
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 
PASADENA, CALIFORNIA  91101-1504 

PHONE: (626) 449-4200   FAX: (626) 449-4205 

ROBERT@ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 
WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

A Professional Corporation 

 

 

 

April 29, 2020 

VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY 

Mindy Nguyen 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 

221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350 

Los Angeles, CA  90012 

 

Re:  Objection to Denial of Request for Extension of 45-Day Comment Period 

for Hollywood Center Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(“DEIR”); Case Number ENV-2018-2116-EIR;  

State Clearinghouse Number 2018051002 

 

 

 
Attachment to the letter of the  

above-referenced subject. 

 

Reference Library from 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.com  

vs. City of Los Angeles  

(LASC Case No. BS144606  

(“Original Millennium Case”) 

 

2 of 2 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, 

EM22112 

Czerwinski, Ellen < ECzerwinski@manatt.com > 

Monday, March 04, 2013 5:06 PM 
'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org' 

De la Cruz, Victor 
Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 1 of 5) 

AMDA Tract Map Appeal.pdf 

We submitted the attached appeal today in opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN. The attached contains excerpts of DEIRs and Noise/Vibration studies. I will be forwarding the full sections to 
you for inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Thank you, 
Ellen 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@m anatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged . If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt .com or by telephone at (310) 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 
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MASTER APPEAL FORM 

City of Los Angeles - Deportment of City Planning 

APPEAL TO THE: City Planning Commission 
(DIRECTOR, AREA PlANNING COMMISSION, CITY PIANNING COMMISSION, OTY COUNCIL) 

REGARDING CASE#: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 1n0-1110 Vine; 1745-1753 Vine; 1746-1770 Ivar; 1733-1741Argyle; 6236, 6270, 6334 Yucca 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 2013 
---------~--~-~-----~--

TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. 0 Appeal by Applicant 

2. l2l Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved 

3. 0 Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 
of Building and Safety 

APPELLANT INFORMATION - Please print clearly 

Name: AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

• Are you filing for yourself or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

(21 Self Q Other: ------------------

Address: 6305 Yucca Street and 1777 Vine Street 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90028 

Telephone: (323) 469-3300 
E-mail: ---------------

• Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

Q Yes 121 No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: Victor De la Cruz - Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Address: 11355 West Olympic Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90064 

Telephone: -----'(3_1_0..:...) _3_12_-4_3_0_5 __ _ E-mail : vdelacruz@manatt.com 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING - Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

IZI Entire 0 Part 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal • How you are aggrieved by the decision 

• Speclflcally the points at Issue • Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

Amount 

Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

• Master Appeal Form 
Justification/Reason for Appealing document 

• Orlglnat Determination Letter · 

• Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee. 

• Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

Applicants filing per 12.26 K ''Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 
and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

Appeals to the City Councll from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or vn) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be flied within 10 days of the written determjnatlon of the Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed If a non-elected decision-making body (i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that Is not further appealable. 

"if a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental Impact report, approves a 
negative dedarotion or mitigated negative dedarotlon, or determines that a project Is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision-making body, if any. p 

-cA Public Resouras Code § 21151 (c) 

Date: _ .. )_,_/_l/_/_13 _ _ _ 

··-.· Plonnfn'l. ~taf!-Use Only 

Reviewed .al'\d' Accepted ..,Y· · < 
.. Date 

·'..:· 
. . .. 

Receipt No. Deemed Complete by l>ate . .; 

Determinati.on Authority rilotffied a. Original Receipt and BTC Re.cefpt (If orjginal applicant) 

CP-7769 ( 11/09/09) 
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"Millennium Hollywood representatives said that if the 
school were for children, city law would require them to 

reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the 
students are adults, there are no such requirements. " 

- Laura J. Nelson, "Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood 
clears a hurdle" in Los Angeles Times, Feb. 19, 2013 
(describing the closing arguments of Millennium's legal 
counsel at the Advisory Agency hearing for Millennium's tract 
map). 

RL0020946 



EM22116 

manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

APPEAL OF VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN 

AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMDA") appeals the City of 
Los Angeles ("the City") Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN (the "Tract Map") for the Hollywood Millennium Project (the "Project"). This appeal 
is limited to a single, major inadequacy in the Environmental Impact Report (the "EIR") for the 
Project that renders the Tract Map approval legally deficient under the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") and the California Subdivision Map Act - Millennium's position 
(shockingly unquestioned by the City thus far) that AMDA is not a noise-sensitive receptor and 
that Millennium need not mitigate construction and operational noise impacts to a level that will 
allow AMDA to keep its campus open during and after the Project's multi-year construction. 1 

After AMDA invested hundreds of millions of dollars making Hollywood its home (well 
before Hollywood was thriving, in effect paving the way for Millennium), Millennium's failure 
to protect AMDA through mere compliance with the law is astounding. Every year, AMDA 
educates hundreds of young artists that come from every state in the nation and multiple 
countries around the world, to study music, dance, and drama in Los Angeles. What will the 
City tell these students when they come to AMDA and cannot hear clearly enough to tune a 
violin or a piano, harmonize their voices, or hear themselves during breathing exercises - all 
because the City failed to question the Applicant's ludicrous position that AMDA was not a 
noise-sensitive receptor requiring special construction-related mitigation? And if the City 
responds with the Applicant's most recent assertion (that only schools with young children are 
noise-sensitive receptors), what will the City tell those students when confronted with other City 
EIRs that have identified ITT Technical Institute, the University of Southern California, Loyola 
Law School, Occidental College, and a host of other institutions of higher learning, as sensitive 
receptors? 

This appeal is common sense. CEQA classifications matter. Just as the City could not 
defend an EIR that treated a nesting site for the California Condor no different than it treated a 
nesting site for a pigeon (on the theory that the California Condor is not a protected species), the 
City will not have complied with CEQA until AMDA, a school, is treated as the noise-sensitive 
receptor that it is. The City must revise the EIR so that it adequately discloses, analyzes, and 
mitigates its impacts on AMDA, a sensitive receptor. And for CEQA's informational and 
participatory mandates to be met, the City must re-circulate the EIR and afford AMDA the 
opportunity to comment on the Project's proposed mitigation. 

1 A more detailed letter setting forth AMDA's concerns about the Project, generally, and problems with its other 
discretionary actions (e.g., the variance, the Development Agreement) and the Final EIR will be filed separate from 
this appeal. AMDA also has concerns about other aspects of the Tract Map approval's compliance with the 
California Subdivision Map Act, which AMDA intends to raise on appeal to the Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee of the City Council, if necessary. The need to limit this appeal to one issue - construction 
noise - is necessary to provide focus on a matter that is of critical importance to the life of the institution. It does 
not mean that AMDA is not concerned about other Project impacts such as parking and operational noise. 

11355West01ympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 

Albany I Los Angeles I New York I Orange County I Palo Alto I Sacramento J San Francisco I Washington, D.C. 
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I. BACKGROUND ON AMDA COLLEGE AND CONSERVATORY OF THE 
PERFORMING ARTS. 

AMDA has been located at the intersection of Yucca and Vine in Hollywood for over ten 
years. As one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, AMDA's 
two campuses in New York City and Los Angeles have launched some of the most successful 
careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited by the National Association of Schools 
of Theatre, AMDA's Los Angeles campus enrolls approximately 700 full-time students from 
throughout the world and offers both four-year Bachelor of Fine Arts Programs and various 
Certificate Programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus has been a thriving community 
of young artists engaged daily in everything from general education courses typical of more 
traditional four-year colleges, to intense professional-level artist training in musical theatre, 
multiple dance styles, and vocal recital presentations. 

AMDA' s campus is comprised of several buildings in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Vine Tower, AMDA's main building, is kitty-corner from the proposed Project and 
houses administrative offices, classrooms, studio spaces, a costume shop, a stage combat armory, 
a computer lab, the AMDA Cafe, the campus store and performance spaces. AMDA' s 1777 
Vine Street Building across the street from the Vine Tower, and sharing a property line with the 
Project site, is a five-story facility with 23 classrooms, 11 private voice studios, acting rehearsal 
rooms, a student lounge, the film production office, the scene shop, and other ancillary AMDA 
uses. An outdoor performance space, a campus piazza where students congregate and eat and 
perform, a performing arts library, and film, television and editing facilities are also located on 
campus. 

Finally, six residential buildings, primarily on the same block as the Vine Tower, have 
been purchased, or.are otherwise controlled by AMDA, for student housing (The Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the All view Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows"). 

Simply stated, AMDA's investment in, and commitment to the Hollywood community is 
sustained and substantial. 

II. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT'S NOISE IMPACTS ON AMDA. 

While AMDA would like to support the proposed Project, the Project may require 
AMDA, a sensitive receptor, to close its doors due to the Applicant's complete failure to identify 
AMDA as a sensitive receptor in the Project's EIR and to address AMDA's concerns in 
connection with the Project's multi-year construction period. The Applicant's complete 
disregard for AMDA's required mitigation is unacceptable. As will be made clear in this appeal, 
the scope of AMDA's operations and the proposed Project's construction impacts are 
fundamentally incompatible. As proposed, all Project construction would take place at the 

2 
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property line with AMDA (i.e., not even the most minor of setbacks) without a single mitigation 
measure tailored specifically to AMDA 's operations. 

The Project's EIR indicates that construction would reach a dBA of 113.9 Leq· 
According to the Project's EIR, these noise levels would be louder than a jet flying overhead at a 
height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an indoor concert. 
(See DEIR, Table IV.H-1.) Moreover, because the proposed Project would take approximately 
three years to construct, or even more if built out in phases as allowed by the Development 
Agreement, which spans decades, AMDA would not be able to carry out its basic functions as an 
educational institution for years. Please make no mistake about it - it will not be possible for 
AMDA to keep its doors open while the proposed Project is constructed unless the City complies 
with CEQA before granting any entitlements. 

Construction is to be expected in highly urbanized areas. However, the construction of 
over a million square feet in 585-foot towers and multiple levels of subterranean parking, over a 
span of multiple years - without any mitigation for a sensitive receptor - is not to be expected. 
This is not a simple by-right project, but one that is asking for a Development Agreement, 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Vesting Zone Change, Height District Change, Conditional Use 
Permits, Variances, etc., and therefore requires compliance with CEQA, in part through the 
protection of sensitive receptors. 

III. THE APPLICANT'S FAILURE TO IDENTIFY AMDA AS A SENSITIVE 
RECEPTOR IN THE EIR. 

The proposed Project's EIR failed to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor 
notwithstanding CEQA's clear mandate that schools be identified as such. 2 As discussed in this 
appeal, the Applicant has doubled-down on its position that AMDA is not a sensitive receptor. 
(Acknowledging that AMDA is a noise-sensitive receptor under CEQA would not only require 
recirculation of the EIR, but would trigger mitigation that the Applicant may not want to 
provide.) 

To be perfectly clear, AMDA is the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within AMDA's 
1777 Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not taking classes such as "Harmony 
Review Lab," "Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing their 
singing in a private voice room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing breathing 
exercises with a voice tutor. (See Exhibit A, Class Schedule for 1777 Building.) Every day, the 
AMDA campus is a thriving hub of productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early 
morning until about 11 :30 p.m., and in summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple 
productions. 

2 CEQA is geared at identifying sensitive receptors and sensitive environmental conditions so that appropriate 
mitigation can eliminate (or minimize to the maximum extent feasible) a project's significant impacts to those 
resources. Thus, the Applicant's failure to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor contravenes CEQA. 

3 
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Millennium's unwillingness to concede that AMDA is a sensitive receptor is 
unacceptable, and the litany of excuses as to why AMDA was not identified as a sensitive 
receptor are absurd. More importantly, these excuses do nothing to remedy the EIR's 
deficiencies and its utter failure to comply with CEQA's informational mandates. 

IV. A HOST OF EXCUSES AS TO WHY AMDA WAS NOT IDENTIFIED AS A 
SENSITIVE RECEPTOR, BUT THE DE.FICIENCIES REMAIN. 

When the Applicant was first asked why AMDA was not identified as a sensitive 
receptor, the Applicant responded that it thought the 1777 Vine Building was vacant - that 
Project consultants had no idea that AMDA was using it. Putting aside the fact that the Vine 
Tower across the street was also not identified as a sensitive receptor, the Applicant's position as 
to 1777 Vine was ridiculous. Every school day, one thousand students, faculty, and staff cross 
Yucca Street between the Vine Tower and the 1777 Vine Building. Furthermore, the President 
of AMDA has sat on the Board of Directors of the Hollywood Property Owners Alliance 
together with the Applicant for several years, and members of the Applicant have been guests of 
AMDA at concerts and recitals on the AMDA campus. 

When the "we thought the building was vacant story" became untenable, the Project's 
Final EIR offered yet another story, responding that the AMDA buildings were not identified as 
sensitive receptors because the Planning Department's ZIMAS database did not identify AMDA 
as a school. (Final EIR, Response to Comment 9-11, pp. III-B.45 -46.) This response too was 
unacceptable - sensitive receptors are not identified based on what a ZIMAS report says -
AMDA either exists or it does not exist. (Just imagine if sensitive species were identified based 
on what old history books said about a site, rather than a biological survey; there is no question 
that the Project's EIR consultant did a site-survey of surrounding buildings.) Given AMDA's 
large student and teacher population, its open and active operations, and its proximity to the 
Project, its omission is inexcusable. 

Subsequently, the Applicant suggested to AMDA that AMDA was not identified as a 
sensitive receptor because Millennium wanted to protect AMDA - namely that AMDA is not a 
permitted use and the Applicant did not want to get AMDA in trouble. This, again, is also 
entirely erroneous - the C4 zoning on AMDA' s property allows educational institutions and 
music conservatories by right - no use permits are needed for AMDA to legally operate there. 

Finally, at the February 19, 2013, Advisory Agency hearing for the Tract Map, after 
AMDA refuted all of the above excuses which had been proffered by the Applicant, 
Millennium's counsel denied that they had ever used any of the above excuses - even though the 
Final EIR included two of those excuses. Instead, the Applicant's counsel proffered an entirely 
new theory - one that was never mentioned in the Final EIR - declaring without any justification 
or legal support that schools are only considered to be sensitive receptors if they are for young 
children. This excuse was heard by those at the hearing and received coverage in the Los 
Angeles Times. ("Millennium Hollywood representatives said that if the school were for 
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children, city law would require them to reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the 
students are adults, there are no such requirements.")(See Exhibit B.) For the reasons set forth 
below, this new excuse is equally disingenuous and false. 

V. PUTTING TO REST THE FOURTH EXCUSE ABOUT WHY AMDA WAS NOT 
IDENTIFIED AS A SENSITIVE RECEPTOR. 

1. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, 
Make Clear that AMDA is a Sensitive Receptor. 

The Applicant's new excuse as to why AMDA is not a sensitive receptor is completely 
unavailing because the City indisputably considers schools (regardless of student age) to be 
sensitive to construction noise: 

• The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include 
"residences, transient lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, 
auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks." (L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide, p. I.1-3.) 

• The Noise Element of the General Plan defines noise sensitive uses as "single-family and 
multi-unit dwellings, long-term care facilities (including convalescent and retirement 
facilities), dormitories, motels, hotels, transient lodgings and other residential uses; 
houses of worship; hospitals; libraries; schools; auditoriums; concert halls; outdoor 
theaters; nature and wildlife preserves, and parks." (General Plan Noise Element, p. 4-1.) 

If Millennium's legal counsel is conect that only uses with children are considered sensitive to 
noise, then why do the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide and the Noise Element of the General 
Plan identify dwellings, motels, hotels, houses of worship, libraries, auditoriums, concert halls, 
and theaters as sensitive uses? These uses do not necessarily include more children than adults; 
they are considered sensitive to noise simply because of the activities that take place there. Even 
the Project's own Draft EIR acknowledges that schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are 
sensitive receptors. (Draft EIR, p. IV.H-15.) It does not at any point in the document qualify 
sensitive uses based on the age of the occupants/visitors. 

In short, AMDA, a school use, is unquestionably a sensitive receptor. AMDA also 
contains noise sensitive rehearsal rooms, studios, and voice rooms - all of which are similar (in 
terms of activities involved and acceptable noise exposure) to auditoriums and concert halls, 
which the City also has deemed to be sensitive receptors. Notably, none of the City documents 
above qualify the sensitivity of the sensitive receptors, much less indicate that only schools with 
children are sensitive to noise. (Moreover, other cities, like San Francisco, explicitly use the 
word "colleges" to provide examples of noise-sensitive receptors.)(See Exhibit C.) If the 
presence of children were somehow the determining factor for sensitive receptors, it would lead 
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to the nonsensical result that residential homes, dormitories, hotels, churches, auditoriums, 
concert halls, and amphitheatres should also be eliminated from this category as well. 

2. EIRs Within and Outside of the City Make Clear that AMDA is a Sensitive 
Receptor. 

As demonstrated below, EIRs conducted by the City and other jurisdictions all support 
the irrefutable fact that schools are sensitive receptors for construction noise, regardless of the 
age of the students. Moreover, auditoriums, concert halls and similar uses are also considered to 
be sensitive receptors. 

• EIR for the Convention and Event Center Project (City of Los Angeles, 2012, SCH# 
2011031049, pp. IV.E-50) - identified the Loyola Law School and Nokia Theatre as a 
sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit D.) 

• EIR for Occidental College Specific Plan (City of Los Angeles, 2008, SCH# 
2006081153, p. 3H-4) - identified the classrooms and library at Occidental College 
during construction activities as sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit E.) 

• EIR for the Lakeside Park Project (City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and 
Parks, 2011, Noise and Vibration Study, p. 11) - identified ITT Technical Institute as a 
sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit F.) 

• EIR for the Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project (City of Los Angeles, 2010, SCH# 
2009071035, pp. IV.C-17) - identified the Jonathan Club as a noise sensitive receptor. 
(See Exhibit G.) 

• EIR for USC Development Plan (City of Los Angeles, 2010, SCH# 200901101, p. IV.H-
11) - identified the Shrine Auditorium as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit H.) 

• EIR for Cedars-Sinai Medical Center West Tower Project (City of Los Angeles, 2008, 
SCH# 2008031040, pp. 134) - identified a medical office building as a sensitive 
receptor. (See Exhibit I.) 

• EIR for USC Health Sciences Campus Project (City of Los Angeles, 2005, SCH# 
2004101084, pp. 243-247) - identified the Los Angeles County College of Nursing and 
Allied Health as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit J.) 

• EIR/EIS for Mid-City/Westside Transit Project (Metropolitan Transit Authority, 2010, 
SCH# 2000051058, pp. 3.9-2 - 23) - identified the USC Marshall School of Business, 
Exposition Park, and the Rancho La Brea Tar Pits as a sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit 
K.) 
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• EIR for the Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project (City of Palo Alto, 2010, SCH# 2007082130, pp. 3.7-6) - identified the adjacent 
Stanford University campus as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit L.) 

• Final EIR for the Quarry Creek Master Plan (City of Carlsbad, 2013, SCH# 2012021039, 
p. 5 .11-7) - identified Mira Costa College as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit M.) 

• EIR for the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan (Foothill De Anza Community 
College District, 2008, SCH# 2007091014, pp. IV.E-15) - identified the existing 
classrooms and other school related facilities at Foothill College as sensitive receptors. 
(See Exhibit N.) 

3. Not a Single Case Supports the Absurd Proposition that Only Children are 
Sensitive to Noise. 

Finally, not a single case supports the proposition that only schools with children are 
sensitive noise receptors. To the contrary, the case law makes clear that uses are considered 
noise-sensitive based on the types of activities that take place there. Clyde v. City of Palm 
Desert, 2004 Cal. Unpub. LEXIS 11521, *37 n.4 (Dec. 20, 2004) ("Sensitive receptors are 
defined as those land uses that are particularly sensitive to noise intrusion, including residences, 
schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, and other health care facilities."). Also see 
Save Strawberry Canyon v. U.S. Dep't of Energy, 830 F. Supp. 2d 737, 748-50 (N.D. Cal. 
201 l)(referring to the Nyingma Institute [http://www.nyingmainstitute.com], which offers adult 
training in mediation, Buddhist studies, and Tibetan language, as a sensitive receptor). 

VI. CONCLUSION. 

The EIR's omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor, and the Tract Map's complete 
disregard of AMDA-related mitigation, are material errors. AMDA-specific concerns and other 
impacts of the Project are more particularly described in our "Comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project," submitted to Ms. Srimal 
P. Hewawitharana at the Department of City Planning on December 10, 2012. (See Exhibit 0.) 
The Final EIR has offered only excuses as to why AMDA is not a sensitive receptor and why the 
Project's impacts on AMDA do not need to be specifically analyzed or mitigated. This is 
unacceptable and renders the Project's Tract Map findings under Government Code Sections 
66474.61 (a), (b), (c), (e), and (f) completely lacking in substantial evidence. We respectfully 
request that you grant this appeal and revoke the Tract Map until appropriate CEQA analysis and 
mitigation is provided for AMDA. 
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Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood clears a hurdle - latimes.com Page 1 of 2 

latimes.com/news/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-20130220,0,6352502.story 

la times.com 

Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood clears a hurdle 

Over objections, the planning agency approves the proposed $664-million 
Millennium Hollywood development that will consist of two towers flanking the 
iconic Capitol Records Tower. 

By Laura J. Nelson, Los Angeles Times 

7:45 PM PST, February 19, 2013 

A proposal for two skyscrapers that would flank the Capitol Records tower in Hollywood advertisement 

gained the approval of the city's planning department Tuesday despite push-back from 
dozens of disgruntled residents. 

The Millennium Hollywood plans are the most ambitious in a string of revitalization projects in the 
area, including the W Hotel and the Hollywood & Highland Center. The $664-million mixed-use 
development could include more than 1 million square feet of apartment, office and retail space. 

The proposal comes less than a year after the L.A. City Council approved new zoning guidelines for 
Hollywood that allow more and taller buildings near transit hubs. The strategy is part of a vision to 
cluster new development around bus stops and Metro stations - a theory that Mayor Antonio 
Villaraigosa calls "elegant density." 

In architectural renderings, balconies jut from the thin towers like a teetering game of Jenga. The 4.5-
acre lot from which the skyscrapers would rise would also include green space, a pool and an outdoor 
library. 

The site is one block from the Metro Red Line's Hollywood and Vine station, and developers say they 
would install bike lanes and lockers. 

Nearby residents say Millennium Hollywood would make Hollywood's notoriously bad traffic worse, 
lengthening commutes and response times from police and firefighters. Construction noise and dust 
could hurt seniors and students living in the area, said Jan Martin, the president and chief executive of 
the American Musical and Dramatic Academy, which is next to the site. The college has nearly 1,000 
students and faculty who cross Vine Street daily, steps from where the construction would occur. 

"You could not possibly tune a violin with that kind of noise going on," Martin said. 

Millennium Hollywood representatives said that ifthe school were for children, city law would 
require them to reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the students are adults, there are no 
such requirements. 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-2013 0220, 0,65 905 5 ,print.... 3/4/2013 
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Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood clears a hurdle - latimes.com Page 2 of2 

Residents also said they were concerned that the skyscrapers would spoil their million-dollar views 
from the Hollywood Hills. According to plans, the towers coµld be as tall as 485 and 585 feet - more 
than twice the tallest building in Hollywood. 

"You go too far from that, you've changed the district," said City Councilman Tom LaBonge, who 
took a break from a council meeting down the hall to come to the hearing. Then he turned to city 
planner Jim Tokunaga. "What's your favorite building in Hollywood?" 

"Uh, Capitol Records," Tokunaga responded. 

LaBonge nodded and looked at Tokunaga long and hard. The audience laughed. 

The personality of Hollywood may favor shorter buildings now, said Phillip Aarons, an attorney 
representing the development, but the new skyscrapers represent the future. There has never been a 
height limit in the area, he said. 

"Hollywood evolves," Aarons said. "That's its nature." 

The Planning Commission will consider the development next month. 

laura.nelson@latimes.com 

Copyright© 2013, Los Angeles Times 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-20130220,0,659055,print.... 3/4/2013 

RL0020964 



EM22134 

EXHIBIT C 

RL0020965 



SAN FRMJCISCO 
PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

EM22135 

CEQA Categorical Exemption 
Determination 
Property Information/Project Description 

i PROJECT ADDRESS I BLOCK,l\.OT(S) I 
i 
! 
I 

h "" !> -
o~~ 

l CASE NO.--- -- / PERMIT NO. ! ·-PLANS DATED • 1 
~' -·--- ------·----------·--·----'-! -'-~.o \ .1 - . o~ \ '-> -:2 '1_}_~---~--~-\1.~JJ~ . 
D Addition/ Alteration (detailed below) D Demolition (requires HRER 1f over 50 D New Construction 

years old) · 

(ii§ijt EXEMPTION CLASS 

ss 1: Existing Facilities · 
ior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq.ft.; ·change of use if principally 

milted or with a CU. . 

D Class 3: New Construction 
Up to three (3) single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; 
commercial/office structures under 10,000 sq.ft.; accessory structures; utility extensions. 

Jii#ii CEQA IMPACTS (To be completed by Project Planner) 

If ANY box is initialed below an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

Transportation: .Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking 
spaces or residential units? Does the project have the potential to adversely 
affect transit. pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of 
nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, 
schools, colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential 
dwellings [subject to Article 38 of the Health Code), and senior-care 
facilities)? 

Hazardous Materials: Would the project involve 1) change of use 
(including tenant improvements) and/or 2) soil disturbance; on a site with a 
former gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or 
on a site with underground storage tanks? 
Phase I Environmental Sile Assessment required for CEQA dear.iice (E.P. initials rcquircil) 

Soll Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in the soil 
disturbance/modification greater than two (2) feet below grade in an 
archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in non-archeological sensitive 
areas? 

Refer to: EP ArcM•p > CEQA Cat Ex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive Areas 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, 
colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and 
senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation area? 

Refer to: EPArcMap > CEQA Cat Ex Delermination Loyers >Noise Mitig•tion Ana 

Subdivision/Lot-Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a 
subdivision or lot-line adjustment on a lot with a slope of 20% or more? 

Refer to: EP ArcMap > CEQA CatE• Determination Layers >Topography 

NOTE: 
If neither class applies, 
ari. Environmental 
Evaluation Application is 
required. 

NOTE: 
Project Planner must 
initial box below before 
proceeding to Step 3. 

Project Can Proceed 
· With Categorical · 
Exemption Review. 

Ttie project does not 
trigger any of the CEQA 
Impacts and can proceed 
with categorical exemption 
review. 
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IV.E Noise 

Guide (2006) states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks 
are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. Twenty-six 
(26) noise-sensitive receptors were selected for the noise analysis, representing the 
various noise sensitive land uses (i.e., residential, hospital, school, hotel/motel, auditorium, 
religious institution, and parks uses) in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

(2) Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the selected 26 off-site locations in the 
vicinity of the Project Site for a typical weekday and weekend. The off-site noise 
measurement locations range from approximately 90 feet (R2-residences located on Pico 
Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street) to approximately 1,940 feet (R22-residences located 
on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street) from the Project Site. The noise measurement 
locations are described in Table IV.E-6 on page IV.E-50 and are shown in Figure IV.E-1 on 
page IV.E-120. For the weekday measurements, long-term (24-hour) measurements were 
conducted at nine (9) measurement locations and three short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were conducted at each of the remaining 17 locations. For the short-term 
measurements, two measurements were made during the daytime hours (between the 
hours of 9:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M.) and one during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. 

and 1 :00 A.M.). For the weekend ambient measurements, two short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were made at all 26 locations during the daytime hours (between 1 :00 P.M. 

and 4:00 P.M.) and during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. and 12:00 A.M.). The 
weekday ambient noise measurements were conducted between July 19 and July 28, 
2011, and between October 20 and October 21, 2011. The weekend ambient noise 
measurements were conducted on January 14, 22, and 29, 2012, and February 4, 2012. 

The ambient noise monitoring program was conducted using several Quest 
Technologies Model 2900 Integrating/logging Sound Level Meters, these sound level 
meters meet and exceed the minimum industry standard performance requirements for 
'Type 2" standard instruments, as defined in the American National Standard Institute 
(ANSI) S1 .4. These sound level meters also meet the requirement specified in Section 
111.01 (I) of the LAMC that the instruments be 'Type S2A" standard instruments or better. 
The sound level meters were set up to collect the average (leq) noise levels over a 
15-minute period. For the 24-hour noise measurements, the sound level meters were also 
set up to register the ambient noise levels on a 15-minute basis (i.e., 96 15-minute leq 
levels for a 24-hour measurement). In accordance with the City's noise ordinance, the 
ambient noise measurements were conducted continuously for a period of a minimum of 
15 minutes. 

Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. Detailed noise measurement data are provided in Appendix l to 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-5 

RL0020968 



EM22138 

IV.E Noise 

this Draft EIR. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the current ambient 
noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular traffic 
on local roadways and the SR-110 Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft 
flyovers, and other typical urban noise. In general, the ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the Project Site currently exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient 
noise standards, as presented in Table IV.E-2 on page IV.E-47. Therefore, the measured 
existing ambient noise levels are appropriate for use as the baseline conditions for the 
purposes of determining Project impacts. 

Twenty-four-hour CNEL levels were calculated for the short-term (15-minute) 
measurement locations based on the measured Leq noise levels. The CNEL levels were 
calculated based on the 15-minute Leq levels following the calculation procedures 
prescribed by the FTA. As indicated in Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52, the existing noise 
environments at the 26 off-site sensitive receptors are classified, based on the standards 
set forth in Table IV.E-3 on page IV.E-48, as follows: (1) ambient noise levels at locations 
R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), R21 (residences on Park 
Grove Avenue, south of Washington Boulevard) and R23 (residences on 14th Street, east 
of Union Avenue) are within the "normally acceptable" range; (2) ambient noise levels at 
locations R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE), R3 (residences 
on Flower Street), R4 (residences on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R5 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R7 (residences on 
11th Street, east of Albany Street), R8 (10th Street Elementary School on Valencia Street, 
south of Olympic Boulevard), R9 (residences on Albany Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard), R 13 (residences at the northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets), R 14 
(residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand Avenue), R15 (residences on 
Hope Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R17 (religious use at the northeast corner of 
Hope Street and Washington Boulevard), R19 (residences and religious uses on 18th 
Street, east of Georgia Street), R20 (residences on Bonsalio Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard), R22 (residences located on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street), R24 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Union Avenue), R25 (residences on 12th Street, 
east of Union Avenue) and R26 (residences on Wright Street, north of Venice Boulevard) 
are within the "conditionally acceptable" range; (3) ambient noise levels at locations R2 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street), R11 (residences on 9th Street, 
east of Flower Street), R12 (residences on Olympic Boulevard, west of Hope Street), and 
R18 (high school on 17th Street) are within the "normally unacceptable" range; and 
(4) ambient noise levels at locations R10 (hotel use on Figueroa Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard) and R16 (residences located at the northeast corner of Grand Avenue and 
Venice Boulevard) are within the "clearly unacceptable" range. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-6 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-6 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Site3 Nearby Sensitive 

Location At Grade Level Outside of and Adjacent to (feet) Land Uses Receptor 

R1 Ritz Hotel and Residences/Marriott 300 Residential/ Yes 
Hotel/Nokia Theatre located on Georgia Hotel/ 
Street, north of Chick Hearn Court Auditorium 

R2 Multi-fami ly residential uses located on Pico 90 Residential Yes 
Bou levard , east of Figueroa Street 

R3 Multi-fami ly residential uses located on Flower 275 Residential Yes 
Street 

R4 Single-family residential uses located on Oak 490 Residential Yes 
Street, north of Venice Bou levard 

R5 Single-fami ly residential uses located on 890 Residential Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard 

R6 Multi-fami ly residential uses located on 12th 275 Residential Yes 
Place, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R7 Multi-family residential uses located on 11th 250 Residential Yes 
Street, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R8 10th Street Elementary School, located on 1,200 School Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Olympic Bou levard 

R9 Multi-family residential uses located on Albany 1,200 Residential/ Yes 
StreeVLoyola Law School/Olympic Primary School 
Center (school), north of Olympic Boulevard 

R10 Figueroa Hotel/Residential use located on 775 Residentia l/ Yes 
Figueroa Street, north of Olympic Boulevard Hotel 

R1 1 Multi-family residential uses located on 9th 1,460 Residential Yes 
Street, east of Flower Street 

R12 Multi-family residential uses located on 1,040 Residential Yes 
Olympic Street, west of Hope Street 

R13 Multi-family residential uses located at the 520 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets 

R14 Multi-family residential uses located at the 1,100 Residential Yes 
northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand 
Avenue 

R15 Multi-fam ily residential and hospital (California 820 Residential/ Yes 
Hospital Medical Center) uses located on Hospital 
Hope Street, north of Venice Boulevard 

R16 Multi-family residential uses located at the 1,400 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Grand Avenue and Venice 
Boulevard 

R17 Relig ious use located at the northeast corner 1,450 Religious Yes 
of Hope Street and Washington Bou levard 

R18 High school located on 17th Street, east of 475 School Yes 
Georgia Street 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-50 
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R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

EM22140 

Table IV.E-6 (Continued) 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Sitea Nearby 

At Grade level Outside of and Adjacent to {feet) land Uses 

Multi-family residential and religious uses on 840 Residential/ 
18th Street, east of Georgia Street Religious 

Single-family residential uses located on 1,715 Residential 
Bonsallo Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,840 Residential 
located on Park Grove Avenue, south of 
Washington Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,940 Residential/ 
located on Toberman Street, nortp of 18th Park 
Street 

Single-family residential uses located on 14th 1,480 Residential 
Street, east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses on Pico 1,250 Residential 
Boulevard, east of Union Avenue 

Single-family residential uses on 12th Street, 1,250 Residential 
east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses at Wright Street 200 Residential 
cul-de-sac, north of Venice Boulevard 

IV.E Noise 

Sensitive 
Receptor 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

a Distances are estimated based on Google Earth , map and are referenced to the Project nearest 
boundary. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

TABLE 3H-1 
SUMMARY OF AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA 

Location Date Duration Noise Level Noise Sources 

Campus Road behind B. Bell Field August 3, 2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL Traffic, Recreational 
activities 

Campus Road behind Physical, Traffic, Recreational Earth, And Environmental Sciences August3,2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL activities Center 

Near Anderson Field August 3, 2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:55 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 11 :03 PM 
activities 

Near Soccer Field August3,2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:00 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 9:35 PM 
activities 

Near Eaton Street August 3, 2001 10 minutes 51 CNEL at 3:30 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 10:19 PM 
activities 

Existing Vibration Sources 

Similar to ambient noise levels, any vibration environment in the project area is dominated by 
traffic from nearby roadways. However, existing vibration levels at the proposed project area are 
typically not perceptible. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted 
sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, 
libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds and 
parks are considered noise-sensitive. 

Figure 3H.2 shows the location of sensitive receptors near the project site. The nearest sensitive 
receptors to the project site are single-family residences located along the northern and 
northwestern, southern , western, and eastern regions of the project area boundary, as well as the 
Yosemite Recreation Center located about 1,200 feet from the northeast project boundary. Figure 
3H.2 identifies all sensitive receptors located within a one-half mile from the center of the project 
site. These are in addition to the residential neighborhoods bordering the project site and the 
students at the College attending classes or using the campus library during construction 
activities . Some residents, particularly those near Building Opportunity Sites (BOS) 1, 5, 8, 20, 
24, 28, all located along the perimeter of the site, are either adjacent to potential construction or 
across narrow rights-of-way (see Figure 2.3 for a map of the BOS). Residences are approximately 
50 feet to 100 feet from proposed Building Opportunity Sites. 

Occidental College Specific Plan 
Draft EIR 

3H-4 ESA I 0205278 
September 2008 
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Feet 

0 College Vista Convalescent Hospital - .46mi 

f) American Montessori Preschool & Kindergarden - .48mi 

E) American Montessori Preschool & Elementary- .50mi 

0 Eagle Rock High School - .48mi 

8 Angel's in Play Family Childcare - .40mi 

C1) Pathways Child Development Center - .40mi 

~;~TJ 0 Westminster Child Center - .50mi e Highland Park Motel - .37mi 

E) York Motel - .35mi 

" GI Yosemite Recreation Center - .50mi 

Note: In addition to surrounding residential uses. Occidental College . 205278 

SOURCE: GlobeXplorer; ESA, 2008. Figure 3H.2 
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Noise Impact Report 

Effects of Vibration 
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3.0 Noise and Vibration 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, 
ground-borne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider 
ground-borne vibration to be an annoyance that may affect concentration or disturb sleep. In 
addition, high levels of ground-borne vibration may damage fragile buildings or interfere with 
equipment that is highly sensitive to ground-borne vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). To 
counter the effects of ground-borne vibration, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to the FTA, non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per 
second without experiencing structural damage. 6 

Perceptible Vibration Changes 

In contrast to noise, ground-borne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people experience 
every day. The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or 
lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans which is around 65 RMS. 7 Most 
perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of 
perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 
on rough roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Applicable Regulations 

There are no adopted City standards for ground-borne vibration. 

3.2 EXISTING SETTING 

3.2.1 Existing Noise Environment 

The existing noise environment at the project site is characterized by vehicular traffic along the 
Interstate 405 Freeway. Additional sources of noise are typical of urban environments and 
include car alarms, barking dogs, siren, or aircrafts. 

Sound measurements were taken using a SoundPro DL Sound Level Meter between 12:30 p.m. 
and 2:50 p.m. on July 21, 2011 to determine existing ambient daytime off-peak noise levels in 
the project vicinity. Nighttime noise measurements were taken on July 26, 2011 at 9:00 p.m. 
These readings were used to establish existing ambient noise conditions and to provide a 
baseline for evaluating construction and operational noise impacts. Noise monitoring locations 
are shown in Figure 3-2. As shown in Table 3-1, existing daytime ambient sound levels range 
between 48.8 and 60.1 dBA Leq· Existing nighttime ambient sound levels range between 50.2 
and 58.6 dBA Leq· The nighttime noise levels were louder than the daytime noise levels at 
locations 3 and 4. This may due to the fact that there are few daytime noise sources in the 
project area and the freeway is the main noise source. Variations in freeway traffic volumes 
likely caused the difference in daytime and nighttime noise levels. A 24-hour noise 
measurement was also taken on the project site from 11 :00 a.m. July 11, 2011 to 11 :00 a.m. 
July 12, 2011. The existing project site 24-hour noise level was approximately 61.2 dBA CNEL. 

6 /bid. 
71bid. 
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LEGEND: 

Project Site 

0 Noise Monitoring Locations 

1. ITT Technical Institute 
2 . Single-Family Residences on Ryan Street 
3. Single-Family Residences on Lakeside Street 

SOURCE: TAHA, 201 1. 

~~ Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
~.,...,......,Noise Impact Report 
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4. Single-Family Residences on Golden Court 
5. El Dorado Avenue Elementary School APPRO X, 

S C::: A LE 

FIGURE 3-2 

NOISE MONITORING LOCATIONS 
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Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

TABLE 3-1: EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

Key to Figure 3-2 Noise Monitoring Location 

1 12601 Encinitas Avenue (Single-Family Residences) 

2 15435 Ryan Street (Single-Family Residences) 

3 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-Family Residences) 

4 15291 Golden Court (Single-Family Residences) 

5 El Dorado Avenue Elementary School 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011 . 

3.2.2 Existing Vibration Environment 

3. O Noise and Vibration 

Sound Level (dBA, L.,q) 

Daytime Nighttime 

60.1 57.3 

52.6 50.2 

48.8 50.5 

55.3 58.6 

58.5 -

There are no stationary sources of vibration located near the project site. Heavy-duty trucks 
can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending on vehicle type and weight, and 
pavement conditions. However, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not typically 
perceptible at the project site. 

3.2.3 Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the 
. presence of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, 
hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered 
noise- and vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding 
noise. As shown in Figure 3-3, sensitive receptors near the project site include the following: 

• Single-family residences located adjacent to the north, east, and south of the project site 
• ITT Technical Institute located approximately 420 feet northwest of the project site. 
• El Dorado Avenue Elementary School buildings located approximately 525 feet east of 

the project site. 

The above sensitive receptors represent the nearest noise sensitive receptors with the potential 
to be impacted by the proposed project. Additional sensitive receptors are located further from 
the project site in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the project site and 
would be less impacted by the proposed project than the above sensitive receptors 

taha 2009-081 11 
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City of Los Angeles July 2010 

4. City of Los Angeles Vibration Standards 

The City does not currently have any adopted standards, guidelines, or thresholds relative to groundbome 

vibration for Project construction and operations. 

d. Existing Noise Conditions 

i. Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to intrusive noise than others based on the types of 

activities typically involved at the receptor location. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 

residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, 

auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 

commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive receptors were selected in accordance with the L.A. 

CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria and to provide a representative sampling of the surrounding 

noise environment. Sensitive receptors in the Project area include the following: 

• Various multi- and single-family residential land uses (refer to Table IV.C-8); 

• Los Angeles Central Library, various schools and educational facilities; 

• Various hotels and private clubs; and 

• Good Samaritan Hospital. 

ii. Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the Project Site and at 19 nearby off-site locations. The off-site 

noise measurements locations range from 60 feet to approximately 6,000 feet from the Project Site 

representing residential, schools, commercial, and religious land uses. The description of the noise 

measw-ement locations is provided in Table IV.C-8 (Description of Noise Measurement Locations) and 

Figure IV.C-1 (Noise Measurement Locations) shows the locations of the noise measurement locations, 

which are identified as Pl (Project Site) and RO through Rl8 (off-site locations). The nearest off-site noise 

sensitive receptors (i.e., multi-family residential uses) to the Project Site include: The Jonathan Club 

(RI 7), The Pegasus apartments (near RI I), Roosevelt Lofts (near RIO), The Piero apartments (R4), and 

I 010 Wilshire apartments (near R4 and R6), which are located approximately 500 feet away from the 

Project Site. Schools are located at noise receptor locations R15 and Rl8, and the Jonathan Club is 

located at noise receptor location R 17. The noise measurement location PI was selected to quantify the 

existing ambient noise level at the Project Site and to detennine the land use compatibility of the Project' s 

land uses. Long-tenn (24-hour) measurements were conducted at the Project Site (location Pl) and the noise 

metering device was placed on the roof of the existing on-site building. Generally, at the roof elevation the 

ambient sound level is few decibels higher than that of the grade level noise environment. At the building 

roof elevation, over 160 feet high (i.e., the roof of the existing on-site building), the noise meter has a 
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Table IV.C-8 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description 

P l On the roof level of the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel 
and Centre, at the northwest corner of the building 

RO Office building at 1000 Wilshire Blvd., across from the 
Project Site 

RI In front of the office building at 915 Wilshire Blvd. , 
across from the Project Site 

R2 In front of the office building at 654 Figueroa St ., across 
from the Project Site 

R3 In front of the office building at 725 Figueroa St., across 
from the Project Site 

R4 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of St. Paul Ave., just north of Wi lshire Blvd. 

R5 In front of the multi-family building, on the south 
sidewalk of 7•h St. , east of Bixel St. 

R6 In front of the multi-family building, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St. , just south of Wilshire Blvd. 

R7 In front of the Sheraton Hotel, on the west sidewalk of 
Hope St., south of 7•h St. 

R8 In front of the Westin Bonaventure Hotel and Suites, on 
the east sidewalk of Figueroa St., north of 5th St. 

R9 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Figueroa St. (north of Olympic Blvd.) 

RIO In front of the multi-story building, on the south 
sidewalk of Wilshire Blvd .. , just west of Hope St. 

Rl l In front of the Standard Hotel, on the east sidewalk of 
Flower St. , just north of 6th St. 

Rl2 In front oftbe multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Flower St. (between g•b and 9•b Sts.) 

Rl3 In front of the Good Samaritan Hospital, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St. 

Rl4 Jn front of the single-family residential building, on the 
north sidewalk of Colton St., west of Glendale Blvd. 

RI5 9•h Street Elementary School, on the west sidewalk of 
Stanford Ave., between 8th and 9•h Sts. 

Rl6 In front of the multi-family residential building, on the 
east sidewalk of Beacon Ave., south of 8'h St. 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
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Nearby ? 
Land Uses 

Commercial NIA 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 
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Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial/ 
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Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 
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Commercial 

School/ Yes 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 
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Table IV.C-8 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate Sensitive 
Distance to Representing Receptor 
Project Site Nearby ? 

Location Description (Feet)" Land Uses 

R17 In front of the Jonathan Club building at 545 Figueroa 450 Hotel/ Yes 
St. Commercial 

RI8 In front of the Miguel Contreras Leaming Center, on the 2,200 School/ Yes 
north sidewalk of 4th St., between Bixel St. and Lucas Residential 
Ave. 

fl Distances are based on Google Earth map. 
Source: Acousticaf Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix JV.Cl). 

direct line-of-sight to the nearby Interstate 110 (the "Harbor Freeway"). Thus, the meter on the roof 
would likely register slightly higher noise levels as compared with the ambient levels at the grade level. 
Three shmt-term (15-minute) measurements were conducted at each of the 19 off-site locations during the 

daytime hours (two measurements between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.) and nighttime hours (one 
measurement between 10:00 p.m. and 1:00 a.m.). 

Table IV.C-8 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site, using the 

noise measurement locations as indicators Based on field observation and measured sound data, the 
current ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular 
traffic on local roadways and the Harbor Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft flyovers, and 

other typical urban noise. At the Project Site (Pl), the daytime ambient noise levels ranged from 69.1 
dBA (Lcq) to 75.3 dBA (Lcq). The existing ambient noise levels at all measurement locations currently 
exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient noise standards, as indicated in Table IV.C-9 

(Measured Ambient Noise Levels). 

iii. Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, the existing traffic noise 
on local roadways near the Project Site was calculated to quantify the 24-hour CNEL noise levels, using 
information taken from the Project's transportation study (refer to the Appendix IV.B). The 

transportation study area, which encompasses approximately 10 square miles, is bounded by Cesar E. 
Chavez Avenue/Temple Street on the north, Washington Boulevard on the south, Soto Street on the east, 

and Hoover Street and Alvarado Street on the west. A total of 42 intersections were analyzed as part of 

the transportation study. Twenty-eight roadway segments were selected for the existing noise analysis, 
based on proximity to noise sensitive uses along the roadway segments and potential increases in traffic 
volume from the Project. The traffic noise level was calculated using the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) and traffic volume data from the Project's traffic 

study. The TNM traffic noise prediction model calculates the hourly Leq noise levels based on specific 
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Table IV.H-7 
Caltrans Guidelines - Typical Vibration Damage Thresholds 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 
--------- ---

Transient Continuous/Frequent 
Structure and Condition Sources a Intermittent Sources b 

Extremely fragile buildings, ruins ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 

Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 

New residential structures 1.00 0.50 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.00 0.50 

a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat 

equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: Ca/trans, 2004. 

c. Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The predominant sources of noise in the vicinity of the Project site are associated 
traffic on roadways including the Harbor Freeway (1-110), Figueroa Street, Exposition 
Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard and Vermont Avenue. Other noise sources in the vicinity 
of the Project site include mechanical equipment from buildings, occasional emergency 
vehicles (i.e., siren sounds) and aircraft flyovers. 

( 1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to intrusive noise than others based 
on the types of activities typically involved at the receptor location. The City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, 
religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, 
and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. 

Noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity were identified based on the relative 
distance from the receptors to the Project site (i.e., within 500 feet), in accordance with the 
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria. Existing noise receptors 
that represent sensitive uses within 500 feet of the Project site include: 

• Residential Uses - There are single- and multi-family uses west of the Project 
site located behind the commercial uses along Vermont Avenue and north of the 
Project site north of 31st Street, east of Hoover Street, and north of 32nd Street. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 
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These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1, R2, RB, R9 and R10 shown in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. 

• Schools - There are several schools located within a 500 feet radius of the 
Project site including Hoover intergenerational care (Pre School), John Mack 
Elementary School, 32nct Street Elementary, William Jefferson Clinton Middle 
School, Science Center School, and Animo Jackie Robinson Charter High 
School. Measurements locations R3, R5, and R7 are representative of these 
noise sensitive receptors. 

• Auditorium - The Shrine Auditorium located on Jefferson Boulevard 
approximately 100 feet north of the Project's site, as represented by 
measurement location R6. 

• Religious Institutions - There are several religious institutions in the vicinity of the 
Project site, including St. Mark's Lutheran Church and Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter Day Saints along S. Vermont Avenue, the USC Catholic Center, the 
United University Church and the Unity Church of Truth on Figueroa Street. 
These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1 , R4, and R7. 

• Parks - The Jesse Brewer Jr. Park is located at the southeast corner of Vermont 
Avenue and Exposition Boulevard. In addition, Exposition Park is located to the 
south of the Project site. Measurement location R3 represents these sensitive 
receptors. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were made at 10 locations that represent the nearby 
land uses in the vicinity of the Project site. These measurement locations are described in 
Table IV.H-B on page IV.H-13, and depicted in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. Long-term 
24-hour measurements were conducted at location R4 and short-term measurements were 
recorded at the remaining 9 locations. The ambient noise measurements at locations R4, 
RS, R7 and R9 were made between February 12, 200B and February 14, 200B. Ambient 
noise measurements at locations R1 to R3, R6, RB and R10 were conducted on 
January 12, 2010. 

Noise measurements were conducted using a Larson-Davis B20 Precision 
Integrated Sound Level Meter (SLM). The Larson-Davis B20 SLM is a Type 1 standard 
instrument as defined in the American National Standard Institute (ANSI) S1 .4. In 
accordance with standard industry practices, all instruments were calibrated and operated 
according to the manufacturer's specifications and the microphone was placed at five feet 
above the local grade. 
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Table IV.H-8 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description Nearby Land Uses 

R1 Located adjacent to Vermont Avenue, just south of Jefferson Boulevard. Residential/Religious/ 
This measurement location represents the existing noise environment at the School 
multi-family residential uses west of the Project site. 

R2 Located on West 37'h Place approximately 300 feet west of Vermont Residential 
Avenue. Location R2 represents the existing noise environment at the 
residential uses southwest of the Project site. 

R3 Located on the south side of Exposition Boulevard near the Science Center School/Park 
School. This measurement location represents the public education and 
park uses adjacent to the Project site. 

R4 Northwest corner of Figueroa Street and Exposition Boulevard. R4 Commercial with Future 
represents the future site of the proposed mixed-use development. Residential 

R5 Located on South Grand Avenue near the Central Los Angeles Middle School/Industrial 
School. This measurement location represents the existing noise 
environment for public educational uses along Grand Avenue. 

R6 Located on the north side of Jefferson Boulevard approximately 300 feet School/Commercial and 
northwest of Figueroa Street. This measurement location represents the Future Residential 
future residential uses. 

R7 Located on South University Avenue near the 32°d Street Elementary School/Commercial/ 
School. Location R7 represents the existing noise environment for public Institutional 
educational (32°d Street Elementary School and the Hoover 
Intergenerational Care Preschool) and nearby institutional uses (USC 
Catholic Center located along University Avenue and United University 
Church located just south of the Hoover Street and Jefferson Boulevard 
intersection). 

R8 Located on the east side of Hoover Street in front of the Hoover House Residential/Commercial 
building at 3036 Hoover Street. This measurement location represents the 
nearest residential northeast of the Project site. 

R9 Located on West 28th Street approximately 300 feet from the northwest Residential 
corner of W. 28th Street and University Avenue. Location R9 represents the 
existing noise environment for the residential uses along 28th Street. 

R10 Located on the north side of West 31 st Street, between Orchard Avenue and Residential 
McClintock Avenue, across from the Project site. Location R10 represents 
the existing noise environment for residential uses along West 31 51 Street. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services (AES), 2009 and 2010. 

Table IV.H-9 on page IV.H-14 presents the existing noise environment in the 
Project's vicinity. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the existing noise 
environment in the vicinity of the Project site is primarily influenced by the auto traffic, 
nearby construction activities, and occasional aircraft flyovers . As shown on Table IV.H-9, 
the measured noise levels ranged from 56.9 to 69.6 dBA Leq and 54.4 to 69.7 Leq during the 
daytime and nighttime hours, respectively, in the vicinity of the Project site. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

(c) Ambient Vibration Levels 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
C. NOISE 

Similar to the environmental setting for noise, the vibration environment is dominated by traffic 
from nearby roadways. Heavy trucks can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending 
on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions. Existing ground-borne vibration in the 
Project vicinity is largely related to heavy truck traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 
Based on field observations, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not perceptible at the 
Project Site. 

(d) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence 
of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, 
guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered noise- and 
vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intmding noise. As 
shown in Figure 30: Sensitive Receptor Locations, sensitive receptors near the Project Site 
include the foll.owing: 

• Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site; 

• Cedars-Sinai buildings (including the North and South Patient Towers and medical 
offices) located approximately 50 feet east and southeast of the Project Site; 

• Single-family residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of 
the Project Site; 

• Multi-family residences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the 
Project Site; and 

• Multi-family residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of 
the Project Site. 

The above sensitive receptors occupy the nearest residential and medical land uses with the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. Additional single-family and multi-family residences are 
located in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the Project Site. These land 
uses would be impacted to a lesser degree than the identified sensitive receptors, as they are 
farther away from the Project Site. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) City of Los Angeles Standards and Guidelines 

The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning the generation and 
control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noise sensitive land uses. Regarding 
construction, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) indicates that no construction or repair 

PAGE 137 

RL0020990 



EM22160 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

ALDEN DR 

THIRD ST 

BURTON WAY 

LEGEND: - Project Site 

)> 
;o 
z 
f< 
~ 

0 Noise Sensitive Receptor Locations 

0 
i 
ll 
0 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
C.NOISE 

I 
ll 
0 

I Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Office Towers (including the hospital) located approximately 50 feet east and southeast of the Project Site 
Single-fami ly residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of the Project Site 

CD Multi-fami ly res idences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the Project Site 
G Multi-fami ly residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of the Project Site 

SOURCE: TERRY A. HAYES AND ASSOCIATES 

FIGUBE30 
SENSITIVE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

IOATN 

00 
PAGE 138 

RL0020991 



EM22161 

EXHIBIT J 

RL0020992 



EM22162 
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Table 20 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES LAND USE COMPATIBILITY J?OR COMMUNITY NOISE 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Land Use 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 
Homes 

Multi-Family Homes 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging---Motels, Hotels 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 
Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 
Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

Normally 
Acceptable 

50 to 60 

50 to 65 

50 to 70 

50 to 65 

50 to 70 

50 to 75 

50 to 70 

50 to 75 

Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

55 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

60 to 70 70 to 75 Above70 

60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

50 to 70 Above 65 

50 to 75 Above70 

67 to 75 Above72 

70 to 80 Above 80 

67 to 77 Above 75 

70 to 80 Above 75 

Normally Accevtable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the 
design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning will normally suffice. 

Normallv Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be 
made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 1998. 

(1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the amount of 
noise exposure and the types of activities typically involved at the receiver location. The 
Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 
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commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive land uses (sensitive receiver locations) in 
the Project vicinity are shown in Figure 25 on page 245, and include the following: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. This hospital/trauma center is located approximately 
500 feet southeast of Development Site C, on the south side of Zonal Avenue at 
Biggy Street. All other Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet 
(Development Site D) to 2,525 feet (Development Site E) from the LA County-USC 
Hospital. 

• USC University Hospital. The USC University Hospital is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 500 feet northwest of the hospital. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 825 feet (Development Site E) to 2,600 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC University Hospital. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). The USC HCC is located south and/or 
east of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 175 feet north-northwest of the HCC. AH other Development Sites are 
located approximately 525 feet (Development Site G) to 2,250 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC HCC. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II. The USC HCCII is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 375 feet north of the HCCII. All other Development Sites are 
approximately 600 feet (Development Site E) to 2,500 feet (Development Site C) 
from the USC HCClI. 

• Doheny Eye Institute. The Doheny Eye Institute is located south and/or east of the 
seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located approximately 
325 feet north of the Doheny Eye Institute. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 500 feet (Development Site A) to 2, 150 feet (Development Site C) 
from the Doheny Eye Institute. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. The Francisco Bravo M.D. 
Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the Health Sciences Campus 
on the east side of Cornwell Street. Development Site A is located approximately 
875 feet north of this high school. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,500 feet (Development Site D) to 2,125 feet (Development Site C) 
from this High School campus location. 
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• Residential Neighborhood CA). Residential uses are situated on the eastern portion of 
the HSC, along Playground Avenue. Development Site B is located approximately 
750 feet northwest of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 800 feet (Development Site E) to 3,075 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood CB). A residential neighborhood is located east of Soto 
Street. Development Site E is located approximately 1,300 feet northwest of this 
residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,325 feet 
(Development Site B) to 3,250 feet (Development Site C) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (C). A residential neighborhood is located north of Main 
Street. Development Site C is located approximately 875 feet south of this residential 
area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,375 feet 
(Development Site G) to 2,000 feet (Development Site E) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (D). A residential neighborhood is located south of 
Marengo Street. Development Site C is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 
this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site D) to 3,550 feet (Development Site E) from this 
residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (E). A residential neighborhood is located north of 
Marengo Street. Development Site D is located approximately 1, 150 feet northwest 
of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site A) to 2,600 feet (Development Site F) from this 
residential area. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. The Women and Children's Hospital is located 
south of Zonal Avenue. Development Site C is located approximately 375 feet 
northeast of this hospital use. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,225 feet (Development Site D) to 3,025 feet (Development Site E) away from this 
hospital use. 

• Nursing College. The Nursing College is located north of Mission Road. 
Development Site C is located approximately 475 feet southeast of this land use. All 
other Development Sites are located approximately 1,425 feet (Development Site D) 
to 2,750 feet (Development Site E) away from this land use. 

• Hazard Park. Hazard Park is located south and/or east of the seven proposed 
Development Sites and is located south of Norfolk Street and east of San Pablo 
Street. Development Site A is located approximately 475 feet northwest of Hazard 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 246 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0020996 



EM22166 

IV.E. Noise 

Park. All other Development Sites are located approximately 825 feet (Development 
Site B) to 2,025 feet (Development Site C) from Hazard Park. 

• Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated 
from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to, and 
south of, Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult 
recreational programs including fishing in the lake within the park. Development 
Sites E and F are the nearest Project components to this sensitive land use, and are 
located approximately 475 and 550 feet south of Lincoln Park, respectively. All other 
Development Sites are located approximately 925 feet (Development Site B) to 
1,650 feet (Development Site D) from Lincoln Park. 

• Child Daycare Center. The Children's Daycare Center is located along Playground 
A venue, south of Alcazar Street. Development Site B is located approximately 
900 feet east-northeast of this land use. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,125 feet (Development Site E) to 3,025 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this land use. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

A two-day continuous ambient sound measurement was conducted on Wednesday, 
June 9, and Thursday, June 10, 2004, to characterize the existing noise environment in the 
Project vicinity. The sound level meter was placed at the northwest corner of San Pablo Street 
and Eastlake Avenue, as depicted earlier in Figure 25 on page 245. A summary of the sound 
measurement data collected from this location is provided in Table 21 on page 248. As shown 
therein, the measured CNEL was 65.9 dBA and 64.9 dBA on the two measurement days. Based 
on the City of Los Angeles community noise/land use compatibility criteria provided earlier in 
Table 20 on page 243, this noise environment is considered "normally acceptable."51 

In addition to the two-day continuous sound measurement discussed above, short-term 
(15-minute) measurements were conducted at seven additional locations that are also depicted in 
Figure 25 on page 245. These seven locations were selected based on their proximity to noise 
sensitive receptor locations that are present within the area that may potentially be affected by 
proposed Project noise sources. In addition to the Leq (15-minute) noise level that is based on 
actual measurement data, Table 22 on page 249 also provides a forecast of CNELs for each 
location that was extrapolated by comparing the 15-minute measurement data collected at each 

51 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2-l), Commercial-manufacturing (CM-1) and Public Facilities (PF-1), 
but would be developed with school and hospital uses. As such, the Project Site may be classified as 'Office 
Buildings, Business and Professional Commercial' or 'Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes' 
(see Table 20 on page 243). 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 247 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May2005 

RL0020997 



EM22167 

EXHIBIT K 

RL0020998 



EM22168 

Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

to nearby buildings. The resulting building vibration is referred to as ground-borne or structure
bome vibration. The ground-borne vibration may be perceived by building occupants as the 
vibration of the floors or the rattling of windows, items on shelves or items hanging on the 
walls. The vibration may also result in ground-borne noise inside buildings, a low-frequency 
"rumble" radiated by vibrating room surfaces. 

• Construction noise and vibration. Construction noise and vibration are temporary impacts that 
do not have any long-term effects on communities. The potential noise and vibration impacts 
from construction activities are discussed in Section 3.9.5. 

3.9.2 Affected Environment 

General descriptions of the land use and existing noise sources along the Wilshire and Exposition 
project routes are given below: 

Wilshire Route. Although the land use along W.ilshire Boulevard is predominantly commercial, there 
are a number of noise-sensitive receptors including residences, hotels, schools, places of worship, 
parks, and museums and theaters. The greatest concentration of residences is in the Westwood area 
near everly Glen Boulevard, where there are numerous high-rise residential buildings; smaller 
pockets of single-family or multi-family residences are located in West Los Angeles, Beverly Hills 
and Hancock Park. Overall, the existing noise levels along Wilshire Boulevard are relatively high, 
due to the heavy volume of traffic on this major arterial road. 

£:>..position Roule. Summary descriptions of the land use and noise environment along the route, from 
east to west, are as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The eastern-most segment,. running along Figueroa Street for the BRT alternative and along 
either Hill Street or Flower Street for the LRT alternative, traverses a primarily commercial and 
industrial area. Noise-sensitive land use is limited to a hospital, a school and a few buildings 
that include residential units. The noise environment in this area is dominated by local street 
traffic, Harbor Freeway traffic and commercial activities. 

The route turns west at Ex osition Boulevard, passing The University of Southern California 
(USq and Exposition Park. West of Vermont Avenue, the route continues along Exposition 
Bou evard to a Brea Avenue through a predominantly single-family residential area with 
schools and parks. Between Vermont Avenue and Arlington Avenue, the noise environment is 
dominated by high volumes of traffic on the lanes of Exposition Boulevard located both north 
and south of the alignment. West of Arlington Avenue, Exposition Boulevard runs along the 
north side of the route, and thus noise levels are higher on the north side than on the south side 
of the route. 

From La Brea Avenue to Venice Boulevard, the route runs along the south side of first 
Jefferson Boulevard and then National Boulevard, continuing through a predominantJy single
family residential area. Traffic on these streets is the dominant noise source in the area, with 
higher noise levels on the north side of the route. 

Continuing west, the route follows Venice Boulevard from National Boulevard to Sepulveda 
Boulevard. The land use along this segment is primarily commercial, with some single-family 
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and multi-family residential buildings as well as one church. Existing noise levels are fairly high 
in this area due to traffic on Venice Boulevard. 

At Sepulveda Boulevard, the route turns north and follows Sepulveda Boulevard to Exposition 
Boulevard through a mixed commercial and residential area with one school. The residential 
land use primarily includes large, multi-family buildings, with some single-family units near the 
north end of this segment where the route passes under the Santa Monica Freeway. Existing 
noise levels are fairly high in this area due to traffic on Sepulveda Boulevard. 

At Exposition Boulevard, the route turns west again, crossing under the San Diego Freeway and 
following Exposition Boulevard along the north side of a single-family residential neighborhood 
of West Los Angeles. Because this section of Exposition Boulevard is lightly traveled, the 
existing noise levels are relatively low. 

Crossing into Santa Monica, the route trans1t1ons to the western-most segment along and 
parallel to Olympic Boulevard. Land use in this area is primarily commercial, and noise
sensitive receptors are limited to one park and one school. The existing noise environment in 
this area is dominated by traffic on Olympic Boulevard. 

A noise-monitoring program was performed in July and August 2000 to determine existing levels of 
noise exposure at noise-sensitive receptors along the routes. Estimating existing noise exposure is 
an important step in the noise impact assessment since, as discussed below in Section 3.9.3, the 
thresholds for noise impact are based on the existing levels of noise exposure. Most of the noise 
monitoring was performed using unattended monitors that were left in place for 24 hours at 
representative sites to document the variation of noise exposure over a complete day. The 24-hour 
monitoring was supplemented with short-term noise measurements using a sound level meter. Most 
of the short-term measurements were made along busy arterial streets, and traffic counts were made 
at the same time to provide a means of correlating traffic volumes with ambient noise levels. 

All of the measurement sites were located in noise-sensitive areas, and were selected to represent the 
range of existing noise conditions along the routes. Figure 3. 9-1 shows the general locations of the 
monitoring sites. 

The noise monitors sample the A-weighted sound level one or more times per second and can be 
programmed to provide a wide variety of statistics. For this study, the monitors were programmed 
to collect hourly and daily noise statistics along with information about particularly loud noise 
events. The daily results are summarized in Table 3.9-1 in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level and 
the Equivalent Sound Level over the daytime and nighttime hours. The short-term noise survey 
results are summarized in Table 3.9-2 in terms of 30 to 60-minute equivalent sound levels. These 
terms are defined below: 

• A-We~hted Sound Level- To approximate the way the humans respond to sound, a filter circuit 
with frequency characteristics similar to the human hearing system is built into sound 
measurement equipment. Measurements with this filter enabled are referred to as A-1ve~hted 
sound levels, expressed in decibels (dBA). Community noise is almost always characterized in 
terms of A-weighted levels. In relative terms, a noise increase of 3 decibels would be only 
barely perceptible outside the laboratory, whereas a noise increase of 10 decibels would 
generally be perceived as an approximate "doubling'' of loudness. 
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Insert Figure 3.9-1 Noise Monitoring Sites 
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TABLE3.9-1 
LONG-TERM (24-HR) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site 
Start 

Ldn 
Leq (dBA) 

No.+ 
Location (East to West)++ 

(dBA) Night* 
Date Time Day* 

* 
WILSHIRE ROUTE 

LT-12 ~02 Trenton Drive, Beverly .Hills 65 61 58 

EXPOSITION ROUTE 

LT-13 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 08/03/00 15:00 70 66 62 

LT-4 1250 Exposition Blvd 07 / 10/00 16:00 69 67 61 

LT-8 1647 Exposition Blvd 07 / 11 / 00 18:00 67 67 58 

LT-7 12531 Exposition Place*** 07/ 11 /00 17:00 58 57 49 

J;f-11 13719 Exposi tion Blvd 07/ 12/00 ·19:00 65 64 57 

LT-10 3500 Muirfield Road 07 /12/00 18:00 60 58 52 

LT-3 3420 Sycamore Ave 07 /10/00 14:00 59 55 53 

LT-6 5539 Jefferson Blvd 07/11 / 00 16:00 68 66 60 

LT-2 13437 Caroline Ave, Culver City 07 / 10/00 13:00 62 60 54 

LT-9 1031 6 Venice Blvd 07/ 12/00 17:00 73 71 66 

LT-5 13251 / 3261 Sepulveda Blvd 07 / 11 /00 15:00 67 66 58 

LT-1 11808 Exposition Blvd, W. Los Angeles 07 / 10/00 12:00 58 57 49 

* Day: 7 am to 10 pm 
** ight: 10 pm to 7 am 
*H Lein and Leq values estimated from L33 to exclude non-representative intermittent noise. 
' Sites are shown on Figure 3.9-1. 
++ Land uses of these survey locarions are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
>Ource: Harris Miller l'vlillcr & Hanson Inc., 2000 

TABLE3.9-2 
SHORT-TERM (30-60 MIN) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site Start Leq 
No.+ 

Location (East to West)++ 
dBA) 

Date Time 

WILSHIRE ROUTE 

ST-6 Wilshire United Methodist C:hw:ch - Wilshire & Plymouth Blvd 07/12/00 12:30 72 
ST-5 Rancho La Brea Tar Pits - Page Museum, Wilshire Blvd 07/12/00 11 :20 63 

ST-7 ~Xfesnvood United "Yfethodist Church - Wilshire & Warner Ave 07/13/ 00 10:45 71 

ST-4 Douglas Park - Wilshire I3lvd & Chelsea Ave, Santa Monica 07/12/00 09:25 70 

EXPOSITION CORRIDOR 

ST-8 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 07/13/00 15:15 68 

ST-9 ohn Adams Junior High School - Hill Street, 28'h - 30th St 07/13/00 16:25 66 

S1'-1 USC, 1'.farshall School of Business - 701 Exposition Blvd 07/10/00 17:20 63 

ST-10 Porsey High School - South of E xposition Blvd 07 /13/00 17:45 56 

ST-3 Chamock Road School - Sepulveda Blvd & Chamock Rd 07/11/00 10:55 68 

ST-2 Memorial Park - Olympic Blvd & 14111 St, Santa Ivionica 07/ 11 /00 09:45 62 
+Sites are shown in Figure 3.9-1. 
' ~ Land uses of these survcv locations are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
Source: I larris .Miller tvlillcr & Hanson Inc., :mno 
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Equivalent Sound Level (Leq): Leq is a measure of sound energy over a period of time. It is 
referred to as the equivalent sound level because it is equivalent to the level of a steady sound, 
which, over a referenced duration and location, has the same A-weighted sound energy as the 
fluctuating sound. Leg's for periods of one hour, the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours 
are commonly used in environmental assessments. Because Leq is a measure of the total sound 
energy, any new community noise source will cause Leq to increase. To estimate how transit 
operations in the Mid-City/Westside Corridor will increase Leq, it is necessary to know the 
existing Leq and to add in the sound energy that would be generated by all of the transit 
operations. The more transit operations and the louder the vehicles, the more sound energy is 
added to the existing Leq. 

Dqy-Night Sound Level (Ldn): Ldn, also abbreviated DNL, is a 24-hour Leq, but with a 10-decibel 
penalty added to noise events occurring at night. Nighttime is defined as 10 pm to 7 am. The 
effect of this penalty is that, in the calculation of Ldn, an event during nighttime hours is 
equivalent to an event during the daytime hours that is 10 decibels louder, or to 10 events at the 
same sound level during the daytime hours. This strongly weights Ldn toward nighttime noise, 
since most people are more easily annoyed by noise during the nighttime hours when both 
background noise is lower and most people are sleeping. Ldn is often used to characterize 
community noise when assessing community noise impacts. Almost all urban and suburban 
neighborhoods are in the range of Ldn 50 to 70. An Ldn of 70 dBA represents a relatively 
noisy area, which might be found near a freeway or a busy surface street. Residential 
neighborhoods that are not near major sound sources are usually in the range of Ldn 50 to 60 
dBA. If there is a freeway or moderately busy arterial nearby, or any substantial nighttime 
noise, Ldn is usually in the range of 60 to 65 dBA. 

The 24-hour noise monitoring results were generalized to estimate the existing Ldn at all residences 
and noise-sensitive receptors where people normally sleep, and the short-term measurement results 
were used to estimate the existing Leq at specific institutional land uses with primarily daytime use. 
The results serve as a basis for the noise impact assessment described below in Section 3.9.3. 

With regard to vibration, the primary existing sources along the routes are trucks and buses. Except 
for sensitive receptors located very dose to rough roads, ground-borne vibration from these sources 
is generally below the threshold of human perception. As described below in Section 3.9.4, the 
vibration impact assessment is based on absolute criteria, and does not depend on existing levels of 
ground-borne vibration. 

3.9.3 Noise Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Noise impact for this project is based on the criteria as defined in the U. S. Federal Transit 
Administration (PTA) guidance manual Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA Report 
DOT-T-95-16, April 1995). The FfA noise impact criteria are founded on well-documented 
research on community reaction to noise and are based on change in noise exposure using a sliding 
scale. Although more transit noise is allowed in neighborhoods with high levels of existing noise, 
smaller increases in total noise exposure are allowed with increasing levels of existing noise. 
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The Fr A Noise Impact Criteria group noise sensitive land uses into the following three categories: 

• 

• 

• 

Category 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose . 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This includes residences, 
hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost 
importance. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This category 
includes schools, libraries, and churches. 

Ldn is used to characterize noise exposure for residential areas (Category 2). For other noise 
sensitive land uses such as parks and school buildings (Categories 1 and 3), the maximum 1-hour 
Leq during the facility's operating period is used. 

There are two levels of impact included in the FrA criteria. The interpretation of these two levels 
of impact are summarized below: 

• 

• 

Severe: Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" as this term is used in the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations. Noise mitigation will 
normally be specified for severe impact areas unless there is no practical method of mitigating 
the noise. 

Impact: Sometimes referred to as moderate impact, in this range of noise impact, other project
specific factors must be considered to determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for 
mitigation. These other factors can include the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the 
types and number of noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound 
insulation, and the cost effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels. 

The noise impact criteria are summarized in Table 3.9-3. The first column shows the existing noise 
exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure from the transit project 
that would cause either moderate or severe impact. The future noise exposure would be the 
combination of the existing noise exposure and the additional noise exposure caused by the transit 
project. 

TABLE3.9-3 
FTANOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 

Existing Noise 
Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds, Ldn or Leq, (1) 

dBA 
Exposure Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 

Leq or Ldn 
Impact Severe Impact Impact Severe Impact 

<43 Amb.+10 Amb.+15 Amb.+15 Amb.+20 
43 52 58 57 63 
44 52 59 57 64 
45 52 59 57 64 
46 52 59 57 64 
47 52 59 57 64 
48 53 59 58 64 
49 53 59 58 64 
50 53 60 58 65 
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The results of the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-5 for representative noise
sensitive sites with FTA Category 2 and Category 3 land use. These results indicate that no noise 
impact is projected at these representative locations. Due to the high existing traffic volumes on 
Wilshire Boulevard, the effect of the added buses is expected to be minimal, with overall noise 
exposure increases of one decibel or less. Therefore, less than significant noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Wilshire BRT, and mitigation is not required. 

TABLE 3.9-5 
SUMMARY OF SITE-SPECIFIC N OISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

WILSHIRE BRT 

Representative FTA Category 2 Land Use Site 

Bus Exist. Project Ldn (dBA) Future 
Dist. 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Ldn Impact Tmeshold Bus Ldn Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Imp act Severe Noise (dBA) 

._,T -12: S. F. Residence-
602 Trenton Drive, 140 35 65 61 66 57 66 None 
Be,rerly Hills 

Representative FT A Catettorv 3 Land Use Sites 

Bus Exist. Project Leq (h) (dBA) Future 
Site Description 

Dist. 
Speed Leq (h) Impact Threshold Leq (h) Impact 

(ft) Bus 
(mph) (d BA) 

Impact Severe 
Noise (dBA) 

ST-4: Douglas Park, -
Wilshjre Rlvd & Chelsea 65 35 70 70 74 60 70 None 
Av~ Santa Mollica 
ST-5: Rancho La Brea 
rl'ar Pits - Page Museum, 110 35 63 65 70 58 64 one 
l\Xfilshire Blvd 
~T-6: Wilshire Uruted 
IMethorust Church - 75 35 72 71 76 59 72 None 
!Wilshire & Plymouth Blvd 
3T-7: Westwood Uruted 
Methorust Church - 120 35 71 71 75 57 71 None 
Wilshire & Warner Ave 
~ourcc: Hru-ris MiUcr !vlillc r & I l ~ nson Inc ., 2UOO 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

The median adjacent design option would not result in a substantial change from noise levels 
estimated for Alternative 1 shown in Table 3.9-5. As a result, no significant impacts are anticipated. 
Specifically, the Alternative 1 sound level estimate is based on the two-way BRT operations within a 
center median guideway on Wilshire Boulevard. The bus noise values in Table 3.9-5 would increase 
by 1 to 2 dB for Alternative 1A, but they would still be well below the impact threshold. 

In the case of a 100-foot Wilshfre Boulevard cross section with a receiver located 69 feet from the 
edge of the curb the equivalent lane distance for the BRT guideway is approximately 99 feet. For 
Alternative 1A where the medians on Wilshire are retained and bus lanes in either direction are 
constructed outside the median, the equivalent lane distance for the same receiver as Alternative 1 
would increase to approximately 104 feet (a 5-foot increase distance). This increase of 5 feet in the 
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only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 

TABLE 3.9-7 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Bus Exist Project Leq (h) (dBA) Future 
Distance 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Leq (h) Impact Threshold Bus Leq Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise (h)(dBA) 

ST-8: 2400 S. Flower St. 
44 30 68 68 73 64 69 None 'Orthopedic Hospital) 

:> T-9: John Adams Junior 
1-Lgh School - Hill Street, so 30 66 68 72 63 68 None 
28'h-30•h St 
ST-1: USC, M'lrshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 65 70 57 64 None 
701 Exposition Blvd 
ST-10: Dorsey High 
~chool - South 62 50 56 61 67 61 62 Impact 
K>f Exposition Blvd 

lfhe four sites above apply to both Alternatives 2 and 2A. 

ST-3: Chamock Road 
~chool - Sepulveda Blvd 66 50 68 68 73 61 69 None 
~ Chamock Rd 
ST-2: 1.femorial Park -
P lympic Blvd & 14th St, 38 35 62 64 69 61 65 None 
Santa Monica 

rT11e two sites above apply only to Alternative 2. 
~ourcc: Horris l\liller Miller & Hanson l11c., 2000 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MO S) 

Alternative 2A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition BRT 
MOS. The impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition BRT 
MOS, the impacts are similar, but not as extensive, as those described above for the Exposition BRT 
alternative. The results in Table 3.9-6 indicate that without mitigation, 430 residential noise impacts 
are anticipated for the Exposition BRT MOS, including 346 with moderate impact and 84 with 
severe impact. Of the moderate impacts, 308 are at single-family residences and 38 are at multi
family buildings; of the severe impacts, 81 are at single-family residences and only 3 are at multi
family buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under Ff A Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-7 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate impact at 
only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 
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For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fail under Ff A Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition Corridor. The results indicate that 
no noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 

TABLE 3.9-10 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION LRT ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

Train Exist 
Project Leq(h) (dBA) 

Future 
Site Description 

Distance 
Speed Leq(h) Impact Threshold Train Leq(h) Impact 

(ft) 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise 
(dBA) 

ST-8: 2400 S. fi'Lower St. 
44 35 68 68 73 60 68 i one 

Orthopedic Hospital) 
ST-9: John Adams Junior 
High School - Hill Street, 50 35 66 68 72 59 66 one 
28"•-30'i. St-
)T-1: USC, Marshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 65 70 49 63 None 
r-101 Exposition Blvd 
~ T-10: Dorsey High 
~chool - South 62 50 56 61 67 58 59 None 
iofExposition Blvd 

rrhe four sites above apply to both Alternatives 3 and 3A. 

ST-3: Chamock Road 
ISchool - Sepulveda Blv<l 66 55 68 68 73 59 68 None 
& Chamock Rd 
) T-2: Memorial Park -
Olympic Blvd & 14th St, 38 35 62 64 69 58 63 None 
)an ta Monica 

The two sites above apply to Alternative 3 only. 
>Ourcc: I lanson l'v!iller Mlller Hanson Inc., 2000 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Alternative 3A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT 
MOS. The impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition LRT 
MOS, the results in Table 3.9-9 indicate that without mitigation, 118 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition LRT MOS, including 91 with moderate impact and 27 with severe 
impact. Of the moderate impacts, 85 are at single-family residences and 6 are at multi-family 
buildings; of the severe impacts, 25 are at single-family residences and only 2 are at multi-family 
buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, wh re the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate that no 
noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 
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residential land uses are within 100 feet of the yard site, and significant impact would therefore be 
anticipated. Measures to mitigate such impact will be developed during preliminary engineering if 
either of the latter sites is selected. 

Subway Design Option at USC/Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

With the exception of the use of heavy excavating equipment during the period of construction, no 
long-term noise impacts affecting either the University of Southern California or Exposition 
Park/Museums are anticipated from BRT or LRT operations within a subway tunnel between 
Figueroa and Vermont. 

3.9.4 Vibration Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Although there has been relatively little research into human response to building vibration, there is 
considerable experience with ground-borne vibration from rail systems and other common vibration 
sources. Some conclusions are: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Ground-borne vibration from transit trains should be characterized in terms of the R...'v.fS 

vibration velocity amplitude, with a one-second time constant. This is in contrast to vibration 
from blasting and other construction activities that have the potential to cause building damage. 
For building damage criteria, ground-borne vibration is almost always expressed in terms of the 
peak particle velocity (PPV). 

The threshold of vibration perception for most humans is around 65 V dB, levels in the 70 to 7 5 
V dB range are often noticeable but acceptable, and levels in excess of 80 V dB are often 
considered unacceptable. 

For urban transit systems with 10-20 trains per hour over a day, limits for acceptable levels of 
residential ground-borne vibration are usually between 70 and 7 5 V dB. 

For human annoyance, there is some relationship between the number of events and the degree 
of annoyance caused by the vibration. It is intuitive to expect that more frequent vibration 
events, or events that last longer, will be more annoying to building occupants. Because of the 
limited amount of information available, there is no clear basis for defining this tradeoff. To 
account for most commuter rail systems having many fewer daily operations than the typical 
urban transit line, the criteria in the FTA Guidance Manual include an 8 VdB higher impact 
threshold if there are fewer than 70 trains per day. 

It is very rare that ground-borne vibration from any type of train operations will be high enough 
to cause any sort of building damage, even minor cosmetic damage. The only real concern is 
that the vibration will be intrusive to building occupants or interfere with vibration sensitive 
equipment. 

Tables 3.9-12 and 3.9-13 summarize the FTA impact criteria for ground-borne vibration. These 
criteria are based on previous standards, criteria, and design goals including ANSI S3.29 (!lmerican 
National Standard: Guide to the Evaluation ef Human Exposure to Vibration in Buildings, ANSI S3.29-
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1983), and the vibration guidelines of the American Public Transit Association (Guidelines for Design of 
Rail Transit Facilities, APTA, 1981). 

There are some buildings, such as concert halls, TV and recording studios, and theaters that can be 
very sensitive to vibration but do not fit into any of the three categories listed in Table 3.9-12. 
Because of the sensitivity of these buildings, they usually warrant special attention during the 
environmental assessment of a transit project. Table 3.9-13 gives criteria for acceptable levels of 
ground-borne vibration for various types of special buildings. 

TABLE 3.9-12 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 

Land Use Category 
(VdB re 1 micro inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Category 1: Buildings where low ambient vibration is 
65 VdB3 65 VdB3 

essential for interior operations. 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 
72VdB 80VdB nom1ally sleep. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 
75VdB 83 VdB daytime use. 

1. "l'requent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most rapid transil 
projects fall into this category. 

2. "ln&equent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. 111.is category include~ 
most commuter rail systems. 

3. Tills criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment 
such as optical microscopes. Vibration sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed 
evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building 
often requires special design of the HV AC systems and stiffened floors. 

Source: IT A. 1995 

TABLE 3.9-13 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA FOR SPECIAL 

BUILDINGS 

Type of Building or Room 
Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels (VdB re 1 micro-inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Concert Halls 65VdB 65VdB 
TV Studios 65 VdB 65 VdB 
Recordi.rU!: Studios 65VdB 65 VdB 
Auditoriums 72\!dB 80VdB 
Theaters 72\TdB 80VdB 
1. "frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most transit projects fall into 

this category. 
2. "lnfrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This category includes most 

commuter rail systems. 
3. If the building will rarely be occupied when the trains are operating, there is no need to consider impact. 

As an example consider locating a commuter rail line next to a concert hall. Tf no commuter trains will 
operate after 7 pm, it should be rare that the trains interfere with the use of the hall. 

Source: f·T A, l 995 
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Table 3.7-3 
Sleep Disturbance Frequency as a Function of Aircraft Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 

Indoor SEL Average Percent A wakened" Maximum Percent Awakenedb 

45 dBA 0.8% 1.1 % 

50 dBA 1.0% 1.9% 

55 dBA 1.2% 2.8% 

60dBA 1.5% 3.8% 

65 dBA 1.8% 5.1 % 

70 dBA 2.2% 6.4% 

75 dBA 2.8% 7.9% 

80 dBA 3.4% 9.6% 

85 dBA 4.2% 11.3% 
Sources: 
a. Finegold and Bartholomew, A Predictive Model of Noise Induced Awakenings from Tra11Sportation Noise Sources , Noise 

Control Engineering Journal, 2001; The formula: %Awakened= 0.58 + (4.30 * 10"8) * SEL4
·
11 was found to give the 

best-fit to the data. 
b. Federal lnteragency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) in Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakenings from Sleep, June 

1997 . 
Note that the tabulated awakening percentages (P;nd) apply only Lo a single aircraft noise event. The occurrence of multiple 
aviation noise events during a night (or day) would result in a higher compound awakening percentage for those exposed 
than that expected for one event. This compound awakening percentage (P101) would increase as the individual SEL and 
the number of events (n) increase according to the following formula: 

P101 = l - (1 - Pmd)" 

For example, if the individual awakening probability for one event is 5 percent, with I 0 such events per night the 
compound awakening probability would be 40 percent. 

Existing Conditions 

Noise Measurements 

Noise measurements were made at five locations by PBS&J on July 31, 2008 between the hours of 

11:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at surrounding land uses that would be considered sensitive to traffic noise. 

Measurements at a sixth location were added on December 4, 2008 at the closest residential use (i.e., 

the 1100 Welch apartments) to the Main SUMC Site. And two long-term (i.e., 48 consecutive hours) 

measurements were taken in September 2009. The first was on the SUMC campus along the SUMC 

Promenade, next to the 1089 Hospital Modernization Project Building and below its roof-top heliport. 

The second was at a roadside location near the 1100 Welch Road apartments. Examples of noise

sensitive uses are residences , motels and other uses where people would sleep; schools; hospitals ; 

churches; public libraries; and parks. The land uses adjacent to the SUMC Sites include the Stanford 

University campus, commercial uses, park uses, and residential land uses. Single-family and multiple

family homes are located adjacent to and north of Sand Hill Road across from the SUMC Sites. An 

aerial map that depicts the noise measurement locations is provided as Figure 3. 7-1. 

3. 7-6 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft E/R - Noise 
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The first six measurement locations represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would be most 
affected by noise from traffic increases associated with the SUMC Project and/or noise from roadways 

within the Study Area that have the highest existing and future total traffic volumes. The two long

term measurements were added to characterize the daily temporal noise level variation typical at 
locations on and near the SUMC Sites. Measurement location #8 is representative of on-campus noise 

levels at locations without close exposure to traffic on major roadways, but exposed to the influence of 
noise from garage activity and medical helicopter flights. Measurement location #9 is representative of 

noise levels experienced at locations adjacent to major roadways, but this particular location is also 
adjacent to the SUMC campus and so has the potential to be influenced by existing and future on-site 
stationary noise sources. The closest public park to the SUMC Sites, El Camino Park, is located 
across El Camino Real from the Stanford Shopping Center. Noise was not measured or modeled there 

because its exposure to traffic noise is similar to that of the Stanford Inn (measurement location #2). 
El Camino Park is also the closest noise-sensitive use to the Hoover Pavilion Site, which is 135 feet 
south of the Park across El Camino Real. The noise measurement data at the sensitive receptors were 
used to calibrate the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) Traffic Noise Model (TNM), which 

was used to model the traffic noise impacts associated with the SUMC Project. 

As shown in Table 3.7-4, the Lctn at the 1100 Welch Road apartments (measurement location #9) 
currently exceeds the City's "Normally Acceptable" standard of 60 dBA Lctn for residential land uses 

set in the Comprehensive Plan. The day-time LeqS at measurement locations #2 through #6 also exceed 

60 dBA by a substantial margin, which is strong evidence for the common exceedance of the City Lctn 
standard in areas adjacent to high traffic volume roadways. 10 These locations are at the Stanford Inn 
along El Camino Real, 1200 Embarcadero Road at Emerson Street, the East Palo Alto Residential Area 

at Michigan A venue and University A venue, residences at Alma Street and Lincoln A venue, and the 
1100 Welch Road apartments. While the measurements include noise from all sources in these areas, 

the primary source of noise at most receptors (except possibly measurement location #8, which is at 
ground-level below the SUMC heliport) is traffic. 

JO Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FT A May 2006), Appendix D: Determining Existing Noise 
FT A recommends that Lctn can be approximated with adequate precision by a measurement of hourly Lq 
during the day of interest. For an hourly Le measurements made between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Lctn = Leq -
2dBA. 

3.7-8 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR - Noise 
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Table 3.7-4 
Existing Ambient Noise Measurements (dBA) 

Noise 
Receptor 
Map ID" 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Land Use Description 

Stanford West Apartments (Apt. 275) 
Along Sand Hill Road - residential use 
Stanford Inn - motel use 

1200 Embarcadero/Emerson -
residential use 
East Palo Alto Residential Area -
Michigan/University Avenue 

Alma and Lincoln A venue -
residential use 
1100 Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 
1100 Welch Road apartments 
(backyard fence) 
On SUMC campus along Promenade 
(near heliport) 

llOO Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 
Notes: 

Noise Level 

Duration J_,eq Lmin Lmax 

10 min. 55.2 42.9 68.1 

lOmin. 74.5 51.3 84.0 

lOmin. 70.4 50.8 85.9 

lOmin. 68.4 50.2 80.3 

lOmin. 67.7 49.0 86.8 

10 min. 64.7 51.9 79.2 

lOmin. 53.5 43.9 56.9 

48 hrs. 59.4* 48.2 89.3 

48 hrs. 70.1* 45.5 113.7 

Primary Noise Source 

Traffic along Sand 
Hill Road 
Traffic along El 
Camino Real 
Traffic along 
Embarcadero Road 
Traffic along 
University Avenue and 
Michigan A venue 
Traffic along Alma 
Street 
Traffic along Welch 
Road 
Traffic along Welch 
and Sand Hill Roads 
Distant traffic, garage 
activity, medical 
helicopters 
Traffic along Welch 
Road 

All noise level statistics are reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA), the standard unit of sound intensity. Leq is the average noise level 
over the measurement period, Lmin is the minimum instantaneous noise level measured during this period, while Lmax is the maximum 
instantaneous noise level measured during this period. 
* These are direct measurements of Lctn. 

a. Refer to Figure 3.7-1. 

Vehicular Noise 

Existing peak hour traffic Leq at local noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to roadways that would be used 

by people traveling to and from the SUMC Sites were estimated using the FHWA's TNM model. This 

model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, 

roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The locations for the near-roadway, short-term 

noise measurements were selected because they represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would 

be most affected by traffic noise increases associated with the SUMC Project or by traffic noise from 

the busiest roadways within the Study Area for the Transportation Impact Analysis. TNM was 

calibrated by counting traffic volumes during each measurement and adjusting the modeled noise levels 

to match the measured noise levels at each location. The existing peak-hour traffic Leq were calculated 

using the calibrated TNM model and the peak-hour traffic volumes provided in the Transportation 

Impact Analysis (see Appendix C). 

The exposure of selected local noise-sensitive land uses to modeled existing peak-hour Leq noise levels 

is presented in Table 3. 7-5. These noise levels represent only the traffic-related noise component and 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR - Noise 3. 7-9 
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5.11 Noise 

Sensitive Receptors 

According to the City's Noise Guidelines Manual, noise sensitive land uses can be either residential or 
non-residential. Generally, the typical noise sensitive land uses to be analyzed would be those utilized for 
living or dwelling units. The following land uses are considered to be noise sensitive in the City of 
Carlsbad: single family residential use or multi-family residential uses. Other noise sensitive land uses 
may include, but are not limited to: hotels, motels, hospitals, board and care facilities, convalescent 
facilities, nursing or rest homes, boarding schools, convents, churches, and emergency services living 
quarters. There are no sensitive receptors currently located within the project site. 

Sensitive receptors off-site consist of the residential development located off Vancouver Street, Simsbury 
Court, Seabury Street, and Milford Place, Tamarack Avenue and Carlsbad Village Drive to the south and 
the Marron-Hayes Adobe residence located north of the project site. The Kinder Care Learning Center is 
located approximately 0.24 miles east of the project site and Hope Elementary School is located 
approximately 0.42 miles south of the project site. Additionally, Larwin Park is located less than one
quarter mile west of the project site. Senior living facilities are located east of the project site along 
CollegeJ3oulevard and residential uses are located along College Boulevard. TriCity Medical Center, 
Mira Costa College, and ABC Children's Center are located just over 0.25 to 0.5 mile of the project site 
to the east, north, and west, respectively. 

5.11.2 Regulatory Setting 

State of California Code of Regulations Title 24 

The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Noise Insulation Standards, states that multi-family 
dwellings, hotels, and motels located where the CNEL exceeds 60 dBA must obtain an acoustical analysis 
showing that the proposed design will limit interior noise to less than 45 dBA CNEL. The maximum 
noise levels, either existing or future, must be used for this determination. Future noise levels must be 
predicted at least ten years from the time of building permit application. 

City of Carlsbad General Plan - Noise Element 

The City of Carlsbad General Plan Noise Element identifies and defines existmg and future 
environmental noise levels from sources of noise within or adjacent to the City of Carlsbad. The Noise 
Element establishes goals, objectives and policies to address these impacts, and provides action programs 
to implement these goals, objectives and policies. 

City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual 

The following City of Carlsbad noise standards are applicable to the proposed project. These standards 
are defined in the City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual (City of Carlsbad 1995). 

A. Exterior and Interior Residential Noise Standards: Sixty (60) dBA CNE i the acceptable 
exterior noise level to which residential uses must be mitigated, except for areas impacted by the 
McClellan-Palomar Airport, which must be mitigated to a 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level. 

According to City standards, interior noise levels for all residential units must be mitigated to a 45 dBA 
CNEL level when openings to the exterior of the residence are closed. If openings are required to be 
closed to meet the interior noise standard, then mechanical ventilation shall be provided. 

L 'T""'\~ Quarry Creek Master Plan 
.CU .. ' Final EIR 

5.11-7 City of Carlsbad 
January 2013 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District August 2008 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which groundbome vibration or groundbome noises are 

considered "excessive." This analysis uses the FT A's vibration impact criteria for sensitive buildings, 
residences, and institutional land uses. The thresholds for residences and buildings where people 

normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences) are 72 Vd.B for frequent events (more than 70 events of the same 
source per day), 75 VdB for occasional events (30 to 70 vibration events of the same source per day), and 

80 VdB for infrequent events (less than 30 vibration events of the same source per day). 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which permanent increases in ambient noise are 

considered "substantial." As discussed previously in this section, a noise level increase of 3 dBA is 

barely perceptible to most people, a 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, and a difference of 10 dBA 

would be perceived as a doubling of loudness. Based on this information, an increase in the Ldn noise 

level resulting from the Project at noise-sensitive land uses of 3 d.BA Ldn or greater would be considered a 
significant impact when projected noise levels would exceed those considered satisfactory for the affected 

land use (e.g., 60 d.BA Ldn for single-family residential land uses). If the noise environment at the 

sensitive land use would remain below normally acceptable noise levels, a 5 d.BA Ldn increase in noise 

levels would be considered significant. 

Project Impacts 

Impact IV.E-1: The proposed Project may result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies. 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. 

Circulation and parking improvements include improvements to the PE Access Road, various circulation 

improvements and three footbridge connections to reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and 
bicycle safety, parking lot resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 240 parking spaces. 

Construction Noise 

Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition, site 

grading and excavation, installation of utilities, paving, and building fabrication. Development activities 

would also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise. During each 

stage of development, there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would vary 

based on the type and amount of equipment in operation and the location of the activity. The range for 

noise levels generated by typical, individual pieces of construction equipment is provided in Table IV.E-

8. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has also compiled data regarding the noise generating 

characteristics of typical construction activities, both with and without the use of equipment mufflers. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drqft Environmental Impact Report 

IV.E. Noise 

Page Iv.E-14 
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These data, which represent composite construction noise, are presented in Table IV.E-9. These noise 

levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA 

per doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 84 dBA L eq measured at 50 feet from the noise 

source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA Lcq at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduce 

by another 6 dBA L eq to 72 dBA Lcq at 200 feet from the source to the receptor. 

In general , the site excavation and grading activities at the Project si te, which would involve the use of 

loaders and scrapers, would generate the loudest noise levels during construction of the proposed Project. 
As shown above in Table IV.E-8, the operation of scrapers could generate a maximum noise level of 89 

dBA at 50 feet, while loaders could generate a maximum of 85 dBA at 50 feet, during excavation. The 

campus would continue to observe the current schedule, including class times and before and after-school 

related activities during construction and following buildout. Therefore, during construction of the 

proposed Project, the nearest and most notable sensitive receptors to the Project site would be the existing 

classrooms and other existing school related facilities which may be located as close as 50 feet from 
active construction sites. 

Table IV.E-8 
Noise Levels of Typical Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA L.,, at 50 feet b 

Loader 85 
Trucks 88 
Cranes (moveable) 83 
Cranes (derrick) 88 
Concrete Vibrator 76 
Saws 76 
Pnewnatic Tool 85 
Jackhammers 88 
Pumps 76 
Generators 81 
Air Comoressors 81 
Concrete Mixers 85 
Concrete Pumps 82 
Back Hoe 80 
Pile Driving (Impact) 101 
Pile Driving (Sonic) 96 
Dozer 85 
Scraper 89 
Grader 85 
Paver 89 
a Machine1y equipped with noise control devices or 01her noise-reducing design features does not 

generate the same level of noise emissions as that shown in this table. 
b The L,q noise levels for each piece of constmction equipment represent noise levels generated over a 

time period of one hour under free-field condilions (i.e., topography and ground effects are ignored). 

Source: Harris Miller Milter & Hanson Inc., Transit Noise and Vibration impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Victor S. De la Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Direct Dial: (310) 312-4305 
E-mail: VDelaCruz@Manatt.com 

Clicnt-Mat1cr: 46782-060 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium 
Hollywood Project (Case Number: ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

This firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
("AMDA"). On behalf of AMDA, thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the 
"Project"). The proposed Project would be constructed directly adjacent to AMDA's 

' approximately 2-acre campus in Hollywood. In particular, AMDA's building at 1777 Vine 
Street ("AMDA's 1777 Vine "Street Building"), a five-story facility housing the majority of 
AMDA's classrooms, acting rehearsal rooms, dance studios, and private voice rooms, shares a 
property line with the Project where one of the two proposed 585-foot high towers could be built 
without even the most minor of setbacks. Thus, the impacts of the proposed Project's 
construction alone could be catastrophic to AMDA if not properly mitigated in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

As one of the key players in Hollywood's revitalization, first purchasing and 
painstakingly restoring 6305 Yucca Street, an eight-story Art Deco building (the "Vine Tower") 
that serves as the administrative and student hub of AMDA's campus, and then building a 
fonnidable presence on the block bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street, Ivar Avenue, and U.S. 
101 (the "Hollywood Freeway"), much of which is now used for student residences, AMDA is 
not opposed to the continued development and revitalization of the neighborhood it is so proud 
to call home. AMDA welcomes responsible development and looks forward to working with 
community stakeholders on the continued improvement of Hollywood. 

However, a massive one million-plus square foot project needs to be appropriately 
analyzed and mitigated under CEQA, something which this DEIR fails to do. As a threshold 

11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 
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matter, although the DEIR acknowledges that schools are sensitive receptors, it does not identify 
AMDA as a sensitive receptor. This is unacceptable; all of the Project's potentially significant 
impacts to AMDA must be disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 
Likewise, CEQA requires an accurate, stable, and finite project description, yet the DEIR's 
equivalency program would allow virtually any type of development to be built, irrespective of 
what the DEIR renderings and vague development regulations (the "Development Regulations") 
might indicate. Greater specificity about the project is necessary for the public to meaningfully 
participate in the approval process for the Project. 

In short, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA's minimum legal requirements in several 
respects and must be revised and re-circulated. 

I. AMDA AND ITS HOLLYWOOD CAMPUS. 

AMDA is one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, 
with its two campuses in New York City and Los Angeles recognized internationally for 

·launching some of the most successful careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited 
by the National Association of Schools of Theater ("NAST")1

, AMDA's Los Angeles campus 
enrolls approximately 700 students from throughout the world and offers both a 4-year bachelor 
of fine arts and various 2-year certificate programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus 
has been a thriving community of young artists engaged daily in everything from general 
education courses typical of more traditional 4-year colleges, to musical theater, dance studios, 
and voice recitals. 

AMDA's campus is comprised of several buildings in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Vine Tower, AMDA's main building, is kitty-comer from the Project and houses 
administrative offices, classrooms, studio spaces, a costume shop, a stage combat armory, a 
computer lab, the AMDA Cafe, the campus store and a black box theatre. AMDA's 1777 Vine 
Street Building across the street from the Vine Tower, and sharing a property line with the 
Project site, is a five-story facility with 23 classrooms, 11 private voice studios, acting rehearsal 
rooms, a student lounge, the film production office, the scene shop, and other ancillary AMDA 
uses. An outdoor performance space, a campus piazza, a performing arts library, and film, 
television and editing facilities are also located on campus. 

1 NAST has been designated by the United States Department of Education as the agency responsible for the 
accreditation throughout the United States of freestanding institutions and units offering theatre and theatre-related 

. programs (both degree-and non-degree-granting). NAST cooperates with the six regional associations in the process 
of accreditation and, in the field of teacher education, with the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education. NAST consults with the American Alliance for Theatre and Education, the Association for Theatre in 
Higher Education, and similar organizations in the development of NAST standards and guidelines for accreditation. 
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Finally, six residential buildings, primarily on the same block as the Vine Tower, have 
been purchased, or are otherwise controlled by AMDA, for student housing (The Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows"). 

Simply stated, AMDA's investment in, and commitment to the Hollywood community is 
sustained and substantial. 

II. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT. 

The DEIR has several flaws and must be revised and re-circulated to comply with CEQA. 
Set forth below are our specific comments on the DEIR. 

A. The DEIR's Equivalency Program is Much Too Broad To Apprise the Public of the 
Project's Impacts. 

As a threshold matter, the DEIR is more a program-level EIR than a project-level EIR. 
The ultimate project that could be built under this DEIR could be almost all apartments, all 
condominiums, all hotel, all health/fitness club, all office, all restaurant, or all retail- so long as 
the total vehicle trip count falls within a cap set forth in the DEIR. As explained in greater detail 
throughout this comment letter, protection of the environment is about more than vehicle trip 
counts. Although CEQA does not foreclose equivalency program analysis, there comes a point 
when an equivalency program is so over-ambitious that the public has no idea what type of uses 
will ultimately be built, where on the site they will be, what their general design will be, and 
what the ultimate environmental impacts will be. 

That is the case here. The DEIR'.s attempt to analyze every possible development 
scenario results in an environmental analysis that fails to disclose and analyze the most basic of 
things - like project driveways and ingress and egress from the Project's approximately 4.5 acre 
site. Will left-turns be allowed out of the Project's Vine driveways (assuming there will be Vine 
driveways)? The answer to that simple question can have a dramatic impact on traffic 
circulation in one of Hollywood's most congested areas, but the DEIR is silent on these basics. 
Likewise, the DEIR is completely inconsistent with the project that has been applied for, and 
which could be built under the proposed Development Agreement. For example, the Project 
applications call for approximately seven stories of above-ground parking. (See Exhibit A.) The 
DEIR, however, says there will likely be three. (See Exhibit B.) In other instances, key Project 
components, including a night-club and an outdoor viewing deck with a cafe and alcohol sales; 
are completely missing from the DEIR's environmental analysis. (See Exhibit C.) The DEIR's 
renderings and discussion about the "Development Regulations" might imply good design, but 
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the plans submitted with the application would indicate that huge podium parking structures with 
large, massive, undifferentiated walls are back in vogue. (See Exhibit D.) Ultimately, because 
the Project Development Agreement and Development Regulations are so vague, nothing in the 
DEIR would prevent the absurd, say twenty stories above-ground parking. 

The case law on equivalency programs is limited, but the general principles behind 
CEQA are clear. First, an accurate, stable, and consistent project desc1iption is required for a 
legally sufficient EIR. Inconsistencies in the project description, including "using variable 
figures" can be fatal. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 
Cal.App.4th 645, 653 (holding that the failure to provide a stable and consistent project 
description invalidated the EIR); also see City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal. 
App. 3d 1438, 1454-55 (concluding that an EIR that did not contain an accurate, stable, and 
finite project description could not "adequately apprise all interested parties of the true scope of 
the project for intelligent weighing of the environmental consequences."). 

In short, we have no idea what will be built, except that it will likely be massive. And 
even if the DEIR analyzed ingress and egress for the Concept Plan, for example, that analysis 
would be meaningless because the Applicant has no obligation to build the Concept Plan or a 
project that looks anything like it. An EIR cannot stultify CEQA's public disclosure 
requirements. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 198 ("A 
curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws a red herring across the path of public 
input."); also see Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California 
(1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 405 ("An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable those who did not 
participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the 
proposed project."). 

The DEIR fails to provide a meaningful understanding of the Project. By analyzing the 
Concept Plan, the DEIR gives the public the impression that something approaching that plan 
will be built even though the Development Agreement allows different parts of the Project site to 
be sold to different developers who may choose to build something that bears no real 
resemblance to the Concept Plan. (See Development Agreement, Section 6.8.1.)(Exhibit E.) 
This is all the more shocking given that the Development Agreement also provides that no 
subsequent approvals/environmental review would be required for any subsequent build-out of 
the Project. (See Development Agreement, Section 3.1.5.)(Exhibit F.) Without discussing 
things as simple as ingress and egress (required analysis for much smaller projects), or what will 
ultimately be built, the DEIR's enigmatic project description has the effect of cutting the public 
out of some of the more important questions about the Project. And it certainly cannot provide 
the City Council with enough information to support a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
CEQA requires more. 
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B. The DEIR Excludes Analysis and Mitigation of Clearly Significant and Adverse 
Noise and Vibration Impacts to AMDA and Avoids Meaningful Analysis and 
Mitigation of Noise and Vibration Impacts, Generally. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Disclose and Analyze AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include residences, 
transient lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert 
halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. l.1-2.) 
Although the DEIR acknowledges that schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are sensitive 
receptors at page IV.H-15, inexplicably AMDA- which shares a property line with the Project
is excluded from the list of sensitive land uses adjacent to the Project site.2 The DEIR's 
omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor is a material error in the DEIR that has prevented 
significant impacts from being disclosed and mitigated . 

. To be perfectly clear, AMOA is a school and the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not talcing classes such as 
"Harmony Review Lab," "Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing 
their singing in a private voice room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing 
breathing exercises with a voice tutor. Every day, the AMDA campus is a thriving hub of 
productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early morning until about 11 :30 p.m., and in 
summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple productions. How all this could continue 
to happen with the immediately adjacent construction of over one million square feet of towers is 
something the DEIR cannot ignore. 

2. The DEIR Must Disclose, Analyze, and Mitigate Significant Construction Noise 
Impacts to AMOA 

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of construction and 
operational noise impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would 
reduce those impacts. It is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts to 
AMDA because the DEIR ignored analysis of AMDA altogether, but there can be no question 
that the impacts will be extremely significant and adverse. Table IV.H-9 of the DEIR, for 
example, reveals that noise levels at the Pantages and A val on Theaters, both of which are 
anywhere from two to ten feet from the Project, will skyrocket from 69.8 dBA Leq to 113.9 dBA 

2 AMDA has been a prominent member of the Hollywood community since 2003 and various principals of 
Millennium Hollywood LLC (the "Applicant") have been familiar with AMDA for several years, all of which makes 
the omission very confusing to AMDA. Moreover, since 20 I 0, well before issuance of the DEIR's Notice of 
Preparation, all of AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building was being used by the college. 
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Leq· As DEIR Table IV.H-1 indicates, a dBA of 113.9 Leq would be louder than ajet flying 
overhead at a height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an 
indoor conceit. This is troubling because the DEIR would allow construction next to AMDA at 
a similar distance from the Pantages Theater. There is no way that AMDA could continue 
operating in such an environment without specific mitigation that deals with AMDA as a 
sensitive receptor. Putting aside the fact that no school could teach music in the middle of a rock 
concert, the Project would be putting AMDA students and faculty in an environment that the 
DEIR states can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss. ("Frequent exposure to noise levels 
greater than 85 dBA over time can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss.") (DEIR, p. 
IV.H-3.) Mitigation of these impacts on AMDA are of the utmost necessity. 

Furthermore, mitigation must address multiple different construction impacts - not just 
construction machinery. For example, the DEIR notes that "[t]he Yucca street parking curb lane 
will be retained for construction vehicle waiting and staging for the duration of Project 
construction during all hours ... " (DEIR, p. IV.K.2-22.) A revised DEIR should disclose that 
this truck staging area would literally divide AMDA's main campus area (i.e., the Vine Tower 
and AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building) and consider whether the noise impacts from this 
staging area can be relocated away from a sensitive receptor. 

3. The DEIR's Use of the Equivalent Noise Level (L~) for Construction-Related 
Noise Hides the Project's True Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to fully disclose Project impacts by only reporting Leq and not the full range 
of dBA increases that would result from the project. Leq, or the equivalent energy noise level, "is 
the average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated period of time." (DEIR, p. IV.H-2.) 
The DEIR is required to not only disclose the average dBA over a period of time, but the full 
range of dBA (i.e., what will be the loudest noises that will be occurring throughout 
construction). Disclosure of the full range of dBA is important for many reasons. First, the L.A. 
CEQA Thresholds Guide provides that a Project will have a significant impact if construction 
activities lasting more than a day would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 10 dBA 
or more at a noise-sensitive use, or 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use for construction 
activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period. (DEIR, p. IV.H-20.) The 
thresholds are not based on Leq- they are based on dBA alone. By only disclosing Leq, the DEIR 
underreports the true range and magnitude of significant impacts. 

Second, the aforementioned distinction between Leq and dBA is about more than technical 
legal compliance with the CEQA threshold; the loudest noises that may occur at any given time 
matter. Particularly loud construction episodes, for example, would undoubtedly interrupt 
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courses, recitals, and other AMDA activities to a greater extent than the already high average 
noise levels. All feasible mitigation must be imposed for these high noise incidents. 

Finally, the Leq reported in the DEIR could be masking the true noise impacts of the Project 
because the DEIR fails to disclose the period of time over which construction noise is being 
averaged (e.g., the Leq period may be including nighttime noise when no construction is taking 
place, break times, or other similar non-representative time periods). 

4. The DEIR's Noise Section Is Rendered Meaningless by Failure to Report Post
Mitigation Noise Impacts and Failure to Define Mitigation Measures with any 
Precision or Certainty. 

Despite reporting Project noise impacts that are clearly unacceptable, the DEIR fails to 
indicate what the Project's noise impacts will be after mitigation. This approach is not only 
contrary to the approach taken in the DEIR's Air Quality and Traffic sections, it is contrary to 
the City's practice for other environmental impact reports. (See Exhibit G.) Disclosure of 
impact levels after mitigation is required, and the Applicant must be required to abide by the 
post-mitigation noise levels that are set forth in the DEIR. Indeed, without post-mitigation noise 
projections, community members and stakeholders affected by the Project have no way of 
knowing with any certainty if the mitigation measures in the DEIR are, in fact, effective in 
reducing noise levels, and if they are, by how much noise levels will be reduced. The DEIR 
must disclose the resulting (i.e., post-mitigation) noise levels at the relevant property lines so that 
AMOA and the public can determine if the mitigation measures truly reduce noise to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Part of the reason for the DEIR's failure to provide any information about post-mitigation 
noise levels may be that many of the noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are illusory. For 
example, many of the mitigation measures are tempered with phrases like "as far as feasibly 
possible" or other language that actually has the effect of creating an inordinate amount of 
flexibility for the Applicant and/or depriving the measure of any certainty. Examples of 
deficient noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are set forth below, followed by a discussion of 
how each mitigation measure is legally deficient: 

• Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 

generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far 
as feasibly possible from the nearest noise- and vibration- sensitive land 

uses. (Mitigation Measure H-3) (Emphasis added.) 
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• Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high 
noise levels. (Mitigation Measure H-4) (Emphasis added.) 

• The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state
of-the-art noise shielding and mujjling devices as available. (Mitigation 
Measure H-6) (Emphasis added.) 

• Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 
extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary 
to minimize the amount of noise on the surrounding noise-sensitive 

receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. (Mitigation 
Measure H-7) (Emphasis added.) 

• All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall 
avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
(Mitigation Measure H-8) (Emphasis added.) 

All the bolded language above serves to remove any assurances or standards from the mitigation. 
For example, relative to Mitigation Measure H-3, there is no reason that the DEIR should not 
disclose exactly where flexible noise-generating equipment will be located to reduce impacts to 
AMDA and other sensitive uses (and the resulting post-mitigation noise levels at the property 
line). A mere representation that the activities will be conducted "as far as feasibly possible" 
deprives the public of the ability to comment on whether the Applicant truly is mitigating "as far 
as feasibly possible." 

In fact, when the Applicant's cunent tenant, EMI, was previously concerned about 
impacts to Capitol Records from a nearby construction project at 6941 Yucca (the "Yucca 
Condominium Project"), it secured mitigation measures such as the following: 

• No stationary equipment will be operated within 40 feet of the west project 
site property line with EMI/Capital [sic] Records. Tower cranes and 
personnel lifts shall be positioned near Argyle on the eastern edge of the 
project site. (Mitigation Measure Supp 18) (Emphasis added.) 
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• Construction materials shall be stock-piled at distant portions of the site, at 
least 40 feet from the western project site property line with EMI/Capitol 
Records. The equipment warm-up areas, water tanks and equipment storage 
areas described in Mitigation Measure I-5 above shall also be located at least 
40 feet from the western project site property line with EMI/Capitol Records. 
(Mitigation Measure Supp 19) (Emphasis added.) 

• Within 40 feet of the western project site property line with EMI/Capital [sic] 
Records, demolition, excavation and construction activities at or below the 
street level of the project site (including loading of demolition refuse), grading 
equipment and activities, augured pile driving, vibratory rollers, jumping jack 
compactors, and other excavation and construction equipment and activities 
shall be prohibited after 10:00 a.m. Mondays through Saturdays, unless one 
of the following exceptions apply ... (Mitigation Measure Supp 12) 
(Emphasis added.) 

A complete list of mitigation measures for the Yucca Condominium Project is attached as 
Exhibit H for reference. 

The precision that EMI/Capitol Records previously received to protect itself from noise 
and vibration impacts needs to be reflected in the other mitigation measures for this Project too -
not just Measure H-3. For example, Mitigation Measure H-4 must disclose which construction 
equipment will not be operated simultaneously.3 The same goes for Mitigation Measure H-6. If 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices are too expensive, or being used at another 
constrnction site, does this mean that the noise levels need not be mitigated? With respect to 
Mitigation Measure H-7, how will an eight-foot noise barrier be enough to mitigate noise 
impacts to the maximum extent feasible, and why not disclose the full gamut of noise attenuation 
barriers available given that one can do better than plywood structures? Most importantly, why 
did the Yucca Condominium Project (112,917 square feet of construction) next door to the 
Capitol Records Tower require noise barriers of 16 feet in height, whereas this 1,052,667 net 
square foot project only requires eight-foot barriers? (See Exhibit I.) (The DEIR also needs to 
consider special mitigation for the Project's high-rise towers, such as sound wall baniers as 
construction proceeds to the upper floors.) Finally, with respect to Mitigation Measure H-8, 
aside from it being impermissible deferred mitigation, how can the DEIR state that constrnction 

3 The scheduling of different construction activities and their resulting noise levels needs to be disclosed as part of 
the public review process. Otherwise, how would a decision to stop operating multiple pieces of equipment be made 
on the construction site after the Project has already been approved, especially if the DEIR has no standards (just 
vague "as feasible" language)? 
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truck traffic will avoid sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible, and then in another 
section state that construction truck staging will be right outside AMDA? 

Ultimately, the DEIR needs to establish specific mitigation measures and post-mitigation 
noise standards that can be measured and adhered to. As drafted, the DEIR says nothing about 
how loud Project noise will be after the imposition of mitigation measures, renders the little 
mitigation there is meaningless with vague, imprecise language, and does not commit the 
Applicant to any specific noise standard. 

5. The DEIR's CNEL Baseline Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR states that noise measurements were recorded by Parker Environmental 
Consultants staff on April 19, 2011, at six locations in the vicinity of the Project Site/or a period 
of 15 minutes per location, between the hours of2:50 PM and 4:30 PM. (DEIR, p. IV.H-5.) 
Somehow, despite only taking measurements for 15 minutes, the DEIR established dBA CNEL 
baselines for the five studied roadways. CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, "is a 
24-hour average Leq·" (DEIR, p. IV.H-3.) The DEIR needs to disclose how a 24-hour average 
was derived for the baseline from a mere 15 minute measurement. Given the role that the CNEL 
baseline plays in establishing the Project's operational impacts, coupled with the large scope of 
this Project, anything less than a true understanding of the Project area's CNEL renders the 
DEIR's noise analysis meaningless. 

6. The DEIR Fails to Study those Roadways That May Be Most Impacted By Traffic
Related Noise and Masks True Roadway Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR's analysis of roadway traffic impacts is highly deficient. As a threshold matter, 
the DEIR fails to consider whether there are residential streets that may be most impacted by 
traffic noise, even if those streets will not receive the most Project traffic. The DEIR states that 
"[t]he roadway segments selected for analysis are considered to be those that are expected to be 
most directly impacted by project-related traffic, which for the purpose of this analysis, includes 
the roadways that are nearest to the Project site." (DEIR, p. IV.H-14.) This selection of streets 
for roadway noise impacts, while appealing at first blush, has the effect of potentially masking 
significant impacts along nearby residential roadways that may receive lower project-related 
traffic, but have a lower significance threshold (3 dBA CNEL rather than the 5 dBA CNEL 
streets studied in the DEIR's noise analysis). As such, further analysis of streets more sensitive 
to noise is required. 

Moreover, the traffic noise analysis suffers from other methodological problems. In 
addition to the previously discussed concerns about the CNEL baseline, which appears to be 
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based on a 15-minute measurement, the DEIR's traffic analysis grossly underreports the 
Project's true traffic impacts. Accordingly, it is very likely that the higher traffic impacts will 
lead to higher, and significant, roadway noise impacts. The DEIR therefore needs to be re
circulated with disclosure of actual noise impacts from Project traffic. 

7. The DEIR Must Analyze and Mitigate Vibration Impacts on AMDA's Building. 

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of the Project's 
construction and operational vibration impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation 
measures that would reduce those impacts to a level less than significant. The DEIR completely 
ignores vibration impacts on AMDA's classroom building despite making clear elsewhere that 
vibration impacts from construction on buildings further away would be significant. Based on 
Table IV.H-11 and Table IV.H-12, impacts to the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, and the 
Capitol Records Tower (all of which have similar distances to the Project as AMDA), it appears 
that construction-related vibration impacts at AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would range 
from approximately 119.9 VdB to 162 VdB and 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV - impacts that wildly 
exceed the significance thresholds of65 VdB and 0.12 PPV. There is little question that 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would suffer significant damage from such high vibration 
levels. (The DEIR states that 100 VdB is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in 
a fragile building yet Project-related VdB on AMDA's building is expected to be approximately 
120 VdB to 162 VdB.) (DEIR, p. IV.H-4). Likewise, given the types of activities that occur in 
AMDA's building (e.g., breathing exercises, music classes, ballet), AMDA would be considered 
a Category 1 Building (65 V dB threshold) more akin with university research operations than a 
typical school building (7 5 V dB threshold) with respect to operational vibration annoyance 
impacts. Irrespective of what threshold is applied, however, the vibration impacts on AMDA's 
building are significant and must be mitigated. 

8. The DEIR Avoids Required Analysis of the Project's Impacts on the Capitol 
Records Echo Chambers and Recording Studios. 

CEQA does not allow an impact on the environment to be ignored if only the Applicant's 
property would be directly affected. This is obvious, yet that appears to be the position taken by 
the DEIR with respect to the Project's noise and vibration impacts on the Capitol Records 
recording studios and historic echo chambers - a City-designated Historic Cultural Monument 
("HCM"). The DEIR states that the Capitol Records underground echo chambers are located 
approximately 20 feet north of the proposed limits of excavation for the Project and that Capitol 
Records Recording Studios A, B, and Care approximately 0.08 feet away from the Project. 
(DEIR, pp. IV.H-16 and IV.H-29.) Despite the proximity of these uses, and the fact that the 
DEIR identifies vibration impacts as significant, the DEIR brushes off any meaningful impact 
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analysis or mitigation on the ground that these sensitive receptors are owned by the Applicant. 
(DEIR, p. IV.H-29.) The DEIR goes on to state that "[v]ibration-related impacts upon these uses 
will be addressed through agreements between the owner and the tenant, with the intent of 
minimizing noise-related impacts on the uses." (Id.) 

The DEIR's analysis is akin to a statement that no historic resource analysis for the 
demolition of an HCM is necessary if it is the owner that wishes to demolish the building. 
Interestingly, the Applicant's tenant has previously stated in connection with other adjacent 
construction (the aforementioned Yucca Condominium Project) that significant impacts to the 
echo chambers would "basically render unusable the Echo Chambers at the Capitol Records 
property." (Exhibit J.) Simply put, the same level of analysis and mitigation that the City has 
previously required for other projects needs to be imposed here- especially because the 
Applicant may now have an economic interest in not protecting these historic monuments. 

9. The DEIR's Mitigation for Groundborne Vibration Damage to Adjacent Buildings 
is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

Even though estimated vibration levels from construction of the Project are expected to range 
from 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV and the threshold of significance is 0.12 PPV, the DEIR provides 
that groundborne vibration damage to adjacent buildings will be reduced to insignificance 
because Mitigation Measure H-11 "requires the Project Applicant to perform all construction 
work without damaging or causing the loss of support for on-site and adjacent structures." 
(DEIR, p. IV .H-31 ). But is that even possible? Can an impact of 491.66 PPV be reduced to a 
level below 0.12 PPV? Exactly how will adjacent buildings not be damaged? One would not 
know from the DEIR because the one proffered mitigation measure to address this impact is 
completely conclusory. 

10. The DEIR Mentions a Rooftop Observation Deck But Provides No Analysis of its 
Potential Noise Impacts. 

The Project's application and the DEIR mention a rooftop observation deck, but the 
DEIR does not analyze its noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. Oddly enough, even 
though the application states the rooftop deck will be outdoors, will have alcohol service, and 
that special events with live entertainn1ent could conceivably occur, the DEIR is completely 
silent on the noise impacts of that deck. The DEIR does not even disclose that the deck will be 
outdoors. Likewise, the Project's application makes clear that other outdoor decks may be 
incorporated into the Project. These decks must be analyzed and their impacts mitigated to the 
maximum extent feasible in a re-circulated DEIR. 

RL0021032 



EM22202 

manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
December 10, 2012 
Page 13 

11. The DEIR Must Fully Analyze Potential Impacts From Above-Ground Parking 
Structures. 

Nothing in the DEIR prevents the construction of an above-ground parking structure 
adjacent to AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building or other sensitive receptors. Should this occur, 
the Project would be raising vehicles from a street-level parking lot to be directly adjacent to 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building's windows on multiple levels. (The DEIR "envisions" three 
levels of above-grade parking, but the equivalency program would not prevent above-grade 
parking structures from being significantly taller.) The DEIR must analyze noise from car 
alarms, tire squealing, honking, and other loud parking structure noises that might impact 
AMDA. 

12. The Project Would Expose AMDA to Interior Noise Levels Beyond Regulatory 
Standards. 

The DEIR states that "the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise 
levels for any proposed residentfal or open space uses fronting Vine Street .... Therefore, future 
interior noise levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City 
standard 45.0 dBA for interior residential uses." (DEIR, p. IV.H-37.) To mitigate this impact to 
a level less than significant, the DEIR requires Project buildings to include sound-proof windows 
and noise insulation. Therefore, because AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building is a sensitive 
receptor fronting Vine Street, the DEIR must provide similar upgrades to AMDA's 1777 Vine 
Street Building. In addition, because this impact was not disclosed as significant in the DEIR, 
this is yet another reason the DEIR must be re-circulated. 

C. The DEIR's Traffic Analysis Has Multiple Material Flaws and is Not Supported By 
Substantial Evidence. 

1. The DEIR' s Eguivalency Program Makes It Impossible to Understand the Full 
Range of Possible Uses and Configurations, All of Which Would Affect Traffic in 
Different Ways. 

The DEIR provides the impression that CEQA traffic analysis begins and ends at total 
trips, and that no further analysis is required so long as total trips are maintained below a certain 
number. This is not the case; the imprecise nature of the DEIR's equivalency program means 
that the DEIR fails to provide a true understanding of the Project's impacts. Because the DEIR 
does not disclose precise driveway points and what specific uses those driveways would be 
serving, the public is not afforded an understanding of the peak hour usage of those driveways, 
how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may create hazards or create internal 
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parking structure queuing, or how driveways at specific access points may back up traffic behind 
vehicles making a left-hand turn into the Project. (Granted, the DEIR does not even discuss if 
left-hand turns into the Project will be allowed because of the multiple scenarios that could 
conceivably result from the equivalency program.) At one point, the DEIR's traffic study 
provides a glimmer of hope on specificity when it states that "[a] preliminary analysis concludes 
that the driveways as shown on the conceptual plans (Figure 3) will not introduce any unusual 
adverse hazards." (Traffic Study, p. 9.) But only a glimmer; a review of the aforementioned 
Figure 3 does not show a single driveway or Project access lane. (See Exhibit K.) Without an 
understanding of traffic circulation immediately around the Project, it is impossible to know if 
turns, queuing, and other vehicular conflicts will create trickle-down impacts to multiple 
intersections. 

In a similar vein, the traffic analysis takes credits via "internal capture" for Project uses 
that may never be built. For example, the DEIR claims a separate 15% internal capture reduction 
in trips for the fitness/sports center, for the retail, and for the restaurants (presumably because of 
the onsite office and residential uses). But what if the office and residential space that is actually 
built is significantly less than that analyzed in the DEIR or disappears altogether? What if the 
Applicant uses the DEIR to pursue a 100% retail project? In this case, the Applicant would 
obtain a 15% trip reduction for nothing. 

Simply put, the DEIR's traffic analysis is not supported by substantial evidence. As 
stated earlier, the DEIR' s traffic analysis is more consistent with that of a program-level EIR. It 
cannot legally comport with CEQA's disclosure requirements until greater Project specificity is 
provided. 

2. The Traffic Study's Trip Distribution Needs to Account for the Separate Project 
Uses. 

As stated previously, the DEIR's equivalency program has the effect of making much of 
the Project's impact analysis ilTelevant. While CEQA does not prohibit equivalency program 
environmental analysis, the analysis can become highly problematic in connection with complex 
projects that have several potential uses, all of which can be located in various different locations 
throughout a large project site. In this case, the equivalency program's broad-strokes description 
of potential project uses and their location on the Project site makes it impossible to capture and 
understand the Project's ultimate trip distribution. 

4 Although the Traffic Study does provide a general discussion of driveway locations, these driveway locations are 
hypothetical in nature only. (See Traffic Study, p. 38.) As the Project's Development Regulations provide, 
"parking, open space, and related development requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in 
any location within the Project Site." (See Development Regulations, p. 10.) 
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The DEIR's traffic analysis assigns a trip distribution based on one specific project 
iteration (the Concept Plan) and this trip distribution remains constant irrespective of what uses 
may ultimately be incorporated into the Project and where on the site they are located. This 
leads to a highly simplistic and flawed trip distribution. Hotels, for example, have a very 
different trip distribution than a fitness center or condominiums, yet the DEIR makes no attempt 
to account for the fact that the project that may ultimately be built will have no resemblance 
whatsoever to the Concept Plan (e.g., the Project could be almost entirely residential). Likewise, 
we know that vehicles will choose one route over another based on their points of ingress and 
egress. The DEIR's trip distributions, which are guided by a completely random allocation for 
one project iteration that does not have to be built, are therefore highly flawed. 

Indeed, the Applicant's traffic consultant has previously taken the position in connection 
with other EIRs that a traffic study would be deficient ifthe trip distribution for individual uses 
was not specifically assigned. They said: 

... recent traffic studies for large mixed-use projects approved by LADOT ... 
have used discrete trip distribution patterns and percentages for individual uses in 
order to more accurately assign trips to study intersections and routes. For 
example, office, residential, hotel and retail uses generally have different trip 
distributions, as their origins and destinations are different. Utilizing one generic 
trip distribution for dissimilar proposed and existing uses can result in project 
trips and impacts being underestimated at study locations, as well as some 
locations not being considered for analysis because they have been assigned a low 
number of trips. (See Exhibit L.) 

Given the fact that the DEIR's own traffic consultant has cautioned against generic trip 
distribution, it is difficult to understand why this DEIR does not account for all the multiple uses 
and configurations that could ultimately be built under the equivalency program. Without an 
appropriate trip distribution, the DEIR cannot be supported by substantial evidence. 

3. The DEIR Must Analyze Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts and Construction and 
Operational Traffic Impacts Arising From AMDA's Location. 

The DEIR fails to analyze the Project's neighborhood intrusion impacts. Of particular 
importance, the DEIR did not analyze the Project's traffic impacts on AMDA and its students 
and faculty. AMDA's presence adjacent to the Project site creates various specific conditions 
that have not been analyzed, and which may require a Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Program. For example, large groups of students cross Yucca Street between the Vine Tower and 
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AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building when classes let out throughout the day, yet the DEIR did 
not take pedestrian counts to understand how large groups of students might impact left- and 
right-hand turns on Yucca, or how traffic may create hazards for AMDA students and faculty. 5 

Likewise, the DEIR neglected to analyze the Project's traffic impacts on various 
residential street segments. I var A venue between Yucca Street and Franklin A venue (a great 
portion of which is lined with AMDA student housing), for example, will no doubt experience 
significant traffic impacts because northbound travel on Yucca will be one of the most efficient 
ways of accessing the northbound Hollywood Freeway from the Project's Ivar Avenue access 
point (Ivar to Franklin and then Franklin to Argyle/the Hollywood Freeway). Several other 
likely cut-through routes have not been identified and necessitate further study. 

In short, the DEIR needs to critically address cut-through traffic and its impact on 
residential street segments, analyze AMDA-specific traffic issues, and provide appropriate 
mitigation for both construction and operational traffic. 

4. The DEIR Must Analyze Traffic Impacts During the Hollywood Bowl Summer 
Season and Performances at the Pantages Theater, As Well As Ascertain Whether 
the P.M. Peak Hours Are Truly 3:00 P.M.-6:00 P.M. 

The DEIR has dramatically underreported traffic impacts by not including manual counts 
taken on high traffic-volume days. Specifically, the DEIR states that "[t]raffic volumes for 
existing conditions at the 3 7 study intersections were obtained from manual traffic counts 
conducted in March, April, May, September, and October 2011." (DEIR, p. IV.K-1-12.) The 
three-month break over the months of June, July, and August is highly suspect because it 
coincides precisely with the Hollywood Bowl summer concert season, which elevates traffic 
throughout Hollywood quite significantly. 6 (Why else would counts have stopped for three 
months?) With an occupancy of approximately 18,000, the Hollywood Bowl is the largest 

5 The DEIR cannot ignore multiple site-specific variables just because the City's thresholds do not address them. 
See Mejia v. City of Los Angeles, (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 322, 342. ("We conclude that the city improperly relied 
on a threshold of significance despite substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project may have a 
significant impact on traffic on Wheatland Avenue. In light of the public comments and absent more careful 
consideration by city engineers and planners, the evidence supports a fair argument that the increased traffic on 
Wheatland A venue as a result of the project would be substantial considering the uses of the road."). 

6 Further elevating our suspicions about the date selection for manual traffic counts is that when manual counts 
were reinstated in September, a month when there were still a few Hollywood Bowl concerts remaining on calendar, 
the DEIR's traffic consultant only took manual traffic counts in the morning, not afternoon. (See DEIR, Appendix 
IV.K.l, Appendix B.) 
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natural amphitheater in the United States, and summer concert nights (at the tail-end of June and 
almost every night in July and August) often create traffic havoc throughout the area of 
Hollywood near the Project site. In fact, the Highland exit from the southbound Hollywood 
Freeway is often so congested during Hollywood Bowl summer events that traffic is directed to 
the Cahuenga off-ramp, with ensuing trickle-down impacts in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project site. The DEIR cannot pick and choose convenient days for manual traffic counts. It is 
crucial that the Project's traffic baseline include Hollywood Bowl traffic so that Project traffic 
impacts are understood and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

Likewise, the Project directly abuts the Pantages Theater, which has a seating capacity of 
almost 3,000. The DEIR needs to analyze the Project's traffic in conjunction with Pantages 
theater vehicular traffic, the latter of which would be circling the vicinity looking for parking at 
approximately the same time (i.e., the one hour period before the performance start time). 

Finally, given the scale of the proposed Project, the DEIR should analyze traffic impacts up 
to 7 p.m., and include this hour as part of the peak hour if conditions wa:tTant. Security guards 
stationed at the entrance to AMDA's parking lot on Yucca Street have related to us that traffic in 
this particular area is at its worst from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. (not necessarily 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. ). If this 
is the case, then the DEIR has failed to analyze the correct peak hour that applies to this 
particular neighborhood. Los Angeles Department of Transportation ("LADOT") peak hour 
reporting requirements alone are not substantial evidence unless they are supported by facts 
specific to the Project's location. 

5. The DEIR Must Analyze Operational Traffic Impacts In Conjunction with Partial 
Construction Traffic. 

The DEIR significantly underreports the Project's construction traffic impacts by 
ignoring the development phasing allowed by the proposed Development Agreement. The 
DEIR's construction traffic section assumes that the entire Project will all be built at once 
purportedly in order to provide a conservative analysis of construction impacts. However, 
ignoring the much more likely scenario that the Project will be built in phases7 has the result of 
severely undercounting total traffic impacts and problems that would be posed by construction 
traffic in conjunction with operational traffic from a half-complete Project. The traffic impacts 
of a partially built Project, together with construction elsewhere on the site, would create a 
significant impact that has not been analyzed. CEQA requires that the Project's combined traffic 
impacts be analyzed. 

7 "The Project includes a Development Agreement that would allow the long-term phased buildout of the Project." 
(DEIR, p. II-34.) 
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6. The DEIR's Trip Cap Eirnneously Combines AM. Trips and P.M. Trips. 

As the DEIR's Traffic section demonstrates, the City differentiates between a.m. and 
p.m. peak hour impacts (e.g., an intersection can be significantly impacted in the a.m. peak hour, 
but not the p.m. peak hour). Despite the City's requirement of a separate impact analysis for the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours, the equivalency program's trip cap of 1,498 combines a.m. and p.m. 
peak hour trips. CEQA requires that one trip cap be created for the a.m. peak hour and that 
another trip cap be created for the p.m. peak hour to keep impacts consistent with the DEIR's 
impact envelope. If this is not done, the Applicant will be afforded the ability to create a greater 
impact than that which the DEIR has disclosed for one of the peak hours. For example, ITE rate 
931 (Quality Restaurant) generates virtually no trips in the a.m. peak hour, but has particularly 
high traffic generation rates in the p.m. peak hour. If the Applicant were to provide a significant 
amount of restaurant space in the Project, but only measured the resulting restaurant trips against 
a combined peak hour trip cap, the restaurants' inordinate p.m. peak hour impacts would be 
masked, and p.m. peak hour impacts on nearby intersections could not be analyzed. As a result, 
the DEIR may fail to disclose the specific a.m. or p.m. peak hour trip impacts that could result 
from the Project. 

7. The DEIR Provides No Substantial Evidence in Support ofits Approximately 30% 
Vehicle Trip Reduction for Public Transit Use. 

The DEIR's traffic study assumes an approximately 30% reduction in vehicle trips due to 
public transit use. First it adjusts the trip generation rates by 15% (Table IV.K.1-4) and then, in 
what is arguably double-dipping, takes another 15% reduction on the back-end for public transit 
usage in connection with the Transportation Demand Management ("TDM") program. 8 (DEIR, 
p. IV.K.1-55.) While TDM programs may be effective in reducing total vehicle trips, the DEIR 
does not support the high 30% total trip reduction related to public transit with substantial 
evidence. For a Project that does not include any affordable units (in fact, the views from the 
proposed 55-story towers will command multi-million dollar prices) and whose office and hotel 
uses will likely be tied in great part to the entertainment industry, it is not clear how 30% of 
Project trips will be bus and Metro Red Line trips (the Metro Red Line, while very convenient to 
the Project, still only covers a very small portion of the sprawling Greater Los Angeles area). 
The DEIR needs to provide evidence in the form of similar transit-adjacent Los Angeles projects 
to support the assumptions regarding trip reductions. Likewise, much of the TDM program 
currently lacks any enforcement mechanisms or objective performance standards by which the 

8 Some of the 15% reduction from the TDM program would presumably come from bicycle usage and other vehicle 
trip reduction measures. However, the DEIR has not shown that this particular project could deliver a total 30% 
reduction either way. 
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success of the TDM program can be measured. As drafted, the TDM program is impermissible 
deferred mitigation. 

8. The DEIR's Significance Determination for Construction Traffic Impacts is Not 
Supported By Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR's significance determination for construction traffic impacts is not supported 
by substantial evidence. For example, none of the Project's construction trips were assigned to 
the street system to determine whether construction traffic would exceed LADOT impact 
thresholds. With respect to the DEIR's trip cap, it cannot be relied upon because construction 
traffic patterns will bear no resemblance to the Project's operational uses. (And if the trip cap 
could be used, the DEIR fails to show how construction traffic trips fall under the total trip cap.9

) 

In addition, the construction traffic mitigation measures do not demonstrate how impacts 
will be reduced to a level less than significant. If anything, Mitigation Measures K.1-1 and K. l-
3 impermissibly defer mitigation by leaving determinations on sidewalk closures, haul routes, 
traffic detours, etc. to a future point in time and by providing that the haul route "shall avoid 
residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible." (Emphasis added.) As the 
Project's haul route requires discretionary approval from the City, the DEIR must analyze now -
not later - whether a haul route can be created that will not impact sensitive receptors. If the 
Project proposes to use a haul route that passes AMDA, then the DEIR must first demonstrate 
that other routes are infeasible rather than leave that determination to a future point in time. Of 
course, should the haul route pass AMDA, this would be yet another new significant impact 
requiring recirculation of the DEIR. 

9. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Cumulative Construction Traffic Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to consider that several projects are being built, or will be built, in the 
immediate vicinity of the Project (e.g., the BLVD 6200 Project, the Yucca Condominium 
Project). In addition to the combined traffic trips, many of these other development projects 
require, or will require, the same construction staging areas and haul routes. The DEIR needs to 
consider contingency plans in the likelihood of concurrent development and analyze total 
construction impacts accordingly. 

9 The DEIR points to Table IV.K.1-12 for the proposition that "the level of trip-making activity from the Project 
Site during the combined peak hours will be 1,068 trips, which is more than one-quarter below the Trip Cap of 1,498 
trips." (DEIR, p. IV.K.1-43.) While the DEIR may be correct that total peak hour construction trips would be 1,068, 
Table IV.K.l-12 does not demonstrate this. 
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l 0. The Traffic Study's Use ofITE Code 492 Is Not Supported by Substantial 
Evidence. 

If there ever was an ITE traffic generation rate that should be used with great caution, it is 
Land Use Code 492 (Health/Fitness Club). This ITE rate, unlike most ITE rates which are based 
on multiple observations throughout the country and rigorous peer review, was developed based 
on one observation. It is also unclear where this one observation was conducted, when it was 
conducted, and why it would bear any meaningful relationship to the traffic generation rate for a 
gym in an urban area of the country that has consistently generated higher trip rates for gyms. 
For Code 492, ITE's Trip Generation itself states that"[ u]sers are cautioned to use data with 
care because of the small sample size." (See Exhibit M). Furthermore, each data plot and 
equation in the traffic manual notes, in bold: "Caution - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size." 
(Exhibit N). Given this language, it is incumbent on the DEIR's traffic consultant to provide 
evidence substantiating how the ITE data has been used appropriately and cautiously. If such 
evidence is unavailing, in order to have a legally defensible document the DEIR must provide a 
generation rate that is based on traffic counts from existing fitness clubs within the City, or that 
is otherwise appropriate. 

11. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Traffic Impacts of the Rooftop Viewing Platform. 

One would not know anything about this from the DEIR, but the Applicant intends to 
create a major tourist destination at the Project site that has been completely omitted from 
environmental study. (See Exhibit 0.) ("The 8,300 square foot rooftop observation deck 
[accessed by a dedicated public-accessible elevator] on the East Site will create an open, 
publicly-accessible attraction that will serve as a new landmark Hollywood experience for area 
residents and visitors. The observation deck will feature a full service cafe, outdoor seating, 
attractive hardscapes and landscaping that will set the feature apart from other observation decks 
across the country.") If, as the Project's entitlement application notes, this observation deck will 
be a major draw for tourists and residents alike, how have its impacts been evaluated? The DEIR 
fails to discuss traffic impacts from this deck, which will include tour bus traffic and parking 
impacts that must be analyzed. 

12. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Project's Traffic Impacts on Weekend Nights. 

It is unclear why only weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours were studied for this Project. 
Many projects of the scale proposed by the Applicant include weekend impact analysis. In this 
case, given the high amount of night club, restaurant, retail, hotel, and observation deck uses that 
may be active in the Project during weekend nights, the DEIR must analyze Friday and Saturday 
night traffic impacts. This area of Hollywood is literally the center of Los Angeles nightlife on 
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weekends, with vehicles creating gridlock from approximately 9 p.m. to 3:00 a.m. (often at 
levels that by far exceed weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours). The traffic study cannot be 
complete until weekend impacts are studied and all feasible mitigation reduces those impacts to a 
level less than significant. 

13. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate Queuing Impacts on the Hollywood Freeway. 

Despite a request from the California Department of Transportation, in response to the 
DEIR's Notice of Preparation, that the DEIR study the queuing of vehicles using off-ramps that 
will back into the mainline through lanes of the Hollywood Freeway, the DEIR is completely 
silent on the Project's potential significant impacts due to queuing. Especially on weekend 
nights, the exits off the Hollywood Freeway into Hollywood become extremely backed up, 
creating impacts on mainline segments as well. The DEIR cannot ignore this significant impact. 

14. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation for the Project's Significant 
Traffic Impacts. 

Given the major deficiencies identified in practically every component of the DEIR's 
traffic study, the traffic analysis needs to be redone. The DEIR identified restriping at one 
intersection as the only roadway improvement mitigation measure for this massive Project. This 
cannot possibly be the only feasible road improvement; thus, AMDA may suggest additional 
feasible mitigation measures once the Project's plans for ingress and egress are disclosed and the 
traffic study is redone so as to reasonably identify the Project's traffic impacts. One thing is 
clear at this point, however. Given the Project's significant impacts at multiple intersections, the 
DEIR needs to identify the mitigation measures that were supposedly discarded and deemed 
infeasible for the DEIR's conclusions about infeasibility to be supported by substantial evidence. 

D. The DEIR Fails to Completely Analyze the Project's Parking Impacts on the 
Surrounding Community. · 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will not have significant operational impacts on 
parking because the Project will presumably have enough parking for its own internal uses. 
Assuming this is true, the DEIR still fails to account for the Project's displacement of public 
parking lots used by Pantages Theater patrons and other area visitors. Furthermore, from a 
cumulative impacts standpoint, the other parking lots in the area used for Pantages Theater 
parking have been entitled for other projects, one of which is already under construction. The 
DEIR needs to analyze the displacement of public parking spaces used for the Pantages (and 
other nearby uses) and mitigate parking impacts accordingly. The trickle-down impacts from the 
Pantages lacking parking for approximately 3 ,000 patrons for any given performance is also 
likely to create significant traffic congestion on area streets. Other projects in the vicinity, like 
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the Hollywood Tower Terrace project at Franklin and Gower, have provided significant public 
parking components to mitigate such impacts. The proposed Project needs to do the same. 

Likewise, street parking in the area is used by AMDA students and visitors. AMDA is 
concerned about the street parking displacement that will occur as a result of the Project during 
construction and operations. The DEIR also needs to disclose whether or not the Project's 
commercial parking will be free of charge. If parking will not be free of charge, the DEIR needs 
to analyze parking validation options and off-site parking spillage that will occur as a result of 
Project visitors who are unable or unwilling to pay for parking. 

E. The DEIR's Analysis of Aesthetics Conceals and Inappropriately Minimizes the 
Impacts of the Proposed Project. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Identify AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor and Fails to Identify 
Significant Shade-Shadow Impacts to AMDA. 

Once again, the DEIR fails to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor, in the process 
concealing the Project's significant shade-shadow impacts on AMDA. (See DEIR, Table 
IV.A.2-1.) Not only would the Project's shade-shadow impacts surpass the threshold for 
AMDA's buildings, they would create significant shadows in the key outdoor areas of the 
AMDA campus, such as the AMDA piazza and outdoor stage. (See Figures IV.A.2-1 through 
IV.A.2-7, demonstrating that AMDA's campus would be shaded by both Project's towers from 
9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. during the winter solstice). This is a significant impact not disclosed in 
the DEIR. Should the Project be constructed as proposed, AMDA students will essentially no 
longer have any sunlight on their campus. The DEIR needs to identify these impacts and 
mitigate them to a level less than significant in a re-circulated DEIR. 

2. The DEIR Does Nothing to Mitigate Significant Impacts to Focal Views. 

The DEIR states that the impacts to focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Tower 
would be significant and unavoidable, but fails to provide any mitigation for this impact. CEQA 
requires all feasible mitigation to be imposed. A simple solution would be to reduce the floor 
plate of a 220-foot building adjacent to the Capitol Records Tower and create an absolute 
minimum setback requirement (there is no reason a 220-foot building must have a floor plate that 
blocks views of the Capitol Records Tower). 10 A determination that mitigation of impacts to the 
Capitol Records Tower is infeasible cannot be supported by substantial evidence. 

10 It should be noted that this mitigation is not to be viewed as an expression of support for a taller tower. The 
taller towers create their own type of significant impact that must be mitigated. 
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3. New Visual Simulation Renderings of the Proposed Project and View Impacts on 
the Capitol Records Tower are Required. 

The DEIR's visual simulations improperly obscure views of the Capitol Records Tower 
and minimize the iconic role that it currently plays in the Hollywood skyline. (See Exhibit P.) 
For some reason, the DEIR's view simulations are by and large extremely small and the 
photographs are taken from very great distances that would make it appear that the Capitol 
Records Tower is not seen from various vantage points. In particular, the view simulations of 
the Project from the Hollywood Freeway, which currently has one of the most iconic views of 
the Capitol Records Tower and signal the entrance to Hollywood, appear designed to hide and 
minimize the building. (The photographs are also taken from the opposite side of the freeway 
from which views would be experienced.) 

One only need to look at the view simulations in the April, 2007 Draft EIR for the Yucca 
Street Condominium Project (the last Draft EIR where views of the Capitol Records Tower were 
at issue) to see that the Capitol Records Tower views are very substantial. (See Exhibit Q.) This 
Draft EIR for a much smaller project included multiple photographs that actually showed 
meaningful views of the Capitol Records Tower in full-size photographs, juxtaposed with visual 
simulations of the proposed project, and subsequent analysis of each photograph. Given how 
previous environmental impact reports have treated the Capitol Records Tower, this DEIR's 
exclusion of meaningful and prominent Capital Records Tower views raises serious questions 
about potential DEIR bias and renders the analysis insufficient to support the DEIR's finding of 
insignificance. 

4. The DEIR's Equivalency Program Renders Meaningful Aesthetics Analysis 
Impossible. 

For a Project being built directly adjacent to one of the City's most important 
monuments, near one of the most famous intersections in the world, the vagueness and 
uncertainty created by the DEIR's equivalency program is completely inappropriate for 
environmental analysis of aesthetics. The Project's Development Regulations state that 
"parking, open space and related development requirements for any component of the Project 
may be developed in any location within the Project site." (Development Regulations, p. 10.) 
(Emphasis added.) Thus, the public really has no idea what the ultimate project will look like. 

Likewise, many Project elements do not bear any resemblance to what is described in the 
DEIR and in many cases the Project could be much more impactful on aesthetics than what was 
analyzed in the DEIR. For example, the DEIR states that "the Project would include up to three 
levels of above-grade parking within the podium structures." (DEIR, p. II-31.) But the Project's 
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Development Agreement would not commit the Applicant to this. In fact, the Project 
applications filed with the City state that the Project will have "around seven stories of above
grade parking." (See Exhibit A.) And more importantly, if the Applicant wanted to do all above
ground parking in 15-stories, the Development Regulations would do nothing to prevent this 
either. 

5. The DEIR's Analysis of Temporary Construction Impacts is Inadequate. 

The DEIR's analysis of temporary construction impacts is very cursory. For example, no 
reference is made whatsoever to truck staging areas, which the DEIR notes elsewhere would be 
on Yucca Street, in what is essentially the middle of AMDA's campus. The DEIR must analyze 
the aesthetic impact of construction on student life at AMOA over the course of three years if the 
Project is built in one phase (longer if it is multi-phased) and mitigate those impacts to a level 

. less than significant. The one mitigation measure that has been provided (a fence) is far from 
sufficient. 

F. The DEIR's Air Quality Analysis Is Inadequate. 

1. Since the Traffic Study Artificially Minimizes Project Trips, the Air Quality 
Analysis is Similarly Flawed. 

Given all the flaws in the traffic study discussed above, when the traffic study is redone, 
the air quality impacts must be recalculated with the correct traffic inputs. As presently drafted, 
by severely underestimating the Project's traffic impacts, the DEIR fails to measure the Project's 
true air quality impacts. 

2. The DEIR Must Analyze the Project's Specific Air Quality Impacts on AMOA, 

Including Localized CO and Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts. 

As stated previously, AMOA is a sensitive receptor adjacent to the Project that has not 
been identified as such. Furthermore, AMDA's "piazza," an outdoor courtyard that is the central 
gathering place for AMOA students and a component of AMDA's cafeteria, is at the comer of 
Yucca Street and Vine Avenue (and closer than 25 feet from the road), yet the DEIR fails to 
analyze CO hotspot impacts on students at this location. As a sensitive receptor, AMOA must be 
studied for CO hotspots, toxic air contaminants, and other localized emissions impacts. This 
analysis must include construction impacts, as well as the potential operational impacts of an 
above-ground parking structure at the property line with AMOA. 
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3. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation Measures for ROG, NOx, and 

PM2.5. 

Despite regional significant and unavoidable reactive organic gas ("ROG") and nitrogen 
oxide ("NOx'') impacts, the DEIR fails to impose all feasible mitigation for these particulates. 
For example, the DEIR does not consider best practices to reduce construction worker trips, 
fu1iher reductions in construction vehicle idling times, Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, 
electric powered compressor engines in lieu of fuel combustion sources, alternative fuels, 
minimization of traffic conflicts during construction, electricity usage from power poles in lieu 
of diesel or gasoline generators, low-VOC coatings, etc. Simply put, the DEIR has not 
established that other mitigation measures that would further reduce the significant impacts are 
infeasible. Finally, with respect to localized on-site daily construction emissions, the DEIR fails 
to impose all feasible mitigation to further reduce PM2.s levels to a level less than significant. 

G. The DEIR's Climate Change Threshold Is Completely Counter to the Instructions 
of the California Natural Resources Agency and Violates CEQA. 

The DEIR's impact determination is based on a comparison of the Project to "business as 
usual." (DEIR, p. IV.B.2-16). Such an approach is legally incorrect and goes directly counter to 
the instructions of the Natural Resources Agency, the State agency that was responsible for 
amending the CEQA Guidelines to address climate change. As stated in the Natural Resources 
Agency's Final Statement of Reasons accompanying the amended CEQA Guidelines: 

This section's reference to the "existing environmental setting" reflects existing 
law requiring that impacts be compared to the environment as it currently exists. 
(State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15125.) This clarification is necessary to avoid a 
comparison of the project against a "business as usual" scenario as defined by 
ARB in the Scoping Plan. Such an approach would confuse "business as usual" 
projections used in ARB's Scoping Plan with CEQA's separate requirement of 
analyzing project effects in comparison to the environmental baseline. (Compare 
Scoping Plan, at p. 9 ("The foundation of the Proposed Scoping Plan's strategy is 
a set of measures that will cut greenhouse gas emissions by nearly 30 percent by 
the year 2020 as compared to business as usual") with Fat v. County of 
Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278 (existing environmental 
conditions normally constitute the baseline for environmental analysis); see also 
Center for Bio. Diversity v. City of Desert Hot Springs, Riverside Sup. Ct. Case 
No. RIC464585 (August 6, 2008) (rejecting argument that a large subdivision 
project would have a "beneficial impact on C02 emissions" because the homes 
would be more energy efficient and located near relatively uncongested 
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freeways).) Business as usual may be relevant, however, in the discussion of the 
"no project alternative" in an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6(e)(2) (no 
project alternative should describe what would reasonably be expected to occur in 
the future in the absence of the project).) (Exhibit R.) 

By comparing the Project's greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions to "business as usual," the DEIR 
completely undercounts GHGs and utilizes the wrong baseline, which is the issuance of the 
Notice of Preparation. 11 Admittedly, no single development project will create significant 
climate change impacts on its own. However, the DEIR must analyze Project emissions in 
accordance with legal requirements, since individual development projects may have a 
cumulatively significant impact that needs to be seriously analyzed. 

H. The DEIR's Analysis of Impacts to Cultural Resources ls Not Supported By 
Substantial Evidence. 

1. The DEIR First Needs to Analyze and Disclose the Significance of the Capitol 
Records Tower Before Any Meaningful Analysis of Project Impacts Can Be Made. 

One would not know from the DEIR that the Capitol Records Tower was the first round 
office tower in the world, the first skyscraper built in Hollywood after World War II, that many 
view the building as "the symbol of recorded music on the West Coast," and perhaps most 
importantly, that the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument ("HCM") application for 
the building identified the Capitol Records Tower as "literally the beacon of Hollywood." (See 
Exhibit S.) Whereas the City's HCM file makes clear that the Capitol Records Tower is an 
iconic and integral facet of the Hollywood (and Los Angeles) skyline- not just any historic 
building..,.. the DEIR fails to discuss and analyze the cultural resource impacts on the Hollywood 
and City skyline should over one million square feet of development envelop the Capitol 
Records Tower and forever change its historic role as the beacon of Hollywood. 

One of the key inquiries relative to Cultural Resources is whether a project will reduce 
the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity. (See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.S(b )(1)) ("A substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

. historic resource means ... alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 

11 The DEIR also does not disclose where the erroneous threshold originated from. Under CEQA, "[t]hresholds of 
significance to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency's environmental review must be adopted by 
ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by 
substantial evidence" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.?)(Emphasis added). To our knowledge, the City has not 
adopted this erroneous threshold through any public review process, nor is the threshold supported by substantial 
evidence. The DEIR therefore must be revised to include a discussion of how GHG emission thresholds comply 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7. 
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significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.") (Emphasis added.) The 
DEIR must provide an analysis of how the Project can affect the historic nature of a City 
monument that is literally a "beacon" and symbolizes an entire region and/or idea. Specifically, 
the DEIR must include a good-faith discussion of when an adjacent development can be so 
massive in scale relative to a monument of worldwide importance that such a monument is 
materially impaired. The DEIR appears to take the position that mere visibility is the only thing 
that matters, such that a ten-foot setback renders impacts less than significant. The CEQA 
Guidelines indicate otherwise. 

2. The Lack of a Defined Project Renders Analysis of Impacts to the Capitol Records 

Tower Impossible. 

The lack of a specific design (including basic configuration or massing details) for the 
Project makes it impossible to analyze the Project's consistency with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards and Cultural Resources under CEQA, generally. The DEIR must be revised 
to include designs that would be used in connection with the proposed equivalency program, 
which is much too vague to allow for any meaningful environmental review. For example, one 
of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards requires that for related new construction "new work 
shall be differentiated from the old .... " However, it is impossible to understand the Project's 
consistency with the Standard given the lack of a Project design and the very broad language in 
the Development Regulations, which allow innumerable Project permutations that conflict with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards (See Development Regulation 7.1.5.) ("Generally, 
buildings over 150 feet tall ... shall not be historicized. They are contemporary forms in the 
skyline and shall appear as such."). The vagueness (use of the word "generally") and exemption 
for development lower than 150 feet in height in this instance shows how the Development 
Regulations fail to provide meaningful historic resource protections. 

The Development Regulations also fail to provide sufficient protections for the Capitol 
Records Tower from a massing standpoint. For example, the DEIR finds impacts to historic 
resources less than significant because the Development Regulations "help reduce potential 
adverse effects of mass and scale by reducing the bulk of buildings as height increases and 
pushing tower elements toward the center of the block, and away from historic resources .... In 
this way, important views from Vine Street and the Hollywood Freeway are protected." (DEIR, 
p. IV.C-39.) However, this language from the DEIR assumes a configuration for the Project that 
does not necessarily have to be built. For example, the DEIR does not disclose that if a building 
less than 150-feet high is built along the east side of Vine street, then no open space need be 
provided along Vine. (See Development Regulation 6.1.1 ). Likewise, the Development 
Regulations allow parking to be built anywhere on the Project site, without consideration for 
historic resource impacts. (Development Regulation 4.1.) Several other potential configurations 
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for the Project would be completely insensitive to the Capitol Records Tower, the DEIR 
representations notwithstanding. 

I. The DEIR's Land Use Section Does Not Accurately or Fully Analyze the Project's 
Impacts. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Accurately Identify the Project Site's Applicable Planning and 

Land Use Regulations. 

Starting with the DEIR' s Project Description, and carrying through its Land Use Planning 
environmental impact analysis, there are numerous errors and inconsistencies pertaining to the 
current planning and land use regulations that apply to the Project site. For example, the DEIR 
states that all square footage numbers for the Project are calculated using the definition of "net 
square feef' as defined in LAMC Section 14.5.3. (DEIR, p. II-23, fn. 4.) No such definition 
appears in the LAMC, and the referenced section of the LAMC pertains to transfers of floor area 
in Downtown Los Angeles. The DEIR also refers to "net developed floor area," which is also 
allegedly defined by the LAMC (DEIR, p. II-24, Table II-4, note b), but again, no such defined 
term exists. The DEIR's erroneous references to purportedly defined terms renders it impossible 
for the public to assess the true scale and impacts of the proposed Project. 

2. The DEIR Does Not Demonstrate the Project's Conformance with Critical 

Community Plan Goals and Policies. 

(a) The Project Does Not Provide a Range of Housing Opportunities. 

The Community Plan includes several policies regarding the importance of providing 
housing opportunities within Hollywood, including the importance of providing housing 
opportunities for households of all income levels and needs. (Community Plan Policy LU.2.17.) 
The DEIR asserts that the Project will comply with this policy by including one-, two-, and three 
bedroom residential units, which "range of units" will provide housing opportunities for a 
"variety of family sizes and income levels." (DEIR, p. IV.G-39.) This claim is not based in 
reality - while a one-bedroom unit in a new high-rise development will almost certainly 
command a lower price than a three-bedroom unit in that same project, there is no rational reason 
to assume that a lower-income individual or family could afford the rent or purchase price for 
that one-bedroom unit. Therefore, the Applicant must provide an accurate representation of the 
Project's consistency in a re-circulated DEIR. 

(b) The Project Does Not SpecifY How Pedestrian And Vehicular Traffic Will 
Be Separated 
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Community Plan Policies LU.3.4, LU.3.5, and LU.3.6 are intended to ensure that 
conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles are minimized, in recognition of one of the 
Community Plan's overall goals of promoting a safe and navigable urban streetscape for 
pedestrians. These policies require that sidewalks be designed to make pedestrians feel safe, 
discourage curb cuts near high pedestrian traffic areas, and discourage the siting of parking areas 
next to busy sidewalks. However, the DEIR only addresses the first of these three policies, and 
states that by providing straight (or, alternately, "relatively straight") sidewalks, pedestrian safety 
would be ensured. (DEIR, p. IV.G-40.) The DEIR does not cite or discuss Policies LU.3.5 and 
LU.3.6 regarding curb cuts and the parking areas, and, as discussed elsewhere in this letter, the 
DEIR does not disclose any precise driveway points for the Project. This lack of information not 
only precludes an understanding of how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may 
create hazards, but it also prevents the City from finding that the Project complies with these 
Community Plan Policies regarding pedestrian safety. An accurate representation of this 
Community Plan inconsistency must be provided in a re-circulated DEIR. 

(c) The DEIR Misrepresents the Project's Proposed Open Space and 
Passageway Development Regulations. 

Community Plan Policy LU.3.23 encourages large commercial projects to be designed 
with pedestrian connections, plazas, greenspace, and other related design features so as to avoid 
"superblocks." Commw1ity Plan Policy LU.4.19 similarly encourages the construction of public 
plazas, in addition to greenspace. The DEIR, in affirming the Project's compliance with 
Community Plan Policy LU.3.23, cites the Project's proposed Development Regulations, and 
states that "open space will enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections 
for the Project." (DEIR, p. IV.G-42.) The DEIR further states that: "Grade level open space will 
be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design 
features and outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities." (Id) This response 
appears to demonstrate the Project's compliance with these two Community Plan Policies. 
However, an examination of the proposed Development Regulations indicates that if the Project 
is developed so as not to exceed 150 feet in height (i.e., without any "towers" as defined by the 
Development Regulations), there is no required amount of grade-level open space (Development 
Regulation 6.1.1) and there is no minimum amount of "publicly accessible passageway area" 
(Development Regulation 8.3.4 a(i)). This serves to emphasize the difficulty of assessing the 
environmental impacts of a project with no fixed design - if the Project is built at a height above 
150 feet, the DEIR's claims about open space and passageways may be correct, but if a shorter 
project is built, these claims are no longer accurate. Given the Community Plan's clear 
recommendation to design projects that provide open space, pedestrian access, and greenspace, 
the DEIR must provide a more detailed analysis of how the Project will comply with these 
policies, regardless of the ultimate height that is proposed for the Project. 
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J. The DEIR's Public Services Analysis Is Legally Inadequate. 

1. The DEIR Improperly Categorizes the Project's Fire Code Land Use for Maximum 
Response Distance and Fire Flow Requirements. 

The City's Fire Code specifies maximum response distances that are allowed between 
project locations and fire stations, based upon land use and fire-flow requirements. (LAMC 
Section 57.09.06, Table 9-C.) When response distances exceed these requirements, all structures 
must be equipped with automatic fire sprinkler systems and any other fire protection devices and 
systems deemed necessary by the City. For the Project's proposed high-rise construction, these 
additional required fire protection devices and systems could include standpipe systems, fire 
alarm systems with emergencr communication system, standby power systems, and an 
emergency command center. 1 

The DEIR correctly notes that Table 9-C of the Fire Code identifies four types ofland 
uses with corresponding maximum response distances from the nearest fire station -Low Density 
Residential, High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial, Industrial/Commercial, and 
High Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers). However, despite 
the Project's proposed location in the center of the Hollywood business center within a Regional 
Center land use designation, and despite the fact that the Project would contain more than one 
million square feet of high-rise residential and commercial floor area, the DEIR asserts that the 
proper land use category for purposes of Table 9-C is High Density Residential/Neighborhood 
Commercial. As a result of this categorization, the DEIR claims that the applicable maximum 
response distance from the nearest fire station is 1.5 miles, and that two City fire stations are 
located within this maximum distance (Station No. 27 at 0.7 miles from the Project, and Station 
No. 82 at 0.8 miles from the Project). 

While the Project, in several of its many configurations, would contain high density 
residential land uses, there is no configuration that could appropriately be classified as 
"neighborhood" commercial. The equivalency program would also allow a completely 
commercial scenario. Given the location and immense size of the Project, the appropriate Table 
9-C land use category should unquestionably be High Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal 
Business Districts or Centers), which has a corresponding maximum response distance of 0. 7 5 
miles from the nearest engine company, and 1 mile from the nearest truck company. Only 
Station No. 27 is within 0.75 miles, and by only 0.05 miles. Moreover, Station No. 27 is a "light 

12 National Fire Protection Association, "High Rise Building Fires," December 2011, p. 17. 
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force" truck and engine company, with a single aerial ladder truck and a single engine. 13 These 
details pertaining to response distances must be clarified in the DEIR to properly classify the 
Project's proposed land uses, and to describe the impacts resulting from the relatively limited 
availability of fire protection services in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 

In addition to maximum response distances, Table 9-C also sets forth minimum required 
fire flows for the same four land use categories discussed above. Confusingly, while the DEIR 
claims that the Project is appropriately categorized as High Density Residential/Neighborhood 
Commercial for purposes of determining maximum response distances, elsewhere the DEIR 
claims that the Project only requires a fire flow of 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute from four to 
six hydrants flowing simultaneously, which corresponds to the Industrial/Commercial land use 
designation. (DEIR p. IV.J.1-11.) Again, given the location and proposed size of the Project, 
the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should be High Density Industrial/Commercial 
(Principal Business Districts or Centers). This land use category requires a minimum fire flow of 
12,000 gallons per minute, available to any block. This fire flow requirement could be even 
higher, for Table 9-C requires that, where local conditions indicate that consideration must be 
given to simultaneous fires, an additional 2,000 to 8,000 g.p.m. will be required. Given the 
densely developed nature of the properties surrounding the Project site, the possibility of 
simultaneous fires seems reasonable. The DEIR must provide more analysis of how the Project 
is being analyzed for potential impacts to fire protection services, and must not arbitrarily assign 
the Project to two inappropriate Table 9-C land use categories. 

2. The DEIR Completely Fails to Properly Analyze Fire Depa1tment Response Times. 

The DEIR contains a cursory, and inaccurate, analysis of average Fire Department 
response times. The DEIR states that the Fire Department "prefers" to arrive on the scene of all 
types of emergencies (fire and/or medical) within 5 minutes in 90 percent of cases, and to have 
an advanced life support unit arrive to all high risk medical incidents within 8 minutes in 90 
percent of cases. (DEIR, p. IV.J.1-4.) The DEIR then reports that average response times for 
Station Nos. 27 and 82 are 4:43 and 4: 18, respectively, while the average response time for the 
slightly more distant Station No. 41 is 5:09. (DEIR, Table IV.J.1-3, p. IV.J.1-7.) Given the fact 
that two of the three discussed fire stations appear to meet the Fire Department's response time 
goal of 5 minutes, the DEIR concludes that the impact of the Project upon emergency response 
times would be less than significant. 

However, the DEIR's stated response times, which were reported by the Fire Department 
to the Applicant's CEQA consultant, cover responses to structure fires only, and do not include 

13 DEIR p. IV.J.1-3, City of Los Angeles Fire Department website (http://lafd.org/apparatus/I 11-fire-a-rescue
resources/294-lafd-truck-company), accessed December 5, 2012. 
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response times to medical emergencies. This presents an inaccurate picture of what the true Fire 
Department response times are today, and what they might be in the future if the Project is 
constructed. In addition, the DEIR itself contains a reference to a broader problem with its 
analysis of Fire Department response times - in May 2012, the City Controller issued an audit of 
the Fire Department's claimed response times, and found that the Department had produced 
inaccurate response time data fqr a number of years, making it impossible to determine proper 
emergency response times, as measured against national standards. (City Controller, Analysis of 
the Los Angeles Fire Department's Response Times, May 18, 2012, p. 3.) Furthermore, this 
audit stated that, to the extent that the Department's data could be properly analyzed, it showed 
that medical response times had been increasing. (Id) 

The DEIR itself refers to the Controller's audit of Fire Department response times - in a 
footnote, the audit's finding that medical response times had increased is acknowledged. But the 
footnote goes on to state: "Nevertheless, this audit is presented for informational purposes only, 
and the written response from the LAFD (dated December 14, 2011) regarding response times is 
used in the analysis presented in this DEIR." (DEIR, p. IV.J.l-4, fn. 7.) This is completely 
inadequate analysis - the Controller's audit noted that the Fire Department had been keeping 
inaccurate response time data for years, which means that any "written response" issued by the 
Department prior to the audit is extremely suspect. Furthermore, even if the response time data 
provided by the Fire Department could be treated as accurate, it would only be accurate for 
responses to structure fires only, and not for medical responses. And, as the audit demonstrates, 
recent medical response times have been increasing. The DEIR completely fails to provide any 
context or analysis of this issue, and this cannot be allowed to occur - any proposal to add over 
one million square feet ofresidential and commercial uses in the heart of Hollywood will have a 
dramatic impact on the demand for fire and medical services. If the DEIR cannot provide an 
accurate analysis of the Fire Department's ability to meet current demand, there is no substantial 
evidence for its assertion that the Project will not result in any new significant impacts. This 
analysis must be completely redone to reflect the current state of affairs regarding the City's Fire 
Department. 

3. The DEIR's Analysis of Police Services Impacts Fails to Acknowledge the 
Project's Alcohol-Serving and Entertainment Uses. 

The DEIR briefly discusses the Project's potential impacts on existing police protection 
services, proposes minimal mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction and 
operation of the Project, and concludes that the Project would not create any significant 
environmental impacts. However, this analysis fails to accurately portray the uses proposed for 
the Project, some of which will produce additional impacts which must be analyzed in the DEIR. 
Specifically, the DEIR's Project Description notes that the Applicant will be seeking conditional 
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use approvals for on-site consumption of alcohol and live entertainment at the Project, including 
a night-club. However, despite being included in the Project Description, these proposed uses 
are not discussed anywhere else in the DEIR. Moreover, given the Project's proposed 
equivalency program, there is no way of knowing if one bar/restaurant will be developed, or if 
ten will be proposed. The proposed live entertainment use could include a small jazz club, or a 
sprawling nightclub with events seven nights a week. Regardless of the specific mix of uses that 
the Applicant eventually decides upon, alcohol and entertainment uses will have a direct impact 
on police services in the community, and without providing more information and analysis 
regarding these uses, the DEIR's conclusion that no significant impacts will exist is conclusory 
and not supported by substantial evidence. 

K. The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems Analysis Does Not Correctly Account for 
the Equivalency Program and Cumulative Impacts. 

The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section analyzes the DEIR's Concept Plan, 
Commercial Scenario, and/or Residential Scenario to determine the Project's total potential 
impacts on utilities and service systems. In doing so, the DEIR neglects to analyze the true 
intensity of uses that could conceivably be developed at the Project site. For example, although 
the DEIR's Residential Scenario has more residential units than either the Concept Plan and 
Commercial Scenario, nothing prevents the Applicant from building even more residential units 
than the amount set forth in the Residential Scenario because of the Project's equivalency 
program. If the Applicant were to build more residential units than that in the Residential 
Scenario, then total Project impacts to those areas where residential uses are more impactful 
(like solid waste generation) have not been disclosed. This applies to every use, across every 
impact area (restaurants have greater water usage, for example, yet nothing in the DEIR or. 
proposed Development Agreement creates a cap on restaurant space). Accordingly, all of the· 
numbers in the DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section are misleadingly low. 

The DEIR also states that "the potential need for the related projects to upgrade water 
lines to accommodate their water needs is site-specific and there is little, if any, relationship 
between the development of the Project and the related projects in relation to this issue as none 
of the related projects within the LADWP service area are located in proximity to the Project 
Site." (DEIR, p. IV.L.-1-20.) This is false. Immediately acijacent to the Project are the BLVD 
6200 Project and the Yucca Condominium Project, for example. The DEIR must analyze the 
immediate impacts of these projects and other related projects in close proximity. 
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L. The DEIR's Alternatives Analysis Fails to Comply with CEQA. 

1. The DEIR Does Not Provide a Reasonable and Legally Sufficient Range of 
Alternatives. 

The DEIR's Alternatives section provides several alternative projects, but all of them 
(with the obvious exception of the required "No Project" alternative) appear to have been 
provided as part of a pro forma attempt to appear compliant with CEQA rather than to actually 
comply with CEQA. In practice, the DEIR does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives to 
comply with CEQA's minimum requirements for alternatives analysis. Four out of the five 
development alternatives provide for 875,228 net square feet of development (reduced from the 
proposed Project's 1, 166,970 net square feet). In other words, four out of the five development 
alternatives provide exactly the same development square footage, with almost exactly the same, 
if not worse, impacts to aesthetics, air quality (construction), cultural resources (had it been 
correctly identified as significant), and noise (construction)- key significant impacts of the 
Project. 14 With respects to AMDA's concerns about noise and vibration, for example, the DEIR 
has provided four alternatives that would not alleviate impacts on AMDA in the slightest. This 
is not a reasonable range of alternatives in legal compliance with CEQA. 

Likewise, all five of the development alternatives fail to either significantly reduce or 
eliminate the Project's significant impacts to areas such as aesthetics, transportation, and air 
quality. In fact, none of the alternatives completely eliminate a single significant impact. (As 
Table VI-70 of the DEIR demonstrates, despite the DEIR's identification of multiple significant 
and unavoidable impacts, not one impact was reduced to insignificance by a single alternative.) 
The DEIR's failure to eliminate a single significant impact makes little sense. For example, in 
connection with the reduced FAR alternative of 3: 1, the DEIR provides that "impacts related to 
focal view obstruction under Alternative 3 would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the 
impact identified under the Project." (DEIR, p. VI-44.) However, this alternative, which has 
583,485 less square feet than the Project, and is on the same approximately 4.5 acres, should 
have no difficulty reducing the focal view impact to a level less than significant. The DEIR 
could not conceivably provide substantial evidence in support of the proposition that there is no 
other place on the site to build, but on Vine Street, so as to block the view of the Capitol Records 
Tower from the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. Obviously, it is feasible to push a building 

14 Although the DEIR does not identify the impacts as worse, the impacts are in actuality worse in some cases 
because the DEIR purposefully removed public benefits from the Alternatives to make them appear unattractive. 
The removal of public benefits from the alternatives in and of itself makes them completely unrealistic. The 
Applicant would be hard-put to find another 583,485 square foot-plus project with a 20-plus year development 
agreement that has previously been approved by the City and has not been required to provide public benefits 
similar to those that magically disappear from the various alternatives. 
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back a bit after the total development envelope has shrunk by 583,485 square feet. AMDA can 
(and will, if necessary) provide several 583,485 square foot concept plans that would satisfy all 
the Project objectives and avoid significant impacts to focal views. 

2. The DEIR Has Not, And Cannot, Show that A Further Reduced FAR Alternative is 
Infeasible. 

The DEIR states that development of the Project site at a density lower than a 3: 1 FAR 
was rejected for further review as an alternative to the Project because it would be economically 
infeasible and would not satisfy the project objectives. Given that the lowest FAR alternative 
evaluated in the DEIR is a large 583,485 square foot project, yet City discretionary review would 
be triggered by Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.05 at a mere 50,000 square feet of 
nonresidential floor area (or 50 residential units), the DEIR's range of alternatives is far from 
reasonable. The DEIR has to evaluate a significantly reduced Project. This is especially so 
because, as stated above, the DEIR's alternatives fail to eliminate or significantly reduce the 
Project's significant impacts. With respect to a 3: I FAR project being infeasible in this area of 
Hollywood, this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other projects in 
the area have been built at less than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson at Hollywood Project on 
Highland and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace Project at Franklin and Gower). 

Given the presence of multiple buildings in the area built at less than a 3:1 FAR, some of 
them quite recent, the DEIR must provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility. 
Financial data is critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely less 
profitable, since CEQA does not permit an alternative to be rejected on profitability grounds. See 
Citizens oJGoleta Valley v. Board a/Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 ("The fact 
that an alternative may be ... less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is 
financially infoasible."). The DEIR must provide specific evidence to support its finding of 
infeasibility. For example, in vacating an inadequate EIR and requiring the University of 
California to re-start the CEQA process, the Court stated that the University must "explain in 
meaningful detail in a new EIR a range of alternatives to the project and, if [found] to be 
infeasible, the reasons and facts that...support its conclusion." Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406. In short, the 
DEIR's statement that anything less than 3:1 would be infeasible is completely conclusory, and 
must be supported with specific evidence and financial information. 

3. The DEIR Must Include Footprint-Based Alternatives. 

Given the significant noise, air quality, and shade-shadow impacts on AMDA due in 
great part to the Project's footprint, which places the Project's most intensive construction 
directly adjacent to AMDA, the DEIR must consider footprint alternatives that would have the 
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ability to significantly reduce, if not eliminate, many of the Project's significant impacts. None 
of the alternatives consider a setback from AMDA or less intense development around AMDA 
There is little question that the Project site is large enough to permit flexibility for buffer areas 
and/or the relocation of the most intense development to other sections of the Project site. As 
none of the DEIR's alternatives mitigate noise, air quality, and shade-shadow impacts to AMDA, 
revised Project footprints that would significantly mitigate those impacts must be incorporated 
into the DEIR. 

4. The Analysis of Each of the Alternatives is Highly Flawed. 

The critique of the DEIR's Project analysis is hereby applied by reference to all of the 
alternatives, which suffer from the same analytical problems. Since the alternative scenarios 
need to be redone in their entirety, there is no need to individually discuss the analysis for each 
of them. 

III. CONCLUSION. 

We hope you agree that a project of this magnitude requires a thorough vetting of the 
issues with accurate information, thoughtful responses, and compliance with basic CEQA 
requirements. For the reasons set forth above, the numerous inadequacies in the DEIR require 
significant revisions and re-circulation of the DEIR. 

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 
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Cc: Sergio Ibarra <serqio.ibarra@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Millennium DA Staff Report 

Hi Everyone, 

Please find attached our draft staff report on the DA for Millennium. Sergio and I will be focusing on the 
Appeal Report at this point, hopefully with a draft of that report for your review by Thursday. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

las Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~-· 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 
Not Further Appealable 
April 23, 2013 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

The applicant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (concluding 
2035), allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the 
development, and in exchange will provide community benefits. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: 

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into a 
Development Agreement with the applicant. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the proposed Development Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the Developer and the City of Los 
Angeles, as amended, subject to the terms of the agreement attached as Exhibit A-1, for a term of 
approximately 22 years. 

3. Recommend that the City Council Adopt an ordinance, attached as Exhibit A-2, and subject to review 
by the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development 
Agreement. 

4. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee 
and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ANALYSIS 

Summary 

The Development Agreement process, described in Sections 65864-65869.5 of the State's 
Government Code, allows the City to enter into development agreements with any person 
having a legal or equitable interest in real property for the development of the property. The 
procedures of Section 65865 include provisions requiring periodic review at least every 12 
months, upon which the applicant must demonstrate good faith compliance with the terms of the 
agreement, and in the event the City finds that no evidence substantiates a good faith effort, the 
City may terminate the agreement. 

The development agreement is to: "specify the duration of the agreement, the permitted uses of 
the property, the density or intensities of use, the maximum height and size of the proposed 
buildings, and provisions for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes. 

The applicant is requesting a development agreement with a term of 22 years, concluding in 
2035. The permitted uses as well as the density and intensity of said uses will be dictated by the 
Land Use Equivalency Program. The development may include 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6:1 as was approved with Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all which have been covered within the scope of analyses in the 
EIR. The Land Use Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has 
been established by the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types 
of land uses on the project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, 
and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip 
cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework 
within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for other permitted, and previously 
analyzed, land uses so long as the limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and 
no additional environmental impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the 
environmental review for the project as set forth in the EIR. 

The Development Regulations governs development of the project site with a set of site-wide 
guidelines and standards which establish minimum and maximum requirements with respect to 
height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, parking, and signage, all of which have 
been analyzed in the EIR. The development criteria provide assurance that a quality 
development will be gained while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate 
market demand. Where the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 
requirements that are different from, or are more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the LAMC, the Development Regulations shall prevail. In those instances where 
the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and the governing land use policies of the 
General Plan shall prevail. 
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In sum, the Development Regulations: 
• Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 

treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability. 
• Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 

ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the Project. 
• Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 

integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

• Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls for the development of the 
Project Site. 

• Ensure compliance with the development objectives. 

Issues: 

At the public hearing held of February 19, 2013, several speakers voiced their concern 
regarding the ambiguity of the project description, citing the Land Use Equivalency and 
Development Regulations provided no assurance about what exactly would be constructed on 
the project site. 

The intent of the development regulations is to accommodate a mix and intensity of uses 
conducive to Regional Center Commercial land use area, to provide development standards 
which speak to the unique characteristics of the site, including the preservation of the historic 
Capital Records and Gogerty Buildings, and to acknowledge that development is still subject to 
the market conditions following the economic downturn. 

The project proposes up to two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in height, and 
up to two additional towers not exceeding 220 feet per site. Towers at these heights are not 
anticipated to impair the integrity of the historic structures or compromise their eligibility for 
listing in national, state, or local registers. Under the development regulations, the taller the 
structures, the smaller the massing at the ground level, resulting in greater setbacks from the 
property line, providing greater visual accessibility to the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings. Moreover, the heights proposed for the project, including the maximum height 
scenario (585 feet) will create a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet architecturally 
varied structures that act as a much-needed focal point for the Hollywood area and introduces 
contemporary architecture to urban environment currently identified as surface parking. 

The Hollywood Community Plan envisioned the possibility of high rise towers on the project site, 
as well as surrounding properties, demonstrated by the no height limitations under the Height 
District and Regional Center Commercial land use designation. As part of our General Plan 
Framework chapter, Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional 
commerce, identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional 
Centers to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest tower(s) 
in the neighborhood, introducing an exciting, modern skyline as envisioned in the Hollywood 
Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that the towers will be elegant and slim, 
comparable in massing to the Capitol Records building and other nearby historic structures. As 
the height of tower(s) increases, it is followed by a complimentary decrease in the maximum 
tower lot coverage (see Exhibit X). 

Several speakers were concerned that the proposal does not have definitive standards that 
approximate what the project may look like at a future point in time. However, the development 
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regulations have comprehensive standards that permit design flexibility while establishing a set 
of controls that guide development on the project site. One of the objectives of the project, for 
example, is to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records 
tower by creating grade level open space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and 
Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is 
achieved by creating a site plan with grade level open space predetermined based on the height 
of the towers as seen in figures 8.1.2 through figure 8.1.4 of the Development Regulations. As 
the height of the towers increases, the amount of grade level open space also increases, from 
5% to 12% of the entire site (see Section 8.2 of the Development Regulations). Whether the 
open space is 5% of the project site or 12%, open space is required adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and across from the Capitol Records buildings fronting Vine Street. 

For the East Site containing Capitol Records, a triangular shaped plaza is formed !(See Exhibit 
X), preserving views from Hollywood Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, another key 
vantage point. On the West Site, at grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set 
back from the property line, ranging from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the 
height of the towers, in order to preserve views of the Hollywood Playhouse and creating 
additional views directly across from the Capitol Records building. Furthermore, on both the 
West and East sites, mid-block, at-grade passageways through the entire site, traversing Vine 
Street create new vantage points for the Capitol Records building at a pedestrian level. 

The massing of the towers is regulated such that towers become slimmer as their height 
increases so as to minimize massing adjacent to the historic structures, including the Capitol 
Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that the taller towers are slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. Moreover, taller towers are required to expand the pedestrian level 
experience at the ground level, providing a greater and more positive experience within the 
ground-level public realm. 

In the instance where two towers are proposed for one site, Spacing Standards (Section 7.5 of 
the Development Regulations) dictate that the two towers shall be spaced at least 80 feet from 
all other towers on the same parcel. This will prevent the possibility of placing two towers 
adjacent, or near adjacent to, each other from creating a collective mass of structures which 
overwhelm the Capitol Records Building and surrounding historic structures. 

Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are regulated based on height. A tower proposed 
in the tallest height scenario, or 585 feet (see Table 6.1.1 ), then the maximum tower lot 
coverage for all towers on a given site (East or West) is 11.5 percent of the site. In this 
maximum height scenario, the allotted maximum tower lot coverage allows for one tower that is 
approximately the same size as the Capitol Records building or for two towers that are slimmer 
than the Capitol Records building. For the shortest height scenario at 220 feet, a tower would 
be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height to the 242 foot Capitol 
Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, while occupying a larger 
percentage of the site, would be broken up by the jagged site plan itself, with a large portion of 
the tower being tucked to the side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller 
portion to the side of it (see figure 6.1.2a.1). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the 
Capitol Records Building (see Exhibit X). Every height scenario is illustrated in the Development 
Regulations, as seen in section figures 6.1.2.a.1 through 6.1.2.d.2. In addition, Axonometric 
diagrams within the Development Regulations illustrate every height scenario with a conceptual 
rendering describing what the project may look like (see Exhibit X). 

In addition to regulating the design of towers, the Development Regulations regulate the podium 
or street wall around the towers. The street wall, as defined in the Development Regulations, is 
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described as "a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open 
space". Regulating the street wall is another way of ensuring that the massing of the project 
respects the historic buildings adjacent and near to the project. Building heights in Hollywood, 
particularly historic buildings, are predominantly limited to 150 feet. In an effort to respect the 
historic datum, the maximum height allowed for a street wall, or podium, is 150 feet, although 
height is further limited in the project where adjacent historic structures exist. For example, in 
order to be compatible with the historic Yucca Street Commercial building on the West Site, the 
street wall can only be built to 30 feet. The street wall can then be built to a maximum of 150 
feet after providing a 10 foot setback. Along Vine Street on the West Site, the maximum street 
wall height is 40 feet, ensuring compatibility with the adjacent Hollywood Playhouse. Street 
walls are to be located a minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East 
Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the West Site, creating additional open space and 
differentiating the project from the historic street wall. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations, with required setbacks, open space and varying 
limitations on tower lot coverage per height scenario, provide a clear understanding of what type 
of project may occupy the site. In every scenario, the City must enforce these rigorous design 
guidelines to ensure quality control over the entire development. 

Conclusion 

The City's proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 
associated with the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard life of the 
entitlements (36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and quasi-judicial 
approvals) in exchange for the provision of community benefits. These community benefits are 
above and beyond, and are not required to have a nexus to the environmental or land use 
analyses associated with the project, and which serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the 
applicant as to his/her commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these 
benefits is an additional incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the 
much-needed redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. 
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FINDINGS 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT REQUEST AND FINDINGS 

State Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5 authorize municipalities to enter into 
binding development agreements with person having legal or equitable interest in real property 
for the development of such property. 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted rules and regulations establishing procedures and 
requirements for consideration of development agreements under Citywide Development 
Agreement Procedures (CF 85-2313-S3). In addition, on November 19, 1992, the City Planning 
Commission adopted new guidelines for the processing of development agreement applications 
(CPC No. 86-404 MSC). 

Hollywood Millennium, LLC ("Applicant") has requested that the City consider entering into a 
development agreement (the "Development Agreement") with respect to the development of the 
project, aslo referred to as "Hollywood Millennium". The development agreement process was 
initiated by the Director, and all proceedings have been taken in accordance with the City's 
adopted procedures. 

1. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the objectives, policies 
and programs specified in the General Plan. The Project Site is regulated under 
the Community Plan, a component of the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

The Development Agreement, which will vest the Millennium Hollywood Project's 
("Project") development rights, will be consistent with the General Plan, the Community 
Plan, and the Community Plan Update for the following reasons: 

The proposed Development Agreement will allow the applicant to create a mixed-use 
project within the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles and will permit the attendant 
job creation and additional investment in the surrounding Hollywood area. The 
Community Plan and Community Plan Update both recognize the critical role that 
tourism and entertainment play in the commercial activity of Los Angeles and the 
Hollywood area in particular. The project will revitalize the neighborhood with additional 
housing, restaurant and other commercial development, as well as newly created jobs 
for residents in the area. The expanded commercial, restaurant, entertainment, hotel, 
office, and other business activities will serve to further complement and benefit the 
tourism, hotel and entertainment industries in the immediate project vicinity, as well as 
throughout Hollywood and the City as a whole. The project will also help sustain and 
grow the existing retail base along the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street Corridor by 
attracting visitors and new businesses to the area. 

The project design will bring cohesiveness to the Project site, thereby creating continuity 
with adjacent improvements of the surrounding area. One of the land use objectives of 
the project is to create an urban environment designed to a pedestrian scale that 
activates adjacent streets, encourages public pedestrian access, promotes walkability of 
and around the project, and which creates pedestrian connections to the surrounding 
area, particularly nearby transit stops and stations. The open space and pedestrian 
connections within the project will serve to accomplish this goal. 

Given its location in Hollywood, the project will also promote the use of the public 
transportation system. The property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, 
and is less than 500 feet from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
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Both Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DOT), including the MTA Metro Rapid 
Busses, that stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
Additionally, an MTA Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. The project's proximity to a comprehensive transit system 
would encourage and facilitate transit use and a 24-hour Hollywood. The project will 
maintain the Capitol Records Tower and will reflect the bold architecture and design that 
has historically characterized Hollywood. At the same time, however, the inclusion of 
substantial public and common open space to activate the ground levels and sidewalks 
throughout the project will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering areas 
and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

2. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the applicable Specific 
Plan. 

The Project site is not in a Specific Plan area. 

3. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the City's Planning and 
Zoning Code and other relevant City ordinances. 

Approval of the Development Agreement, along with the requested discretionary actions 
and associated conditions of approval under City Planning case numbers, CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D and VTT-71837-CN, which will ensure that the project 
conforms to the requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

4. The proposed Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety and general welfare. 

The Development Agreement includes prov1s1ons which specifically permit the 
application of rules and regulations as necessary to protect public health and safety. 

The Development Agreement provides assurances that the public benefits identified 
below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be achieved and 
developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with the 
terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The project will 
provide local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) 
promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, 
and future transient occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business 
expansion and relocation in Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary 
and permanent jobs to improve the local and regional economy; and (iv) provide the 
density necessary to support a new mix of uses in close proximity to mass transit. The 
project will contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of 
land uses, which will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain 
Hollywood as a regional center and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

5. The proposed Development Agreement will promote the orderly development of 
the Project Site in accordance with good land use practice. 
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As previously discussed, the project is consistent with the policies and provisions of the 
General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. The proposed Development Agreement vests the Applicant's rights to develop the 
Project site as analyzed in the EIR No.2011041094 and as delineated in the requested 
discretionary approvals. The proposed Development Agreement provides assurances 
that the proposed project will proceed in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations 
and conditions, and strengthens the public planning process by encouraging private 
participation in comprehensive planning and reducing the economic costs of 
development to the applicant and the public. Furthermore, the proposed Development 
Agreement reflects the development of a comprehensive project consistent with all 
applicable provisions of the LAMC, General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and that is therefore is consistent with good land use practice. The proposed 
Development Agreement complies in form and substance with all applicable City and 
State regulations governing development agreements. The proposed Development 
Agreement further complies with the guidelines adopted by the City: 

a. The Development Agreement shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless the 
term is otherwise terminated or modified by circumstances set forth in the 
Development Agreement or by mutual consent of the parties. 

b. The proposed Development Agreement is being processed with the processing 
of other Project entitlements, including City Planning Case number CPC-2008-
3340-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D. 

c. The proposed Development Agreement will provide public benefits not otherwise 
obtainable, and for which no nexus exist under the Project's environmental 
clearance, that will benefit the surrounding residents of the Project site and the 
City as a whole. 

d. The proposed Development Agreement contains all the provisions, terms and 
conditions which, in addition to those required by law, are deemed to be 
necessary and or desirable in order to implement the City's General Plan. 

e. Based upon the above findings, the recommended Development Agreement 
action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 

RL0021067 



EM28007 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-4 

flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
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feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south 
of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet 
above grade. 

Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports Club 
use). 

Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live 
entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

Haul Route Approval. 

Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, Site 
Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

RL0021072 



EM28012 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-9 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as may be 
applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval should DLA 
authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 4.5:1 in 
accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 
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c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
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encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 
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The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The Project 
is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 
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The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 
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In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated with 
temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 
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Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 
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A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
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Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG em1ss1ons both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
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the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 
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Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;:ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 
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C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
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American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 
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Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 
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D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 
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In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 
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E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 
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The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 
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F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
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required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
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receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 
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Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
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not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
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same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 
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J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 
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With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
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Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
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abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 
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xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
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acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
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create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
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incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
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Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
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These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed 
the regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted 
that ROG emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating 
activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 
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Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 
pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 
areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 
miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 
identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and 
receive information about the construction project or to report complaints regarding 
excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 
hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts 
to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated 
with fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table 
IV.B.1-11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the 
mitigated peak daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and 
excavation phase would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the 
SCAQMD for NOx largely due to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In 
addition, the Applicant implemented additional mitigation measures in response to a comment 
letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. See 
Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has 
been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to the extent feasible. There are no 
mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than significant considering the 
localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 
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Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate 
air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the 
HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the 
Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City 
Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose 
sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by 
the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 
achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 
ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 
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B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
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Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 
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H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 
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H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 
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Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 
Project Component Shifting Analysis 
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The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
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would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on
site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 
program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 
employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
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Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

F-55 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 
the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LAOOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 
transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 
(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 
in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LAOOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LAOOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LAOOT. The LAOOT designation 
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of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
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the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Obiectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both day 
and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the Project, 
including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically as well as 
support the long-term preservation of historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard. 

Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce vehicular 
trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing transit and 
transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives and creating 
pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing development. 

Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to support 
the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring the Project 
has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market conditions and consumer 
needs in the Hollywood area. 

Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land use 
density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, resident, 
visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility necessary to 
ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of Hollywood at the time 
of development. 

Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern end 
of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built environment. 
Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street high-rise corridor 
to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and thriving 
Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and 
highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the historic Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District. 

Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces and 
connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, the 
regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater Hollywood 
community. 
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Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density necessary 
to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and visitors. 

Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient design 
flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a set of 
development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure the Project 
will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and complement the 
existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, 
architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability that 
promote the long-term development of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive linkages 
between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary energy and 
vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to create 
the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and other public 
spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the mix of uses 
necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian experience safe 
and attractive will not be achieved. 

Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource conservation, 
including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and water. Building design 
and construction will promote efficient use of materials and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including the 
Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by promoting 
walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along Vine Street, and 
providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. Support infrastructure 
improvements and implement a transportation demand management plan that 
reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and public transportation. 

Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by increasing 
the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales and possibly 
transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy necessary to support 
existing developments in the area. 
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Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment of 
the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. Enhance 
pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout the Project 
Site and between the Project and the community. 

Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los Angeles. 
Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support itself and 
support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure that this 
iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial corridor for the 
community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level of 
density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and pedestrian 
connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical mass of 
density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active and vibrant 
environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood and 
the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in the region 
and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and its commercial 
corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of new temporary and 
permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic benefits for surrounding 
commercial uses. 

Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax revenues, 
and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses necessary to 
support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new business 
relocation to Hollywood. 

Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary to 
sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. Maximizing 
density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, luxury hotel rooms, office 
space, retail establishments, sports club, parking facilities, and open space. Without 
the increased density, the necessary increase in businesses and pedestrian activity 
that sustain Hollywood Boulevard will not be achieved. 

Preservation Obiectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street level 
and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves views to and 
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from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. 

Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood community. 
Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and 
Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine Street. 

Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to revitalize 
this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, visitors, and 
businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the District. 

Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing context, 
including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and massing 
setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new buildings to be in a 
manner that is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project - No build (no Build - Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 
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The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
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reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development-4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
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Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 
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As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
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revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative S's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 

RL0021133 



EM28073 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-70 

uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as the 
Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, and 
visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, and 
cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed uses 
and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 
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A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated 
in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

F. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
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and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 
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The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28080 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 8:17 AM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 

Re: Millennium DA Staff Report 

we did. I should mention that. Thank you 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 7:51 AM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks Luci. I had one question on the staff report. Did you go to Roschen's PVP? I don't recall a discussion 
on that. 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 4:53 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Everyone, 

Please find attached our draft staff report on the DA for Millennium. Sergio and I will be focusing on the 
Appeal Report at this point, hopefully with a draft of that report for your review by Thursday. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28081 

2 

RL0021142 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28082 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 8:39 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium DA Staff Report 

Luci: could you please print me copies of exhibits a-d? 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 11, 2013 04:53 PM 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Cc: Sergio Ibarra <serqio.ibarra@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Millennium DA Staff Report 

Hi Everyone, 

Please find attached our draft staff report on the DA for Millennium. Sergio and I will be focusing on the 
Appeal Report at this point, hopefully with a draft of that report for your review by Thursday. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM21408 

Debbie Simons <simons.deborah@gmail.com > 
Wednesday, February 20, 2013 1:55 PM 
LFIA Board 
Final Minutes of January 2013 LFIA Board Meeting 

Attachments: Minutes of January 2013 Meeting.docx; Minutes of January 2013 Meeting (PDF).pdf 

Board members -

Attached are the final minutes of the January 2013 LFIA board meeting. Three changes were made 
to the draft version and are located as follows: 

1) Page 2, V. Committee Reports, Program Committee, second paragraph. 

2) Page 3, Communications Committee, Los Feliz and the Silent Film Era, second bullet. 

3) Page 4, VI. New Business. 

I've sent the minutes in two different formats. Please email me if you're unable to access the minutes 
and I will send them to you in the body of an email. 

Debbie 
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MINUTES 

LOS FELIZ IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

January 22, 2013 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order by Second Vice President Demian Wyma at 7: 10 p.m. Present were 
board members Marta Alcumbrac, Nyla Arslanian, Laura Balverde Sanchez, Marilyn Bush, Dennis 
Chew, Jean Daly, Marian Dodge, Barbara Ferris, Faith Ford, Philip Gasteier, Rafik Ghazarian, Lynne T. 
Jewell, Donna Kolb, Chris Laib, Michael Locke, Randy Myer, George Pao, David Roberti, Patti Ruben, 
Don Seligman, Debbie Simons, Mary Beth Sorenson, Angela Stewart, Mark Stong, and Gail Zaritsky. 
Excused were Stella Balesh, Tess Nelson and Valerie Vanaman. Absent were George Abrahamian, June 
Teal and Ron Valdez. 

IL APPROVAL OF MINUTES- Debbie Simons (Recording Secretary) 

The minutes of the December 4, 2012, board meeting were approved as written. 

HI. OUTSIDE REPORTS 

Gina Chovan (Senior Lead Officer (SLO), Northeast Division, Los Angeles Police Department 
[LAPD]) Officer Chovan reported that all the SLOs in the Northeast Division have been relocated to 
other geographic areas. She has been reassigned to the Echo Park/Elysian Valley area. Officer Leo Rey 
will be replacing her. Officer Chovan thanked the board for their support and the board expressed their 
appreciation for her work in Los Feliz. 

Mary Rodriguez and Carolyn Ramsay (Council District 4): Ms. Rodriguez introduced Ms. Ramsay 
as Tom LaBonge's new Chief of Staff. Ms. Ramsay said that: 

• CD 4 is working on Los Feliz issues identified in the November 27th meeting with LFIA officers 
• Mulholland Fountain project will be completed by April 2013 
• A tribute to Huell Howser was held at the Griffith Observatory on January l 5th 

• An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is being prepared on the impact of the proposed ball fields at 
Crystal Springs in Griffith Park 

• Department of Recreation and Parks has promised to complete the ''Vision" Plan for Griffith Park by 
next summer 

• The CD 4 "Beautification Team" picked up over 80 discarded Christmas trees and took them to 
Commonwealth Nursery to be turned into mulch. 

Ms. Rodriguez reported on the following: 

Vermont Triangle - The final contracts for maintenance of the Vermont Triangle by Kaiser should be 
signed in January. Maintenance would begin in February 2013. 

Vehicle Safety Issues - Ms. Rodriguez has met with Department of Transportation staff to request that a 
traffic circle or median be installed at the intersection of North Alexandria and North Mariposa A venues 
because of reckless driving issues in that area. 
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Berendo Stairs - Residents are complaining about loitering on the stairs at Cromwell A venue and N. 
Berendo Street. "No Smoking" signs have been recently installed at both ends of the stairs. 

Access to Observatory - Signs specifying "No Access to the Observatory" will be installed on a number 
of Los Feliz streets (e.g., Berendo, Catalina, Cromwell) to discourage sightseers from trying to access the 
Observatory via Glendower Avenue. 

Russell Avenue and Talmadge Street Neighborhood Watch Meeting - Residents raised concerns about a 
recent drug-related homicide in this area. There are no street lights on Russell A venue and the residents 
are being asked to install motion sensor lights on their homes. The Lycee International de Los Angeles 
(LILA) will be installing a light at the end of the cul de sac. 

"Clean Team" Seminar - The Bureau of Street Services will conduct a seminar on January 31st at 5:00 
p.m. at Citibank to train citizens on how to respond to illegal signage, tree trimming, yard sales, etc. 
Information on how to report these activities is posted on the LFIA website, under "Quality of Life." 

LA River Recreational Zone - A meeting will be held on January 24th at 5:00 p.m. to discuss opening the 
river to recreational use from North Atwater Park through Elysian Valley to Egret and Oso Park. 

Eric Menjivar (Field Representative, Assembly member Mike Gatto, 43rd District): Mr. Menjivar 
discussed Assembly Bill 61 regarding parking meters. If enacted, the bill would permit parking for free at 
broken meters for the maximum time allowed by the meter and would prohibit local governments from 
passing ordinances that ban parking in a space controlled by a broken meter. Chris Laib asked Mr. 
Menjivar to pursue the Caltrans clean-up of the freeway off-ramps that lead into Los Feliz. 

IV. OFFICERS' REPORTS 

St. Andrews' Stairs: Chris Laib reported that the stairs at the top of North St. Andrews Place (west of 
Western Avenue and north of Franklin Avenue) have become a hangout for loiterers. Mary Rodriguez 
was able to secure funding to install a solar light halfway up the stairs. The Hollywood United 
Neighborhood Council is soliciting bids for security services on the stairs and wants LFIA to contribute. 
The LFIA Public Safety and Transportation Committee will be discussing this request. 

Recognition of LAPD Officers: The board agreed that Demian Wyma should come back to the board 
with a recommendation on the most appropriate way to express the LFIA's appreciation of the services 
rendered by reassigned SLO Gina Chovan and retiring SLO Al Polehonki. 

Atwater Bridge: Marian Dodge reported that construction will begin in April on the bridge across the 
Los Angeles River between Atwater and Griffith Park. The bridge will be accessible to pedestrians, 
equestrians and bicyclists. 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Program Committee (Patti Ruben): On February 4th' the LFIA will host a Los Angeles mayoral debate 
at the Autry Museum, featuring four of the candidates (Eric Garcetti, Wendy Greuel, Kevin James and 
Jan Perry). This will be the LFIA's winter General Meeting and the event will be open to the public. 
Dave Bryan, political reporter from CBS 2/KCAL 9, will be the debate moderator. The board approved a 
motion to pay $500 for the use of the Autry's Heritage Room for the event. 

It was agreed that press releases should be sent out and that Don Seligman and Chris Laib should be the 
only media contact persons. The LFIA's name will be prominently displayed during the debate and a 
copy of Les Feliz: An Early Illustrated Histery The History of the Los Feliz Improvement Association will 
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be given to the four candidates and the moderator. The board recognized Patti and the Program 
Committee for their efforts in pulling this event together. 

Communications Committee (Don Seligman): 

Neighborhood News - Based on personal contacts made by Demian Wyma and Barbara Ferris, the Greater 
Griffith Park Neighborhood Council (GGPNC) has agreed to change the name of their "Neighborhood 
News" email updates so that it does not conflict with the LFIA's use of that name. 

Los Feliz and the Silent Film Era - The board approved the following actions related to the printing and 
publication of Don's new book, Los Feliz and the Silent Film Era: 

• To accept and sign the printing contract \vith Sheridan Books, Inc. for the printing of 2,000 books 
• To approve the Exclusive Marketing and Distribution Agreement, with Don Seligman transferring 

copyright to the LFIA with the ineh:1sion of a '"hold harmless" elatlse 
• To set the retail price of the book at $35 

Don provided the board with copies of the contract with Sheridan Books, the Marketing and Distribution 
Agreement, the projected balance sheet and the marketing plan. Don's prior book generated over $15,000 
profit for the LFIA. A copy of the signed contract will be kept with the archived minutes of this meeting. 

Beautification Committee (Faith Ford): Faith reported that there will be a clean-up of the Western 
Avenue curve on Saturday, January 26th. Additional clean-ups are scheduled for March 23rd and May 4th. 
The May 4th clean-up would be coordinated with the '"Big Sunday" volunteer efforts and the Los Feliz 
Business Improvement District. Marilyn Bush will recommend a school (other than King Junior High 
School) where the May 4th activity could be conducted. 

Faith \vill be meeting with a tree trimmer to discuss the trimming of trees on Los Feliz Boulevard. Also, 
Mia Lehrer, a local landscape architect, wants to meet with the LFIA, the GGPNC and the City of Los 
Angeles regarding planting trees on ten Los Feliz streets. 

Zoning Committee (Randy Myer): Randy met with Renee Weitzer (Chief of Land Use Planning, CD 
4), Mary Rodriguez (CD 4) and Gary Khanjian (GGPNC Zoning Committee) regarding coordination of 
zoning issues. In addition, Randy discussed the following: 

Millennium Hollywood Project - This is a proposal to build two skyscrapers, one each on two parcels 
along Vine Street, between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard and on either side of the Capitol 
Records Tower. The project, which hasn't been approved yet, would feature apartments, offices, and 
shopping, dining and recreational activities. Nyla Arslanian commented that this project would impact 
traffic in Los Feliz. 

Los Feliz Post Office - Brian Cornelius had been talking to the community and the Post Office regarding 
the purchase and development of the Post Office site by Caruso Development. However, Mr. Cornelius 
no longer works for Caruso and the current status of this proposal and Caruso's involvement are unclear. 
It's thought that the Post Office will request bids. Phil Gasteier is the LFIA point person on this issue. 

GGPNC Zoning Committee - The GGPNC has approved the Ii Capriccio restaurant's request to extend 
its business hours to 2:00 a.m. on weekends, expand the restaurant's foot print by ten feet and continue its 
beer and wine license. Chris requested that the LFIA Zoning Committee provide the board with more 
information and recommendations on this issue, due to concerns about additional late night venues in Los 
Feliz. 
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Sign Ordinance - Marian Dodge reported on a meeting of the LA City Council Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee (PLUM) held today, where the proposed sign ordinance was approved. The 
ordinance will go through legal review and then to the City Council for final adoption. Marian indicated 
that the PLUM-approved ordinance isn't perfect but does contain provisions supported by the LFIA. 

The Court of Appeals decision in the Summit Media case requires the removal of the illegal digital 
billboards that were converted in violation of the sign ordinance, with the authorization of the City 
Council. Sign companies are now claiming that billboards are a "community benefit." The Department 
of Recreation and Parks wants to be able to continue advertising containing logos that it currently has in 
parks. While the sizes of the signs vary, some of them are quite large. The LFIA should continue to be 
vigilant regarding advertising in parks. 

Marian explained that each new proposed Sign District has a separate hearing but the hearing for the NBC 
Universal Sign District circumvented the usual hearing process and timeline. Barbara Ferris 
recommended that the LFIA send a letter to the LA Zoo putting them on notice that the LFIA expects the 
Zoo's Sign District hearing and review process to be properly noticed; otherwise the LFIA will oppose 
the Zoo's actions. 

Parks Committee (Chris Laib): Barbara Ferris reported on a recent Local Volunteer Neighborhood 
Oversight Committee discussion regarding the proposed development of the Griffith Park Outdoor 
Performing Arts Center in the Old Zoo/ Amphitheater area and reviewed a map showing the location and 
type of development. Symphony in the Glen and Independent Shakespeare will be two of the primary 
users of the center. An EIR will be prepared. Barbara is the point person for the Parks Committee on this 
issue. 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

Vine Installation on Franklin Avenue (Don Seligman): Don reported that, after 10 plus years, the city 
is ready to plant creeping fig vines along the top of the city-owned retaining wall on Franklin A venue 
(west of Normandie Avenue) in order to discourage graffiti. For this to be done, the LFIA must agree to 
pay the costs of watering the vines for the first two years, while the vines become established. The 
Department of Water and Power and the city will install dedicated meters for a drip and timer system. 
The eommi-ttee has already bttdgeted these funds. The LFIA Beautification Committee 's 2013 budget 
already includes these fonds. 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 p.m. The next board meeting will be held on February 26, 2013. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Debbie Simons 

Recording Secretary 
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MINUTES 

LOS FELIZ IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

January 22, 2013 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order by Second Vice President Demian Wyma at 7: 10 p.m. Present were 
board members Marta Alcumbrac, Nyla Arslanian, Laura Balverde Sanchez, Marilyn Bush, Dennis 
Chew, Jean Daly, Marian Dodge, Barbara Ferris, Faith Ford, Philip Gasteier, Rafik Ghazarian, Lynne T. 
Jew·ell, Donna Kolb, Chris Laib, Michael Locke, Randy Myer, George Pao, David Roberti, Patti Ruben, 
Don Seligman, Debbie Simons, Mary Beth Sorenson, Angela Stewart, Mark Stong, and Gail Zaritsky. 
Excused were Stella Balesh, Tess Nelson and Valerie Vanaman. Absent were George Abrahamian, June 
Teal and Ron Valdez. 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Debbie Simons (Recording Secretary) 

The minutes of the December 4, 2012, board meeting were approved as written. 

III. OUTSIDE REPORTS 

Gina Chovan (Senior Lead Officer (SLO), Northeast Division, Los Angeles Police Department 
[LAPD]) Officer Chovan reported that all the SLOs in the Northeast Division have been relocated to 
other geographic areas. She has been reassigned to the Echo Park/Elysian Valley area. Officer Leo Rey 
will be replacing her. Officer Chovan thanked the board for their support and the board expressed their 
appreciation for her work in Los Feliz. 

Mary Rodriguez and Carolyn Ramsay (Council District 4): Ms. Rodriguez introduced Ms. Ramsay 
as Tom LaBonge's new· Chiefof Staff. Ms. Ramsay said that: 

• CD 4 is working on Los Feliz issues identified in the November 27th meeting with LFIA officers 
• Mulholland Fountain project will be completed by April 2013 
• A tribute to Huell Howser was held at the Griffith Observatory on January 15th 
• An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is being prepared on the impact of the proposed ball fields at 

Crystal Springs in Griffith Park 
• Department of Recreation and Parks has promised to complete the "Vision" Plan for Griffith Park by 

next summer 
• The CD 4 "Beautification Team" picked up over 80 discarded Christmas trees and took them to 

Commonwealth Nursery to be turned into mulch. 

Ms. Rodriguez reported on the following: 

Vermont Triangle - The final contracts for maintenance of the Vermont Triangle by Kaiser should be 
signed in January. Maintenance would begin in February 2013. 

Vehicle Safety Issues - Ms. Rodriguez has met with Department of Transportation staff to request that a 
traffic circle or median be installed at the intersection of North Alexandria and North Mariposa Avenues 
because of reckless driving issues in that area. 
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Berendo Stairs - Residents are complaining about loitering on the stairs at Cromwell Avenue and N. 
Berendo Street. ''No Smoking" signs have been recently installed at both ends of the stairs. 

Access to Observatorv - Signs specifying "No Access to the Observatory" will be installed on a number 
of Los Feliz streets (e.g., Berendo, Catalina, Cromwell) to discourage sightseers from trying to access the 
Observatory via Glendower Avenue. 

Russell Avenue and Talmadge Street Neighborhood Watch Meeting - Residents raised concerns about a 
recent drug-related homicide in this area. There are no street lights on Russell A venue and the residents 
are being asked to install motion sensor lights on their homes. The Lycee International de Los Angeles 
(LILA) will be installing a light at the end of the cul de sac. 

"Clean Team" Seminar - The Bureau of Street Services will conduct a seminar on January 31st at 5:00 
p.m. at Citibank to train citizens on how to respond to illegal signage, tree trimming, yard sales, etc. 
Information on how to report these activities is posted on the LFIA website, under "Quality of Life." 

LA River Recreational Zone - A meeting will be held on January 24th at 5:00 p.m. to discuss opening the 
river to recreational use from North Atwater Park through Elysian Valley to Egret and Oso Park. 

Eric Menjivar (Field Representative, Assembly member Mike Gatto, 43rd District): Mr. Menjivar 
discussed Assembly Bill 61 regarding parking meters. If enacted, the bill would permit parking for free at 
broken meters for the maximum time allowed by the meter and would prohibit local governments from 
passing ordinances that ban parking in a space controlled by a broken meter. Chris Laib asked Mr. 
Menjivar to pursue the Caltrans clean-up of the freeway off-ramps that lead into Los Feliz. 

IV. OFFICERS' REPORTS 

St. Andrews' Stairs: Chris Laib reported that the stairs at the top of North St. Andrews Place (west of 
Western Avenue and north of Franklin Avenue) have become a hangout for loiterers. Mary Rodriguez 
was able to secure funding to install a solar light halfway up the stairs. The Hollywood United 
Neighborhood Council is soliciting bids for security services on the stairs and wants LFIA to contribute. 
The LFIA Public Safety and Transportation Committee will be discussing this request. 

Recognition of LAPD Officers: The board agreed that Demian Wyma should come back to the board 
with a recommendation on the most appropriate way to express the LFIA's appreciation of the services 
rendered by reassigned SLO Gina Chovan and retiring SLO Al Polehonki. 

Atwater Bridge: Marian Dodge reported that construction will begin in April on the bridge across the 
Los Angeles River between Atwater and Griffith Park. The bridge will be accessible to pedestrians, 
equestrians and bicyclists. 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Program Committee (Patti Ruben): On February 4t\ the LFIA will host a Los Angeles mayoral debate 
at the Autry Museum, featuring four of the candidates (Eric Garcetti, Wendy Greuel, Kevin James and 
Jan Perry). This will be the LFIA's winter General Meeting and the event will be open to the public. 
Dave Bryan, political reporter from CBS 2/KCAL 9, will be the debate moderator. The board approved a 
motion to pay $500 forthe use of the Autry's Heritage Room forthe event. 

It was agreed that press releases should be sent out and that Don Seligman and Chris Laib should be the 
only media contact persons. The LFIA's name will be prominently displayed during the debate and a 
copy of Les Fe!:i:c: AH Early· Illustrated Histery The History of the Los Feliz Improvement Association will 
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be given to the four candidates and the moderator. The board recognized Patti and the Program 
Committee for their efforts in pulling this event together. 

Communications Committee (Don Seligman): 

Neighborhood News - Based on personal contacts made by Demian Wyma and Barbara Ferris, the Greater 
Griffith Park Neighborhood Council (GGPNC) has agreed to change the name of their 'Neighborhood 
News" email updates so that it does not conflict with the LFIA's use of that name. 

Los Feliz and the Silent F'ilm Era - The board approved the following actions related to the printing and 
publication of Don's new book, Los Feliz and the Silent Film Era: 

• To accept and sign the printing contract with Sheridan Books, Inc. for the printing of 2,000 books 
• To approve the Exclusive Marketing and Distribution Agreement, with Don Seligman transferring 

copyright to the LFIA with the iaeltrniea ef a "helEl harmless" elattse 
• To set the retail price of the book at $35 

Don provided the board with copies of the contract with Sheridan Books, the Marketing and Distribution 
Agreement, the projected balance sheet and the marketing plan. Don's prior book generated over $15,000 
profit for the LFIA. A copy of the signed contract will be kept with the archived minutes of this meeting. 

Beautification Committee (Faith Ford): Faith reported that there will be a clean-up of the Western 
Avenue curve on Saturday, January 26th. Additional clean-ups are scheduled for March 23rd and May 4th. 
The May 4th clean-up would be coordinated with the "Big Sunday" volunteer efforts and the Los Feliz 
Business Improvement District. Marilyn Bush will recommend a school (other than King Junior High 
School) where the May 4th activity could be conducted. 

Faith will be meeting with a tree trimmer to discuss the trimming of trees on Los Feliz Boulevard. Also, 
Mia Lehrer, a local landscape architect, wants to meet with the LFIA, the GGPNC and the City of Los 
Angeles regarding planting trees on ten Los Feliz streets. 

Zoning Committee (Randy Myer): Randy met with Renee Weitzer (Chief of Land Use Planning, CD 
4), Mary Rodriguez (CD 4) and Gary Khanjian (GGPNC Zoning Committee) regarding coordination of 
zoning issues. In addition, Randy discussed the following: 

Millennium Hollywood Project - This is a proposal to build two skyscrapers, one each on two parcels 
along Vine Street, between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard and on either side of the Capitol 
Records Tmver. The project, which hasn't been approved yet, would feature apartments, offices, and 
shopping, dining and recreational activities. Nyla Arslanian commented that this project would impact 
traffic in Los Feliz. 

Los Feliz Post Office - Brian Cornelius had been talking to the community and the Post Office regarding 
the purchase and development of the Post Office site by Caruso Development. However, Mr. Cornelius 
no longer works for Caruso and the current status of this proposal and Caruso's involvement are unclear. 
It's thought that the Post Office will request bids. Phil Gasteier is the LFIA point person on this issue. 

GGPNC Zoning Committee - The GGPNC has approved the I! Capriccio restaurant's request to extend 
its business hours to 2:00 a.m. on weekends, expand the restaurant's foot print by ten feet and continue its 
beer and wine license. Chris requested that the LFIA Zoning Committee provide the board with more 
information and recommendations on this issue, due to concerns about additional late night venues in Los 
Feliz. 

RL0021151 



EM21416 

Sign Ordinance - Marian Dodge reported on a meeting of the LA City Council Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee (PLUM) held today, where the proposed sign ordinance was approved. The 
ordinance will go through legal review and then to the City Council for final adoption. Marian indicated 
that the PLUM-approved ordinance isn't perfect but does contain provisions supported by the LFIA. 

The Court of Appeals decision in the Summit Media case requires the removal of the illegal digital 
billboards that were converted in violation of the sign ordinance, with the authorization of the City 
Council. Sign companies are now claiming that billboards are a "community benefit." The Department 
of Recreation and Parks wants to be able to continue advertising containing logos that it currently has in 
parks. While the sizes of the signs vary, some of them are quite large. The LFIA should continue to be 
vigilant regarding advertising in parks. 

Marian explained that each new proposed Sign District has a separate hearing but the hearing for the NBC 
Universal Sign District circumvented the usual hearing process and timeline. Barbara Ferris 
recommended that the LFIA send a letter to the LA Zoo putting them on notice that the LFIA expects the 
Zoo's Sign District hearing and review process to be properly noticed; otherwise the LFIA will oppose 
the Zoo's actions. 

Parks Committee (Chris Laib): Barbara Ferris reported on a recent Local Volunteer Neighborhood 
Oversight Committee discussion regarding the proposed development of the Griffith Park Outdoor 
Performing Arts Center in the Old Zoo/ Amphitheater area and reviewed a map showing the location and 
type of development. Symphony in the Glen and Independent Shakespeare will be two of the primary 
users of the center. An EIR will be prepared. Barbara is the point person for the Parks Committee on this 
issue. 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

Vine Installation on Franklin Avenue (Don Seligman): Don reported that, after 10 plus years, the city 
is ready to plant creeping fig vines along the top of the city-owned retaining wall on Franklin A venue 
(west of Normandie Avenue) in order to discourage graffiti. For this to be done, the LFIA must agree to 
pay the costs of watering the vines for the first two years, while the vines become established. The 
Department of Water and Power and the city will install dedicated meters for a drip and timer system. 
The eemmittee has alFeaay l=magetea these fonds. The LFIA Beautification Committee 's 2013 budget 
already includes these funds . 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 10 p.m. The next board meeting will be held on February 26, 2013. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Debbie Simons 

Recording Secretary 
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Subject: Breakfast meeting 

Location: Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 

Start: 3/15/2013 8:30 AM 

End: 3/15/2013 10:00 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: msilverman@millenniumptrs.com; paarons@millenniumptrs.com; Lily Quan 

Resources: Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VI EW&eid=Y2NONG 1 paXZzanZsdXJOMzN iZWF 1ajZkamsgbXNpbHZlcm1 hbkBt 
aWxsZW5uaXVtcH Rycy5jb20 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnMzBhMDc1 Njk2ZTQOMjkzY 
WRIMGUyYjYwYTFiYzkzNzAwMTQzNGYONg&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Breakfast meeting 

Breakfast meeting w/Philip Aarons 

requested by Michael LoGrande 

sm 03/12/2013 

When 
Fri Mar 15, 2013 8:30am - 1 Oam Pacific Time 
Where 
Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 (map 
<http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Bottega+Louie. + 700+S. +Grand+Ave .. +Los+Angeles. 
+90017&hl=en>) 
Calendar 
msilverman@millenniumptrs.com 
Who 
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michael.logrande@lacity.org - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
msilverman@millenniumptrs.com 
paarons@millenniumptrs.com 
Lily Quan 

Going? 
Yes <https ://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsgbXNpbHZlc 
m1 hbkBtaWxsZW5uaXVtcH Rycy5jb20&rst=1 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnMzBhMDc1 Njk2ZTQOMjk 
zYWRI MGUyYjYwYTFiYzkzNzAwMTQzNGYONg&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en 
> -
Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsgbXNpbHZlc 
m1 hbkBtaWxsZW5uaXVtcH Rycy5jb20&rst=3 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnMzBhMDc1 Njk2ZTQOMjk 
zYWRI MGUyYjYwYTFiYzkzNzAwMTQzNGYONg&ctz=America/Los Anqeles&hl=en 
> -
No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsgbXNpbHZlc 
m1 hbkBtaWxsZW5uaXVtcH Rycy5jb20&rst=2 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnMzBhMDc1 Njk2ZTQOMjk 
zYWRI MGUyYjYwYTFiYzkzNzAwMTQzNGYONg&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en 
~ more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VI EW&eid=Y2NONG 1 paXZzanZsdXJOMzN iZWF 1ajZkamsgbXNpbHZlcm1 hbkBt 
aWxsZW5uaXVtcH Rycy5jb20 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnMzBhMDc1 Njk2ZTQOMjkzY 
WRIMGUyYjYwYTFiYzkzNzAwMTQzNGYONg&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account msilverman@millenniumptrs.com 
because you are an attendee of this event. 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you 
can sign up for a Google account at https://www.google.com/calendar/ and control your 
notification settings for your entire calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130315T1530002 
DTEND:20130315T1700002 
DTSTAMP:20130312T1601422 
ORGANl2ER;CN=michael.logrande@lacity.org:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 
UID:cct4miivsjvlurt33beauj6djk@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=msilverman@millenniumptrs.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:msilverman@mill 
enniumptrs.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN=paarons@millenniumptrs.com ;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O:mailto:paarons@millennium 
ptrs.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130312T1601402 
DESCRIPTION: Breakfast meeting w/Philip Aarons\n\nrequested by Michael LoGra 
nde\n\nsm 03/12/2013\nView your event at http:l/www.google.com/calendar/eve 

nt?action=VIEW&eid=Y2NONG1 paX2zan2sdXJOMzNi2WF1 aj2kamsgbXNpbH21cm1 hbkBtaW 
XS 

2W5uaXVtcHRycy5jb20&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5k2UBsYWNpdHkub3JnMzBhMDc1 
Njk 

22TQOMjkzYWRIMGUyYjYwYTFiYzkzNzAwMTQzNGYONg&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130312T160140Z 
LOCATION:Bottega Louie\, 700 S. Grand Ave.\, Los Angeles\, 90017 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Breakfast meeting 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Tomas, 

EM28587 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 10:42 AM 
Tom Rothmann 
Fwd: open space impact fee 

We're working on the Hollywood Millennium DA and looking for things to include. where are things on this 
open space impact fee? How is it different from Quimby? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mary Richardson <mary.richardson@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 10:20 AM 
Subject: open space impact fee 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Lucy: 

I believe Tom Rothmann has already done some work on an open space impact fee 
which would charge commercial and multifamily residential projects for their impact on 
the need for open space. You may want to consult with him so that we don't reinvent 
the wheel. It would be fabulous if we could get the nexus study funded as a first step 
towards this impact fee. 

Mary 

Mary Richardson 
Associate Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
LA, CA 90012 
213 978-1478 
FAX 213 978-1477 
Mary.Ri chardson@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

RL0021156 



Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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EM28086 

Subject: Breakfast meeting 

Location: Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 

Start: 3/15/2013 8:30 AM 

End: 3/15/2013 10:00 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: paarons@millenniumptrs.com; msilverman@millenniumptrs.com; Lily Quan 

Resources: Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 

more details » 

Breakfast meeting 

Breakfast meeting w/Philip Aarons 

requested by Michael LoGrande 

sm 03/12/2013 

When 
Fri Mar 15, 2013 8:30am - 1 Oam Pacific Time 
Where 
Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 (map) 
Calendar 
paarons@millenniumptrs.com 
Who 

michael.logrande@lacity.org - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
msilverman@millenniumptrs.com 
paarons@millenniumptrs.com 
Lily Quan 

RL0021158 



Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28087 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account paarons@millenniumptrs.com 
because you are an attendee of this event. 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you 
can sign up for a Google account at https://www.google.com/calendar/ and control your 
notification settings for your entire calendar. 
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EM28088 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130315T1530002 
DTEND:20130315T1700002 
DTSTAMP:20130312T1601422 
ORGANl2ER;CN=michael.logrande@lacity.org:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 
UID:cct4miivsjvlurt33beauj6djk@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=msilverman@millenniumptrs.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:msilverman@mill 
enniumptrs.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN=paarons@millenniumptrs.com ;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O:mailto:paarons@millennium 
ptrs.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130312T1601402 
DESCRIPTION: Breakfast meeting w/Philip Aarons\n\nrequested by Michael LoGra 
nde\n\nsm 03/12/2013\nView your event at http:l/www.google.com/calendar/eve 

nt?action=VIEW&eid=Y2NONG1 paX2zan2sdXJOMzNi2WF1 aj2kamsgcGFhcm9ucOBtaWxs2 
W5u 

aXVtcHRycy5jb20&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5k2UBsYWNpdHkub3JnNWQOM2RiYWJi 
OTU 
xMWE40WY20Gl4Y2Y1 MDMyMzJhNjQOYzMOYTk4MQ&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130312T1601402 
LOCATION:Bottega Louie\, 700 S. Grand Ave.\, Los Angeles\, 90017 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Breakfast meeting 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28589 

Tom Rothmann <tom.rothmann@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 10:45 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: open space impact fee 

We are working on a Quimby ordinance that will expand the Finn Fee to all apartments. We decided to roll that into our 
New Zoning Code project so it won't be happening for a while. 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 10:41 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
>Hi Tomas, 
>We're working on the Hollywood Millennium DA and looking for things to 
>include. where are things on this open space impact fee? How is it 
>different from Quimby? 
>Thank you, 
>Luci 

> 
> ---------- Forwarded message ----------

>From: Mary Richardson <mary.richardson@lacity.org> 
> Date: Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 10:20 AM 
>Subject: open space impact fee 
>To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

> 
> 
>Lucy: 

> 
> I believe Tom Rothmann has already done some work on an open space 
>impact fee which would charge commercial and multifamily residential 
>projects for their impact on the need for open space. You may want to 
>consult with him so that we don't reinvent the wheel. It would be 
>fabulous if we could get the nexus study funded as a first step towards this impact fee. 

> 
>Mary 

> 
> --
> Mary Richardson 
>Associate Planner 
> 200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
> LA, CA 90012 
> 213 978-1478 
>FAX 213 978-1477 
> Mary.Richardson@lacity.org 

> 
> 
> 
> --
> Luciralia Ibarra 
> City Planner 
> Major Projects 
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> Department of City Planning 
> 200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
> Los Angeles, CA 90012 
>Ph: 213.978.1378 
> Fx: 213.978.1343 

Tom Rothmann 
Senior City Planner 
Code Studies 
213-978-1891 

EM28590 
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EM28089 

Subject: Breakfast meeting 

Location: Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 

Start: 3/15/2013 8:30 AM 

End: 3/15/2013 10:00 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: michael.logrande@lacity.org; msilverman@millenniumptrs.com; 
paarons@millenniumptrs.com; Lily Quan 

Resources: Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=Y2NONG1 paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1 ajZkamsgbWljaGFlbC5sb2dy 
YW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnZ 
jY2YTc30GQ2YmUwYWlyMDNINTA2ZTM5NzRhZGl4M2FIOWFhNWM5NQ&ctz=Ame 
rica/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Breakfast meeting 

Breakfast meeting w/Philip Aarons 

requested by Michael LoGrande 

sm 03/12/2013 

When 
Fri Mar 15, 2013 8:30am - 1 Oam Pacific Time 
Where 
Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 (map 
<http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Bottega+Louie. + 700+S. +Grand+Ave .. +Los+Angeles. 
+90017&hl=en>) 
Calendar 
michael. logrande@lacity.org 
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Who 
michael.logrande@lacity.org - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
msilverman@millenniumptrs.com 
paarons@millenniumptrs.com 
Lily Quan 

Going? 
Yes <https ://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsgbWljaGFlbC 
5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=1 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnZjY2YTc30GQ2YmUwY 
WlyM DNI NTA2ZTM5NzRhZGl4M2FIOWFhNWM5NQ&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl 
=en> -
Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsgbWljaGFlbC 
5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=3 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnZjY2YTc30GQ2YmUwY 
WlyM DNI NTA2ZTM5NzRhZGl4M2FIOWFhNWM5NQ&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl 
=en> -
No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsgbWljaGFlbC 
5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=2 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnZjY2YTc30GQ2YmUwY 
WlyM DNI NTA2ZTM5NzRhZGl4M2FIOWFhNWM5NQ&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl 
=en> more options» <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=Y2NONG1 paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1 ajZkamsgbWljaGFlbC5sb2dy 
YW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnZ 
jY2YTc30GQ2YmUwYWlyMDNINTA2ZTM5NzRhZGl4M2FIOWFhNWM5NQ&ctz=Ame 
rica/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account michael.logrande@lacity.org because you 
are subscribed for invitations on calendar michael.logrande@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130315T1530002 
DTEND:20130315T1700002 
DTSTAMP:20130312T1601412 
ORGANl2ER;CN=michael.logrande@lacity.org:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 
UID:cct4miivsjvlurt33beauj6djk@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=msilverman@millenniumptrs.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:msilverman@mill 
enniumptrs.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN=paarons@millenniumptrs.com ;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O:mailto:paarons@millennium 
ptrs.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130312T1601402 
DESCRIPTION: Breakfast meeting w/Philip Aarons\n\nrequested by Michael LoGra 
nde\n\nsm 03/12/2013\nView your event at http:l/www.google.com/calendar/eve 

nt?action=VIEW&eid=Y2NONG1 paX2zan2sdXJOMzNi2WF1 aj2kamsgbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW 
5k 

2UBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5k2UBsYWNpdHkub3Jn2jY2YTc30G 
Q2Ym 

UwYWlyMDNINTA22TM5NzRh2Gl4M2FIOWFhNWM5NQ&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130312T1601402 
LOCATION:Bottega Louie\, 700 S. Grand Ave.\, Los Angeles\, 90017 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Breakfast meeting 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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EM28092 

Subject: Breakfast meeting 

Location: Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 

Start: 3/15/2013 8:30 AM 

End: 3/15/2013 10:00 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: lily.quan@lacity.org; msilverman@millenniumptrs.com; 
paarons@millenniumptrs.com 

Resources: Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=Y2NONG1 paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1 ajZkamsgbGlseS5xdWFuQGx 
hY210eS5vcmc&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnYT JiZjk1 Zjc4N 
WEwNTcyYzc5ZWQyYWRjOGYOYTM 1 YTFh YzJj0Dg3Mg&ctz=America/Los Angeles 
&hl=en> 

Breakfast meeting 

Breakfast meeting w/Philip Aarons 

requested by Michael LoGrande 

sm 03/12/2013 

When 
Fri Mar 15, 2013 8:30am - 1 Oam Pacific Time 
Where 
Bottega Louie, 700 S. Grand Ave., Los Angeles, 90017 (map 
<http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Bottega+Louie. + 700+S. +Grand+Ave .. +Los+Angeles. 
+90017&hl=en>) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 

RL0021166 



Who 
Michael LoGrande - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
msilverman@millenniumptrs.com 
paarons@millenniumptrs.com 
Lily Quan 

Going? 

EM28093 

Yes <https ://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsqbGlseS5xd 
WFuQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=1 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnYT JiZjk1Zjc4NWEwNTcy 
Yzc5ZWQyYWRjOGYOYTM 1 YTFhYzJ j0Dg3Mg&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsqbGlseS5xd 
WFuQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=3 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnYT JiZjk1Zjc4NWEwNTcy 
Yzc5ZWQyYWRjOGYOYTM 1 YTFhYzJ j0Dg3Mg&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=Y2NONG1paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1ajZkamsqbGlseS5xd 
WFuQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=2 
&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnYT JiZjk1Zjc4NWEwNTcy 
Yzc5ZWQyYWRjOGYOYTM 1 YTFhYzJ j0Dg3Mg&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=Y2NONG1 paXZzanZsdXJOMzNiZWF1 ajZkamsgbGlseS5xdWFuQGx 
hY210eS5vcmc&tok=MjcjbWljaGFlbC5sb2dyYW5kZUBsYWNpdHkub3JnYT JiZjk1 Zjc4N 
WEwNTcyYzc5ZWQyYWRjOGYOYTM 1 YTFh YzJj0Dg3Mg&ctz=America/Los Angeles 
&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130315T1530002 
DTEND:20130315T1700002 
DTSTAMP:20130312T1602172 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Michael LoGrande:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 
UID:cct4miivsjvlurt33beauj6djk@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=msilverman@millenniumptrs.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:msilverman@mill 
enniumptrs.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN=paarons@millenniumptrs.com ;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O:mailto:paarons@millennium 
ptrs.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130312T1601402 
DESCRIPTION: Breakfast meeting w/Philip Aarons\n\nrequested by Michael LoGra 
nde\n\nsm 03/12/2013\nView your event at http:l/www.google.com/calendar/eve 

nt?action=VIEW&eid=Y2NONG1 paX2zan2sdXJOMzNi2WF1 aj2kamsgbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY 
210 

eS5vcmc&tok= MjcjbWljaG FlbC5sb2dyYW5k2U Bs YWN pd H kub3J n YT J i2jk12jc4NWEwNT cyY 
zc 
5ZWQyYWRjOGYOYTM1YTFhYzJj0Dg3Mg&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130312T160216Z 
LOCATION:Bottega Louie\, 700 S. Grand Ave.\, Los Angeles\, 90017 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Breakfast meeting 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28095 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 9:03 AM 

Dan Scott 
Re: Millennium DA Staff Report 

We don't have the exhibits pulled together yet. Sergio is working on pulling them together today. 
Sorry, Dan 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 8:39 AM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci: could you please print me copies of exhibits a-d? 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 11, 2013 04:53 PM 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Cc: Sergio Ibarra <serqio. ibarra@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Millennium DA Staff Report 

Hi Everyone, 

Please find attached our draft staff report on the DA for Millennium. Sergio and I will be focusing on the 
Appeal Report at this point, hopefully with a draft of that report for your review by Thursday. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28096 

2 

RL0021170 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM28097 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 10:05 AM 
Stacy Munoz 
Fwd: Millennium DA Staff Report 
CPC-2013-103-DA.doc 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: Millennium DA Staff Report 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa. webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Everyone, 

Please find attached our draft staff report on the DA for Millennium. Sergio and I will be focusing on the 
Appeal Report at this point, hopefully with a draft of that report for your review by Thursday. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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EM28099 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

las Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~-· 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 
Not Further Appealable 
April 23, 2013 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

The applicant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (concluding 
2035), allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the 
development, and in exchange will provide community benefits. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: 

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into a 
Development Agreement with the applicant. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
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CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-DA-H D Page 2 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the proposed Development Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the Developer and the City of Los 
Angeles, as amended, subject to the terms of the agreement attached as Exhibit A-1, for a term of 
approximately 22 years. 

3. Recommend that the City Council Adopt an ordinance, attached as Exhibit A-2, and subject to review 
by the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development 
Agreement. 

4. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee 
and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ANALYSIS 

Summary 

The Development Agreement process, described in Sections 65864-65869.5 of the State's 
Government Code, allows the City to enter into development agreements with any person 
having a legal or equitable interest in real property for the development of the property. The 
procedures of Section 65865 include provisions requiring periodic review at least every 12 
months, upon which the applicant must demonstrate good faith compliance with the terms of the 
agreement, and in the event the City finds that no evidence substantiates a good faith effort, the 
City may terminate the agreement. 

The development agreement is to: "specify the duration of the agreement, the permitted uses of 
the property, the density or intensities of use, the maximum height and size of the proposed 
buildings, and provisions for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes. 

The applicant is requesting a development agreement with a term of 22 years, concluding in 
2035. The permitted uses as well as the density and intensity of said uses will be dictated by the 
Land Use Equivalency Program. The development may include 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6:1 as was approved with Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all which have been covered within the scope of analyses in the 
EIR. The Land Use Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has 
been established by the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types 
of land uses on the project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, 
and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip 
cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework 
within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for other permitted, and previously 
analyzed, land uses so long as the limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and 
no additional environmental impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the 
environmental review for the project as set forth in the EIR. 

The Development Regulations governs development of the project site with a set of site-wide 
guidelines and standards which establish minimum and maximum requirements with respect to 
height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, parking, and signage, all of which have 
been analyzed in the EIR. The development criteria provide assurance that a quality 
development will be gained while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate 
market demand. Where the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 
requirements that are different from, or are more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the LAMC, the Development Regulations shall prevail. In those instances where 
the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and the governing land use policies of the 
General Plan shall prevail. 
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In sum, the Development Regulations: 
• Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 

treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability. 
• Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 

ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the Project. 
• Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 

integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

• Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls for the development of the 
Project Site. 

• Ensure compliance with the development objectives. 

Issues: 

At the public hearing held of February 19, 2013, several speakers voiced their concern 
regarding the ambiguity of the project description, citing the Land Use Equivalency and 
Development Regulations provided no assurance about what exactly would be constructed on 
the project site. 

The intent of the development regulations is to accommodate a mix and intensity of uses 
conducive to Regional Center Commercial land use area, to provide development standards 
which speak to the unique characteristics of the site, including the preservation of the historic 
Capital Records and Gogerty Buildings, and to acknowledge that development is still subject to 
the market conditions following the economic downturn. 

The project proposes up to two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in height, and 
up to two additional towers not exceeding 220 feet per site. Towers at these heights are not 
anticipated to impair the integrity of the historic structures or compromise their eligibility for 
listing in national, state, or local registers. Under the development regulations, the taller the 
structures, the smaller the massing at the ground level, resulting in greater setbacks from the 
property line, providing greater visual accessibility to the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings. Moreover, the heights proposed for the project, including the maximum height 
scenario (585 feet) will create a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet architecturally 
varied structures that act as a much-needed focal point for the Hollywood area and introduces 
contemporary architecture to urban environment currently identified as surface parking. 

The Hollywood Community Plan envisioned the possibility of high rise towers on the project site, 
as well as surrounding properties, demonstrated by the no height limitations under the Height 
District and Regional Center Commercial land use designation. As part of our General Plan 
Framework chapter, Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional 
commerce, identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional 
Centers to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest tower(s) 
in the neighborhood, introducing an exciting, modern skyline as envisioned in the Hollywood 
Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that the towers will be elegant and slim, 
comparable in massing to the Capitol Records building and other nearby historic structures. As 
the height of tower(s) increases, it is followed by a complimentary decrease in the maximum 
tower lot coverage (see Exhibit X). 

Several speakers were concerned that the proposal does not have definitive standards that 
approximate what the project may look like at a future point in time. However, the development 
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regulations have comprehensive standards that permit design flexibility while establishing a set 
of controls that guide development on the project site. One of the objectives of the project, for 
example, is to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records 
tower by creating grade level open space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and 
Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is 
achieved by creating a site plan with grade level open space predetermined based on the height 
of the towers as seen in figures 8.1.2 through figure 8.1.4 of the Development Regulations. As 
the height of the towers increases, the amount of grade level open space also increases, from 
5% to 12% of the entire site (see Section 8.2 of the Development Regulations). Whether the 
open space is 5% of the project site or 12%, open space is required adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and across from the Capitol Records buildings fronting Vine Street. 

For the East Site containing Capitol Records, a triangular shaped plaza is formed !(See Exhibit 
X), preserving views from Hollywood Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, another key 
vantage point. On the West Site, at grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set 
back from the property line, ranging from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the 
height of the towers, in order to preserve views of the Hollywood Playhouse and creating 
additional views directly across from the Capitol Records building. Furthermore, on both the 
West and East sites, mid-block, at-grade passageways through the entire site, traversing Vine 
Street create new vantage points for the Capitol Records building at a pedestrian level. 

The massing of the towers is regulated such that towers become slimmer as their height 
increases so as to minimize massing adjacent to the historic structures, including the Capitol 
Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that the taller towers are slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. Moreover, taller towers are required to expand the pedestrian level 
experience at the ground level, providing a greater and more positive experience within the 
ground-level public realm. 

In the instance where two towers are proposed for one site, Spacing Standards (Section 7.5 of 
the Development Regulations) dictate that the two towers shall be spaced at least 80 feet from 
all other towers on the same parcel. This will prevent the possibility of placing two towers 
adjacent, or near adjacent to, each other from creating a collective mass of structures which 
overwhelm the Capitol Records Building and surrounding historic structures. 

Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are regulated based on height. A tower proposed 
in the tallest height scenario, or 585 feet (see Table 6.1.1 ), then the maximum tower lot 
coverage for all towers on a given site (East or West) is 11.5 percent of the site. In this 
maximum height scenario, the allotted maximum tower lot coverage allows for one tower that is 
approximately the same size as the Capitol Records building or for two towers that are slimmer 
than the Capitol Records building. For the shortest height scenario at 220 feet, a tower would 
be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height to the 242 foot Capitol 
Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, while occupying a larger 
percentage of the site, would be broken up by the jagged site plan itself, with a large portion of 
the tower being tucked to the side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller 
portion to the side of it (see figure 6.1.2a.1). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the 
Capitol Records Building (see Exhibit X). Every height scenario is illustrated in the Development 
Regulations, as seen in section figures 6.1.2.a.1 through 6.1.2.d.2. In addition, Axonometric 
diagrams within the Development Regulations illustrate every height scenario with a conceptual 
rendering describing what the project may look like (see Exhibit X). 

In addition to regulating the design of towers, the Development Regulations regulate the podium 
or street wall around the towers. The street wall, as defined in the Development Regulations, is 
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described as "a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open 
space". Regulating the street wall is another way of ensuring that the massing of the project 
respects the historic buildings adjacent and near to the project. Building heights in Hollywood, 
particularly historic buildings, are predominantly limited to 150 feet. In an effort to respect the 
historic datum, the maximum height allowed for a street wall, or podium, is 150 feet, although 
height is further limited in the project where adjacent historic structures exist. For example, in 
order to be compatible with the historic Yucca Street Commercial building on the West Site, the 
street wall can only be built to 30 feet. The street wall can then be built to a maximum of 150 
feet after providing a 10 foot setback. Along Vine Street on the West Site, the maximum street 
wall height is 40 feet, ensuring compatibility with the adjacent Hollywood Playhouse. Street 
walls are to be located a minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East 
Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the West Site, creating additional open space and 
differentiating the project from the historic street wall. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations, with required setbacks, open space and varying 
limitations on tower lot coverage per height scenario, provide a clear understanding of what type 
of project may occupy the site. In every scenario, the City must enforce these rigorous design 
guidelines to ensure quality control over the entire development. 

Conclusion 

The City's proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 
associated with the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard life of the 
entitlements (36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and quasi-judicial 
approvals) in exchange for the provision of community benefits. These community benefits are 
above and beyond, and are not required to have a nexus to the environmental or land use 
analyses associated with the project, and which serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the 
applicant as to his/her commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these 
benefits is an additional incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the 
much-needed redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. 
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FINDINGS 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT REQUEST AND FINDINGS 

State Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5 authorize municipalities to enter into 
binding development agreements with person having legal or equitable interest in real property 
for the development of such property. 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted rules and regulations establishing procedures and 
requirements for consideration of development agreements under Citywide Development 
Agreement Procedures (CF 85-2313-S3). In addition, on November 19, 1992, the City Planning 
Commission adopted new guidelines for the processing of development agreement applications 
(CPC No. 86-404 MSC). 

Hollywood Millennium, LLC ("Applicant") has requested that the City consider entering into a 
development agreement (the "Development Agreement") with respect to the development of the 
project, aslo referred to as "Hollywood Millennium". The development agreement process was 
initiated by the Director, and all proceedings have been taken in accordance with the City's 
adopted procedures. 

1. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the objectives, policies 
and programs specified in the General Plan. The Project Site is regulated under 
the Community Plan, a component of the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

The Development Agreement, which will vest the Millennium Hollywood Project's 
("Project") development rights, will be consistent with the General Plan, the Community 
Plan, and the Community Plan Update for the following reasons: 

The proposed Development Agreement will allow the applicant to create a mixed-use 
project within the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles and will permit the attendant 
job creation and additional investment in the surrounding Hollywood area. The 
Community Plan and Community Plan Update both recognize the critical role that 
tourism and entertainment play in the commercial activity of Los Angeles and the 
Hollywood area in particular. The project will revitalize the neighborhood with additional 
housing, restaurant and other commercial development, as well as newly created jobs 
for residents in the area. The expanded commercial, restaurant, entertainment, hotel, 
office, and other business activities will serve to further complement and benefit the 
tourism, hotel and entertainment industries in the immediate project vicinity, as well as 
throughout Hollywood and the City as a whole. The project will also help sustain and 
grow the existing retail base along the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street Corridor by 
attracting visitors and new businesses to the area. 

The project design will bring cohesiveness to the Project site, thereby creating continuity 
with adjacent improvements of the surrounding area. One of the land use objectives of 
the project is to create an urban environment designed to a pedestrian scale that 
activates adjacent streets, encourages public pedestrian access, promotes walkability of 
and around the project, and which creates pedestrian connections to the surrounding 
area, particularly nearby transit stops and stations. The open space and pedestrian 
connections within the project will serve to accomplish this goal. 

Given its location in Hollywood, the project will also promote the use of the public 
transportation system. The property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, 
and is less than 500 feet from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
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Both Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DOT), including the MTA Metro Rapid 
Busses, that stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
Additionally, an MTA Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. The project's proximity to a comprehensive transit system 
would encourage and facilitate transit use and a 24-hour Hollywood. The project will 
maintain the Capitol Records Tower and will reflect the bold architecture and design that 
has historically characterized Hollywood. At the same time, however, the inclusion of 
substantial public and common open space to activate the ground levels and sidewalks 
throughout the project will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering areas 
and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

2. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the applicable Specific 
Plan. 

The Project site is not in a Specific Plan area. 

3. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the City's Planning and 
Zoning Code and other relevant City ordinances. 

Approval of the Development Agreement, along with the requested discretionary actions 
and associated conditions of approval under City Planning case numbers, CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D and VTT-71837-CN, which will ensure that the project 
conforms to the requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

4. The proposed Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety and general welfare. 

The Development Agreement includes prov1s1ons which specifically permit the 
application of rules and regulations as necessary to protect public health and safety. 

The Development Agreement provides assurances that the public benefits identified 
below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be achieved and 
developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with the 
terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The project will 
provide local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) 
promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, 
and future transient occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business 
expansion and relocation in Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary 
and permanent jobs to improve the local and regional economy; and (iv) provide the 
density necessary to support a new mix of uses in close proximity to mass transit. The 
project will contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of 
land uses, which will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain 
Hollywood as a regional center and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

5. The proposed Development Agreement will promote the orderly development of 
the Project Site in accordance with good land use practice. 
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As previously discussed, the project is consistent with the policies and provisions of the 
General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. The proposed Development Agreement vests the Applicant's rights to develop the 
Project site as analyzed in the EIR No.2011041094 and as delineated in the requested 
discretionary approvals. The proposed Development Agreement provides assurances 
that the proposed project will proceed in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations 
and conditions, and strengthens the public planning process by encouraging private 
participation in comprehensive planning and reducing the economic costs of 
development to the applicant and the public. Furthermore, the proposed Development 
Agreement reflects the development of a comprehensive project consistent with all 
applicable provisions of the LAMC, General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and that is therefore is consistent with good land use practice. The proposed 
Development Agreement complies in form and substance with all applicable City and 
State regulations governing development agreements. The proposed Development 
Agreement further complies with the guidelines adopted by the City: 

a. The Development Agreement shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless the 
term is otherwise terminated or modified by circumstances set forth in the 
Development Agreement or by mutual consent of the parties. 

b. The proposed Development Agreement is being processed with the processing 
of other Project entitlements, including City Planning Case number CPC-2008-
3340-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D. 

c. The proposed Development Agreement will provide public benefits not otherwise 
obtainable, and for which no nexus exist under the Project's environmental 
clearance, that will benefit the surrounding residents of the Project site and the 
City as a whole. 

d. The proposed Development Agreement contains all the provisions, terms and 
conditions which, in addition to those required by law, are deemed to be 
necessary and or desirable in order to implement the City's General Plan. 

e. Based upon the above findings, the recommended Development Agreement 
action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
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flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
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feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south 
of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet 
above grade. 

Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports Club 
use). 

Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live 
entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

Haul Route Approval. 

Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, Site 
Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 
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Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as may be 
applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval should DLA 
authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 4.5:1 in 
accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

RL0021188 



EM28115 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-10 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
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encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 
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The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The Project 
is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 
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The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 
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In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated with 
temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 
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Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 
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A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
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Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG em1ss1ons both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
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the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 
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Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;:ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 
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C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
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American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 
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Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 
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D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 
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In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 
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E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 
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The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 
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F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
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required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
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receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 
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Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
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not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
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same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

RL0021212 



EM28139 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-34 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 
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With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
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Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
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abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 
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xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

RL0021218 



EM28145 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-40 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
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acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
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create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
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incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
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Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
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These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed 
the regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted 
that ROG emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating 
activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 
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Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 
pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 
areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 
miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 
identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and 
receive information about the construction project or to report complaints regarding 
excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 
hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts 
to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated 
with fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table 
IV.B.1-11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the 
mitigated peak daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and 
excavation phase would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the 
SCAQMD for NOx largely due to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In 
addition, the Applicant implemented additional mitigation measures in response to a comment 
letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. See 
Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has 
been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to the extent feasible. There are no 
mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than significant considering the 
localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 
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Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate 
air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the 
HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the 
Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City 
Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose 
sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by 
the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 
achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 
ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 
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B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
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Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 
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H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 
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H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 
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Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 
Project Component Shifting Analysis 
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The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
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would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on
site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 
program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 
employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
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Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

F-55 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 
the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LAOOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 
transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 
(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 
in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LAOOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LAOOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LAOOT. The LAOOT designation 
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of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
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the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Obiectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both day 
and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the Project, 
including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically as well as 
support the long-term preservation of historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard. 

Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce vehicular 
trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing transit and 
transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives and creating 
pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing development. 

Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to support 
the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring the Project 
has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market conditions and consumer 
needs in the Hollywood area. 

Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land use 
density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, resident, 
visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility necessary to 
ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of Hollywood at the time 
of development. 

Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern end 
of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built environment. 
Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street high-rise corridor 
to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and thriving 
Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and 
highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the historic Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District. 

Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces and 
connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, the 
regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater Hollywood 
community. 
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Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density necessary 
to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and visitors. 

Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient design 
flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a set of 
development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure the Project 
will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and complement the 
existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, 
architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability that 
promote the long-term development of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive linkages 
between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary energy and 
vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to create 
the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and other public 
spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the mix of uses 
necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian experience safe 
and attractive will not be achieved. 

Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource conservation, 
including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and water. Building design 
and construction will promote efficient use of materials and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including the 
Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by promoting 
walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along Vine Street, and 
providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. Support infrastructure 
improvements and implement a transportation demand management plan that 
reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and public transportation. 

Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by increasing 
the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales and possibly 
transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy necessary to support 
existing developments in the area. 
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Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment of 
the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. Enhance 
pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout the Project 
Site and between the Project and the community. 

Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los Angeles. 
Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support itself and 
support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure that this 
iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial corridor for the 
community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level of 
density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and pedestrian 
connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical mass of 
density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active and vibrant 
environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood and 
the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in the region 
and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and its commercial 
corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of new temporary and 
permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic benefits for surrounding 
commercial uses. 

Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax revenues, 
and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses necessary to 
support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new business 
relocation to Hollywood. 

Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary to 
sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. Maximizing 
density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, luxury hotel rooms, office 
space, retail establishments, sports club, parking facilities, and open space. Without 
the increased density, the necessary increase in businesses and pedestrian activity 
that sustain Hollywood Boulevard will not be achieved. 

Preservation Obiectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street level 
and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves views to and 
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from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. 

Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood community. 
Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and 
Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine Street. 

Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to revitalize 
this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, visitors, and 
businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the District. 

Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing context, 
including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and massing 
setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new buildings to be in a 
manner that is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project - No build (no Build - Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 
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The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
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reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development-4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
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Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 
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As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
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revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative S's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
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uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as the 
Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, and 
visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, and 
cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed uses 
and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 
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A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated 
in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

F. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
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and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 
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The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa & Dan, 

EM28182 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 10:25 AM 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org; 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

lisa.webber@lacity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org; sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
[Update] Millennium Staff Rpt 

Since we met yesterday to discuss the Staff Report, should we re-schedule this meeting to later in the week, 
maybe Thursday, to go over final details on all reports? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

Millennium Staff Rpt 
To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 

Where Rm 750 C!r@Q) 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Lisa Webber 

• Dan Scott 

• Sergio Ibarra 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
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David Somers < david.somers@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 10:47 AM 
Christine Saponara 
Fwd: Bike Plan Map and Five Year Implementation Strategy 

Attachments: 2010 Bike Plan Map and Segments.pdf; Five Year Implementation Strategy l.pdf; 
Bike_Plan(lstYrlstFiveYr)_NOP.pdf 

Hi Christine, I am forwarding an email that I sent to the Policy Planners regarding the status of the Bicycle Plan 
relative to their Community Plan updates. Hopefully it will give you a bit more background. It is more relevant 
to TIMP development, so not sure if this applies to your process, though I am available if you have any other 
questions. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: David Somers <david.somers@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 10:59 AM 
Subject: Bike Plan Map and Five Year Implementation Strategy 
To: Griselda Gonzalez <griselda.gonzalez@lacity.org>, Reuben Caldwell <Reuben.Caldwell@lacity.org>, 
Marie Cobian <marie.cobian@lacity.org>, Debbie Lawrence <Debbie.Lawrence@lacity.org> 
Cc: Anita Cerna <anita.cerna@lacity.org>, Katherine Peterson <Katherine.Peterson@lacity.org>, Conni Pallini 
<conni.pallini-tipton@lacity.org>, Arthi Varma <Arthi.Varma@lacity.org>, Jane Choi <jane.choi@lacity.org> 

Hi all, 

Since I have had questions regarding the Bike Plan and the Five year Implementation Strategy and current Bike 
Plan EIR in development, I have thought a time to forward to planners currently working on an CPU, or be at 
the TIMP development stage. I understand that planners have been working with the traffic consultants to 
include bike facilities in the TIMP, though since we are at another milestone with the first year Draft EIR, I 
thought it would be timely to check in to make sure everyone is up to speed on what we are looking at. 

Find attached the 2010 Bike Plan Map and Five Year Implementation Strategy. The facilities listed on the 2010 
Bike Plan map are more conceptual in nature and planners have been using discretion on which bikeways to 
evaluate in the TIMPs. However, facilities listed in the Five Year Implementation Strategy are those that have 
been listed for priority implementation and should be understood to have a greater level of assurance. In 
addition, the 2010 Bike Plan - 1st year Draft EIR evaluates year 1 priority segments are on a more immediate 
time frame, and if approved, could be in place prior to CPU adoption. For CEQA purposes, including the Five
y ear facilities and those included in the 1st year Draft EIR in a TIMP model alternative or preferred project 
would meet the standard level of disclosure fostering a defensible CEQA document. 

The full Five Year Implementation Report: 
N:\PHRD\Policy\ Transportation\Bicycles\Bicycle Plan\2010 Bicycle Plan\Implementation\5-Y ear Transmitall 
to Mayor w DOT comments accepted w attachments. pdf 

I would be happy to meet with anyone one on one to discuss the maps in more detail and/or to receive feedback 
on the 2010 Bike Plan Draft EIR. Please also feel free to forward to anyone I may have missed. 

Thanks, 
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David J. Somers 

Policy Planning and Historic Resources Division 
Citywide Planning, Bicycle Plan 
Department of City Planning 

200 North Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tel: (213) 978-3307 
Fax: (213) 978-1477 
david .somers@lacity.org 
Mail Stop 395 

~.A. Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

RL0021258 



EM28593 

~- .. -, 
r------J : 

~:s:;;:~~~~~~~~E:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~;~~ -""~"-~nt:~,_~r~-~~:-tt;:::js~~~~-'°'-'---~~~~j 

SCALE: 11 /32"= 1 mile I' m;i, L__ 

2010 BICYCLE PLAN 
Designated Bikeways 

- Bicycle Path 

- Bicycle Lane 

- Bicycle Route 

- Bicycle Friendly Street 

Countywide Existing & 
Proposed Facilities 

• Existing Rail & Busway Stations 

0 Proposed Rail & Busway Stations 

College Campus 

• Shopping & Entertainment 

• Hospitals 

Parks 

• Airports 

------ City Boundary 

©2009 Thomas Bros. Map, Im 

Prepared by City of Los Angeles Planning Department• Graphics Section• March 2011 

f ~-

RL0021259 



r ,., .... 

/,~::? 
,_ 

SCALE: 11 /32"= 1 mile I' mU • L_ 

2010 BICYCLE PLAN 
Citywide Bikeway System 

- Backbone Bikeway Network 

- Neighborhood Bikeway Netw ork 

- Green Bikeway Network 

Countywide Existing and 
Proposed Bicycle Faci lities 

• Existing Ra il and 
Busway Stations 

0 Proposed Rail and 
Busway Stations 

O Clean Mobility Hub 

O Multi Mobility Hub 

College Campus 

• Shopping & Entertainment 

• Hospitals 

Parks 

• Ai rports 

---- -- City Boundary 

©2009 Thomas Bros. Map, !tu. 

EM28594 

Prepared by City of Los Angeles Planning Department • Graphics Section • March 2011 

~-~ t1 

~------] f I 

I --------1 ___ 1 

RL0021260 



City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

98th St Avalon Bl Clovis Av 0.52 Green Path: Existing Central/South 

Addison Park Connector Tyrone Av Hazeltine Av 0.25 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Addison-Murietta Connector Hazeltine Av .03 mi w/o Murietta Av 0.03 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Aliso Creek Canyon 118 Fwy Valley LA River Path 6.67 Green Path: Fu tu re Central/South 

Arroyo Seco York Bl Montecito Heights Rec Center 2.27 Green Path: Existing Central/South 

Arroyo Seco Path s/b Griffith Av Pedestrian Bridge Av 19 {LA River) 1.62 Green Path: Fu tu re West/Central 

Balboa Bl (E & W) Victory Bl Burbank Bl 1.00 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Ballona Creek (East) National Bl 400' n/o National Bl 0.07 Green Path: Existing West/Central 

Ballona Creek {West) Lincoln Bl Sepulveda Bl 2.49 Green Path: Existing West/Central m 
Ballona Creek Flood Control Culver City Eastern Boundary (s/o 

Cochran Av 1.57 Green Path: Fu tu re Central/South s:: 
Channel La Ciene a .....,, 

Browns Canyon Wash Rinaldi St Lassen St 1.61 Green Path: Existing Valley 
00 
en 
CD 

Burbank Bl Balboa Bl 1-405 2.10 Green Path: Existing Valley en 

Cabrillo Beach Oliver Vickery Circle Wy end of Jetty 0.38 Green Path: Existing Harbor 

Canterbury Av Chase St Reedley St 0.52 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Central LA River Path Barclay St 5 Frwy 0.18 Green Path: Fu tu re Central/South 

Central LA River Path 4th St Washington Bl 1.75 Green Path: Fu tu re Central/South 

Central LA River-Cypress Av 
LA River-Cypress Av Connector San Fernando Road 0.36 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Connector 

Chandler Bl Vineland Av Clybourn Av 0.80 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Crescent Av 22nd St Harbor Bl/Miner St 0.45 Green Path: Existing Harbor 

Culver Bl McConnell Av Sawtelle Bl 1.40 Green Path: Existing West/Central 

:::0 Devonshire St Woodman Av Arleta Av 0.50 Green Path: Existing Valley 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
.....i.. 

I\.) Page 1of91 

Q') 
.....i.. 



City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Dockweiler State Beach Bal Iona Creek El Segundo City limit 3.65 Green Path: Existing West/Central 

Dominguez Channel .03 mi w/o Vermont Av W 190th St 0.79 Green Path: Existing Harbor 

East Canyon Channel San Fernando Rd San Fernando City Limits 0.27 Green Path: Future Valley 

East Canyon Channel San Fernando City Limits Pacoima Wash 1.74 Green Path: Future West/Central 

Exposition Light Rail Bikeway La Cienega & Expo ROW/Motor Av Palms & Expo ROW/Centinela 
3.93 Green Path: Fu tu re West/Central 

Extension & EXQO ROW & EXQO ROW 

Frederick St City Limits Rose Av 0.14 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Hansen Dam N/A N/A 2.49 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Harbor Park Gaffey St Harbor Park 0.38 Green Path: Existing Harbor 

Hart Path Whitsett Av 170 Frwy 0.12 Green Path: Fu tu re Central/South m 
Hollywood Cap Park Path Bronson Santa Monica Bl 1.07 Green Path: Fu tu re Central/South s:: .....,, 

Homer St Montecito Heights Rec Center Griffin Av Ped Br 0.29 Green Path: Existing Central/South 
00 
en 
CD 

Imperial Hwy (W/B) 200' E/O Hillcrest Av 200' e/o Pershing Dr 0.25 Green Path: Existing West/Central en 

Indiana-Murchison Path Murchison St City Limits 0.32 Green Path: Future Central/South 

LA River Riverside Dr (at Zoo Dr) Barclay St 6.95 Green Path: Existing Central/South 

LA River Path Riverside Dr 4th St 2.82 Green Path: Fu tu re Central/South 

LA River-Cypress Av Connector Central LA River Path 
Central LA River-Cypress Av 

0.04 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 
Connector 

Metrolink Valley Bike Path Lassen St Vineland Av 13.93 Green Path: Fu tu re Harbor 

Meyler St Bandini Canyon Park Sepulveda St 0.04 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Orange Line (East} Haskell Av Leghorn Av 3.84 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Orange Line (West} Canoga Av White Oak Av 4.64 Green Path: Existing Valley 

:::0 Orange Line Ext Path Metrolink Valley Bike Path Victory Bl 4.32 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
.....i.. 

I\.) Page 2 of 91 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Oso Av Path Corisco Av & Oso Av Oso Av & Prarie St 0.15 Green Path: Fu tu re West/Central 

Oxnard St White Oak Av Balboa Bl 1.08 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Pacific Coast Highway Temescal Canyon Coastline Dr 1.94 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Pacoima Wash Diversion Canal Pacoima Wash Path Tujunga Wash Path 3.04 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Pacoima Wash Path Gavina Av Foothill Bl 2.15 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Pacoima Wash Path Brownell St Telfair 0.80 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Pacoima Wash Path Paxton Metrolink Valley Bike Path 3.46 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Palos Verdes Dr 100' E/O Western Av Gaffey St 0.66 Green Path: Existing Harbor 

Playa Vista Path Lincoln Bl 562' nw/o Hughes Terrace 0.11 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

m 
Plummer St Shoup Av Hunt Club Ln 0.41 Green Path: Existing Valley s:: .....,, 
Sale Av Oxnard St Calvert St 0.13 Green Path: Existing Valley 00 

en 
San Fernando Rd Path San Fernando City Limits Burbank City Limits 6.93 Green Path: Future Valley 

CD ..... 
San Fernando Rd Phase I Path Roxford St Hubbard St 1.91 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Tujunga Wash Path Oxnard St Burbank Bl 0.50 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Tujunga Wash Path Glenoaks Bl Oxnard St 5.95 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Tujunga Wash Path Burbank Bl Valley LA River Path 2.58 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Valley LA River Path Owensmouth Av Riverside Dr 19.15 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Valley Plaza Park Path Kittridge St Kittridge St 0.19 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

Venice Beach Washington Bl Santa Monica City Limit 1.51 Green Path: Existing West/Central 

Victory Bl White Oak Av 405 Fwy 2.54 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Westwood Park Wilshire Bl/Veteran Av Sepulveda Bl JNO Ohio Av 0.57 Green Path: Existing West/Central 

:::0 White Oak Av N bank of LA River Victory Bl 0.08 Green Path: Existing Valley r 
0 
0 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Will Rogers State Beach Temescal Canyon Rd Santa Monica City limit 1.28 Green Path: Existing West/Central 

Woodley Av Burbank Bl Victory Bl 1.20 Green Path: Existing Valley 

Zelzah-Woodley Power line Path 1277' W/O Zelzah Av Bull Creek 2.40 Green Path: Fu tu re Valley 

101 Overpass at Cahuenga & Vine h 
1 St Ca uenga B Cahuenga Bl 0.07 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

10th St Wilton Pl Arlington/Van Ness Av 0.05 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

120th St Vermont Av City Limits 2.18 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

14th St Stanford Av Griffith Av 0.06 Backbone Lane: Future Central 

16th St Main St Central Av 0.93 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

16th St {San Pedro) (E/B) Palos Verdes St Beacon St 0.05 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

m 
190th St Western Av Figueroa St 1.66 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor s:: 
1st St Lucas Av Limits w/East Los Angeles 4.36 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

.....,, 
00 

21st St (San Pedro) Mesa St Crescent Av 0.04 
en 

Backbone Route: Existing Harbor CD 
00 

22nd St Miner St Sampson Way 0.18 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

22nd St {San Pedro) Pacific Av Mesa St 0.13 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

25th St Rancho Palos Verdes Gaffey St 2.23 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

25th St {San Pedro) Western Av Rancho Palos Verdes City Limit 1.03 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

2nd St Main St Central Av 0.38 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

2nd St Central Av Alameda St 0.08 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

2nd St Beverly Bl Figueroa St 0.52 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

2nd St Glendale Av/Beverly Bl Main St 1.14 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

3rd St San Vicente Bl S La Brea Av 1.96 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

:::0 54th St 4th Av Central Av 3.73 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
r 
0 54th St Crenshaw Bl 4th Av 0.91 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 
0 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

6th St Central Av LA River 0.71 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

76th St Crenshaw Bl Vermont Av 2.21 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

76th St Crenshaw Bl Vermont Av 2.20 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

79th St Vermont Av Central Av 2.02 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

79th St Vermont Av Central Av 2.02 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

7th St Rampart Bl Figueroa St 1.50 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

7th St Figueroa St San Pedro St 0.96 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

7th St San Pedro Soto St 1.89 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

7th St (San Pedro} Beacon St Harbor Bl 0.03 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

96th St Van Ness Av Manhattan Pl 0.44 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South m 
96th St Western Av Halldale Av 0.37 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South s:: .....,, 
98th St Vermont Av Flower St 0.64 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 00 

en 
98th St Western Av Halldale Av 0.38 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

CD 
CD 

98th St 260' W/O Broadway Avalon Bl 0.80 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

9th St (San Pedro) Gaffey St Beacon St 0.68 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Adams Bl Fairfax Av Figueroa St 5.51 Backbone Route: Future Central/South 

Alameda St Bruno St Cesar E Chavez Av 0.35 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Alameda St Pacific Coast Hwy Harry Bridges Bl 1.66 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Alvarado Wilshire Berkeley 1.98 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Alvarado Wilshire Bl 7th St 0.15 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Alvarado St Hoover St 7th St 0.90 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Anaheim St Western Av Henry Ford Av 3.96 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

:::0 
r 
0 
0 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Anaheim St Henry Ford Av 9th St/ "I" St (Long Beach) 1.26 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

Arbor Vitae St Airport Bl La Cienega Bl 0.91 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Arden Bl Wilshire Bl Arden Pl 1.43 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Arden Bl Wilshire Bl Arden Pl 1.43 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Arden Pl Arden Bl Rossmore Av 0.05 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Arden Pl Arden Bl Vine St 0.05 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Arleta Av Paxton St Devonshire St 0.17 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Arlington/Van Ness Avs 10th St 54th St 4.13 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Arlington/Van Ness Avs 54th St W Century Bl 3.30 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Av26 San Fernando Rd Daly St 0.91 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South m 
Av 28 (S/B} Pepper Av Figueroa St 0.48 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South s:: .....,, 
Av36 Fletcher Dr Eagle Rock Bl 0.10 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 00 

en 
Av of The Stars Santa Monica Bl Pico Bl 0.91 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

0 
0 

Avalon Bl 111th Pl 118th St 0.51 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Aviation Bl Arbor Vitae St Imperial Hwy 1.51 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Balboa Bl Woodley Av Victory Bl 8.10 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Balboa Bl Burbank Bl Ventura Bl 0.89 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Balboa Bl 940' S/O San Fernando Rd Foothill 0.32 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Balboa Bl 940' S/O San Fernando Rd Woodley Av 1.05 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Barham Bl Forest lawn Dr Cahuenga Bl 1.10 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Beacon St Crescent Av 7th St (San Pedro) 0.60 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Beaudry Av Sunset Bl Mignonette St 0.42 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Beaudry Av 1st St 2nd St 0.10 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

:::0 
r Beaudry Av Mignonette St 1st St 0.10 Backbone Route: Future Central/South 
0 
0 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Beverly Glen Bl Ventura Bl Santa Monica Bl 7.58 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Big Tujunga Canyon Rd Oro Vista Av Mt Gleason Av 1.02 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Big Tujunga Canyon Rd Mt Gleason Av 
Angeles National Forest City 

1.37 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
Limit 

Brand St Sepulveda Bl City of San Fernando Limits 1.35 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Broadway Colorado To City Limits (Wilson) 0.34 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Broadway Imperial Hwy Broadway Pl 5.41 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Broadway 117th St 120th St 0.25 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Broadway Av N Av 18 Cesar E Chavez Av 0.69 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Broadway Av S Broadway Pl/40th St Imperial Hwy 5.41 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South m s:: 
Broadway Av S Imperial Hwy 117th St 0.24 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor .....,, 

00 
Broadway N Av 18 Mission Rd 1.93 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South en 

0 .....,, 
Broadway Pl Broadway Main St 0.50 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Broadway Pl Main St/36th St 158' s/o 40th St 0.52 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Bundy Dr San Vicente Bl Stanwood Pl 3.20 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Burbank Bl Sepulveda Bl Van Nuys Bl 1.12 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Burton Way .02 mi e/o Doheny Dr San Vicente 0.82 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Butler Av Ohio Av Santa Monica Bl 0.10 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Cahuenga Bl Victory Bl LA River 2.96 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Cahuenga Bl E Mulholland Dr Yucca St 1.60 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

:::0 
Cahuenga Bl W Lankershim Bl Highland Av 2.42 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

r 
0 Camarillo Pl Camarillo St Burbank City Limits 0.12 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 
0 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Camarillo St Lankershim Bl Camarillo Pl 0.95 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Camarillo St Tujunga Av Vineland Av 0.50 Backbone Route: Future Valley 

Canoga Av Lassen St Devonshire St 0.50 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Centinela Av Stanwood Pl Mitchell Av 1.25 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Central Av Century Bl Imperial Hwy 1.11 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

Central Av 1st St 63rd St 4.88 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Central Av Gage Av Century Bl 2.55 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Central Av Imperial Hwy 230' s/o 120th St 0.44 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Central Av 63rd St 20' n/o Gage Av 0.03 Backbone Route: Future Central/South m 
Century Bl Success Av Compton Av 0.17 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South s:: .....,, 

Century Bl Van Ness Av S Western Av 0.50 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 
00 
en 
0 

Century Bl Compton Av Grape Street 0.93 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South w 

Century Bl Clovis Av Central Av 0.14 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Century Bl Vicksburg Airport Terminal 1 0.43 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Cesar E Chavez Av Figueroa St Indiana Street 3.49 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Chandler Woodman Av Leghorn Av 0.88 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Chandler Bl Van Nuys Bl Woodman Av 1.06 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Chandler Bl Leghorn Av Vineland Av 2.58 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Chandler Bl Woodman Av Leghorn Av 0.88 Backbone Route: Existing Valley 

Channel St Gaffey St John S Gibson Bl 0.10 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

:::0 Channel St Gaffey St Pacific Av 0.10 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 
r 
0 
0 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Charlotte St Cornwell St Soto St 0.14 Backbone Route: Future Central/South 

Clovis Av 98th St Century Bl 0.13 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Colfax Av Acama St Ventura Bl 0.30 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Colorado Bl Sierra Villa Dr Pasadena City Limit 2.56 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Colorado Bl 200' E/O Lincoln Av Av64 2.96 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Crenshaw Bl Wilshire Bl 79th St 6.91 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Crescent Av 21st St {San Pedro) to Palos Verdes St/Beacon St 0.33 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Crystal Springs Dr Zoo Dr (S Jog) Griffith Park Dr 0.79 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

Crystal Springs Dr Griffith Park Dr Los Feliz Bl 1.54 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South m 
Crystal Springs Dr N Zoo Dr 

.16 mi n/o Western Heritage 
0.42 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South s:: 

Wa .....,, 

Crystal Springs Dr Griffith Park Bl Los Feliz Bl 1.55 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 
00 
en 
0 

Cypress Av Verdugo Rd Pepper Av 1.28 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South ~ 

Cypress Av Pepper Av Gay St 0.14 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Cypress Av Gay St Arroyo Seco 0.34 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Cypress Av (N/B) Figueroa St Pepper Av 0.41 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Daly St Av 26 Mission Rd 1.11 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

De Soto Av Browns Canyon Rd Victory Bl 5.97 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

De Soto Av Burbank Bl Ventura Bl 0.48 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

De Soto Av Victory Bl Burbank Bl 1.09 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Del Amo Bl Western Av Hamilton Av 1.33 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

:::0 Devonshire St Reseda Bl Hayvenhurst Av 2.45 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 
r 
0 
0 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Devonshire St Haskell Av Woodman Av 1.23 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Devonshire St Valley Circle Bl Topanga Canyon Rd 0.37 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Devonshire St Topanga Canyon Bl Reseda Bl 4.00 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Devonshire St Hayvenhurst Av Haskell Av 1.00 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Eagle Rock Bl Westdale Av Verdugo Rd 1.22 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

Eagle Rock Bl Westdale Av Colorado Bl 0.70 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Eagle Rock Bl Colorado Bl Westdale Av 0.70 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Eagle Rock Bl Verdugo Rd Cypress Av 1.04 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Elysian Park Av Sunset Bl Stadium Way 0.23 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South m 
s:: 

Exposition Bl Redondo Bl Harcourt Av 0.48 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 
.....,, 
00 
en 

Exposition Bl Harcourt Av Catalina St 3.27 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 0 
en 

Exposition Bl Catalina St Figueroa St 0.70 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Exposition Bl Palms Bl Exposition Dr 0.45 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Fairfax Av Hollywood Bl Sunset Bl 0.23 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Fairfax Av Sunset Bl La Cienega Bl 4.37 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Fallbrook Av Roscoe Bl Ventura Bl 3.68 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Figueroa St State Dr Olympic Bl 2.25 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Figueroa St San Fernando Rd Cypress Av 0.51 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Figueroa St Av43 Av45 0.13 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

:::0 
Figueroa St (Wilmington) Harry Bridges Bl Lomita Bl 1.96 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

r Figueroa St N Colorado Bl San Fernando Rd 5.12 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 0 
0 
I\.) 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Figueroa St S Sunset Bl/Cesar Chavez Bl 101 Freeway 0.13 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Figueroa St S 101 Freeway Olympic Bl 1.45 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Figueroa St S Olympic Bl Exposition Bl 2.12 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Figueroa St S Exposition Bl Martin Luther King Jr Bl 0.53 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Fletcher Dr Riverside Dr LA River 0.19 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Fletcher Dr Larga Av Av36 1.14 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Fletcher Dr Silver Ridge Av Riverside Dr/Camarillo St 0.19 Backbone Route: Future Central/South 

Florence Av West Bl Central 4.51 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Flower St 2nd St 37th St 3.19 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South m 
Foothill Bl Balboa Bl Roxford St 2.18 Backbone Lane: Future Valley s:: .....,, 

Foothill Bl Roxford St Osborne St 6.23 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 
00 
en 
0 

Foothill Bl Osborn St Wentworth St 3.02 Backbone Lane: Future Valley en 

Foothill Bl Wentworth St Glendale Bl 4.39 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Forest Lawn Dr Barham Bl Zoo Dr 1.97 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

Fox St Laurel Canyon Bl Chatsworth St 0.73 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Franklin Av Gardner St La Brea Av 0.40 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Franklin Av Vermont Av St George St 0.76 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Franklin Av La Brea Av Highland Av 0.44 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Front St Pacific Av 1-110 Fwy N/B On-Ramp 0.45 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

Gaffey St W Channel St W Summerland Av 0.46 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

:::0 Gaffey St 36th St Shepard St 0.31 Backbone Route: Future Harbor 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Gaffey St 22nd St 36th St 0.90 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Gaffey St Anaheim St Channel St 1.99 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

Gaffey St Summerland Av Channel St 0.50 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Glendale Bl Riverside Dr 1st St 4.10 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Glendale Bl Glenfeliz Bl Hyperion Av 0.12 Backbone Route: Future Central/South 

Glendale Bl Hyperion Av Glendale Bl 0.15 Backbone Route: Future Central/South 

Glenoaks Bl Foothill Bl San Fernando City Limits 2.40 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Glenoaks Bl San Fernando City Limits Van Nuys Bl 1.08 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Glenoaks Bl Van Nuys Bl Cohasset St 6.14 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley m 
Grand Av Vista Del Mar Loma Vista St 0.39 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor s:: .....,, 

Griffith Park Bl Los Feliz Bl Lucile Av 1.74 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 
00 
en 
0 

Griffith Park Bl Los Feliz Bl Griffith Park Bl 0.01 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South ...... 

Griffith Park Bl Lucile Av Sunset Bl 0.15 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Hamilton Av Gaffey St Gaffey St 0.02 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Harbor Bl 1-110 Fwy N/B On-Ramp 22nd St 1.41 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

Harry Bridges Bl Figueroa St Alameda St 1.32 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Highland Av Cahuenga Bl Pico Bl 4.52 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Hollywood Bl Fairfax Av Hillhurst Av 4.50 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Honolulu Av La Tuna Canyon Rd City Limits 0.27 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Hope St Venice Bl Venice Bl 0.01 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

:::0 Hubbard St San Fernando Road Laurel Canyon Road 0.62 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Hubbard St 4th Street Gavina 2.79 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Huntington Dr Monterey Rd 450' e/o Westmont Dr 2.34 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Huntington Dr S Soto St Thelma Av 1.33 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hyperion Av Greensward Rd Fountain Av 1.61 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Imperial Hwy Vermont Av Mona Bl 3.56 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Imperial Hwy Aviation Bl 1-405 underpass 0.58 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Imperial Hwy Vista Del Mar Dockweiler State Beach Path 0.06 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Imperial Hwy Pershing Dr 2000' e/o Pershing Dr 0.37 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Imperial Hwy Vista Del Mar Pershing Dr 0.33 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central m 
Imperial Hwy 2000' E/O Pershing Dr Aviation Bl 2.53 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Jefferson Bl La Cienega Bl Central Av 6.84 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South en 
0 

Jenny Av Westchester Pkwy 96th St 0.27 Backbone Lane: Future West LA 
00 

John S Gibson Bl Channel St Figueroa St 1.38 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

La Brea Av Franklin Av Fountain Av 0.66 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

La Brea Av Romaine Street Adams Bl 4.01 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

La Brea Av Jefferson Bl Exposition Bl 0.06 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

La Brea Av Rodeo Road Stocker 1.73 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

La Cienega Bl Fairfax Av Jefferson Bl 0.19 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

La Tijera Bl Sepulveda Bl La Cienega Bl 2.14 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

La Tijera Bl 64th St 290' n/o 63rd St 0.11 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

:::0 La Tuna Canyon Rd Sunland Bl 3500' e/o Eiben Av 2.39 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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La Tuna Canyon Rd Glenoaks Bl Sunland Bl 0.25 Backbone Route: Existing Valley 

La Tuna Canyon Road Glenoaks Bl Sunland Bl 0.25 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

La Tuna Canyon Road 3500' E/O Eiben Av 140' w/o Lowell Av 3.36 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Lankershim Bl San Fernando Rd Cahuenga Bl 7.04 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Laurel Canyon Bl LA River Path Riverside Dr 0.80 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Laurel Canyon Bl Oxnard St Hamlin St 0.62 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Laurel Canyon Bl Peoria St Crestknoll Dr 5.59 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Laurel Canyon Bl Hamlin St Oxnard St 0.63 Backbone Route: Existing Valley 

Laurel Cyn Bl Riverside Dr Oxnard 1.50 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley m 
Laurel Cyn Bl Hamlin St Peoria St 2.60 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley s:: .....,, 

Leonora Dr Valley Circle Bl Ventura Bl 0.30 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 
00 
en 
0 

Lincoln Bl Commonwealth Av 430' n/o Bali Way 2.01 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central CD 

Lincoln Bl 260' S/O Fiji Way Jefferson Bl 0.53 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Lincoln Bl LMU Dr Sepulveda Bl 2.10 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Lincoln Bl Jefferson Bl LMU Dr 0.57 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

Long Beach Av Washington Slauson 2.15 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Lorena St Grande Vista Av Cesar E Chavez Av 1.89 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Lorena St Cesar E Chavez Av 5th St 0.62 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Lorena St 5th St Grande Vista Av 1.26 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Los Feliz Bl Western Av LA River 2.60 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

:::0 Main Connector Road Main St Valley Bl 0.12 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Main St Broadway Pl 
9th St {s/b)/Cesar E Chavez 

3.59 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 
{n/b) 

Main St N Valley Bl 120th St 12.16 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Major St Mesmer Av Centinela Av 0.10 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Manchester Av Van Ness Av Central Av 3.54 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Manchester Av Pershing Dr Lincoln Bl 1.41 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Manchester Av Sepulveda Bl S .06 mi e/o Osage Av 1.06 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Manchester Av Lincoln Bl Sepulveda Bl 1.32 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

Martin Luther King Jr Bl Rodeo Rd Marlton Av 1.05 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

Martin Luther King Jr Bl Marlton Av Main St 4.74 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South m s:: 
Mckinley Av Florence Av 111th Pl 2.73 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South .....,, 

00 
Mecca Av Reseda Bl Avenida Oriente 0.49 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley en ..... 

0 
Mesa St 22nd St 21st St {San Pedro) 0.06 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Miraleste Dr 989' N/O Village Way Ninth St 0.45 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

Mission Road Cesar E Chavez Av Soto St 2.54 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Monte Vista St Bundy Dr San Vicente Bl 1.12 Backbone Route: Future West/Central 

Monterey Road 360' E/O Lomitas Dr Pullman 1.01 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Monterey Road Pullman St Huntington Dr 1.17 Backbone Route: Future Central/South 

Motor Av National Culver City Limits 0.86 Backbone Lane: Future West LA 

Motor Av Monte Mar Dr Manning Av 0.94 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Motor Av Pico Bl Monte Mar Dr 0.52 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

:::0 
r Motor Av Manning Av National Bl 0.33 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 
0 
0 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Motor Av Venice Bl National Bl 0.72 Backbone Route: Existing West/Central 

Motor Av Manning Av Monte Mar Dr 0.93 Backbone Route: Existing West/Central 

Mulholland Dr Calabasas Rd 1000' w/o San Feliciano Dr 1.33 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Myra Av Fountain Av Santa Monica Bl 0.42 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

National Bl Motor Av Palms Bl 0.42 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

National Pl Malcolm Av Overland Av 0.17 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

National Pl Malcolm Av Overland Av 0.17 Backbone Route: Existing West/Central 

Nordhoff St 
Orange Line Extension Nordhoff 

Woodman Av 9.30 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 
Station 

Normandie Av Vermont Av Pacific Coast Hwy 0.35 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor m 
Normandie Av 182nd St 225th St 3.00 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Normandie Av Pacific Coast Hwy S Vermont Av 0.36 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor en ..... ..... 
Normandie Av Lomita Bl Pacific Coast Hwy 0.54 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

Olympic Bl Central Av Lorena St 2.42 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Oro Vista Av Big Tujunga Canyon Rd Apperson St 1.12 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Osborne St San Fernando Road Foothill Bl 1.67 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Overland Av National Bl Venice Bl 0.98 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Owensmouth Av Valerio St Erwin St 1.51 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Pacific Av Channel St 22nd St 2.14 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Pacific Av Front St Channel St 0.28 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Pacific Av (San Pedro) 22nd St Shepard St 1.19 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

:::0 Pacific Coast Hwy 31' W/O Western Av 290' e/o LA River 4.73 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Palos Verdes St (N/B) Crescent Av 16th St (San Pedro) 0.06 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Pasadena Av Figueroa St Av36 0.22 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Pasadena Av Av 26 North Broadway Rd 0.60 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Pasadena Av Av 36 Av26 0.82 Backbone Route: Future Central/South 

Paseo Del Mar Western Av Gaffey St 1.84 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

Paxton St Arleta Av Foothill Bl 2.81 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Penrose St Glenoaks Bl Sunland 0.11 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Pico Bl Gateway Bl La Cienega Bl 4.20 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Pico Bl Alvira St Hope St 6.48 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South m 
Pico Bl Stanford Av Central Av 0.29 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South s:: .....,, 

Platt Av Sherman Way Victory Bl 0.85 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 
00 
en ..... 

Polk St San Fernando Rd Egbert St 2.46 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 
.....,, 

Polk St Sunrise Ridge Rd San Fernando Rd 0.33 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Redondo Bl La Brea Av Jefferson Bl 2.28 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Redondo Bl Edgewood Pl Rodeo Rd 2.38 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Reseda Bl Rinaldi St San Fernando Mission 0.28 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Reseda Bl Valerio St Vanowen St 0.75 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Reseda Bl Parthenia St Roscoe Bl 0.51 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Reseda Bl Golf Course Rd Avenida Oriente 1.27 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Reseda Bl Mecca Av Vanowen St 1.78 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

:::0 Reseda Bl Valerio St Roscoe Bl 1.10 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Reseda Bl Parthenia St JNO San Fernando Mission Bl 3.10 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Rinaldi St Sierra Canyon De Soto Av 0.12 Backbone Route: Future Valley 

Rinaldi St De Soto Av Laurel Cyn Bl 7.92 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Rinaldi St Laurel Canyon Bl Amboy Av 0.15 Backbone Route: Existing Valley 

Riverside Dr Los Feliz Bl San Fernando Rd 3.71 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Riverside Dr Van Nuys Bl Tyrone Av 0.27 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Riverside Dr N Woodman Av Sunnyslope Av 0.25 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Riverside Dr Fulton Av Coldwater Canyon Av 0.50 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Riverside Dr Laurel Canyon Bl Tujunga Av 1.00 Backbone Lane: Future Valley m 
Riverside Dr Lankershim Bl Clybourn Av 1.02 Backbone Lane: Future Valley s:: .....,, 

Riverside Dr Tyrone Av Woodman Av 0.75 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 
00 
en ..... 

Riverside Dr Sunnyslope Av Fulton Av 0.25 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley w 

Riverside Dr Coldwater Canyon Av Laurel Cyn Bl 1.00 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Robertson Bl 250' s/o Beverly Bl 170' n/o Clifton Way 0.47 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Robertson Bl Gregory Way Robertson Pl 2.38 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Robertson Pl S Robertson Bl Exposition 0.06 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Rodeo Rd Redondo Bl Martin Luther King Jr Bl 0.43 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Roscoe Bl 535' W/O Topanga Canyon Bl Whitsett Av/Arleta Av 11.52 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Roscoe Bl Valley Circle Bl 535' w/o Topanga Cyn Bl 2.25 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Roscoe Bl Whitsett Av/Arleta Dr Lankershim Bl 1.01 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

:::0 Roscoe Bl Topanga Canyon Bl Canoga Av 0.48 Backbone Route: Existing Valley r 
0 
0 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Rossmore Av Arden Pl Melrose Av 0.03 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Rossmore Av Melrose Av Wilshire Bl 1.49 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Rowena Av Hyperion Av Glendale Bl 0.49 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Roxford St Telfair Av Foothill Bl 1.41 Backbone Route: Future Valley 

San Fernando Rd .03 mi s/o Rosslyn St (Glendale City N Broadway 2.80 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

San Fernando Rd N Figueroa St Bridge Pasadena Av 0.56 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

San Fernando Rd Northern City Limits Roxford St 2.84 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

San Vicente Bl Burton Way Pico Bl 2.77 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

San Vicente Bl Beverly Bl La Cienega Bl 0.36 Backbone Route: Future Central/South m 
San Vicente Bl Pico Bl Venice Bl 0.17 Backbone Route: Future Central/South s:: .....,, 

San Vicente Bl 26th St Bundy Dr 1.07 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 
00 
en ..... 

Santa Monica Bl 200' E/O La Brea Av Sunset Bl 3.65 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South ~ 

Santa Monica Bl Ohio Av Sepulveda Bl 1.09 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Santa Monica Bl 310' w/o Av of the Stars Moreno Dr 0.37 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Santa Monica Bl Sepulveda Bl 310' w/o Av of the Stars 1.72 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

Santa Susana Pass City Limits Topanga Canyon 2.07 Backbone Route: Future Valley 

Seaside Av Vincent Thomas Bridge 1000' e/o Navy Way 1.00 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Sepulveda Bl Rinaldi St 300' n/o Sherman Oaks Av 9.27 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Sepulveda Bl Skirball Center Dr 570' n/o Constitution Av 4.87 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Sepulveda Bl Ohio Av .17 mi n/o Ohio Av 0.17 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

:::0 Sepulveda Bl Santa Monica Bl Venice Bl 2.85 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central r 
0 
0 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Sepulveda Bl .04 mi n/o Green lawn Av Ballona Creek 0.21 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Sepulveda Bl Manchester Bl Imperial Hwy 2.00 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Sepulveda Bl 300' N/O Sherman Oaks Av Skirball Center Dr 2.63 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

Sepulveda Bl Ohio Av Santa Monica Bl 0.20 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

Sepulveda Bl Centinela Av Manchester Av 1.45 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

Sheldon St Glenoaks Bl Wentworth St 0.33 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Shepard St Gaffey St Pacific Av 0.28 Backbone Lane: Existing Harbor 

Sherman Way 420' W/O Topanga Cyn Bl Canoga Av 0.60 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Sherman Way Canoga Av Laurel Canyon Bl 11.49 Backbone Lane: Future Valley m 
Sherman Way Laurel Canyon Bl Clybourn Av 0.47 Backbone Lane: Future Valley s:: .....,, 

Sherman Wy Sherman Wy/Platt Av 420' w/o Topanga Cyn Bl 1.88 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 
00 
en ..... 

Sherman Wy Laurel Cyn Bl Vineland Av 1.51 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley en 

Sherman Wy Topanga Canyon Bl Canoga Av 0.51 Backbone Route: Existing Valley 

Silver Lake Bl Sunset Bl Glendale Bl 1.61 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

Silver lake Bl Sunset Bl Virgil Av 0.94 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Soto St Mission Rd 840' s/o Washington Bl 4.71 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Spring St Cesar E Chavez Av 9th St 1.44 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Spring St {S/B) 9th St Cesar E Chavez Av 1.28 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Stadium Way Riverside Dr Elysian Park Av 1.86 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Stonehurst Av Wentworth St Sunland Bl 1.12 Backbone Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 Summerland Av Western Av Gaffey St 0.97 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 
r 
0 
0 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Summerland Av Western Av Gaffey St 0.97 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Sunland Bl Foothill Bl Penrose 3.87 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Sunset Bl Fountain Av Douglas St 2.55 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

Sunset Bl Douglas St Figueroa St 0.89 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Sunset Bl Beverly Glen Bl Beverly Glen Bl 0.11 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Sunset Bl Fairfax Av Fountain Av 4.49 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Temple St Beverly Bl Virgil Av 0.08 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Temple St Virgil Av Beaudry Av 2.29 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Terra Bella St Nordhoff St San Fernando Rd 2.57 Backbone Route: Future Valley m 
Topanga Canyon 118 Frwy Mulholland Way 8.91 Backbone Lane: Future Valley s:: .....,, 

Topaz St Via Marina Via Marina 0.03 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 
00 
en ..... 

Tujunga Canyon Bl Foothill Bl La Tuna Canon Rd 0.97 Backbone Lane: Future Valley en 

Tuxford St Lankershim Bl Sunland Av 1.25 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Tuxford St Roscoe Bl Lankershim Bl 0.09 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Tyrone Av Moorpark St Ventura Bl 0.08 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Valley Bl Mission Rd City Limits 3.12 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Valley Circle Bl Roscoe Bl Av San Luis 4.98 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Van Nuys Nordhoff St Foothill 4.38 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Van Nuys Bl Nordhoff St 101 Fwy 5.43 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Venice Bl 
La Fayette Rd (W/B)/ Crenshaw 

Figueroa St 3.81 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 
Bl{E/Bl 

:::0 Venice Bl Crenshaw Bl Figueroa St 3.49 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Venice Bl Figueroa St Main St 0.50 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Venice Bl Ocean Front Walk Venice Wy 0.40 Backbone Route: Existing West/Central 

Venice Bl Venice Wy 
Crenshaw Bl {E/B}/La Fayette 

9.07 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 
Rd W B 

Ventura Bl Leonara Dr Cahuenga Bl 16.20 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Vermont Av 79th St 76th St 0.21 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Vermont Av Anaheim St Normandie Av 0.19 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Vermont Av Jefferson Bl 39th St 0.68 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

Vermont Av Los Feliz Bl .04 mi s/o Manchester Av 10.39 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Vermont Av 88th St 170th St 5.62 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South m 
Vermont Av Artesia Bl 190th St 0.97 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South s:: .....,, 

Vermont Av Knox Del Amo Bl 0.55 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 
00 
en ..... 

Vermont Av Normandie Av Anaheim St/Gaffey St 0.19 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor ...... 

Vermont Av Lomita Normandie 1.01 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Via Marina Marquesas Via Dolce 0.43 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Via Marina Ocean Front Walk 330' ne/o Via Donte 0.20 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Vicksburg 96th St Century Blvd 0.23 Backbone Lane: Future West LA 

Victory Bl Lankershim Bl Clybourn Av 1.61 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Victory Bl Valley Circle Bl Fallbrook Av 1.88 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Vincent Thomas Bridge SR-47 S Exit 1C Seaside Av 0.99 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Vine St Melrose Av Hollywood Bl 1.25 Backbone Route: Existing Central/South 

:::0 Vine St Yucca St Melrose Av 1.40 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 
r 
0 Virgil Av Sunset Bl Wilshire Bl 2.59 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 0 
I\.) 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Washington LA River Figueroa St 3.11 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Washington Bl Figueroa St Fairfax Av 5.86 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Washington Bl Mildred Av Walnut Av 0.55 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Washington Bl Pacific Av Mildred Av 0.75 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

Washington Pl Grand View Bl 25' w/o Albright Av 0.73 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Washington Pl Centinela Av Zanja St 0.33 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Wentworth St McBroom St Foothill Bl 1.27 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Wentworth St Sheldon St McBroom St 2.11 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

Wentworth St McBroom St Foothill Bl 1.27 Backbone Route: Existing Valley m 
Westchester Pkwy Sepulveda Westway Sepulveda Bl 0.11 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central s:: .....,, 

Westchester Pkwy Sepulveda Bl Airport Bl 0.64 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 
00 
en ..... 

Westchester Pkwy Pershing Dr Sepulveda Wwy 2.38 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 00 

Western Av 98th St Century Bl 0.11 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Western Av Capitol Hill Dr Summerland Av 0.50 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Western Av Santa Cruz Paseo Del Mar 2.36 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Western Av Paseo Del Mar 25th St (San Pedro) 0.54 Backbone Route: Existing Harbor 

Western Av Summerland Av W Santa Cruz St 0.17 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Western Av 182nd St 261st St 5.39 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Western Av Anaheim St Palos Verdes Dr 0.07 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Western Av Peninsula Verdes Dr Westmont Dr 0.91 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

:::0 Western Heritage Wy Zoo Dr (N Jog) Zoo Dr (S Jog) 0.24 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Westmont Dr Western Av Gaffey St 1.06 Backbone Lane: Future Harbor 

Westwood Bl Le Conte Av Wellworth Av 0.64 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Westwood Bl 350' N/O Santa Monica Bl National Bl 1.70 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

Westwood Bl Wellworth Av 350' n/o Santa Monica Bl 0.53 Backbone Lane: Existing West/Central 

Westwood Bl Malcolm Av Santa Monica Bl 1.76 Backbone Route: Existing West/Central 

Weyburn Av Veteran Av Gayley Av 0.17 Backbone Lane: Future West/Central 

White Oak Av Roscoe Bl Victory Bl 2.36 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

White Oak Av Oxnard St Ventura Bl 1.22 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

White Oak Av Rinaldi St San Fernando Mission 0.50 Backbone Lane: Future Valley m 
White Oak Av Victory Bl Oxnard St 0.45 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Whittier Bl LA River City Limits 2.29 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South en ..... 
Wilcox Av Franklin Av Cahuenga Bl 0.05 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

CD 

Wilshire Bl Veteran Av Beverly Hills City Limits 2.07 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Wilshire Bl Beverly Hills City Limits Alvarado St 5.61 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Wilshire Bl 
Centinela Av (Santa Monica City 

Federal Av 0.94 Backbone Lane: Future West LA 
Limit 

Wilton Dr Wilton Pl Wilton Pl 0.17 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Wilton Pl Franklin Av 10th St 3.63 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

Winnetka Av Devonshire St Nordhoff St 1.75 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Winnetka Av Gault St Ventura Bl 1.96 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

Winnetka Av Gault St Nordhoff St 2.25 Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

:::0 Woodman Av Chandler Bl Burbank Bl 0.26 Backbone Route: Existing Valley r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Street Name From 

Woodman Av Chatsworth St 

Woodman Av Burbank Bl 

Woodman Av Burbank Bl 

Woodman Av Van Owen St 

York Bl Eagle Rock Bl 

York Bl Av SS 

York Bl Figueroa St N 

Yucca St Cahuenga Bl 

Zoo Dr Forest lawn Dr 

Zoo Dr Western Heritage Wy (S Jog) 

San Vicente Bl Bundy Dr 

To 

Van Owen St 

Ventura Bl 

Vanowen St 

Plummer St 

Av SS 

Figueroa St N 

South Pasadena City Limits 

Vine St 

Western Heritage Wy 

Crystal Springs Dr 

Wilshire Bl 

CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 

Miles Network Status Area 

S.26 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

1.68 Backbone Lane: Future Valley 

1.SO Backbone Lane: Existing Valley 

3.60 Backbone Route: Existing Valley 

1.33 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South 

0.89 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

0.51 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

0.17 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 

1.93 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South m 
0.12 Backbone Lane: Existing Central/South s:: .....,, 

0.96 Backbone Lane: Future Central/South 
00 
en .....,, 
0 
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102nd St Broadway Avalon 0.76 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

103rd St Avalon Bl Weigand Av 1.79 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

107th St Broadway Mona Bl 1.59 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

10th Av 21st St Adams Bl 0.38 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

10th Av Mont Clair St 36th St 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

10th St San Pedro Central 0.54 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central 

111th Pl Hoover St Mckinley Av 1.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

118th Pl Broadway 118th Dr 1.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 
m 

11th Av 36th St Exposition Bl 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

11th Av Leimert Bl 46th St 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
00 
en .....,, 
....... 

11th St Main St San Pedro St 0.43 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central 

11th St St Andrews Pl Elden Av 1.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

11th St Elden Av Main St 1.66 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

12th St Rimpau Bl Queen Anne Pl 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

12th St Elden Av Union Av 0.73 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

12th St Berendo St Catalina St 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

135th St Vermont Av Hoover St 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

15th St Catalina St Berendo St 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 
17th St Westmoreland Av New England St 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 

0 
0 
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Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

17th St Weymouth Av Palos Verdes St 1.63 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

186th St Western Av Normandie Av 0.55 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

18th St Wilton Pl St Andrews Pl 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

18th St Robertson Bl Spalding Av 1.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

1st St Gardner Hudson Pl 1.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

1st St Orlando Fairfax Av 0.67 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

1st St Gaffey St Harbor Bl 0.72 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

1st St Harbor View Av Gaffey St 0.94 Neighborhood Route: Future Harbor m 
20th St New England St Hoover St 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
218th St Western Av Normandie Av 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor en .....,, 

.....,, 
21st St Redondo Bl Vineyard Av 0.76 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

21st St 10th Av Gramercy Pl 0.82 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

22nd St Western Av Budlong Av 0.70 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

22nd St Via Cabrillo Marina Miner St 0.42 Neighborhood Route: Future Harbor 

235th St Western Av President Av 0.10 Neighborhood Route: Future Harbor 

23rd St Vineyard Av West Bl 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

23rd St Patton Av Pacific Av 1.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

23rd St Hoover St Long Beach Av 2.71 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 240th St Western Av Frampton Av 0.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor r 
0 
0 
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Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

24th St Gramercy Pl Western Av 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

24th St Budlong Av Hoover St 0.72 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

253rd St Monterey Ct McCoy Av 1.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

262nd St President Av Anaheim St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

26th St Hamilton Av Pacific Av 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

27th St Barbara St (San Pedro) Walker Av 0.06 Neighborhood Lane: Future Harbor 

27th St Leland St Hamilton Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

29th Pl 4th Av Cimarron St 0.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
m 

29th St Vineyard Av Edgehill Dr 0.88 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 
00 

29th St Cimmaron St Hoover St 1.93 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en .....,, 
w 

29th St San Pedro St Griffith Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

2nd St Van Ness Av Norton Av 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

2nd St St Andrews Pl St Andrews Pl 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

2nd St Cummings St Indiana St 1.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

2nd St Loma Dr Lucas Av 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

30th St Vineyard Av 4th Av 1.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

30th St Orchard Av Mcclintock Av 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

30th St University Av San Pedro St 1.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 
r 30th St McClintock Av University Av 0.24 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 
0 
0 
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36th Pl Ruthelen St St Andrews Pl 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

36th Pl Budlong Av Catalina St 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

36th St 11th Av 10th Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

37th St Grand Av Broadway Pl 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

37th St Figueroa St Hope St 0.26 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

37th St Alma St Emily St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

39th St Buckingham Rd Menlo Av 2.92 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

39th St Buckingham Rd Vermont Av 2.84 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

m 
39th St Figueroa St Broadway Pl 0.37 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South s:: .....,, 
3rd St Doheny (West Hollywood Border) San Vicente 0.69 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 00 

en .....,, 
3rd St Larchmont Bl Lucerne Bl 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South ~ 

3rd St June St June St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

3rd St Willaman Dr Hamel Rd 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

42nd Pl Western Av Normandie Av 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

42nd St Stocker Pz Broadway 2.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

43rd St Crenshaw Bl 11th Av 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

46th St 11th Av 8th Av 0.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

47th St Figueroa St Honduras St 2.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 48th St Crenshaw Bl Figueroa St 2.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 
0 
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4th Av 30th St 29th Pl 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th Av 9th St Pico Bl 0.63 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th Av Exposition Bl Rodeo Dr 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th Av Roxton Av Southwest Dr 2.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th Av Southwest Dr Florence Av 0.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th Av Pico Bl Venice Bl 0.26 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

4th Pl 4th St Santa Fe Av 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th St Hauser Bl Hoover St 3.83 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
4th St Stanford Av Central Av 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
4th St Evergreen Av Euclid Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en .....,, 

en 
4th St Lorena St Estudillo Av 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th St Santa Fe Av 4th Pl 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th St Union Av Loma Dr 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

4th St La Brea Av Hoover St 3.47 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

50th Pl Gramercy Pl Hoover St 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

51st St Hoover St Long Beach Av 3.79 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

51st St Hoover St Long Beach Av 2.51 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

52nd St Victoria Av Gramercy Pl 1.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 59th Pl Hoover St Avalon 1.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 
0 
0 
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60th Pl Western Av Vermont Av 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

60th St Overhill Dr Central Av 3.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

61st St Harvard Bl Denker Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

62nd St Harvard Bl Denker Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

62nd St Van Ness Av Gramercy Pl 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

66th St Estrella Av Figueroa St 0.38 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

66th St Estrella Av Figueroa St 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

67th St West Bl Broadway 1.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
67th St West Bl Broadway 1.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

s:: .....,, 
00 

67th St West Bl Broadway 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en .....,, 
en 

68th St Menlo Av Estrella Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

6th Av Pico Bl 21st St 0.66 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

6th Av 21st St Adams Bl 0.37 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

6th St Estudillo Av Esperanza St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

6th St St Louis St Mott St 0.47 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

6th St San Vicente Bl Martel Av 1.58 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

6th St Virgil Av Lucas Av 1.50 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

6th St Cochran Av La Brea Av 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 
r 74th St La Tijera Bl Osage Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
0 
0 
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76th St Sepulveda Bl Airport Bl 0.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

77th St McConnell Av Sepulveda Bl 1.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

77th St Osage Av Benjamin Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

79th St Van Ness Av Budlong Av 1.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

79th St Guiana Av Berger Av 0.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

7th Av Adams Bl Mont Clair St 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

7th Av Mont Clair St Rodeo Dr 0.73 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

7th Av Rose Av California Av 0.55 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central m 
7th St St Andrews Pl Mariposa Av 0.71 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

s:: .....,, 
00 

7th St Catalina St Rampart Bl 0.71 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South en .....,, 
...... 

80th St Loyola Bl McConnell Av 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

82nd St Hoover St 83rd St 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

83rd St City Limits Budlong Av 1.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

83rd St Budlong Av Hoover St 0.51 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

83rd St Figueroa St Central Av 1.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

83rd St Billowvista Av La Tijera Bl 3.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

88th Pl Broadway Mckinley Av 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

88th St Vermont Av Broadway 0.58 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 
r 89th St Gramercy Pl Ruthelen St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
0 
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89th St Gramercy Pl Gramercy Pl 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

8th Av 46th St Slauson Av 1.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

8th Av Slauson Av 79th St 0.88 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

8th St Fairfax Av Muirfield Rd 2.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

8th St Lucerne Bl Windsor Bl 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

8th St Mariposa Av New Hampshire Av 0.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

8th St Boyle Av Olympic Bl 1.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

8th St Boyle Av Olympic Bl 1.43 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

m 
8th St Muirfield Rd Lucerne Bl 0.28 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South s:: .....,, 

8th St Windsor Bl St Andrews Pl 0.67 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 
00 
en .....,, 

90th St Vermont Av Broadway 0.72 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 00 

92nd St Gramercy Pl Normandie Av 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

92nd St Baring Cross St S Broadway 0.64 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

92nd St Firth Bl/Compton Av Miner St 0.75 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

94th St Vermont Av Baring Cross St 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

95th St Clovis Av Central Av 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

96th St Sepulveda Bl Airport Bl 0.60 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

97th St Bandera St Wilmington Av 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 9th St Lucerne Bl Lucerne Bl 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

I\.) Page 34 of 91 

<O 
..j:::.. 



City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

9th St Keniston Av Rimpau Bl 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

9th St 4th Av Western Av 0.49 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

9th St (San Pedro} Miraleste Dr Gaffey St 1.46 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Harbor 

Abbot Kinney Bl Main St Washington Bl 1.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Academy Road Morton Pl Stadium Way 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Addison St Lemona Av Tyrone Av 0.89 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Addison St Hazeltine Av Coldwater Canyon Av 1.49 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Addison St Riverton Av Arcola Av 0.63 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
m 

Addison St Whitsett Av Westpark Dr 1.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 
00 

Adlon Road Empress Av Hayvenhurst Av 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en .....,, 
CD 

Airdrome St Rexford Dr Venice Bl 1.96 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Airport Bl 76th St La Tijera Bl 0.55 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Alcazar St Soto St Murchison St 0.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Alcott St Glenville Dr Beverly Dr 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Alcove Av Addison St 180' n/o Addison St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Aldama St 281' ne/o Milwaukee Av York Bl 0.18 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Alden Dr West Hollywood City limits/Oakhu San Vicente 0.68 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Alexandria Av Romaine St Lily Crest Av 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Alla Road Bonaparte Av Panama St 0.16 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central r 
0 
0 
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Allesandro St Riverside Dr Rosebud Av 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Allesandro St Rosebud Av Duane St 0.73 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Allesandro St Berkeley Av Montana Av 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Alma St 17th St 37th St 1.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Alma St 40' N/O 30th St 30th St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Almont Dr City Limits Alden Dr 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Alpine St Broadway Main St 0.19 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Alta Vista Bl First St Third St 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
m 

Alumni Av Eagle Rock Bl Campus Rd 0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 
00 

Alumni Av Eagle Rock Bl Campus Dr 0.40 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South en 
w 

Alvarado St Duane St Berkeley Av 0.43 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 

Alvarado St Kent St Kent St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Amherst Av Goshen Av Texas Av 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Andasol Av Sherman Wy Enadia Wy 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Ann St N Spring St N Main St 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Apperson St Sherman Grove Av Haines Canyon Av 2.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Argyle Av Dix St Selma Av 0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Arizona Av City Limits 77th St 0.65 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 Armstrong Av West Silver lake Dr Silver lake Bl 0.52 Neighborhood lane: Future Central/South r 
0 
0 
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Artisans Way E Waterfront Dr W Bluff Creek Dr 0.10 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Astoria St Au Its Av Simshaw Av 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Astoria St San Fernando Rd Eldrigde Av 2.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Atwater Av Glendale Bl Fletcher Dr 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Au Its Av Egbert St Astoria St 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Av 19 San Fernando Barranca 1.00 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central 

Av 19 Barranca St North Main St 0.68 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av28 Pepper Av Figueroa St 0.48 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

m 
Av33 Lacy St Humboldt St 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 
Av43 Figueroa St Griffin Av 0.31 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 00 

en 
Av43 Figueroa St Griffin Av 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

w 
....... 

Av49 Oak Terrace Dr 80' ne/o Pasadena Frwy 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av 50 Monte Vista St Irvington Pl 0.65 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

Av 50 Irvington Pl Stratford Rd 0.55 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Av 50 Stratford Rd Irvington Pl 0.55 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av 50 Monte Vista St Figueroa St 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av 50 Oak Terrace Dr Pasadena Frwy 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av 51 Hill Dr Townsend Av 0.51 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av 52 Glen Ellen Pl Pasadena Frwy Exit 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Av 54 Meridian St Glen Ellen Pl 1.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 
0 
0 
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Av 59 Pasadena Frwy Via Marisol 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av60 Figueroa St Hill Dr 0.84 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Av61 Aldama St Figueroa St 0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av63 Repton St Meridian St 0.09 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Av63 Meridian St Repton St 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Av66 York Bl Repton St 0.35 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Av66 Repton St York Bl 0.35 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Av San Luis Mulholland Dr Topanga Canyon Bl 1.94 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley m 
Avalon Bl 54th St 54th St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Avalon Bl 59th Pl 60th St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 
w .....,, 

Avalon Bl L St 246th St 1.11 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

Avalon Bl Carson City Limits 246th St 0.15 Neighborhood Lane: Future Harbor 

Avalon Bl L St Harry Bridges Bl 1.07 Neighborhood Lane: Future Harbor 

Avenida Hacienda Wells Dr Tarzana Dr 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Ayres Av Military Av Veteran Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Baden Av Plummer St Valley Circle Bl 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Bagley Av Cattaragus Av Exposition Bl 0.55 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Bakman Av Collins St Burbank Bl 0.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 
Balboa Av Rancho St Ventura Bl 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley r 

0 
0 
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Bandera St Southern Av 97th St 0.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Banning Bl M St L St 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Banning Bl Opp St Opp St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Barbara St 27th St Hamilton Av 0.08 Neighborhood Lane: Future Harbor 

Barbara St 31st St Paseo Del Mar 0.45 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Baring Cross St 92nd St 94th St 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Barrington Av National Bl Navy St 0.14 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Barrington Av Pearl St Gateway Bl 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

m 
Barrington Av Navy St Federal Av 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central s:: .....,, 

Barrington Av Federal Av/Indianapolis St Ohio Av 2.22 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 
00 
en 
w 

Beachwood Dr Griffith Park Scenic Av 1.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South w 

Beacon Av 7th St 11th St 0.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Beatrice St Westlawn Av City Limits 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Beaudry Av Sunset Bl College St 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Beck Av Hart St Erwin St 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Bedford St Gregory Way Whitworth Dr 0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Beethoven St Palms Bl City Limits 0.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Beethoven St City Limits Panama St 0.94 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 Bell Cyn Bl Ventura County Line Valley Circle Bl 0.81 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 
r 
0 
0 
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Bellagio Road Chalan Road Bellagio Way 0.66 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Bellagio Road Copa De Oro Road Stone Canyon Road 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Bellagio Way Bellagio Rd Sunset Bl 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Bellaire Av Coldwater Canyon Av Huston St 4.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Bellevue Av Hoover St Coronado Terr 0.89 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bellevue Av Waterloo St Rosemont Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bellevue Av Bonnie Brae St Glendale Av 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bellevue Av Marlon Av Sunset Bl 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Bellevue Av Echo Park Av E Kensington Rd 0.49 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Belmont Av Bellevue Av 200' s/o Bellevue Av 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 

w 
~ 

Beloit Av La Grange Av Olympic Bl 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Benedict Canyon Dr City Limits Philbert Dr 0.96 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Berendo St San Marino St 12th St 0.37 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Berendo St 15th St Venice Bl 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bergamo Dr Noeline Av Clear Valley Dr 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Berkeley Av Allesandro St Lake Shore Av 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Berkeley Dr Oxford Av Thatcher Av 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Beverly Dr Alcott St Monte Mar Dr 0.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 
r Beverlywood St McConnell Dr Castle Heights Av 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
0 
0 
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Beverwil Dr Cashio St Horner St 0.08 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Beverwil Dr Beverly Hills City Limits Cashio St 0.32 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Beverwil Dr Horner St Castle Heights Av 0.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Beverwil Dr Castle Heights Av Kincardine Av 0.74 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Blinn Av 100' S/O East Lomita Bl Opp St 1.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Bluff Creek Dr Lincoln Bl Dawn Creek 0.59 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Bluff Creek Dr Dawn Creek Centinela Av 1.37 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Bluff Creek Dr Dawn Creek Centinela Av 1.37 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Bluff Trail Road Coastal View Dr Lincoln Bl 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central m s:: 
West/Central 

.....,, 
Bonaparte Av Alla Rd McConnell Av 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street 00 

en 
Bonner Av Burbank Av Cumpston St 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

w 
en 

Bonnie Brae St Sunset Bl Kent St 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bonnie Brae St Kent St Bellevue Av 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bonnie Brae St Bellevue Av 11th St 1.76 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Boulder St Soto St Sloat St 0.49 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Boyle Av Pleasant Av First St 0.09 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Boyle Av First St Whittier Bl 0.80 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Braddock Dr Culver Bl City Limits 1.44 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Bradford Pl Cascade Canyon Dr Signature Dr 1.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
:::0 
r 
0 Branden St Lobdell Pl Effie St 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
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Breed St Sheridan St Inez St 1.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bringham Av Montana Av San Vicente Bl 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Bronson Av Rosewood Av Elmwood Av 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bronson Av Carlos Av 166' n/o 101 Fwy 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bronson Av Lexington Av Lexington Av 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bronson Av Country Club Dr Country Club Dr 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Bronson Av La Mirada Av Fountain Av 0.05 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Bronson Av Fountain Av La Mirada Av 0.05 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

m 
Brunswick Av Goodwin Av Glendale Bl 1.43 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Bryant St Variel Av Independence Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 

w 
Buckingham Road Adams Bl Santa Rosalia Dr 1.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

en 

Budlong Av Washington Bl 36th Pl 1.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Budlong Av Exposition Bl 47th St 1.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Budlong Av 48th St 67th St 1.45 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Budlong Av 67th St 76th St 0.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Budlong Av 79th St 195' s/o Manchester Av 0.54 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Burbank Ventura Balboa 2.42 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Burbank Bl Tujunga Av Vineland Av 0.50 Neighborhood Route: Future Valley 

:::0 Burbank Bl Valerie Av Platt Av/Burbank Bl 0.82 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 
r 
0 
0 
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Burkshire Av Radio Dr National Bl 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

C St Figueroa St Eubank Av 1.42 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Cabrillo Av Sepulveda St 26th St 1.72 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Cadillac Av Robertson Bl La Cienega Bl 0.63 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Cahuenga Cole Yucca 0.56 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Calabasas Road Valley Circle Bl El Canon Av 0.14 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Caldus Av Valerio St Encino Av 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

California Av 7th Av Oakwood Av 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

m 
Campus Rd Alumni Av Stratford Rd 0.30 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South s:: .....,, 
Campus Road Escarpa Dr/Campus Rd York Bl 0.95 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 00 

en 
w 

Capistrano Av Miranda St Clarendon St 0.42 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley ...... 

Capistrano Av Miranda St Hatteras Av 0.06 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Capistrano Way Wilshire Bl Warner Dr 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Capitol Dr Palos Verdes City limits Gaffey St 1.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Cardiff Av Airdrome St Monte Mar Dr 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Carlos Av Vista Del Mar Av Gower St 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Carlos Av Gower St Bronson Av 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Carrillo Dr San Vicente Bl Olympic Bl 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Cascade Canyon Dr Sesnon Bl Bradford Pl 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
r 
0 
0 
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Cashio St Roxbury Dr Crescent Heights Bl 1.67 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Castle Heights Av Kincardine Av National Bl 0.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Castle Heights Av Beverwil Dr Cattaraugus Av 0.65 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Catalina St 4th St 4th St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Catalina St 7th St San Marino St 0.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Catalina St 12th St 15th St 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Catalina St 36th Pl Exposition Bl 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Catalina St Venice Bl Washington Bl 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Cattaraugus Av Castle Heights Av City Limits 1.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Cedros Av Plummer St Chase St 1.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 
w 
00 

Cedros Av Kittridge St 140' n/o 101 Frwy 2.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Centinela Av 126' S/O Washinton Bl Ballona Creek 0.96 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Centinela Av Inglewood Bl Arizona Pl 0.56 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Cerro Gordo St Echo Park Av Lake Shore Av 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Chalan Road Roscomare Rd Bellagio Rd 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Channel Rd/Entrada Dr Pacific Coast Highway 152' nw/o Adelaide Dr 0.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West LA 

Charnock Road Military Av Military Av 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Charnock Road Kelton Av Midvale 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 
r Chase St Sale Av Remmet Av 1.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Chase St International Av Louise Av 5.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Chase St Havenhurst Av Sandusky Av 4.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Chatsworth St Corbin Av Arleta Av 6.62 Neighborhood Route: Future Valley 

Chelsea St Soto St Murchison St 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Cherokee Av Sunset Bl De Longpre Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Chick Hearn Ct 11th St 11th St 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Church Lane Sepulveda Bl Waterford St 1.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Cimarron St Adams Bl Jefferson Bl 0.49 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
m 

Cimarron St 67th St 67th St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 
00 

Cimarron St Van Ness Av 96th St 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 
w 
CD 

Claire Av Mayall St Mayall St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Clarendon St Sale Av Capistrano Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Clear Valley Dr Bergamo Dr High Valley Rd 0.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Cleland Av Division St El Paso Dr 0.74 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Cloverdale Av Hahn State Rec Area Entrance Sanchez Dr 0.57 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Clovis Av 95th St Colden Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Club Dr Forrester Dr McConnell Pl 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Club View Dr Comstock Av Santa Monica Bl 0.59 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 
r Clybourn Av .39 miles n/o Stonehurst Av Stonehurst Av 0.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Clybourn Av Stonehurst Av .32 mi s/o Stonehurst Av 0.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Clybourn Av Victory Bl Magnolia Bl 1.37 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Clybourn Av Forman Av Huston St 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Clyde Av Rodeo Rd Coliseum St 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Coastal View Dr Shore Cliff Dr Bluff Trail Rd 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Cochran Av 3rd St Pickford St 1.79 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Colden Av Vermont Av Broadway 0.76 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Colden Av Broadway Clovis Av 1.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Coldwater Canyon Av Willard St Bellaire Av 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Coldwater Canyon Av Maxwell Fire Rd Mulholland Dr 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 
~ 
0 

Cole Melrose De Longpre Av 0.88 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Colfax Av Victory Bl Chandler Bl 1.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Colfax Av Chandler Bl Acama St 1.58 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Colgate Orlando La Jolla 0.37 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Colgate Av La Jolla Av Ogden Dr 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Coliseum St Genesee Av Clyde Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Coliseum St Clyde Av Santa Rosalia Dr 1.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Coliseum St Santa Rosalia Dr Rodeo Dr 1.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 
College St Beaudry Av Figueroa Ter 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 

0 
0 
I\.) 
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College St Broadway Main St 0.19 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Collis Av South Pasadena Huntington Dr 1.20 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Commodore Sloat Dr Hayes Dr Carrillo Dr 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Commonwealth Av 4th St 6th St 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Commonwealth Av Los Feliz Bl Price St 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Commonwealth Av Council St 4th St 0.58 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Compton Av Century Bl 103rd St 0.17 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Comstock Av Hilgard Av Club View Dr 1.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

m 
Copa De Oro Road Sunset Bl Bellagio Road 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central s:: .....,, 
Corbin Av Runnymede St Valerio St 0.08 Neighborhood Route: Future Valley 00 

en 
~ 

Corbin Av Rinaldi St Devonshire St 1.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley ....... 

Corbin Av Mason Av Rinaldi St 1.37 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Corinth Av Tennessee Av Pico Bl 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Cornwell St Zonal Av Charlotte St 0.13 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Coronado St Montana St Plata St 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Cotner Av La Grange Av Olympic Bl 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Cotner Av Olympic Bl Tennessee Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Council St Commonwealth Av Hoover St 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Council St Hoover St Robinson St 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

r 
0 Country Club Dr Lucerne Bl Bronson Av 0.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 
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Country Club Dr Bronson Av Manhattan Pl 0.79 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Court St East Edgeware Road Toluca St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Creed Av 43rd St Martin Luther King Jr Bl 0.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Crescent Heights Bl Olympic Bl 18th St 1.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Croft Av City Limits Willoughby Av 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Culver Bl McConnell Av Braddock Dr 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Culver Bl Trolleyway Pershing Dr 0.41 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Culver Bl Pacific Av Nicholson St 0.41 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central m 
Cumpston St Riverton Av Denny Av 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 

00 
Cumpston St Tujunga Av Vineland Av 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 

~ .....,, 
Curson Av 8th St Pickford St 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Curson Av Pickford St Airdrome St 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Darwin Av 5 N Exit Thomas St 0.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Davana Ter Hazeltine Av Murietta Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Day St Haines Canyon Av Haines Canyon Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

De Longpre Av Cherokee Av Las Palmas Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

De Longpre Av El Centro Av Gower St 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Degnan Bl Exposition Bl 43rd St 1.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 
r Del Valle Dr McCarthy Vista Fairfax Av 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Dell Av Mildred Av Washington Bl 0.49 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Denker Av 39th St Century Bl 6.77 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Denny Av Cumpston St Chandler Bl 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Densmore Av Valley Vista Bl Woodvale Rd 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Dewey St 23rd {City limit) Walgrove Av 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Dickens St Libbit Av Woodley Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Division St Cypress Av Cleland Av 1.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Dix St Vista Del Mar Av Argyle Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Dockweiler St Rimpau Bl West Bl 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Don Lorenzo Dr La Brea Av Don Miguel Dr 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 
~ 
w 

Don Miguel Dr Don Lorenzo Dr Stocker St 0.70 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Douglas St Elysian Park Dr East Kensington Road 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Dronfield Av Foothill Bl City Limits 1.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Dronfield Av City Limits Pierce St 1.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Dronfield Av Pierce St Terra Bella St 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Duane St Allesandro St Alvarado St 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Dumetz Road San Feliciano Dr Wells Dr 1.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Dunbarton Av Altamor Dr 77th St 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 
r Eagle Rock Bl Hill Dr Colorado Bl 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 
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Eagle Vista Dr Colorado Figueroa 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

East Edgewa re Road Bellevue Av Court St 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

East Kensington Road Douglas St Marlon Av 0.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Eastborne Av Warnall Av Club View Dr 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Eccles St Fallbrook Av Sale St 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Echandia St Prospect Park Pleasant Av 0.64 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Echo Park Av Cerro Gordo St Bellevue Av 1.76 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Edgehill Dr Adams Bl 29th St 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Edgemont St Los Feliz Bl Lily Crest Av 1.54 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Edgemont St Lily Crest Av Melrose Av 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 

~ 
~ 

Edgewood Pl Redondo Bl Lucerne Bl 0.96 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Edgewood Pl 
Curson Av & Alley behind 

Edgewood Pl 
Cochran Av 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Edinburgh Av 
West Hollywood border n/o 

Colgate Av 1.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
Romaine 

Effie St Commonwealth Av Talmadge St 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Effie St Branden St Lake Shore Av 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Egbert St Polk St Au Its Av 0.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

El Centro Av Selma Av De Longpre Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

El Oro Way Signature Dr Midwood 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 
r El Paso Dr Cleland Av Av 50 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Elanita Dr 19th St Patton Av 0.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Elden Av 11th St 12th St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Eldridge Av Sayre St Hubbard St 0.27 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Eldridge Av Olive View Dr Sayre St 0.74 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Eldridge Av Hubbard St Maclay St 0.74 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Eldridge Av Terra Bella St Osborne Pl 0.57 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Ellenwood Dr York Bl Hill Dr 1.43 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Elmwood Av Bronson Av Western Av 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Emerson Av 77th St Westchester Pkwy 1.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central s:: .....,, 

00 
Emily St 37th St Paseo Del Mar 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor en 

~ 
en 

Empress Av Mooncrest Dr Adlon Rd 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Enadia Way Encino Av Andasol Av 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Encino Av Chase St Sherman Wy 1.54 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Encino Av Enadia Way Victory Bl 0.92 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Erwin St Ranchito Av Ethel Av 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Erwin St Colfax Av Fair Av 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Esperanza St 6th St 8th St 0.72 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Estrella Av 66th St 68th St 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 
r Estudillo Av Lanfranco St 6th St 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Estudillo Av Lanfranco St 4th St 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Ethel Av Erwin St Chandler Bl 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Etiwanda Av Chase St 340' n/o Victory Bl 2.56 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Etiwanda Av Victory Bl Topham St 0.41 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Eubank Av QSt Alameda St 1.59 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Euclid Av 4th St 8th St 0.97 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Evergreen Av 120' S/O 10 Frwy Lafranca St 1.51 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Fair Av Vanowen St Kittridge St 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley m 
Fair Av Kittridge St Burbank Bl 1.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Fair Av Cumpston St Chandler Bl 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 
~ 
en 

Fairfax-Hauser Power Line ROW Adams Bl La Brea Av 1.72 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Fallbrook Av Chatsworth Reservoir Nature Prese Roscoe Bl 0.51 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Farralone Av Nordhoff St Gault St 2.58 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Farralone Av Oxnard St Miranda St 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Federal Av Wilshire Bl Ohio Av 0.44 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Federal Av Ohio Av Tennessee Av 0.99 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Federal Av Wilshire Bl Ohio Av 0.44 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Fenwick St Sherman Grove Av Sherman Grove Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 
Fern Dell Dr Maco Ln Los Feliz Bl 0.53 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 

0 
0 
I\.) 
.....i.. 
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Ferndale St Harcourt Av Palm Grove Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Figueroa St 82nd St 83rd St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Figueroa St 42nd St 42nd St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Figueroa St 47th St 48th St 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Figueroa St 66th St 67th St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Figueroa St N Av 19 San Fernando Railway 0.05 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Finley Av Edgemont St Talmadge St 0.76 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Fiume Wk Sherman Oaks Av Sepulveda Bl 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley m 
Folsom Av Sloat St LA City Border 0.44 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Forest Av Cesar Chavez Av Wabash Av 0.50 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South en 

~ 

Forman Av Huston St Valley Spring Ln 0.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
...... 

Formosa Av West Hollywood City Limit (at Rom Rosewood Av 0.60 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Forrester Dr Motor Av Club Dr 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Fountain Av Myra Av Griffith Park Bl 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Fountain Av La Brea Av Bronson Av 1.50 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Fountain Av Van Ness Av Sunset Bl 1.81 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Fountain Av Fairfax Av Bronson Av 2.50 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Fountain Av Van Ness Av Hoover St 1.82 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

:::0 Frampton Av 240th St Lomita Av 0.64 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

r 
0 Francisco St Western Av Normandie Av 0.58 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 
0 
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....lo. 

c..v Page 53 of 91 
....lo. 

c..v 



City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Franklin Av Highland Av Vermont Av 2.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Franklin Canyon Dr Mulholland Dr Franklin Canyon Park 1.91 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Fries Av L St L St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Frigate Av G St G St 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Fryman Rd Laurel Canyon Bl Maxwell Fire Rd 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Fullerfarm St Zelzah Av White Oak Av 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

G St Figueroa St Alameda St 1.92 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Gage Av Gramercy Pl Gramercy Pl 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Gardner St Franklin Av Fountain Av 0.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Garthwaite Av 11th Av Stocker Pl 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 
~ 
00 

Gateway Bl Pico Bl Granville Av 0.54 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Gault St Farra lone Av Glade Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Gavina Av Hubbard Pacoima Wash Path 0.48 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Gayley Av Strathmore Dr Le Conte Av 0.37 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Gayley Av Weyburn Av Wilshire Bl 0.29 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Gayley Av Le Conte Av Weyburn Av 0.12 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Gayley Av Le Conte Av Veteran Av 0.77 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Glade Av Gault St Kittridge St 0.53 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 Gladstone Av Polk St Maclay St 1.68 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Glenbarr Av Lorenzo Pl Motor Av 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Glencoe Av City Limits Alla Rd 0.99 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Glendon Av Lind brook Dr Wellworth Av 0.42 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Glenville Dr Whitworth Dr Alcott St 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Gless St First St Fourth St 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Goshen Av Gretna Green Way Amherst Av 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Gower St Scenic Av Primrose Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Gower St Carlos Av Carlos Av 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Gower St De Longpre Av Melrose Av 0.88 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Gramercy Pl 18th St Adams Bl 0.63 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 

~ 
CD 

Gramercy Pl Jefferson Bl 54th St 2.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Gramercy Pl 54th St Slauson Av 0.28 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Gramercy Pl 62nd St Gage Av 1.53 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Gramercy Pl Ruthelen St 89th St 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Gramercy Pl Gage Av Ruthelen St 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Gramercy Pl 89th St 96th St 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Grand Av Washington Bl 110 Fwy 1.52 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Grand Av 170' N/O Oliver St 24th St 1.72 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

:::0 
Grand Bl Main St Venice Bl 0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central r 

0 
0 
I\.) 
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Grand View Bl Venice Bl Washington Pl 0.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Grand View Bl Palms Bl Venice Bl 0.56 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Granville Av Gateway Bl Radio Dr 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Greenleaf St Saugus Av Hazeltine Av 1.56 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Gregory Way City Limits Schumacher Dr 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Gregory Way Bedford St Le Doux Rd 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Gretna Green Way Montana Av Goshen Av 0.44 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Griffin Av Av43 Mission Rd 2.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Griffin Av Mission Rd Av43 2.21 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South s:: .....,, 

Griffith Av 14th St Martin Luther King Jr Bl 1.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
00 
en 
en 

Guiana Av 83rd St 79th St 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
0 

Hahn State Rec Area Entrance Hahn State Rec Area Entrance Cloverdale Av 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Haines Canyon Av Apperson St Day St 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Haines Canyon Av Day St Tujunga Canyon Bl 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Hamilton Av 27th St 26th St 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Hammack St Randall St Inglewood Bl 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Harborgate Way 190th St Francisco St 0.58 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Harcourt Av 21st St Hickory St 0.51 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 
Harcourt Av Hickory St Westhaven St 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 

0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

c..v Page 56 of 91 

....lo. 

Q') 



City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Harcourt Av Jefferson Bl Exposition Bl 0.07 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Hart St Mason Av Balboa Bl 4.49 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Hart St Hazeltine Av Varna Av 0.81 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Hart St 350' W/O laurelgrove Av Farmdale Av 1.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Harvard Bl 4th St 11th St 1.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Harvard Bl Franklin Av Hollywood Bl 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Harvard Bl 61st St 62nd St 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hatteras St Platt Av Capistrano Av 1.52 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

m 
Hauser Bl 6th St Jefferson Bl 2.81 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 
Hauser Bl 3rd St 6th St 0.40 Neighborhood lane: Future Central/South 00 

en 
en 

Hawthorn Av La Brea Av Highland Av 0.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South ....... 

Hawthorn Av Curson Av La Brea Av 0.59 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hayes Dr Schumacher Dr Commodore Sloat Dr 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Haynes St Encino Av Aldea Av 0.38 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Hayvenhurst Av Burbank Bl Libbit Av 0.92 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Hayvenhurst Av Adlon Rd Libbit Av 0.59 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Hayvenhurst Av Ventura Bl Burbank Bl 0.65 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Hazeltine Av Valerio St Davana Terrace 3.82 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 Hazeltine Av Ventura Bl Davana Ter 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

r 
0 
0 
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Heliotrope Dr Santa Monica Bl Beverly Bl 1.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Herrick Av McQueen St 177ft s/o Hubbard St 2.70 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Herrick Av Brownell St Pierce St 1.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Hickory St Harcourt Av Vineyard Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

High Valley Pl High Valley Rd Woodvale Rd 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

High Valley Road Clear Valley Dr High Valley Pl 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Highlander Rd Elmsbury Ln Platt Av 1.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Hilgard Av Sunset Bl Le Conte Av 1.07 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central m 
Hill Dr Eagle Vista Dr .33 mi e/o Eagle Vista Dr 0.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Hill Dr Av 60 City Limits 0.02 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South en 

en 
Hill St 4th 23rd 1.85 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central 

.....,, 

Hillhurst Av Vermont Av Los Feliz Bl 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hillhurst Av Finley Av Sunset Bl 0.64 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Hillsboro Av Monte Mar Dr Robertson Bl 0.53 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Hindry Av Benjamin Av City Limits 0.37 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Hobart Bl Hollywood Bl Fountain Av 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hollenbeck Dr Boyle Av Inez St 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Homeland Dr 170' sw/o Crenshaw Bl Crenshaw Bl 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Honduras St Vernon Av 47th St 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
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Hooper Av Slst St Slst St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hoover St Santa Monica Bl Temple St 0.98 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hoover St Martin Luther King Jr Bl 98th St 4.41 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hoover St Venice Bl Jefferson Bl 1.39 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

Hoover St 120th St 98th St 1.61 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

Hoover St 98th St MLK Jr Bl 4.40 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Hoover St 7th St Venice Bl 1.11 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Hoover St Santa Monica Bl Myra Av 0.01 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Hoover St 120th St Rosecrans Av 1.51 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 
m s:: 

320' NE/O 6th St Central/South 
.....,, 

Hope St Pico Bl 0.93 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street 00 
en 

Hughes Av National Bl Washington Bl 0.60 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
en 
w 

Humboldt St Av 33 Av 19 0.72 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Huston St Forman Av Clybourn Av 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Hyde Park Bl West Bl 60th St 1.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Hyperion Av Tracy St Tracy St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Idaho Av Wellesley Av Federal Av 0.71 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

lgnatian Cir Leavey Rd Loyola Bl 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Independence Av 430' N/O Knapp St Bryant St 1.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 Inez St Chicago St Breed St 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

r 
0 
0 
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Inglewood Bl National Bl Palms Bl 0.70 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Inglewood Bl Venice Bl City Limits 0.64 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Inglewood Bl City Limits Centinela Av 1.38 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Ingamar St Valley Circle Bl Platt Av 0.43 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

James M Wood Bl Western Av Westmoreland Av 1.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Jefferson Bl Inglewood Bl Margaret Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Jeffries Av Cypress Av Av26 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Johanna Av McBroom St Sunland Bl 0.78 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley m 
June St Waring Av Wilshire Bl 1.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Kalmia St 103rd St Santa Ana Bl 0.53 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor en 

en 
~ 

Kelton Av Rochester Av Massachusetts Av 0.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Kelton Av Rose Av Charnock Rd 0.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Keniston Av Wilshire Bl 9th St 0.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Kent St Rosemont Av Alvarado St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Kent St Alvarado St Bonnie Brae St 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Kenya St Vanalden Av San Fernando Mission Bl 0.56 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Kester Av Kittridge St Ventura Bl 2.65 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Kester Av Saticoy St Kittridge St 1.25 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

:::0 Kester Av Raymer St Keswick St 0.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley r 
0 
0 
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Kester Av Ventura Bl Greenleaf St 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Kester Av Greenleaf St Valley Vista Bl 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Kingsley Dr 519' nw/o Ardmore Av Romaine St 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Kittridge St Glade Av Randi Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Kittridge St Quakertown Av Wilbur Av 1.45 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Kittridge St Kester Av Cedros Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Kittridge St Archwood St Encino Av 1.65 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Kittridge St Atoll Av Rhodes Av 0.93 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley m 
Kittridge St Sepulveda Bl Kester Av 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Kittridge St Saint Claire Av Clybourn Av 2.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 
en 
en 

Kittridge St Cedros Av Matilija Av 1.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Kittyhawk Av Thornburn St Knowlton St 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Knowlton St Kittyhawk Av La Tijera Bl 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

L St Figueroa Pl Blinn Av 2.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

L St Harbor Park Bike Path Figueroa Pl 0.53 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Harbor 

L St Figueroa Pl Figueroa St 0.05 Neighborhood Route: Existing Harbor 

La Grange Av Bundy Dr Beloit Av 0.90 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

La Grange Av Cotner Av Prosser Av 1.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 
La Jolla Av Colgate Av Wilshire Bl 0.42 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 

0 
0 
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La Mirada Av Bronson Av Van Ness Av 0.13 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

La Mirada Av Bronson Av Van Ness Av 0.13 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Lake Shore Av Cerro Gordo St Lobdell Pl 0.44 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lake Shore Av Effie St Berkeley Av 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lake Shore Av Glendale Bl Montana Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lanark St Sepulveda Bl Ranchito Av 1.84 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Lanfranco St Lorena St Estudillo Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lapeer Dr Alden Dr City Limits 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

m 
Larchmont Bl Melrose Av 3rd St 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

Larga Av Glendale Bl Fletcher Dr 0.77 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
00 
en 
en 

Las Flores Sumner Av Eagle Rock Bl 0.57 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
en 

Las Flores Maywood Townsend Av 0.60 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Las Pal mas Av Selma Av Sunset Bl 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Las Pal mas Av De Longpre Av Waring Av 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lassen St Orange Line Bikeway (W/O Old Der De Soto Av 0.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Lassen St Orange Line Bikeway (W/O Old Der Canoga Av 0.12 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Laurel Av Selma Av City Limits 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Laurel Cyn Bl Crestknoll Dr Polk St 0.50 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

:::0 Laurelgrove Av Addison St Addison St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
r 
0 
0 
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Le Conte Av Levering Av Gayley Av 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Le Conte Av Hilgard Av Malcolm Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Le Conte Av Gayley Av Hilgard Av 0.41 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Leadwell St Oso Av Winnetka Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Leavey Rd LMU Dr lgnatian Cir 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Leland St Walker Av 26th Av 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Lemon Grove Av Wilton Pl Kingsley Dr 0.59 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lemona Av Chatsworth St Nordhoff St 2.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley m 
Leslie Way 110 Frwy Exit 80' s/o Arroyo Seco 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Levering Av Montana Av Le Conte Av 0.70 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central en 

en ..... 
Lexington Av Gower St St Andrews Pl 0.65 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lexington Av Edgemont St Myra Av 0.79 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Libbit Av Hayvenhurst Av Noe line Av 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Libbit Av Moorpark St Dickens St 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Lily Crest Av Alexandria Av Heliotrope Dr 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lincoln Park Av Flora Av Mission Rd 0.87 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Lindley Av San Fernando Mission Rd Halsted St 1.93 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Lindley Av Nordhoff St Valley Vista Bl 5.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 
LMU Dr Lincoln Bl Leavey Rd 0.28 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central r 

0 
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Lobdell Pl Lake Shore Av Branden St 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Loma Dr 4th St 2nd St 0.28 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lomita Bl 340' W/O Western Av 230' e/o McCoy Av 1.14 Neighborhood Lane: Future Harbor 

Lomita Bl S Figueroa St Eubank Av 1.51 Neighborhood Lane: Future Harbor 

London St Rampart Bl Coronado St 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Longfellow St Av 54 Av 54 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lorenzo Pl Patricia Av Glenbarr Av 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Louise Av Rinaldi St Index St 0.25 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

m 
Louise Av Plummer St Nordhoff St 0.50 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley s:: .....,, 
Louise Av Oxnard St 101 Fwy 0.61 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 00 

en 
Louise Av Index St Chatsworth St 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

en 
00 

Louise Av Nordhoff St Roscoe Bl 1.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Louise Av Ventura Bl Rancho St 1.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Louise Av Rancho St Nance St 0.58 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Louise Av Devonshire St Lassen St 0.50 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Loyola Bl W 80th St W 83rd St 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Loyola Bl lgnatian Cir 80th St 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Loyola Bl 83rd St Manchester Av 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 Loyola Bl Lincoln Bl Westchester Pkwy 0.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

r 
0 Lucas Av Beverly Bl 7th St 0.81 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
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Lucerne Bl Beverly Bl Rosewood Av 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lucerne Bl 3rd St Pico Bl 1.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Lucile St City Limits Randall St 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Maclay St Harding St 8th St 1.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Madison Av Monroe St Normal Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Main St Santa Monica City Limits Venice Bl 0.87 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Malta St Shanley Av Av 50 0.16 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Manhattan Pl Country Club Dr Pico Bl 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

m 
Manitou Av Av 21 Lincoln Park Av 0.89 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

Mansfield Av 4th St 8th St 0.45 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
00 
en 
en 

Manton Av Mariano St Hatteras St 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
CD 

Maple Av Washington Bl 11th St 0.64 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central 

Maple Av Washington Bl Woodlawn Av 1.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Maplewood Av St Andrews Pl St Andrews Pl 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Mariano St Manton Av Sale Av 1.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Marietta St Whittier Bl 8th St 0.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Marion Av E Kensington Rd Sunset Bl 0.09 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Mariposa Av 7th St 8th St 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Marmion Way Pasadena Frwy Arroyo Dr 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

c..v Page 65 of 91 

I\.) 
01 



City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Marmion Way Av45 Shanley Av 0.68 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Marr St Abbot Kinney Bl Oxford Av 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Martel Av Waring Av 3rd St 1.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Martin Luther King Jr Bl Main St Central Av 1.01 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

Mason Av Sesnon Bl Trentino Ln 0.81 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Mason Av Trentino Ln Celtic St 0.87 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Mason Av Sesnon Bl Northern City Limits 0.50 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Massachusetts Av Kelton Av Veteran Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Mateo St Santa Fe St Olympic Bl 1.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m s:: 
West/Central 

.....,, 
Maxella Av Lincoln Bl Glencoe Av 0.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street 00 

en 
Maxwell Fire Rd Fryman Rd Coldwater Canyon Av 1.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

en 
0 

Mayall St Lurline Av Wilbur Av 2.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Mayall St White Oak Av Lemona Av 3.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Mc Connell Av Runway Road Millennium 0.05 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

McBroom St Sheldon St Wheatland Av 1.43 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Mccarthy Vis Warner Dr San Vicente Bl 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

McClintock Av Jefferson Bl 30th St 0.19 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

McConnell Av Bonaparte Av Panama St 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

McConnell Av Culver Bl Ballona Creek Path 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
:::0 
r 
0 McConnell Av 77th St 80th St 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
0 
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McConnell Av Bal Iona Creek Bike Path Culver Bl 0.27 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

McConnell Dr McConnell Pl Beverlywood St O.OS Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

McConnell Pl Club Dr McConnell Dr 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Mcdonald St Inglewood Bl City Limits 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Mclaughlin Av Woodbine St Venice Bl 0.68 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Mclaughlin Av Federal Av Woodbine St 1.0S Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Mclaughlin Av Federal Av/Indianapolis St Venice Bl 0.89 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Melrose Av Gower St Larchmont Bl 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

m 
Melrose Av Oxford Av Oxford Av 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 
Melrose Av Edgemont St Heliotrope Dr 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 00 

en 
en 

Melrose Av Heliotrope Dr Heliotrope Dr 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South ....... 

Menlo Av 66th St 68th St 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Menlo Av Exposition Bl Martin Luther King Jr Bl O.SO Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Meridian St Av SO 140' e/o Av 64 1.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Meridian St Av SO Av63 1.62 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Meyler St Herbert Av 240' s/o Oliver St 0.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Meyler St Sepulveda St 1st St 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Michigan St St Louis St Evergreen Av 0.73 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Midvale Av Wilshire Bl Rochester Av 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
r 
0 
0 
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Midvale Av Charnock Rd Venice Bl 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Midwood Dr El Oro Way Balboa Bl 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Mildred Av Riviera Av Dell Av 0.004 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Military Av Pico Bl Charnock Rd 1.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Military Av Charnock Rd Venice Bl 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Millennium McConnell Av E Waterfront Dr 0.64 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Miner St W 22nd St (San Pedro) end of Jetty 0.76 Neighborhood Lane: Future Harbor 

Miner St Crescent Av 22nd St 0.25 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Harbor 

m 
Miranda St Capistrano Av Farralone Av 0.42 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 
Miranda St Capistrano Av Shoup Av 0.12 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 00 

en 
en 

Missouri Av Bundy Dr 405 Fwy 0.92 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central .....,, 

Missouri Av 405 Fwy Holmby Av 1.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Monroe St Heliotrope Dr Madison Av 0.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Montague St Glenoaks Bl Woodman Av 3.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Montana Av Bundy Dr Stanford St 0.74 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Montana Av San Vicente Bl Bundy Dr 0.21 Neighborhood Route: Future West/Central 

Montana Av Sepulveda Bl Veteran Av 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Montana Av Sepulveda Bl Veteran Av 0.46 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Montana St Coronado St Morton Av 0.67 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
:::0 
r 
0 Montclair St Edgehill Dr Arlington/Van Ness Av 0.71 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
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Monte Mar Dr Beverwil Dr Robertson Bl 0.78 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Mooncrest Dr Nance St Empress Av 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Moorpark St Hayvenhurst Av Libbit Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Morton Av Echo Park Av Morton Pl 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Morton Pl Morton Av Academy Rd 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Mosher Av Av43 Montecito Heights Rec Ctr 0.18 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Mott St Wabash Av Whittier Bl 1.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Mozart St Av 19 Av 19 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
m 

Mt Gleason Av Big Tujunga Canyon Rd McGroarty St 1.94 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 
00 

Mulholland Dr Encino Hills Dr Laurel Canyon Bl 9.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 
en 
w 

Mulholland Dr Woodrow Wilson Dr Lakeridge Pl 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Mulholland Dr Mulholland Hwy Southern City Limits 0.07 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Mulholland Dr JWO of Flamingo St Topanga Cyn Bl 0.83 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Mullen Av Wilshire Bl 8th St 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Murchison St Alcazar St Chelsea St 0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Murietta Av Davana Ter Valley Vista Bl 0.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

N Spring St Ord St Cesar Chavez Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Nance St Louise Av Mooncrest Dr 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 National Bl Inglewood Bl Westwood Bl 1.31 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 
r 
0 
0 
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National Bl Palms Bl Venice Bl 0.99 Neighborhood Route: Future West/Central 

National Bl National Bl Motor Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

National Bl Overland Av Motor Av 0.40 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Neptune Av Lomita Bl Anaheim St 1.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Neptune Av Anaheim St Harry Bridges Bl 0.60 Neighborhood Route: Future West/Central 

Nestle Av Tarzana Dr Valley Vista Bl 0.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Nevada Av Erwin St Oxnard St 0.28 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

New England St 17th St 20th St 0.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

m 
New Hampshire Av Monroe St Melrose Av 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

New Hampshire Av Rosewood Av Oakwood Av 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
00 
en 
en 

New Hampshire Av Oakwood Av 8th St 1.37 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
~ 

New Hampshire Av 8th St James M Wood Bl 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

New High St Ord St Cesar Chavez Av 0.14 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Nicolet Av Coliseum St Santo Tomas Dr 0.45 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Noeline Av Libbit Av Bergamo Dr 0.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Nordhoff St Farra lone Av 
Orange Line Extension 

0.60 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
Nordhoff Station 

Normal Av Madison Av Hoover St 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Normandie Av Pico Bl 22nd St 0.77 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Normandie Av 42nd St 42nd Pl 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 
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Normandie Av 48th St 48th St 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Norton Av 2nd St 8th St 0.90 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Nugent Dr Bradford Pl Shoshone Av 0.88 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Oakwood Av Western Av Vermont Av 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Oakwood Av California Av Palms Bl 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Ogden Dr Colgate Av 3rd St 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Ohio Av City Limits Santa Monica Bl 0.37 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Ohio Av Westgate Av Federal Av 0.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central m 
Ohio Av Butler Av Purdue Av 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Ohio Av Sepulveda Bl Selby Av 0.68 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central en 
en 
en 

Ohio Av Federal Av Butler Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Ohio Av Westgate Av 
Purdue Av(E/B)/Sepulveda Bl 

WB 
0.90 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Ohio Av (E/B Only) Purdue Av Sepulveda Bl 0.37 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Ohio Av (W/B Only) Purdue Av Sepulveda Bl 0.37 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Olive View Dr Roxford St Cranston Av 1.47 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Oliver Vickery Circle Wy Stephen M White Dr Cabrillo Beach 0.14 Neighborhood Route: Existing Harbor 

Olympic Bl Carrillo Dr Crescent Heights Bl 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Olympic Bl Beloit Av Cotner Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 Opp St Frigate Av Eubank Av 1.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 
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Orange Dr Franklin Av 4th St 2.57 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Orchard Av 29th St 30th St 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Ord St New High St N Main St 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Orlando Av Willoughby Av City Limits 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Orlando Av City Limits San Vicente Bl 0.87 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Ormond St Wheatland Av Ormond St Cul-de-Sac 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Osage Av 74th St 77th St 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Osborne St Woodman Av San Fernando Rd 2.22 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley m 
Oso Av Devonshire St 

350' N/O Metrolink Ventura 
1.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: 

County line Bike Path .....,, 
00 

Oso Av 450' S/O Metrolink Ventura County Vanowen St 2.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 
en 
en 

Oso Av Hemmingway St Hemmingway St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Otsego St Tuhunga Av Riverton Av 0.73 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Overhill Dr 160' n/o 63rd St 336' s/o 63rd St 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Owensmouth Av Lassen St Marilla St 0.16 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Owensmouth Av Andora Av Valerio St 4.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Oxford Av Romaine St 7th St 1.99 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Oxford Av Marr St Berkeley Dr 0.55 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Oxnard St Farra lone Av Topanga Canyon Pl 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 
Oxnard St Winnetka Av Tampa Av 1.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley r 

0 
0 
I\.) 
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Oxnard St Topanga Cyn Bl Winnetka Av 2.04 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Pacific Av 62nd Av Culver Bl 0.42 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Pacific Av (Venice) (N/B Only) S Venice Bl N Venice Bl 0.05 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Pacific Promenade Playa Vista Dr Sea bluff Dr 0.27 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Packard St Curson Av Redondo Bl 0.64 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Palms Bl Mclaughlin Av National Bl 1.78 Neighborhood Route: Future West/Central 

Palms Bl Abbot Kinney Bl Mclaughlin Av 2.71 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Panama St Alla Rd McConnell Av 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Para Way Runway Rd Pacific Promenade 0.05 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 
m s:: 

Central/South 
.....,, 

Park Av Glendale Bl Echo Park Av 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street 00 
en 

Parthenia St Van Nuys Bl Woodman Av 0.81 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
en 
...... 

Patricia Av Tennessee Av Lorenzo Pl 0.69 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Pearl St Centinela Av Barrington Av 0.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Penmar Av Rose Av Palms Bl 0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Penrose St Tujunga Av Glenoaks Bl 0.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Pepper Av San Fernando Rd Av28 0.21 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Pershing Dr 500' sw/o Culver Bl on Pershing Dr Westchester Pkwy 0.70 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Pershing Dr Culver Bl 103' s/o Nicolson St 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 Pershing Dr Westchester Pkwy Imperial Hwy 1.56 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

r 
0 Pickford St Spaulding Av Curson Av 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
0 
I\.) 
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Pickford St Cochran Av Redondo Bl 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Pico Bl Hope St Stanford Av 1.04 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Pierce St Woodman Av Foothill Bl 3.54 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Plata St Rampart Bl Coronado St 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Platt Av Ingamar St Sherman Way 1.06 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Platt Av Victory Bl Burbank Bl/Platt Av 0.92 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Playa Vista Dr Bal Iona Creek BP Jefferson Bl 0.30 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Playa Vista Dr Jefferson Bl Bluff Creek Dr 0.35 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Pleasant Av Echandia St Boyle Av 0.03 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South m 
s:: 

Plummer St Variel Av Winnetka Av 1.24 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 
.....,, 
00 
en 

Plummer St Vanalden Av Reseda Bl 0.75 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley en 
00 

Plummer St Balboa Bl Woodman Av 3.27 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Plummer St Etiwanda Av Lindley Av 0.25 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Plummer St Shoup Av Canoga Av 0.98 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Plummer St Reseda Bl Etiwanda Av 0.25 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Plummer St Winnetka Av Vanalden Av 1.27 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Plummer St Zelzah Av Balboa Bl 1.18 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Plummer St Balboa Bl Woodman Av 3.32 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Plummer St Vanalden Av Reseda Bl 0.70 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Plummer St De Soto Av Winnetka Av 
:::0 

1.00 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

r 
Poinsettia Pl Rosewood Av First St 0.47 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 0 

0 
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Polk St Sunrise Ridge Rd Laurel Canyon Bl 0.32 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Polk St Sunrise Ridge Rd San Fernando Rd 0.33 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Porter Ranch Dr SR-118 Fwy Sesnon Bl 1.36 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Prairie St Wilbur Av University Dr 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Prairie St Bertrand Av Balboa Bl 1.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

President Av Lomita Av Palos Verdes Dr 1.69 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Price St Talmadge St Myra Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Primrose Av Gower St Vista Del Mar Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

m 
Princeton Dr Thatcher Av Carter Av 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central s:: .....,, 
Prosser Av Santa Monica Bl Tennessee Av 0.64 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 00 

en 
en 

Prosser Av Tennessee Av Pico Bl 0.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central CD 

Purdue Av La Grange Av Tennessee Av 0.36 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

QSt Figueroa St Eubank Av 1.49 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Queen Anne Pl 12th St Edgewood Pl 0.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Radio Dr Granville Av Burkshire Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Rampart Bl London St Temple St 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rampart Bl 8th St Temple St 1.15 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Rampart Bl Temple St Beverly Bl 0.24 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

:::0 Rampart Bl W 7th St Beverly Bl 0.79 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

r 
0 Ranchito Av Lanark St Strathern St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

c..v Page 75 of 91 

c..v 
01 



City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 
Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Ranchito Av Valerio St Erwin St 1.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Rancho St White Oak Av Balboa Bl 0.71 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Randall St Lucile St Hammack St 0.11 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Randi Av Kittridge St Erwin St 0.65 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Rayen St Wilbur Av Lindley Av 1.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Rayen St Lindley Av 115' w/o 405 Frwy 3.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Rayen St 110' E/O 405 Bl Van Nuys Bl 1.28 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Raymer St Kester Av Saticoy St 0.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley m 
Reno St Hoover St Beverly Bl 0.36 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South s:: .....,, 

00 
Repton St Av 63 Av66 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 

...... 
0 

Repton St Av 63 Av66 0.22 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Reseda Bl Rinaldi St Sesnon Bl 1.62 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Rimpau Bl 4th St 9th St 0.55 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rimpau Bl Dockweiler St Pico Bl 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rimpau Bl 9th St 12th St 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rimpau Bl 12th St Dockweiler St 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rimpau Bl 58th Pl 64th Pl 0.47 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rinaldi St Variel Av Sierra Canyon 0.13 Neighborhood Route: Future Valley 

:::0 Riverton Av Whitnall Hwy Cumpston St 1.38 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Riverton Av Otsego St Addison St 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Riviera Av Grand Bl Mildred Av 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Robinson St Council St Temple St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rochester Av Veteran Av Westwood Bl 0.20 Neighborhood Route: Future West/Central 

Rochester Av Wilshire Bl Rochester Av 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Rochester Av Selby Av Warnall Av 0.82 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Rodeo Road City Limits Clyde Av 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Romaine St Kingsley Dr Alexandria Av 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
m 

Roscomare Road Mulholland Dr Chalan Rd 3.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central s:: .....,, 
00 

Rose Av Lincoln Bl Pacific Av 0.73 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central en 
...... 
....... 

Rose Av Sepulveda Bl National Bl 0.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Rose Av Venice Beach Pacific Av 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Rose Av 185' E/O Lincoln Bl Walgrove Av 0.89 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Rosemont Av Bellevue Av Kent St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rosewood Av Lucerne Bl Bronson Av 0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rosewood Av Alfred St 220' e/o June St 2.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rosewood Av Heliotrope Dr Heliotrope Dr 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Rosewood Av Heliotrope Dr New Hampshire Av 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Rowena Av St George St Hyperion Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South r 
0 
0 
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Roxbury Dr City Limits Cashio St 0.45 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Roxford St Foothill Bl Olive View Dr 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Roxton Av Rodeo Dr Martin Luther King Jr Bl 0.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Runnymede St Corbin Av Shirley Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Runway Rd McConnell Av Dawn Creek 0.17 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Runway Rd Dawn Creek Para Way 0.21 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Ruthelen St 36th Pl Exposition Bl 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Ruthelen St Gramercy Pl 89th St 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

m 
Sale Av Clarendon St Mariano St 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 

Sampson Way W 6th St {San Pedro) W 22nd St {San Pedro) 0.90 Neighborhood Lane: Future Harbor 
00 
en 
...... 

San Feliciano Dr Mulholland Dr Av Morelos 0.66 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
.....,, 

San Fernando Mission Reseda Bl Lindley Av 0.55 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

San Fernando Mission Louise Av 5 Fwy exit 157 3.37 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

San Fernando Mission Bl East Canyon Channel 87' ne/o Amboy Av 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

San Fernando Mission Bl Lindley Av Louise Av 1.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

San Fernando Mission Bl (Old 
Rinaldi St Mason Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Mission Trail) 

San Marino St Catalina St Berendo St 0.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

San Pascual Av Stoney Dr York Bl 0.87 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 San Pascual Av York Bl San Ramon Dr 0.87 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

r 
0 San Pedro Temple Vernon Av 3.84 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 
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San Pedro St Vernon Av Florence Av 2.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

San Pedro St 115th St 120th St 0.44 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

San Pedro St Florence Av 115th St 3.03 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

San Vicente Bl Bundy Dr Wilshire Bl 0.95 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Sanchez Dr Cloverdale Av Veronica St 0.31 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Sandusky Av Montague St Chase St 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Santa Fe Av 4th Pl Washington Bl 1.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Santa Fe Av 1st St 7th St 0.92 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

m 
Santa Rosalia Dr Coliseum St Buckingham Rd 0.96 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 
Santo Tomas Dr Buckingham Rd Marlton Av 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 00 

en 
...... 

Santo Tomas Dr Nicolet Av Buckingham Rd 0.43 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South w 

Saticoy St Woodman Av Saticoy St S 1.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Saticoy St Whitsett Av Clybourn Av 2.41 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Saticoy St S Saticoy St Whitsett Av 0.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Saturn St Curson Av Cochran Av 0.42 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Saugus Av Valley Vista Bl Greenleaf St 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Sawtelle Bl Ohio Av Pico Bl 1.12 Neighborhood Route: Future West/Central 

Scenic Av Beachwood Dr Gower St 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Schumacher Dr San Vicente Bl Olympic Bl 0.41 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Scott Av Allesandro St Allesandro St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Sea bluff Dr Runway Rd Pacific Promenade 0.05 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 

Selby Av Weyburn Av Ohio Av 0.51 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Selma Av Laurel Av Fairfax Av 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Selma Av Highland Av El Centro Av 0.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Sepulveda St Meyler St Cabrillo Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Serrania Av Ventura Bl Dumetz Rd 0.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Sesnon Bl 2376' W/O Mason Av Mason Av 0.45 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

m 
Sesnon Bl Tampa Av Reseda Bl 0.44 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley s:: .....,, 
Sesnon Bl Cascade Canyon Dr Balboa Bl 1.62 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 00 

en 
...... 

Sesnon Bl 773' w/o Longacre Av Cascade Canyon Dr 0.91 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley ~ 

Sesnon Bl Mason Av Tampa Av 1.88 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Shanley Av Marmion Wy Malta St 0.11 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Sheldon St McBroom St Wentworth St 0.57 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Shenandoah St Whitworth Dr Cattaraugus Av 1.63 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Sherbourne Dr Olympic Bl Cadillac Av 1.37 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Sheridan St State St Soto St 0.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Sherman Grove Av Le Berthon St Fenwick St 0.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 Sherman Grove Av Fenwick St Apperson St 0.38 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

r 
0 Sherman Oaks Av Valley Vista Bl Fiume Wk 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
0 
I\.) 
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Shirley Av Business Center Dr Kittridge St 2.79 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Shore Cliff Dr Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessway Coastal View Dr 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Short Av McConnell Bl Centinela Av 0.56 Neighborhood Route: Future West/Central 

Shoshone Av Nugent Dr Rinaldi St 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Shoup Av Valerio St Sherman Wy 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Signature Dr Bradford Pl El Oro Way 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Silver lake Dr Rowena Av Silver lake Bl 1.44 Neighborhood lane: Future Central/South 

Simshaw Av Astoria St Gridley St 0.98 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

m 
Sotello St N Spring St N Main St 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South s:: .....,, 

Southwest Dr 4th Av 4th Av 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
00 
en 
...... 

Spaulding Av Pickford St 18th St 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
en 

Spring St S Av 18 Ord St 1.26 Neighborhood lane: Future Central/South 

St Andrews Pl Fountain Lexington Av 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

St Andrews Pl Melrose Av 18th St 2.88 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

St Andrews Pl 29th 36th Pl 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

St George St Rowena Av Franklin Av 0.48 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

St Louis St 110 Frwy Exit 19 Boyle Av 1.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Stanford Av Pico Bl 14th St 0.06 Neighborhood lane: Future Central 

:::0 Stanford Av 14th St 4th St 1.12 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 
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Stanford Av Century Fwy 120th St 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Stanley Av Rosewood Av Beverly Bl 0.28 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

State St Marengo Av Fourth St 1.15 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Stephen M White Dr Pacific Av Oliver Vickery Circle Wy 0.15 Neighborhood Route: Existing Harbor 

Stern Av Valleyheart Dr Ventura Bl 0.43 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Stocker Pl Stocker Pz Garthwaite Av 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Stocker Pz Garthwaite Av Stocker Pl 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Stocker St Crenshaw Bl Creed Av 0.44 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

m 
Stone Canyon Road Bellagio Road Fontenelle Wy 1.19 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central s:: .....,, 

Stratford Rd Campus Dr Av 50 0.24 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 
00 
en 
...... 

Stratford Road Campus Rd Av 50 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 

Strathern St Mason Av Balboa Bl 4.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Strathern St Ranchito Av Coldwater Canyon Av 1.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Strathern St Laurel Canyon Bl San Fernando Rd 1.89 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Strathern St Coldwater Canyon Av Laurel Cyn Bl 1.02 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Strathmore Dr Levering Av Gayley Av 0.22 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Sunset Bl Laurel Av Laurel Av 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Sweetzer Av Waring Av Wilshire Bl 1.47 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Sylmar Av Plummer St Tupper St 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Sylvia Av Mayall St Mayall St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Talmadge St Price St Effie St 0.91 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Tampa Av Oxnard St Topham St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Tampa Av Sesnon Bl Rinaldi St 1.79 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Tarzana Dr Avenida Hacienda Tarzana St 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Tarzana St Tarzana Dr Newcastle Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Telfair Av Pacoima Wash Paxton St 0.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Telfair Av Roxford St Oro Grande St 1.28 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

m 
Telfair Av Paxton St Montague St 1.90 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 

Temescal Canyon Rd Pacific Coast Hwy Sunset Bl 1.05 Neighborhood Lane: Existing West/Central 
00 
en 
...... 

Tennessee Av Federal Av Purdue Av 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central ...... 

Tennessee Av Purdue Av Corinth Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Tennessee Av Corinth Av Sawtelle Bl 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Tennessee Av Cotner Av Prosser Av 1.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Tennessee Av Prosser Av Patricia Av 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Tennessee Av Patricia Av 1605' e/o Fox Hills Dr 0.44 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Terra Bella St Tierra Vista Way Dronfield 1.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Texas Av Centinela Av Federal Av 0.91 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 Texas Av Centinela Av Westgate Av 0.57 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Thatcher Av Berkeley Dr Harbor Crossing lane 0.20 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

The Grove Dr Beverly Bl 3rd St 0.37 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Thorn burn St La Tijera Bl Kittyhawk Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Tiverton Av Lind brook Dr Le Conte Av (N/B) 0.26 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Toluca St Court St 1st St 0.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Townsend Av Hill Dr Av 51 1.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Tracy St Talmadge St Griffith Park Bl 0.75 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Tujunga Av Strathern St Vanowen St 1.50 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

m 
Tujunga Av Vanowen St Riverside Dr/Camarillo St 2.00 Neighborhood Route: Future Valley s:: .....,, 
Tujunga Av Penrose St Strathern St 0.53 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 00 

en 
...... 

Tujunga Av Oxnard St Burbank Bl 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 00 

Tujunga Canyon Bl Wentworth St Foothill Bl 2.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Tupper St Balboa Bl Gerald Av 0.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Tupper St Lemona Av Natick Av 0.07 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Tupper St Kester Av Cedros Av 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Tuscany Av 83rd St Manchester Av 0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Union Av Temple St 4th St 1.79 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Union Av 6th St 24th St 0.67 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Union Dr 4th St 6th St 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
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Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

University Av 28th St 30th St 0.08 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Central/South 

Valerio St Valerio St Gazette Av 0.04 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Valerio St Canoga Av Deering Av 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valerio St Faust Av Oso Av 2.49 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valerio St Winnetka Av Corbin Av 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valerio St Shirley Av Caldus Av 2.43 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valerio St Caldus Av Balboa Bl 0.74 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valerio St Woodley Av 100' w/o 405 Frwy 0.56 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

m 
Valerio St 150' E/O 405 Frwy 140' w/o Ventura Canyon Av 2.53 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 

Valley Circle Bl Plummer St Roscoe Bl 2.61 Neighborhood Route: Future Valley 
00 
en 
...... 

Valley Circle Bl Baden Av Devonshire St 0.63 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley CD 

Valley Spring Ln Cahuenga Bl Forman Av 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valley Vista Bl Nestle Av White Oak Av 0.76 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valley Vista Bl Woodley Av Densmore Av 0.35 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valley Vista Bl Woodvale Rd Sherman Oaks Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valley Vista Bl Sepulveda Bl Ventura Bl 3.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Valmar Rd Mulholland Dr Ventura Co Line (Peacock Ct) 0.40 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Van Ness Av Harold Way Fountain Av 0.32 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Van Ness Av La Mirada Av 2nd St 1.56 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
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Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Van Ness Av La Mirada Av Fountain Av 0.07 Neighborhood Route: Existing Central/South 

Van Ness Av N Fountain Av La Mirada Av 0.07 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 

Van Noord Av Roscoe Bl Willard St 0.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Van Nuys Bl 101 Fwy Valley Vista Bl 0.70 Neighborhood Route: Future Valley 

Vanalden Av Wilbur Av 
400' n/o Metrolink Ventura 

County Line Bike Path 
2.85 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Vanalden Av Halsted St Halsted St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Vanalden Av 60' S/O Metrolink Ventura County I Calvert St 3.42 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Variel Av Victory Bl Oxnard St 0.63 Neighborhood Route: Future Valley 

m 
Variel Av Rinaldi St Plummer St 1.88 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 
Variel Av Bryant St 130' n/o Orange Line 2.61 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 00 

en 
00 

Varna Av Hart St Vanowen St 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 0 

Ventura Canyon Av Strathern St Strathern St 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Vermont Av Vermont Canyon Road Hillhurst Av 0.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Vermont Canyon Road Boyscout Rd Vermont Av 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Vernon Av Honduras St Long Beach Av 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Veronica St Sanchez Dr La Brea Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Veteran Av Massachusetts Av Ayres Av 1.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Via Marisol 50' E/O Arroyo Dr Bushnell Wy 0.21 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Vineland Av Burbank Bl Magnolia Bl 0.46 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 
r 
0 Vineland Av Chandler Bl N Chandler Bl S 0.04 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 0 
I\.) 
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Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

Vineyard Av Venice Bl 21st St 0.71 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Vineyard Av 21st St 23rd St 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Vista Del Mar Av Primrose Av Dix St 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Vista Del Mar Av Yucca St Carlos Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Vista St City Limits Waring Av 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Wabash Av Soto St City Terrace Dr 0.69 Neighborhood Route: Future Central/South 

Wabash Av Evergreen Av Evergreen Av 0.04 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Walgrove Av Dewey St Zanja St 1.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 
m 

Walker Av 7th St Leland St 1.33 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor s:: .....,, 
00 

Wall St 98th St 107th St 0.56 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 
00 
....... 

Waring West Hollywood City limits/La Cier June St 3.10 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Warnall Av Rochester Av Eastborne Av 0.24 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Warner Dr Capistrano Way McCarthy Vista 0.14 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Waterford St End of Waterford St Church Ln 0.16 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Waterfront Dr S Campus Center Dr Artisans Way 0.38 Neighborhood Lane: Future West/Central 

Wellesley Av Ohio Av Idaho Av 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Wells Dr Dumetz Road Avenida Hacienda 3.56 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Wellworth Av Westwood Bl Glendon Av 0.06 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

:::0 Wentworth St Oro Vista Av Tujunga Canyon Bl 1.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 
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Street Name From To Miles Network Status Area 

West Bl 12th St Pico Bl 0.25 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

West Bl Pico Bl Adams Bl 1.17 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

West Bl Floresta Av Florence Av 1.51 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Westdale Av Eagle Rock Bl Campus Rd 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Western Av Elmwood Av Oakwood Av 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Western Av 24th St 22nd St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Western Av 42nd St 42nd Pl 0.09 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Western Av 60th St 60th Pl 0.01 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Western Av Florence Av 98th St 1.91 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Western Av Los Feliz Bl Franklin Av 0.16 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South en 
00 .....,, 

Western Canyon Road Observatory Rd Maco Ln 1.62 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Westgate Av Ohio Av Texas Av 0.23 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Westhaven St Hauser Bl Harcourt Av 0.81 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Westholme Av Hilgard Av Santa Monica Bl 1.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Westholme Av Santa Monica Bl Hilgard Av 1.26 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Westlawn Av Beatrice St Bluff Creek Dr 0.39 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Westmont Dr Western Av Gaffey St 1.06 Neighborhood Route: Existing Harbor 

Westmoreland Av 7th St Pico Bl 0.86 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

:::0 Westmoreland Av Pico Bl 17th St 0.28 Neighborhood Lane: Future Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Westpark Dr Addison St Hesby St 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Weyburn Av Le Conte Av Selby Av 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Weyburn Av Tiverton Av Glendon Av (w/b} 0.08 Neighborhood Route: Existing West/Central 

Weymouth Av Western Av 19th St 1.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Wheatland Av McBroom St Ormond St 1.52 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Wheatland Av McBroom St Wentworth St 0.12 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

White Oak Av San Fernando Mission Bl Plummer St 2.00 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

White Oak Av Nordhoff St Parthenia St 0.50 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
m 

White Oak Av Chase St Roscoe Bl 0.26 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley s:: .....,, 
00 

White Oak Av White Oak Av White Oak Av 0.34 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley en 
00 
w 

Whitsett Av Saticoy St Saticoy St S 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Whitworth Dr Beverly Dr Curson Av 2.23 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Wilbur Av Chatsworth St Tampa Av 2.14 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Wilbur Av Nordhoff St Chatsworth St 2.01 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Wilbur Av Chatsworth St Tampa Av 2.14 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Wiley Post Av La Tijera Bl Airlane Av 0.46 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Will Rogers St Airlane Av Westchester Pkwy 0.30 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

Willaman Dr 3rd St City Limits 0.27 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

:::0 Willard St Van Noord Av Coldwater Canyon Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
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Willis Av Chase St 
Metrolink Ventura County Line 

Bike Path 
0.79 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Willoughby Av Croft Av Orlando Av 0.06 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Wilmington Av 97th St Imperial Hwy 1.29 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Wilmington Bl QSt QSt 0.03 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Wilmington Bl L St L St 0.02 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Harbor 

Wilton Pl Country Club Drive Pico Bl 0.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Wilton Pl Pico Bl 18th St 0.38 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 

Wilton Pl 54th St 62nd St 0.65 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South m 
Windward Av Park Row Riviera Av 0.18 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street West/Central 

s:: .....,, 
00 

Woodlawn Av Washington Bl Martin Luther King Jr Bl 0.05 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South en 
00 
~ 

Woodley Av Nordhoff St Sherman Way 2.40 Neighborhood Lane: Future Valley 

Woodley Av Balboa Bl Rinaldi St 2.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Woodley Av Dickens St Valley Vista Bl 0.13 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Woodley Av Rinaldi St Nordhoff St 3.00 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Woodley Av Sherman Wy Victory Bl 1.00 Neighborhood Lane: Existing Valley 

Woodley Av Sherman Wy Nordhoff St 2.38 Neighborhood Route: Existing Valley 

Woodrow Wilson Dr Laurel Canyon Bl Mulholland Dr 2.65 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

Woodvale Road High Valley Pl Haskell Av 0.57 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Valley 

:::0 Workman St Pasadena Av Alhambra Av 1.15 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street Central/South 
r 
0 
0 
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Existing and Future Facilities by Networks 

Street Name From 

York Bl Delevan Dr 

Yosemite Dr Eagle Rock Bl 

Yucca St Argyle 

Zelzah Av Chase St 

Zelzah Av Gault St 

Zonal Av Mission Rd 

Gaffey St W Channel St 

To 

Ellenwood Dr 

Figueroa St 

Vista Del Mar Av 

Sherman Wy 

Burbank Bl 

Cornwell St 

22nd St 

Miles Network Status 

0.40 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street 

1.49 Neighborhood Route: Future 

0.08 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street 

1.69 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street 

1.84 Neighborhood Bicycle-Friendly Street 

0.49 Neighborhood Route: Future 

1.62 None Route: Existing 

CPC-2009-871-GPA 

CF 10-2385-52 

Area 

Central/South 

Central/South 

Central/South 

Valley 

Valley 

Central/South 

Harbor 
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City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan 

2010 Bicycle Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

Priority Streets 

DRAFT 200-Mi!e Implementation Strategy- Priority 1 

Street CD 1st Cross Street Znd Cross Street Mileage Network Bikeway Type -

Devonshire 7 405 Fwy Woodman 1.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Devonshire 12 Haskell 405 FV.ty 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

York 14 Eagle Rock N. Figueroa L4 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Spring 14 Cesar Chavez 101Fwy 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Spring 9 101 Fwy 2nd 0.4 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Spring (west side) 14 2nd 7th 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Spring (east side) 9 2nd 7th 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Spring 14 7th 9th 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Main 14 Cesar Chavez 101 Fv.ty 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Main 9 101 Fwy 7th LO Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Main 14 7th Olympic LO Backbone Future Bicycle Lane. 

Main 9 O!ympic 16th 0.6 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Venice 9 110 Fwy Main 0.9 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Venice l Normandie 110 Fwy 1.7 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Venice (north side) 1 Western Normandie 0.2 Backbone Future B1cyde lane 

Venice (south side) 10 Western Normandie 0.2 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Venice 10 Crenshaw Normandie 1.1 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

S. Figueroa 9 O!ympic 110 Fwy 1.1 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

S. Figueroa (east side) 9 23rd Exposition 0.6 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

S. Figueroa 9 110 Fwy Exposition 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

s. Figueroa (west side) 8 23rd Exposition 0.8 Backbone Future Bicyde lane 

S. Figueroa 8 110 Fwy Exposition o.s Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

4th St 4 Hauser Wilton 2.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

4th St 4 Commonwealth Hoover 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Avenue of the Stars 5 Santa Monica Pico 0.9 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Pico 5 Avenue of the Stars Motor 0.1 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Westwood 5 Santa Monica Malcolm 1.7 Backbone Future Bicyde lane 

National Pl 5 Malcolm Ovedand 0.2 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Overland 5 National Pi Palms 0.5 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Overland 11 Palms Venice 0.5 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Estimated Cost 

$51,000 

$11,500 

$70,813 

$8,606 

$19,767 

$15,674 

515,674 

$12,064 

$9,879 

$48,419 

$47,821 

$29,076 

$42,500 

$83,000 

$11,750 

$11,750 

$56,500 

$57,278 

$31,750 

$24,059 

$38,500 

$24,059 

$624,390 

$25,470 

$45,493 

$7,186 

$86,500 

$8,500 

$25,000 

$25,000 

Page 1 of3 
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Street 

Huntington 

Huntington 

Mission 

Mission 

Martin Luther King SL 
Martin Luther King BL 

{north side) 

Martin Luther King St 
{south side) 

Venice 

Bundy 

Centineia 

7th St 

7th St 

7th St 

7th St 

Sunset 

Cesar Chavez 

Cesar Chavez 

Cesar Chavez 

Mission Road 

Mission Road 

Figueroa 

Figueroa 

S. Figueroa (west side) 

s." Figueroa (east side) 

Abbot Kinney Blvd 

MLK (north side) 

MLK (east side) 

MLK 

MLK (north side) 

MLK (east side) 

Exposition 

CD 1st Cross Street 

14 Alhambra City Umits 

14 ColHs 

l Soto 

14 Soto 

10 Rodeo 

10 Buckingham 

10 Buckingham 

8 West 

11 San Vicente 

11 Stanwood 

10 Catalina 

1 Hoover 

9 llOFwy 

14 Hill 

1 Douglas 

1 Figueroa 

14 Alameda 

14 Vignes 

1 Cesar E Chavez Ave 

14 Valley 

1 Sunset/Cesar E Chavez Ave 

9 101 Fwy 

8 State Dr 

9 State Dr 

11 Venice 

10 Crenshaw 

8 Crenshaw 

8 Westside Ave 

8 Normandie 

9 Normandie 

5 Motor 

2010 Bicycle Plan Five Year rmplementatron Strategy 

Priority Streets 

2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Bikeway Type -

Collis 1.8 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Soto 0.8 Backbone Bicycle Friendfy Street 

Broadway 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Broadway 0.2 Backbone Future Bicyde lane 

Buckingham 0.8 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Marlton 0.1 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Marfton 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Crenshaw 0.4 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Stanwood 3.2 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Culver City limit 1.3 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Hoover 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

110 Fwy 1.4 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Hill 0.6 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Soto 2.5 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Figueroa 0.9 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Alameda 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Vignes 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Mission 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Valley 1.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Broadway 1.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

101 Fwy 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Olympic 1.5 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Martin Luther King Jr 0.2 Backbone Future- Bicycle lane 

Martin Luther King Jr 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Washington Blvd 0.6 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Westside Ave 0.3 Backbone Future Blcycfe Lane 

Westside Ave 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Normancile 1.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Figueroa 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Figueroa 0.5 Backbone Fl.lture Bicycle lane 

National 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Estimated Cost 

$91,924 

$251,460 

$8,639 

se,639 

$38,500 

$7,250 

$7,250 

$18,500 

$160,000 

$65,500 

$32,500 

$70,000 

$28,000 

$122,500 

$44,500 

$32,500 

$15,500 

$35,000 

$47,500 

$62,217 

$7,000 

$73,000 

$9,500 

$9,250 

$188,843 

$12,500 

$11,500 

$77,000 

$25,000 

$25,000 

$22,500 
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Street 

Exposition 

Exposition 

First 

First 

Wilshire Blvd 

Wilshire Blvd 

Wilshire Blvd 

Wilshire Blvd 

Wilshire Blvd 

Wilshire Blvd 

Wilshire Blvd 

CD 
10 

8 

9 

14 

5 

4 

4 

10 

10 

11 

5 

1st Cross Street 

la Cienega 

Arlington 

Central 

lA River 

Beverly HiHs City Limit 

Fairfax 

Murfie!d 

Murfie!d 

Wilton 

Centinela 

Veteran 

2010 Bicycle Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

Priority Streets 

2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Blkeway Type 

Arlington 3.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Vermont 1.5 Backbone Future Bicycie Lane 

!.A River 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Lorena 2.3 Backbone Future Bicyde lane 

Fairfax 0.6 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Murfleld 1.8 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Wilton 0.4 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Wilton 0.4 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Vermont 1.3 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Federal 0.9 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Beverly Hills City limits 2.1 Backbone Future Bicycie Lane 

Total Mi!es 60.5 Total Cost 

Estimated Cost 

$159,000 

$75,000 

$26,789 

$117,000 

$30,500 

$92,000 

$21,500 

$21,500 

$64,500 

$47,000 

$103,000 

$3,925,000 
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2010 Bicycle Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan 
DRAFT 200~Mile Implementation Strategy- Priority 2 

Street CD 1st Cross Street 2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Bikeway Type 

Rexford 7 Telfair Eldorado 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Route 

Roxford 7 Eldorado Ralston 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Roxford 7 Ralston Foothil! 1.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Route 

Cattaraugus 10 Shenandoah Clty Limits 0.4 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Osbourne 7 San Fernando Foothil! 1.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Astoria 7 San Fernando F~othm 1.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Plummer 7 405 Fwy Sepulveda 0.3 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Plummer 12 Vanalden Wilbur 0.3 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Plummer 12 Balboa 405 Fwy 1.7 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Plummer 12 Reseda Etiwanda 0.3 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Riverside 2 Van Nuys Tyrone 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Riverside 2 Woodman Sunnyslope 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Riverside 2 Laurel Canyon Colfax 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Riverside 2 Co!fax Kraft 0.4 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Winnetka 3 Victory Gau!t 0.9 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Winnetka 12 Nord off Plummer 0.8 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodley 6 Roscoe Stagg 0.6 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodley 12 Chase Roscoe 0.3 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodley 6 Stagg Sherman 0.8 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodman (west side) 7 Lassen Plummer 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodman (east side) 6 Lassen Plummer 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodman (west side) 7 Plummer Nordoff 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodman (east side) 6 Plummer Nordoff 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodman (west side) 7 Nord off Chase 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodman (east side) 6 Nordoff Chase 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

CD2 Boundary before 

Woodman 6 Chase Schiltz 1.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

CD2 Boundary before 

Woodman 2 Schlitz Sherman 0.6 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodman 2 Sherman Orange line bikeway 1.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Woodman 2 Burbank Riverside 1.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Laurel Canyon 2 Kittridge Oxnard 0.8 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Estimated Cost 

$6,842 

$14,393 

$49,186 

$126,000 

$83,612 

$454,144 

$15,500 

$12,509 

$84,000 

$12,500 

$12,805 

$12,504 

$25,000 

$22,000 

$46,500 

$37,500 

$28,500 

$13,000 

$40,SOO 

$15,750 

$15,750 

$14,500 

$14,500 

$15,500 

$15,500 

$73,500 

$28,500 

$75,000 

$49,500 

$37,669 
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Street 

Barham 

Cahuenga 

Yucca 

Arden (Pl and Blvd) 

3rd 

Colorado 

N. Figueroa 

N. Figueroa 

Los Angeles River 

N. San Fernando 

Ave 19 

Barranca 

N. Ave 18 

Alumni 

N. Spring 

N. Spring 

N. Spring 

Broadway 

Central 

Central 

Central {Westside) 

Central {Eastside) 

Central 

Central 

6th 

Whittier 

2nd 

Beverly 

Beverly 

Beverly 

2nd 

2nd 

2nd (north side) 

2nd {south side) 

CO 1st Cross Street 

4 Forest Lawn 

4 Barham 

13 Cahuenga 

4 Rossmore 

4 Arden 

14 Broadway 

14 Colorado 

1 York 

1 N. Figueroa 

1 Ave 19 

1 N. San Fernando 

1 Ave 19 

1 Barranca 

14 Eagie Rock 

1 Ave 18 

1 Coflege 

1 Ord 

1 Mission 

9 1st 

14 5th 

9 Olympic 

14 Olympic 

9 10Fwy 

8 95th 

14 Central 

14 LA River 

14 Cummings 

13 Vermont 

13 Westmoreland 

13 Rampart 

1 G!endale 

9 110 Fwy Fwy 

9 Hill 

14 Hill 

2010 Bicyde Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

2.nd Cross Street Bikeway Type MileaGe Network --

Cahuenga 1.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Yucca 2.9 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Vine 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Wilshire 1.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Arden D.O Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Citylim!ts 3.0 Backbone FutureBicycle lane 

York 1.7 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

San Fernando 3.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

N. San Fernando 0.3 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Los Angeles River Shore 0.1 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Barranca 0.4 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

N.Ave 18 0.1 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Broadway 0.2 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Campus 0.4 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

College 1.0 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Ord 0.3 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Cesar Chavez 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Cesar Chavez 3.0 Backbone Future Blcyde Lane 

5th 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Olympic 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

lOFwy 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

lOFwy 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

95th 5.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Century 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

LA River 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Indiana 2.3 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Indiana 1.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Westmoreland 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Rampart 0.8 Backbone Future Bicycle Route 

Glendale 1.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

110 Fwy Fwy 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Hill 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Main 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Main 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Estimated Cost · 

$54,917 

$143,653 

$8,683 

$73,899 

,$359 

$147,682 

$83,421 

$172,820 

$13,555 

$3,810 

$18,700 

$3,665 

$12,015 

$119,995 

$48,718 

$14,227 

$36,253 

$151,874 

$26,008 

$36,526 

$13,516 

$13,516 

$255,069 

$10,134 

$35,282 

$114,310 

$456,556 

$10,674 

$41,079 

$60,830 

$25,693 

$35,509 

$3,900 

$3,900 
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Street 

2nd 

2nd 

Reno 

Reno 

Reno 

Riverside 

Crysta! Springs 

Lorena 

Lorena 

11th 

Chick Heam 

11th 

16th 

Adams 

Adams 

Adams (north side) 

Adams (south side) 

S4th 

54th 

Vermont 

Vermont 

Vermont 

Vermont (east side) 

Vermont (west side) 

Vermont 

Vermont 

Vermont 

4th Ave 

4th Ave 

Arden {Pl and Blvd) 

Roxton 

Hyde Park 

Southwest 

Hauser 

CD 

9 

9 

4 

1 

1 

4 

4 

14 

14 

9 

9 

1 

9 

10 

8 

8 

8 

8 

9 

13 

4 

10 

10 

1 

1 

8 

9 

10 

·8 

4 

8 

8 

8 

10 

1st Cross Street 

Main 

Main 

Beverly 

Beverly 

3rd 

Fletcher 

Los Feliz 

Cesar Chavez 

Lanfranco 

Main 

Figueroa 

110 Fwy Fwy 

Main 

Fairfax 

Western 

Normandie 

Normandie 

4th 

Normandie 

Sunset 

3rd 

6th 

8th 

8th 

11th 

Adams 

MLK 

Exposit[ ton 

Martin Luther King Jr 

Rossmore 

Rodeo 

4th 

4th 

Exposition 

2010 Bicycle Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Blkeway Type 

Spring 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Central 0.4 Backbone Bicycle Friendly Street 

3rd 0.1 Neighborhood Future Bicycle lane 

3rd 0.1 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

4th 0.1 Neighborhood Future Bicyde Lane 

Los Feliz 1.2 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Park Limits 0.5 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Lanfranco 0.8 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

8th 0.6 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Figueroa 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

llOFwyFwy 0.3 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Hoover 0.9 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Central 0.9 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Westerm 3.6 Backbone Future Bicycle Route 

Normandie 0.5 Backbone Future Bicyde Route 

Vermont 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Route 

Vermont 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Route 

Normandie 1.2 Backbone Bicycle Friendly Street 

Central 2.5 Backbone Bicycle Friendly Street 

3rd 2.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

6th 0.4 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

8th 0.4 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

11th 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

11th 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Adams 1.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

MLK 1.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Gage 2.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Rodeo 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Florence 2.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

23rd 1.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Martin Luther King Jr 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

4th 0.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

4th 0.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Cologne 1.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Estimated Cost 

$3,942 

$112,998 

$6,250 

$6,250 

$5,497 

$58,668 

$22,662 

$42,330 

$30,522 

$154,316 

$90,310 

$280,799 

$45,500 

$177,500 

$25,000 

$12,SOO 

$12,500 

$365,970 

$757,790 

$100,276 

$18,666 

$20,269 

$11,793 

$11,793 

$63,013 

$75,390 

$97,994 

$18,000 

$744,000 

$58,000 

$156,000 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$343,649 
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Street 

Hauser 

Hauser 

Martel 

Waring 

Vista 

Santa Monica 

Santa Monica (south side} 

Santa Monica (north side) 

Santa Monica 

Hoover 

Rosewood 

Rosewood 

June 

Waring 

Rosewood 

Bronson 

Elmwood 

Wilton 

Elmwood 

Western 

Oakwood 

Oakwood 

6th 

6th 

Edgewood 

Rimpau 

12th 

Queen Anne 

Edgewood 

Lucerne 

Country C!ub 

Bronson 

Country Club 

St. Andrews 

CD 1st Cross Street 

10 Venlce 

4 Olympic 

5 3rd 

5 Martel 

5 Waring 

13 Cole 

4 Cole 

13 Cole 

13 Vine 

13 Myra 

5 City Limits 

4 Highland 

4 Rosewood 

4 June 

4 Arden 

4 Rosewood 

4 Bronson 

4 Elmwood 

4 Wi!ton 

4 Elmwood 

4 Western 

13 Harvard 

5 San Vicente 

4 Fairfax 

10 Redondo 

10 Edgewodo 

10 Rimpau 

10 Edgewood 

10 Queen Anne 

10 Edgewood 

10 Lucerne 

10 CountryGub 

10 Lucerne 

10 11th 

2010 Bicycle Plan five Year Implementation Strategy 

2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Bikeway Type 
.•. 

Olympic 1.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

3rd 0.9 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendty Street 

Waring 1.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Vista 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friend!y Street 

City Limits 0.3 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

City Limts 0.8 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Vine 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Vine 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Hoover 2.4 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Santa Monica 0.0 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Highland 2.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

June 0.2 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Waring 0.3 Neighborhood Bicyde Friend!y Street 

Vine 0.4 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Bronson 0.4 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Elmwood 0.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Wilton 0.2 Neighborhood Bicycle Friend!y Street 

Elmwood 0.0 Neighborhood Blcyde Friendly Street 

Western 0.2 Neighborhood Bicyde Friend!y Street 

Oakwood 0.0 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Harvard 0.3 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Vermont 0.7 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Fairfax 0.7 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Route 

Hauser 0.6 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Route 

Rimpau 0.8 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

12th 0.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Queen Anne 0.2 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendfy Street 

12th 0.2 Neighborhood Bicycle Friend!y Street 

Lucerne 0.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Country Club 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycfe Friendly Street 

Bronson 0.4 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

CountryGub 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

St Andrews 0.7 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Country Club 0.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Estimated Cost 

$286,298 

$282,731 

$318,209 

$19,319 

$75,140 

$38,500 

$4,750 

$4,7SO 

$120,500 

$500 

$632,794 

$74,789 

$102,925 

$130,261 

$119,950 

$10,029 

$74,944 

$4,316 

$74,876 

$14,176 

$78,729 

$221,533 

$33,736 

$28,504 

$227,819 

$37,026 

$73,005 

$56,445 

$29,330 

$35,263 

$107,973 

$19,413 

$218,450 

$29,412 
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Street 

11th 

11th (north side} 

11th (south side) 

11th 

Whitworth 

Whitworth 

Curson 

Shenandoah 

Shenandoah 

Cadfllac 

Shenandoah 

Motor 

Walgrove 

Washington 

Washington 

Washington 

Blinn 

L 

Wilmington 

L 

Fries 

L 

Western 

25th 

Federal 

la Grange 

Purdue 

Tennessee 

Corinth 

Pico 

Gateway 

Granvil!e 

Radio 

Burkshire 

Inglewood 

CD 1st Cross Street 

10 St Andrews 

10 CDl Boundary 

1 CDl Boundary 

1 St. Andrews 

5 Beverly 

10 Fairfax 

10 Whitworth 

5 Whitworth 

10 18th 

10 Shenandoah 

10 Cad Hae 

5 Monte Mar 

11 Rose 

11 Abbot Kinney 

11 Zanja 

11 City limits 

15 City Limits 

15 Figueroa 

15 L 

15 Wilmington. 

15 L 

15 Fries 

15 Santa Cruz 

15 City Limits 

11 Santa Monica 

11 Federal 

11 La Grange 

11 Purdue 

11 Tennessee 

11 Corinth 

11 Pico 

11 Gateway 

11 Granville 

11 Rad lo 

11 National 

2010 Bicycle Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Bikeway Type 

CD 1 Boundary 0.2 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Vermont o.s Neighborhood Bicycle Frlend!y Street 

Vermont o.s Neighborhood Bicyde Friend!y Street 

Hoover 0.4 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Fairfax 1.3 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Curson 0.4 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

San Vicente 0.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

18th 0.8 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Cad mac 0.4 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Shenandoah 0.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Cattaraugus 0.4 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Manning 0.9 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Venice 0.9 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

City Limits 0.3 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Centinela 0.4 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

City Llmits 0.7 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Opp 1.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Wilmington 0.3 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

L 0.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Fries 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

L 0.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Blinn 1.2 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

25th 1.8 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Western 1.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

La Grange 0.6 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Purdue 0.2 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Tennessee 0.4 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

c.orinth 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Pico 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Gateway 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Granvme o.s Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Radio 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Burkshire 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

National 0.2 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Palms 0.7 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Estimated Cost 

$64,188 

$150,077 

$150,077 

$127,870 

$551,597 

$117,071 

$30,864 

$238,043 

$117,058 

$10,533 

$132,756 

$47,131 

$273,009 

$94,417 

$117,001 

$218,843 

$336,067 

$104,193 

$4,746 

$157,919 

$7,407 

$350,171 

$91,000 

$51,334 

$166,200 

$58,950 

$110,070 

$21,210 

$36,210 

$43,500 

$162,000 

$20,790 

$15,600 

$73,650 

$209,850 

Page 5 of9 

December 22, Z010 

m s:: .....,, 
00 
en 
CD 
en 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

c..v 
Q') 
I\.) 

Street 

San Vicente 

San Vicente 

San Vicente 

Lucerne 

9th 

Luce me 

Pico 

West 

Buckingham 

St. Andrews 

Maplewood 

St. Andrews 

2nd 

St. Andrews 

St. Andrews 

St. Andrews 

Country Club 

St. Andrews 

w 18th 

Gramercy 

Washington 

Gramercy 

Adams 

Cimarron 

Jefferson (north side) 

Jefferson (south side) 

Gramercy 

Echo Park 

Echo Park (west side) 

Echo Park {east side) 

Bellvue 

Silverlake 

Westwood 

Redondo 

9th 

CO 1st Cross Street 

5 la Cienega 

4 Fairfax 

10 Olympic 

10 WHshire 

10 Lucerne 

10 Edgewood 

10 West 

10 Pico 

10 Adams 

4 Melrose 

4 St. Andrews 

4 Maplewood 

4 St Andrews 

4 2nd 

10 6th 

10 Wilshire 

10 St Andrews 

10 Country Club 

10 St. Andrews 

10 w 18th 

10 Gramercy 

10 Washington 

10 Gramercy 

10 Adams 

10 Clmarron 

8 Cimarron 

8 Jefferson 

13 Morton 

13 Sunset 

1 Sunset 

1 Echo Park 

13 Sunset 

5 Le Conte 

10 Olympic 

15 Gaffey 

2010 Bicycle Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Bikeway Type 

Fairfax 1.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Olympic 0.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Pico 1.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Olympic 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Lucerne 0.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Pico 0.4 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Lucerne 0.1 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Adams 1.2 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

39th 1.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Maplewood 0.2 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

St. Andrews 0.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

2nd 0.6 Neighborhood Bicycle Friend!y Street 

St Andrews 0.0 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

6th 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Frrend!y Street 

Wilshire 0.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Frfend!y Street 

Country Club 0.9 Neighborhood Bicyde Frlend!y Street 

St Andrews 0.0 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendiy Street 

w 18th 0.5 Neighborhood Blcyde Friendly Street 

Gramercy 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Washington 0.1 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Gramercy 0.0 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Adams 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Cimarron 0.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Jefferson 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Gramercy 0.0 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Gramercy 0.0 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Exposition 0.5 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Sunset 0.6 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Bel!vue 0.3 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Bel!vue 0.3 Neighborhood Blcyc!e Friendly Street 

East Kensington 0.5 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Beverly 1.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Wellworth 0.5 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

San Vicente 0.2 Backbone Future Bfcyde Lane 

Harbor 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Estimated Cost 

$59,085 

$2,387 

$84,297 

$150,000 

$3,000 

$123,000 

$4,500 

$354,000 

$339,000 

$66,000 

$27,000 

$189,000 

$6,000 

$159,000 

$39,000 

$255,000 

$9,000 

$159,000 

$24,000 

- $39,000 

$6,000 

$150,000 

$33,000 

$147,000 

$12,000 

$12,000 

$147,000 

$180,147 

$77,272 

$77,272 

$148,115 

$50,454 

$25,143 

$11,521 

$34,000 
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Street 

Vine 

Vine 

Vine 

Rossmore 

Palms 

Lincoln 

Palms 

Penmar 

Palms 

Palms 

Palms 

Palms 

Palms 

Academy 

Morton P! 

Morton Ave 

Tuxford 

Van Nuys Blvd 

Manchester Ave. 

Manchester 

Zoo 

Western Heritage 

Eagle Rock 

Avenue 28 

Cypress 

Rampart 

Rampart 

Lomita 

Normandie 

Anaheim 

Western 

Rowena 

Crystal Springs 

York 

CD 1st Cross Street 

4 Yucca 

4 Santa Monica 

13 Santa Monica 

13 Melrose 

11 Abbot Kinney 

11 Palms 

11 Lincoln 

11 Palms 

11 Pen mar 

11 405 Fwy Fwy 

5 Palms 

5 Mentone 

10 Mentone 

1 Stadium Way 

13 Elysian Park 

13 Morton Pl 

2 G!enoaks 

2 Chandler 

11 Sepulveda 

4 Forest lawn 

4 Crystal Springs 

14 Colorado 

1 Pepper 

1 Gay 

13 Beverly 

1 3rd 

15 Figueroa 

15 Pacific Coast Hwy 

15 110 Fwy Fwy 

15 Summerland 

13 Hyperion 

4 Park limits 

1 Figueroa St. N 

2010 Bicycle Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Bikeway Type 

Santa Monica 0.9 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Melrose 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Melrose 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Arden 0.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Lincoln 0.6 Neighborhood Bicycle Friend[y Street 

Palms 0.0 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Penmar 0.3 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Palms 0.0 Neighborhood Bkyde Friendly Street 

405 Fwy Fwy 2.3 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Mentone 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Mentone 0.5 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

National 0.2 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Nationa1 0.2 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Elysian Park 0.2 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Morton Ave 0.3 Neighborhood Bicycle Friend!y Street 

Echo Park 0.3 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Sunland 0.3 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Oxnard 0.6 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Osage 1.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

3.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Western Heritage 2.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Zoo 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Westda!e 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Figueroa 0.7 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Figueroa Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

3rd 0.3 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

7th 0.5 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Eubank 1.5 Neighborhood Future Bicycle Lane 

Harbor Park (halfway) 0.4 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Alameda 2.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Santa Cruz 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Glendale D.5 Backbone Future Bicyde lane 

Zoo Dr 2.8 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Ave 46 0.2 Backbone Future Bicyde Lane 

Estimated Cost 

$44,845 

$12,493 

$12,493 

$1,288 

$168,805 

$3,818 

$102,953 

$13,645 

$676,647 

$146,079 

$146,079 

$61,632 

$61,632 

$59,444 

$80,085 

$86,650 

$12,500 

$30,500 

$50,00D 

$177,020 

$114,500 

$6,000 

$34,963 

$37,000 

$0 

$12.,667 

$26,840 

$75,500 

$17,500 

$103,500 

$8,500 

$2.4,500 

$138,000 

$8,918 

Page 7 of 9 
December 22, 2010 

m s:: .....,, 
00 
en 
CD 
...... 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

c..v 
Q') 
..j:::.. 

Street 

York 

Sherman Way 

Sherman Way 

Sherman Way 

Sherman Way 

Sherman Way 

Sherman Way 

Burton Way 

Motor 

Motor 

Motor 

Motor 

Abbot Kinney Blvd 

Penrose/Sun land 

54th 

lankershim Blvd 

Cahuenga Blvd 

Burbank 

Sepulveda Blvd Westside 

Sepulveda Blvd Westside 

Sepulveda Blvd Westside 

Franklin 

Franklin 

Franklin 

la Brea 

La Brea 

Highland 

Western 

Los Feliz Blvd 

Topanga Canyon 

Topanga Canyon 

CO 1st Cross Street 

14 Ave46 

3 Topanga Canyon 

12 White Oak 

12 Louise 

6 Louise 

6 Balboa 

2 Hazeltine 

5 Doheny 

5 Nationaf 

10 Palms 

10 Regent 

11 Regent 

11 Venice 

2 Glen Oaks 

8 100 ft w/o Hillcrest Dr 

4 Chandler 

4 lankershim 

2 405 Fwy Fwy 

5 937' nw/o Ohio 

11 Palms 

11 220' nw/o Greenlawn 

13 la Brea 

4 la Brea 

4 Highland 

4 Hol!ywood 

13 Hol!ywood 

4 Franklin 

4 Franklin 

4 Western 

12 118 Fwy 

3 Roscoe 

2010 Bicyde Plan Five Year Implementation Strategy 

2nd Cross Street Mileage Network Bikeway Type - ·-

;:,ourn t'asauena 1.,,11y 

Limits 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

WhlteOak s.o Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Louise 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Balboa 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Balboa 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Hazeltine 4.0 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Laurel Canyon 2.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

San Vicente 0.8 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Palms 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Regent 0.3 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Culver City Um its 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Culver City Limits 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Washington 0.6 Neighborhood Blcyde Friendly Street 

la Tuna Canyon 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Crenshaw 0.9 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Cahuenga 2.4 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Highland 1.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Van Nuys Bivd 1.1 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Palms 2.8 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Venice 0.5 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Ba!lona Creek 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Highland 0.2 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Highland 0.2 Neighborhood Bicyde Friendly Street 

Western 1.6 Neighborhood Bicycle Friendly Street 

Franklin 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Franklin 0.1 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Cahuenga 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Los Feliz 0.2 Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Vermont Ll Backbone Future Bicycle lane 

Roscoe 4.2 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Mulholland Dr 4.8 Backbone Future Bicycle Lane 

Estimated Cost 

$16,582 

$250,000 

$25,000 

$12,500 

$12,500 

$200,000 

$124,500 

$41,010 

$12,000 

$14,500 

$8,000 

$8,000 

$188,596 

$11,372 

$45,706 

$120,465 

$56,082 

$336,494 

$139,468 

$25,762 

$8,930 

$64,597 

$66,000 

$486,000 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$8,500 

$7,500 

$55,000 

$207,500 

$238,000 
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Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report 
And Public Scoping Meeting 

EIR Number: ENV-2012-1470-EIR 
Project Name: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 2010 

Bicycle Plan - First Year of the First Five-Year Implementation Strategy and the 
Figueroa Streetscape Project 

Project Location: Citywide (see Figure 1) 
Council District: Citywide 
Due Date for Public Comments: July 30, 2012 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (Lead Agency) will prepare an EIR for the proposed 
City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan-First Year of Five Year Implementation Strategy and the Figueroa 
Streetscape Project (proposed project). This NOP is being distributed to applicable responsible agencies, 
trustee agencies, and interested parties as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Comments from interested parties are requested as to the scope and content of the environmental 
information that is pertinent to each agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed 
project. 

Project Characteristics: The proposed projects consist of the following: 1. First Year of the First Five-Year 
Implementation Strategy; and 2. Figueroa Corridor Streetscape Project a project centered around separated 
bike lane and facilitating pedestrian activity on a three-mile stretch of South Figueroa and adjacent streets 
around the Staples Center. Both projects are described in more detail below. 

Bicycle Plan: First Year of the First Five-Year Implementation Strategy 

This proposed project would include the implementation of over 40 miles of projects (see Table 1 below). Not 
included in the project are bikeways that are planned to proceed based on the previous Mitigated Negative 
Declaration - i.e. bicycle lanes that are not anticipated to result in any significant adverse impacts. Types of 
treatments being considered under the proposed project include bicycle lanes (protected bike lanes as part 
of the My Figueroa project) and reconfiguration of roadway striping as necessary and would in general 
include the loss of one or more vehicular travel lanes. In addition to, and in some cases as an alternative to 
the loss of vehicular travel lanes, loss of existing parking lanes could occur where applicable. 

The proposed project consists of new bicycle lanes that would be striped along existing City of Los Angeles 
streets within existing rights-of-way as identified in Figure 1. Installation of the bicycle lanes is anticipated to 
take less than 12 months and would begin sometime in 2012 or 2013. Implementation of the proposed 
project would create a greater network of connectivity and would help meet the goals of the 2010 Bicycle 
Plan. Implementation of the proposed project would not change existing access. As described above, some 
loss of existing street parking lanes could occur. 

RL0021366 
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TABLE 1: BICYCLE PLAN -- FIRST YEAR OF THE FIRST FIVE YEAR IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY 

Length 
Street Limits (miles) Area/Connection 

Venice Blvd. San Vicente Blvd. to Main St. 3.9 City Center South 

Lankershim Blvd. Cahuenga Blvd. to Chandler Blvd . 2.4 Universal 

Cahuenga Blvd. W Lankershim Blvd. to Pilgrimage Bridge 2.3 Universal 

Cahuenga Blvd. E Pilgrimage Bridge to Odin St 0.3 Universal 

Caesar E Chavez Ave. Figueroa St. to Mission Rd. 1.3 Hollywood to Alhambra 

Mission Rd. Cesar E. Chavez Ave. to Soto St. 2.4 Hollywood to Alhambra 

ylh St. Figueroa St. to Soto St. 2.9 City Center South 

Vermont Ave. Venice Blvd. to Wilshire Blvd. 1.2 City Center South 

Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. Marlton Ave. to Figueroa St. 3.2 City Center South 

N. Figueroa St. San Fernando Rd. to Colorado Blvd. 5.1 Northeast 

S. Figueroa St. ylh St to Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 3.0 Southeast 

Westwood Blvd. Santa Monica Blvd. to National Blvd. 1.6 Westside 

Bundy Dr. San Vicente Blvd. to Stanwood Dr. 3.2 Westside 

Centinela Ave. Stanwood Dr. to Culver City limit at Washington Pl. 1.3 Westside 

Sepulveda Blvd. National Blvd. to City/County limit (N/O Ohio Ave.) 2.1 Westside 

Ave. of the Stars Pico Blvd. to Santa Monica Blvd . 1.0 Westside 

Colorado Blvd. Glendale City limit (200' e/o Lincoln Ave.) to Ave 64 3.0 Northeast 

Woodley Ave. Stagg Street to Chase St. 0.8 Valley 

Devonshire St. Haskell Ave. to Sepulveda Blvd. 0.4 Valley 

2nd St. Beverly Blvd./Glendale Blvd. to Broadway St. 1.0 Central City 

Grand Ave. Washington Blvd. to 301h St. 0.7 South 

Virgil Ave. Santa Monica Blvd. to Melrose Ave 0.5 Hollywood 

Total 43.3 

Source: City of Los Angeles, LADOT 

Figueroa Corridor Streetscape Project ("My Fig'? 

The Figueroa Corridor Streetscape Project includes a combination of one way bike paths (in the direction of 
adjacent traffic) within the existing roadbed and next to the curb, separated from vehicular traffic lanes by 
physical barriers, and standard bike lanes with painted buffers along a 3-mile stretch of Figueroa Street 
through Downtown and South Los Angeles from 7th Street to Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. Vehicular travel 
lanes would be reduced where necessary to incorporate these facilities within the existing curb-to-curb 
roadbed, and to maintain safe and efficient operation for all users. 

This project would also include a one-way westbound bicycle facility (along six blocks of 11th Street in 
Downtown Los Angeles from Broadway to Figueroa Street). The Downtown LA Streetcar project, as currently 
envisioned, includes track service on both 11th Street and Figueroa Street. The bicycle and streetscape 
facilities of My Fig would coexist with the streetcar where applicable. 

Though the existing vehicular travel lanes would be reduced where necessary to incorporate the bicycle 
facilities, the existing northbound peak period bus lane would be retained. Where one-way bike paths within 
the existing roadbed are installed and operation allows for it, outboard bus platforms would be constructed 
between the bike path and travel lanes to facilitate boarding and alighting of passengers without requiring 
buses to cross or block the bike path. 

2 
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The one way separated bike path facilities as part of My Fig would also include modified traffic signals to 
provide separate bike signal heads combined with two-stage left turn queuing space at signalized 
intersections to allow bicyclists to safely turn left from Figueroa onto perpendicular streets. Demarcations, 
using colored paint and signage, will be provided through intersections and conflict zones, such as driveways 
or at other potential bicycle/vehicle and bicycle/pedestrian mixing areas. 

Bill Robertson Lane, from Exposition Boulevard to Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard will remain two way, with 
one travel lane in each direction. Bike lanes with a painted, striped buffer will be provided northbound and 
southbound on Bill Robertson Lane. On-street parking on the west side of Bill Robertson opposite the Roy 
A. Anderson Recreation Center between Leighton Avenue and Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard would be 
retained. Where possible, a sidewalk extension on the east side of the street is proposed to create the more 
generous pedestrian promenade imagined in the Exposition Park Master Plan. 

Streetscape Improvements: The project proposes streetscape improvements, including pedestrian scale 
street lighting, street trees and planting areas (which could manage and cleanse stormwater from the 
roadway), repaired sidewalk paving and enhanced paving at transit stops, enhanced crosswalk treatments 
(using materials such as Streetprint), transit furniture, and public art. The proposed project is intended to 
provide similar pedestrian scale improvements such as lighting, street trees, enhanced crosswalks, and art 
on 11th Street, Bill Robertson Lane and Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard. 

Access: Access to transit vehicles would be provided by curb ramps from the sidewalk to ADA accessible 
bus platforms outboard of the bicycle lanes in the street. Transit waiting areas would be accommodated at 
existing bus stops on the sidewalks, with the bus platforms primarily for passenger boarding and alighting 
from transit vehicles. In constrained areas of the corridor, where on street parking cannot be accommodated, 
or does not exist now, busses would load from the curb, as usual. 

Issues to Be Addressed In the EIR: Based on the project description, Initial Study, and the Lead Agency's 
understanding of the environmental issues associated with the proposed project, the following topics have 
tentatively been identified to be analyzed in detail in the EIR: 

Air Quality Noise 
Land Use and Planning Traffic and Parking 

Alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR will be defined based on their potential to reduce or eliminate 
significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. The specific alternatives to be 
evaluated in the EIR may include, but are not limited to, the "No Project" alternative as required by CEQA 
and alternative land use configurations. 

Submittal of Written Comments: The Lead Agency solicits comments regarding the scope, content and 
specificity of the EIR from all interested parties requesting notice, responsible agencies, agencies with 
jurisdiction by law, trustee agencies, and involved agencies. Please send your written/typed comments 
(including a name, telephone number, and contact information) to the following: 

David Somers, Citywide Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 978-3307 
Fax: (213) 978-1477 
E-Mail: david.somers@lacity.org 

Because of time limits mandated by state law, written comments must be provided to the City of Los Angeles 
at the earliest possible date, but no later than 5:00 p.m. on July 30th. 
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Notice of Scoping Meeting: Pursuant to California Public Resources Code §§21081.7, 21083.9, and 
21092.2, the Lead Agency will conduct three public scoping meetings (plus a webinar will be available on
line) for the purpose of soliciting oral and written comments from interested parties, responsible agencies, 
agencies with jurisdiction by law, trustee agencies, and involved federal agencies, as to the appropriate 
scope and content of the El R. 

All interested parties are invited to attend a scoping meeting to assist in identifying issues to be addressed in 
the EIR. The scoping meetings will include a brief presentation as to the projects to be addressed in the E!R 
and will provide attendees with an opportunity to provide input in to the scope of the EIR. The information 
presented at the three scoping meetings and in the webinar will be identical. Scoping meetings will be held 
as follows: 

July 10, 2012, 5 pm to 7 pm 
Caltrans District 7 Building, Room 01.0408 
100 S. Main St 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

July 12, 2012, 6 pm to 8 pm 
LADOT Western Parking Enforcement Office, 
11214 W. Exposition Blvd., 1st Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 

July 18, 2012, 6 pm to 8 pm 
Los Angeles River Center & Gardens, 
California Building 
570 West Avenue 26 
Los Angeles, CA 90065 

Webinar, July 17th, 3 PM to 4 PM 
Check LADOT Bike Blog for webinar log in details: http://lado1bikeb!og.\OCQ[QQress.com/ 

For additional information, please contact David Somers at (213) 978-3307. 

David J. Somers 
Citywide Section 
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LEGEND: 

- Bicycle Lane "My Figueroa" Streetscape Project City of Los Angeles 

SOURCE: ESRI and TAHA, 2012. 

First Year of the First Five-Year Implementation Strategy and Figueroa Streetscape Project 
-._..-.......... Notice of Preparation 

taha 2011-068 CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

APPROX. 

SCALE 

FIGURE 1 

PROJECT LOCATIONS 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28183 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 10:26 AM 
Stacy Munoz 
Fwd: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

Stacy - could you coordinate this for us? Michael gave a green light to schedule this meeting. It would be best 
to have this meeting prior to the CPC meeting on March 28. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Elhami Nasr <elhami.nasr@dot. ca.gov> 
Date: Fri, Mar 1, 2013 at 3:46 PM 
Subject: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 
To: Michael. LoGrande@lacity.org, Lisa.Web ber@lacity. org, Tomas. Carranza@lacity.org 

Michael, Lisa, Thomas, 

The Caltrans District Director and Planning Executive team would like to meet with just the three of 
you at this time regarding the Millennium Project. The purpose of this meeting is discuss some of the 
issues and concerns and make sure that we are all on the same page. 

Please let us know what your availability is for early next week so that we can get this accomplished 
as soon as possible. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you. 

Elhami Nasr, PMP 
Office Chief 
Caltrans - District 7 
Division of Planning, Public Transportation and Local Assistance 
Office of Transportation Planning 
Office - 12.041 
Tel. 213.897.0227 
Fax. 213.897.0381 
Cell 213.792.2505 

RL0021371 



Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

EM28184 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28705 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 11:11 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
you around to chat millennium? 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdl3 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28185 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 10:32 AM 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Re: [Update] Millennium Staff Rpt 

I think that would be best; that way we can go over the next set of reports. 

From: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 10:24 AM 
To: serq io. i ba rra@lacitv.org <serq io. i ba rra@lacitv.org >; da n.scott@lacitv.org < da n.scott@lacitv.org >; 
I isa.webber@lacitv.org < lisa.webber@lacitv.org >; I uci ra I ia. i ba rra@lacitv.org < I uci ra lia. i ba rra@lacitv.org > 
Cc: I isa.webber@lacitv.org < I isa.webber@lacitv.org >; da n.scott@lacitv.org < da n.scott@lacitv.org >; 
serq io. i ba rra@lacitv.org < serq io. i ba rra@lacitv.org > 
Subject: [Update] Millennium Staff Rpt 

Hi Lisa & Dan, 
Since we met yesterday to discuss the Staff Report, should we re-schedule this meeting to later in the week, 
maybe Thursday, to go over final details on all reports? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 

Where Rm 750 C!r@Q) 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Lisa Webber 

• Dan Scott 

• Sergio Ibarra 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM28186 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 10:34 AM 
elhami.nasr@dot.ca.gov 

Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

Lisa has asked me to coordinate the above mentioned meeting with you. Michael and Lisa are both available at 
the following times: 

Wednesday, 3/20 from 4-5 
Friday, 3/22 from I :30- 2:30 

Please let me know if either time works for you. Thanks so much ... Stacy 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

RL0021375 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Luci, 

EM28706 

Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 11:27 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Tomas Carranza 
Fwd: Hollywood Millennium 

millennium traffic.docx 

I am reviewing the document you prepared for the Hollywood Millennium and I had a question. In your 
document there seems to be reference to a supplemental analysis that was done for the development agreement 
for the project that was a slightly expanded study that had different results (i.e. impacts). It is stated that this 
supplemental analysis was performed to account for "market forces" possibly changing the project. Do we need 
to reference this in your document? 

Thanks, 

Wes 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 10:24 AM 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 
To: Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> 

Please review and revise the attached, then e-mail to Luci Ibarra - thanks! 

Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

RL0021376 



EM28707 

The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing 
traffic conditions, (2011 ), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at 
acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A through D, as determined by DOT. During the 
PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion 
with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may 
occur if traffic signal does not provide for protected turning movements." Levels of 
Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The addition of the project will increase 
the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at all study intersections during one 
or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an increase in the 
CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied 
intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The 
remaining 15 intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or 
both peak hours with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project
related traffic mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease 
from 15 to 13. Of these, five study intersections would remain at a significant level even 
with the implementation of mitigation measures, meaning there was minimal 
improvement to the CMA (less than 0.010). 

In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during 
one or both peak hours. In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by 
the project (with mitigation) in 2020, three additional intersections, including Cahuenga 
Boulevard/Yucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine Street/De Longpre 
Avenue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the 
traffic analysis has conclude that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce 
affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the year 2020, and would only increase the 
number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the project) to 16 
intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation. 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacity.org > 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tuesday, March 12, 2013 11:30 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Staff Rpt 

Lisa Webber has declined this invitation. 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130312T2130002 
DTEND:20130312T2230002 
DTSTAMP:20130312T1829332 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=DECLINED;CN=Lisa W 
ebber;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130308T1740212 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130312T182933Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Wes, 

EM28708 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 11 :45 AM 
Wes Pringle 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

I just called to discuss. Give me a call back when you have a sec (8-13 78). Thanks, Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 11 :27 AM, Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

I am reviewing the document you prepared for the Hollywood Millennium and I had a question. In your 
document there seems to be reference to a supplemental analysis that was done for the development agreement 
for the project that was a slightly expanded study that had different results (i.e. impacts). It is stated that this 
supplemental analysis was performed to account for "market forces" possibly changing the project. Do we need 
to reference this in your document? 

Thanks, 

Wes 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 10:24 AM 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 
To: Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> 

Please review and revise the attached, then e-mail to Luci Ibarra - thanks! 

Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28710 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 11:57 AM 
Lisa Webber 
Millennium 

Lisa: Luci is finalizing all three reports. We will need to send the reports to the applicant team today so that they 
can make copies over the weekend and then bring us our copies on Monday. 

This will necessitate me signing the report on your behalf Is that ok with you? 

RL0021382 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM22226 

Czerwinski, Ellen < ECzerwinski@manatt.com > 

Monday, March 04, 2013 5:06 PM 
'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org' 

De la Cruz, Victor 
Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 2 of 5) 
Exhibit D - Convention and Event Center Project - 2012 - SCH# 2011031049.pdf; 

Exhibit E - Occidental College Specific Plan - 2008 - SCH# 2006081153.pdf; Exhibit F -
Lakeside Park Project - 2011.pdf; Exhibit G - Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project -
2010 - SCH# 2009071035.pdf; Exhibit H - USC Development Plan - 2010 - SCH# 

200901101.pdf 

For inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt.com or by telephone at (310) 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 
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IV. Environmental Impact Analysis 
E.. Noise 

1. Introduction 

This section evaluates the potential for noise and groundborne vibration impacts 
resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project. This analysis includes the potential 
for the Proposed Project to result in impacts associated with a temporary and/or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site; exposure of persons in 
the vicinity of the Project Site to excessive noise levels, groundborne vibration, or 
groundborne noise levels; and whether this exposure is in excess of standards established 
in the City's general plan, noise ordinance, or CEQA Thresholds Guide. Finally, mitigation 
measures intended to reduce impacts to noise and vibration are proposed, where 
appropriate, to avoid or reduce significant impacts of the Proposed Project. This section is 
based on the technical report titled "Noise Impact Study-Convention Center 
Modernization & Farmers Field Project," prepared by Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 
March 2012. A complete copy of this report is provided as Appendix L to this Draft EIR. In 
contrast to other sections in this Draft EIR, the related tables and figures noted throughout 
the text below are attached to the end of this section. 

Data used to prepare this analysis was obtained from the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Noise Element and the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC"), and by 
measuring and modeling existing and future noise levels at the Project Site and the 
surrounding land uses. Traffic information contained in the traffic study prepared for the 
Proposed Project (see Appendix I to this Draft EIR) was used to prepare the noise 
modeling for vehicular sources. 

2. Environmental Setting 

a. Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency 
(pitch). The standard unit of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel ("dB"). The dB 
scale is a logarithmic scale that describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations 
that make up any sound. The pitch of the sound is related to the frequency of the pressure 
vibration. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to a given sound level at all 
frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise 
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to human sensitivity. The A-weighted dB scale ("dBA") corresponds to the way the human 
ear perceives sound. Examples of various sound levels in different environments are 
provided in Table IV.E-1 on page IV.E-46. 

Because the Proposed Project includes entertainment noise sources, the analysis 
analyzes entertainment noise sources using the C-Weighted sound pressure level (dBC) in 
addition to addressing conditions in terms of dBA levels. The dBC level is used when a 
project includes the type of amplified sound system and pyrotechnic displays that would 
occur at the Event Center, to account for both low frequency sounds (i.e., bass) and the 
high sound levels of the noise source. 

Noise is typically defined as unwanted sound. Noise is commonly defined as sound 
that is undesirable because it interferes with speech communication, and hearing, causing 
sleep disturbance, or is otherwise annoying (unwanted sound). People judge the relative 
magnitude of sound sensation by subjective terms such as "loudness" or "noisiness." To 
the normal hearing a change in sound level of 3 dB is considered "just perceptible," a 
change in sound level of 5 dB is considered "clearly noticeable," and a change (i.e., 
increase) of 10 dB is generally recognized as "twice as loud." 

(1) Outdoor Sound Propagation 

In an outdoor environment, sound levels attenuate (reduce) through the air as a 
function of distance. Such attenuation is commonly referred to as "distance loss" or 
"geometric spreading," and is based on the noise source configuration (e.g., point source, 
or line source). For a point source, such as a piece of mechanical/electrical/construction 
equipment (e.g., air conditioner, electrical transformer, or bull dozer) the rate of sound 
attenuation is about 6 dB per doubling of distance from the noise source. For example, an 
outdoor condenser fan that generates a sound level of 60 dBA at a distance of 5 feet would 
attenuate to 54 dBA at a distance of 10 feet. For a line source, such as a constant flow of 
traffic on a roadway, the rate of sound attenuation is about 3 dB per doubling of distance. 

In addition, structures (e.g., buildings and solid walls) and natural topography (e.g., 
hills) that obstruct the line-of-sight between a noise source and a receptor further reduce 
the noise level if the receptor is located within the "shadow" of the obstruction, such as 
behind a sound wall. This type of sound attenuation is known as "barrier insertion loss." If 
a receptor is located behind the wall but still has a view of the source (i.e., line-of-sight is 
not fully blocked), some barrier insertion loss would still occur, however to a lesser extent. 
Additionally, a receptor located on the same side of the wall as a noise source may actually 
experience an increase in the perceived noise level as the wall reflects noise back to the 
receptor, thereby compounding the noise. Noise barriers can provide noise level 
reductions ranging from approximately 5 dBA (where the barrier just breaks the line-of-sight 
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between the noise source and receiver) to an upper range of 20 dBA with a more 
substantial barrier. 

(2) Environmental Noise Descriptors 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of 
community noise on people. Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales 
consider the total acoustical energy content, as well as the time and duration of 
occurrence. The most frequently used noise descriptors, including those used by the City, 
are summarized below. 

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq). Leq is a measurement of the acoustic energy 
content of noise averaged over a specified time period. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying 
sound and that of a steady sound are the same if they deliver the same amount of energy 
to the receptor's ear during exposure. LeqS for 1-hour periods, during the daytime or 
nighttime hours, and 24 hours are commonly used in environmental noise assessments. 
Leq can be measured for any time period, but is typically measured for an increment of no 
less than 15 minutes for environmental studies. For evaluating community impacts, this 
rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or night. 

Maximum Sound Level (LmaxJ. Lmax represents the maximum A-weighted sound 
level measured during a measurement period. It is a measure of the highest sound level at 
a particular point in time. Lmax is generally used to evaluate short-duration/intermittent 
noise sources. For this analysis, it is used to evaluate noise effects from stadium 
operations (i.e., sound system and crowd cheering), parking garage operations (i.e., car 
alarms/horns), and firework display shows. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL is the time average of all 
A-weighted sound levels for a 24-hour day period with a 10 dBA adjustment (increase) 
added to the sound levels that occur in the nighttime hours (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 AM.) and a 
5 dBA adjustment (increase) added to the sound levels that occur in the evening hours 
(7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M.). These penalties attempt to account for increased human 
sensitivity to noise during the quieter nighttime periods, when the ambient background 
noise is less and where sleep is the most probable activity. In comparison, the 24-hour 
CNEL is approximately equal to the Leq plus 7 dBA, for noise sources that are constant 
throughout the day, such as, mechanical equipment operating on a 24-hour basis. The 
CNEL has been adopted by the State of California to define the community noise 
environment for development of the community noise element of a General Plan and is 
also used by the City for land use planning (i.e., the City's General Plan Noise Element) 
and to describe noise impacts in its L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006). 
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Day-Night Average Level (Ldn or DNL). Ldn, like CNEL, is the weighted 24-hour 
average noise level that accounts for peoples increased annoyance to noise occurring in 
the nighttime hours. It is the average equivalent A-Weighted sound level during a 24-hour 
day, calculated after adding ten (10) dBA to sound levels that occur after 10:00 P.M. and 
before 7:00 AM. Typically, the Ldn is within 1 dBA of the CNEL. 

b. Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne 
Vibration 

Vibration is commonly defined as an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in 
which the motion's amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or 
acceleration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) or the root-mean-square (RMS) velocity is 
usually used to describe vibration amplitudes. PPV is defined as the maximum 
instantaneous peak of the vibration signal, while RMS is defined as the square-root of the 
average of the squared amplitude of the signal. PPV is typically used for evaluating 
potential building damage, whereas RMS is typically more suitable for evaluating human 
response to ground-borne vibration. The RMS vibration velocity level can be presented in 
inches per second or in VdB (a decibel unit referenced to 1 micro-inch per second). 
Commonly, ground-borne vibration generated by man-made activities (i.e., road traffic, 
construction activity) attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. 

c. Regulatory Framework 

There are numerous federal, State, and local regulations and standards regarding 
noise that are relevant to the Proposed Project. These regulations are provided in 
Appendix L of this Draft EIR. As discussed therein, federal noise standards have been set 
forth by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for residential 
uses, while the State of California has established specific General Plan Guidelines that set 
forth acceptable noise categories for various types of land use. In addition, the City of Los 
Angeles has established guidelines and regulations regarding noise within the Noise 
Element of its General Plan as well as within its Noise Regulation. As discussed in 
Appendix L, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) have established standards for vibration that have been used in 
this analysis. 

d. Existing Conditions 

(1) Noise Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others based on the 
types of activities typically involved at the receptor location. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
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Guide (2006) states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks 
are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. Twenty-six 
(26) noise-sensitive receptors were selected for the noise analysis, representing the 
various noise sensitive land uses (i.e., residential, hospital, school, hotel/motel, auditorium, 
religious institution, and parks uses) in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

(2) Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the selected 26 off-site locations in the 
vicinity of the Project Site for a typical weekday and weekend. The off-site noise 
measurement locations range from approximately 90 feet (R2-residences located on Pico 
Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street) to approximately 1,940 feet (R22-residences located 
on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street) from the Project Site. The noise measurement 
locations are described in Table IV.E-6 on page IV.E-50 and are shown in Figure IV.E-1 on 
page IV.E-120. For the weekday measurements, long-term (24-hour) measurements were 
conducted at nine (9) measurement locations and three short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were conducted at each of the remaining 17 locations. For the short-term 
measurements, two measurements were made during the daytime hours (between the 
hours of 9:00 AM. and 4:00 P.M.) and one during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. 

and 1:00 AM.). For the weekend ambient measurements, two short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were made at all 26 locations during the daytime hours (between 1 :00 P.M. 

and 4:00 P.M.) and during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. and 12:00 AM.). The 
weekday ambient noise measurements were conducted between July 19 and July 28, 
2011, and between October 20 and October 21, 2011. The weekend ambient noise 
measurements were conducted on January 14, 22, and 29, 2012, and February 4, 2012. 

The ambient noise monitoring program was conducted using several Quest 
Technologies Model 2900 Integrating/Logging Sound Level Meters, these sound level 
meters meet and exceed the minimum industry standard performance requirements for 
"Type 2" standard instruments, as defined in the American National Standard Institute 
(ANSI) S1 .4. These sound level meters also meet the requirement specified in Section 
111.01 (I) of the LAMC that the instruments be "Type S2A" standard instruments or better. 
The sound level meters were set up to collect the average (Leq) noise levels over a 
15-minute period. For the 24-hour noise measurements, the sound level meters were also 
set up to register the ambient noise levels on a 15-minute basis (i.e., 96 15-minute Leq 
levels for a 24-hour measurement). In accordance with the City's noise ordinance, the 
ambient noise measurements were conducted continuously for a period of a minimum of 
15 minutes. 

Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. Detailed noise measurement data are provided in Appendix L to 
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this Draft EIR. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the current ambient 
noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular traffic 
on local roadways and the SR-110 Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft 
flyovers, and other typical urban noise. In general, the ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the Project Site currently exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient 
noise standards, as presented in Table IV.E-2 on page IV.E-47. Therefore, the measured 
existing ambient noise levels are appropriate for use as the baseline conditions for the 
purposes of determining Project impacts. 

Twenty-four-hour CNEL levels were calculated for the short-term (15-minute) 
measurement locations based on the measured Leq noise levels. The CNEL levels were 
calculated based on the 15-minute Leq levels following the calculation procedures 
prescribed by the FTA As indicated in Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52, the existing noise 
environments at the 26 off-site sensitive receptors are classified, based on the standards 
set forth in Table IV.E-3 on page IV.E-48, as follows: (1) ambient noise levels at locations 
R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), R21 (residences on Park 
Grove Avenue, south of Washington Boulevard) and R23 (residences on 14th Street, east 
of Union Avenue) are within the "normally acceptable" range; (2) ambient noise levels at 
locations R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE), R3 (residences 
on Flower Street), R4 (residences on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), RS 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R7 (residences on 
11th Street, east of Albany Street), RB (10th Street Elementary School on Valencia Street, 
south of Olympic Boulevard), R9 (residences on Albany Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard), R 13 (residences at the northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets), R 14 
(residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand Avenue), R 15 (residences on 
Hope Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R17 (religious use at the northeast corner of 
Hope Street and Washington Boulevard), R19 (residences and religious uses on 18th 
Street, east of Georgia Street), R20 (residences on Bonsalio Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard), R22 (residences located on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street), R24 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Union Avenue), R25 (residences on 12th Street, 
east of Union Avenue) and R26 (residences on Wright Street, north of Venice Boulevard) 
are within the "conditionally acceptable" range; (3) ambient noise levels at locations R2 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street), R11 (residences on 9th Street, 
east of Flower Street), R12 (residences on Olympic Boulevard, west of Hope Street), and 
R18 (high school on 17th Street) are within the "normally unacceptable" range; and 
(4) ambient noise levels at locations R10 (hotel use on Figueroa Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard) and R16 (residences located at the northeast corner of Grand Avenue and 
Venice Boulevard) are within the "clearly unacceptable" range. 
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(3) Existing Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, the 
existing traffic noise on local roadways in the surrounding areas near the Project Site was 
calculated using information taken from the Project transportation study (see Appendix I to 
this Draft EIR). The transportation study area is generally bounded by the 101 Freeway/ 
College Street on the north, Exposition Boulevard/37th Street on the south, Central Avenue 
on the east, and Arlington Street on the west. A total of 177 intersections were analyzed as 
part of the transportation study. Eighty-one (81) roadway segments were selected for the 
existing noise analysis, based on proximity to noise sensitive uses and the traffic volume 
from the Proposed Project (segments forecast to receive the highest volumes of Project 
traffic were selected). 

Traffic noise levels were calculated using the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) and traffic volume data from the Project transportation 
study. The TNM traffic noise prediction model calculates the hourly Leq noise levels based 
on specific information, including the hourly traffic volume, vehicle type mix, vehicle speed, 
and distance between the noise receptor and the roadway. A traffic noise model calibration 
test was performed to establish the noise prediction model's accuracy. Seven road 
segments were used to calibrate the Project's traffic noise model. The traffic counts, 
including vehicle mix, were entered into the noise model along with the observed speed 
and distance to the roadway to calculate the traffic noise levels. The results of the traffic 
noise model calibration are provided in Appendix L. The noise model results are within 
±1 dBA of the measured noise levels, which is within the standard tolerance of the noise 
prediction model, per Caltrans guidelines (TeNS). 

The calculated existing traffic noise levels (during the Pre-Event and Post-Event 
hours) for typical Weekday, Saturday, and Sunday conditions are provided in Table IV.E-8 
on page IV.E-59. The existing traffic noise levels for a Sunday along the majority of the 
analyzed roadway segments (with residential uses) would fall within the "conditionally 
acceptable" land use category (i.e., 60 to 70 dBA CNEL for multi-family residential uses) at 
a majority of the studied residential areas. However, there are also roadway segments with 
traffic noise levels that would be classified as "normally unacceptable" (i.e., 70 to 75 dBA 
CNEL for multi-family residential uses), including Alvarado Street (between 8th Street and 
Pico Boulevard), Union Avenue (North of Olympic Boulevard), and Adams Boulevard (West 
of Flower Street). The existing traffic noise levels for a Saturday would exceed the 
"normally acceptable" range (i.e., 65 dBA CNEL or lower for multi-family residential uses) 
along a majority of the studied roadway segments. The existing traffic noise levels for a 
Weekday would also exceed the "normally acceptable" range (i.e., 65 dBA CNEL or lower 
for multi-family residential uses) along a majority of the studied roadway segments. 
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(4) Existing Ground-Borne Vibration Environment 

Based on field observations, the primary source of existing ground-borne vibration in 
the Project Site vicinity is vehicular travel (i.e., automobile, trucks, and transit buses) on 
local roadways. According to the FTA technical study "Federal Transit Administration: 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessments," typical road traffic induced vibration 
levels are unlikely to be perceptible by people. Trucks and buses typically generate 
ground-borne vibration velocity levels of around 63 VdB (at 50 feet distance), and these 
levels could reach 72 VdB when trucks and buses pass over bumps in the road, which 
would be below the level of perceptibility (as indicated in Table IV.E-5 on page IV.E-49). 
Other ground-borne vibration sources in the Project area would be the Metro light rail lines 
along Flower Street and Washington Boulevard, which is part underground and part above 
ground. Based on the FTA's published vibration data, typical rapid transit (light rail) 
systems would generate vibration levels of approximately 70 VdB (lower range) to 80 VdB 
(upper range) at a distance of 50 feet. By comparison, 75 VdB is the dividing line between 
barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. 

3. Environmental Impacts 

a. Methodology 

(1) Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts were evaluated by calculating the construction-related 
noise level at selected representative sensitive receptor locations (i.e., receptor locations 
R1 to R26) and comparing these construction-related noise levels to the existing ambient 
noise levels (i.e., noise levels without construction noise from the Project). Construction 
noise associated with the Project was analyzed using a Project-specific construction 
equipment inventory, construction duration, and construction phasing, provided by ICON 
Venue Group and is included in Appendix L to this Draft EIR. The construction noise 
model for the Project is based on construction equipment noise levels published by the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) "Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 
2006)." The ambient noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptor locations were based 
on actual field measurement data. The construction noise levels were then calculated for 
sensitive receptor locations based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation 
factor of 6.0 dBA for each doubling of distance. Additional noise attenuation was assigned 
to receptor locations where their line-of-sight to the Project Site was interrupted by the 
presence of intervening structures. 

Project related off-site construction trucks noise impacts were analyzed using the 
FHWA's Traffic Noise Model (TNM). The construction related off-site truck volumes were 
provided by ICON Venue Group. The TNM noise model calculates the hourly Leq noise 
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levels generated by construction-related trucks. Noise impacts were determined by 
comparing the predicted noise level with that of the existing ambient noise levels. 

(2) Construction Ground-borne Vibration 

Ground-borne vibration impacts due to construction activities were evaluated by 
identifying potential vibration sources (i.e., construction equipment), estimating the vibration 
levels at the affected receptor, and comparing these vibration levels with the Project 
significance thresholds, as described below. The vibration source levels for various types 
of equipment, as used in this study, were based on data provided by the FTA (2006) and 
Caltrans (2004). 

(3) Operation Noise 

(a) Off-Site Mobile Noise Sources 

Off-site roadway noise was analyzed using the FHWA's TNM, based on the roadway 
traffic data provided in the Project's transportation study. The TNM is the current Caltrans 
standard computer noise model for traffic noise studies. The model allows for the input of 
roadway parameters, noise receivers, and sound barriers (if any). Roadway noise 
attributable to the Project ("future with project") was calculated and compared to baseline 
noise levels that would occur under the "future without project" condition, to determine 
Project noise impacts. 

Noise impacts attributable to the public transit system (e.g., Metro Blue Line and bus 
lines) were analyzed based on the anticipated increase in the number of train cars/buses 
that would be needed to accommodate the Project's peak capacity event. Noise impacts 
were forecasted based on the forecasted increase in transit operations compared to the 
future condition without the Proposed Project. 

(b) On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

Stationary point-source noise impacts were evaluated by identifying the noise levels 
generated by outdoor stationary noise sources such as mechanical equipment, loading 
dock activities, Event Center operations (sound system and crowd cheering), and the 
outdoor plazas (crowds), calculating the hourly Leq and/or the maximum Lmax noise levels 
from each noise source at surrounding sensitive receiver property line locations, and 
comparing these noise levels to existing ambient noise levels. 
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(c) Event Center Sound System 

The sound system to be used for major spectator events at the Event Center, is 
anticipated to be comprised of a series of distributed line-array speakers. The speakers 
would be suspended from the fixed roof structure or the underside of the seating overhang. 
Line-array speakers are used for their superior vertical acoustical coverage pattern control, 
allowing sound to be directed more efficiently to seating areas, and not to the roof, upper 
walls, and other surfaces that can produce reflections that affect sound quality and speech 
intelligibility. The sound system would be capable of producing a maximum sound level of 
105 dBA (Lmax) at the seating areas. The following assumptions were used for the noise 
analysis of the Event Center sound system: 

• A total of twelve (12) to twenty (20) line-arrays would be suspended from the roof 
structure with small "fill" speakers placed on the seating structure to provide 
sound to the seating that is shadowed from the line array clusters. 

• The in-house sound system produces a sound pressure level of 105 dBA at the 
seating areas. 

The sound system for concerts would rely upon temporary, touring sound systems to 
provide sound from the stage to the majority of the seats. For a typical capacity attendance 
sized concert, "delay" speakers would be used to provide sound to the far end of the Event 
Center (opposite the stage). Sound levels for a typical concert range from 98 dBA to 
105 dBA, averaged over 30 minutes at the audience seating areas. The following 
assumptions were used for the noise analysis of the concert touring sound system: 

• Four line-arrays would be located at the stage, with each array composed of 
16 speakers serving the Front of House (FOH), for a total of 64 speakers. 

• Two towers would be placed at midfield (approx. 50 yard line), serving the far 
end of the Event Center. Each tower would include two line-arrays with 
8 speakers each for a total of 32 speakers. 

• The concert sound system would produce a sound pressure level of 105 dBA at 
all of the Event Center seating areas. 

( d) Composite Noise Levels 

The Project composite noise level was calculated to evaluate the potential increase 
in noise levels that may occur at the analyzed noise-sensitive receptor locations. The 
composite noise level is comprised of the contributions from each individual noise source 
associated with the daily operation of the Proposed Project. The noise analyses for the 
individual Project-related noise sources were made using various noise descriptors (i.e., 
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24-hour CNEL, 1-hour Leq, and Lmax). The majority of the individual Project-related noise 
sources would occur at various times of the day. The central plant would operate 
throughout most of the day. In addition, noise sources associated with a typical event day 
(i.e., traffic, outdoor plazas, stadium sound system and crowd cheering, and fireworks) 
would occur at different hours of the day. Therefore, in order to evaluate the combined 
noise effect of all noise sources, a common noise descriptor, CNEL, was used. The 
Project composite noise level was determined by combining the noise levels from individual 
Project-related noise sources (in terms of CNEL), at each of the analyzed noise receptors. 
Noise impacts were determined by comparing the composite noise levels with existing 
ambient noise levels. 

(4) Operational Ground-borne Vibration 

The primary sources of Project operation-related vibration would include passenger 
vehicle circulation within the proposed parking facilities, on-site delivery truck activity 
(which would be similar to the existing conditions, including the existing on-site 
subterranean parking structures that would remain under the Proposed Project) and 
roadways adjacent to the Project Site. In addition, Project-related off-site traffic, including 
auto traffic and delivery trucks traveling on roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site would 
generate similar vibration levels as existing traffic (i.e., auto, bus, and truck). The Project 
would also include typical commercial-grade stationary mechanical and electrical 
equipment, such as air handling units, condenser units, cooling towers, exhaust air fans, 
and electrical power generators that would produce vibration similar to the existing 
Convention Center facilities. Other on-site vibration source includes the operation of the 
Event Center deployable roof (i.e., an electrical motor would be used to open/close the roof 
structure). 

Typically, ground-borne vibration attenuates rapidly as a function of distance from 
the vibration source. Furthermore, the majority of the Project's operational-related vibration 
sources, such as mechanical and electrical equipment, would incorporate vibration 
attenuation mounts, as required by the particular equipment specifications. In addition, the 
Event Center deployable roof would generate vibration during opening/closing of the roof 
structure. However, the design of the deployable roof (i.e., the slow movement of the roof 
motor/track system) would limit the vibration generated through the building structure and 
transferred to the ground. Therefore, Project operations would not increase the existing 
vibration levels in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site, and as such vibration impacts 
associated with Project operations would be less than significant. As such, the ground
borne vibration analysis presented in this EIR is limited to Project-related construction 
activities. 
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(5) Cumulative Impacts 

(a) Construction Noise 

Construction activities from the Project combined with future related projects was 
analyzed to evaluate potential cumulative noise impacts. The potential for cumulative 
noise impacts to occur is in part, based on the distance between the Project and each of 
the related projects, and the magnitude/intensity of construction activities at each of the 
project sites. Noise from construction activities would normally affect the areas 
immediately adjacent to each of the construction sites, specifically areas that are less than 
500 feet from a construction site (500 feet distance is identified by the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide as the Screening Criteria with respect to construction activities). That 
is, cumulative noise impacts could occur at receptor locations that are within 500 feet of 
two different construction sites. Therefore, based on the 500-foot screening criteria 
distance, cumulative construction noise impact analysis is limited to related projects within 
1,000 feet of the Project Site. The 1,000-foot distance is based on an assumption that a 
noise sensitive receptor would be located halfway between the Project Site and the related 
project. 

(b) Construction Vibration 

Due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of ground-borne vibration, the potential 
for a cumulative construction vibration impact (with respect to building damage) would be 
limited to related projects that are located close to (within 100 feet of) the Project Site. 
Furthermore, construction vibration impacts were analyzed based on the instantaneous 
peak vibration level produced by each type of construction equipment. 

(c) Operations Noise 

With respect to long-term operations, the Project and the related projects in the 
surrounding area would generate noise that would contribute to cumulative noise from a 
number of community noise sources, including off-site vehicle travel and on-site sources 
such as mechanical equipment and other operational noise sources. Similar to the 
cumulative on-site construction noise, operational noise impacts from on-site sources 
attributable to cumulative development of the related projects and the Project depend on 
the distances between the Project and the related projects, as well as, the noise levels 
generated by the related projects. Detailed information regarding the on-site noise sources 
from the related projects is typically not available at this stage of the project. However, 
each related project would be designed (including mitigation measures as required) to meet 
the City's exterior noise limits at the property line. In addition, each related project would 
produce traffic volumes (off-site vehicles) that are capable of generating roadway noise 
impacts. Cumulative noise impacts due to off-site vehicle traffic were analyzed by 
comparing the projected increase in traffic noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future 
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cumulative" conditions to the applicable significance criteria. The off-site vehicle traffic 
noise analysis methodology is described above. Future cumulative conditions include 
traffic volumes from future ambient growth, related development projects, and the Project. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a significant impact 
could occur if a project results in: 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Project above levels existing without the Project; and 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 

Based on the regulatory framework described above, thresholds provided by the 
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, and in accordance with significance criteria established by 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the following thresholds of significance were 
used to evaluate the Project's noise and vibration impacts: 

if: 

(1) Construction Noise 

A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from construction 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient 
exterior sound levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three-month period would 
exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise
sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 3 dBA at a noise
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through 
Friday, before 8:00 A.M. or after 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, or Sunday. Although the 
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide provides a significance threshold of 5 dBA for 
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nighttime hours, the 3 dBA threshold is used as a conservative analysis, which 
reflects the qualitative limits set forth in Section 41.40 of the LAMC. 

(2) Operations Noise 

As discussed above a wide range of noise sources are analyzed and different 
thresholds apply depending on the duration and source of noise. Within this analysis, 
sources are evaluated as follows: (1) on a 24-hour basis, (2) averaged over a 1-hour time 
period, and (3) averaged over a 15-minute period. Sources analyzed over a 24-hour period 
include the composite noise analysis (i.e., all individual noise sources analyzed together), 
as well as the off-site roadway analysis. Sources averaged over a 1-hour period include 
building mechanical equipment, loading dock operations, on-site bus operations, activity 
within the on-site public plazas, and pyrotechnic displays within the Event Center. Sources 
averaged over a 15-minute period include spectator events (sound system), crowd noise 
(sporting and concert events) and parking operations. This analytic structure is 
conservative as the sources that are evaluated over a 15-m inute period are based on the 
Lmax noise levels for these sources. 

The CNEL standards are those set forth within the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 
and use a sliding scale depending on the existing CNEL levels and the type of land use 
affected. 

As discussed above with respect to the community noise environment, changes in 
outdoor noise levels less than 3 dBA generally are not discernible, while changes greater 
than 5 dBA are readily noticeable. Therefore, a significance threshold of 5 dBA (CNEL) is 
used where existing ambient noise conditions fall within the City's acceptable noise 
environment, whereas a more stringent threshold of 3 dBA (CNEL) increase, is utilized as 
the threshold in areas with higher existing noise levels (i.e., within the "normally 
unacceptable" or higher range). This threshold is therefore conservative, as it sets a 
significant impact at the onset of audibility in areas with relatively high existing noise levels. 

The Lmax and Leq criteria are based on the City's Municipal Code. Per the City's 
Noise Regulation, a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing ambient noise level 
(minimum 15 minutes in any 1-hour period) is considered a noise level violation. In 
addition, the noise limit for noise levels that last less than 15 minutes in any 1 hour is 
10 dBA above the ambient noise levels. Although the City's Noise Ordinance does not 
specifically describe limits in terms of the Lmax level, the Lmax levels described in this 
analysis apply to sound sources that would occur less than 15 minutes in any 1-hour 
period. 
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Therefore, the Project would have a significant noise impacts if any of the following 
events were to occur: 

• Project operations cause the ambient noise level measured at the property line of 
affected noise-sensitive uses to increase by 5 dBA CNEL within the "normally 
acceptable" or "conditionally acceptable" category, when Project conditions do 
not change the receptor's land use compatibility category. 

• Project operations cause the ambient noise level measured at the property line of 
the affected noise-sensitive uses to increase by 3 dBA CNEL within the "normally 
unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category, where existing ambient noise 
conditions already fall above the City's acceptable noise environment. 

• Mobile sources associated with Project operations (i.e., traffic, helicopter and 
public transit) increase the ambient noise level by 5 dBA (hourly Leq). As 
described above, the LAMC does not regulate mobile sources on public streets 
and the threshold provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide is established in 
terms of CNEL. Therefore, this threshold is based on a 5 dBA change in Leq 
noise levels, Caltrans' threshold for when changes in motor vehicle noise levels 
are significant. This is consistent with the City's limits for other noise sources 
(i.e., 5 dBA above ambient). In addition, the significance threshold in terms of 
hourly Leq is more conservative than the 24-hour CNEL significance threshold as 
provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide for this Project since most of the 
Project-related traffic occurs in a 2-hour period (1 hour before and 1 hour after 
the event). Using a 24-hour CNEL significance threshold would average the 
impact that would occur over the two-hour period over a 24-hour period, resulting 
in less impacts than the hourly Leq-

• Project-related operational (i.e., non-roadway) noise sources such as, outdoor 
building mechanical/electrical equipment and loading dock/refuse collection, 
increase the ambient noise level (hourly Leq) at noise sensitive uses by 5 dBA, 
thus causing a violation of the City Noise Ordinance. 

• The maximum noise level (Lmax) generated from the operation of the parking 
garage exceeds the average ambient noise level (Leq) by 5 dBA. This is the most 
conservative threshold, as it is based on the nighttime allowance by the Noise 
Regulations, while most of the parking garage operations would occur during the 
daytime hours (7 A.M. 10 P.M.). 

• The maximum noise level (Lmax) generated from the Event Center (crowd and 
sound system) exceeds the average ambient noise level (Leq) at the off-site noise 
sensitive receptor by 10 dBA (for a sporting event) or 5 dBA (for a concert event). 
The noise limit for a concert event (i.e., concert sound system) is 5 dBA lower, 
due to the impulsive nature of sound (i.e., music bass drum sound). 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-15 

RL0021398 



EM22242 

IV.E Noise 

• The maximum noise level (Lmax) generated from the firework display show 
exceeds the average ambient noise level (Leq) at the off-site noise sensitive 
receptors by 5 dBA. The noise limit for the firework display takes into account 
the impulsive sound (e.g., explosion) penalty of 5 dBA. 

(3) Ground-Borne Vibration (Construction) 

The City has not adopted a significance threshold to assess construction vibration 
impacts. Thus, the FTA standards described earlier are used to evaluate potential impacts 
related to Project construction. Based on this FTA guidance, impacts relative to ground
borne vibration associated with potential building damage would be considered significant if 
any of the following future events were to occur: 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 
0.5 inch per second (PPV) at the nearest off-site reinforced-concrete, steel or 
timber building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 
0.3 inch per second (PPV) at the nearest off-site engineered concrete and 
masonry building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 
0.2 inch per second (PPV) at the nearest off-site non-engineered timber and 
masonry building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 
0.12 inch per second (PPV) at buildings extremely susceptible to vibration 
damage, such as historic buildings. 

The Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide also does not define the levels at which 
construction-related ground-borne vibration would cause human annoyance at sensitive 
uses. Therefore, in terms of ground-borne vibration impacts associated with human 
annoyance during Project construction, the analysis uses the FTA's guidelines shown on 
Table IV.E-5 on page IV.E-49. Thus, construction vibration impacts associated with human 
annoyance would be significant if the following were to occur. 

• Project construction activities would cause ground-borne vibration levels to 
exceed 72 VdB at off-site sensitive uses, including residential, hotel, hospital, 
and auditorium/theater (Nokia Theatre L.A. LIVE [Nokia Theatre]) uses. 
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c. Project Design Features 

The following Project design features would avoid or reduce project-related noise 
effects, and therefore, were taken into account during the analysis of potential Project 
impacts. 

(1) Construction 

• Project construction would utilize drilled piles during the late evening hours 
(between 9 P.M. and 12 A.M.) in lieu of driven piles (that would be used during the 
daytime hours, between 7 A.M. and 9 P.M.), in order to reduce potential 
construction noise and vibration impacts. 

• The Project contractor shall equip all construction equipment used at the Project 
Site with properly operated and maintained, commercially available noise 
shielding and/or muffling devices that are consistent with the manufacturer's 
standards. 

(2) Operation 

• The Event Center in-house sound system would utilize a distributed speakers 
system capable of aiming the sound toward the seating areas, to minimize sound 
spillage to the exterior of the Event Center. 

• Building mechanical/electrical equipment would be designed to meet the noise 
limit requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02. 

• Loading dock and trash/recycling areas for the Event Center and STAPLES 
Center would be located in the subterranean level, which would preclude noise 
from this source at exterior locations. 

• All rooftop mechanical equipment would be enclosed or screened from view with 
appropriate screening walls. 

d. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Noise & Vibration Impacts 

(a) On-Site Construction Noise Sources 

Noise impacts from Project construction activities occurring within or adjacent to the 
Project Site would be a function of the noise generated by construction equipment, the 
location of the equipment, the timing and duration of the noise-generating construction 
activities, and the distance to noise sensitive receptors. Construction activities would 
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include site demolition, excavation and shoring and building construction. Each stage of 
construction would involve the use of various types of construction equipment and would, 
therefore, have its own distinct noise characteristics. Site demolition generally involves the 
use of backhoes, front-end loaders, and heavy-duty trucks. Excavation and shoring 
typically requires the use of earth moving equipment, such as excavators, front-end 
loaders, and heavy-duty trucks. Building construction typically involves the use of cranes, 
forklifts, concrete trucks, and delivery trucks. Noise from construction equipment would 
generate both steady-state and episodic noise that could be heard within and adjacent to 
the Project Site. 

The Project's overall construction is currently programmed to be completed in 
approximately 48 consecutive months, starting with the construction of the Bond Street 
Garage, the New Hall, the L.A. Live Way Garage, and finishing with the Event Center. It is 
anticipated that overlapping construction of the four Project's components would occur. 
The Project's preliminary construction phasing would be as follows: 

(a) Bond Street Garage-This construction phase would include the demolition of 
the existing Bond Street Parking Lot followed by the construction of the 
proposed new Bond Street Garage. Construction of the Bond Street Garage 
would be completed in approximately 10 months. 

(b) New Hall-Construction of the New Hall, based on current plans, would 
commence with site demolition at approximately the same time as the start of 
the Bond Street Garage construction (during the Bond Street Garage's 
framing/structure construction phase). Construction of the New Hall would be 
completed in approximately 18 months. 

(c) L.A. Live Way Garage-Construction of the L.A. Live Way Garage would 
commence at the completion of the Bond Street Garage. Construction of this 
Project component would include demolition of the existing two-level Cherry 
Street Garage and construction of the new parking garage. Construction of the 
L.A. Live Way Garage would be completed in approximately 15 months. 

(d) Event Center-Construction of the Event Center would commence with the 
demolition of the existing Convention Center West Hall. Construction of the 
Event Center would be completed in approximately 33 months. 

Individual pieces of construction equipment that would be used for construction 
would produce maximum noise levels of 75 dBA to 101 dBA at a reference distance of 
50 feet from the noise source, as shown in Table IV.E-9 on page IV.E-63. The construction 
equipment noise levels at a distance of 50 feet from the equipment (Referenced Maximum 
Noise Levels) are based on the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User's Guide 
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(RCNM, 2006), which is a technical report containing actual measured noise data for 
construction equipment. The maximum noise levels would occur when the equipment is 
operating under full power conditions. However, since equipment used on construction 
sites often operates at less than full power, an acoustical usage factor is applied. The 
acoustical usage factor is a percentage of time that a particular piece of equipment is 
anticipated to be in full power operation during a typical construction day. These acoustical 
usage factors are estimates and would vary based on the actual construction activities and 
duration. 

To more accurately characterize construction-period noise levels, the average 
(hourly Leq) noise level was calculated based on the quantity, type, and usage factors for 
each type of equipment that would be used during each construction phase and are 
typically attributable to multiple pieces of equipment operating simultaneously. Information 
with respect to the type and quantity of equipment anticipated to be utilized was provided 
by ICON Venue Group (included in Appendix L to this Draft EIR). 

Project construction activities would occur between the daytime hours of 7 AM. and 
9 P.M. and the late evening hours of 9 P.M. and 12 AM. As part of the Project Design 
Features, drilled piles would be used (in lieu of driven piles) during the late evening hours 
to minimize noise and vibration impacts. In addition, haul trucks during the site demolition 
and excavation phases would only occur during the daytime hours. Project construction 
activities would occur for more than 10 days in a three-month period. Therefore, the 5 dBA 
significance threshold is used for daytime hours (7 A.M. and 9 P.M.) impact analysis and the 
3 dBA significance threshold is used for the late evening hours (9 P.M. and 12 AM.) impact 
analysis. Table IV.E-10 on page IV.E-64 provides a summary of construction noise levels 
by receptor location and stages of construction activities for the Bond Street Garage. 
Detailed construction noise calculation data sheets, including assumptions and procedures, 
are provided in Appendix L to this Draft EIR. The estimated noise levels represent a 
conservative scenario because construction activities are analyzed as if they were 
occurring along the perimeter of the Project Site, whereas construction would typically 
occur throughout the Project Site and may be at a further distance from the receptor. The 
noise sensitive receptors that are located further away from the Project Site would also 
experience less construction noise, as sound diminishes as a function of distance from the 
source. In addition, the intervening buildings between the source and receiver act as 
sound barriers, and as a result further reduce the sound levels. As indicated in Table IV. E-
10, noise levels attributable to construction of the Bond Street Garage at all off-site 
receptors would be 1.0 dBA (at R26) to 33.2 dBA (at R12) below the significance threshold 
for the daytime and 0. 7 dBA (at R26) to 29.4 dBA (at R 10) below the significance threshold 
for late evening hours during the loudest phase of construction (foundation). As such, 
noise impacts associated with the construction of the Bond Street Garage would be less 
than significant. 
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The noise levels associated with construction of the New Hall at the off-site 
receptors are presented in Table IV.E-11 on page IV.E-66. As described above, driven 
piles would only be used during the daytime hours (7 AM. to 9 P.M.) and drilled piles would 
be used during the late evening hours (9 P.M. to 12 AM.). As indicated in Table IV.E-11, 
construction-related noise levels at all off-site receptors with the exception of receptors R6 
(residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street) and R26 (residences on Wright 
Street, north of Venice Boulevard) would be below the significance threshold during 
daytime hours (by 0.6 dBA at R1 to 22.2 dBA at R12) and during late evening hours (by 
1.1 dBA at R5 to 22.3 dBA at R10) during the loudest phase of construction (foundation 
during the day and interior/exterior during the evening). The estimated noise levels at 
receptor R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street) would exceed the 
daytime significance threshold by 1.5 dBA (during the foundation phase) and the late 
evening significance threshold by 1.7 dBA (during the interior/exterior phase). The 
estimated noise levels at receptor R26 would exceed the daytime significance threshold by 
up to 6.7 dBA (during the foundation phase) when piles are driven and the late evening 
significance threshold by 3.2 dBA (during the interior/exterior phase). As such, noise 
impacts associated with construction of the New Hall would be significant. 

Table IV.E-12 on page IV.E-68 presents construction-related noise levels associated 
with the building of the L.A. Live Way Garage at the off-site receptors. As indicated therein, 
the noise levels at all off-site sensitive receptors with the exception of Receptor R6 
(residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street) would be below the significance 
threshold during daytime hours (by 4.7 dBA at R26 to 30.3 dBA at R12) and during late 
evening hours (by 0.1 dBA at R7 to 26.4 dBA at R18) during the loudest phase of 
construction (concrete/steel/precast frame). The estimated construction-related noise 
levels at Receptor R6 would exceed the daytime significance threshold by 1.5 dBA and the 
late evening significance threshold by 5.4 dBA during the concrete/steel/precast frame 
phase. As such, noise impacts associated with construction of the L.A. Live Way Garage 
would be significant. 

The estimated construction noise levels for the Event Center are provided in Table 
IV.E-13 on page IV.E-70. With the exception of receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences 
and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE) and R6, construction-related noise levels at all off-site 
receptors would be below the daytime significance threshold (by 2.5 dBA at R5 and R7 to 
21.9 dBA at R16) and below the late evening significance threshold (by 1.5 dBA at R7 to 
23.2 dBA at R18) during the loudest phase of construction (shoring/foundation during the 
day and interior/exterior during the late evening). At receptor Location R1, Event Center 
construction-related noise levels would exceed the significance threshold by up to 7.9 dBA 
during daytime hours (foundation phase) and up to 6.4 dBA during late evening hours 
(interior/exterior phase). At receptor R6, the estimated construction-related noise levels 
would exceed both the daytime and late evening significance threshold by 1.7 dBA during 
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the foundation phase (daytime) and the interior/exterior phase (late evening). Therefore, 
noise impacts associated with Event Center construction would be significant. 

The four Project components, as described above, would be constructed in a 
sequential order with overlapping of various construction stages. As a result, construction 
noise levels at a particular receptor could increase due to overlapping construction 
activities. Table IV.E-14 on page IV.E-72 and Table IV.E-15 on page IV.E-74 present the 
estimated construction noise levels with overlapping construction activities for daytime and 
late evening hours, respectively. As indicated in Table IV.E-14, the estimated noise levels 
due to overlapping construction activities would exceed the daytime significance threshold 
at receptors R1, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7, and R26 by 0.2 dBA (at R4) to 10.3 dBA (at R1 ). 
During the late evening hours, the overlapping construction would exceed the significance 
threshold at receptors R1, R4, R5, R6, R7, R23, and R26 by 1.9 dBA (at R23) to 9.6 dBA 
(at R1 ). 

(b) Off-Site Construction Noise Sources 

(i) Construction Trucks 

In addition to on-site construction activities, off-site construction noise sources such 
as noise attributable to construction trucks (delivery, concrete mix, and haul trucks) and 
construction worker vehicles could also affect the 26 analyzed noise locations. Typically, 
construction trucks generate higher noise levels than construction worker-related traffic. 
While construction workers would arrive from many parts of the region, and thus, different 
directions, haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally access the Project Site via the 
regional transportation network and the planned staging areas off of L.A. Live Way (at the 
Bond Street and L.A. Live Way Garages). The following haul routes, subject to City 
approval, have been identified for the haul trucks and construction delivery trucks to access 
the Project Site: 

(a) Haul Route Option 1: Empty haul trucks would travel from the 1-110 Freeway 
south of the Project Site, exit northbound onto L.A, Live Way, head north on L.A. 
Live Way to access the Project Site. Upon departure from the Project Site, 
loaded haul trucks would exit the Project Site via L.A. Live Way (heading north), 
travel west on 11th Street, and onto the SR-110 Freeway southbound. 

(b) Haul Route Option 2: Empty haul trucks would travel from the 1-110 Freeway 
south of the Project Site, exit northbound onto L.A. Live Way, and head north on 
L.A. Live Way to access the Project Site. Upon departure from the Project Site, 
loaded haul trucks would exit the Project Site via Pico Boulevard (heading east), 
travel south on Grand Avenue, west on 17th Street, and onto the 1-10 Freeway 
west bound which provides access to the regional freeway system. 
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(c) Haul Route Option 3: Empty haul trucks would travel from the 1-10 Freeway 
east of the Project Site, exit northbound onto L.A. Live Way from the 1-110 
Freeway northbound ramp, and head north on L.A. Live Way to access the 
Project Site. Upon departure from the Project Site, loaded haul trucks would 
exit the Project Site via L.A. Live Way (heading north), travel east on Chick 
Hearn Court, heading south on Flower Street, and onto the 1-10 eastbound. 

(d) Haul Route Option 4: Empty haul trucks would travel from the 1-10 Freeway 
east of the Project Site, exit northbound onto L.A. Live Way from the 1-110 
Freeway northbound ramp, and head north on L.A. Live Way to access the 
Project Site. Upon departure from the Project Site, loaded haul trucks would 
exit the Project Site via Pico Boulevard (heading east), travel south on Flower 
Street, and onto the 1-10 eastbound. 

Based on the Project's construction plan, the majority of construction truck 
movements would occur during excavation (haul trucks) and concrete framing (delivery and 
concrete trucks). Table IV.E-16 on page IV.E-76 presents the estimated numbers of 
construction trucks (i.e., haul, delivery, and concrete) per day and per hour for the various 
construction stages. As indicated in Table IV.E-16, the maximum number of haul trucks 
would occur during the excavation phase and maximum number of delivery/concrete trucks 
would occur during the framing phase. The level of construction-related truck activity would 
be less than that occurring during the excavation and concrete pouring phases. Therefore, 
to present a conservative analysis, the off-site construction truck traffic noise impacts are 
based on the haul truck trips during a typical day during excavation and the delivery 
concrete trucks during the concrete framing phase (concrete pouring). Haul truck activities 
during the site demolition and excavation phases would only occur during the daytime 
hours between 7 A.M. and 9 P.M. Delivery trucks would occur between 7 A.M. and 12 A.M. 

However, only concrete deliveries would occur after 7 P.M. 

The estimated noise levels generated by the off-site construction trucks for the four 
haul routes, Options 1, 2, 3 and 4, are provided on Table IV.E-17, Table IV.E-18, Table 
IV.E-19, and Table IV.E-20 on pages IV.E-77, IV.E-79, IV.E-81, and IV.E-83, respectively. 
As shown in these tables, noise associated with off-site construction trucks would be a 
minimum of 1.2 dBA (Option 1 ), 4.8 dBA (Option 2), 7.3 dBA (Option 3), and 6.0 dBA 
(Option 4) below the daytime significance thresholds at the off-site receptor locations 
during the two construction phases with the highest number of trucks (haul trucks and 
concrete/delivery trucks), for all four construction truck route options. The estimated noise 
levels from concrete trucks (used during concrete pouring) would be a minimum of 4.6 dBA 
(Option 1 ), 4.8 dBA (Option 2), 14.3 dBA (Option 3), and 8.6 dBA (Option 4) below the late 
evening significance threshold. In addition, haul truck would not occur during the late 
evening hours. As such, noise impacts associated with off-site construction trucks during 
the late evening hours would be less than significant. 
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(ii) Construction Staging 

As mentioned above, construction haul/concrete trucks would be queuing and idling 
at one of two planned staging areas (the Bond Street Parking and the L.A. Live Way 
Parking areas). It is estimated that a maximum of 10 haul/concrete trucks would be lined 
up within the Bond Parking area or 20 haul/concrete trucks at the L.A. Live Way Parking 
staging areas at any given time. The estimated noise levels generated from the 
construction staging areas at the off-site receptors are provided in Table IV.E-21 on page 
IV.E-85. Based on the data presented in Table IV.E-21, construction staging noise levels 
from the Bond Street Garage would be 11.1 dBA (at R6) to 37.5 dBA (at R12) below the 
stated significance thresholds during daytime hours and 7.2 dBA (at R6) to 33.7 dBA (at 
R10) below the threshold during late evening hours. Similarly, noise levels from 
construction staging at the L.A. Live Way Garage would be 5.8 dBA (at R6) to 33.0 dBA (at 
R12) below the significance thresholds for daytime hours and 1.9 dBA (at R6) to 29.2 dBA 
(at R18) below the significance thresholds for late evening hours. As such, significant 
noise impacts are not anticipated due to activities at the designated construction staging 
areas. 

(iii) Pico Station Second Platform 

As set forth in Mitigation Measure B.1-1 in Section IV.B, Transportation of this Draft 
EIR, a second platform to the existing Metro Blue Line Station (Pico Station), located at 
Flower and 12th Street would be added. The second platform would be constructed, 
parallel to and adjacent to the existing platform. The new platform would be approximately 
12 feet wide by 400 feet long, approximately 100 feet longer than the existing platform, to 
facilitate passenger boarding before and after events. Table IV.E-22 on page IV.E-86 
presents the estimated noise levels generated from the Pico Station construction at the off
site receptors. As indicated in Table IV.E-22, construction noise would be below the stated 
significance thresholds for both daytime and late evening hours at all off-site receptors (by 
5.5 dBA at R13 during late evening hours to 34.4 dBA at R24 during daytime hours), 
except for receptors R2 and R3. The estimated construction noise levels at receptor R2 
would exceed the daytime and late evening significance thresholds by 3.7 dBA (Leq) and 
10.5 dBA (Leq), respectively. At receptor R3, the estimated construction noise levels would 
exceed the daytime significance threshold by 1.4 dBA (Leq) and the late evening 
significance threshold by a maximum of 3.4 dBA. As such, significant noise impacts would 
be expected from the Pico Station construction activities at these locations. 

(c) Composite Noise Levels from Project Construction 

An evaluation of the potential composite noise level increase due to Project 
construction activities, including on-site construction equipment and off-site construction 
haul trucks, was conducted to determine the overall noise impacts. As analyzed above, the 
highest on-site construction noise would occur during the foundation phase for the Bond 
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Street Garage, the New Hall and the Event Center construction, and during the concrete/ 
steel/precast framing phase for the L.A. Live Way Garage construction. Therefore, to 
present a conservative analysis, a composite noise analysis from all construction sources 
during the foundation phase for the Bond Street Garage, the New Hall and the Event 
Center construction and during the concrete/steel/precast/framing phase for the L.A. Live 
Way Garage was conducted. 

Table IV.E-23 on page IV.E-87 provides the composite construction noise levels at 
the off-site noise-sensitive receptors during the construction of the Bond Street Garage. As 
indicated in Table IV.E-23, the composite construction noise due to the Bond Street 
Garage construction would exceed the daytime ambient noise levels by a maximum of 
5.6 dBA (Leq) at receptor R26 (residences located on Wright Street, north of Venice 
Boulevard), which would exceed the daytime significance threshold. At all other receptors, 
the increase in ambient noise levels due to composite construction would be below the 
significance threshold for construction occurring during the daytime hours. The estimated 
composite construction noise levels would exceed the late evening significance thresholds 
at off-site receptors R4 (residences on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R5 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R6 (residences located 
on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), and R26 (residences on Wright Street, north of 
Venice Boulevard), from 3.4 dBA (at R4) to 5.6 dBA (at R6), which would be significant 
impacts. 

The composite construction noise levels during the New Hall construction are 
presented in Table IV.E-24 on page IV.E-89. The composite construction noise due to the 
New Hall construction would exceed the daytime ambient noise levels by between 5.2 dBA 
and 12.0 dBA at receptors R1, R3, R5 (residences located on Valencia Street, south of 
Pico Boulevard), R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), and R26 
(residential uses on Wright Street, north of Venice Boulevard), which would exceed the 
5 dBA significance threshold. During the late evening hours the composite construction 
noise levels would exceed ambient noise levels at off-site receptors R1, R3, R4 (residential 
uses on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R5, R6, R7 (residences on 11th Street, 
east of Albany Street), R21 (residences on Park Grove Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard), R23 (residences on 14th Street, east of Union Avenue), R25 (residences on 
12th Street, east of Union Avenue), and R26 by 3.4 dBA (at R25) to 10.4 dBA (at R26), 
which would exceed the 3 dBA significance threshold during the late evening hours. 
Therefore, composite construction impacts would be significant during the late evening 
hours. 

Table IV.E-25 on page IV.E-91 presents the composite construction noise levels due 
to composite construction of the L.A. Live Way Garage. As indicated in Table IV.E-25, the 
estimated composite construction noise levels would be below the daytime significance 
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threshold at all off-site noise-sensitive receptors except for R6 (residences located on 12th 
Place, west of Albany Street). The composite construction noise levels would increase the 
ambient noise levels at Receptor R6 by a maximum of 7.7 dBA (Leq), which would exceed 
the daytime significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq). As such, composite construction noise 
impacts associated with the L.A. Live Way Garage would be significant during the daytime 
hours. During the late evening hours composite construction noise levels would exceed 
the ambient noise levels by 4.3 to 9.4 dBA (Leq) at the following off-site receptors: R5 
(residential uses located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R6, and R7 
(residences on 11th Street, east of Albany Street). These increases would exceed the 
applicable 3 dBA significance threshold. Therefore, the composite construction nighttime 
construction impacts would be significant during the late evening hours. 

The composite construction levels at the off-site noise sensitive receptors 
attributable to Event Center construction are provided in Table IV.E-26 on page IV.E-93. 
With the exception of Receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. 
LIVE), R5 (residential uses located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R6 
(residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), and R7 (residences on 11th 
Street, east of Albany Street), the estimated increase in daytime ambient noise due to 
composite construction noise levels at all off-site receptors would be below the daytime 
significance threshold. The composite construction noise levels would increase the 
ambient noise levels by 5.0 to 13.1 dBA (Leq) at receptors R1, R5, R6, and R7, which would 
exceed the daytime significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq). As such, noise impacts from the 
Event Center composite construction noise would be significant during the daytime hours. 
The composite construction noise levels during the late evening hours would increase the 
ambient noise by 3.1 to 13.5 dBA (Leq) at the following off-site receptor locations: R1, R3 
through R8, R21, R23, and R25. The estimated increases would exceed the late evening 
significance threshold of 3 dBA and would represent significant impacts at these nine 
receptor locations. The estimated increases in late evening ambient noise due to 
composite construction noise levels at all other off-site receptors would be below the 
significance thresholds. 

Table IV.E-27 on page IV.E-95 and Table IV.E-28 on page IV.E-97 present the 
estimated composite construction noise levels (including overlapping Project-related 
construction activities plus ambient noise levels) for daytime and late evening hours, 
respectively. As indicated in Table IV.E-27, the composite noise levels due to overlapping 
construction activities would exceed the daytime significance threshold (i.e., increase the 
ambient noise levels by 5 dBA Leq or more) at receptors R1, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7, R9, and 
R26, by 0.3 dBA (at R9) to 10.4 dBA (at R1 ). During the late evening hours, the 
overlapping construction activities would exceed the significance threshold (i.e., increase 
the ambient noise levels by 3 dBA Leq or more) at receptors R1 through R8, R16, R20, 
R21, R22, R23, R25, and R26 by 0.5 dBA (at R20) to 11.3 dBA (at R6). 
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(d) Construction Vibration 

Construction activities can generate varying degrees of ground-borne vibration, 
depending on the construction procedures and the type of construction equipment used. 
The operation of construction equipment generates vibrations that spread through the 
ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the source. The effect on buildings 
located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil type, ground 
strata, and construction characteristics of the receptor buildings. The results from vibration 
can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds 
and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels. Unless 
heavy construction activities are conducted extremely close (within a few feet) to the 
neighboring structures, ground-borne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach the 
levels that damage structures. 

The FTA has published standard vibration velocity levels for various construction 
equipment operations. The reference vibration levels (peak particle velocities at a distance 
of 25 feet from the equipment) for construction equipment pieces anticipated to be used 
during Project construction are listed in Table IV.E-29 on page IV.E-99. As indicated in 
Table IV.E-29, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations 
that would be used during construction of the Project would range from 0.003 (small 
bulldozer) to 0.644 (impact pile driver) inch per second (PPV) at a distance of 25 feet from 
the equipment based on the FTA data. Project construction would utilize two different 
types of pile driving system for the placement of piles for the New Hall and Event Center. 
Driven piles (i.e., using an impact pile driver) would be used during the daytime hours 
(7 AM. and 9 P.M.) and drilled piles (i.e., using auger to drill the hole for the piles) would be 
used during the late evening hours (9 P.M. to 12 AM.). Pile driving would not be required 
for the Bond Street and L.A. Live Way Garages. Caisson drilling, as shown in 
Table IV.E-29, would be used in connection with temporary shoring of the excavated areas. 

The off-site building structures nearest to each of the Project building components 
include: the LAUSD building (located on the south side of Pico Boulevard just west of the 
110 Freeway) approximately 400 feet from the Bond Street Garage, the commercial 
building (located on Pico Boulevard, just west of the 110 Freeway) approximately 530 feet 
from the New Hall, the commercial building (located at the end of the 12th Place cul-de
sac) approximately 250 feet from the L.A. Live Way Garage, and the Nokia Theater located 
approximately 100 feet north of the Event Center construction site. The estimated vibration 
levels due to construction equipment (major powered equipment) at the nearest off-site 
buildings are provided in Table IV.E-29 on page IV.E-99. Construction vibration impacts 
are based on the instantaneous peak vibration level produced by a single piece of 
equipment with the highest vibration level in any given phase of the construction. With 
regard to the construction activities proposed by the Project, the highest levels of ground
borne vibration would be generated during the use of an impact pile driver on site. 
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Table IV.E-4 on page IV.E-49 provides vibration criteria set forth by the FTA. As 
indicated in Table IV.E-29, the estimated ground-borne vibration levels at the nearest 
off-site building structure (Nokia Theatre), approximately 100 feet from the nearest on-site 
construction equipment, would be approximately 0.0004 inch per second (PPV) (due to 
small bulldozer) to 0.0805 inch per second (PPV) (due to vibratory roller). In addition to the 
on-site construction equipment, the construction trucks (loaded haul trucks) along the 
Project haul routes would generate vibration levels up to 0.076 inch per second (PPV) at 
the nearby building structures (25 feet from the haul trucks travel pathways). As each of 
the estimated vibration levels at the nearest off-site building structure is below the 0.12 inch 
per second (PPV) significance threshold (most stringent criteria), vibration impacts (with 
respect to building damage) associated with construction equipment would be less than 
significant. 

Table IV.E-30 on page IV.E-100 presents the estimated ground-borne vibration 
levels due to construction equipment at the nearest off-site sensitive uses to the various 
Project construction areas. The off-site sensitive uses nearest to each of the Project 
building components include: the single-family residence located at the southwest corner 
of 14th Street and Oak Street, approximately 400 from the Bond Street Garage; the multi
family residential use located at the southeast corner of Pico Boulevard and Figueroa 
Street, approximately 550 feet from the New Hall; the single-family residential use located 
near the 12th Place cul-de-sac, approximately 250 feet from the L.A. Live Way Garage; 
and the Nokia Theatre, located approximately 100 feet from the Event Center construction 
site. As indicated in Table IV.E-30, the estimated ground-borne vibration levels at the 
nearest off-site sensitive uses would be below the significance threshold during the 
construction of the Bond Street Garage and the New Hall. The vibration levels generated 
by the impact pile driver would range from 7 4 VdB (L.A. Live Way Garage construction) to 
86 VdB (Event Center construction) at the Nokia Theatre (nearest off-site sensitive 
receptor), which would exceed the 72 VdB significance threshold. The ground-borne 
vibration from the impact pile driver would be reduced to 71 VdB (below the significance 
threshold) when the impact pile driver is operating at a minimum 320 feet distance from the 
Nokia Theatre building. In addition, the estimated vibration level of 76 VdB, due to a 
vibratory roller operating 100 feet from the Nokia Theatre building, which would exceed the 
human perception significance threshold of 72 VdB. The ground-borne vibration would be 
reduced to 71 VdB (below the significance threshold) when the vibratory roller is operating 
at a minimum 150 feet distance from the Nokia Theatre building. Vibration generated by 
other construction equipment would be below the significance threshold at the Nokia 
Theatre. 

Operation of construction equipment used for the Pico Station Second Platform, 
such as a bulldozer or loader would generate ground-borne vibration in close proximity to 
the construction equipment. The off-site structures nearest the Pico Station Second 
Platform construction area include commercial buildings located on the east side of Flower 
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Street, approximately 50 feet from the construction area. Ground-borne vibration 
generated by the construction equipment at these structures would be up to 0.032 inch per 
second (PPV), which would be below the 0.12 inch per second (PPV) significance 
threshold (i.e., the most stringent criteria) with respect to building damage. The off-site 
sensitive uses closest to the construction area are the residential use along Pico Boulevard, 
just west of Flower Street (adjacent to R2), which is approximately 100 feet from the 
construction boundary and the Multi-family residential uses located at the southeast corner of 
Pico Boulevard and Figueroa Street (R2), which are approximately 350 from the construction 
boundary. The estimated ground-borne vibration levels at the nearest off-site sensitive uses 
would be 53 VdB (at 350 feet distance) and 69 VdB (at 100 feet distance), which would be 
below the 72 VdB significance threshold. As such, vibration impacts (with respect to human 
perception) associated with construction activities from the Pico Station Second Platform 
would be less than significant. 

(2) Operation Impacts 

As the Project builds out, on- and off-site noise levels could increase with 
contributions from Project-related on-site noise sources including: building mechanical 
equipment (central plant and outdoor mounted exhaust fans), parking garage operations, 
loading dock and refuse collection operations (i.e., delivery trucks and trash compactors), 
outdoor plazas uses (crowd noise), Event Center operations (crowd, public address 
system, concert sound system, and fireworks), and off-site noise sources including Project
generated traffic, increase in metro transit operations, and overhead helicopters (during 
Event Center events). These potential noise impacts are discussed below. 

(a) On-Site Noise Sources 

(i) Building Mechanical Equipment 

Project operation would require building mechanical equipment, including indoor air 
handling units, outdoor cooling towers, chillers, and exhaust-air fans to support the 
intended functions of the Project. The Project's major building mechanical equipment, 
including chillers and pumps, would be placed inside a dedicated central plant building. 
Cooling towers and exhaust air fans would be located outside of the building. The Project 
would replace the existing central plants serving the Convention Center and the STAPLES 
Center with two new central plants, one serving the Convention Center and one serving the 
Event Center and STAPLES Center. The central plant serving the Convention Center 
would be located at the southwest corner of New Hall (Ground Level) and the central plant 
serving the Event Center/STAPLES Center would be located at the southeast corner of the 
Event Center (at Level 1 ). The chillers and pumps would be located within the enclosed 
central plant rooms, which would contain the equipment generated noise. The cooling 
towers, however, would be located outdoors. The building exhaust fans (serving the New 
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Hall and the Pico Passage) would be located on the roof level of the New Hall. Sound 
levels generated by the Project's mechanical equipment were estimated based on 
forecasted mechanical equipment capacity. Table IV.E-31 on page IV.E-101 presents the 
estimated mechanical equipment noise levels at the off-site receptors. The significance 
thresholds shown on Table IV.E-31 are based on the lowest measured ambient noise 
levels (daytime and nighttime) plus 5 dBA to provide a conservative analysis since ambient 
noise levels are typically lower during the nighttime hours. As shown on Table IV.E-31, the 
noise levels generated by the new central plants and exhaust fans would be 6.5 dBA (at 
R23) to 43.8 dBA (at R12) below the stated significance thresholds for both daytime and 
nighttime hours. As such, noise impacts associated with building mechanical equipment 
operations would be less than significant. 

(ii) Parking 

The Project includes two new parking garages, the Bond Street Garage, which 
would replace the existing Bond Street surface parking lot and the L.A. Live Way Garage, 
which would replace the existing Cherry Street Garage. The Bond Street Garage would 
have seven above grade parking levels, with 928 parking spaces. The L.A. Live Way 
Garage would have eight above grade and one below grade parking levels, with 
2,967 parking spaces. Various noise events would occur periodically from the parking 
facilities. Such periodic events would include activation of car alarms, sounding of car 
horns, slamming of car doors, engine revs, and tire squeals. Automobile movements would 
comprise the most continuous noise source and would generate a noise level of 
approximately 69 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. Car alarm and horn noise events generate 
sound levels as high as 83 dBA at a reference distance of 25 feet. 

Table IV.E-32 on page IV.E-102 presents the estimated maximum noise levels at 
the off-site noise sensitive receptors from the operations of the Bond Street and the L.A. 
Live Way Garages. As indicated in Table IV.E-32, the estimated maximum noise levels 
generated by the proposed parking garages would be below the significance threshold 
during the daytime hours (7 A.M. to 10 P.M.) at all off-site receptors, except for receptors R5 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard) and R6 (residences 
located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street). The estimated maximum noise levels at 
receptors R5 and R6 would exceed the daytime significance threshold by 1.8 and 6.7 dBA, 
respectively. The estimated noise levels from the parking operations would exceed the late 
evening significance threshold by 1.3 dBA to up to 8.6 dBA at sensitive receptors R4, R5, 
R6, R7, R23, and R25. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the proposed parking 
garage operations would be potentially significant at these locations. Noise impacts, 
however, would only occur intermittently in an event of car alarm triggered (which would 
typically be shut off in a few minutes). 
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(iii) Loading Dock and Refuse Collection Operations 

The Project includes three loading dock areas, one for the Event Center, one for the 
New Hall, and one involving an expansion to the existing South Hall loading dock. The 
new loading dock for the Event Center would be located at the northeast corner of the 
building on Level 1, which is below grade and would be effectively shielded from off-site 
receptors. The Event Center loading dock would provide space for up to 10 delivery trucks. 
Access to the Event Center loading dock would be from the Pico Boulevard. In addition, 
the existing STAPLES Center loading dock access and location would be reconfigured and 
accessed using the same driveway as the Event Center. Under the Proposed Project, the 
existing South Hall loading dock would be expanded (at the southwest side of the New 
Hall) to provide additional loading docks for the New Hall. The expanded loading dock at 
the South Hall would serve both the South Hall and the New Hall, and would include 
21 additional spaces for delivery trucks. The third loading dock (with four spaces) would be 
located on the north side of Pico Boulevard to primarily serve the New Hall's central kitchen 
facilities. This loading dock is accessed off the driveway that provides access to the Event 
Center and STAPLES Center loading docks. 

The refuse collection (i.e., trash compactors) for the Event Center and New Hall 
would be located at the loading dock areas. Based on measured noise levels from loading 
dock facilities, delivery trucks (while idling at the loading dock) would generate noise levels 
of approximately 64 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 100 feet. In addition, trash compactors 
would generate noise levels of approximately 66 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 50 feet. 

Table IV.E-33 on page IV.E-103 presents the noise levels as generated by the 
Project loading docks and refuse collection operations at the off-site receptors. Although, 
loading dock activity would occur during daytime hours (with the peak hour between 
8:00 A.M. and 9:00 A.M.), the noise analysis evaluated potential impacts for both daytime 
and nighttime hours. As shown on Table IV.E-33, the noise levels generated by the 
loading dock and refuse collection operations would be 9.7 dBA (at R26) to 52.5 dBA (at 
R12) below the significance thresholds for both daytime and nighttime hours (based on 
which of the two operations yields the higher noise level at each given receptor). As such, 
noise impacts associated with loading dock and refuse collection operations would be less 
than significant. 

(iv) Buses (Convention Center) 

The existing bus loading areas at the Gilbert Lindsay Plaza would be relocated to a 
new area along the Pico Passage (under the New Hall). It is anticipated that there would 
be up to 20 buses loading/unloading along the Pico Passage at any given time. Noise from 
the buses would mostly be shielded from the off-site receptor as this area is located toward 
the middle of the Pico Passage. Table IV.E-34 on page IV.E-104 presents the estimated 
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noise levels from the buses idling within the Pico Passage at the off-site receptors. It is 
anticipated that bus operations (i.e., loading and unloading passengers) would occur 
primarily during the daytime hours. Nevertheless, the analysis evaluated noise impacts for 
both daytime and nighttime hours. As shown on Table IV.E-34, the noise levels generated 
by bus operations would be 12.5 dBA (at R3) to 53.2 dBA (at R10) below the significance 
thresholds for daytime hours and 12.5 dBA (at R3) to 48.3 dBA (at R18) below the 
significance thresholds for nighttime hours. As such, noise impacts associated with bus 
operations would be less than significant. 

(v) Outdoor Plazas 

Gilbert Lindsay Plaza, Event Center Plaza, and L.A. Live Way Plaza all provide 
outdoor gathering places for visitors to the Event Center and would be used during the Pre
Event and Post-Event hours. For the purposes of this analysis, it is forecasted that up to 
20,000 people could gather within the Event Center and Gilbert Lindsay Plazas (i.e., 
10,000 at the Event Center Plaza and 10,000 at the Gilbert Lindsay Plaza). Sound levels 
generated by the people in the plazas would vary depending on the background 
environments (e.g., amplified sound, traffic), the result of the sport event (e.g., local team 
win or lose), and individuals' voice efforts (e.g., loud voice, laughing, shouting). Sound 
levels generated by an individual's voice effort vary from 50 dBA (Leq at 3.3 feet) for a 
female speaking in casual voice to 88 dBA (Leq at 3.3 feet) for a male person in shouting 
voice. 1 To represent a conservative scenario, the upper range noise levels of 88 dBA and 
82 dBA (Leq at 3.3 feet distance) for a male and female shouting, respectively, were used 
for analyzing noise from the use of these areas. Also, to present a worst-case analysis, it 
was assumed that all of the patrons (75 percent male and 25 percent female) would be 
talking (in a shouting voice) at the same time. In addition to noise from the patrons (i.e., 
people talking), other potential noise sources would include amplified program sound 
(music or other spoken sound broadcast through a loudspeaker system). This program 
sound could be broadcast during the Pre-Event and Post-Event hours and could include, 
but is not limited to, music sound and announcements intended to be heard by patrons in 
the immediate vicinity of the of the outdoor plazas. To evaluate noise levels from the 
amplified program sound, it was assumed that the speaker systems (distributed within the 
outdoor plaza areas) would be designed with an output sound level of 90 dBA (Leq) at a 
distance of 50 feet. Table IV.E-35 on page IV.E-105 presents the estimated noise levels 
from the outdoor plazas at the off-site sensitive receptors. It is anticipated that outdoor 
plazas activities would occur primarily during the daytime hours. However, as a 
conservative analysis, the forecasted noise levels were compared with both daytime and 
nighttime ambient noise levels to determine potential noise impacts. As shown in 

1 Refer to Page 129 of Appendix L. 
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Table IV.E-35, the estimated noise levels would exceed the daytime significance threshold 
at R1, R2, R3 and R13, by 7.4 dBA at R13 (residences at the northeast corner of Flower 
and 11th Streets) to 13.7 dBA at receptor R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel 
at L.A. LIVE). The estimated outdoor plazas noise levels would exceed the nighttime 
significance threshold at receptors R1, R2, R3, R13, and R14 (residences at northwest 
corner of 12th Street and Grand Avenue), from 6.5 dBA at R14 to 16.1 dBA at R2. 
Therefore, impacts associated with the outdoor plazas would be potentially significant at 
these locations. 

(vi) Event Center-Sport Event 

Table IV.E-36 on page IV.E-106 presents the estimated noise levels from a typical 
sports event occurring within the Event Center at the off-site noise-sensitive receptors. It is 
anticipated that sports events at the Event Center would occur primarily during daytime 
hours. However, as a conservative analysis, the estimated noise levels from the sport 
events were compared with both the daytime and the nighttime ambient noise levels to 
determine potential noise impacts. As indicated in Table IV.E-36, sound levels from the 
in-house sound system used during the sports event would exceed the daytime 
significance thresholds at receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at 
L.A. LIVE), R3 (residences located Flower Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R5 (residences 
located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R6 (residences located on 
12th Place, west of Albany Street), and R9 (residences located on Albany Street, north of 
Olympic Boulevard) by up to 3.2 dBA (Lmax). The crowd cheering noise levels would 
exceed the daytime significance thresholds at receptors R1, R5, R6 (residences located on 
12th Place, west of Albany Street), R7 (residences located on 11th Street, east of Albany 
Street) and R8 (10th Street Elementary School) by up to 7. 7 dBA (Lmax). At other 
receptors, both the sound system and crowd related noise levels would be below the 
daytime significance threshold. When compared with the nighttime significance threshold, 
the in-house sound system would exceed the nighttime significance threshold at receptors 
R1, R3 (residences on Flower Street), R5 through R9 (residences on Albany Street, north 
of Olympic Boulevard), R14 (residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand 
Avenue), R21 (residences on Park Grove Avenue, south of Washington Boulevard), R23 
(residences on 14th Street, east of Union Avenue), and R25 (residences on 12th Street, 
east of Union Avenue) by up to 6.9 dBA (Lmax). The crowd cheering noise levels would 
exceed the nighttime significance thresholds at receptors R 1, R5 through R9, R 13, R23, 
R24 (residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Union Avenue), and R25 by up to 8.1 dBA 
(Lmax). Therefore, noise levels associated with a sports event at the Event Center would 
result in potentially significant impacts at these locations. 
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(vii) Event Center-Concert Event 

For a typical concert, the touring company will use a temporary touring sound 
system in lieu of the Event Center in-house sound system. As previous described, sound 
levels associated with a typical concert would range from 98 dBA to 105 dBA, averaged 
over 30 minutes. For the noise analysis, it was assumed that the touring sound system 
would generate a sound level of up to 105 dBA at all of the Event Center seating areas. In 
addition, the noise analysis was based on typical rock/hip-hop types of music, which 
typically has a higher low frequency sound spectrum. 2 The estimated noise levels at the 
off-site noise-sensitive receptors from a concert touring sound system at the Event Center 
are shown in Table IV.E-37 on page IV.E-107. The estimated noise levels in terms of dBC 
(Lmax) are provided for information purpose only. Sound levels from audiences (i.e., crowd 
cheering noise) for a music concert would be similar or lower than those analyzed for the 
sports event, which was analyzed in the previous section. It is estimated that the sound 
levels from the concert touring sound system (at the Event Center) would exceed the 
daytime significance thresholds at receptors R1, R3 through R9, R17, R21, R22, R23, R25, 
and R26 by 0.4 dBA (at R22) to 10.5 dBA (at R9). When compared with the late evening 
hours, the sound levels from the concert touring sound system would exceed the 
significance thresholds at receptors R1 through R10, R14, R15, R17, and R21 through 
R26, by 0.5 dBA (at R24 and R26) to 13.0 dBA (at R9). Crowd noise levels are estimated 
to be similar to those of the sports event, which would exceed the significance thresholds at 
receptors R1, R5, R6, R7, RB, R9, R13, R23, R24, and R25, as described above. As such, 
noise impacts associated with the music concert event at the Event Center would be 
potentially significant at these locations. 

(viii) Event Center-Fireworks 

It is anticipated that there would be up to 35 firework shows annually associated with 
events occurring at the Event Center. Each show would not exceed 20 minutes in duration. 
Based on a literature review and actual measurements, firework shows would generate 
noise levels on the order of 90 to 105 dBA (A-weighted maximum sound level, Lmax) and 
125 to 135 dBC (C-weighted peak sound level). The upper range of the reference sound 
levels were used for this analysis as a conservative assumption. The height of the firework 
display would be approximately 15 feet to 200 feet high, relative to the Event Center 
ground elevation. Table IV.E-38 on page IV.E-108 presents the predicted noise levels from 
a firework show at the Event Center at the off-site noise receptors. The firework shows 
would occur before 11 :30 P.M. however, the analysis includes both daytime and nighttime 

2 Refer to page 132 of Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field Project, 
included as Appendix L. 
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hours. As indicated in Table IV.E-38, the predicted noise levels at the off-site receptors 
ranged from 80.2 dBA (Lmax) at receptor R15 (residences on Hope Street, north of Venice 
Boulevard) to 101.3 dBA (Lmax) at receptor R3 (residences on Flower Street). The 
C-weighted peak sound levels (dBC) from the firework display would vary from 106.2 dBC 
(peak) at receptor R15 to 127.3 dBC (peak) at receptor R3. The estimated dBC sound 
levels are provided for informational purposes. The firework noise levels would exceed the 
stated significance threshold at all off-site receptors by 8.9 dBA (at R12) to 45.4 dBA (at 
R5) and would result in temporary and intermittent but significant impacts. 

(b) Off-Site Mobile Noise Sources 

(i) Motor Vehicle Travel 

Future roadway noise levels were calculated along 81 off-site roadway segments in 
the vicinity of the Project Site. As described above, the roadway segments selected for the 
noise analysis were based the proximity to noise sensitive uses along the roadway 
segments and with the most increases in traffic volume from the proposed Project, to 
represent the worst case conditions. According to the Project transportation study, the 
Project is expected to generate approximately 19,560 inbound and 19,560 outbound trips 
for a typical event. The majority of the Project generated trips would occur during the Pre
and Post-Event hours. The inbound trips during the Pre-Event hour would be 
approximately 50 percent of the total trips on all event days. The outbound trips during the 
Post-Event hour would be about 75 percent of the total trips for all event days. Therefore, 
noise impacts are evaluated based on the potential increase in traffic volumes during the 
Pre-Event and Post-Event hours. The off-site traffic noise impacts for an event on a typical 
Saturday, Sunday, and Weekday are presented in Table IV.E-39 on page IV.E-109. 
Additional scenarios (i.e., Project with Convention Center Dark and Project concurrent with 
Coliseum and Dodger Stadium events) are presented in detail in Appendix L, and 
summarized below. 

Roadway noise levels would be less than significant on most segments for all 
analysis scenarios (Proposed Project and Proposed Project with Convention Center Dark), 
event days (Sunday, Saturday, and weekday), and time periods. However, significant 
roadway noise impacts are forecasted on five roadway segments, as discussed below. 

1. Grand Avenue-between 17th Street and Washington Avenue: 

• Sunday Event Day (Post-Event Hour)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 5.0 dBA increase). 

• Weekday Event Day (Post-Event Day)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 5.8 dBA increase). 
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2. West 11th Street-between Blaine Street and L.A. Live Way: 

• Weekday Event Day (Post-Event Day)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 6.1 dBA increase). 

3. West 18th Street-West of Flower Street: 

• Sunday Event Day (Post-Event Hour)-Proposed Project (up to 6.8 dBA 
increase) and Proposed Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 
7.6 dBA). 

4. West 18th Street-West of Grand Avenue: 

• Sunday Event Day (Post-Event Hour)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 7.0 dBA increase). 

5. West 39th Street-east of 1-110 Freeway: 

• Weekday Event Day (Post-Event Day)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 5.5 dBA increase). 

(ii) Public Transit 

As described in the Project's Transportation Study, it is estimated that 20 percent of 
the Event Center's patrons would use public transit on a weekday and 15 percent would 
use public transit on a weekend. Similar to the roadway traffic analysis, the increase in the 
use of the public transit systems would occur generally in the hours immediately before 
(Pre-Event) and after (Post-Event) the events. Indirect noise impacts from the Project 
would occur from increases in public transit usage (i.e., noise associated with an increased 
number of train or bus trips that would otherwise not occur if the Project was not 
constructed). The Metro Red Line, Purple Line, and part of the Blue and Gold Lines 
operate as underground subway systems; therefore, any noise generated by these rail
systems would be contained within the underground structure and would not impact any 
noise-sensitive receptors. 

The estimated additional Metro rail cars and buses that would be needed for the 
Pre-Event and Post-Event hours are provided on Table IV.E-40 on page IV.E-112. As 
indicated in this table, the estimated increase in noise from the transit operations during the 
Pre-Event hour would be 4.8 dBA (hourly Leq) or less, which would be below the 
significance threshold. The estimated maximum increase in noise from the Red Line 
during the Weekday Post-Event hour would be 3.2 dBA (hourly Leq). However, the Red 
Line is an underground subway system, and as such the noise from the Red Line operation 
would be contained within the underground subway structure. Thus, significant noise 
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impacts would not be expected from the increase in the number of cars for the Red Line. 
The estimated maximum increase in noise from the Green Line during the Weekday 
Post-Event hour would be 4.8 dBA. However, the Green Line is located along the center of 
the 105 Freeway (with high ambient noise levels) and currently has no nearby sensitive 
receptors. Therefore, noise impacts from the increase in the Green Line operation would 
be less than significant. The increase in the number of buses along the Silver Line would 
result in a maximum increase of 6.0 dBA (hourly Leq), from the bus operation only, as 
compared to the future without Project condition. The estimated noise level from the bus 
operation alone would be up to 57 dBA (hourly Leq), which would be lower than the existing 
ambient noise levels along the bus line (as the bus lines are along major roadways such as 
Figueroa Street, with high ambient noise levels from existing traffic volumes). The Expo 
and Blue Lines would result in an increase of 4.3 dBA and 6.0 dBA (hourly Leq) along the 
lines, respectively. The increase to the Blue Line would exceed the stated significance 
threshold and result in a significant impact. The noise impacts would occur for sensitive 
receptors that are located along the Blue Line, approximately 300 feet (unobstructed) or 
175 feet (with intervening buildings between the rail and the receptors) from the rail center 
line. 

(iii) Helicopters 

Although not operated by the Project Applicants, it is anticipated that there would be 
media helicopters flying near the Event Center for news or event coverage. Based on 
measurements from a nearby stadium (Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum), helicopter noise 
levels during a football game was measured at up to 70 dBA in the adjacent residential 
community. Therefore, noise from helicopters would be anticipated to be at an equivalent 
level in the communities adjacent to the Event Center. These noise levels would be similar 
to existing conditions when there is media coverage for events at the STAPLES Center, 
Nokia Theatre, L.A. LIVE and the Convention Center). The noise levels from media 
helicopters to the nearby noise sensitive receptors are expected to be similar to existing 
conditions; however, it is anticipated that the number of media helicopters would increase 
due to the events at the Event Center. Helicopter noise would be temporary in nature but 
would exceed the ambient noise levels at all nearby noise sensitive receptors by 5 dBA 
(Leq) or more, on a temporary and intermittent basis, which would exceed the stated 
significance threshold. Therefore, noise impacts associated with media helicopters would 
be considered significant. 

(c) Composite Noise Level Impacts from Project Operations 

An evaluation of composite noise levels, including all Project-related noise sources 
plus the existing ambient level, was conducted to identify the potential Project-related noise 
level increase that may occur at studied noise-sensitive receptor locations. The overall 
sound environment at the areas surrounding the Project Site would include contributions 
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from each on-site and off-site individual noise source associated with the typical event day 
operation of the Project. Principal on-site noise sources associated with the Project for a 
typical event day would include mechanical equipment, parking facilities, loading docks, 
outdoor plazas, and Event Center crowds and sound systems. The noise analysis for the 
various Project noise sources was made using various noise descriptors (i.e., Leq and 
instantaneous Lmax). In addition, noise from various sources would occur at different times 
(i.e., traffic/parking/outdoor plazas noise would occur during the Pre-Event/Post-Event 
hours, and Event Center related noise would occur in between). In order to evaluate the 
combined noise effect of all noise sources, a common noise descriptor, CNEL, is used. 
The composite noise analysis was performed for two typical event days, one with and one 
without a firework show. For the event day without the firework show, the analysis 
assumed that the event would occur during the daytime hours and would end before 
10 P.M. To evaluate a worst-case scenario, the event day with a firework show assumed 
the event would occur in the evening hours with the firework show ending by 11 :30 P.M. 

Table IV.E-41 on page IV.E-113 presents the estimated composite noise at the 
off-site noise sensitive receptors for typical event days without a firework show. As 
indicated in Table IV.E-41, the Project's composite noise impacts would be below 3 dBA at 
all off-site noise-sensitive receptors, except for receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences 
and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE), R2 (residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa 
Street), R3 (residences on Flower Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R13 (residences at the 
northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets), and R23 (residences on 14th Street, east of 
Union Avenue). The Project would result in a maximum increase of 3.1 dBA CNEL at 
receptor R23, to 4.0 dBA CNEL at receptor R13, 7.8 dBA CNEL at receptor R3, 8.1 dBA 
CNEL at receptor R1, and 8.2 dBA CNEL at receptor R2, respectively. The increase in 
ambient noise levels at receptor R23 would be below the 5 dBA significance threshold, 
which would not result in a significant impact. However, the increase in ambient noise 
levels at receptors R1, R2, R3, and R13 would be above the significance threshold of 
3 dBA CNEL, as the ambient noise levels with the Project would be within the "normally 
unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" land use category. Therefore, the composite noise 
level impacts due to the Project would be significant at four receptor locations for typical 
event days without a fireworks show. 

Table IV.E-42 on page IV.E-115 presents the composite operation noise levels for 
an event day with fireworks at the off-site noise sensitive receptors. The estimated 
composite noise levels would increase the ambient noise level by less than 3 dBA at 
receptors R10, R12, R15 and R18, which would be below the stated significance 
thresholds. However, the increase in estimated composite noise levels at receptors R1 
through R9, R11, R13, R14, R16, R17, and R19 through R26 as compared to ambient 
noise levels would range from 4.5 dBA CNEL (at R11) to 17.9 dBA CNEL (at R3), which 
would be above the applicable significance thresholds. Therefore, the composite operation 
noise levels would result in potentially significant impacts at these locations. 
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4. Cumulative Impacts 

The Project, together with the related projects, would contribute to cumulative noise 
impacts. The potential for cumulative noise impacts to occur is specific to the distance 
between each related project and its stationary noise sources, including the cumulative 
traffic that these projects would add to the surrounding roadway network. 

a. Construction Noise 

Noise from construction activities would normally affect the areas immediately 
adjacent to the Project Site, meaning those that are less than 500 feet from the 
construction site, due to sound attenuation provided by the distance and the intervening 
buildings located between the construction sites and the noise sensitive receptors. 
Therefore, noise from construction activities for two projects within 1,000 feet of each other 
could contribute to a cumulative noise impact for receptors located between the two 
construction sites or near the construction sites if the construction sites are close together. 

As indicated in the Project's transportation study, a total of 133 related projects have 
been identified. While the majority of these related projects are located farther than 
1,000 feet from the Project Site, there are four related projects within 1,000 feet of the 
Project construction areas. These include Related Project No. 27, the Los Angeles Sports 
and Entertainment District, a mixed-use development at Figueroa Street and 11th Street 
(which is partially completed); Related Project No. 60, a high rise condominium project at 
1360 Figueroa Street (approximately 100 feet west of the Project Site); Related Project 
No. 64, a condominium/restaurant project located at 1133 Hope Street (approximately 
700 feet west of the Project Site); and Related Project No. 91, a condominium development 
located at 1360 Figueroa Street (approximately 100 feet west of the Project Site). 

Since the timing of the construction activities for these related projects cannot be 
defined, any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects 
would be entirely speculative. Concurrent construction activities from the nearby related 
projects would generate noise at each site and cumulative construction noise could exceed 
ambient noise levels at the nearest noise sensitive uses between the Project and the 
related project sites. Most of the construction of Related Project No. 27 has been 
completed with the exception of 600 KSF office building to be built on the north side of 
Olympic between Georgia and Francisco. If construction of the office building (of the 
Related Project No. 27) was to occur concurrently with the Project construction, the 
construction noise from the Related Project No. 27 and the Project could together 
contribute to a cumulative impact on the nearby noise sensitive receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel 
and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE) and R10 (hotel use on Figueroa Street, 
north of Olympic Boulevard) (as these two receptors are located within 500 feet of either 
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the Related Project No. 27 or the Project). If construction of Related Project No. 60 and 
Related Project No. 91 were to occur concurrently with Project construction, the 
construction noise from these related projects and the Project could together contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact on the noise-sensitive receptors closest to these project sites, 
specifically Receptors R2 (residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street) and R3 
(residences on Flower Street). Receptors R13 (residences at the northeast corner of 
Flower and 11th Streets) and R14 (residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and 
Grand Avenue) are located approximately 300 feet from Related Project No. 64. 
Therefore, if construction of Related Project No. 64 were to occur concurrently with Project 
construction, the construction noise from Related Project No. 64 and the Project could 
together contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the noise-sensitive receptors 
closest to these project sites (R 13 and R 14 ). However, as with the Project, construction
related noise levels from the related projects would be intermittent, temporary, and would 
comply with time restrictions and other relevant provisions in the City's Municipal Code. As 
required of the Project, noise associated with cumulative construction activities would be 
reduced through proposed mitigation measures for each individual related project and 
through compliance with locally adopted and enforced noise ordinances. Construction 
activities for each of the other related projects in the vicinity would be required to comply 
with the City's Noise Ordinance and would be temporary. Even so, if construction of the 
nearest related projects were to occur concurrently with the Project's construction, the 
Project's contribution to cumulative construction related noise impacts could be 
considerable and would thus represent a significant cumulative impact. 

In addition to on-site construction activities, noise from off-site construction 
haul/deliver trucks could contribute to the cumulative noise impacts. It is anticipated that 
due to the size and locations of the related projects, construction management plans would 
be prepared and submitted to LADOT for approval. The construction traffic management 
plans would be based on the nature and timing of the specific construction and other 
projects in the vicinity of the Project Site. Even so, if construction trucks from the related 
projects were to travel on the same routes and within the same hours as the Project, the 
Project's contribution to cumulative off-site construction related truck traffic noise impacts 
could be considerable and would thus represent a significant cumulative impact. 

Based on the analysis presented above, construction noise from the Project together 
with the Related Projects could increase ambient noise levels at receptors that are located 
within 500 feet from the construction sites by 5 dBA or more. Therefore, it is conservatively 
concluded that the Project's construction noise impacts could be cumulatively considerable, 
even after imposition of mitigation measures. However, the occurrence of this impact is 
uncertain at this time, as it would depend upon the timing of the related projects' 
construction, which is currently unknown. 
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b. Construction Vibration 

As previously discussed, ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. 
Potential vibration impacts due to construction activities are generally limited to 
buildings/structures that are located in close proximity to the construction site (i.e., less 
than 25 feet). As indicated above, the nearest related project is approximately 100 feet 
away from the Project Site. Therefore, due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of 
ground-borne vibration, there is no potential for a cumulative construction impact with 
respect to building damages from the ground-borne vibration. However, ground-borne 
vibration from heavy construction equipment, such as impact pile drivers and vibratory 
rollers, could impact nearby vibration-sensitive uses (i.e., residential uses or the Nokia 
Theater), if used within 320 feet of this vibration sensitive use. Although there could be 
construction equipment operating at a related project site and the Project site (assuming 
concurrent construction), the vibration levels from each piece of construction equipment 
would likely not be additive (in terms of the maximum levels), due to the rapid rate that 
vibration levels attenuate and the likelihood of multiple pieces of equipment impacting the 
ground surface with the same vibration characteristics (i.e., frequency and amplitude) and 
at the same time is low, if not improbable. Therefore, cumulative construction impacts with 
respect to vibration sensitive uses would be less than significant. 

c. Operation Noise 

Once developed, the Project along with overall development in the surrounding area 
would generate noise that would contribute to cumulative noise from a number of 
community noise sources, including vehicle travel and mechanical equipment (e.g., 
heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning systems). Noise levels from stationary sources, 
such as outdoor air-conditioning equipment, would be less than significant at the property 
line for each related project due to the City's exterior noise limits. However, since noise 
from the Project's on-site stationary-sources (i.e., Event Center operations including 
crowds, use of sound systems, parking garage operations, and use of outdoor plazas) 
would potentially result in significant impacts and there are related projects within 500 feet 
of the Project Site (Related Project Nos. 60 and No. 91 ), on-site stationary-sources noise 
impacts attributable to cumulative development of the related projects and the Project 
would potentially result in significant impacts at noise-sensitive receptors located between 
the Project and these related projects. 

The Project and other related development in the area would produce traffic 
volumes (off-site mobile sources) that would generate roadway noise. Cumulative noise 
impacts due to off-site traffic were analyzed by comparing the projected increase in traffic 
noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future cumulative" conditions to the applicable 
significance criteria. Future cumulative conditions include traffic volumes from future 
ambient growth, and related development projects, with and without the Project. 
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The calculated traffic noise levels under "existing" and "future cumulative" conditions 
for the Sunday, Saturday, and Weekday scenarios are presented in Table IV.E-43 on 
page IV.E-117. Additional scenarios are presented in Appendix L, (e.g., Project with 
Convention Center Dark and Project events concurrent with Coliseum and Dodger Stadium 
events). As indicated in this table, significant cumulative noise impacts would occur at 11 
analyzed roadway segments for the Sunday scenario, with a maximum increase of 9.9 dBA 
along 18th Street (west of Grand Avenue). For the Saturday scenario, significant 
cumulative noise impacts would occur at eight roadway segments, with a maximum 
increase of up to 8.5 dBA along 11th Street (west of Grand Avenue). In addition during the 
Weekday scenario, significant cumulative noise impacts would occur at 12 roadway 
segments, with a maximum increase of 8.8 dBA along Grand Avenue (between 17th Street 
and Washington Avenue). Therefore, cumulative traffic from the Project and the related 
projects would result in significant cumulative noise impacts. 

5. Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures 

a. Project Design Features 

(1) Construction 

Project Design Feature E-1: Project construction shall utilize drilled piles during 
the late evening hours (between 9 P.M. and 12 A.M.), in order to 
reduce potential construction noise and vibration impacts. 

Project Design Feature E-2: Project contractor shall equip all construction 
equipment used at the Project Site with properly operated and 
maintained, commercially available noise shielding and/or muffling 
devices that are consistent with the manufacturer's standards. 

(2) Operation 

Project Design Feature E-3: The Event Center in-house sound system would 
utilize a distributed speakers system capable of aiming the sound 
toward the seating areas, to minimize sound spillage to the exterior 
of the Event Center. 

Project Design Feature E-4: Building mechanical/electrical equipment shall be 
designed to meet the noise limit requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, 
Section 112.02. 

Project Design Feature E-5: Loading dock and trash/recycling areas for the Event 
Center and STAPLES Center shall be located in the subterranean 
level, which shall preclude noise from this source at exterior 
locations. 
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Project Design Feature E-6: All rooftop mechanical equipment shall be enclosed 
or screened from view with appropriate screening walls. 

b. Mitigation Measures 

(1) Construction 

Project construction-related noise has the potential to result in significant impacts. 
Thus, the following measures are recommended to reduce the construction-related noise 
impact. 

Mitigation Measure E-1: A temporary, continuous and impermeable noise barrier 
shall be provided as follows: 

A) During the Event Center constriction, a noise barrier wall 
providing a minimum 5 dBA noise reduction at the first-floor 
level shall be erected along the Project northern boundary along 
the Project northern boundary between the Event Center 
construction area and Receptor R 1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences 
and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE). 

B) During construction of the New Hall, a noise barrier wall 
providing a minimum 7 dBA noise reduction shall be erected 
between the New Hall construction area and off-site noise 
sensitive receptor R26 (southern boundary of New Hall 
construction area). 

C) During construction of the Pico Station Second Platform, a noise 
barrier wall providing a minimum 11 dBA noise reduction shall be 
erected between the Pico Station Second Platform construction 
area and off-site noise sensitive receptors R2 and R3, along Pico 
Boulevard (southern construction area boundary) and a portion 
of Flower Street (extending approximately 100 feet from Pico 
Boulevard). 

Mitigation Measure E-2: Power construction equipment shall be equipped with 
noise shielding and muffling devices. All equipment shall be properly 
maintained to assure that no additional noise, due to worn or 
improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 

Mitigation Measure E-3: Stationary source construction equipment that may 
have a flexible specific location on-site (e.g., generators and 
compressors) shall be located so as to maintain the greatest 
distance from sensitive land uses and unnecessary idling of 
equipment shall be prohibited. 
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Mitigation Measure E-4: Engine idling from construction equipment such as 
bulldozers and haul trucks shall be limited. Idling of haul trucks shall 
be limited to five (5) minutes at any given location as established by 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Mitigation Measure E-5: The use of vibratory rollers within 150 feet, or impact 
pile driving within 320 feet, of the Nokia Theatre shall be limited to 
time periods that do not coincide with events occurring at the Nokia 
Theatre. 

Mitigation Measure E-6: The use of impact pile drivers within 320 feet of the 
Nokia Theater shall be coordinated with the Nokia Theatre to avoid 
conflicts. 

6. Level of Significance After Mitigation 

a. Construction Noise 

Compliance with the recommended mitigation measures would reduce Project and 
cumulative construction noise levels to the extent feasible. In particular, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure J-1 would reduce construction-related noise at receptor R1 (Ritz Hotel 
and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE) by a minimum 5 dBA, at receptor R26 
(residences at Wright Street) by 7 dBA, and R2 (residences on Pico Boulevard, between 
Figueroa Street and Flower Street) and R3 (residences on Flower Street, south of Pico 
Boulevard) by 11 dBA. The recommended noise barriers would reduce the noise impacts 
at R2, R3 and R26 to a less than significant level. However, the temporary construction 
noise barrier would only be effective in reducing the construction noise impacts at the 
ground level. It would not be technically feasible to construct a noise barrier that would 
effectively reduce the construction-related noise to the upper floors of the Ritz Hotel and 
Residences and Marriott Hotel (Receptor R1 ). Noise sensitive receptors R4, R5, R6, R7 
and R23 are located west of the elevated 1-110 Freeway and, thus, are shielded from the 
Project Site by the intervening freeway structure. Therefore, it would not be technically 
feasible to construct a noise barrier that would provide additional noise reduction (in 
addition to the noise reduction provided by the 1-110 Freeway structure) to the receptors 
west of the 1-110 Freeway. Noise level reductions attributable to Mitigation Measures J-2 
and J-3, although not easily quantifiable, would also provide that the noise impacts 
associated with construction activities would be reduced to the extent practicable. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure J-4 would further limit the noise generated by hauling 
trucks idling at the staging areas. Vibration impacts at the Nokia Theatre associated with 
the use of impact pile driver and vibratory roller for the Event Center construction would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. Implementation of all described mitigation 
measures would reduce noise impacts associated with Project construction activities to the 
extent feasible; however, such impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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IV.E Noise 

As previously discussed, if the identified related projects were to occur concurrently 
with the Project's construction, cumulative construction noise impacts could be significant. 
Noise impacts would be reduced through proposed mitigation measures for each individual 
related project and compliance with locally adopted and enforced noise ordinances. 
Therefore, the noise impacts generated by the construction activities for each of the related 
projects would likely be reduced, but given the dense urban environment found within the 
Project area, impacts of the related projects are likely to be significant and, thus, 
cumulative impacts would be significant as well. 

b. Operation Noise 

Implementation of Project design features would provide that the on-site building 
mechanical equipment, bus loading at the Pico Passage, and loading docks would not 
result in any significant noise impacts to off-site noise sensitive receptors during long-term 
Project operations. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the outdoor amplified sound 
system or crowd cheering noise to a less than significant level. Noise mitigation in the form 
of barriers would reduce the potential noise impacts from the outdoor plazas to the off-site 
sensitive receptors. However, the noise barriers would be constructed along the Project 
Site to block the line-of-site between the sound sources and the off-site receptors, which 
would not be feasible with respect to architectural/functional design of the outdoor plazas. 
Other mitigation measures, such as limiting the sound levels from the outdoor amplified 
sound system would preclude creating the environment required pursuant to the Project 
objectives. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the outdoor plazas would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts from the 
Event Center operations to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures in the form of 
specifications to limit the in-house sound system (to reduce the impacts associated with the 
sound-system) or fully enclosing the stadium with a solid roof structure (to reduce both 
crowd and sound system noise) would not be feasible for the following reasons: 
(a) enclosing the stadium with a solid roof would not meet the basic Project objective of 
developing an Event Center with an open roof design that takes advantage of the Southern 
California climate; and (b) limiting the sound levels from the sound system would not allow 
for the intended operation of the Event Center for sporting events and concerts pursuant to 
the Project objectives. Therefore, noise impacts associated with Event Center operations 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce impacts associated 
with the parking garage and firework displays to a less than significant level. Impacts 
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IV.E Noise 

related to fireworks displays would be limited (up to 35 shows per year) and of short 
duration (up to 20 minutes per display show) but would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation measures such as the construction of noise barrier walls to reduce the off
site traffic noise impacts would not be feasible as the barriers would obstruct access to 
private property. In addition, construction of noise barriers to reduce the impacts along the 
Metro Lines would be not feasible, as the Applicants have no control over the properties 
adjacent to the lines. There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the media 
helicopter noise to a less than significant level since the Applicants do not control the 
operation of media helicopters in the area. As such, noise impacts from Project operations 
would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Common Outdoor Activities 

Jet Fly-Over at 1,000 feet 

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 feet 

Diesel Truck at 50 feet at 50 mph 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime 

Gas Lawn Mower at 100 feet 

Commercial Area 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet 

Quiet Urban Daytime 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

EM22272 

Table IV.E-1 
Typical Noise levels 

Noise levels 
(dBA) 

110 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

IV.E Noise 

Common Indoor Activities 

Rock Band 

Food Blender at 3 feet 

Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Large Business Office 

Dishwasher Next Room 

Theater, Large Conference Room 

(Background) 

Library 

Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 

(Background) 

Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: Ca/trans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), 2009. 
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Table IV.E-2 
City of Los Angeles Presumed Ambient Noise Levels 

Zone 

Residential, School, Hospital, Hotels 

Commercial 

Manufacturing (M1, MR1 and MR2) 

Heavy Manufacturing (M2 and M3) 

Source: LAMC, Section 111. 03. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Daytime Nighttime 
(7 A.M. to 10 P.M.) (10 P.M. to 7 A.M.) 

Leq (dBA) Leq (dBA) 

50 40 

60 55 

60 55 

65 65 
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Table IV.E-3 
City of Los Angeles land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Noise level (dBA) Acceptable a Acceptable 15 Unacceptablec Unacceptabled 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 50 to 60 55 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 
Homes 

Multi-Family Homes 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 50 to 70 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging-Motels, Hotels 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, - 50 to 70 - Above 65 
Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator - 50 to 75 - Above 70 
Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 to 70 - 67 to 75 Above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 50 to 75 - 70 to 80 Above 80 
Water Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 50 to 70 67 to 77 Above 75 -
Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 50 to 75 70 to 80 Above 75 -
Agriculture 

a Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

b Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in 
the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning will normally suffice. 

c Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements 
must be made and necessary noise insulation features included in the design. 

d Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
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Table IV.E-4 
FTA Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

PPV RMS in decibels 
Building Category (inch per second) (VdB) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

111. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 

Source: Refer to page 24 of Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field 
Project, included as Appendix L. 

Table IV.E-5 
FTA Ground-Borne Vibration Criteria for Sensitive Uses 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels, VdB 
(referenced 1 micro-inch per second) 

Frequent Occasional Infrequent 
Land Use Category Events a Eventsb Eventsc 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration would interfere 65d 65d 65d 
with interior operations 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 72 75 80 
normally sleep 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 75 78 83 
daytime use 

Auditoriums 72 80 80 

a "Frequent Events" are defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
b "Occasional Events" are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c "Infrequent Events" are defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day. 
d This criterion limit is based on the levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment 

such as optical microscopes. 

Source: Refer to page 25 of Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field 
Project, included as Appendix L. 
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Table IV.E-6 
Description of Noise Measurement locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Sitea Nearby Sensitive 

location At Grade level Outside of and Adjacent to (feet) land Uses Receptor 

R1 Ritz Hotel and Residences/Marriott 300 Residential/ Yes 
Hotel/Nokia Theatre located on Georgia Hotel/ 
Street, north of Chick Hearn Court Auditorium 

R2 Multi-family residential uses located on Pico 90 Residential Yes 
Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street 

R3 Multi-family residential uses located on Flower 275 Residential Yes 
Street 

R4 Single-family residential uses located on Oak 490 Residential Yes 
Street, north of Venice Boulevard 

RS Single-family residential uses located on 890 Residential Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard 

R6 Multi-family residential uses located on 12th 275 Residential Yes 
Place, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R7 Multi-family residential uses located on 11th 250 Residential Yes 
Street, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R8 10th Street Elementary School, located on 1,200 School Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Olympic Boulevard 

R9 Multi-family residential uses located on Albany 1,200 Residential/ Yes 
Street/Loyola Law School/Olympic Primary School 
Center (school), north of Olympic Boulevard 

R10 Figueroa Hotel/Residential use located on 775 Residential/ Yes 
Figueroa Street, north of Olympic Boulevard Hotel 

R11 Multi-family residential uses located on 9th 1,460 Residential Yes 
Street, east of Flower Street 

R12 Multi-family residential uses located on 1,040 Residential Yes 
Olympic Street, west of Hope Street 

R13 Multi-family residential uses located at the 520 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets 

R14 Multi-family residential uses located at the 1,100 Residential Yes 
northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand 
Avenue 

R15 Multi-family residential and hospital (California 820 Residential/ Yes 
Hospital Medical Center) uses located on Hospital 
Hope Street, north of Ven ice Boulevard 

R16 Multi-family residential uses located at the 1,400 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Grand Avenue and Venice 
Boulevard 

R17 Religious use located at the northeast corner 1,450 Religious Yes 
of Hope Street and Washington Boulevard 

R18 High school located on 17th Street, east of 475 School Yes 
Georgia Street 
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location 

R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

EM22277 

Table IV.E-6 (Continued) 
Description of Noise Measurement locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Sitea Nearby 

At Grade level Outside of and Adjacent to (feet) land Uses 

Multi-family residential and religious uses on 840 Residential/ 
18th Street, east of Georgia Street Religious 

Single-family residential uses located on 1,715 Residential 
Bonsal lo Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,840 Residential 
located on Park Grove Avenue, south of 
Washington Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,940 Residential/ 
located on Toberman Street, north of 18th Park 
Street 

Single-family residential uses located on 14th 1,480 Residential 
Street, east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses on Pico 1,250 Residential 
Boulevard, east of Union Avenue 

Single-family residential uses on 12th Street, 1,250 Residential 
east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses at Wright Street 200 Residential 
cul-de-sac, north of Venice Boulevard 

IV.E Noise 

Sensitive 
Receptor 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

a Distances are estimated based on Google Earth map and are referenced to the Project nearest 
boundary. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R1 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R2 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R3 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

10/2112011 
10/20/2011 
10/20/2011 

1/14/2012 

7/27/2011 

1/22/2012 

7/27/2011 

1/22/2012 

Table IV.E-7 
Existing Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10 P.M. to 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

9: 15-9:30 A.M. 63.5 -
1 :45-2:00 P .M. 62.2 -

11:00-11:15 P.M. - 61.8 

12:47-1 :02 P.M. 62.6 -
11 :33-11 :48 P.M. - 64.5 

9:35-9:50 A.M. 76.1 -
1 :31-1 :46 P.M. 68.7 -

10:36-10:51 P.M. - 67.4 

1:26-1:41 P.M. 68.9 -
10:02-10:17 P.M. - 63.9 

9:14-9:29 A.M. 65.2 -
1:13-1:18 P.M. 62.2 -

10:36-10:51 P.M. - 56.8 

2:03-2: 18 P .M. 56.2 -

10:21-10:36 P.M. - 56.2 
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lowest Ambient Noise 
levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Levef 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

66.7 62.2 61.8 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

68.9 

74.3 68.7 63.9 Normally 
Unacceptable 

70.1 

64.0 56.2 56.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

60.9 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R4 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

RS 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R6 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R7 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

7/25/2011 

1/29/2012 

7 /21 /2011 to 
7/22/2011 

1/29/2012 

7/25/2011 

1/14/2012 

7/25/2011 

1/14/2012 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10 P.M. to 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

11 :35-11 :50 A.M. 60.1 -
2:35-2:50 P .M. 60.1 -

11:46 P.M.- - 56.2 
12:01 A.M. 

2: 19-2:34 P .M. 58.9 -
11:11-11:26 P.M. - 56.9 

12:00 P.M.- 54.3-67.2 50.6-59.8 
12:00 P.M. 

1 :59-2:14 P.M. 61.3 -
10:51-11 :06 P.M. - 52.1 

9:48-10:03 A.M. 56.1 -
2:59-3:14 P.M. 57.7 -

10:47-11 :03 P.M. - 54.2 

1 :48-2:03 P .M. 59.7 -
11:01-11:16 P.M. - 58.0 

10:12-10:27 A.M. 63.5 -
1 :10-1 :25 P.M. 64.9 -

10:28-10:43 P.M. - 60.6 

1 :05-1 :20 P.M. 66.6 -
11:41-11:58 P.M. - 71.3 
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IV.E Noise 

lowest Ambient Noise 
levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Levef 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

61.9 58.9 56.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

62.0 

64.3 54.3 52.1 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

60.6 

59.6 56.1 54.2 Normally 
Acceptable 

63.1 

66.3 63.5 60.6 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

75.4 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

RS 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R9 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R10 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R11 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

7/25/2011 

1/14/2012 

7 /21 /2011 to 
7/22/2011 

1/14/2012 

712012011 to 
7/21/2011 

1/14/2012 

7/27/2011 

1/14/2012 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10 P.M. to 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

10:31-10:46 A.M. 59.5 -
1 :28-1 :43 P.M. 60.0 -

10:04-10:19 P.M. - 56.8 

12:37-12:52 P.M. 57.3 -
10:20-10:35 P.M. - 56.2 

1 :00 P.M. to 62.6-67.0 54.5-62.2 
1 :00 P.M. 

12:17-12:32 P.M. 57.0 -
10:01-10:16 P.M. - 59.3 

11 :00 A.M.- 69.7-78.8 62.9-72.4 
11 :00 A.M. 

1 :12-1 :27 P.M. 69.7 -
10:01-10:16 P.M. - 68.9 

9:59-10:14 A.M. 67.1 -
2:22-2:37 P .M. 67.4 -

11:26-11:41 P.M. - 65.2 

1 :35-1 :50 P.M. 66.7 -
10:27-10:42 P.M. - 66.9 
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lowest Ambient Noise 
levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Levef 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

62.2 57.3 56.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

61.1 

67.6 57.0 59.3 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

63.6 

76.1 69.7 68.1 Clearly 
Unacceptable 

73.7 

70.4 66.7 65.2 Normally 
Unacceptable 

71.5 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R12 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R13 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R14 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R15 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

7/27/2011 

1/14/2012 

7/27/2011 

7/28/2011 

1/14/2012 

712012011 to 
7/21/2011 

1/22/2012 

7 /19/2011 to 
7/20/2011 

1/22/2012 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10 P.M. to 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

10:40-10:55 A.M. 69.5 -
2:41-2:56 P.M. 68.8 -

11 :44-11 :59 P.M. - 64.1 

1 :57-2:12 P.M. 68.9 -
10:49-11 :04 P.M. - 68.1 

10:20-10:35 A.M. 67.0 -
2:02-2: 17 P .M. 67.2 -

12:03-12:18 A.M. - 62.4 

2:17-2:32 P.M. 65.2 -
11 :09-11 :24 P.M. - 65.7 

12:00 P.M. to 62.3-72.3 53.0-65.2 
12:00 P.M. 

3:12-3:27 P.M. 68.3 -
11 :22-11 :37 P.M. - 59.6 

10:00 A.M.- 61.4-66.4 57.6-63.0 
10:00 A.M. 

2:26-2:41 P .M. 61.5 -
10:42-10:57 P.M. - 58.4 
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lowest Ambient Noise 
levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Levef 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

70.3 68.8 64.1 Normally 
Unacceptable 

72.9 

68.5 65.2 62.4 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

70.3 

69.3 62.3 59.6 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

67.8 

67.7 61.5 58.4 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

63.9 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

m s:: .....,, 
.....,, 
.....,, 
co 
....... 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

..j:::.. 
c..v 
<O 

Measurement 
Location Duration 

R16 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R17 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R18 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R19 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

712012011 to 
7/21/2011 

1/22/2012 

7/26/2011 

2/4/2012 

7 /19/2011 to 
7/20/2011 

2/4/2012 

7/26/2011 

7/27/2011 

2/4/2012 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10 P.M. to 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

12:00 P.M.- 67.9-74.9 62.7-73.2 
12:00 P.M. 

2:47-3:02 P.M. 68.4 -
11:01-11:16 P.M. - 63.0 

10:25-10:40 A.M. 61.3 -
2:02-2: 17 P .M. 59.7 -

10:20-20:35 P.M. - 58.1 

1 :32-1 :47 P.M. 60.4 -
10:04-10:19 P.M. - 62.2 

11 :00 A.M. to 67.2-71.8 66.9-72.7 
11 :00 A.M. 

1 :54-2:09 P .M. 70.3 -

10:23-10:38 P.M. - 69.4 

10:25-10:40 A.M. 61.2 -
2:02-2: 17 P .M. 66.8 -

12:51-1 :06 A.M. - 59.2 

2:12-2:27 P.M. 61.7 -
10:41-10:56 P.M. - 59.6 

Page IV.E-56 

IV.E Noise 

lowest Ambient Noise 
levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Levef 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

76.1 67.9 63.0 Clearly 
Unacceptable 

69.4 

63.4 59.7 58.1 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

66.6 

76.2 67.2 68.7 Normally 
Unacceptable 

74.3 

65.7 61.2 59.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

64.8 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R20 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R21 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 

(Weekend) 

R22 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R23 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

7 /19/2011 to 
7/20/2011 

2/4/2012 

7/26/2011 

7/27/2011 

2/4/2012 

7/26/2011 

7/27/2011 

1/29/2012 

7/25/2011 

1/29/2012 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10 P.M. to 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

11 :00 A.M.- 59.6-66.0 58.3-66.1 
11 :00 A.M. 

2:33-2:48 P .M. 57.0 -
11:03-11:18 P.M. - 58.6 

10:04-10:19 A.M. 55.0 -
1 :42-1 :57 P.M. 57.1 -

12:33-12:48 A.M. - 49.2 

2:58-3: 13 P .M. 55.2 -
11 :23-11 :38 P.M. - 54.7 

9:42-9:57 A.M. 63.1 -
1 :19-1 :34 P.M. 64.1 -

12:10-12:25 A.M. - 54.2 

1 :10-1 :25 P.M. 61.6 -
10:08-10:23 P.M. - 62.1 

10:52-11 :07 A.M. 57.5 -
1 :53-2:08 P .M. 56.7 -

11 :08-11 :23 P.M. - 49.5 

1 :35-1 :50 P.M. 59.4 -
10:27-10:42 P.M. - 55.0 

Page IV.E-57 

IV.E Noise 

lowest Ambient Noise 
levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Levef 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

68.9 57.0 58.6 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

63.0 

56.3 55.0 49.2 Normally 
Acceptable 

59.5 

62.8 61.6 54.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

66.7 

57.0 56.7 49.5 Normally 
Acceptable 

60.9 
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Measurement Measurement 
Location Duration Date 

R24 15-Minute 7/25/2011 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 1/14/2012 
(Weekend) 

R25 24-Hour 712512011 to 
(Weekday) 7/26/2011 

15-Minute 1/14/2012 
(Weekend) 

R26 15-Minute 11/10/2011 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 1/29/2012 
(Weekend) 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10 P.M. to 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

11:12-11:27 A.M. 66.4 -
2: 13-2:28 P .M. 68.1 -

11 :27-11 :42 P.M. - 60.2 

2:06-2:21 P .M. 66.5 -
11 :19-11 :34 P.M. - 62.3 

10:00 A.M.- 57.6-64.7 49.9-63.5 
10:00 A.M. 

1 :28-1 :43 P.M. 56.3 -

10:39-10:54 P.M. - 54.9 

10:35-10:50 A.M. 64.1 -
1:00-1:15 P.M. 63.3 -

10:20-10:35 P.M. - 63.1 

2:40-2:55 P .M. 60.1 -
11 :33-11 :48 P.M. - 61.8 

a Detailed measured noise data, including hourly Leq levels, are included in Appendix L. 

IV.E Noise 

lowest Ambient Noise 
levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Levef 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

67.4 66.4 60.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

68.2 

63.3 56.3 54.5 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

59.9 

67.9 60.1 61.8 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

66.2 

b The 24-hour average CNEL levels for the 24-hour measurement locations were calculated based on the measured 24 hourly Leq levels. For the short-
term measurement locations, the CNEL levels were estimated based on the short-term measurements using the FTA (2006) procedures. 

c Land use noise compatibility is based on the more stringent land use, where there are multiple land uses. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Roadway Segment 

Grand Avenue 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St 

North of 11th St 

Between 11th and 12th St 

Between 12th St and Venice Ave 

Between Venice Ave. and 17th St 

Between 17th St and Washington Ave 

South of Washington Ave 

Figueroa Street 

Between 2nd St and 5th St 

Between 5th St and \Mlshire Blvd 

Between Wilshire Blvd. and 9th St 

Between 9th St and Olympie Blvd 

Between Olympic Blvd and Pico Blvd 

South of Pico Blvd 

Flower Street 

North of 6th St 

Between 6th St and 8th St 

Between 8th and Pico Blvd 

South of Pico Blvd 

South of 18th St 

Hope Street 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St 

1st Street 

Between Hope St and Grand Ave 

2nd Street 

West of Figueroa St 

East of Figueroa St 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Approximate 
Distance to 12:00-

Adjacent Roadway 1:00 P.M. 
Noise-Sensitive Centerline Hour Leq 

land Uses (feet) (dBA) 

Concert Hall 45 66.5 

Concert Hall 45 66.0 

Residential 45 65.3 

Residential 35 66.3 

Residential/Hospital 35 66.6 

Residential 35 66.6 

Religious 35 65.6 

School 35 66.8 

Residential/Hotel 45 67.9 
Officeb 45 70.1 

Hotel 45 69.2 

Residential/Hotel 45 69.5 

Hotel 45 70.3 

Residential 45 70.7 

Residential 45 65.5 

Residential 40 67.5 

Residential 40 66.9 

Hotel 30 67.1 

Residential 30 64.4 

Concert Hall 40 64.7 

Concert Hall 45 64.9 

Concert Hall 50 67.4 

Residential 50 69.1 

Residential 45 68.1 

Table IV.E-8 
Existing Roadway Traffic Noise levels 

Calculated Traffic Noise levels' 

Saturday Sunday 

4:30- 12:00- 4:30-
5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 1:00 P.M. 5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 
Hour Leq CNEL Hour Leq Hour Leq CNEL 

(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

68.1 67.2 67.1 66.8 65.9 

67.0 66.1 66.8 66.6 65.6 

65.6 64.7 64.2 64.0 63.0 

66.6 65.6 65.1 64.9 64.0 

66.6 65.6 65.0 65.4 64.5 

66.8 65.8 65.3 65.9 64.9 

65.0 64.0 64.2 64.0 63.0 

65.8 64.8 63.7 64.2 63.2 

68.3 67.3 67.6 68.4 67.4 

71.1 70.1 68.6 69.1 68.1 

70.9 69.9 67.7 68.2 67.2 

10.6 697 67.5 67.7 66.7 

71.6 70.6 68.2 68.6 67.7 

72.0 710 68.7 69.2 68.3 

67.3 66.3 65.2 64.6 63.6 

68.5 67.5 66.8 67.5 66.5 

67.1 66.1 65.2 65.6 64.6 

67.7 66.8 65.2 66.6 65.6 

64.9 64.0 61.7 62.5 61.5 

66.4 65.4 65.9 66.7 65.7 

65.5 64.5 64.6 66.7 65.7 

68.7 677 67.3 67.5 66.5 

69.3 68.3 65.7 66.0 65.0 

68.1 67.1 65.1 65.8 64.8 

Page IV.E-59 

4:30-
5:30 P.M. 

Hour Leq 

(dBA) 

72.2 

71.2 

70.6 

71.8 

72.0 

72.2 

70.2 

70.6 

73.2 

73.7 

72.1 

71.2 

717 

72.3 

70.6 

71.7 

70.9 

71.8 

69.8 

70.5 

70.8 

113 

70.3 

69.2 

IV.E Noise 

Weekday 

9:00- Compatibility Based on 
10:00 P.M. 24-Hour Existing 
Hour Leq CNEL land Use and Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA) Noise level 

65.5 71.2 Normally Unacceptable 

644 70.2 Normally Unacceptable 

63.7 69.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.2 70.9 Normally Unacceptable 

64.2 710 Normally Unacceptable 

644 71.3 Normally Unacceptable 

62.0 69.2 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.8 69.7 Conditionally Acceptable 

68.0 72.2 Normally Unacceptable 

69.4 72.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

67.1 71.2 Normally Unacceptable 

65.8 70.2 Normally Unacceptable 

66.3 70.7 Normally Unacceptable 

66.4 71.4 Normally Unacceptable 

65.5 69.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.5 70.7 Normally Unacceptable 

64.2 69.9 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.9 70.8 Normally Unacceptable 

63.7 68.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.6 69.5 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.1 69.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.5 70.3 Normally Unacceptable 

654 69.3 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.5 68.3 Conditionally Acceptable 
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Roadway Segment 

6th Street 

West of Lucas Ave 

Between Lucas Ave. & Bixel St 

East of Bixel St 

East of Flower St 

West of Main St 

East of Main St 

Olympic Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St 

Between Alvarado St & Union Ave 

Between Union Ave. & Blaine St 

Between Blaine St & Georgia St 

Between Georgia St & Francisco St 

Between Francisco St & Figueroa St 

Between Figueroa St and Flower St 

East of Flower St 

W 11th Street 

West of Blaine St 

Between Blaine St & LA Live Wy 

East of L A Live Wy 

West of Grand Ave 

East of Grand Ave 

Pico Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St 

Between Alvarado St & Union Ave 

Between Union Ave. & Figueroa St 

Between Figueroa St & Flower St 

East of Hill St 

Blaine Street 

North of 1-110 SB Off-Ramp 

Between 1-110 SB Off-Ramp & 11th St 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Approximate 
Distance to 12:00-

Adjacent Roadway 1:00 P.M. 
Noise-Sensitive Centerline Hour Leq 

land Uses (feet) (dBA) 

Hospital 30 714 

Residential 30 710 

Residential 30 71.1 

Residential 30 71.3 

Residential 30 70.1 

Residential 30 694 

Commercialb 50 72.1 

Religious 50 71.8 

School/Religious 50 71.6 

School 50 71.9 

Residential/Hotel 50 71.9 

Hotel 50 71.6 

Commercialb 45 71.8 

Residential 45 710 

Residential 30 66.3 

Residential 30 68.3 

Auditorium 40 66.3 

Residential 30 64.1 

Residential 30 62.0 

Religious 40 71.5 

Commercial'' 40 71.5 

Residential 40 710 

Residential/Hotel 45 68.3 

Motel 35 68.5 

Residential 30 69.8 

Residential 30 68.7 

Table IV.E-8 (Continued) 
Existing Roadway Traffic Noise levels 

Calculated Traffic Noise levels' 

Saturday Sunday 

4:30- 12:00- 4:30-
5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 1:00 P.M. 5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 
Hour Leq CNEL Hour Leq Hour Leq CNEL 

(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

71.1 70.1 69.9 700 690 

70.5 69.6 69.1 69.4 68.4 

70.7 69.7 68.8 69.1 68.1 

70.9 69.9 70.2 68.4 674 

69.3 68.3 69.3 67.9 66.9 

68.6 67.6 68.7 66.7 65.7 

71.6 70.6 70.6 708 69.9 

71.1 70.1 70.5 704 694 

70.9 69.9 69.9 69.7 68.7 

714 704 70.2 69.6 68.6 

71.6 70.6 70.5 69.6 68.6 

71.5 70.6 70.2 69.7 68.7 

71.4 70.5 70.3 69.7 68.7 

70.6 697 69.3 68.8 67.9 

67.8 66.9 66.6 66.1 65.1 

69.4 684 68.0 67.3 66.3 

67.1 66.2 64.8 62.5 61.5 

65.6 64.6 63.9 63.5 62.6 

65.2 64.2 63.3 62.9 61.9 

71.5 70.6 710 708 69.8 

71.5 70.5 71.4 71.2 70.2 

710 70.1 70.2 704 69.4 

68.8 67.9 67.6 68.3 67.3 

67.6 66.6 66.9 66.2 65.3 

69.2 68.2 68.6 67.3 66.3 

68.8 67.8 68.5 67.6 66.6 

Page IV.E-60 

4:30-
5:30 P.M. 

Hour Leq 

(dBA) 

734 

734 

73.1 

72.0 

70.9 

70.5 

730 

72.6 

72.1 

71.8 

71.8 

71.9 

72.0 

71.3 

67.6 

68.8 

64.6 

67.0 

67.2 

71.9 

71.9 

72.3 

71.3 

700 

69.0 

69.1 

IV.E Noise 

Weekday 

9:00- Compatibility Based on 
10:00 P.M. 24-Hour Existing 
Hour Leq CNEL land Use and Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA) Noise level 

69.2 724 Normally Unacceptable 

684 724 Normally Unacceptable 

67.7 72.1 Normally Unacceptable 

68.9 71.1 Normally Unacceptable 

66.9 700 Normally Unacceptable 

65.5 69.5 Conditionally Acceptable 

69.1 72.1 Conditionally Acceptable 

69.0 71.7 Normally Unacceptable 

68.2 71.1 Normally Unacceptable 

68.2 70.8 Normally Unacceptable 

68.3 70.8 Normally Unacceptable 

68.1 70.9 Normally Unacceptable 

67.6 710 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.6 70.3 Normally Unacceptable 

64.7 66.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.6 67.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

60.1 63.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

61.8 66.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

600 66.3 Conditionally Acceptable 

67.7 70.9 Normally Unacceptable 

67.7 710 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.6 71.3 Normally Unacceptable 

64.0 70.3 Normally Unacceptable 

61.0 69.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

67.3 68.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.7 68.1 Conditionally Acceptable 
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Roadway Segment 

Venice Boulevard 

East of Olive St 

W 12th Street 

West of Grand Ave 

E. 17th Street 

West of Grand Ave 

W 18th Street 

West of Flower St 

West of Grand Ave 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Flower St 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave 

Between Grand Ave. & Los Angeles St 

East of Los Angeles St 

W 39th Street 

West of 1-110 Freeway 

East of 1-110 Freeway 

Alvarado Street 

North of 8th St 

Between 8th St. & Olympic Blvd 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd 

Between Pico Blvd. & Hoover St 

Union Avenue 

North of Olympie Blvd 

Between Olympic Blvd & Pico Blvd 

South of Pico Blvd 

Lucas Ave 

North of 6th St 

South of 6th St 

Bixel Street 

North of 8th St 

Between 8th St & Wilshire Blvd 

Between Wilshire Blvd. & 6th St 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Approximate 
Distance to 12:00-

Adjacent Roadway 1:00 P.M. 
Noise-Sensitive Centerline Hour Leq 

land Uses (feet) (dBA) 

School 30 67.6 

Residential 30 62.7 

Residential 30 70.3 

Residential 30 58.9 

Church 30 58.1 

School/Religious 50 70.2 

School/Religious 50 69.7 

School/Religious 50 69.1 

Residential 50 68.8 

Residential 45 64.7 

Residential 35 64.5 

Commercial/Park 40 71.6 

Motel 40 71.7 

Residential 40 71.3 

Residential/Religious 40 70.5 

Religious 30 71.8 

Residential 30 71.2 

Residential 30 70.2 

Residential/School 30 66.0 

Hospital 30 644 

Residential 30 65.7 

Residential 30 66.4 

Residential 30 690 

Table IV.E-8 (Continued) 
Existing Roadway Traffic Noise levels 

Calculated Traffic Noise levels' 

Saturday Sunday 

4:30- 12:00- 4:30-
5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 1:00 P.M. 5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 
Hour Leq CNEL Hour Leq Hour Leq CNEL 

(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

66.9 65.9 66.3 65.6 64.7 

61.1 60.2 59.8 59.5 58.5 

70.3 69.3 68.9 68.7 67.8 

608 59.8 56.5 56.4 55.4 

60.5 59.6 56.5 55.7 54.7 

69.7 68.7 68.9 68.1 67.1 

69.0 68.1 68.1 67.3 66.3 

68.5 67.5 67.4 66.7 65.7 

68.1 67.2 67.0 66.3 65.3 

65.2 64.2 62.9 64.1 63.1 

64.6 63.6 61.8 63.1 62.1 

71.6 70.6 708 71.7 70.7 

71.7 70.7 708 71.4 704 

71.4 70.5 70.7 710 70.1 

70.8 69.8 70.2 70.7 69.7 

71.3 70.3 710 71.7 70.7 

70.9 69.9 70.9 71.6 70.6 

69.6 68.6 70.9 71.4 704 

66.6 65.6 66.0 66.0 65.0 

64.2 63.3 64.1 64.4 634 

65.1 64.1 63.8 63.9 62.9 

66.4 65.4 65.0 64.9 64.0 

68.7 67.8 68.1 68.5 67.5 

Page IV.E-61 

4:30-
5:30 P.M. 

Hour Leq 

(dBA) 

70.7 

63.8 

73.3 

59.7 

608 

71.4 

70.8 

71.2 

71.5 

69.0 

69.5 

72.7 

72.6 

71.9 

71.7 

72.3 

71.7 

708 

70.4 

69.7 

68.7 

69.5 

69.6 

IV.E Noise 

Weekday 

9:00- Compatibility Based on 
10:00 P.M. 24-Hour Existing 
Hour Leq CNEL land Use and Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA) Noise level 

62.0 69.7 Conditionally Acceptable 

600 62.9 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.7 72.3 Normally Unacceptable 

544 58.7 Normally Acceptable 

52.3 59.8 Normally Acceptable 

66.2 704 Normally Unacceptable 

65.1 69.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.8 70.2 Normally Unacceptable 

64.2 70.5 Normally Unacceptable 

600 68.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

594 68.5 Conditionally Acceptable 

69.2 71.7 Normally Unacceptable 

68.9 71.6 Normally Unacceptable 

68.0 70.9 Normally Unacceptable 

68.1 70.7 Normally Unacceptable 

68.2 71.3 Normally Unacceptable 

67.6 70.7 Normally Unacceptable 

66.3 69.9 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.6 69.4 Conditionally Acceptable 

62.2 68.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.2 67.7 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.7 68.5 Conditionally Acceptable 

68.3 68.6 Conditionally Acceptable 
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Approximate 
Distance to 

Adjacent Roadway 
Noise-Sensitive Centerline 

Roadway Segment land Uses (feet) 

Adams Boulevard 

West of Flower St Religious 35 

Between Flower St & Grand Ave Hospital 35 

Between Grand Ave & Main St Commercialb 35 

East of Main St Residential 35 
W1lsh1re Boulevard 

West of Bixel St Residential 35 

Between Bixel St & Figueroa St Residential/Hotel 35 

East of Figueroa St Officeb 35 

' Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Appendix L 
0 Not considered as noise-sensitive uses, per LA CEQA Threshold Guides 

Source. Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

12:00-
1:00 P.M. 

Hour Leq 

(dBA) 

72.7 

71.6 

70.9 

708 

704 

69.9 

68.6 

Table IV.E-8 (Continued) 
Existing Roadway Traffic Noise levels 

Calculated Traffic Noise levels' 

Saturday Sunday 

4:30- 12:00- 4:30-
5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 1:00 P.M. 5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 
Hour Leq CNEL Hour Leq Hour Leq CNEL 

(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

72.8 71.8 710 71.1 70.1 

71.4 70.4 700 69.9 68.9 

700 69.0 69.4 68.9 67.9 

69.8 68.8 69.2 68.7 67.7 

704 69.5 69.8 69.9 68.9 

700 69.1 69.2 69.2 68.3 

68.8 67.8 67.9 67.8 66.8 

Page IV.E-62 

4:30-
5:30 P.M. 

Hour Leq 

(dBA) 

73.9 

72.5 

71.6 

71.4 

72.6 

72.4 

71.3 

IV.E Noise 

Weekday 

9:00- Compatibility Based on 
10:00 P.M. 24-Hour Existing 
Hour Leq CNEL land Use and Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA) Noise level 

700 730 Normally Unacceptable 

68.2 71.6 Normally Unacceptable 

66.6 70.7 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.7 70.4 Normally Unacceptable 

68.9 71.7 Normally Unacceptable 

68.5 71.4 Normally Unacceptable 

67.7 70.3 Normally Unacceptable 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-9 
Noise Emission Reference levels and Usage Factors 

Reference Maximum 
Acoustical Noise levels 

Usage Factor at 50 Feee lmax 
Type of Equipment (%) (dBA) 

Backhoe 40 78 

Concrete Pump 20 81 

Concrete Truck 40 79 

Crane, Mobile 16 81 

Dozer 40 82 

Drill Rig 20 84 

Excavator 40 81 

Forklift 50 75 

Impact Pile Driver 20 101 

Loader 40 79 

Skid Steer Loader 40 79 

Dump/Haul/Delivery Truck 40 76 

Water Truck 20 82 

a Construction equipment noise levels are based on the FHWA RCNM. These levels are based on 
actual measurement of construction equipment made in the 1990s for the Central Artery/Tunnel 
project in Boston, Massachusetts, which are newer data than those published in the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide, which is based on the 1971 EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) 
document. Use of FHWA RCNM noise data is consistent with the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide 
allowance for the use of other applicable references. 

Source: Refer to page 89 of Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers 
Field Project, included as Appendix L. 

City of Los Angeles 
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Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

Location I (feet) 

R1 I 1,700 

R2 I 1,400 

R3 I 1,530 

R4 525 

RS 900 

R6 590 

R7 1,315 

R8 1,945 

R9 2,190 

R10 2,655 

R11 3,120 

R12 3,000 

R13 2,435 

R14 2,590 

R15 2,105 

R16 2,745 

R17 2,895 

R18 1,575 

R19 1,880 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-10 
Construction Noise Levels-Bond Street Garage 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl.I c 

41.7 

43.4 

42.6 

51.9 

47.2 

50.9 

43.9 

40.5 

39.5 

37.8 

36.4 

36.8 

38.6 

38.0 

39.8 

37.5 

37.1 

42.4 

40.8 

-. 
c: 
.2 C'l ..... c: 
n:s ·-> "'C 
n:s n:s 
(.) .... 
>< (!) 
w 

42.1 

43.7 

43.0 

52.3 

47.6 

51.2 

44.3 

40.9 

39.9 

38.2 

36.8 

37.1 

38.9 

38.4 

40.2 

37.9 

37.4 

42.7 

41.2 

c: 
0 

~ 
"'C 
c: 
:l 
0 
LL 

45.6 

47.3 

46.5 

55.8 

51.1 

54.8 

47.8 

44.4 

43.4 

41.7 

40.3 

40.6 

42.5 

41.9 

43.7 

41.4 

41.0 

46.2 

44.7 

--. Ill 
Cl.I n:s _u 
Cl.I Cl.I Cl.I ._ ._ E 
(.)a. n:s 
c:- .... 
O(iiLL 
u Cl.I -Cl) 

43.8 

45.4 

44.7 

54.0 

49.3 

52.9 

46.0 

42.6 

41.6 

39.9 

38.5 

38.8 

40.6 

40.1 

41.9 

39.6 

39.1 

44.4 

42.9 

I:: 0 
.2 ·;:: 
.... Cl.I 
w
- >< -= w 

42.4 

44.1 

43.3 

52.6 

47.9 

51.6 

44.6 

41.2 

40.2 

38.5 

37.1 

37.5 

39.3 

38.8 

40.6 

38.3 

37.8 

43.1 

41.5 
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Cl 
- c: ..II::·-.... c. 
~ ~ 
(I) Ill 

:!:::! "'C 
Cl) c: 

j 

44.8 

46.4 

45.7 

55.0 

50.3 

53.9 

47.0 

43.6 

42.6 

40.9 

39.5 

39.8 

41.6 

41.1 

42.9 

40.6 

40.1 

45.4 

43.9 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
Leq (dBA) 

~g 
:l .. 
oen 
:C I. -
Cl.I~~ 
E c:i:: a: 
:.;:::;o 
>-O 
(ti .. 

c !::::. 
67.2 

73.7 

61.2 

63.9 

59.3 

61.1 

68.5 

62.3 

62.0 

74.7 

71.7 

73.8 

70.2 

67.3 

66.5 

72.9 

64.7 

72.2 

66.2 

C'l 
.!: I -
c: Ill ~ ~ 
~ ~ a: <i 
wooo 
Cl.I :c 0 0 ,...., .... 
n:1 en N ..J _.,... 

64.8 

66.9 

59.2 

59.2 

55.1 

57.2 

63.6 

59.2 

62.3 

71.1 

68.2 

67.1 

65.4 

62.6 

61.4 

66.0 

61.1 

71.7 

62.2 

Significant Impacts? 

~ 
~ 1.
:c 2 ~ 
Cl.I <i a: 
ECO ,_ o o 
+"" •••• 

~!::::.en 
c 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

C'l 
.!: I -
c: Ill ~ ~ 
~ ~ a: <i 
wooo 
Cl.I :c 0 0 ,...., .... 
n:1 en N ..J _.,... 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-10 (Continued) 
Construction Noise levels-Bond Street Parking Garage 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) Significant Impacts? 

location I (feet) 

R20 I 2,425 

R21 I 2,450 

R22 I 1,865 

R23 1,510 

R24 1,395 

R25 1,515 

R26 640 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl.I c 

38.6 

38.5 

40.9 

42.7 

43.4 

42.7 

60.2 

-. c: 
.2 C'l ..... c: 
n:s ·-> 1J 
n:s n:s 
(.) .... 
>< (!) 
w 

39.0 

38.9 

41.2 

43.1 

43.8 

43.1 

60.5 

c: 
0 

~ 
1J 
c: 
:l 
0 
LL 

42.5 

42.4 

44.8 

46.6 

47.3 

46.6 

64.1 

--. Ill 
Cl.I n:s _u 
Cl.I Cl.I Cl.I ........ E 
(.)a. n:s 
c: - .... 
O(iiLL 
u Cl.I -Cl) 

40.7 

40.6 

42.9 

44.8 

45.5 

44.8 

62.2 

I:: 0 
.2 ·;:: 
.... Cl.I 
w..... >< 
-= w 

39.3 

39.2 

41.6 

43.4 

44.1 

43.4 

60.9 

Cl 
- c: ..II::·-.... c. 
~ ~ 
(I) Ill 

:!:::! 1J 
Cl) c: 

j 

41.7 

41.6 

44.0 

45.8 

46.5 

45.8 

63.2 

~g 
:l .. 
oen 
:C I. -
Cl.I~~ 
E c:i:: a: 
:.;:::;o 
>-O (ti •• 

c !::::. 
62.0 

60.0 

66.6 

61.7 

71.4 

61.3 

65.1 

C'l 
.!: I -
c: Ill ~ ~ 
~ ~ a: <i 
wooo 
Cl.I :c 0 0 ,...., .... 
n:1 en N ..J _.,... 

61.6 

52.2 

57.2 

52.5 

63.2 

57.5 

64.8 

~ 
~ 1.
:c 2 ~ 
Cl.I <i a: 
ECO ,_ o o 
+"" •••• 

~!::::.en 
c 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

a Represents shortest distance between the noise-sensitive receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 

b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

C'l 
.!: I -
c: Ill ~ ~ 
~ ~ a: <i 
wooo 
Cl.I :c 0 0 ,...., .... 
n:1 en N ..J _.,... 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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location 

R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

RS 
R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

R11 

R12 

R13 

R14 

R15 

R16 

R17 

R18 

R19 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

(feet) 

1,247 

620 

880 

755 

1,090 

625 

1,065 

1,830 

1,965 

1,990 

2,701 

2,220 

1,630 

1,755 

1,400 

2,150 

2,640 

1,520 

1,855 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Table IV.E-11 
Construction Noise levels-New Hall 

IV.E Noise 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

Significant 
Impacts? 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl.I c 

59.0 

55.1 

52.0 

53.4 

50.2 

55.0 

50.4 

45.7 

45.1 

45.0 

42.3 

44.0 

46.7 

46.0 

48.0 

44.3 

42.5 

47.3 

45.6 

-c: 
0 C'l 

'.;::; c: 
n:s ·-> "C 
n:s ~ 
~(!) 
w 

57.2 

53.3 

50.2 

51.5 

48.4 

53.2 

48.6 

43.8 

43.2 

43.1 

40.5 

42.2 

44.9 

44.2 

46.2 

42.4 

40.7 

45.5 

43.7 

c: en 
0 ..!!:! Q.:.; a: 

Cl.I "C c: 
Cl.I c: Cl.I c ::::i > 

0 ·;::: 
LL e. 

66.6 

62.7 

59.7 

61.0 

57.8 

62.6 

58.0 

53.3 

52.7 

52.6 

49.9 

51.6 

54.3 

53.7 

55.6 

51.9 

50.1 

54.9 

53.2 

c: en 
0 ..!!:! Q.:.; a: 

Cl.I "C "C 
Cl.I c: Cl.I c ::::i= 

0 ·;::: 
LL e. 

58.2 

54.2 

51.2 

52.5 

49.3 

54.2 

49.5 

44.8 

44.2 

44.1 

41.4 

43.2 

45.8 

45.2 

47.2 

43.4 

41.6 

46.4 

44.7 

-- IJ'j Cl.I n:s -(..) Cl.I Cl.I Cl.I ......... E 
(..) n. n:s 
c:- ..... 
0 - LL 
u ~ -(/) 

59.0 

55.1 

52.0 

53.4 

50.2 

55.0 

50.4 

45.7 

45.1 

45.0 

42.3 

44.0 

46.7 

46.0 

48.0 

44.3 

42.5 

47.3 

45.6 
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i::: 0 
0 ·-·;::: lii 
~ >< 
.E w 

62.9 

58.9 

55.9 

57.2 

54.0 

58.9 

54.2 

49.5 

48.9 

48.8 

46.1 

47.8 

50.5 

49.9 

51.8 

48.1 

46.3 

51.1 

49.4 

Cl 
- c: ~ ·-.... c. 
~ rJ 
Cl) !/) 

:'!::: "C 
(/) c: 

j 

58.0 

54.1 

51.0 

52.4 

49.2 

54.0 

49.4 

44.7 

44.0 

43.9 

41.3 

43.0 

45.7 

45.0 

47.0 

43.3 

41.5 

46.3 

44.5 

~ 
S I.-:
::C 2 2 
Cl.I c:i. c.: 
eoo ,_ o o ....., . . ~ . 
>- "'- en n:s-
c 

67.2 

73.7 

61.2 

63.9 

59.3 

61.1 

68.5 

62.3 

62.0 

74.7 

71.7 

73.8 

70.2 

67.3 

66.5 

72.9 

64.7 

72.2 

66.2 

C'l 
.!: I -
c: IJ'j ~ ~ 
~ s c.: <i 
wooo 
w::COO ......, .... 
n:! mN ..J _ .... 

64.8 

66.9 

59.2 

59.2 

55.1 

57.2 

63.6 

59.2 

62.3 

71.1 

68.2 

67.1 

65.4 

62.6 

61.4 

66.0 

61.1 

71.7 

62.2 

~ 
5 1.
::c 2 ~ 
Cl.I c:i. c.: 
eoo ,_ o o ......, . . . ~ 
~t:.m 
c 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

C'l 
.!: I -
c: IJ'j ~ ~ 
~ s c.: <i 
wooo 
w::COO ......, .... 
n:! mN ..J _ .... 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
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location 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

(feet) 

2,555 

2,595 

2,090 

1,720 

1,600 

1,590 

690 

Table IV.E-11 (Continued) 
Construction Noise levels-New Hall 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl.I c 

42.8 

42.6 

44.5 

46.2 

46.8 

46.9 

64.2 

-c: 
0 C'l 

'.;::; c: 
n:s ·-> "C 
n:s ~ 
~(!) 
w 

41.0 

40.8 

42.7 

44.4 

45.0 

45.1 

62.3 

c: en 
0 ..!!:! Q.:.; a: 

Cl.I "C c: 
Cl.I c: Cl.I c ::::i > 

0 ·;::: 
LL e. 

50.4 

50.3 

52.2 

53.9 

54.5 

54.5 

71.8 

c: en 
0 ..!!:! Q.:.; a: 

Cl.I "C "C 
Cl.I c: Cl.I c ::::i= 

0 ·;::: 
LL e. 

41.9 

41.8 

43.7 

45.4 

46.0 

46.1 

63.3 

-- IJ'j Cl.I n:s -(..) Cl.I Cl.I Cl.I ......... E 
(..) n. n:s 
c:- ..... 
0 - LL 
u ~ -(/) 

42.8 

42.6 

44.5 

46.2 

46.8 

46.9 

64.2 

i::: 0 
0 ·-·;::: lii 
~ >< 
.E w 

46.6 

46.5 

48.4 

50.1 

50.7 

50.7 

68.0 

Cl 
- c: ~ ·-.... c. 
~ rJ 
Cl) !/) 

:'!::: "C 
(/) c: 

j 

41.8 

41.6 

43.5 

45.2 

45.8 

45.9 

63.1 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

~ 
S I,-:
::C 2 2 
Cl.I c:i. c.: 
eoo ,_ o o ....., . . ~ . 
>- "'- en n:s-
c 

62.0 

60.0 

66.6 

61.7 

71.4 

61.3 

65.1 

C'l 
.!: I -
c: IJ'j ~ ~ 
~ s c.: <i 
wooo 
w::COO ......, .... 
n:! mN ..J _ .... 

61.6 

52.2 

57.2 

52.5 

63.2 

57.5 

64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant 
Impacts? 

~ 
5 1.
::c 2 ~ 
Cl.I c:i. c.: 
eoo ,_ o o ......, . . . ~ 
~t:.m 
c 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

C'l 
.!: I -
c: IJ'j ~ ~ 
~ s c.: <i 
wooo 
w::COO ......, .... 
n:! mN ..J _ .... 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

a Represents shortest distance between the noise-sensitive receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 

b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

Location I (feet) 

R1 I 855 

R2 I 1,455 

R3 I 1,700 

R4 890 

RS 810 

R6 275 

R7 250 

R8 1,155 

R9 1,080 

R10 1,925 

R11 2,710 

R12 2,480 

R13 2,065 

R14 2,570 

R15 1,450 

R16 2,670 

R17 3,280 

R18 2,015 

R19 2,315 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-12 
Construction Noise Levels-LA. Live Way Garage 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
<!.) 

c 

52.4 

47.8 

46.5 

52.1 

52.9 

62.3 

63.1 

49.8 

50.4 

45.4 

42.4 

43.2 

44.8 

42.9 

47.9 

42.6 

40.8 

45.0 

43.8 

c: 
0 Cl 
·- c: 10 ·;:: 
> 0 co ..c: 
~(/) 
w 

51.9 

47.3 

46.0 

51.6 

52.4 

61.8 

62.6 

49.3 

49.9 

44.9 

41.9 

42.7 

44.3 

42.4 

47.4 

42.1 

40.3 

44.5 

43.3 

c: 
0 

~ 
'C 
c: 
::::i 
0 
LL 

51.5 

46.9 

45.6 

51.2 

52.0 

61.4 

62.2 

48.9 

49.5 

44.5 

41.5 

42.3 

43.9 

42.0 

47.0 

41.7 

39.9 

44.1 

42.9 

.... 
- Ill w ca .... u 
<!.) <!.) <!.) 
........ E 
u a.. ca 
c: - .... 0 - LL 
(.) ~ -(/) 

52.8 

48.2 

46.8 

52.4 

53.3 

62.6 

63.5 

50.2 

50.8 

45.7 

42.8 

43.5 

45.1 

43.2 

48.2 

42.9 

41.1 

45.3 

44.1 

-.... .... 0 
0 ·-·;:: ~ 
~ >< 
-= w 

48.8 

44.2 

42.8 

48.5 

49.3 

58.7 

59.5 

46.2 

46.8 

41.8 

38.8 

39.6 

41.1 

39.2 

44.2 

38.9 

37.1 

41.4 

40.2 

Page IV.E-68 

Cl 
- c: ~ ·-.... c.. 
~ ~ 
Ql Ill 

:!::: "C 
(/) c: 

ro 
...J 

51.0 

46.4 

45.1 

50.7 

51.5 

60.9 

61.7 

48.4 

49.0 

44.0 

41.0 

41.8 

43.4 

41.5 

46.5 

41.2 

39.4 

43.6 

42.4 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
Leq (dBA) 

~ 
S I.-:
::C 2 2 
<!.) <i. a: 
ECO ,_ o o 

......, • g B B 

>-""'" O') ca-
c 

67.2 

73.7 

61.2 

63.9 

59.3 

61.1 

68.5 

62.3 

62.0 

74.7 

71.7 

73.8 

70.2 

67.3 

66.5 

72.9 

64.7 

72.2 

66.2 

Cl 
.!: I -
c: Ill :;E :;E 
~ 5 a: <i. 
wooo 
w::coo ......, .... 
ca mN ..J _.,... 

64.8 

66.9 

59.2 

59.2 

55.1 

57.2 

63.6 

59.2 

62.3 

71.1 

68.2 

67.1 

65.4 

62.6 

61.4 

66.0 

61.1 

71.7 

62.2 

Significant Impacts? 

~ 
5 1.
::c 2 :;E 
<!.) <i. a: 
ECO ,_ o o 
.... • g ~ B 

~ t::. O') 

c 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Cl 
.!: I -
c: (I) :;E :;E 
~ 5 a: <i. 
wooo 
w::coo ......, .... 
ca O'> N ..J _.,... 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-12 (Continued) 
Construction Noise Levels-LA. LIVE Way Parking Garage 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
Leq (dBA) Significant Impacts? 

Location I (feet) 

R20 I 2,910 

R21 I 2,925 

R22 I 2,190 

R23 1,495 

R24 1,235 

R25 1,210 

R26 1,120 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
<!.) 

c 

41.8 

41.8 

44.3 

47.6 

49.3 

49.4 

60.1 

c: 
0 Cl 
·- c: 10 ·;:: 
> 0 co ..c: 
~(/) 
w 

41.3 

41.3 

43.8 

47.1 

48.8 

48.9 

59.6 

c: 
0 

~ 
'C 
c: 
::::i 
0 
LL 

40.9 

40.9 

43.4 

46.7 

48.4 

48.5 

59.2 

.... 
- Ill w ca .... u 
<!.) <!.) <!.) 
........ E 
u a.. ca 
c: - .... 0 - LL 
(.) ~ -(/) 

42.1 

42.1 

44.6 

47.9 

49.6 

49.8 

60.4 
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a Represent shortest distance between the noise-sensitive receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 

b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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location 

R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

RS 
R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

R11 

R12 

R13 

R14 

R15 

R16 

R17 

R18 

R19 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

(feet) 

465 

680 

1,125 

1,220 

1,215 

610 

420 

1,385 

1,270 

1,300 

2,075 

1,725 

1,245 

1,730 

1,575 

2,365 

2,965 

2,000 

2,365 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-13 
Construction Noise levels-Event Center 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

Significant 
Impacts? 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
<!.) 

c 

67.3 

54.0 

49.6 

48.9 

48.9 

54.9 

58.2 

47.8 

48.6 

48.4 

44.3 

45.9 

48.7 

45.9 

46.7 

43.2 

41.2 

44.6 

43.2 

c: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
(.) 

>< w 

68.2 

54.9 

50.5 

49.8 

49.9 

55.8 

59.1 

48.7 

49.5 

49.3 

45.2 

46.8 

49.6 

46.8 

47.6 

44.1 

42.1 

45.5 

44.1 

Q. c: 'ii) 
<!.) 0 Q) 

~ ".;::; i5: 
- n:s Cl "C c: 
c: c: Q) 
·;:: ::I > 
0 0 ·;:: 
.c: IJ.. c 
en -

75.1 

61.8 

57.5 

56.8 

56.8 

62.8 

66.0 

55.7 

56.4 

56.2 

52.2 

53.8 

56.6 

53.7 

54.6 

51.0 

49.1 

52.5 

51.0 

Q. c: 'ii) 
Cl.I 0 Cl.I 

~ ".;::; i5: 
- rel Cl "C "C 
c: c: Cl.I 
·;:: ::I= 
0 0 ·;:: 
.c: IJ.. c 
en -

66.2 

52.9 

48.5 

47.8 

47.9 

53.9 

57.1 

46.7 

47.5 

47.3 

43.2 

44.8 

47.7 

44.8 

45.6 

42.1 

40.1 

43.5 

42.1 

-- IJ'j Cl.I rel .... u 
Cl.I Cl.I Cl.I ,_ ,_ E 
(.) n. !'ti 
c: - .... o-u.. 
u ~ -en 

68.3 

55.0 

50.6 

49.9 

50.0 

56.0 

59.2 

48.8 

49.6 

49.4 

45.3 

46.9 

49.8 

46.9 

47.7 

44.2 

42.2 

45.6 

44.2 
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- .... .... 0 
0 ·-·;:: lii 
w .... 
- >< -= w 

71.2 

57.9 

53.5 

52.8 

52.9 

58.9 

62.1 

51.7 

52.5 

52.3 

48.2 

49.8 

52.7 

49.8 

50.6 

47.1 

45.1 

48.5 

47.1 
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Cl.I IJ'j 
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en c: 
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68.2 

54.9 

50.5 

49.8 

49.8 

55.8 

59.1 

48.7 

49.5 

49.3 

45.2 

46.8 
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46.8 

47.6 

44.1 
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44.1 
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::C 2 2 
Cl.I <i. 0.: 
ECO 
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67.2 

73.7 

61.2 

63.9 

59.3 

61.1 
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71.7 
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70.2 

67.3 

66.5 

72.9 

64.7 

72.2 

66.2 

Cl 
.!: I -
c: IJ'j ~ ~ 
~ 5 0.: <i 
wooo 
w::coo ...... . ... 
rel en N ..J _.,... 

64.8 

66.9 

59.2 

59.2 

55.1 

57.2 

63.6 

59.2 

62.3 

71.1 

68.2 

67.1 

65.4 

62.6 

61.4 

66.0 

61.1 

71.7 

62.2 

~ 
5 1.
::c 2 ~ 
Cl.I <i. 0.: 
ECO ,_ o o ......, .... 
~!:::.en 
c 

Yes 

No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
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Yes 

No 
No 
No 
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No 
No 
No 
No 
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No 
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location 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

(feet) 

3,115 

3,155 

2,555 

1,905 

1,590 

1,530 

1,250 

Table IV.E-13 (Continued) 
Construction Noise levels-Event Center 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
<!.) 

c 

40.8 

40.7 

42.5 

45.0 

46.6 

46.9 

48.7 

c: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
(,,) 

>< w 

41.7 

41.6 

43.4 

46.0 

47.5 

47.9 

49.6 

Q. c: 'ii) 
<!.) 0 Q) 

~ ".;::; i5: 
- n:s Cl "C c: 
c: c: Q) 
·;:: ::I > 
0 0 ·;:: 
.c: IJ.. c 
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48.6 

48.5 

50.3 

52.9 

54.5 

54.8 

56.6 

Q. c: 'ii) 
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~ ".;::; i5: 
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c: c: Cl.I 
·;:: ::I= 
0 0 ·;:: 
.c: IJ.. c 
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39.7 

39.6 

41.4 

44.0 

45.5 

45.9 

47.6 
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Cl.I Cl.I Cl.I ...... E (,,) n. !'ti 
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43.5 

46.1 

47.6 

48.0 

49.7 
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44.7 

44.6 

46.4 

49.0 

50.5 

50.9 

52.6 

Cl 
- c: ..::.:: ·-... Q. 
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3:: (,,) 
Cl.I IJ'j 

.'!:::! "C 
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41.7 

41.6 

43.4 

45.9 

47.5 

47.8 

49.6 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

~ 
S I.-:
::C 2 2 
Cl.I <i. 0.: 
ECO 
·- 0 0 ......, • m ~ B 

>- ...._ en 
m-
e 

62.0 

60.0 

66.6 

61.7 

71.4 

61.3 

65.1 

Cl 
.!: I -
c: IJ'j ~ ~ 
~ 5 a: <i 
wooo 
w::coo ...... . ... 
rel en N ..J _.,... 

61.6 

52.2 

57.2 

52.5 

63.2 

57.5 

64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant 
Impacts? 

~ 
5 1.
::c 2 ~ 
Cl.I <i. 0.: 
ECO ,_ o o ......, .... 
~!:::.en 
c 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Cl 
.!: I -
c: IJ'j ~ ~ 
~ 5 a: <i 
wooo 
w::coo ,.... .... 
rel en N ..J _.,... 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

a Represent shortest distance between the noise-sensitive receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 

b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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Table IV .E-14 
Overlapping Construction Noise Levels-Daytime Hours (7:00 A.M.-9:00 P.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activities' 
Hourly L,, (dBA) 

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

R1 59.2 613 61.3 67.1 66.6 67.3 67.3 68.7 68.7 64.5 64.7 64.1 64.9 64.8 63.2 69.2 69.2 69.1 

R2 55.7 57.7 57.7 63.2 62.8 63.5 63.5 64.8 64.8 60.7 60.6 60.6 608 608 59.2 61.5 61.5 61.3 

R3 52.9 54.9 54.9 60.3 59.8 60.5 60.5 61.9 61.9 57.8 57.7 57.7 58.0 57.9 56.3 584 584 58.2 

R4 574 58.7 58.7 62.2 61.8 62.4 624 64.1 64.1 60.9 59.6 59.6 60.2 60.1 58.2 60.3 60.3 59.8 

R5 53.3 54.8 54.8 58.8 584 59.0 59.0 60.6 60.6 57.2 57.4 574 58.6 584 56.1 58.9 58.9 58.0 

R6 57.6 59.2 59.2 63.5 63.0 63.7 63.7 65.3 65.3 61.7 64.5 64.5 66.3 66.0 63.3 66.6 66.6 65.0 

R7 52.1 53.8 53.8 58.7 58.3 58.9 58.9 60.4 604 56.5 63.8 63.8 66.3 65.9 62.8 66.9 66.9 65.1 

RS 47.8 49.5 49.5 54.1 53.7 54.3 54.3 55.8 55.8 52.1 53.5 53.5 54.9 54.6 52.2 55.6 55.6 54.5 

R9 47.1 48.8 48.8 53.5 53.0 53.7 53.7 55.2 55.2 51.4 53.4 534 55.0 54.7 52.2 55.8 55.8 54.7 

R10 46.5 48.3 48.3 53.3 52.8 53.5 53.5 54.9 54.9 51.0 51.5 51.5 52.4 52.2 50.2 53.7 53.7 53.2 

R11 44.2 45.9 45.9 50.6 50.2 50.9 50.9 52.3 52.3 48.6 48.8 48.8 49.6 494 47.4 50.6 50.6 50.0 

R12 45.4 47.3 47.3 52.3 51.8 52.5 52.5 53.9 53.9 50.0 50.3 50.3 51.0 50.8 48.9 52.0 52.0 51.5 

R13 47.9 49.8 49.8 54.9 54.5 55.2 55.2 56.6 56.6 52.6 52.8 52.8 53.3 53.2 51.4 54.5 54.5 54.1 

R14 47.2 49.1 49.1 54.3 53.9 54.5 54.5 56.0 56.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 524 52.3 50.6 53.1 53.1 52.8 

R15 49.2 51.1 51.1 56.2 55.8 56.5 56.5 57.9 57.9 53.9 544 544 55.2 55.0 53.0 55.6 55.6 55.0 

R16 45.9 47.6 47.6 52.6 52.1 52.8 52.8 54.3 54.3 50.4 504 504 51.0 50.9 49.0 51.5 51.5 51.0 

R17 44.5 46.2 46.2 50.9 50.4 51.1 51.1 52.6 52.6 48.8 48.6 48.6 49.2 49.1 41.2 49.1 49.7 49.2 

R18 49.5 51.2 51.2 55.7 55.3 55.9 55.9 57.4 57.4 53.8 53.3 53.3 53.8 53.7 51.9 54.1 54.1 53.7 

R19 47.9 49.5 49.5 54.0 53.6 54.2 54.2 55.8 55.8 52.1 51.7 51.7 52.3 52.2 50.3 52.6 52.6 52.1 

R20 45.3 46.9 46.9 51.3 50.8 51.5 51.5 53.0 53.0 49.4 49.0 49.0 49.7 49.6 47.6 50.1 50.1 49.5 

R21 45.2 46.8 46.8 51.2 50.7 51.4 514 52.9 52.9 49.3 48.9 48.9 49.6 49.5 47.6 50.0 50.0 49.4 

R22 41.3 48.9 48.9 53.1 52.7 53.3 53.3 54.9 54.9 51.4 50.9 50.9 517 52.3 50.8 52.7 52.7 51.4 

R23 49.1 50.6 50.6 54.8 544 55.0 55.0 56.6 56.6 53.1 53.0 53.0 54.0 53.8 51.7 54.4 544 53.6 

R24 49.7 51.2 51.2 55.4 55.0 55.6 55.6 57.2 57.2 53.7 54.0 54.0 55.1 54.9 52.7 55.6 55.6 54.7 

R25 49.4 51.0 51.0 55.4 54.9 55.6 55.6 57.1 57.1 53.5 54.0 54.0 55.2 55.0 52.7 55.7 55.7 54.8 

R26 66.8 68.4 68.4 72.7 72.3 72.9 72.9 74.4 74.4 70.9 70.0 70.0 70.4 70.3 68.5 70.2 70.2 69.8 

Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Pro;ect construction schedule 

Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012 
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19 20 21 22 

70.9 70.0 76.3 76.3 

58.0 57.2 63.1 63.2 

54.0 534 58.9 59.0 

55.4 55.0 59.0 59.4 

55.9 55.6 59.2 59.7 

64.0 63.8 66.3 67.0 

65.7 65.4 68.7 69.2 

53.8 53.3 51.7 58.0 

54.5 54.0 584 58.7 

52.8 52.1 51.6 57.8 

49.0 48.4 53.7 53.8 

50.4 49.7 55.2 55.4 

53.0 52.3 58.0 58.1 

50.3 49.7 55.1 55.3 

52.3 51.8 56.4 56.7 

48.2 47.6 52.6 52.8 

46.3 45.1 50.7 50.9 

49.9 49.4 54.2 54.5 

48.6 48.1 52.8 53.0 

46.3 45.8 50.4 50.7 

46.3 45.8 50.4 50.6 

48.4 41.9 52.3 52.6 

51.2 50.8 55.0 55.3 

52.9 52.4 56.6 56.9 

53.1 52.7 56.9 57.2 

61.0 60.9 62.3 63.3 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Significant 

23 24 L,,(dBA) Impacts? 

76.3 76.9 67.2 Yes 

63.2 63.8 73.7 No 
59.0 59.6 61.2 Yes 

594 59.8 63.9 Yes 

59.7 60.1 59.3 Yes 

67.0 67.4 61.1 Yes 

69.2 69.6 68.5 Yes 

58.0 58.5 62.3 No 
58.7 59.2 62.0 No 
57.8 58.3 74.7 No 
53.8 54.4 71.7 No 
55.4 55.9 73.8 No 
58.1 58.7 70.2 No 
55.3 55.8 67.3 No 
56.7 57.2 66.5 No 
52.8 53.4 72.9 No 
50.9 51.5 64.7 No 
54.5 55.0 72.2 No 
53.0 53.6 66.2 No 
50.7 51.2 62.0 No 
50.6 51.1 600 No 
52.6 53.1 66.6 No 
55.3 55.8 61.7 No 
56.9 57.4 71.4 No 
57.2 57.7 61.3 No 
63.3 63.5 65.1 Yes 
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Table IV.E-14 (Continued) 
Overlapping Construction Noise Levels-Daytime Hours (7:00 A.M.-9:00 P.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activities' 
Hourly L,, (dBA) 

Location 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 

R1 76.9 76.9 76.9 76.9 76.9 77.5 77.2 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 71.2 71.2 71.2 71.2 

R2 63.7 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 64.2 63.9 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 57.9 57.9 57.9 57.9 

R3 59.5 59.3 59.3 59.3 59.3 59.8 59.5 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 

R4 59.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 59.1 58.8 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 52.8 52.8 52.8 52.8 

R5 59.8 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 59.1 58.9 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 52.9 52.9 52.9 52.9 

R6 66.9 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 65.1 64.9 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 58.9 58.9 58.9 58.9 

R7 69.2 67.8 67.8 67.8 67.8 684 68.1 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 62.1 62.1 62.1 62.1 

RS 58.3 57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 58.0 57.1 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 51.7 51.7 51.7 51.7 

R9 59.0 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.8 58.5 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 52.5 52.5 52.5 52.5 

R10 58.3 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.5 58.3 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 

R11 54.3 54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 54.5 54.2 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 

R12 55.9 55.6 55.6 55.6 55.6 56.1 55.8 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 49.8 49.8 49.8 49.8 

R13 58.6 584 584 58.4 584 58.9 58.7 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 

R14 55.8 55.5 55.5 55.5 55.5 56.1 55.8 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 49.8 49.8 49.8 49.8 

R15 57.0 56.4 56.4 564 56.4 56.9 56.6 524 52.4 524 52.4 52.4 52.4 52.4 524 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 

R16 53.3 52.8 52.8 52.8 52.8 534 53.1 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 47.1 47.1 47.1 47.1 

R11 51.3 50.9 50.9 50.9 50.9 514 51.1 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 45.1 45.1 45.1 45.1 

R18 54.8 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.8 54.5 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 48.5 48.5 48.5 48.5 

R19 534 52.8 52.8 52.8 52.8 534 53.1 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 47.1 47.1 47.1 47.1 

R20 51.1 50.4 50.4 50.4 50.4 51.0 50.7 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 44.7 44.7 44.7 44.7 

R21 51.0 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.8 50.6 46.4 46.4 46.4 464 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 44.6 44.6 44.6 44.6 

R22 52.9 52.1 52.1 52.1 52.1 52.7 52.4 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 

R23 55.6 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 55.2 55.0 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 49.0 49.0 49.0 49.0 

R24 57.2 56.3 56.3 56.3 56.3 56.8 56.5 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 50.5 50.5 50.5 50.5 

R25 57.5 56.6 56.6 56.6 56.6 57.1 56.9 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 50.9 509 50.9 50 g 

R26 62.7 58.4 584 584 58.4 58.9 58.6 544 54.4 544 54.4 54.4 544 54.4 54.4 52.6 52.6 52.6 52.6 

Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule 

Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA 

Source.· Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012 
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44 45 46 47 

71.2 73.0 73.0 73.0 

58.1 59.8 59.8 59.8 

53.8 55.5 55.5 55.5 

53.1 54.8 54.8 54.8 

53.2 54.8 54.8 54.8 

59.1 60.8 60.8 608 

62.3 64.0 64.0 64.0 

52.0 53.7 53.7 53.7 

52.8 54.5 54.5 54.5 

52.6 54.3 54.3 54.3 

48.6 50.2 50.2 50.2 

50.1 51.8 51.8 51.8 

53.0 54.6 54.6 54.6 

50.2 51.8 51.8 51.8 

50.9 52.6 52.6 52.6 

47.5 49.1 49.1 49.1 

45.5 47.1 47.1 47.1 

48.9 50.5 50.5 50.5 

47.5 49.1 49.1 49.1 

45.1 46.8 46.8 46.8 

45.0 46.7 46.7 46.7 

46.8 48.4 48.4 48.4 

49.4 51.0 51.0 51.0 

50.9 52.5 52.5 52.5 

51.3 52.9 52.9 52 g 

53.0 54.6 54.6 54.6 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Maximum Significant 

48 L,,(dBA) Exceedance Impacts? 

68.2 67.2 10.3 Yes 

54.9 73.7 00 No 
50.5 61.2 0.7 Yes 

49.8 63.9 0.2 Yes 

49.8 59.3 1.3 Yes 

55.8 61.1 6.3 Yes 

59.1 68.5 1.1 Yes 

48.7 62.3 00 No 
49.5 62.0 00 No 
49.3 74.7 00 No 
45.2 71.7 00 No 
46.8 73.8 00 No 
49.6 70.2 00 No 
46.8 67.3 00 No 
47.6 66.5 00 No 
44.1 72.9 00 No 
42.1 64.7 00 No 
45.5 12.2 00 No 
44.1 66.2 00 No 
41.7 62.0 00 No 
41.6 600 00 No 
43.4 66.6 00 No 
45.9 61.7 00 No 
47.5 71.4 00 No 
47.8 61.3 00 No 
49.6 65.1 9.3 Yes 
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Table IV .E-15 
Overlapping Construction Noise Levels-Late Evening Hours (9:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activities~ 
Hourly L,, (dBA) 

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

R1 59.2 61.3 61.3 60.8 584 61.7 61.7 65.4 65.4 64.5 64.7 64.7 64.9 64.8 63.2 69.2 69.2 69.1 70.9 

R2 55.7 57.7 57.7 57.1 54.7 57.9 57.9 61.6 61.6 60.7 60.6 60.6 608 60.8 59.2 61.5 61.5 61.3 58.0 

R3 52.9 54.9 54.9 54.2 52.1 55.0 55.0 58.7 58.7 57.8 57.7 57.7 58.0 57.9 56.3 584 584 58.2 54.0 

R4 574 58.7 58.7 57.6 56.3 58.1 58.1 61.7 61.7 60.9 59.6 59.6 60.2 60.1 58.2 60.3 60.3 59.8 55.4 

R5 53.3 54.8 54.8 53.8 52.3 54.4 544 58.0 58.0 57.2 57.4 57.4 58.6 58.4 56.1 58.9 58.9 58.0 55.9 

R6 57.6 59.2 59.2 58.2 56.6 58.9 58.9 62.5 62.5 61.7 64.5 64.5 66.3 66.0 63.3 66.6 66.6 65.0 64.0 

R7 52.1 53.8 53.8 53.0 51.1 53.8 53.8 57.4 57.4 56.5 63.8 63.8 66.3 65.9 62.8 66.9 66.9 65.1 65.7 

RS 47.8 49.5 49.5 48.6 46.8 49.3 49.3 53.0 53.0 52.1 53.5 53.5 54.9 54.6 52.2 55.6 55.6 54.5 53.8 

R9 47.1 48.8 48.8 47.9 46.1 48.6 48.6 52.3 52.3 51.4 534 53.4 55.0 54.7 52.2 55.8 55.8 54.7 54.5 

R10 46.5 48.3 48.3 41.5 45.5 48.3 48.3 51.9 51.9 51.0 51.5 51.5 524 52.2 50.2 53.1 53.7 53.2 52.8 

R11 44.2 45.9 45.9 45.1 43.2 45.8 45.8 49.4 49.4 48.6 48.8 48.8 49.6 494 47.4 50.6 50.6 50.0 49.0 

R12 45.4 47.3 47.3 46.5 44.5 47.3 47.3 50.9 50.9 50.0 50.3 50.3 51.0 50.8 48.9 52.0 52.0 51.5 504 

R13 47.9 49.8 49.8 49.1 46.9 49.8 49.8 53.5 53.5 52.6 52.8 52.8 53.3 53.2 51.4 54.5 54.5 54.1 53.0 

R14 47.2 49.1 49.1 484 464 49.2 49.2 52.9 52.9 52.0 52.0 52.0 524 52.3 50.6 53.1 53.1 52.8 50.3 

R15 49.2 51.1 51.1 504 48.3 51.2 51.2 54.8 54.8 53.9 54.4 54.4 55.2 55.0 53.0 55.6 55.6 55.0 52.3 

R16 45.9 47.6 47.6 46.8 44.9 47.6 47.6 51.3 51.3 50.4 50.4 50.4 51.0 50.9 49.0 51.5 51.5 51.0 48.2 

R17 44.5 46.2 46.2 45.4 43.5 46.1 46.1 49.7 49.7 48.8 48.6 48.6 49.2 49.1 47.2 49.7 49.7 49.2 46.3 

R18 49.5 51.2 51.2 50.3 48.5 51.0 51.0 54.6 54.6 53.8 53.3 53.3 53.8 53.1 51.9 54.1 54.1 53.1 49.9 

R19 47.9 49.5 49.5 48.6 46.9 49.3 49.3 52.9 52.9 52.1 51.7 51.7 52.3 52.2 50.3 52.6 52.6 52.1 48.6 

R20 45.3 46.9 46.9 46.0 444 46.7 46.7 50.3 50.3 494 49.0 49.0 49.7 49.6 47.6 50.1 50.1 49.5 46.3 

R21 45.2 46.8 46.8 45.9 44.3 46.5 46.5 50.2 50.2 49.3 48.9 48.9 49.6 49.5 47.6 50.0 50.0 49.4 46.3 

R22 47.3 48.9 48.9 47.9 46.3 48.5 48.5 52.2 52.2 51.4 50.9 50.9 5U 52.3 50.8 52.7 52.7 51.4 48.4 

R23 49.1 50.6 50.6 49.7 48.1 50.3 50.3 53.9 53.9 53.1 53.0 53.0 54.0 53.8 51.7 54.4 54.4 53.6 51.2 

R24 49.7 51.2 51.2 50.3 48.8 50.9 50.9 54.6 54.6 53.7 54.0 54.0 55.1 54.9 52.7 55.6 55.6 54.7 52.9 

R25 49.4 51.0 51.0 50.1 48.5 50.8 50.8 54.4 54.4 53.5 54.0 54.0 55.2 55.0 52.7 55.7 55.7 54.8 53.1 

R26 66.8 68.4 68.4 67.4 65.8 68.1 68.1 71.7 71.7 70.9 70.0 70.0 70.4 70.3 68.5 70.2 70.2 69.8 61.0 

Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 3 dBA 

Source. Acoustical Engineering Services. Inc, 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Page IV.E-74 

20 21 22 

70.0 71.5 71.6 

57.2 58.6 58.8 

534 54.6 54.9 

55.0 55.8 56.5 

55.6 56.2 57.0 

63.8 64.2 65.3 

65.4 66.0 66.9 

53.3 54.2 54.8 

54.0 54.9 55.5 

52.1 53.4 53.7 

48.4 49.5 49.9 

49.7 50.9 51.3 

52.3 53.6 53.8 

49.7 50.9 51.2 

51.8 52.8 53.3 

47.6 48.7 49.1 

45.7 46.8 47.2 

494 50.4 50.9 

48.1 49.1 49.6 

45.8 46.8 47.4 

45.8 46.7 47.3 

47.9 48.8 49.4 

50.8 51.6 52.3 

52.4 53.2 53.9 

52.7 53.5 54.2 

60.9 611 624 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Significant 

23 24 L,,(dBA) Impacts? 

71.6 73.2 64.8 Yes 

58.8 60.3 66.9 No 
54.9 56.2 59.2 No 
56.5 574 59.2 Yes 

57.0 57.8 55.1 Yes 

65.3 65.8 57.2 Yes 

66.9 67.6 63.6 Yes 

54.8 55.8 59.2 No 
55.5 56.5 62.3 No 
53.7 55.1 71.1 No 
49.9 51.2 68.2 No 
51.3 52.6 67.1 No 
53.8 55.3 654 No 
51.2 52.6 62.6 No 
53.3 544 61.4 No 
49.1 50.3 66.0 No 
47.2 484 61.1 No 
50.9 52.0 71.7 No 
49.6 50.7 62.2 No 
47.4 48.4 61.6 No 
47.3 48.3 52.2 No 
49.4 50.4 51.2 No 
52.3 53.3 52.5 Yes 

53.9 54.8 63.2 No 
54.2 55.2 57.5 No 
62.4 62.6 64.8 Yes 
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Table IV.E-15 (Continued) 
Overlapping Construction Noise Levels-Late Evening Hours (9:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activities' 
Hourly L,, (dBA) 

Location 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 

R1 73.2 73.2 73.2 73.2 73.2 74.4 73.8 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 

R2 60.2 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 611 60.5 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 

R3 56.1 55.5 55.5 55.5 55.5 56.7 56.1 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 

R4 56.9 54.8 54.8 54.8 54.8 56.0 55.4 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 

R5 57.3 54.9 54.9 54.9 54.9 56.1 55.5 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 

R6 65.0 60.8 60.8 60.8 60.8 62.1 61.5 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 

R7 66.9 64.1 64.1 64.1 64.1 65.3 64.7 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 

RS 55.4 53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 54.9 54.3 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 

R9 56.1 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 55.7 55.1 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 

R10 54.9 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 55.5 54.9 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 

R11 51.0 50.2 50.2 50.2 50.2 51.4 50.8 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 

R12 52.4 51.8 51.8 51.8 51.8 53.0 52.4 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 

R13 55.1 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 55.9 55.3 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 

R14 52.4 51.8 51.8 51.8 51.8 53.0 52.4 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 

R15 54.0 52.6 52.6 52.6 52.6 53.8 53.2 52.4 52.4 524 52.4 52.4 52.4 

R16 50.1 49.1 49.1 49.1 49.1 50.3 49.7 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 

R11 48.1 47.1 47.1 47.1 47.1 48.3 47.7 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 

R18 51.7 50.5 50.5 50.5 50.5 51.7 51.1 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 

R19 50.4 49.1 49.1 49.1 49.1 50.3 49.7 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 

R20 48.1 46.7 46.7 46.7 46.7 47.9 47.3 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 

R21 48.0 46.6 46.6 46.6 46.6 47.8 47.2 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 

R22 50.0 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 49.6 49.0 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 

R23 52.8 51.0 51.0 51.0 51.0 52.2 51.6 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 

R24 54.4 52.5 52.5 52.5 52.5 53.7 53.1 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 

R25 54.7 52.9 52.9 52 g 52 g 54.1 53.5 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 

R26 617 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 55.8 55.2 544 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 

Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule 

Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 3 dBA {Note to City: 3dBA is used for late evening hours} 

Source.· Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

38 39 40 41 42 

73.0 73.0 71.2 71.2 71.2 

59.7 59.7 57.9 57.9 57.9 

55.3 55.3 53.5 53.5 53.5 

54.6 54.6 52.8 52.8 52.8 

54.7 54.7 52.9 52.9 52.9 

60.7 60.7 58.9 58.9 58.9 

63.9 63.9 62.1 62.1 62.1 

53.5 53.5 517 51.7 51.7 

54.3 54.3 52.5 52.5 52.5 

54.1 54.1 52.3 52.3 52.3 

50.0 50.0 48.2 48.2 48.2 

51.6 51.6 49.8 49.8 49.8 

54.5 54.5 52.7 52.7 52.7 

51.6 51.6 49.8 49.8 49.8 

52.4 52.4 50.6 50.6 50.6 

48.9 48.9 47.1 47.1 47.1 

46.9 46.9 45.1 45.1 45.1 

50.3 50.3 48.5 48.5 48.5 

48.9 48.9 47.1 47.1 47.1 

46.5 46.5 44.7 44.7 44.7 

46.4 46.4 44.6 44.6 44.6 

48.2 48.2 46.4 46.4 46.4 

50.8 50.8 49.0 49.0 49.0 

52.3 52.3 50.5 50.5 50.5 

52.7 52.7 50.9 509 50.9 

54.4 54.4 52.6 52.6 52.6 
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43 44 

71.2 71.2 

57.9 58.1 

53.5 53.8 

52.8 53.1 

52.9 53.2 

58.9 59.1 

62.1 62.3 

51.7 52.0 

52.5 52.8 

52.3 52.6 

48.2 48.6 

49.8 50.1 

52.7 53.0 

49.8 50.2 

50.6 50.9 

47.1 47.5 

45.1 45.5 

48.5 48.9 

47.1 47.5 

44.7 45.1 

44.6 45.0 

46.4 46.8 

49.0 49.4 

50.5 50.9 

50 g 51.3 

52.6 53.0 

45 46 47 

73.0 73.0 73.0 

59.8 59.8 59.8 

55.5 55.5 55.5 

54.8 54.8 54.8 

54.8 54.8 54.8 

60.8 60.8 60.8 

64.0 64.0 64.0 

53.7 53.7 53.7 

54.5 54.5 54.5 

54.3 54.3 54.3 

50.2 50.2 50.2 

51.8 51.8 51.8 

54.6 54.6 54.6 

51.8 51.8 51.8 

52.6 52.6 52.6 

49.1 49.1 49.1 

47.1 47.1 47.1 

50.5 50.5 50.5 

49.1 49.1 49.1 

46.8 46.8 46.8 

46.7 46.7 46.7 

48.4 48.4 48.4 

51.0 51.0 51.0 

52.5 52.5 52.5 

52.9 52.9 52 g 

54.6 54.6 54.6 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Maximum Significant 

48 L,,(dBA) Exceedance Impacts? 

68.2 64.8 9.6 Yes 

54.9 66.9 00 No 
50.5 59.2 00 No 
49.8 59.2 2.5 Yes 

49.8 55.1 3.8 Yes 

55.8 57.2 9.4 Yes 

59.1 63.6 4.0 Yes 

48.7 59.2 00 No 
49.5 62.3 00 No 
49.3 71.1 00 No 
45.2 68.2 00 No 
46.8 67.1 00 No 
49.6 65.4 00 No 
46.8 62.6 00 No 
47.6 61.4 00 No 
44.1 66.0 00 No 
42.1 611 00 No 
45.5 117 00 No 
44.1 62.2 00 No 
41.7 61.6 00 No 
41.6 52.2 00 No 
43.4 57.2 00 No 
45.9 52.5 1.9 Yes 

47.5 63.2 00 No 
47.8 57.5 00 No 
49.6 64.8 6.9 Yes 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-16 
Off-Site Construction Truck Volumes 

Maximum Numbers of Construction Trucks (Haul/Concrete/Delivery) 
Number of Trucks per Day/Number of Trucks per Houra 

Construction Caisson/ Interior/ Playing Land-
Component Demolition Excavation Foundation Shoring Framing Exterior Field scaping 

Bond Street 11/2 4/1 13/2 N/A 25/3 2/1 N/A 6/1 
Garage 

New Hall 12/2 37/5 23/2 N/A 37/4 24/2 N/A 10/1 

L.A. Live Way 27/4 160/20 13/2 N/A 33/3 4/1 N/A 8/1 
Garage 

Event Center 84/11 256/32 37/4 15/2 72/6 12/1 14/2 6/1 

a The number of trucks per hour for the Demolition and Excavation phases (primarily haul trucks) are based 
on the daily volumes divided by 8 hours per day and the number of trucks per hour for all other phases 
(primarily concrete trucks and delivery trucks) are based on the daily volumes divided by 12 hours per day. 
Although construction activities would extend from 7 A.M. to 12 A.M. (17 hours), the number of haul trucks 
were averaged over an 8-hour period and the concrete/delivery trucks were average over a 12-hour period 
to represent a conservative analysis (on an hourly basis). 

Source: ICON and Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-76 

RL0021459 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

..j:::.. 
O> 
0 

Bond Street 
Garage 

c: 
0 

:.;::; 
m 
> m 
(,,) 

>< 
Receptor w 

R1 28.0 

R2 8.8 

R3 27.6 

R4 42.7 

RS 38.4 

R6 44.8 

R7 50.5 

R8 33.7 

R9 34.3 

R10 17.6 

R11 17.5 

R12 12.9 

R13 21.8 

R14 21.0 

R15 21.6 

R16 23.2 

R17 26.5 

R18 39.4 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

.S:! C'l 
Cl.I c: 
..... ·-(,,) ..... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

31.0 

11.8 

30.6 

45.7 

41.4 

47.8 

53.5 

36.7 

37.3 

20.6 

20.5 

15.9 

24.8 

24.0 

24.6 

26.2 

29.5 

42.4 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-17 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise Levels-Option 1 

Calculated Noise Levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(Leq) 

L.A. Live Way 
New Hall Garage Event Center 

c: c: c: 
0 .S:! C'l 0 .S:! C'l 0 .S:! C'l :.;::; <!.) c: :.;::; <!.) c: :.;::; <!.) c: m ..... ·- m ..... ·- m ..... ·-> (,,) ..... > (,,) ..... > (,,) ..... 
m c: ::I m c: ::I m c: ::I 
(,,) 0 0 (,,) 0 0 (,,) 0 0 
>< (J fl. >< (J fl. >< (J fl. 
w w w 

35.0 34.0 41.0 32.8 43.1 35.8 

15.8 14.8 21.8 13.6 23.9 16.6 

34.6 33.6 40.6 32.4 42.7 35.4 

49.7 48.7 55.7 47.5 57.8 50.5 

45.4 44.4 51.4 43.2 53.5 46.2 

51.8 50.8 57.8 49.6 59.9 52.6 

57.5 56.5 63.5 55.3 65.6 58.3 

40.7 39.7 46.7 38.5 48.8 41.5 

41.3 40.3 47.3 39.1 49.4 42.1 

24.6 23.6 30.6 22.4 32.7 25.4 

24.5 23.5 30.5 22.3 32.6 25.3 

19.9 18.9 25.9 17.7 28.0 20.7 

28.8 27.8 34.8 26.6 36.9 29.6 

28.0 27.0 34.0 25.8 36.1 28.8 

28.6 27.6 34.6 26.4 36.7 29.4 

30.2 29.2 36.2 28.0 38.3 31.0 

33.5 32.5 39.5 31.3 41.6 34.3 

46.4 45.4 52.4 44.2 54.5 47.2 

Page IV.E-77 

Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (Leq) Significant Impacts? 

C'l C'l 
1- c: I '"""':" 1- c: I '"""':" Cl.I •• ·- . 2 Cl.I •• ·- . 2 E !!! ~ ~ c: (I) 2 . E !!! ~ ~ c: (I) 2 . 

:.;::; ::I <( Cl.. ~ 5 a: <( :.;::; ::I <( Cl.. ~ 5 a: <( 
>- 0 0 0 woo 0 >- 0 0 0 woo 0 
m :coo <!.) :c 0 c::! m :c o o Cl.I :c 0 c::! Cl .... ...... a; C"ll Cl .... - a; C"ll !:::::. en m _ .... !:::::. en m _ .... 

...J ...J 

67.2 64.8 No No 
73.7 66.9 No No 
61.2 59.2 No No 
63.9 59.2 No No 
59.3 55.1 No No 
61.1 57.2 No No 
68.5 63.6 No No 
62.3 59.2 No No 
62.0 62.3 No No 
74.7 71.1 No No 
71.7 68.2 No No 
73.8 67.1 No No 
70.2 65.4 No No 
67.3 62.6 No No 
66.5 61.4 No No 
72.9 66.0 No No 
64.7 61.1 No No 
72.2 71.7 No No 
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Receptor 

R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

Bond Street 
Garage 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
!'ti 
u 
>< w 

41.0 

41.4 

38.7 

33.9 

33.7 

34.4 

33.4 

45.5 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: .... ·-u .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

44.0 

44.4 

41.7 

36.9 

36.7 

37.4 

36.4 

48.5 

Table IV.E-17 (Continued) 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise Levels-Option 1 

Calculated Noise Levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(Leq) 

New Hall 

c: 
0 

',+:; 
!'ti 
> 
!'ti 
u 
>< w 

48.0 

48.4 

45.7 

40.9 

40.7 

41.4 

40.4 

52.5 

.S:! C'l 
~ .5 u .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

47.0 

47.4 

44.7 

39.9 

39.7 

40.4 

39.4 

51.5 

L.A. Live Way 
Garage 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
l'tl 
(,J 

>< w 

54.0 

54.4 

51.7 

46.9 

46.7 

47.4 

46.4 

58.5 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: ti ·;:: 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

45.8 

46.2 

43.5 

38.7 

38.5 

39.2 

38.2 

50.3 

Event Center 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
l'tl 
(,J 

>< w 

56.1 

56.5 

53.8 

49.0 

48.8 

49.5 

48.5 

60.6 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: .... ·-(,.) .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

48.8 

49.2 

46.5 

41.7 

41.5 

42.2 

41.2 

53.3 

Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (Leq) 

I -Cl.I •• 

E !!! ~ ~ 
:;;::::ic:i:c.. 
>- 0 0 0 
l'tl :c 0 0 
0 t:. a; 

66.2 

62.0 

60.0 

66.6 

61.7 

71.4 

61.3 

65.1 

C'l 
.5 I -
c: (I) ~ ~ 
~ 5 a: <i. 
wooo 
Q)J:OO .... . ... 
l'tl a> C"ll ...J _ .... 

62.2 

61.6 

52.2 

57.2 

52.5 

63.2 

57.5 

64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

1-Ql • • 

E ~ ~ ~ 
:;;::::ic:i:c.. 
>- 0 0 0 
!'ti :c 0 0 
0 t:. a; 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

C'l 
.5 I -
c: (I) ~ ~ 
~ 5 a: <i. 
wooo 
Q)J:OO 

10 a> i-i ...J _ .... 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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0 
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m 
> m 
(,.) 

>< 
Receptor w 

R1 26.5 

R2 50.6 

R3 36.3 

R4 40.0 

RS 31.3 

R6 26.1 

R7 31.8 

RS 24.1 

R9 26.3 

R10 24.1 

R11 21.3 

R12 20.8 

R13 29.2 

R14 31.7 

R15 35.2 

R16 49.9 

R17 31.4 

R18 39.2 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

.S:! Cl 
Cl.I c: 
..... ·-(,.) ..... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

29.5 

53.6 

39.3 

43.0 

34.3 

29.1 

34.8 

27.1 

29.3 

27.1 

24.3 

23.8 

32.2 

34.7 

38.2 

52.9 

34.4 

42.2 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-18 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise Levels-Option 2 

Calculated Noise Levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(Leq) 

L.A. Live Way 
New Hall Garage Event Center 

c: c: c: 
0 .S:! Cl 0 .S:! Cl 0 .S:! Cl :.;::; <!.) c: :.;::; <!.) c: :.;::; <!.) c: m ..... ·- m ..... ·- m ..... ·-> (,.) ..... > (,.) ..... > (,.) ..... 
m c: ::I m c: ::I m c: ::I 
(,.) 0 0 (,.) 0 0 (,.) 0 0 
>< (J fl. >< (J fl. >< (J fl. 
w w w 

33.5 32.5 39.5 31.3 41.6 34.3 

57.6 56.6 63.6 55.4 65.7 58.4 

43.3 42.3 49.3 41.1 51.4 44.1 

47.0 46.0 53.0 44.8 55.1 47.8 

38.3 37.3 44.3 36.1 46.4 39.1 

33.1 32.1 39.1 30.9 41.2 33.9 

38.8 37.8 44.8 36.6 46.9 39.6 

31.1 30.1 37.1 28.9 39.2 31.9 

33.3 32.3 39.3 31.1 41.4 34.1 

31.1 30.1 37.1 28.9 39.2 31.9 

28.3 27.3 34.3 26.1 36.4 29.1 

27.8 26.8 33.8 25.6 35.9 28.6 

36.2 35.2 42.2 34.0 44.3 37.0 

38.7 37.7 44.7 36.5 46.8 39.5 

42.2 41.2 48.2 40.0 50.3 43.0 

56.9 55.9 62.9 54.7 65.0 57.7 

38.4 37.4 44.4 36.2 46.5 39.2 

46.2 45.2 52.2 44.0 54.3 47.0 
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Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (Leq) Significant Impacts? 

Cl 
1- I -:- 1- c: I -:-Cl.I •• 

(I)~~ 
Cl.I •• ·- . 2: E !!! ~ ~ E !!! ~ ~ c: (I) 2: . 

:.;::; ::I <( Cl.. 5 0.: <( :.;::; ::I <( Cl.. ~ 5 0.: <( 
>- 0 0 0 00° >- 0 0 0 woo 0 
m :coo :c 0 c::! m :c o o Cl.I :c 0 c::! Cl .... en N Cl .... - en N !:::::. en _ .... !:::::. en m _ ..... 

..J 

67.2 64.8 No No 
73.7 66.9 No No 
61.2 59.2 No No 
63.9 59.2 No No 
59.3 55.1 No No 
61.1 57.2 No No 
68.5 63.6 No No 
62.3 59.2 No No 
62.0 62.3 No No 
74.7 71.1 No No 
71.7 68.2 No No 
73.8 67.1 No No 
70.2 65.4 No No 
67.3 62.6 No No 
66.5 61.4 No No 
72.9 66.0 No No 
64.7 61.1 No No 
72.2 71.7 No No 
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c: 
0 

~ 
> 
!'ti 
u 
>< w 

40.8 

42.1 

39.6 

35.0 

30.7 

28.3 

26.5 

44.5 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: .... ·-u .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

43.8 

45.1 

42.6 

38.0 

33.7 

31.3 

29.5 

47.5 

Table IV.E-18 (Continued) 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise Levels-Option 2 

Calculated Noise Levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(Leq) 

New Hall 

c: 
0 

',+:; 
!'ti 
> 
!'ti 
u 
>< w 

47.8 

49.1 

46.6 

42.0 

37.7 

35.3 

33.5 

51.5 

.S:! C'l 
~ .5 u .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

46.8 

48.1 

45.6 

41.0 

36.7 

34.3 

32.5 

50.5 

L.A. Live Way 
Garage 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
l'tl 
(,J 

>< w 

53.8 

55.1 

52.6 

48.0 

43.7 

41.3 

39.5 

57.5 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: ti ·;:: 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

45.6 

46.9 

44.4 

39.8 

35.5 

33.1 

31.3 

49.3 

Event Center 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
l'tl 
(,J 

>< w 

55.9 

57.2 

54.7 

50.1 

45.8 

43.4 

41.6 

59.6 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: .... ·-(,.) .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

48.6 

49.9 

47.4 

42.8 

38.5 

36.1 

34.3 

52.3 

Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (Leq) 

I -Cl.I •• 

E !!! ~ ~ 
:;;::::ic:i:c.. 
>- 0 0 0 
l'tl :c 0 0 
0 t:. a; 

66.2 

62.0 

60.0 

66.6 

61.7 

71.4 

61.3 

65.1 

1-
(1) ~ ~ 
5 0.:.;, 
ooo :c 0 0 

a; N _ .... 
62.2 

61.6 

52.2 

57.2 

52.5 

63.2 

57.5 

64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

1-Ql • • 

E ~ ~ ~ 
:;;::::ic:i:c.. 
>- 0 0 0 
!'ti :c 0 0 
0 t:. a; 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

C'l 
.5 I -
c: (I) ~ ~ 
~ 5 0.:.;, 
wooo 
Q)J:OO 

10 a> N ..J _ ..... 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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SCH No. 2011031049 
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c: 
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:.;::; 
m 
> m 
(,,) 

>< 
Receptor w 

R1 35.4 

R2 34.8 

R3 36.6 

R4 35.3 

RS 26.8 

R6 26.4 

R7 34.9 

RS 25.0 

R9 26.9 

R10 27.4 

R11 25.0 

R12 24.1 

R13 42.0 

R14 28.7 

R15 34.0 

R16 36.9 

R17 37.7 

R18 33.2 

City of Los Angeles 
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.S:! C'l 
Cl.I c: 
..... ·-(,,) ..... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

38.4 

37.8 

39.6 

38.3 

29.8 

29.4 

37.9 

28.0 

29.9 

30.4 

28.0 

27.1 

45.0 

31.7 

37.0 

39.9 

40.7 

36.2 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-19 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise Levels-Option 3 

Calculated Noise Levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(Leq) 

L.A. Live Way 
New Hall Garage Event Center 

c: c: c: 
0 .S:! C'l 0 .S:! C'l 0 .S:! C'l :.;::; <!.) c: :.;::; <!.) c: :.;::; <!.) c: m ..... ·- m ..... ·- m ..... ·-> (,,) ..... > (,,) ..... > (,,) ..... 
m c: ::I m c: ::I m c: ::I 
(,,) 0 0 (,,) 0 0 (,,) 0 0 
>< (J fl. >< (J fl. >< (J fl. 
w w w 

42.4 41.4 48.4 40.2 50.5 43.2 

41.8 40.8 47.8 39.6 49.9 42.6 

43.6 42.6 49.6 41.4 51.7 44.4 

42.3 41.3 48.3 40.1 50.4 43.1 

33.8 32.8 39.8 31.6 41.9 34.6 

33.4 32.4 39.4 31.2 41.5 34.2 

41.9 40.9 47.9 39.7 50.0 42.7 

32.0 31.0 38.0 29.8 40.1 32.8 

33.9 32.9 39.9 31.7 42.0 34.7 

34.4 33.4 40.4 32.2 42.5 35.2 

32.0 31.0 38.0 29.8 40.1 32.8 

31.1 30.1 37.1 28.9 39.2 31.9 

49.0 48.0 55.0 46.8 57.1 49.8 

35.7 34.7 41.7 33.5 43.8 36.5 

41.0 40.0 47.0 38.8 49.1 41.8 

43.9 42.9 49.9 41.7 52.0 44.7 

44.7 43.7 50.7 42.5 52.8 45.5 

40.2 39.2 46.2 38.0 48.3 41.0 
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Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (Leq) Significant Impacts? 

C'l C'l 
1- c: I '"""':" 1- c: I '"""':" Cl.I •• ·- . 2 Cl.I •• ·- . 2 E !!! ~ ~ c: (I) 2 . E !!! ~ ~ c: Cl) 2 . 

:.;::; ::I <( Cl.. ~ 5 a: <( :.;::; ::I <( Cl.. ~ 5 a: <( 
>- 0 0 0 woo 0 >- 0 0 0 woo 0 
m :coo <!.) :c 0 c::! m :c o o Cl.I :c 0 c::! Cl .... ...... a; C"ll Cl .... - a; C"ll !:::::. en m _ .... !:::::. en m _ .... 

...J ...J 

67.2 64.8 No No 
73.7 66.9 No No 
61.2 59.2 No No 
63.9 59.2 No No 
59.3 55.1 No No 
61.1 57.2 No No 
68.5 63.6 No No 
62.3 59.2 No No 
62.0 62.3 No No 
74.7 71.1 No No 
71.7 68.2 No No 
73.8 67.1 No No 
70.2 65.4 No No 
67.3 62.6 No No 
66.5 61.4 No No 
72.9 66.0 No No 
64.7 61.1 No No 
72.2 71.7 No No 
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26.4 

27.8 

25.5 

25.4 

24.3 

42.7 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: .... ·-u .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

37.0 

27.7 

29.4 

30.8 

28.5 

28.4 

27.3 

45.7 

Table IV.E-19 (Continued) 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise Levels-Option 3 

Calculated Noise Levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(Leq) 

New Hall 

c: 
0 

',+:; 
!'ti 
> 
!'ti 
u 
>< w 

41.0 

31.7 

33.4 

34.8 

32.5 

32.4 

31.3 

49.7 

.S:! C'l 
~ .5 u .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

40.0 

30.7 

32.4 

33.8 

31.5 

31.4 

30.3 

48.7 

L.A. Live Way 
Garage 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
l'tl 
(,J 

>< w 

47.0 

37.7 

39.4 

40.8 

38.5 

38.4 

37.3 

55.7 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: ti ·;:: 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

38.8 

29.5 

31.2 

32.6 

30.3 

30.2 

29.1 

47.5 

Event Center 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
l'tl 
(,J 

>< w 

49.1 

39.8 

41.5 

42.9 

40.6 

40.5 

39.4 

57.8 

.S:! C'l 
Q) c: .... ·-(,.) .... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

41.8 

32.5 

34.2 

35.6 

33.3 

33.2 

32.1 

50.5 

Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (Leq) 

I -Cl.I •• 

E !!! ~ ~ 
:;;::::ic:i:c.. 
>- 0 0 0 
l'tl :c 0 0 
0 t:. a; 

66.2 

62.0 

60.0 

66.6 

61.7 

71.4 

61.3 

65.1 

C'l 
.5 I -
c: (I) ~ ~ 
~ 5 a: <i. 
wooo 
Q)J:OO .... . ... 
l'tl a> C"ll ...J _ .... 

62.2 

61.6 

52.2 

57.2 

52.5 

63.2 

57.5 

64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

1-Ql • • 

E ~ ~ ~ 
:;;::::ic:i:c.. 
>- 0 0 0 
!'ti :c 0 0 
0 t:. a; 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

C'l 
.5 I -
c: (I) ~ ~ 
~ 5 a: <i. 
wooo 
Q)J:OO 

10 a> i-i ...J _ .... 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
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R4 35.2 

RS 26.2 

R6 25.5 

R7 31.9 

R8 21.4 

R9 26.5 

R10 26.1 

R11 21.7 

R12 20.8 

R13 30.0 

R14 28.6 

R15 35.6 

R16 37.1 

R17 37.7 

R18 33.3 

City of Los Angeles 
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.S:! C'l 
Cl.I c: 
..... ·-(,,) ..... 
c: ::I 
0 0 
(J fl. 

27.1 

53.5 

43.1 

38.2 

29.2 

28.5 

34.9 

24.4 

29.5 

29.1 

24.7 

23.8 

33.0 

31.6 

38.6 

40.1 

40.7 

36.3 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-20 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise Levels-Option 4 

Calculated Noise Levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(Leq) 

L.A. Live Way 
New Hall Garage Event Center 

c: c: c: 
0 .S:! C'l 0 .S:! C'l 0 .S:! C'l :.;::; <!.) c: :.;::; <!.) c: :.;::; <!.) c: m ..... ·- m ..... ·- m ..... ·-> (,,) ..... > (,,) ..... > (,,) ..... 
m c: ::I m c: ::I m c: ::I 
(,,) 0 0 (,,) 0 0 (,,) 0 0 
>< (J fl. >< (J fl. >< (J fl. 
w w w 

31.1 30.1 37.1 28.9 39.2 31.9 

57.5 56.5 63.5 55.3 65.6 58.3 

47.1 46.1 53.1 44.9 55.2 47.9 

42.2 41.2 48.2 40.0 50.3 43.0 

33.2 32.2 39.2 31.0 41.3 34.0 

32.5 31.5 38.5 30.3 40.6 33.3 

38.9 37.9 44.9 36.7 47.0 39.7 

28.4 27.4 34.4 26.2 36.5 29.2 

33.5 32.5 39.5 31.3 41.6 34.3 

33.1 32.1 39.1 30.9 41.2 33.9 

28.7 27.7 34.7 26.5 36.8 29.5 

27.8 26.8 33.8 25.6 35.9 28.6 

37.0 36.0 43.0 34.8 45.1 37.8 

35.6 34.6 41.6 33.4 43.7 36.4 

42.6 41.6 48.6 40.4 50.7 43.4 

44.1 43.1 50.1 41.9 52.2 44.9 

44.7 43.7 50.7 42.5 52.8 45.5 

40.3 39.3 46.3 38.1 48.4 41.1 
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Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (Leq) Significant Impacts? 
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m :coo <!.) :c 0 c::! m :c o o Cl.I :c 0 c::! Cl .... ...... a; C"ll Cl .... - a; C"ll !:::::. en m _ .... !:::::. en m _ .... 

...J ...J 

67.2 64.8 No No 
73.7 66.9 No No 
61.2 59.2 No No 
63.9 59.2 No No 
59.3 55.1 No No 
61.1 57.2 No No 
68.5 63.6 No No 
62.3 59.2 No No 
62.0 62.3 No No 
74.7 71.1 No No 
71.7 68.2 No No 
73.8 67.1 No No 
70.2 65.4 No No 
67.3 62.6 No No 
66.5 61.4 No No 
72.9 66.0 No No 
64.7 61.1 No No 
72.2 71.7 No No 
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Table IV.E-20 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise Levels-Option 4 

Calculated Noise Levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(Leq) 

New Hall 

c: 
0 
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!'ti 
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!'ti 
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>< w 

41.2 

31.8 

33.4 

34.7 
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29.9 

49.7 
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~ .5 u .... 
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(J fl. 
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32.4 

33.7 

31.0 

30.6 

28.9 
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27.7 
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Event Center 
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Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (Leq) 

I -Cl.I •• 

E !!! ~ ~ 
:;;::::ic:i:c.. 
>- 0 0 0 
!'ti :c 0 0 
0 t:. a; 

66.2 

62.0 

60.0 

66.6 

61.7 

71.4 

61.3 

65.1 
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!'ti a> C"ll ...J _ .... 

62.2 

61.6 

52.2 

57.2 

52.5 

63.2 

57.5 

64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

1-Ql • • 

E ~ ~ ~ 
:;;::::ic:i:c.. 
>- 0 0 0 
!'ti :c 0 0 
0 t:. a; 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

C'l 
.5 I -
c: (I) ~ ~ 
~ 5 a: <i. 
wooo 
Q)J:OO 

10 a> i-i ...J _ .... 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
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Table IV.E-21 
Construction Staging Noise Levels 

Estimated Noise Levels from the Significance Thresholds, 
Construction Staging, dBA (Leq) dBA (Leq)c 

Daytime Late Evening 
Staging at the Hours Hours 

Staging at the L.A. Live Way (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Bond Garagea Garageb 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R1 41.2 43.9 67.2 64.8 

R2 42.8 45.2 73.7 66.9 

R3 42.1 43.9 61.2 59.2 

R4 50.9 49.2 63.9 59.2 

RS 46.5 49.9 59.3 55.1 

R6 50.0 55.3 61.1 57.2 

R7 43.3 58.6 68.5 63.6 

R8 40.0 47.1 62.3 59.2 

R9 39.0 47.6 62.0 62.3 

R10 37.4 42.9 74.7 71.1 

R11 36.0 40.1 71.7 68.2 

R12 36.3 40.8 73.8 67.1 

R13 38.1 42.3 70.2 65.4 

R14 37.6 40.5 67.3 62.6 

R15 39.4 45.3 66.5 61.4 

R16 37.1 40.2 72.9 66.0 

R17 36.6 38.4 64.7 61.1 

R18 41.8 42.5 72.2 71.7 

R19 40.3 41.4 66.2 62.2 

R20 38.2 39.5 62.0 61.6 

R21 38.1 39.4 60.0 52.2 

R22 40.4 41.8 66.6 57.2 

R23 42.2 45.0 61.7 52.5 

R24 42.8 46.6 71.4 63.2 

R25 42.1 46.7 61.3 57.5 

R26 49.3 47.3 65.1 64.8 

a Maximum 10 trucks queuing/idling at any given time. 
b Maximum 20 trucks queuing/idling at any given time. 
c Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Late Evening 
Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-22 
Pico Station Construction Noise levels 

Significance Thresholds, dBA 
(leq)a Significant Impacts? 

Estimated Noise late Evening late Evening 
levels from the Daytime Hours Hours Daytime Hours Hours 

Construction (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Staging, dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R1 47.8 67.2 64.8 No No 
R2 77.4 73.7 66.9 Yes Yes 

R3 62.6 61.2 59.2 Yes Yes 

R4 39.8 63.9 59.2 No No 
RS 38.8 59.3 55.1 No No 
R6 40.1 61.1 57.2 No No 
R7 40.5 68.5 63.6 No No 
R8 37.3 62.3 59.2 No No 
R9 37.8 62.0 62.3 No No 
R10 43.9 74.7 71.1 No No 
R11 41.8 71.7 68.2 No No 
R12 45.1 73.8 67.1 No No 
R13 59.9 70.2 65.4 No No 
R14 51.8 67.3 62.6 No No 
R15 49.3 66.5 61.4 No No 
R16 44.5 72.9 66.0 No No 
R17 39.8 64.7 61.1 No No 
R18 41.8 72.2 71.7 No No 
R19 40.1 66.2 62.2 No No 
R20 37.0 62.0 61.6 No No 
R21 36.8 60.0 52.2 No No 
R22 36.3 66.6 57.2 No No 
R23 36.8 61.7 52.5 No No 
R24 37.0 71.4 63.2 No No 
R25 37.0 61.3 57.5 No No 
R26 42.8 65.1 64.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA 
during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering SeNices, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-23 
Composite Construction Noise Levels-Bond Street Garage 

Individual Construction 
Component Noise Levelsa 

On-Site 
Receptor Equipment 

R1 45.6 

R2 47.3 

R3 46.5 

R4 55.8 

RS 51.1 

R6 54.8 

R7 47.8 

R8 44.4 

R9 43.4 

R10 41.7 

R11 40.3 

R12 40.6 

R13 42.5 

R14 41.9 

R15 43.7 

R16 41.4 

R17 41.0 

R18 46.2 

R19 44.7 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (Leq) 

Haul Off-Site 
Trucks Haul 
Staging Trucksb 

43.9 38.4 

45.2 53.6 

43.9 43.1 

49.2 45.7 

49.9 41.4 

55.3 47.8 

58.6 53.5 

47.1 36.7 

47.6 37.3 

42.9 30.4 

40.1 28.0 

40.8 27.1 

42.3 45.0 

40.5 34.7 

45.3 38.6 

40.2 52.9 

38.4 40.7 

42.5 42.4 

41.4 44.0 

Ambient Noise Levels 
dBA (Leq) 

Late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Construction Hours Hours 
Noise Levels, (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

dBA (Leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

48.3 62.2 61.8 

55.0 68.7 63.9 

49.5 56.2 56.2 

57.0 58.9 56.2 

53.8 54.3 52.1 

58.5 56.1 54.2 

60.1 63.5 60.6 

49.2 57.3 56.2 

49.3 57.0 59.3 

45.5 69.7 68.1 

43.3 66.7 65.2 

43.8 68.8 64.1 

48.2 65.2 62.4 

44.7 62.3 59.6 

48.1 61.5 58.4 

53.4 67.9 63.0 

45.0 59.7 58.1 

48.9 67.2 68.7 

48.4 61.2 59.2 

Page IV.E-87 

Composite 
Construction +Ambient Increase Due to Project 

Noise Levels Construction 
dBA (Leq) dBA (Leq) 

Late Late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

62.4 62.0 0.2 0.2 

68.9 64.4 0.2 0.5 

57.0 57.0 0.8 0.8 

61.1 59.6 2.2 3.4 

57.1 56.1 2.8 4.0 

60.4 59.8 4.3 5.6 

65.1 63.4 1.6 2.8 

57.9 57.0 0.6 0.8 

57.7 59.7 0.7 0.4 

69.7 68.1 0.0 0.0 

66.7 65.2 0.0 0.0 

68.8 64.1 0.0 0.0 

65.3 62.6 0.1 0.2 

62.4 59.7 0.1 0.1 

61.7 58.8 0.2 0.4 

68.1 63.5 0.2 0.5 

59.8 58.3 0.1 0.2 

67.3 68.7 0.1 0.0 

61.4 59.5 0.2 0.3 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-23 (Continued) 
Composite Construction Noise levels-Bond Street Parking Garage 

Composite 
Individual Construction Construction +Ambient Increase Due to Project 

Component Noise levelsa Ambient Noise levels Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late late 
Composite Daytime Evening Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 

Haul Off-Site Construction Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours 
On-Site Trucks Haul Noise levels, (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Equipment Staging Trucksb dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R20 42.5 39.5 45.1 47.7 57.0 58.6 57.5 58.9 0.5 0.3 

R21 42.4 39.4 42.6 46.5 55.0 49.2 55.6 51.1 0.6 1.9 

R22 44.8 41.8 38.0 47.1 61.6 54.2 61.8 55.0 0.2 0.8 

R23 46.6 45.0 36.7 49.1 56.7 49.5 57.4 52.3 0.7 2.8 

R24 47.3 46.6 37.4 50.2 66.4 60.2 66.5 60.6 0.1 0.4 

R25 46.6 46.7 36.4 49.9 56.3 54.5 57.2 55.8 0.9 1.3 

R26 64.1 47.3 48.5 64.3 60.1 61.8 65.7 66.2 5.6 4.4 

a Project construction-related noise levels during concrete/structural framing phase. 
b Based on the highest noise levels generated by one of the proposed construction truck routes. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-24 
Composite Construction Noise levels-New Hall 

Individual Construction 
Component Noise levelsa 

On-Site 
Receptor Equipment 

R1 66.6 

R2 62.7 

R3 59.7 

R4 61.0 

RS 57.8 

R6 62.6 

R7 58.0 

R8 53.3 

R9 52.7 

R10 52.6 

R11 49.9 

R12 51.6 

R13 54.3 

R14 53.7 

R15 55.6 

R16 51.9 

R17 50.1 

R18 54.9 

R19 53.2 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (leq) 

Haul Off-Site 
Trucks Haul 
Staging Trucksb 

43.9 38.4 

45.2 53.6 

43.9 43.1 

49.2 45.7 

49.9 41.4 

55.3 47.8 

58.6 53.5 

47.1 36.7 

47.6 37.3 

42.9 30.4 

40.1 28.0 

40.8 27.1 

42.3 45.0 

40.5 34.7 

45.3 38.6 

40.2 52.9 

38.4 40.7 

42.5 42.4 

41.4 44.0 

Ambient Noise levels 
dBA (leq) 

late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Construction Hours Hours 
Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

66.6 62.2 61.8 

63.3 68.7 63.9 

59.9 56.2 56.2 

61.4 58.9 56.2 

58.5 54.3 52.1 

63.5 56.1 54.2 

62.0 63.5 60.6 

54.3 57.3 56.2 

54.0 57.0 59.3 

53.1 69.7 68.1 

50.4 66.7 65.2 

52.0 68.8 64.1 

55.0 65.2 62.4 

54.0 62.3 59.6 

56.1 61.5 58.4 

55.6 67.9 63.0 

50.8 59.7 58.1 

55.4 67.2 68.7 

53.9 61.2 59.2 

Page IV.E-89 

Composite 
Construction +Ambient Increase Due to Project 

Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

68.0 67.9 5.8 6.1 

69.8 66.6 1 .1 2.7 

61.4 61.4 5.2 5.2 

63.3 62.5 4.4 6.3 

59.9 59.4 5.6 7.3 

64.2 63.9 8.1 9.7 

65.8 64.4 2.3 3.8 

59.1 58.4 1.8 2.2 

58.8 60.4 1.8 1.1 

69.8 68.2 0.1 0.1 

66.8 65.3 0.1 0.1 

68.9 64.4 0.1 0.3 

65.6 63.1 0.4 0.7 

62.9 60.6 0.6 1.0 

62.6 60.4 1 .1 2.0 

68.1 63.7 0.2 0.7 

60.2 58.8 0.5 0.7 

67.5 68.9 0.3 0.2 

61.9 60.3 0.7 1.1 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-24 (Continued) 
Composite Construction Noise levels-New Hall 

Composite 
Individual Construction Construction +Ambient Increase Due to Project 

Component Noise levelsa Ambient Noise levels Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late late 
Composite Daytime Evening Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 

Haul Off-Site Construction Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours 
On-Site Trucks Haul Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Equipment Staging Trucksb dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R20 50.4 39.5 45.1 51.8 57.0 58.6 58.1 59.4 1 .1 0.8 

R21 50.3 39.4 42.6 51.3 55.0 49.2 56.5 53.4 1.5 4.2 

R22 52.2 41.8 38.0 52.7 61.6 54.2 62.1 56.5 0.5 2.3 

R23 53.9 45.0 36.7 54.5 56.7 49.5 58.7 55.7 2.0 6.2 

R24 54.5 46.6 37.4 55.2 66.4 60.2 66.7 61.4 0.3 1.2 

R25 54.5 46.7 36.4 55.2 56.3 54.5 58.8 57.9 2.5 3.4 

R26 71.8 47.3 48.5 71.8 60.1 61.8 72.1 72.2 12.0 10.4 

a Project construction-related noise levels during concrete/structural framing phase. 
b Based on the highest noise levels generated by one of the proposed construction truck routes. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-25 
Composite Construction Noise Levels-LA. Live Way Garage 

Individual Construction 
Component Noise Levelsa 

On-Site 
Receptor Equipment 

R1 52.8 

R2 48.2 

R3 46.8 

R4 52.4 

RS 53.3 

R6 62.6 

R7 63.5 

R8 50.2 

R9 50.8 

R10 45.7 

R11 42.8 

R12 43.5 

R13 45.1 

R14 43.2 

R15 48.2 

R16 42.9 

R17 41.1 

R18 45.3 

R19 44.1 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (Leq) 

Haul Off-Site 
Trucks Haul 
Staging Trucksb 

41.2 40.2 

42.8 55.4 

42.1 44.9 

50.9 47.5 

46.5 43.2 

50.0 49.6 

43.3 55.3 

40.0 38.5 

39.0 39.1 

37.4 32.2 

36.0 29.8 

36.3 28.9 

38.1 46.8 

37.6 36.5 

39.4 40.4 

37.1 54.7 

36.6 42.5 

41.8 44.2 

40.3 45.8 

Ambient Noise Levels, 
dBA (Leq) 

Late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Construction Hours Hours 
Noise Levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

dBA (Leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

53.3 62.2 61.8 

56.3 68.7 63.9 

49.8 56.2 56.2 

55.5 58.9 56.2 

54.5 54.3 52.1 

63.0 56.1 54.2 

64.1 63.5 60.6 

50.9 57.3 56.2 

51.3 57.0 59.3 

46.5 69.7 68.1 

43.8 66.7 65.2 

44.4 68.8 64.1 

49.4 65.2 62.4 

44.9 62.3 59.6 

49.3 61.5 58.4 

55.0 67.9 63.0 

45.5 59.7 58.1 

48.8 67.2 68.7 

48.7 61.2 59.2 

Page IV.E-91 

Composite 
Construction +Ambient Increase due to Project 

Noise Levels Construction 
dBA (Leq) dBA (Leq) 

Late Late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

62.7 62.4 0.5 0.6 

68.9 64.6 0.2 0.7 

57.1 57.1 0.9 0.9 

60.5 58.9 1.6 2.7 

57.4 56.4 3.1 4.3 

63.8 63.6 7.7 9.4 

66.8 65.7 3.3 5.1 

58.2 57.3 0.9 1.1 

58.0 59.9 1.0 0.6 

69.7 68.1 0.0 0.0 

66.7 65.2 0.0 0.0 

68.8 64.1 0.0 0.0 

65.3 62.6 0.1 0.2 

62.4 59.7 0.1 0.1 

61.8 58.9 0.3 0.5 

68.1 63.6 0.2 0.6 

59.9 58.3 0.2 0.2 

67.3 68.7 0.1 0.0 

61.4 59.6 0.2 0.4 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-25 (Continued) 
Composite Construction Noise levels-LA. LIVE Way Parking Garage 

Composite 
Individual Construction Construction +Ambient Increase due to Project 

Component Noise levelsa Ambient Noise levels, Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late late 
Composite Daytime Evening Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 

Haul Off-Site Construction Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours 
On-Site Trucks Haul Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Equipment Staging Trucksb dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R20 42.1 38.2 46.9 48.5 57.0 58.6 57.6 59.0 0.6 0.4 

R21 42.1 38.1 44.4 47.0 55.0 49.2 55.6 51.2 0.6 2.0 

R22 44.6 40.4 39.8 46.9 61.6 54.2 61.7 54.9 0.1 0.7 

R23 47.9 42.2 38.5 49.3 56.7 49.5 57.4 52.4 0.7 2.9 

R24 49.6 42.8 39.2 50.7 66.4 60.2 66.5 60.7 0.1 0.5 

R25 49.8 42.1 38.2 50.7 56.3 54.5 57.4 56.0 1 .1 1.5 

R26 60.4 49.3 50.3 61.1 60.1 61.8 63.6 64.5 3.5 2.7 

a Project construction-related noise levels during concrete/structural framing phase. 
b Based on the highest noise levels generated by one of the proposed construction truck routes .. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-26 
Composite Construction Noise levels-Event Center 

Individual Construction 
Component Noise levelsa 

On-Site 
Receptor Equipment 

R1 75.1 

R2 61.8 

R3 57.5 

R4 56.8 

RS 56.8 

R6 62.8 

R7 66.0 

R8 55.7 

R9 56.4 

R10 56.2 

R11 52.2 

R12 53.8 

R13 56.6 

R14 53.7 

R15 54.6 

R16 51.0 

R17 49.1 

R18 52.5 

R19 51.0 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (leq) 

Haul Off-Site 
Trucks Haul 
Staging Trucksb 

43.9 38.4 

45.2 53.6 

43.9 43.1 

49.2 45.7 

49.9 41.4 

55.3 47.8 

58.6 53.5 

47.1 36.7 

47.6 37.3 

42.9 30.4 

40.1 28.0 

40.8 27.1 

42.3 45.0 

40.5 34.7 

45.3 38.6 

40.2 52.9 

38.4 40.7 

42.5 42.4 

41.4 44.0 

Ambient Noise levels 
dBA (leq) 

late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Construction Hours Hours 
Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

75.1 62.2 61.8 

62.5 68.7 63.9 

57.8 56.2 56.2 

57.8 58.9 56.2 

57.7 54.3 52.1 

63.6 56.1 54.2 

66.9 63.5 60.6 

56.3 57.3 56.2 

57.0 57.0 59.3 

56.4 69.7 68.1 

52.5 66.7 65.2 

54.0 68.8 64.1 

57.0 65.2 62.4 

54.0 62.3 59.6 

55.2 61.5 58.4 

55.2 67.9 63.0 

50.0 59.7 58.1 

53.3 67.2 68.7 

52.2 61.2 59.2 
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Composite 
Construction +Ambient Increase due to Project 

Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

75.3 75.3 13.1 13.5 

69.6 66.3 0.9 2.4 

60.1 60.1 3.9 3.9 

61.4 60.1 2.5 3.9 

59.3 58.8 5.0 6.7 

64.3 64.1 8.2 9.9 

68.6 67.8 5.1 7.2 

59.8 59.3 2.5 3.1 

60.0 61.3 3.0 2.0 

69.9 68.4 0.2 0.3 

66.9 65.4 0.2 0.2 

68.9 64.5 0.1 0.4 

65.8 63.5 0.6 1.1 

62.9 60.6 0.6 1.0 

62.4 60.1 0.9 1.7 

68.1 63.7 0.2 0.7 

60.1 58.7 0.4 0.6 

67.4 68.8 0.2 0.1 

61.7 60.0 0.5 0.8 
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Table IV.E-26 (Continued) 
Construction Noise levels-Event Center 

Composite 

IV.E Noise 

Individual Construction Construction +Ambient Increase due to Project 
Component Noise levelsa Ambient Noise levels 

dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Haul Off-Site Construction Hours Hours 
On-Site Trucks Haul Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Equipment Staging Trucksb dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R20 48.6 39.5 45.1 50.6 57.0 58.6 

R21 48.5 39.4 42.6 49.9 55.0 49.2 

R22 50.3 41.8 38.0 51.1 61.6 54.2 

R23 52.9 45.0 36.7 53.6 56.7 49.5 

R24 54.5 46.6 37.4 55.2 66.4 60.2 

R25 54.8 46.7 36.4 55.5 56.3 54.5 

R26 56.6 47.3 48.5 57.7 60.1 61.8 

a Project construction-related noise levels during concrete/structural framing phase. 
b Based on the highest noise levels generated by one of the proposed construction truck routes. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Page IV.E-94 

Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

57.9 59.2 0.9 0.6 

56.2 52.6 1.2 3.4 

62.0 55.9 0.4 1.7 

58.4 55.1 1.7 5.6 

66.7 61.4 0.3 1.2 

58.9 58.0 2.6 3.5 

62.1 63.2 2.0 1.4 
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Table IV .E-27 
Overlapping Composite Construction Noise Levels-Daytime Hours (7:00 A.M.-9:00 P.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activities' 
Hourly L,, (dBA) 

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

R1 64.1 64.9 64.9 68.4 68.0 68.5 68.5 69.7 69.7 66.6 66.7 66.1 66.9 66.9 65.8 70.1 70.1 70.0 71.4 

R2 69.3 69.6 69.6 70.3 70.0 70.3 70.3 708 70.8 69.8 69.9 69.9 70.9 708 69.4 70.5 70.5 70.3 71.3 

R3 58.7 59.5 59.5 62.2 61.7 62.3 62.3 63.4 63.4 60.8 60.7 60.7 61.6 61.5 59.7 61.5 61.5 61.2 608 

R4 62.2 62.8 62.8 64.6 64.1 64.6 64.6 66.0 66.0 64.0 63.3 63.3 64.5 64.4 62.3 64.4 64.4 63.8 63.5 

R5 59.1 59.7 59.7 61.4 60.7 61.5 61.5 63.0 63.0 61.0 60.6 60.6 61.8 61.6 59.3 61.9 61.9 61.3 60.9 

R6 63.3 64.1 64.1 66.0 65.1 66.1 66.1 67.6 67.6 65.4 66.3 66.3 68.1 67.9 64.9 68.3 68.3 67.2 67.1 

R7 67.1 67.6 67.6 68.0 66.9 67.9 67.9 69.2 69.2 68.1 68.6 68.6 70.6 70.3 67.3 70.6 70.6 69.8 71.0 

RS 58.8 59.0 59.0 59.9 59.5 59.9 59.9 608 608 59.7 59.5 59.5 60.2 60.1 58.9 60.5 60.5 60.1 600 

R9 58.7 58.9 58.9 59.7 59.2 59.7 59.7 60.6 60.6 59.5 59.4 59.4 60.1 600 58.7 60.5 60.5 60.1 60.1 

R10 69.7 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.9 69.9 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 

R11 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.9 66.9 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 

R12 68.8 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 69.0 69.0 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 

R13 65.4 65.6 65.6 65.8 65.7 65.8 65.8 66.1 66.1 65.7 65.7 65.7 66.1 66.0 65.5 66.0 66.0 65.9 66.3 

R14 62.5 62.6 62.6 63.0 63.0 63.1 63.1 63.4 63.4 62.8 62.8 62.8 62.9 62.9 62.6 63.0 63.0 62.9 62.8 

R15 62.1 62.2 62.2 63.0 62.7 63.0 63.0 63.5 63.5 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.9 62.8 62.2 62.9 62.9 62.8 62.6 

R16 68.3 68.5 68.5 68.7 68.4 68.6 68.6 68.8 68.8 68.5 68.6 68.6 69.7 69.6 68.2 69.1 69.1 690 70.3 

R17 60.1 60.2 60.2 60.6 60.4 60.6 60.6 60.9 60.9 604 60.4 604 608 608 60.1 60.1 60.7 60.6 61.0 

R18 67.4 67.4 674 67.6 67.5 67.6 67.6 67.8 67.8 67.5 67.5 67.5 67.7 67.6 61.4 67.6 67.6 67.6 61.6 

R19 61.7 61.9 61.9 62.4 62.1 624 62.4 62.8 62.8 62.1 62.1 62.1 62.8 62.7 61.8 62.5 62.5 62.4 63.0 

R20 58.1 58.6 58.6 59.2 58.6 59.1 59.1 59.7 59.7 58.8 58.9 58.9 60.5 60.3 58.1 59.8 59.8 59.5 61.2 

R21 56.2 56.7 56.7 57.5 57.0 57.5 57.5 58.2 58.2 57.1 57.1 57.1 58.5 58.4 56.3 58.0 58.0 57.7 59.1 

R22 61.9 62.0 62.0 62.4 62.3 62.4 62.4 62.7 62.7 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.4 62.4 62.1 62.5 62.5 62.3 62.3 

R23 58.2 58.4 58.4 59.5 59.1 59.6 59.6 60.5 60.5 59.1 58.9 58.9 59.5 59.4 58.3 59.6 59.6 59.3 59.0 

R24 66.6 66.7 66.7 66.9 66.8 66.9 66.9 67.1 67.1 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.9 66.9 66.7 66.9 66.9 66.9 66.8 

R25 58.2 58.5 58.5 59.7 59.3 59.8 59.8 608 608 59.4 59.1 59.1 59.8 59.7 58.4 60.1 60.1 59.7 59.3 

R26 67.9 69.3 69.3 73.0 72.6 73.2 73.2 74.8 74.8 71.4 70.6 70.6 71.2 71.2 69.3 71.0 71.0 70.6 66.1 

Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Pro;ect construction schedule 

Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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20 21 22 

70.8 76.5 76.5 

710 71.6 71.6 

60.4 62.3 62.5 

63.2 64.4 64.6 

60.6 62.3 62.7 

66.8 68.5 69.0 

70.6 72.1 72.4 

59.8 61.4 61.6 

59.9 61.7 61.9 

69.8 700 70.0 

66.8 67.0 67.0 

68.9 69.0 69.0 

66.2 66.7 66.7 

62.7 63.3 63.3 

62.5 63.2 63.3 

700 70.2 70.2 

60.9 612 61.2 

67.6 67.7 67.8 

62.8 63.2 63.2 

60.8 61.2 61.2 

58.7 59.2 59.3 

62.2 62.6 62.6 

58.8 600 60.1 

66.8 67.1 67.1 

59.1 60.7 60.9 

65.8 66.4 67.0 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Significant 

23 24 L,,(dBA) Impacts? 

76.5 77.1 67.2 Yes 

71.6 71.9 73.7 No 
62.5 62.9 61.2 Yes 

64.6 65.1 63.9 Yes 

62.7 63.2 59.3 Yes 

69.0 69.5 61.1 Yes 

72.4 72.9 68.5 Yes 

61.6 62.0 62.3 No 
61.9 62.3 62.0 Yes 

10.0 70.1 74.7 No 
67.0 67.0 71.7 No 
690 69.1 73.8 No 
66.7 66.9 70.2 No 
63.3 63.4 67.3 No 
63.3 63.5 66.5 No 
70.2 70.5 72.9 No 
61.2 61.4 64.7 No 
61.8 67.8 72.2 No 
63.2 63.5 66.2 No 
61.2 61.6 62.0 No 
59.3 59.7 600 No 
62.6 62.7 66.6 No 
60.1 60.5 61.7 No 
67.1 67.2 71.4 No 
60.9 61.3 61.3 No 
67.0 67.3 65.1 Yes 
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Table IV.E-27 (Continued) 
Overlapping Composite Construction Noise Levels-Daytime Hours (7:00 A.M.-9:00 P.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activities' 
Hourly L,, (dBA) 

Location 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 

R1 77.0 77.0 77.0 77.0 77.0 77.6 77.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 

R2 71.8 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 70.7 70.4 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.1 69.1 69.1 69.1 69.3 

R3 62.9 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.1 61.7 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.7 

R4 64.9 64.2 64.2 64.2 64.2 63.3 62.9 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.8 

R5 63.0 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.0 61.4 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 58.4 

R6 69.1 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.3 66.8 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 63.0 

R7 72.7 72.1 72.1 72.1 72.1 71.3 70.7 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 67.6 

RS 61.9 61.5 61.5 61.5 61.5 61.5 61.2 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 59.1 

R9 62.2 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.5 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 59.1 

R10 70.1 700 700 70.0 700 70.1 700 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 

R11 67.0 67.0 67.0 67.0 67.0 67.0 67.0 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 

R12 69.1 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.1 69.0 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 

R13 66.9 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.4 66.3 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.6 

R14 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 634 63.4 63.3 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.6 

R15 63.5 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.2 63.0 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 62.1 

R16 70.4 70.3 70.3 70.3 70.3 68.9 68.6 68.4 684 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.0 68.0 68.0 68.0 68.2 

R11 61.4 61.3 61.3 61.3 61.3 60.7 60.6 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 600 

R18 67.8 67.8 67.8 67.8 67.8 67.6 67.5 61.4 67.4 67.4 67.4 61.4 67.4 67.4 67.4 61.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 

R19 63.4 63.2 63.2 63.2 63.2 62.4 62.2 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.6 

R20 61.5 61.3 61.3 61.3 61.3 59.4 59.0 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 57.8 

R21 59.6 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 57.7 57.3 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 55.6 55.6 55.6 55.6 55.9 

R22 62.7 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.4 62.3 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.9 

R23 60.4 60.0 600 600 600 59.8 59.5 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.9 

R24 67.2 67.1 67.1 67.1 67.1 67.0 67.0 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.6 66.6 66.6 66.6 66.6 

R25 61.1 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.3 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 57.8 57.8 57.8 57.8 58.2 

R26 66.9 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 63.9 63.5 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 611 61.1 61.1 61.1 61.6 

Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule 

Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA 

Source.· Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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45 46 47 

73.3 73.3 73.3 

69.5 69.5 69.5 

59.5 59.5 59.5 

61.5 61.5 61.5 

59.5 59.5 59.5 

64.4 64.4 64.4 

68.7 68.7 68.7 

59.7 59.7 59.7 

59.9 59.9 59.9 

69.9 69.9 69.9 

66.8 66.8 66.8 

68.9 68.9 68.9 

65.7 65.7 65.7 

62.8 62.8 62.8 

62.3 62.3 62.3 

68.2 68.2 68.2 

60.1 60.1 60.1 

67.4 67.4 67.4 

61.7 617 61.7 

58.1 58.1 58.1 

56.3 56.3 56.3 

62.0 62.0 62.0 

58.4 58.4 58.4 

66.7 66.7 66.7 

58.9 58.9 589 

62.1 62.1 62.1 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Maximum Significant 

48 L,,(dBA) Exceedance Impacts? 

69.2 67.2 10.4 Yes 

69.0 73.7 00 No 
57.5 61.2 2.2 Yes 

59.9 63.9 2.1 Yes 

56.7 59.3 3.9 Yes 

60.6 61.1 84 Yes 

65.9 68.5 44 Yes 

58.2 62.3 00 No 
58.1 62.0 0.3 Yes 

69.7 74.7 00 No 
66.7 71.7 00 No 
68.8 73.8 00 No 
65.4 70.2 00 No 
62.5 67.3 00 No 
61.8 66.5 00 No 
68.0 72.9 00 No 
59.8 64.7 00 No 
67.3 12.2 00 No 
61.4 66.2 00 No 
57.3 62.0 00 No 
55.4 600 00 No 
617 66.6 00 No 
57.3 61.7 00 No 
66.5 71.4 00 No 
57.3 61.3 00 No 
608 65.1 9.1 Yes 
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Table IV .E-28 
Overlapping Composite Construction Noise levels-Late Evening Hours (9:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activities' 
Hourly L,, (dBA) 

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

R1 63.8 64.7 64.1 64.5 63.6 64.9 64.9 67.1 67.1 66.5 66.6 66.6 66.8 66.8 65.6 70.0 70.0 69.9 71.4 70.7 

R2 65.4 66.2 66.2 66.3 65.3 66.2 66.2 67.3 67.3 66.1 66.9 66.9 68.6 68.5 65.8 67.9 67.9 67.7 69.3 68.8 

R3 58.7 59.5 59.5 59.4 58.3 59.6 59.6 61.5 61.5 60.8 60.7 60.7 61.6 61.5 59.7 61.5 61.5 61.2 60.8 60.4 

R4 61.2 61.9 61.9 61.5 60.4 61.7 61.7 64.1 64.1 63.3 62.5 62.5 63.9 63.7 61.3 63.7 63.7 63.1 62.8 62.4 

R5 58.5 59.2 59.2 58.8 57.5 59.0 59.0 61.3 61.3 60.6 60.1 60.1 61.4 61.3 58.7 61.6 61.6 60.9 60.5 60.1 

R6 63.0 63.8 63.8 63.5 61.9 63.6 63.6 66.2 66.2 65.3 66.2 66.2 68.0 67.8 64.7 68.2 68.2 67.0 66.9 66.7 

R7 66.1 66.6 66.6 66.7 65.2 66.6 66.6 68.2 68.2 67.3 67.9 67.9 70.1 69.8 66.3 70.2 70.2 69.3 70.7 70.2 

RS 58.1 58.3 58.3 58.2 57.6 58.3 58.3 59.5 59.5 59.1 58.9 58.9 59.6 59.5 58.2 60.0 60.0 59.6 59.4 59.2 

R9 60.4 60.5 60.5 60.5 60.1 60.5 60.5 61.3 61.3 60.9 60.9 60.9 61.4 61.3 60.4 61.7 61.7 61.4 61.4 61.2 

R10 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.3 68.3 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.3 68.3 68.2 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 

R11 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.4 65.4 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.4 65.4 65.3 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.3 

R12 64.2 64.3 64.3 64.2 64.2 64.3 64.3 64.4 64.4 64.3 64.3 64.3 64.4 64.4 64.3 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.3 64.3 

R13 62.9 63.1 63.1 63.1 62.8 63.1 63.1 63.5 63.5 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.9 63.9 62.9 63.8 63.8 63.7 64.3 64.1 

R14 600 60.2 60.2 60.1 59.9 60.2 60.2 60.7 60.7 60.5 60.5 60.5 60.7 60.6 60.2 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.5 60.4 

R15 59.5 59.8 59.8 59.7 59.3 59.8 59.8 608 60.8 60.4 60.3 60.3 60.9 608 59.8 60.9 60.9 60.7 60.4 60.3 

R16 64.1 64.7 64.7 64.8 64.0 64.7 64.7 65.2 65.2 64.7 64.9 64.9 67.1 66.9 64.0 66.1 66.1 65.8 68.2 67.7 

R17 58.6 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.5 58.8 58.8 59.3 59.3 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.7 59.6 58.6 59.4 59.4 59.3 59.9 59.7 

R18 68.8 68.9 68.9 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 690 69.0 68.9 68.9 68.9 69.0 69.0 68.8 690 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 

R19 600 60.3 60.3 60.3 59.9 60.3 60.3 61.0 61.0 60.6 60.6 60.6 61.5 61.4 60.1 61.2 61.2 61.0 61.8 61.5 

R20 59.4 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.3 59.7 59.7 60.3 60.3 59.9 600 600 613 61.1 59.4 60.7 60.7 60.5 61.9 61.5 

R21 52.7 53.8 53.8 53.8 52.4 53.8 53.8 55.3 55.3 54.4 54.4 54.4 56.8 56.6 52.9 55.9 55.9 55.5 57.6 57.0 

R22 55.8 56.2 56.2 56.0 55.5 56.1 56.1 57.4 57.4 56.9 56.7 56.7 57.5 57.6 56.2 57.6 57.6 57.1 57.2 56.9 

R23 54.4 55.0 55.0 54.7 53.6 55.0 55.0 57.2 57.2 56.4 55.9 55.9 57.0 57.0 54.7 57.3 57.3 56.7 56.2 55.8 

R24 61.1 61.3 61.3 61.2 60.9 61.2 61.2 62.0 62.0 61.7 61.6 61.6 62.0 61.9 61.2 62.1 62.1 61.9 61.7 61.6 

R25 57.2 57.6 57.6 57.4 56.6 57.5 57.5 59.1 59.1 58.6 58.3 58.3 59.1 58.9 57.4 59.4 59.4 58.9 58.4 58.2 

R26 68.2 69.5 69.5 68.8 67.5 69.3 69.3 72.3 72.3 71.6 70.8 70.8 71.4 71.3 69.5 71.1 71.1 70.8 66.6 66.4 

Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 3 dBA 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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21 22 

72.0 72.0 

69.0 69.1 

60.8 61.0 

62.9 63.3 

60.8 61.3 

67.2 67.9 

70.7 71.1 

59.7 60.0 

61.6 61.8 

68.3 68.3 

65.4 65.4 

64.4 64.4 

64.3 64.3 

60.6 60.6 

60.6 60.7 

67.8 68.0 

59.8 59.9 

69.0 690 

61.7 61.8 

61.7 61.8 

57.3 57.5 

57.2 57.4 

56.5 56.9 

61.8 62.0 

58.8 59.1 

66.6 67.0 

IV.E Noise 

Significanc 
e 

Threshold'' Significant 
23 24 L,,(dBA) Impacts? 

72.0 73.6 64.8 Yes 

69.1 69.6 66.9 Yes 

61.0 61.7 59.2 Yes 

63.3 63.8 59.2 Yes 

61.3 62.0 55.1 Yes 

67.9 68.5 57.2 Yes 

71.1 71.8 63.6 Yes 

60.0 60.6 59.2 Yes 

61.8 62.3 62.3 No 

68.3 68.4 71.1 No 

65.4 65.4 68.2 No 

64.4 64.5 67.1 No 

64.3 64.6 65.4 No 

60.6 60.9 62.6 No 

60.7 61.1 61.4 No 

68.0 68.4 66.0 Yes 

59.9 60.1 61.1 No 

690 69.1 71.7 No 

61.8 62.1 62.2 No 

61.8 62.1 61.6 Yes 

57.5 58.0 52.2 Yes 

57.4 57.9 57.2 Yes 

56.9 57.5 52.5 Yes 

62.0 62.3 63.2 No 

59.1 59.7 57.5 Yes 

67.0 67.3 64.8 Yes 
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Table IV.E-28 (Continued) 
Overlapping Composite Construction Noise levels-Late Evening Hours (9:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activities' 
Hourly L,, (dBA) 

Location 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 

R1 73.6 73.5 73.5 73.5 73.5 74.6 74.1 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 

R2 69.5 69.4 69.4 69.4 69.4 67.3 66.7 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1 65.5 

R3 61.5 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 60.4 60.0 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.7 

R4 63.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 61.4 60.7 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5 59.3 

R5 61.8 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.2 59.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 56.7 56.7 56.7 56.7 57.7 

R6 68.1 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 65.6 64.7 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 61.5 61.5 61.5 61.5 62.7 

R7 71.6 70.7 70.7 70.7 70.7 69.5 68.6 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 65.6 65.6 65.6 65.6 66.6 

RS 60.4 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.9 59.4 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 57.9 57.9 51.9 57.9 584 

R9 62.1 61.7 61.7 61.7 61.7 61.7 61.4 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 60.4 604 60.4 604 60.7 

R10 684 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.4 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 

R11 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 

R12 64.5 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.5 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.3 64.3 64.3 64.3 64.3 

R13 64.6 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 63.8 63.6 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 62.9 62.9 62.9 62.9 63.1 

R14 60.8 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.6 60.4 60.4 604 60.4 60.4 60.4 604 60.4 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.2 

R15 61.0 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 604 60.2 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.3 59.3 59.3 59.3 59.5 

R16 68.2 68.1 68.1 68.1 68.1 65.3 64.8 644 64.4 644 644 64.4 64.4 644 64.4 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.7 

R11 60.1 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.1 58.9 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 584 584 584 584 58.5 

R18 69.1 69.0 690 690 69.0 68.9 68.9 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 

R19 62.0 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 60.6 60.3 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.8 

R20 62.0 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 60.1 59.8 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 58.9 58.9 58.9 58.9 59.2 

R21 57.8 57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 54.7 53.9 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 51.1 51.1 51.1 51.1 52.0 

R22 57.7 57.3 57.3 57.3 57.3 56.6 56.2 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.1 55.1 55.1 55.1 55.4 

R23 57.4 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.2 55.5 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 53.0 53.0 53.0 53.0 53.9 

R24 62.2 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.7 61.5 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 60.8 60.8 60.8 60.8 61.0 

R25 59.5 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.7 58.3 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 56.6 56.6 56.6 56.6 57.1 

R26 67.0 65.6 65.6 65.6 65.6 64.1 63.1 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.9 

Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule 

Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 3 dBA 

Source.· Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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45 46 47 

73.3 73.3 73.3 

66.0 66.0 66.0 

59.5 59.5 59.5 

60.2 60.2 60.2 

59.0 59.0 59.0 

64.2 64.2 64.2 

68.0 68.0 68.0 

59.1 59.1 59.1 

61.2 61.2 61.2 

68.3 68.3 68.3 

65.4 65.4 65.4 

64.4 64.4 64.4 

63.3 63.3 63.3 

604 60.4 604 

59.9 59.9 59.9 

64.0 64.0 64.0 

58.7 58.7 58.7 

68.8 68.8 68.8 

600 600 600 

59.4 59.4 594 

52.9 52.9 52.9 

55.9 55.9 55.9 

55.0 55.0 55.0 

614 614 61.4 

58.0 58.0 58.0 

63.2 63.2 63.2 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Maximum Significant 

48 L,,(dBA) Exceedance Impacts? 

69.1 64.8 9.8 Yes 

64.6 66.9 2.7 Yes 

57.5 59.2 2.5 Yes 

57.9 59.2 4.9 Yes 

55.6 55.1 6.9 Yes 

60.0 57.2 11.3 Yes 

64.5 63.6 8.2 Yes 

574 59.2 1.4 Yes 

600 62.3 00 No 

68.2 71.1 00 No 

65.3 68.2 00 No 

64.2 67.1 00 No 

62.7 65.4 00 No 

59.9 62.6 00 No 

59.0 614 00 No 

63.3 66.0 24 Yes 

58.3 611 00 No 

68.7 11.7 00 No 

59.5 62.2 00 No 

58.8 61.6 0.5 Yes 

50.6 52.2 5.8 Yes 

54.8 57.2 01 Yes 

52.1 52.5 5.0 Yes 

60.6 63.2 00 No 

55.9 57.5 2.2 Yes 

62.3 64.8 7.5 Yes 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-29 
Construction Vibration Impacts-Building Damage 

Estimated Vibration levels at the Nearest Off-Site 

Reference 
Buildings to the Project Construction Sites 

PPVa ( inch per second) 
Construction Vibration 
Equipment levels at Bond Street LA. live Event Significance 

(major powered 25 feet Garage New Hall Way Garage Center Threshold, 
equipment) PPV (400 feet) (530 feet) (250 feet) (100 feet) PPVb 

Impact Pile 0.644 0.0101 0.0066 0.0204 0.0805 0.12 to 0.50 
Driver (typical) 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 0.0033 0.0022 0.0066 0.0263 0.12 to 0.50 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.0014 0.0009 0.0028 0.0111 0.12to0.50 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.0014 0.0009 0.0028 0.0111 0.12to0.50 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.0012 0.0008 0.0024 0.0095 0.12 to 0.50 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.0005 0.0004 0.0011 0.0044 0.12 to 0.50 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0001 0.0004 0.12 to 0.50 

a PPV at distance D = PPVref x (2510)1 5
. Distance shown is a distance from the nearest off-site building to 

the closest point of the construction area. 
b Significance thresholds are based on the construction conditions of the affected building structures, as 

described in Section 4.2.3 of the Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field 
Project, included as Appendix L. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-30 
Construction Vibration Impacts-Sensitive Uses 

Estimated Vibration levels at the Nearest Off-Site 
Vibration Sensitive Uses to the Project Construction 

Sites 
Reference VdB ( inch per second)a 

Construction Vibration 
Equipment levels at Bond Street LA. live Event Significance 

(major powered 25 feet Garage New Hall Way Garage Center Threshold 
equipment) VdB (400 feet) (550 feet) (250 feet) (100 feet) VdBb 

Impact Pile 104 68 64 74 86 72 
Driver 

Vibratory Roller 94 57 54 62 76 72 

Large Bulldozer 87 50 47 55 69 72 

Caisson Drilling 87 50 47 55 69 72 

Loaded Trucks 86 49 46 54 68 72 

Jackhammer 79 42 39 47 61 72 

Small Bulldozer 58 21 18 26 40 72 

a VdB at distance D = VdBref- 30*Log (0125). 
b Significance thresholds are based on the construction conditions of the affected building structures, as 

described in Section 4.2.3 of the Noise Impact Study. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-31 
Building Mechanical Equipment Noise levels 

Estimated Noise levels Significance Thresholda 
dBA (lea) dBA (lea) Significant Impacts? 

New Hall and 
Pico Central Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 

Passage Plant+ Hours Hours Hours Hours 
Central Exhaust Exhaust (7 A.M- (10 P.M.- (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

location Plant Fans Fans 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

R1 34.3 20.3 34.5 67.2 66.8 No No 

R2 47.6 30.4 47.7 73.7 68.9 No No 

R3 47.1 33.4 47.3 61.2 61.2 No No 

R4 52.3 25.1 52.3 63.9 61.2 No No 

RS 47.3 25.5 47.3 59.3 55.6 No No 

R6 39.4 24.1 39.5 61.1 59.2 No No 

R7 33.8 16.9 33.9 68.5 65.6 No No 

R8 32.1 18.3 32.3 62.3 61.2 No No 

R9 42.5 18.5 42.5 62.0 59.5 No No 

R10 33.1 17.3 33.2 74.7 67.9 No No 

R11 35.1 19.6 35.2 71.7 70.2 No No 

R12 29.9 14.4 30.0 73.8 69.1 No No 

R13 46.4 28.2 46.5 70.2 67.4 No No 

R14 46.3 30.8 46.4 67.3 58.0 No No 

R15 33.0 17 .1 33.1 66.4 62.6 No No 

R16 43.6 27.3 43.7 72.9 67.7 No No 

R17 45.6 23.2 45.6 64.7 63.1 No No 

R18 43.0 22.6 43.0 72.2 71.9 No No 

R19 45.9 23.2 45.9 66.2 64.2 No No 

R20 45.1 23.6 45.1 62.0 63.3 No No 

R21 45.0 23.9 45.0 60.0 54.2 No No 

R22 46.8 24.9 46.8 66.6 59.2 No No 

R23 48.0 25.0 48.0 61.7 54.5 No No 

R24 39.6 25.7 39.8 71.4 65.2 No No 

R25 35.3 26.4 35.8 61.3 54.9 No No 

R26 53.0 24.8 53.0 65.1 66.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are provided 
in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-32 
Parking Operations Noise levels 

Significance Threshold 3 

dBA (lmax) Significant Impacts? 
Estimated Parking Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 
Operations Noise Hours Hours Hours Hours 

levels (7 A.M- (10 P.M.- (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

location dBA Clmaxl 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

R1 55.1 67.2 66.8 No No 

R2 39.4 73.7 68.9 No No 

R3 37.6 61.2 61.2 No No 

R4 62.5 63.9 61.2 No Yes 

RS 61.1 59.3 55.6 Yes Yes 

R6 67.8 61.1 59.2 Yes Yes 

R7 68.1 68.5 65.6 No Yes 

R8 57.4 62.3 61.2 No No 

R9 56.8 62.0 59.5 No No 

R10 42.7 74.7 67.9 No No 

R11 41.2 71.7 70.2 No No 

R12 32.0 73.8 69.1 No No 

R13 35.3 70.2 67.4 No No 

R14 33.7 67.3 58.0 No No 

R15 34.4 66.4 62.6 No No 

R16 32.6 72.9 67.7 No No 

R17 42.1 64.7 63.1 No No 

R18 42.4 72.2 71.9 No No 

R19 46.3 66.2 64.2 No No 

R20 48.5 62.0 63.3 No No 

R21 48.4 60.0 54.2 No No 

R22 52.1 66.6 59.2 No No 

R23 55.9 61.7 54.5 No Yes 

R24 58.0 71.4 65.2 No No 

R25 57.5 61.3 54.9 No Yes 

R26 59.0 65.1 66.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is based on ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels 
are provided in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-33 
loading Dock and Refuse Collection Operations Noise levels 

Estimated Noise 
levels Significance Thresholdc 

dBA (leq) dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Nighttime Nighttime 
loading Refuse Hours Hours Daytime Hours Hours 

location Docka Collectionb (7 A.M-10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) (7 A.M.-10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 

R1 29.3 22.7 67.2 66.8 No No 

R2 34.1 22.7 73.7 68.9 No No 

R3 31.9 21.5 61.2 61.2 No No 

R4 40.9 36.5 63.9 61.2 No No 

RS 31.4 22.9 59.3 55.6 No No 

R6 33.2 24.2 61.1 59.2 No No 

R7 28.3 18.9 68.5 65.6 No No 

R8 23.8 15.2 62.3 61.2 No No 

R9 23.0 14.3 62.0 59.5 No No 

R10 22.7 13.3 74.7 67.9 No No 

R11 19.5 10.6 71.7 70.2 No No 

R12 21.3 11.9 73.8 69.1 No No 

R13 24.6 14.5 70.2 67.4 No No 

R14 24.4 14.4 67.3 58.0 No No 

R15 27.5 17.4 66.4 62.6 No No 

R16 23.5 14.6 72.9 67.7 No No 

R17 33.0 25.5 64.7 63.1 No No 

R18 33.9 21.1 72.2 71.9 No No 

R19 34.4 19.2 66.2 64.2 No No 

R20 32.3 25.7 62.0 63.3 No No 

R21 32.8 28.0 60.0 54.2 No No 

R22 36.0 33.2 66.6 59.2 No No 

R23 27.0 18.8 61.7 54.5 No No 

R24 27.1 19.1 71.4 65.2 No No 

R25 25.4 17.0 61.3 54.9 No No 

R26 55.4 29.1 65.1 66.8 No No 

a Based on maximum of 10 delivery trucks at the new Event Center loading dock, 21 delivery trucks at the 
expanded South Hall loading dock, and 4 delivery trucks at the new Kitchen loading dock (inside Pico 
Passage). 

b Based on maximum of 4 trash compactors at the new Event Center loading dock and 4 trash compactors 
at the expanded South Hall loading dock. 

c Significance threshold is based on ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are 
provided in Table IVE-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-34 
Convention Center Buses Noise levels 

Estimated 
Significance Thresholda 

Convention Center 
dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

Buses Operations Nighttime Daytime Hours Nighttime 
Noise levels Daytime Hours Hours (7 A.M.- Hours 

location dBA (leq) (7 A.M-10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 

R1 24.8 67.2 66.8 No No 
R2 56.3 73.7 68.9 No No 
R3 48.7 61.2 61.2 No No 
R4 27.5 63.9 61.2 No No 
RS 26.7 59.3 55.6 No No 
R6 30.6 61.1 59.2 No No 
R7 26.9 68.5 65.6 No No 
R8 21.4 62.3 61.2 No No 
R9 21.9 62.0 59.5 No No 
R10 21.5 74.7 67.9 No No 
R11 24.2 71.7 70.2 No No 
R12 21.2 73.8 69.1 No No 
R13 41.1 70.2 67.4 No No 
R14 35.5 67.3 58.0 No No 
R15 26.1 66.4 62.6 No No 
R16 27.0 72.9 67.7 No No 
R17 31.7 64.7 63.1 No No 
R18 23.6 72.2 71.9 No No 
R19 21.9 66.2 64.2 No No 
R20 28.6 62.0 63.3 No No 
R21 29.1 60.0 54.2 No No 
R22 19.5 66.6 59.2 No No 
R23 22.0 61.7 54.5 No No 
R24 32.3 71.4 65.2 No No 
R25 22.2 61.3 54.9 No No 
R26 28.0 65.1 66.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is based on ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are 
provided in Table IVE-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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Estimated Outdoor 
Plazas Noise 

levels 
location dBA (leq) 

R1 80.9 

R2 85.0 

R3 74.8 

R4 50.6 

RS 49.9 

R6 54.0 

R7 59.1 

R8 58.6 

R9 57.4 

R10 64.7 

R11 52.5 

R12 53.8 

R13 77.6 

R14 64.5 

R15 54.1 

R16 54.1 

R17 56.2 

R18 49.4 

R19 47.5 

R20 43.9 

R21 43.4 

R22 44.4 

R23 46.5 

R24 48.2 

R25 48.3 

R26 52.7 

EM22331 

Table IV.E-35 
Outdoor Plazas Noise levels 

Significance Thresholda 
dBA (leq) 

Nighttime 
Daytime Hours Hours 
(7 A.M.-10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 

67.2 66.8 

73.7 68.9 

61.2 61.2 

63.9 61.2 

59.3 55.6 

61.1 59.2 

68.5 65.6 

62.3 61.2 

62.0 59.5 

74.7 67.9 

71.7 70.2 

73.8 69.1 

70.2 67.4 

67.3 58.0 

66.4 62.6 

72.9 67.7 

64.7 63.1 

72.2 71.9 

66.2 64.2 

62.0 63.3 

60.0 54.2 

66.6 59.2 

61.7 54.5 

71.4 65.2 

61.3 54.9 

65.1 66.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Hours Nighttime 
(7 A.M.- Hours 
10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

Yes Yes 

No Yes 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

a Significance threshold is based on ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are provided 
in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-36 
Event Center-Sports Event Noise Levels 

Estimated Noise Levels Significance Thresholda 
dBA (Lmax) dBA (Lmax) Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 
Event Center Hours Hours Hours Hours 

In-House Crowd (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.- (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

Location Sound System Cheering 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

R1 73.3 79.9 72.2 71.8 Yes Yes 

R2 67.4 66.2 78.7 73.9 No No 

R3 67.1 62.4 66.2 66.2 Yes Yes 

R4 65.1 62.2 68.9 66.2 No No 

RS 67.5 66.4 64.3 60.6 Yes Yes 

R6 66.9 68.2 66.1 64.2 Yes Yes 

R7 72.1 75.9 73.5 70.6 Yes Yes 

R8 67.1 71.1 67.3 66.2 Yes Yes 

R9 67.6 64.6 67.0 64.5 Yes Yes 

R10 58.6 61.4 79.7 72.9 No No 

R11 63.7 60.0 76.7 75.2 No No 

R12 50.8 58.6 78.8 74.1 No No 

R13 63.8 73.0 75.2 72.4 No Yes 

R14 64.7 59.7 72.3 63.0 No Yes 

R15 49.8 59.6 71.4 67.6 No No 

R16 62.1 57.0 77.9 72.7 No No 

R17 59.6 53.3 69.7 68.1 No No 

R18 57.5 59.4 77.2 76.9 No No 

R19 60.7 58.9 71.2 69.2 No No 

R20 60.2 56.7 67.0 68.3 No No 

R21 59.7 55.8 65.0 59.2 No Yes 

R22 61.4 54.9 71.6 64.2 No No 

R23 64.2 66.4 66.7 59.5 No Yes 

R24 65.7 70.5 76.4 70.2 No Yes 

R25 65.2 60.1 66.3 59.9 No Yes 

R26 61.4 62.8 70.1 71.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient noise levels plus 10 dBA. The ambient noise levels are 
provided in Table IVE-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-37 
Event Center-Concert Event Noise levels 

Estimated Noise levels from Concert Significance Thresholda 
Touring Sound System dBA (lmax) Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Nighttime Hours Hours 

A-Weighted C-Weighted (7 A.M.- Hours (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-
location dBA (lmax) dBC (lmax) 10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

R1 73.7 92.2 67.2 66.8 Yes Yes 

R2 70.0 89.2 73.7 68.9 No Yes 

R3 67.8 87.6 61.2 61.2 Yes Yes 

R4 71.6 91.5 63.9 61.2 Yes Yes 

RS 67.0 86.5 59.3 55.6 Yes Yes 

R6 71.5 90.4 61.1 59.2 Yes Yes 

R7 74.6 93.9 68.5 65.6 Yes Yes 

R8 66.7 86.2 62.3 61.2 Yes Yes 

R9 72.5 92.4 62.0 59.5 Yes Yes 

R10 71.6 91.5 74.7 67.9 No Yes 

R11 68.8 88.7 71.7 70.2 No No 

R12 64.9 84.5 73.8 69.1 No No 

R13 67.4 86.8 70.2 67.4 No No 

R14 65.5 85.0 67.3 58.0 No Yes 

R15 65.4 85.2 66.4 62.6 No Yes 

R16 62.8 82.7 72.9 67.7 No No 

R17 65.9 85.9 64.7 63.1 Yes Yes 

R18 64.3 84.2 72.2 71.9 No No 

R19 63.3 83.2 66.2 64.2 No No 

R20 61.4 81.3 62.0 63.3 No No 

R21 61.2 81.2 60.0 54.2 Yes Yes 

R22 67.0 86.9 66.6 59.2 Yes Yes 

R23 64.2 83.9 61.7 54.5 Yes Yes 

R24 65.7 85.2 71.4 65.2 No Yes 

R25 65.8 85.3 61.3 54.9 Yes Yes 

R26 67.3 86.9 65.1 66.8 Yes Yes 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are provided 
in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Location 

R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

RS 

R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

R11 

R12 

R13 

R14 

R15 

R16 

R17 

R18 

R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

EM22334 

Table IV.E-38 
Firework Display Noise Levels 

Estimated Noise Levels from Significance Thresholda 
Firework Display Shows dBA (Lmax) 

A-Weighted C-Weighted Daytime Nighttime 
Maximum Peak Sound Hours Hours 

Sound Level Level (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

dBA (Lmax) dBC 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

90.9 116.9 67.2 66.8 

100.3 126.3 73.7 68.9 

101.3 127.3 61.2 61.2 

101.0 127.0 63.9 61.2 

101.0 127.0 59.3 55.6 

96.4 122.4 61.1 59.2 

93.1 119.1 68.5 65.6 

100.2 126.2 62.3 61.2 

100.6 126.6 62.0 59.5 

92.3 118.3 74.7 67.9 

96.7 122.7 71.7 70.2 

82.7 108.7 73.8 69.1 

97.1 123.1 70.2 67.4 

99.0 125.0 67.3 58.0 

80.2 106.2 66.4 62.6 

95.5 121.5 72.9 67.7 

93.5 119.5 64.7 63.1 

94.2 120.2 72.2 71.9 

96.0 122.0 66.2 64.2 

93.4 119.4 62.0 63.3 

93.2 119.2 60.0 54.2 

94.9 120.9 66.6 59.2 

97.5 123.5 61.7 54.5 

99.4 125.4 71.4 65.2 

99.4 125.4 61.3 54.9 

99.0 125.0 65.1 66.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

(7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are provided 
in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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Roadway Segment 

Grand Avenue 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St 

North of 11th St 

Between 11th and 12th St 

Between 12th St and Venice Ave 

Between Venice Ave. and 17th St 

Between 17th St and Washington Ave 

South of Washington Ave 

Figueroa Street 

Between 2nd St and 5th St 

Between 5th St and Wilshire Blvd 

Between Wilshire Blvd. and 9th St 

Between 9th St and Olympic Blvd 

Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd 

South of Pico Blvd 

Flower Street 

North of 6th St 

Between 6th St and 8th St 

Between 8th and Pico Blvd 

South of Pico Blvd 

South of 18th St 

Hope Street 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St 

1st Street 

Between Hope St. and Grand Ave 

2nd Street 

West of Figueroa St 

East of Figueroa St 

6th Street 

West of Lucas Ave 

Between Lucas Ave. & Bixel St 

East of Bixel St 

East of Flower St 

West of Main St 

East of Main St 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Adjacent Land 
Uses 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential/ 
Hospital 

Residential 

Church 

School 

Residential/Hotel 
Officeb 

Hotel 

Residential/Hotel 

Hotel 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Hotel 

Residential 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Residential 

Residential 

Hospital 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Table IV .E-39 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Future Without Project Traffic Noise Levelsa Future With Project Traffic Noise Levelsa 
dBA (Hourly L,,) dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

68.8 69.8 69.0 69.0 73.1 67.6 70.2 71.6 70.3 710 73.7 70.4 

69.2 69.6 69.2 69.1 72.6 67.1 70.5 69.6 70.6 69.1 73.3 67.1 

68.1 68.2 67.2 67.3 72.1 66.0 68.4 69.4 67.5 68.2 72.2 66.8 

69.8 69.9 68.9 69.0 73.5 67.8 70.6 72.1 69.9 71.1 74.1 70.6 

69.8 69.9 68.7 69.1 73.6 67.8 70.1 73.3 68.8 72.6 73.9 72.0 

69.7 69.8 68.8 69.2 73.8 67.8 70.3 74.0 68.8 73.5 73.9 72.7 

67.8 67.5 66.4 66.3 71.8 65.0 68.2 71.6 66.6 71.3 72.1 70.8 

68.4 67.6 65.5 66.0 71.9 66.0 68.7 69.8 66.3 68.8 72.0 69.5 

69.3 69.6 68.9 69.5 73.8 69.2 69.9 72.7 69.4 72.4 74.0 72.3 

71.8 72.5 70.5 70.8 74.8 70.9 72.0 74.8 70.6 73.7 75.0 73.2 

71.1 72.4 69.9 70.2 73.3 69.3 72.2 74.1 71.3 72.8 73.8 71.8 

71.6 72.3 70.0 70.2 72.6 68.8 72.3 72.5 70.8 70.7 73.1 69.7 

72.3 73.1 70.5 70.8 73.1 69.2 72.8 72.9 71.5 71.0 73.3 69.2 

72.3 73.1 70.5 70.9 73.4 68.7 72.8 73.1 71.7 71.5 73.7 69.1 

67.9 68.9 67.3 66.9 71.5 67.1 69.9 69.0 69.5 67.0 72.6 67.3 

70.3 70.7 69.2 69.6 73.0 68.8 72.6 71.3 72.0 70.3 74.2 69.5 

69.9 70.0 68.7 68.7 72.4 67.6 70.7 70.6 69.5 69.6 72.9 68.0 

70.6 70.9 69.7 69.9 734 68.4 70.8 72.5 69.4 71.9 73.4 70.2 

68.9 69.2 67.9 67.7 72.0 67.6 68.9 70.7 67.9 69.8 72.0 69.9 

66.8 67.9 67.3 67.9 71.5 65.8 69.0 70.1 69.3 70.1 72.3 69.0 

66.3 66.7 65.6 67.5 71.6 65.8 68.5 67.4 68.0 67.8 72.3 66.2 

70.0 70.8 694 69.6 72.9 67.3 70.1 714 69.6 70.2 73.0 68.3 

69.4 69.6 66.2 66.5 70.6 65.9 69.4 71.2 66.3 69.1 70.7 68.9 

68.5 68.4 65.6 66.2 69.6 65.0 68.5 68.7 65.7 66.7 69.7 65.8 

73.1 73.0 71.6 71.6 74.7 70.7 73.2 73.1 71.7 71.7 74.7 70.7 

73.3 73.1 71.6 71.8 75.0 70.7 73.8 73.2 72.2 71.9 75.3 70.7 

73.5 73.3 71.6 71.7 74.9 704 74.0 73.5 72.2 71.9 75.2 70.5 

72.7 72.3 71.6 70.1 73.4 70.2 73.9 73.1 73.1 71.3 74.7 71.1 

71.6 70.9 70.8 69.6 72.2 68.6 71.6 72.0 70.8 70.9 72.2 70.4 

70.8 69.9 70.0 68.3 71.5 67.3 70.8 70.0 70.0 68.4 71.5 67.3 
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IV.E Noise 

Increase in Traffic Noise Levels due to Project 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

1.4 1.8 

1.3 0.0 

0.3 1.2 

0.8 2.2 

0.3 3.4 

0.6 4.2 

0.4 4.1 

0.3 2.2 

0.6 3.1 

0.2 2.3 

1.1 1.7 

0.7 0.2 

0.5 -0.2 

0.5 0.0 

2.0 0.1 

2.3 0.6 

0.8 0.6 

0.2 1.6 

0.0 1.5 

2.2 2.2 

2.2 0.7 

0.1 0.6 

0.0 1.6 

0.0 0.3 

0.1 0.1 

0.5 0.1 

0.5 0.2 

1.2 0.8 

0.0 1.1 

0.0 0.1 

dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?c 

1.3 2.0 0.6 2.8 No 

1.4 0.0 0.7 0.0 No 

0.3 0.9 0.1 0.8 No 

1.0 2.1 0.6 2.8 No 

0.1 3.5 0.3 4.2 No 

0.0 4.3 0.1 4.9 No 

0.2 5.0 0.3 5.8 Yes 

0.8 2.8 0.1 3.5 No 

0.5 2.9 0.2 3.1 No 

0.1 2.9 0.2 2.3 No 

1.4 2.6 0.5 2.5 No 

0.8 0.5 0.5 0.9 No 

1.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 No 

1.2 0.6 0.3 0.4 No 

2.2 0.1 1.1 0.2 No 

2.8 0.7 1.2 0.7 No 

0.8 0.9 0.5 04 No 

-0.3 2.0 0.0 1.8 No 

0.0 2.1 0.0 2.3 No 

2.0 2.2 0.8 3.2 No 

2.4 0.3 0.7 04 No 

0.2 0.6 0.1 1.0 No 

0.1 2.6 0.1 3.0 No 

0.1 0.5 0.1 0.8 No 

0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 No 

0.6 0.1 0.3 0.0 No 

0.6 0.2 0.3 0.1 No 

1.5 1.2 1.3 0.9 No 

0.0 1.3 0.0 1.8 No 

0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 No 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

m s:: .....,, 
.....,, 
w 
w 
en 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

..j:::.. 
<O 
c..v 

Roadway Segment 

Olympic Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave 

Between Union Ave. & Blaine St 

Between Blaine St. & Georgia St 

Between Georgia St. & Francisco St 

Between Francisco St. & Figueroa St 

Between Figueroa St and Flower St 

East of Flower St 

W 11th Street 

West of Blaine St 

Between Blaine St & LA Live Wy 

East of L A Live Wy 

West of Grand Ave 

East of Grand Ave 

Pico Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave 

Between Union Ave. & Figueroa St 

Between Figueroa St. & Flower St 

East of Hill St 

Blaine Street 

North of 1-110 SB Off-Ramp 

Between 1-110 SB Off-Ramp & 11th St 

Venice Boulevard 

East of Olive St 

W 12th Street 

West of Grand Ave 

E. 17th Street 

West of Grand Ave 

W 18th Street 

West of Flower St 

West of Grand Ave 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Flower St 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave 

Between Grand Ave. & Los Angeles St 

East of Los Angeles St 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Adjacent Land 
Uses 

Commercial0 

Religious 

School/Religious 

School 

Residential/Hotel 

Hotel 

Commercialb 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Auditorium 

Residential 

Residential 

Religious 

Commercialb 

Residential 

Residential/Hotel 

Motel 

Residential 

Residential 

School 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Church 

School/Religious 

School/Religious 

School/Religious 

Residential 

Table IV.E-39 (Continued) 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Future Without Project Traffic Noise Levelsa Future With Project Traffic Noise Levelsa 
dBA (Hourly L,,) dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

72.9 72.5 71.4 71.6 73.7 70.5 73.2 73.1 71.9 72.2 74.1 71.5 

72.8 72.2 71.4 71.4 73.6 70.5 73.4 72.9 72.3 72.1 74.0 71.4 

72.6 72.1 71.0 70.9 73.1 70.0 73.4 73.0 72.1 71.6 73.8 71.0 

73.0 72.7 71.4 71.1 73.2 70.3 74.1 74.1 72.8 72.4 73.8 71.4 

72.9 72.6 71.6 70.9 72.8 70.2 74.1 73.9 72.8 72.1 73.4 71.1 

72.9 72.8 71.5 71.1 73.3 70.3 74.4 74.3 73.3 72.9 74.3 71.6 

730 72.7 71.5 71.2 73.5 700 74.3 74.3 72.9 72.8 74.4 71.2 

72.4 72.1 70.8 70.6 72.8 69.3 73.4 73.4 72.2 71.5 73.5 70.2 

66.6 68.0 66.8 66.3 67.8 64.9 65.4 66.3 67.0 63.3 64.5 62.4 

69.5 70.4 69.0 68.5 69.8 65.9 67.6 72.0 68.4 72.0 68.3 72.0 

68.0 68.5 66.7 65.2 66.6 63.7 64.2 66.6 63.1 65.7 63.4 65.0 

68.9 69.4 67.9 67.8 69.7 67.0 68.2 68.2 67.5 66.2 68.9 65.7 

69.5 70.0 68.8 68.4 70.5 67.7 70.5 69.9 70.2 68.1 71.7 68.4 

72.1 72.1 71.6 71.4 72.5 68.6 72.4 72.5 71.9 71.9 72.8 69.6 

72.1 72.1 71.9 71.7 72.5 68.6 72.7 72.8 72.6 72.8 73.4 70.5 

71.8 71.8 71.0 71.1 72.8 67.9 72.5 72.4 72.0 72.1 73.5 70.2 

69.5 69.9 68.7 69.3 71.9 65.8 70.8 704 70.5 70.3 72.5 68.4 

69.6 68.8 68.1 67.4 71.0 64.4 70.4 69.5 69.0 68.3 71.4 66.3 

70.8 70.2 69.5 68.5 70.3 68.5 72.0 72.1 70.6 70.3 70.3 69.0 

69.4 69.6 69.1 68.6 70.1 67.8 71.8 69.5 72.0 69.5 73.2 68.4 

68.0 67.3 66.6 66.2 70.9 62.9 69.7 724 69.3 72.3 71.9 71.7 

66.9 66.6 65.2 65.2 66.8 65.5 66.9 67.9 65.2 67.0 66.7 66.5 

71.9 71.9 70.8 70.7 74.4 69.4 72.4 74.2 71.3 72.9 74.7 71.4 

61.1 62.1 59.7 58.9 61.2 57.6 61.6 62.5 61.6 65.7 64.1 57.6 

60.7 61.9 59.7 58.6 62.0 56.7 61.2 62.3 61.6 65.6 64.5 56.7 

70.7 70.3 69.5 68.7 71.9 67.8 71.1 72.2 69.9 71.2 72.5 70.1 

70.4 69.8 68.8 68.1 71.5 67.6 70.8 71.6 69.2 70.7 71.9 69.5 

69.9 69.4 68.2 67.6 71.8 66.9 70.2 70.7 68.7 69.5 72.1 68.8 

69.5 69.0 67.8 67.2 71.9 65.7 69.7 70.5 68.2 69.1 72.1 68.5 
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IV.E Noise 

Increase in Traffic Noise Levels due to Project 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

0.3 0.6 

0.6 0.7 

0.8 0.9 

1.1 1.4 

1.2 1.3 

1.5 1.5 

1.3 1.6 

1.0 1.3 

-1.2 -1.7 

-1.9 1.6 

-3.8 -1.9 

-0.7 -1.2 

1.0 -0.1 

0.3 0.4 

0.6 0.7 

0.7 0.6 

1.3 0.5 

0.8 0.7 

1.2 1.9 

2.4 -0.1 

1.7 5.1 

0.0 1.3 

0.5 2.3 

0.5 0.4 

0.5 0.4 

0.4 1.9 

04 1.8 

0.3 1.3 

0.2 1.5 

dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?c 

0.5 0.6 0.4 1.0 No 

0.9 0.7 0.4 0.9 No 

1.1 0.7 0.7 1.0 No 

1.4 1.3 0.6 1.1 No 

1.2 1.2 0.6 0.9 No 

1.8 1.8 1.0 1.3 No 

1.4 1.6 0.9 1.2 No 

1.4 0.9 0.7 0.9 No 

0.2 -3.0 -3.3 -2.5 No 

-0.6 3.5 -1.5 6.1 Yes 

-3.6 0.5 -3.2 1.3 No 

-0.4 -1.6 -0.8 -1.3 No 

1.4 -0.3 1.2 0.7 No 

0.3 0.5 0.3 1.0 No 

0.7 1.1 0.9 1.9 No 

1.0 1.0 0.7 2.3 No 

1.8 1.0 0.6 2.6 No 

0.9 0.9 04 1.9 No 

1.1 1.8 0.0 0.5 No 

2.9 0.9 3.1 0.6 No 

2.7 6.1 1.0 8.8 No 

0.0 1.8 -0.1 1.0 No 

0.5 2.2 0.3 2.0 No 

1.9 6.8 2.9 0.0 Yes 

1.9 7.0 2.5 0.0 Yes 

0.4 2.5 0.6 2.3 No 

0.4 2.6 0.4 1.9 No 

0.5 1.9 0.3 1.9 No 

0.4 1.9 0.2 2.8 No 
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Table IV.E-39 (Continued) 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Future Without Project Traffic Noise Levelsa Future With Project Traffic Noise Levelsa 

Saturday 

Adjacent Land Pre- Post-
Roadway Segment Uses Event Event 

W 39th Street 

West of 1-11 O Freeway Residential 65.3 65.7 

East of 1-110 Freeway Residential 64.6 64.7 

Alvarado Street 

North of 8th St Commercial/Park 724 724 

Between 8th St & Olympie Blvd Motel 72.4 72.4 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd Residential 72.2 72.4 

Between Pico Blvd. & Hoover St Residential/ 71.3 71.5 
Religious 

Union Avenue 

North of Olympic Blvd Religious 71.9 71.4 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd Residential 71.2 70.9 

South of Pico Blvd Residential 70.3 69.7 

Lucas Ave 

North of 6th St Residential/ 69.1 69.4 
School 

South of 6th St Hospital 67.9 68.1 

Bixel Street 

North of 8th St Residential 66.6 66.2 

Between 8th St & Wilshire Blvd Residential 67.5 67.6 

Between Wilshire Blvd. & 6th St Residential 70.1 69.9 

Adams Boulevard 

West of Flower St Religious 73.1 73.1 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave Hospital 72.1 71.9 

Between Grand Ave. & Main St Commercialb 71.5 70.7 

East of Main St Residential 71.2 70.3 

Wilshire Boulevard 

West of Bixel St Residential 71.9 72.0 

Between Bixel St. & Figueroa St Residential/Hotel 714 71.6 

East of Figueroa St Officeb 69.7 70.0 

' Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Appendix L 

b Not considered noise-sensitive uses, per LA CEQA Threshold Guides 

' Significance threshold is equal to an increase of 5 dBA or more 

Source.· Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc .. 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (Hourly L,,) dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

63.6 64.7 69.2 60.1 65.6 664 64.0 65.7 69.3 61.8 

61.9 63.1 69.5 59.5 66.1 66.5 64.7 65.5 70.3 65.0 

714 72.3 73.3 69.9 72.5 72.6 71.6 72.5 73.4 70.2 

71.5 72.0 73.2 69.7 72.5 72.8 71.5 72.4 73.3 70.4 

71.5 71.8 72.9 69.1 72.8 73.1 72.1 72.4 73.3 704 

70.8 71.3 72.4 68.9 71.8 72.0 71.3 71.7 72.7 69.8 

71.1 71.8 72.4 68.3 71.9 714 71.3 71.8 72.4 68.5 

71.0 71.6 71.8 67.6 71.4 71.2 71.4 71.8 72.3 68.0 

71.0 71.4 70.9 66.4 70.3 69.7 71.2 71.6 71.2 66.7 

68.2 68.2 71.9 66.7 70.8 69.7 70.1 68.7 72.8 67.0 

66.6 67.0 71.3 65.0 68.8 68.5 68.1 67.6 71.6 654 

64.9 65.1 69.3 64.2 66.6 66.2 64.9 65.1 69.3 64.2 

66.4 66.3 70.1 65.8 67.5 67.9 66.4 66.7 70.1 66.0 

69.1 69.4 70.9 68.8 70.1 704 69.1 69.9 70.9 69.0 

71.5 71.5 74.2 70.4 73.1 73.2 71.6 71.5 74.3 70.4 

70.6 70.4 73.1 68.8 730 72.2 71.8 70.8 73.8 69.6 

69.9 69.5 72.3 67.4 72.3 70.9 71.0 69.7 72.9 67.7 

69.6 69.2 71.7 67.3 71.2 70.3 69.6 69.2 71.7 67.3 

70.9 71.0 73.7 70.0 72.4 72.2 71.5 71.2 74.0 70.4 

70.3 70.5 73.7 69.8 71.9 72.0 71.1 710 74.0 70.3 

68.8 68.8 72.3 68.7 70.8 70.9 70.3 69.8 72.9 69.9 
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IV.E Noise 

Increase in Traffic Noise Levels due to Project 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

0.3 0.7 

1.5 1.8 

0.1 0.2 

0.1 0.4 

0.6 0.7 

0.5 0.5 

0.0 0.0 

0.2 0.3 

0.0 0.0 

1.7 0.3 

0.9 0.4 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.3 

0.0 0.5 

0.0 0.1 

0.9 0.3 

0.8 0.2 

0.0 0.0 

0.5 0.2 

0.5 04 

1.1 0.9 

dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?c 

04 1.0 0.1 1.7 No 

2.8 24 0.8 5.5 Yes 

0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 No 

0.0 0.4 0.1 0.7 No 

0.6 0.6 0.4 1.3 No 

0.5 04 0.3 0.9 No 

0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 No 

0.4 0.2 0.5 0.4 No 

0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 No 

1.9 0.5 0.9 0.3 No 

1.5 0.6 0.3 0.4 No 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No 

0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 No 

0.0 0.5 0.0 0.2 No 

0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 No 

1.2 0.4 0.7 0.8 No 

1.1 0.2 0.6 0.3 No 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No 

0.6 0.2 0.3 0.4 No 

0.8 0.5 0.3 0.5 No 

1.5 1.0 0.6 1.2 No 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-40 
Off-Site Transit Noise Impacts 

Estimated Increase Noise Levelsb 
(dBA) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Transit line Event Event Event Event Event Event Impacts? 

Reda 0.2 1.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 3.2 No 
Purple a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No 
Red/Purplea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 No 

Blue 1.0 2.0 0.8 1.9 0.0 6.0 Yes 

Expo 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 No 
Green (East) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 No 

Green (West) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 No 
Gold (Pasadena) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 No 

Gold (East LA) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 No 
Metro link 0.0 0.8 1.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 No 
Silver Line (Artesia T.C.) 1.8 3.0 4.8 6.0 0.0 3.0 Noa 

Silver Line (El Monte) 1.2 2.2 3.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 Noa 

Metro Bus 
Rapid 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 2.7 No 

Express 1.0 1.5 2.2 2.4 0.0 5.4 No 
Local 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No 

a Underground subway system. 
b Represent the increase in noise from public transit component (i.e., rail, bus) only, not the ambient 

noise levels. 

Source: The Mobility Group, 2001; Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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0 u u - ·c: c.. iE Cl.I rel 

rel .c: u .... 
Cl.I I- u 
0:: Cl.I 

2: 

R1 61.7 41.1 

R2 62.9 54.4 

R3 57.3 54.0 

R4 54.1 59.0 

RS 50.0 54.0 

R6 51.2 46.2 

R7 54.1 40.6 

RS 50.5 38.9 

R9 51.5 49.2 

R10 61.9 39.9 

R11 56.4 41.9 

R12 62.4 36.7 

R13 56.4 53.1 

R14 64.8 53.1 

R15 52.8 39.8 

R16 69.1 50.4 

R17 53.7 52.3 

R18 49.2 49.7 

R19 50.8 52.6 

R20 52.2 51.8 

R21 52.5 51.7 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-41 
Composite Operation Noise levels-Without Firework Show 

Individual Component Noise levels 
dBA (CNEL) 

.... 
Cl.I Composite - .... -Cl Cl Cl.I (I) 0 (I) c: Noise c: c: (I) Cl.I Cl.I 0 rel 

:ii: ·- ::::i (I) "C N u levels .... "C .... ::::i - rel rel rel Cl.I ::::i- -.3 0:: cc 0 c.. c: dBA c.. Cl.I 
> (CNEL) w 

35.3 21.1 18.4 73.3 64.1 74.1 

22.2 25.4 49.6 77.4 53.2 77.6 

21.2 23.3 42.0 67.2 51.7 67.9 

42.1 32.8 21.0 43.0 50.2 60.8 

41.2 22.9 20.2 42.3 53.3 57.8 

47.0 24.6 24.0 46.4 53.9 57.1 

47.0 20.0 20.4 51.5 60.7 62.2 

38.2 16.1 15.2 51.0 55.9 58.1 

37.6 15.5 15.7 49.8 52.7 57.1 

24.8 15.2 15.3 57.1 46.6 63.3 

24.6 13.1 17.8 44.9 48.6 57.5 

16.8 14.2 15.1 46.2 42.6 62.6 

19.4 16.7 34.4 69.9 56.8 70.4 

19.2 16.5 28.8 56.8 49.2 65.8 

17.1 19.2 19.6 46.5 43.4 54.2 

19.9 15.9 20.5 46.5 46.6 69.2 

25.1 24.6 25.1 48.6 43.8 57.0 

28.2 25.1 17.2 41.8 44.9 53.5 

30.0 25.6 15.7 39.9 46.2 55.5 

30.9 24.0 22.0 36.3 45.1 55.5 

30.8 24.8 22.5 35.8 44.5 55.5 
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Ambient Composite+ Increase 
Noise Ambient due to 
levels Noise Project 
dBA levels dBA Significant 

(CNEL) dBA (CNEL) (CNEL) lmpacts?a 

66.7 74.8 8.1 Yes 

70.1 78.3 8.2 Yes 

60.9 68.7 7.8 Yes 

61.9 64.4 2.5 No 
60.6 62.4 1.8 No 
59.6 61.5 1.9 No 
66.3 67.7 1.4 No 
61.1 62.9 1.8 No 
63.6 64.5 0.9 No 
73.7 74.1 0.4 No 
70.4 70.6 0.2 No 
70.3 71.0 0.7 No 
68.5 72.5 4.0 Yes 

67.8 69.9 2.1 No 
63.9 64.3 0.4 No 
69.4 72.3 2.9 No 
63.4 64.3 0.9 No 
74.3 74.3 0.0 No 
64.8 65.3 0.5 No 
63.0 63.7 0.7 No 
56.3 58.9 2.6 No 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-41 (Continued) 
Composite Operation Noise levels-Without Firework Show 

.... 
0 c.. 
Cl.I 
u 
Cl.I 
0:: 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

u 
iE 
~ 
I-

51.1 

48.7 

n; 
u 
·c: 
n:s 
.c: 
u 
Cl.I 
2: 

53.5 

54.7 

63.1 I 46.4 

45.5 I 42.5 

55.5 I 59.7 

Individual Component Noise levels 
dBA (CNEL) 

Cl 
c: 
:ii: .... 
n:s a. 

33.8 

36.8 

38.6 

38.2 

38.7 

-Cl Cl.I 
c: Ill 
·- ::::i "C .... 
n:s Cl.I oo:: 

.....I 

28.3 

18.9 

19.0 

17.5 

46.4 

Ill 
Cl.I 
Ill 
::::i 
cc 

13.6 

15.8 

25.7 

16.0 

21.4 

.... 
0 Ill 
0 n:s 
"C N 
- n:s ::::i-
0 a. 

36.8 

38.9 

40.6 

40.7 

45.0 

.... 
Cl.I -c: 
Cl.I u -c: 
Cl.I 
> w 

45.6 

51.8 

55.1 

49.7 

48.5 

Composite 
Noise 
levels 
dBA 

(CNEL) 

56.0 

57.3 

63.9 

52.2 

61.6 

Ambient Composite + 
Noise Ambient 
levels Noise 
dBA levels 

(CNEL) dBA (CNEL) 

62.8 63.6 

57.0 60.1 

67.4 69.0 

59.9 60.6 

66.2 67.5 

Increase 
due to 
Project 

dBA 
(CNEL) 

0.8 

3.1 

1.6 

0.7 

1.3 

Significant 
lmpacts?a 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

a Significance threshold is equal to an increase of 3 dBA or more when the composite + ambient noise levels falls within the "normally 
unacceptable" range or higher (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL for residential use) and 5 dBA or more when the composite +ambient noise levels remains 
within the "conditionally acceptable" range or lower (i.e., below 70 dBA CNEL for residential uses). 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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0 u u - ·c: c.. IE Cl) n:l n:l .c:: u .... 
Cl) I- u 

0::: Cl) 

2: 

R1 61.7 41.1 

R2 62.9 54.4 

R3 57.3 54.0 

R4 54.1 59.0 

RS 50.0 54.0 

R6 51.2 46.2 

R7 54.1 40.6 

R8 50.5 38.9 

R9 51.5 49.2 

R10 61.9 39.9 

R11 56.4 41.9 

R12 62.4 36.7 

R13 56.4 53.1 

R14 64.8 53.1 

R15 52.8 39.8 

R16 69.1 50.4 

R17 53.7 52.3 

R18 49.2 49.7 

R19 50.8 52.6 

R20 52.2 51.8 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-42 
Composite Operation Noise levels-With Firework Show 

Individual Component Noise levels 
dBA (CNEL) 

.... 
Cl) Composite - .... - .:.: C'l C'l Cl) VI 0 11'1 c:: 0 ~ Noise c:: C:: VI Cl) Cl) 0 n:l 

:£2 ·- :::l VI "C N (.) ~ 0 levels .... "C .... 
:::l ..... n:l - Cl.I .c:: 

n:l n:l Cl) :::i-.3 0::: cc c:: .!:: "' dBA fl. 0 fl. Cl) LL > (CNEL) LU 

40.3 21.1 22.2 78.3 66.7 67.1 79.0 

27.1 25.4 53.7 82.4 55.8 76.5 83.4 

26.1 23.3 46.1 72.2 54.3 77.5 78.7 

47.1 32.8 24.9 48.0 52.9 77.2 77.3 

46.2 22.9 24.1 47.3 56.0 77.2 77.3 

52.0 24.6 28.0 51.4 56.6 72.6 72.8 

52.0 20.0 24.3 56.5 63.4 69.3 70.6 

43.2 16.1 18.8 56.0 58.5 76.4 76.5 

42.6 15.5 19.3 54.8 55.3 76.8 76.9 

29.8 15.2 18.9 62.1 49.2 68.5 70.1 

29.6 13.1 21.6 49.9 51.2 72.9 73.0 

21.5 14.2 18.6 51.2 45.2 58.9 64.3 

24.2 16.7 38.5 74.9 59.5 73.3 77.3 

24.0 16.5 32.9 61.8 51.9 75.2 75.8 

21.8 19.2 23.5 51.5 46.0 56.4 59.1 

24.7 15.9 24.4 51.5 49.2 71.7 73.7 

30.1 24.6 29.1 53.6 46.5 69.7 70.0 

33.2 25.1 21.0 46.8 47.5 70.4 70.5 

35.0 25.6 19.3 44.9 48.9 72.2 72.3 

35.9 24.0 26.0 41.3 47.8 69.6 69.8 
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Ambient Composite+ Increase 
Noise Ambient due to 
levels Noise Project 
dBA levels dBA Significant 

(CNEL) dBA (CNEL) (CNEL) lmpacts?a 

66.7 79.2 12.5 Yes 

70.1 83.6 13.5 Yes 

60.9 78.8 17.9 Yes 

61.9 77.4 15.5 Yes 

60.6 77.3 16.7 Yes 

59.6 73.0 13.4 Yes 

66.3 72.0 5.7 Yes 

61.1 76.6 15.5 Yes 

63.6 77.1 13.5 Yes 

73.7 75.3 1.6 No 

70.4 74.9 4.5 Yes 

70.3 71.3 1.0 No 

68.5 77.8 9.3 Yes 

67.8 76.4 8.6 Yes 

63.9 65.1 1.2 No 

69.4 75.0 5.6 Yes 

63.4 70.9 7.5 Yes 

74.3 75.8 1.5 No 

64.8 73.0 8.2 Yes 

63.0 70.6 7.6 Yes 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-42 (Continued) 
Composite Operation Noise levels-With Firework Show 

... 
0 c.. 
Cl.) 
u 
Cl.) 

et:: 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

Individual Component Noise levels 
dBA (CNEL) 

u 
iE 
~ 
I-

i\1 
u 
'2 
n:s 
.c: 
u 
Cl.) 

:2: 

52.5 I 51.7 

51.1 I 53.5 

C'l 
c: 

:£2 .... 
n:s 
fl. 

35.8 

38.8 

48.7 I 54.7 I 41.8 

63.1 I 46.4 I 43.6 

45.5 I 42.5 I 43.2 

55.5 I 59.7 I 43.7 

-C'l Cl.) 
C: VI 
·- :l "C .... n:s Cl.) 
0 et:: 
..J 

24.8 

28.3 

18.9 

19.0 

17.5 

46.4 

VI 
Cl.) 
VI 
:l 
cc 

26.5 

16.9 

19.4 

29.7 

19.6 

25.4 

... 
0 VI 
0 n:s 
"C N 
- n:s :l -
0 fl. 

40.8 

41.8 

43.9 

45.6 

45.7 

50.0 

... 
Cl.) -c: 
Cl.) 
(.) -c: 
Cl.) 

> 
LU 

47.2 

48.2 

54.4 

57.7 

52.3 

51.1 

..x: 
0 ~ 
~ 0 
Cl.I .c: 
.!:: rn 
LL 

69.4 

71.1 

73.7 

75.6 

75.6 

75.2 

Composite 
Noise 
levels 
dBA 

(CNEL) 

69.6 

71.2 

73.8 

75.9 

75.6 

75.4 

Ambient Composite + 
Noise Ambient 
levels Noise 
dBA levels 

(CNEL) dBA (CNEL) 

56.3 69.8 

62.8 71.8 

57.0 73.9 

67.4 76.5 

59.9 75.7 

66.2 75.9 

Increase 
due to 
Project 

dBA 
(CNEL) 

13.5 

9.0 
16.9 

9.1 

15.8 

9.7 

Significant 
lmpacts?a 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

a Significance threshold is equal to an increase of 3 dBA or more when the composite + ambient noise levels falls within the "normally 
unacceptable" range or higher (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL for residential use) and 5 dBA or more when the composite +ambient noise levels remains 
within the "conditionally acceptable" range or lower (i.e., below 70 dBA CNEL for residential uses). 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
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Roadway Segment 

Grand Avenue 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St 

North of 11th St 

Between 11th and 12th St 

Between 12th St. and Venice Ave 

Between Venice Ave. and 17th St 

Between 17th St and Washington Ave 

South of Washington Ave 

Figueroa Street 

Between 2nd St and 5th St 

Between 5th St and Wilshire Blvd 

Between Wilshire Blvd. and 9th St 

Between 9th St and Olympic Blvd 

Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd 

South of Pico Blvd 

Flower Street 

North of 6th St 

Between 6th St and 8th St 

Between 8th and Pico Blvd 

South of Pico Blvd 

South of 18th St 

Hope Street 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St 

1st Street 

Between Hope St. and Grand Ave 

2nd Street 

West of Figueroa St 

East of Figueroa St 

6th Street 

West of Lucas Ave 

Between Lucas Ave. & Bixel St 

East of Bixel St 

East of Flower St 

West of Main St 

East of Main St 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Adjacent 
Land Uses 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential/ 
Hospital 

Residential 

Church 

School 

Residential/Hotel 

Officeb 

Hotel 

Residential/Hotel 

Hotel 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Hotel 

Residential 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Residential 

Residential 

Hospital 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Table IV .E-43 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Existing Traffic Noise Levelsa Future Cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 3 

dBA (Hourly L,,) dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

66.5 68.1 67.1 66.8 72.2 65.5 70.2 71.6 70.3 710 73.7 70.4 

66.0 67.0 66.8 66.6 71.2 64.4 70.5 69.6 70.6 69.1 73.3 67.1 

65.3 65.6 64.2 64.0 70.6 63.7 68.4 69.4 67.5 68.2 72.2 66.8 

66.3 66.6 65.1 64.9 71.8 64.2 70.6 72.1 69.9 71.1 74.1 70.6 

66.6 66.6 65.0 65.4 72.0 64.2 70.1 73.3 68.8 72.6 73.9 72.0 

66.6 66.8 65.3 65.9 72.2 64.4 70.3 74.0 68.8 73.5 73.9 72.7 

65.6 65.0 64.2 64.0 70.2 62.0 68.2 71.6 66.6 71.3 72.1 70.8 

66.8 65.8 63.7 64.2 70.6 63.8 68.7 69.8 66.3 68.8 72.0 69.5 

67.9 68.3 67.6 68.4 73.2 68.0 69.9 72.7 69.4 72.4 74.0 72.3 

70.1 71.1 68.6 69.1 73.7 69.4 72.0 74.8 70.6 73.7 75.0 73.2 

69.2 70.9 67.7 68.2 72.1 67.1 72.2 74.1 71.3 72.8 73.8 71.8 

69.5 70.6 67.5 67.7 71.2 65.8 72.3 72.5 70.8 70.7 73.1 69.7 

70.3 71.6 68.2 68.6 71.7 66.3 72.8 72.9 71.5 710 73.3 69.2 

70.7 72.0 68.7 69.2 72.3 66.4 72.8 73.1 71.7 71.5 73.7 69.1 

65.5 67.3 65.2 64.6 70.6 65.5 69.9 69.0 69.5 67.0 72.6 67.3 

67.5 68.5 66.8 67.5 71.7 66.5 72.6 71.3 72.0 70.3 74.2 69.5 

66.9 67.1 65.2 65.6 70.9 64.2 70.7 70.6 69.5 69.6 72.9 68.0 

67.1 67.7 65.2 66.6 71.8 63.9 70.8 72.5 69.4 71.9 73.4 70.2 

64.4 64.9 61.7 62.5 69.8 63.7 68.9 70.7 67.9 69.8 72.0 69.9 

64.7 66.4 65.9 66.7 70.5 63.6 69.0 70.1 69.3 70.1 72.3 69.0 

64.9 65.5 64.6 66.7 70.8 64.1 68.5 67.4 68.0 67.8 72.3 66.2 

67.4 68.7 67.3 67.5 71.3 64.5 70.1 71.4 69.6 70.2 73.0 68.3 

69.1 69.3 65.7 66.0 70.3 65.4 69.4 71.2 66.3 69.1 70.7 68.9 

68.1 68.1 65.1 65.8 69.2 64.5 68.5 68.7 65.7 66.7 69.7 65.8 

71.4 71.1 69.9 70.0 73.4 69.2 73.2 73.1 71.7 71.7 74.7 70.7 

710 70.5 69.1 69.4 73.4 68.4 73.8 73.2 72.2 71.9 75.3 70.7 

71.1 70.7 68.8 69.1 73.1 67.7 74.0 73.5 72.2 71.9 75.2 70.5 

71.3 70.9 70.2 68.4 72.0 68.9 73.9 73.1 73.1 71.3 74.7 71.1 

70.1 69.3 69.3 67.9 70.9 66.9 71.6 72.0 70.8 70.9 72.2 704 

69.4 68.6 68.7 66.7 70.5 65.5 70.8 70.0 70.0 68.4 71.5 67.3 
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IV.E Noise 

Cumulative Increase in Traffic Noise Levels 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

3.7 3.5 

4.5 2.6 

3.1 3.8 

4.3 5.5 

3.5 6.7 

3.7 7.2 

2.6 6.6 

1.9 4.0 

2.0 4.4 

1.9 3.7 

3.0 3.2 

2.8 1.9 

2.5 1.3 

2.1 1.1 

4.4 1.7 

5.1 2.8 

3.8 3.5 

3.7 4.8 

4.5 5.8 

4.3 3.7 

3.6 1.9 

2.7 2.7 

0.3 1.9 

0.4 0.6 

1.8 2.0 

2.8 2.7 

2.9 2.8 

2.6 2.2 

1.5 2.7 

1.4 1.4 

dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?c 

3.2 4.2 1.5 4.9 No 
3.8 2.5 2.1 2.7 No 
3.3 4.2 1.6 3.1 No 
4.8 6.2 2.3 6.4 Yes 
3.8 7.2 1.9 7.8 Yes 

3.5 7.6 1.7 8.3 Yes 
2.4 7.3 1.9 8.8 Yes 
2.6 4.6 1.4 5.7 No 

1.8 4.0 0.8 4.3 No 
2.0 4.6 1.3 3.8 No 
3.6 4.6 1.7 4.7 No 
3.3 3.0 1.9 3.9 No 
3.3 2.4 1.6 2.9 No 
3.0 2.3 1.4 2.7 No 

4.3 2.4 2.0 1.8 No 
5.2 2.8 2.5 3.0 Yes 
4.3 4.0 2.0 3.8 No 
4.2 5.3 1.6 6.3 Yes 
6.2 7.3 2.2 6.2 Yes 

3.4 3.4 1.8 5.4 Yes 
3.4 1.1 1.5 2.1 No 

2.3 2.7 1.7 3.8 No 

0.6 3.1 0.4 3.5 No 
0.6 0.9 0.5 1.3 No 

1.8 1.7 1.3 1.5 No 
3.1 2.5 1.9 2.3 No 
3.4 2.8 2.1 2.8 No 
2.9 2.9 2.7 2.2 No 
1.5 3.0 1.3 3.5 No 
1.3 1.7 1.0 1.8 No 
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Roadway Segment 

Olympic Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave 

Between Union Ave. & Blaine St 

Between Blaine St. & Georgia St 

Between Georgia St. & Francisco St 

Between Francisco St. & Figueroa St 

Between Figueroa St. and Flower St 

East of Flower St 

W 11th Street 

West of Blaine St 

Between Blaine St & LA Live Wy 

East of L A Live Wy 

West of Grand Ave 

East of Grand Ave 

Pico Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave 

Between Union Ave. & Figueroa St 

Between Figueroa St. & Flower St 

East of Hill St 

Blaine Street 

North of 1-110 SB Off-Ramp 

Between 1-110 SB Off-Ramp & 11th St 

Venice Boulevard 

East of Olive St 

W 12th Street 

West of Grand Ave 

E. 17th Street 

West of Grand Ave 

W 18th Street 

West of Flower St 

West of Grand Ave 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Flower St 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave 

Between Grand Ave. & Los Angeles St 

East of Los Angeles St 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Adjacent 
Land Uses 

Commercialb 

Religious 

School/Religious 

School 

Residential/Hotel 

Hotel 

Commercialt' 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Auditorium 

Residential 

Residential 

Religious 

Commercialt' 

Residential 

Residential/Hotel 

Motel 

Residential 

Residential 

School 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Church 

School/Religious 

School/Religious 

School/Religious 

Residential 

Table IV.E-43 (Continued) 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Existing Traffic Noise Levelsa Future Cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 3 

dBA (Hourly L,,) dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

72.1 71.6 70.6 70.8 730 69.1 73.2 73.1 71.9 72.2 74.1 71.5 

71.8 71.1 70.5 70.4 72.6 69.0 73.4 72.9 72.3 72.1 74.0 71.4 

71.6 70.9 69.9 69.7 72.1 68.2 73.4 73.0 72.1 71.6 73.8 71.0 

71.9 71.4 70.2 69.6 71.8 68.2 74.1 74.1 72.8 72.4 73.8 71.4 

71.9 71.6 70.5 69.6 71.8 68.3 74.1 73.9 72.8 72.1 73.4 71.1 

71.6 71.5 70.2 69.7 71.9 68.1 74.4 74.3 73.3 72.9 74.3 71.6 

71.8 71.4 70.3 69.7 72.0 67.6 74.3 74.3 72.9 72.8 74.4 71.2 

71.0 70.6 69.3 68.8 71.3 66.6 73.4 73.4 72.2 71.5 73.5 70.2 

66.3 67.8 66.6 66.1 67.6 64.7 65.4 66.3 67.0 63.3 64.5 62.4 

68.3 69.4 68.0 67.3 68.8 63.6 67.6 72.0 68.4 72.0 68.3 72.0 

66.3 67.1 64.8 62.5 64.6 60.1 64.2 66.6 63.1 65.7 63.4 65.0 

64.1 65.6 63.9 63.5 67.0 61.8 68.2 68.2 67.5 66.2 68.9 65.7 

62.0 65.2 63.3 62.9 67.2 60.0 70.5 69.9 70.2 68.1 71.7 68.4 

71.5 71.5 71.0 70.8 71.9 67.7 72.4 72.5 71.9 71.9 72.8 69.6 

71.5 71.5 71.4 71.2 71.9 67.7 72.7 72.8 72.6 72.8 73.4 70.5 

71.0 710 70.2 70.4 72.3 66.6 72.5 72.4 720 72.1 73.5 70.2 

68.3 68.8 67.6 68.3 71.3 64.0 70.8 70.4 70.5 70.3 72.5 68.4 

68.5 67.6 66.9 66.2 70.0 61.0 70.4 69.5 69.0 68.3 71.4 66.3 

69.8 69.2 68.6 67.3 69.0 67.3 72.0 72.1 70.6 70.3 70.3 69.0 

68.7 68.8 68.5 67.6 69.1 66.7 71.8 69.5 72.0 69.5 73.2 68.4 

67.6 66.9 66.3 65.6 70.7 62.0 69.7 72.4 69.3 72.3 71.9 71.7 

62.7 61.1 59.8 59.5 63.8 60.0 66.9 67.9 65.2 67.0 66.7 66.5 

70.3 70.3 68.9 68.7 73.3 66.7 72.4 74.2 71.3 72.9 74.7 71.4 

58.9 60.8 56.5 56.4 59.7 54.4 61.6 62.5 61.6 65.7 64.1 57.6 

58.1 60.5 56.5 55.7 60.8 52.3 61.2 62.3 61.6 65.6 64.5 56.7 

70.2 69.7 68.9 68.1 71.4 66.2 71.1 72.2 69.9 71.2 72.5 70.1 

69.7 69.0 68.1 67.3 70.8 65.1 70.8 71.6 69.2 70.7 71.9 69.5 

69.1 68.5 67.4 66.7 71.2 64.8 70.2 70.7 68.7 69.5 72.1 68.8 

68.8 68.1 67.0 66.3 71.5 64.2 69.7 70.5 68.2 69.1 72.1 68.5 
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IV.E Noise 

Cumulative Increase in Traffic Noise Levels 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

1.1 1.5 

1.6 1.8 

1.8 2.1 

2.2 2.7 

2.2 2.3 

2.8 2.8 

2.5 2.9 

2.4 2.8 

-0.9 -1.5 

-0.7 2.6 

-2.1 -0.5 

4.1 2.6 

8.5 4.7 

0.9 1.0 

1.2 1.3 

1.5 1.4 

2.5 1.6 

1.9 1.9 

2.2 2.9 

3.1 0.7 

2.1 5.5 

4.2 6.8 

2.1 3.9 

2.7 1.7 

3.1 1.8 

0.9 2.5 

1.1 2.6 

1.1 2.2 

0.9 2.4 

dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?c 

1.3 1.4 1.1 2.4 No 
1.8 1.7 1.4 2.4 No 
2.2 1.9 1.7 2.8 No 
2.6 2.8 2.0 3.2 No 
2.3 2.5 1.6 2.8 No 
3.1 3.2 2.4 3.5 No 
2.6 3.1 2.4 3.6 No 
2.9 2.7 2.2 3.6 No 

0.4 -2.8 -3.1 -2.3 No 
0.4 4.7 -0.5 8.4 Yes 

-1.7 3.2 -1.2 4.9 No 
3.6 2.7 1.9 3.9 No 
6.9 5.2 4.5 8.4 Yes 

0.9 1.1 0.9 1.9 No 
1.2 1.6 1.5 2.8 No 
1.8 1.7 1.2 3.6 No 
2.9 2.0 1.2 4.4 No 
2.1 2.1 1.4 5.3 Yes 

2.0 3.0 1.3 1.7 No 
3.5 1.9 4.1 1.7 No 

3.0 6.7 1.2 9.7 No 

5.4 7.5 2.9 6.5 Yes 

2.4 4.2 1.4 4.7 No 

5.1 9.3 4.4 3.2 Yes 
5.1 9.9 3.7 4.4 Yes 

1.0 3.1 1.1 3.9 No 
1.1 3.4 1.1 4.4 No 
1.3 2.8 0.9 4.0 No 
1.2 2.8 0.6 4.3 No 
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Table IV.E-43 (Continued) 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Existing Traffic Noise Levelsa Future Cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 3 

dBA (Hourly L,,) dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday 

Adjacent Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Roadway Segment Land Uses Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

W 39th Street 

West of 1-110 Freeway Residential 64.7 65.2 62.9 64.1 69.0 60.0 65.6 66.4 64.0 65.7 

East of 1-110 Freeway Residential 64.5 64.6 61.8 63.1 69.5 59.4 66.1 66.5 64.7 65.5 

Alvarado Street 

North of 8th St Commercial/Park 71.6 71.6 70.8 71.7 72.7 69.2 72.5 72.6 71.6 72.5 

Between 8th St & Olympic Blvd Motel 71.7 71.7 70.8 71.4 72.6 68.9 72.5 72.8 71.5 72.4 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd Residential 71.3 71.4 70.7 71.0 71.9 68.0 72.8 73.1 72.1 72.4 

Between Pico Blvd. & Hoover St Residential/ 70.5 70.8 70.2 70.7 71.7 68.1 71.8 72.0 71.3 71.7 
Religious 

Union Avenue 

North of Olympic Blvd Religious 71.8 71.3 71.0 71.7 72.3 68.2 71.9 71.4 71.3 71.8 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd Residential 71.2 70.9 70.9 71.6 71.7 67.6 71.4 71.2 714 71.8 

South of Pico Blvd Residential 70.2 69.6 70.9 71.4 70.8 66.3 70.3 69.7 71.2 71.6 

Lucas Ave 

North of 6th St Residential/ 66.0 66.6 66.0 66.0 70.4 64.6 70.8 69.7 70.1 68.7 
School 

South of 6th St Hospital 64.4 64.2 64.1 64.4 69.7 62.2 68.8 68.5 68.1 67.6 

Bixel Street 

North of 8th St Residential 65.7 65.1 63.8 63.9 68.7 63.2 66.6 66.2 64.9 65.1 

Between 8th St & Wilshire Blvd Residential 66.4 66.4 65.0 64.9 69.5 64.7 67.5 67.9 66.4 66.7 

Between Wilshire Blvd. & 6th St Residential 69.0 68.7 68.1 68.5 69.6 68.3 70.1 70.4 69.1 69.9 

Adams Boulevard 

West of Flower St Religious 72.7 72.8 71.0 71.1 73.9 70.0 73.1 73.2 71.6 71.5 

Between Flower St & Grand Ave Hospital 71.6 71.4 70.0 69.9 72.5 68.2 73.0 72.2 71.8 70.8 

Between Grand Ave. & Main St Commercialb 70.9 70.0 69.4 68.9 71.6 66.6 72.3 70.9 71.0 69.7 

East of Main St Residential 70.8 69.8 69.2 68.7 71.4 66.7 71.2 70.3 69.6 69.2 

Wilshire Boulevard 

West of Bixel St Residential 70.4 70.4 69.8 69.9 72.6 68.9 72.4 72.2 71.5 71.2 

Between Bixel St. & Figueroa St Residential/Hotel 69.9 70.0 69.2 69.2 72.4 68.5 71.9 72.0 71.1 71.0 

East of Figueroa St Officeb 68.6 68.8 67.9 67.8 71.3 67.7 70.8 70.9 70.3 69.8 

Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field Project, included as Appendix L 
b Not considered noise-sensitive uses, per LA CEQA Threshold Guides 

Significance threshold is equal to an increase of 5 dBA or more 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Setvices, Inc., 2012 

City of Los Angeles 
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Weekday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

69.3 61.8 

70.3 65.0 

73.4 70.2 

73.3 70.4 

73.3 704 

72.7 69.8 

72.4 68.5 

72.3 68.0 

71.2 66.7 

72.8 67.0 

71.6 65.4 

69.3 64.2 

70.1 66.0 

70.9 69.0 

74.3 704 

73.8 69.6 

72.9 67.7 

71.7 67.3 

74.0 704 

74.0 70.3 

72.9 69.9 

IV.E Noise 

Cumulative Increase in Traffic Noise Levels 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

0.9 1.2 

1.6 1.9 

0.9 1.0 

0.8 1.1 

1.5 1.7 

1.3 1.2 

0.1 0.1 

0.2 0.3 

0.1 0.1 

4.8 3.1 

44 4.3 

0.9 1.1 

1.1 1.5 

1.1 1.7 

04 0.4 

14 0.8 

1.4 0.9 

0.4 0.5 

2.0 1.8 

2.0 2.0 

2.2 2.1 

dBA (Hourly L,,) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?c 

1.1 1.6 0.3 1.8 Yes 
2.9 2.4 0.8 5.6 Yes 

0.8 0.8 0.7 1.0 No 
0.7 1.0 0.7 1.5 No 
1.4 1.4 1.4 2.4 No 
1.1 1.0 1.0 1.7 No 

0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3 No 
0.5 0.2 0.6 0.4 No 
0.3 0.2 04 0.4 No 

4.1 2.7 2.4 2.4 No 

4.0 3.2 1.9 3.2 No 

1.1 1.2 0.6 1.0 No 
1.4 1.8 0.6 1.3 No 
1.0 1.4 1.3 0.7 No 

0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 No 
1.8 0.9 1.3 1.4 No 
1.6 0.8 1.3 1.1 No 
0.4 0.5 0.3 0.6 No 

1.7 1.3 1.4 1.5 No 
1.9 1.8 1.6 1.8 No 
2.4 2.0 1.6 2.2 No 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

This section presents information on existing noise conditions in the vicinity of the project site, 
identifies potential impacts associated with noise and vibration due to the construction and 
operation of the proposed project, as well as potential significant impacts and mitigation. 

Noise Definition 

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air. 
Noise can be defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that 
include the rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the 
pressure level or energy content (amplitude). In particular, the sound pressure level has become 
the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound level. The 
decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive 
to all frequencies within the entire spectrum, noise measurements are weighted more heavily 
within those frequencies of maximum human sensitivity in a process called "A-weighting," 

referred to as dBA. In general, a difference of more than 3 dBA is a perceptible change in 
environmental noise, while a 5 dBA difference typically causes a change in community reaction. 
An increase of 10 dBA is perceived by people as a doubling of loudness (USEPA, 1974). 

Because sound pressure can vary over one trillion times within the range of human hearing, a 
logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and 
manageable level. Therefore, the cumulative noise level from two or more sources will combine 
logarithmically, rather than linearly (i.e., simple addition). For example, if two identical noise 
sources produce a noise level of 50 dBA each, the combined noise level would be 53 dBA, not 
100 dBA. 

Several methods have been devised to relate noise exposure over time to human response. A 

commonly used noise metric for this type of study is the Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL). The CNEL, originally developed for use in the California Airport Noise Regulation, 
adds a 5-dBA penalty to noise occurring during evening hours from 7 PM to 10 PM, and a 10-dBA 
penalty to sounds occurring between the hours of 10 PM to 7 AM to account for the increased 
sensitivity to noise events that occur during the quiet late evening and nighttime periods. Thus, 
the CNEL noise metric provides a 24-hour average of A-weighted noise levels at a particular 
location, with an evening and a nighttime adjustment, which reflects increased sensitivity to noise 
during these times of the day. The Day Night Level (DNL) and the CNEL are similar noise 
descriptors in most urban traffic-dominated environments. These descriptors are best used for 
measuring average increases in overall noise over a daily period and not single event noises, 
which are best described as unique events. 

Figure 3H.1 displays typical sound levels measured in the environment and the subjective human 
response to the various intensities of noise. 

Occidental College Specific Plan 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

Vibration Definition 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's amplitude can 
be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. There are several different 
methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the 
maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe 

vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to 
describe the affect of vibration on the human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average 
of the squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel notation (vdb) is commonly used to measure 
RMS. The decibel notation acts to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration.1 

Typically, groundborne vibration generated by man-made activities attenuates rapidly with 
distance from the source of the vibration. Man-made vibration issues are therefore usually 
confined to short distances (i.e., 500 feet or less) from the source. Sensitive receptors for 
vibration are the same as sensitive receptors for noise: residences, schools, motels, hotels, 
libraries, religious institutions, hospitals and similar uses .. 

3H.1 Environmental Setting 

Existing Noise Sources 

The proposed project area is located in a residential setting. Existing residences are located 
directly adjacent to the proposed project primarily on the north (northwestern), west, and south. 
Existing outdoor activity areas on campus include: a multi-purpose athletic facility located on the 
west side of the proposed project area; a baseball field located along the southeast of the project 
area; and a soccer field to the south side of the project area. 

The noise environment in and around the proposed project area is typical of a college or 
university setting, and activity at the athletic fields and vehicular traffic in and around the 
proposed project area is considered to be consistent with this setting. 

Noise monitoring was conducted to ascertain the existing ambient daytime and night time noise 
levels in the project area.2 A summary of noise measurement data is provided in Table 3H-1. To 
quantify the existing noise environment in the project area, sound level measurements were taken 
at five residential locations around the perimeter of the proposed project area. 

The average existing noise levels based on the measurement data in Table 3H-1is52.5 CNEL, 
well below the City's allowed ambient noise level of 70 CNEL. 

I Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995. 
2 Noise levels were measured using a calibrated Metrosonic dB-308A Sound Analyzer. 
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PUBLIC REACTION 

LOCAL COMMITTEE ACTIVITY WITH 
INFLUENTIAL OR LEGAL ACTION 

I 4 Times As Loud 
LETTERS OF PROTEST 

COMPLAINTS LIKELY 
Twice As Loud 

COMPLAINTS POSSIBLE 
REFERENCE 

COMPLAINTS RARE 
1/2 As Loud 

1/4As Loud 
ACCEPTANCE 

SOURCE: Caltrans Transportation Laboratory Noise Manual, 1982; 
and modification by ESA 

NOISE 
COMMON INDOOR COMMON OUTDOOR 

LEVEL 
NOISE LEVELS NOISE LEVELS 

(dBA, Leq) 

Rock Band - - 110 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Jet Flyover at 1000 Ft. 

- - 100 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Inside Subway Train (New York) 

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 Ft. 
- -00------------------------------------

Food Blender at 3 Ft. Diesel Truck at 50 Ft. 

Garbage Disposal at 3 Ft. Noisy Urban Daytime 
- -so------------------------------------

Shouting at 3 Ft. 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 Ft. Gas Lawn Mower at 100 Ft. 
- -10------------------------------------

Commercial Area 
Heavy Traffic at 300 Ft. 

- -~------------------------------------
Large Business Office 

- - 50 - -Dishwasher Next Room - - - - - - - - - - - ·Quiet Urban Daytime · - - - - -

- - 40 Quiet Urban Nighttime - Small Theater, Large - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Conference Room (Background) 
Library Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

- -30------------------------------------

Concert Hall (Background) Quiet Rural Nighttime 
- -20------------------------------------

Broadcast and Recording Studio 

- -10------------------------------------

Threshold of Hearing 
--0 ------------------------------------

Occidental College . 205278 

Figure 3H.1 
Effects of Noise on People 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

TABLE 3H-1 
SUMMARY OF AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA 

Location Date Duration Noise Level Noise Sources 

Campus Road behind B. Bell Field August3,2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL 
Traffic, Recreational 

activities 
Campus Road behind Physical, 

Traffic, Recreational 
Earth, And Environmental Sciences August3,2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL activities 
Center 

Near Anderson Field August3,2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:55 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 11 :03 PM 
activities 

Near Soccer Field August3,2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:00 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 9:35 PM 
activities 

Near Eaton Street August3,2001 10 minutes 51 CNEL at 3:30 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 10:19 PM 
activities 

Existing Vibration Sources 

Similar to ambient noise levels, any vibration environment in the project area is dominated by 
traffic from nearby road ways. However, existing vibration levels at the proposed project area are 
typically not perceptible. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted 
sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, 
libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds and 
parks are considered noise-sensitive. 

Figure 3H.2 shows the location of sensitive receptors near the project site. The nearest sensitive 
receptors to the project site are single-family residences located along the northern and 
northwestern, southern, western, and eastern regions of the project area boundary, as well as the 
Yosemite Recreation Center located about l ,200 feet from the northeast project boundary. Figure 
3H.2 identifies all sensitive receptors located within a one-half mile from the center of the project 
site. These are in addition to the residential neighborhoods bordering the project site and the 
students at the College attending classes or using the campus library during construction 
activities. Some residents, particularly those near Building Opportunity Sites (BOS) 1, 5, 8, 20, 
24, 28, all located along the perimeter of the site, are either adjacent to potential construction or 
across narrow rights-of-way (see Figure 2.3 for a map of the BOS). Residences are approximately 

50 feet to 100 feet from proposed Building Opportunity Sites. 
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Note: In addition to surrounding residential uses. 

SOURCE: GlobeXplorer; ESA, 2008. 

Sensitive Receptor Locations I Distance from Project Site 

0 College Vista Convalescent Hospital - .46mi 

f) American Montessori Preschool & Kindergarden - .48mi 

Q American Montessori Preschool & Elementary - .50mi 

0 Eagle Rock High School - .48mi 

Q Angel's in Play Family Childcare - .40mi 

0 Pathways Child Development Center - .40mi 

0 Westminster Child Center - .50mi 

Q Highland Park Motel - .37mi 

Cl) York Motel - .35mi 

~ Yosemite Recreation Center - .50mi 

Occidental College . 205278 

Figure 3H.2 
Location of Noise 

Sensitive Receptors 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

3H.2 Regulatory Background 

Federal 

Federal Noise Policies 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has set a goal of 45 dBA Ldn as 
a desirable maximum interior noise standard for HUD-assisted residential units.3 

Federal Vibration Policies 

The Federal Railway Administration (FRA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to FRA, fragile buildings (including 
historic monuments) can be exposed to groundbome vibration levels of 0 .5 PPV without 
experiencing structural damage .4 The FT A has identified the human annoyance response to 
vibration levels as 80 V dB .5 

State 

State Noise Policies 

The Department of Health Services (DHS) has adopted guidelines based, in part, on the 
community noise compatibility guidelines established by DHS for use in assessing the 
compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels.6 An exterior noise level up to 
65 dBA CNEL is "normally acceptable" for residential uses, without special noise insulation 
requirements. A noise level of 65 to 70 dBA CNEL or more is identified as "conditionally 
acceptable" for residential uses. A "conditionally acceptable" designation indicates that 
conventional construction, with closed windows and fresh air supply systems (e.g., air 
conditioning) normally suffice for noise insulation. A noise level of 70 to 75 dBA CNEL is 
identified as "normally unacceptable" for multi-family residential uses and requires an analysis to 

demonstrate potential noise mitigation measures. 

Title 24, Part 2 of the California Code of Regulations contains requirements for the construction 
of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family 
dwellings intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These 
requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards. For limiting 
noise transmitted from exterior sources, the Standards set forth an interior standard of 45 Ldn in 
any habitable room with all doors and windows closed, and require an acoustical analysis 
demonstrating how dwelling units have been designed to meet this interior standard (where such 
units are proposed in areas subject to transportation noise levels greater than 60 Ldn). 

3 The Ldn and the CNEL are similar noise descriptors and rarely differ by more than 1 dBA. 
4 Federal Railway Administration, High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 

December 1998. 
5 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April ] 995. 
6 California Department of Health Services, Office of Noise Control, February 1976. 
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State Vibration Policies 

There are no adopted state policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Caltrans does 
recommend that extreme care be taken when sustained pile driving occurs within 7 .5 meters 
(25 feet) of any building, and 15 to 30 meters (50 to 100 feet) of a historic building or a building 
in poor condition. 

Local 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element. The City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise 
Element outlines guidelines for noise and land use compatibility for development and planning 
purposes (City of Los Angeles, 1999). The Noise Element has adopted local guidelines based, in 
part, on the community noise compatibility guidelines established by DHS for use in assessing 
the compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels. These guidelines are 
presented in Table 3H-2. 

TABLE 3H-2 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES GUIDELINES FOR NOISE COMPATIBLE LAND USE 

Day-Night Average Exterior Sound Level (CNEL dB) 

Land Use Category 50 55 60 65 70 75 

Residential Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Home A c c c N u 

Residential Multi-Family A A c c N u 

Transient Lodging, Motel, Hotel A A c c N u 

School, Library, Church, Hospital, Nursing Home A A c c N N 

Auditorium, Concert Hall, Amphitheater c c c C/N u u 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports c c c c C/U u 

Playground, Neighborhood Park A A A A/N N NIU 

Golf Course, Riding Stable, Water Recreation, Cemetery A A A A N A/N 

Office Building, Business, Commercial, Professional A A A A/C c C/N 

Agriculture, Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities A A A A AIC C/N 

A= Normally acceptable. Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon assumption buildings involved are conventional construction, without 
any special noise insulation. 

C = Conditionally acceptable. New construction or development only after a detailed analysis of noise mitigation is made and needed noise 
insulation features are included in project design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning normally will suffice. 

N = Normally unacceptable. New construction or development generally should be discouraged. A detailed analysis of noise insulation 
features included in the design of a project. 

U = Clearly unacceptable. New construction or development generally should not be undertaken. 

City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance. The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) codifies the 
City's noise policies. LAMC indicates that no construction or repair work shall be performed 
between the hours of 9 PM and 7 AM the following day, Monday through Friday, since such 
activities would generate loud noises and disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in any 
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adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment or other place of residence.7 No person, other than an 
individual homeowner engaged in the repair or construction of his/her single-family dwelling, 
shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind or perform such work within 500 feet 
of land so occupied before 8 AM or after 6 PM on any Saturday or on a federal holiday or at any 
time on any Sunday. Under certain conditions, the City may grant a waiver to allow limited 

construction activities to occur outside of the limits described above. 

According to the Noise Ordinance: 

[N]o person shall operate or cause to be operated any machinery, equipment, tools, or other 
mechanical or electrical device, or engage in any other activity in such a manner as to 
create any noise which would cause the noise level on the premises of any other occupied 
property, or, if a condominium, apartment house, duplex, or attached business, within any 
adjoining unit, to exceed the ambient noise level by more than five decibels.8 

The LAMC also specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment or powered hand 
tools.9 Any powered equipment or hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 
75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet is prohibited. However, this noise limitation does not apply where 

compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means that the above noise limitation 
cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other noise reduction 
device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

3H.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Methodology 

Construction and operational point source noise impacts were evaluated by comparing anticipated 
noise levels to the guidelines set forth in the LAMC. Roadway noise impacts were projected 
using the FHWA-RD-77-10810 prediction model. This methodology allows the user to define 

roadway configurations, barrier information (if any), and receiver locations. Roadway-noise 
attributable to project development was calculated and compared to baseline noise levels that 
would occur under the "no project" condition to determine significance. 

Groundborne vibration impacts were evaluated by identifying potential vibration sources, 
measuring the distance between vibration sources and surrounding structure locations, and 
making a significance determination. 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

The criteria used to determine the significance of an impact are based on the Initial Study 
Checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide11 and City 

7 LAMC, Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40, January 29, 1984; and Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.04, 
August 8, 1996. 

8 Ibid. 
9 LAMC, Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05. August 8, 1996. 
1 O FHWA is the abbreviation for the Federal Highway Administration. 
11 LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, Your Resource for Preparing CEQA Analyses in Los Angeles, 2006 
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precedent. Please refer to the Initial Study (Appendix A) for further clarification. Based on the 
CEQA Guidelines, and the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide the proposed project would be deemed to 
have a significant effect on the environment with respect to noise and/or groundborne vibration if 
it would result in: 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in 

the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project; and/or 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient exterior 
noise levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three month period would exceed 
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise sensitive 
use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. 
or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or at anytime on Sunday. 

A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from project operations 
if the project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected uses 
to increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the "normally unacceptable" or "clearly 
unacceptable" category, or any 5 dBA or greater noise increase (see the chart below). 

A change in noise levels of less than 3 dBA is not discernible to the general population; an 
increase in average noise levels of 3 dBA is considered barely perceptible, while an increase of 
5 dBA is considered readily perceptible to most people. 

Project Impacts 

Construction Noise 

Noise impacts from construction activities occurring within the project site would be a function of 
the noise generated by construction equipment, the equipment location, and the timing and 
duration of the noise-generating activities. Construction activities would include five stages: 
(1) demolition; (2) site preparation; (3) foundation; (4) structural; and (5) finishing and cleanup. 
Each stage involves the use of different kinds of construction equipment and, therefore, has its 

own distinct noise characteristics. The anticipated noise level associated with each construction 
phase appears in Table 3H-3. In addition, typical noise levels generated by individual pieces of 
equipment are displayed in Table 3H-4. 

The construction noise levels presented in Table 3H-3 represent conservative conditions in which 
the maximum amount of construction equipment would be operating during a one-hour period. 
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These estimated noise levels would not be continuous, nor would they be typical of noise levels 
throughout the construction period. As indicated in Table 3H-3, due to the type of construction 
equipment, the highest level of construction noise would be expected to occur during the site 
clearing and finishing and cleanup phases. Composite equipment use during these phases would 
generate a noise level of 89 dBA (without mufflers) at a distance of 50 feet from construction 

activity. Sensitive receptors within the project area would be about 50 feet from the closest 
anticipated construction. These sensitive receptors would include students attending classes at the 
College during construction. 

TABLE 3H-3 
ESTIMATED NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Construction Phase 

Ground Clearing 

Excavation 

Foundations 

Construction 

Finishing 

Noise level (dBA, leq") 

84 

89 

78 
85 

89 

' Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of equipment associated with a given phase of 
construction and 200 feet from the rest of the equipment associated with that phase. 

SOURCE: Bolt, Baranek, and Newman, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations. Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 

Construction Equipment 

Dump Truck 

Portable Air Compressor 

Concrete Mixer (Truck) 

Jack Hammer 

Dozer 

Paver 

Generator 

Pneumatic Tools 

Concrete Pump 

Backhoe 

TABLE 3H-4 
NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Noise Level (dBA, leq at 50 feet) 

88 

81 

85 

88 

87 

89 

76 

85 

82 

85 

SOURCE: Cunniff, Environmental Noise Pollution, 1977; U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise 
and Vibration Impact Assessment, 1995. 

Earth-moving equipment used during the grading phase of construction is typically the noisiest of 
the construction equipment, generating noise levels up to approximately 89 dBA at 50 feet from 

the source. The noise levels shown in Table 3H-4 represent noise levels for equipment under full 
load rather than chronic (hourly or longer) noise levels. Average construction noise would be 
approximately 80 dBA at 50 feet during construction work hours. Earth-moving equipment is 
anticipated to be used for approximately two to four months during the grading and site 
preparation phase of each individual project. 
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Table 3H-5 shows how sound would be attenuated with distance. 

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels. Noise generated by 
construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable 
generators can reach high levels. The greatest construction noise levels are typically generated by 
heavy grading equipment. 

TABLE 3H-5 
ATTENUATION OF CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AWAY FROM SOURCES 

Distance (feet) 

50 

100 

200 
400 
800 

Noise Levels (dBA, Leq) 

76-89 

70-83 

64-77 

58-71 

52-65 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 1995. 

The peak noise level for most of the equipment that would be used during project construction is 
70 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. These noise levels are based upon worse case conditions. 

The equipment used for demolition and site grading would generate the highest construction 
noise levels. The peak noise level generated by the equipment that would be used during grading 
could range from 70 dBA to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. At 150 feet, peak construction noise 
levels could range from 61 to 86 dBA. At 1,000 feet, peak noise levels would range from 44 to 
69 dBA. Note again that these noise levels are based upon worse-case conditions. Typically, 
noise levels near a construction site would be less. Typically, noise levels are reduced by 26 dBA 

inside structures. 

In some areas within the project area, construction and grading may occur directly adjacent to 
residences. In other areas, construction and grading would occur well away from sensitive 
receptors. When construction occurs directly adjacent to homes and/or schools, high noise levels 
can occur ( 100 dBA), but for very short periods of time as a piece of equipment operates directly 
adjacent to a sensitive receptor. As the equipment moves away from a single receptor, the noise 
level at that receptor would drop. Average noise levels depend on the construction site's 
proximity to sensitive receptors and the level of activity. Higher levels of activity with more 
equipment operating concurrently would generate higher noise levels than if only a few pieces of 
equipment are operated intermittently. 

To put these noise levels in perspective, the typical sound level that permits relaxed conversation 
with 100 percent intelligibility is 45 dBA. This drops to 60 percent intelligibility at 70 dBA. In 
addition, 50 percent of people report that noise levels of 75 dBA disturb sleep. 
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The City of Los Angeles has specific limitations on construction noise levels. The LAMC 
specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment or powered hand tools. 12 Any powered 
equipment or hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 75 dBA at a distance of 
50 feet from a sensitive receptor is prohibited. However, this noise limitation does not apply 
where compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means that the above noise 

limitation cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other noise 
reduction device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

Construction activity would occur within the time confines set forth within the Noise Ordinance 
and construction activity would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the Noise Ordinance. 

Unmitigated maximum construction noise levels are potentially significant. Noise attenuation can 
be achieved by installing noise barriers along the perimeter of project sites that are located 
adjacent to sensitive receptors. Installation of an eight-foot noise wall could achieve up to a 
10 dBA decrease in construction noise at the closest sensitive receptor. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3H.1 through 3H.7 would result in less than significant impacts related to 

construction noise. 

Operational Noise 

The City of Los Angeles identifies two separate types of permanent noise sources: (1) mobile 
(vehicles) and (2) stationary (outside recreational activities, parking lot noise, car alarm noise, 
vehicle horns, etc). To control transportation related noise sources such as arterial roads, 
freeways, airports and railroads, the City has established guidelines for acceptable community 
noise levels in the Noise Element of the General Plan (see Table 3H-1 ). 

The proposed project operation phase would not result in substantial increases in traffic levels in 
the project area. A doubling of traffic is typically needed to cause an audible increase in roadway 

noise levels. However, the proposed project would not double the traffic on any roadway. 

Noise associated with the operation of the proposed project would include service delivery/supply 
vehicles, activities at loading areas, outside recreational activities, parking lot noise, car alarm 
noise, vehicle horns and mechanical equipment (air conditioners, trash compactors, emergency 
generators, etc.). Although several noise sources would be introduced by the proposed project, 
many of them would operate for only brief time periods, such as delivery truck movements and 
trash compactors, which are located in the loading dock area. These types of sources usually do 
not operate concurrently and occurs intermittently. Other noise sources, such as air conditioning 
equipment, operate for comparatively longer periods of time but do not cause significant and 
disturbing noise. 

Noise is also associated with athletic events, which for softball, baseball and soccer, are attended 
by small crowds (approximately 50 people). The National Collegiate Athletic Association 
(NCAA) has rules that require its soccer referees to use whistles and time to be signaled by air 

12 LAMC. Chapter Xl, Article 2, Section I 12.05. August 8, 1996. 
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horns so that there is no confusion. This noise is periodic throughout an athletic event, and applies 
to existing athletic facilities. Activities on existing athletic fields would not change substantially 
as a result of the Specific Plan, except at BOS 7 and Anderson Field where night games would be 
possible as a result of the new permanent lighting. It is not anticipated that noise associated with 
recreational activities and sports would change substantially from existing conditions, except at 

BOS 5, where any proposed sports field activities would be new to that area of the campus and 
would be heard by residents across Avenue 50. These noises would be during day-time hours at 
BOS 5 (since night lighting would be prohibited -see Mitigation Measure 3A.5), and would be 
similar to noise heard in other residences near sports facilities on Campus Road. Less than 
significant impacts are anticipated to result from proposed new activities on BOS 5 and extended 
hours of play on BOS 5 and 7. 

Groundborne Vibration 

Both construction and operation of development projects can generate groundborne vibration. In 
general, demolition of structures during construction generates the highest vibrations. Vibratory 
compactors or rollers, pile drivers, and pavement breakers can generate perceptible vibration. 

Heavy trucks can also generate groundbome vibration, which varies depending on vehicle type, 
weight, and pavement conditions. The FTA has published standard vibration velocities for 
construction equipment operations. The Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) for various pieces of 
construction equipment are listed in Table 3H-6. 

TABLE 3H-6 
VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment 

Large bulldozer 

Caisson drilling 

Loaded trucks 

Jackhammer 

Small bulldozer 

Data reflects typical vibration level. 

Approximate Peak 
Particle Velocity at 

50 feet, inch/second 

0.031 

0.031 

0.027 

0.012 

0.001 

SOURCE: USDOT Federal Transit Administration, 1995; Terry A. Hayes Associates, 2006. 

Approximate Peak 
Particle Velocity at 

125 feet, inch/second 

0.008 

0.008 

0.007 

0.003 

0.0003 

The use of heavy equipment (e.g., a large bulldozer) generates vibration levels of0.089 PPV at a 
distance of 50 feet. The nearest residences to the project area are located along the northern (and 
northwestern), southern, western and eastern project area boundary, some of which are as little as 
approximately 65 feet from the edge of the project site. These residences could experience 

vibration levels of approximately 0.031 PPV. Groundborne vibration attenuates quickly with 
distance and the PPV level from heavy equipment would be approximately 0.008 at 125 feet. The 
majority of construction activity would be more than 125 feet from residential structures and 
would not be considered a disturbance that would require mitigation. 
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The project would not introduce any significant sources of groundborne vibration during 
operation that would potentially impact adjacent land uses. Groundborne vibration resulting from 
operation of the proposed project would primarily be generated by trucks making periodic 
deliveries to the proposed project site. However, these types of deliveries would be consistent 
with regular industrial deliveries that are currently made along adjacent roadways and would not 

increase groundborne vibration above existing levels. Thus, groundborne vibration impacts 
resulting from long-term project operations are anticipated to be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

All of the following mitigation measures shall be applied to the proposed project to reduce project 
related noise. 

Measure 3H.1: The proposed project shall comply with City of Los Angeles Noise 
Ordinance such that construction activities shall be performed in accordance with the 
applicable City of Los Angeles noise standards. The construction contract shall specify that 
noise intensive construction or repair work shall be prohibited between the hours of 9 PM 

and 7 AM on any weekday, before 8 AM or after 6 PM on Saturday or on a national holiday, 
or at any time on Sundays. 

Measure 3H.2: The proposed project shall require all construction equipment, stationary 
and mobile, to be equipped with properly operating and maintained muffling devices. 

Measure 3H.3: During construction activities, construction managers and inspectors shall 
serve as the contact persons in the event that noise levels become disruptive to local 
residents. A sign will be posted at the construction site with contact phone number, at all 
times. 

Measure 3H.4: The proposed project shall provide advanced notification to adjacent 
residences where construction will take place by posting notices adjacent to the project area 
with regard to the schedule of construction activities. The notice shall include contact 
numbers of the construction managers and inspectors. 

Measure 3H.5: The proposed project shall require stationary construction equipment and 
vehicle staging areas to be placed such that noise is directed away from sensitive receptors. 

Measure 3H.6: The proposed project shall erect a temporary sound barrier such that the 
line-of-sight between sensitive receptors located within 100 feet of construction activities 
and construction activity is blocked. This wall shall extend along the southeastern and 
southwestern borders of the project area. 

Measure 3H.7: Heavy equipment shall be located as far away from sensitive receptors as 
possible. 
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3H.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Construction 

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels. Noise generated by 
construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable 

generators can reach high levels. Grading activities typically represent one of the highest potential 
sources for noise impacts. The most effective method of controlling construction noise levels is 
through local control of construction hours and by limiting the hours of construction based on 
City ordinances. While overlapping construction projects are anticipated within the proposed 
project, as well as cumulative projects, compliance with City ordinances and implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3H.l through 3H.7 would reduce this potential impact to a level of less than 
significant. 

Operational 

Cumulative projects may result in increased traffic on local roadways. However, future conditions 
with the project compared to existing conditions would not result in substantial increases in noise 

levels as a doubling of traffic is typically needed to cause an audible increase in roadway noise 
levels. However, the proposed project would not double the traffic on any roadway. 

3H.5 Significance after Mitigation 
Less than significant. 
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1.0 Summary of Findings 

Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. has completed a Noise Impact Report for the Lakeside 
Recreation Complex Project. Key findings are listed below. 

• Construction activity would result in a significant and unavoidable noise impact at 
adjacent residences. Mitigation Measures N1 through N9 are recommended to reduce 
construction noise. 

N1 All construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers and other suitable 
noise attenuation devices. 

N2 Grading and construction contractors shall use quieter equipment as opposed to 
noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than metal-tracked 
equipment). 

N3 The construction contractor shall locate construction staging areas away from 
sensitive uses. 

N4 Construction haul truck and materials delivery traffic shall avoided residential 
areas, as feasible. 

NS The construction contractor shall schedule high noise-producing activities 
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to minimize disruption to sensitive 
uses. 

N6 The construction contractor shall use on-site electrical sources to power 
equipment rather than diesel generators where feasible. 

N7 All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall be sent a 
notice regarding the construction schedule of the proposed project. A sign, 
legible at a distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the construction site. All 
notices and the signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction 
activities, as well as provide a telephone number where residents can inquire 
about the construction process and register complaints. 

N8 A "noise disturbance coordinator" shall be established. The disturbance 
coordinator shall be responsible for responding to any local complaints about 
construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of the 
noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall be required to 
implement reasonable measures such that the complaint is resolved. All notices 
that are sent to residential units within 500 feet of the construction site and all 
signs posted at the construction site shall list the telephone number for the 
disturbance coordinator. 

N9 The construction contractor shall coordinate with administrators at El Dorado 
Avenue Elementary School to minimize student exposure to noise during periods 
of heavy construction activity. 
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1.0 Summary of Findings 

• Operational activity associated with athletic fields, on-road vehicles, and parking would 
result in a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation measures are required. 

• Operational activity associated with the amphitheater would result in a less-than
significant impact after implementation of the following mitigation measure: 

N10 Amplified noise levels at the amphitheater shall be prohibited from exceeding 67 
dBA Leq at 50 feet. 

• Construction vibration would result in a less-than-significant impact after implementation 
of the following mitigation measure: 

N11 Heavy-duty construction equipment operating on-site during site clearing and 
grading activities shall be located further than 15 feet from residential land uses, 
as feasible. 
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2.1 PURPOSE 
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2. 0 Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the potential for noise impacts of the proposed 
Lakeside Recreation Complex Project. Potential noise levels are analyzed for construction and 
operation of the proposed project. Mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts are 
recommended when appropriate to reduce noise and vibration levels. 

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LARAP) is proposing to construct a 
recreational facility on the Lakeside Debris Basin (Lakeside) property in the Sylmar community of 
the City of Los Angeles. The proposed project involves an approximately 36-acre community park 
on the existing 68-acre Lakeside property. The proposed project would provide surrounding 
community members with needed recreational facilities. 

The proposed project would include five baseball fields to accommodate various age levels of play 
and four full-size soccer fields. The proposed facility would also include a skate park, playground, 
picnic area, a natural outdoor amphitheater, bleachers with shade structures, concession stands, 
restrooms, a community meeting room and pedestrian trails. Entry to the facility would be 
provided from the north end of the Lakeside property at the intersection of Encinitas Avenue and 
Bledsoe Street. A second access location would be provided from the northeastern end of the 
Lakeside property at the terminus of Lakeside Street located about 330 feet west of Telfair 
Avenue. A paved parking area would be provided to accommodate 400 vehicles. Figure 2-1 
shows the project site plan. 
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3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

This section evaluates noise and vibration levels associated with the implementation of the 
proposed project. The noise and vibration analysis in this section assesses existing noise and 
vibration conditions at the project site and its vicinity, as well as short-term construction and 
long-term operational noise and vibration impacts associated with the proposed project. 
Mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts are recommended when appropriate to 
reduce noise and vibration levels. 

3.1 NOISE AND VIBRATION CHARACTERISTICS AND EFFECTS 

3.1.1 Noise 

Characteristics of Sound 

Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch) of the 
sound. The standard unit of measurement for sound is the decibel (dB). The human ear is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. The "A-weighted scale," abbreviated dBA, reflects 
the normal hearing sensitivity range of the human ear. On this scale, the range of human 
hearing extends from approximately 3 to 140 dBA. Figure 3-1 provides examples of A
weighted noise levels from common sounds. 

Noise Definitions 

This noise analysis discusses sound levels in terms of Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) and Equivalent Noise Level (Leq). 

Community Noise Equivalent Level. CNEL is an average sound level during a 24-hour 
period. CNEL is a noise measurement scale, which accounts for noise source, distance, single 
event duration, single event occurrence, frequency, and time of day. Human reaction to sound 
between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. is as if the sound were actually 5 dBA higher than if it 
occurred from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. From 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., humans perceive sound as 
if it were 10 dBA higher due to the lower background level. Hence, the CNEL is obtained by 
adding an additional 5 dBA to sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 10 
dBA to sound levels in the night from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Because CNEL accounts for 
human sensitivity to sound, the CNEL 24-hour figure is always a higher number than the actual 
24-hour average. 

Equivalent Noise Level. Leq is the average noise level on an energy basis for any specific time 
period. The Leq for one hour is the energy average noise level during the hour. The average 
noise level is based on the energy content (acoustic energy) of the sound. Leq can be thought of 
as the level of a continuous noise which has the same energy content as the fluctuating noise 
level. The equivalent noise level is expressed in units of dBA. 

taha 2009-081 5 

RL0021527 



Near Jet Engine 

Rock-n-Roll Band 

Jet Flyover @1,000ft 

Loud Auto Horn @ 1 Oft 

Power Mower 

Motorcycle @ 25ft 
Food Blender 

Garbage Disposal 

Living Room Music 

Human Voice@ 3ft 

• 
Residential Air 

Conditioner@ 50ft 

Bird Calls 

Quiet Living Room 

Average Whisper 

Rustling Leaves 

SOURCE: Cowan, James P., Handbook of Environmental Acoustics 

Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
,...Ml..lllK.I' Noise Impact Report 

taha 2009-081 AECOM 

EM22371 

dBA 

130 

THRESHOLD OF PAIN 

120 

Deafening 

110 

100 

90 

Very Loud 

80 

70 

Loud 

60 

50 

Moderate 

40 

30 

Faint 

20 

10 

Very Faint 

0 THRESHOLD OF HUMAN AUDIBILITY 

FIGURE 3-1 

A-WEIGHTED DECIBEL SCALE 

RL0021528 



Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

Effects of Noise 

EM22372 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. The degree to which noise can impact the 
human environment ranges from levels that interfere with speech and sleep (annoyance and 
nuisance) to levels that cause adverse health effects (hearing loss and psychological effects). 
Human response to noise is subjective and can vary greatly from person to person. Factors 
that influence individual response include the intensity, frequency, and pattern of noise, the 
amount of background noise present before the intruding noise, and the nature of work or 
human activity that is exposed to the noise source. 

Audible Noise Changes 

Studies have shown that the smallest perceptible change in sound level for a person with 
normal hearing sensitivity is approximately 3 dBA. A change of at least 5 dBA would be 
noticeable and would likely evoke a community reaction. A 10-dBA increase is subjectively 
heard as a doubling in loudness and would cause a community response. 

Noise levels decrease as the distance from the noise source to the receiver increases. Noise 
generated by a stationary noise source, or "point source," will decrease by approximately 6 dBA 
over hard surfaces (e.g., reflective surfaces such as parking lots or smooth bodies of water) and 
7.5 dBA over soft surfaces (e.g., absorptive surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered 
bushes and trees) for each doubling of the distance. For example, if a noise source produces a 
noise level of 89 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, then the noise level would be 83 dBA at 
a distance of 100 feet from the noise source, 77 dBA at a distance of 200 feet, and so on. 
Noise generated by a mobile source will decrease by approximately 3 dBA over hard surfaces 
and 4.5 dBA over soft surfaces for each doubling of the distance. 

Generally, noise is most audible when traveling by direct line-of-sight. 1 Barriers, such as walls, 
berms, or buildings that break the line-of-sight between the source and the receiver greatly 
reduce noise levels from the source since sound can only reach the receiver by bending over 
the top of the barrier (diffraction). Sound barriers can reduce sound levels by up to 20 dBA. 
However, if a barrier is not high or long enough to break the line-of-sight from the source to the 
receiver, its effectiveness is greatly reduced. 

Applicable Regulations 

The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning the generation and 
control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noise sensitive land uses. Regarding 
construction, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) indicates that no construction or repair 
work shall be performed between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. the following day, since 
such activities would generate loud noises and disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in 
any adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment or other place of residence. 2 No person, other than an 
individual home owner engaged in the repair or construction of his/her single-family dwelling, 
shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind or perform such work within 500 feet of 
land so occupied before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday or on a federal holiday, or 
at any time on any Sunday. Under certain conditions, the City may grant a waiver to allow 
limited construction activities to occur outside of the limits described above. 

1 Line-of-sight is an unobstructed visual path between the noise source and the noise receptor. 
2LAMC, Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40, January 29, 1984 and Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.04, 

August 8, 1996. 
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The LAMC also specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment or powered hand 
tools. 3 Any powered equipment or hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 
75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet is prohibited. However, this noise limitation does not apply 
where compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means the above noise 
limitation cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other 
noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

The LAMC limits the use of sound amplifying equipment in order to protect the community from 
public nuisance of loud and unnecessary noise. The operation or use of sound amplifying 
equipment for noncommercial purposes in all residential zones and within 500 feet thereof, 
except when used for regularly scheduled operative functions by any school or for the usual and 
customary purposes of any church, is prohibited between the hours of 4:30 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. 
of the following day. In all other zones, the operation or use of sound amplifying equipment for 
noncommercial purposes is prohibited between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. of the 
following day. The only sound permitted shall be either music, human speech, or both. Sound 
emanating from sound amplifying equipment shall not be audible at a distance in excess of 200 
feet from the sound equipment. The sound shall not be loud and raucous or unreasonably 
jarring, disturbing, annoying or a nuisance to reasonable persons of normal sensitiveness within 
the area of audibility. 

The City of Los Angeles has published significance thresholds to be used in noise analyses 
associated with the California Environmental Quality Act. 4 The significance thresholds, which 
are further discussed below, include thresholds for construction and operational noise levels. 

3.1.2 Vibration 

Characteristics of Vibration 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's amplitude can be 
described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration can be a serious 
concern, causing buildings to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard. In contrast to noise, 
vibration is not a common environmental problem. It is unusual for vibration from sources such 
as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. Some common 
sources of vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and construction activities, such as 
blasting, pile driving, and heavy earth-moving equipment. 

Vibration Definitions 

There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle 
velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV 
is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings and is usually measured in 
inches per second. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe 
the effect of vibration on the human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the 
squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel notation (Vdb) is commonly used to measure RMS. 
The decibel notation acts to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration. 5 

3LAMC, Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05, August 8, 1996. 
4City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
5Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, 
ground-borne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider 
ground-borne vibration to be an annoyance that may affect concentration or disturb sleep. In 
addition, high levels of ground-borne vibration may damage fragile buildings or interfere with 
equipment that is highly sensitive to ground-borne vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). To 
counter the effects of ground-borne vibration, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to the FTA, non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per 
second without experiencing structural damage. 6 

Perceptible Vibration Changes 

In contrast to noise, ground-borne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people experience 
every day. The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or 
lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans which is around 65 RMS. 7 Most 
perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of 
perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 
on rough roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Applicable Regulations 

There are no adopted City standards for ground-borne vibration. 

3.2 EXISTING SETTING 

3.2.1 Existing Noise Environment 

The existing noise environment at the project site is characterized by vehicular traffic along the 
Interstate 405 Freeway. Additional sources of noise are typical of urban environments and 
include car alarms, barking dogs, siren, or aircrafts. 

Sound measurements were taken using a SoundPro DL Sound Level Meter between 12:30 p.m. 
and 2:50 p.m. on July 21, 2011 to determine existing ambient daytime off-peak noise levels in 
the project vicinity. Nighttime noise measurements were taken on July 26, 2011 at 9:00 p.m. 
These readings were used to establish existing ambient noise conditions and to provide a 
baseline for evaluating construction and operational noise impacts. Noise monitoring locations 
are shown in Figure 3-2. As shown in Table 3-1, existing daytime ambient sound levels range 
between 48.8 and 60.1 dBA Leq· Existing nighttime ambient sound levels range between 50.2 
and 58.6 dBA Leq· The nighttime noise levels were louder than the daytime noise levels at 
locations 3 and 4. This may due to the fact that there are few daytime noise sources in the 
project area and the freeway is the main noise source. Variations in freeway traffic volumes 
likely caused the difference in daytime and nighttime noise levels. A 24-hour noise 
measurement was also taken on the project site from 11 :00 a.m. July 11, 2011 to 11 :00 a.m. 
July 12, 2011. The existing project site 24-hour noise level was approximately 61.2 dBA CNEL. 
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Project Site 

() Noise Monitoring Locations 

1. ITT Technical Institute 4. Single-Family Residences on Golden Court 
2. Single-Family Residences on Ryan Street 5. El Dorado Avenue Elementary School 

3. Single-Family Residences on Lakeside Street 

SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 
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TABLE 3-1: EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

Key to Figure 3-2 Noise Monitoring Location 

1 12601 Encinitas Avenue (Single-Family Residences) 

2 15435 Ryan Street (Single-Family Residences) 

3 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-Family Residences) 

4 15291 Golden Court (Single-Family Residences) 

5 El Dorado Avenue Elementary School 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

3.2.2 Existing Vibration Environment 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

Sound Level (dBA, Leq) 

Daytime Nighttime 

60.1 57.3 

52.6 50.2 

48.8 50.5 

55.3 58.6 

58.5 --

There are no stationary sources of vibration located near the project site. Heavy-duty trucks 
can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending on vehicle type and weight, and 
pavement conditions. However, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not typically 
perceptible at the project site. 

3.2.3 Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the 
presence of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, 
hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered 
noise- and vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding 
noise. As shown in Figure 3-3, sensitive receptors near the project site include the following: 

• Single-family residences located adjacent to the north, east, and south of the project site 
• ITT Technical Institute located approximately 420 feet northwest of the project site. 
• El Dorado Avenue Elementary School buildings located approximately 525 feet east of 

the project site. 

The above sensitive receptors represent the nearest noise sensitive receptors with the potential 
to be impacted by the proposed project. Additional sensitive receptors are located further from 
the project site in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the project site and 
would be less impacted by the proposed project than the above sensitive receptors 
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3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

Vehicular traffic is the predominant noise source in the project vicinity. Using existing traffic 
volumes provided by the project traffic consultant and the Traffic Noise Model Look-Up 
Program, the Leq was calculated for various roadway segments near the project site. Existing 
weekday and weekend mobile noise levels are shown in Table 3-2. Mobile noise levels in the 
project area range from 56.3 to 62.?dBA peak hour Leq· 

Roadway Segment 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 61.8 

Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 59.1 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 60.5 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.7 

Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 59.6 

Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 56.3 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 58.3 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.1 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

3.3 METHODLOGY AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

3.3.1 Methodology 

The analysis considers construction and operational activities. Construction noise levels are 
based on information obtained from the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 8 Mobile source noise 
levels were calculated based on information provided in the traffic study prepared by KOA 
Corporation Planning & Engineering and using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Traffic Noise (TNM) Version 2.5 Look-Up Program. The FHWA TNM Version 2.5 Look-Up 
Tables provide a reference of pre-calculated FHWA TNM results for simple highway geometries. 
The calculations are for an infinitely long, straight roadway over flat ground, with a receiver set 
at a height of five feet (1.5 meters) above the ground. Operational noise levels were calculated 
based on information provided in the traffic study and stationary noise sources located on the 
project site (e.g., mechanical equipment). Vibration levels were estimated based on information 
provided by the FT A. 9 

3.3.2 Noise Significance Criteria 

Construction Phase Significance Criteria 

Based on the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Threshold Guide, the proposed project would 
result in significant noise impacts if: 

8City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
9Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient noise 
levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period would exceed 
existing ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; and/or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise 
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, 
before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or anytime on Sunday. 

Operational Phase Significance Criteria 

A significant operational noise impact would result if: 

• The proposed project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of 
the affected uses to increase by 3 dBA to or within the "normally unacceptable" or 
"clearly unacceptable" categories, as shown in Table 3-3, or any 5-dBA or more increase 
in noise level. 

3.3.3 Ground-borne Vibration Significance Criteria 

There are no adopted State or City of Los Angeles ground-borne vibration standards. Based on 
federal guidelines, the proposed project would result in a significant construction or operational 
vibration impact if: 

• The proposed project would expose buildings to the FTA building damage threshold level 
of 0.2 inches per second for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings. 
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TABLE 3-3: LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS 

Community Noise Exposure (dBA, CNEL) 

Land Use Category 55 60 65 70 75 80 

Residential - Low Density Single-Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Homes 11111111111 

Residential - Multi-Family 11111111111 

Transient Lodging - Motels Hotels 111111111 1111111111 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing 
Homes 111111111 1111111111 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters ~ 
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports ,.. 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

1111 111111111 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 
Cemeteries 

111111111 11111111 

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and II I 

Professional 11111111 111111111 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 11111111 111111111 

~Normally Acceptable - Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional 
construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

DConditionally Acceptable - New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction 
requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and 
fresh air supply system or air conditionally will normally suffice. 

IIIill Normally Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development does 
proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design . 

• Clearly Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

SOURCE: California Office of Noise Control, Department of Health Services. 

taha 2009-081 15 

RL0021537 



Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

3.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

3.4.1 Noise Impacts 

Construction Phase Noise Impacts 
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3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

Construction activity would result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels in the project 
area on an intermittent basis. Noise levels would fluctuate depending on the construction 
phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between the noise source and receptor, 
and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers. Typical noise levels from various types 
of equipment that may be used during construction are listed in Table 3-4. The table shows 
noise levels at distances of 50 and 100 feet from the construction noise source. 

TABLE 3-4: MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS OF COMMON CONSTRUCTION MACHINES 
Noise Level (dBA) 

Noise Source 50 Feet 100 Feet /al 

Front Loader 80 72.5 

Trucks 89 81.5 

Cranes (derrick) 88 80.5 

Jackhammers 90 82.5 

Generators 77 69.5 

Back Hoe 84 76.5 

Tractor 88 80.5 

Scraper/Grader 87 79.5 

Paver 87 79.5 

Impact Pile Driving 101 93.5 

Auger Drilling 77 69.5 
!al Assumed a soft-site attenuation rate of 7.5 dB for every doubling of distance. 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

The noise levels shown in Table 3-5 take into account the likelihood that more than one piece of 
construction equipment would be in operation at the same time and lists the typical overall noise 
levels that would be expected for each phase of construction. The highest noise levels are 
expected to occur during the grading/excavation and finishing phases of construction. A typical 
piece of noisy equipment is assumed to be active for 40 percent of the eight-hour workday 
(consistent with the USEPA studies of construction noise), generating a noise level of 89 dBA 
Leq at a reference distance of 50 feet. Project noise levels can generally be characterized by 
ground clearing and grading activities. 

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in April 2013 and would continue for 
approximately 24 months to April 2015. Construction would proceed in two general phases, with 
a 6-month duration for the first phase and an approximate 18-month duration for the second as 
follows: (1) clearing and rough grading; and (2) park and facilities construction including the ball 
fields and soccer fields, skate plaza, bleachers with shade structures, concession stands, a 
community meeting room, restrooms, lighting, an equipment storage room and a maintenance 
yard. The second construction phase would also include finishing (including plantings, trail 
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development, picnic areas, playground, parking lots and its vegetated swales). All construction 
activities would occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. 

TABLE 3-5: TYPICAL OUTDOOR CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS 

Construction Phase Noise Level At 50 Feet (dBA) 

Ground Clearing 84 

Grading/Excavation 89 

Foundations 78 

Structural 85 

Finishing 89 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

Table 3-6 presents the estimated noise levels at sensitive receptors during construction activity. 
Construction noise level increases would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at residential 
land uses adjacent to the project site. Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project would 
result in a significant impact related to construction noise. 

It is important to note that the construction activity would occur throughout the approximately 70-
acre project site. Construction noise levels would decrease at adjacent land uses as activity 
moves towards the center of the project site. However, the above analysis presents worst-case 
conditions at the adjacent residences. 

TABLE 3-6: CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS- UNMITIGATED 

Maximum 
Construction Existing New 

Location Distance Noise Level Ambient Ambient 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ (dBA, Leq} (dBA, Leq} Increase 

Noise Monitor 1 
ITT Technical 

420 60.5 60.1 63.3 3.2 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family Adjacent 89.0 52.6 89.0 36.4 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single- Adjacent 89.0 48.8 89.0 40.2 

Family Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 120 79.5 55.3 79.5 24.2 

Residences) 

Noise Monitor 5 El Dorado Avenue 525 53.6 58.5 59.7 1.2 
Elementary School 

!al Distance of noise source from receptor. 
/bi Construction noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
!cl Pre-construction activity ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

The Los Angeles Unified School District El Dorado Avenue Elementary School is located near 
the project site. As shown in Table 3-6, general construction activity would not increase noise 
levels by 5 dBA at the School. However, construction activity on the eastern portion of the 
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project site may occasionally generate audible noise that could disrupt school activities. 
Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project would result in a significant impact related to 
construction noise at El Dorado Avenue Elementary School. 
Construction activity would generate on-road truck noise along Encinitas Avenue. It was 
assumed that up to 18 trucks per hour would be traveling to and from the project site. A truck 
noise analysis was completed using FHWA TNM Version 2.5 Look-Up Program. Construction
related truck travel would increase noise levels along Encinitas Avenue by up to 1.6 dBA, and 
would not exceed the 5 dBA significance threshold. Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to on-road truck noise. 

Construction Phase Noise Mitigation Measures 

N1 All construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers and other suitable noise 
attenuation devices. 

N2 Grading and construction contractors shall use quieter equipment as opposed to noisier 
equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than metal-tracked equipment). 

N3 The construction contractor shall locate construction staging areas away from sensitive 
uses. 

N4 Construction haul truck and materials delivery traffic shall avoided residential areas, as 
feasible. 

NS The construction contractor shall schedule high noise-producing activities between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to minimize disruption to sensitive uses. 

N6 The construction contractor shall use on-site electrical sources to power equipment 
rather than diesel generators where feasible. 

N7 All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall be sent a notice 
regarding the construction schedule of the proposed project. A sign, legible at a 
distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the construction site. All notices and the 
signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as well as provide a 
telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction process and 
register complaints. 

N8 A "noise disturbance coordinator" shall be established. The disturbance coordinator 
shall be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. 
The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., 
starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall be required to implement reasonable 
measures such that the complaint is resolved. All notices that are sent to residential 
units within 500 feet of the construction site and all signs posted at the construction site 
shall list the telephone number for the disturbance coordinator. 

N9 The construction contractor shall coordinate with administrators at El Dorado Avenue 
Elementary School to minimize student exposure to noise during periods of heavy 
construction activity. 

taha 2009-081 18 

RL0021540 



Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

Impacts After Mitigation 

EM22384 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

Mitigation Measure N1 would reduce noise levels by at least 3 dBA. Mitigation Measures N2 
through N9, although difficult to quantify, would assist in attenuating construction noise levels. 
Table 3-7 shows mitigated construction noise levels. Mitigated construction noise levels would 
still exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at multiple sensitive receptors. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to construction 
noise. 

TABLE 3-7: CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT- MITIGATED 

Maximum 
Construction Existing New 

Location Distance Noise Level Ambient Ambient 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) /a/ (dBA) /b/ (dBA, Leq} (dBA, Leq} Increase 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 420 57.5 60.1 62.0 1.9 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family Adjacent 86.0 52.6 86.0 33.4 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family Adjacent 86.0 48.8 86.0 37.2 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 120 76.5 55.3 76.5 21.2 

Residences) 

Noise Monitor 5 
El Dorado Avenue 

525 50.6 58.5 59.1 0.6 
Elementary School 

!al Distance of noise source from receptor. 
/b/ Construction noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

Operational Phase Noise Impacts 

Vehicular Noise. To determine off-site noise impacts, traffic was modeled utilizing traffic study 
prepared by KOA Corporation Planning & Engineering and FHWA TNM Version 2.5 Look-Up 
Program. The proposed project would generate 810 weekday trips, including 215 trips during 
PM peak hour. The proposed project would generate 1,704 daily trips on Saturday, including 
321 trips during the mid-day peak hour. Weekday PM peak hour and Saturday mid-day PM 
peak hour results of the analysis are summarized in Tables 3-8 and 3-9. The greatest project
related noise increase would be 2.0 dBA and would occur along Telfair Avenue between 
Lakeside and Ryan Streets. 
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TABLE 3-8: EXISTING ESTIMATED MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS 

Estimated dBA, Leq 

Existing Existing Plus Project 
Roadway Segment (2011) Project (2011) Impact 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 61.8 61.8 0.0 

Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 59.1 59.9 0.8 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 60.5 60.9 0.4 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.7 63.0 0.3 
Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 59.6 59.7 0.1 
Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 56.3 58.3 2.0 
Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 58.3 59.2 0.9 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.1 62.6 0.5 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011 

TABLE 3-9: FUTURE 2016 ESTIMATED MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS 

Estimated dBA, Leq 

No Project Project 
Roadway Segment (2016) Project (2016) Impact 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 62.2 62.2 0.0 
Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 59.5 60.3 0.8 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 61.1 61.4 0.3 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 63.1 63.4 0.3 
Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 60.0 60.1 0.1 
Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 56.7 58.6 1.9 
Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 58.7 59.6 0.9 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.6 62.9 0.3 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

Mobile noise generated by the proposed project would not cause the ambient noise level 
measured at the property line of the affected uses to increase by 3 dBA to or within the 
"normally unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category (Table 4-3) or any 5-dBA or more 
increase in noise level. Vehicular noise would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Outdoor Activity Noise. The project site would include an outdoor recreation area. The 
closest sensitive receptors to outdoor activity areas include the residential land uses adjacent to 
the project site. Outdoor activity could include athletes, skateboarders, children, joggers and 
other similar uses and support buildings. Athletic activity would generate a noise level of 
approximately 67 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet. 10 As shown in Table 3-10, daytime outdoor 
activity would not exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at the identified sensitive land uses. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to daytime 
outdoor activity noise. 

10City of San Rafael, San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility Draft Environmental Impact Report, March 
2009. 
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TABLE 3-10: OPERATIONAL NOISE IMPACT- DAYTIME 

Maximum 
Location Distance Noise Level 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 575 35.8 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family 200 51.9 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family 400 44.4 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 1,000 34.5 

Residences) 

Noise Monitor 5 El Dorado Avenue 900 26.9 
Elementary School 

la/ Distance from center of source to receptor. 

Existing 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq} /c/ 

60.1 

52.6 

48.8 

55.3 

58.5 

/b/ Operational noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
/cl Existing ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

New 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq} Increase 

60.1 0.0 

55.3 2.7 

50.2 1.4 

55.3 0.0 

58.5 0.0 

The proposed project would include field lights and nighttime activities. As shown in Table 3-
11, daytime outdoor activity would not exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at the identified 
sensitive land uses. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to nighttime outdoor activity noise. 

TABLE 3-11: OPERATIONAL NOISE IMPACT - NIGHTTIME 

Maximum Existing New 
Location Distance Noise Level Ambient Ambient 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ (dBA, Leq} /c/ (dBA, Leq} Increase 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 575 35.8 57.3 57.3 0.0 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family 200 51.9 50.2 54.2 4.0 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family 400 44.4 50.5 51.5 1.0 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 1,000 34.5 58.6 58.6 0.0 

Residences) 
la/ Distance from center of source to receptor. 
/b/ Operational noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
/cl Existing ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

The proposed project would include a natural amphitheater that may have amplified sound. The 
Los Angeles Municipal Code prohibits the operation or use of sound amplifying equipment 
within 500 feet residences between the hours of 4:30 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. of the following day. In 
addition, sound emanating from sound amplifying equipment shall not be audible at a distance 
in excess of 200 feet from the sound equipment. Studies have shown that the smallest 
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perceptible change in sound level for a person with normal hearing sensitivity is approximately 3 
dBA. Based on a 52.6 dBA Leq ambient noise level, amplified sound would need to be limited to 
67 dBA Leq at 50 feet to be inaudible at 200 feet. It is common for amplified sound at outdoor 
events to exceed 67 dBA Leq at 50 feet. Amphitheater noise may be audible beyond 200 feet 
from the source and may exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold. Therefore, without 
mitigation, the proposed project would result in a significant impact related to daytime amplified 
noise. 

Amplified noise would be prohibited after 4:30 p.m. per the LAMC. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to nighttime amplified noise. 

Land Use Noise Compatibility. The City's Land Use for Community Noise Environments is 
shown in Table 3-3, above. Neighborhood Parks land uses within the City are compatible with 
ambient noise levels less than 70 dBA CNEL. A 24-hour noise measurement taken on the 
project site indicated that the ambient CNEL is 61.2 dBA. This noise level is less than the 
compatible 70 dBA CNEL listed in Table 3-3, above, for neighborhood parks. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to land use and noise 
compatibility. 

Parking Noise. The proposed project would include for approximately 400 vehicles throughout 
the project site (see Figure 2-1, above). Automobile parking activity typically generates a noise 
level of approximately 58.1 dBA Leq at 50 feet (e.g., tire noise, engine noise, and door slams). 11 

As shown in Tables 3-12 and 3-13, parking activity would not increase ambient noise levels at 
sensitive receptors by more than the 5 dBA significance threshold. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to parking noise. 

TABLE 3-12: PARKING NOISE IMPACT- DAYTIME 

Maximum Existing New 
Location Distance Noise Level Ambient Ambient 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ (dBA, Leq} /c/ (dBA, Leq} Increase 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 208 35.7 60.1 60.1 0.0 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family 497 33.2 52.6 52.6 0.0 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family 252 40.5 48.8 49.4 0.6 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 1,050 25.0 55.3 55.3 0.0 

Residences) 

Noise Monitor 5 El Dorado Avenue 1,040 16.7 58.5 58.5 0.0 
Elementary School 

la/ Distance from center of source to receptor. 
/b/ Operational noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
/cl Existing ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

11 The reference parking noise level is based on a series of noise measurements completed 50 feet from 
vehicles accessing a multi-level parking structure. 
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TABLE 3-13: PARKING NOISE IMPACT - NIGHTTIME 

Maximum 
Location Distance Noise Level 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 208 35.7 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family 497 33.2 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family 252 40.5 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 1,050 25.0 

Residences) 
Jal Distance from center of source to receptor. 

Existing 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq} /c/ 

57.3 

50.2 

50.5 

58.6 

/b/ Operational noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
/cl Existing ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

Operational Phase Noise Mitigation Measures 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

New 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq} Increase 

57.3 0.0 

50.3 0.1 

50.9 0.4 

58.6 0.0 

N10 Amplified noise levels at the amphitheater shall be prohibited from exceeding 67 dBA Leq 

at 50 feet. 

Impacts After Mitigation 

The impact related to daytime amplified noise was determined to be significant without 
mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure N10 would reduce the impact to less than 
significant. 

3.4.2 Ground-borne Vibration Impacts 

Construction Phase Ground-borne Vibration Impacts 

As shown in Table 3-14, use of heavy equipment (e.g., a large bulldozer) generates vibration 
levels of 0.089 inches per second at a distance of 25 feet. Residential land uses are located 
adjacent to the project site and heavy-duty equipment would operate in close vicinity to these 
residences. Based on FTA calculation methodologies, heavy-duty construction equipment 
activity within 15 feet of residences would generate vibration levels that exceed the 0.2 inches 
per second significance threshold. Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project would 
result in a significant impact related to construction vibration. 

TABLE 3-14: VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment PPV at 25 feet (Inches/Second) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 
SOURCE: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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N11 Heavy-duty construction equipment operating on-site during site clearing and grading 
activities shall be located further than 15 feet from residential land uses, as feasible. 

Impacts After Mitigation 

The impact related to construction vibration was determined to be significant without mitigation. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure N11 would reduce the impact to less than significant. 

Operational Phase Ground-borne Vibration Impacts 

The proposed project would not include significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, 
such as heavy equipment operations. Operational ground-borne vibration in the project vicinity 
would be generated by vehicular travel on the local roadways. However, similar to existing 
conditions, project-related traffic vibration levels would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. 
Thus, operational vibration would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Operational Phase Ground-borne Vibration Mitigation Measures 

Operational ground-borne vibration impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

Impacts After Mitigation 

Not applicable. The project-related operational ground-borne vibration would result in a less
than-significant impact without mitigation. 

3.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

When calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic consultant took 17 additional projects into 
consideration. Thus, the future traffic results without and with the proposed project already 
account for the cumulative impacts from these other projects. Since the noise impacts are 
generated directly from the traffic analysis results, the future without project and future with 
project noise impacts described in this report already reflect cumulative impacts. 

Table 3-15 presents the cumulative increase in future traffic noise levels at intersections (i.e., 
2016 "No Project "conditions plus proposed project traffic). The maximum cumulative roadway 
noise increase would be 2.3 dBA CNEL and would occur along Telfair Avenue between 
Lakeside Street and Ryan Street. This would be less than the 3-dBA significance threshold, 
and cumulative mobile noise would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
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TABLE 3-15: ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS 

Estimated dBA, Leq 

Cumulative 
Roadway Segment Existing Project Impact 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 61.8 62.2 0.4 

Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 59.1 60.3 1.2 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 60.5 61.4 0.9 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.7 63.4 0.7 
Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 59.6 60.1 0.5 
Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 56.3 58.6 2.3 
Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 58.3 59.6 1.3 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.1 62.9 0.8 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011 

The predominant vibration source near the project site is heavy trucks traveling on the local 
roadways. Neither the proposed project nor related projects would substantially increase 
heavy-duty vehicle traffic near the project site and would not cause a substantial increase in 
heavy-duty trucks on local roadways. The proposed project would not add to a cumulative 
vibration impact. 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

276.6 
30.0 

18.2 
30.0 

9.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.1 

file:///Jl/. .. 20Complex%20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%2020 l l-Telfair%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:05 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

516.9 
30.0 

34.1 
30.0 

17.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.8 

file:/// JI!. . .ion%20Complex%20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%2020 l l-Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:07 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 1.0 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

141.1 
30.0 

9.3 
30.0 

4.7 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 56.3 

file:/// JI!. .. roject%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%202011 %20Saturday-%20Telfair"/o20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:07 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

309.4 
30.0 

20.4 
30.0 

10.2 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.6 

file:///Jl/. .. 20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020ll/Existing%202011 %20Saturday-%20Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:06 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

227.5 
30.0 

15.0 
30.0 

7.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.3 

file:///Jl/. .. oject%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020ll/Existing%202011 %20Saturday-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:07 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

738.0 
15.0 

48.7 
15.0 

24.3 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.1 

file:/// JI!. .. ject%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%202011 %20Saturday-%20Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:06 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

386.8 
30.0 

25.5 
30.0 

12.8 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.5 

file:/// JI!. .. mplex%20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%2020 l l-%20Haddon%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:04 PM] 

RL0021556 



EM22400 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

842.7 
15.0 

55.6 
15.0 

27.8 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.7 

file:///Jl/. .. plex%20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20201 l/Existing%2020 l l -%20Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:05 PM] 

RL0021557 



EM22401 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

335.8 
30.0 

22.1 
30.0 

11.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.9 

file:/// JI!. .. ct%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project-Telfair"/o20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 30 PM] 

RL0021558 



EM22402 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour - Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

523.3 
30.0 

34.5 
30.0 

17.3 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.8 

file:/// JI!. .. roject%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project-Polk%20St. txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 30 PM] 

RL0021559 



EM22403 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

425.9 
30.0 

28.1 
30.0 

14.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.9 

file:/// JI!. .. t%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project-Haddon%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 30 PM] 

RL0021560 



EM22404 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

895.4 
15.0 

59.0 
15.0 

29.5 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.0 

file:/// JI!. .. %202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project-Encinitas%20A ve.txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 30 PM] 

RL0021561 



EM22405 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Satuday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

228.4 
30.0 

15.1 
30.0 

7.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.3 

file:/// JI!. .. 08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project%20Sat%20-Telfair"/o20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 10:31 PM] 

RL0021562 



EM22406 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

318.5 
30.0 

21.0 
30.0 

10.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.7 

file:/// JI!. .. 009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project%20Sat%20-Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1: 10:31 PM] 

RL0021563 



EM22407 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

285.7 
30.0 

18.8 
30.0 

9.4 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.2 

file:/// JI!. .. 8 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project%20Sat%20-Haddon%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 31 PM] 

RL0021564 



EM22408 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

816.3 
15.0 

53.8 
15.0 

26.9 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.6 

file:/// JI!. .. l/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project%20Sat%20-Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 10:29 PM] 

RL0021565 



EM22409 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

304.6 
30.0 

20.1 
30.0 

10.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.5 

file:///Jl/. .. oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project-%20Telfair%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :44 PM] 

RL0021566 



EM22410 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

156.5 
30.0 

10.3 
30.0 

5.2 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 56.7 

file:/// JI!. .. NM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20W ith%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project%20Sat-%20Telfair%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :44 PM] 

RL0021567 



EM22411 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

342.2 
30.0 

22.6 
30.0 

11.3 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.0 

file:///Jl/. .. se/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project%20Sat-%20Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :44 PM] 

RL0021568 



EM22412 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

251.2 
30.0 

16.6 
30.0 

8.3 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.7 

file:///Jl/. .. M%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project%20Sat-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7 /28/2011 1: 11 :45 PM] 

RL0021569 



EM22413 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future With No Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

814.5 
15.0 

53.7 
15.0 

26.9 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.6 

file:///Jl/. .. %20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project%20Sat-%20Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :45 PM] 

RL0021570 



EM22414 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

570.6 
30.0 

37.6 
30.0 

18.8 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.2 

file:///Jl/. .. 8l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project-%20Polk%20St.txt[7 /28/2011 1: 11 :45 PM] 

RL0021571 



EM22415 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

440.4 
30.0 

29.0 
30.0 

14.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.1 

file:///Jl/. .. oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :45 PM] 

RL0021572 



EM22416 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

930.0 
15.0 

61.3 
15.0 

30.7 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.1 

file:/// JI!. . .ise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project-%20Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :44 PM] 

RL0021573 



EM22417 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

364.0 
30.0 

24.0 
30.0 

12.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.3 

file:/// JI!. .. -081/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project-%20Telfair"/o20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 13: 30 PM] 

RL0021574 



EM22418 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

243.9 
30.0 

16.1 
30.0 

8.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.6 

file:/// JI!. . .ise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project%20Sat-%20Telfair"/o20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :30 PM] 

RL0021575 



EM22419 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

351.3 
30.0 

23.2 
30.0 

11.6 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.1 

file:/// JI!. .. l/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project%20Sat-%20Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :30 PM] 

RL0021576 



EM22420 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

309.4 
30.0 

20.4 
30.0 

10.2 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.6 

file:/// JI!. .. se/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project%20Sat-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :31 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

829.7 
15.0 

58.9 
15.0 

29.4 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.9 

file:/// JI!. . ./TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project%20Sat-%20Encinitas%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 13: 31 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

576.9 
30.0 

38.0 
30.0 

19.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.2 

file:/// JI/ ... 009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project-%20Polk%20St. txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :31 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

479.6 
30.0 

31.6 
30.0 

15.8 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.4 

file:/// JI!. .. 8 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :30 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

982.8 
15.0 

64.8 
15.0 

32.4 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.4 

file:/// JI!. .. l/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project-%20Encinitas%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :30 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

276.6 
30.0 

18.2 
30.0 

27.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.2 

file:/// JI!. .. 02009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20with%200ff'/o20Site%20Truck-Telfair%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:46 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

516.9 
30.0 

34.1 
30.0 

35.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.1 

file:/// JI!. .. t%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Truck-Polk%20St. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:46 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

386.8 
30.0 

25.5 
30.0 

30.8 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.2 

file:/// JI!. .. 2009-081/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Truck-Haddon%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:45 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

842.7 
15.0 

55.6 
15.0 

45.8 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 64.1 

file:/// JI!. .. 009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Tmck/Existing%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Tmck-Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:45 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

141.1 
30.0 

9.3 
30.0 

22.6 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.8 

file:/// JI!. .. 8 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20Sat%20with%200ff'/o20Site%20Truck-Telfair%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:46 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

309.4 
30.0 

20.4 
30.0 

28.2 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.5 

file:/// JI!. .. 09-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Tmck/Existing%20Sat%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Tmck-Polk%20St. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:43 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

227.5 
30.0 

15.0 
30.0 

25.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.8 

file:/// JI!. .. l/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20Sat%20with%200ff'/o20Site%20Truck-Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:46 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

738.0 
15.0 

48.7 
15.0 

42.3 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.7 

file:/// JI!. . ./Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20Sat%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Truck-Encinitas%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:45 PM] 
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Appendix B 

Noise Calculation 

RL0021590 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
....lo. 

01 
<O 
....lo. 

CONSTRUCTION - UNMITIGATED 
Reference Noise Distance 
Reference Noise Level 

Sensitive Receotor 

Noise Monitor 1- ITT Technical Institute 

Noise Monitor 2- 15435 Ryan Street (Single-
Family Homes) 

Noise Monitor 3- 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-
Family Homes) 

Noise Monitor 4- 15291 Golden Court (Single-
Family Residential Homes) 

El Dorado Ave Elementary School 

CONSTRUCTION - MITIGATED 
Reference Noise Distance 
Reference Noise Level 

Sensitive Receptor 
Noise Monitor 1- ITT Technical Institute 
Noise Monitor 2- 15435 Ryan Street (Single-
Family Homes) 
Noise Monitor 3- 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-
Family Homes) 
Noise Monitor 4- 15291 Golden Court 
(Single-Family Residential Homes) 
El Dorado Ave Elementary School 

50 
89 

Distance 
(feet) 

420 

50 

50 

120 

525 

50 
89 

Distance 
(feet) 

420 

50 

50 

120 
525 

Maximum 
Construction 

Attenuation Noise Level 
Factors (dBAl 

10 60.5 

0 89.0 

0 89.0 

0 79.5 

15 53.6 

Mitigation Attenuation 
Factors Factors 

3 10.0 

3 0.0 

3 0.0 

3 0.0 
3 15.0 

Existing 
Ambient New Ambient 

(dBA, Leal (dBA, Leal 

60.1 63.3 

52.6 89.0 

48.8 89.0 

55.3 79.5 

58.5 59.7 

Maximum 
Construction 
Noise Level Existing Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA, Leq) 
57.5 60.1 

86.0 52.6 

86.0 48.8 

76.5 55.3 
50.6 58.5 

Increase 

3.2 

36.4 

40.2 

24.2 

1.2 

New Ambient 
(dBA, Leq) 

62.0 

86.0 

86.0 

76.5 
59.1 

Increase 
1.9 

33.4 

37.2 

21.2 
0.6 

m 
s: 
I\) 
I\) 
~ w 
~ 
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PARKING - DAYTIME 
Reference Noise Distance 
Reference Noise Level 

Sensitive Receptor 

Noise Monitor 1- ITT Technical Institute 

Noise Monitor 2- 15435 Ryan Street (Single-
Family Homes) 

Noise Monitor 3- 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-
Family Homes) 

Noise Monitor 4- 15291 Golden Court (Single-
Family Residential Homes) 

El Dorado Ave Elementary School 

PARKING - NIGHTTIME 
Reference Noise Distance 
Reference Noise Level 

Sensitive Receptor 
Noise Monitor 1- ITT Technical Institute 
Noise Monitor 2- 15435 Ryan Street (Single-
Family Homes) 
Noise Monitor 3- 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-
Family Homes) 
Noise Monitor 4- 15291 Golden Court (Single-
Family Residential Homes) 

50 
58.1 

Distance Attenuation 
(feet) Factors 

208 10 

497 0 

252 0 

1,050 0 

1,040 15 

50 
58.1 

Distance Attenuation 
(feet) Factors 

208 10 

497 0 

252 0 

1,050 0 

Existing 
Maximum Noise Ambient 

Level (dBAl (dBA, LeQ) 

35.7 60.1 

33.2 52.6 

40.5 48.8 

25.0 55.3 

16.7 58.5 

Existing 
Maximum Noise Ambient 

Level (dBA) (dBA, LeQ) 
35.7 57.3 

33.2 50.2 

40.5 50.5 

25.0 58.6 

New Ambient 
(dBA, LeQ) 

60.1 

52.6 

49.4 

55.3 

58.5 

New Ambient 
(dBA, LeQ) 

57.3 

50.3 

50.9 

58.6 

Increase 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

Increase 
0.0 

0.1 

0.4 

0.0 

m 
s: 
I\) 
I\) 
~ w 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

C. NOISE 

This Section evaluates the potential for noise and groundborne vibration impacts resulting from 

implementation of the Project. This includes the potential for the Project to result in impacts associated 

with a substantial temporary and/or pennanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 

Project Site; exposure of people in the vicinity of the Project Site to excessive noise levels, groundbome 

vibration, or groundbome noise levels; and whether this exposure is in excess of established standards. 

Finally, mitigation measures intended to reduce impacts to noise and vibration are proposed, where 

appropriate, to avoid or reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

Data used to prepare this analysis were obtained from the City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise 

Element, the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), and by measuring and modeling existing and 

future noise levels at the Project Site and the surrounding land uses. Traffic information contained in the 

transportation study prepared for the Project was used to prepare the noise modeling for vehicular sources 

(refer to Appendix IV.B). 

The information in this Section 1s summarized from the following reports, which can be found m 

Appendix IV. C to this EIR: 

• Noise Impact Study. Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project, prepared by Acoustical Engineering 

Services, May 2010 (Appendix IV.C.1) 

• Helicopter Noise Technical Memorandum for the Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project, 

prepared by Heliport Consultants, May 2010 (Appendix IV.C.2) 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

i. Outdoor Sound Propagation 

ii. Environmental Noise Descriptors 

b. Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne Vibration 

c. Regulatory Framework 

i. Federal 

1. Noise Standards 

(a) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(b) Federal Aviation Administration 

(i) Land Use Compatibilitv 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-1 

RL0021593 
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City of Los Angeles 

(ii) Sleep Disturbance 

2. Vibration Standard~ 

ii. State of California 

1. Noise Standards 

2. Vibration Standards 

iii. City of Los Angeles 

1. 1997 Los Angeles Un~fzed School District Noise Guidelines 

2. City ofLos Angeles Noise Element 

3. City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

4. City of Los Angeles Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

d. Existing Noise Conditions 

i. Sensitive Receptors 

ii. Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

iii. Traffic Noise Levels 

e. Existing Groundborne Vibration 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Thresholds of Significance 

i. Construction Noise 

ii. Operational Noise 

1. Traffic Noise and On-Site Noise Sources 

2. Helicopter Noise 

(a) Land Use Compatibility 

(b) Sleep Disturbance 

3. School Uses 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

July 2010 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-2 
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City of Los Angeles 

4. Summary of Operational Noise Significance Thresholds 

iii. Groundborne Vibration (Construction) 

b. Methodology 

i. Ambient Noise Measurement 

ii. Construction Noise 

iii. Operational Noise 

1. Off-Site Roadway Noise 

2. On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

3. Helistop Operation 

iv. Groundborne Vibration (Construction) 

c. Project Design Features 

i. Construction 

ii. Operation 

d. Project Impacts 

i. Construction Noise and Vibration Impacts 

1. Construction Noise 

2. Off-Site Noise Sources (Constntction Trucks) 

3. Groundborne Vibration 

ii. Operational Noise 

1. On-Site Noise Sources Noise 

(a) Building Mechanical Equipment 

(b) Parking Facility 

( c) Loading and Trash/Recycling Areas 

(d) Outdoor Services 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

July 2010 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-3 
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City of Los Angeles 

2. Helistop 

(a) Land Use Compatibilitv 

(b) Sleep Disturbance 

3. Off-Site Traffic (Mobile Sources) 

4. Alternative Traffic Impact 

5. Composite Noise Level Impacts from Project Operations 

iii. Site Compatibility.for New Buildings 

e. Land Use Equivalency Program 

f. Design Flexibility Program 

3. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

a. Construction Noise 

b. Construction Vibration 

c. Operational Noise 

4. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. Construction 

b. Operation 

c. Cumulative Construction 

5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

a. Construction Noise 

b. Operational Noise 

c. Groundborne Vibration 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

July 2010 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-4 
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City of Los Angeles July 2010 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch). The standard unit 

of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB). The decibel scale is a logarithmic scale that 

describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound. The pitch of the sound 

is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to a 

given sound level at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate 

noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by filtering 

the noise signal in a manner that corresponds to the way a human ear perceives sound. 

Noise, on the other hand, is typically defined as unwanted sound. A typical noise environment consists of 

a base of steady ambient noise that is the sum of many distant and indistinguishable noise sources. 

Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from individual local sources. These can vary from 

an occasional aircraft or train passing by to virtually continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a 

major highway. Table IV.C-1 (Representative Environmental Noise Levels) illustrates representative 

noise levels in the environment. 

People judge the relative magnitude of sound sensation by subjective terms such as "loudness" or 

"noisiness." A change in sound level of 3 dB is considered ')ust perceptible," a change in sound level of 

5 dB is considered "clearly noticeable," and an increase of 10 dB is recognized as 'lwice as loud."1 

Generally speaking, the human ear is physiologically incapable of discerning a difference in the noise 

environment for a change of less than 3 dBA in a normal hearing environment (i.e., not in a laboratory or 

diagnostic setting). 

1. Outdoor Sound Propagation 

In an outdoor environment, sound levels attenuate (reduce) through the air as a function of distance. Such 

attenuation is commonly referred to as "distance loss" or "geometric spreading," and is based on the noise 

source configuration, point source, or line source. For a point source, such as a piece of 

mechanical/electrical/constrnction equipment (e.g., air conditioner, electrical transformer, or bull dozer) 

the rate of sound attenuation is 6 dB per doubling of distance from the noise source. For example, an 

outdoor condenser fan that generates a sound level of 60 dBA at a distance of five feet would attenuate to 

54 dBA at a distance of 10 feet. For a line source, such as a constant flow of traffic on a roadway, the rate 

of sound attenuation is 3 dB per doubling of distance. 2 

In addition, structures (e.g., buildings and solid walls) and natural topography (e.g., hills) that obstruct the 

line-of-sight between a noise source and a receptor further reduce the noise level if the receptor is located 

2 

Engineering Noise Control, Bies & Hansen, 1988. 

Ca/trans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998. 
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Table IV.C-1 

Representative Environmental Noise Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 
-llO- Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 100 feet 
-JOO-

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet 
-90-

Noisv Urban Area during Daytime Food Blender at 3 feet 
Diesel Tmck going 50 mph at 50 feet -80- Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet -70- Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 
Commercial Area Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet -60-
Large Business Office 

Quiet Urban Area during Daytime -50- Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime -40- Theater, Large Conference Room (background) 
Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime 

-30- Library 
Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (background) 

-20-
Broadcast/Recording Studfo 

-10-

Lowest Threshold of Human Heming -0- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 
Source: California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement: A Technical Supplement to the Traffic Noise 
Anazvsis Protocol, October 1998, page 18. 

within the "shadow" of the obstruction, such as behind a sound wall. This type of sound attenuation is 

known as '·barrier insertion loss." If a receptor is located behind the wall but still has a view of the source 

(i.e., line-of-sight is not fully blocked), some barrier insertion loss would still occur, although to a lesser 

extent. Additionally, a receptor located on the same side of the wall as a noise source may actually 

experience an increase in the perceived noise level as the wall reflects noise back to the receptor, thereby 

compounding the noise. Noise barriers can provide noise level reductions ranging from approximately 5 

dBA (where the barrier just breaks the line-of-sight bet\veen the noise source and receiver) to an upper 

range of 20 dBA with a more substantial barrier. 3 

ii. Environmental Noise Descriptors 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on people. 

Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise on people is 

Ibid. 
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largely dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as the time of day when the 

noise occurs. Those that are applicable to this analysis are as follows: 

• Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) - An Leq is the average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated 

period of time. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the same if 

they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure. Leq for one-hour periods, during 

the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours are commonly used in environmental noise 

assessments. Leq can be measured for any time period, but is typically measured for an increment 

of no less than 15 minutes for environmental studies. For evaluating community impacts, this 

rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or the night. 

• Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) - The maximum instantaneous noise level measured during a given 

period of time. Lmaxis a measure of highest sound level at a particular point in time. Lmax is used 
to evaluate noise effects from helicopter operations on noise sensitive land uses such as schools. 

• Sound Exposure Level (SEL) ··· SEL is primarily used to evaluate noise effects from the operation 

of a helistop (i.e., helicopter flight noise) on noise sensitive land uses such as residential. SEL is 

an energy-based sum of the noise experienced during a single noise event, normalized to one 

second duration. For a single helicopter flight to the facility (i.e., one arrival and departure), the 

timeframe of the noise event reflected in the SEL encompasses the approach, landing, idling, 

takeoff and departure activities of the aircraft. SEL takes into account both intensity and duration 

of the sound generated during the event. Typically, SEL for aircraft noise is 10 dBA higher than 

• Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) - CNEL is the time average of all A-weighted sound 

levels for a 24-hour day period with a 10 dBA adjustment (upward) added to the sound levels 

which occur in the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) and a 5 dBA adjustment (upward) 

added to the sound levels which occur in the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to I 0:00 p.m.). These 

penalties attempt to account for increased human sensitivity to noise during the quieter nighttime 

periods, particularly where sleep is the most probable activity. CNEL has been adopted by the 

State of California to define the community noise environment for development of the 

community noise element of a General Plan and is also used by the City for land use planning and 

to describe noise impacts in its 2006 Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (L.A. CEQA 

Thresholds Guide).4
•
5 

• Day-Night Average Level (Ldn or DNL). Ldn, like CNEL, is the weighted 24-hour average noise 

level in an environment which accounts for peoples increased annoyance to noise occurring in the 

nighttime hours. It is the average equivalent A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day, 

State of California, General Plan Guidelines, 2003. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Ciuide is available al 
http:/ lwww. laci ly. orgl ead/ environmentla/prograrns!thresholdsguide. him. 
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calculated after adding JO decibels to sound levels which occur in the night after I 0:00 p.m. and 

before 7:00 a.m. Typically, Ldn levels are within l dBA of CNEL levels. 

b. Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne Vibration 

Vibration is commonly defined as an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's 

amplitude can be described in tenns of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. The peak particle velocity 

(PPV) or the root-mean-square (RMS) velocity is usually used to describe vibration amplitudes. PPV is 

defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal, while RMS is defined as the square

root of the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. PPV is typically used for evaluating potential 

building damage, whereas RMS is typically more suitable for evaluating human response to groundbome 

vibration.6 The RMS vibration velocity level can be presented in inches per second or in VdB (a decibel 

unit referenced to l micro-inch per second( Commonly, groundbome vibration generated by man-made 

activities (i.e., road traffic, construction operations) attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the 

vibration. 

c. Regulatory Framework 

i. Federal 

1. Noise Standards 

(a) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides noise standards for residential 

units developed under HUD funding. The HUD noise standards are included in Title 24 Part 51B of the 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). HUD has set a goal of 65 dBA Lctn (65 dBA CNEL for projects in 

California) as "acceptable" exterior noise standard for residential development and 45 dBA Lctn (45 dBA 

CNEL for projects in California) as a desirable maximum interior noise standard for residential units. 

Although HUD noise standards are not required for non-federally funded projects, the standards are 

consistent with other federal agencies, such as the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), as well as the 

State of California and City of Los Angeles noise standards and building construction codes. 

(b) Federal Aviation Administration 

The FAA establishes the aircraft noise analysis methodology and significance thresholds that are 

applicable to federally funded projects that have an aviation noise component. The guidelines contained 

in FAA documents are considered the industry standard used by the State of California and City of Los 

Angeles noise standards and building construction codes. These standards address potential aircraft noise 

6 Federal Transit Administration (FTA), "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment," Afay 2006, Section 
7.1.2. 

VdB (velocity level in decibel) = 20 x Log (VI Vre}, where Vis the Rl'vfS' velocity amplitude in inch per second 
and Vref is the reference velocity amplitude of lxl o-6 inch per second (I micro-inch per second) 
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in two different ways. First, land use compatibility is addressed through consideration of changes in the 

24-hour noise environment, measured in CNEL. Second, the potential for sleep disturbance is assessed 

through application of the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) associated with individual helicopter events. 

(i) Land Use Compatibility 

CFR Title 14 Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning, provides guidelines for land use 

compatibility around airports and states that, in general, residential uses are not compatible within the 65 

dBA Ldn contour or above and that all types of land uses are compatible in areas below 65 dBA Ldn (65 

dBA CNEL for projects in California). [n addition, the FAA's Order 1050.lE, Environmental Impacts: 

Policies and Procedures, as well as in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, establishes a screening threshold 

of a 1.5 dBA Ldn (or 1.5 dBA CNEL for projects in California) increase in noise in any sensitive area 

located within the 65 dBA Ldn (or 65 dBA CNEL for projects in California) contour. In practice, it has 

been found that unless a proposed airport project will cause at least a 1.5 dB increase within the 65 dB 

CNEL or greater area, a 3 dB or greater (i.e., audible) increase in the 60-65 dB CNEL area will not 

occur.8 

(ii) Sleep Disturbance 

In addition to changes in the 24-hour average noise level, aviation operations have the potential to affect 

individuals through the disturbance of sleep. The effects of single event aircraft noise (SEL) are utilized 

to assess the effects of aviation noise on sleep. Research has been done which examines the correlation 

between single event noise levels and the prediction of "annoyance" due to sleep or speech interference. 

In 1992, the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (PICON) recommended an interim dose-response 

curve ("the 1992 PICON interim curve") to predict the percent of the exposed population expected to be 

awakened as a function of the SEL level. Much of the research reflected in the 1992 PICON interim 

curve was based on studies conducted in the laboratory. After 1992, substantial field research in the area 

of sleep disturbance was completed, using a variety of test methods, and in a number of locations. The 

successor to PICON, the Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (PICAN), analyzed several 

sleep studies regarding the relationship between SEL and sleep disturbance as measured by number of 

awakenings. 9 

The post-1992 research showed a consistent pattern, with considerably less of the exposed population 

expected to be behaviorally awakened than had been shown with laboratory studies. Based on the 

research available through 1997, FICAN developed a curve (the "PICAN 1997 curve") that represents a 

conservative dose-response relationship for aircraft noise and sleep disturbance. This curve predicts the 

maximum percent of the exposed population that would be expected to be behaviorally awakened under 

different interior SEL levels. For instance, according to the FICAN 1997 curve, an interior single event 

8 

9 

Federal Aeencv Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues. Federal lnteragency Committee on Noise, 
August 1992. 

Effects ofAviation Noise on Awakenings from Sleep. Federal lnteragency Committee on Aviation Noise, June 
1997. 
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noise level of approximately 81 dBA (interior SEL) would be expected to result in the awakening of 

about 10 percent of the affected population. 10 

With respect to classroom disruption, a maximum interior noise level of 55 dBA (Lmax) for classrooms is 

recommended. The classroom interior noise standard of 55dBA (Lmax) was used in the Los Angeles 

International Airport, South Airfield Improvement Project EIR., which was based on the review of the 

EPA 1974 document "Levels Document", the ANSI standard Sl2.60, and the FICON 1992 report. 11
· 

12
· 

13
· 

14 

2. Vibration Standards 

There are no adopted federal policies or standards for groundborne vibration. In most circumstances, 

common vibrations related to roadway traffic and construction activities pose no threat to buildings or 

structures. The following guidelines from federal and state agencies are utilized in assessing potential 

groundborne vibration impacts due to Project construction activities. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published a technical manual titled Transit Noise and 

Vibration Impacts Assessment that provides groundbome vibration impact criteria with respect to building 

damage during construction activities. 15 With respect to potential building damage, the FTA provides 

guidelines for evaluating potential groundbome vibration damage applicable to various building 

categories. Table IV.C-2 (Construction Vibration Damage Criteria) provides the FTA vibration criteria 

applicable to construction activities. According to FTA guidelines, a vibration damage criterion of 0.20 

inch per second PPV should be considered for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings. 

Furthermore, structures or buildings constructed of reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber, have vibration 

damage criteria of 0.50 inch per second pursuant to the FTA guidelines. Buildings of a historical nature 

have lower vibration tolerances, PPV of 0.12 inch per second, pursuant to FTA Vibration Damage 

Criteria. 

10 Percent of Awakening= 0.0087 x (SEL - 30)1'1. 79, .from FICAN, Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakening (tom 
Sleep. June 1997. 

11 Los Angeles International Airport, South Airfield Improvement Project EIR, Appendix Ai, August 2005. 
12 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect 

Public Health and f1ie/fare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, EPAIONAC 55019-N-004, March 1974. 
13 ANS1 Standard SJ 2.60-2002 (R2009), Acoustical Performance Criteria, Design Requirements, and Guidelines for 

Schools. 
14 Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICOlv), Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis 

Issues, August 1992. 
15 Transit Noise and Vibration impact Assessment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006. 
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Table IV.C-2 
Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

PPV RMS in Decibels 
Buildine: Catee:orv (inches/second) (VdB) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 
II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 
Ill. Non-engineered timber and masonrv buildings 0.2 94 
IV. Buildings extremelv susceptible to vibration dan1age 0.12 90 
PPV ···peak particle velocity RA1S ···· root-mean square 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration ImvactAssessment, A1av 2006, Table 12-3. 

In addition to the FTA Construction Vibration Damage Criteria listed in Table IV.C-2, the FTA guidance 

manual also provides a vibration perception threshold for humans related to ground vibration. According 

to FTA guidelines, the human "threshold of perception" related to ground vibration is approximately 65 

VdB (RMS). 16 Although the perceptibility threshold is about 65 VdB, human response to vibration is not 

usually significant unless the vibration exceeds 70 VdB. Table IV.C-3 provides the human response to 

different groundbome vibration levels per the FTA guidance manual. As indicated in CV.C-3, ground 

vibration level of 78 VdB would be barely perceptible and up to 90 VdB would be distinctly perceptible. 

Table IV.C-3 

FTA Human Response to Groundborne Vibration Criteria 

Vibration 
Velocity Level, 

VdB Buman Response 

65 Approximate threshold of perception for many humans 
72 Vibration not feelable 

75 Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible 

78 Barely feelable vibration 

84 Feelable vibration 

90 Distinctly feelable vibration 
Source: "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment" (FTA, 2006). Table 7-1 and Table 8-3. 

ii. State of California 

1. Noise Standards 

The California Department of Health Services (DHS) has established guidelines for evaluating the 

compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure. The level of acceptability 

16 The human "threshold of perception" as defined by F1:4 is not used as significance threshold under CEQA 
analvsis. 
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of the noise environment is dependent on the activity associated with the paiticular land use. Table IV.C-

4 (Community Noise Exposure [CNEL]) shows the exterior noise standard associated with various land 

uses, as described by the State of California land use compatibility for community noise environment. 

Table IV.C-4 

Community Noise Exposure (CNEL) 

Normally Conditionally Normally 
Land Use Acceptablea Accef)tableb U naccef)table~ 
Single-family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50 - 60 55 - 70 70 - 75 
Multi-Familv Homes 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 75 
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 

50 - 70 60 - 70 70 - 80 
Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels 50 - 65 60- 70 70 - 80 
Auditoriums. Concert Halls. 

50 - 70 
Amphitheaters --- ---

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports --- 50 - 75 ---
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 - 70 --- 67 - 75 
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 

50 - 75 --- 70 - 80 
Recreation, Cemete1ies 

Office Buildings, Business and 
50 - 70 67 - 77 above 75 

Professional Commercial 
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 

50 - 75 70 - 80 above 75 
Agriculture 

Clearly 
Unacceptabled 

above 75 
above 75 

above 80 

above 75 

above 70 

above 75 
above 75 

above 80 

---

---

a Nomzall'i. Accqztable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings involved are of 
normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

b Conditionallv Acce12.table: New construction or development should be undertaken onZv after a detailed analysis of the 
noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional 
construction, but with closed windows and ft'esh air supply systems or air conditioning will normallv suffice. 

c Nmmall1' Unacce11table: Ne>11 construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 
insulation features included in the design. 

d Clearlv Unacce11table: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: City o{Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element, adopted February 1999. 

As shown in Table IV.C-4, an exterior noise environment up to 65 dBA CNEL is '·normally acceptable" 

for multi-family residential and hotel uses, without special noise insulation requirements, while 75 dBA 

CNEL and 80 dBA CNEL are identified as "clearly unacceptable" noise level for residential and hotel 

uses, respectively. 

With respect to the Project's proposed helistop, the Airport Noise Regulations found in Title 21 of the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR) are utilized. 17 The Airport Noise Regulations are based in part on 

the FAA Part 150 guidelines, which set noise limits for specific aircraft and provide guidance for land use 

compatibility around airports. These regulations state that the aircraft noise level in a residential setting 

should be no greater than 65 dBA CNEL. 

17 Section 5000, as adopted in 1970 and are administered by the Califbrnia Department of Tl·ansportation 
(Ca/trans) Division ojAeronautics. 
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Noise issues with regard to the building sound isolations are addressed in Title 24 of the CCR, as well as 

local noise standards that are based on state codes. 18 Title 24 specifies exterior to interior sound 

transmission control requirements for new multi-family residential development and hotel rooms, as 

follows: 

• Section 1208A.8.2 - Allowable Interior Noise Levels, states: 

Interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 dB in any habitable 

room. The noise metric shall be either the Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ld,J or the 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). consistent with the noise element of the local general 

plan. 

Worst-case noise levels, either existing or fi1ture, shall be used as the basis for determining 

compliance with this section. Future noise levels shall be predicted for a period of at least 10 

years from the time of building permit application. 

• Section 1208A.8.4 - Other Noise Sources, states: 

Residential structures to be located where the Ldn or CNEL exceed 60 dBA shall require an 

acoustical analysis showing that the proposed design will limit exterior noise to the prescribed 

allowable interior noise. The noise element of the local general plan shall be used to the greatest 

extent possible to identifY sites with noise levels potentially greater than 60 dBA. 

2. Vibration Standards 

There are no state vibration standards applicable to the Project. However, the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) provides guidelines/recommendations to limit groundbome vibration based on 

the age and/or physical condition of the structures that are located in close proximity to construction 

activity. 19 Table IV.C-5 (Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria) presents the 

Caltrans guidelines \vith respect to vibration damage threshold criteria. Although modem 

industrial/commercial buildings can endure ground vibration levels up to a maximum of 0.5 inch per 

second PPV, older structures have a much lower vibration tolerance of Cl.3 inch per second PPV. 

Furthermore, buildings of a historical nature, such as the existing Engine Company No. 28 located east of 

the Project Site, or extremely fragile structures have an even lower vibration damage threshold of 0.08 to 

0.25 inch per second PPV as shown in Table IV.C-5. Table IV.C-5 also includes the vibration criteria for 

underground tunnels, which would be applicable for the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority (Metro) Red Line subway tunnels, located beneath ]1h Street adjacent to the Project Site. 

18 

19 

2001 California Building Code, Division IIA Sound Transmission Control. If the City adopts the International 
Building Code (!BC) prior to issuance of the building permit for the Project, the requirements of the !BC would 
supersede the California Building Code. 

Transportation- and Construction-induced Vibration Guidance Manual, Ca/trans, 2004. 
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Table IV.C-5 

Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 

Continuous/Frequent 
Structure and Condition Transient Sources" Intermittent Sourcesb 
Extremely fragile buildings, ruins 
ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 
Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 
Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 
Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 
New residential structures 1.00 0.50 
Underground tunnels 1.20° 0.50° 
Modem industrial/commercial 
buildings 2.00 0.50 
a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat 

equipment, vibratory pile drive1:Y, and vibratmy compaction equipment. 
c Vibration cn"teria based on the Swiss Association of Standardization. 
Source: Transportation and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual, Ca/trans, 2004, Table 10 and 

Table 19. 

With respect to human response, studies by Caltrans show vibration velocity levels of 0.01 inch per 

second PPV would be barely perceptible by humans and levels greater than 0.04 inch per second PPV 

would be distinctly perceptible, as shown in Table IV.C-6. Also shown on Table IV.C-6 are Caltrans' 

criteria in terms of RMS level (VdB). As stated previously, typically, human response to ground 

vibration is described in terms of VdB criteria. As such, Caltrans PPV threshold criteria (Table IV.C-6) 

are also presented in VdB levels. 

Table IV.C-6 

Caltrans Guideline Vibration Annoyance Potential Threshold Criteria 

Maximum Vibration Velocity, inch/second 
Continuous/Frequent 

Transient Sources a Intermittent Sources b 

Human Response PPV /VdB" PPV /VdBc 

Barely Perceptible 0.04 / 80 0.01/ 68 

Distinctly Perceptible 0.25 I 96 0.04 I 80 

Strongly Perceptible 0.90 I 107 0.10 / 88 

Severe 2.00 I 114 0.40 I 100 
a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop bails. 
b imermirtent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratorv 

pile drivers, ""'~ -· J equipment. 

' VdB limits are calculated based on PPV limits and a cres1-factor of 4, per FTA, 2006. VdB = 20*Log(PPV*l,000,00014). 
Source: "Transportation- and Construction-Induced fJtbration Guidancelvlanual"(Caltrans, 2004), Table 20. 
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iii. City of Los Angeles 

1. City of Los Angeles Noise Element 

The Noise Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan (General Plan) establishes CNEL guidelines 

for land use compatibility and includes a number of goals, objectives, and policies for land use planning 

purposes. The City also has policies and regulations to control unnecessary, excessive, and annoying 

noise, as cited by LAMC Chapter XI, Noise Regulations. In addition, the L.A. CEQA l71resholds Guide 

provides guidelines for determining Project impacts and CNEL guidelines for land use noise 

compatibility. These plans and regulations are described later in this Section. 

The overall purpose of the Noise Element of a General Plan is to protect citizens from the harmful and 

annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise. The following Noise Element policies are applicable to 

the Project: 20 

• Policy 2.2: Enforce and/or implement applicable City, state, and federal regulations intended 
to mitigate proposed noise producing activities, reduce intrusive noise, and alleviate noise 
that is deemed a public nuisance. 

• Policy 3. l: Develop land use policies and programs that would reduce or eliminate potential 
and existing noise impacts. 

2. City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

Chapter XI of the LAMC establishes acceptable ambient sound levels to regulate intrusive noises (e.g., 

stationary mechanical equipment and vehicles other than those traveling on public streets) within specific 

land use zones. In accordance with the LAMC, a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing ambient 

noise level at an adjacent property line is considered a noise violation. To account for people's increased 

tolerance for short-duration noise events, the LAMC allows an additional 5 dBA increase for a noise 

lasting more than five, but less than 15 minutes, in any one-hour period (for a total of a l 0 dBA increase 

above the ambient noise level), and an additional 5 dBA increase (for a total of a 15 dBA increase above 

the ambient noise level) for a noise lasting five minutes or less in any one-hour period.21 

The ambient noise, as defined by the LAMC, is the measured noise level averaged over a period of at 

least 15 minutes (Leg[lS-rninuteJ). For purposes of determining whether or not a violation of the noise 
regulations is occurring, the sound level measurements of an offending noise are be averaged over a 

minimum duration of 15-minutes, and compared with the baseline ambient noise levels. The baseline 

ambient noise is the actual measured ambient noise level or the City's presumed ambient noise level as 

shown in Table IV.C-7 (City of Los Angeles Presumed Ambient Noise Levels), whichever is greater. In 

cases in which the actual measured ambient noise level is not known, the City's presumed ambient noise 

20 Noise Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, adopted February 3, 1999. 
21 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chap I er XI, Article I, Section 111. 02-(b ). 
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level will be used as the baseline. As indicated in Table IV.C-7, the City's presumed dayiime (7:00 a.m. 

to 10:00 p.m.) minimum ambient noise level for properties zoned residential is 50 dBA, while the 

nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) presumed minimum ambient noise level is 40 dBA. The presumed 

daytime minimum ambient noise level for properties zoned commercial is 60 dBA, while the nighttime 

presumed minimum ambient noise level is 55 dBA. 

Table IV.C-7 

City of Los Angeles Presumed Ambient Noise Levels 

Daytime Nighttime 
(7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 

Zone Leq (dBA) Leq (dBA) 

Residential, School, Hospital, Hotel 50 40 
Commercial 60 55 
Manufacturing (Ml, MRI and MR2) 60 55 
Heavy Manufacturing (M2 and M3) 65 65 
Source: LAMC, Section 111.03. 

In addition, the LAMC also limits n01se from constmction equipment located within 500 feet of a 

residential zone to 75 dBA, measured at a distance of 50 feet from the source, unless compliance with this 

limitation is technically infeasible. 22 Furthermore, the LAMC prohibits constmction noise between the 

hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, and on Saturday before 8:00 a.m. and after 6:00 

p.m., and all day on Sundays.23 

3. City of Los Angeles Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

The City has adopted local guidelines based, in part, on the community noise compatibility guidelines 

established by the State Department of Health Services for use in assessing the compatibility of various 

land use types with a range of noise levels. These guidelines are set forth in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

Guide in tenns of the CNEL. CNEL guidelines for specific land uses are classified into four categories: 

"normally acceptable;" "conditionally acceptable;" "nonnally unacceptable;" and "clearly unacceptable." 

As presented in Table IV.C-3, a CNEL value of 70 dBA is the upper limit of what is considered a 

"nonnally acceptable" noise environment for educational uses. For more sensitive uses such as multi

family residential, the upper limit of what is considered "nonnally acceptable'' is set at 65 dBA CNEL.24 

22 Jn accordance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Regulations (Los Angeles Afunicipal Code, Section 112. 05), 
'technical~v infeasible' means that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, 
shield5, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the operation of the 
equipment. 

23 Los Angeles lvlunicipal Code, Section 41.40. 

L.A. CEQA Thresholds Ciuide, Section 1.2, 2006. 
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4. City of Los Angeles Vibration Standards 

The City does not currently have any adopted standards, guidelines, or thresholds relative to groundbome 

vibration for Project construction and operations. 

d. Existing Noise Conditions 

i. Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sens1t1ve to intrusive noise than others based on the types of 

activities typically involved at the receptor location. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 

residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, 

auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 

commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive receptors were selected in accordance with the L.A. 

CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria and to provide a representative sampling of the surrounding 

noise environment. Sensitive receptors in the Project area include the following: 

• Various multi- and single-family residential land uses (refer to Table IV.C-8); 

• Los Angeles Central Library, various schools and educational facilities; 

• Various hotels and private clubs; and 

• Good Samaritan Hospital. 

ii. Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the Project Site and at 19 nearby off-site locations. The off-site 

noise measurements locations range from 60 feet to approximately 6,000 feet from the Project Site 

representing residential, schools, commercial, and religious land uses. The description of the noise 

measurement locations is provided in Table IV.C-8 (Description of Noise Measurement Locations) and 

Figure IV.C-1 (Noise Measurement Locations) shows the locations of the noise measurement locations, 

which are identified as Pl (Project Site) and RO through Rl8 (off-site locations). The nearest off-site noise 

sensitive receptors (i.e., multi-family residential uses) to the Project Site include: The Jonathan Club 

(Rl 7), The Pegasus apartments (near Rl l), Roosevelt Lofts (near RI 0), The Piero apartments (R4), and 

l 0 I 0 Wilshire apartments (near R4 and R6), which are located approximately 500 feet away from the 

Project Site. Schools are located at noise receptor locations Rl5 and Rl8, and the Jonathan Club is 

located at noise receptor location Rl 7. The noise measurement location Pl was selected to quantify the 

existing ambient noise level at the Project Site and to determine the land use compatibility of the Project's 

land uses. Long-term (24-hour) measurements were conducted at the Project Site (location Pl) and the noise 

metering device was placed on the roof of the existing on-site building. Generally, at the roof elevation the 

ambient sound level is few decibels higher than that of the grade level noise environment. At the building 

roof elevation, over 160 feet high (i.e., the roof of the existing on-site building), the noise meter has a 
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Table IV.C-8 

Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description 

Pl On the rooflevel of the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel 
and Centre, at the northwest comer of the building 

RO Office building at 1000 Wilshire Blvd., across from the 
Project Site 

Rl In front of the office building at 915 Wilshire Blvd., 
across from the Project Site 

R2 In front of the office building at 654 Figueroa St., across 
from the Project Site 

R3 In front of the office building at 725 Figueroa St.. across 
from the Project Site 

R4 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk: of St. Paul Ave., just north of Wilshire Blvd. 

RS In front of the multi-family building, on the south 
sidewalk: ofih SL east of Bixel St. 

R6 In front of the multi-family building, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St., just south of Wilshire Blvd. 

R7 In front of the Sheraton Hotel, on the west sidewalk of 
Hope St., south of 7111 St. 

R8 In front of the Westin Bonaventure Hotel and Suites, on 
the east sidewalk ofFit,'lleroa St., north of 5th St. 

R9 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk ofFigueroa St. (north of Olympic Blvd.) 

RlO In front of the multi-story building, on the south 
sidewalk of Wilshire Blvd .. just west of Hope St. 

Rll In front of the Standard Hotel, on the east sidewalk of 
Flower St., just north of 61

h St. 

Rl2 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Flower St. (between 8111 and 9th Sts.) 

Rl3 In front of the Good Samaritan Hospital, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St. 

Rl4 In front of the single-family residential building, on the 
north sidewalk of Colton St.. west of Glendale Blvd. 

Rl5 9th Street Elementary School, on the west sidewalk of 
Stanford Ave., between 8111 and 9th Sts. 

Rl6 In front of the multi-family residential building, on the 
east sidewalk of Beacon Ave., south of 8111 St. 
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Approximate 
Distance to 
Pro.ject Site 

(Feet)" 

on-site 

60 

80 

75 

85 

500 

700 

LOOO 

800 

1,300 

1,500 

800 

700 

1,200 

1,700 

5,000 

6,000 

3,800 

July 2010 

Sensitive 
Representing Receptor 

Nearby ? 
Land Uses 

Col11111ercial NIA 

Commercial No 

Col11111ercial No 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Co l11111e rcial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hospital Yes 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

School/ Yes 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 
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Table IV.C-8 

Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate Sensitive 
Distance to Representing Receptor 
Pro.ject Site Nearby ? 

Location Description (Feet)" Land Uses 

Rl7 In front of the Jonathan Club building at 545 Figueroa 450 Hotel/ Yes 
St. Commercial 

Rl8 In front of the Miguel Contreras Learning Centec on the 2,200 School/ Yes 
north sidewalk of 4th St., between Bixel St. and Lucas Residential 
Ave. 

a Distances are based on Google Earth map. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.C. l). 

direct line-of-sight to the nearby Interstate 110 (the "Harbor Freeway"). Thus, the meter on the roof 

would likely register slightly higher noise levels as compared with the ambient levels at the grade level. 

Three short-tenn (15-minute) measurements were conducted at each of the 19 off-site locations during the 

daytime hours (tvvo measurements between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.) and nighttime hours (one 

measurement between 10:00 p.m. and 1:00 a.m.). 

Table IV.C-8 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site, using the 

noise measurement locations as indicators Based on field observation and measured sound data, the 

current ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular 

traffic on local roadways and the Harbor Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft flyovers, and 

other typical urban noise. At the Project Site (Pl), the daytime ambient noise levels ranged from 69. l 

dBA (Leq) to 75.3 dBA (L0q). The existing ambient noise levels at all measurement locations currently 

exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient noise standards, as indicated in Table IV.C-9 

(Measured Ambient Noise Levels). 

iii. Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, the existing traffic noise 

on local roadways near the Project Site was calculated to quantify the 24-hour CNEL noise levels, using 

infom1ation taken from the Project's transportation study (refer to the Appendix IV.B). The 

transportation study area, which encompasses approximately 10 square miles, is bounded by Cesar E. 

Chavez Avenue/Temple Street on the north, Washington Boulevard on the south, Soto Street on the east, 

and Hoover Street and Alvarado Street on the west. A total of 42 intersections were analyzed as part of 

the transportation study. Twenty-eight roadway segments were selected for the existing noise analysis, 

based on proximity to noise sensitive uses along the roadway segments and potential increases in traffic 

volume from the Project. The traffic noise level was calculated using the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) and traffic volume data from the Project's traffic 

study. The TNM traffic noise prediction model calculates the hourly Leq noise levels based on specific 
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Legend 
Noise Measurement Locations 

Yellow - Within Project Site 

Green - Receptor location falls under City's definition of a sensitive receptor (i.e., residential, 
school, hotel, religious) 

Blue - Office/Commercial uses (non-sensitive receptor) 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010. 
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Measurement 
Location Date 

p] 7/22/2009 
7/23/2009 
7/24/2009 

RO 12/17/2009 

Rl 7/23/2009 

R2 7/23/2009 

R3 7/23/2009 

R4 7/23/2009 

RS 7/23/2009 

R6 7/23/2009 

R7 7/22/2009 & 
7/23/2009 

R8 7/23/2009 & 
7/24/2009 

R9 7/23/2009 

RIO 7/22/2009 & 
7/23/2009 

Rll 7/23/2009 

Rl2 7/22/2009 & 
7/23/2009 

Rl3 7/23/2009 

Rl4 7/22/2009 & 
7/24/2009 

Rl5 7/22/2009 & 
7/24/2009 

Rl6 7/22/2009 & 
7/24/2009 

R17 l/12/2010 

Rl8 l/12/2010 

EM22456 

Table IV.C-9 

Measured Ambient Noise Levels 

Measured Noise Levels, a 

L.11 (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
(7 a.m. to (10 p.m. to 
10 p.m.) 7 a.m.) 

69.5 - 73.5 72.2- 73.5 
69.1- 75.3 67.7 - 75.4 
72.1-74.7 69.l - 75.3 

67.7-68.9 66.7 

71.4 - 72.l 65.0 

73.8 - 74.4 70.4 

70.9-71.3 65.8 

64.5- 70.9 61.0 

72.3 - 73.6 69.3 

70.8 - 71.l 66.0 

66.2 -68.l 63.1 

72.7 -74.6 67.l 

70.0 70.9 

70.6 - 71.2 64.0 

73.4 - 75.9 64.1 

68.5 -69.7 65.3 

62.9 - 64.l 60.9 

56.0- 58.6 58.4 

62.5 -64.4 55.8 

57.8 - 58.4 57.3 

65.9-66.9 65.3 

58.2-59.0 54.5 

a Detailed measured noise data, including hour(v Leq levels, are included in Appendix IVC.1. 
h Calculated based on the short-temz measurements. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix 1 VC. l). 

July 2010 

CNEL Sensitive 
(dBA) Receptor? 

78.8 
78.5 
80.8 NIA 
7L7b No 
72.0b No 
76.1 b No 
72.l b No 

68.6b Yes 
75.0b Yes 
72.2b Yes 
68.9 b 

Yes 
74.1 b 

Yes 
75.4 b Yes 
71.1 b 

Yes 
73.7b Yes 
71.0b 

Yes 
66.2 b Yes 
62.9 b 

Yes 
63.4 b 

Yes 
62. lb 

Yes 
70.2b Yes 
60.3b Yes 

information including, the hourly traffic volume, vehicle type mix, vehicle speed, and distance bet\veen 

the noise receptor and the roadway. To calculate the 24-hour CNEL levels, the hourly Leq levels were 

calculated during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.), the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.), 

and the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). 
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Table IV.C-10 (Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels) provides the calculated CNEL for the analyzed 

local roadway segments based on existing traffic volumes. As shown therein, the existing CNEL due to 

surface street traffic volumes ranged from 66.2 dBA CNEL along Francisco Street (between 7th Street and 

Wilshire Boulevard) to 73.6 dBA CNEL along Figueroa Street (between 5th Street and Wilshire 

Boulevard). Currently, the existing traffic related noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors to each 

analyzed roadway segment exceed nonnally acceptable (i.e., 65 dBA CNEL or lower) noise levels at a 

majority of the studied residential areas. 

Table IV.C-10 

Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Glendale Blvd. 
- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St 
- Between 7th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 
- Between 3rd St and 6tl1 St. 

- Between 61
h St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 
- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Fif,,'Ueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 

- East of Olive St. 

7th St. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda 
Blvd. 

Figueroa St. 
- Between 3rd St. and 5111 St. 

- Between 5111 St. and Wilshire Blvd. 
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Calculated 
Exiting Distance to Traffic 
Traffic Roadway Noise 

Volume, Centerline, Levels," 
ADT feet CNEL 

25,770 35 73.2 

5,155 25 66.2 

9.670 25 70.2 

7,065 25 68.8 

20,545 40 71.6 

19.290 40 71.3 

17.()35 40 70.8 

11.430 40 69.0 

10,525 35 69.3 

9,207 35 68.7 

12,280 35 70.0 

7.359 35 67.7 

7,444 35 67.8 

8,145 35 68.2 

8,518 35 68.4 

7,466 35 67.8 

30,300 40 73.3 

32,835 40 73.6 

Adjacent 
Land Uses 

Cmmnercial 

Commercial 

Residential/ 

School 

Hospital 

School 

Residential 

Hotel/Office 

School 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Park 

Residential/ 

School 

Residential 

Hotel/Office 

Hotel 

Religious 

Hotel 

Office/Private 

Existing Noise 
Exposure 

Compatibility 
Category h 

2 

1 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 
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Table IV.C-10 

Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

Calculated 
Exiting Distance to Traffic Existing Noise 
Traffic Roadway Noise Exposure 

Volume, Centerline, Levels,3 Adjacent Compatibility 
Roadway Segment ADT feet CNEL Land Uses Category i. 

Club 

- Bet\veen Wilshire Blvd. and ih St. 23.705 40 72.2 Hotel/Office 3 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 19,270 40 71.3 Residential 3 

- Between Olympic Blvd. ;md Pico Blvd. 20.485 40 71.6 Residential 3 

Flower St. 
- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 17.460 40 70.9 Hotel 3 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 16.030 40 70.5 Office 2 

- Bet\veen Wilshire Blvd. and 8th St. 19,410 40 71.3 Office 2 

- South of 81h St. 17, 170 40 70.8 Residential 3 

Grand Ave. 
- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 12,495 40 69.4 Church 2 

- Benveen Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 15,885 40 70.5 Office 2 

- South of 7th St. 13,880 40 69.9 Residential 3 
a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix !V.C.1. 
h 1 =Normally Acceptable, 2 = Conditionallv Acceptable, 3 = Nomzally Unacceptable, 4 = Clearly Unacceptable. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.C. l). 

e. Existing Groundborne Vibration 

Based on field observations, the primary source of existing groundbome vibration in the Project vicinity is 

vehicular travel (i.e., refuse trucks, delivery trucks, school buses, and transit buses) on local roadways. 

According to the FTA technical study "Federal Transit Administration: Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts 

Assessments," typical road traffic induced vibration levels are unlikely to be perceptible by people. In part, 

the FT A study reports '"it is unusual for vibration from traffic including buses and trucks to be perceptible, 

even in locations close to major roads."25 Therefore, based on the FTA's published vibration data, the 

existing ground vibration environment in the vicinity of the Project Site would be below the perceptible 

level. 

25 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, C~hapter 7, FTA, 2006. 
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Thresholds of Significance 

Based on thresholds provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and Appendix G to the State CEQA 

Guidelines the following thresholds of significance were developed to evaluate Project noise and 

vibration impacts: 

i. Construction Noise 

A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from construction if one or more of 

the following were to occur: 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient exterior 
sound levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than l 0 days in a three-month period would exceed 
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise-sensitive 
use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. or 
after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or at anytime on Sunday. 

ii. Operational Noise 

1. Traffic Noise and On-Site Noise Sources 

As discussed previously with respect to the community noise assessment, changes in noise levels less 

than 3 dBA are generally not discernable to most people, while changes greater than 5 dBA are readily 

noticeable and would be considered a significant increase. Therefore, the significance threshold for 

Project-related on-site stationary and off-site noise sources is based on aforementioned changes in noise 

levels (increases), with consideration of existing ambient noise conditions and the City's land use noise 

compatibility guidelines. A threshold of a 5 dBA increase is used where existing ambient noise 

conditions fall within the City's acceptable noise environment. Otherwise, \vhere the existing ambient 

noise level exceeds the City's acceptable noise levels, a 3 dBA increase together with other relevant 

circumstances is utilized as a threshold. This threshold is therefore conservative, as it accounts for the 

current noise environment. 

As noted in Table IV.C-4, community noise levels of up to 70 dBA CNEL are considered conditionally 

acceptable for the residential land uses located downtown in the vicinity of the Project. However, as 

indicated in Table IV. C-7, existing measured noise levels at all receptor locations in the immediate 

vicinity of the Project (Measurement Locations Pl and Rl through Rl2 and Rl 7) are either already above 

70 dBA or would be above 70 dBA with a 3 dBA increase. Therefore, to be conservative, this EIR 

utilizes the threshold of 3 dBA CNEL increase in noise levels together with other relevant circumstances 

to identify a significant impact from traffic and on-site operational noise sources associated with the 
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Project at these locations. In the case of the alternate traffic impact scenario (see Page IV.C-53), a 

threshold of 5 dBA was used for commercial uses along Francisco Street. 

2. Helicopter Noise 

(a) Land Use Compatibility 

As discussed previously, the FAA has identified a screening threshold for determining whether aviation 

operations could be incompatible with residential uses that are located within the 65 dBA Ldn contour or 

lower (65 dBA CNEL for projects in California). Under this threshold, unless a project causes a 1.5 dBA 

increase or less within the 65 dBA CNEL or greater area, there \vill not be a 3 dBA or greater (i.e., 

audible) increase in the 60-65 dBA CNEL area. TI1e City of Los Angeles has adopted this threshold in 

the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

(b) Sleep Disturbance and Speech Interference 

As described previously, with respect to the helicopter noise, in addition to the land use compatibility 

(i.e., CNEL) significance threshold, the effects of single-event noise are also used to evaluate the potential 

noise impact with regard to sleep disturbance at noise-sensitive uses. No specific thresholds for an 

evaluation of the effect of single-event aircraft noise in addition to time-averaged levels have been 

developed by state or federal agencies. For purposes of the analysis in this EIR, the SEL value that 

represents 10 percent of the population being awakened was considered appropriate, because this level 

would reflect the relatively small subset of the general population that may be particularly sensitive to 

single-event noise as a cause of nighttime awakening. As noted previously, the FICAN 1997 curve 

predicts that, at an interior SEL of 81 dBA, I 0 percent of the affected population would be awakened. 

For purposes of the analysis in this EIR, the SEL significance threshold conservatively assumes that 

nearby residential, hotel, and hospital uses have openable windows, which provide a maximum 13 dB 

noise reduction from exterior noise levels. To the extent that nearby residential, hotel, and hospital 

usesdo not have openable windows, the exterior-to-interior noise reduction would be greater. With a 13 

dB noise exterior-to-interior noise reduction, exterior SEL of up to 94 dBA would be permissible without 

exceeding the 81 dbA interior SEL threshold. Although the SEL significance criterion is intended in 

determining the potential for sleep disturbance, it is utilized to identify the impacts on sensitive land uses 

at any time during the 24-hour period, as a conservative threshold. 

Based upon a literature search conducted for the Project, it was noted that the effects of single event 

aircraft noise has been utilized in CEQA analyses prepared for airport and heliport projects in 

California.26
· 

27
· 

28 In these analyses, the single event noise impacts assessments focused primarily on the 

effects of aviation noise on sleep and classroom speech interference. 

26 Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee vs. Board of Port Commissioners, (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4111 1344. 
27 UCSF A1edical Center at Afission Bay Final EIR, Chapter ./.5 "Noise", September 2008. 
28 Los Angeles International Airport, South Airfield Improvement Project EJR, August 2005. 
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A noise criterion in terms of Lmax is used to evaluate potential impacts on speech interference, with 

respect to school uses. The nearest known schools to the Project Site are the Miguel Contreras High 

School and the Evelyn Thunnan Gratts Elementary School, which are located approximately 2,200 feet 

north of the Project Site. These school sites are represented by receptor Rl8. These schools are newly 

constructed and likely include indoor mechanical air conditioning systems, allowing classroom windows 

to remain closed during daily operation. The school's building shell structures, including windows in a 

closed position, are estimated to provide a minimum of 25 dBA exterior to interior noise reduction. As 

previously discussed, a maximum noise level (Lrnax) of 55 dBA is recommended at the interior of the 

school classroom.29 Therefore, based on the estimated minimum 20 dBA noise reduction provided by the 

school building structures and the recommended interior noise level of 55 dBA (Lmax), the Project 

helicopter operation-related noise level at the school site should be limited to 80 Lmax 

3. Summary of Operational Noise Significance Thresholds 

Based on each of the considerations discussed previously, Project operations could have significant noise 

impacts if one or more of the following would occur: 

• Project operations will cause the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected 
noise-sensitive uses to increase by 5 dBA CNEL \vithin the "normally acceptable" or 
"conditionally acceptable" category, where existing ambient noise conditions fall within the 
City's acceptable noise environment. 

• Project operations, considering all relevant circumstances, will cause the ambient noise level 
measured at the property line of the affected noise-sensitive uses to increase by 3 dBA CNEL 
within the "normally acceptable" or "conditionally acceptable" category, where existing 
ambient noise conditions already fall above the City's acceptable noise environment. 

• Project helistop operation would cause a significant noise impact if a noise sensitive land use 
is already experiencing existing noise levels at or above CNEL 65 dBA and would experience 
an increase in level of 1.5 dBA or greater due to helistop operations; 

• Project helistop operation would generate a SEL of 94 dBA or greater at the exterior of noise
sensitive (i.e., residential, hotel, and hospital) structures in the vicinity of the Project Site; and 

• Project helistop operation \vould generate Lmax of 80 dBA or greater at the exterior of school 
structures in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

iii. Groundborne Vibration (Construction and Operation) 

The City currently does not have a significance threshold to assess construction vibration impacts. Thus, 

the FTA and Caltrans' standards described earlier are used to evaluate potential vibration impacts 

29 })?vironmenlal Protection Agency (EPA), Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect 
Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate A1argin of Safety, March 1974. 
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associated with Project construction. Therefore, Project construction activities could have significant 

vibration impacts ifthe following were to occur: 

• Project construction activities cause a PPV groundbome vibration level to exceed 0.5 inch per 
second at any off-site structures (above and below ground structures) with the exception of 
the Mullen Building/Historic Fire Station No. 28, in which a PPV of 0.1 inch per second 
would be used. 

The primary sources of Project operation-related vibration would include passenger vehicle circulation 

within the proposed parking facility and on-site delivery truck activity, which would be similar to the 

existing conditions, including the existing on-site subterranean parking structure and roadways adjacent to 

the Project Site. In addition, the Project would include typical commercial-grade stationary mechanical 

and electrical equipment such as air handling units, condenser units, cooling towers, exhaust air fans, and 

electrical power generators that would produce vibration similar to the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel and 

Centre. Typically, ground-borne vibration attenuates rapidly as function of distance from the vibration 

source. Furthennore, most of the Project's operational-related vibration sources, such as mechanical and 

electrical equipment, would incorporate vibration attenuation mounts, as required by the particular 

equipment specifications. Therefore, the proposed Project operations would not increase the existing 

vibration levels in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site, and as such vibration impacts associated 

with Project operation would be less than significant. Therefore, ground-borne vibration analysis is 

limited to Project-related construction activities. 

b. Methodology 

i. Ambient Noise Measurement 

Noise measurements were conducted using Larson-Davis 820 Precision Integrated Sound Level Meter 

(SLM). The Larson-Davis 820 SLM is a Type l standard instrument as defined in the American National 

Standard Institute (ANSI) S 1.4. All instruments were calibrated and operated according to the 

manufacturer's written specifications. The microphone was placed at a height of five feet above the local 

grade, with the exception oflocation Pl where the microphone was placed at the roof level of the existing 

Wilshire Grand Hotel and Centre. The sound level meters \Vere setup to collect the average (Leq) noise 

levels over a minimum 15-minute period. In accordance with the City's noise ordinance, the ambient 

noise measurements were conducted continuously for a period of a minimum of 15 minutes. 

ii. Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts were evaluated by calculating the construction-related noise level at various 

locations in the Project area (i.e., receptor locations RO to Rl8), including noise-sensitive locations, and 

comparing these construction-related noise levels to the existing ambient noise levels. Construction noise 

associated with the Project was assessed using specified construction equipment inventory, construction 

durations, and construction phasing. Construction information was provided by Turner Construction, 

included in Appendix IV.C. l. The construction noise model for the Project is based on construction 

equipment noise levels as published by FHW A. The existing ambient noise levels at surrounding 
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sensitive receptor locations were estimated based on field measurement data. The estimated noise levels 

that would occur during the Project's construction phase were then calculated for the selected noise 

receptor locations based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation factor of 6.0 dBA for 

each doubling of distance. Additional noise attenuations were assigned to receptor locations where their 

line-of-sight to the Project Site was interrupted by the presence of intervening structures. 

iii. Operational Noise 

1. Off-Site Roadway Noise 

Off-site roadway noise was assessed using the FHW A's TNM, constructed based on the roadway traffic 

data provided in the Project's transportation study (refer to Appendix IV.B). The TNM is the current 

Caltrans standard computer noise model for traffic noise studies. The model allmvs for the input of 

roadway, noise receivers, and sound barriers (if any) locations. Roadway noise under the "Future with 

Project" scenario was calculated and compared to baseline noise levels that would occur under the 

"Future without Project" scenario, to determine the Project noise impacts. 

Project-related off-site construction truck noise impacts were assessed using the TNM computer noise 

model. The construction related off-site trnck volumes were obtained from the Project's transportation 

study (refer to Appendix IV.B). The TNM noise model calculates the hourly Leg noise levels generated 

by construction-related trucks. Noise impacts were determined by comparing the predicted noise levels 

with that of the existing ambient noise levels. 

2. On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

Stationary point-source noise impacts were assessed by identifying the noise levels generated by outdoor 

stationary noise sources, such as rooftop mechanical equipment and loading dock activities, calculating 

the hourly Leq noise level from each noise source at surrounding noise-sensitive receiver property line 

locations, and comparing such noise levels to existing ambient noise levels. 

3. Helistop Operation 

Helicopter operation-related noise contours were calculated using the FAA Integrated Noise Model 

(INM) Version 7.0a. The INM Version 7.0a model is the latest noise model from the FAA that includes 

noise analysis for helicopter operations. The INM input information includes: three dimensional flight 

tracks (departure and approach), helicopter flight procedures, number and type of helicopters, and daily 

operations (number of flights by hours). This information \Vas provided by Heliport Consultants and is 

detailed in Appendix IV.C.2. The INM noise model calculates helicopter operations related CNEL and 

SEL noise levels at a particular receptor location. 

4. Composite Noise Levels 

The Project composite noise level was calculated to evaluate the potential increase in noise levels that 

may occur at the analyzed noise-sensitive receptor locations. TI1e composite noise level includes 
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contributions from each individual noise source associated with the typical daily operation of the Project. 

Primary noise sources associated with the Project would include off-site vehicular traffic, and the on-site 

mechanical equipment, parking facility, outdoor services, and use of the Helistop. The noise analyses for 

the individual Project-related noise sources were made using various noise descriptors (i.e., 24-hour 

CNEL, I-hour Leq, SEL and Lmax). However, in order to evaluate the combined noise effect of all noise 

sources, a common noise descriptor, CNEL, is used. The Project composite noise level was determined 

by combining the noise levels from individual Project-related noise sources (in tenns of CNEL), at each 

of the analyzed noise receptors. Noise impacts were detennined by comparing the composite noise levels 

with that of the existing ambient noise levels. 

5. Cumulative Impacts (Construction) 

Cumulative noise level impacts due to construction activities from the Project combined with the related 

projects (see Section III., Environmental Setting) were analyzed to evaluate potential cumulative noise 

impacts. The potential for cumulative noise impacts to occur is based on the distance between the Project 

and each of the related projects. Noise from construction activities would normally affect the areas 

immediately adjacent to each of the construction sites, specifically areas that are less than 500 feet from a 

construction site (500 feet distance is identified by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide as the Screening 

Criteria with respect to construction activities). That is, cumulative noise impacts could occur at receptor 

locations that are \vithin 500 feet from two different construction sites. Therefore, based on the 500 feet 

screening criteria distance, the cumulative construction noise impact analysis is limited to related projects 

within 1,000 feet of the Project Site. The 1,000 feet distance is based on an assumption that a noise 

sensitive receptor would be located halfway between the Project Site and the related project. 

6. Cumulative Impacts (Construction Vibration) 

Due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of ground-borne vibration, the potential for a cumulative 

construction vibration impact (with respect to building damage) would be limited to related projects that 

are located in close proximity (within 100 feet) of the Project Site. Furthermore, construction vibration 

impacts were analyzed based on the instantaneous peak vibration level produced by each piece of 

construction equipment. 

7. Cumulative Impacts (Operation) 

With respect to long-term operation, the Project and the related projects in the surrounding area would 

generate noise that would contribute to cumulative noise from a number of community noise sources 

including off-site vehicle travel and on-site sources such as mechanical equipment. Detail information 

regarding the on-site noise sources from the related projects is typically not available at this stage of the 

project. Hmvever, each related project would be designed (including mitigation measures as required) to 

meet the City's exterior noise limits at the property line. Therefore, noise impacts attributable to 

cumulative development of the related projects and the Project would result in less than significant 

impacts. However, each related project would produce traffic volumes (off-site vehicle) that are capable 

of generating roadway noise impacts. Cumulative noise impacts due to off-site vehicle traffic were 
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analyzed by comparing the projected increase in traffic noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future 

cumulative" conditions with the Project to the applicable significance criteria. The off-site vehicle traffic 

noise analysis methodology is described above. Future cumulative conditions include traffic volumes 

from future ambient growth, related development projects, and the Project. 

iv. Groundborne Vibration (Construction) 

Groundbome vibration impacts due to construction activities were assessed by identifying potential 

vibration sources, estimating the vibration levels at the affected receptor, and comparing with the Project 

significance thresholds. The vibration levels for various types of equipment that could be used during the 

Project's construction phase were based on data provided by the FTA. 

c. Project Design Features 

The following listed project design features would avoid or reduce Project-related noise effects, and 

therefore, were taken into account during the analysis of potential Project impacts. 

i. Construction 

• Project construction would not include the use of pile driving, to reduce construction 

noise and vibration impacts. 

• A temporary six-foot-tall noise barrier wall would be installed at the construction area 

along the Francisco Street where construction trucks are lining up prior to entering the 

Project's construction site. The barrier would be placed on the top of the two-foot-tall K

rail that would increase the effective height of the noise barrier to eight feet. 

ii. Operation 

• All mechanical equipment would be enclosed and designed to meet the requirements of 

LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02. The building mechanical/electrical equipment shall 

be designed not to exceed 63 dBA Leq (or 70 dBA CNEL) noise level at the Project Site 

property line. The building mechanical design shall be reviewed by a qualified acoustical 

consultant to ensure that the design shall meet the Project noise criteria. 

• The sound output of the proposed outdoor amplified sound systems for the outdoor pool 

and bar areas would be limited to a maximum sound level of 80 dBA Leq as calculated in 

Section 5.4.1.4. The design of the outdoor amplified sound systems would be reviewed 

by a qualified acoustical consultant to ensure that the design would meet the Project noise 

criteria.. 

• The sound output of the proposed outdoor amplified sound systems for the outdoor plaza 

would be limited to a maximum sound level of 70 dBA (Leq) at 50 feet as calculated in 

Section 5 .4 .1.4. The design of the outdoor amplified sound systems would be reviewed 
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by a qualified acoustical consultant to ensure that the design would meet the Project noise 

criteria. 

• The podium and rooftop parapets for areas that include an outdoor amplified sound 

system shall be of solid panel constmction to provide sound attenuation. 

• If the proposed loading docks and trash/recycling areas would be located outside of the 

enclosed parking strncture, all outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas shall be 

fully or partially enclosed such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any 

adjacent noise sensitive receptor shall be obstrncted. 

• Building shell constrnction (i.e., exterior wall, window and door) would provide adequate 

sound insulation to meet the acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, as required 

by the Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 

• Unless required for safety precautions, the Project's related helicopters shall use the 

recommended flight paths as described in the Heliport Consultant Report (refer to 

Appendix IV.C.2). 

d. Project Impacts 

i. Construction Noise and Vibration Impacts 

1. Construction Noise 

Noise impacts from Project constrnction activities occurring within or adjacent to the Project Site would 

be a function of the noise generated by construction equipment, the location of the equipment, the timing 

and duration of the noise-generating construction activities, and the relative distance to noise sensitive 

receptors. Construction activities would include site demolition, excavations and shoring, and building 

construction. Each stage of construction would involve the use of various types of construction 

equipment and therefore, each stage would have its own distinct noise characteristics. Site demolition 

generally involves the use of backhoes, front-end loaders, and heavy-duty trucks. Excavation and shoring 

typically requires the use of earth moving equipment, such as excavators, front-end loaders, and heavy

duty trucks. Building construction typically involves the use of cranes, forklifts, concrete trucks, and 

delivery trucks. Noise from constmction equipment would generate both steady-state and episodic noise 

that could be heard within and adjacent to the Project Site. 

Construction of the Project would occur over 54 consecutive months and would generally follow the 

following stages: 

• Site Demolition and Abatement (removal of existing buildings); 

• Excavation and Shoring (for the subterranean garage and building foundation); 
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• Construction of the garage, hotel/office buildings, and on-site/off-site improvements 

(driveways and landscape). 

Individual pieces of construction equipment that would be used for construction produce maximum noise 

levels of 75 dBA to 84 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet from the noise source, as shown in Table 

IV.C-11 (Noise Levels Generated by Typical Construction Equipment). The constmction equipment 

noise levels at 50 feet distance (Referenced Maximum Noise Levels) are based on the FHW A Roadway 

Construction Noise Model User's Guide (RCNM), which is a report containing actual measured noise 

data for construction equipment. The maximum noise levels would occur when the equipment is 

operating under full power conditions. However, since equipment used on construction sites often 

operates at less than full power, an acoustical usage factor is applied. The acoustical usage factor is a 

percentage of time that a particular piece of equipment is anticipated to be in full power operation during 

a typical construction day. These acoustical usage factors are estimates and \vill vary based on the actual 

construction activities and duration. 

Table IV.C-11 

Noise Emission Reference Levels and Usage Factors 

Reference Maximum Noise 
Levels at 50 Feet;' Lmax 

Type of Equipment Acoustical Usage Factor(%) (dBA) 

Backhoe 40 78 
Concrete Pump 20 81 
Concrete Truck 40 79 
Crane, Mobile 16 81 
Dozer 40 82 
Drill Rig 20 84 

Excavator 40 81 
Forklift 50 75 
Loader 40 79 
Skid Steer Loader 40 79 
Dump/ Haul/ Delive1y Truck 40 76 
Water Truck 20 82 
a Construction equipment noise levels are based on the FHFVA RCNJ'vf. These levels are based on actual 

measurement of construction equipment made in the 1990s for the Central Arte1y/Tunnel project in 
Boston, lvfassachusetts, which are newer data than those published in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 
which is based on the 1971 EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) document. 

Source: FHvVA Roadway Construction Noise i\/fodel User's Guide, Table I, 2006; Acoustical Engineering 
Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV:C.J). 

To more accurately characterize construction-period noise levels, the average (Hourly Leq) noise level 

associated with each construction stage was calculated based on the quantity, type, and usage factors for 

each type of equipment that would be used during each construction stage and are typically attributable to 

multiple pieces of equipment operating simultaneously. Information with respect to construction 
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equipment that would be used was provided by the Project construction management consultant, Turner 

Construction (refer to Appendix CV. C. l). 

Table IV.C-12 (Construction Noise Impacts) provides a summary of construction-related noise levels that 

would occur at the receptor locations during the different phases of Project construction activity, based on 

existing ambient noise levels and distance of the receptor from the boundary of the Project Site. With 

respect to the Project construction activities, the highest levels of noise would be generated primarily 

during site demolition and excavation and shoring. Soft demolition of the building interior would 

proceed from the top level down. Soft items, such as drywall, insulation, adhesives, etc, would be 

demolished and removed using bobcat tractors. Excavators, backhoes and a crane could be used to take 

down the concrete and steel structure. The concrete encased steel beams would be stripped of the 

concrete on-site using a jackhammer mounted to a backhoe. Since the proposed parking structure is 

deeper than the existing parking structure, the demolition of the existing parking structure \vould occur in 

phases with the installation of temporary lagging and shoring. All construction debris would be directed 

to the pool/courtyard area for export. A ramp \vould be built with access to Francisco Street to allow 

trucks and equipment to drive into the demolition and excavation area. Trucks would be queued along 

Francisco Street, no more than five trucks at a time. As described in the project design features, a sound 

barrier would be built along Francisco Street to reduce the construction noise. 

Detailed calculations data sheets, including assumptions and procedures, are included in Appendix 

IV. C.1. The estimated noise levels represent a conservative scenario, because construction activities were 

assessed as if they were occurring along the perimeter of the Project Site (e.g., shoring within the 

excavated pit of the subterranean garage), whereas construction would typically occur throughout the site 

and at a further distance from the affected receptor. In addition, the noise receptors that are located 

further away from the Project Site would experience less construction noise, because sound diminishes as 

a function of not only distance from the source (which was taken into consideration in the calculations in 

Table IV.C-12), but also due to intervening buildings between the source and receiver (which were not 

taken into consideration). 

As indicated in Table CV.C-12, the estimated construction-related noise levels at all off-site locations 

would be at or below the existing daytime ambient noise levels, with the exception of locations RO, Rl, 

R2, and R3, which are immediately adjacent to the Project Site. Furthermore, at the receptors located 

1,000 feet or greater from the Project Site (R6, R8, R9, Rl2 through Rl6, and Rl8), construction-related 

noise would be masked by the existing ambient noise levels. Although the construction-related noise 

would exceed the daytime ambient noise levels by up to 15 dBA at locations RO, Rl, R2, and R3, these 

locations are not considered noise sensitive based on the City's definition or noise-sensitive uses,30 

because these locations contain commercial land uses and limited outdoor uses (i.e., outdoor plazas). 

Noise levels for RO, Rl, R2, and R3 are provided for informational purposes only. Therefore, Project 

impacts associated with construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant. 

30 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Ciuide, Section B. Air Quality, 2006, page B.2-.4. 
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Table IV.C-12 
Construction Noise Levels for the Project 

Distance to Estimat~d Construction. Noise Levels by Omstruction Activity 
Pto.ietfs Measured Hourly L ... (dBA) 
Nearest Existing 

lJQU.ndfl_tj' of Daytime On site 
Construction Ambient Site S~Mittg/ Garage utilities/ 

Location Site (ft)" Levels, (dBA) Demolition Excavati-Oii Construction L;JJ1<JscaPe 
RO 12 67.6 94 94 89 85 

Rl 80 71.4 85 83 81 83 

R2 75 73.8 86 84 82 83 

R3 85 70.9 85 82 80 82 

R4 500 64.5 64 62 60 62 

R5 700 72.3 61 59 57 59 

R6 1,000 70.8 48 46 44 46 

R7 800 66.2 60 58 56 58 

R8 1,300 72.7 41 39 37 39 

R9 1,500 70.0 40 38 36 37 

RIO 800 70.6 50 48 46 48 

Rll 700 73.4 51 49 47 49 

Rl2 1,200 68.5 42 39 37 39 

RB 1,700 62.9 39 36 34 36 

Rl4 5.000 56.0 29 27 25 27 

Rl5 6,000 62.5 28 26 24 25 

Rl6 3,800 57.8 32 29 28 29 

Rl7 450 65.9 55 53 51 53 

Rl8 2,200 58.2 36 34 32 34 
a Represent shmtest distance between the receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Afap. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dB (dBA values are rounded up to the nearest whole number). 
n/a - not applicable as these receptors are not considered noise sensitive per L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

ft =feet 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.C. l). 
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2. Off-Site Noise Sources (Constntction Trucks) 

In addition to on-site construction noise sources, other major noise sources would include off-site noise 

sources such as construction trucks (delivery, concrete mix, and haul trucks) and construction worker 

vehicles. Typically, construction trucks generate higher noise levels than construction worker-related 

traffic especially since construction workers arrive at the Project Site before the morning commute peak 

period (before 6:00 A.M) and would leave the Project Site during the afternoon commute peak period 

(after 4:00 P.M.). In addition, the construction worker commute program for the Project assumes that 20 

percent of the workers would use public transit to commute to the site, 40 percent would drive alone, and 

40 percent would carpool (two workers per vehicle). Based on the Project's construction plan and the 

transportation study prepared for the Project, the peak period of truck movements would occur during site 

excavation \vhen there would be up to 32 haul truck trips per hour (on an average hourly basis, assuming 

a uniform distribution of trips over the IO-hour work day). The average haul truck traffic would be 320 

haul trucks trips (entering and exiting the Project Site) per day. During Project Site excavation, the 

staging area for the haul trucks would be along Wilshire Boulevard and 7th Street. 

Haul trucks and delivery trucks would also access the site during other construction phases of the Project 

(e.g., demolition and building construction). During construction of the building foundation/garage (e.g., 

concrete pour), approximately 28 concrete mix trucks (56 trips) per hour \vould be required. Large 

concrete pours \vould occur on the weekends \vith the staging area along Figueroa Street. As for 

construction delivery trucks, peak traffic would occur during the construction of the garage and would last 

approximately 36 months. During this period, a total of approximately 72 truck trips would occur per day 

and staging for typical delivery trucks would occur along Francisco Street with no more than five trucks 

queuing at a time. On an average hourly basis, assuming a uniform distribution of trips over the 10-hour 

workday, these daily delivery truck trip totals would translate to approximately seven trips per hour, 

which is significantly less than the number of haul trucks during site excavation. Therefore, Project 

construction-related haul trucks during excavation were evaluated to provide the most conservative 

assessment of off-site construction noise impacts. 

Trucks would generally enter and exit the Project Site via Francisco Street, Wilshire Boulevard, 7th Street, 

Figueroa Street, via 5th and 6th Streets, to James M. Wood Boulevard to the Harbor Freeway. There are 

noise sensitive uses (i.e., hotel/residential uses on Figueroa Street), which have direct line-of-sight to the 

construction truck route. Hourly average noise generated by construction trucks along the roadways 

leading to the Project Site would be approximately 67 dBA (Leq) during site demolition and excavation 

and 69 dBA (Leq) during building construction (concrete pour of foundation/garage), which would be 

consistent with the existing daytime hourly ambient noise levels of 66 - 74 dBA (measured ambient at 

R2, R8, R9, and Rl 7) along the truck routes. In addition, construction truck traffic, with the exception of 

those rare occasions where continuous concrete pouring is required, would not occur during the noise

sensitive late evening and nighttime hours. As such, significant noise impacts would not be expected 

from off-site construction traffic and impacts would be less than significant. 
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3. Groundborne Vibration 

Construction activities can generate varying degrees of groundbome vibration, depending on the constmction 

procedures and the constmction equipment used. 111e operation of constmction equipment generates 

vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the source. The 

effect on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil type, ground 

strata, and constmction characteristics of the receptor buildings. The results from vibration can range from 

no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low mmbling sounds and perceptible vibration at 

moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels. Unless heavy construction activities are conducted 

extremely close to the neighboring structures, groundbome vibrations from constmction activities rarely 

reach the levels that damage structures. 

111e FTA has published standard vibration velocity levels for constmction equipment operations. The 

reference vibration levels (PPV) for constmction equipment pieces that would be used during Project 

construction are listed in Table IV.C-13 (Constmction Vibration Impacts). 111e nearest off-site above ground 

building structures include the office tower (1000 Wilshire Boulevard), located approximately 60 feet west of 

the Project Site. If Francisco Street is vacated, excavation for the proposed subterranean parking garage 

could extend tmdemeath Francisco Street within t\vo feet of the sidewalk, on the west side of Francisco 

Street. The estimated vibration levels due to construction equipment at 12 feet distance are included in Table 

IV.C-13. Constmction vibration impacts are based on the instantaneous peak vibration level produced by 

each of the constmction equipment. With regard to the construction activities proposed by the Project, the 

highest levels of groundbome vibration would be generated primarily during site demolition and 

grading/excavation activities on site. 

Table IV.C-13 

Construction Vibration Impacts 

Estimated Vibration Levels at Indicated Distance, 
PPV (inch per second)b 

Construction Reference Vibration 75 feet 
Equipment Levels at 25 feet, 12 feet c (Nearest Off-Site 
(major powered PPV ( inch per (Nearest Off-Site Historic Building 
equipment) secondt Building Structure) Structure) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.268 0.017 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.268 0.017 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.229 O.ol5 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.105 0.007 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.009 0.001 
a FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Table 12-2, 2006. 
h PP Vat distance D = PPVre.f x (25/D/ 5

. 

c 12.feet is the shortest distance between Project Site and off-site building structures (RO). 

Source: FTA, 2006, Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (re.fer to Appendix JV.C.J ). 
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Groundbome vibration decreases rapidly with distance. As indicated in Table fV.C-1 l, vibration 

velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that would be used during construction 

of the Project would range from 0.003 to 0.089 inch/sec (PPV) at 25 feet from the equipment based on the 

FTA data. Project construction would not use pile driving methods and as such, pile driving vibration is not 

included in this construction vibration analysis. At 12 feet (the distance between the closest off-site above 

ground building (RO) and the Project Site construction area) from the source of activity, vibration 

velocities would be reduced to 0.009 to 0.268 inch per second (PPV). The construction trucks along 

Francisco Street would generate vibration levels up to 0.076 inch/second (PPV) at the outside of and 

adjacent to the nearest off-site building. As each of these values is below- the 0.5 inch per second (PPV) 

significance threshold, vibration impacts associated with construction would be less than significant at the 

nearest off-site building structure. 

The Mullen Building/Historic Fire Station No. 28 is located approximately 75 feet from the Project Site, 

at 644 South Figueroa Street. The Project construction activities would generate vibration levels up to 

0.017 inch per second (PPV) at the Historic Fire Station No. 28, as indicated in Table IV.C-13. The 

estimated vibration level is below the significance threshold of 0.25 inch per second (PPV) for historic 

buildings. As such, construction vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

In addition to the above ground off-site building structures, the existing Metro Red Line sub\vay tunnels 

are located underneath 7th Street adjacent to the Project Site. The Project's excavation activities for the 

construction of the proposed subterranean garage would likely occur within five feet from existing Metro 

tunnel wall structure. The Metro Red Line subway tunnels would be exposed to vibration levels up to 1.0 

inch per second (PPV) during site excavation when the construction activities are within five feet of the 

Metro tunnel structures. The estimated ground vibration level would exceed the significance threshold of 

0.5 inch per second (PPV). Therefore, construction-related groundbome vibration impacts to the Metro 

tunnel near the Project Site would be potentially significant. Therefore, mitigation measure 4 is included 

in this EIR to reduce the potential vibration impacts to less than significant. As the excavation 

construction activities move further away from the Metro tunnel structures (greater than five feet), the 

Project's construction induced-ground vibration would be below the significance threshold of 0.5 inch per 

second (PPV). 

In addition to groundbome vibration generated by operation of construction equipment machinery, 

groundbome vibration would be generated from construction debris, falling onto the ground during site 

demolition activities. The demolition of the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel and Centre would proceed 

from the top level down. Soft items, such as drywall, insulation, adhesives, etc, would be removed using 

bobcat tractors and deposited via a debris chute to one collection point (e.g. existing pool/courtyard area). 

Hard items, such as concrete and steel material would be taken down using excavators, backhoes, and/or a 

crane. Any hard items that weigh approximately 2,000 pounds or greater would be lower to the ground 

using construction crane equipment.31 Occasionally, smaller constrnction pieces (i.e., less than 2,000 

pounds) may be dropped down (from various floor heights up to the 161
h floor) to the ground elevation at 

31 Turner Construction, emails dated 311512010 and 312.//2010. 
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a predetermined collection point. Groundborne vibration generated by the impact from the construction 

debris falling on to the co11ection point would vary depending on: a) the weight of the debris; b) the 

height of the drop; and c) the distance from impact point to the receptor of the ground vibration. 

Table IV.C-14 presents the estimated groundborne vibration levels due to falling debris and as a function 

of drop height, weights, and distances from the point of impact to the receptor of the ground vibration. 

The highest vibration level is anticipated to occur when the heaviest debris (i.e., estimated 2,000 pounds) 

is dropped from the height of 161
h floor and lands near the Project prope1ty line. As indicated by Table 

IV.C-14, the groundbome vibration generated by the impact from construction debris would reach 

maximum 0.65 inch per second (PPV) at the nearest off-site building (RO), which would exceed the 0.5 

inch per second (PPV) significance threshold. At a distance of 100 feet, from the point of impact the 

groundbome vibration v.-ould be attenuated to below the 0 .5 inch per second (PPV) threshold. 

Construction debris drop would occur approximately 165 feet from the Mullen Building/Historic Fire 

Station No. 28 (R2) and would generate vibration levels up to 0.27 inch per second (PPV). The estimated 

vibration levels at R2 would exceed the significance threshold of 0.25 inch per second (PPV) for historic 

buildings. Therefore, vibration impacts due to the construction debris falling would be significant at the 

nearest above-grade buildings. 

Table IV.C-14 

Estimated Groundbome Vibration due to Construction Debris Falling 

Estimated Vibration Levels at distances from Drop Impact 
Point, inch per second (PPV) 

Debris 75 feet 100 feet 125 feet 165 feet 
Drop (Approx. (Approx. (Approx. (Approx. 

Weight, distance to distance to distance to distance to 
Drop Height," feet pounds RO) Rl) R3) R2) 
192 ft (16111 Floor) 2,000 0.65 0.47 0.37 0.27 

1,500 0.56 0.41 0.32 0.24 
1,000 0.46 0.33 0.26 0.19 

120 ft (l01
h Floor) 2,000 0.51 0.37 0.29 0.21 

1,500 0.44 0.32 0.25 0.19 
1,000 0.36 0.26 0.21 0.15 

24 ft (211
d Floor) 2,000 0.23 0.17 0.13 0.10 

1,500 0.20 0.14 0.11 0.08 
1,000 0.16 0.12 0.09 0.07 

a Estimated average of 12 feet high per floor. I 61
h floor is the highest elevation with 1 O'n floor 

representing the mid level elevation and the 2nd.floor is the shortest drop elevation that debrisfiwn demolition 
activities may be dropped. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 

The Metro tunnel is located approximately 50 feet below grade (underneath 7th Street). The vibration 

generated by falling constrnction debris's impact onto the collection point (e.g. the pool/comtyard area) 

would travel through the ground strata in vertical and horizontal directions. While the majority of the 

vibration energy would travel as surface wave (travel in the horizontal direction), some of the impact 

energy \Vould also propagate downward (vertical direction). Technical vibration information provided by 
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Caltrans indicates that with most of the vibration energy (about 67 percent) is transmitted as surface wave 

(Rayleigh Wave) near the surface of the ground. 32 The remaining energy (about 33 percent) would be 

transmitted through the ground in a vertical direction. It is estimated that construction deb1is falling 

during the site demolition would generate vibration levels up to 0.43 inch per second (PPV) at the Metro 

tunnel. TI1e estimated vibration levels would be below the significance threshold of 0.5 inch per second. 

Table IV.C-15 provides the estimated distance at which the construction equipment induced ground 

vibration levels would be below the threshold of human perception (from FTA). As indicated in Table 

IV.C-15, at a distance of 140 feet or greater, Project related construction activities using large equipment 

such as a large bulldozer or caisson drilling would be below the threshold of perception. For smaller 

equipment, such as a jackhammer or small bulldozer, the groundbome vibration created by this equipment 

would be below- the threshold of perception at a distance of approximately 75 feet. 

Table IV.C-15 

Construction Vibration Impacts - Building Damage 

Distance at which 
Construction Vibration would be 
Equipment Reference Vibration Threshold of Perceptio°' below Threshold of 

(majorpoivered Levels at 25 feet, b Perception, 
equipment) VdB VdB feet 

Large Bulldozer 87 65 140 
Caisson Drilling 87 65 140 
Loaded Trucks 86 65 130 
Jackhammer 79 65 75 
Small Bulldozer 58 65 15 
a FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006, Table 12-2. 
h FT'.4, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006, Section 7.1.2. 
Source: FTA, 2006, Acoustical Enzineerinz Services, 2010 

ii. Operational Noise 

Once the Project is operational, on- and off-site noise levels could increase with contributions from 

Project-related on-site noise sources including building mechanical equipment, parking strncture use, and 

amenities located outdoors, the helistop (helicopter), and off-site noise sources including Project

generated traffic. These potential noise impacts are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

1. On-Site Noise Sources Noise 

(a) Building Mechanical Equipment 

The Project would include building services mechanical equipment to condition and ventilate the indoor 

air environment, such as air handling units, cooling towers, chillers, and exhaust-air fans to support the 

3;' Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual, Ca/trans, 2004. 
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intended functions of the Project. The mechanical equipment would be enclosed and likely located within 

a mechanical room/central plant in the subterranean garage or the podium level, and the location of the 

cooling towers is proposed for the rooftop of the office building or the podium. 

The ambient noise levels surrounding the Project Site ranged from 71.7 to 76.1 dBA CNEL (ambient 

noise at RO, Rl, R2, and R3). Therefore, to ensure the Project mechanical equipment noise would not 

exceed the significance threshold (an increase of maximum 3 dBA CNEL) at these off-site locations, the 

noise generated by the Project's mechanical equipment would be limited, as a project design feature, to a 

maximum of 63 dBA Leq (70 dBA CNEL) at the Project property line. Limiting the Project's mechanical 

equipment noise to 70 dBA CNEL would result in a maximum increase of 2.3 dBA at the nearest receptor 

(RO), from 71.7 dBA CNEL to 74 dBA CNEL, which would be below the Project significance threshold 

of a 3 dBA CNEL increase. Furthermore, the Project mechanical equipment noise levels at noise

sensitive receptors that are located farther away \vould be lmver due to additional sound attenuation 

resulting from the greater distance and intervening buildings. Additionally, the design and construction of 

the Project would be required to comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of the CCR, 

which ensure an acceptable interior noise environment (45 dBA) for the hotel and residential uses of the 

Project. Therefore, with implementation of the project design features, noise impacts associated with 

mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 

(b) Parking Facility 

The Project includes an eight level subterranean parking structure. The subterranean parking facility 

(fully enclosed structure) could be accessed from ]1h Street and Francisco Street. Various noise events 

would periodically occur from the parking facilities including activation of car alarms, sounding of car 

horns, slamming of car doors, and tire squeals. Automobile movements would comprise the most 

continuous noise source and would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 25 

feet. 33 Car alarm and horn noise events would generate maximum noise levels of as high as 75 dBA at a 

reference distance of 25 feet. The subterranean parking facility would be fully shielded to the exterior 

and thus, would provide effective noise shielding to all on-site and off-site noise-sensitive receptors. 

Therefore, Project noise impacts associated with the subterranean parking facility would be less than 

significant. 

In addition, the Project parking operation would include valet parking services located on the south side, 

along ib Street. Typically, valet parking related noise levels are lower than those generated by the 

parking circulation. Noise sources associated with a use of valet drop off area include low speed traffic 

and car door closing. Noise levels generated by the valet parking area would be lower than the existing 

traffic noise and ambient noise levels, and would be similar to the noise levels generated by the existing 

valet parking service. Therefore, Project noise impacts associated with valet parking would be less than 

significant. 

33 Based on actual measurements at various parking structures (refer to Appendix JV. C-1). 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-40 

RL0021632 



EM22476 

City of Los Angeles July 2010 

(c) Loading and Trash/Recycling Areas 

The loading docks and trash/recycling areas for the Project would be located within the structure (refer to 

Figure U-5, Conceptual Plan - Level l, in Section IL, Project Description). Delivery and trash/recycling 

trucks would enter the structure from Francisco Street, and all loading/unloading would occur within the 

structure; none of these activities would occur outside of the proposed structure. Sources of noise 

associated with loading/unloading activities for the Project include engines, doors opening and closing, 

items being loaded into or unloaded out of trucks, dumping of garbage/recycling bins, and back-up 

beeping. Noises associated with these sources are temporary and intermittent. All noises associated with 

the loading/unloading activities would be attenuated from off-site sources by the walls and other 

infrastructure of the proposed structure. In the event that the loading docks and trash/recycling areas 

would be located outside of the enclosed parking structure, all outdoor loading docks and trash/recycling 

areas shall be fully or partially enclosed such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any 

adjacent noise sensitive receptor shall be obstructed. No off-site sensitive receptors are located near the 

western boundary of the Project Site. Additionally, the design and construction of the Project would be 

required to comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of the CCR, which would ensure an 

acceptable interior noise environment (45 dBA) for the hotel and residential uses of the Project. For these 

reasons, no substantial noise increases associated with the loading docks and trash/recycling areas would 

occur and Project impacts would be less than significant. 

(d) Outdoor Services 

The Project would include an outdoor pool and bar, which \vould be located at the top of the podium 

structure or the rooftop of the hotel building, and an outdoor plaza, which \vould be at street level and 

oriented toward the comer of ?1h Street and Figueroa Street. In addition to noise from use and activities, 

other potential noise associated with the outdoor pool, bar, and plaza \vould include amplified program 

sound (music or other sound broadcast through a loudspeaker system). This sound could be broadcast 

during the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. and could include, but is not limited to, music, television sound, 

and announcements intended to be heard by patrons in the immediate vicinity of the outdoor pool and bar 

and the outdoor plaza. The closest off-site noise sensitive receptors to the outdoor pool and bar area are 

the multi-family residential receptors located approximately 500 feet to the northwest (R4) of the Project 

Site. The existing ambient noise level at location R4 was 68.6 dBA CNEL. Therefore, the Project 

includes a project design feature (discussed previously) that would ensure the amplified program sound 

would not exceed the significance threshold (an increase of 3 dBA CNEL) at the off-site noise-sensitive 

receptors by limiting the amplified program sound planned for the outdoor pool and bar areas to a 

maximum 80 dBA (Leq (hrJ) at a distance of 50 feet from the amplified sound system. The closest off-site 

noise sensitive receptor to the street level outdoor plaza \vould be the Jonathan Club (Rl 7), which is 

located approximately 450 feet north of the Project Site. The existing ambient noise level at location Rl 7 

was 70.2 dBA CNEL. Similar to the outdoor pool and bar areas, the amplified program sound at the 

outdoor plaza would be designed to have a noise limit of a maximum 70 dBA (Leg [hrl) at a distance of 50 

feet from the amplified sound system to ensure that the amplified program sound would not exceed the 

significance threshold (an increase of 3 dBA CNEL) at the off-site noise-sensitive receptor. 
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In addition to the amplified program sound, there would be sound generated by the patrons at the outdoor 

pool and bar areas. It is anticipated that there would be up to 500 people gathering around the outdoor 

pool and bar areas at any given time. Reference noise levels of 75 dBA and 71 dBA (Leq at 3.3 feet 

distance) for a ma.le and female speaking in loud voice, respectively, were used for the patrons' noise 

ana.lysis.34 In order to assess a typical noise scenario, it was assumed that up to 50 percent of the patrons 

(50 percent ma.le and 50 percent female) would be talking at the same time. Based on distance 

attenuation and noise reduction provided by the podium or rooftop parapet w-hich would be of solid panel 

construction according to the previously described project design features, noise from patrons talking at 

the nearest off site noise-sensitive receptor (R4) is estimated to reach 44 dBA Leq· The overall noise from 

the outdoor services (including both amplified program sound and patrons talking sound) at the nearest 

off-site noise sensitive receptor (R4) would be 65 dBA CNEL, which would be below the existing 

ambient noise level of 68.6 dBA CNEL. 

With respect to all noise sources generated by the outdoor services, as mentioned previously, the design 

and construction of the Project would be required to comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 

24 of the CCR, which ensure an acceptable interior noise environment (45 dBA) for the hotel and 

residential uses of the Project. Therefore, with implementation of the project design features, noise 

impacts associated with outdoor services would be less than significant. 

2. Helistop 

The Project would include a helistop on the rooftop of the new· office building. Heliport Consultants has 

provided a detailed report regarding the helistop operations including; helicopter flight paths, type of 

helicopters, helicopter flight profiles, and daily operations (included in Appendix IV.C.2). The helistop 

would be located at the rooftop of the 65-story office building, at an elevation of approximately 1,368 feet 

relative to mean sea level (msl)35 or 1,090 feet relative to local grade elevations. The Project includes a 

project design feature that requires the Project's helicopters to use the recommended flight paths as 

described in the Heliport Consultant Report (Appendix IV.C.2), unless a different path is required for 

safety precautions. [n accordance with this project design feature the helistop would be accessed along 

two different proposed flight paths, one for departure and the other for arrival. The arrival (approach) 

flight path would generally follow the Harbor Freeway from the north and the departure flight pa.th would 

follow the Harbor Freeway to the south, as illustrated in Figure IV.C-2 (Helicopter Flight Tracks). The 

location of the Project's office building allows the helicopter to approach and depart the helistop along a 

flight path that follows the freeway in a northeast and southwest direction and avoids traveling over any 

residential and noise-sensitive areas, and these flight paths would be assured by implementation of project 

design features. 

34 Handbook of Acoustical A1easurements and Noise Control, Table 16.1, Cyril Af. Harris, Third Edition, 1991. 
35 Mean sea level (msl) is the level of the surface of the sea at its mean position midway between high and low 

tide. 
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It is difficult to predict the number of helicopter operations since this facility would be used on an on

demand basis and would not have regularly scheduled operations. However, it is estimated that the 

charter operation of the helistop would provide service as follows: an average of two flights per day, 

occurring on average five days per week and 20 days during a 30-day month. Based on the average of 

two flights per day over the 20 days, it is estimated that the helistop would provide a maximum of 480 

flights per year36 Notwithstanding the number of landings per day, all flights, on average, are expected to 

be distributed over 24 hours. Of the estimated two flights per day, 80 percent of the flight would occur 

during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.), 15 percent during the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 

p.m.) and five percent during the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Therefore, on an operation

day with two flights, the flight distribution per hour would be; 1.6 flights during daytime hours, 0.3 flight 

during the evening hours, and 0.1 flights during nighttime hours. The helistop could accommodate 

various helicopter types such as the single engine Bell 206L, and Eurocopter AS350 Astar, as well as the 

twin engine Agusta 109, and the Sikorsky S76. Table IV.C-16 (Helistop Helicopter Operation) provides 

the summary of the helicopter operations at the helistop, distributed by helicopter types and hours. 

Table IV.C-16 

Helistop Helicopter Operation 

Flights per Time Period" 

Daytime Evening Nighttime 
Helicopter Flights/ Flights/ (7 a.m. to (7 Jl.m.to (10 p.m. to 
Type Year Day 7p.m.) 10p.m.) 7a.m.) 

Bell 206L 236 0.98 0.7840 0.1470 0.0490 

AS 350 236 0.98 0.7840 0.1470 0.0490 

Sikorsky S76 2 0.l)] 0.0080 0.0015 0.0005 

AgustaA109 6 0.03 0.0240 ().0045 0.0015 

Total Flights 480 2.00 l.6000 0.3000 0.1000 

Notes: 
a A helicopter flight includes one departure and one arrival, two operations. 
Source: Heliport Consultants, 2010 (refer to Appendix JV.C.2), Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer 

to Appendix W.C. l). 

(a) Land Use Compatibility 

Table IV.C-17 (Summary of Helistop Noise Impacts - Land Use Compatibility Analysis ) presents the 

predicted CNEL noise levels generated by the proposed helistop operations at the 19 off-site noise 

receptors. As indicated on Table IV.C-17, the helistop operations would generate noise levels from 26.0 

dBA CNEL at Rl5 (approximately 6,000 feet from the Project Site) to 44.7 dBA CNEL at Rl and R2 

(adjacent to the Project Site), but would not contribute to a measurable increase in the ambient noise 

levels at any receptor location. The relatively low 24-hour average (CNEL) noise levels associated with 

these operations are reflective of the relative infrequency of the flights and the predominance of flight 

36 A helicopter.flight includes one departure and one arrival, two operations. 
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occurrence during dayiime hours. The existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site and 

along the helicopter flight paths are well above 65 dBA CNEL. TI1e predicted helistop operations noise at 

the off-site noise receptors would be a minimum of 23.6 dBA below the existing ambient noise levels (in 

terms ofCNEL). Therefore, the helistop operations would cause no measurable increase over the existing 

ambient noise levels (CNEL levels) at the noise sensitive receptors, and the noise increase associated with 

the helistop operations would not exceed the significance threshold of a 1.5 dBA increase. In addition, as 

mentioned previously, the design and construction of the Project would be required to comply with the 

Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of the CCR which ensure an acceptable interior noise environment 

(45 dBA) for the hotel and residential uses of the Project. As such, from a land use compatibility 

standpoint, with implementation of the project design features, the Project would not result in 

incompatible residential uses being located within the 65 dBA CNEL contour or above. Therefore, the 

noise impacts associated with the proposed helistop operations would be less than significant. 

Table IV.C-17 

Summary of Helistop Noise Impacts - Land Use Compatibility Analysis 

Predicted Existing 
Helistop Existing Ambient 

Operations Ambient Pins Project 
Longitudinal Noise Noise Helistop 

Distance Levels," Levels,b Operations, 
from Project CNEL CNEL CNEL 

Location Site, feet (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

RO 60 44.1 71.7 71.7 

Rl 80 44.7 72.0 72.0 

R2 75 44.7 76.l 76.l 

R3 85 44.2 72.l 72.l 

R4 500 42.9 68.6 68.6 

RS 700 41.5 75.0 75.0 

R6 1,000 40.4 72.2 72.2 

R7 800 41.7 68.9 68.9 

R8 1,300 40.9 74.1 74.1 

R9 l.500 37.8 75.4 75.4 

RIO 800 42.6 71.1 71.1 

Rll 700 42.8 73.7 73.7 

Rl2 1,200 39.6 71.0 71.0 

Rl3 1,700 38.0 66.2 66.2 

R14 5,000 30.8 62.9 62.9 

Rl5 6,000 26.0 63.4 63.4 

R16 3,800 32.2 62. l 62.1 

Rl7 450 43.9 71.1 71.1 

Rl8 2,200 36.8 60.4 60.4 

Notes: 
a Predicted noise level at ground level. 
b From Table JV.C-7. 
c lvlaximum ofl.5 dBA increase in ambient noise levels in terms ofCNE'L. 
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Table IV.C-17 

Summary of Helistop Noise Impacts - Land Use Compatibility Analysis 

I Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix JV.C. l). 

(b) Sleep Disturbance and Speech Interference 

In addition to the land use compatibility analysis, the INM model calculates the noise levels generated 

during a single aircraft event in terms of SEL and Lmax· The single event noise analysis provides the 

average noise levels that would be experienced at a receptor location resulting from a single helicopter 

event, over the course of the event, regardless of the number of flights per day. The AS350 and Bell 

206L helicopters represent 98 percent of the anticipated helistop operation. However, the Bell 206L 

generates higher noise levels than the AS350. Therefore, the helicopter type Bell 206L was used to assess 

the single event noise levels. 

Table IV.C-18 (Helicopter Single-Event Noise Analysis [SEL]) presents the predicted SEL from the Bell 

206L at the off-site noise receptor locations. Noise levels were calculated at the ground and upper levels 

of the high-rise buildings, in the vicinity of the receptor location, to quantify the helicopter noise at the 

lower and upper levels of the affected buildings. As indicated in Table IV.C-18, the predicted SEL levels 

at the ground level at all receptor locations would be below the 94 dBA SEL threshold (for residential, 

hotel, and hospital uses), ranging from 72 dBA SEL at Rl5 to 91 dBA SEL at RI, R2, and R3. At the 

upperlevels, with the exception of the existing office buildings at RO, RI, R2 and R3, which are not noise 

sensitive receptors, the predicted SEL levels are also below the 94 dBA SEL threshold. At all off-site 

residential, hotel, and hospital locations where potential sleep disturbance could occur, predicted SEL 

levels would be below the 94 dBA SEL threshold. Therefore, potential impacts due to single-event noise 

from the proposed helistop would be less than significant. 

With respect to the school sites, the Bell 206L would generate maximum noise levels of 54 dBA Lmax and 

68 dBA Lmax at noise receptor locations Rl5 (9th Street Elementary School) and Rl8 (Miguel Contreras 

Leaming Center and Evelyn Thurman Gratts Elementary School), respectively. The predicted Lmax levels 

at the school sites would be below the 80 dBA Lmax threshold (for school uses). Therefore, noise impacts 

due to Helistop operations would be less than significant. 

3. Off-Site Traffic (Mobile Sources) 

Future roadway noise levels were calculated along 28 off-site roadway segments in the vicinity of the 

Project Site. According to the Project transportation study, the Project is expected to generate 3,624 net 

new daily trips (Average Daily Trips) by the Project's anticipated full occupancy year of 2020.37 As 

indicated in the Project traffic study, Project-related traffic would increase the traffic volumes along the 

37 Gibson Transportation Consulting Inc, 2010 (refer to Appendix !VB). 
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Table IV.C-18 

Helicopter Single-Event Noise Analysis (SEL) 

Predicted Helicopter (Bell 

Longitudinal 206L) Single-Event Noise 

Distance from Levels, SEL {dBA) 

Pro,ject Site, At Ground At Building Significance Sensitive 
Location feet Level Roof Level l,and Use Threshold Receptor? 

RO 60 90 93 Commercial --a No 

Rl 80 91 94 Commercial --a No 

R2 75 91 95 Commercial --a No 

R3 85 91 96 Commercial --a No 

R4 500 89 89 Residential/ Office 94 Yes 

R5 700 88 88 Residential/ Office 94 Yes 

R6 1,000 86 88 
Residential/ 

94 Yes 
Commercial 

R7 800 88 90 Hotel/ Commercial 94 Yes 

R8 1,300 86 89 Hotel/ Commercial 94 Yes 

R9 
1,500 84 84 

Hotel/ Residential/ 
94 Yes 

Commercial 

RIO 
800 89 90 

Residential/ 
94 Yes 

Commercial 

Rll 700 89 90 Hotel/ Commercial 94 Yes 

Rl2 
1,200 86 86 

Residential/ 
94 Yes 

Connnercial 

Rl3 1,700 84 84 Hospital 94 Yes 

Rl4 
5,000 76 b Residential/ 

94 Yes --
Connnercial 

Rl5 6,000 72 b School/ Commercial a Yes -- --
Rl6 

3,800 77 b Residential/ 
94 Yes --

Commercial 

Rl7 450 90 91 Hotel 94 Yes 

Rl8 
2,200 82 b School/ 

94° Yes --
Residential 

Notes: 
a Not applicable to Commercial and School land uses. 
h Not Calculated.for buildings with.fewer than three stories. 
c Significance threshold is applicable to the residential uses at R 18, not applicable to the school uses. 
nla ····Not calculated for buildings with less than three stories. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010. 

28 study roadway segments over existing and future without Project. The increase in roadway traffic was 

assessed to determine if any traffic-related noise impacts would result from the Project. The Project

related traffic noise impact was detennined by comparing the increase in noise levels from the ''future 

without project" (2020 baseline) to "future with project" (2020 baseline plus Project-related traffic) to the 

significance threshold. The 2020 baseline condition includes existing traffic volumes plus traffic volumes 
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from future growth and known related projects volumes. The '•future with project" includes the 2020 

baseline plus the Project-related traffic. Table IV.C-19 (Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts) 

provides a summary of the off-site roadway noise analysis. However, it should be noted that the 

calculated CNEL levels are conservative as these predicted noise levels are calculated in front of the 

roadways and do not account for the presence of any sound barriers or intervening structures. As shown 

in Table IV.C-19, the Project would result in a maximum of a 2.1 dBA increase in traffic noise along 

Francisco Street between ih Street and Wilshire Bouelvard. At all other study roadway segments, the 

increase due to Project-related traffic would be lmver (less than 1.0 dBA), as Project-related traffic would 

disperse to various nearby roadways away from the Project Site. The incremental changes in Project

related traffic noise level would be negligible in the existing exterior noise environment. In addition, the 

change would be below the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold, which is considered to be an increase 

barely perceptible to the human ear. Therefore, for all the reasons discussed previously, off-site traffic 

noise impacts associated with the Project would be less than significant. 

Table IV.C-19 

Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Roadway Segment 

Glendale Blvd. 

- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St. 
- Between ih St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and 61
h St. 

- Between 6u1 St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 

- East of Olive St. 

ih St 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 
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Distance to 
Roadway 

Centerline, 
feet 

35 

25 

25 

25 

40 

40 

40 

40 

35 

35 

35 

35 

CaJculated Traffic 
Noise Levels,a CNEL 

2020 
Baseline 2020 
(Without With 
Project) Project 

73.9 73.9 

66.5 68.6 

71.2 71.2 

69.7 69.9 

72.4 72.5 

72.3 72.4 

71.8 72.5 

69.6 69.8 

69.9 69.9 

69.2 69.2 

70.7 70.7 

68.4 68.5 

Ad.iacent 
Land Uses 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Residential/ 

School 

Hospital 

School 

Residential 

Hotel/Office 

School 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Park 

Residential/ 

Increase 
in Noise 
Levels 
due to 

Pro,iect, 
CNEL 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.7 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 
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Table IV.C-19 

Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Increase 
Noise Levels, a CNEL in Noise 

Distance to 2020 Levels 
Roadway Baseline 2020 due to 

Centerline, (Without With Adjacent Project, 
Roadway Segment feet Project) Project Land Uses CNEL 

School 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 35 68.6 68.9 Residential 0.3 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 35 68.9 69.5 Hotel/Office 0.6 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 35 69.0 69.5 Hotel 0.5 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda Blvd. 35 68.7 69.0 Religious 0.3 

Figueroa St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5111 St. 40 73.9 74.1 Hotel 0.2 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 74.4 74.7 Office 0.3 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 73.0 73.1 Hotel/Office 0.1 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 40 72.2 72.2 Residential 0.0 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 40 72.2 72.3 Residential 0.1 

Flower St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 71.4 71.6 Hotel 0.2 

- Between 5t11 St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 71.2 71.3 Office 0.1 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 3th St. 40 72.0 72.l Office 0.1 

- South of 3th St. 40 71.4 71.5 Residential 0.1 

Grand Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 70.2 70.2 Church 0.0 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 71.3 71.4 Office 0.1 

- South of 7th St. 40 70.7 71.0 Residential 0.3 
a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix IV.CJ. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV. C. l ). 

4. Alternate Traffic Impact 

Roadway traffic noise impacts were also analyzed based on an Alternate Traffic [mpact analysis The 

Alternate Traffic Impact analysis takes into account actual traffic counts conducted at the Project 

d1i veways that showed that the actual existing number of vehicle trips in and out of the project site was 

less than the ITE trip generation rate credit for the existing land uses on the project site discussed in the 

Transportation Study. Therefore, the Project-related traffic under this Alternate Traffic Impact analysis is 

greater than the traffic volume calculated above. Table IV.C-20 provides the calculated off-site traffic 

noise levels based on the Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis. As indicated in Table IV.C-20, Off-Site 
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Table IV.C-20 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Ana]ysis" 

Roadway Segment 

Glendale Blvd. 

- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St. 

- Between 7th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and 6th St. 

- Between 6th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaud1y Ave. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 

- East of Olive St. 

7th St. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 
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Distance to 
Roadway 

Centerline, 
feet 

35 

25 

25 

25 

40 

40 

40 

40 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels," 
CNEL 

2020 Baseline 2020 Adjacent 
(Without Project) With Project Land Uses 

73.9 73.9 Commercial 

68.2 69.8 Commercial 

71.2 71.2 Residential/ 

School 

69.8 70.0 Hospital 

72.5 72.6 School 

72.4 72.5 Residential 

72.3 72.9 Hotel/Office 

69.8 70.l School 

69.9 69.9 Commercial 

69.2 69.2 Commercial 

70.7 70 .. 7 Park 

68.4 68.5 Residential/ 

School 

68.7 69.0 Residential 

69.4 70.0 Hotel/Office 

Increase in 
Noise Levels 

due to 
Project, 
CNEL 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.6 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.3 

0.6 

July 2010 
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Table IV.C-20 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Ana]ysis" 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels," 
Distance to CNEL 
Roadway 

Centerline, 2020 Baseline 2020 
Roadway Segment feet (Without Project) With Project 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 35 69.4 69.9 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda 35 69.0 69.2 
Blvd. 

Figueroa St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 74.0 74.2 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 74.5 74.9 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 73.1 73.1 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 40 72.3 72.3 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 40 72.3 72.4 

Flower St. 

- Between St. and 5th St. 40 71.5 71.7 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 71.3 71.5 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and gtlr St. 40 72.0 72.2 

- South of 8t11 St. 40 71.5 71.6 

Grand Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 70.3 70.3 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 71.3 71.5 

- South of 7th St. 40 70.9 71.2 

Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Appendix B of the noise study in Appendix IV C. l. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 
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Adjacent 
Land Uses 

Hotel 

Religious 

Hotel 

Office 

Hotel/Office 

Residential 

Residential 

Hotel 

Office 

Office 

Residential 

Church 

Office 

Residential 

Increase in 
Noise Levels 

due to 
Project, 
CNEL 

0.5 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.3 
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Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis," the Project-related traffic would 

result in a maximum of 1.6 dBA CNEL increase in traffic noise along Francisco Street 7th Street and 

Wilshire Boulevard. At all other analyzed roadway segments, the increase due to project-related traffic 

would be lower (less than l dBA). The increase in traffic noise levels due to the Project would be below 

the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold. Therefore, off-site traffic noise impacts associated with the 

Project would be less than significant, under the Project Alternate Traffic Impact scenario. 

5. Composite Noise Level Impacts from Project Operations 

An evaluation of composite noise levels, including all Project-related noise sources plus the existing 

ambient levels, was conducted to identify the potential maximum Project-related noise level increase that 

may occur at the noise-sensitive receptor locations. The overall sound environment at the areas 

sun-ounding the Project Site comprises contributions from each individual noise source associated with 

the typical daily operation of the Project. Principal on-site noise sources associated with the Project 

would include mechanical equipment, the parking facility, outdoor services, and the helistop. Table 

IV.C-21 (Composite Noise Impacts) presents the estimated noise from Project-related noise sources in 

terms of CNEL; noise calculation details are provided in Appendix IV.C. l. The composite noise impacts 

would be similar to the Project under the Alternate Traffic Impact scenario previously described. As 

indicated in Table IV.C-21, the Project would result in a maximum increase of 1.9 to 2.9 dBA CNEL at 

receptors adjacent to the Project Site (RO, Rl, R2, and R3), none of which are noise-sensitive receptors. 

At all sensitive receptor locations, the Project's composite noise impacts would be less than l dBA. The 

increases in noise levels due to the Project at all off-site receptors would be negligible in the existing 

noise environment. In addition, the increases would be below the significance threshold of a 3 dBA 

CNEL increase, which is an increase that is barely perceptible to the human ear. For all of these reasons, 

the composite noise level impacts due to the Project operation would be less than significant. 

Table IV.C-21 

Composite Noise Impacts 

Existing Calculated Project-Related Noise Soui·ces, CNEL 
Ambient 

Noise 
Levels, 

Location CNEL Traffic a Mechanical 

RO 71.7 64.3 

RI 72.0 64.3 

R2 76.l 53.4 

R3 72.1 60.8 

R4* 68.6 56.7 

RS* 75.0 57.0 

R6* 72.2 55.8 

R7* 68.9 56.l 

RS* 74.l 61.0 

R9* 75.4 50.2 

RlO* 71.l 57.3 
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70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

67.5 

48.6 

45.6 

37.5 

27.5 

25.3 

22.0 

29.5 

Parking Outdoor 
Facility Services H.elistop 

53.7 61.1 44. l 

51.7 61.4 44.7 

51.7 70.8 44.7 

51.7 68.8 44.2 

35.3 55.6 42.9 

32.3 52.7 41.5 

29.2 40.3 40.3 

29.2 41.0 41.7 

27.0 38.3 40.9 

23.7 35.0 37.8 

31.2 42.7 42.6 

Composite 
Noise 

Levels,h 
CNEL 

74.6 

74.8 

78.0 

74.9 

69.l 

75.l 

72.3 

69.l 

74.3 

75.4 

71.3 

Increase 
in Noise 
Levels 
due to 

Project 

2.9 

2.8 

l.9 

2.8 

0.5 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 
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Table IV.C-21 

Composite Noise Impacts 

Existing Cakulated Project-Related Noise Sources, CNEL 
Ambient 

Noise 
Levels, Parking Outdoor 

Location CNEL Traffic a Mechanical Facility Services Helistop 

Rll* 73.7 57.3 29.5 31.2 42.7 42.8 

Rl2* 71.0 56.3 24.9 26.6 38.l 39.6 

Rl3* 66.2 56.9 22.7 24.4 35.6 38.0 

Rl4* 62.9 51.0 13.6 15.3 26.6 30.8 

Rl5* 63.4 40.03 12.0 13.7 25.0 26.0 

Rl6* 62.l 40.03 15.9 17.6 29.0 32.l 

Rl7* 70.2 63.2 39.5 36.2 54.2 43.9 

Rl8* 60.3 43.3 20.7 22.4 33.6 36.8 

Notes: 
a Due to Project-related traffic only. 

Composite 
Noise 

Levefa,b 
CNEL 

73.8 

71.2 

66.7 

63.2 

63.4 

62.l 

71.l 

60.4 

b Composite noise levels including all Project-related noise sources plus existing ambient noise levels. 

July 2010 

Increase 
in Noise 
Levels 
due to 

Project 

0.1 

0.2 

0.5 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.1 

c Estimated as no traffic anazysis was made near these receptors. as they are located far away from the Project Site. 

* Receptor location falls under the City's definition of a sensitive receptor. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.C. l). 

iii. Site Compatibility for New Buildings 

As discussed previously, the noise environment that currently exists surrounding the Project Site would 

also affect the Project's proposed on-site residential and hotel uses. Residential and hotel uses are 

proposed at the southwestern portion of the Project Site, primarily facing 7th Street. As indicated by the 

noise measurement data presented in Table IV.C-9, the Project Site is currently exposed to noise levels 

from 71.7 (ambient at RO) up to 76.l dBA CNEL (ambient at R2), due primarily to traffic on adjacent 

roadways and the Harbor Freeway. Currently, the baseline ambient noise level at times exceeds the City

recommended noise standard used for multi-family residential and hotel developments (65 dBA CNEL) 

for the Project Site. In addition, the Project's proposed on-site residential and hotel uses would be 

exposed to the Project's stationary noise sources, particularly from the mechanical equipment, outdoor 

services and helistop. However, with inclusion of the project design feature that requires the building 

construction to provide adequate sound insulation in the design of the residential and hotel building, to 

meet the acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, impacts associated with the introduction of 

residential and hotel uses into the noise environment would be less than significant. 

e. Land Use Equivalency Program 

As described in Section II (Project Description), the Project would include the Land Use Equivalency 

Program to maintain flexibility of Project land uses and floor areas in order for the Project to respond to 

the changing needs of the Southern California economy. The Land Use Equivalency Program is designed 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-53 

RL0021645 



EM22489 

City of Los Angeles July 2010 

to direct how development will occur on the Project Site and allow for flexibility so that land uses can be 

exchanged for other permitted land uses such that no additional traffic generation would result from any 

exchange that is consistent with the Land Use Equivalency Program. 

The exchange of office/commercial, retail, hotel, and/or residential land uses would be accomplished 

within the same building parameters, and the overall character of development would be the same as the 

Project uses analyzed. Regardless of the resultant mix of land uses under the Land Use Equivalency 

Program that would occur at the Project Site, the Project would generate construction noise and vibration 

levels consistent with those described previously, and through compliance with applicable building 

standards and the listed project design features and mitigation measures, impacts related to construction 

noise and vibration under the Land Use Equivalency Program would be less than significant. 

Under the Land Use Equivalency Program, operational noise sources associated with building mechanical 

equipment, parking facilities, loading and trash/recycling areas outdoor services, and the helistop would 

occur within the same building parameters, and the overall character of development would be the same 

under the Project. Regardless of the resultant mix of land uses under the Land Use Equivalency Program 

that would occur at the Project Site, the Project would generate noise levels from these sources consistent 

with those described previously, and through compliance with applicable building standards and the listed 

mitigation measures, impacts related to these noise sources under the Land Use Equivalency Program 

would be less than significant. Under the Land Use Equivalency Program, the level of daily traffic 

generation could increase under some land use exchanges. This could potentially increase off-site 

roadway traffic noise impacts slightly. However, because the calculated traffic noise levels for the 

Project are well below the applicable 3 dBA threshold, increased noise levels from traffic would not have 

the potential to cause this threshold to be exceeded. Therefore, implementation of the Land Use 

Equivalency Program would have no additional significant impacts with respect to traffic noise. 

f. Design Flexibility Program 

The design of the Project as a conceptual plan allows for flexibility in the finalized building design within 

a detennined set of parameters. Implementation of the Design Flexibility Program may result in changes 

to the location of the structures on the Project Site than those identified in the Conceptual Plan. 

Specifically, the location of the proposed helistop would not change in such a way as to create any new or 

increased impacts on sensitive receptors. Regardless of the placement of buildings on the Project Site, or 

uses within those buildings, under the Design Flexibility Program, the Project would generate noise levels 

consistent with those described previously, and through compliance with applicable building standards 

and the listed project design features and mitigation measures, impacts related to noise under the Design 

Flexibility Program would be less than significant. 

3. CUMULATIVEIMPACTS 

The Project together \vith the related projects, \vould contribute to cumulative noise impacts. The 

potential for cumulative noise impacts to occur is specific to the distance between each related project and 
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its stationary n01se sources including the cumulative traffic that these projects would add to the 

surrounding roadway network. 

a. Construction Noise 

As indicated in the Project's transportation study, a total of 92 related projects are identified in the 

vicinity of the Project Site. While the majority of these related projects are located a substantial distance 

from the Project Site, there are four related projects \vithin 1,000 feet of the Project Site, including 

Related Project No. 36, a Mixed-Use Development at 1027 Wilshire Boulevard (approximately 600 feet 

from the Project Site), Related Project No. 10, a Residential Development at 1067 6th Street 

(approximately 900 feet from the Project Site), Related Project No. 44, a Mixed-Use Development at 

1111 Wilshire Boulevard (approximately 1,000 feet from the Project Site), and Related Project No. 92, a 

Mixed-use Development at 755 Figueroa Street (approximately 175 feet from the Project Site). Noise 

from construction activities would normally affect the areas immediately adjacent to the Project Site, 

meaning those that are less than 500 feet from the construction site, due to sound attenuation provided by 

the distance and the intervening buildings located between the construction sites and the noise sensitive 

receptors. TI1erefore, the noise from construction activities for two projects within 1,000 feet from each 

other could contribute to a cumulative noise impact for receptors located between the two construction 

sites. 

Since the timing of the construction activities for these related projects cannot be defined, any quantitative 

analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects \vould be entirely speculative. 

Construction activities from at least four related projects \vould generate noise at each site and cumulative 

construction noise could exceed ambient noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive uses. If construction 

of the nearest mixed-use developments were to occur concurrently with Project construction, the 

construction noise from these related projects could, in combination \vith the construction noise 

associated with the Project, contribute to a cumulative impact on the noise-sensitive receptors closest to 

these related project sites (the multi-family residential uses along Wilshire Boulevard and St. Paul 

Avenue, represented by R4). 

In addition to the on-site construction activities, noise from off-site construction haul/deliver trucks could 

contribute to the cumulative noise impacts. As indicated in the Project transportation study (see 

Appendix CV.B), each project applicant would be required to prepare construction management plans and 

submit to LADOT for approval. The construction traffic management plans would be based on the nature 

and timing of the specific construction and other projects in the vicinity of the Project Site. Furthermore, 

each project applicant would be required to schedule construction-related deliveries, other than concrete 

and earthwork-related deliveries, to reduce travel during peak travel periods, which would minimize the 

noise impacts. Even so, if construction trucks from the related projects were to travel on the same routes 

and within the same hours as the Project, the Project's contribution to cumulative off-site construction 

related truck traffic noise impacts could be considerable. 

Construction-related noise levels from the related projects would be intermittent, temporary, and would 

comply with time restrictions and other relevant provisions in the LAMC. As required of the Project, 
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noise associated with cumulative construction activities would be reduced through proposed mitigation 

measures for each individual related project and through compliance with locally adopted and enforced 

noise ordinances. Similar to the Project, construction activities for each of the related projects would be 

required to comply with the City's allowable construction hours as described previously and would be 

temporary. Even so, if construction of the nearest related projects were to occur concurrently with the 

Project's construction, the Project's contribution to cumulative construction related noise impacts could 

be considerable. Therefore, it is conservatively concluded that the Project's construction noise effects 

could be cumulatively considerable, even after mitigation. However, the occurrence of this impact is 

speculative at this time, as it would depend on the timing of the related projects' construction, which is 

currently unknown. 

b. Construction Vibration 

As previously discussed, ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. Potential vibration 

impacts due to construction activities are generally limited to buildings/structures that are located in close 

proximity of the construction site (i.e., within 100 feet). As indicated previously, the nearest related 

project is approximately 175 feet away from the Project. Therefore, due to the rapid attenuation 

characteristics of ground-borne vibration, there is no potential for a cumulative construction impact with 

respect to ground-borne vibration. 

c. Operational Noise 

Once developed, the Project and development in the surrounding area would generate noise that would 

contribute to cumulative noise from a number of community noise sources including vehicle travel, 

mechanical equipment (e.g., heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning systems), and lawn maintenance 

activities. Noise levels from stationary sources would be less than significant at the property line for each 

related project due to the City's requirements that limit noise from on-site stationary-source noise such as 

outdoor air-conditioning equipment. Since the Project's on-site stationary-sources' (i.e., building 

mechanical equipment, parking facility, and outdoor services) impacts would result in less than 

significant impacts, stationary-sources noise impacts attributable to cumulative development of the related 

projects and the Project \vould also result in less than significant impacts. 

The Project and other related development in the area \vould produce traffic volumes (off-site mobile 

sources) that would generate roadway noise. Cumulative noise impacts due to off-site traffic were 

analyzed by comparing the projected increase in traffic noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future 

cumulative" conditions to the applicable significance criteria. Future cumulative conditions include 

traffic volumes from future ambient growth, and related development projects, with and without the 

Project. The calculated traffic noise levels under "existing" and "future cumulative" conditions are 

presented in Table IV.C-22 (Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts). It again should be 

noted that the calculated CNEL levels are conservative as these predicted noise levels are calculated in 

front of the roadways and do not account for the presence of any sound barriers or intervening structures. 

Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a maximum increase of 2.4 dBA CNEL along Francisco 

Street between ?1h Street and Wilshire Boulevard, which is adjacent to the Project Site. At all other 
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analyzed roadway segments, the increase in cumulative traffic noise would be lower. The highest 

increase along a roadway segment with noise-sensitive uses would be 1.7 dBA CNEL. All of the 

cumulative noise level increases would be negligible in the existing noise environment. In addition, all of 

the increases would be less than the 3 dBA significance threshold, which is an increase that is barely 

perceptible to the human ear. For all of these reasons, the Project's contribution to noise impacts due to 

off-site mobile noise sources (vehicular traffic) would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Cumulative off-site traffic noise impacts were also analyzed based on the Project's Alternate Traffic 

Impact analysis as summarized in Table IV.C-23. The cumulative traffic volumes based on the Project 

Alternate Traffic Impact analysis would result in a maximum increase of 3 .6 dBA CNEL along Francisco 

Street between 7th Street and Wilshire Boulevard. The increase in noise level along Francisco Street 

would be below the 5 dBA CNEL significance threshold and thereby would remain within the "nom1ally 

acceptable" category. The increase in cumulative traffic noise at all other analyzed roadway segments 

would be below the significance threshold of 3 dBA CNEL. As such, the Project's contribution to noise 

impacts due to off-site mobile noise sources (vehicular traffic) would not be cumulatively considerable. 

In addition to the on-site stationary noise sources and the off-site traffic noise sources, the Project's 

helistop \vould contribute to the overall cumulative noise. However, as discussed previously, the 

Project's helistop operation related noise would be a minimum of 23.5 dBA below the existing ambient 

noise levels (in terms of CNEL levels), which would not increase the ambient noise levels in the vicinity 

of the Project Site. For all of the reasons discussed, the Project's contribution to noise impacts due to off

site mobile noise sources (vehicular traffic) and helistop operations would not be cumulatively 

considerable. 

Table lV.C-22 

Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Roadway Segment 

Glendale Blvd. 

- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St 
- Between 7th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and 6th St. 

- Between 6111 St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 

- Between Alvarado St and Lucas Ave. 
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Distance to 
Roadway 

Centerline, 
feet 

35 

25 

25 

25 

40 

Cakulated Traffic 
Noise Levels,3 CNEL 

Future 
Existing Cumulative Adjacent 
(2009) (2020)b Land Uses 

73.2 73.9 Commercial 
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Table IV.C-22 

Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic 
Noise Levels, a CNEL 

Distance to 
Roadway Future 

Centerline, Existing Cumulative Ad,jacent 
Roadway Segment feet (2009) (2020)b Land Uses 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 40 71.3 72.4 Residential 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 40 70.8 72.5 Hotel/Office 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 40 69.0 69.8 School 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 35 69.3 69.9 Commercial 

- Between Flow·er St. and Olive St. 35 68.7 69.2 Commercial 

- East of Olive St. 35 70.0 70.7 Park 

ih St 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 35 67.7 68.5 Residential/ 

School 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 35 67.8 68.9 Residential 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 35 68.2 69.5 Hotel/Office 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 35 68.4 69.5 Hotel 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda Blvd. 35 67.8 69.0 Religious 

Figueroa St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 73.3 74.1 Hotel 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 73.6 74.7 Office 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and ]111 St. 40 72.2 73.l Hotel/Office 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 40 71.3 72.2 Residential 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 40 71.6 72.3 Residential 

Flower St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 70.9 71.6 Hotel 

- Between 5u' St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 70.5 71.3 Office 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 8th St. 40 71.3 72.l Office 

- South of 8th St. 40 70.8 71.5 Residential 

Grand Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 69.4 70.2 Church 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 70.5 71.4 Office 

- South of 7th St. 40 69.9 71.0 Residential 
a Detailed calculation ·worksheets, are included in Appendix IV.Cl. 
h Includes traffic volumes from existing condition plus fi1ture growth, known related projectY and Project-related. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.CJ). 
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Table IV.C-23 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis" 

Roadway Sewent 

Glendale Blvd. 

- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St. 

- Between 7th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and 61h St. 

·Between 6th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 

- East of Olive St. 

7th St. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 
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Table IV.C-23 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis" 

Calculated Traffic Noise 
Distance to Levels,a CNEL 

Roadway Future 
Centerline, Existing Cumulative 

Roadway Sewent feet (2009) (2020)b 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 35 68.4 69.9 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda Blvd. 35 67.8 69.2 

Figueroa St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 73.3 74.2 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 73.6 74.9 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 72.2 73. l 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 40 71.3 72.3 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 40 71.6 72.4 

Flower St 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St 40 70.9 71.7 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 70.5 71.5 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 8th St. 40 71.3 72.2 

- South of 8th St. 40 70.8 71.6 

Grand Ave. 

-Between St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 69.4 70.3 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 70.5 71.5 

- South of 7th St. 40 69.9 71.2 
a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in AppendL'C B of the noise study in Appendix IV.C. l. 
b Includes traffic volumes from existing condition plus fi1ture growth, known related projects and Project-related. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 20I 0 
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4. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

As previously discussed, the following listed project design features would avoid or reduce Project

related noise effects: 

PDF-1: Project construction shall not include the use of pile driving, to reduce construction noise and 

vibration impacts. 

PDF-2: A temporary six-foot-tall noise barrier wall would be installed at the construction area along 

Francisco Street where construction trucks are lining up prior to entering the Project's 

construction site. The barrier shall be placed on the top of the two-foot-tall K- rail that shall 

increase the effective height of the noise barrier to eight feet. 

PDF-3: During operation, all mechanical equipment shall be enclosed and designed to meet the 

requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02. The building mechanical/electrical 

equipment shall be designed not to exceed 63 dBA Leq (or 70 dBA CNEL) noise level at the 

Project Site property line. The building mechanical design shall be reviewed by a qualified 

acoustical consultant to ensure that the design shall meet the Project noise criteria. 

PDF-4: The sound output of the proposed outdoor amplified sound systems for the outdoor pool and bar 

areas would be limited to a maximum sound level of 80 dBA Leq as calculated in Section 5.4.1.4. 

The design of the outdoor amplified sound systems would be review-ed by a qualified acoustical 

consultant to ensure that the design would meet the Project noise criteria. 

PDF-5: The sound output of the proposed outdoor amplified sound systems for the outdoor plaza would 

be limited to a maximum sound level of 70 dBA (Leq) at 50 feet as calculated in Section 5.4. l.4. 

The design of the outdoor amplified sound systems \vould be reviewed by a qualified acoustical 

consultant to ensure that the design would meet the Project noise criteria. 

PDF-6: The podium and rooftop parapets for areas that include an outdoor amplified sound system shall 

be of solid panel construction to provide sound attenuation. 

PDF-7: If the proposed loading docks and trash/recycling areas would be located outside of the enclosed 

parking structure, all outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas shall be fully or partially 

enclosed such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any adjacent noise sensitive 

receptor shall be obstructed. 

PDF-8: Building construction (i.e., exterior wall, window and door) shall provide adequate sound 

insulation to meet the acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, as required by Title 24 of 

the California Code of Regulations. 

PDF-9: Unless required for safety precautions, the Project's related helicopters shall use the 

recommended flight paths as shown in Figure IV.C-2. 
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Although Project-related construction 1s not anticipated to have significant n01se impacts on the 

surrounding noise-sensitive land uses, the following Project mitigation measures are recommended to 

ensure the noise impacts would be less than significant: 

a. Construction 

MM-1: With the exception ofrequired continuous concrete pours, construction activities shall be limited 

to Monday through Friday from 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M., and from 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on 

Saturdays. No construction activities shall occur on Sundays or national holidays. 

MM-2: Power construction equipment shall be equipped with state-of-the-art noise shielding and 

muffling devices. All equipment shall be properly maintained to assure that no additional noise, 

due to worn or improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 

MM-3: Stationary source construction equipment that may have a flexible specific location on-site (e.g., 

generators and compressors) shall be located so as to maintain the greatest distance from sensitive 

land uses and unnecessary idling of equipment shall be prohibited. 

MM-4: To ensure that construction phase vibration impacts are less than significant, the Applicant or its 

successor shall comply with the specific requirements of the Metro construction design manual 

(MTA Design Criteria and Standard. Volume III, Adjacent Construction Design Manual, Section 

2.3 - 2.4, R92-DE303-3.00, Revision 9: 02.02.99), \vhen excavation is within 25 feet of the 

Metro subway tunnel. 

MM-5: The Applicant shall implement the follmving requirements during construction activities m 

connection with the on-site building demolitions: 

a. Construction materials/debris in excess of 2,000 pounds shall be lowered via a crane. 

b. Construction materials/debris drop shall be performed in accordance with Table IV.C-15, 

with the consideration given to the estimated drop weight and height, as required to maintain 

a maximum of 0.5 inch per second (PPV) at off-site receptors RO, Rl, and R3 and a 

maximum of 0.25 inch per second (PPV) at off-site receptor R2. 

b. Operation 

As discussed previously, \vith implementation of the project design features, operation of the Project 

would result in a less than significant impact to the off-site and the future on-site noise-sensitive uses. 

Therefore, no mitigation measures are required for the Project's long-term operations. 

c. Cumulative Construction 

As discussed previously, construction noise impacts from construction of the Project with concurrent 

construction of the related projects is conservatively concluded to be significant. Mitigation measures are 
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described to reduce the Project's construction noise levels. Similar mitigation measures would likely be 

imposed upon each related project. No additional mitigation measures for the related projects can be 

known at this time. 

5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

a. Construction Noise 

While construction noise impacts are less than significant, compliance with the recommended mitigation 

measures would ensure a reduction of construction noise. Mitigation measure l would preclude 

construction noise impacts from occurring during the noise-sensitive nighttime periods, or at any time on 

Sundays and national holidays, in compliance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation. Noise 

level reductions attributable to mitigation measures 2 and 3, although not easily quantifiable, would 

ensure the noise impacts associated with construction activities would be reduced to the extent 

practicable. 

As previously discussed, if the identified related projects were to occur concurrently with the Project's 

construction, cumulative construction noise impacts could be significant, albeit speculative. However, 

noise impacts would be reduced through proposed mitigation measures for each individual related project 

and compliance with locally adopted and enforces noise ordinances. Therefore, the noise impacts 

associated with construction activities for each of the related projects likely would be reduced to a less 

than significant level. However, it is conservatively concluded that the Project's construction noise 

effects could be cumulatively considerable, even after mitigation. 

b. Operational Noise 

Implementation of the project design features would ensure that the Project would not result in any 

significant noise impacts to on-site or off-site noise sensitive receptors during long-term Project 

operations. As such, operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

As discussed previously, the cumulative noise impacts from stationary sources at the Project and other 

related projects would not result in a significant noise impact, based on the assumption that each of the 

related projects would implement project specific mitigation measures or noise control as required to meet 

the City's requirements. In addition, as discussed previously, the Project's traffic noise impacts and 

helistop operation noise impacts would also not be cumulatively considerable. As such, cumulative noise 

impacts would be less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures. 

c. Groundborne Vibration 

Implementation of mitigation measure 4 would ensure that construction activities (i.e., site excavation 

associated with the garage) would be carried out in accordance with Metro requirements for construction 

work located near the Metro facilities (i.e., Metro subway tunnel), and the impact would be less than 

significant. Additionally, mitigation measure 5 would ensure that vibration impacts during construction 

would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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IV. Environmental Impact Analysis 
H.. Noise 

1. Introduction 

This section evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts that would result 
from the proposed Project. Specifically, the analysis describes the existing noise 
environment within the Project area, estimates future noise and vibration levels at 
surrounding land uses resulting from construction and operation of the proposed Project, 
identifies the potential for significant impacts, and provides mitigation measures to address 
significant impacts. In addition, an evaluation of the potential cumulative noise impacts of 
the proposed Project together with related projects and future project growth is also 
provided. Noise calculation worksheets are included in Appendix I of this Draft EIR. 

2. Environmental Setting 

a. Noise and Vibration Basics 

(1) Noise 

(a) Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Noise is commonly defined as sound that is undesirable because it interferes with 
speech communication, and hearing, causes sleep disturbance or is otherwise annoying 
(unwanted sound). The decibel (dB) is a conventional unit for measuring the amplitude of 
sound as it accounts for the large variations in sound pressure amplitude and reflects the 
way people perceive changes in sound amplitude. 1 The human hearing system is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. Therefore, to approximate this human 
frequency-dependent response, the A-weighted filtering system is used to adjust measured 
sound levels (dBA). The term "A-weighted" refers to filtering the noise signal in a manner 
that corresponds to the way the human ear perceives sound. Examples of various sound 
levels in different environments are shown in Table IV.H-1 on page IV.H-2. 

1 All sound levels measured in decibel (dB), in this study are relative to 2x10-5 N/m2
. 
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Table IV.H-1 
Typical Noise levels 

Noise levels, 
Common Outdoor Activities dBA 

110 

Jet Fly-over at 1000 feet 

100 

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 feet 

90 

Diesel Truck at 50 feet at 50 mph 

80 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime 

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 00 feet 70 

Commercial Area 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet 60 

Quiet Urban Daytime 50 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

30 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 

20 

10 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 0 

Source: Ca/trans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), 1998. 

IV.H Noise 

Common Indoor Activities 

Rock Band 

Food Blender at 3 feet 

Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Large Business Office 

Dishwasher Next Room 

Theater, Large Conference Room 

(Background) 

Library 

Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 

(Background) 

Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

People commonly judge the relative magnitude of sound sensation using subjective 
terms such as "loudness" or "noisiness." A change in sound level of 3 dB is considered 
"just perceptible," a change in sound level of 5 dB is considered "clearly noticeable," and a 
change (increase) of 10 dB is typically recognized as "twice as loud."2 

2 Engineering Noise Control, Bies & Hansen, 1988. 
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(b) Outdoor Sound Propagation 

In an outdoor environment, sound energy attenuates through the air as a function of 
distance. Such attenuation is called "distance loss" or "geometric spreading," and is based 
on the type of source configuration (i.e., a point source, or a line source). The rate of 
sound attenuation for a point source, such as a piece of equipment (e.g., air conditioner or 
bull dozer), is 6 dB per doubling of distance from the noise source. For example, an 
outdoor condenser fan that generates a sound level of 60 dBA at a distance of five feet 
would attenuate to 54 dBA at a distance of 10 feet. The rate of sound attenuation for a line 
source, such as a constant flow of traffic on a roadway, is 3 dB per doubling of distance. 3 

In addition, structures (e.g., buildings and solid walls) and natural topography 
(e.g., hills) that obstruct the line-of-sight between a noise source and a receptor further 
reduce the noise level if the receptor is located within the "shadow" of the obstruction, such 
as behind a sound wall. This type of sound attenuation is known as "barrier insertion loss." 
If a receptor is located behind the wall but still has a view of the source (i.e., the line-of
sight is not fully blocked), some barrier insertion loss would still occur, however to a lesser 
extent. Additionally, a receptor located on the same side of the wall as a noise source may 
actually experience an increase in the perceived noise level as the wall reflects noise back 
to the receptor, thereby compounding the noise. Noise barriers can provide noise level 
reductions ranging from approximately 5 dBA (where the barrier just breaks the line-of-sight 
between the source and receiver) to an upper range of 20 dBA with a more substantial 
barrier. 4 

(c) Environmental Noise Descriptors 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of 
community noise on people. Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales 
consider that the effect of noise is dependent upon the total acoustical energy content, as 
well as the time and duration of occurrence. The most frequently used noise descriptors, 
including those used by the City of Los Angeles, are summarized below. 

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq). Leq is a measurement of the acoustic energy content 
of noise averaged over a specified time period. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying sound and 
that of a steady sound are the same if they deliver the same amount of energy to the 
receptor's ear during exposure. Leq for one-hour periods, during the daytime or nighttime 
hours, and 24-hour periods are commonly used in environmental assessments. For 

3 Ca/trans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), 1998. 

Ibid. 
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IV.H Noise 

evaluating community impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the 
noise occurs during day or night. 

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax). Lmax represents the maximum sound level measured 
during a measurement period. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL is the time average of all A
weighted sound levels for a 24-hour period with a 10 dBA adjustment (upward) added to 
the sound levels that occur between the hours of 10:00 P. M. and 7:00 A. M., and a 5 dBA 
adjustment (upward) added to the sound levels which occur between the hours of 7:00 P.M. 

and 10: 00 P. M. These penalties attempt to account for increased human sensitivity to noise 
during the quieter nighttime periods, particularly where sleep is the most probable activity. 
CNEL has been adopted by the State of California to define the community noise 
environment for development of the community noise element of a General Plan. 5 CNEL is 
also used by the City of Los Angeles (City) for land use planning and to describe noise 
impacts in its City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. 6 

Day-Night Average Level (Ldn or DNL). Ldn, like CNEL, is the weighted 24-hour 
average noise level in an environment which accounts for people's increased annoyance to 
noise occurring in the nighttime hours. It is the average equivalent A-Weighted sound level 
during a 24-hour day, calculated after adding 10 decibels to sound levels which occur after 
10:00 P.M. and before 7:00 AM. Typically, Ldn levels are within 1 dBA of CNEL levels. 

(2) Ground-Borne Vibration 

Vibration is commonly defined as an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in 
which the motion's amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or 
acceleration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) or the root-mean-square (RMS) velocity is 
commonly used to describe vibration amplitudes. PPV is defined as the maximum 
instantaneous peak of the vibration signal, while RMS is defined as the square-root of the 
average of the squared amplitude of the signal. PPV is typically used for evaluating 
potential building damage, whereas RMS is typically more suitable for evaluating human 
response to ground-borne vibration. The RMS vibration velocity level can be presented in 
inch per second or in VdB (referenced to 1 micro-inch per second). 7 Ground-borne 
vibration generated by man-made activities (i.e., road traffic, construction operations) 
typically attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. 

5 State of California, General Plan Guidelines, 2003. 
6 City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
7 VdB = 20Log (Velocity level in micro-inch per second). 
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b. Regulatory Framework 

(1) City of Los Angeles Noise Standards and Guidelines 

(a) City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

Chapter XI of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (Noise Regulation) 
establishes acceptable ambient sound levels to regulate intrusive noises (e.g., stationary 
mechanical equipment and vehicles, other than those traveling on public streets) within 
specific land use zones. In accordance with the Noise Regulation, a noise level increase of 
5 dBA over the existing ambient noise level at an adjacent property line is considered a 
noise violation. To account for people's increased tolerance for short-duration noise 
events, the Noise Regulation provides a 5 dBA allowance for noise source occurring more 
than five but less than 15 minutes in any one-hour period (for a total of 10 dBA above the 
ambient), and an additional 5 dBA allowance (total of 15 dBA above the ambient) for noise 
source occurring five minutes or less in any one-hour period. 8 

Ambient noise, as defined by the Noise Regulation, is the measured noise level 
averaged over a period of at least 15 minutes (Leq(1s-minute)). For purposes of determining 
whether or not a violation of the noise regulations are occurring, the sound level 
measurements of an offending noise shall be averaged over a minimum 15-minute 
duration, and compared with the baseline ambient noise levels (without the offending noise 
source). The baseline ambient noise shall be the actual measured ambient noise level or 
the City's presumed ambient noise level as shown in Table IV.H-2 on page IV.H-6, 
whichever is greater. In cases in which the actual measured ambient noise level is not 
known, the City's presumed ambient is used as the baseline. As indicated in Table IV.H-2, 
the City's presumed daytime (7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) minimum ambient noise level for 
properties zoned residential is 50 dBA, while the nighttime (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.) 

presumed minimum ambient noise level is 40 dBA. For commercially zoned properties, the 
presumed daytime minimum ambient noise level is 60 dBA, while the nighttime presumed 
minimum ambient noise level is 55 dBA. 

In addition, the City's noise regulations also limit noise from construction equipment 
located within 500 feet of a residential zone to 75 dBA, measured at a distance of 50 feet 
from the source, unless compliance with this limitation is technically infeasible. 9 The noise 

8 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, Article I, Section 111.02-(b). 
9 In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Regulations (Los Angeles Municipal Code, 

Section 112.05), 'technically infeasible' means that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite 
the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the 
operation of the equipment. 
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Table IV.H-2 
City of Los Angeles Presumed Ambient Noise Levels 

Daytime Nighttime 
Zone (7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.) 

Residential 50 40 

Commercial 60 55 

Manufacturing (M1, MR1 and MR2) 60 55 

Heavy Manufacturing (M2 and M3) 65 65 

Source: LAMC, Section 111.03. 

regulations prohibit construction noise between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. 

Monday through Friday, and on Saturday before 8:00 A.M. and after 6:00 P.M., and do not 
allow construction noise on Sunday. 10 

(b) City of Los Angeles CNEL Guidelines 

The City has adopted local guidelines based, in part, on the community noise 
compatibility guidelines established by the State Department of Health Services for use in 
assessing the compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels. These 
guidelines are set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide in terms of the 
CNEL. CNEL guidelines for specific land uses are classified into four categories: "normally 
acceptable;" "conditionally acceptable;" "normally unacceptable;" and "clearly 
unacceptable." As presented in Table IV.H-3 on page IV.H-7, a CNEL value of 70 dBA is 
the upper limit of what is considered a "normally acceptable" noise environment for 
educational uses. For more sensitive uses such as multi-family residential uses, the upper 
limit of what is considered "normally acceptable" is set at 65 dBA CNEL. 11 

(2) Ground-Borne Vibration Regulations 

The City does not currently have any adopted standards, guidelines or thresholds 
relative to ground-borne vibration. As such, policies and guidelines from federal, state, and 
other local governmental agencies are utilized to assess impacts due to ground-borne 
vibration. In most circumstances common ground-induced vibrations related to roadway 
traffic and construction activities pose no threat to buildings or structures. 

10 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 41.40. 
11 City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, Section 1.2, 2006. 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-3 
City of Los Angeles land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly 
land Use Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50-60 55-70 70-75 Above 70 

Multi-Family Homes 50-65 60-70 70-75 Above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing 50-70 60-70 70-80 Above 80 
Homes 

Transient Lodging-Motels, Hotels 50-65 60-70 70-80 Above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters - 50-70 - Above 65 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports - 50-75 - Above 70 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50-70 - 67-75 Above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 50-75 - 70-80 Above 80 
Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and Professional 50-70 67-77 Above 75 -
Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 50-75 70-80 Above 75 -

Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of 
normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 
Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the 
noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional 
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 
Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 
insulation features included in the design. 
Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

(a) Federal Transit Administration Vibration Standards 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published a technical manual titled, 
"Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessment," that provides ground-borne vibration 
impact criteria with respect to human annoyance and building damage during construction 
activities. 12 With respect to human annoyance, the FTA provides criteria for various land 
use categories and based on the frequency of vibration events, as indicated in Table IV.H-4 
on page IV. H-8. With respect to potential building damage (primarily from construction 
activities), the FTA provides guidelines for the evaluation of potential ground-borne 

12 Federal Transit Administration, "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment", May 2006. 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-4 
FTA Vibration Impact Criteria - Typical Human Annoyance levels 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 
VdB (referenced 1 micro-inch per second) 

Frequent Occasional Infrequent 
land Use Category Events a Events b Events c 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration would 65 VdB d 65 VdB d 65 VdB d 

interfere with interior operations 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where 72 VdB 75 VdB 80 VdB 
people normally sleep 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 75 VdB 78 VdB 83 VdB 
daytime use 

a "Frequent Events" are defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
b "Occasional Events" are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c "Infrequent Events" are defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day. 
d This criterion limit is based on the levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment 

such as optical microscopes. 

Source: FTA, 2006. 

vibration damage applicable to various building categories. Table IV.H-5 on page IV.H-9 
provides the FTA vibration criteria applicable to building type. As indicated therein, a 
vibration criterion of 0.20 inch per second should be considered for non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings. Furthermore, structures or buildings constructed of reinforced
concrete, steel, or timber, have vibration damage criteria of 0.50 inch per second. 

(b) Ca/trans Vibration Standards 

With respect to human annoyance, a study by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) shows that vibration velocity levels greater than 0.04 inch per 
second (PPV) for continuous/frequent intermittent sources are distinctly perceptible to 
humans as shown in Table IV.H-6 on page IV.H-9. Vibration velocity levels for 
continuous/frequent intermittent sources become strongly perceptible when reaching 0.10 
inch per second (PPV) as shown in Table IV.H-6 on page IV.H-9. Caltrans provides 
guidelines/recommendations to limit ground-borne vibration based on the age and/or 
physical condition of the structures that are located in close proximity to construction 
activity. Therefore, the building damage threshold with respect to ground-borne vibration 
varies depending on the age and physical condition of the structure in question. 
Table IV.H-7 on page IV.H-10 presents the Caltrans guidelines with respect to vibration 
damage threshold criteria. As indicated therein, while modern industrial/commercial 
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Table IV.H-5 
FTA Vibration Impact Criteria - Typical levels for Building Damage 

Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

Building Category PPV (inch per second) RMS (VdB) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

Ill. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 

Source: FTA, 2006. 

Table IV.H-6 
Caltrans Guidelines - Typical Vibration Annoyance Thresholds 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 

Transient Continuous/Frequent 
Human Response Sources a Intermittent Sources b 

Barely Perceptible 0.04 0.01 

Distinctly Perceptible 0.25 0.04 

Strongly Perceptible 0.90 0.10 

Severe 2.00 0.40 

a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-

seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: Ca/trans, 2004. 

buildings can endure vibration levels up to a maximum of 0.5 inch per second PPV, historic 
structures have a much lower vibration tolerance of 0.25 inch per second PPV. 

(c) Los Angeles County Vibration Standard 

The Los Angeles County Noise Regulation (LACMC Section 12.08.350) provides a 
presumed perception threshold of 0.01 inch per second RMS; however, this threshold 
applies to ground-borne vibrations from long-term operational activities, such as traffic and 
not to short-term activities such as construction. Therefore, the 0.01 inch per second RMS 
vibration criteria is used in connection with the Project's operational-related vibration 
impacts. 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-7 
Caltrans Guidelines - Typical Vibration Damage Thresholds 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 

Transient Continuous/Frequent 
Structure and Condition Sources a Intermittent Sources b 

Extremely fragile buildings, ruins ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 

Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 

New residential structures 1.00 0.50 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.00 0.50 

a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat 

equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: Ca/trans, 2004. 

c. Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The predominant sources of noise in the vicinity of the Project site are associated 
traffic on roadways including the Harbor Freeway (1-110), Figueroa Street, Exposition 
Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard and Vermont Avenue. Other noise sources in the vicinity 
of the Project site include mechanical equipment from buildings, occasional emergency 
vehicles (i.e., siren sounds) and aircraft flyovers. 

(1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to intrusive noise than others based 
on the types of activities typically involved at the receptor location. The City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, 
religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, 
and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. 

Noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity were identified based on the relative 
distance from the receptors to the Project site (i.e., within 500 feet), in accordance with the 
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria. Existing noise receptors 
that represent sensitive uses within 500 feet of the Project site include: 

• Residential Uses - There are single- and multi-family uses west of the Project 
site located behind the commercial uses along Vermont Avenue and north of the 
Project site north of 31st Street, east of Hoover Street, and north of 32nd Street. 
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These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1, R2, RB, R9 and R10 shown in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. 

• Schools - There are several schools located within a 500 feet radius of the 
Project site including Hoover intergenerational care (Pre School), John Mack 
Elementary School, 32nd Street Elementary, William Jefferson Clinton Middle 
School, Science Center School, and Animo Jackie Robinson Charter High 
School. Measurements locations R3, R5, and R7 are representative of these 
noise sensitive receptors. 

• Auditorium - The Shrine Auditorium located on Jefferson Boulevard 
approximately 100 feet north of the Project's site, as represented by 
measurement location R6. 

• Religious Institutions - There are several religious institutions in the vicinity of the 
Project site, including St. Mark's Lutheran Church and Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter Day Saints along S. Vermont Avenue, the USC Catholic Center, the 
United University Church and the Unity Church of Truth on Figueroa Street. 
These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1, R4, and R7. 

• Parks - The Jesse Brewer Jr. Park is located at the southeast corner of Vermont 
Avenue and Exposition Boulevard. In addition, Exposition Park is located to the 
south of the Project site. Measurement location R3 represents these sensitive 
receptors. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were made at 10 locations that represent the nearby 
land uses in the vicinity of the Project site. These measurement locations are described in 
Table IV.H-B on page IV.H-13, and depicted in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. Long-term 
24-hour measurements were conducted at location R4 and short-term measurements were 
recorded at the remaining 9 locations. The ambient noise measurements at locations R4, 
R5, R7 and R9 were made between February 12, 200B and February 14, 200B. Ambient 
noise measurements at locations R1 to R3, R6, RB and R10 were conducted on 
January 12, 2010. 

Noise measurements were conducted using a Larson-Davis B20 Precision 
Integrated Sound Level Meter (SLM). The Larson-Davis 820 SLM is a Type 1 standard 
instrument as defined in the American National Standard Institute (ANSI) S1 .4. In 
accordance with standard industry practices, all instruments were calibrated and operated 
according to the manufacturer's specifications and the microphone was placed at five feet 
above the local grade. 
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Table IV.H-8 
Description of Noise Measurement locations 

location Description Nearby land Uses 

R1 Located adjacent to Vermont Avenue, just south of Jefferson Boulevard. Residential/Religious/ 
This measurement location represents the existing noise environment at the School 
multi-family residential uses west of the Project site. 

R2 Located on West 3ih Place approximately 300 feet west of Vermont Residential 
Avenue. Location R2 represents the existing noise environment at the 
residential uses southwest of the Project site. 

R3 Located on the south side of Exposition Boulevard near the Science Center School/Park 
School. This measurement location represents the public education and 
park uses adjacent to the Project site. 

R4 Northwest corner of Figueroa Street and Exposition Boulevard. R4 Commercial with Future 
represents the future site of the proposed mixed-use development. Residential 

RS Located on South Grand Avenue near the Central Los Angeles Middle School/Industrial 
School. This measurement location represents the existing noise 
environment for public educational uses along Grand Avenue. 

R6 Located on the north side of Jefferson Boulevard approximately 300 feet School/Commercial and 
northwest of Figueroa Street. This measurement location represents the Future Residential 
future residential uses. 

R7 Located on South University Avenue near the 32nd Street Elementary School/Commercial/ 
School. Location R7 represents the existing noise environment for public Institutional 
educational (32nd Street Elementary School and the Hoover 
Intergenerational Care Preschool) and nearby institutional uses (USC 
Catholic Center located along University Avenue and United University 
Church located just south of the Hoover Street and Jefferson Boulevard 
intersection). 

R8 Located on the east side of Hoover Street in front of the Hoover House Residential/Commercial 
building at 3036 Hoover Street. This measurement location represents the 
nearest residential northeast of the Project site. 

R9 Located on West 28th Street approximately 300 feet from the northwest Residential 
corner of W. 28th Street and University Avenue. Location R9 represents the 
existing noise environment for the residential uses along 28th Street. 

R10 Located on the north side of West 31st Street, between Orchard Avenue and Residential 
McClintock Avenue, across from the Project site. Location R10 represents 
the existing noise environment for residential uses along West 31st Street. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services (AES), 2009 and 2010. 

Table IV.H-9 on page IV.H-14 presents the existing noise environment in the 
Project's vicinity. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the existing noise 
environment in the vicinity of the Project site is primarily influenced by the auto traffic, 
nearby construction activities, and occasional aircraft flyovers. As shown on Table IV.H-9, 
the measured noise levels ranged from 56.9 to 69.6 dBA Leq and 54.4 to 69.7 Leq during the 
daytime and nighttime hours, respectively, in the vicinity of the Project site. 
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Table IV.H-9 
Measured Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levels, 

Daytime Nighttime 
(7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.) 

Measurement Date/Time leq (dBA) leq (dBA) 

1112/2010 68.6 65.9 
11 :47 A.M. -12:02 P.M. 
11 :08 P.M. - 11 :23 P.M. 

1/12/2010 56.9 55.0 
11:19A.M. -11:34A.M. 
11 :34 P.M. - 11 :49 P.M. 

1/12/2010 62.1 57.6 
12:20 P.M. -12:35 P.M. 
11 :53 P.M. -12:08 A.M. 

11 :00 A.M. of 2/13/2008 through 59.5 - 65.4b 54.9 - 63.7b 
2:00 P.M. of2/14/2008. 

2/13/2008 65.0 62c 
9:06 A.M. to 9:21 A.M. 

1112/2010 69.6 69.7 
10:13 A.M. - 10:28 A.M. 
10:03 P.M. - 10:18 P.M. 

2/13/2008 62.2 59d 
11 :58 A.M. to 12:13 P.M. 

1/12/2010 67.4 64.0 
9:49 A.M. - 10:04 A.M. 

10:24 P.M. -10:39 P.M. 

2/13/2008 57.4 54.4d 
12:22 P.M. to 12:37 P.M. 

1/12/2010 61.8 59.0 
10:50 A.M. - 11 :05 A.M. 
10:43 P.M. - 10:58 P.M. 

IV.H Noise 

24-Hour 
CNEl 

71 a 

60 a 

64 a 

67.7 

67 a 

74 a 

65 a 

70 a 

60 a 

64 a 

CNEL noise levels were estimated based on the short-term readings and the FTA procedure. CNEL calculation 
methodology is provided in Appendix I. 
Range of noise levels are shown, noise level fluctuations (decibels vs. time of day) are provided in Appendix I. 
Nighttime noise level is estimated based on the actual noise measurements registered at nearby receptor, R4. 
Nighttime noise level is estimated based on the actual noise measurements registered at the nearby receptor, RB. 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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(3) Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements conducted in the vicinity of the 
Project site, the existing traffic noise on local roadways in the surrounding areas near the 
Project site was calculated to quantify the 24-hour CNEL noise levels. Fifty (50) roadway 
segments were selected for the existing noise analysis, based on the proximate locations 
to noise sensitive uses along the roadway segments and potential increase in traffic 
volume from the proposed Project. The traffic noise was calculated using a spreadsheet 
noise model constructed based on mathematical equations provided in the Caltrans 
Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) document and traffic volume data from the Project's 
Traffic Study (refer to Appendix I). The traffic noise prediction model calculates the 24-hour 
CNEL noise levels based on specific information including, average daily traffic volume 
(ADT), percentages of day, evening and nighttime traffic volumes relative to ADT, vehicle 
speed, and distance between the noise receptor and the roadway. 

A model calibration test was performed to establish the noise prediction model's 
accuracy. Five road segments were used to calibrate the traffic noise model including: 
McClintock Avenue north of Jefferson Boulevard, Hoover Boulevard north of 32nd Street, 
20th Street west of University Avenue, Grand Avenue between 35th Street and 3ih Street, 
and Jefferson Boulevard east of Vermont Avenue. The road's traffic counts were entered 
into the noise model along with the observed speed, lane configuration, and approximate 
distance from receptor location to the roadway to calculate the traffic noise levels. The 
results of the traffic noise model calibration are provided in Table IV.H-10 on page IV.H-16. 
As indicated, the noise model results are within less than 1 dBA of the measured noise 
levels, which is within the industry standard tolerance of the noise prediction model. 

Table IV.H-11 on page IV.H-17 provides the calculated 24-hour CNEL noise levels 
for the analyzed roadway segments based on existing traffic volumes. As shown therein, 
the existing CNEL due to surface street traffic volumes only, ranges from 54.2 CNEL along 
29th Street (west of Vermont Avenue) to 69.9 CNEL along Figueroa Street (between 
23rd Street and Adams Boulevard). Currently, the existing traffic related noise levels at the 
nearest sensitive receptors along the major thoroughfares (e.g., Normandie Avenue, 
Vermont Avenue, Hoover Street, and Jefferson Boulevard) are conditionally acceptable, as 
they exceed normally acceptable noise levels at a majority of the studied residential areas 
(i.e., 65 dBA CNEL). 

(4) Existing Ground-Borne Vibration Environment 

Based on field observations, currently the only source of substantial ground-borne 
vibration in the Project vicinity is vehicular travel (e.g., refuse trucks, delivery trucks, school 
buses, and transit buses) on local roadways. According to the FTA technical study, 
"Federal Transit Administration; Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessments," typical 
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Roadway Segment 

McClintock Avenue - North of W. Jefferson Boulevard 

Hoover Boulevard - North of W. 32nd Street 

W. 201h Street - West of University Avenue 

S. Grand Avenue - between 351h Street and 3ih Street 

W. Jefferson Boulevard - East of S. Vermont Avenue 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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Table IV.H-10 
Traffic Noise Model Calibration 

Traffic Counts During the 
15-Minute Noise Readings 

Medium Heavy 
Auto Truck Truck 

160 4 0 

204 11 2 

80 1 0 

140 7 2 

262 3 4 

Page IV.H-16 

Measured Noise 
levels, Leq 

(dBA) 

62.8 

66.3 

57.4 

65.0 

64.4 

IV.H Noise 

Difference between 
Predicted Noise Predicted and 

levels, leq 
(dBA) 

63.5 

66.6 

57.4 

65.0 

65.0 

Measured levels, 
dBA 

0.7 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 
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Table IV.H-11 
Calculated Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels (24-hour CNEL) 

Roadways 

Normandie A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 
South of Exposition Boulevard 

Vermont A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 
South of Exposition Boulevard 

Hoover Street 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & 30th Street 
Between 30th Street & 32nd Street 
Between 32nd Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Figueroa Street 
Between 23'd Street & Adams Boulevard 
Between Adams Boulevard & 30th Street 
Between 30th Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 
South of Exposition Boulevard 

Exposition Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Fiqueroa Street 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Calculated Traffic 
Noise Levels, a 

Adjacent Land Uses CNEL 

Residential 69.8 

Residential 69.2 

Residential 68.9 

Residential/Reliqious Institution 69.3 

Residential 69.3 

School 69.6 

Commercial 69.2 

Residential/School/Religious Institution 69.5 

Residential/ Religious Institution 69.9 

Park 68.4 

Commercial 68.7 

School/Religious Institution 69.5 

Residential/ Religious Institution 68.1 

Commercial 67.0 

School/Religious Institution 66.7 

School/ Religious Institution 69.9 

Reliqious Institution 69.7 

Commercial 69.7 

Residential/ Hotel 69.6 

Residential 68.3 

Residential 68.2 

Residential 68.0 

Residential/Park/Hiqher Educational Facilities b 68.8 
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Existing Noise Exposure 
Compatibility Category 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
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Table IV.H-11 (Continued) 
Calculated Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels (24-hour CNEL) 

Roadways 

Grand A venue 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & 3y!h Street 

3ih Street 

East of Grand Avenue 

Jefferson Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & McClintock Avenue 
Between McClintock Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 

Adams Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Fiqueroa Street 
East of Figueroa Street 

361h Place 

West of Vermont Avenue 

McClintock A venue 
North of Jefferson Boulevard 

301h Street 

Between Hoover Street & Fiaueroa Street 
West of Hoover Street 

32nd Street 

East of Hoover Street 

2ih Street 

West of Vermont Avenue 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Calculated Traffic 
Noise levels, a 

Adjacent land Uses CNEL 

School 62.5 

School (Playfield) 61.0 

Residential 68.3 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 67.8 

Residential 68.5 
Hiqher Educational Facilities b 68.0 

School/ Auditorium 69.2 

Residential/ Religious Institution 67.5 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 68.0 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 68.5 

Residential/School/ Reliqious Institution 68.7 
Religious Institution 68.8 

Residential/ School 59.0 

Residential 61.8 

Residential 59.5 
Residential 60.8 

Residential/ School 58.4 

Residential/ School 56.8 
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Existing Noise Exposure 
Compatibility Category 

Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
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Table IV.H-11 (Continued) 
Calculated Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels (24-hour CNEL) 

Roadways 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street 
East of Hoover Street 

29th Street 

East of Vermont Avenue 

Wet of Vermont Avenue 

Hill Street 
North of Jefferson Boulevard 
South of Jefferson Boulevard 

241
h Street 

West of Hoover Street 

Broadway 

North of Jefferson Boulevard 
South of Jefferson Boulevard 

a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix I. 
b USC residential housings and on site University buildings. 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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Calculated Traffic 
Noise levels, a 

Adjacent land Uses CNEL 

Commercial 67.8 
School/ Reliaious Institution 68.1 

Commercial 68.5 

Residential 56.4 

Residential 54.2 

School 66.0 
School 66.1 

Residential 57.7 

School 67.2 
School 61.9 
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Existing Noise Exposure 
Compatibility Category 

Normally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
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road traffic induced vibration levels are unlikely to be perceptible by people. In part, FTA 
indicates "it is unusual for vibration from traffic including buses and trucks to be perceptible, 
even in locations close to major roadways." 13 Therefore, based on FTA published vibration 
data, the existing ground vibration environment in the vicinity of the Project site would be 
below the level that is typically perceptible. 

3. Environmental Impacts 

a. Methodology 

(1) On-Site Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts were evaluated by calculating the Project-related 
construction noise levels at nearby sensitive receptor locations and comparing these 
construction-related noise levels to measured existing ambient noise levels (i.e., noise 
levels without construction noise). Construction noise associated with the Project was 
analyzed using the Project construction equipment inventory, estimated durations of 
construction, and estimated construction phasing. The Project construction noise model is 
based on construction equipment noise levels as published by Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) "Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2006)." As described 
above, the ambient noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptor locations were estimated 
based on field measurement data. The construction noise level was then calculated for 
sensitive receptor locations based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation 
factor of 6.0 dBA for each doubling of distance. Additional noise attenuations due to 
intervening buildings (existing structures) were assigned, where such buildings occur. 

(2) Off-Site Roadway Noise (During Construction and Project 
Operations) 

Roadway traffic noise levels were calculated utilizing a computer spreadsheet noise 
model based on the FHWA-RD-77-108 methodology as described in the Caltrans TeNS 
procedure and traffic data provided in the Project's Traffic Study. Consistent with the level 
of Project-related technical information currently available, and to present a conservative 
analysis (worst-case noise scenario), the noise model assumes a "hard" site condition 
(i.e., allowing the least amount of noise attenuation, 3 dBA attenuation per doubling of 
distance) and no barriers between the roadway and receivers. Traffic noise levels were 
calculated for sensitive receptors at distances of 25 feet from the nearest edge of the road. 
Roadway noise impacts were evaluated by comparing the roadway-noise attributable to 

13 FTA "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment," Chapter 7, 2006. 
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Project development "future with Project" with the baseline noise levels that would occur 
under the "future without Project" conditions to determine significance. 

(3) Stationary Point-Source Noise (During Project Operations) 

Outdoor stationary noise impacts have been evaluated by first identifying the noise 
levels generated by outdoor stationary noise sources such as outdoor mounted mechanical 
equipment (i.e., building rooftop equipment), on site loading dock activities, use of parking 
structures, use of a rooftop athletic area and use of an outdoor plaza. Hourly Leq noise 
levels from each noise source at the surrounding sensitive receptor locations were then 
calculated and compared to existing ambient noise levels. As part of this analysis, noise 
performance criteria have been specified to meet the City's noise standards where detailed 
information for the aforementioned noise source was not available. 

(4) Ground-Borne Vibration (During Project Construction) 

Ground-borne vibration impacts were evaluated by identifying potential vibration 
sources, estimating the vibration levels at the affected receptor, and comparing the Project
related ground vibration levels with the Project significance thresholds, as described below. 
The vibration source levels for the various types of equipment anticipated to be used were 
based on data provided by the FTA (2006). 

b. Significance Thresholds 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that 
address impacts with regard to noise. These questions are as follows: 

Would the project result in: 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project above levels existing without the project; 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project. 

• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
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the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

In the context of these questions from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the City 
of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide includes specific thresholds for determining 
whether noise impacts associated with construction and operation of a project would be 
significant. These thresholds are included below. 

(1) Construction Noise 

Based on the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally 
have a significant impact on noise levels during construction if: 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient 
exterior sound levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three-month period would 
exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise 
sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise 
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through 
Friday, before 8:00 A.M. or after 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, or at any time on Sunday. 

(2) Noise from Project Operations 

The thresholds for project operation are based on criteria set forth in the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and the City's Noise Ordinance, with the most restrictive 
provisions of the two applied. The proposed Project would have a significant impact on 
noise levels from project operations if: 

• The project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of 
affected uses to increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the "normally 
unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category (see Table IV.H-3 on page 
IV.H-7), or by 5 dBA in CNEL within the "normally acceptable" or "conditionally 
acceptable" category; 

• Project-related operational (i.e., non-roadway) noise sources such as outdoor 
building mechanical/electrical equipment increase ambient noise level (Leq) by 
5 dBA, thus causing a violation of the City Noise Ordinance; 
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• The maximum noise (Lmax) generated from the operation of a parking structure 
(i.e., a car alarm) exceed the average ambient noise level (Leq) by 10 dBA 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide does not recommend a significant 
threshold for interior residential noise levels. However, the City of Los Angeles Building 
Code states that the interior noise level within residential structures attributable to the 
exterior noise sources shall not exceed a maximum 45 dBA (CNEL). Therefore, a 
significant interior noise impact would result if: 

• Proposed Project's residential uses are exposed to an exterior noise level of 
greater than 65 dBA CNEL for outdoor living areas (excluding balconies) or an 
interior noise level of greater than 45 dBA CNEL. 

(3) Construction Vibration 

The City of Los Angeles currently does not have a significance threshold to assess 
vibration impacts from construction activities. Thus, the following threshold has been 
utilized to evaluate construction vibration based on the FTA and Caltrans' standards 
described above: 

• Project construction activities cause a PPV ground-borne vibration level to exceed 
0.3 inch per second at any off-site structures, with the exception of the historic 
structures, if any, where a PPV vibration limit of 0.12 inch per second is utilized. 

(4) Ground-Borne Vibration from Project Operations 

The City of Los Angeles currently does not have a specific significance threshold to 
assess vibration impacts due to long-term project operations. Thus, the County of Los 
Angeles standard for human perception described earlier is used to evaluate potential 
impacts related to project operations. Therefore, impacts relative to ground-borne vibration 
would be considered significant if the following future event were to occur: 

• Project operational activities generate a ground-borne vibration level of 
0.01 inches per second RMS or higher at any off-site structure. 

c. Project Design Features 

The following Project Design Features have a potential to influence Project-related 
noise characteristics, and therefore, were considered in the analysis of potential impacts. 
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(1) Project Construction 

• Project construction would not utilize the use of driven pile systems. 

• Project construction contractor(s) would equip all construction equipment, fixed 
or mobile, with properly operating and maintained noise mufflers, consistent with 
the equipment manufacturers' standards. 

(2) Project Operations 

• Residential and hotel buildings design and construction would incorporate 
materials/ systems and technology required to provide adequate sound insulation 
to meet the acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, as required by the 
City's Building Code. 

• Building mechanical/electrical equipment would be designed to meet the noise 
limit requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02. 

• All outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas would be fully or partially 
enclosed such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any 
adjacent noise sensitive land use would be obstructed. 

• All rooftop parking areas would include a parapet wall of adequate height 
(e.g., minimum 36 inches above the parking level roof elevation) designed to 
screen parking related noises from vehicles. 

• All rooftop mechanical equipment would be enclosed or screened from view with 
appropriate screening walls. 

• Parking structure floor surfaces will incorporate appropriate finishes to prevent 
excessive tire related squeal noise. 

d. Analysis of Proposed Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Noise 

(a) On-Site Construction Activities 

Noise impacts from construction activities occurring within the Project site would be 
a function of the noise generated by construction equipment, the equipment location, the 
timing and duration of the noise-generating activities, and the relative distance to noise 
sensitive receptors. Construction activities typically include site demolition, 
grading/excavation, building construction, and site work. Each stage involves the use of 
different kinds of construction equipment and, therefore, has its own distinct noise 
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characteristics. Demolition generally involves the use of backhoes, front-end loaders, and 
heavy-duty trucks. Site grading and excavation typically require the use of earth moving 
equipment, such as excavators, front-end loaders and heavy-duty trucks. Building 
construction typically involves the use of cranes, forklifts, generators, compressors, 
concrete trucks and delivery trucks. Site work would typically include site utilities and 
would involve the use of a small bulldozer and trencher. Noise from construction 
equipment would generate both steady-state and episodic noise that could be heard both 
on and off the Project site. 

Individual pieces of construction equipment that would be used for Project 
construction would produce maximum noise levels of 75 dBA to 89 dBA at a reference 
distance of 50 feet from the noise source, as shown in Table IV.H-12 on page IV.H-26. 
These construction equipment reference noise levels are based on the FHWA Roadway 
Construction Noise Model User's Guide (RCNM, 2006), which is a report containing actual 
measured noise data for various construction equipment utilized in major construction 
sites. 14 It is important to note that these maximum noise levels would occur when 
equipment is operating under full power conditions. However, equipment used on 
construction sites typically operates at less than full power. Specifically, the estimated 
acoustical usage factor (i.e., the percentage of time that particular equipment is anticipated 
to be in full power operation during a typical construction day) is shown in Table IV.H-12. 
Thus, the noise levels that are presented in Table IV.H-12 are conservative. 

To characterize construction-period noise levels, the average (Hourly Leq) noise level 
associated with each construction stage was calculated based on the quantity, type, and 
usage factors for each type of equipment that would be used during each construction 
stage. These noise levels are typically associated with multiple pieces of equipment 
operating simultaneously. Information with respect to the type and quantity of equipment 
anticipated to be utilized is provided in Appendix I. 

As discussed in Section 11, Project Description, the Project site includes three 
subareas: Subarea 1, Subarea 2, and Subarea 3. Descriptions for each of the Subareas 
are as follows: 

Subarea 1 is the largest of the subareas and is generally bound by Jefferson 
Boulevard to the north, Vermont Avenue to the west, Exposition Boulevard to the south, 
and Flower Street to the east. As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of this EIR, 
potential development sites are spread throughout this subarea and include academic and 
housing structures. In addition, Fire Station No. 15 currently located within Subarea 3 may 

14 FHWA-HEP-05-054 DOT-VNTSC-FHWA-05-01. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Page IV.H-25 

USC Development Plan 
May 2010 

RL0021680 



EM22524 

IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-12 
Noise levels Generated by Typical Construction Equipment 

Acoustical Use Factor Reference Maximum Noise 
Type of Equipment (%) levels at 50 Feet, lmax (dBA) 

Air Compressor 40 78 

Backhoe 40 78 

Concrete Pump 20 79 

Concrete Truck 40 81 

Crane, Mobile 16 81 

Dozer 40 82 

Drill Rig 20 79 

Excavator 40 81 

Forklift 20 75 

Jack Hammer 20 89 

Loader 40 79 

Skid Steer Loader 40 79 

Dump/ Haul/ Delivery Truck 40 76 

Water Truck 40 76 

Source: FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User's Guide, Table 1, 2006. 

be relocated within the vicinity of what is currently referred to as Parking Lot 1 within 
Subarea 1. Existing land uses immediately adjacent to the Subarea 1 include commercial 
and residential uses to the west; museums, educational and recreational uses to the south 
commercial and residential facilities to the north; and Flower Street and the 1-110 Freeway 
to the east. 

Subarea 2 is located east of the 1-110 Freeway across from the University's campus. 
This area is bounded by Jefferson Boulevard to the north, Hill Street to the east, the Metro 
right-of-way/extension of Exposition Boulevard to the south, and Hope Street to the west. 
Proposed improvements within Subarea 2 include academic-related uses. Current land 
uses in the vicinity of Subarea 2 include the William Jefferson Clinton Middle School, the 
Animo Jackie Robinson High School, commercial/ industrial uses to the north and east and 
the 1-110 Freeway to the west. The nearest residential uses are located approximately 
1,000 feet to the southeast of Subarea 2. 

Subarea 3 is generally bound by Jefferson Boulevard to the south, Hoover Street to 
the east, Vermont Avenue to the west and the alley southerly of 30th Street between 
Vermont Avenue and McClintock Avenue and 301

h Street from McClintock Avenue to 
Hoover Street to the north. With the exception of the Jessie L. Terry Manor senior housing 
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development, the buildings within Subarea 3 would be replaced with a new mix of 
University-affiliated uses. These improvements would include University uses, 
retail/commercial uses, housing uses, a hotel and conference center and potentially a 
University-affiliated laboratory, K-8 school and community educational academy. The 
nearest sensitive receptors to Subarea 3 include residential uses to the north, northeast 
and southwest, the USC Catholic Center, and the Hoover Intergenerational Care to the 
east (represented by receptors R1, R7, R8, and R10). 

Construction of the proposed improvements within all three Subareas is anticipated 
to occur between year 2011 and 2030 with some overlap of construction activities between 
the subareas. Therefore, to present the worse-case construction noise-scenario, an 
analysis of the noise levels associated with simultaneous construction at all three Subareas 
is provided. While construction of improvements within Subareas 1 and 2 is anticipated to 
occur through 2030, construction activities within Subarea 3 (which is divided into two 
phases, A and B) are anticipated to occur as early as 2011 and completed by 2015. 
Subarea 3-Phase A, which includes improvements within the eastern portion of the 
subarea is expected to be developed as early as 2011 and continues through 2013 and 
construction of Subarea 3-Phase B, which includes the western portion of the subarea is 
expected to be developed as early as 2013 through 2015. Based on this approximate 
phasing, construction related noise levels are presented for three time durations as follows; 
2011 through 2013 (Subareas 1, 2, and 3-Phase A), 2013 through 2015 (Subareas 1, 2, 
and 3-Phase B), and 2015 through 2030 (Subareas 1 and 2). 

Table IV.H-13 on page IV.H-28 provides the estimated noise levels associated with 
the conservative scenario of simultaneous construction activities within Subareas 1, 2 and 
3-Phase A The analysis assumed a worst case scenario in which construction activities 
would occur at the perimeter at each of the Subareas closest to the affected off-site 
receptor locations. As indicated in Table IV.H-13, with the exception of land uses 
represented by receptor locations R2 and R9, construction activities noise levels would 
exceed the significance threshold of 5 dBA above the existing ambient noise levels at all 
off-site sensitive receptors. The highest noise levels would be generated during the site 
grading/excavation phase, which would generate noise levels up to 82 dBA (Leq) at 
receptor R7. 

Table IV.H-14 on page IV.H-29 provides the estimated construction related noise 
levels associated with the conservative scenario of simultaneous construction activities 
within Subareas 1, 2, and 3-Phase B. As indicated in Table IV.H-14, noise levels 
generated by Project construction would exceed the Project's significance threshold at all 
off-site sensitive receptors, with the exception of land uses represented by receptor 
locations R2, R8, and R9. 
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Table IV.H-13 
Construction Noise Impacts - Development Within Subareas 1, 2 and 3-Phase A 

Approximate Estimated Construction Noise Levels by 
Distance Construction Phases, Leq (dBA) 

from Nearest 
Receptor to 

Project Site Significance Significant 
Construction Grading/ Building Threshold, b Impact Prior 

Location Area, feet a Demolition Excavation Construction Site Work Leq (dBA) to Mitigation 

R1 200 78 79 75 72 74 Yes 

R2 600 59 59 56 53 62 No 

R3 250 76 77 73 71 67 Yes 

R4 200 78 79 75 72 65 Yes 

RS 400 72 73 69 66 70 Yes 

R6 200 78 79 75 72 75 Yes 

R7 200 81 82 78 75 67 Yes 

R8 200 78 79 75 72 72 Yes 

R9 1800 43 43 40 37 62 No 

R10 200 78 79 75 72 67 Yes 

a All distances are measured using Google Earth, 2010. 
b Existing daytime ambient noise level plus 5 dBA. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

Table IV.H-15 on page IV.H-30 provides the estimated noise levels associated with 
simultaneous construction activities within Subareas 1 and 2 that are anticipated to occur 
after completion of development in Subarea 3. As indicated in Table IV.H-15, land uses 
represented by receptor locations R1 and R3 through R7 would be exposed to Project
related construction noise levels that would exceed the significance threshold. At all other 
off-site receptors, Project- related construction noise levels would be below the existing 
daytime ambient noise levels. As previously discussed, the noise analysis assumed a 
worst-case analysis where construction activities were assumed to be at the perimeter of 
the Subarea closest to the affected receptors. With respect to the off-site receptor 
locations, additional noise attenuation would occur as the construction activities would 
move farther away from the Subarea's perimeter facing a particular receptor. 

Although the Project construction schedule would span from 2011 to 2030, each 
individual construction project (i.e., buildings) would be completed in a much shorter period 
(e.g., typically less than two years). Therefore, noise impacts at each of the off-site 
receptors would be limited to the duration for each of the building(s) to be constructed 
closest to the affected receptor. Nevertheless, Project-related construction activities would 
result in a significant noise impact. 
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Table IV.H-14 
Construction Noise Impacts - Development Within Subareas 1, 2 and 3-Phase B 

Approximate Estimated Construction Noise Levels by 
Distance Construction Phases, Leq (dBA) 

from Nearest 
Receptor to 

Project Site Significance Significant 
Construction Grading/ Building Threshold, b Impact Prior 

Location Area, feet a Demolition Excavation Construction Site Work Leq (dBA) to Mitigation 

R1 200 79 79 76 73 74 Yes 

R2 600 59 59 56 53 62 No 
R3 250 76 77 73 71 67 Yes 

R4 200 78 79 75 72 65 Yes 

RS 400 72 73 69 66 70 Yes 

R6 200 78 79 75 72 75 Yes 

R7 200 78 79 75 72 67 Yes 

RS 900 48 49 45 42 72 No 
R9 1800 42 43 39 36 62 No 

R10 200 78 79 75 72 67 Yes 

a All distances are measured using Google Earth, 2010. 
b Existing daytime ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

(b) Off-Site Construction Trucks 

In addition to on-site construction noise sources, delivery, concrete mix, and haul 
trucks (trucks) and construction worker vehicles would require access to the Project site 
during the construction phase. The major noise sources associated with the off-site 
construction trucks would be from delivery/concrete mix/haul trucks, as construction worker 
related traffic is limited to daytime hours (early morning and arrival at the site and early 
evening departure from the site). Construction related trucks would generally access the 
western portion of Subarea 1 and Subarea 3 of the Project site via the Santa Monica 
Freeway (1-10). Trucks would enter/exit the Project site via Vermont Avenue, Exposition 
Boulevard, or Jefferson Boulevard. Construction vehicles arriving and leaving the eastern 
portion of Subarea 1 and Subarea 2 would travel via Jefferson Boulevard to the 1-110 
Freeway or via northbound Figueroa Street to the 1-10. The trucks would avoid passing by 
the 32nd Street School and the Science Center School located at the corner of Exposition 
Boulevard and Figueroa Street. There are noise sensitive uses (i.e., residential and school 
uses) along the roadways between the Project site and the 1-10 Freeway, which would 
have direct line-of-sight to the construction truck route. 
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Table IV.H-15 
Construction Noise Impacts -Development Within Subareas 1 and 2 

Approximate Estimated Construction Noise Levels by 
Distance Construction Phases, Leq (dBA) 

from Nearest 
Receptor to Significant 

Project Site Significance Impact Prior 
Construction Grading/ Building Threshold, b to 

Location Area, feet a Demolition Excavation Construction Site Work Leq (dBA) Mitigation 

R1 200 78 79 75 72 74 Yes 

R2 600 59 59 56 53 62 No 

R3 250 76 77 73 71 67 Yes 

R4 200 78 79 75 72 65 Yes 

RS 400 72 73 69 66 70 Yes 

R6 200 78 79 75 72 75 Yes 

R7 200 78 79 75 72 67 Yes 

R8 900 45 46 42 39 72 No 

R9 1800 41 42 38 35 62 No 

R10 600 49 49 46 43 67 No 

a All distances are measured using Google Earth, 2010. 
b Existing daytime ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

Based on the Project's construction plan, the peak period of truck movements would 
be during grading operations for Subarea 3 where there would be up to 200 haul trucks 
(400 trips) per day. Based on a 10-hour work day and on an average hourly basis, there 
would be a maximum of 40 trucks trips (entering and exiting the Project site) per hour. 
Hourly average noise generated by construction trucks along the roadways leading to the 
Project site would be approximately 66 dBA (Leq(hrJ), which would be consistent with the 
existing daytime hourly ambient noise levels of 62 - 70 dBA, as measured along Exposition 
Boulevard (R3), Vermont Avenue (R1 ), and Jefferson Boulevard (R6). As such, noise 
impacts from Project-related off-site construction traffic would be less than significant. 

(2) Construction Vibration 

Construction activities can generate varying degrees of ground vibration, depending 
on the construction procedures and the construction equipment used. The operation of 
construction equipment generates vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish 
in amplitude (strength) with distance from the source (construction equipment). The effect 
on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil 
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type, ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receptor buildings. The results 
from vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low 
rumbling sounds and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the 
highest levels. Ground-borne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach the levels 
that damage structures. The FTA has published standard vibration velocities for 
construction equipment operations. The reference vibration levels (peak particle velocities, 
PPV) for construction equipment pieces anticipated to be used during Project construction 
are listed in Table IV.H-16 on page IV.H-32. With regard to the Project, high levels of 
ground-borne vibration would be generated primarily during site demolition and 
grading/excavation activities on site. 

Ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. As indicated in Table IV.H-16, 
vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that would be used 
during Project construction range from 0.003 to 0.089 inch/sec PPV at 25 feet from the 
equipment, based on the FTA data. At 50 feet (this is the distance between the closest on
site construction equipment and the off-site structure) from the source of activity, vibration 
velocities would be reduced to 0.001 to 0.031 inch per second PPV. As each of these 
values is well below the 0.3 and 0.12 inch per second PPV significance threshold for older 
residential and historic structures, vibration impacts associated with construction would be 
less than significant 

(3) Operational Noise 

As the proposed Project builds out, on- and off-site noise levels would increase as a 
result of contributions from Project-related on-site and off-site noise sources. On-site noise 
sources would include building mechanical equipment, parking facilities, loading areas 
typical institutional/educational related activities including outdoor plazas, and athletic 
fields, the K-8 laboratory school, fire station, and emergency rooftop helipads. In addition, 
off, site auto traffic would contribute to noise levels. These potential noise impacts are 
discussed below. 

(a) On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

(i) Building Mechanical Equipment 

Operation of the Project would require a use of building mechanical equipment to 
condition and ventilate the indoor air environment. This equipment would be expected to 
include air handling units, cooling towers, chillers, and exhaust-air fans. The mechanical 
equipment would be located inside an enclosed mechanical room/central plant or on 
building rooftops and would be shielded from off-site noise sensitive receptors. In addition, 
as described above (Project Design Features), the equipment would be designed to meet 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Page IV.H-31 

USC Development Plan 
May 2010 

RL0021686 



EM22530 

Table IV.H-16 
Construction Vibration Impacts 

IV.H Noise 

Estimated Vibration levels at Indicated 
Reference Vibration Distance, PPV (inch/second) b 

levels at 25 feet, PPV 
Construction Equipment (inch/second) a 50 feet 100 feet 

Large bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.004 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.031 0.004 

Loaded trucks 0.076 0.027 0.003 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.002 

Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 <0.001 

a FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Table 12-2, 2006. 
b PPV at a given distance; D = PPVref x (2510) 15

. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

the requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02 which requires that building 
mechanical equipment shall not increase the existing ambient noise levels on adjacent 
property by more than five (5) decibels in terms of hourly Leq and 3 dBA in terms of 24-hour 
CNEL levels. As such, impacts associated with mechanical equipment would be less than 
significant. 

(ii) Parking Facilities 

To provide parking to meet the Project demand, additional parking structures and 
surface parking areas may be constructed within each of the Subareas. Subarea 3 is 
anticipated to be developed with new parking facilities that would form a podium for the 
development of various uses above. In addition, new parking structures may also be 
developed within Subareas 1 and 2, particularly within the later stages of implementation of 
the Project. As described above, the parking facilities would be constructed such that all 
rooftop parking areas would include a parapet wall to screen parking related noises from 
vehicles. However, in several instances, particularly within Subarea 3, the new parking 
structures may be located across from off-site sensitive uses with an intervening roadway 
in between. 

Various noise events would periodically occur from the new parking facilities 
including: activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming of car doors and tire 
squeals. Automobile movements would comprise the most continuous noise source and 
would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA (Lmax) at a distance of 25 feet. 
Furthermore, car alarm and horn noise events would generate maximum noise levels of as 
high as 75 dBA (Lmax) at a reference distance of 25 feet. 
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Two parking structures are proposed within Subarea 3, one located at the eastern 
portion and the other at the western portion, to serve the parking needs of the proposed 
uses. The eastern parking structure would be multi-level (above grade) and would 
generally be shielded from off-site noise sensitive receptors by new buildings and existing 
adjacent development. Based on the conceptual site plan presented in Section 11, Project 
Description of this EIR, the open portion of the eastern parking structure within the 
northeastern portion of Subarea 3 would be a minimum of approximately 150 feet from the 
nearest off-site residential buildings. Based on distance attenuation, the maximum noise 
from automobile movement within the parking structure at the nearest of-site residential 
use would be reduced to a maximum noise level of 50 dBA (Lmax), which would be below 
the existing nighttime ambient noise level of 59 dBA (based on measured ambient noise 
levels at receptor R 10). The intermittent noise from car alarms or horns, would reach as 
high as 60 dBA (Lmax), which would be a maximum 1 dBA above the measured nighttime 
ambient noise levels of 59 dBA (Leq). 

The parking structure within the western portion of Subarea 3 would be located to 
the east of the existing senior housing (located within the Project site) and to the south of 
existing off-site residential uses. Based on the Project conceptual site plan, the parking 
structure would be fully enclosed, with the exception of the entrance/exit, which would 
provide adequate sound attenuation to adjacent senior housing and the off-site noise 
receptors (R10). Based on an estimated minimum noise insulation of 25 dBA provided by 
the enclosed structure, parking related noise would reduce to approximately 50 dBA (Lmax) 
at the senior housing uses to the west and off-site residential uses to the north (R10) 15

. 

Therefore, noise from car alarms and/or horns would comply with the City's Noise 
Regulation. Furthermore, car alarms and horn associated noise levels at the nearest off
site receptor would be consistent with the existing ambient sound environment, based on 
the measured nighttime ambient noise levels. As such, noise impacts associated with the 
proposed parking structures would be less than significant. 

(iii) Loading Areas 

The proposed Project would include loading docks to be located at various locations 
within the proposed Subareas. Based on measured noise levels from similar loading dock 
facilities, delivery trucks (while idling at the loading dock) would generate noise levels of 
approximately 71 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 50 feet. 16 However, as discussed above, the 
loading and unloading facilities would be fully or partially enclosed such that the line-of
sight between these noise sources and any adjacent noise sensitive land use would be 

15 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to 
Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, 197 4. 

16 Based on measurement of previous projects (See Appendix I for list of previous projects). 
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obstructed. Thus, noise levels related to typical loading and unloading activities would be 
contained and noise impacts would be less than significant. 

(iv) Outdoor Plazas and Athletic Fields 

The proposed Project would include new plazas and athletic fields. In particular, 
Subarea 3 would include a new central plaza at grade level as well as a rooftop athletic 
field. The athletic events at the rooftop field, located approximately 180 feet from the 
nearest off-site sensitive noise receptor, would typically occur until 10:00 P. M. The majority 
of the off-site sensitive receptors would be buffered from noise from the central plaza by 
intervening buildings. In addition, the central plaza would be approximately 400 feet from 
the nearest off-site residential uses along 31st Street to the north (R 10). Noise from the 
central plaza would normally be generated by voices associated with people gathering. A 
typical male and female speaking in a loud voice would generate sound levels of 
approximately 75 dBA and 71 dBA (Leq at a distance of 3.3 feet), respectively. 17 

Therefore, based on distance attenuation and the minimum noise reduction that would be 
provided by the surrounding buildings, in order to reach a significant impact noise threshold 
at the nearest off-site sensitive receptor (R10), approximately 3,000 people would be 
required to be gathering within the Subarea 3 central plaza. However, the anticipated 
number of people that would gather within the central plaza would be well below 3,000. 
Thus, significant impacts would not occur. Similarly, noise from the proposed plazas and 
open spaces within Subareas 1 and 2 would not result in significant impacts as these areas 
are located further away from the nearest off-site sensitive receptors than that of the 
Subarea 3 central plaza. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the outdoor plaza in 
Subarea 3 and other outdoor areas within Subareas 1 and 2 would be less than significant. 

The outdoor athletic field would be located on top of the Subarea 3 parking 
structure, approximately 50-feet above local grade. In addition, the outdoor athletic field 
would be partially shielded from the off-site sensitive receptors by the parapet wall at the 
roof top level. Noise associated with an athletic field generally includes sounds from 
interaction of players and spectators cheering. The Project outdoor athletic field is not 
anticipated to have large number of spectators. The athletic field operations would 
generate noise levels of approximately 72 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 20 feet, based on 
previous noise measurements of various outdoor athletic activities, including tennis, softball 
and football games. 18 The nearest noise sensitive receptors to the proposed outdoor 
athletic field are residential uses along 31st Street, which would be a minimum of 180 feet 
away (R10). Based on a minimum distance attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of 
distance, the outdoor athletic field related noise at the nearest residential use would be 
approximately 53 dBA (Leq), which would be below the existing nighttime ambient noise 

17 Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control, Table 16. 1, Cyril M. Harris, Third Edition, 1991. 
18 Based on previous noise measurements of school projects (See Appendix I for list of previous projects). 
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level of 59 dBA. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the proposed outdoor athletic 
field would be less than significant. 

(v) K-8 Laboratory School 

The proposed Project may also include a K-8 laboratory school and community 
educational academy comprised of up to approximately 80,000 square feet developed 
within Subarea 3. On-site noise sources associated with the proposed K-8 laboratory 
school would include building mechanical equipment, student activity on site, and the use 
of school bells. With the exception of building mechanical equipment, these sources would 
generate short-term and intermittent noise that generally would be limited to the school 
campus and immediate vicinity. In addition, these sources of noise would occur during 
daytime hours only. With the exception of Project outdoor mounted mechanical 
equipment, the majority of noise (student activity and school's bells) would be generated 
within the building interior and the school's outdoor play-field/yard. As previously 
discussed, the building mechanical equipment would be designed to meet the City's 
exterior noise standard. In addition, outdoor student activities on play-fields would 
generate noise levels of approximately 72 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 20 feet. 19 The 
sensitive receptors to the nearest boundary of Subarea 3 where the school may be placed 
are residential uses along 31st Street. At the closest point, Subarea 3 is approximately 
50 feet from these residential uses. Based on a distance attenuation rate of minimum 6 
dBA per doubling of distance, the school's play-field related noise at the nearest residential 
use would be approximately 64 dBA, which is consistent with the existing daytime ambient 
noise level of approximately 62 dBA (based on daytime ambient noise level measured at 
receptor R10). It is important to note that the estimated 64 dBA play-field noise level is 
represents a worst case noise scenario, as it assumes all play field related noise activities 
would occur near the Subarea boundary line closest to the neighboring residential uses. 
Therefore, noise impacts associated with the proposed K-8 laboratory school would be less 
than significant. 

(vi) Fire Station 

As discussed above, Fire Station No. 15 may be relocated from Subarea 3 to within 
the vicinity of what is currently referred to as Parking Lot 1 within Subarea 1. Typical on
site noise sources associated with a fire station include outdoor mechanical equipment 
mounted on buildings, an emergency generator and the use of an outdoor public address 
system. As previously discussed, outdoor building mechanical equipment would be 
designed to meet the City's exterior noise standard. Thus, noise levels generated by off
site mechanical equipment would be consistent with the existing ambient sound level. It is 

19 Based on previous noise measurements of school projects (See Appendix I for list of previous projects). 
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anticipated that the outdoor public address system would only be used during the daytime 
hours to broadcast emergency messages. The use of the public address system for 
emergency uses is excluded from the City's noise limits. In addition, the fire station 
emergency generator would only be used during power outages and tested on a regular 
basis during daytime hours to ensure the operational readiness of the generator. 
Therefore, significant noise impacts would not be expected from on-site noise sources 
within the relocated fire station. 

In addition to the on-site noise sources, sirens from emergency vehicles would 
generate high noise levels along the response routes, which would likely exceed the 
existing ambient noise levels. Noise generated by sirens, however, would be occasional 
and short-lived, typically lasting less than a few seconds as the fire engine passes through 
the local streets. In addition, siren use would be at the discretion of the emergency vehicle 
operator except at controlled intersections where use of the siren is mandatory. 
Furthermore, noise from the fire engine siren (used for emergency basis) is excluded from 
the City's Noise Limits. As such, noise impacts associated with the relocated fire station 
would be less than significant. 

(vii) Emergency Rooftop Helipad Noise Levels 

The proposed new buildings may have heights of up to 150 feet. Thus, these 
buildings would require an emergency helipad pursuant to LAMC requirements. 20 Use of 
the helipad would be for emergency purposes only. Thus, based on the infrequent and 
emergency nature of such a use, adverse noise impacts related to helipad uses would be 
less than significant. 

(b) Off-Site Traffic (Mobile Sources) 

Future roadway traffic noise levels were calculated along 50 off-site roadway 
segments in the vicinity of the Project site. According to the Traffic Study, the proposed 
Project is expected to generate a net increase of 13,57 4 daily trips by the Project build-out 
year of 2030. 21 The increase in roadway traffic was analyzed to determine if any traffic
related noise impacts would result from the proposed Project. The Project-related traffic 
noise impact was determined by comparing the increase in noise levels from the "future 

2° City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57. 118. 12 requires that buildings over 7 5 feet in height be 
equipped with an emergency helipad. 

21 Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, Traffic Impact Analysis, 2010. 
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without Project" (2030 baseline) to "future with Project" (2030 baseline plus Project-related 
traffic) with the significance threshold. 22 

Table IV.H-17 on page IV.H-38 provides a summary of the off-site roadway noise 
analysis. The CNEL noise levels are calculated at a 25 foot distance from the edge of the 
roadway and do not account for the presence of sound barriers or intervening structures, if 
any. As shown in Table IV.H-17, the Project would result in a maximum of a 0.8 dBA 
increase in traffic noise along Hoover Street (between 30th Street and 32nd Street) and 
2y!h Street (west of Vermont Avenue). The increase in noise level is considered negligible 
in an exterior noise environment. Typically, a minimum 3 dBA change in noise 
environment (increase and/or decrease) is considered as a threshold of human perception. 
At all other analyzed roadway segments, the increase due to Project-related traffic would 
be lower (less than 0.8 dBA). The incremental change in Project-related traffic noise level 
would be below both the 3 dBA and 5 dBA (CNEL) significance thresholds. Therefore, off
site traffic noise impacts due to the Project would be less than significant. 

(c) Composite Noise Levels Impacts from Proposed Project Operations 

An evaluation of noise from all proposed Project sources (i.e., composite noise 
levels) was conducted to conservatively ascertain the potential maximum Project-related 
noise level increase that may occur at the noise-sensitive receptor locations included in this 
analysis. The overall sound environment at the areas surrounding the Project site is 
comprised of contributions from each individual noise source associated with the typical 
daily operation of the proposed Project. As described above, primary noise sources 
associated with the proposed Project would include vehicular traffic, mechanical 
equipment, parking facilities, loading/unloading activities, use of outdoor plazas/outdoor 
athletic areas and the proposed K-8 laboratory school. 

Based on a review of the noise-sensitive receptors and the proposed Project's noise 
sources, the primary noise-sensitive locations wherein composite noise impacts could 
occur are residential uses north of W. 31st Street (R10). Due to a combination of distance 
and the presence of intervening structures other off-site sensitive receptors are effectively 
shielded from the Project-related noise sources, with the exception of off-site roadway 
traffic. Road- way traffic noise impacts are fully analyzed above. 

22 The 2030 baseline includes existing traffic volumes plus future growth and known related projects 
volumes. The "future with Project" includes the 2030 baseline plus the Project-related traffic. 
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Normandie A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 

Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Vermont A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 

Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Hoover Street 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & 30th Street 

Between 30th Street & 32"d Street 

Between 32"d Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Figueroa Street 
Between 23'd Street & Adams Boulevard 

Between Adams Boulevard & 30th Street 

Between 30th Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 
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Table IV.H-17 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a 

2030 Without Project 2030 
Adjacent Land Uses (Baseline) With Project 

Residential 69.8 69.8 

Residential 69.3 69.3 

Residential 69.1 69.2 

Residential/Reliqious Institution 69.4 69.5 

Residential 69.5 69.5 

School 70.2 70.2 

Commercial 69.6 69.6 

Residential/School/ 69.6 69.8 
Reliqious Institution 

Residential/Reliqious Institution 69.9 70.0 

Park 68.6 68.7 

Commercial 68.9 68.9 

School/Reliaious Institution 69.7 69.9 
Residential/Reliqious Institution 68.5 68.7 

Commercial 67.1 67.9 
School/Reliqious Institution 67.0 67.7 

School/ Reliqious Institution 70.2 70.3 

Reliqious Institution 69.9 70.0 

Commercial 69.9 69.9 

Residential/ Hotel 70.0 70.0 

Residential 68.5 68.5 
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Exposition Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Figueroa Street 

Grand A venue 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & 3yth Street 

3ih Street 

East of Grand Avenue 

Jefferson Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & McClintock Avenue 
Between McClintock Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 

Adams Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 

East of Fiqueroa Street 

361h Place 

West of Vermont Avenue 

McClintock Avenue 
North of Jefferson Boulevard 
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Table IV.H-17 (Continued) 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a 

2030 Without Project 2030 
Adjacent Land Uses (Baseline) With Project 

Residential 68.5 68.6 
Residential 68.7 68.8 

Residential b/Park/ 69.4 69.5 
Hiqher Educational b 

School 62.7 62.7 

School (Playfield) 62.0 62.2 

Residential 68.5 68.5 
Residential/Religious Institution 68.2 68.3 

Residential 69.4 69.1 
Hiqher Educational b 69.2 69.5 

School/ Auditorium/ Religious 69.9 69.9 
Institution 

Residential/ ReliQious Institution 68.0 68.2 
Residential/ ReliQious Institution 68.5 68.7 
Residential/ Religious Institution 69.0 69.1 

Residential/School/ 69.1 69.2 
Reliqious Institution 
Reliqious Institution 69.1 69.2 

Residential/School 61.0 61.4 

Residential 61.5 -- c 
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Table IV.H-17 (Continued) 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a 

2030 Without Project 
Adjacent Land Uses (Baseline) 

30th Street 

Between Hoover Street & Fiqueroa Street Residential 60.5 
West of Hoover Street Residential 61.8 

32nd Street 

East of Hoover Street Residential/School 59.1 

2ih Street 

West of Vermont Avenue Residential/ School 57.8 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue Commercial 68.5 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street School/Reliqious Institution 69.1 
East of Hoover Street Commercial 69.4 

29th Street 

East of Vermont Avenue Residential 58.0 
Wet of Vermont Avenue Residential 58.6 

Hill Street 
North of Jefferson Boulevard School 66.3 
South of Jefferson Boulevard School 66.4 

24th Street 

West of Hoover Street Residential 58.0 

Broadway 

North of Jefferson Boulevard School 67.5 
South of Jefferson Boulevard School 62.4 

a Calculated noise level at 25 feet from roadway traffic only. Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix I. 
b Existing USC's student residence hall/ apartments and classroom buildings. 
c This roadway segment would be vacated and become part of the Project; therefore, no calculation was made. 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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The noise analyses for the Project-related noise sources (i.e., off-site traffic, on-site 
mechanical equipment, parking facilities, central plazas/outdoor athletic areas, 
loading/unloading activities, and K-8 laboratory school) were made using various noise 
descriptors (i.e., 24-hour CNEL, 1-hour Leq, and instantaneous Lmax). However, in order to 
evaluate the combined noise effect of all noise sources, a common noise descriptor, CNEL, 
is used. Based on the Project-related noise analysis above, the Project-related off-site 
traffic would not result in an increase in traffic noise level at receptor R 10. Project-related 
mechanical equipment, as described above, would be shielded from all noise sensitive 
receptors through Project Design Features that would meet the City's Noise Ordinance 
(i.e., allowing a maximum of 5 dBA increase over the lowest ambient noise levels in terms 
of hourly Leq and/or the 3 dBA increase in CNEL, whichever is more stringent). Based on 
the measured ambient noise levels, the existing CNEL at receptor R10 is 64 dBA CNEL. 
Therefore, the Project's mechanical equipment noise levels would be designed to meet 
62 dBA CNEL at off-site sensitive receptors represented by R10, in order to limit the 
increase in ambient noise level to less than 3 dBA CNEL. 

With respect to the parking structures at Subarea 3, the western parking structure is 
fully enclosed therefore parking related noises will be less than significant. The parking
related activities at the eastern parking structure are estimated to generate maximum noise 
levels of 60 dBA (Lmax) at R 10. Because of the intermittent/infrequent noise events (e.g., 
car alarm and horn events) associated with the parking facilities, the parking facility-related 
noise level at R10 is estimated to be 57 dBA CNEL, which would be 7 dBA below the 
existing CNEL. 

The central plaza and recreational areas, as analyzed above, are not expected to 
increase the existing ambient noise levels based on the hourly Leq basis. Furthermore, the 
central plaza and recreational areas would not be operating (occupied) during the late night 
hours. Therefore, noise associated with the central plaza and the recreational area would 
not increase the ambient noise levels in terms of CNEL. 

As previously mentioned, the loading docks would be located within enclosed 
buildings, which will not have any unobstructed openings that face toward any noise
sensitive receptor location. Therefore, noise associated with the loading docks at R 10 
would be negligible and would not increase the overall ambient noise levels. 

The use of outdoor field associated with the daily operation of proposed K-8 
laboratory school is estimated to generate 53.5 dBA (CNEL) at receptor location R10. 

In summary, Project-related off-site traffic is not expected to increase the ambient 
noise at the residential uses directly north of Subarea 3 (R10). The on-site noise sources, 
including mechanical equipment, central plaza/outdoor athletic areas, parking facilities, 
loading docks, and the K-8 laboratory school are expected to increase the existing ambient 
noise level at receptor R10 by a maximum of 2.9 dBA (CNEL). Therefore, the overall noise 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Page IV.H-41 

USC Development Plan 
May 2010 

RL0021696 



EM22540 

IV.H Noise 

level from all Project sources will have a less than 3 dBA CNEL contribution to the 
composite noise environment at the nearest residential uses (R10), which would be below 
the 3 dBA significance threshold. Composite noise impacts at all other receptors are 
expected to be lower, as they are located further from the Project on-site noise sources. 
As such, the composite noise level impact due to the proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 

(4) Operational Vibration 

The Project would include typical commercial-grade stationary mechanical and 
electrical equipment such as air handling units, condenser units, and exhaust fans, which 
would produce vibration. In addition, the primary sources of transient vibration would 
include passenger vehicle circulation within proposed parking facilities and on-site delivery 
truck activity. Ground-borne vibration generated by each of the above-mentioned activities 
would be similar to the existing sources (i.e., traffic on adjacent roadways) adjacent to the 
Project site, which would be below the significance threshold of 0.01 inch/second (RMS). 
Therefore, potential vibration impacts from all Project sources at all off-site receptors would 
be less than the significance threshold of 0.01 inches per second RMS for perceptibility. 
As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant. 

(5) Site Compatibility for New Buildings 

(a) Noise 

The Project would develop a mix of building uses including student housing, 
academic uses and commercial uses. The primary source of noise that these uses would 
be exposed to is traffic noise from adjacent roadways. Table IV.H-18 on page IV.H-43, 
provides the projected traffic noise levels for roadway segments adjacent to the proposed 
development as function of distance, including both 25 feet and 50 feet from the edge of a 
given roadway. The Project's traffic noise model assumes straight line 
attenuations/reductions in noise levels of 3 dBA per doubling distance (including the 
distance from the edge of the roadway to the road centerline) with no intervening 
structures. As indicated on Table IV.H-18, the Project's new buildings that are located 
within 25 feet from the adjacent roadways (i.e., Jefferson Boulevard, Figueroa Street, 
W. 30th Street) would be exposed to noise levels that range from 61.8 CNEL to 70.0 CNEL 
which would exceed the City's exterior noise standard of 65 CNEL for multi-family 
residential and hotel development. The estimated exterior noise environment (i.e., 
61.8 CNEL to 70.0 CNEL), however, would be compatible for school and 
business/commercial developments with respect to the City's land use noise compatibility 
(normally acceptable up to 70 CNEL). Also shown on Table IV.H-18 on page IV.H-43 are 
the estimated distances at which traffic related noise levels would drop to 65 CNEL and 
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Table IV.H-18 
Roadway Noise Impacts at Proposed Planning Areas at Project Build-out (2030) 

Calculated Traffic Noise levels at Calculated Distance from 
Reference Distance from the Edge the Edge of the Nearest 

of the Nearest Roadway, CNEl Roadway to CNEl Noise 
(dBA) Contour, (feet)a 

Planning Area Adjacent Roadways 25 feet 50 feet 65 CNEl 70 CNEl 

Subarea 1 Jefferson Boulevard 69.9 68.3 150 25 
Figueroa Street 70.0 68.5 150 25 
Exposition Boulevard 69.5 67.9 125 20 
Vermont Avenue 70.0 68.4 150 20 

b -Jefferson Boulevard 67.5 66.0 70 
Subarea 2 b W. Grand Avenue 62.7 60.9 10 -

S. Hill Street 66.4 64.8 50 b -

Subarea 3 
Jefferson Boulevard 69.5 67.9 125 20 

b S. Hoover Street 67.0 65.5 75 -
W. 30m Street 61.8 60.1 b b - -

a The calculated CNEL noise contour distances (feet) do not include noise attenuation from structures (barriers 

b 
and buildings), which would further reduce the noise levels. 
Noise level is met at roadway right-of-way (rlw). 

Source: AES, 2010. 

70 CNEL. The 65 CNEL noise level is identified by the City of Los Angeles's exterior land 
use/noise compatibility guideline chart (Table IV.H-3 on page IV.H-7) as the "normally 
acceptable" level for noise sensitive uses such as multi-family residential and hotel 
developments. Therefore, the Project Design Features will include appropriate noise 
insulation in the design of the residential and hotel building, to reduce the exterior noise 
level to 45 dBA CNEL at the interior of the building, as required by City's building code. 
Incorporation of the Project Design Features would reduce potential noise impacts 
associated with the introduction of residential and hotel uses to a less than significant level. 

(b) Vibration 

The metro light rail (Expo Line) is currently under construction along Exposition 
Boulevard approximately 50 feet to the south from the Project site. Based on the FTA 
screening guidelines, residential uses at distances greater than 150 feet from the rail road 
tracks, would have little possibility of experiencing significant adverse vibration impacts. 23 

However, the future Expo Line along Exposition Boulevard would be approximately 50 feet 

23 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. 
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from the nearest Project buildings. Based on the Expo Line project's Final SEIS/SEIR 
findings, the predicted ground-borne vibration due to the future light rail, along Exposition 
Boulevard adjacent to the Project site, would be 75 VdB and would meet the FTA vibration 
criteria for institutional uses. 24 Therefore, the proposed buildings would not be expected to 
experience excessive ground-borne vibration impacts from the existing and future rail 
operation. No mitigation measures are required. 

(6) Transfers of Floor Area 

The proposed Project would include flexibility to allow for transfers of floor area for 
academic/University uses and student housing between Subarea 1 and Subarea 3A on a 
per square foot basis. While transfers of floor area across Subareas would be permitted, 
the maximum amount of floor area would not exceed 30 percent of the Subarea total for 
Subarea 1 and 15 percent of the Subarea total for Subarea 3A In addition, the maximum 
Project total of 5,230,000 square feet may not be exceeded. Floor area transfers would not 
result in new impacts with regard to noise. Floor area transfers would not change the 
construction noise sources and operational stationary noise sources from what was 
analyzed within this Draft EIR section. Additionally, as analyzed in Section IV.K.1, 
Transportation and Circulation, floor area transfers for academic/University land uses and 
student housing would be trip neutral. Specifically, floor area transfers would not cause the 
number of total trips to exceed the estimated number of Project vehicle trips (approximately 
13,57 4 net new daily trips at maximum including 732 trips A. M. peak hour and 1,057 trips 
P.M. peak hour trips) as analyzed in this Draft EIR. Therefore, as floor area transfers would 
be trip neutral, off-site traffic noise levels would be similar to those analyzed herein. In 
summary, floor area transfers would not alter the conclusions with regard to noise impacts. 
Should academic/University or student residential floor area be transferred across the 
Subareas, the resulting impacts would be similar to those evaluated herein. 

4. Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project together with future related projects would contribute to 
cumulative noise impacts. The potential for cumulative noise impacts to occur is based on 
the distance between each related project and their stationary noise sources including the 
cumulative traffic that these projects and future anticipated growth would add on to the 
surrounding roadway network. 

24 Mid-City/Exposition LRT Project Final EISIEIR, Chapter 4. 6 Noise and Vibration, Metro, October 2005. 
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(1) Construction Noise and Vibration 

As discussed in Section Ill, Environmental Setting of this EIR, future growth 
including the development of 30 related projects is anticipated in the Project vicinity through 
the year 2030. Noise from construction activities associated with this future growth 
together with Project-related construction activities could contribute to the cumulative noise 
impact for receptors located between the two construction sites. However, cumulative 
construction-related noise levels from future development would be intermittent and 
temporary. In addition, like the Project, it is anticipated that future construction of related 
projects in the vicinity would comply with time restrictions and other relevant provisions in 
the City's Municipal Code. In addition, noise associated with cumulative construction 
activities would be reduced to the degree reasonably and technically feasible through 
proposed mitigation measures for the related project. However, even with proposed 
mitigation measures, significant and unavoidable cumulative construction noise impacts 
could result at the nearby noise sensitive receptors. 

Due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of ground-borne vibration and distance 
of the related projects to the proposed Project, there is no potential for a cumulative 
construction-period impact with respect to ground-borne vibration. 

(2) long-Term Operations 

The Project site and surrounding area have been developed with uses that have 
previously generated, and will continue to generate, noise from a number of community 
noise sources including vehicle travel, mechanical equipment, and outdoor maintenance 
activities. Future projects would also generate stationary-source and mobile-source noise 
as a result of ongoing day-to-day operations. These future related projects are generally 
residential, retail, commercial, or institutional in nature. Such uses are not typically 
associated with excessive exterior noise. In addition, noise levels would be less than 
significant at the property line for each related project due to City provisions that limit on
site stationary-source noise such as outdoor air-conditioning equipment. However, each 
related project would produce traffic volumes (off-site mobile sources) that are capable of 
generating roadway noise impacts. 

Cumulative noise impacts due to off-site traffic were analyzed by comparing the 
projected increase in traffic noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future cumulative" 
conditions to the applicable significance criteria. Future cumulative conditions include 
traffic volumes from future ambient growth, related development projects, and the Project. 
The calculated traffic noise levels under "existing" and "future cumulative" conditions are 
presented in Table IV.H-19 on page IV.H-46. Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a 
maximum increase of 4.4 dBA along 29th Street just west of Vermont Avenue, from 
54.2 CNEL under existing conditions to 58.6 CNEL under 2030 cumulative traffic 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-19 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Normandie A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 

Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Vermont A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 

Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Hoover Street 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & 30th Street 

Between 30th Street & 32nd Street 

Between 32nd Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Figueroa Street 
Between 23'd Street & Adams Boulevard 

Between Adams Boulevard & 30th Street 

Between 30th Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Exposition Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 

Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 

Between Vermont Avenue & Fiaueroa Street 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Adjacent Land Uses 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 
Residential/Reliqious Institution 

Residential 

School 

Commercial 
Residential/School/Religious Institution 

Residential/Religious Institution 

Park 

Commercial 
School/Reliqious Institution 

Residential/Religious Institution 

Commercial 

School/Religious Institution 

School/ Religious Institution 

Reliaious Institution 

Commercial 

Residential/ Hotel 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 
Residential 0 /Park/Hiaher Educational c 
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Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a Increase in Noise 

Existing 2030 Cumulative b 

69.8 69.8 

69.2 69.3 

68.9 69.2 

69.3 69.5 

69.3 69.5 

69.6 70.2 

69.2 69.6 

69.5 69.8 

69.9 70.0 

68.4 68.7 

68.7 68.9 

69.5 69.9 

68.1 68.7 

67.0 67.9 

66.7 67.7 

69.9 70.3 

69.7 70.0 

69.7 69.9 

69.6 70.0 

68.3 68.5 

68.2 68.6 

68.0 68.8 

68.8 69.5 

Levels due to 
Project and Future 

Growth, CNEL 

0.0 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.6 

0.4 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.9 

1.0 

0.4 

0.3 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.4 

0.8 

0.7 
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Grand A venue 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & 3yth Street 

3ih Street 

East of Grand Avenue 

Jefferson Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & McClintock Avenue 
Between McClintock Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 

Adams Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Fiqueroa Street 
East of Fiqueroa Street 

361h Place 

West of Vermont Avenue 

McClintock Avenue 
North of Jefferson Boulevard 

301h Street 

Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 
West of Hoover Street 

32nd Street 

East of Hoover Street 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-19 (Continued) 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a Increase in Noise 

Adjacent Land Uses Existing 

School 62.5 

School (Plavfield) 61.0 

Residential 68.3 
Residential/Reliqious Institution 67.8 

Residential 68.5 
Hiqher Educational 0 68.0 

School/ Auditorium/ Religious Institution 69.2 

Residential/ Reliaious Institution 67.5 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 68.0 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 68.5 

Residential/School/Reliqious Institution 68.7 
Reliqious Institution 68.8 

Residential/School 59.0 

Residential 61.8 

Residential 59.5 
Residential 60.8 

Residential/School 58.4 
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2030 Cumulative b 

62.7 

62.2 

68.5 
68.3 
69.1 
69.5 
69.9 

68.2 
68.7 
69.1 
69.2 
69.2 

61.4 

d -

60.5 
61.8 

59.3 

Levels due to 
Project and Future 

Growth, CNEL 

0.2 

1.2 

0.2 
0.5 
0.6 
1.5 
0.7 

0.7 
0.7 
0.6 
0.5 
0.4 

2.4 

d -

1.0 
1.0 

0.9 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-19 (Continued) 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a Increase in Noise 

Adjacent Land Uses Existing 

2ih Street 

West of Vermont Avenue Residential/ School 56.8 

Washinaton Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue Commercial 67.8 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street School/Reliqious Institution 68.1 

East of Hoover Street Commercial 68.5 

29th Street 

East of Vermont Avenue Residential 56.4 
West of Vermont Avenue Residential 54.2 

Hill Street 
North of Jefferson Boulevard School 66.0 

South of Jefferson Boulevard School 66.1 

241h Street 

West of Hoover Street Residential 57.7 

Broadwav 

North of Jefferson Boulevard School 67.2 

South of Jefferson Boulevard School 61.9 

a Calculated noise level at 25 feet from roadway traffic only. Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix I. 
b Includes traffic volumes from existing condition plus future growth, known related projects and project-related. 
c Existing USC's student residence hall/ apartments and classroom buildings. 
d This roadway segment would be vacated and become part of the Project; therefore, no calculation was made. 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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2030 Cumulative b 

58.6 

68.7 
69.3 

69.5 

58.5 
58.6 

66.4 

66.4 

58.0 

67.6 

62.7 

Levels due to 
Project and Future 

Growth, CNEL 

1.8 

0.9 
1.2 

1.0 

2.1 
4.4 

0.4 

0.3 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 
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IV.H Noise 

conditions. However, the increase in cumulative traffic noise would be below the 
significant threshold of 5 dBA (CNEL), where the estimated noise levels fall within the land 
use categories of "normally acceptable" or "conditionally acceptable" (i.e., below 
65 CNEL). At all other analyzed roadway segments, the increase in cumulative traffic 
noise would be less than the 3 dBA (CNEL) significance threshold. As such, cumulative 
noise impacts due to on-site stationary noise sources and off-site mobile noise sources 
(vehicular traffic) would be less than significant. 

5. Mitigation Measures 

a. Construction 

Project-level and cumulative construction-related noise has the potential to result in 
significant impacts at sensitive receptors. Thus, the following measures are recommended 
to minimize construction-related noise impacts: 

Mitigation Measure H-1: A temporary, continuous and impermeable minimum 
10 feet high, sound barrier wall shall be erected between the Project 
construction area and adjacent off-site noise sensitive receptors 
when construction activities are within 250 feet of the noise sensitive 
receptors and there are no intervening buildings between the 
construction area and the noise receptors. 

Mitigation Measure H-2: Construction activities shall not occur beyond the 
City's allowable daytime hours of 7:00 AM. to 9:00 P.M. Monday 
through Friday, on Saturday before 8:00 AM. and after 6:00 P.M, and 
no construction activities shall occur on Sundays or any national 
holidays. 

Mitigation Measure H-3: Power construction equipment shall be equipped with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. All equipment 
shall be properly maintained to assure that no additional noise due to 
worn or improperly maintained parts would be generated. 

Mitigation Measure H-4: Stationary source equipment that is flexible with 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

regard to relocation (e.g., generators and compressors) shall be 
located so as to maintain the greatest distance possible from 
sensitive land uses and unnecessary idling of equipment shall be 
prohibited. 
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Mitigation Measure H-5: Loading and unloading of heavy construction materials 
shall be located on-site and away from noise-sensitive uses, to the 
extent feasible. 

b. Operation 

As discussed above, with implementation of the Project Design Features, Project 
operation would result in a less than significant impact to the off- and the future on-site 
noise sensitive uses. In addition, cumulative operation noise impacts would also be less 
than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. 

6. Level of Significance After Mitigation 

a. Construction 

Compliance with the recommended mitigation measures would reduce Project and 
cumulative construction noise levels to the extent feasible. In particular, Mitigation 
Measure H-1 would provide a minimum 10 dBA reduction. This would reduce the 
construction related noise from 79 dBA to 69 dBA at the nearest off-site residential uses 
along W. 31st Street (R10), and from 82 dBA to 72 dBA at the nearby off-site institutional 
uses along Hoover Street (R7) (during the site demolition and excavation). Noise level 
reductions attributable to Mitigation Measures H-2 through H-5, although not easily 
quantifiable, would also ensure the noise impacts associated with construction activities 
would be reduced to the extent practicable. Although a 10 dBA reduction is a substantial 
reduction, temporary Project-level and cumulative construction noise impacts would remain 
significant. 

b. Operation 

Implementation of Project Design Features would ensure that future on-site 
residential and hotel uses would not be exposed to high noise levels from off-site vehicle 
traffic noise. Thus, potential noise impacts associated with the proposed residential and 
hotel uses in an existing urban environment would be less than significant. In addition, 
cumulative noise impacts would also be less than significant and no mitigation measures 
would be required. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28711 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 11:57 AM 
Lisa Webber 
Millennium 

Lisa: Luci is finalizing all three reports. We will need to send the reports to the applicant team today so that they 
can make copies over the weekend and then bring us our copies on Monday. 

This will necessitate me signing the report on your behalf Is that ok with you? 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Luci, 

EM28189 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org > 

Tuesday, March 12, 2013 11:32 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Millenium DA 
Millennium DA edits .pdf 

Please see attached edits. I only sent pages with edits. Some pages may have no edits since I printed the 
document double-sided to save paper. Since I don't have the background context, some edits may be irrelevant 
or not applicable. Give me call if you have any questions on the notations. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

las Angeles 
Department 
of City Planning 

City Planning Commission Case No.: (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City .Hall 
J9fm Ferraro Cou·ndl Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA No.: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN 

PC-2013-103-D . 
Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: 
Specific Plan: 
Certified NC: 

Hollywood 
None 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: 
Hollywood United 
Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 
Not Further Appealable 
April 23, 2013 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

PROJECT 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
LOCATION: 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

PROPOSED The appllcant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (conc!udlng 
PROJECT: 2035), allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the 

development, and in exchange will provide community benefits. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: / 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the 'krtification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measure( the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and V 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. ~ 

CPC-2013-103-DA: 

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into a 
Development Agreement with the applicant. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the 'Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Fina! EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 
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GPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-D~~jl.; c_,~ Page2 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the propose opment Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the evelope and the City of Los 
Angeles, as amended{subject to the terms of the agreement att ed as Exhibit A-1, for a term of 
approximately 22 years. ~n 4e0~..{-~~l~ 
Recommend that the City Council Adopt an ordinance, attached as Exhibit A-2, and subject to review 
by the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development 

4~~~~~-C!-q~ ~~~1f~#~ ~-~ 
Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game R;:/y%· 

0, and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be subm_itted to the County Clerk prior to or '[:tl.. 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. "'--

Michael J. LoGrande, ~ A A rt\.CJ~ ef-
Director of Planning I . - . - II *' x~ . _n • L rt~ ' ,. 6, ~ J.ht,~~ • ••• («t,1(1...,..vv• 1 o.en~v\7 1 ,6 ) 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing, As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978~1300. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ANALYSIS 

Summary 

The Development Agreement process, described in Sections 65864-65869.5 of the State's 
Government Code, allows the City to enter into development agreements with any person 
having a legal or equitable interest in real property for the development of the property. The 
procedures of Section 65865 include provisions requiring periodic review .at least every 12 
months, upon which the applicant must demonstrate good faith compliance with the terms of the 
agreement, and in the event the City finds that no evidence substantiates a good faith effort, the 
City may terminate the agreement. • , ~" 6 l 6 cioe0 .J&\lD ~ Q,,Of{LQ_ ~ 1 1 . 

\W'""'"'"'"'- ~~" 
The development agreement is to: "specify the duration of the agreement, the permitted uses of 
the property, the density or intensities of use, the maximum height and size of the proposed 
buildings, and provisions for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes. I I 

'Bf\vJc>tk· v 
The applicant is requesting a d opment agreement with a term of 22 years, concluding in 
2035. The permitted uses as we the density and intensity of said uses will be dictated by the 
Land Use Equivalency Program. The development may include 492 residential dwelling units r"'J;.? 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office ~ 
space including the exist.ing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately ~ 
34,000 square feet of gua!ity food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of g. ~ 

L..---m· cness cen e~ spo s club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use for a .total ~ 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio '6: 
(FAR) of 6:1 as was approved with Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. .. . __ {,. 11 t c-

\ ~ ~~w+oo\? ~g.(loc <:.:. 
The Land Use Equivalency Program is another. tool meant to address t future needs and ~ e 

. demands of the Hollywood Community wliile defining the~ or land use types and J:.. 

l
~ intensity on the project site, all which have been ce'o'efed· within the scope of ai:ialyses it1 the 
lEIR)~The Land Use Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has ~ & 

~ been established by the EIR, or 1 ,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types ~ 
~ of land uses on the project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, -
~ and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip 
W cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework 

within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for other permitted, and previously 
analyzed, land uses so long ·as the limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and 
no additional environmental impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the 
environmental review for the project as set forth in the EIR 

The Development Regulations govern§. development of the project site with a set of site-wide 
guidelines and standards which establish minimum and maximum requirements with respect to 
height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, parking, and signage, all of which have 
been analyzed in the E!R The development criteria provide assurance that a quality 
development will be gained while simultaneously allowing .. design flexibility to accommodate 
market demand. Where the Development Regulations contain....provisions which establish 
requirements that are different from, or are more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the LAMC, the Development Regulations shall prevail. In those instances where 
the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and the governing land use policies of the 
General Plan shall prevail. 
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In sum, the Development Regulations: 
• Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 

treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability. 
• Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 

ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the Project 
• Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 

integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

• Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls for the development of the 
Project Site. 

• Ensure compliance with the development objectives. 

Issues: I r:;/0 
At the public hearing held ~ebruary 19, 2013, several speakers voiced their concern 
regarding the ambiguity of )l(e' project description, citing the Land Use Equivalency and 
Development Regulations provided no assurance about what exactly would be constructed on 
the project site. 

The intent of the development regulations is to accommodate a mix and intensity of uses 
.)}-conducive to Regional Center Commercial land use area, to provide development standards 

'{:::! which speak to the unique characteristics of the site, including the preservation of the historic 
'ii?~ Capital Records and Gogerty Buildings, and to acknowledge that development is still subject to 

.
~~ f), .· \(.... ~ market conditions .. follo~11i119 ti 1e ecrn 1omlc dowr 1tm 11. 

/'.j:'. . The project proposes up to two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in height, and 
u·p to two additional towers not exceeding 220 feet per site: Towers at these heights are not 
anticipated to irripafr the integrity of the historic structures or compromise their eligibility for 
listing in national, state, or local registers. Under the development regulations, the taller the 
structures, the smaller the massing at the ground level, resulting in greater setbacks from the 
property line, providing greater Nisual accessibility to the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings. Moreover, the heights proposed for the project, including the maximum height -· 
scenario (5~5 f~et) will create a vibrant, mixed-use comm.u.nity wi~h modern, yet architecturally 
varied structures that act as a much-needed focal point for the Hollywood area· and introduces 

/ contemporary architecture t~ban environment currently identified as surface parking. 

The Hollywood Community Plan envisioned the possibility of high rise towers on the project site, 
as well as surrounding properties, demonstrated by the no height limitations under the Height 
District and Regional Center Commercial land use designation. As part of our General Plan 
Framework chapter, Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional 
commerce, identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional 
Centers to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6:1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest tower(s) 
in the neighborhood, introducing an exciting, modern skyline as envisioned in the Hollywood 
Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that the towers will be elegant and slim, 

·comparable in massing to the Capitol Records building and other nearby historic strucjures. As 

. / the height of towe~{~.) .•. "'.)n·c···r·e··.·:··:·~.,· .... s.:,.·e····.s .... ' ...... it is followed by a complimentary/decrease in the maximum JIM. 
tower lot coverage {:§g~A.W ~ , '-?' ~;;;-.~~~ 

Several speakers were concerned that the proposal does not have definitive standards that ~ 
approximate what the project may look like at a future point in time. However, the development \91 . 
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regulations have comprehensive standards that permit design flexibility while establishing a set 
of controls that guide development on the project site. One of the objectives of the project, for 
example, is to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records 
tower by creating grade level open space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and 
Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is 
achieved by creating a s~plan with grade level open space predetermined based on the height / 
of the towers as seen ir@ures 8.1.2 through figure 8.1 A of the Development Regulations. As 
the height of the towers increases, the amount of grade level open space also increases, from 
5% to 12% of the entire site (see Section 8.2 of the Development Regulations). Whether the 
open space is 5% of the project site or 12%, open space is required adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and across from the Capitol Records buildings fronting Vine Street. 

~1;:::~r~~~~~~~~E~~~~~~;~1::~~:~E~~E~~·~~~~~d~~~~~~~ ; ~ 
back from the property line, ranging from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the /1 · 
height of the towers, in order to preserve views of the Hollywood Playhouse and creat~ I/ 
additional views directly across from the Capitol Records building. Furthermore, on both the • 
West and East sites, mid-block, at-grade passageways through the entire site, traversing Vine i 
Street create new vantage points for the Capitol Records building at a pedestrian level. ~· 

..f2 The massing of the towers is regulated such that towers become slimmer as their height -f 

i increases so as to minimize massing adjacent to the historic structures, including the Capitol ~ 
• . Records building. The tower guidelines. ensure that the taller towers are slender, with a simple, ~ 
·~ faceted geometry.(Moreover, taller towers are required to expand the pedestrian level i t?l 
,i.<. experience at the ground level, providing a greater and rr\()re positive experience within the i 
[ ground-level public realm~ :ch N~ ~ ~\~~ 1 ~ 

- • D~<Q·?~ ~-~ ~~v~~'--~~~s ~ 
~ In the instance where two towers are proposed for one site, Spacing Standards (Section f.5 of _;!) 
ij the Development Regulations) dictate that the two towers shall be spaced at least 80 feet from 

i a!I other towers on the same parcel. This will prevent the ,Possibility of placing two towers 
~ adjacent, or i:iear ad.jacei:it to, each ether from c · ollective mass of structures which 

overwhelm the.P,apitol Reco.rds Building and surrounding istorfc structures. . 1 1 t. I\ . / 

2 h~ M-$\1\.hi'f\O\\ \'? ~ h.,,,N..,- ~1..X.-V 
Furthermore, the actual l]lilSSing of the towers ¢ regulated based on height. A tower proposed 

I' in the_J8tte'st height scenario, or 585 feet (see Table 6.1.1}, .then the maximnm tower lot ~ 
~~~age for all towers on a given site (East or West) ~11.5 percent of the site. In this 
~ maximum height scenario, the allotted maximum tower lot coverage allows for one tower that is 

approximately the same size as the Capitol ~~~J;;iuilding orfef(two towers that are slimmer ~!\. • 

than the Capitol Records building. For the"" ~ ~h~ight scenario at 220 feet, a tower would ~ ~ 
be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height to the 24:Z..foot Capitol ~-8p 
Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon).0-he toww, while occupying a larger i'!'~ 
ercentage of the site, would be broken up by the.Jagged site elan· itself, with a large portion of _';)~ 

the tower being tucked to t side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller -::;, 
portion to the side of it (see · a.1f)The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the V;::::~ 
Capitol Records Buildin " very height scenario is illustrated in the Development 3 
Regulations, as seen In section ures 6.1.2.a.1 through 6.1.2.d.2. In addition, Axonometrlc .~ 
diagrams within the DevelopmenY.Regulations illustrate.· every ~t scenario with a conceptual IA 

r.endering describing what the pr<lie~ may look like (see Exhibie0 l.JieJv : &\ V$~~ 'f.. ~ 
In addition to regulating the design of towers, the Development Regulations regulate the podium 
or street wall around the towers. The street wall, as defined in the Development Regulations, is 
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described as "a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open 
space". Regulating the street wall is another way of ensuring that the massing of the project v 
respects the historic buildings adjacent anel Rear to the project. Building heights in Hollywood, 
particularly historic buildings, are· predominantly limited to 150 feet. In an effort to respect the 
historic datum, the maximum height allowed for a street wall, or podium, is 150 feet, although 
height is further limited in the project where 'adjacent historic structures exist For example, in ,'5 ~ 
order to be compatible with the historic tr mercial b · · g on the West Site, the ~ 
street wall can only be built to 30 feet. s reet wall can 4fteA. be built to a maximum of 150 bvi~ 
feet after providing a 1 O foot setback. Alon ine Street on the West Site, the maximum street MmL-, 
wall height is 40 feet, ensuring compatibility with the adjacent Hollywood Playhouse. Street 
walls are to be located a minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East 
Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the West Site, creating additional open space and 
differentiating the project from the historic street wall. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations, with required setbacks, open space and varying 
limitations on tower lot coverage per height scenario, provide a clear understanding of what type 
of project may occupy the site. In every scenario, the City must enforce these rigorous deslgn 
guidelines to ensure quality control over the entire development. 

Conclusion ~ 
/ The ~s propos d Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 

associated with th development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard life of the 
entitlements (36 onths for the tract map, and six years for legislative and quasi-judicial 
approvals) in exch nge for the provision of comm~n!!Y benefits. These community benefits are 
above and beyond, and are rmt F9t:;ibli~d ta have a nexus to the environmental or land use 
analyses associated with the project, anel 'NhiGh serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the 
applicant as to his/her commitment o the surrounding community. The provision of these 
benefits is an additional incentive to e economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the 
much-needed redevelopment of un erutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. . 

\S~lnlt>.~· .\-k~·41~~\'YW~ 
~~ 
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FINDINGS 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT REQUEST AND FINDINGS 

State Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5 authorize municipalities to enter into / 
binding development agreements with person having legal or equitable interest in real property 
for the development of such property. !{; 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted rules and regulations establishing procedures and 
requirements for consideration of development agreements under Citywide Development 
Agreement Procedures (CF 85-2313-83). In addition, on November 19, 1992, the City Planning 
Commission adopted new guidelines for the processing of development agreement applications 
(CPC No. 86-404 MSC). 

Hollywood Millennium, LLC ("Applicant") has requested that the City consider entering into a 
develop~t agreement (the "Development Agreement") with respect to the development of the 
project, aslo eferred to as "Hollywood Millenniur&\ The development agreement process was 
initiated y the Director, and all proceedings hav~ been taken in accordance with the City's 
adopted procedures. 

1. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the objectives, policies 
and programs specified in the General Plan. The Project Site is regulated under 
the Community Plan, a component of the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

The Development Agreement, which will vest the Millennium Hollywood Project's 
("Project") development rights, will be consistent with the General Plan, the Community 
Plan, and the Community Plan Update for the following reasons: 

The proposed Development Agreement will allow the applicant to create a mixed-use 
project within the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles and will permit the attendant n:~n,t- 1 
job creation and additional investment in the surrounding Hollywood area. The w('hd. 
Community Plan and Community Plan Update both recognize the critical role that 

1 

tourism and entertainment play ln the commercial activity of Los Angeles and the 
Hollywood area in particular. The project will revitalize the neighborhood with additional 
housing, restaurant and other commercial development, as well as newly created jobs 
for residents in the area. The expanded commercial, restaurant, entertainment, hotel, 
office, and other business activities will serve to further complement and benefit the 
tourism, hotel and entertainment industries in the immediate project vicinity, as well as 
throughout Hollywood and the City as a whole. The project will· also help sustain and 
grow the existing retail base along the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street Corridor by 
attracting visitors and new businesses to the area. 

The project design will bring cohesiveness to the Project site, thereby creating continuity 
with adjacent improvements of the surrounding area. One of the land use objectives of 
the project is to create an urban environment designed to a pedestrian scale that 
activates adjacent streets, encourages public pedestrian access, promotes walkability of 
and around the project, and which creates pedestrian connections to the surrounding 
area, particularly nearby transit stops and stations. The open space and pedestrian 
connections within the project will serve to accomplish this goal. 

Given its location in Hollywood, the project will also promote the use of the public 
transportation system. The property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, 
and is less than 500 feet from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
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2. 

Both Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DOT), including the MTA Metro Rapid 
Busses, that stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street 
Additionally, an MTA Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street The project's proximity to a comprehensive transit system 
would encourage and facilitate transit use and a 24-hour Hollywood. The project will 
maintain the Capitol Records Tower and will reflect the bold architecture and design that 
has historically characterized Hollywood. At the same time, however, the inclusion of 
substantial public and common open space to activate the ground levels and sidewalks 
throughout the project will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering areas 
and increasing the walkabllity of the area, The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
project, the regional transit system, t!ie Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the applicable Specific 
Plan. 

The Project site is not in a Specific Plan area. 

3. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the City's Planning and 
Zoning Code and other relevant City ordinances. 

Approval of the Development Agreement, along with the requested discretionary actions 
and associated conditions of approval under City Planning case numbers, CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and VTT-71837-CN, which will ensure that the project 
conforms to the requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

4. The proposed Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety and general welfare. 

The Development Agreement includes prov1s1ons which specifically permit the 
application of rules and regulations as necessary to protect public health and safety. 

The Development Agreement provides assurances that the public benefits identified 
below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be achieved and 
developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with the 
terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The project will 
provide local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) 
promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, 
and future transient occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business 
expansion and relocation in Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary 
and permanent jobs to improve the local and regional economy; and (Iv) provide the 
density necessary to support a new mix of uses in close proximity to mass transit. The 
project will contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of / 
land uses, which will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain v 
Hollywood as a regional cente7E!t!"t& create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

5. The proposed Development Agreement will promote the orderly development of 
the Project Site in accordance with good land use practice. 

RL0021716 



EM28199 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-3 

As previously discussed, the project is consistent with the policies and provisions of the 
General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. The proposed Development Agreement vests the Applicant's rights to develop the 
Project site as analyzed in the EIR No.2011041094 and as delineated in the requested 
discretionary approvals. The proposed Development Agreement provides assurances 
that the proposed project will proceed in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations 
and conditions, and strengthens the public planning process by encouraging private 
participation in comprehensive planning and reducing the economic costs of 
development to the applicant and the public. Furthermore, the proposed Development 
Agreement reflects the development of a comprehensive project consistent with all 
applicable provisions of the LAMC, General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and that is therefore is consistent with good land use practice. The proposed 
Development Agreement complies in form and substance with all applicable City and 
State regulations governing development agreements. The proposed Development 
Agreement further complies with the guidelines adopted by the City: 

a. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

The Development Agreement shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless the 
term is otherwise terminated or modified by circumstances set forth in the 
Development Agreement or by mutual consent of the parties. 

The proposed Development Agreement is· being processed with the processing 
~her Project entitlements, including City Planning Case number CPC-2008-
~-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

~L\O 
The proposed Development Agreement will provide public benefits not otherwise 
obtainable, and for which no nexus exist under the Project's environmental 
clearance, that will benefit the surrounding residents of the Project site and the 
City as a whole. 

The proposed Development Agreement contains all the provisions, terms and 
conditions which, in addition to those required by law, are deemed to be 
necessary and or desirable in order to implement the City's General Plan. 

Based upon the above findings, the recommended Development Agreement 
action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capltol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
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flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

IL ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011 .. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 1 O, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft El R was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Flnal EIR). oA.. ,,~ ~ vrJ<,. ~ v.vJ"'"' 

!':.. It -""'~ J·v·e3 ~ VI ~1?J' ' ,., 
The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Respons~s to Comments; Y'.~IZ- ~, \ 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and WV~~ 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in ~~~1". 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). ? 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

111. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A The first possible finding is that "[c}hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

8. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that «specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

, The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081 .6(a)(2). 

" IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSEgll~OJECT t .. A--(().,0, 
,..,., ~(# . CyJ ~~·~ 

The Project Site is I ed within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, le Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1 1 Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 574 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equlvalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 

)8nd uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
../The Concept Plan is based on the ·2e98' Entitlement Application that· was initially filed with the 

City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
{approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retall use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6:1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

~<h I') The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
W l,..Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
~~JJ ~implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
~ ~ approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
~ ~ 254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
~"1'- 264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capito! Records 
'r- Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
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feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area}, no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project ite by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. . ;., l_ ~'1r.r.f-}t. (~) 

~ UO;l ~\""'' 
The Project's use of signage and lighting w Id be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage proposed as part of the Project The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade '\ A\.'Jl/J? 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural ~U\ \U'"" -, 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 fe~t above ground zone and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south 
of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet 
above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports Club 
use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live 
entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

Haul Route Approval. 

Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, Site 
Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 
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Other Responsible (:9•n~s within the City may include: V" 
• rc:Jdesi~e.;}%r projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as may be 
~cable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval should DLA 

authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 4.5: 1 in 
accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft El R. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft E!R or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft: or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 
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A The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final El R for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from / 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 7 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR (aiid')provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. rhe!Sianning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final El R 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the .. ~ 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. ~ 

w»~ ~~1• *'~~l~~k'1'~ \R' ~fl 1 
E. Textual refinements and~ere compiled and presented to the decision-makers for ~o • 

review and consideration~Pianning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated 
in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision ls based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

F. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretipnary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
$ection 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence ·of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projeets discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
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and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. 

9. 

Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. / 

/ -;JYr ~ 7, v~lf{\ 'I'. 
Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a®year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 
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The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28210 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 12:33 PM 
RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com 

Stuff 

We've got some things to chat about ... l'm in the PVP now for Ponte Vista ..... and I'm loving the new mixed use 
alternative with the library, retail, park, office, etc. Is this in the realm of reason?? A big improvement to the current 
project and a strong and very positive response to community concerns and desires 

Need to talk Ponte Vista schedule however. We need to make some adjustments. 

Luci has prepared staff reports for Millennium .... beautifully written documents .... you will be very pleased. 

Any updates with Casden Sepulveda? 

Also, unrelated to your projects, need to chat about the dept consolidation proposal on the table that the mayor has 
introduced ..... . 

Talk soon, 

Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 12:34 PM 
dan.scott@lacity.org 

Subject: Re: Millennium 

Yes 

From: Dan Scott [mailto:dan.scott@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 11:56 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Millennium 

Lisa: Luci is finalizing all three reports. We will need to send the reports to the applicant team today so that they 
can make copies over the weekend and then bring us our copies on Monday. 

This will necessitate me signing the report on your behalf Is that ok with you? 

RL0021729 



EM28713 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com > 

Friday, March 15, 2013 12:48 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Staff report copies 

Hi Luci, 

I've been tasked to set up the production of the document in time for Monday morning delivery. 

Please let me know: 

when you expect the document to be finalized for me to send to our printer? 
How many copies are needed? 
Any special binding instructions? 
Single or double sided printing? 
Delivery destination name/address at City Hall? 
What time on Monday it needs to be at City Hall? 

Seth Wulkan 
Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 
310-469-6704 (direct) 
310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
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Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Tuesday, March 12, 2013 1:10 PM 
'Lisa Webber' 

RE: Stuff 

Hey ..... how's your Thursday morning look? Want to have breakfast at 101 Cafe (Franklin just off Freeway)? As for Luci's 
report I've bits and pieces and she's a "star". Not sure if it's for public consumption but Michael and Phil visiting 
privately this week (Mike's request). We're doing CD 13 Design Review Thursday night with Marcel. On Friday I have 2 
PC meetings set (trying for a third). Understand Barbara is going to run the meeting on 28th. 
Regarding Casden, Alan and I are meeting with Paul this afternoon. Word has it Paul was looking for a 25% reduction in 
the residential but not sure what that relates to. Can't just be arbitrary. Alan might reduce unit count by 5-10% just to 
get PK on board. Will keep you posted. 
Now for Ponte Vista ..... the one that should have been the easiest of all. You reduce the density from 2300 to 1100 and 
agree that the preferred alternative of 835 works just fine. And can't get through CEQA review -- OMG ! Not sure I even 
remember the "mixed" use alternative with library, retail, etc. but never going to happen. If you remember this was a 
work piece of property for lstar. After extensive market analysis the office, retail (and even Senior Housing) were 
removed from the plans. It will never pencil or get built without the economics of the residential plans. The community 
claims to want all these other uses but no traffic. Can't make it all happen in this one project. Happy to talk schedule 
and happy to bring Owners Representative Dennis Cavallari to an all hands meeting next week. 
Let me know about Breakfast and if we should find time for Erin, Henry, et al. Thanks. 
R 

p.s. seeing Paul and Amy Saturday night before they head back to Hawaii. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 12:33 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Stuff 

We've got some things to chat about ... l'm in the PVP now for Ponte Vista ..... and I'm loving the new mixed use 
alternative with the library, retail, park, office, etc. Is this in the realm of reason?? A big improvement to the current 
project and a strong and very positive response to community concerns and desires 

Need to talk Ponte Vista schedule however. We need to make some adjustments. 

Luci has prepared staff reports for Millennium .... beautifully written documents .... you will be very pleased. 

Any updates with Casden Sepulveda? 

Also, unrelated to your projects, need to chat about the dept consolidation proposal on the table that the mayor has 
introduced ..... . 

Talk soon, 

Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hey Nate, 

EM28714 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 12:54 PM 
Nathan Baird 
Re: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 

Have you found the time to discuss this with other Bike Program staff and maybe the Planning Unit? 

Best, 
Emily 

On Tue, Feb 26, 2013 at 3: 12 PM, Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks for the reminder! But I still haven't thought of anything. I'll ask around, though, for more ideas. 

On Tue, Feb 26, 2013 at 1 :31 PM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Nate, 

I'm just sending a reminder email about this. Let me know if you want me to come over to DOT to discuss 
further. 

Thanks! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (21 3) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emi ly .Dwyer@lacity .org 

On Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:19 PM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Nate, 

Here is the language in the Community Benefits of the Development Agreement for Hollywood Millennium. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. As we discussed, let me 
know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it 
was already included in the TDM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative 
solutions to achieve the intent of these community benefits. 
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(a) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First 
Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities 
at the Project in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). Bicycle amenities in the First 
Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development 
Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the Initial West Portion Phase 
shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated 
bicycle ways between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle users to 
such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such 
bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, and provide 
information regarding use of such facilities. 

Thanks! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity .org 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28212 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 1:20 PM 
RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com 

Re: Stuff 

re HM, luci and I mtg with Michael Lagrand this afternoon to prep him on DA deal pts for mtg with Phil later this week. 
All good on that front. 

Re Casden, we will wait to see what you come up with ..... 

Re Ponte Vista, you are out of loop .... new alt site plans to possibly be considered in Final EIR submitted to staff on 
Friday .... and the mixed use project has all sorts of goodies!!!! :) 

Not sure breakfast will work ... let me check. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Richard Lichtenstein [mailto:Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 01:10 PM 
To: 'Lisa Webber' <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: RE: Stuff 

Hey ..... how's your Thursday morning look? Want to have breakfast at 101 Cafe (Franklin just off Freeway)? As for Luci's 
report I've bits and 
pieces and she's a "star". Not sure if it's for public consumption but 
Michael and Phil visiting privately this week (Mike's request). We're doing CD 13 Design Review Thursday night with 
Marcel. On Friday I have 2 PC meetings set (trying for a third). Understand Barbara is going to run the meeting on 28th. 
Regarding Casden, Alan and I are meeting with Paul this afternoon. Word has it Paul was looking for a 25% reduction in 
the residential but not sure what that relates to. Can't just be arbitrary. Alan might reduce unit count by 5-10% just to 

get PK on board. Will keep you posted. 
Now for Ponte Vista ..... the one that should have been the easiest of all. 
You reduce the density from 2300 to 1100 and agree that the preferred alternative of 835 works just fine. And can't get 
through CEQA review -- OMG! Not sure I even remember the "mixed" use alternative with library, retail, etc. but never 
going to happen. If you remember this was a work piece of property for I star. After extensive market analysis the office, 
retail (and even Senior Housing) were removed from the plans. It will never pencil or get built without the economics of 
the residential plans. 
The community claims to want all these other uses but no traffic. Can't make it all happen in this one project. Happy to 
talk schedule and happy to bring Owners Representative Dennis Cavallari to an all hands meeting next week. 
Let me know about Breakfast and if we should find time for Erin, Henry, et al. Thanks. 
R 

p.s. seeing Paul and Amy Saturday night before they head back to Hawaii. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 12:33 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Stuff 
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We've got some things to chat about ... l'm in the PVP now for Ponte Vista ..... and I'm loving the new mixed use 
alternative with the library, retail, park, office, etc. Is this in the realm of reason?? A big improvement to the current 
project and a strong and very positive response to community concerns and desires 

Need to talk Ponte Vista schedule however. We need to make some adjustments. 

Luci has prepared staff reports for Millennium .... beautifully written documents .... you will be very pleased. 

Any updates with Casden Sepulveda? 

Also, unrelated to your projects, need to chat about the dept consolidation proposal on the table that the mayor has 
introduced ..... . 

Talk soon, 

Lisa 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Tomas, 

EM28214 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 1:30 PM 
Tomas Carranza 
Hollywood Millennium traffic 

How are you? Well, I hope. I wanted to give you a head's up that this project is going to Commission on 3/28 
and I wanted to find out if you may be available to attend in the event there are any specific questions about the 
traffic analysis in the EIR. 

Also, I currently have a brief description in my staff report that I tried to summarize in a way the common 
person, such as myself, may understand it. Do you mind looking it over in case I've made any glaring mistakes? 
Or if there is anything else I should add? 

"The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic conditions, 
(2011), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A 
through D, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOSE, defined as 
"Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if 
traffic signal does not provide for protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered 
unacceptable. The addition of the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at 
all study intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an 
increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections would continue to 
operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels 
ofE or F during one or both peak hours with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project
related traffic mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. Of these, 
five study intersections would remain at a significant level even with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, meaning there was minimal improvement to the CMA (less than 0.010). 

In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during one or both peak hours. 
In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by the project (with mitigation) in 2020, three 
additional intersections, including Cahuenga Boulevard/Yucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine 
Street/De Longpre A venue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the traffic analysis has 
conclude that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the 
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year 2020, and would only increase the number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the 
project) to 16 intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation." 

Thank you! 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Fyi 

• 

EM28716 

Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 1:03 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Fw: Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

From: Millennium Hollywood [mailto: info@millenniumhollywood.net] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 06:00 AM 
To: =?utf-S?Q??= < kevin.keller@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

• 
Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

• 
Be Heard:~City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing +The 

Robot.+ Rather, we+re sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A +varsity sport for the 

mind,+ students who compete in FRC 

are awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood+s 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood+s best reclamation 

projects ... 

Copyright ~ 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

+unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences+ 

Sent to kevin.keller@lacity.org + whv did I get this? 10 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood + 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 + Los Angeles, + 
CA 90028 

3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details » 
Millennium Staff Rpt 

EM28216 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 2:15 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Reminder: Millennium Staff Rpt @ Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 

Where Rm 750 C!r@Q) 

Calendar lucira lia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Lisa Webber 

• Dan Scott 

• Sergio Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci-

EM28719 

Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 1:16 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
nicholas.maricich@lacity.org; conni.pallini-tipton@lacity.org 
Re: Hollywood DA benefits 

I am about to hop on a plane. Good luck on this project. I'm copying Nick and Conni. They can call you Monday re: DA 
ideas. 

Longstanding quick list: 

Number one planning goal: not a big ticket item but the CPIO is a key item- see below. 

Public access to roof I observation deck I rooftop restaurant 

Provide funds to acquire offsite open space - aka the 'little country church' site to the east which could connect a 
greenway to the future Hollywood Central Park over the 101. Maybe this is the big ticket item ... 4 million? Also there is 
the Ivar park parcel next to the 101 that needs money for improvements (just a dirt lot now). 

Provide streetscape funds for offsite improvements to Vine and Hollywood, etc. We did 9 million for Wilshire Grand. 
Connections north and south on Vine will be key. Sort of a wild card- could be streetscape or street trees or?? Amount 
is flexible based on what we have. Columbia Square did around 400k. Blake and Henry know about that one. In light of 
everything else maybe this is more along the lines of SOOK to lM. Also hotel training funds are key- see Columbia 
Square. Maybe lOOk there. 

Fund the Comminity Plan Implementation Overlay for Central Hollywood - this was called for in the Community Plan and 

the NC is pushing for it. SOOk pricetag for staff time and related design consultants and env clearance (MND prob) 
through adoption- this would go to Planning. This is a very high priority. 

Contribution to Hollywood Central Park (maybe 100 or lSOk) for feasibility studies. 

That's all I have at the moment- thank you for reaching out. Will be back on the 27th and will be there on the 28th 
listening in ... Good luck! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 09:10 AM 
To: Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Hollywood DA benefits 

Hi Kevin, 

I hope you are doing well. I am writing to follow up with you on an inquiry Jon was to have had. I am not sure 
if he was able to touch base with you prior to his leave, but he had intended to pick your brain for ideas on some 
benefits that we could pull into the Millennium DA 
Any ideas would be much appreciated. 

Thank you, 

RL0021742 



Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28720 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details » 
Millennium Staff Rpt 

EM28217 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 2:20 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Reminder: Millennium Staff Rpt @ Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 

Where Rm 750 C!r@Q) 

Calendar lucira lia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Lisa Webber 

• Dan Scott 

• Sergio Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM22549 

Czerwinski, Ellen < ECzerwinski@manatt.com > 

Monday, March 04, 2013 5:07 PM 
'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org' 

De la Cruz, Victor 
Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 4 of 5) 

Attachments: Exhibit J - USC Health Sceicnes Campus Project - 2005 - SCH# 2004101084.pdf 

For inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt .com or by telephone at (310) 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 
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Division of Land I Environmental Review 

City Hall • 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 • Los Angeles, CA 90012 

.. ~ 
~· LOS ANGELES CITY 

PLANN ING 
CEPARTMENT 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
VOLUME] 

NORTHEAST Los ANGELES COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
ENV-2004-1950-EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2004101084 

Council District 14 

THIS DOCUMENT COMPRISES THE FIRST PART OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR THE PROJECT DESCRIBED. THE FINAL EIR, WHICH 
WILL ALSO CIRCULATE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT, COMPRISES THE 

SECOND AND FINAL PART. 

Project Address: USC Health Sciences Campus/1510-1520 San Pablo Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 

Project Description: The Project is proposed to occur on seven development sites within the USC Health Sciences 
Campus (HSC). The seven development sites are identified as Development Sites A through G. The Project 
consists of the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet of academic and medical research facilities 
as well as medical clinic facilities. The development sites currently contain surface parking lots and/or are 
underdeveloped. Parking accommodations to support the proposed academic and medical-related uses are also 
included as part of the Project. The seven development sites comprise approximately 22 acres within the existing 
HSC. Actions requested by the applicant include: a General Plan Amendment from Public Facilities to General 
Commercial for Development Site C; a General Plan Amendment from Limited Industrial to General Commercial 
for Development Sites E and F; a Zone Change from PF to C2 for Development Site C; a Zone Change for the 
Development Sites to establish [Q] and/or [D] conditions; a Height District Change from 1 VL to 2 for Development 
Site D; a Zone Change from CM-1 to C2-2 for Development Sites E and F; a Variance from the distance 
requirement for parking to be provided within 750 feet of the proposed use; the abandonment of Henry Street 
through either a merger and resubdivision or a street vacation; and possible subdivision actions. 

APPLICANT: 
University of Southern California 

PREPARED BY: 

Environmental Review Section 

Los Angeles City Planning Department 

May2005 
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I. SUMMARY 

l. PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)1 and the Guidelines for California Environmental 
Quality Act (State CEQA Guidelines), as amended. 2 As discussed below, the City of Los 
Angeles is the Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA. 

The purpose of this EIR is to inform agency decision-makers and the general public of 
the potential environmental effects of developing additional academic and medical-related (e.g., 
medical research, medical clinic, etc.) facilities within the existing Health Sciences Campus 
(HSC) in northeast Los Angeles (the "Project"). In accordance with Section 15121 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, the EIR shall identify all potentially significant effects of the Project on the 
physical environment to determine the extent to which those effects could be reduced or avoided 
and to identify and evaluate mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to the Project as 
proposed. 

In accordance with Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR also includes 
an examination of the effects of cumulative development in the vicinity of the proposed Project. 
Cumulative development includes future development expected to occur prior to or concurrent 
with the construction and opening of the proposed Project. The EIR also evaluates the potential 
impacts of four alternatives to the proposed Project. 

2. EIR FOCUS AND EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

In compliance with CEQA Section 21080.4, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared 
by the City of Los Angeles and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and 
Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on October 20, 2004. The 30-day 
response period for the NOP ended on November 19, 2004. The Initial Study attached to the 
NOP identified those environmental topics where the proposed Project could have adverse 
environmental effects and indicated that an EIR would need to be prepared to document these 
effects. 

1 Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21178. 
2 California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387. 
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I. Summary 

In the Initial Study, the City of Los Angeles determined that implementation of the 
proposed Project may, either by itself or in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future development in the vicinity, have significant effects in the following areas: 

• Land Use/Planning; 

• Aesthetics/Views; 

• Transportation/Circulation; 

• Air Quality; 

• Noise; and 

• Utilities (Water and Wastewater) 

A public scoping meeting for the EIR was held on November 4, 2004. Written and oral 
comments were taken at the scoping meeting and letters were submitted from interested parties. 
The Initial Study conducted for the proposed Project and the NOP, as well as written and oral 
comments received in response to the NOP, are presented in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The 
City of Los Angeles determined that the proposed Project would not have the potential to cause 
significant impacts in the following areas: Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, 
Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils, Hydrology/Water Quality, Hazards/Hazardous Resources, 
Hydrology/Water Quality, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, and 
Recreation. Therefore, these issues are not examined in this Draft EIR. The rationale for the 
finding that no significant impacts would occur for these issues is provided in the proposed 
Project's Initial Study, attached as Appendix A of this Draft EIR. 

3. EIR ORGANIZATION 

This Draft EIR is organized into the following seven chapters: 

I. Summary. This chapter describes the purpose of the EIR, EIR focus and effects 
found not to be significant, EIR organization, Project background, areas of 
controversy and issues to be resolved, public review process, discretionary 
actions, and a summary of environmental impacts and mitigation measures as well 
as alternatives to the proposed Project. 

U. Project Description. This chapter presents the location, characteristics, and 
objectives of the proposed Project. 
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I. Summary 

Ill. General Description of the Environmental Setting. This chapter contains a 
description of the existing setting and a list of known related projects in the region 
that are anticipated for completion by 2015, the expected time of completion for 
the proposed Project. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analysis. This chapter contains the environmental 
setting, Project and cumulative impact analyses, mitigation measures, and 
conclusions regarding the level of impact significance after mitigation for each of 
the environmental issues addressed in this EIR (i.e., Land Use, AestheticsNiews, 
Transportation/Circulation, Parking, Air Quality, Noise, and Utilities). 

V. Alternatives to the Proposed Project. This chapter provides analyses of each of 
the alternatives to the proposed Project, including, but not limited to, a No Project 
Alternative and the development of the proposed Project at an alternative site. 

VI. Other Environmental Considerations. This chapter presents an analysis of the 
significant irreversible changes in the environment that would result from the 
proposed Project, as well as the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed Project. 

VU. References, Preparers and Persons Consulted. This chapter lists all of the 
references and sources used in the preparation of this Draft EIR, as well as all of 
the persons, agencies, and organizations that were consulted or contributed to the 
preparation of this Draft EIR. 

This Draft EIR includes the environmental analysis prepared for the proposed Project and 
six appendices, namely: 

• Appendix A-Initial Study, Notice of Preparation (NOP), and NOP Comment Letters 

• Appendix B-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

• Appendix C-Traffic Impact Analysis 

• Appendix D-Air Quality Calculation Worksheets 

• Appendix E-Noise Calculation Worksheets 

• Appendix F-Water and Sewer Sanitation Reports 

- F -1 Water Infrastructure 
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I. Summary 

- F-2 Sewer Sanitation Infrastructure 

4. BACKGROUND OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed Project would be developed within USC's ex1stmg Health Sciences 
Campus (HSC), a state-of-the-art academic and medical research and treatment campus with 
specific work in the fields of cancer, gene therapy, neurosciences, and transplantation biology, as 
well as programs in occupational therapy and physical therapy. As an example, the HSC 
includes the USC/Norris Comprehensive Cancer Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha 
Neurogenetics Institute, the Doheny Eye Institute, the School of Pharmacy, the Keck School of 
Medicine, the Center for Health Professions, and the Norris Medical Library. In addition to 
these facilities, the HSC contains many ancillary uses including vivariums, a contributing 
element to the ongoing academic and medical related activities that occur at the HSC. On June 
22, 2004, the City's Zoning Administrator determined that vivariums are ancillary uses that are 
permitted within designated locations of the HSC. 

The proposed Project includes the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 square 
feet of floor area. This range of development is analyzed to allow for flexibility in the ratio of 
uses that are developed. Since the medical clinic uses are more intensive than the academic 
and/or medical research uses, an increase in the medical clinic use developed would require a 
reduction in the academic and/or medical research facilities that could be developed. For 
example, should 585,000 square feet of floor area be developed, a total of 465,000 square feet of 
academic and/or medical research facilities would be developed, and the balance, 120,000 square 
feet, would be developed with medical clinic uses. In the event on-site development reaches 
765,000 square feet, a total of 720,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities 
would be developed and the amount of medical clinic development would be decreased to 
45,000 square feet. 

The proposed Project would occupy seven Development Sites within the HSC. 
Development Site A, which is approximately 2.46 acres in size, is centrally located within the 
HSC and is part of a 8.06-acre parcel that also includes the Center for Health Professions and the 
Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI). The basement of future building(s) on Development Site 
A could be designed to connect to the basement of the existing adjacent ZNI building. 
Development Site B, a 1.13-acre site at the northeast corner of Alcazar and San Pablo Streets, is 
north of USC Health Care Consultation II and as such is also centrally located within the HSC. 
Development Site C is located in the western portion of the HSC on the north side of Zonal 
Avenue, between State Street to the east and Mission Road to the west across from the existing 
Women and Children's Hospital. This 3.68-acre site is currently used as a 548-space surface 
parking lot. Development Site D is an approximately 0.77-acre site located on the west side of 
Biggy Street between Zonal and Eastlake Avenues and is currently used as a 106-space surface 
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parking lot. Development Site E consists of 7.64 acres on the east side of San Pablo Street 
between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard and is currently used as an 826-space surface 
parking lot. Development Site F consists of 2.65 acres of vacant land on the west side of San 
Pablo Street. Development Site G comprises approximately 4.0 acres of the larger 8.06-acre 
parcel that includes Development Site A, the Center for Health Professions, and the ZNI 
building. 

5. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY /ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the City include issues known 
to be of concern to the community and issues raised in the response to the circulated NOP. 
Issues known to be of concern to the community include traffic, parking, air quality, and noise. 
The issue of the Project's traffic relative to the Union Pacific at-grade railroad crossing at San 
Pablo Street, south of Valley Boulevard, was raised during the public scoping meeting. Issues 
raised in response to the NOP include potential traffic impacts within an area of existing regional 
congestion and potential air quality impacts in an area of degraded air quality. 

6. PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

The City of Los Angeles circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed 
Project on October 20, 2004. During the following 30-day comment period, nine (9) letters were 
received. In addition, a public scoping meeting was conducted on November 4, 2004. The NOP 
and letters and comments received during the comment period are included in Appendix A of 
this Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR will be circulated for a 45-day review period as required under CEQA.3 

Following the public review period, written responses will be prepared on all comments received 
and these comments and responses will be incorporated into a Final EIR. No final actions (e.g., 
approval or denial) will be taken on the proposed Project until the Final EIR has been reviewed, 
certified as complete, and considered by the appropriate decision-makers. Dates of meetings 
when the proposed Project is scheduled to be considered will be published and officially noticed 
in accordance with all legal requirements. 

3 Public Resources Code Section 21091. 
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7. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

The Draft EIR examined four alternatives to the proposed Project: (1) No Project; 
(2) Reduced Density; (3) Alternative Land Use; and (4) Alternative Site. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the Project would not be implemented and that 
the existing physical condition of the Project Site and existing uses at the Project Site would 
remain unchanged. Construction and operation of new academic and medical research facilities, 
as well as medical clinic facilities, within the HSC would not occur. Furthermore, construction 
of ancillary facilities such as parking would not occur. Thus, this Alternative reflects existing 
environmental conditions as discussed under the Environmental Setting section for each issue 
analyzed in this EIR. 

The No Project Alternative would avoid the significant, unavoidable traffic, air quality 
and construction noise impacts associated with the proposed Project. The No Project 
Alternative's impacts on aesthetics, while not significant, would be greater than the proposed 
Project because benefits of the Project relative to policies pertaining to aesthetics as set forth in 
the urban design policies would not be realized. However, the No Project Alternative would not 
accomplish the Applicant's objectives to assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to become 
one of the nation's very top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and provide them 
with a rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as internationally 
competitive research scientists. Furthermore, support of the basic Project objectives relative to 
the development of centralized academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities within 
the existing HSC would not occur with the No Project Alternative. In addition, the No Project 
Alternative would not provide the quantity and quality of laboratory space required in order to 
recruit new, world-renowned faculty, provide for buildout of the existing HSC site required to 
meet the demand for new programs, or create a pedestrian-friendly campus environment. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density 

The Reduced Density Alternative includes the proposed uses as set forth with the Project, 
but reduces the scale of the development that would occur at the Project Site. On an overall 
basis, the amount of development is reduced by 30 percent, to reflect the development of 
between 409,500 and 535,500 square feet of floor area. Should 409,500 square feet of floor area 
be developed, a total of 325,500 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities would 
be developed, and the balance, 84,000 square feet, would be developed with medical clinic uses. 
In the event on-site development reaches 535,500 square feet, a total of 504,000 square feet of 
academic and/or medical research facilities would be developed and the amount of medical clinic 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 6 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021758 



EM22563 

I. Summary 

development would be decreased to 31,500 square feet. The Reduced Density Alternative could 
be developed at the same seven proposed Development Sites as the proposed Project. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would reduce, but not eliminate, the proposed Project's 
significant traffic, air quality, and construction noise impacts. However, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would only partially achieve the basic objectives of the Project. The Alternative 
would support the Applicant's mission to assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to become 
one of the nation's very top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and provide them 
with a rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as internationally 
competitive research scientists. In addition, the Reduced Project Alternative would also support 
the development of centralized academic, medical research, medical clinic facilities and create an 
on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment. However, since the Reduced Project 
Alternative would result in a 30 percent reduction in development, it would support the Project's 
basic objectives to a notably lesser extent than what would occur under the proposed Project. 

Alternative 3: Alternative Land Use 

This Alternative assumes the development of the Project Site with an alternative land use. 
The purpose of this alternative is to analyze a mix of land uses, different than the proposed 
Project, that would also result in reduced environmental impacts. Construction under this 
Alternative would consist of academic, medical research and medical clinic uses similar to the 
Project. However, this Alternative proposes development of a 200-room multi-level hotel 
facility with a total floor area of 200,000 square feet in lieu of academic, research and medical 
clinic uses (i.e. reduction of 160,000 square feet of academic and related research uses and a 
reduction of 40,000 square feet of medical clinic uses). The amount of academic/medical 
research and medical clinic uses that could occur under this alternative were determined by 
assuming that the number of vehicle trips generated by the three land use types collectively (i.e. 
academic/medical research, medical clinic and hotel) would not exceed those of the proposed 
Project. This alternative is selected because it proposes development of the Project Site with 
academic and medical related uses and represents a level of development that continues to 
support the existing facilities on the HSC. The hotel facility associated with this Alternative 
would house people with family members undergoing treatment at HSC facilities. 

Under this Alternative, the Project's significant traffic impacts, after mitigation, under 
Parking Scenario No. 1 would be unchanged and remain at four, but the number of significant 
impacts, after mitigation, under Parking Scenario No. 2 would be reduced from three to two.. In 
addition, under this Alternative, the Project's significant air quality, and construction noise 
impacts would remain, although they would be less than the proposed Project. Furthermore, the 
Alternative Land Use Alternative would only partially achieve the Project's basic objectives. 
The Alternative would support the Applicant's objectives to assist in achieving USC's goals for 
the HSC to become one of the nation's very top medical schools and to attract outstanding 
students and provide them with a rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that 
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trains them as internationally competitive research scientists. This Alternative would also 
support the development of centralized academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities; 
and would create an on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment. However, since the 
Alternative Land Use Alternative proposes development of a 200 room multi-level hotel facility 
in lieu of academic/research and medical clinic uses, it would support the basic objectives of the 
Project to a lesser extent than what would occur under the proposed Project. 

Alternative 4: Alternative Site 

This Alternative proposes to locate the Project at a different site as a means of 
understanding the environmental effects of the Project in a different geographical context. The 
alternate site selected for analysis is the Women and Children's Hospital site, located along the 
east side of Mission Road, generally between Zonal Avenue to the north and Marengo Street to 
the south in the City of Los Angeles. 

Under the Alternative Site Alternative, the Project's significant traffic, air quality, and 
construction noise impacts would remain. This Alternative's impact on aesthetics would be 
greater than the proposed Project's, although it would still be less than significant. In addition, 
this Alternative would only partially achieve the Project's basic objectives. The Alternative 
would support the Applicant's objectives to assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to 
become one of the nation's very top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and 
provide them with a rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as 
internationally competitive research scientists. However, the Alternative would not support the 
Project's basic objectives to provide for the development of centralized academic, medical 
research, and medical clinic facilities which would also facilitate a synergy with existing HSC 
facilities, nor would the Alternative create an on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment, 
as implementation of this Alternative would not allow for the development of the seven proposed 
Development Sites which are currently underutilized within the existing HSC. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

State CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior 
alternative to the proposed Project and, if the environmentally superior alternative is the "No 
Project Alternative," the identification of an environmentally superior alternative from among 
the remaining alternatives. 4 An environmentally superior alternative is an alternative to the 
proposed Project that would reduce and/or eliminate the significant, unavoidable environmental 
impacts associated with a project without creating other significant impacts and without 
substantially reducing and/or eliminating the environmental benefits attributable to the Project. 

4 CEQA Ciuidelines, Section 15126. 6(e)(2). 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 8 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021760 



EM22565 

I. Summary 

Selection of an environmentally superior alternative is based on an evaluation of the 
extent to which the alternatives reduce or eliminate the significant impacts associated with the 
Project, and on a comparison of the remaining environmental impacts of each alternative. CEQA 
requires that when the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, another 
alternative needs to be selected as environmentally superior. 

Based on the analysis presented in Section V of this Draft EIR, the No Project Alternative 
would be the environmentally superior alternative. In accordance with the procedure outlined 
above, the Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative 2) would be the environmentally superior 
alternative. While selected as the environmentally superior alternative, the Reduced Density 
Alternative would only partially achieve some of the Project objectives, as the amount of new 
facilities that would be developed would be lessened. This could potentially inhibit achievement 
of the Project's broader goals. It should also be noted that, other than the No Project Alternative, 
no alternatives would reduce the significant, unavoidable impacts, related to traffic, air quality 
and construction noise to levels that are less than significant. 

8. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

The environmental impacts and mitigation measures for the proposed Project are 
summarized below. 

1. Land Use 

a. Environmental Impacts 

Land use plans and policies applicable to the proposed Project include the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Framework, the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, the Adelante 
Eastside Redevelopment Plan, and the SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide. The 
Project Site is designated "Community Center" under the General Plan Framework. As such, the 
proposed Project supports the redevelopment and Community Center policies of these plans as it 
would: (a) preserve and enhance the existing HSC, a unique institutional resource of the 
community; (b) improve the quality of life for those who live and work in and visit the area 
through an expansion of existing HSC facilities; (c) create pedestrian-oriented, high activity, 
multi- and mixed-use centers that support and provide local identity; and (d) promote pedestrian 
activity via the design and siting of structures. The Project would also be consistent with the 
Framework's policies, which encourage development in centers and in nodes along corridors that 
are served by transit. 
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The seven proposed Development Sites are located within the established 56-acre HSC, 
which is developed with similar uses. Furthermore, the height of the proposed structures would 
not substantially contrast with the surrounding area, since the proposed structures would be 
consistent in scale with the existing HSC structures, as well as the other nearby institutional and 
public uses in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

The proposed Project would not exceed the land use thresholds of significance in that the 
interface of the proposed Project's physical and operational characteristics would be 
substantially compatible with the surrounding land uses; the Project would not result in the 
division, disruption or isolation of an existing established community or neighborhood; and the 
Project would be compatible with the applicable land use plans, policies and regulations. 

b. Cumulative Impacts 

Development of the related projects is anticipated to occur in accordance with adopted 
plans and regulations. Based on the information available regarding the related projects, it is 
reasonable to assume that the projects under consideration in the area surrounding the Project site 
would implement and support important local and regional planning goals and policies. 
Furthermore, each of these projects would be subject to the project and permit approval process 
and would incorporate any mitigation measures necessary to reduce potential land use impacts. 
Therefore, no significant cumulative land use impacts are anticipated. 

c. Mitigation Measures 

As no significant land use impacts would occur, no mitigation measures are required. 

d. Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Land use impacts would be less than significant. 

2. Visual Resources 

a. Environmental Impacts 

The aesthetic character of the HSC is that of a contemporary and integrated campus set 
into an existing urban landscape providing academic, research, hospital and medical office 
buildings, and parking facilities designed in a modernist style reflective of the high-tech research 
activity that occurs within these facilities. The surface parking lots that are designated for 
development currently feature limited landscaping consisting of ornamental trees and 
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landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape. These sites therefore offer limited aesthetic 
value to the area. 

The existing visual resources that contribute to the aesthetic character of the area include 
the existing USC Health Sciences Campus buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center, which display high-quality architecture and landscaping. Although the proposed Project 
would substantially change the current appearance of the seven Development Sites when viewed 
from within the HSC and from the streets immediately adjacent to the Development Sites, the 
existing vacant and surface parking lots proposed for development feature minimal landscaping 
and offer limited aesthetic value to the area. It is expected that the buildings that would be 
developed under the proposed Project would be designed in a style reflective of the existing 
academic, research and medical office buildings that define the aesthetic appearance of the HSC. 
Also, the heights of proposed structures would be comparable to the surrounding HSC buildings. 
Therefore, the Project would enhance the visual character of the area and would not substantially 
contrast with, degrade or eliminate the existing visual character of the area. 

Shadows cast by the proposed structures during the spring, summer and fall months 
would not extend onto any of the shadow sensitive uses in the vicinity of the seven proposed 
Development Sites due to the distance between the Development Sites and the shadow sensitive 
uses. However, during the winter months shadows cast by the proposed structure(s) on 
Development Sites E and F may extend onto Lincoln Park. During the winter months, Lincoln 
Park would only be shaded by the proposed structure(s) on Development Sites E and F for less 
than two hours, between the hours of 1:00 P.M. and 3 :00 P.M. Shadows cast by the other five 
proposed Development Sites (i.e., Development Sites A, B, C, D and G) would not extend onto 
any shadow sensitive uses. Therefore, Project impacts to off-site shadow sensitive uses are 
concluded to be less than significant. Much of the shading on the HSC itself can be attributed to 
the density and heights of the existing development within the HSC. Shadows cast by the 
proposed structures would not result in additional shading of on-site shadow sensitive uses. 
Therefore, impacts with respect to on-site shadow sensitive uses would also be less than 
significant. 

The proposed Project would implement policies of the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment 
Plan by enhancing the appearance of the seven underutilized Development Sites within the 
established HSC. With the implementation of Project Design features, which specifically 
address the City's Urban Design Policies, no significant impacts would occur relative to the 
applicable policies of the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan. The proposed Project would 
be consistent with the General Plan Framework's Community Center designation for the Project 
Site and with the policies regarding urban form, which include promoting pedestrian activity and 
enhancing the livability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development and 
improving the quality of the public realm. The proposed Project incorporates numerous 
pedestrian-oriented design features including sidewalks, exterior courtyards and pedestrian 
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walkways. In addition, by incorporating features that support visual amenities and pedestrian
oriented design elements, the proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and policies of 
the General Plan Framework that pertain to these issues. 

Although the signage for the proposed Project has not been finalized at this time, exterior 
signage for the proposed buildings would be compatible with the design of the existing signage 
within the HSC. The proposed signs would comply with the Division 62 (Building Code) 
regulations of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) with regard to the placement, 
construction and modification of all exterior signs and sign support structures. As such, impacts 
associated with visual quality and light and glare during Project operations would be less than 
significant. 

Construction of the proposed Project would involve the demolition and removal of six 
surface parking lots and one vacant lot within the existing HSC. All trees on those lots and street 
trees would be removed to allow for the construction of the proposed Project. The removal of 
street trees would detract from the visual character of the area and would create a temporary 
potentially significant aesthetic impact. However, upon completion of each building constructed, 
landscape plantings and trees would be installed along the perimeter of each Development Site, 
an improvement over existing conditions. All street trees would be replaced according to 
standard City requirements. 

Construction fencing along streets and sidewalks would potentially serve as a target for 
graffiti, if not appropriately monitored. The Applicant would contract with a graffiti removal 
company and would monitor each construction site. Although construction activities could 
temporarily degrade the visual character of the area, such activities would be short-term and, if 
mitigated and appropriately monitored, the visual impacts of construction would be less than 
significant. 

b. Cumulative Impacts 

Several related projects are planned or are under construction in the vicinity of the Project 
Site. All related projects would adhere to existing General Plan and Community Plan design 
guidelines via their respective approval processes. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the related 
projects would be reviewed relative to the valued visual resources in the Project area (e.g., views 
of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the distant San Gabriel Mountains, as well as views of 
both Hazard and Lincoln Parks), and, in doing so, it is anticipated that these view resources 
would not be significantly impacted. Ultimately, cumulative projects and ambient background 
growth would upgrade the visual character of the Project area. Continued investment in the 
surrounding community would meet the goals of the Community Plan and the Adelante Eastside 
Redevelopment Plan. Pedestrian safety, improved parking, improved campus design, and greater 
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interest in this older community would occur. No significant cumulative impacts upon aesthetic 
resources or views are anticipated. 

c. Mitigation Measures 

Specific design standards would be incorporated into the proposed Project to ensure an 
appropriate physical appearance. Compliance with the following mitigation measures would 
ensure that the Project would be in scale with the surrounding area and with the City of Los 
Angeles Urban Design policies and signage regulations. 

Mitigation Measure B-1: The Applicant shall ensure, through appropriate postings and 
daily visual inspections, that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, and that 
any such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a visually 
attractive manner throughout the construction period. 

Mitigation Measure B-2: Building fa<;ades facing public streets shall be designed to 
enhance the pedestrian experience and connectivity of the HSC campus 
through such features as wide and well-illuminated entry areas, landscaping, 
and informal gathering space. 

Mitigation Measure B-3: Architectural design and exterior building materials shall be 
compatible with the theme and quality of building design and materials used 
within the HSC campus. 

Mitigation Measure B-4: New utilities shall be constructed underground, to the extent 
feasible. 

Mitigation Measure B-5: Exterior signage for the proposed buildings shall be 
compatible with the design of the building. 

Mitigation Measure B-6: All new or replacement street trees shall be selected for 
consistency with the existing street trees or in accordance with a street tree 
master plan reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works Street 
Tree Division. 

Mitigation Measure B-7: All mechanical, electrical and rooftop equipment shall be 
screened from view from adjacent surface streets. 

Mitigation Measure B-8: Landscaping and/or vegetation features shall be incorporated 
into the design of each Development Site. 
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Mitigation Measure B-9: All exterior lighting shall be directed on-site or shielded to 
limit light spillover effects. 

d. Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Proposed design features, including the coordination of design with ex1stmg HSC 
structures, landscaping, courtyards, architectural articulation, and pedestrian amenities, which 
have been incorporated into the Project's building plans, together with recommended mitigation 
measures would further reduce the Project's less than significant visual resources impacts. 

3. Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

a. Traffic and Circulation 

(1) Environmental Impacts 

The proposed Project is expected to generate 753 vehicle trips (613 inbound trips and 140 
outbound trips) during the AM. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the proposed Project is 
expected to generate 774 vehicle trips (161 inbound trips and 613 outbound trips). Over a 
24-hour period, the proposed Project is forecast to generate 7,715 daily trips during a typical 
weekday (approximately 3,858 inbound trips and 3,858 outbound trips). 

In order to provide a conservative analysis of the Project's potential transportation 
impacts, two parking scenarios have been developed that reflect the greatest concentration of 
Project-related traffic on the local roadway system. Parking Scenario No. 1 assumes that parking 
for the Project would be provided entirely within Development Site C, the west side of the HSC. 
Parking Scenario No. 2 assumes that parking for the Project would be provided entirely within 
Development Site E or in combination of Development Sites E and F at the north end of the 
HSC. Growth in traffic due to the combined effects of continuing development, intensification 
of existing developments and other factors are assumed to be 1. 0 percent per year, through 2015. 
This growth, in addition to known related projects, is added to determine the baseline traffic 
condition for 2015. Project trips were then added to the baseline condition. Under this 
methodology, 11 of the 18 study intersections would be significantly impacted by the 
development of the proposed Project under both Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario 
No. 2. Nine of the 11 impacted intersections are the same under both parking scenarios. 

Project impacts with regard to facilities under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County 
Congestion Management Plan would be less than significant. With regard to the Union Pacific 
crossing on San Pablo Street, south of Valley Boulevard, it is conservatively concluded that a 
Project-related potentially significant impact could occur during the periods of time when traffic 
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is diverted due to train(s) blocking San Pablo Street. This potential impact is very temporary in 
nature (i.e., occurring approximately 12 times per day and lasting in duration between less than 
one and three minutes about half the time and occasionally lasting up to 18 minutes) and would 
be alleviated once San Pablo Street is available as a through traffic route. With regard to Project 
access, the intersections that provide access to the Project Site are projected to operate at LOS D 
or better under the future cumulative analysis conditions (i.e., future with Project and Project 
mitigation conditions). Thus, Project development would result in a less than significant Project 
access impact. 

As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, an 
analysis of potential Project impacts on existing transit service has been conducted. Impacts on 
public transit would occur if the seating capacity of the transit system serving the Project study 
area were exceeded. Given the relatively few number of transit trips generated by the proposed 
Project, less than significant impacts on existing and future transit service in the Project area are 
forecasted. 

Temporary lane closures are anticipated during Project construction only on streets 
located within the HSC. It is anticipated that temporary lane closures may occur on San Pablo 
Street, Alacazar Street, Eastlake A venue and Zonal A venue. Construction impacts for these 
types of streets are normally limited to between 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. Detours around the 
construction site(s) as a result of lane closures would not be required. Flag men, however would 
be used to control traffic movement during ingress or egress of trucks and heavy equipment from 
the construction site. 

Depending upon the specific nature of the construction activity (e.g., demolition, 
excavation, or concrete pouring), it is assumed the majority of truck traffic would be distributed 
evenly across the workday. Approvals required by the City of Los Angeles for implementation 
of the proposed Project include a Truck Haul Route program approved by LADOT and the 
City's Department of Building and Safety. Based on preliminary review, haul trucks and 
delivery trucks would generally travel along the I-5 Freeway, I-10 Freeway, Mission Road, Soto 
Street, Valley Boulevard, and Marengo Street to access and depart the Project Site. With the 
required haul route approval and other construction management practices, and implementation 
of construction design features, construction activities would create a temporary inconvenience 
to auto travelers, bus riders, and pedestrians during construction. Therefore, Project impacts 
with regard to construction traffic would be less than significant. 

(2) Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative effects on intersection operations attributable to traffic from ambient growth 
and related projects have been incorporated into the above analysis of the future baseline 
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condition. Cumulative growth in the Project area would result in increases in traffic on street 
and freeway segments in the Project vicinity. 

A comparison of 2015 with related project conditions indicates that based on the stated 
significance thresholds, cumulative development would result in four intersections operating at 
LOS E or F. It is conservatively concluded that cumulative development would yield a 
significant cumulative traffic impact on intersection operations at these locations. 

It is anticipated that related projects contributing to cumulative growth would be required 
on an individual basis to mitigate any significant traffic impacts to the extent possible and likely 
to less than significant levels. Nevertheless, since no guarantee exists that mitigation measures 
would be implemented with those projects, it is conservatively concluded that cumulative 
development would yield a significant cumulative traffic impact on intersection operations. 

(3) Mitigation Measures 

Eleven of the 18 study intersections would be significantly impacted by the development 
of the proposed Project under both Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2. Nine of 
the 11 impacted intersections are the same under both parking scenarios. In response to these 
significant impacts, the following mitigation measures are proposed under separate subheadings 
for Parking Scenario No. l and Parking Scenario No. 2: 

(a) Parking Scenario No.1 

Mitigation Measure C-1: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 1 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of widening the southbound off-ramp to provide an 
additional lane. The off-ramp would provide one left-tum only lane, one 
combination left-tum/through lane and one right-tum only lane. A traffic 
signal modification would also be required. 

Mitigation Measure C-2: Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly 
Street-Main Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. l during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of the installation of a traffic signal at 
this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-3: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. l during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of the installation of an eastbound right-tum only lane. 
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This measure will involve a lengthening of the red curb along the south side of 
Marengo Street west of the on-ramp. 

Mitigation Measure C-4: Intersection No. 10: Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. l during both the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of restriping the southbound approach to provide one left
through lane and one right-tum only lane and restriping the eastbound 
approach to provide one left-tum lane and one optional through/right-tum 
only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-5: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 1 during the AM. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of the installation of a traffic signal at the location. 
Traffic signal warrant analyses have been completed for the intersection. 

Mitigation Measure C-6: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 1 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of installation of a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-7: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. l during both the AM. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours. Partial mitigation for this intersection consists of the 
previously City reviewed and approved mitigation measure associated with 
the HNRT project. The previously reviewed and approved mitigation 
measure involves the widening of the I-10 Freeway Westbound Off-ramp to 
provide an additional right-tum only lane. The Preliminary Engineering 
Evaluation Report document is currently in preparation and will be submitted 
to the California Department of Transportation for review. 

Mitigation Measure C-8: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 1 during both the AM. and P.M. commuter peak hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of the removal of the raised median islands on Soto 
Street, north and south of Marengo Street, restriping the northbound and 
southbound approaches to provide dual left-tum lanes, two through lanes and 
one combination through/right-tum lane, as well as a traffic signal 
modification. This measure has only received conceptual approval at this time 

Mitigation Measure C-9: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off
Ramp-Wabash Avenue-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
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impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of restriping Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

(b) Parking Scenario No. 2 

Mitigation Measure C-10: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 2 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the 1-
5 Freeway SB and Mission Road intersection also would be applicable to 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-11: No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the AM. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the 
1-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street intersection also 
would be applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-12: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. l for the 1-
5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street intersection also would be 
applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-13: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The 
aforementioned traffic mitigation measure recommended for the Parking 
Scenario No. 1 for the San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street intersection also 
would be applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-14: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the 
San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue intersection also would be applicable to 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-15: Intersection No. 15: Soto Street and Alcazar Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
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No. 2 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection includes the installation of a second northbound left-tum lane and 
widening along the south side of Alcazar Street, west of Soto Street, to 
provide a fourth eastbound approach lane (i.e., the eastbound approach would 
provide one left-tum lane, one combination left-through lane and two right
tum only lanes). A traffic signal modification would also be required. 

Mitigation Measure C-16: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and 1-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 during both the A.M. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours. The aforementioned traffic m1t1gation measure 
recommended for Parking Scenario No. l for the Soto Street and 1-10 
Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street intersection also would be applicable to 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-17: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 2 during both the AM. and P.M. commuter peak hours. The 
aforementioned traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario 
No. l for the Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection also would be 
applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. This measure has only received 
conceptual approval at this time. 

Mitigation Measure C-18: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off
Ramp-Wabash Avenue-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of restriping Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

( 4) Level of Significance after Mitigation 

After implementation of the above described mitigation measures, the impacts of the 
proposed Project under Parking Scenario No. 1 upon study intersections during the AM. and P.M. 

peak commuter hour would be reduced to less than significant levels for all but four locations. 
Mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant levels at all but three 
intersections with implementation of Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Under Parking Scenario No. 1, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce 
the traffic impact to a less than significant level at the Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps
Charlotte Street intersection (Intersection No. 16) during the P.M. peak commuter hour. 
Additionally, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the traffic impacts to a less 
than significant levels at the Mission Road and Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue intersection 
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(Intersection No. 7) during the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hours, and at the Mission Road and 
Daly Street-Marengo Street intersection (Intersection No. 5) during the P.M. peak commuter 
hour. Since the City of Los Angeles and Caltrans have not formally approved the mitigation 
measure proposed for the Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection (Intersection No. 17), it is 
concluded that a significant and unavoidable impact would also occur at this intersection during 
both the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hour. Under Parking Scenario No. 2 no feasible 
mitigation measures are available to reduce the traffic impact to a less than significant level at 
the Mission Road and Valley Boulevard intersection (Intersection No. 8) during the AM. peak 
commuter hour, and at the Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street intersection 
(Intersection No. 5) during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Similar to Parking Scenario No. 1, 
since the mitigation measure proposed for the Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection 
(Intersection No. 17) has not been formally approved, it is concluded that a significant and 
unavoidable impact would also occur at this intersection during both the AM. and P.M. peak 
commuter hour. 

If the mitigation measure proposed for the Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection is 
approved by the City of Los Angeles and Caltrans then the potentially significant project-related 
impact under Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2 during both the AM. and P.M. 

peak commuter hours would be reduced to a less than significant level. The mitigation for the 
Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection, which is elevated above the I-10 Freeway and is 
entirely on a bridge structure, consists of the removal of the raised median islands on Soto Street, 
north and south of Marengo Street, restriping the northbound and southbound approaches to 
provide dual left-tum lanes, two through lanes and one combination through/right-tum lane, as 
well as a traffic signal modification. The traffic signal installation may require a special 
foundation, given that the intersection is located entirely on a bridge structure. LADOT has 
conceptually approved this measure, pending review of detailed design (traffic and civil) plans. 
Construction of the measure would only occur during non-peak hours (between 9:00 AM. and 
3 :00 P.M.) during weekdays. It is anticipated that removal of the raised median islands on Soto 
Street would require the temporary closure of the nearest southbound and northbound travel 
lanes and that the traffic signal modification would likely occur during the same timeframe. As 
these mid-day lane closures would not occur during either the A.M. or P.M. peak commuter travel 
periods and would be short-term in nature (i.e., one to two weeks), potential impacts are 
concluded to be less than significant. 

If it is determined through the design process that a special foundation for the traffic 
signal poles cannot be installed without structural modification to the bridge, the construction of 
the measure would involve median removal, roadway restriping, a traffic signal modification and 
potentially the closure of some I-10 Freeway mainline travel lanes during the off-peak periods. 
It is anticipated that removal of the raised median islands on Soto Street would require the 
temporary closure of the nearest southbound and northbound travel lanes and that the traffic 
signal modification would likely occur during the same time frame. Whereas less than 
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significant impacts, as described above, would result due to the construction of the Soto Street 
improvements, the bridge reconstruction would likely take several months to complete and 
potentially require the closure of some mainline 1-10 Freeway travel lanes during off-peak 
periods. Due to the duration of impacts to the I-10 Freeway, implementation of the proposed 
Soto Street/Marengo Street intersection improvements may result in a significant secondary 
impact. 

The Project is treated as resulting in a significant impact at the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) at-grade crossing on San Pablo Street, immediately south of Valley Boulevard due to 
the existing intermittent adverse traffic conditions at this crossing. These impacts, however, 
would be temporary in nature (i.e., occurring approximately 12 times per day and lasting in 
duration between less than one and three_ minutes about half the time and occasionally lasting 
up to 18 minutes), and would be alleviated once San Pablo Street is available as a through traffic 
route. Absent either enforcement of a PUC ordinance that limits the duration that trains can 
block at-grade crossings or a relocation of the train stoppage to a point east or west of San Pablo 
Street, the impact of the Project relative to this railroad crossing would be potentially significant 
and unavoidable. Project impacts relative to the CMP, Project access and public transit would be 
less than significant. 

b. Parking 

(1) Environmental Impacts 

A net increase of 2,072 parking spaces is calculated for future parking facilities under 
both Parking Scenario No. l and Parking Scenario No. 2. Under Parking Scenario No. l, 
parking would be provided only on Development Site C, and under Parking Scenario No. 2, 
parking would be provided in Development Site E or in a combination of Development Sites E 
and F. The net increase of 2,072 would exceed the Code requirement of 1,423 to 1,548 spaces, 
depending on the future mix of developed land uses. 

The future parking supply for the USC Health Sciences Campus would increase to 
approximately 5,870 spaces (i.e., 3,798 existing + 2,072 net future = 5,870 spaces). Thus, the 
future parking supply of 5,870 spaces is anticipated to satisfy the Project's future Code parking 
requirement. In addition, based on a peak existing parking demand of 3, 132 spaces and a future 
peak demand of up to approximately 1,985 spaces, a total future peak parking demand of 5,117 
spaces (3, 132 + 1,985 = 5, 117 spaces) would result. As existing parking is sufficient to meet 
existing demand, and the Project would provide an increase of at least 2,072 spaces, the available 
parking supply would exceed the HSC' s future parking demand. As such, parking impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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(2) Cumulative Impacts 

The Project in combination with related projects would not result in any adverse impacts 
to parking. The related projects would be required through Los Angeles Municipal Code 
requirements and mitigation measures required by environmental clearances, to include 
sufficient parking to meet their respective LAMC requirements and to accommodate their own 
parking demand. No significant cumulative impacts to parking are anticipated. 

(3) Mitigation Measures 

As no significant impacts relative to parking would occur, no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

(4) Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts relative to parking would be less than significant. 

4. Air Quality 

a. Environmental Impacts 

(1) Construction 

Construction of the proposed Project has the potential to create air quality impacts 
through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated from 
construction workers traveling to and from the Project Site. In addition, fugitive dust emissions 
would result from demolition and construction activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily 
NOx, would result from the use of construction equipment such as bulldozers, wheeled loaders, 
and cranes. During the finishing phase, paving operations and the application of architectural 
coatings (i.e., paints) and other building materials would release emissions of reactive organic 
compounds. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the 
level of activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. 
The assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources. 

Construction-related daily (short-term) emissions are expected to exceed SCAQMD 
significance thresholds for NOx and ROC. Thus, emissions of these pollutants would result in 
significant short-term regional air quality impacts. Daily emissions of CO, SOx, and PM10 

would be considered adverse, but less than significant, since the levels of these emissions would 
fall below the SCAQMD significance thresholds. Emission forecasts reflect a specific set of 
conservative assumptions where the entire maximum entitlement (i.e., 765,000 square feet of 
floor area and a 2,800-space parking structure) would be built out over a very compressed three-
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year time period. Because of these conservative assumptions, actual emissions would likely be 
substantially less than those forecasted. If construction is delayed (i.e., does not start in 2006), or 
occurs over a longer time period, emissions would be less due to: (1) a more modem and cleaner 
burning construction equipment fleet mix; and/or (2) a less intensive buildout schedule (i.e., 
fewer daily emissions would occur over a longer time interval). 

Potential maximum CO (1-hour and 8-hour), S02 and N02 concentrations, when added to 
background ambient concentrations, would not violate their respective AAQS at any of the 16 
sensitive receptor locations. However, the proposed Project would result in localized PM10 
concentrations during construction that exceed the SCAQMD's 10.4 µg/m3 significance 
threshold at 13 of the 16 sensitive receptor locations. Therefore, construction of the proposed 
Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on localized air quality with respect 
to PM10 concentrations. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions would be related to 
diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during grading and 
excavation activities. Given that grading and excavation activities would occur for only three to 
six months per Development Site, the proposed Project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 
years) substantial source of TAC emissions with no residual emissions after construction and 
corresponding individual cancer risk. As such, Project-related toxic emission impacts during 
construction would be less than significant. 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the use of 
architectural coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic 
compounds from architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD 
Rules, no construction activities or materials are proposed that would create objectionable odors. 
Therefore, no significant impact would occur and no mitigation measures would be required. 

(2) Operations 

Regional Operational Impacts 

Regional air pollutant emissions associated with proposed Project operations would be 
generated by the consumption of electricity and natural gas, by the operation of on-road vehicles, 
and emergency generators. Regional emissions resulting from the proposed Project would not 
exceed regional SCAQMD thresholds for ROC, SOx, CO, or PM10. However, the proposed 
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Project would exceed the regional SCAQMD threshold for NOx, and impacts associated with 
this pollutant would be significant. 

Local Impacts 

Project traffic, during the proposed Project's operational phase, would have the potential 
to create local area CO impacts. 

The proposed Project would not have a significant impact relative to one-hour or eight
hour local CO concentrations due to mobile source emissions. Since significant impacts would 
not occur at the intersections with the highest traffic volumes that are located adjacent to 
sensitive receptors, no significant impacts are anticipated to occur at any other locations in the 
study area as the conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be worse than those occurring at the 
analyzed intersections. Consequently, the sensitive receptors that are included in this analysis 
would not be significantly affected by CO emissions generated by the net increase in traffic that 
would occur under the proposed Project. As the proposed Project does not cause an exceedance 
of an ambient air quality standard, the proposed Project's localized operational air quality 
impacts would therefore be less than significant. In addition, the operation of the proposed 
Project's parking structure would not cause or localize air quality impacts related to mobile 
sources and emissions would therefore be less than significant. Compliance with SCAQMD 
Rules and Regulations regarding stationary-source combustion equipment would ensure that 
contributions to localized PM10 concentrations remain below the 2.5 µg/m 3 significance 
threshold. As such, any potential impacts would be less than significant. 

Regional Concurrent Construction and Operation Impacts 

The potential exists that the later stages of proposed Project construction could occur 
concurrently with the occupancy of the earlier stages of development. Therefore, emissions 
associated with concurrent construction and operation activities were evaluated. Concurrent 
emissions would be their greatest in the latter stages of proposed Project construction, wherein 
the proposed Project would be nearly built-out, but some construction activities would still be 
occurring. Concurrent construction and operational emissions would exceed regional SCAQMD 
daily thresholds for NOx, and ROC, but would not exceed the regional SCAQMD daily threshold 
for SOx. Thus, a significant regional air quality impact due to NOx. and ROC emissions would 
occur. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The primary source of potential air toxics associated with proposed Project operations 
include diesel particulates from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic on local streets, on-site truck 
idling and movement and operation of transportation refrigeration units), equipment used to 
off-load deliveries, boilers (used for water and space heating), and emergency backup generators. 
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These potential sources would be dispersed among the Development Sites (i.e., at multiple 
loading dock, boiler and emergency backup generator locations). 

The proposed Project would not include any notable sources of acutely and chronically 
hazardous toxic air contaminants, although minimal emissions may result from the use of 
consumer products. As such, the proposed Project would not release substantial amounts of 
toxic contaminants; and a less than significant impact on human health would occur. 

The proposed Project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being 
associated with odors. The University would employ the same odor control measures used to 
avoid odor complaints at existing vivaruims. Compliance with industry standard odor control 
practices, SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance), and SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology 
Guidelines would limit potential objectionable odor impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

(3) SCAQMD Handbook Policy Analysis 

As required by the AQMP, an analysis of the proposed Project's pollutant emissions on 
localized pollutant concentrations is used as the basis for evaluating Project consistency, and 
localized concentrations for PM10, CO, and NOx have been projected for the proposed Project. 
Project consistency with the AQMP is also based on the proposed Project's consistency with the 
population, housing and employment assumptions used in the development of the AQMP. 
Overall, the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts with regard to CO, 
N02 and S02 concentrations during Project construction and operations. While PM10 

concentrations during construction would exceed the SCAQMD 10.4 µg/m3 significance 
threshold, the potential for this impact would be short-term and would not have a long-term 
impact on the region's ability to meet state and federal air quality standards. As such, the 
proposed Project would meet the first AQMP consistency criterion. 

A project is consistent with the AQMP if it is consistent with the population, housing and 
employment assumptions that were used in the development of the AQMP. As levels of Project 
employment growth are consistent with the employment forecasts for the subregion as adopted 
by SCAG, the proposed Project would be consistent with the demographic projections 
incorporated into the AQMP. 

Implementation of all feasible mitigation measures is recommended to reduce air quality 
impacts to the extent feasible. The Proposed Project would incorporate a number of key air 
pollution control measures identified by the SCAQMD, as described below. As such, the 
proposed Project meets this AQMP consistency criterion. 
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The proposed Project would serve to implement a number of land use policies of the 
SCAQMD and SCAG. For example, policies directed towards the reduction of vehicle miles 
traveled and their related vehicular emissions would be implemented by locating the proposed 
medical office and research facilities within the existing USC Health Sciences Campus would 
provide improved opportunities to consolidate and/or eliminate vehicle trips that would 
otherwise occur if such improvements were built outside of the USC Health Sciences Campus 
area. As a result, the proposed Project would be consistent with AQMP land use policies. 

Overall, the proposed Project is found to be consistent with the AQMP criteria regarding 
the causing or worsening of an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard. The proposed 
Project would not delay the attainment of an air quality standard, it would be consistent with the 
AQMP's growth projections, and it would implements all feasible air quality mitigation 
measures. Since the Project would be consistent with the AQMP's land use policies, impacts 
relative to the AQMP would be less than significant. 

( 4) City of Los Angeles Policies 

The Project would be consistent with the Air Quality Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan. The City Air Quality Element Goals, Objectives and Policies that are relevant to 
the Proposed Project include less reliance on single occupant vehicles with fewer commute and 
non-work trips. The Project would be consistent with this goal by locating medical office and 
research facilities within the existing USC Health Sciences Campus, which would provide 
improved opportunities to consolidate and/or eliminate vehicle trips that would otherwise occur 
if such improvements were built outside of the HSC area. USC currently provides a tram/shuttle 
service on the HSC as well as a service that runs between the University Park Campus and the 
HSC, Union Station and the HSC, and downtown (to the Executive Health and Imaging Center) 
and the HSC; and provides carpool and vanpool services and information through its 
Transportation Services office. In addition, the current HSC location has convenient access to 
MTA and Foothill Transit bus services, and is located within close proximity to the future MTA 
Metro Gold Line Light Rail Transit line that is anticipated to be completed by 2009. The 
proposed Project is therefore considered consistent with this City policy. 

In relation to non-work miles, the USC Health Science Campus improvements would be 
located within walking distance of MTA and Foothill Transit bus lines as well as being in 
proximity to the proposed Metro Gold Line Extension that is scheduled to be completed by 2009. 
In addition, USC offers a $25 per month public transportation subsidy to eligible employees that 
can be applied toward the purchase of a monthly pass for MTA (bus or light rail), LADOT, and 
Metrolink transit services. Due to these features, a higher percentage of Project-related trips 
would be "transit trips" than would be the case if the proposed Project were to be located farther 
away from convenient public transit access. 
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Other Air Quality Element goals include minimizing the existing land use patterns and 
future development to address the relationship between land use, transportation, and air quality. 
The proposed Project would be consistent with this goal since it has incorporated a wide array of 
features into its land use plan specifically targeted towards the reduction of vehicle trips and 
vehicle miles traveled. In addition, development of the proposed Project at the proposed site 
would offer the opportunity to utilize existing infrastructure to support growth in the Project 
area. The Project site is well served by transit and has the opportunity to encourage pedestrian 
activities in this area. Based upon this evaluation, it is concluded that the proposed Project 
would be consistent with City of Los Angeles air quality policies as it implements in a number of 
ways the air quality goals and policies set forth within the City's General Plan. 

b. Cumulative Impacts 

Construction 

Of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the proposed Project study 
area, there are 9 related projects that have not already been built or are currently under 
construction. With the exception of the USC HNRT building that is currently under 
construction, the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects, 
and as such, any quantitative analysis to ascertain daily construction emissions that assumes 
multiple, concurrent construction projects would be speculative. For this reason, the 
SCAQMD's methodology to assess a project's cumulative impact differs from the cumulative 
impacts methodology employed elsewhere in this EIR, in which foreseeable future development 
within a given service boundary or geographical area is predicted and associated impacts 
measured. 

With respect to the Project's construction-period air quality emissions and cumulative 
Basin-wide conditions, construction-period NOx and ROC mass regional emissions, and 
localized PM10 emissions associated with the proposed Project are projected to result in a 
significant impact to air quality. In addition, there is a high probability that construction-period 
CO and PM10 mass regional emissions from related projects, when combined with proposed 
Project emissions, would exceed their respective SCAQMD daily significance thresholds. As 
such, cumulative impacts to air quality during proposed Project construction would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed Project, the greatest potential for TAC emissions at each related 
project would be related to diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment 
operations during grading and excavation activities. Given that grading and excavation activities 
would occur for only three to six months per construction site, the proposed Project and the 
related projects that have not already been built would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) 
substantial source of TAC emissions with no residual emissions after construction and 
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corresponding individual cancer risk. Furthermore, any related project that has the potential to 
emit notable quantities of TACs would be regulated by the SCAQMD such that TAC emissions 
would be negligible. Thus, TAC emissions from the related projects are anticipated to be less 
than significant unto themselves as well as cumulatively in conjunction with the proposed 
Project. 

Also similar to the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during 
construction activities at each related project would include the use of architectural coatings and 
solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic compounds from 
architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rules, it is 
anticipated that construction activities or materials used in the construction of the related projects 
would not create objectionable odors. Thus, odor impacts from the related projects are 
anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as well as cumulatively in conjunction 
with the proposed Project. 

Operation 

The SCAQMD has set forth both a methodological framework as well as significance 
thresholds for the assessment of a project's cumulative operational air quality impacts. The 
SCAQMD's methodology differs from the cumulative impacts methodology employed 
elsewhere in this Draft EIR, in which foreseeable future development within a given service 
boundary or geographical area is predicted and associated impacts measured. The SCAQMD's 
approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the SCAQMD's AQMP forecasts of 
attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the Federal 
and State Clean Air Acts. Based on the SCAQMD's methodology (presented in Chapter 9 of the 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook), development of the proposed Project would have a less-than
significant air quality impact. In addition, a localized CO impact analysis was conducted for 
cumulative traffic (i.e., related projects and ambient growth through 2015) in which no local CO 
violations would occur at any of the studied intersections. Despite these conclusions, the 
proposed Project is more conservatively concluded to contribute to a significant cumulative 
regional air quality impact as the Basin is non-attainment for ozone and PM10, and the proposed 
Project would exceed the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds for ozone precursor emissions 
(i.e., ROC and NOx). 5 

With respect to TAC em1ss10ns, neither the proposed Project nor any of the related 
projects (which are largely residential, restaurant, retail/commercial, and medical/research 
developments) would represent a substantial source of TAC emissions, which are typically 

5 This approach is more conservative than the approach provided in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 
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associated with large-scale industrial, manufacturing and transportation hub facilities. As such, 
cumulative TAC emissions during long-term operations would be less than significant. 

With respect to potential odor impacts, neither the proposed Project land use nor any of 
the related projects' (which are primarily hospital/medical office, general office, residential, 
retail, and restaurant uses) land uses have a high potential to generate odor impacts. 6 

Furthermore, any related project that may have a potential to generate objectionable odors would 
be required by SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance) to implement Best Available Control Technology 
to limit potential objectionable odor impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, potential odor 
impacts from related projects are anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as well 
as cumulatively, in conjunction with the proposed Project. 

c. Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures set forth a program of air pollution control strategies 
designed to reduce the proposed Project's air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

(1) Construction 

Mitigation Measure D-1: General contractors shall implement a fugitive dust control 
program pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403. 7 

Mitigation Measure D-2: Disturbed areas shall be watered three times daily, which is 
above and beyond the SCAQMD Rule 403 requirement to water disturbed 
areas two times daily. 

Mitigation Measure D-3: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and 
maintained in accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

Mitigation Measure D-4: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction 
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, trucks 
and vehicles in loading and unloading queues would turn their engines off, 
when not in use, to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction emissions should 
be phased and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during 
second-stage smog alerts. 

6 According to the SCAQA1D CEOA Air Oualitv Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints typically 
include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, 
refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. 

SCAQlvlD Rule 403 requirements are detailed in Appendix C. 
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Mitigation Measure D-5: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators shall be used to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure D-6: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in 
excess of ten minutes, both on- and off-site. 

Mitigation Measure D-7: Project heavy-duty construction equipment shall use 
alternative clean fuels, such as low sulfur diesel or compressed natural gas 
with oxidation catalysts or particulate traps, to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure D-8: The Applicant shall utilize coatings and solvents that are 
consistent with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. 

(2) Operational Impacts 

During the operational phase, the proposed Project would result in regional emissions 
that exceed regional SCAQMD significance thresholds for NOx and ROC. Long-term mobile 
source emissions associated with the proposed Project shall be reduced through the following 
transportation systems management and demand management measures. 

Mitigation Measure D-9: The Applicant shall provide public education to USC Health 
Science Campus visitors and employees regarding the importance of reducing 
vehicle miles traveled and utilizing transit, and the related air quality benefits 
through the use of brochures and other informational tools. 

Mitigation Measure D-10: The Applicant shall, to the extent feasible, schedule 
deliveries during off-peak traffic periods to encourage the reduction of trips 
during the most congested periods. 

Mitigation Measure D-11: The Applicant shall coordinate with the MTA and the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to provide information with regard 
to local bus and rail services. 

d. Level of Significance after Mitigation 

(1) Construction Impacts 

Project construction would not result in regional em1ss10ns that exceed SCAQMD 
regional significance thresholds for CO, PM10, and SOx, and as such, impacts with respect to 
these pollutants during construction would be less than significant. With respect to NOx and 
ROC emissions during construction, mitigation measures would reduce these emissions, but a 
significant impact would still occur. 
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Local air quality impacts (i.e., pollutant concentrations) during construction with respect 
to CO, S02, and N02 would be less than significant. With respect to localized PM10 
concentrations during construction, prescribed mitigation measures would reduce the projected 
maximum concentrations by 8 percent to 38 percent. Nevertheless, the proposed Project would 
still result in localized PM10 concentrations during construction that exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold at 13 of the 16 sensitive receptor locations. Therefore, construction of the 
proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on localized air quality 
with respect to PM10 concentrations. 

(2) Operational Impacts 

During the operational phase, the proposed Project would result in regional emissions 
that exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for NOx. Mitigation measures identified above 
would reduce the potential air quality impacts of the Project to the degree technically feasible, 
but NOx mass daily emissions would remain above the SCAQMD significance threshold. 
Therefore, operation of the proposed Project following construction would have a significant and 
unavoidable impact on regional air quality with respect to NOx mass daily emissions. 
Operational emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for CO, ROC, 
PM10, and S02, and, thus, impacts are concluded to be less than significant for these pollutants. 

No significant impacts related to local CO concentrations are forecast to occur for the 
proposed Project. Project development would be consistent with the SCAQMD's AQMP, and 
the City's General Plan Air Quality Element resulting in an impact that is less than significant. 

The proposed Project is not anticipated to include any notable TAC emissions sources. 
However, as previously discussed, any potentially significant TAC emission sources would be 
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule XIV (New Source Review of Air Toxics). As such, 
potential impacts from proposed Project TAC emissions would be less than significant. 

Via compliance with industry standard odor control practices, SCAQMD Rule 402 
(Nuisance), and SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology Guidelines, potential impacts 
that could result due to potential odor source(s) would be less than significant. 

5. Noise 

a. Environmental Impacts 

(1) Construction Noise 

Construction 
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Noise disturbances in those areas located adjacent to each of the seven proposed 
Development Sites can be expected during construction. These disturbances would occur during 
site preparation activities and the subsequent construction of on-site structures. 

As with most construction projects, construction would require the use of a number of 
pieces of heavy equipment such as bulldozers, backhoes, cranes, loaders, and concrete mixers. 
In addition, both heavy- and light-duty trucks would be required to deliver construction materials 
to and export construction debris from each construction site. The timing and location of 
development proposed as part of the Project would be determined based on the availability of 
funding sources. In order to provide a conservative analysis it is assumed that construction 
activity could occur on any of the seven proposed Development Sites at any time. Specifically, 
the maximum potential construction noise impact at each sensitive receptor location was 
calculated by assuming that all seven Development Sites could undergo concurrent construction 
activity. The maximum Leg daytime noise level increases with proposed Project construction are 
expected to range from 0.2 dBA to 16.6 dBA Leq (1-hour). Construction-period noise impacts 
would meet or exceed the 5-dBA significance criterion at six sensitive receptor locations (i.e., 
USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, Doheny Eye Institute, Women and 
Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park), and as such, impacts would be significant without the 
incorporation of mitigation measures. 

In addition to on-site construction noise, haul trucks, delivery trucks, and construction 
workers would require access to the site throughout the construction duration. While 
construction workers would arrive from many parts of the region, and thus different directions, 
haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally travel to the Project Site via Soto Street from the 
Interstate 10 Freeway. Although residential uses are present on the east side of Soto Street, 
construction traffic would not be present during the noise-sensitive late evening and nighttime 
hours. As such, potential impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

(2) Operation Noise (Post-Construction) 

Roadway Noise 

The two Parking Scenarios upon which the traffic analysis was based were analyzed to 
ascertain maximum potential roadway noise impacts. Under all other development scenarios, 
roadway noise impacts would be less since traffic volumes would be dispersed over a larger area. 
Under Parking Scenario No. 1, the largest Project-related traffic noise impact is anticipated to 
occur along the segment of Zonal Avenue, between Biggy Street and San Pablo Street. Project
related traffic would add 1.0 dBA CNEL to this roadway segment. As the incremental Project
related traffic noise level increases at all other analyzed locations would be less than 1.0 dBA 
CNEL, and these noise level increases are less than the 5-dBA CNEL significance threshold, the 
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proposed Project's roadway noise impacts are considered less than significant under Parking 
Scenario No. 1. 

Under Parking Scenario No. 2, the largest Project-related traffic noise impact is 
anticipated to occur along the segment of San Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard. Project-related traffic would add l.9 dBA CNEL to this roadway segment. As the 
incremental Project-related traffic noise level increases at all other analyzed locations would be 
less than 1.9 dBA CNEL, and these noise level increases are less than the 5-dBA CNEL 
significance threshold, the proposed Project's roadway noise impacts are considered less than 
significant under Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Stationary Point Source Noise 

With the exception of Development Site C (site of an up to 2,800-space parking facility), 
the six remaining Development Sites would require mechanical equipment such as boilers, 
chillers, pumps, and emergency generators to support proposed structures. Such mechanical 
equipment is capable of generating high noise levels. However, project design features would 
ensure that all equipment noise levels comply with City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
requirements, for both daytime (65 dBA) and nighttime (60 dBA) operation at the property line. 
In addition, implementation of project design features would ensure that any noise level increase 
remains below the 5-dBA significance threshold. As such, impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

The six remaining Development Sites would all likely require a loading dock and refuse 
collection/recycling area, which is capable of generating a noise level as high as 75 dBA (50-foot 
reference distance). Most of the neighboring land uses and buildings present in areas that may 
potentially be affected by noise from such loading dock and refuse collection/recycling areas are 
located within the existing Health Sciences Campus. As such, through innovative site planning 
and project design features, the Applicant is anticipated to avoid potential noise impacts so as not 
to excessively disturb its own adjacent operations, employees and tenants. The exceptions are 
the neighboring land uses that surround Developments Sites E and F to the north, east and west; 
and the land uses that are located north, west and south of Development Site D. 

Lincoln Park is located north of Development Sites E and F, and as such, could 
potentially be impacted by loading dock/refuse collection area noise. However, this area already 
experiences relatively high noise levels due to roadway traffic volumes along Valley Boulevard 
and railroad traffic along the Union Pacific tracks that run adjacent to Valley Boulevard. 
Potential impacts associated with the Project at neighboring land uses that surround 
Development Sites E and F would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 33 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021785 



EM22590 

I. Summary 

The areas located immediately north and west of Development Site D consist of Juvenile 
Hall uses that could potentially be impacted by nearby loading dock/refuse collection area 
activities since such noise levels would be clearly perceptible in comparison to the ambient noise 
level of approximately 65 dBA at this location. As such, potential impacts to these areas may be 
significant without incorporation of the mitigation measures. 

Various noise events would also occur within the proposed parking structures and surface 
parking lots. The activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming of car doors, engine 
revs, and tire squeals would occur periodically. Automobile movements would comprise the 
most continuous noise source and would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA at a 
distance of 25 feet. Car alarm and horn noise events, which generate maximum noise levels as 
high as 69 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, would occur less frequently. The composite 
noise level of 60 dBA Leg (I-hour) at a reference distance of 50 feet was used to represent the 
average parking facility-generated noise level. 

With the exception of Development Sites A and G, a multi-level parking facility or 
surface parking lots could be constructed on any of the remaining Development Site locations. 
As potential noise level increases would be less than the 5-dBA significance threshold at areas 
adjacent to all potential Development Site locations, impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation measures are required. 

The proposed Project may include one or more buildings that would require an 
emergency helipad pursuant to LAMC requirements. 8 As such, these helipads would be used for 
emergency purposes only. Due to infrequent and the emergency nature of that use, adverse noise 
impacts related to helipad uses would be less than significant. 

The potential composite noise level impact at each sensitive receptor location was 
evaluated by assuming that each of the seven Development Site locations would generate a 
steady-state equivalent noise level of 70 dBA at a 50-foot reference distance. This 70 dBA (per 
Development Site) composite noise level would account for each of the individual noise sources 
(i.e., mechanical equipment, loading dock/refuse collection areas, parking facility, etc.) present 
on each Development Site. Operations-period composite noise level impacts would not exceed 
the 5-dBA significance criterion at any sensitive receptor locations, and as such, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

8 City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.118.12 requires that buildings over 7 5 feet in height be equipped 
with an emergency helipad. 
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b. Cumulative Impacts 

All of the identified related projects have been considered for the purposes of assessing 
cumulative noise impacts. The potential for noise impacts to occur are specific to the location of 
each related project as well as the cumulative traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 

Construction Noise 

Of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the proposed Project study 
area, there are 9 related projects that have not already been built or are currently under 
construction. With the exception of the USC HNRT building that is currently under 
construction, the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects, 
and as such, any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects 
would be entirely speculative. Construction-period noise for the proposed Project and each 
related project (that has not already been built) would be localized. In addition, it is likely that 
each of the related projects would have to comply with the local noise ordinance, as well as 
mitigation measures that may be prescribed pursuant to CEQA provisions that require significant 
impacts to be reduced to the extent feasible. 

Three nearby related projects (i.e., the Los Angeles County Medical Center, Tenet Acute 
Care Tower, and USC HNRT) currently under construction are either on or immediately adjacent 
to the USC Health Sciences Campus. If these projects are still under construction during 
proposed Project construction, noise-sensitive uses on or adjacent to the HSC (e.g., LA County
USC Hospital) may experience a marginal noise level increase during construction due to 
concurrent construction. However, each project would be required to comply with the local 
noise ordinance, and mitigate impacts to the extent feasible. Nevertheless, since noise impacts 
due to construction of the proposed Project would be significant on its own, noise impacts due to 
construction of the proposed Project in combination with any of the related projects would also 
be significant. 

Long-Term Operations 

Each of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the general Project 
vicinity would generate stationary-source and mobile-source noise due to ongoing day-to-day 
operations. The related projects are of a residential, retail, commercial, or institutional nature 
and these uses are not typically associated with excessive exterior noise; however, each project 
would produce traffic volumes that are capable of generating a roadway noise impact. 
Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a maximum increase of 2.6 dBA CNEL along San 
Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard. As this noise level increase would 
be below the most conservative 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold, roadway noise impacts due 
to cumulative traffic volumes would be less than significant. 
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Due to Los Angeles Municipal Code provisions that limit stationary-source noise from 
items such as roof-top mechanical equipment and emergency generators, noise levels would be 
less than significant at the property line for each related project. For this reason on-site noise 
produced by any related project would not be additive to Project-related noise levels. As such, 
stationary-source noise impacts attributable to cumulative development would be less than 
significant. 

c. Mitigation Measures 

(1) Construction 

As noise associated with on-site construction activity would have the potential to result in 
a significant impact, the following measure is prescribed to minimize construction-related noise 
impacts: 

Mitigation Measure E-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading, excavation, haul route, 
foundation, or building permits, the Applicant shall provide proof satisfactory 
to the Building and Safety Department and Planning Department that all 
construction documents require contractors to comply with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.40 which requires all construction and demolition 
activity located within 500 feet of a residence to occur between 7:00 A.M. and 
6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, 
and that a noise management plan for compliance and verification has been 
prepared by a monitor retained by the Applicant. At a minimum, the plan 
shall include the following requirements: 

1. Pile drivers used in proximity to sensitive receptors shall be equipped 
with noise control having a minimum quieting factor of 10 dB(A); 

2. Loading and staging areas must be located on site and away from the 
most noise-sensitive uses surrounding the site as determined by the 
Department of Building and Safety; 

3. Program to maintain all sound-reducing devices and restrictions 
throughout the construction phases; 

4. An approved haul route authorization that avoids noise-sensitive land 
uses to the maximum extent feasible; and 

5. Identification of the noise statutes compliance/verification monitor, 
including his/her qualifications and telephone number(s). 
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(2) Operational 

Portions of the Los Angeles County Juvenile Hall property that abuts Development 
Site D to the north and west could potentially be exposed to noise level increases that exceed the 
5-dBA significance threshold if a loading dock/refuse collection area is located on Development 
Site D. As such, the following mitigation is prescribed: 

Mitigation Measure E-2: If a loading dock/refuse collection area is proposed to be 
located on Development Site D, the Applicant shall be required to submit 
evidence, prior to the issuance of building permits for Development Site D, 
that is satisfactory to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety that noise level increases do not cause the baseline ambient noise level 
to increase beyond the 5-dBA significance threshold at any adjacent property 
line. This mitigation measure does not apply to development that may occur 
on Development Sites A, B, C, E, F, and G. 

d. Level of Significance after Mitigation 

(1) Construction 

Most of the land uses present in areas that may potentially be affected by noise during 
construction are located within the existing Health Sciences Campus. As such, the Applicant can 
be expected to schedule construction activities so as to minimize impacts on its own adjacent 
operations, employees and tenants. 

The mitigation measure recommended in this section would reduce the noise levels 
associated with construction activities to some extent. However, these activities would continue 
to substantially increase the daytime noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive uses by more than the 
5-dBA significance threshold. As such, noise impacts during construction would be considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

(2) Operations 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure E-2 described above, Project development 
would not result in any significant noise impacts during long-term operations. 
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6. Utilities and Service Systems 

6.1 Water 

(1) Environmental Impacts 

During construction, water would be used for dust suppression, the mixing and pouring 
of concrete, and other construction-related activities. The majority of water use during 
construction would be associated with dust suppression of excavated sites. This is generally 
performed by water trucks which derive non-potable water from offsite sources. As such, the 
impact on treated water from the DWP would be incrementally small and the impact on adjacent 
water conveyance systems. As such, no significant impact is anticipated to occur due to Project 
construction activities because the water demands associated with construction activities would 
not exceed available supplies or distribution infrastructure. 

Lateral lines would be constructed from each Development Site to the existing mains in 
the street right-of-way. Each Development Site would require one service for domestic water 
and one water line for fire sprinkler and suppression systems. All water improvements within 
the public right-of-way would be constructed by LAD WP. Impacts due to construction of water 
services include minor temporary traffic lane disruption during trenching, laying of pipe, 
backfilling, and street resurfacing. Although not within the authority of the Project, standard 
practices and procedures, including traffic control, are generally implemented by LADWP 
during construction to reduce the impact to the community to less than significant levels. 

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) has been reviewed and approved by the LADWP, in 
accordance with the State regulations and the LADWP Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP)9

. The WSA evaluates the reliability of existing and projected water supplies, as well as 
alternative sources of water supply and how they would be secured if needed. The WSA is also 
consistent with the LADWP Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Domestic water would 
be required for research laboratories, restrooms, drinking fountains, landscaping, and incidental 
water use, such as employee dining rooms and kitchens. With respect to the operation of uses 
proposed for the Project, an estimated total of 208, 704 to 266,304 gallons per day (gpd) of 
potable water would be consumed during the day in which the proposed Project is fully occupied 
at buildout. Conservatively, assuming the average daily demand for water is extended over 365 
days per year, the projected annual consumption for the entire project at buildout would be a 
maximum of 97.20 million gallons annually. This represents an increase of 0.04 percent over the 
annual volume of water supplied by the LADWP in fiscal year 2004. 

9 The LAD WP Board of Commissioners approved the TVater Supply Assessment on lvlarch 22, 2005. 
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The Project falls within Senate Bill 610 size criteria in which a water supply assessment 
(WSA) must be evaluated and approved by the LADWP (i.e., commercial office buildings 
employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space). 
LADWP has concluded via the Project's WSA that adequate water supplies exist to serve the 
maximum proposed development. 

Therefore, the water demand of the proposed Project would be less than significant in 
relation to the UWMP and with state water statutes. 

Water Infrastructure 

The water conveyance system serving the seven Development Sites includes water lines 
in Eastlake Avenue, San Pablo Street, Alcazar Street, Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue. An 
analysis was completed with regard to the ability of each of these lines to convey water to the 
site. As the analysis concludes that these water lines have sufficient capacity to convey the 
Project's maximum, Project impacts on the area's water conveyance system are less than 
significant. 

Fire Flow 

The water conveyance system at the Project site would also be required to meet LAFD 
fire flow standards. The LAFD Fire Marshall's office requires that water lines serving the 
Project site provide 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute (GPM) during simultaneous flow from 
four adjacent fire hydrants. In addition, in order to meet fire flow requirements, the residual 
pressure during the continuous flow from four hydrants, must not drop below 20 psi. Since the 
existing water pressure at the Project Site is adequate to meet this LAFD fire flow requirement, 
the existing conveyance system is adequate and the impact of the Project relative to fire flow 
would be less than significant. 

In summary, the Project's total estimated water demand at buildout would not exceed 
available supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities, the Project would not create a 
significant impact relative to the existing conveyance system, and fire flow would be adequate to 
meet LAFD requirements. Therefore, the Project would generate a less than significant impact 
in relation to water supply and water conveyance systems. 

(2) Cumulative Impacts 

The projected potable water consumption for the proposed Project in conjunction with 
that of related projects (identified in Section III.b of the Draft EIR) would increase daily demand 
on water supplies. However, since related projects are anticipated to be constructed in 
accordance with State and water conservation regulations and within the build-out scenario of 
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the controlling Community Plans and City of Los Angeles General Plan Elements, no significant 
impacts due to cumulative water demand are anticipated. The Project's off-site improvements 
would not create additional population or induce population growth directly or indirectly and, 
therefore, would not result in any secondary impacts on water consumption. As such, 
cumulative impacts associated with off-site improvements would be less than significant. 

Via the UWMP plan process as well as compliance with the provisions of Senate Bill 
610, and Assembly Bill 221, it is anticipated that LADWP would be able to supply the demands 
of the Project and related projects through the foreseeable future and no significant cumulative 
impacts related to water demand are anticipated. 

(3) Mitigation Measures 

Although development of the proposed Project is not anticipated to produce significant 
impacts to water supply services, the following measures would ensure that water resources 
would be conserved to the extent feasible: 

Mitigation Measure F-1.1: Water faucet fixtures with activators shall be installed 
that automatically shut off the flow of water when not in use. 

Mitigation Measure F-1.2: Automatic sprinkler systems shall be set to imgate 
landscaping during early morning hours or during the evening to reduce water 
losses from evaporation. Sprinklers shall be reset to water less often in cooler 
months and during the rainfall season so that water is not wasted by excessive 
landscape irrigation. 

( 4) Level of Significance after Mitigation 

The total estimated water demand for the Project at buildout is not anticipated to exceed 
available supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities (i.e., water infrastructure), or exceed 
the projected employment, housing, or population growth projections of the applicable General 
Plan Framework and Community Plan, as assumed in the planning for future water infrastructure 
needs. Therefore, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts relative to water consumption are 
anticipated to occur. 

6.2 Wastewater 

(1) Environmental Impacts 

During construction of the Proposed Project, a negligible amount of wastewater would be 
generated by construction personnel. It is anticipated that portable toilets would be provided by 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 40 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021792 



EM22597 

I. Summary 

a private company and the waste disposed of off-site. Wastewater generation from construction 
activities is not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in wastewater flows at a time when a 
sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become 
constrained. Additionally, construction is not anticipated to generate wastewater flows that 
would substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled capacity of any treatment plant 
by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the City Wastewater Facilities Plan. As 
such, construction impacts to the local wastewater conveyance and treatment system would be 
less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would only require the construction of lateral 
lines from the Development Sites to the sewer lines in the public right-of-way. Those portions of 
the laterals constructed within the public right-of-way would have impacts relative to minor 
traffic lane disruption during trenching, laying of pipe, backfilling, and street resurfacing, since 
laterals would only be required from the property line of the Development Sites to the existing 
lines located in the street right-of-way. Standard practices and procedures, including traffic 
control, would be implemented to reduce the impact to the community to less than significant 
levels. 

The regional wastewater treatment facility at the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) has 
been improved to provide capacity for the incremental increase in sewage generated by 
anticipated growth in the City of Los Angeles. Regional wastewater facilities are at least 
partially funded through the collection of fees. The Sewerage Facilities Charge is collected by 
the City of Los Angeles from owners/developers of new land uses within the City. The Project 
would generate an incremental increase in the sewage flow treated by HTP. The Applicant 
would be subject to the payment of a Sewerage Facilities Charge for the development at the 
Health Sciences Campus. Fees may be offset by credits should credits be available through prior 
uses. All projects served by the Hyperion Treatment System are subject to the Sewer Allocation 
program, which limits additional discharge according to a pre-established percentage rate. If the 
allotment for a particular time period (usually a month) has already been allocated, the project is 
placed on a waiting list until adequate treatment capacity has been determined. Under the 
allocation program, HTP has capacity to serve a particular rate of growth. Since the Project is 
located in an area designated for commercial and public facility uses, the Project's additional 
wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled capacity 
of the HTP by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan 
or City General Plan. Anticipated sewage flow for the Project at buildout would range from 
163,050 to 208,050 gallons per day. As previously described, the Project would not be permitted 
prior to the availability of treatment capacity. Therefore, no significant impacts in relation to 
treatment capacity would occur. 

The sewer conveyance system serving the seven proposed Development Sites includes 
sewer lines in Eastlake Avenue, San Pablo Street, Alcazar Street, Biggy Street, and Zonal 
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Avenue. Since all sewer lines serving the seven proposed Development Sites have adequate 
capacity to serve the maximum projected flow from each of the Development Sites, Project 
impacts relative to sewer line capacity is concluded to be less than significant. 

(2) Cumulative Impacts 

The Project and the related projects, which are not served by the local lines serving the 
Project Site, are not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in wastewater flows concurrent in 
time or at a point when a sewer line serving the Project Site capacity would be already 
constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained during peak service. 
In relation to broad growth and demand, all related projects would be subject to the City's Sewer 
Allocation program for the Hyperion Treatment Plant. This program limits additional discharge 
according to a pre-established percentage rate. Under the current allocation program, HTP has 
capacity to serve a particular rate of growth and prevent the occurrence of significant cumulative 
impacts relative to treatment capacity. Therefore, cumulative impacts to the local and regional 
sewer conveyance and treatment system, from the implementation of the proposed Project and 
related projects would be less than significant. 

(3) Mitigation Measures 

Although development of the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant 
impacts to sanitary sewers, the following measures would ensure that the increase in sewage 
generation would result in a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.1: Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the 
Development Services Division of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Public Works, shall make a determination of capacity in the sewer pipeline 
between each proposed Development Site and the trunk sewer. If service is 
discovered to be less than adequate, the Applicant shall be required to upgrade 
the connections to the mains and/or provide an alternative solution, in order to 
appropriately serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.2: The Applicant shall comply with procedural 
requirements of City ordinances regulating connections to the City sewer 
system (e.g., Ordinance No. 166,060). 

Mitigation Measure F-2.3: All necessary on-site infrastructure improvements shall 
be constructed to meet the requirements of the Department of Building and 
Safety. 
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Mitigation Measure F-2.4: The Applicant shall apply for and comply with all 
necessary permits, including Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permits, if 
required. 

(4) Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

With the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, any local deficiencies 
in sewer lines would be identified and remedied and wastewater generation rates would be 
reduced. No significant impacts on wastewater conveyances or the capacity of the Hyperion 
wastewater treatment facility would occur. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The University of Southern California (the Applicant) is proposing to develop additional 
academic and medical-related (e.g., medical research, medical clinic, etc.) facilities within its 
existing Health Sciences Campus (HSC) in northeast Los Angeles (the "Project"). A total of up 
to 765,000 square feet of development is proposed, consisting of 720,000 square feet of 
academic and medical research facilities, and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities. 
Additional medical clinic facilities may be developed in lieu of academic and medical research 
facilities. A maximum of 120,000 square feet of medical clinic floor area is proposed. Should 
this occur, the amount of academic and medical research facilities would be reduced to 465,000 
square feet, for an overall total of 585,000 square feet of development. As such, the Project 
proposes the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet of floor area. The 
environmental analysis conducted for the Project addresses the development of the full range of 
floor area (i.e., 585,000 to 765,000 square feet) and uses (i.e., academic, medical research and 
medical clinic). 

The new facilities that would be constructed under the Project would be utilized by the 
Applicant for academic facilities, research laboratories and offices, as well as medical clinic 
space by tenants associated with the HSC. The Project also includes the development of parking 
facilities to support the proposed academic and medical-related uses. For the purposes of this 
EIR, the term "Project" is used to refer collectively to the proposed academic and medical
related facilities as well as the proposed parking facilities. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The academic and medical-related facilities that would be developed in association with 
the Project would be located within the existing HSC on sites that currently contain surface 
parking lots or are underdeveloped as described in further detail below. 
The HSC is located approximately 3 miles east of downtown Los Angeles, approximately 0.5 
mile north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and approximately 0.5 mile east of the Golden 
State Freeway (I-5), as shown in Figure 1 on page 45. The HSC is located adjacent to the 
Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles (City) and is 
within the City's Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area, which encompasses that portion 
of the City east of the Los Angeles River and north of Boyle Heights. The HSC is also within 
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the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project area, which is administered by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA). 

C. PROJECT SETTING 

The HSC features state-of-the-art academic and medical research and treatment facilities 
devoted to medical research, with specific work in the fields of cancer, gene therapy, 
neurosciences, and transplantation biology as well as programs in occupational therapy and 
physical therapy. As an example, the HSC includes the USC/Norris Comprehensive Cancer 
Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, the Doheny Eye Institute, 
the School of Pharmacy, the Keck School of Medicine, the Center for Health Professions, and 
the Norris Medical Library. 

D PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The proposed Project includes the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 square 
feet of floor area. Should 585,000 square feet of floor area be developed, a total of 465,000 
square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities would be developed, and the balance, 
120,000 square feet, would be developed with medical clinic uses. In the event on-site 
development reaches 765,000 square feet, a total of 720,000 square feet of academic and/or 
medical research facilities would be developed and the amount of medical clinic development 
would be decreased to 45,000 square feet. 

The Project proposes development on up to seven (7) designated Development Sites. The 
seven Development Sites are hereafter referred to as Development Sites A, B, C, D, E, F, and G, 
as shown in Figure 2 on page 47 and Figure 3 on page 48. For the purposes of this EIR, the term 
"Project Site" is defined to include all seven (7) Development Sites. Development Sites A, B, 
and G are considered infill sites located within the existing HSC. Development Site C is an 
existing HSC surface parking lot located on the west side of the HSC. Development Site Dis an 
existing surface parking lot located along the west side of Biggy Street between Zonal and 
Eastlake Avenues. Development Sites E and F consist of a surface parking lot and a vacant lot 
located in the northern portion of the HSC on the east and west sides of San Pablo Street, 
respectively. Project parking could be satisfied by parking facilities within Development Sites 
B, and/or C, D, E, and F, as well as within existing HSC parking facilities. The following 
describes each of the Development Sites that comprise the Project. 
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1. Development Site A 

Development Site A is centrally located within the HSC. Development Site A is 
approximately 2.46 acres in size, though it is part of a larger, 8.06-acre parcel identified as Lot 1, 
Tract 24390 by the Los Angeles County Assessor. The larger, 8.06-acre parcel also includes the 
Center for Health Professions, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI), and Development Site G 
(see description below). The basement of future building(s) on Development Site A could be 
designed to connect to the basement of the ZNI building. The maximum amount of development 
proposed for Development Site A would range from 120,000 square feet of medical clinic 
facilities to 465,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities. Maximum 
building heights on this Development Site would be 150 feet. 

2. Development Site B 

Development Site B is also centrally located within the HSC and can also be 
characterized as infill development within the HSC. Development Site B is approximately 1.13 
acres in size and is identified as Lot 5, Tract 49380 by the Los Angeles County Assessor. This 
Development Site is located west of the existing USC University Hospital parking structure. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site B would range from 120,000 
square feet of medical clinic facilities to approximately 295,338 square feet of academic and/or 
medical research facilities. The maximum height permitted would be 150 feet. Parking may 
also be provided within a portion of Development Site B. 

3. Development Site C 

Development Site C is located in the western portion of the HSC. This approximately 
3.68-acre site is located on the north side of Zonal Avenue, between State Street to the east, and 
Mission Road to the west, as shown in Figure 2 on page 47 and Figure 3 on page 48, and is 
identified as all or portions of Lots 1 and 2 of Tract 15492 and Lots 1 through 7 of Brett Tract by 
the Los Angeles County Assessor. Development Site C is currently used as a 548-space surface 
parking lot. Proposed activity on Development Site C would be limited to parking. A multi
story parking structure providing up to 2,800 parking spaces may be developed at this location 
and, if constructed, would provide parking that would support Project development, as well as 
replacement parking for the existing surface lot that currently occupies Development Site C. 
This proposed parking structure may be developed in two phases. The height of the parking 
structure would not exceed 75 feet. Due to the distance between the proposed parking structure 
and the buildings it serves, a parking variance may be required to implement this component of 
the proposed Project. 
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4. Development Site D 

Development Site Dis an approximately 0.77-acre site located on the west side of Biggy 
Street between Zonal and Eastlake Avenues, as shown in Figure 2 on page 47 and Figure 3 on 
page 48 and is identified as Lots 22 through 25 of Tract 1767 by the Los Angeles County 
Assessor. Development Site D is currently used as a 106-space surface parking lot and is 
proposed to be developed with the type of academic and/or medical-related uses that are 
described above for Development Sites A and B, or as parking facilities that support the 
proposed uses. In addition, new construction on Development Site D may be a combination of 
academic/medical-related uses and parking. In the event that only academic and medical-related 
uses are constructed, the maximum amount of development would range from approximately 
59,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 200,000 square feet of academic and/or medical 
research facilities. The development of academic and/or medical-related uses would occur in 
structure(s) with a maximum height of 140 feet. 

Parking facilities to support the Project may also occur on Development Site D. The 
parking facilities, should they occur, could be a mix of a multi-level structure and surface 
parking. The height of the parking structure would not exceed 75 feet. A maximum of 600 
parking spaces could be constructed on Development Site D. 

5. Development Site E 

Development Site E consists of a 7.64-acre surface parking lot located on the east side of 
San Pablo Street between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard, as shown in Figure 3 on page 48 
and Figure 8 on page 56. This Development Site would be developed with the type of academic 
and/or medical related uses that are described above for Development Sites A, B, and D. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site E would range from 
approximately 118,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 400,000 square feet of academic 
and/or medical research facilities. The maximum building height permitted within Development 
Site E would be 100 feet. Parking to accommodate the proposed Project may also be provided 
within this site in the form of a surface parking lot and/or parking structure. 

6. Development Site F 

Development Site F, which consists of 2.65 acres of vacant land, is located on the west 
side of San Pablo Street, as shown in Figure 3 on page 48 and Figure 8 on page 56. Academic 
and/or medical related uses that are described above for Development Sites A, B, D, and E may 
also be developed on Development Site F. The maximum amount of development proposed for 
Development Site F would range from approximately 118,000 square feet of medical clinic 
facilities to 400,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities. The maximum 
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building height would be 100 feet. In addition, parking to accommodate the proposed Project 
may be provided within this site in the form of a surface parking lot and/or parking structure. 

7. Development Site G 

Development Site G is centrally located within the HSC. Similar to Development Site A, 
Development Site G is part of the same 8.06-acre parcel identified as Lot 1, Tract 24390 by the 
Los Angeles County Assessor. In addition to Development Site A, this 8.06-acre parcel also 
includes the Center for Health Professions (CHP) and the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI). 
Development Site G comprises approximately 4.0 acres of the larger 8.06-acre parcel. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site G would range from 
approximately 29,500 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 100,000 square feet of academic 
and/or medical research facilities. This development may occur either in the form of a new 
structure and/or as an addition to the existing CHP structure. Demolition of the CHP is not 
anticipated to occur as part of the proposed Project. Maximum building heights on this 
Development Site would be 100 feet. 

E. CONCEPTUAL PROJECT DESIGN 

The proposed buildings would be constructed of steel structural or concrete framework 
clad with pre-cast concrete panels and glass and aluminum curtain wall systems. Though the 
design of the proposed buildings has not been fully developed at this stage, their architectural 
style would be similar to the type of buildings that already exist on the HSC, such as those 
shown in the photographs in Figure 4 through Figure 9 on pages 52 through 57. 

The Project would also include the creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways 
between and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings that would 
complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. The proposed buildings 
would also feature signage and lighting consistent with existing HSC lighting and signage. 

As described above, parking for the proposed buildings would be provided on 
Development Sites C and/or B, D, E, and F. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between 
buildings would connect the parking with the proposed and existing buildings within the HSC, as 
well as via the on-campus shuttle program. In addition, drop-off and delivery areas would be 
provided at each of the proposed buildings. 
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The view eastward from the corner of Biggy Street and Eastlake Avenue shows the 
new Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI) with adjacent surface parking lots that comprise 
Development Site A. 

The view westward from the east side of San Pablo Street shows the south facade of the 
Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI) and the adjacent surface parking lots that comprise 
Development Site A. 

Figure 4 
Photographs of Development Site A 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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The view southward from Alcazar Street showing Development Site B with the HCCll 
building to the right, the USC University Hospital parking structure to the left and the 
HCC building and Doheny Eye Institute in the background. 

The view eastward from the corner of Alcazar Street and San Pablo Street showing 
Development Site B. 

Figure 5 
Photographs of Development Site B 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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View northward of Development Site C from Zonal Avenue. 

View southward from within Development Site C with County-USC Hospital visible in the 
background. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Figure 6 
Photographs of Development Site C 
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View westward of Development Site D from Biggy Street. 

View eastward from within Development Site D with the USC/Norris Comprehensive 
Cancer Center visible in the background. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Figure 7 
Photographs of Development Site D 
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View eastward of Development Site E from San Pablo Street. 

View westward of Development Site F from San Pablo Street. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Figure 8 
Photographs of 

Development Site E and F 
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View eastward of Development Site G from the intersection of Eastlake Avenue and 
Alcazar Street. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Figure 9 
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F. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

The development timeframe for buildout of the proposed Project is approximately ten 
years, with buildout anticipated to occur by 2015. Within this timeframe the construction of 
individual buildings would take place over the course of two to three years. Development of the 
parking facilities would occur in coordination with development of the buildings to be served by 
the parking. The final plans and construction documents for each component of the Project 
would identify protocols for demolition, site preparation, staging and other activities associated 
with construction. 

G. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

1. Applicant's Objectives 

The overall purpose of the proposed Project is to provide more opportunities for USC 
faculty and students to work at the forefront of biomedicine while continuing to provide 
outstanding patient care. 

The objectives of the proposed Project relate to the Project's mission, required facilities 
and design. They are as follows: 

Mission 

• To be a nationally respected provider of the highest quality, specialized, acute 
inpatient and outpatient health care services and translational research. 

• To assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to become one of the nation's very 
top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and provide them with a 
rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as 
internationally competitive research scientists. 

• To improve the quality of life for individuals and society by promoting health, 
preventing and curing disease, advancing medical research and educating tomorrow's 
physicians and scientists. 

• To provide outstanding undergraduate, graduate and postgraduate academic programs 
of instruction for highly qualified students leading to academic degrees in the health 
profession. 

• To conduct and publicize cutting-edge multidisciplinary research in the discovery, 
action, utilization and evaluation of therapeutic agents. 
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• To serve California and the nation m providing life-long learning to health 
professionals. 

• To provide health leadership in the solution of complex community, regional, 
national and international medical problems. 

Facilities 

• To develop new facilities which provide the quantity and quality of laboratory space 
required for recruiting new, world-renowned faculty, conducting breakthrough 
research, and training future scientists. 

• To provide the facilities and create an atmosphere that will stimulate and encourage 
USC students to excel academically, as community leaders and as professionals. 

• To provide new research, education and patient care facilities in an amount 
commensurate with demand for new programs and mission objectives. 

• To provide centralized facilities within the HSC to attain efficiency in the meeting of 
the mission objectives described above. 

• To provide new facilities within the HSC in a manner that supports synergy amongst 
research, education and patient care. 

• To provide a buildout of the existing HSC site with uses which are complementary to, 
and supportive of, existing site uses. 

Design 

• To create an on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment that will allow 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with limited vehicular interfaces by providing 
parking at selected locations within the HSC. 

• To provide adequate parking for faculty, students, patrons and guests of the HSC. 

• To provide a continuity of design between existing and new site uses to support the 
site's development as a unified campus. 

• To develop new facilities that would spur commercial partnerships, development and 
jobs. 

2. City of Los Angeles Objectives 

In addition, the City of Los Angeles has adopted policies and objectives that relate 
directly to the implementation of the proposed Project. These policies and objectives are 
articulated in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan of the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan and the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan. The manner in which the Project aids in 
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the achievement of these policies and objectives is discussed in more detail in Section IV.A, 
Land Use, of this Draft EIR. It is the Applicant's further objective to support the attainment of 
the City policies and objectives, as follows: 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

• To encourage compatibility in school locations, site layout, and architectural design 
with adjacent land uses and community character, by developing underdeveloped on
campus locations with a Project design that complements existing HSC development. 

• To design new development projects to minimize disturbance to existing traffic flow 
with proper ingress and egress to parking, by providing easily accessible parking 
structures supported by an on-campus shuttle program. 

• To strengthen contacts and cooperation between public and private sector 
organizations engaged in economic development activities within the community, by 
providing jobs for local citizens and serving the surrounding community. 

• To minimize conflicts between auto-related and pedestrian-oriented activities and 
encourage the use of public transportation in commercial areas, by providing easily 
accessible parking structures located at the perimeter of the HSC and supported by an 
on-campus shuttle program. 

Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

• To improve the quality of life for those who live and work in and visit the 
Redevelopment Plan Area through enhanced business, employment, and educational 
opportunities, by enhancing existing HSC educational facilities and health care as 
well as by providing jobs for the community. 

• To preserve and increase employment, trammg, business and investment 
opportunities through redevelopment programs, by providing additional educational 
and health care facilities as well as on-site employment opportunities. 

• To support and encourage a circulation system that will improve the quality of life in 
the Redevelopment Plan Area with an emphasis on serving existing facilities and 
meeting future needs, by providing enhanced pedestrian facilities, easily accessible 
parking structures supported by an on-campus shuttle program and by providing new 
development that is accessible via existing mass transit systems. 

• To promote and support the conservation, rehabilitation and appropriate use or reuse 
of existing buildings, groupings of buildings and other physical features, by 
developing existing underdeveloped sites within the HSC and complementing 
existing HSC facilities with related, synergistic uses. 
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• To promote a thriving commercial environment, including adequate parking and 
proper traffic circulation by developing underdeveloped sites within the boundaries of 
the existing HSC in a manner that continues the positive land use relationships that 
currently exist between the HSC and adjacent land uses. 

H. INTENDED USE OF THE EIRAND ANTICIPATED PUBLIC AGENCY 
ACTIONS 

This EIR is a Project EIR, as defined by Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
This EIR serves as an informational document and provides an analysis of the whole of the 
proposed Project. The intended use of this EIR is to assist the City of Los Angeles decision
makers in making decisions regarding the proposed Project. This EIR shall be used in 
connection with all permits and approvals necessary for the construction and operation of the 
proposed Project. This EIR shall be used by the following responsible agencies in the approval, 
construction, and development of the proposed Project: the Community Redevelopment Agency 
of Los Angeles; the City Council of the City of Los Angeles; the Department of City Planning of 
the City of Los Angeles; and all City of Los Angeles departments and other public agencies that 
must approve activities undertaken with respect to the proposed Project. 

Required discretionary approvals and permits may include, but are not limited to: 

1. City of Los Angeles 

• Development Agreement 

• General Plan Amendment from Public Facilities to General Commercial for 
Development Site C. 

• A General Plan Amendment from Limited Industrial to General Commercial for 
Development Sites E and F. 

• Zone change from PF to C2-2 for Development Site C. 

• Zone change for Development Sites A through G to add Q and/or D conditions. 

• Zone change from CM-1 to C2-2 for Development Sites E and F. 

• Height district change from 1 VL to 2 for Development Site D. 

• Variance from the distance requirement for parking to be provided within 750 feet of 
the proposed use (Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(g); 

• Abandonment of Henry Street through either the merger and resubdivision of 
Development Site C or a street vacation. In the event that Henry Street is vacated, an 
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amendment to the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Generalized Circulation 
Map would be required to remove Henry Street. 

• Haul route; and 

• Any other City of Los Angeles permits or approvals as may be required. 

Required ministerial approvals from the City of Los Angeles may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Department of Public Works permits for excavation and shoring in public ways and 
the installation of public improvements; 

• Department of Building and Safety permits including demolition, grading, foundation 
and building permits; and 

• Any other City of Los Angeles ministerial actions or approvals as may be required. 

2. Community Redevelopment Agency 

• CRA staff review and approval of City of Los Angeles building permit applications; 
and 

• Any other CRA permits or approvals as may be required. 

3. State of California 

Required discretionary approvals from the State of California may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board issuance of National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permits for the control of construction runoff water 
quality; 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District permits regarding emergency 
generators; and 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals from State of California agencies as may 
be required. 
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HI. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
A. OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section provides a summary of the environmental setting for the area around the 
proposed Project Site, as well as an overview of existing on-site conditions for each of the 
following environmental issues that are analyzed in the Draft EIR: Land Use, Aesthetics, 
Transportation, Parking and Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, and Utilities. Each of the 
environmental analysis sections presented in Section IV of the Draft EIR includes a more 
detailed description of existing conditions as well as the regulatory framework that is applicable 
to the proposed Project. 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The Project Site is located within the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area of the 
City of Los Angeles. The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Map designates Development 
Sites A, B, D, and Gas General Commercial, while Development Site C is designated for Public 
Facilities. Development Sites E and F are designated Limited Industrial. The proposed uses 
(i.e., academic, medical research and office buildings on Development Sites A, B, D, E, F, and/or 
G and potential parking facilities on Development Sites B, C, D, E, and/or F) are permitted uses 
under these designations. A Community Plan Amendment to change the land use designation 
from Public Facilities to General Commercial is required to permit the proposed development on 
Development Site C. 

The Project Site is also located within the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project Plan 
area. The Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan encompasses approximately 2,200 acres of 
commercial and industrial properties in east Los Angeles. The principle goal of the 
Redevelopment Plan is to preserve the existing commercial and industrial economy of the 
community. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code (Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code-LAMC) regulates development through land use designations and 
development standards. Development Sites A, B, and G are zoned C2-2 (Commercial). As 
detailed in Section 12.14 of the LAMC, the C2-2 commercial zone permits a wide variety of 
commercial uses, including academic, medical laboratory and medical office uses and allows the 
provision of surface parking in support of commercial uses. Development Site C is zoned PF-1 
(Public Facilities) and Development Site D is zoned [Q] C2-1VL. The [Q] condition on 
Development Site D prohibits 100 percent residential development, and limits residential 
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development, should it occur, to that permitted in the RDI.5 zone. Development Sites E and F 
are zoned CM-1 (Commercial Manufacturing). Thus, the proposed uses for Development Sites 
A, B, D, and G would be permitted uses under the existing zoning designations. Development of 
the proposed uses on Development Sites E and F would require a zone change from CM-1 to C2-
2. Development of the proposed uses on Development Site C would require a zone change from 
PF to C2. There is no required minimum lot area or minimum front, side, or rear yard setback 
for non-residential uses in the C2 zone or CM-1 zone. In addition, a zone change for all 
development sites may be sought to establish a [Q] condition and/or a D condition for the 
purpose of implementing the Project's proposed development program. 

Total floor area and height limitations are regulated by Section 12.21.1 of the LAMC. 
Development Sites A, B, and G are located within Height District 2 for which the applicable 
height limitation is defined in terms of permitted floor area. Specifically, within Height 
District 2, the total floor area in all buildings shall not exceed six times the buildable lot area. 
Development Sites C, E, and F are located in Height District 1, which limits the total floor area 
on a lot in a commercial zone to one and one-half times the buildable area and in a public 
facilities zone to three times the buildable area. Since Development Site C is zoned PF the total 
floor area permitted on this site is limited to three times the buildable area. Development Sites E 
and F are zoned CM, therefore the total floor area pennitted on these sites is limited to 1.5 times 
the buildable lot area. Development Site D is located within Height District l VL, and no 
building or structure in Height District No. 1 VL shall exceed three stories, nor shall it exceed 
45 feet in height. A height district change for Development Site D would be required to permit 
maximum development up to 120 feet in height for any building and up to 75 feet in height for a 
parking structure. Based on the proposed development program Development Site F requires a 
height district change to permit the maximum development that could occur on this Development 
Site. The Height District for Development Sites D, E, and Fis proposed to be changed to Height 
District 2. 

The LAMC also regulates the minimum number of parking spaces to be provided on a 
property based on land use and the number of units or floor area. In addition, per LAMC 
Section 12.21.A.4(g), a project's parking must be provided on the same lot as the proposed use 
or on a separate lot within 750 feet of the use. Development of parking facilities to support the 
new buildings would be accommodated through construction of parking facilities on one or more 
of the following: Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F. As the proposed parking facilities may 
be greater than 750 feet from one or more of the proposed Development Sites, a variance from 
the LAMC provisions regarding the maximum distance between a building and its parking may 
be required. 

The existing land uses in the area are described below under the heading of Aesthetics. 
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AESTHETICS 

The approximate 56-acre USC Health Sciences Campus is located in the northeastern 
portion of the City of Los Angeles. The local street pattern within the area generally follows the 
alignment of the Interstate 10 (I-10) and Interstate 5 (I-5) Freeways. Because of its highly 
developed nature, the area's aesthetic environment is generally defined by the developed land 
uses present in the area. 

West of the Project site the aesthetic environment is defined by the large-scale 
institutional uses present in the area, principally the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center 
and Women and Children's Hospital; the College of Nursing and Allied Health; and the Los 
Angeles County Coroner. The Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center is currently expanding 
its facilities to the south with construction occurring on the north side of Marengo Street. The 
existing high-rise medical buildings in this area range from approximately 4 to 15 stories in 
height and are older than the more modern HSC buildings. Landscaping is limited to ornamental 
landscaping along the building fa9ades fronting the public roadways. Other than the Los 
Angeles County Coroner Building, which is constructed of brick, the surrounding buildings are 
constructed of pre-cast concrete with glass and metal curtain walls. With these land uses serving 
as a western anchor, the HSC is an adjoining institutional complex exhibiting a higher level of 
aesthetic quality due to a greater ability and value placed on creating such an environment by the 
Applicant. 

The Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the 
HSC on the east side of Cornwell Street, with the United States Army Reserve Center located on 
the east side of San Pablo Street south of Norfolk Street. A Los Angeles County Public Works 
facility is located on the north side of Alcazar Street across from the USC Kidney Center and the 
USC Pathology Reference Center. 

From a broad perspective, two relatively large City parks are located to the north and 
south of the HSC. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated from the 
HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to Valley Boulevard. Lincoln 
Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult recreational programs including fishing in the lake 
within the park. Located southeast of the HSC is Hazard Park. Hazard Park is a 25-acre 
recreational resource, which contains trees, lawns, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, and a 
vegetated gully along an abandoned railroad spur line that bisects the park. Views of some HSC 
buildings are visible from certain vantage points within the two parks. However, many views of 
the HSC buildings from within both Lincoln Park and Hazard Park are obscured due to the 
topography and landscaping within the parks themselves. Views of the structures that may occur 
on Development Sites C and D would not be visible from Lincoln or Hazard Parks. The 
structures proposed on Development Site A may be visible from Hazard Park, and the proposed 
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structure(s) that may occur on Development Sites B, E, F, and G may be visible from Lincoln 
Park. 

East of the Project Site, structures are principally one-story in height, older in age and 
constructed of wood and stucco. This area is principally residential in nature with limited 
commercial uses along the major arterials (i.e., Soto Street). Landscaping is limited to street 
trees and private landscaping. Residential uses are also located east of Development Site B 
along the east and west sides of Playground A venue, which bisects the eastern portion of the 
HSC. Further to the east across Soto Street is an established residential neighborhood. The vast 
majority of these residential structures are one-story wood or stucco single family residences that 
are older in age. The aesthetic quality of these areas varies from residence to residence. Many 
of the structures have been well kept while others have deteriorated. Views to the west from 
these residential areas are of the existing HSC buildings. Commercial uses front Mission Road 
to the west of the HSC and residential uses exist further to the west across Mission Road. 

The artificial light environment in the Project area is influenced by street lights as well as 
lighting associated with adjacent buildings and parking facilities within the HSC. Existing 
artificial light sources on the proposed Development Sites include security lighting for the 
surface parking lots. In addition, vehicles traveling on Eastlake Avenue, San Pablo Street, 
Alcazar Street, Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue also contribute to the existing artificial light 
environment within the HSC. Implementation of the proposed Project would introduce new light 
sources within the Project Site including streetlights, interior building lighting, exterior security 
lighting, and parking facility lighting; however, the proposed lighting would be typical of 
existing adjacent facilities within the HSC and is not expected to create unusually high levels of 
light. 

The aesthetic character of the HSC is that of a contemporary and integrated institutional 
campus set into an existing urban landscape providing academic, research, hospital and medical 
office buildings and parking facilities designed in a modernist style reflective of the high-tech 
research activity that occurs within these facilities. The surface parking lots that are proposed for 
development currently feature minimal landscaping consisting of ornamental trees and 
landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape, offering limited aesthetic value to the area. 
Development of theses sites may block views of the distant San Gabriel Mountains from some 
vantage points within the HSC. However, the San Gabriel Mountains would still be visible from 
other vantage points on and around the HSC. 

Though the specific design of the proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of 
the existing academic, research and medical office buildings that define the visual/aesthetic 
appearance of the HSC, particularly existing nearby buildings such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics 
Institute and the Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC) and HCC II buildings. These multi-story 
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buildings consist primarily of pre-cast concrete with a glass and metal curtain wall system in a 
modernist contemporary style. 

TRAFFIC, PARKING AND CIRCULATION 

Regional vehicular access to the proposed Project Site occurs via the San Bernardino 
(I-10) and Golden State (I-5) Freeways. Local vehicular access to the proposed Project Site is 
via Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, Mission Road, Zonal Avenue, Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk 
Street, San Pablo Street, Biggy Street, and Alcazar Street. USC operates shuttles within the 
HSC, as well as to and from the University Park Campus and to and from other area destinations 
such as Union Station and downtown. The Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) also operates 
bus routes that serve the HSC, including Route 254 along Biggy Street and Alcazar Street. 

Of the 18 intersections analyzed in the Draft EIR, fifteen intersections are currently 
operating at a level of service (LOS) D or better during the AM. and P.M. peak hours, while the 
remaining three intersections currently operate at LOS E during one or the other of the peak 
hours. LOS is a measure used by traffic engineers to classify how well an intersection is 
operating. An LOS of A or B indicates free-flow conditions, while an LOS of F reflects highly 
congested conditions. An intersection is considered to be operating at an acceptable level if it is 
operating at an LOS of D or better. The three study intersections operating at LOS E include the 
Mission Road and I-5 Southbound Ramps intersection during the AM. peak hour, the Mission 
Road and Daly Street/Marengo Street intersection during the P.M. peak hour, and the Soto Street 
and I-10 Freeway Westbound Ramps-Charolette Street intersection during the AM. peak hour. 

Currently, Development Site C is used as a 548-space surface parking lot, and 
Development Site D is used as a 106-space surface parking lot. Development Site E consists of 
an 826-space surface parking lot. These surface parking lots serve the HSC. 

AIR QUALITY 

The proposed Project Site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (the "Basin"), a 
6,600-square-mile area encompassing all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los 
Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. The distinctive climate of this area is 
determined primarily by its terrain and geographical location. Regional meteorology is largely 
dominated by a persistent high-pressure area, which commonly resides over the eastern Pacific 
Ocean. Seasonal variations in the strength and position of this pressure cell cause changes in the 
weather patterns in the area. Local climatic conditions are characterized by warm summers, mild 
winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate daytime on-shore breezes, and moderate humidity. This 
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normally mild climate condition is occasionally interrupted by periods of hot weather, winter 
storms, and Santa Ana winds. 

The Basin is an area of high air pollution potential, particularly from June through 
September. The poor ventilation in the Basin, generally attributed to light winds and shallow 
vertical mixing, frequently reduces pollutant dispersion, causing elevated air pollution levels. 
Pollutant concentrations in the Basin vary with location, season, and time of day. Ozone 
concentrations, for example, tend to be lower along the coast, higher in the near inland valleys, 
and lower in the far inland areas of the Basin and adjacent desert. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) monitors air quality 
throughout the Basin at various monitoring stations. The South Coast Air Basin is currently in 
non-attainment for ozone (03), and particulate matter (PM10) based on federal and, thus, state air 
quality standards, as the state standards for California are more stringent than the federal 
standards. 

Sensitive receptors to heightened air pollution levels include areas where children, the 
elderly and those that are ill congregate. Such locations are present within the HSC itself The 
nearest residential uses, which are also considered sensitive receptors, are located approximately 
650 feet southeast of Development Site E, approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B, 
and approximately 900 feet west of Development Site C. 

NOISE 

The existing noise environment in the Project area is characterized primarily by traffic noise 
from nearby roadways. Other noise sources in the Project vicinity include stationary sources 
(i.e., loading docks, building mechanical equipment, etc.) and the occasional noise produced 
from small aircrafts flying overhead. Based on field measurements conducted in preparation of 
this Draft EIR, it was determined that existing ambient noise levels range from 55 dBA to 
64 dBA in the Project area. Residential land uses and certain institutional uses such as day care 
centers, schools, churches, and hospitals are considered to be sensitive noise receptors. The 
sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Development Sites include the 
academic and medical facilities and a day care center within the HSC itself, with the closest 
residential uses located approximately 650 feet southeast of Development Site E, approximately 
700 feet east of Development Site B, and approximately 900 feet west of Development Site C. 
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UTILITIES 

Water service to the Project Site would continue to be provided by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Water & Power. The City receives its water from three major 
sources: (1) the Owens Valley and the Mono basin on the east side of the Sierra Nevada 
Mountains via the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA); (2) Northern California and Colorado River 
imports from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD); and (3) local 
groundwater basins, including the San Fernando, Sylmar, Central Coast and West Coast Basins. 
Based on these sources, existing sources of water supply appear adequate, except during periods 
of prolonged drought. Water conveyance systems are located throughout the HSC and include 
water lines within the major streets. Water mains and laterals connect these lines to the 
individual buildings. No known problems with the existing water conveyance system are known 
to exist with regard to capacity and water pressure. 

Wastewater treatment services would continue to be provided to the HSC by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works (DPW). DPW's Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) 
provides wastewater treatment services to the area. The HTP is designed to treat 450 million 
gallons per day (mgd). The annual increase in wastewater flow to the HTP, however, is limited 
to five (5) mgd, per City Ordinance No. 166,060. Sewer lines are located within the public right
of-way for those streets that traverse the HSC. Sewer mains and laterals connect these lines to 
the individual buildings. No known problems with the existing sewer conveyance system are 
known to exist with regard to capacity. 
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B. CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the analysis of potential 
project impacts include cumulative impacts. CEQA defines cumulative impacts as "two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together are considerable or which compound or 
increase other environmental impacts."10 The State CEQA Guidelines further indicate that the 
analysis of cumulative impacts need not be as in-depth as what is performed relative to the 
proposed Project, but instead is to "be guided by the standards of practicality and 
reasonableness. "11 

Cumulative impacts are anticipated impacts of the proposed Project along with 
reasonably foreseeable growth. Reasonably foreseeable growth may be based on either: 12 

• A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts; or 

• A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document designed to evaluate regional or area-wide conditions. 

The proposed Project is expected to be completed in 2015. Accordingly, this Draft EIR 
considers the effects of other proposed development projects within that time frame. A listing of 
the reasonably anticipated related projects, based on information on file at the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation, is presented in Table l on pages 71 and 72. The 
locations of the related projects are shown in Figure 10 on page 73. In addition, the Project's 
traffic analysis conservatively incorporates a 1 percent average annual growth factor to account 
for additional regional growth beyond that reflected in the related projects list. The total 
projected development was then applied to the analysis of all environmental issues, as 
appropriate. 

10 State CEQA Guidelines, 1-1 California Code of Regulations, § 15355, et seq. 
11 Ibid., § 15355. 
12 Ibid.,§ 15130(b)(l). 
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Map 
No. Project 

1 99-0603 

2 00-1280 

3 00-1860 Freight 
Yard Mixed-Use 
Development 
Project 

4 00-280 

5 Capital Mills 
Project 

6 Alameda District 
Plan 

7 00-5091 
Blossom Plaza 

8 01-3151 

9 02-9991 

10 03-2045 

11 Zilkha 
N euro genetics 
Research 
Institute 
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Table 1 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS 
USC HEATH SCIENCES CAMPUS 

Location Land Use 

1700 Marengo Street Los Angeles County 
Medical Center 

2419 Workman Street Dmgstore 

970 Third Street; Mixed-Use: 
Third Street at Architectural School 
Santa Fe Avenue General Office 

Retail 
Multi-Family 

Residential 

2600 Main Street Convenience Store 

Alameda Street at General Office 
College Street Retail 

Loft Apartments 

Alameda Street General Office 
Corridor Hotel 

Apartment 
Retail 
Museum 

900 Broadway (at Condominium 
College Street) Sit-Down Restaurant 

Museum 
Retail 
Quick Service 

Restaurant 

2005 Fourth Street Gas Station 
Fast-Food Restaurant 

w/ Drive-Through 

1720 Cesar Chavez Hospital 
Avenue Medical Office 
(White Memorial 
Hospital Replacement 
Project; sizes shown are 
net new) 

3319 Broadway at Restaurant 
Gates Street 

West side of San Pablo Research Center 
Street, between Alcazar 
Street and Norfolk 
Street 
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III.B. Cumulative Development 

Size Status 

Phase I: Hospital Under 
Replacement Construction 
(900 beds which 
replace 1,450 
existing beds) 

15,549 SF Proposed 

691,040 SF Total Proposed 
88,096 SF 
39,895 SF 

188,325 SF 
408DU 

3,000 SF Proposed 

20.000 SF Proposed 
5,000 SF 

30DU 

8,200,000 SF Proposed 
750 Rooms 
300DU 

250,000 SF 
70,000 SF 

223DU Proposed 
9,000 SF 
7,000 SF 

25,000 SF 
6,000 SF 

8 Pumps Proposed 
754 SF 

9Beds Proposed 
114,000 SF 

3,319 SF Proposed 

125,000 SF Built & 
Occupied 
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Map 
No. 

12 

13 

14 

Source: 

Project 

Tenet New 
Acute Care 
Tower 

USC HCC II 
Building 

USCHNRT 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS 
USC HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS 

Location Land Use 

North side of Norfolk Hospital 
Street, between San 
Pablo and Playground 
Street 

East side of San Pablo Medical Office 
Street, mid-block 
between Alcazar Street 
and Norfolk Street 

Southeast comer of Research Center 
Eastlake Avenue and 
Biggy Street 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation. 
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III.B. Cumulative Development 

Size Status 

160 Beds Under 
Construction 

150,000 GSF Built & 
Occupied 

175,000 GSF Under 
Construction 
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0.5 Miles 

Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers; Base: Thomas Guide. 

Figure 10 
Related Projects Map 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

l. INTRODUCTION 

This section addresses the proposed Project with regard to applicable land use 
regulations, as well as the type and patterns of land uses in the surrounding area. The analysis 
focuses on whether the uses proposed are consistent with those anticipated in existing plans and 
whether the proposed Project would divide an existing neighborhood, community or land uses. 
Specific environmental effects on surrounding neighborhoods are addressed in other sections of 
the EIR such as Traffic (Section IV.C), Noise (Section IV.D), and Air Quality (Section IV.E). 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Existing Land Uses 

(1) Project Site Land Uses 

The USC Health Science Campus (HSC) is located approximately three (3) miles east of 
downtown Los Angeles, approximately 0.5 mile north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10), and 
approximately 0.5 mile east of the Golden State Freeway (I-5) adjacent to the Lincoln Heights 
and Boyle Heights neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles. The 56-acre HSC features state
of-the-art academic and medical research and treatment facilities, with specific work in the fields 
of cancer, gene therapy, neurosciences, and transplantation biology, as well as programs in 
occupational therapy and physical therapy. As an example, the HSC includes the USC/Norris 
Comprehensive Cancer Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, the 
Doheny Eye Institute, the School of Pharmacy, the Keck School of Medicine, the Center for 
Health Professions, and the Norris Medical Library. In addition to these facilities, the HSC 
contains many ancillary uses including cafeterias, maintenance facilities and vivariums. 
Vivariums are a contributing element to the ongoing academic and medical related activities that 
occur at the HSC. On June 22, 2004, the City's Zoning Administrator determined that vivariums 
are ancillary uses that are permitted within designated locations of the HSC. 

The Project as proposed would occupy seven Development Sites within the HSC. 
Development Site A is centrally located within the HSC and is part of a parcel that also includes 
the Center for Health Professions and the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI). The basement of 
future building(s) on Development Site A could be designed to connect to the basement of the 
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existing adjacent ZNI building. Development Site A is currently utilized as a 287-space surface 
parking lot. This site is approximately 2.46 acres in size, though it is part of a larger 8.06-acre 
parcel. The larger 8.06-acre parcel also includes the Center for Health Professions and the ZNI 
building. Development Site Bis utilized as a 104-space surface parking lot and is approximately 
l.13 acres in size. Development Site B is centrally located within the HSC, located west of the 
existing USC University Hospital parking structure and north of the HCCII Building. The 
building(s) that could occur on this Development Site could form a courtyard configuration with 
the existing Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC) and HCCII buildings. Development Site C is 
located in the western portion of the HSC on the north side of Zonal A venue, between State 
Street to the east and Mission Road to the west across from the existing Women and Children's 
Hospital. This 3.68-acre site is currently used as a 548-space surface parking lot. Henry Street, 
a roadway that has been paved over and out of circulation for at least twenty years, bisects 
Development Site C. Development Site Dis an approximately 0.77-acre site located on the west 
side of Biggy Street between Zonal and Eastlake Avenues and is currently used as a 106-space 
surface parking lot. Development Site E consists of 7.64 acres on the east side of San Pablo 
Street between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard and is currently used as an 826-space 
surface parking lot. Development Site F consists of 2.65 acres of vacant land on the west side of 
San Pablo Street. Development Site G comprises approximately 4.0 acres of the larger 8.06-acre 
parcel that includes Development Site A, the Center for Health Professions, and the ZNI 
building. 

Photographs shown in Figure 4 on page 52 through Figure 9 on page 57 of Section II, 
Project Description, depict the on-site land uses currently occurring within Development Sites A 
through G. 

(2) Surrounding Area Land Uses 

The area surrounding the HSC supports a variety of institutional, public, commercial, 
residential, and recreational land uses. One of the dominant land uses in the area is the Los 
Angeles County-USC Medical Center. This facility, located southwest of the HSC, is one of the 
nation's largest public hospitals and the nation's largest medical training center. The Los 
Angeles County-USC Medical Center is currently replacing its facilities to the south with 
construction occurring on the north side of Marengo Street. Hazard Park is located to the 
southeast of the HSC and east of the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. Hazard Park is 
a 25-acre recreational resource, which contains trees, lawns, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, 
and a vegetated gully along an abandoned railroad spur line that bisects the park. Development 
Site A (the portion of the Project Site nearest to Hazard Park) and Hazard Park are located at 
opposite comers of the San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue intersection. The HSC, the Los 
Angeles County-USC Medical Center and Hazard Park are generally bounded by Valley 
Boulevard to the north, Marengo Street to the south, Mission Road to the west and Soto Street to 
the east. Other public and institutional uses in this immediate area include the United States 
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Army Reserve Center located on the east side of San Pablo Street, south of Norfolk Street and 
the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School, which is located on the east side of 
Cornwell Street. 

A second City park, Lincoln Park, is located across Valley Boulevard to the north of the 
HSC. Lincoln Park is separated from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and by the railroad tracks, 
which run parallel to, and along the south side of, Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide 
variety of youth and adult recreational programs. Located to the east of Development Site Eis a 
Los Angeles County Public Works facility located on the north side of Alcazar Street directly 
across from the DaVita Dialysis Center and the USC Clinical Sciences Center buildings within 
the HSC. 

Large-scale institutional uses, principally the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center, 
previously described, and the Women and Children's Hospital located on Zonal Avenue define 
the uses west of the HSC. The Central Juvenile Hall is also located to the west of the HSC at the 
intersection of Eastlake Avenue and Alcazar Street. The Los Angeles County Coroner is located 
further to the west on the northeast corner of Marengo Street and Mission Road. The College of 
Nursing and Allied Health is located across Mission Road. Residential uses are located west of 
these uses and other institutional and commercial uses fronting Mission Road. The nearest 
residential uses west of Mission Road are located approximately 900 feet west of Development 
Site C. 

The area east of Soto Street is principally residential in nature with limited commercial 
uses along the major arterials (i.e., Soto Street). These predominantly single-family structures 
are one-story in height, older in age and constructed of wood and stucco. Residential uses are 
also located approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B along the east and west sides of 
Playground Avenue, which bisects the eastern portion of the HSC. Figure 11 on page 77 shows 
the Project's seven Development Sites in relation to the aforementioned two off-site uses. 

b. Relevant Land Use Plans and Policies 

The Project Site is located within the City of Los Angeles' Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan area and within the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project. As such, the 
proposed Project is subject to the City of Los Angeles General Plan (the Plan), the Northeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan, the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), and the Adelante 
Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is administered by the Community Redevelopment Agency 
of the City of Los Angeles. Regional agencies also involved with planning and land use issues 
that affect the Project Site include the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 
via the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG); the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro), via the Los Angeles Congestion Management Plan (CMP); and the South 
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Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), via its Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP). 

(1) General Plan of the City of Los Angeles 

California state law requires that every city and county prepare and adopt a long-range 
comprehensive General Plan to guide future development and to identify the community's 
environmental, social, and economic goals. The General Plan must identify the need and 
methods for coordinating community development activities among all units of government; it 
must establish the community's capacity to respond to problems and opportunities; and it must 
provide a basis for subsequent planning efforts. The Los Angeles General Plan sets forth goals, 
objectives and programs that provide a guideline for day-to-day land use policies and to meet the 
existing and future needs and desires of the communities, while integrating a range of state
mandated elements including Transportation, Noise, Safety, Housing, and Conservation. The 
City of Los Angeles' General Plan Land Use Element consists of 35 Community Plans, which 
provide direction for the future development of each of the City's Community Plan Areas. The 
portions of the General Plan that contain land use policies relevant to the proposed Project 
include the Framework Element and the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. 

(a) General Plan Framework 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework (Framework), adopted in December 
1996 and readopted in August 2001, provides general guidance regarding land use issues for the 
entire City of Los Angeles. The General Plan Framework sets forth a citywide comprehensive 
long-range growth strategy and defines citywide polices regarding land use, housing, urban form, 
neighborhood design, open space and conservation, economic development, transportation, 
infrastructure and public services. It is based on a strategy which encourages residential and 
commercial growth along boulevards and corridors and clustered development around 
community focal points and high activity centers. The General Plan Framework guides, but is 
not intended to either override or mandate, changes to the community plans. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element designates Districts (i.e., Neighborhood 
Districts, Community Centers, Regional Centers, Downtown Centers, and Mixed Use 
Boulevards) and provides policies applicable to each District to support the vitality of the City's 
residential neighborhoods and commercial districts. The Metro Long Range Land Use Diagram 
of the General Plan Framework designates the Project Site as a Community Center. 

According to the Framework, Community Centers are intended to be identifiable focal 
points and activity centers for surrounding groups of residential neighborhoods. They contain a 
diversity of uses such as small offices, overnight accommodations, cultural and entertainment 
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facilities, schools and libraries in addition to neighborhood-oriented uses. Physically, the scale 
and density of Community Centers are greater than Neighborhood Districts, generally with 
building heights ranging from two- to six-stories depending on the character of the surrounding 
area. Community Centers are served by small shuttles and local buses in addition to automobiles 
and may be located along transit streets. Goals, objectives and policies for Community Center 
uses include: 

• Encourage pedestrian-oriented, high act1v1ty, multi- and mixed-use centers that 
support and provide identity for Los Angeles' communities; 

• Reinforce existing community centers, which accommodate a broad range of uses that 
serve the needs of adjacent residents, promote neighborhood and community activity, 
are compatible with adjacent neighborhoods, and are developed to be desirable places 
in which to live, work and visit, both in daytime and nighttime; 

• Accommodate the development of community-serving commercial uses and services 
in accordance with the densities/intensities of uses permitted and identified in the 
community plans; 

• Encourage the integration of school classrooms, libraries and similar academic and 
cultural facilities within commercial, office, and mixed commercial-residential 
structures; 

• Determine the appropriateness of centralized and shared parking structures, and 
where feasible, encourage their development; 

• Promote pedestrian activity by design and siting of structures; 

• Require that commercial and mixed-use buildings located adjacent to residential 
zones be designed and limited in height and scale to provide a transition with these 
uses; 

• Provide for the development of public streetscape improvements; and 

• Require that outdoor areas be lighted for night use, safety, and comfort. 

(b) Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

Established on July 3, 1979, the Northeast Community Plan area comprises 15,000 acres 
and serves as a transition between downtown Los Angeles and the neighboring cities of 
Glendale, Pasadena, and South Pasadena to the north; the City of Alhambra to the east; and the 
City of Monterey Park and the unincorporated community of City Terrace to the south. The 
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histories of the roughly 250,000 inhabitants can be traced back to the mid-nineteenth century 
when the first settlements were established. By the beginning of the twentieth century the 
Northeast Los Angeles area was recognized as the location for the City's largest medical 
facility. 13 

Major developments, which include the development of the USC Health Sciences 
Campus within the Northeast Community Plan area, have influenced the arrangement of land 
uses and the relationship of the Plan area with the rest of the expanding metropolis. Distinct 
neighborhoods are present and to some extent are defined by local hills and watercourses as well 
as such man made-features as railroad tracks and freeways. Freeway development [i.e., San 
Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and Harbor Freeway (I-110)] has had a negative effect on 
development within the community plan area as it has divided former neighborhoods, altered 
established transportation patterns, displaced residential, commercial and industrial uses, and 
encouraged development of incompatible land uses in and around major transportation 
corridors. 14 

The HSC is located adjacent to the Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights neighborhoods 
within the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, an area located east of the Los Angeles 
River and south of the Arroyo Seco. The major land use issues in Lincoln Heights are 
incompatibilities among land uses and some major pockets of deterioration that occur along the 
transportation corridors in the area. 15 According to the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, 
the County-USC Medical Center and USC Health Science Campus provide unique challenges 
and opportunities for revitalization, highlighting the efforts of Los Angeles County and USC to 
replace County Hospital and other obsolete or seismically unsafe structures. 16 

The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan promotes an arrangement of land uses, 
streets, and services that encourage and contribute to the economic, social and physical health, 
safety, welfare, and convenience of the people who live and work in the community. The 
Community Plan is intended to guide development in order to create a healthy and pleasant 
environment. It also seeks to enhance community identity and recognize unique neighborhoods 
within the Plan area. The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan sets forth land use policies 
and programs in the areas of residential, commercial, industrial, public and institutional, 
recreational and park facilities, open space, schools, libraries, police protection, fire protection, 
circulation, public transportation, non-motorized transportation, historic and cultural resources, 
and economic development. 

13 City ofLos Angeles Planning Department, Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan (revised June 15, 1999). 

14 Ibid. 
15 Ibid. 
16 Ibid 
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Policies of the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan apply to the entire Community 
Plan area and are frequently general in nature. Because policies can apply to public and private 
projects, the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan establishes guidelines to improve the 
environment as opportunities for public improvements and other public or private projects that 
affect public spaces and rights-of-way occur. Public area guidelines are intended to guide other 
City departments as they develop, update, and implement their respective plans. The Northeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan also includes design policies for individual projects which are 
intended to promote positive, visually interesting streets that are pedestrian-scaled while 
avoiding pedestrian/vehicular conflict. Urban design policies of specific applicability include the 
following: 

• Site Planning: 

- Providing pedestrian access from the front of buildings to rear parking for projects 
with wide frontages. 

- Locating surf ace parking to the rear of structures. 

• Building Height and Design: 

- Ensure that a project avoids large, sterile expanses of building walls. 

- Ensure building materials accent or complement adjacent and nearby buildings. 

- Require a comprehensive signage program suited to the scale and character of the 
local environment. 

• Parking Structures: 

- Utilize landscaping to screen parking structures not architecturally integrated with 
the main building. 

- Design parking structure exteriors to match the style, materials and colors of the 
main building. 

• Light and Glare: 

- Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian walkways, walk-throughs and arcades, 
and vehicular access ways. 

Shield and direct on-site lighting onto driveways and walkways, walk-throughs 
and arcades, and not adjacent areas. 
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The USC Health Science Campus is located at the southernmost portion of the Northeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan area. The Golden State Freeway (I-5), the San Bernardino 
Freeway (I-10), Marengo Avenue, and Mission Road separate the Northeast Los Angeles 
community from the Boyle Heights community. The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 
Map designates Development Sites A, B, D, and Gas General Commercial, while Development 
Site C is designated for Public Facilities. Development Sites E and F are designated Limited 
Industrial. The General Commercial designation correlates with the C1 .5, C2, C4, and P zones 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). The Public Facilities designation correlates with 
the PF zone of the LAMC, while the Limited Industrial designation relates to the CM, MR, CSS, 
Ml, M2, M3, and SL zones of the LAMC. In addition, the Generalized Circulation Map of the 
Community Plan includes Henry Street, a street that has been paved over and out of circulation 
for at least twenty years within Development Site C. 

(2) Los Angeles Municipal Code 

The Project Site is subject to the provisions of the City of Los Angeles Zoning Code, 
Chapter 1 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), which, in part, facilitates 
implementation of the Community Plan objectives cited above through land use designations and 
development standards. Development Sites A, B, and G are zoned C2 (Commercial), while 
Development Site C is zoned PF (Public Facilities) and Development Site D is zoned [Q]C2 
(Commercial). Development Sites E and Fare zoned CM (Commercial Manufacturing). 

As detailed in Section 12. l 4 of the LAMC, the C2 and CM commercial zones permit a 
wide variety of commercial uses, including medical laboratory, and allow the provision of 
surface parking in support of commercial uses. There is no required minimum lot area or 
minimum front, side or rear yard for non-residential uses in the C2 or CM zone. Total floor area 
and height limitations are regulated by Section 12.21.1. Development Sites A, B, and G are 
located within Height District 2 for which the applicable height limitation is defined in terms of 
permitted floor area. Specifically, the total floor area in all buildings within Height District 2 
shall not exceed six times the buildable lot area. Development Sites C, E, and F are located in 
Height District 1. Since Development Site C is zoned PF, the total floor area permitted on this 
site is limited to three times the buildable area. Parking is not considered to count towards the 
permitted floor area. Development Sites E and F are zoned CM, therefore the total floor area 
permitted on these sites is limited to l.5 times the buildable lot area. Development Site D is 
located within Height District l VL. No building or structure in Height District No. l VL shall 
exceed three stories, nor shall it exceed 45 feet in height. The [Q] condition on Development 
Site D prohibits 100 percent residential development, and limits residential development, should 
it occur, to that permitted in the RDl.5 zone. 

The LAMC also regulates the minimum number of parking spaces to be provided on the 
Project Site based on land use and floor area. Section 12.21.A.4 of the LAMC specifies the 
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required number of parking spaces for different use types. The parking requirement for the 
proposed Project (including existing spaces) is estimated to total up to approximately 5,186 
spaces. Also of relevance is Section 12.21.A.4(g), which specifies that a garage or off-street 
parking area must be provided either on the same lot as the proposed use or on another lot not 
more than 750 feet away from the proposed use. Applicable parking regulations are discussed in 
more detail in Section IV.C, Traffic, of this Draft EIR. 

Regulations governing signage in the City of Los Angeles are discussed in Section IV.B, 
Visual Qualities, of this Draft EIR. This section describes the permitting process and maximum 
height, size, type, illumination, safety, visibility of signs from freeway rights-of-way and other 
sign regulations. The relationship of the proposed Project's signage to existing regulations is 
described in detail in Section IV.B, Visual Qualities. 

(3) Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

The Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan (Redevelopment Plan) encompasses 
approximately 2,200 acres of commercial and industrial properties in East Los Angeles. The 
original plan was adopted in 1979 and most recently amended in 1999. It is one of the newest 
redevelopment areas established by the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City 
of Los Angeles. The Redevelopment Plan area contains the areas south of Olympic Boulevard to 
the City limits of Vernon from the Los Angeles River to Indiana Street; North Main Street east to 
Valley Boulevard and Alhambra Avenue to the City Limits of Alhambra; and all east-west 
commercial streets in Boyle Heights such as Cesar Chavez Avenue. 

The principle goal of the Redevelopment Plan is to preserve the existing commercial and 
industrial economy of the community. Objectives are to improve living conditions, upgrade 
public improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while 
preserving existing businesses and industry. Key objectives of specific applicability to the 
proposed Project include the following: 

• Improve the quality of life for those who live and work in and visit the 
Redevelopment Plan Area through enhanced business, employment and academic 
opportunities. 

• Preserve and increase employment, training, business, and investment opportunities 
through redevelopment programs. 

• Support and encourage a circulation system that will improve the quality of life in the 
Redevelopment Plan Area, including pedestrian, automobile, parking, and mass 
transit systems, with emphasis on serving existing facilities and meeting future needs. 
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• Promote and support the conservation, rehabilitation, and appropriate use or reuse of 
existing buildings, groupings of buildings, and other physical features. 

• Promote a thriving commercial environment, including adequate parking and proper 
traffic circulation, which contributes to neighborhood improvement and positively 
relates to adjacent land uses. 

The economy within the Redevelopment Plan area has been stagnating since the early 
1980s. Specifically, economic conditions reflected stagnate property values, abnormally high 
business vacancies and a higher than average crime rate. Limited new investment occurred 
through new construction and purchases of existing property between 1992 and 1998.17 

( 4) Southern California Association of Governments 

The Project Site is also within the planning area of the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG). SCAG is a Joint Powers Agency established under California 
Government Code Section 6502 et seq. that encompasses the following six counties: Los 
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. These counties, an area of 
38,000 square miles, have a combined population of more than 15 million people. For planning 
purposes this area is divided into 14 subregions. The Project Site is located within the City of 
Los Angeles subregion. 

In 1996 SCAG adopted the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which 
provides a framework for decision-making with respect to the growth and changes that can be 
anticipated by the year 2015 and beyond. The RCPG contains a general overview of federal, 
state, and regional plans applicable to the southern California region and serves as a 
comprehensive planning guide for future regional growth. Its chapters are divided into three 
categories: core, ancillary, and bridge. The core chapters include Growth Management (adopted 
June 1994), Regional Transportation Plan (adopted April 2004), Air Quality (adopted October 
1995), Hazardous Waste Management (adopted November 1994), and Water Quality (adopted 
January 1995) all of which are a result of, and respond directly to, federal and state planning 
requirements. They constitute the base on which local governments ensure consistency of their 
plans with applicable regional plans under CEQA. The Air Quality and Growth Management 
chapters contain both core and ancillary policies. 

Ancillary chapters are those on the Economy, Housing, Human Resources and Services, 
Finance, Open Space and Conservation, Water Resources, Energy, and Integrated Solid Waste 

17 The Community Redevelopment Agency of the C~ity of Los Angeles, Ade/ante Eastside Redevelopment Project 
Fact Sheet, www.ci.la.ca.us/CJ?Aladelante.html, April 200./. 
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Management. These chapters address important issues facing the region and may reflect other 
regional plans. These chapters do not, however, contain actions or policies required of local 
government. Hence, they are entirely advisory and establish no new mandates or policies for the 
region. Bridge chapters include the Strategy and Implementation chapters, functioning as links 
between the Core and Ancillary chapters of the RCPG. The primary goals of the RCPG are to 
improve the standard of living, enhance the quality of life, and promote social equity. The 
RCPG contains policies relative to advancing these goals. Land use policies of relevance to the 
proposed Project are set forth in the Growth Management chapter and are as follows: 

• Encouraging patterns of urban development and land use that reduce costs on 
infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities; 

• Encouraging land uses that encourage the use of transit and reduce the need for 
roadway expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled; and 

• Encouraging development in and around activity centers, transportation corridors, 
underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment. 

(5) Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) administers the 
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP), a state-mandated program 
designed to address the impact urban congestion has on local communities and the region as a 
whole. The CMP, last revised in 2004, includes a hierarchy of highways and roadways with 
minimum level of service standards, transit standards, a trip reduction and travel demand 
management element, a program to analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on the 
regional transportation system, a seven-year capital improvement program, and a county-wide 
computer model to evaluate traffic congestion and recommend relief strategies and actions. The 
primary goal of the CMP is to reduce traffic congestion in order to enhance the economic vitality 
and quality of life for all affected communities. The CMP guidelines specify that those freeway 
segments, where a project could add 150 or more trips in each direction during the peak hours, 
be evaluated. The guidelines also require evaluation of all designated CMP roadway 
intersections where a project could add 50 or more trips during either peak hour. No CMP 
arterials have been designated in the Project area. Monitoring Station 1014, the I-10 Freeway at 
East Los Angeles City limit, has been designated as a CMP freeway monitoring location. 
Further discussion of the CMP can be found in Section IV.C, Traffic, of this Draft EIR. 

(6) South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Management Plan 

The Project Site is also located in the South Coast Air Basin, a non-attainment area and 
the nation's only area classified as extreme in its failure to meet the National Ambient Air 
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Quality Standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. The South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in its Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) sets 
forth an attainment program based on projected population and employment growth and air 
quality management and control measures. The SCAQMD is responsible for compliance with 
federal and state air quality legislation in the Los Angeles County area. In conjunction with 
SCAG, the SCAQMD is responsible for establishing a comprehensive program to achieve 
federal and state air quality standards. The AQMP is incorporated into the State Implementation 
Program (SIP), which constitutes all Air Quality Management Plans prepared by all air quality 
management districts in the state. The SIP is the state's plan that demonstrates compliance with 
state and federal air quality standards. The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments require every ozone 
non-attainment area classified as serious, severe or extreme to prepare a comprehensive 
attainment plan (i.e., California State Implementation Plan for Ozone). The California 
Implementation Plan for Ozone was submitted to the US Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) in November 1994 and approved in September 1996. This plan identifies six ozone non
attainment areas in California. Each non-attainment area is assigned a statutory deadline for 
achieving the national ozone standards. Consistency with the SCAQMD's AQMP is evaluated 
in Section IV.D, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR. 

3. PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

The analysis ofland use impacts considers both consistency of the proposed Project with 
adopted plans and policies that govern land use on the Project Site and the compatibility of 
proposed uses with adjacent land uses. The determination of compatibility is based on a survey 
of land uses adjacent to the Project Site, and a determination of the compatibility of the proposed 
Project with adjacent land uses. Adopted regulations and policies governing land use on the 
Project Site are also reviewed and compared with the proposed Project. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide provides guidance concerning the 
nature of land use impacts and recommends determining significance on a case-by-case basis 
with respect to the individual circumstances of each project. Consideration is given to a number 
of factors, including: the extent to which an area would be impacted; the nature and degree of 
impacts; the type of land uses within that area; and the extent to which existing neighborhoods, 
communities, or land uses would be disrupted, divided, or isolated, and the duration of the 
disruptions. In addition, consideration is given to the consistency of the project with adopted 
land use plans, policies, and regulations. 
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Therefore, for the purposes of the proposed Project, a significant impact is considered to 
occur under the following conditions: 

• The Project would not be compatible with the existing land use plans, policies or 
regulations intended to prevent an impact to the environment. 18 

• The interface of physical and operational characteristics of the Project would be 
substantially incompatible with the surrounding land uses. 

• The Project would result in the division, disruption or isolation of an existing 
established community or neighborhood. 

c. Analysis of Project Impacts 

(1) Project Characteristics 

The Project proposes construction and operation of multi-level academic and medical 
office facilities and associated parking facilities on up to seven Development Sites within the 
existing HSC. These new facilities would be utilized for academic and support purposes, 
research laboratories, and offices, as well as medical office space by tenants associated with the 
HSC. The seven proposed Development Sites are currently underdeveloped or utilized as 
surface parking for the HSC and are surrounded by other institutional uses and parking facilities. 
Proposed parking facilities to support the Project could be developed on one or more of the 
following: Development Sites B, C, D, E, and/or F. 

(2) Project Compatibility with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

(a) City of Los Angeles 

(i) General Plan Framework 

A detailed comparison of specific General Plan Framework goals and policies and the 
proposed Project is presented in Table 2 on pages 88 to 96. Based on the analyses and 
conclusions presented in Table 2, the proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and 
policies of the General Plan Framework. 

18 It is important to note that an incompatibility conflict with an individual land use policy or regulation does not 
unto itself necessarily indicate a significant impact to the environment. 
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Table 2 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy Analysis of Project Consistency 

City ofLos Angeles General Plan Framework, Community Centers 

Goal 3: Pedestrian-oriented, high activity, multi- and 
mixed-use centers that support and provide identity for 
Los Angeles' communities. 

Objective 3.9: Reinforce existing community centers. 
which accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the 
needs of adjacent residents, promote neighborhood and 
community activity, are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods, and are developed to be desirable places 
in which to live, work and visit, both in daytime and 
nighttime. 

Policy 3.9.l: Accommodate the development of 
community-serving commercial uses and services in 
accordance with Table 3-1. Land use standards and 
typical Development Characteristics, and Table 3-5, Land 
Use Designation and Corresponding Zones. The ranges 
and densities/intensities of uses pemritted in any area 
shall be identified in the connnunity plans. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

The proposed Project would continue existing 
development patterns and assist in infilling the 
established RSC with similar uses. thereby adding to the 
identity of the RSC. The proposed Project would also 
contribute to the existing pedestrian-friendly campus 
environment that would facilitate pedestrian access to the 
entire HSC and would limit pedestrian and vehicular 
interfaces by providing parking at selected locations 
within the HSC. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways 
between buildings would connect the Project's proposed 
parking facilities with the proposed and existing 
buildings within the HSC. Pedestrian amenities 
associated with the proposed Project would also create a 
safer pedestrian environment through increased activity, 
lighting and security. As such, the proposed Project 
supports this goal. 

The Project proposes to develop additional acade1nic and 
medical-related facilities on sites that are currently used 
as surface parking lots or are underdeveloped within the 
existing RSC, thereby reinforcing an existing community 
center and promoting cmmnunity activity. Development 
of the Project would also preserve the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. as the proposed infill 
development would be located within or adjacent to the 
existing HSC. The design of structures developed as part 
of the Project would reflect the high quality of. and be 
integrated with. the existing HSC structures. This would 
achieve the objective relative to developing a desirable 
place to work and visit. As such, the proposed Project 
supports this objective. 

The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan designates 
Development Sites A, B, D, and G for General 
Commercial uses, while Development Site C is 
designated for Public Facility uses. Development Sites E 
and F are desit,'llated Limited Industrial. The proposed 
uses (i.e., academic, medical research, and medical office 
buildings on Sites A, B, D, and/or G and potential 
parking facilities on Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F 
are consistent with these designations. In addition, 
Project development is consistent with the 
densities/intensities permitted in the Northeast 
Community Plan. With the adoption of the proposed 
General Plan Amendments for Development Site C (i.e., 
from Public Facilities to General Commercial) and 
Development Sites E and F (i.e., Limited Industrial to 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Policy 3.9.2: Encourage the integration of school 
classrooms, libraries and similar educational and cultural 
facilities within commercial, office, and mixed 
commercial-residential structures. 

Policy 3.9.3: Determine the appropriateness of 
centralized and shared parking structures, and where 
feasible, encourage their development. 

Policy 3.9.5: Promote pedestrian activity by design and 
siting of structures. 

Policy 3.9.6: Require that commercial and mixed-use 
buildings located adjacent to residential zones be 
designed and limited in height and scale to provide a 
transition with these uses. 

Policy 3. 9. 7: Provide for the development of public 
streetscape improvements. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

General Connnercial, the proposed Project supports this 
policy. 

The Project proposes to develop additional academic and 
medical-related facilities within the existing HSC. In 
addition, the project would be compatible with the 
Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School, 
wl1ich is located on the east side of Cornwell Street. As 
such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The Project includes the development of centralized and 
shared parking facilities to support the proposed 
academic and medical-related uses. Sidewalks and 
pedestrian walkways between buildings would connect 
the proposed parking facilities with the proposed and 
existing buildings within the HSC. In addition, a USC
operated shuttle system would continue to provide 
transportation throughout the HSC, including the 
proposed buildings and parking facilities. As such. the 
proposed Project supports this policy. 

The location of the proposed parking facilities would 
limit pedestrian and vel1icular interfaces. The additional 
infill development represented by the proposed Project 
would increase the pedestrian activity on the can1pus. As 
such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The proposed infill development would be located on 
seven Development Sites within the existing HSC. While 
the greater HSC is located adjacent to a residential zone, 
the Project's Development Sites are not. Furthermore, 
the height of the proposed structures would not 
substantially contrast with the surrounding residential 
areas, since the proposed structures would be consistent 
in scale with the existing HSC structures. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this policy. 

The Project includes the development of sidewalks and 
pedestrian walkways between buildings that would 
com1ect the parking with the proposed and existing 
buildings within the HSC. These spaces would include 
plantings that would complement the existing 
landscaping program throughout the HSC. In addition, 
all new or replacement trees would be selected for 
consistency with the existing street trees. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this policy. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Policy 3.9.9: Require that outdoor areas be lighted for 
night use, safety, and comfort. 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

Policy 6-1. l: Encourage compatibility in school 
locations, site layout, and architectural design with 
adjacent land uses and community character. 

Policy 10-1.2: Design new development projects to 
minimize disturbance to existing traffic flow with proper 
ingress and egress to parking. 

Policy 16-1.2: Strengthen contacts and cooperation 
between public and private sector organizations engaged 
in economic development activities within the 
community. 

Objective 2-1: Conserve and strengthen potentially viable 
commercial areas in order to stimulate and revitalize 
existing businesses and create opportmrities for 
appropriate new commercial development. 

University of Southern California 
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Analysis of Project Consistency 

Pedestrian amenities associated with the proposed Project 
would create a safe pedestrian environment through 
increased activity, lighting and security. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this policy. 

The Project proposes to develop additional acaden1ic and 
medical-related facilities on underutilized sites within the 
existing HSC. Though the specific design of the 
proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings 
would be designed in a style reflective of the existing 
academic, research, and medical office buildings that 
define the aesthetic appearance of the HSC. Furthermore, 
the height of the proposed structures would not 
substantially contrast with the surrounding community, 
since the proposed structures would be consistent in scale 
with the existing HSC structures. As such, the proposed 
Project supports this policy. 

The proposed Project would create a pedestrian-friendly 
campus environment that would facilitate pedestrian 
access to the entire facility principally by limiting 
pedestrian and vehicular interfaces by providing parking 
at selected locations and com1ecting these parking 
facilities with other components of the HSC via a USC
operated shuttle system. As sucli. the proposed Project 
supports this policy. 

The Project proposes to develop additional academic and 
medical-related facilities within the existing HSC. 
Several other compatible medical, academic, and public 
uses are located in the vicinity to the HSC that would 
benefit from the Project's proposed improvements. As 
such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The proposed infill development would occur on 
underutilized sites within the exiting HSC. The proposed 
academic and medical-related facilities are intended to 
attract outstanding students. faculty and staff to the HSC. 
In addition, other institutional, academic, and public uses 
in the vicinity of the HSC would benefit from the 
proposed improvements to the Project area. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this objective. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Objective 2-3: Minin1ize conflicts between auto-related 
and pedestrian-oriented activities and encourage use of 
public transportation in commercial areas. 

Site Planning: 
- Locating surface parking to the rear of stmctures. 
- Providing pedestrian access from the front of 

buildings to rear parking for projects with wide 
frontages. 

Height and Building Design: 
- Ensure that a project avoids large sterile expanses of 

building walls. 

- Require a comprehensive signage program suited to 
the scale and character to the local enviromnent 

Parking Stmctures: 
- Utilize landscaping to screen parking stmctures not 

architecturally integrated with the main building. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

Providing parking at selected locations would allow 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with lin1ited 
vehicular interfaces. In addition, a USC-operated shuttle 
system would provide transportation from the proposed 
parking facilities to the HSC buildings. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this objective. 

The proposed layout of the Project Site would create a 
pedestrian-friendly campus enviromnent that would 
facilitate pedestrian access to the entire facility 
principally by lin1iting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces 
by providing parking at selected locations witl1in the HSC 
and connecting these parking facilities with other 
components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle 
system. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between 
buildings would connect the parking with the proposed 
and existing buildings wit11in the HSC. The Project 
would include the creation of new exterior courtyards and 
walkways between and around the proposed buildings. 
As such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The proposed buildings would be constructed of steel 
structural or concrete framework clad with pre-cast 
concrete panels and glass and aluminum curtain wall 
systems. Though the design of the proposed buildings 
has not been fully developed at this stage, their 
architectural style would be similar to the same type of 
buildings that already exist on the RSC. These building 
include articulated surfaces, thereby avoiding large, 
sterile expanses of building walls. As such, the proposed 
Project supports this policy. 

The proposed buildings would feature signage and 
lighting consistent with existing HSC lighting and 
signage and LAMC requirements. As such, the proposed 
Project supports this policy. 

Parking for the proposed buildings would be located at 
selected sites within the HSC. A USC-operated shuttle 
system would provide transportation among the proposed 
structure(s) on these sites to the HSC buildings. ln 
addition, sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between the 
buildings would connect the parking with the proposed 
and existing buildings within the HSC. The design of the 
proposed parking facilities would be consistent with the 
HSC architectural themes and in the use of landscaping, 
particularly with regard to fa;:ade treatments. As such, 
the proposed Project supports this policy. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Light and Glare: 
- Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian 

walkways and vehicular access ways. 

- Shield and direct on-site lighting onto driveways 
and walkways. 

Los Angeles A1unicipal Code 

LAMC Section 12.14. The C2 zone (Commercial) 
permits a wide variety of commercial uses, including 
academic, medical laboratory and medical office uses and 
allows the provision of surface parking in support of 
commercial uses. 

LAMC Section 12.21.l.A.2. Within Height District 2, 
the total floor area in all buildings shall not exceed six 
times the buildable lot area. 

LAMC Section 12.21.l.A.l. Within Height District l the 
total floor area on a lot in a commercial zone is limited to 
one-and-one-half times the buildable area. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

The proposed Project would feature well-lit pedestrian 
pathways linking the HSC with the proposed parking 
facilities and would feature appropriate lighting in and 
around the proposed building and parking sites. As such, 
the proposed Project supports this policy. 

All pedestrian, security, and landscape lighting would 
be directed onto driveways and walkways (see 
Section IV.B. l, Visual Resource mitigation measures). 
As such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The proposed medical research, academic, and medical
related uses that may occur on Development Sites A, B, 
and G would be permitted uses under the existing C2 
(Commercial) zoning designations. Development Site D 
is zoned [QJC2-l VL and permits the proposed uses. 
Development Sites E and F are zoned CM (Cmmuercial 
Manufacturing). With the proposed zone change for 
Development Sites E and F (i.e" From CM-1 to C2-2). 
the proposed uses on Development Sites E and F (i.e., 
academic, medical research. and office buildings or 
parking) would be consistent with the existing uses found 
within the HSC and would assist in infilling the 
established HSC with similar uses. With the proposed 
zone change for Development Site C (i.e., from PF to 
C2). the parking structure on Development Site C would 
be a permitted use under the LAMC and would, thus, 
comply with this LAMC section. 

Development Sites A, B, and Gare located within Height 
District 2. The Project proposes a maximum of 465,000, 
295,338, and 100,000 square feet of floor area within 
Development Sites A. B, and G, respectively. Building 
Heights within Development Sites A, B. and G shall not 
exceed 150, 100. and 100 feet, respectively. With 
Development Sites A, B and G consisting of 2.46 acres. 
l.13 acres and 4.0 acres ofland, respectively, the 
maximum amount of development that may occur on 
these Sites would be consistent with the pennitted 6: l 
floor area ratio (FAR). As such, the proposed 
development on Development Sites A, B and G would 
comply with this LAMC section. 

Development Sites C. E, and F are located in Height 
District l. However, parking is not considered to count 
towards the permitted floor area. The height of a parking 
strncture on Development Site C would not exceed 
75 feet. As such, the proposed development on 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

LAMC Section 12.21.1.A.l No building or strncture in 
Height District No. l VL shall exceed three stories, nor 
shall it exceed 45 feet in height. 

LAMC Section 12.21.A.4. Parking requirements. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

Development Site C would comply with this LAMC 
section. The Project proposes a maximum of 
400,000 square feet of floor area within each of 
Development Sites E and F. The proposed building 
heights within Development Sites E and F would not 
exceed 100 feet. Development Site E, which consists of 
7 .64 acres of land, would comply with this LAMC 
section, as proposed development would not exceed the 
permitted l: 1.5 floor area ratio (FAR). However, the 
maximum amount of development ( 400.000 square feet) 
within Development Site F, which consists of 2.65 acres 
ofland, would exceed the pennitted l: 1.5 floor area ratio 
(FAR). Therefore, a height district change from Height 
District I to Height District 2 would be required for the 
maximum amount of development on Development 
Site F to comply with this LAMC section. 

Development Site D is located within Height 
District 1 VL. In the event that University and/or 
medical-related uses are constructed on Development 
Site D, the maximum height of the strncture would be 
140 feet. Parking facilities to support the Project, should 
they occur within Development Site D, would not exceed 
7 5 feet. The heights of the strnctures that could be 
constrncted on Development Site D would be comparable 
to the surrounding HSC buildings. However, a height 
district change from Height District 1 VL to Height 
District 2 for the maximum amount of development 
proposed for Development Site D would be required for 
the Project to comply with this LAMC section. 

Regulations governing parking are discussed in detail in 
Section IV.C, Traffic. of this Draft EIR. Parking 
facilities to support the new buildings that may occur on 
Development Sites A, B, D. E, F, and/or G would be 
accommodated through constrnction of parking facilities 
on one or more of the following: Development Sites B, 
C, D, E, and F. The quantity of parking that would be 
provided would be sufficient to meet the Project's code 
requirements and parking demand. Sidewalks and 
pedestrian walkways between buildings would connect 
the parking with the proposed and existing buildings 
within the HSC. As such, the proposed Project would 
comply with this regulation. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Section 12.2l.A.4(g) specifies that a garage or off-street 
parking area must be provided either on the same lot as 
the proposed use or on another lot not more than 750 feet 
away from the proposed use, as measured along the 
streets or other potential pedestrian pathways between the 
two lots. 

Ade/ante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

Improve the quality of life for those who live and work in 
and visit the Redevelopment Plan Area through enhanced 
business, employment, housing, shopping, entertainment, 
recreational, and educational opportunities. 

Preserve and increase employment, training, business and 
investment opportunities through redevelopment 
programs. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

Parking facilities would be constructed on one or more of 
the following: Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F. 
Providing parking at these selected sites within the HSC 
would further facilitate pedestrian access to the entire 
facility with limited vehicular interfaces. In addition, a 
USC-operated shuttle system would provide 
transportation throughout the HSC. including the 
proposed buildings and parking facilities. As the 
proposed parking facilities may be located greater than 
750 feet from one or more of the proposed Development 
Sites, a variance from the distance requirement set forth 
in this LAMC section may be required for the Project to 
comply with this LAMC section. 

The proposed Project would enhance the pedestrian-
friendly campus environment and would allow pedestrian 
access to the entire facility with limited vehicular 
interfaces by providing parking at selected locations 
within the RSC. One of the goals of the Applicant is to 
improve the quality of life for individuals and society by 
promoting health, preventing and curing disease. 
advancing medical research, and educating tomorrow's 
physicians and scientists. To this end. the proposed 
development of academic and medical-related facilities 
would aid in attracting outstanding students, faculty, and 
staff to the HSC. The Project would therefore provide 
enhanced business, employment and educational 
opportunities for those in the community. As such, the 
Project supports this policy. 

The proposed Project can be characterized as infill 
development within the existing HSC on sites currently 
used as surface parking lots or sites that are 
underdeveloped. Development as proposed would aid in 
achieving tl1e redevelopment program objectives of 
enhanced employment, training and business 
investments. The proposed academic and medical-related 
facilities are intended to attract outstanding students, 
faculty and staff to the HSC that would assist instructors 
in providing outstanding undergraduate, graduate, and 
postgraduate academic programs leading to academic 
degrees in the health profession. As such, this represents 
an increase in employment and training opportunities, 
and the Project is therefore consistent with this policy. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Support and encourage a circulation system that will 
improve the quality of life in the Redevelopment Plan 
Area, including pedestrian, automobile, parking, and 
mass transit systems, with emphasis on serving existing 
facilities and meeting future needs. 

Promote and support the conservation, rehabilitation, and 
appropriate use or reuse of existing buildings, groupings 
of buildings, and other physical features. 

Promote a thriving commercial environment, including 
adequate parking and proper traffic circulation, that 
contributes to neighborhood improvement and positively 
relates to adjacent land uses. 

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

Encouraging patterns of urban development and land use 
that reduce costs on infrastructure construction and make 
better use of existing facilities. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

The proposed Project would be served via the nearby San 
Bernardino (I-10) and Golden State (I-5) Freeways, as 
well as by the Metro mass transit system. Parking 
facilities to support the new buildings would be located at 
selected sites within the HSC. A USC-operated shuttle 
system would provide transportation from the proposed 
parking facilities to the HSC buildings. A shuttle system 
also operates between the HSC and the main University 
Park Campus, as well as Union Station and downtown. 
Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between buildings 
would connect the parking with the proposed and existing 
buildings within the HSC. The proposed site layout 
would create a pedestrian-friendly campus environment 
that would allow pedestrian access to the entire facility 
with linrited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at 
selected sites within the HSC. The Project is therefore 
consistent with tlris policy. 

The proposed Project can be characterized as infill 
development within the existing HSC. Providing parking 
at selected sites within the HSC would facilitate 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with linrited 
vehicular interfaces. Development would include tlle 
creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways 
between and around the proposed buildings. These 
spaces would include plantings that would complement 
the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. 

The proposed layout of the Project Site would create a 
pedestrian-friendly campus enviromnent that would 
facilitate pedestrian access to the entire facility 
principally by linriting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces 
by providing parking at selected sites within the HSC and 
com1ecting these parking facilities with other components 
of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. As part 
of an established campus of related land uses, the 
proposed buildings would assist in infilling the 
established HSC with sinrilar uses. As such, the 
proposed Project would support this policy. 

The proposed Project would develop underutilized sites 
within the existing HSC that are currently used as surface 
parking lots or are underdeveloped. With tl1e 
development of the proposed Project in an established 
area of the City, in which existing facilities and 
infrastructure are already in place and would be available 
to the proposed Project, the cost of infrastructure 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy Analysis of Project Consistency 

constrnction would be reduced. As such, the proposed 
Project would support this policy. 

Encouraging development in and around activity centers. The proposed Project would develop undemtilized sites 
transportation corridors, undemtilized infrastrncture within the existing HSC. The HSC is located in an older 
systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment. section of the City with an established redevelopment 

project. As such, the proposed Project would support this 
policy. 

Encouraging land uses that encourage the use of transit The proposed Project is well seIVed by the Metro, DASH. 
and reduce the need for roadway expansion, reduce the and USC shuttle system. Public transportation to tl1e 
number of auto trips and vehicle n1iles traveled. HSC is also available from Union Station. The proposed 

Project is located witllln the existing HSC enabling 
utilization by the USC community without additional 
auto trips. As such, the proposed Project would support 
this policy. 

The Project proposes to develop academic and medical-related facilities on sites that are 
currently used as surface parking lots or are undeveloped within the existing HSC. These 
proposed uses are consistent with the uses permitted within the Community Center General Plan 
Land Use designation. Development of these sites would preserve the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood, as the proposed development would assist in enhancing the 
established HSC with similar uses. Also, the heights of the proposed structures would not 
substantially contrast with the surrounding residential areas since the proposed structures would 
be consistent in scale with the existing HSC structures and the overall distance between these 
areas and the proposed Development Sites would not be reduced. The Project would also be 
consistent with policies pertaining to the density of community centers given that the density of 
the proposed uses would be compatible with the existing HSC development, and would be 
consistent with the densities permitted by the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. 
Furthermore, the Project would strengthen the HSC and the surrounding commercial areas via 
new development that complements existing development within the HSC. Specifically, the 
Project would stimulate and revitalize existing businesses and create opportunities for 
appropriate new commercial development within the surrounding area. 

The integration of the Project into the existing HSC campus would contribute to, and 
enhance, the existing pedestrian-friendly campus environment and further facilitate pedestrian 
access to the entire HSC. This would be accomplished in large part by limiting pedestrian and 
vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations within the HSC and connecting 
these parking facilities with other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 
The Project would also include the creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways between 
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and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings that would 
complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC and would connect the 
proposed and existing buildings within the HSC. The walkways would be adequately lighted 
and create a sense of place to support and enhance pedestrian activity. Furthermore, while the 
design of the proposed buildings has not been fully developed at this stage, their architectural 
style would be similar to those that already exist on the HSC. On an overall basis, the Project 
would enhance the urban character of the Project area. With the proposed improvements as 
described above, the Project's land use impacts in relation to the City's General Plan Framework 
would be less than significant. 

(ii) Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

As shown in Table 2, the proposed Project would be consistent with the site planning, 
neighborhood compatibility, landscape, access, aesthetic, light and glare and transit oriented 
goals of the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. As described in greater detail in Table 2, 
the proposed Project has been designed to create a pedestrian-friendly campus environment that 
would facilitate pedestrian access to the entire facility by limiting pedestrian and vehicle 
interfaces by providing parking at selected locations within the HSC and connecting these 
parking facilities with the other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 
Though the design of the proposed buildings has not been fully developed at this stage, the 
architectural style would be similar to the buildings that already exist on the HSC. The proposed 
buildings would be constructed of steel structural or concrete framework clad with pre-cast 
concrete panels and glass and aluminum curtain wall systems. Articulated surfaces on building 
walls would avoid large, sterile expanses on building walls. As described in greater detail above, 
the Project would include the creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways between and 
around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings that would complement 
the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. The proposed buildings would also 
feature signage and lighting consistent with existing HSC operations. Through high activity, 
landscaping, night lighting, and other pedestrian amenities, the proposed Project would 
contribute to the aesthetic appearance of the campus for the community. The proposed uses (i.e., 
academic, medical research, and medical office buildings) that may occur on Development Sites 
A, B, D, E, F, and/or G and potential parking facilities on Development Sites B, C, D, E, and/or 
F would be compatible with the Community Plan and its policies. A general plan amendment to 
change the land use designation from Public Facilities to General Commercial is required to 
permit the proposed development of parking facilities on Development Site C. The proposed 
General Commercial designation for Development Site C would be compatible with the 
designations of the surrounding HSC parcels and would be consistent with the intent and policies 
of the Community Plan. In addition, the implementation of the Project with regard to 
Development Site C may require the vacation of Henry Street, a street that is shown on the 
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Generalized Circulation Map but has been paved over 
and out of circulation for at least twenty years. As the street does not exist and is entirely 
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internal to Development Site C, its removal has no bearing on land uses in and around the Project 
Site. Therefore, implementation of this discretionary action (i.e. the vacation of Henry Street) 
would have no land use impact. Therefore, land use impacts in relation to the Northeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan would be less than significant. Please refer to Section IV.C, 
Transportation, Circulation and Parking, for additional information regarding the potential 
transportation implications of vacating Henry Street. 

(iii) Los Angeles Municipal Code 

As shown in Table 2 on pages 88 through 96, the proposed Project generally complies 
with the applicable LAMC provisions. Development Sites A, B, and G are zoned C2-2 
(Commercial). As detailed in Section 12.14 of the LAMC, the C2-2 commercial zone permits a 
wide variety of commercial uses that are pertinent to the Project, including medical office, 
medical laboratories, and parking structures. The proposed uses for Development Sites A, B, 
and G, including a potential basement-level vivarium on Development Site A that could connect 
to the existing vivarium located in the basement level of the adjacent Zilkha Neurogenetics 
Institute, would be permitted as accessory uses under the existing C2 (Commercial) zoning 
designation. Development Site Dis zoned [Q] C2-IVL (Commercial) and permit the Project's 
proposed academic and medical-related facilities. A zone change from CM-1 to C2-2 is required 
for Development Sites E and F to implement the Project as proposed. Development Site C is 
zoned PF-l (Public Facilities), which permits public parking facilities, and government buildings 
and offices. As the Project is proposing a private parking facility on Development Site C, a zone 
change from PF to C2 is required to implement the Project as proposed. The proposed zone 
change to C2 for Development Sites C, E and F would be compatible with the zoning 
designations assigned to the surrounding HSC parcels and would be consistent with the intent 
and policies of the Community Plan. There are no required minimum lot areas or minimum 
front, side, or rear yard for non-residential uses in the C2 or CM zones. 

Section 12.21.1 of the LAMC regulates floor area and height limitations. Development 
Sites A, B, and Gare located within Height District 2. Therefore, the total floor area of buildings 
that may occur on Development Sites A, B, and G shall not exceed six times the buildable lot 
area. Development Sites C, E, and F are located in Height District 1. Since Development Site C 
is zoned PF the total floor area permitted on this site is limited to three times the buildable area. 
Development Sites E and F are zoned commercial, which limits the total floor area on these lots 
to 1.5 times the buildable area. Development Site D is located within Height District 1 VL, 
which limits the height of structures to three stories or 45 feet in height. 

Development Site A is approximately 2.46 acres or 91,912 square feet in size. Therefore, 
the total floor area permitted on this site would be a maximum of 551 ,472 gross square feet. The 
Project is proposing a maximum of 465,000 gross square feet of development on Development 
Site A. Thus, the proposed development on Development Site A would be consistent with the 
existing height district for this particular site. Furthermore the potential building(s) on 
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Development Site A would be consistent in height with other HSC buildings that currently exist 
adjacent to Development Site A 

Development Site B is approximately 1.13 acres or 49,223 square feet. The total floor 
area permitted on Development Site B would, therefore, be a maximum of 295,338 gross square 
feet. The Project is proposing a maximum of 295,338 gross square feet of floor area for this 
Development Site. Thus, the proposed development on Development Site B would be consistent 
with the existing height district for this particular site. Furthennore, the location of the proposed 
building that may occur within Development Site B is sufficiently distant from Lincoln and 
Hazard Parks and off-site residential uses in the area so as to not alter the land use relationships 
that currently exist. 

Development Site C is approximately 3.68 acres in size; however, as discussed above, 
parking facilities do not count toward the permitted floor area. Thus, the proposed Project is 
consistent with the existing height district for this particular site. 

In the event that University and/or medical-related uses are constructed on Development 
Site D, a maximum of 50,312 gross square feet would be permitted. Because the size of 
Development Site D is approximately 0.77 acre, or 33,541 gross square feet, and the site is 
within Height District l VL, a height district change from l VL to 2 is required for the maximum 
development proposed for this site to comply with the LAMC. The proposed height district 
change would allow the permitted floor area on Development Site D to be six times the buildable 
lot area or a maximum of 201,246 gross square feet. Similar to Development Site B, 
Development Site D is located within the boundaries of the existing HSC, and the height of the 
proposed building(s) on Development Site D would be consistent with the heights of the 
surrounding HSC structures. In addition, the location of the proposed building(s) within 
Development Site D is sufficiently distant from Lincoln and Hazard Parks and the off-site 
residential uses in the area so as to not alter the land use relationships that currently exist. 

Development Site Eis approximately 7.64 acres in size and would permit a maximum of 
499,198 gross square feet, while Development Site Fis approximately 2.65 acres permitting a 
maximum floor area of 115,434 gross square feet, as both sites are located within Height 
District l. Although the proposed development on Development Site E is consistent with the 
existing height district for this particular site, the Project proposes a height district change to 
Height District 2 to provide for a consistent Height District 2 across the Project. Development 
Site F would require a height district change from 1 to 2. The height of the proposed building 
that may occur on Development Site F would be consistent with the heights of the surrounding 
HSC structures. Furthermore, the proposed building(s) within Development Site F would be 
separated from Lincoln Park by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to the 
southern side of Valley Boulevard. 
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While the maximum amount of Project development that could occur on the seven 
development sites, when added together, would equal 1.8 million square feet, total Project 
development would never exceed a total of 765,000 square feet. In conclusion, development 
proposed for Development Sites A, C, E, and/or G would be consistent with the density 
permitted by the LAMC. With the adoption of the requested height district changes for 
Development Sites D and F, these Development Sites would also comply with the density 
standards established via the LAMC. 

Section 12.21.A.4 of the LAMC specifies that the proposed Project would require up to 
approximately 5, 186 parking spaces. Regulations governing parking are discussed in detail in 
Section IV.C, Traffic, of this Draft EIR. Development of potential parking facilities to support 
the new buildings on Development Sites B, C, D, E, and/or F would be accommodated through 
construction of multi-level parking structures and/or surface parking lots. The Project's 
proposed parking facilities would be sufficient to meet the Project's parking requirements per the 
LAMC, as well as the Project's demand for parking. Refer to Section IV.C, Traffic, for 
additional information regarding the Project's proposed parking facilities. 

The LAMC also regulates the location of a Project's parking supply. Based on LAMC 
Section 12.21.A.4(g), code required parking must be provided on the same lot as the proposed 
use or on a separate lot within 750 feet of the use. As the distances between the proposed 
Development Sites and the parking facilities may be greater than 750 feet, a variance from the 
distance requirement may be required. Notwithstanding, the City of Los Angeles' Department of 
Building and Safety generally determines parking requirements for an environment such as the 
HSC on a campus-wide basis, rather than on a building-by-building or lot-by-lot basis. For 
example, a parking space on one block at the HSC may be considered to satisfy the LAMC 
parking requirement for a building located across the street. 

The City of Los Angeles regulates the placement, construction and modification of all 
exterior signs and sign support structures through Division 62 (Building Code) of the City of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Specific LAMC requirements and restrictions are dependant 
on signage type. However, general constraints on design, construction, materials, and the 
potential for a hazard to traffic are applicable and the Departments of Building and Safety and 
Transportation would not permit signage that would interfere with the safe and efficient 
operation of vehicles upon a street or freeway, or which create a condition endangering the safety 
of persons. 

Although the signage for the proposed Project has not been finalized at this time, exterior 
signage for the proposed buildings and HSC campus identity would be compatible with the 
design of the existing signage within the HSC. The proposed signs would also comply with the 
Division 62 (Building Code) regulations of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). 
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(iv) Adelante Eastside Development Project 

The principal goal of the Adelante Eastside Development Project is to improve living 
conditions, upgrade public improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the 
industrial base while preserving existing businesses and industry. To this end, as detailed in 
Table 2 on pages 88 through 96, the Project is consistent with the policies or goals of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, as the Project would preserve and enhance the existing 
HSC, a unique commercial and institutional resource of the community. For the same reasons 
that were discussed above in Section IV.3.c.2.a(ii), the proposed Project's impact on the 
Adelante Eastside Development Project would be less than significant. 

(b) SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

The policies set forth in SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) that 
are relevant to individual projects primarily encourage patterns of urban development and land 
use that reduce costs on infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities. 
The RCPG encourages development in and around activity centers, transportation corridors, 
underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment. These 
policies are described in greater detail in Subsection IV.A.2.b.( 4) above and are shown in 
comparison with the proposed Project in Table 2 on pages 88 through 96. 

The HSC is located in an older section of the City with an established redevelopment 
project. The proposed Project would develop underutilized sites within the existing HSC that are 
currently used as surface parking lots. With the development of the proposed Project in an 
established area of the City, in which existing facilities and infrastructure are already in place 
and would be available to the proposed Project, the cost of infrastructure construction would be 
reduced. Furthermore, the proposed Project would be served through the nearby San Bernardino 
(I-10), and Golden State (I-5) Freeways and the Metro system. The area is also well served by 
public transit via the Metro, DASH and USC shuttle systems. Public transportation to the HSC 
is also available from Union Station. Based on the above analysis, the impact of the proposed 
Project on RCPG policies would be less than significant. 

(c) Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) 

The traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project relative to the CMP are 
evaluated in Section IV.C, Traffic of this Draft EIR. As described therein, Project development 
would result in a less than significant impact with regard to the CMP. 
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( d) South Coast Regional Management District Air Quality Management Plan 

Air quality impacts associated with the proposed Project would result from stationary and 
non-stationary sources associated with Project construction and operations. Section IV.D, Air 
Quality, of this Draft EIR evaluates the air quality impacts of the proposed Project and describes 
air quality mitigation measures that would reduce all potential air quality impacts to a less than 
significant level to the extent feasible. The proposed Project would not result in an increase in 
the frequency or severity of an existing air quality violation or create a new violation, and the 
proposed Project is consistent with the population, housing and employment growth assumptions 
contained in the AQMP. As such, the Project would be consistent with the policies and goals of 
the AQMP, and no significant impacts relative to AQMP land use policies and regulations would 
occur. 

In conclusion, the proposed Project, with approval of the requested zone change, height 
district change and parking variances, would be compatible with applicable local and regional 
land use plans, policies, and regulations. As such, Project impacts on local and regional land use 
plans, policies, and regulations would be less than significant. 

(3) Project Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses 

The proposed Project can be characterized as infill development within the ex1stmg 
56-acre HSC. The HSC is generally bounded by Valley Boulevard to the north, Zonal Avenue to 
the south, Mission Street to the west, and Soto Street to the east. Development Sites A, B, and G 
are centrally located within the HSC. Development Site C is located on the west side of the 
HSC, and Development Site D is located along the west side of Biggy Street between Zonal and 
Eastlake Avenues. Development Sites E and F are located north of Alcazar Street, on the east 
and west sides of San Pablo Street, respectively. These seven Development Sites are currently 
vacant or utilized as surface parking lots for the HSC or are underdeveloped and surrounded by 
other institutional uses and other parking facilities. 

Development of academic and medical-related facilities on these sites would be 
consistent with the existing uses found within the HSC, particularly existing adjacent buildings 
such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute and the HCC and HCC II buildings. As part of an 
established campus of related land uses, the proposed buildings would not physically divide an 
established community, but rather would assist in infilling the established HSC with similar uses. 
Similarly, the development of parking facilities on one or more of Development Sites B, C, D, E, 
and F would not result in the physical separation of any established community as the proposed 
uses fit the context of the Development Sites and the entire HSC. 
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The land uses to the north of the Project Site include Lincoln Park and a Los Angeles 
County Public Works facility. The Los Angeles County Public Works facility is located on the 
north side of Alcazar Street, east of Development Site E and directly across from the USC 
Kidney Center and the USC Pathology Reference Center buildings within the HSC. Lincoln 
Park is located approximately 0.25 mile from the nearest Development Site and is further 
separated from the Project Site by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that parallel the 
southern side of Valley Boulevard and existing HSC structures. Given these factors, Project 
development would have a less than significant impact with regard to land use compatibility. 
While the Los Angeles County Public Works facility is located in proximity to the Project Site, 
no land use compatibility impacts are anticipated due to the industrial nature of this use and the 
existence of existing HSC buildings in proximity to this facility. In addition, the proposed 
structures would be consistent in scale and architectural design with the existing HSC structures; 
therefore, the proposed Project would be compatible with the existing uses to the north of the 
Project Site. 

The area east of the Project Site across Soto Street is principally residential in nature with 
limited commercial uses along Soto Street. These predominantly single-family structures are 
one-story in height, older in age, and constructed of wood and stucco. The closest residential 
uses are located approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B along the east and west sides 
of Playground Avenue, which bisects the eastern portion of the HSC. No land use compatibility 
impacts between the Development Sites and these residential uses are anticipated, as existing 
HSC structures separate the Development Sites from these residential uses. Furthermore, the 
heights of the proposed structures would not substantially contrast with these residential uses 
since the proposed structures would be consistent in scale with existing HSC structures. 

The major land use to the south and west of the HSC is the Los Angeles County-USC 
Medical Center. This facility, located southwest of the HSC, is one of the nation's largest public 
hospitals and the nation's largest medical training center. Located to the southeast of the HSC 
and east of the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center is Hazard Park. The Central Juvenile 
Hall is located to the west of the HSC at the intersection of Eastlake Avenue and Alcazar Street. 
Other uses in this immediate area include the United States Army Reserve Center located on the 
east side of San Pablo Street, south of Norfolk Street and the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet 
Senior High School, which is located on the east side of Cornwell Street. The development of 
additional academic, medical-related, and academic support facilities within the existing HSC 
would be compatible with these surrounding institutional and public uses given their similarities 
in land use classification. While Development Site A and Hazard Park are located at opposite 
comers of the intersection, any buildings on Development Site A would be separated from 
Hazard Park not only by San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street, but also by the 
ornamental landscape buffer that exists directly north of Eastlake Avenue. Development Sites B, 
C, D, E, F, and Gare located further north from Hazard Park and are separated from the park by 
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existing HSC buildings. As such, land use compatibility impacts with these uses would be less 
than significant. 

The Women and Children's Hospital is located on Zonal Avenue west of the HSC. The 
Los Angeles County Coroner is also located further to the west of the Project Site on the 
northeast comer of Marengo Street and Mission Road. The College of Nursing and Allied 
Health is located across Mission Road, and residential uses are located west of these and other 
institutional and commercial uses that front Mission Road. The nearest residential uses west of 
Mission Road are located approximately 900 feet west of Development Site C. Given that the 
Development Sites are located within the HSC and the proposed structures would be consistent 
in scale and design to the existing HSC structures, the proposed development would be 
compatible with these institutional, commercial and residential uses which are located to the west 
of the Project Site. 

In conclusion, the proposed seven Development Sites are located within the established 
HSC which is developed with similar uses. Furthermore, the height of the proposed structures 
would not substantially contrast with the surrounding area, since the proposed structures would 
be consistent in scale with the existing HSC structures, as well as the other nearby institutional 
and public uses in the vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore, the land use impacts of the 
proposed uses on the Project Site relative to compatibility with the nearby public, commercial, 
institutional, residential, and recreational land uses would be less than significant. 

( 4) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding land use analysis addressed impacts associated with the regulatory 
framework that is applicable to the proposed Project site and the relationship between the 
Project's uses to those in the surrounding area. The analyses regarding the regulatory 
environment are based on whether the Project would be compatible with existing land use plans 
and the LAMC. The analysis of the Project's relationship with surrounding land use is based on 
whether the new development would disrupt, divide, or isolate existing neighborhoods or land 
uses. 

The Project, as proposed, provides flexibility with regard to the types and quantities of 
the various uses proposed to be developed as part of the Project. The preceding land use analysis 
is based on the development of 765,000 square feet of academic and/or medical-related uses (i.e., 
720,000 square feet of academic and support facilities and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic 
uses). Under the proposed Project, the amount of academic and/or medical research facilities 
could be reduced by as much as 255,000 square feet (a 35 percent reduction in floor area), while 
the amount of medical clinic facilities could be increased by as much as 75,000 square feet (an 
increase of 37 percent). Under this development scenario, a total of 585,000 square feet of 
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academic and medical research facilities would be developed. These variations would allow 
flexibility in the land use mix in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the HSC, 
the southern California economy, and changes in Project requirements. 

In summary, while the exchange of uses would result in varying amounts of development 
(i.e., between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet), the range of permitted uses would be the same. 
Therefore, Project development, regardless of the amount of square footage that would be 
developed, would be consistent with the uses allowed under the existing and proposed C2 
(Commercial) zoning designation for the seven proposed Development Sites. Similarly, the 
proposed building heights and the parking program that would be implemented under any of the 
permitted development scenarios would also be consistent with the LAMC requirements that 
would be in effect upon adoption of the Project's proposed discretionary actions. Due to the 
location of the proposed uses within the existing HSC, each of the proposed uses or combination 
of uses permitted under any development scenario would be compatible with the surrounding 
HSC buildings and the institutional, public, commercial, residential and recreational land uses 
that surround the HSC. In addition, there would be no substantial variation in the Project's street 
configurations or relationship to the surrounding community. Therefore, any Project 
development scenario would be consistent with all applicable land use plans and would be 
compatible with the adjacent uses. Thus, land use impacts associated with any Project 
development scenario would be less than significant. 

The need for the requested height district changes for Development Site F depends on the 
amount of floor area that may be developed on this site. Implementation of any of the 
development scenarios on Development Sites C and D would require the same discretionary 
actions as the proposed Project. Specifically, Development Site C would require a General Plan 
Amendment from Public Facilities to General Commercial and a zone change from PF (Public 
Facilities) to C2-2 (Commercial) for the construction of a potential parking structure proposed on 
this Site. The height district change from 1 VL to 2 requested for Development Site D would still 
be required, regardless of whether 59,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities or 200,000 
square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities were to be developed on Development 
Site D. Similarly, Development Sites E and F would still require a General Plan Amendment 
from Limited Industrial to General Commercial and a zone change from CM-1 to C2-2. In 
addition, a variance from the distance requirement for parking to be provided within 750 feet of 
the proposed use may also be required under any of the development scenarios. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential for cumulative impacts occurs when the impacts of the Project and the 
impacts of related projects together yield impacts that are greater than the impacts separately. 
Based on the information available regarding the related projects, it is reasonable to assume that 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 105 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021860 



EM22665 

IV.A Land Use and Plam1ing 

future projects approved in the surrounding area would have been found, as part of the approval 
process, to be in compliance with local and regional planning goals and policies. If a related 
project was found to be in conflict with applicable land use plans, policies and regulations, it is 
reasonable to assume that its approval would involve findings that the project did not have 
adverse land use impacts or that mitigation measures were incorporated into the project to reduce 
potential land use impacts to less than significant levels. 

A total of 14 related projects have been identified in the vicinity of the Project Site. Four 
of the related projects are located within the existing HSC campus. These projects include the 
USC Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute located to the north of Development Site A, which is already 
built and occupied, the USC University Hospital Acute Care Tower located on the north side of 
Norfolk Street between San Pablo Street and Playground Street, the USC HCC II Building 
located to the south of Development Site B, which is already built and occupied, and the USC 
Harlyne Norris Research Tower located at the southeast corner of Eastlake Avenue and Biggy 
Street. Construction of the USC HRNT is currently under construction. Of the remaining ten 
projects, only the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center Hospital Replacement Project 
located on the north side of Marengo Street is located within close proximity to the Project Site. 
The remaining commercial and residential projects are located further away from the HSC. The 
commercial projects include retail stores, restaurants, a gas station with a fast food restaurant and 
a drive-through, medical offices, a hotel, and a museum. The residential projects consist of a 
30-unit mixed-use apartment, retail and general office project located at Alameda Street and 
College Street, and the 223-unit Blossom Garden Apartment Project, which also includes retail 
uses located at 900 Broadway at College Street. 

The proposed Project would be compatible with the related projects, particularly the 
projects located on the HSC and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Hospital replacement 
project as the scale and proposed uses are similar to the proposed Project. The other identified 
related projects are located further away from the proposed Project, and therefore the cumulative 
land use impacts of those projects and the proposed Project would be negligible. Therefore, no 
significant cumulative land use impacts are anticipated. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

As no significant land use impacts would occur, no mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 

6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Land use impacts prior to, as well as after, the consideration of mitigation measures 
would be less than significant. This conclusion applies to the full range of development 
scenarios that could occur under the proposed Project. 
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B. VISUAL RESOURCES 

1. INTRODUCTION 

An analysis of visual resources considers both aesthetics and views. The following 
analysis evaluates the aesthetic values of the proposed Project, as well as the introduction of the 
proposed Project into the aesthetic environment. The analysis of potential aesthetic impacts 
focuses on the degree to which elements of the environment differ visually. Views from vantage 
points within and surrounding the Project site will also be evaluated to determine if an existing 
viewshed would be obstructed, or if its value would be diminished by the proposed Project. This 
analysis also addresses the blockage of direct sunlight by the proposed buildings on adjacent 
uses. While the following provides a clear identification of the significance thresholds that are 
used in the analysis, it is important to note that the analysis of aesthetics is subjective. 

The Project is designed to enhance the existing campus environment through a 
development plan that integrates new building construction with existing HSC development. In 
addition, pedestrian access will be facilitated by limiting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces 
within the HSC via the provision of parking at selected locations within the HSC. Based on the 
Project's proposed development standards, building(s) that may occur on Development Sites A 
and B would be a maximum of 150 feet in height. Surface parking may also be provided within 
a portion of Development Site B. A multi-story parking structure may occur on Development 
Site C. The height of the parking structure, should it be constructed, would not exceed 75 feet. 
Future land uses on Development Site D may be a combination of University/medical-related 
uses and parking. In the event that University and/or medical-related uses are constructed on 
Development Site D, the maximum height of the structure(s) would be 140 feet. Parking 
facilities, should they occur, would not exceed 75 feet in height and could be a mix of a multi
level structure and surface parking. Development Sites E and F, which are located on the 
northern portion of the HSC, may be developed with buildings to a maximum of 100 feet in 
height. Surface and subterranean parking may also be provided on Development Sites E and F. 
Development Site G is centrally located within the HSC on the same 8.06-acre parcel as 
Development Site A. Maximum building heights on Development Site G are proposed to be 
100 feet. 

Though the specific design of the proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of 
the existing academic, research, and medical office buildings that define the aesthetic appearance 
of the HSC. These multi-story buildings consist primarily of pre-cast concrete with a glass and 
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metal curtain wall system in a modernist contemporary style. Sidewalks and pedestrian 
walkways between buildings would connect the parking with the proposed and existing buildings 
within the HSC. The Project would include the creation of new exterior courtyards and 
walkways between and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings 
that would complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. Nighttime 
lighting would be provided to facilitate pedestrian access and safety. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Existing Visual Environment 

(1) Aesthetics 

The analysis of aesthetics starts with the identification of the visual resources present in 
the Project area and their relationship with the surrounding environment, as well as the visual 
access to these resources. Certain visual resources are generally perceived to possess valuable 
attributes. The proposed Project, as described above, would consist of new structures that would 
be additions to the urban landscape that would be consistent with the activities in the area 
surrounding the Project site. Several of these features may also be considered to be visual 
resources. Existing visual resources that contribute to the aesthetic character of the area include 
the existing USC Health Sciences Campus buildings, as well as other buildings in the vicinity of 
the Project Site, some of which display notable architecture, including the Los Angeles County
USC Medical Center. Landscaping associated with the HSC and other existing buildings in the 
Project area is also considered a visual resource. In addition, landscaping within Hazard Park and 
Lincoln Park contribute to the aesthetic character of the Project area. 

None of the roadways adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, the Project Site are designated as 
a scenic highway on the Scenic Highways Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. 
The City-designated scenic highway nearest to the site is Huntington Drive/Mission Road 
(Scenic Highway No. 46), which is approximately one-half mile northeast of the Project Site. 

A review of the Project site and the surrounding land uses serves as a baseline to 
determine the degree to which the proposed Project would relate to the existing aesthetic or 
visual character of the Project area. The Development Sites that are proposed for development 
are currently utilized as surface parking lots for the HSC or are underdeveloped and are 
surrounded by other HSC structures and facilities. The Development Sites that comprise the 
Project site currently feature negligible landscaping consisting of ornamental trees and 
landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape, offering limited aesthetic value to the area. 
Development Sites A and G are centrally located within the HSC and are part of a parcel that 
also includes the Center for Health Professions and the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute building. 
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Also centrally located within the HSC is Development Site B, which is located west of the 
existing USC University Hospital parking structure. Development Site C is located on the north 
side of Zonal Avenue, between State Street to the east and Mission Road to the west. 
Development Site D is located on the west side of Biggy Street between Zonal and Eastlake 
A venues. Development Sites E and F are located on the east and west sides of San Pablo Street, 
north of Alcazar Street, respectively. The aesthetic character of the HSC is that of a 
contemporary and integrated campus set into an existing urban landscape providing academic, 
research, hospital and medical office buildings, and parking facilities designed in a modernist 
style reflective of the high-tech research activity that occurs within these facilities. Figure 12 on 
page 110 is an aerial photograph that identifies the locations of the seven Development Sites as 
well as surrounding uses. 

The aesthetic environment to the south of the Project site is defined by the large-scale 
institutional uses present in the area, principally the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center 
and Women and Children's Hospital. Landscaping is limited to ornamental landscaping along 
the building fa<;;ades fronting the public roadways. The Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center is currently expanding its facilities to the south with construction occurring on the north 
side of Marengo Street. The Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center building is 19 stories in 
height, while the Women and Children's Hospital is ten stories in height. Both buildings are 
utilitarian in design and are constructed of pre-cast concrete. The original Los Angeles County 
Hospital was built in 1878 and it became affiliated with the USC School of Medicine in 1885. 
The current hospital building was completed in 1933. Considered modern at the time, this 
building continues to dominate the East Los Angeles skyline. 

Institutional uses are also located on Mission Road to the west of the HSC. These 
include the Los Angeles County College of Nursing and Allied Health and the Los Angeles 
County Coroner. These buildings range from approximately two to five stories in height and are 
also older than the more modern HSC buildings. The Los Angeles County College of Nursing 
and Allied Health was founded in 1895 and is constructed of pre-cast concrete. The Los Angeles 
County Coroner building is constructed of brick. Landscaping in these areas is limited to 
ornamental landscaping along building fa<;;ades and street trees fronting Mission Road. 
Residential uses exist to the west, behind the commercial uses that front Mission Road. 
Development Sites C and Dare the nearest to these areas. 

Located southeast of the HSC is Hazard Park. Hazard Park is a 25-acre recreational 
resource, which contains trees, lawns, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, and a vegetated gully 
along an abandoned railroad spur line that bisects the park. Development Site A (the portion of 
the Project site nearest to Hazard Park) is located at the northwest corner of San Pablo Street and 
Eastlake A venue, whereas the park is located at the southeast comer of the intersection. While 
Development Site A and the park are located at opposite corners of the intersection, the buildings 
that may occur on Development Site A would be separated from Hazard Park not only by San 
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Photograph 1: View toward Lincoln Heights looking north from the HSC. 

-
-Medical Center HSC 

I ~ 

Photograph 2: View of the skyline looking west from the residential neighborhood 
located to the east of Soto Street at the intersection of Norfolk Avenue 
and Ricardo Street. 

Photograph Location 
L""""""""""""'---'-----=::'l:___J___J__,/._____::,'"'--=---__t__.L___J Key Map 

Figure 12 
Photographs of Surrounding Area 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street, but also by the ornamental landscape buffer 
that exists directly north of Eastlake Avenue. Development Sites B, C, D, E, F, and G are 
located further north from Hazard Park and are separated from the park by HSC buildings. 

Adjacent to Hazard Park are the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School, 
located to the southeast of the HSC on the east side of Cornwell Street, and the United States 
Army Reserve Center located on the east side of San Pablo Street, south of Norfolk Street. The 
United States Army Reserve Center site is comprised of one-story buildings and surface parking. 
A multi-story institutional structure occupies the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High 
School site, which is located south of the United States Army Reserve Center. Both sites contain 
limited amounts of ornamental landscaping along the building fa;ades and street frontage. 

The area east of the HSC is principally residential in nature with limited commercial uses 
along the major arterials (i.e., Soto Street). Residential uses are also located east of 
Development Site B along Playground Avenue, which bisects the eastern portion of the HSC. 
The residential structures in these areas are principally one-story in height, older in age and 
constructed of wood and stucco. Landscaping is limited to street trees and private landscaping. 
The aesthetic quality of these residential areas varies from residence to residence. Many of the 
structures are well kept, while others have been allowed to deteriorate. 

Located to the north of the HSC across Valley Boulevard is Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park 
is also separated from the HSC by the railroad tracks that run parallel to Valley Boulevard. 
Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult recreational programs including fishing in 
the lake within the park. A Los Angeles County Public Works facility is also located on the 
north side of Alcazar Street between the HSC and Lincoln Park. Development Sites E and F are 
the nearest to these areas. 

(2) Views 

A valued view resource is an area of visual interest that is within the line-of-sight or field 
of view from a public or private vantage point or view location. Environmental impacts occur 
when valued views are partially or substantially obstructed or wholly blocked by a modification 
of the environment (e.g., grading, landscaping, construction of structures, etc.). The State of 
California and the City of Los Angeles have formally acknowledged the value of access to visual 
resources. 19 Valued views in the Project area consist of panoramic views of the downtown 

19 California Government Code Section 65302, which permits the Land Use Element of a General Plan to make 
provision for protection of aesthetic resources and views; Nolan v. California Coastal Commission, -183 US 825 
(1987), where view protection was identified as a legitimate government interest; and the City of Los Angeles 
1979 Scenic Highway Plan where views of aesthetic resources are identified as meriting protection and 
enhancement. 
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Los Angeles skyline and the distant San Gabriel Mountains. A distinction is drawn in this 
analysis between public and private vantage points in order to identify the different categories of 
viewers affected. Public vantage points are publicly accessible areas, such as streets, freeways, 
parks and vista points. Private vantage points are areas located on private property which bring 
specific enjoyment to residents or those who work or visit an area. 

(a) Public Vantage Points 

Views of the Project site from public vantage points are limited to those that occur from 
the public street and freeway corridors approaching or adjacent to the Project site because of the 
flat topography of the area. In the Project vicinity these roadways include Valley Boulevard, 
Zonal Avenue, Mission Road, Eastlake Avenue, Biggy Street, San Pablo Street, Norfolk Street, 
Soto Street, Alcazar Street, and other nearby public streets. Views from street vantage points 
would be characterized as urban in nature with the exception of views of Hazard Park and 
Lincoln Park and long range views of the San Gabriel Mountains. Public views of Hazard Park 
are primarily available from Soto Street, Norfolk Street, and San Pablo Street, while views of 
Lincoln Park are mainly available from Valley Boulevard and Mission Road. Views from within 
these two public City parks are also considered public vantage points. 

Few scenic resources are visible at a distance due in large part to the flat topography and 
highly developed nature of the area. Public views from the streets surrounding the Project Site 
are largely confined to the land uses lining the street corridors. However, because of the flat 
topography of the area, views of tall buildings in the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the 
distant San Gabriel Mountains are not obscured by topographic features and are available from 
certain vantage points within the HSC and the surrounding area. 

The aesthetic environment that has been created within the HSC, such as its high-quality 
architecture, courtyards, landscaping, and attractive building entrances, are not generally visible 
from surrounding public streets (e.g., Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, and Mission Road) due to 
topography, as well as the presence of intervening structures and landscaping. However, views 
of the San Gabriel Mountains and the downtown Los Angeles skyline exist from within the HSC. 
Photograph No. l in Figure 12 on page 110 depicts a view toward the San Gabriel Mountains 
from a vantage point within an existing courtyard adjacent to the USC Healthcare Consultation 
Center buildings and Development Site B. 

Views of the downtown skyline or the San Gabriel Mountains are not generally available 
from the public streets that comprise the residential neighborhood to the east of Soto Street. 
Topography, intervening structures, private landscaping and street trees typically obscure these 
views. Some public vantage points within this neighborhood provide views of the existing HSC 
buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. In addition and as shown in 
Photograph No. 2 in Figure 12 on page 110, a view of the downtown skyline from the 
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intersection of Norfolk Avenue and Ricardo Street is available within this residential 
neighborhood. The tops of the HSC buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center are visible from this public vantage point. 

Views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline are not generally available from locations 
within Hazard Park due to the topography and landscaping within the park itself. A view from 
within Hazard Park toward the downtown Los Angeles skyline is presented in Photograph No. 3 
in Figure 13 on page 114. The top of the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center is also 
visible from this public vantage point, and views of the distant San Gabriel Mountains are 
available from certain vantages in the park, as shown in Photograph No. 4 in Figure 13 on page 
114. Views of existing HSC buildings located on the southern and eastern portion of the campus 
are also available from certain vantage points within Hazard Park. However, many views of the 
existing HSC buildings are obscured due to the topography and landscaping. 

Public views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the distant San Gabriel 
Mountains are available from Valley Boulevard and from within Lincoln Park. These areas are 
located to the north of the HSC. Existing HSC buildings located on the northern portion of the 
campus obstruct views of Development Sites A, C, and D; however, Development Site D is 
visible from some vantage points within Lincoln Park and along Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard. Photograph No. 5 in Figure 14 on page 115 depicts a view of the HSC and the 
downtown Los Angeles skyline from a public vantage point within Lincoln Park. Figure 14 on 
page 115 presents a public view from the intersection of Darwin A venue and Hancock Street 
looking east towards the HSC. The tops of existing HSC buildings and the Los Angeles County
USC Medical Center are visible from this vantage. Intervening structures and landscaping 
generally obscure the views of the HSC. 

Zonal Avenue and Marengo Street are two of the public roadways located to the south of 
the HSC. Public views of the San Gabriel Mountains from Marengo Street are blocked due to 
existing buildings such as the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. Photograph 7 in 
Figure 15 on page 116 shows a public view from Zonal Avenue looking north toward 
Development Site D. As shown in the photograph, street trees and existing structures block the 
majority of the views of the San Gabriel Mountains; however, the tops of the San Gabriel 
Mountains are visible from Zonal Avenue. 

(b) Private Vantage Points 

Views of the visual resources in the Project area are primarily available to HSC campus 
occupants from adjacent buildings within the campus interior. The existing academic, research, 
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Photograph 3: View looking west from within Hazard Park toward the HSC and the 
downtown Los Angeles skyline. 

Photograph 4: View of the San Gabriel Mountains looking north from within Hazard Park. 

Photograph Location 
L""""""""""""'---'-----=::'l:___J___J__,/._____::,'"'--=---__t_.L___J Key Map 

Figure 13 
Photographs of Surrounding Area 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Photograph 5: View of the HSC and the downtown Los Angeles skyline from within Lincoln Park looking southwest. 

Medical Center 
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Photograph 6: View looking east towards the HSC and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center from within the residential neighborhood located west of Mission Road 
at the intersection of Darwin Avenue and Hancock Street. 

Photograph Location 
L""""="""'-_j__---=::'J:___J___J__,/.______::o>l============u Key Map 

Figure 14 
Photographs of Surrounding Area 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Photograph 7: View from Zonal Avenue looking north toward Development Site D and the San Gabriel Mountains. 

Photograph Location 
L""""="""'-_J_____::s~_f___j__,/._____::,,"'=======~======u Key Map 

Figure 15 
Photographs of Surrounding Area 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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medical office, hospital buildings, and parking facilities that comprise the HSC are designed in a 
modernist style reflective of the state-of-the-art research, education, and patient care activity that 
occurs within these facilities. Set into an urban landscape, the visual character of the HSC is that 
of a contemporary and integrated campus with a comprehensive landscaping program. The 
surface parking lots that are proposed for development currently feature limited landscaping 
consisting of ornamental trees and landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape. Views 
of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and San Gabriel Mountains are available from the 
windows of some of the existing taller HSC buildings. Some of the existing structures within the 
HSC also provide views of both Hazard Park and Lincoln Park. Views of the downtown skyline 
are not generally available from low-rise structures within the HSC because of higher 
intervening buildings and landscaping. 

The Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center and the Women and Children's Hospital 
are the two dominant land uses located to the south of the HSC. The Los Angeles County-USC 
Medical Center is currently replacing its facility to the south. Views from these areas to the 
north toward the Project site are of existing HSC buildings located on the southern portion of the 
campus. Zonal Avenue separates the existing surface parking lot that currently occupies 
Development Site C from the Women and Children's Hospital. Views of the downtown Los 
Angeles skyline and San Gabriel Mountains are available from some of the windows within 
these multi-story structures. 

As discussed above, views of the downtown skyline and the distant San Gabriel 
Mountains from the residential uses located east of Soto Street are not generally available due to 
intervening homes, landscaping and street trees that obscure these views. Similarly, views of 
these visual resources from the single-family homes along Playground Avenue are also not 
generally available for these same reasons. Views of Lincoln Park, the downtown Los Angeles 
skyline and San Gabriel Mountains from the County of Los Angeles Public Works facility and 
the other commercial uses located north of Alcazar Street between the HSC and Lincoln Park 
may be available from some private vantage points. Likewise, private views of these resources 
may be available from some of the windows of commercial businesses along Mission Road and 
from some of the single-family residences located west of Mission Road. Intervening structures, 
landscaping and street trees block many of the private views from within these areas. 

(3) Shade/Shadow 

The analysis of potential shading impacts focuses on how long uses, which contain 
routinely useable outdoor spaces, have expectations for sunlight for light, warmth, and overall 
quality of life. These uses are termed "shadow sensitive." Uses typically considered shadow 
sensitive include: residential and recreational areas, churches, schools, and outdoor restaurants. 
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Shadow sensitive uses in the vicinity of the Project's seven Development Sites include 
Lincoln Park located across Valley Boulevard to the north of the HSC. Development Sites E and 
F are located approximately 200 feet south of Lincoln Park. Shadow sensitive uses to the east 
include the residential uses located along the east and west sides of Playground A venue that are 
approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B. Hazard Park is a second City Park located 
southeast of the HSC approximately 125 feet southeast of Development Site A. Adjacent to 
Hazard Park to the south and southeast of the HSC and located on the east side of Cornwell 
Street is the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. Other shadow sensitive uses 
located to the south of the HSC include pedestrian areas in proximity to the Los Angeles County 
- USC Medical Center and the Women and Children's Hospital. Development Sites C and Dare 
located approximately 375 feet north of the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. 
Development Site C is located approximately 200 feet northeast of the Women and Children's 
Hospital. Shadow sensitive uses to the west of the HSC include pedestrian and student gathering 
areas in proximity to the College of Nursing and Allied Health on Mission Road. Development 
Site C is located approximately 300 feet from the Nursing College. Residential uses are located 
further west of the Nursing College. Development Site C is located approximately 900 feet east 
of these shadow sensitive uses. 

Shadow sensitive uses within the HSC include outdoor student gathering areas and 
patient drop-off and pick-up areas, such as the Earner Medical Plaza located between the exiting 
Healthcare Consultation Center, the USC University Hospital and the Doheny Eye Institute. A 
student gathering area is located just north of the Earner Medical Plaza approximately 250 feet 
south of Development Site B between the two Health Consultation Center buildings. The main 
student gathering area on the campus is the HSC Quadrangle located south of the Norris Medical 
Library approximately 500 feet east of Development Site B. There is also a patio area off of the 
Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute building located between Development Sites A and G where 
students and staff congregate. 

b. Policy and Regulatory Environment 

(1) City of Los Angeles Urban Design Policies 

(a) City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework provides insight as to the City's vision 
for future development of the City. While the Framework Element does not directly address the 
design of individual neighborhoods or communities, it embodies neighborhood design policies 
and implementation programs that guide local planning efforts, thereby laying the foundation 
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upon which the City's community plans can be updated. 20 Urban Form objectives and policies of 
the General Plan Framework ofrelevance to the proposed Project include: 

• Encourage future development in centers and in nodes along corridors that are served 
by transit and are already functioning as centers for the surrounding neighborhoods 
(Objective 5.2); 

• Encourage the development of community facilities and improvements that are based 
on need within the centers and reinforce or define those neighborhoods (Objective 
5.4); 

• Enhance the livability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development 
and improving the quality of the public realm (Objective 5.5); 

• Reinforce or encourage the establishment of a strong pedestrian orientation in 
designated neighborhood districts, community centers, and pedestrian-oriented 
subareas within regional centers, so that these districts and centers can serve as a 
focus of activity for the surrounding community and a focus for investment in the 
community (Objective 5.8); and 

• Encourage proper design and effective use of the built environment to help increase 
personal safety at all times of the day (Objective 5.9). 

(b) Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

The proposed Project is located in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area and 
is subject to Community Plan design guidelines, which implement the Urban Form goals of the 
General Plan Framework. The design policies of the Community Plan establish the minimum 
level of design that should be observed in individual developments and also addresses design 
issues such as parking and landscaping. The Community Plan states that projects should 
implement, to the maximum extent feasible, the applicable policies outlined in the Community 
Plan's Urban Design Chapter. 21 Pertinent Community Plan policies that also implement the 
Urban Form policies of the General Plan Framework, which are applicable to individual projects, 
include the following: 

20 General Plan Framework, Urban Form and Neighborhood Design. 
21 City of Los Angeles Department of Planning, Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, page V-1. 
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Site Planning 

• Concentrate pedestrian traffic on commercial streets by locating surface parking to 
the rear of structures; 

• Minimize conflicts between pedestrians and vehicular traffic by providing well
lighted walkthrough arcades from the fronts of wide buildings to rear parking areas; 

• Minimize the number of driveways and provide sole access to the rear of commercial 
lots; 

• Provide well-maintained landscaped strips between driveways and walkways 
accessing the rear of properties; and 

• Provide, where feasible, the undergrounding of new utility service. 

Height and Building Design 

• Require the use of articulations, recesses, surface perforations, and fenestration to 
break up long, flat building fa;ades and free standing walls; 

• Use building materials that accent or complement adjacent and nearby buildings; 

• Require development of a comprehensive signage program, suited in scale and 
character to the local environment, for major ownerships, large, individual buildings 
and buildings with multiple tenants; 

• Screen mechanical and electrical equipment from public view; 

• Screen all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view; and 

• Require the closure of trash areas for all projects. 

Light and Glare 

• Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian walkways, walkthroughs and arcades, and 
vehicle access ways; and 

• Shield and direct on-site lighting to illuminate driveways and walkways, 
walkthroughs, and arcades, and not adjacent areas. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 120 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021875 



EM22680 

IV.B Visual Resources 

Parking Structures 

• Design parking structure exteriors to match the style, materials, and color of the main 
building they serve; and 

• Utilize landscaping to screen parking structures not architecturally integrated with the 
main building. 

Community Design and Landscaping Guidelines 

The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan also establishes urban design goals to 
enhance the community's identity through improvements to the streetscape and landscaping in 
public places and rights-of-way. The following guidelines are intended to improve the quality of 
the environment, aesthetically and physically, as opportunities arise in the community that 
include private projects that affect public spaces and rights-of-way. Pertinent Community Plan 
policies that also implement the urban form policies of the General Plan Framework applicable 
to individual projects include the following: 

• Select street trees that enhance the pedestrian character, convey a distinctive high 
quality visual image for the streets, are drought and smog-tolerant, are fire resistant 
and complement existing street trees; 

• Provide for the installation of street trees along public sidewalks defining the types 
and spacing in accordance with the City's Street Tree Master Plan; 

• Install street furniture that encourages pedestrian activity or physical and visual 
access to buildings and which is aesthetically pleasing, functional, and comfortable, 
including such elements as bus and pedestrian benches, bus shelters, trash receptacles, 
bicycle racks, landscaped planters, drinking fountains and bollards; 

• Re-pave existing sidewalks and crosswalks in principal commercial districts with 
brick pavers, concrete, or other safe, non-slip material to create a distinctive 
pedestrian environment and, for crosswalks, to visually and physically differentiate 
these from vehicle travel lanes and promote continuity between pedestrian sidewalks; 

• Establish a consistent design for all public signage, including fixture type, lettering, 
colors, symbols, and logos designed for specific areas or pathways; 

• Provide for distinctive signage which identifies principal entries to unique 
neighborhoods, historic structures and districts, and public buildings and parks; 
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• Ensure that public signage complements, and does not detract from adjacent 
commercial and residential uses; and 

• Provide for signage which uniquely identifies principal commercial, cultural or 
historic areas in the Plan Area. 

(c) Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

The Project Site is located within the 2,200-acre Adelante Eastside Redevelopment 
Project Plan area (Project Area), administered by the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) 
of the City of Los Angeles. One of the objectives of the Redevelopment Plan is to create an 
attractive and pleasant environment in the Project area. According to the Redevelopment Plan, 
no new improvement shall be constructed and no existing improvement shall be substantially 
modified, altered, repaired, or rehabilitated except in accordance with the Redevelopment Plan 
and any such design guidelines and development controls, and in accordance with architectural, 
landscape, and site plans submitted to and approved by the CRA. Therefore, such plans shall 
give consideration to good design, open space and other amenities to enhance the aesthetic 
quality of the Project area. The CRA also has the authority to review and approve identification 
signs in the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan area. Under the Redevelopment Plan, all 
signs shall conform to the City sign and billboard standards. The design of all signage is subject 
to CRA approval prior to installation. 

(2) Signage Regulations and Policies 

The City of Los Angeles regulates the placement, construction and modification of all 
exterior signs and sign support structures through Division 62 (Building Code) of the City of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Building permits must be obtained from the Department of 
Building and Safety for any proposed signs, and electrical permits must be obtained for signs 
illuminated by electrical lighting. Specific LAMC requirements and restrictions are dependant 
on signage type. However, general constraints on design, construction, materials, potential for 
hazard to traffic, and the determination of such hazard are applicable. No sign or sign support 
structure shall be permitted which would interfere with the safe and efficient operation of 
vehicles upon a street or freeway, or which create a condition endangering the safety of persons. 

Pursuant to Division 62 (Building Code) regulations of the City of Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC), no sign shall be arranged and illuminated to produce a light intensity 
greater than three foot-candles above ambient lighting, as measured at the property line of the 
nearest residential zone (the nearest residential uses are located approximately 700 feet east of 
Development Site B and approximately 900 feet west of Development Site C). Signage cannot 
contain flashing, mechanical, and strobe lights or permanent posters, banners, ribbons, streamers 
or spmners. Supergraphic signs are prohibited (except where permitted by specific plan, 
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supplemental use district, or an approved development agreement). Supergraphic signs consist 
of an image projected or printed onto a wall. Any modification of the City's sign regulations 
must be reviewed and approved by the Board of Building and Safety Commissioners according 
to code-specific criteria. 

3. PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

(1) Aesthetics 

The analysis of aesthetics is based on a three-step process as follows: 

Step l: Describe the massing and general configuration of buildings, open space and 
proposed landscaping treatments around the Project edges, which may be anticipated on 
the basis of the Project's design features. 

Step 2: Compare the resulting appearance to the existing site appearance and character of 
adjacent uses and determine whether and/or to what extent a degrading of the visual 
character of the area could occur (considering factors such as changes in the appearance 
of natural features and open space, and the blending/contrasting of new and existing 
buildings given uses, density, height, bulk, setbacks, signage, etc.); and 

Step 3: Compare the anticipated appearance to standards within existing plans and 
policies which are applicable to the Project Site (regulatory analysis). 

(2) Views 

The analysis of views addresses view resources and view locations relative to the 
proposed Project. These elements were evaluated to determine whether views of existing 
resources would be altered, and whether the sight of a particular view resource would be 
obstructed. Alterations within the view setting were compared to the existing view conditions. 
The analysis further considers whether there would be new Project features which would 
enhance viewing conditions through the creation of new resources or new view locations, and 
whether the proposed Project includes design features which would offset or mitigate specific 
impacts. 

To determine whether a potentially significant view impact would occur, a three-step 
process is used to weigh several considerations, as follows: 
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Step l: Identify the potential obstruction of view resources (attractive visual features) as 
a result of development on the Project Site. An assumption was made that any 
obstruction of a resource would constitute a change in the environment and would be 
considered an adverse impact regardless of effect on the overall view. 

Step 2: Evaluate whether a potential obstruction would substantially alter the view. The 
"Substantiality" of an alteration in viewing is somewhat subjective and dependent on 
many factors. In this case an obstruction in the view of a particular view resource was 
considered substantial if it exhibited the following traits: (1) the area viewed contains a 
valued view resource; (2) the obstruction of the resource covers more than an 
incidental/small portion of the resource; and (3) the obstruction would occur along a 
public view area, or would affect more than a small number of private locations. Where 
these factors were clearly present, or could be reasonably argued to be present, the impact 
was considered substantial. 

Step 3: Consider whether the proposed Project includes design features which offset the 
alteration or loss of views of a valued view resource. To be considered as a mitigating 
factor for a particular adverse view impact, a design feature would need to lessen the 
Project's impact for viewers of the specific view which was adversely affected. 

(3) Shade/Shadow 

Shadows are a function of the season, latitude and longitude, the height and shape of the 
structure casting the shadow, and topography. Due to the earth's rotation and annual revolution 
around the sun, the sun's position relative to any structure is constantly changing throughout the 
annual cycle. Consequently, shadows cast by a structure change substantially during the day, 
and from day to day throughout the year. Early morning shadows are quite long in westerly 
directions, shortening into northerly midday shadows as the sun moves from an eastern rise to a 
southern zenith, then gradually lengthening in an easterly direction as the sun approaches its late 
afternoon or evening setting location in the west. In the winter, when the period of sunlight is 
shorter and the sun is lower in the sky, shadows are uniformly longer than in summer for the 
same time of day. 

In determining the effects of shading, the locations of sensitive uses surrounding the HSC 
are identified and the shading effects are calculated according to standard criteria. Impacts are 
calculated based on locating the maximum proposed building heights closest to the identified 
sensitive uses. In accordance with this methodology, shadows have been calculated and plotted 
for morning, noon, and afternoon hours, during the Spring and Fall equinoxes and the Winter and 
Summer solstices. These periods represent the portion of the day during which maximum 
seasonal shadows occur and which would be of concern to most people. Collectively, the 
seasonal shadow patterns define the annual shadow pattern that can be attributed to the proposed 
Project. During the Spring and Fall equinoxes (March 21/September 21), shading would have 
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approximately half the magnitude as Winter solstice shading, and approximately twice the 
magnitude of Summer solstice shading. Shading conditions at other times of the year can be 
extrapolated between these dates. 

The analysis of potential shading impacts is based on the maximum potential height of 
the buildings that could occur in accordance with the Project's proposed development standards. 
This produces a shadow effect that is equal to the greatest shadow impact that might occur from 
Project buildings. Thus, the analysis of building envelopes results in a conservative analysis 
since the actual shading likely to occur would be less than that analyzed. This occurs because 
the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of the existing academic, research and 
medical office buildings within the HSC, which incorporate the use of articulations and step
backs of exterior walls. 

b. Significance Thresholds 

(1) Aesthetics 

Based on the factors set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (1998, 
p. L.1-3), the proposed Project would have a significant impact on aesthetics, if: 

• The proposed Project would substantially alter, degrade or eliminate the ex1stmg 
visual character of the area, including valued existing features, natural open space or 
other valued resources; 

• The Project features would substantially contrast with the visual character of the 
surrounding area and its valued aesthetic image; or 

• The implementation of the proposed Project would preclude the attainment of 
existing aesthetics regulations as expressed in applicable regional and City planning 
documents. 

(2) Views 

Based on the factors set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (1998, 
p. L.1-3), the proposed Project would have a significant impact on views, if: 

Project development would substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from a prominent view location. 
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(3) Shade/Shadow 

Based on the factors set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (1998, 
p. L.3-2), the proposed Project would have a significant impact if: 

• Shadow-sensitive uses would be shaded by the project-related structures for more 
than three hours between the hours of 9:00 AM. and 3 :00 P.M., between late October 
and early April, or more than four hours between the hours of 9:00 AM. and 5:00 P.M. 

between April and late October. 

c. Analysis of Project Impacts 

(1) Project Design Features 

The Project proposes to develop research, academic and medical-related facilities on up 
to seven Development Sites, which are currently used as surface parking lots or are 
underdeveloped within the existing HSC. The Project also includes the development of parking 
facilities to support the proposed academic and medical-related uses. 

The Project is designed to enhance the existing campus environment through a 
development plan that integrates new building construction with existing HSC development and 
facilitates pedestrian access to the entire facility principally by limiting pedestrian and vehicular 
interfaces via the provision of parking at selected locations within the HSC. Sidewalks and 
pedestrian walkways between buildings would connect the parking with the proposed and 
existing HSC buildings. The Project would also include the creation of new exterior courtyards 
and walkways between and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include 
plantings that would complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. A USC 
operated shuttle system would also provide transportation from the proposed parking structure(s) 
on these sites to the existing and proposed HSC buildings. 

Though the specific design of the proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of 
the existing academic, research and medical office buildings that define the visual appearance of 
the HSC, particularly existing nearby buildings such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute and 
the Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC) and HCC II buildings. These multi-story buildings 
consist primarily of pre-cast concrete with a glass and metal curtain wall system in a modernist 
contemporary style. 

Based on the Project's proposed development standards, buildings up to 150 feet in 
height may be developed on Development Sites A and B. The maximum amount of 
development proposed for Development Site A would range from 120,000 square feet of medical 
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clinic facilities to 465,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site B would range from 
120,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 295,338 square feet of academic and/or medical 
research facilities. Surface parking may also be provided within a portion of Development 
Site B. 

A multi-story parking structure providing up to 2,800 parking spaces may be constructed 
on Development Site C. The height of the parking structure, if constructed, would not exceed 
75 feet including all building mechanical equipment. 

Under the proposed Project, construction on Development Site D may include a 
combination of University/medical-related uses and parking. In the event that University and/or 
medical-related uses are constructed, a maximum of 200,000 square feet of floor area may be 
developed, to a maximum height of 140 feet, including the height of the penthouse for 
mechanical equipment. Should a parking facility be constructed on Development Site D, it could 
be a mix of a multi-level structure and surface parking. The height of the parking structure, if 
one is built, would not exceed 75 feet in height including all building mechanical equipment. 

Development Sites E and F may be developed with the same type of University and/or 
medical related uses that are described above for Development Sites A and B. The maximum 
amount of development proposed for Development Sites E and Fis 400,000 square feet of floor 
area, respectively. The maximum height permitted on these development sites would be 100 feet 
including the height of the penthouse for mechanical equipment. Surface and subterranean 
parking may also be provided within a portion of these two Development Sites. 

The maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site G would range 
from approximately 29,500 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 100,000 square feet of 
academic and/or medical research facilities. This development may occur either in the form of a 
new structure and/or as an addition to the existing CHP structure. Maximum building heights on 
this Development Site would be 100 feet. 

(2) Project Impacts 

(a) Aesthetic Impacts 

The impact of the proposed Project on aesthetics is evaluated in terms of the following: 
(1) the contrast between proposed and existing features of the Project area's valued aesthetic 
image; (2) the degree to which the proposed Project would detract from the existing style or 
image of the area (i.e., due to density, height, bulk, setbacks, and signage); (3) the degree to 
which the proposed Project could contribute to the area's aesthetic value; and (4) Project 
consistency with applicable guidelines and regulations set forth in the City's General and 
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Community Plans. The analysis of potential aesthetic impacts addresses both the construction 
and operational phases of the proposed Project. 

The aesthetic character of the HSC is that of a contemporary and integrated campus set 
into an existing urban landscape providing academic, research, hospital and medical office 
buildings, and parking facilities designed in a modernist style reflective of the high-tech research 
activity that occurs within these facilities. The surface parking lots that are proposed for 
development currently feature limited landscaping consisting of ornamental trees and 
landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape, offering limited aesthetic value to the area. 

(i) Construction 

Construction of the proposed Project would involve the demolition and removal of six 
surface parking lots and one vacant lot within the existing HSC. Development Sites A, B, and D 
are centrally located within the campus while Development Site C is located more toward the 
western portion of campus. Development Sites E and F are located on the east side and west side 
of San Pablo Street between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard, respectively. Development 
Site G is centrally located within the HSC on the same parcel as Development Site A. Project 
construction would remove the existing asphalt parking lots and other on-site and adjacent 
rnanmade features such as metal fencing and sidewalk landscaping. All on-site trees would be 
removed to make way for construction of the proposed Project. In addition, street trees adjacent 
to the seven Development Sites could be removed during site clearance. The removal of street 
trees would detract from the visual character of the area and would create a potentially 
significant aesthetic impact. However, the Project's conceptual design includes landscape 
plantings along the perimeter of each Development Site, which would be an improvement over 
existing conditions. Furthermore, any street trees that would need to be removed for 
construction purposes would be replaced, per standard City Requirements. 

Following site preparation activities would be the development of the proposed 
structures. Construction activities at the Project Site are expected to involve the placement of 
temporary barriers (i.e., fencing) designed to screen the Project's construction activity from 
adjacent streets and sidewalks. Where structural heights require it, a temporary covered 
pedestrian walkway would be provided to ensure adequate pedestrian safety and access. 
Pedestrian walkways and construction fencing are generally not aesthetic structures and could 
potentially serve as targets for graffiti, if not appropriately monitored. The Applicant would 
contract with a graffiti removal company and would monitor each construction site. Although 
construction activities could temporarily degrade the visual character of the area, such activities 
would be short-term and, if mitigated and appropriately monitored, the visual impacts of 
construction would be less than significant. 
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(ii) Operation (Post-Construction) 

Though the specific design of the proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of 
the existing academic, research and medical office buildings that define the aesthetic appearance 
of the HSC. Architectural designs would incorporate the use of articulations, step-backs of 
exterior walls, and the accenting and mixing of fa;ade materials, in coordination with the 
architectural themes of the existing HSC buildings. The parking structure(s) would incorporate 
the use of landscaping to screen the structure(s) and maintain a compatible theme with the 
existing and proposed HSC parking structure(s). The architectural use of vertical sections, 
crossing the horizontal layers of concrete forming the separate parking levels would enhance the 
structure's fa<;ades. The implementation of these Project design features would reduce the 
potential aesthetic impacts to the visual resources in the Project area. 

The existing visual resources that contribute to the aesthetic character of the area include 
the existing USC Health Sciences Campus buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center, which display high-quality architecture. Landscaping associated with these and other 
buildings, as well as the landscaping and natural features within Hazard Park and Lincoln Park 
are also visual features in the Project area. Although the proposed Project would substantially 
change the accustomed appearance of the seven Development Sites when viewed from within the 
HSC and from the streets immediately adjacent to the Development Sites, the existing vacant and 
surface parking lots proposed for development feature minimal landscaping and offer limited 
aesthetic value to the area. Therefore, the proposed structures, which can be characterized as 
infill development within an established campus, would not substantially alter, degrade or 
eliminate the existing visual character of the area. Furthermore, the proposed density, height and 
bulk of the proposed structures would not substantially contrast with the visual character of the 
surrounding area, since the proposed structures would be consistent in scale with the existing 
HSC structures, and would not contrast with the features in the area that represent the area's 
valued aesthetic image. As such, construction of the proposed Project would create an aesthetic 
impact that is less than significant. 

(b) Views 

The impact of the proposed Project on views is evaluated in terms of the following: 
(l) the nature and quality of the recognized view; (2) the extent of the obstruction of the view; 
and (3) the extent to which the project affects a length of public roadway. Separate analyses 
relative to views from public and private vantage points are provided below. 
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(i) Public Vantage Points 

The proposed Development Sites are located within the existing 56-acre HSC. Public 
views of the Development Sites are generally limited to certain vantage points along the public 
roadways adjacent to each particular Development Site due to the relatively flat topography and 
density of existing buildings in the Project area. These streets include Valley Boulevard, Zonal 
Avenue, Mission Road, Eastlake Avenue, Biggy Street, San Pablo Street, Norfolk Street, Soto 
Street, and Alcazar Street. None of these roadways are designated as a scenic highway on the 
Scenic Highways Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. The City-designated scenic 
highway nearest to the site is Huntington Drive/Mission Road (Scenic Highway No. 46), which 
is approximately one-half mile northeast of the Project Site. The Development Sites and the 
HSC are not visible from this scenic highway. Furthermore, the scenic resources visible from 
this scenic highway would not be impacted by the proposed Project. As a result, Project 
development would result in a less than significant impact on designated scenic highways. 

As discussed above, valued views in the Project area consist of panoramic views of the 
downtown Los Angeles skyline, the distant San Gabriel Mountains, and the existing HSC 
buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. Public views of Hazard and 
Lincoln Parks are also important visual resources in the Project area. Views of Hazard Park are 
primarily available from Soto Street, Norfolk Street and San Pablo Street, while views of Lincoln 
Park are mainly available from Valley Boulevard and Mission Road. Due to the location of the 
Development Sites relative to the location of the public vantage points of Hazard and Lincoln 
Parks, the proposed Project would not block any public views of these visual resources. 
Likewise, the proposed infill development would not substantially obstruct public views of the 
Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center since the proposed Development Sites are located 
within the existing HSC, and the proposed structures would be consistent in scale with the 
existing HSC structures. 

The relatively flat topography of the area largely limits views from the streets 
surrounding the Project Site to the land uses that are lining the street corridors. However, 
because of the flat topography of the area, views of tall buildings in the downtown Los Angeles 
skyline and the distant San Gabriel Mountains are not blocked by topographic features and are 
available from certain vantage points within the HSC and from public vantage points in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. 

Zonal Avenue and Marengo Street are two of the public roadways located to the south of 
the HSC. Views from these public streets are largely confined to the land uses lining these 
streets. Public views of the San Gabriel Mountains from Marengo Street are blocked due to 
existing HSC structures and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. Although street 
trees and existing structures block the majority of the views of the San Gabriel Mountains, views 
of the tops of the San Gabriel Mountains from Zonal Avenue would be blocked by the 75-foot 
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parking structure that could be developed on Development Site C. This relatively short section 
of Zonal Avenue is not a prominent view location, and the degree to which the proposed Project 
would detract from the views of this visual resource is minimal. Therefore, impacts to the public 
views of the tops of the San Gabriel Mountains are less than significant. 

Public views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline are not available from within Hazard 
Park to the south due to the topography and landscaping within the park itself, as demonstrated 
in Photograph No. 3 in Figure l3 on page 114. While Development Site A and the park are 
located at opposite corners of the intersection of San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue, the 
buildings that may occur on Development Site A would be separated from Hazard Park not only 
by San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street, but also by the ornamental landscape 
buffer that exists directly north of Eastlake Avenue. The proposed structures that could occur on 
this Development Site would not block any views of the downtown skyline or views of the San 
Gabriel Mountains from Hazard Park. 

Views of the Los Angeles downtown skyline from Soto Street and the public roadways 
that encompass the residential neighborhood located to the east of Soto Street are not generally 
available due to the intervening single-family homes and the existing landscaping within this 
residential neighborhood. The tops of the existing HSC buildings and the Los Angeles County
USC Medical Center are visible from this residential neighborhood as shown in Photograph 
No. 2 in Figure 12 on page 110. Views of the structures that could occur on Development 
Sites A, B, C, and D would not be visible from within this neighborhood due to intervening HSC 
structures. The structures that may be constructed on Development Sites E and F may be visible 
from certain vantages along Soto Street, as well as from some of the public roadways within the 
residential neighborhood located to the east of Soto Street. However, the structures that could be 
built on these development sites would not substantially obstruct views of the downtown skyline 
or views of the San Gabriel Mountains from public vantage points east of the Project Site as the 
San Gabriel Mountains are located to the north of the HSC and this residential neighborhood. 
Furthermore, the potential construction on these Development Sites would occur within the 
existing HSC, which contains existing buildings of similar heights, and as a result, potential 
views of the downtown skyline are obscured by existing HSC structures. 

Due to the existing HSC buildings, views of the structures proposed on Development 
Sites A, C, and D would not be visible from Lincoln Park. Views of the downtown skyline from 
Lincoln Park, as shown in Photograph No. 5 in Figure 14 on page 115, would continue to be 
available following implementation of the proposed Project. In addition, as the San Gabriel 
Mountains are located to the north of Lincoln Park, views of this visual resource would also 
continue to be available following Project implementation since the proposed Project is located 
to the south of Lincoln Park. Although the structures that may be constructed on Development 
Sites B, E, F, and G may be visible from Lincoln Park, Project development would not 
substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view resource since the downtown Los 
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Angeles skyline visible from Lincoln Park is located to the west of the Project Site or is already 
obscured by existing structures. Public views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the San 
Gabriel Mountains would also continue to be available from Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard for the same reasons. 

Public views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline are generally not available from 
Mission Road or from the residential neighborhood streets west of Mission Road as vantage 
points are limited due to the buildings and the landscaping lining the street frontages. 
Furthermore, the location of the proposed Development Sites within the HSC in relation to the 
downtown skyline and the San Gabriel Mountains is such that views from the public vantage 
points along Mission Road would not be impacted by the proposed Project, since downtown Los 
Angeles is located to the west of the Mission Road and the San Gabriel Mountains are located to 
the north. 

In conclusion, proposed Project development would not obstruct an existing view of a 
valued view resource from the analyzed public vantage points. As such, Project impacts on 
views from public vantage points would be less than significant. 

(ii) Private Vantage Points 

Private vantage points within the Project vicinity consist of locations within the HSC, the 
high-rise Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center, the Women and Children's Hospital to the 
south, institutional and commercial uses located on Mission Road to the west, residential uses 
located west of Mission Road and to the east of Soto Street and a limited number of commercial 
uses along Soto Street to the east of the HSC. As previously discussed, views of the seven 
proposed Development Sites are generally limited to certain vantage points within the HSC and 
along the public roadways adjacent to each particular Development Site due to the relatively flat 
topography of the HSC and the placement of the existing buildings within the HSC and other 
buildings in the Project area. 

Private views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline, the distant San Gabriel Mountains, 
Hazard and Lincoln Parks, and the existing HSC buildings and other buildings in the vicinity of 
the Project Site, which display high-quality architecture, including the Los Angeles County-USC 
Medical Center are the visual resources in the Project area. Private views of Hazard Park are 
limited to the residences located east of Soto Street, the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior 
High School, located on the east side of Cornwell Street, and the United States Army Reserve 
Center located on the east side of San Pablo Street south of Norfolk Street. The proposed Project 
would not impact views of Hazard Park from these private vantage points since the proposed 
Development Sites are not located between these private vantage points and Hazard Park. 
Likewise, the proposed Project would also not impact any private views of Lincoln Park as 
existing structures already block views of Lincoln Park from these private vantage points. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 132 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021887 



EM22692 

IV.B Visual Resources 

Views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and San Gabriel Mountains from within the 
HSC are also generally blocked due to existing HSC buildings. However, as shown in 
Photograph No. l in Figure 12 on page 110, structures that could occur on Development Sites B, 
E, F, and G would block views of the San Gabriel Mountains from the courtyard located adjacent 
to the USC Healthcare Consultation Buildings. Existing views of the downtown Los Angeles 
skyline may also be obstructed by the proposed structures on Development Site A. However, 
due to the limited extent to which views of these visual resources would be degraded, impacts 
are considered to be less than significant. 

Views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline from the private vantage points outside of 
the HSC would not be impacted by the proposed Project due to the location of the HSC in 
relationship to this visual resource as the Development Sites are not located between any private 
vantage points and this resource. Any private views of the downtown skyline from the areas to 
the north, south and west of the Project site would continue to be available following Project 
implementation. Private views of this visual resource from the residences located to the east of 
Soto Street or from the limited commercial uses on Soto Street do not exist due to intervening 
structures and landscaping or would not be blocked by the proposed structures located within the 
HSC. The only private vantage point of a visual resources outside of the HSC that potentially 
would be impacted by the proposed Project are views of the distant San Gabriel Mountains from 
the lower floors of the Women and Children's Hospital on Zonal Avenue. Views of these distant 
mountains from the lower floors may be blocked by the 75-foot parking structure that could 
occur on Development Site C. However, the height of the proposed parking structure would be 
comparable to the surrounding HSC buildings. Furthermore, the extent to which the proposed 
Project would detract from the views the San Gabriel Mountains is negligible. Therefore, 
impacts to views of the San Gabriel Mountains would be considered less than significant. 

(c) Shade/Shadow 

The analysis is based on the maximum building heights on each Development Site, 
regardless of whether 585,000 to 765,000 square feet is developed. In addition, the building 
footprints are presumed to encompass the entire Development Site with no setbacks or 
articulation in the design of the structures. Thus, the analysis is conservative since the actual 
shading likely to occur would be less than that analyzed. This occurs because the buildings 
would be designed in a style reflective of the existing academic, research and medical office 
buildings within the HSC, which incorporate the use of articulations and step-backs of exterior 
walls. Figure 16 through Figure 19 on pages 134 through 137 identify the maximum extent of 
shadows cast by the proposed structure(s) for each of the seven Development Sites on the 
Summer and Winter solstices and the Spring and Fall equinoxes. These periods were selected to 
represent the portion of the day during which maximum seasonal shading occurs and could be 
expected to be of concern to most people. As previously discussed, building(s) that may occur 
on Development Sites A and B would be a maximum of 150 feet in height. The height of the 
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NOTE: Shadows occurring on March 21 (i.e., spring equinox) 
differ from those on September 23 (i.e., fall equinox) due to the 
effect caused by daylight savings time (i.e., daylight savings is 
not in effect on the spring equinox, but is on the fall equinox) 
and slight differences in the angle of the sun relative to the 
Earth's surface. 

Figure 16 
Spring Shadows 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, Nov. 2004 
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NOTE: Shadows occurring on September 23 (i.e., fall equinox) 
differ from those on March 21 (i.e., spring equinox) due to the 
effect caused by daylight savings time (i.e., daylight savings is 
not in effect on the spring equinox, but is on the fall equinox) 
and slight differences in the angle of the sun relative to the 
Earth's surface. 

Figure 18 
Fall Shadows 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, Nov. 2004 
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The analysis presented above addresses the shading impacts that occur starting at 9:00 a.m .. 
Information regarding afternoon/evening time periods is provided for the last full hour prior to sunset. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, Nov. 2004 
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parking structure proposed on Development Site C, should it be constructed, would not exceed 
75 feet. The maximum height of any structure that could be constructed on Development Site D 
would be 140 feet. Development Sites E and F, which are located on the northern portion of the 
HSC, may be developed to a maximum height of 100 feet. Maximum building heights on 
Development Site G are l 00 feet. 

During the spring months, as shown in Figure 16 on page 134, shadows cast by the 
proposed structures would not extend onto any of the shadow sensitive uses in the vicinity of the 
seven Development Sites due to the distance between the Development Sites and the shadow 
sensitive uses. Likewise, as shown in Figure 17 on page 135 and Figure 18 on page 136, no 
Project shadows would be cast on any off-site residential areas or onto Lincoln or Hazard Parks 
during the summer and fall months for the same seasons. However, during the winter months, as 
shown in Figure 19 on page 137, shadows cast by the proposed structure(s) on Development 
Sites E and F may extend onto Lincoln Park. Specifically, Lincoln Park would only be shaded 
by the proposed structure(s) on Development Sites E and F for less than two hours, between the 
hours of 1 :00 P.M. and 3 :00 P.M., during the winter months. Therefore, Project impacts to off-site 
shadow sensitive uses are concluded to be less than significant. 

Much of the shading on the HSC itself can be attributed to the density and heights of the 
existing development within the HSC. Furthermore, as shown on the preceding shadow 
diagrams, shadows cast by the proposed structures would not shade on-site shadow sensitive 
uses, such as the student gathering area located north of the Earner Medical Plaza approximately 
250 feet south of Development Site B or the HSC Quadrangle located approximately 500 feet 
east of Development Site B. Project shadows from the structure(s) proposed on Development 
Site A may be cast onto the patio area off of the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute building. 
However, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute building already shades this patio area. Therefore, 
impacts with respect to on-site shadow sensitive uses would be less than significant. 

( d) Policy and Regulatory Compliance 

(i) City of Los Angeles Urban Design Policies 

General Plan Framework 

The proposed Project is consistent with the General Plan Framework's Community 
Center designation for the Project Site and with the policies regarding urban form, described 
under Subsection IV.A.2.1.b(l)(a), above. Primary Urban Form and Neighborhood Design goals 
of the General Plan Framework are to promote pedestrian activity and to enhance the livability of 
all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development and improving the quality of the 
public realm. The General Plan Framework also encourages the establishment of a strong 
pedestrian environment that can serve as a focus of activity for the surrounding community and a 
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focus for investment in the community. The proposed Project incorporates numerous pedestrian
oriented design features including sidewalks, exterior courtyards and pedestrian walkways, 
which are described in more detail under the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan discussion, 
below. 

The location of the proposed Project in an area served by the San Bernardino Freeway 
(I-10) and the Golden State Freeway (I-5), several metro bus lines, and the HSC Shuttle system 
is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan Framework, which encourage 
development in centers and in nodes along corridors that are served by transit. In addition, by 
incorporating features that support visual amenities and pedestrian-oriented design elements, the 
proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan Framework 
that pertain to these issues. Pedestrian amenities associated with the proposed Project would 
create a safer pedestrian environment through increased activity, lighting and security. The 
development of underutilized surface parking lots, which feature negligible landscaping 
consisting of ornamental trees and landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape and offer 
limited aesthetic value, would assist in infilling the established campus with similar uses. 

Consistent with the General Plan Framework, the proposed infill development would be 
compatible with the surrounding HSC buildings, as well as the other institutional buildings in the 
vicinity of the Project Site that define this area of the city. The proposed Project would also 
enhance the livability of the HSC by creating a pedestrian-friendly campus environment that 
limits pedestrian and vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations within the 
HSC. This is consistent with the General Plan Framework policy to encourage the establishment 
of a strong pedestrian orientation so that this area can serve as a focus of activity for the 
surrounding community and a focus for investment in the community. Furthermore, the 
proposed Project would include lighted and well-marked pedestrian pathways from the proposed 
parking structure(s) to the existing and proposed HSC building, which is consistent with the 
General Plan Framework policy that encourages proper design and effective use of the built 
environment to help increase personal safety. As such, a less-than-significant impact would 
occur as Project development is consistent with the urban design policies of the General Plan 
Framework. 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

The urban design policies set forth in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 
implement the policies of the General Plan Framework. Under the Community Plan, projects 
must implement, to the maximum extent feasible, the applicable urban design policies outlined in 
the Community Plan. Applicable Community Plan policies are outlined in Section 
IV.B.1.b(l)(b), above. As described in Section IV.B.3.c(l), above, the proposed Project is 
designed to enhance the existing campus environment through a development plan that integrates 
new building construction with existing HSC development and facilitates pedestrian access by 
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limiting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces via the provision of parking at selected locations 
within the HSC. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between buildings would connect the 
parking with the proposed and existing HSC buildings. In addition the Project would include the 
creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways between and around the proposed buildings. 
These spaces would include plantings that would complement the existing landscaping program 
throughout the HSC. 

In accordance with the Community Plan, the proposed Project would develop academic 
and medical-related facilities on underutilized sites, which are currently used as surface parking 
lots within the existing HSC. The Project would provide for pedestrian access at the front of 
buildings and would provide a site plan which incorporates specific access details, such as 
pedestrian walkways, loading areas, and landscaped areas. The proposed Project would also 
meet the Community Plan building design requirements in the use of articulations, step-backs of 
exterior walls, footprint setbacks, accenting and mixing of fa<;ade materials, and in the 
coordination of architectural themes with the existing HSC. The conceptual Project design 
would also screen mechanical and rooftop equipment. 

Architectural designs would also incorporate the use of articulations and surface 
perforations to break up flat building fa;ades. Setbacks for the proposed Project would vary and 
may include broad entry courts and areas of pedestrian interest. The design of the parking 
structure(s) would be consistent with the Community Plan through the incorporation of 
landscaping to screen the structure(s), while maintaining a compatible theme with the existing 
and proposed HSC structures. The architectural use of these vertical sections, crossing the 
horizontal layers of concrete forming the separate parking levels would enhance the structure's 
fa<;ades. 

The proposed Project would also complement the surrounding HSC buildings in 
architectural theme and function. The location of parking structure(s) on Development Sites C, 
D, E, and/or F would limit pedestrian and vehicular interfaces and increase pedestrian activity on 
the campus. Lighted and well-marked pedestrian pathways from the parking structure(s) to the 
existing and proposed HSC buildings would be included as part of the Project. This physical and 
visual upgrading of the area would be consistent with the Northeast Los Angeles Community 
Plan's policy direction to enhance the cultural and architectural character of the community. 
With the implementation of the Project's design features, which specifically address the city's 
Urban Design Policies, the proposed Project would be in character with existing development in 
the area and in harmony with the aesthetic objectives of the Community Plan. As such, the 
proposed Project would not preclude the attainment of the Community Plan's aesthetic 
regulations. Impacts on the aesthetic regulations of the Community Plan would be less than 
significant. 
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(ii) Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

The proposed Project would implement policies of the Redevelopment Plan by enhancing 
the appearance of the seven underutilized Development Sites within the established HSC. The 
Project's architectural theme is designed to complement existing HSC structures and enhance 
pedestrian access by limiting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected 
locations within the HSC. By tying the existing underutilized sites to the highly functional and 
active HSC environment, the proposed Project preserves community scale. Furthermore, the 
heights of proposed structures that may be constructed on the seven proposed Development Sites 
would be comparable to the surrounding HSC buildings. With the implementation of Project 
Design features, which specifically address the City's Urban Design Policies, no significant 
impacts would occur relative to the applicable policies of the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment 
Plan. 

(iii) Signage Regulations and Policies 

Although the signage for the proposed Project has not been finalized at this time, exterior 
signage for the proposed buildings would be compatible with the design of the existing signage 
within the HSC. The proposed signs would comply with the Division 62 (Building Code) 
regulations of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) with regard to the placement, 
construction and modification of all exterior signs and sign support structures. The Project's 
proposed signage would not significantly impact or preclude the attainment of existing City and 
state aesthetic regulations. Impacts of Project signage with regard to aesthetic regulations would, 
thus, be less than significant. 

(e) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding analysis evaluated the aesthetic values of the proposed Project, the context 
of the proposed Project within the aesthetic environment, and the potential impacts of the 
proposed Project on the aesthetic environment. In addition, the analysis evaluated view 
resources and view locations within the context of the proposed Project to determine if an 
existing viewshed would be obstructed, or if its value would be diminished by the proposed 
Project. This analysis also addressed the blockage of direct sunlight by the proposed buildings 
on adjacent uses. 

The analysis provided above is based on the maximum amount of development occurring 
on each of the Project's seven Development Sites. The Project also allows the flexibility for 
limited modifications to land uses and square footages within which academic and/or medical 
research facilities and medical clinic facilities can be exchanged for one another. The exchange 
of academic and/or medical research facilities for medical clinic facilities would result in varying 
amounts of development. While the exchange of uses would result in varying amounts of 
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development relevant to building square footage, the proposed structures would be designed in a 
style reflective of the existing academic, research, and medical office buildings that define the 
aesthetic appearance of the HSC. As the maximum building height on each Development Site 
could occur regardless of whether 585,000 to 765,000 square feet is developed, the impacts that 
would occur under any permitted development scenario would be the same as that analyzed 
above. Thus, Project development under the permitted additional development scenarios would 
be compatible with the existing HSC buildings, as well as the institutional, public, commercial, 
and residential structures that surround the HSC. Thus, development under any of the permitted 
development scenarios would not detract from the existing aesthetic or visual character of the 
area and would be consistent with all applicable City of Los Angeles Urban Design Policies. 
Thus, impacts to visual resources associated with implementation of any of the permitted 
development scenarios would be equal to, or less than those identified above. As such, the 
development of any permitted development scenario would be less than significant. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Several related projects are planned or are under construction in the vicinity of the Project 
Site. All related projects would adhere to existing General Plan and Community Plan design 
guidelines via their respective approval processes. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the related 
projects would be reviewed relative to the valued visual resources in the Project area (e.g., views 
of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the distant San Gabriel Mountains, as well as view of 
both Hazard and Lincoln Parks), and, in doing so, it is anticipated that these view resources 
would not be significantly impacted. Ultimately, cumulative projects and ambient background 
growth would upgrade the visual character of the Project area. Continued investment in the 
surrounding community would meet the goals of the Community Plan and the Adel ante Eastside 
Redevelopment Plan. Pedestrian safety, improved parking, improved campus design, and greater 
interest in this older community would occur. 

Notwithstanding the above conclusion, a few of the identified related projects are of 
particular note including Related Project No. 1, the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center 
Hospital Replacement Project. Construction of the new Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center is currently occurring on the north side of Marengo Street. This new structure would be 
visible from both public and private vantage points and would also cause an increase in shading 
within the vicinity of the Project site. Related Projects Nos. 11 through 14 consist of medical 
office, research and hospital facilities within the HSC. Although these related projects would 
also be visible from the surrounding area, view resources would not be significantly impacted 
and the impact to off-site shadow sensitive uses in the vicinity of the HSC would be less than 
significant. These projects would upgrade the visual character of the Project area. Other related 
projects are dispersed over a larger area and are of an infill nature. Based on the preceding 
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analysis, it is concluded that no significant cumulative impacts upon aesthetic resources, views 
or shading would occur. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

With the incorporation of the identified Project Design Features, the proposed Project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to visual resources. Compliance with 
the following mitigation measures would ensure that the Project would be in scale with the 
surrounding area and with the City of Los Angeles Urban Design policies and signage 
regulations. 

Mitigation Measure B-1: The Applicant shall ensure, through appropriate postings and 
daily visual inspections, that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, and that 
any such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a visually 
attractive manner throughout the construction period. 

Mitigation Measure B-2: Building fa<;ades facing public streets shall be designed to 
enhance the pedestrian experience and connectivity of the HSC campus 
through such features as wide and well-illuminated entry areas, landscaping, 
and informal gathering space. 

Mitigation Measure B-3: Architectural design and exterior building materials shall be 
compatible with the theme and quality of building design and materials used 
within the HSC campus. 

Mitigation Measure B-4: New utilities shall be constructed underground, to the extent 
feasible. 

Mitigation Measure B-5: Exterior signage for the proposed buildings shall be 
compatible with the design of the building. 

Mitigation Measure B-6: All new or replacement street trees shall be selected for 
consistency with the existing street trees or in accordance with a street tree 
master plan reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works Street 
Tree Division. 

Mitigation Measure B-7: All mechanical, electrical and rooftop equipment shall be 
screened from view from adjacent surface streets. 
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Mitigation Measure B-8: Landscaping and/or vegetation features shall be incorporated 
into the design of each Development Site. 

Mitigation Measure B-9: All exterior lighting shall be directed on-site or shielded to 
limit light spillover effects. 

6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFIGANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Proposed design features, including the coordination of design with ex1stmg HSC 
structures, landscaping, courtyards, architectural articulation, and pedestrian amenities, which 
have been incorporated into the Project's building plans, together with recommended mitigation 
measures would further reduce the Project's less-than-significant visual resources impacts. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
C. TRAFFIC CIRCULATION AND PARKING 

l. INTRODUCTION 

This section is based on the technical report Traffic Impact Study Health Sciences 
Campus Project University of Southern California, City qf Los Angeles, California, prepared by 
Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (May 5, 2005). The traffic technical report, contained in 
Appendix C of this Draft EIR, analyzes the potential impact of the proposed Project on the 
surrounding street and freeway system. This section evaluates the traffic conditions on the 
existing street and highway network serving the Project Site and the impact of traffic generated 
by the proposed Project on the future roadway conditions. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Regional Network 

The Project Site is located approximately one-half mile north of the San Bernardino 
Freeway (I-10) and approximately one-half mile east of the Golden State Freeway (I-5). 
Additional freeways providing indirect access to the Project Site area are the Pasadena Freeway 
(State Route 110), Long Beach Freeway (I-710), Hollywood Freeway (State Route 101), and the 
Pomona Freeway (State Route 60). The following are brief descriptions of the San Bernardino 
and Golden State Freeways. 

San Bernardino Freeway (Interstate-IO) is a major east-west freeway connecting Santa 
Monica to the west to the Inland Empire to the east. In the eastbound direction, an off-ramp is 
provided at Soto Street/Wabash Avenue and an on-ramp is provided at Marengo Street. In the 
westbound direction, on- and off-ramps are provided at Soto Street/Charlotte Street. 

Golden State Freeway (Interstate-5) is a major north-south freeway connecting Southern 
California with Central and Northern California. In the northbound direction, off-ramps from the 
freeway are provided at Cesar Chavez Avenue and Daly Street and on-ramps to the freeway are 
provided at Marengo Street and State Street. In the southbound direction, off-ramps from the 
freeway are provided at Main Street, Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue (via State Street) 
and on-ramps to the freeway are provided at Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue. 
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b. Local Street Network 

The local streets serving the proposed Project are under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Los Angeles. Streets adjacent to the Project Site including Eastlake Avenue, Zonal Avenue, San 
Pablo Street, Norfolk Street and Alcazar Street would provide primary access. The local street 
network serving the Project Site is a combination of these adjacent streets, as well as other major 
streets in the Project vicinity. The streets comprising this street network are listed and briefly 
described as follows: 

Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street is an east-west oriented roadway that provides access 
through the HSC. The roadway is identified as Eastlake Avenue, west of San Pablo Street, and as 
Norfolk Street, east of San Pablo Street. Eastlake Avenue extends from San Pablo Street to the 
east and Mission Road to the west. Norfolk Street extends from Playground Street and Hazard 
Park to the east to San Pablo Street to the west. One through travel lane is provided in both 
directions on Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street within the study area. Four-hour metered parking 
is allowed on both sides of the roadway. 

Zonal Avenue is a northwest- to southeast-oriented Secondary Highway which provides 
access through the HSC and the adjacent County General Hospital site. Zonal Avenue extends 
between Mission Road to the west and just east of San Pablo Street. North of the Mission Road 
intersection, the roadway is identified as Griffin Avenue. Two through travel lanes are provided 
in both directions on Zonal Avenue near the Mission Road intersection, and one through travel 
lane is provided in each direction east of the intersection where the roadway narrows. Parking is 
generally prohibited on both sides of Zonal Avenue in the study area. 

San Pablo Street is a north-south Secondary Highway that traverses the Project Site 
between Valley Boulevard to the north and Zonal Avenue to the south. One through travel lane 
is provided in both directions in the study area. At the Valley Boulevard "T" intersection, one 
left-tum lane and dual right-tum lanes are provided at the northbound approach on San Pablo 
Street. At the Alcazar Street and Norfolk Street intersections, one left-tum lane and one shared 
through/right-tum lane is provided in both directions on San Pablo Street. North of Alcazar 
Street, ten-hour metered parking is allowed on both sides of San Pablo Street. Between Alcazar 
Street and Zonal Avenue, four-hour metered parking is allowed on both sides of the roadway. 

Alcazar Street is an east-west Collector Street located between Soto Street to the east and 
Eastlake Avenue to the west. One through travel lane is provided in both directions on Alcazar 
Street in the Project vicinity. Separate left-tum lanes are provided in both directions on Alcazar 
Street at the San Pablo Street intersection. At the Soto Street intersection, one left-tum lane, one 
through lane and one right-tum only lane is provided at the eastbound approach, and one 
combination left-tum/through/right-tum lane is provided at the westbound approach. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 146 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021901 



EM22706 

IV. C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

Immediately west of Soto Street, parking is prohibited along both sides of Alcazar Street; 
however, further west of the intersection ten-hour metered parking is allowed on the north side of 
the roadway. Parking is generally permitted on both sides of Alcazar Street east of Soto Street. 

Biggy Street is a local north-south oriented roadway that extends between Eastlake 
Avenue to the north and Zonal Avenue to the south. One through travel lane is provided in both 
directions in the study area. Biggy Street forms "T" intersections with both Eastlake A venue and 
Zonal Avenue. A driveway to a parking lot forms the north leg of the Biggy Street and Eastlake 
Avenue intersection, and the County General Hospital loading dock driveway (excluding the 
adjacent County General Hospital driveways) forms the south leg of the Biggy Street and Zonal 
Avenue intersection. Four-hour metered parking is allowed on both sides of Biggy Street in the 
Project vicinity. 

Soto Street is a north-south Major Highway (Class II) located east of the Project Site. 
Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction in the Project vicinity and separate left
turn lanes are provided in both directions at major intersections. At the Marengo Street 
intersection, one left-tum lane, one combination left-turn/through lane, one through lane, and one 
combination through/right-turn lane are provided in both directions on Soto Street. Parking is 
prohibited along both sides of Soto Street in the study area. 

Valley Boulevard is an east-west Major Highway (Class II) that borders the HSC to the 
north. Three through travel lanes are provided in both directions in the Project vicinity. At the 
San Pablo Street intersection, an exclusive left-tum lane is provided at the westbound approach 
on Valley Boulevard. Parking is generally allowed on both sides of the roadway except during 
the morning or afternoon peak commuter periods. Parking is prohibited on the north side of the 
roadway (westbound) during the morning peak commuter period and on the south side of the 
roadway (eastbound) during the afternoon peak commuter period. The Soto Street and Valley 
Boulevard intersection is grade separated. 

Marengo Street, located south of the Project Site, is a northwest- to southeast-oriented 
Major Highway (Class II), between Daly Street and Soto Street, and as a Secondary Highway 
east of Soto Street. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Marengo Street in 
the study area. Separate left-tum lanes are provided at both approaches on Marengo Street at 
major intersections. Additionally, right-tum only lanes are provided in both directions on the 
roadway at the Mission Street intersection and in the eastbound direction at the Soto Street 
intersection. Ten-hour parking is allowed along both sides of Marengo Street. 

Mission Road, located west of the Project Site, is a northeast- to southwest-oriented 
Major Highway (Class II). Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction in the Project 
vicinity. Separate left-tum lanes are provided at both approaches on Mission Road at major 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 147 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021902 



EM22707 

IV. C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

intersections. At the Zonal Avenue intersection, one right-tum only lane is also provided at the 
southbound approach on Mission Road. North of Zonal Avenue, parking is prohibited on both 
sides of Mission Road with posted Tow Away No Stopping Anytime signs, and four-hour 
metered parking is allowed on both sides of the roadway from 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. south of 
Zonal A venue. 

Wabash Avenue is a northwest- to southeast-oriented Secondary Highway, located 
southeast of the HSC. Wabash Avenue extends easterly from the Soto Street and I-10 Freeway 
WB Off-Ramp intersection. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Wabash 
Avenue in the study area. At the westbound approach to the Soto Street intersection, Wabash 
Avenue provides one left-tum lane and one right-tum-only lane. Parking is generally allowed 
along both sides of Wabash Avenue in the study area. 

Daly Street is a north-south Secondary Highway located west of the Project Site. Two 
through travel lanes are provided in both directions in the study area, separate left-tum lanes are 
provided at major intersections, and parking is generally allowed on both sides of the roadway in 
the Project vicinity. 

Main Street is a north-south Secondary Highway located west of the Project Site. Two 
through travel lanes are provided in both directions in the Project vicinity. Separate left-tum 
lanes are provided in both directions on Main Street at major intersections. Parking is generally 
allowed on both sides of the roadway within the Project area. 

Henry Street is designated as a Local Street that is located entirely within Development 
Site C. While shown on the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Generalized Circulation 
Map Henry Street has been paved and out of circulation for at least twenty years. Henry Street 
connects to Zonal Avenue and provides no other connection to the street network. 

c. Public Transportation 

Several public transportation services exist in the Project area. These include the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) Metro Bus Transit Service which provides bus transit 
service along the following major roadways within the Project vicinity: (1) Marengo Street; 
(2) Mission Road; (3) Soto Street; (4) Wabash Avenue; (5) Main Street; (6) Valley Boulevard; 
(7) Griffin Avenue; and (8) State Street, as well as (9) the I-10 Freeway (see MTA Route 484). 
MTA Routes 254 and 255 operate to and from the HSC and Los Angeles County General 
Hospital. Most of the MT A local bus transit routes provide headways of 3 to 12 buses per hour 
during the morning and afternoon peak commuter hours. 
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Foothill Transit provides service between Downtown Los Angeles and east San Gabriel 
Valley/Inland Empire communities, with service to/from the Los Angeles County/USC Busway 
station. Foothill Transit local bus transit service operates along the San Bernardino Freeway (1-
10) in the study area. MTA is constructing an extension of the Metro Rail Gold Line Light Rail 
Transit system to East Los Angeles, with an estimated completion in year 2009. The proposed 
extension would provide service from Union Station in Downtown Los Angeles to the East Los 
Angeles community of the County of Los Angeles. 

The Applicant currently provides a tram/shuttle service on the HSC, as well as a service 
between the University Park Campus and HSC. This circuit tram provides headways of three 
trams/shuttles per hour. The Applicant also provides car and vanpool services. 

d. Existing Intersection Level of Service 

To determine baseline traffic volumes and intersection Levels of Service (LOS), traffic 
counts were conducted at the following 18 study intersections in the Project vicinity, as shown in 
Figure 20 on page 150. In order to identify streets and intersections most likely to be impacted 
by Project traffic, these intersections were identified in consultation with the LADOT. 

1. 1-5 Freeway Southbound (SB) Off-Ramp and Avenue 21-Main Street 

2. 1-5 Freeway SB Ramps and Mission Road 

3. 1-5 Freeway Northbound (NB) Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street 

4. Daly Street and Main Street 

5. Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 

6. I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street 

7. Mission Road and Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 

8. Mission Road and Valley Boulevard 

9. Mission Road and Main Street 

10. Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue 

11. San Pablo Street and Valley Boulevard 

12. San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 149 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021904 



EM22709 

' I 
' 

i ",' 

' I 

'' II 

LEGEND 

• Study Intersection 

r"" - : USC Health Sciences 
• • - • • ...J Campus Boundary 

Intersection Number 

NOTE: The numbers correspond to the intersections identified in Table 4 in Section IV.C. 

0.5 Miles 

Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan, Engineers; Base: Thomas Guide. 

Figure 20 
Location of Study Intersections 

RL0021905 



EM22710 

IV. C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

13. San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue-Norfolk Street 

14. San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue 

15. Soto Street and Alcazar Street 

16. Soto Street and I-10 Freeway Westbound (WB) Ramps-Charlotte Street 

1 7. Soto Street and Marengo Street 

18. Soto Street and I-10 Freeway Eastbound (EB) Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 

A total of 11 of the 18 study intersections are currently controlled by traffic signals. The 
remaining seven study intersections (numbers 1, 3, 6, 10, 12, 13 and 14) are presently two or 
all-way stop sign controlled. Peak traffic periods at these intersections coincide with the peak 
commuter traffic periods of between 7:00 and 10:00 AM. and 3:00 and 6:00 P.M. Manual counts 
of vehicle turning movements were performed at each of the 18 study intersections for the 
weekday morning (AM.) and afternoon (P.M.) commuter periods. 

The 18 study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 
method of analysis, which detennines Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) ratios on a critical lane basis. 
The overall V/C ratio is subsequently assigned a Level of Service (LOS) value to describe 
intersection operations. Through the use of the CMA methodology, a determination of the LOS 
at an intersection where traffic volumes are known or have been projected can be obtained 
through a summation of the critical movement volumes at that intersection. "Capacity" 
represents the maximum total hourly movement of vehicles in the critical lanes, which has a 
reasonable expectation of passing through an intersection under prevailing roadway and traffic 
conditions. In general terms, LOS describes the quality of traffic flow. 

The procedures used to analyze the LOS for unsignalized intersections are conducted 
according to the Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation Research Board. 
For signalized and unsignalized intersections, the LOS is a qualitative measure relating to the 
delay experienced at an intersection as a result of the prevailing traffic volumes and the effect of 
such factors as speed, travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving 
comfort and convenience. There are six LOS grades for unsignalized intersections, A through F, 
which correspond to traffic operating conditions ranging from best to worst, respectively. In 
general, LOS A represents free-flow conditions with no congestion. On the other hand, LOS F 
corresponds to severe congestion with stop-and-go conditions. Descriptions of LOS levels and 
their operating characteristics are provided in Table 3 on page 152. 
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Table 3 

LEVEL OF SERVICE AS A FUNCTION OF CMA VALUES 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Range of 
LOS Description of Operating Characteristics CMA Values 

A Uncongested operations; all vehicles clear in a single cycle. 0.00 to 0.60 

B Same as above. > 0.60 to 0.70 

C Light congestion: occasional backups on critical approaches. > 0.70 to 0.80 

D Congestion on critical approaches, but intersection functional. Vehicles required to > 0. 80 to 0. 90 
wait through more than one cycle during short peaks. No long-standing lines formed. 

E Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of > 0.90 to l.00 
intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for protected turning 
movements. 

F Forced flow with stoppages oflong duration. > l.00 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Afay 2005. 

Measured Level of Service (LOS) values for existing (2004) AM. and P.M. peak-hour 
conditions are summarized in Table 4 on page 153. Sixteen of the 18 study intersections are 
presently operating at LOS D or better during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours under 
existing conditions. As shown in Table 4, intersection congestion currently exists in the Project 
vicinity at two study intersections operating at LOS E during the peak hours. Currently 
congested intersections include the I-5 Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp and Mission Road 
intersection (LOS E during the AM. peak hour only) and the Soto Street and I-10 Freeway 
Westbound Ramp-Charlotte Street intersection (LOSE during the AM. peak hour only). 

e. Existing Parking Supply and Demand 

The existing parking supply at the HSC was documented through an inventory of the 
spaces in each HSC parking structure and lot. A total of 3,798 parking spaces are provided on 
the existing campus and available for HSC patrons. The existing baseline required parking for 
the HSC under the LAMC is 3,638 spaces. The existing actual parking demand was determined 
by conducting parking accumulation surveys of the HSC off-street parking facilities (i.e., surface 
parking lots and parking structures) and adjacent on-street spaces provided within the campus. 
The existing parking demand also accounts for USC spaces allocated in the University Hospital 
parking structure and spaces USC was leasing from the County of Los Angeles in its Marengo 
Street Parking Structure. At the time of the parking surveys, a total of 3,942 spaces were 
available for the HSC, including surface lots, structures and leased spaces. The parking 
accumulation surveys were conducted on an hourly basis in December 2003 and April 2004. 
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Table 4 

2004 EXISTING VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE 
A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

No. Intersection 
1 I-5 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/Avenue 21-Main Street 

2 I-5 Freeway SB Ramps/Mission Road 

3 1-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp/Daly Street-Main Street 

4 Daly Street/Main Street 

5 Mission Road/Daly Street-Marengo Street 

6 1-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp/Marengo Street 

7 Mission Road/Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 

8 Mission Road/Valley Boulevard 

9 Mission Road/Main Street 

10 Biggy Street/Zonal Avenue 

11 San Pablo StreetN alley Boulevard 

12 San Pablo Street/ Alcazar Street 

13 San Pablo Street/Eastlake Avenue-Norfolk Street 

14 San Pablo Street/Zonal A venue 

15 Soto Street/ Alcazar Street 

16 Soto Street/l-10 Freeway WE Ramps-Charlotte Street 

17 Soto Street/Marengo Street 

18 Soto Street/l-10 Freeway EB Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, May 2005. 
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Peak 
Hour V/C LOS 
A.M. 0.764 c 
P.M. 0.542 A 
A.M. 0.980 E 
P.M. 0.689 B 
A.M. 0.585 A 
P.M. 0.465 A 
A.M. 0.705 c 
P.M. 0.593 A 
A.M. 0.754 c 
P.M. 0.849 D 
A.M. 0.624 B 
P.M. 0.730 c 
A.M. 0.601 B 
P.M. 0.507 A 
A.M. 0.588 A 
P.M. 0.639 B 
A.M. 0.692 B 
P.M. 0.543 A 
A.M. 0.717 c 
P.M. 0.698 B 
A.M. 0.241 A 
P.M. 0.198 A 
A.M. 0.478 A 
P.M. 0.511 A 
A.M. 0.470 A 
P.M. 0.379 A 
A.M. 0.782 c 
P.M. 0.643 B 
A.M. 0.788 c 
P.M. 0.576 A 
A.M. 0.971 E 
P.M. 0.855 D 
A.M. 0.727 c 
P.M. 0.751 c 
A.M. 0.624 B 
P.M. 0.588 A 
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On a campus-wide basis, the peak demand for parking on the HSC occurred at 11 :00 AM. 

when 2,707 parking spaces of the 3,942 total available spaces were occupied (i.e., approximately 
69 percent of the spaces were occupied). This total includes the 253 spaces allocated to USC in 
the University Hospital parking structure and the 200 spaces that were being leased from the 
County of Los Angeles in its Marengo Street parking structure. Thus, roughly 1,235 parking 
spaces were available during the peak hour of the observations. In addition, peak use of 566 
on-street parking spaces within the HSC occurred at 11 :00 AM. (i.e., 100 percent utilization), 
with similarly high levels of use throughout other periods of the day. 

In order to calculate a conservative analysis of actual parking demand, it was assumed 
that 75 percent of the on-street parking demand within the HSC area is associated with the HSC. 
Thus, a peak existing parking demand of 3, 132 spaces is calculated for the HSC, as shown 
below: 

• (566 SP x 0.75 = 425 SP)+ 2,707 SP= 3,132 Spaces 

The actual existing parking demand was measured to determine the adequacy of the 
existing parking supply to accommodate the peak parking demand generated by the existing 
facilities at the HSC. Additionally, the parking demand surveys were used as a basis to forecast 
future parking demand at the HSC following build-out and occupancy of the proposed new 
facilities, irrespective of the City Code parking requirements. 

A generalized parking demand model was prepared based on the current ratio of parking 
demand to building facilities at the HSC. The factors considered in development of the HSC 
parking demand model include the total existing HSC parking demand of 3, 132 spaces as 
described above, and the total existing HSC building facilities of 1,286,620 square feet at the 
time of the parking surveys. The parking demand model for the HSC is calculated at 
2.79 parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet of building floor area as shown below: 

• 3, 132 parking spaces--:-- 1,286.62 square feet= 2.43 spaces/l,000 square feet 

• 2.43 x 1.15 (15% for circulation)= 2.79 spaces/1,000 square feet 

This parking rate can be considered conservative in that it is based on the following: 
(l) 75 percent of area on-street parking is assumed to be related to the HSC; (2) all of the USC 
allocated spaces in the University Hospital parking structure are assumed to be fully utilized; 
(3) all of the spaces previously leased from the County were accounted for in the parking 
demand; and ( 4) demand at the dialysis center (TRC Lot) is included in the existing demand. In 
addition, this parking rate considers the interaction of parking demand generated by the teaching, 
outpatient, and research facilities provided at the HSC. 
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3. PROJECT IMP ACTS 

a. Methodology 

(1) Traffic and Circulation 

The methodology by which traffic impacts are evaluated involves several steps including 
the identification of existing traffic conditions, the calculation of Project traffic, the assumed 
distribution of Project traffic, and a comparison of Project traffic with future traffic conditions. 
Due to the synergy between the HSC land uses and the proposed Project, an internal capture 
adjustment was applied to the Project's trip-generation forecast. Internal capture trips are those 
trips made internal to the HSC between buildings within the campus. The internal capture 
adjustment was applied only to the Project's Research and Development land use component in 
order to provide a conservative forecast. Based on consultation with LADOT staff, a 15 percent 
internal capture trip reduction has been applied to the Project's Research and Development land 
use component in the AM. and P.M. peak-hour traffic volume forecasts, as well as to the daily 
traffic volume forecast. 

(a) Trip Generation 

As previously discussed, the Applicant is proposing to develop between approximately 
585,000 and 765,000 gross square feet of additional academic and medical-related (e.g., 
research, clinic, etc.) facilities within its existing HSC. A maximum of 765,000 square feet of 
development may occur, consisting of a maximum of 720,000 gross square feet of academic and 
medical research facilities, with the remaining 45,000 square feet dedicated to medical clinic 
facilities. Should additional medical clinic facilities be developed in lieu of academic and 
medical research facilities, a maximum of 120,000 gross square feet of medical clinic floor area 
would be developed. Should this occur, the amount of academic and medical research facilities 
would be reduced to 465,000 gross square feet, for an overall total of 585,000 gross square feet 
of development. Through the application of a trip-generation equivalency program, the 
environmental analysis conducted for the Project addresses the development of the full range of 
floor area (i.e., 585,000 to 765,000 gross square feet) and uses (i.e., academic, medical research 
and medical clinic) as the above scenarios are equivalent from a peak-hour trip-generation 
perspective. 

Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed Project were estimated for the 
weekday commuter A.M. and P.M. peak hours, as well as over a 24-hour daily period, using trip
generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation 
Manual, 7th ELlition, 2003. Projected traffic volumes for the Project's Research and 
Development land use component and the Medical Office component were forecasted based on 
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rates per thousand square feet (gross) of building floor area. ITE trip-generation equation rates 
for Research and Development centers were used to forecast the daily traffic volumes for the 
research and development land use component.22 In addition, the AM. and P.M. peak hour of 
generator trip rates were utilized for the peak-hour trip-generation forecasts. Trip-generation 
equation rates were used to forecast the daily and P.M. peak-hour traffic volumes for the Project's 
Medical Office land use component.23 Average trip-generation rates were used to forecast the 
AM. peak-hour traffic volumes as no equation rate is provided in the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual for the AM. peak hour. 

The proposed Project's trip-generation forecast is summarized in Table 5 on page 157. 
The Project trip-generation forecast was submitted for review and approval by LADOT staff As 
presented in Table 5, the proposed Project is expected to generate 753 vehicle trips (613 inbound 
trips and 140 outbound trips) during the AM. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the proposed 
Project is expected to generate 774 vehicle trips (161 inbound trips and 613 outbound trips). 
Over a 24-hour period, the proposed Project is forecast to generate 7,715 daily trips during a 
typical weekday (approximately 3,858 inbound trips and 3,858 outbound trips). 

(b) Trip Equivalency Program 

The Equivalency Program defines a framework within which certain land uses can be 
exchanged for other land uses without increasing transportation impacts. The Project ultimately 
may be developed with a range of building sizes (i.e., there may be increases in the square 
footage of one land use in exchange for corresponding decreases in the square footage of the 
other land use). The equivalency program ensures that, although the final land uses and sizes 
may be different from the assumptions upon which the analysis is based, the maximum 
transportation impacts that are addressed and mitigated by this analysis are not exceeded. 

In order to implement the equivalency program, a set of equivalency factors have been 
developed. The equivalency factor for each land use is derived based on the total P.M. peak-hour 
trip generation, as it is higher than the AM. peak hour. Equivalency factors have been established 
for both the research and development land use and the medical office land use areas, as the 
educational/academic space is not anticipated to be enrollment enhancing. 

22 ITE trip generation Land Use Code 760 (Research and Development Center). 
23 ITE trip generation Land Use Code 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building). 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 156 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021911 



EM22716 

IV. C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

Land Use 
Research & Development b 

Less 15% Internal Capture 
Reduction° 
Medical Office Building d 

Total 

GSF = gross square feet 

Table 5 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
USC HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS PROJECT 

Size 
465,000 GSF 

120,000 GSF 

Daily Trip 
Ends a 

Volume 
3,556 
(533) 

4,692 

7,715 

A.M. Peak-Hour Volumes a 

In Out Total 
445 91 536 
(67) (14) (81) 

235 63 298 

613 140 753 

Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 

P.M. Peak-Hour Volumes a 

In Out Total 
71 401 472 

(11) (60) (71) 

IOI 

161 

272 

613 

373 

774 

b !TE Land Use Code 760 (Research and Development Center) trip-generation equation rates. Please note that 
the A.M. and P.A1. peak hour of generator trip rates were utilized in the peak-hour .fbrecasts as no trip rates are 
provided.for peak hour of adjacent street traffic. 
An internal capture reduction of 15 percent was applied only to the Research and Development component of 
the Project in order to accountfbr the synergy between the uses on the Health Sciences Campus. 

d !TE Land Use Code 720 (A1edical-Dental Office Building) trip-generation equation rates were utilized to 
.fbrecast the daily and P.A1. peak-hour traffic volumes. !TE Land Use c-:ode 720 trip-generation average rates 
were used to .fbrecast the A.M. peak-hour traffic volumes as no equation rate is provided.fbr the A.M. peak hour. 

Source: !TE "Trip Generation, " 7th Edition, 2003. 

Equivalency factors have been established on a number of trips per 1,000 square feet of 
floor area and are based on a review of ITE trip rates. For example, 100,000 square feet of 
research and development use is equivalent to 27,900 square feet of medical office space in 
terms of trip generation. Therefore, 0.279 square foot of medical office use has the same trip 
generation as 1.0 square foot of research and development use. Thus, the research and 
development equivalency factor is 0.279. Additionally, 100,000 square feet of medical office 
use is equivalent to 358,400 square feet of research and development space in terms of trip 
generation. Therefore, 3.584 square feet of research and development use has the same trip 
generation of 1.0 square foot of medical office use. Thus, the medical office equivalency factor 
is 3.584. Application of the equivalency program would occur within the 585,000 to 
765,000 square foot range. The equivalency factors for the proposed land uses are summarized in 
Table 6 on page 158. 

(c) Project Trip Distribution 

In order to determine the volume of Project traffic at specific intersections, the calculated 
trips generated by the proposed Project are assigned to the local roadway system based on a 
traffic distribution pattern developed in consultation with LADOT staff The traffic distribution 
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Table 6 

EQUIV ALEN CY MATRIX-
LAND USE SQUARE FOOTAGE CONVERSION FACTORS 

From this 
land useU 

To this 
land use~ 

Medical Research/ Laboratory/ 
Academic Support 

Medical Office 

Medical Research/Laboratory/ 
Academic Support 

NIA 

3.584 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers Inc., May 2005 

Medical Office 

0.279 

NIA 

pattern reflects the existing and proposed Project land use, existing site access patterns, existing 
traffic movements, characteristics of the surrounding roadway system, and location of nearby 
residential areas. 

The principal ingress routes for the HSC were determined based on the accessibility via 
the nearby freeway ramp system and appropriate arterial routes. Principal freeway routes in the 
vicinity of the Project Site include the 1-10 (San Bernardino) Freeway and the 1-5 (Golden State) 
Freeway. Key arterials providing access include: Daly Street, Mission Road, San Pablo Street, 
Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, Main Street, Alcazar Street, and Marengo Street, as well as 
others. 

Access to the Project site would be based on the location of parking structures. Two 
parking scenarios, including: (1) the location of all parking at the west end of campus on 
Development Site C; and (2) the location of all parking on the northeast side of the campus on 
Development Site E (or a combination of Development Sites E and F), have been evaluated in 
order to provide a conservative analysis of the Project's potential transportation impacts. These 
two scenarios reflect the greatest concentration of Project-related traffic on the local roadway 
system. As such, should parking be proposed for any other combination of sites (i.e., including 
sites from the east end or west end of the campus), off-site impacts would be within the range 
identified under the two parking scenarios. 

Parking Scenario No. 1 assumes that access to the parking structure in Development Site 
C would be provided via Zonal Avenue. Traffic distribution percentages forecast for the 18 
study intersections under Parking Scenario No. 1 are provided in Figure 21 on page 159. The 
forecast for Parking Scenario No. 1 identifies the greatest off-site traffic near the western portion 
of the HSC. 
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IV. C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

Parking Scenario No. 2 assumes that access to the parking structure on Development Site 
E (or a combination of Development Sites E and F) would be via San Pablo Street and Alcazar 
Street. Traffic distribution percentages forecast for the 18 study intersections under Parking 
Scenario No. 2 are provided in Figure 22 on page 161. Under Parking Scenario No. 2, the 
greatest traffic would occur near the northern/eastern portion of the HSC. 

( d) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

The forecasted traffic volumes in each intersection are applied to future conditions in the 
study area using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) described previously. The 
determination of LOS at an intersection is based on a summation of the critical movement 
volumes, i.e., the highest combination of conflicting movements that must be accommodated at 
the intersection. The CMA values for the Project area are calculated by dividing the sum of the 
critical movement traffic volumes by the capacity value of the intersection. 

The relative impact of the added Project traffic volumes expected to be generated by the 
proposed Project during the AM. and P.M. peak hours were evaluated based on analysis of future 
operating conditions at the 18 intersections, without and then with the proposed Project for both 
Parking Scenario No. l and Parking Scenario No. 2. The previously discussed capacity analysis 
procedures were utilized to evaluate the future volume-to-capacity relationships and service level 
characteristics at each study intersection. 

An annual one percent ambient growth rate was assumed so as to account for unknown 
related projects in the vicinity of the proposed Project. Additionally, it was assumed that the 
build-out of the proposed Project would be complete and the buildings fully occupied by the end 
of 2015. 

(2) Parking 

In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide, parking 
impacts are analyzed according to land use, size, the Project's maximum parking requirements, 
and existing and proposed parking supply. Factors applied to parking demand include 
displacement of existing parking, average vehicle occupancy, and transportation mode (transit, 
bicycle, walking). Although the Guidelines are concerned with the application of code-required 
parking, an impact could also occur if an insufficient parking supply to serve a project results in 
the spillover of Project parking demands to nearby land uses not associated with the Project. 
Parking impacts are also evaluated according to queuing time at the proposed parking structure, 
since excessive queuing time could result in the underutilization of the facility. 
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IV. C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

(1) Traffic and Circulation 

The significance of the potential impacts of the proposed Project at each of the study 
intersections is identified using the traffic criteria set forth in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies 
and Procedures, March 2002. According to the City's published traffic study guidelines, a 
significant transportation impact is based on the following criteria: 

LOS 

c 
D 

E,F 

LADOT Criteria for Significant Traffic Impact: 

Final CMA Value 

>0.700 to 0.800 

>0.800 to 0.900 

>0.900 

Project-Related Increase in CMA Value 

Equal or greater than 0.040 

Equal or greater than 0.020 

Equal or greater than 0.010 

The criteria for determining the study area for Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
arterial monitoring intersections and for freeway monitoring locations are: 

• All CMP arterial monitoring intersections where the proposed Project would add 50 
or more trips during either the AM. or P.M. weekday peak hours of adjacent street 
traffic. 

• All CMP mainline freeway monitoring locations where the proposed Project would 
add 150 or more trips, in either direction, during either the AM. or P.M. weekday peak 
hours. 

Freeway segment Levels of Service are defined in accordance with the definitions 
included in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, July, 2004. The demand to capacity (D/C) ratios 
and Level of Service relationships are defined in the CMP document and are: 

DIC 

0.00 to 0.35 

>0.35 to 0.54 

>0.54 to 0.77 

>0.77 to 0.93 

>0.93 to 1.00 

University of Southern California 
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CAL TRANS FREEWAY SEGMENT 
LEVEL OF SERVICE DESIGNATIONS 

LOS DIC 

A > l.00 to 1.25 

B > 1.25 to 1.35 

c > 1.35 to l .45 

D >l.45 

E 
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A significant impact on the freeway system is defined as follows: 

• "For purposes of the CMP, a significant impact occurs when the proposed Project 
increases demand on a CMP facility 2 percent of capacity (V/C) greater than or equal 
to 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already LOS F, a significant 
impact occurs when the proposed Project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility 
by 2 percent of capacity (V/C greater than or equal to 0.02)." 

The CMP document also states the following: 

• "Calculation of LOS based on DIC ratios is a surrogate for speed based LOS used by 
Caltrans for traffic operational analysis. LOS F(l) through F(3) designations are 
assigned where severely congested (less than 25 mph) conditions prevail for more 
than one hour, converted to an estimate of peak hour demand in the table above. Note 
that calculated LOS F traffic demands may therefore be greater than observed traffic 
volumes." 

(2) Project Construction 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, construction of the 
proposed Project would have significant on-street construction impacts, if: 

• The Proposed Project would cause a substantial temporary inconvenience to auto 
travelers, bus riders, pedestrians or parkers, due to an increase in congestion, 
relocation of bus stops, rerouting of bus lines, restrictions of vehicular and pedestrian 
access and circulation and restrictions on parking during the times of construction. 

• The Proposed Project would cause hazardous conditions for auto travelers, 
pedestrians, or bus riders. 

(3) Parking 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA lhreshold~· Guide, a project would have a 
significant impact on parking if the project provides less parking than is needed to meet the 
Project's parking demand. 
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(4) Project Access 

According to the City of Los Angeles Draft LA Thresholds Guide, May 14, 1998, a 
project would normally have a significant project access impact if the intersection(s) nearest the 
primary site access is/are projected to operate at LOS E or F during the AM. or P.M. peak hour, 
under cumulative plus project conditions. 

(5) Public Transit 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds· Guide, the proposed Project 
would have a significant impact on transit system capacity, if the seating capacity of the transit 
system serving the Project study area would be exceeded. 

(6) Neighborhood Streets 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the proposed Project 
would have a significant impact if: 

• The proposed Project would add 120 or more trips per day to a low-volume (i.e., less 
than 1,000 ADT) local residential street within a local neighborhood. 

• The proposed Project would add more than 12 percent, lO percent, or 8 percent to 
local neighborhood streets with final ADT levels of LOOO to 1,999 trips, 2000 to 
2,999 trips, or 3,000 or more trips, respectively. 

c. Analysis of Project Impacts 

(1) Traffic and Circulation 

(a) Project Design Features 

To reduce traffic in and around the HSC, the Applicant would continue operating a 
tram/shuttle service that runs from approximately 9:00 AM. to 4:00 P.M., Monday through 
Friday, with stops at the Norris Cancer Center, University Hospital, Doheny Eye Institute, 
HCC I, Ambulatory Care Center, Clinical Sciences, IGM, Outpatient Clinic at LAC+USC, 
LAC+USC main entrance and the Women and Children Hospital on Mission Road and Zonal 
Avenue. This circuit tram provides headways of three trams/shuttles per hour and would provide 
transportation to and from the proposed parking structure(s) located at the perimeter of the HSC. 
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In addition, sidewalks and pedestrian walkways would connect the Project's proposed parking 
facilities with the proposed and existing buildings within the HSC. 

Construction Design Features 

The following design features would be implemented during the construction phase of the 
Proposed Project. 

• Maintain existing access for land uses in proximity of the Project Site; 

• Limit any potential lane closures to off-peak travel periods; 

• Schedule receipt of construction materials to non-peak travel periods, to the extent 
possible; 

• Coordinate deliveries to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to unload for protracted 
periods of time; and 

• Prohibit parking by construction workers on adjacent streets and direct construction 
workers to available parking within the HSC. 

(b) Traffic Impact Analysis Scenarios 

Pursuant to LADOT' s traffic study guidelines, Level of Service calculations have been 
prepared for the following scenarios: 

• Existing Traffic Conditions; 

• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through 2015; 

• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through 2015 
and occupancy of the related projects; 

• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through 2015, 
occupancy of the related projects and the provision of parking per Parking Scenario 
No. 1 (Development Site C) through 2015; 

• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through 2015, 
occupancy of the related projects and the provision of parking per Parking Scenario 
No. 2 (Development Site E or Development Sites E and F) through 2015; and 
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• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through year 
2015, occupancy of the related projects and the provisions of parking per Parking 
Scenarios No. 1 and No. 2 with implementation of Project mitigation measures, 
where necessary. 

The traffic volumes for each new condition were added to the volumes in the prior 
condition to determine the change in capacity utilization at the study intersections. Summaries 
of the V/C ratios and LOS values for the study intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours 
are shown in Table 7 on page 167 for Parking Scenario No. 1 and Table 8 on page 169 for 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

2015 With Ambient Growth Conditions 

Growth in traffic due to the combined effects of continuing development, intensification 
of existing developments and other factors are assumed to be 1. 0 percent per year, through 2015. 
This ambient growth incrementally increases the CMA ratios at all of the study intersections. As 
shown in Tables 7 and 8 on pages 167 through 170, 15 of the 18 study intersections are expected 
to continue operating at LOS Dor better during the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hours with the 
addition of ambient growth traffic. The following three intersections are anticipated to operate at 
LOSE or F during the peak hours with the addition of ambient growth traffic: 

• Intersection No. 2: 1-5 Freeway. SB Ramps and Mission Road 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.099, LOS F; 

• Intersection No. 5: Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.944, LOSE; and 

• Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and 1-10 Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.089, LOS F 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.960, LOSE. 

2015 with Related Projects 

As presented in Tables 7 and 8, 14 of the 18 study intersections are forecasted to operate 
at LOS D or better during the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hours with the addition of ambient 
growth traffic and the traffic due to the related projects. The following four intersections are 
anticipated to operate at LOS E or F during the peak hours shown below with the addition of 
ambient growth traffic and traffic due to the related projects: 

• Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB Ramps and Mission Road 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.160', LOS F; 
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No 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Intersection 
I-5 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/ 
Avenue 21-Main Street 
I-5 Freeway SB Ramps/ 
Mission Road 
I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp/ 
Daly Street-Main Street 
Daly Street/ 
Main Street 
Mission Road/ 
Daly Street-Marengo Street 
I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp/ 
Marengo Street 
Mission Road/ 
Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 
Mission Road/ 
Valley Boulevard 
Mission Road/ 
Main Street 
Biggy Street/ 
Zonal Avenue 
San Pablo Street/ 
Valley Boulevard 
San Pablo Street/ 
Alcazar Street 
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Table 7 

PARKING SCENARIO NO. 1 SUMMARY OF VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS 
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

2015 2015 
2004 w/Ambient w/Related 

Existing Growth Projects 
Peak 
Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 
------------- ------

A.M. 0.764 c 0.848 D 0.879 D 
P.M. 0.542 A 0.602 B 0.642 B 
A.M. 0.980 E 1.099 F l.160 F 
P.M. 0.689 B 0.776 c 0.831 D 
A.M. 0.585 A 0.655 B 0.699 B 
P.M. 0.465 A 0.520 A 0.553 A 
A.M. 0.705 c 0.794 c 0.863 D 
P.M. 0.593 A 0.669 B 0.733 c 
A.M. 0.754 c 0.840 D 0.904 E 
P.M. 0.849 D 0.944 E 0.986 E 
A.M. 0.624 B 0.692 B 0.735 c 
P.M. 0.730 c 0.811 D 0.840 D 
A.M. 0.601 B 0.678 B 0.723 c 
P.M. 0.507 A 0.573 A 0.583 A 
A.M. 0.588 A 0.664 B 0.706 c 
P.M. 0.639 B 0.720 c 0.749 c 
A.M. 0.692 B 0.779 c 0.812 D 
P.M. 0.543 A 0.614 B 0.647 B 
A.M. 0.717 c 0.796 c 0.724 c 
P.M. 0.698 B 0.775 c 0.703 c 
A.M. 0.241 A 0.278 A 0.301 A 
P.M. 0.198 A 0.231 A 0.301 A 
A.M. 0.478 A 0.531 A 0.650 B 
P.M. 0.511 A 0.567 A 0.705 c 
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2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 1 
2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 1 and Project Mitigation 

Change 
V/C LOS V/C -----

0.893 D 0.014 
0.648 B 0.006 
1.213 F 0.053 
0.869 D 0.038 
0.776 c 0.077 
0.577 A 0.024 
0.865 D 0.002 
0.754 c 0.021 
0.911 E 0.007 
1.124 F 0.138 
0.752 c 0.017 
0.914 E 0.074 
0.807 D 0.084 
0.778 c 0.195 
0.731 c 0.025 
0.753 c 0.004 
0.822 D 0.010 
0.653 B 0.006 
0.836 D 0.112 
0.753 c 0.050 
0.315 A 0.014 
0.325 A 0.024 
0.727 c 0.077 
0.737 c 0.032 

Signif Change Signif 
Impact V/C LOS V/C Impact --

No 0.893 D 0.014 -

No 0.648 B 0.006 -

Yes 0.905 E -0.255 No 
Yes 0.735 c -0.096 No 
Yes 0.621 B -0.078 No 
No 0.462 A -0.091 -

No 0.865 D 0.002 -

No 0.754 c 0.021 -

No 0.911 E 0.007 -

Yes l.124 F 0.138 Yes 
No 0.668 B -0.067 -

Yes 0.753 c -0.087 No 
Yes 0.807 D 0.084 Yes 
Yes 0.778 c 0.195 Yes 
No 0.731 c 0.025 -

No 0.753 c 0.004 -

No 0.822 D 0.010 -

No 0.653 B 0.006 -

Yes 0.735 c O.Oll No 
Yes 0.678 B -0.025 No 
No 0.315 A 0.014 -

No 0.325 A 0.024 -

Yes 0.581 A -0.069 No 
No 0.590 A -0.115 -
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No Intersection 

13 San Pablo Street/ 
Eastlake Avenue-Norfolk Street 

14 San Pablo Street/ 
Zonal Avenue 

15 Soto Street/ 
Alcazar Street 

16 Soto Street/ I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street 

17 Soto Street/ 
Marengo Street 

18 Soto Street/ I-10 Freeway EB 
Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

PARKING SCENARIO NO. 1 SUMMARY OF VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS 
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

2015 2015 
2004 w/Ambient w/Related 

Existing Growth Projects 2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 1 
Peak Change Signif 
Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C Impact 

A.M. 0.470 A 0.508 A 0.524 A 0.601 B 0.077 No 
P.M. 0.379 A 0.410 A 0.503 A 0.580 A 0.077 No 
A.M. 0.782 c 0.868 D 0.508 A 0.692 B 0.184 No 
P.M. 0.643 B 0.713 c 0.648 B 0.754 c 0.106 Yes 
A.M. 0.788 c 0.886 D 0.860 D 0.878 D 0.018 No 
P.M. 0.576 A 0.651 B 0.738 c 0.759 c 0.021 No 
A.M. 0.971 E l.089 F 1.206 F l.262 F 0.056 Yes 
P.M. 0.855 D 0.960 E l.051 F l.149 F 0.098 Yes 
A.M. 0.727 c 0.818 D 0.837 D 0.860 D 0.023 Yes 
P.M. 0.751 c 0.844 D 0.948 E l.000 E 0.052 Yes 
A.M. 0.624 B 0.703 c 0.780 c 0.803 D 0.023 Yes 
P.M. 0.588 A 0.664 B 0.716 c 0.722 c 0.006 No 

2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 1 
and Project Mitigation 

Change Signif 
V/C LOS V/C Impact 

0.601 B 0.077 -

0.580 A 0.077 -

0.554 A 0.046 -

0.603 B -0.045 No 
0.878 D 0.018 -

0.759 c 0.021 -

l.069 F -0.137 No 
l.091 F 0.040 Yes 
0.860 D 0.023 Yes 
l.000 E 0.052 Yes 
0.716 c -0.064 No 
0.619 B -0.097 -

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, 2005. 
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No 
l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Intersection 
J-5 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/ 
Avenue 21-Main Street 
J-5 Freeway SB Ramps/ 
Mission Road 
I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp/ 
Daly Street-Main Street 
Daly Street/ 
Main Street 
Mission Road/ 
Daly Street-Marengo Street 
I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp/ 
Marengo Street 
Mission Road/ 
Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 
Mission Road/ 
Valley Boulevard 
Mission Road/ 
Main Street 
Biggy Street/ 
Zonal Avenue 
San Pablo Street/ 
Valley Boulevard 
San Pablo Street/ 
Alcazar Street 
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Table 8 

PARKING SCENARIO NO. 2 SUMMARY OF VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS 
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

2015 2015 
2004 w/Ambient w/Related 

Existing Growth Projects 2015 w/Parking Scenario No. 2 
Peak Change Signif 
Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C Impact ----- -------- ------

A.M. 0.764 c 0.848 D 0.879 D 0.893 D 0.014 No 
P.M. 0.542 A 0.602 B 0.642 B 0.648 B 0.006 No 
A.M. 0.980 E l.099 F 1.160 F 1.213 F 0.053 Yes 
P.M. 0.689 B 0.776 c 0.831 D 0.869 D 0.038 Yes 
A.M. 0.585 A 0.655 B 0.699 B 0.755 c 0.056 Yes 
P.M. 0.465 A 0.520 A 0.553 A 0.572 A 0.019 No 
A.M. 0.705 c 0.794 c 0.863 D 0.865 D 0.002 No 
P.M. 0.593 A 0.669 B 0.733 c 0.749 c 0.016 No 
A.M. 0.754 c 0.840 D 0.904 E 0.911 E 0.007 No 
P.M. 0.849 D 0.944 E 0.986 E 1.039 F 0.053 Yes 
A.M. 0.624 B 0.692 B 0.735 c 0.747 c 0.012 No 
P.M. 0.730 c 0.811 D 0.840 D 0.891 D 0.051 Yes 
A.M. 0.601 B 0.678 B 0.723 c 0.734 c 0.011 No 
P.M. 0.507 A 0.573 A 0.583 A 0.605 B 0.022 No 
A.M. 0.588 A 0.664 B 0.706 B 0.749 c 0.043 Yes 
P.M. 0.639 B 0.720 c 0.749 c 0.760 c 0.011 No 
A.M. 0.692 B 0.779 c 0.812 D 0.820 D 0.008 No 
P.M. 0.543 A 0.614 B 0.647 B 0.666 B 0.019 No 
A.M. 0.717 c 0.796 c 0.724 c 0.724 c 0.000 No 
P.M. 0.698 B 0.775 c 0.703 c 0.703 c 0.000 No 
A.M. 0.241 A 0.278 A 0.301 A 0.355 A 0.054 No 
P.M. 0.198 A 0.231 A 0.301 A 0.403 A 0.102 No 
A.M. 0.478 A 0.531 A 0.650 B 0.804 D 0.154 Yes 
P.M. 0.511 A 0.567 A 0.705 c 0.832 D 0.127 Yes 
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2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 2 
and Project Mitigation 

Change Signif 
V/C LOS V/C Impact --

0.893 D 0.014 --
0.648 B 0.006 --
0.905 E -0.255 No 
0.735 c -0.096 No 
0.604 B -0.095 No 
0.457 A -0.096 --
0.865 D 0.002 --
0.749 c 0.016 --
0.911 E 0.007 --
1.039 F 0.053 Yes 
0.666 B -0.069 --
0.753 c -0.087 No 
0.734 c 0.011 --
0.605 B 0.022 --
0.749 c 0.043 Yes 
0.760 c O.Oll --
0.820 D 0.008 --
0.666 B 0.019 --
0.724 c 0.000 --
0.703 c 0.000 --
0.355 A 0.054 --
0.403 A 0.102 --
0.643 B -0.007 No 
0.666 B -0.039 No 
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No Intersection 

13 San Pablo Street/ 
Eastlake Avenue-Norfolk Street 

14 San Pablo Street/ 
Zonal Avenue 

15 Soto Street/ 
Alcazar Street 

16 Soto Street/ I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street 

17 Soto Street/ 
Marengo Street 

18 Soto Street/ I-10 Freeway EB 
Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 

Table 8 (Continued) 

PARKING SCENARIO NO. 2 SUMMARY OF VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS 
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

2015 2015 
2004 w/Ambient w/Related 

Existing Growth Projects 2015 w/Parking Scenario No. 2 
Peak Change Signif 
Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C Imvact 
A.M. 0.470 A 0.508 A 0.524 A 0.542 A 0.018 No 
P.M. 0.379 A 0.410 A 0.503 A 0.545 A 0.042 No 
A.M. 0.782 c 0.868 D 0.508 A 0.553 A 0.045 No 
P.M. 0.643 B 0.713 c 0.648 B 0.724 c 0.076 Yes 
A.M. 0.788 c 0.886 D 0.860 D l.017 F 0.157 Yes 
P.M. 0.576 A 0.651 B 0.738 c 0.800 c 0.062 Yes 
A.M. 0.971 E l.089 F l.206 F l.299 F 0.093 Yes 
P.M. 0.855 D 0.960 E l.051 F l.lll F 0.060 Yes 
A.M. 0.727 c 0.818 D 0.837 D 0.877 D 0.040 Yes 
P.M. 0.751 c 0.844 D 0.948 E l.016 F 0.068 Yes 
A.M. 0.624 B 0.703 c 0.780 c 0.826 D 0.046 Yes 
P.M. 0.588 A 0.664 B 0.716 c 0.728 c 0.012 No 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, 2005. 
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2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 2 
and Project Mitigation 

Change Signif 
V/C LOS V/C Imvact 

0.542 A 0.018 --
0.545 A 0.042 --
0.443 A -0.065 --
0.580 A -0.068 No 
0.856 D -0.004 No 
0.732 c -0.006 No 
l.106 F -0.100 No 
l.053 F 0.002 No 
0.877 D 0.040 Yes 
l.016 F 0.068 Yes 
0.739 c -0.041 No 
0.625 B -0.091 --
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• Intersection No. 5: Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.904, LOSE; 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.986, LOSE; 

• Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.206, LOS F; 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.051, LOS F; and 

• Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.948, LOSE. 

Year 2015 with Parking Scenario No. 1 

As shown in Table 7 on page 167, the application ofLADOT's threshold criteria to 2015 
"With Parking Scenario No. l" conditions indicates that the proposed Project would create 
significant impacts at 11 of the 18 study intersections during the AM. and/or P.M. peak commuter 
hours. The proposed Project is anticipated to create significant impacts at the following eleven 
intersections: 

• Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB Ramps and Mission Road 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.053 [1.160 to 1.213 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.038 [0.831 to 0.869 (LOS D)]; 

• Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.077 [0.699 to 0.776 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 5: Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.138 [0.986to 1.124 (LOS F)]; 

• Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.074 [0.840 to 0.914 (LOSE)]; 

• Intersection No. 7: Mission Road and Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.084 [0.723 to 0.807 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.195 [0.583 to 0.778 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 10: Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of0.112 [0.724 to 0.836 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.050 [0.703 to 0.753 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.077 [0.650 to 0.727 (LOS C)]; 
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• Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of0.106 [0.648 to 0.754 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.056 [1.206 to l.262 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.098 [1.051 to 1.149 (LOS F)]; 

• Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.023 [0.837 to 0.860 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.052 [0.948 to 1.000 (LOSE)]; and 

• Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.023 [0.780 to 0.803 (LOS D)] 

As shown in Table 7 on page 167, incremental but less than significant impacts are 
forecasted to occur at the remaining seven study intersections due to development of the 
proposed Project under Parking Scenario No. 1. 

Year 2015 with Parking Scenario No. 2 

As shown in Table 8 on page 169, the application of LADOT's threshold criteria to 2015 
"With Parking Scenario No. 2" conditions indicate that the proposed Project would create 
significant impacts at 11 of the 18 study intersections during the AM. and/or P.M. peak commuter 
hours. The proposed Project is anticipated to create significant impacts at the following eleven 
intersections: 

• Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB Ramps and Mission Road 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.053 [l.160 to 1.213 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.038 [0.831 to 0.869 (LOS D)]; 

• Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.056 [0.699 to 0.755 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 5: Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.053 [0.986 to 1.039 (LOS F)]; 

• Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.051 [0.840 to 0.891 (LOS D)]; 

• Intersection No. 8: Mission Road and Valley Boulevard 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.043 [0.706 to 0.749 (LOS C)]; 
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• Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of0.154 [0.650 to 0.804 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of0.127 [0.705 to 0.832 (LOS D)]; 

• Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.076 [0.648 to 0.724 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 15: Soto Street and Alcazar Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.157 [0.860 to 1.017 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.062 [0.738 to 0.800 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.093 [1.206 to l.299 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.060 [l .051 to 1.111 (LOS F)]; 

• Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.040 [0.837 to 0.877 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.068 [0.948 to 1.016 (LOS F)]; and 

• Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.046 [0.780 to 0.826 (LOS D)]. 

As shown in Table 8, incremental but less than significant impacts are forecasted at the 
remaining seven study intersections due to development of the proposed Project under Parking 
Scenario No. 2. 

(c) CMP Analysis 

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a state-mandated program enacted by 
the State Legislature with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990. The program is intended to 
address the impact of local growth on the regional transportation system. The intent of the CMP 
is to provide the analytical basis for transportation decisions through the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) process. The MTA, the Local CMP agency, has established a 
countywide approach to implement the statutory requirements of the CMP. The Countywide 
approach includes designating a highway network that includes all state highways and principal 
arterials within the County and monitoring the network's LOS standards. This monitoring of the 
CMP network is one of the responsibilities of local jurisdictions. If LOS standards deteriorate, 
then local jurisdictions must prepare a deficiency plan to demonstrate conformance with the 
Countywide plan. All development projects, which are required to prepare an EIR, are subject to 
the Land Use Analysis program of the CMP. This requirement is to provide decision-makers 
with the project-specific traffic impacts created by projects on the CMP highway network. 
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Impacts on Freeways 

As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, 
Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Engineers conducted a review of the designated monitoring 
locations on the CMP highway system to identify potential impacts. A significant CMP traffic 
impact is deemed to occur if the proposed Project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 
two percent of its capacity and/or causes or worsens a LOS F condition, as demonstrated by a 
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). A TIA must be considered if the proposed Project adds 150 or 
more peak-hour trips on any freeway segment, in either direction. Additionally, an analysis is 
required at all CMP arterial intersections where the proposed Project would add 50 or more trips 
during either the AM. or P.M. peak hour. The I-10 Santa Monica Freeway at the East Los 
Angeles City Limit is the only CMP monitoring station located within the Project vicinity: 

The proposed Project would add more than 150 trips (in either direction) during either the 
AM. or P.M. weekday peak hours to the CMP freeway monitoring location. Therefore, a review 
of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations which are part of the CMP highway system 
is required. 

The impact of the proposed Project on the regional mainline freeway system has been 
determined based in part on the existing peak-hour traffic volumes data published in the 2003 

Traffic Volumes on Cal~fornia State Highways, State of California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans, June 2004). The year 2003 traffic volumes were increased by Caltrans' annual 
average growth rate of 2.3 percent per year to reflect year 2004 existing conditions. This 
conservative growth rate is higher than the general traffic growth factors provided in the CMP 
and those approved by LADOT for the intersection analysis. The freeway impact analysis is 
based on a number of mainline lanes, including High Occupancy Vehicle lanes. Along some 
freeway segments, auxiliary lanes are provided to facilitate entering and exiting freeway traffic 
to and from the freeway mainline. Although some of the freeway auxiliary lanes accommodate 
through traffic, these have not been considered in the analysis so as to provide a conservative 
analysis of potential freeway impacts due to the proposed Project. 

The freeway lane capacity has been assumed at 2,000 vehicles per lane per hour, although 
it is stated in the Highlt1ay Capacity Manual, published by the Transportation Research Board, 
2000, that recent research indicates a capacity of 2,200 vehicles per hour for four lane freeways 
and 2,300 vehicles per lane per hour for six or more lane freeways. The analysis can therefore be 
considered conservative in that the lower capacity has been assumed. 

In reviewing the following analysis, the following important factors must be considered: 

• Freeway conditions would be largely controlled by the operation of the off-ramp 
intersections and the adjacent arterial streets. Based on a review of the capacity 
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calculations during the AM. or P.M. peak hours, arterial roadway capacity exists at 
several locations. Operationally, the street system surrounding the HSC is already 
equipped with the City's Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) 
system. The ATSAC system optimizes traffic operations on a system-wide basis at 
the area's signalized intersections. 

• Mainline freeway improvements (e.g., physical improvements to add additional 
mainline freeway travel lanes) are difficult in that limited freeway right-of-way is 
currently available and in many cases has been maximized. Tremendous costs would 
be incurred to acquire additional right-of-way, which in most locations is not feasible. 

The Caltrans traffic volume data referenced above is presented in several ways. First, the 
total daily peak-hour traffic volumes for various freeway segments statewide are noted (i.e., non
directional). In addition, factors are included in the Caltrans document which indicate the 
direction and magnitude of the peak-hour traffic volumes. These factors are then utilized to 
convert the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes to directional peak-hour traffic 
volumes for each freeway segment in the vicinity of the Project site. 

The results of the freeway impact analysis during the AM. and P.M. peak hours associated 
with the Project are summarized in Table 9 on page 176. As presented in Table 9, these 
increases in overall mainline freeway traffic volumes correspond to a D/C ratio increase ranging 
from 0.002 to 0.010, or equal to or less than one percent of the total capacity of the segments 
included in the analysis. This conclusion applies to both the 765,000 square foot and 585,000 
square foot development scenarios, as well as any development that falls within this range of 
development. Thus, based on the CMP threshold criteria, no significant project-related mainline 
freeway impacts are anticipated along the I-10 Freeway. 

Impacts at Intersections 

The CMP TIA guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations must be 
examined if the proposed Project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM. or P.M. 

weekday peak period. The proposed Project is not forecasted to add 50 or more trips during 
either the AM. or P.M. peak hours at any CMP intersection monitoring locations which is the 
threshold for preparing a traffic impact assessment. Therefore, no further review of potential 
impacts to intersection monitoring locations which are part of the CMP highway system is 
required. The Project's impacts on CMP intersection monitoring locations are therefore 
considered less than significant. 
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Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, 1\/fay 2005. 
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CMP FREEWAY IMPACT ANALYSIS A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 
USC HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS PROJECT 

Year 2004 Existing Year 2015 Future Pre-Project 
Conditions Conditions 

Peak-Hour Project 
Capacity Demand a D/Cb LOSC Demandd D/Cb LOSC Trip Ends• 
12,000 6.440 0.54 B 7,150 0.60 c 28 
12,000 1 10.430 0.87 D 11,580 0.97 E 123 

12,000 10.420 0.87 D 11,570 0.96 E 123 
12,000 1 7.850 0.65 c 8,710 0.73 c 32 

The year 2003 volumes were increased by 
lane per hour applied lo the through freeway lanes, 

DIC Ratio LOS 
0.000 to 0.350 A 1. 00 l to 1.250 F(O) 
0.351 to 0.540 B 1.25 l to 1.3 50 F(l) 
0.541 to 0.770 c l.351 to l.450 F(2) 
0.771 to 0.930 D >l.450 F(3) 
0.931 to l.000 

Year 2015 Future w/ Proposed 
Project Conditions 

Demandr D/Cb LOSC 

7,178 0.60 c 
11,703 0.98 E 

11,693 0.97 E 
8,742 0.73 c 

based on general traffic growth factors provide in the Clv!P. 

DIC Increase 
With Projectg 

0.002 
0.010 

0.010 
0.003 

IV. C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

Significant Project 
Impacth 

No 
No 
No 
No 

200./ existing conditions. 

the proposed project increases traffic demand on the freeway system by 2% of capacity (DIC > 0. 02). 
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(2) Construction Traffic-Related Impacts 

Traffic impacts from construction activities would be expected to occur as a result of the 
following three types of activities: 

• Increases in truck traffic associated with the removal or import of fill materials and 
delivery of construction materials; 

• Increases in automobile traffic associated with construction workers traveling to and 
from the site; and 

• Reductions in existing street capacity from temporary lane closures necessary for the 
construction of roadway improvements, utility relocation and drainage facilities. 

Temporary lane closures are anticipated during Project construction only on those streets 
located within the HSC. As such, it is anticipated that temporary lane closures may occur on San 
Pablo Street, Alacazar Street, Eastlake Avenue and Zonal Avenue. Construction for this type of 
street work is normally limited to between 9:00 AM. and 3 :00 P.M. Detours around the 
construction site(s) as a result of lane closures would not be required. Flag men, however would 
be used to control traffic movement during ingress or egress of trucks and heavy equipment from 
the construction site(s). 

Depending upon the specific nature of the construction act1v1ty (e.g., demolition, 
excavation, or concrete pouring), it is forecasted that the majority of truck traffic would be 
distributed evenly across the workday. Approvals required by the City of Los Angeles for 
implementation of the proposed Project include a Truck Haul Route program approved by 
LADOT. Based on preliminary review, haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally travel 
along the I-5 Freeway, I-10 Freeway, Mission Road, Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, and 
Marengo Street to access and depart the Project Site. 

The estimated number of trucks needed for hauling and delivery are generalized 
according to the following three construction phases: (1) demolition, (2) site grading, and 
(3) building construction. The numbers of off-site trucks (i.e., haul trucks, concrete trucks and 
delivery trucks) are assumed for a peak construction day. It is forecasted that the maximum 
number of construction trips would be 448 trips per day. In general, it is anticipated that 
construction workers would arrive and depart the Project site during off-peak hours and that 
construction-related traffic would be largely freeway oriented. Construction workers would 
arrive and depart via nearby on- off-ramps serving the I-5 Freeway and the I-10 Freeway. The 
most commonly used freeway would be nearest the Project site, including the northbound and 
southbound on/off-ramps at Mission Road and Avenue 21, and the eastbound and westbound 
on/off ramps at Soto Street. The construction work force would likely be from all parts of the 
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Los Angeles region and are, thereby assumed to arrive from all directions. The majority of 
construction workers are expected to arrive and depart the Project site during off-peak hours (i.e. 
arrive prior to 7:00 A.M. and depart between 3:00 and 4:00 P.M.), thereby avoiding generating 
trips during the 7:00 to 9:00 A.M. and 4:00 to 6:00 P.M. peak periods. Consequently, their impact 
on peak-hour traffic in the vicinity of the Project site would be limited. Given the off-peak 
nature of construction worker traffic, a less than significant impact is anticipated with regard to 
the local roadway network as well as the freeway mainline. 

With the required haul route approval and other construction management practices 
described above, construction activities would not create any substantial temporary 
inconvenience to auto travelers, bus riders, and pedestrians during construction. Therefore, 
Project impacts with regard to construction traffic would be less than significant. Impacts would 
be further reduced with the implementation of the following design features: 

• Maintain existing access for land uses in proximity of the Project site; 

• Limit any potential lane closures to off-peak travel periods; 

• Schedule receipt of construction materials to non-peak travel periods, to the extent 
possible; 

• Coordinate deliveries to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to unload for protracted 
periods of time; and 

• Prohibit parking by construction workers on adjacent streets and direct construction 
workers to available parking within the Health Sciences Campus. 

(3) Union Pacific Railroad Crossing 

An at-grade Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) crossing currently exists on San Pablo 
Street, immediately south of Valley Boulevard. This rail crossing is equipped with advance 
warning signals and control gates situated north and south of the tracks. The rail line that is 
protected by these controls extends from Downtown Los Angeles easterly to the Inland Empire 
and points east. Trains currently slow or stop at this crossing, causing vehicle queuing and 
occasionally rerouting of local traffic, for periods as long as 18 minutes based on field 
observations. 

Based on the trip distribution and assignment of Project-related trips for both Parking 
Scenario No. I and Parking Scenario No. 2, it is anticipated that additional vehicle queuing and 
the rerouting of Project traffic may occur due to UPRR trains periodically blocking north-south 
traffic at this location. 
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The redistribution of traffic under existing conditions as well as future without Project 
conditions is anticipated to result temporarily in increased traffic volumes at other intersections. 
The proposed Project is anticipated to contribute additional incremental traffic volumes at these 
other intersections during these temporary periods. As such, it is conservatively concluded that a 
Project-related potentially significant impact could occur during the periods of time when traffic 
is diverted due to train(s) blocking San Pablo Street. This potential impact is very temporary in 
nature (i.e., occurring approximately 12 times per day and lasting in duration between less than 
one and three minutes about half the time and occasionally lasting up to 18 minutes) and would 
be alleviated once San Pablo Street is available as a through traffic route. Based on recent 
observations, the railroad crossing gates are engaged approximately 12 times per day for train 
crossing and track service activities. San Pablo Street is typically blocked for a duration ranging 
from a few minutes to as long as approximately twenty minutes. 

Public Utilities Commission (PUC) ordinance limits the duration that trains can block at
grade crossings. PUC General Order No. 13524 states the following: 

1. TRAIN MOVEMENTS-Except as provided in Paragraph 5, a public grade 
crossing which is blocked by a stopped train, other than a passenger train, 
must be opened within 10 minutes, unless no vehicle or pedestrian is waiting 
at the crossing. Such a cleared crossing must be left open until it is known 
that the train is ready to depart. When recoupling such a train at the crossing, 
movement must be made promptly, consistent with safety." 

It is recommended that enforcement of the ordinance be actively pursued and that efforts 
be made to relocate the location of train stoppages to a point east or west of San Pablo Street. 
The UPRR crossings immediately west of San Pablo Street are grade separated; however, 
crossings to the east (i.e., east of Soto Street) are at-grade. Additionally, it is acknowledged that 
enforcement of this ordinance is outside the authority of decision-makers associated with the 
proposed Project. Thus, absent either enforcement of the PUC ordinance or a relocation of the 
train stoppage point, the Project would potentially contribute to an existing significant impact. 

In addition, the subject crossing is included in the Alameda Corridor East (ACE) 
project. 25 The ACE project is located in the San Gabriel Valley between East Los Angeles and 
the City of Pomona. The ACE project is intended to improve mobility, enhance safety and 
mitigate the effects of increased freight rail traffic from the Ports of Long Beach and Los 
Angeles. The ACE project is being implemented in two phases and consists of improvements at 

2
"' Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Regulations Governing the Occupancy of Public Grade 

Crossings by Railroads, Adopted September 11, 1974. Effective November 1, 1974. Decision No. 83446 in Case 
No. 8949. 

25 Source: www.theaceproject.org. 
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55 crossings. The first phase includes safety upgrades, traffic signal control measures, roadway 
widening at the railroad crossings and ten grade separation projects to physically separate rail 
and vehicular traffic. The San Pablo Street crossing was identified for potential safety and/or 
traffic signal control measure improvements. The second phase of the ACE project includes ten 
additional grade separation projects. Both phases of the ACE project are planned to be 
completed in 2008. 

(4) Parking Impacts 

(a) Design Features 

Project parking could be satisfied by parking facilities within Development Sites B, C, D, 
E, and F, as well as within existing HSC parking facilities. Although parking may be provided in 
any combination on Development Sites B, C, D, E and F, in order to provide a conservative 
analysis of the project's potential transportation impacts, two parking scenarios (Parking 
Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2) have been analyzed that reflect the greatest 
concentration of Project-related traffic on the local roadway system. As such, should parking be 
proposed for any other combination of sites (i.e., including sites from the east end or west end of 
the campus), off-site impacts would be within the range identified under the two Parking 
Scenarios. 

The City of Los Angeles generally determines parking requirements for an environment 
such as the HSC on a campus-wide basis, rather than on a building-by-building or lot-by-lot 
basis. For example, a parking space on one block at the HSC may be considered to satisfy the 
LAMC parking requirement for a building located across the street. 

(b) Future Parking Demand 

The parking supply on the HSC would be modified based on the mix of Research and 
Development and Medical Office uses. Parking demand for two examples is forecast by 
multiplying the building floor area by the calculated parking demand rate of 2.79 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of floor area. In order to describe the range of potential future parking demand, 
the development descriptions as previously described were utilized and are summarized below: 
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765,000 Square Foot Development Scenario Example 

Research & Development 

• [(720,000 SF x 0.93 26 = 669,600 SF)-:- 1,000 SF]= 669.6 x 2.79 SP= 1,868 Spaces 

Medical Office 

• [(45,000 SF x 0.93 = 41,850)--:-- 1,000 SF]= 41.85 x 2.79 SP= 117 Spaces 

Future parking demand for this example: 1,985 Spaces 

585,000 Square Foot Development Scenario Example 

Research & Development 

• [(465,000 SF x 0.93 = 432,450 SF)--:-- 1,000 SF]= 432.45 x 2.79 SP= 1 ,207 Spaces 

Medical Office 

• [(120,000 SF x 0.93 = 111,600 SF)--:-- 1,000 SF]= 111.6 x 2.79 SP= 311 Spaces 

Future parking demand for this example: 1,518 Spaces 

Based on a peak existing demand of 3, 132 spaces and a future peak demand of up to 
approximately 1,985 spaces, a total future peak parking demand of 5, 117 spaces (3, 132 + 1,985 
= 5, 117 spaces) is calculated. This peak parking demand can be considered conservative in that 
the existing demand includes 75 percent of area on-street parking as part of the rate, as well as all 
of the USC allocated spaces in the University Hospital parking structure, the leased spaces from 
the County and demand at the dialysis center (TRC Lot). The Project's forecasted demand also 
exceeds the LAMC parking requirement which results in a maximum requirement of 1,548 
spaces for the proposed Project. 27 As it is anticipated that the Project would provide an increase 

26 LAl'vfC (Section 12.21) parking requirements are based on "gross" floor areas excluding elevator shafts, 
mechanical rooms, stainvells, storage. On the basis of the review of previous HSC building plans by the 
Department of Building and Safety, the Project 'sjloor area is multiplied by 0.93 to reflect excluded areas. 

27 Under the LA1'vfC, 720,000 square .feet Research and Development = 1,339 spaces and ./5,000 square .feet r~f 
Medical Office = 209 spaces (total = 1,548 space,s~; 465,000 square .feet of Research and Development = 

865 spaces; and 120, 000 square feet oflvledical Office = 558 ,\paces (total = 1,423 spaces). 
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of at least 2,072 spaces, the Project would exceed both the parking requirements set forth in the 
LAMC as well as future parking demand and as such, a less than significant impact would occur. 

Project parking demand could be satisfied by parking facilities within Development Sites 
B, C, D, E, and F, as well as within existing HSC parking facilities. For example, some existing 
parking on the Eastlake Lot may be removed to accommodate future development on 
Development Site A while the spaces in the San Pablo Lot may be removed to accommodate 
future development on Development Site B. 

Under Project Scenario No. 1, parking may be provided on the site of Development Site 
C (access via Zonal). Development Site C could accommodate a parking structure containing 
2,800 spaces. Under Project Scenario No. 2, parking may be provided on Development Site E 
(access via San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street) and Development Site F (access via San Pablo 
Street). It is anticipated that Development Site E and/or Development Site F could accommodate 
parking facilities that would provide a parking supply similar to the net increase anticipated 
should a parking structure be developed on Development Site C (i.e., 2,800 future spaces less 
548 existing spaces equals 2,252). Thus, a net increase of 2,252 spaces is calculated for future 
parking facilities under both parking scenarios for the provision of parking for the proposed 
Project. In addition, it is assumed that this net increase in Project parking may be provided in 
parking facilities within a combination of Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F, as well as within 
existing HSC parking facilities. As the distances between the proposed Development Sites and 
the parking facilities may be greater than 750 feet, a variance with regard to Section 12.2 l .A.4(g) 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code may be required. 

With the forecasted increase in parking of 2,072 spaces, the future parking supply for the 
USC Health Sciences Campus would increase to approximately 5,870 spaces (i.e., 3,798 existing 
+ 2,072 net future= 5,870 spaces). Thus, the future parking supply of 5,870 spaces is anticipated 
to satisfy and, in fact, substantially exceed the peak future parking demand of 5, 117 spaces at the 
HSC. 

Therefore, the impact of the Project relative to parking demand would be less than 
significant. 

(5) Project Access 

The following four key intersections provide primary Project Site access to the HSC 
under either of the two parking scenarios 

• Int. No. 7: Mission Road/Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue; 
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• Int. No. 11: San Pablo Street/Valley Boulevard; 

• Int. No.14: San Pablo Street/Zonal Avenue; and 

• Int. No.15: Soto Street/Alcazar Street. 

All of these intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better under the future 
cumulative analysis conditions (i.e., future with Project and Project mitigation conditions). 
Thus, Project development would result in a less than significant Project access impact. In 
addition, the Applicant may propose the vacation of Henry Street, which is shown on the 
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Generalized Circulation Map, but has been paved and 
out of circulation for at least twenty years. The deletion of this street would not impact 
intersection operations, as Henry Street does not exist. Furthermore, if Henry Street were 
available, it would not change Project impacts at any of the studied intersections. In addition, 
LADOT did not require the analysis of Henry Street as it does not currently connect to Zonal 
Avenue, nor is it proposed as part of the potential development of Development Site C. As the 
vacation of Henry Street would have no impact on the Project area or the existing street network, 
a less than significant transportation impact would result from the vacation of Henry Street. 

(6) Public Transit 

As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, an 
analysis of potential Project impacts on existing transit service has been conducted. Impacts on 
public transit would occur if the seating capacity of the transit system serving the Project study 
area were exceeded. 

The Project's trip-generation forecast was adjusted by values set forth in the CMP (i.e., 
person trips equal 1.4 times vehicle trips and transit trips equals 3.5 percent of the total person 
trips) to estimate number of transit trips generated by the Proposed Project. Pursuant to the CMP 
guidelines, the proposed Project is forecast to generate a demand for 37 transit trips (30 inbound 
trips and 7 outbound trips) during the weekday AM. peak hour. Similarly, during the weekday 
P.M. peak hour, the proposed Project is anticipated to generate a demand for 38 transit trips (8 
inbound trips and 30 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour period the proposed Project is forecast to 
generate a demand for 378 daily transit trips. The calculations are as follows: 

• AM. Peak-Hour Trips= 753 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 37 Transit trips 

• P.M. Peak-Hour trips= 774 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 38 Transit Trips 

• Daily Trips= 7,715 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 378 Transit Trips 

It is anticipated that the existing transit service in the Project area would be able to 
adequately accommodate the transit trips generated by the Project. Thus, given the relatively 
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few number of transit trips generated, less than significant impacts on existing and future transit 
service in the Project area are expected to occur as a result of the proposed Project. 

(7) Neighborhood Streets 

As Project traffic is anticipated to utilize the major and secondary highways adjacent to 
the HSC as well as internal streets within the campus, a formal neighborhood street segment 
analysis was not deemed necessary by LADOT. As such, Project development would result in a 
less than significant impact with regard to Project traffic traveling on neighborhood streets. 

(8) Additional Development Scenarios 

The analysis of Parking Scenario Nos. I and 2, as described above, identify the range of 
intersection and freeway impacts that could result at buildout of the proposed Project. As such, 
all development scenarios that could be developed under the Project would fall within the range 
established by Parking Scenario Nos. I and 2. As such, the implementation of development 
scenarios other than Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 could result in a significant impacts at the 
intersections identified as such in Tables 7 and 8 on pages 167 through 170. The CMP analysis 
presented above is reflective of conditions under either Parking Scenario No. I or 2. As these 
Parking Scenarios define the range of Project impacts, implementation of any development 
scenario would result in impacts that are equal to, or less than, those identified above. As such, 
implementation of all potential development scenarios would have a less than significant impact 
with regard to the CMP. 

Peak construction levels would be the same regardless of the mix of land uses that is 
developed. As such, the construction impacts identified above would be applicable to any 
development scenario that may be developed under the proposed Project. Therefore, 
construction impacts attributable to any permitted development scenario would result in less than 
significant impacts. 

As intersection impacts under the additional development scenarios would be within the 
range established by Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2, impacts of the additional development 
scenarios relative to the Union Pacific Railroad Crossing would be similarly significant. As the 
availability of parking under the additional development scenarios would be comparable to that 
available under the proposed Project, potential parking impacts with regard to LAMC 
requirements and parking demand, as is the case with the proposed Project, would be less than 
significant. 
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Overall tripmaking by any permitted development scenario would be comparable, 
although not exceeding, that of the Project as analyzed above. As such, impacts of any permitted 
development scenario on Project access, as is concluded above, would be less than significant. 

Transit trip generation is based on total vehicle trips. Thus, transit impacts resulting from 
the development of any permitted development scenario would be less than significant since the 
impacts of the Project, as concluded above, would be less than significant and the number of 
vehicle trips generated by any additional permitted development scenario would not exceed those 
of the Project as analyzed above. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

a. Traffic and Circulation 

All of the identified related projects have been considered for the purpose of assessing 
cumulative traffic impacts. Cumulative construction traffic impacts would only occur during 
periods when construction of one or more of the related projects is occurring at the same time 
that Project construction is anticipated to occur and then only to the extent that construction 
traffic is traveling on the same streets at the same time. Since this type of concurrent activity is 
anticipated to be limited in its occurrence, cumulative construction impacts are concluded to be 
less than significant. 

Cumulative effects on intersection operations attributable to traffic from ambient growth 
and related projects have been incorporated into the above analysis of the future baseline 
condition. A comparison of 2015 with related project conditions (see Table 7 on page 167 and 
Table 8 on page 169) indicates that cumulative development would result in four intersections 
operating at LOS E or F. Based on the stated significance thresholds, cumulative development 
would result in impacts to l3 of the 18 study intersections. Since no guarantee exists that 
mitigation measures would be implemented with those projects, it is conservatively concluded 
that cumulative development would yield a significant cumulative traffic impact on intersection 
operations. 

Cumulative growth in the Project area would result in increases in traffic on street and 
freeway segments in the Project vicinity. However, it is anticipated that related projects 
contributing to cumulative growth would be required on an individual basis to mitigate any 
significant traffic impacts to the extent possible to less than significant levels. 
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b. Parking 

The Project in combination with the related projects would not result in any adverse 
impacts to parking. The related projects, as identified in Section III.B. of this Draft EIR, would 
be required, through Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements and mitigation measures 
required by environmental clearances, to include sufficient parking to accommodate their own 
parking demand. No significant cumulative impacts to parking are anticipated. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. Intersections 

Mitigation measures are identified below which would reduce the Project's significant 
traffic impacts at buildout to the extent feasible. Implementation of the mitigation measures 
would be phased commensurate with the development of an individual building or buildings. 
The process for implementing the Project's mitigation measures would be determined by 
LADOT as individual building plans are submitted to the City of Los Angeles. At that time, 
LADOT would be consulted to determine the appropriate mitigation measures to be implemented 
based on the square footage proposed for development and the location of the parking that would 
support the development. The phasing program for the mitigation measures identified below for 
both Parking Scenarios is presented in Appendix F of the Traffic Impact Analysis (see Appendix 
B of this Draft EIR). 

In summary, eleven of the 18 study intersections would be significantly impacted by the 
development of the proposed Project under Project Scenario No. l and Project Scenario No. 2. 
To reduce the proposed Project's significant transportation impacts to the extent feasible the 
following mitigation measures are proposed. 

(1) Parking Scenario No. 1 Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure C-1: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway Southbound and Mission 
Road-Widen the southbound off-ramp to provide an additional lane. The 
off-ramp would provide one left-tum only lane, one combination left
tum/through lane and one right-tum only lane. Modify the existing traffic 
signal to facilitate traffic flow. 

Mitigation Measure C-2: Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway Northbound Off-Ramp and 
Daly Street-Main Street-Install a traffic signal at this location to facilitate 
traffic flow during the A.M. peak commuter hour. 
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Mitigation Measure C-3: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp and 
Marengo Street-Lengthen the red curb along the south side of Marengo 
Street, west of the on-ramp, and install an eastbound right-tum-only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-4: Intersection No. 10: Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue
Restripe the southbound approach to provide one left tum/through lane and 
one right-tum-only lane. Re-stripe the eastbound approach to provide one 
left-tum lane and one optional through/right-tum-only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-5: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
Install a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-6 Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue
Install a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-7: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway 
Westbound Ramps-Charlotte Street-Implement the LADOT-approved 
mitigation measure associated with the HNRT project, including widening of 
the I-10 Freeway Westbound Off-ramp to provide an additional right-tum 
only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-8: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street
Remove the raised median islands on Soto Street, north and south of Marengo 
Street. Re-stripe the northbound and southbound approaches to provide dual 
left-tum lanes, two through lanes and one combination through/right-turn 
lane. Provide traffic signal modification at this intersection. This measure has 
only received conceptual approval at this time. 

Mitigation Measure C-9: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway 
Eastbound Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue-Restripe Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

(2) Parking Scenario No. 2 Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure C-10: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road
Widen the southbound off-ramp to provide an additional lane. The off-ramp 
would provide one left-tum only lane, one combination left-tum/through lane 
and one right-tum only lane. Modify the existing traffic signal to facilitate 
traffic fl ow. 

Mitigation Measure C-11: No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main 
Street-Install a traffic signal at this location. 
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Mitigation Measure C-12: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-Lengthen the red curb along the south side of Marengo Street, west of 
the on-ramp, and install an eastbound right-tum-only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-13: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
Install a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-14: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue
Install a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-15: Intersection No. 15: Soto Street and Alcazar Street-Install 
a second northbound left-tum lane and widen along the south side of Alcazar 
Street, west of Soto Street, to provide a fourth eastbound approach lane (i.e., 
the eastbound approach would provide one left-tum lane, one combination 
left-through lane and two right-tum only lanes). Modify the traffic signal. 

Mitigation Measure C-16: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-Implement the LADOT-approved mitigation 
measure associated with the HNRT project, including widening of the I-10 
Freeway Westbound Off-ramp to provide an additional right-tum only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-17: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street
Remove the raised median islands on Soto Street, north and south of Marengo 
Street. Re-stripe the northbound and southbound approaches to provide dual 
left-tum lanes, two through lanes and one combination through/right-turn 
lane. Provide traffic signal modification at this intersection. This measure has 
only received conceptual approval at this time. 

Mitigation Measure C-18: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off
Ramp-Wabash Avenue-Re-stripe Soto Street, south of Wabash Avenue, 
within the existing roadway pavement width to provide an additional 
northbound through lane. 

6. SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

After implementation of the recommended m1t1gation measures, the impact of the 
proposed Project under Project Scenario No. 1 on study intersections during the AM. and P.M. 

peak commuter hour would be reduced to less than significant levels for all but four locations 
(see Table 7 on page 167). Under Project Scenario No. 1, no feasible mitigation measures are 
available to reduce the traffic impact to a less than significant level at the Soto Street and I-10 
Freeway Westbound Ramps/Charlotte Street intersection during the P.M. peak commuter hour; at 
the Mission Road and Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue intersection during the A.M. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours, and at the Mission Road/Daly Street-Marengo Street intersection during the 
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P.M. peak hour. The fourth location where a significant impact has been identified is the Soto 
Street and Marengo Street intersection. Project impacts at this intersection would be significant 
during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The mitigation for the Soto Street and Marengo 
Street intersection, which is elevated above the I-10 Freeway and is entirely on a bridge 
structure, consists of the removal of the raised median islands on Soto Street, north and south of 
Marengo Street, restriping the northbound and southbound approaches to provide dual left-tum 
lanes, two through lanes and one combination through/right-tum lane, as well as a traffic signal 
modification. While these improvements would reduce the Project's significant impact at the 
Soto Street/Marengo Street intersection to a less than significant level, these improvements have 
only been conceptually approved by LADOT. As formal approval of the improvements has not 
occurred as of the publication of the Draft EIR, it is conservatively concluded that Project 
development would result in a significant traffic impact at the Soto Street/Marengo Street 
intersection. In the event the proposed improvements are approved by LADOT, the Project's 
significant impact at the Soto Street/Marengo Street intersection would be reduced to less than 
significant levels during both the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. While the proposed Soto 
Street/Marengo Street intersection improvements would reduce the Project's traffic impacts to 
less than significant levels, the implementation of these measures may result in secondary 
construction impacts that are of note. 

The intersection, including the traffic signals, is elevated above the I-10 Freeway and is 
entirely on a bridge structure. As a result, the implementation of the traffic signal modifications 
would require a special foundation. The installation of the special foundation may require a 
structural modification to the bridge structure itself In the event that structural modifications to 
the bridge are not required, implementation of the proposed intersection improvements would 
consist of removing the raised medians on Soto Street and lane restriping in addition to the 
improvements to the traffic signal itself It is anticipated that removal of the raised median 
islands on Soto Street would require the temporary closure of the nearest southbound and 
northbound travel lanes. Construction of all proposed intersection improvements would only 
occur during weekday, non-peak hours (between 9:00 AM. and 3:00 P.M.). As these mid-day 
lane closures would not occur during either the AM. or P.M. peak commuter travel periods and 
would be short-term in nature (i.e., one to two weeks), potential impacts are concluded to be less 
than significant. If it is determined through the design process that a special foundation for the 
traffic signal poles requires a structural modification to the bridge, the construction of measure 
would involve median removal, roadway restriping, traffic signal modification and potentially 
the closure of some I-10 Freeway mainline travel lanes during the off-peak periods. As the 
bridge reconstruction would likely take several months to complete, the potential closure of some 
mainline freeway travel lanes for this period of time is concluded to constitute a significant 
secondary impact. 

Mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant levels at all but three 
of the study intersections with implementation of Parking Scenario No. 2 (see Table 8 on page 
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169). No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the traffic impacts to a less than 
significant level at the Mission Road and Valley Boulevard intersection during the AM. peak 
commuter hour, and at the Mission Road/Daly Street-Marengo Street intersection during the P.M. 

peak hour. The third location where a significant impact has been identified is the Soto Street 
and Marengo Street intersection. As is the case with Parking Scenario No. 1, Project impacts at 
this intersection would be significant during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The 
mitigation, as well as the secondary impacts attributable to the implementation of the mitigation, 
would be the same as those identified above. As a result, implementation of the proposed 
mitigation may result in a significant secondary impact as a result of the potential need to close 
mainline freeway lanes during off-peak hours for a period of time that could last as long as 
several months. 

Trains currently slow or stop at the existing at-grade Union Pacific Railroad crossing of 
San Pablo Street, immediately south of Valley Boulevard, causing vehicle queuing and 
occasionally rerouting of local traffic. An existing Public Utilities Commission ordinance limits 
the duration that trains can block at-grade crossings. However, it is acknowledged that 
enforcement of this ordinance is outside the authority of decision-makers associated with the 
proposed USC HSC project. Thus, absent either enforcement of the PUC ordinance or a 
relocation of the train stoppage point, the Project would potentially contribute to an existing 
significant impact. Project impacts on the balance of the traffic issues analyzed in this Section of 
the Draft EIR would be less than significant. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This section addresses the air emissions generated by the construction and operation 
(post-construction) of the proposed Project. The analysis also addresses the consistency of the 
proposed Project with the air quality policies set forth within the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District's (SCAQMD) Air Quality Management Plan and the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan. The analysis of Project-generated air emissions focuses on whether the proposed 
Project would cause an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard or SCAQMD significance 
threshold. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Regulatory Setting 

A number of statutes, regulations, plans and policies have been adopted that address air 
quality issues. The proposed Project Site and vicinity are subject to air quality regulations 
developed and implemented at the federal, State, and local levels. At the federal level, the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is responsible for implementation of 
the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA). Some portions of the CAA (e.g., certain mobile source and 
other requirements) are implemented directly by the USEP A. Other portions of the CAA (e.g., 
stationary source requirements) are implemented by State and local agencies. 

(1) Authority for Current Air Quality Planning 

A number of plans and policies have been adopted by various agencies that address air 
quality concerns. Those plans and policies that are relevant to the proposed Project are discussed 
below. 

(a) Federal Clean Air Act 

The CAA was first enacted in 1955 and has been amended numerous times in subsequent 
years (1963, 1965, 1967, 1970, 1977, and 1990). The CAA establishes federal air quality 
standards, known as National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and specifies future 
dates for achieving compliance. The CAA also mandates that the state submit and implement the 
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State Implementation Plan (SIP) for local areas not meeting these standards. These plans must 
include pollution control measures that demonstrate how the standards will be met. The City of 
Los Angeles is within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), and as such is in an area designated a 
non-attainment area for certain pollutants that are regulated under the CAA. 

The 1990 Amendments to the CAA identify specific emission reduction goals for areas 
not meeting the NAAQS. These amendments require both a demonstration of reasonable further 
progress toward attainment and incorporation of additional sanctions for failure to attain or to 
meet interim milestones. The sections of the CAA which would most substantially affect the 
development of the proposed Project include Title I (Nonattainment Provisions) and Title II 
(Mobile Source Provisions). 

Title I provisions were established with the goal of attaining the NAAQS for the 
following criteria pollutants: (1) ozone (03); (2) nitrogen dioxide (N02); (3) sulfur dioxide 
(S02); ( 4) Particulate Matter (PM10); (5) carbon monoxide (CO); and (6) lead (Pb). Table 10 on 
pages 193 and 194 shows the NAAQS currently in effect for each criteria pollutant. The 
NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to include an 8-hour standard for 0 3 and to adopt a NAAQS 
for PM2.5. The Basin fails to meet national standards for 0 3 (for both the I-hour and 8-hour 
standard), PM10, and PM2.5 and therefore is considered a Federal "non-attainment" area for these 
pollutants. The CAA sets certain deadlines for meeting the NAAQS within the Basin including: 
(l) 1-hour 0 3 by the year 2010; (2) 8-hour 0 3 by the year 2021; PM10 by the year 2006; and 
(3) PM2.5 by the year 2015. Nonattainment designations are categorized into seven levels of 
severity: (1) basic, (2) marginal, (3) moderate, (4) serious, (5) severe-15, (6) severe-17,28 and 
(7) extreme. Table 11 on page 195 lists the criteria pollutants and their relative attainment status. 

(b) California Clean Air Act 

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the 
State to achieve and maintain the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the 
earliest practical date. The CAAQS incorporate additional standards for most of the criteria 
pollutants and have set standards for other pollutants recognized by the State. In general, the 
California standards are more health protective than the corresponding NAAQS. California has 
also set standards for PM2.5, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing 
particles. The Basin is in compliance with the California standards for sulfates, hydrogen 
sulfide, and vinyl chloride, but does not meet the California standard for visibility. Table 10 
details the current NAAQS and CAAQS, while Table 11 on page 195 provides the Basin's 
attainment status with respect to federal and State standards. 

28 The "-15" and "-17" designations reflect the number of years within which attainment must be achieved. 
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Averaging 
Pollutant Time 

Ozone (03)c l hour 

8 hours 

Carbon 1 hour 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

8 hours 

Nitrogen Annual 
Dioxide Aritlnnetic 
(N02) Mean 

l hour 

Sulfur Annual 
Dioxide Arithmetic 
(S02) Mean 

1 hour 

24 hours 

Particulate Annual 
Matter Geometric 
(PM10) Mean 

24 Hours 

Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 

Particulate Annual 
Matter Geometric 
(PM2.s) d Mean 

24 Hours 
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Table 10 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDSa 

California 
Standard b 

0.09ppm 

-

20ppm 

9.0ppm 

-

0.25 ppm 

-

0.25 ppm 

0.04 ppm 

20 µg/m3 

50 µg/m3 

-

12 µg/m3 

-

Federal 
Primary 

Standard b 

0.12 ppm 

0.08 ppm 

35ppm 

9ppm 

0.05 ppm 

0.03 ppm 

0.14 ppm 

-

150 µg/m3 

50 µg/m3 

15 µg/m3 

65 µg/m3 

Pollutant Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Major Pollutant Sources 

High concentrations can Motor vehicles. 
directly affect lungs, 
causing irritation. Long-
term exposure may cause 
damage to lung tissue. 

Classified as a chemical Internal combustion 
asphyxiant, CO interferes engines, primarily 
with the transfer of fresh gasoline-powered motor 
oxygen to the blood and vehicles. 
deprives sensitive tissues 
ofoxvgen. 

Irritating to eyes and Motor vehicles, 
respiratory tract. Colors petroleum refining 
atmosphere reddish- operations, industrial 
brown. sources, aircraft, ships, 

and railroads. 
Irritates upper respiratory Fuel combustion, 
tract; injurious to lung chemical plants. sulfur 
tissue. Can yellow the recovery plants, and 
leaves of plants, metal processing. 
destructive to marble, 
iron, and steel. Limits 
visibility and reduces 
sunlight. 

May irritate eyes and Dust and fume-producing 
respiratory tract. industrial and agricultural 
Absorbs sunlight, operations, combustion, 
reducing amount of solar atmospheric 
energy reaching the earth. photochemical reactions, 
Produces haze and limits and natural activities 
visibility. (e.g., wind-raised dust 

and ocean sprays). 

Increases respiratory Fuel combustion in motor 
disease, lung damage, vehicles, equipment, and 
cancer, premature death; industrial sources; 
reduced visibility; surface residential and 
soiling. agricultural burning. 

Also formed from 
reaction of other 
pollutants (acid rain, 
NOx, SOx. organics). 
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Table 10 (Continued) 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDSa 

Federal 
Averaging California Primary Pollutant Health and 

Pollutant Time Standard b Standard b Atmospheric Effects Major Pollutant Sources 
Lead Monthly 1.5 ug/m3 

- Disturbs gastrointestinal Lead smelters, battery 
system, and causes manufacturing & 
anemia, kidney disease, recycling facilities. 

Quarterly 1.5 ug/m3 and neuromuscular and 
-

neurologic dysfunction 
(in severe cases). 

Sulfates 24 hours 25 ug/m3 
- Decrease in ventilatory Coal or oil burning power 

(S04) functions; aggravation of plants and industries, 
asthmatic symptoms; refineries, diesel engines. 
aggravation of cardio-
pulmonary disease; 
vegetation damage: 
degradation of visibility; 
propertv damage. 

a Ambient air quality standards are set at levels which provide a reasonable margin of safety and protect the 
health of the most sensitive individual in the population. 

b ppm =parts per million and µglm 3 
= micrograms per cubic meter. 

Ozone is formed when NOx and ROC react in the presence of sunlight. There are no air quality standards 
for ROC. However, ROC is recognized as a pollutant of concern as it is a precursor to the formation of 
ozone. 

d A Federal air quality standard.for PA12.5 was adopted in 1997. Presently, no methodologies for determining 
impacts relating to Plvf2.5 have been developed. In addition, no strategies or mitigation programs for this 
pollutant have been developed or adopted by.federal, state, or regional agencies. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2004 and the US~PA, 2004. 

(c) South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10, 743 square miles. This 
area includes all of Orange County, all of Los Angeles County except for the Antelope Valley, 
the nondesert portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and Coachella Valley 
portions of Riverside County. The Basin is a subregion of the SCAQMD jurisdiction. While air 
quality in this area has improved, the Basin requires continued diligence to meet air quality 
standards. 

The SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP) to meet 
the CAAQS and NAAQS. These plans require, among other emissions-reducing activities, 
control technology for existing sources; control programs for area sources and indirect sources; a 
SCAQMD permitting system designed to allow no net increase in emissions from any new or 
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Table 11 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN ATTAINMENT STATUS 

Pollutant 
Ozone (03) (I-hour standard) 
Ozone (03) (8-hour standard) 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 

Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) b 

PM10 
PM2s 
Lead (Pb) 

N1A = not applicable 

National Standards 
Extreme 

Severe-17 
Serious a 

Attaimnent b 

Attainment b 

Serious 
Serious 

Attainment b 

California Standards 
Non-attaimuent 

NIA 
Non-attaimuent 

Attainment b 

Attainment 
Non-attaimuent 
Non-attaimuent 

Attairnnent b 

The Basin has technical~v met the CO standards for attainment since 2002, but the official status has 
not been reclassified by the U.'SEPA. 

b An air basin is designated as being in attainment for a pollutant if the standard for that pollutant was 
not violated at any site in that air basin during a three year period. 

Source: USEPA Region 9 and California Air Resources Board, 2004. 

modified (i.e., previously permitted) emission sources; transportation control measures; 
sufficient control strategies to achieve a 5 percent or more annual reduction in emissions (or 
15 percent or more in a 3-year period) for Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC), NOx, CO, and 
PM10; and demonstration of compliance with the California Air Resources Board's established 
reporting periods for compliance with air quality goals. 

The SCAQMD adopted a comprehensive AQMP update, the 2003 Air Quality 
Management Plan for the South Coast Air Basin, on August 1, 2003.29 The 2003 AQMP outlines 
the air pollution control measures needed to meet Federal health-based standards for 0 3 (I-hour 
standard) by 2010 and PM10 by 2006. It also demonstrates how the Federal standard for CO, 
achieved for the first time at the end of 2002, will be maintained.30 This revision to the AQMP 
also addresses several State and Federal planning requirements and incorporates substantial new 
scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient measurements, 
new meteorological data and new air quality modeling tools. The 2003 AQMP is consistent with 
and builds upon the approaches taken in the 1997 AQMP and the 1999 Amendments to the 
Ozone SIP for the South Coast Air Basin. Lastly, the plan takes a preliminary look at what will 
be needed to achieve new and more stringent health standards for ozone and PM2.5 . 

29 South Coast Air Quali~v Afanagement District, AQA1D Website, www.aqmd.gov/newsl laqmp _ adopt.htm. 
30 Tlie Basin has technical~v met the CO standards since 2002, but the official attainment status has not been 

reclassified by the USEPA. 
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In adopting the AQMP, the SCAQMD: (1) committed to analyzing 12 additional long
term control measures, such as requiring the electrification of all cranes at ports; (2) set a target 
for distributing needed long-term emission reductions between the SCAQMD, the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB), and the USEPA; (3) assigned emission reductions to the USEPA; and 
( 4) forwarded to CARB and USEPA a list of more than 30 specific measures for consideration to 
further reduce emissions from on- and off-road mobile sources and consumer products. The 
AQMP identifies 26 air pollution control measures to be adopted by the SCAQMD to further 
reduce emissions from businesses, industry and paints. It also identifies 22 measures to be 
adopted by CARB and the USEPA to further reduce pollution from cars, trucks, construction 
equipment, aircraft, ships and consumer products. 

The SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to implement portions of the AQMP. 
Several of these rules may apply to construction or operation of the Project. For example, 
SCAQMD Rule 403 requires the implementation of best available fugitive dust control measures 
during active operations capable of generating fugitive dust emissions from onsite earth-moving 
activities, construction/ demolition activities, and construction equipment travel on paved and 
unpaved roads. SCAQMD Rule 403 is included in Appendix C of this Draft EIR. 

The SCAQMD has published a handbook (CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November 
1993) that is intended to provide local governments with guidance for analyzing and mitigating 
project-specific air quality impacts. This handbook provides standards, methodologies, and 
procedures for conducting air quality analyses in EIRs and was used extensively in the 
preparation of this analysis. In addition, the SCAQMD has published a guidance document 
(Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations, June 2003) that is 
intended to provide guidance in evaluating localized effects from mass emissions during 
construction. This document was also used in the preparation of this analysis. 

(d) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the regional planning 
agency for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino and Imperial Counties and 
addresses regional issues relating to transportation, the economy, community development and 
the environment. SCAG is the federally designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) 
for the majority of the southern California region and is the largest MPO in the nation. With 
respect to air quality planning, SCAG has prepared the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
(RCPG) for the SCAG region, which includes Growth Management and Regional Mobility 
chapters that form the basis for the land use and transportation components of the AQMP and are 
utilized in the preparation of air quality forecasts and the consistency analysis that is included in 
the AQMP. 
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b. Existing Conditions 

(1) Regional Context 

The Project Site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), an approximately 
6, 745-square-mile area bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San 
Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Basin includes all of Orange 
County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, in 
addition to the San Gorgonio Pass area in Riverside County. Its terrain and geographical 
location determine this distinctive climate of the Basin, as the Basin is a coastal plain with 
connecting broad valleys and low hills. 

The southern California region lies in the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the 
eastern Pacific. As a result, the climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes. The usually mild 
climatological pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, winter 
storms, or Santa Ana winds. The extent and severity of the air pollution problem in the Basin is 
a function of the area's natural physical characteristics (weather and topography), as well as 
man-made influences (development patterns and lifestyle). Factors such as wind, sunlight, 
temperature, humidity, rainfall, and topography all affect the accumulation and dispersion of 
pollutants throughout the Basin making it an area of high pollution potential. 

The greatest air pollution impacts throughout the Basin occur from June through 
September. This condition is generally attributed to the large amount of pollutant emissions, 
light winds and shallow vertical atmospheric mixing. This frequently reduces pollutant 
dispersion, thus causing elevated air pollution levels. Pollutant concentrations in the Basin vary 
with location, season, and time of day. Ozone concentrations, for example, tend to be lower 
along the coast, higher in the near inland valleys, and lower in the far inland areas of the Basin 
and adjacent desert. Over the past 30 years, substantial progress has been made in reducing air 
pollution levels in southern California. 

The SCAQMD has published a Basin-wide air toxics study (MATES II, Multiple Air 
Toxics Exposure Study, March 2000). The MATES II study represents one of the most 
comprehensive air toxics studies ever conducted in an urban environment. The study was aimed 
at determining the cancer risk from toxic air emissions throughout the Basin by conducting a 
comprehensive monitoring program, an updated emissions inventory of toxic air contaminants, 
and a modeling effort to fully characterize health risks for those living in the Basin. The study 
concluded the average carcinogenic risk in the Basin is approximately 1,400 in one million. 
Mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships, aircraft, etc.) represent the greatest contributors. 
Approximately 70 percent of all risk is attributed to diesel particulate emissions, approximately 
20 percent to other toxics associated with mobile sources (including benzene, butadiene, and 
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formaldehyde), and approximately 10 percent of all carcinogenic risk is attributed to stationary 
sources (which include industries and other certain businesses, such as dry cleaners and chrome 
plating operations). The SCAQMD is in the process of updating the MATES II Study with a 
MATES III Study. 

(2) Local Area Conditions 

(a) Existing Pollutant Levels at Nearby Monitoring Stations 

The SCAQMD maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations located throughout 
the South Coast Air Basin and has divided the Basin into air monitoring areas. The Project Site 
is located in the Central Los Angeles County Monitoring Area. The monitoring station for this 
area is the North Main Street Monitoring Station, which is located at 1630 North Main Street in 
the City of Los Angeles, a few miles northwest of the Project Site. Criteria pollutants monitored 
at this station include PM10, PM2.s, 03, CO, S02, and N02. The most recent data available from 
this monitoring station encompasses the years 1999 to 2003. The data, shown in Table 12 on 
pages 199 and 200, show the following pollutant trends: 

Ozone-The maximum one-hour ozone concentration recorded during the reporting 
period was 0.15 ppm (2003). During the 1999 to 2003 reporting period, the California standard 
of 0.09 ppm was exceeded between eight and thirteen times annually. The National standard of 
0.12 ppm was exceeded either zero or one time annually during the five-year reporting period, 
with the maximum number of exceedances occurring in 1999, 2000 and 2003. The maximum 
eight-hour ozone concentration recorded during the reporting period was 0.11 ppm in 1999. 
During the 1999 to 2003 reporting period, the National standard of 0.08 ppm was exceeded 
between zero and four times with the maximum number of exceedances occurring in 2000. 

Particulate Matter (PM10)-The highest recorded concentration during the reporting 
period was 97 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m 3

) of air particulates (2001). During this 
reporting period, the California PM10 standard was calculated to be exceeded between 24 and 
119 times annually, with the highest number of exceedances in 2001. No exceedances of the 
National standard occurred between 1999 and 2003. The highest annual arithmetic mean 
recorded was 44 µg/m3 in 1999 and 2001. The highest annual geometric mean recorded was 
42 µg/m 3 in 1999. 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)-The highest recorded concentration during the reporting 

period was 88 µg/m 3 in 2000. During this reporting period the National standard was exceeded 
between l and 11 times annually. The highest annual arithmetic mean recorded was 23 in 1999 
and 2001. 
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Table 12 

POLLUTANT STANDARDS AND AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA 
FROM THE LOS ANGELES-NORTH MAIN STREET MONITORING STATION 

Pollutant/Standard 
Ozone (03) 

03 Cl-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days> CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 

Days> NAAQS (0.12 ppm) 

03 (8-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days> NAAQS (0.08 ppm) 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 

PM10 (24-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (µg/m 3
) 

Days> CAAQS (50 ~tg/m3) 

Days> NAAQS (150 µg/m3
) 

PM10 (Annual Average) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (50 µglm3
) 

Annual Geometric Mean (20 µglm3
) 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

PM25 (24-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (µglm3
) 

Days> NAAQS (65 µglm3
) 

PM25 (Annual Average) 

Annual Geometric Mean ( 12 µglm3) 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

CO Cl-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days > CAAQS (20 ppm) 

Days> NAAQS (35 ppm) 

CO (8-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days> CAAQS (9.0 ppm) 

Days > NAAQS (9 ppm) 

University of Southern California 
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1999 2000 

0.13 0.14 

13 8 

0.11 0.10 

2 4 

88 80 

114 90 

0 0 

44 40 

42 37 

69 88 

2 11 

23 22 

7 7 

0 0 

0 0 

6.3 6.0 

0 0 

0 0 

Page 199 

2001 2002 2003 

0.12 0.12 0.15 

8 8 11 

0 0 

0.10 0.08 0.09 

0 2 

97 57 81 

119 48 24 

0 0 0 

44 36 NIA 

40 37 NIA 

73 66 70 

4 2 

23 20 NIA 

6 NIA N/A 

0 NIA NIA 

0 NIA NIA 

4.6 3.8 4.5 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
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Table 12 (Continued) 

POLLUTANT STANDARDS AND AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA 
FROM THE LOS ANGELES-NORTH MAIN STREET MONITORING STATION 

Pollutant/Standard 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) 

N02 (I-hour - State Standard} 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.21 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.16 

Days> CAAQS (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

N02 (Ammal Average - National 
Standard}) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (0.05 ppm) 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 
Days> NAAQS (0.05 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 

S02 (]-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.05 0.08 0.08 N/A N/A 

Days> CAAQS (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0 NIA NIA 

S0° (24-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Days> CAAQS (0.04 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

Days> NAAQS (0.14 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

SO" (Annual Average) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 

Days> NAAQS (0.03 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

Ambient data for airborne lead is not included in this table since the Basin is currently in compliance 
with state and national standards for lead. 

ppm =parts per million; µglm3 micrograms per cubic meter; NIA ···· not available 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Aianagement District, Air Quality Data 1999-2003 and California 
Air Resources Board, Air Quality Data 2004. 
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Carbon Monoxide-The highest recorded 1-hour CO and 8-hour CO concentrations 
were 7 ppm (1999 and 2000) and 6.3 ppm (1999), respectively. Neither the California nor 
National CO standards were exceeded during the reporting period. 

Nitrogen Dioxide-The highest recorded one-hour concentration of N02 during the 
reporting period was 0.21 ppm (1999) and the highest recorded annual arithmetic mean during 
the reporting period was 0.04 ( 1999-2001). Neither the California nor National N02 standards 
were exceeded during the reporting period. 

Sulfur Dioxide-The highest recorded one-hour and 24-hour S02 concentrations were 
0.08 ppm (2000-2001) and 0.01 ppm (1999-2003), respectively. In addition, the highest annual 
average recorded was 0.002 in 1999, 2002, and 2003. No violations of the California or National 
S02 standards were recorded during this reporting period. 

Lead-The Basin is currently in compliance with California and National standards for 
Pb and, therefore, no ambient data for airborne Pb is available for the applicable monitoring 
station. 

(b) Existing Health Risk in the Surrounding Area 

According to the SCAQMD's MATES II study, the Project area is within a cancer risk 
zone of approximately 1,500 in one million, which is largely due to diesel particulates generated 
from the convergence of freeways surrounding the downtown Los Angeles area. In comparison, 
the average cancer risk in the Basin is 1,400 per million. 

( c) Sensitive Receptors and Locations 

Some population groups, such as children, the elderly, and acutely ill and chronically ill 
persons, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases, are considered more sensitive to air 
pollution than others. Sensitive land uses in the Project vicinity are shown in Figure 23 on 
page 202, and include the following: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. This hospital/trauma center is located approximately 
500 feet southeast of Development Site C, on the south side of Zonal Avenue at 
Biggy Street. All other Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet 
(Development Site D) to 2,525 feet (Development Site E) from the LA County-USC 
Hospital. 

• USC University Hospital. The USC University Hospital is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 500 feet northwest of the hospital. All other Development Sites are 
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located approximately 825 feet (Development Site E) to 2,600 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC University Hospital. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). The USC HCC is located south and/or 
east of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 175 feet north-northwest of the HCC. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 525 feet (Development Site G) to 2,250 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC HCC. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II. The USC HCCII is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 375 feet north of the HCCII. All other Development Sites are 
approximately 600 feet (Development Site E) to 2,500 feet (Development Site C) 
from the USC HCCII. 

• Doheny Eye Institute. The Doheny Eye Institute is located south and/or east of the 
seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located approximately 
325 feet north of the Doheny Eye Institute. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 500 feet (Development Site A) to 2, 150 feet (Development Site C) 
from the Doheny Eye Institute. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. The Francisco Bravo M.D. 
Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the Health Sciences Campus 
on the east side of Cornwell Street. Development Site A is located approximately 
875 feet north of this high school. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,150 feet (Development Site D) to 2,125 feet (Development Site C) 
from this High School campus location. 

• Residential Neighborhood (A). Residential uses are situated on the eastern portion of 
the HSC, along Playground Avenue. Development Site B is located approximately 
750 feet northwest of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 800 feet (Development Site E) to 3,075 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (B). A residential neighborhood is located east of Soto 
Street. Development Site E is located approximately 1,300 feet northwest of this 
residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,325 feet 
(Development Site B) to 3,250 feet (Development Site C) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (C). A residential neighborhood is located north of Main 
Street. Development Site C is located approximately 875 feet south of this residential 
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area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,375 feet 
(Development Site G) to 2,000 feet (Development Site E) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (D). A residential neighborhood is located south of 
Marengo Street. Development Site C is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 
this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1, 700 
feet (Development Site D) to 3,550 feet (Development Site E) from this residential 
area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (E). A residential neighborhood is located north of 
Marengo Street. Development Site D is located approximately l, 150 feet northwest 
of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site A) to 2,600 feet (Development Site F) from this 
residential area. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. The Women and Children's Hospital is located 
south of Zonal Avenue. Development Site C is located approximately 375 feet 
northeast of this hospital use. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,225 feet (Development Site A) to 3,025 feet (Development Site F) away from this 
hospital use. 

• Nursing College. The Nursing College is located north of Mission Road. 
Development Site C is located approximately 475 feet southeast of this land use. All 
other Development Sites are located approximately 1,425 feet (Development Site D) 
to 2, 750 feet (Development Site E) away from this land use. 

• Hazard Park. Hazard Park is located south and/or east of the seven proposed 
Development Sites and is located south of Norfolk Street and east of San Pablo 
Street. Development Site A is located approximately 475 feet northwest of Hazard 
Park. All other Development Sites are located approximately 825 feet (Development 
Site B) to 2,025 feet (Development Site C) from Hazard Park. 

• Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated 
from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to, and 
south of~ Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult 
recreational programs including fishing in the lake within the park. Development 
Sites E and F are the nearest Project components to this sensitive land use, and are 
located approximately 475 and 550 feet south of Lincoln Park, respectively. All other 
Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet (Development Site B) to 
1,650 feet (Development Site D) from Lincoln Park. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 204 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021959 



EM22764 

IV.D Air Quality 

• Child Daycare Center. The Children's Daycare Center is located along Playground 
Avenue, south of Alcazar Street. Development Site B is located approximately 
900 feet east-northeast of this land use. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,125 feet (Development Site E) to 3,025 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this land use. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Significance Thresholds 

Construction Emissions 

Based on criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles' CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 
proposed Project would have a significant impact with regard to construction emissions if any of 
the following occurred: 

• Regional emissions from both direct and indirect sources would exceed any of the 
following SCAQMD prescribed threshold levels: (1) 75 pounds a day for ROC; 
(2) 100 pounds per day for NOx; (3) 550 pounds per day for CO; and (4) 150 pounds 
per day for PM10 or SOx. 31 

• Project-related fugitive dust and construction equipment combustion emissions cause 
an incremental increase in localized PM10 concentrations of 10.4 µg/m 3 or cause a 
violation ofN02 or CO ambient air quality standards. 32 

• The proposed Project creates objectionable odors. 

Operational Emissions 

Based on criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles' CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 
proposed Project would have a significant impact with regard to operational emissions if any of 
the following occurred: 

31 South Coast Air Quality A1anagement District, CEQA Air Oualitv Handbook, Chapter 6 (Determining the Air 
Quality Significance of a Project), 1993. 

32 While the SCAQMD CEQA Air Oualitv Handbook (CEQA Handbook, 1993), does not provide any localized 
thresholds, the SCAQlvfD currently recommends localized significance thresholds (LSI) for Plvfrn N02, and CO 
in its draft document titled "SCAQMD Localized Significance Tl1reshold l'vfethodology for CEQA Evaluations 
(SCAQA1D LST Guidelines)," June 19, 2003. 
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• Operational emissions exceed any of the daily thresholds presented below: 33 

Pollutant 
ROC 
NOx 
co 
PM10 
SOx 

Significance Threshold 
(lbs./ day) 

55 
55 

550 
150 
150 

• The proposed Project causes an exceedance of the California I-hour or 8-hour CO 
standards of 20 or 9.0 parts per million (ppm), respectively, at an intersection or 
roadway within one-quarter mile of a sensitive receptor. 

• Project-related stationary source combustion equipment em1ss10ns cause an 
incremental increase in localized PM10 concentrations of 2.5 µg/m 3

.
34 

• The proposed Project creates objectionable odors. 

• The proposed Project would not be compatible with SCAQMD and SCAG air quality 
polices if it: 

Causes an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations; 

Causes or contributes to new air quality violations; 

Delays timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim em1ss10n 
reductions specified in the AQMP; or 

Exceeds the assumptions utilized in the SCAQMD's AQMP. 

• The proposed Project would not be compatible with City of Los Angeles air quality 
policies if it does not substantially comply with the air quality goals and policies set 
forth within the City's General Plan. 

33 South Coast Air Quality A1anagement District, CEQA Air Oualitv Handbook, Chapter 6 (Determining the Air 
Quality Significance of a Project), 1993. 

34 While the SCAQlvlD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (CEQA Handbook, 1993), does not provide any localized 
thresholds, the SCAQlvfD currently recommends localized significance thresholds (LSI) for P1'vfzo, N02, and CO 
in its document titled "SCAQMD Localized Significance Ihreshold Methodology jbr CEQA Evaluations 
(SCAQA1D LST Guidelines)," June 19, 2003. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Based on criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 
proposed Project would have a significant impact with regard to toxic air contaminants if: 

• On-site stationary sources emit carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants that 
individually or cumulatively exceed the maximum individual cancer risk of ten in one 
million or an acute or chronic hazard index of l.0. 35 

• Hazardous materials associated with on-site stationary sources result in an accidental 
release of air toxic emissions or acutely hazardous materials posing a threat to public 
health and safety. 

• The project would be occupied primarily by sensitive individuals within a quarter 
mile of any existing facility that emits air toxic contaminants which could result in a 
health risk for pollutants identified in District Rule 1401.36 

b. Project Features 

The following design features that result in a reduction m alf quality em1ss10ns are 
proposed as part of the proposed Project. 

• The proposed Project would intensify development within the existing USC Health 
Science Campus by adding academic (medical-related), medical research, and 
medical office space, which would serve to reduce vehicle miles traveled between 
medical support facilities and hospitals/research institutes (e.g., LA County-USC 
Hospital, USC University Hospital, Doheny Eye Institute, etc.). 

• All stationary-source emissions sources (e.g., emergency generator, boiler, and 
chiller) would utilize Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to meet SCAQMD 
requirements. 

c. Methodology 

An evaluation of potential impacts to local and regional air quality that may result from 
the construction and long-term operations of the proposed Project was conducted as follows: 

35 SC4QlvfDRiskAssessment Procedures for Rules 1401and212, November 1998. 
36 SCAQlvlD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Chapter 6 (Determining the Air Quality Significance of a Project). 
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Construction-Period Impacts 

Daily regional emissions during construction were forecast by developing a conservative 
estimate of construction (i.e., assuming all construction occurs at the earliest feasible date) and 
applying the mobile-source and fugitive dust emissions factors derived from URBEMIS 2002. 37 

For each of the seven proposed Development Sites, the construction process was separated into 
two or three phases: demolition (if necessary), site preparation/excavation, and building 
construction/finishing. The estimate of mass daily emissions derived from this analysis is based 
on the conservative assumption that 765,000 square feet of floor area and a 2,800-space parking 
structure would be constructed within three years. 

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily emissions were evaluated at each 
sensitive receptor location under three analysis scenarios (to ascertain maximum potential 
pollutant concentrations at each sensitive receptor location) using the Industrial Source Complex 
(ISC3-ST) dispersion model consistent with procedures outlined in the USEPA 1998 Guideline 
on Air Quality Models and the SCAQMD Localized Sign?ficance Threshold Methodology for 
CEQA Evaluations guidance documents. Each analysis scenario assumes the buildout of 
765,000 square feet of building floor area and 2,800 parking spaces. Scenario l maximizes 
development at the southwest portion of the proposed Project Site (Development Sites A, C, D, 
and G); Scenario 2 maximizes development at the northern portion of the proposed Project Site 
(Development Sites B, E, and F; and Scenario 3 maximizes development within the central 
portion of the proposed Project Site (Development Sites A, B, C, D, and G). These three 
conservative analysis scenarios would concentrate concurrent construction activity in different 
areas of the proposed Project Site to ascertain the maximum impact to localized air quality at 
each sensitive receptor location. 

A complete listing of the construction equipment by phase, construction phase duration, 
emissions estimation model and dispersion model input assumptions used in this analysis is 
included within the emissions calculation worksheets that are provided in Appendix D (Air 
Quality) of this Draft EIR. 

Operations-Period Impacts 

The URBEMIS 2002 software was used to forecast the daily regional emissions estimates 
from mobile- and area-sources that would occur during long-term Project operations. In 
calculating mobile-source emissions, the lJRBEMIS 2002 default trip length assumptions were 
applied to the average daily trip (ADT) estimates provided by the Project's traffic consultant to 

37 URBEMJS 2002 is an emissions eslimation/evaluation model developed by the CARB that is based, in part, on 
SCAQlvlD CEQA Air Quality Handbook guidelines and methodologies. 
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arnve at vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Stationary-source em1ss1ons were compiled using 
procedures outlined in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook. 

Localized CO concentrations were evaluated for Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 using the 
CALINE4 microscale dispersion model, developed by Caltrans, in combination with 
EMF AC2002 emission factors. Localized PM10 concentrations related to operation of proposed 
Project stationary-source combustion equipment are evaluated by conducting a screening-level 
analysis followed by a more detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) if necessary. The 
screening-level analysis consists of reviewing the proposed Project's Site Plan and Project 
Description to identify any new or modified stationary-source combustion equipment sources. If 
it is determined that the proposed Project would introduce a new stationary-source combustion 
equipment source, or modify an existing stationary-source combustion equipment source, then 
downwind sensitive receptor locations are identified and site-specific dispersion modeling is 
conducted to determine proposed Project impacts. All emissions calculation worksheets and air 
quality modeling output files are provided in Appendix D (Air Quality) of this Draft EIR. 

Odor Impacts (Construction and Operations) 

Potential odor impacts are evaluated by conducting a screening-level analysis followed 
by a more detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) if necessary. The screening-level analysis 
consists of reviewing the proposed Project's Site Plan and Project Description to identify any 
new or modified odor sources. If it is determined that the proposed Project would introduce a 
new odor source, or modify an existing odor source, then downwind sensitive receptor locations 
are identified and site-specific dispersion modeling is conducted to determine proposed Project 
Impacts. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) Impacts (Construction and Operations) 

Potential TAC impacts are evaluated by conducting a screening-level analysis followed 
by a more detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) if necessary. The screening-level analysis 
consists of reviewing the proposed Project's Site Plan and Project Description to identify any 
new or modified TAC emissions sources. If it is determined that the proposed Project would 
introduce a new source, or modify an existing TAC emissions source, then downwind sensitive 
receptor locations are identified and site-specific dispersion modeling is conducted to determine 
proposed Project impacts. 
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d. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction 

(a) Regional Construction Impacts 

Construction of the proposed Project has the potential to create air quality impacts 
through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated from 
construction workers traveling to and from the Project Site. In addition, fugitive dust emissions 
would result from demolition and construction activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily 
NOx, would result from the use of construction equipment such as bulldozers, wheeled loaders, 
and cranes. During the finishing phase, paving operations and the application of architectural 
coatings (i.e., paints) and other building materials would release reactive organic compounds. 
Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of 
activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. The 
assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources. 

The proposed Project could result in the construction of up to 765,000 square feet of 
academic, medical research, and medical clinic floor area. Project development could occur on 
up to seven Development Sites, over a 10-year time frame. The timing and location of 
development would be determined based on the availability of funding sources. In order to 
provide a conservative analysis it is assumed that all construction would be completed within the 
first three years following entitlement. This assumption is conservative as it represents the 
minimum construction time frame for any particular building and concentrates all construction 
activity so it is occurring concurrently and at the earliest feasible date within the Project's overall 
development period. The latter two points are of particular note since construction emissions are 
directly related to the amount and intensity of construction activities (i.e., emissions increase as 
the amount of construction increases) and the emission factors for certain components of Project 
construction (i.e., construction worker trips and delivery vehicle trips) decrease over time in 
response to the introduction of greater numbers of vehicles that emit lower relative levels of 
pollutant emissions. The phasing and duration of construction activities (i.e., demolition, site 
preparation/excavation, and building construction/finishing) and the equipment that would be 
used under each of the three construction scenarios analyzed is presented in Appendix D of this 
DraftEIR. 

The estimate of potential daily regional emissions during construction, using the 
aforementioned conservative assumptions, is presented in Table 13 on page 21 l. Detailed 
emission calculations are provided in Appendix D of this Draft EIR. As presented in Table 13, 
construction-related daily (short-term) emissions are expected to exceed SCAQMD significance 
thresholds for NOx and ROC. Thus, emissions of these pollutants would result in significant 
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Table 13 

CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF DAILY EMISSIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION a 

Emission Totals (lbs/day) 

Construction Phase co NOx PM10 ROC SOx 
Demolition 155 190 9 21 1 

Site Grading/Excavation 260 270 107 22 
Building Construction and Finishing 340 281 11 144 <l 

Maximum Estimate for Each Pollutant 340 281 107 144 1 
SCAQMD Daily Significance Threshold 550 100 150 75 150 
Over (Under) (210) 181 (43) 69 (149) 
Significant? No Yes No Yes No 

a Emissions estimates for each phase of construction was calculated for each of the three construction 
scenarios. The data presented in this table represents the highest emissions among the three construction 
scenarios. Detailed calculation data is provided in Appendix D of this EIR. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

short-term regional air quality impacts. Daily em1ss10ns of CO, SOx, and PM10 would be 
considered adverse, but less than significant, since the levels of these emissions would fall below 
the SCAQMD significance thresholds. As mentioned earlier, these emission forecasts provided 
reflect a specific set of conservative assumptions where the entire maximum entitlement (i.e., 
765,000 square feet of floor area and 2,800-space parking structure) would be built out over a 
very compressed three-year time period. Because of these conservative assumptions, actual 
emissions would likely be less than those forecasted. If construction is delayed (i.e., does not 
start in 2006), or occurs over a longer time period, emissions would be less due to: (1) a more 
modem and cleaner burning construction equipment fleet mix; and/or (2) a less intensive 
buildout schedule (i.e., fewer daily emissions would occur over a longer time interval). 

(b) Localized Construction Impacts 

An analysis of localized construction impacts was conducted based on the SCAQMD's 
recommended Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) for PM10, N02 and CO using the 
ISC3-ST microscale dispersion model as specified in the USEPA 1998 Guideline on Air Quality 
Models. The maximum estimates of mass daily emissions discussed above were used as inputs 
into the ISC3-ST model to ascertain potential air pollutant concentrations at nearby sensitive 
receptor locations. The dispersion analysis evaluated three development scenarios in order to 
estimate the maximum potential pollutant concentration for PM10, CO and NOx at each sensitive 
receptor location. Scenario l evaluated the concurrent buildout of Development Sites A, C, D, 
and G; Scenario 2 evaluated the concurrent buildout of Development Sites B, E, and F; and 
Scenario 3 evaluated the concurrent buildout of Development Sites A, B, C, D, and G. These 
three conservative analysis scenarios would concentrate concurrent construction activity in 
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different areas of the proposed Project Site to ascertain the maximum impact to localized air 
quality at each sensitive receptor location. The ISC3-ST model was run using meteorological 
data from the SCAQMD Los Angeles-North Main Monitoring Station, which is available from 
the SCAQMD web site (www.agmd.gov). 

Under all analysis scenarios, the potential maximum CO (I-hour and 8-hour) and N02 

concentrations, when added to background ambient concentrations, would not violate their 
respective AAQS at any of the 16 sensitive receptor locations. As such, localized impacts with 
respect to these localized pollutant concentrations during construction would be less than 
significant. 

With respect to localized PM10 impacts during construction, the PM10 concentration 
contribution could potentially exceed the 10.4 µg/m 3 SCAQMD significance threshold at all but 
three sensitive receptor locations. A summary of potential maximum impacts at each of the 
16 sensitive receptor locations that are shown in Figure 23 on page 202 is provided below: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project of 37.58 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive 
receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development 
Sites A, B, C, D, and G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all other phases of 
construction at these development sites as well as all construction activities occurring 
under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• USC University Hospital. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project of 31 .83 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive 
receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development 
Sites B, E, and F. Under all other development scenarios, the potential maximum 
PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all 
other phases of construction at these development sites as well as all construction 
activities occurring under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed 
the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). A potential maximum PM10 

concentration level attributable to the proposed Project of 92.73 µg/m 3 could occur at 
this sensitive receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at 
Development Sites B, E, and F. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less, but could still exceed the 
SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 
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• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II (HCCII). A potential maximum PM10 

concentration level attributable to the proposed Project of 49.03 µg/m 3 could occur at 
this sensitive receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at 
Development Sites B, E, and F. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all other phases of 
construction at these development sites as well as all construction activities occurring 
under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Doheny Eye Institute. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 49.41 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. 
The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. A potential maximum PMJO 
concentration level attributable to the proposed Project of 13.06 µg/m 3 could occur at 
this sensitive receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at 
Development Sites B, E, and F. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all other phases of 
construction at these development sites as well as all construction activities occurring 
under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Residential Uses (A). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 16.96 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. 
The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Residential Uses (B). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 10.34 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. 
The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios. As such, the potential maximum concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
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10.4 µg/m 3 under any development scenario, and localized PM10 impacts at this 
sensitive receptor location during construction would be less than significant. 

• Residential Uses CC). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 20.82 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites A, B, C, D, and 
G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed 
Project would be less during all other phases of construction at these development 
sites as well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Residential Uses (D). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 7.88 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites A, B, C, D, and 
G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed 
Project would be less during all other phases of construction at these development 
sites as well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios. As such, the potential maximum concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
10.4 µg/m3 under any development scenario and localized PM10 impacts at this 
sensitive receptor location during construction would be less than significant. 

• Residential Uses (E). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 11.62 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites A, B, C, D, and 
G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed 
Project would be less during all other phases of construction at these development 
sites as well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project of 69.59 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive 
receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development 
Sites A, B, C, D, and G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all other phases of 
construction at these development sites as well as all construction activities occurring 
under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Nursing College. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project of 27.80 µg/m3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location during 
the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites A, B, C, D, and G. 
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The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Hazard Park. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project of 25.65 µg/m3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location during 
the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. The 
potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Lincoln Park. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project of 71.83 µg/m3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location during 
the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. The 
potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Child Daycare Center. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 10.02 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. The 
potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios. As such, the potential maximum concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
10.4 µg/m3 under any development scenario, and localized PM10 impacts at this 
sensitive receptor location during construction would be less than significant. 

Modeling input parameters are detailed in the ISC-ST3 printout sheets, which are 
provided in Appendix D of this Draft EIR. 

(c) Toxic Air Contaminants 

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions would be related to 
diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during grading and 
excavation activities. According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air 
toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk. "Individual Cancer Risk" is the 
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likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract 
cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology. Given that grading and 
excavation activities would occur for only three to six months per Development Site, the 
proposed Project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of TAC 
emissions with no residual emissions after construction and corresponding individual cancer risk. 
As such, Project-related toxic emission impacts during construction would not be significant. 

(d) Odors 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the use of 
architectural coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic 
compounds from architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD 
Rules, no construction activities or materials are proposed which would create objectionable 
odors. Therefore, no impact would occur and no mitigation measures would be required. 

(2) Operations 

(a) Regional Operations Impacts 

Regional air pollutant emissions associated with proposed Project operations would be 
generated by the consumption of electricity and natural gas, by the operation of on-road vehicles, 
and by emergency generators. Pollutant emissions associated with energy demand (i.e., 
electricity generation and natural gas consumption) are classified by the SCAQMD as regional 
stationary source emissions. Electricity is considered an area source since it is produced at 
various locations within, as well as outside of, the Basin. Since it is not possible to isolate where 
electricity is produced, these emissions are conservatively considered to occur within the Basin 
and are regional in nature. Criteria pollutant emissions associated with the production and 
consumption of energy were calculated using emission factors from the SCAQMD's CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook (Appendix to Chapter 9). 

On-site stationary sources would include chillers, boilers, and emergency generators. 
Any boilers (used for water and space heating) would be natural gas-fired. Criteria pollutant 
emissions associated with natural gas combustion were calculated using emission factors from 
the SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Appendix to Chapter 9). These stationary 
sources (i.e., boilers) may require permits from the SCAQMD pursuant to Rules 201, 202, and 
203. Emission increases related to those sources may be subject to SCAQMD Regulation XIII or 
Regulation XXX which, among other things, requires that Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) be utilized to reduce pollutants and that any increases of criteria air pollutants be offset 
by achieving equivalent emission reductions at a facility within the Basin. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 216 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0021971 



EM22776 

IV.D Air Quality 

The proposed Project would also include the installation and operation of diesel-fired 
generators for emergency power generation. Unless a blackout occurs, these generators would 
be operated for a maximum of one hour per month for routine testing and maintenance purposes. 
The Applicant would be required to obtain permits to construct and operate these emergency 
generators under SCAQMD Rules 201, 202 and 203. Under SCAQMD Regulation XIII (New 
Source Review [NSR]), all generators would be required to meet Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) requirements to minimize emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, and PM10. BACT 
standards for diesel-fired emergency generators specify a maximum allowable emissions rate of 
8.5 grams of carbon monoxide per horsepower-hour (hp-hr), 1.0 gram of voe per hp-hr, 6.9 
grams ofNOx per hp-hr, and 0.38 gram of PM10 per hp-hr. 38 Sulfur dioxide emissions would be 
minor since the sulfur content of the diesel fuel would be limited to 0.05 percent by weight under 
SCAQMD Rule 431.2 (Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels). Emergency equipment, however, is 
exempt from modeling and offset requirements (Rule 1304) and does not require a health risk 
assessment (Rule 1401).39 

Emissions for miscellaneous sources were estimated to account for minor sources of 
criteria pollutants. Miscellaneous sources include, but are not limited to, consumer/commercial 
solvents, landscaping equipment, and delivery unloading equipment. These sources may not 
individually emit large quantities of criteria pollutants but when combined emit quantitative 
amounts of criteria pollutants. Miscellaneous sources were calculated to be 2 percent of the 
Project's combined mobile- and stationary-source daily emissions. 

Mobile-source emissions were calculated using the lJRBEMIS 2002 emissions inventory 
model, which multiplies an estimate of daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by applicable 
Emfac2002 emissions factors. The URBEMIS 2002 model output and worksheets for 
calculating regional operational daily emissions are provided in Appendix D of this Draft EIR. 
As shown in Table 14 on page 218, regional emissions resulting from the proposed Project 
would not exceed regional SCAQMD thresholds for ROC, SOx, CO, or PM10 . However, the 
proposed Project would exceed regional SCAQMD threshold for NOx, and impacts associated 
with this pollutant would be significant. 

38 Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are compounds that have a high vapor pressure, such that they evaporate 
readizv at ambient temperatures and, unlike reactive organic compounds (ROCs), include compounds which do 
not take part in photochemical smog reactions. For purposes of this analysis, VOCs are conservatively assumed 
to approximate ROC emissions that are addressed in the daily limits threshold. 

39 O.ffsets are not required under SCllQ1\!lIJ Rule 1304 (EXenzptions~ for equipnzent used exclusively as emergency 
standby equipment .for non utility electrical power generation, provided that the equipment does not operate 
more than 200 hours per year. 
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Table 14 

MAXIMUM PROJECT-RELATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 
(Pounds per Day) 

Emission Source co NOx PM10 ROC SOx 
On Road Mobile Sources a 479 59 64 44 <l 

Stationary Sources b 7 42 3 
Miscellaneous Sources 10 2 <l 

Total (Proposed Project) 496 103 66 46 3 
SCAQMD Daily Significance Threshold 550 55 150 55 150 
Over (Under) (54) 48 (84) (9) (147) 
Significant? No Yes No No No 

a Afobile emissions calculated using the URBEA1JS 2002 emissions model. Afodel output sheets are 
provided in Appendix D. 

b Emissions due to Project-related electricity generation and natural gas consumption, calculated based 
on guidance provided in the SCAQA1D CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Worksheets are provided in 
AppendixD. 

Sources: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

(b) Local Impacts 

Within an urban setting, vehicle exhaust is the primary source of CO. Consequently, the 
highest CO concentrations are generally found within close proximity to congested intersection 
locations. Under typical meteorological conditions, CO concentrations tend to decrease as the 
distance from the emissions source (i.e., congested intersection) increase. For purposes of 
providing a conservative impact analysis, CO concentrations are typically analyzed at congested 
intersection locations, because if impacts are less than significant in close proximity of the 
congested intersections, impacts will also be less than significant at more distant sensitive 
receptor locations. 

Project traffic during the proposed Project's operational phase would have the potential to 
create local area CO impacts. The SCAQMD recommends a hot-spot evaluation of potential 
localized CO impacts when volume-to-capacity (V /C) ratios are increased by 2 percent at 
intersections with a level of service (LOS) of D or worse. The SCAQMD also recommends a 
CO hot-spot evaluation when an intersection decreases in LOS by one level beginning when 
LOS changes from an LOS of C to D. Intersections were selected for analysis based on 
information provided in the Traffic Impact Study prepared by Linscott, Law, and Greenspan 
Engineers (See Appendix C of the Draft EIR for the complete traffic study). 

In order to conservatively analyze Project impacts, two potential Parking Scenarios were 
developed, each of which would have a different effect on local circulation patterns in the areas 
within and immediately surrounding the USC Health Sciences Campus. Parking Scenario No. 1 
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assumes that parking for the Project will be provided at the west end of the campus, entirely 
within Development Site C. Access to the parking structure located within Development Site C 
would be provided via Zonal Avenue. Parking Scenario No. 2 assumes that parking for the 
Project will be provided entirely on the northeastern side of the campus, within Development 
Site E or in combination with Development Site F. Access to the parking structure located 
within Development Site E would be provided via San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street, while 
access to parking within Development Site F would be provided only via San Pablo Street. 

Local area CO concentrations were projected for both Parking Scenarios access 
alternatives using the CALINE-4 traffic pollutant dispersion model. The analysis of CO impacts 
followed the protocol recommended by the California Department of Transportation and 
published in the document titled Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, 
December 1997. The analysis is also consistent with procedures identified through the 
SCAQMD's CO modeling protocol, with all four comers of each intersection analyzed to 
determine whether proposed Project development would result in a CO concentration that 
exceeds federal or state CO standards. As stated in the Protocol, receptor locations for the one
hour analysis were located 3 meters from each intersection comer and receptor locations for the 
eight-hour analysis were located 7 meters from each intersection corner. 

The proposed Project's CO concentrations for 1- and 8-hour CO levels are presented in 
Table 15 on page 220 and Table 16 on page 221 for Parking Scenarios 1and2, respectively. As 
shown, the proposed Project would not have a significant impact upon 1-hour or 8-hour local CO 
concentrations due to mobile source emissions. Since significant impacts would not occur at the 
intersections with the highest traffic volumes that are located adjacent to sensitive receptors, no 
significant impacts are anticipated to occur at any other locations in the study area as the 
conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be worse than those occurring at the analyzed 
intersections. Consequently, the sensitive receptors that are included in this analysis would not 
be significantly affected by CO emissions generated by the net increase in traffic that would 
occur under the proposed Project. As the proposed Project does not cause an exceedance of an 
ambient air quality standard, the proposed Project's localized operational air quality impacts 
would therefore be less than significant. 

Consideration of potential localized impacts as a result of the proposed 2,800-space 
parking structure was also provided as part of this analysis. The analysis approach was 
consistent the guidelines outlined in the SCAQMD-recommended document titled "A User's 
Guide for the Parking Garage Analysis Models," Robert Scully (1993). All modeling 
assumptions and worksheets are provided in Appendix D. Based on this approach, the maximum 
off-site CO contribution at any sensitive receptor location would be 0.6 parts per million (I-hour) 
and 0.46 parts per million (8-hour). When added to the highest recently recorded background 
concentrations of 7 parts per million (I-hour) and 6.3 parts per million (8-hour), localized CO 
concentrations would remain below 20 parts per million (1-hour standard) and 9.0 parts per 
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Table 15 

PROJECT PARKING SCENARIO NO. 1 LOCAL AREA CARBON MONOXIDE DISPERSION ANALYSIS 

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum 
1-Hour2015 1-Hour 2015 8-Hour2015 8-I-Iour 2015 w/ 

Base w/ Project Siguificant Base Project Siguificant 
Peak Concentration b Concentration' 1-Hour Concentration' Concentration r 8-Hour 

Intersection Period• (ppm) (ppm} Impact rl {ppm} (ppm) Impact rl 

1-5 NB and Marengo A.M. 5.9 6.0 No 5.0 5.0 No 
St. P.M. 6.1 6.2 No 5.1 5.2 No 
1-5 SB and Mission A.M. 6.7 6.7 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Rd. Offramp P.M. 6.2 6.3 No 5.2 5.2 No 
Daly St. and Mission A.M. 6.9 7.0 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Rd. P.M. 7.9 7.1 No 5.6 5.6 No 
Soto St. and 10 WB A.M. 6.7 6.8 No 5.5 5.6 No 
Ramps P.M. 6.5 6.6 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Griffin Ave. and A.M. 6.3 6.5 No 5.2 5.3 No 
Mission Road P.M. 6.6 6.7 No 5.4 5.5 No 
Soto St. and Marengo A.M. 6.9 6.9 No 5.5 5.5 No 
St. P.M. 6.8 6.8 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Mission Road and A.M. 6.6 6.6 No 5.3 5.3 No 
Valley Boulevard P.M. 6.6 6.7 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Biggy Street and A.M. 5.9 6.1 No 5.0 5.0 No 
Zonal Avenue P.M. 6.0 6.0 No 5.0 5.0 No 
San Pablo Street and A.M. 5.9 6.0 No 5.0 5.0 No 
Alcazar Avenue P.M. 6.0 6.1 No 5.0 5.1 No 
Soto Street and 1-10 A.M. 6.5 6.5 No 5.3 5.3 No 
Eastbound Off-ramps P.M. 6.3 6.3 No 5.2 5.2 No 

ppm =parts per million 

Peak hour traffic volumes are based on the Traffic Impact Study prepared .fbr the Project by Linscott, Law and 
Greenspan, January 2005. 

b SCAQMD 20I 5 I-hour ambient background concentration (5. I ppm) + 20I 5 Base traffic CO I-hour contribution. 
SCAQMD 20I 5 I-hour ambient background concentration (5. I ppm) + 20I 5 wl Project traffic CO I-hour contribution. 

d The most restrictive standard for I-hour CO concentrations is 20 ppm andfor 8-hour concentrations is 9. 0 ppm. 
SCAQMD 20I 5 8-hour ambient background concentration (4.6 ppm) + 20I 5 Base traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

f SCAQA1D 20I 5 8-hour ambient background concentration (4.6 ppm) + 2015 w/ Project traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

million (8-hour standard) at all off-site receptor locations. In addition, the parking structure 
would be built in accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements, and as such, the 
facades would be 50 percent open, which would allow for adequate ventilation and dispersion of 
potential emissions to acceptable CO ambient concentrations. Therefore, the operation of the 
proposed Project's parking structure would not cause or localize air quality impacts related to 
mobile sources and emissions would therefore be less than significant. 

The proposed Project will likely include installation and operation of diesel-fired 
generators for emergency power generation. Unless a blackout occurs, these generators would 
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Table 16 

PROJECT PARKING SCENARIO NO. 2 LOCAL AREA CARBON MONOXIDE DISPERSION ANALYSIS 

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum 
1-Hour2015 1-Hour 2015 8-Hour2015 8-I-Iour 2015 w/ 

Base w/ Project Siguificant Base Project Siguificant 
Peak Concentration b Concentration' 1-Hour Concentration' Concentration r 8-Hour 

Intersection Period• (ppm) (ppm} Impact rl {ppm} (ppm) Impact rl 

1-5 NB and Marengo A.M. 5.9 6.0 No 5.0 5.0 No 
St. P.M. 6.1 6.2 No 5.1 5.2 No 
1-5 SB and Mission A.M. 6.7 6.7 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Rd. Offramp P.M. 6.2 6.3 No 5.2 5.2 No 
Daly St. and Mission A.M. 6.9 7.0 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Rd. P.M. 6.9 7.0 No 5.6 5.6 No 
Soto St. and 10 WB A.M. 6.7 7.1 No 5.5 5.6 No 
Ramps P.M. 6.5 6.6 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Soto St. and Alcazar A.M. 6.8 7.1 No 5.4 5.6 No 
St. P.M. 6.4 6.6 No 5.3 5.4 No 
Soto St. and Marengo A.M. 6.9 6.9 No 5.5 5.5 No 
St. P.M. 6.8 6.9 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Mission Road and A.M. 6.6 6.6 No 5.3 5.3 No 
Valley Boulevard P.M. 6.6 6.6 No 5.4 5.4 No 
San Pablo Street and A.M. 5.9 6.1 No 5.0 5.1 No 
Alcazar Street P.M. 6.0 6.2 No 5.0 5.2 No 
Soto Street and 1-10 A.M. 6.5 6.5 No 5.3 5.4 No 
Eastbound Off-ramp P.M. 6.3 6.3 No 5.2 5.2 No 

ppm =parts per million 

a Peak hour traffic volumes are based on the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the Project by Linscott, Law and 
Greenspan, January 2005. 

b SC4Qlv!D 2015 I-hour ambient background concentration (5.1 ppm) + 2015 Base traffic CO I-hour contribution. 
SC4Qlv!D 2015 I-hour ambient background concentration (5.1 ppm) + 2015 w/ Project traffic CO I-hour contribution. 

d The most restrictive standard for I-hour CO concentrations is 20 ppm and for 8-hour concentrations is 9. 0 ppm. 
SC4QMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (./.6 ppm) + 2015 Base traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

f SC4QMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (4.6 ppm) ' 2015 w/Project traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

be operated for only a few hours per month for routine testing and maintenance purposes. The 
project Applicant would be required to obtain a permit to construct and a permit to operate any 
standby generators under SCAQMD Rules 201, 202 and 203. Under SCAQMD Regulation XIII 
(New Source Review [NSR]), all generators must meet Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) requirements to minimize emissions of PM10 (as well as CO, VOC, and NOx 
emissions). Compliance with SCAQMD Rules and Regulations regarding stationary-source 
combustion equipment would ensure that contributions to localized PM10 concentrations remain 
below the 2.5 µg/m 3 significance threshold. As such, any potential impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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(c) Regional Concurrent Construction and Operation Impacts 

The potential exists that the later stages of proposed Project construction could occur 
concurrently with the occupancy of the earlier stages of development. Therefore, emissions 
associated with concurrent construction and operation activities were evaluated. Concurrent 
emissions would be their greatest in the latter stages of proposed Project construction, wherein 
the proposed Project would be nearly built-out (i.e., development on all but one site completed), 
but some construction activities would still be occurring (for purposes of this assumption, 
Development Site F). As summarized in Table 17 on page 223, concurrent construction and 
operational emissions would exceed regional SCAQMD daily thresholds for NOx, and ROC, but 
would not exceed the regional SCAQMD daily threshold for SOx, CO or PM10. Thus, a 
significant regional air quality impact would occur. 

( d) Toxic Air Contaminants 

The primary source of potential air toxics associated with proposed Project operations 
include diesel particulates from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic on local streets, on-site truck 
idling and movement and operation of transportation refrigeration units), equipment used to 
off-load deliveries, boilers (used for water and space heating), and emergency backup generators. 
These potential sources would be dispersed among the Development Sites (i.e., at multiple 
loading dock, boiler and emergency backup generator locations). The SCAQMD recommends 
that health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of diesel particulates (e.g., truck 
stops and warehouse distribution facilities) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile 
source diesel emissions.40 

Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous toxic air contaminants include 
industrial manufacturing processes, automotive repair facilities, and dry cleaning facilities. The 
proposed Project would not include any of these potential sources, although minimal emissions 
may result from the use of consumer products. As such, the proposed Project would not release 
substantial amounts of toxic contaminants, and a less than significant impact on human health 
would occur. Based on the limited activity of the toxic air contaminant sources, the proposed 
Project does not warrant the need for a health risk assessment, and potential air toxic impacts 
would be less than significant. 

In addition, as discussed above any facility that warrants such an analysis will be required 
to comply with SCAQMD Rule XIV (New Source Review of Air Toxics). 

40 SCAQlvlD, Health Risk Assessment Guidance.for Analyzing Cancer Risks.from Mobile Source Diesel Emissions, 
December 2002. 
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Table 17 

CONCURRENT OPERATION AND CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 
(Pounds per day) 

Emission Source co NOx PM10 ROC SOx 
Operation Emissions " 413 86 55 38 3 
Construction Emissions b 117 77 28 165 <l 

Total 530 163 83 203 3 
SCAQMD Construction Significance Threshold 550 100 150 75 150 

Over (Under) (20) 63 (67) 128 (147) 
Significant? No Yes No Yes No 

SCAQMD Operation Significance Threshold 550 55 150 55 150 
Over (Under) (20) 108 (67) 148 (147) 
Significant? No Yes No Yes No 

a For purposes of this analysis, assumes buildout of entire Project except Development Site F. 
b For purposes of this assumption, assumes maximum emissions attributable to construction activity on 

Development Site F. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

(e) Odors 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor 
complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing 
plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The 
proposed Project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with 
odors. The proposed Project may include a new vivarium; however, the University would 
employ the same odor control measures used to avoid odor complaints at existing vivaruims. 41 

Compliance with industry standard odor control practices, SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance), and 
SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology Guidelines would limit potential objectionable 
odor impacts to a level that is less than significant. 

(f) SCAQMD Handbook Policy Analysis 

In accordance with the procedures established m the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook, the following criteria are required to be addressed in order to determine the proposed 

41 A vivarium is an enclosure for keeping or raising and observing animals, typically .for laboratory research 
purposes. 
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Project's consistency with SCAQMD and Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG)42 policies: 

1. Will the Project result in any of the following: 

• An increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations; or 

• Cause or contribute to new air quality violations; or 

• Delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim em1ss10n 
reductions specified in the AQMP. 

2. Will the Project exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP? 

With respect to the first criterion, SCAQMD methodologies require that an air quality 
analysis for projects such as the USC Health Sciences Campus include forecasts of Project 
emissions in a regional context during construction and project occupancy. These forecasts are 
provided earlier in this section. Since the consistency criteria identified under the first criterion 
pertain to pollutant concentrations, rather than to total regional emissions, an analysis of the 
proposed Project's pollutant emissions on localized pollutant concentrations is used as the basis 
for evaluating Project consistency.43 As discussed in the preceding sections, localized 
concentrations for PM10, CO, and N02 have been analyzed for the proposed Project. S02 

emissions would be negligible during construction and long-term operations, and therefore 
would not have potential to cause or affect a violation of the S02 ambient air quality standard. 
There is no localized threshold for ROC emissions, only a regional emissions threshold. 

PM10 is the primary pollutant of concern during construction activities, and therefore, the 
proposed Project's PM10 emissions during construction were analyzed: (1) to ascertain potential 
effects on localized concentrations; and (2) to determine if there is a potential for such emissions 
to cause or affect a violation of the ambient air quality standard for PM10. Results of the PM10 

dispersion modeling indicate that the increase in the ambient PM10 concentration during 
construction would exceed the SCAQMD-recommended 10.4 µg/m 3 PM10 significance threshold 
at multiple sensitive receptor locations. However, the potential for this impact would be short
term and would not have a long-term impact on the region's ability to meet State and Federal air 
quality standards. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 

42 SCAG is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (i'vfPO) .for six counties: Los Angeles, 
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. As the designated lvfPO, SC:AG is mandated by the 
.federal government to develop and implement regional plans that address tramportation, growth management, 
hazardous waste management, and air quality issues. 

43 South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEOA Air Oualitv Handbook, p. 12-3, 1993. 
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and would implement all feasible mitigation measures for control of PM10. Nevertheless, the 
proposed Project will have a significant temporary impact on localized PM10 concentrations. 

In addition, the proposed Project's maximum potential NOx and CO daily emissions 
during construction were analyzed to ascertain potential effects on localized concentrations and 
to determine if there is a potential for such emissions to cause or affect a violation of an 
applicable ambient air quality standard. The analysis concluded that CO and N02 concentrations 
would not exceed their respective AAQS, and potential impacts would therefore be less than 
significant. 

During long-term Project operations, CO is the preferred pollutant for assessing local 
area air quality impacts from post-construction motor vehicle operations. Based on 
methodologies set forth by the SCAQMD, one measure of local area air quality impacts that can 
indicate whether the proposed Project would cause or affect a violation of an air quality standard 
would be based on the estimated CO concentrations at selected receptor locations located in 
close proximity to the Project Site. As indicated earlier, CO emissions were analyzed using the 
CALINE-4 model. No violations of the state and federal carbon monoxide standards are 
projected to occur. Overall, the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts 
with regard to CO, N02 and S02 concentrations during Project construction and operations. 
While PM10 concentrations during construction would exceed the SCAQMD 10.4 µg/m 3 

significance threshold, the potential for this impact would be short-term and would not have a 
long-tenn impact on the region's ability to meet State and federal air quality standards. As such, 
the proposed Project would meet the first AQMP consistency criterion. 

With respect to the second criterion for determining consistency with SCAQMD and 
SCAG air quality policies, it must be recognized that air quality planning within the Basin 
focuses on the attainment of ambient air quality standards at the earliest feasible date. 
Projections for achieving air quality goals are based on assumptions regarding population, 
housing and growth trends. Thus, the SCAQMD's second criterion for determining project 
consistency focuses on whether or not the proposed Project exceeds the assumptions utilized in 
preparing the forecasts presented in the AQMP. 

Determining whether or not a project exceeds the assumptions reflected in the 
AQMP involves the evaluation of three criteria: (1) consistency with the population, housing 
and employment growth projections; (2) project mitigation measures; and (3) appropriate 
incorporation of AQMP land use planning strategies. The following discussion provides an 
analysis of each of these three criteria. 

• Is the project consistent with the population, housing and employment growth 
projections upon which AQMP forecasted emission levels are based? 
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A project is consistent with the AQMP if it is consistent with the population, housing and 
employment assumptions which were used in the development of the AQMP. The 2003 AQMP, 
the most recent AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, incorporates, in part, SCAG's 2001 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) socioeconomic forecast projections of regional population and 
employment growth. 

SCAG locates the Project Site within the City of Los Angeles Subregion. The 2004 RTP 
projects that employment in this subregion will grow by about 262, 181 jobs between 2005 and 
2015. The proposed Project is projected to result in a net increase of approximately 487 jobs on 
the Project Site, or approximately 0.19 percent of the total job growth projected for the 
subregion. Such levels of employment growth are consistent with the employment forecasts for 
the subregion as adopted by SCAG. Because the SCAQMD has incorporated these same 
projections into the AQMP, it can be concluded that the proposed Project would be consistent 
with the projections in the AQMP. 

• Does the project implement all feasible air quality mitigation measures? 

Implementation of all feasible mitigation measures is recommended to reduce air quality 
impacts to the extent feasible. The Proposed Project would incorporate a number of key air 
pollution control measures identified by the SCAQMD, as described in Section IV.D.5, 
Mitigation Measures, below. As such, the proposed Project meets this AQMP consistency 
criterion since all feasible mitigation measures would be implemented. 

• To what extent is project development consistent with the land use policies set forth 
in the AQMP? 

The proposed Project would serve to implement a number of land use policies of the City 
of Los Angeles and SCAG. Locating the proposed medical office and research facilities within 
the existing USC Health Sciences Campus would provide improved opportunities to consolidate 
and/or eliminate vehicle trips that would otherwise occur if such improvements were built 
outside of the USC Health Sciences Campus area. This serves to fulfill the AQMD objective of 
reducing vehicle miles traveled and their related vehicular air emissions. Consequently, the 
proposed Project would be consistent with AQMP land use policy. 

Overall, the proposed Project is found to be consistent with the AQMP, as the proposed 
Project does not cause or worsen an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard, does not 
delay the attainment of an air quality standard, is consistent with the AQMP' s growth 
projections, implements all feasible air quality mitigation measures, and is consistent with the 
AQMP' s land use policies. 
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City of Los Angeles Policies 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan was prepared in response to California state law 
requiring that each city and county adopt a long-term comprehensive general plan. This plan 
must be integrated, internally consistent, and present goals, objectives, policies and 
implementation guidelines for decision makers to use. The City has included an Air Quality 
Element as part of its General Plan. The planning area for the City's Air Quality Element covers 
the entire City of Los Angeles, which encompasses an area of about 465 square miles. 

The 1992 revision of the City's General Plan Air Quality Element serves to aid the 
greater Los Angeles region in attaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards at the 
earliest feasible date, while still maintaining economic growth and improving the quality of life. 
The City's Air Quality Element and the accompanying Clean Air Program acknowledges the 
inter-relationships between transportation and land use planning in meeting the City's mobility 
and clean air goals. With the City's adoption of the Air Quality Element and the accompanying 
Clean Air Program, the City is seeking to achieve consistency with regional Air Quality, Growth 
Management, Mobility and Congestion Management Plans. 

To achieve these goals, performance based standards have been adopted to provide 
flexibility in implementation of the policies and objectives of the City's Air Quality Element. 
The following City Air Quality Element Goals, Objectives and Policies are relevant to the 
Proposed Project: 

Goal 2-Less reliance on single occupant vehicles with fewer commute and non-work 
trips. 

Objective 2.1-It is the o~jective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce work trips as 
a step towards attaining trip reduction o~jectives necessary to achieve regional air 
quality goals. 

Policies 2.1.1-Utilize compressed work week schedules and .flextime, 
telecommuting, carpooling, vanpooling, public transit, and improve 
walking/bicycling related facilities in an effort to reduce vehicle trips and/or 
vehicle miles traveled as an employer and encourage the private sector to do 
the same to reduce vehicle trips and traffic congestion. 

As discussed previously, the proposed Project would locate medical office and research 
facilities within the existing USC Health Sciences Campus, which would provide improved 
opportunities to consolidate and/or eliminate vehicle trips that would otherwise occur if such 
improvements were built outside of the HSC area. USC currently provides a tram/shuttle service 
on the HSC as well as a service that runs between the University Park Campus and the HSC; and 
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provides carpool and vanpool services and information through its Transportation Services 
office. In addition, the current HSC location has convenient access to MTA and Foothill Transit 
bus services, and is located within close proximity to the future MTA Metro Gold Line Light 
Rail Transit line that is anticipated to be completed by 2009. The proposed Project is therefore 
considered consistent with this City policy. 

Objective 2.2-lt is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to increase vehicle 
occupancy for non-work trips by creating disincentives for single passenger 
vehicles, and incentives for high occupancy vehicles. 

Policy 2.2.1-Discourage single-occupant vehicle use through a variety of 
measures such as market incentives, mode-shift incentives, trip reduction 
plans, and rideshare incentives. 

Policy 2.2.2-Encourage multi-occupant vehicle travel and discourage single 
occupant vehicle travel by instituting parking management practices. 

Policy 2.2.3 Minimize the use of single occupant vehicles associated with 
special events, or in areas and times of high levels of pedestrian activities. 

The USC Health Science Campus improvements would be located within walking 
distance of MTA and Foothill Transit bus lines as well as being in proximity to the proposed 
Metro Gold Line Extension that is scheduled to be completed by 2009. In addition, USC offers a 
carpool and vanpool program as well as a $25 per month public transportation subsidy to 
eligible employees that can be applied toward the purchase of a monthly pass for MTA (bus or 
light rail), LADOT, and Metrolink transit services. Due to these features, a higher percentage of 
Project-related trips would be "transit trips" than would be the case if the proposed Project were 
to be located farther away from convenient public transit access. 

Goal 4Minimize impacts of existing land use patterns and future land use development 
on air quality by addressing the relationship between land use, transportation and air 
quality. 

O~jective 4.1-It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to include regional 
attainment of ambient air quality standards as a primary consideration in land use 
planning. 

Policy 4.1.1-Coordinate with all appropriate regional agencies in the 
implementation of strategies for the integration of land use, transportation 
and air quality policies. 
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As described above as part of the analysis relative to Goal 2, the proposed Project has 
incorporated a wide array of features into its land use plan specifically targeted towards the 
reduction of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. In addition, development of the proposed 
Project at the proposed site offers the opportunity to utilize existing infrastructure to support 
growth in the Project area. It is well served by transit and has the opportunity to encourage 
pedestrian activities in this area. 

Based upon this evaluation, it is concluded that the proposed Project would be consistent 
with City of Los Angeles air quality policies as it implements in a number of ways the air quality 
goals and policies set forth within the City's General Plan. 

Overall, no significant impacts would occur as a result of Project development with 
respect to compatibility with applicable air quality policies. 

(3) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding air quality analysis addresses potential impacts during Project construction 
and operations. The construction air quality analysis includes forecasts of the following: 
(1) regional emissions of criteria pollutants attributable to construction equipment operating 
within each of the seven proposed Development Sites, construction worker travel to and from the 
Development Sites, and the delivery of construction materials; (2) localized concentrations of 
PM10, N02, and CO during construction at 16 receptor locations in proximity of the Project site; 
(3) toxic air contaminants; and ( 4) odors. The operational air quality analysis includes the 
following: (1) forecasts of regional emissions of criteria pollutants attributable to motor vehicle 
travel, energy consumption, and miscellaneous minor sources; (2) forecast of localized 
concentrations of CO at selected intersections and analysis of localized concentrations of PM10, 

VOC, and NOx; (3) forecast of regional emissions of criteria pollutants during construction and 
operations; (4) analysis of toxic air contaminants; (5) analysis of odor impacts; and (6) Project 
consistency with the SCAQMD's Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and the City's General 
Plan Air Quality Element. 

The Project, as proposed, provides flexibility with regard to the types and quantities of 
the various uses that could be developed as part of the Project. The preceding air quality analysis 
is based on the development of 765,000 square feet of academic and/or medical-related uses (i.e., 
720,000 square feet of academic and support facilities and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic 
uses). Under the proposed Project, the amount of academic and/or medical research facilities 
could be reduced by as much as 255,000 square feet, while the amount of medical clinic facilities 
could be increased by as much as 75,000 square feet. Under this scenario, a total of 
585,000 square feet of academic and medical research facilities would be developed. These 
variations would allow flexibility in the Project's land use mix in order to respond to the future 
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needs and demands of the HSC, the southern California economy, and changes in Project 
requirements. 

While the exchange of uses would result in varying amounts of development (i.e., 
between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet), the range of permitted uses would be the same. As 
such the types of potential air quality impacts would be the same regardless of the amount of 
development that is actually constructed. The construction air quality analysis presented above 
provides a conservative forecast of potential construction air quality levels since it analyzes air 
quality impacts at each receptor location based on concurrent construction at geographically 
related Development Sites. This conservative assumption could occur if Project development 
consisted of 585,000 square feet, 765,000 square feet or any amount in between. As the 
construction air quality analysis is based on the amount of construction equipment operating at 
each site, the air quality impacts attributable to 765,000 square feet of development would not be 
exceeded if less than 765,000 square feet of development occurs. However, if less than 
765,000 square feet of development occurs, less construction would occur over a shorter period. 
As the analysis is based on daily air quality levels, the construction air quality impacts under 
peak conditions would be the same regardless of the duration of construction and/or the total 
amount of development that occurs. Therefore, the conclusions presented above with regard to 
construction air quality impacts based on the development of 765,000 square feet of development 
would also apply to all of the potential additional development scenarios that could occur under 
the proposed Project. As such, regional emissions of NOx and ROC during construction would 
result in a significant regional air quality impact. Whereas, localized concentrations of CO and 
N02 during construction would be less than significant, localized concentrations of PM10 would 
exceed the established significance threshold. In addition, emissions of toxic air contaminants 
and odors during construction would also be less than significant. 

While the sources and quantities of emissions during Project operations would be 
different than during Project construction, the same conclusion applies with regard to the impacts 
of less than 765,000 square feet of development (i.e., impacts would be equal to or less than 
those forecasted to occur with 765,000 square feet of development). This results because the 
number of vehicle trips attributable to the Project would not be greater than those that would 
occur should 765,000 square feet of development occur. Impacts of on-site stationary sources 
would be less than or equal to those occurring with 765,000 square feet of development since the 
characteristics that determine the air quality levels from the individual stationary sources are not 
anticipated to increase with a reduction in the amount of development. Based on these 
conclusions, implementation of any additional development scenario would result in the 
following: (1) regional emissions of NOx during operations would result in a significant 
regional air quality impact; (2) localized concentrations of CO, VOC, PM10, and N02 during 
operations would be less than significant; (3) emissions of toxic air contaminants and odors 
during operations would also be less than significant; ( 4) regional emissions of NOx and ROC 
during concurrent construction and operations impacts would result in a significant regional air 
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quality impact; and (5) the Project is consistent with the AQMP and the City's applicable air 
quality policies. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

a. Construction 

Of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the proposed Project study 
area, there are 9 related projects that have not already been built or are currently under 
construction. With the exception of the USC HNRT building that is currently under 
construction, the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects, 
and as such, any quantitative analysis to ascertain daily construction emissions that assumes 
multiple, concurrent construction projects would be speculative. For this reason, the 
SCAQMD's methodology to assess a project's cumulative impact differs from the cumulative 
impacts methodology employed elsewhere in this EIR, in which foreseeable future development 
within a given service boundary or geographical area is predicted and associated impacts 
measured. 

With respect to the Project's construction-period air quality emissions and cumulative 
Basin-wide conditions, the SCAQMD has developed strategies to reduce criteria pollutant 
emissions outlined in the AQMP pursuant to Federal Clean Air Act mandates. As such, the 
proposed Project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements, and implement all 
feasible mitigation measures. In addition, the proposed Project would comply with adopted 
AQMP emissions control measures. Per SCAQMD rules and mandates as well as the CEQA 
requirement that significant impacts be mitigated to the extent feasible, these same requirements 
(i.e., Rule 403 compliance, the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, and 
compliance with adopted AQMP emissions control measures) would also be imposed on 
construction projects Basin-wide, which would include each of the related projects mentioned 
above. Nevertheless, construction-period NOx and ROC mass regional emissions, and localized 
PM10 emissions associated with the proposed Project are already projected to result in a 
significant impact to air quality. In addition, there is a high probability that construction-period 
CO and PM10 mass regional emissions from related projects, when combined with proposed 
Project emissions, would exceed their respective SCAQMD daily significance thresholds. As 
such, cumulative impacts to air quality during proposed Project construction would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed Project, the greatest potential for TAC emissions at each related 
project would be related to diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment 
operations during grading and excavation activities. According to SCAQMD methodology, 
health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer 
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risk. "Individual Cancer Risk" is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs 
over a 70-year lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment 
methodology. Given that grading and excavation activities would occur for only three to six 
months per construction site, the proposed Project and the related projects that have not already 
been built would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of TAC emissions 
with no residual emissions after construction and corresponding individual cancer risk. 
Furthermore, any related project that has the potential to emit notable quantities of TACs would 
be regulated by the SCAQMD such that TAC emissions would be negligible. Thus, TAC 
emissions from the related projects are anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as 
well as cumulatively in conjunction with the proposed Project. 

Also similar to the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during 
construction activities at each related project would include the use of architectural coatings and 
solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic compounds from 
architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rules, it is 
anticipated that construction activities or materials used in the construction of the related projects 
would not create objectionable odors. Thus, odor impacts from the related projects are 
anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as well as cumulatively in conjunction 
with the proposed Project. 

b. Operation 

The SCAQMD has set forth both a methodological framework as well as significance 
thresholds for the assessment of a project's cumulative operational air quality impacts. The 
SCAQMD's methodology differs from the cumulative impacts methodology employed 
elsewhere in this Draft EIR, in which foreseeable future development within a given service 
boundary or geographical area is predicted and associated impacts measured. The SCAQMD' s 
approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the SCAQMD's AQMP forecasts of 
attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the Federal 
and State Clean Air Acts. This forecast also takes into account SCAG' s forecasted future 
regional growth. As such, the analysis of cumulative impacts focuses on determining whether 
the proposed Project is consistent with forecasted future regional growth. Therefore, if all 
cumulative projects are individually consistent with the growth assumptions upon which the 
SCAQMD's AQMP is based, then future development would not impede the attainment of 
ambient air quality standards and a significant cumulative air quality impact would not occur. 

Based on the SCAQMD' s methodology (presented in Chapter 9 of the CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook), a project would have a significant cumulative air quality impact if the ratio of daily 
Project-related employee vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to daily countywide vehicle miles 
traveled exceeds the ratio of daily Project employees to daily countywide employees. As shown 
in Table 18 on page 233, the daily Project to countywide VMT ratio is not greater than the 
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Table 18 

PROJECT CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMP ACTS 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled for Project Employment a 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide b 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Ratio 

Project Employment a 

Countywide Employment c 

Employment Ratio 

Significance Test-Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Ratio Greater Than Employment Ratio 

12,321 

225,794,000 

0.00005 

487 

5,198,739 

0.00009 

No 

a Increase of vehicle miles traveled as a result of the Project, Traffic Analysis, Section IVK. Data 
obtained from URBEMJS 2002. 

b Data obtained from EMFAC2002. 
0 Data obtained.from SCAG 's Regional Transportation Plan, Socioeconomic Projections, April 2004 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

Project to countywide employee ratio. Based on these criteria, development of the proposed 
Project would have a less-than-significant air quality impact. In addition, as shown in Table 15 
on page 220, a localized CO impact analysis was conducted for cumulative traffic (i.e., related 
projects and ambient growth through 2015) in which no local CO violations would occur at any 
of the studied intersections. Despite these conclusions, the proposed Project is more 
conservatively concluded to contribute to a significant cumulative regional air quality impact as 
the Basin is non-attainment for ozone and PM10, and the proposed Project would exceed the 
SCAQMD daily significance thresholds for ROC and NOx emissions (i.e., ozone precursors). 44 

With respect to TAC emissions, neither the proposed Project nor any of the related 
projects (which are largely residential, restaurant, retail/commercial, and medical/research 
developments) would represent a substantial source of TAC emissions, which are typically 
associated with large-scale industrial, manufacturing and transportation hub facilities. However, 
the proposed Project and each of the related projects would likely generate minimal TAC 
emissions related to the use of consumer products, landscape maintenance activities, etc. 
Pursuant to California Assembly Bill 1807, which directs the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) to identify substances as TAC and adopt airborne toxic control measures (ATCMs) to 
control such substances, the SCAQMD has adopted numerous rules (primarily in Regulation 
XIV) that specifically address TAC emissions. These SCAQMD rules have resulted in and will 
continue to result in substantial Basin-wide TAC emissions reductions. As such, cumulative 
TAC emissions during long-term operations would be less than significant. 

44 This approach is more conservative than the approach provided in the SCAQl'vfD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 
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With respect to potential odor impacts, neither the proposed Project land use nor any of 
the related projects (which are primarily hospital/medical office, general office, residential, 
retail, and restaurant uses) land uses have a high potential to generate odor impacts. 45 

Furthermore, any related project that may have a potential to generate objectionable odors would 
be required by SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance) to implement Best Available Control Technology 
to limit potential objectionable odor impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, potential odor 
impacts from related projects are anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as well 
as cumulatively, in conjunction with the proposed Project. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are (1) intended to implement requirements of 
SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and (2) set forth a program of air pollution control strategies 
designed to reduce the proposed Project's air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

a. Construction 

Mitigation Measure D-1: General contractors shall implement a fugitive dust control 
program pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403. 46 

Mitigation Measure D-2: Disturbed areas shall be watered three times daily, which is 
above and beyond the SCAQMD Rule 403 requirement to water disturbed 
areas two times daily. 

Mitigation Measure D-3: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and 
maintained in accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

Mitigation Measure D-4: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction 
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, trucks 
and vehicles in loading and unloading queues would tum their engines off, 
when not in use, to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction emissions should 
be phased and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during 
second-stage smog alerts. 

45 According to the SCAQA1D CEOA Air Oualitv Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints typically 
include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, 
refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. 

46 SCAQlvlD Rule 403 requirements are detailed in Appendix D. 
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Mitigation Measure D-5: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators shall be used to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure D-6: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in 
excess of ten minutes, both on- and off-site. 

Mitigation Measure D-7: Project heavy-duty construction equipment shall use 
alternative clean fuels, such as low sulfur diesel or compressed natural gas 
with oxidation catalysts or particulate traps, to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure D-8: The Applicant shall utilize coatings and solvents that are 
consistent with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. 

b. Operation 

During the operational phase, the proposed Project would result in regional emissions 
that exceed regional SCAQMD significance thresholds for NOx and ROC. Long-term mobile 
source emissions associated with the proposed Project shall be reduced through the following 
transportation systems management and demand management measures: 

Mitigation Measure D-9: The Applicant shall provide public education to USC Health 
Science Campus visitors and employees regarding the importance of reducing 
vehicle miles traveled and utilizing transit, and the related air quality benefits 
through the use of brochures and other informational tools. 

Mitigation Measure D-10: The Applicant shall, to the extent feasible, schedule 
deliveries during off-peak traffic periods to encourage the reduction of trips 
during the most congested periods. 

Mitigation Measure D-11: The Applicant shall coordinate with the MTA and the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to provide information with regard 
to local bus and rail services. 

6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

a. Construction 

Project construction would not result in regional em1ss10ns that exceed SCAQMD 
regional significance thresholds for CO, PM10, and SOx, and as such, impacts with respect to 
these pollutants during construction would be less than significant. With respect to NOx and 
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ROC emissions during construction, mitigation measures would reduce these emissions from 
heavy-duty construction equipment by 5 percent based on the calculations presented in Appendix 
C of this Draft EIR. However, the proposed Project would still result in regional construction 
emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance for NOx and ROC. Therefore, 
construction of the proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on 
regional air quality with respect to NOx and ROC emissions, and certification of this EIR by the 
City of Los Angeles would require the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Local air quality impacts (i.e., pollutant concentrations) during construction with respect 
to CO, S02 and N02 would be less than significant. With respect to localized PM10 
concentrations during construction, prescribed mitigation measures would reduce the projected 
maximum concentrations by 8 percent to 38 percent as shown in Table 19 on page 237. 
Nevertheless, the proposed Project would still result in localized PM10 concentrations during 
construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD 10.4 µg/m3 significance threshold at 12 of the 
16 sensitive receptor locations. Therefore, construction of the proposed Project would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact on localized air quality with respect to PM10 concentrations, 
and certification of this EIR by the City of Los Angeles would require the adoption of a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

No notable impacts related to TAC emissions during construction are anticipated to occur 
for the proposed Project. As such, potential impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed Project is not anticipated to generate a substantial amount of objectionable 
odor emissions during construction. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rules, no 
construction activities or materials are proposed which would create objectionable odors. As 
such, potential impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Operation 

During the operational phase, the proposed Project would result in regional emissions 
that exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for NOx. Mitigation measures identified above 
would reduce the potential air quality impacts of the Project to the degree technically feasible, 
but NOx mass daily emissions would remain above the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
55 pounds per day. Therefore, operation of the proposed Project following construction would 
have a significant and unavoidable impact on regional air quality with respect to NOx mass daily 
em1ss10ns. 

Operational emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for CO, 
ROC, PM10, and S02, and, thus, impacts are concluded to be less than significant for these 
pollutants. 
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Table 19 

POTENTIAL MAXIMUM LOCALIZED PM10 CONCENTRATIONS WITH MITIGATION 

Sensitive Receptor Location 
l. LA County-USC Hospital 
2. USC University Hospital 
3. USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC) 
4. USC Healthcare Consultation Center II (HCCJI) 
5. Doheny Eye Institute 
6. Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School 
7a. Residential Use A 
7b. Residential Use B 
7c. Residential Use C 
7d. Residential Use D 
7e. Residential Use E 
8. Women and Children's Hospital 
9. Nursing College 
10. Hazard Park 
11. Lincoln Park 
12. Children's Daycare Center 

Source: PCR Services Corporation. 

PM10 Concentration in µg/m 3 

(24-hour average) Percent 
No Mitigation With Mitigation Reduction 

37.58 29.84 21% 
31.83 26.45 17% 
92.73 72.92 21% 
49.03 39.04 20% 
49.41 39.42 20% 
13.06 11.95 8% 
16.96 13.44 21% 
10.34 8.31 20% 
20.82 16.64 20% 

7.88 6.33 20% 
11.62 7.42 36% 
69.59 55.57 20% 
27.80 17.29 38% 
25.65 20.55 20% 
71.83 57.43 20% 
10.02 8.06 20% 

No significant impacts related to local CO concentrations are forecast to occur for the 
proposed Project. Project development would be consistent with the SCAQMD's AQMP, and 
the City's General Plan Air Quality Element resulting in an impact that is less than significant. 

The proposed Project is not anticipated to include any notable TAC emissions sources. 
However, as previously discussed, any potentially significant TAC emission sources would be 
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule XIV (New Source Review of Air Toxics). As such, 
potential impacts from proposed Project TAC emissions would be less than significant. 

Via compliance with industry standard odor control practices, SCAQMD Rule 402 
(Nuisance), and SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology Guidelines, potential impacts 
that could result due to a vivarium or other potential odor source would be less than significant. 
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E. NOISE 

The following analysis describes the existing noise environment within the Project area 
and estimates future noise levels at surrounding land uses due to potential changes brought about 
by Project construction and operation. 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Noise and Vibration Basics 

(1) Noise 

Noise is often defined as unwanted sound. Although sound can be easily measured, the 
perceptibility of sound is subjective and the physical response to sound complicates the analysis 
of its impact on people. People judge the relative magnitude of sound in subjective terms such as 
"noisiness" or "loudness." Sound pressure is measured and quantified using a logarithmic ratio, 
the scale of which gives the level of sound in decibels (dB). The human hearing system is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. Therefore, to approximate this human, frequency
dependent response, the A-weighted system is used to adjust measured sound levels. The 
A-weighted sound level is expressed as "dBA." This scale de-emphasizes low frequencies to 
which human hearing is less sensitive and focuses on mid- to high-range frequencies. Due to the 
physical characteristics of noise transmission and reception, an increase of 10 dBA is normally 
required to achieve a doubling of the "loudness," as perceived by the human ear. In addition, a 
3-dBA increase is recognizable to most people in the context of the community noise 
environment. A change in noise level will usually not be detectable unless the new noise source 
is at least as loud as the ambient conditions. Typical A-weighted sound levels measured for 
various sources, as well as people's responses to these levels, are provided in Figure 24 on 
page 239. 

Objects that obstruct the line-of-sight between a noise source and a receiver reduce the 
noise level if the receiver is located within the "shadow" of the obstruction, such as behind a 
sound wall. This type of sound attenuation is known as "barrier insertion loss." If a receiver is 
located behind the wall but still has a view of the source (i.e., line-of-sight not fully blocked), 
some barrier insertion loss would still occur, however to a lesser extent. Additionally, a receiver 
located on the same side of the wall as a noise source may actually experience an increase in the 
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perceived noise level as the wall reflects noise back to the receiver, thereby compounding the 
n01se. 

Time variation in noise exposure is typically expressed in terms of the average energy 
over time (Leq), or alternatively, as a statistical description of the sound level that is exceeded 
over some fraction of a given period of time. For example, the L50 noise level represents the 
noise level that is exceeded 50 percent of the time. Half the time the noise level exceeds this 
level and half the time the noise level is less than this level. This level is also representative of 
the level that is exceeded 30 minutes in an hour. Similarly, the L8 and L25 represent the noise 
levels that are exceeded 8 and 25 percent of the time, respectively, or for 5 and 15 minutes 
during a I-hour period, respectively. 

Other values typically noted during a noise survey are the Lmin and Lmax· These values 
represent the minimum and maximum noise levels observed during a measurement period. 
Maximum and minimum noise levels, as compared to the Leq, are a function of the characteristics 
of the noise source. For example, sources such as compressors, generators, and transformers 
have maximum and minimum noise levels that are similar to their Leq levels since noise levels 
for steady-state noise sources do not substantially fluctuate. However, as another example, 
vehicular noise levels along local roadways result in substantially different minimum and 
maximum noise levels when compared to the Leq since noise levels fluctuate during pass by 
events. 

Although the A-weighted scale accounts for the range of people's response, and 
therefore, is commonly used to quantify individual event or general community sound levels, the 
degree of annoyance or other response effects also depends on several other perceptibility 
factors. These factors include: 

• Ambient (background) sound level; 

• Magnitude of sound event with respect to the background noise level; 

• Duration of the sound event; 

• Number of event occurrences and their repetitiveness; and 

• Time of day that the event occurs. 

Several methods have been devised to relate noise exposure over time to human response. 
A commonly used noise metric for this type of study is the Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL). The CNEL, originally developed for use in the California Airport Noise Regulation, 
adds a 5 dBA penalty to noise occurring during evening hours from 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M., and 
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a 10 dBA penalty to sounds occurring between the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 AM. to account 
for the increased sensitivity to noise events that occur during the quiet late evening and nighttime 
periods. Thus, the CNEL noise metric provides a 24-hour average of A-weighted noise levels at 
a particular location, with an evening and a nighttime adjustment, which reflects increased 
sensitivity to noise during these times of the day. 

b. Regulatory Framework 

Many government agencies have established noise standards and guidelines to protect 
citizens from potential hearing damage and various other adverse physiological and social effects 
associated with noise and ground-borne vibration. The City of Los Angeles has adopted a 
number of policies, which are based in part on federal and State regulations that are directed at 
controlling or mitigating environmental noise effects. City policies that are relevant to Project 
development and operation are discussed below. 

(1) City of Los Angeles Standards and Guidelines 

The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) (Section 41.40 and Chapter XI, Articles 1 
through 6) establishes regulations regarding allowable increases in noise levels in terms of 
established noise criteria. Supplementing these LAMC regulations, the City has also established 
CNEL guidelines that are used for land use planning purposes. 

(a) City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

The City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation establishes acceptable ambient sound levels to 
regulate intrusive noises (e.g., stationary mechanical equipment and vehicles other than those 
traveling on public streets) within specific land use zones. In accordance with the Noise 
Regulation limits for residential zones, a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing average 
ambient noise level at an adjacent property line is considered a noise violation. For purposes of 
determining whether or not a violation of the Noise Regulation is occurring, the sound level 
measurements of an offending noise that has a duration of five minutes or less during a one hour 
period is reduced by 5 dBA to account for people's increased tolerance for short-duration noise 
events. In cases where the actual measured ambient noise level is not known, the presumed 
daytime (7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) minimum ambient noise level for properties zoned residential 
is 50 dBA, while the nighttime (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 AM.) presumed minimum ambient noise level 
is 40 dBA. 47 The presumed daytime minimum ambient noise level for properties zoned 
commercial is 60 dBA, while the nighttime presumed minimum ambient noise level is 55 dBA. 

47 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, Article I, Section 111. 03. 
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The City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation also limits noise from construction equipment 
within 500 feet of a residential zone to 75 dBA, measured at a distance of 50 feet from the 
source, unless compliance with this limitation is technically infeasible.48 The Noise Regulation 
prohibits construction noise between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through 
Friday and 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M. on Saturday, and does not allow construction noise on 
Sunday.49 

(b) City of Los Angeles CNEL Guidelines 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted local guidelines based, in part, on the community 
noise compatibility guidelines established by the State Department of Health Services for use in 
assessing the compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels. These 
guidelines are set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (Thresholds Guide) 
in terms of the CNEL. CNEL guidelines for specific land uses are classified into four categories: 
(1) "normally acceptable"; (2) "conditionally acceptable"; (3) "normally unacceptable"; and 
(4) "clearly unacceptable." As shown in Table 20 on page 243, a CNEL value of 70 dBA is the 
upper limit of what is considered a "normally acceptable" noise environment for business and 
professional commercial uses, although a CNEL as high as 77 dBA is considered "conditionally 
acceptable." For more sensitive uses such as single-family residential, the upper limit of what is 
considered "normally acceptable" is set at 60 dBA CNEL. 50 

c. Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The predominant noise source within the Project vicinity is roadway noise from the San 
Bernardino Freeway (I-10), the Golden State Freeway (I-5), and local thoroughfares such as 
Mission Road, Valley Boulevard, and Zonal Avenue. The Union Pacific railroad tracks that run 
adjacent to, and on the south side of, Valley Boulevard are another notable Project vicinity noise 
source. Other community noise sources include incidental noise from the existing commercial 
and medical uses, ambulance sirens, distant aircraft over-flights, and landscaping maintenance 
activities at nearby residential and commercial uses. 

48 In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Regulations (Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 112. 05), 
'technically infeasible' means that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use of mujjlers, 
shields, sound barriers and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the operation of the 
equipment. 

49 Los Angeles Afunicipal Code, Section 41.40. 
50 L.A. C~EQA Thresholds Guide, Section 1.2, 1998. 
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Table 20 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Land Use Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 50 to 60 55 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 
Homes 

Multi-Family Homes 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 50 to 70 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging-Motels, Hotels 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 50 to 70 Above 65 
Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 50 to 75 Above 70 
Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 to 70 67 to 75 Above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 50 to 75 70 to 80 Above 80 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 50 to 70 67 to 77 Above 75 
Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 50 to 75 70 to 80 Above 75 
Agriculture 

Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the 
design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning will normally suffice. 

Norrnallv Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be 
made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

Clearlv Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 1998. 

(1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the amount of 
n01se exposure and the types of activities typically involved at the receiver location. The 
Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 
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commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive land uses (sensitive receiver locations) in 
the Project vicinity are shown in Figure 25 on page 245, and include the following: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. This hospital/trauma center is located approximately 
500 feet southeast of Development Site C, on the south side of Zonal Avenue at 
Biggy Street. All other Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet 
(Development Site D) to 2,525 feet (Development Site E) from the LA County-USC 
Hospital. 

• USC University Hospital. The USC University Hospital is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 500 feet northwest of the hospital. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 825 feet (Development Site E) to 2,600 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC University Hospital. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). The USC HCC is located south and/or 
east of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 175 feet north-northwest of the HCC. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 525 feet (Development Site G) to 2,250 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC HCC. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II. The USC HCCII is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 375 feet north of the HCCII. All other Development Sites are 
approximately 600 feet (Development Site E) to 2,500 feet (Development Site C) 
from the USC HCCII. 

• Dohenv Eve Institute. The Doheny Eye Institute is located south and/or east of the 
seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located approximately 
325 feet north of the Doheny Eye Institute. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 500 feet (Development Site A) to 2, 150 feet (Development Site C) 
from the Doheny Eye Institute. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. The Francisco Bravo M.D. 
Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the Health Sciences Campus 
on the east side of Cornwell Street. Development Site A is located approximately 
875 feet north of this high school. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,500 feet (Development Site D) to 2,125 feet (Development Site C) 
from this High School campus location. 
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• Residential Neighborhood (A). Residential uses are situated on the eastern portion of 
the HSC, along Playground A venue. Development Site B is located approximately 
750 feet northwest of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 800 feet (Development Site E) to 3,075 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (B). A residential neighborhood is located east of Soto 
Street. Development Site E is located approximately 1,300 feet northwest of this 
residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,325 feet 
(Development Site B) to 3,250 feet (Development Site C) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (C). A residential neighborhood is located north of Main 
Street. Development Site C is located approximately 875 feet south of this residential 
area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,375 feet 
(Development Site G) to 2,000 feet (Development Site E) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (D). A residential neighborhood is located south of 
Marengo Street. Development Site C is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 
this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site D) to 3,550 feet (Development Site E) from this 
residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (E). A residential neighborhood is located north of 
Marengo Street. Development Site D is located approximately 1, 150 feet northwest 
of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1, 700 feet (Development Site A) to 2,600 feet (Development Site F) from this 
residential area. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. The Women and Children's Hospital is located 
south of Zonal Avenue. Development Site C is located approximately 375 feet 
northeast of this hospital use. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,225 feet (Development Site D) to 3,025 feet (Development Site E) away from this 
hospital use. 

• Nursing College. The Nursing College is located north of Mission Road. 
Development Site C is located approximately 475 feet southeast of this land use. All 
other Development Sites are located approximately 1,425 feet (Development Site D) 
to 2, 750 feet (Development Site E) away from this land use. 

• Hazard Park. Hazard Park is located south and/or east of the seven proposed 
Development Sites and is located south of Norfolk Street and east of San Pablo 
Street. Development Site A is located approximately 475 feet northwest of Hazard 
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Park. All other Development Sites are located approximately 825 feet (Development 
Site B) to 2,025 feet (Development Site C) from Hazard Park. 

• Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated 
from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to, and 
south of, Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult 
recreational programs including fishing in the lake within the park. Development 
Sites E and F are the nearest Project components to this sensitive land use, and are 
located approximately 475 and 550 feet south of Lincoln Park, respectively. All other 
Development Sites are located approximately 925 feet (Development Site B) to 
1,650 feet (Development Site D) from Lincoln Park. 

• Child Daycare Center. The Children's Daycare Center is located along Playground 
Avenue, south of Alcazar Street. Development Site B is located approximately 
900 feet east-northeast of this land use. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1, 125 feet (Development Site E) to 3,025 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this land use. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

A two-day continuous ambient sound measurement was conducted on Wednesday, 
June 9, and Thursday, June 10, 2004, to characterize the existing noise environment in the 
Project vicinity. The sound level meter was placed at the northwest corner of San Pablo Street 
and Eastlake Avenue, as depicted earlier in Figure 25 on page 245. A summary of the sound 
measurement data collected from this location is provided in Table 21 on page 248. As shown 
therein, the measured CNEL was 65.9 dBA and 64.9 dBA on the two measurement days. Based 
on the City of Los Angeles community noise/land use compatibility criteria provided earlier in 
Table 20 on page 243, this noise environment is considered "normally acceptable."51 

In addition to the two-day continuous sound measurement discussed above, short-term 
(15-minute) measurements were conducted at seven additional locations that are also depicted in 
Figure 25 on page 245. These seven locations were selected based on their proximity to noise 
sensitive receptor locations that are present within the area that may potentially be affected by 
proposed Project noise sources. In addition to the Leq (15-minute) noise level that is based on 
actual measurement data, Table 22 on page 249 also provides a forecast of CNELs for each 
location that was extrapolated by comparing the 15-minute measurement data collected at each 

51 Tlie Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2-l), Commercial-manufacturing (CM-I) and Public Facilities (PF-1), 
but would be developed with school and hospital uses. As such, the Project Site may be classified as 'Office 
Buildings, Business and Professional Commercial' or 'Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes' 
(cs·ee Table 20 on page 243). 
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Table 21 

SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA (dBA) a 

Daytime Hourly Nighttime Hourly 
Ambient L.9b Ambient L.9 

b 

Measurement Da;}'. Avg. Min. Max. Avg. Min. Max. CNEL Lmax Lmin 
Wednesday, June 9, 2004 61.2 57.2 64.2 58.8 55.l 61.9 65.9 64.2 55. l 
Thursday, June 10, 2004 60.2 57.3 62.2 57.9 61.9 54.7 64.9 62.2 54.7 

a Based on a continuous ambient sound measurement that was conducted on Wednesday, June 9, and Thursday, 
June 10, 200./, using a Larson-Davis 820 Type 1 Integrating Sound Level 1\/feter. l'vfeasurement location is 
depicted in Figure 25 on page 245, and noise measurement data is provided in Appendix E. 

b Per LAlvlC regulations, daytime hours are.from 7 A.M. to 10 P.M., and nighttime hours are from 10 P.M. to 7 A.A1. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 200./. 

measurement location with the two-day measurement data discussed previously, and making 
adjustments to account for site-specific noise conditions (i.e., nearby railroad tracks, major 
thoroughfares and ambulance sirens). 52 

To further characterize the area's noise environment, the CNEL generated by ex1stmg 
traffic on local roadways was established using roadway noise equations provided in the Caltrans 
Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) document and traffic volume data provided by the Project's 
traffic consultant. As indicated in Table 23 on page 250, the calculated CNEL for the analyzed 
roadway segments as a result of existing traffic volumes ranged from 52.4 dBA to 67.3 dBA at 
50 feet from the roadway right-of-way based on surface-street traffic volumes only. These noise 
levels are generally consistent with the measured noise levels discussed earlier and provided in 
Table 21. All land uses located near the Project Site, with the exception of Lincoln Park, which 
is located north of Valley Boulevard, are currently exposed to community noise levels from 
traffic (at the right-of-way) that are "normally acceptable" as categorized by the City of Los 
Angeles' Land Use Compatibility Matrix for Community Noise (refer to Table 20 on page 243). 
According to the roadway noise prediction model, a CNEL of 70.9 dBA occurs at the edge of 
Valley Boulevard adjacent to Lincoln Park. This CNEL is considered "normally unacceptable;" 
however, noise levels would be reduced at areas farther away from the edge of the park adjacent 
to Valley Boulevard. 

5
J Since all receptor locations are located ~within a relativeZv small geographical area and exposed to similar noise 

sources, namely local roadway traffic, it is possible to estimate the CNEL at each short-term monitoring location 
based on 48-hour data collected .from the long-term monitoring location and roadway traffic volume data 
provided in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed Project. 
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Table 22 

SUMMARY OF SHORT-TERM AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA (dBA) 

CNELb 
Measurement Locationa Start Time Duration Le~ (15-minute) (extrapolated) 

1. Zonal Ave. and Mission Road 12:28 P.M. 15 minutes 65.6 dBA 68.4 dBA 
2. L.A. County-USC Hospital 1:00 P.M. 15 minutes 74.3 dBA 67.5 dBA 
3. Bravo High School 1:25 P.M. 15 minutes 65.3 dBA 67.1 dBA 
4. Doheny Eye Institute/HCCI 2:25 P.M. 15 minutes 60.1 dBA 64.5 dBA 
5. Child Day Care 3:13 P.M. 15 minutes 58.4 dBA 63.0 dBA 
6. Soto St. north of Norfolk St. 3:35 P.M. 15 minutes 71.5 dBA 51.7 dBA 
7. Site F adjacent to Valley Blvd. 0 4:01 P.M. 15 minutes 79.7 dBA 79.0 dBA 

a lvleasurement locations are depicted in Figure 25 on page 245. 
Since all receptor locations are located within a relative~v small geographical area and exposed to similar noise 
sources, name~v local roadway traffic, the CNEL at each short-term monitoring location was calculated based 
on the 48-hour data collected from the long-term monitoring location and roadway traffic volume data provided 
in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed Project. 
The ambient noise environment at this location is heavily influenced by the railroad line that runs adjacent to 
Valley Boulevard 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 200./. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

(1) On-Site Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts are evaluated by determining the noise levels generated by 
the different types of construction activity, calculating the construction-related noise level at 
nearby sensitive receptor locations, and comparing these construction-related noise levels to 
ambient noise levels (i.e., noise levels without construction noise). More specifically, the 
following steps were undertaken to calculate construction-period noise impacts: 

1. Ambient noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptor locations were determined 
from field measurements (See Table 21 and Table 22 on pages 248 and 249, 
respectively.); 

2. Noise levels for each construction phase were obtained from the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide; 
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Table 23 

PREDICTED EXISTING VEHICULAR TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

Noise 
Exposure Existing CNEL (dBA) at Referenced 

Adjacent Compatibility Distances from Roadway Right-of-WaI 

RoadwaI Segment Land Use CategorI Adjacent 50 Feet 100 Feet 
Valley Boulevard, West of San Pablo Park and Nonnally 70.8 67.2 65.3 
Street Commercial Unacceptable 
Valley Boulevard, East of San Pablo Park and Normally 70.9 67.3 65.4 
Street Commercial Unacceptable 
Alcazar Street, West of San Pablo Street Institutional Normally 61.9 57.2 55.0 

Acceptable 
Alcazar Street, East of San Pablo Street Institutional Normally 64.8 60.1 57.9 

Acceptable 
Eastlake Street, West of San Pablo Institutional Normally 61.2 56.5 54.3 
Street Acceptable 
Norfolk Street East of San Pablo Street Park and Normally 57.1 52.4 50.2 

Institutional Acceptable 
Zonal Avenue, between Mission Road Institutional Normally 69.3 64.6 62.4 
and Biggy Street Acceptable 
Zonal Avenue, between Biggy Street Institutional Normally 67.3 62.5 60.3 
and San Pablo Street Acceptable 
Zonal Avenue, East of San Pablo Street Institutional Normally 67.6 62.8 60.6 

Acceptable 
San Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street Commercial Normally 60.l 55.4 53.2 
and Valley Boulevard Acceptable 
San Pablo Street, between Institutional Normally 63.2 58.5 56.3 
Eastlake/Norfolk Street and Alcazar St Acceptable 
San Pablo Street, between Zonal Avenue Institutional Normally 63.3 58.6 56.4 
and Norfolk Street Acceptable 
Biggy Street, North of Zonal Avenue Institutional Normally 62.0 57.3 55. l 

Acceptable 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

3. Distances between construction site locations (noise source) and surrounding 
sensitive receptors were measured; 

4. The construction noise level was then calculated for sensitive receptor locations based 
on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation factor of 6.0 dBA for each 
doubling of distance; 

5. For each sensitive receptor location, the construction noise level obtained above from 
Step 4 was added to the ambient noise level described in Step l to calculate the 
construction noise impact in terms of an hourly Leg; and 
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6. Noise level increases were compared to the construction noise significance thresholds 
identified below. 

(2) Off-Site Roadway Noise (During Construction and Project Operations) 

Roadway noise impacts are evaluated using Caltrans' TeNS methodology using the 
roadway traffic volume data provided in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed 
Project. This methodology allows for the definition of roadway configurations, barrier 
information (if any), and receiver locations. Roadway-noise attributable to Project development 
is calculated and compared to baseline noise levels that would occur under the "No Project" 
condition. 

(3) Stationary Point-Source Noise (During Project Operations) 

Stationary point-source noise impacts are evaluated by identifying the noise levels 
generated by outdoor stationary noise sources such as rooftop mechanical equipment and loading 
dock activities, calculating the hourly Leq noise level from each noise source at surrounding 
sensitive receiver property line locations, and comparing such noise levels to ambient noise 
levels. More specifically, the following steps were undertaken to calculate outdoor stationary 
point-source noise impacts: 

1. Ambient noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptor locations were determined 
from field measurements (See Table 21 and Table 22 on pages 248 and 249, 
respectively); 

2. Mechanical equipment noise levels (hourly Leq) were estimated based on LAMC 
Noise Ordinance requirements; 

3. Distances between stationary n01se sources and surrounding sensitive receptor 
locations were measured; 

4. Stationary-source noise levels were then calculated for each sensitive receptor 
location based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation factor of 6.0 
dBA for each doubling of distance; 

5. For each surrounding sensitive receptor location, stationary-source noise levels 
obtained from Step 4 were added to the ambient noise level described in Step 1 to 
ascertain stationary-source noise impacts in terms of a hourly Leq; and 

6. Noise level increases were compared to the stationary source noise significance 
thresholds identified below. 
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b. Thresholds of Significance 

(1) Construction Noise 

Based on criteria set forth m the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 
(Thresholds Guide), the proposed Project would have a significant impact on noise levels from 
construction if: 

• Construction act1v1t1es lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient 
exterior noise levels by l 0 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a 3 month period would exceed 
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise 
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, 
before 8:00 A.M. or after 6 P.M. on Saturday, or at anytime on Sunday. 

(2) Noise from Project Operations 

Based on criteria set forth in the Thresholds Guide, the proposed Project would have a 
significant impact on noise levels from Project operations if: 

• The Project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected 
uses to increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the "normally unacceptable" or 
"clearly unacceptable" category (see Table 20 on page 243), or by 5 dBA in CNEL 
within the "normally acceptable" or "conditionally acceptable" category. 

• Project-related operational (i.e., non-roadway) noise sources increase ambient noise 
by 5 dBA, thus causing a violation of the City Noise Ordinance. 

c. Project Features 

The following Project Features have a potential to influence Project-related noise 
characteristics, and therefore, were taken into account during the analysis of potential Project 
impacts. 
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(1) Project Construction 

• The Project contractor(s) will equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with 
properly operating and maintained noise mufflers, consistent with manufacturers' 
standards. 

• All construction equipment would be stored on-site. 

• Construction hours for exterior construction and hauling activities will occur between 
the hours of 7:00 AM. and 9:00 P.M., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM. and 
6 P.M. on Saturday. 

(2) Project Operations 

• All mechanical equipment (e.g., air handling units, boiler, chiller, emergency 
generator, etc.) will be enclosed and designed to meet the requirements of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, Section 112.02, at the property line. 

• All outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas will be fully or partially enclosed 
such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any adjacent noise 
sensitive land use would be obstructed. 

• All rooftop mechanical equipment would be enclosed or screened from view with 
parapet screening. 

d. Analysis of Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Noise 

(a) On-Site Construction Noise 

The proposed Project could result in the construction of up to 765,000 square feet of 
academic, medical research, and medical clinic space; and multi-story parking structures which 
could provide up to 2,800 parking spaces. Project development could also occur on up to seven 
Development Sites, over a 10-year time frame. Noise disturbances in those areas located 
adjacent to each of the seven Development Site locations can be expected during construction. 
These disturbances would occur during site preparation activities and the subsequent 
construction of on-site structures. 
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As with most construction projects, construction would require the use of a number of 
pieces of heavy equipment such as bulldozers, backhoes, cranes, loaders, and concrete mixers. 
In addition, both heavy- and light-duty trucks would be required to deliver construction materials 
to and export construction debris from each construction site. The maximum noise level 
generated by typical, individual pieces of construction equipment is provided in Table 24 on 
page 255. For example, as heavy-duty equipment passes near a Development Site boundary, the 
maximum noise level (Lmax) at a given moment would likely exceed 90 dBA for brief durations 
at land uses adjacent to the Development Site. However, as the equipment travels away from the 
property line boundary towards the center of the Development Site, the Lmax noise level along 
portions of adjacent property line boundaries would diminish considerably into dBA levels in the 
60s and 70s. 

Composite construction noise, the noise from multiple pieces of construction equipment 
working concurrently, is best characterized in a study conducted by Bolt, Beranek, and Newman 
for the USEPA (USEPA December 31, 1971). The study concluded that noise during the heavier 
initial periods of construction is generally about 86 dBA Leq when measured at a reference 
distance of 50 feet from the construction activity. This value takes into account both the number 
of pieces and spacing of the heavy equipment used in the construction effort. In later phases 
during building construction, noise levels are typically reduced from this value and the physical 
structures that are constructed often break up the line-of-sight noise transmission. The composite 
noise level for typical construction stages is provided in Table 25 on page 256. In order to 
present a conservative analysis, the 86 dBA noise level, the highest composite noise level, at a 
reference distance of 50 feet, was used to evaluate the proposed Project's construction noise 
impacts related to each of the seven Development Site locations. 

The timing and location of development would be determined based on the availability of 
funding sources. In order to provide a conservative analysis it is assumed that construction 
activity could occur on any of the seven Development Site locations at any time. Specifically, 
the maximum potential construction noise impact at each sensitive receptor location was 
calculated by assuming that all seven Development Sites could undergo concurrent construction 
activity. Table 25 on page 256 provides a summary of potential impacts that may occur at each 
of the 16 sensitive receptor locations. As demonstrated in Table 25, maximum Leq daytime noise 
level increases with proposed Project construction are expected to range from 0.2 dBA to 
16.6 dBA Leq (1-hour). These noise level estimates are based on distance attenuation and 5-dBA 
of barrier attenuation where intervening structures would break the line-of-sight between a 
Development Site and sensitive receptor location. As shown in Table 25, construction-period 
noise impacts would meet or exceed the 5-dBA significance criterion at six sensitive receptor 
locations (i.e., USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, Doheny Eye Institute, 
Women and Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park), and as such, impacts would be significant 
without the incorporation of mitigation measures. 
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Table 24 

MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS GENERATED BY TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Sound Levels at Maximum Engine Power with Mufflers 
dBA at Indicated Distance 

Ty~e of Egui~ment 25 feet 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 

Air Compressor 87 81 75 69 
Backhoe 91 85 79 73 
Backup Beep 91 85 79 73 
Concrete Mixer 91 85 79 73 
Crane. Mobile 89 83 77 71 
Dozer 86 80 74 68 
Grader 91 85 79 73 
Jack Hammer 94 88 82 76 
Loader 85 79 73 67 
Paver 95 89 83 77 
Pneumatic Tool 91 85 79 73 
Pump 82 76 70 64 
Roller 80 74 68 62 
Saw 84 78 72 66 
Scraper 94 88 82 76 
Tmck 97 91 85 79 
Minimum Sound Level 80 74 68 62 
Maximum Sound Level 97 91 85 79 

Assumes a drop-off rate of 6-dB per doubling of distance, which is appropriate for use in characterizing 
point-source (such as construction equipment) sound attenuation over a hard surface propagation path. 

Source: USE'PA, Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, Noise Control .fbr Buildings and Manufacturing Plants, 
1987; and PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

(b) Off-Site Construction Noise 

In addition to on-site construction noise, haul trucks, delivery trucks, and construction 
workers would require access to the site throughout the construction duration. While 
construction workers would arrive from many parts of the region, and thus different directions, 
haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally travel to the Project Site via Soto Street from the 
Interstate 10 Freeway. During soil export, haul trucks would use Alcazar Street, Soto Street and 
the Interstate 10 Freeway, which would avoid the Francisco Bravo Institute M.D. Magnet Senior 
High School during its hours of operation. Although residential uses are present on the east side 
of Soto Street, construction traffic would not be present during the noise-sensitive late evening 
and nighttime hours. As such, potential impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 
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Receptor 
Location a 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7a 

7b 

7c 

7d 

7e 

8 

10 
11 

12 

Leq 
(1-hour) 

66dBA 

66dBA 

76dBA 

68dBA 

64dBA 

56dBA 

57dBA 

53 dBA 

56dBA 

51 dBA 

54dBA 
69dBA 

62dBA 

67dBA 
66dBA 

57dBA 

Site 

c 
B 

B 

B 

B 

A 
B 

E 

c 
c 
D 

c 
c 
A 
F 

B 

c Based on ambient measurement data. 

Leq 

(1-hour) 

65dBA 

57dBA 

60dBA 

59dBA 

61 dBA 

54dBA 

57dBA 

53 dBA 

52dBA 

50dBA 

50dBA 
53 dBA 

52dBA 

57dBA 
65dBA 

57dBA 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 200./. 
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CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT SUMMARY 

Distance and Barrier-Adjusted Construction Noise from Development Sites b 

Site 

D 

E 

G 

E 

A 
D 

E 

B 

G 

D 

A 
D 

D 

B 

E 

E 

Leq 
(1-hour) 

54dBA 

55dBA 

65dBA 

63 dBA 

59dBA 

53 dBA 

53 dBA 

50dBA 

52dBA 

46dBA 

50dBA 
49dBA 

49dBA 

56dBA 
61 dBA 

53 dBA 

Site 

A 
A 
A 

A 

G 

G 

A 
A 
F 

A 

c 
A 

G 

G 

B 

A 

Leq 
(1-hour) 

50dBA 

55dBA 

65dBA 

56dBA 

57dBA 

52dBA 

53 dBA 

50dBA 

51 dBA 

46dBA 

50dBA 
48dBA 

49dBA 

54dBA 
55dBA 

53 dBA 

Site 

G 
G 

E 

G 
E 

B 

F 

F 

D 

G 
G 

G 

A 

D 

G 

F 

Leq 
(1-hour) 

49dBA 

54dBA 

63 dBA 

60dBA 

56dBA 

50dBA 

52dBA 

49dBA 

50dBA 

45dBA 

49dBA 
47dBA 

48dBA 

54dBA 
52dBA 

52dBA 

Site 

B 

F 

F 

F 

F 

E 

G 
G 

A 
B 

B 

F 

F 

E 
A 

G 

Leq 
(1-hour) 

48dBA 

50dBA 

52dBA 

50dBA 

53 dBA 

50dBA 

48dBA 

47dBA 

50dBA 

44dBA 

47dBA 
46dBA 

47dBA 

53 dBA 
51 dBA 

48dBA 

Site 

F 

D 

D 

D 

D 

F 

D 

D 

B 

F 

E 
B 

B 

F 

c 
D 

Leq 

(1-hour) 

47dBA 

47dBA 

48dBA 

47dBA 

48dBA 

48dBA 

45dBA 

45dBA 

49dBA 

44dBA 

47dBA 
45 dBA 

46dBA 

49dBA 
51 dBA 

45 dBA 

Site 

E 

c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
E 

E 

F 
E 

E 

c 
D 

c 

attenuation and barrier insertion loss (where applicable). Detailed assumptions are provided in Appendix D. 

Combined 
Construction 

Noise 

68.7 dBA 

67.2 dBA 

76.6 dBA 

70.5 dBA 

67.7 dBA 

61.0 dBA 

62.2 dBA 

58.6 dBA 

60.6 dBA 

56.l dBA 

58.6 dBA 
69.0 dBA 

62.8 dBA 

67.9 dBA 
69.6 dBA 

62.2 dBA 

Baseline Ambient 
Noise 0 

74.3 dBA 

60.l dBA 

60.1 dBA 

60.1 dBA 

60.l dBA 

67.1 dBA 

63.0 dBA 

71.5 dBA 

65.6 dBA 

60.0 dBA 

60.0 dBA 
65.6 dBA 

65.6 dBA 

61.0 dBA 
70.0 dBA 

63.0 dBA 

Ambient During 
Construction 

75.4 dBA 

67.9 dBA 

76.7 dBA 

70.8 dBA 

68.4 dBA 

68.l dBA 

65.6 dBA 

71.7 dBA 

66.8 dBA 

61.5 dBA 

62.4 dBA 
70.6 dBA 

67.4 dBA 

68.7 dBA 
72.8 dBA 

65.6 dBA 

IV.E. Noise 

Increase Over 
Baseline 

1.1 dBA 

7.8 dBA 

16.6 dBA 

10.7 dBA 

8.3 dBA 

l.OdBA 

2.6 dBA 

0.2 dBA 

l.2dBA 

1.5 dBA 

2.4 dBA 
5.0 dBA 

l.8dBA 

7.7 dBA 
2.8 dBA 

2.6 dBA 
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(2) Operation Noise (Post-Construction) 

This section provides a discussion of potential noise impacts related to the long-term 
operations of the proposed modifications to the Health Sciences Campus, following completion 
of construction, to neighboring noise-sensitive receiver locations. Specific noise sources 
considered herein include roadway noise; mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock 
and trash pick-up areas); parking facilities; and rooftop helipads. 

(a) Off-Site Roadway Noise 

According to the Project traffic study, included as Appendix B to this EIR, the proposed 
Project is expected to generate a maximum of 7,715 additional daily trips. The traffic volumes 
associated with these Project trips would have the potential to increase roadway noise levels on 
local roadways in and around the HSC area. Although parking for the proposed Project's 
7,715 daily trips could be accommodated for on any combination of Development Sites B, C, D, 
E, and F, the maximum roadway noise impact would result from consolidating trip ends (i.e., trip 
origins and destinations) to only one or two Development Site locations. Therefore, two parking 
options (Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2) were analyzed in order to ascertain 
maximum potential roadway noise impacts. Under all other parking scenarios, roadway noise 
impacts would be less since traffic volumes would be dispersed over a larger area. 

Parking Scenario No. 1 assumes that parking for the Project will be provided at the west 
end of campus, entirely on Development Site C. Access to the parking structure located within 
Development Site C would be provided via Zonal Avenue. Parking Scenario No. 2 assumes that 
parking for the Project would be provided at the northeastern end of campus, north of Alcazar 
Street within Development Sites E and/or F. Access to parking structure facilities located within 
Development Site E, should parking be located at this Development Site, would be provided via 
San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street, while access to parking within Development Site F would 
be provided only via San Pablo Street. 

Project traffic occurring under either parking option would represent a nominal increase 
in traffic over the total daily traffic traveling along the major thoroughfares within the Project 
vicinity. This increase in roadway traffic volumes was analyzed under both Parking Scenarios to 
determine if any traffic-related noise impacts would result from Project development. Table 26 
on page 258 and Table 27 on page 259 provides the calculated CNEL for analyzed roadway 
segments under Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2, respectively, for the following situations: 
existing conditions; future without development of the proposed Project; future with 
development of the proposed Project; the increase attributed to Project-generated traffic 
volumes; and the cumulative increase above existing noise levels. 
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Table 26 

PROJECT PARKING SCENARIO NO. 1 
ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS AT REPRESENTATIVE NOISE SENSITIVE LOCATIONS a 

Future (2015) Future (2015) 
Existing No Project with Project Project Cumulative 

Roadwav Segment dBACNEL dBACNEL dBACNEL Increment h Increment c 

Valley Boulevard, West 67.2 68.0 68.1 0.1 0.9 
of San Pablo Street 
Valley Boulevard, East of 67.3 68.0 68.2 0.2 0.9 
San Pablo Street 
Alcazar Street, West of 57.2 58.4 58.4 1.2 
San Pablo Street 
Alcazar Street, East of 60.1 61.5 61.7 0.2 1.6 
San Pablo Street 
Eastlake Street, West of 56.5 57.2 57.2 0.7 
San Pablo Street 
Norfolk Street, East of 52.4 55.0 55.0 2.6 
San Pablo Street 

Zonal Avenue, between 62.4 62.3 62.8 0.5 0.4 
Mission Road and Biggy 
Street 
Zonal Avenue, between 62.5 62.5 63.1 0.6 0.6 
Biggy Street and San 
Pablo Street 
Zonal A venue, East of 62.8 62.9 63.5 0.6 0.7 
San Pablo Street 
San Pablo Street, between 55.4 57.6 58.0 0.4 2.6 
Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard 
San Pablo Street, between 58.5 59.4 59.9 0.5 1.4 
Eastlake/Norfolk Street 
and Alcazar Street 
San Pablo Street, between 58.6 59.6 60.1 0.5 1.5 
Zonal A venue and 
Norfolk Street 
Biggy Street. North of 57.3 57.9 57.9 0.6 
Zonal Avenue 

a Exterior 24-hour c-:NEL noise levels. 
b Increase relative to traffic noise levels comparing.fi1ture (2015) Pre-Project conditions tojitture (2015) with 

development of the proposed Project. 
c Increase relative to traffic noise levels comparing existing conditions to.future (2015) with development of the 

proposed Project. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Table 27 

PROJECT PARKING SCENARIO NO. 2 
ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS AT REPRESENTATIVE NOISE SENSITIVE LOCATIONS a 

Future (2015) Future (2015) 
Existing No Project with Project Project Cumulative 

Roadwav Segment dBACNEL dBACNEL dBACNEL Increment b Increment 0 

Valley Boulevard, West 67.2 68.0 68.2 0.2 1.2 
of San Pablo Street 

Valley Boulevard, East of 67.3 68.0 68.1 0.1 0.8 
San Pablo Street 

Alcazar Street, West of 57.2 58.4 58.8 0.4 1.6 
San Pablo Street 

Alcazar Street, East of 60.1 61.5 62.1 0.6 2.0 
San Pablo Street 

Eastlake Street, West of 56.5 57.2 57.2 0.0 0.7 
San Pablo Street 

Norfolk Street, East of 52.4 55.0 55.0 0.0 2.6 
San Pablo Street 

Zonal Avenue, between 62.4 62.4 62.4 0.0 0.0 
Mission Road and Biggy 
Street 

Zonal Avenue, between 62.5 62.5 62.5 0.0 0.0 
Biggy Street and San 
Pablo Street 

Zonal A venue, East of 62.8 62.9 63.2 0.3 0.4 
San Pablo Street 

San Pablo Street, between 55.4 57.6 59.5 1.9 4.1 
Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard 

San Pablo Street, between 58.5 59.4 59.8 0.4 1.3 
Eastlake/Norfolk Street 
and Alcazar Street 

San Pablo Street, between 58.6 59.6 60.0 0.4 1.4 
Zonal A venue and 
Norfolk Street 

Biggy Street. North of 57.3 57.9 57.9 0.0 0.6 
Zonal Avenue 

a Exterior 24-hour c-:NEL noise levels. 
b Increase relative to traffic noise levels comparing.fi1ture (2015) Pre-Project conditions tojitture (2015) with 

development of the proposed Project. 
c Increase relative to traffic noise levels comparing existing conditions to.future (2015) with development of the 

proposed Project. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Under Parking Scenario No. 1, the largest Project-related traffic noise impact is 
anticipated to occur along the segment of Zonal Avenue, between Biggy Street and San Pablo 
Street. Project-related traffic would add 1.0 dBA CNEL to this roadway segment. As the 
incremental Project-related traffic noise level increases at all other analyzed locations would be 
less than l.O dBA CNEL, and noise level increases are less than the 5-dBA CNEL significance 
threshold, the proposed Project's roadway noise impacts are considered less than significant 
under Parking Scenario No. I. 

Under Parking Scenario No.2, the largest Project-related traffic noise impact is 
anticipated to occur along the segment of San Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard. Project-related traffic would add 1.9 dBA CNEL to this roadway segment. As the 
incremental Project-related traffic noise level increases at all other analyzed locations would be 
less than 1.9 dBA CNEL, and noise level increases are less than the 5-dBA CNEL significance 
threshold, the proposed Project's roadway noise impacts are considered less than significant 
under Parking Scenario No. 2. 

(b) Stationary Point-Source Noise 

This section considers potential noise impacts to neighboring noise-sensitive properties 
related to specific noise sources associated with the operation of the proposed modifications to 
the Health Sciences Campus. Such potential noise sources include: 

• Mechanical equipment rooms (e.g., boiler, chiller, and emergency generator); 

• Loading dock and trash/recycling areas; 

• Miscellaneous rooftop mechanical equipment; 

• Parking facility; and 

• Rooftop helipads. 

A discussion of each of these noise sources is provided below, followed by a discussion 
of the potential composite noise level increase (due to multiple noise sources on each 
Development Site) at each sensitive receptor location. 

(i) Mechanical Equipment Rooms 

With the exception of Development Site C (site of an up to 2,800-space parking facility), 
the six remaining Development Sites would require mechanical equipment such as boilers, 
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chillers, pumps, and emergency generators to support proposed structures. Such mechanical 
equipment is capable of generating high noise levels. However, project design features, detailed 
above in Section IV.E.2.c (Project Features), would ensure that all equipment noise levels 
comply with City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance requirements, for both daytime (65 dBA) and 
nighttime (60 dBA) operation at the property line. In addition, implementation of project design 
features would ensure that any noise level increase remains below the 5-dBA significance 
threshold. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

(ii) Loading Dock and Refuse CoHection/Recyding Areas 

With the exception of Development Site C (site of an up to 2,800-space parking facility), 
the six remaining Development Sites would all likely require a loading dock and refuse 
collection/recycling area, which is capable of generating a noise level as high as 75 dBA (50-foot 
reference distance). Most of the neighboring land uses and buildings present in areas that may 
potentially be affected by noise from such loading dock and refuse collection/recycling areas are 
located within the existing Health Sciences Campus. As such, through innovative site planning 
and project design features, the Applicant can be expected to avoid potential noise impacts so as 
not to excessively disturb its own adjacent operations, employees and tenants. The exceptions 
are the neighboring land uses that surround Developments Sites E and F to the north, east and 
west; and the land uses that are located north, west and south of Development Site D. 

Lincoln Park is located north of Development Sites E and F, and as such, could 
potentially be impacted by loading dock/refuse collection area noise. However, this area already 
experiences relatively high noise levels due to roadway traffic volumes along Valley Boulevard 
and railroad traffic along the Union Pacific tracks that run adjacent to Valley Boulevard. 
According to the noise measurement data provided earlier in Table 22 on page 249, this area 
currently experiences a daytime ambient noise level that periodically exceeds 75 dBA. 
Therefore, any noise that may emanate from loading dock/refuse collection areas would have a 
negligible impact on Lincoln Park because any such noise would be less than ambient noise 
levels. The areas located immediately east and west of Development Sites E and F consist of 
surface parking lot and/or outdoor storage area uses that are not noise sensitive. As such, 
potential impacts associated with the Project at neighboring land uses that surround Development 
Sites E and F would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The areas located immediately north and west of Development Site D consist of Juvenile 
Hall uses that could potentially be impacted by nearby loading dock/refuse collection area 
activities since such noise levels (i.e., 75 dBA at 50-foot reference distance) would be clearly 
perceptible in comparison to the ambient noise level of approximately 65 dBA at this location. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 261 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0022016 



EM22821 

IV.E. Noise 

As such, potential impacts to these areas may be significant without incorporation of mitigation 
measures. 

(iii) Miscellaneous Rooftop Equipment 

Individual air handling units and exhaust fans would be located on building rooftops in 
order to provide for ventilation and air circulation. Parapet screens would shield/enclose all such 
rooftop equipment. Project design features, detailed above in Section IV.E.2.c. (Project 
Features), would ensure that rooftop equipment noise levels at each Development Site location 
comply with City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance requirements, for both daytime (65 dBA) and 
nighttime (60 dBA) operation at the nearest adjacent property line. In addition, implementation 
of the project design features identified above would ensure that any noise level increase remains 
below the 5-dBA significance threshold. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

(iv) Parking Facility Noise Levels 

Various noise events would also occur within the proposed parking structures and surface 
parking lots. The activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming of car doors, engine 
revs, and tire squeals would occur periodically. A summary of maximum noise levels related to 
typical parking facility noise events is provided in Table 28 on page 263. Automobile 
movements would comprise the most continuous noise source and would generate a noise level 
of approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. Car alarm and horn noise events, which 
generate maximum noise levels as high as 69 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, would occur 
less frequently. The composite noise level of 60 dBA Leg (I-hour) at a reference distance of 
50 feet was used to represent the average parking facility-generated noise level. 

With the exception of Development Sites A and G, a multi-level parking facility or 
surface parking lots could be constructed on any of the remaining Development Site locations. 
As such, potential noise impacts were evaluated at the neighboring land uses that surround 
Development Sites B, C, D, E and F. As shown in Table 29 on page 263, the maximum parking 
facility-related noise level increase at any neighboring land use would be 2.9 dBA (50-foot 
reference distance), which could occur in the areas immediately surrounding Development 
Site B. At distances greater than 50 feet, the noise level increase would be less due to sound
distance attenuation. As potential noise level increases would be less than the 5-dBA 
significance threshold at areas adjacent to all potential Development Site locations, impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 28 

TYPICAL MAXIMUM NOISE LEVEL FROM INDIVIDUAL 
PARKING STRUCTURE-RELATED NOISE EVENTS 

Maximum 1-Hour Leq 
Reference Reference Sound Level at Frequency of Noise Level at 

Source Sound Level" Distance 50 Feet b Occurrence 50 Feet 
Automobile at 14 mph 65dBA 25 feet 59dBA 50 percent 56dBA 
Car Alarm 75dBA 25 feet 69dBA l percent 49dBA 
Car Horn 75dBA 25 feet 69dBA 0.5 percent 46dBA 
Door Slam 70dBA 25 feet 64dBA 5 percent 51 dBA 
Tire Squeal 80dBA 10 feet 70dBA 10 percent 56dBA 
Composite Leq (1-hour) 60dBA 

a Reference noise levels are based on actual measurement data. 
b Since parking structure-related noise is more akin to a point-source, rather than a line-source, the 6-dBA per 

doubling of distance attenuation factor was used to distance-adjust all reference noise levels. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

Table 29 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS RELATED TO PARKING FACILITY NOISE AT ADJACENT LAND USES 

Adjacent Baseline Ambient Ambient with Adjacent Potential Increase Over 
Develo~ment Site Noise Level Parking Facility Baseline Noise Level 

Site B 60.2 dBA 63.l dBA 2.9 dBA 
Site C 60.6 dBA 63.3 dBA 2.7 dBA 
Site D 69.3 dBA 69.8 dBA 0.5 dBA 
Site E 74.7 dBA 74.8 dBA 0.1 dBA 
Site F 74.7 dBA 74.8 dBA 0.1 dBA 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 200./. 

(v) Rooftop Helipad Noise Levels 

The proposed Project may include one or more buildings that would require an 
emergency helipad pursuant to LAMC requirements. 53 As such, these helipads would be used for 
emergency purposes only. Due to infrequent and the emergency nature of such a use, adverse 
noise impacts related to helipad uses would be less than significant. 

53 City of Los Angeles A1unicipal Code Section 57.118.12 requires that buildings over 75feet in height be equipped 
with an emergency helipad. 
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(vi) Composite Noise Level Impacts from Proposed Project Operations 

The potential composite noise level noise impact at each sensitive receptor location was 
evaluated by assuming that each of the seven Development Site locations would generate a 
steady-state equivalent noise level of 70 dBA at a 50-foot reference distance. This 70 dBA (per 
Development Site) composite noise level would account for each of the individual noise sources 
(i.e., mechanical equipment, loading dock/refuse collection areas, parking facility, etc.) present 
on each Development Site. 

Table 30 on page 265 provides a summary of potential impacts that may occur at each of 
the 16 sensitive receptor locations. As demonstrated in Table 30, maximum Leg daytime noise 
level increases with proposed Project construction are expected to range from 60.0 dBA to 
74.3 dBA Leg (I-hour). These noise level estimates take into account distance attenuation and 
5-dBA of barrier attenuation where intervening structures would break the line-of-sight between 
a Development Site and sensitive receptor location. As shown in Table 30, operations-period 
composite noise level impacts would not exceed the 5-dBA significance criterion at any sensitive 
receptor locations, and as such, impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures 
would be required. 

(3) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding noise analysis addresses potential impacts during Project construction and 
operations. The construction noise analysis forecasts potential impacts attributable to 
construction equipment operating within each of the seven proposed Development Sites, as well 
as potential off-site noise impacts attributable to construction worker travel to and from the 
Development Sites, the delivery of construction materials, and travel by haul trucks. The 
analysis of potential post-construction noise impacts addresses off-site roadway noise 
attributable to the vehicle trips that would be generated by the Project and stationary noise 
sources that could occur within each of the seven proposed Development Sites (e.g., mechanical 
equipment rooms, loading docks, refuse collection/recycling areas, miscellaneous rooftop 
equipment, parking facilities, and rooftop helipads). 

The Project, as proposed, provides flexibility with regard to the types and quantities of 
the various uses that could be developed as part of the Project. The preceding noise analysis is 
based on the development of 765,000 square feet of academic and/or medical-related uses (i.e., 
720,000 square feet of academic and support facilities and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic 
uses). Under the proposed Project, the amount of academic and/or medical research facilities 
could be reduced by as much as 255,000 square feet, while the amount of medical clinic facilities 
could be increased by as much as 75,000 square feet. Under this scenario, a total of 
585,000 square feet of academic and medical research facilities would be developed. These 
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Receptor 
Location a 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7a 

7b 

7c 

7d 

7e 

8 

10 

11 

12 

Leq 
(1-hour) 
50dBA 

50dBA 

60dBA 

52dBA 

48dBA 
40dBA 

41 dBA 

37dBA 
40dBA 

35dBA 

38dBA 

53 dBA 

46dBA 

51 dBA 

50dBA 

41 dBA 

Site 

c 
B 

B 

B 

B 

A 
B 

E 

c 
c 
D 

c 
c 
A 

F 

B 

c Based on ambient measurement data. 

Leq 

(1-hour) 
49dBA 

41 dBA 

44dBA 

43 dBA 

45dBA 
38dBA 

41 dBA 

37dBA 
36dBA 

34dBA 

34dBA 

37dBA 

36dBA 

41 dBA 

49dBA 

41 dBA 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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OPERA TIO NS NOISE IMP ACT SUMMARY 

Distance and Barrier-adjusted Operations Period Noise from Development Sites b 

Site 
D 

E 

G 

E 

A 
D 

E 

B 

G 

D 

A 
D 

D 

B 

E 

E 

Leq 
(1-hour) 

38dBA 

39dBA 

49dBA 

47dBA 

43 dBA 
37dBA 

37dBA 

34dBA 
36dBA 

30dBA 

34dBA 

33 dBA 

33 dBA 

40dBA 

45dBA 

37dBA 

Site 
A 

A 
A 
A 

G 
G 

A 

A 
F 

A 

c 
A 

G 

G 

B 

A 

Leq 
(1-hour) 

34dBA 

39dBA 

49dBA 

40dBA 

41 dBA 
36dBA 

37dBA 

34dBA 
35dBA 

30dBA 

34dBA 

32dBA 

33 dBA 

38dBA 

39dBA 

37dBA 

Site 

G 

G 
E 

G 

E 
B 

F 

F 
D 

G 

G 

G 

A 
D 

G 

F 

Leq 
(1-hour) 
33 dBA 

38dBA 

47dBA 

44dBA 

40dBA 
34dBA 

36dBA 

33 dBA 
34dBA 

29dBA 

33 dBA 

31 dBA 

32dBA 

38dBA 

36dBA 

36dBA 

Site 
B 

F 

F 

F 

F 
E 

G 

G 
A 

B 

B 

F 

F 

E 

A 

G 

Leq 
(1-hour) 
32dBA 

34dBA 

36dBA 

34dBA 

37dBA 
34dBA 

32dBA 

31 dBA 
34dBA 

28dBA 

31 dBA 

30dBA 

31 dBA 

37dBA 

35 dBA 

32dBA 

Site 
F 

D 

D 

D 

D 
F 

D 

D 
B 

F 

E 

B 

B 

F 

c 
D 

Leq 

(1-hour) 
31 dBA 

31 dBA 

32dBA 

31 dBA 

32dBA 
32dBA 

29dBA 

29dBA 
33 dBA 

28dBA 

31 dBA 

29dBA 

30dBA 

33 dBA 

35 dBA 

29dBA 

Site 
E 

c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
E 

E 

F 

E 

E 

c 
D 

c 

attenuation and barrier insertion loss (where applicable). Detailed assumptions are provided in Appendix E. 

Combined Noise 
52.7 dBA 

51.2 dBA 

60.6 dBA 

54.5 dBA 

51.7 dBA 
45.0 dBA 

46.2 dBA 

42.6 dBA 
44.6 dBA 

40.l dBA 

42.6 dBA 

53.0 dBA 

46.8 dBA 

51.9 dBA 

53.6 dBA 

46.2 dBA 

Baseline Ambient 
Noise 0 

74.3 dBA 

60.1 dBA 

60.l dBA 

60.1 dBA 

60.1 dBA 
67.l dBA 

63.0 dBA 

71.5 dBA 
65.6 dBA 

60.0 dBA 

60.0 dBA 

65.6 dBA 

65.6 dBA 

61.0 dBA 

70.0 dBA 

63.0 dBA 

With Project 
Noise Level 

74.3 dBA 

60.6 dBA 

63.4 dBA 

61.l dBA 

60.7 dBA 
67.1 dBA 

63.1 dBA 

71.5 dBA 
65.6 dBA 

60.0 dBA 

60.1 dBA 

65.8 dBA 

65.7 dBA 

61.5 dBA 

70.1 dBA 

63.1 dBA 
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Increase Over 
Baseline 

0.5 dBA 

3.3 dBA 

l.OdBA 

0.6 dBA 

0.1 dBA 

0.1 dBA 

0.2 dBA 

0.1 dBA 

0.5 dBA 

0.1 dBA 

0.1 dBA 
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variations would allow flexibility in the Project's land use mix in order to respond to the future 
needs and demands of the HSC, the southern California economy, and changes in Project 
requirements. 

While the exchange of uses would result in varying amounts of development (i.e., 
between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet), the range of permitted uses would be the same. As 
such the types of potential noise impacts would be the same regardless of the amount of 
development that is actually constructed. The construction noise analysis presented above 
provides a conservative forecast of potential construction noise levels since it analyzes noise 
impacts at each receptor location based on concurrent construction at all seven Development 
Sites. This conservative assumption could occur if Project development consisted of 
585,000 square feet, 765,000 square feet, or any amount in between. As the construction noise 
analysis is based on the amount of construction equipment operating at each site, the noise 
impacts attributable to 765,000 square feet of development would not be exceeded if less than 
765,000 square feet of development occurs. However, if less than 765,000 square feet of 
development occurs, less construction would result in a shorter construction period. As the 
analysis is based on daily noise levels, the construction noise impacts under peak conditions 
would be the same regardless of the duration of construction and/or the total amount of 
development that occurs. Therefore the conclusions presented above with regard to construction 
noise impacts based on the development of 765,000 square feet of development would also apply 
to all of the potential additional development scenarios that could occur under the proposed 
Project. As such, on-site construction noise impacts under all of the additional development 
scenarios would meet or exceed the 5-dBA significance criterion at six sensitive receptor 
locations (i.e., USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, Doheny Eye Institute, 
Women and Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park). Based on this noise level increase, on-site 
construction noise impacts would be significant without the incorporation of mitigation 
measures. While this conclusion applies to on-site construction activities, potential off-site 
construction impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

While the noise sources during Project operations would be different than during Project 
construction, the same conclusion applies with regard to the impacts of less than 765,000 square 
feet of development (i.e., impacts would be equal to or less than those forecasted to occur with 
765,000 square feet of development). This results because the number of vehicle trips 
attributable to the Project would not be greater than those that would occur should 
765,000 square feet of development occur and the impacts of on-site stationary sources would be 
less than or equal to those occurring with 765,000 square feet of development since the 
characteristics that determine the noise levels from the individual stationary noise sources are not 
anticipated to increase with a reduction in the amount of development. Based on these 
conclusions, implementation of any additional development scenario would result in operational 
noise impacts that are less than significant. 
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3. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

All of the identified related projects have been considered for the purposes of assessing 
cumulative noise impacts. The potential for noise impacts to occur are specific to the location of 
each related project as well as the cumulative traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 

(1) Construction Noise 

Of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the proposed Project study 
area, there are 9 related projects that have not already been built or are currently under 
construction. With the exception of the USC HNR T building that is currently under 
construction, the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects, 
and as such, any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects 
would be entirely speculative. Construction-period noise for the proposed Project and each 
related project (that has not already been built) would be localized. In addition, it is likely that 
each of the related projects would have to comply with the local noise ordinance, as well as 
mitigation measures that may be prescribed pursuant to CEQA provisions that require significant 
impacts to be reduced to the extent feasible. 

Three nearby related projects (i.e., the Los Angeles County Medical Center, Tenet Acute 
Care Tower, and USC HNRT) currently under construction are either on or immediately adjacent 
to the USC Health Sciences Campus. If these projects are still under construction during 
proposed Project construction, noise-sensitive uses on or adjacent to the HSC (e.g., LA County
USC Hospital) may experience a marginal noise level increase during construction due to 
concurrent construction. However, each project would be required to comply with the local 
noise ordinance, and mitigate impacts to the extent feasible. Nevertheless, since noise impacts 
due to construction of the proposed Project would be significant on its own, noise impacts due to 
construction of the proposed Project in combination with any of the related projects would also 
be significant. 

(2) Long-Term Operations 

Each of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the general Project 
vicinity would generate stationary-source and mobile-source noise due to ongoing day-to-day 
operations. The related projects are of a residential, retail, commercial, or institutional nature 
and these uses are not typically associated with excessive exterior noise; however, each project 
would produce traffic volumes that are capable of generating a roadway noise impact. As 
discussed previously, traffic volumes from the proposed Project and 14 related projects, 
combined with ambient growth traffic, were evaluated and presented previously in Table 26 on 
page 258. Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a maximum increase of 2.6 dBA CNEL 
along San Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard. As this noise level 
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increase would be below the more conservative 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold, roadway 
noise impacts due to cumulative traffic volumes would be less than significant. 

Due to Los Angeles Municipal Code provisions that limit stationary-source noise from 
items such as roof-top mechanical equipment and emergency generators, noise levels would be 
less than significant at the property line for each related project. For this reason on-site noise 
produced by any related project would not be additive to Project-related noise levels. As such, 
stationary-source noise impacts attributable to cumulative development would be less than 
significant. 

4. MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. Construction 

As noise associated with on-site construction activity would have the potential to result in 
a significant impact, the following measure is prescribed to minimize construction-related noise 
impacts: 

Mitigation Measure E-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading, excavation, haul route, 
foundation, or building permits, the Applicant shall provide proof satisfactory 
to the Department of Building and Safety and Planning Department that all 
construction documents require contractors to comply with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.40 which requires all construction and demolition 
activity located within 500 feet of a residence to occur between 7:00 AM. and 
6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, 
and that a noise management plan for compliance and verification has been 
prepared by a monitor retained by the Applicant. At a minimum, the plan 
shall include the following requirements: 

1. Pile drivers used in proximity to sensitive receptors shall be equipped with 
noise control having a minimum quieting factor of 10 dB(A); 

2. Loading and staging areas must be located on site and away from the most 
noise-sensitive uses surrounding the site as determined by the Department 
of Building and Safety; 

3. Program to maintain all sound-reducing devices and restrictions 
throughout the construction phases; 

4. An approved haul route authorization that avoids noise-sensitive land uses 
to the maximum extent feasible; and 
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5. Identification of the noise statutes compliance/verification monitor, 
including his/her qualifications and telephone number(s). 

b. Operations 

Portions of the Los Angeles County Juvenile Hall property that abuts Development 
Site D to the north and west could potentially be exposed to noise level increases that exceed the 
5-dBA significance threshold if a loading dock/refuse collection area is located on Development 
Site D. As such, the following mitigation is prescribed: 

Mitigation Measure E-2: If a loading dock/refuse collection area is proposed to be 
located on Development Site D, the Applicant shall be required to submit 
evidence, prior to the issuance of building permits for Development Site D, 
that is satisfactory to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety that noise level increases do not cause the baseline ambient noise level 
to increase beyond the 5-dBA significance threshold at any adjacent property 
line. This mitigation measure does not apply to development that may occur 
on Development Sites A, B, C, E, F, and G. 

5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

a. Construction 

Most of the land uses present in areas that may potentially be affected by noise during 
construction are located within the existing Health Sciences Campus. As such, the Applicant can 
be expected to schedule construction activities so as to minimize impacts on its own adjacent 
operations, employees and tenants. 

The mitigation measure recommended in this section would reduce the noise levels 
associated with construction activities to some extent. However, these activities would continue 
to substantially increase the daytime noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive uses by more than the 
5-dBA significance threshold. As such, noise impacts during construction would be considered 
significant and unavoidable, and certification of this EIR by the City of Los Angeles would 
require the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

b. Operations 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure E-2 described above, Project development 
would not result in any significant noise impacts during long-term operations. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. UTILITIES 

1. WATER SUPPLY 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This section is based on the technical report, U5JC Health Science Campus Water 
Infrastructure, prepared by KPFF Consulting Engineers (April 6, 2005). The KPFF technical 
report is contained in Appendix F-1.1 of this Draft EIR. This section addresses the potential 
impacts of the Project on the water supply and water distribution infrastructure systems. This 
analysis estimates domestic water demands of the Project and compares this demand to existing 
and planned water supply sources and conveyance facilities. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Regulatory Framework 

(1) State Level 

Title 20 of the California Administrative Code, (CAC) Section 1604, establishes 
efficiency standards (i.e., maximum flow rates) for all new showerheads, lavatory faucets, and 
sink faucets, and prohibits the sale of fixtures that do not comply with the regulations. 

Other applicable State water conservation laws include: 

• Health and Safety Code Section 17921.3 requires all new buildings, as of January 1, 
1983, to install water conservation water closets, as defined by American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) Standard A112.19.2, and urinals and associated 
flushometer valves that use less than an average of 1. 5 gallons per flush. 

• Title 20, CAC, Section l 604(f) establishes efficiency standards that give the 
maximum flow rate of all new showerheads, lavatory and sink faucets, as specified in 
ANSI Al 12.18. IM-1979. 

• Title 20, CAC, Section 1606(b) prohibits the sale of fixtures that do not comply with 
regulations. 
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• Title 24, CAC, Section 2-5307(b) prohibits the installation of fixtures unless the 
manufacturer has certified compliance with the flow rate standards. 

• Title 24, CAC, Section 2-5352(i) and (j) address pipe insulation requirements that can 
reduce water used before hot water reaches fixtures. 

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act requires every municipal water 
supplier who serves more than 3,000 customers or provides more than 3,000 acre-feet per year 
(AF/yr) of water to prepare and adopt an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). UWMPs are 
required to include estimates of past, current, and projected potable and recycled water use, 
identify conservation and reclamation measures currently in practice, describe alternative 
conservation measures, and provide an urban water shortage contingency plan. 

Under Senate Bill 610 (Costa), an urban water supplier (e.g., the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power [LADWP]) is responsible for the preparation and periodic 
updating of an UWMP that must describe the water supply projects and programs that may be 
undertaken to meet the total water use of the service area. If groundwater is identified as a 
source of water available to the supplier, Senate Bill 610 requires additional information to be 
included in the UWMP such as: (1) a groundwater management plan; (2) a description of the 
groundwater basin(s) to be used and the water use adjudication rights, if any; (3) a description 
and analysis of groundwater use in the past five years; and (4) a discussion of the sufficiency of 
the groundwater that is projected to be pumped by the supplier. Similarly, Assembly Bill 901 
requires UWMPs to contain information specifically pertaining to the quality of water supply 
sources. In addition to requirements related to UWMPs, Senate Bill 610 recognizes the need to 
link water supply and land use planning as currently required by Section 10910 of the Water 
Code. Under certain circumstances, a city or county is required to request in conjunction with a 
development project a water supply assessment containing specific information from the water 
service provider. Under SB 610, it is the responsibility of the water service provider to prepare a 
water supply assessment requested by a city or county for any "project" defined by 
Section 10912 of the Water Code that is subject to CEQA. The bill prescribes a timeframe 
within which a public water system is required to submit the assessment to the city or county and 
authorizes the city or county to seek a writ of mandamus to compel the public water system to 
comply with the requirements relating to the submission of the assessment. If the provider 
determines that water supplies are, or will be, insufficient, plans must be submitted for acquiring 
additional water supplies. Additionally, the bill requires a city or county to include the water 
supply assessment and other pertinent information in any environmental document prepared 
(e.g., EIR) for the project pursuant to the act. LADWP, as a water service supplier, has 
incorporated the provisions of SB 610 into its water supply planning process. Under Senate 
Bill 610, a water supply assessment must be evaluated and approved for larger projects (i.e., 
residential projects with more than 500 dwelling units, shopping centers employing more than 
1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space, or commercial office 
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buildings employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor 
space). The approved water supply assessment, which evaluates the quality and reliability of 
existing and projected water supplies, as well as alternative sources of water supply and how 
they would be secured if needed, must be incorporated into the EIR for individual projects. 
Based on the quantity of development proposed, a water supply assessment for the Project was 
prepared and certified by the LADWP. 

(2) Local Level 

The LADWP is the water purveyor serving the Project area. In recent years, conservation 
has become an important element of managing the water supplies of Southern California. The 
California Urban Water Management Planning Act requires water suppliers, such as the 
LADWP, to develop water management plans every five years to identify short-term and long
term water demand management so as to meet growing water demands during normal, dry, and 
multi-dry years. The plan includes descriptions of conservation efforts and alternative sources of 
water, including recycling. 

Details of the LADWP efforts to promote efficient use and management of its water 
resources are contained in its Year 2000 Urban Water Management Plan. The Fiscal Year 2003-
2004 Annual Update provides an update for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2004. For the Fiscal 
Year ending June 30, 2004, LADWP supplied 690,450 acre-feet of water, a 4 percent increase 
over Fiscal Year 2003. The Annual Update for Fiscal Year 2002 indicates that even higher 
levels of annual water demand occurred in the late 1980s. 

The Fiscal Year 2003-2004 Report, available over the internet, confirms that LADWP is 
providing for future growth in population in its service area and in providing for the increase in 
the demand for water. The plan for meeting the increasing demand for water relies on 
conservation measures, increased use of recycled water, as well as reliance on the three primary 
sources of water to the City, the Los Angeles Aqueduct, local groundwater, and water purchases 
from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). According to the Fiscal Year 2003-2004 Report, 
"LADWP has met the immediate water needs of its customers and is well-positioned to continue 
to do so in the future. However, LADWP will continue to rely upon its investments in MWD to 
meet future needs that exceed its own water resources." 

The City of Los Angeles has also pursued water conservation measures, including the 
following strategies: 

• Protect existing water supplies from contamination and clean up groundwater 
supplies; 
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• Pursue cost-effective water conservation and recycling projects to increase supply 
reliability and offset increases in water demand due to growth; 

• Seek outside funding to offset capital investments needed to develop alternative 
supplies such as conservation and recycling projects and resource management 
programs; and 

• Maintain the structural integrity of the Los Angeles Aqueduct and in-City water 
distribution systems. 

In order to reduce the impact of potential supply deficiencies, the Los Angeles City 
Council has enacted ordinances mandating measures to reduce water consumption. Ordinance 
Nos. 163,532 and 164,093, enacted in 1988, with subsequent amendments, require new buildings 
to install all low-flush toilets and urinals (1.5 gallons per flush) in order to obtain building 
permits. Ordinance No. 163,532 also contained provisions requiring xeriphytic (low-water 
consumption) landscaping. This was superseded by Ordinance No. 170,978, which was 
approved by the City Council in April 1996 and has been in place since July 12, 1996. 
Ordinance No. 170,978 is a comprehensive landscape ordinance that applies to all projects 
except single-family dwellings that create 2,000 sq.ft., or more, of non-permeable surface. The 
Ordinance replaces the blanket requirement for xeriscape with "Water Management." Although 
a xeriscape point system chart is still used, it has been slightly augmented by increased choices 
as well as strengthened so that projects have to propose and document substantive water 
conserving features and techniques. The measures described in the above-mentioned ordinances 
are considered baseline conditions. 

b. Existing Conditions 

(1) Water System Capacity 

The water needs of the City of Los Angeles are served by Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (DWP). This public utility obtains its water supplies from three major sources: 
(1) the Owens Valley and the Mono basin on the east side of the Sierra Nevada Mountains via 
the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA); (2) Northern California and Colorado River imports from the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD); and (3) local groundwater basins, 
including the San Fernando, Sylmar, Central Coast and West Coast Basins. In addition to these 
sources, some wastewater within the LADWP service area is reclaimed for reuse for irrigation, 
industrial use, and groundwater recharge. 

The LADWP water infrastructure is a combined domestic and fire water supply system 
that is an integrated network of pipelines located in City streets. At present, Development 
Sites A, B, C, D, and E are parking lots and require water for irrigation purposes only. 
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Development Site F is a vacant lot and is assumed to have a limited water demand. 
Development Site G is the location for The Center for Health Professionals (CHP) and is the 
only developed site in the proposed Project development area with an existing water demand, 
although Project development is anticipated to be in addition to, rather than replace, existing 
CHP uses. 

City water mains in the area have been designed to meet Fire Department fire flow 
requirements, which are based on land use. 

(2) Water Service for the Seven Development Sites 

The water system maintained by the LADWP includes water mains in San Pablo Street 
Alcazar Street, Eastlake Avenue, Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue. Table 31 on page 275 
provides an inventory of available water lines that are located adjacent to the proposed 
Development Sites. City water lines are designed to meet fire flow requirements established by 
the Fire Department according to land use, as these demands exceed the corresponding demand 
for potable water. As the water lines serve one or more Development Sites, the analysis 
presented in this section is organized by water line rather than by Development Site. 

(a) Water Service in Eastlake Avenue 

A 10-inch water main is located in Eastlake Avenue, located 22 feet east of Eastlake 
Avenue's west right-of-way. The 10-inch line then offsets to approximately 15 feet and shifting 
to the western side of the right-of-way as the street curves toward San Pablo Street. After the 
curve is completed, the line then offsets to 21 feet north of Eastlake Avenue's south right-of-way 
line. 

(b) Water Service in San Pablo Street 

Two 16-inch water mains are located in San Pablo Street. One is located 21 feet east of 
San Pablo Street's west right-of-way and the other is located 17 feet to the east of San Pablo 
Street's west right-of-way line. The main located 21 feet east of San Pablo Street serves 
Development Sites A and B and the main located 17 feet east of San Pablo Street serves 
Development Sites E and F. 

(c) Water Service in Alcazar Street 

Three water service lines are located in Alcazar Street, including two 8-inch lines located 
15 feet north of Alcazar Street's south right-of-way, and a 6-inch diameter main, located 18 feet 
north of Alcazar Street's south right-of-way. The 6-inch line serves Development Site G and the 
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Table 31 

SUMMARY OF NEARBY WATER SERVICE LINES 

Diameter" ROW Year Development Sites 
Street (inches) Pi~e Material Location b Constructed Potentiallv Served 

Eastlake Avenue 10 Ductile Iron 22' E/W 1910 A&G 
San Pablo Street 16 Ductile Iron 21' E/W 1992 A,B,E&F 
San Pablo Street 16 Ductile Iron 17' N/S 1993 A,B,E&F 
Alcazar Street 6 Ductile Iron 18' N/S 1984 G 
Alcazar Street 8 Ductile Iron 15' N/S 1992 B&E 
Alcazar Street 8 Ductile Iron 15' N/S 1966 B&E 
Biggy Street 12 Ductile Iron 20' SIN 1952 D 
Zonal Avenue 12 Ductile Iron 16' SIN 1977 c 

Distance of the street right-of-way (ROW) line, e.g., the JO-inch main in Eastlake Avenue is located 22 feet east 
of Eastlake A venue's west right-of-way line. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, lvlay 2005. 

8-inch water service lines serve Development Sites B and E. The 8-inch line offsets to 18 feet, 
north of Alcazar Street's south right-of-way line, as the line approaches San Pablo Street. 

( d) Water Service in Biggy Street 

One 12-inch diameter water line is located m Biggy Street, 20 feet south of Biggy 
Street's north right-of-way line. 

(e) Water Service in Zonal Avenue 

One 12-inch diameter water line is located in Zonal Avenue, 16 feet south of Zonal 
Avenue's north right-of-way line. 

(3) Fire Hydrants Serving the Seven Development Sites 

(a) Fire Hydrants for Development Site A 

Development Site A is served by five City of Los Angeles fire hydrants. These include 
one hydrant and one double hydrant on the east side of Eastlake Avenue; two double hydrants on 
the south side of Norfolk A venue, and one double hydrant on the east side of San Pablo Street. 
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(b) Fire Hydrants for Development Site B 

Four City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site B. Two hydrants are located on San Pablo Street; one on the east side of San Pablo Street, 
approximately 205 feet south of Development Site B, and the other on the west side of San Pablo 
Street, approximately 200 feet northwest of Development Site B. The other two hydrants are 
located on Alcazar Street; one directly adjacent to the northwest corner of Development Site B, 
and one located approximately 50 feet to the east of Development Site B. 

(c) Fire Hydrants for Development Site C 

Three City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located on Zonal Avenue in close proximity 
to Development Site C. Two hydrants are located directly adjacent to Development Site C on the 
north side of Zonal Avenue and one is directly across the street from Development Site C. 
Another fire hydrant is located approximately 310 feet north of Biggy Street and three more are 
located on the northwest, southwest, and southeast corners of Zonal A venue and Mission Road. 

( d) Fire Hydrants for Development Site D 

Three City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site D. Two hydrants are located on the north side of Biggy Street approximately 110 feet east 
and 100 feet south of Development Site D. A third hydrant is located on the west side of Zonal 
Avenue, approximately 150 feet southwest of Development Site D. 

(e) Fire Hydrants for Development Site E 

Five City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site E. Three hydrants are located directly across from Development Site E on the south side of 
Alcazar Street and two are located directly across from Development Site E on the east side of 
San Pablo Street. 

(f) Fire Hydrants for Development Site F 

Two City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site F. One is located adjacent to Development Site F on San Pablo Street and one is located 
approximately 40 feet south of Development Site F on the west side of San Pablo Street. 
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(g) Fire Hydrants for Development Site G 

Five City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site G. Development Site G is located adjacent to one hydrant on Alcazar Street. One hydrant is 
located approximately 135 feet east of Development Site G on the southeast comer of the 
intersection of San Pablo and Alcazar Streets. A fire hydrant is also located on the west side of 
San Pablo Street, approximately 200 feet north of Development Site G and another is located on 
the east side of San Pablo Street, approximately 240 south of Development Site G. A fifth fire 
hydrant is located approximately 170 feet west of Development Site G on the west side of 
Eastlake Avenue near the intersection with Alcazar Street. 

3. PROJECT IMP ACTS 

a. Methodology 

Water generation factors are based on LADWP factors for specific types of land uses as 
provided in the Project's water supply assessment. Consumption factors are generally multiplied 
by the proposed land use and occupancy expectations of the facilities (days of operation). The 
highest flow rate during the year is during the peak hour of the maximum day, normally called 
the peak hour demand. Water generation factors also address outdoor use, which comprises 
approximately 28 percent of consumption for institutional and medical clinic uses such as those 
included in the proposed Project. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

Based on the criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 
proposed Project would have a significant impact if: 

• The total estimated water demand for the Project at buildout would exceed available 
supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities (i.e., water infrastructure); or 

• The Project would exceed the projected employment, housing, or population growth 
projections of the applicable Community Plan as assumed in the planning for future 
water infrastructure needs. 
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c. Project Design Features 

The Proposed Project would implement water conservation methods such as ultra low
flow toilets, low-flow showerheads, low-flow fixtures and water saving appliances, as required 
by existing regulations. 

d. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction 

During construction, water would be used for dust suppression, the mixing and pouring 
of concrete, and other construction-related activities. The majority of water use during 
construction would be associated with dust suppression of excavated sites. This is generally 
performed by water trucks which derive non-potable water from offsite sources. As such, the 
impact on treated water from the DWP would be incrementally small and the impact on adjacent 
water conveyance systems would not occur. As such, no significant impact is anticipated to 
occur due to Project construction activities because the water demands associated with 
construction activities would not exceed available supplies or distribution infrastructure. 

The Project anticipates the construction of two lateral service lines to each existing water 
line in the adjacent street(s). One of the two service lines would supply domestic water and one 
would supply the Project's fire sprinkler systems and fire suppression system. AU water 
improvements within the public right-of-way would be constructed by the LADWP. Since water 
lines are located within the public right-of-way, water line construction would cause short-term 
disruption of the right-of-way within the affected streets. In addition, it is also anticipated that 
water lines and other utility infrastructure would be encountered within the boundaries of the 
Development Sites during site preparation activities. The relocation of these service lines would 
occur on an as-needed basis in accordance with standard regulations and procedures, which 
would preclude any significant impacts. In addition to these sewer and water lines, a steam 
tunnel is located beneath Development Site C that serves the Los Angeles County facilities in the 
vicinity of the HSC. In the event that development on Development Site C requires the 
abandonment of the steam tunnel, the Applicant would either relocate the steam tunnel or 
construct a new steam plant that would be located within Development Site C. 

Impacts due to the construction of the water lines that would serve Project development 
as well as the potential relocation of subterranean infrastructure would include temporary traffic 
lane disruption during trenching, laying of pipe, backfilling, and street resurfacing. Since the 
construction would not be within the authority of the Project, standard practices and procedures, 
including traffic control, are generally implemented by LADWP during construction to minimize 
the impact to the community. These recourses would be sufficient to reduce potential impacts to 
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less than significant levels. Construction of the new steam plant, if required, would not result in 
construction impacts that would be greater than those analyzed in this Draft EIR for 
Development Site C because the construction of the steam plant would not increase the peak 
level of construction activity analyzed in this Draft EIR. 

(2) Operation 

(a) Water Use and Supply 

A water supply assessment has been reviewed and approved by the LADWP, in 
accordance with the State regulations and the LADWP Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP). The water supply assessment evaluates the quality and reliability of existing and 
projected water supplies, as well as alternative sources of water supply and how they would be 
secured if needed. The water supply assessment is also consistent with the LADWP Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP). Domestic water would be required for restrooms, research 
laboratories, drinking fountains, landscaping, and incidental water use. With respect to the 
operation of uses proposed for the Project, an estimated total of 208,704 to 266,304 gallons per 
day (gpd) of potable water would be consumed at Project buildout on days when all Project 
development is fully occupied. The range identified reflects Project buildout at 585,000 or 
765,000 square feet. The estimated water demand for the Project at buildout is in Table 32 on 
page 280. 

Assuming the average daily demand for water is extended over 365 days per year, the 
projected annual consumption of the USC Health Sciences Campus would be 97.20 million 
gallons annually for the largest demand scenario. This represents an increase of 0.04 percent 
over the annual volume of water supplied by the LADWP in fiscal year 2004. 

The Project falls within Senate Bill 610 size criteria in which a water supply assessment 
(WSA) must be evaluated and approved by the LADWP (i.e., commercial office buildings 
employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space). 
LADWP has reviewed the WSA application for the Project and has concluded that adequate 
water supplies exist to serve the maximum proposed development. 

The UWMP, which responds to the requirements of state water laws, is based on the land 
use designations and the projected growth anticipated by the Community Plan elements of the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan. The UWMP details a number of measures being undertaken 
in the coming years to serve a growing population and an increased water demand. As such, 
water demand is based on the buildout of the General Plan. The proposed Project would be 
consistent with the Community Plan's growth parameters which designate the Project site for 
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Use 
Development Scenario = 765,000 sq.ft. 

Academic/Medical Research 
Medical Clinic 
Parking 
Outdoor Water Use 0 

Total Proposed Project 

Development Scenario = 585,000 sq.ft. 
Academic/Medical Research 
Medical Clinic 
Parking 
Outdoor Use b 

Total Proposed Project 

EM22839 

Table 32 

PROJECTED WATER DEMAND 

Size 
(sq.ft.) 

720,000 
45,000 

840,000 

465.000 
120.000 
840.000 

Factor 
(GPD/1,000 sq.ft.) a 

250 GPD/1,000 sq.ft. 
250 GPD/1,000 sq.ft. 
20 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 

250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 

20 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 

GPD/1,000 sq.ft. =Gallons Per Day divided by 1,000 square feet of floor area. 
Annual water consumption assumes 365 days of operation a year. 
Estimated to be 28 percent of consumption. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, A1ay 2005. 

Average 
Daily Flow 

180,000 
11,250 
16,800 
58,254 

266,304 

116,250 
30,000 
16,800 
45,654 

208,704 

IV.F.l Water Supply 

Annual Generation b 

(million gal/vear) 

65.70 
4.11 
6.13 

21.26 
97.20 

42.43 
10.95 
6.13 

16.66 
76.17 

General Commercial, Limited Industrial and Public Facility uses. The Project's proposed uses 
represent a less intense use than those permitted by the Community Plan, for example, a large 
hospital facility. Since the Project would be less intensive in relation to water demand than 
under the Community Plan land use designations, the Project would be within the General Plan 
and UWMP growth projections. Therefore, the water demand of the proposed Project would be 
less than significant in relation to the UWMP and with state water statutes. 

(b) Water Infrastructure 

The Project would require adequate infrastructure to meet LAFD fire flow requirements 
and potable water demand. The adequacy of water pressure is indicated by the existing adequate 
pressure and service to adjoining land uses, including the multi-story USC medical and research 
facilities. In addition, the size of existing mains indicates the adequacy of water lines, since 
mains larger than 8 inches in diameter generally serve areas larger than the adjoining service 
area. All of the proposed Development Sites are adjacent to lines at least 10 to 16 inches in 
diameter and, thus, the existing water infrastructure, as the analysis provided below concludes, 
would be adequate to provide domestic water and fire suppression services to the proposed 
Project. Table 33 on page 281 forecasts the daily water consumption for each of the individual 
water lines that could serve the Project Site. Since existing water lines have adequate capacity to 
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Table 33 

FORECAST OF ESTIMATED DAILY WATER USAGE 

Street 

Eastlake Avenue 
San Pablo Street 
San Pablo Street 
Alcazar Street 
Alcazar Street 
Alcazar Street 
Bigt,>y Street 
Zonal Avenue 

Diameter 
(inches) 

10 
16 
16 
6 
8 
8 

12 
12 

Development 
Site Served 

A&G 
A,B&G 

E&F 
B,E,&G 

G 
B&E 

D 

c 

Estimated Daily 
Maximum Floor Area Generation Factor Consum~tion (GPD) b 

565,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/LOOO sq.ft. 14L250 
765,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/LOOO sq.ft. 191,250 
765,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/LOOO sq.ft. 191,250 
765,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 191,250 
100,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 25,000 
695,338 sq.ft 250 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 173,835 
200,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 50,000 
840,000 sq.ft. 20 GPD/1,000 sq.ft. 16,800 

a lvlaximum potential floor area on each development site is used to present a conservative analysis for each line. The anazvsis is conservative in that the 
total Project would not exceed 765, 000 square feet and that the maximum potential floor area for each Development Site would flow into only one line. 
However, depending on line capacity, where multiple lines serve a Development Site, water flow may be divided and maximum flow into each line 
would be less than shown. For instance, the daily flow from Development Site A may be divided between lines in Eastlake Avenue and San Pablo Street 
and, as such, would generate less flow to each line than shown above. 
GPD =Gallons Per Day (water demand daily) 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, 1'vfay 2005. 
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serve the Project, the impact of the Project relative to water conveyance lines would be less than 
significant. City water mains are also designed to meet the fire flow requirements established by 
the Los Angeles Fire Department, and thus sufficient to meet the needs of the proposed Project. 
Based on this analysis, it is concluded that Project impacts on water conveyance systems would 
be less than significant. 

(c) Fire Flow 

The water conveyance system at the Project site would also be required to meet LAFD 
fire flow standards. The LAFD Fire Marshall's office requires that water lines serving the 
Project site provide 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute (GPM) during simultaneous flow from 
four adjacent fire hydrants. In addition, in order to meet fire flow requirements, the residual 
pressure during the continuous flow from four hydrants, must not drop below 20 psi. Based on 
available data, the water lines that serve the proposed Project would maintain a residual pressure 
of at least 20 psi. As such, the existing infrastructure is capable of delivering the fire flow 
required to meet LAFD requirements. Furthermore, this determination would be confirmed 
through an analysis performed by the Water Operations Division of the LADWP at the time a 
development application has been filed with the City. Since the existing water pressure at the 
Project Site is adequate to meet this LAFD fire flow requirement, the existing conveyance 
system is adequate and the impact of the Project relative to fire flow would be less than 
significant. 

In summary, the Project's total estimated water demand at buildout would not exceed 
available supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities, the Project would not create a 
significant impact relative to the existing conveyance system, and fire flow would be adequate to 
meet LAFD requirements. Therefore, the Project would generate a less than significant impact 
with regard to water supply and water systems. 

( d) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding analysis is based on the maximum amount of proposed total development 
(i.e., 765,000 square feet) and the maximum amount of development at each of the seven 
proposed Development Sites. In addition, the water consumption factors for University-related 
and medical clinic uses are the same. As such, the development of any combination of permitted 
land uses would not exceed the impacts identified in the preceding analysis since a reduction in 
square footage would also result in a reduction in water consumption on an overall Project, as 
well as on an individual Development Site, basis. Therefore, impacts on water supply would be 
less than significant regardless of the development scenario that is implemented. As the 
conveyance systems that serve each Development Site can accommodate the maximum flow 
levels required to serve the Development Site, any reduction in development would also be able 
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to be accommodated. Thus, the implementation of any development scenario that could occur 
would result in a less than significant impact with regard to the conveyance of potable and fire 
water flows. The construction impacts identified above are independent of the amount of 
development occurring at any Development Site and thus, would apply to any development 
scenario that could be implemented. As such, construction impacts of any potential development 
scenario would also result in less than significant impacts. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Related project development is situated such that the water infrastructure that would 
support the identified related projects would not utilize the water mains utilized by the proposed 
Project. As such, no cumulative impacts would occur. In addition, sufficient capacity is 
available in the upstream water lines to accommodate the increase in water flows generated by 
related project development as well as development of the proposed Project. As such, 
cumulative impacts on the water lines that would serve the related projects and the proposed 
Project are less than significant. 

Since the related projects are anticipated to be constructed in accordance with State and 
water conservation regulations and within the build-out scenario of the controlling Community 
Plans and City of Los Angeles General Plan Elements, no significant impacts due to cumulative 
water demand are anticipated. The Project's off-site improvements would not create additional 
population or induce population growth directly or indirectly and, therefore, would not result in 
any secondary impacts on water consumption. As such, cumulative impacts associated with 
off- site improvements would be less than significant. 

As discussed above in Subsection l .a, Regulatory Framework, LADWP, as a public 
water service provider, is required to prepare and periodically update an UWMP to plan and 
provide for water supplies to serve existing and projected demands. The UWMP prepared by 
LADWP accounts for existing development within the City as well as projected growth 
anticipated to occur through redevelopment of existing uses and the development of new uses. 
In addition, water supply assessments for large-scale projects, in conformance with Senate Bill 
610 (Costa), SB 221 (Kuehl) and the UWMP, evaluate the quality and reliability of existing and 
projected water supplies, as well as alternative sources of water supply and how they would be 
secured if needed. A WSA was prepared for the proposed Project by the LADWP, which 
concludes that adequate water supplies are available to meet the proposed Project's potable water 
demand. 

Given that the UWMP plans and provides for water supplies to serve ex1stmg and 
projected needs, including those of future growth and development that may occur through 
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related projects, and that the requirements of Senate Bill 610 and SB 221 provide the means to 
ensure that the water supply needs of notable development projects have been carefully 
considered relative to LADWP's ability to adequately meet future needs, it is anticipated that 
LADWP would be able to supply the demands of the Project and related projects through the 
foreseeable future and no significant cumulative impacts related to water demand are anticipated. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Although development of the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant 
impacts to water supply services, the following measures would ensure that water resources 
would be conserved to the extent feasible: 

Mitigation Measure F-1.1: Water faucet fixtures with activators shall be installed 
that automatically shut off the flow of water when not in use. 

Mitigation Measure F.1-2: Automatic sprinkler systems shall be set to imgate 
landscaping during early morning hours or during the evening to reduce water 
losses from evaporation. Sprinklers shall be reset to water less often in cooler 
months and during the rainfall season so that water is not wasted by excessive 
landscape irrigation. 

6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The total estimated water demand for the Project at buildout is not anticipated to exceed 
available supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities (i.e., water infrastructure), or exceed 
the projected employment, housing, or population growth projections of the applicable General 
Plan Framework and Community Plan, as assumed in the planning for future water infrastructure 
needs. No local or regional upgrading of water conveyance systems is anticipated and, as such, 
no cumulative construction impacts from the development of additional off-site water lines are 
anticipated. Therefore, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts relative to water 
consumption are anticipated to occur. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. UTILITIES 

2. WASTEWATER 

l. INTRODUCTION 

This section is based on the technical report, USC Health Science Campus Sanitary 
Sewer Infrastructure, prepared by KPFF Consulting Engineers (April 6, 2005). The wastewater 
technical report is contained in Appendix F-2 of this Draft EIR. The following section addresses 
the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on local and regional wastewater facilities and 
infrastructure. Wastewater treatment is under the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Public Works Sanitation Bureau. The construction and maintenance of sewer 
lines is under the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Engineering Bureau. The analysis estimates and compares the demand for service to the 
capacity of the existing and proposed collection, conveyance, and treatment facilities. The 
Project's consistency with adopted wastewater plans and policies is also addressed. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Wastewater Regulations 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LADPW), Bureau of Sanitation, 
is the wastewater collection and treatment agency serving the Project Site, and regulates the 
acceptance of wastewater into the collection system. 

In 1990, City Ordinance No. 166,060 (also known as the Sewer Allocation Ordinance) 
was adopted, which established regulations for projects that discharge into the Hyperion 
Treatment System (HTS). The ordinance established an annual sewage allotment of 5 million 
gallons per day (gpd), of which 34.5 percent (1,725,000 gpd) is allocated for priority projects, 
8 percent (400,000 gpd) for public benefit projects, and 57.5 percent (2,875,000 gpd, with a 
monthly allotment of at least 239,583 gpd) for non-priority projects (of which 65 percent of this 
allocation is for residential and 35 percent for non-residential projects). Before the Department of 
Building and Safety formally accepts a set of plans and specifications for a project for plan 
check, LADPW must first determine ifthere is allotted sewer capacity available for such project. 
LADPW will not make such a determination until the Department of Building and Safety has 
determined that the Project's plans and specifications are acceptable for plan check. If LADPW 
determines that there is allotted sewer capacity available for the project, then the Department of 
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Building and Safety will accept the plans and specifications for plan check upon the payment of 
plan check fees. If a project is eligible to receive an allocation as a non-priority project, and the 
monthly allotment has been used, then the project is placed on a waiting list for the next month's 
allotment. At the request of the project applicant, the Department of Building and Safety will 
accept the project's plans and specifications as acceptable for plan check even if the project has 
been placed on the waiting list and a sewer permit has not yet been obtained from LADPW, with 
the understanding that the project will not be able to connect to the City's wastewater system 
until capacity is available and a sewer permit issued. 

City Ordinance No. 171,036, effective June 3, 1996, changed the rate structure for new 
and expanded development to be based upon the strength of the wastewater flow in addition to 
its volume. The determination of wastewater strength for each applicable project is based upon 
City guidelines for average wastewater concentrations of two parameters, biological oxygen 
demand and suspended solids, for each type of land use. 

b. Wastewater Infrastructure 

(1) Existing Flow Levels and Sewer System Capacity 

The existing local sanitary sewer system serving the proposed Development Sites is made 
up of a combination of smaller 6- and 8-inch-diameter lines for the local area and larger 12- and 
15-inch lines for the regional sewer discharge (the combination of development using a 
particular line). Existing lines serve both the local area and other development along the streets 
containing the sewer lines. The local collector system conveys sewage flow to trunk lines and 
outfall sewers that dispose of sewage to the Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant (HTP) 
operated by the Bureau of Sanitation. 

Wastewater treatment facilities at HTP have undergone recent upgrades to augment 
treatment capacity and to enhance water quality. These improvements are planned to meet the 
needs of the increasing population of the City of Los Angeles with increasing sewage generation 
into the future. 

(2) Service to Development Sites 

Wastewater services to the seven proposed Development Sites are provided from a series 
of existing lines in the Project vicinity. These are described below in relation to each of the 
Development Sites and are summarized in Table 34 on page 287. As the sewer lines serve one 
or more Development Sites, the analysis presented in this section is organized by sewer line 
rather than by Development Site. 
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Table 34 

SUMMARY OF NEARBY SEWER SERVICE LINES 

Development 
Diameter a Pipe Year Sites Potentially 

Street/Location (inches) Material ROW Location b Constructed Served 
Eastlake Avenue 6 to 8 VPC 30' E/W 1905 A&G 
Eastlake Avenue 15 VPC 16' E/W 1965 A&G 
San Pablo Street 8 VPC 28.5' W/E 1924 A 
San Pablo Street 8 VPC 30' W/E 1905 B&G 
Alcazar Street 15 VPC 20' SIN 1965 B,E,&G 
Alcazar Street 8 VPC 30' N/S 1905 G 
Alcazar Street 0 8 VPC 150' NIN 1915 E 
Alcazar Street 0 10 VPC 170' NIN 1915 F 
Biggy Street 8 VPC 30' SIN 1910 D 
Zonal Avenue 15 VPC 23.67' W/E 1974 c 

a All available diameters are listed for lines increasing in size adjacent to a given site; e.g., the 6-inch-diameter 
line located in Eastlake Avenue increases to an 8-inch line.farther downstream. 

b Distance .from street right-of way (ROW) line; e.g., the 6-inch line in Eastlake Avenue is located 30 .feet east o.f 
Eastlake Avenue's west right-of-way line. 

c Line runs adjacent to Alcazar Street but outside o.f right-of-way. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, Afay 2005. 

(a) Sewer Service in Eastlake Avenue 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer lines are located in 
Eastlake Avenue. These lines, which serve Development Sites A and G, include a 15-inch line, 
located 16 feet east of Eastlake A venue's west right-of-way, and a 6- to 8-inch line, located 
30 feet east of Eastlake Avenue's west right-of-way. The 15-inch line originates from the 
direction of Biggy Street and, at the location of a manhole at the intersection ofBiggy Street and 
Eastlake Avenue, turns to the northwest to follow along Eastlake Avenue. The 15-inch line has a 
slope of at least 0.40 percent. The 6-inch line begins with a slope of 2.14 percent near 
Development Sites A and G and increases to an eight-inch line farther downstream with a slope 
of at least 0.62 percent. 

(b) Sewer Service in San Pablo Street 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer lines are located in San 
Pablo Street. These mains, which serve Development Sites A, B, and G, are both 8-inch lines. 
One line is located 28.5 feet west of San Pablo Street's east right-of-way and one is located 
30 feet west of San Pablo Street's east right-of-way. The 8-inch line located 28.5 feet west of 
San Pablo Street's east right-of-way has a slope of 1.68 percent, but eventually drains to the 
8-inch line on Eastlake Avenue, with a minimum slope of 0.40 percent. The 8-inch line located 
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30 feet west of San Pablo Street's east right-of-way has a slope of 3.92 percent adjacent to 
Development Site G, and connects to an 8-inch line in Alcazar Street. 

( c) Sewer Service in Alcazar Street 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line are located in Alcazar Street. 

These include a 15-inch main and an 8-inch main. The 15-inch sewer line is located 20 feet 

south of Alcazar Street's north right-of-way and the 8-inch sewer main is located 30 feet south of 

Alcazar Street's north right-of-way. The 15-inch line is adjacent to Development Sites B, E, and 

G and the 8-inch line serves Development Site G. The slope of this line adjacent to 

Development Site Eis 1.88 percent, with flow running from the west toward Eastlake Avenue. 

This line eventually ties into the 18-inch line in Eastlake Avenue, at the point in which the slope 

reduces to a minimum of 0.62 percent. 

Another City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line is located in a subterranean 

alignment within Development Site E and south of Development Site F. This line has a diameter 

of 8 inches and a slope of 1.60 percent. Further west this line increases to 10 inches and is 
located 20 feet south of the Development Site F property line. Still further to the west, this line 

increases 12 inches however the slope is reduced to 0.24 percent. 

( d) Sewer Service in Biggy Street 

One 8-inch-diameter City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line is located in 

Biggy Street. This line, located 30 feet south of Biggy Street's north right-of-way, serves 

Development Site D. This line, which has a minimum slope of at least 0.40 percent, flows from 

west to the east toward Eastlake A venue. 

(e) Sewer Service in Zonal Avenue 

One 15-inch-diameter City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line, serving 

Development Site C, is located in Zonal Avenue. This pipe is located approximately 23.67 feet 

west of Zonal Avenue's east right-of-way line. 
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3. PROJECT IMP ACTS 

a. Methodology 

Wastewater generation estimates were developed for long-term operational use based on 

estimated water consumption. As noted in Subsection IV.F. l, Water Supply, of this EIR, all 

wastewater generation factors are identical to LADWP indoor water consumption factors. 

Generation factors are generally multiplied by the land use provided in the Project Description 

according to the occupancy expectations of the facilities (i.e., numbers of days of operation per 

year). Since the total floor area to be constructed on each Development Site is unknown, a 

conservative analysis regarding impact on the local conveyance system is performed. The 

analysis is conservative in that it evaluates the maximum amount of floor area that could 

potentially be constructed on each Development Site and, if combined, actually exceeds the total 

maximum floor area of the Project. In addition, the analysis is conservative because the 

generated flow from the maximum potential floor area for each Development Site is distributed 

into each of the sewer lines serving each Development Site, even though wastewater would 

likely be divided between lines if an individual Development Site is served by more than one 

line. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

Based on the criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 
(p. K.2-3), the Project would have a significant wastewater impact if: 

• The project would cause a more than limited increase in wastewater flows at a point 
where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause 
a sewer's capacity to become constrained, or 

• The project's additional wastewater flows would substantially or incrementally 
exceed the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows 
greater than those anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and 
its elements. 

c. Project Design Features 

The following Project Design features have been proposed by the Applicant: 

• The Applicant shall comply with the procedural requirements of City ordinances 
regulating connections to the City sewer system (e.g., Ordinance No. 166,060); 
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• All necessary onsite infrastructure improvements shall be constructed to meet the 
requirements of the Department of Building and Safety; 

• The Applicant shall comply with the applicable provisions of Ordinance No. 162,532, 
which provides for the reduction of water consumption levels, thereby restricting 
wastewater flows, (i.e., water saving devices to be installed shall include low flow 
toilets and plumbing fixtures that prevent water loss); and 

• The Applicant shall apply for and comply with necessary pennits, including Industrial 
Wastewater Discharge Permits, if required. 

d. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction 

During construction of the Proposed Project, a negligible amount of wastewater would be 

generated by construction personnel. It is anticipated that portable toilets would be provided by 

a private company and the waste disposed of off-site. Wastewater generation from construction 

activities is not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in wastewater flows at a time when a 

sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become 

constrained. Additionally, construction is not anticipated to generate wastewater flows that 

would substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled capacity of any treatment plant 

by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the City Wastewater Facilities Plan. As 

such, construction impacts to the local wastewater conveyance and treatment system would be 

less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Construction at the seven proposed Development Sites would require only the 

construction of lateral lines from the Development Sites to the sewer lines in the public right-of

way. Those portions of the laterals constructed within the public right-of-way would have 

impacts relative to temporary traffic lane disruption during trenching, laying of pipe, backfilling, 

and street resurfacing. Standard practices and procedures, including traffic control, would be 

implemented to minimize the impact to the community. Mitigation measures relative to traffic 

control during construction are described in Traffic and Circulation, Section IV.C of this Draft 

EIR. The aforementioned measures would be sufficient to reduce potential impacts to less than 

significant levels. 
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(2) Operation 

(a) Treatment Capacity 

The regional wastewater treatment facility at HTP has been improved to provide capacity 

for the incremental increase in sewage generated by anticipated growth in the City of Los 

Angeles. Regional wastewater facilities are at least partially funded through the collection of 

fees. The Sewerage Facilities Charge is collected by the City of Los Angeles from owners/ 

developers of new land uses within the City. The Project would generate an incremental increase 

in the sewage flow treated by HTP. The Applicant may be subject to the payment of a Sewerage 

Facilities Charge for development pursuant to the proposed Project. Fees may be offset by 

credits should credits be available through prior uses. All projects served by the Hyperion 

Treatment System are subject to the Sewer Allocation program, which limits additional 

discharge according to a pre-established percentage rate. Before the Department of Building and 

Safety formally accepts a set of plans and specifications, the Los Angeles Department of Public 

Works must first determine if there is allotted sewer capacity available for such project. If the 

allotment for a particular time period (usually a month) has already been allocated, the project is 

placed on a waiting list until adequate treatment capacity has been determined. Under the 

allocation program, HTP has capacity to serve a particular rate of growth. Since the Project is 

located in an area designated as a public facilities site and anticipates growth, the Project's 

additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed the future 

scheduled capacity of the HTP by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the 

Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its elements. The projected daily and annual 

wastewater generation for the proposed Project is summarized in Table 35 on page 292. As 

previously described, the Project would not be permitted prior to the determination of treatment 

capacity. Therefore, no significant impacts in relation to regional treatment capacity would 

occur. 

(b) Capacity of Conveyance Systems 

Project development would generate daily wastewater flows associated with restrooms 

and other indoor water use. Sewer availability requests have been reviewed by the City of Los 

Angeles Bureau of Engineering for the sewer lines which serve the seven proposed Development 

Sites. In response to these requests, a sewer gauging study was conducted by the City of Los 

Angeles Bureau of Sanitation of the local sewer lines adjacent to, and in the vicinity of, the seven 

proposed Development Sites. The analysis of potential impacts on these sewer lines serving the 

Project is based on the maximum use that could impact any single line under any development 

scenario. The analysis is conservative in that it evaluates the maximum amount of floor area that 
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Table 35 

PROJECTED SEWAGE GENERATION 

Size Factor a 

Use (sg.ft.) (GPD/1,000 sg.ft.) b 

Development Scenario = 765,000 sq.ft. d 

Academic/Medical Research 720,000 250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
Medical Clinic 45,000 250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
Parking 840,000 20 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 

Total Proposed Project 

Development Scenario = 585,000 sq.ft. d 

Academic/Medical Research 465,000 250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
Medical Clinic 120,000 250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
Parking 840,000 20 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 

Total Proposed Project 

a Factors are based on L4DWP indoor water demand factors. 
GPDIJ,000 sq.ft. =Gallons per Day+ by 1,000 sq.ft. of floor area. 

c Assumes 365 days of operation a year. 
d Square footage devoted to pedestrian circulation not included. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, lvfay 2005. 

Average Annual Generation ° 
Daily Flow (million gal/:year) 

180,000 GPD 65.70 
11,250 GPD 4.11 
16,800 GPD 6.13 

208,050 GPD 75.94 

116,250 GPD 42.43 
30,000 GPD 10.95 
16,800 GPD 6.13 

163,050 GPD 59.51 

could potentially be constructed on each Development Site and, if combined, actually exceeds 

the total maximum floor area of the Project. In addition, the analysis is conservative because the 

generated flow from the maximum potential floor area for each Development Site is distributed 

entirely into each of the sewer lines serving each Development Site, even though Project 

wastewater flows would likely be divided between lines if the Development Site is served by 

more than one line. 

Forecasted daily sewage generation levels for each of the individual sewer lines that 

could serve the proposed Project are presented in Table 36 on page 293. An analysis of sewer 

line capacity for each line serving the Project Site is as follows: 

(i) Sewer Service in Eastlake A venue 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer lines are located in 
Eastlake Avenue. These lines include a 15-inch line and a 6-8-inch line which serve 
Development Sites A and G. As shown in Table 36, adequate capacity exists in these lines to 
accommodate the maximum wastewater flow from the maximum development proposed for 
Development Sites A and G. Therefore, the impact relative to these lines would be less than 
significant. 
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Table 36 

ANALYSIS OF SEWER LINES 

Maximum Maximum 
Floor Sewage Estimated Existing Existing Design Incremental Future Future 

Diameter Sites Area Generation Generation Flow Flow capacity increase Flow Flow 
Street/Location (IN) served a (SF) (GDP/1,000 sf) b (GPD) (IN) c (CFS) (CFS) (CFS) d (CFS) (IN) 

Eastlake Avenue 18 A,B,E, 765.000 250 191,250 5.2 1.72 5.41 0.300 2.02 5.6 
F,G, 

Eastlake Avenue 8 A&G 565,000 250 141,250 1.7 0.160 0.87 0.219 0.379 2.5 
Biggy Street 8 D 200,000 250 50,000 0.7 O.Oll 0.45 0.080 0.091 1.7 
Alcazar Street e 10 E&F 765,000 250 191,250 1.7 0.093 1.07 0.300 0.393 3.0 
Alcazar Street 8 G 100,000 250 25,000 3.7 0.310 0.45 0.039 0.349 3.9 
Alcazar Street 15 B,E,& 765,000 250 191,250 3.4 0.930 5.23 0.300 1.23 3.8 

G 
Zonal Avenue 15 c 840,000 20 42,000 10.5 11.65 6.96 0.065 11.72 10.6 

a A1aximum potential floor area on each development site is used to present a conservative analysis for each line. The analysis is conservative in that the total Project 
would not exceed 765, 000 square feet and that the maximum potential floor area for each development site would flow into only one line. However, depending on line 
capacity, where multiple lines serve a Development Site, sewage flow may be divided between the lines and the maximum flow into each line would be less than shown. 
For instance, the daily flow from Development Site A may be divided between lines in Eastlake Avenue and San Pablo Street and, as such, would generate less flow to 
each line than shown above. 
GPD ··· Gallons Per Day (sewage generated daily) 
CFS= Cubic Feet per Second (the rate of.flow in sewer mains) 

d CFS generated by the Project. 
Sewer line runs adjacent to Alcazar Street approximately 150 feet to 170 feet to the north of the Alcazar Street right-of-way. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, 
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(ii) Sewer Service for in San Pablo Street 

Two City of Los Angeles 8-inch vitrified clay pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer lines are located 
in San Pablo Street. As shown in Table 36 on page 293, adequate capacity exists in these lines to 
accommodate the maximum wastewater flow from Development Sites A, B, and G, the impact 
relative to these lines would be less than significant. 

(iii) Sewer Service in Alcazar Street 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line are located in Alcazar Street. 
These lines, which serve Development Sites B, E, and G, include a 15-inch line and an 8-inch 
line. As shown in Table 36, adequate capacity exists in these lines to accommodate the 
maximum wastewater flow generated from Development Sites B, E, and G, and the impact 
relative to these lines would be less than significant. 

(iv) Sewer Service Within Development Site E and South of Development 
Site F 

One City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line is located in a subterranean 
alignment within Development Site E and south of Development Site F. Within Development 
Site E this line has a diameter of 8 inches. Based on the sewer availability request it is 
anticipated that this line has sufficient capacity available to support the additional sewer flows of 
100,000 gpd anticipated to be generated by each Development Sites E and F. The gauging study 
conducted by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation takes into account both Development 
Sites discharging a total of 200,000 GPD to the same line. As shown in Table 36, adequate 
capacity exists in these lines to accommodate the maximum wastewater flow from Development 
Sites E and F, the impact relative to these lines would be less than significant. 

(v) Sewer Service in Biggy Street 

One 8-inch-diameter City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line is located in 
Biggy Street. As shown in Table 36, adequate capacity exists in this line to accommodate the 
maximum wastewater flow from Development Site D, and the impact relative to this line would 
be less than significant. 

(vi) Sewer Service in Zonal A venue 

One City of Los Angeles 15-inch-diameter vitrified clay sanitary sewer line, serving 
Development Site C, is located in Zonal Avenue. Existing peak flows in this line exceeds 
50 percent of its design capacity and as such exceeds the LADPW criteria for maximum flow 
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levels within an individual line. Notwithstanding, the relatively small additional flow that may 
be generated by Development Site C represents less than 0.6 percent of the current peak flow 
within this line. Furthermore, this line increases in diameter to 27 inches adjacent to the 
southwesterly edge of Development Site C. As such, the extent of Project impact on the 15-inch
diameter line would occur over a limited length of this sewer line. Project impacts on this 
particular sewer line are concluded to be less than significant as the Project would contribute 
only a limited increase in flows within the 15-inch-diameter line and that this increase would 
only occur for a short distance before the diameter of the sewer line increases to 27 inches. 

Because the collection lines serving the Project are either adequately sized to serve the 
proposed Project, or in the case of the sewer line in Zonal A venue, where the Project's impact 
would be of a very limited nature and occur for only a short distance, Project impacts on sewer 
line capacity are concluded to be less than significant. 

(c) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding analysis is based on the maximum amount of proposed total development 
(i.e., 765,000 square feet) and the maximum amount of development at each of the seven 
proposed Development Sites. In addition, the sewage generation factors for University-related 
and medical clinic uses are the same. As such, the development of any combination of permitted 
land uses would not exceed the impacts identified in the preceding analysis since a reduction in 
square footage would also result in a reduction in sewage generation on an overall Project, as 
well as on an individual Development Site, basis. Therefore, impacts on regional sewage 
capacity would be less than significant regardless of the development scenario that is 
implemented. As the conveyance systems that serve each Development Site can accommodate 
the maximum flow levels generated by the Development Site, any reduction in development 
would also be able to be accommodated. Thus, the implementation of any development scenario 
that could occur would result in a less than significant impact with regard to the conveyance of 
sewage flows. The construction impacts identified above are independent of the amount of 
development occurring at any Development Site and thus, would apply to any development 
scenario that could be implemented. As such, construction impacts of any potential development 
scenario would also result in less than significant impacts. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The Project and related projects are not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in 
wastewater flows concurrent in time or at a point when a sewer's capacity is already constrained 
or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained during peak service. Related 
project development is situated such that sewage flows from the identified related projects would 
not utilize the sewer lines analyzed in Table 34 on page 287. As such, no cumulative impacts 
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would occur. In addition, sufficient capacity is available in the downstream sewer lines to 
accommodate the increase in sewage flows generated by related project development as well as 
development of the proposed Project. 

In relation to broad growth and demand, all related projects would be subject to the City's 
Sewer Allocation program for the Hyperion Treatment Plant. This program limits additional 
discharge according to a pre-established percentage rate. The Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works must first determine if there is allotted sewer capacity available for any project prior to 
accepting building plans for approval. If the allotment for a particular time period is filled, the 
project is placed on a waiting list until adequate treatment capacity has been determined. Under 
the allocation program, HTP has capacity to serve a particular rate of growth and prevent the 
occurrence of significant cumulative impacts relative to treatment capacity. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts to the local and regional sewer conveyance and treatment system, from the 
implementation of the proposed Project and related projects would be less than significant. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Although development of the proposed Project is not expected to produce significant 
impacts to sanitary sewers, the following measures would ensure that the increase in sewage 
generation would result in a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.1: Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the 
Development Services Division of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Public Works, shall make a determination of capacity in the sewer pipeline 
between each proposed Development Site and the trunk sewer. If service is 
discovered to be less than adequate, the Applicant shall be required to upgrade 
the connections to the lines and/or provide an alternative solution, in order to 
appropriately serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.2: The Applicant shall comply with the procedural 
requirements of City ordinances regulating connections to the City sewer 
system (e.g., Ordinance No. 166,060). 

Mitigation Measure F-2.3: All necessary on-site infrastructure improvements shall 
be constructed to meet the requirements of the Department of Building and 
Safety. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.4: The Applicant shall apply for and comply with all 
necessary permits, including Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permits, if 
required. 
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6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, any local deficiencies 
in sewer lines would be identified and remedied and wastewater generation by the Project would 
be reduced. No significant impact on wastewater conveyances or the capacity of the Hyperion 
wastewater treatment facility would occur. 
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V. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[a]) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project; and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives.54 The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[b]) states that the analysis of 
alternatives be limited to alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding 
or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more costly. 

The selection and discussion of alternatives is intended to foster meaningful public 
participation and informed decision-making. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose 
effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote or speculative. The 
State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[e]) also require the analysis of a "No Project" 
alternative and the identification of the "Environmentally Superior Alternative." If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, then the EIR is required to 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

In addition, the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[c]) requires an EIR to identify 
any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during 
the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. 
Accordingly, several alternatives that might avoid or substantially lessen Project impacts were 
considered. Of the alternatives that were considered, four were selected for analysis. 

B. BASIC OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Section ILG of the Project Description sets forth a comprehensive list of the Project 
Objectives for the proposed Project. In reviewing this list, the following list identifies those 
objectives that would be considered the Applicant's basic objectives, pursuant to the 
requirements of Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines: 

54 The CE:QA guidelines regarding the consideration and discussion of alternatives to a proposed project, as 
summarized here, are found in Section 15126. 6 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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• To be a nationally respected provider of the highest quality, specialized acute 
inpatient and outpatient health care services and translational research. 

• To assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to become one of the nation's very 
top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and provide them with a 
rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as 
internationally competitive research scientists. 

• To develop new facilities which provide the quantity and quality of laboratory space 
required for recruiting new, world-renowned faculty, conducting breakthrough 
research and training future scientists. 

• To provide the facilities and create an atmosphere that will stimulate and encourage 
USC students to excel academically, as community leaders, and as professionals. 

• To provide new research, education and patient care facilities in an amount 
commensurate with demand for new programs and mission objectives. 

• To provide centralized facilities within the HSC to attain efficiency in the meeting of 
the mission objectives described in Section II.G of the Draft EIR. 

• To create an on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment that will allow 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with limited vehicular interfaces by providing 
parking at selected locations within the HSC. 

C. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER 
ANALYSIS 

The analysis of alternatives to the proposed Project, pursuant to Section 15126.6(c) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, started with an identification of alternatives to the proposed Project that had 
the potential to reduce or eliminate the Project's significant environmental impacts. The 
alternatives identified were then evaluated to determine those alternatives that would be analyzed 
further within the Draft EIR and those alternatives that would be rejected from further analysis. 
A key component of the alternatives analysis is the identification and analysis of alternative sites 
for the proposed Project, and in particular, whether there is an alternative location within the 
HSC where the proposed Project could be located. The proposed Project in and of itself 
proposes to develop the underutilized parcels within the HSC; therefore, there is not an existing 
location within the HSC, other than the seven proposed Development Sites, that could 
accommodate the proposed uses and the requisite parking as an integrated development without 
demolishing existing structures and in so doing, disrupt HSC operations in a meaningful and 
substantial way. Other alternatives that were identified, but subsequently rejected from further 
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analysis, include alternative land uses other than the proposed medical and academic-related uses 
that would reduce the potential significant impacts of the Project and would also meet the basic 
objectives of the Project. Development of any uses other than medical-related facilities (i.e., 
residential, industrial, retail commercial, park) would be inappropriate due to the established uses 
within the HSC, as they would not be compatible with existing uses. An alternative consisting of 
a public park was considered but rejected from further analysis as two community parks, Hazard 
Park and Lincoln Park, are located in proximity to the HSC. Furthennore, such uses would not 
meet the basic objectives of the proposed Project. 

Development of other medical-related facilities, such as a hospital, were rejected from 
further analysis as potential alternatives as it was concluded that another hospital in the Project 
area is not needed, since the Los Angeles County-USC Hospital is currently being rebuilt to 
accommodate future needs within the area. Furthermore, a hospital use would not meet the basic 
objectives of the proposed Project. Thus, this alternative has been eliminated from further 
analysis. 

D. ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS 

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, this section of the Draft EIR describes a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project, and evaluates the environmental impacts 
associated with each alternative. This section focuses on alternatives that potentially avoid or 
reduce the significant adverse impacts of the proposed Project. Four alternatives to the proposed 
Project, including one alternative location, have been developed and analyzed. Based on 
comparative evaluations, estimations are made as to the environmental impacts of each 
alternative in contrast with those of the proposed Project and whether each alternative could 
attain the basic objectives of the Project. The alternatives to the proposed Project are 
summarized in Table 37 on page 301 and a brief description of each alternative is provided 
below. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the Project would not be implemented and that 
the existing physical condition of the Project Site and existing uses at the Project Site would 
remain unchanged. Construction and operation of new academic and medical research facilities, 
as well as medical clinic facilities within the HSC would not occur. Furthermore, construction of 
ancillary facilities such as parking would not occur. Thus, this alternative reflects existing 
environmental conditions, as discussed under the Environmental Setting Section for each issue 
analyzed in Section IV of this EIR. 
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Project Characteristics Pro~osed Project 
Acreage 22 
Existing Uses 

Development Site A Surface Parking 
Development Site B Surface Parking 
Development Site C Surface Parking 
Development Site D Surface Parking 
Development Site E Surface Parking 
Development Site F Vacant Land 
Development Site G Surface Parking 

Proposed Uses 
Academic and Medical 465,000 to 720,000 GSF 
Research 
Medical Clinic 45,000 to 120,000 GSF 
Hotel 0 
Parking Spaces (Net) 2,800 (2,072) 

Total Floor Area 585,000 to 765,000 GSF 

GSF =gross square feet 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2005. 
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Table 37 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

No Project Reduced Project 
22 22 

Surface Parking Surface Parking 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 

Vacant Land Vacant Land 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 

0 325,500 to 504,000 GSF 

0 31,500 to 84,000 GSF 
0 0 
0 1,960 (1,232) 
0 409,500 to 535,500 GSF 

Page 301 

V. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Alternative 
Land Use Alternative Site 

22 22 
Women and Children's 
Hospital and Surface 

Parking 
Surface Parking 
Surface Parking 
Surface Parking 
Surface Parking 
Surface Parking 

Vacant Land 
Surface Parking 

265,000 to 520,000 GSF 465,000 to 720,000 GSF 

45,000 to 107,500 GSF 45,000 to 120,000 GSF 
200Room 0 

1,996 (1,268) 2,800 
330,000 to 527,000 GSF 585,000 to 765,000 GSF 
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Alternative 2: Reduced Density Project 

The Reduced Density Project Alternative includes the proposed uses as set forth for the 
proposed Project, but reduces the scale of the development that would occur at the Project Site. 
On an overall basis, the amount of development is reduced by 30 percent. This reduction in 
Development results in a total of between 409,500 and 535,500 square feet of floor area. Should 
409,500 square feet of floor area be developed, a total of 325,500 square feet of academic and/or 
medical research facilities would be developed, and the balance, 84,000 square feet, would be 
developed with medical clinic uses. In the event on-site development reaches 535,500 square 
feet under this alternative, a total of 504,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research 
facilities would be developed and the amount of medical clinic development would be decreased 
to 31,500 square feet. The Reduced Project Alternative would be developed at the same 
locations as the proposed Project and would occupy the same 22-acre area as the Project. For 
those Development Sites upon which new construction would occur, the existing surface parking 
and vacant lots would be removed. 

Alternative 3: Alternative Land Use Project 

The purpose of this alternative is to analyze a mix of land uses, different than the 
proposed Project, which would also result in reduced environmental impacts. The Alternative 
Land Use alternative assumes development on the same sites as the proposed Project, but 
includes the development of a 200-room, multi-level hotel with a total floor area of 
200,000 square feet in lieu of some of the academic/medical research and/or medical clinic uses. 
The amount of academic/medical research and medical clinic uses that could occur under this 
Alternative was determined by assuming that the number of trips generated by the three land use 
types collectively (i.e., academic/medical research, medical clinic and hotel) would not exceed 
those of the proposed Project. The hotel facility associated with this alternative would house 
people with family members undergoing treatment at HSC facilities. This alternative is selected 
because it proposes development of the Project Site with academic and medical related uses and 
represents a level of development that continues to support the existing facilities on the HSC. 

Alternative 4: Alternative Site Project 

The Alternative Site proposes to locate the Project, described in Section II of the Draft 
EIR, at a different site as a means of understanding the environmental effects of the Project in a 
different geographical context. The alternate site selected for analysis is the Women and 
Children's Hospital site. The alternate site is located along the east side of Mission Road, 
generally between Zonal Avenue to the north and Marengo Street to the south in the City of Los 
Angeles. 
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E. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

Each of the four alternatives is evaluated in sequence below. Each alternative, pursuant 
to the direction set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, is evaluated in less detail than that provided in 
Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR. Whereas this is the general 
approach used, the analysis of alternatives is presumed in sufficient detail to determine whether 
overall environmental impacts after mitigation would be greater, similar, or less than the 
corresponding impacts of the proposed Project, as well as allowing for a determination as to 
whether the Project's basic objectives are substantially attained. To determine the comparative 
impacts, the process described below has been followed: 

• An evaluation of the environmental impacts anticipated for each alternative in 
comparison to the proposed Project, including the ability of each alternative to avoid 
or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed Project. Where the impacts of the alternative and the proposed Project 
would be roughly equivalent, the comparative impact is said to be "similar"; 

• If applicable, a description of the impacts of each alternative that are not impacts of 
the proposed Project; and 

• A statement of whether each alternative is feasible and meets the basic objectives of 
the proposed Project. 

F. EVALUATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

1. Alternative 1: No Project 

a. Introduction 

This section presents an environmental analysis of an alternative project in which the 
USC Health Sciences Campus Project would not be developed and the Project Site would retain 
its existing composition. 

b. Analysis of Alternative 

(1) Land Use 

The No Project Alternative assumes that no project is approved; therefore, development 
of additional academic and medical research facilities or medical clinic facilities would not occur 
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on any of the seven proposed Development Sites. Accordingly, the existing surface parking 
facilities on Development Sites A, B, C, D, and E would remain, as well as Development Site F 
remaining as vacant land. Development Site G would continue to be utilized as the Center for 
Health Professionals without any additions or modifications. 

The No Project Alternative would not implement the General Plan Framework 
Community Center goal of providing pedestrian-oriented, high activity multi- and mixed-use 
community centers, nor would it assist in further achieving the Framework's objective of 
reinforcing an existing community center and promoting community activity. The No Project 
Alternative also would not support several of the Framework policies that are supported by the 
proposed Project. Specifically, the Alternative does not propose any development of 
community-serving uses in accordance with the Project Site's permitted land use densities/ 
intensities; therefore, the sites would continue to be underutilized (Policy 3.9.1). In addition, the 
Alternative would not encourage the integration of school classrooms, libraries, and similar 
educational and cultural facilities within comparable existing facilities (Policy 3.9.2). 
Furthermore, the alternative does not provide for centralized and shared parking structures to 
support the HSC, it does not promote pedestrian activity through structure siting and design, and 
it does not provide for development of public streetscape improvements (Policies 3.9.3, 3.9.5, 
and 3.9.7). Lastly, the Alternative does not provide for increased activity, lighting and security 
in comparison to what currently exists at the Project Site; therefore, it does not support 
Policy 3.3.9 of the Framework. 

The No Project Alternative would also not support the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan urban design-oriented policies related to the following: site planning, building 
height and design, parking structure design, and light and glare. The No Project Alternative does 
not propose development; therefore, implementation of this Alternative would not further 
enhance the existing pedestrian-oriented campus environment, nor would it further facilitate 
pedestrian access to the entire HSC. The Alternative also would not assist in limiting pedestrian 
and vehicular interfaces by providing parking facilities at selected locations within the HSC that 
would connect with other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 

The No Project Alternative would also not assist in achieving the principal goal of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is to improve living conditions, upgrade public 
improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while preserving 
existing businesses and industry. This Alternative would not promote the preservation and 
enhancement of the existing HSC, which is a unique institutional resource of the community. 

The No Project Alternative would also not promote the policies set forth in the Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which encourages development in and around existing 
activity centers, transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems, and in areas 
needing recycling and redevelopment. The Alternative does not propose development; therefore, 
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implementation of this Alternative would not allow for the development of underutilized sites 
within the existing HSC that are currently used as surface parking lots and/or are vacant. 
Furthermore, the Alternative would not fully take advantage of the nearby transportation 
corridors and public transit systems including the I-10 and I-5 Freeways, the Metro system, 
DASH, Union Station, and the USC shuttle systems. 

Both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would have land use impacts 
that are less than significant; however, the No Project Alternative would be less beneficial in 
relation to existing land use plans and policies than the land use associated with the proposed 
Project because it fails to further land use goals and policies. This Alternative would not result 
in the enhancement of the current underutilized sites and would not provide for upgraded 
services and infrastructure. 

It has been determined that potential land use impacts of the proposed Project, relative to 
compatibility with nearby public, commercial, institutional, residential, and recreational land 
uses, would be less than significant with implementation of the proposed Project, and, therefore, 
mitigation is not required. Nevertheless, the No Project Alternative would not affect off-site land 
uses, as the Project Site would remain as it currently exists. Therefore, this alternative would 
avoid the Project's less than significant impact related to compatibility with existing land uses. 

(2) Visual Resources 

(a) Aesthetics 

Construction of the proposed Project would result in the removal of existing street trees, 
which would temporarily detract from the visual character of the area thereby creating a 
potentially significant aesthetic impact. Under the No Project Alternative, no changes in the 
visual character of the Project Site would occur; therefore, this alternative would avoid the 
Project's short-term, less than significant visual impact during construction. It should be noted 
however, that the Project's conceptual design includes replacement of all removed trees and 
landscape plantings along the perimeter of each of the Development Sites, which would be an 
improvement over existing conditions. This overall improvement would not be realized with the 
No Project Alternative. 

The existing vacant and surface parking lots that comprise the Project Site feature 
minimal landscaping and offer limited aesthetic value to the area. Under the No Project 
Alternative, development would not occur and visual amenities associated with the proposed 
Project's architectural style, which would be designed in a style reflective of the existing 
academic, research and medical office buildings that define the HSC's aesthetic appearance, 
would not be realized. Furthermore, other design and landscape features including exterior 
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courtyards, sidewalks, pedestrian walkways, and plantings would not be developed at the Project 
Site, which aid in further integrating the uses associated with the HSC. As no development 
would occur under this Alternative, the benefits of the Project relative to policies pertaining to 
aesthetics as set forth in the urban design policies applicable to the Project would not be realized. 
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have a greater impact relative to aesthetics than the 
proposed Project. 

(b) Views 

In the evaluation of potential view impacts for the proposed Project, it was determined 
that the proposed Project would not substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from identified public or private vantage points; therefore, potential view impacts were 
concluded to be less than significant. Under the No Project Alternative, development would not 
occur; therefore, no impacts related to public or private views would occur. Since no such 
impacts would be associated with the No Project Alternative, the No Project Alternative would 
have less impact relative to views than the proposed Project. 

(c) Shade/Shadow 

In evaluating impacts of the proposed Project with respect to shade/shadow, it was 
determined that Project impacts to off- and on-site shadow sensitive uses would be less than 
significant. Under the No Project Alternative, no new development would be added to the 
Project Site that would result in potential shade/shadow effects. Therefore, although it was 
determined that Project-related impacts would be less than significant, these impacts would be 
greater than under the No Project Alternative. Since no such impacts would be associated with 
the No Project Alternative, the No Project Alternative would have less impact relative to 
shade/shadow than the proposed Project. 

(3) Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

(a) Traffic and Circulation 

The No Project Alternative would not result in the generation of additional vehicle trips 
to and from the Project Site, since no changes in existing land uses would occur. Traffic and 
circulation conditions under the No Project Alternative would be the same as the future baseline 
traffic conditions as described in Section IV.C, which reflect the conditions that would occur 
under the No Project Alternative. As shown therein, four ( 4) study intersections are anticipated 
to operate at LOSE or F during peak hours (AM., P.M. or both) with the addition of growth in 
ambient traffic and the traffic associated with the related projects. Based on the stated 
significance thresholds, cumulative development would result in impacts to 13 of the 18 study 
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intersections. Under both Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 of the proposed Project (refer to 
detailed description of parking scenarios in Section IV.C.4), the proposed Project before 
mitigation would result in significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 18 study intersections during the 
A.M. and/or P.M. peak commuter hours. Traffic improvements associated with the proposed 
Project would mitigate some of these impacts, including some of the impacts to the 13 study 
intersections that would occur without the development of the proposed Project, and, thus, this is 
a beneficial impact of the proposed Project that the No Project Alternative would not realize. 
However, no new vehicular trip generation is anticipated under the No Project Alternative, and 
the Project-related significant transportation impacts would be eliminated under the No Project 
Alternative. Since traffic associated with the proposed Project would generate significant 
impacts after mitigation under either Parking Scenario, traffic impacts under the No Project 
Alternative would be less than under the proposed Project. The Project's less than significant 
impacts with regard to Project access and transit impacts would not occur under this Alternative. 
Furthermore, no impacts would occur with respect to the Union Pacific Railroad crossing, as no 
development would occur under the No Project Alternative. In addition, although no significant 
Project-related mainline freeway impacts are anticipated, impacts to freeways would be less 
under the No Project Alternative. Construction traffic would not occur under the No Project 
Alternative; therefore, the proposed Project's less than significant construction traffic impacts 
would also be less under the proposed Project. 

(b) Parking 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would continue to provide surface 
parking for the HSC. Since no construction would occur, no surface parking would be displaced 
under the No Project Alternative. Although the No Project Alternative would not provide for a 
net increase in parking supply that would occur with the proposed Project (through the provision 
of parking on any combination of Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F), parking impacts under 
both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. Overall, 
the No Project Alternative would have less impact on parking than the proposed Project, since 
existing parking demands are currently being met and no new parking demands would be 
created. 

(4) Air Quality 

The No Project Alternative would not result in changes to the ex1stmg air quality 
environment, as emissions during construction and long-term operations that would occur with 
the proposed Project would not occur. As such, the No Project Alternative would avoid the 
proposed Project's significant and unavoidable construction impact as NOx and ROC daily 
emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD's regional significance thresholds. Furthermore, the 
No Project Alternative would also avoid the proposed Project's significant unavoidable impact 
on localized air quality with respect to PM10 concentrations that would occur during 
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construction. The Project's less than significant construction odor impacts would not occur 
under this Alternative. 

With regard to operations, the No Project Alternative would avoid the proposed Project's 
significant and unavoidable impact on regional air quality with respect to NOx emissions at a 
regional level. Therefore, air quality impacts under the No Project Alternative would be less 
than under the proposed Project. 

(5) Noise 

The No Project Alternative would not result in changes to the ex1stmg local noise 
conditions occurring on or adjacent to the Project site, specifically noise levels associated with 
short-term construction and ongoing operations. As a result, the No Project Alternative would 
avoid the proposed Project's significant, unavoidable short-term noise impacts during 
construction, and the less than significant impacts associated with long-term Project operations 
related to roadway noise, mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash pick
up areas), and parking facilities. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have less impact 
on noise than the proposed Project. 

( 6) Utilities 

(a) Water 

With no change in the existing use of the Project Site under the No Project Alternative, 
there would be no additional demand for water. Uses associated with the proposed Project, 
including laboratories, clinics, restrooms, drinking fountains, and landscaping, would generate an 
additional demand for domestic water. Although the proposed Project's impact on water supply 
would be less than significant, under the No Project Alternative, no additional water demand 
would occur over existing conditions. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have less 
impact on water supply and conveyance systems than the proposed Project. 

(b) Sanitary Sewers 

Under the No Project Alternative, no development would occur within the Project Site. 
As such, no wastewater generation, over existing conditions, would be associated with this 
Alternative. The proposed Project's laboratories, clinics, restrooms, drinking fountains, and 
landscaping would generate additional wastewater flows and the need for greater sanitary sewer 
capacity. Although the impact of the proposed Project on existing sanitary sewers would be less 
than significant, under the No Project Alternative, no impact on sanitary sewers would occur. 
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Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have less impact on sanitary sewers than the 
proposed Project. 

(7) Other Impacts of the No Project Alternative 

As the seven proposed Development Sites that comprise the Project Site would remain in 
their current condition, the No Project Alternative is not anticipated to have significant impacts 
in any other areas for which the proposed Project was determined not to have significant impacts 
by the Initial Study. 

(8) Relationship of No Project Alternative to the Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project's basic objectives. The No 
Project Alternative would not accomplish the Applicant's objectives of becoming a nationally 
respected provider of the highest quality, specialized acute inpatient and outpatient health care 
services and translational research, as well as one of the nation's very top medical schools that 
would attract highly qualified students and provide them with exceptional training. The 
proposed Project's support of the basic objectives relative to the development of centralized 
academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities would not occur with the No Project 
Alternative. 

Furthermore, the No Project Alternative would not support the Applicant's overall 
objectives of providing the quantity and quality of laboratory space required in order to recruit 
new, world-renowned faculty, conducting breakthrough research and training future scientists. 
Because the Alternative represents no development, it would not provide for buildout of the 
existing HSC site required to meet the demand for new programs. The creation of an on-site, 
pedestrian-friendly campus environment that would allow pedestrian access to the entire facility 
with limited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations and assisting in the 
creation of a strong visible image for the HSC also would not be realized. While the No Project 
Alternative would avoid any significant, unavoidable air quality and construction noise impacts 
associated with the proposed Project and would eliminate any significant, unavoidable traffic 
impacts that would occur under future baseline traffic conditions, it would not meet any Project 
objectives. 

2. Alternative 2: Reduced Density Project 

a. Introduction 

This section presents an environmental analysis of a Reduced Density Project Alternative 
that would be developed on the same seven (7) Development Sites as the Proposed Project. The 
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Reduced Density Project Alternative represents a 30 percent reduction in overall project square 
footage compared to the proposed Project. Thus, this alternative would include development of 
between approximately 409,500 and 535,500 gross square feet of additional academic, medical 
research, and medical clinic facilities within the existing HSC. In addition, the alternative would 
include development of parking to include up to 1,960 parking spaces, which represents a 30 
percent reduction from the proposed Project's 2,800 parking spaces. The alternative would 
replace the existing parking lots on the Project Site similar to the proposed Project. 

Table 38 on page 311 compares the elements of the Reduced Density Project Alternative 
with the proposed Project. In the following analyses, conclusions regarding impacts are based on 
impacts after mitigation. A summary of comparative adverse impacts is presented at the end of 
the Alternatives analysis in Table 46 and Table 47 on pages 339 and 340, respectively. 

b. Analysis of Alternative 

(1) Land Use 

The Reduced Density Project Alternative assumes the construction of the Project with a 
30 percent reduction in academic, medical research, medical clinic, and parking facilities 
compared to the proposed Project. The existing surface parking and vacant lots would be 
removed to prepare for development on those Development Sites upon which development 
would actually occur. 

The Reduced Density Project Alternative would require the same discretionary actions as 
the proposed Project. Thus, Development Sites A, B, and G, zoned C2-2 (Commercial), would 
allow for the development that would occur under the Reduced Project Alternative as it would be 
consistent with the existing zoning and density permitted by the LAMC. Development Site Dis 
zoned [Q] C2-1VL (Commercial); therefore, although the alternative represents a 30 percent 
reduction in square footage, similar to the proposed Project, it would require a height district 
change from 1 VL to 2 in order for the development to comply with the LAMC. Development 
Sites E and F are zoned CM-1 (Commercial Manufacturing) and are located within Height 
District 1. Under this zoning designation, construction on Development Sites E and F under the 
Reduced Density Project Alternative would require a zone change from CM-1 to C2-2 to permit 
the Alternative. Development Site C is zoned PF-1 (Public Facilities), which permits public 
parking facilities, and government buildings and offices. As a parking structure could be 
developed on this site, under the Reduced Project Alternative, as is the case with the proposed 
Project, a zone change from PF to C2 is required to implement the Reduced Project Alternative, 
as is the case with the proposed Project. Since parking facilities under this Alternative may be 
more than 750 feet from the building the parking supports, this Alternative, similar to the 
proposed Project, may require a parking variance. 
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Table 38 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE 2 COMPONENTS: 
REDUCED PROJECT TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternative Proposed Numerical Percent 
Project Com~onent Unit Project Project Difference Change 

Development Site A 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 325,500 465,000 139,500 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 84,000 120,000 36,000 -30% 

Development Site B 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 206,722 295,338 88,616 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 84,000 120,000 36,000 -30% 

Development Site C 
Parking Spaces 1,960 2,800 840 -30% 

Development Site D 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 140,000 200,000 170,700 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 41,300 59,000 60,000 -30% 

Development Site E 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 280,000 400,000 120,000 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 82,600 118,000 35,400 -30% 

Development Site F 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 280,000 400,000 120,000 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 82,600 118,000 35,400 -30% 

Development Site G 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 70,000 100,000 30,000 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) 26,650 29,500 2,850 -30% 

Total Project 
Academic and Medical Research (max) GSF 504,000 720,000 216,000 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 84,000 120,000 36,000 -30% 
Parking Spaces 1,960 2,800 840 -30% 
Total Floor Area GSF 409,500 to 585,000 to 175,500 to -30% 

535.500 765.000 229,500 

GSF ··· gross square feet 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2005. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would implement the General Plan Framework 
(Framework) Community Center goal of providing pedestrian-oriented, high activity multi- and 
mixed-use community centers and would assist in further achieving the Framework's objective 
of reinforcing an existing community center and promoting community activity. The Reduced 
Project Alternative also would support several policies of the Framework. Specifically, the 
Alternative provides for centralized and shared parking structures to support the HSC, promotes 
pedestrian activity through structure siting and design, as well as development of public 
streetscape improvements (Policies 3.9.3, 3.9.5, and 3.9.7), and the Alternative would also 
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provide for increased activity, lighting and security than what currently exists at the Project Site. 
As such, the Alternative supports Policy 3.3.9 of the Framework. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would also support the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan's urban design oriented policies related to site planning, building height and 
design, parking structure design, and light and glare. The Reduced Project Alternative would 
further enhance the existing pedestrian-oriented campus environment and would facilitate 
pedestrian access to the entire HSC. The alternative also would assist in limiting pedestrian and 
vehicular interfaces by providing parking facilities at selected locations within the HSC that 
would connect with other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would assist in achieving the principal goal of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is to improve living conditions, upgrade public 
improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while preserving 
existing businesses and industry. However, in relation to the proposed Project, the revitalization 
under the Reduced Project Alternative would be incrementally less due to the reduced 
development that would occur. This Alternative would continue to promote preservation and 
enhancement of the existing HSC, which is a unique institutional resource of the community. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would also promote the policies set forth in the 
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which encourages development in and around 
existing activity centers, transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems, and in 
areas needing recycling and redevelopment. Implementation of this alternative would allow for 
the development of underutilized sites within the existing HSC that are currently used as surface 
parking lots are vacant or are underutilized. Furthermore, the Alternative would take advantage 
of the nearby transportation corridors and public transit systems including the I-10 and I-5 
Freeways, the Metro system, DASH, Union Station, and the USC shuttle systems. 

The land use effects of the Reduced Project Alternative in relation to existing land use 
plans would be similar to those associated with the proposed Project and no significant land use 
impacts would occur. Furthermore, as the same types of land uses are proposed under this 
Alternative, impacts with regard to compatibility with the surrounding land uses would be the 
same as the proposed Project, which are concluded to be less than significant. Therefore, both 
the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would have a similar impact relative to 
land use. However, as the total amount of development would be less than the proposed Project, 
the Reduced Project Alternative would implement applicable Framework, Community Plan, 
Redevelopment Plan, and RCPG policies to a lesser extent than the proposed Project. 
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(2) Visual Resources 

(a) Aesthetics 

The Reduced Project Alternative would result in the removal of existing street trees, 
which would temporarily detract from the visual character of the area thereby creating a 
potentially significant aesthetic impact. However, it is anticipated that the Reduced Project 
Alternative would include the replacement of all removed trees and landscape plantings along 
the perimeter of each of the Development Sites, similar to the proposed Project. The Reduced 
Project Alternative would be constructed according to existing architectural plans for the Project 
in relation to detailing, style, and surface materials. Thus, the development of the Reduced 
Project Alternative would be designed in a style reflective of the existing academic, research and 
medical office buildings that define the HSC's aesthetic appearance. Furthermore, design and 
landscape features including exterior courtyards, sidewalks, pedestrian walkways, and plantings 
would be developed at the Project Site, which aid in further integrating the uses associated with 
the HSC. As with the proposed Project, the development of the Reduced Project Alternative 
would be aesthetically beneficial and no significant impacts with regard to urban design policies 
would occur. Therefore, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would 
have a similar impact on aesthetic quality that is less than significant. 

(b) Views 

In the evaluation of potential view impacts for the proposed Project, it was determined 
that the proposed Project would not substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from identified public or private vantage points; therefore, potential view impacts were 
concluded to be less than significant. Under the Reduced Project Alternative, development of 
uses similar to the proposed Project would occur; however, this alternative represents a 
30 percent reduction in overall square footage compared to the proposed Project. As the physical 
form of this reduction may occur in a number of ways (i.e., lower building heights, fewer 
buildings, etc.), view impacts from any one vantage point may be less than what could occur 
under the proposed Project. Regardless, no existing view of a valued view resource would be 
impacted by the Reduced Project Alternative. Therefore, both the Reduced Project Alternative 
and the proposed Project would have a similar impact on views that is less than significant. 

(c) Shade/Shadow 

In evaluating impacts of the proposed Project with respect to shade/shadow, it was 
determined that Project impacts to off- and on-site shadow sensitive uses would be less than 
significant. The 30 percent reduction in overall project square footage that would occur under 
the Reduced Project Alternative could occur in a number of different development policies. The 
impacts with respect to shade/shadow may be less than the proposed Project; however, on a 
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site-by-site basis, the amount of the development, and the resulting shade/shadow impacts, may 
be the same as the proposed Project. Therefore, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would have similar impacts related to shade/shadow that are less than 
significant. 

(3) Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

(a) Traffic and Circulation 

Similar to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative is not anticipated to 
create a significant transportation impact in either direction on the I-5 or I-10 Freeway, nor 
would it impact existing or future transit services in the area. 

Traffic volumes generated by the Reduced Project Alternative are forecast for the AM. 

and P.M. peak hours, using the same trip generation and distribution assumptions as the proposed 
Project. The Reduced Project Alternative is anticipated to generate 541 vehicle trips 
(440 inbound trips and 101 outbound trips) during the AM. peak hour. During the P.M. peak 
hour, the Reduced Project Alternative is anticipated to generate 566 vehicle trips (117 inbound 
trips and 449 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour period, the Alternative is forecasted to generate 
5,476 daily trip ends during a typical weekday (2,738 inbound trips and 2,738 outbound trips). A 
summary of the trip generation forecast for the Reduced Project Alternative, including the total 
number of vehicle trips to be generated and the distribution of those trips is presented in Table 3a 
in the Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix B of this Draft EIR. 

The Reduced Project Alternative could be anticipated to result in impacts that are less 
when compared to the proposed Project, due to the 30 percent reduction in development. Under 
both Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 (refer to detailed description of parking scenarios in 
Section IV.C), the proposed Project would result in significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 
18 study intersections during the AM. and/or P.M. peak commuter hours before mitigation. The 
Reduced Project Alternative would result in one less significant impact compared to the 
proposed Project before mitigation. Mitigation similar to the proposed Project would be 
implemented. As such, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in four significant and 
unavoidable impacts, based on the trip-distribution pattern of Parking Scenario No. l. Impacts 
of the Reduced Project Alternative would result in two significant and unavoidable impacts, 
based on the trip-distribution pattern of Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Since traffic associated with the proposed Project would generate significant impacts to 
11 intersections, of which four intersections and three intersections could not be mitigated to a 
level that is less than significant under Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2, 
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respectively, traffic impacts under the Reduced Project Alternative would be less than under the 
proposed Project. 

Both the proposed Project under Parking Scenario No. 1 and the Reduced Project 
Alternative would generate significant, unavoidable traffic impacts at four intersections, whereas 
under Parking Scenario No. 2, the Reduced Project Alternative traffic would result in one less 
significant impact after mitigation. Therefore, traffic impacts under the Reduced Project would 
be the same when compared to Parking Scenario No. 1 and less when compared to the proposed 
Project. 

Impacts to CMP monitoring locations under the Reduced Project would be less than 
under the proposed Project and, as is the case with the proposed Project, would be less than 
significant. As with the Proposed Project, temporary significant impacts may occur at the Union 
Pacific Railroad crossing under the Reduced Project Alternative. However, impacts with regard 
to Project Access and public transit would be less than significant and less than those of the 
proposed Project. 

(b) Parking 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a range of between 997 and 1,085 parking spaces 
would be required by the City parking code, depending upon the actual development that would 
occur within the development range. Similar to the proposed Project, surface parking would be 
displaced. The Reduced Project Alternative would provide for a net increase in parking supply 
through the provision of parking on any combination of Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F. 
Both the Proposed Project and Reduced Project Alternative would provide a sufficient number of 
parking spaces to meet LAMC requirements and parking demand. Therefore, parking impacts 
under both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be similar as well as 
less than significant. 

( 4) Air Quality 

During construction, the Reduced Project Alternative would require similar amounts of 
site clearing and grading activities, but as a result of the approximately 30 percent reduction in 
building space, a corresponding reduction in construction activities during the building 
construction and finishing stages would be likely. However, on days of peak construction 
activities, the number of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on 
site would be similar to proposed Project conditions. As such, daily emissions during peak 
construction periods from under the Reduced Project Alternative would be similar to the 
proposed Project, as the duration (number of days), not the intensity of activities would be 
reduced. Consequently, worst-case daily emissions during construction would be similar to the 
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proposed Project. As such, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a significant 
unavoidable impact with respect to regional construction emissions of ROC and NOx and local 
construction emissions of PM10, even after implementation of mitigation measures. As peak 
construction activities would be the same under this Alternative as the proposed Project, 
construction odor impacts would be less than significant, as is the case with the proposed Project. 

With respect to long-term project operations, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
generate mobile source and stationary source daily emissions; however, due to the reduced scale 
of development, emissions are anticipated to be approximately 25 to 30 percent less than those 
for the proposed Project. However, this reduction would not be sufficient to avoid the significant 
and unavoidable impact with respect to regional emissions of NOx that would occur with the 
proposed Project. Regional emissions of CO, PM10, and SOx and local emissions of CO would 
also be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. Impacts of the Reduced Alternative 
would be less than those of the proposed Project, principally resulting from the forecasted 
reduction in operational emissions. Similar to the Proposed Project, impacts of this Alternative 
with regard to operational odors would be less than significant. 

(5) Noise 

During Construction, the Reduced Project Alternative would require similar amounts of 
site clearing and grading activities, but as a result of the approximately 30 percent reduction in 
building space, a corresponding reduction in construction activities during the building 
construction and finishing stages would be likely. However, on days of peak construction 
activities, the number of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on 
site would be similar to proposed Project conditions. Consequently, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would generate maximum construction-period noise levels that would be similar to 
proposed Project construction-period noise; however, the duration of construction-period noise 
would be reduced. Similar to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
therefore generate significant and unavoidable construction noise impacts at nearby noise 
sensitive locations, including USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, Doheny Eye 
Institute, Women and Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park, even with the incorporation of 
mitigation measures. Similar to the proposed Project, construction noise impacts associated with 
vehicle trips to and from Site under the Reduced Project Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

During long-term operations, the Reduced Project Alternative would include noise 
sources that are similar to the noise sources associated with the proposed Project. Noise sources 
would include vehicular traffic, mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash 
pick up areas), and parking facilities. Similar to the proposed Project, noise generated by the 
loading dock and trash pick up areas would result in a significant impact without incorporation 
of mitigation measures. However, as with the proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation 
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Measure E-2 would diminish the impact to a level that is less than significant. Noise from other 
on-site sources would be less than significant due to compliance with the provisions of the City's 
Noise Ordinance, and no mitigation measures would be required. The reduction in traffic 
volumes by 2,239 daily trips (from 7,715 to 5,476) would result in a decrease in traffic-related 
noise levels on the surrounding roadways. Therefore, traffic-related noise impacts associated 
with the Reduced Project Alternative, as with the proposed Project, would be less than 
significant. The noise impacts of the Reduced Project Alternative, based on the preceding 
analysis, would be slightly reduced relative to the proposed Project due to the reduction in 
operational motor vehicle noise levels. 

(6) Utilities and Service Systems 

(a) Water 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, water would be required for clinics, laboratories, 
restrooms, drinking fountains, and landscaping. Under both the proposed Project and the 
Reduced Project Alternative, impacts on water supply would be less than significant through 
water conservation design features, assured through conservation-related mitigation measures. 
However, due to the reduced size of the Reduced Project Alternative in relation to the proposed 
Project, water demand would be incrementally lower than under the proposed Project. It should 
be noted that for purposes of comparison, the worst-case scenario for the proposed Project with 
respect to water consumption is utilized (i.e., 720,000 square feet of medical/research facilities 
and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic). As shown in Table 39 on page 318, the proposed 
Project would have an increased water demand of 266,304 gallons per day (gpd); whereas the 
Reduced Project Alternative would have an increased water demand of 186,413 gpd, or 
30 percent less than the proposed Project. Since all of the proposed Development Sites are 
adjacent to lines at least 10 to 16 inches in diameter, the existing water infrastructure would be 
adequate to provide domestic water and fire suppression services for both the proposed Project 
and the Reduced Project Alternative. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would have 
less impact on the water supply than the proposed Project. Although there would be less water 
demand and the water lines that would be installed under this Alternative may be smaller, 
construction impacts under the Reduced Project would be the same as the proposed Project, 
which are concluded to be less than significant. 

(b) Sanitary Sewers 

The Reduced Project Alternative would generate wastewater discharge from clinics and 
laboratories, restrooms, and drinking fountains that currently does not occur under existing 
conditions. Under both the proposed Project and the Reduced Project Alternative, wastewater 
impacts would be potentially significant, but reduced to levels that are less than significant with 
mitigation. However, due to the reduced size of the Reduced Project Alternative, wastewater 
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Table 39 

ESTIMATED DOMESTIC WATER CONSUMPTION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Use 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 

Medical Clinic 
Parking 

Outdoor Water Use b 

Total Proposed Project 

Reduced Project Alternative 0 

Academic/Medical Research 
Medical Clinic 
Parking 

Outdoor Water Use b 

Total Alternative 

Net Increase (Decrease) in Water 
Consumption 

0 Assumes 365-day operation year. 
b Estimated to be 28 percent. 

Size 

720,000 sq.ft. 
45,000 sq.ft. 

840,000 sq.ft. 

504,000 sq.ft. 
31,500 sq.ft. 

588,000 sq.ft. 

c Assumes 30 percent reduction in floor area. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, January 2005. 

Factor (gpd/unit) 

250 gpd/LOOOsq.ft. 
250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 

20 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 

250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 
250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 

20 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 

Average Annual 
Daily Flow Consumption 

(gpd) (mil gal/vr) a 

180,000 65.70 
11,250 4.11 
16,800 6.13 
58,254 21.26 

266,304 97.20 

126,000 45.99 
7,875 2.87 

11,760 4.29 
40,778 14.88 

186,413 68.04 

(79,891) (29.16) 

generation would be incrementally lower than under the proposed Project. As shown in Table 40 
on page 319, the proposed Project would generate an increase of approximately 187,245 gallons 
per day (gpd) of sewage, whereas the Reduced Project Alternative would generate an increase of 
131,072 gpd, or 30 percent less than the proposed Project. Therefore, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would have less impact on sanitary sewers and wastewater treatment than the 
proposed Project. Although there would be less wastewater discharge and the sewage lines that 
would be installed under this Alternative may be smaller, construction impacts under the 
Reduced Project would be the same as the proposed Project, which are concluded to be less than 
significant. 

(7) Other Impacts of the Reduced Project Alternative 

Since the Project Site would be developed with a 30 percent less development, the 
Reduced Project Alternative would not be anticipated to have significant impacts in areas for 
which the proposed Project was determined not to have significant impacts by the Initial Study. 
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Table 40 

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Daily Flow Consumption 

Use Size Factor (gJ.ld/unit) (gJ.ld) (mil gal/yr) a 

Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 225 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 162.000 59.1 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 225 t,>pdll,OOOsq.ft. 10,125 3.7 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 t,>pdll,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 

Total Proposed Project 187,245 68.3 

Reduced Project Alternative b 

Academic/Medical Research 504,000 sq.ft. 225 t,>pdll,OOOsq.ft. 113,400 41.4 
Medical Clinic 31,500 sq.ft. 225 t,>pdll,OOOsq.ft. 7,088 2.6 
Parking 588,000 sq.ft. 18 t,>pdll,000 sq.ft. 10,584 3.9 

Total Alternative 131,072 47.8 

Net Increase (Decrease) in (55,173) (20.5) 
Wastewater Generation 

a Assumes 365-day operation year. 
b Assumes 30 percent reduction in floor area. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, January 2005. 

(8) Relationship of the Reduced Project Alternative to the Project Objectives 

The Reduced Project Alternative would only partially achieve the basic objectives of the 
Project. The alternative would support the Applicant's mission to strive to become a nationally 
respected provider of the highest quality, specialized acute inpatient and outpatient health care 
services and translational research, as well as one of the nation's very top medical schools that 
would attract highly qualified students and provide them with exceptional training. The 
alternative also would support the Project's basic objectives through the development of 
centralized academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities, and the creation of an 
on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment that would allow pedestrian access to the entire 
facility with limited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations and assist in 
creating a strong visible image for the HSC. 

However, since the Reduced Project Alternative represents 30 percent less development, 
it would support overall objectives to a notably lesser extent than what would occur under the 
proposed Project. As such, the Alternative would not provide the quantity and quality of 
laboratory space that may be required in order to recruit new, world-renowned faculty, 
conducting breakthrough research and training future scientists. Furthermore, it would not 
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provide for buildout of the existing HSC site that is required to meet the demand for new 
programs. The Reduced Project Alternative would reduce, but not eliminate, potentially 
significant and unavoidable traffic, air quality, and construction noise impacts associated with 
the proposed Project. 

3. Alternative 3: Alternative Land Use Alternative 

a. Introduction 

This section presents an environmental analysis of an Alternative Land Use alternative 
that would be constructed on the 22 acres that comprise the Project Site. As such, the 
development of this Alternative would require the demolition of existing parking and vacant lots 
on the Project Site. The Alternative Land Use assumes the development of the Project Site with 
academic, medical research and medical clinic uses similar to the proposed Project. However, 
this Alternative proposes development of a 200-room multi-level hotel facility with a total floor 
area of 200,000 square feet in lieu of some academic/medical research and/or medical clinic uses 
(i.e. reduction of 160,000 square feet of academic related research uses and a reduction of 
40,000 square feet of medical clinic uses). Under this Alternative, similar to the proposed 
Project, a range of development scenarios could occur. The hotel facility associated with this 
Alternative would house people with family members undergoing treatment at HSC facilities. 
Under this Alternative a total of 1,996 parking spaces would be constructed, which represents a 
29 percent reduction from the proposed Project's 2,800 parking spaces. Table 41 on page 321 
compares the elements of the Alternative Land Use Alternative with the proposed Project. A 
summary of comparative adverse impacts is presented at the end of the Alternatives analysis in 
Table 46 and Table 47 on pages 339 and 340, respectively. 

b. Analysis of Alternative 

(1) Land Use 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative, as with the proposed Project, would result in the 
removal of existing surface parking and vacant lots. This Alternative is similar to the proposed 
Project with the exception of developing a hotel to support the existing and proposed medical
related uses at the HSC in lieu of some additional academic and medical research facilities. As 
the hotel could be developed on any of the Development Sites proposed for development, and 
would occur in accordance with the development standards established for the proposed Project, 
implementation of this Alternative would require the same discretionary actions as the proposed 
Project. Thus, Development Sites A, B, and G, zoned C2-2 (Commercial), would allow for the 
development that would occur under this Alternative as it would be consistent with the existing 
zoning. Development Sites E and F are zoned CM-1 (Commercial Manufacturing) and are 
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Table 41 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE 3 COMPONENTS: 
ALTERNATIVE LAND USE ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternative Proposed Numerical Percent 
Project Com~onent Unit Project Project Difference Change 

Academic and Medical GSF 265,000 to 520,000 465,000 to 720,000 -200,000 -28 to -43% 
Research 
Medical Clinic GSF 45,000 to 107,500 45,000 to 120,000 0 to -12,500 0 to -10% 

Hotel (GSF/Rooms) 200,000 (200) 010 +200,000 (200) NIA 

Total Floor Area GSF 310,000 to 527 ,000 585,000 to 765,000 -238,000 to -31 to -47% 
-275,000 

Parking Spaces 1,996 2,800 -804 -29% 

Project Site Area Acres 22 22 0 0% 

GSF =gross square feet 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2005. 

located within Height District 1. Development Sites E and F under the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative would require a zone change from CM-1 to C2-2 to permit the Alternative. Under 
this zoning designation, construction of this Alternative would require a height district change, as 
is the case with the proposed Project, from height district 1 to 2 to comply with the LAMC. 

Development Site C is zoned PF-1 (Public Facilities), which permits public parking 
facilities, and government buildings and offices. As the Project and the Alternative propose a 
private parking facility on Development Site C, a zone change from PF to C2 is required. The 
proposed zone change to C2 for Development Site C would be compatible with the zoning 
designations assigned to the surrounding HSC parcels and would be consistent with the intent 
and policies of the Community Plan and density permitted by the LAMC. Development Site D 
is zoned [Q] C2-l VL and as such, development of this Alternative would require a height district 
change, as is the case with the proposed Project, from height district 1VLto2 to comply with the 
LAMC. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would implement the General Plan Framework 
(Framework) Community Center goal of providing pedestrian-oriented, high activity multi- and 
mixed-use community centers and would assist in further achieving the Framework's objective 
of reinforcing an existing community center and promoting community activity. The Alternative 
Land Use Alternative also would support several policies of the Framework as it provides for 
centralized and shared parking structures to support the HSC, promotes pedestrian activity 
through structure siting and design, as well as the development of public streetscape 
improvements (Policies 3.9.3, 3.9.5, and 3.9.7). Lastly, the Alternative would also provide for 
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increased activity, lighting and security than what currently exists at the Project Site; and, as 
such, supports Policy 3.3.9 of the Framework. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would also support the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan's urban design oriented policies related to site planning, building height and 
design, parking structure design, and light and glare. The Alternative Land Use Alternative 
would further enhance the existing pedestrian-oriented campus environment and would facilitate 
pedestrian access to the entire HSC. The alternative would also assist in limiting pedestrian and 
vehicular interfaces by providing parking facilities at selected locations within the HSC that 
would connect with other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would assist in achieving the principal goal of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is to improve living conditions, upgrade public 
improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while preserving 
existing businesses and industry. However, in relation to the proposed Project, the revitalization 
under this Alternative would be different relative to the referenced policies. This Alternative, as 
is the case with the proposed Project, would continue to promote preservation and enhancement 
of the existing HSC, which is a unique institutional resource of the community. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would also promote the policies set forth in the 
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which encourages development in and around 
existing activity centers, transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems, and in 
areas needing recycling and redevelopment. Implementation of this alternative would allow for 
the development of underutilized sites within the existing HSC that are currently used as surface 
parking lots, are vacant, or are underutilized. Furthermore, the Alternative would take advantage 
of the nearby transportation corridors and public transit systems including the I-10 and I-5 
Freeways, the Metro system, DASH, Union Station, and the USC shuttle systems. 

The land use effects of the Alternative Land Use Alternative in relation to existing land 
use plans would be similar to those associated with the proposed Project, as the trade-off of 
academic and research facilities for a hotel that supports the HSC would be comparable relative 
to the land use policies under discussion. Furthermore, while the change in use from 
academic/research use to hotel use is different, impacts with regard to compatibility with the 
surrounding land uses would be less than significant. Therefore, both the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative and the proposed Project would have similar, and less than significant, impacts 
relative to land use. 
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(2) Visual Resources 

(a) Aesthetics 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would result in the removal of existing street trees, 
which would temporarily detract from the visual character of the area thereby creating a 
potentially significant aesthetic impact. However, it is anticipated that this Alternative would 
include the replacement of all removed trees and landscape plantings along the perimeter of each 
of the Development Sites, similar to the proposed Project. The hotel, under this Alternative, 
would be developed in accordance with all of the development standards established for the 
proposed Project. It is also assumed that the architectural styling of the hotel would be 
consistent with the materials and detailing typical of modern HSC campus structures. The 
proposed parking facilities would be unchanged from those of the proposed Project, although the 
potential exists that the parking needs of the hotel would be provided within its own 
Development Site. Notwithstanding, the design of the parking facilities under this Alternative 
would maintain the same architectural style. 

Furthermore, design and landscape features including exterior courtyards, sidewalks, 
pedestrian walkways, and plantings would be developed at the Project Site, which aid in further 
integrating the uses associated with the HSC. As with the proposed Project, the development of 
the Alternative Land Use Alternative would be aesthetically beneficial and no significant impacts 
with regard to urban design policies would occur. Therefore, both the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative and the proposed Project would have a similar and less than significant impact on 
aesthetic quality. 

(b) Views 

In the evaluation of potential view impacts for the proposed Project, it was determined 
that the proposed Project would not substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from identified public or private vantage points; therefore, potential view impacts were 
concluded to be less than significant. Under the Alternative Land Use Alternative, development 
of uses similar to the proposed Project would occur, and the hotel development would be 
developed in accordance with all of the development standards established for the proposed 
Project with respect to architectural design and building heights. Thus, no existing view of a 
valued view resource would be impacted by the Alternative Land Use Alternative. Therefore, 
both the Alternative Land Use Alternative and the proposed Project would have a similar and 
less than significant impact on views. 
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(c) Shade/Shadow 

In evaluating the impacts of the proposed Project with respect to shade/shadow, it was 
determined that Project impacts to off- and on-site shadow sensitive uses would be less than 
significant. As development under this Alternative would occur in accordance with all of the 
development standards established for the proposed Project, the shade/shadow impacts of this 
Alternative would be the same as those of the proposed Project. Therefore, both the Alternative 
Land Use Alternative and the proposed Project would have similar, less than significant impacts 
related to shade/shadow. 

(3) Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

(a) Traffic and Circulation 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative replaces 200,000 square feet of academic-related 
research and medical clinic square footage with a 200-room hotel (i.e., reduction of 
160,000 square feet of academic and research uses and a reduction of 40,000 square feet of 
medical clinic uses). As such under this alternative a total of 305,000 square feet of academic 
uses and 80,000 square feet of medical clinic uses would be developed in addition to the 
200-room hotel. Similar to the proposed Project, this Alternative is not anticipated to create a 
significant transportation impact in either direction on the I-5 or I-10 Freeway, nor would it 
impact existing or future transit services in the area. 

Traffic volumes generated by the Alternative Land Use Alternative are forecast for the 
AM. and P.M. peak hours, using the same trip generation and distribution assumptions as the 
proposed Project as well as standard trip generation factors for hotels. The Alternative Land Use 
Alternative is anticipated to generate 647 vehicle trips (495 inbound trips and 152 outbound 
trips) during the AM. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative is anticipated to generate 679 vehicle trips (180 inbound trips and 499 outbound 
trips). Over a 24-hour period, the Alternative is forecasted to generate 6,979 daily trip ends 
during a typical weekday (approximately 3,490 inbound trips and 3,490 outbound trips). A 
summary of the trip generation forecast for the Alternative Land Use Alternative, including the 
total number of vehicle trips to be generated and the distribution of those trips is presented in 
Table 3b in the Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix C of this Draft EIR. 

Based on a review of the forecasted trip generation, this Alternative is anticipated to 
result in fewer significant impacts than the proposed Project based on the slightly lower peak
hour trip-generation forecast. Under both Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 of the proposed Project 
(refer to detailed description of parking scenarios in Section IV.C.), significant traffic impacts 
would occur at 10 of the 18 study intersections, as compared to 11 with the proposed Project, 
during the AM. and/or P.M. peak commuter hours before mitigation. In addition, the Alternative 
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Land Use Alternative would result in one less significant impact compared to the proposed 
Project before mitigation based on the trip distribution patterns of Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2. 
As there would be a decrease in traffic under the Alternative Land Use Alternative compared to 
the Proposed Project, impacts to CMP monitoring locations under the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative would be less than under the proposed Project and, as is the case with the proposed 
Project, would be less than significant. As with the Proposed Project, temporary significant 
impacts may occur at the Union Pacific Railroad crossing under the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative. However, impacts with regard to Project Access and public transit would be less 
than significant and less than those of the proposed Project. 

Mitigation similar to the proposed Project would be implemented; and, as such, impacts 
under the Alternative Land Use Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable at four 
locations, based on the trip distribution patterns of Parking Scenario No. 1. All but two locations 
are anticipated to be fully mitigated, based on the trip distribution patterns of Parking Scenario 
No. 2 under the Alternative Land Use Alternative. Since traffic associated with the proposed 
Project would generate significant impacts to 11 intersections, of which four intersections could 
not be mitigated to a level that is less than significant under Parking Scenario No. 1 and three 
intersections could not be mitigated to levels that are less than significant under Parking Scenario 
No. 2, traffic impacts under the Alternative Land Use Alternative would be less than under the 
proposed Project. 

(b) Parking 

Under this Alternative, approximately 1,085 to 1,268 parking spaces would be required 
by the LAMC, depending upon the actual development that would occur within the development 
range. Similar to the proposed Project, existing surface parking lots would be displaced. As a 
result up to 1,996 parking spaces would be developed under this Alternative. The Alternative 
Land Use Alternative would provide for a net increase in parking supply through the provision of 
parking on any combination of Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F, and, therefore, parking 
impacts under both the Alternative Land Use Alternative and the proposed Project would be 
similar and less than significant. 

(4) Air Quality 

During Construction, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would require similar 
amounts of site clearing and grading activity. On days of peak construction activities, the 
number of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on site would 
likely be similar to proposed Project conditions. Thus, daily emissions during peak construction 
activities under the Alternative Land Use Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project. 
Consequently, daily emissions during peak construction would be similar to the Project and 
would result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to regional emissions of NOx and 
ROC and local emissions of PM10, even after implementation of mitigation measures. No 
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significant impacts associated with CO, SOx, and N02 concentrations would occur during 
construction. Impacts with regard to construction odors would be the same as the proposed 
Project and, as such, construction odor impacts under this Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

With respect to long-term operations, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would result 
in a reduction in mobile source and stationary source daily emissions. Due to the reduced scale 
of development (i.e., reduction of 160,000 square feet of academic related research uses and a 
reduction of 40,000 square feet of medical clinic uses), emissions are anticipated to be 
approximately nine percent less than those for the proposed Project, due primarily to the mobile 
source emissions related to 736 fewer daily trips (from 7,715 to 6,979). However, this reduction 
would not be sufficient to avoid the significant and unavoidable impact with respect to regional 
emissions of NOx that would occur with the proposed Project. Daily emissions for ROC, CO, 
PM10, and SOx and local emissions of CO would also decrease under the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative and, as with the Project, would remain less than significant. Impacts of the 
Alternative Land Use Alternative would be less than those of the proposed Project, principally 
resulting from the forecasted reduction in operational vehicle-related emissions. Similar to the 
Proposed Project, impacts with regard to operational odors would be less than significant. 

(5) Noise 

During construction, the Alternate Land Use Alternative would require similar amounts 
of site clearing and grading activity. The days of peak construction activities, the number of 
construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on site would likely be 
similar to Project conditions. Consequently, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would 
generate maximum construction-period noise levels that would be of a duration similar to Project 
construction-period noise. Similar to the Project, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would 
generate noise during construction that is well above the ambient noise levels in areas of 
sensitive receptor locations, including USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, 
Doheny Eye Institute, Women and Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park. As with the Project, 
significant and unavoidable construction noise impacts would occur under the Alternative Land 
Use Alternative to the above sensitive receptors, even with the incorporation of mitigation 
measures. Similar to the proposed Project, off-site construction noise impacts associated with 
vehicle trips to and from the site under this Alternative would be less than significant. 

During long-term operations, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would generate noise 
levels that are similar to Project-generated noise levels. Noise sources would include vehicular 
traffic, mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash pick up areas), and 
parking facilities. Similar to the proposed Project, noise generated by the loading dock and trash 
pick up areas would result in a significant impact without incorporation of mitigation measures. 
However, as with the proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation Measure E-2 would 
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diminish the impact to a level that is less than significant. Noise from other on-site sources 
would be less than significant due to compliance with provisions of the City's Noise Ordinance, 
and no mitigation measures would be required. The reduction in traffic volumes by 736 daily 
trips (from 7,715 to 6,979) would result in a marginal reduction in traffic-related noise levels on 
the surrounding roadways, and roadway noise impacts would remain less than significant, similar 
to the Project. The noise impacts of the Reduced Project Alternative, based on the preceding 
analysis, would be slightly reduced relative to the proposed Project due to the reduction in 
operational motor vehicle noise levels. 

(6) Utilities and Service Systems 

(a) Water 

The academic/medical research and medical clinic buildings, as well as the hotel use 
under the Alternative Land Use Alternative would generate an increase in water demand. Water 
would be used for laboratories, clinics, restrooms, drinking fountains, and landscaping. As the 
hotel would consume water at the same rate as the academic and research facilities that it is 
displacing, under both the Project and the Alternative Land Use Alternative, potentially 
significant impacts on water supply would be less than significant based on LADWP's Water 
Supply Assessment and through water conservation design features, assured through the 
implementation of conservation-related mitigation measures. As shown in Table 42 on 
page 328, the Alternative Land Use Alternative is estimated to have a water demand of 
208,704 gpd, which is the same as the Project's demand for water. It is conservatively assumed 
that, as is the case with the proposed Project, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would operate 
approximately 365 days a year. As the water demand would be the same as the proposed 
Project, impacts related to the construction of the water lines would be less than significant and 
the same as the proposed Project. Therefore, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would have 
the same impact on water supply as the proposed Project. 

(b) Sanitary Sewers 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would generate wastewater in association with 
laboratories, clinics, restrooms, and drinking fountains. Under both the Project and the 
Alternative Land Use Alternative, wastewater impacts would be potentially significant, but 
reduced to levels that are less than significant with mitigation. As shown in Table 43 on 
page 329 the Alternative Land Use Alternative would generate a demand of 146,745 gpd, which 
is the same as the Project's daily sewage generation. As the wastewater discharge would be the 
same as the proposed Project, impacts related to construction of the sewage lines would also be 
less than significant and the same as the proposed Project. Thus, the potential impact for this 
alternative would be the same as under the Project. Therefore, the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative would have the same impact on wastewater generation as the Project. 
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Table 42 

ESTIMATED DOMESTIC WATER CONSUMPTION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE LAND USE ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Factor Daily Consumption b 

Use Size (gl_)d/unit) a Flow (gpd) (mil gal/vr) 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 180,000 65.70 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 11,250 4.11 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 20 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 16,800 6.13 
Outdoor Water Use a 58,254 21.26 

Total Proposed Project 266,304 97.20 

Alternative Land Use Alternative 
Academic/Medical Research 305,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 76,250 27.83 

Medical Clinic 80,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 20,000 7.30 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,000 sq.ft. 16,800 6.13 
Hotel 200,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 50,000 18.25 
Outdoor Water Use" 45,654 16.66 

Total Alternative 208,704 76.17 

Net Increase (Decrease) in Water -57,600 -21.03 
Consumption 

a Estimated to be 28 percent. 
b Assumes 365-day operation year. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, April 2005. 

(7) Other Impacts of the Alternative Land Use Alternative 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would not be anticipated to have significant 
impacts in areas for which the Project was determined not to have significant impacts, as this 
Alternative would have the same square footage as the proposed Project and would be 
constructed in accordance with the same development standards. 

(8) Relationship of the Alternative Land Use Alternative to the Project 
Objectives 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would only partially achieve the basic Project 
objectives. The Alternative would support the Applicant's objectives to become a nationally 
respected provider of the highest quality, specialized acute inpatient and outpatient health care 
services and translational research, as well as one of the nation's very top medical schools that 
would attract highly qualified students and provide them with exceptional training. The 
Alternative would also support the objectives through the development of centralized academic, 
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Table 43 

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE LAND USE ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Factor Daily Flow Consumption a 

Use Size (gJ.ld/unit) a (gJ.ld) (mil gal/yr) 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 225 gpd/LOOOsq.ft. 162,000 59.1 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 10,125 3.7 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 

Total Proposed Project 187,245 68.3 

Alternative Land Use Alternative 
Academic/Medical Research 305,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 68,625 25.0 

Medical Clinic 80,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 18,000 6.6 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 
Hotel 200,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,000 sq.ft. 45,000 16.4 

Total Alternative 146,745 53.5 

Net Increase (Decrease) in -40,500 14.8 
Wastewater Generation 

a Assumes 365-day operation year. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, April 2005 

medical research, and medical clinic facilities. Furthermore, the Alternative would create an 
on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment that would be developed which would allow 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with limited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at 
selected assist in creating a strong visible image of the HSC. 

However, since the Alternative Land Use Alternative proposes development of a 
200-room multi-level hotel facility in lieu of 200,000 square feet of academic and research uses 
proposed by the Project, it would support the basic objectives of the Project to a lesser extent 
than what would occur under the proposed Project. As such, the Alternative would not provide 
the quantity and quality of laboratory space that may be required in order to recruit new, world
renowned faculty, conducting breakthrough research and training future scientists. It would not 
be able to provide for the maximum amount of undergraduate, graduate and postgraduate 
academic programs of instruction for highly qualified students. Lastly, reduction of proposed 
facilities within the HSC would not work to further the objective of attaining efficiency in 
meeting the other objectives described above. 
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4. The Alternative Site Alternative: Alternative Site 

a. Introduction 

This section presents an environmental analysis of developing the proposed Project at an 
alternative location. The alternative location selected for the Project is the Women and 
Children's Hospital site, located along the east side of Mission Road, generally between Zonal 
Avenue to the north and Marengo Street to the south in the City of Los Angeles. A summary of 
comparative adverse impacts is presented at the end of the Alternatives analysis in Table 46 and 
Table 47 on pages 339 and 340, respectively. 

b. Analysis of Alternative 

(1) Land Use 

The Alternative Site, as with the Proposed Project site, is located in the Northeast 
Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles on the site of the Women and Children's 
Hospital located to the south of the HSC across Zonal Avenue adjacent to the Los Angeles 
County-USC Medical Center. The Alternative Site is designated as Public Facilities and is 
located within Height District 1. Thus, development of the Project at the Alternative Site would 
require a zone change to C2 to reflect the range of uses proposed for development and to be 
compatible with the zoning designations assigned to the surrounding HSC parcels. A height 
district change from Height District 1 (allowable FAR of 1.5:1) to 2 (allowable FAR of 6:1) 
would also be necessary to allow the proposed development. 

The Alternative Site Alternative would implement the General Plan Framework policies, 
but would do so at a location that does not contribute to the synergy that the Project adds to at the 
HSC. The Alternative Site Alternative would not enhance the existing pedestrian-oriented 
campus environment and nor would it facilitate pedestrian access to the entire HSC. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would assist in achieving the principal goal of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is to improve living conditions, upgrade public 
improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while preserving 
existing businesses and industry. However, this Alternative would not promote preservation and 
enhancement of the existing HSC to the same extent as the proposed Project. 

The Alternative Site Alternative would promote the policies set forth in the Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which encourages development in and around existing 
activity centers, transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems, and in areas 
needing recycling and redevelopment. The Alternative would also take advantage of the nearby 
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transportation corridors and public transit systems including the I-10 and I-5 Freeways, the 
Metro system, DASH, Union Station, and the USC shuttle systems. However, implementation of 
this Alternative would not allow for the development of underutilized sites within the existing 
HSC that are currently used as surface parking lots. 

The land use effects of the Alternative Site Alternative in relation to existing land use 
plans would be similar to those associated with the proposed Project and no significant land use 
impacts would occur. However, development of the Project at the Alternative Site would not 
realized an enhancement of the HSC which, as an existing center of activity, is a policy direction 
included in many of the land use plans referenced above. Furthermore, the land uses 
surrounding the Alternative Site are similar to those that are located around the Project Site. 
Therefore, impacts with regard to land use compatibility with the surrounding land uses would 
be less than significant, and similar to those of the proposed Project. 

(2) Visual Resources 

(a) Aesthetics 

The Alternative Site Alternative, similar to the proposed Project, would result in the 
removal of existing street trees, which would temporarily detract from the visual character of the 
area, thereby creating a potentially significant aesthetic impact. However, it is anticipated that 
development at the Alternative Site would include the replacement of all removed trees and 
landscape plantings along the perimeter of the Women's and Children's Hospital Site, similar to 
the proposed Project. Under the Alternative Site Alternative architectural styling would be 
consistent with the materials and detailing typical of modern HSC campus structures and would 
be consistent with the City's urban design policies. Under the Alternative Site Alternative, 
development would not occur on the HSC and visual amenities associated with the proposed 
Project's architectural style, which would be designed in a style reflective of the existing 
academic, research and medical office buildings that define the HSC's aesthetic appearance, 
would not be realized. Furthermore, other design and landscape features including exterior 
courtyards, sidewalks, pedestrian walkways, and plantings would not be developed at the HSC, 
which aid in further integrating proposed and existing uses within the HSC. Therefore, the 
Alternative Site would have greater impact relative to aesthetics than the proposed Project. 

(b) Views 

In the evaluation of potential view impacts for the proposed Project, it was determined 
that the proposed Project would not substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from identified public or private vantage points; therefore, potential view impacts were 
concluded to be less than significant. Under the Alternative Site Alternative, development of 
uses similar in height to those of the proposed Project would occur. As the view resources 
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available at the Alternative Site are the same as those available at the Project Site, and building 
heights would be comparable, no existing view of a valued view resource would be impacted by 
the Alternative Site Alternative. Therefore, both the Alternative Site Alternative and the 
proposed Project would have a similar and less than significant impact on views. 

(c) Shade/Shadow 

Land use in proximity to the Alternative Site is primarily institutional and commercial in 
nature. However, a residential area that would be considered shade/shadow sensitive is located 
north of Mission Road and west of Sichel Street. Should development to the maximum height 
permitted by the Project occur at the northern edges of the Alternative Site, these residential uses 
would be shaded for less than two hours during the winter solstice. Shading during other seasons 
of the year would not extend onto this residential area. As the duration of the shading is 
somewhat limited, impacts of development at the Alternative Site would be less than significant. 
This conclusion is the same as that attributable to the proposed Project. 

(3) Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

(a) Traffic and Circulation 

Development at the Alternative Site would generate the same number of trips forecasted 
for the Proposed Project. As such, development at the Alternative Site is forecasted to generate 
753 vehicle trips (613 inbound trips and 140 outbound trips) during the AM. peak hour. During 
the P.M. peak hour, this Alternative is forecasted to generate 774 vehicle trips (161 inbound trips 
and 613 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour period, the Alternative Site is forecasted to generate 
7,715 daily trip ends during a typical weekday (approximately 3,858 inbound trips and 
3,857 outbound trips). 

Development at the Alternative Site is anticipated to result in approximately the same 
number of significant impacts when compared to the proposed Project (based on the same 
vehicle trip generation estimates). However, while the relative number of significant impacts is 
estimated to be the same as the proposed Project, the locations could vary in that the Alternative 
Site is situated southwest of the HSC. It is anticipated that with the implementation of the 
Project's recommended traffic mitigation measures, the same number of unmitigated locations as 
is forecasted to occur under Parking Scenario No. 1 (i.e., up to four locations) would occur with 
development at the Alternative Site. Therefore, traffic impacts under this Alternative, as is the 
case with the proposed Project, would be significant, after mitigation. Similar to the proposed 
Project, Project-related access and transit impacts would be less than significant under the 
Alternative Site Alternative. However, as there would be less traffic on San Pablo Street under 
the Alternative Site Alternative, the magnitude of temporary significant impacts at the Union 
Pacific Railroad crossing may be reduced in relation to the proposed Project 
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(b) Parking 

Development under this Alternative site would have the same Code parking requirements 
as described for the proposed Project. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that parking 
under this Alternative could be satisfied by parking facilities within the Alternative Site, as well 
as within existing HSC parking facilities. Further, it is assumed that the future parking supply 
for the HSC under the Alternative Site would increase to a minimum of approximately 5,186 
spaces. Thus, a future parking supply of 5, 186 spaces is anticipated to satisfy the future Code 
parking requirements, as well as the parking demand of the Project and this Alternative. 
Therefore, parking impacts under both this Alternative and the proposed Project would be similar 
and less than significant. 

(4) Air Quality 

During construction, the Alternative Site Alternative would result in incrementally 
reduced amounts of site clearing and grading activities, as a result of the reduction in site area 
compared to the proposed Project. However, on days of peak construction activities, the number 
of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on site would be similar 
to proposed Project conditions. As such, peak daily emissions from construction activities under 
the Alternative Site Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project, as neither the duration 
(number of days), nor the intensity of activities would change. Consequently, peak daily 
emissions during construction would be similar to the proposed Project. As such, the Alternative 
Site Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to regional 
emissions of ROC and NOx. In addition, the Alternate Site is located near the proposed Project 
site and the same sensitive receptors would apply to the Alternate Site as applied to the Project 
site. As development under this Alternative would be located to the west of the proposed 
Project, sensitive receptors to the west of the proposed Project site would experience increased 
impacts, while the sensitive receptors located to the east of the proposed Project would 
experience a lessening of impacts as they would be located further from construction activity 
than under the proposed Project. Regardless, and as with the proposed Project, the Alternative 
Site Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to local PM10, even 
after the implementation of mitigation measures. As no significant construction odor impacts 
would occur under this Alternative, impacts with regard to construction odors would be the same 
as the proposed Project. 

With respect to long-term operations, the Alternative Site Alternative would generate 
mobile source and stationary source daily emissions that are comparable to those for the 
proposed Project, as development intensity and trip generation characteristics would be similar. 
As such, the Alternative Site Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact with 
respect to regional emissions of NOx, as would occur with the proposed Project. Regional 
emissions of CO, PM10, and SOx would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. 
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Regarding local CO, the Alternative Site Alternative would likely distribute traffic on local 
roadways in a different pattern than the proposed Project. Local CO concentration may increase 
at some intersections in the vicinity of the Alternate Site. However, CO concentrations at 
roadway intersections analyzed for the proposed Project were well under the SCAQMD 
significance threshold and would likely remain under the thresholds with the Alternative Site 
Alternative. Therefore, local emissions of CO would be less than significant, similar to the 
proposed Project. Likewise impacts with regard to operational odors would also be less than 
significant, similar to the proposed Project. Based on the preceding analysis, impacts of the 
Alternative Site Alternative would be less than those of the proposed Project. 

(5) Noise 

During construction, the Alternative Site Alternative would result in incrementally 
reduced amounts of site-clearing and grading activities as a result of the reduction in site area 
compared to the proposed Project. However, on days of peak construction activities, the number 
of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on site would be similar 
to proposed Project conditions. Consequently, the Alternative Site Alternative would generate 
maximum construction-period noise levels that would be similar to proposed Project 
construction-period noise, as the Alternate Site is located near the proposed Project site and the 
same sensitive receptors would apply to the Alternate Site as applied to the Project site. 
However, sensitive receptors to the west (e.g., Nurse College and Los Angeles County-USC 
Hospital) would experience an increase in noise levels and these levels would likely be 
significant. Therefore, the Alternative Site Alternative would generate significant and 
unavoidable construction noise impacts at nearby noise sensitive locations, even with the 
incorporation of mitigation measures. Similar to the proposed Project, construction noise 
impacts associated with vehicle trips to and from the Alternative Site would be less than 
significant. 

During long-term operations, the Alternative Site Alternative would generate noise levels 
that are similar to noise levels generated by the proposed Project. Noise sources would include 
vehicular traffic, mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash pick up 
areas), and parking facilities. In general, operational noise levels would decrease at sensitive 
receptors located on the eastern side of the HSC and increase at sensitive receptors located on the 
western side of the HSC. However, noise from on-site sources would be less than significant due 
to compliance with provisions of the City's Noise Ordinance and the potential addition of 
mitigation measures. Traffic volumes under the Alternative Site Alternative are expected to be 
similar to the levels forecasted for the proposed Project but the Alternative Site Alternative 
would likely distribute traffic on local roadways in a different pattern than the proposed Project. 
However, noise levels at roadway segments analyzed for the proposed Project were well under 
the significance threshold and would likely remain under the thresholds with development at the 
Alternative Site. Therefore, traffic-related noise levels on surrounding roadways would be 
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comparable and likely remain less than significant, as is the case with the Project. As such, 
traffic-related noise impacts associated with the Alternative Site Alternative, as with the 
proposed Project, would be less than significant. The noise impacts of the Alternative Site 
Alternative, based on the preceding analysis, would be similar to the proposed Project. 

(6) Utilities and Service Systems 

(a) Water 

Under the Alternative Site Alternative water would be required for clinics, laboratories, 
restrooms, drinking fountains, and landscaping. As shown in Table 44 on page 336, the 
Alternative Site Alternative is estimated to have a water demand of 266,304 gpd, which is the 
same as the proposed Project's demand for water. Under both the proposed Project and the 
Alternative Site Alternative, impacts on water supply would be the same and less than 
significant, based on LADWP's Water Supply Assessment for the proposed Project and through 
water conservation design features, assured through the implementation of conservation-related 
mitigation measures. Although the locations for the improvements to the local water lines would 
be different, impacts related to the construction of these lines would be less than significant, 
similar to the proposed Project. 

(b) Sanitary Sewers 

The Alternative Site Alternative would generate wastewater in association with clinics, 
laboratories, restrooms, and drinking fountains. As shown in Table 45 on page 337 the 
Alternative Site Alternative would generate a demand of 187,245 gpd, which is the same as the 
Project's daily sewage generation. Therefore, the Alternative Site Alternative would have the 
same impact on wastewater generation as the Project. Under both the Project and the Alternative 
Site Alternative, wastewater impacts would be potentially significant, but reduced to levels that 
are less than significant with mitigation. Although the locations for the improvements to the 
local sewer lines would be different, impacts related to the construction of these lines would be 
less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. 

(7) Other Impacts of the Alternative Site Alternative 

The Alternative Site Alternative would not be anticipated to have significant impacts in 
areas for which the Project was determined not to have significant impacts, as this Alternative 
would have the same square footage as the proposed Project and would be constructed in 
accordance with the same development standards. 
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Table 44 

ESTIMATED DOMESTIC WATER CONSUMPTION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE SITE ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Daily Consumption b 

Use Size Factor (gpd/unit) a Flow (gpd) (mil gal/yr) 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/LOOOsq.ft. 180,000 65.70 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 11,250 4.11 

Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 20 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 16,800 6.13 
Outdoor Water Use a 58,254 21.26 

Total Proposed Project 266,304 97.20 

Alternative Land Use Alternative 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 180,000 65.45 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 11,250 4.11 

Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 20 f,>pd/l,000 sq.ft. 16,800 6.13 
Outdoor Water Use a 58,254 21.26 

Total Alternative 266,304 97.20 

Net Increase (Decrease) in Water 0 0 
Consumption 

a Estimated to be 28 percent. 
b Assumes 365-day operation year. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, January 2005. 

(8) Relationship of the Alternative Site Alternative to the Project Objectives 

The Alternative Site Alternative would only partially achieve the basic Project objectives. 
The Alternative would support the Applicant's objectives to become a nationally respected 
provider of the highest quality, specialized acute inpatient and outpatient health care services and 
translational research, as well as one of the nation's very top medical schools that would attract 
highly qualified students and provide them with exceptional training. However, the Alternative 
would not support the objective to provide for the development of centralized academic, medical 
research, and medical clinic facilities, nor would the Alternative create an on-site, pedestrian
friendly campus environment that would allow pedestrian access to the entire facility with 
limited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations and assist in creating a 
strong visible image of the HSC. Furthermore, implementation of this Alternative would not 
allow for the development of underutilized sites within the existing HSC. Environmental 
impacts overall would be similar to the Project and no reduction in potentially significant and 
unavoidable impacts would be achieved. 
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Table 45 

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE SITE ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Daily Flow Consumption" 

Use Size Factor (gpd/unit) a (g).ld) (mil gal/yr) 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 225 gpd/LOOOsq.ft. 162,000 59.1 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 10,125 3.7 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 

Total Proposed Project 187,245 68.3 

Alternative Land Use Alternative 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 162,000 59.l 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 10,125 3.7 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 

Total Alternative 187,245 68.3 

Net Increase (Decrease) in 0 0 
Wastewater Generation 

a Assumes 365-day operation year. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, January 2005 

G. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

State CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior 
alternative to the proposed Project and, if the environmentally superior alternative is the "No 
Project Alternative," the identification of an environmentally superior alternative from among 
the remaining alternatives.55 An environmentally superior alternative is an alternative to the 
proposed Project that would reduce and/or eliminate the significant, unavoidable environmental 
impacts associated with the Project without creating other significant impacts and without 
substantially reducing and/or eliminating the environmental benefits attributable to the Project. 

Selection of an environmentally superior alternative is based on an evaluation of the 
extent to which the alternatives reduce or eliminate the significant impacts associated with the 
Project, and on a comparison of the remaining environmental impacts of each alternative. The 
relative environmental characteristics are comparatively summarized in Table 46 on page 339. 
This table presents the analytic conclusions from each of the selected alternatives. The table 

55 CEQA Ciuidelines, Section 15126. 6(e)(2). 
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indicates whether each alternative's environmental impacts would be "similar," "greater," or 
"less" than those of the Project for each environmental category analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

In order to compare those impacts that can be quantified, a second summary table, 
Table 47 on page 340, is also provided. Where quantitative information is not available (i.e., 
Land Use and Aesthetics), no comparison is made in Table 47. Furthermore, care must be used 
with regard to the information presented in Table 46 and Table 47 with regard to making 
conclusions of relative significance because some categories are relatively more or less 
important, and cannot be simply summed. 

The environmentally superior alternative (excluding the No Project Alternative), is 
determined through a review of the Comparison of Impacts table, and reviewing the number of 
impact areas in which an alternative is determined to have "less" relative impact in relation to the 
Project. As shown on Table 46, the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) would be the 
environmentally superior alternative, as this alternative would have less impact relative to the 
Project than the other evaluated alternatives. CEQA requires that when the No Project 
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, another alternative needs to be selected as 
environmentally superior. 

In accordance with this procedure, the Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 2) would 
be the environmentally superior alternative. Whereas several impacts are reduced under this 
Alternative, relative to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would partially 
achieve some of the Project's objectives, as the amount of new facilities that would be developed 
would be lessened, which could potentially inhibit achievement of the Project's broader goals. It 
should also be noted, that other than the No Project Alternative, no alternatives would reduce the 
significant, unavoidable impacts, related to Traffic, Air Quality, and Construction Noise to levels 
that are less than significant. 
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Table 46 

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 
PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Description 

Land Use 

Visual Resources 
Aesthetics 

Views 

Shade/Shadow 

Transportation & 
Circulation 
Traffic 

Parking 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Water 

Sanitary Sewers 

Project 
Academic/Medical 

Research---465,000 to 
720,000 GSF 

Medical Clinic---45,000 to 
120,000 GSF 

Parking-2,800 Spaces 

Less than Significant 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant 

Less than Significant 

Significant & Unavoidable 

Less than Significant 

Significant & Unavoidable 

Significant & Unavoidable 

Less than Significant 

Less than Significant 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Alternative 2: 
Alternative 1: No Project Reduced Project 

No development in any Proposed Project Reduced 
location by 30 percent: 

Academic/Medical 
Research-325,500 to 
504,500 GSF 

Medical Clinic---45,000 to 
120,000 GSF 

Parking-1,085 Spaces 

Less (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Greater (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant with Mitigation) 

Less (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Significant and 
Unavoidable) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Less than Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Significant and 
Unavoidable) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Significant & 
Unavoidable) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Less than Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Less than Significant) 

Page 339 

Alternative 3: Alternative 4: 
Alternative Land Use Alternative Site 

Academic/Medical Same as Project 
Research reduced by 
200,000 sq.ft. Addition of 
200-room Hotel. 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 

Sin1ilar (Less than Greater (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) Significant) 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 

Less (Significant and Similar (Significant and 
Unavoidable) Unavoidable) 

Less (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Less (Significant and Less (Significant and 
Unavoidable) Unavoidable) 

Less (Significant and Similar (Significant and 
Unavoidable) Unavoidable) 

Sin1ilar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 
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Table 47 

QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF 
PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Description 

Land Use 

Daily Trip Ends 

Impacted Intersections, 
Freeway Segments 

Code-Required Parking 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Water Supply 

Sanitary Sewers 

Project No Project 
Academic/Medical 

Research---465,000 to 
720,000 GSF 

No development in any 
location 

Medical Clinic---45,000 to 
120,000 GSF 

Parking-2,800 Spaces 

22 Acres 0 

7,715 0 

Significant impacts after 0 
mitigation al two locations 
under Parking Scenario 
No. 1 and one location under 
Parking Scenario No. 2; No 
CMP impacts 

1,423 to 1,548 spaces 0 

Significant levels of NOx 0 
and ROC emissions during 
construction 

Significant construction 
noise levels 

266,304 gallons daily; 
97.20 mil gal/yr 

187,245gallons daily; 
68.3mil gal/yr 

0 

University of Southern Califomia 
PCR Services Corporation 

Alternative 2: 
Reduced Project 

Proposed Project Reduced by 
30 percent: 
Academic/Medical 

Research-325,500 to 
504,500 GSF 

Medical Clinic---45,000 to 
120,000 GSF 

Parking-1,085 Spaces 

22 acres 

5,476 

Significant in1pacts after 
mitigation at four locations 
under Parking Scenario No. 
and two locations under 
Parking Scenario No. 2; No 
CMP impacts 

997 to 1,085 spaces 

Same as Project 

Same as Project 

186,413 gallons daily; 
68.04 mil gal/yr 

42,928 gallons daily; 
47.3 mil gal/yr 

Page 340 

Alternative 3: 
Alternative Land Use 

Academic/Medical 
Research reduced by 
200,000 sq.fl. 
Addition of200,000-sq.ft. 
Hotel. 
Parking-1,268 Spaces 

22 acres 

6,979 

Significant impacts after 
mitigation at four 
locations under Parking 
Scenario No. 1 and two 
significant impacts under 
Parking Scenario No. 2; 
No CMP impacts 

1,085 to 1,268 spaces 

Same as Project 

Same as Project 

Same as Project 

Same as Project 

Alternative 4: 
Alternative Site 

Same as Project 

Approx. 17 acres 

7,715 

Significant impacts after 
mitigation at two locations; 
No CMP in1pacts 

1,423 to 1,548 spaces 

Same as Project 

Same as Project 

Same as Project 

Same as Project 
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A. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

Section 15126.2( c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate the significant 
irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by implementation of a proposed 
project to ensure that such changes are justified. Irreversible changes include the use of 
nonrenewable resources during the construction and operation of a project to such a degree that 
the use of the resource thereafter becomes unlikely. A significant environmental change can 
result from a primary and/or secondary impact that generally commits future generations to 
similar uses. Irreversible environmental change can also result from environmental accidents 
associated with the project. 

Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of nonrenewable resources, 
such as wood, the raw materials in steel, metals such as copper and lead, aggregate materials 
used in concrete and asphalt such as sand and stone, water, petrochemical construction materials 
such as plastic, and petroleum based construction materials. In addition, fossil fuels used to 
power construction vehicles would also be consumed. 

Operation of the proposed Project would involve the ongoing consumption of 
nonrenewable resources, such as electricity, petroleum-based fuels, fossil fuels, and water, which 
are commonly consumed in the existing surrounding urban environment. Energy resources 
would be used for heating and cooling of buildings, lighting, and transporting of patrons to and 
from the Project Site. Operation of the proposed Project would occur in accordance with 
Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations, which sets forth conservation practices 
that would limit the amount of energy consumed by the proposed Project. Nonetheless, the use 
of such resources would continue to represent a long-term commitment of essentially 
nonrenewable resources. Operation of the proposed Project would also result in an increased 
commitment of public maintenance services such as waste disposal and treatment, as well as 
increased commitment of the infrastructure that serves the Project Site. 

The limited use of potentially hazardous materials contained in typical cleaning agents 
and pesticides for landscaping would occur on the site. Such materials would be used, handled, 
stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable government regulations and standards, 
which would serve to protect against a significant and irreversible environmental change 
resulting from the accidental release of hazardous materials. 
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The commitment of the nonrenewable resources required for the construction and 
operation of the proposed Project would limit the availability of these resources and the Project's 
building site for future generations or for other uses during the life of the proposed Project. 
However, use of such resources would be of a relatively small scale in relation to the Project's 
fulfillment of regional and local urban design and development goals for the area. As such, the 
use of such resources would not be considered significant. 

B. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2( d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR analyze the growth
inducing impacts of a project. Growth-inducing impacts are characteristics of a project that 
could foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, either 
directly or indirectly, in the area surrounding a project site. Impacts associated with the removal 
of obstacles to growth as well as the development of facilities that encourage and facilitate 
growth are considered to be growth-inducing. However, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines, it is 
not to be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little 
significance to the environment. 

Currently, the City and County of Los Angeles and the Community Redevelopment 
Agency are putting forward a collaborative effort to facilitate mixed use and retail development 
and new job growth opportunities in the burgeoning fields of biomedical research and health 
care. The proposal is aimed at an 883-area "BioMedTech Area" that lies within a 1,207-acre 
area located east of the Golden State Freeway (I-5), north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10), 
west of the Long Beach Freeway (I-710), and south of Valley Boulevard. The proposed Project 
Site is located within this potential Joint Los Angeles County and City Redevelopment Proposal 
for BioMedTech Area. 

At this time, the overall vision for the BioMedTech Area has not been determined, 
however the goal for the BioMedTech Area is to create substantial economic development and 
job creation in the biomedical field aimed at maximizing development near the Los Angeles 
County General Hospital and the HSC. Once the new Los Angeles County hospital is 
completed, the existing 20-story, 1,000,000 square feet hospital, located directly south of the 
Project Site would become available for reuse, which presents a unique opportunity to create a 
self sustaining "urban village" where people may live and work. Therefore, as the proposed 
Project is located within the proposed BioMedTech Area, it is anticipated the proposed Project 
would create growth-inducing impacts. Given the anticipated magnitude of development within 
the BioMedTech Area, significant environmental impacts may result from the implementation of 
this development proposal. 
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Although the proposed Project would constitute infill development within the existing 
HSC, which by its very nature has a lesser growth-inducing impact than development of 
undeveloped areas, the impacts of Project implementation would include effects on or from land 
use, visual resources, traffic and parking, air quality, and noise. The purpose of the proposed 
Project is to provide more opportunities for USC faculty and students to work at the forefront of 
their respective specialty while continuing to provide outstanding patient care. This intent is 
consistent with the land use goals of the City to revitalize this community and, as such, the 
Project Site has been designated under the City's General Plan Framework as a Commercial 
Center. While the proposed Project would not involve the construction of housing or generate a 
significant population increase resulting from new employees associated with the proposed 
Project, the proposed land uses, related facilities and the respective populations that directly 
utilize them represent an increment of direct on-site growth. 

In order to accommodate proposed traffic-generated by the proposed Project on the local 
street system, transportation system improvements would be necessary to increase capacity. 
Such improvements could be growth-inducing if they contribute to a substantial reduction in 
traffic congestion and improved vehicular access in the greater locale. The proposed Project 
Project's mitigation measures have been designed to mitigate Project impacts to a level beyond 
that required to meet the needs of the Project's additional traffic, thus enhancing traffic capacity 
at some locations. This is also considered to be a growth inducing impact. 
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EAF Case No.: 
Council District No.: 
PROJECT ADDRESS: 
Major Cross Streets: 

EM22913 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

ZA Case No.: CPC Case No.: 
14 Community Plan Area: Northeast Los Angeles 

USC Health Sciences Campus 
Zonal Avenue, Biggy Street, San Pablo Street, Eastlake Avenue, 
Street 

Name of Applicant: University of Southern California 
Address. Town & Gown, 200, Los Angeles CA 90089-0631 
Telephone No.: 213-740-3175 Fax No.: 213-740-7523 E-mail: 

Alcazar 

OWNER 
Name: 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE (Other than Owner) 
University of Southern California 

Address: Town & Gown, 200 
Los Angeles CA 90089-0631 

Name: William Delvac, Esq. 
(Contact Person) 

Address: Latham & Watkins 
633 W 5th Street, Suite 4000 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Telephone No: 213-740-8221 Telephone No: 213-485-1234 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Signature: Signature: 
(Applicant's Representative) 

The following Exhibits are required (3 copies of each exhibit and 3 Environmental Assessment Forms for 
projects in Coastal & S.M. Mtn. Zones): All Exhibits should reflect the entire project, not just the area in 
need of zone change, variance, or other entitlement. 

NOTE: The exhibits are IN ADDITION TO those required for any case for which the Environmental 
Assessment Form is being filed. 

A 2 Vicinity Maps: (8~" x 11 ") showing nearby street system, public facilities and other significant 
physical features (similar to road maps, Thomas Brothers Maps, etc.) with project area highlighted. 
B. 2 Radius/Land Use Maps: (1" = 100') showing land use and zoning to 500 feet (100 feet of 
additional land use beyond the radius for alcoholic beverage cases); 100' radius line (excluding 
streets) okay for Coastal building permits 300' for site plan review applications. 
C. 2 Plot Plans: showing the location and layout of proposed development including dimensions; 
include topographic lines where grade is over 10%; tentative tract or parcel maps where division of 
land is involved to satisfy this requirement, and the location and diameter of all trees existing on the 
project site. 
D. Application: a duplicate copy of application for zone change, (including Exhibit "C" justification) 
batch screening form, periodic comprehensive general plan review and zone change map, variance, 
conditional use, subdivider's statement, etc. 
E. Pictures: two or more pictures of the project site showing walls, trees and existing structures. 
F. Notice of Intent Fee: a check in the amount of $25 made out to the County of Los Angeles for 
the purpose of filing a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration as required by§ 15072 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
APPROVED BY: DATE: _______ _ 
APPLICATION ACCEPTED 

BY:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~DATE:~~~~~~~~~ 
RECEIPT NO.: 
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I. Project Description: 
Briefly describe the project and permits necessary (i.e., Tentative Tract, Conditional Use, Zone 
Change, etc.) including an identification of phases and plans for future expansion: 
Please see Attachments A and B for detailed description of the Project. 

Will the project require certification, authorization, clearance or issuance of a permit by any federal, 
state, county, or environmental control agency, such as Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality 
Management District, Water Resources Board, Environmental Affairs, etc.? If so, please specify: 

The Project is part of a medical campus and as such, operation of the proposed facilities may require 
certification, authorization, clearance or issuance of a permit by federal, state, county, or environmental 
control agencies. The exact certification, authorization, clearance or permitting required to implement 
the Project will be determined. 

II. Existing Conditions: 
A Project Site Area Surface parking within existing USC Health Sciences Campus 

Net and 7.7 acres (approximate) Gross Acres 56 acres (approximate) 

B. Existing Zoning C2-2 and PF-1 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

C. Existing Use of Land Surface parking 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Existing General Plan Designation General Commercial and Public Facilities 
D. Requested General Plan Designation N/A 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

E. Number N/A type N/A and age± N/A of structures to be removed as a 
result of the project. If residential dwellings (apts., single-family, condos) are being removed indicate 
the: number of units: N/A and average rent: N/A 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Is there any similar housing at this price range available in the area? If yes, where? 
N/A 

F. Number of To be determined Trunk To be determined and type To be determined 
existing trees Diameter 

G. Number To be determined Trunk Diameter To be determined and type To be determined 
of trees being removed (identify on plot plan.) 

H. Slope: State percent of property which is: 
100% Less than 10% slope 0% 10-15% slope 0% over 15% slope 
If slopes over 10% exist, a topographic map will be required. Over 50 acres, 1" = 200' scale is okay. 

I. Check the applicable boxes and indicate the condition on the Plot Plan. There are D natural or 
man-made drainage channels, D rights of way and/or D hazardous pipelines crossing or 
immediately adjacent to the property, or 0 none of the above. 

J. Grading: (specify the total amount of dirt being moved) 
0-500 cubic yards. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Exact quantity to be determined if over 500 cubic yards. indicate amount of cubic yards. 
K. Import/Export: Indicate the amount of dirt being imported or exported. To be determined. 

Projects involving import/export of 1000 cubic yards or more are required to complete a 
Haul Route Form and Haul Route Map. 
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If the project involves more than one phase or substantial expansion or changes of existing uses, 
please document each portion separately, with the total or project details written below. Describe 
entire project, not just area in need of zone change, variance, or other entitlement. 

Ill. Residential project (if not residential, do not answer) 
A Number of Dwelling Units-

Single Family Apartment -------
B. Number of Dwelling Units with: 

One bedroom Two bedrooms 
Three bedrooms Four or more bedrooms 

C. Total number of parking spaces provided 
D. List recreational facilities of project 
E. Approximate price range of units $ to $ 
F. Number of stories, height feet. 
G. Type of appliances and heating (gas, electric, gas/electric, solar) 

Gas heated swimming pool? 
H. Describe night lighting of the project 

(include plan for shielding light from adjacent uses, if available) 
I. Percent of total project proposed for: Building 

Paving 
Landscaping 

J. Total Number of square feet of floor area 

or Condominium 

IV. Commercial, Industrial or Other Project (if project is only residential do not answer this 
section). Describe entire project, not just area in need of zone change, variance, or other 
entitlement. 

A Type of use Educational, medical research and office; parking 
B. Total number of square feet of floor area Maximum of 585,000 sq.ft. of floor area 
C. Number of units if hotel/motel NIA 

-------------~ 

D. Number of stories. To be determined Height 150 feet maximum 
-----------------~ 

E. Total number of parking spaces provided: Approximately 2,800 
F. Hours of operation 24 hours Days of operation _M_o_n_d_a.,._y-_S_u_n_d_a.,._y ______ _ 
G. If fixed seats or beds involved, number NIA 

--------------------~ 

H. Describe night lighting of the project Lighting will be similar to adjacent surrounding uses within 
the USC Health Sciences Campus 

(Include plan for shielding light from adjacent uses, if available) 
I. Number of employees per shift To be determined ---------------
J. Number of students/patients/patrons To be determined 
K. Describe security provisions for project Security provided by USC Department of Public Safety 
L. Percent of total project proposed for: Building To be determined. 

Paving To be determined. 
Landscaping To be determined. 

Historic/Architecturally Significant Project 
Does the project involve any structures, buildings, street lighting systems, spaces, sites or 
components thereof which may be designated or eligible for designation in any of the following: 

(please check) 
D National Register of Historic Places 
D California Register of Historic Resources 
D City of Los Angeles Cultural Historic Monument. 
D Within a City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) 
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V. Hazardous Materials and Substance Discharge 

Does the project involve the use of any hazardous materials or have hazardous substance discharge? 
If so, please specify. 

The Project is part of a medical campus and as such would involve the use of hazardous materials. Prior to 
occupancy of the Project, appropriate regulatory permits and licensing shall be obtained and appropriate 
hazardous materials handling and disposal procedures established. 

A Regulatory Identification Number (if known) 
--------------------

8. Licensing Agency 
C. Quantity of daily discharge 

VI. Stationary Noise Clearance: A clearance may be necessary certifying the project's 
equipment (e.g., air conditioning) complies with City Noise Regulations. 

Some projects may require a Noise Study. The EIR staff will inform those affected by this 
requirement. 

VII. Selected Information: 

A Circulation: Identify by name all major and secondary highways and freeways within 1,000 feet 
of the proposed project; give the approximate distance(s): 
Secondary highways adjacent to the Project site: San Pablo Street, Zonal Avenue. 
Major highways within 1,000 feet of the Project site: Mission Road, Soto Street, Valley 
Boulevard 

B. Air: All projects that are required to obtain AQMD permits (see AQMD Rules and Regulations) 
are required to submit written clearance from the AQMD indicating no significant impact will be 
created by the proposed project.* 

C. Noise: Projects located within 600 feet of railroad tracks indicate the number of trains per 
day:** 
Day 7 AM-10 PM 
Night 10 PM-7 AM 

----

VIII. Mitigating Measures: 

Feasible alternatives or mitigation measures which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impact which the development may have on the environment. 

To be determined via the Project's environmental review process. 

* Contact the South Coast Air Quality Management District at 572-6418 for further information. 

** For information, contact: 

Southern Pacific Train Dispatcher 629-6569 
Union Pacific Engineering 725-2313 
Santa Fe Train Master 267-5546 
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APPLICANT/CONSULTANT'S AFFIDAVIT 

OWNER MUST SIGN AND BE NOTARIZED; 

I, 

IF THERE IS AN AGENT, THE AGENT MUST ALSO SIGN AND BE NOTARIZED 

I, 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Signed: 

Owner (Owner in escrow)* 
(Please Print) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Owner 
Signed: 

Consultant* 
(Please Print) 

Agent 

being duly sworn, state that the statements and information contained in this Environmental 
Assessment Form are in all respects true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

State of California, County and City of Los Angeles 

Signed: Signed: 
Notary Notary 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

day of, 20 day of, 20 
(NOTARY or CORPORATE SEAL) (NOTARY) 

*If acting for a corporation, include capacity and company name. 

CP-1204 (04/11/01) www.lacity.org/PLN/index. htm(Forms) 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 615, CITY HALL 
LOS ANG~:LES, CALI FORNI.A 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

LEAD CITY AGENCY 

City of Los Angeles Planning Department 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

PROJECT TITLE/NO. 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

INITIAL STUDY 
AND CHECKLIST 
(Artide IV B City CEQA Guidelines) 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 

14 

(;ASE NO. 

DATE 

D DOES have significant changes from previous actions. 

D DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions. 

The University of Southern California (USC) is proposing to develop additional educational, medical research and office 
facilities within its existing Health Sciences Campus in northeast Los Angeles. New parking facilities to support the Project are 
also proposed. See Attachment A for a detailed description of the Project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

USC's Health Sciences Campus (HSC) features state-of-the-art educational and medical research facilities devoted to medical 
research, with specific work in the fields of cancer, gene therapy, neurosciences, and transplantation biology and programs in 
occupational therapy and physical therapy. As an exan1pk the 56-acre HSC includes the USC/Norris Comprehensive Cancer 
Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute. the Doheny Eye Institute, the School of Phaffi13cy, the 
Keck School of Medicine, the Center for Health Professions, and the Norris Medical Library. The Los Angeles 
County+University of Southern California Medical Center is adjacent to the HSC. 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project is located on the USC Health Sciences Campus. The Campus is located approximately three miles east of 
downtown Los Angeles, approximately one-half mile north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and approximately one-half 
mile east of the Golden State Freeway (1-5). The Can1pus is located adjacent to the Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights 
neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles (City) and is within the City's Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area. which 
encompasses that portion of the City east of the Los Angeles River and north of Boyle Heights. 

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS: 
D PRELIMINARY 

Northeast Los Angeles DPROPOSED June 15, 1999 
~ADOPTED date 

EXISTING ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING 
~ DOES CON.FORM TO PLAN 

C2-2, PF-1 FAR 6:1 (C2-2); 3:1 (PF-1) 
PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN 

D DOES NOT CON.FORM TO 

General Commercial/Public Facilities PLAN 

SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY 
D NO DISTRICT PLAN 

Institutional, Commerical, Park, Residential, Public 
Facilities 
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

D I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in 
this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

D I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is 
required. 

IZJ I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on 
the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant lo applicable legal standards, 
and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

D T find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant 
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant lo applicable standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation 
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

SIGNATURE TITLE 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A 
"No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact 
simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture 
zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well 
as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a 
project-specific screening analysis). 

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

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, 
or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence 
that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when 
the determination is made, an EIR is required. 
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4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of a mitigation measure has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to 
"Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 
XVII, "Earlier Analysis," cross referenced). 

5) Earlier analysis must be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). 
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

l) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
2) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based 
on the earlier analysis. 

3) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from 
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the 
project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or 
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the 
statement is substantiated 

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

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 
environmental effects in whichever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
l) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
2) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is 
a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

[8l Aesthetics 

D Agricultural Resources 

[8l Air Quality 

D Biological Resources 

D Cultural Resources 

D Geology/Soils 

D Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

D Hydrology/Water Quality 

[8l Land Use/Planning 

D Mineral Resources 

[8l Noise 

D Population/Housing 

D Public Services 

D Recreation 

[8l Transportation/Traffic 

[8l Utilities/Service Systems 

[8l Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency) 

BACKGROUND 

PROPONENT NAME HONE NUMBER 

Universi of Southern California, Plannin & Desi n Mana 1ement Services 13-821-5634 
PROPONENT ADDRESS 

925 West 35th Street, POB, Los An eles CA 90089-0631 
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST ATE SUBMITTED 

Cit 1 Plannin De artment 
PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable) 

USC Health Sciences Cam us Pro·ect 

r::J=' ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
(Explanations of all potentially and less than significant impacts are 
required to be attached on separate sheets) 

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, or 
other locally recognized desirable aesthetic natural feature within 
a city-designated scenic highway? 

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

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

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. Would the project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Fannland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant 
to the Fannland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b. Conflict the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act Contract? 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Fannland, to non-agricultural use? 

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

D 
D 

D 

D 

D 

Potentially 
Significant Unless 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 
D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant lrnpact 

~ 
D 

D 

D 

D 

No lmpact 

D 
~ 

D 

D 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project result in: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or [SJ D D D 
Congestion Management Plan? 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to [SJ D D D 
an existing or projected air quality violation? 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any [SJ D D D 
criteria pollutant for which the air basin is non-attaimnent 
(ozone, carbon monoxide, & PM 10) under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard? 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant [SJ D D D 
concentrations? 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of [SJ D D D 
people? 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through D D D 
habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

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

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected D D D 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not li1nited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
Through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native D D D 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting D D D 
biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or 
ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands)? 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat D D D 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a D D D [SJ 
historical resource as defined in State CEQA § 15064.5? 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an D D [SJ D 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.5? 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological D D ~ D 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside D D D ~ 
of formal cemeteries? 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

a. Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death 
involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the D D D 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? D D ~ D 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? D D ~ D 
iv. Landslides? D D ~ D 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? D D ~ D 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that D D ~ D 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potential 
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

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

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of D D D 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where 
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would 
the project: 

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

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment D D D 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely D D D 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of au existing or proposed school? 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous D D [8J D 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and. as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where D D D 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the D D D 
project result in a safety hazard for the people residing or 
working in the area? 

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

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury D D D 
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intemrixed 
with wildlands? 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the 
proposal result in: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge D D [8J D 
requirements? 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with D D [8J D 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or plaimed 
land uses for which pemrits have been granted)? 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or D D D 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a maimer which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or D D D 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in an manner which would result in flooding on- or off 
site? 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the D D D 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? D D [8J D 
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on D D D [8J 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would D D D 
impede or redirect flood flows? 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury D D D ~ 
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? D D D 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community? D D D ~ 
b. Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of ~ D D D 
an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or D D D 
natural community conservation plan? 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

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

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral D D D 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land use plan? 

XI. NOISE. Would the project: 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in D D D 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundbome D D ~ D 
vibration or groundbome noise levels? 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in ~ D D D 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise ~ D D D 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where D D D 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the D D D 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area either directly D D ~ D 
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing D D D ~ 
necessitating the constmction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the D D D ~ 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other perfonnance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

a. Fire protection? D D ~ D 
b. Police protection? D D ~ D 
c. Schools? D D ~ D 
d. Parks? D D ~ D 
e. Other governmental services (including roads)? D D ~ D 

XIV. RECREATION. 

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

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

XV. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the 
project: 

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to D D D 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., 
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

b. Exceed, either individually or cmnulatively, a level of service D D D 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an D D D 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp ~ D D D 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment)? 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? D D ~ D 
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? ~ D D D 
g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting ~ D D D 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable ~ D D D 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or ~ D D D 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities. 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

c. Require or result in the construction of new stom1water D D D 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to seive the project D D D 
from existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

e. Result in a detennination by the wastewater treatment D D D 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project' s projected demand in 
addition to the provider's existing commitments? 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient pennitted capacity to ~ D D D 
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? 

g. Comply with federal, state. and local statutes and regulations D D ~ D 
related to solid waste? 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of D D D 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, D D D 
but cumulatively considerable?(" Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects). 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which cause D D D 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 
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A. INTRODUCTION 
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ATTACHMENT A 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The University of Southern California (the Applicant) is proposing to develop 
approximately 585,000 square feet of additional educational, medical-related (e.g., medical 
research, medical clinic, etc.), and academic support facilities within its existing Health Sciences 
Campus (HSC) in northeast Los Angeles. The new facilities would be utilized by the Applicant 
for educational and academic support purposes, research laboratories and offices, as well as 
medical office space by tenants associated with the HSC. The Project also includes the 
development of parking facilities to support the proposed educational and medical-related uses. 
For the purposes of this Initial Study, the term "Project" is used to refer collectively to the 
proposed educational, academic support and medical-related facilities as well as the proposed 
parking facilities. 

The HSC features state-of-the-art educational and medical research and treatment 
facilities devoted to medical research, with specific work in the fields of cancer, gene therapy, 
neurosciences, and transplantation biology as well as programs in occupational therapy and 
physical therapy. As an example, the HSC includes the USC/Norris Comprehensive Cancer 
Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, the Doheny Eye Institute, 
the School of Pharmacy, the Keck School of Medicine, the Center for Health Professions, and 
the Norris Medical Library. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The educational and medical-related facilities that would be developed in assoc1at10n 
with the Project would be located within the existing HSC on sites that currently contain surface 
parking lots or are underdeveloped as described in further detail below. 

The HSC is located approximately three miles east of downtown Los Angeles, 
approximately one-half mile north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and approximately one
half mile east of the Golden State Freeway (I-5), as shown in Figure A-1 on page A-2. The HSC 
is located adjacent to the Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights neighborhoods of the City of Los 
Angeles (City) and is within the City's Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area, which 
encompasses that portion of the City east of the Los Angeles River and north of Boyle Heights. 

University of Southern California 
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Attachment A: Project Description 

The HSC is also within the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project area, which is 
administered by the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA). 

C. PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The Project proposes development on up to four (4) designated Development Sites. The 
four Development Sites are hereafter referred to as Development Sites A, B, C and D, as shown 
in Figure A-2 on page A-4 and Figure A-3 on page A-5. For the purposes of this Initial Study, 
the term "Project Site" is defined to include all four (4) Development Sites. Development Sites 
A and B are considered infill sites located within the existing HSC. Development Site C is an 
existing HSC surface parking lot located on the west side of the HSC. Development Site Dis an 
existing surface parking lot located along the west side of Biggy Street between Zonal and 
Eastlake A venues. The following describes a conceptual development program for Development 
Sites A-D. 

1. Development Site A 

Development Site A is centrally located within the HSC. Development Site A is 
approximately 2.11 acres in size, though it is part of a larger 7.92-acre parcel identified as Lot 1, 
Tract 24390 by the Los Angeles County Assessor. The larger 7.92-acre parcel also includes the 
Center for Health Professions and the Zilkha Neurogentics Institute (ZNI). The maximum 
amount of development proposed for Development Site A is 465,000 gross square feet. 
Maximum building heights on this Development Site would be 150 feet. 

Based on the Project's conceptual design, it is anticipated that development on 
Development Site A would include two buildings that would be occupied by medical research 
and laboratory facilities. The first building would be approximately 100 feet in height and 
consist of 280,000 square feet, with an average building floorplate of approximately 35,000 to 
40,000 square feet. This building may feature five to seven above-grade levels, one or two 
basement levels, as well as a penthouse for building mechanical equipment. The basement level 
of this proposed building could be designed to connect to the basement of the existing adjacent 
ZNI building. The second building would be 150 feet in height with a maximum gross square 
footage of 185,000 square feet, utilizing building floorplates of approximately 20,000 square 
feet. This building could feature five-above grade levels as well as basement levels and a 
penthouse for building mechanical equipment. 
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Attachment A: Project Description 

2. Development Site B 

Development Site B is also centrally located within the HSC and can also be 
characterized as infill development within the HSC. Development Site B is approximately 1.13 
acres in size and is identified as Lot 5, Tract 49380 by the Los Angeles County Assessor. This 
Development Site is located west of the existing USC University Hospital parking structure. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site Bis 120,000 gross square feet 
of floor area. The maximum height permitted would be 100 feet including the height of the 
penthouse for mechanical equipment. Surface parking may also be provided within a portion of 
Development Site B. 

Based on the Project's conceptual design, the proposed structure on this Development 
Site would form a courtyard configuration with the existing Healthcare Consultation Center 
(HCC) and HCCII buildings. Development Site B would be occupied by medical office uses in a 
structure that would include six above-grade levels and a penthouse for building mechanical 
equipment. The floorplate for this building is anticipated to be 35,000 square feet in area. Based 
on the conceptual design, the proposed development of this site would displace the surface 
parking that currently exists at this location. 

3. Development Site C 

Development Site C is located in the western portion of the HSC. This approximately 
3.68-acre site is located on the north side of Zonal Avenue, between State Street to the east, and 
Mission Road to the west, as shown in Figure A-2 on page A-4 and Figure A-3 on page A-5. 
Development Site C is currently used as a 548-space surface parking lot. Proposed activity on 
Development Site C would be limited to parking. A multi-story parking structure providing up 
to 2,800 parking spaces is proposed to be developed at this location and, if constructed, would 
provide the parking required to support Project development, as well as replacement parking for 
the existing surface lot that currently occupies Development Site C. This proposed parking 
structure may be developed in two phases, with approximately 1,400 parking spaces constructed 
in each phase. The height of the parking structure would not exceed the City's 75-foot High Rise 
requirement. Due to the distance between the proposed parking structure and the buildings it 
serves, a parking variance is required to implement this component of the proposed Project. 

4. Development Site D 

Development Site Dis an approximately 0.77-acre site located on the west side of Biggy 
Street between Zonal and Eastlake A venues, as shown in Figure A-2 on page A-4 and Figure A-
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Attachment A: Project Description 

3 on page A-5. Development Site Dis currently used as a 106-space surface parking lot and is 
proposed to be developed with the type of University and/or medical-related uses that are 
described above for Development Sites A and B, or as parking facilities that support the 
proposed uses. In addition, new construction on Development Site D may be a combination of 
University/medical-related uses and parking. In the event that University and/or medical-related 
uses are constructed on Development Site D, a maximum of 200,000 square feet of floor area 
may be developed. The development of University and/or medical-related uses would occur in 
structure(s) with a maximum height of 140 feet, including the height of the penthouse for 
mechanical equipment. 

While development of up to 200,000 square feet may occur on Development Site D, total 
Project development would not exceed a total of 585,000 square feet of University and/or 
medical-related uses on the identified Development Sites. As such, development on Site A 
and/or B would be reduced accordingly. 

Parking facilities to support the Project may also occur on Development Site D. The 
parking facilities, should they occur, could be a mix of a multi-level structure and surface 
parking. The height of the parking structure would not exceed the City's 75-foot High Rise 
requirement. A maximum of 600 parking spaces could be constructed on Development Site D. 
Project parking, in addition to occurring within Development Sites C and D, could be satisfied 
by existing HSC parking facilities. 

D. CONCEPTUAL PROJECT DESIGN 

The proposed buildings would be constructed of steel structural or concrete framework 
clad with pre-cast concrete panels and glass and aluminum curtain wall systems. Though the 
design of the proposed buildings has not been fully developed at this stage, their architectural 
style would be similar to the same type of buildings that already exist on the HSC, such as those 
shown in the photographs in Figure A-4 through Figure A-7 on pages A-8 through A-11, 
respective! y. 

The Project would also include the creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways 
between and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings that would 
complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. The proposed buildings 
would also feature signage and lighting consistent with existing HSC lighting and signage. 

As described above, parking for the proposed buildings would be provided on 
Development Site C and/or Development Site D. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between 
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The view eastward from the corner of Biggy Street and Eastlake Avenue shows the 
new Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI) with adjacent surface parking lots that comprise 
Development Site A. 

The view westward from the east side of San Pablo Street shows the south facade of the 
Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI) and the adjacent surface parking lots that comprise 
Development Site A. 

Figure A-4 
Photographs of Development Site A 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2003 
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The view southward from Alcazar Street showing Development Site B with the HCCll 
building to the right, the USC University Hospital parking structure to the left and the 
HCC building and Doheny Eye Institute in the background. 

The view eastward from the corner of Alcazar Street and San Pablo Street showing 
Development Site B. 

Figure A-5 
Photographs of Development Site B 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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View northward of Development Site C from Zonal Avenue. 

View southward from within Development Site C with County-USC Hospital visible in the 
background. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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View westward of Development Site D from Biggy Street. 

View eastward from within Development Site D with the USC/Norris Comprehensive 
Cancer Center visible in the background. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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buildings would connect the parking with the proposed and existing buildings within the HSC. 
In addition, drop-off and delivery areas would be provided at each of the proposed buildings. 

E. EQUIV ALEN CY PROGRAM 

An Equivalency Program is proposed to provide flexibility for modifications to land uses 
and square footages within the Project in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the 
southern California economy and changes in Project requirements. The Equivalency Program 
defines a framework within which educational, academic support, research and medical office 
uses can be exchanged for one another. 

Table A-1 on page A-13 identifies the equivalency ratios for the land use categories 
included within the Project. The equivalency ratios are expressed in terms of thousands of 
square feet of floor area. An example of an equivalency transfer would be a transfer of 10,000 
square feet of medical office development to 33,900 square feet of medical 
research/laboratory/academic support uses (e.g., 10,000 * 3.39 = 33,900). 

An analysis of the potential environmental impacts attributable to the proposed 
Equivalency Program is provided within each environmental analysis in Section IV, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR for this Project. The environmental analysis 
for the Equivalency Program evaluates the different equivalency scenarios to detennine its 
impacts, including whether the impacts of any scenario are equal to or greater than the impacts of 
the Proposed Project. If the equivalency scenario would result in a greater or different impact 
than the Proposed Project, then such impact is analyzed and additional mitigation measures are 
proposed as appropriate. On the other hand, if the impacts in any given equivalency scenario are 
equal to or less than the impacts from the Proposed Project, then the analysis of the Proposed 
Project's impacts and any mitigation measures are also applicable to the given equivalency 
scenario, unless otherwise noted. 

F. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

The development timeframe for buildout of the proposed Project is approximately seven 
to eight years, with buildout anticipated to occur by 2012. Within this timeframe the 
construction of individual buildings would take place over the course of two to three years. 
Development of the parking facilities would occur in coordination with development of the 
buildings to be served by the parking. The final plans and construction documents for each 
component of the Project would identify protocols for demolition, site preparation, staging and 
other activities associated with construction. 
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TableA-1 

EQUIV ALEN CY MA TRIX -
LAND USE SQUARE FOOTAGE CONVERSION FACTORS 

From this 

To this 
land use (ooo's)::::> 

land use (ooo's)U 
Medical Research/ 
Laboratory/ Academic 
Support 

Medical Office 

Medical 
Research/Laboratory/ 

Academic Support 

NIA 

3.39 

Medical Office 

0.295 

NIA 

Source: PCR Services Corporation based on data provided by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers Inc .. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST DETERMINATION 

I. AESTHETICS. Would the Project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Less Than Significant Impact. No designated scenic vistas or other designated scenic 
resources are visible from the Project Site or would be visually obstructed by development that 
would occur with implementation of the proposed Project. Development of multi-story 
structures with a maximum height of l 00 to 150 feet would occur on Development Sites A and 
B, respectively. A multi-story parking structure would be developed on Development Site C. 
Development Site D would feature either a multi-story structure containing University and/or 
medical-related uses similar to Sites A and B with a maximum height of 120 feet or a multi-story 
parking structure. The four Development Sites are located within the existing USC Health 
Sciences Campus and, as such, are characterized as infill development similar to the Campus' 
related medical uses contained in structures of similar height and mass. While development of 
these sites could potentially block views of the distant San Gabriel Mountains from a limited 
number of vantage points within the HSC, the San Gabriel Mountains would still be visible from 
many other vantage points on and around the HSC. Therefore, the impact of the Project on 
scenic vistas would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings, or other locally recognized desirable 
aesthetic natural f ea tu re within a city-designated scenic highway? 

No Impact. None of the roadways adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Project Site are 
designated as a scenic highway on the Scenic Highways Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan. The City-designated scenic highway nearest to the site is Huntington 
Drive/Mission Road (Scenic Highway No. 46), which is approximately one-half mile northeast 
of the Project Site. As Project development would not affect any portion of the Huntington 
Drive/Mission Road Scenic Highway, no impact upon the scenic resources that are associated 
with this designated scenic highway would occur. 
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c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Development Sites are located within the larger 
approximate 56-acre USC Health Sciences Campus, which is characterized by educational, 
research, hospital and medical office buildings. The proposed development that would occur 
could be characterized as infill within the existing HSC. Though the specific design of the 
proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully established at this time, it is expected 
that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of the existing educational, research and 
medical office buildings that define the visual/aesthetic appearance of the HSC. Additionally, it 
is expected that the future buildings would incorporate architectural elements and design styles 
similar to existing nearby buildings such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute and the Healthcare 
Consultation Center (HCC) and HCC II buildings. Nonetheless, the Project, despite occurring 
within the HSC, represents a substantial alteration of the visual character of the Project Site in 
that it proposes construction of multi-level buildings on land that is currently surface parking. 
Therefore, this issue shall be analyzed further in an Environmental Impact Report, with feasible 
mitigation measures proposed as necessary. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Existing artificial light sources on the Development 
Sites includes surface parking lot and security lighting. The artificial light environment in the 
Project vicinity is influenced by street lights as well as lighting associated with adjacent 
buildings and parking facilities within the HSC. In addition, vehicles traveling on Eastlake 
Avenue, San Pablo Street, Alcazar Street, Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue also contribute to the 
existing artificial light environment within the HSC. Implementation of the proposed Project 
would introduce new light sources within the Project Site including streetlights, interior building 
lighting, exterior security lighting, and parking facility lighting; however, the proposed lighting 
would be typical of existing adjacent facilities within the HSC and is not expected to create 
unusually high levels oflight. Furthermore, the Project would meet the standards set forth in the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for the control of lighting impacts, including the 
following: 

• Chapter 9, Article 3, Sec. 93.0117. No exterior light source may cause more than 
two footcandles (21.5 lx) of lighting intensity or generate direct glare onto 
exterior glazed windows or glass doors; elevated habitable porch, deck, or 
balcony; or any ground surface intended for uses such as recreation, barbecue or 
lawn areas or any other property containing a residential unit or units. 
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• Chapter 1, Article 2, Sec. 12.21 AS(k). All lights used to illuminate a parking 
area shall be designed, located and arranged so as to reflect the light away from 
any streets and any adjacent premises. 

• Chapter l, Article 7, Sec. 17.08C. Plans for street lighting system shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Bureau of Street Lighting. 

• Division 62, Sec. 91.6205M. No sign shall be arranged and illuminated in such a 
manner as to produce a light intensity of greater than three footcandles above 
ambient lighting, as measured at the property line of the nearest residentially 
zoned property. 

Additionally, Project-generated vehicle headlights would add to the ex1stmg lighting 
environment; however, the anticipated levels of lighting associated with the Project would not be 
considered significant in an urban setting such as the HSC. Since the Project would utilize 
lighting similar to that used on adjacent buildings, which would maintain the existing visual 
character of the HSC, and would implement the standards set forth in the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC) to address potential lighting effects, the level of lighting that would occur with 
the proposed Project, both stationary and transient (i.e., automobile headlights), would not 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The Project would utilize an exterior window wall system which would be of low 
reflectivity, similar to that used on adjacent buildings. Highly-reflective, potentially glare 
producing exterior features and building materials would not be used. Additionally, while 
Project-generated vehicles would generate transient glare from the reflection of the sun, the 
anticipated levels would not be considered significant in an urban setting such as the HSC. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project buildings would blend with the existing buildings and would 
generate minimal glare due to the exterior materials that will be used. Therefore, the level of 
glare associated with the Project would not adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 
agricultural land evaluation and site assessment model (1997) prepared by the 
California department of conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland Would the Project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

No Impact. No agricultural uses or related operations are present on the Project Site or 
within the surrounding area. The site is not considered prime or unique farmland of statewide or 
local importance as identified by the State Department of Conservation and the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan. Therefore, the Project would not result in the conversion of designated 
farmland, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural uses. No mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural uses, nor is it under a 
Williamson Act contract. Therefore, no conflict exists with agricultural zoning or Williamson 
Act contracts, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact. As there are no agricultural uses or related operations on or near the Project 
Site, the Project would not involve the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 
Therefore, no impacts to agricultural uses would occur, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 
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Ill. AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by the south coast air quality 
management district (SCAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project result in: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or Congestion 
Management Plan? 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the air basin is non-attainment (ozone, carbon monoxide, & PM10) under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

Potentially Significant Impact [a-c]. The state and federal governments have set health 
standards for air pollutants, specifying levels beyond which the air is deemed unhealthful. The 
Project Site is located in the South Coast Air Basin and is under the jurisdiction of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The South Coast Air Basin is currently in 
non-attainment for ozone (03), fine particulate matter (PM10), and carbon monoxide (CO) based 
on federal, and thus state, air quality standards, as the state standards for California are more 
stringent than the federal standards. Together with the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), the SCAQMD is responsible for formulating and implementing air 
pollution control strategies throughout the Basin. The Regional Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) was adopted by the SCAQMD in 1997 to establish a comprehensive air pollution 
control program that would lead to the attainment of state and federal air quality standards. The 
Project could result in increases in air emissions from construction, vehicle trips, and other 
sources, which could potentially: conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or 
Congestion Management Plan; violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation; or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
ozone, carbon monoxide, or PM10, for which the South Coast Air Basin, as described above, is 
currently in non-attainment. Potential air quality impacts resulting from the proposed Project 
shall be analyzed in further detail in an Environmental Impact Report with feasible mitigation 
measures proposed, as necessary. 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project Site include educational and medical facilities within the HSC. Residential uses are also 
located approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B and approximately 900 feet west of 
Development Site C. Construction activity would result in increased air emissions, largely due 
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to dust and heavy-duty equipment exhaust emissions. In addition, operation of the Project would 
result in an increase in mobile source emissions associated with an increase in vehicle trips. 
Furthermore, the Project could result in an increase in air emissions from stationary sources 
associated with the new buildings. Potential impacts due to the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations from mobile and stationary air emission sources shall be 
analyzed in further detail in an Environmental Impact Report with feasible mitigation measures 
proposed, as necessary. 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Potentially Significant Impact. No objectionable odors are expected as a result of 
construction of the multi-story buildings on Development Sites A, B and possibly D or the 
parking structure on Development Site C and possibly D. The proposed buildings and structures 
would be constructed using conventional building materials. It is not anticipated that odiferous 
building materials would be used. 

With regard to operations occurring within the proposed buildings, odors would typically 
be associated with industrial projects involving high volumes of chemicals, solvents, petroleum 
products, and other strong-smelling elements used in manufacturing processes. In addition, 
odors could also be associated with uses such as sewage treatment facilities and landfills. The 
proposed Project would not contain any element related to these types of uses. However, the 
educational, medical research and office buildings proposed on Development Site A could 
include a basement-level vivarium to connect to the existing vivarium located in the basement 
level of the adjacent Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, which could potentially generate odors. 
This issue shall be analyzed in further detail in an Environmental Impact Report with feasible 
mitigation measures proposed, as necessary. 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No Impact. The Development Sites are in an urbanized location and are developed with 
surface parking. The Development Sites feature ornamental trees and landscaping designed as 
amenities to the streetscape, rather than as natural habitat. These existing surface parking lots 
feature negligible landscaping and do not contain any natural habitat. As such, the Project Site 
does not contain any natural habitat for species identified as candidate, sensitive or of special 
status. 
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The surrounding area features Hazard Park, a 25-acre recreational resource, which 
contains trees, lawns, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, and a vegetated gully along an 
abandoned railroad spur line that bisects the park. Hazard Park has the potential to contain 
notable biological resources; however, the Project Site is physically separated from Hazard Park 
such that there is no direct interface between the Project Site and the park. Development Site A 
(the portion of the Project site nearest to Hazard Park) is located at the northwest corner of San 
Pablo Street and Eastlake A venue, whereas the park is located at the southeast corner of the 
intersection. While Development Site A and the park are located at opposite corners of the 
intersection, actual buildings proposed on Development Site A would be separated from Hazard 
Park not only by San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street, but also by the 
ornamental landscape buffer that exists directly north of Eastlake Avenue. Development Sites B, 
C, and D are located further from Hazard Park and are separated from the park by the other HSC 
buildings. Therefore, due to the distance and the actual physical separation that exists between 
the Project Site and park, the Project would not have an impact, either directly or through habitat 
modification, on any species that may inhabit Hazard Park. Therefore, the Project would not 
result in any impact, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. As such, no 
impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is in an urbanized location and is primarily developed with 
surface parking. The site does not feature any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities as identified in City or regional plans, policies or regulations. The site is not in or 
adjacent to any riparian area and is not identified in the City of Los Angeles General Plan as a 
natural, conservation or open space resource. Additionally, no other adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan applies to the Project Site. 

The surrounding area features Hazard Park that may potentially contain sensitive natural 
communities that are not specifically identified by any plans, policies, or regulations. However, 
the Project does not propose any direct (i.e., physically alter the park) or indirect (i.e., discharge 
of storm water) alterations to Hazard Park. Furthermore, and as described above, the Project Site 
is physically separated from Hazard Park such that there is no direct interface between the 
Project Site and the park. Furthermore, stormdrains to support the proposed buildings would tie 
into existing stormdrains, and in so doing, also ensures that runoff to Hazard Park would not 
occur. Therefore, the Project would not have any impact on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in the City or regional plans, policies, regulations 
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administered by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

No Impact. The Project Site is in an urbanized location and is primarily developed with 
surface parking. The Project Site does not contain any natural hydrologic features or federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. As stated above, the 
surrounding area features Hazard Park, which could potentially contain federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. However, the Project does not 
propose any direct or indirect alteration to Hazard Park. Therefore, the Project would not result 
in an adverse effect on any federally protected wetlands or potentially federally protected 
wetlands. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

No Impact. The Project Site is in an urbanized location and is primarily developed with 
surface parking. The Project Site does not function as a wildlife corridor and no bodies or 
courses of water exist on-site to provide habitat for fish. As stated above, the surrounding area 
features Hazard Park, which could potentially contain native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species. However, the Project does not propose any direct or indirect alteration to 
Hazard Park. Furthermore, as stated above the Project Site is physically separated from Hazard 
Park such that there is no direct interface between the Project Site and the park. Therefore, the 
Project would not interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, nor would it 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. As such, no impacts would occur, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as tree preservation policy or ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut 
woodlands)? 

No Impact. The Project Site is in an urbanized location and is primarily developed with 
surface parking. The Project Site does not contain any notable natural features or protected 
biological resources. The surface parking lots on Development sites A, B, C and D do feature 
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non-native, ornamental trees as landscaping amenities and as street trees. Any street trees 
requiring removal as a result of the Project would occur in accordance with the City of Los 
Angeles Street Tree Division requirements. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or 
ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands). No impacts would occur, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

No Impact. As previously noted, the Project Site is located within an urbanized area and 
does not contain any notable natural features. Additionally, no adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan applies to the Project site. As such, the Project would not have any impact as 
it would not conflict with any habitat conservation plans, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical resource as 
defined in State CEQA §15064.5? 

No Impact. Section 15064.5(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines generally defines historical 
resources as any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript determined to 
be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, 
agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California. Historical 
resources are further defined as being associated with significant events, important persons, or 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; representing the work of 
an important creative individual; or possessing high artistic values. Since none of the 
Development Sites contain any extant buildings, structures, objects, sites or districts with any 
historical associations or significance necessary for California Register eligibility, the Project 
Site does not contain any historical resources as defined by the CEQA Guidelines. As such, no 
historical resources would be affected by implementation of the Project. No adverse impacts to 
significant historical resources would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to State CEQA §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within an urbanized area and 
has been subject to disturbance due to grading and development activities in the past; thus, any 
surficial archaeological resources that may have existed on the site at one time are likely to have 
been disturbed or removed previously. A records search conducted by the South Central Coastal 
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System1 reported no 
historic or prehistoric archaeological sites on the Project Site or within the HSC. Any discovery 
of archeological resources during construction of the Project would be treated in accordance with 
federal, state and local guidelines, as appropriate. As no known archeological resources are 
present and the historic use of the site indicates that the likelihood of undisturbed archeological 
resources is low, less than significant impacts are expected, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within an urbanized area and 
has been developed and subject to disturbance in the past. No unique paleontological or unique 
geologic resources have been identified on any of the Development Sites or in the surrounding 
area. 2 Site excavation could potentially uncover vertebrate fossil remains. If unique 
paleontological resources were uncovered, these would be treated in accordance with federal, 
state, and local guidelines, as appropriate. Any impacts are expected to be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

No Impact. The Project Site is currently developed, and no human remains are known to 
be present. The Project Site is located within an urbanized area and has been developed and 
subject to disturbance in the past. In the event that excavation uncovers human remains, these 
resources would be treated in accordance with federal, state, and local guidelines, as appropriate. 
No impacts are expected, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

2 

Correspondence from Catharine Af Wood, Staff Archeologist, South Central Coastal Information Center, 
California Historical Resources Information System, to PCR Services Corporation, A1arch 13, 2003. 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework, Drafl 
})?vironmental Impact Report, January 19, 1995, Figure CR-2. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury or death involving : 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for 
the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

No Impact. Faults are classified as active, potentially active, or inactive. For the 
purposes of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map Act, the State of California defines 
active faults as those that have historically produced earthquakes or shown evidence of 
movement within the past 11,000 years (during the Holocene Epoch). Active faults may be 
designated as Earthquake Fault Zones under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, 
which includes standards regulating development adjacent to active faults. In addition, the City 
of Los Angeles designates Fault Rupture Study Zones on each side of potentially active and 
active faults to establish hazard potential.3 Although the Project Site is located in the seismically 
active region of southern California, no known active surface faults pass through any of the 
Development Sites, nor are any of the Development Sites within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone. Therefore, no impacts associated with fault rupture on the site are expected to occur 
with implementation of the Project, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in the seismically active 
Southern California region, which is characterized by major faults and fault zones. The nearest 
known fault is the Elysian Park Thrust Fault, which is located approximately 0.7 miles to the 
north. Other nearby faults include the Hollywood Fault located 4.2 miles to the northwest, the 
Raymond Fault located 4.2 miles to the northeast, and the Verdugo Fault, located 5.6 miles to the 
north. During a seismic event, the Project Site is subject to moderate to strong ground shaking 
typical of the general southern California area. Development associated with the Project could 
result in the potential exposure of people and structures to groundshaking in the event of an 
earthquake. Any ground shaking that may occur would be similar throughout the vicinity and no 
unusual or unique risk is posed by the proposed Project. With adherence to applicable seismic 
standards, safety requirements and construction specifications, potential impacts related to strong 
seismic ground shaking would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

3 Exhibit A, City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element, adopted November 26, 1996. 
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iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a form of earthquake-induced ground 
failure that occurs primarily in relatively shallow, loose, granular, water-saturated soils. Excess 
water pressure that builds up during repeated movement from seismic activity can result in the 
transformation of the soil to a fluid mass. Geotechnical studies conducted for other portions of 
the HSC have indicated that the type and consistency of the soils and underlying bedrock as well 
as the extensive geologic history of the site are such that the Project would not be expected to 
experience liquefaction or similar seismic ground failure. 4 Additionally, adherence to applicable 
safety requirements and construction specifications would reduce the potential exposure of 
people or structures to the risk of loss, injury or death as a result of seismic events. As such, any 
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

iv. Landslides? 

Less Than Significant. Development Sites A, B, C and D as well as the surrounding 
area are relatively level. Geotechnical studies conducted for other portions of the HSC have 
indicated the probability of seismically induced landslides occurring on the campus are remote. 5 

Additionally, adherence to applicable safety requirements and construction specifications would 
reduce the potential exposure of people or structures to the risk ofloss, injury or death as a result 
of seismic events. As such, any impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in a developed setting and 
contains either surface parking or vacant land that was previously developed. Any topsoil that 
may exist on the site was previously blended with other on-site soils during previous site 
preparation/grading activities. As such, Project development would not result in substantial loss 
of topsoil. Construction activities such as grading and excavation could create a potential for soil 
eros10n. However, construction on any of the four Development Sites would occur in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Building Code Sections 91.7000 through 91.7016, which 
require necessary permits, plan checks, and inspections to reduce the effects of sedimentation 
and erosion. In addition to these requirements, any grading work in excess of 200 cubic yards 
scheduled to occur between November 1 and April 15 would require submittal of an erosion 
control plan to be approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. 

4 Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, Proposed University of Southern California/USC Care Afedical Group 
Health Care Consultation Center II, Geotechnologies, Inc., February 6, 2001 

5 Ibid. 
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With Code compliance, the Project is not expected to cause substantial soil erosion during 
construction act1v1t1es. Site drainage would be engineered and landscaped areas would be 
maintained, minimizing the potential for soil erosion during operation of the proposed facilities. 
Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less Than Significant. Development Sites A, B, C and D are located in an urbanized 
setting on previously developed properties with relatively minimal slope. As stated previously, 
the probability of landslide or liquefaction are remote. With adherence to applicable safety 
requirements and engineering conditions determined during the construction process, potential 
impacts relative to the presence of unstable soils would be addressed. As such, any impacts 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Less Than Significant. Development Sites A, B, C and D are located in an urbanized 
setting on previously developed properties of relatively minimal slope. Geotechnical studies 
conducted for other portions of the HSC have indicated the presence of moderately expansive 
soils.6 Detailed geotechnical investigations that would be required in support of the City's 
issuance of grading and building permits would identify and remedy any adverse conditions 
attributable to the presence of expansive soils. With adherence to applicable safety 
requirements, potential impacts relative to the presence of expansive soils would be addressed. 
As such, any impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area served by existing sewer 
infrastructure. The Project would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

6 Ibid. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page B-13 

USC Health Science Campus Project 
March 2004 

RL0022150 



EM22955 

Attachment B - Explanation of Checklist Determination 

VU. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with development of 
the proposed buildings and structures would involve the use of potentially hazardous materials, 
including paints, cleaning materials, vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids. However, all 
potentially hazardous materials utilized during construction of the Project would be contained, 
stored, and used in accordance with manufacturers' instructions and handled in compliance with 
applicable standards and regulations. As such, construction of the Project would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Due to the nature of the proposed uses at Development Sites A and B, as well as 
potentially at Development Site D, the Project could use some medical hazardous materials and, 
if so, would generate some medical hazardous waste. These materials and wastes would include, 
but are not limited to, acids, solvents and astringents typically used in medical clinics as well as 
biohazardous "red bag" wastes (i.e., blood saturated items, bags and intravenous [IV] tubing 
containing blood products, suction canisters, hemovacs, chest drainage units, hemodialysis 
products) and biomedical wastes (i.e., sharps, pathology specimens and samples, medication). 
Additionally, the Project may include nuclear medicine, which would involve the use of very 
small amounts of radioactive materials or radiopharmaceuticals for diagnosis and treatment of 
diseases. As a result, the Project would implement several plans to address the use, storage and 
disposal procedures and requirements for hazardous, flammable, and radioactive materials and 
waste. These plans would be implemented in accordance with all applicable federal, state and 
local laws, regulations and standards. All hazardous waste, including biohazardous and 
biomedical wastes, generated on the Project site would be properly transported and disposed of 
off-site by a licensed subcontractor. Additionally, the proposed Project would also be required to 
prepare an emergency response and evacuation plan, conduct hazardous materials training 
(including remediation of accidental releases), and notify employees who work in the vicinity of 
hazardous materials, in accordance with federal OSHA and Cal OSHA requirements. The 
existing medical facilities that are part of the HSC already have these type of hazardous materials 
and emergency response plans and procedures in place. 

The routine use of the proposed parking facilities at Development Site C and possibly at 
Development Site D may generate small quantities of hazardous materials associated with 
vehicle operations (e.g., leaks of engine oil, transmission fluid). However, the quantity of 
hazardous materials or wastes generated would not be anticipated to create a significant hazard. 
Furthermore, the proposed parking structures would be constructed incorporating required best 
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management practices (BMPs ), that would address the proper handling of pollutant loads such as 
those described herein, in accordance with the State and local standards. 

Based on the preceding, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. As such, 
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above, all hazardous materials and wastes 
used or generated as part of the medical research and treatment conducted at Development Sites 
A and B would be handled in accordance with applicable safety standards and regulations. 
Furthermore, as stated above, routine use of automobiles within the parking facilities at 
Development Site C and possibly Development Site D would not create the potential for a 
significant hazard to the public from hazardous materials. As such, no upset or accident is 
reasonably foreseen that would involve the creation of a significant hazard through the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. Any impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Existing education facilities within one-quarter mile of 
the Project Site include the Francisco Bravo Medical Magnet High School and the educational 
facilities of the USC Health Sciences Campus itself No new schools have been proposed within 
one-quarter mile of the Project Site. As stated above, the Project would involve the use and 
storage of potentially hazardous materials consisting of chemicals and solutions for medical 
research and clinical purposes and cleaning solvents. All such materials and waste would be 
handled in accordance with applicable safety standards and regulations. As such, impacts would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Phase l Environmental Site Assessments conducted for 
other portions of the HSC surrounding the Development Parcels have indicated the inclusion of 
locations with the Campus on lists of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government 
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Code Section 65962.5. However, based on the findings of these Assessments it is not anticipated 
that the Project would create a significant hazard to the public. Furthermore, any adverse 
conditions that are identified during the regulatory permitting and construction process for the 
Project would be satisfactorily addressed and mitigated to a less than significant level via 
compliance with applicable standards and regulations. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, the Project would not result in any impact, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for the people residing or working in the area? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, 
the Project would not result in any impact, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project would not result in the 
closure of any street, particularly those designated as an evacuation route in an adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plan. To the extent feasible, construction activities and 
staging areas would not physically block any streets or impair access to and around the Campus 
or any adjacent properties. The proposed buildings would be designed to conform to the 
standards of the Los Angeles Fire Department for emergency egress and would be integrated into 
the existing HSC emergency response and evacuation plans. As such, potential impacts to 
adopted emergency response or evacuation plans would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 
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h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located in a mountain fire zone, fire buffer zone or 
Brush Fire Hazard Area. 7 The Project Site would be located within a developed urban setting 
that is not located adjacent to any wildland areas. The surrounding area does include Hazard 
Park located southeast of the Project Site, however Hazard Park is not a wildland and therefore 
would not be the subject of wildland fires. Therefore, the Project would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the proposal result in: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes construction and operation of 
multi-level educational and medical office facilities and associated parking facilities on 
development sites currently containing surface parking. As a result, the proposed Project would 
be required to comply with state and local regulations governing water quality standards and 
waste discharge requirements associated with construction and operation of the facilities 
associated with the Project. 

Regulatory and permitting processes have been established to control the water quality of 
runoff from construction sites with urban environments, such as the Project Site. In 1987, the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, also referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA), was 
amended to provide that the discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States from storm 
water is effectively prohibited, unless the discharge is in compliance with a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. The 1987 amendments to the CWA added 
Section 402(p ), which established a framework for regulating municipal, industrial and 
construction stormwater discharges under the NPDES program. In California, these permits are 
issued through the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB). The SWRCB has adopted a 
statewide general construction permit that applies to most construction projects. This permit 
allows storm water discharge under certain conditions during the construction period but is 
intended to minimize the pollution of downstream receiving waters from construction activities. 
The Project would be served by engineered drainage systems that would connect to the existing 

General Plan Framework Section, City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Brush Fl.re Hazard Areas 1\/fap, 
August 1994 and C~ity of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Zoning l'vfap Information System. 
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storm drain system and would be designed to meet all applicable National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination Systems (NPDES) permits requirements. As such, Project construction would result 
in less than significant impacts to water quality, and no mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Furthermore, as part of the Project, the City Standard Urban Stormwater Management 
Plan (SUSMP) requirements would be implemented. Under the SUSMP requirements, the 
Project would be designed to ensure that post-development peak storm water runoff discharge 
rates would not exceed the estimated pre-development rates such that there would be an 
increased potential for downstream runoff The SUSMP requirements also include, but are not 
limited to, the following: minimizing stormwater pollutants of concern; providing storm drain 
system stenciling and signage; containing properly designed outdoor material storage areas; 
containing properly designed trash storage areas; and providing proof of ongoing BMP 
maintenance. The final design of these systems will be reviewed in accordance with applicable 
standards and the conditions of approval during the building permit process to ensure that no 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements are violated. As such, the Project would 
result in less than significant impacts to water quality, and no mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby 
wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned 
land uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not require the use of groundwater. 
Potable water for the Project would be supplied by the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power, which draws its water supplies from distant sources for which it conducts its own 
assessment and mitigation of potential environmental impacts. Therefore, the water needs of the 
Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies. The USC Health Sciences 
Campus is mostly developed and contains minimal amounts of pervious surfaces. Any increase 
of impervious area resulting from the Project could marginally reduce percolation, which could 
result in a reduction in groundwater recharge; however, the extent that local groundwater 
supplies would be substantially depleted would be extremely limited. As such, groundwater 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site and the surrounding area do not feature 
any stream or river; therefore, no stream or river course would be altered with implementation of 
the Project. The Project proposes construction and operation of multi-level educational and 
medical office facilities and associated parking facilities on development sites currently 
containing surface parking. The drainage system for the Development Sites currently connects 
to the City's existing stormwater drainage infrastructure, which sufficiently meets the storm 
drain demand generated by this site. Replacement of the existing surface parking lots with 
buildings would not substantially increase the amount of impervious cover that currently exists. 
As such, the amount of surface runoff would not substantially increase and the existing drainage 
pattern of the site would not be altered. Furthermore, the buildings proposed would feature 
newly designed drainage systems connecting to the existing storm drainage systems, and no 
change to the flow quantity to the City's existing storm drain facilities is anticipated. The final 
design of these systems will be reviewed in accordance with applicable standards and the 
conditions of approval during the building permit process. Since the Development Sites are 
currently impervious and would continue to be with the Project, and development is not expected 
to increase surface runoff or alter existing drainage, substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site 
would not be expected to occur. 

For the reasons described above, the Project would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site and 
therefore, would result in less than significant impacts to water quality, and no mitigation 
measures would be necessary. 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As noted above, the Project Site and the surroundings 
do not feature any stream or river; therefore, no stream or river course would be altered with 
implementation of the Project. Furthermore, the Project Site is located within the HSC, which 
features designed drainage systems connected to the City's urban stormwater drainage 
infrastructure. The Project would utilize this existing system and as described above, the HSC 
drainage systems and the City's stormwater drainage infrastructure have adequate capacity to 
accommodate future runoff from the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not result in a 
substantial alteration to the existing drainage pattern or an increase in the rate or amount of 
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surface runoff that would result in on- or off-site flooding. No mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact [e. and f.]. As noted above, the Project would utilize the 
existing storm drainage system and would not alter the existing drainage pattern. The HSC 
drainage systems and the City's stormwater drainage infrastructure have adequate capacity to 
accommodate future runoff from the Project Site and no improvements to the existing storm 
drain system are known or planned. An increase in urban contaminants may be expected from 
the increase in parking facilities on Development Site C and possibly Development Site D. 
However, the Project would be required to comply with state and local regulations governing 
water quality standards and waste discharge requirements associated with construction and 
operation of the facilities associated with the Project. The Project would be served by 
engineered drainage systems that would connect to the existing storm drain system and would be 
designed to meet all applicable National Pollution Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) 
permit requirements. 

Furthermore, as part of the Project, the City Standard Urban Stormwater Management 
Plan (SUSMP) requirements would be implemented. Under the SUSMP requirements, the 
Project would be designed to ensure that post-development peak storm water runoff discharge 
rates would not exceed the estimated pre-development rates such that there would be an 
increased potential for downstream runoff The SUSMP requirements also include, but are not 
limited to, the following: minimizing stormwater pollutants of concern; providing storm drain 
system stenciling and signage; containing properly designed outdoor material storage areas; 
containing properly designed trash storage areas; and providing proof of ongoing BMP 
maintenance. The final design of these systems will be reviewed in accordance with applicable 
standards and the conditions of approval during the building permit process to ensure that no 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements are violated. As such, the Project would 
result in less than significant impacts to water quality, and no mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 
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g. Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood plain8 nor does the 
Project include any housing. As such, Project implementation would not place housing within a 
100-year flood plain. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood plain. Therefore, the 
proposed structure would not impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard area. 
No impact would occur with regard to flood flows, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

1. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood plain nor within an 
inundation area associated with the failure of a levee or dam. 9 No impact would occur with 
regard to flood flows, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact. A seiche is an oscillation of a body of water in an enclosed or semi-enclosed 
basin, such as a reservoir, harbor, lake, or storage tank. A tsunami is a great sea wave, 
commonly referred to as a tidal wave, produced by a significant undersea disturbance such as 
tectonic displacement of the sea floor associated with large, shallow earthquakes. Mudflows 
result from the downslope movement of soil and/or rock under the influence of gravity. The 
Project Site is relatively distant from the ocean, not in the vicinity of a reservoir, harbor, lake, or 
storage tank capable of creating a seiche and is not positioned downslope from an area of 
potential mudflow. Therefore, no impact would occur with regard to seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

8 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework, Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, January 19, 1995, Figure FC-2. 

9 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework, Draft 
})?vironmental Impact Report, January 19, 1995, Figure GS-7. 
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The Project proposes construction and operation of multi-level educational 
and medical office facilities and associated parking facilities on Development Sites within the 
HSC that currently contain surface parking. Therefore, development of educational and medical
related facilities on these sites would be consistent with the existing uses found within the 
Campus, particularly existing adjacent buildings such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, and 
the HCC and HCC II buildings. As part of an established Campus of related land uses, the 
proposed buildings would not physically divide an established community, but rather would 
assist in infilling the established Campus with similar uses. 

The proposed parking structure on Development Site C and possibly on Development 
Site D would provide parking spaces to support the Project. These sites are currently utilized as 
surface parking for the HSC and are surrounded by other institutional uses and other parking 
facilities. The development of multi-level parking facilities in place of these surface lots would 
not result in the physical separation of any established community as the proposed uses fit the 
context of the Development Sites. Therefore, no impacts would occur and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

b. Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Local and regional plans, policies, and regulations 
control development on and around the site. The Project Site is within the City of Los Angeles 
and therefore is subject to the City's land use plans, policies and regulations. This includes 
applicable sections of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan, and the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code. In addition, the Project Site is 
within the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project Plan area, as administered by the City of 
Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). Furthermore, regional agencies 
including the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), and the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), are also involved with planning and land use issues that affect the Project Site. 

The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Map designates Development Sites A, B 
and D as General Commercial, while Development Site C is designated for Public Facilities. 
The proposed uses (i.e., educational, medical research and office buildings on Development Sites 
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A, B, and possibly D and a parking structure on Development Site C and possibly D) are 
consistent with these designations. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code (Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code--LAMC) regulates development through land use designations and development 
standards. Development Sites A and B are zoned C2-2 (Commercial). As detailed in Section 
12.14 of the LAMC, the C2-2 commercial zone permits a wide variety of commercial uses, 
including medical laboratory and allows the provision of surface parking in support of 
commercial uses. Development Sites C and D are zoned PF-I (Public Facilities) and [Q] C2-
IVL, respectively. Thus the Project would be a permitted use under the existing zoning 
designations. There is no required minimum lot area or minimum front, side or rear yard for 
non-residential uses in the C2 zone. 

Total floor area and height limitations are regulated by Section 12.21.1 of the LAMC. 
Development Sites A, B and D are located within Height District 2 for which the applicable 
height limitation is defined in terms of permitted floor area. Specifically, the total floor area in 
all buildings shall not exceed six times the buildable lot area. The Project proposes a maximum 
allowable square footage total for buildings within Development Sites A, B and D shall not 
exceed approximately 585,000 square feet, and heights of proposed buildings on Development 
Sites A, B and D shall not exceed 150, 100 and 140 feet, respectively. Development Site C is 
located in height district 1, which constrains the total floor area on a lot in a public facilities zone 
to three times the buildable area. However, parking is not considered to count towards the 
permitted floor area. 

The LAMC also regulates the minimum number of parking spaces to be provided on a 
property based on land use and the number of units or floor area. Based on LAMC Section 
12.21.A.4(g), this parking must be provided on the same lot as the proposed use or on a separate 
lot within 750 feet of the use. Development of parking facilities to support the new buildings in 
Development Sites A, B and possibly D as described above would be accommodated through 
construction of multi-level parking structure on Development Site C and possibly a second 
parking structure on Development Site D. As Development Site C is greater than 750 feet from 
Development Sites A and B, a variance from the distance requirement would be required. 

The Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan encompasses approximately 2,200 acres of 
commercial and industrial properties in east Los Angeles. The principle goal of the 
Redevelopment Plan is to preserve the existing commercial and industrial economy of the 
community. To this end, the Project is generally consistent with the policies of the Adelante 
Eastside Redevelopment Plan as the Project preserves and enhances the HSC as a unique 
educational and commercial resource of the community. The Redevelopment Plan also contains 
specific policies regarding land use in the project area. The Project's relationship with these 
policies shall be evaluated in detail in the Environmental Impact Report. 
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Based on the preceding discussion, the Project is expected to be consistent with the 
applicable provisions of the LAMC. Notwithstanding, the Project's relationship with these 
policies, regulations and plans will be evaluated in further detail in an Environmental Impact 
Report. Additionally, air quality impacts and traffic impacts will also be analyzed in an EIR. 
These analyses will address the Project's relationship to the Congestion Management Plan and 
Air Quality Management Plan. 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not subject to any habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan. Therefore, no impact on such a plan would occur, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. Habitat and natural communities are further discussed in 
Section IV. Biological Resources of this Initial Study. 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

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

No Impact. Development associated with the Project would occur on sites currently 
containing surface parking or vacant land that was previously developed. The Project Site is not 
located in an area containing significant mineral deposits, as designated by the City of Los 
Angeles. 10 Therefore, development associated with the Project would not change the availability 
of known or potential mineral resources. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

No Impact. As previously noted, the Project Site is in a developed condition in an 
urbanized setting. The applicable local land use plans do not delineate that the site or the area 
contain significant mineral deposits or are designated as a locally important mineral resource 
site. 11 Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally 

10 Ci~v of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework, Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, January 19, 1995, Figure GS-1. 

11 Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, Part of the General Plan, Ciry of Los Angeles, Department of City 
Planning. 
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important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a land use plan. No impact would occur, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

XI. NOISE. Would the project: 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) establishes 
regulations regarding allowable increases in noise levels as a result of Project implementation, 
both in terms of Project operations and construction activities. In addition, the City, in its 
General Plan Noise Element, has established noise guidelines that are used for planning 
purposes. These guidelines are based in part on the community noise compatibility guidelines 
established by the State Department of Health Services and are intended for use in assessing the 
compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels. The Project would generate 
noise as a result of construction activity, traffic generated by the Project and on-site stationary 
noise sources. The relationship of Project generated noise and the established City standards 
shall be analyzed and discussed in an Environmental Impact Report. 

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Operation of the Project would be limited to 
educational, medical research, treatment, office and related uses that are not sources of excessive 
groundbome noise or vibration. Groundborne vibrations could be generated by the operation of 
certain construction equipment such as pavement breakers or pile-drivers. The Project would be 
constructed using typical construction techniques, including the use of some equipment that 
causes groundbome vibration. Groundborne vibration attenuates rapidly with distance from the 
source such that impacts would only be experienced within short distances (i.e.: 500 feet or less) 
of the source. The land uses, buildings and people within short distances of where vibration 
causing construction equipment might be used for the Project includes the existing HSC. As 
such, the Applicant can be expected to manage construction of the Project so as not to 
excessively disturb its own adjacent operations, employees and tenants. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that construction would not cause excessive groundborne noise or vibration. As 
such, potential impacts associated with the Project would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 
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c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project is located within the existing institutional 
setting of the HSC and the Los Angeles County/University of Southern California Medical 
Center. The existing noise environment in the Project area is characterized primarily by traffic 
noise from nearby roadways. The design and operation of the proposed facilities would not 
include significant on-site stationary noise sources. However, the Project could cause significant 
permanent increases in ambient noise levels due to Project-related traffic. Therefore, the impacts 
of Project-related traffic on ambient noise levels shall be analyzed and discussed in an 
Environmental Impact Report. 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project is located within the existing institutional 
setting of the HSC and the Los Angeles County/University of Southern California Medical 
Center. The existing noise environment in the Project area is characterized primarily by traffic 
noise from nearby roadways. However, the Project could cause significant temporary or periodic 
increases in ambient noise levels due to equipment use in the construction process. The 
significance of the construction noise impacts will be analyzed and discussed in the 
Environmental Impact Report. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, the Project would not result in any impact, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, 
the Project would not result in any impact, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Development associated with the Project would occur 
within an urbanized area with existing infrastructure and roadways, and would not result in the 
extension of roads or major infrastructure. The Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) has forecasted between years 2005 and 2010, employment and population in the City of 
Los Angeles will increase by over 67,000 jobs and over 155,000 people, respectively. While 
new employment opportunities would be created by the Project, most of the expected employees 
would be drawn from the existing labor force in the region and would not require the need to 
relocate or place a demand for housing in the area. It is possible that some of the future 
employees would be new residents of the area; however, it is unlikely that this growth would be 
substantial in the context of the growth forecasted for the City of Los Angeles between 2005 and 
2010. Thus, any impacts on area population growth would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact [b-c]. Development associated with the Project would occur on sites that do 
not contain residential uses and none would be provided as part of the proposed Project. 
Implementation of the proposed Project would not displace existing housing, nor would it 
displace numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 
No impacts would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated l'vith the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other pe1formance objectives for 
any of the public services: 

a. Fire protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is not located in a high fire hazard area, 
as designated by the City of Los Angeles. The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provides 
fire protection to the Project Site. The nearest LAFD stations are Station 1 at 2230 Pasadena 
Avenue and Station 2 at 1962 East Cesar Chavez Avenue, both approximately one mile from the 
Project Site. Both stations feature two engine units and one rescue unit. 12 The Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 57.09.07 establishes a standard for maximum response 
distance from a LAFD Station based on land use. The maximum response distance from a 
station housing an engine company for industrial and commercial uses is one mile. The distance 
from either Station 1 or Station 2 to the Project Site is approximately one mile and therefore the 
Project Site is within the LAMC response distance standard. Notwithstanding, educational, 
medical research and office buildings as well as the parking structure associated with the Project 
would be constructed to include fire safety features such as sprinklers in accordance with LAMC 
requirements to ensure adequate fire protection. Furthermore, plan check procedures conducted 
by the City of Los Angeles during the building pennit process would identify additional fire 
safety features in accordance with applicable standards and would identify any needs for 
additional measures to assure the adequate provision of fire protection services to the Project. As 
such, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to the provision of fire 
protection, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

b. Police protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) 
provides police protection to the Project Site and surrounding area. The Project Site is within the 
Hollenbeck Community Policing area, which encompasses the communities of El Sereno, 
Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights. The Hollenbeck Community Police Station is located at 
2111 East 1st Street, approximately 1.5 miles south of the Project Site. Project buildings would 
be designed with security features, such as controlled access and illumination of public and semi
public spaces to minimize opportunities for criminal activity, thereby reducing the demands 
placed upon police services. In addition, USC maintains a Department of Public Safety to 
address safety and security concerns on its campuses. These existing services would be extended 

12 http://www. lafd. orglvehicles.htm 
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to include the proposed Project. Based on the above, any Project impacts on police protection 
services are expected to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Schools? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed educational and medical research and 
office buildings on Development Sites A, B and possibly D and the parking structure on 
Development Site C and also possibly on Development Site D are non-residential in nature and 
therefore, would not directly generate school-age children. Though it is expected that most of 
the new employees would be drawn from the existing labor force in the area, the creation of new 
employment opportunities might induce new residents to the area. However, any potential new 
employees are expected to be distributed among the region's several municipalities and school 
districts and are not expected to contribute a significant number of children to any one school. In 
addition, the Project would be subject to the development fees of the Los Angeles Unified 
School District. Senate Bill 50 (SB 50), enacted in 1998, states that the payment of a fee, charge 
or other levy pursuant to the provisions of Section 17620 of the Education Code is deemed to 
provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to school facilities. As such, Project 
development would result in a less than significant impact on schools, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

d. Parks? 

Less Than Significant Impact. There are several park and public recreational facilities 
within the surrounding area, most notably Hazard Park and Lincoln Park, located southeast and 
north of the Project Site, respectively. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard. The 
proposed educational, medical research and medical office buildings on Development Sites A, B 
and possibly D, and the parking structure on Development Site C and also possibly on 
Development Site D are non-residential in nature. Employees of these buildings are not 
expected to make significant use of the nearby parks; as the majority of the recreational needs of 
Project-related employees would be met by park facilities near their place of residence or by 
regional park facilities. The residences of potential new employees are expected to be 
distributed among several municipalities and are not expected to result in a significant increase in 
demand for parks in any specific city, community or neighborhood. Therefore, the Project's 
impacts on parks would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

e. Other governmental services (including roads)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Other public facilities that would serve the Project 
include libraries, roads and transit, utility systems such as water and sewer infrastructure, as well 
as other general public facilities. The Project is part of an educational and medical campus. The 
Project is non-residential in nature and most of the expected employees would be drawn from the 
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existing labor force in the region. As such, the Project would not directly generate any other new 
demand for public facilities. Based on the above, impacts to other governmental services would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

XIV. RECREATION. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are several park and public recreational facilities 
within the surrounding area, most notably Hazard Park and Lincoln Park. The Project is non
residential in nature. Employees of the Project are not expected to make significant use of the 
nearby parks, however the majority of the recreational needs of Project-related employees would 
be met by park facilities near their place of residence or by regional park facilities. The 
residences of potential new employees are expected to be distributed among several 
municipalities and are not expected to result in a significant increase in demand for parks in any 
specific city, community or neighborhood. Therefore, potential impacts to parks or other 
recreational facilities resulting from the Project would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would include some exterior space devoted 
to landscaping. Otherwise, the Project does not propose construction of recreational facilities 
and, as noted above, the Project is not expected to result in an increased demand for recreation 
that would require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. As such, the Project 
would result in less than significant recreation-related impacts, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the project: 

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed educational 
and medical research and office facilities would result in an increase in traffic. Parking for the 
Project would primarily be provided at a proposed parking structure to be located on 
Development Site C and possibly a parking structure on Development Site D.. The Project 
would feature up to 585,000 square feet of University and/or medical-related uses. Therefore, 
the proposed Project could result in an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at intersections). 
This issue shall be further evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible mitigation 
measures shall be proposed, as necessary. 

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established 
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA) administers the Congestion Management Plan (CMP), a state-mandated 
program designed to address the impact urban congestion has on local communities and the 
region as a whole. The CMP provides an analytical basis for the transportation decisions 
contained in the State Transportation Improvement Project (STIP). The CMP guidelines require 
evaluation of all designated CMP roadway intersections where a project could add 50 or more 
trips during either peak hour; and all freeway segments where a project could add 150 or more 
trips in each direction during the peak hours. The increase in traffic resulting from the Project 
may result in significant impacts to the CMP network. This issue shall be evaluated in further 
detail in the Environmental Impact Report and mitigation measures shall be proposed where 
feasible. 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

No Impact. The Project does not propose any uses expected to change air traffic 
patterns. The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan nor within two miles of 
an airport. No impact is expected, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Potentially Significant Impacts. Development of educational, medical research and 
office buildings and a parking structure on the Project Site could result in increased hazards as a 
result of proposed site design of access points and the layout of the proposed structure. This 
issue shall be evaluated in further detail in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible 
mitigation measures shall be proposed, as necessary. 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project would not result in the 
closure of any street, particularly those designated as an evacuation route in an adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plan. To the extent feasible, construction activities and 
staging areas would not physically block any streets or impair access to and around the HSC or 
any adjacent properties. As such, the Project would have less than significant impacts on 
emergency access, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project proposes construction of parking facilities 
on Development Site C and possibly Development Site D to serve the medical research and 
office facilities proposed on Development Sites A, B and possibly D. The proposed parking 
would also include an adequate number of spaces to address displacement of the existing surface 
parking spaces on the Development Sites. Adequacy of the Project's proposed amount of 
parking shall be evaluated in further detail in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible 
mitigation measures shall be proposed, as necessary. 

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

Potentially Significant Impact. USC operates shuttles within the HSC, to and from the 
University Park Campus and to and from other area destinations such as Union Station. MTA 
also operates bus routes that serve the HSC, including Route 254 along Biggy Street and Alcazar 
Street. The relationship of the Project to existing alternative transportation policies shall be 
evaluated in further detail in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible mitigation measures 
shall be proposed, as necessary. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page B-32 

USC Health Science Campus Project 
March 2004 

RL0022169 



EM22974 

Attachment B - Explanation of Checklist Determination 

XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Wastewater treatment services are provided to the HSC 
by the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The site is within the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant service area, and not located within a designated Sewer Capacity Threshold 
Study Area. 13 The Hyperion Treatment Plant has been designed to treat 450 million gallons per 
day (mgd). The annual increase in wastewater flow to the Hyperion Treatment Plant is limited 
by City Ordinance No. 166,060 to five (5) mgd. Although the Project would not substantially 
contribute to the overall flow of wastewater to the HTP, it would generate an increase in the 
volume of wastewater to be treated. In order to assess whether this increase in wastewater flow 
would exceed wastewater treatment requirements, this issue shall be evaluated in further detail in 
the Environmental Impact Report and feasible mitigation measures shall be proposed, as 
necessary. 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Water service would be provided by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Water & Power; wastewater treatment services would be provided by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The Project would result in an increase in 
water consumption and wastewater production; however, due to the size of the proposed 
development, the Project would not warrant the construction or expansion of existing City water 
or wastewater treatment facilities. Furthermore, implementation of water conservation measures 
such as those required by Titles 20 and 24 of the California Administrative Code would reduce 
wastewater flows. Therefore, impacts to City of Los Angeles water and wastewater facilities 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The construction of the proposed Project would require the provision of necessary on- and 
off-site sewer and water pipe connections to adequately link the development to the existing City 
water and wastewater systems. The design of these connections would be developed by a 
registered engineer and approved by the Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering and, where 
construction would require excavation in a right of way, LADOT. The ability of the local water 
and wastewater conveyance systems to accommodate the Project will be evaluated in further detail 

13 Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, Exhibit K2-J and K.2-2. 
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in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible mitigation measures shall be proposed, as 
necessary. 

c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would feature designed drainage systems, 
which would connect to the existing stormwater drainage infrastructure, to appropriately 
accommodate, treat and convey anticipated stormwater flows in accordance with SUSMP and 
LARWQCB requirements. The construction of these drainage features is not expected to cause 
any significant environmental effects, and no mitigation measures are necessary. Please refer to 
Section VIII, Hydrology and Water Quality, for further discussion of drainage issues. 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Water supply would be provided to the Project Site by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP). Chapter XII of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) comprises the City's Emergency Water Conservation Plan, as 
amended, and stipulates conservation measures pertaining to water closets, showers, landscaping, 
maintenance activities, and other uses. At the State level, Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code contains the California Building Standards, including the California 
Plumbing Code (Part 5), which promotes water conservation. In addition, Title 20 addresses 
Public Utilities and Energy and includes appliance efficiency standards that promote 
conservation. Various sections of the Health and Safety Code also regulate water use. 

New state legislation, Senate Bill (SB) 221 and SB 610, addressing water supply were 
signed into law on October 9, 2001 and became effective January I, 2002. SB 221 (Kuehl), 
which relates land use development to water supplies, requires written verification from a water 
provider that sufficient water supply is available to serve a proposed residential subdivision or 
that the local agency make a specified finding that sufficient water supplies are or will be 
available prior to completion of a project. SB 610 (Costa), which also relates land use 
development to water supplies, requires that at the time a city determines that an EIR or negative 
declaration is required, a water supply assessment be prepared by the appropriate water agencies. 

As the Project is non residential in nature, SB 221 does not apply. However, the Project 
would be subject to SB 610. Based on the adequacy of water supply described in DWP's most 
recent Urban Water Management Plan, impacts are not expected to be significant. Nonetheless, 
the adequacy of the water supply to meet the needs of the Project shall be assessed in the EIR. 
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e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or 
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments? 

Potentially Significant Impacts. Wastewater from the Project would be treated at the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) located in Playa Del Rey. A major expansion and upgrade of 
the HTP has been completed which increased the capacity to 450 million gallons per day. 14 The 
expanded capacities of this and other treatment plants serving the Los Angeles area are expected 
to be sufficient to sustain wastewater treatment needs to the year 2010. 15 Although the Project 
would not substantially contribute to the overall flow of wastewater to the HTP, an increase in 
demand for treatment facilities may occur. Therefore, this issue shall be further documented and 
analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report. 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project's solid waste disposal needs? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Solid waste management services in the City of Los 
Angeles are provided by various public agencies and private companies. The current practices 
administered by the Applicant for the HSC for solid waste disposal would be continued. The 
Applicant currently contracts with private firms for the collection and disposal of solid waste. 
Most site-generated solid waste would be disposed of at one of several Class III landfills located 
within Los Angeles County. Class III landfills accept all types of non-hazardous solid waste. 
Due to the nature of the use, some medical hazardous waste would be generated by the Project. 
To address the disposal of these wastes, the Project would implement plans and procedures in 
accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws, regulations and standards. The 
existing medical facilities that are part of the HSC already have such plans and procedures in 
place. All hazardous waste, including biohazardous and biomedical wastes, generated on the 
Project site would be properly transported and disposed of off-site by a licensed subcontractor. 

Los Angeles County is engaged in an ongoing evaluation of landfill needs and capacity 
through the Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Plan. Ultimate landfill capacity will 
be determined by several factors including: (1) the expiration of various landfill permits (e.g., 
Land Use Permits, Waste Discharge Requirements Permits, Solid Waste Facilities Permits, and 
air quality permits); (2) restrictions to accepting waste generated only within a landfill' s 
particular jurisdiction and/or watershed boundary; and (3) operational constraints. Several 
actions have occurred in recent years that have also altered projected capacity. In 1999 the City 
of Los Angeles approved the reopening and expansion of Sunshine Canyon Landfill. This 

14 Ci~v of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, Internet site. 
15 Ciry of Los Angeles, Citywide General Plan Framework, December 1996. 
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expansion is anticipated to provide disposal capacity for approximately 26 years and will 
increase the solid waste disposal capacity in Los Angeles County. In addition, an application is 
currently being processed for the extension of the Puente Hills Landfill, and construction of a 
Materials Recovery and Rail Loading Facility at that site is underway. Furthennore, in August 
2000, the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts purchased Eagle Mountain Landfill, located in 
Riverside County, and Mesquite Landfill, located in Imperial County. Both facilities are waste
by-rail landfills that are fully permitted but not yet constructed. The Eagle Mountain Landfill 
would accept 20,000 tons per day (tpd) of waste and have a total capacity of approximately 708 
million tons, with a projected life of approximately 117 years. The Mesquite Landfill will accept 
20,000 tpd of waste and have a total capacity of approximately 600 million tons, with a projected 
life of approximately I 00 years. 

Furthermore, aggressive waste reduction and diversion programs countywide have 
reduced disposal levels. Examples of such efforts include resource conservation per the 
provisions of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) and the 
diversion of waste to transformation (waste-to-energy) facilities or to intermodal facilities that 
transport the waste by rail to facilities outside of the County. According to the City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, through implementation of AB 939 requirements, the City 
achieved a waste diversion of 58.8 percent in 2000. 16 The City has adopted the goal of achieving 
70 percent diversion by 2020. 

Notwithstanding the preceding, questions remain regarding available capacity to 
accommodate the solid waste generated by the Project, as well as cumulative development, 
within existing landfills in Los Angeles County. Therefore, this issue shall be further 
documented and analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report. 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Solid waste management is guided by the California 
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (the "Act"), which emphasizes resource conservation 
through reduction, recycling, and reuse of solid waste. The Act requires that localities conduct a 
Solid Waste Generation Study (SWGS) and develop a Source Reduction Recycling Element 
(SRRE). The City of Los Angeles has also prepared a Solid Waste Management Policy Plan, 
adopted by the City Council in 1994. The Project would operate in accordance with the City's 
Solid Waste Management Policy Plan and Framework Element of the General Plan, in addition 
to applicable Federal and State regulations associated with solid waste. Since the Project would 

16 City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Year 2000 AB 939 Report, available at 
http://www.lacity.org/SAN/srcrdlab939y2000/ab939y2000.pdf, July 31, 2002. 
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comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, no impact 
would be expected, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the analysis contained in this Initial Study, 
aspects of the Project have the potential for significant impacts. An Environmental Impact 
Report will be prepared to analyze and document these potentially significant impacts. Though 
these impacts are not expected to reduce or eliminate any plant or animal species, or destroy 
prehistoric records of the past, they do have the potential to degrade the environment. Therefore, 
whether the Project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment will be addressed 
in the Environmental Impact Report. 

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of 
an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects). 

Potentially Significant Impact. The potential for cumulative impacts occurs when the 
independent impacts of the Project are combined with the impacts of related projects in 
proximity to the Project Site such that impacts occur that are greater than the impacts of the 
Project alone. 

In evaluating the potential for cumulative impacts, environmental issues can be grouped 
together, to a certain extent, based on the nature of the potential impacts as analyzed in this 
Initial Study. Some aspects of the Project have been identified as having the potential for 
significant environmental impacts and will be analyzed and documented in an EIR. Therefore, 
the potential for cumulative impacts related to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Land Use, Noise, Traffic, 
and Utilities, resulting from the Project in conjunction with related projects cannot be fully 
determined in this study and must also be analyzed and documented in the EIR. 

The potential for significant cumulative impacts from the impacts of other environmental 
issues that are not to be analyzed and documented in the EIR can be assessed. Cumulative 
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impacts are concluded to be less than significant where it has been determined that the Project 
would have no impact. In addition, the Project and the related projects are expected to comply 
with applicable federal, state and City regulations that would preclude significant cumulative 
impacts with regard to many aspects of geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and 
hydrology and water quality. Any increase in area population and employment resulting from 
the Project and related projects are expected to be within City and SCAG growth forecasts; 
therefore, less than significant cumulative impacts to population or housing are expected. 
Similarly, the new demands on public services such as fire protection, police protection, schools 
and parks resulting from the Project and the related projects would be less than significant as the 
service providers monitor growth and adjust their resources accordingly, subject to City Council 
support. Therefore, only those aspects of the Project to be analyzed and documented in the EIR 
are concluded to have the potential for significant cumulative impacts. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the analysis provided above, some aspects of 
the proposed Project have the potential to have environmental effects that cause direct or indirect 
substantial adverse effects on human beings. These aspects of the Project shall be analyzed in an 
EIR to determine and document the extent of potential impacts and the feasible mitigation of 
these impacts. 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

EAF NO.: ENV-2004-1950-EIR 
PROJECT NAME: USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: USC Health Sciences Campus/1510-1520 San Pahlo Street 
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Northeast Los Angeles 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 14 
DUE DATE FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS: November l9, 2004 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Project is proposed to occur on seven development sites within 
the USC Health Sciences Campus (HSC). The seven development sites are identified as 
Development Sites A through G. The Project consists of the development of between 585,000 and 
765,000 square feet of academic and medical research facilities as well as medical clinic facilities. 
The development sites currently contain surface parking lots and/or are underdeveloped. Parking 
accommodations to support the proposed academic and medical-related uses are also included as 
part of the Project. The seven development sites comprise approximately 22 acres within the 
existing HSC. Actions requested by the applicant include: a General Plan Amendment from Public 
Facilities to General Commercial for Development Site C; a Zone Change from PF to C2 for 
Development Site C; a Zone Change for the Development Sites to establish [Q] conditions; a Height 
District Change from 2 to 3 for Development Site B; a Height District Change from 1 VL to 2 for 
Development Site D; a Height District Change from l to 2 for Development Site F; a Development 
Agreement; a Variance from the distance requirement for parking to be provided within 750 feet of 
the proposed use; and possible subdivision actions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Land 
Use/Planning, Noise, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities/Service Systems, and Mandatory Findings of 
Significance. 
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PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING LOCATION, DATE AND TIME: The public scoping meeting 
will be held on Thursday, November 4, 2004, from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the Herkoltz Seminar 
Room of the Zilka Neurogentic Institute within the USC Health Sciences Campus. The scoping 
meeting will provide information regarding the proposed Project's environmental implications and 
the scope of analysis to be contained in the EIR. The City Planning Department encourages all 
interested individuals and organizations to attend this meeting. 

Date: 
Time: 
Location: 

Thursday, November 4, 2004 
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
USC Health Sciences Campus 
Zilka Neurogentic Institute 
Herkoltz Seminar Room 
1501 San Pablo Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 
(See Attached Map) 

The enclosed materials reflect the scope of the proposed Project, which is located in an area of 
interest to you and/or the organization you represent. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will 
be prepared. The Environmental Review Section welcomes all comments regarding potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project. All comments will be considered in the preparation 
of the EIR. Written comments must be submitted to this office by November 19, 2004. 

Please direct your comments to: 

Jimmy Liao, City Planner/Project Coordinator 
Environmental Review Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Con Howe 
Director of Planning 

Emily Gabel Luddy 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
Division Of Land/Environmental Review 
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October 21, 2004 

EM22987 

Fa>~: 213-978-1 :343 Oct 28 2004 15:35 

S T A T E OF C A L I F 0 R N I A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Notice of Preparation 
RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 28 2004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

To: Rev:iewh1g Agencies 

Re: .USC_Healm.$_cJ?~~es Campus Proiect 
---·'"·------·-sC'f!Jri'ff04TCfrtJ8~..:..-;.: . - · -- -

P. 02 

JanBoel 
Acting Director 

Attached for yolU' review and comment is i:he Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the USC Health.Sciences Campus 
Project draft Env:ironmcntal Impact Report (EIR). · · 

Responsible agencies must trausmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific 
infomution related to their own statutory responsibility, wit.1.in 30 davs of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Age!'ll2i-
11lis is a cowt.;sy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely 
mauner. We eucomage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the 
environmental. review process. 

Please direct yom comments to: 

Jimmy Liao 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

\.Vi th a copy to the State Clea:riughouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number 
noted above in all conespondence concerning this project. 

-.-_-: .. 3 .._':;o-n~~,-·-. -:--~-:::::::::::-~.~·::·-:.· .. - ..... _-;;,'"":-~..;.-~~·,_..,.."=C<--:-<",·~- -- •. • - ----~·-~-~:;_.-,.:<..:,:.~.c= .. "="'•rJ._":....··:-:"'"..:~..-·.--~-.'-. ·.:---..-.-

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at 
(916) 445-0613. 

~~y--
Scott Morgan 
Project Analyst, State Clearu1ghouse 

Attachments 
cc: Load Agency 

-1400 TENIB STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNlA .. 9581'2-~(}44""-"''•~ .__, ':~'co-:' 

TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (915) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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----------------- -----------------------------
PL ANN I Nl~/SIJBiEr·J\.' Oct 23 2004 15:35 

SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

20041.01084 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

USC Heaith Sciences Campus Project 
Los Angeles, City of 

NOP Notice of F'repciration 

p. 0:3 

Type 

Description The project is proposed to occur on sevEin development sites within the USC Health Science Campus 

(HSC). The seven dev&lopment sites are identified as Development Sites A through G. The projoct 

consists of the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 SF of academic and medical research 

facilities as well as modical clinic facilities. The development sites currently contain surface parking 

lots and/or are underdeveloped. Parking accommodations to support the proposed academic: and 

medical-related uses are also included as part of the project. 
--------- ---- -----
Lead Agency Contact 

Name Jimmy Uao 
Agency _ City. oU.Ps Angeles _ 

Phone (213)978-1300 
ems if 

Address 
City 

200 N. Spring Street, Roam 750 
Los Angsles 

Project location 
County 

City 

Region 

Los Angeles 

Los Angeles, City of 

Fax 

State CA 

Cross Streets Soto Street I UPRR I Zonal Avenue I Norfolk Street 
Parcel No_ 
Township 

Proximity to: 
Highways i-10, 1-5 

Airports 
Railways UPRR 

Waterways 
Schools 

Range Section 

Zip 90012 

Base 

Land Use 
:-=---,-~::;c:::;~_c:::_:..::;,;:,=<.-=-==o-·~~·-~-----,.~=·- -- ~- _____ ,, ______ ----- --. -- . -~ __ ·_::::-_--_-_ .. -_-_-___ -_--_-__ -'-_~_-~~-'-C::·-;_· _:·· -;_·--'-'==;.;;;-;,;..-.:;:-;_--=----"'-~"'----'--'"_;-;__.--;.;;;;;;;;;;;.;o-=--'-

Project Issues 

Reviewing 
Agencies 

AesthetlcNisual; Air Quality; Landuse; Noise: Otlwr Issues: Traffic/Clrculatlon 

Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board. Region 4; Department of Parks and 
Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Department of Health Services;- Department of 

Fish and Game, Region 5;. Department of Water Resources: California Highway Patrol; Caltrans. 

District 7; Air Resources Board. Major lndu:;-;trlal Projects 

Date Received 10/21/2004 Start of Review 10/21/2004 End of Review 11 /19/2004 

f'-lote: Blanks in data fields result from !nsvfficic:nt Information provided by lead agency. 

RL0022184 
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NOP Distribution List 

Resources Agency 

• Resources Agency 
Nadell Geyou 

0 De~. of Booting & Waterways 
Suzl Betzler 

0 California Coastal 
Cornm!sslo11 
EHzabBtllA. Fuchs 

0 Colorado RJver Boord 
Gerald R. Z1mmerman 

0 Dept. of Conservation 
Rosearms Taylor 

0 California Energy 
Commission 
Envirormaental OffiGEJ 

0 DepL of Forestry & Fire 
Protection 
Nlen Robertson 

0 Office uf HfstorlG 
Preservatiun 
Hans Kreulzberg 

• Dept of Parks & Recroollon 
B. Noah Tilghman 
Envlmnmental Stewardsh[p 
&lctfun 

0 Reclamation Board 
DeeDee Jones 

0 Santa Monica Mountains 
Comrervam:y 
Pau Edelmao 

0 S.F. llay Conservation & 
Dav't. Comm. 
Steve McAdam 

• Dept, of Water Resources 
R~es Ageni:;y 
Nad~B Gayou 

~ 

Flsh and Game 

D Dept of Fish & Game 
Soott Fltnt 
Environmental Servfces Dillisfon 

D Dept of Fish & Game 1 
Donald l<ocb 
Region I 

P:-rt-. I!~ r· i ;I. :;!. 1~ •. 1,;"' 7' 

0 Dept. af Flsn & Game 3 
Robert Flmnke 
Regfoll S 

D Depl. of Fl:sh & Game 4 
Wnl!Ellll Laudermilk 
Regloo 4 

Ill Dept of Fish & Game 5 
Don Chadwtcl: 
Region 5, Habitm CollServation 
Program 

0 Dap~ of Fish & Game 6 
Gabrlna GalciJel 
Regiori 6, Habitat Cooseivatlon 
Program . 

0 Dapt. of Fish & Game Ii !JM 
TammyNlen 
Regloo 6, Inyo/Mono, Hsbilat 
Corissrva!lon Program 

0 Depl of Fish & Game M 
8£Qrge is<iac · 
Marine RegiDll 

Olher Departments 

0 Foocl & Agrlc1tlture 
Sieve Shalfer 
Depl of Food and Ayricullllre 

0 Depl. of General Serv!c:es 
Rooort Sleppy 
EnvironmenlaJ Services Soctlon 

• Dept of Health Services 
Wayns Hubbam 
Dept. of Hea!ltl/DrillkDJWater 

lndeoendent 
Commissions.Boards 

0 Delta Protection Commission 
Debby Eddy 

0 Office of Emergency Services 
Jdhn Rowden, Manager 

0 Governors Office of Pfannln!J 
& Research 
Siale Clearinghouse 

!I tfatlvo Arrwrl.~'1:-i Heril1~e 
Cl'IHIH. 

County: l.»S l\ngtLQ_s . 
_O Depl of Tmnsporta~on S fQ Public Ulilllles Commission 

SCH# ·- ~ v .i: l. v 1 V o '1;·· 

; Ken Lewls 

lQ State Lands Commlsslon 
1 Jean Sarino 

'0 Tahoe_Regjooal Planning 
J Agency ffRPA) 
· Cheuy Jac:ques 

1

·Buslness, Trans & Housing 

! 0 Cattrans • Division of 
Aeronautics 

, Sandy l-1es11ard 

i 0 Caltrans - Planning 
' Teni Pencovlc 

i • Callfomia Wgflway Patrol 
l John Olejrtlk 

ornce oi Special Projects 

0 Housing & Community 
Development 
Cathy (;re5\lre:l 
Housing Policy Divi:s[Ofl 

j Dept. of Transportation 

J 0 Dept of Transportation 1 
Mike Eaga~ 
DlslJict 1 

D Dept. of Tran:sporlallon 2 
Don Andernon 
Districi 2 

0 Dept of Transportation 3 
Jeff Pu!vsrman 
District 3 

0 Dept. af Transportatlon 4 
Thn Sabre 
Dls!rlc:t.4 

0 Dept oflransportatlcn 5 
Davftl Murray 
DlslJicl 5 

0 Dept. of Transpor!atlon 6 
Marc Blrrocruin 

• Dlsmcte 

Dept of Transporlatlrm 7 
Cheryi J_ Powell 
D!slrid 7 

John Pagano ' 
District !l 

0 Dept of Transportallon 9 
Gayle R.ooarlder 
Dislrlci 9 

a Depl. of Transporlafton 111 
Tom Dumas 
msttict10 

0 Dept arTransportatlon 11 
Mar1o0rso · 
Dlslrlct 1 f 

0 Depi. of TransportaUrm 12 
Bob Joseph ' 
District 12. 

Cal EPA 

Air Resournas Board 

0 AirpOO: Projects;'' 
Jim lemet" 

0 Tramipvrtelkm Projects 
Kurt Karperos ' 

• Industrial Proje6ls 
Mle Tollslrup 

0 California lnfueratOO Wasta 
Management Board 
Sue O'Leary 

D State Water Resources Control 
Board 
Jim Hockenberry 
Division of Flna111:;ial Assrstance 

0 Siale Water Resourc&S Control 
Board 
Studeml intern, 41}1 \ivaterQualily 
Certi1lcallon Unit 
DMslon of Waler Qualily 

0 Slate Watec-Resou~ Control Board 
Steven Henera . : 
Dtvislon of Water Rights 

D Dept. of Toxic Subslaoces Control 
CEQA Tracking C~mter 

Regional Waler Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) 

D RWQCB1 
Csltlteen Hud5'0l1 

. North Coast Region {1) 

0 RWQCB2 
Environmental Document 
Coordinator 
SSll Frandsr:o Bay Region (2-) 

D RWQCB3 
Q:mlral Coast Reg.ion (3) 

• RWQCB4 
Jona!llan EJshop 
lns Angeles Region (4} 

D RWQCB5S 
Central \Jelley Regkm (5) 

0 RWQCB 5F 
Central V<J.ley Regtori (5) 
Fresno Branch Offic::e 

D RWQC85R 
CentraJ Vafl11y Reglon (5) 
Reddlng Branch Office 

D RWQCBS 
Lahonlan Region (6) 

0 RWl.lCBSV 
lllhontan Region (6) 
ViciorYlile Braich Office 

·D RWQCB7 
, Colorado RJver Basln Rs,gfm fl) 

D RWQCBB 
Smta Ana Region (8)' 

0 RWO.CB9 
San Diego Reglan (9) 

0 Other _____ _ 

last Upd<itecl on 05/21104 
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F' L /\ f·i ti i f·i Li i ~; IJ [: / E l·i ',,' Fa::: 21 :3- 9 713-1 :3 4:: 

'lc\TF OF ~AT IFQRNTA _ BT.SINF$$ TR'\NSPQRT."-TION AND HOlT<:TNG l\Gl'"lCY 

DEPARTl\iENT OF TR..t\":_"l"SPORTATJON 
DISTRJCT 7. REGIOf..iAL PLAt~~G 
!GR 'CEQA BR.\'JCH 
120 SU. SPRl.c°"G ST 

l·iov 4 2004 12: :33 P. I] 4 

L\ )S •\J\GELES, CA 900 l 2 

PHU'!E (2;3) ):,97-3747 

EA,,X: (213) 897-1337 
Flex you,..: . ., .. ,

Ee ene.rgy ~_rfr..._·1,..-:nr 

Mr. Jimmy Liao 
City of Los Angeles 
200 :-.r. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angdes, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Lizrn: 

IGR/CEQA No. 041046AL, NOP 
USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
Vic. City Wide, LA-05/PM 18.78, LA-10/PM 19.07 
SCH# 2004101084 

RECEIVED 
Cl TY OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 2 J 2004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

Thank you foT including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project. 

To assist us in om· efforts to evaluate the impacts of this project on State transportation 
facilities, a traffic study in adv:mce of the DEIR should be prepared. We wish to refer the 
project's traffic consultant to our traffic study guideline Website: 

http://1;_'>_rvvw.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/devel212§_erv/operatiolli!l§y§tems/reports/tisguide.pd,f 

and we list here some elemeuts of what we generally are expecting in the traffic smdy: 

1. Presentations of assun1ptions and methods used to develop trip generation, trip 
distribution, choice of travel mode, and assignments of trips to State Route 10 and 05. 

2. Consistency of project travel modeling with other regional and local modeling 
forecasts and with travel data. The IGRJCEQA office may use indices to check results. 
D1ffere~ces or inconsistencit:;S IIllh<;t be thorotigI:lly-explainea. 

3. Analysis of ADT, Ai.\1 and PM peak-hour volumes fm both the existing and future 
conditions in the affected area. This should include freeways, interchanges, and 
intersections, on/off ramps, and all HOV facilities. Interchange Level of Service 
should be specified (HCM2000 method requested). Utilization of transit lines and 
vehicles, and of all facilities, should be realistically estimated. Futme condit1on:;; 
vvould i11dude build-out of all projects (see next item) and any plan-ho1izon years. 

4. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Analysis should include traffic from the 
project, cun11~lative. traffic generated from all specific ap:proved developments in the 
area, and traffic growth other than from the project and developments. That is, 
include: existing+ project+ other projects+ other groVvih. 

5 Discussion of mitigation measures appropnate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts. 
"Cairrans improves mobtlity ncross Califonim·" 

RL0022186 
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PLANr·J I NG/:)UE:/Er·J'i.1 Fax:213-978-1343 Nov 4 2004 12:38 p. 05 

These mitigation discussions should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Descrrptwn of Transponation I11£rasn-ucture Improvements 
• Financial Costs, Funding Sources and Financing 

Sequence and Scheduling Considerations 
• Implementation Responsibilities, Controls, and Monitori11g 

Aliy mitigation involving transit, HOV, or TDM must be rigorously justified and its effects 
conservatively estimated. hnprovements involving dedication ofland or physical conshuctim1 
mav be favorably cotlSidered. 

6. Specification of developer's percent share of the cost, as well as a plan of realistic 
mitigation measures under the control of the developer. The following ratio should be 
estimated: additional traffic volume due to project implementation is divided by the 
total increase in the traffic volume (see Appendix '"B~' of the Guidelines). That ratiu 
would be the project equitable share responsibility. 

\Ve note for pu11}oses of detennining project share of costs; the number of trips frorr.
the project on each trnveling segment or elen1ent is estimated in the context or 
forecasted traffic volumes which include build-out of alli approved and not yet 
approved projects, and other sources of growth. Analytical' methods such as select 
zont: travel f(_m::cast modeling might be used. 

The Department as conunenting agency under CEQA has jurisdiction superceding that 
of MTA in identifying the freeway analysis needed for this project. Caltrans is 
responsible for obtaining measures that \vill off-set project vehicle trip generation that 
worsens Caltrans facilities and hence, it does not ad11ere to the CMP guide of 150 or 
more vehicle trips added before freeway analysis is needed. MTA's Congestion 
l\fanagt-·mcnt Program iu ricknowledging the Department's role, stipulates that Caltraw; 
must be consulted to identity specific locations to be analyzed on the State Highway 
System. Therefore State Route(s) mentioned in item #1 and its facilities must bt: 
analyzed per the Department's Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. 

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study. We expect to receive a copy from the 
State Cleminghouse when the DEIR is completed. However, to expedite the revie""' 

__ process. ~U1d cl:irifv anv misunder~tanclings, you may send a copy 111. advance _JQ_t)Jc' _ 

undcrsig.-r1ed. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-3747 or Alan Lin the 
project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGRJCEQA No. 041046AL. 

Sincerely, 

ct_~~~ 
CHERYL J. POWELL 
lGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 

"Ca/!Tons improves mobility across Califon1ia" 

RL0022187 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

ASSOCIATION of 
GOVERNMENTS 

Main Office 

8:8 I/I/est Seventh Street 

90017·3435 

Off1u~: )~~~;~d~~~~f:~1ITi~.~~~' '.bn Rob~r:.: 
:f:me::.uia ~ First \ih:e Pr~1d~f'J..: S1 .. 11:i~11iiSDr :1afl...-: 
KJi;:ier-, !111;.;er!c:t Co.inty • .s~i:or~ Vice P~~ic~r.t· 
t.,<!yr::>r T<i::i YQ,Jn.;r, Parr Hu~neme & lr1'1f\'\edl.Qt~ 

P;,.S'( Pri:~\C.~l")t· cOvn(~mernbl'!r t31!"i( Petw, Br~, 

1mo..:r1;;t towity! ~~nk Kui~1e1, lm!:"e:'!.al ~ourty -
IV Stil~ld~. B~""'lev' 

liJS Angel,i.f~ lilunty~ Yvo:in'!' BrtJ.tt1w.,rt( Bl.i;h\', 
1_0::; Ang~I>::. [OWl"!t'V .. Z.~'1'81j)511;1VS•:Y· l';~ w.s-el~:: 
(o..:r.~,· m Ii:-:-' .A.:(lnge-r, Mor·h,}~r, E..e~c\i • r.::rr~: 
-'.!81CY'.'\", S?- ll;;ibriel .. PJJ'. !3JW'.~f1. C>:rrl~C'5 • 
T"Qny C;Jrd~n•~. ~C'~ A.i;s:r::il?S • Mq,rg;;irl:!t Ci.,rl< .. 
~o!<em'!!ld .. G~re Oanl~I~. P~r:!!mour:t " Ml!>.;: 
D 1 .:;p~nz.i:i. Po3U-.,,d~:~ a Judy Duri.]>70. 1r;;"~-·NC>QC • 
ii;;~ Gtihdl•1i, Lon& Beam • Erlr: Ga.-o~tt1. ~!JS 

Artge'.e:s • W~ni:ty GreueJ, LO:S. Ano~l.I'.'~ " F!l!lr.k 
·:3~·"l..11~ • .:uc;,hl' .. l~Hl"'a' tiQhri. Lo; ·~1\3r.:..~~ • 

]~f'K~ H:;nn, Les f.1ng~\t.s • 1seidore ~~II, (QrnptOf\ 
.. Tom ldB•JlW~. IJ>S Mgr:le:. .. M8rtlri LudlO/.!, 
1~ns;eies • Kelt1 Mc(~rthv. Oowni::v .. 
Mi111:r. ~l:ir~r1'1:·"t • C1ril)y r.r1~cikow~k1. Ln:.: 
Angr.eo:'; " ;·~L N<Jwat~:-3, -orr;3r::::e ~ ~'3rn 

(1'(0,1no·, S.!11ta :VIOnl.'..:Ci .. Al~.\ ~;:uli1!!:, :..·~~ 

~n!_';e!~ • 3t"1~r.; ?.:irk'), Lo~ /.101sii!l'!~ • j~n P.;.rr,. 
t..0S An;;~!c~ m t;'!atrice PrJ•.1, P!(iJ fllVr.'ro= • ;_~ 
Kev'!:;. le~ A11~de:5 • Clrr.'.lg" S'T'.i~h. Li;~ A··1~.:0l~:;~ 
Di-:1(. Stcrr(,r(., Az1)s;;i .. forr Sy~e~. W,:ifr,tr: • P;:,J' 
Tt11DO~, Mti~~t>ra .. S•dneyiv!~1rP6'S.a:l1<?r.i.;..• lbni-' 
R8".'~f. Llrln~i:i. Lon~ S~ch 6 4.ntcrio\/i'.b1-a1~!J:2. 
Lo~ Ari1o1Plt_:; • .J.~l"lni~ W~!nburn, Uleti;;;wc, • JOlc.k 
w;i~::;.WLD!I Af:~eles ~ eob You:;efian, Glel'IC10~€ ~ 
Dennis Zlrie, l.osAng~le.: 

Or.mgc (aunty: Chri> t-.Ji)rb'I. Or;;r:8e Count-./ • 
'.-o!J 5N'lE. T-JStlr • Art SrD'un, B!Jerta Par~: • 
Rlct'.(lrd (h:i•:'!~. An51t.e:1m .. r).-bai:< :.::.o:ik. 

H1)nti::;:ron ;Jee.di • (.athryri O~'vPlifiB, Lat:'- ·12 
Nia1Je:: h:ic:h.rti DL·.011. La~e-R:lre~t • l'.\!t;'l Dwk~. :_a 
P;1rn".< 6 Se, Perrv. ~rec • v.~ri ,r, F':::ie:, · .. _, 
Al.,mim/ ~ fo.j Rirj~~>'lld\r. hi:""port de~i:." 

Ri'Yenllle County: M~rion A!.i°?"'.'tV. 11.lv~·sin 
Cocr.t';. Tl"<l)T·~S !}"ci..:l~v. L:!!\..;.'! E\s:r'lor~ 4 eonr1~ 

f\1('.l;1gec, Mareno ·J~.i~y • PJr ._QV~riop 

Rlv£r.:K1e • Gr~ Penls, Cathed!"Bl ~-.itv • K•.,111 
RS::b~rt.S. Te:m~ruii: 

5an aemrirdina (aunty: f:t2ul 81~n£", Soin 
8ern3rcino County • SHI Al1;)"..;i;ndi:r, Ra.n:ho 
Cu.::t.mtn~."9 w tCw;;:rrl 91Jrgnon, Town (lf App:€ 
\l.?llli:;. ~ L~wr~:-i;;;-lJ.;.lle, B~r.:stow s LeeA.rn G;;rci;i, 
G~nd Te"~r::e • Su~!tfl Lon~l!r., $;;in Ber11~n:1in1J • 
GZ!'rr Ovilt. Cn\;:irlD • O~:ia:;:ih Rctie'S·:1n, Rl;lt':i 

V1i1ntur;;i Countr. Juc.y j\'.nf:!S. ~?•tJ"3 
Gi.ier. 8i!Ceirt_ ~i•;1l 'JBHtv • C..r: N'.or~ho1..:-e. 

3uc1.2'>'~nt1Jra • iLn1 Yi:un>";, Pt:;;t t"'-.1rn:?:-e 

Or.ui~ Ccunty Trarisport<1t1an Auth1HIW 
Charle: Srnttt1, (18n5( :_:rn;r,';\ 

Rl\l~.sld~ (aunty Transportc.tlofl Commi:.:oian· 
R•Jb1n Li:we:, Hi.:_ met 

v~ntura County foat1Sl)-Ortatlon Commi.~~iM~ GI! 
C·;;ivi~;, Simi Vall~11 

November 9, 2004 

Mr. Jimmy Liao, City Planner/Project Coordinator 
Environmental Review Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RECEIVED 
CllY OF.LOS ANGELES 

NOV,.'·1+l2'004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. 120040720 USC Health Sciences Campus 
Project 

Thank you for submitting the USC Health Sciences Campus Project iu' 
review and comment. As areawide dearinghouse for regionally significant 
projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects and program;; 
with regional plans. ThJs activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities as ~) 
regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws anc1 
regulations. Guidance provided by thes8 reviews is intended to assist local 
agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainmenr 
of regionalgoals and policies. 

We have reviewed the USC Health Sciences Campus Project, and ht1v,
detennined that the proposed Project is not regionally significant per SC.AC 
Intergovernmental Review (!GR) Criteria and California Environmental Quality Ac:: 
(CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15206). Therefore, the proposed Project does rio' 
warrant comments at this time. Should there be a change in the scope of thF
proposed Project, we would appreciate the opportunity to review and comment ;11 

that time. 

A description of the proposed Project was published in SCAG's October 16-31, 
2004 Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public for review ar1' 

_comment. 

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in al: 
correspondence with SCAG concerning this Project. Correspondence should DP 

sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any question~' 
please contact me at {213) 236-1867. Thank you. 

~,9Jtih 
ITH, AICP 

al Planner 

RL0022188 
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PLANNING/SUB/ENV Fa:;: 213-978-1343 

© Met r 0 Metropol•h• '""'PO•t>tioo Aothorlt) 

Nov 4 2004 12:38 p. 06 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angele:s, CA 90012·295z 
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October 28. 2004 
Jimmy Liao 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS 1\NGELES 

City Planner/Project Coordinator 
Environmental Review Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles CA, 90012 

-·DearMr. Liao; ·-- _ _:, ' ... 

N.J'/ 0 3 2004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

Thai1k you for the opportu:nity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 
USC HeaJtl1 Sciences Campus Project. TI1is letter conveys recommendations from 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transpo1iation Authority (LACMTA) 
concerning issues that are gern1aue to our agency's statut01y responsibilities in 
relation to the proposed project. 

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), with both highway and freeway, and transit 
components, is required under the State of California Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA Guidelines are published in the "2002 
Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County'', Appendix D. The 
geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following. at a minimum: 

1. All C:!V1P arterial monitOJing intersections, including monitored freeway 
on/off-ramp intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 o:r more 
trips during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday-peak hour (of adjacent street 
traffic); and 

2. Mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or 
more t1ips, in either direction, during either the a.m. orp.m. weekday peak 
hour. 

Among the required steps for the analysis of development-related impacts to transit 
are: 

1. Evidence that the affected transit operators received the NOP for the Draft 
EIR; 

2. A sunJmary of the existing transit services in the area; 
3. Estimated project nip generation and mode assignment for both morning 

and evening peak periods; 
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4. Documentation on the assumptions/analyses used to determine the munber 
of percentage of trips assigned to transit; 

5. Information on facilities and/or programs that will be incorporated iu to 
the development plan that will encourage public transit usage and 
transportation demand management (IDM) policies and programs; and 

6. An analysis of the expected project impacts on current and future transit 
services along with proposed project mitigation. 

The MTA looks fo1ward to reviewing the Draft EIR. If you have any questions 
regarding this response; please calbne-at 213-922 ... 6908 orernail at . 
chapmans@metro.net. Please send the Draft EIR to the following. address: 

Sincerely. 

Susan Chapman 

LACMTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Attn: Susan Chapman 
Long Range Planning, 99-23-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Program Manager, Long Range Planning 
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South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Dlarnond Bar, CA 91765-41 78 
(909) 396-2000 · www.aqmd.gov 

Mr. Jimmy Liao 
City Planner!Project Coordinator 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

October 28, 2004 

-------El:f:S:~~--q-\~'!BfffSt-,--.:.~2 ··::~-~::;.-:.::..c:..~- --=-""'=-~-- ---:-~--_:·" .,...-~-

Dear :Mr. Liao: 

RECEIVED 
Cl1Y OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 2 J 2004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
USC Health Sciences Campus 

The South Coast Air Quality Management Distiict (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the above-mentioned document The SCAQMD's comments are recommendations 
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be 
included :in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (BIR). Please send the SCAQMD a copy of 
the Draft EIR upon its completion. 

Air Quality Anahsb 
The SCAQ:tvID adopted its California Enviromuental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality 
Handbook in 1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. 
Tue SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when 
prepanng its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the SCAQl\1IYs 
Subscription Service.sDepar:tmer:rt .. by_cajling_(2Q9)_326372_0,_.!).lt~I:MtiYely,_l~~4agency_may __ . 
wisb to consider using the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved URBEtvllS 2002 
Model. This model is available on the CARE ""'Website at www.arb.ca.gov. 

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from 
all phases of the project and aU air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts 
from both construction and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality 
impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipmem 
from gradmg, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architect1u-a1 coatings, off-road mobile sources 
(e.g, heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker 
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are 
not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and 
coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air 
quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips 

. '.i.':,. 
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sbould be i_ncluded in the aJrnlysis. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the 
decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be 
included 

l\'Iitigation Measures 
In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that 
all foasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize 
or eliminate s1gruficant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying 
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refor to Chapter 1 l of the SCAQMD CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation measures. Additionally, SCAQMD' s 
RLlle 403 - Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for 
controlling construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation 
if not otherwise required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(l)(D), any impacts 

-~resu Iting. from.mitigatiruH1wasure:::t-t11ttst-ahcrbe:-discus-sed-:- --

Data Sources 
SCAQ.MD rnles and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD's 
Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the 
Public Jnfonnation Center is also available via the SCAQJ\ID's World Wide Web Homepage 
(http://www.aqmd.gov). 

The SCAQMD ts willmg to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions 
are accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air 
Quality Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding this 
letter. 

ss·cB:li 

LAC04l027-01LI 
Control Number 
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City of Los Angeles 

Scoping Meeting for the Environmental Impact Report 
USC Health Sciences Campus Project 

November 4, 2004 

Wdtten Comment Form 

p. 02 

RECEIVED 
CllY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 0 J 2004 
ENVIMNMENTAL 

1J1e purpose of rhe public scoping meeting is to obtain input from the public regarding the scope aiN/JH1e 
altematives that ·will be analyzed in the Draft E!R for the USC Health Sciences Campus Project., The 
University of Southern California is proposing to develop additional academic and, medical-related (e.g .. 
medical research, medical clinic, etc.), facilities within its existing Health Sciences Campus. The Project 
proposes the development of betiveen 585,000 and 765,000 square feel of floor area_ The Project also 
includes the development of parking facilities to suppo1t the proposed academic and medical-related 
uses. 

Comments can be provided verbal£v at the scoping meeting or in written form. The deadline j()r 
s~I.brrziiii~-ii;'~~ri.iiZ;1--;;~n;~-;e~1tsto the Cit§I~HNovember-19, 2004.- Jn- the -space below (and on additional 
pages, if necessary), plc!Ltse provide any written comments you may have concerning the scope of the 
Drafi EJR for the proposed project. Your comments will then be considered during preparation of the 
Draft EIR. 
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.{S;\ Gloria Sena 

~ 2409 Norrolk St 
. Los Augeles, CA 90033 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

November 17, 2004 

1510-1520 San Pablo St 
DOT Case No_ o::N 04-1750 

Jimmy Liao, City Planner/Project Coordinator 
Department of City Planning 

~~' 
~Ba~eri, T~sportati;~er 

Department of Transportation 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA (USC} 
HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS PROJECT LOCATED AT 1510-1520 
SAN PABLO STREET 

The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) has reviewed the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the University 
of Southern California (USC) Health Science Campus project located at 1510-1520 
San Pablo Street The proposed project consists of seven development sites within the 
USC Health Sciences Campus (HSC)- The development sites consist::. of 585,000 to 
765,000 square-feet (SF) of academic and medical research facilities as well as 
medical clinic facilities_ The development sites currently contain surface parking lots 
and/or are underdeveloped. Parking accommodations to support the proposed 
academic and medical uses are also included as part of the projed. The seven 
development sites comprise approximately 22 acres within the existing t-iSC. 

ASSESSMENT OF TRAFFIC IMPACT 

A traffic study 1s being prepared to analyze the potential impacts of the project LAOOT 
has been working with traffic consultant Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers on ttie 
traffic study and scope of work required for the study 
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Nov 18 2004 9:18 
Nov 17 '04 17:07 

p. 03 

P.03 

November 17. 2004 

lf you have any questions, please contact Ed Chow of my staff at (213) .240-3074. 

cc: Jimmy Blackman, Council District 14 
Central District, LADOT 
Land Development Group, BOE 

Leners/USC_ HeaffhSc;iefl(.;f} - NOP. wpr:J 
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November 17, 2004 

Mr. Jimmy Liao 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
'To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service· 

900 SUlTTH l'-Rl'\10\:T A VENUE 
ALHAMBK\, ('!'J"IFOR~<lA '; 1303- I J.J i 

Tdl':'phone= l.62f;) 4~8-510,) 

'.\"'>vw.ladpw.or13 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 1 9 2004 
ENV1RONMENTAL 

UNIT 

:'~··-· ··~·~-=-~~iirJnrrieiJ~a1·Re:¥iew s~c.tio..r:L. 1 .... _~~-··:=·--· -----~---- .. --Department of City Plahnmg - -- .. --
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Lo~ Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Liao: 

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
use HEAL TH SCIENCES CAMPUS 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

/),..iJTJRJ~S:S 1\LL C:UREF.'....;l'(J :, ; . 

P !J BW;: ;4r_~" 
ALHA .. \1BRA. C..\LIF0lC'.'lA cO • • , __ 

JN REPLY PLEASE 

REFEF<TOFILE LD-L1 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Notice of Preparation (NO~, 
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed construction uf 
academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities in the existing Health Sciences 
Campus located in the vicinity of San Pablo Street and Valley Boulevard. The NOP we 
received did not indude an Initial Study. We offer the following comments for 
consideration in preparing U1e DEIR: 

The existing hazardous waste management (HWM) facilities in this County arc, 
inadequate to handle the hazardous waste currently being generated. We believe t: 
proposed project may generate hazardous waste that could adver~ely impacr 1::~:<1~--:~ 
HWM facilities. This issue should be addressed and mitigation measures proviu·,:._. 
the DEIR. 

If the project involves the construction, installation, modification, or removal o; 
underground storage tanks, industrial waste treatment, or disposal facilities, ancj/,-:,r 
stormwater treatment facilities, our Environmental Programs Division must be contc:ick 
for required approvals and operating permits. If any excavated soil is contaminatw: . · 
or classified as hazardous waste by an appropriate agency, the soil must t. _ 

appropriately managed and disposed. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

EM23003 
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The proposed project may change the absorption rates, drainage pattern. and the 1;: ,. 

and amount of surface runoff discharged to streets and storm drains in thP- an:;1. 
adequately evaluate drainage and water quality impacts, a Drainage Concepl/St«1r1c:_ , 
Urban Stormwater Managemer)t Plan (SUSMP) report must be prepared during tnc 
DEIR stage .for Pu.blic Works review and approval. The analysis should address 

_w incr,~.~:?~~-- in ru_n,gff, any change in d~ainagey~_tte_!::!]S, treatment method p_rq_pq§_eg_ior __ . 
SUSKi1P. regulations, and "the capacity of any existing and proposed storm dr<Jir~ 
facilities. When approved, the report should be included in the DEIR 

Solid Waste 

As projected in the Los Angeles County Countywide Siting Element, which was 
approved by a majority of the cities in Los Angeles County in late 1997 and by me: 
County Board of Supervisors in January 1998, a shortfall in permitted daily la1 :c: 
capacity may be experienced in the County within the near future. The pre-, dtHim1 .• 
post- construction activities associated with the proposed project will increa~ t: 
generation of solid waste and may have potentially significant impacl to solid w;-r-.;,_ 

management infrastructure in the County. Therefore, the DEIR must identify wnal 
measures the City plans to implement to mitigate the impact. Mitigation measures rna.y 
include, but are not l!mited to, implementation of waste reduction and recyclin~; 
pmgrams to divert the solid waste, including construction and demolition waste :.:c. _: 
excavated material from the landfills. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Mr. Suk Cho;1;_; ;., 
(626) 458-7150. 

Very truly yours, 

DONALD L. WOLFE 
Interim Director of Public Works 

DENNIS HUNTER 
Assistant Division Engineer 
Land Development Division 

SPC:jmw 
P:\CEOA\SUK\nap4usc haa1U1 sciences campus.doc 
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APPENDIXB 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared in 
accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15097 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, which require adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for all 
projects for which an Environmental Impact Report or Mitigated Negative Declaration has been 
prepared. Specifically, Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code states: " ... the [lead] agency 
shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of 
project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment ... [and 
that program]. .. shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation." The City 
of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the proposed Project. 

The MMRP describes the procedures for the implementation of all of the mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR for the proposed Project. It is the intent of the MMRP to: (1) verify 
satisfaction of the required mitigation measures of the EIR; (2) provide a methodology to document 
implementation of the required mitigation; (3) provide a record of the Monitoring Program; 
(4) identify monitoring responsibility; (5) establish administrative procedures for the clearance of 
mitigation measures; ( 6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and (7) utilize existing 
review processes where feasible. 

The MMRP lists mitigation measures according to the same numbering system contained in 
the Draft EIR sections. Each mitigation measure is categorized by topic, with an accompanying 
discussion of the following: 

• The enforcement agency (i.e., the agency with the authority to enforce the 
mitigation measure); 

• The monitoring agency (i.e., the agency to which mitigation reports involving 
feasibility, compliance, implementation, and development operation are made); 

• The phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure should be 
monitored (i.e., prior to issuance of a building permit, construction, or 
occupancy); 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page B-1 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 
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Appendix B-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

• The monitoring frequency and duration of monitoring and reporting (i.e., once at 
site plan review or monthly during construction); and 

• The administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation measures (i.e., 
Approval of Site Plan or Monthly Statements of Compliance). 

The Applicant shall be obligated to demonstrate that compliance with the required 
mitigation measures has been effected. All departments listed below are within the City of Los 
Angeles unless otherwise noted. The entity responsible for the implementation of all mitigation 
measures shall be the Applicant unless otherwise noted. 

A. Land Use 

No land use mitigation measures are required and thus none are identified in the EIR. 

B. Visual Qualities 

Mitigation Measure B-1: The Applicant shall ensure, through appropriate postings and 
daily visual inspections, that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, and that any 
such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a visually attractive 
manner throughout the construction period. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-2: Building fa<;ades facing public streets shall be designed to 
enhance the pedestrian experience and connectivity of the HSC campus through 
such features as wide and well-illuminated entry areas, landscaping, and 
informal gathering space. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Design and Plan Check, and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 
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Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-3: Architectural design and exterior building materials shall be 
compatible with the theme and quality of building design and materials used 
within the HSC campus. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Design and Plan Check, and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-4: 
feasible. 

New utilities shall be constructed underground, to the extent 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-5: Exterior signage for the proposed buildings shall be 
compatible with the design of the building. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-6: All new or replacement street trees shall be selected for 
consistency with the existing street trees or in accordance with a street tree 
master plan reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works Street 
Tree Division. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 
Street Tree Division, Department of Building and Safety 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 
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Appendix B-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Street 
Tree Division, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-7: All mechanical, electrical and rooftop equipment shall be 
screened from view from adjacent surface streets. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-8: Landscaping and/or vegetation features shall be incorporated 
into the design of each Development Site. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-9: All exterior lighting shall be directed on-site or shielded to 
limit light spillover effects. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 
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C. Traffic Circulation and Parking 

Parking Scenario No.1 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure C-1: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 
during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this intersection 
consists of widening the southbound off-ramp to provide an additional lane. The 
off-ramp would provide one left-tum only lane, one combination left
tum/through lane and one right-tum only lane. A traffic signal modification 
would also be required. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-2: Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly 
Street-Main Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted 
by Parking Scenario No. I during the AM. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for 
this intersection consists of the installation of a traffic signal at this location. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-3: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 1 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 
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intersection consists of the installation of an eastbound right-tum only lane. This 
measure will involve a lengthening of the red curb along the south side of 
Marengo Street west of the on-ramp. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-4: Intersection No. 10: Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 
during both the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of restriping the southbound approach to provide one left
through lane and one right-tum only lane and restriping the eastbound approach 
to provide one left-tum lane and one optional through/right-tum only lane. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-5: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street-
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 1 during the A.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this intersection 
consists of the installation of a traffic signal at the location. Traffic signal 
warrant analyses have been completed for the intersection. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

University of Southern California 
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Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-6: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue-
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 1 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this intersection 
consists of installation of a traffic signal at this location. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-7: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and 1-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. l during both the A.M. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours. Partial mitigation for this intersection consists of the previously 
City reviewed and approved mitigation measure associated with the HNRT 
project. The previously reviewed and approved mitigation measure involves the 
widening of the 1-10 Freeway Westbound Off-ramp to provide an additional 
right-tum only lane. The Preliminary Engineering Evaluation Report document 
is currently in preparation and will be submitted to the California Department of 
Transportation for review. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 
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Mitigation Measure C-8: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 
during both the A.M. and P.M. commuter peak hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of the removal of the raised median islands on Soto Street, 
north and south of Marengo Street, restriping the northbound and southbound 
approaches to provide dual left-tum lanes, two through lanes and one 
combination through/right-tum lane, as well as a traffic signal modification. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-9: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off-
Ramp-Wabash Avenue--The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of restriping Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page B-8 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0022208 



EM23013 

Appendix B-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Parking Scenario No.2 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure C-10: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 
during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the I-5 
Freeway SB and Mission Road intersection also would be applicable to Parking 
Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-11: No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the AM. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the I-5 
Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street intersection also would be 
applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Cal trans). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-12: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the I-5 
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Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street intersection also would be 
applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-13: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 2 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for the Parking Scenario No. 1 for the 
San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street intersection also would be applicable to 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-14: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue-
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 2 during the P.M. peak commuter hours. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the San Pablo 
Street and Zonal Avenue intersection also would be applicable to Parking 
Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 
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Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-15: Intersection No. 15: Soto Street and Alcazar Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 
during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this intersection 
includes the installation of a second northbound left-tum lane and widening 
along the south side of Alcazar Street, west of Soto Street, to provide a fourth 
eastbound approach lane (i.e., the eastbound approach would provide one left
tum lane, one combination left-through lane and two right-tum only lanes). A 
traffic signal modification would also be required. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-16: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 during both the AM. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours. The aforementioned traffic mitigation measure recommended 
for Parking Scenario No. l for the Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps
Charlotte Street intersection also would be applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 
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Mitigation Measure C-17: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 
during both the AM. and P.M. commuter peak hours. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the Soto Street 
and Marengo Street intersection also would be applicable to Parking Scenario 
No.2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-18: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off
Ramp-Wabash Avenue-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of restriping Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

Parking 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

No parking mitigation measures are required and thus none are identified in the 
EIR. 
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D. Air Quality 

Construction 

Mitigation Measure D-1: General contractors shall implement a fugitive dust control 
program pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403 .1 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-2: Disturbed areas shall be watered three times daily, which is 
above and beyond the SCAQMD Rule 403 requirement to water disturbed areas 
two times daily. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-3: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and 
maintained in accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-4: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction 
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, trucks and 
vehicles in loading and unloading queues would tum their engines off, when not 

1 SC~AQMD Rule 403 requirements are detailed in Appendix D. 
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in use, to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction emissions should be phased 
and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during second-stage 
smog alerts. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-5: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators shall be used to the extent feasible. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-6: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in 
excess of ten minutes, both on- and off-site. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-7: Project heavy-duty construction equipment shall use 
alternative clean fuels, such as low sulfur diesel or compressed natural gas with 
oxidation catalysts or particulate traps, to the extent feasible. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 
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Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-8: The Applicant shall utilize coatings and solvents that are 

Operations 

consistent with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-9: The Applicant shall provide public education to USC Health 
Science Campus visitors and employees regarding the importance of reducing 
vehicle miles traveled and utilizing transit, and the related air quality benefits 
through the use of brochures and other informational tools. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): 
compliance report submitted by the Applicant 

Annual 

Mitigation Measure D-10: The Applicant shall, to the extent feasible, schedule 
deliveries during off-peak traffic periods to encourage the reduction of trips 
during the most congested periods. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): 
compliance report submitted by the Applicant 

Annual 
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Mitigation Measure D-11: The Applicant shall coordinate with the MTA and the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to provide information with regard to 
local bus and rail services. 

E. Noise 

Enforcement Agency: MTA and City of Los Angeles, Department of 
Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: MT A and City of Los Angeles, Department of 
Transportation 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): 
compliance report submitted by the Applicant 

Annual 

Construction Noise 

Mitigation Measure E-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading, excavation, haul route 
foundation, or building permits, the Applicant shall provide proof satisfactory to 
the Building and Safety Department and Planning Department that all 
construction documents require contractors to comply with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.40 which requires all construction and demolition 
activity located within 500 feet of a residence to occur between 7:00 AM. and 
6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, and 
that a noise management plan for compliance and verification has been prepared 
by a monitor retained by the Applicant. At a minimum, the plan shall include 
the following requirements: 

1. Pile drivers used in proximity to sensitive receptors shall be equipped 
with noise control having a minimum quieting factor of 10 dB( A); 

2. Loading and staging areas must be located on site and away from the 
most noise-sensitive uses surrounding the site as determined by the 
Department of Building and Safety; 

3. Program to maintain all sound-reducing devices and restrictions 
throughout the construction phases; 

4. An approved haul route authorization that avoids noise-sensitive land 
uses to the maximum extent feasible; and 

5. Identification of the noise statutes compliance/verification monitor, 
including his/her qualifications and telephone number(s). 
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Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by the Project contractor 

Operational Noise 

Mitigation Measure E-2: If a loading dock/refuse collection area is proposed to be 
located on Development Site D, the Applicant shall be required to submit 
evidence, prior to the issuance of building permits for Development Site D, that 
is satisfactory to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety that 
noise level increases do not cause the baseline ambient noise level to increase 
beyond the 5-dBA significance threshold at any adjacent property line. This 
mitigation measure does not apply to development that may occur on 
Development Sites A, B, C, E, F, and G. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction of Development Site D 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by the Project contractor 

F. Utilities and Service Systems 

Water 

Mitigation Measure F-1.1: Water faucet fixtures with activators shall be installed that 
automatically shut off the flow of water when not in use. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit and once at final 
inspection 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
occupancy permit 
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Mitigation Measure F-1.2: Automatic sprinkler systems shall be set to irrigate 
landscaping during early morning hours or during the evening to reduce water 
losses from evaporation. Sprinklers shall be reset to water less often in cooler 
months and during the rainfall season so that water is not wasted by excessive 
landscape irrigation. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit and once at final 
inspection 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
occupancy pennit 

Wastewater 

Mitigation Measure F-2.1: Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the 
Development Services Division of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Public Works, shall make a determination of capacity in the sewer pipeline 
between each proposed Development Site and the trunk sewer. If service is 
discovered to be less than adequate, the Applicant shall be required to upgrade 
the connections to the mains and/or provide an alternative solution, in order to 
appropriately serve the Project. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering, Development Services Division; City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering, Development Services Division; City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
building permit 

Mitigation Measure F-2.2: The Applicant shall comply with procedural requirements of 
City ordinances regulating connections to the City sewer system (e.g., Ordinance 
No. 166,060). 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering, Development Services Division; City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering, Development Services Division; City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
building permit 

Mitigation Measure F-2.3: All necessary on-site infrastructure improvements shall be 
constructed to meet the requirements of the Department of Building and Safety. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit and once at final 
inspection 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
occupancy permit 

Mitigation Measure F-2.4: The Applicant shall apply for and comply with all necessary 
permits, including Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permits, if required. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction, and occupancy 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing through Project construction and occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
building permit and occupancy permit 
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Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 2:44 PM 
Dan Scott 
Millennium Ordinance 
Millennium Ordinance File.pdf 

Here's the DA Ordinance we have on file. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 
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ORDINANCE NO. -------· 

An ordinance authorizing the execution of the development agreement by and 
between the City of l,..os Angeles and Millennium Partners relating to real property in the 
Hollywood Community Plan area at 1750 North Vine Street. 

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission on , 
approved and recommended that the City Council approve the development agreement 
which is attached to Council File No. by and between the City of Los 
Angeles and the Millennium Partners, which development agreement is hereby 
incorporated by reference and which is hereby incorporated into the provisions of this 
ordinance (the "Development Agreement"); and 

WHEREAS, after due notice the City Planning Commission and the City Council 
did conduct public hearings on this matter; and · 

WHEREAS, pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864 et seq. the 
City Planning Commission has transmitted its findings and recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement which is attached to Council File No. 

--- is in the public interest and is consistent with the City's General Plan including 
the Hollywood Community Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed and considered the Development 
Agreement and the findings and recommendations of the City Planning Commission. 

NOW, THEREFORE 

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

Section 1. The City Council finds and determines, as required by Article V, 
Section 6 of the City's CEQA Guidelines, that the development agreement has been 
thoroughly analyzed in accordance with CEQA and hereby adopts the Environmental 
Impact Report issued on 

Section 2. The City Council finds, with respect to the Development Agreement 
which is attached to Council File No. , that: 

(a) It is consistent with the Citis General Plan and with the objectives, 
· policies and programs specified in the Hollywood Community Plan, a portion of the 

City's General Plan. Specifically, the development agreement encourages construction 
of a project which will provide opportunities for growth in the City, will provide new 

20()8 3440 
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general fund revenues intended to offset incremental City costs associated with such 
growth, will promote the economic well~being and public convenience, and will result in 
infrastructure improvements that provide area-wide benefits, each of which are stated 
objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan; · 

(b) The intensity, building height and use set forth in the development 
agreement are permitted by or is consistent with the General Plan and the Hollywood 
Community Plan; 

(c) It will not be detrimental to the public health, safety and general 
welfare since it encourages the construction of a project which is desirable and 
beneficial to the public. Furthermore, the development agreement specifically permits 
application to the project of the rules and regulations under City Municipal Code Section 
91.0101 to 98.0606 relating to public health and safety; 

(d) It complies with all applicable City and State regulations governing 
development agreements; 

(e) It is necessary to strengthen the public planning process and to 
reduce the publfc and private costs of development uncertainty. 

Section 3. The City Council hereby approves the Development Agreement 
and authorizes and directs the Mayor to enter into said agreement in the name of the 
City of Los Angeles, and further, directs the City Clerk to record said agreement and this 
ordinance with the County Recorder within ten (10) days of its effective date. 

Section 4. The City Clerk shall certify as to the passage of this Ordinance and 
cause the same to be published in accordance with Council policy, either in a daily 
newspaper circulated in the City of Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three 
public places in the City of Los Angeles: one copy on the bulletin board located at the 
Main Street entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall; one copy on the bulletin board 
located at the Main Street entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall East; and one copy on 
the bulletin board located at the Temple Street entrance to the Los Angeles County Hall 
of Records. 

-2-
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I hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance was passed by the Council of the 
City of Los Angeles at its meeting of 

__________ ,City Clerk 

By __ ~~--~~------

Approved---· ____ _ 

Approved as to Form and Legality 

_________ , City Attorney 

Deputy City Attorney 

Date ----------
File No. CF ---------

Deputy 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
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Thomas Drischler <tom.drischler@lacity.org > 

Friday, March 15, 2013 1:23 PM 
Emily Dwyer 
Re: Circulation Shuttle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 

Hi Emily. It was nice speaking with you today. Let me know ifl can be of and further help. 

Tom 

Tom Drischler 
Taxicab Administrator/Manager 
LADOT Franchise & Taxicab Regulation 
(213) 972-8431 
tom. drischler@lacity.org 

On Wed, Feb 20, 2013 at 7:52 AM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tom and Farhad, 

Phil Aker directed me to contact you. I am helping refine the Community Benefits in the 
Hollywood Millennium Development Agreement. The developer has proposed contracting out a 
Circulation shuttle, but we do not know if their estimate of $50,000 will actually result in the community benefit described below. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. I would greatly appreciate it if you could 
let me know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it was already 
included in the TOM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative solutions to achieve the intent of 
these community benefits. 

(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of completion for the First Phase, 
Developer shall procure and thereafter operate during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service, providing 
for service between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. Such shuttle 
service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable hours, generally consistent with DASH 
operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in 
vicinity of the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes, to the Project and the public 
transportation access points within two blocks of the Project; as such service will not be required to 
accommodate linkages between the Project and areas already adequately serviced by DASH and 
Metro. Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $50,000 per year for the operation of such 
service. As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Luci, 

EM28222 

James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 2:50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Land Use Equivalency Summary.docx 

Land Use Equivalency Summary.docx 

Please see the attached summary of the Land Use Equivalency Program. 

Thank you, 
Jim 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

RL0022225 



EM28223 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Land Use Equivalency Program 

Summary 

Development of the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) is subject to a Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Equivalency Program) that provides flexibility to adjust the type and 
density of land uses associated with the Project. The Equivalency Program ensures that the mix 
of land uses developed does not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial 
increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Project. Under the Equivalency Program, the developer 
may request a transfer or exchange of land uses by delivering a written request to the Planning 
Department of the City of Los Angeles before development of any phases of the Project. The 
request shall be accompanied by: (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer or 
exchange that is being proposed for the next phase of development; (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in such phase of development, together with any 
existing improvements and any other phases previously developed, are consistent with the 
overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap of the EIR; and 
( c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project, including the proposed phase of 
development, would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. This 
body of information is collectively considered an Equivalency Program Exchange Submission 
for the Planning Department's consideration.. The Planning Director can approve such request if 
the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project 
including the proposed phase of development is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak 
hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap of the EIR (included below), and would 
not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 

Table H-3 of the EIR 

Project Trip Cap 

Land Use Category Use Size AM Peak Hour Trins PM Peak Hour Trins 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 rm 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail 100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
931 Quality Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 

NIA Car Rental -8 ksf ru trips m trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 574 trips 924 trips 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Importance: 

EM20315 

James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com > 
Friday, February 15, 2013 1:59 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Staff Report and CEQA Findings 

REDLINE VTTM Staff Report.pdf; Millennium Findings (2).docx 

High 

Luci - please see attached for your consideration. 

Thank you, 

James Pugh 
213.617.4284 I direct 
213.443.2916 I direct fax 
JPugh@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN (stamped map-dated February 1, 
2013) 

HEARING DATE: February 19, 2013 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT 

PURSUANT TO ORDINANCE NO. 164,845, IF A CERTIFICATE OF POSTING HAS 
NOT BEEN SUBMITTED BEFORE THE DATE OF THE PUBLIC HEARING, IT MUST 
BE PRESENTED AT THE HEARING, OR THE CASE MUST BE CONTINUED. 

REQUEST 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 to permit a 41-lot subdivision for the 
construction of two towers consisting of 492 residential units, up to 200 hotel rooms, 
215,000 more than 100 000 square feet of new office space, ineluding the existing 
114,303 square-foot Capitol Records buildingand Gogerty buildings, and approximately 
34,000 square feet of restaurant use, d5, 100 approximately 35 000 square feet of 
fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use on a 6.01 4.47 acre site in 
the C4-2D-SN Zone. The project includes a Land Use Equivalency Program and 
Development Regulations, which allows the project to alter the types and amount of 
uses from those listed above. The Capital Reeord building Capitol Records and Gogerty 
buildings will be maintained. The applicant is requesting haul route approval for up to 
24 4 ,000 approximately 333 515 cubic yards of export material. 

ADDRESS 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 17 45-17 53 North Vine Street; 17 46-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

RELEVANT CASES 

ON-SITE: 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD: A Vesting Zone Change and Height District 
change from the C4-2D-SN Zone to C2-2-SN Zone to permit proposed project, 
including: (1) a sports/fitness club, (2) removal of the 'D' Limitation to allow a greater 
floor area ratio than is currently permitted under Ordinance No. 165,659-SA180. A 
Vesting Conditional Use is requested to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of an R 
Zone. Additional Conditional Use requests include: (1) allowing floor area averaging 
within a unified development, and (2) allowing the sale and consumption of a full line 
of alcoholic beverages along with patron dancing and live entertainment on the site. 
Zone Variances are sought to: (1) allow restaurant use with an above-ground 
outdoor eating area which the code does not currently permit, and (2) to provide 
parking for the sports/fitness facility with a ratio of two parking spaces per 1,000 
square feet in lieu of one parking space per 100 square feet, and to locate parking 

;)~ 
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 2 

across Vine Street, within the same development, but on a different parcel. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant seeks to enter a Development Agreement with the 
City of Los Angeles for a term of 22 years (through 2035), with the provision of 
community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its 
meeting on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City 
Council approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the 
Hollywood Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional May Symbols, 
Footnotes, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending 
the Hollywood Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los 
Angeles, as modified. 

CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved 
the establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District so as to 
improve the regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as well as the location 
of and coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the 
Capitol Records Tov1er Building and Rooftop Sign located at 17 40-50 North Vine 
Street and 6236 Yucca Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

OFF-SITE: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a 
Height District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 
6: 1; Conditional Use perm its to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential 
zone and on-site alcohol consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning 
Administrator Adjustments to perm it: ( 1) a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-
inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard 
setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review for a project located at 
1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67 450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential 
condominiums, eight joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial 
condominiums in the R5 Zone for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and 
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Site Plan Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of 
a new mixed-use structure with 95 dwelling units and 13, 790 square feet of 
commercial floor area for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area 
Planning Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood 
Signage Supplemental Use District and project Permit Compliance for signage, 
and Conditional Uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages 
for on-site consumption in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a 
standalone lounge, and restaurant uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 
premises on the site, for a property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67 429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 
1,014 apartment units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 
1614-1736 Argyle Avenue , 6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 
West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista 
Del mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2S. C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D
SN to [T][Q]C4-2D and [T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a Height District change to modify the 
"D" limitation to permit a maximum floor area ratio of 4.5:1; a Zone Variance to 
permit a 55-foot maximum height over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel at the 
northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot maximum height along the south and 
west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel in lieu of the maximum height of two 
stories and 30 feet; a Zone Variance from the existing "Q' Condition No. 3 from 
Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per every 1,200 
square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a Zone Variance to permit accessory 
uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where the 
man use is in the C4 Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and Site Plan Review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square 
feet of commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle 
Avenue, 6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 
1631-1649 North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract 
map for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-
2D-SN Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has 
been allowed to clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing 

;)~ 
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fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator 
approved a conditional use permitting the sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with a ground floor 
restaurant located at 6327-6329 Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a 
Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for 
interior lot lines abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total 
off-street parking space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area 
ration between 4.5:1 and 6:1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of 
up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 
61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for a property located at 6252 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting 
tentative tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in 
height from 75 to 150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment 
u nits, a 300 room hotel, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces 
for a property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
Conditional Use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in 
conjunction with expanded hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub 
with public dancing and live entertainment previously approved under Case No. 
ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract 
map allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 
West Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator 
approved a conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 
square-foot expansion of an existing licensed outdoor patio having hours of 
alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days 
a week, and a conditional use permitting live entertainment and patron dancing at 
the same premises at two locations within the interior and one location in the 
patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. The hours of dancing 
for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours of dancing for 
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the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property is 
located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

PUBLIC RESPONSES 

One letter from the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, and several e-mails were received 
both in support and in opposition to the project were received and have been placed in 
the file for the record. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The project site consists of two separate sites, separated by Vine Street and bound by 
Yucca Street to the north Arayle Street to the east and Ivar Avenue to the west. The 
eastern parcel is a relatively flat, irregular-shaped, corner lot with approximately 78,629 
square feet. It has a frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot 
frontage along Yucca Street to the north, a 200 foot frontage along Vine Street to the 
west.east, and a variable lot depth of 124 to 363 feet. The ·11estern eastern site has a 
frontage of approximately 44-7-171 feet along Argyle Avenue Street to the east, 194 feet 
along Yucca Street to the north, and 435 feet along Vine Street to the west, and a 
variable lot depth of 153- to 344 feet. Both sites of the subject property are zoned 
LQlC4-2D-SN with a Regional Center Commercial land use designation in the 
Hollywood Community Plan area. 

The eastern western site is property is presently improved with surface parking and a 
1 800 square-foot rental carfacility while the v1estern eastern site being is occupied by 
f.i.ve--two structures, including the Capitol Records Tower Building and the Gogerty 
Building, both of which will be retained. The three remaining structures, which 'Nill be 
demolished, inolude an 1 , ~mo square foot rental oar business, a vaoant 100 square foot 
structure (former photographic processing shop) , and a 500 square foot vacant 
oonvenienoe store. 

Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the American Musical and 
Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in the R4-2 Zone 
across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of Vine 
Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, 
and surface parking +s-are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-
2D, [T][Q]C4-2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, 
retail, office, multi-family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone-= 
To the west of the project site,---=are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi
family residences, and restaurant uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot 
width, separating the eastern and west halves of the project site. 

;;;5;;; 
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Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local 
Street east of Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a variable 70 to 7d foot 70-foot width at the 
project's eastern western street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue Street is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's 
western eastern street frontage. 

REPORTS RECEIVED 

APPLICANT: Millennium Hollywood Project-Economic Feasibility Analysis prepared by 
Robert Charles Lesser & Co. <RCLCO) dated February 13 2013. 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING: Recommends that the project be subject to conditions 
stated in the memos a memo dated February 13, 2013. See recommended conditions 
in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under department. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION: Recommends that 
the project be subject to conditions stated in the memo dated May 2dJanuary 31 ,~ 

2013. See recommended conditions in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions 
under department. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION: A clearance letter 
will be issued stating that no Building and Zoning Code violations exist on the subject 
site once the items identified in the memo dated May 1, 2012 have been satisfied. See 
recommended conditions in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under 
department. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: Recommends that the project be subject to 
conditions stated in the memos dated September 27, 2012. See recommended 
conditions in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under department. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT: Recommends that the project be subject to conditions stated in 
the memo dated July 10, 2012. See recommended conditions in Draft Tentative Tract 
Report with Conditions under department. 

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT: No comments were received at the 
writing of the staff report. 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER: In a letter dated June 6, 2012, the 
Department of Water and Power confirmed that the tract can be supplied with water 
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from the municipal system. See recommended conditions in Draft Tentative Tract 
Report. 

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING: Recommends that the project be subject to the 
conditions stated in an e-mail dated January 10, 2013. See recommended conditions in 
Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under Department. 

BUREAU OF SANITATION: No comments were received at the writing of the staff 
report. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE 

The Department of City Planning reviewed Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-
2011-0675-EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2011041042), and issued a Notice of 
Completion of the Final EIR on February 8, 2013. In making the decision to approve 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837, the Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles 
must certify that it has reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR 
(SCH No. 2011041094 ), and include a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 
Project. 

TENANTS 

There are no residential tenants at the site. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Planning Department staff recommends approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 71837-CN subject to the standard conditions and the additional conditions in the 
Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions. 

Prepared by: 

LUCIRALIA IBARRA 
City Planner 
(213) 978-1378 

Note: Recommendation does not constitute a decision. Changes may be made by the 
Advisory Agency at the time of the public hearing. 
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DRAFT TENTATIVE TRACT REPORT WITH CONDITIONS 

In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 17.03 of 
the, the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837 composed of 41 lots, located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North 
Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 
6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street for a maximum of up to 492 residential units, 200 
hotel rooms, 215,000 more than 100 000 square feet of new office spaoe, inoluding 
space the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records buildingand Gogerty buildings, 
and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, 35, 100 approximately 35 000 
square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use as shown on 
map stamp-dated February 1, 2013 in the Hollywood Community Plan. This unit density 
is based on the R4 Zone. (The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not 
permit this mmcimum approved density. Therefore, verifioation should be obtained from 
the Department of Building and Safety, vvhieh 'Nill legally interpret the Zoning eode as it 
applies to this partioular property.) i;or an appointment with the Subdivision Counter oall 
(213) 978 1362.. The project includes a Land Use Equivalency Program and 
Development Regulations which allows the project to alter the types and amount of 
uses from those listed above. The unit density is usually based on the R4 Zone which 
is one dwelling unit per every 400 square feet of lot area. However pursuant to Section 
12.22A 18(a) of the LAMC a development combining residential and commercial uses 
such as the project can utilize the density allowed in the R5 zone- one dwelling unit per 
200 square feet of lot area. As the project site totals approximately 194 495 square feet 
972 by-right dwelling units (194 495 square feet/200 square feet per unit = 972) would 
be allowed on the project site. The Advisory Agency's approval is subject to the 
following conditions: 

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider should 
follow the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider shall maintain 
record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be prepared to present 
copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review. 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING -SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

1. That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 

2. That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following: 
a. Plan view at different elevations. 
b. Isometric views. 
c. Elevation views. 
d. Section cuts at all locations where air space lot boundaries change. 
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3. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements for ingress 
and egress purposes to serve proposed airspace lots to use upon the sale of the 
respective lots and they will maintain the private easements free and clear of 
obstructions and in safe conditions for use at all times. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION 

4. 
4. The approval of this projeet at this time is only for the requirements of a fault 

investigation for a portion of the projeet at the subjeet site. ~Jo strueture(s) are 
approved at this time. 

5. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

6. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION 

7. Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, 
Zoning Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on 
the subject site. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied: 

a. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and eertifieation certificate of 
occupancy of all existing structures to verify the last legal use and the 
number of parking spaces required and provided on each site. 

b. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on 
the site. Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on 
lots without a main structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition 
permits and signed inspection cards to show completion of the demolition 
work. 

c. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree 
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with each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the 
discrepancy to correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

d. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 
18237. 

e. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-
35104, AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-
GD, AF-98-0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show 
compliance with all the conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as 
applicable. Termination of above affidavits may be required after the Map 
has been recorded. Obtain approval from the Department, on the 
termination form, prior to recording. 

f. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side 
and rear lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the 
residential and hotel uses. 

g. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and 
provide net lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re
checked as per net lot area after street dedication. Yard setback 
requirements shall be required to comply with current code as measured 
from new property lines after dedications. 

h. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures 
located in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

8. Prior to recordation of the final map, satisfactory arrangements shall be made 
with the Department of Transportation to assure: 

a. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any 
security gate(s) and the property line. 

b. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide 
planning Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) 
for approval prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by 
the Department of Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are 
conducted at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

c. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the attached 
DOT letter dated August 16, 2012. 
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d. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of 
Transportation as required per Ordinance No. 180542 and LAMC Section 
19.15 prior to recordation of the final map. Note: the applicant may be 
required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new ordinance. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 

9. Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made 
satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to 
the following: (MM) 

a. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. 
Their number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's 
review of the plot plan. 

b. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall 
not be less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

c. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a 
cul-de-sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire 
lane shall be greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be 
required. 

d. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design 
of one or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge 
of the roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

e. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an 
unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's 
expense. The entrance to all required fire lanes or required private 
driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three square feet in 
area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

f. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or 
where fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 
feet in width. 

g. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance 
from the street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main 
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entrance of individual units. 

h. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 
150 feet from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, 
or designated fire lane. 

i. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all 
structures shall be required. 

j. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where 
buildings exceed 28 feet in height. 

k. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and 
accepted by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

I. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to 
any Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

m. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO 
PARKING" shall be submitted aR-and approved by the Fire Department 
prior to building permit application sign-off. 

n. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and 
improvements necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by 
the Los Angeles Fire Department. 

o. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red 
and/or be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any 
structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. 

p. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at 
least one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no 
case greater than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the 
public street, private street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto 
the roof. 

r. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the 
building. 

s. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located 
within 50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Department. 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 

10. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

a. Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

b. Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

c. Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

(1) Plumbing for the following lot(s) proposed buildings must be seized 
sized in accordance with the Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a 
minimum pressure range of 30 to 45 psi at the building pad 
elevation. 

(2) Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for the following lot(s) proposed 
buildings where pressures exceed 80 psi at the building pad 
elevation. 

d. Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

(1) New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

e. New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

(1) The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING 
Street lighting clearance for this Street Light Maintenance Assessment District Condition 
is conducted at 1149 South Broadway, Suite 200. The separate street lighting 
improvement condition will be cleared at the Bureau of Engineering District office, see 
Condition S-3(c). 
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BUREAU OF SANITATION 

11. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of Sanitation, 
Wastewater Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system 
review and requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, 
the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward 
the necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be 
deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).) 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY 

12. That satisfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the requirements of 
the Information Technology Agency to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in the same manner as other required improvements. Refer to the 
LAMC Section 17.05-N. Written evidence of such arrangements must be 
submitted to the Information Technology Agency, 200 North Main Street, 1 ih 
Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, 213 922-8363. 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

1 d. That the QuiRlby fee be based on the R4 Zone. (MM) 

13. Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code the Project 
Applicant shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the 
construction of condominium dwelling units prior to approval and recordation of 
the final map. 

URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

14. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a plot plan prepared by a reputable tree 
expert, indicating the location, size, type, and condition of all existing trees on the 
site shall be submitted for approval by the Department of City Planning. All trees 
in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry 
Division standards. 

Replacement by a minimum of one 24-inch box tree in the parkway and on the 
site for each non-protected street tree to be removed for the unavoidable loss of 
desirable trees on the site, and to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. (MM) 
Note: Removal of all trees in the public right-of-way shall require approval of the 
Board of Public Works. Contact: Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 485-5675. 
Failure to comply with this condition as written shall require the filing of a 
modification to this tract map in order to clear the condition. 

~14~ 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

15. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 

a. Limit the proposed development to the following uses, and/or as described 
in the Land Use Equivalency program Program pursuant to CPC-2008-
3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA: 

i. Residential: ~Jot to mmeed 492 residential dwelling units pursuant 
to adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program ; 

ii. Hotel: ~Jot to mmeed 200 hotel guest rooms pursuant to 
adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program ; 

iii. Office: ~Jot to exoeed 215,000 square feet (including 114,303 
within the Capitol Records building)and Gogerty buildings) pursuant 
to adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program ; 

iv. Restaurant: ~Jot to mmeed 34,000 square feet pursuant to 
adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program ; 

v. Fitness/Club Sport: ~Jot to mmeed d5, 100 35 000 square feet 
pursuant to adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency 
Program ; 

vi. Retail: ~Jot to mmeed 15,000 square feet pursuant to adjustments 
permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program 

b. The design and development of the structure shall be in substantial 
conformance with the Development Regulations attached to CPC-2008-
3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

c. Provide a minimum of 1,918 parking spaeespursuant to the shared 
parking provisions of the Development Regulations, and/or as determined 
by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA to serve 
the project site. All guest spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently 
located, specifically reserved for guest parking, unless an automated 
parking system is implemented. posted and maintained satisfactory to the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be 
installed at the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly 
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posted. Tandem parking spaces shall not be used for guest parking, 
except in connection with an automated parking system. 

In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing 
off-street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning 
(200 North Spring Street, Room 750). 

eg. The applicant shall install aR-air filters capable of achieving a Minimum 
Efficiency Rating Value (MERV) of at least 8 or better in order to reduce 
the effects of diminished air quality on the occupants of the project. (MM) 

e. That a solar assess report shall be subRlitted to the satisfaotion of the 
Advisory Agonoy prior to obtaining a grading perRlit. 

f. That the subdivider considers the use of natural gas and/or solar energy 
and consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern 
California Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation 
measures. 

g. Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote 
recycling of paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable material. (MM) 

h. The applicant shall install shielded lighting to reduce any potential 
illumination affecting adjacent residential properties. (MM) 

16. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a 
copy of the CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD shall be submitted to the 
satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. In the event CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD is not approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract modification. 

17. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a 
copy of the CPC-2013-103-DA shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the 
Advisory Agency. In the event CPC-2013-103-DA is not approved, the subdivider 
shall submit a tract modification. 

18. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the subdivider shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), 
binding the subdivider to the following haul route conditions: (MM) 

a. The project is limited to the export of 244 ,000 333 515 cubic yards of 
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material= 

b. Streets to be used are limited to: Vine Street, Yucca Street, .J.vaf 
StreetlvarAvenue, Argyle Street Franklin Avenue, US-101, CA-170, 
Newhall Ranch Road, and Henry Maxo Drive. (Applicant request to add: 
However. in the event the Castaic landfill no longer accepts hauling. an 
alternate destination may be used so long as the local streets utilized 
remain Vine Street. Yucca Street. Ivar Street. and Argyle 
Avenue) lvarAvenue Franklin Avenue and Arayle Street) 

c. Except under a permitted exception all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

e. l=lauling hours of operation shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday 
through i;:riday, and g:oo a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Saturday. Truol<s shall not 
arrive at the eonstruetion site before the preseribed start time. 

eg. Trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel dump trucks or smaller. 

e. All staging shall be on-site. Alternatively, an off-site and off-street location 
shall be selected and trucks radioed into site. 

f. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

g. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

h. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

i. The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
dampened to control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times 
provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

j. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 
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k. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

I. All trucks are to be watered at the job site to prevent excessive blowing 
dirt. 

m. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. 
Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

n. The applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation, policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

o. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

p. Truck Crossing warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

q. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job and dump sites to assist 
the trucks in and out of the project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs 
shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of Work Area Traffic 
Control Handbook. 

r. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary No Parking signs posted along the route. 

s. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection 
Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

t. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

u. A surety bond shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond 
will be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding 
the bond may be obtained by calling 213. 977.6039. 
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19. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the 
City, its agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding 
against the City or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or 
annul this approval which action is brought within the applicable limitation period. 
The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding 
and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly 
notify the applicant of any claim action or proceeding, or if the City fails to 
cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES 

20. Prior to recordation of the final map the subdivider shall prepare and execute a 
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department requiring the subdivider to 
identify mitigation monitors who shall provide periodic status reports on the 
implementation of mitigation items required by Mitigation Condition Nos. 7c, 8, 
15d, 15g, 15h, 18, 21, and 22 of the Tract's approval satisfactory to the Advisory 
Agency. The mitigation monitors shall be identified as to their areas of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, 
postconstruction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation items. Also, the project's design features, identified in the 
EIR,s hall be iRlpler:nentes EIR shall be implemented as part of the project. 

21. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be 
enclosed within a fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the 
line of sight from the ground level of neighboring properties. Such 
barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout 
the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium 
Hollywood Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the 
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Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, 
Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the Development 
Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open 
terrace and tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to 
ensure that architectural, parking and security lighting does not spill onto 
adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting shall be in 
conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles 
Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fagades and windows shall be constructed or treated with 
low-reflective materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential 
properties and roadways are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 
Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 
include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 
identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot 
coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall 
also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states that at least 50% of the total 
floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 
Section 7 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 
include, but are not limited to, the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 
feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or 
longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7.5.1) Towers shall 
be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to contribute 
to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall 
be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, 
except the following which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are 
offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing 
one another, or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control 
measures required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of 
development, including but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures 
or break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least 
three times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking 
areas and staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from 
the Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous 
gusts) exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 

- An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each 
construction site that identifies the permitted construction hours and 
provides a telephone number to call and receive information about the 
construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive 
fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified 
within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

~21 ~ 

RL0022248 



EM20337 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 22 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project 
Applicant shall ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 
off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall 
use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that 
meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection Agency 
NOX standards), where commercially available. At a minimum, truck fleets 
used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year 
NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code. Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality 
emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low
flow water fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is 
estimated this shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste 
deposited at local landfills; and 

- All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed 
shall be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that 
equipment or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters 
meeting or exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting 
Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and 
Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project Site 
shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and 
maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 
Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be 
located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 
that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent that such placement is 
compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are 
located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit 
the use of operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 
common areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are 
permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions 
and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 
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8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 
alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or 
low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and 
preservation of any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are 
threatened with damage during construction. This plan shall conform to 
the performance standards contained in the Hollywood Walk of Fame 
Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted by the 
City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any 
construction activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame 
plan; Field inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan 
to ensure the protection of adjacent historic resources during construction 
from damage due to underground excavation, and general construction 
procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement due to the removal of 
adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to maintaining the Capitol 
Records Building underground recording studios and their special acoustic 
properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources and Department of Building and Safety prior to any 
construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall 
include the following: All new construction work shall be performed so as 
not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering 
structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be performed 
to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including 
the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to 
initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall 
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consist of video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible 
areas on the exterior and select interior fagades of the buildings 
immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the 
adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited 
to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent 
building and structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring 
program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as 
vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 
in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to 
stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of 
Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as 
part of the Project. However in the event any structural improvements are 
made to the Capitol Records Building during the life of the Project, such 
improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall 
be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to 
Capitol Records Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of 
the Project. However, in the event any structural improvements are made 
to the Gogerty Building during the life of the Project, such improvements 
shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be 
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subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Gogerty Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the 
Gogerty Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and 
surrounding area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in 
accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. 
Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a written 
documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of 
Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of 
Project development, all further development activity shall halt and: 
a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by 

contacting the South Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-
5395) located at California State University Fullerton, or a member 
of the Register of Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA
qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered material(s) 
and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, 
conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of 
the evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or 
report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building 
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permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file 
indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, 
or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of 
Project development, all further development activities shall halt and: 
a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by 

contacting the Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, 
California State University Los Angeles, California State University 
Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum -
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, 
study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, 
conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of 
the evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or 
report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los 
Angeles County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of 
any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the 
case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was 
discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, 
work at the specific construction site at which the remains have been 
uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works 
Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the 
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remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles 
County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native 
American Heritage Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform 
Building Code seismic standards as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant 
shall submit a final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil 
engineer or certified engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety. The final geotechnical report shall 
ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed structures given 
the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical 
report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, 
lateral movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as 
well as carry forward the applicable recommendations contained in the 
preliminary geotechnical report. The final geotechnical report shall include 
additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring wells, subsurface 
shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and 
inform compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of 
Department of Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a 
mat foundation, CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a 
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mat and pile foundation system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old 
Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and 
shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per 
pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings 
bearing in the Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 
2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as 
slab-on-grade. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a 
pressure slab and waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth 
pressures. Below-grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for 
active soil pressures. Seismic earth pressure and surcharge pressures 
shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall design. Hydrostatic 
pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 347. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent 
fluid pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade 
walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to 
minimize the potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the 
walls. Waterproofing shall be required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with 
tiebacks shall be required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade 
excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall 
be required depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits 
and proximity to these structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to 
document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the 
historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to 
construction activities. An adjacent structure monitoring program shall be 
developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall 
include the following: 
- All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely 

impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. 
Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to 
document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including 
the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

- As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and 
photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the 
exterior and select interior facades of the buildings immediately 
bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified 
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engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent 
structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, 
vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect 
adjacent building and structure from construction-related damage. The 
monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as 
well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, 
work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase 

II Subsurface Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for 
automobile fueling operations, to determine the extent to which soil or 
groundwater contamination, if any, beneath the Property has been 
impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination and underground 
storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation; Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and 
USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos
containing materials identified on the properties shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition 
permit 
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E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site 
structure, all lead-based paint identified on the properties shall be abated 
in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition 
permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a 
subsurface investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure 
(located on the 1720 North Vine Street parcel) noted during the 
geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or treatment of the structure 
during development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented 
shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; 
Field inspection sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a 
subsurface investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 
North Vine Street parcel) to ensure proper removal or treatment of the 
structures during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and 
federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; 
Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.F Hydrology and Water Quality 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather 
periods, to the extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season 
(October 15 through April 1 ), diversion dikes shall be constructed to 
channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels shall be lined with grass 
or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These measures 
include interceptor terraces, berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet 
structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the Los Angeles Building 
Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in 
areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or 
plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled 
recycling bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, water
based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and 
vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an 
appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent 
contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be washed away into the 
storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup 
methods shall be used whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall 
be placed under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management 
practices (BMPs) to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event 
producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. The design of structural 
BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate from 
a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed 
BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; 
Field inspection sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not 
exceed the estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible 
by using permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: 
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pervious concrete/asphalt, unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular 
materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is 
suitable for installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be 
stenciled with prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO 
OCEAN) and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in 
an enclosure, such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents 
contact with or spillage to the storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks 
and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a 
certified landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation 
for shrubs to limit excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based 
irrigation controller with rain shutoff; matched precipitation (flow) rates for 
sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; minimum irrigation system 
distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and 
agreement (Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to 
the Planning Department binding the Owner(s) to post construction 
maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of 
Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field 
inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit 
requirements (including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP 
requirements) at the Federal, State and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 
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H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
No. 144331 and 16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit 
the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses 
unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 
6:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or 
national holidays. No construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors 
and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as 
far as feasibly possible from all adjacent land uses. The use of those 
pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the 
greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high 
noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 
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H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling 
apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise 
shielding and muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 
extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site 
boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and 
surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible 
during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall 
avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations 
Ordinance No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be 
provided that includes the following information: job site address, permit 
number, name and phone number of the contractor and owner or owner's 
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agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval 
for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. 
The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to 
the start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to 
the public and approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, 
notification shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that 
discloses the construction schedule, including the various types of 
activities and equipment that shall be occurring throughout the duration of 
the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely 
impact or cause loss of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering 
structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed 
to document conditions of the on-site and neighboring/bordering buildings, 
including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art Deco 
Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring 
during construction. The performance standards of the adjacent structure 
monitoring plan shall include the following. All new construction work shall 
be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to 
neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are 
on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior fagades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
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monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction
related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and 
horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until 
measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent 
construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled 
are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled 
according to manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at 
the Project Site and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the 
nature of the noise and vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a 
combination loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. 
Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers shall be utilized during mass 
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excavation as necessary to facilitate timely completion of the excavation 
phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be 
provided to EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their 
submission to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol 
Records and Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the 
foundation or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo 
chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam liner 
shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to the 
EM I/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved 
for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if 
not so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) 
and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for drainage and 
waterproofing shall be installed per manufacturer recommendations. A 10 
to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall shall then be built to 
attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply 
with Section 112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which 
prohibits noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and 
filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level on the 
premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building 
Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall 
have an STC of at least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum 
STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 Noise 
Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound 
transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and 
limits allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 
45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways 
shall remain clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to 
occupancy of the Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the 
capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades 
shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD 
equipment and personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 
feet from an approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the 
path of travel, except for dwelling units, where travel distances shall be 
computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot 
plans for LAFD approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire 
hydrants in its final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior 
to occupancy of the Project for review and approval. The emergency 
response plan shall include but not be limited to the following: mapping of 
emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location 
of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any required modifications 
shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan 
by LAFD 

Section IV.J.2 Public Services - Police 
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J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial
grade, chain-link construction fences to protect construction zones on both 
the East and West Sites. The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to 
facilitate the ingress and egress of equipment and the work force. The 
bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where 
necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be 
maintained while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall 
be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be 
installed and maintained at the pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the 
site fence have to be removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers and 
or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public from unsafe 
conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to 
monitor and patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the 
phase of construction throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during 
construction through marked emergency access points approved by the 
LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD 
approval of marked access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen 
shall be used to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street 
closures are complete. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high 
visibility around the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect 
to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking 
areas in order to improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to 
its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be 
designed to ensure a high visibility of these areas, including the provision 
of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to 
review Project plans at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall 
incorporate any reasonable LAPD recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each 
portion of the Project Site, showing access routes and additional access 
information as requested by the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los 
Angeles Unified School District to offset the impact of additional student 
enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open 
space for each dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 
square feet for each dwelling unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 
square feet for each dwelling unit having more than three habitable rooms 
pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 (G). A minimum of 25 
percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground 
cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable 
dwelling unit tax shall be paid to the Department of Building and Safety 
and placed into a "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities Fund" to be 
used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and 
recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project 
Applicant shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles 
for the construction of condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and 
recordation of the final map. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

Section IV.J.5 Public Services - Libraries 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based 
on the projected resident population of the proposed development, to the 
Los Angeles Public Library to offset the potential impact of additional 
library facility demand in the Project Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City 
Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane 
and/or sidewalk closures during the construction period, the Project 
Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a Construction Management 
Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be approved by LADOT. 
The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of construction on 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the 
Project. The WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage 
for traffic flow as necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv 
through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the identification and signage of 
alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project. The 
Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs 
and access to abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic 
shall be restricted to off-peak hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related 
traffic shall be restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be 
incorporated into the WTCP: 
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i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 
9:29AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time 
restrictions for hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record 
and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General 
Form CP-6770), binding the Project Applicant to the following haul route 
conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck 
routes approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 
and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive 
receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and 
export) shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM 
to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be 
permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in consultation 
with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul 
activity time limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such 
as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably be 
completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be 
notified prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of 
each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval 
shall be available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
dampened to control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all 
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 
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ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating 
condition and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other 
appropriate means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to 
prevent excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed 
by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of 
California, Department of Transportation policy regarding 
movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of 
Motor Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied 
with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance 
of the exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the 
trucks in and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning 
signs shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of 
"Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning 
operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted 
along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by 
the concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon 
completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount 
satisfactory to the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route 
streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued by the Central 
District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of 
Building and Safety; Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading 
permit; Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control 
Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction 
activities that may impact Metro bus lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use 
development, located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine 
Metro Red Line Transit Station and allows immediate access to the Metro 
Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number of Metro and LADOT bus 
routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable 
walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded 
by numerous supporting and complementary uses, such as additional 
housing for employees and additional shopping for residents within 
walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. 
A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and provided for LADOT 
review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project and a 
final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance 
of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final 
development program for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program 
element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such 
time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly 
design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of 
Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program 
with an on-site transportation coordinator; 

- A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
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- Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements 
for the proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces 
for shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 

- A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law 
in all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for 
residents and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and 
shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated 
Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

- Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the 
central court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is 
currently being established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the 
Project Applicant explore the implementation of an on-demand van, 
shuttle or tram service that connects the Project to off-site transit stops 
based on the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents 
and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional measure in 
the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of 
building permit; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 
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K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) -
The Project shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by 
providing a meeting area and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). 
The Project owner shall participate in the TMO as a member. The TMO 
shall offer services to member organizations, which include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under
served by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area 
employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative 
transportation modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan 
and to expand the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate 
with LADOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location 
within or near the Project Site. The Project Applicant has offered to 
provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a project
specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The 
Project Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle 
parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working 
on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project 
that shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for Mobility Hub 
stations. The results of this study shall assist in determining the 
appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub at 
the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 
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K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly 
environment through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, 
and improved amenities such as landscaping and shading particularly 
along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the project 
to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements shall 
include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks 
along Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the 
HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station, and installing up to four 
transit shelters with benches at stops within a block of the Project Site, as 
deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation of locations shall 
be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time 
fixed-fee of $250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust 
Fund that is currently being established (CF 10- 2385-S5). These funds 
shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the Department of City 
Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies 
shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures 
implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with the General Plan 
Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb 
realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the 
funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in 
capacity, the Project funding may instead be used for the purchase of a 
shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the 
LADOT's Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated 
August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project 
be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic 
signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the 
Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of 
Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT 
to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, 
then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated 
cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant 
through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall 
be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed 
prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of 
occupancy; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue -
US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic 
impact at this intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) 
conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a 
left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane for the southbound 
approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane for the 
northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require 
the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and 
LADOT; Implementation of improvement 
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K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City 
Council recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The 
new plan includes revised street standards that provide an enhanced 
balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including 
transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building 
design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue 
and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 
35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is classified as a Local 
Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-
foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's 
Land Development Group to determine if there are any highway 
dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any 
necessary traffic signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations 
associated with the proposed transportation improvements described 
above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation improvements and 
associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Perm it process of the Bureau of Engineering, 
prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the 
issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of 
occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of 
the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project Applicant 
has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction 
of LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the 
developer's engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, 
at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the 
proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of 
occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the 
East Site, residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units 
and 675 reserved residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be 
closed for construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided 
that is no more than 500 feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all 
construction-related employees generated by the Project. No employees 
or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on surrounding residential 
streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no 
staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street 
for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging or 
parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, 
on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles 
shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 

Section IV.L.1 Utilities and Service Systems - Water 
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L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project 
Applicant shall employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, 
to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.L.3 Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's 
Bureau of Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle demolition and construction materials including: solvents, water
based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, 
wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable material such as 
broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be hauled by 
truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded 
at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling 
of paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of 
the Project. These bins shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and 
consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste 
disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

22. Construction Mitigation Conditions - Prior to the issuance of a grading or 
building permit, or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare 
and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form 
CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the 
subdivider and all successors to the following: 
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CM-1. That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint 
telephone number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording 
or voice mail, during all hours of construction, the construction site 
address, and the tract map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST 
THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN. 

a. Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or 
structure (if developed) so that the public can easily read it. The 
sign must be sturdily attached to a wooden post if it will be 
freestanding. 

b. Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of 
the applicant to assure that the notice is firmly attached, legible, 
and remains in that condition throughout the entire construction 
period. 

c. If the case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on 
each street frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (5) acres in 
size, a separate notice of posting will be required for each five (5) 
acres, or portion thereof. Each sign must be posted in a prominent 
location. 

CM-2. The applicant shall ensure the following construction Best Management 
Practices is incorporated within the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP): 

a. Chapter IX, Division ?Ob of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
addresses grading, excavations, and fills. All grading activities 
shall require grading permits from the Department of Building and 
Safety. 

b. Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry 
weather periods. If grading occurs during the rainy season 
(October 15 through April 1 ), diversion dikes shall be constructed to 
channel runoff around the site. Channels shall be lined with grass 
or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

c. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided 
to the satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These 
measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and 
inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the 
Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
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grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

d. Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps 
or plastic sheeting. 

e. All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled 
recycling bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, 
water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, 
wood, and vegetation. Non recyclable materials/wastes must be 
taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be discarded at 
a licensed regulated disposal site. 

f. Clean up leaks, drips and spills immediately to prevent 
contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be washed away into 
the storm drains. 

g. Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Use dry cleanup 
methods whenever possible. 

h. Store trash dumpsters either under cover and with drains routed to 
the sanitary sewer or use non-leaking or water tight dumpsters with 
lids. Wash containers in an area with properly connected sanitary 
sewer. 

i. Use gravel approaches where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil 
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

j. Conduct all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing 
away from storm drains. All major repairs are to be conducted off
site. Use drip pans or drop cloths to catch drips and spills. 

CM-3. The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
dampened to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all 
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

CM-4. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

CM-5. Ground cover in disturbed areas shall be quickly replaced. 

CM-6. All on-site haul roads shall be watered twice daily while in use during 
construction activities. 

~59~ 

RL0022286 



EM20375 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 60 

CM-7. Vehicle speed on unpaved roads shall be reduced to less than 15 miles 
per hour (mph). 

CM-8. The project developer shall provide temporary traffic control during all 
phases of construction to assist with the improvement of traffic flow. 

CM-9. The project developer shall require by contract specifications that all 
diesel-powered construction equipment and haul trucks used would be 
retrofitted with after-treatment products (e.g., engine catalysts) to the 
extent that it is economically feasible and readily available in the South 
Coast Air Basin. 

CM-10. The project developer shall require contract specifications that 
alternative fuel construction equipment (i.e., compressed natural gas, 
liquid petroleum gas, and unleaded gasoline) would be utilized to the 
extent that it is economically feasible and the equipment is readily 
available in the South Coast Air Basin. 

CM-11. The project developer shall utilize low-VOC paints on all portions of the 
proposed structures. 

CM-12. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions. 

CM-13. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
Nos. 144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which 
prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at 
adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

CM-14. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday. 

CM-15. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes 
high noise levels. 

CM-16. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 

CM-17. The project sponsor shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of 
Title 24 of the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable 
interior noise environment. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-STANDARD CONDOMINIUM CONDITIONS 

C-1. That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a 
sales office and off-street parking. Where the existing zoning is (T) or (Q) for 
multiple residential use, no construction or use shall be permitted until the final 
map has recorded or the proper zone has been effectuated. If models are 
constructed under this tract approval, the following conditions shall apply: 

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot 
plan for approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of 
City Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office 
and off-street parking. The sales office must be within one of the model 
buildings. 

2. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-
A, 10 and 11 and Section 17.05-0 of the LAMC shall be fully complied 
with satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety. 

C-2. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the 
payment of a park and recreation fee based on the latest fee rate schedule 
applicable. The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in 
accordance with LAMC Section 17 .12 and is to be paid and deposited in the trust 
accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund. 

C-3. Prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the 
final map, a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730. 

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation 
of the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency 
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be 
recorded. 

C-4. In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building 
permit for an apartment building. However, prior to issuance of a building permit 
for apartments, the registered civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor 
shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency that all applicable tract conditions 
affecting the physical design of the building and/or site, have been included into 
the building plans. Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. In addition. all 
of the applicable tract conditions shall be stated in full on the building plans and a 
copy of the plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency prior 
to submittal to the Department of Building and Safety for a building permit. 
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OR 

If a building permit for apartments will not be requested, the project civil engineer, 
architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency 
that the applicant will not request a permit for apartments and intends to acquire 
a building permit for a condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear 
this condition. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - STANDARD COMMERCIAL CONDOMINIUM 
CONDITIONS 

CC-1. prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the 
final map, a landscape plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730. 

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation 
of the final map, covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency 
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be 
recorded. 

CC-2. In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building 
permit for a commercial/industrial building. However, prior to issuance of a 
building permit for a commercial/industrial building, the registered civil engineer, 
architect or licensed land surveyor shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency 
that all applicable tract conditions affecting the physical design of the building 
and/or site, have been included into the building plans. Such letter is sufficient to 
clear this condition. In addition. all of the applicable tract conditions shall be 
stated in full on the building plans and a copy of the plans shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Advisory Agency prior to submittal to the Department of Building 
and Safety for a building permit. 

OR 

If a building permit for a commercial/industrial building will not be requested, the 
project civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to 
the Advisory Agency that the applicant will not request a permit for a 
commercial/industrial building and intends to acquire a building permit for a 
condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING -STANDARD CONDITIONS 

S-1. (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of 
the final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of 
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the LAMC. 

(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a 
manner satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California 
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative 
measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior submission 
of complete field notes in support of the boundary survey. 

(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System 
and the Power System of the Department of Water and Power with 
respect to water mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public 
utility easements. 

(d) That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting 
easements be dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site 
easements by separate instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of
Way and Land shall verify that such easements have been obtained. 
The above requirements do not apply to easements of off-site sewers to 
be provided by the City. 

(e) That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(f) That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as 
required, together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary 
topography of adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer. 

(g) That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map. 

(h) That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements 
of the Zoning Ordinance. 

(i) That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of 
incomplete public dedications and across the termini of all dedications 
abutting unsubdivided property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall 
include a restriction against their use of access purposes until such time 
as they are accepted for public use. 

U) That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated 
for public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be 
transmitted to the City Council with the final map. 

(k) That no public street grade exceeds 15%. 
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(I) That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 

S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the 
improvements constructed herein: 

(a) Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be 
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the 
setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be 
followed. 

(b) Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Transportation 
with respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs. 

(c) All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in 
connection with public improvements shall be performed within 
dedicated slope easements or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by 
the affected property owners. 

(d) All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and 
easements shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans 
and specifications approved by the Bureau of Engineering. 

(e) Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the 
final map. 

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the 
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed: 

(a) Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City 
Engineer. 

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 

(c) No Street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE 
improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and upgrade street lights 
as follows: 

1. Three (3) on Ivar Avenue 
2. Four (4) on Yucca Street 
3. Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
4. Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 
5. Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 
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Any depth greater than 5 feet below sidewalk grade would be acceptable 
with respect to clearance for street lighting facilities. 

(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets 
or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division 
of the Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be 
brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid 
for tree planting, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Urban 
Forestry Division (213-485-5675) upon completion of construction to 
expedite tree planting. 

(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City 
Engineer. 

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 

(i) That the following improvements be either constructed prior to 
recordation of the final map or that the construction be suitably 
guaranteed: 

NOTES: 

1. Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of 
any off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary 
reconstruction of the alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including 
any necessary removal and reconstruction of the existing 
improvements all satisfactory to Central District Engineering Office. 

2. That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to 
Geotechnical Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for 
review and approval. 

The Advisory Agonoy approval is the Rlm<iRlURl nuRlber of units perRlitted under the 
traot aotion. l=lowever the m<isting or proposed zoning Rlay not perRlit this nuRlber of 
~ 

The Advisorv Agency approval is for 492 residential units which can be adjusted as 
permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program . Pursuant to Section 12.22A 18(a) of 
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the LAMC a development combining residential and commercial uses such as the 
project can utilize the density allowed in the R5 zone- one dwelling unit per 200 square 
feet of lot area. As the Project Site totals approximately 194 495 square feet 972 by
right dwelling units (194 495 square feet/200 square feet per unit = 972) would be 
allowed on the project site. 

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street 
trees in conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street 
Services Urban Forestry Division. 

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of 
power facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for 
the underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section 
17.05N. 

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is 
granted before the end of such period. 

The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, 
as required by the Subdivision Map Act. 

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy 
saving design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the 
subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the 
Department of Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to 
the subdivider upon his request. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

INTRODUCTION 

SM 10000 Property, LLC, (the Applicant) proposes to develop a residential project at 
10000 Santa Monica Boulevard within the Century City community of the City of Los 
Angeles. The project would provide up to 283 luxury residential units in a residential 
building that would be up to 39 stories and approximately 460 feet in height. The 
project would also include a smaller ancillary building that would be directly accessible 
from the residential building. The ancillary building would be up to nine stories (90 feet 
in height), and would contain parking and recreation/site amenities for project residents. 
Parking for approximately 708 vehicles would be provided within one partially
subterranean level and above grade parking in the ancillary building. Upon completion, 
the project would include approximately 469,575 square feet of floor area. The project 
would also include a large amount of open space, with approximately 43, 141 square 
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feet of ground-level landscaping, mostly located in a large garden area on the 
south/eastern part of the site; and approximately 27,579 square feet of open space on a 
landscaped recreation deck on top of the ancillary building. The 43, 141 square feet of 
ground level open space would comprise approximately 41 percent of the project site. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

The project was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Unit (serving as Lead Agency) in accordance with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub Resources 
Code §21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000 et seq.). An Initial Study was then 
prepared for the project and, in compliance with CEQA Section 21080.4, a Notice of 
Preparation ("NOP") was prepared by the City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
("Planning Department") and was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office of 
Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties. The NOP 
identified specific areas where the project could have adverse environmental effects 
and determined that an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") would need to be prepared 
to document these effects. The NOP was distributed for public comment to the State 
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other 
interested parties on April 12, 2011 for a review period ending on May 12, 2011. In 
addition, a public scoping meeting was held on April 27, 2011. The Draft EIR was 
published on September 15, 2011 and circulated for public review for a 45-day public 
comment period that ended on October 31, 2011. The Draft EIR for the project (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2011041042), incorporated herein by reference in full, was prepared 
pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency, and City of Los Angeles (City) CEQA Guidelines 
(Pub. Resources Code §21000, et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000, et seq.; City of 
Los Angeles Environmental Quality Act Guidelines). The Draft EIR evaluated in detail 
the potential effects of the proposed project. It also analyzed the effects of a reasonable 
range of four alternatives to the proposed project, including potential effects of a "No 
project" alternative. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los 
Angeles, as lead agency, reviewed all comments received during the review period for 
the Draft EIR and responded to each comment in Section Ill of the Final EIR. 

The Planning Department prepared a Final EIR for the project, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference in full. The Final EIR is intended to serve as an informational 
document for public agency decision-makers and the general public regarding the 
objectives and components of the proposed project. The Final EIR addresses the 
environmental effects associated with implementation of the proposed project, identifies 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or 
eliminate these impacts, and includes written responses to all comments received on 
the Draft EIR during the public review period. Responses were sent to all public 
agencies that made comments on the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to certification of 
the Final EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). In addition, all individuals 

~67~ 

RL0022294 



EM20383 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 68 

that commented on the Draft EIR also received a copy of the Final EIR. The Final EIR 
was also made available for review on the City's website. Hard copies of the Final EIR 
were also made available at libraries and the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Planning. Notices regarding availability of the Final EIR were sent to those within a 
500-foot radius of the project site as well as individuals who commented on the Draft 
EIR, attended the NOP scoping meeting and informational meeting, and provided 
comments during the NOP comment period. A duly noticed public hearing on the project 
was held jointly by the Zoning Administrator and Deputy Advisory Agency on January 
25, 2012. These findings represent the independent judgment of the Zoning 
Administrator and DeRuty Advisory Agency. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which 
the City of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City 
Planning, Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los 
Angeles California 90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA 
Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEADE AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant 
impacts of the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the 
significant impacts. The possible findings are: 

• "Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect 
as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1 )) 

• "Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes 
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by 
such other agency." State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. a (2)) 

• "Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in 
the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the project as 
fully set forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require 
findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially 
significant,'' these findings would nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified 
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in the Final EIR for the purpose of better understanding the full environmental scope of 
the project. For each of the significant impacts associated with the project, either before 
or after mitigation, the following sections are provided: 

a) Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental 
effects identified in the EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of 
the impact. 

b) Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are 
required as part of the project (numbering of the mitigation measures 
corresponds to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is 
included as Section IV of the Final EIR). 

c) Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA 
Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

d) Rationale for Finding - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft and Final EIR which includes 
the evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

SM 10000 Property, LLC, (the Applicant) proposes to develop a residential project at 
10000 Santa Monica Boulevard within the Century City community of the City of Los 
Angeles. Upon completion, the project would include approximately 469,575 square 
feet of floor area. The project would provide up to 283 luxury residential units in a 
building that would be up to 39 stories height, and comprised of approximately 458,243 
square feet. This building would be up to 460 feet above grade and located within the 
northern portion of the site along Santa Monica Boulevard, with a main entryway and 
lobby facing Santa Monica Boulevard. 

The proposed project would also include a smaller ancillary building to accommodate 
project parking and some of the project's site amenity/recreation facilities. The ancillary 
building would be directly accessible from the residential building and would be located 
toward the rear of the project site, away from the Santa Monica Boulevard and Moreno 
Drive frontages. Recreation facilities located in the ancillary building would include a 
large indoor lap pool and a landscaped roof deck with outdoor pool , sundeck, hot tub 
and tennis court facility. 

The project would include a large amount of open space, with approximately 43, 141 
square feet of ground-level landscaping, mostly located in a large garden area on the 
south/eastern part of the site; and approximately 27,579 square feet of open space on a 
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landscaped recreation deck on top of the ancillary building. The 43, 141 square feet of 
ground level open space would comprise approximately 41 percent of the project site. 

Vehicle access to the project site would be provided via Santa Monica Boulevard and 
Moreno Drive with internal access drives connecting with the parking garage and valet 
area. The western access driveway from Santa Monica Boulevard would provide for 
two-way right-turn inbound/right-turn outbound traffic only, while the eastern access 
driveway to Santa Monica Boulevard would provide for one-way right-turn outbound 
traffic only. The Moreno Drive entry would provide for full right-turn and left-turn ingress 
and egress; however the driveway would be closed to vehicular access during weekday 
morning and afternoon peak periods to facilitate traffic access to/from Beverly Hills High 
School. A valet drop-off and pick-up area would be located within the northern portion 
of the site for use by residents and visitors. Additionally, service entry and exit would be 
provided via the western access driveway along Santa Monica Boulevard, connecting 
with an enclosed loading area, not visible to the street that would serve the residential 
building within the northwestern portion of the site. The design of the service area 
would permit trucks to turn around on-site before departing the project site. 

The project would include approximately 708 parking spaces which would be provided 
within one partially-subterranean level and an above grade ancillary building. The 
parking would be provided with one of two project options: Under a Conventional 
Parking Option parking would be provided with one level of partially below grade 
parking and an additional nine floors of above grade parking. The parking arrangement 
within the parking structure would be similar to the standard arrangements commonly 
found in parking structures. With an Automated Parking Option, parking would be 
provided with an "automated parking system." Automated parking systems provide 
parking in a manner that reduces space requirements, reduces air quality emissions 
and saves energy. With an automated system, vehicles are driven onto a platform at 
the garage entryway where car engines are turned off. Through the system, a robotic 
platform is then dispatched to the vehicle to lift it and convey it to a storage space. 
When the driver is ready to leave the site, a request for the vehicle is entered into a 
computerized system which conveys the vehicle from its storage location back to the 
parking garage entryway. If the automated parking option is implemented the area 
required for parking would be reduced, and the size of the ancillary building would be 
reduced from nine stories to four stories above grade. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief 
statement indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were 
determined not to be significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial 
Study was prepared for the project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The 
Initial Study provides a detailed discussion of the potential environmental impact areas 
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and the reasons that each topical area is or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. The 
City of Los Angeles determined that the project would not result in potentially significant 
impacts related to Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources 
(Historic Resources), Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, and Uti lities (Solid 
Waste and Other Utilities and Service Systems). The basis for these conclusions is 
discussed below. 

~- Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The project site is not located on designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not convert Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Furthermore, the project 
site is designated Regional Center commercial in the General Plan and is zoned 
Commercial (C2-2-0). The C2 portion of indicates a zoning for commercial uses (multi
family residential uses are also permitted within this zone). The second part of this 
zoning designation, "2", indicates that the site is located in Height District No. 2, which 
includes a maximum FAR of 6.0:1 and unlimited building height. The third part of this 
zoning designation indicates that the project site is within a Supplemental Oil Drilling 
District (0). Agricultural uses are not permitted within C2-2-0, and the project site is not 
under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No agricultural 
resources or operations currently exist on or near the project site, which is located in 
Century City, a highly urbanized regional center. Therefore, the proposed project wou ld 
not involve changes in the existing environment that would result in the conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

B. Biological Resources 

The project site has previously been developed with office, restaurant and parking uses 
and is currently graded with very limited ornamental landscaping. Because of the 
urbanized nature of the project site and surrounding area, the site does not serve as a 
habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special status species. Furthermore, the project site 
does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities as indicated 
in the City or regional plans or in regulations by the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Hence, the project site is 
not located in or adjacent to a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) as defined by the City 
of Los Angeles nor does it contain any wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. In addition, the lack of a major water body and the limited number of trees 
does not contain substantial habitat for native resident or migratory species, or native 
nursery sites. No locally protected biological resources, such as oak trees or California 
walnut woodlands, exist on the site. The project site is not located within a habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, 
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regional, or State habitat conservation plan. As such, no impacts to biological 
resources would occur due to project development. 

C. Cultural Resources - Historic Resources 

Currently, the project site is vacant and has been graded and enclosed with 
construction fencing. The project site was previously occupied by a multi-story building 
containing approximately 130,500 square feet of office and restaurant space, and a two
story parking structure. These buildings were removed at the end of 2005 by a previous 
owner of the property. Due to the lack of structures on the project site, proposed 
development on the project site would not alter any defined historical resources. 
Furthermore, a records search conducted through the South Central Coastal 
Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University Fullerton (CSUF) revealed 
that there are no recorded historic resources within the project site. 

Development in Beverly Hills adjacent to the project site includes Beverly Hills High 
School on the south, and a multi-family residential area to the east, both lying along 
Moreno Drive. Several of the high school buildings within the school campus have been 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register as contributors to a district in 
surveys done for the Beverly Hills Unified School District in the 1990s. The High 
School's new Science and Technology Building located directly south of the project site 
is not included in this list of eligible buildings. While not designated as a historic 
resource, a 2004 Survey prepared for the City of Beverly Hills identified the multi-family 
residential area east of the project site as a potential local district known as the 
Speedway Tract (Tract 7710). The proposed project would not require demolition or 
alteration of any off-site structures including those of the school and residential 
neighborhood. Further, the proposed project lies within Century City, and is typical of 
high rise developments throughout Century City. Century City is a distinct area from the 
school and residential areas, and its existing setting character would not be altered. 
The foremost project feature adjacent to the high school and residential area is the 
project's large landscaped open space area, which provides buffering between the 
project buildings and surrounding uses. The view of the project site from Durant Drive 
would be toward the project's open space area with existing Century City high rise 
buildings in the background and the project's ancillary building blending in. Northward 
views of the project site from the school and along Moreno Drive would be toward the 
high school's new Science and Technology Building with the project's open space area 
lying beyond and the project's residential building laying adjacent to other high-rise 
buildings along Santa Monica Boulevard. The Beverly Hills Hotel, a historic resource, is 
located at a substantial distance from the project site, and is isolated from the project 
site due to intervening uses. As such, the proposed project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of historical resources as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 
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D. Mineral Resources 

The project site is not classified by the City of Los Angeles as an area containing 
significant mineral deposits, nor is the site designated as an existing mineral resource 
extraction area by the State of California. Additionally, the project site is designated for 
Regional Center Commercial uses within the City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Framework and the West Los Angeles Community Plan, and is not designated as a 
mineral extraction land use. Project implementation would not result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and residents of the 
State, nor of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. Hence, no impacts to 
mineral resources would occur. 

E. Population and Housing 

The proposed project site is vacant and devoid of existing residential development or 
site population. As such, the project would not cause the displacement of population, 
nor create a need for replacement housing. 

The proposed project would provide 283 new multi-family housing units, thereby 
implementing the multi-family housing goals of the West Los Angeles Community Plan. 
The City of Los Angeles currently estimates a total of 38,200 units in 2009 for the 
census tracts comprising the West Los Angeles Community Plan area. SCAG 
estimates a total of 48,596 households (residential units) by 2020 for the census tracts 
comprising the West Los Angeles Community Plan area, for an increase of 10,396 
housing units between 2009 and 2020. The project would represent approximately 2.7 
percent of the increase in residential units expected between 2009 and 2020. 

The project would be subject to the provisions of the CCNSP. The CCNSP provides 
phasing procedures to ensure the orderly growth of Century City consistent with the 
availability of new infrastructure to meet development needs. In particular, it establishes 
certain development rights for the entire Specific Plan area and a provision for the 
Transfer of Development Rights. These features allow Century City to develop in a way 
which fulfills its mission as a regional center, while at the same time capping the level of 
activity so as not to exceed the capacity of the planned infrastructure or otherwise 
anticipated environmental impacts. The CCNSP generally regulates development by 
assigning a certain number of Trips to properties within the CCNSP area that establish 
the development rights. The project site has a recorded covenant and agreement that 
provides for 2,143.4616 Replacement Trips under the CCNSP, and development of the 
project would not exceed those Replacement Trips. Therefore, the project development 
is accounted for and anticipated in the Specific Plan, and will be served by existing 
infrastructure (i.e., roadways, utility lines, etc.). As such, the project development is 
accounted for in regional planning projects in the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), which serve as the basis for provision of services at the regional level. The 
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proposed project would include infrastructure connections and minor improvements to 
accommodate project residents and improvements, but new infrastructure that could 
indirectly induce substantial population growth is not proposed. 

Additionally, as stated in governing regional and local planning documents, including the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Housing Element, the City is in need of new housing 
units to serve both the current population and the projected population. While the 
project would not eliminate the housing shortage in the City, it would promote the goal 
of generating more housing. Therefore, the project's impacts regarding population 
growth would be less than significant. 

F. Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Wastes and Other Utilities (Gas and 
Electric) 

Solid Waste 

Construction of the proposed project would require earthwork and construction of new 
buildings on the project site. No demolition would be required as the project site is 
currently vacant. Each of these activities would generate construction waste including 
but not limited to soil, wood, paper, glass, plastic, metals, and cardboard that would be 
disposed of in the County's unclassified landfills (or a private inert landfill as an option 
with less impact on the public system). Utilizing generation factors established by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (CIWMB), the amount of Construction waste anticipated to be generated by the 
project would be 11,550 tons of soil and 1, 780 tons of construction debris for a 
combined total of 13,330 tons of waste. These numbers do not take into account the 
amount of construction waste that could potentially be diverted via source reduction and 
recycling programs within the City. 

As described in the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Plan 2008 
Annual Report, the remaining disposal capacity for the County's unclassified landfills is 
57.215 million tons, exclusive of private facilities that also take in inert waste. The 
project's total solid waste disposal need during construction would represent 
approximately 0.2 percent of the 2008 estimated remaining capacity. Based on the 
average 2008 unclassified landfill disposal rate, unclassified landfills would have 
adequate capacity for the next 325 years and would not face capacity shortages. 
Therefore, the County's unclassified landfills would have adequate capacity to 
accommodate project-generated inert waste; and construction impacts relative to solid 
waste would be less than significant. 

The project would provide 283 residential units generating typical level of household 
waste. It is estimated that the proposed residential uses would generate approximately 
206.6 tons of waste material per year. These numbers do not take into account the 
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amount of solid waste that could potentially be diverted via source reduction and 
recycling programs within the City. The City is currently implementing policies aimed at 
achieving 70 percent to 90 percent reduction per year. The project's annual solid waste 
generation would be a negligible 0.0001 percent increment of the remaining 
154,386,000 ton capacity in the County's Class Ill landfills. The most recent Integrated 
Waste Management Plan annual report, the 2008 Annual Report, concluded that there 
is sufficient capacity to meet demand through 2014 under status quo conditions. 
Sufficient capacity to meet the needs through the 2023 will be available by permitting 
and developing all proposed in-County landfill expansions, utilizing available or planned 
out-of-County disposal capacity, developing the necessary infrastructure to facilitate 
exportation of waste to out-of-County landfills, and developing conversion and other 
alternative technologies. 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

Electricity transmission to the project site is provided and maintained by LADWP. 
Future plans regarding the provision of electrical services are presented in regularly 
updated Integrated Resources Plans (IRPs). These Plans identify future demand for 
services and provide a framework for how LADWP plans on continuing to meet future 
consumer demand. The LADWP April 2010 forecast, as presented in the 2010 IRP, 
indicates a 2017 demand for approximately 25,000 GWh per year. Based on generation 
factors provided in the 1993 SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the project's 
estimated energy consumption is 1,592 MWh per year. This would be approximately 
.006 percent that of the estimated 2017 demand of 25,000 GWh per year. This amount 
is negligible, and is within the anticipated service capabilities of LADWP, as presented 
in the IRP. 

Natural gas is provided to the project site by the Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCal Gas). Planning for the provision of natural gas occurs through the Integrated 
Energy Policy Report, and the Final Natural Gas Market Assessment which supports 
the development of that plan. Planning is performed for 10 year horizons. As indicated 
in the 2007 reports, during the 2007-2017 forecast periods, all major pipeline systems 
serving California, except the Kern River pipeline, would operate at usage rates 
between 60 and 70 percent. Due to the recent slowdown in the economy, gas 
consumption is reduced from the 2007 level. Based on the California Energy 
Commission 2007 Natural Gas Market Assessment, SoCal Gas is projected to have a 
supply of 2,399 million cubic feet per day (MMcfd) or 875.6 billion cubic feet per year 
(Bcfy) of natural gas supply in 2017 and a demand for use of 2,351 MMcfd or 858.1 
Bcfy. Based on generation factors provided in the 1993 SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook, the project's estimated use of natural gas is 13,623 kcfy per year. This 
amount would be approximately .0016 percent that of the estimated 2017 demand of 
858.1 Bcfy. This amount is negligible, and is within the anticipated service capabilities 
of SoCal Gas. 
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The electricity and natural gas demand estimates for the proposed project presented 
here do not take into account the energy conservation measures that would be 
incorporated into the project. Therefore, the actual electricity and natural gas demands 
of the proposed project are anticipated to be less than estimated. Furthermore, utility 
providers are required to plan for necessary upgrades and expansions to their systems 
to ensure that adequate service would be provided. As such, the proposed project 
would have a less than significant impact on the consumption of electricity and natural 
gas resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION 

A AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, and Shading per City CEQA 
thresholds 

1. Visual Character and Viewsheds - Operation, and Cumulative 

The area surrounding the project site is highly urbanized and the aesthetic character of 
the area is strongly influenced by the mid-and high-rise buildings of Century City. The 
predominant high-rise structures of Century City, which are visible from a great distance 
throughout the Los Angeles Basin, create a distinctive component of the west Los 
Angeles urban skyline. The project's proposed 460-foot tower would result in greater 
density and building mass at the project site than under existing conditions. However, 
the residential tower would complement existing modern building design in Century City 
and would be consistent the established high-rise character of Century City, which 
includes a variety of contrasting building heights between high-rise buildings and 
surrounding low-rise communities. 

Because of the deep setbacks, consistency with existing development patterns in the 
area, and landscaped gardens to soften interfacing between the project site and low
rise properties to the east and south, the project would not substantially detract from the 
visual character of the area or alter, degrade, or eliminate existing features that 
contribute to the visual character of the area. Therefore, the project would have a less 
than significant impact with respect to visual quality and aesthetic character. 

The nearest eight related projects in the vicinity of the project site have been, or would 
be, constructed according to high-quality architectural design and would not individually 
or cumulatively cause the existing visual character of the area to be substantially altered 
or degraded. In addition, because the City's high-rise clusters are considered to add to 
the quality of skyline views, the tower elements introduced by the project and related 
projects would not substantially detract from the visual character of an area. Therefore, 
the cumulative impact of the related projects, combined with the proposed project, 
would be less than significant with respect to aesthetic character. 
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2. View Obstruction - Operation 

While the proposed project's residential tower would be highly visible from numerous 
locations, it would not block public views of existing or unique scenic resources, it would 
be consistent with the cluster of high rise buildings characterizing Century City, and it 
would not alter or change the character of any scenic areas. Further, in many instance, 
the project would add interest and variety to the Century City skyline. Therefore, 
impacts of the proposed project on views would be less than significant. 

The high-rise elements in the related projects have the potential to block views from 
public streets and other vantage points, such as public parks, in and around the project 
vicinity. However, no scenic views through the Avenue of the Stars and Santa Monica 
Boulevard corridors, both locally designated scenic highways, would be blocked. The 
Related Projects tend to fall within different viewsheds than those of the proposed 
project. Therefore, the proposed project would not cumulatively contribute to blockages 
of valued public views. 

3. Light/Glare - Construction 

Construction activities would occur primarily during daylight hours and construction
related illumination would be used for safety and security purposes only, in compliance 
with LAMC light intensity requirements. Artificial light associated with construction 
activities would not significantly impact residential uses, substantially alter the character 
of off-site areas surrounding the construction area, or interfere with the performance of 
an off-site activity. Therefore, artificial light impacts associated with construction would 
be less than significant. 

Construction activities are not anticipated to result in flat, shiny surfaces that would 
reflect sunlight or cause other natural glare. Therefore, less than significant impacts 
with respect to reflected sunlight and natural glare are anticipated. 

4. Light/Glare - Operation 

New light sources would include light from windows of the residential tower during the 
evening hours. The increase in ambient lighting is not expected to interfere with 
activities in nearby residential neighborhoods, in which interior lighting follows a similar 
pattern (ceasing when residents retire for the night). In addition, the increase in ambient 
lighting resulting from interior lighting would not impact nearby office buildings or the 
Beverly Hills High School, which would generally not be operating during the late 
evening. 
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5. Shade - Operations (per City's CEQA Thresholds Guide) and 
Cumulative 

The project would cause off-site shading on surrounding land uses, however such 
shading would not exceed the significance durations at off-site sensitive uses that are 
established in the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide: more than three hours between the 
hours of 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. Pacific Standard Time (PST), between late October 
and early April or more than four hours between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. 

Pacific Daylight Time (PDT) between early April and late October. 

The Draft EIR identifies all shading that would occur on the Los Angeles Country Club 
golf course to the north of the project site, and determined that the project would cast 
new shadows on any given area within the golf course for substantially less time than 
three hours, and in fact no single location or green within the golf course would be 
continuously shaded by the project for more than two hours. In assessing the project's 
impacts on shading, the Draft EIR also analyzed potential impacts as they would affect 
golf course activities and operations, i.e. golf play and sod conditions. During those 
times when the project's greatest impacts would occur to golfers on the tees, fairways 
and greens, the project would generate a narrow band of shade across the playing 
areas, which in many cases would be off-set in areas that are already shaded. The 
width of the band would be a maximum of approximately 205 feet wide and golf players 
passing by would pass through the area in a very short time span. As the band of shade 
would move across the golf course, it would cause its effects to shift in location, but not 
to increase in time. That is, there would be no residual/phantom shading contributing to 
a longer shading effect for golfers passing through later in the day. This situation is 
different than shadow effects on uses such as a public swimming pool, a residential 
yard, or a picnic area in a public park where people congregate in one location in which 
access to direct sunlight is of high value. As indicated in the Draft EIR, "As a result, not 
only would impacts on golfers be limited, impacts on golf course sod which requires 
sunlight for photosynthesis would not be exposed to shading greater than two hours, 
thus leaving considerable sunlight throughout the majority of the day for photosynthesis. 
Therefore, shade impacts on the golf course would be less than significant." It may also 
be noted that the greatest impact on any vegetation would occur on the south face of 
trees along the southern edge of the project site, vegetation that is less sensitive than 
the sod, for no more than approximately 2.5 hours. For the reasons stated above, 
shadow sensitive uses would not be shaded for a greater time than the standards 
established in the CEQA Thresholds Guide, as analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

The related projects' high-rise components would also cast shadows on the surrounding 
area. However, the related projects are located such that shading from these projects 
would not contribute to cumulative shading effects with those of the proposed project. 
Therefore, cumulative shade impacts would be less than significant. 

RL0022305 



EM20394 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 79 

B. Air Quality 

1. Toxic Air Contaminants - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

A Health Risk Analysis (HRA) was conducted to evaluate the carcinogenic risk to 
students and staff at Beverly Hills High School and residents in nearby housing that 
would result from exposure to localized sources of TACs during construction of the 
project. The analysis indicates that the proposed project would not emit carcinogenic 
toxic air contaminants that would individually or cumulatively exceed the maximum 
individual cancer risk of ten in one million due to project construction or project 
operations. Therefore, impacts with regard to TACs would be less than significant. 

The primary sources of potential air toxics associated with proposed project operations 
include diesel particulate matter from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic on local streets 
and on-site truck idling) and emergency backup generators. Pursuant to SCAQMD 
guidelines, the project is therefore not considered to be a substantial source of diesel 
particulate matter. Further, the increase in potential localized air toxic impacts from on
site sources of diesel particulate emissions would be minimal since the proposed project 
does not involve use of heavy-duty trucks. The proposed project would likely include 
the installation and operation of diesel-fired generators for emergency power 
generation. Unless a blackout occurs, these generators would be operated for only a 
few hours per month for routine testing and maintenance purposes. The Applicant 
would be required to obtain a permit to construct and a permit to operate any standby 
generators under SCAQMD Rules 201, 202, and 203. Under SCAQMD Regulation XIII, 
all generators must meet BACT requirements to minimize emissions of PM10 (as well 
as CO, VOC, and NOX emissions). SCAQMD Regulation XIV requires operation prior 
to issuance of a permit, to demonstrate that operation of the proposed generators will 
not result in increased health risk due to TAC exposures above the established criteria. 
Therefore the installation and operation of back-up generators would result in less than 
significant impacts. 

CARB recommends that proximity to land uses that generate high levels of diesel 
particulate matter be considered in the siting of new sensitive land uses; and further 
recommends that site-specific project design improvements may help reduce air 
pollution exposures and should also be considered when siting new sensitive land uses. 
Because the project is not located sufficiently proximate to the listed sources of diesel 
particulate matter, the siting of residential uses on the project site would result in a less 
than significant impact with regard to the exposure of on-site residents to the TAC 
emission sources identified in ARB's siting recommendations (i.e., the project would not 
site residential uses in a high cancer risk area due to ambient air quality). 

The proposed project's contribution to cancer risk from construction activities would be 
less than significant. Related projects that have not already been built would not result 
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in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of TAC emissions with no residual 
emissions after construction and corresponding individual cancer risk. Thus, TAC 
emissions from the related projects are anticipated to be less than significant 
individually and cumulatively. 

With respect to TAC emissions, neither the project nor any of the identified related 
projects (which are largely residential, restaurant, and retail/commercial developments), 
would represent a substantial source of long-term TAC emissions. However, the project 
and each of the related projects would likely generate minimal TAC emissions related to 
the use of consumer products, landscape maintenance activities, among other things. 
SCAQMD rules have resulted in and will continue to result in substantial Basin-wide 
TAC emissions reductions. As such, cumulative TAC emissions during long-term 
operations would be less than significant. 

2. Regional Emissions - Operation, Cumulative 

Regional air pollutant emissions associated with proposed project operations would be 
generated by the consumption of electricity and natural gas, and by the operation of on
road vehicles. Pollutant emissions associated with energy demand (i.e., electricity 
generation and natural gas consumption) are classified by the SCAQMD as regional 
stationary source emissions. Analyses of operations impacts on air quality indicate that 
regional emissions resulting from operation of the project are substantially below 
applicable thresholds for VOC, NOx, SOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.s. As a result, impacts 
related to regional emissions from operation of the proposed project would be less than 
significant. 

Peak daily operation-related em1ss1ons would not exceed the SCAQMD regional 
significance thresholds. By applying SCAQMD's cumulative air quality impact 
methodology, implementation of the proposed project would not result in an addition of 
criteria pollutants such that cumulative impacts, in conjunction with related projects in 
the region, would occur. Therefore, the emissions of non-attainment pollutants and 
precursors generated by project operation in excess of the SCAQMD project-level 
thresholds would be cumulatively less than significant. 

3. Local Emissions - Operation 

The conservative estimates of on-site daily emissions for NOx, PM10, PM2.s, and CO for 
each phase of operation were compared to the applicable screening thresholds, which 
are based on site acreage and distance to closest sensitive receptor. The analysis 
indicates that the maximum localized operation emission estimates are substantially 
less than the LSTs for NOx or CO, PM10 and PM2.s. 
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The SCAQMD recommends an evaluation of potential localized CO impacts when 
vehicle to capacity (V/C) ratios are increased by two percent or more at intersections 
with a level of service (LOS) of C or worse. None of the project intersections would 
meet these criteria. Notwithstanding, localized CO impacts were analyzed for the 
project at two representative intersections based on the highest V/C ratios and proximity 
to the project site: South Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard, and 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard. The analysis indicates that project
generated traffic volumes are forecasted to have a negligible effect on the projected 1-
hour and 8-hour CO concentrations at the respective intersection locations. Since a 
significant impact would not occur at the intersections operating at the highest V/C ratio, 
no significant impacts would occur at any other analyzed roadway intersection as a 
result of weekday or weekend project-generated traffic volumes. Thus, the proposed 
project would not cause any new or exacerbate any existing CO hotspots, and, as a 
result, impacts related to localized mobile-source CO emissions would be less than 
significant. 

4. Odors - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the use of 
architectural coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile 
organic compounds from architectural coatings and solvents. Due to mandatory 
compliance with SCAQMD Rules, no construction activities or materials are proposed 
which would create objectionable odors. Therefore, no impact would occur and no 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, 
wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, 
refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The proposed project does not 
include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors. As the 
residential activities would not be a source of odors, potential odor impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Also similar to the proposed project, potential sources that may emit odors during 
construction activities at each related project would include the use of architectural 
coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic 
compounds from architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with 
SCAQMD Rules, it is anticipated that construction activities or materials used in the 
construction of the related projects would not create objectionable odors. Thus, odor 
impacts from the related projects are anticipated to be less than significant individually, 
as well as cumulatively in conjunction with the proposed project. 
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With respect to potential odor impacts, neither the proposed project nor any of the 
related projects (which include primarily general office, residential, retail, and restaurant 
uses) have a high potential to generate odor impacts. Furthermore, any related project 
that may have a potential to generate objectionable odors would be required by 
SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance) to implement BACT to limit potential objectionable odor 
impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, potential odor impacts from related 
projects are anticipated to be less than significant individually and cumulatively. 

5. SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Policy Analysis -
Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

The proposed project would be consistent with the SCAQMD policy analysis guidelines 
due to a number of project features and impacts. First, the proposed project would not 
result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, cause 
or contribute to new air quality violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality 
standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP. The proposed 
project would result in less than significant impacts with regard to CO, and S02, 
concentrations during project construction and less than significant for all pollutants 
during operations. While N02 and PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations during construction 
would exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold, prior to mitigation, the impact would 
be short-term in nature and would not have a long-term impact on the region's ability to 
meet State and federal air quality standards. 

Further, the proposed project would be consistent with population, housing and growth 
assumptions that were used in the development of the AQMP. Also, the proposed 
project would serve a number of land use policies of the City of Los Angeles and SCAG 
that are aimed at reducing air quality impacts. The proposed project, by virtue of its 
location and design, would provide benefits to the reduction of vehicle trips and vehicles 
miles traveled. It would provide a high density residential project in an existing highly 
urbanized commercial district and employment center located within the urbanized 
greater West Los Angeles area that is located near bus and transit facilities. It would 
also reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled by encouraging pedestrian activity 
through the location of residential population within walking distance of numerous 
employment, commercial/service and entertainment opportunities; and improvements 
to street-level pedestrian connectivity. 

While development of the project would result in short-term regional impacts, project 
development would not have a long-term impact on the region's ability to meet State 
and federal air quality standards. The project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 
and would implement all feasible mitigation measures for control of PM10 and PM2.5. 
Also, the project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the AQMP for control 
of fugitive dust. The project's long-term influence would also be consistent with the 
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goals and policies of the AQMP and is, therefore, considered consistent with the 
SCAQMD's AQMP. 

6. City of Los Angeles Policies - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

The project would also be consistent with the City of Los Angeles General Plan Air 
Quality Element and Clean Air Program policies since development of the proposed 
project at the proposed site location offers the opportunity to provide residential uses in 
the middle of a highly urbanized regional employment center and does so via the use of 
existing infrastructure, proximity to existing regional and local transit facilities, 
encouragement of pedestrian activity, and location near existing commercial uses that 
would meet many of the needs of the project's future residents. As the proposed project 
would be consistent with City of Los Angeles air quality policies, no significant impacts 
would occur as a result of project development with respect to compatibility with 
applicable air qualitY. policies as set forth in the City's General Plan Air Quality Element. 

C. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

Construction of the project is estimated to emit a total of 7,814 tons of C02e over the 36 
months of construction. When amortized across the 30 year lifetime of the proposed 
project, per SCAQMD methodology for analyzing impacts on global warming, the 
construction results in approximately 260 tons per year of C02e, which is a component 
of the project's overall contribution to the accumulation of greenhouse gases. The 
construction related greenhouse gas emissions are combined with the operations 
emissions to determine an overall project emissions level. That is construction impacts 
are not evaluated independently of the total emissions. 

Project operations would require the consumption of energy and related generation of 
greenhouse gas emissions due to construction, vehicles-travel, consumption of 
electricity and gas, water conveyance and waste processing. The project includes many 
design features that would reduce the amount of such greenhouse gas emissions. The 
project's placement of high density housing within a regional center with nearby work, 
retail and entertainment opportunities as well as access to public transportation would 
contribute to numerous regional planning policies aimed at reducing vehicle miles 
traveled. Further, the project would include many site specific measures that would 
support sustainability principles, and reduce the project's greenhouse gas emissions. 
The project design includes numerous design/LEED certification features to reduce 
emissions, as well as features that address strategies included in CalGreen, and LA 
Green Plan for reducing GHG emissions. These measures would be provided pursuant 
to and consistent with such policies and programs. 

The evaluation of the project impacts addresses how well this project would support 
State-wide targets established pursuant to AB-32 and California Air Resources Board, 

~83~ 

RL0022310 



EM20399 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 84 

which seek to reduce the amount of greenhouse gas emissions in 2020 by 28.4 percent 
from those that would occur under business as usual, without new actions to reduce 
such emissions. The project's design features would result in greenhouse gas 
emissions that are 34.6 percent less than what would occur under a business as usual 
scenario, thus exceeding the 28.4 percent standard. Therefore, the roject would result 
in a less than significant impact with regard to GHG emissions. 

Although the State requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations and other planning 
agencies to consider how region-wide planning decisions can impact global climate 
change, there is currently no established non-speculative method to assess the 
cumulative impact of proposed independent private-party development projects. 
Expected reductions in greenhouse gas emissions are expected to come from 
independent private-party developments as well as other reductions associated with 
transportation, and patterns of population and employment distribution. Although 
development under a reduced density scenario results in lower GHG emissions from the 
use of a particular parcel compared to what is currently or hypothetically allowed (e.g., 
by creating fewer units and fewer attributable vehicle trips), total regional greenhouse 
gas emissions will likely fail to decrease at the desired rate or, worse, increase if 
regional housing and employment needs of an area are met with a larger number of 
less-intensive development projects. Therefore, it is not simply a cumulative increase in 
regional development or the resultant GHG emissions that threatens GHG reduction 
goals. 

There exist numerous options for project developers to reduce their contribution to city-, 
county-, and State-wide greenhouse gas emissions, while helping to meet the region's 
future housing, jobs, and infrastructure needs. It is expected that other private 
development projects would include measures to reduce GHG emissions in compliance 
with applicable policies. Further, in addition to project specific items, there are 
CALGreen requirements that apply to all projects; and policies that address larger scale 
strategies such as reducing GHG emissions from automobiles, use of alternative fuels, 
performance standards for power plants, etc. 

It is not possible at this time to accurately quantify GHG emissions expected from 
related projects or all of the GHG reductions anticipated from the above-discussed 
strategies. Because of the complex physical, chemical and atmospheric mechanisms 
involved in global climate change, there is no basis for concluding that an emissions 
increase resulting from the project and related projects could actually cause a 
measurable increase in global GHG emissions sufficient to force global climate change. 
As indicated above, the proposed project would be consistent with State and City goals, 
and result in a greenhouse gas emission profile that reduces emissions 34.6 percent as 
compared to business as usual, exceeding the AB 32 reduction target of 28.5 percent 
reduction by 2020. Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative GHG emissions 
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would not be cumulatively considerable, and the project's cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant. 

D. Land Use - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

The proposed project would be subject to applicable policies of the Los Angeles 
General Plan Framework Element, the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission's Do 
Real Planning policies, the City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, the West Los 
Angeles Community Plan, the CCNSP, the Greening of Century City Pedestrian 
Connectivity Plan, applicable land use regulations of the City of Los Angeles Planning 
and Zoning Code, SCAG's 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, and SCAG's Compass 
Blueprint Growth Vision plan. The project would be substantially consistent with all of 
the applicable plan policies. 

The proposed project would be compatible with the predominant characteristics/mix of 
land uses in the surrounding area. Century City is an intensely developed urban 
community characterized by a mix of office, retail, hotel, restaurant, entertainment, and 
residential uses. The introduction of the project's residential uses in the northern part of 
Century City would foster a mixed-use environment in that area that would be consistent 
with the existing and growing residential character of the area. The residential use 
represented by the project would be consistent with other residential uses in the 
surrounding area and would represent a consistent land use relative to Beverly Hills 
High School to the south. Public K-12 schools are generally sited in residential areas 
and considered appropriate land uses in residential zones. With the deep setback of 
the tower and dense landscaping and gardens between the tower and the high school 
campus, the proposed project would be compatible with the adjacent school to the 
south and residential uses to the east. 

Century City is surrounded on all sides by lower-density land uses, which contributes to 
the aesthetic benefits of Century City as a series of towers rising above the low-profile 
landscape outside its boundaries. In addition, Century City incorporates a range of 
building heights, which contributes to the quality and interest of the skyline. The 
proposed project would continue this pattern of development by contributing to the 
variety of building heights within Century City, and in its greater height compared to 
immediately adjacent buildings outside Century City. The juxtaposition of the taller 
building and lower density uses in the adjacent City of Beverly Hills would be softened 
through effects of the project's landscaped setback and open space along Moreno 
Drive. The project is not out of character with existing land use patterns between 
Century City and adjacent lower-density residential neighborhoods. The proposed 
project would, therefore, not substantially and adversely change the existing 
relationships between numerous land uses or properties in the surrounding area, or 
have the long-term effect of adversely altering a neighborhood or community: through 
ongoing disruption, division or isolation. 
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Eight large-scale related projects are located in the near vicinity of the project site, 
and/or are located within CCNSP area of Century City, and would potentially contribute 
to a cumulative land use impact when combined with the project. The related projects 
would include a variety of uses including residential, office, commercial, and hotel uses. 
An increase in residential units in the jobs-rich Century City area would be consistent 
with the goals of the 2008 RTP to balance jobs and housing. This policy is expected to 
reduce commuting trips and miles traveled. As with the Century City area, the City of 
Beverly Hills in the vicinity of the Santa Monica Boulevard corridor is designated as a 
"2% Strategy Opportunity Area" (SCAG, Compass Blueprint Plan), which allows for 
growth consistent with the 2008 RTP. Therefore, the cumulative total increase in 
residential units in Century City and adjacent sites in Beverly Hills would be consistent 
with growth and jobs/housing balance policies for the area and would be less than 
significant. 

Furthermore, development of the eight nearby related projects is expected to occur in 
accordance with City of Los Angeles and City of Beverly Hills adopted plans and 
regulations. It is anticipated that any new projects would be subject to the project permit 
approval process and would incorporate any mitigation measures necessary to reduce 
potential land use impacts. Therefore, no significant cumulative land use impacts are 
anticipated. 

E. Noise - Construction 

1. Offsite 

In addition to on-site construction noise, haul trucks, delivery trucks, and construction 
workers would require access to the project site throughout the project's construction 
period. While construction workers would arrive from many parts of the region, and thus 
different directions, haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally access the site via a 
planned route intended to minimize noise impacts to areas south and east of the project 
site. All heavy truck traffic would come from the west on Santa Monica Boulevard and 
enter and exit the project site at its northwest corner. By limiting the access to the site 
for heavy trucks/equipment to its northwest corner, all such traffic would avoid passing 
in the proximity of the sensitive residential and school uses located along Moreno Drive. 
Therefore, the off-site noise from such traffic would be less than significant. 

F. Noise - Operation, Cumulative 

Operational project impacts to neighboring noise-sensitive receptor locations include 
noise that would be generated by off-site roadway noise, on-site mechanical 
equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash pick-up areas), parking facilities, 
outdoor recreation activities and rooftop helipad-related noise. Impacts due to project 
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operations would be typical of those associated with residential development and would 
be less than significant. The greatest increase in sound levels due to project-related 
traffic noise levels would be a negligible 0.5 dBA. 

The project's mechanical and electrical equipment would be typical for residential uses, 
including equipment such as air handling units, condenser units, exhaust fans, cooling 
towers, and electrical emergency power generators. Mechanical equipment would be 
shielded and loading activities would occur along Santa Monica Boulevard, within the 
project structures and isolated from sensitive uses. Vibration from passenger vehicle 
circulation within the proposed parking facilities, on-site refuse/delivery truck activity, 
and on-site loading dock/refuse collection area activity would be negligible and not felt 
at sensitive off-site locations. 

The project site and surrounding area have been developed with uses that have 
previously generated, and would continue to generate noise from a number of 
community noise sources including vehicle travel, mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC 
systems), and lawn maintenance activities. Each of the related projects that have been 
identified within the general project vicinity would also generate stationary-source and 
mobile-source noise as a result of ongoing day-to-day operations. The related projects 
are general residential, retail, commercial, or institutional in nature. Such uses are not 
typically associated with excessive exterior noise. While each project would produce 
traffic volumes that are capable of generating roadway noise impacts, the cumulative 
impact would be negligible, and less than significant. Due to LAMC provisions that limit 
stationary-source noise from items such as roof-top mechanical equipment and 
emergency generators, noise levels would be less than significant at the property line 
for each related project. 

G. Public Services 

1. Fire Protection - Construction 

Project construction would create a temporary increased demand for fire protection 
services. However, in compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) and Fire and Building Code requirements, construction managers and 
personnel would be trained in fire prevention and emergency response. Additionally, all 
project construction would comply with applicable existing codes and ordinances and 
fire suppression equipment specific to construction would be maintained on-site. 
Construction-related traffic on adjacent streets could potentially affect emergency 
access to the project site and neighboring uses; however, the impacts of such 
construction activity would be of short duration, on an intermittent basis, and controlled 
by project mitigation measures. Therefore, impacts regarding emergency access, and 
related safety would be less than significant. 
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2. Police Protection - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

There is potential for construction of the proposed project to create a temporary 
increased demand for police services. However, the impacts of such construction 
activity would be of short duration, on an intermittent basis, and would be coordinated 
with LAPD. Further, site safety measures would be implemented for the protection of 
the public. The perimeter of the project site would be surrounded by a 12-foot 
construction wall along the project boundary adjacent to Beverly Hills High School. All 
entry and exit points would be monitored during construction operations. A security 
guard would log all workers and vehicles into and out of the project site. 
Implementation of the project design features would help deter potential crime-related 
activity on-site and in the project vicinity during construction, thus reducing the demand 
on police protection services. Therefore, impacts to police protection services during 
construction of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

The project site is served by the West Los Angeles Community Police Station, which 
consists of approximately 214 sworn officers and 13 civilian employees. The residential 
component of the proposed project could potentially result in twenty eight additional 
crimes per year. This represents an increase of less than 0.2 percent of the crimes 
reported in the West Los Angeles Area. 

The project would provide extensive security features on-site including provision of 24 
hour video surveillance, 24-hour/7-day security personnel, controlled building and 
parking access, and implementation of a secure perimeter with a combination of 
fencing, lighting, and landscaping to prevent loitering or unauthorized access to the 
project site. The on-site security personnel would provide a deterrent and an on-site first 
responder capability for many security issues. Together, these security features would 
help reduce the potential for on-site crimes, including loitering, theft, and burglaries. 
Therefore, due to the minimal impact the proposed project would have on police 
protection services, the security personnel and features incorporated into the project 
and extra security patrols in Century City provided by the Century City Business 
Improvement District, the project would not result in demand for additional police 
protection services that would exceed the capability of the LAPD to serve the project 
site. The project would not require the provision of new or physically altered police 
stations in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives 
for police protection. Therefore, potential impacts to the capability: of existing police 

rotection services would be less than significant. 

Eighteen of the related projects that are anticipated to be developed within the vicinity of 
the project site are located within the West Los Angeles Community Police Station 
service area; and would contribute to the demand for police services. Projects located 
in other jurisdictions would be served by their respective police departments. However, 
related projects (particularly those of a larger nature) would likely be subject to 
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discretionary review on a case-by-case basis by the LAPD to ensure that sufficient 
security measures are implemented to reduce potential impacts to police protection 
services. Additionally, similar to the proposed project, related projects would generate 
revenue to the City's general fund that could be used to fund LAPD expenditures as 
necessary to offset the cumulative incremental impact on police services. Furthermore, 
larger projects would be likely to have on-site security personnel and safety features like 
those of the proposed project that would further reduce demand on police services. 
Therefore, cumulative impacts to the existing police protection services would be less 
than significant. 

3. Libraries - Operation, Cumulative 

The proposed project's 283 dwelling units would generate approximately 379 new 
residents. The City of Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) has identified the West Los 
Angeles Regional Branch Library, the Westwood Branch Library, the Robertson Branch 
Library, and the Palms-Rancho Park Branch Library as the libraries that would serve the 
project site. The West Los Angeles Regional Branch Library, the nearest to the project 
site, is currently adequately sized to accommodate the population residing in its service 
area; with an ability to accommodate an additional 5,853 residents. As a result, the 
project's 379 net new residents would only comprise 6.5 percent of the additional 
resident population that could be accommodated by the West Los Angeles Regional 
Branch Library. This represents a nominal increase in the demand at the West Los 
Angeles Branch Library and the library's existing service level would be able to be 
maintained without an additional library or alterations to the existing library. According 
to the LAPL, the populations being served at the other library facilities exceed the 
standards set forth in the 2007 Branch Facilities. Furthermore, project residents would 
be eligible to use the array of technical, arts, and general libraries on the UCLA campus, 
which is located less than two miles from the project site. As a result, the proposed 
project would not exceed the population level required for new facilities. 

The Beverly Hills Main Library, located approximately 1.2 miles from the project site, 
would also be available to serve residents of the proposed project. Given the proximity 
of the library to the project site, some project residents may also use this library. 
However, given the availability of other Los Angeles and regional libraries, the number 
of such library visitors would be negligible. 

It should also be noted that the project would generate revenue to the City's general 
fund that could be used for the provision of public services such as library facilities. 
Also, Los Angeles voters, recognizing the need to provide adequate library services, 
recently approved Measure L. Measure L increases library funding gradually to 0.03 
percent to keep libraries open longer and to improve library services; thereby providing 
LAPL a mechanism to address the needs of additional population. 
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Thus, the project would result in a nominal increase in the demand at library facilities 
serving the site and the project would not increase demand at library facilities serving 
the project site to the extent that a new library facility or alterations to an existing 
facilities would be required to maintain existing service levels. Impacts on library 
services would be less than significant. 

There are 20 related residential projects that would generate a population of 
approximately 3,759 people, increasing demand for library services. With the addition 
of the proposed project's estimated population of 379 residents, the total new residents 
would be 4, 138 residents. To the extent that these residents would utilize only one of 
the area's library's, the cumulative residential growth would not be sufficient enough to 
result in the need for a new branch library at any of the libraries (i.e., the service area 
population would not exceed 90,000 residents at any of the area facilities). Residents 
would likely visit the library most convenient to them (including libraries available at the 
UCLA campus) and use would be spread across these various libraries so no one 
facility would be significantly impacted. Similar to the proposed project, related projects 
would generate revenue to the City's general fund that could be used to fund LAPL 
expenditures as necessary to offset the cumulative incremental impact on library 
services. Therefore, cumulative growth anticipated in the community, including the 
proposed project, would not cause a future population that would exceed the expected 
service population of libraries serving the project site. 

H. Utilities and Service Systems 

1. Water Supply - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

The demand for water supplies for construction activities such as soil watering, clean 
up, masonry, painting, and other related activities would be minimal; and would not be 
expected to have any adverse impact on available water supplies or the existing water 
distribution system. Therefore, impacts associated with short-term construction activities 
would be less than significant. 

Development of the proposed project would result in an increase in long-term water 
demand for operational uses, maintenance, and other activities on the project site. The 
proposed project is estimated to use approximately 58, 139 gpd of water equating to 
65.1 AF per year. The proposed project would implement project design features to 
reduce water consumption, and would be compliant with the City's recommended water 
conservation measures. The use of such water conservation features is not taken into 
account in the conservative analysis of the project's water consumption. Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP)'s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP) provides water demand projections in five-year increments through 2035. 
According to LADWP, the City's water demand is estimated to reach 710,760 AF by 
2035, which is an increase of 164,989 AF, or 30 percent, from the 2010 consumption. 
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The 65.1 AF per year increase in water demand generated by the proposed project 
would constitute approximately 0.04 percent of the City's total increase in water demand 
through 2035, or approximately 0.01 percent of the City's projected water demand for 
2030 (710,760 AF). The proposed project would fall within the available and projected 
water supplies of LADWP's 2010 UWMP. Moreover, LADWP has stated they have 
water available to serve the proposed project and can supply water from the municipal 
system. The Applicant would be responsible for providing the necessary water 
infrastructure on the project site, as well as any extensions to connect the project site to 
existing water lines in the area. The proposed project would connect to the existing 12-
inch water mains located along Santa Monica Boulevard. Given that LADWP would be 
able to meet the water demand of the project, as well as the existing and planned future 
water demands of its service area, impacts associated with long-term operation of the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

Eighteen of the related projects are located within the City of Los Angeles and thus 
within the service area of LADWP. The City of Beverly Hills has their own water service 
provider, and therefore, related projects within Beverly Hills were not included in this 
cumulative analysis. The project in conjunction with related projects would yield a total 
average water demand of approximately 793.389 gpd equating to 889.2 AF per year 
with the project. LADWP's 2010 UWMP projects yearly water demand to reach 710,760 
AF by 2035, which is an increase of 30 percent from 2010 water demand. With the 
anticipated water demand increase of 793,528 gpd or 889.2 AF per year from the 
development of the proposed project and related projects, the demand for water would 
fall within the available and projected water demand of LADWP's 2010 UWMP. 

The City of Los Angeles is faced with various ongoing challenges in securing its future 
water supplies due to among other things droughts, environmental restrictions, and 
climate change. However, in response to uncertainties regarding water supply, the 
Mayor and LADWP released a Water Supply Action Plan entitled "Securing L.A.'s Water 
Supply" dated May 2008. The plan calls for the City to meet this future increased 
demand through water conservation and water recycling. Furthermore, given that the 
UWMP plans and provides for water supplies to serve existing and projected needs, 
including those of future growth and development as may occur through related 
projects, and that the requirements of SB 610, SB 221 and SB 7 provide means to 
ensure that the water supply needs of large development projects are carefully 
considered relative to LADWP's ability to adequately meet future needs, it is anticipated 
that LADWP would be able to supply the demands of the proposed project and related 
projects through the foreseeable future. In addition, compliance with the City's 
recommended water conservation measures would reduce the water consumption 
estimates of the proposed project and related projects, thereby reducing the demand on 
City supplies. LADWP would have adequate amounts of water to meet future water 
demands for the service area with the addition of the proposed project and related 
projects, and no significant cumulative impacts related to water demand would occur. 
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Development of the proposed project in conjunction with the related projects would 
cumulatively increase water demand on the existing water infrastructure system. 
However, each related project would be subject to discretionary review to assure that 
the existing public utility facilities would be adequate to meet the domestic and fire water 
demands of each project. Furthermore, LADWP as well as the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works conducts ongoing evaluations to ensure facilities are 
adequate. A new regulator station is currently funded with construction expected to be 
completed in June of 2012. This infrastructure improvement will greatly enhance water 
service capacity for a multitude of new projects. Therefore, cumulative impacts on the 
water infrastructure system would be less than significant. 

There are complex physical, chemical, and atmospheric mechanisms involved in global 
climate change that make it difficult to predict what the effects of global climate change 
will be, particularly at a State or local level. Due to this unpredictability, the secondary 
affects that global climate change may have on water supplies for a given region is even 
more difficult to predict. The science on global warming is still evolving and has not 
reached a point where it can be quantified and incorporated into delivery projections of 
the SWP. Furthermore, policy recommendations on how to incorporate potential 
changes to water supply due to climate change into water resource planning and 
management are still being developed. Therefore, consistent with studies prepared by 
DWR, it is considered premature to make an assessment of impacts under CEQA of 
how climate change will affect water availability for the project. 

2. Wastewater - Construction, Cumulative 

Wastewater generation from construction activities is not anticipated to cause a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and at a time when, a 
sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to 
become constrained. Additionally, construction is not anticipated to generate 
wastewater flows that would substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled 
capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those anticipated 
in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its elements. Therefore, 
construction impacts to the local wastewater conveyance and treatment system would 
be less than significant. 

All of the 40 related projects in the project vicinity would cumulatively contribute, in 
conjunction with the proposed project, to the wastewater generation in the project area. 
The estimated generation for the proposed project and the related uses would be a 
combined total of approximately 851947.6 gpd (0.85 mgd). The peak flow for the 
proposed project and related uses is anticipated to be approximately 1,448,310 gpd 
(Ll-5 mgd). The cumulative projects would contribute less than one percent to the HTP 
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flow. This wastewater flow is well within the capacity of the Hyperion Treatment 
Conveyance System. 

HTP currently meets applicable water quality standards as set forth by the NPDES. As 
such, the cumulative projects' wastewater effluent discharged to the Santa Monica Bay 
would have a less than significant impact on water quality. Implementation of the IRP, 
upgrades in the advanced treatment processes at HTP, and continual monitoring by the 
EMO would ensure that effluent discharged into Santa Monica Bay are within applicable 
limits. As was the case with the proposed project, all related projects in the City of Los 
Angeles would be subject to LAMC Section 64.15 requiring a determination by LADWP 
that there is allotted sewer capacity available for each project. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts on the local sewer infrastructure would be addressed, with required sewer 
improvements, if needed. The proposed project would not involve the use of Beverly 
Hills facilities, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute cumulative 
impacts on such facilities. For these reasons, the cumulative impacts of the project on 
wastewater services would be less than significant. 

VII. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION. 
WHERE MITIGATION NONETHELESS PROVIDED TO FURTHER REDUCE 
!IMPACTS 

~- AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, and Shading (Visual Character 
and Viewsheds - Construction, Operation) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Because of the short-term, temporary nature of the construction activities and the 
appearance of the site as a vacant, partially excavated construction site during the last 
several years, construction activities would not substantially alter, degrade, eliminate or 
generate long-term contrast with the visual character of the surrounding area or the 
existing project site. Therefore, impacts with respect to aesthetic value and character 
would be less than significant. Notwithstanding, a 12-foot construction wall with 
aesthetic treatments, which would be provided as a project feature, would screen views 
of ground-level activities during construction and would improve the visual effect created 
by the existing wall. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

A-1: The Applicant shall provide a 12-foot construction fence for 
neighborhood protection during construction of the project, which is 
covered with an aesthetic treatment. 
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A-2: The Applicant shall ensure through appropriate postings and daily 
visual inspections that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, 
and that such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a 
visually attractive manner throughout the construction period. 

A-3: The Applicant shall prepare a street tree plan to be reviewed and 
approved by the City's Department of Public Works, Street Tree 
Division. All plantings in the public right-of-way shall be installed in 
accordance with the approved street tree plan. 

A-4: All landscaped areas shall be maintained in accordance with a 
landscape plan, including an automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Planning. 

3. Findings 

Although the project would not result in significant impacts to aesthetics and visual 
resources prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, mitigation measures 
nonetheless have been incorporated into the project. These will ensure compliance with 
City requirements and allow the City to comment on the Applicant's proposed 
landscaping scheme and further reduce the less than significant aesthetic impacts 
relating to operation of the proposed project as identified in the Draft EIR 

4. Rationale for Findings 

Overall, the project will add to the established high-rise character of Century City, as 
well as the highly urbanized surroundings. The project would not remove valued 
elements of the area's current visual character, nor would it detract from the existing 
visual quality of the site and its surroundings. Construction of the project will not result in 
significant impacts to the visual character of the surrounding area because it will be 
short-term, and because a 12-foot construction wall with aesthetic treatment will be 
provided, to screen views of ground-level activities, as discussed in Mitigation Measure 
A-1. The proposed project's 460-foot residential tower would complement the mid-and 
high-rise skyline of century city. Furthermore, the project will take advantage of deep 
setbacks, consistency with existing development patterns, and landscaped gardens in 
order to blend smoothly with the urban and residential characteristic of the surrounding 
area, as proposed in Mitigation Measures A-3 and A-4. 

5. Reference 
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For a complete discussion of impacts to the AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, 
and Shading (Visual Character and Viewsheds - Construction, Operation), please see 
Section IV.A-1 of the Draft EIR. 

B. Transportation and Circulation - Construction 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Given the level of traffic at some of the study intersections near the project site, the 
combination of haul truck and employee traffic could cause temporary adverse impacts 
at some intersections during the construction period. LADOT does not consider 
temporary construction impacts to be significant and project construction is expected to 
generate fewer trips than the project when in operation. Further, construction impacts 
on traffic would be intermittent and of short-duration. Therefore, the project impact on 
traffic during the construction period is considered to be less than significant. 
Notwithstanding, mitigation measures are recommended to reduce construction 
impacts. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

K-1: Off-site construction truck staging shall not be located on a residential 
street. Truck queuing shall not occur in front of retail uses. The haul 
route to and from the project site shall be as follows: Enter and exit the 
west side of the project site from Santa Monica Boulevard; and use 
Santa Monica Boulevard for transit to and from the 1-405 Freeway. 
Trucks shall not be permitted to travel along other residential streets to 
the east and south of the project site nor along Moreno Drive south of 
Durant Drive adjacent to Beverly Hills High School. 

K-2: A flagman shall be placed at the truck entry and exit from the project 
site onto Santa Monica Boulevard to control the flow of exiting trucks, 
to ensure that the exiting trucks do not turn onto Moreno Drive, and to 
coordinate the exiting trucks with the traffic signals at Moreno Drive 
and Santa Monica Boulevard. 

K-3: Deliveries and pick-ups of construction materials shall be scheduled 
during non-peak travel periods and coordinated to reduce the potential 
of trucks waiting to load or unload for protracted periods of time. 

K-4: All heavy truck traffic and project workers shall enter and exit the 
project site via Santa Monica Boulevard near its northwest corner. Use 
of Moreno Drive as an entrance or exit shall be prohibited. 
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K-5: Access shall remain unobstructed for land uses in proximity of the 
project site during project construction. 

K-6: Full-time lane closures are not anticipated for the project. Temporary 
lane closures, when needed, shall be scheduled to avoid peak 
commute hours and peak school drop-off and pick-up hours to the 
extent possible. Lane closures shall not occur during peak holiday 
traffic. In the event of a lane closure, a worksite traffic control plan, 
approved by the City of Los Angeles, shall be implemented to route 
traffic around any such lane closures. 

K-7: A construction management plan shall be developed by the contractor 
and approved by the City of Los Angeles. The construction 
management plan shall include the measures identified above, which 
mitigate construction-related impacts, and other measures as may be 
deemed appropriate. The construction management plan shall identify 
the locations of the off-site truck staging and off-site worker parking to 
be provided and shall detail measures to ensure that trucks use the 
specified haul route, do not travel through nearby residential 
neighborhoods, and are scheduled to minimize conflict with peak drop
off and pick-up times for the adjacent Beverly Hills High School. 

3. Findings 

As construction-related traffic will be intermittent and of short-duration, project traffic 
during construction will not have a significant impact on surrounding traffic. 
Nonetheless, certain mitigation measures will be established in order to further reduce 
this less than significant impact. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

The short and intermittent nature of the proposed project's construction-related traffic 
indicates that the project will not have a significant impact on area traffic. Nonetheless, 
mitigation measures will be implemented to minimize this already less than significant 
impact. These measures include scheduled haul-truck pick-up and delivery, as well as 
coordination of truck access to Moreno Drive and Santa Monica Boulevard. Trucks will 
use a designated haul route, and will not be permitted to travel along other residential 
streets to the east and south of the project site nor along Moreno Drive south of Durant 
Drive adjacent to Beverly Hills High School. Incorporation of these mitigation measures 
would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

5. Reference 
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For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Transportation and Circulation -
Construction, please see Section IV.K-1 of the Draft EIR. 

C. Transportation and Circulation - Operation, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The scope of traffic study was developed in consultation with the City of Beverly Hills as 
well as the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation.The forty-two intersections 
most likely to be subject to project impacts were evaluated pursuant to procedures and 
thresholds established by LADOT and the City of Beverly Hills, as applicable. Twenty 
four of the study intersections are located within the City of Los Angeles and were 
analyzed against City of Los Angeles significant impact criteria, and thirteen 
intersections are located within the City of Beverly Hills and were analyzed using City of 
Beverly Hills significant impact criteria. Two intersections (Moreno Drive & South Santa 
Monica Boulevard and Moreno Drive & Durant Drive) are located on the borders of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Los Angeles, and were analyzed using both Cities' 
significance thresholds. Of the 42 intersections, 32 currently operate at acceptable 
service levels (LOS D or better) during one or both peak periods. Ten of the 
intersections operate at lesser levels of service (LOS E or F) during one or both peak 
periods. 

The proposed project is forecasted to generate 1, 189 daily trips: 96 during the A. M. peak 
hour and 108 during the P.M. peak hour. After applying the City of Los Angeles and City 
of Beverly Hills significance impact criteria, it was determined that the proposed 
project's contribution to the roadway traffic would not result in any significant impacts to 
study intersections under existing plus project conditions or under future plus project 
conditions. Since the project's trips would disburse even farther after moving past the 
analyzed intersections, intersections located even farther from the project would not 
have the potential to be significantly impacted. Based on the analysis included in the 
traffic study, the project would not result in a significant impact at any intersections, 
therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. Notwithstanding, Mitigation 
Measure K-8 has been proposed to further reduce project traffic through the support of 
transportation demand management programs. 

The analysis of traffic impacts on neighborhood streets addressed potential impacts at 
five nearby residential road segments. The analysis determined that there would be no 
increase in roadway traffic at two of the neighborhood segments: Robbins Drive east of 
Moreno Drive or Young Avenue east of Moreno Drive. With regard to the other three 
neighborhood road segments, the project is estimated to increase daily traffic on Durant 
Drive east of Moreno Drive by approximately 3.0 percent; increase daily traffic on 
Moreno Drive south of Durant Drive by approximately 3.9 percent; and increase daily 
traffic on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 1.7 percent. 
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Further, the project is estimated to increase AM. peak hour traffic on Durant Drive east 
of Moreno Drive by approximately 2.3 percent; AM. peak hour traffic on Moreno Drive 
south of Durant Drive by approximately 3.4 percent; and increase AM. peak hour traffic 
on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 3.4 percent. Finally, 
the project is estimated to increase P.M. peak hour traffic on Durant Drive east of 
Moreno Drive by approximately 2.7 percent; P.M. peak hour traffic on Moreno Drive 
south of Durant Drive by approximately 3.3 percent; and increase P.M. peak hour traffic 
on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 1.5 percent. 

The increases in neighborhood traffic would not exceed City of Beverly Hills significance 
impact criteria, and therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact with 
respect this issue. Since neighborhood traffic on residential streets nearest the project 
site (which would be more likely than more distant neighborhood streets to be impacted) 
would be less than significant, increases in neighborhood traffic on residential streets 
farther from the project site would also be less than significant. 

Two CMP arterial monitoring stations are located in the project study area. These 
include (1) the Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard intersection and (2) the 
Westwood Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard intersection. The project is expected 
to add approximately five trips in the AM. peak hour and three trips in the P.M. peak hour 
at Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard and approximately 23 trips in the 
AM. peak hour and 26 trips in the P.M. peak hour. Because the project is not expected to 
add more than 50 vehicle trips during the peak hours at either of these intersections, it 
would not exceed CMP threshold criteria. 

Nevertheless, the CMP considers a project impact on a CMP arterial monitoring 
intersection to be regionally significant if the addition of project traffic increases the V/C 
ratio by 2 percent or more of capacity (.:::_0.020) at an intersection projected to operate at 
LOS F (after the addition of project traffic). Because both intersections are expected to 
operate at LOS E or F this threshold criteria would apply. However, the project would 
not increase the VIC ratio by 2 percent or more at these intersections, and therefore 
would not have a regionally significant impact under the CMP. 

The project site is located approximately 2.25-miles to the east of the 1-405 freeway and 
the nearest CMP freeway monitoring station is located at 1-405 at Venice Boulevard. 
According to the trip generation estimates and trip distribution estimates, the project is 
expected to result in an increase of 10 trips in the morning and 11 trips in the evening 
peak hour on 1-405, south of the Santa Monica Boulevard and an increase of 
approximately five trips in the morning and six trips in the evening peak hour on 1-405, 
north of Santa Monica Boulevard. Since fewer than 150 trips would be added during the 
AM. or P.M. peak hours in either direction at any of the freeway segments in the vicinity 
of the study area, no further analysis of the freeway segments is required for CMP 
purposes. 
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The proposed project is estimated to generate 14 transit trips during the AM. peak hour 
and 16 transit trips during the P.M. peak hour. These transit riders would be distributed 
to the numerous bus lines and buses passing through on an hourly basis, resulting in a 
few added riders to any individual bus. These numbers of riders are not expected to 
represent substantial new riders in excess of existing capacity or to conflict with adopted 
plans or programs supporting alternative transportation. Therefore, impacts on public 
transit are expected to be less than significant. 

The proposed project would provide three driveways, including two right-turn-only 
driveways along Santa Monica Boulevard and a full-access driveway (allowing both left 
and right turns for entering and exiting) on Moreno Drive, approximately mid-block 
between Santa Monica Boulevard and Durant Drive. All three driveways would be non
signalized and stop-controlled. The Moreno Drive Driveway is proposed to be closed to 
vehicular access during weekday morning and afternoon peak periods to facilitate traffic 
access to/from Beverly Hills High School. The evaluation of service levels at the project 
driveways is based on potential peak hour delays. The traffic analysis indicates that the 
two driveway locations open during the weekday morning and evening peak period are 
projected to operate at acceptable LOS levels (LOS B and LOS C) under future with 
project conditions. Impacts with respect to driveway access would be less than 
significant. 

The proposed Project would provide 708 parking spaces in a parking structure located 
adjacent to the residential building. The City Planning Department's "Residential 
Parking Policy for Division of Land - No. AA 2000-1," requires new residential 
condominium development to provide two spaces per unit plus 0.5 spaces per unit for 
guest parking in parking congested areas (the project area is considered to be "parking 
congested"), which would result in a requirement of 708 spaces. The project would 
provide 708 spaces and, therefore, would be consistent with the requirements of the 
City's "Residential Parking Policy," and respective LAMC requirements. 

As indicated, this analysis evaluates the project parking provisions against requirements 
established in the City Planning Department's "Residential Parking Policy for Division of 
Land - No. AA 2000-1." This policy provides an elevated parking requirement beyond 
the parking requirements otherwise established in the LAMC to conservatively 
accommodate project demand for parking. Therefore, parking per the City requirements 
is expected to meet demand; and would not exceed the significance threshold standard. 
Impacts with respect to parking would be less than significant. 

Major streets in the project area, including Santa Monica Boulevard, Avenue of the 
Stars, and Wilshire Boulevard, provide a network of designated bicycle lanes. The 
location of a high-density residential use in the proximity of these routes would 
encourage bicycle activity. The development of two driveways on Santa Monica 
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Boulevard and one driveway on Moreno Drive would not cause conflicts between 
driveways and respective bicycle lanes. In addition, the project would not allow on-street 
parking or other design features, such as line-of-sight obstruction, that would increase 
conflicts between cyclists and vehicles. Therefore, because the project would not result 
in a regular increase in bicycle/vehicle conflict, im 12acts with respect to bicy:cle access 
and safety would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would locate a high-density residential use within walking distance 
of a range of services, retail, restaurant, office, entertainment, hotel and other land uses 
and, as such, would increase pedestrian activity in the area. In addition, the project 
would improve the pedestrian environment by incorporating specific pedestrian 
amenities, such as landscaping visible from the street-level and a main entrance 
oriented to the Santa Monica Boulevard sidewalk. The project area has a mature 
network of crosswalks and pedestrian safety features, including signalized crosswalks 
on Moreno Drive. Sidewalks would include landscaped parkways that would separate 
pedestrians from the public street and, therefore, enhance pedestrian safety. 
Driveways would feature pavement treatment that would visually cue pedestrians to 
potential vehicle crossings. Because the project would support pedestrian safety with 
landscaped parkways and well-marked driveway crossings, it would not result in a 
regular increase in pedestrian/vehicle conflicts. Therefore, impacts with respect to 
pedestrian access and safety would be less than significant. 

The project would not result in significant impacts to the CMP arterial monitoring 
intersections or the CMP freeway monitoring locations. Thus, the project would be 
consistent with the CMP. Additionally, the proposed project would locate residential 
development in proximity to existing and future transit routes; would enhance the street 
frontage; and would not result in significant operational traffic impacts on any of the 
study intersections, residential street segments, or the freeway system, and thus, would 
be consistent with the West Los Angeles Community Plan goals to support public 
transit, encourage alternative modes of transportation, enhance bicycle routes, 
discourage non-residential traffic flow on residential streets, maintain safe and efficient 
street network, and maintain a desired level of service at all intersections. 

The proposed project would be consistent with the policies of SCAG and other relevant 
agencies which encourage the use of transit, by locating a high-density residential use 
adjacent to the Santa Monica Boulevard transit corridor. The project would not conflict 
with the implementation of adopted transportation Qrograms, Qlans, and policies; and as 
such, impacts would be less than significant. 

The estimates of cumulative (also known as future plus project) traffic growth for the 
study area intersections are based on regional ambient traffic growth and traffic 
generated by related projects in the vicinity of the project. Future study year conditions 
without the proposed project are known as "cumulative base conditions." During the 
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morning and/or afternoon peak hours during cumulative base conditions in 2016, 23 of 
the 42 study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better. Nineteen of the 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse during one or both of the peak 
hours. The cumulative analysis indicates that, based on LADOT and Beverly Hills 
significance threshold criteria, the proposed project would not create significant traffic 
impacts at any of the analyzed intersections under cumulative plus project conditions. 

As noted above, the project would not add new traffic at two of the neighborhood street 
segments: Robbins Drive east of Moreno Drive or Young Avenue east of Moreno Drive. 
The project increase compared to the cumulative base would increase future daily traffic 
on Durant Drive east of Moreno Drive by approximately 2.8 percent; increase daily 
traffic on Moreno Drive south of Durant Drive by approximately 3. 7 percent; and 
increase daily traffic on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 1.7 
percent. The project is estimated to increase future AM. peak hour traffic on Durant 
Drive east of Moreno Drive by approximately 2.1 percent; AM. peak hour traffic on 
Moreno Drive south of Durant Drive by approximately 3.2 percent; and increase AM. 

peak hour traffic on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 2.1 
percent. The project is estimated to increase future P.M. peak hour traffic on Durant 
Drive east of Moreno Drive by approximately 2.5 percent; P.M. peak hour traffic on 
Moreno Drive south of Durant Drive by approximately 2.8 percent; and increase P.M. 

peak hour traffic on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 1.3 
percent. 

These increases would not exceed City of Beverly Hills impact significance criteria for 
traffic impacts on neighborhood streets and, therefore, the project would have a less 
than significant impact with respect this issue. Since traffic on residential streets 
nearest the project site (which would be more likely than more distant neighborhood 
streets to be impacted) would be less than significant, any increases in future peak hour 
traffic on residential streets farther from the project site would also be less than 
significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

K-8: The Project shall support transportation demand management through 
such measures as participation in the Century City TMO, facilitation of 
ridesharing I ridematching by Project residents and employees, and/or 
the subsidization of transit passes for Project employees. 

3. Findings 

Although the project would not result in significant impacts to traffic intersections prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, a mitigation measure nonetheless has been 
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incorporated into the project which will further reduce the less than significant impacts 
relating to operation and cumulative impacts of the proposed project as identified in the 
Draft EIR. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

The Draft EIR fully analyzed impacts to intersections, neighborhood streets, regional 
traffic, public transit, project access, parking, bicycle and pedestrian access and safety, 
consistency with Plans, and cumulative impacts, and all impacts would be less than 
significant. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure K-8 has been included to ensure that 
impacts to intersections remain less than significant. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of im acts to Transportation and Circulation, please see 
Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANli 
AFTER MITIGATION 

A AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, and Shading (Light/Glare -
Operation) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Exterior lighting would consist of security and wayfinding lighting, as well architectural 
highlighting. Project-related signage would be discrete and commensurate with the 
high-quality architecture and landscaping. Lighting would be designed and strategically 
placed to minimize glare and light spill onto adjacent properties and all project lighting 
would comply with the LAMC requirements that have been established to limit light spill 
on light-sensitive (residential) uses. With the implementation of project design features 
and applicable LAMC regulations, impacts attributable to project-induced artificial 
lighting would be less than significant. 

The proposed residential tower would be constructed with materials that would not be 
notably reflective. In order to ensure that the residential tower's window glass and 
architectural materials would not cause glare from reflected sunlight at any other glare
sensitive locations, review of all building materials by the Department of Building and 
Safety to ensure that highly reflective materials are not utilized along the building 
facades is recommended as a mitigation measure. With the implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measure, potential glare from the building fagade would not 
substantially alter the character of off-site areas surrounding the project site. 
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2. Mitigation Measures 

A-5: All new street and pedestrian lighting within the public right-of-way 
shall be approved by the Bureau of Street Lighting and shall be tested 
in accordance with the reguirements of the Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A-6: All new street and pedestrian lighting shall be shielded and directed 
away from any light-sensitive off-site uses. 

A-7: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, architectural plans for all 
exterior lighting shall be submitted to the Department of Building and 
Safety for review to ensure that lighting has low reflectivity in 
accordance with Illuminating Engineers Society (IES) standards to 
minimize glare and limit light onto adjacent properties. 

A-8: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the type or categories of all 
exterior glass and architectural features on the building fagade and 
rooftop shall be submitted for review to the Department of Building and 
Safety to ensure that highly reflective materials are not utilized. 

3. Findings 

By using appropriate designs and building materials, potential impact from light spill and 
glare will be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

4. Rationale 

While the proposed project may cause light glare and spill over, by adhering to LAMC 
regulations, implementing project design features, and seeking relevant approval for the 
proposed project lighting as outlined in Mitigation Measures A-5 through A-8, impacts 
attributable to project-induced lighting would be less than significant. Furthermore, by 
selecting pre-approved, non-highly reflective building materials, potential glare from the 
building will also be reduced to a less than significant level. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with AestheticsNisual Resources, 
Light/Glare, and Shading (Light/Glare - Operation) please see Section IV.A-1 of the 
Draft EIR. 
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B. Cultural Resources (Archaeological, Paleontological, Native American -
Construction, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The project site is located within a highly urbanized area, and the entire site has been 
subject to disruption over the years. The project site has recently been graded and 
excavated. Thus, surficial archaeological resources that may have existed at one time 
have likely been previously disturbed. Nevertheless, the project proposes excavation of 
the project site which would extend beyond the fill material, thus encountering the 
underlying Quaternary Age Older Alluvium. While discovery of archaeological remains 
in the fill deposits on the project site are unlikely, excavation occurring below the fill 
levels could potentially encounter archaeological remains. Therefore, a Mitigation 
Measure is recommended to reduce the potential impact of the proposed project on 
archaeological resources to a less than significant level. 

Based on the paleontological records search, there are no vertebrate fossil localities 
that lie directly within the proposed project area. However, there are fossil localities 
nearby from the same Quaternary Alluvium sedimentary deposits that occur in the 
proposed project area. Given the previous disturbance of site soils, and the project's 
minimum excavation, the likelihood of encountering paleontological resources is 
extremely limited. However, because the project proposes excavation into older 
Quaternary Alluvium sediments, a Mitigation Measure is recommended to reduce the 
potential impact of the proposed project on paleontological resources to a less than 
significant level. 

The project is not expected to have impacts on any known sites containing Native 
American Resources. However, the project area has been cited as being sensitive for 
cultural resources. Although the project site has been graded and disrupted over the 
years, the proposed project would require excavation into native soils. Therefore, there 
may be a potential for the discovery of Native American cultural resources during 
excavation into previously undisturbed sediments. A Mitigation Measure is 
recommended to ensure identification of Native American cultural resources that might 
be encountered. If human remains are found, mitigation is recommended to ensure the 
potential impact of the proposed project on Native American remains is less than 
significant. 

Cumulative impacts associated with archaeological resources would be less than 
significant since, like the proposed project, each of the related projects would be 
required to comply with the regulations cited above in the event that archaeological 
resources are found including PRC Section 21083.2 or PRC Section 21084.1 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. In addition, with regard to paleontological and 
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Native American resources, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, 
project impacts would be less than significant. It would also be expected that other 
related projects would implement such mitigation measures on a case-by-case basis if 
deemed appropriate as part of their environmental review. Thus, cumulative impacts 
associated with paleontological and Native American resources would also be less than 
significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

C-1: A qualified archaeologist shall be retained by the Applicant to review 
grading plans and geotechnical information and prepare a monitoring 
plan for all ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed 
sediments. A qualified archaeologist is defined as an archaeologist 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualification 
Standards for Archaeology. Ground-disturbing activities include 
primary construction-related activities and any associated secondary 
activities for support services such as utilities. In the event that 
archaeological resources are identified during monitoring or 
unexpectedly during excavations in fill sediments, all work proximal to 
the discovery shall halt until the qualified archaeologist has evaluated 
the find. If the archaeologist determines that the find is significant or 
may qualify as significant, the archaeologist shall prepare a treatment 
plan. If the find is prehistoric or includes Native American materials, 
affiliated Native American groups shall be invited to contribute to the 
treatment plan. Results of monitoring and any archaeological treatment 
shall be reported in an appropriate technical report to be filed with the 
Applicant, the City, and the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS). The Applicant, in consultation with the Lead Agency 
and Archaeologist, shall designate repositories in the event that 
resources are recovered. 

C-2: A qualified paleontologist shall be retained by the Applicant to perform 
periodic inspections of excavation and grading activities on the project 
site where excavations into the older Quaternary Alluvium may occur. 
The frequency of inspections shall be based on consultation with the 
paleontologist and shall depend on the rate of excavation and grading 
activities, the materials being excavated, and if found, the abundance 
and type of fossils encountered. Monitoring shall consist of visually 
inspecting fresh exposures of rock for larger fossil remains and, where 
appropriate, collecting wet or dry screened sediment samples of 
promising horizons for smaller fossil remains. If a potential fossil is 
found, the paleontologist shall be allowed to temporarily divert or 
redirect grading and excavation activities in the area of the exposed 
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fossil to facilitate evaluation and, if necessary, salvage. At the 
paleontologist's discretion and to reduce any construction delay, the 
grading and excavation contractor shall assist in removing rock 
samples for initial processing. Any fossils encountered and recovered 
shall be prepared to the point of identification and catalogued before 
they are donated to their final repository. Accompanying notes, maps, 
and photographs shall also be filed at the repository. Following the 
completion of the above tasks, the paleontologist shall prepare a report 
summarizing the results of the monitoring and fossil finds, if any, the 
methods used in these efforts, as well as a description of the fossils 
collected and their significance, if any. The report shall be submitted 
by the Applicant to the City, the Natural History Museum of Los 
Angeles County, and representatives of other appropriate or 
concerned agencies. 

C-3: If human remains are unearthed during construction activities, State 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be 
of Native American descent, the County Coroner has 24 hours to notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall 
then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely Descendent of 
the deceased Native American, who shall then help determine what 
course of action shall be taken in dealing with the remains. The 
Applicant shall then take additional steps as necessary in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) and Assembly Bill 2641. 

3. Findings 

While potential impact to archaeological, paleontological, and Native American 
resources is likely to be minimal, upon implementation of the recommended mitigation 
measures outlined above, potential impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

The likelihood that construction of the project would disrupt archaeological resources is 
limited. This is because the project site has been disrupted over the years, and has 
recently been graded and excavated. Therefore, any archaeological resources 
contained within the project site have likely already been disrupted. While excavation 
will likely reach the Quaternary Age Older Alluvium, it is unlikely that archaeological 
resources will be encountered. Any impact associated with this unlikely possibility will 
be reduced to a less than significant level, however, as the Applicant shall attain a 
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qualified archaeologist to review grading plans and geotechnical information and 
prepare a monitoring plan for all ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed 
sediments, pursuant to Mitigation Measure C-1. In the event that archeological 
resources are discovered, excavation shall cease until the expert has evaluated the 
find. 

Potential impacts to paleontological resources will also be reduced to a less than 
significant level through consistent and careful monitoring and evaluation by a qualified 
paleontologist retained by Applicant, pursuant to Mitigation Measure C-2. While the 
project is not expected to impact any sites containing Native American resources, 
excavation would nonetheless occur into native soils. Any potential impact to Native 
American Resources would be reduced to less than significant because construction 
would halt, while any human remains are identified by the County Coroner. If these 
remains are determined to be Native American, the NAHC will then be called to identify 
the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely Descendant of the deceased, pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure C-3. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Cultural Resources 
(Archaeological, Paleontological, Native American-Construction, Cumulative), please 
see Section IV.C-1 of the Draft EIR. 

B. Geology - Construction, Operations, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The project site does not have geological/soil conditions that are unique to its setting 
nor found throughout Century City. The project site does not lie on a known active fault. 
This conclusion is based on extensive review of information regarding faulting in the 
project vicinity, site-specific geologic investigations, and review of the most recent 
geologic information provided in the Century City Fault Investigation Report prepared by 
Pasons Brinkerhoff for the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority ("Metro") for its 
Westside Subway Extension Project. The project site is subject to seismic shaking that 
is common to Los Angeles. Potential impacts regarding geology and soils would be 
typical of those that are addressed through standard/regulatory engineering practices. 
Mitigation measures have been recommended that require the project to present a 
Geotechnical Report to the Department of Building Safety demonstrating that the 
Project meets seismic safety and design requirements for foundations, retaining 
walls/shoring and excavation; and to have a qualified geotechnical engineer on-site 
during excavation, grading, and general site preparation activities to ensure the 
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implementation of the geotechnical mitigations contained in the final design-level 
geotechnical investigation. 

Impacts associated with geologic and soil issues are typically confined to a project site 
or within a very localized area and do not affect off-site areas associated with other 
projects. Cumulative development in the area would, however, increase the overall 
potential for exposure to seismic hazards by potentially increasing the number of people 
exposed to seismic hazards. Nevertheless, related projects would be subject to 
established guidelines and regulations pertaining to seismic hazards. As such, 
adherence to applicable building regulations and standard engineering practices would 
ensure that cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

2. Mitigation Measure 

D-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit for any portion of 
the project site, the applicant shall have a qualified geotechnical 
engineer and certified engineering geologist to prepare and submit to 
the Department of Building and Safety a final design-level 
geotechnical, geologic, and seismic hazards investigation that 
complies with all applicable state and local code requirements. The 
final design-level geotechnical investigation shall: 

a) Include an analysis of the expected ground motions at the site 
using accepted methodologies; 

b) Determine structural design requirements as prescribed by the 
most current version of the California Building Code and City of 
Los Angeles Building Code to ensure that structures can 
withstand expected ground accelerations for the Southern 
California region; and 

c) Determine the final design parameters for walls, foundations, 
foundation slabs, utilities, roadways, parking lots, sidewalks, 
and other surrounding related improvements. 

All project plans for foundation design, earthwork, and site preparation 
shall incorporate all of the recommendations in the final design level 
geotechnical investigation. All project plans submitted for the grading, 
foundation, structures, infrastructure, and all other relevant 
construction permits shall be reviewed by a qualified geotechnical 
engineer to ensure compliance with all geotechnical mitigations 
contained in the final design-level geotechnical investigation. The City 
shall review all project plans for the project's building and other 
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relevant permits to ensure compliance with the applicable final design
level geotechnical investigation and other applicable Code 
requirements. The project's structural engineer of record shall also 
review the final design-level geotechnical investigation, provide any 
additional necessary mitigation to meet Building Code requirements, 
and incorporate all applicable mitigations from the investigation into the 
structural design plans and shall ensure that all structural plans for the 
project meet current Building Code requirements. 

D-2: A qualified geotechnical engineer shall be retained by the Applicant to 
be present on the project site during excavation, grading, and general 
site preparation activities to ensure the implementation of the 
geotechnical mitigations contained in the final design-level 
geotechnical investigation. 

3. Findings 

While individual and cumulative potential impacts associated with geologic and soil 
issues are likely to be minimal, with adherence to applicable building regulations and 
standard engineering practices outlined in the proposed mitigation measures, potential 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

The Draft EIR includes the project's preliminary geotechnical report, which was 
prepared to determine the overall engineering feasibility of the project and to inform the 
project's preliminary designs. This preliminary geotechnical report, dated June 8, 2011, 
was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix D. As discussed in the Draft EIR and the 
June 8, 2011, geotechnical report, the project site is not located within a State
designated earthquake fault zone, and there are no known active faults on the property. 
As with most regions in the state, however, the project site is located within the 
seismically active region of southern California, with the Peak Ground Accelerations at 
the site for the Maximum Considered Earthquake estimated at 0.45g. The June 8, 
2011, geotechnical report contains preliminary design requirements to accommodate 
these geologic hazards, and Mitigation Measure D-1 requires that a final geotechnical 
investigation be undertaken to confirm the design requirements identified in the June 8, 
2011, geotechnical report. The project will be constructed consistent with these final 
design requirements and as approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety 
to ensure compliance with all regulatory requirements. As with all new development, 
the project would be built in conformance with all applicable state and local building 
codes. 
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As detailed in the December 15, 2011, report prepared by GeoDesign, Inc., which report 
is attached at Appendix D of the Final EIR, Metro's Century City Fault Investigation 
Report issued in October 2011 does not change the Draft EIR's conclusion that there 
are no active faults on the project site. Upon close analysis, and given the site-specific 
data presented in the Draft EIR, Metro's Century City Fault Investigation Report 
presents no compelling evidence that any active faults are present at the project site. 
An active fault, as defined under the Alquist-Priolo Act, is a fault that has shown 
evidence of movement within the past 11,000 years (i.e., Holocene). Potentially active 
faults are those that have shown evidence of movement between 11,000 and 1.6 million 
years ago (i.e., Pleistocene). Inactive faults are those that have not exhibited 
displacement younger than 1.6 million years before the present. 

Metro's Century City Fault Investigation Report was commissioned to analyze the 
potential for active faults along the proposed routes for the Westside Subway Extension 
Project including preferred subway station and tunnel locations in the Century City area. 
Metro's study was not undertaken to study the proposed project. Metro's public 
presentation of its study included graphics showing faults associated with the West 
Beverly Hills Lineament, which its graphics suggested could impact the project site. The 
Century City Fault Investigation Report based its conclusions on interpretations of 
regional data compiled for the purposes of Metro's study, the compilation and analysis 
of previous geotechnical investigations in the Century City area, and physical testing 
performed occurring outside of the project's proposed building envelope on the project 
site. None of the new physical testing performed by Metro analyzed in the Century City 
Fault Investigation Report was taken from within the building envelope proposed for the 
project site, meaning within the footprint of the project's proposed buildings. Rather, the 
Century City Fault Investigation Report includes graphics that depict the presence of 
faults on the project site based solely on data gathered from locations outside the 
building envelope. 

Expert interpretation of the Century City Fault Investigation Report's data and project 
site-specific data, including an analysis of previous geotechnical investigations done on 
the project site and within the proposed project's building envelope, concludes that 
there is no compelling evidence that active faults are present on the project site. Project 
site-specific data consists of 8 borings and 3 cone penetration tests, which are routinely 
used by geologists to evaluate the presence of active faults. Continuity in geologic 
strata is clearly demonstrated between the on-site borings and cone penetration data. 
Continuity in geologic strata precludes the presence of active faults at the project site. 
There is no indication in the Century City Fault Investigation Report that the data 
contained in Appendix D to the Draft EIR was reviewed as part of the Century City Fault 
Investigation Report. 

Metro's data cited in the Century City Fault Investigation Report data was focused on 
Metro's proposed subway station locations and subway tunnel locations. As to the 
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project site, it lacks the necessary resolution to determine the presence of and the 
activity of geologic features inferred at the project site because it does not appear to rely 
on the project site-specific data from the project's Draft EIR. Rather, any information in 
the Century City Fault Investigation Report as to the project site appears to relate 
entirely to data taken from locations outside the proposed building envelope. The 
project site-specific data allows for more precise determination regarding the presence 
of active faults at the project site. A reconciliation of the findings in the Century City 
Fault Investigation Report and the Draft EIR demonstrate that there is no compelling 
evidence of active faults on the project site. 

As part of the building permit process, the project will be designed in accordance with all 
appropriate seismic codes and regulations, including the City of Los Angeles Building 
Code as well as regulations of the Department of Building and Safety and the Bureau of 
Engineering. As required by Mitigation Measure D-1, which was revised in the Final 
EIR, a technical engineering geology report will be prepared, similar to the Century City 
Fault Investigation Report, which will be reviewed and ultimately require approval by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety's Grading Division (Grading 
Division). Further, Mitigation Measure D-2 requires that a qualified geotechnical 
engineer be present on the project site during excavation, grading, and general site 
preparation activities to ensure the implementation of the geotechnical mitigations 
contained in the final design-level geotechnical investigation. Such a process will ensure 
that the project meets all seismic and geotechnical requirements. 

The Draft EIR analyzed potential impacts from geologic hazards and found that any 
potentially significant impact would be mitigated to less than significant levels. As 
discussed above, the Century City Fault Investigation Report contains no new 
information resulting in a different conclusion. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Geology - Construction, 
Operation and Cumulative, please see Section IV.D-1 of the Draft EIR. 

D. Hydrology and Water Quality - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Construction of the proposed project would involve site preparation activities including 
excavation and grading. Such activities would temporarily alter the existing drainage 
patterns and water flows within the project site. Exposed and stockpiled soils could be 
subject to erosion and conveyance into nearby storm drains during storm events. In 
addition, on-site watering activities to reduce airborne dust could contribute to pollutant 
loading in runoff. However, as the construction site would be greater than one acre, the 
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project would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Construction Activity Permit. In accordance with the requirements of 
the permit, the project would implement a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SWPPP), which would specify BMPs and erosion control measures to be used during 
construction to prevent pollution. BMPs would include but not be limited to street 
sweeping and vacuuming, sand bag barriers, storm drain inlet protection, wind erosion 
control, and stabilized construction entrances and exits. These and other BMPs would 
eliminate or reduce pollutant levels in runoff during construction, consistent with 
regulatory requirements. In addition, the project would be required to comply with City 
grading permit regulations, which require necessary measures, plans, and inspections 
to reduce sedimentation and erosion. Mitigation measures are proposed to ensure the 
implementation of such compliance. 

The proposed project would alter the current vacant, pervious conditions of the project 
site with the proposed residential project, increasing the amount of impervious surface 
area on the project site. Water flows would run off impervious surfaces seeking outlet to 
the local drainage system. There are no known deficiencies within the storm drain 
system serving the project site. 

The project includes a system of biofilter planters that collect rainwater and treat it prior 
to discharge. Therefore, the project would not alter the run-off rates at the project site, 
and the project's drainage system has been designed to accommodate expected 50-
year flow volumes. General drainage patterns in the project area would not be altered 
and the stormwater collected on-site would be directed to the existing drainage system. 

Runoff from the proposed project has the potential to contain pollutants such as 
nutrients, pesticides, organic compounds, sediments, oil and grease, suspended solids, 
metals, gasoline, pathogens, and trash and debris among other pollutants. The project 
proposes to include biofilter planters on-site to minimize the introduction of pollutants to 
the stormwater system. The proposed biofilter planters would be constructed pursuant 
to standards established by the City of Los Angeles Watershed Protection Division to 
assure treatment of contaminants without allowing seepage into the underlying soil. 
Further, the site would be subject to the City's standard BMPs for project operations. 

The proposed project and related projects would be subject to State NPDES permit 
requirements for both construction and operation. Each project greater than one-acre in 
size would be required to develop SWPPPs and would be evaluated individually to 
determine appropriate BMPs and treatment measures to avoid impacts to water quality. 
Smaller projects would be minor infill projects with drainage characteristics similar to 
existing conditions, with negligible impacts. In addition, the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works reviews all construction projects on a case-by-case basis 
to ensure that sufficient local and regional drainage capacity is available. Thus, 
cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. 
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2. Mitigation Measures 

The proposed project would be subject to the NPDES requirements, including 
preparation of and compliance with a SWPPP and compliance with SUSMP 
requirements. Compliance with these requirements, in addition to the project design 
features outlined above, would ensure that impacts to hydrology and water quality are 
reduced to a less than significant level. While the proposed project is not anticipated to 
result in any significant impacts to hydrology and water quality, the following mitigation 
measures are proposed to further ensure that such impacts would be less than 
significant. 

G-1: Prior to the start of construction, a Notice of Intent (NOi) and 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared in 
order to fulfill the California SWRCB Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES 
General Permit No. CA000002 (General Construction Permit) and the 
City of Los Angeles SUSMP requirements as well as comply with the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 2006 Hydrology 
Manual. 

G-2: The project shall comply with the requirements of the applicable 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for 
stormwater discharge and with all applicable requirements of the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), and local agencies including the City of Los 
Angeles regarding water quality. As part of these requirements, the 
Applicant shall implement Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) requirements during construction of the project and shall 
prepare a Stormwater Prevention Pollution Plan (SWPPP) prior to 
construction of the project. 

G-3: The project shall implement biofiltration planters to provide treatment 
with a first flush discharge of 0.75 inches, pursuant to review and 
approval by the Department of Public Works. The biofilter planters 
shall be inspected regularly and maintained to provide proper 
functioning. On-going maintenance and replacement of filters shall be 
provided by the property's management according to Operations and 
Maintenance plans consistent with City of Los Angeles Storm Water 
Maintenance Requirements. 

G-4: All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be 
stenciled with prohibitive language (such as "NO DUMPING-DRAINS 
TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. 
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G-5: The legibility of signs and stencils discouraging illegal dumping shall be 
maintained. 

G-6: During operation of the project, materials used on-site with the 
potential to contaminate stormwater shall be: (1) placed in an 
enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar 
stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary 
containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs. 

3. Findings 

While the proposed project is not predicted to significantly impact hydrology and water 
quality, it would impact existing drainage patterns and water flows, as well as contribute 
to pollutant loading in runoff. As such, mitigation measures have been proposed to 
ensure compliance with national and city regulations designed to minimize these 
impacts. 

4. Rationale 

Mitigation measures G-1 and G-2 will ensure project compliance with applicable local 
and national regulatory provisions designed to minimize impacts to hydrology and water 
quality. Pursuant to approval from the Department of Public Works, biofiltration planters 
will also be installed to provide water treatment. Furthermore, storm drain inlet and 
catch basins within the project area will be labeled with language discouraging illegal 
dumping. The measures are proposed to ensure that the anticipated less than 
significant impacts to water quality and hydrology are further reduced. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Hydrology and Water Quality -
Construction, Operation, Cumulative, please see Section IV.G-1 of the Draft EIR. 

E. Public Services (Fire Protection - Operation and Cumulative) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Fire Station No. 92 is located closest to the project site and would be the "first-in" station 
to respond to an emergency. The proposed project's net new residents could potentially 
generate 72 additional incidents per year, constituting a 1.1 percent increase in annual 
incidents. A 1.1 percent increase in annual incidents is relatively low, and would only 
slightly increase the demand on LAFD fire protection and emergency medical services. 
The incremental increase in demand resulting from the proposed project would not be 
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substantial enough to require additional personnel at Fire Station No. 92 or other nearby 
stations and construction of an additional station or physical alterations to existing 
facilities would not be required. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures are recommended to 
help reduce the number of incidents. 

The project Applicant has been coordinating with LAFD during the development of the 
project design plans in order to ensure that emergency vehicles and equipment have 
adequate access to the project. In response to this coordination, a fire lane designed in 
accordance with LAFD requirements would be provided within the project site with 
access from Santa Monica Boulevard. Additional site access would be provided via 
Moreno Drive. A fire truck lane would be established at the eastern side of the project 
site, just outside the edge of the proposed cantilevered overhang. Water flow 
requirements would be sufficient to support the provision of fire hydrants required by the 
LAFD. Therefore, impacts regarding the provision of fire services would be less than 
significant. Notwithstanding, mitigation measures are proposed to ensure comRliance 
with regulations and standards for the protection of the public safety. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall consult 
with the Los Angeles Fire Department and incorporate fire prevention 
and suppression features and other life-saving equipment (e.g., 
defibrillators appropriate to the design of the project. 

J.1-2: The project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan, as 
well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan, unless otherwise approved. 

J.1-3: Prior to the issuance of building permits, project building plans 
including a plot plan and floor plan of the buildings shall be submitted 
for approval by the Los Angeles Fire Department. The plot plan shall 
include the following minimum design features: location and grade 
of access roads and fire lanes, roadway widths, distance of buildings 
from an edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or 
designated fire lane, turning areas, and fire hydrants. 

J.1-4: Prior to the occupancy of the proposed project, the Applicant shall 
install one on-site fire hydrant. The fire hydrant shall be subject to the 
approval of the Los Angeles Fire Department and Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power. 
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3. Findings 

While project impacts regarding the provision of fire services will likely be less than 
significant, measures have been P.roP.osed to further mitigate any imQact on fire services 
resulting from the project. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

It is estimated that the proposed project would generate 72 new incidents for Fire 
Station No. 92, the closest to the project site. This represents a 1.1 percent increase in 
demand on the LAFD fire protection and emergency medical services, a relatively low 
increase that would not require additional personnel or construction at any of the nearby 
stations. Nonetheless, mitigation measures are proposed so that the project can 
incorporate fire prevention and suppression features, and otherwise comply with 
relevant fire safety provisions, in order to ensure that impacts arising from the project 
are less than significant. 

Eleven of the related projects are located within Fire Station No. 92's "first-in" district. 
These related projects would cumulatively generate, in conjunction with the proposed 
project, the need for additional fire protection and emergency medical services. 
Although a cumulative increase in LAFD fire protection services would occur, 
cumulative project impacts on fire protection and emergency medical services would be 
reduced through regulatory compliance, similar to the proposed project. It should also 
be noted that the project, as well as related projects would generate revenue to the 
City's general fund in the form of net new property tax, direct (i.e., from on-site 
commercial uses) and indirect (i.e., from household spending) sales tax, utility user's 
tax, gross receipts tax, real estate transfer tax on residential initial sales and annual 
resales, and other miscellaneous household-related taxes (e.g., parking fines). This 
revenue could be used to fund LAFD expenditures as necessary to offset cumulative 
impacts to LAFD fire protection facilities and services. Therefore, cumulative impacts 
on fire protection and emergency medical services would be less than significant. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Public Services (Fire Protection
Operation), P. lease see Section IV.J.1-1 of the Draft EIR. 

F. Public Services Schools - Operation, Cumulative) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 
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Based on student generation factors provided by the LAUSD, the project is estimated to 
generate 32 elementary school students, 16 middle school students, and 20 high school 
students, for a total of 68 students. 

Students generated by the proposed project would attend Westwood Elementary 
School, Emerson Middle School, Webster Middle School, and University High School. 
When the conservative estimate of project-generated students is added to the projected 
seat availability at these schools, all school facilities serving the project site would be 
able to accommodate the new students with the exception of Westwood Elementary 
School. Westwood Elementary School would result in a shortage of 1 seat with the 
addition of the project, or a shortage of 31 seats below the 30 seat safety margin used 
by LAUSD for defining overcrowded schools. However, due to the anticipated 
demographics of the future residents of the project, the project's projected student 
generation is likely to be substantially less than the conservative estimate based on 
LAUSD student generation factors. Based on the expected site demographics, there 
would only be 10 elementary school students attending Westwood Elementary School, 
leaving a surplus of twenty seats. Potential school impacts would be off-site through the 
payment of developer fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995/SB-50. 

Eighteen of the related projects are located within the attendance boundaries of the 
schools serving the project site and are therefore included in the cumulative analysis. 
The proposed project in conjunction with related projects could generate 112 students 
at Westwood Elementary School, 103 students at Emerson Middle School, 58 students 
at Webster Middle School, and 96 students at University High School. Based on the 
2013 - 2014 estimates provide by LAUSD, all school facilities would be able to 
accommodate these new students with the exception of Westwood Elementary School. 
Westwood Elementary School would result in a shortage of 81 seats or 111 seats below 
the 30-seat safety factor with the addition of the proposed project and related projects. 
As with the proposed project, school impacts from related projects would be off-set 
through the payment of developer fees pursuant to Government Code Section 
65995/SB-50. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1: The project shall pay required school mitigation fees pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65995 and in compliance with SB 50 
(payment of develoQer fees} 

3. Findings 

While there is the potential for the project to generate significant impacts to schools, 
these can be reduced to a level that is less than significant via compliance with 
Mitigation Measure J.3-1. 
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4. Rationale for Findings 

The project is estimated to generate 32 elementary school students, 16 middle school 
students, and 20 high school students, for a total of 68 students. However, due to the 
anticipated demographics of the future residents of the project, the project's projected 
student generation is likely to be substantially less than the conservative estimate based 
on LAUSD student generation factors. Based on the expected site demographics, there 
would only be 10 elementary school students attending Westwood Elementary School, 
leaving a surplus of twenty seats. Potential school impacts would be off-site through the 
payment of developer fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995/SB-50. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Public Services (Parks and 
Recreation -Operation, Cumulative) please see Section IV.J.3-1 of the Draft EIR. 

G. Public Services (Parks and Recreation - Operation, Cumulative) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The proposed project's 283 dwelling units would generate approximately 379 new 
residents, increasing demand for park and recreation activity. To meet the project 
residents' need for park and recreation activities, the project would provide 
approximately 82,052 square feet (1.88 acres) of common open space and recreation 
area. This translates to a parkland-to-population ratio of 4.96 acres per 1,000 residents, 
thus exceeding both the City of Los Angeles long range and short/intermediate-range 
standards of 4.0 acres and 2.0 acres, respectively. The 82,052 square feet (1.88 acres) 
consists of approximately 70,720 square feet (1.62 acres) of common outdoor open 
space (ground-level open space and roof deck) and approximately 11,332 square feet 
(0.26 acre) of common indoor recreation area in the ancillary building. This level of open 
space and recreation service is substantially greater than the existing service levels of 
0.70 acres of neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 residents City wide, and 
0.77 acres of neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 residents in the West 
Los Angeles Community Plan area. The project's parkland-to-population ratio would 
also exceed the current Beverly Hills ratio of 2.24 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. 

The project's provision of open space would exceed the open space requirements 
established in Section 12.21 of the LAMC. Section 17.12 of the LAMC, the City's 
parkland dedication ordinance enacted under the Quimby Act, provides a formula for 
satisfying park and recreational uses through land dedication and/or the payment of in
lieu fees. Pursuant to Section 17 .12, 32 percent of the gross subdivision area would be 
required to be dedicated to the City of Los Angeles for park or recreational purposes. In 
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the case of the proposed project, this would equate to a land dedication of 0. 77 acre. 
Section 17 .12. F of the LAMC allows private recreational areas developed within a 
project site for use by the particular project's residents to be credited against the 
project's land dedication and/or in lieu fee requirement. 

Twenty related residential projects would contribute to increases in the need for 
additional parks and recreational facilities. The proposed project in conjunction with 
related projects could generate approximately 4, 138 residents. However, all related 
projects with residential uses would be required to comply with the requirements of the 
Quimby Act, and LAMC Sections 12.21 and 17.12. As such, potential cumulative 
impacts to parks and recreational facilities would be reduced to a less than significant 
level. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1: In the event that the project's amenities do not provide sufficient credit 
against the project's land dedication and/or in lieu fee requirement, the 
Applicant shall do one or more of the following at the discretion of the 
decision-maker: (1) dedicate additional parkland to meet the 
requirements of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 17 .12; (2) pay in
lieu fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall; or (3) provide 
on-site improvements equivalent in value to said in-lieu fees. 

3. Findings 

While there is the potential for the project to generate significant impacts to park and 
recreational facilities, these can be reduced to a level that is less than significant via 
compliance with Mitigation Measure J.5-1. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

While the proposed project would provide more common open space and recreation 
area per person than is required by the City of Los Angeles, it is possible that the 
project's amenities do not provide sufficient credit against the project's land dedication. 
To mitigate this impact, Mitigation Measure A-1 has been proposed which would allow 
the decision-maker to select the appropriate course of action to remedy the situation. 
These include the dedication of additional parkland to meet the requirements of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Section 17 .12, or paying in-lieu fees for any land dedication 
requirement shortfall. Therefore, potential significant impacts to park and recreational 
facilities associated with the proposed project would be reduced to a level that is less 
than significant via compliance with Mitigation Measure J.5-1. 

5. Reference 
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For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Public Services (Parks and 
Recreation -Operation, Cumulative) please see Section IV.J.5-1 of the Draft EIR. 

H. Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Historical use of the project site may present a concern as contamination may have 
occurred from the former Union Oil Company portable island that occupied the site in 
the 1930s, or the former Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation stationary and print 
shop that occupied the site in the 1940s and 1950s. No agency records were found 
regarding these former uses. Therefore, Mitigation Measure F-1 is recommended in the 
event that contamination is found during excavation and grading. Project construction 
and operations would use typical construction and household products consistent with 
regulations for the ~rotection of the public from hazardous materials. 

The project site is located within a designated methane zone under the Los Angeles 
Methane Seepage Regulations and is therefore subject to soil gas testing and 
implementation of a methane mitigation system pursuant to the regulations. Mitigation 
Measures are proposed to ensure compliance with the City regulations, and to protect 
construction workers from methane exposure during the excavation of the project site. 

The project site is located within the primary area of the instrument approach to the 
Santa Monica Municipal Airport and within the Visual Flight Rule (VFR) Traffic Pattern 
Airspace. The maximum building height that would not affect operational procedures at 
the project site is 608 feet above ground level (AGL)/870 feet above mean sea level 
(AMSL), a substantially greater height than that of the proposed project. As such, the 
project would not affect operational procedures; however, the Applicant would file the 
appropriate forms subject to the approval of the FAA to ensure that the project would 
not result in significant impacts relative to airport safety. As a result, compliance with 
FAA guidelines would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant 
level. 

All development located within the vicinity of the project site would be subject to the 
same local, regional, State, and Federal regulations pertaining to hazards and 
hazardous materials. Therefore, with adherence to such regulations, the simultaneous 
development of the proposed project and related projects would not result in 
cumulatively significant impacts with regard to hazards and hazardous materials. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

F-1: If visual or olfactory indication of contamination is discovered during 
excavation or grading on-site, such activities shall be temporarily 
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halted and redirected around the area. The City of Los Angeles and 
appropriate regulatory agencies shall be notified and the appropriate 
evaluation and response measures implemented so as to render the 
area suitable for excavation and grading activities to resume. 

F-2: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall demonstrate 
compliance with Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
(LADBS) Methane Mitigation Standards for the appropriate Site Design 
Level pursuant to the City's Methane Seepage Regulations and to the 
satisfaction of the LADBS. 

F-3: During subsurface excavation activities, including borings, trenching, 
and grading, Cal-OSHA worker safety measures shall be implemented 
as required to preclude an exposure to unsafe levels of soil gases, 
including but not limited to methane. 

3. Findings 

All potentially significant impacts would be less than significant, with the implementation 
of the Mitigation Measures outlined in F-1 through F-3. 

4. Rationale 

Historic uses of the proposed project site indicate that prior contamination may have 
occurred. As no records were found describing these former uses, Mitigation Measure 
F-1 is recommended to alert site workers to watch for and address contamination that is 
found during excavation and grading. Furthermore, as the project site is located within a 
designated methane zone under the Los Angeles Methane Seepage Regulation, 
Mitigation Measure F-2 is proposed to ensure compliance with the City regulations, and 
to protect construction workers from methane exposure during the excavation. The 
project site is also located within the primary area of the instrument approach to the 
Santa Monica Municipal Airport and within the Visual Flight Rule (VFR) Traffic Pattern 
Airspace. As the proposed project is substantially lower than the maximum allowable 
building height compliant with aircraft operational procedures, the project will not result 
in significant impacts relative to airport safety. Nonetheless, to mitigate any potential 
impacts, the Applicant would file the appropriate forms, subject to FAA approval, to 
ensure that the Qroject is in compliance with relevant FAA guidelines. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
- Construction, Operation please see Section IV.F-1 of the Draft EIR. 
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I. Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater - Operation) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Based on wastewater generation factors provided by LADWP, the proposed project is 
estimated to generate approximately 55,352 gpd (0.055 mgd) of wastewater on an 
average day and approximately 94,098 gpd (0.094 mgd) of wastewater on a peak day. 
This estimate is conservative as the project's water conservation features would reduce 
the wastewater generation further. 

The proposed project's wastewater would be conveyed via a new 250 foot long, 8-inch 
line to an existing 27-inch line on Century Boulevard East. LADWP has determined that 
the existing sewer infrastructure serving the project has sufficient capacity to serve the 
proposed project. The project would require construction of a new off-site line to meet 
to the sewer main-line in Century Park East. Mitigation Measure L.2-1, is included to 
ensure that the project infrastructure is consistent with the LADWP evaluation regarding 
capacity of the sewer network to meet project needs, and City regulations and 
standards for the provision of new sewer facilities. 

The wastewater generated by the proposed project would ultimately be conveyed via 
the Hyperion Treatment Conveyance System to HTP. The average dry water flow for 
the Hyperion Treatment Conveyance System service area is projected to be 
approximately 492.3 mgd in 2015, and 511.5 mgd in 2020. These forecasted increases 
in wastewater flows without the proposed project are well within the current Hyperion 
Treatment Conveyance System capacity of 550 mgd. According to these projections 
and based on existing capacity, the Hyperion Treatment Conveyance System would still 
have a capacity of 58 mgd (or 10 percent) in 2015, and 39 mgd (or 7 percent) in 2020; 
without considering a 20 mgd increase in capacity to 570 mgd expected with 
implementation of the City of Los Angeles Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) 
improvements. 

The proposed project's wastewater generation would contribute an average wastewater 
flow of 55,352 gpd (0.055 mgd) and a peak flow of 94,098 gpd (0.094 mgd). The 
amount could be easily accommodated within the projected available capacity. 
Furthermore, development of the project is consistent with the planned growth for the 
site under current zoning regulations. Therefore, development of the project site is 
within the anticipated growth projections taken into account by service providers such 
as LADWP. In addition, effluent conveyed to HTP would not have a significant effect on 
the Santa Monica Bay as HTP continually monitors all effluent, currently meets 
applicable water quality standards, and is required to comply with water quality 
standards established for beneficial uses. As such, the increase in wastewater flows 
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generated by the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on 
wastewater treatment facilities. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

L.2-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant shall provide 
plans for the proposed project's sewer infrastructure and main-line 
hook-up to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering for approval 
regarding adequacy of capacity and consistency with City sewer 
regulations and design standards. 

3. Findings 

While the increase in wastewater flows generated by the proposed project would have a 
less than significant impact on wastewater treatment facilities, a mitigation measure is 
proposed to ensure that the local sewer infrastructure has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the project's wastewater flow. 

4. Rationale 

The proposed project's wastewater generation can easily be accommodated within the 
projected available capacity. As development of the project is consistent with the 
anticipated growth for the site under current zoning regulations, the projected impacts 
arising from the project are likely to be less than significant. Nonetheless, pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure L.2-1, the Applicant will submit plans for the project's sewer 
infrastructure and main-line hook-up to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering 
for approval regarding adequacy of capacity and consistency with City sewer 
regulations and design standards. This mitigation measure will ensure that the local 
sewerage is sufficient to accommodate the project wastewater flow. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Wastewater - Operation, please 
see Section V.L.2-1 of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND 
UNAVOIDABLE 

A AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, and Shading (Shading -
Construction, Operations per the Century City North Specific Plan shading 
standard) 

;) 23~ 

RL0022350 



EM20439 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 124 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The proposed project would add new structures to the project site including the 460-foot 
residential tower. Limited shading would occur on the Los Angeles Country Club Golf 
Course across Santa Monica Boulevard from the proposed project site and on 
residential uses to the east of the project site. Shading at Beverly Hills High School, 
south of the project site, would be extremely limited. The shading would not exceed the 
significance durations at off-site sensitive uses that are established in the City's CEQA 
Thresholds Guide: more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 AM. and 3:00 P.M. 

Pacific Standard Time (PST), between late October and early April or more than four 
hours between the hours of 9:00 AM. and 5:00 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time (PDT) 
between early April and late October. 

Project shading would conservatively, however, exceed a Century City North Specific 
Plan (CCNSP) shading standard that seeks to avoid more than two-hours of shading 
between 8 AM. and 8 P.M. upon any detached single-family dwelling located outside of 
the Specific Plan Area. One single-family residential unit was identified that could be 
subject to shading in the project vicinity, however this unit is located in the City of 
Beverly Hills, on Durant Drive, in an area zoned multi-family and occupied by multi
family homes. Thus the single-family unit is an inconsistent use in a multi-family zoned 
area. Further, the City of Beverly Hills does not apply the CCNSP's shade standard - a 
City of Los Angeles policy - in EIRs for Beverly Hills' own projects. Based on the 
shading threshold used in recent Beverly Hills EIRs, the project would not have a 
significant impact on this Beverly Hills single-family unit. Beverly Hills has most recently 
applied the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide threshold in its EIRs, pursuant to which the 
project would result in a less than significant shade impact. Beverly Hills also applied a 
qualitative standard in the 9900 Wilshire project EIR, according to which "a project 
would have a significant impact if it would ... create a new source of shade or shadow 
which would adversely affect existing shade/shadow-sensitive structures or uses." 
Given that the single-family unit has a small outdoor area that is currently subject to 
shading from existing buildings and landscaping, particularly in the late afternoon; that 
shading effects would occur in limited times of the year; and, in particular, that such 
shading would occur in the summer and other warmer parts of the year when late 
afternoon shading can provide relief from heat buildup, the project would also not 
exceed this Beverly Hills shade/shadow threshold. 

However, conservatively applying the CCNSP's standard outside of the City of Los 
Angeles, the project would shade the single-family residential unit located in Beverly 
Hills for more than two hours between 8:00 AM. and 8:00 P.M. The greatest level of 
shading at that location occurs during the summer when shadows reach the single
fam ily unit at about approximately 2:45 in the afternoon and leave the unit at 
approximately 6:15 P.M. Thus, very conservatively applying a City of Los Angeles policy 
to a Beverly Hills home, which is an inconsistent use in a multi-family zoned area in 
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Beverly Hills, the project would result in significant shade/shadow impacts on one 
single-family residential unit for about half the year. The project would not result in any 
shade/shadow impacts to single-family homes located in the City of Los Angeles under 
this standard. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

There are no measures available/applicable to mitigate the impact the project would 
have on shade in the surrounding area. 

3. Findings 

The proposed project would exceed a CCNSP two-hour shading standard at one single
family residential unit in Beverly Hills, an impact for which there is no mitigation 
measure available/applicable. 

4. Rationale 

The project would shade the single-family residential unit located in Beverly Hills for 
more than two hours between 8:00 AM. and 8:00 P.M. However the actual shading 
effects occurring are considered negligible as the single-family unit has a small outdoor 
area that is currently subject to shading from existing buildings and landscaping, 
particularly in the late afternoon; shading effects would occur in limited times of the 
year; and, in particular, that such shading would occur in the summer and other warmer 
parts of the year when late afternoon shading can provide relief from heat buildup. 
Further, the single-family unit is an inconsistent use in a multi-family zoned area in 
Beverly Hills, which does not apply the CCNSP's shade standard - a City of Los 
Angeles policy. Off-site shading impacts would not exceed CEQA significance 
thresholds at any off-site sensitive location, and therefore would not significantly affect 
off-site shade sensitive activities. Further, the two-hour CCNSP standard is not included 
within Beverly Hills policies. Notwithstanding, exceeding the two-hour CCNSP standard 
has been conservatively identified as a potentially significant impact. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Shading impacts, please see 
Section IV.A-1 of the Draft EIR. 

B. Air Quality- Construction 

1. Description of Environmental Effect 
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Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create air quality impacts 
through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips 
generated from construction workers traveling to and from the project site. In addition, 
fugitive dust emissions would result from excavation and debris removal. Mobile source 
emissions, primarily NOx, would result from the use of construction equipment such as 
dozers, loaders, and cranes. During the finishing phase, paving operations and the 
application of architectural coatings (i.e., paints) and other building materials would 
release volatile organic compounds. Construction emissions can vary substantially from 
day-to-day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust 
the prevailing weather conditions. 

The analysis of construction impacts on air quality under conservative construction 
program assumptions indicates that construction-related daily maximum regional 
emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds for CO, PM2.5, 
VOC, or SOX. However, maximum regional emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
daily significance thresholds for NOx and PM10 during periods of heavy use of heavy
duty construction equipment. Therefore, regional construction emissions resulting from 
the project would result in a significant short-term impact. Impacts may be reduced due 
to (a less intensive buildout schedule (lower daily emissions occurring over a longer 
time interval) occurs. 

The maximum localized construction em1ss1on estimates do not exceed the local 
significance thresholds (LSTs) for any of the criteria pollutants for which local impacts 
were analyzed (NOx, CO, PM10 or PM2.5). The results of localized dispersion modeling 
show that the annual PM10 concentrations resulting from construction emissions would 
not exceed the threshold of 1 ug/m3 at the closest sensitive receptors. However, 
maximum N02 -1-hour and annual concentrations during construction activities would 
exceed the significance thresholds at the closest residential uses to the east of the 
project site and the high school to the south. As such, localized air quality impacts 
during construction would be significant for N02 and mitigation measures would be 
required. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

B-1: General contractors shall implement a fugitive dust control program 
pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403. 

B-2: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in 
accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

B-3: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions. 
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B-4: Construction em1ss1ons shall be phased and scheduled to avoid 
emissions peaks and discontinued during second-stage smog alerts. 

B-5: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline
powered generators shall be used, if ower 12oles are available. 

B-6: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five 
minutes, both on- and off-site. 

B-7: The Applicant shall utilize coatings and solvents that are consistent 
with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. 

B-8: The Applicant shall moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to 
moving soil or conduct whatever watering is necessary to prevent 
visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet in any direction. 

B-9: The Applicant shall apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to 
manufacturer's specifications to disturbed surface areas (completed 
grading areas) within five days of completing grading or apply non
toxic dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to maintain a stabilized 
surface. 

B-10: Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil dirt) with 5 percent or greater silt content 
shall be watered twice daily, enclosed, covered, or treated with non
toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturer's specifications. 

B-11: The Applicant shall water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or 
cover them with tarps, plastic sheets or other coverings. 

B-12: The Applicant shall water exposed surfaces at least three times a day 
under calm conditions. Water as often as needed on windy days when 
winds are less than 25 miles per hour or during very dry weather in 
order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the release of visible 
emissions from the construction site. 

B-13: All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials off-site shall 
be covered or wetted or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard 
(i.e., minimum vertical distance between the top of the material and the 
top of the truck). Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of 
trucks leaving construction sites. 

B-14: The Applicant shall sweep adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt 
dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be 
carried off by trucks departing the site. 
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B-15: The Applicant shall securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp on any 
truck leaving the construction site. 

B-16: The Applicant shall cease grading during Qeriods when winds exceed 
25 miles per hour. 

B-17: During construction, the Project shall use contractors with haul trucks 
meeting either EPA Model Year 2010 or EPA Model Year 2007 NOx 
emissions levels when such equipment is reasonably available to 
achieve a goal that at least 33 percent of the haul truck fleet meets this 
standard. 

B-18: On-site equipment greater than 250 horse power, which are on-site for 
six or more consecutive work days, shall meet Tier 3 or 4 emissions 
standards and be outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. If 
newer model year engines are not reasonably available, then older 
equipment engines may be retrofitted to meet Tier 3 or 4 emissions. A 
copy of each unit's certified tier specification and BACT documentation 
shall be available for inspection during construction. 

B-19: Construction contractors supplying heavy duty diesel equipment, 
greater than 50 hp, shall be encouraged to apply for AQMD SOON 
funds. Information including the AQMD website shall be provided to 
each contractor which uses heavy duty diesel for on-site construction 
activities. 

B-20: The Applicant shall reimburse Beverly Hills High School for the service 
needed to replace air filters along the northern side of the High School 
Science and Technology Center at three month intervals during project 
construction. 

3. Findings 

Regional construction emissions resulting from the project would result in a significant 
short-term impact during periods of high use of heavy-duty construction equipment. This 
use would see maximum regional emissions exceed the SCAQMD daily significance 
thresholds for NOx and PM10. Localized air quality impacts during construction would 
be significant for N02, as maximum N02 concentrations during construction activities 
would exceed the significance thresholds at the closest residential uses to the east of 
the project site and the high school to the south. Specific mitigation measures have 
been proposed, as outlined above, to mitigate these potentially significant impacts, 
however impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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4. Rationale 

Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create significant and 
unavoidable regional and local air quality impacts. While construction-related daily 
maximum regional emissions would likely not exceed the SCAQMD daily significance 
thresholds for CO, PM2.5, VOC, or SOX, NOx and PM10 emissions would exceed the 
SCAQMD regional daily significance thresholds during periods of high use of heavy
duty construction equipment. Furthermore, while dispersion modeling analysis indicates 
that the annual PM10 concentrations emitted during construction would not exceed the 
threshold of 1 ug/m3 at the closest sensitive receptors, maximum N02 concentrations 
during construction activities would exceed the allowable thresholds at the closest 
residential uses to the east and the high school to the south. These construction 
impacts are typical of those found during construction of similar size projects and are 
short-term and intermittent in nature. Specific mitigation measures have been proposed 
to mitigate these potentially significant impacts. These focus in part on the technologies 
used during construction, techniques used for storing and moving building materials, 
provision of air filters at the high school adjacent to the project site, as well as 
accounting for the effects of local weather on construction-related emissions. Despite 
the measures outlined above, these effects to air quality remain potentially significant 
and unavoidable. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Air Quality - Construction, please 
see Section IV.B-1 of the Draft EIR. 

C. Noise - Construction 

1. Description of Environmental Effect 

Noise impacts would occur during project construction due to the operation of 
construction equipment such as loaders, backhoes, excavators, dozers, drill rigs, 
concrete pump trucks, pavers, water trucks, generators, etc. No blasting or impact pile 
driving would be used. Construction of the proposed project is estimated to last 
approximately three years, during which time noise levels due to construction would be 
of varying, intermittent durations and intensities. Noise impacts would be most 
noticeable at nearby sensitive receptors including the residential neighborhood located 
across Moreno Drive in Beverly Hills (in particular, the nearest residential units, directly 
across Moreno Drive) and Beverly Hills High School (in particular, the high school 
Science and Technology Center building that is located adjacent to the project site). 
The estimated noise levels would exceed the significance thresholds at the sensitive 
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receptor locations, notwithstanding project design features to reduce such impacts, 
including the use of sound barriers. 

Project construction would generate varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on 
the construction procedures and the construction equipment used. The construction 
activities that typically generate the most severe vibrations, blasting and impact pile 
driving, would not be used for this project. The operation of construction equipment 
generates vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with 
distance from the source. The level of vibration due to project construction would not 
exceed significance thresholds related to the protection of buildings from damage. The 
level would just slightly exceed the most conservative vibration thresholds related to 
human annoyance, and that occurring at just the nearest residential unit across Moreno 
Drive and at the high school Science and Technology Center. The level of vibration 
would also exceed the significance threshold for the use of highly vibration sensitive 
scientific equipment, should such equipment be used in class-rooms along the northern 
side of the Science and Technology Center. Such potentially significant impacts would 
occur only at those infrequent times when the equipment types that create the greatest 
impacts are operating along the edge of the project site nearest to the sensitive 
receptors. Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce such potentially significant 
impacts. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

1-1: Exterior on-site construction activities shall be limited to Monday 
through Friday from 7:00 AM. to 9:00 P.M. 

1-2: The construction staging area shall be located within the project site. 

1-3: To avoid vibration impacts to the nearest residential unit to the project 
site, construction equipment within 75 feet of that unit (i.e. 15 feet 
within the project site) shall limit vibration equipment to machinery 
expected to generate no more than 85 VdB at 25 feet. (See Vibration 
Mitigation Zone 1 figure.) 

1-4: The Applicant shall designate a construction relations officer to serve 
as a liaison with surrounding property owners including Beverly Hills 
High School. The liaison shall be responsible for responding to 
concerns regarding construction noise or vibration. The liaison's 
te lephone number(s) shall be posted at multiple locations along the 
perimeter of the project site. In addition, the liaison shall coordinate 
with Beverly Hills High School administration in advance of, and 
throughout project construction to reduce disruption of class-room 
activities. The liaison shall work with the School administration to 
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identify opportunities to reduce conflicts with school activities through 
work scheduling and the arrangement of construction activities on the 
project site. 

1-5: To avoid vibration impacts on student activity: in the Science and 
Technology Center: 

a) High vibration construction activities shall be avoided within 35 feet 
of the Science and Technology Center (i.e. along the southern 10 
feet of the project site facing that building) during class-room 
sessions, when school is in session. (See Vibration Mitigation Zone 
2 Figure.) 

b) If based on consultation with the administrator at Beverly Hills High 
School it is determined that highly sensitive equipment, e.g. 
microscopes, are in use at the Science and Technology Center, high 
vibration activities within 100 feet of that building shall be 
coordinated through consultation between the construction relations 
officer and the school administrator to reduce impacts at times of 
equipment use through scheduling, staging and equipment control 
of construction activities. (See Vibration Mitigation Zone 3 Figure.) 

3. Findings 

Despite the use of design features, such as sound barriers, estimated noise levels 
would exceed the significance thresholds at the sensitive receptor locations after 
mitigation. Although this project would not use construction methods that produce high 
levels of vibrations, it would generate vibrations slightly in excess of the significant 
thresholds at sensitive receptor locations even after incorporation of mitigation 
measures. 

4. Rationale 

While no blasting or impact pile driving would be used, construction of the project would 
generate significant noise and vibration impacts. In order to mitigate the effect of 
construction noise on nearby sensitive receptors, design features have been 
implemented, including the use of sound barriers and control of on-site construction 
activity. Furthermore, the potentially significant noise-related impacts arising from 
construction of the proposed project would be mitigated through Mitigation Measures 1-1 
and 1-2. Mitigation Measures 1-3 and 1-5 are proposed to reduce vibration impacts. 
Mitigation Measure 1-4 would reduce both noise and vibration impacts through 
scheduling and arrangement of construction activities on the project site in a manner 
that would reduce impacts at adjacent properties. The later measure will require the 
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Applicant to designate a construction relations officer to serve as a liaison with 
surrounding property owners including Beverly Hills High School, in order to deal with 
any issues that may arise. Nonetheless, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Noise - Construction, please see 
Section IV.1-1 of the Draft EIR. 

X. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

A Summary of Findings 

Based upon the following analysis, the City finds, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15096(g)(2), that no alternative or feasible mitigation measure within its powers would 
substantially lessen or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the 
environment. 

B. Project Objectives 

An important consideration in the analysis of alternatives to the Project is the degree to 
which such alternatives would achieve the objectives of the Project. To facilitate this 
comparison, the objectives of the Project contained in Section I, Executive Summary, of 
the Final EIR, are re-stated below. 

1. Support regional mobility goals by maximizing housing within an existing activity 
center with existing infrastructure to reduce vehicle trips and infrastructure costs, 
consistent with policies of SCAG, SCAQMD and California AB-32. 

2. Provide high-density housing that contributes to the housing needs of the City, 
consistent with the development objectives of the West Los Angeles Community 
Plan. 

3. Assist Century City in achieving its original vision of being a well-balanced, urban 
community in which people can "live, work, and play." 

4. Maximize residential activity in the vicinity of the key public transit facilities serving 
the project site, including the numerous regional bus lines provided by six transit 
agencies and the proposed Metro Purple Line subway extension. 

5. Maximize the residential support base for the retail and entertainment activities in 
Century City. 
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6. Improve street-level pedestrian connectivity and activity as called for in the 2007 
Greening of Century City Pedestrian Connectivity Plan. 

7. Build a distinctive structure at a key gateway to the Century City. 

8. Create a secure, convenient, urban development with state-of-the-art recreation 
facilities and gardens to serve project residents. 

9. Provide a substantial amount of open space on-site to provide buffering from public 
byways. 

10. Incorporate sustainable elements of design, construction, and operation to meet the 
standards of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification by 
the U.S. Green Building Council. 

11. Maximize the site's in-fill development potential through the use of previously entitled 
Replacement Trips available at the project site. 

12. Strengthen the economic vitality of the region by maximizing work for the 
construction industry. 

13. Maximize future economic expansion by providing high density housing within a 
community that has the necessary infrastructure to support the development. 

C. Project Alternatives 

In addition to the project, the Draft EIR evaluated a reasonable range of four 
alternatives to the project. These alternatives are: (1) No Project/No Build Alternative; 
(2) Reduced Project- Residential/Hotel - With Existing Trips Alternative; (3) Reduced 
Project - Office - With Existing Trips Alternative; and (4) Reduced Density Residential 
Alternative. In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the project 
include "No project" alternatives and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant 
adverse impacts of the project. These alternatives and their impacts, which are 
summarized below, are more fully described in Section V of the Draft EIR. 

1. Alternative 1 - No Pro·ect I No Build Alternative 

a. Description of Alternative 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project/No Build Alternative for a 
development project on an identifiable property consists of the circumstance under 
which the project does not proceed. Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the Guidelines states 
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that, "in certain instances, the No Project/No Build Alternative means 'no build' wherein 
the existing environmental setting is maintained." Accordingly, for purposes of this 
analysis, the No Project/No Build Alternative (Alternative 1) assumes that no new 
development would occur within the project site. Thus, the 283 unit, up to 39 story 
residential building, with the ancillary building and site open space, would not be 
developed. The project site would continue to have the existing site entitlements 
associated with the 2, 143 Replacement Trips available for the project site. If residential 
development were not pursued at the project site it is likely that another project for the 
project site wishing to avail itself of the Replacement Trips would be proposed. 

Under Alternative 1, the project site would remain undeveloped and vacant. 
Environmental effects under this Alternative would be similar to the negligible effects for 
most issues associated with existing undeveloped site conditions, as described in the 
existing setting sections of each analysis in Section IV of the Draft EIR. 

b. Impact Summary of Alternative 1 

Implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative assumes that no new 
development would occur within the project site; and that the site would remain 
undeveloped and vacant. Environmental effects under this Alternative would be similar 
to the negligible effects for most issues associated with existing undeveloped site 
conditions. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in new environmental 
impacts, and overall would result in a reduced level of impact when compared to the 
proposed project. Additionally, the project's significant and unavoidable short-term 
construction impacts on air quality and noise/vibration would be avoided under this 
Alternative. However, under the No Project/No Build Alternative the majority of the 
objectives established for the project would not be attained. 

c. Finding 

With this Alternative, the new environmental impacts projected to occur from 
development of the project would be avoided or reduced. Therefore, this Alternative 
would be an environmentally superior alternative to the Project. However, this 
Alternative does not meet the objectives of the Project. It is found pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in Section XIII 
of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible the No 
Project/No Build Alternative described in the EIR. 

d. Rationale for Finding 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. It 
would not contribute high density housing to Century City and therefore would not meet 
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the key development objective's that support local and regional plans. It would not 
maximize housing within an existing activity center with existing infrastructure to reduce 
vehicle trips and infrastructure costs (Objective 1 ); or provide residential development to 
support the housing needs of the City (Objective 2). Further, it would not contribute to 
the development of Century City vision as a well-balanced, urban community in which 
people can "live, work, and play" (Objective 3). The alternative would also not maximize 
residential activity along public transit facilities (Objective 4), nor maximize the 
residential support base for the Century City retail and entertainment activities 
(Objective 5). 

By leaving the project site in its current underutilized disturbed condition, the No Project 
-- /No Build Alternative would not provide a distinctive structure at a key gateway to 
Century City (Objective 7); would not provide street-level pedestrian activity and 
connectivity as called for in the 2007 Greening of Century City Pedestrian Connectivity 
Plan (Objective 6); and would not contribute to sustainable development within the 
region (Objective 11 ). Further it would not provide a secure, convenient urban 
development with state of the art recreation facilities and gardens to serve project 
residents (Objective 8), or enhanced buffering with neighboring uses (Objective 9). 
Lastly, the alternative would not contribute to the project's economic objectives, as it 
includes no development and provides no economic benefit. It would not strengthen the 
regional economy through the provision of work for the construction industry (Objective 
12), maximize the site's in-fill development potential given the number of Replacement 
Trips available at the project site (Objective 11 ), or maximize economic expansion 
through the provision of high density housing (Objective 13). 

e. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 1, please see Section 
V of the Draft EIR. 

2. Alternative 2: Reduced Project - Residential/Hotel - With Existing 
Trips Alternative 

a. Description of Alternative 

Alternative 2, the Residential/Hotel Alternative would reduce the size of the project by 
replacing a large number of the residential units with hotel rooms. The alternative would 
have 100 residential units and 138 hotel rooms, the maximum unit count per the 
Replacement Trips available at the project site. The hotel component would also include 
10,000 sq.ft. of hotel related/support uses, the maximum allowed under a hotel/non
retail classification in the CCNSP. Support uses would include a restaurant/bar, a small 
banquet facility and provision for sundry sales. This alternative would reduce building 
area (and related construction impacts) from 469,575 sq.ft. to 289,500, a reduction of 
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approximately 38 percent. It is assumed that this alternative would use a site design 
similar to that of the proposed project, would reduce the amount of construction, and 
thus construction related impacts through a reduction in building heights. Accordingly, 
the residential and hotel uses would be provided in a roughly estimated 23 story tower, 
up to approximately 375 feet in height. Parking would be provided in a 4-story ancillary 
parking structure to provide the 319 parking spaces that would be required for such a 
project. The two buildings would have floor-plate areas and site locations similar to 
those of the proposed project. 

b. Impact Summary of Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 would have significant construction noise/vibration and air quality impacts 
similar to those of the proposed project, although the number of days during which they 
would occur would be reduced slightly. Further, this alternative would, like the proposed 
project, exceed the two-hour shading standard established in the Century City North 
Specific Plan. Long term operations impacts of this alternative would be greater on air 
quality/greenhouse gas emissions, land use, noise, police services and traffic. Impacts 
on other topics would be similar to or less than those of the proposed projects. This 
alternative would not fully meet most of the project objectives. 

c. Finding 

With this Alternative, the new environmental impacts projected to occur from 
development of Alternative 2 would be generally similar to those projected to occur from 
the proposed Project, with several areas resulting in greater impacts than the Project. 
Therefore, this Alternative would not be environmentally superior to the Project, and it is 
found pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in 
Section XIII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible 
the No Project/Development in Accordance with Existing Plans Alternative described in 
the EIR. 

d. Rationale for Finding 

The Reduced Project -- Residential/Hotel Alternative would provide less residential 
development than the proposed project and therefore would not meet the project's key 
development objectives that support local and regional plans. With less residential 
development, the alternative would not maximize housing within an existing activity 
center with existing infrastructure to reduce vehicle trips and infrastructure costs 
consistent with regional and state land use policies, and therefore would not achieve 
Objective 1. The alternative would also not provide high-density housing to the same 
extent as the project and therefore would not meet the housing needs of the City to the 
same extent as the project (Objective 2). The alternative would partially contribute to 
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support of the Century City vision as a well-balanced, urban community in which people 
can "live, work, and play" (Objective 3) by adding population and visitors to the land use 
mix. However, the alternative would not meet the objective as well as the proposed 
project, as it would not contribute the same opportunity for people to live in walking 
distance of their work, shopping and entertainment activities. The alternative would also 
not meet Objectives 4 or 5 as well as the proposed project as it would not maximize 
residential activity in the vicinity of key public transit facilities or maximize the residential 
support base for the retail and entertainment activities in the project area, although hotel 
visitors might partake in Century City activities. 

The Reduced Project -- Residential/Hotel Alternative could meet the proposed project's 
objective of creating a distinctive structure at a key gateway to Century City (Objective 
7), but with a lower building height might not contribute in the same manner as the 
proposed project. The alternative could provide street-level pedestrian activity and 
connectivity as called for in the 2007 Greening of Century City Pedestrian Connectivity 
Plan (Objective 6). However, the alternative would only partially meet the sustainability 
intent of Objective 10, due its lack of contribution to a land use pattern that better 
supports sustainability. The alternative would meet Objective 8 regarding provision of a 
secure, convenient urban development with state of the art recreation facilities and 
gardens to serve project residents (and hotel visitors), and Objective 9 regarding 
provision of buffering with neighboring uses. However, with the smaller full-time 
residential population, the alternative would likely not support the same extent of open 
space amenity as would the proposed project. The alternative would partially meet 
Objective 12 by contributing to the strengthening of the regional economy through the 
provision of work for the construction industry, but with its smaller building profile, not to 
the same extent as the proposed project. The alternative would maximize the site's in-fill 
development potential through utilization of all of the Replacement Trips available at the 
project site (Objective 11 ), but would not maximize economic expansion through the 
provision of high density housing (Objective 13). 

e. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 2, please see Section 
V of the Draft EIR. 

3. Alternative 3: Reduced Project - Office - With Existing Trips 
Alternative 

f. Description of Alternative 

The Reduced Project -- Office With Existing Trips Alternative would develop an office 
building in place of the proposed residential building. The 2, 143 Replacement Trips 
available for the site would allow for 153,000 sq.ft. of office space. This alternative is 
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proposed in response to the site's C2-2-0 zoning designation, the fact that this was the 
site's previous use, and it is indicative of a potential future use, if the proposed project 
does not proceed. This alternative would reduce the amount of building (and related 
construction impacts) required, reducing FAR area from 469,575 sq.ft. to 153,000 sq.ft., 
a reduction of approximately 67 percent. The office building would require 306 parking 
spaces. One potential arrangement would be a five story building inclusive of one 
subterranean level; and a floor-plate of approximately 250 feet by 210 feet (a lot 
coverage of about 50%). 

g. Impact Summary of Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 would have significant construction noise and air quality impacts similar to 
those of the proposed project, although the number of days during which they would 
occur would be reduced slightly. The alternative would reduce the amount of shading to 
a level that would be less than the two-hour shading standard established in the 
CCNSP. Long term operations impacts of this alternative would be greater on air 
quality/greenhouse gas emissions, land use, fire services, police services and traffic. 
Impacts on other topics would be similar to or less than those of the proposed project. 
This alternative would not fully meet most of the project objectives. 

h. Finding 

This Alternative results in generally similar impacts as compared to the project, although 
some of the environmental impacts projected to occur from development of the project 
would be greater and some areas would be reduced. However, this Alternative does 
not meet the objectives of the project. It is found pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations identified in Section XIII of these Findings 
(Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible the Reduced Project 
Alternative described in the EIR. 

i. Rationale for Finding 

The Reduced Project -- Office with Existing Trips Alternative would not meet the 
project's key development objective's that support local and regional plans. The 
alternative would not contribute high density housing to Century City. It would not 
maximize housing within an existing activity center with existing infrastructure to reduce 
vehicle trips and infrastructure canst consistent with regional and state land use 
policies, and therefore would not achieve Objective 1. The alternative would also not 
provide high-density housing to meet the housing needs of the City (Objective 2). The 
alternative would partially contribute to support of the Century City vision as a well
balanced, urban community in which people can "live, work, and play" (Objective 3) by 
adding employees to the land use mix. However, the alternative would not meet the 
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objective as well as the proposed project. It would add a considerable number of 
employees to an area that would be well served by more housing. As discussed in the 
evaluation of Land Use impacts for this alternative above, this alternative would 
contribute more employment opportunities to an area that is jobs rich, where-as the 
proposed project, consistent with the objective, would add new population to the jobs 
rich area. Also, the alternative would not maximize residential activity in the vicinity of 
key public transit facilities (Objective 4), nor maximize the residential support base for 
the Century City retail and entertainment activities (Objective 5). 

j. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 3, please see Section 
V of the Draft EIR. 

4. Alternative 4: Reduced Density Residential Alternative 

k. Description of Alternative 

The Reduced Density Residential Alternative would reduce the amount of residential 
development within the project site by 25 percent. Such a reduction would reduce the 
number of residential units on the project site from 283 units to 212 units. The area of 
the residential tower would be reduced to 352, 181 square feet. The alternative would 
use only 1,607 of the available 2, 143 Replacement Trips. It is assumed that the 
reduction in size would be accommodated by reducing the height of the building by 
approximately 25 percent with the placement of buildings similar to that of the proposed 
project. The height of the alternative would be approximately 345 feet high. The 
alternative would require 531 parking spaces that would be provided within one semi
subterranean parking level and a six-story ancillary building at the same location as the 
proposed project's ancillary building. 

I. Impact Summary of Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 would have significant construction noise/vibration and air quality impacts 
similar to those of the proposed project, although the number of days during which they 
would occur would be reduced slightly. Further, this alternative would, like the proposed 
project, exceed the two-hour shading standard established in the CCNSP. Long term 
operations impacts of this alternative would generally be similar to or less than those of 
the proposed project. This alternative would not fully meet most of the project 
objectives. 

m. Finding 
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This Alternative results in generally similar impacts as compared to the project with the 
exception of traffic impacts and utilities and services impacts, which would be less 
under this Alternative. However, this Alternative does not meet the objectives of the 
Project. It is found pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section XIII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), 
make infeasible the Modified Project Alternative described in the EIR. 

n. Rationale for Finding 

The Reduced Density Residential Alternative would provide less residential 
development than the proposed project and therefore would not meet the project's key 
development objectives that support local and regional plans. With less residential 
development, the alternative would not maximize housing within an existing activity 
center with existing infrastructure to reduce vehicle trips and infrastructure costs 
consistent with regional and state land use policies, and therefore would not achieve 
Objective 1. The alternative would also not provide high-density housing to the same 
extent as the project and therefore would not meet the housing needs of the City to the 
same extent as the project (Objective 2). The alternative would partially contribute to 
support of the Century City vision as a well-balanced, urban community in which people 
can "live, work, and play" (Objective 3) by adding population and visitors to the land use 
mix. However, the alternative would not meet the objective as well as the proposed 
project, as it would not contribute the same opportunity for people to live in walking 
distance of their work, shopping and entertainment activities. The alternative would also 
not maximize residential activity in the vicinity of key public transit facilities or maximize 
the residential support base for the retail and entertainment activities in the project area, 
and thus would not meet Objectives 4 or 5. 

The Reduced Density Residential Alternative could meet the proposed project's 
objective of creating a distinctive structure at a key gateway to Century City (Objective 
7). The alternative could provide street-level pedestrian activity and connectivity as 
called for in the 2007 Greening of Century City Pedestrian Connectivity Plan (Objective 
6). However, the alternative would only partially meet the sustainability intent of 
Objective 10, due its lack of contribution to a land use pattern that better supports 
sustainability. The alternative would meet Objective 8 regarding provision of a secure, 
convenient urban development with state of the art recreation facilities and gardens to 
serve project residents, and Objective 9 regarding Qrovision of buffering with 
neighboring uses. 

The alternative would not meet Objective 11 regarding maximization of the site's in-fill 
development potential through the use of the previously entitled Replacement Trips that 
are available at the project site, since the alternative would not use all of the 
Replacement Trips available for development of the site. The alternative would not meet 
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Objective 12 by contributing to the strengthening of the regional economy by 
maximizing work for the construction industry, since the alternative would build a 
reduced development as compared to the project. The alternative would also not meet 
Objective 13 regarding maximization of economic expansion through the provision of 
high density housing. 

o. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 4, please see Section 
V of the Draft EIR. 

D. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives 
to a proposed project shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
alternatives evaluated in an EIR. The Guidelines also state that should it be determined 
that the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR shall 
identify another environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives. 
With respect to identifying an environmentally superior alternative among those 
analyzed in this Draft EIR, the range of feasible alternatives includes the No Project/No 
Build Alternative; the Reduced Project - Residential/Hotel Alternative, the Reduced 
Project - Office with Existing Trips Alternative, and the Reduced Density Residential 
Alternative. 

A comparative summary of the environmental impacts anticipated under each 
Alternative with the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project is 
provided in Section V. Alternatives of the Draft Environmental Impact Report. A more 
detailed description of the potential impacts associated with each alternative is provided 
above. Pursuant to Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis below 
addresses the ability of the Alternatives to "avoid or substantially lessen one or more of 
the significant effects" of the project. 

Of the Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, the No Project/No Build Alternative is 
considered the overall environmentally superior alternative as it would reduce the vast 
majority of the project impacts and avoid the project's significant short-term impacts on 
noise, vibration and air quality that would occur during project construction. However, 
as indicated above, this Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines requirement to identify an environmentally 
superior alternative other than the No Project Alternative, a comparative evaluation of 
the remaining alternatives indicates that the Reduced Project - Office with Existing 
Trips Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, relative to the other 
alternatives. It would reduce the project's potentially significant noise/vibration, air 
quality and shading impacts to a greater extent than the other alternatives. It would 
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reduce the two-hour CCNSP shading standard impact to a less than significant level; 
however the construction air quality and noise impacts would continue to be significant 
and unavoidable. Further, while this alternative does reduce some project impacts, it 
increases others. Most notably this alternative would generate more traffic than would 
the proposed project, and it would not contribute to the land use patterns in City and 
regional policies that favor the establishment of more residential development in 
Century City. Further, this alternative would not meet many of the objectives of the 
proposed project, and would only partially meet others. While the Reduced Density 
Residential Alternative would reduce some non-significant impacts of the project, it 
would not eliminate the significant shading impact as would the Reduced Project -
Office with Existing Trips Alternative; and would not reduce the significant construction 
noise/vibration and air quality impacts to the same extent as that alternative. 

XI. FINDINGS REGARDING OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A Growth Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to discuss the ways the 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth or the construction of 
additional housing, directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Growth
inducing impacts include the removal of obstacles to population growth (e.g., the 
expansion of a wastewater treatment plant allowing more development in a service 
area) and the development and construction of new service facilities that could 
significantly effect the environment individually or cumulatively. In addition, growth must 
not be assumed as beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

The proposed project would involve the development of 283 multi-family residential 
units at 10000 Santa Monica Boulevard in Century City. The development of new 
residential units would not cause a progression of growth beyond the project itself. The 
project site is located in a very urbanized area that is served by current infrastructure 
(e.g., roads and utilities), and community service facilities (e.g., police, fire, schools, and 
libraries). The project's only infrastructure improvements would consist of tie-ins to the 
existing utility main-lines already serving the project area. 

The proposed project's 283 residential units would generate a residential population of 
approximately 379 new residents. This generated population growth would not exceed 
the established SCAG regional forecast for the City of Los Angeles or the Century City 
Community Plan area. Further, the project is being developed consistent with the 
provisions of the CCNSP which includes a program to limit development within Century 
City under a system of Cumulative Automobile Trip Generation Potential (CATGP); and 
which ties growth allowed under the CATGP to the planned infrastructure that serves 
Century City. 
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Therefore, the project would not spur additional growth in Century City other than that 
already anticipated in the CCNSP, and would not eliminate impediments to growth. 
Therefore, the project would not foster growth inducing impacts. 

B. Significant Irreversible Impacts 

According to Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is 
required to address any significant irreversible environmental changes that would occur 
should the proposed project be implemented. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2(c) indicates: "Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued 
phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources 
makes removal or nonuse thereafter likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary 
impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a previously 
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible 
damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. 
Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 
consumption is justified." 

The project would necessarily consume limited, slowly renewable and non-renewable 
resources. This consumption would occur during the construction phase of the project 
and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Project development would 
require a commitment of resources that would include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel 
and operational materials/resources, and (3) the transportation of goods and people to 
and from the project site. Project construction would require the consumption of 
resources that are non-replenishable or may renew so slowly as to be considered non
renewable. These resources would include the following construction supplies: certain 
types of lumber and other forest products; aggregate materials used in concrete and 
asphalt such as sand, gravel and stone; metals such as steel, copper, and lead; 
petrochemical construction materials such as plastics; and water. Furthermore, 
nonrenewable fossil fuels such as gasoline and oil would also be consumed in the use 
of construction vehicles and equi12ment, as well as the transportation of goods and 
people to and from the project site. 

Project operation would continue to expend nonrenewable resources that are currently 
consumed within the City of Los Angeles. These include energy resources such as 
electricity and natural gas, petroleum-based fuels required for vehicle-trips, fossil fuels, 
and water. Fossil fuels would represent the primary energy source associated with both 
construction and ongoing operation of the project, and the existing, finite supplies of 
these natural resources would be incrementally reduced. Project operation would occur 
in accordance with Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations, as wells as 
numerous local regulations and proposed project design features which establish 
conservation practices that would limit the amount of energy consumed by the project. 
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However, the energy requirements associated with the project would still represent a 
long-term commitment of essentially nonrenewable resources. 

Continued use of such resources would be on a relatively small scale and consistent 
with regional and local growth forecasts in the area, as well as state and local goals for 
reductions in the consumption of such resources. Further, the project would not affect 
access to existing resources, nor interfere with the production or delivery of such 
resources. 

The project includes numerous project design features that would reduce the 
consumption of non-renewable resources. Most notably, the proposed project would 
provide high density housing within a mixed-use regional center containing commercial 
and entertainment activities, as well as residential and office high-rise towers. The 
project site is located within SCAG's 2% Strategy Opportunity Area, an area identified 
as preferred for high density development to reduce vehicle miles traveled and related 
consumption of renewable resources, among other goals. Given, its location, the project 
would support pedestrian access to a considerable range of retail and entertainment 
activities. The project also provides excellent access to the regional transportation 
system as it is located in proximity to numerous bus lines and the proposed extension of 
the Westside subway system (Purple Line). These factors would contribute to a land 
use pattern that is considered to reduce the consumption of non-renewable resources. 
Also, if implemented, the project's Automated Parking Option would further reduce the 
consumption of non-renewable resources. Hence, the consumption of the 
nonrenewable resources would not result in significant irreversible changes to the 
environment. 

XII. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

1. The City of Los Angeles (the "City"), acting through the Planning Department, is 
the "Lead Agency" for the project evaluated in the EIR. The City finds that the 
EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City 
finds that it has independently reviewed and analyzed the EIR for the project, that 
the Draft EIR which was circulated for public review reflected its independent 
judgment and that the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

2. The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental 
consequences of the project. The public review period provided all interested 
jurisdictions, agencies, private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to 
submit comments regarding the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the 
review period and responds to comments made during the public review period. 

3. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues 
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received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, 
the Planning Department prepared written responses describing the disposition 
of significant environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, 
good faith and reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department 
reviewed the comments received and responses thereto and has determined that 
neither the comments received nor the responses to such comments add 
significant new information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. 
The Lead Agency has based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, 
including all comments received up to the date of adoption of these findings, 
concerning the environmental impacts identified and analy:zed in the EIR. 

4. The EIR evaluated the following potential project and cumulative environmental 
impacts: AestheticsNisual Resources, Views, Light and Glare, and Shading; Air 
Quality; Cultural Resources; Geology and Soils; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Hydrology and Water Quality; Land Use; 
Noise; Fire Protection; Police Protection; Schools; Libraries; Parks and 
Recreation; Transportation and Circulation, Access and Parking; Water Supply; 
and Wastewater. Additionally, the EIR considered, in separate sections, 
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes, Growth Inducing Impacts and 
potential secondary effects of the project. The significant environmental impacts 
of the project were identified in the Draft and Final EIR. The significant 
environmental impacts of the project and the alternatives were also identified in 
the Draft and Final EIR. 

5. The mitigation measures which have been identified for the project were 
identified in the Draft and Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described 
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP"). Each of the 
mitigation measures identified in the MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is 
incorporated into the project. The City finds that the impacts of the project have 
been mitigated to the extent feasible by the mitigation measures identified in the 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

6. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision
makers for review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made 
every effort to notify the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of 
each textual change in the various documents associated with the project review. 
These textual refinements arose for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that 
draft documents would contain errors and would require clarifications and 
corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated in order to describe 
refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 

7. The responses to the comments on the Draft EIR, which are contained in the 
Final EIR, clarify and amplify the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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8. Having reviewed the information contained in the EIR and in the administrative 
record as well as the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines regarding 
recirculation of Draft EIRs, the City finds that there is no new significant 
information in the Final EIR and finds that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not 
required. 

9. CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the 
changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project 
approval in order to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during 
project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the EIR as certified 
by the City and included in the MMRP as adopted by the City serves that 
function. The MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR 
and adopted by the City in connection with the approval of the project and has 
been designed to ensure compliance with such measures during implementation 
of the project. In accordance with CEQA, the MMRP provides the means to 
ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance with the 
requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City hereby adopts the 
MMRP. 

10. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the 
City hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as 
conditions of approval for the project. 

11. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the Department of City 
Planning, Environmental Review Section, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles California 90012. 

12. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding 
made herein is contained in the EIR, which is incorporated herein by this 
reference, or is in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

13. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the 
entirety of the actions described in these Findings and in the EIR as comprising 
the project. It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken 
by other State and local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible 
agencies" under CEQA). Because the City is the Lead Agency for the project, 
the EIR is intended to be the basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the 
possible discretionary actions by other State and local agencies to carry out the 
project. 

14. The EIR is a project EIR for purposes of environmental analysis of the project. A 
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project EIR examines the environmental effects of a specific project. The EIR 
serves as the primary environmental compliance document for entitlement 
decisions regarding the project by the City of Los Angeles and the other 
regulatory jurisdictions. 

XIII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts that would result from 
implementation of the proposed project. Section 21081 of the California Public 
Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the 
decision of the public agency allows the occurrence of significant impacts that are 
identified in the EIR but are not at least substantially mitigated, the agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other 
information in the record. State CEQA Guidelines require, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093(b), that the decision maker adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that significant adverse 
environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be substantially 
mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations are based on substantial evidence in the record, including 
but not limited to the EIR, the reference library to the EIR, and documents and materials 
that constitute the record of proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level for the proposed 
project, as identified in the EIR: Construction Air Quality - the project would, on a 
temporary basis, exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for NOx and 
PM10 during the most intense construction periods, and exceed project construction 
NAAQS and CAAQS thresholds for localized N02 impacts. These impacts would also 
be short-term in nature. Construction Noise - project construction activities would 
intermittently increase the daytime noise levels above the 5-dBA significance criterion at 
both the Beverly Hills Science & Technology Center and multi-family residential uses. 
Further, it is conservatively noted that vibration significance levels may on occasion be 
exceeded at the Beverly Hills Science & Technology Center, particularly if vibration 
sensitive equipment is used within the northern-most parts of the Science and 
Technology Center. Shading - the project would cause shading on a single-family 
residential unit in the City of Beverly Hills for longer than a two-hour shading standard 
provided in the Los Angeles Century City North Specific Plan. The shading would not 
adversely affect shade-sensitive uses and would not exceed the CEQA significance 
shading thresholds of the Cities of Los Angeles or Beverly Hills. Further, the two-hour 
standard is not included within Beverly Hills policies. Notwithstanding, exceeding the 
two-hour standard has been conservatively identified as a significant shading impact. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The 
City recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from 
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implementation of the project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) 
rejected alternatives to the project discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, 
unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the project against the project's 
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh 
and override the significant unavoidable im P.acts for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the proposed 
project, and provide, in addition to the above findings, the detailed rationale for the 
benefits of the project. These overriding considerations of economic, social, aesthetic, 
and environmental benefits for the project justify adoption of the project and certification 
of the completed Final EIR. Many of these overriding considerations individually would 
be sufficient to outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the project and justify 
adoption of the project and certification of the completed EIR. In particular, achieving 
the underlying purpose for the project would be sufficient to override the significant 
environmental impacts of the project. 

1. The proposed project is a sustainable development that includes numerous green 
features. The project will provide new housing on the Century City I Beverly Hills 
border, locating residents and visitors in easy walking distance of shopping, 
entertainment, restaurants, and offices, thus reducing vehicle trips and air pollution. 
The project vicinity also includes a very high density of public transit options, 
including existing regional bus service and a planned subway stop, further reducing 
dependence on car trips. 

2. As additional green features, the project will promote use of natural ventilation, 
maximize use of daylight penetration, optimize energy performance of all mechanical 
systems, use energy efficient appliances and lighting, and implement controlled low 
pollution construction activity. The project will meet the standards of LEED 
certification. 

3. The project proposes to implement an automated parking system that would further 
reduce impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions by allowing cars to turn 
off immediately upon entrance to the parking structure, thus reducing idling time and 
emissions associated with navigating parking structures. 

4. The proposed project will provide a large amount of open space with approximately 
43, 141 square feet of ground-level landscaping, comprising approximately 41 
percent of the project site. The project would also provide approximately 27,579 
square feet of open space on a landscaped recreation deck on top of the ancillary 
building. 

5. The proposed project will provide high-density housing, contributing to the housing 
needs of the City, consistent with the development objectives of the West Los 
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Angeles Community Plan. 

6. The proposed project will enhance the future economic vitality of the surrounding 
areas by providing a luxury high rise residential building on the border of Century 
City and Beverly: Hills. 

7. The proposed project will create approximately 1,950 construction and construction
related jobs. The proposed project will also create a positive economic impact on the 
regional economy of approximately $301 million from construction activity alone. 

8. The project will generate labor income of roughly $117.1 million, and will generate 
jobs in a variety of sectors including manufacturing, retail trade, real estate and 
rental, as well as professional, scientific and technical services. 

9. The proposed project will conservativelJ'. generate state and local tax revenues of 
approximately $11.8 million. 

10. The proposed project will contribute to Century City's iconic skyline with its modern, 
elegant, and chic design, without detracting from existing views or landscapes. 

11. The proposed project would promote the greening of Century City by providing a 
drought-tolerant plant palette of mature trees including California sycamores and 
evergreen elms, as well as drought-tolerant shrubs and groundcover such as 
succulents, Manzanita, and dwarf coyote brush throughout the site. 

12. The proposed project would also provide street trees and decorative sidewalk paving 
improvements along Santa Monica Boulevard to improve street-level pedestrian 
connectivity and activity, with a landscaped setback buffer between the sidewalk and 
the drop-off and pick-up area of the residential building. 

13. The proposed project would provide an extensive 24-hour/7-day security program to 
ensure the safety of its residents and site visitors. This would include measures such 
as controlled access, staff training, 24-hour video surveillance, and full time security 
personnel. 

XIV. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The Advisory Agency hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

XV. CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
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proceedings upon which the Advisory Agency's decision is based are located with the 
City of Los Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71387-CN, the 
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 6647 4.60, 
.61 and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), 
makes the prescribed findings as follows: 

(a) THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE/IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE 
GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

On February 24 June 19, 2012, the City Planning Commission Council adopted 
an update to the most resent Hollywood Community Plan, which designates 
maintains the designation of the subject property for Regional Center 
Commercial land uses with the corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, R5, P, 
and PB. The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific 
Plan- the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District. The property contains approximately 4. 46 4 .47 net 
acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the tract map, the 
applicant is seeking a vesting Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the 
tract map and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6: 1. 

As part of the recent adoption of the Hollywood Community f*aRPlan Update, the 
project site underwent a zone change from C4-2D-SN to [Q]C4-2D-SN. The 'Q' 
Qualified Permanent Condition permits residential uses if a project incorporates a 
minimum 0.5:1 FAR of a non-residential use (hotels exempt). The 'D' 
Development Limitation permits an FAR of up to 4.5:1, and which may exceed 
the 4.5:1 FAR and develop with a 6:1 FAR provided that the project is approved 
by the City Planning Commission and/or the City Council on appeal, conforms 
with the Hollywood Community Plan, and to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
of the Community Redevelopment Agency, whieh has sinee been disbanded 
<CRA). The CRA was dissolved and it authority now lies with the Designated 
Local Authority. 

In addition to the vesting Zone change and Height District Change, the applicant 
is requesting a Vesting Conditional Use to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of an 
R Zone, a eonditional use Conditional Use to permit eaffif-floor area averaging 
within a unified development, and a oonditional use Conditional Use to permit the 
sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages along with patron 
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dancing and live entertainment on the site. Zone variances are sought to allow a 
restaurant use with an above-ground outdoor eating area and to provide parking 
for the sports/fitness facility with a reduced ratio of 2 parking spaces per 1,000 
square feet, and to locate parking across Vine Street, within the same 
development, but on a different parcel. 

The mixed-use development is subject to an exception available to projects that 
combine both residential and commercial uses. Los Angeles Municipal Code 
section 12.21-A, 18(a), permits any use in the R5 Zone and also the R5 density 
for any lot located in the C4, C1, C1 .5, C2, C4, or C5 Zones in a project that 
combines residential and commercial uses. The R5 Zone permits residential 
densities of 200 square feet per dwelling, or a maximum of 972 by right dwelling 
units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As proposed, the development currently 
does not exceed the maximum allowable density permitted under the existing of 
C4-2D-SN, or the proposed C2-2-SN Zone as both are included in the 
"Developments Combining Residential and Commercial uses" exception. 

The project consists of a range of uses, including residential dwelling units, hotel 
guest rooms, and commercial office, retail, and restaurant floor area ef-within two 
towers ranging in height between 220 feet and 585 feet. The project will be 
subject to the Design GuidelinesDevelopment Regulations , allowing flexibility in 
the massing and height of the two proposed towers together with a Land Use 
Equivalency Program, which will permit the development to adapt to market 
conditions, by allowing a controlled exchange of uses within with increases in the 
intensity and/or density of certain uses with decreases in others, all while being 
limited to the maximum trip count analyzed in the EIR (maximum trip cap of 
1, 498 of AM and PM Peal< l=lour Trips) . The maximum allmvable range and 
density of uses inoludes: 57 4 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips). 
The Project proposes to develop 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest 
rooms, 215,000 more than 100 000 square feet of new office space (inoluding the 
114,303 within the Capitol Records buildingand Gogerty buildings will remain), 
15,000 square feet of retail floor area, 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, and 
d5, 100 approximately 35 00 square feet of Fitness Center/Sports Club use. 

The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals for Regional 
Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance 
of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing 
growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The 
subject site is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for 
Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6:1 permitted on a case by 
case basis. 
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The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in 
the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in 
the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial 
and residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential 
development within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional 
Center land use designation to include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset 
Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing in the Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development 
in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development 
that includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in 
keeping with the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community 
Plan Update. Moreover, the provision of both residential and commercial uses 
contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for Regional Centers services 
by extensive public transit. 

Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address 
the needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, 
trade show, entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the 
local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. 
Complimenting these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large 
pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and 
entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing programmable 
open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote 
tourism, support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in 
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Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes 
and along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served 
by the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to 
incorporate uses and amenities which make it easier for residents to use 
alternative modes of transportation and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide 
bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider 
neighborhood-serving tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or 
rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro 
Red Line Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail 
system as \Nell as a . A number of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within 
walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 210, 217, 222, and 
780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To promote 
the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with LA DOT to 
provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with 
the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a 
shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand 
Management syster:n program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, 
car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for 
properties designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the 
preservation of historic resources, locating jobs and housing near major public 
transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The 
project also supports the applicable land use planning goals objectives policies 
and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan as 
well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 
Hollywood Community Plan objectives· Objective No. 1 - The project "furtherfsl 
the development of Hollywood as a major center of population employment 
retail service and entertainment"· Objective No. 3 - The project provides 
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"provisions for the housing required to satisfy the varying needs and desires of all 
economic segments of the Community maximizing the opportunity for individual 
choice"· and Objective No. 4 - The project "promotefsl economic well-being and 
public convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking 
deviations from, the regulations of Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

(b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

The project proposes the development of up to 492 residential units, a hotel with 
up to 200 hotel rooms, apprm<imately 215,000 more than 100 000 square feet of 
office space, 15,000 square feet of retail, and d5, 100 approximately 35 000 
square feet of fitness center/sports club use, across both the East and West sites 
under the provisions of the Land Use Equivalency Program and the Design 
Guidelines associated with the Development Agreement under both CPC 2008 
d4 40 VZC CUB CU ZV l=ID CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-
2013-103-DA. The Land Use Equivalency program provides flexibility to modify 
the types and intensity of the proposed land uses in an effort to accommodate 
the market volatility. 

As proposed, the development meets the land use objectives for Regional Center 
areas in the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and would contribute 
to the Plan's Update's long term objectives of promoting a jobs-housing balance. 
The site is well serviced by public transit and caters to several entertainment
related businesses and services, including office, hotel, retail, restaurant, and live 
entertainment venues. The Hollywood Community Plan Update has determined 
that this area along Vine Street (Subarea 4:3) is conducive to high density and 
mixed-use development with a by-right FAR of 4.5:1 with an FAR of up to 6:1 for 
being located in a FAR Incentive Area. 

(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

The project site consists of two separate sites, separated by Vine Street and 
bound by Yucca Street to the north. The eastern western parcel is a relatively 
flat, irregular-shaped, corner lot with approximately 78,629 square feet. It has a 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along 
Yucca Street to the north, a 200 foot frontage along Vine Street to the westeast, 
and a variable lot depth of 124 to 363 feet. The western eastern site has a 
frontage of approximately -1-4-7-171 feet along Argyle Avenue to the east, 194 feet 
along Yucca Street to the north, and 435 feet along Vine Street to the west, and 
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a variable lot depth of 153- to 344 feet. 

The north bound Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II 
dedicated to a 70-foot roadway width and with 15-foot sidewalk widths on both 
the east and west side of Vine Street. East west bound Yucca Street is a 
designated Secondary Highway along the northern street frontage of the West 
site and a Local Street along the northern frontage of the East site and dedicated 
with a 94-foot width. East west bound Ivar Avenue is a local street dedicated to a 
variable 70 to 7d foot 70-foot width along the West site's western street 
frontage. East west bound Argyle Avenue Street is a Local Street dedicated to a 
75-foot width along the East site's eastern street frontage. The Bureau of 
Engineering is requiring improvements along the alley adjoining the subdivision 
and the reconstruction of any off-grade concrete pavement and other existing 
improvements. The proposed project will provide 1,91 g on site parl~ing spaoes, 
v1hieh is eonsistent v1ith the redueed parl<ing provisions for properties loeated in 
the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone (Z1 2d74)parking to meet demand 
pursuant to the shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations and 
the requested parking variance . . As conditioned the design and improvements 
of the proposed project are consistent with the applicable General and Specific 
Plans. 

The project site occupies two half blocks along the northern portion of Vine Street 
and afO-is located between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The two 
parcels are differentiated as the "East" site and the "West" site, with the East site 
being located on the eastern side of Vine Street and the West site on the western 
side of Vine Street. The East site is improved with the 13-story Capitol Records 
Building along with ancillary studio recording uses, as well as the 2-story Gogerty 
Building together comprising the Capitol Records Complex. This will be 
maintained and preserved pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. 
The remainder of the East site contains surface parking, temporary structures, 
including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant kiosk, 
whereas the West site is improved with a 1,800 square-foot commercial structure 
currently occupied by a rental car business fronting Yucca Street, surface parking 
and parking attendant kiosk. 

The development of this tract is an infill of an otherwise high density and mixed
use Regional Center Commercial corridor within walking distance of several 
public transit options serving residents, employees, and tourists and other visitors 
to the area. 

The site is level and is not located in a slope stability study area, high erosion 
hazard area, or a fault-rupture study zone. Moreover, the site is not subject to the 
Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards (floodways, floodplains, mud 

;) 55~ 

RL0022382 



EM20471 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 156 

prone areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related erosion hazard areas). As 
conditioned, the proposed tract map is consistent with the intent and purpose of 
the applicable General and Specific Plans. 

The tract has been approved contingent upon the submittal of a comprehensive 
Geotechnical Report to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, 
Grading Division prior to the recordation of the map and issuance of any permits. 

(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the American Musical 
and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in the 
R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest 
corner of Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family 
residences, office space, and surface parking is located east of the project, 
across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-2D-SN Zones. To the south of the 
project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi-family residential, and 
surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone To the west of the project site, are 
studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-tam ily residences, and restaurant 
uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

The development of the high-rise and mixed-use structure will increase the 
availability of employment opportunities together with additional housing in the 
Hollywood area. A large portion of the project site is under-improved and 
underutilized as surface parking and would result in much-needed investment 
and physical improvements. The project is seeking additional entitlements to take 
advantage of the FAR lnoentives incentives provided -tef3-to mixed-use projects in 
designated Regional Center Commercial land use areas. Moreover, the 
development of this site, as proposed, would be consistent with the recently 
approved and developed projects in the immediate vicinity, including the mixed
use development at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 Hollywood Boulevard, 
6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-
1631 Del Mar Avenue which includes 28 joint live work units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums approved under Tract Map No. 67429. A 
property looated at 6252 l=lollywood Boulevard, the The City Planning 
Commission approved a mixed-use development ineluding at 6252 Hollywood 
Boulevard which includes 150 residential condominiums, 37 4 apartment units, 
300 hotel rooms and 61,500 square feet or retail and restaurant use with a 6: 1 
FAR. AtseAdditionally, a property located at 1800-1802 North Argyle and 6217 
and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street was granted a 6:1 FAR for the development 
of a 225-room hotel. 
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The project will be compatible with the recent pattern of high density and mi)<ed 
t!SeG--mixed-use development that characterizes the Regional Center areas of the 
Hollywood Community. It satisfies the intent of the recently adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan Update by providing an appropriate mix of residential and 
commercial uses conducive to job creation and increased housing opportunities 
while supporting the need to promote the identity of Hollywood as the center for 
entertainment in the City. Moreover, the Development Guidelines established for 
the project allow for the provision of increased open space with increased height, 
where the taller the structures, the greater the opportunity for additional open 
space, public plazas, and enhanced walkability. At a minimum, the total open 
space will constitute 5% of the project site with a height of 220 feet, or 12% with 
a tower height of up to 585 feet. The project will provide a total of 1,918 parl<ing 
spaces whieh is eonsistent with the parl<ing regulations established for mi)<ed use 
projects in Enterprise Zones located near mass transitproposed project will 
provide parking to meet demand pursuant to the shared parking provisions of the 
Development Regulations and the requested parking variance. Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code allows reduced parking at a ratio of 
two parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet of combined gross floor area of 
commercial, office, business, retail, restaurant, bar, and related uses, trade 
schools, or research and development buildings on any lot in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment area. In addition, LAMC Section 12.24-Y permits a 10% 
reduction in parking for projects located within 500 feet of mass transit. 
Moreover, a shared parking methodology will permit the project flexibility to 
accommodate parking demand while simultaneously taking into account the 
availability of mass transit in the area as well as retail, restaurant, health club, 
and office uses within the immediate vicinity that accounts for reduced parking 
demand. The proposed project will otherwise comply with aU-LAMC requirements 
with respect to minimum requirements for height, open space density, and 
setbacks. The Advisory Agency has conditioned the proposed tract map to be 
physically suitable for the proposed density of the development. 

(e) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR 
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR 
HABITAT. 

The project site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with 
structures and do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife. 
Therefore the project will not injure wildlife or habitat. 

(f) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEAL TH PROBLEMS. 
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There appear appears to be no potential public health problems caused by the 
design or improvement of the proposed subdivision. 

The development is required to be connected to the City's sanitary sewer system, 
where the sewage will be directed to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has 
been upgraded to meet Statewide ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of 
Engineering has reported that the proposed subdivision does not violate the 
existing California Water Code because the subdivision will be connected to the 
public sewer system and will have only a minor incremental impact on the quality 
of the effluent from the Hyperion Treatment Plant. 

(g) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT 
LARGE FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE 
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION. 

The subdivision includes easements for sewer access and pipe lines. Easements 
providing access through or use of the property do not exist on the site. 
Furthermore, needed public access for roads and utilities will be acquired by the 
City prior to recordation of the proposed tract. The Bureau of Engineering has 
included conditions of approval which requires that the applicant record a 
covenant and agreement to maintain all elements of those areas being merged 
with the public right-of-way, that the construction be guaranteed, and waivers of 
any damages that may occur as a result of such improvements. 

(h) THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE 
EXTENT FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR 
COOLING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1) 

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities 
in the proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted 
materials which consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the 
parcel(s) to be subdivided and other design and improvement requirements. 

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in 
reducing allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by 
a building or structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time 
the tentative map was filed. 

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of 
the north/south orientation. 

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or 
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natural heating and cooling opportunities. 

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider 
building construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of 
windows, insulation, exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the 
height of the buildings on the site in relation to adjacent development. 

These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

Michael LoGrande 
Advisory Agency 

JIM TOKUNAGA 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

JT:Ll:jq 

Note: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the 
decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the City 
Planning Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City Planning 
Department and appeal fees paid, prior to expiration of the above 10-day time 
limit. Such appeal must be submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at 
the Department's Public Offices, located at: 

Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213 482-7077 

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley 

Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
818 37 4-5050 

Forms are also available on-line at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code 
of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to 
that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which 
the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to 
seek judicial review. 
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If you have any questions, please call Subdivision staff at (213) 978-1362. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use development that 

spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between 

Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office 

uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the 

Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved and 

maintained and the rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix 

of land uses, including some combination of residential dw-elling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and 

associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City of Los 

Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development 

parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the development 

parameters set forth in the agreement. Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction 

with the proposed Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the 

requirements for development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain 

provisions, which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the 

zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development 

Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land 

use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared 

by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and 

Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. The NOP for the Draft 

ECR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft ECR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Office of 

Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested individuals for a 45-day 

public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles Department of 

City Planning, various City libraries, and via [nternet at http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft ECR 

analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public 

review period, written responses were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments 

on the Draft ECR and the responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final ECR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an [ntroduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 

Corrections and Additions to the Draft ECR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 

Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft ECR, makes up the Final ECR as defined in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 
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The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City of Los 

Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 6262 Van Nuys 

Boulevard, Room 351. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 2108l.6(a)(2). 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines 

require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of the project and 

make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 

identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(l)) 

B. The second possible finding is that ''[s]uch changes or alterations are within the responsibility and 

jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have 

been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency." (State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 

considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 

make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the environmental 

impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set forth therein. 

Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to address environmental 

impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these findings will nevertheless fully 

account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of the significant impacts associated with 

the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in the 

Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the evidence 

and discussion of the identified impact. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca Street, 

Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. Please see 

Figure II-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which 

thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the East Site, respectively. The 

West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the East Site is approximately 115,866 

square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of approximately 194,495 square feet (4.4 7 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units, 

luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail 

establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development Agreement would afford the developer 

flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing 

characteristics, also known as the Equivalency Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could 

respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the 

development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land 

uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed 

upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft EIR or exceed the maximum Floor 

Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of 

other permitted land uses under the proposed Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. 

Further, the maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be 

limited to 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of 

land uses for the Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement \vith regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one 

scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan 

provides an illustrative assemblage ofland uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the 

Development Agreement. The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was 

initially filed with the City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling 

units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 

(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space 

including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet 

of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and 

approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan \vould result in a total developed floor 

area of approximately l, 166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6: I. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 700,000 

square feet). The dwelling units \vould be located on both the East and West Sites. The proposed 
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Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), 

including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, hotel office, internal food 

and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will include a tract map to operate internal 

food and beverage uses as separate entities from the hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office 

space would be provided with the Concept Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of 

existing office and recording studio uses at the Capitol Records Complex that \vould remain. Vehicular 

ingress and egress to the Capitol Records Complex office space \vould continue to be provided through 

the existing Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses 

and approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the Concept 

Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to [var Avenue. Commercial 

uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine Street to Argyle A venue and 

fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street frontage. An approximately 35,100 

square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness 

center/sports club might include a spa that is open to the public and a child activity center for the benefit 

of members visiting the facility. The spa would include a full menu of services including massage, 

manicure and pedicure services, among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible 

to residents of the Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general 

public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial Scenario 

and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through implementation of the 

Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario \vould consist of approximately 461 residential 

dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 

190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 264,303 square feet of office space including the 

existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office 

use) approximately 100,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food 

and beverage uses, and an approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The 

Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 

987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 

114,303 square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 

25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 

and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the LAMC, 

and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual number of 

parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses constructed in accordance 

with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and restaurant uses the Project would 

provide at least t\vo (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, 

subject to the requested variance, t\vo (2) parking spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of 

floor area for the building. For the residential uses the Project would provide one (l) parking space for 

d\velling units of less than three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling 

units of three (3) habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more 
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habitable rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 

shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different parking 

requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared parking program 

is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand \vith complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in confonnance with all applicable laws and 

regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site is located 

within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is thus subject to the 

rules and regulations established in the Holly\'.-ood Signage SUD. The Project's signage will include 

directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, and informational signage as permitted 

by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in conformance with all applicable requirements of the 

Holly\'.-ood Signage SUD, the Building Code and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 

be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also enable important 

pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space \vill be 

designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 

outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The Development Regulations will ultimately 

determine the amount and placement of open space on the Project Site. In addition, the Development 

Regulations will set forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including 

areas to be accessible to the public (grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any 

observation deck-level rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential 

uses (common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor plates for the 

towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations respond to the 

Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to preserve public view 

corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the development of four various 

height zones, as identified in Figure II-8, Millennium Hollywood Site Plan Height Zone Overlay of the 

Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone and 

would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone and 

would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south of 

the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet above 

grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue and 

would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 
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In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant to the 

Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a pre-determined 

massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower massing standards in the 

Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above the curb level. 

The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of 

the proposed towers and their location on the Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For 

example, a tower located on the East Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a 

maximum floor plate of l 7,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In order to 

construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following discretionary actions 

from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live 

entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground 

floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking 

or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, Site Plan 

Review- for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as may be 

applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval should DLA 

authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 4.5:1 in accordance 

with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 
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III. IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which it 

determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the areas of 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. Therefore, these 

issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The rationale for the 

conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

A. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural uses, and is 

not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses (structures and parking lots) 

and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The Project Site does not have the potential 

to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not 

zoned for agricultural or forest use and as the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project 

would not conflict with a Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative 

impacts to agricultural or forestry resources. 

B. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open spaces or 

areas of significance, areas that might act a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement of any resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological resource value that may be 

suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or 

special status species identified in local plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of 

Fish and Game, the California Native Plant Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be 

expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are located on or 

adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to have a substantial 

adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are limited to the City of Los Angeles 

Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the Project Sites are common ornamental tree 

species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State 

habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project 

would have no impact on biological resources. 

C. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the region, 

residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral resource 

recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. Furthermore, as the 
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Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status with respect to the availability of 

mineral resources. 
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IV. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No 

Mitigation Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be less

than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

A. Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict \vith the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, policy, 

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site would not conflict 

with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and strategies applicable to the Project 

and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project under the Concept Plan would not be 

considered a regionally significant project pursuant to SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B. l Air Quality and IV.I 

Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft ECR, the Project is consistent with regional planning, 

transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to discourage urban sprawl. 

The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to lower urban sprawl and attendant air 

quality and congestion impacts by providing housing opportunities near existing employment and by 

providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. Specifically, the 

Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 RTP, and the Compass 

Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, density, lot area, setback, height and 

open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be consistent with the FAR zoning designation with 

the granting of the zone change/height district change. Further, the Project would be consistent with 

adopted local plans such as the City's General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community 

Plan and Update. The Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District 

and Franklin Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated into the 

Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and private realm 

to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, building frontages, on-site 

landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and lighting within the private realm would 

be consistent with the guidelines established in the Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do Real 

Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for building 

neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and promoting good planning 

initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives by enhancing walkability, 

offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, encouraging housing for every income, 
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locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, providing abundant landscaping and implementing 

smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to land use 

and planning, prior to mitigation. 

B. Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would introduce 

compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While the Project may be 

larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will introduce similar and 

compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open spaces, plazas, and pedestrian 

passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well as a link to surrounding uses and 

adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development of the Project Site would not result in the 

permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As such, no impacts associated with division of an 

established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including public 

facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to the east, a 

mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking to the south, and 

commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with associated parking to the west. The 

Project would not physically divide an established community and would be compatible with the 

surrounding land uses, density, and the overall urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, 

Project and cumulative impacts with regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established 

community would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

C. Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept Plan. These 

units would be added to the Hollyvwod Community Plan Area. Even with the increased residential units, 

the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 percent of the households forecasted for 

2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 

and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would generate 

approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's population estimate for the 

City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population growth forecasted between 2012 and 

2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, but not exceed, the population growth forecast 

for the City of Los Angeles, and would be consistent \vith regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, 

efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the 

reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to major 

employment centers. This additional density \vould be located in an area currently served by public 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 11 

RL0022400 



EM20489 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423), and would be 

located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls within the range of densities 

found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at densities that are consistent with the VMT 

reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative 

related population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

D. Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the information 

described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents approximately 0.086 percent 

of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, and approximately 0.95 percent of the 

employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's 

employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of SCAG's 

projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth related to the 

Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and employment forecasts. Thus, the 

Project would not result in substantial job-related grmvth that would cause adverse physical change in the 

environment and Project-specific and cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 

is required. 

E. Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the maximum 

potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total occupancy at the 

Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will accommodate the total flow for the 

Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from the Project Site would be subsequently 

conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which has a remaining treatment capacity of 

approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site 

uses represents approximately 0.2 percent of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has 

enough remaining capacity to accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact 

also confirmed by the City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the 

Sewer Allocation Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building 

permit is issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed the future 

scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the 

Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. [mpacts upon wastewater treatment 

capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as part of 

the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any reason, the local 

sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be required to build a secondary 
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line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The BOS identified the connection to be 

made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The 

construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in significant impacts as the construction 

would be of short duration and with the implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman 

during work in the public right of way during construction, \vould not significantly impact traffic or 

emergency access. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit \vill be made at the time of 

final building design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water drainage 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a measurable increase in 

wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity is already constrained or that 

would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, impacts related to the Project, and 

cumulative related projects, would be considered less than significant prior to mitigation. 

F. Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of electricity. 

The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 percent of the 

forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is within the anticipated 

demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies would be sufficient to support 

the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario would not require the acquisition of 

additional electricity resources beyond those that are anticipated by LAD WP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7,197 mw of power with a peak of 6,142 mw. 

Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional pmver capacity. If the Project demand of approximately 10,034 

mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 hours), it would be approximately 

1.14 mw of power. This represents 0 .11 percent of the additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak 

demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth 

projections, they would still not exceed the existing capacity of 7, l 97 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply 

capacity and the operational impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 

consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Projecfs energy conservation features. 

Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 cf/day) of 

natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the SCAQMD and without 

taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would reduce natural gas usage. SCG 

is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is 

approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The Project's demand is approximately 121,831 

cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. 

Peak demand is expected to grow to over 6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth 

projections, the Project's natural gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million 

cf/day. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 0.02 percent 

of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not require the acquisition of 

additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to energy 

and no mitigation is required. 

G. Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 

Operational) 

Constrnction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side of Ivar 

Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site boundary), the east and 

west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of Argyle Avenue fronting the 

Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the temporary displacement of 

approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four ( 4) spaces on the east side of Ivar 

Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the south side of Yucca Street fronting the West 

Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east 

side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine Street 

fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be conducted 

through the review and approval of the LA DOT permitting process. In the event that the entire Project 

Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would occur at the same time 

throughout the duration of the constrnction process. If constrnction is staggered such that concurrent 

constrnction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary displacement of on-street parking would be 

reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during the constrnction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces 

during the constrnction period for the East Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be 

temporary, Project impacts associated \vith temporary parking lane closures would be less than 

significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally consistent 

with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an exception to the 

LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, one parking space is 

required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness center/sports club use is located within 

a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) 

spaces per 1, 000 square feet of area. Under the proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the 

requested variance the requirement for the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other 

commercial uses and as for a fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, 

which is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial 
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Scenario, the fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of 

office space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, under 

the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness center/sports club parking 

would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet pursuant to the variance for the Residential 

Scenario or any other scenario developed based on the Equivalency Program and the Development 

Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is 

located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement 

is the requested two spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 

114,000 square feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be 

in the existing office building, the intent of the LAM C is met by having a sports club and office use as 

part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development Regulations and 

as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development Agreement and City Planning 

Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. As the shared parking analysis 

indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, 

depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The Development Regulations provide for the parking 

supply to be increased or decreased depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For 

example, the Residential Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to 

meet the parking demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code standards 

pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that affect the visibility of 

pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the visibility of cars to pedestrians 

and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than 

significant. 
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V. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 

LEVELS 

A. Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes with 

respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction activities would 

require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction activities could create 

unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and supplies, and construction equipment, 

all of which could occupy the field of view of passing motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. 

Thus, the existing visual character of the Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface 

parking lots to construction-related activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project 

Site would be visible by on-site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from 

the existing visual quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be partially 

visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project development. The 

Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor and smaller floor-plates for the 

towers as building height is increased up to the maximum permitted height. The Development 

Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed structures to address context with existing buildings 

and protect view corridors to varying degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the 

Capitol Records Building and other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on 

implementation of the Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement 

and ground floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and from 

vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present on the Project 

Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot occupied with vehicles during 

the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited to the ground surface level. The 

Project would include a high-rise development constructed of glass and other architectural materials that 

may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe pedestrian 

environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power requirements in the 

California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6, and design interior and 

exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves the Project Site. The Project would also 

be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels and uniformity ratios for lighting 
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Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Constrnction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a fenced or 

visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground level of neighboring 

properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout the 

construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to constrnction, Site 

Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 

compatibility with the Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower levels of 

the exterior of the proposed strnctures to ensure that architectural, parking and security lighting 

does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance 

with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light 

pollution. 

A.1-4 The Projecfs fa9ades and windows shall be constrncted or treated with low-reflective materials 

such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A. l -1 and A. l -2 would be less than significant with 

respect to panoramic view obstrnctions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal 

view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related to light and glare with 

implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or alterations have been 

incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics -

Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A. l-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield constrnction 

equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of neighboring 

properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout the constrnction 

period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon discovery. The temporary nature of 

constrnction activities, combined with implementation of Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce 

potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, and to 

ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, Mitigation Measures 

A. l-2 and A. l-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are implemented and enforced as 

the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after mitigation would be less than significant 
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with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for 

focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure A. l-3 

would require that the Projecf s lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of 

Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fa9ades and windows are constrncted with low

reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A. I of the 

Draft EIR. 

B. Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast upon off-site 

properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the Project would not cast 

shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive receptors, for more than three 

consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the winter months. Specifically, the Concept 

Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow pattern between the hours of 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM 

during the winter months to certain sensitive receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be 

impacted by a continuous shadow for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the 

following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6. l. l, Tower Massing Standards: 

48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage 

between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 feet 

above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet above curb level. The 

Project shall also conform to Standard 6. l. 3, which states that at least 5 0% of the total floor area 

shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the 

following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be 

located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7 .5 .1) Towers shall 

be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as \vell as to contribute to an attractive 

skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all 
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other towers on the same parcel, except the following which shall meet Planning Code: l) the 

towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, 

or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow pnor to the 

implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated into 

the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow 

as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow- patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. During the 

summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. Cahuenga Boulevard. By 

1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the boundaries of the Project Site and the 

two commercial properties located immediately to the north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. 

These two properties would be partially shaded by the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 

5:00 PM. However, these properties are not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because 

they are commercial office and retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the 

surrounding properties located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east 

of the Project Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 

Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is shaded for 

more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with adherence to the 

Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade and shadow impacts would be 

mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 

Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the Draft EIR. 

C. Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emissions both during constrnction and during operation. Emissions 

during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 2011.1. l for each year of 

constrnction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by the SCAQMD, the Project's total 

GHG constrnction emissions were amortized over a 30-year lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual 

increase in GHG emissions from Project constrnction activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e 

MTY in 2016. This represents the highest annual level of constrnction intensity and GHG-producing 

activities. The total amount of constrnction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 

l 0, 707.76 C02e MTY, or approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 
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The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road mobile 

vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and generation of solid 

waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG-Reducing Measures scenario and a 

Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions 

generated by the Project without GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e 

MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would 

be approximately 19,091.63 C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the 

Project's GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the LA 

Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as identified in 

the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and its 

proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will promote 

energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the MTA Hollywood 

and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of the Project Site, and 

numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. The Project is also situated in 

a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which provides numerous neighborhood-serving 

establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and retail uses within walking distance. As such, the 

Project's trip generation and vehicle miles traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the 

Projecfs mixed-use nature and location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access 

and a project without mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be 

reduced as a function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions 

would be less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 

emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the mitigation 

measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the conclusion that the 

Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 20 

RL0022409 



EM20498 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

D. Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily for 

surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources adjacent to the 

Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, development 

of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially impair the significance 

of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not propose the demolition, 

destrnction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of 

the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty 

Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the Walk of Fame along Vine Street during 

constrnction by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and 

Repair Guidelines. The Project will, however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both 

on the Project Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, 

as demonstrated in the Final EIR, such alterative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact grouping of 

properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important commercial street during 

Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project Site is located outside of the 

District and new construction will remain outside of the District boundaries. In order to protect the 

significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear separation between the District boundary 

and new construction on the Project Site. The combination of grade-level setback and massing standards 

ensures that the Project's bulk and height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the 

District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the City 

Planning Department, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or survey areas within 

the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records search was conducted in 

connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified on or within a 0.5-mile radius of 

the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of any 

portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during construction. 

This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the Hollywood Walk of Fame 

Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted by the City in March of 2011, 

and be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning Office of Historic 

Resources prior to any construction activities. 
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C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the protection 

of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to underground excavation, 

and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement due to the removal of 

adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to maintaining the Capitol Records Building 

underground recording studios and their special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure 

monitoring plan shall be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office 

of Historic Resources and Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. As 

a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fa9ades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the Project. 

However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol Records Building 

during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be 

subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior 

to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. However. in 

the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building during the life of the 

Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance \vith the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of 

the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation 

activities associated with the Gogerty Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding area) shall 

be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic American Building 

Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a 

written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 

Resources prior to any construction. 
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C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 

further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central Coastal 

Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University Fullerton, or a member 

of the Register of Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a RO PA-qualified archaeologist, who 

shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the 

impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if necessary, for 

the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating archaeologist, 

as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological survey, study or 

report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any 

building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, 

archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was 

discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior 

to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 

further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center for Public 

Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, California State University 

Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the 

discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if necessary, 

for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating paleontologist, 

as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological survey, study or 

report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance 

of any building pennit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, 

if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was 

discovered. 
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A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior 

to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the specific 

construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of 

L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains 

are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be 

adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to the 

implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated into 

the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon historic resources as identified 

in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed new 

development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project incorporates several 

design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and implements the Development 

Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and away from the on-site historic and adjacent 

off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately has a less than significant adverse impact because, 

overall, the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient 

integrity to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any 

Project development scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to 

existing conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and Development 

Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less than significant levels. 

The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the Gogerty Building. The Project 

does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The Project does, however, anticipate the 

temporary removal and relocation of portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project 

Site along Vine Street. The affected portion of the Walk of Fame \vould be re-installed after construction 

is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, commercial, and 

other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include the immediate 

rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed construction or 

operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 
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Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The Project 

together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for encountering 

archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all archaeological and 

paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an increase in the frequency of 

encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse impact. Moreover, each related project will 

be required to implement standard mitigation measures identical to or equivalent to those required in 

connection with the Project. For these reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the 

Final EIR, Project-specific and cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

E. Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including strnctures, 

paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils exposed at or increase 

the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During constrnction, however, particularly during excavation for 

the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for erosion to occur, and impacts would be 

potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. 

Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rnpture zone. The California Geological Survey 

(CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system (http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest 

fault to the Project Site with the potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. [t is 

located approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels at the 

Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on the City of Los 

Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site is located within an 

area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone 

Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The 

conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that 

the Project Site is suitable for development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and constrnction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code seismic 

standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 
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D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a final 

geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist to 

the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final geotechnical report 

shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed structures given the existing geologic 

conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical report shall make final design-level 

recommendations regarding liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of 

settlement, lateral movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as \vell as carry 

forward the applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The 

final geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring wells, 

subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure adequate 

geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform compliance with all 

applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, CIDH 

pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation system. Drilled pile 

bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and 

shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per pile or higher. 

Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the Old Alluvium shall range from about 

6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the Young 

Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 34 7 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. Subject to 

final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and waterproofing shall be required 

for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below-grade 

walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic earth pressure 

and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall design. Hydrostatic 

pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 347. Subject to final design

level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non

yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the potential 

accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be required for walls 

below about el 34 7. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be required 

to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required depending 

on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these structures. 
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D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the 

Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure monitoring program shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating constrnction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent strncture monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrnmentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and strncture 

from constrnction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. ff the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent constrnction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, w-hich avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all on-site 

earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of Building and Safety, 

which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site preparation would comply with 

applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, which addresses grading, excavations, 

and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical report for the Project. With implementation of 

these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 

implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not cumulatively 

expose people or strnctures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, ground shaking, and 

cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 
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F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the existing 

uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of underground storage tanks, 

PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may be required. Moreover, these 

conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled appropriately prior to construction of the 

Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 

Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling operations, to 

determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, beneath the Property has 

been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination and underground storage tanks 

associated with such historical usage shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 

and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials identified 

on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 

regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site strncture, all lead-based paint 

identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and 

federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface investigation of 

the suspected subsurface steel strncture (located on the 1720 North Vine Street parcel) noted 

during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or treatment of the strncture during 

development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all 

applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface investigation of 

the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to ensure proper removal or 

treatment of the strnctures during development activities. Any removal or treatments 

implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 28 

RL0022417 



EM20506 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing 

materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part of the Project, 

impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through 

implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures will 

also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials when the Project becomes 

operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with hazards and 

hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to evaluate for potential 

threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. Further, local 

municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws regarding hazardous materials and other 

hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and 

cumulative impacts for hazards and hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of the Draft 

EIR. 

G. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site discharges 

to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a stream or river. 

Accordingly, the Project \vould not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows across the site 

and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm drain system. The Project 

would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of development and modifying the 

elevations of the site, thus it will alter the stonn water runoff pattern. However, this alteration would not 

result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all rnnoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other 

storm drain infrastrncture that is developed in connection \vith the Project. Moreover, the amount of 

runoff associated with the Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by 

the Bureau of Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 

designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that \vould have the maximum potential storm 

water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by approximately ().()4 acres 

(approximately 1,742 square feet). However, the Project Site contains shallow, low permeability soil, as 

documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and 

Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly limit the potential for groundwater recharge 
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regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not 

substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or 

flow directions. Therefore, Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures are 

required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation measures meant to 

address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the extent 

feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), diversion dikes 

shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels shall be lined with grass 

or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 

Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee

channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the Los Angeles 

Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where 

construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle 

construction materials including: solvents, \Yater-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and 

concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an appropriate 

landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved 

surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 

whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed under a roof 

or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) to treat 

and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. 

The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management 

Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a California licensed 

civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold 

standard shall be required. 
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F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre

development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using permeable 

pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, unit pavers (e.g., turf 

block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with prohibitive 

language (such as NO DUMPfNG - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical icons to discourage 

illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, such as a 

cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the storm water 

conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified landscape 

contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; a 

SW AT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; matched precipitation (flow) 

rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; minimum irrigation system distribution 

uniformity of 7 5 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement (Planning 

Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the 

Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the 

Standard Urban Stonnwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 

(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State and local 

level. 

Findings 

Although the Project \vould not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality prior 

to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated 

into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon Hydrology and Water 

Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality 

as explained in the Draft ECR. The Project will be required to implement structural or treatment control 

BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed and approved by the City, and 

will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) standards contained in the City's Best 

Management Practices handbook. The Project together with related projects could impact hydrology in 

the area. However, when new construction occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional 

runoff, since related projects are also required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming 

from their respective sites. For these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, 

Project-specific and cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the Draft EIR. 

H. Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1. 7 dBA CNEL during the 

Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue between Yucca 

Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential 

uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 

unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

Thus, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential 

or open space uses fronting Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units 

with windows closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior 

noise levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 

dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be installed on 

the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. Nighttime noise limits would 

be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between the hours of l 0:00 PM and 7:00 AM. 

As such, this impact would be less than significant after mitigation. All new mechanical equipment 

associated with the Project would adhere to Section 112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise would be 

similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels from car alarms, 

horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these events would not occur 

consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to increase ambient noise levels by 5 

dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures would be considered less than significant 

and no mitigation measures are required. 
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The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, which are 

more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundbome vibration at the Project Site and 

immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. refuse trucks and transit 

buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses \vould not result in substantial increased use of 

these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses that travel along road\vays in the Project vicinity 

would also not substantially increase due to the Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with 

operation of the Project would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at-grade 

and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the proposed towers. 

Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the 

existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided between the podium 

levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing and/or proposed 

structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that 

Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site 

uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 112.02 of 

the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air conditioning, 

refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level 

on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.l of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior Noise 

Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 

windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 

Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission between 

dw-elling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable interior noise levels in new 

multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in the Final 

EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope shall 

have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Specifically, the 

Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA Green Building Code), 
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Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling assemblies making up the building 

envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any 

of the following building locations: l) within 1,000 ft. (300 m.) ofright of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 

mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at 

the property line regularly exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train 

horns, emergency vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate n01se 

muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise

sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to 

operate bet\veen the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact \vould be less than significant 

after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to ensure that all new mechanical equipment 

associated with the Project would adhere to Section 112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided bet\veen 

the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing and/or 

proposed structures that may block the line of sight bet\veen receptors and noise sources, it is not 

expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the ambient noise at 

surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

I. Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the extent 

that there \vould be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain acceptable service 

ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to the limited duration of 

construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, mitigation measures are 

proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the Commercial Scenario would 

introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This 

increase in population and employment at the Project Site would generate an increased demand for fire 

protection services over the existing Project Site conditions. General and emergency access to the Project 

would be provided from Vine Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft ECR for the Project. That 

response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency services, stated, in 

part: 'The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes from Fire Station 27. These 

response times meet the desired response distance standards of the LAFD." This response time is not 

limited to structure fires and as such medical response times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, 

Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although 
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operational impacts related to fire services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable 

Fire Code requirements set forth in Mitigation Measures J .1-1 to J .1-7, in conjunction with the proximity 

of the Project Site to area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction 

of new facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities \vould not be required to 

serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain clear and 

unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the Project, for 

review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site. 

Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and personnel 

to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an approved 

fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for dwelling units, 

where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD approval 

of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its final 

designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy of the 

Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but not be limited to 

the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, 

location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any required modifications shall be identified 

and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as identified in 

the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the Project Site in 

the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit the proposed plot plan for 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 35 

RL0022424 



EM20513 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire Code, City 

Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation 

Measure J.1-7, the Project Applicant would be required to submit an emergency response plan for 

approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that Project construction and operations would not impede fire 

access to and from the Project Site, w-hich would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. 

The emergency response plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, 

evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For 

these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 

impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J. l of the Draft EIR. 

J. Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police protection 

services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and appropriate during the 

phases and course of the construction process. This security includes perimeter fencing, lighting, and 

after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for LAPD services. The specific type and 

combination of construction site security features will depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, 

construction impacts as they relate to increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially 

significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the prov1s10n of LAPD police 

protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting police 

response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources of nuisances and 

hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly secured, construction sites 

can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more pressing matters that require their 

attention. This could result in an increase in demand for police protection services. Nevertheless, 

emergency access to the Project Site would be maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of l officer per 833 

residents (or 1.2 officers/l,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 residents under the 

Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the same ratio. The Hollywood 

Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The addition of 2 officers to maintain the 

existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand 

for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood Community Police Station to maintain current resident service 

ratios \vould not require the expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase crime. A 

poorly designed building with lmv visibility has the potential to increase crimes, especially thefts. By 
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providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access control 

(landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the Project can be 

designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a confusing layout. 

Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on-site street systems. City 

review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be based on an evaluation of 

requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, m1mmum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain-link 

construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. The perimeter 

fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of equipment and the work 

force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where necessary. 

Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when located within the construction zone. 

The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained while in place. Where applicable, the 

construction fence shall be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be 

installed and maintained at the pedestrian \valkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be 

removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and 

protect the public from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and patrol the 

Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction throughout the construction 

period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through marked 

emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used to 

facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around the 

buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to improve 

security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a high 

visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans at the 

plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD recommendations. 
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J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the Project Site, 

showing access routes and additional access information as requested by the LAPD, to facilitate 

police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as identified in 

the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project Site 

during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow during 

temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in Mitigation Measure 

J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access control 

(landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the Project can be 

designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to address security-through

design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to police services are less than 

significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the form of 

property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new police facilities 

and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design features as well as revenue to 

the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a confusing layout. 

To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project Site and buildings themselves 

would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

K. Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 1,966 

persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting from the Project 

and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools would increase the demand 
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for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the Project would result in 724 additional 

LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya Elementary 

would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over capacity by 219 

students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified School 

District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in the Final 

EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees in 

accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to school 

facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure J.3-1, Project 

impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

L. Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 1,966 

persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population ratio of four 

acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an additional 

approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six acres of regional 

parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 11.8 acres of regional 

parkland. The demand for approximately 19.7 acres of new neighborhood, community, and regional 

parks and recreational facilities in a currently underserved area would potentially increase the demand on 

existing parks and recreation facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 
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J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each dwelling 

unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling unit having three 

habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having more than three habitable 

rooms pursuant to the requirements ofLAMC Section 12.2l(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the 

common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, shrnbs, or trees and at least one 36-

inch box tree is required for every four d\velling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Constrnction Tax set 

forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(l). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be paid to the 

Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities 

Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant shall pay all 

applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the constrnction of condominium dwelling 

units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, as 

identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space and 

recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other publicly

accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space and recreational 

amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project Site, the Project would be 

subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the increased demands that are created by 

residential development projects. As such, the combination of the above described project design 

features, mandatory code compliance requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's 

impacts to Parks and Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

M. Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 1,966 

persons. Based on Planning Department estimates, the LAPL estimates the Hollywood Regional Branch 

service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 service population will be approximately 
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94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service population as above 90,000, which would warrant 

consideration of a second branch nearby, there are no planned improvements to add capacity through 

expansion or for development of any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of 

approximately 1,966 persons \vould be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 

2,514 persons through 2020. The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident population, it 

would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 

which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to library services \vould be less 

than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the projected 

resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public Library to offset the 

potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries pnor to the 

implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated into 

the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon Libraries as identified in the 

Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to LAPL) 

that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the Project would have 

individual Internet service, which provides information and research capabilities that studies have shown 

reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as discussed above, the Project Applicant \vould 

provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the $200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate 

from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund 

through development. Regular funding of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan 

and fluctuates with City priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures 

presented to voters. As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of 

Mitigation Measure J. 5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

N. Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 
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Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-3. 

Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated during the 

hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for specified 

hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for each traffic lane 

closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent construction staging for 

specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue. Further, although no bus 

stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby 

the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk closures 

during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a 

Construction Management Plan/W orksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be approved by 

LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of construction on vehicular and 

pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the 

public streets in the area of the Project. The WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and 

signage for traffic flow as necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in 

Measure K. l-3, and the identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk 

closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and 

access to abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off

peak hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period constrnction trips, constrnction related traffic shall be restricted 

to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i On \veekdays, w-ork shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3 :31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K. l-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the Project 

Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i All Project constrnction haul trnck traffic shall be restricted to trnck routes approved by the City 

of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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ii Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be during the 

hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the above time limits 

shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department 

of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only \vhen 

necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that can not reasonably be completed 

otherwise. 

iii Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities are 

permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the start of 

hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on the job 

site at all times. 

viii The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control dust caused 

by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled as 

required by law. 

x All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent spillage 

and dust. 

xi All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive blowing 

dirt. 

xii All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any material 

spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, Department of 

Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles pertaining to 

the hauling of earth shall be complied \vith. 

xv "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in each 

direction. 
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xvi One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of the Project 

area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of 

"Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213 .485 .2298, shall be 

notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs 

posted along the route. 

xviii Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 

governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before 

the change takes place. 

xix The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 72 hours 

prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon 

completion of hauling operations. 

xx A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City Engineer for 

maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued by the Central District 

Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further 

information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator 

at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -

Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K. l -1 through K. l -4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle and bus 

traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K. l-4 above was added in 

the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the flow of bus traffic during 

construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K. l of the Draft EIR. 

0. Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 
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Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking 

Based on a review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 

closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian access 

routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain unobstructed on the 

opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still be possible, but would require 

pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be 

maintained at all times and would not be impacted by the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures 

IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk 

routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts 

associated with temporary sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for construction 

workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and lay down areas will be 

on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below grade parking structure is completed. 

If the East and West Sites are built out separately, construction worker parking and staging will be at the 

undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If one Site's development has been completed, worker parking 

would occur at the completed parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a 

Construction Management Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts 

associated with construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for construction 

unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 feet greater in length 

than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-related 

employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on 

surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no 

staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the duration of all 

construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction vehicles, including 

vehicles that transport workers, on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction 

vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, as 

identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances associated with 
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alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, 

Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as required 

through Mitigation Measure K. l -1, parking impacts associated with construction worker parking would 

be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft EIR. 

P. Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total less existing 

uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to approximately 281 AFY of 

water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply Assessment included in the Draft EIR 

concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand generated by the Project falls within the 

available and projected water supplies for nonnal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and 

within the water demand grmvth projected in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a looped 

system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points to the existing 

12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The replacement or addition of 

infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street closures on Vine Street and Yucca 

Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be supplied with water from the municipal 

system. All infrastrncture improvements would be built to the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing 

Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow requirements against the existing water 

infrastrncture and determine that the existing system has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities 

that serve the Project Site currently has the capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. 

The Project's net increase of 222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available 

capacity) would be accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger 

the need for improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall employ 

flagmen during the constrnction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 
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Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems -

Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L. l-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be installed per 

Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan check process, 

potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to create a significant 

impact to the physical environment because: ( l) any disruption of service would be of a short-term nature; 

(2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing 

infrastructure would be replaced \vith larger infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly 

disturbed. The Draft EIR determined that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable 

facilities, and conveyance systems were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant 

impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV.L. l of the 

Draft EIR. 

Q. Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would generate 

approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris associated with the Project 

would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in accordance with Ordinance 181519 

at one of the City certified construction and demolition waste processor facilities, which is most likely the 

Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 net tpd 

of solid \vaste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project will implement. 

The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent approximately 0.022 percent 

of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. 

Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project Site would continue to be subject to and support 

the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste 

from landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the 

Draft EIR, the Project would have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of Sanitation 

standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and construction materials 
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including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, 

metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable material such as broken asphalt 

and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non

recyclable materials/wastes shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall 

be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass, 

and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins shall be emptied and 

recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste 

disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste pnor to the 

implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated into 

the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon Utilities and Service Systems -

Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the SSRE. The 

Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and policies related to solid 

waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that all operational waste is disposed 

of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and objectives. Additionally, the estimated 

amount of construction/demolition waste could be accommodated by this and other facilities in 

accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers 

to obtain a City permit to discharge construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section CV.L.3 of 

the Draft ECR. 
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VI. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

A. Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Threshold~ Guide states that the 

degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) partial interruption; or 

( c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no development scenario of the 

Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records Building from the recognized viewpoint 

at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. As discussed below, however, the Project could 

result in varying degrees of visual blockage from this vantage point depending on the height and massing 

envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A. l-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the Project 

at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility of the Capitol 

Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is considered the 

vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal view. [n each rendering 

the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in View 6(a), which is the most 

impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing envelope results in a high degree of view 

interruption. From this vantage point, the Project would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol 

Records Building. However, even in this most impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz 

Mural remain visible at grade level due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-

foot structural setback along Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of 

Permitted Building Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of 

view blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 

massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would obstruct 

a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and 

Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, interruption of the focal view 

due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol Records Building's distinguishing 

architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-foot high massing envelope) could result in 

a significant visual impact based on the extent of view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol 

Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, Site 
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Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 

compatibility with the Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 

obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection view of 

Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to cumulative 

aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 

Regulations, w-hich implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view obstruction 

impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in the Development 

Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the extent feasible while still 

accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A. I of the 

Draft EIR. 

B. Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could enter the 

same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill development that would not 

be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, development of the Project, in 

conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the potential to contrast with the overall 

existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and densities. The Related Projects have the 

potential to block views from local streets and other vantage points throughout the Project area towards 

valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the 

existing Hollywood urban node. These new developments would be collectively visible from the 

Hollywood Hills and lend to the evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, 

although the Projecf s aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative 
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impact of the Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 

significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in confonnance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tmver Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to constrnction, Site 

Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 

compatibility with the Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in the same 

viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how 

the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not control the extent of 

development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby cannot feasibly reduce this 

cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A. I of the 

Draft EIR. 

C. Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building constrnction phase would exceed the regional 

threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG emissions would 

only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 
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B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures required and/or 

recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including but not limited to the 

following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 

• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 

• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 

• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 

• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging areas; 

• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 miles 

per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 

• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that identifies the 

permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information 

about the construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust 

generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall ensure all 

construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

B.l-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer truck fleets 

(e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year United States 

Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a 

minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year 

NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 

incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 

identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(l)) 

Rationale for Findings 
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Mitigation Measures B.l-1 through B.l-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to the 

maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with fugitive dust 

and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV.B.1-11 of the Draft EIR 

Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak daily emissions generated 

during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase would exceed the regional emission 

threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil 

hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented additional mitigation measures in response to a comment 

letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to 

Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to 

reduce this air quality impact to the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further 

this impact to less than significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing 

environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B. l of the Draft EIR. 

D. Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational em1ss1ons that would exceed the established 

SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and wintertime 

(non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As discussed in 

detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air Contaminates (TACs) in the 

vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) Freeway in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is an existing source of TACs. It 

creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the Project Site. Thus, due to the existing 

conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 

that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD 

threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health 

risks associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the 

Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that \vould 

expose sensitive receptors to elevated TA Cs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by the 

Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is considered significant 

and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 

Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
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• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 

• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use oflow-flow water fixtures; 

• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would achieve a 

minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 

• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be ENERGY 

STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or exceeding 

the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and maintained for 

the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on the roof 

of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the I 01 Freeway to the extent 

that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 500-feet of 

the I 0 l Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows and/or the orientation 

of outdoor balconies. 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for electric 

barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common areas per the 

Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively fueled 

sweepers with HEP A filters, and use \vater-based or low VOC cleaning products for maintenance 

of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B. l -4 through B. l -9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the maximum 

extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions associated with energy 

consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions associated with mobile vehicle 
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sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional operational emissions from the Project would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the Project 

vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 

that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of 

significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 

considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no mitigation measures or Project 

Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B. l of the Draft EIR. 

E. Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors identified 

in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including residential, hotels, and 

the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience temporary noise levels above 

applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive receptors 

identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction impacts would 

produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio 

recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway noise levels at 

distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to approximately 72. l dBA CNEL. 

All other locations where residential uses could be placed on the Project Site would front street segments 

with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine 

Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls 

within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 

Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the Project. 

Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed 

residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 
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Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 161574, 

and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain 

levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Constrnction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday 

through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No constrnction 

activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration constrnction activities whose specific location on the Project 

Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck 

idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all adjacent land uses. The use of those 

pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 

potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Constrnction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several pieces of 

equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, and 

jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and muffling 

devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight-feet high 

shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent 

land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during 

construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance No. 

178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the following 

information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the contractor and 

mvner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval for 

the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. The notice shall be posted 

and maintained at the construction site prior to the start of construction and displayed in a 

location that is readily visible to the public and approved by the City's Department of Building 

and Safety. 
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H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification shall be 

provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction schedule, 

including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the 

duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 

documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art 

Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and the Capitol 

Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring program shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the following. 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. As 

a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fac;ades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 

manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site and all 

construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and vibration mitigation 

measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination loader/excavator 

for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers shall be utilized 

during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely completion of the excavation phase of 

development. 
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H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 

EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or structural walls 

of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene 

foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol 

Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent product 

approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be 

applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall 

be installed per manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete 

wall will then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 112.02 of 

the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air conditioning, 

refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level 

of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior Noise 

Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 

windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 

Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission between 

dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable interior noise levels in new 

multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained \vorkers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the hours of 

construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques during construction 

at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be reduced to the maximum 

extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the identified mitigation measures, potential 

noise levels generated by Project construction would in some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, 

further reducing construction related noise levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the 

Final EIR, numerous additional mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to 

on-site and surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
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assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-1 7, potential groundbome vibration 

impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Nevertheless, 

because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site receptors would exceed 

the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne vibration impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration-related land 

use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further coordination between 

each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project's 

physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment would be considered 

significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

F. Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) With 

Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 

• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 study 

intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
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• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

• Gmver Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three additional 

intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 

• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly impacted by 

Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The additional impact 

would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the Horizon Year (2035) Plus 

Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year (2035) 

AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, which were 

also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard (Existing (2011), 
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Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) 

and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the Project. 

Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting from the relocation 

of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and West Sites. The square footages 

of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum East Site 

Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of office space, all 254 

hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 25,000 square 

feet ofretail space on the East Site. Development of the West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet 

of health club space, 288 residential dwelling units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking 

associated with each Project use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum West Site 

Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but not the office 

space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 square feet ofretail space, 

20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling units on the West Site. Development 

on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of office space (but not the office parking), 111 

residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet ofrestaurant space, and 5,000 square feet ofretail space. The 

parking associated with each Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the 

Site containing that use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios 

were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the traffic at the six 

intersections located at the comers of the blocks containing the East Site and West Site (the Affected 

Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 

11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 

12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 

17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 

19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 61 

RL0022450 



EM20539 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 

Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing (2011) 

conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine Street and 

Holly\'.-ood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 

Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other significant traffic impacts 

were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 

Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 

Holly\'.-ood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would occur at 

intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) conditions (w-ith No 

Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Holly\'.-ood Boulevard) would be 

significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 

Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 

West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts would cause 

the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of the shift in location 

assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM peak-hour impact at the 

intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. With 

l 00% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street Access conditions), the impact at 

intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between the 

West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the intersections immediately 

surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was performed for the two scenarios that 

represent the maximum shift in location of the Project uses/components and parking. There would be 

changes to the conclusions/impacts for the Project at two intersections that would accompany the 

analyzed shifts in land uses. Those conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at 

intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and 

Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, located 

within a quarter mile radius of the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station and allows 

immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number of Metro and 

LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable walking 

distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project employees, visitors, residents and 

guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous supporting and complementary uses, such as 

additional housing for employees and additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly 

design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared 
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and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project 

and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of the first 

certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new land uses to be 

developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To the extent a TDM 

Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such time that new 

land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be 

acceptable to the Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, 

but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site 

transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 

• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 

• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the proposed 

residential uses, if constructed; 

• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 

• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 

• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 

• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 

• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees; 

• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, bicycle 

and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 

• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 

• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 

• Transit routing and schedule information; 

• Transit pass sales; 

• Rideshare matching services; 

• Bike and walk to \vork promotions; 
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• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of the 

Project Site; 

• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 

• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that 1s currently being 

established (CF l0-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant explore 

the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects the Project to off

site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents and 

visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional measure in the TDM program if it is 

deemed feasible and effective by the Project Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollvwood Communitv Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project shall 

join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area and initial 

staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the TMO as a 

member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 

• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by transit, but 

contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 

• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 

• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements (such as 

transit/bicycle lanes), and 

• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes in the 

Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand the 

City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a 

Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project Applicant has 

offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a project-specific amenity 

or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project Applicant shall also provide 

space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is 

currently working on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that 

shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this 

study shall assist in determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a 

Mobility Hub at the Project Site. 
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K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment through 

sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such as landscaping 

and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the 

project to the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements shall include 

reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the side\valks along Ivar Avenue and Argyle 

Avenue between the Project Site and the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station, and 

installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within a block of the Project Site, as 

deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation of locations shall be made in 

consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $250,000 

to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being established (CF l0-

2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the Department of City 

Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements within the Hollywood area. 

However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete streets 

and smart grmvth policies shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures 

implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. 

Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, 

may be included in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 

may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement the 

traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to the 

Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). 

Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic 

signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building pennit. These 

signal upgrades would be implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit 

process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to 

LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project 

Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 

LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. ff the upgrades are implemented by the Project 

Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be 

guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any 

certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 

Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection under both 

existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection 

to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum lane for the southbound approach 

and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final 

design of this improvement shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 
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K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently adopted the 

updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street standards that 

provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including 

transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, 

etc. Vine Street has been designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot 

half-width roadway \vithin a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue 

and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, w-hich requires a 35-foot half-width 

roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 

Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as 

Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 

right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 

determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for 

this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of [mprovements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall be 

responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 

modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation improvements 

described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation improvements and associated traffic 

signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of 

the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to 

the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be 

granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each 

case, the Project Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the 

satisfaction of LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 

engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a 

pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, residential 

development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K. l-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project-related 

traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the Mitigation 

Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 
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Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing (2011) 

conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) conditions, 

traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with implementation of the mitigation 

measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. 

18. 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin A venue 

Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

(PM peak hour) 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future (2020) 

conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under the Future (2020) 

conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the above mitigation measures 

at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 

15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollyw-ood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 

18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 

31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the intersection of 

Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario 

to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional three 

significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. Impacts at the 

intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential additional Project 

mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures would have 

benefits at the intersection ofivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not reduce the impact to 

a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less than significant level at this 

location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible additional 

measures were identified. As such, impacts at the intersection of I var A venue and Hollywood Boulevard 

would remain significant under the No Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 
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In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between the West Site 

and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the intersections immediately 

surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was performed for the two scenarios that 

represent the maximum shift in location of the Project uses/components and parking. There would be 

changes to the conclusions/impacts for the Project at two intersections that would accompany the 

analyzed shifts in land uses. Those conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at 

intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Holly\'.-ood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and 

Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin \vith a shift in the location of 20% of the trip generation of 

that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine Street access), impacts at 

intersection 19 - Argyle A venue and Holly\'.-ood Boulevard would no longer be able to be mitigated to 

less than significance and as such would remain significant. With essentially all of the Maximum East 

Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street 

Access) would be significant prior to mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than 

significant level with implementation of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site 

Development Scenario, starting with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be 

mitigated (at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West 

Site Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15l26.6(a) requires an ECR to: (l) describe a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of 

the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. Sections II.D 

and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the Project, which 

are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the 

Region. The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underntilized Project area primarily operated as surface parking 

into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a 

mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community

serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. Provide the mixture and 

density of uses necessary to ensure the Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, 

can sustain itself economically as well as support the long-term preservation of historic 

strnctures along Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce vehicular trips 

by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing transit and transportation 

infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives and creating pedestrian 

accessibility to the regional transit system and existing development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to support the 

continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring the Project has the 

necessary flexibility to respond to changing market conditions and consumer needs in the 

Holly\'.-ood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land use 

density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, resident, 

visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility necessary to 

ensure that the mix of uses developed \vill meet the needs of Hollywood at the time of 

development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the intersection of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern end of Hollywood 

Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 
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Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 

Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 

The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the energy 

and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built environment. Utilize 

vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street high-rise corridor to provide 

the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and thriving Hollywood while 

maintaining the setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol 

Records Complex and the historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 

District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces and 

connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, the regional 

transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, landscaped 

open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the pedestrian experience in 

Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and 

vibrant area that is attractive to residents and visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient design 

flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a set of 

development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure the Project will 

integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and complement the existing 

built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural 

features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability that promote the long

term development of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 

Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to regional 

transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive linkages 

between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary energy and vitality to 

make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 
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• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to create the 

critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, side\valks and other public spaces 

both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the mix of uses necessary to 

support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian experience safe and attractive will 

not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and modernization in 

the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource conservation, 

including \vaste reduction and conservation of electricity and water. Building design and 

construction will promote efficient use of materials and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and 

Providing a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the

Art Improvements. The Pro}ect aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and ex1stmg infrastructure including the 

Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by promoting 

walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along Vine Street, and 

providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. Support infrastructure 

improvements and implement a transportation demand management plan that reduces 

vehicular usage and promotes walkability and public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by increasing the 

property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales and possibly transient 

occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy necessary to support existing 

developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment of the 

public in context with a new- landmark development, the Capitol Records Complex, and 

the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. Enhance pedestrian 

circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout the Project Site and bet\veen 

the Project and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new- revenue sources for the City of Los Angeles. 

Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support itself and support 

existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure that this iconic 

intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial corridor for the 

community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 
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• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level of 

density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and pedestrian 

connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical mass of density 

that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active and vibrant environment 

that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 

Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 

New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood and the 

historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in the region and the 

changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor on 

Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of new temporary and permanent jobs, as 

well as direct and indirect economic benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax revenues, and 

providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses necessary to support both 

the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for Downtown 

Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new business relocation to 

Holly\'.-ood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes adequate 

density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary to sustain the 

Project and existing development within the Holly\'.-ood area. Maximizing density will 

ensure the development of a variety of land uses, including some combination of 

residential dwelling units, commercial uses, luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail 

establishments, sports club, parking facilities, and open space. Without the increased 

density, the necessary increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain 

Hollywood Boulevard will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 

Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 

and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate ground

floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street level and moderate 

overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves views to and from the Capitol 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 72 

RL0022461 



EM20550 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, 

and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment 

District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood community. Reinforce the 

urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the 

creation of an active street life focused on Vine Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to revitalize this 

historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, visitors, and businesses 

that promote economic vitality and preservation of the District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing context, 

including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and massing setbacks 

that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new buildings to be in a manner that 

is differentiated from but compatible \vith adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range of 

six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of uses 

and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5: 1 FAR 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: l FAR 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 

alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 

These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 

Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

G. Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

1. Description of the Alternative 
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The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 

would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on

site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 

Accordingly, the Project Site \vould continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 

parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 

would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 

including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 

would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the No 

Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

3. Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 

However, it is found pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 

that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 

considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 

infeasible Alternative l. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 

Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 

would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 

condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 

Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 

purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 

development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 

for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 

policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 

Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 

Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and cohesive 

development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to supporting local 

and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development. Since the 

Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not provide urban infill, as no 

hotel, retail, or office uses \vould be constructed. The Project Objective to generate maximum 

community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 

environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art improvements would also not 
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be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new development would occur under 

Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic growth of Hollywood through the 

development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting businesses, residents, and tourists 

and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the protection of the Capitol Records 

Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no development standards and guidelines 

for constrnction adjacent to the Capitol Records Complex would be incorporated, which would be 

designed to provide sensitive architectural treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, 

the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District would not occur 

because under the Project, new state of the art amenities and new uses would be provided in order 

to revitalize the historic section of Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 

impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the Project. 

On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

H. Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mmor the 

Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 

4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 

reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 

development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 

occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 

residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 

feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 

15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 

fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 

or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a 

part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized 

by the Project. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5: 1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 

impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 

and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 

also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
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impacts since this altemati ve requires less construction activity and results in less operational 

impacts because of its sensitive size. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 2. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

This alternative \vould not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with 

the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 

avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 

remam. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 

remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 

proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 

Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 

compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 

revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 

responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 

critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative would 

also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative would 

meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced office 

space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, 

therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The Project 

Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit

oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall square 

footage \vhen compared to the Project, Alternative 2 \vould not fully meet the Project Objective to 

generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a 

vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the above 

paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic grmvth of Hollywood through 

development of new amenities, which would, in tum, generate new revenue for the City of Los 

Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 

would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 

impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the Project. 

On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

5. Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

I. Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 

Concept Plan \vith respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 

across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6: 1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 

3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 

would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 

Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 

Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-

room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 

approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of quality 

food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use. 

This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific community 

benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, 

to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 

impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 

and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 

unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 

duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section CX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 3. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 

superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 

Hmvever, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 

unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 

would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
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modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 

maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 

vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the 

Project Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern 

mixed-use project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not 

provide the critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 

development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 

and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 

transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as 

the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 

regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 

degree than the Project. \\lnile Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 

provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 

street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 

square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 

Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 

opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 

Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 

intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 

not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would not 

generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and proposed 

business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 

under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 

significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

J. Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the ex1stmg 114,303-square-foot 

Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site to 

220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's Concept 

Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under 

the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net 

square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 residential units and 

a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of new office space, 

approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 square feet of 
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quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club 

use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., lower height with 

less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint under Alternative 4. 

This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific community 

benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, 

to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 

Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 

Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 

towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 

generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not meet 

Project objectives as discussed below. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 4. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

This alternative \vould not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 

development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 

any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 

traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 

density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 

Project Site as a vibrant and modem mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 

Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 

priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. \\Thile this alternative 

would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 

would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 

vibrant project that responds to the modem needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 

promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 

hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 

same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, \vould not meet the 

Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 

pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
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uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due 

to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would not 

meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 

community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 

environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 

height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities available. 

Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-tenn increase in tax revenue to the City, or 

create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood Area when 

compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 220-foot 

height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing would 

occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the Capitol 

Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In particular, 

the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower heights in 

order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the Development 

Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic character of the 

Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced under 

this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

K. Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-

square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5:1 FAR, 

including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 

ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 

development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1,100 square feet per 

residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 

specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 

the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 

Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 

support the residential dwelling units. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 

Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
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Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 

towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4. 5: l FAR which 

generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not meet 

Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant and 

unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 

significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 

Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 

density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 

housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 

addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 5. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 

office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 

mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 

impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 

meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 

revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 

create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 

Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 

uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 

changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 

completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 

create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. Alternative 

5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail space 

would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, 

therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the proposed Project. By 

creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, Alternative 5 would 

not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the Project, since there 

would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and significantly fewer jobs 

generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, the urban and historical 

importance of the intersection of Holly\'.-ood and Vine by the creation of an active street life 

focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced under 

this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

L. Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-

square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 

approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 

commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 

and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 FAR. 

Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 

residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 

the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 

Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 

the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 

Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 

Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated \vith the Project 

towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR w-hich 

generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it \vould not meet 

Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant and 

unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 

significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 

Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 

what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 

Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 

uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 

lesser degree than would the Project. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 6. 
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4. Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 

major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 

consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 

VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 

Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 

through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 

Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 

Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 

uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 

not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as the 

Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, and 

visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, and 

cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed uses 

and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 

development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 

Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 

Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 

but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 

opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 

during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that could 

become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will worsen 

the jobs/housing balance in the area, w-hich results in more overall car trips for the area. Creating 

a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area on a 24-

hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since there \vould 

be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. Nevertheless, there 

would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on an annual basis, 

although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax revenue to the 

level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. Nonetheless this 

alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of promoting the 

Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is responsive to the 

history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at an iconic 

intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol Records 

Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the main 

mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, and, on 

that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 
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5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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VII. FINDINGS REGARDING OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project area 

and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided during 

the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this grmvth \vill be consistent with area-wide 

population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 

although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 

of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 

area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 

Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water facilities, 

electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would not induce 

growth because it would only serve the Project. 

B. Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 

changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 

Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that '"[u]ses of 

nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible 

since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter likely. Primary 

impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides 

access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. 

Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. 

Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 

consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 

renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 

the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 

include: (l) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 

used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 

future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into consistency 

with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be consistent with 

growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 

additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 

rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
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Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 

elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 

resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 

changes that warrant further consideration. 
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VIII. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the 

"Lead Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final 

EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds 

that it has independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that 

the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision

makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 

of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 

private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding 

the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 

comments made during the public review· period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 

persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 

Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 

environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 

reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 

comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 

comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 

information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft ECR. The lead agency has 

based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 

to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts 

identified and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 

the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 

the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 

MMRP, and contained in the Final ECR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 

that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 

Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final 

EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 

review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to 

notify the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in 

the various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements 

arose for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain 

errors and will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications 

were necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 

participation process. 
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F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 

to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 

ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in 

the Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted 

by the City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation 

measures identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance 

during implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete 

MMRP provides the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully 

enforceable. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 

21081 .6, the City hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 

hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 

of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 

proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: 

Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles 

200 North Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 

herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or 

is in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 

determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 

that \vould have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 

reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 

evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the 

entirety of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising 

the Project. It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by 

other State and local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" 

under CEQA). Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is 

intended to be the basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible 

discretionary actions by other State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 
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IX. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from implementation of 

the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA 

Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency allows the occurrence of significant 

impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least substantially mitigated to an insignificant level 

or eliminated, the lead agency must state in writing the reasons to support its action based on the 

completed EIR and/or other information in the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA Guidelines 

contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and hereby requires, pursuant 

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that significant adverse environmental effects 

have been identified in the EIR which cannot be substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be 

eliminated. These findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of 

proceedings, including but not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute 

the record of proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: Aesthetics; Air 

Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to mitigate such impacts to 

a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City recognizes 

that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the Project. Having (i) 

adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible alternatives to the Projects discussed 

above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project 

against their significant and unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and 

override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and provide the 

rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of economic, social, 

aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to outweigh the adverse 

environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that increases 

density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and furthers sound 

planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional housing needs through 

the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the growth 

of Hollywood and the region. 
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3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site in 

context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 

cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through urban 

infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land 

use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces 

and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of Hollywood 

through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting businesses, residents, 

and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote the 

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development that is 

responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project \vill reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in 

close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of transportation 

and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian pathways/linkages within 

the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by the Project 

Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total of approximately 

$103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project \vould result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and uniform 

land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a whole. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28722 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 1 :32 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Millennium DA Follow-Up 

Attachments: EZ Transit Pass Pricing Chart for 2011.pdf; Transit Passes for Mixed-Use Developments.xlsx 

Hi Luci, 

Thanks for looping me into this project again. I have attached a matrix of the annual cost for the different tap 
passes available. For the employee discounts, it looks like Metro does this for companies individually, not for 
companies who jointly get transit passes together. I have also attached a pdf of the fees associated with EZ 
Passes by zone, as the price goes up the further the employee lives from the urban center. 

I have contact LADOT staff again to see if they can help clarify the circulation shuttle and bicycle community 
benefits. I did speak with Phil Aker before and he estimated that the service described would cost at least 
$150,000. For an accountability mechanism, he thought that calls received/serviced would be good. He thought 
that the on-call service would be problematic in terms of advertising to people who live in hills, which is after 
all the target audience. 

I got in touch with Tom Drischler who handles taxis per Phile Aker's suggestion. Tom mentioned taxi vouchers 
and taxi vans (up to 8 people). This might be more feasible to have the developer contract a service with an 
existing taxi company. Again, the $50,000 does not get us very far, but at least it is a solid guarantee that some 
community benefit will result (instead of risking not meeting a minimum operation budget for a circulation 
shuttle). Tom estimated based on the average cost for a taxi ride ($15) that this would amount to 64 trips/week. 
We can get a better estimate with providing volume of passengers and their origin as well. 

Let me know if you have any other questions. 

-Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emi ly .Dwyer@lacity .org 
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~Metro 
ATAP - EZ TRANSIT PASS PRICING FOR 2011 

With the new Annual EZ transit pass your employees can now travel on 25 different transit systems! 

EZ transit pass 
Regular Annual EZ Transit Pass 

$1,008 
Senior/Disabled Annual 

$420 
EZ transit pass with Premium 1 
EZ transit pass with Premium 2 
EZ transit pass with Premium 3 
EZ transit pass with Premium 4 
EZ transit pass with Premium 5 
EZ transit pass with Premium 6 
EZ transit pass with Premium 7 
EZ transit pass with Premium 8 
EZ transit pass with Premium 9 
EZ transit pass with Premium 10 
EZ transit pass with Premium 11 

$1,272 
$1,536 
$1,800 
$2,064 
$2,328 
$2,592 
$2,856 
$3, 120 
$3,384 
$3,648 
$3,912 

$534 
$648 
$762 
$876 
$990 
$1, 104 
$1,218 
$1,332 
$1,446 
$1,560 
$1,674 

EZ transit pass is honored on these lines - see list below. Additional "Premium" or zones may be required 
by the transit system. Please contact the transit system you intend to ride to confirm the number of 
"Premiums" or zones required on the lines you intend to use. 

Antelope Valley Transportation Authority (AVTA) (premium 
required) 

• Beach Cities Transit (no premium required) 
Burbank Local Transit (no premium required) 

• Carson Circuit (no premium required) 
• City of Commerce (no premium required) 
• Culver City Municipal Bus Lines (no premium requ ired) 
• Foothill Transit (premium required) 

Gardena Municipal Bus Lines (no premium required) 
• Glendale Beeline (no premium required) 

Huntington Park COMB! (no premium required) 
• LADOT (Dash and Commuter Express) (premium required) 
• LAX FlyAway (premium required) 

Long Beach Transit (no premium required) 
• Metro Bus & Metro Rail (premium 1 & 2 may be required) 
• Montebello Bus Lines (no premium required) 
• Monterey Park Spirit Bus (no premium required) 

Norwalk Trans it (no premium required) 
• Pasadena ARTS Shuttle (no premium required) 

PV Transit (no premium required) 
• Santa Clarita Transit (premiums 4 & 5) 

Santa Fe Springs MetroExpress (no premium required) 
Santa Monica Big Blue Bus (premiums 
South Pasadena Gold Link (no premium required) 

• Torrance MAX (no premium required) 
• Torrance Transit (no premium required) 

"" 00 

""" N 
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1 Transit Passes for Mixed-Use Development 

2 Service Provided Length of Time Cost/Year /Person Cost Explained Additional Info 

3 Employees 

Company can choose who will 

4 A TAP Program Unlimited Metro Only Annual contract $900 $75 monthly participate 

Unlimited Metro+ 24 other Additional fees may apply by 

5 public transit carriers Annual contract $1,008 Annual EZ TAP base zone 

In High Transit area (determined Minimum 10 employees; all 

6 B TAP Program Unlimited Metro Only Annual contract $204 by Metro) employee must purchase 

7 Residents 

$75 monthly+ $2 card. Card fee Activated by first use of the 

8 30-Day Pass Unlimited Metro Only 30 days $924 waived if reloading card month 
Unlimited Metro+ 24 other $75 monthly+ $2 card . Card fee Additional fees may apply by 

9 EZ Transit Pass public transit carriers 1 calendar month $1,032 waived if reloading card zone 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Srimal, 

EM28224 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 3:27 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana; Luciralia Ibarra 
Chris Joseph; Ryan Luckert 
Millennium Hollywood - Caltrans response 
Caltrans - Response.docx 

Please see the attached letter which should be added to administrative record. 

Seth Wulkan 
Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 
310-469-6704 (direct) 
310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

CAL TRANS 

District 7, Regional Planning 

Dianna Watson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

100 Main Street, MS # 16 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Febrnary 19, 2013 (letter as dated by CALTRANS) 

March 2013 

This letter is in response to the Caltrans letter regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project (the Project) 
dated February 19, 2013 from Diana Watson, the Caltrans District 7 Intergovernmental Relations Director 
(IGR/CEQA) Branch Chief, to Srimal Hewawitharana of the City of Los Department of City Planning. 
The letter contains factual errors and does not properly consider the Final EIR responses to comments. 
First, the letter's assertion that the "City relied upon its own Congestion Management Plan (CMP)" is 
inaccurate. The CMP is a document produced by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) and 
applies to all jurisdictions in the County of Los Angeles, not just the City of Los Angeles. The letter also 
erroneously states that the City should "consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS for 
this project". However, LOS values are not project specific. Further, the Hollywood Freeway target LOS 
is irrelevant to the EIR as the Project impact is not substantial. Also note that the Project is an infill, 
mixed-use and transit oriented development (Smart Grmvth) project of the type demonstrated to improve 
traffic conditions. The letter also mischaracterized the Hollywood Community Plan Update 
Environmental Impact Report. The Hollywood Community Plan Update Transportation Improvement & 
Mitigation Program (TIMP), October 2010, states on page 62: 

The US-101 Hollywood Freeway is taken into consideration as part of the CMP analysis. Since 
the Community Plan with the TIMP does not result in a trip increase of 150 or more on any 
segment of the freeway no segments are required to be identified in the analysis. 

The TIMP seeks to implement Smart Gmwth to improve conditions on the CMP network (of which the 
Los Angeles County portion of the State Highway System (SHS) is a part). 

The Project was the subject of a rigorous Traffic [mpact Study (TCS) within the EIR. The TIS addresses 
vehicular traffic as well as other travel modes, including pedestrians and transit. The vehicular analysis 
addresses a variety of topics including impacts on the regional freeway system. The TIS concludes that 
freeway peak hour trips are less than the level at which further study is warranted (150 peak hour trips) 
and as such impacts are less than significant. The TIS conclusion is consistent with the strategies set 
forward in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) by the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG), the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) by MTA, and the TIMP 
set forth in the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The studies conducted for each of those plans 
conclude that Smart Growth, such as the Project, is needed and will help to minimize the volumes on the 
freeway system. Controlling the volumes is critical to maintaining or reestablishing acceptable volume to 
capacity (V/C) ratios. 

It should also be noted that the State of California is the owner of the SHS and that the State Legislature 
has assigned the responsibility for maintaining acceptable conditions on the CMP network in Los Angeles 
County (which includes the Hollywood Freeway) to the MT A. The City of Los Angeles directed that the 
Project EIR utilize the CMP procedures and criterion for determining the significance of the traffic 
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impacts on the CMP network. This analysis determined that the Project would not be a substantial 
contributor to any cumulative impacts on the SHS. 

Caltrans' main concern with the TIS is summarized in the statement in the letter that "the TIS needs to 
comply with the '·Cal trans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies." The TIS for the Project 
does contain an extensive analysis of the SHS including the freeway system and the free\vay analysis does 
take Caltrans recommendation into account. City staff and the Project team met with Caltrans to consult 
with them and consider their recommended procedures. Meetings were held during both the scoping 
process and the period after to the release of the Draft EIR and prior to the release of the Final EIR. In 
both meetings Caltrans staff recommended a standard analysis procedure they developed for all land-use 
projects throughout the State. That process was determined to not be appropriate as it does not take site 
specific factors into account. For Smart Growth projects in urban areas, such as the Project, those factors 
can be extensive and important. 

Caltrans procedures do not take in to account that computer model net\vorks do not contain the level of 
detail needed for the Project TIS to consider and analyze the numerous minor Hollywood area roadways 
that are of concern to local residents and decision makers. Further, model zones utilize average area 
conditions and do not consider projects specifics. Important project specific parameters include the 
locations of sites within a larger model zone (location is a particularly relevant consideration for 
encouraging transit oriented development, such as the Project) or the detailed land-uses and how they will 
interact with the surrounding community (e.g. connections are particularly important to differentiate local 
serving support uses from a regional mall). Thus it \Vas determined that the computer model was not the 
appropriate tool to assign trips. 

In order to address Caltrans comment letter, a model analysis was conducted as part of the Final EIR. As 
would be expected for a Smart Grmvth project, the freeway impacts were consistently lower than were 
indicated by the TIS analysis, and were negative in some cases. While adverse conditions may, or may 
not, exist on the SHS, the Project was determined not to significantly impact freeway conditions. 

Caltrans procedures call for a ramp queuing analysis. A ramp queuing analysis determines if ramp 
storage is a critical capacity constraint when the mainline and intersection are operating acceptably. 
However, in the Project area, there are downstream blockages (an overloaded intersection or freeway 
main line section). No reasonable amount of ramp queuing area can contain the back-up. Therefore, no 
analysis was determined to be appropriate. 

While the Project will not significantly impact the Hollywood Freeway conditions, the Project Applicant 
is also concerned that the Hollywood Freeway operates at an acceptable level. However, other processes 
outside CEQA afford an opportunity to address cumulative impacts especially when no individual project 
is a substantial contributor. Any feasible set of SHS improvement measures for the Hollywood Freeway 
should be proposed as part of the CMP. Once those measures are proposed, MT A can determine the 
appropriateness of the improvements and develop a funding mechanism. 

In summary, the letter sets forward an analysis procedure determined not to be appropriate for Smart 
Growth such as the Project. The letter also sets forward rights and responsibilities that are not assigned to 
Caltrans under CEQA. Most importantly, the letter does not propose reasonable thresholds of 
significance as must be adopted by the City of Los Angeles, the lead agency. <California Code of 
Regulations Section 15064. 7> 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks again! 

EM28725 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 1:32 PM 
Thomas Drischler 
Re: Circulation Shuttle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :23 PM, Thomas Drischler <tom.drischler@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Emily. It was nice speaking with you today. Let me know ifl can be of and further help. 

Tom 

Tom Drischler 
Taxicab Administrator/Manager 
LADOT Franchise & Taxicab Regulation 
(213) 972-8431 
tom. drischler@lacity.org 

On Wed, Feb 20, 2013 at 7:52 AM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tom and Farhad, 

Phil Aker directed me to contact you. I am helping refine the Community Benefits in the 
Hollywood Millennium Development Agreement. The developer has proposed contracting out a 
Circulation shuttle, but we do not know if their estimate of $50,000 will actually result in the community benefit described below. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. I would greatly appreciate it if you could 
let me know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it was 
already included in the TOM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative solutions to achieve the 
intent of these community benefits. 

(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of completion for the First Phase, 
Developer shall procure and thereafter operate during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service, providing 
for service between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. Such shuttle 
service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable hours, generally consistent with DASH 
operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in 
vicinity of the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes, to the Project and the public 
transportation access points within two blocks of the Project; as such service will not be required to 
accommodate linkages between the Project and areas already adequately serviced by DASH and 
Metro. Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $50,000 per year for the operation of such 
service. As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity .org 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily. Dwyer@lacity.o rg 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tom, 

Thank you, so much. 

Srimal 

EM20568 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Friday, February 15, 2013 2:30 PM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Hollywood Dell Civic Assoc. Comment Letter 

On Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 1 :54 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
My comments through track changes are attached. When the commenter recommends the installation of traffic 
signals or adding left-tum arrows to existing traffic signals, I suggest adding a response such as: "the 
commenter can independently request that LADOT's Hollywood-Wilshire District Office evaluate this 
intersection to assess the need for a traffic signal." This or similar language could follow the consultant's 
response stating that the project did not result in impacts at these locations. 

On Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 11 :47 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tom, 

The attached Hollywood Dell Civic Association's comment letter was received by the Planning Department 
after the comment period closed, because they had mailed their letter to the wrong mailing address and wrong e
mail address as well. However, it was forwarded to the consultants and they prepared a response. The 
comment letter and response will be included in the file for the record. 

I am forwarding them both to you for your review, to see if any new issues have been raised. If you have any 
questions, please call me at 213 -978-1359. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

EM28227 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 4:02 PM 
Seth Wulkan 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Caltrans response 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 3:27 PM, Seth Wulkan < seth@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 

Srimal, 

Please see the attached letter which should be added to administrative record. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM28228 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 4:15 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Fwd: Land Use Equivalency Summary.docx 
Land Use Equivalency Summary.docx 

review it and let me know what you think about how it reads, and if we should add/edit anything so it speaks 
more like a 'planning' document. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 2:50 PM 
Subject: Land Use Equivalency Summary.docx 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, 

Please see the attached summary of the Land Use Equivalency Program. 

Thank you, 

Jim 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Land Use Equivalency Program 

Summary 

Development of the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) is subject to a Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Equivalency Program) that provides flexibility to adjust the type and 
density of land uses associated with the Project. The Equivalency Program ensures that the mix 
of land uses developed does not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial 
increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Project. Under the Equivalency Program, the developer 
may request a transfer or exchange of land uses by delivering a written request to the Planning 
Department of the City of Los Angeles before development of any phases of the Project. The 
request shall be accompanied by: (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer or 
exchange that is being proposed for the next phase of development; (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in such phase of development, together with any 
existing improvements and any other phases previously developed, are consistent with the 
overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap of the EIR; and 
( c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project, including the proposed phase of 
development, would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. This 
body of information is collectively considered an Equivalency Program Exchange Submission 
for the Planning Department's consideration.. The Planning Director can approve such request if 
the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project 
including the proposed phase of development is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak 
hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap of the EIR (included below), and would 
not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 

Table H-3 of the EIR 

Project Trip Cap 

Land Use Category Use Size AM Peak Hour Trins PM Peak Hour Trins 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 rm 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail 100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
931 Quality Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 

NIA Car Rental -8 ksf ru trips m trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 574 trips 924 trips 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM28727 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 1:35 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium DA Follow-Up 

EZ Transit Pass Pricing Chart for 2011.pdf; Transit Passes for Mixed-Use 

Developments.xlsx 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1:31 PM 
Subject: Millennium DA Follow-Up 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci, 

Thanks for looping me into this project again. I have attached a matrix of the annual cost for the different tap 
passes available. For the employee discounts, it looks like Metro does this for companies individually, not for 
companies who jointly get transit passes together. I have also attached a pdf of the fees associated with EZ 
Passes by zone, as the price goes up the further the employee lives from the urban center. 

I have contact LADOT staff again to see if they can help clarify the circulation shuttle and bicycle community 
benefits. I did speak with Phil Aker before and he estimated that the service described would cost at least 
$150,000. For an accountability mechanism, he thought that calls received/serviced would be good. He thought 
that the on-call service would be problematic in terms of advertising to people who live in hills, which is after 
all the target audience. 

I got in touch with Tom Drischler who handles taxis per Phile Aker's suggestion. Tom mentioned taxi vouchers 
and taxi vans (up to 8 people). This might be more feasible to have the developer contract a service with an 
existing taxi company. Again, the $50,000 does not get us very far, but at least it is a solid guarantee that some 
community benefit will result (instead of risking not meeting a minimum operation budget for a circulation 
shuttle). Tom estimated based on the average cost for a taxi ride ($15) that this would amount to 64 trips/week. 
We can get a better estimate with providing volume of passengers and their origin as well. 

Let me know if you have any other questions. 

-Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity.org 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 
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~Metro 
ATAP - EZ TRANSIT PASS PRICING FOR 2011 

With the new Annual EZ transit pass your employees can now travel on 25 different transit systems! 

EZ transit pass 
Regular Annual EZ Transit Pass 

$1,008 
Senior/Disabled Annual 

$420 
EZ transit pass with Premium 1 
EZ transit pass with Premium 2 
EZ transit pass with Premium 3 
EZ transit pass with Premium 4 
EZ transit pass with Premium 5 
EZ transit pass with Premium 6 
EZ transit pass with Premium 7 
EZ transit pass with Premium 8 
EZ transit pass with Premium 9 
EZ transit pass with Premium 10 
EZ transit pass with Premium 11 

$1,272 
$1,536 
$1,800 
$2,064 
$2,328 
$2,592 
$2,856 
$3, 120 
$3,384 
$3,648 
$3,912 

$534 
$648 
$762 
$876 
$990 
$1, 104 
$1,218 
$1,332 
$1,446 
$1,560 
$1,674 

EZ transit pass is honored on these lines - see list below. Additional "Premium" or zones may be required 
by the transit system. Please contact the transit system you intend to ride to confirm the number of 
"Premiums" or zones required on the lines you intend to use. 

Antelope Valley Transportation Authority (AVTA) (premium 
required) 

• Beach Cities Transit (no premium required) 
Burbank Local Transit (no premium required) 

• Carson Circuit (no premium required) 
• City of Commerce (no premium required) 
• Culver City Municipal Bus Lines (no premium requ ired) 
• Foothill Transit (premium required) 

Gardena Municipal Bus Lines (no premium required) 
• Glendale Beeline (no premium required) 

Huntington Park COMB! (no premium required) 
• LADOT (Dash and Commuter Express) (premium required) 
• LAX FlyAway (premium required) 

Long Beach Transit (no premium required) 
• Metro Bus & Metro Rail (premium 1 & 2 may be required) 
• Montebello Bus Lines (no premium required) 
• Monterey Park Spirit Bus (no premium required) 

Norwalk Trans it (no premium required) 
• Pasadena ARTS Shuttle (no premium required) 

PV Transit (no premium required) 
• Santa Clarita Transit (premiums 4 & 5) 

Santa Fe Springs MetroExpress (no premium required) 
Santa Monica Big Blue Bus (premiums 
South Pasadena Gold Link (no premium required) 

• Torrance MAX (no premium required) 
• Torrance Transit (no premium required) 

LO 
0) 
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1 Transit Passes for Mixed-Use Development 

2 Service Provided Length of Time Cost/Year /Person Cost Explained Additional Info 

3 Employees 

Company can choose who will 

4 A TAP Program Unlimited Metro Only Annual contract $900 $75 monthly participate 

Unlimited Metro+ 24 other Additional fees may apply by 

5 public transit carriers Annual contract $1,008 Annual EZ TAP base zone 

In High Transit area (determined Minimum 10 employees; all 

6 B TAP Program Unlimited Metro Only Annual contract $204 by Metro) employee must purchase 

7 Residents 

$75 monthly+ $2 card. Card fee Activated by first use of the 

8 30-Day Pass Unlimited Metro Only 30 days $924 waived if reloading card month 
Unlimited Metro+ 24 other $75 monthly+ $2 card . Card fee Additional fees may apply by 

9 EZ Transit Pass public transit carriers 1 calendar month $1,032 waived if reloading card zone 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

hi luci --

EM28731 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 1:41 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 
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I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

2 
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Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28231 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 4:36 PM 
Richard Lichtenstein 
Re: Stuff 

I am free for breakfast this Thursday. No CPC for me - all will be down in San Pedro for the big community 
plan item. 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 1:10 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 
Hey .. ... how's your Thursday morning look? Want to have breakfast at 101 Cafe (Franklin just off Freeway)? As 
for Luci's report I've bits and pieces and she's a "star". Not sure if it's for public consumption but Michael and 
Phil visiting privately this week (Mike's request). We're doing CD 13 Design Review Thursday night with 
Marcel. On Friday I have 2 PC meetings set (trying for a third). Understand Barbara is going to run the 
meeting on 28th. 
Regarding Castlen, Alan and I are meeting with Paul this afternoon. Word has it Paul was looking for a 25% 
reduction in the residential but not sure what that relates to. Can't just be arbitrary. Alan might reduce unit 
count by 5-10% just to get PK on board. Will keep you posted. 
Now for Ponte Vista ..... the one that should have been the easiest of all. You reduce the density from 2300 to 
1100 and agree that the preferred alternative of 83 5 works just fine. And can't get through CEQA review -
OMG! Not sure I even remember the "mixed" use alternative with library, retail, etc. but never going to 
happen. If you remember this was a work piece of property for Istar. After extensive market analysis the 
office, retail (and even Senior Housing) were removed from the plans. It will never pencil or get built without 
the economics of the residential plans. The community claims to want all these other uses but no traffic. Can't 
make it all happen in this one project. Happy to talk schedule and happy to bring Owners Representative 
Dennis Cavallari to an all hands meeting next week. 
Let me know about Breakfast and if we should find time for Erin, Henry, et al. Thanks. 
R 

p.s. seeing Paul and Amy Saturday night before they head back to Hawaii. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto :lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 12:33 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Stuff 

We've got some things to chat about...I'm in the PVP now for Ponte Vista ..... and I'm loving the new mixed use 
alternative with the library, retail, park, office, etc. Is this in the realm of reason?? A big improvement to the 
current project and a strong and very positive response to community concerns and desires 

Need to talk Ponte Vista schedule however. We need to make some adjustments. 

Luci has prepared staff reports for Millennium .... beautifully written documents .... you will be very pleased. 

Any updates with Castlen Sepulveda? 
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Also, unrelated to your projects, need to chat about the dept consolidation proposal on the table that the mayor 
has introduced ..... . 

Talk soon, 

Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM28233 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 4:39 PM 

Estineh Mailian 

Fwd: CPC Advanced Hearing cases 

CPC Advanced Hearing Tracking.docx 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 4:08 PM 
Subject: CPC Advanced Hearing cases 
To: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Alan Bell 
<Alan.Bell@lacity.org>, Eva Yuan-McDaniel <eva.yuan-mcdaniel@lacity.org> 
Cc: Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org>, Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 

Good afternoon, 

Here's the latest version of the CPC Advanced Calendar. In my opinion, there are too many cases on April 25th 
(Valley) and on May 9th .. Kindly advise me if there are changes to this matrix. 

Thank you, 
Iris 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

RL0022502 



EM28234 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ADVANCED HEARING CASES 
(As of 03/12/2013) 

March 14, 2013 (Special Meeting-San Pedro) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

San Pedro Community CPC-2009-1157-CPU Kevin Keller Meeting will be in San 
Plan ENV 2009-1558-EIR Conni Pallini Pedro at the Boys and 

Girls Club 

March 28, 2013 (Downtown) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

Hollywood Millennium CPC-2008-3440-VZO- Jon Foreman No Valley meeting. CPC 
CU B-CU-ZV-H D Luci Ibarra mtg has been moved to 
ENV-2011-675-EI R Downtown. Cmsr. Freer 

Lennar Homes CPC-2012-2405-VZC- Sarah Molina-Pearson will chair the meeting. 
ZAA-SPR 

ENV-2012-2406-M ND 

April 11, 2013 (Downtown) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

West Adams CPC-2006-5567-CPU Faisal Roble 

Community Plan ENV-2008-478-EIR Arthi Varma 

Reuben Caldwell 

Highland Selma Venture CPC-2011-2175-ZC-H D- Shan Bonstin 

CU-ZV-SPR Blake Lamb 

Marymount College CPC-2011-2480-CU Shana Bonstin 

ENV-2011-24 78-M ND Marc Woersching 
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April 25, 2013 {Valley) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

Sylmar Community Plan CPC-2006-5569-CPU Kevin Keller 

ENV-2006-5624-EI R Anita Cerna 

Emily Yllescas 

PC Sherman Way CPC-2012-3243-ZC-BL- Sara Hounsell (POSSIBLE CONSENT) 
ZV-ZAA-CLQ-SPR 

ENV-2012-3244-M ND 

Villaggio Tuscana CPC-2010-3152-ZC-H D- Jon Foreman Case expires on 4/10/13 
SPE-SPR-SPP-CUB and Nick Hendricks 

VTI-61216 

ENV-2004-6000-EI R 

Montage Development CPC-2012-1363-GPA-ZC- Nick Hendricks 

SPR-BL 

ENV-2012-1361-M ND 

Curtis School CPC-2009-837-CU-SPE- Bob Duenas Continued from 2/28/13 
SPR-Dl-ZV Frank Quon CPCmtg. 
ENV-2009-836-M ND 

May 9, 2013 (Downtown) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

Wyvernwood CPC-2012-1222 ZC-GPA- Jon Foreman Request for Council 
SP and CPC-2012-1223- Kevin Jones Chambers and PW 
DA Sergio Ibarra Boardroom as overflow 

room. No other cases 
for this meeting. 

Little Tokyo Community CPC-2012-3308-CDO-ZC Kevin Keller TENTATIVE 
Design Overlay ENV-2012-3362-N D Conni Pallini 

Nick Maricich 

May 23, 2013 {Valley) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

Community Recycling CPC-2008-4336-CU-ZV- Bob Duenas 

SPR Dan O'Donnell 

ENV-2006-6373-EIR 

Diego WH (Demo of CPC-2012-2576-ZC-SPE- Bob Duenas 

Auto Dealership) SPP Jennifer Driver 

ENV-2012-2577-EAF 
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May 30, 2013 {Proposed Special Meeting) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

Ponte Vista Jon Foreman 

Henry Chu 

June 13, 2013 {Downtown) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

Granada Hills CPC-2006-5568-CPU Kevin Keller NOT ACTUAL DA TE. 
Community Plan ENV-2006-5623-EI R Anna Vidal JUST A PLACEHOLDER 

Katherine Peterson ON MATRIX! 

June 27, 2013 {Valley) 

COMMON NAME CASE NUMBER ASSIGNED STAFF COMMENTS/NOTES 

N:ATSD\Commission\Council liaison\CPC Advanced Hearing Tracking.docx 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28734 

Wes Pringle (Google Drive) <wes.pringle@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 2:30 PM 
Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org 
millennium traffic.docx (Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org) 

I've shared an item with you. 

Luci, 

I have reviewed the document. I made some additions (in red) and deletions (strikeout) to the summary. 

Wes 10 j millennium traffic.docx 

Google Drive: create, share, and keep all your stuff in one place. 

RL0022506 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Laurie, 

EM28237 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 5:16 PM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: millennium FEIR 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
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Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28239 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM18281 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 

Tuesday, February 05, 2013 8:18 PM 
michael.logrande@lacity.org 

Subject: Fw: Mil. Hollywood FEIR - 2nd Screencheck - Remainder of Reviewed Sections 

Attachments: a. Table of Contents 2_1_13 (FINAL REDLINE)SH.docx; IV Corrections and Additions to 

the Draft EIR 2_1_13 (FINAL REDLINE)SH.DOCX; Letter 03 - Caltrans 2_1_13 (FINAL 

REDLINE)SH.docx; Letter 09 - AMDA Final EIR 2_1_13 RedlineSH.docx; Letter 59 -
Jordon Final EIR 2_1_13 RedlineSH.docx; Letter 81 - Reznik Final EIR 2_1_13 
RedlineSH.docx; V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 2_1_13 (FINAL 
REDLINE)SH.docx; Letter 105 - Melrose Hill Neighborhood AssociationSH.docx 

Good news .... Srimal has completed all her work on the second screencheck of the Final EIR for Hollywood Millenium. We 
will meet the Friday deadline for release of the document. 

From: Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na [ mai Ito: sri ma I. hewawitha ra na@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2013 04:40 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>; Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
< afra ijo@sheppa rd mu II in .com>; Ryan Lucke rt < Rya n@ceqa-nepa.com > 
Cc: Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacitv.org>; Jon Foreman < jon.foreman@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Subject: Mil. Hollywood FEIR - 2nd Screencheck - Remainder of Reviewed Sections 

Hi Seth, 

Attached please find the remainder of the reviewed files: 

- Table of Contents - No edits 
- Corrections and Additions - Please change all the "will"s and "woulds" in the mitigation measures with "shall" 
as noted and double check that the changes have been made in the MMRP, as well. 
- MMRP- Check the mit. measures and change all "will" and "would" to "shall"; make sure to note any such 
changes and edits in the Corrections and Additions section, as well. I tried to indicate as I edited. 
-Letter 3-Caltrans - minor edit which I made 
- Letter 9-AMDA - minor edits and corrections to references to comment letters using the old numbers, which 
have since been renumbered. 
- Letter 59-David Jordon - minor edits and notation re. using name of commenter in addition to number in 
references to comment letters - ideally, all such references to comment letters should include the name of 
commenter as well, for added clarity. 
- Letter 81- Benjamin Reznik - similar comments as above - minor edits and it would be lovely ifreferences to 
comment letters included commenter name for added clarity. 
- Letter I 05 - Melrose Hill NC - no edits or comments. 

All the sections of the 2nd screencheck have been reviewed and returned for corrections. 

Srimal 
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IV. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

This section presents corrections and additions that have been made to the text of the Draft EIR. These 

changes include revisions resulting from responses to comments and others that are necessary to provide 

clarifications to the project description and analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. The revisions 

are organized by section and page number as they appear in the Draft EIR. Text deleted from the Draft 

EIR is shmvn in strikethrough, and new text is underlined. For corrections resulting from a response to a 

comment on the documents, references refer to the comment letter number and name of commenter. 

Table of Contents 

1. Page ii under VI. Alternatives to the Proposed Project, list number 2 - Insert a period(".") between 

the "4" and "5" to read: 

Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development 4~5:1 FAR .................................................................. VI-15 

Section I Introduction/Summary 

2. Page I-7 the first t\vo paragraphs are to be removed and the following is to be added: 

This Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential enyironmental impact of the Project for each 

environmental issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. 

For instance, with respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The 

trip cap represents the total number of peak hour trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) that may be 

generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use v.·ere calculated based on the total AM (7 AM to 

10 PM) plus PM (3 PM to 6 PM) peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial Scenario 

was determined to have the maximum (AM plus PM peak hour) trips equal to 1,498 trips. The 

Commercial Scenario is therefore the most impaetful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour 

trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 1/198 total peak hour trips. The 

total development of land uses for the Project resuking from the Equivalency Program will not exceed 

this trip cap. 

This Draft EIR analvzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each 

environmental issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. 

For instance, with respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The 

trip cap represents the maximum AM peak hour trips and the maximum PM peak hour trips that may 

be generated by the Project. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the AM peak hour trips 

and the PM peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial Scenario was determined to have 

the maximumAM peak hour trips (574) and the maximum PM peak hour trips (924). The Commercial 

Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted 

under anv development scenario would be limited to 5 7 4 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour 

trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the Project resulting from the Eguivalency 

Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

3. Page I-73 within Table I-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of 

Significance After Mitigation - Remove the extraneous '\v" in the word "necessmvry" in Mitigation 

Measures J .2-1 so that the sentence containing the word will read: 

The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where necessawry. 

4. Table I-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of Significance After 

Mitigation - The table's "Mitigation Measures" column will be modified to include the changes, 

revisions, and additions of the mitigation measures identified below for Air Quality, Cultural 

Resources, Noise, and Transportation - Traffic. 

Section II Project Description 

5. Page H-21, the last paragraph is to be removed and replaced as follows: 

For instance, wi-th respect to the Project's maximum aggregate traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap 

will be established. This trip cap will control whether any particular exchange of land uses is 

permitted under the Program. [n connection with traffic impacts, trip rates for each land use have 

been identified to determine the Project's maximum allmvable ,.\M (7 ,.\M to l 0 AM) and PM (3 PM 

to €i PM) peak hour trips. Using the established trip rates identified in Table H 2, Trip Cap 

Cmnputation By Land Use TYfJe, the trip cap ,,vas established. The trip cap represents the number of 

trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) associated v1ith the most trip intensive development scenario of 

the Project, 1.vhich is the Commercial Scenario. As shown in Table II 3, Project Trip Cap, the trip cap 

is 1,498 trips and thus the maximum allo· .. vable peak hour trips that 1.vould be allov,ed under any 

development scenario vwuld be limited to 1,498 total peak hour trips. The development ofland uses 

resulting from the Equivalency Program will use the generation rates in Table II 2 to determine peak 

hour trips and will not exceed this trip cap, which establishes the maximum AM and PM peak hour 

traffic impacts that are analyzed by this Draft EIR. The EIR will establish, as discussed under Section 

IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, maximum levels for every other environmental impact produced 

by the Project. As discussed above, in no instance will any deYelopment scenario permitted by the 

Development ,.\greement and Equivalency Program exceed the maximum environmental impacts 

studied in this Draft EIR of which maximum vehicular trips is only one of several environmental 

thresholds. 
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For instance, with respect to the Project's maximum traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap will be 

established. This trip cap will control whether anv particular exchange of land uses is permitted 

under the Eguivalency Program. In connection with traffic impacts, trip rates for each land use have 

been identified to determine the Project's maximum allowable AM (7 AM to 10 AM) and PM (3 PM 

to 6 PM) peak hour trips. Using the established trip rates identified in Table II-2, Trip Cap 

Computation By Land Use Type, the trip cap was established. The trip cap represents the number of 

AM peak hour trips and PM peak hour trips associated with the most trip-intensive development 

scenario of the Project, which is the Commercial Scenario. As shown in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap, 

the " Trip Cap" is 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips and thus the maximum 

allowable peak hour trips that would be allowed under any development scenario would be limited 

to574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips. The development of land uses resulting from 

the Eguivalency Program will use the generation rates in Table II-2 to determine peak hour trips and 

will not exceed this Trip Cap. which establishes the maximum AM peak hour trips and the maximum 

PM peak hour traffic impacts that are analyzed by this Draft EIR. The EIR will establish. as 

discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, maximum levels for every other 

environmental impact produced bv the Project. As discussed above, in no instance will any 

development scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Eguivalency Program exceed 

the maximum environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which maximum vehicular trips is 

only one of several environmental thresholds. 

6. Page II-22, Table II-2, Trip Cap Computation by Land Use Type and Table II-3, Project Trip Cap, are 

replaced \vith the following tables: 
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* 

** 

*** 

Table 11-2 

Trip Cap Computation By Land Use Type 

Land Use/Activity 

Construction Period 

110 Construction Employee* 
NIA Construction Trucks** 

Operational Period 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 

820 Retail'** 

(l-25.000 sf) 
(25,001+ sf) 

931 Restaurant 
NIA Car Rental Facility 

AM 

0.440 
0.625 

0.358 
0.476 
0.788 
0.913 

1.444 
0.559 
0.520 
0.373 

Peak Hour Trips Factor 

PM 

0.420 
0.625 

0.328 
0.504 
1.950 
0.360 

5.026 
2.604 
4.840 
0.871 

Unit 

trips/employee 
trips/truck load 

trips/du 
trips/rm 
trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 

trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 

The trip rates per peak construction worker used are the ITE Trip Generation, 8th edition manual rates 
for a Light Industrial site (LU 110). 
Standard City haul route conditions prohibit such truck activity during the excavation and shoring 

construction phase and thereby 0 truck trips are to be assumed for that phase. The 0.625 rates apply to 
the average trucks hauling loads to or from the site on a weekday during each other construction phase. 
Incrementally applied to the retail building area on the site at the conclusion of a development phase. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page JV-4 

RL0022516 



EM18288 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Table 11-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Land Use Categorx Use Size AM Peak Hour TriJ:!s PM Peak Hour TriJ:!s 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 rm 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail 100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
931 Quality Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 

NIA Car Rental -8 ksf ill trips ill trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 574 trips 924 trips 

7. Page II-23, beginning with the first full sentence in the first paragraph is to be removed and replaced 

as follows: 

This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed and supplemental information documenting hov; the proposed land uses are consistent 1.vith 

the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II 3, Project Trip Cap. The supporting 

documentation shall also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed EquiYalency 

Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 

This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed and supplemental information documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with 

the AM peak hour and PM peak hour Trip Cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap. The 

supporting documentation shall also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed 

Eguivalencv Program \vould not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft 

EIR. 

8. Page II-23, Footnote 4 is revised as follows: 

Note: All square footage numbers for the Project represent net square footage. are based on the 

definition of floor area. The term "net square feet" is defined in LAMC Section 14.5.3. Floor area is 

defined in Section 12.03 of the LAMC as the area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of 

a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms 

housing building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and 

ramps, space for the landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 

9. Page II-24, Table II-4, Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and 

Square-Footage Summary, is revised as follows: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page JV-5 

RL0022517 



EM18289 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Footnote B: GSF=Gross Square Feet. For purposes of analyzing the volume of new construction, 

the total GSF was assumed to be 15% above the "Net Developed Floor Area" floor area as 

defined by the LAMC. 

Footnote C: The total office square footage included under the "Net Developed Floor Area" 

column includes the existing 114,303 sf of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 

Complex which will be retained as part of the Project. 

10. Page 11-24, Table 11-4, Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and 

Square-Footage Summary, the third column heading is revised as follows: 

Proposed Net Developed Floor Area (sf)a 

11 . Page 11-31, the last paragraph is revised to reflect that there could be up to six levels of below grade 

parking on the West Site: 

Based on the Code required parking standards and the implementation of a shared parking program, it 

is envisioned that the Project would include up to three levels of above-grade parking within the 

podium structures, up to six levels of below grade parking on the East Site, and up to fettrsix levels of 

below grade parking on the West Site. 

12. Page 11-32, the second sentence under the heading "g. Signage and Lighting" is revised to reflect that 

Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District and its 

provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172: 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340176172, LAMC 

Section 13 .11 ), and is thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage 

SUD. 

13 . Page 11-49, the following discretionary action is to be added to the bullet list, after the Variance for 

sports club parking: 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking 

or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Section IV.B.1 Air Quality 

14. In response to Comment Letter No. 07 - South Coast Air Quality Management District, the following 

mitigation measure has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters 

meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting 
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Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 

and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be 

installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

15. In response to Comment Letter No. 07 - South Coast Air Quality Management District, the following 

additional mitigation measures have been added to Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities 

shall use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles 

that meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection 

Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a minimum, 

truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 

model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be 

located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 

that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent that such placement is 

compatible with final site design. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are 

located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit 

the use of operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 

common areas for electric barbegues to the extent that such uses are 

permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions 

and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 

alternatively fueled sweepers with HEP A filters, and use water-based or 

low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

16. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as B.1-3. Any 

references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the new 

mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measure B.1-3 is now B.1-4. 

• Previous mitigation measure B.1-4 is now B.1-5. 
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Section IV.C Cultural Resources 

17. Page CV.C-48, Mitigation Measure C-5, is revised to read: 

Mitigation Measure C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site 

and surrounding area) shall be documented with B:j3--teat least twenty-five 

images in accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 

standards. Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through 

a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City 

Plalliling, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

18. Page IV. C-48, Mitigation Measure C-6, part a. The Society of Professional Archaeologists no longer 

exists and the new entity is the Register of Professional Archaeologists. Revise reference to Society 

of Professional Archaeologist (SOPA) to read: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central 

Coastal [nformation Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University 

Fullerton, or a member of the SoeietyRegister of Professional Archaeologist§. (&ROPA) 

or a &ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered material(s) and 

prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

Section IV.G Land Use Planning 

19. Pages IV.G-15 and IV.G.16 is revised to reflect that Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the 

Holly\'.-ood Signage Supplemental Use District and its provisions replace and supersede the 

provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172, and to show that supergraphic signs are prohibited: 

Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD) 

Ordinance 181340 is the amendment of the Hollvwood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD). 

which was originally established bv Ordinance 176172 established the SUD. This ordinance was 

enacted to acknmvledge and promote the continuing contribution of signage to the distinctive 

aesthetic of Holly\'.-ood, as well as to control the blight created by poorly placed, badly designed signs 

throughout Holly\'.-ood. Specifically, the Ordinance seeks to: 

1) provide for the systematic execution of the Hollywood Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan; 

2) promote appropriate and economically viable signage; 

3) limit visual clutter by regulating the number, size, and location of signs; 

4) minimize potential traffic hazards and protect public safety; 
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5) protect street views and scenic vistas of the Hollywood Sign and the Hollywood Hills; ruld 

6) protect and enhance major commercial corridors and properties; and 

7) Provide a public benefit and enhancement to the community environment. 

The Project Site is located within the established boundaries of the SUD. 

Under the SUD, there are specific standards for supergraphic signs. A supergraphic sign is defined as 

"a sign, consisting of an image v, hich is applied to and made integral 'Nith a ·.-vall, or projected onto a 

v, all or printed on vinyl, mesh or other material, and 'Nhich does not comply with the provisions of 

Section 91.6201 et seq. of the Municipal Code, relating to wall signs, mural signs, off site signs 

and/or temporary signs." A,ccording to the SUD, a supergraphic sign may include off site advertising 

and shall comply with the following standards: 

[] A Supergraphic Sign shall not be allmved on any lot ·.-vhere a billboard or solid panel roof sign is 

located. 

[] To qualify for a Supergraphic Sign an applicant shall participate in the sign reduction program, 

pursuant to Section 9 of the SUD. 

[] The exposed face of a Supergraphic Sign shall be apprmcimately parallel to the plane of the wall 

upon which it is located. 

[] A, maximum of tvvo Supergraphic Signs may be located on a building provided the images are 

located on opposite walls of the building and cannot be viewed at the same time from any 

location. 

[] A, Supergraphic Sign shall be at least 1,200 square foot in size. 

[] The written message, including logos, shall not exceed 15 percent of the total area of the sign. 

Section 6. Supplemental Use District Compliance Requirements, of Ordinance 181340 of the SUD 

provides that all applications for signs within a redevelopment project area shall be approved by the 

CRA/LA or its successor agency staff for that area, pursuant to any regulations or design guidelines 

adopted by the CRA/LA or its successor agency. 

Section 7, Standards for Specific Types of Signs, of Ordinance 181340 provides standards for various 

types of signs, including location, dimension, and illumination standards. 

20. Page IV.G-20, the last sentence under the heading "SN Designation", is revised to reflect that 

Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District and its 

provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172: 
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The Project Site is within the boundaries of the adopted Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use 

District (Ordinance No. 181340176172), which is discussed above. 

21. Page IV.G-40, the following will be added to Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan Update 

Consistency Analysis, between Policy LU.3.4 and Policy LU.3.8: 

Policy LU.3.5: Discourage curb-cuts next to sidewalks on streets with a high level of pedestrian 

traffic, when alternative access exists. 

Consistent: The Project is designed to mm1m1ze curb cuts to the maximum extent possible by 

providing alternative access points to the Project Site from both sidewalks and interior 

entrances. Access points are provided where necessary to allow vehicles to enter and exit the Project 

Site and no curb cuts are proposed to strictlv allow pedestrians to access the Project Site. Curb cuts 

are minimized along Hollvwood Blvd., where most of the sidewalk activity exists. Therefore, the 

Project would be consistent with this policv. 

Policy LU 3.6: Discourage the siting of parking lots next to sidewalks, which carry high volumes of 

pedestrian traffic. 

Consistent: The Project is proposing to remove the existing parking lots and provide on-site parking 

within on-site parking garages. No new parking lots are proposed to be constructed near existing or 

proposed sidewalks. Overall, this minimizes pedestrian traffic though parking lots and minimizes 

vehicular traffic through walking areas. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this policy. 

22. Page IV.G-54, the first sentence under the heading "Holly\'.-ood Signage Supplemental Use District 

(SUD)", is revised to reflect that Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage 

Supplemental Use District and its provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in 

Ordinance 176172: 

Ordinance 176172 established the SUD and Ordinance 181340 amended it. 

Section IV.H Noise 

23. In response to Comment Letter No. 09 (AMDA), the following mitigation measures have been 

revised or added as follows: 

Mitigation Measure H-3 Noise and groundbome vibration construction activities whose specific 

location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of 

compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall 

be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the nearest noise and 

vibration sensitiYe all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 

construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak 
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noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise 

impacts to the maximum extent feasible~ 

Mitigation Measure H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 

state of the art noise shielding and muffling devices in accordance with 

the manufacturer's recommendationsas available. 

Mitigation Measure H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 

extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site 

boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and 

surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible 

during construction. 

Mitigation Measure H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely 

impact or cause loss of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering 

structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be performed 

to document conditions of the on-site and neighboring/bordering 

buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art 

Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine 

Street"'=and the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. 

The structure monitoring program shall be developed for implementation 

and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan 

shall including the following. All new construction work shall be 

performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to 

neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 

documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are 

on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction 

activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and 

photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the 

exterior and select interior facades of the buildings immediately 

bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified 

engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent 

structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, 

vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent 

building and structure from construction-related damage. The 

monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as 

well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work 
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shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have been 

taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related 

damage to adjacent structures. 

Mitigation Measure H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled 

according to manufacturers' specifications. 

Mitigation Measure H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted 

at the Project Site and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to 

the nature of the noise and vibration mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a 

combination loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. 

Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers shall be utilized during mass 

excavation as necessary to facilitate timely completion of the excavation 

phase of development. 

Mitigation Measure H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be 

provided to EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their 

submission to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Mitigation Measure H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the 

foundation or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo 

chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam liner 

shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to the 

EMI/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 

approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 

& Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent product approved for 

this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 

drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacturer 

recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 

shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

24. In response to Comment Letter No. 59 (Jordon, David), the following mitigation measure has been 

added: 

Mitigation Measure H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered 

piles are permitted. 

25. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measures now identified as H-12 through H-
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17. Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer 

to the new mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measure H-12 is now H-18. 

• Previous mitigation measure H-13 is now H-19. 

Section IV.J.1 Public Services - Fire Protection 

26. Figure IV.J.1-1, Fire Stations Locations - Fire Station 82 moved to its new· location (2 blocks 

southeast from Bronson Avenue to Holly\'.-ood Boulevard) in June 2012, after the Draft EIR had 

received a correspondence from the LAFD on December 14, 2011 listing the previous location. 

Table IV.J.1-1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, and Table IV.J.1-3, Average Response 

Times July 5, 2011-December 14, 2011, list both the old address that was valid at the time the data 

was collected and the LAFD response was wTitten, as well as noting the new address as of June 2012. 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

27. On page IV.K.-31, the following is revised: 

AM Peak Hour and Phis PM Peak Hour Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers 

As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the controlling parameters of the 

Project shall be established by the proposed Millennium Hollywood Development Agreement 

(Development Agreement) between the City of Los Angeles and the Project Applicant. The 

Development Agreement includes Project design features such as the types of uses to be developed, 

the maximum height of the buildings, the amount of required parking, and the connections of the 

Project Site to the nearby Metro Red Line station and other area transportation facilities. 

For purposes of impact analysis, a Irip _Cap has been developed to control the extent and intensity of 

uses developed on the Project Site through implementation of the Development Agreement. 

Similarly, this document establishes the levels of Project development that would "trigger" the traffic 

mitigation measures established in the Traffic Study, as approved by LADOT. Appendix H, 

Millennium Hollywood Project Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers, demonstrates when the developer 

would be required to implement certain traffic mitigation measures that correspond to the amount of 

development on the Project Site and the related traffic trips. 

The trip generation calculations, development size limit (based on the Trip Cap), and mitigation 

measure triggers are listed in Appendix H to the Final EIR and are discussed in detail below. 

Trip Generation Calculations 
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Adjustments to ITE Assumptions 

The level of potential traffic generated by the mixed-use components of the Project is a fundamental part 

of the Traffic Study. In it, adjustments to the basic ITE trip generation rates are listed individually by 

component in the Traffic Study. The adjustments were made because the vehicular travel behavior of a 

mixed-use project (located in a heavily-developed urban area near rail and mass transit options) is 

materially different than vehicular travel behavior of the single-use suburban sites studied for the ITE 

manual. 

In addition, the adjusted trip generation values from the Traffic Study are based on the SCAG model and 

approved by LADOT. The trip generation values in the Traffic Study generation table are: 

Base (CTE) generation and Reductions for: 

Internal Commute Trips, 

Internal Support Trips, 

Transit/Walk-in Trips, and 

Pass-by Trips. 

Similar adjustments were made to the existing uses trip generation estimates as were made to the trip 

generation estimates for the proposed uses associated with the Project. The adjustments to the existing 

uses trip generation were made to properly account for the Project traffic impacts, as the existing uses are 

also in a location within an urban community, next to a transit railway station. 

28. on Page CV.K.l-32 to 35, the following is revised: 

Trip Cap Calculation 

As depicted in Table IV.K.1-6, Adjusted Trip Generation Based on the Project Uses - Commercial 

Scenario, the Commercial Scenario would produce 1,498 trips 547 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak 

hour trips. For purposes of environmental impact analysis, the 1,498 trips 547 AM peak hour trips and 

924 PM peak hour trips "Trip Cap" represents the number of trips associated with the most trip-intensive 

development scenario of the Project. This Trip Cap shall control whether any particular exchange of land 

uses is permitted under the Equivalency Program in the Development Agreement. The Trip Cap 

represents the number of trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) associated with the most trip-intensive 

development scenario of the Project, which is the Commercial Scenario. The Trip Cap is 547 AM peak 

hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips 1,498 trips and thus the maximum allowable peak hour trips that 

would be allowed under any development scenario would be limited to 54 7 AM peak hour trips and 924 

PM peak hour tripsl,198 total peak hour trips. Accordingly, the Trip Cap was used to analyze the 

maximum level of potential traffic impacts associated with Project development. 

Table IV.K.1-6 

Adjusted Trip Generation Based on the Project Uses - Commercial Scenario 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page JV-14 

RL0022526 



EM18298 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Land Use Catei:orx Use Size AM Peak Hour Tril!s PM Peak Hour Tril!s 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 rm 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail 100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
931 Quality Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 

NIA Car Rental -8 ksf ill trips ill trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 574 trips 924 trips 

Project Component Trip Generation Calculation Procedures 

The Project may be built in several phases, and the aggregate site development for each phase shall be 

evaluated to ensure that the Trip Cap would not be exceeded by cumulative Project Site development. 

Further, due to the potential for the Project to be constructed over many years, the implementation of 

traffic mitigation measures is phased to correspond with the amount of development (and associated trips) 

on the Project Site. As noted above, certain levels of development shall "trigger" the requirement to 

implement traffic mitigation measures before construction. 

The mitigation measures trigger based on generation would be implemented as follows: 

• First, a trip generation calculation would be required before any building permits are issued for 

each phase of development. Project trip generation for two separate periods (i.e., a construction 

period and an operational period) would be analyzed for each development phase. 

• Second, the calculated trip values would be compared to the trigger trip values for each measure 

to determine those measures that would be required to be implemented with that phase. The 

required measures for the construction phase and operations phase would consist of all measures 

not previously implemented and for which the calculated trip generation value exceeds the trigger 

value. 

The table and narrative below explain how the trip generation would be calculated. Table IV.K.1-7, Trip 

Cap Computation Factors By Construction Activity and Land Use Level Tvoe, a-nd Table IV.K. l 8, TriJJ 

CfrfJ CofflfH±tation Faetors by Land Use TyIJe Level contain the Project's proposed construction activities 
and land uses, and a corresponding trip generation multiplying factor, which would be used to create trip 

generation estimates. 

For the Construction Period, a set of trip generation calculations would consider the maximum level of 

construction period trip generation based on construction trucks and employees. The construction 

activities would first be considered in the trip generation calculations. Construction activity employees 

were considered to generate traffic similar to a light industrial use. No credit was taken for the 

transit/walk-in employee trips or other factors. The Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) factor for trucks is 
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applied to account for the trucks' larger size and traffic impact. The PCE factor, depending upon truck 

size, ranges from 1 to 3. A conservative average PCE of 2.5 was assumed and applied to the trucks 

entering or exiting the Project Site on a daily basis. It was generally assumed that there would be 1 

inbound and 1 outbound trip per load and the truck trips would be spread evenly over an 8-hour work day. 

For soils export, however, the standard City Haul Route conditions do not allow truck trips to be made 

during peak hours. Therefore, none of the truck trips shall be added to the peak hour trip generation and 

associated traffic impacts for the Excavation and Shoring phase. 

For the Operational Period, a second calculation would be made for the build out and occupancy phase. 

The Operational Period calculation typically represents a longer term period with higher trip generation 

than the Construction Period. 

The Operational Period multiplying factors were calculated based on the Traffic Study data summarized 

in Table IV.K.1-6. The measure of land use intensity for each Project use was also taken from the Traffic 

Study data summarized in Table IV.K.1-6. The trip generation data and land-use intensity assumptions 

were then used to establish the rate of trip generation per unit of development for the Project as outlined 

in Table IV.K.1-7, Trip Cap Computation Factors By Construction Activity and a-nd Table IV.Kl 8, TriJJ 

Cap Coffifll:l-tation Faetors by Land-Use Type Level. 

The trip generation estimates for the Operational Period are all based on procedures in the ITE Trip 

Generation Manual, except for the rental car facility, which is not an ITE land-use and which shall be 

demolished as part of the Project. For the residential use, the land-use intensity is measured in terms of 

dwelling units. For the hotel, the measurement is for the number of rooms. For all other uses, the square 

footage of building area is used as the land-use intensity parameter. 
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* 

Table IV.K.1-7 

Trip Cap Computation Factors By Construction Activity and Land-Use Type Level 

Land Use/Activity 

Construction Period 

110 Construction Employee* 
NIA Construction Trucks** 

Operational Period 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 

820 Retail*** 

(1-25,000 sf) 
(25,001+ sf) 

931 Restaurant 
NIA Car Rental Facility 

AM 

0.440 
0.625 

0.358 
0.476 
0.788 
0.913 

1.444 
0.559 
0.520 
0.373 

Peak Hour Trips Factor 

PM 

0.420 
0.625 

0.328 
0.504 
1.950 
0.360 

5.026 
2.604 
4.840 
0.871 

Unit 

trips/employee 
trips/truck load 

trips/du 
trips/rm 
trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 

trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 

The trip rates per peak construction worker used are the ITE Trip Generation, 8th edition manual rates 
for a Light Industrial site (LU 110). 

** Standard City haul route conditions prohibit such truck activity during the excavation and shoring 

construction phase and thereby 0 truck trips are to be assumed for that phase. The 0.625 rates apply to 

*** 
the average trucks hauling loads to or from the site on a weekday during each other construction phase. 
Incrementally applied to the retail building area on the site at the conclusion of a development phase. 

As part of the application for the building permit, the total amount of trips shall be calculated based on the 

above trip generation factors and the net land-uses included on the Project Site during the development 

phase would be determined. For analytical purposes, the total development would be comprised of the 

following elements: 

a) All buildings currently occupying the Project Site which were constrncted after the Development 

Agreement was approved; 

b) All buildings removed from the Site which were existing when the Development Agreement was 

approved (as a credit); 

c) Any buildings proposed to be constrncted on the Project Site for which a previous application 

was filed and not withdrawn, but which has not yet been constrncted; and 

d) The current development phase being applied for. 
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The trip generation level for each of the four land-use elements shall be determined using the rates in 

Table IV.K.l-1&. The trip generation for land-use items a}, b}, and c} shall be the same for both the 

Construction and Operational Periods. The trip generation value for land-use element item d) can vary 

between the estimates for the construction and operational. The Project Construction Period and 

Operational Period trip generation shall be separately determined from the summation of the trip 

generation for the four land-use elements discussed above. 

29. on Page IV.K. l-41 to 44, the following is revised: 

To stay within the envelope of environmental impact analysis, the Project trips must remain within the 

Trip Cap upon completion and occupancy of the development (defined herein as the Operational Period). 

Table IV.K.l-10, Sample AM and PM Peak Hours Trip Level Computations For Comparison to the Trip 

Cap and Mitigation Trigger Values, shows a sample set of AM and PM trip level computations that 

compare each development scenario (Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and Residential Scenario) to 

the Trip Cap. As this table demonstrates, under all three scenarios the Project trip generation would 

remain at, or below-, the Trip Cap value of +,498- 574 AM peak hour and 924 PM peak hour trips. 
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Table IV.K.1-10 

Sample AM Plus PM Trip Level Computations 

For Comparison to the Trip Cap and Mitigation Trigger Values 

Component Size AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Concept Plan 

220 Residential 492 du 176 trips 161 trips 
310 Hotel 200 rm 95 trips 101 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 35 ksf 28 trips 68 trips 
710 General Office 215 ksf 197 trips 78 trips 
820 Retail ( 1-25, 000 sf) 15 ksf 22 trips 75 trips 

(25,001+ sf) 0 ksf 0 trips 0 trips 
931 Restaurant 34 ksf 18 trips 165 trips 
NIA Car Rental Facility -8 ksf -3 trips -7 trips 
110 Construction Employee 0 emp 0 trips 0 trips 
NIA Construction Truck Q trucks Q trips Q trips 

Total 533 trips 641 trips 

Commercial Scenario (Traffic Study) 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 nn 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail ( 1-25. 000 sf) 25 ksf 36 trips 126 trips 

(25,001+0 sf) 75 ksf 42 trips 195 trips 
931 Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 
NIA Car Rental Facility -8 ksf -3 trips -7 trips 
110 Construction Employee 0 emp 0 trips 0 trips 
NIA Construction Truck Q trucks Q trips Q trips 

Total 574 trips 924 trips 

Residential Scenario 

220 Residential 897 du 321 trips 294 trips 
310 Hotel 0 ffil 0 trips 0 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 30 ksf 24 trips 59 trips 
710 General Office 114 ksf 104 trips 41 trips 
820 Retail (1-25,000 sf) 25 ksf 36 trips 126 trips 

(25,001+ sf) 0 ksf 0 trips 0 trips 
931 Restaurant 10 ksf 5 trips 48 trips 
NIA Car Rental Facility -8 ksf -3 trips -7 trips 
110 Construction Employee 0 emp 0 trips 0 trips 
NIA Construction Truck Q trucks Q trips Q trips 

Total 487 trips 561 trips 

As Table IV.K.1-11 shows, the level of trip-making activity from the Project Site during the AM and PM 

peak hours is well below the Trip Cap of 574 AM peak hour and 924 PM peak hour trips. the eombined 

peak hottrs vvill be 1,068 trips, whieh is more than one quarter below the Trip Cap of 1,498 trips 
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Table IV.K.1-11 

Trip Generation During Project Construction For Each Construction Phase 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Construction Period Trips Construction Period Trips 

Construction Phase Trucks Workers I Total Trucks Workers I Total 

Average for Phase 

1 Demolition 3 4 7 3 4 7 
2 Excavation & Shoring 0 26 26 0 25 25 
3 Foundation & Below Grade 19 37 56 19 36 55 
4 Building Superstructure 31 70 101 31 67 98 
5 Exterior Finishing 19 81 100 19 78 97 
6 Framing I Rough In 9 132 141 9 126 135 
7 Finishes 28 275 303 28 263 291 

Peak of Phase 

1 Demolition 4 6 10 4 6 10 
2 Excavation & Shoring 0 33 33 0 32 32 
3 Foundation & Below Grade 26 44 70 26 42 68 
4 Building Superstructure 38 77 115 38 74 112 
5 Exterior Finishing 26 99 125 26 95 121 
6 Framing I Rough In 14 176 190 14 168 182 
7 Finishes 32 308 340 32 294 326 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumes that construction worker shifts begin and end as typical industrial 

shifts. 
2 Soils import/export truck trips are not allowed in the peak hours. 

Table IV.K 1-12, Trip Generation During Project Construction By Month Within the Construction Period, 

utilizes the Table IV.K 1-11 information and calculates the level of Construction Trips during each 

construction phase period of months. It was assumed that each activity would be at its average level, 

except each phase will be at its peak when l) that phase is the only phase operating on the Project Site, or 

2) that phase is in its starting month and would not occupy the entire site at any time. As Table IV.K.1-12 

shows, the maximum level of trip-making activity from the Project Site during the AM peak hour will be 

496 trips, which is nearly 15% lower than the Trip Cap of 574 AM peak hour trips. The highest PM peak 

hour construction generation is 4 79 trips, slightly greater than half of the Trip Cap level of 924 PM peak 

hour trips. 

Table IV.K.1-12 

Trip Generation During Project Construction 

By Month Within the Construction Period 
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AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Month(s) Phasel Phasa2 Phasa3 Phasa4 Phasa5 Phasa6 Phasa7 Total Ph as el Phasa2 Phasa3 Phasa4 Phasa5 Plnsa6 Phasa7 Total 

10 10 10 10 

2 33 33 32 32 
9 19 42 61 18 42 60 

10 12 70 70 68 68 
13 14 42 100 142 42 97 139 

15 115 115 l 12 l 12 
16 23 100 125 190 415 97 121 182 400 
22 25 100 71 84 241 496 97 69 80 233 479 
26 28 71 84 241 396 69 80 233 382 
29 38 340 340 326 326 

*Phases -- 1 ~Demolition, 2 ~ Excavation and Shoring, 3 ~Foundation and Below Grade, 4 ~ Building Superstructure, 5 ~Exterior Finishing, 6 ~ 
Framing I Rough In, and 7 ~Finishes. 
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30. Page IV.K.-128 to 130, under Mitigation Measures: 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures for the various scenarios analyzed in this Draft EIR are identified and discussed 

within the applicable subheadings presented above for the Project Plus Existing Conditions (2011), the 

Project Plus Future Conditions (2020), the Project Plus Future Horizon Year (2035), the Project with No 

Vine Street Access, and the Project Component Location Shifting Traffic Impact Analysis, respectively. 

To address the flexibility afforded by the proposed Development Agreement in building out the Project, 

the following provides additional information with respect to mitigation triggers for implementing the 

Mitigation Measures identified herein. 

Off-Site Transportation Mitigation Measure Implementation Schedule 

The mitigation triggers are intended to implement traffic mitigations prior to the construction or 

occupancy levels that would create traffic impacts. Thus, prior to issuance of any building permit, 

issuance of a permit allowing a change of land-use, or other approval of a diseretionary aetion that would 

affect Project trip generation, the number of Operational Period and Construction Period trips to be 

generated by the Project shall be calculated using the procedures described above. The results of the 

calculations shall be compared to the Trip Cap value of 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour 

trips 1,498 AM plus PM net peak hottr trips~ No building permits shall be issued or other measures taken 

by the City, which would allow the Project-related trip generation to exceed the Trip Cap valtte, unless 

other supplemental analysis is completed. The results hall also be compared to the triggers based on the 

trip generation level. 

Trigger mechanisms are to be used for mitigation measures that shall be directly implemented by the 

Project Applicant. However, payments shall be made based on the payment schedule set forth below for 

mitigation measures that shall be implemented by the City. Project payments to the trust funds for the 

Bicycle Plan Trust Fund and Signal Systems Upgrades shall be made proportional to each phase's trip 

generation value. The number of trips shall be multiplied by the rates set forth in Table IV.K.1-32, 

"Trigger" Values and Fee Payment Schedule For Off-Site Transportation Mitigation Measures, 

accounting for inflation based on the Marshall Valuation Service Comparative Cost Index (per City 

standards), and the higher of the amount based on the AM peak hour and PM peak hour trips shall be due. 

The AM peak hour and PM peak hour trigger value/payment amount for each off-site mitigation measure 

is listed in Table IV.K.1-32. The Project Applicant shall be responsible for implementing all off-site 

Transportation Mitigation Measures for which either of the two trigger values (AM peak hour or PM peak 

hour would be exceeded by that phase of development and making any required payment corresponding 

to the higher value of that phase of development. 

The calculated trip generation for each phase shall be compared to the Table IV.K.1-32 trigger values to 

determine if the trigger value for each measure is exceeded by the Phase Trip Generation Value. If the 
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trigger for one or more off-site transportation Mitigation Measures shaH be exceeded by the Construction 

Period trips, a B-permit application must be filed with the Bureau of Engineering for that improvement 

prior to any building permit being issued. The application shall include the posting of a bond, for 

implementing that mitigation measure prior to the associated approval becoming effective. Filing the B

permit with a bond ensures that the triggered mitigation measure shal be implemented to address the 

related traffic impact. If the Operational Period trips exceed a trigger, that corresponding mitigation 

measure shall be implemented prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy (C of 0) for that phase 

being issued by the City.1 The mitigation trigger applies to any and all buildings proposed to be part of 

that phase. For any other approval by the City (e.g. a change of use) which is determined to cause the 

Project trip generation to exceed a trigger for a Transportation Mitigation Measure, a B-permit application 

must be filed with the Bureau of Engineering prior to approval. 

For those measures requiring a payment to a trust fund administered by the City (the Bicycle Plan Trust 

Fund and the Signal System Enhancements), the full payment for that phase shall be made to the City 

prior to any certificate of occupancy (temporary or permanent) being issued for a building in that phase. 

There are other Project-related construction period transportation impacts and corresponding mitigation 

measure that are not directly related to the Project's trip generation level. Instead, these impacts are a 

result of the temporary capacity loss (such as intrusions into the City's right of way) from Construction 

Period activities. As a result, there shall also be a review of any such Project activities during 

construction for each Project phase and the mitigation measures would be implemented accordingly. 

Table IV.K.1-32 

"Trigger" Values and Fee Payment Schedule 

For Off-Site Transportation Mitigation Measures 

Measure Trip Trigger Payment Schedule 

AM/PM AM/PM 

Hollywood Community Transportation Management 110 AMI 210 PM 
Organization (TMO) 

Bicycle Plan Trust Fund $436/ AM trip; 

1 Temporary Certificates of Occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Applicant, provided that, 

in each case, the Project Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT. LADOT 

Correspondence to the Department of City Plmming, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). 
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$271/PM trip 

Signal System Upgrades* Completed Prior to $1,611/AM trip; 
any C ofO $1,001/PM trip* 

* The Project Applicant may pay the per trip amount for the Signal System Upgrades, or in the alternative, the City 
and Project Applicant may instead agree to the Project Applicant installing the Signal System Upgrades under a B-

permit, to be completed prior to any C of 0. 

The Transit Enhancements must be completed prior to any Certificate of Occupancy and a Caltrans 

Encroachment Permit must be applied for prior to any Certificate of Occupancy pursuant to the LADOT 

Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012. See Appendix K.2 of this 

Draft EIR. 

On-Site Transportation Project Features and Mitigation Measure Implementation Schedule 

On-site transportation Project features from the Project Description and Mitigation Measures 

recommended in the EIR include: 

• The Project Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program, 

• The Pedestrian, Bicycle, Automobile and Delivery Circulation Systems, 

• Widenings or dedications for adjacent public streets, 

• Site Loading Facilities, and 

• The Parking Provisions. 

Standard City of Los Angeles procedures shal be followed for the building permits associated with each 

phase of development. The requirements shall consider the building(s) uses being planned for each phase 

and the layout of the Project Site at the completion of each development phase. Plans for the physical on

site transportation infrastructure shall accompany each building permit application or, if determined to be 

appropriate by the Director of the Planning Department, with any other application for an approval by the 

City. The on-site requirements shall be phased so as to appropriately serve the specific buildings to be 

developed on the Project Site within each phase. For example: 

• Greater loading dock capacity per square foot of building area shall be required for retail or 

restaurant uses than for office uses; and 

• The parking demand for each phase shall be calculated using the shared parking provisions of the 

Development Agreement, as studied in the Shared Parking Analysis and the EIR, and that amount 
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of parking shall be provided for that phase. If less parking is provided, additional environmental 

analysis shall be required, however, the Project Applicant may provide more parking than 

required by the shared parking calculations. 

Pursuant to the LADOT Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 

Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR), prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the TDM Program shall 

be prepared and submitted to LADOT for review and a final TDM Program approved by LADOT is 

required prior to issuance of the first C of 0 for the Project. The TD M Program shall include measures to 

serve the occupants of the proposed building(s) (as well as retaining service to any other buildings on the 

Project Site), a description of how the building(s) shall comply with the City's Municipal Code bicycle 

requirements, and how the building(s) shall provide access to and/or encourage use of the area transit 

facilities. The TDM Program shall also address the implementation of other methods to encourage 

ridesharing and other alternative mode usage, including parking management, car and bike sharing, and 

on-site transit pass sales. 

The TDM Programs for all phases of the Project shall contain the measures listed in Table IV.K.1-33, 

Transportation Demand Management Measures To Be Included in All TDM Plans. 

Table IV.K.1-33 

Transportation Demand Management Measures 

To Be Included in All TDM Plans 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site 

transportation coordinator 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment 

• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools 

• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs 

• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales 

• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases 

• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services 

Source: Crain & Associates, February 2013. 
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While the final TDM Program shall be approved by LADOT prior to issuance of the first C of 0 for the 

Project, the implementation of the additional specific measures below shall be included in the program 

beginning with the triggers listed in Table IV.K.1-34, "Trigger" Values for Selected On-Site 

Transportation Demand Management Measures. 

Table IV.K.1-34 

"Trigger" Values for Selected On-Site 

Transportation Demand Management Measures 

Measure Trigger 

Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home 50 Residential Units 
arrangements for the proposed residential uses, if constructed 

Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for 50 ksfofNet New Office Use or 50 

residents and employees Residential Units 

Provide car share amenities (including a minimum five parking 500 Net New Parking Spaces 
spaces for a shared car program) 

Bike Parking Required per the Municipal Code in a Bike Friendly 10 ksf of Net New Non-Residential 
Manner Uses 

Showers, and Lockers Required per the Municipal Code in a Bike 50 ksf of Net New Office Use 
Friendly Manner 

Source: Crain & Associates, February_ 2013 . .lime J()-JJ 
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31. In response to Comment Letter No. 05 (Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)), the 

following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section CV.K. l, Transportation - Traffic, 

of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations 

Control Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding 

construction activities that mav impact Metro bus lines. 

32. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft 

EIR are to be renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure no\v identified as K l -4. 

Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the 

new mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measuresK l-4throughK1-12 are no\v K l-5 through K 1-13, respectively. 

33. The following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section IV.Kl, Transportation -

Traffic, of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking 

Cap. On the East Site, residential development shall be limited 

to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential parking 

spaces. 

34. In response to Comment Letter No. 59 (Jordon, David), Table IV.K-21, Critical Movement Analysis 

(CMA) Summary Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Conditions - With Project Plus Mitigation, will be 

revised to remove erroneous minus signs in the '"Future With Project Plus Mitigation Impact" column 

and other typographical errors. While the Draft EIR contained typographical errors, the correct 

values \Vere included in the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of Draft EIR. The corrected Table 

IV.K-21 is recreated on the following page. 
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Table IV.K.1-21 
Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary 

Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Conditions - With Project Plus Mitigation 

Horizon Year Com:it:ions 
Future WP 

Peak Future WO FutmeWP Plus Mitiqation 

~ Intersection ~ w ~ CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact 
2 Highbnd Avenue (North) & AM 0.914 E 1192€ T CUJl2 . D.9'i5 T 0.001 

Fr ank!n Awmue PM 1.039 F 1J67 F O.OtS . LC44 F GiX6 

4 Cahoonga Boubvxd & M~1 L021 F LC37 F D.OH3 ' 1.024 F O.OJ:3 
Frankin Avenue PM !.176 F !.202 F D.026 . 1. '189 F 0.0!:3 

6 .AflJ)'ie !we. & AM 0£%\J? E 0.923 E Q{~-16 . 0.867 D -0.040 
Frankn Ave./US-101 h•.y. NS Or-Rarrp PM 1.HM F 1.213 F 0.029 • 1 .. 179 F -0.00S 

9 Cahoonga &ubvad & .>\M 0.574 A 0578 A. D.004 O.fJ37 A -0.007 
Yucca Stroot PM 0.767 c 0806 D D.039 . 0730 c OJJZ3 

·14 La Brea Avenue & AM L1E4 F LlBO F G.GOG 1.149 F .O.OCG 
HotyAood Boulevard PM 1.0:35 F 1.043 F 0.013 ~ U?36 F 0J);l1 

15 Highiand Avenue & AM 0.,933 E 0.989 E 0.006 C.978 E -0.005 
Hdi/Nood &ule¥ard PM Li57 F 1181 F 0.024 . i .. KiU F 0011 

16 Cahoonga Boubvxd & MJ! !.056 F 1.ce-0 F D.024 ' 1.007 F (!.O! 1 
Hdy\\<Otd Boulevard PM 0.991 E !.035 F D.044 :Q:: 1.0!B F OJJ27 

'18 \line Street &. AM 1.035 F LGB7 F LG52 . 1.0C\9 F 0.034 
Hofrywood Boulevard PM 1.o:n F '1064 F G,043 . 1.C48 F 0.027 

19 .Argyie Avenue & AM 0743 c 0.7%i ,w, 
L- 0.016 0747 c 0Cll4 

Hdy\'«DOd Boulevard PM 0.998 E 1021 F D.022 ' 1.007 F O.OD8 

20 GJNex Street & AM l.077 F LOB9 F 0.CH2 . LG77 F 0.000 
HotyAood Boulevard PM 0.973 E Ct9&9 E 0.DH3 Ov977 E O.OJ4 

26 'lhnsStra.et & AM 0.745 c Ct7E4 ,~'""'<; 

'"' 0.019 0.751 c C!.006 
Se!rna Avenue PM 0.799 c 083€ D G.U37 . 0.821 D O.ilJ22 

29 Cahoonga &ubvad & AM 0.913 E 0.92.9 E D.016 ' 0.9!B E O.OD£ 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.981 E 0.996 E D.0'15 . 0.934 E O.OJ:3 

31 Vine Street &. AM 1.095 F ·u1s F 0.020 . l.HJ! F 0.006 
Sunset Boulevard PM 1.131 F ·1.1@ F CLG36 . 1.152 F 0.021 

34 Vine Street & AM 0640 B 0.655 8 0.015 0.843 8 0.003 
De Lo)gpm faxenua PM 0783 " ~ ...... ~ 0805 D 0.022 . 0.791 c 0,006 

~c \lioo Street & AM 0006 E o.9e-O E 0.014 . 0939 E O.OJ3 .,.,,.~,,.) 

Foontan Avenue PM 1.077 F !.Oo/S F D.022 . 1.006 F O.C09 

:36 \line Street &. AM 1.048 F ·1 .. 063 F C.CHS . 1.CSI F o.cm 
Sama Mtmlca Ba..i\evard PM 1 .. 128 F tl4£ F O.OtS • 1.133 F 1100£, 

' indicates a signifo::ant impact prier to m1hgafon. 

35, On page IV .K.1-36, after the Project Component Shifting Analysis, the following will be added: 
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The Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario Analysis 

This supplemental analysis utilizes the same methodology described above to assess the traffic 

impacts that would arise based on the Concept Plan or the Residential Scenario. 

Concept Plan - The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 

(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxurv hotel rooms 

(approximatelv 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space 

including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximatelv 34,000 square 

feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35.100 square feet of fitness/sports club use, 

and approximately 15,000 square feet ofretail use. 

Residential Scenario - The Residential Scenario would consist of approximatelv 897 residential 

dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses. no increase 

in office space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exist in the Capitol 

Records Complex. approximatelv 25,000 square feet ofretail space, approximatelv 10,000 square feet 

of qualitv food and beverage uses, and approximatelv 30.000 square feet of fitness/sports club uses. 

36. In response to several comments on the Draft EIR, an updated construction traffic analysis, including 

individual intersection impact analyses, was conducted (the report is included as Appendix D, 

Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual Intersection Impact Analvses, to this Final 

EIR). The following text will be added to Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic of the Draft EIR, 

beginning on page IV.K.1-44, before the Haul Route section: 

Introduction 

A detailed construction traffic impact analysis has been conducted for the Project to assess potential 

traffic impacts at individual intersections during the construction period. This analysis is in addition 

to the analyses prepared for the Project traffic impacts upon completion and occupancy. and the 

construction period trip generation. The procedures, assumptions and results of this updated analysis 

are detailed below. 

Construction Phase Descriptions 

The Project construction activities are estimated to occur over a 38 month period, with completion 

estimated to occur prior to or during 2020. To be conservative, this analysis of construction traffic 

impacts is based on both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions. 

The construction activities \vill be sequenced throughout several phases and are expected to follow 

the time durations shown in Table IV.K-1.14. It should be noted that some overlap may occur 

bet\veen phases during development, but peak trip generation levels are anticipated to occur mostly 

during the mid-phase periods. 
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overlap periods as activitv levels during anv overlap of the phases are anticipated to be less than the 

peak level for the ending and/or starting phase. 

Phase 
l. Demolition 
2. Excavation & Shoring 

Table IV.K-14 
Project Construction Phases 

Am:!roximate Time Period 
l month 
8 month 

3. Foundation & Below Grade 6 month 
4. Building Superstructure 13 month 
5. Exterior Finishing 13 month 
6. Framing I Rough In 13 month 
7. Finishes 17 month 

Start Month End Month 
l l 
2 9 
9 14 

13 25 

16 28 

16 28 

22 38 

To reflect the maximum construction traffic generation from the Project Site and to the surrounding 

streets, it is assumed that all construction-related vehicles, including construction worker private 

vehicles, would access and park, or be stored on (or within a half-mile) of the Project Site throughout 

the construction process. Likewise, it is expected that on-site construction activity will fluctuate on a 

weekly basis, depending largely on the number of workers and construction trucks needed for the on

going activities during each particular time period. However, to remain conservative. the portion of 

the Project construction phase generating the highest dailv construction-related traffic was analyzed 

as representing the entire phase. 

Based on the total amount of Project construction work and the anticipated durations, the maximum 

number of delivery/haul trucks and construction workers on-site per day will vary according to the 

construction phases as shown in Table IV.K. l-15 below. 

Table IV.K.1-15 
Project Construction Delivery/Haul Trucks and Workers by Phase 

Phase 
l. Demolition 
2. Excavation & Shoring 
3. Foundation & Below Grade 
4. Building Superstructure 
5. Exterior Finishing 
6. Framing I Rough In 
7. Finishes 

Construction Trip Generation 

Truck Loads/Day 
6 trucks 

120 trucks 
40 trucks 
60 trucks 
40 trucks 
20 trucks 
50 trucks 

Workers/Day 
14 workers 
75 workers 

100 workers 
175 workers 
225 workers 
400 workers 
700 workers 

The traffic-generating characteristics of various land uses have been surveved and documented in 

manv studies conducted under the auspices of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The 
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most recent information is provided in the 9th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual, which was 

used as the basis for calculating the non deliverv/haul vehicle trips associated with the construction of 

the Project. Commute patterns of workers and support needs will be similar to the typical industrial 

workers. Therefore, the Dailv and AM and PM peak hour trip rates used for determining the Project's 

non delivery/haul vehicle trip generating potential per construction worker is considered to be 

approximatelv the same or less than the per employee rates developed for General Light Industrial 

uses. These rates are shown in Table IV.K.1-16. 

Table IV.K.1-16 

Project Trip Generation Rates and Equations 

General Light Industrial (per employee) - LU 110 

Daily: T = 3.02 (E) 

AM Peak Hour: T = 0.44 (E); I/B = 83%, O/B = 17% 

PM Peak Hour: T = 0.42 (E); I/B = 21 %, O/B = 79% 

Where: 

T trip ends E = emplovee 

JIB = inbound O!B = outbound 

Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington D.C.. 2012. 

The ITE rates are for ongoing operations of all vehicle trips, including trips from trucks. However, to 

be conservative, construction delivery/haul truck trips were calculated separately and added to the 

trips of construction workers. Further, in order to categorize the traffic impacts of construction 

trucks, each truck trip was given a Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) via a standardized multiplier. 

Using factors in the Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, Circular Number 212. construction truck 

trips are expected to have a PCE multiplier of 2.5. Using the above conservative assumptions, a 

construction-related trip generation estimate was calculated for the peak of each phase and is 

illustrated in Table IV.K. l-17 below. 

Table IV.K.1-17 
Construction-Related Trip Generation by Phase 
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AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Construction Stages Dailv _l!L Out Total _l!L Out Total 

1. Demolition 

2. Excavation & 
Shoring 

3. Foundation & 
Below Grade 

4. Building 
Superstructure 

Workers 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 

Phase 1 Total 

Workers 
Delivery/Haul Trucks** 

Phase 2 Total 

Workers 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 

Phase 3 Total 

Workers 
Delivery/Haul Trucks * 

Phase 4 Total 

5. ExteriorFinishing Workers 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 

Phase 5 Total 

6. Framing I Rough In Workers 
Delivery/Haul Trucks * 

Phase 6 Total 

14 /day 
6 /day 

75 /day 
120 /day 

100 /day 
40 /day 

175 /day 
60 /day 

225 /day 
40 /day 

400 /day 
20 /day 

42 
30 

72 

227 
600 

827 

302 
200 

502 

529 
300 

829 

680 
200 

880 

1,208 
100 

1,308 

5 
2 

l 
2 

6 
4 

1 
2 

5 
2 

6 
4 

7 3 10 0 3 7 10 

27 6 33 7 25 32 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

27 6 33 0 7 25 32 

37 7 44 9 33 42 
13 13 26 13 13 26 

50 20 70 0 22 46 68 

64 13 77 16 58 74 
19 19 38 19 19 38 

83 32 115 0 35 77 112 

82 17 99 20 75 95 
13 13 26 13 13 26 

95 30 125 0 33 88 121 

146 30 176 35 133 168 
7 7 14 7 7 14 

153 37 190 0 42 140 182 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7. Finishes Workers 700 /day 2,114 256 52 308 62 232 294 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 50 /day 250 16 16 32 16 16 32 

Phase 7 Total 2,364 272 68 340 0 78 248 326 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total Maximum Daily Construction Trips 2,364 272 68 340 0 78 248 326 

** 

In passenger car equivalents (PCEs) using a PCE factor of 2.5 per truck; Truck trips are divided into 8 working 

hours to calculate hourly trips. 

Soils import/export truck trips are not allowed in the peak hours. 

As illustrated in Table IV.K. 1-17, the maximum number of construction-related vehicles accessing 

the Project Site is expected to occur during the maximum intensity time within Phase 7. To be 

conservative, the following analysis assumes the Phase 7 maximum trip generation (2,364 daily trips 

with 340 AM Peak Hour trips and 326 PM Peak Hour trips) for the duration of all seven phases. 

Since construction workers are expected to live throughout the Los Angeles region, thev are also 

expected to travel to the Project Site from all directions. As such, the construction workers· trip 

distribution is assumed to be the same as the Project office use distribution in the analysis below. 

since the distribution is based on the assumption that the Project employees will also live throughout 

the region. 
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The local portion of the delivery/haul truck route is mainly from/to the US 101 Freeway. Therefore, a 

separate distribution was developed and used for the delivery/haul truck route. Using these 

assignment percentages, construction period traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hours are 

shown in Figures 3(a) and 3(b) of Attachment A of Appendix D, Updated Construction Traffic 

Impacts Including Individual Intersection Impact Analyses, of the Final EIR, respectively. These 

trips are analyzed in the following sections in order to determine the maximum Project traffic impacts 

expected to occur during the construction period. 

Intersection Construction Traffic Impacts of the Project 

This analysis utilizes the same methodology used for the Commercial Scenario. which are the 

procedures outlined in Circular Number 212 of the Transportation Research Board2
. 

The analysis of existing and future traffic conditions at the study intersections was conducted using 

the same procedures and assumptions for the Commercial Scenario. Specifically, to be conservative 

and consistent with Commercial Scenario analvsis, the "Existing (2011) Plus Construction" traffic 

volumes were based on the "Existing (2011) Without Project" traffic volumes from the Traffic Studv. 

plus the addition of the volumes from Figures 3(a) and 3(b) that contain the maximum construction

related traffic volumes. The "Future (2020) With Construction" traffic volumes were based on the 

"Future (2020) Without Project" volumes of the Traffic Study, plus the addition of the volumes from 

Figures 3(a) and 3(b) in Appendix D, Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual 

Intersection Impact Analvses, of the Final EIR, that contain the maximum construction-related traffic 

volumes. 

Table IV.K.1-18 
Level of Service (LOS) As a Function of Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) and Intersection 

Capacity Utilization (ICU) Values 

Level of 
Service 

A 
~ 
~ 

l2 

Description of Operating Characteristics 
Uncongested operations; all vehicles clear in a single cycle. 

Same as above. 
Light congestion; occasional backups on critical approaches. 
Congestion on critical approaches, but intersection functional. 
Vehicles required to wait through more than one cvcle during short 
peaks. No long-standing lines formed. 
Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical 
approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal 
does not provide for protected turning movements. 

Range of CMA/ICU 
Values 
< 0.60 

>0.60 < 0.70 
>0.70 < 0.80 

>0.80 < 0.90 

>0.90 < l.00 

2Interim Materials on Highwav Capacitv, Circular Number 212, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 

1980 
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Forced flow with stoppages of long duration. 

The existing phvsical roadway conditions and signal information were based on the Traffic Study. 

The Project's maximum constrnction period impacts on existing and future conditions \Vere calculated 

and are summarized in Table IV.K.1-19, on the following page. 
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Table IV.K.1-19 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 
Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak W/O Constructior With Construction W/O Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection 

Cahuenga Boulevard & 
US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp 

2 Highland A venue (North) & 
Franklin Avenue 

3 Highland Avenue (South) & 
Franklin A venue 

Hour 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

4 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 
Franklin A venue PM 

5 Vine St. & AM 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp PM 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 

7 Gower Street & 
Franklin Avenue 

8 Beachwood Drive & 
tranklmAvenue 

9 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Yucca Street 

10 Ivar A venue & 
Yucca Street 

11 Vine Street & 
Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue& 
Yucca Street 

13 Fuller Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

14 La Brea A venue & 
Holl ;wood Boulevard 

15 Highland A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

17 Ivar A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 
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AM 
PM 

AM 
!'M 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

0.353 A 0.354 A 0.001 
0.648 B Q~2 B Q004 

0.734 
0.833 

0.763 
0.744 

0.833 
0.955 

0.377 
0.628 

0.669 
0.789 

0.591 
0.752 

0.663 
0.664 

0.447 
0.617 

0.095 
0.169 

0.429 
0.378 

0.111 
0.300 

0.507 
0.425 

0.898 
0.737 

0.708 
0.741 

0.741 
0.701 

0.366 
0.416 

0.734 
0.703 

0.445 
0.617 

0.693 
0.637 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 
B 

0.744 c 0.010 
o.835 D o.cm 
0. 763 c 0. 000 
0.744 c 0.000 

0.837 D 0.004 
0.963 E 0.008 

0.378 A 0.001 
0.632 B CJ.(XJ4 

0.680 B 0.011 
0.807 D 0.018 

0. 597 A 0. 006 
o.755 c o.cm 
0.671 B 0.008 
0.670 B 0.006 

0.448 A (J.(XJl 
0.622 B 0.005 

0.113 A 0.018 
0.181 A 0.012 

0.481 A 0.052 
0.420 A 0.042 

0.163 A 0.052 
0.357 A 0.057 

0. 507 A 0. 000 
0.428 A 0.003 

0. 899 D (J.(XJl 
0.741 c 0.004 

0.710 c 0.002 
0.746 c 0.005 

0. 772 c (J.()31 
0.709 c 0.008 

0.371 A 0.005 
0.421 A (J.(XJ5 

0.762 c 0.028 
0.723 c 0.020 

0.459 A 0.014 
0.630 B 0.013 

0.706 c 0.013 
0.648 B 0.011 

CMA 

0.409 
0.749 

0.855 
0.978 

0.873 
0.869 

0.967 
1.104 

0.435 
0.716 

0.854 
1.067 

0.677 
0.867 

0.755 
0.764 

0.538 
0.723 

0.125 
0.217 

0.545 
0.514 

0.256 
0.533 

0.642 
0.585 

1.099 
0.984 

0.931 
1.106 

1.002 
0.947 

0.535 
0.607 

0.972 
0.972 

0.719 
0.969 

0.999 
0.913 

LOS CMA LOS Impact 

A 0.411 A 0.002 
c 0.753 c 0.004 

D 
F 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

0. 864 D (J.CXJ9 
0.980 E 0.(Xl2 

0.873 D 0.000 
0.869 D 0.000 

0.970 E 0.003 
1.113 F 0.009 

0.435 A 0.000 
0.721 c 0.(Xl5 

0.865 D 0.011 
1.083 F 0.016 * 
0.683 B 0.(Xl6 
0.871 D 0.(Xl4 

0.763 c 0.008 
0.769 c 0.005 

0.539 A O.CXll 
0.729 C O.CXJ6 

0.149 A 0.024 
0.229 A 0.012 

0.598 A 0.053 
0.565 A 0.051 

0.309 A 0.053 
0.590 A 0.057 

0.643 B O.CXll 
0.588 A O.CXJ3 

1.103 F O.CXJ4 
0.988 E O.CXJ4 

0.932 E O.CXll 
1.112 F O.CXJ6 

1.015 F 0.013 * 
0.955 E O.CXJ8 

0.541 A O.CXJ6 
0.613 B O.CXJ6 

1.000 F 0.028 * 
0.994 E 0.022 " 

0.733 c 0.014 
0.978 E O.CXJ9 

1.013 F 0.014 * 
0.925 E 0.012 * 
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Table IV.K.1-19 (continued) 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 
Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak WIO Constructior With Construction WIO Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

21 Bronson A venue & AM 0.527 A 0.539 A 0.012 0.723 c 0.735 c 0.012 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.479 A 0.489 A 0.010 0.682 B 0.692 B 0.010 

22 US-10 l Fwy. SB Ramps & AM 0.471 A 0.483 A 0.012 0.661 B 0.673 B 0.012 
Hollyvvood Boulevard PM 0.357 A 0.360 A 0.003 0.532 A 0.534 A 0.002 

23 US- JO l J:iwy. NB Ramps & AM 0.340 A 0.353 A 0.013 0.515 A 0.528 A 0.013 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.311 A 0.313 A ll.002 0.511 A 0.515 A 0.004 

24 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.468 A 0.469 A 0.001 0.655 B 0.656 B 0.001 
Selma A venue PM 0.561 A 0.562 A 0.001 0.761 c 0.762 c 0.001 

25 l var A venue & AM 0.121 A 0.125 A 0.004 0.241 A 0.245 A 0.004 
Selma Avenue PM 0.294 A 0.297 A 0.003 0.431 A 0.434 A 0.003 

26 Vme Street & AM 0.467 A 0.471 A 0.004 0.697 B 0.700 c 0.003 
Selma A venue PM 0.512 A 0.516 A 0.004 0.757 c 0.761 c 0.004 

27 Argyle A venue And AM 0.256 A 0.261 A 0.005 0.467 A 0.472 A 0.005 
Selma A venue PM 0.338 A 0.343 A 0.005 0.655 B 0.661 B 0.006 

28 Highland A venue & AM 0.886 D 0.887 D 0.001 1.170 F 1.17l F 0.001 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.831 D 0.832 D 0.001 1.065 J:i 1.068 J:i 0.003 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.673 B 0.676 B 0.003 0.866 D 0.870 D 0.004 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.703 c 0.707 c 0.004 0.931 E 0.934 E 0.003 

30 Ivar Avenue & AM 0.355 A 0.365 A O.OJO 0.475 A 0.484 A (J.009 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.513 A 0.515 A 0.002 0.661 B 0.664 B 0.003 

31 Vme Street & AM 0.806 D 0.816 D 0.010 * 1.031 J:i 1.040 J:i 0.009 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.737 c 0.740 c 0.003 1.076 J:i 1.079 J:i 0.003 

32 Argyle A venue & AM 0.439 A 0.443 A 0.004 0.669 B 0.671 B 0.002 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.443 A 0.449 A 0.006 0.773 c 0.778 c 0.005 

33 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.341 A 0.343 A ll.002 0.435 A 0.437 A ll.002 
De Longpre A venue PM 0.389 A 0.391 A 0.002 0.502 A 0.503 A 0.001 

34 Vme Street & AM 0.468 A 0.473 A 0.005 0.593 A 0.597 A 0.004 
De Longpre A venue PM 0.585 A 0.597 A 0.012 0.736 c 0.747 c O.Ol l 

35 Vme Street & AM 0.684 B 0.690 B 0.006 0.907 E 0.913 E (J.006 
J:iountam A venue PM 0.765 c 0.768 c 0.003 1.022 J:i 1.026 J:i 0.004 

36 Vme Street & AM 0.754 c 0.765 c 0.011 0.989 E 1.000 E 0.011 * 
Santa Mom ca Boulevard PM 0.797 c 0.804 D 0.007 1.070 J:i 1.077 J:i 0.007 

37 Vme Street & AM 0.747 c 0.752 c 0.005 0.961 E 0.966 F 0.005 
Melrose A venue PM 0.821 D 0.823 D ll.002 1.039 J:i 1.041 J:i ll.002 

An *indicates a significant impact (LAIXH Revised Scale). 

As shown in the Impact columns of Table IV.K.l-19, construction of the Project is expected to 

significantlv impact one studv intersection under the Existing (2011) conditions and five study 

intersections under the Future (2020) conditions. All these significantly impacted studv intersections 
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with the Project construction traffic were concluded to be significantlv impacted study intersections 

by the Commercial Scenario. 

By applying the same mitigation measures as proposed for the Commercial Scenario below. all of the 

significant Project construction traffic impacts would be mitigated to less than significant level except 

one study intersection - Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard under the Future (2020) conditions. 

The results are shown in Table IV.K. l-20 for the Existing (2011) conditions and Table IV.K. l-21 for 

the Future (2020) conditions with the implementation of the recommended mitigation. For the 

Commercial Scenario below. this same intersection and 4 other intersections were reported to have 

significant impacts remaining with the recommended mitigation measures. 

Table IV.K.1-20 
Existing (2011) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Mitigation Measure 

Existing (2011) 

No. Intersection 

31 Vme Street & 
Sunset Boulevard 

Peak W/O Constructior With Construction 

Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

AM 0.806 D 0.816 D 0.010 
PM 0.737 C 0.740 C 0.003 

With Construction 
With Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact 

* 0.805 D -0.001 
0.730 c -0.007 

An * indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

Table IV.K.1-21 
Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Future (2020) 

Peak W /0 Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection Hour C!VIA LOS CMALOS Impact 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 0.854 D 0.865 D 0.011 
Franklin Ave.1US-lOl Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 1.067 F 1.083 F 0.016 

16 CahuengaBoulevard& AM 1.002 F 1.015 F 0.013 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.947 E 0.955 E 0.008 

18 Vine Street & AM 0.972 E 1.000 F 0.028 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.972 E 0.994 E 0.022 

20 Gower Street & AM 0.999 E 1.013 F 0.014 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.913 E 0.925 E 0.012 

36 Vine Street & AM 0.989 E 1.000 E 0.011 
Santa Monica Boulevard PM 1.070 F 1.077 F 0.007 

An* indicates a significant impact (IADOT Revised Scale). 

With Construction 

With Mitigation 

0.814 D -0.040 

* 1.056 F -0.011 

* 1.004 F 0.002 
0.943 E -0.004 

* 0.986 E 0.014 
* 0.981 E 0.009 

* 1.001 F 0.002 
* 0.913 E 0.000 

* 0.989 E 0.000 
1.066 F -0.004 

* 
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3 7. The previously numbered tables in Section IV.K. l, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional tables IV.K. l-14 to IV.K. l-21 and the additional Tables 

IV.K.l-39 to IV.K.1-44. Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous table number now 

refer to the new table numbers: 

• Previous Tables IV.K.l-14 through IV.K.1-30 are now numbered Tables IV.K.1-22 through 

IV.K.1-38. 

• Previous Tables IV.K. l-31 through IV.K.1-33 are now numbered Tables IV.K.1-45 through 

IV.K.1-47. 

38. On page IV.K.1-127, before the mitigation measures section, the following will be added: 

l7w Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario 

Analvsis of both the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario was also prepared although both 

Scenarios generate lower traffic volumes than the Commercial Scenario analyzed above. A summary 

of the net Project trip generation is included in Table IV.K.1.39, Project EIR Scenarios Net Trip 

Generation Summary. 

Table IV.K.1-39 

Project EIR Scenarios 

Net Trip Generation Summary 

AM Peak Hour 
Scenario Daily I/B O/B Total 

Traffic Study Project (Cormnercial Scenario) 9.922 321 253 574 

Concept Plan 7,271 230 229 459 
Residential Scenario 5,747 79 296 375 

PM Peak Hour 
I/B O/B Total 

486 438 924 

377 286 663 
342 185 527 

As shown in Table IV.K.1-39, the Commercial Scenario has the greatest peak hour traffic generation. 

The Concept Plan would generate lower traffic volumes than the Commercial Scenario. The Residential 

Scenario would have the lowest traffic volumes among the Scenarios. The Concept Plan and the 

Residential Scenario are collectivelv referred to as the "Project ECR Scenarios" herein. 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

The Project EIR Scenarios traffic assignment patterns are based on the road\vay net\vork assumptions and 

the project distribution patterns from the Traffic Studv. The separate assignment patterns for the 
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residential, office and other commercial uses that were used in the Traffic Study were also used for this 

analysis. The AM and PM peak hours Project trip values at each intersection were calculated by applying 

the inbound and outbound distribution percentages from the Traffic Studv and the Future (2020) 

conditions were determined using the procedures from the report. 

Specifically_ the distributions from Figures 5(a) through 5(c) of the Traffic Studv were applied to the net 

Project trip generation as shown in Attachment B of Appendix F, Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

Traffic Impact Analysis, of the Final EIR, for each Project EIR Scenario. The total net AM and PM peak

hour traffic volumes at the 37 study intersections for each Project EIR Scenario are depicted in Figures 1 

and 2 of Attachment C of Appendix F, Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis, of 

the Final EIR. Adding the Project EIR Scenario volumes shown in Attachment C to the existing volumes 

shown in Figure 4 of the Traffic Studv (Existing (2011) Without Project conditions), the Existing Plus 

Project EIR Scenarios volumes were developed for each Scenario. 

Existing Plus Project EIR Scenarios traffic conditions were analyzed using the following assumptions: 

• The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodology used in the Traffic Study analysis was 

used in the Project EIR Scenarios traffic impacts analvses: 

• The lane configurations from the Traffic Study were also utilized in the CMA calculations: and 

• The LADOT significance criteria utilized in the Traffic Study were utilized for this analysis. 

As shown in Table IV.K. l -40, Critical Movement Analvsis ("CMA") Summary Existing (20 l l) Plus 

Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions. the Concept Plan and Residential Scenario would generate 

fewer significant traffic impacts relative to Existing (20 l l) Plus Project EIR Scenarios conditions than the 

Commercial Scenario, which was studied in the Traffic Study. The Commercial Scenario would have 

significant impacts at three intersections in the AM peak hour and four intersections in the PM peak hour. 

The Concept Plan would have significant impacts at two intersections in the AM peak hour and three 

intersections in the PM peak hour. The Residential Scenario would have significant impacts at two 

intersections in the AM peak hour and no intersections in the PM peak hour. All of the significant 

impacts under the Concept Plan and Residential Scenarios would be at intersections significantly 

impacted under the Commercial Scenario. 
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Table IV.K.1-40 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

No. Intersection 
C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 
US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Highland Avenue (South) & 
Franklin Avenue 

4 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Franklin Avenue 

Vine St. & Franklin Ave. 
/US-101 Fwy. SB Off~Ramp 

6 Aigyl e Ave. & Franklin Ave. 
/US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp 

7 Gower Street & 
Franklin Avenue 

Beachwood Drive & 

Franklin Avenue 

9 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Yucca Street 

10 Ivar Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

11 Vine S tree! & 

Yucca Street 

12 AigyleAvenue & 

Yucca Street 

13 Fuller Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

14 u Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

1 7 Ivar Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine S tree! & 

Holl)~vood Boulevard 

19 AigyleAvenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

20 GoV1er Street & 

Holl)~vood Boulevard 

21 Bronsm Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

Existing 

Peak w/ o Project 
Hour CMA LOS 

AM 0.353 A 
PM 0.648 B 

Av I 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

0.734 

0.833 

0.763 
0.744 

0.833 

0.955 

0.377 

0.628 

0.669 
0.789 

0.591 
0.752 

0.663 

0.664 

0.447 
0.617 

0.095 
0.169 

0.429 

0.378 

0.111 

0.300 

0.507 

0.425 

0.898 

0.737 

0.708 

0.741 

0.741 

0.701 

0.366 

0.416 

0.734 

0.703 

0.445 

0.617 

0.693 

0.637 

0.527 

0.479 

0.471 

0.357 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 

B 

A 
A 

A 
A 
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+Commercial Scenario 
!Traffic Study! 

CJVIA LOS lmoact 
0.359 A 0.006 

0.661 B 0.013 

0.746 

0.852 

0.763 
0.745 

0.848 

0.981 

0.379 

0.636 

0.686 
0.820 

0.598 
0.759 

0.673 

0.682 

0.451 
0.655 

0.130 
0.215 

0.484 

0.467 

0.161 

0.393 

0.510 

0.431 

0.902 

0.751 

0.715 

0.765 

0.784 

0.745 

0.402 

0.468 

0.786 

0.762 

0.461 

0.635 

0.705 

0.653 

0.537 

0.490 

0.482 

0.361 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
D 

A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

c 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

0.012 

0.019 

0.000 
0.001 

0.015 

0.026 

0.002 

0.008 

0.017 
0.031 

0.007 
0.007 

0.010 

O.DI 8 

0.004 
0.038 

0.035 
0.046 

0.055 

0.089 

0.050 

0.093 

0.003 

0.006 

0.004 

0.014 

0.007 

0.024 

0.043 

0.044 

0.036 

0.052 

0.052 

0.059 

0.016 

0.018 

0.012 

0.016 

0.010 

0.011 

0.011 

0.004 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Imoact 
0.357 A 0.004 

0.655 

0.744 

0.847 

0.763 
0.745 

0.845 

0.970 

0.379 

0.632 

0.683 
0.809 

0.597 
0.757 

0.671 

0.680 

0.450 
0.639 

0.108 
0.194 

0.468 

0.441 

0.149 

0.359 

0.509 

0.429 

0.902 

0.746 

0.714 

0.758 

0.779 

0.736 

0.398 

0.455 

0.779 

0.744 

0.459 

0.632 

0.701 

0.649 

0.535 

0.487 

0.480 

0.360 

B 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
D 

A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

c 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

0.007 

0.010 

0.014 

0.000 
0.001 

0.012 

0.015 

0.002 

0.004 

0.014 
0.020 

0.006 
0.005 

0.008 

0.016 

0.003 
0.022 

0.013 
0.025 

0.039 

0.063 

0.038 

0.059 

0.002 

0.004 

0.004 

0.009 

0.006 

0.017 

0.038 

0.035 

0.032 

0.039 

0.045 

0.041 

0.014 

0.015 

0.008 

0.012 

0.008 

0.008 

0.009 

0.003 

+Residential Scenario 
CMA WS Impact 
0.357 A 0.004 

0.652 B 0.004 

0.738 

0.845 

0.763 
0.745 

0.845 

0.964 

0.379 

0.630 

0.677 
0.797 

0.593 
0.755 

0.667 

0.679 

0.449 
0.630 

0.099 
0.186 

0.445 

0.424 

0.136 

0.337 

0.511 

0.427 

0.904 

0.745 

0.715 

0.755 

0.755 

0.734 

0.404 

0.451 

0.778 

0.734 

0.456 

0.633 

0.695 

0.644 

0.529 

0.483 

0.473 

0.360 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 

B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

0.004 

0.012 

0.000 
0.001 

0.012 

0.009 

0.002 

0.002 

0.008 
0.008 

0.002 
0.003 

0.004 

O.D15 

0.002 
0.013 

0.004 
0.017 

0.016 

0.046 

0.025 

0.037 

0.004 

0.002 

0.006 

0.008 

0.007 

0.014 

0.014 

0.033 

0.038 

0.035 

0.044 

0.031 

O.Oll 

0.016 

0.002 

0.007 

0.002 

0.004 

0.002 

0.003 
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Table IV.K.1-40 (continued) 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Existing 

Peak w/oProject 
No. Intersection Hour CM/\ LOS 

23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ran~is & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

24 Othuenga Boulevard & 
Sehna Avenue 

25 Ivar Aveuue & 
Sehna Avenue 

26 Vine Street & 
Sehna Avenue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 
Sehna Avenue 

28 Highland Aveuue & 
Smset Boulevard 

29 Cahueuga Boulevard & 
Smset Boulevard 

30 Ivar Avenue & 
Smset Boulevard 

31 Vine Street & 
Smset Boulevard 

32 ArgyleAveuue & 
Sunset Boulevard 

33 Othuenga Boulevard & 
De Longpre Avenue 

34 Vine Street & 
De Longpre Aveuue 

35 Vine Street & 
Fomtain Avenue 

36 Vine Street & 
Santa Monica Boulevard 

37 Vine Street & 
Melrose Avenue 

AM: 0.340 
PM 0.311 

A1\1 0.468 
PM 0.561 

A1\if 0.121 
PM 0.294 

AM 0.467 
PM 0.512 

A\II 0.256 
PM 0.338 

AM 0.886 
PM 0.831 

AM 0.673 
PM 0.703 

AM 0.355 
PM 0.513 

AM 0.806 
PM 0.737 

AM 0.439 
PM 0.443 

AM 0.341 
PM 0.389 

AM 0.468 
PM 0.585 

AM 0.684 
PM 0.765 

AM 0.754 
PM 0.7'J7 

AM 0.747 
PM 0.821 

An * indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 
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A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
c 
c 
c 
c 
D 

+Commercial Seen ario 
Cfraflic Studvl 

CMA LOS Impact 

0.352 
0.322 

0.479 
0.578 

0.144 
0.332 

0.487 
0.549 

0.263 
0.347 

0.890 
0.832 

0.689 
0.718 

0.367 
0.530 

0.826 
0.774 

0.445 
0.451 

0.349 
0.403 

0.484 
0.608 

0.698 
0.787 

0.769 
0.815 

0.753 
0.828 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 

A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

B 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.012 
0.011 

0.011 
0.017 

0.023 
0.038 

0.020 
0.037 

0.007 
0.009 

0.004 
0.001 

0.016 
0.015 

0.012 
0.017 

0.020 
0.037 

0.006 
0.008 

0.008 
0.014 

0.016 
0.023 

0.014 
0.022 

0.015 
0.018 

0.006 
0.007 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Impact 

0.349 
0.319 

0.479 
0.576 

0.139 
0.322 

0.485 
0.539 

0.263 
0.346 

0.890 
0.834 

0.687 
0.715 

0.365 
0.526 

0.823 
0.763 

0.445 
0.450 

0.349 
0.400 

0.483 
0.601 

0.695 
0.782 

0.767 
0.809 

0.753 
0.827 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 

A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

B 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.009 
0.008 

0.011 
0.015 

0.018 
0.028 

0.018 
0.027 

0.007 
0.008 

0.004 
0.003 

0.014 
0.012 

0.010 
0.013 

0.017 
0.026 

0.006 
0.007 

0.008 
0.011 

0.015 
0.016 

0.011 
0.017 

0.013 
0.012 

0.006 
0.006 

+ Resi den ti al Scenario 
CMA LOS Impact 

0.342 
0.317 

0.483 
0.577 

0.139 
0.318 

0.491 
0.535 

0.263 
0.345 

0.891 
0.834 

0.687 
0.715 

0.%0 
0.525 

0.823 
0.758 

0.445 
0.449 

0.353 
0.401 

0.485 
0.5% 

0.697 
0.779 

0.761 
0.807 

0.751 
0.825 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.002 
0.006 

0.015 
0.016 

0.018 
0.024 

0.024 
0.023 

0.007 
0.007 

0.005 
0.003 

0.014 
0.012 

0.005 
0.012 

0.017 
0.021 

0.006 
0.006 

0.012 
0.012 

0.017 
0.011 

0.013 
0.014 

0.007 
0.010 

0.004 
0.004 
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City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

As for Existing (201 l) conditions, Future(2020) traffic impact estimates for the Project EIR Scenarios 

were prepared utilizing the same roadway network assumptions and the project distribution patterns used 

in the Traffic Studv. The Future (2020) Without Project traffic volumes from the Traffic Studv were 

combined with the net Project EIR Scenarios traffic volumes to develop the Future (2020) With Project 

EIR Scenarios. 

As shown in Table IV.K. l-4 l, Critical Movement Analvsis ("CMA") Summary Future (2020) With 

Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions, the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario would generate 

significant traffic impacts at fewer locations than the Commercial Scenario analyzed in the Traffic Studv. 

The Commercial Scenario would have significant impacts at seven intersections in the AM peak hour and 

thirteen intersections in the PM peak hour. The Concept Plan would have significant impacts at six 

intersections in the AM peak hour and t\velve intersections in the PM peak hour. The Residential 

Scenario would have significant impacts at five intersections in the AM peak hour and eight intersections 

in the PM peak hour. All of the significant impacts under the Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

would be at intersections significantlv impacted under the Commercial Scenario. 

Mitigation Measures 

The same mitigation measures as above were applied to the intersections with significant Project traffic 

impacts under the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario. As concluded above, the Commercial 

Scenario has significant impacts remaining at 2 intersections under Existing (2011) conditions and 5 

intersections under Future (2020) conditions after applving the mitigation measures. As shown in Table 
IV.K. l-42, Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios 

Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures, bv applving the same mitigation measures to the Concept 

Plan and the Residential Scenario impacts for Existing (2011) conditions, all of the significant Project 

traffic impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. As such, there would be no significant 

and unavoidable traffic impacts for the Concept Plan or the Residential Scenario under Existing (2011) 

conditions. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
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City of Los Angeles 

No. Intersection 
Cahuenga Boulevard & 
US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Highland Avenue (South) & 
Franklin Avenue 

4 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Franklin Avenue 

Vine St. & Franklin Ave. 

IUS-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp 

6 Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave. 

/US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp 

7 Gower Street & 
Franklin Avenue 

Beachwood Drive & 

Franklin Avenue 

9 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 
Yucca Street 

10 Ivar Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

11 Vine Street & 

Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

13 Fuller Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

14 Li Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

16 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

1 7 Ivar Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

21 Brans on Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

EM18326 

Table IV.K.1-41 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Future (2020) 
+Commercial Scenario 

Peak w/ o Project Cfraffic Study) 

Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Tmoact 
Al\i! 0.409 A 0.415 A 0.006 

PM 0.749 C 0.761 C 0.012 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al'\1 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

0.855 

0.978 

0.873 
0.869 

0.%7 

1.104 

0.435 

0.716 

0.854 
1.067 

0.677 
0.867 

0.755 

0.764 

0.538 
0.723 

0.125 
0.217 

0.545 

0.514 

0.256 

0.533 

0.642 

0.585 

1.()99 

0.984 

0.931 

1.106 

1.002 

0.947 

0.535 

0.607 

0.972 

0.972 

0.719 

0.%9 

0.999 

0.913 

0.723 

0.682 

0.661 

0.532 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 

E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.867 

0.997 

0.873 
0.869 

0.981 

1.130 

0.437 

0.725 

0.871 
1.096 

0.685 
0.874 

0.765 

0.782 

0.542 
0.761 

0.158 
0.263 

0.601 

0.609 

0.312 

0.647 

0.645 

0.591 

1.106 

0.997 

0.937 

1.130 

1.026 

0.991 

0.571 

0.663 

1.024 

1.014 

0.735 

0.989 

1.011 

0.930 

0.733 

0.693 

0.672 

0.536 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

B 
B 

A 
B 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

c 
E 

F 

E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.012 

0.019 

0.000 
0.000 

0.014 

0.026 

0.002 

0.009 

0.017 
0.029 

0.008 
0.007 

0.010 

0.018 

0.004 
0.038 

0.033 
0.046 

0.056 

0.095 

0.056 

0.114 

0.003 

0.006 

0.007 

0.013 

0.006 

0.024 

0.024 

0.044 

0.036 

0.056 

0.052 

0.042 

0.016 

0.020 

0.012 

0.017 

0.010 

O.Oll 

0.011 

0.004 

Future (2020) With EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Imoact 
0.413 A 0.004 

0.756 

0.864 

0.992 

0.873 
0.869 

0.978 

l.119 

0.437 

0.721 

0.867 
1.086 

0.683 
0.872 

0.763 

0.779 

0.541 
0.745 

0.143 
0.243 

0.585 

0.577 

0.301 

0.614 

0.645 

0.589 

1.105 

0.993 

0.936 

1.124 

l.022 

0.982 

0.567 

0.646 

1.017 

l.001 

0.733 

0.989 

1.008 

0.925 

0.731 

0.690 

0.670 

0.535 

c 
D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
B 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

c 
E 

F 

E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.007 

0.009 

0.014 

0.000 
0.000 

O.Oll 

0.015 

0.002 

0.005 

0.013 
0.019 

0.006 
0.005 

0.008 

0.015 

0.003 
0.022 

0.018 
0.026 

0.040 

0.063 

0.045 

0.081 

0.003 

0.004 

0.006 

0.009 

0.005 

0.018 

0.020 

0.035 

0.032 

0.039 

0.045 

0.029 

0.014 

0.020 

0.009 

0.012 

0.008 

0.008 

0.009 

0.003 

February 2013 

+Residential Scenario 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.413 A 0.004 

0.753 

0.859 

0.990 

0.873 
0.869 

0.978 

l.113 

0.437 

0.718 

0.863 
1.075 

0.679 
0.870 

0.759 

0.778 

0.539 
0.736 

0.133 
0.235 

0.561 

0.559 

0.293 

0.591 

0.646 

0.587 

1.104 

0.991 

0.938 

1.120 

l.016 

0.981 

0.574 

0.643 

1.016 

0.993 

0.730 

0.993 

1.002 

0.921 

0.725 

0.687 

0.664 

0.534 

c 
D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
E 

c 
E 

F 

E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.004 

0.004 

0.012 

0.000 
0.000 

O.Oll 

0.009 

0.002 

0.002 

0.009 
0.008 

0.002 
0.003 

0.004 

0.014 

0.001 
0.013 

0.008 
0.018 

0.016 

0.045 

0.037 

0.058 

0.004 

0.002 

0.005 

0.007 

0.007 

0.014 

0.014 

0.034 

0.039 

0.036 

0.044 

0.021 

O.Oll 

0.024 

0.003 

0.008 

0.002 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 
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City of Los Angeles 

No. Intersection 
23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

24 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Selma Avenue 

25 Ivar Avenue & 

Selma Avenue 

26 Vine Street & 

Selma Avenue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 

Selma Avenue 

28 Highland Avenue & 
Sunset Boulevard 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Sunset Boulevard 

30 Ivar Avenue & 

Sunset Boulevard 

31 Vine S tree! & 
Sunset Boulevard 

32 Argyle Avenue & 

Sunset Boulevard 

33 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

De Longpre Avenue 

34 Vine Street & 

De Longpre Avenue 

3 5 Vine S tree! & 

Fmmtain Avenue 

36 Vine Street & 
Santa Monica Boulevard 

3 7 Vine S tree! & 

Melrose Avenue 

EM18327 

Table IV.K.1-41 (continued) 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Future (2020) 

Peak w/ o Project 
Hour CMA LOS 
Al\i! 0.515 A 

PM 0.511 A 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al'\1 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

0.655 

0.761 

0.241 

0.431 

0.697 

0.757 

0.467 

0.655 

1.170 

1.065 

0.866 
0.931 

0.475 

0.661 

1.03 l 
1.076 

0.669 

0.773 

0.435 

0.502 

0.593 

0.736 

0.907 

1.022 

0.989 
l.070 

0.%1 

1.039 

B 
c 
A 

A 

B 
c 
A 

B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

A 

c 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

+Commercial Scenario 
Cfraffic Study) 

CMA LOS Tmoact 
0.527 A 0.012 

0.524 A 0.013 

0.665 

0.778 

0.264 

0.469 

0.716 

0.794 

0.474 

0.665 

1.174 

1.067 

0.884 
0.946 

0.487 

0.679 

1.050 
1.113 

0.674 

0.781 

0.443 

0.515 

0.609 

0.759 

0.921 

1.045 

1.005 
1.088 

0.%7 

1.046 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

F 
F 

E 
F 

0.010 

0.017 

0.023 

0.038 

0.019 

0.037 

0.007 

0.010 

0.004 

0.002 

0.018 
0.015 

0.012 

0.018 

0.019 
0.037 

0.005 

0.008 

0.008 

0.013 

0.016 

0.023 

0.014 

0.023 

0.016 
0.018 

0.006 

0.007 

Future (2020) With EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Imoact 
0.525 A 0.010 

0.520 A 0.009 

0.665 

0.775 

0.259 

0.459 

0.714 

0.785 

0.474 

0.663 

1.173 

1.067 

0.881 
0.944 

0.484 

0.675 

l.047 
l.102 

0.674 

0.779 

0.443 

0.513 

0.607 

0.751 

0.919 

1.040 

1.002 
1.082 

0.967 

1.045 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

F 
F 

E 
F 

0.010 

0.014 

0.018 

0.028 

0.017 

0.028 

0.007 

0.008 

0.003 

0.002 

0.015 
0.013 

0.009 

0.014 

0.016 
0.026 

0.005 

0.006 

0.008 

0.011 

0.014 

0.015 

0.012 

0.018 

0.013 
0.012 

0.006 

0.006 

An * indicates a significant impact (LAIXJT Revised Scale). 

February 2013 

+Residential Scenario 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.518 A 0.003 

0.518 A 0.007 

0.670 

0.777 

0.259 

0.455 

0.721 

0.781 

0.474 

0.662 

1.175 

1.068 

0.881 
0.943 

0.479 

0.674 

l.047 
l.097 

0.675 

0.778 

0.447 

0.513 

0.610 

0.747 

0.921 

1.037 

0.997 
1.079 

0.965 

1.043 

B 
c 
A 

A 

c 
c 
A 

B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

0.015 

0.016 

0.018 

0.024 

0.024 

0.024 

0.007 

0.007 

0.005 

0.003 

0.015 
0.012 

0.004 

0.013 

0.016 
0.021 

0.006 

0.005 

0.012 

0.011 

0.017 

O.Oll 

0.014 

0.015 

0.008 
0.009 

0.004 

0.004 
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Table IV.K.1-42 
Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures 

Existing 

Peak w/o Project 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS 
Cahuenga Boulevard & AJA 0.833 D 
Franklin Avenue PM 0 955 E 

Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave AM 0669 B 
/US-101 F"y. NB On-Ramp PM 0.789 c 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & 111\1 0.741 c 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.701 c 

18 Vine Street& 111\1 0.734 c 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.703 c 

31 Vine Street& 111\1 0.806 D 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0 737 c 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale) 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 
Traffic Study - Commercial Scenario Concept Plan 
With Project 

CMA LOS Impact 

0.848 D 0.015 

0 981 E 0.026 * 
0 686 B 0 017 

0.820 D 0.031 * 

0.784 c 0.043 

0.745 c 0.044 

0.786 c 0.052 * 

0.762 c 0.059 ' 
0.826 D 0.020 * 
0 774 c 0.037 

With Project+Mitigation With Project With Project+Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS 
0.836 D 0003 0.845 D 0.012 0.833 

0 967 E 0 012 * 0970 E 0.015 0.958 

0 674 fl 0.005 0683 J3 0.014 0670 

0.806 D 0.016 0.809 D 0.020 0.796 

0 770 c 0.029 0779 c 0 038 

0 728 c 0.027 0736 c 0 035 

0.768 c 0.034 0.779 c 0.045 0.762 

0.744 c 0.041 * 0744 c 0.041 0 728 

0.812 D 0.006 0.823 D 0.017 0.810 

0 759 c 0022 0763 c 0.026 0 750 

IV Correction and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page IV--15 

D 

J3 
D 

c 
c 
D 
c 

Impact 

-0 001 

0003 

0 001 

0007 

0.029 

0.025 

0.004 

0.012 

Residential Scenario 
With Project With Project+Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact 

0.845 D 0.012 

0.964 E 0.009 

0677 fl 0.008 

0.797 c 0.008 

0.755 c 0.014 

0.734 c 0.033 

0 778 c 0.044 0.762 c 0 028 

0734 c 0.031 0.719 c 0 017 

0 823 D 0 017 0.811 D 0005 

0 758 c 0.021 0.745 c 0.008 

RL0022557 
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Table CV. K. l-43, Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary Future (2020) With Project ECR 

Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures, shows resulting impacts for the Future (2020) 

conditions with mitigation measures. For the Concept Plan under the Future (2020) conditions, 

significant Project traffic impacts would remain at three intersections, intersections which were also 

concluded to remain significant for the Commercial Scenario analvzed in the Traffic Studv. The 

remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard (AM and PM Peak Hours); and 

31. Vine Street and Sunset Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

For the Residential Scenario under the Future (2020) conditions, significant Project traffic impacts would 

remain significant at three intersections, which are intersections concluded to remain significant in the 

Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. The remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard (AM Peak Hour); and 

19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

T\vo of these three intersections were concluded to remain significant under the Commercial Scenario 

analyzed above. One additional significant and unavoidable impact at the intersection of Argyle A venue 

and Hollywood Boulevard would remain after implementation of the mitigation measures above. This 

intersection was concluded to be mitigated to a less than significant level with the mitigation measures for 

the Commercial Scenario analyzed above and was concluded to remain significantly impacted with 

implementation of the mitigation measures under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Correction and Additions to the Draft EIR 
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Table IV.1-43 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures 

No. Intersection 
Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Cabuenga Boulevard & 

Franklin Avenue 

Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave 

/US-101 F"y. NB On-Ramp 

14 La Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

l-lollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Sunset Boulevard 

31 Vine Street & 

Sunset Boulevard 

35 Vine Street & 

Fountain A venue 

36 Vine Street & 

Santa Monica Boulevard 

Peak 
Hour 
AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AL\1 
PM 

AJA 
PM 

AL\1 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AL\1 
PM 

A1\1 

PM 

AL\1 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Future (2020) 
w/o Project 

CMA LOS 
0.855 D 

0.978 E 

0 967 
1.104 

0 854 

1067 

1099 

0.984 

0.931 
1.106 

1002 

0947 

0 972 

0 972 

0 719 

0.969 

0.999 
0.913 

0.866 
0.931 

1031 

1.076 

0 907 
1022 

0 989 

1.070 

E 
F 

]) 

F 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

D 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

An * indicates a significant impact (LAD OT Revised Scale) 

A-fillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Traffic Study - Commercial Scenario 
With Project 

CMA LOS Impact 
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In order to address the significant impact on Intersection No. l 9 Argvle Avenue and Hollywood 

Boulevard, it is recommended that the following mitigation measure is also implemented 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East 

Site, residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 

reserved residential parking spaces. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

To reflect this added mitigation measure, the residential distribution percentages at the East and West 

Sites adjacent intersections (listed below) were revised for an analysis of the Residential Scenario 

With Added Mitigation. The intersections affected bv the East Site residential unit and reserved 

residential parking limitation are: 

11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 

12. Argvle Avenue and Yucca Street 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard 

19. Argyle A venue and Hollywood Boulevard 

26. Vine Street and Selma Avenue 

27. Argyle Avenue and Selma Avenue. 

Utilizing the updated distribution percentages, the Project impacts under Existing (2011) and Future 

(2020) conditions were calculated for the Residential Scenario Plus Added Mitigation. The CMA 

values and the resulting traffic impacts are summarized in Table IV.K.1-44. As shown in Table 

IV.K.1-44, with mitigation measure IV.K.1-14, the significant impact at the intersection of Argvle 

Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under the Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario 

would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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No. Intersection 
II Vine Street& 

Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

18 Vine Street& 

Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

l-lollywood Boulevard 

26 Vine Street& 

Selma A venue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 

Selma Avenue 

EM18332 

Table IV.K.1-44 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) With Residential Scenario Traffic Conditions 

With Added Mitigation 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak Existing Existing + Project WP + Mitigation Without Project With Project 
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 
AM 0.429 A 0.445 A 0.016 0.545 A 0.562 A 0.017 

PM 0.378 A 0.427 A 0.049 0.514 A 0563 A 0.049 

AM 0.111 A 0.141 A 0.030 0.256 A 0.296 A 0.040 

PM 0300 A 0341 A 0.041 0 533 A 0.595 A 0.062 

AM 0.734 c 0.780 c 0.046 0.763 c 0.029 0.972 E 1.018 F 0.046 

PM 0.703 c 0.736 c 0.033 0 722 c 0 019 0.972 E 0993 0.021 

AM 0.445 A 0.454 A 0.009 0.719 c 0728 c 0.009 

PM 0617 fl 0629 B 0012 0 969 E 0.989 E 0.020 

AM 0.467 A 0.491 A 0.024 0.697 B 0.721 c 0.024 

PM 0.512 A 0.536 A 0.024 0.757 c 0 781 c 0.024 

AM 0.256 A 0.263 A 0007 0.467 A 0.475 A 0 008 

PM 0.338 A 0.344 A 0.006 0.655 B 0.661 B 0.006 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale) 
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Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

39. Page CV.K.2-2, the paragraph under the heading "Shared Parking" is revised as follows: 

Section 12.24 .X.20 permits two (2) or more uses to share off street parking spaces if i-t is determined 

that a lower total number of parking spaces than would be required will provide adequate parking for 

the uses. The determination is made based on an analysis of parking demand, among other 

requirements. Vlhile this determination is usually made by a Zoning Administrator upon application, 

the Praject i'\:pplicant is requesting approval of a shared parking program through the Development 

Agreement. 

Section 12.21 A.4 (v) permits the Citv Planning Commission to grant reduced on-site parking with 

remote off-site parking or transportation alternatives in connection with a City Planning Commission 

approval of an application otherwise subject to its jurisdiction including, but not limited to approval 

of a zone change, height district change. supplemental use district, or conditional use. Here the 

location of the Project Site allows for a number of transportation alternatives to be used by residents, 

visitors, employees, and guests. The Project Site is within a quarter mile of the Hollywood/Vine 

Metro Red Line Transit Station and numerous LADOT and Metro bus routes. \\'bile this 

determination will allow reduced parking via the shared parking program, the Applicant is also 

requesting approval of the shared parking program through the Development Agreement, as the 

parking standards and procedures for calculating the parking demand are established in the 

Development Regulations. 

40. Page IV.K.2-8, the second sentence under the heading "Shared Parking" is revised as follows: 

This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies, Section 12.24 .X.20 of the LAMC, and 

Section 106.61 of the Green Building Code. 

41. Page CV. K.2-24, the first two sentences in the first full paragraph is revised as follows: 

As discussed previously in this Section, the Project includes a shared parking program to ensure the 

Project's peak parking demand is met throughout the year, consistent with policies in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update, Section 12.24 .X.20 of the LAMC, and Section 106.6. l of the Green 

Building Code. [mplementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the 

Development Regulations,_ane as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed 

Development Agreement and Citv Planning Commission approval pursuant to Section 12.21 A (y) of 

the LAMC. 

Section IV.L.2Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater 

42. Page IV.L.2-17, an additional sentence and minor revisions \vill be added after the second sentence in 

the first full paragraph. This is the result of a letter from the Bureau of Sanitation dated January 8, 

2013 and submitted in response to the Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR. The BOS recognized 

that there are parts of its system that are constrained. The Draft EIR anticipated this potential 
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constraint and stated that if there is insufficient capacity, then a secondary line would need to be made 

to another line with sufficient capacity (from the September 27, 2011 BOS letter, included as 

Appendix IV.L.4, of the Draft EIR). The January 8, 2013 BOS letter, included as Appendix I, Bureau 

of Sanitation inter-departmental correspondence, Jan 8, 2013, of the Final EIR, provides additional 

specificity of where a secondary connection could be made. The additional sentence and minor 

revisions are shmvn underlined below-: 

As described in the City's BOS letter, and discussed above, further detailed gauging and evaluation 

may be needed as part of the permit process to identify the most suitable se\ver connection point(s). 

If, for any reason, the local se\ver lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 

required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The BOS 

identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 12-inch line 

on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in significant 

impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the implementation of best practices, 

such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of way, during construction, would not 

significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection 

permit will be made at that-the time of final building design. 

Section VI, Alternatives to the Project 

43. Pages VI-32, VI-59, VI-86, VI-113, and VI-139, under the heading "Construction Traffic", the 

second sentence is revised as follows: 

Thus, during the Project's construction phase, the Project v.-ould generate an approximate maximum 

combined 1,068 peak hour trips (well below the Project's trip cap of a combined 1,498 peak hour 

tRps-) 

The maximum level of trip-making activity from the Project Site during the AM peak hour will be 

496 trips, which is nearlv 15% lower than the Trip Cap of 574 AM peak hour trips. The highest PM 

peak hour construction generation is 4 79 trips, slightly greater than half of the Trip Cap level of 924 

PM peak hour trips. 

Appendix II, Development Regulations 

44. Page 53 of the Development Regulations, under the heading "11. l Hollywood Signage Supplemental 

Use District" is revised as follows: 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance 181340 176172: Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

(Amended) pursuant to Section 13. l l of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 
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LETTER NO. 03- CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

Dianna Watson 

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

District 7, Regional Planning 

100 Main Street, MS#l6, Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 03-1 

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

process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would. include the construction of 

approximately 1 million square feet of developed tloor area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the 

Gogerty Building would remain within the project site. The Project would demolish and/or remove the 

existing rental car facility. The project would develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential dwelling 

units, 254 luxury hotel rooms, 264,303 square feet of office space, 25,000 square feet of restaurant space, 

80,000 square feet of health and fitness club space, and 100,000 square feet ofretail space. 

Below are Caltrans' major concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Millennium 

Hollywood Project: 

Response to Comment No. 03-1 

The comment is an introduction and as such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. See Response to Comment Nos. 

03-2 to 03-15 for further detail. 

Comment No. 03-2 

1. Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18, 2011, on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and met with 

the developer's consultant on September 15, 2011, to discuss Caltrans' concerns about the project's impact on 

the US-101 freeway and on/off ramps within the 5 miles radius of the project site. The traffic consultant 

acknowledged Caltrans' concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic procedures for 

analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow standard statewide procedures outlined in 

Caltrans Traffic Study Guide. However, the June 2012 Traffic Impact Study (TIS), which is the basis for the 

traffic impact discussion in the DEIR, did not follow those procedures and does not analyze the impacts to the 

state highway system. 
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Response to Comment No. 03-2 

As cited in the comment, Caltrans was consulted during the NOP process. The concerns and 

recommendation of Caltrans were considered during the transportation analysis scoping process, including 

the use of the Caltrans draft procedures. Also taken into account were the concerns and recommendations of 

other NOP commenters, as well as the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)policies 

and the past analyses conducted for similar projects by the City of Los Angeles(the lead agency). 

LADOTeonsidered LADOTeonsidered the iH:JJl:l-1: from the seeping proeess andthe proeedttres LADOT 

seleeted were those jttdged to best evalttate the traffie impaets of the Projeet instead of the Cakrans 

proeedttres. The comment states that the Traffic Study does not analyze the impacts to the state highway 

system· however the Traffic Study analyzed key freeway ramps utilizing LADOT's signalized intersection 

LOS methodology and of freeway mainline segments utilizing the Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

recommended methodology. The Caltrans Traffic Study Guide was consulted in the nreparation of the 

Traffic Study but it does not provide a definition of thresholds of significance· therefore the CMP 

methodology was used because it defines thresholds of significance and is the standard methodology used by 

the lead agency for all traffic studies within the City of Los Angeles . The CMP a state-mandated program 

includes procedures and thresholds that provide a consistent evaluation of projects to address the potential 

impacts on the regional transportation system. 

Comment No. 03-3 

2. There was no analysis performed for any of the freeway elements. The TIS only used the Los Angeles 

County Congestion Management Program (CMP) criteria. However, the CMP fails to provide adequate 

information as to direct and cumulative impacts to the freeway mainline and ramps, per CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 03-3 

The CMP criteria provide an initial review to determine if significant Project impacts may occur and in turn 

require further study. The initial review in the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be less 

than significant, so subsequent analyses were determined to not be needed. +his-Support for this conclusion 

was determined to be reasonable by LADOT. Fttrther sttpport is provided by the recently certified 

Hollywood Community Plan Update Environmental Impact Report as the Hollywood Commttnity Plan 

Update which was also determined not to have a significant impact on the freeway system. 

To address Caltrans' eontiH:tting eoneern and respond to the eomment concerns, an additional model analysis 

was conducted. The analysis used the current Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

model for year 2035 with LADOT refinements for the initial future projections (the Base Model). 

The Projeet impaets were analyzed ttsing the Base Model rerun for seenarios assttming two different 

eonditions. Those seenariosaddressed the ease that the Projeet, or similar land ttses for the Projeet site, were 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 

Page 2 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

RL0022566 



EM18338 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

inelttded within the Base Model assttmptions and, akernatively, the ease that the Projeet was an ineremental 

addition to the Base Model assttmptions . The two eases were e~mmined sinee the Base Model zones eaeh 

eontain a larger area than the Projeet Siteand greater amottnt of land ttses than the Projeet. This was further 

eomplieated by the Projeet Site being partially within eaeh of two zones .To ereate the model demographies 

input data for the two reruns, l)the demographies for the Projeet land ttseswere sttbtraeted from the Base 

Model demographies for the Central Hollywood zones that inelttded the Projeet Site, and 2) the Projeet 

demographieswere added to the Base Model demographies for the those zones . The resttks from the model 

reruns were eompared to the Base Model resttks to determine the Projeet impaet. The resttks from the model 

runs for the most impaeted segments (those immediately north and south of the Projeet Site aeeess) are 

eomparedin the following table. As the resttks demonstrate, the Projeet is an infill set of land ttses that will 

intereept a high proportion on the trips linked to the Projeet, and aeeordingly, the Projeet will have lower 

impaets than predieted by the manttal analysis ttsed in the Traffie Srndy and the Draft EIRand will redttee 

trips on some freeway segments at some times. 

In sttmmary, the See Appendix B Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results attached hereto for the 

model procedures and results. The model demonstrated that the Project will not result in the addition of 150 

trips or more to any freeway segment. This analysis verifies that Project traffic impacts on the regional 

system will be less than significant. 

Comment No. 03-4 

3. Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US-101 is operating at LOS F. Any additional trips will worsen 

the existing freeway condition. The TIS did not include a cumulative traffic analysis tor US-101, which 

would consider the trips generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed 

NBC Universal Project, and growth from the Hollywood Community Plan (Plan). Because the TIS prepared 

for the Plan in 2005 determined that build-out of the Plan would result in significant transportation impacts to 

the US-101, the Plan created a Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plan (TIMP) to identify future 

improvements to the US-101. Since the proposed project site is located within the Plan area, the identified 

improvements should have been taken into consideration, as well as improvements listed in Metro's Long 

Range Transportation Plan. 

Response to Comment No. 03-4 

The Project transportation impaets is not expected to generate more than 150 additional trips on the freeway 

systemare less than 150 trips and. Therefore, based on the CMP criteria used by the City of Los Angeles on 

this and other projects, will-the Project would not be-result in significant either individually or as a 

eontribution to adverse ettmttlative eonditions traffic impacts on the freeway mainline (see Response to 

Comment No. 03-3 above). In addition,-, the Project will provide infill uses that reduce regional trip demand 

as called for by the Smart Growth Initiatives in the Demand Section of the Metro's Long Range Development 
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Plan (LRDP)andin the Sustainable Community Strategies within the Regional Transportation Plan adopted by 

SCAG. As mitigation, the Project will participate in upgrades to the regional transportation system by 

funding or implementing,---other programs called for in the LRDP and TIMP. These programs include signal 

system upgrades, upgrades to the transit system (through the Project installing shelters at area bus stops, 

improving the pedestrian linkages to those stops, and funding of alternative mode lanes), and a TDM Program 

to help reduce project automobile trip demand. These mitigation measures will improve conditions on the 

Congestion Management Plan system, including the regional freeway system. Also given the robust transit 

system in the Project's vicinity a main focus of the transportation mitigation program is to reduce automobile 

trips by enhancing pedestrian and bicycle linkages to the transit system and investing in multi-modal 

transportation improvements . This focus is consistent with LADOT's Traffic Study Guidelines and the 

objectives identified in the Hollywood Community Plan Update. 

Further, no applicable Hollywood Community Plan Update Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plan 

(TIMP) requirements are listed in the comment and, after additional review of the TIMP, no applicable TIMP 

requirements or additional measures were identified. For example, the Capitol Improvement measures in the 

TIMP are not at locations identified as having unmitigatable significant Project impacts. Project participation 

in the program called for in the TIMP to "coordinate Caltrans' freeway traffic management system with the 

ATSAC/Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) highway and street traffic signal management system" was 

discussed in the meeting which took place on December 4 2012between City, Project and Caltrans 

representatives but rejected by Caltrans representatives. 

Comment No. 03-5 

4. Page .IV.K.l-60 of the DEIR states: "'The Project would result in a less than significant impact with respect 

to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway segments. No mitigation is required." This 

conclusion is not based on any credible analysis that could be found anywhere in the DEIR. It is Cal trans' 

opinion, based on ~the work that we have done in this area, that this project will result in significant impacts 

to the state highway system. 

Response to Comment No. 03-5 

The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR analyzed impacts to CMP locations and freeway segments based on the 

CMP criteria, as approved by LADOT(see Response to Comment No. 03-2) . Based on the data from this 

analysis, the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be less than significant, so subsequent 

analyses were determined to not be needed. However, an additional model analysis was conducted using the 

current SCAG model for year 2035 for the initial future projections (the Base Model) .Modell .This analysis 

also shows that Project traffic impacts on the freeway system will be less than significant. See the Response 

to Comment Ne:-No.03-3 for additional details. 
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Comment No. 03-6 

5. The submitted traffic analysis did not include the following ramp intersections that are closest to the 

project site, which may be significantly impacted by this development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 

• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower A venue 

• NB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower A venue 

• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd. 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Cahuenga Blvd. 

• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine Street 

The traffic analysis at these off-ramps needs to show projected queue build-up upstream of the off-ramp. 

Although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs to show how the added/over-flow 

volume to the on-ramp may affect other nearby intersections, including off-ramps. Caltrans is concerned that 

the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do not back up, 

the intersections adjacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the off-ramp volumes at the same time as they 

serve local circulation and land uses. 

Response to Comment No. 03-6 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012,were 

selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. The study locations selected were those 

locations at which the Project traffic impacts have the potential to be significant and substantial. The 

locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical capacity constraints of the area roadway 

system. The freeway ramps, including the meters and weave sections on the ramps, are not the roadway 

system constraints in the Hollywood area. Rather, the signalized intersections and the freeway mainline 

sections were determined to form the capacity constraints in the Hollywood area. Queues from those 

constraints determine the conditions on the ramps and at other non-critical locations. The more minor (STOP 

controlled) intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacity. Further according to LADOT 

guidelines the analysis of unsignalized intersections in traffic impact studies is solely to assess the need for 

future signalizing by conducting warrant analyses . Only unsignalized intersections that serve as integral 

elements to the project site ' s access and circulation plan are included in such an analysis . Here there are no 

unsignalized intersections that serve as integral elements to Project access and circulation and as such no 

unsignalized intersections were studied. 
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Comment No. 03-7 

6. As shown in the DEIR, Table 5 Project Trip Generation, the project will generate a 19,486 average daily 

vehicle trips with 1,064/1,888 vehicle trips during the AM/PM peak hours. These volumes appear to be low 

and Caltrans requests that the lead agency verify them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are not in 

compliance with the Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation should be properly justified and 

substantiated. For example, the 30% reduction of the retail pass-by trips is significantly high without 

justification. Utilizing such high reduction rates will result in inadequate identification of traffic impacts and 

mitigation, thus violating CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 03-7 

LADOT, the responsible department within the City of Los Angeles (the lead agency), verified that the rates, 

equations"'=and calculations used in the Traffic Study were appropriate for the Project. All but one of the base 

generation estimates cited in the comment were prepared using the information and procedures in Trip 

Generation, 8th Edition, 2008 Manual, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). (Information for the 

rental car facility use was not available from that source, so rates incorporated into the West Los Angeles 

Transportation and Mitigation Specific Plan, rates previously used by the City""were utilized.) Likewise, the 

pass-by trip adjustment cited in the comment is specified in the LADOT Policies and Procedures, May 2012 

and was in tum based on a conservative implementation of the procedures in the ITE Trip Generation 

Manual. The data and procedures in the ITE Trip Generation Manual wereaj)proved by LADOT as are 

nationally-accepted guidelines utilized by most agencies in Los Angeles County and are the most appropriate 

source for the trip generation estimates for the Project. Also it should be noted that the trip generation rates 

identified in the ITE Trip Generation Manual are based on surveys of sites in suburban areas with little to no 

transit use so it is common practice to allow for trip reduction credits to allow for potential transit trips pass

by trips and internal trips associated with mixed-use projects . Also see Response to Comment No 59-27 

(Jordon, David) for a discussion of other adjustments. 

Comment No. 03-8 

To address these concerns, an analysis for the project's impacts to the freeway system should be performed 

based on the proposed scope of the project as described in the DEIR and would need to include all of the 

following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facilities in the project vicinity: 

a. If the project will be developed in phases, the project added demand and trip assignment to US-101 

should be based on each phase of the project otherwise it should be based on 100% occupancy. 
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Response to Comment No. 03-8 

Please see Response to Comment N&.-No.03-3 concerning the project freeway impacts including impacts on 

the US 101. The Project does not have defined phases, so no phasing analysis is appropriate. The Traffic 

Study, the Draft EIR, and the analysis in Response to Comment No. 03-3 above analyzed the "worst-case 

scenario" of 100% occupancy. 

Comment No. 03-9 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on a Select Zone 

Analysis. Based on the magnitude of the project and its close proximity to US-101, the trip 

assignment appears to be unreasonably low. Please elaborate on the trip assignment methodology 

utilized. 

Response to Comment No. 03-9 

The select zone analysis recommended in the comment is not considered appropriate for the Project. A select 

zone analysis fails to accurately analyze urban infill projects, including the Project. In particular, a select 

zone analysis does not take intercepted trips into account, and intercepted trips are a major factor for urban 

in-fill projects. Further, urban areas(such as the Traffic Study area in Hollywood)contain numerous more 

minor streets with signalized intersections that are not in the regional model network. Those intersections 

may be significantly impacted, but the streets and the intersections would not have trips assigned to them by a 

select zone analysis. o 

A manual approach was selected as the most appropriate method to be used for the Traffic Study. The 

manual procedures utilized separated the Project into components by land uses and separately assigned the 

trips to and from those components. The assignments considered the types of land uses in the surrounding 

area to which the component's trips would be linked. The assignments were individually reviewed and 

approved by LAD OT and are detailed in the Traffic Study. See Appendix K. l of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 03-10 

c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should be cross-referenced by the source, page number, 

year, and table numbers. 

Response to Comment No. 03-10 

Appendix D of the Traffic Study (Appendix K. l of the Draft EIR) lists the source, land use codes (which may 

bewithin multi-page sections), source edition, and year. The land-use code and independent variable dictate 

the formula used. Tables were not used. 
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Comment No. 03-11 

d. The off ramps on NB and SB US-101, between Vermont Avenue and Highland Avenue, which 

would represent the most impacted area by the proposed Development, should be analyzed utilizing 

the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 85th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology with the 

actual signal timings at the ramps' termini. 

Response to Comment No. 03-11 

The CMA methodology was selected for use in the Traffic Study for all intersections. The CMA analysis is 

specified for use in traffic studies by the lead agency, the City of Los Angeles. Traffic Study Policies and 

Procedures, May 2012published by the City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation specifies CMA 

calculations as the methodology to be used in City of Los Angeles traffic studies. The CMA methodology 

was selected for inclusion in the City of Los Angeles manual as it is a "Planning Methodology" rather than a 

an"Operations Methodology". It should be noted that the methodology recommended in the comment would 

be dependent upon the signal timing remaining fixed through 2035 for the horizon year to be accurate, 

whereas the computerized signal systems now being employed in the City of Los Angeles vary the signal 

timing on an instantaneous basis. However, additional methodologies may be required to be used during 

detailed mitigation design by the agency approving implementation of a mitigation measure, with appropriate 

adjustments being made.~ 

Comment No. 03-12 

e. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB US-101, within the same area, should be analyzed utilizing 

the same methodology and with the actual metering rates. These rates can be obtained by contacting 

Ms. AfsanehRazavi, Senior Transportation Engineer, Caltrans Ramp Metering Department at (323) 

259- 1841. 

Response to Comment No. 03-12 

StandardCity procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, were 

selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6 and 03-

11 for additional information. 

Comment No. 03-13 

f. An HCM weaving analysis needs to be performed for both the NB and SB mainline segments, 

between the on and off ramps within the same area, utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and 

exiting the weaving segments. 
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Response to Comment No. 03-13 

StandardCity procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, were 

selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6 and 03-

11 for additional information. 

Comment No. 03-14 

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 

congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concerns need to be adequately addressed in 

the EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 03-14 

These concerns are adequately addressed in the Traffic Study and Section IV.K. l Transportation-Traffic of 

the Draft EIR. The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to 

Comment No. 03-03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See Response 

to Comment Nes-:-Nos .03-3 and 03-6 for additional information. 

Comment No. 03-15 

In summary, without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize the TIS and DEIR as 

adequately identifying and mitigating the project's impacts to the State highway facilities. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and 

refer to IGR/CEQA No. 121036AL. 

Response to Comment No. 03-15 

The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to Comment No. 03-03 

above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-

2 through 03-11 for additional information. 
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LETTER NO. 09 - AMDA 

Victor S. De la Cruz 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

for AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 09-1 

This firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMDA"). On behalf of 

AMDA, thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project"). The proposed Project would be 

constructed directly adjacent to AMDA's' approximately 2-acre campus in Hollywood. In particular, 

AMDA's building at 1777 Vine Street ("AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building"), a five-story facility 

housing the majority of AMDA's classrooms, acting rehearsal rooms, dance studios, and private voice 

rooms, shares a property line with the Project where one of the two proposed 585-foot high towers could 

be built without even the most minor of setbacks. Thus, the impacts of the proposed Project's 

construction alone could be catastrophic to AMDA if not properly mitigated in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

As one of the key players in Hollywood's revitalization, first purchasing and painstakingly restoring 6305 

Yucca Street, an eight-story Art Deco building (the "Vine Tower") that serves as the administrative and 

student hub of AMDA' s campus, and then building a formidable presence on the block bounded by 

Yucca Street, Vine Street, Ivar Avenue, and U.S.101 (the "Hollywood Freeway"), much of which is now 

used for student residences, AMDA is not opposed to the continued development and revitalization of the 

neighborhood it is so proud to call home. AMDA welcomes responsible development and looks forward 

to working with community stakeholders on the continued improvement of Hollywood. 

Response to Comment No. 09-1 

The comment is an introduction stating that the letter is being written on behalf of AMDA College and 

Conservatory of the Performing Arts. The comment does not challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 

but is noted for the record. The letter then details what AMDA is and what it does. It should be noted 

that AMDA was aware of the Project and potential for development on the Project Site before AMDA 

purchased the 1777 Vine Street building. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 09-2 

However, a massive one million-plus square foot project needs to be appropriately analyzed and mitigated 

under CEQA, something which this DEIR fails to do. As a threshold matter, although the DEIR 
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acknowledges that schools are sensitive receptors, it does not identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor. 

This is unacceptable; all of the Project's potentially significant impacts to AMDA must be disclosed, 

analyzed, and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 09-2 

This comment contends that AMDA should have been identified as a noise and vibration sensitive 

receptor in the Draft EIR. Please see response to Comments No. 09-11 for a detailed response to this 

issue. To summarize, AMDA operations currently occur in commercial office buildings that are not 

designed to accommodate nor shield noise and vibration sensitive operations. Furthermore, the AMDA 

facility is located in a heavily urbanized submarket that has an inherent expectation for redevelopment, 

infill development, and general development construction activities. While the Draft EIR did not identify 

AMDA as a noise and vibration sensitive receptor, this designation would not change the impact 

determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the Draft EIR 

provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration increases occurring within an 

approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site. 

Comment No. 09-3 

Likewise, CEQA requires an accurate, stable, and finite project description, yet the DEIR's equivalency 

program would allow virtually any type of development to be built, irrespective of what the DEIR 

renderings and vague development regulations (the "Development Regulations") might indicate. Greater 

specificity about the project is necessary for the public to meaningfully participate in the approval process 

for the Project. 

In short, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA's minimum legal requirements in several respects and must 

be revised and re-circulated. 

Response to Comment No. 09-3 

The Project Description is designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that 

comprehends all of the impacts of a range of Project build-out combinations. As such, the Project 

Description is stable and presents the information required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for 

environmental review. 

The Project Description, provided in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, contains the 

required contents set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, which was cited by the Commenter. 

Specifically, Section 15124(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "The precise location and boundaries of 

the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the project 

shall also appear on a regional map." Consistent with these requirements, Figure Il-1 on page Il-3 of 

Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR depicts the regional vicinity of the Project Site, Figure Il-

5 on page Il-17 and Figure Il-6 on page Il-19 provide Photo Location Maps of the Project Site, Figure 
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II-7 on page II-25 provides a site plan of the Project Site, and Figure II-2 on page II-2 provides an aerial 

view of the Project Site and its environs. 

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A statement of objectives sought by the proposed 

project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of 

alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of 

overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose 

of the project." Pages II-44 through II-48 of Subsection D, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft 

EIR discusses the Project Objectives. In addition, as stated on page II-44, "The underlying purpose of the 

Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 

development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for 

creative development consistent with the priorities of the City's urban land use policies for Hollywood 

and those expressed by various stakeholders." 

Section 15124(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A general description of the project's technical, 

economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and 

supporting public service facilities." Pages II-15 through II-44 of Section II, Project Description, provides 

a discussion of the project's characteristics. 

Section 15124(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A statement briefly describing the intended uses of 

the EIR". Pages II-49 through II-50 of Subsection E, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR 

provides a discussion of the "Intended Uses of the EIR." 

Based on the above, the Project Description in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and 

accurately describes the Proposed Project in an appropriate level of detail for evaluation and review of 

environmental impacts. 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary, 

CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply extensive 

detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry Creek 

Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th 20, 27028 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies 

CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not 

required). Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from 

the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single 

project. 

With regards to the adequacy of the Project Description, please refer to Response to Comments 81-2 and 

81-3 for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-4 

I. AMDA AND ITS HOLLYWOOD CAMPUS 
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AMDA is one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, with its two 

campuses in New York City and Los Angeles recognized internationally for launching some of the most 

successful careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited by the National Association of Schools 

of Theater ("NAST")1, AMDA's Los Angeles campus enrolls approximately 700 students from 

throughout the world and offers both a 4-year bachelor of fine arts and various 2-year certificate 

programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus has been a thriving community of young artists 

engaged daily in everything from general education courses typical of more traditional4-year colleges, to 

musical theater, dance studios, and voice recitals. 

AMDA's campus is comprised of several buildings in the immediate vicinity of the Project. The Vine 

Tower, AMDA's main building, is kitty-comer from the Project and houses administrative offices, 

classrooms, studio spaces, a costume shop, a stage combat armory, a computer lab, the AMDA Cafe, the 

campus store and a black box theatre. AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building across the street from the Vine 

Tower, and sharing a property line with the Project site, is a five-story facility with 23 classrooms, 11 

private voice studios, acting rehearsal rooms, a student lounge, the film production office, the scene shop, 

and other ancillary AMDA uses. An outdoor performance space, a campus piazza, a performing arts 

library, and film, television and editing facilities are also located on campus. 

Finally, six residential buildings, primarily on the same block as the Vine Tower, have been purchased, or 

are otherwise controlled by AMDA, for student housing (The Franklin Building, the Yucca Street 

Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the 

"Bungalows"). 

Simply stated, AMDA's investment in, and commitment to the Hollywood community is sustained and 

substantial. 

Response to Comment No. 09-4 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather 

discloses information about what AMDA is and what they do. These comments will be forwarded the 

decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 09-5 

II. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMNTAL IMPACT 

REPORT 

NAST has been designated by the United States Department of Education as the agency responsible for the 
accreditation throughout the United States of freestanding institutions and units offering theatre and theatre-related. 
programs (both degree-and non-degree-granting). NAST cooperates with the six regional associations in the process 
of accreditation and, in the field of teacher education, with the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education. NAST consults with the American Alliance for Theatre and Education, the Association for Theatre in 
Higher Education, and similar organizations in the development of NAST standards and guidelines for accreditation. 
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The DEIR has several flaws and must be revised and re-circulated to comply with CEQ A. Set forth 

below are our specific comments on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-5 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather states 

that the entire DEIR is flawed and must be revised. This is more of an introductory statement to the 

comments to follow. These comments will be forwarded the decision makers for their consideration and 

no further response is required. 

Comment No. 09-6 

A. The DEIR's Equivalency Program is Much Too Broad To Apprise the Public of the Project's 

Impacts 

As a threshold matter, the DEIR is more a program-level EIR than a project-level EIR. The ultimate 

project that could be built under this DEIR could be almost all apartments, all condominiums, all hotel, all 

health/fitness club, all office, all restaurant, or all retail - so long as the total vehicle trip count falls within 

a cap set forth in the DEIR. As explained in greater detail throughout this comment letter, protection of 

the environment is about more than vehicle trip counts. Although CEQA does not foreclose equivalency 

program analysis, there comes a point when an equivalency program is so over-ambitious that the public 

has no idea what type of uses will ultimately be built, where on the site they will be, what their general 

design will be, and what the ultimate environmental impacts will be. 

Response to Comment No. 09-6 

The Draft EIR provides a worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For each category, the 

Draft EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is 

designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts 

of a range of Project build-out combinations. 

For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to cause the greatest 

impact for that category. This "worstDcase impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which 

allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all 

of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); 

County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not 

per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may 

describe a project more broadly than the project actually approved). Therefore, the Project Description in 

the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR 

from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. 
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With regards to the commenter's statement that the equivalency program is over-ambitious, please refer 

to Response to Comments 81-2 through 81-4 for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-7 

That is the case here. The DEIR'.s attempt to analyze every possible development scenario results in an 

environmental analysis that fails to disclose and analyze the most basic of things -like project driveways 

and ingress and egress from the Project's approximately 4.5 acre site. Will left-tums be allowed out of the 

Project's Vine driveways (assuming there will be Vine driveways)? The answer to that simple question 

can have a dramatic impact on traffic circulation in one of Hollywood's most congested areas, but the 

DEIR is silent on these basics. Likewise, the DEIR is completely inconsistent with the project that has 

been applied for, and which could be built under the proposed Development Agreement. For example, 

the Project applications call for approximately seven stories of above-ground parking. (See Exhibit A.) 

The DEIR, however, says there will likely be three. (See Exhibit B.) In other instances, key Project 

components, including a night-club and an outdoor viewing deck with a cafe and alcohol sales; are 

completely missing from the DEIR's environmental analysis. (See Exhibit C.) The DEIR's renderings 

and discussion about the "Development Regulations" might imply good design, but the plans submitted 

with the application would indicate that huge podium parking structures with large, massive, 

undifferentiated walls are back in vogue. (See Exhibit D) Ultimately, because the Project Development 

Agreement and Development Regulations are so vague, nothing in the DEIR would prevent the absurd, 

say twenty stories above-ground parking. 

Response to Comment No. 09-7 

The comment notes that the Development Agreement and Project Description are so vague that almost 

anything could be built at the Project Site. However, the Project Description is designed to allow the 

Draft EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts of a range of Project 

build-out combinations. As such, the Project Description is stable and presents the information required 

by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. The Project Description, provided in 

Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR contains the required contents set forth in Section 15124 

of the CEQA Guidelines. 

The comment expresses concerns that the Project is not consistent with its original application to the City. 

There are some inconsistencies with the application submitted in 2008, like the levels of parking, 

however, the Project would have to comply with what was studied in the Draft EIR, not what the 2008 

application describes. The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact analysis for each 

environmental category of impact, which complies with CEQA. Specifically, development proposed 

through the Equivalency Program allows the Project Applicant to construct land uses and structures that 

are consistent with the growth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of construction. It does not 

allow the Project Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the Draft EIR. 

Through the analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the 
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Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue 

area. 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to identify the locations of driveways and ingress/egress 

points, specifically along Vine Street. The locations of driveways and ingress/egress points, including 

along Vine Street, are identified in the Draft EIR. As described in Section IV.K. l, Transportation -

Traffic, on page IV.K.1-35 of the Draft EIR, under the Project, vehicular access to the West Site would be 

provided via two full-service driveways. One driveway would be located along Ivar Avenue and one 

would be located along Vine Street. Access to the East Site would be through three driveways - one 

driveway each on Vine Street, Yucca Street, and Argyle Avenue. All driveways would be mid-block 

(away from signalized intersections) and would be full service (left-turns are allowed to and from the 

driveways). The driveways would be similar to the existing driveways on these street segments, such as 

the existing rental car facility and Capitol Records driveways. 

Due to the community's desire to enhance the pedestrian experience by not disrupting the Vine Street 

sidewalk, a No Vine Street Access Scenario was developed and analyzed (see Appendix K of Appendix 

K. l to the Draft EIR). Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, all new access to the Project would be 

provided from Ivar Avenue for the West Site and Argyle Avenue for the East Site. The existing Capitol 

Records Complex driveway along Yucca Street east of Vine Street would be maintained for access to the 

East Site. Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of the 

driveway access and analyzes scenarios with alternative driveway access patterns . The net AM and PM 

peak hour Project traffic volumes for the Project with No Vine Street Access are presented in Figures 

IV.K.1-17 and IV.K.1-18, respectively. The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary for the 

Project under the Existing (2011), Future (2020), and Horizon Year (2035) traffic conditions Without and 

With Project for the No Vine Street Access Scenario are presented in Table IV.K.1-22. The Significance 

of Traffic Impacts Comparison of Existing (2011), Future (2020), and Horizon Year (2035) traffic 

conditions with and without access from Vine Street is presented in Table IV.K.1-23, on page IV.K.1-113 

of the Draft EIR. 

The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not analyze certain components, such as alcohol sales; 

however, the Draft EIR states that the Project Applicant is requesting a master conditional use permit to 

permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite consumption of a full line of alcoholic 

beverages. Further, the Project Description also states that "[flood and beverage uses would be provided 

both on the ground floor and within the hotel, sports club and office and on a possible rooftop observation 

deck. The food and beverage uses would include full-service restaurants and a cafe. The full service 

restaurant would also include outdoor dining areas." See Section II, Project Description, page 11-30. As 

such, pursuant to the Project Description, the full-service restaurants and cafe, the hotel and the dining 

area of the potential rooftop observation deck could serve alcohol. The Project Applicant is requesting a 

master conditional use permit to permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite consumption 

of a full line of alcoholic beverages. Because none of the specific operators of the alcohol-serving 

establishments can be known until after the Project is built, a master conditional use would require that 
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each operator seek and obtain plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator is 

authorized to serve alcohol within the project. The purpose of the plan approval is to ensure that each 

operator proposes a use that is consistent and compatible with the master conditional use permit. These 

uses are discussed when analyzing the Project and its retail and commercial uses. Please see Response to 

Comment No. 81-7 and 81-10 for additional information regarding alcohol sales. 

Comment No. 09-8 

The case law on equivalency programs is limited, but the general principles behind CEQA are clear. 

First, an accurate, stable, and consistent project description is required for a legally sufficient EIR. 

Inconsistencies in the project description, including "using variable figures" can be fatal. San Joaquin 

Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 653 (holding that the failure to 

provide a stable and consistent project description invalidated the EIR); also see City of Santee v. County 

of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal. App. 3d 1438, 1454-55 (concluding that an EIR that did not contain an 

accurate, stable, and finite project description could not "adequately apprise all interested parties of the 

true scope of the project for intelligent weighing of the environmental consequences."). 

Response to Comment No. 09-8 

The comment states that case law on equivalency programs is limited and cites two cases regarding the 

adequacy of project descriptions under CEQA. The comment does not provide any specific information 

with respect to why or how the commenter believes the Draft EIR or the Project Description is 

insufficient in any way. The Project Description is stable and presents the information required by CEQA 

to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. The Project Description complies with the 

requirements set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

An EIR requires an accurate and stable project description as described by the commenter. This does not 

mean, however, that the project description must be rigid or inflexible. See County of Inyo v. City of Los 

Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 199 (1977). The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact 

analysis for each category of impact. For each category, the Draft EIR uses the scenario that would 

produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a 

Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts of the range of Project build-out 

combinations. For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to 

cause the greatest impact for that category. 

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 for additional information as to the Project Description's adequacy 

under CEQA. 

Comment No. 09-9 

In short, we have no idea what will be built, except that it will likely be massive. And even if the DEIR 

analyzed ingress and egress for the Concept Plan, for example, that analysis would be meaningless 
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because the Applicant has no obligation to build the Concept Plan or a project that looks anything like it. 

An EIR cannot stultify CEQA's public disclosure requirements. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles 

(1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 198 ("A curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws a red 

herring across the path of public input."); also see Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 

University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 405 ("An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable 

those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues 

raised by the proposed project."). 

Response to Comment No. 09-9 

The comment cites additional case law regarding the adequacy of project descriptions under CEQA and 

asserts that the analyses in the Draft EIR would be meaningless because the Project Applicant has no 

obligation to build the Concept Plan or a project that looks anything like it. As described in Section II, 

Project Description, of the Draft EIR, "[t]hrough the analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional 

scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario, further described below, this Draft EIR 

analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area. The most intense impacts from 

each scenario represent the greatest environmental impacts permitted for any development scenario for 

the Project. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area from 

either the Concept Plan, the Residential Scenario, or the Commercial Scenario." Page 11-21. 

The EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For each category, 

the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is 

designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts of a 

range of Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the EIR analyzes the 

scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category. 

This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City 

of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary, 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply 

extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry 

Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th 20 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies 

CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not 

required). In Dry Creek Citizens Coalition, the appellants contended that the EIR provided an inadequate 

conceptual description of the stream diversion structures and that actual design of the structures could not 

be deferred until after project approval. Id. at 27. The appellant further claimed that only precise 
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engineering designs provide the necessary detail to analyze the environmental consequences of the entire 

project under CEQA. Id. The court rejected those contentions, relying on CEQA Guidelines Section 

15124 and explained that CEQA requires general descriptions of the technical aspects of a project. Id. at 

36. The conceptual description of the stream diversion structures for the mining project included 

dimensions, heights, the purposes of the structures, and figures relating to the structures. 

Like the conceptual description of the stream diversion structures for the mining project in Dry Creek 

Citizens Coalition, here, the Project Description is legally adequate because it contains sufficient detail to 

enable the public and the decision makers to understand the environmental impacts of the proposed 

project. Id. at 36. A description of the technical and environmental characteristics of the Project are 

described and illustrated in the Project Description, including but not limited to details regarding the 

proposed uses, points of access, floor area averaging, maximum FAR, scale and massing, height ranges, 

and Project purposes and objectives. See Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the 

Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. CEQA does 

not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. As such, the analysis 

on impacts in the Draft EIR represents the greatest environmental impacts permitted for any development 

scenario for the Project. 

Comment No. 09-10 

The DEIR fails to provide a meaningful understanding of the Project. By analyzing the Concept Plan, the 

DEIR gives the public the impression that something approaching that plan will be built even though the 

Development Agreement allows different parts of the Project site to be sold to different developers who 

may choose to build something that bears no real resemblance to the Concept Plan. (See Development 

Agreement, Section 6.8.1.)(Exhibit E.) This is all the more shocking given that the Development 

Agreement also provides that no subsequent approvals/environmental review would be required for any 

subsequent build-out of the Project. (See Development Agreement, Section 3.1.5.)(Exhibit F.) Without 

discussing things as simple as ingress and egress (required analysis for much smaller projects), or what 

will ultimately be built, the DEIR's enigmatic project description has the effect of cutting the public out of 

some of the more important questions about the Project. And it certainly cannot provide the City Council 

with enough information to support a Statement of Overriding Considerations. CEQA requires more. 

Response to Comment No. 09-10 

The Project Description provides a meaningful understanding of the Project. As stated on Page I-7 in the 

Introduction/Summary, and thereafter throughout each substantive chapter, the Draft EIR "analyzes the 

greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each issue area. The Project may not exceed 

these maximum impacts for each issue area." The Draft EIR informs the public as to the extent of the 

maximum potential impacts and, where feasible, the mitigation measures used to reduce each of those 

impacts below a level of significance. The Draft EIR thereby complies with the CEQA mandate that 

requires review of "entirety of the project," San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 
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Cal. App. 4Th 645, 654, 57 Cal. Rptr. 3d 663, 671 (51h Dist. 2007), including all reasonably foreseeable 

uses . Id. at 149 Cal. App. 4Th 660, 57 Cal. Rptr. 3d at 676. 

The Development Agreement does permit, as is typical in such arrangements, for portions of the Project 

Site to be sold to and developed by third parties. Any such transfer cannot, however, affect the 

constraints placed on development of the Project Site by the CEQA approval and the Development 

Agreement itself. The maximum impacts identified in the EIR cannot be exceeded by the Project 

Applicant or a potential third part developer. Government Code Section 65868.5 requires that every 

Development Agreement be recorded after approval, and makes every such agreement "binding upon all 

successors in interest." 

The Development Agreement provisions limiting further discretionary reviews or actions during the 

build-out phase is also a standard provision in development agreements, and reflects the central purpose 

of the Development Agreement Act, which is to provide private sector developers with "assurance ... that 

upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in accordance with existing 

policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions of approval. Government Code Section 

65864(b). Subsequent discretionary reviews may still take place if consistent with the rules, regulations 

and policies in effect when the project was approved or to process a subsequent application by the 

developer for a new or amended approval. Government Code Section 65866. 

Please refer to Response to Comments 81-2, 81-3, and 81-4 for additional information regarding 

adequacy of the Project Description. 

Comment No. 09-11 

B. The DEIR Excludes Analysis and Mitigation of Clearly Significant and Adverse Noise and 

Vibration Impacts to AMDA and Avoids Meaningful Analysis and Mitigation of Noise and 

Vibration Impacts, Generally. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Disclose and Analyze AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include residences, transient 

lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, 

playgrounds, and parks. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. 1.1-2.) Although the DEIR acknowledges that 

schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are sensitive receptors at page IV.H-15, inexplicably AMDA

which shares a property line with the Project- is excluded from the list of sensitive land uses adjacent to 

the Project site. 2 The DEIR's omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor is a material error in the DEIR 

that has prevented significant impacts from being disclosed and mitigated. 

2 AMDA has been a prominent member of the Hollywood community since 2003 and various principals of Millennium 
Hollywood LLC (the ''Applicant'') have been familiar with AMDAfor several years, all of which makes the omission 
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To be perfectly clear, AMDA is a school and the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within AMDA's 1777 

Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not taking classes such as "Harmony Review Lab," 

"Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing their singing in a private voice 

room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing breathing exercises with a voice tutor. Every 

day, the AMDA campus is a thriving hub of productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early 

morning until about 11 :30 p.m., and in summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple 

productions. How all this could continue to happen with the immediately adjacent construction of over 

one million square feet of towers is something the DEIR cannot ignore. 

Response to Comment No. 09-11 

This comment contends that AMDA should have been identified as a n01se and vibration sensitive 

receptor in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR's determination that the AMDA campus was not a sensitive 

receptor was based on building permit and land use codes reported on the City's Zoning Information and 

Map Access System (ZIMAS) database. Per the ZIMAS database, the property at 6305 W. Yucca Street 

is identified as a "store and office combination." There are no use permits on file indicating that the site 

is utilized as a school or institutional use with 700 students, student housing, amphitheaters, library, 

studio and classroom spaces. 

AMDA applied for a building permit and certificate of occupancy in 2003 for interior renovations to 

change 10,590 square feet of office uses to a dance school including interior and exterior remodeling. 

However, this conditional certificate of occupancy has not been finalized, and as such, did not appear in 

the ZIMAS database. Therefore, AMDA's current use of the property at 6305 Yucca Street (also 

associated with addresses 6309-6317 W. Yucca Street and 1801-1805 N. Vine Street), appears to be a 

non-permitted use, as there appears to be no use permits on file authorizing the operation of a school. 

AMDA's property at 1777 N. Vine Street is identified in the ZIMAS database as an office building. The 

only use permit on file for this property is a certificate of occupancy issued in 1962 for a six-story Type I 

professional office building and parking garage. There appears to be no existing use permits authorizing 

the use or operation of a school. Furthermore, at the time the NOP was published, this property had 

vacant storefronts on the ground floor and was advertising office spaces for lease. As such, it was 

determined that this building was operating as an office building with a commercial dance studio and was 

not considered a sensitive land use. 

With respect to CEQA, it should be noted that when determining whether an environmental impact is 

significant, "the question is whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not 

whether a project will affect particular persons." Mira Mar Mobile Community v Citv of Oceanside (2004) 

119 CA4th 477 492 14 CR3d 308. Here, the Draft EIR has adequately analyzed the noise impacts on the 

surrounding environment even though all of the AMDA facilities were not specifically listed as a 

very confusing to AMDA. Moreover, since 2010, well before issuance of the DEIR's Notice of Preparation, all of 
AMDA 's 1777 Vine Street Building was being used by the college. 
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sensitive uses for the reasons explained above. Regardless of the land use designations at AMDA, the 

Draft EIR provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration increases occurring 

within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site. As shown on page IV.H-15 of the Draft EIR, 

all of AMDA's student housing facilities were in fact identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptor 

No. 1 included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across Yucca. This includes the 

Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 

Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMDA student housing. The 

construction noise impacts were quantified and reported in Table IV.H-9 on page IV.H-25 of the Draft 

EIR. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses 

would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Specifically identifying AMDA's 

classrooms and studio uses as one singular land use that could be impacted would not change the level of 

construction impacts in the Project area. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that 

would ensure noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum 

extent feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the 

Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land 

uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the 

maximum extent feasible. The mitigation strategies recommended in the Draft EIR would serve to reduce 

the Project's construction-related noise impacts for all adjacent and nearby land uses that could be 

impacted, not just the sensitive land uses. Notwithstanding that no additions or corrections to the Draft 

EIR are warranted, the following changes are proposed to mitigation measures H-3 and H-7 and are 

recommended to address AMDA's concern that their use was not identified as a sensitive receptor: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location 

on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 

generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 

feasibly possible from the nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land 

uses. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 

eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 

amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 

receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation 

measures. 

Comment No. 09-12 

2. The DEIR Must Disclose, Analyze and Mitigate Significant Construction Noise Impacts to 

AMDA. 
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The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of construction and operational 

noise impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce those impacts. It 

is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts to AMDA because the DEIR ignored 

analysis of AMDA altogether, but there can be no question that the impacts will be extremely significant 

and adverse. Table IV.H-9 of the DEIR, for example, reveals that noise levels at the Pantages and Avalon 

Theaters, both of which are anywhere from two to ten feet from the Project, will skyrocket from 69.8 

dBA Leq to 113.9 dBA Leq As DEIR Table IV.H-1 indicates, a dBA of 113.9 Leq would be louder than a 

jet flying overhead at a height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an 

indoor concert. This is troubling because the DEIR would allow construction next to AMDA at a similar 

distance from the Pantages Theater. There is no way that AMDA could continue operating in such an 

environment without specific mitigation that deals with AMDA as a sensitive receptor. Putting aside the 

fact that no school could teach music in the middle of a rock concert, the Project would be putting AMDA 

students and faculty in an environment that the DEIR states can cause temporary or permanent hearing 

loss. ("Frequent exposure to noise levels greater than 85 dBA over time can cause temporary or 

permanent hearing loss.") (DEIR, p. IV.H-3) Mitigation of these impacts on AMDA are of the utmost 

necessity. 

Response to Comment No. 09-12 

The comment asserts that it is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts upon 

AMDA since it was not identified as a sensitive receptor in the Draft EIR, however, the comment 

describes noise levels predicted in the Draft EIR for other adjacent land uses that are substantially similar 

to the characteristics and setback distances of AMDA. The Draft EIR concludes that short-term 

construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered significant and 

unavoidable after mitigation. Further, the Draft EIR did identify AMDA's student housing as sensitive 

land uses and as such, properly disclosed the noise impacts upon AMDA's residential land uses. 

Specifically identifying AMDA's classroom and studio uses as one singular land use that could be 

impacted would not change the level of construction impacts for AMDA or the Project area. 

Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and vibration impacts 

upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, regardless of the land use 

designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential 

construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and 

comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible. As noted in 

response to comment 09-11, above, Mitigation Measures H-3 and H-7 have been revised to ensure that 

the construction equipment staging and barriers be positioned to protect all adjacent land uses including 

AMDA's building at 1777 Vine Street. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment for a detailed 

discussion regarding noise mitigation measures. 
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Comment No. 09-13 

Furthermore, mitigation must address multiple different construction impacts- not just construction 

machinery. For example, the DEIR notes that "[t]he Yucca street parking curb lane will be retained for 

construction vehicle waiting and staging for the duration of Project construction during all hours ... " 

(DEIR, p. IV.K.2-22.) A revised DEIR should disclose that this truck staging area would literally divide 

AMDA's main campus area (i.e., the Vine Tower and AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building) and consider 

whether the noise impacts from this staging area can be relocated away from a sensitive receptor. 

Response to Comment No. 09-13 

Mitigation Measures H-3, H-8 and H-10 located on pages IV.H-43 and IV.H-44 of the Draft EIR include 

specific strategies to reduce impacts with respect to general construction activities, truck idling and 

staging, and haul route activities. These mitigation measures would ensure that construction related noise 

and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. As 

noted in Response to Comment 09-11, above, Mitigation Measure H-3 has been revised to ensure that the 

noise and vibration generating construction equipment be staged as far away as feasibly possible from all 

adjacent land uses to include AMDA's building at 1777 Vine Street. Also, please see Appendix J, 

Feasibility Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 09-14 

3. The DEIR's Use of the Equivalent Noise Level (L~for Construction-Related Noise Hides 

the Project's True Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to fully disclose Project impacts by only reporting Leq and not the full range of dBA 

increases that would result from the project. Leq, or the equivalent energy noise level, "is the average 

acoustic energy content of noise for a stated period of time." (DEIR, p. IV.H-2.) The DEIR is required to 

not only disclose the average dBA over a period of time, but the full range of dBA (i.e., what will be the 

loudest noises that will be occurring throughout construction). Disclosure of the full range of dBA is 

important for many reasons. First, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide provides that a Project will have a 

significant impact if construction activities lasting more than a day would exceed existing ambient 

exterior noise levels by 1 0 dB A or more at a noise-sensitive use, or 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive 

use for construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period. (DEIR, p. IV.H-20.) 

The thresholds are not based on Leq- they are based on dBA alone. By only disclosing Leq, the DEIR 

underreports the true range and magnitude of significant impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 09-14 

The Draft EIR used the proper methodology to analyze potential noise impacts. Consistent with Section 

111.0l(a) of the LAMC pertaining to noise monitoring, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds 

Guide, and the standard methodology used by the City Planning Department for noise impact analyses in 
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EIRs, the Project Draft EIR appropriately analyzed construction related noise impacts based on the Leq 

designation. As illustrated in Tables IV.H-7 and H-8 of the Draft EIR, the construction noise analysis 

utilized the worst-case noise ranges in terms of Leq, per the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

These worst-case Leq reference noise levels were utilized to model construction impacts on adjacent uses 

based on the closest possible distance from the adjacent use to the Project Site's property lines. Thus, as 

construction equipment would infrequently operate on the Project Site property line, the estimated 

construction noise levels disclosed in Table IV.H-9 of the Draft EIR are very conservative, and in some 

cases, likely overstate the actual peak noise level increases at the identified locations. 

Comment No. 09-15 

Second, the aforementioned distinction between Leq and dBA is about more than technical legal 

compliance with the CEQA threshold; the loudest noises that may occur at any given time matter. 

Particularly loud construction episodes, for example, would undoubtedly interrupt courses, recitals, and 

other AMDA activities to a greater extent than the already high average noise levels. All feasible 

mitigation must be imposed for these high noise incidents. 

Response to Comment No. 09-15 

As illustrated in Tables IV.H-7 and H-8 of the Draft EIR, the construction noise analysis utilized the 

worst-case noise ranges in terms of Leq, per the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. These 

worst-case Leq reference noise levels were utilized to model construction impacts on adjacent uses based 

on the closest possible distance from the adjacent use to the Project Site's property lines. Thus, as 

construction equipment would infrequently, if ever, operate on the Project Site property line, the 

estimated construction noise levels disclosed in Table IV.H-9 of the Draft EIR are very conservative, and 

in some cases, likely overstate the actual peak noise level increases at the identified locations. As such, 

the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent 

land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

Comment No. 09-16 

Finally, the Leq reported in the DEIR could be masking the true noise impacts of the Project because the 

DEIR fails to disclose the period of time over which construction noise is being averaged (e.g., the Leq 

period may be including nighttime noise when no construction is taking place, break times, or other 

similar non-representative time periods). 

Response to Comment No. 09-16 

As discussed in detail in the Draft EIR, the short-term construction noise impacts are based on worst-case 

assumptions to disclose the peak noise level impacts on adjacent land uses. Mitigation Measure H-2 

states that construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday 
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through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No construction activities 

shall occur on any Sunday. Thus, the noise estimates provided in terms of Leq were not discounted for 

non-construction periods or nighttime hours and represent construction noise during regular construction 

hours, and thus, the estimates adequately represent the worst-case construction related noise impacts. 

Comment No. 09-17 

4. The DEIR's Noise Section is Rendered Meaningless by Failure to Report Post-Mitigation 

Noise impacts and Failure to Definite Mitigation Measures with any Precision or Certainty. 

Despite reporting Project noise impacts that are clearly unacceptable, the DEIR fails to indicate what the 

Project's noise impacts will be after mitigation. This approach is not only contrary to the approach taken 

in the DEIR's Air Quality and Traffic sections, it is contrary to the City's practice for other environmental 

impact reports. (See Exhibit G.) Disclosure of impact levels after mitigation is required, and the 

Applicant must be required to abide by the post-mitigation noise levels that are set forth in the DEIR. 

Indeed, without post-mitigation noise projections, community members and stakeholders affected by the 

Project have no way of knowing with any certainty if the mitigation measures in the DEIR are, in fact, 

effective in reducing noise levels, and if they are, by how much noise levels will be reduced. The DEIR 

must disclose the resulting (i.e., post-mitigation) noise levels at the relevant property lines so that AMDA 

and the public can determine if the mitigation measures truly reduce noise to the maximum extent 

feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 09-17 

The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to indicate what the Project's noise impacts will be after 

mitigation. However, the Draft EIR does in fact indicate the Project's noise impacts after mitigation after 

each impact discussion. Please see Pages IV.H-2; IV.H-29; IV.H-31 in the Draft EIR for example. It 

should be noted that Exhibit G referenced in this comment does not provide evidence or citation regarding 

the expected benefit or noise reductions of the referenced mitigation. In addition, it should be noted that 

the Draft EIR was developed according to standard City of Los Angeles protocols and inlcudes applicable 

thresholds of significance and environmental impact conculusions. 

Regarding mitigation, Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-16 of the Draft EIR meet and exceed the City 

of Los Angeles standard noise mitigation measures for development projects in urbanized settings. 

Furthermore, where appropriate, the Draft EIR noted that although these mitigation measures would serve 

to reduce short-term construction noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible, impacts upon adjacent 

uses would remain significant and unavoidable. For other project impacts, where the impacts were 

deemed to be less than significant, it was noted that no mitigation measures were required (e.g., Page 

IV.H-37; IV.H-39). The main difference between Exhibit G and the Draft EIR is in the style in which the 

information on these levels of significance after mitigation is presented: under one subheading in the 

Exhibit and under each impact category in the Draft EIR. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility 

Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation measures. 
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Comment No. 09-18 

Part of the reason for the DEIR's failure to provide any information about post-mitigation noise levels 

may be that many of the noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are illusory. For example, many of the 

mitigation measures are tempered with phrases like "as far as feasibly possible" or other language that 

actually has the effect of creating an inordinate amount of flexibility for the Applicant and/or depriving 

the measure of any certainty. Examples of deficient noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are set forth 

below, followed by a discussion of how each mitigation measure is legally deficient: 

• Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the Project 

may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck 

idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the nearest noise- and vibration

sensitive land uses. (Mitigation Measure H-3) (Emphasis added.) 

• Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several pieces of 

equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. (Mitigation Measure H-4) (Emphasis 

added.) 

• The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of- the-art noise 

shielding and mujjling devices as available. (Mitigation Measure H-6) (Emphasis added.) 

• Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight-feet high 

shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the 

surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

(Mitigation Measure H-7) (Emphasis added.) 

• All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. (Mitigation Measure H-8) (Emphasis added.) 

All the bolded language above serves to remove any assurances or standards from the mitigation. For 

example, relative to Mitigation Measure H-3, there is no reason that the DEIR should not disclose exactly 

where flexible noise-generating equipment will be located to reduce impacts to AMDA and other 

sensitive uses (and the resulting post-mitigation noise levels at the property line). A mere representation 

that the activities will be conducted "as far as feasibly possible" deprives the public of the ability to 

comment on whether the Applicant truly is mitigating "as far as feasibly possible." 

In fact, when the Applicant's current tenant, EMI, was previously concerned about impacts to Capitol 

Records from a nearby construction project at 6941 Yucca (the "Yucca Condominium Project"), it 

secured mitigation measures such as the following: 
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• No stationary equipment will be operated within 40 feet of the west project site property line with 

EMI/Capital [sic] Records. Tower cranes and personnel lifts shall be positioned near Argyle on 

the eastern edge of the project site. (Mitigation Measure Supp 18) (Emphasis added.) 

• Construction materials shall be stock-piled at distant portions of the site, at least 40 feet from the 

western project site property line with EMI/Capitol Records. The equipment warm-up areas, 

water tanks and equipment storage areas described in Mitigation Measure 1-5 above shall also be 

located at least 40feet from the western project site property line with EMI/Capitol Records. 

(Mitigation Measure Supp 19) (Emphasis added.) 

• Within 40 feet of the western project site property line with EMI/Capital [sic] Records, 

demolition, excavation and construction activities at or below the street level of the project site 

(including loading of demolition refuse), grading equipment and activities, augured pile driving, 

vibratory rollers, jumping jack compactors, and other excavation and construction equipment and 

activities shall be prohibited after 10:00 a.m. Mondays through Saturdays, unless one of the 

following exceptions apply ... (Mitigation Measure Supp 12) (Emphasis added.) 

A complete list of mitigation measures for the Yucca Condominium Project is attached as Exhibit H for 

reference. 

Response to Comment No. 09-18 

The comment refers to the Draft EIR's potential noise impacts and corresponding mitigation measures. 

As explained above in Response to Comment No. 09-17, the Draft EIR does in fact indicate the Project's 

noise impacts after mitigation after each impact discussion. To provide a good-faith reasoned response to 

the comment, Parker Environmental Consultants prepared a technical assessment of all the noise 

mitigation measures reference by the comment. Please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise 

and Vibration Mitigation Monitoring Measures for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Comment No. 09-19 

The precision that EMI/Capitol Records previously received to protect itself from noise and vibration 

impacts needs to be reflected in the other mitigation measures for this Project too-not just Measure H-3. 

For example, Mitigation Measure H-4 must disclose which construction equipment will not be operated 

simultaneously. 3 The same goes for Mitigation Measure H-6. If state-of-the-art noise shielding and 

muffling devices are too expensive, or being used at another construction site, does this mean that the 

noise levels need not be mitigated? With respect to Mitigation Measure H-7, how will an eight-foot noise 

barrier be enough to mitigate noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible, and why not disclose the full 

The scheduling of different construction activities and their resulting noise levels needs to be disclosed as part of the 
public review process. Otherwise, how would a decision to stop operating multiple pieces of equipment be made on 
the construction site after the Project has already been approved, especially if the DEIR has no standards (just vague 
"as feasible" language)? 
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gamut of noise attenuation barriers available given that one can do better than plywood structures? Most 

importantly, why did the Yucca Condominium Project (112,917 square feet of construction) next door to 

the Capitol Records Tower require noise barriers of 16 feet in height, whereas this 1,052,667 net square 

foot project only requires eight-foot barriers? (See Exhibit I.) (The DEIR also needs to consider special 

mitigation for the Project's high-rise towers, such as sound wall barriers as construction proceeds to the 

upper floors.) Finally, with respect to Mitigation Measure H-8, aside from it being impermissible deferred 

mitigation, how can the DEIR state that construction truck traffic will avoid sensitive receptors to the 

maximum extent feasible, and then in another section state that construction truck staging will be right 

outside AMDA? 

Ultimately, the DEIR needs to establish specific mitigation measures and post-mitigation noise standards 

that can be measured and adhered to. As drafted, the DEIR says nothing about how loud Project noise 

will be after the imposition of mitigation measures, renders the little mitigation there is meaningless with 

vague, imprecise language, and does not commit the Applicant to any specific noise standard. 

Response to Comment No. 09-19 

Similar to Comment No. 09-18 above, this comment questions the noise mitigation measures proposed in 

the Draft EIR and compares the Project to the Yucca Condominium Project. See Response to Comment 

09-18 above. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, which provides a detailed discussion 

regarding the Project's noise mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 09-20 

5. The DEIR's CNEL Baseline Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR states that noise measurements were recorded by Parker Environmental Consultants staff on 

April 19, 2011, at six locations in the vicinity of the Project Site for a period of 15 minutes per location, 

between the hours of 2:50 PM and 4:30PM. (DEIR, p. IV.H-5.) Somehow, despite only taking 

measurements for 15 minutes, the DEIR established dBA CNEL baselines for the five studied roadways. 

CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, "is a 24-hour average Leq·" (DEIR, p. IV.H-3.) The 

DEIR needs to disclose how a 24-hour average was derived for the baseline from a mere 15 minute 

measurement. Given the role that the CNEL baseline plays in establishing the Project's operational 

impacts, coupled with the large scope of this Project, anything less than a true understanding of the 

Project area's CNEL renders the DEIR's noise analysis meaningless. 

Response to Comment No. 09-20 

The comment claims that the Draft EIR established dBA CNEL baselines for the five studied roadways 

from the field noise measurements. However, the field noise measurements gathered in terms of Leq were 

not converted to CNEL. With respect to the CNEL analyses contained in the Draft EIR, page IV.H-6 of 

the Draft EIR states that the calculation of the existing roadway noise levels was accomplished using the 
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Federal Highway Administration Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic 

volumes from the Traffic Impact Study for the Project. 

Comment No. 09-21 

6. The DEIR Fails to Study those Roadways that May Be Most Impacted by Traffic-Related 

Noise and Masks True Roadway Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR's analysis of roadway traffic impacts is highly deficient. As a threshold matter, the DEIR fails 

to consider whether there are residential streets that may be most impacted by traffic noise, even if those 

streets will not receive the most Project traffic. The DEIR states that "[t]he roadway segments selected 

for analysis are considered to be those that are expected to be most directly impacted by project-related 

traffic, which for the purpose of this analysis, includes the roadways that are nearest to the Project site." 

(DEIR, p. IV.H-14.) This selection of streets for roadway noise impacts, while appealing at first blush, 

has the effect of potentially masking significant impacts along nearby residential roadways that may 

receive lower project-related traffic, but have a lower significance threshold (3 dBA CNEL rather than the 

5 dB A CNEL streets studied in the DEIR's noise analysis). As such, further analysis of streets more 

sensitive to noise is required. 

Response to Comment No. 09-21 

The Draft EIR analyzed an appropriate range of roadway segments in proximity to the Project Site. 

Aside from the 3.7 dBA CNEL increase during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario (with 

No Vine Street Access) for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood 

Boulevard, no other roadway segment analyzed in the Draft EIR would come close to approaching either 

the 3 dBA or 5 dBA CNEL thresholds of significance. Thus, it is logical to infer that roadway segments 

located farther from the Project Site carrying less project-related trips than those segments analyzed in the 

Draft EIR would experience even smaller project-related roadway noise level increases. 

Comment No. 09-22 

Moreover, the traffic noise analysis suffers from other methodological problems. In addition the 

previously discussed concerns about the CNEL baseline, which appears to be based on a 15-minute 

measurement, the DEIR's traffic analysis grossly underreports the Project's true traffic impacts. 

Accordingly, it is very likely that the higher traffic impacts will lead to higher, and significant, roadway 

noise impacts. The DEIR therefore needs to be re-circulated with the disclosure of actual noise impacts 

from Project traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 09-22 

This comment suggests that the potential roadway noise impacts may be understated because the Project's 

traffic generation is grossly underreported. However, this comment does not specifically challenge how 
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or why the traffic is underreported nor does this comment offer a suggestion as to what the traffic 

generation should have been reported as for the Project. The comment does not provide evidence to 

support its claim that traffic, and therefore noise, is underreported This comment is noted for the record 

and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 09-23 

7. The DEIR Must Analyze and Mitigate Vibration Impacts on AMDA's Building. 

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of the Project's construction and 

operational vibration impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce 

those impacts to a level less than significant. The DEIR completely ignores vibration impacts on 

AMDA's classroom building despite making clear elsewhere that vibration impacts from construction on 

buildings further away would be significant. Based Table IV.H-11 and Table IV.H-12, impacts to the 

Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, and the Capitol Records Tower (all of which have similar distances 

to the Project as AMDA), it appears that construction-related vibration impacts at AMDA's 1777 Vine 

Street Building would range from approximately 119.9 VdB to 162 VdB and 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV

impacts that wildly exceed the significance thresholds of 65 VdB and 0.12 PPV. There is little question 

that AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would suffer significant damage from such high vibration levels. 

(The DEIR states that 100 V dB is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in a fragile 

building yet Project-related VdB on AMDA's building is expected to be approximately 120 VdB to 162 

VdB.) (DEIR, p. IV.H-4). Likewise, given the types of activities that occur in AMDA's building (e.g., 

breathing exercises, music classes, ballet), AMDA would be considered a Category 1 Building (65 VdB 

threshold) more akin with university research operations than a typical school building (75 VdB 

threshold) with respect to operational vibration annoyance impacts. Irrespective of what threshold is 

applied, however, the vibration impacts on AMDA's building are significant and must be mitigated. 

Response to Comment No. 09-23 

AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building referenced in this comment is a contemporary commercial office 

building. Thus, this type of construction does not meet the definition of a structurally sensitive or historic 

building susceptible to building damages from construction-related vibration. Structures such as the 

Pantages Theater, Avalon Theater, Art Deco Storefronts, and the Capitol Records Complex were 

specifically identified in the Draft EIR because these structures, based on their historic nature and 

construction type, are more susceptible to potential building damage than a typical contemporary 

commercial office structure. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure H-11 in the Draft EIR identifies specific 

performance standards for all adjacent structures, including AMDA, which would ensure impacts related 

to building damage from construction vibration would be less than significant. 

With respect to human annoyance and disruption impacts upon AMDA from construction-related 

vibration, AMDA operations currently occur in commercial office buildings that are not designed to 

accommodate nor shield noise and vibration sensitive operations. Furthermore, the AMDA facility is 
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located in a heavily urbanized area within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area that has had, and 

will continue to experience, a high level of redevelopment, infill development, and general development 

construction activities. 

While the Draft EIR did not identify AMDA as a vibration sensitive receptor, this designation would not 

change the impact determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the 

Draft EIR provides a robust analysis of construction related vibration increases occurring within an 

approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site. The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction 

vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after 

mitigation. 

Specifically identifying AMDA as one singular land use that could be impacted would not change the 

level of construction impacts in the Project area. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation 

measures that would ensure vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum 

extent feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the 

Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and 

provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum 

extent feasible. Also see response to Comment 09-11 above for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-24 

8. The DEIR Avoids Required Analysis of the Project's Impacts on the Capitol Records Echo 

Chambers and Recording Studios. 

CEQA does not allow an impact on the environment to be ignored if only the Applicant's property would 

be directly affected. This is obvious, yet that appears to be the position taken by the DEIR with respect to 

the Project's noise and vibration impacts on the Capitol Records recording studios and historic echo 

chambers- a City-designated Historic Cultural Monument ("HCM"). The DEIR states that the Capitol 

Records underground echo chambers are located approximately 20 feet north of the proposed limits of 

excavation for the Project and that Capitol Records Recording Studios A, B, and C are approximately 

0.08 feet away from the Project. (DEIR, pp. IV.H-16 and IV.H-29.) Despite the proximity of these uses, 

and the fact that the DEIR identifies vibration impacts as significant, the DEIR brushes off any 

meaningful impact analysis or mitigation on the ground that these sensitive receptors are owned by the 

Applicant. (DEIR, p. IV.H-29.) The DEIR goes on to state that "[v]ibration-related impacts upon these 

uses will be addressed through agreements between the owner and the tenant, with the intent of 

minimizing noise-related impacts on the uses." (Id.) 

The DEIR's analysis is akin to a statement that no historic resource analysis for the demolition of an HCM 

is necessary if it is the owner that wishes to demolish the building. Interestingly, the Applicant's tenant 

has previously stated in connection with other adjacent construction (the aforementioned Yucca 

Condominium Project) that significant impacts to the echo chambers would "basically render unusable the 

Echo Chambers at the Capitol Records property." (Exhibit J.) Simply put, the same level of analysis and 
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mitigation that the City has previously required for other projects needs to be imposed here- especially 

because the Applicant may now have an economic interest in not protecting these historic monuments. 

Response to Comment No. 09-24 

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be 

experienced by the Capital Records Building's echo chambers and studios. Specifically, page IV.H-30 of 

the Draft EIR states that construction impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect 

to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording operations. However, the Capitol Records 

Building's underground recording studios are located on the Project Site, which is owned and operated by 

the Project Applicant. As such, any land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord 

agreements and further coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. 

For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts 

on the existing environment (i.e., the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers) would be 

considered significant and unavoidable. With respect to the comment's comparison of this impact to the 

theoretical demolition of a historic resource, the comment makes an unfounded leap from a temporary 

operational conflict, during construction only, to an unsubstantiated theoretical loss of the physical 

resource. The Project will not physically disturb (let alone demolish) the Capitol Records Building's 

echo chambers. Thus, the commenter's analogy on this issue is unfounded. 

Under the analysis for the Project's impact on the Capitol Records Building's echo chambers and studios, 

the only significant impact would be an operational use conflict, not the physical loss of, or damage to, a 

historic resource. The impact associated with operational land use conflicts would be resolved to the 

extent feasible through coordination of the Project's construction schedule with the tenant's use of the 

facility. 

Comment No. 09-25 

9. The DEIR's Mitigation for Groundboume Vibration Damage to Adjacent Buildings is Not 

Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

Even though estimated vibration levels from construction of the Project are expected to range from 3. 9 

PPV to 491.66 PPV and the threshold of significance is 0.12 PPV, the DEIR provides that groundbome 

vibration damage to adjacent buildings will be reduced to insignificance because Mitigation Measure H-

11 "requires the Project Applicant to perform all construction work without damaging or causing the loss 

of support for on-site and adjacent structures." (DEIR, p. IV.H-31 ). But is that even possible? Can an 

impact of 491.66 PPV be reduced to a level below 0.12 PPV? Exactly how will adjacent buildings not be 

damaged? One would not know from the DEIR because the one proffered mitigation measure to address 

this impact is completely conclusory. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-25 

With respect to potential building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 

provides a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure potential building damage 

impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels. Please also see response to Comment No. 59-

20, which is summarized in relevant part below. 

Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards for the adjacent structures monitoring 

plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that would mitigate a significant impact 

and that might be achieved in various ways. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.4(a)(l)(B). Ifit is not practical to 

define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is prepared, the agency may defer formulation 

of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation measure describes the options that will be 

considered and identifies performance standards. See San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 CA4th at 671; 
Endangered Habitats League, 131 CA4th at 794; Defend the Bav v Citv oflrvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261, 

1275, 15 CR3d 176. 

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative, since it does not rely 

on a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute 

qualitative commitment "not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering 

structures." Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring 

program, described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11. These programs will, at a minimum, use 

licensed qualified experts and scientific methods to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal 

movement at elevation and lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and structures . As part of this 

commitment, "work will stop in the area of the affected building" if vibration or structural crack or 

movement thresholds are exceeded, and not resume until "measures have been taken to stabilize the 

affected building." In addition, the structures monitoring program must include "vibration monitoring, 

elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent 

buildings from construction-related damage. In other words, Project construction activities must conform 

to the performance standards set in Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to 

structures. Thus, the Draft EIR has properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the 

Project. 

Comment No. 09-26 

10. The DEIR Mentions a Rooftop Observation Deck But Provides No Analysis of its Potential 

Noise Impacts. 

The Project's application and the DEIR mention a rooftop observation deck, but the DEIR does not 

analyze its noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. Oddly enough, even though the application 

states the rooftop deck will be outdoors, will have alcohol service, and that special events with live 

entertainment could conceivably occur, the DEIR is completely silent on the noise impacts of that deck. 

The DEIR does not even disclose that the deck will be outdoors. Likewise, the Project's application 
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makes clear that other outdoor decks may be incorporated into the Project. These decks must be analyzed 

and their impacts mitigated to the maximum extent feasible in a re-circulated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-26 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people and activities and 

events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and observation decks. Specifically, page 

IV.H-40 states the Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian 

level at-grade, above the ground floor on the podium levels, and observation deck levels of the proposed 

towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas, swimming pools and 

poolside seating, and outdoor dining. It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people 

talking, swimming pool activity, and occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements 

during special events. 

As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential 

to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 

distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound 

created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 

noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the 

ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with 

Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would ensure outdoor eating and gathering areas would not 

substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at surrounding off-site uses and these impacts would 

be less than significant. 

Comment No. 09-27 

11. The DEIR Must Fully Analyze Potential Impacts From Above-Ground Parking Structures. 

Nothing in the DEIR prevents the construction of an above-ground parking structure adjacent to AMDA's 

1777 Vine Street Building or other sensitive receptors. Should this occur, the Project would be raising 

vehicles from a street-level parking lot to be directly adjacent to AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building's 

windows on multiple levels. (The DEIR "envisions" three levels of above-grade parking, but the 

equivalency program would not prevent above-grade parking structures from being significantly taller.) 

The DEIR must analyze noise from car alarms, tire squealing, honking, and other loud parking structure 

noises that might impact AMDA. 

Response to Comment No. 09-27 

The Draft EIR adequately analyzed and disclosed that the Project would not have significant operational 

noise impacts associated with subterranean and above-grade parking structures. Specifically, page IV.H-

39 of the Draft EIR states that, based on the code required parking standards and the implementation of a 

shared parking program, it is envisioned that the Project would include one level of parking at-grade, 
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three levels of above-grade parking within the podium structures, up to six levels of below-grade parking 

on the East Site, and up to six levels of below-grade parking on the West Site. The above-grade parking 

levels would be open-air, but would include screening to improve the visual qualities of the structures. 

Various noise events would occur periodically from the parking facilities. 

Such periodic events would generally include activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming 

of car doors, engine revs, and tire squeals. Automobile movements would comprise the most continuous 

noise source and would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. Car 

alarm and horn noise events generate sound levels as high as 75 dBA at a reference distance of 25 feet; 

however these noise sources would be sporadic and primarily limited to the daytime. It should be noted 

that the existing Project Site currently generates noise levels largely associated with surface parking lot 

noise and the vehicle activities described above. Although the Project would increase the number of 

vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project 

Site. 

As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, Noise Monitoring Location 6 was conducted on Vine Street, 

between the existing surface parking lots for the West Site and East Sites. The measured noise level for 

this location was 69.8 dBA Leq, consistent with the range of 65-75 dBA noted above. While periodic 

noise levels from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, 

these events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have the potential to 

increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures would be 

considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

Comment No. 09-28 

12. The Project Would Expose AMDA to Interior Noise Levels Beyond Regulatory Standards. 

The DEIR states that "the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for any 

proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street .... Therefore, future interior noise levels 

associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 dBA for 

interior residential uses." (DEIR, p. IV.H-3 7.) To mitigate this impact to a level less than significant, the 

DEIR requires Project buildings to include sound-proof windows and noise insulation. Therefore, 

because AMDA' s 1 777 Vine Street Building is a sensitive receptor fronting Vine Street, the DEIR must 

provide similar upgrades to AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building. In addition, because this impact was not 

disclosed as significant in the DEIR, this is yet another reason the DEIR must be re-circulated. 

Response to Comment No. 09-28 

The proposed residential or open space uses being discussed in the above quoted passage refer to the 

residential or open spaces proposed by the Project. The Project would place residential uses in an existing 

environment that exceeds the desired exterior ambient noise levels for residential land uses. Thus, the 

Project would be required to ensure the residential units achieve acceptable interior regulatory noise 
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levels for multi-family residences. Please see response to Comment No. 09-11 above regarding sensitive 

receptors. 

Furthermore, this comment does not substantiate the request for noise attenuation upgrades to AMDA's 

1777 Vine Street Building. The 45 dBA CNEL interior standard is for multi-family residential uses and 

is not applicable for commercial office buildings. Furthermore, the Project would not generate significant 

long-term operational noise impacts upon AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building, thus no mitigation 

measures are warranted. 

Comment No. 09-29 

C. The DEIR's Traffic Analysis Has Multiple Material Flaws and is Not Supported by 

Substantial Evidence. 

1. The DEIR's Equivalency Program Makes It Impossible to Understand the Full Range of Possible 

Uses and Configurations, All of Which Would Affect Traffic in Different Ways. 

The DEIR provides the impression that CEQA traffic analysis begins and ends at total trips, and that no 

further analysis is required so long as total trips are maintained below a certain number. This is not the 

case; the imprecise nature of the DEIR's equivalency program means that the DEIR fails to provide a true 

understanding of the Project's impacts. Because the DEIR does not disclose precise driveway points and 

what specific uses those driveways would be serving, the public is not afforded an understanding of the 

peak hour usage of those driveways, how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may create 

hazards or create internal parking structure queuing, or how driveways at specific access points may 

backup traffic behind vehicles making a left-hand tum into the Project.4 (Granted, the DEIR does not 

even discuss ifleft-hand turns into the Project will be allowed because of the multiple scenarios that could 

conceivably result from the equivalency program.) At one point, the DEIR's traffic study provides a 

glimmer of hope on specificity when it states that 11 [a] preliminary analysis concludes that the driveways 

as shown on the conceptual plans (Figure 3) will not introduce any unusual adverse hazards. 11 (Traffic 

Study, p. 9.) But only a glimmer; a review of the aforementioned Figure 3 does not show a single 

driveway or Project access lane. (See Exhibit K.) Without an understanding of traffic circulation 

immediately around the Project, it is impossible to know if turns, queuing, and other vehicular conflicts 

will create trickle-down impacts to multiple intersections. 

Response to Comment No. 09-29 

Detailed driveway descriptions are provided on Pages 38 and 39 in Appendix IV.K. l of the Draft EIR. 

The locations and uses served by the driveways are disclosed on those pages and thus the public is 

4 Although the Traffic Study does provide a general discussion of driveway locations, these driveway locations are 
hypothetical in nature only. (See Traffic Study, p. 38.) As the Project's Development Regulations provide, ''parking, 
open space, and related development requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location 
within the Project Site." (See Development Regulations, p. JO.) 
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afforded an understanding of the peak hour usage of the driveways. Also, page IV.K.1-35 of the Draft 

EIR, identifies the locations of driveways and ingress/egress points. Please see Response to Comment 

No. 09-7 for additional driveway access discussion. 

Further, although the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR discuss that the driveways will not introduce any 

unusual adverse hazards (see page IV.K.2-25 of the Draft EIR), additional analysis was completed to 

clarify and further demonstrate that impacts to pedestrian safety conditions due to Project Site access are 

less than significant. As discussed in , Appendix G, Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety 

Analyses, attached hereto, the Project would reduce the number of driveways serving the Project Site on 

Vine Street, Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline conflict 

with other vehicles, including bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would have 

adequate sidewalk space, and there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project 

would cause pedestrian safety impacts. 

Comment No. 09-30 

In a similar vein, the traffic analysis takes credits via "internal capture" for Project uses that may never be 

built. For example, the DEIR claims a separate 15% internal capture reduction in trips for the 

fitness/sports center, for the retail, and for the restaurants (presumably because of the onsite office and 

residential uses). But what if the office and residential space that is actually built is significantly less than 

that analyzed in the DEIR or disappears altogether? What if the Applicant uses the DEIR to pursue a 

100% retail project? In this case, the Applicant would obtain a 15% trip reduction for nothing. 

Response to Comment No. 09-30 

This comment challenges the use of trip credits for "internal capture" with respect to the Project's trip 

generation estimates. As shown on page 29 in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR, internal capture credit 

is 5% for hotel, 15% for fitness/sports club, 15% for retail and 15% for restaurant. The Commercial 

Scenario, the Concept Plan, and the Residential Scenario were analyzed with a range of sizes for Non

Office Commercial (support) uses. For residential and office components, the internal capture credit is 

based on the support use, which is adjusted to equal the internal capture trips either inbound or outbound 

to the support components . Corresponding to the potential change in Project components, appropriate 

internal capture credit was applied to reflect that Project scenario. The purpose of the calculation is to 

ensure that any internal capture credit represents the land-uses. See Response to Comment 59-27 for 

additional information regarding the internal capture rates. 

The concern in the comment that the use of the internal capture credit would understate the trip generation 

of an all retail development is unfounded because an all retail development scenario is not reflective of 

the Project. As stated on pages 11-44 through 11-48, in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR, 

the Project Objectives call for the development of a mixed-use Project. Furthermore, irrespective of the 

land uses proposed, the Project's Equivalency Program establishes a trip cap as one measure to control 

the level of development for the Project. There are a number of other controlling factors that ensure the 
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Draft EIR has properly analyzed and disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as 

a result of the Project. As stated on pages 11-22 and 11-23 of the Draft EIR: "[t]he Equivalency Program 

shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development Agreement. 

The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the Applicant filing 

a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall include detailed information 

identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed and supplemental information 

documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with the overall a.m. and p.m. peak hour trip cap 

identified in Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap. The supporting documentation shall also provide sufficient 

information to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum 

environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR." Thus, the development procedures described above 

will ensure that the Trip Cap is not exceeded, that the method of calculating trips is consistent with the 

method used on the Project Traffic Study as approved by LADOT, and that the development would not 

exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 

Comment No. 09-31 

Simply put, the DEIR's traffic analysis is not supported by substantial evidence. As stated earlier, the 

DEIR's traffic analysis is more consistent with that of a program-level EIR. It cannot legally comport 

with CEQA's disclosure requirements until greater Project specificity is provided. 

Response to Comment No. 09-31 

The comment states that the traffic analysis is not supported by substantial evidence and cannot comport 

with CEQA's disclosure requirements until greater Project specificity is provided. First, the traffic 

analysis is supported by substantial evidence. The Traffic Study, Appendix K. l to the Draft EIR, 

adequately analyzes Project traffic impacts and is substantial evidence. Further, additional analyses were 

prepared regarding construction impacts, the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario impacts, 

pedestrian conflicts, and additional intersections to the north of the study area for further clarification. 

See Appendices D (Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual Intersection Impact 

Analyses), E (Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis), F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic 

Impact Analysis), and G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analysis), attached hereto. 

These additional analyses are also considered substantial evidence. 

Please see Response to Comments Nos. 03-1 (California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)) 

through 03-15 (California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)) and Response to Comments No. 09-

29 through 09-52 for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-32 

2. The Traffic Study's Trip Distribution Needs to Account for the Separate Project Uses. 
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As stated previously, the DEIR's equivalency program has the effect of making much of the Project's 

impact analysis irrelevant. While CEQA does not prohibit equivalency program environmental analysis, 

the analysis can become highly problematic in connection with complex projects that have several 

potential uses, all of which can be located in various different locations throughout a large project site. In 

this case, the equivalency program's broad-strokes description of potential project uses and their location 

on the Project site makes it impossible to capture and understand the Project's ultimate trip distribution. 

Response to Comment No. 09-32 

As shown in Figures 5(a) to 5(c) of the Traffic Study, Appendix K.l of the Draft EIR, separate trip 

distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office Commercial components. Additional 

analysis of traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to 

clarify and amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by 

component trip distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrate that significant 

impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix E 

(Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis) attached hereto. Also, please see Response to Comment 09-29 

for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-33 

The DEIR's traffic analysis assigns a trip distribution based on one specific project iteration (the Concept 

Plan) and this trip distribution remains constant irrespective of what uses may ultimately be incorporated 

into the Project and where on the site they are located. This leads to a highly simplistic and flawed trip 

distribution. Hotels, for example, have a very different trip distribution than a fitness center or 

condominiums, yet the DEIR makes no attempt to account for the fact that the project that may ultimately 

be built will have no resemblance whatsoever to the Concept Plan (e.g., the Project could be almost 

entirely residential). Likewise, we know that vehicles will choose one route over another based on their 

points of ingress and egress. The DEIR's trip distributions, which are guided by a completely random 

allocation for one project iteration that does not have to be built, are therefore highly flawed. 

Response to Comment No. 09-33 

The comment states that the analysis in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR is based on the Concept Plan. 

However, the Commercial Scenario was determined to have the highest trip generation and as such, the 

Commercial Scenario was analyzed in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. Further, additional analysis of 

traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to clarify and 

amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by component trip 

distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrate that significant impacts would 

not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix E (Final EIR Added 

Intersection Analysis) attached hereto. 

Also, please see Response to Comment Nos. 09-29 and 09-32 for additional information. 
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Comment No. 09-34 

Indeed, the Applicant's traffic consultant has previously taken the position in connection with other EIRs 

that a traffic study would be deficient if the trip distribution for individual uses was not specifically 

assigned. They said: 

. .. recent traffic studies for large mixed-use projects approved by LADOT ... have used discrete 

trip distribution patterns and percentages for individual uses in order to more accurately assign 

trips to study intersections and routes. For example, office, residential, hotel and retail uses 

generally have different trip distributions, as their origins and destinations are different. Utilizing 

one generic trip distribution for dissimilar proposed and existing uses can result in project trips 

and impacts being underestimated at study locations, as well as some locations not being 

considered for analysis because they have been assigned a low number of trips. (See Exhibit L.) 

Given the fact that the DEIR's own traffic consultant has cautioned against generic trip distribution, it is 

difficult to understand why this DEIR does not account for all the multiple uses and configurations that 

could ultimately be built under the equivalency program. Without an appropriate trip distribution, the 

DEIR cannot be supported by substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 09-34 

First, separate and discrete trip distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office 

Commercial components of the Project. See Appendix K. l of the Draft EIR. As such, contrary to the 

assertion in the comment, generic trip distribution is not utilized. Additionally, an analysis of traffic 

impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted. The detailed analysis 

procedures and results are documented in Appendix F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic 

Impact Analysis) attached hereto. The analysis utilized the separate by component trip distributions 

developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study. The analysis determined that under the Residential 

Scenario and the Concept Plan less intersections are significantly impacted overall and that significant 

impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. 

For the Residential Scenario under the Future (2020) conditions, significant Project traffic impacts would 

remain significant at three intersections, two of these three intersections were concluded to remain 

significant under the Commercial Scenario analyzed in the Traffic Study, and the third intersection was 

concluded to remain significant under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario (see page IV.K.1-

121 of the Draft EIR). The remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard (AM Peak Hour); and 

19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 
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A mitigation measure has been developed to mitigate the significant impact at Intersection No. 19, Argyle 

A venue and Hollywood Boulevard, to a less than significant level under the Residential Scenario and that 

measure has been added to the recommended mitigation measures. The added measure would limit the 

allowed residential development on the East Site to 450 units and the allowed reserved residential parking 

on the East Site to 675 spaces (equivalent to the 450 units). This equates to approximately 50% of the 

total maximum of 897 units for the Residential Scenario. This measure would not affect the impact 

analysis of the remaining Project EIR Scenarios (the Commercial Scenario and the Concept Plan) as they 

have less than 450 residential units on the East Site. 

Accordingly, the following mitigation measure shall be added: 

"K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, residential 

development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential parking spaces." 

With implementation of the mitigation measure, impacts at Intersection No. 19, Argyle Avenue and 

Hollywood Boulevard, under Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario are reduced to a 

less than significant level. See Appendix F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact 

Analysis) attached hereto. 

Please see Response to Comment 09-32 for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-35 

3. The DEIR Must Analyze Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts and Construction and Operational 

Traffic Impacts Arising From AMDA's Location 

The DEIR fails to analyze the Project's neighborhood intrusion impacts. Of particular importance, the 

DEIR did not analyze the Project's traffic impacts on AMDA and its students and faculty. AMDA's 

presence adjacent to the Project site creates various specific conditions that have not been analyzed, and 

which may require a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. For example, large groups of students 

cross Yucca Street between the Vine Tower and AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building when classes let out 

throughout the day, yet the DEIR did not take pedestrian counts to understand how large groups of 

students might impact left-and right-hand tum lanes on Yucca, or how traffic may create hazards for 

AMD A students and faculty. 5 

5 
The DEIR cannot ignore multiple site-specific variables just because the City's thresholds do not address them. See 
Mejia v. City of Los Angeles, (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 322, 342. ("We conclude that the city improperly relied on a 
threshold of significance despite substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project may have significant 
impact on traffic on Wheatland Avenue. In light of the public comments and absent more careful consideration by city 
engineers and planners, the evidence supports a fair argument that the increased traffic on Wheatland Avenue as a 
result of the project would be substantial considering the uses of the road.''). 
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Response to Comment No. 09-35 

The AMDA facility is in a commercial neighborhood and is not a single-family residential use. The 

requirement for a neighborhood intrusion traffic impact analysis is typically warranted for residential 

neighborhoods, not commercial corridors such as Yucca Street or Vine Street. Yucca Street is a 

designated Secondary Highway between Cahuenga Boulevard and Vine Street. Vine Street is designated 

as a Major Highway Class II roadway in the vicinity of the AMDA facility. Furthermore, the southbound 

101 Freeway off-ramp, located at Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, is situated only 150 feet to the north 

of the AMDA facility and serves as a gateway to the Hollywood area. Thus, it would be inappropriate to 

require a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program to address the Project's traffic impacts with respect 

to AMDA's bifurcated facility. 

With respect to neighborhood intrusion impacts in residential areas surrounding the Project Site, the 

Project is not anticipated to add traffic volumes to any local streets bordered by single-family homes, and 

in tum is not anticipated to cause residential neighborhood intrusion impacts. Pedestrian counts were 

conducted along the north-south segment where Project driveways would be added to determine the 

relative number of pedestrians that would be impacted by the Project. As discussed in the Site Access 

Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analyses, Appendix G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Safety Analysis) attached hereto, the Project would reduce the number of driveways serving the Project 

Site on Vine Street, Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline 

conflict with other vehicles, including bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would 

have adequate sidewalk space, and there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project 

would cause pedestrian safety impacts. 

Comment No. 09-36 

Likewise, the DEIR neglected to analyze the Project's traffic impacts on vanous residential street 

segments. Ivar Avenue between Yucca Street and Franklin Avenue (a great portion of which is lined with 

AMDA student housing), for example, will no doubt experience significant traffic impacts because 

northbound travel on Yucca will be one of the most efficient ways of accessing the northbound 

Hollywood Freeway from the Project's Ivar Avenue access point (Ivar to Franklin and then Franklin to 

Argyle/the Hollywood Freeway). Several other likely cut-through routes have not been identified and 

necessitate further study. 

In short, the DEIR needs to critically address cut-through traffic and its impact on residential street 

segments, analyze AMDA-specific traffic issues, and provide appropriate mitigation for both construction 

and operational traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 09-36 

The route described in the comment does not involve neighborhood traffic intrusion (defined as travel on 

local streets through single family residential areas). In addition, Project trips exiting to Ivar Avenue are 
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anticipated to use the more direct travel path along Yucca Street for southbound US-101 freeway access, 

rather than using the more circuitous route described in the comment. Likewise, Project trips from the 

Ivar Avenue driveway would need to "back-track" to use the described route to access the northbound 

US-101 freeway. As such, no further study is necessitated. 

Comment No. 09-37 

4. The DEIR Must Analyze Traffic Impacts During the Hollywood Bowl Summer Season and 

Performances at the Pantages Theater, As Well As Ascertain Whether the P .M. Peak Hours Are 

Truly 3:00 P.M.-6:00 P.M. 

The DEIR has dramatically underreported traffic impacts by not including manual counts taken on high 

traffic-volume days. Specifically, the DEIR states that "[t]raffic volumes for existing conditions at the 37 

study intersections were obtained from manual traffic counts conducted in March, April, May, September, 

and October 2011." (DEIR, p. IV.K-1-12.) The three-month break over the months of June, July, and 

August is highly suspect because it coincides precisely with the Hollywood Bowl summer concert season, 

which elevates traffic throughout Hollywood quite significantly.6 (Why else would counts have stopped 

for three months?) With an occupancy of approximately 18,000, the Hollywood Bowl is the largest 

natural amphitheater in the United States, and summer concert nights (at the tail-end of June and almost 

every night in July and August) often create traffic havoc throughout the area of Hollywood near the 

Project site. In fact, the Highland exit from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is often so congested 

during Hollywood Bowl summer events that traffic is directed to the Cahuenga off-ramp, with ensuing 

trickle-down impacts in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The DEIR cannot pick and choose 

convenient days for manual traffic counts. It is crucial that the Project's traffic baseline include 

Hollywood Bowl traffic so that Project traffic impacts are understood and mitigated to the maximum 

extent feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 09-37 

Per LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, "all traffic counts should generally be 

taken when local schools or colleges are in session, on days of good weather, on Tuesdays through 

Thursdays during non-summer months, and should avoid being taken on weeks with a holiday." As such, 

counts stopped in the summer months based on the above, because schools are not in session, not to 

attempt to avoid the Hollywood Bowl summer events. 

The Traffic Study used the ITE Trip Generation Manual time periods of 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM as the 

Project's peak generation hours. LADOT has expanded the ITE time periods to 7-10 AM and 3-6 PM for 

traffic count purposes because those are the peak Los Angeles commute hours. During weekdays, 

6 Further elevating our suspicions about the date selection for manual traffic counts is that when manual counts were 
reinstated in September, a month when there were still a few Hollywood Bowl concerts remaining on calendar, the 
DEIR's traffic consultant only took manual traffic counts in the morning, not afternoon. (See DEIR, Appendix IVK.l, 
Appendix B.) 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 35 

RL0022608 



EM18380 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Hollywood Bowl and Pantages Theater events generally start at 8:00 PM, after the roadway peak period. 

Of the 55 weekday events on the Hollywood Bowl 2012 calendar, 41 were scheduled to start at 8:00 PM. 

Of the 45 shows on the Pantages Theater calendar for the period of January through April of 2013, 38 

were scheduled to start at 8:00 PM. In addition, Project traffic is expected to have a peak during the 

normal street commuter peak traffic period. A study for a different period would consider less than the 

peak Project traffic volumes. 

Comment No. 09-38 

Likewise, the Project directly abuts the Pantages Theater, which has a seating capacity of almost 3,000. 

The DEIR needs to analyze the Project's traffic in conjunction with Pantages theater vehicular traffic, the 

latter of which would be circling the vicinity looking for parking at approximately the same time (i.e., the 

one hour period before the performance start time). 

Response to Comment No. 09-38 

Please see Response to Comment No. 09-37. 

Comment No. 09-39 

Finally, given the scale of the proposed Project, the DEIR should analyze traffic impacts up to 7 p.m., and 

include this hour as part of the peak hour if conditions warrant. Security guards stationed at the entrance 

to AMDA's parking lot on Yucca Street have related to us that traffic in this particular area is at its worst 

from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. (not necessarily 3 p.m. to 6 p.m.) . If this is the case, then the DEIR has failed to 

analyze the correct peak hour that applies to this particular neighborhood. Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation ("LADOT") peak hour reporting requirements alone are not substantial evidence unless 

they are supported by facts specific to the Project's location. 

Response to Comment No. 09-39 

The Project traffic is anticipated to peak during the standard Los Angeles commute hours of 3-6 PM 

because the primary uses are the residential and offices use, which have their heaviest generation levels 

during the commute (roadway) peak hours. Project generation and the corresponding impacts, would be 

less outside the 3-6 PM hours since the generation from the major components would be at a lower level. 

Therefore, the 3-6 PM hours were selected as the appropriate evening analysis period. As such, traffic 

generated by the Project would be at its worst during the standard Los Angeles commute hours of 3-6 PM 

and the correct peak hours were analyzed. 

Comment No. 09-40 

5. The DEIR Must Analyze Operational Traffic Impacts In Conjunction with Partial Construction 

Traffic. 
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The DEIR significantly underreports the Project's construction traffic impacts by ignoring the 

development phasing allowed by the proposed Development Agreement. The DEIR's construction traffic 

section assumes that the entire Project will all be built at once purportedly in order to provide a 

conservative analysis of construction impacts. However, ignoring the much more likely scenario that the 

Project will be built in phases 7 has the result of severely undercounting total traffic impacts and problems 

that would be posed by construction traffic in conjunction with operational traffic from a half-complete 

Project. The traffic impacts of a partially built Project, together with construction elsewhere on the site, 

would create a significant impact that has not been analyzed. CEQA requires that the Project's combined 

traffic impacts be analyzed. 

Response to Comment No. 09-40 

Appendix M of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K. l of the Draft EIR considers both construction and 

occupied Project trip generation. The Project trip generation during construction activities is anticipated 

to be less than the Project traffic analyzed for the occupancy period. Further, the total site Trip Cap 

generation calculation procedures consider construction activity. The Trip Cap procedures, Table 2 in 

Appendix M of the Traffic Study and the associated text on pages 4 and 5, require that the Project include 

in the trip generation calculation the number of construction workers and truck trips per weekday. Also 

included in the trip generation calculation are factors for the Project operating uses on the Project Site. 

Further, page IV.K.1-32 through 35 of the Draft EIR, describe the Trip Cap calculation procedures to 

include construction traffic. Therefore, the trip generation calculations to be compared to the Trip Cap 

do take both the construction and operating activities into account. 

Comment No. 09-41 

6. The DEIR's Trip Cap Erroneously Combines AM. Trips and P.M. Trips. 

As the DEIR's Traffic section demonstrates, the City differentiates between a.m. and p.m. peak hour 

impacts (e.g., an intersection can be significantly impacted in the a.m. peak hour, but not the p.m. peak 

hour). Despite the City's requirement of a separate impact analysis for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, the 

equivalency program's trip cap of 1,498 combines a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips . CEQA requires that one 

trip cap be created for the a.m. peak hour and that another trip cap be created for the p.m. peak hour to 

keep impacts consistent with the DEIR's impact envelope. If this is not done, the Applicant will be 

afforded the ability to create a greater impact than that which the DEIR has disclosed for one of the peak 

hours. For example, ITE rate 931 (Quality Restaurant) generates virtually no trips in the a.m. peak hour, 

but has particularly high traffic generation rates in the p.m. peak hour. If the Applicant were to provide a 

significant amount of restaurant space in the Project, but only measured the resulting restaurant trips 

against a combined peak hour trip cap, the restaurants' inordinate p.m. peak hour impacts would be 

7 
"The Project includes a Development Agreement that would allow the long-term phased build out of the Project. " (DEIR, p. II-
34.) 
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masked, and p.m. peak hour impacts on nearby intersections could not be analyzed. As a result, the DEIR 

may fail to disclose the specific a.m. or p.m. peak hour trip impacts that could result from the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 09-41 

The Project trip generation was calculated separately for both AM and PM peak hours for the various 

scenarios (i.e., Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and the Residential Scenario). The Commercial 

Scenario analyzed in the Traffic Study had the highest AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour trip generation 

individually, as well as the two peak hours combined. The precise scenario ultimately developed is 

restricted to be within the envelope of Project trip generation in the Appendix IV.Kl - Traffic Study and 

as described and analyzed in Section IV.Kl-Transportation-Traffic of the Draft EIR. For example, the 

Project could not provide a significant amount of restaurant space if the traffic generated by such a 

development would exceed the Trip Cap. Furthermore, irrespective of the land uses proposed, the 

Project's Equivalency Program establishes the Trip Cap as one measure to control the level of 

development for the Project. As stated on pages 11-22 and 11-23 of the Draft EIR: "[t]he Equivalency 

Program shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development 

Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the 

Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall include detailed 

information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed and supplemental 

information documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with the overall a.m. and p.m. peak 

hour trip cap identified in Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap. The supporting documentation shall also provide 

sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the 

maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR." Thus, the development procedures 

described above will ensure that the Trip Cap is not exceeded, that the method of calculating trips is 

consistent with the method used in the Traffic Study as approved by LADOT, and that the development 

would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. Further, the traffic impacts 

were assessed separately for AM and PM peak hours. Please see Table IV.K 1-14 for the Project traffic 

impacts under Existing (2011) conditions on pages IV.K 1-48-50 and Table IV.K 1-18 for the Project 

traffic impacts under Future (2020) conditions on page IV.Kl-75 t-77 of Section IV.K 1, Traffic

Transportation, of the Draft EIR. These tables show that each intersection was analyzed for both the AM 

and PM peak period separately for Existing (2011) Plus Project and Future (2020) Plus Project 

conditions. For further clarity, the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan were analyzed in detail for 

both the AM and PM peak hour. The additional analysis verified that the Project would have no new AM 

or PM impacts at locations other than those identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix F (Concept Plan 

and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto. 

To address the concerns raised in the comment and to further ensure that the development remains within 

the range of the impacts analyzed, the Trip Cap has been split into separate AM and PM components. 

The resulting "Trip Cap" is 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (see the revised Trip Cap 

language and tables in Appendix H Trip Cap, for detailed calculations of the separate AM and PM Trip 

Cap). As such, development cannot exceed 574 AM peak hour trips or 924 PM peak hour trips. To 
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calculate the separate AM and PM peak hour Trip Cap, the values in the Traffic Study trip generation 

table (Table 5) were used and the same procedures used in the Draft EIR for the combined cap were 

utilized (except for the adding together of the AM and PM values). As demonstrated in the revised Trip 

Cap language and tables, the maximum generation values for both the AM and PM peak hours 

individually will occur with the Commercial Scenario, which was analyzed in the Traffic Study and the 

Draft EIR. Thus, the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR analyzed the peak impact during each hour. 

Comment No. 09-42 

7. The DEIR Provides No Substantial Evidence in Support of Its Approximately 30% Vehicle Trip 

Reduction for Public Transit use. 

The DEIR's traffic study assumes an approximately 30% reduction in vehicle trips due to public transit 

use. First it adjusts the trip generation rates by 15% (Table IV.K.1-4) and then, in what is arguably 

double-dipping, takes another 15% reduction on the back-end for public transit usage in connection with 

the Transportation Demand Management ("TDM") program. 8 (DEIR, p. IV.K.1-55.) While TDM 

programs may be effective in reducing total vehicle trips, the DEIR does not support the high 30% total 

trip reduction related to public transit with substantial evidence. For a Project that does not include any 

affordable units (in fact, the views from the proposed 55-story towers will command multi-million dollar 

prices) and whose office and hotel uses will likely be tied in great part to the entertainment industry, it is 

not clear how 30% of Project trips will be bus and Metro Red Line trips (the Metro Red Line, while very 

convenient to the Project, still only covers a very small portion of the sprawling Greater Los Angeles 

area). The DEIR needs to provide evidence in the form of similar transit-adjacent Los Angeles projects to 

support the assumptions regarding trip reductions. Likewise, much of the TDM program currently lacks 

any enforcement mechanisms or objective performance standards by which the success of the TDM 

program can be measured. As drafted, the TDM program is impermissible deferred mitigation. 

Response to Comment No. 09-42 

The adjustments for alternative modes and implementation of a TDM program reflect an increase of 

transit use as well as an increase in the use of other alternative modes. Given the proximity to the 

Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station, high transit usage is expected. The Red Line Transit 

Station provides connections to the Metro rail system and many bus lines. Further, the high cost of 

parking will encourage use of transit and other modes, such as bicycling, carpooling and walk-in. 

Additionally, the mixed-use nature of the Project and surrounding area will reduce vehicle trip generation. 

The TDM program will further encourage the use of alternative modes. The promoted alternatives to 

driving alone include ride-sharing, bicycling, work-at-home and telecommunication, as well as transit. 

The LADOT approved the transit assumptions with consideration of the LADOT Traffic Study Policies 

8 
Some of the 15% reduction from the TDM program would presumably come from bicycle usage and other vehicle trip 
reduction measures. However, the DEIR has not shown that this particular project could deliver a total 30% reduction either 
way. 
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and Procedures, May 2012. That document is based on the conditions within the City of Los Angeles, 

and the transit assumptions are within the requirements of that document. 

Comment No. 09-43 

8. The DEIR's Significance Determination for Construction Traffic Impacts is Not Supported By 

Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR's significance determination for construction traffic impacts is not supported by substantial 

evidence. For example, none of the Project's construction trips were assigned to the street system to 

determine whether construction traffic would exceed LADOT impact thresholds. With respect to the 

DEIR's trip cap, it cannot be relied upon because construction traffic patterns will bear no resemblance to 

the Project's operational uses. (And if the trip cap could be used, the DEIR fails to show how 

construction traffic trips fall under the total trip cap.9 

Response to Comment No. 09-43 

The comment states that the construction trips do not fall under the Trip Cap. However, the maximum 

allowed Project trip generation recommended in Appendix IV.Kl - Traffic Study and discussed in 

Section IV.Kl Transportation-Traffic of the Draft EIR explicitly includes the combination of operational 

and construction traffic. If the Project is built in phases, the maximum trips, including construction trips 

and operational trips, would have to be less than the Trip Cap. Peak hour construction traffic is mainly 

due to construction worker commute trips, and will be similar to the occupied Project peak hour trips, 

which are also mainly commute trips. 

The comment questions whether the construction impacts will exceed the operational impacts despite the 

lower generation. First, Table IV.K 1-13, Trip Generation During Construction By Month Within the 

Construction Period, in the Draft EIR shows that the Project's construction trips range from 20 trips in 

month 1 to a maximum of 1,269 trips during months 22-25, when the construction activity is expected to 

peak. To further illustrate that the construction trip impacts will be within the envelope of the build

out/operational impacts, an analysis of the maximum construction period trip generation impacts, 

intersection by intersection, was conducted. The results from that analysis are provided in Appendix F 

(Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto. The analysis in 

Appendix R (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto shows that 

the Project will not create any traffic impacts during the construction period, which were not disclosed in 

the Draft EIR. 

9 The DEIR points to Table IV.K.l-12 for the proposition that "the level of trip-making activity from the Project Site during the 
combined peak hours will be 1,068 trips, which is more than one-quarter below the Trip Cap of 1,498 trips." (DEIR, p. IV.K.l-
43.) While the DEIR may be correct that total peak hour construction trips would be 1, 068. Table IV.K.l-12 does not demonstrate 
this. 
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Comment No. 09-44 

In addition, the construction traffic mitigation measures do not demonstrate how impacts will be reduced 

to a level less than significant. If anything, Mitigation Measures K.1-1 and K.1- 3 impermissibly defer 

mitigation by leaving determinations on sidewalk closures, haul routes, traffic detours, etc. to a future 

point in time and by providing that the haul route "shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive 

receptors to the extent feasible." (Emphasis added.) As the Project's haul route requires discretionary 

approval from the City, the DEIR must analyze now- not later- whether a haul route can be created that 

will not impact sensitive receptors. If the Project proposes to use a haul route that passes AMDA, then 

the DEIR must first demonstrate that other routes are infeasible rather than leave that determination to a 

future point in time. Of course, should the haul route pass AMDA, this would be yet another new 

significant impact requiring recirculation of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-44 

A detailed haul route for all construction phases cannot be prepared at this time as the end destination for 

export material will change over time as capacity at the receiving locations changes. Nevertheless, the 

Draft EIR included an analysis of potential impacts that could arise from haul trips and proposed 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the maximum extent feasible, as shown in Section IV.K. l and 

starting on page IV.K.1-45. The Draft EIR concluded that with mitigation, the Project's construction

related traffic impacts would be less than significant. Please refer to Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through 

K.1-3 in the Draft EIR for further details with respect to restrictions on the haul route activities. While 

the comment asserts that haul trips adjacent to the AMDA facility would constitute a significant impact, 

no evidence is provided to support that conclusion. Due to the level of redevelopment activity in the 

Hollywood area over the past few years, and AMDA's proximity to the 101 Freeway off ramp on 

Franklin Avenue, the site is currently subject to haul truck activities from other development projects on a 

regular basis. Thus, there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of haul trucks alone would create a 

significant adverse impact to the operations on the AMDA facility. 

Comment No. 09-45 

9. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Cumulative Construction Traffic Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to consider that several projects are being built, or will be built, in the immediate vicinity 

of the Project (e.g., the BLVD 6200 Project, the Yucca Condominium Project) . In addition to the 

combined traffic trips, many of these other development projects require, or will require, the same 

construction staging areas and haul routes. The DEIR needs to consider contingency plans in the 

likelihood of concurrent development and analyze total construction impacts accordingly. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-45 

As shown in Appendix M of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K. l of the Draft EIR, traffic generation is 

anticipated to be less during the construction phase than following build-out and occupancy for the 

Project. The same is to be expected for the Related Projects. Specifically, temporary traffic congestion 

impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated during the hauling phases as a result of 

truck staging, idling and traveling on area roadways. While the construction schedules and overall 

duration of construction of the Related Projects in the area is speculative, similar to the construction 

activities under the Related Projects, the Project's construction activities, including hauling, would be 

subject to the City's standard conditions to mitigate adverse impacts. Due to the temporary and 

intermittent basis of any lane closures, staging areas, and haul routes, if the Project and the Related 

Projects were to be built concurrently, impacts would be less than significant, given that these activities 

would be subject to construction traffic mitigation measures and the City's standard conditions, an during 

the daytime hours. 

Comment No. 09-46 

10. The Traffic Study's Use ofITE Code 492 Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

If there ever was an ITE traffic generation rate that should be used with great caution, it is Land Use Code 

492 (Health/Fitness Club). This ITE rate, unlike most ITE rates which are based on multiple observations 

throughout the country and rigorous peer review, was developed based on one observation. It is also 

unclear where this one observation was conducted, when it was conducted, and why it would bear any 

meaningful relationship to the traffic generation rate for a gym in an urban area of the country that has 

consistently generated higher trip rates for gyms. For Code 492, ITE' s Trip Generation itself states that 

"[ u]sers are cautioned to use data with care because of the small sample size." (See Exhibit M). 

Furthermore, each data plot and equation in the traffic manual notes, in bold: "Caution- Use Carefully

Small Sample Size." (Exhibit N). Given this language, it is incumbent on the DEIR's traffic consultant 

to provide evidence substantiating how the ITE data has been used appropriately and cautiously. If such 

evidence is unavailing, in order to have a legally defensible document the DEIR must provide a 

generation rate that is based on traffic counts from existing fitness clubs within the City, or that is 

otherwise appropriate. 

Response to Comment No. 09-46 

ITE Trip Generation is nationally recognized as a standard in trip generation literature and has been 

widely referenced regarding trip generation. ITE Trip Generation data for Land Use 492 - Health/Fitness 

Club includes sites from California, Connecticut, New Jersey and Pennsylvania. Weekday AM and PM 

peak hour trip generation rates (those salient for the Traffic Study) are based on 5 to 6 sample sites. It 

should also be noted that the Health Club has been calculated to generate approximately 15% of the total 

gross Project trips at area intersections under the Commercial Scenario as described in the Traffic Study 

and the Draft EIR. As such, this rate is appropriate. 
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Comment No. 09-47 

11. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Traffic Impacts of the Rooftop Viewing Platform. 

One would not know anything about this from the DEIR, but the Applicant intends to create a major 

tourist destination at the Project site that has been completely omitted from environmental study. (See 

Exhibit 0.) ("The 8,300 square foot rooftop observation deck [accessed by a dedicated public-accessible 

elevator] on the East Site will create an open, publicly-accessible attraction that will serve as a new 

landmark Hollywood experience for area residents and visitors. The observation deck will feature a full 

service cafe, outdoor seating, attractive hardscapes and landscaping that will set the feature apart from 

other observation decks across the country.") If, as the Project's entitlement application notes, this 

observation deck will be a major draw for tourists and residents alike, how have its impacts been 

evaluated? The DEIR fails to discuss traffic impacts from this deck, which will include tour bus traffic 

and parking impacts that must be analyzed. 

Response to Comment No. 09-47 

As is standard practice, ITE definitions were used to create parameters measuring the Project size. Those 

parameters provide an acceptable estimate of the Project's trip generation. A rooftop observation deck, if 

developed, would be anchored by a cafe or restaurant use. Such use is accounted for in the Project's 

range of allowable land uses, and was appropriately factored into the traffic analysis in the Traffic Study 

and the Draft EIR. The restaurant or cafe use with the observation deck would be appropriately factored 

into the Project's trip cap and Land Use Equivalency Program. The portion of the observation deck not 

used as a restaurant would serve as an ancillary feature of the Project's outdoor common open space, 

similar to the passes and pedestrian linkages described for the Project's ground floor site plan. Open 

space is considered an ancillary use within a commercial project and is not assigned trip generation for 

purposes of a traffic analysis. Rather the generation is considered in terms of the square footage of the 

commercial use-in this case, a restaurant use. The portion of the observation deck not being utilized as a 

restaurant is considered open space, and would not be considered a trip generator for purposes on the 

traffic analysis. Accordingly, the portion of the observation deck that is allocated a restaurant use is 

assigned the appropriate estimate of the Project's trip generation. 

Further, as discussed in Response to Comment 09-41 above, a separate AM peak hour and PM peak hour 

Trip Cap has been established. As such, development, no matter what combination of uses, cannot 

exceed 574 AM peak hour trips or 924 PM peak hour trips. 

Comment No. 09-48 

12. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Project's Traffic Impacts on Weekend Nights. 

It is unclear why only weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours were studied for this Project. Many projects of 

the scale proposed by the Applicant include weekend impact analysis. In this case, given the high amount 
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of night club, restaurant, retail, hotel, and observation deck uses that may be active in the Project during 

weekend nights, the DEIR must analyze Friday and Saturday night traffic impacts. This area of 

Hollywood is literally the center of Los Angeles nightlife on weekends, with vehicles creating gridlock 

from approximately 9 p.m. to 3:00 a.m. (often at levels that by far exceed weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours). The traffic study cannot be complete until weekend impacts are studied and all feasible mitigation 

reduces those impacts to a level less than significant. 

Response to Comment No. 09-48 

The Project will mainly contain office and residential uses, which are most heavily peak commute hour 

traffic generators, with the other uses as supporting facilities. Therefore, peak commute hours were 

chosen for analysis of Project traffic impacts. As a comparison, the Saturday peak hour trip generation 

was calculated using the same procedures as for the peak commute hour trip generation calculations. The 

peak hours of all Project uses were assumed to coincide (e.g., Saturday trips to the Health Club, Offices 

and Restaurants all peak at the same time). The calculation shows that, even with conservative 

assumptions and using the Commercial Scenario, the net Project trips at area intersections would be 19% 

lower at the peak on Saturdays than PM peak commute hour during weekdays. See Appendix C 

(Saturday Project Trip Generation) attached hereto. 

Comment No. 09-49 

13. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate Queuing Impacts on the Hollywood Freeway. 

Despite a request from the California Department of Transportation, in response to the DEIR's Notice of 

Preparation, that the DEIR study the queuing of vehicles using off-ramps that will back into the mainline 

through lanes of the Hollywood Freeway, the DEIR is completely silent on the Project's potential 

significant impacts due to queuing. Especially on weekend nights, the exits off the Hollywood Freeway 

into Hollywood become extremely backed up, creating impacts on mainline segments as well. The DEIR 

cannot ignore this significant impact. 

Response to Comment No. 09-49 

Please see the Response to Comment No. 03-5. 

Comment No. 09-50 

14. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation for the Project's Significant Traffic Impacts. 

Given the major deficiencies identified in practically every component of the DEIR's traffic study, the 

traffic analysis needs to be redone. The DEIR identified restriping at one intersection as the only 

roadway improvement mitigation measure for this massive Project. This cannot possibly be the only 

feasible road improvement; thus, AMDA may suggest additional feasible mitigation measures once the 
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Project's plans for ingress and egress are disclosed and the traffic study is redone so as to reasonably 

identify the Project's traffic impacts. One thing is clear at this point, however. Given the Project's 

significant impacts at multiple intersections, the DEIR needs to identify the mitigation measures that were 

supposedly discarded and deemed infeasible for the DEIR's conclusions about infeasibility to be 

supported by substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 09-50 

A variety of mitigation measures were considered during the Traffic Study process . The measures 

considered included modifications to the lane configurations at individual intersections . Those measures 

were not considered feasible due to secondary impacts on the sidewalk width or on-street parking supply, 

with one exception. After the potential measures were evaluated, due to secondary impacts, most of the 

significantly impacted intersections were determined to have no feasible mitigation measures. However, 

the Traffic Study recommends that the Project implements the identified feasible measures, including 

TDM program, transit enhancements, funding of a Transportation Management Organization, funding of 

an alternative mode lane trust fund, signal system upgrades and physical improvement at 1 study 

intersection. Please see Mitigation Measures K.1-4 through K.1-12 on pages IV.K.1-45 through IV.K.1-

59 and Mitigation Measure K.1-13 identified in Response No. 09-43 above and in the Additions and 

Corrections section of the Final EIR. 

Comment No. 09-51 

D. The DEIR Fails to Completely Analyze the Project's Parking Impacts on the Surrounding 

Community. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will not have significant operational impacts on parking because the 

Project will presumably have enough parking for its own internal uses. Assuming this is true, the DEIR 

still fails to account for the Project's displacement of public parking lots used by Pantages Theater patrons 

and other area visitors. Furthermore, from a cumulative impacts standpoint, the other parking lots in the 

area used for Pantages Theater parking have been entitled for other projects, one of which is already 

under construction. The DEIR needs to analyze the displacement of public parking spaces used for the 

Pantages (and other nearby uses) and mitigate parking impacts accordingly. The trickle-down impacts 

from the Pantages lacking parking for approximately 3,000 patrons for any given performance is also 

likely to create significant traffic congestion on area streets. Other projects in the vicinity, like he 

Hollywood Tower Terrace project at Franklin and Gower, have provided significant public parking 

components to mitigate such impacts. The proposed Project needs to do the same. 

Response to Comment No. 09-51 

As noted by the comment, the Project will provide sufficient parking supply for all uses within the Project 

Site, including the existing uses to remain. The Project Site does not contain any parking that is legally 

designated as the supply for any non-Project use (e.g., a public parking district structure, or a lot 
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designated on a building permit for an off-site use). However, fee parking on the Project Site is allowed 

to be used by individuals. On weekends, when parking demand is less than on weekdays for all scenarios 

(see Appendix E of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR), the on-site Project parking 

will be made available to patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses. 

Comment No. 09-52 

Likewise, street parking in the area is used by AMDA students and visitors. AMDA is concerned about 

the street parking displacement that will occur as a result of the Project during construction and 

operations. The DEIR also needs to disclose whether or not the Project's commercial parking will be free 

of charge. If parking will not be free of charge, the DEIR needs to analyze parking validation options and 

off-site parking spillage that will occur as a result of Project visitors who are unable or unwilling to pay 

for parking. 

Response to Comment No. 09-52 

On weekends, when parking demand is less than on weekdays for all scenarios (see Appendix E of the 

Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR), the on-site Project parking will be made available to 

patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses. Further, as analyzed in Section IV.K 1-2 Transportation

Parking, parking on the Project Site will be provided to meet the demand for all uses within the Project 

Site, including the existing uses to remain. The Draft EIR is not required to analyze parking validation 

options or other issues related to parking for a fee. 

Comment No. 09-53 

E. The DEIR's Analysis of Aesthetics Conceals and Inappropriately Minimizes the Impacts of 

the Proposed Project. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Identify AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor and Fails to Identify Significant 

Shade-Shadow Impacts to AMDA. 

Once again, the DEIR fails to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor, in the process concealing the 

Project's significant shade-shadow impacts on AMDA. (See DEIR, Table IV.A.2-1.) Not only would the 

Project's shade-shadow impacts surpass the threshold for AMDA's buildings, they would create 

significant shadows in the key outdoor areas of the AMDA campus, such as the AMDA piazza and 

outdoor stage. (See Figures IV.A.2-1 through IV.A.2-7, demonstrating that AMDA's campus would be 

shaded by both Project's towers from 9:00a.m. to 3:00p.m. during the winter solstice). This is a 

significant impact not disclosed in the DEIR. Should the Project be constructed as proposed, AMDA 

students will essentially no longer have any sunlight on their campus. The DEIR needs to identify these 

impacts and mitigate them to a level less than significant in a re-circulated DEIR. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-53 

This comment first asserts that the Draft EIR did not properly identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide contains screening criteria to help locate and evaluate shadow

sensitive uses. It provides that shadow-sensitive uses may include, but not be limited to residential, 

commercial, or institutional land uses where sunlight is important to function, physical comfort, or 

commerce. (Emphasis added). During preparation of the Draft EIR, the AMDA building was evaluated 

by a records search and site visit. The AMDA facilities are primarily two commercial buildings, zoned 

as a commercial use, with minimal outdoor areas. Furthermore, the outdoor piazza referenced in the 

comment is a narrow outdoor area - with existing hedges that shade the piazza - between the AMDA 

building and the sidewalk on Yucca Street. Thus, per the criteria of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 

the piazza is not considered a shadow-sensitive use because most of the piazza is already shaded during 

the winter solstice under existing conditions and thus sunlight is not important to the piazza's continuing 

function. 

Moreover, the Project does not cast a shadow on the piazza during any of the summer solstice months. 

AMDA's outdoor piazza and stage area are currently shaded during the winter months, which is the only 

time when the Project's shadow pattern crosses theses AMDA facilities. As such there is currently 

minimal expectation for direct sunlight in these areas during the winter months. Based a review of aerial 

photographs obtained from Google Earth satellite imagery from November 14, 2009, and as verified by 

by a site visit on December 19, 2012, the piazza and outdoor stage area of the AMDA campus are situated 

within an existing shadow created by AMDA's landscaped hedge along the site's southerly property line 

along Yucca Street. Therefore, these areas are not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses and 

the Project's shade and shadow impacts upon these AMDA facilities would be considered less that 

significant. 

With respect to the Draft EIR, the AMDA building with the piazza are listed in Table IV.A.2-1, Summary 

of Winter Solstice Shadow Impacts. The Project's summer and winter shade and shadow impacts upon 

AMDA are illustrated in Figures IV.A.2-1 through IV.A.2-16. As shown in these figures, the Project 

would not cast any shadows upon any portion of the AMDA facilities located north of Yucca Street 

during the summer months. During the winter months, the outer envelope of the Project's shadow pattern 

is projected over the AMDA outdoor facilities for more than 3 consecutive hours. However, as discussed 

in the Draft EIR, the Project's Tower Massing Standards would create a shadow gap resulting from the 80 

feet of separation between the two towers on the West Site (see Standards 7.5.2 on page IV.A.2-10 of the 

Draft EIR) . This shadow gap is illustrated in Figures IV.A.2-1 through IV.A.2-7 in Section IV.A.2, 

Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow. As a result, compliance with the Project's development regulations would 

further reduce shadow impacts on AMDA, and indicates that the Project would not fully shade AMDA's 

outdoor facilities continuously for more than 3 hours during the winter months. As such, the Draft EIR is 

correct and the Project's shade and shadow impact upon AMDA would be less than significant with 

mitigation, whether or not the outdoor space is considered a sensitive land use. 
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Comment No. 09-54 

2. The DEIR Does Nothing to Mitigate Significant Impacts to Focal Views. 

The DEIR states that the impacts to focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Tower would be 

significant and unavoidable, but fails to provide any mitigation for this impact. CEQA requires all 

feasible mitigation to be imposed. A simple solution would be to reduce the floor plate of a 220-foot 

building adjacent to the Capitol Records Tower and create an absolute minimum setback requirement 

(there is no reason a 220-foot building must have a floor plate that blocks views of the Capitol Records 

Tower). 10 A determination that mitigation of impacts to the Capitol Records Tower is infeasible cannot 

be supported by substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 09-54 

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does nothing to mitigate impacts to focal views, and cites the 

Draft EIR's conclusion that the Project's impacts to focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Tower 

would be significant and unavoidable. This comment appears to reference the Draft EIR conclusion that 

focal views obstruction would be significant and unavoidable for View 6, under the 220-foot tower

massing model for buildings on the East Site. However, this comment fails to acknowledge the numerous 

project design controls and mitigation measures that have been proposed to mitigate visual impacts from 

the street level. 

First, the Development Regulations incorporate ground-floor open space and building setback 

requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves important 

views to the Capitol Records Building and recognized portions of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 

and Entertainment District. These requirements do set an absolute minimum setback requirement that 

preserves views of the Capitol Records Building. The ground-floor open space and building setback 

requirements would also be effective in reducing the massing at the street level and limiting the visual 

obstruction of adjacent historic resources. (See sections 6.1, 6.9, 7.1, 7.5, 8.1and8.2 of the Development 

Regulations.) Based on these standards, there are no development scenarios that would fully block views 

of the Capitol Records Building from street level perspectives. 

Second, a development objective of the Project is to preserve public views from certain key vantages 

points to the Capitol Records Building by creating grade level open space and civic plazas on the East 

Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and the Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the 

Capitol Records Building. (See section 1.2.2.b of the Development Regulations.) This objective is 

carried forward into the Development Regulation and is an innate project design feature that reduces focal 

view obstruction on the Capitol Records Building, even under the 220-foot massing scenario reference by 

the comment. 

10 It should be noted that this mitigation is not to be viewed as an expression of support for a taller tower. The taller 
towers create their own type of significant impact that must be mitigated. 
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Third, it should be noted that CEQA does not require an analysis of every imaginable mitigation measure. 

In this case, the design of the Project assessed the sample mitigation measures contained in the 

Obstruction of Views section of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide when crafting the Development 

Regulations and aesthetics mitigation measures. For example, and as noted above, the Development 

Regulations use open space areas to minimize view obstruction and enhance existing views, which is a 

sample mitigation measure in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. (See section 8 and Figures 8.1.1-8.1.4 

for the Development Regulations.) Similarly, the Development Regulations locate new structures on 

portions of the Project Site that reduce interference with existing views, which is another sample 

mitigation measure in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Compare Figure 2.1: Site Plan, which shows 

the total developable area of the Project Site, with Figure 6.1.2.a of the Development Regulations, which 

shows how the building footprints on the East Site (under the 220-foot massing scenario) are set back 

from Vine Street and angled to allow views of the Capitol Records Building from the intersection of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. In addition, the Project is requesting floor area averaging across 

both sites, which is another sample mitigation measure and allows development flexibility to incorporate 

setbacks and open space on the East site that might not otherwise be available. Likewise, the 

Development Regulations allow 550 and 585-foot-high tower development scenarios on the East Site 

(See Development Regulations Figures 6.1.2.c. l and 6.1.2.d. l ). These project design features were 

specifically added to the Development Regulations to slenderize the towers on the East Site and thereby 

open up views of the Capitol Records Building. The resulting aesthetic mitigation of these project design 

features is illustrated in Figure IV.A.1-16, Views 6(c) and (d), which show the majority of the Capitol 

Records Building remains visible from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after 

development of the Project. The Draft EIR also includes a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure A.1-

2) that ensures these project design features are implemented in the development. In sum, the Project has 

mitigated view impacts to the extent feasible by incorporating project design features that reduce view 

impacts on the Capitol Records Building. The Development Regulations, which were included in the 

Draft EIR, are substantial evidence that the Project incorporates design features that mitigate visual 

impacts under the 220-foot massing scenario. 

As demonstrated above, the Project incorporates all feasible design features and mitigation measures to 

reduce aesthetic impacts on the Capitol Records Building. To present the most conservative assessment 

of view impact, and based on the illustration presented in Figure IV.A.1-16 (Conceptual Visual 

Simulation Renderings View 6), the Draft EIR found that a partial view obstruction at this vantage point 

(View 6) would result in a significant visual impact. 

Comment No. 09-55 

3. New Visual Simulation Renderings of the Proposed Project and View Impacts on the Capitol 

Records Tow er are Required. 

The DEIR's visual simulations improperly obscure views of the Capitol Records Tower and minimize the 

iconic role that it currently plays in the Hollywood skyline. (See Exhibit P.) For some reason, the DEIR's 
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view simulations are by and large extremely small and the photographs are taken from very great 

distances that would make it appear that the Capitol Records Tower is not seen from various vantage 

points. In particular, the view simulations of the Project from the Hollywood Freeway, which currently 

has one of the most iconic views of the Capitol Records Tower and signal the entrance to Hollywood, 

appear designed to hide and minimize the building. (The photographs are also taken from the opposite 

side of the freeway from which views would be experienced.) 

Response to Comment No. 09-55 

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR's selection of perspectives for view simulations are 

purposefully taken from locations to obscure views of the Capitol Records Building and minimize its 

iconic role as part of the Hollywood Skyline. The referenced Exhibit P contains copies of Figures 

IV.A.1-11 through IV.A.1-14, Views 1 through 4, respectively, which are images from the Draft EIR. 

These graphics appear on pages IV.A-37 to IV.A-43, in Section IV.A, Aesthetics - Views/Light and 

Glare of the Draft EIR. The views from which the illustrative view simulations were taken were selected 

based on a survey of the area and observations of notable and prominent views of the Capitol Records 

Building within the immediate project vicinity and broader Hollywood community. Views were selected 

to present a broad range of vantages that could be impacted by the Project. The Draft EIR clearly 

acknowledges the importance of the Capitol Records Building as an iconic architectural landmark within 

the Hollywood community. In fact, the first paragraph under the project Objectives subheading states: 

"The underlying purpose of the Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a 

vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex 

while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities of the 

City's urban land use policies for Hollywood and those expressed by various stakeholders. " (See 

Section II, Project Description, page 11-44) 

Additional emphasis on the importance of the historic Capitol Records Building and the importance it 

plays with respect to the architectural character of Hollywood community is presented in Section IV.C, 

Cultural Resources. As stated on page IV.C-30: "The Capitol Records Building is significant as an 

outstanding example of Modern high-rise architecture from the mid-201hcentury. The building's 

architectural significance makes it essential that certain important views showcasing its circular shape be 

maintained so that the iconic architecture of the building continues to be visible and understood." 

Further, with respect to the commenter's objection to the selection of views depicted in the Draft EIR, 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead 

agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 

requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204). 
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Here, the Draft EIR contains several panoramic and focal view simulations that include the Capitol 

Records Building. As shown in Figure IV.A.1-9, Photograph Location Map, the Draft EIR presents 

numerous perspectives that include views immediately adjacent to the Project Site, from the 101 Freeway, 

more distant views of the Project Site from Sunset Boulevard, and several perspectives from the 

Hollywood Hills looking towards the Project Site. Accordingly, the Draft EIR has provided an adequate 

range of view simulations that properly inform the decision makers about the potential aesthetic impacts 

of the Project. Additional view simulations are not required as suggested by the comment. 

Comment No. 09-56 

One only need to look at the view simulations in the April 2007 Draft EIR for the Yucca Street 

Condominium Project (the last Draft EIR where views of the Capitol Records Tower were at issue) to see 

that the Capitol Records Tower views are very substantial. (See Exhibit Q.) This Draft EIR for a much 

smaller project included multiple photographs that actually showed meaningful views of the Capitol 

Records Tower in full-size photographs, juxtaposed with visual simulations of the proposed project, and 

subsequent analysis of each photograph. Given how previous environmental impact reports have treated 

the Capitol Records Tower, this DEIR's exclusion of meaningful and prominent Capital Records Tower 

views raises serious questions about potential DEIR bias and renders the analysis insufficient to support 

the DEIR's finding of insignificance. 

Response to Comment No. 09-56 

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR excludes meaningful prominent views of the Capitol Records 

Building. On the contrary, the Draft EIR highlights the importance of views of the Capitol Records 

Building. Specifically, Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records Building View Corridors identifies valued 

viewsheds of the Capitol Records Building. In addition, the Draft EIR then includes several view 

simulations that relate to the identified view corridors and are considered prominent view locations. See 

Draft EIR Figures IV.A.1-11 through IV.A.1-14. 

Next, the commenter references the view simulations contained in the April 2007 Draft EIR for the Yucca 

Street Condominium Project (shown in the commenter's Exhibit Q) as an example of how such views 

were addressed in prior EIRs. The views depicted in the commenter's Exhibit Qare taken from the same 

general vantage point as Views 3 and 4 depicted in Figures IV.A.1-13 and IV.A.1-14, respectively of the 

Draft EIR. Similar to the views depicted in the commenter's Exhibit Q these views in the Draft EIR 

depict the viewshed of the Project Site from the Hollywood 101 Freeway. These viewpoints allow the 

entire site (East and West Sites) to be captured in the view simulations whereas the close up views 

suggested in the comment would not provide the appropriate scale to see how the Project towers on both 

sites would potentially impact views. 

It should further be noted that these views are from the north and southbound lanes of the Hollywood 

Freeway are presented to represent the views available to passing motorists. As such these are transitory 

views experienced for seconds as one travels through the Hollywood area on the 101 Freeway. These are 
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not stationary scenic views from a specific vantage or lookout. As such, the views in the Draft EIR are 

highly representative photographs from this vantage point. 

Lastly, even ifthe views suggested by the commenter where used for view simulations, the conclusions in 

the Draft EIR would not change. The entire Project would appear behind the Capitol Records Building 

when viewed from the 101 Freeway. Thus, the Project would not obscure focal views of the Capitol 

Records Buildings from the vantage points suggested by the commenter, and the related aesthetic impacts 

from this perspective would still be considered less than significant. 

Comment No. 09-57 

4. The DEIR's Eguivalency Program Renders Meaningful Aesthetics Analysis Impossible. 

For a Project being built directly adjacent to one of the City's most important monuments, near one of the 

most famous intersections in the world, the vagueness and uncertainty created by the DEIR's equivalency 

program is completely inappropriate for environmental analysis of aesthetics. The Project's Development 

Regulations state that "parking, open space and related development requirements for any component of 

the Project may be developed in any location within the Project site." (Development Regulations, p. 10.) 

(Emphasis added.) Thus, the public really has no idea what the ultimate project will look like. 

Response to Comment No. 09-57 

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 for a discussion of the adequacy of the Project Description as well as 

how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to ensure compatibility with historic 

resources by establishing required standards and recommended guidelines for new design elements. 

While the Equivalency Program is designed to provide flexibility of uses, there are a number of 

controlling factors, such as the vehicle trip cap and the guidelines and regulations within the Development 

Regulations. The aesthetics analysis in the Draft EIR is based on an outer envelope of design scenarios, 

which presents a worst-case and conservative assumption of what the ultimate project could look like. In 

addition, the view simulations illustrate the Project at a variety of height scenarios (i.e., 220, 400, 550, 

and 585-feet high) to accurately disclose the potential development scenarios associated with 

implementation of the Development Regulations within the context of the Equivalency Program. Also, 

the Development Regulations establish definitive standards for setbacks from adjacent historic and 

aesthetic resources and street frontages, as well as providing standards for grade-level open space. These 

components of the Project, as embodied in the Development Regulations, establish key characteristics of 

the Project's potential aesthetic character regardless of the flexibility provided in the Equivalency 

Program. In doing so, the Draft EIR, discloses and analyzes multiple variations of the aesthetic character 

that could be associated with the Project. Therefore, the Draft EIR does in fact adequately inform the 

public and decision makers regarding the aesthetic character and the related impacts of the Project. 
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Comment No. 09-58 

Likewise, many Project elements do not bear any resemblance to what is described in the DEIR and in 

many cases the Project could be much more impactful on aesthetics than what was analyzed in the DEIR. 

For example, the DEIR states that "the Project would include up to three levels of above-grade parking 

within the podium structures." (DEIR, p. II-31.) But the Project's Development Agreement would not 

commit the Applicant to this. In fact, the Project applications filed with the City state that the Project will 

have "around seven stories of above-grade parking." (See Exhibit A.) And more importantly, if the 

Applicant wanted to do all aboveground parking in 15-stories, the Development Regulations would do 

nothing to prevent this either. 

Response to Comment No. 09-58 

The commenter points to a discrepancy between the Project Description presented in Section II, of the 

Draft EIR and a dated entitlement application that was filed in 2008 . For example, the commenter is 

concerned that the Draft EIR states that the Project will contain three levels of above grade podium 

parking, but this detail is not specified within the Development Regulations. For clarification, the Project 

Description in the Draft EIR accurately defines the Project as it is currently being proposed. The Draft 

Millennium Hollywood Project Scope of Development: Design Guidelines and Standards submitted to the 

Department of City Planning in 2008, as referenced by the commenter and provided in the commenter's 

"Exhibit A," have since been revised and are contained in Appendix II, of the Draft EIR. 

The commenter is concerned that the Development Agreement or Development Regulations would not 

prevent the Applicant from developing 15-stories of above ground parking. However, as stated in Section 

IV.K.2, Transportation and Parking of the Draft EIR, the Project would include up to three levels of 

above-grade parking within the podium structures, up to six levels of below grade parking on the East 

Site, and up to six levels of below grade parking on the West Site, which is the scope of development 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. In other words, the Draft EIR is not proposing a project with 15-stories of 

above-ground parking. So, to understand the limitations on ultimate development, the fluidity of the 

Development Regulations must be considered (and in certain instances constrained) by the scope of 

environmental impact analysis presented in the Dratf EIR. 

Moreover, the Development Agreement does not allow for the Project to exceed the maximum impacts 

studied in the Draft EIR. As stated on pages II-22 and 11-23 of the Draft EIR, the Equivalency Program 

shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development Agreement. 

The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the Applicant filing 

a request with the Department of City Planning. The supporting documentation shall also provide 

sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the 

maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Thus, the development procedures 

described in the Draft EIR, Development Regulations, and the Development Agreement do in fact ensure 

that the development would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 
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Contrary to the commenter assertion about resemblance of the Project, the Draft EIR presents numerous 

visual simulations of the Project. As is typical of Draft EIRs, view simulations anticipate likely project 

elements and design without the benefit of final engineering plans. The Draft EIR view simulations 

accurately depict the potential heights and massing of the Project element, including podiums where 

potential parking areas would be constructed. In addition, the Section 10 of the Development Regulations 

contains several provisions regarding the design of parking facilities, including Section 10.3, which 

provides screening standards for above grade parking. Therefore, the Draft EIR does in fact adequately 

disclose and analyze the potential environmental and aesthetic impacts associated with Project design and 

parking facilities. 

Comment No. 09-59 

5. The DEIR's Analysis of Temporary Construction Impacts is Inadequate. 

The DEIR's analysis of temporary construction impacts is very cursory. For example, no reference is 

made whatsoever to truck staging areas, which the DEIR notes elsewhere would be on Yucca Street, in 

what is essentially the middle of AMDA's campus. The DEIR must analyze the aesthetic impact of 

construction on student life at AMDA over the course of three years if the Project is built in one phase 

(longer if it is multi-phased) and mitigate those impacts to a level less than significant. The one 

mitigation measure that has been provided (a fence) is far from sufficient. 

Response to Comment No. 09-59 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR's analysis of the Project's construction related impacts are 

cursory and inadequate. The commenter is concerned with the placement of truck staging impacts and the 

potential aesthetic impact upon AMDA's campus during an expended construction period. The 

commenter further asserts that the proposed truck staging areas on Yucca Street will be essentially in the 

middle of the AMD A campus and cites only one mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure A.1-1) has been 

proposed to address construction impacts. Mitigation Measure A.1-1 requires the Applicant to visually 

screen and maintain the Project Site during construction. As provided in Section IV.K. l, 

Transportation/Traffic and Section IV.K-2, Parking, the Draft EIR identifies three additional mitigation 

measures that address the Project's construction related impacts associated with vehicle staging and 

parking. Specifically, these mitigation measures are restated below: 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk closures 

during the construction period, the Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a Construction 

Traffic Control/Management Plan (the "Plan") to be approved by LADOT to minimize the effects 

of construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular 

and pedestrian circulation in the area of the Project. The Plan shall include temporary roadway 

striping and signage for traffic flow as necessary, as well as the identification and signage of 

alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 
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K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for construction 

unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500' greater in length than 

the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-related 

employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on 

surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no 

staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the duration of all 

construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction vehicles, including 

vehicles that transport workers, on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction 

vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Implementation of these measures, in conjunction with Mitigation Measures IV.A-I, would further serve 

to mitigate the Project's temporary and intermittent construction related impacts upon the AMDA campus 

and adjacent areas, specifically with respect to pedestrian circulation and vehicle storage staging areas. 

Combined with mitigation measure A.1-1, the Draft EIR properly concludes that the Project's temporary 

visual and aesthetic impact during the construction period would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Comment No. 09-60 

F. The DEIR's Air Quality Analysis is Inadequate. 

1. Since the Traffic Study Artificially Minimizes Project Trips, the Air Quality Analysis 1s 

Similarly Flawed. 

Given all the flaws in the traffic study discussed above, when the traffic study is redone, the air quality 

impacts must be recalculated with the correct traffic inputs. As presently drafted, by severely 

underestimating the Project's traffic impacts, the DEIR fails to measure the Project's true air quality 

impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 09-60 

This comment asserts that the traffic study artificially minimized project trips. As the Project Traffic 

Study accurately disclosed the Project's trips, the air quality analysis presented in the Draft EIR is 

adequate and accurately reflects the Project's regional air quality impacts. 

Comment No. 09-61 

2. The DEIR Must Analyze the Project's Specific Air Quality Impacts on AMDA. Including 

Localized CO and Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts. 

As stated previously, AMDA is a sensitive receptor adjacent to the Project that has not been identified as 

such. Furthermore, AMDA's "piazza," an outdoor courtyard that is the central gathering place for AMDA 
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students and a component of AMDA's cafeteria, is at the comer of Yucca Street and Vine Avenue (and 

closer than 25 feet from the road), yet the DEIR fails to analyze CO hotspot impacts on students at this 

location. As a sensitive receptor, AMDA must be studied for CO hotspots, toxic air contaminants, and 

other localized emissions impacts. This analysis must include construction impacts, as well as the 

potential operational impacts of an above-ground parking structure at the property line with AMDA. 

Response to Comment No. 09-61 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential regional and localized construction and operational air 

quality impacts. As stated earlier in Response to Comment No. 09-11 above, AMDA was not identified 

as a sensitive receptor based on use permits on file with the City of Los Angeles. With respect to CO 

Hotspots, SCAQMD suggests conducting a CO hotspots analysis for any intersection where a proposed 

project would worsen the LOS to any level below C, and for any intersection rated Dor worse where the 

proposed project would increase the V/C ratio by two percent or more. The Project would meet these 

criteria at 13 of the 37 intersections analyzed. The intersection of Yucca Street and Vine Street would not 

meet these analysis criteria and thus was correctly not analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. Intersections 

that do not meet the analysis criteria would not have the potential to exceed their respective national or 

state ambient air quality standards. 

Comment No. 09-62 

3. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation Measures for ROG, NOx, and PM2.5. 

Despite regional significant and unavoidable reactive organic gas ("ROG") and nitrogen oxide ("NOx") 

impacts, the DEIR fails to impose all feasible mitigation for these particulates. For example, the DEIR 

does not consider best practices to reduce construction worker trips, further reductions in construction 

vehicle idling times, Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, electric powered compressor engines in lieu of 

fuel combustion sources, alternative fuels, minimization of traffic conflicts during construction, electricity 

usage from power poles in lieu of diesel or gasoline generators, low-VOC coatings, etc. Simply put, the 

DEIR has not established that other mitigation measures that would further reduce the significant impacts 

are infeasible. Finally, with respect to localized on-site daily construction emissions, the DEIR fails to 

impose all feasible mitigation to further reduce PM25 levels to a level less than significant. 

Response to Comment No. 09-62 

This comment suggests additional air quality mitigation measures, beyond the mitigation measures 

identified in the Draft EIR, It should be noted that the mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR 

meet and exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development projects in the City of Los 

Angeles. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District also submitted comments 

regarding air quality mitigation measures. Additional air quality mitigation measures have been added to 

the Draft EIR. Please see the response to Comment No. 08-3 for additional information about mitigation 
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measures. Generally, see all the responses to the Comment Letter 08 for additional discussion of air 

quality issues and revised mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 09-63 

G. The DEIR's Climate Change Threshold Is Completely Counter to the Instructions of the 

California Natural Resources Agency and Violates CEQA. 

The DEIR's impact determination is based on a comparison of the Project to "business as usual." (DEIR, 

p. IV.B.2-16). Such an approach is legally incorrect and goes directly counter to, the instructions of the 

Natural Resources Agency, the State agency that was responsible for amending the CEQA Guidelines to 

address climate change. As stated in the Natural Resources Agency's Final Statement of Reasons 

accompanying the amended CEQA Guidelines: 

This section's reference to the "existing environmental setting" reflects existing law requiring that 

impacts be compared to the environment as it currently exists. (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 

15125.) This clarification is necessary to avoid a comparison of the project against a "business as 

usual" scenario as defined by ARB in the Scoping Plan. Such an approach would confuse 

"business as usual" projections used in ARB's Scoping Plan with CEQA's separate requirement of 

analyzing project effects in comparison to the environmental baseline. (Compare Scoping Plan, 

at p. 9 ("The foundation of the Proposed Scoping Plan's strategy is a set of measures that will cut 

greenhouse gas emissions by nearly 30 percent by the year 2020 as compared to business as 

usual") with Fat v. County of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278 (existing 

environmental conditions normally constitute the baseline for environmental analysis); see also 

Center for Bio. Diversity v. City of Desert Hot Springs, Riverside Sup. Ct. Case No. RlC464585 

(August 6, 2008) (rejecting argument that a large subdivision project would have a "beneficial 

impact on C02 emissions" because the homes would be more energy efficient and located near 

relatively uncongested freeways).) Business as usual may be relevant, however, in the discussion 

of the "no project alternative" in an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6(e)(2) (no project 

alternative should describe what would reasonably be expected to occur in the future in the 

absence of the project).) (Exhibit R.) 

By comparing the Project's greenhouse gas ("GHG") em1ss10ns to "business as usual," the DEIR 

completely undercounts GHGs and utilizes the wrong baseline, which is the issuance of the Notice of 

Preparation. Admittedly, no single development project will create significant climate change impacts on 

its own. 11 However, the DEIR must analyze Project emissions in accordance with legal requirements, 

11 
The DEIR also does not disclose where the erroneous threshold originated. Under CEQA, "[t]hresholds of significance 

to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency's environmental review must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, 
rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by substantial evidence" (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064. 7)(Emphasis added). To our knowledge, the City has not adopted this erroneous threshold 
through any public review process, nor is the threshold supported by substantial evidence. The DEIR therefore must be 
revised to include a discussion of how GHG emission thresholds comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. 7. 
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smce individual development projects may have a cumulatively significant impact that needs to be 

seriously analyzed. 

Response to Comment No. 09-63 

This comment seems to confuse the terminology of thresholds of significance, impact determination, 

accepted methodologies (i.e., "business as usual" (BAU) calculations) for analyzing GHG emission 

reductions, and environmental baseline. The case law cited in the comment points out that there is a 

difference in the BAU methodology provided in the ARB Scoping Plan and CEQA's separate 

requirement for analyzing impacts against the proper baseline. The Draft EIR properly employed the 

BAU methodology to analyze GHG impacts. The GHG analysis contained in the Draft EIR correctly 

establishes the current GHG emissions associated with the existing land uses on the Project Site 

(environmental baseline - see Table IV.B.2-3, Existing Project Site Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Table 

IV.B.2-6, Project Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR then illustrates the Project's 

net increase of GHG emissions over existing Project Site emissions for two separate build-out scenarios; a 

build-out scenario with GHG-reducing measures (Project Scenario) and a build-out scenario without 

GHG-reducing measures (defined therein as a Business As Usual Scenario). By providing these two 

potential build-out scenarios, the Draft EIR properly discloses the Project's increase in GHG emissions 

compared to the existing conditions. The Draft EIR does not, as the comment states, "completely 

undercount[] GHGs" These two potential build-out scenarios also illustrate the effectiveness of the 

Project's GHG-reducing measures and allows the decision-maker to determine whether those measures 

represent a fair share contribution to reducing GHG impacts to the target level established under AB 32 

and thus are no longer cumulatively considerable. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project's GHG-reducing measures include compliance with the LA 

Green Building Code, the Project's location near transit, and the mixed-use nature of the Project. 

Specifically, as detailed in the Project Traffic Study, the Project's location and mixed-use characteristics 

would result in approximately 8,242 fewer daily motor vehicle trips compared to a project in a location 

without transit access and a project without mixed-use characteristics. In addition, as detailed in the 

Project Traffic Study, the Project includes a mitigation measure resulting in a 15% reduction in daily 

motor vehicle trips through the implementation of a project-specific Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) Program. 

As concluded on page IV.B.2-19 of the Draft EIR, although the Project is expected to result in a net 

increase in GHG emissions, the Project's GHG-reducing measures would ensure the Project's GHG 

emissions are reduced in manner that meets the objectives of AB 32 by reducing GHG levels by 42.6% 

below the Project's BAU emission levels. This reduction exceeds the 16% reduction goal below BAU in 

the 2011 Scoping Plan and constitutes the Project's fair share contribution to reduce its cumulative GHG 

impacts to below a level of significance. 
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The comment also seems to assume that the Natural Resources Agency's Final Statement of Reasons is 

the legal authority for interpreting the CEQA Guidelines. The U.S. and California Constitution 

established a system of checks and balances and division of powers among the judicial, executive, and 

legislative branches, and among the federal, state, and local governments. Normally, as is the case here, 

state legislative agencies do not have the authority to make final interpretations of their own regulations. 

This is the role of the judicial branch. Among the founding principles of our judicial system is the 

doctrine of stare decisis, in which once a judicial interpretation of a law or regulation has been made and 

published, it is entitled to a level of deference in order to promote stability and allow those subject to the 

law or regulation to rely on the decisions. In California, a court has already held in a published decision 

that projects that demonstrate they have reduced their GHG emissions by at least the Scoping Plan's 

percentage as compared to Business As Usual levels do not make a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to GHG impacts. (Citizens For Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City 

of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 327.) The City, in part, relied on this holding to guide its 

assessment of GHG impacts of this project because the courts are a higher legal authority than the Natural 

Resources Agency. Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated with the Project's GHG emissions 

would not rise to the level of significance (i.e., would not be cumulatively considerable) under the 

quantitative threshold. 

Even if the quantitative threshold were exceeded, the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable 

impact because the project meets the qualitative threshold. The Draft EIR provides a thorough discussion 

and qualitative analysis concluding that the Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. As such, the Draft EIR 

adequately analyzed and disclosed the Project's potential GHG impacts and no further response is 

required. 

Comment No. 09-64 

H. The DEIR's Analysis of Impacts to Cultural Resources Is Not Supported by Substantial 

Evidence. 

1. The DEIR First Needs to Analyze and Disclose the Significance of the Capitol Records 

Tower Before Any Meaningful Analysis of Project Impacts Can Be Made. 

One would not know from the DEIR that the Capitol Records Tower was the first round office tower in 

the world, the first skyscraper built in Hollywood after World War II, that many view the building as "the 

symbol of recorded music on the West Coast," and perhaps most importantly, that the City of Los 

Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument ("HCM") application for the building identified the Capitol Records 

Tower as "literally the beacon of Hollywood." (See Exhibit S.) Whereas the City's HCM file makes clear 

that the Capitol Records Tower is an iconic and integral facet of the Hollywood (and Los Angeles) 

skyline- not just any historic building- the DEIR fails to discuss and analyze the cultural resource impacts 
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on the Hollywood and City skyline should over one million square feet of development envelop the 

Capitol Records Tower and forever change its historic role as the beacon of Hollywood. 

One of the key inquiries relative to Cultural Resources is whether a project will reduce the integrity or 

significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(b)(l)) ("A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource means ... 

alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical 

resource would be materially impaired.") (Emphasis added.) The DEIR must provide an analysis of how 

the Project can affect the historic nature of a City monument that is literally a "beacon" and symbolizes an 

entire region and/or idea. Specifically, the DEIR must include a good-faith discussion of when an 

adjacent development can be so massive in scale relative to a monument of worldwide importance that 

such a monument is materially impaired. The DEIR appears to take the position that mere visibility is the 

only thing that matters, such that a ten-foot setback renders impacts less than significant. The CEQA 

Guidelines indicate otherwise. 

Response to Comment No. 09-64 

The commenter is correct that the Capitol Records Building is reputed to be the first cylindrical office 

tower building in the world and was the first tall office building (built to the height limit of its day) 

constructed in Hollywood after World War II. As detailed in the Draft EIR, the Capitol Records Building 

is historically significant as an example of Corporate Modernist architecture from the 1950s in Los 

Angeles, and high-rise office buildings in Hollywood. It is also significant for its association with the 

Music Industry in Los Angeles. Capitol Records has been formally determined eligible for the National 

Register, is listed in the California Register, and has been designated as a Historic-Cultural Monument 

(#857) by the City of Los Angeles. All of this information, as well as a detailed history of the Capitol 

Records Building and the surrounding historic resources, is included in the Historic Resources Report that 

is an appendix to the Draft EIR. 

The commenter is also correct that the Capitol Records Building occupies a prominent place in the 

Hollywood skyline due to its striking cylindrical shape and rooftop pylon, and the fact that no additional 

high-rise buildings were built in the vicinity until recently. The Draft EIR and the Historic Resource 

Report clearly acknowledge the significance of the Capitol Records Building. The commenter claims that 

the Draft EIR fails to analyze the cultural significance of the Capitol Records Building. However, Section 

IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to 

add considerable height and density, and that the immediate surroundings of the Capitol Records Building 

will be altered. As demonstrated in the Draft EIR, the Capitol Records Building will retain its eligibility 

for listing in national, state, and local registers despite alteration of its surroundings by the Project. The 

Capitol Records Building will remain intact and retain its important character-defining features. Setback 

and open-space requirements specified in the Development Guidelines will also ensure that important 

views will be retained. The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measure C-3 to ensure that any future 
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alterations to the Capitol Records Buildings comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standard of 

Rehabilitation. 

Importantly, all of the historic impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR is supported by the Historic 

Resources Report, which is clearly substantial evidence. Therefore, the commenter is incorrect in its 

statement that the Draft EIR analysis of cultural resources is not supported by substantial evidence. 

Please see: (1) the topical response on cultural resources; (2) responses to comments for Letter No. 19 

from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) responses to comment for Letter No. 14 from the Hollywood 

Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's analysis of historic resources. 

Comment No. 09-65 

2. The Lack of a Defined Project Renders Analysis of Impacts to the Capitol Records Tower 

Impossible. 

The lack of a specific design (including basic configuration or massing details) for the Project makes it 

impossible to analyze the Project's consistency with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Cultural 

Resources under CEQA, generally. The DEIR must be revised to include designs that would be used in 

connection with the proposed equivalency program, which is much too vague to allow for any meaningful 

environmental review. For example, one of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards requires that for 

related new construction "new work shall be differentiated from the old .... " However, it is impossible to 

understand the Project's consistency with the Standard given the lack of a Project design and the very 

broad language in the Development Regulations, which allow innumerable Project permutations that 

conflict with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards (See Development Regulation 7.1.5.) ("Generally, 

buildings over 150 feet tall ... shall not be historicized. They are contemporary forms in the skyline and 

shall appear as such."). The vagueness (use of the word "generally") and exemption for development 

lower than 150 feet in height in this instance shows how the Development Regulations fail to provide 

meaningful historic resource protections. 

Response to Comment No. 09-65 

The Historic Resources Report provides a detailed analysis of the Project's impacts on historic resources 

according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See Section 6.3: Use of the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards to Determine Impacts in the Historic Resources Report for a details analysis of this 

issue. 

In addition, see Response to Comment No. 81-2 for a discussion of the adequacy of the project 

description as well as how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to ensure 

compatibility with historic resources by establishing required standards and recommended guidelines for 

new design elements. Also, the Historic Resources Report used the setbacks and open space requirements 

contained in the Development Regulation to form its conclusions regarding the Project's potential impacts 

on historic resources. Thus, contrary to the commenter's assertion, there is in fact sufficient Project 
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details for a historic resources expert to reach a definitive conclusion regarding potential historic 

resources impacts. 

Please see: (1) the topical response on cultural resources, Topical ResRonse 4; (2) responses to comments 

for Letter No. 19 from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) responses to comment for Letter No. 14 

from the Hollywood Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's analysis 

of historic resources. 

Comment No. 09-66 

The Development Regulations also fail to provide sufficient protections for the Capitol Records Tower 

from a massing standpoint. For example, the DEIR finds impacts to historic resources less than 

significant because the Development Regulations "help reduce potential adverse effects of mass and scale 

by reducing the bulk of buildings as height increases and pushing tower elements toward the center of the 

block, and away from historic resources . . . . In this way, important views from Vine Street and the 

Hollywood Freeway are protected." (DEIR, p. IV.C-39.) However, this language from the DEIR 

assumes a configuration for the Project that does not necessarily have to be built. For example, the DEIR 

does not disclose that if a building less than 150-feet high is built along the east side of Vine street, then 

no open space need be provided along Vine. (See Development Regulation 6.1.1 ). Likewise, the 

Development Regulations allow parking to be built anywhere on the Project site, without consideration 

for historic resource impacts. (Development Regulation 4.1.) Several other potential configurations for 

the Project would be completely insensitive to the Capitol Records Tower, the DEIR representations 

notwithstanding. 

Response to Comment No. 09-66 

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 for a discussion of the adequacy of the project description as well as 

how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to provide sufficient views and clearance 

of the Capitol Records Building. The Capitol Records Building will retain its eligibility for listing in 

national, state, and local registers despite alteration of its surroundings by large-scale new development. 

The Capitol Records Building will remain intact and retain its important character-defining features. 

Setback and open-space requirements specified in the Development Guidelines will also ensure that 

important views will be retained. 

The commenter purports development scenarios that are not proposed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR 

does not propose development scenarios wherein all structures are lower than 150-high as the commenter 

purports. Similarly, the commenter does not provide any evidence to prove that if a hypothetical 150-tall 

building on the east side of Vine street would preclude open space. In contrast, the Development 

Regulations contain open space standards (see Section 8) and related building designs (see Figures 8.1.1 

through 8.1.4) for the development scenarios considered in the Draft EIR. The impacts related to these 

development scenarios are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR and were reviewed as part of the Historic 

Resources Report. Therefore, the Development Regulations do in fact provide sufficient protections for 
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the Capitol Records Buildings according to the development scenarios proposed and analyzed in the Draft 

EIR. 

Please see: (1) the topical response on cultural resources, Topical ResRonse 4; (2) responses to comments 

for Letter No. 19 from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) responses to comment for Letter No. 14 

from the Hollywood Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's analysis 

of historic resources. 

Comment No. 09-67 

I. The DEIR's Land Use Section Does Not Accurately or Fully Analyze the Project's Impacts. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Accurately Identify the Project Site's Applicable Planning and Land Use 

Regulations. 

Starting with the DEIR's Project Description, and carrying through its Land Use Planning environmental 

impact analysis, there are numerous errors and inconsistencies pertaining to the current planning and land 

use regulations that apply to the Project site. For example, the DEIR states that all square footage 

numbers for the Project are calculated using the definition of "net square feet" as defined in LAMC 

Section 14.5.3. (DEIR, p. 11-23, fn. 4.) No such definition appears in the LAMC, and the referenced 

section of the LAMC pertains to transfers of floor area in Downtown Los Angeles . The DEIR also refers 

to "net developed floor area," which is also allegedly defined by the LAMC (DEIR, p. 11-24, Table 11-4, 

note b), but again, no such defined term exists . The DEIR' s erroneous references to purportedly defined 

terms render it impossible for the public to assess the true scale and impacts of the proposed Project. 

Response to Comment No. 09-67 

The comment is correct that net square feet and net developed floor area are not defined in the LAMC. 

Although these terms are not defined in the LAMC, the square footages that are analyzed in the Draft EIR 

for the Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and Residential Scenario are based on the definition of floor 

area provided in Section 12.03 of the LAMC. This has been corrected in Section IV, Corrections and 

Additions, of this Final EIR. As such, although the terms used were incorrect, the Draft EIR adequately 

analyzed the impacts of the Project. 

Comment No. 09-68 

2. The DEIR Does Not Demonstrate the Project's Conformance with Critical Community Plan 

Goals and Policies. 

(a) The Project Does Not Provide a Range of Housing Opportunities. 

The Community Plan includes several policies regarding the importance of providing housing 

opportunities within Hollywood, including the importance of providing housing opportunities for 
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households of all income levels and needs. (Community Plan Policy LU .2.17.) The DEIR asserts that the 

Project will comply with this policy by including one-, two-, and three bedroom residential units, which 

"range of units" will provide housing opportunities for a "variety of family sizes and income levels." 

(DEIR, p. IV.G-39.) This claim is not based in reality- while a one-bedroom unit in a new high-rise 

development will almost certainly command a lower price than a three-bedroom unit in that same project, 

there is no rational reason to assume that a lower-income individual or family could afford the rent or 

purchase price for that one-bedroom unit. Therefore, the Applicant must provide an accurate 

representation of the Project's consistency in a re-circulated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-68 

The comment claims that the housing opportunities that would be provided by the Project are not based in 

reality. The comment is speculative as to who would or would not buy or rent a residential unit of the 

Project. In Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, the Project's consistency with applicable 

goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan is analyzed in Table IV.G-4, Hollywood 

Community Plan Update Consistency Analysis, on pages IV.G-37-48. Table IV.G-4 includes the 

Project's consistency with Policy LU.2.17, explaining that the Project will provide a range of residential 

units from one to three bedrooms and thus would provide housing opportunities for a variety of family 

sizes and incomes. This adequately demonstrates the Project's consistency with Policy LU.2.17. 

Comment No. 09-69 

(b) The Project Does Not SpecifY How Pedestrian and Vehicular Traffic Will be Separated. 

Community Plan Policies LU.3.4, LU.3.5, and LU.3.6 are intended to ensure that conflicts between 

pedestrians and vehicles are minimized, in recognition of one of the Community Plan's overall goals of 

promoting a safe and navigable urban streetscape for pedestrians. These policies require that sidewalks 

be designed to make pedestrians feel safe, discourage curb cuts near high pedestrian traffic areas, and 

discourage the siting of parking areas next to busy sidewalks. However, the DEIR only addresses the first 

of these three policies, and states that by providing straight (or, alternately, "relatively straight") 

sidewalks, pedestrian safety would be ensured. (DEIR, p. IV.G-40.) The DEIR does not cite or discuss 

Policies LU.3.5 and LU.3.6 regarding curb cuts and the parking areas, and, as discussed elsewhere in this 

letter, the DEIR does not disclose any precise driveway points for the Project. This lack of information 

not only precludes an understanding of how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may 

create hazards, but it also prevents the City from finding that the Project complies with these Community 

Plan Policies regarding pedestrian safety. An accurate representation of this Community Plan 

inconsistency must be provided in a re-circulated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-69 

Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan Update Consistency Analysis, on pages IV.G-37-48 of 

Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, includes the analysis of the Project's consistency 
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with Goal LU.3: Make Streets Walkable, as well as multiple policies to implement that goal including 

Policies LU. 3.3, 3.4, 3.8, 3.9-12, 3.15, 3.17, 3.21-24, and 3.27. With regard to Policies LU 3.5 

(Discourage curb-cuts next to sidewalks on streets with a high level of pedestrian traffic, when alternative 

access exists) and 3. 6 (Discourage the siting of parking lots next to sidewalks, which carry high volumes 

of pedestrian traffic), the Project would be overall consistent with these goals and policies. Specifically, 

with regard to LU 3.5, the Project is designed to minimize curb cuts to the maximum extent possible by 

providing alternative access points to the Project Site from both sidewalks and interior entrances. Access 

points are provided where necessary to allow vehicles to enter and exit the Project Site and no curb cuts 

are proposed to strictly allow pedestrians to access the Project Site. Curb cuts are minimized along 

Hollywood Blvd., where most of the sidewalk activity exists. With regard to LU 3.6, the Project is 

proposing to remove the existing parking lots and provide on-site parking within parking garages. In 

turn, this minimizes pedestrian traffic though parking lots and minimizes vehicular traffic through 

walking areas . 

Further, although the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR discuss that the driveways will not introduce any 

unusual adverse hazards (see page IV.K.2-25 of the Draft EIR), additional analysis was completed to 

clarify and further demonstrate that impacts to pedestrian safety conditions due to Project Site access are 

less than significant. As discussed in the Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analyses, 

Appendix G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analysis) attached hereto, the Project 

would reduce the number of driveways serving the Project Site on Vine Street, Ivar Avenue and Argyle 

A venue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline conflict with other vehicles, including 

bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would have adequate sidewalk space, and 

there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project would cause pedestrian safety 

impacts. 

Please also see Response to Comment 09-7 above. 

Comment No. 09-70 

(c) The DEIR Misrepresents the Project's Proposed Open Space and Passageway 

Development Regulations. 

Community Plan Policy LU.3.23 encourages large commercial projects to be designed with pedestrian 

connections, plazas, greenspace, and other related design features so as to avoid "superblocks." 

Community Plan Policy LU.4.19 similarly encourages the construction of public plazas, in addition to 

greenspace. The DEIR, in affirming the Project's compliance with Community Plan Policy LU.3.23, cites 

the Project's proposed Development Regulations, and states that "open space will enable important 

pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project." (DEIR, p. IV .G-42.) The DEIR 

further states that: "Grade level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building 

and Jazz Mural and will include design features and outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor 

amenities." (Id) This response appears to demonstrate the Project's compliance with these two 
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Community Plan Policies . However, an examination of the proposed Development Regulations indicates 

that if the Project is developed so as not to exceed 150 feet in height (i.e., without any "towers" as defined 

by the Development Regulations), there is no required amount of grade-level open space (Development 

Regulation 6.1.1) and there is no minimum amount of "publicly accessible passageway area" 

(Development Regulation 8.3.4 a(i)). This serves to emphasize the difficulty of assessing the 

environmental impacts of a project with no fixed design- if the Project is built at a height above 150 feet, 

the DEIR' s claims about open space and passageways may be correct, but if a shorter project is built, 

these claims are no longer accurate. Given the Community Plan's clear recommendation to design 

projects that provide open space, pedestrian access, and greenspace, the DEIR must provide a more 

detailed analysis of how the Project will comply with these policies, regardless of the ultimate height that 

is proposed for the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 09-70 

The commenter contends that the Project no longer complies with the Hollywood Community Plan 

Update if the height of the Project is less than 150 feet. The commenter points to specific parts of the 

Development Regulations and asserts that if the Project was built at 150 feet or less, no grade level open 

space or publicly accessible passageway area would be required. However, the Draft EIR does not 

propose development scenarios lower than 220 feet. Further, as studied in the Draft EIR, the Project 

could range in height from 220 to 585 feet. This height range was fully and adequately analyzed 

throughout the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 09-71 

J. The DEIR's Public Services Analysis is Legally Inadequate. 

1. The DEIR Improperly Categorizes the Project's Fire Code Land Use for Maximum Response 

Distance and Fire Flow Requirements. 

The City's Fire Code specifies maximum response distances that are allowed between project locations 

and fire stations, based upon land use and fire-flow requirements. (LAMC Section 57.09.06, Table 9-C.) 

When response distances exceed these requirements, all structures must be equipped with automatic fire 

sprinkler systems and any other fire protection devices and systems deemed necessary by the City. For 

the Project's proposed high-rise construction, these additional required fire protection devices and systems 

could include standpipe systems, fire alarm systems with emergency communication system, standby 

power systems, and an emergency command center.12 

The DEIR correctly notes that Table 9-C of the Fire Code identifies four types of land uses with 

corresponding maximum response distances from the nearest fire station -Low Density Residential, High 

Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial, Industrial/Commercial, and High Density 

12 National Fire Protection Association, "High Rise Building Fires," December 2011, p. 17. 
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Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers). However, despite the Project's proposed 

location in the center of the Hollywood business center within a Regional Center land use designation, 

and despite the fact that the Project would contain more than one million square feet of high-rise 

residential and commercial floor area, the DEIR asserts that the proper land use category for purposes of 

Table 9-C is High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial. As a result of this categorization, the 

DEIR claims that the applicable maximum response distance from the nearest fire station is 1.5 miles, and 

that two City fire stations are located within this maximum distance (Station No. 27 at 0.7 miles from the 

Project, and Station No. 82 at 0.8 miles from the Project). 

While the Project, in several of its many configurations, would contain high density residential land uses, 

there is no configuration that could appropriately be classified as "neighborhood" commercial. The 

equivalency program would also allow a completely commercial scenario. Given the location and 

immense size of the Project, the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should unquestionably be High 

Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers), which has a corresponding 

maximum response distance of 0.75 miles from the nearest engine company, and 1 mile from the nearest 

truck company. Only Station No. 27 is within 0.75 miles, and by only 0.05 miles. Moreover, Station No. 

27 is a "light force" truck and engine company, with a single aerial ladder truck and a single engine. 13 

These details pertaining to response distances must be clarified in the DEIR to properly classify the 

Project's proposed land uses, and to describe the impacts resulting from the relatively limited availability 

of fire protection services in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 

13 DEIR p. IVJ.l-3, City of Los Angeles Fire Department website (http://lafd.org/apparatusllll-fire-a-rescueresources/ 

294-lafd-truck-company), accessed December 5, 2012. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 67 

RL0022640 



EM18412 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Response to Comment No. 09-71 

This comment contends that the Proposed Project should be classified as High Density 

Industrial/Commercial with regard to corresponding maximum fire response distance from the nearest fire 

station. The commenter provides this conclusion by asserting that an all commercial development could 

be developed based on the Equivalency Program. Based on the "worst-case impact envelope" studied In 

the Draft EIR, including the trip cap, however, the Project is correctly identified as High Density 

Residential/Neighborhood Commercial. Specifically, the Community Plan and Update designates the 

Project Site as Regional Center Commercial and refers to the LAMC for specific land uses permitted 

within this designation. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the 

construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses, no industrial uses are 

allowed. Development of the Project would include some combination of multi-family residential, retail, 

restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 

retained as part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the Regional Center 

Commercial land use designation and the High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial land use 

category identified in Table 9-C of the Fire Code, also presented in Table IV.J.1-2 of the Draft EIR. 

The strictest standards apply to High Density Industrial and Commercial as identified in Table 9-C of the 

Fire Code and in Table IV.J.1-2 of the Draft EIR, which requires a response distance of 0.75 miles for an 

engine and 1 mile for a truck company. The Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Station No. 27, which 

has both a truck and engine company and is 0.8 miles from Station No. 82, which has an engine company. 

Thus, the Project Site is within the response distance of the most conservative land use designation with 

the strictest standards as the Project Site is 0.7 miles from Station No. 27, which has an engine and a truck 

company. 

Comment No. 09-72 

In addition to maximum response distances, Table 9-C also sets forth minimum required fire flows for the 

same four land use categories discussed above. Confusingly, while the DEIR claims that the Project is 

appropriately categorized as High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial for purposes of 

determining maximum response distances, elsewhere the DEIR claims that the Project only requires a fire 

flow of 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute from four to six hydrants flowing simultaneously, which 

corresponds to the Industrial/Commercial land use designation. (DEIR p. IV.J.1-11.) Again, given the 

location and proposed size of the Project, the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should be High 

Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers). This land use category requires 

a minimum fire flow of 12,000 gallons per minute, available to any block. This fire flow requirement 

could be even higher, for Table 9-C requires that, where local conditions indicate that consideration must 

be given to simultaneous fires, an additional 2,000 to 8,000 g.p.m. will be required. Given the densely 

developed nature of the properties surrounding the Project site, the possibility of simultaneous fires seems 

reasonable. The DEIR must provide more analysis of how the Project is being analyzed for potential 
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impacts to fire protection services, and must not arbitrarily assign the Project to two inappropriate Table 

9-C land use categories. 

Response to Comment No. 09-72 

According to a written correspondence with the LAFD that is citied on page IV .J .1-11 and attached as 

Appendix J.l of the Draft EIR, the required fire flow for the Project would be 6,000 to 9,000 gpm from 

four to six hydrants flowing simultaneously. As such, the Project is properly analyzed based on 

information directly from the Fire Department and was not arbitrarily assigned to an inappropriate land 

use category. Further, if the Project were to be categorized as Industrial/Commercial per Table 9-C, a 

response distance of 1 mile for an engine and 1.5 miles for a truck company would be required. The 

Project would also satisfy those requirements as the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Station No. 27, 

which has both a truck and engine company and is 0.8 miles from Station No. 82, which has an engine 

company. 

Further, as discussed in Section IV.J. l, Public Services-Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, the Project 

would replace the existing on-site water system (which now currently serves above grade parking and 

storage kiosk areas) with new water lines configured in a system that would be maintained and supplied 

by the LADWP via connection points to an existing LADWP water main. The Water Operations Division 

of the LAD WP would perform a detailed fire flow study at the time of permit review in order to ascertain 

whether further on-site water system or other site-specific improvements would be necessary. Hydrants, 

water lines, and water tanks would be installed per Fire Code requirements for the Project. In addition, the 

Project Applicant would be required to submit the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for 

review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National 

Fire Protection Association standards, thereby further ensuring that the Project would not create any 

undue fire hazard. 

Comment No. 09-73 

2. The DEIR Completely Fails to Properly Analyze Fire Department Response Times. 

The DEIR contains a cursory, and inaccurate, analysis of average Fire Department response times. The 

DEIR states that the Fire Department "prefers" to arrive on the scene of all types of emergencies (fire 

and/or medical) within 5 minutes in 90 percent of cases, and to have an advanced life support unit arrive 

to all high risk medical incidents within 8 minutes in 90 percent of cases. (DEIR, p. IV.J.1-4.) The DEIR 

then reports that average response times for Station Nos. 27 and 82 are 4:43 and 4:18, respectively, while 

the average response time for the slightly more distant Station No. 41 is 5:09. (DEIR, Table IV.J.1-3, p. 

IV.J.1-7.) Given the fact that two of the three discussed fire stations appear to meet the Fire Department's 

response time goal of 5 minutes, the DEIR concludes that the impact of the Project upon emergency 

response times would be less than significant. 
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However, the DEIR's stated response times, which were reported by the Fire Department to the 

Applicant's CEQA consultant, cover responses to structure fires only, and do not include response times 

to medical emergencies. This presents an inaccurate picture of what the true Fire Department response 

times are today, and what they might be in the future if the Project is constructed. In addition, the DEIR 

itself contains a reference to a broader problem with its analysis of Fire Department response times- in 

May 2012, the City Controller issued an audit of the Fire Department's claimed response times, and found 

that the Department had produced inaccurate response time data for a number of years, making it 

impossible to determine proper emergency response times, as measured against national standards. (City 

Controller, Analysis of the Los Angeles Fire Department's Response Times, May 18, 2012, p. 3.) 

Furthermore, this audit stated that, to the extent that the Department's data could be properly analyzed, it 

showed that medical response times had been increasing. (Id) 

The DEIR itself refers to the Controller's audit of Fire Department response times- in a footnote, the 

audit's finding that medical response times had increased is acknowledged. But the footnote goes on to 

state: "Nevertheless, this audit is presented for informational purposes only, and the written response from 

the LAFD (dated December 14, 2011) regarding response times is used in the analysis presented in this 

DEIR." (DEIR, p. IV.J.1-4, fn. 7.) This is completely inadequate analysis- the Controller's audit noted 

that the Fire Department had been keeping inaccurate response time data for years, which means that any 

"written response" issued by the Department prior to the audit is extremely suspect. Furthermore, even if 

the response time data provided by the Fire Department could be treated as accurate, it would only be 

accurate for responses to structure fires only, and not for medical responses. And, as the audit 

demonstrates, recent medical response times have been increasing. The DEIR completely fails to provide 

any context or analysis of this issue, and this cannot be allowed to occur- any proposal to add over one 

million square feet of residential and commercial uses in the heart of Hollywood will have a dramatic 

impact on the demand for fire and medical services. If the DEIR cannot provide an accurate analysis of 

the Fire Department's ability to meet current demand, there is no substantial evidence for its assertion that 

the Project will not result in any new significant impacts. This analysis must be completely redone to 

reflect the current state of affairs regarding the City's Fire Department. 

Response to Comment No, 09-73 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the Millennium 

Hollywood Project. That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical 

emergency services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 

from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of the LAFD." 

This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response times are adequate as 

well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic Ambulance and a Basic Life Support 

Ambulance. See Appendix J. l of the Draft EIR. 

The current challenges facing the City in light of recent budget cuts are complex and continue to evolve. 

City officials are committed to developing interim solutions to ensure that the LAFD is able to meet 
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mandated performance standards set forth in the Los Angeles Fire Code. CEQA does not shift financial 

responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response services to the Project Applicant. 

The City has a constitutional obligation to provide adequate fire protection services. As such, the City 

must continue to perform its obligations. However, it should also be noted, as discussed in greater detail 

in Section IV.J. l Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, that the Project would generate a 

significant amount of General Fund revenues to the City in the form of sales and property taxes. The City 

could use these added revenues to help offset the LAFD budget cuts, although the ultimate use of these 

revenues cannot be predicted with certainty at this time. 

As discussed in Section IV.J. l Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, response times are not 

the only factor involved in evaluating impacts to fire protection services. For example, the Project is 

consistent with Fire Code Section 57.09.06, regarding distance to fire stations. As shown in Table IV.J.1-

1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Fire Station 27, 

which houses a truck company and an engine company. The Project Site is 0.8 miles from LAFD Fire 

Station 82, which houses an engine company. That is within a 1.5-mile radius and is thereby consistent 

with Fire Code Section 57.09.06. 

The Project also incorporates a number of mitigation measures designed to ensure that impacts related to 

fire protection services would be less than significant. These measures include submittal of the proposed 

plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire 

Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards and submittal of an 

emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD that would include but not be limited to the 

following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of 

nearest hospitals, and fire departments. The mitigation measures would apply to medical emergencies as 

well. (See Mitigation Measures J.1-1 through J.1-7 on page IV.J.1-18 of the Draft EIR for a complete list 

of fire protection services mitigation measures). As such, the Draft EIR adequately analyses the Project's 

impacts to fire protection services. 

Comment No. 09-74 

3. The DEIR's Analysis of Police Services Impacts Fails to Acknowledge the Project's Alcohol

Serving and Entertainment Uses. 

The DEIR briefly discusses the Project's potential impacts on existing police protection services, proposes 

minimal mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction and operation of the Project, and 

concludes that the Project would not create any significant environmental impacts. However, this 

analysis fails to accurately portray the uses proposed for the Project, some of which will produce 

additional impacts which must be analyzed in the DEIR. Specifically, the DEIR's Project Description 

notes that the Applicant will be seeking conditional use approvals for on-site consumption of alcohol and 

live entertainment at the Project, including a night-club. However, despite being included in the Project 

Description, these proposed uses are not discussed anywhere else in the DEIR. Moreover, given the 
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Project's proposed equivalency program, there is no way of knowing if one bar/restaurant will be 

developed, or if ten will be proposed. The proposed live entertainment use could include a small jazz 

club, or a sprawling nightclub with events seven nights a week. Regardless of the specific mix of uses 

that the Applicant eventually decides upon, alcohol and entertainment uses will have a direct impact on 

police services in the community, and without providing more information and analysis regarding these 

uses, the DEIR's conclusion that no significant impacts will exist is conclusory and not supported by 

substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 09-74 

See Response to Comment Nos. 81-7 and 81-10 for a discussion of the request for a master conditional 

use permit to permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite consumption of a full line of 

alcoholic beverages. 

Section IV.J.2, Public Services - Police includes several mitigation measures that are designed to make 

police response efficient during operation, including reviewing plans at the plan check stage with 

reasonable recommendations incorporated, and providing the LAPD with access information. 

While the Equivalency Program is designed to provide flexibility of uses, there are firm constraints on 

how the Project is developed, including the vehicle trip cap and the Development Regulations. 

The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. Please see 

Response to Comments In the Draft EIR, the Residential Scenario has been identified as the development 

plan that could have the maximum potential impacts to police protection services, for a 24 hour period 

(including both daytime and nighttime hours); however, as the Commercial Scenario would have the 

greatest potential increase in total population (residents and employees) at the Project Site, the 

Commercial Scenario would have the maximum potential impacts to police protection services for the 

daytime period. Due to the Project's direct population and employee increase and associated demand for 

police protection services from the Commercial Scenario, there would be a potential impact on police 

protection services. Thus, to reduce the Project's potential impacts to police protection services to less 

than significant levels, mitigation measures are provided in Section IV.J.2, Public Services - Police. 

Comment No. 09-75 

K. The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems Analysis Does Not Correctly Account for the 

Equivalency Program and Cumulative Impacts. 

The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section analyzes the DEIR's Concept Plan, Commercial 

Scenario, and/or Residential Scenario to determine the Project's total potential impacts on utilities and 

service systems. In doing so, the DEIR neglects to analyze the true intensity of uses that could 

conceivably be developed at the Project site. For example, although the DEIR's Residential Scenario has 

more residential units than either the Concept Plan and Commercial Scenario, nothing prevents the 

Applicant from building even more residential units than the amount set forth in the Residential Scenario 
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because of the Project's equivalency program. If the Applicant were to build more residential units than 

that in the Residential Scenario, then total Project impacts to those areas where residential uses are more 

impactful (like solid waste generation) have not been disclosed. This applies to every use, across every 

impact area (restaurants have greater water usage, for example, yet nothing in the DEIR or proposed 

Development Agreement creates a cap on restaurant space). Accordingly, all of the· numbers in the 

DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section are misleadingly low. 

Response to Comment No. 09-75 

The Draft EIR fully discloses all impacts and does not neglect to analyze the maximum intensity of uses 

that could conceivably be developed at the Project Site. For each category, the Draft EIR analyzes the 

scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the 

Draft EIR to analyze the outer boundaries of the impacts that could be produced across the range of 

Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario 

most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category. This "worst-case impact" approach complies 

with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project described in the 

Draft EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Sierra Club v. City of Orange, 163 Cal. App. 4Th 

523, 533, 78 Cal. Rptr. 3d 1, 3 (41
h Dist. 2008). 

The commenter then states that anything could be built at the Project Site, such as all restaurant uses. 

This is incorrect, as the Proposed Project provides a range of land uses consistent with the intent and 

overall goals of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, Community Plan, and Community Plan Update. 

Also, it should be noted that the Draft EIR does not propose a singular use development scenario. 

Instead, the project description, project objectives, impact analysis and alternatives analysis all clerly 

identify the Project as a mixed-used development. The comment implies that somehow, despite the clear 

mixed-use nature of the Project, the Draft EIR allows for a singular use project. The position is 

unsubstantiated for the reasons explained here. 

Also, providing solely restaurant uses, or strictly residential land uses, as suggested in the comment, 

would not further the goals and policies of the City and has not been proposed in the Draft EIR. Further, 

the Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area from the Concept 

Plan, the Residential Scenario, or the Commercial Scenario, as identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the 

maximum impact per environmental issue area is shown in Table I-1, in the Executive Summary of the 

Draft EIR has been adequately disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated. 

Comment No. 09-76 

The DEIR also states that "the potential need for the related projects to upgrade water lines to 

accommodate their water needs is site-specific and there is little, if any, relationship between the 

development of the Project and the related projects in relation to this issue as none of the related projects 

within the LADWP service area are located in proximity to the Project Site." (DEIR, p. IV.L.-1-20.) This 

is false. Immediately adjacent to the Project are the BL VD 6200 Project and the Yucca Condominium 
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Project, for example. The DEIR must analyze the immediate impacts of these projects and other related 

projects in close proximity. 

Response to Comment No. 09-76 

The Project analyzes the immediate impacts of projects and related projects in close proximity to the 

Project Site. Contrary to the commenter's statement that the DEIR did not analyze the BLVD 6200 

Project and Yucca Condominiums Project, these two projects are listed on the Draft EIR's related project 

list, as identified in Section III, Environmental Setting, Table III-1, Related Projects List. The comment 

also cites that the Project is "immediately adjacent" to the BL VD 6200 Project. However, the BL VD 

6200 Project is located over a block away and across Hollywood Boulevard to the South and across 

Argyle Boulevard to the East. While the Yucca Condominiums Project is located near the Project Site, 

the conclusion reached in the Draft EIR, that the potential need for the upgraded water service at each of 

the related projects will depend on the specific circumstances and activities at each site, remains the same. 

Comment No. 09-77 

L. The DEIR's Alternatives Analysis Fails to Comply with CEQA. 

1. The DEIR Does Not Provide a Reasonable and Legally Sufficient Range of Alternatives. 

The DEIR's Alternatives section provides several alternative projects, but all of them (with the obvious 

exception of the required "No Project" alternative) appear to have been provided as part of a proforma 

attempt to appear compliant with CEQA rather than to actually comply with CEQ A. In practice, the 

DEIR does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives to comply with CEQA's minimum requirements 

for alternatives analysis. Four out of the five development alternatives provide for 875,228 net square feet 

of development (reduced from the proposed Project's 1,166,970 net square feet). In other words, four out 

of the five development alternatives provide exactly the same development square footage, with almost 

exactly the same, if not worse, impacts to aesthetics, air quality (construction), cultural resources (had it 

been ' correctly identified as significant), and noise (construction) -key significant impacts of the 

Project. 14 With respects to AMDA's concerns about noise and vibration, for example, the DEIR has 

provided four alternatives that would not alleviate impacts on AMDA in the slightest. This is not a 

reasonable range of alternatives in legal compliance with CEQ A. 

14 
Although the DEIR does not identity the impacts as worse, the impacts are in actuality worse in some cases because the 

DEIR purposefully removed public benefits from the Alternatives to make them appear unattractive. The removal of 
public benefits from the alternatives in and of itself makes them completely unrealistic. The Applicant would be hard-put 
to find another 583,485 square foot-plus project with a 20-plus year development agreement that has previously been 
approved by the City and has not been required to provide public benefits similar to those that magically disappear from 
the various alternatives. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 74 

RL0022647 



EM18419 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Response to Comment No. 09-77 

The Draft EIR does provide a reasonable range of alternatives as well as justification as to why alternative 

sites and other development scenarios were considered but rejected. It should be noted that while an EIR 

must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not required to discuss every 

alternative to the Project. Instead, an EIR should present a "reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives." 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(a). The CEQA Guidelines do not establish ironclad rules 

relating to the range of alternatives to be discussed in an EIR. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 

Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576. Rather, the nature and scope of the alternatives studied in an EIR 

is governed by the rule ofreason. 14 Cal Code Regs § 15126.6(a). Under the rule ofreason, an EIR need 

discuss only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 14 Cal Code Regs § 15126.6(£). See 

California Native Plant Socy v City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 CA4th 957. Here, the Draft EIR analyzed 

five alternatives not including the No Project Alternative. The alternatives included two reduced density 

alternatives (4.5:1 and 3:1 FAR), a reduced height alternative, and two land use alternatives. The Draft 

EIR provides over 150 pages of analysis for these alternatives. In doing so, the Draft EIR has provided 

the decision makers with a diverse set of alternatives that allow for a reasoned choice between densities, 

heights, and land uses. The Draft EIR's range of alternatives is reasonable. 

In addition, as stated in Section VI, Alternatives to the Project, of the Draft EIR, the development of the 

Project Site at an FAR below 3: 1 would also be considered economically infeasible and was rejected from 

further environmental review because it is incapable of accomplishing the Applicant's development 

intentions and objectives for viable reuse of the Project Site. Also, such a development would result in 

environmental impacts similar to those identified for the Project and thus, would not substantially reduce 

or avoid the significant impacts that would occur under the Project. 

The reduced density mixed-use development at 3:1 FAR would include 583,485 square feet. While 

certain impacts would be reduced due to the comparably smaller development than the Project, the 

Alternative 3 was selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Due to a reduction in overall 

square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the Project 

Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 

providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. Specifically, with a reduced 

version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic intersection of Hollywood would remain a 

thriving commercial corridor for the community would not be fully realized, given the reduction in land 

uses proposed, because this alternative would not generate the density of residents and employees needed 

to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

This Alternative, with its reduced density when measured against the Project, would not maximize land 

use opportunities available. Alternative 3 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue 

to the City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity to the Hollywood Area 

when compared to the Project as proposed. 
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Regarding the level of impacts associated with the alternatives, the Draft EIR contains Table IV-70, 

which provides a summary analysis of how the Alternatives reduce impacts. Lead agencies are not 

precluded from presenting alternatives that would substantially reduce some impacts, but increase others. 

When these alternatives are included in an EIR, however, the EIR must discuss the alternative's 

significant impacts, although in less detail than is required for an analysis of the project's impacts. A 

matrix displaying the significant effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. 

See 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(d). The Draft EIRcomplies exactly with these CEQA requirements. 

Last, the alternatives selected for analysis in the Draft EIR were selected to comply with CEQA, as 

discussed above. The alternatives were not selected simply to alleviate impacts that could occur on 

AMDA. This methodology complies with CEQA as explain above and further discussed in response to 

Comment No. 09-78 below. 

Comment No. 09-78 

Likewise, all five of the development alternatives fail to either significantly reduce or eliminate the 

Project's significant impacts to areas such as aesthetics, transportation, and air quality. In fact, none of the 

alternatives completely eliminate a single significant impact. (As Table VI-70 of the DEIR demonstrates, 

despite the DEIR's identification of multiple significant and unavoidable impacts, not one impact was 

reduced to insignificance by a single alternative.) The DEIR's failure to eliminate a single significant 

impact makes little sense. For example, in connection with the reduced FAR alternative of 3: 1, the DEIR 

provides that "impacts related to focal view obstruction under Alternative 3 would be significant and 

unavoidable, similar to the impact identified under the Project." (DEIR, p. VI-44.) However, this 

alternative, which has 583,485 less square feet than the Project, and is on the same approximately 4.5 

acres, should have no difficulty reducing the focal view impact to a level less than significant. The DEIR 

could not conceivably provide substantial evidence in support of the proposition that there is no other 

place on the site to build, but on Vine Street, so as to block the view of the Capitol Records Tower from 

the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. Obviously, it is feasible to push a building back a bit after the 

total development envelope has shrunk by 583,485 square feet. AMDA can (and will, if necessary) 

provide several 583,485 square foot concept plans that would satisfy all the Project objectives and avoid 

significant impacts to focal views. 

Response to Comment No. 09-78 

The Project Objectives aims to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol 

Records Building and preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood 

Hills. While Alternative 3 would have less density, it would still create a development that could 

potentially create a focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Building, but to a lesser degree than the 

Project under the Development Regulations. This conclusion is based on the conservative approach that 

any substantial development on the Site has the potential to partially block views of the Capitol Records 

Building, depending on the vantage point. 
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The Lead Agency can select alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen one or more effects. 

(Emphasis added). See 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(c), which indicates that the Project alternatives do 

not have to eliminate all significant impacts, but must instead be capable of reducing significant impacts. 

The court in Sierra Club v City of Orange, 163 CA4th at 546 noted that for complex projects, "it is 

practically impossible to imagine an alternative that would provide substantial environmental advantages 

in all respects." As demonstrated in Table IV-70: Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts 

Under the Project Alternatives, the Draft EIR analyzes several alternatives that substantially lessen one or 

more environmental effects of the Project. In doing so, the Draft EIR's alternatives analysis complies 

with CEQA. 

Last, the commenter offers to provide plans that satisfy the objectives of the Project and avoids significant 

impacts. This portion of the comment provides an opinion with no supporting evidence. This comment is 

noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 09-79 

2. The DEIR Has Not, And Cannot, Show that A Further Reduced FAR Alternative 1s 

Infeasible. 

The DEIR states that development of the Project site at a density lower than a 3: 1 FAR was rejected for 

further review as an alternative to the Project because it would be economically infeasible and would not 

satisfy the project objectives. Given that the lowest FAR alternative evaluated in the DEIR is a large 

583,485 square foot project, yet City discretionary review would be triggered by Los Angeles Municipal 

Code Section 16.05 at a mere 50,000 square feet of nonresidential floor area (or 50 residential units), the 

DEIR's range of alternatives is far from reasonable. The DEIR has to evaluate a significantly reduced 

Project. This is especially so because, as stated above, the DEIR's alternatives fail to eliminate or 

significantly reduce the Project's significant impacts. With respect to a 3: 1 FAR project being infeasible 

in this area of Hollywood, this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other 

projects in the area have been built at less than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson at Hollywood Project on 

Highland and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace Project at Franklin and Gower). 

Given the presence of multiple buildings in the area built at less than a 3: 1 FAR, some of them quite 

recent, the DEIR must provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility. Financial data is 

critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely less profitable, since CEQA does 

not permit an alternative to be rejected on profitability grounds. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 

Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 ("The fact that an alternative may be ... less profitable is 

not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible."). The DEIR must provide specific 

evidence to support its finding of infeasibility. For example, in vacating an inadequate EIR and requiring 

the University of California to re-start the CEQA process, the Court stated that the University must 

"explain in meaningful detail in a new EIR a range of alternatives to the project and, if [found] to be 

infeasible, the reasons and facts that ... support its conclusion." Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 77 

RL0022650 



EM18422 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406. In short, the DEIR's statement that 

anything less than 3: 1 would be infeasible is completely conclusory, and must be supported with specific 

evidence and financial information. 

Response to Comment No. 09-79 

Generally, the comment states that the Draft EIR has not shown that a further reduced FAR alternative is 

infeasible, and claims that the Draft EIR improperly rejected an alternative that was lower density than 

the 3: 1 FAR alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR. CEQA allows the Lead Agency to consider and reject 

certain alternatives. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clearly states "an EIR need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to the project." In addition, Section 15126.6(d) provides that an EIR can 

"identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible during 

the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the Lead Agency's determination." Here, 

the Draft EIR complied exactly with these CEQA requirements. The Alternatives section (page VI-7) of 

the Draft EIR explains that a less-than-3: 1 FAR alternative was rejected from detailed review in the Draft 

EIR because such an alternative fails to meet the project objectives, is not considered economically 

feasible, and would not result in viable reuse of the Project Site. 

The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR range of alternatives is far from reasonable, and then 

demands that the Draft EIR evaluate a significantly reduced Project. While an EIR must describe a range 

of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not required to discuss every alternative to the Project. 

Instead, an EIR should present a "reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives." 14 Cal Code 

Regs § 15126.6(a). The CEQA Guidelines do not establish ironclad rules relating to the range of 

alternatives to be discussed in an EIR. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 

553, 576. Rather, the nature and scope of the alternatives studied in an EIR is governed by the rule of 

reason. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(a). Under the rule of reason, an EIR need discuss only those 

alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(±). See California Native 

Plant Socy v City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 CA4th 957. Here, the Draft EIR analyzed five alternatives 

not including the No Project Alternative. The alternatives included two reduced density alternatives 

(4.5:1and3:1 FAR), a reduced height alternative, and two land use alternatives. The Draft EIR provides 

over 150 pages of analysis for these alternatives. In doing so, the Draft EIR has provided the decision 

makers with a diverse set of alternatives that allow for a reasoned choice between densities, heights, and 

land uses. The Draft EIR's range of alternatives is reasonable. 

Next, the comment states that the Draft EIR's analysis of alternatives is not supported by substantial 

evidence. Specifically, the comment asserts that the Draft EIR must provide financial data to support a 

finding of economic infeasibility. The comment cites to the Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 

Regents of the University of California to support this claim. This claim, however, is misplaced and not 

supported by case law. In fact, in 2012 the Court of Appeal of California held that there is no requirement 

that the economic feasibility analysis be included in a Final EIR - much less a Draft EIR - so long as it 

was included in the administrative record. See The Flanders Foundation v. City a/Carmel-By-The-Sea et 
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al. (2012) 202 Cal.App. 4th 603, 619. In the Flanders case, the plaintiff asserted that the City was 

required to place the economic feasibility analysis in the Draft EIR rather than elsewhere in the 

administrative record. This is the same position taken by the comment. The court in Flanders, however, 

explained that the plaintiffs reliance on Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 

University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376 was misplaced because financial feasibility evidence was 

ultimately available for review before final consideration of the project. Therefore, it is clear that 

economic feasibility evidence is not required to be in the Draft EIR, as asserted in the comment. Here, 

the administrative record for the Project will contain adequate financial feasibility evidence regarding 

Project Alternatives prior to final consideration of the Project by the decision makers. 

Finally, the comment claims that the Draft EIR's statement that anything less than a 3:1- reduced-density 

alternative is infeasible is completely conclusory and unsupported by evidence. As explained above, the 

Draft EIR explains why a further-reduced-density alternative was rejected. In addition, the Draft EIR 

fully evaluates six alternatives to the Project that include varying uses, densities, and sizes of buildings to 

determine whether those alternatives satisfy the objectives of the Project, reduce environmental impacts, 

and are feasible. Therefore, the alternatives rejected from further consideration in the Draft EIR, as well 

as the range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, comply with applicable CEQA requirements. 

Comment No. 09-80 

3. The DEIR Must Include Footprint-Based Alternatives. 

Given the significant noise, air quality, and shade-shadow impacts on AMDA due in great part to the 

Project's footprint, which places the Project's most intensive construction directly adjacent to AMDA, the 

DEIR must consider footprint alternatives that would have the ability to significantly reduce, if not 

eliminate, many of the Project's significant impacts. None of the alternatives consider a setback from 

AMDA or less intense development around AMDA. There is little question that the Project site is large 

enough to permit flexibility for buffer areas and/or the relocation of the most intense development to other 

sections of the Project site. As none of the DEIR's alternatives mitigate noise, air quality, and shade

shadow impacts to AMDA, revised Project footprints that would significantly mitigate those impacts 

must be incorporated into the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-80 

As stated above in Response to Comments Nos. 09-12, 09-15, and 09-53, the commenter is offering their 

opinion that the Project would create significant impacts without any justifications for their claim. Please 

refer to Response to Comments Nos. 09-12, 09-15, and 09-53 above for additional information. With 

regard to the comment that the Project must incorporate an additional alternative that looks at a revised 

footprint area, the Project adequately proposes and studies a reasonable range of alternatives, as discussed 

above. While an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not required to 

discuss every alternative to the Project. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 09-77, 09-78, and 09-

79 above for more information. 
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Comment No. 09-81 

4. The Analysis of Each of the Alternatives is Highly Flawed. 

The critique of the DEIR's Project analysis is hereby applied by reference to all of the alternatives, which 

suffer from the same analytical problems. Since the alternative scenarios need to be redone in their 

entirety, there is no need to individually discuss the analysis for each of them. 

Response to Comment No. 09-81 

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 09-77, 09-78, and 09-79 above for more information on the 

analysis of Project Alternatives. The commenter provides an opinion on the Alternatives and does not 

discuss the adequacy of specific Alternatives. These comments will be forwarded the decision makers for 

their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 09-82 

III. CONCLUSION. 

We hope you agree that a project of this magnitude requires a thorough vetting of the issues with accurate 

information, thoughtful responses, and compliance with basic CEQA requirements. For the reasons set 

forth above, the numerous inadequacies in the DEIR require significant revisions and re-circulation of the 

DEIR. 

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-82 

This comment is a conclusion statement to their letter. The Draft EIR does not need to be revised and 

recirculated. The comment is noted for the records and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies. 
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LETTER NO. 59 - JORDON, DAVID 

David Jordon 

6230 Yucca LLC 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 59-1 

EM18425 

February 2013 

We are the owner of the property located at 6320 Yucca Avenue which is immediately adjacent to the 

proposed Millennium Hollywood project and would be one the properties most impacted by this massive 

project. Based on our preliminary evaluation, we are concerned that the DEIR does not adequately 

analyze the potential environmental impacts of the project and contains a number of inaccuracies and 

false assumptions that does not fully disclose all impacts. Moreover, we are concerned that the proposed 

project sets a dangerous precedent by proposing significantly more development than allowed for the 

project site under the updated Hollywood Community Plan which created maximum floor area parameters 

for the project site that are consistent with adjacent properties. Our concerns include, but are not limited 

to, the following: 

Response to Comment No. 59-1 

The comment is an introduction and states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential 

environmental impacts of the Project and contains a number of inaccuracies and false assumptions that 

does not fully disclose all impacts. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

With regard to the concern stated in the comment regarding more development than allowed in the 

Hollywood Community Plan Update, please see Section IV.G Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR 

for information regarding the Project's consistency with the Hollywood Community Plan Update. See 

Response to Comment 59-14 below for additional information regarding FAR and the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update. 

The subsequent comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies 

of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, below. 

Comment No. 59-2 

1. General Comments 

• The project description is unclear and seems intentionally nebulous. The DEIR is more akin to a 

programmatic EIR than a project EIR, in that it allows for an almost infinite number of use and 

square footage permutations, as well as different use distribution and site access schemes. It is 

impossible to understand the maximum build out scenario and how it impacts the community. An 
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accurate project description is fundamental to fulfilling the purpose of CEQA to inform the 

public. This project description fails in that regard. It should be redone and recirculated for 

public comment. 

• It is unclear whether the equivalence formula really considers all impact parameters. This lack of 

clarity disguises potentially significant impacts and obscures full and accurate public information 

about the project. 

Response to Comment No. 59-2 

The commenter asserts that the Project is not clear and seems intentionally nebulous. The Project 

Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. The proposed 

Project presents several scenarios with the provision that the final development may be any combination 

of the uses analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Project Description is stable and presents the information 

required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. It does not intend to be 

nebulous. 

As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on Page 11-21, "[t]hrough the analysis of 

the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario, 

further described below, this Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue 

area ... " Thus, the most intense impacts from each scenario represent the greatest environmental impacts 

permitted for any development scenario for the Project. This "worst-case impact envelope" approach 

complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project 

described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 

Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) 

(elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis comprehends all 

potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more broadly than the project actually approved). 

Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the 

Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. 

With regard to the portion of the comment that states that it is impossible to understand the maximum 

buildout and impacts, CEQA and the City of Los Angeles provide essential flexibility tools to applicants 

so that projects can respond to the ever-changing real estate market and needs of the Hollywood area. 

While flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 

siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all potential land uses, the 

maximum FAR (6: 1), and all potential environmental impacts. In addition to the identified development 

scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Equivalency Program would provide development 

flexibility so that the Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the 

build-out duration of the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged 

among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 

not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or 
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exceed the maximum FAR. 

It is the intent of the Equivalency Program to allow development flexibility with respect to the buildout of 

the Project. Specifically, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the 

Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 

the development. The City of Los Angeles has given developers a tool to allow the exchange of land uses 

among the permitted uses, so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not 

exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the 

maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). 

Development proposed through the Equivalency Program allows the Applicant to construct land uses and 

structures that are consistent with the growth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of 

construction. It does not allow the Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in 

the Draft EIR nor does it allow any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the 

analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential 

Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area. 

Comment No. 59-3 

• The Development Agreement is key information that is excluded from the DEIR. The applicant 

proposes that the development standards and regulations for the project are established in the 

Development Agreement which would serve as the regulatory document for future development. 

A Development Agreement is not a tool to create special development standards that in certain 

instances propose more lenient standards than the City's zoning code. What the applicant really 

wants is a Specific Plan approved via a Development Agreement which is not typically used for 

such purposes. If the applicant wants special regulations, the appropriate vehicle should be a 

Specific Plan which must be analyzed in the DEIR and available to the public for full review and 

comment. Failing to include the draft Development Agreement deprives the public of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 59-3 

The purpose of an EIR is to disclose, analyze and propose mitigation for the significant environmental 

impacts of a project, and alternatives to the project. Public Resources Code Section 21002.l(a). The 

impacts that must be assessed are those that alter the physical environment. Public Resources Code 

Section 21060.5. 

The CEQA Guidelines authorize an EIR to "incorporate by reference all or portions of another document 

which is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public." 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15150(a). 

The Guidelines provide that "incorporation by reference is most appropriate for including long, 

descriptive or technical materials that provide general background but do not contribute directly to the 

analysis of the problem at hand." 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15150(£) 
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The impacts that are to be analyzed in an EIR are those that result from the actual development of 

buildings, structures, infrastructure and other physical changes or improvements to existing conditions in 

the project area. The Development Agreement does not itself direct construction or improvements, but 

authorizes the project over a defined period of time and provides certainty by precluding further changes 

to the land use controls applicable to the project site over the term of the agreement. Accordingly, the 

Development Agreement is an appropriate document to incorporate by reference. 

The actual physical form of the Project and the dimensions of what changes will occur to the existing 

physical environment, are derived from the Development Regulations that the Project must comply with 

pursuant to the provisions of the Development Agreement. The Draft EIR clearly discloses the 

relationship between the Development Agreement and the Development Regulations. The text of the 

Draft EIR provides summaries of pertinent provisions from the Development Regulations in each section. 

To provide a comprehensive basis for analyzing potential Project development forms the Draft EIR 

includes the full text of the Development Regulations in an appendix. 

The CEQA Guidelines further provide that a document incorporated by reference "shall be made 

available to the public for inspection at a public place or public building" and "at a minimum, the 

incorporated document shall be made available to the public in an office of the lead agency in the county 

where the project would be carried out. . . . " 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15150(b). The Draft EIR complies 

with this Guideline, since the Draft EIR provides notice to the public on the first page of the Development 

Regulations appendix that the full text of the Development Agreement is on file with, and may be 

reviewed at, the offices of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning that is acting as the lead agency 

for the CEQA review of the Project. 

The CEQA Guidelines also provide that "where all or part of another document is incorporated by 

reference, the incorporated language shall be considered to be set forth in full as part of the text of the 

EIR." 14 Cal. Code. Regs Section 15150(a). The Development Agreement is therefore not omitted from 

the Draft EIR, but is properly included through incorporation by reference as expressly authorized by the 

CEQA Guidelines. 

A specific plan is not an appropriate means of authorizing the project. Essential to the feasibility of the 

project is the certainty and stability of the land use controls applicable to the site over the lengthy term 

required for financing, construction and occupancy of the proposed developments. While a specific plan 

may provide a set of detailed height, bulk and use parameters for an area as small as the project site, it is 

subject to modification or amendment at any time and would not meet this basic criteria for project 

viability. A Development Agreement is required to specify, among other terms of development, "the 

permitted uses of property, the density or intensity of use, [and] the maximum height and size of 

proposed buildings" Government Code Section 65865.2. The proposed Development Agreement for the 

project contains, through the Development Regulations, controls on each of these topics. 
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There is also no basis for the assertion in the comment that the Project should be authorized by a specific 

plan because it proposes more lenient standards than the City zoning code. To the extent that proposed 

development features require discretionary approvals pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code the 

Project entitlement applications make specific requests for these approvals, and each of these is listed in 

the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 59-4 

2. Aesthetics 

• The DEIR concludes that the proposed project would not create a significant shade and shadow 

impact. However, the shade and shadow study clearly shows that according to the City's 

significance criteria the project would result in a significant shade and shadow impact on our 

entitled residential project at 6230 Yucca. This is an undisclosed significant impact that requires 

recirculating the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 59-4 

This comment asserts that the Project would result in a significant shade and shadow impact upon a future 

but currently non-existing building at 6230 Yucca Street. Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 

requires that an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of 

the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is 

published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. 

This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead 

agency determines whether an impact is significant. 

As it may relate to the commenter's assertion that an entitled project should be considered a sensitive 

receptor, the Supreme Court has found that "the impacts of a proposed project are ordinarily to be 

compared to the actual environmental conditions existing at the time of CEQA analysis, rather than to 

allowable conditions defined by a plan or regulatory framework." (Communities for a Better 

Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 320-321 ). This line of 

authority includes cases where a plan or regulation allowed for greater development or more intense 

activity than had so far actually occurred, as well as cases where actual development or activity had, by 

the time CEQA analysis was begun, already exceeded that allowed under the existing regulations. In each 

of these decisions, the appellate court concluded the baseline for CEQA analysis must be the existing 

physical conditions in the affected area, that is, the real conditions on the ground rather than the level of 

development or activity that could or should have been present according to a plan or regulation. 

Applied here, at the time the environmental analysis for the Draft EIR commenced, the property at 6230 

Yucca Street was improved with the former KFWB Studio Building. The former KFWB Studio Building 

was subsequently demolished by the time the NOP was published, but remained unimproved. To date, 

the site still remains undeveloped. A vacant lot does not meet the stated criteria as defined in the LA 
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CEQA Thresholds Guide to be considered a sensitive receptor for purposes of assessing shade and 

shadow impacts notwithstanding the fact that development is permitted on the lot whether by right or by 

virtue of a specific approval. 

In accordance with the guidance set forth in the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, the criteria used to 

determine whether a particular land use should be considered a shadow sensitive uses should be based on 

the type of land use, the existing conditions of the subject property, and whether there appears to be a 

reasonable expectation for a significant amount of direct sunlight on the property. Although it is 

acknowledged that the property at 6230 Yucca Street is entitled for and proposed to be developed with a 

multi-story residential development, the site remains vacant and does not contain any residential land uses 

or occupants. Thus, the adjacent property does not contain any shade and shadow sensitive land uses. 

Furthermore, in the event the property at 6230 Yucca Street is developed with residential land uses in the 

future, the future inhabitants of this building would choose to reside in this location with the knowledge 

of the proposed Hollywood Millennium Project and its proposed building heights, and thus would not 

have a reasonable expectation for direct sunlight from the westerly and southerly facing units. The 

resulting shadows created by the Project would not constitute a significant environmental impact upon 

residential units. The resulting impact from the Project's shadow patterns would be no different than a 

north-facing unit in the same building that receives no direct sunlight throughout the day. Therefore, the 

Project's shade and shadow impacts upon this adjacent property are considered less than significant 

pursuant to the environmental baseline and the Project's potential impacts. 

Comment No. 59-5 

3. Air Quality 

• The project will result in significant long term operational ROG and NO impacts, yet the AQMP 

consistency analysis on p. IV.B.1-31 focuses only on CO. This obscures a significant impact 

from meaningful public input. 

Response to Comment No. 59-5 

Page IV.B.1-31 of the Draft EIR regarding the AQMP consistency analysis states, "[a]s discussed in 

more detail below, the Project would result in construction and operational air quality emissions that 

exceed the SCAQMD thresholds of significance at the project level." (Emphasis added.) The section that 

follows starting on page IV.B.1-35 provides eleven pages of analysis regarding the Project's ROG and 

NOx impacts that exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance and the mitigation provided. The record 

of comments received with ideas on further reductions to the Project's ROG and NOX emissions 

demonstrates that the City has received meaningful public input on the Project's air quality impacts and 

that there is a clear understanding of those impacts. In addition to the referenced section of the Draft 

EIR's ROG and NOx analysis, the AQMP consistency analysis also provides a discussion on both of the 

required criteria in determining a project's consistency with the AQMP. Specifically, the AQMP 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 6 

RL0022659 



EM18431 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

consistency analysis discusses the Project's regional operational air quality emissions, potential to create 

CO Hotspots, the Project's population, housing and employment impacts, consistency with SCAG's 

Compass Growth 2% strategy, and reductions in the Project's VMTs through locating density in an area 

currently served by public transit (i.e., the Hollywood and Vine Metro Red Line Station, Hollywood 

DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). In other words, the Draft EIR does not just focus 

on CO as claimed in the comment. 

Further analysis of the Project's consistency with the AQMP is found in the cumulative impact section on 

Draft EIR page IV.B.1-53 to 57. While the Draft EIR has accurately concluded that Project air quality 

emissions would, in fact, exceed the project level thresholds, the location and type of such development 

projects is equally relevant in determining whether the Project will be consistent with the goals and 

objectives of the AQMP. The Draft EIR focuses the Project's AQMP consistency analysis on these 

parameters. Specifically, page IV.B.1-31 and 32 state projects that are consistent with the projections of 

employment, population and housing forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent with 

the 2007 AQMP growth projections since the forecast assumptions by SCAG form the basis of the land 

use and transportation control portions of the 2007 AQMP. Accordingly, due to the Draft EIR's 

evaluation of the Project against the two criteria for consistency with regional plans and the regional 

AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, the Draft EIR appropriately analyzed the Project's consistency with 

the AQMP and correctly determined this impact to be less than significant. 

Comment No. 59-6 

• The construction assumptions are not spelled out clearly. Given the amount of excavation, the 

PMlO and PM2.5 emissions in Table IV. B-10 and IV.B-11 seem very low. 

Response to Comment No. 59-6 

The commenter states that construction assumptions are not spelled out clearly and that the emissions 

seem low. Pages IV.B.1-35 and IV.B.1-26 of the Draft EIR include a comprehensive discussion 

regarding the Project's construction assumptions utilized in the air quality impact analysis. Specifically, 

the analysis details the construction timeline for demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and 

building construction. In addition, the Draft EIR details the volume of demolition, soil export, and 

construction equipment fleet mixes that would occur for each construction phase, including the number of 

hours per day. 

Additionally, the total PM10 and PM25 emissions disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the 

Project's potential air quality emissions. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure B.1-1 ensures 

compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust, which would serve to reduce PM10 and PM25 dust 

emissions by as much as 61 % during the construction phases. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 7 

RL0022660 



EM18432 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Comment No. 59-7 

• The LST analysis on page IV.B.1-44 is based on the SCAQMD look up tables. These tables do 

not reflect the most current federal N02 thresholds. Thus, impacts may be understated. The 

impacts should be re-run according to the federal standards and publicly disclosed in a 

recirculated EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 59-7 

As disclosed in Appendix IV.B. l, Air Quality Data Sheets, to the Draft EIR, the Project's LST mass rates 

were adjusted for the revised federal N02 ambient air quality standard (0.10 ppm). 

Comment No. 59-8 

• There is no LSI analysis for operations. This failure obscures potentially significant impacts. 

LST analysis for operations is standard and is included in most City of Los Angeles EIRs. An 

LST analysis should be prepared and re-circulated for public review. 

Response to Comment No. 59-8 

As discussed on page IV.B.1-25 of the Draft EIR, the SCAQMD has developed LS Ts that are based on 

the amount of pounds of emissions per day that can be generated by a project that would cause or 

contribute to adverse localized air quality impacts. However, because the LST methodology is applicable 

to projects where emission sources occupy a fixed location, LST methodology would typically not apply 

to the operational phase of this Project because emissions are primarily generated by mobile sources 

traveling on local roadways over potentially large distances or areas. As discussed on page 1-3 of the 

SCAQMD's guidance document for Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in 

Size (February 2005), LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project if the project includes 

stationary sources or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site. 

For example, the LST methodology could apply to operational projects such as warehouse/transfer 

facilities. As the Project would include a mixed-use development and would not include long periods of 

motor vehicle queuing and idling at the Project Site, an operational analysis against the LST methodology 

is not applicable and thus was not included the Draft EIR. No further analysis is warranted or required by 

CEQA. 

Comment No. 59-9 

• The DEIR at page IV.B.1-52 claims that the project is substantially consistent with the CARB 

siting guidelines because most of the residential receptors would be located beyond 500 feet from 

the freeway. The project is either consistent or it is not. "Mostly consistent" implies that there 

are potentially significant impacts for some residential receptors. These impacts should be 

identified and the analysis recirculated. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-9 

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the existing health risks and ambient air quality conditions at the 

Project Site and surrounding area due to the proximity to the 101 Freeway. Page IV.B.1-52 of the Draft 

EIR states that approximately 98.6% of the Project's proposed development area would be located farther 

than 500 feet from the 101 Freeway. The Draft EIR does not imply that there would be potentially 

significant impacts to some residential receptors. Rather, the Draft EIR clearly identifies impacts on the 

Project from the existing air quality environment due to the 101 Freeway as significant and unavoidable. 

Specifically, page IV.B.1-53 of the Draft EIR states the Project Site is located in an existing ambient air 

quality environment that exceeds air quality standards due to heavy traffic on the 101 Freeway. 

It is important to note the CEQA does not require an analysis of the environment's impacts on a project. 

See response to Comment No. 08-2, which summarized the case law regarding this issue. In short, the 

purpose of CEQA is "not to protect proposed projects from the existing environment" (Baird v. County of 

Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464; Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5.) 

"[C]ourts have recognized that CEQA is not a weapon to be deployed against all possible development 

ills." (South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 

1614.) It has a limited role. "The Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the 

environment." (Id. at 17-1618.) "We agree with [SOCWA v. County of Orange], that the 

Guidelines [15126.2]. .. is not an example of an environmental effect caused by development, but instead 

is an example of an effect on the project caused by the environment. Contrary to Guidelines section 

15126.2, subdivision (a), we hold that an EIR need not identify or analyze such effects .... Although the 

Guidelines ordinarily are entitled to great weight, a Guidelines provision that is unauthorized under 

CEQA is invalid." (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 

4 74.)] Still, in good-faith, and as listed in responses to Comment Letter No. 08 from SCAQMD, the Final 

EIR includes additional mitigation measures to address air quality impacts caused by the existing air 

quality environment at the Project Site. 

In addition, the Draft EIR's air quality impact analysis is supported by an HRA, which has quantified and 

disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the Project Site location consistent with the 

recommendations of CARB and the Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an 

ambient air quality environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TA Cs that cannot be 

mitigated below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impacts associated with 

exposure to existing TA Cs were appropriately disclosed as significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR. 

Therefore, CEQA does not require recirculation of the air quality analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 59-10 

• The DEIR's conclusion of no significant impacts due to project related TAC emissions at page 

IV.B.1-52 is unsupported by any facts. As construction could occur until 2035 and thus expose 
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sensitive receptors to TACs over a long period, the DEIR should have included an HRA for 

construction emissions. 

Response to Comment No. 59-10 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR's conclusions regarding TAC emissions are unsupported. The 

Draft EIR contains an HRA in Appendix IV.B.3 that provides a detailed analysis of the health risks at the 

Project Site due to existing air quality conditions (see page 6 of the HRA). Regarding construction, and 

pursuant to the terms of the Development Agreement, construction may occur up to the year 2035, but 

that does not mean that construction activities would be continuous from now until 2035. Instead, the 

Draft EIR states (page 11-44) that the Project could be developed in one phase or a number of phases; and 

that in the in the event the Project is developed in one phase, construction could be complete in 

approximately 30-36 months. Accordingly, the Project does not propose long-term and continuous 

construction activities at the Project Site from breaking ground until 2035, but rather these activities could 

occur anytime between Project commencement and 2035. Thus, while the Project is seeking flexibility as 

to when the construction activities could occur, construction related TAC emissions would occur over 

short-term and intermediate periods. These types of Project construction activities do not warrant a health 

risk assessment because such assessments are based on exposure durations consisting of 30 to 70 years of 

continuous 24-hour a day, 7 days per week of activity. Nevertheless, an HRA was prepared to disclose 

potential health risks associated with Project Site air quality conditions. In summary, the Draft EIR 

includes that appropriate evidence (the HRA) and discloses impacts related to TACs at the Project Site. 

Comment No. 59-11 

• The mitigation measures, commencmg on page IV.B.1-60, are very limited and should be 

expanded to include, at a minimum: 

o All construction Tier 4 construction equipment should be used from 2015 on; 

o Non-VOC paints and finishes shall be used; 

o The project should install filters rated MERV 17 or higher; 

o The project should install cool roofs; 

o All outdoor lighting should be LED; 

o The project should maximize solar panel use; 

o The project should install DPM filters on all emergency generators; 

o The project should include EV charging stations and an alternative fuel station; and 
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o The project should use only alternative fuel maintenance equipment. 

Response to Comment No. 59-11 

It should be noted that the commenter does not raise a specific issue or challenge regarding the adequacy 

of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather generally suggests mitigation measures that could be 

applicable to the Project or any other project. In other words, the commenter has provided no nexus 

between the Project and the mitigation measures suggested. Granted, an EIR should respond to 

comments making specific suggestions for mitigating a significant impact unless the suggested mitigation 

is facially infeasible. An EIR need not, however, explain why suggested mitigation measures that are 

described in general terms and are not specific to the project are infeasible. Santa Clarita Org. for 

Planning the Env't v Citv o(Santa Clarita (2011) 197 CA4th 1042, 1055, 129 CR3d 183. Nonetheless, in 

good faith this response elaborates on additional air quality mitigation measures that have been added in 

the Final EIR based on specific comments regarding potential environmental impacts associated with the 

Project. For example, please see responses to Comments Nos. 08-2, 08-3, and 08-4, which set forth 

additional air quality mitigation in response to the comment letter submitted by SCAQMD. 

Comment No. 59-12 

4. Geology 

• The amount of export appears to be severely underestimated based on the proposed number of 

subterranean parking levels. Therefore, construction air quality, noise and traffic impacts may 

also be understated. An updated soil export analysis should be required for the Final EIR, and a 

mitigation measure should require a final export analysis prior to issuance of building permits 

because the analysis will be more accurate when based on construction-level detail drawings. If 

the soil export increases, subsequent environmental analysis should be required. 

Response to Comment No. 59-12 

Site grading would include excavating the West and the East Sites up to 6 levels below grade for the 

construction of subterranean parking garage levels and building foundations. As stated in the Draft EIR, 

it is estimated that the Project will require the export of approximately 333,515 cubic yards of soil during 

the excavation phase. The comment provides no evidence to support its claim that this export figure is 

inaccurate. The Draft EIR explains that excavation would occur for approximately 14 months and would 

involve the cut and fill of land to ensure the proper base and slope for the building foundations; and that 

in total, the Project would require approximately 333,515 cubic yards of soil to be hauled off-site. 

Additionally, the Draft EIR discloses that the construction phase includes the construction of the proposed 

buildings, connection of utilities to the buildings, laying irrigation for landscaping, architectural coatings, 

paving, and landscaping the Project Site. This phase would also include the removal of all trees, walls, 

fences, parking related facilities, and asphalt and concrete. In total, approximately 240 cubic yards of site 
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improvements and approximately 585 cubic yards of asphalt/concrete would be removed and hauled off

site. 

It should also be noted that in order to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level, the Project 

proposes mitigation measures D-1 and D-2 in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR. 

Specifically, these mitigation measures would require the Project Applicant to submit a final geotechnical 

report to the Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction work at the Project Site. 

Comment No. 59-13 

5. Hydrology 

• The project will require dewatering, which can induce settlement. However, the impacts on 

nearby fragile structures (Pantages, A val on, Capital Records echo chambers) are not addressed. 

There is no substantial evidence in the Draft EIR or its appendices to address the known potential 

impact of settlement from de-watering. 

Response to Comment No. 59-13 

The comment states that dewatering can induce settlement. However, the comment provides no evidence 

to support this technical claim. As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would include up to six levels of 

below-grade parking on the East Site and the West Site. Construction of the Project would require only 

temporary dewatering for the deep excavations for these below-grade parking structures. No permanent 

dewatering would be required since the subterranean parking structures would be designed and 

constructed to withstand hydrostatic pressure associated with groundwater. As discussed below, the 

hydrology and geotechnical studies prepared for the Draft EIR did not conclude that dewatering would 

induce settlement to the extent that there would be a significant impact. Thus, the comment is 

unsubstantiated. 

Additionally, the commenter states that the potential risk to neighboring structures from settlement caused 

by dewatering was not addressed. As discussed in Section IV.F, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 

Draft EIR, it is during the construction phase, particularly during deep excavations, that construction 

activities may extend below the ground water level and necessitate dewatering. These activities and their 

potential impacts to neighboring structures are discussed on Pages IV.F-16 through IV.F .21 of the Draft 

EIR. Further, these activities would be addressed via obtaining a permit from the City for the temporary 

discharge of dewatering effluent from the Project Site. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the Draft EIR contains Appendix D, Preliminary Geotechnical 

Engineering Study, which assessed geological and settlement conditions on the Project Site. In addition, 

the Geology and Soils and the Cultural Resources sections of the Draft EIR each contain a mitigation 

measure (C-2 and D-10, respectively) that requires an adjacent structure monitoring plan that ensures 

protection of adjacent historic structures. Those same sections of the Draft EIR (Section IV.C, Cultural 
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Resources, pages IV.C-29 to IV.C-33) analyze potential impacts to nearby historic structures. Thus, 

contrary to the commenter's statement, potential impacts were analyzed and supported with evidence. 

Comment No. 59-14 

6. Land Use 

• The updated Hollywood Community Plan, adopted only a few months, placed a Q condition on 

the project site that limits the maximum FAR to 4. 5: 1 which is consistent with surrounding 

properties. The proposed zone change and FAR of 6:1 is not compatible with the Community 

Plan and surrounding properties. This reduced FAR was adopted in part to reduce aesthetic and 

land use impacts resulting from incompatibly large developments. No substantial evidence 

supports the conclusion that the project is consistent with the updated Hollywood Community 

Plan. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-14 

With regards to the compatibility of the Project with the Hollywood Community Plan Update (the 

Update), substantial evidence exists in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR to demonstrate 

the Project's consistency with the Update. For example, see Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan 

Update Consistency Analysis, on pages IV.G-37-48, for a detail analysis of the compatibility of the 

Project with the relevant goals and policies of the Update. Further, a "Q" condition was placed on the 

Project Site pursuant to the Update. The "Q' condition does not regulate the Floor Area Ratio (FAR), the 

"Q" condition places a use restriction on the Project Site to prohibit residential use only. The Project is 

consistent with the "Q" condition because it is a mixed use project and would not have only a residential 

use. 

With respect to FAR, the C4-2D-SN zone corresponds with Height District No. 2. Pursuant to LAMC 

Section 12.21. l(A)(2), Height District No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6: 1 and does not specify a height 

restriction. However, the Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a 

"D" Development Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D'' 

Development Limitation restricted the floor area on the Project Site to three times the buildable area of 

the lot, or a FAR of 3: 1. The Update modified the "D" Development Limitation for the Project Site to 

increase the FAR from 3:1to4.5:1. The modified 'D" limitation in the Update also allows for a 6:1 FAR 

on the Project Site, provided that a project complies with a few conditions. While the Project Applicant 

is requesting that the City remove the "D" limitation from the Project Site', thereby resulting in a FAR of 

6:1, this is not inconsistent with the Update because the Update allows for a 6:1 FAR on the Project Site. 

Also, the zone change is consistent with the Update because the Project Site retains the Regional Center 

Commercial land use designation under the Update and the C2 zone (which is the requested zoning) is an 

allowable zone within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 

Comment No. 59-15 

• The project proposes supergraphic signage and states they are permitted in the Hollywood 

Signage Supplemental Use District. The Hollywood Signage SUD was amended which prohibits 

supergraphic signs . This error results in a significant land use impact because the purpose of the 

amended sign ordinance was to avoid the aesthetic environmental impact of supergraphic 

s1gnage. 

Response to Comment No. 59-15 

The commenter is correct that Ordinance 181,340 amended the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use 

District (SUD). The amended SUD does not allow for supergraphics. Nevertheless, the Project does not 

propose supergraphic signs .. Please refer to Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 

this Final EIR, for updated language regarding the Hollywood Signage SUD. Also, the proposed 

Development Regulations have been revised to reflect the amended ordinance, with which the Project will 
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comply. The revised text of the Development Regulation is also listed in Section IV, Corrections and 

Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. The revised page is also included on the following page. 
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Comment No. 59-16 

7. Noise 

• The vibration and noise analyses do not account for pile drivers, yet there is no prohibition 

against the use of such equipment (see, e.g., Table IV.H-7). Pile driving generates significant 

groundbome vibration. Impacts to sensitive receptors such as the Capital Records recording 

studios, therefore, are not adequately analyzed. 

Response to Comment No. 59-16 

It should be noted that the Project will not use pile drivers during construction. Also, please see 

Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, which discusses noise mitigation feasibility issues. In addition, 

Table IV.H-7 in the Draft EIR does not list the types of equipment or methods of construction proposed to 

be used for the Project, but provides a range of noise levels for certain types of equipment typically used 

in construction. To ensure the use of pile drivers is prohibited during construction, it is recommended 

that the following mitigation measure (MM H-12, below) be incorporated into the Additions and 

Correction Section of the Final EIR. This mitigation measure shall also be incorporated into the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) to ensure it is a binding condition of permissible 

construction activity. 

Mitigation Measure 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piles are permitted. 

Comment No. 59-17 

• The DEIR states at page IV.H.1-23 that the construction noise analysis uses the Commercial 

Scenario to assess noise impacts as this scenario will generate the most construction and 

operational noise. However, the DEIR does not explain why or include a quantitative analysis to 

demonstrate this. Therefore, no substantial evidence is included in the DEIR to support this 

conclusion. Noise is quantitative analysis and must be supported by quantitative evidence-not 

mere unsupported statements. 

Response to Comment No. 59-17 

The Draft EIR does include a quantitative analysis of construction noise impacts. See page IV.H.23 

regarding construction impacts and Tables IV.H.7 through IV.H-9, which provide quantitative noise 

levels during construction. That analysis is supported by evidence in Appendix H: Noise Data Sheets. It 

follows that the short-term construction noise and vibration impacts disclosed on the Draft EIR are 

correctly focused on the worst-case daily impacts. The Draft EIR estimated construction noise and 

vibration increases at adjacent land uses based on the worst-case daily mix of equipment and the type of 

construction activity. The Draft EIR explains why the Commercial Scenario was used on page IV.H-23 
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by stating that impacts under that scenario represent the maximum peak daily construction noise and 

vibration level for any of the permissible development scenarios. This statement should be taken with the 

understanding and context that the overall size of the Project's potential buildout would not alter the daily 

and peak noise and vibration impacts, but could alter the duration of the construction process. As 

explained in the Draft EIR, the thresholds of significance for construction noise and vibration are based 

on peak daily increases, and not total construction timeline. Accordingly, while the Project's overall 

construction timeline would have flexibility depending the size or scenario of the Project ultimately 

developed, the Draft EIR appropriately disclosed the worst-case daily construction noise and vibration 

impacts on adjacent land uses. 

Comment No. 59-18 

• The DEIR should require the use of noise curtains and reduced hours (especially in the p.m.) as 

feasible mitigation to reduce noise impacts on the Pantages and Avalon Theater. Limited hours 

would also be effective in reducing vibration impacts on these sensitive receptors. Noise curtains 

are a standard and feasible measure to reduce the severity of construction noise impacts. Thus the 

DEIR fails to include feasible mitigation to avoid or reduce the severity of impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 59-18 

The noise reduction actions described in the comment are in fact incorporated into the Project. Mitigation 

Measures H-1 through H-11 located on pages IV.H-43 through IV.H-45 of the Draft EIR include 

thorough and feasible mitigation strategies aimed at reducing construction noise and vibration impacts on 

adjacent land uses. Specifically, Mitigation Measures H-2 and H-10 limit construction hours and require 

construction schedule notifications, and Mitigation Measures H-5, H-6 and H-7 require the use of sound 

control curtains, muffling devices, and noise barriers. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility 

Assessment, which discusses noise mitigation feasibility issues. 

Comment No. 59-19 

• The impact conclusion regarding the Capitol Record's echo chambers at page IV.H.1-30 is not 

consistent with the analysis and conclusions of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR. The analysis in the 

Yucca Project EIR is substantial evidence that the conclusion in this DEIR is incorrect and 

understates potential impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 59-19 

The commenter claims that the impact conclusion in the Draft EIR regarding the Capitol Record's echo 

chambers is not consistent with the analysis and conclusions of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR and therefore, 

the conclusion in the Draft EIR is incorrect and understates potential impacts. It is critical to note that the 

6230 Yucca Project EIR and this Draft EIR are for different projects with different development 

characteristics and different environmental impact analyses. Simply stated, it is improper to assume (as 
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the comment has done) that two different projects would have the same CEQA analysis. Also note that 

the commenter does not cite any specific instances or facts that are inconsistent between the two EIRs. 

Nonetheless, in good-faith reasoned response an assessment of the two EIRs is summarized here. The 

noise and vibration analysis presented in the Draft EIR is substantially consistent with the analysis 

presented in the EIR for the 6230 Yucca Project, and where it differs, presents a more detailed and 

conservative analysis. Both EIRs identify the Capitol Records Building's echo chamber as being a 

sensitive land use with respect to noise and vibration impacts impacting the operations at the studios. 

Both EIR' s conclude that the construction activities would exceed the noise and vibration thresholds 

during construction and found that impact to be significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation. 

Where the analyses differ, is a result of the specific distances cited as it pertains to the active construction 

sites in relation to the Capitol Records Building's echo chambers. The 6230 Yucca Project EIR cited the 

location of the off-site Capitol Records echo chambers at distance of 75 feet to the southwest of that 

project site (see page IV.1-11 of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR). The Draft EIR cites a distance of 0.08 feet 

between the proposed construction area and the underground echo chambers, which are actually located 

on-site (see Tables IV.H-9 and IV.H-10 in the Draft EIR). The 6230 Yucca Project EIR found that the 

proposed construction activities would exceed the noise and vibration thresholds identified in the EIR, 

and concluded a significant unavoidable impact would occur. The 6230 Yucca Project EIR does not 

contain a specific calculation of the anticipated vibration levels at the Capitol Records Building's echo 

chambers. Rather, the vibration levels cited in the 6230 Yucca Project EIR were generic in nature (based 

on distances of 25, 50, 60, 75, and 100 feet) and are identified in Table IV-7, Vibration Source Levels for 

Construction Equipment. 

Similar information is presented in Table IV.H-10 on page IV.H-28 of the Draft EIR, though the metrics 

provided in Table IV.H-10 were reported in PPV (in/sec.) and RMS VdB. These metrics are further 

defined in the Draft EIR on page IV.H-21. Although not included in 6230 Yucca Project EIR, subsequent 

analysis was provided by Veneklasen Associates (April 9, 2008), and submitted into the administrative 

record, which noted more specifically that "[t]he expected vibration levels more than likely will be in the 

range of 80 to 90VdB which is 40 to 50 decibels above the existing ambient conditions." The detailed 

vibration analysis presented in the Draft EIR, which is based on 0.08 feet of separation as compared to 75 

feet, estimated the vibration levels to be 162.0 VdB in the vicinity of the Capitol Records Building's 

recording studios A, B, and C (See Table IV.H-11, Construction Groundbome Vibration Levels at 

Sensitive Land Uses - Human Annoyance Impacts on page IV.H-29 of the Draft EIR). For these reasons, 

among others, the Draft EIR presents a more detailed and conservative impact conclusion than the 6230 

Yucca Project EIR. For additional evidence of the difference between these projects related to noise 

impacts, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, which discusses the applicability of noise 

mitigation measures as related to the 6230 Yucca Project and the Project. 

Within this context, the Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration 

levels that could be experienced on adjacent land uses, including the Capitol Records Building's echo 
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chambers. Specifically, page IV.H-30 of the Draft EIR states that construction impacts would produce 

potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording 

operations. The Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment (i.e., 

the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers) were disclosed in the Draft EIR as 

significant and unavoidable. Please see response to Comment 81-18 and 19-6 for additional information 

regarding impacts on the echo chambers. 

Comment No. 59-20 

• Page IV .H.1-30 discloses vibration levels at the Pantages, Avalon Theater and the Art Deco 

storefronts of that exceed the building damage significance threshold by 3250%. The vibration 

levels at the echo chambers will be almost 4000 times beyond the significance threshold. The 

DEIR nonetheless concludes a less than significant impact with mitigation. However, Measure 

H-11 merely requires the applicant to perform all work in a manner that does not damage these 

structures, without explaining how this can be done. This vague mitigation measure is inadequate 

because it neither prescribes a specific measure nor sets a performance standard relative to 

damage. Furthermore, damage is not the only consideration. These uses are sensitive receptors 

because vibration can also cause disruption to their operation. The DEIR is devoid of adequate 

disruption analysis. The DEIR should include analysis demonstrating how such damage can be 

avoided, amended to adequately analyze potential disruption impacts, and then re-circulated for 

public review. 

Response to Comment No. 59-20 

The Draft EIR adequately addresses construction related vibration impacts both in terms of potential to 

damage buildings and in terms of human annoyance impacts (disruption to land use operations). With 

respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides a 

thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be 

mitigated to less than significant levels. 

With respect to human annoyance and potential disruption to adjacent land uses, page IV.H-29 of the 

Draft EIR states that because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 

receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundbome vibration 

impacts at off-site receptors 3, 8, 11, 16, and 17 would be significant and unavoidable. As such, the Draft 

EIR discloses impacts related to use and physical disturbance of identified resources. For reference, 

Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR identifies these receptors as multi-family residences, the Pantages 

Theater, the Avalon Theater (formerly the Hollywood Playhouse), the Capitol Records Building 

underground echo chamber, and the Capitol Records Recording Studios A, Band C. The Draft EIR then 

proposes mitigation for vibration related impacts. 

With respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides 

a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be 
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mitigated to less than significant levels. Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards 

for the adjacent structure monitoring plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that 

would mitigate a significant impact and that might be achieved in various ways . 14 Cal Code Regs 

§15126.4(a)(l)(B). If it is not practical to define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is 

prepared, the agency may defer formulation of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation 

measure describes the options that will be considered and identifies performance standards. See San 

Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 CA4th at 671; Endangered Habitats League, 131 CA4th at 794; Defend 

the Bav v Citv oflrvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261, 1275, 15 CR3d 176. 

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative since it does not rely on 

a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute qualitative 

commitment "not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures." 

Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring program, 

described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11. This program will, at a minimum, use licensed 

qualified experts to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal movement at elevation and 

lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and structures. As part of this commitment, "work will 

stop in the area of the affected building" if vibration or structural crack or movement thresholds are 

exceeded, and not resume until "measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building." In addition, 

the structure monitoring program must include "vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring 

points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent buildings from construction-related 

damage. In other words, Project construction activities must conform to the performance standards set in 

Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to structures. Thus, the Draft EIR has 

properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the Project. 

Comment No. 59-21 

• Table IV.H-13 shows a cumulative noise increase along Argyle between Yucca and Hollywood 

of over 3 dBA CNEL under the various development and access scenarios, but concludes that the 

impact will not be significant. However, the Pantages is located adjacent to this roadway 

segment, and at over 65 dBA the noise levels would be considered to be "clearly unacceptable" 

for this use. Therefore, the DEIR should have applied the more restrictive 3 dBA threshold and 

conclude the impact to be significant. This failure disguises a significant impact under the correct 

significance threshold. Applying the correct threshold would result in a significant impact. 

Therefore the DEIR should be corrected and this significant impact disclosed and recirculated for 

public review. 

Response to Comment No. 59-21 

As shown in Table IV.H-13 of the Draft EIR, the existing estimated noise level for the roadway segment 

of Argyle Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard is 65.5 dBA CNEL. The Pantages 

Theater, which fronts this roadway segment on the building's east side, is currently exposed to these 
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exterior noise levels which are considered "clearly unacceptable" for land use operations containing 

auditoriums, concert halls, and amphitheaters according to the information provided in Table IV.H-6 of 

the Draft EIR. In reviewing all possible development and access scenarios analyzed in Table IV.H-13 of 

the Draft EIR, the future year 2035 without project development scenarios could result in a noise level at 

this roadway segment of 68.3 dBA CNEL. 

Thus, the Pantages Theater is located along a roadway segment with noise levels that are already "clearly 

unacceptable" under existing conditions without the Project, and would continue to be subject to elevated 

and potentially incompatible noise levels without the Project in the future year 2035. These noise level 

increases would occur as a result of related projects and ambient growth unrelated to the Project. The 

Project's contribution to these noise level increases would be a maximum of 0.4 dBA CNEL under the 

Horizon Year 2035 With Project category for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario (No Vine 

Street Access). This increase would not exceed the 3.0 dBA threshold of significance for project level 

impacts. As such, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed the Project's potential operational roadway noise 

impacts and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 59-22 

8. Public Services 

• As there is no guarantee that the library fee imposed as mitigation will be used on local libraries, 

and no quantitative analysis showing that the amount will be sufficient to mitigate impacts even if 

spent locally, the DEIR should have found a significant impact. Any mitigation imposing a fee 

must show that the amount of the fee will reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels and 

further show that a mechanism is in place to use the funds for the prescribed mitigation. The 

mitigation in the DEIR fails to include either of these requirements. 

Response to Comment No. 59-22 

The commenter states that there is no guarantee that the library fee imposed as mitigation would be used 

by the libraries, however, as discussed to Section IV.J.5, Public Services - Libraries, of the Draft EIR, the 

Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) themselves have recommended that the Project Applicant pay $200 

per capita based on the projected residential population of the Project development to offset potential 

impacts from Project implementation. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft EIR. In accordance with Section 

15130(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a project's contribution to cumulative impacts is less than 

cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 

measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. 

Furthermore, according to the LAPL, the funds from these fees would be used for staff, books, computers, 

and other library materials. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft EIR. The commenter also states that the Draft 

EIR must show that a mechanism is in place to use the funds, however, does not provide why this is 

necessary per CEQA. Nevertheless, funding for specific branch projects is provided by bond measures 
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presented to voters. Additionally and separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute 

tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding of the operation of the 

LAPL system comes from the General Fund and fluctuates with City priorities . 

Comment No. 59-23 

• The DEIR does not acknowledge the significant cumulative impact regarding solid waste due to 

limited landfill capacity. A quantitative cumulative analysis of solid waste capacity is necessary 

and required. The draft EIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-23 

The commenter states that a cumulative significant impact would occur with regards to landfill capacity, 

however, the commenter fails to identify how or why this would occur. According to Section IV.L.3, 

Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR, the overall quantity of construction and 

demolition debris generated during the construction lifetime of the related projects, combined with the 

construction debris from the Project, would constitute approximately 0.4 percent of the remaining 

capacity of 9.4 million tons at Peck Road Gravel Pit, the inert waste landfill serving the County. Of the 

0.4 percent, the Project would represent 0.08 percent. Additionally, the EIR states that the Sunshine 

Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have a remaining available daily intake of 9,947 tons per day 

(tpd). The cumulative solid waste generation shown in Table IV.L.3-7 of Section IV.L.3, Utilities and 

Service Systems - Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR, would represent approximately 0.17 percent of the 

remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. As 

shown in the Draft EIR, the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have adequate capacity for 

the related projects and the Project, and there is no need to recirculate the Draft EIR, as the commenter 

notes. 

Comment No. 59-24 

9. Recreation 

• The DEIR does not acknowledge the significant cumulative impact on parks due to the shortfall 

in existing parkland per the City's standard. A quantitative cumulative analysis of parks and 

recreation impacts is necessary and required. The DEIR should be amended and recirculated with 

this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-24 

The commenter states that a cumulative significant impact would occur with regards to parkland, but fails 

to identify how or why this would occur. As discussed in Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and 

Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to 
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LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, respectively, based on the number of units proposed 

within a project to help offset potential project and cumulative environmental impacts . 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15130 subdivision (a)(3), a project's contribution to 

cumulative impacts is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund 

its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. The fees 

are established to be proportionate to a project's demand for recreation and park facilities, as the demands 

for such facilities are primarily based on residential population of a given area. As discussed in Section 

IV.J.4, Public Services-Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15130 subdivision (a)(3), the Project's impacts would not be considered cumulatively considerable, as 

these fees are mandatory and proportionate based the Project's residential density. See pages IV.J.4-16-

1 7. Thus, the Draft EIR does not need to be amended and recirculated. 

Comment No. 59-25 

10. Traffic 

• The project may include a significant amount of retail (the concept plan refers to 100 KSF) but 

there is no midday Saturday traffic analysis (retail uses tend to experience peak generation at that 

time) . This failure not only disguises a potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the 

standard established in other City EIRs. A quantitative analysis of weekend traffic impacts is 

necessary and required. The DEIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-25 

Although traffic impacts will be greater during peak commute hours, Saturday peak hour trip generation 

was calculated to respond to the comment and for further clarity. The Saturday peak hour trip generation 

was calculated using the same procedures as for the peak commute hour trip generation calculations in the 

Traffic Study. The peak hours of all Project uses were assumed to coincide (e.g. Saturday trips to the 

Health Club, Offices and Restaurants all peak at the same time) . The calculation shows that, even with 

conservative assumptions and using the Commercial Scenario, the net Project trips at area intersections 

would be 19% lower at the peak on Saturdays than PM peak commute hour during weekdays. See 

Appendix C, Saturday Project Trip Generation, attached hereto. 

Also, please see Response to Comment 09-48 for additional information. 

Comment No. 59-26 

• The existing traffic conditions in Table IV.K.1-3 show only one intersection operating at LOS E 

and none at LOS F. Recent EIRs for other projects (e.g., NBCU and Hollywood & Gower) show 

the same intersections to be much more congested, in some case three levels of service worse. 

These other EIRs are substantial evidence of more sever impacts than are disclosed in this EIR. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-26 

The comment states that recent EIRs for other projects show intersections to be more congested under 

existing conditions and thus there are more severe impacts than disclosed in the Draft EIR. The comment 

is not specific regarding the study intersections with which the Commenter is concerned. The traffic 

counts were conducted in 2011 during normal weekdays when the majority of schools were in session, as 

called for in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012. The traffic counts for the 

NBC Universal project, which is referred to by the Commenter, are from 2006 and the traffic counts for 

the Hollywood & Gower project, also referred to by the Commenter, are from 2007. Volumes can 

fluctuate over a 4-5 year period for a variety of reasons. Traffic counts taken in 2006 and 2007 are no 

longer current or accepted as accurate, and cannot be considered substantial evidence of more severe 

impacts than are disclosed in the Draft EIR. To reflect the most current traffic conditions, traffic counts 

are required by the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, to be collected within 2 

years from when the traffic study is initiated. As such, the traffic counts from those projects no longer 

accurately reflect traffic volumes at a given intersection. 

Comment No. 59-27 

• The internal capture rates in Table IV.K.1-4 lack support. LADOT relies on ITE studies from 

Florida from the early 90's. These studies are out dated and were limited to 3 land uses. The 

DEIR must justify the internal capture rates used to avoid undercounting trips. 

Response to Comment No. 59-27 

The Comment claims that the internal capture rates lack support and the Draft EIR must justify the 

internal capture rates. Trip reductions related to the Project are expected to occur as a result of "multi

purpose" or "internal" trips within the Project Site. Internal trips are most likely to occur at mixed-use 

developments containing a variety of uses. For example, residents, hotel guests and/or office workers are 

expected to use on-site retail, sports/fitness club and restaurants, reducing trips to and from a project. 

ITE studies provide the most reliable source for quantifying these trip generation adjustments . The ITE 

Trip Generation Manual (81
h Edition, 2008) was used for the Traffic Study. The studies used for the 

national publication have been determined to be appropriate for use in the City of Los Angeles. Based on 

the observed trip generation for mixed-use areas of Los Angeles and elsewhere, LADOT has for 

numerous traffic studies determined that internal trip making is an appropriate factor to be considered. 

However, to be conservative, the rates used in the Traffic Study and Draft EIR are lower than those 

recommended in the Trip Generation Manual. 

In order to further address the comment, data collected at Legacy Town Center (a mixed-use 

development) by the Texas A & M University, Texas Transportation Institute for the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHW A) -- Internal Trip Capture Estimator For Mixed-Use Developments, FHW A, 

February 2010 -- was compared to the Traffic Study assumptions. The following table compares the 
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FHW A study results with the Traffic Study assumptions for the support uses. (The residential and office 

uses internal trip calculations are based on balancing the support use trips rather than percentage 

assumptions.) 

FHWA Study 

Traffic AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Use Study Entering Entering Entering Entering 

Retail 15% 25% 37% 30% 61% 

Restaurant 15% 6% 9% 32% 34% 

Hotel 5% 3% 9% 36% 38% 

Sports/Fitness 15% NIA NIA NIA NIA 
Club1 

1 Not listed as a use for Legacy Town Center in the FHWA Study. 

The only comparison where the assumed average is above the measured average rate for a peak hour is 

restaurants during the AM peak hour. The AM peak hour for restaurants accounts for less than 1 % of the 

daily Project traffic while the PM peak hour accounts for over 8% of the daily Project traffic. The PM 

measured percentages from the FHW A study are over twice the assumed percentage in the Traffic Study. 

In summary, the FHW A study rates were measured within the last decade and the comparison table shows 

the assumed rates are conservative compared to the measured rates. This comparison confirms that the 

rates approved by LADOT and used in the Traffic Study are conservative. 

Comment No. 59-28 

• The table in the traffic study used to calculate the net project trips appears to use lower trip 

generation rates for residential and sports club uses than the ITE rates on which they were 

purportedly based (see also Table IV.K-5). This failure not only disguises a potentially 

significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs. A 

quantitative analysis of traffic impacts using the ITE rates is necessary and required. The draft 

EIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-28 

The comment asserts that lower trip generation rates than the ITE rates appear to be used to calculate the 

net project trips related to residential and sports club uses. The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR used ITE 

equations, not rates, for the residential and sports club uses. The ITE Trip Generation Manual provides 

trip generation equations and rates for Apartment as Land Use 220 and Health/Fitness Club as Land Use 

492. As shown in Appendix D of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR, the equations 
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(rather than the rates) from the ITE Trip Generation Manual were used for the traffic generation estimates 

for the residential and health club uses. The equations, instead of the rates, were selected and agreed to 

by LADOT because the coefficient of determination (R2
) value for the given equations exceeds 0.77 for 

both AM and PM peak hours, which demonstrate that the equations are a good fit for the Project data, and 

the values are within the range of the data. The high R2 value demonstrates that the equations are more 

reliable than rates given the Project component sizes are within the data range. See Response to 

Comment 81-11 for further clarification. As such the trip generation related to residential and sports club 

uses is considered appropriate, no potentially significant impacts are disguised, and the Draft EIR does 

not need to be amended and recirculated. 

Comment No. 59-29 

• Page IV .K.l-26 uses a single set of trip distribution assumptions, despite the fact that the mix of 

uses can vary dramatically under the equivalency program. It is likely that the individual land 

uses would have different distribution patterns, so that varying the overall mix would cause the 

distribution to change. Because the project description is vague and ambiguous as to the mix of 

uses, the DEIR is flawed by its failure to analyze traffic impacts under a similarly wide array of 

potential uses. 

Response to Comment No. 59-29 

As shown in Figures 5(a) to 5(c) of the Traffic Study, Appendix K.l of the Draft EIR, separate trip 

distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office Commercial components. Additional 

analysis of traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to 

clarify and amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by 

component trip distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrates that 

significant impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See 

Appendix E, Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis, attached hereto. 

Also, to further ensure that the development remains within the range of impacts analyzed, a separate AM 

and PM Trip Cap has been established. As such, the development to be built cannot exceed the peak AM 

trips studied or the peak PM trips studied. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-41 for additional 

information on the revised Trip Cap. 

Please also see Response to Comment Nos. 09-29, 09-32, and 09-34 for additional information. 

Comment No. 59-30 

Table IV.K.1-6 establishes a trip cap based on adding up a.m. and p.m. trip numbers for various uses. It is 

not appropriate to combine a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips, since the traffic impacts must be assessed 

separately for each peak hour under longstanding City methodology. This failure not only disguises a 

potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs. A 
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quantitative analysis of traffic impacts by separating am and pm peaks is necessary and required. The 

DEIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-30 

The comment states that it is not appropriate to combine am and pm peak hour trips for the trip cap since 

traffic impacts must be assessed separately for each peak hour under longstanding City methodology. 

First, the Traffic Study complies with the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012 and 

is thus consistent with longstanding City methodology. Further, the traffic impacts were assessed 

separately for AM and PM peak hours . Please see Table IV.K.1-14 for the Project traffic impacts under 

Existing (2011) conditions on pages IV.K.1-48-50 and Table IV.K.1-18 for the Project traffic impacts 

under Future (2020) conditions on page IV.K.1-75 t-77 of Section IV.K 1, Traffic-Transportation, of the 

Draft EIR. These tables show that each intersection was analyzed for both the AM and PM peak period 

separately for Existing (2011) Plus Project and Future (2020) Plus Project conditions. 

However, to further ensure that the development remains within the range of impacts analyzed, a separate 

AM and PM Trip Cap has been established. As such, the development to be built cannot exceed the peak 

AM trips studied or the peak PM trips studied. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-41 (AMDA) for 

additional information on the revised Trip Cap. 

Comment No. 59-31 

• Table IV .1.-7 uses light industrial trip rates as a proxy for construction traffic. This appears to be 

a novel first-time approach that no other City EIR has taken. This failure not only disguises a 

potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs. 

A quantitative analysis of construction traffic impacts by using passenger car equivalencies for 

each construction truck trip is necessary and required. The draft EIR should be amended and 

recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-31 

The comment states that the analysis of construction trips disguises potentially significant impacts, 

deviates from other City EIRs, and should analyze passenger car equivalencies for each construction truck 

trip. As shown in/on page IV.K.1-33 of Draft EIR passenger car equivalencies (PCE) of 2.5 were used 

for the construction truck trips. The ITE rate for Light Industrial use (LU 110) was used for construction 

employees as the commute patterns of construction workers also needs to be included in a construction 

analysis. Those trips would be similar to the typical industrial workers because the mode use and 

start/end times of the construction related work during construction periods are most similar to the Light 

Industrial uses. Therefore, the daily, AM and PM peak hour trip rates used for determining the Project's 

non delivery/haul vehicle trip generating potential per construction worker are considered to be 
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approximately the same or less than the per employee rates developed for Light Industrial uses and thus 

appropriate for use in the analysis 

As shown in Appendix D of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR, the summation of the 

construction work trips and the PCE conversion of the truck trips is lower than the Project build-out trip 

generation analyzed in the Traffic Study. As shown in the detailed intersection by intersection 

construction analysis, Appendix D, Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual 

Intersection Impact Analyses, attached hereto, the construction traffic would significantly impact fewer 

study intersections compared to the Project and no intersections not identified in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 59-32 

• It is not clear how the trip computation factors in Table IV .Kl-8 were derived. Moreover, it is 

unclear whether the analysis considers ballroom or meeting room space in the hotel. The 

vagueness of this analysis denies the public a meaningful opportunity to comment and disguises 

potentially significant impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 59-32 

The comment states that it is unclear how the trip computation factors in Table IV.K 1-8 were derived. 

The rates in Table IV.K 1-8 were developed based on Table 5, Project Trip Generation, in the Traffic 

Study, which is Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR. The rates take the adjustments for each individual use 

into account. 

The comment also states that it is unclear whether ballroom or meeting room space was considered in the 

analysis of the hotel use. The trip generation rates used for the Project's hotel uses were based on The 

ITE Trip Generation Manual, 81
h Edition, 2008, which includes the following definition for hotel uses on 

page 570: 

"Hotels are places of lodging that provide sleeping accommodation and supporting facilities such 

as restaurants, cocktail lounges, meeting and banquet rooms or convention facilities, limited 

recreational facilities (pool, fitness room), and/or other retail and service shops." 

The Project proposes standard ancillary facilities proportionate to the size of the hotel, which comply with 

the ITE Trip Generation code definition. Separate trip generation for hotel accessory uses is not 

considered appropriate. Thus, the analysis does not deny the public meaningful opportunity to comment 

and discloses potentially significant impacts. 

Comment No. 59-33 

• Pages IV .Kl-44 discloses long term lane closures during construction on Argyle, Vine, Ivar and 

Yucca, but finds a less than significant impact since the closures would not completely block all 
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traffic lanes in any direction. The DEIR should have found the impact to be significant due to the 

amount and duration of the lane closures. At a minimum, the DEIR should have considered 

whether the rerouting of traffic due to these closures would have significant impacts at local 

intersections. This failure not only disguises a potentially significant impact, but also deviates 

from the standard established in other City EIRs. A quantitative analysis of traffic impacts 

resulting from reducing traffic flow to one lane is necessary and required. The DEIR should be 

amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-33 

The temporary construction staging on the surrounding street segments will temporarily restrict the 

Project Site adjacent on-street parking, and the lay down area will not be in travel lanes. Rerouting of the 

current and future traffic is considered to be nominal due to the temporary nature of any restriction, the 

restriction mainly being limited to the on-street parking lane, and one travel lane being maintained in each 

direction at all times. Please refer to pages IV.K.1-38 and IV.K.1-39 of Section IV.K. l, Transportation -

Traffic, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the Project construction temporary roadway closures traffic 

impacts. 

Comment No. 59-34 

• Table IV.K.1-14 discloses significant impacts at the northern edge of the study area. The analysis 

should be expanded to confirm that there are no significantly impacts intersections beyond this 

edge. Whenever a significant impact occurs at the edge of the study area, that impact provides 

substantial evidence of potentially significant impacts outside the study area. The traffic study 

should be revised to a larger geographic area and recirculated. 

Response to Comment No. 59-34 

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR shows that there are significant impacts at the edge of the study 

area and thus the traffic study should be revised to a larger geographic area. As per standard City of Los 

Angeles procedures, the study area for the Traffic Study was selected in consultation with LADOT. The 

Traffic Study locations selected were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts may be 

significant and substantial. The locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical 

capacity constraints of the area roadway system. For the Hollywood area roadway system the capacity 

constraints are the freeway links and the signalized intersections. The more minor (STOP controlled) 

intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacity. In general, the northbound US-101 

Freeway ramps (or an associated intersection) form the northern boundary of the agreed-to study area. 

The Hollywood Freeway was selected as the northern boundary because most of the Project trips directed 

northward will utilize this facility, especially with limited surface routes to the north. The Project trips 

remaining on surface streets will be intercepted trips to and from the neighborhood areas rather than 

added trips. 
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The intersection of Franklin Avenue and Argyle Avenue/US- I 01 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp is one 

of two significantly impacted intersections located on the north edge of the study area. More than twice 

as many northbound Project trips will be turning left or right during the peak hours as will be traveling 

north from this intersection. In addition, as shown on the Figure IV.K.1-3 on page IV.K.1-17 for the AM 

peak hour and Figure IV.K.1-4 on page IV.K.1-19 of Section IV.K 1, Traffic-Transportation, of the Draft 

EIR, the counts collected for the Project show that the traffic along Argyle Avenue north of US-101 

Freeway is substantially lower than those south of the freeway - 361 versus 656 trips during AM peak 

hour and 276 versus 916 trips during PM peak hour. Therefore, the US-101 Freeway forms the study 

boundary as agreed-to with LADOT and significant impacts are not anticipated to occur beyond the 

boundary. 

The other intersection on the north study area boundary with a significant impact before mitigation is the 

intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (north). Cahuenga Boulevard provides a more 

direct route to the intersection to the north of Highland A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard. Thus, local 

traffic that is already on the local streets will use Highland A venue to the north. 

Further, conditions at the intersections to the north of the study area are addressed by the Project 

mitigation. The Signal System Upgrades and TDM measures will improve conditions throughout the 

area, including for the intersections to the north. Those measures will reduce the impacts at the 

intersection of Franklin A venue and Highland A venue (north) to less than significant and would have 

similar benefits at the intersections further north. To clarify the above and fully respond to the comment, 

an analysis of Project impacts at two additional intersections, Highland Avenue/Camrose Drive/Milner 

Road, and Argyle A venue/Vine Street/Dix Street, was conducted. (See Appendix E, Final EIR Added 

Intersection Analysis, attached hereto). These intersections were selected because they are the 

intersections (outside the study area) to the north of intersections found to be significantly impacted by 

Project traffic in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. This analysis concluded that the Project impacts 

would be less than significant at these locations. As such, there would not be significant impacts beyond 

the study area and the Traffic Study does not need to be revised and recirculated. 

Comment No. 59-35 

• The analysis relies on the TDM program in Mitigation Measure K.1.4 to reduce or avoid 

significant intersection impacts. This reliance is misplaced, since the Mitigation Measure does 

not establish any objective criteria to measure the success of the program or provide for 

corrective action if the trip reduction goals are not met. CEQA mitigation measures must be 

specific, setting forth specific measures and performance standards to justify the conclusion that 

the mitigation will reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Response to Comment No. 59-35 

The comment suggests that the TDM program does not set forth specific measures or performance 

standards. The specific details of the TDM program are included in the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K. l 
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of Draft EIR and provided on pages IV.K.1-87 of Section I, Introduction/Summary and IV.K.1-55 of 

Section IV.K. l of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 states in part that "[a] preliminary TDM 

program shall be prepared and provided for DOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit 

for the Project and a final TDM program approved by DOT is required prior to the issuance of the first 

certificate of occupancy for the Project." See page IV.K.1-55 of the Draft EIR. Not only is approval of 

the final program required prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, but 19 specific 

elements (e.g. parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales) are required in the TDM 

Program as listed on pages IV.K.1-55 through 56 of the Draft EIR. The final TDM Program will include 

all elements listed in Mitigation Measure K.1-4 and additional elements may be included to ensure that 

impacts are reduced. As such, the TDM program is set forth with specific detail and can be properly 

monitored by the City and LAD OT. 

Comment No. 59-36 

• Mitigation Measure K.1-12 allows for the granting of TCO's under certain circumstances where 

the mitigation measures are delayed. Since the TCO will allow the project to become operational 

before mitigation is in place, this could result in significant impacts that should have been 

disclosed. The DEIR should be revised and recirculated to include an analysis of impacts 

resulting from TCO's granted before relevant mitigation is in place. 

Response to Comment No. 59-36 

The comment states that because temporary certificates of occupancy (TCO) can be granted under certain 

circumstances where mitigation measures are delayed, the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated to 

provide an analysis of impacts related to the granting of a TCO. The comment presents a speculative and 

hypothetical circumstance of an event that may or may not occur in the future and CEQA does not require 

that type of analysis. 

Mitigation Measure K.1-12 states in part that ". . . Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 

improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles must be guaranteed 

through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits 

and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy 

may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Applicant, provided that, in each case, 

the Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT." This 

measure reflects both LADOT and City policy of allowing, if necessary, the Project to continue to be 

developed, if by reasons beyond control of the Project Applicant mitigation is not feasible at the time it is 

to be implemented. This does not relieve the Applicant from implementing such mitigation measure. The 

mitigation measure is still required to be implemented when feasible. CEQA requires existing conditions 

plus project impacts and cumulative impacts to be analyzed and disclosed in the EIR. The Traffic Study 

and traffic section of the Draft EIR contain these analyses and all significant impacts on traffic and 

transportation created by the Project are disclosed in the Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 59-37 

• The transit impact analysis in Table IV.K.1-17 fails to consider increased transit usage from 

related projects and ambient growth. Moreover, the analysis lumps all bus and rail lines together, 

rather than considering impacts on individual lines, which would allow a true analysis of peak 

directional demand. 

Response to Comment No. 59-37 

The comment suggests that the transit impact analysis failed to adequately analyze transit impacts from 

related projects and ambient growth. Unlike individual roadway capacity, the individual Transit Line 

capacity can be shifted between lines as demand shifts. Further, while the road capacity is near or 

exceeds the capacity in many instances, the analysis in the Draft EIR demonstrates that substantial transit 

capacity is available to the Project. The transit ridership growth from the related projects will not 

approach the capacity. Additionally, the transit impact analysis is based on the existing transit capacity 

without considering possible transit improvements to the area transit system. The additional capacity will 

help meet the growing area transit demand irrespective of the Project. Any capacity increases will further 

ensure that Project transit demand increases do not result in significant impacts and satisfy the area related 

projects transit demand. 

To clarify that there is adequate transit capacity for the Project and cumulative growth, the following 

comparison of the 2020 demand and the existing capacity was made. The table below contains the 

assumption that all Related Projects, within Yi mile of a Redline subway station, will generate transit trips 

at 15% of base traffic level, the same assumptions made for the Project. Even with that conservative 

assumption, less than half of the existing transit capacity would be used in 2020. 

Category 

Existing Ridership 

Ambient Growth 

Related Projects 

Project 

Total 

Transit Capacity 

Percent to be Used 
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AM Peak Hour 

1,162 

122 

1,714 

229 

3,226 

9,381 

34% 

PM Peak Hour 

1,422 

149 

2,199 

393 

4,163 

9,571 

43% 

Data Source/ Assumption 

(MT A Records) 

(1 % per year from 2010 to 2020) 

(15% of Auto Passenger Trips for 
Related Projects within 1.5 miles) 

(Traffic Study) 

(Traffic Study) 
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Therefore, further analysis is not required to provide substantial evidence that the Project impacts on the 

transit system are less than significant. 

Comment No. 59-38 

• In some case the project's incremental contribution at intersections varies between Table IV .K.1-

14 (20 11) and IV .K.1-18 (2020) (see, e.g., intersections 16 and 19). This error disguises 

potentially significant impacts and denies the public a meaningful opportunity to comment on 

potentially significant impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 59-38 

The comment states that the Project's incremental impacts at intersections vary between 2011 and 2020. 

This is true, but does not disguise potentially significant impacts because traffic volumes for each 

movement at each study intersection are expected to be different from year (2011) to year (2020) as 

explained below. Table IV.K.1-14 is based on existing (2011) traffic conditions and Table IV.K.1-21 are 

based on the future (2020) traffic conditions. As discussed on page 23 of Traffic Study in Appendix 

IV.K. l of the Draft EIR, the traffic analysis was performed through the use of established traffic 

engineering techniques. The methodology used in the Traffic Study for the analysis and evaluation of 

traffic operations at each study intersection is based on procedures for transportation planning analyses 

outlined in Circular Number 212 from the Transportation Research Board1
. Traffic volumes for each 

movement at each study intersection are expected to be different from year (2011) to year (2020), 

therefore, different critical movement pairs are expected for some intersections under existing and future 

conditions. For example, the westbound lefts and eastbound thru movements may determine the needed 

east-west signal phase length at an intersection in 2011. However, due to related projects' traffic, the 

eastbound lefts and westbound thru movements may instead be critical at that intersection in 2020. The 

numerical difference in the Project traffic impact reflects the CMA calculation methodology that is based 

on the critical movements and the degree to which the Project will add to them. Therefore, differences in 

Project impacts for existing and future conditions are considered reasonable and do not "disguise" 

potentially significant impacts. 

Comment No. 59-39 

• The analysis uses a 1 percent annual ambient growth factor between 2011 and 2020, but a lower 

factor (4.4% total) from 2020 to 2035. No justification is given for this deviation from the 

standard ambient growth rate of 1 percent through to the stated horizon date. 

1 Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, Circular Number 212, Transportation Research Board, Washington, 
D.C., 1980. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-39 

The comment states that there is no justification for the lower annual ambient growth factor between 2020 

and 2035. The 1 % ambient growth rate through 2020 was used per LADOT Traffic Study Policies and 

Procedures, May 2012. The additional 4.4% total ambient growth rate from 2020 to 2035 was based on 

Los Angeles County CMP guidelines, was agreed to be LADOT, and was added to reflect that the 

Development Agreement would extend beyond 2020. (See the West/Central Los Angeles area growth 

rate included in the Appendix D of the Guidelines for CMP Transportation Impact Analysis of Draft 2010 

Congestion Management Program). The recommended traffic growth factor from 2010 to 2035 is 4.4%. 

To be conservative, 4.4% was assumed in the Traffic Study as the growth rate from 2020 to 2035 based 

on the CMP guidelines, but the growth rate from 2011 to 2020 was not decreased to that level. Therefore, 

the ambient growth rates used were conservative and justified. 

Comment No. 59-40 

• Table IV.K.1.21 contains a number of inaccuracies in the With Project Plus Mitigation (i.e, 

minuses that should be pluses-see Intersections 2, 4, 14, 15, and 18). This error deprives the 

public a meaningful opportunity to comment on potential impacts. They should be corrected and 

recirculated for public review. 

Response to Comment No. 59-40 

The typographical errors have been corrected in the Final EIR in Table IV.K.1-21. Please see Section IV 

of this Final EIR, Corrections and Additions, for revised language. The correct values were included in 

the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K. l of Draft EIR and the inaccuracies, once corrected, do not show any 

additional significant impacts beyond those disclosed in the Draft EIR and thus there is no need for 

recirculation. 

Comment No. 59-41 

• The access analysis at page IV.K.1-114 concludes that there is no feasible mitigation to avoid the 

additional significant impact under the No Vine Street Access Scenario. In fact, there is an 

obvious mitigation-requiring access on Vine Street. It is insufficient to merely state that access 

on Vine Street is infeasible; substantial evidence must be included to show that it is truly 

infeasible rather than merely undesirable. 

Response to Comment No. 59-41 

The Draft EIR does not state that requiring access on Vine Street is infeasible. Both the With Vine Street 

Access and Without Vine Street Access scenarios are analyzed to provide a thorough review of the 

potential Project significant traffic impacts under each access option. The Draft EIR does not state that 

requiring access on Vine Street is infeasible and neither access option has been declared "infeasible". 
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Rather, the LADOT Manual of Policies and Procedures section on Driveway Design states that the 

driveways should be "located on the street with the least traffic volume, when there is a choice." (Sub

section V. Driveway Location Planning) . Further, restricting Vine Street access is being considered as a 

general City policy. As such, the Draft EIR analyzes both access options and reflects existing policy and 

the ongoing policy consideration. 

Comment No. 59-42 

Page IV.K.1-128 provides that contributions to Signal System Upgrades should be made proportional to 

each phase's trip generation value. This could result in undisclosed significant impacts, since the DEIR 

relies upon the improvements to mitigate otherwise significant impacts, and the signal upgrades only 

provide the full benefit on a system-wide basis. Thus, the funding should be paid up front to avoid the 

impacts as assumed in the DEIR. Fair-share contributions only provide adequate mitigation when there is 

substantial evidence that that the mitigation measure will ultimately be fully funded and implemented. 

Furthermore, until the mitigation measure is fully operational, project impacts will remain significant. 

This impact may be temporary, but the duration of the significant impact is irrelevant. The DEIR, 

therefore, fails to disclose the significant impact that will occur until the Signal System Upgrades are in 

place. 

Response to Comment No. 59-42 

The comment states that the Signal System Upgrades (Upgrades) should all be paid up front; otherwise 

traffic impacts could temporarily remain significant. As discussed on pages IV.K.1-128 through IV.K.1-

129, of the Draft EIR, the mitigation triggers are intended to implement traffic mitigations prior to the 

Project trips generated that would create the impacts. In regard to the Upgrades, the Project Applicant 

must install the Upgrades prior to any Certificate of Occupancy being granted for the Project or LADOT 

may instead choose for the Project Applicant to pay a fee for LADOT to implement the Upgrades. The 

fee would be paid proportional to each phase of the Project's trip generation or if the entire Project was 

constructed at once, the fee would be paid in its entirety prior to the issuance of any Certificate of 

Occupancy for the Project. Making the payment proportional to the trip generation per phase of the 

Project will ensure that there are not any significant impacts that remain significant until full 

implementation of the Upgrades. Further, the signal system has already been substantially upgraded by 

the City through ATSAC and ATCS improvements. The Upgrades mitigation represents the next 

generation of the upgrades to the signal system. As with the ATSAC and ATCS systems, the Upgrades 

will be implemented on an incremental basis, with critical corridors receiving the highest priority to 

maximize the benefit to the area, which would be decided by the City. Therefore, the payments and 

upgrade installations can be balanced with the Project traffic impacts . The impacts will increase as more 

of the Project is constructed and occupied. Implementation of a portion of the mitigation based on the trip 

generation of a particular phase of the Project, for example, the Upgrades to signal systems closest to the 

Project Site, will address the impacts of a portion of the Project. As such, the Draft EIR fully discloses all 

significant traffic impacts. 
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Comment No. 59-43 

Based on the above, the DEIR analysis does not adequately analyze the potential impacts of the project 

and must be revised and recirculated for further public review and comment. 

Response to Comment No. 59-43 

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that 

the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The 

previous comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the 

Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, above. 
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LETTER NO. 81 - REZNIK, BENJAMIN (#2) 

Benjamin M. Reznik 

J effer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, ]1h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 81-1 

On behalf of the HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC ("HEI/GC") and the Hollywood & 

Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, respectively, of the W 

Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90028 (the "W 

Residences"), we provide the following public comment regarding the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project"), prepared by the City of Los 

Angeles (the "City"). 

On May 31, 2011, HEI/GC submitted a public comment letter regarding the scoping of the EIR for the 

Project. After review of the DEIR, we have several concerns about the Project and the accompanying 

environmental analysis, because the DEIR fails to fully evaluate the issues identified in this letter, and 

fails to properly analyze several additional issues relating to: project description, land use, aesthetics, 

parking, air quality, school and library services, parkland, historic resources, noise, landfill capacity and 

growth inducing impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 81-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts 

of the Project and contains a number of inaccuracies and false assumptions that does not fully disclose all 

impacts. The subsequent comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived 

inadequacies of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, below. 

Comment No. 81-2 

I. The DEIR Does Not Contain a Stable, Accurate, and Finite Project Description, Precluding 

an Understanding of What the Project Actually Contains. 

The DEIR contains an amorphous, confusing, and wholly unstable Project Description, which amounts in 

essence to a zone change with no definite proposal to accompany it. An "accurate, stable, and finite 
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project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR." San Joaquin Raptor 

Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4th 645, 655 (2007) ("San Joaquin Raptor II), quoting 

County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal App. 3d 185, 193 (1977). Furthermore, "[a}n accurate 

Project Description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a 

proposed activity." Silveira v. Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary Dist., 54 Cal. App. 4th 980, 990 (1997). 

Therefore, an inaccurate or incomplete project description renders the analysis of environmental effects 

inherently unreliable, in tum rendering impossible any evaluation of the benefits of the Project in light of 

its significant effects. Although extensive detail is not necessarily required, a DEIR must describe a 

project not only with sufficient detail, but also with sufficient accuracy, to permit informed decision

making. See CEQA Guidelines§ 15124. 

Response to Comment No. 81-2 

The comment states case law regarding the adequacy of project descriptions cites the CEQA Guidelines 

and contends that the project description is unstable and "amounts in essence to a zone change with no 

definite proposal to accompany it." An EIR requires an accurate and stable project description as 

described by the Commenter. This does not mean, however, that the project description must be rigid or 

inflexible. "The CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise 

mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge during the investigation 

evoking revision of the original proposal." County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71Cal.App.3d185, 199 

(1977). While the proposed Project presents several design scenarios with the provision that the final 

development may be any combination of the designs analyzed in the Draft EIR, the Project Description is 

stable and presents the information required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental 

review. The Project Description, provided in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, contains 

the required contents set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, which was cited by the 

Commenter. 

Specifically, Section 15124(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "The precise location and boundaries of 

the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the 

project shall also appear on a regional map." Consistent with these requirements, Figure Il-1 on page Il-3 

of Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR depicts the regional vicinity of the Project Site, Figure 

Il-5 on page Il-17 and Figure Il-6 on page Il-19 provide Photo Location Maps of the Project Site, Figure 

Il-7 on page Il-25 provides a site plan of the Project Site, and Figure Il-2 on page Il-2 provides an aerial 

view of the Project Site and its environs. 

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A statement of objectives sought by the proposed 

project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of 

alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of 

overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying 

purpose of the project." Pages Il-44 through Il-48 of Subsection D, in Section II, Project Description, of 

the Draft EIR discusses the Project Objectives. In addition, as stated on page Il-44, "The underlying 
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purpose of the Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed

use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for 

creative development consistent with the priorities of the City's urban land use policies for Hollywood 

and those expressed by various stakeholders." 

Section 15124(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A general description of the project's technical, 

economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and 

supporting public service facilities ." Pages Il-15 through Il-44 of Section II, Project Description, 

provides a discussion of the project's characteristics. 

Section 15124(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A statement briefly describing the intended uses of 

the EIR". Pages Il-49 through Il-50 of Subsection E, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR 

provides a discussion of the "Intended Uses of the EIR." 

Based on the above, the Project Description in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and 

accurately describes the Proposed Project in an appropriate level of detail for evaluation and review of 

environmental impacts. Specifically, the EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact analysis for each 

category of impact. For each category, the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. 

Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that 

comprehends all of the impacts of the range of Project build-out combinations. For a given 

environmental category, the EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that 

category. 

This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of 

Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the 

contrary, CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project .. . should not supply 

extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry 

Creek Citizens Coalition v. County a/Tulare, 70 Cal.App.41
h 20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies 

CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not 

required). Therefore, the Project Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result 

from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single 

project. 

Comment No. 81-3 
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The DEIR fails to meet this foundational requirement and, ultimately, provides only the most basic 

understanding of what the Project entails. In fact, the only clear aspects of the Project are the doubling of 

the currently permitted floor area ratio to allow development of about 1.2 million square feet (''s.f.") of 

some combination of uses, of which about 1.1 million s.f.an amount approximately equivalent to the 

Staples Center--comprises new development. Also, development of the Project would presumably occur 

sometime before the 2035 horizon year of the requested development agreement ("D.A."). The purported 

equivalency program and development regulations represent little more than a jumbled amalgam of 

different Project characteristics, different aspects of which are evaluated depending on the environmental 

issue area. A project description that allows anything is a project description that clarifies nothing. 

Response to Comment No. 81-3 

The comment is in regard to the adequacy of the Project Description under CEQA. The Project 

Description, provided in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR contains the required contents 

set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. See Response to Comment No. 81-2 above for a 

detailed assessment of the adequacy of the Project Description under CEQA. 

Further, as described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on Page Il-21, "[t]hrough the 

analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential 

Scenario, further described below, this Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each 

environmental issue area ... " Thus, the most intense impacts from each scenario represent the greatest 

environmental impacts permitted for any development scenario for the Project. This "worst-case impact 

envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies 

from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Dusekv. Redevelopment 

Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 

190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis 

comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more broadly than the project 

actually approved). 

With respect to the Equivalency Program, as described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft 

EIR, it does not allow the Project Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the 

Draft EIR. Further, it does not allow for development beyond the maximum impacts disclosed in the 

Draft EIR. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area from 

the Concept Plan, the Residential Scenario, or the Commercial Scenario. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 4 

RL0022694 



EM18466 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

The Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in 

the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would 

begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall 

include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed. The 

supporting documentation would also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed 

Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 81-4 

For instance, the EIR includes a basic "Concept Plan," as well as two additional scenarios-the so-called 

Commercial and Residential Scenarios. (DEIR, pp. 23, 27-28) However, further reading soon clarifies 

that these scenarios are merely three among many, as uses, floor area, and parking may be transferred 

between the two halves of the Project site. Moreover, as illustrated in the purported "Development 

Regulations," the only guarantees provided with respect to massing are a 150-foot-tall podium on each 

half of the Project site, above which any number of development configurations could occur. 

Development above the podium could result in towers or large, blocky structures ranging in height from 

220 to 585 feet, 1 dwarfing the 151-foot-tall (including the spire) Capitol Records Building and potentially 

displacing the Century Plaza Towers as the tallest buildings outside of downtown Los Angeles. Or, as the 

building envelopes illustrated in the Development Regulations indicate, two massive walls of 

development more akin to the Las Vegas Strip's Planet Hollywood than to Hollywood Boulevard. 

Despite representations throughout the DEIR that the Development Regulations would guide and limit 

development, avoiding environmental impacts, the Development Regulations provide large building 

envelopes and a number of broad generalities masquerading as standards. For example, Section 6.2 

(Street Walls) only encourages architectural elements to reduce the apparent massing of the inevitable 

monolith: it requires nothing. Similarly, section 6.6.1.f provides that windows be recessed, except where 

"inappropriate." Section 7.1.1 provides that the towers shall not appear "overwrought" and shall have 

"big, simple moves": how can 600-foot-tall structures not appear "overwrought" in comparison to 

adjacent development less than one third its height? 2 

Response to Comment No. 81-4 

The comment raises concern that the Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and Residential Scenario are 

merely three among many uses, floor area, and parking, which may be transferred between the two halves 

of the Project Site. While flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to 

particular land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all potential 

land uses, the maximum FAR (6:1), and the range of parking that would be provided. A conceptual plan 

was prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements 

1 By way of comparison, the Ritz Carlton at L.A. Live is 653 feet tall; the Century Plaza Towers are 571 feet tall. 

2 Particularly instructive in this regard is the acknowledgement in the Development Regulations that the "historic datum" 
for the community is 150 feet. See Development Regulations, § 7 .1.5. Thus, this development would, even under the 
most charitable reading, dwmj the surrounding neighborhood 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 5 

RL0022695 



EM18467 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

the Development Agreement land use and development standards. The Concept Plan provides an 

illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the 

Development Agreement. Two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential 

Scenario were also prepared and analyzed. Through the analysis of the Concept Plan, the Commercial 

Scenario and the Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each 

environmental issue area. These maximum potential impacts per environmental issue area across all three 

plans form the greatest environmental impact permitted for any development scenario for the Project. In 

addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Equivalency 

Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could respond to the growth of 

Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the development. Land uses to be 

developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of 

the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental 

impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. 

To respond to the commenter's statement that two massive walls of development will be built, it is well 

recognized that there is a large range of aesthetic characteristics and contrasts (including height) within 

the City of Los Angeles. This also applies to the existing aesthetic conditions surrounding the Project 

Site in the Hollywood community of Los Angeles, which consists primarily of surface parking lots, low

scale construction, and surrounding larger urban structures. The proposed structures could range from 

approximately 220 to 585 feet high, assuming they are built to the maximum height limit established in 

the Development Regulations. Heights up to 585 feet are allowed by right on the Project Site, as there are 

no zoning or other regulations that place height limits on the Project Site. From most vantage points the 

Project's towers would occupy the skyline and contribute to the urban form. 

The visual character existing today at and around the Project Site is one of an urban landscape with a 

mixed-use nature and a variety of different heights and massing. As noted in the Draft EIR, there is 

minimal thematic or consistent visual character that defines either the Project Site or the surrounding 

aesthetic environment. Instead, the area is characterized by a variety of commercial, office, hotel, and 

mixed-use urban structures that range from historic mid-rise architecture to modern glass tower buildings 

with advertising signage. 

The comment contends that the Development Regulations only provide broad generalities and provided a 

few examples . While the Development Regulations do provide some recommendations, the majority are 

requirements that guide and limit development. For example, Section 6.2, cited in the comment, requires 

the street wall to be articulated "to create a sense of different uses, visual uses and orientation." It also 

requires the street wall to "have proportions and architectural building details which emphasize and 

reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian environment." Section 6.6.1, also cited in the 

comment, provides a number of requirements and limits including, but not limited to, the use of 

"sustainable materials," rooftop mechanical equipment is required to be screened and the screening "shall 

be designed to be integral with the building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized." 
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The comment also cites Section 7 .1.1, and questions, "how can 600-foot-tall structures not appear 

"overwrought" in comparison to adjacent development less than one third its height?" First, Section 

7.1.1, requires that "[t]owers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear 

slender." Second, Section 7.1.2, the section containing the term overwrought states in part that "[t]owers 

shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry ... [and] shall not appear overwrought or to have 

over manipulated-manipulated elements" As such, "overwrought" is not related to height, but rather 

related to the idea of a sleek tower as opposed to an overcomplicated or overly ornate tower. 

Comment No. 81-5 

Further, the purported Equivalency Program and Development Regulations allow development of a nearly 

infinite number of development mixes, ranging anywhere from nearly over 900 residential units (rental or 

owned) to none, anywhere from over 200 hotel rooms to none, and 215,000 s.f. or more of office uses. 

Other uses, such as restaurants and health/fitness clubs are listed, but may or may not appear in the final 

development. 

Response to Comment No. 81-5 

It is the overall intent of the Equivalency Program to allow development flexibility with respect to the 

buildout of the Project. Specifically, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so 

that the Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out 

duration of the development. The City of Los Angeles has given developers a tool to allow the exchange 

of land uses among the permitted uses, so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied 

and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR or 

exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). 

Development proposed through the Equivalency Program allows the Applicant to construct land uses and 

structures that are consistent with the growth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of 

construction. It does not allow the Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in 

the Draft EIR nor does it allow any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the 

analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential 

Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area. 

Procedurally, the Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures 

set forth in the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency 

Program would begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. 

This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed. The supporting documentation would also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that 

the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in 

the Draft EIR. 

This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 
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approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of 

Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary, 

CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply extensive 

detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry Creek 

Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal.App.41
h 20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies 

CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not 

required). Therefore, the Project Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result 

from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single 

project.] 

Comment No. 81-6 

Thus, the project description fails not only to provide any meaningful description of the actually proposed 

development, but also, by using only generalities in terms of square footages, fails to provide any 

information about the actual uses planned for the Project site. As stated above, residential units could 

comprise rental units or for-sale units. 

Response to Comment No. 81-6 

The commenter asserts that the Project Description fails to provide information about actual uses for the 

Project. As stated earlier, in the Response to Comment No. 81-2, the Proposed Project presents several 

design scenarios, with the provision that the final development maybe any combination of the designs 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. CEQA and the City of Los Angeles provide essential flexibility tools to 

applicants so that Projects can respond to the ever-changing real estate market and needs of the 

Hollywood area. Even though the defined Concept Plan presented in the Draft EIR represents only one 

scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement, overall flexibility is 

contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, and massing 

characteristics. In addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed 

Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could respond to the 

growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the development. Land uses 

to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the 

limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of 

environmental impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. 

Procedurally, the Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures 

set forth in the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency 

Program would begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. 
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This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed. The supporting documentation would also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that 

the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in 

the Draft EIR. 

This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of 

Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Comment No. 81-7 

The requested entitlements also include a conditional use permit for alcoholic beverage sales though, 

consistent with the rest of the project description, the DEIR fails to provide any specific information on 

this point (will the contemplated roof-top cafe (if the tower exceeds 550 feet in height), or other spaces, 

include alcohol service?). To the extent the Applicant has any specific plans for specialized uses that 

might occur on-site, the DEIR must describe those plans. See Bakers.field Citizens for Local Control v. 

City of Bakers.field, 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1213 (2004) ("[T]o simply state as did the ... EIR that 'no 

stores have been identified' without disclosing the type of retailers envisioned ... is not only misleading 

and inaccurate, but hints at mendacity."). The actual uses of the site could alter the impact analysis and, 

as described in more detail below, the significant omissions in the DEIR either prevent or obscure key 

impact analyses. As the project description stands, the community and decision-makers are simply left to 

wonder as to what the Applicant would ultimately construct and precisely what would occupy that square 

footage. Furthermore, changes to the Project would occur with the Applicant "filing a request," but no 

further detail is provided regarding the level of review and how the Project would achieve compliance 

with CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 81-7 

The comment states that specific information regarding the conditional use permit for alcohol sales was 

not included in the Draft EIR and to the extent that "any specific plans for specialized uses that might 

occur on-site," the Draft EIR must describe those plans. As Commenter notes, the Project Description 

does identify that a CUP for off-site sale and on-site sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages is being 

requested by the Project Applicant. See Section II, Project Description, page 11-49. 

The Project Description provides more than the comment suggests regarding the location of alcohol sales 

by stating that "[f]ood and beverage uses would be provided both on the ground floor and within the 

hotel, sports club and office and on a possible rooftop observation deck. The food and beverage uses 

would include full-service restaurants and a cafe. The full service restaurant would also include outdoor 
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dining areas." Id. at page 11-30. As such, pursuant to the Project Description, the full-service restaurants 

and cafe, the hotel and the dining area of the potential rooftop observation deck could serve alcohol. 

The Project Applicant is requesting a master conditional use permit to permit the onsite sales and 

consumption and sale for offsite consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages. Because none of the 

specific operators of the alcohol-serving establishments can be known until after the Project is built, a 

blanket conditional use would require that each operator seek and obtain plan approval from the Zoning 

Administrator before the operator is authorized to serve alcohol within the project. The purpose of the 

plan approval is to ensure that each operator proposes a use that is consistent and compatible with the 

blanket conditional use. 

The master conditional use would consist of ten alcohol-related uses within the Project as follows: 

1. Five sit-down restaurants or cafes with a full line of alcoholic beverages for onsite sales and 

consumption with food (Type 47 - bona fide public eating place), including a hotel restaurant that 

may feature live music and dancing. 

2. One cafe or restaurant on the potential rooftop observation deck with a full-line of alcoholic 

beverages for onsite sales and consumption with food (Type 47 - bona fide public eating place). 

3. One nightclub lounge with a full line of alcoholic beverages for onsite sales and consumption. 

While the nightclub lounge may serve food, it is intended to be a Type 48 stand-alone bar 

establishment and will include bottle service. The nightclub lounge may also feature live 

entertainment and dancing. 

4. One retail establishment, such as a gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a 

full line of alcoholic beverages for offsite consumption (Type 21 - offsite general). 

5. Two mobile bars to provide alcohol service for special events at several locations on the Project 

Site, which may also feature live entertainment and dancing. Service of food and/or a full line of 

alcoholic beverages will be conducted at these special event locations either by the specified 

onsite providers or by appropriately licensed off-site providers. 

The Draft EIR also discusses the food and beverage uses in Section IV.H, Noise, for example. It explains 

that "[t]he Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at

grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the proposed 

towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas, swimming pools and 

poolside seating, and outdoor dining." See Section IV.H, Noise, page IV.H-40. The section goes on to 

conclude that outdoor eating and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise 

levels at surrounding off site uses and that these impacts would be less than significant. 
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The Commenter cites Bakers.field Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakers.field, 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184 

(2004) ("Bakers.field''), for his contentions regarding specific plans for specialized uses and the argument 

that the actual uses on the site could alter the impact analysis. First, Bakers.field is a case primarily 

regarding the need for an urban decay study and corresponding analysis in the environmental impact 

report when a project includes a Supercenter. This Project does not propose a Superstore or any type of 

retail use that would require an urban decay study. To the extent that Bakers.field, could be broadly 

applicable here, the Project Applicant does not have any specific plans for specialized uses that might 

occur on-site and is not proposing any specialized uses like a Supercenter. 

The Draft EIR studies all of the potential uses of the Project Site including residential, hotel, food and 

beverage (including alcohol) uses, retail, fitness center/sports club, and office use. Further specificity is 

unknown and not required because the end user (i.e. name or type of retail or name of restaurant) would 

not implicate new or different environmental effects other than those already addressed in the Draft EIR. 

See Maintain Our Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley, 120 Cal. App. 4th 396 (2004). 

With regard to the comment that the public is left to wonder what will be built, please refer to Response 

to Comment No. 81-5 above, for more information. Also, see Response to Comment No. 81-2 for 

additional information as to the Project Description's adequacy under CEQA. 

Comment No. 81-8 

As a result of the exclusions described above and in more detail below, the DEIR lacks the information 

necessary for reasoned and informed consideration of the Project's environmental impacts. See CEQA 

Guidelines§ 1512l(a). Moreover, given the many significant and unavoidable impacts the DEIR predicts 

that the Project will cause, the lack of specificity regarding the development proposal-specifically, the 

request for a building envelope and virtually unlimited physical and temporal flexibility-renders 

impossible any informed judgment by the decision-makers regarding the benefits of the Project against its 

significant effects, contrary to CEQA. See King County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 

3d 692, 712 (1990). These omissions in the DEIR also deprive the decision-makers of substantial 

evidence upon which to make findings or adopt a statement of overriding considerations. The City must 

demand that the Applicant put forth an actual, finite development proposal, and must base both the 

environmental analysis and the consideration of the Project on that basis. The City must also revise and 

recirculate the DEIR to provide the public and decisionmakers the opportunity for informed comment and 

deliberation. 

Response to Comment No. 81-8 

The Commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks the information necessary for reasoned and informed 

consideration of the Project's environmental impacts. The Project Description presents the information 

required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. An EIR requires an accurate 

and stable project description as described by the Commenter. This does not mean, however, that the 
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project description must be rigid or inflexible. See County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 

3d 185, 199 (1977). 

The Commenter expresses concern about the building envelope and the physical and temporal flexibility, 

however, the EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For each 

category, the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the project description 

is designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts of 

a range of Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the EIR analyses the 

scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category. 

This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City 

of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the 

contrary, CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply 

extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry 

Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design 

satisfies CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is 

not required). 

Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the 

Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. 

As such, the City does not need to require the Project Applicant to put forth an "actual, finite development 

proposal" and the Draft EIR does not need to be revised and recirculated. 

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 for additional information as to the Project Description's adequacy 

under CEQA. 

Comment No. 81-9 

II. The DEIR Fails to Adequately identify and Analyze the Significant Environmental Impacts 

of Removing the Zoning Restrictions and Amending the Community Plan. 

The DEIR notes that the Property is within a C4-2D-SN zone, with a "D" development limitation that 

restrict the total floor area on the Property to a floor area ratio ("FAR") of 3: 1 (Ord. No. 165659). (DEIR, 

III-25) The Property has a Regional Center Commercial land use designation. On June 19, 2012, the 

City Council approved a Community Plan Update that increased the FAR on the site to 4. 5: 1. 

Subsequently, several neighborhood groups sued the City over the Community Plan Update in response to 
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the proposed increase in density. These include Save Hollywood.org v. City of Los Angeles (BS 138370), 

Fix the City, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (BS138580), and La Mirada Neighborhood Association of 

Hollywood (BS 138369). These complaints allege violations of CEQA for failure to properly evaluate the 

increase in density, among other issues . These cases have been consolidated and are being heard by 

Judge Goodman in Los Angeles Superior Court, with yet unknown outcome. The Hollywood Chamber of 

Commerce intervened in the case, and is represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, the same 

attorneys that represent the developer of the Hollywood Millennium Project. A Motion to Compel 

documents is calendared for December 14, 2012. Possible outcomes of the litigation include a stay on 

issuing permits under the new 4.5:1 FAR density, or an order for additional environmental review under 

CEQA. As such, the DEIR must evaluate the Project under the existing FAR of 3:1, or provide a caveat 

that if the court issues a petition for writ of mandate requiring additional CEQA review for the 

Community Plan Update, the Project will also require subsequent CEQA review. 

The Project includes an increase in FAR from 3:1 to 6:1, which is double the currently permitted density 

on the site. The DEIR states that the Redevelopment Plan allows an increase in FAR from 4.5: 1 to 6: 1, if 

the proposed development furthers the goals and intent of the Redevelopment Plan and the Community 

Plan. (DEIR, III-26) However, the DEIR does not evaluate the increase in FAR from the existing 

permitted FAR of 3: 1 to 4. 5: 1, in the event that the Community Plan Update is not upheld in the court. 

Therefore, the DEIR must fully evaluate the land use impacts of doubling the density on the Property. 

Response to Comment No. 81-9 

The commenter is correct that a possible outcome of the litigation could include a stay on issuing permits 

under the newly proposed 4.5:1 FAR, however, the Project analyzes and discusses potential Project 

impacts under a 6: 1 FAR, whether existing FAR is 3: 1 per the "D" Limitation, or the modified FAR of 

4.5: 1 per the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The Draft EIR also evaluates the Project's consistency 

with both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan Update, so if the 

litigation results in a stay or negates the implementation of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, the 

Project has already been evaluated based on the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and no subsequent 

CEQA review is required. See pages IV.G.35-48 of the Draft EIR for the analysis of the Project's 

consistency with both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan 

Update. 

Further, as discussed in Section II, Project Description and Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft 

EIR, the Project Applicant is requesting the removal of the "D" Limitation from the Project Site's zoning 

designation, thereby resulting in a FAR of 6: 1. As such, the Project Applicant is not relying in any way 

on the Hollywood Community Plan Update for additional FAR. Further, the Regional Center 

Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density 

multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, 

restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 

retained as part of the Project. Contrary to the commenter's statement that the Project is not consistent 
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with zonmg designations, this type of development would be consistent with the Regional Center 

Commercial land use designation of the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update. 

Comment No. 81-10 

III. The DEIR Does Not Evaluate Any Impacts Related to a Conditional Use Permit for the Sale 

of Alcoholic Beverages or Live Entertainment. 

The DEIR lists one of the proposed uses of the DEIR as a "Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and 

on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified 

development" . (DEIR, 11-49) However, the DEIR fails to identify and fully evaluate the impacts for the 

proposed conditional uses for the sale of alcoholic beverages or live entertainment. 

For a Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcohol and/or live entertainment (CUB), the City requires 

specific information, such as (i) floor plans identifying areas where alcohol will be served and consumed, 

(ii) the total occupancy numbers of each area where alcohol will be served, (iii) the sensitive uses in the 

area that may be affected by the service of alcohol in this specific location, (iv) the hours of operation of 

the establishment, and the times when alcohol will be served within the hours of operation, (v) food 

service during alcohol service, (vi) the times at which live entertainment is permitted, (vii) mitigation 

measures, including design features and insulation, to limit the noise of live entertainment, (viii) 

particular mitigation measures for service of alcohol on outdoor patios and roof decks, and several other 

mitigation measures related to noise, traffic, security, parking, and impact on public services that are 

directly effected by the sale of alcohol and live entertainment. Hollywood is an area that is oversaturated 

with liquor licenses for both on and off-site consumption. Therefore, any proposed conditional use permit 

for the sale of alcohol or live entertainment must be thoroughly evaluated with input from the Police 

Department and community stakeholders, and each establishment within the Project must be evaluated 

separately. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent MND or EIR is required for the service of alcohol 

and live entertainment use within the Property, at the time that the Applicant has completed at least 

schematic design level drawings for each establishment. This is the standard of review for CUB permits 

that has been consistently applied to the entitlements for the numerous hotels, restaurants and night clubs 

in the Hollywood area, and is required to properly evaluate the Project's environmental impacts under 

CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 81-10 

The comment claims that the Draft EIR does not evaluate any impacts related to a conditional use permit 

(CUP) for the sale of alcoholic beverages or live entertainment. This issue was also raised and responded 

to in Response to Comment No. 81-7 above. Please see that response for a discussion of how the Draft 

EIR incorporates adequate information and analyses regarding the master conditional use permit for 

alcohol sales. In summary, the Draft EIR does analyze the potential impacts associated with the CUP for 
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sale of alcoholic beverages and entertainment uses in the Draft EIR including, but not limited to, the 

project description, noise, public services, and land use sections. 

The comment then recites, without a reference to any controlling municipal code sections, the apparent 

City of Los Angeles requirements for a CUP for the sale of alcohol and/or live entertainment. These 

requirements are noted, but are not germane to the environmental impact issues analyzed in the Draft EIR 

because these details will be reviewed by the City before issuance of permits to the establishments 

covered by the CUP. 

It is important to recognize the CUP requested in the Draft EIR is a master CUP. A master CUP 

accomplishes the following: (1) establishes the maximum number of alcohol-serving establishments and 

locations within the project; (2) establishes the types of alcohol-serving establishments within the project; 

and (3) establishes certain permitted activities within those establishments, such as live entertainment and 

dancing. 

Response to Comment No. 81-7 above lists the establishments covered by the master CUP requested in 

the Draft EIR. Furthermore, this blanket CUP would require that each operator seek and obtain plan 

approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator is authorized to serve alcohol within the 

Project. It follows that the Draft EIR has provided sufficient information and analysis to support approval 

of a master CUP with the understanding that the more specific plan approval review will be required 

before operation of permitted uses under the master CUP. 

Next, the comment claims that the Hollywood area is oversaturated with liquor licenses for both on and 

off-site consumption. The comment demands that any CUP must be thoroughly evaluated for each 

separate establishment. As noted above, the forthcoming Zoning Administrator review would provide a 

case-by-case assessment of the proposed alcohol and entertainment operations. Thus, the Draft EIR 

provides a sufficient level of information and analysis to support the master CUP within the context of 

additional review by the City before certificates of occupancy are granted. Similarly, the comment asserts 

that a supplemental or subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or EIR is required at the 

completion of the schematic design level drawings for each alcohol or entertainment related venues 

proposed in the Project. 

Again, note that the Draft EIR analyzes a master CUP. Subsequent review, and likely conditions of 

approval, will occur at the Zoning Administrator level, but that review will not require preparation of a 

new MND or EIR because the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with the land uses 

contemplated under the master CUP. 

Comment No. 81-11 

IV. The Traffic Analysis Uses Inappropriate Trip Generation Rates. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT - Work in Progress 

Responses to Comments 

Page 15 

RL0022705 



EM18477 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

As shown in page IV.K.1-34, the traffic analysis for the Project used a trip generation rate for residential 

units of 0.685 trips per unit. This rate is about two thirds of the trip generation rate employed in studies 

for other similarly sized projects. For example, the Castlen Sepulveda Project EIR used a rate of 1 trip 

per unit. Both projects use discounts for transit proximity. However, the DEIR for the Project provides 

no substantial evidence to support this lower rate, and given the number of potential residential units 

(about 500 in one scenario), this trip generation difference is substantial and would have a material effect 

on the analysis. The City must revise the DEIR and traffic study either to substantiate the failure to 

employ an appropriate trip generation rate, or to revise the traffic study to reflect that rate. 

Response to Comment No. 81-11 

The comment states that the trip generation rate for residential units of 0.685 trips per umt 1s not 

appropriate and that the Castlen Sepulveda Project EIR used a rate of 1 trip per unit. The comment seems 

to confuse the trip generation rates with the Trip Cap, as trip generation equations were used to determine 

the trip generation for the residential units, not a rate. The rate of 0. 685 vehicle trips per unit used for the 

Project in the Trip Cap is a back calculated rate from the Project trip generation, and is for Trip Cap 

purposes only. The Trip Cap rate of 0.685 vehicle trips per unit is based on the Project vehicle trip 

generation estimate (based on the trip generation equations), including adjustments, for the residential 

portion of the Project, divided by the number ofresidential units. The trip generation equations used for 

the residential units for Project generation is discussed in detail below. The comment references the 

Castlen Sepulveda Project EIR, which used trip generation rates of 0.51 trips per unit for AM peak hour 

and 0.49 trips per unit for PM peak hour. Those rates were used because the Castlen Sepulveda Project is 

located within the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan area, 

which requires the use of those rates as they reflect the conditions in that corridor. For instance, the 

project site for the Castlen Sepulveda Project is not within walking distance of any of the Metro Rail 

stations and is in a low density area. Here, the Project Site is located within a quarter mile of a Red Line 

subway station and within walking distance of a variety of uses. The trip generation equations used in the 

Traffic Study and the Draft EIR are considered to be appropriate for the multi-family residential units as 

part of a mixed-use project in the Hollywood area and were approved by LADOT. 

For the Project residential unit generation, trip generation equations from the ITE Trip Generation Manual 

were used to determine the trip generation for the residential units, not a rate. The ITE Trip Generation 

Manual provides both trip generation equations and rates for Apartments (Land Use 220). As shown in 

Appendix D of the Traffic Study and Appendix IV.K. l of the Draft EIR, the equations (rather than rates) 

from the ITE Trip Generation Manual were used for the traffic generation estimates for the residential 

uses. The equations were selected and agreed to by LADOT because the coefficient of determination (R2
) 

value for the given equations exceeds 0.77 for both AM and PM peak hours and the values are within the 

range of the data, which demonstrates that the equations are a good fit for the Project data. The high R2 
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value demonstrates that the equations are more reliable than rates given the Project component sizes are 

within the data range3
. 

Further, the adjusted generation values used for the calculations reflect that different uses are more or less 

able to take advantage of the transit, walk-in, mixed-use and other opportunities at the Project Site. 

LADOT has determined that there is substantial evidence to support these adjustments and approved their 

use in the Draft EIR. For instance, in the ITE Trip Generation Manual the peak hour rates for High-Rise 

Apartments (Land-use 222) are 30-35% lower than the standard Apartment rates (Land Use 220). 

Further, it should be noted that the adjustments utilized in the Traffic Study are not unique in that 

LADOT has approved adjustments for transit use, walk-in factors and internal trips for other mixed-use 

projects in the immediate vicinity of a transit station. The LADOT adjustments reflect that the observed 

trips per residential unit are lower for mixed use, high density, transit served areas of Los Angeles (e.g. 

Downtown Los Angeles and Hollywood) than in the low-density outlying areas of Los Angeles. 

Based on the above, the trip generation rates for the residential uses are substantiated and therefore 

neither the Draft EIR, nor the Traffic Study needs to be revised. 

Comment No. 81-12 

V. The DEIR Fails to Properly Analyze the Parking Required for the Project. 

The DEIR fails to properly analyze the parking for the entire Project, in an area with a significant 

shortage of public parking for restaurant, entertainment and retail uses in the evenings, especially on the 

weekends. The Project is located in the Hollywood area near mass transit and several bus lines . These 

methods of transit are easily accessible for commuting to and from Hollywood for work during the day, 

and for tourists to access the Hollywood venues. However, the MTA lines are not frequently used for 

attending theater, restaurants, bars and nightclub venues in the evening, due to factors of convenience and 

safety. Although the Red Line has direct access to downtown for work commuting, it does not directly 

access most residential areas in the City, and therefore does not provide a viable alternative for 

commuting for evening entertainment. 

The Property currently contains approximately 264 parking spaces available to the public. (DEIR, IV.K2-

4). The Project removes and does not replace these parking spaces. In addition, the Project provides 

parking for office, retail, restaurant, and bar uses at a rate of two parking spaces per 1, 000 square feet of 

floor area (per LAMC 12.21.A.4 (x)(3)). This is a special rate for projects within the Hollywood 

Redevelopment Project Area, based on proximity to transit. This rate is half of the rate of four-

In statistics, the coefficient of determination, denoted R2
, is used as a measure of the accuracy of a statistical 

model whose main purpose is the prediction of a "dependent" variable. As input, the model uses 
"independent" variables (known and related information). The R2 is a number between 0 and 1. 0, used to 
describe how well a regression line fits a set of data. An R2 near 1. 0 indicates that a regression line fits the data 
well, while an R2 closer to 0 indicates a regression line does not fit the data very precisely. 
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spaces/1,000 sf that is typically required for retail spaces in the City of Los Angeles, and one-tenth the 

standard rate of one-space/100 square feet for restaurant uses (LAMC 12.21.A.4(c)(3), (4), (5)) . The City 

adopted this rate to promote the use of mass transit in a Redevelopment Area; however, it has not proven 

effective, and restaurants and retail spaces are vastly underparked in Hollywood. There are not enough 

private lots to accommodate all of the restaurant valet services along Hollywood Boulevard and for 

individuals seeking to visit the restaurants, theaters and nightclubs. Therefore, the Project should include 

spaces available to the public to replace the 264 parking spaces that currently serve various existing 

restaurants and nightclubs through leases and other agreements. In addition, the Project should provide 

parking fully accessible to the public for all of the non-residential uses at the rates set forth in LAMC 

12.21.A.4(x)(3) without additional discount. 

Although the DEIR states that the final parking layout will be determined by the final use configuration of 

the Project, the DEIR should require that the Project be fully parked to code standards within each phase 

of development, so that parking cannot be deferred to a later phase. In addition, any transit reduction 

analysis or shared parking analysis must consider that the office/restaurant/retail/commercial calculation 

of two parking spaces/1,000 square feet already includes a 50 percent reduction for proximity to transit. 

Response to Comment No. 81-12 

As shown in Section IV.K2, Transportation - Parking, and the Shared Parking Analysis provided in 

Appendix E of the Traffic Study (Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR), the Project will provide sufficient 

parking supply for all uses within the Project Site, including the existing uses that will remain as part of 

the Project. As a mixed-use Project, different users will share a portion of the parking spaces during a 24-

hour period. For example, spaces that are vacant on weekends when office employees are not at work 

will be available for use and used by retail, restaurant, or other Project users. The parking demand of 

different uses would peak at different times and the Shared Parking Analysis takes these different user 

demand cycles into account. In addition, to be conservative in the analysis, no discount was taken from 

the LAMC requirements (used as the base parking for the Shared Parking Analysis) to reflect the use of 

transit or other alternative modes by any category of Project user. Please refer to the Shared Parking 

Analysis for the detailed analysis and results. See Appendix E of Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR. 

Also see Response to Comment No. 09-50 (AMDA) for cumulative parking considerations. 

The comment also states that the Draft EIR should require that the Project be fully parked to code 

standards within each phase of development, so that parking cannot be deferred to a later phase. The 

Project would be parked to meet demand based on the shared parking program within each phase of 

development. Further, the comment states that a shared parking analysis must consider that the 

office/restaurant/retail/ commercial calculation of two parking spaces/ 1, 000 square feet already includes a 

50 percent reduction for proximity to transit. Pursuant to Section 12.21.A.4 (x)(3) of the LAMC, 

office/restaurant/retail/commercial uses are to be parked at two (2) parking spaces/1,000 square feet. This 

is the base parking requirement used for the shared parking analysis. The shared parking analysis does 
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not calculate demand based on proximity to transit, but rather is applicable when uses, such as those of 

the Project, have different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays. 

Further, the comment recommends that the Project provide public parking to replace the parking spaces to 

be removed by the Project, provide parking for all of the non-residential uses at the rates set forth in 

LAMC 12.21.A.4 (x)(3) without additional discount. On weekends, when parking demand is less than on 

weekdays for all scenarios (see Appendix E of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K. l of the Draft EIR), 

the on-site Project parking will be made available to patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses. This 

part of the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 81-13 

VI. The DEIR Wrongly Downplays The Significance Conclusions Of The Air Quality 

Analysis. 

I. The DEIR Provides a Misleading Discussion of Significant Unavoidable Air Quality 

Impacts. 

The tables in the Air Quality analysis for the DEIR demonstrate that the Project would result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts to both local and regional air quality, as well as to any residents of 

the Project (should the Project include residential units). However, the discussion then impermissibly 

seeks to downplay and dilute the effect of those impacts. For; example, the analysis states on page 

IV.B.1-48 that even though impacts regarding toxic air contaminants ("TACs") are significant, they are 

typical of "other, similar residential developments in the City." However, there are no comparable 

developments within the community. Moreover, the analysis implies that such impacts would be 

mitigated by stating on the same page that local, regional, and federal regulations would "protect" 

sensitive receptors, but provides no discussion as to how this protection would occur or what form it 

would take. If impacts associated with ultrafine diesel particulate matter cannot be mitigated, and the 

cancer burden on the Project site remains in excess of established thresholds, what protection can 

regulations provide? The DEIR misleads the public and decisionmakers regarding the true extent of 

Project impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 81-13 

This comment confuses and incorrectly combines the issues of the Project's generation of TACs versus 

the Project's placement in an area that currently experiences elevated ambient air pollutants and TACs 

associated with the 101 Freeway. The first is a Project impact on the environment and is within the scope 

of the required CEQA analysis. The second is an impact of the existing environment on the Project, 

which is outside the scope of the required CEQA analysis. The Draft EIR clearly and correctly discloses 

the nature of these very different impact issue areas. Please refer to pages IV.B.1-48 through IV.B.1-53 
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of the Draft EIR for a detailed and adequate analysis of the Project's generation of TACs, and the 

Project's potential exposure to existing TACs in the Project area. 

Please also see response to Comment No. 08-2 (Southern California Association of Governments), which 

addresses potential TAC emissions and the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the Project. That 

response indicates that CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze or mitigate the impacts of the 

environment on a project. In this case, the air quality at the nearby 101 Freeway is part of an existing 

environmental condition. Although the Project brings people into this existing environmental condition, 

the existing air quality in the Project vicinity due to the 101 Freeway is not an impact of the Project on the 

environment. Instead, it is an impact of the environment on the Project. Courts have affirmed, the 

purpose of CEQA is "not to protect proposed projects from the existing environment" (Baird v. County of 

Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464; Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5.) 

"[C]ourts have recognized that CEQA is not a weapon to be deployed against all possible development 

ills." (South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 

1614.) It has a limited role. "The Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the 

environment." (Id. at 1617-1618.) Therefore, the Draft EIR analysis is consistent with the CEQA 

Guidelines and case law that do not require an EIR to examine an effect on the project caused by the 

environment. 

It should also be noted that the Final EIR incorporates additional air quality mitigation measures, in 

response to Comment No. 08-2 (Southern California Association of Governments) that will further reduce 

potential air quality impacts. 

Comment No. 81-14 

II. The DEIR Fails to Disclose That The Project Would Obstruct Implementation Of The 

2007 Air Quality Management Plan 

The DEIR states on page IV.B.1-54 that the Project, despite multiple significant project related and 

cumulative air quality impacts, including air quality impacts directly relating to cancer, would not 

obstruct implementation of the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (the "AQMP"). However, the DEIR 

states on page IV.B.1-21 that the purpose of the AQMP is to reduce pollutants and meet state and federal 

air quality standards. In fact, the emissions thresholds published by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (the "SCAQMD") were developed for the purpose of attaining state and federal air 

quality standards. Thus, even if a project is consistent with broad growth projections, exceeding 

thresholds-particularly operational thresholds-would thwart the ability of the air basin to reach attainment. 

Indeed, this is the very meaning embodied in the concept of cumulative impacts. As stated on page 

IV.B.1-55 of the DEIR, the SCAQMD considers exceedences of emissions thresholds at the project level 

also to constitute cumulatively considerable contributions to cumulative impacts on regional air quality. 

Such a conclusion requires a determination that a cumulative impact-here, regional air quality and cancer 

risk-would occur in the first instance. See Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources 

Agency ("CBE''), 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120 (2002). By contributing to-and by definition, worsening-the 
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significantly impacted regional air quality, the Project impedes implementation of the AQMP. By failing 

to disclose this significant impact, the DEIR wrongly seeks to downplay it and robs the public and 

decisionmakers to understand the importance and effect of their decision to approve or reject the project. 

The City must revise the DEIR to accurately disclose this impact as significant and unavoidable. Also, 

where, as here, revisions to the EIR would disclose a significant impact not previously disclosed, the City 

must recirculate the DEIR to properly inform the public regarding the impacts of the Project. (CEQA 

Guidelines§ 15088.S(a)(l)). 

Response to Comment No. 81-14 

This comment asserts that all projects that exceed project level thresholds are cumulatively considerable 

and therefore would impede implementation of the AQMP. The AQMP was not formulated to put a cap 

on growth. Rather, a main goal of the AQMP is to establish a plan that can help accommodate inevitable 

growth in a way that ultimately improves cumulative air quality conditions across the Basin. Many large 

development projects by definition will exceed the project-level thresholds of significance. But, this does 

not mean that all large projects will conflict with goals or the implementation of the AQMP. 

While the Draft EIR has accurately concluded that Project air quality emissions would in fact exceed the 

project level thresholds, the location and type of such development projects is equally relevant in 

determining whether the Project will be consistent with the goals and objectives of the AQMP. The Draft 

EIR focuses the Project's AQMP consistency analysis on these parameters. Specifically, pages IV.B.1-31 

and 32 state projects that are consistent with the projections of employment, population and housing 

forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent with the 2007 AQMP growth projections 

since the forecast assumptions by SCAG forms the basis of the land use and transportation control 

portions of the 2007 AQMP. 

As discussed in Section IV.I, Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project would 

not exceed the population, housing, and employment projections and would not jeopardize attainment of 

the air quality conditions projected in the AQMP. 

Also, Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, provides further detailed analysis with respect 

to the Project's consistency with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficient utilization of existing 

infrastructure, contribution to reducing regional congestion, and improved air quality through the 

reduction of regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Consistent with SCAG's Compass 2% Strategy, the 

Project would increase the density of residential uses within a targeted growth center that would result in 

placing residential uses in close proximity to a regional employment center and an area that is accessible 

via public modes of transportation. Concentrating density in an area currently served by public transit, 

(i.e., the Hollywood and Vine Metro Red Line Station, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter 

Express 422 & 423) would have the effect of reducing the Project's VMTs, which, in tum, reduces the 

mobile source air quality emissions attributable to vehicle trips. 
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Therefore, the Project provides housing closer to jobs at densities that are consistent with the VMT 

reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. Based on the information presented above, the Project 

would not exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP and would not have the potential to 

impair implementation of the AQMP. Accordingly, through evaluation of the Project against the two 

criteria for consistency with regional plans and the regional AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, impacts 

with respect to regional plans and AQMP consistency would be less than significant. 

Finally, there is no reason to recirculate because the comment does not reveal any new significant 

environmental impacts. The information commenter cites in order to support its claim that the Project is 

not consistent with the AQMP (i.e., the project's emission of ROG and NOx in excess of the criteria 

pollutant standards) is from the Draft EIR. See Draft EIR at Table IV.B.1-13 and page IV.B.1-55. 

Accordingly, there is no merit to the claim that the Draft EIR robs the public and decision-makers of an 

understanding of the importance and effect of their decision to approve or disapprove the project, where 

the Draft EIR already informs the public and decision-makers of the Project's ROG and NOx emissions. 

Even ifthe commenter's interpretation of how to determine consistency with the AQMP were correct, the 

mere inconsistency of a project with a plan is not itself an environmental impact. (Lighthouse Field 

Beach Rescue v City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal. App 4th 1170, 1206.) At best, an inconsistency with 

a land use control plan may point the decision-maker toward a secondary environmental impact, but 

"effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change." (Id. citing Guidelines, § 15358, 

subd. (b); Guidelines, § 15065, subd. (a) ; PRC § 21060.5, 21151, subd. (b), and § 21083, subd. (b).) 

Here, the physical change is the change in the criteria air pollutant levels caused by the Project, which are 

already disclosed in the Draft EIR, not the alleged inconsistency with the Air Quality Management Plan. 

Comment No. 81-15 

VII. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate The Project's Indirect Impact on School Overcrowding and 

Library Services. 

The DEIR states on page IV.J.3-16 that payment of school fees authorized under Senate Bill 50 ("SB50") 

would mitigate the impact of the Project on area schools, but failed to analyze the secondary effects of 

school-related traffic and construction activities on the surrounding community. Recent changes to SB50 

now provide that school impact fees established according to the provisions of that statute comprise full 

and complete mitigation of impacts "on school facilities." Cal. Govt. Code§ 65996(a) (emphasis added). 

Impacts "on school facilities" are narrow defined, and do not absolve a lead agency of the requirement to 

discuss impacts that could occur to parties other than the school itself. Chawanakee Unified Sch. Dist. v. 

County of Madera, 196 Cal. App. 4th 1016, 1028-29 (2011). Examples of impacts an EIR is obligated to 

address, where overcrowding and a need exists to construct new facilities to accommodate project or 

cumulative student generation, include traffic impacts associated with student travel to a new school 

facility, as well as indirect construction-related impacts on the environment surrounding a proposed 

school construction site. Id. at 1029. 
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Here, the DEIR has provided evidence (enrollment figures, and the facilities lack of ability to 

accommodate all of the Project-related student generation) that overcrowding could or would result from 

the addition of Project-generated and cumulatively generated students at Cheremoya Elementary and Le 

Conte Middle School. (DEIR, Table N.J.3-5) Having identified a future overcrowding condition at these 

schools, the DEIR failed to discuss measures necessary to accommodate Project-related and cumulative 

students, whether at the campuses identified, or at another location, and such measures could include 

construction of new buildings or expansion of existing buildings at those campuses. Although the 

impacts of any construction activities on the school would be mitigated by SB50 fees, the impacts of such 

construction on the communities surrounding the affected schools or school sites do not fall within the 

types of impacts that fees can mitigate and are therefore subject to analysis and mitigation in the DEIR. 

Id. Thus, the DEIR must evaluate the potential construction-related impacts of school expansion, such as 

air quality and noise issues associated with construction, new architectural coatings, and hardscaping 

improvements, as well as potential indirect traffic impacts associated with the use of the expanded school. 

The DEIR's failure to provide this analysis, particularly in the absence of evidence to contradict the 

claimed necessity to reopen a school, represents prejudicial failure. The City must revise the DEIR to 

disclose and evaluate impacts related to project-specific and cumulative contributions to overcrowding. 

The City must also recirculate the DEIR to inform the public of the true consequences of approving the 

Project. 

Response to Comment No. 81-15 

The comment notes that impacts of the Project on area schools would be mitigated by SB50 fees. The 

comment also notes that measures may include new buildings or new campuses. The LAUSD's response 

to the Draft EIR stated that there are no known schools planned in the area. See Appendix IV.J.3. The 

planning of new schools or expansions of existing schools is a process that occurs through the LAUSD 

years ahead of implementation and is not within the control of the Project Applicant. Given, the 

timeframe of the Project buildout and the unknown developments within LAUSD, it is speculative to 

anticipate secondary impacts such as school-related traffic, not originating at the Project Site. As far as 

cumulative impacts to schools, the geographic distribution of the Related Projects ensures that a wide 

variety of schools in the southern area of Local District 4 could serve the Related Projects. That 

combined with the requirement of the Related Projects to also pay the SB 50 fees, would reduce potential 

cumulative impacts to schools and thus the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact on 

schools. For a complete analysis of cumulative impacts on schools please see Section IV.J.3, Public 

Services-Schools, of the Draft EIR, pages IV.J.3-19-21. 

Comment No. 81-16 

Similarly, the DEIR concludes that the library system would be above capacity, because the Project 

would create a service population of 94,494 people by 2020, but the local library system is only designed 

to accommodate 90,000 people (DEIR, IV.J.5-12). The only mitigation is the payment of a $200 per 

capita mitigation fee. Although the Project complies with code through payment of mitigation fees, the 
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Project is being developed in an area that does not have sufficient educational and information systems to 

support the residential development. Education and information are essential for creating and supporting 

an educated public and growing economy. Therefore, the Project should include educational and 

informational facilities for its residents, including resident library and business centers, free Internet 

access for educational and job purposes, and technical support. 

Response to Comment No. 81-16 

As discussed in Section IV.J.5, Public Services - Libraries, of the Draft EIR, the Los Angeles Public 

Library (LAPL) itself has recommended that the Project Applicant pay $200 per capita based on the 

projected residential population of the Project development to offset potential impacts from Project 

implementation. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, according to the LAPL, the funds 

from these fees would be used for staff, books, computers, and other library materials. In accordance with 

Section 15130 (a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a project's contribution to cumulative impacts is not 

cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 

measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. 

Additionally and separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute tax revenue to the 

City's General Fund through development. Regular funding of the operation of the LAPL system comes 

from the General Fund and fluctuates with City priorities. 

Finally, the comment suggests that the Project include educational and informational facilities for its 

residents, including business centers, but does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions 

of the Draft EIR. While the comment itself recognizes that the payment of fees is sufficient, it should be 

noted that as part of the TDM Program (Mitigation Measure K.1-4), the Project will provide business 

services that may include a business center and internet access. This comment is noted for the record and 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 81-17 

VIII. The DEIR Fails to Fully Evaluate the Project's Impact on Historic Resources On 

and Adjacent to the Property. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project causes a significant impact to historic resources that cannot be fully 

mitigated; however, the DEIR fails to provide additional measures necessary to mitigate the significant 

impact to the extent feasible. 

First, the Millennium Hollywood Project Historic Resources Technical Report, dated July 2012, by the 

Historic Resources Group (DEIR, Appendix IV.C), identifies several historic resources on the Property 

(including the Capital Records Building and the Gogerty Building), and immediately adjacent to the 

Property (including the contributing buildings to the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District (the "Entertainment District"), such as the Pantages Theater, Equitable Building, 
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and the Guaranty Building). The public view from street level on Hollywood Boulevard includes a 

streetscape of historic buildings from the first half of the 201
h century that have a maximum height of 150 

feet, and are visible without obstruction in front or behind. The public view from street level looking 

north on Vine Street from Hollywood Boulevard is an unobstructed view of the cylindrical shape of the 

Capital Records Building. 

The proposed Project will drastically alter these views of historic structures, by providing 580+ foot 

towers that dominate the skyline above the Entertainment District, and by partially obscuring the Capital 

Records Building, even with the 4% triangular open space to the south. The Report states that in order for 

the Project to be considered a substantial adverse change, "it must be shown that the integrity and/or 

significance of the historic resources would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration." (Historic 

Report, p. 37) However, the Report then concludes that the Project's allowable height and density does 

have the "potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines, particularly from the south of 

Capital Records along Vine Street and from the Hollywood Freeway." (Historic Report, p. 37) The DEIR 

concludes that the Development Regulations (Section 6.1 ), which require certain setbacks, mitigate the 

impact to historic resources to the extent feasible. However, this is not sufficient under the Los Angeles 

Municipal Code or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. The City's Office of 

Historic Resources does not just consider setback, massing and distance when evaluating a project's 

impact on an historic resource; it also considers the design, material, articulation, connectivity of visual 

lines, architectural style, space flow and other elements of a project's design. In order to properly 

evaluate the impact of the Project on the several historic resources on or near the Property, the Applicant 

must provide schematic level design drawings with sufficient information regarding materials, fa9ade 

articulation, and character to properly evaluate the necessary design modifications to fully mitigate any 

impact to the extent feasible. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent EIR will be required at the time 

that schematic design has been completed for each phase of the Project to evaluate and mitigate impacts 

to the historic structures. 

Response to Comment No. 81-17 

The comment states that the Draft EIR concludes that the Project causes a significant impact to historic 

resources that cannot be fully mitigated. That statement is incorrect because the Draft EIR does not 

conclude that the Project causes a significant impact to historic resources. See Section IV.C, Cultural 

Resources of the Draft EIR, which clearly shows that the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR 

will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to a less-than-significant level under all development 

scenarios. These conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources 

Report circulated as an appendix to the Draft EIR. 

Next, the commenter references the Historic Resources Report and states facts about the existing 

conditions around the Project Site. These facts are noted and are generally correct. No response to this 

portion of the comment is necessary. 
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Then, the commenter claims the Project will drastically alter views of historic structures. Please see the 

topical response for aesthetic impacts (Topical Response 2), which addresses views of the Capitol 

Records Building and surrounding historic resources. Also, see the Responses to Comment Letters No. 

14 and No. 18 (from Hollywood Heritage and Los Angeles Conservancy, respectively) that address 

impacts to historic resources. 

The commenter then recites a portion of the legal standard regarding the thresholds that triggers a 

"substantial adverse change" in the significance of a historic resource. It should be noted that these 

standards, among others, were used in the Historic Resources Report to assess the Project's potential 

impacts. Please see response to Comment No. 19-3 (Los Angeles Conservancy), which provides a 

detailed response regarding the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources Report's application of the proper 

legal standards for assessing impacts. 

Next, the commenter claims that the Draft EIR's use of the Development Regulations to mitigate impacts 

to historic resources is not sufficient under the Los Angeles Municipal Code or the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. It should be noted that all relevant standards from these sources 

were applied during preparation of the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources Report as explained here. 

First, the commenter does not cite to any specific portion of the municipal code, which precludes a 

specific response here. There are numerous references throughout the Draft EIR that demonstrate how 

the municipal code was used for environmental impact analysis. Second, the Historic Resources Report 

provides a detailed analysis of the Project's impacts to historic resources according to the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards. See Section 6.3: Use of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards to Determine 

Impacts in the Historic Resources Report as an example. Third, the Office of Historic Resources 

reviewed and approved the Historic Resources Report before circulation of the Draft EIR. Based on the 

application of all these requirements, the Draft EIR found that compliance with the Development 

Regulation and the historic resource mitigation measures in the Draft EIR reduce impacts to historic 

resources to a less than significant level. 

Also, the commenter states that "[i]n order to properly evaluate the impact of the Project on the several 

historic resources on or near the Property, the Applicant must provide schematic level design drawings 

with sufficient information regarding materials, fa9ade articulation, and character to properly evaluate the 

necessary design modifications to fully mitigate any impact to the extent feasible." The Historic 

Resources Report evaluated all of the potential development scenarios presented in the Development 

Regulations, including the specific setbacks, massing, and height scenarios before reaching the conclusion 

that the Project would have less than significant impacts on historic resources. No additional level of 

detail is necessary for an evaluation of the Project's potential impacts on historic resources. 

Last, the commenter states that a supplemental or subsequent EIR is required. CEQA provides that a 

subsequent or supplemental EIR may be required if substantial changes proposed in the project will 

require major revisions of the EIR. Pub Res C §21166(a). More specifically under 14 Cal Code Regs 

§15162(a)(l), a further EIR may be required if proposed changes to the project will require "major 
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revisions" to the previous EIR because of "new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 

in the severity of previously identified significant effects." At this time, there are no major revisions to 

the Project proposed, neither are there new significant environmental effects that have been identified 

during the analysis prepared for the Final EIR. Therefore, a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not 

required. 

Comment No. 81-18 

Second, the Historic Report identifies the sound chambers of the Capital Records Building as character 

defining elements of the historic structure. The Report proposes that the Project include a shoring plan to 

ensure protection of the resource during construction, and general construction procedures to mitigate the 

possibility of settlement. (Historic Report, p. 51) However, this mitigation is not sufficient to preserve 

the special acoustic properties of the sound chambers. The sound chambers are significant not just for 

their architectural shape, but also for the quality of sound created in the space. This sound requires 

preservation of the chamber as well as the density of ground surrounding the chamber that is necessary to 

maintain the specific acoustic quality. The Applicant must evaluate this quality quantitatively, and then 

require that the quality be maintained during and after construction, as part of the proposed Adjacent 

Structure Monitoring Plan. (DEIR, MM C-2) The DEIR states that the preservation of the Capital 

Records and Gogerty Building is a landlord/tenant issue, because the Project and these historic properties 

are under common ownership. This is not true - Once a property is designated as an Historic-Cultural 

Monument, its preservation comes under the public trust. The quality of work necessary to maintain the 

Capital Records Building and its sound chambers will be identified by the City's Office of Historic 

Resources, and not negotiated between the owner and tenant. 

Response to Comment No. 81-18 

The commenter claims that the mitigation proposed for the echo chambers in the Capitol Records 

Building is not sufficient to preserve the acoustical qualities of the chambers. The commenter provides 

no evidence to support this claim. Nor does the commenter provide evidence to support the claim about 

maintaining the acoustic qualities of the echo chambers. It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzed 

the construction and operational noise impacts of the Project on the underground echo chambers and 

supported that analysis with technical noise modeling. See response to Comment No. 19-6 (Los Angeles 

Conservancy), which is summarized below. 

The Noise section of the Draft EIR identifies the Capitol Records Building's underground 

echo/reverberation chambers as sensitive noise receptors. See Figure IV.H. l: Noise Monitoring and 

Sensitive Receptor Location Map, in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is also supported by a noise technical 

appendix. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have a temporary significant noise and 

vibration impact on the Capitol Records Building's recording facilities, but only during construction. The 

construction activities could cause noise and vibration impacts, but construction will not physically 

disturb the Capitol Records Building's recording facilities. The Noise section of the Draft EIR contains 

numerous mitigation measures to reduce potential noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, including 
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the underground echo/reverberation chambers. Moreover, potential noise impacts on these uses will be 

minimized to the extent possible through agreements between the Capitol Records Building tenant and the 

Applicant, who owns the building. The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise 

and vibration levels that could be experienced by the Capital Records Building's echo chambers. The 

Project will not have a long-term operational impact on the Capitol Records Building's recording studios. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations as drafted, in conjunction with the noise and vibration mitigation 

measures in the Draft EIR, ensure that all feasible steps have been taken to minimize impacts on the 

Capitol Records Building's recording facilities. 

Next, the commenter claims that the Draft EIR asserts that preservation of the Capitol Records Building is 

a landlord-tenant issue. That relationship is relevant to the operational noises issues discussed above, but 

not compliance with any applicable preservation standards. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Capitol 

Records Building has been designated as a Historical-Cultural Monument by the City of Los Angeles. As 

such, any future maintenance of the Capitol Records Building will comply with all City regulations and 

procedures regarding Historic-Cultural Monuments. Mitigation Measure C-3 in the Draft EIR stipulates 

"in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol Records Building during the life of the 

Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated 

with the Capitol Records Building." Therefore, compliance with the mitigation measure is not limited to 

any landlord-tenant relationship. 

Comment No. 81-19 

Third, other recent projects in the area, such as the W Residences, were required to limit their height to 

150 feet in order to be consistent with neighboring historic properties. The Applicant must provide an 

explanation regarding why it was architecturally and financially feasible for the W Residences to comply 

with a 150 foot height limit, but it is not feasible for the Applicant to provide the same height limit for 

identical uses on the adjacent block. 

Response to Comment No. 81-19 

The commenter's comparison of the Project with the W Residences is irrelevant for purposes of CEQA. 

The projects are on different sites, with different development plans, and different land use requirements. 

CEQA does not require the Draft EIR for the Project to explain the financial feasibility of a different 

project under different ownership. Regarding height, the Project is located on a parcel that does not have 

a height limit. As noted in response to Comment 81-29, there are no height limitations on the Project Site 

and the construction of 585 foot towers is currently allowed by right on the Project Site and no 

entitlements are needed for height. 

In addition, it is well recognized that there is an extraordinary range of aesthetic characteristics and 

contrasts (including height) within the City of Los Angeles due to the intermingled suburban 
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neighborhoods, dense urban areas, hillside residential areas, and accompanymg urban fabric and 

infrastructure. In other words, there is minimal thematic or consistent visual character that defines the 

City. This also applies to the existing aesthetic conditions around the Project Site in the Hollywood 

community of Los Angeles, which consist primarily of surface parking lots, low-scale construction, and 

surrounding larger urban structures. As noted in the Draft EIR, there is minimal thematic or consistent 

visual character that defines either the Project Site or the surrounding aesthetic environment. Instead, the 

area is characterized by a variety of commercial, office, hotel, and mixed-use urban structures that range 

from historic mid-rise architecture to modem glass tower buildings with advertising signage. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would implement a modem mixed-use development consisting 

of modem, yet architecturally varied, urban structures that are consistent in use and character to the 

surrounding urban aesthetics environment and would not create a precedent setting development and/or 

structure. As illustrated in the urban silhouette figures in the Aesthetics Technical Report, the Project 

would become a prominent visual feature in the vicinity due to its proposed maximum heights. Also, the 

zoning on the Project Site allows for tall urban structures and the surrounding urban vicinity is populated 

with existing mid-rise towers and a variety of structures at different heights that present an erratic urban 

skyline. 

Comment No. 81-20 

Finally, the DEIR requires that the Applicant document the Project site in conformance with HABS 

standards. This documentation should require "at least" 25 images, and not "up to" 25 images (DEIR, MM 

C-5). Full documentation is the only method to ensure that the historic resource is properly maintained. 

Response to Comment No. 81-20 

The comment refers to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure C-5, which states, "Prior to construction, the 

environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding area) shall be documented with up to 

twenty-five images in accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. 

Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction 

of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction." Photo 

documentation is intended to record the conditions of the Project Site prior to new development. While 

this documentation will comply with the applicable HABS standards as stated in the mitigation measure, 

the Final EIR revises the mitigation measures to require "at least" 25 images as requested by the 

commenter. 

Accordingly, Mitigation Measure C-5 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure C-5: Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site 

and surrounding area) shall be documented with ttp--te at least twenty-five images in accordance 

with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall 
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be demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City 

Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Comment No. 81-21 

IX. The DEIR Does Not Protect Views and the Insufficient Project Description Does Not 

Provide a Full Evaluation of Aesthetic Impact. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will have significant unavoidable impacts due to focal view 

obstruction, cumulative height and massing. (DEIR, I-ll) The Project does not include an actual 

architectural design, but proposes massing envelope standards, which include Development Standards, 

Density Standards, Tower Massing Standards, Building Height Standards, and Building and Streetscape 

Standards (DEIR, MM A.I-1) The DEIR then provides additional mitigation measures that attempt to 

mitigate any aesthetic, light/glare, or shade/shadow impacts that may be created within the design 

limitations. These mitigation measures include requiring treated or low-reflective materials (DEIR, MM 

A.I-4), and requiring certain spacing in the Tower Massing Standards to minimize shade (DEIR, MM 

A.2-1, 2-2). However, the aesthetic impact cannot be evaluated merely by creating massing standards, and 

certain limits on light and glare. The Applicant must provide the actual material and design of the various 

buildings in order to properly evaluate the environmental impact. The design includes the architectural 

style, the flow of space, the contrast to adjacent buildings, and the actual landscaping on streetscape and 

higher levels. This cannot be properly evaluated by trying to imagine the infinite scenarios that may be 

created within these proposed standards. In addition, a finding that the Project will have "significant 

unavoidable impacts" should not provide a free pass for the architect to design a Project with any 

aesthetic impact as long as it complies with basic standards. Therefore, a supplement or subsequent EIR 

will be required for the construction of future buildings on the site. 

Response to Comment No. 81-21 

The commenter states that the DEIR does not protect views and that the project description does not 

provide a full evaluation of the aesthetic impact. The Draft EIR does include actual architectural design. 

See the Development Regulations circulated with the Draft EIR, which contain several figures 

demonstrating the Project design under various heights and massing scenarios. Regarding aesthetics and 

light and glare, see Section 6.6: Building Materials and Color Guidelines of the Development 

Regulations, which provides specific standards that control reflectivity and other aesthetic characteristics 

of the Project. Also see the topical response regarding aesthetics (Topical Response 2) for a detailed 

analysis of the Project aesthetics impacts. The Draft EIR contains sufficient detail to analyze impacts, 

and accordingly the Draft EIR analyzed the worst-case scenarios (i.e. the outer envelope of possible 

impacts) to present a conservative analysis that informs the public and the decision makers. Also, see 

response to comment 81-1 7 for an analysis of why a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not required. 

Moreover, the commenter challenges the adequacy of the Draft EIR with respect to the lack of a specific 

architectural design. However, as explained in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the 
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Project includes the approval of Development Regulations that will establish a very specific set of design 

guidelines to ensure future project designs are consistent with the scope of analysis presented in the Draft 

EIR. The Development Regulations thereby provide adequate specificity about what would be permitted 

under the Project, which adequately informs the decision makers regarding whether to approve the 

Project. 

Comment No. 81-22 

X. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Parks. 

The DEIR identifies certain park in-lieu fees required for the Project, including the Dwelling Unit 

Construction Tax (LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(l) and the Quimby Fees for Condominium Units (LAMC 

17 .12). The fees should also include all applicable recreation and park fees for residential units subject to 

a zone change, as set forth in LAMC 12.33 (the fees are identical to Quimby Fees for condominium 

units). In addition, all park in-lieu funds should be specifically allocated to parks within the immediate 

vicinity of the Project as a condition of the Development Agreement. This may include renovation to 

existing parks, or funding of future parks, such as the Hollywood Cap Park. The DEIR identifies the 

required open space per unit required by the Project (DEIR, MM J.4-1); however, this open space does 

not count towards the required parkland, unless it exceeds the typical open space requirements. The DEIR 

must also evaluate the proposed 2-year closure of Runyon Canyon on the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 81-22 

The Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation Measures J.4-2 and J.4-3, 

regarding payment of fees. The fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget and 

planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LAD RP), as the use of the 

fees, pursuant to the LAMC, is to be determined by the LAD RP, not the Project Applicant. 

The comment states the proposed two-year closure of Runyon Canyon Park as something to be evaluated. 

The Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks identified Runyon Canyon Park as a regional park 

within 2 miles of the Project Site, in their letter for the Draft EIR dated September 27, 2011. See 

Appendix J.4 of the Draft EIR. There is no reference to a closure in the LADRP letter. Based on research 

performed in preparation of the Final EIR and review of the administrative record, there is no evidence of 

a proposed closure of Runyon Canyon. Further, there is no detail in the comment as to the timing of the 

closure and a potential closure is too speculative to analyze. 

Comment No. 81-23 

XI. The DEIR Improperly Considers Certain Area as Open Space. 

The Development Regulations provide that a number of building forms and structures may encroach into 

Project-provided open space. These include building entries, architectural fa9ade details (undefined and 
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unlimited), and retail storefronts. "Open space" with such encroachments provides no benefit as such, 

and the DEIR wrongly allows the Project to take credit for providing such space. 

Response to Comment No. 81-23 

As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Development Regulations will 

ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on the Project Site. In addition, the 

Development Regulations will set forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the 

Project, including areas to be accessible to the public (grade level open space, publicly accessible 

passageways, and any observation deck-level rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be 

designed for the residential uses (common open space and private open space). 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design and the 

Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on the 

Project Site. The Project would be subject to the on-site open space requirements set forth in LAMC 

Section 12.2l(G). Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.C.20(b), certain architectural features and other 

projections are allowed to project in to yards and open space. 

Further, the various open space requirements discussed above are adequately disclosed and analyzed in 

the Draft EIR. For example, see the discussion on page IV.G-57 in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of 

the Draft EIR regarding open space, the LAMC, and the Development Regulations. 

Comment No. 81-24 

XII. The DEIR Failed To Adequately Evaluate and Mitigate Construction-Related Noise 

And Vibration Impacts. 

A. The DEIR Construction Vibration Analysis Relies On Deferred Mitigation, The 

Effectiveness Of Which Is Unsubstantiated. 

Mitigation for vibration-related building damage comprises measure H-11, which improperly defers 

development of mitigation and contains no quantifiable performance standards. For deferral of mitigation 

and analysis to properly occur, the DEIR must describe the nature of the actions anticipated for 

incorporation into the mitigation plan and provide performance standards. See, e.g., Communities for a 

Better Environment v. City of Richmond, 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 95 (201 0). Here, the DEIR fails. No 

specific criteria are provided, except for a vague commitment not to adversely affect certain structures, 

and to develop and implement mitigation if damage is observed during construction. Further, measure H-

11 provides no information regarding the actual nature of the options available to address potential 

impacts. Absent an articulation of such options, the mitigation is simply insufficient and does not provide 

enough information to allow informed consideration of the potential effects of the project. See 

Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 794 (2005). 
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However, even if deferral of mitigation was appropriate in this instance (it is not), the DEIR has failed to 

explain why deferral is appropriate. This failure alone constitutes an abuse of discretion. San Joaquin 

Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 1749 Cal. App. 4th 645, 1670 (2005). Therefore, the City 

must revise the analysis to provide information adequate to inform decisionmakers and the public 

regarding the potential effects of the Project. The City must also recirculate the EIR to allow public 

comment on the new information that concerns this key impact analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 81-24 

With respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides 

a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be 

mitigated to less than significant levels. Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards 

for the adjacent structure monitoring plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that 

would mitigate a significant impact and that might be achieved in various ways. 14 Cal Code Regs 

§15126.4(a)(l)(B). If it is not practical to define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is 

prepared, the agency may defer formulation of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation 

measure describes the options that will be considered and identifies performance standards. See San 

Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 CA4th at 671; Endangered Habitats League, 131 CA4th at 794; Defend 

the Bay v City of Irvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261, 1275, 15 CR3d 176. 

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative since it does not rely on 

a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute qualitative 

commitment "not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures." 

Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring program, 

described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11 . This program will, at a minimum, use licensed 

qualified experts to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal movement at elevation and 

lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and structures. As part of this commitment, "work will 

stop in the area of the affected building" if vibration or structural crack or movement thresholds are 

exceeded, and not resume until "measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building." In addition, 

the structure monitoring program must include "vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring 

points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent buildings from construction-related 

damage. In other words, Project construction activities must conform to the performance standards set in 

Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to structures. Thus, the Draft EIR has 

properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the Project. Given the size of the 

project and the number and variety of affected structures analyzed for potential noise and vibration 

impacts, it is not feasible to forecast precisely what the monitoring measures and curative actions will be 

in greater detail. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure H-11 sets forth the performance standards that the 

adjacent monitoring plan must include. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision makers for their consideration. 
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Comment No. 81-25 

B. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed To Evaluate The Effects of Construction 

Noise On Residents of the Project. 

The Project Description never clarifies whether the East and West Sites would be developed only 

together, or in some sequence, during the 22-year building horizon requested by the Applicant (2013-

2035). The Project Description states that the Project will take three to three and a half years to construct, 

if completed in a single phase, which is unlikely. Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that 

construction of the Project could occur in phases, and that an early phase of the Project may include 

residential units, which construction activities during a later phase could adversely affect. Given that the 

proximity of nearby sensitive receptors renders full construction noise mitigation technically infeasible 

according to the City's Noise Ordinance (see DEIR, p. IV.H-27), the probability exists that any residents 

present on either site during construction of a subsequent phase would experience construction noise 

levels well in excess of the City significance thresholds. Consequently, the DEIR has failed to disclose a 

significant, unavoidable impact of the Project, and must be amended to provide this analysis. Moreover, 

the presence of an additional significant impact requires recirculation of the EIR for public comment. 

CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(l). 

The fact that the DEIR determines that the noise will be "significant and unavoidable" does not provide a 

pass to allow any level of noise on the site during construction hours. Therefore, the Applicant must 

provide phase-specific standards at each phase of construction that limits the noise during construction to 

all extents feasible. 
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Response to Comment No. 81-25 

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR does not specify a sequence to the Project's development. 

As stated on page 11-34 of the Draft EIR, "the development of the Project will be influenced and 

dependent upon the economic characteristics of the overall commercial office, entertainment, housing and 

hotel markets within Hollywood and Southern California. The Project includes a Development 

Agreement that would allow the long-term phased buildout of the Project. As such, the Project will be 

able to respond to changing economic and social demands within the local area." 

CEQA does not require the analysis of a Project's impact on itself since the "environment" that must be 

surveyed to determine potential significant impacts consists of the physical conditions "existing within 

the area which will be affected by" the Project. Public Resources Code Section 21060.5. Occupants of 

buildings developed by the project are not present as part of the existing physical conditions of the Project 

site or the surrounding area, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted to account for potential noise 

impacts on future occupants of Project buildings. It should also be noted that the only proposed noise 

sensitive receptors associated with the Project are residential uses. The Draft EIR already includes a 

mitigation measure (see mitigation measure H-13 in the MMRP) that requires the Project to be designed 

in manner to achieve the mandatory 45 dBA CNEL for interior spaces of multi-family residential uses. 

Furthermore, the Draft EIR concluded the placement of the proposed residences on the Project Site would 

result in significant and unavoidable exterior noise impacts for the proposed residential uses. In any 

event, occupants of the early phases of development will be fully aware of the Project's scale and will 

choose to reside of the Project Site with the knowledge that the Project Site is in early phases of 

development. As such, these occupants will be making an informed decision to occupy a site that will be 

affected by ongoing construction activities. 

Comment No. 81-26 

C. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed to Evaluate The Effects of Construction 

Noise on the W Hotel and Residences. 

The DEIR identifies the Lofts at Hollywood & Vine, a residential project on the north side of Hollywood 

Boulevard, as a sensitive use within proximity of the Project site that has the potential to be impacted by 

the Project. (DEIR, Page N H-15) However, the DEIR does not identify the W Residences, which 

includes a hotel and residential units, as a sensitive use. The W Residences are located directly across the 

street from the Pantages Theater, which has a height of 44 feet at the street fa9ade, and 68 feet at the rear 

of the parcel. The DEIR notes that there will be a peak noise level increase of 33.8-47.9 dB at the 

Pantages Theater and 10.1 dB at the Lofts. (DEIR, Page IV.H-25) 

Any construction work above the 44 foot height will not be buffered by the Pantages Theater structure, 

and will be clearly audible at the W Residences, which has a height of 150 feet. Therefore, the DEIR must 

evaluate the impact of construction noise on the W Residences over the 22 year period. The DEIR must 
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include conditions, such as appropriate noise buffers during construction, including at the upper stories. 

The DEIR must also provide proper notice to surrounding neighbors, which will affect the ability to 

utilize the hotel rooms and residential units facing the Project during the various construction periods. 

Response to Comment No. 81-26 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the effects of construction noise on the W 

Hotel and Residences located south of Hollywood Boulevard approximately 315 feet south of the Project 

Site's closest property line. Based on the same methodologies utilized in the Draft EIR, peak construction 

noise levels at this distance would be approximately 70 dBA. As illustrated in Table IV.H-4 of the Draft 

EIR, the existing noise levels for land uses fronting Hollywood Boulevard traffic between Vine Street 

Argyle Avenue (i.e., the location of the W Hotel and Residences) is approximately 70.4 dBA CNEL. 

Thus, the Project's construction-related noise increase at the W Hotel and Residences located 

approximately 315 feet south of the Project Site's closest property would not have the potential to 

increase noise levels above existing conditions in the Project area. These impacts would be less than 

significant and no additional mitigation measures are warranted. 

Comment No. 81-27 

D. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Evaluate Operational Noise Caused by Outdoor 

Patios and Rooftop Decks 

The DEIR also fails to properly identify noise impacts during the operation of the Project. The DEIR 

states that the residential units, hotels, and restaurants, will have outdoor areas and rooftop patios. The 

DEIR fails to identify the location of these outdoor areas, and fails to provide typical mitigation measures 

required of other hotel rooftops in the areas, such as (i) time limits for rooftop patio use, (ii) prohibition of 

live entertainment and limits to background music on rooftops, and (iii) proper design and landscaping to 

locate noisier areas, such as pools, away from residential uses. A subsequent or supplemental 

environmental review is necessary prior to approval of specific outdoor areas for residential, hotel and 

restaurant use. 

Response to Comment No. 81-27 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people and activities and 

events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and observation decks. Specifically, page 

IV.H-40 of the Draft EIR states the Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at 

the pedestrian level at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels 

of the proposed towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas, 

swimming pools and poolside seating, and outdoor dining. 
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It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people talking, swimming pool activity, and 

occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements during special events. As shown in 

Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 

dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance 

provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 

by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise 

sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the 

ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

In addition, the Project would be required to comply with Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would 

ensure outdoor eating and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at 

surrounding off site uses and these impacts would be less than significant. 

Comment No. 81-28 

E. The DEIR Failed To Adequately Evaluate Construction-Related Vibration 

Impacts To The Capitol Records Echo Chambers 

Page IV.H-30 of the DEIR includes a discussion of potential vibration-related building damage that could 

occur as a result of the Project. However, although it includes structures such as the Capitol Records 

Complex (receptor 15), it omits the Capitol Records echo chambers (receptor 16). Though the remainder 

of the Capitol Records Complex is characterized as fragile for the purposes of the analysis, the analysis 

fails to discuss why the echo chambers, which are also part of the complex, are not. 

Response to Comment No. 81-28 

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be 

experienced on adjacent land uses, including the Capital Record echo chambers. Specifically page IV.H-

30 of the Draft EIR states that construction impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with 

respect to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

However, the Capitol Records Building's underground recording studios are located on the Project Site, 

which is owned and operated by the Project Applicant. As such, any vibration-related land use conflicts 

would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further coordination between each entity with 

respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project's physical 

vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment (i.e., the Capitol Records Building's 

underground echo chambers) would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to potential damages from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides a 

thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be 

mitigated to less than significant levels. See also the response to Comment No. 19-6 (Los Angeles 

Conservancy) for further information regarding potential impacts on the echo chambers. 
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Comment No. 81-29 

The DEIR Failed To Disclose Growth-Inducing Impacts Of The Project. 

The Project includes, among other requests, a zone change that would allow a substantially more 

intensive commercial or mixed use of the Project site. Yet the DEIR includes no analysis of the impacts 

of the substantially increased development allowed under the new designation, or even of the (intended) 

growth-inducement potential of the change in designation. 

The Project would vastly increase the allowable density of development in the Project site and vicinity. 

As described on page 11-7 of the DEIR, the Project would rezone the Project site from C4 to C2, and 

would also remove the existing density limitation. Collectively, these changes are intended to double the 

permitted floor area ratio and remove all limitations on height, allowing construction of towers as tall as 

(in the case of the Project) 585 feet. Simply put, the Project would bring downtown and Century City 

building heights and density to Hollywood, establishing a precedent for other projects to follow, and an 

expectation among developers regarding the square footage they can obtain. Development consistent 

with the new designation therefore becomes foreseeable, and the failure of the DEIR to evaluate, even in 

a general sense, the reasonably foreseeable cumulative development facilitated by the Project renders the 

impact analysis incomplete and inadequate. Consequently, the City must revise the DEIR to include this 

analysis, and must recirculate the DEIR to allow informed decision-making by the City regarding this 

undeniably precedent-setting project. 

Response to Comment No. 81-29 

The commenter is correct that the Project is requesting a zone change from C4 to C2 and a removal of the 

"D" Limitation" to allow a higher FAR for the Project Site. However, the zone change from C4 to C2 is 

to allow for the sports club use and does not have any effect on the FAR or height. Further, contrary to 

the commenter's contention, neither the zone change nor the removal of the "D" Limitation removes any 

height limitations. There are no height limitations on the Project Site. The construction of 585-foot 

towers in currently allowed by right on the Project Site and no entitlements are needed for height. 

Further, there is analysis of the impacts under the new designation in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, 

of the Draft EIR. For example, as discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, the 

Project is consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan Update Land Use Policy 2.13, which states that 

new projects should utilize higher F ARs to incentivize mixed-use development around transit nodes and 

along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid Bus, or 24-hour bus lines. 

The commenter also states that the Project fails to analyze growth-inducing impacts of the Project and 

that the Project would increase the allowable density of development in the Project Site and the vicinity. 

While the removal of the "D" Limitation would allow for the FAR to be increased from 4.5:1 under the 

Community Plan Update (or from 3: 1 if the Update is stayed or invalidated) for the Project Site, it would 

not allow for an increased FAR in the vicinity of the Project. Any future projects in the vicinity of the 
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Project Site would be subject to zoning and land use designations and restrictions for their respective 

sites. As described in the Draft EIR, these requirements would regulate future land uses and provide 

development standards for such land uses that would preclude potential land use consistency and 

compatibility impacts. Section V. General Impacts Categories, subsection D. Growth-Inducing Impacts 

contains an adequate analysis of growth-inducing impacts per Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA 

Guidelines. Further, Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR adequately discusses Cumulative 

Impacts consistent with Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines. As concluded in the Land Use Planning 

section, with implementation of the proposed Development Regulations, including the Project Design 

Features (PDFs), and upon approval of the requested actions in the Draft EIR, development of the Project 

together with future forecasted growth would not be anticipated to substantially conflict with the intent of 

the City General Plan, with other applicable land use plans, or with the LAMC regarding the future 

development of the Hollywood area. 

Comment No. 81-30 

I. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Landfill Capacity and 

Mischaracterizes the Impact as Less Than Significant. 

According to page IV.L.3-1 0, the landfills currently serving the City have remaining capacity of 9,947 

tons per day ("tpd") of solid waste. However, as also acknowledged in the DEIR, one of those landfills, 

Chiquita Canyon, has only three years of capacity remaining. Consequently, even under the most 

aggressive development scenario, only a single landfill will serve the City by the time the Project 

becomes operational. If the Applicant obtains a 22-year term on the proposed D.A., fewer than ten years 

of landfill capacity will remain by the time the Project is constructed. Although some plans exist for 

future expansion, such plans have not yet been approved, and the DEIR carefully avoids a description of 

the likelihood or timing of such an expansion occurring. Consequently, landfill space within and near the 

City remains at a premium and is properly considered a diminishing asset. Therefore, until such time as 

additional or alternative means of solid waste disposal become available, a cumulative impact regarding 

such capacity exists, and the Project's contribution to that impact is cumulatively considerable. The City 

must revise the DEIR to reflect the proper impact category, and must recirculate the DEIR for public 

comment, consistent with CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(l). 

Response to Comment No. 81-30 

The comment does not provide evidence regarding the limited landfill capacity claimed by the 

commenter. Also, the comment does not recognize that the Project could be built out far in advance of 

the full 22-year term of the Development Agreement. These misconceptions render the comment 

unsubstantiated on this issue. Nonetheless, the commenter claims that a cumulative significant impact 

would occur with regards to landfill capacity. In addition, the commenter infers that hypothetically only a 

single landfill would serve the City when the Project becomes operational. Again, there is no evidence 

provided in the comment to support this assertion. 
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In contrast, the Draft EIR states that the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have a 

remaining available daily intake of 9,947 tons per day (tpd). The cumulative solid waste generation 

shown in Table IV.L.3-7 of Section IV.L.3, Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste, of the Draft 

EIR, would represent approximately 0.17 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity 

at the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. As shown in the Draft EIR, the Sunshine 

Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have existing adequate capacity for the Related Projects 

and the Project. Also, the Draft EIR states on page IV.L.3-3 that an expansion of the Chiquita 

Canyon Landfill is currently proposed and would add a capacity of 23,872,000 tons (a 21-year life 

expectancy), which demonstrate potential additional capacity. Similarly, Draft EIR explains on 

page IV.L.3-10 that operations within the City and the Project Site would continue to be subject to 

and support the requirements set forth in AB939 requiring each city or county to divert 50 percent 

of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling and composting, which 

reduces total solid waste loads into the available landfills. Unlike the comment, these conclusions 

are supported by numeric calculations based on currently available public information. Therefore, 

the Draft EIR has performed an adequate fact-based impact analysis. There is no need for further 

analysis of hypothetical claims set forth in the comment.Comment No. 81-31 

In summary, HEIIGC and HVRA support the broad vision and diverse mix of uses for the Project, 

however they strongly object to the scale of the Project, in terms of height and density, and the lack of 

specificity of the requested entitlements that will allow a variety of configurations not evaluated in this 

DEIR. Thank you for your consideration and response to these comments. If you have any additional 

questions, please contact me directly at (310) 201- 3572 or bmr@jmbm.com. 

Response to Comment No. 81-31 

This comment is a conclusion statement to their letter. For additional information regarding a potential 

variety of configurations allowed under the Project, please refer to Topical Response IA, Land Use -

Equivalency Program. The comment is noted for the records and will be forwarded to the decision

making bodies. 
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V. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

A. Introduction 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code reqmres a Lead Agency to adopt a '"reporting or 

monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in 

order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment" (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program). 

Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional direction on mitigation monitoring or 

reporting: 

15097. MITIGATION MONITORING OR REPORTING. 

(a) This section applies when a public agency has made the .findings required under paragraph 

(1) of subdivision (a) of Section 15091 relative to an EIR or adopted a mitigated negative 

declaration in conjunction with approving a project. In order to ensure that the mitigation 

measures and project revisions ident~fied in the EIR or negative declaration are implemented, the 

public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has 

required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid signijicant 

environmental effects. A public agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to 

another public agency or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; however, until 

mitigation measures have been completed the lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that 

implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program. 

The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the Project. Any agency listed below is assumed to be 

within the City of Los Angeles, unless its jurisdiction is listed separately. 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to address the potential environmental impacts 

of the Project. Where appropriate, this environmental document identified Project design features or 

mitigation measures to avoid or to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project. 

For purposes on the analysis below, references to mitigation measures includes the Project design 

features. The measures below are from the Draft EIR as well as the additions and modifications made in 

the Final EIR as a result of the Comments received on the Draft EIR. These additions and modifications 

are listed in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of the Final EIR. 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is designed to monitor implementation of 

these mitigation measures identified for the Project. The MMRP is subject to review and approval by the 

Lead Agency as part of the certification of the EIR and adoption of project conditions. The required 
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m1t1gation measures are listed and categorized by impact area, as identified m the EIR, with an 

accompanying identification of the following: 

• Monitoring Phase, the phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure shall be 

monitored; 

o Pre-Construction, including the design phase 

o Construction 

o Pre-Occupancy (prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy) 

o Occupancy (post-construction) 

• Enforcement Agency, the agency with the power to enforce the mitigation measure; and 

• Monitoring Agency, the agency to which reports including feasibility, compliance, 

implementation, and development are made. 

• Action(s) Indicating Compliance, the action(s) of which the Enforcement or Monitoring Agency 

indicates that compliance with the identified mitigation measure has been implemented. 

The Project Applicant shall be responsible for implementing all mitigation measures unless otherwise 

noted. The MMRP performance shall be monitored annually to determine the effectiveness of the 

measures implemented in any given year and reevaluate the mitigation needs for the upcoming year. 

B. Program Modification 

After review and approval of the MMRP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and modifications to the 

MMRP are permitted, but can only be made by the Applicants or their successors subject to the approval 

by the City of Los Angeles. This flexibility is necessary due to the nature of the MMRP, and the need to 

protect the environment with a workable program. The Lead Agency, in conjunction with any 

appropriate agencies or departments, will determine the adequacy of any proposed change or 

modification. No changes will be permitted unless the MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of 

CEQA, as determined by the Lead Agency. 
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C. l\1itigation l\1onitoring and Reporting Program 

Section IV.A.1 Aesthetics - Views/Light and Glare 

A.1-1 Constrnction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a fenced or 

visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground level of neighboring 

properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout the 

construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Constrnction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, 

Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to 
assess compatibility with the Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 
Department of City Planning 

Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower levels of 

the exterior of the proposed strnctures to ensure that architectural, parking and security lighting 

does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance 

with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light 

pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 

Department of City Planning 
Department of City Planning 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective materials 

such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways are minimized. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

EM18505 

February 2013 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Plan approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the 

following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1. l, Tower Massing Standards: 

48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage 

bet\veen 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tmver lot coverage between 151 and 550 feet 

above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage bet\veen 151 and 585 feet above curb level. The 

Project shall also conform to Standard 6 .1. 3, w-hich states that at least 5 0% of the total floor area 

shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the 

following Standards: (7 .3. l) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be 

located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7 .5 .1) Towers shall 

be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive 

skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all 

other towers on the same parcel, except the following which will meet Planning Code: I) the 

towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, 

or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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Section IV.BJ Air Quality 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in constrnction contracts the control measures required and/or 

recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including but not limited to the 

following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 

• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of strnctures or break-up of 

pavement; 

• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 

• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 

• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved constrnction parking areas and staging areas; 

• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 miles 

per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 

• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each constrnction site that identifies the 

permitted constrnction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information 

about the constrnction project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust 

generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site constrnction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall ensure all 

construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer truck fleets 

(e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year United States 

Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a 

minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year 

NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 

Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 

• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use oflow-flow water fixtures; 

• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would achieve a 

minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 

• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be ENERGY 

STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or exceeding 

the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and maintained for 

the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 
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Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on the roof 

of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent 

that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 500-feet of 

the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows and/or the orientation 

of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for electric 

barbegues to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common areas per the 

Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively fueled 

sweepers with HEP A filters, and use \vater-based or low VOC cleaning products for maintenance 

of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Occupancy 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

V Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Page V-7 

RL0022737 



EM18509 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

Section IV.B.2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Mitigation Measure B. l-3, identified in Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the LA 

Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Section IV.C Cultural Resources 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of any 

portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened \vith damage during constrnction. 

This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the Hollywood Walk of Fame 

Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted by the City in March of 2011, 

and be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning Office of Historic 

Resources prior to any constrnction activities. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Constrnction; Constrnction 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; 

Field inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent strncture monitoring plan to ensure the protection 

of adjacent historic resources during constrnction from damage due to underground excavation, 

and general constrnction procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement due to the removal of 

adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to maintaining the Capitol Records Building 

underground recording studios and their special acoustic properties. The adjacent strncture 

monitoring plan shall be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office 

of Historic Resources and Department of Building and Safety prior to any constrnction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent strncture monitoring plan shall include the following: 

All new constrnction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering strnctures. Preconstrnction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

strnctures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating constrnction activities. As 

a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fa9ades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent strncture monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
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monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. ff the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; 

Field inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the Project. 

Hmvever in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol Records Building 

during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be 

subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior 

to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction; Occupancy 

(any improvements to Capitol Records Building) 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. However, in 

the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building during the life of the 

Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of 

the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation 

activities associated with the Gogerty Building. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty Building) 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding area) shall 

be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic American Building 

Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a 

written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 

Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 

further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central 

Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University 

Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a 

ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 

survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 

necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 

archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological survey, 

study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. Prior to the 

issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file 

indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 

indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior 

to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 

further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center for 

Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, California 

State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum - who 

shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating 

the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 

necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 

paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological survey, 

study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum. Prior 

to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the 

case file indicating \vhat, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a 

statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior 

to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of City Planning 

Department of Building and Safety 

Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the specific 

construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of 

L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains 

are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be 

adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 

Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or 
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Native American Heritage Commission sign-off 

Section IV.D Geology and Soils 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code seismic 

standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a final 

geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist to 

the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final geotechnical report 

shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed structures given the existing geologic 

conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical report shall make final design-level 

recommendations regarding liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of 

settlement, lateral movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry 

forward the applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The 

final geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring wells, 

subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure adequate 

geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform compliance with all 

applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; 

Written satisfaction of Department of Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, CIDH 

pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation system. Drilled pile 

bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and 

shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per pile or higher. 

Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the Old Alluvium shall range from about 

6,000 to 10,000 psf. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

EM18514 

February 2013 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Constrnction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise strnctures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the Young 

Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Constrnction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 34 7 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. Subject to 

final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and waterproofing shall be required 

for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Constrnction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Belmv-grade 

walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic earth pressure 

and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall design. Hydrostatic 

pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 347. Subject to final design

level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non

yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the potential 

accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be required for walls 

below about el 34 7. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be required 

to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required depending 

on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these structures. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the 

Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure monitoring program shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades of the buildings 
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immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; 

Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.E Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 

Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling operations, to 

determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, beneath the Property has 

been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination and underground storage tanks 

associated with such historical usage shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 

and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 

Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and US Ts 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials identified 

on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 

regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site strncture, all lead-based paint 

identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and 

federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface investigation of 

the suspected subsurface steel strncture (located on the 1720 North Vine Street parcel) noted 

during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or treatment of the strncture during 

development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all 

applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Constrnction; Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface investigation of 

the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to ensure proper removal or 

treatment of the strnctures during development activities. Any removal or treatments 

implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Constrnction; Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.F Hydrology and Water Quality 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the extent 

feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), diversion dikes 

shall be constrncted to channel rnnoff around the Project Site. Channels shall be lined with grass 

or roughened pavement to reduce rnnoff velocity. 
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City of Los Angeles 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

EM18518 

February 2013 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 

Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee

channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the Los Angeles 

Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where 

construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicated Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F -3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle 

construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and 

concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an appropriate 

landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved 

surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 
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City of Los Angeles 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicated Compliance: 

EM18519 

February 2013 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 

whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed under a roof 

or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement stonn water best management practices (BMPs) to treat 

and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. 

The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management 

Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a California licensed 

civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold 

standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; 

Submittal of certificate; Field inspection sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre

development rate. 
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City of Los Angeles 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

EM18520 

February 2013 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using permeable 

pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, unit pavers (e.g., turf 

block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for installation. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Public Works 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with prohibitive 

language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical icons to discourage 

illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Public Works 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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F -14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, such as a 

cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the storm water 

conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction; Occupancy 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified landscape 

contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; a 

SW AT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; matched precipitation (flow) 

rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; minimum irrigation system distribution 

uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement (Planning 

Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the 

Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the 

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Occupancy 

Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Department of City Planning 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 
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F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm \vater permit requirements 

(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State and local 

level. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.G Land Use Planning 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Section IV.H Noise 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Constrnction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331and161574, 

and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain 

levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-2 Constrnction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday 

through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No constrnction 

activities shall occur on any Sunday. 
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City of Los Angeles 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

EM18523 

February 2013 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the Project 

Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck 

idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all adjacent land uses. The use of those 

pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 

potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several pieces of 

equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, and 

jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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H-6 The Project contractor shall use power constrnction equipment with noise shielding and muffling 

devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Constrnction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood strnctures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight-feet high 

shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent 

land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during 

constrnction. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-8 All constrnction trnck traffic shall be restricted to trnck routes approved by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Constrnction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply ·with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance No. 

178048, which requires a constrnction site notice to be provided that includes the following 

information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the contractor and 

mvner or owner's agent, hours of constrnction allowed by code or any discretionary approval for 

the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. The notice shall be posted 

and maintained at the construction site prior to the start of constrnction and displayed in a 
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location that is readily visible to the public and approved by the City's Department of Building 

and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification shall be 

provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction schedule, 

including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the 

duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 

documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art 

Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and the Capitol 

Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring program shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following. 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. As 

a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fa9ades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 
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from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; 

Field inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engmes shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 

manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site and all 

construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and vibration mitigation 

measures. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

V Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Page V-25 

RL0022755 



EM18527 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination loader/excavator 

for light-duty construction operations . Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers shall be utilized 

during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely completion of the excavation phase of 

development. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 

EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Confirmation of submittal to EMI/Capitol Records and 

Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or structural walls 

of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene 

foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol 

Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent product 

approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be 

applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall 

be installed per manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete 

wall shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 112.02 of 

the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air conditioning, 

refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level 

on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior Noise 

Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 

windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 

Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission between 

dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable interior noise levels in new 

multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

Section IV.I Population, Housing, and Employment 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Section IV.J.1 Public Services - Fire Protection 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain clear and 

unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Construction 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the Project, for 

review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site. 

Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and personnel 

to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an approved 

fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for dwelling units, 

where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD approval 

of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 
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J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its final 

designs. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction (Design) 

Los Angeles Fire Department 
Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy of the 

Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but not be limited to 

the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, 

location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any required modifications shall be identified 

and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Pre-Occupancy 

Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

Section IV.J.2 Public Services - Police 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, mm1mum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain-link 

construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. The perimeter 

fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of equipment and the work 

force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where necessary. 

Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when located within the construction zone. 

The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained while in place. Where applicable, the 

construction fence shall be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be 

installed and maintained at the pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be 

removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and 

protect the public from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and patrol the 

Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction throughout the construction 

period. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Los Angeles Police Department 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through marked 

emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 
Los Angeles Pol ice Department 

Field inspection sign-off; 

LAPD approval of marked access points; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used to 

facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Transportation 

Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that will allow high visibility around the 

buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to improve 

security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 
Los Angeles Police Department 

Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a high 

visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 
Los Angeles Police Department 

Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans at the 

plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 
Los Angeles Police Department 

Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the Project Site, 

showing access routes and additional access information as requested by the LAPD, to facilitate 

police response. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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Section IV.J.3 Public Services - Schools 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified School 

District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of City Planning 

Los Angeles Unified School District 

Issuance of building permit 

Section IV.J.4 Public Services - Parks and Recreation 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each dwelling 

unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling unit having three 

habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having more than three habitable 

rooms pursuant to the requirements ofLAMC Section 12.2l(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the 

common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 

inch box tree is required for every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax set 

forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(l). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be paid to the 

Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities 

Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant shall pay all 

applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of condominium dwelling 

units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 
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Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.J.5 Public Services - Libraries 

EM18534 

February 2013 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 
Department of City Planning 

Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the projected 

resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public Library to offset the 

potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project Area. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

Pre-Occupancy 

Department of City Planning 

Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 

Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk closures 

during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a 

Construction Management Plan/W orksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be approved by 

LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of construction on vehicular and 

pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the 

public streets in the area of the Project. The WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and 

signage for traffic flow as necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in 

Measure K. l-3, and the identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk 

closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and 

access to abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off

peak hours. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Constrnction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Approval ofWTCP 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be restricted 

to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 
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i On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3 :31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K. l-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Approval ofWTCP; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the Project 

Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City 

of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be during the 

hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the above time limits 

must be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department 

of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 

necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that can not reasonably be completed 

otherwise. 

iii Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities are 

permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the start of 

hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on the job 

site at all times. 
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viii The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control dust caused 

by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled as 

required by law. 

x All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent spillage 

and dust. 

xi All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive blowing 

dirt. 

xii All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any material 

spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, Department of 

Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles pertaining to 

the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in each 

direction. 

xvi One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of the Project 

area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of 

"Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213 .485 .2298, shall be 

notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs 

posted along the route. 

xviii Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned governmental 

agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change 

takes place. 

xix The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 72 hours 

prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon 

completion of hauling operations. 

xx A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City Engineer for 

maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued by the Central District 
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Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further 

information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Constrnction: Constrnction 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 

Los Angeles Police Department 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator 

at 213-922-4632 regarding constrnction activities that may impact Metro bus lines. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Constrnction 

Department of Transportation 
Metro; Department of Transportation 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, located 

within a quarter mile radius of the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station and allows 

immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number of Metro and 

LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable walking 

distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project employees, visitors, residents and 

guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous supporting and complementary uses, such as 

additional housing for employees and additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly 

design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared 

and provided for LADOT review- prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project 

and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of the first 

certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new land uses to be 

developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To the extent a TDM 

Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such time that new 

land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be 

acceptable to the Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, 

but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site 

transportation coordinator; 
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• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 

• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 

• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the proposed 

residential uses, if constructed; 

• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 

• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 

• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 

• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 

• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees; 

• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, bicycle 

and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 

• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 

• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 

• Transit routing and schedule information; 

• Transit pass sales; 

• Rideshare matching services; 

• Bike and walk to work promotions; 

• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of the 

Project Site; 

• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 

• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-SS). 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant explore 

the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects the Project to off-
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site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents and 

visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional measure in the TDM program if it is 

deemed feasible and effective by the Project Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

TDM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 

[ssuance of certificate of occupancy; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollvwood Communitv Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project shall 

join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area and initial 

staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the TMO as a 

member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 

• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by transit, but 

contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 

• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 

• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements (such as 

transit/bicycle lanes), and 

• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes in the 

Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand the 

City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a 

Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project Applicant has 

offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a project-specific amenity 

or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project Applicant shall also provide 

space that would accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is 

currently working on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that 

will include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this 

study will assist in determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a 

Mobility Hub at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Transportation 

Plan approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment through 

sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such as landscaping 

and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the 

project to the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements shall include 

reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar Avenue and Argyle 

Avenue between the Project Site and the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station, and 

installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within a block of the Project Site, as 

deemed appropriate by LAD OT. The LAD OT designation of locations shall be made in 

consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Department of Transportation 
LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $250,000 

to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being established (CF 10-

2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the Department of City 
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Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements within the Hollywood area. 

However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete streets 

and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures 

implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. 

Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, 

may be included in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 

may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Plan approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement the 

traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to the 

Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). 

Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic 

signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These 

signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit 

process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to 

LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project 

Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 

LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project 

Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be 

guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any 

certificate of occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; 
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K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 

Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection under both 

existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection 

to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum lane for the southbound approach 

and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final 

design of this improvement shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LAD OT. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 

Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Caltrans; Department of Transportation 

Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 

Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently adopted the 

updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street standards that 

provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including 

transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, 

etc. Vine Street has been designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot 

half-width roadway within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue 

and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width 

roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 

Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as 

Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 

right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 

determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for 

this project. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall be 

responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 

modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation improvements 

described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation improvements and associated traffic 

signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of 

the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to 
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the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be 

granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each 

case, the Project Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the 

satisfaction of LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 

engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a 

pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, residential 

development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for construction 

unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 feet greater in length 

than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Plan Approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-related 

employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on 

surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no 

staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the duration of all 

construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction vehicles, including 
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vehicles that transport \vorkers, on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction 

vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Transportation 

Plan Approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

Section IV.L.1 Utilities and Service Systems - Water 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall employ 

flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Transportation 

Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.L.2 Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Section IV.L.3 Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of Sanitation 

standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and construction materials 

including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, 

metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable material such as broken asphalt 

and concrete, brick, metal and \vood shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non

recyclable materials/wastes shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall 

be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass, 

and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins shall be emptied and 

recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste 

disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

Section IV.L.4 Utilities and Service Systems - Energy Conservation 

No mitigation measures are required. 
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LETTER NO. 105 - MELROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 

Edward Villareal Hunt, President 

4928 West Melrose Hill, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

February 1, 2013 

Comment No. 105-1 

February 2013 

We are concerned about adding this substantial Millennium Project population to Park starved Hollywood 

without adding a commensurate amount of additional parkland. We understand this project has a 

requirement to pay Quimby fees. 

Our recommendation is that the Quimby Fees be directed toward the Construction of the first phase of the 

Proposed Hollywood Central Park to be constructed over the nearby 101 Freeway. 

Response to Comment No. 105-1 

According to Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures J.4-2 and J.4-3 regarding payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. It should be noted that the fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget 

and planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LAD RP) because use of 

the fees is pursuant to the LAMC and is determined by the LADRP. The Project Applicant does not 

determine how these fees are used by the City. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28735 

Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 2:37 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Quick DA Question 

Glad to hear you are better - but don't push it - this bug comes back if you are not careful! 

I talked to Mike over the phone today and it sounds like he debriefed with you as well regarding his 
conversation with Phil, the DA timeframe and the deal points. I really like the idea of a land trust for the 
Hollywood sign and contributing to the transportation impact fee study. Now that the documents are finalized, 
though, I am wondering what is the cleanest and easiest way for us to document the modifications to the mutual 
agreement of Planning and the applicant and get it before the CPC for their review. Would we just wait to read 
all this into the record at the meeting, or is there a supplemental report we can prepare to attach to the DA staff 
package? 

And with regard to our meeting with Regina next week, it looks like she declined the Thursday afternoon 
meeting invite sent out by Stacy. I know that Stacy is out today and back Monday, so I guess we will try again 
then. My week is just packed, but I am willing to move anything to accommodate this meeting with Regina. I 
think it is critical we get her comfortable with the project description and the DA components prior to her 
reviewing the CPC package next weekend - and then we can do all the in-depth follow up at the March 27 CPC 
briefing. 

Thanks Luci - when you have time, let me know your thoughts/preferences for how we vet these new DA 
benefits and prepare the appropriate documents for internal and external circulation. 

Lisa 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 9:02 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 
Much better than I did yesterday. I still sound terrible though. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 8:56 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Great just forwarded info to Mike .... how r u feeling today? 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 08:54 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Cc: shana.bonstin@lacity.org <shana .bonstin@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Quick DA Question 

Hi Lisa, 

The terms we have on file have a range from 10 years (St. Vincent's Medical Center) to 25 years 
(Catellus/Union Station; Howard Hughes; STAPLES) A majority of our DA's are in the range of 15 years 
(Columbia Sq; Dayton Canyon, Cedars Sinai; Porter Ranch; Park La Brea) and 20 years (Metropolis City 
Center; Loyola Marymount, LA Center; LASED). Westfield Topanga was granted a 15 year term. 
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Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

EM28736 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 7:58 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical 
length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 20 years?? MLG needs 
to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are 
proposing 22 years and MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be 
better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
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(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Tuesday, March 12, 2013 5:53 PM 
To: Lisa Webber 
Subject: RE: Stuff 

Great. How about 101 Cafe .... just off Freeway at Franklin at 815. 

From: Lisa Webber [lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 4:35 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Re: Stuff 

I am free for breakfast this Thursday. No CPC for me - all will be down in San Pedro for the big community 
plan item. 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 1:10 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 
Hey .. ... how's your Thursday morning look? Want to have breakfast at 101 Cafe (Franklin just off Freeway)? As 
for Luci's report I've bits and pieces and she's a "star". Not sure if it's for public consumption but Michael and 
Phil visiting privately this week (Mike's request). We're doing CD 13 Design Review Thursday night with 
Marcel. On Friday I have 2 PC meetings set (trying for a third). Understand Barbara is going to run the 
meeting on 28th. 
Regarding Castlen, Alan and I are meeting with Paul this afternoon. Word has it Paul was looking for a 25% 
reduction in the residential but not sure what that relates to. Can't just be arbitrary. Alan might reduce unit 
count by 5-10% just to get PK on board. Will keep you posted. 
Now for Ponte Vista ..... the one that should have been the easiest of all. You reduce the density from 2300 to 
1100 and agree that the preferred alternative of 83 5 works just fine. And can't get through CEQA review -
OMG! Not sure I even remember the "mixed" use alternative with library, retail, etc. but never going to 
happen. If you remember this was a work piece of property for Istar. After extensive market analysis the 
office, retail (and even Senior Housing) were removed from the plans. It will never pencil or get built without 
the economics of the residential plans. The community claims to want all these other uses but no traffic. Can't 
make it all happen in this one project. Happy to talk schedule and happy to bring Owners Representative 
Dennis Cavallari to an all hands meeting next week. 
Let me know about Breakfast and if we should find time for Erin, Henry, et al. Thanks. 
R 

p.s. seeing Paul and Amy Saturday night before they head back to Hawaii. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [ mailto :lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 12:33 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Stuff 

We've got some things to chat about...I'm in the PVP now for Ponte Vista ..... and I'm loving the new mixed use 
alternative with the library, retail, park, office, etc. Is this in the realm of reason?? A big improvement to the 
current project and a strong and very positive response to community concerns and desires 
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Need to talk Ponte Vista schedule however. We need to make some adjustments. 

Luci has prepared staff reports for Millennium .... beautifully written documents .... you will be very pleased. 

Any updates with Castlen Sepulveda? 

Also, unrelated to your projects, need to chat about the dept consolidation proposal on the table that the mayor 
has introduced ..... . 

Talk soon, 

Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM18547 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Wednesday, February 06, 2013 8:59 AM 
Ken Bernstein 
Lambert Giessinger 
RE: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

We are able to confirm the 7th of March. Lets chat next week about your expectations for our presentation. Thanks. r 

From: Ken Bernstein [ken.bernstein@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 5:27 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Cc: Lambert Giessinger 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Rich, 

I connected with our staff here, and we've all agreed that it makes sense to schedule the informational 
presentation for CHC on Hollywood Millennium in advance of the CPC discussion of March 28th. Our 
preferred date would be the March 7 CHC meeting, 10:00 a.m. in Room 1010 of City Hall. Would that work 
for your team? 

Ken 

Ken Bernstein, AICP 
Manager, Office of Historic Resources & 
Principal City Planner, Policy Planning 
Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1181 
ken. bernstein@lacity.org 
www. preservation. lacity. org 
www.planning.lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28738 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 3:32 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Millennium update 

Lisa: I just signed the D.A. report. Luci is still working on the CPC case and the Tract report. We are hoping to 
hand off these reports to Alfred by 430 today. 

RL0022782 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa, 

EM18548 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 10:45 AM 

Lisa Webber 
OHR 

Just met with Luci and Srimal on wanting millennium. Srimal said the when OHR reviewed the historic they 
made no mention of any need for entitlement review by Cultural Commission. Luci said her understanding was 
that there was no authority for Cultural Commission review? Is this wrong? We are following up with them, or 
is there another reason?? 
Jon 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
j on. foreman@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ok - thanks for the update 

EM28739 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 3:58 PM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Millennium update 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 3:32 PM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
Lisa: I just signed the D .A report. Luci is still working on the CPC case and the Tract report. We are hoping to 
hand off these reports to Alfred by 430 today. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Everyone, 

EM28242 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 6:13 PM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell; Dan Scott; Lisa Webber; Sergio Ibarra 
Appeal Staff Report 
Appeal Report.docx 

Please find attached the appeal staff report. I have Citywide Design Guidelines Training between 830-12 
tomorrow, but Sergio should be available for comments/edits/questions. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

APPEAL STAFF REPORT 

City Planning Commission 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 
Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 

Further Appealable to City Council 
(LAMC Section 17.06-A,4) 
April 3, 2013 

Case No.: 
CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 
Plan Area: 
Specific Plan: 
Certified NC: 
GPLU: 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

las Angeles 
Department I of City Planning .__. 

VTT-71837-CN 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
CPC-2013-103-DA 
13 
Hollywood 
None 
Hollywood United 
Regional Center 
Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN 
C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca 
Street. 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

REQUESTED 
ACTION: 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

VTT-71837-CN was approved as a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 
35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

APPEALS of the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

1. DENY the appeal in WHOLE 
2. Sustain the February 22, 2013 decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

Jim Tokunaga 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other items on the 
agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Area Planning Commission Secretariat, 200 North Spring Street, 
Room 272, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No.213-978-1247). While all written communications are given to the 
Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you 
challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the 
public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not 
discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to 
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VTT-71837-CN -Appeal Page 2 

its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or 
other services may be provided upon request. 
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Appeal Staff Report 

Project Summary 
Case Background 
Appeal & Staff Response 
Conclusion 

Exhibits: 

1 - Vicinity Map 

2 - Radius Map 

3- Tract Map 

5-Appeals 

EM28245 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

6 - February 22, 2013 Letter of Decision by the Deputy Advisory Agency 

7 - Economic Feasibility Analysis 

Page 3 
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STAFF APPEAL REPORT 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Case Background 

The public hearing for the Tract Map was held before the Advisory Agency on February 19, 
2013. The public hearing was also heard before the Hearing Officer, who took testimony on 
behalf of the City Planning Commission for CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-
2013-103-DA. 

Following a presentation by the applicant and the applicant's representatives, the public hearing 
was open to the public where approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and 
opposition to the project. The public speakers represented residents, labor groups, 
neighborhood councils, homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of 
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Commerce, and affected business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the 
Montalban Theater and American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 

On February 22, 2013, the Advisory Agency issued a letter of determination approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, permitting a 41-lot subdivision and the construction of two 
buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of 
residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor 
area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square
foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use for a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 
square feet, which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1. 
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THE APPEALS 

Appellants: (1) AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts; 
(2) Annie Geoghan; 
(3) Argyle Civic Association; 
(4) Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; 
(5) Hollywood Dell Civic Association; 
(6) Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

APPEAL POINTS: 

Page 6 

1. Failure to identify AMOA as a sensitive receptor in respect to noise. As a result, the EIR 
does not provide adequate mitigation in regards to noise. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. While the Draft EIR did not identify AMOA as a noise and vibration 
sensitive receptor for the project, this designation would not change the impact 
determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the 
Draft EIR provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration 
increases occurring within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site, which 
includes the AMOA property. As shown on page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's 
student housing facilities were identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptor No. 1 
included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across Yucca. This 
includes the Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, 
Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows,'' all of which are 
described as AMOA student housing. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon 
adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive 
mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible, regardless 
of any sensitive receptor designations. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for 
noise and vibration, the EIR amended two Mitigation Measures, H-3 and H-7, to address 
AMDA's concerns, to include all adjacent structures, including AMOA at 1777 Vine 
Street, in their Mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 
feasibly possible from the nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land 
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods 
with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise- sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

2. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, make clear that 
AMOA is a Sensitive Receptor. CEQA has a clear mandate to identify schools as a 
sensitive receptor. 

El R's within and outside of the City make clear that AMOA is a sensitive receptor. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. The City of Los Angeles, as Lead Agency, has the responsibility to 
determine the sensitivity of the receptor. Although schools are typically listed as a noise
sensitive use within 500 feet of a project site, other factors, including location, school 
type, and hours of operation facilitate, among others, whether a use is considered 
sensitive. In this case, a performance arts school was not comparable to a school, such 
as that with underage children, due to the its location one block south of the US-101 
Freeway, the nature of the classes held, which are geared to adults, and the hours of 
operation which are consistent with that of the office uses in the vicinity. Moreover, as 
previously stated, the Draft EIR discloses that short-term construction noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation and includes mitigation measures ensuring that noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

Again, the EIR does identify AMOA as a noise-sensitive receptor and includes mitigation 
measures which address the significant, but short-term, noise impacts that would be 
incorporated. While it may not fully minimize the associated noise impacts during 
construction, these mitigation measures represent the highest possible mitigation 
available to an adjoining commercial structure. 

3. Nowhere does the Determination letter clearly state that the Advisory Agency has in fact 
approved VTTM No. 71837. 

The Advisory Agency's letter of determination issued a determination of VTT-71837-CN 
with a "Decision Date" of February 22, 2013 and an "Appeal Period Ends" date of March 
4, 2013. The grant clause was inadvertently carried over from the staff report and reads 
as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03 of the, the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval. ... " 

Instead, the grant clause should read as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03, the Advisory Agency approves .... " 

Typically, a letter of correction is issued following the end of the appeal period to correct 
typographical errors. However, this tract was appealed and therefore the correction to 
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the grant clause will be determined by the City Planning Commission's action on the 
tract map appeal. 

4. The Advisory Agency has granted the project a significant reduction from its parking 
requirement of 2.5 stalls per residential unit without the Determination Letter even 
acknowledging that a deviation has been requested or approved. 

The Letter of Determination for Tract Map No.: 71837-CN states in Condition 14c states 
the approval of the development of 1, 918 parking spaces, subject to the shared parking 
provisions of the Development Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-
ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D and/or CPC-2013-103-DA, to serve the project site. The deviation 
from the LAMC parking requirements is found in Condition No. 14 by the Department of 
City Planning, stating that "Approved herein is the development of 1,918 parking spaces, 
subject to the shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations." Implicit in 
this statement is that the parking will not be as required per the LAMC, but rather, 
through a shared parking program, as provided in the Development Regulations. The 
Development Regulations are an attachment to the Letter of Determination. 

Furthermore, the tract determination describes the Land Use Equivalency Program in 
greater detail in condition 14c on page 8 of the Determination, stating that "the actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, 
retail, and restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for 
every 1,000 square feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested 
variance, two (2) parking spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor 
area for the building. For the residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking 
space for dwelling units of less than three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) 
parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) habitable rooms, and two (2) parking 
spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable rooms." The intent of a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking 
demand with complementary uses. A shared parking program, as applied, would also be 
consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update, 
given that parking has different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 
24-hour cycle. 

5. The Advisory Agency's decision letter clearly violates the California Subdivision Map Act 
by approving a tentative tract map inconsistent with the existing zoning. By issuing its 
approvals prior to City Planning Commission review and consideration of the requested 
entitlements or even before release of the Planning Department's Staff 
Recommendation Report, the Advisory Agency has in effect determined that the 
Commission's approval is a foregone conclusion. The Advisory Agency is not a 
legislative body and is without legal authorization to adopt the EIR and its statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 

The project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses that are consistent 
with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book store, bakeries, bicycle 
sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); office, and restaurants 
(bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), and permits residential 
densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. The project is subject to an 
exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), however, which permits any use in the RS 
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Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot is 
located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional Center Commercial, or High 
Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project area approved by the City 
Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per dwelling unit, or a 
maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. 

The fitness/sports club use is not explicitly allowed in the C4 Zone, however, similar 
uses, such as recreation buildings, commercial swimming pools, and private and no
profit clubs are permitted. The applicant is seeking a Zone Change from C4 to C2 to 
permit the operation, use, and maintenance of a fitness/sports club, where the C2 
expressly allows gymnasiums and health clubs. Allowing a fitness/sports club use would 
be similar to the LA Fitness that was approved through a variance (ZA-2003-SS47-ZV) at 
7021 Hollywood Boulevard, with an additional variance for reduced parking for S3 
parking spaces in lieu of 263 parking spaces. As such, the sports/fitness club is 
therefore not a significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere in the 
neighborhood. 

6. The City cannot approve the VTTM and the Project, and instead should deny it as a 
result of the fact that the proposed map is inconsistent with the applicable zoning. The 
underlying zoning restricts the subject site FAR to 3: 1 and limits the type of uses at the 
site. The Advisory Agency cannot approve a map inconsistent with what's permissible 
both in scale and uses in the subject site. The project's proposed FAR of 6: 1 is a 
theoretical figure that doesn't clarify exactly what would be built, what the total square 
footage would be, how many residential units there would be, or how tall the skyscrapers 
ultimately will be. The C4-20-SN zoning restricts C4 uses to R4 uses. R4 zoning allows 
one unit per 400 square feet of lot area. 

The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D
SN) and the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation is intended to accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential 
density, recognizing the need to promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, 
while simultaneously addressing "the needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for 
businesses, conventions, trade shows, entertainment, and tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 16S,6S9, 
limits buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, and which may 
exceed a FAR of 3:1 if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the 
Transportation Program and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, 
and any Designs for Development pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency 
(CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan allowed a 4.S:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA 
approval. Although the CRA has since been dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was 
captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties in 
the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and which have been approved 
by the City Planning Commission and conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
(CRA). Furthermore, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-
A, 18(a), which permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or 
CS Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment 
project area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 
square feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot 
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site. As such, the project, as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project 
site. 

Moreover, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6:1 FAR, 
including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a 
Height District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 
6: 1; Conditional Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential 
zone and on-site alcohol consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning 
Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-
inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard 
setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review for a project located at 
1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA/TT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a 
Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for 
interior lot lines abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total 
off-street parking space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area 
ratio between 4.5:1 and 6:1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up 
to 150 residential condominiums, 375 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 
61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for a property located at 6250-
6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

The Appellant states that there is no clarity in the determination in terms of total 
proposed square footage, amount of residential units, and the height of the skyscrapers. 
However, the determination, clearly states in the project description that the approval is 
for the development of 492 residential condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 215,000 
square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new and 114,303 square feet of existing 
office space, 35,000 square feet of fitness/sports club use, and 15,000 square feet of 
restaurant use." It also states that the unit density is based on the RS zone. The height 
of the towers is labeled and demonstrated in the Tract Maps that are exhibits to the 
Letter of Determination. 

7. The projects residential parking component is almost 500 spaces less than required by 
the Advisory Agency, which for condominiums is 2.5 parking spaces per unit instead of 
the 1.5 parking spaces proposed. Nowhere in the Determination Letter is there an 
analysis of the parking reduction or acknowledgement that they are granting the 
deviation. Other nearby Hollywood projects have provided a surplus of parking, such as 
the nearby Blvd. 6200 project. The reduction of parking for a sports club further 
exacerbates the lack of parking. In addition, parking should be provided on-site to 
accommodate both the businesses intended to operate on the site, their visitors, patrons 
and support workers. 

Condition No. 14( c) of the Tract determination approved the development of 1, 918 
parking spaces to serve the project "subject to the shared parking provisions of the 
Development Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-ZV-HD 
and/or CPC-2013-103-DA." The tract determination recognizes that a shared parking 
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request and a reduced parking request will be considered by the City Planning 
Commission in its review of the requested variances. Nevertheless, the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the standard parking requirements otherwise imposed 
on standard residential development projects. For example, for being located less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, 
Section 12.24.Y of the LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required 
parking. Additionally, because the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project area and within a State Enterprise Zone, Section 12.21-A,4(x)(3) of the Code 
permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square feet of combined gross 
floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade 
schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As such, the reduced 
parking for the sports club, the reduced parking for being located within a mixed-use 
development within proximity of major transit satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

8. The project is not compatible in size, bulk, scale and height with surrounding historic 
buildings, proposed buildings and other buildings existing. Other projects are not 
comparable in size and height. 

The project proposes up to two towers ranging from 220 feet to 585 feet in height for the 
East and West Site and up to two additional towers of up to 220 feet per site. Alteration 
of the surroundings, however, will not reduce the integrity of historic resources such that 
their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local registers will be impaired. The Project 
has the potential to add height and density to an Entertainment District in an already 
highly urbanized environment. The heights proposed for the project, including the 
maximum height scenario, creates a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet 
architecturally varied structures that act as a focal point for the Hollywood area and 
introduces contemporary architecture to an existing urban environment. The Hollywood 
Community Plan envisioned the possibility of towers in the project site, demonstrated by 
no height limitations pursuant to the existing zoning and Regional Center land 
Commercial Land use designation. As part of our General Plan Framework chapter, 
Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional commerce, 
identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional Centers 
to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest 
tower(s) in the neighborhood, and serves to add to an exciting, modern skyline 
envisioned in the Hollywood Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that 
the towers will be elegant and slim, comparable in massing to the Capitol Records 
building and other nearby historic structures. As the tower height increases, there is a 
complimentary decrease in the maximum tower lot coverage allowed (see Exhibit X). 
Although the Hollywood skyline currently peaks with a building measuring approximately 
22 stories, the Hollywood Community Plan envisions a transit-oriented, urban district 
with a dyanmic skyline that can change over time. 

The development regulations have comprehensive standards for bulk that permits 
design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the development for 
the project site. One of the objectives of the project is to preserve public views from 
certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records tower by creating grade level open 
space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and 
West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is achieved by creating a site plan with 
grade level open space predetermined based on the height of the towers as seen on 
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Table 6.1.1. In every height scenario, whether the open space is 5% of the project site 
or 12% , a triangular shaped plaza is formed on the East Site adjacent to the Capitol 
Records building (See Exhibit X). This triangular plaza preserves views from Hollywood 
Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, a key vantage point. On the West Site, at 
grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set back from the property line, 
ranging from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the height of the towers, in 
order to preserve views of the Hollywood Playhouse. In addition, the rectangular plaza 
provides additional views directly across from the Capitol Records building. In addition 
on both the West and East sites, at-grade passageways through the entire site running 
east to west are required, creating new vantage points for the Capitol Records building 
at a pedestrian level and scale. 

The massing of the towers is regulated so that towers are slimmer in bulk as height 
increases as a means of not overpowering the massing of the historic structures in the 
area, including the Capitol Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that towers 
have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and appear slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. In addition, in the case where two towers are proposed for one site, 
the Spacing Standards (section 7.5) provide that if two towers are on a single site, they 
shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel. This will 
prevent the possibility of two towers adjacent or near adjacent to each other from 
creating a collective mass that overwhelms the Capitol Records building and 
surrounding historic structures. Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are 
regulated based on height. If a tower is proposed in the tallest height scenario, such as 
585 feet (see Table 6.1.1 ), then the maximum tower lot coverage is 11.5 percent of the 
site, for both towers on a given site. This creates two towers that are approximately the 
same size as the Capitol Records building. For the shortest height scenario at 220 feet, 
a tower would be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height 
to the 242 foot Capitol Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, 
although occupying a larger percentage of the site, would be broken up by the jagged 
site plan itself, with a large portion of the tower being tucked to the side and behind the 
Capitol Records Building and a smaller portion directly to the side of it (see figure 
6.1.2a.1). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the Capitol Records Building (see 
Exhibit X). 

In every tower height scenario the space not occupied by grade level open space may 
be occupied by a podium which is regulated in massing by the Development 
Regulations. Street wall standards are sensitive to the adjacent historic buildings and are 
intended to differentiate newer buildings from the historic street wall along the corridor. 
A street wall (or podium) is required to be setback by a minimum 10 feet from the 
property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the 
West Site. The street wall can range in height from 30 feet to a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level, the historic height limit in the district. The limitation of 150 feet for 
the street wall ensures that the street level massing is consistent with the surrounding 
buildings, creating a consistent visual scale for the pedestrian and maintaining a 
continuous rhythm in massing in the district. Additionally along Yucca, the street wall will 
be limited to a maximum of 30 feet in height with a 10 foot setback in order to coincide 
with the height of the historic retail shops along the street. 

9. The project site is not suitable for the proposed density. The project is not comparable 
in size to other nearby projects, such as Blvd. 62. Nothing in the vicinity the density of 
the proposed project. 
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As previously, stated, the project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses 
that are consistent with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book 
store, bakeries, bicycle sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); 
office, and restaurants (bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), 
and permits residential densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. 
Moreover, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), that 
permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones 
provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional 
Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square 
feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. 

The project's existing and proposed Height District, 2D, and 2, respectively, include no 
height limitation. While there are no projects of the proposed scale and size, the zone, 
height district, the land use designation, and through the various exceptions permitted in 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code, permits projects of this density and with the proposed 
intensity of uses. 

10. The increased Traffic generated from the Project will essentially landlock the local 
neighborhood, particularly along Franklin A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard during rush 
hour. Additional traffic was not considered in the Traffic Study, such as "tourist traffic" or 
the "observation deck". The Traffic Study was formulated on inaccurate future population 
estimates and based on unsubstantiated manual formulas that underestimate the actual 
Project's impact of traffic trips and congestion on both local street and freeway on/off 
ramps. The Traffic Study did not use maximum build out or study cut -through traffic in 
the residential area. 

Traffic for this proposed project was analyzed in the same manner as comparable 
projects throughout the City. In this instance, the traffic analysis in the EIR for the project 
studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic conditions, (2011), all 37 intersections 
during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A through D, 
as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, 
defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. 
Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for protected turning 
movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The addition of 
the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at all study 
intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is 
defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more 
when the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections 
would continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 1 S 
intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or both peak hours 
with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project-related traffic 
mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease from 1 S to 13. 
Of these, five study intersections would remain at a significant level even with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, meaning there was minimal improvement to the 
CMA (less than 0.010). 
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In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during 
one or both peak hours. In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by the 
project (with mitigation) in 2020, three additional intersections, including Cahuenga 
BoulevardNucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine Street/De Longpre 
Avenue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the 
traffic analysis has conclude that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce 
affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the year 2020, and would only increase the 
number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the project) to 16 
intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation. 

11. The inaccurate traffic data leads to inaccurate and understated air quality and health 
data. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential regional and localized construction and 
operational air quality impacts. Mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR meet and 
exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development projects in the City 
of Los Angeles. SCAQMD suggests conducting a CO hotspots analysis for any 
intersection where a proposed project would worsen the LOS to any level below C, and 
for any intersection rated D or worse where the proposed project would increase the V/C 
ratio by two percent or more. Intersections that do not meet the analysis criteria would 
not have the potential to exceed their respective national or state ambient air quality 
standards. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District also submitted 
comments regarding air quality mitigation measures. Additional air quality mitigation 
measures have been added to the Final EIR. 

12. Noise and light generated from outdoor venues above the ground floor proposed for the 
project will transmit into our neighborhood. Our neighborhood is located less than 500' 
from the Project. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people 
and activities and events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and 
observation decks. Specifically, page IV.H-40 of the Draft EIR states the Project is 
anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at
grade, above the ground floor on the podium levels, and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space 
areas, swimming pools and -poolside seating and outdoor dining. However, on page 
IV.H-40, the Draft EIR specifically concludes that the Project would not have significant 
operational noise impacts associated with people and activities and events within the 
common outdoor spaces, podium levels and observation decks. Furthermore, the Draft 
EIR notes that the Project must comply with the applicable noise sections of the of the 
LAMC, which thereby prevents noise levels from exceeding City standards for this 
location and ensures potential noise impacts on off-site sensitive uses would be less 
than significant. 

It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people talking, swimming pool 
activity, and occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements during 
special events. As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively 
high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided between the podium 
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levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing 
and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise 
sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. In addition, the Project would be 
required to comply with Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would ensure outdoor eating 
and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at 
surrounding off site uses and these impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation measure A.1-3 accounts for podium level outdoor lighting with the following 
mitigation 'A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open 
terrace and tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that 
architectural, parking and security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential 
properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution." 

13. It is impossible for the Advisory Agency to responsible address concerns raised in the 
Public Hearing within 3 to 4 days, with any significant detail. 

The Advisory Agency's determination to approve the tract map is based on the findings 
of the Subdivision Map Act. The Subdivision Map Act ask that the Advisory Agency find 
that the proposed map as well as the design and improvement of the proposed 
subdivision are consistent with the applicable general and specific plans, that the site is 
physically suitable for the type and density of development, that the design of the 
subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause substantial 
environmental damage or injure fish, wildlife, or their habitat, cause serious public health 
problems, conflict with easements acquired by the public at large and provides feasible 
access to passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities. In approving the tract 
map, the Advisory Agency determined that the project and it's design was consistent 
with the general plan, included a mix and intensity of uses conducive to the urban setting 
and Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and in acting on the EIR, 
determined that while significant impacts were present, adopted a statement of 
overriding considerations that affirmed the benefits of the project which otherwise 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts. 

14. The project is inconsistent with the development guidelines defined by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency. The height should be based on the CRA Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

The Draft EIR analyzes how the project would impact the now defunct Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section IV.G, Land Use, of the 
Draft EIR for a full discussion of the Project's consistency with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan and its consistency with the existing scale of surrounding 
development. 

15. Failure of the City to comply with CEQA requirements to have a cumulative analysis of 
the impacts of the Project and the other 57 known projects either approved or proposed 
for the development in the Hollywood Area. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the EIR "discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable." The EIR does include an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the project 

RL0022800 



EM28258 

VTT-71837-CN -Appeal Page 16 

together with the other 57 known projects approved or proposed for development in the 
Hollywood area. The analyses of cumulative impacts was described throughout the text 
of the EIR and was individually addressed for those categories that were considered to 
have a potentially significant impact. 

16. Inadequate public benefits and mitigations that are required to be provided by the 
Developer for the surrounding communities based on the impact the Project will have on 
the surrounding communities, partly due to the city not pursuing a nexus study. 

The project EIR included various mitigation measures meant to address the 
environmental impacts resulting from the construction and/or operation of the proposed 
development. Those mitigation measures were included in the conditions of approval 
under the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), and which are required 
of the developer. The provision of public benefits is not required under CEQA or the 
Subdivision Map Act. As such, no nexus study would substantiate the allocation of public 
benefits under the Advisory Agency's decision. 

17. The project does not have an adequate assessment of infrastructure impacts due to the 
city not properly sequencing studies. 

The Draft EIR analyzes potential land use planning impacts, and infrastructure capacity 
issues, associated with the location of the Project Site. Please see Sections IV.G, Land 
Use Planning, and IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems for a detailed discussion of these 
topics. The Draft EIR and Appendices included many studies, including air quality, 
historic resources, noise, traffic, parking, public services, utilities including infrastructure 
and water supply. The CEQA process is designed to "provide public agencies and the 
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is 
likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a 
project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project." (CEQA 
Statute § 21061). According to CEQA Guidelines 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA 
are to: (1) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities; (2) identify the ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) prevent significant, 
avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use 
of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes 
to be feasible; and (4) disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency 
approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects 
are involved. The Draft EIR complied with these CEQA requirements. 

18. FAR Averaging would allow massing to be spread out unevenly between both sites. 

The project is regulated by both the total allowable floor area allowed in the project and 
the Development Regulations, which control the massing of structures under different 
height scenarios. The maximum height scenario, for both the east and west sites, at 585 
feet, have specific standards as to the total allowable tower area as well as setbacks 
regulating the placement of the towers and related podiums so that key views are 
preserved and the compatibility with nearby historic structures is maintained. Therefore, 
with the maximum height scenario, the maximum square footage allowed for both sites 
is maintained. Moreover, CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU-ZV-HD, will condition the project so a 
tower on either the East or West Site, will be accompanied by a second tower that is 
within 15% of the height of the first. 
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19. A Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages 
and live entertainment and dancing would remove any public hearings and prevent 
scrutiny from nearby residents which might be as near as 500 feet. 

The consideration of conditional use permits allowing live entertainment and the sale 
and dispensation for the sale alcoholic beverages was not before the Advisory Agency. 
No action was taken on this matter, which is under consideration before the City 
Planning Commission. 

20. The duration of the DA should be limited to a 5 year time period. Development 
Agreements for projects of similar proposed size and scope have not been provided DA 
durations longer than 5 years. 

The proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 
associated with the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard 
life of the entitlements (36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and 
quasi-judicial approvals) in exchange for the provision of community benefits. These 
community benefits are above and beyond those which are required as conditions of 
approval or as mitigation measures, and no nexus is required. Rather, the proposed 
community benefits serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the applicant as to his/her 
commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these benefits is an 
additional incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the much
needed redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. 

21. The EIR fails to use maximum build out in study of impacts on infrastructure. 

Flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land 
uses, siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all 
potential land uses, the maximum FAR (6:1), and all potential environmental impacts. In 
addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed 
Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could 
respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among 
the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are 
satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. It does not allow the Applicant 
to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the Draft EIR nor does it allow 
any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the analysis of the 
Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the 
Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each 
environmental issue area. 

22. The development doesn't ensure that views to and from the Hollywood Hills are, to the 
extent practical, preserved, per the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

Section IV.A.1 in the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of potential view impacts 
(both from a focal view and panoramic view perspective) on the Capitol Records 
Building. In addition, the Draft El R's analysis of the Project's potential aesthetics impacts 
is supported by an Aesthetics Impacts Report, which was prepared by Roschen Van 
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Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IV.A of the Draft EIR, which presents 
additional evidence regarding the Project's potential aesthetic impacts on the Capitol 
Records Building. As further discussed below, the Draft EIR and the Aesthetics Impacts 
Report conclude that the Project only has a significant impact on one focal view 
perspective (i.e., View 6) of the Capitol Records Building. The Draft EIR also concludes 
that the Project would have a less than significant impact on views of the Capitol 
Records Building from panoramic view perspectives from the Hollywood Hills. The 
information below, and in the Draft EIR, further supports these conclusions. 

To be aesthetically sensitive to the Capitol Records Building, the Project has been 
designed with setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol 
Records Building. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Project Development 
Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (included as Appendix II to the Draft EIR) in 
Section 1.2.2(b) state that one of the objectives of the Project is to: Preserve public 
views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Building by creating grade 
level open space I civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol 
Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records Building. To illustrate 
how the Project design preserves view corridors to the Capitol Records Building, the 
Draft EIR includes Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records View Corridors. This figure 
illustrates that there are three wide view corridors, which allow the Capitol Records 
Building to be visible even after development of the Project. The corridors are generally 
along Hollywood Boulevard west of Vine Street; generally along the Hollywood Freeway 
east of Argyle Avenue; and generally along the Hollywood Freeway west of Vine Street. 
In addition, the Draft EIR includes several figures (Figures 11-9, Conceptual Architectural 
Rendering of the Project looking West along Argyle Avenue, 11-10, Conceptual 
Architectural Rendering of the Project looking North from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street, and 11-11, Conceptual Architectural Rendering of the Project looking East from 
Vine Street) that show how the Capitol Records Building remains visible from adjacent 
streets, including Argyle Avenue, the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street, and Vine Street. These images demonstrate how the Project is aesthetically 
compatible with the Capitol Records Building and how it has been used as a centerpiece 
of the Project's design. 

As thoroughly discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project can be implemented in a variety of 
height and massing permutations. The Draft EIR presents numerous view simulations 
(as shown in Figure IV.A.1- 11 through Figure IV.A.1-20) that disclose the level of 
aesthetic impacts and view obstructions that could occur if the Project was developed at 
any of the proposed height and massing scenarios. These various view simulations 
indicate that there are no development scenarios that would fully block views of the 
Capitol Records Building from the street-level perspectives, especially at the Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street intersection. 

Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have less than significant 
visual obstruction impacts to focal views of the Capitol Records Building according to the 
550-foot-high and 585-foot-high massing envelopes. To present the most conservative 
analysis, and in accordance with the aesthetic elements of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would result in a significant visual 
obstruction of the Capitol Records Building when viewed from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street according to the 220-foot high and 400-foot high massing 
envelopes, which create more bulk (and thereby view obstruction of the Capitol Records 
Building) at the street level. 
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The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measures to ensure the Project is developed in a 
manner consistent with the aesthetic images and environmental impact analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. These measures ensure preservation of valued focal views of 
the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, Mitigation Measure A.1-2 is included in the 
Draft EIR to ensure that the Development Regulations are implemented and enforced as 
the Project is developed. It states: 

The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium 
Hollywood Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the 
Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to 
construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

23. The design of the subdivision will likely impact a cultural resource. 

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, clearly shows that the mitigation 
measures included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to 
a less-than-significant level under all development scenarios. These conclusions are 
supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources Report 
circulated as an appendix to the Draft EIR. This conclusion stands because overall the 
Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
and Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street 
(which are all considered historic resources) would retain enough integrity after Project 
development to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California 
Register. In other words, development of the Project consistent with the Development 
Regulations would not impair the significance of any onsite or offsite historical resources. 
To help further explain how the Project is compatible with the surrounding historic 
environment, the Project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of any historic resource either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the 
Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol Records Building and the 
Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the Walk of Fame along 
Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of Fame 
Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Draft EIR recognizes and 
discloses the fact that the Project will, however, alter the immediate surroundings of 
historic resources on the Project Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and 
high-rise structures. 

24. The project will create significant, unmitigated impacts to Aesthetics of views, light and 
glare, construction and operation Air Quality, construction and operational Noise levels, 
and operational Traffic, and as a result create substantial environmental impacts and 
cannot under the Map Act be approved. 

As stated on Page 1-7 in the Introduction/Summary of the Draft EIR, and thereafter 
throughout each subsequent chapter, the Draft EIR "analyzes the greatest potential 
environmental impact of the Project for each issue area. The Project may not exceed 
these maximum impacts for each issue area." The Draft EIR informs the public as to the 
extent of the maximum potential impacts and, where feasible, the mitigation measures 
used to reduce each of those impacts below a level of significance. The Draft EIR 
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thereby complies with the CEQA mandate that requires review of "entirety of the project," 
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4Th 645, 654, 
57 Cal. Rptr. 3d 663, 671 (5th Dist. 2007), including all reasonably foreseeable uses. 

25. The City fails to include an economic feasibility analysis of Project Alternatives in the 
administrative record before the start of the public comment period. 

Under CEQA, economic and social effects may be included in the EIR, but "shall not be 
treated as significant impacts on the environment" (Section 15131 ). Moreover, economic 
and social information shall be submitted to Lead Agency in whatever form the Lead 
Agency desires. To that end, an Economic Feasibility Analysis, dated February 13, 
2013, was submitted to the case and is attached herein for reference (Exhibit 7). 

26. The EIR fails to include a downsized Alternative in the DEIR as a reasonable alternative, 
particularly an alternative less than 3:1 FAR. 

The project site is designated for Regional Center Commercial uses and is located in a 
highly urbanized environment consisting of office, commercial, entertainment, and high 
density residential uses. The Hollywood Community Plan includes land use goals and 
objectives promoting incentives in Regional Center Commercial land use areas to 
encourage mixed-use and transit-friendly projects, such as: 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and 
along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by 
the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate 
uses and amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative 
modes of transportation and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide 
bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider 
neighborhood-serving tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental 
car options. 

The EIR does include two Reduced Density Mixed-Use Alternatives utilizing a 3:1 and 
4.5:1 FAR. The development of the site with a FAR of less than 3:1 would contradict the 
intent of the aforementioned land use policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and 
would not result in a high quality development that reflects the identity of Hollywood as a 
tourist destination and as an entertainment and economic center of the City. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28740 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 4:00 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Re: Millennium update 

We are also trying to get Lucas Bixel and 1111 Wilshire out today ............ so people will stop calling Michael. 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 3:58 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
ok - thanks for the update 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 3:32 PM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity. org> wrote: 
Lisa: I just signed the D .A report. Luci is still working on the CPC case and the Tract report. We are hoping to 
hand off these reports to Alfred by 430 today. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Seth, 

EM18549 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:03 AM 

Seth Wulkan 

Chris Joseph; Ryan Luckert; Karen Hoo; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Jon Foreman 
Re: Millennium - FEIR 

Yes, the Cover, Table of Contents, and Appendices are OK to final. 

I understand that the 3rd screencheck will be delivered to me by 3 :00 p.m. today and that someone will wait in 
the office until the review is completed to receive the reviewed document. 

I shall do my best to have the review completed by 6:00 p.m. 

The notices were all sent under a different e-mail to Chris, this morning. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 7:52 PM, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 

Srimal, 

Thank you very much for your comments. Per your request to review the final edits, we will deliver the revisions no later 
than 3 p.m. tomorrow, Wednesday. In order to meet Friday's publication target, we need to overnight a final copy of the 
EIR to the state agencies on Thursday. We will need a few hours to finalize and transfer all files to disk. To this end, we 
kindly request your final approval by Thursday morning to start production and meet the FedEx deadline. 

Regarding your comments in the margins, we are using the same protocol for the Draft EIR: the documents we deliver 
will be clean except for the tracked changes showing our revisions in the text. In areas where we did not revise the text 
according to your comment bubble, we inserted a comment bubble that explains why no text changes were made. Also, 
you did not comment on the Table of Contents, Cover and Appendices. Can we consider those final at this time? 

Finally, CAJA needs approval on the Notices by tomorrow afternoon so CAJA can start stuffing envelopes. 

Thank you again. 
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Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

EM18550 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

see attached. 

EM28263 

Elva <dpod@pacbell.net> 
Tuesday, March 12, 2013 11:18 PM 
elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org 
Millennium Appeal Report 
Millennium - Appeal Report 3-12-13-elvaedits.docx 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

APPEAL STAFF REPORT 

las Angeles 
Department I of City Planning .. _. 

City Planning Commission 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 

Case No.: 
CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

VTT-71837-CN-1A 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Council No.: 13 

Public Hearing: 
Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

REQUESTED 
ACTION: 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

February 19, 2013 
Further Appealable to City Council 
(LAMC Section 17.06-A,4) 
April 3, 2013 

Plan Area: 
Specific Plan: 
Certified NC: 
GPLU: 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

Hollywood 
None 
Hollywood United 
Regional Center 
Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN 
C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca 
Street. 

VTT-71837-CN was approved as a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, mGfe approximately tAaR 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of 
retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre 
site. 

APPEALS of the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

1. DENY the appeal in WHOLE 
2. Sustain the February 22, 2013 decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

Jim Tokunaga 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other items on the 
agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Area Planning Commission Secretariat, 200 North Spring Street, 
Room 272, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No.213-978-1247). While all written communications are given to the 
Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you 
challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the 
public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not 
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discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to 
its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or 
other services may be provided upon request. 
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Appeal Staff Report 

Project Summary 
Case Background 
Appeal & Staff Response 
Conclusion 

Exhibits: 

1 - Vicinity Map 

2 - Radius Map 

3- Tract Map 

5-Appeals 

EM28266 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

6 - February 22, 2013 Letter of Decision by the Deputy Advisory Agency 

7 - Economic Feasibility Analysis 
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STAFF APPEAL REPORT 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Case Background 

The public hearing for the Tract Map was held before the Advisory Agency on February 19, 
2013. The concurrent public hearing was also heard before the Hearing Officer, who took 
testimony on behalf of the City Planning Commission for CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

Following a presentation by the applicant and the applicant's representatives, the public hearing 
was open to the public where approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and 
opposition to the project. The public speakers represented residents, labor groups, 
neighborhood councils, homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of 

RL0022813 



EM28268 

VTT-71837-CN-1A -Appeal Page 5 

Commerce, and affected business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the 
Montalban Theater and American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 

On February 22, 2013, the Advisory Agency issued a letter of determination approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, permitting a 41-lot subdivision and the construction of two 
buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of 
residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor 
area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square
foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use for a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 
square feet, which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1. 
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THE APPEALS 

Appellants: (1) AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts; 
(2) Annie Geoghan; 
(3) Argyle Civic Association; 
(4) Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; 
(5) Hollywood Dell Civic Association; 
(6) Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

APPEAL POINTS: 

Page 6 

1. Failure to identify AMOA as a sensitive receptor in respect to noise. As a result, the EIR 
does not provide adequate mitigation in regards to noise. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. While the Draft EIR did not identify AMOA as a noise and vibration 
sensitive receptor for the project, this designation would not change the impact 
determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the 
Draft EIR provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration 
increases occurring within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site, which 
includes the AMOA property. As shown on page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's 
student housing facilities were identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptor No. 1 
included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across Yucca. This 
includes the Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, 
Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows,'' all of which are 
described as AMOA student housing. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon 
adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive 
mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible, regardless 
of any sensitive receptor designations. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for 
noise and vibration, the EIR amended two Mitigation Measures, H-3 and H-7, to address 
AMDA's concerns, to include all adjacent structures, including AMOA at 1777 Vine 
Street, in their Mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 
feasibly possible from the nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land 
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods 
with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise- sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

2. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, make clear that 
AMOA is a Sensitive Receptor. CEQA has a clear mandate to identify schools as a 
sensitive receptor. 

El R's within and outside of the City make clear that AMOA is a sensitive receptor. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. The City of Los Angeles, as Lead Agency, has the responsibility to 
determine the sensitivity of the receptor. Although schools are typically listed as a noise
sensitive use within 500 feet of a project site, other factors including but not limited to, 
including location, school type, and hours of operation, facilitate, among others,whether 
a use is considered sensitive. In this case, a performance arts SGh-00 academy was not 
comparable to a school, such as tRat with underage children, due to the its location one 
block south of the US-101 Freeway, the nature of the classes held, which are geared to 
adults, and the hours of operation which are consistent with that of the office uses in the 
vicinity. Moreover, as previously stated, the Draft EIR discloses that short-term 
construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered 
significant and unavoidable after mitigation and includes mitigation measures ensuring 
that noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Again, the EIR does identify AMOA as a noise-sensitive receptor and includes mitigation 
measures which address the significant, but short-term, noise impacts that would be 
incorporated. While it may not fully minimize the associated noise impacts during 
construction, these mitigation measures represent the highest possible mitigation 
available to an adjoining commercial structure. 

3. Nowhere does the Determination letter clearly state that the Advisory Agency has in fact 
approved VTTM No. 71837. 

The Advisory Agency's letter of determination issued a determination of VTT-71837-CN 
with a "Decision Date" of February 22, 2013 and an "Appeal Period Ends" date of March 
4, 2013. The grant clause was inadvertently carried over from the staff report and reads 
as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03 of the, the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval. ... " 

Instead, the grant clause should read as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03, the Advisory Agency approves .... " 

Typically, a letter of correction is issued following the end of the appeal period to correct 
typographical errors. However, this tract was appealed and therefore the correction to 
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the grant clause will be determined by the City Planning Commission's action on the 
tract map appeal. 

4. The Advisory Agency has granted the project a significant reduction from its parking 
requirement of 2.5 stalls per residential unit without the Determination Letter even 
acknowledging that a deviation has been requested or approved. 

The Letter of Determination for Tract Map No.: 71837-CN, states in Condition 14c states 
the approval of the development of 1, 918 parking spaces, subject to the shared parking 
provisions of the Development Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-
ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D and/or CPC-2013-103-DA, to serve the project site. The deviation 
from the LAMC parking requirements is found in Condition No. 14 by the Department of 
City Planning, stating that "Approved herein is the development of 1,918 parking spaces, 
subject to the shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations." Implicit in 
this statement is that the parking will not be as required per the LAMC, but rather, 
through a shared parking program, as provided in the Development Regulations. The 
Development Regulations are an attachment to the Letter of Determination. 

Furthermore, the tract determination describes the Land Use Equivalency Program in 
greater detail in condition 14c on page 8 of the Determination, stating that "the actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, 
retail, and restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for 
every 1,000 square feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested 
variance, two (2) parking spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor 
area for the building. For the residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking 
space for dwelling units of less than three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) 
parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) habitable rooms, and two (2) parking 
spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable rooms." The intent of a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking 
demand with complementary uses. A shared parking program, as applied, would also be 
consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update, 
given that parking has different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 
24-hour cycle. 

5. The Advisory Agency's decision letter clearly violates the California Subdivision Map Act 
by approving a tentative tract map inconsistent with the existing zoning. By issuing its 
approvals prior to City Planning Commission review and consideration of the requested 
entitlements or even before release of the Planning Department's Staff 
Recommendation Report, the Advisory Agency has in effect determined that the 
Commission's approval is a foregone conclusion. The Advisory Agency is not a 
legislative body and is without legal authorization to adopt the EIR and its statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 

The project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses that are consistent 
with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book store, bakeries, bicycle 
sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); office, and restaurants 
(bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), and permits residential 
densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. The project is subject to an 
exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), however, which permits any use in the RS 
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Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot is 
located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional Center Commercial, or High 
Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project area approved by the City 
Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per dwelling unit, or a 
maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. 

The fitness/sports club use is not explicitly allowed in the C4 Zone, however, similar 
uses, such as recreation buildings, commercial swimming pools, and private and no
profit clubs are permitted. The applicant is seeking a Zone Change from C4 to C2 to 
permit the operation, use, and maintenance of a fitness/sports club, where the C2 
expressly allows gymnasiums and health clubs. Allowing a fitness/sports club use would 
be similar to the LA Fitness that was approved through a variance (ZA-2003-SS47-ZV) at 
7021 Hollywood Boulevard, with an additional variance for reduced parking for S3 
parking spaces in lieu of 263 parking spaces. As such, the sports/fitness club is 
therefore not a significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere in the 
neighborhood. 

6. The City cannot approve the VTTM and the Project, and instead should deny it as a 
result of the fact that the proposed map is inconsistent with the applicable zoning. The 
underlying zoning restricts the subject site FAR to 3: 1 and limits the type of uses at the 
site. The Advisory Agency cannot approve a map inconsistent with what's permissible 
both in scale and uses in the subject site. The project's proposed FAR of 6: 1 is a 
theoretical figure that doesn't clarify exactly what would be built, what the total square 
footage would be, how many residential units there would be, or how tall the skyscrapers 
ultimately will be. The C4-20-SN zoning restricts C4 uses to R4 uses. R4 zoning allows 
one unit per 400 square feet of lot area. 

The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D
SN) and the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation is intended to accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential 
density, recognizing the need to promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, 
while simultaneously addressing "the needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for 
businesses, conventions, trade shows, entertainment, and tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 16S,6S9, 
limits buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, and which may 
exceed a FAR of 3:1 if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the 
Transportation Program and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, 
and any Designs for Development pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency 
(CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan allowed a 4.S:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA 
approval. Although the CRA has since been dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was 
captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties in 
the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and which have been approved 
by the City Planning Commission and conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
(CRA). Furthermore, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-
A, 18(a), which permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or 
CS Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment 
project area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 
square feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot 
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site. As such, the project, as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project 
site. 

Moreover, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6:1 FAR, 
including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a 
Height District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 
6: 1; Conditional Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential 
zone and on-site alcohol consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning 
Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-
inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard 
setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review for a project located at 
1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA/TT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a 
Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for 
interior lot lines abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total 
off-street parking space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area 
ratio between 4.5:1 and 6:1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up 
to 150 residential condominiums, 375 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 
61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for a property located at 6250-
6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

The Appellant states that there is no clarity in the determination in terms of total 
proposed square footage, amount of residential units, and the height of the skyscrapers. 
However, the determination, clearly states in the project description that the approval is 
for the development of 492 residential condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 215,000 
square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new and 114,303 square feet of existing 
office space, 35,000 square feet of fitness/sports club use, and 15,000 square feet of 
restaurant use." It also states that the unit density is based on the RS zone. The height 
of the towers is labeled and demonstrated in the Tract Maps that are exhibits to the 
Letter of Determination. 

7. The projects residential parking component is almost 500 spaces less than required by 
the Advisory Agency, which for condominiums is 2.5 parking spaces per unit instead of 
the 1.5 parking spaces proposed. Nowhere in the Determination Letter is there an 
analysis of the parking reduction or acknowledgement that they are granting the 
deviation. Other nearby Hollywood projects have provided a surplus of parking, such as 
the nearby Blvd. 6200 project. The reduction of parking for a sports club further 
exacerbates the lack of parking. In addition, parking should be provided on-site to 
accommodate both the businesses intended to operate on the site, their visitors, patrons 
and support workers. 

Condition No. 14( c) of the Tract determination approved the development of 1, 918 
parking spaces to serve the project "subject to the shared parking provisions of the 
Development Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-ZV-HD 
and/or CPC-2013-103-DA." The tract determination recognizes that a shared parking 
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request and a reduced parking request will be considered by the City Planning 
Commission in its review of the requested variances. Nevertheless, the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the standard parking requirements otherwise imposed 
on standard residential development projects. For example, for being located less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, 
Section 12.24.Y of the LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required 
parking. Additionally, because the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project area and within a State Enterprise Zone, Section 12.21-A,4(x)(3) of the Code 
permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square feet of combined gross 
floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade 
schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As such, the reduced 
parking for the sports club, the reduced parking for being located within a mixed-use 
development within proximity of major transit satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

8. The project is not compatible in size, bulk, scale and height with surrounding historic 
buildings, proposed buildings and other buildings existing. Other projects are not 
comparable in size and height. 

The project proposes up to two towers ranging from 220 feet to 585 feet in height for the 
East and West Site and up to two additional towers of up to 220 feet per site. Alteration 
of the surroundings, however, will not reduce the integrity of historic resources such that 
their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local registers will be impaired. The Project 
has the potential to add height and density to an Entertainment District in an already 
highly urbanized environment. The heights proposed for the project, including the 
maximum height scenario, creates a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet 
architecturally varied structures that act as a focal point for the Hollywood area and 
introduces contemporary architecture to an existing urban environment. The Hollywood 
Community Plan envisioned the possibility of towers in the project site, demonstrated by 
no height limitations pursuant to the existing zoning and Regional Center land 
Commercial Land use designation. As part of our General Plan Framework chapter, 
Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional commerce, 
identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional Centers 
to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest 
tower(s) in the neighborhood, and serves to add to an exciting, modern skyline 
envisioned in the Hollywood Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that 
the towers will be elegant and slim, comparable in massing to the Capitol Records 
building and other nearby historic structures. As the tower height increases, there is a 
complimentary decrease in the maximum tower lot coverage allowed (see Exhibit X). 
Although the Hollywood skyline currently peaks with a building measuring approximately 
22 stories, the Hollywood Community Plan envisions a transit-oriented, urban district 
with a dyanmic skyline that can change over time. 

The development regulations have comprehensive standards for bulk that permits 
design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the development for 
the project site. One of the objectives of the project is to preserve public views from 
certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records tower by creating grade level open 
space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and 
West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is achieved by creating a site plan with 
grade level open space predetermined based on the height of the towers as seen on 
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Table 6.1.1. In every height scenario, whether the open space is 5% of the project site 
or 12% , a triangular shaped plaza is formed on the East Site adjacent to the Capitol 
Records building (See Exhibit X). This triangular plaza preserves views from Hollywood 
Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, a key vantage point. On the West Site, at 
grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set back from the property line, 
ranging from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the height of the towers, in 
order to preserve views of the Hollywood Playhouse. In addition, the rectangular plaza 
provides additional views directly across from the Capitol Records building. In addition 
on both the West and East sites, at-grade passageways through the entire site running 
east to west are required, creating new vantage points for the Capitol Records building 
at a pedestrian level and scale. 

The massing of the towers is regulated so that towers are slimmer in bulk as height 
increases as a means of not overpowering the massing of the historic structures in the 
area, including the Capitol Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that towers 
have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and appear slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. In addition, in the case where two towers are proposed for one site, 
the Spacing Standards (section 7.5) provide that if two towers are on a single site, they 
shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel. This will 
prevent the possibility of two towers adjacent or near adjacent to each other from 
creating a collective mass that overwhelms the Capitol Records building and 
surrounding historic structures. Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are 
regulated based on height. If a tower is proposed in the tallest height scenario, such as 
585 feet (see Table 6.1.1 ), then the maximum tower lot coverage is 11.5 percent of the 
site, for both towers on a given site. This creates two towers that are approximately the 
same size as the Capitol Records building. For the shortest height scenario at 220 feet, 
a tower would be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height 
to the 242 foot Capitol Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, 
although occupying a larger percentage of the site, would be broken up by the jagged 
site plan itself, with a large portion of the tower being tucked to the side and behind the 
Capitol Records Building and a smaller portion directly to the side of it (see figure 
6.1.2a.1). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the Capitol Records Building (see 
Exhibit X). 

In every tower height scenario the space not occupied by grade level open space may 
be occupied by a podium which is regulated in massing by the Development 
Regulations. Street wall standards are sensitive to the adjacent historic buildings and are 
intended to differentiate newer buildings from the historic street wall along the corridor. 
A street wall (or podium) is required to be setback by a minimum 10 feet from the 
property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the 
West Site. The street wall can range in height from 30 feet to a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level, the historic height limit in the district. The limitation of 150 feet for 
the street wall ensures that the street level massing is consistent with the surrounding 
buildings, creating a consistent visual scale for the pedestrian and maintaining a 
continuous rhythm in massing in the district. Additionally along Yucca, the street wall will 
be limited to a maximum of 30 feet in height with a 10 foot setback in order to coincide 
with the height of the historic retail shops along the street. 

9. The project site is not suitable for the proposed density. The project is not comparable 
in size to other nearby projects, such as Blvd. 62. Nothing in the vicinity the density of 
the proposed project. 
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As previously, stated, the project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses 
that are consistent with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book 
store, bakeries, bicycle sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); 
office, and restaurants (bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), 
and permits residential densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. 
Moreover, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), that 
permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones 
provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional 
Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square 
feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. 

The project's existing and proposed Height District, 2D, and 2, respectively, include no 
height limitation. While there are no projects of the proposed scale and size, the zone, 
height district, the land use designation, and through the various exceptions permitted in 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code, permits projects of this density and with the proposed 
intensity of uses. 

10. The increased Traffic generated from the Project will essentially landlock the local 
neighborhood, particularly along Franklin A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard during rush 
hour. Additional traffic was not considered in the Traffic Study, such as "tourist traffic" or 
the "observation deck". The Traffic Study was formulated on inaccurate future population 
estimates and based on unsubstantiated manual formulas that underestimate the actual 
Project's impact of traffic trips and congestion on both local street and freeway on/off 
ramps. The Traffic Study did not use maximum build out or study cut -through traffic in 
the residential area. 

Traffic for this proposed project was analyzed in the same manner as comparable 
projects throughout the City. In this instance, the traffic analysis in the EIR for the project 
studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic conditions, (2011), all 37 intersections 
during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A through D, 
as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, 
defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. 
Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for protected turning 
movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The addition of 
the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at all study 
intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is 
defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more 
when the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections 
would continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 1 S 
intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or both peak hours 
with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project-related traffic 
mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease from 1 S to 13. 
Of these, five study intersections would remain at a significant level even with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, meaning there was minimal improvement to the 
CMA (less than 0.010). 
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In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during 
one or both peak hours. In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by the 
project (with mitigation) in 2020, three additional intersections, including Cahuenga 
BoulevardNucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine Street/De Longpre 
Avenue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the 
traffic analysis has conclude that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce 
affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the year 2020, and would only increase the 
number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the project) to 16 
intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation. 

11. The inaccurate traffic data leads to inaccurate and understated air quality and health 
data. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential regional and localized construction and 
operational air quality impacts. Mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR meet and 
exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development projects in the City 
of Los Angeles. SCAQMD suggests conducting a CO hotspots analysis for any 
intersection where a proposed project would worsen the LOS to any level below C, and 
for any intersection rated D or worse where the proposed project would increase the V/C 
ratio by two percent or more. Intersections that do not meet the analysis criteria would 
not have the potential to exceed their respective national or state ambient air quality 
standards. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District also submitted 
comments regarding air quality mitigation measures. Additional air quality mitigation 
measures have been added to the Final EIR. 

12. Noise and light generated from outdoor venues above the ground floor proposed for the 
project will transmit into our neighborhood. Our neighborhood is located less than 500' 
from the Project. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people 
and activities and events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and 
observation decks. Specifically, page IV.H-40 of the Draft EIR states the Project is 
anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at
grade, above the ground floor on the podium levels, and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space 
areas, swimming pools and -poolside seating and outdoor dining. However, on page 
IV.H-40, the Draft EIR specifically concludes that the Project would not have significant 
operational noise impacts associated with people and activities and events within the 
common outdoor spaces, podium levels and observation decks. Furthermore, the Draft 
EIR notes that the Project must comply with the applicable noise sections of the of the 
LAMC, which thereby prevents noise levels from exceeding City standards for this 
location and ensures potential noise impacts on off-site sensitive uses would be less 
than significant. 

It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people talking, swimming pool 
activity, and occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements during 
special events. As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively 
high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided between the podium 
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levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing 
and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise 
sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. In addition, the Project would be 
required to comply with Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would ensure outdoor eating 
and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at 
surrounding off site uses and these impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation measure A.1-3 accounts for podium level outdoor lighting with the following 
mitigation 'A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open 
terrace and tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that 
architectural, parking and security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential 
properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution." 

13. It is impossible for the Advisory Agency to responsible address concerns raised in the 
Public Hearing within 3 to 4 days, with any significant detail. 

The Advisory Agency's determination to approve the tract map is based on the findings 
of the Subdivision Map Act. The Subdivision Map Act ask that the Advisory Agency find 
that the proposed map as well as the design and improvement of the proposed 
subdivision are consistent with the applicable general and specific plans, that the site is 
physically suitable for the type and density of development, that the design of the 
subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause substantial 
environmental damage or injure fish, wildlife, or their habitat, cause serious public health 
problems, conflict with easements acquired by the public at large and provides feasible 
access to passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities. In approving the tract 
map, the Advisory Agency determined that the project and it's design was consistent 
with the general plan, included a mix and intensity of uses conducive to the urban setting 
and Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and in acting on the EIR, 
determined that while significant impacts were present, adopted a statement of 
overriding considerations that affirmed the benefits of the project which otherwise 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts. 

14. The project is inconsistent with the development guidelines defined by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency. The height should be based on the CRA Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

The Draft EIR analyzes how the project would impact the now defunct Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section IV.G, Land Use, of the 
Draft EIR for a full discussion of the Project's consistency with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan and its consistency with the existing scale of surrounding 
development. 

15. Failure of the City to comply with CEQA requirements to have a cumulative analysis of 
the impacts of the Project and the other 57 known projects either approved or proposed 
for the development in the Hollywood Area. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the EIR "discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable." The EIR does include an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the project 
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together with the other 57 known projects approved or proposed for development in the 
Hollywood area. The analyses of cumulative impacts was described throughout the text 
of the EIR and was individually addressed for those categories that were considered to 
have a potentially significant impact. 

16. Inadequate public benefits and mitigations that are required to be provided by the 
Developer for the surrounding communities based on the impact the Project will have on 
the surrounding communities, partly due to the city not pursuing a nexus study. 

The project EIR included various mitigation measures meant to address the 
environmental impacts resulting from the construction and/or operation of the proposed 
development. Those mitigation measures were included in the conditions of approval 
under the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), and which are required 
of the developer. The provision of public benefits is not required under CEQA or the 
Subdivision Map Act. As such, no nexus study would substantiate the allocation of public 
benefits under the Advisory Agency's decision. 

17. The project does not have an adequate assessment of infrastructure impacts due to the 
city not properly sequencing studies. 

The Draft EIR analyzes potential land use planning impacts, and infrastructure capacity 
issues, associated with the location of the Project Site. Please see Sections IV.G, Land 
Use Planning, and IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems for a detailed discussion of these 
topics. The Draft EIR and Appendices included many studies, including air quality, 
historic resources, noise, traffic, parking, public services, utilities including infrastructure 
and water supply. The CEQA process is designed to "provide public agencies and the 
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is 
likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a 
project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project." (CEQA 
Statute § 21061). According to CEQA Guidelines 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA 
are to: (1) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities; (2) identify the ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) prevent significant, 
avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use 
of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes 
to be feasible; and (4) disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency 
approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects 
are involved. The Draft EIR complied with these CEQA requirements. 

18. FAR Averaging would allow massing to be spread out unevenly between both sites. 

The project is regulated by both the total allowable floor area allowed in the project and 
the Development Regulations, which control the massing of structures under different 
height scenarios. The maximum height scenario, for both the east and west sites, at 585 
feet, have specific standards as to the total allowable tower area as well as setbacks 
regulating the placement of the towers and related podiums so that key views are 
preserved and the compatibility with nearby historic structures is maintained. Therefore, 
with the maximum height scenario, the maximum square footage allowed for both sites 
is maintained. Moreover, CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU-ZV-HD, will condition the project so a 
tower on either the East or West Site, will be accompanied by a second tower that is 
within 15% of the height of the first. 
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19. A Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages 
and live entertainment and dancing would remove any public hearings and prevent 
scrutiny from nearby residents which might be as near as 500 feet. 

The consideration of conditional use permits allowing live entertainment and the sale 
and dispensation for the sale alcoholic beverages was not before the Advisory Agency. 
No action was taken on this matter, which is under consideration before the City 
Planning Commission. 

20. The duration of the DA should be limited to a 5 year time period. Development 
Agreements for projects of similar proposed size and scope have not been provided DA 
durations longer than 5 years. 

The proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 
associated with the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard 
life of the entitlements (36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and 
quasi-judicial approvals) in exchange for the provision of community benefits. These 
community benefits are above and beyond those which are required as conditions of 
approval or as mitigation measures, and no nexus is required. Rather, the proposed 
community benefits serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the applicant as to his/her 
commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these benefits is an 
additional incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the much
needed redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. 

21. The EIR fails to use maximum build out in study of impacts on infrastructure. 

Flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land 
uses, siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all 
potential land uses, the maximum FAR (6:1), and all potential environmental impacts. In 
addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed 
Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could 
respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among 
the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are 
satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. It does not allow the Applicant 
to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the Draft EIR nor does it allow 
any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the analysis of the 
Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the 
Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each 
environmental issue area. 

22. The development doesn't ensure that views to and from the Hollywood Hills are, to the 
extent practical, preserved, per the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

Section IV.A.1 in the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of potential view impacts 
(both from a focal view and panoramic view perspective) on the Capitol Records 
Building. In addition, the Draft El R's analysis of the Project's potential aesthetics impacts 
is supported by an Aesthetics Impacts Report, which was prepared by Roschen Van 
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Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IV.A of the Draft EIR, which presents 
additional evidence regarding the Project's potential aesthetic impacts on the Capitol 
Records Building. As further discussed below, the Draft EIR and the Aesthetics Impacts 
Report conclude that the Project only has a significant impact on one focal view 
perspective (i.e., View 6) of the Capitol Records Building. The Draft EIR also concludes 
that the Project would have a less than significant impact on views of the Capitol 
Records Building from panoramic view perspectives from the Hollywood Hills. The 
information below, and in the Draft EIR, further supports these conclusions. 

To be aesthetically sensitive to the Capitol Records Building, the Project has been 
designed with setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol 
Records Building. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Project Development 
Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (included as Appendix II to the Draft EIR) in 
Section 1.2.2(b) state that one of the objectives of the Project is to: Preserve public 
views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Building by creating grade 
level open space I civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol 
Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records Building. To illustrate 
how the Project design preserves view corridors to the Capitol Records Building, the 
Draft EIR includes Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records View Corridors. This figure 
illustrates that there are three wide view corridors, which allow the Capitol Records 
Building to be visible even after development of the Project. The corridors are generally 
along Hollywood Boulevard west of Vine Street; generally along the Hollywood Freeway 
east of Argyle Avenue; and generally along the Hollywood Freeway west of Vine Street. 
In addition, the Draft EIR includes several figures (Figures 11-9, Conceptual Architectural 
Rendering of the Project looking West along Argyle Avenue, 11-10, Conceptual 
Architectural Rendering of the Project looking North from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street, and 11-11, Conceptual Architectural Rendering of the Project looking East from 
Vine Street) that show how the Capitol Records Building remains visible from adjacent 
streets, including Argyle Avenue, the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street, and Vine Street. These images demonstrate how the Project is aesthetically 
compatible with the Capitol Records Building and how it has been used as a centerpiece 
of the Project's design. 

As thoroughly discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project can be implemented in a variety of 
height and massing permutations. The Draft EIR presents numerous view simulations 
(as shown in Figure IV.A.1- 11 through Figure IV.A.1-20) that disclose the level of 
aesthetic impacts and view obstructions that could occur if the Project was developed at 
any of the proposed height and massing scenarios. These various view simulations 
indicate that there are no development scenarios that would fully block views of the 
Capitol Records Building from the street-level perspectives, especially at the Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street intersection. 

Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have less than significant 
visual obstruction impacts to focal views of the Capitol Records Building according to the 
550-foot-high and 585-foot-high massing envelopes. To present the most conservative 
analysis, and in accordance with the aesthetic elements of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would result in a significant visual 
obstruction of the Capitol Records Building when viewed from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street according to the 220-foot high and 400-foot high massing 
envelopes, which create more bulk (and thereby view obstruction of the Capitol Records 
Building) at the street level. 
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The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measures to ensure the Project is developed in a 
manner consistent with the aesthetic images and environmental impact analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. These measures ensure preservation of valued focal views of 
the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, Mitigation Measure A.1-2 is included in the 
Draft EIR to ensure that the Development Regulations are implemented and enforced as 
the Project is developed. It states: 

The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium 
Hollywood Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the 
Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to 
construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

23. The design of the subdivision will likely impact a cultural resource. 

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, clearly shows that the mitigation 
measures included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to 
a less-than-significant level under all development scenarios. These conclusions are 
supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources Report 
circulated as an appendix to the Draft EIR. This conclusion stands because overall the 
Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
and Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street 
(which are all considered historic resources) would retain enough integrity after Project 
development to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California 
Register. In other words, development of the Project consistent with the Development 
Regulations would not impair the significance of any onsite or offsite historical resources. 
To help further explain how the Project is compatible with the surrounding historic 
environment, the Project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of any historic resource either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the 
Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol Records Building and the 
Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the Walk of Fame along 
Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of Fame 
Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Draft EIR recognizes and 
discloses the fact that the Project will, however, alter the immediate surroundings of 
historic resources on the Project Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and 
high-rise structures. 

24. The project will create significant, unmitigated impacts to Aesthetics of views, light and 
glare, construction and operation Air Quality, construction and operational Noise levels, 
and operational Traffic, and as a result create substantial environmental impacts and 
cannot under the Map Act be approved. 

As stated on Page 1-7 in the Introduction/Summary of the Draft EIR, and thereafter 
throughout each subsequent chapter, the Draft EIR "analyzes the greatest potential 
environmental impact of the Project for each issue area. The Project may not exceed 
these maximum impacts for each issue area." The Draft EIR informs the public as to the 
extent of the maximum potential impacts and, where feasible, the mitigation measures 
used to reduce each of those impacts below a level of significance. The Draft EIR 
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thereby complies with the CEQA mandate that requires review of "entirety of the project," 
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4Th 645, 654, 
57 Cal. Rptr. 3d 663, 671 (5th Dist. 2007), including all reasonably foreseeable uses. 

25. The City fails to include an economic feasibility analysis of Project Alternatives in the 
administrative record before the start of the public comment period. 

Under CEQA, economic and social effects may be included in the EIR, but "shall not be 
treated as significant impacts on the environment" (Section 15131 ). Moreover, economic 
and social information shall be submitted to Lead Agency in whatever form the Lead 
Agency desires. To that end, an Economic Feasibility Analysis, dated February 13, 
2013, was submitted to the case and is attached herein for reference (Exhibit 7). 

26. The EIR fails to include a downsized Alternative in the DEIR as a reasonable alternative, 
particularly an alternative less than 3:1 FAR. 

The project site is designated for Regional Center Commercial uses and is located in a 
highly urbanized environment consisting of office, commercial, entertainment, and high 
density residential uses. The Hollywood Community Plan includes land use goals and 
objectives promoting incentives in Regional Center Commercial land use areas to 
encourage mixed-use and transit-friendly projects, such as: 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and 
along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by 
the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate 
uses and amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative 
modes of transportation and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide 
bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider 
neighborhood-serving tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental 
car options. 

The EIR does include two Reduced Density Mixed-Use Alternatives utilizing a 3:1 and 
4.5:1 FAR. The development of the site with a FAR of less than 3:1 would contradict the 
intent of the aforementioned land use policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and 
would not result in a high quality development that reflects the identity of Hollywood as a 
tourist destination and as an entertainment and economic center of the City. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dan, 

EM28284 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 8:10 AM 
Dan Scott 
Downtown Today 

I'm downtown today to work on the NBCU files. However, Luci sent the Millennium appeal report yesterday 
evening for review. I worked on it until 11 :30 p.m. but only got half way. So, I'll be working on it this 
morning. OHR wants to meet with Adam and myself Edgar was going to run it by Ken. That's primarily why 
I am here. We'll keep you posted. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM28741 

Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 4:19 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

Did you get my review of your summary? I did it on Google and I am not entirely sure how that works. 

Wes 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 11 :45 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Wes, 
I just called to discuss. Give me a call back when you have a sec (8-13 78). Thanks, Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 11 :27 AM, Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

I am reviewing the document you prepared for the Hollywood Millennium and I had a question. In your 
document there seems to be reference to a supplemental analysis that was done for the development agreement 
for the project that was a slightly expanded study that had different results (i.e. impacts). It is stated that this 
supplemental analysis was performed to account for "market forces" possibly changing the project. Do we need 
to reference this in your document? 

Thanks, 

Wes 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 10:24 AM 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 
To: Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> 

Please review and revise the attached, then e-mail to Luci Ibarra - thanks! 

Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

EM28742 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM18551 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:04 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium - FEIR 

Sorry, I forgot to include you in the cc's 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11:02 AM 
Subject: Re: Millennium - FEIR 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman 
<j on. foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Yes, the Cover, Table of Contents, and Appendices are OK to final. 

I understand that the 3rd screencheck will be delivered to me by 3 :00 p.m. today and that someone will wait in 
the office until the review is completed to receive the reviewed document. 

I shall do my best to have the review completed by 6:00 p.m. 

The notices were all sent under a different e-mail to Chris, this morning. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 7:52 PM, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 

Srimal, 

Thank you very much for your comments. Per your request to review the final edits, we will deliver the revisions no later 
than 3 p.m. tomorrow, Wednesday. In order to meet Friday's publication target, we need to overnight a final copy of the 
EIR to the state agencies on Thursday. We will need a few hours to finalize and transfer all files to disk. To this end, we 
kindly request your final approval by Thursday morning to start production and meet the FedEx deadline. 
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EM18552 

Regarding your comments in the margins, we are using the same protocol for the Draft EIR: the documents we deliver 
will be clean except for the tracked changes showing our revisions in the text. In areas where we did not revise the text 
according to your comment bubble, we inserted a comment bubble that explains why no text changes were made. Also, 
you did not comment on the Table of Contents, Cover and Appendices. Can we consider those final at this time? 

Finally, CAJA needs approval on the Notices by tomorrow afternoon so CAJA can start stuffing envelopes. 

Thank you again. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I got it. Thank you! 

EM28743 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 4:25 PM 
Wes Pringle 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 4: 19 PM, Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 

Did you get my review of your summary? I did it on Google and I am not entirely sure how that works. 

Wes 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 11 :45 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Wes, 
I just called to discuss. Give me a call back when you have a sec (8-13 78). Thanks, Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 11 :27 AM, Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

I am reviewing the document you prepared for the Hollywood Millennium and I had a question. In your 
document there seems to be reference to a supplemental analysis that was done for the development agreement 
for the project that was a slightly expanded study that had different results (i.e. impacts). It is stated that this 
supplemental analysis was performed to account for "market forces" possibly changing the project. Do we need 
to reference this in your document? 

Thanks, 

Wes 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 10:24 AM 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 
To: Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> 

Please review and revise the attached, then e-mail to Luci Ibarra - thanks! 
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Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28744 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Canu print please? 

EM28285 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 8:44 AM 

cherry.yap@lacity.org 
Fw: Appeal Staff Report 
Appeal Report.docx 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 06: 12 PM 
To: Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacitv.org >; Sergio Ibarra < serqio. i ba rra@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Appeal Staff Report 

Hi Everyone, 

Please find attached the appeal staff report. I have Citywide Design Guidelines Training between 83 0-12 
tomorrow, but Sergio should be available for comments/edits/questions. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

APPEAL STAFF REPORT 

City Planning Commission 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 
Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 

Further Appealable to City Council 
(LAMC Section 17.06-A,4) 
April 3, 2013 

Case No.: 
CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 
Plan Area: 
Specific Plan: 
Certified NC: 
GPLU: 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

las Angeles 
Department I of City Planning .__. 

VTT-71837-CN 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
CPC-2013-103-DA 
13 
Hollywood 
None 
Hollywood United 
Regional Center 
Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN 
C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca 
Street. 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

REQUESTED 
ACTION: 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

VTT-71837-CN was approved as a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 
35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

APPEALS of the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

1. DENY the appeal in WHOLE 
2. Sustain the February 22, 2013 decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

Jim Tokunaga 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other items on the 
agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Area Planning Commission Secretariat, 200 North Spring Street, 
Room 272, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No.213-978-1247). While all written communications are given to the 
Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you 
challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the 
public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not 
discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to 
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its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or 
other services may be provided upon request. 
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Appeal Staff Report 

Project Summary 
Case Background 
Appeal & Staff Response 
Conclusion 

Exhibits: 

1 - Vicinity Map 

2 - Radius Map 

3- Tract Map 

5-Appeals 

EM28288 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

6 - February 22, 2013 Letter of Decision by the Deputy Advisory Agency 

7 - Economic Feasibility Analysis 

Page 3 
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STAFF APPEAL REPORT 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Case Background 

The public hearing for the Tract Map was held before the Advisory Agency on February 19, 
2013. The public hearing was also heard before the Hearing Officer, who took testimony on 
behalf of the City Planning Commission for CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-
2013-103-DA. 

Following a presentation by the applicant and the applicant's representatives, the public hearing 
was open to the public where approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and 
opposition to the project. The public speakers represented residents, labor groups, 
neighborhood councils, homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of 
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Commerce, and affected business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the 
Montalban Theater and American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 

On February 22, 2013, the Advisory Agency issued a letter of determination approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, permitting a 41-lot subdivision and the construction of two 
buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of 
residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor 
area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square
foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use for a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 
square feet, which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1. 

RL0022842 



EM28291 

VTT-71837-CN -Appeal 

THE APPEALS 

Appellants: (1) AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts; 
(2) Annie Geoghan; 
(3) Argyle Civic Association; 
(4) Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; 
(5) Hollywood Dell Civic Association; 
(6) Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

APPEAL POINTS: 

Page 6 

1. Failure to identify AMOA as a sensitive receptor in respect to noise. As a result, the EIR 
does not provide adequate mitigation in regards to noise. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. While the Draft EIR did not identify AMOA as a noise and vibration 
sensitive receptor for the project, this designation would not change the impact 
determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the 
Draft EIR provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration 
increases occurring within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site, which 
includes the AMOA property. As shown on page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's 
student housing facilities were identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptor No. 1 
included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across Yucca. This 
includes the Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, 
Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows,'' all of which are 
described as AMOA student housing. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon 
adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive 
mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible, regardless 
of any sensitive receptor designations. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for 
noise and vibration, the EIR amended two Mitigation Measures, H-3 and H-7, to address 
AMDA's concerns, to include all adjacent structures, including AMOA at 1777 Vine 
Street, in their Mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 
feasibly possible from the nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land 
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods 
with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise- sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

2. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, make clear that 
AMOA is a Sensitive Receptor. CEQA has a clear mandate to identify schools as a 
sensitive receptor. 

El R's within and outside of the City make clear that AMOA is a sensitive receptor. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. The City of Los Angeles, as Lead Agency, has the responsibility to 
determine the sensitivity of the receptor. Although schools are typically listed as a noise
sensitive use within 500 feet of a project site, other factors, including location, school 
type, and hours of operation facilitate, among others, whether a use is considered 
sensitive. In this case, a performance arts school was not comparable to a school, such 
as that with underage children, due to the its location one block south of the US-101 
Freeway, the nature of the classes held, which are geared to adults, and the hours of 
operation which are consistent with that of the office uses in the vicinity. Moreover, as 
previously stated, the Draft EIR discloses that short-term construction noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation and includes mitigation measures ensuring that noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

Again, the EIR does identify AMOA as a noise-sensitive receptor and includes mitigation 
measures which address the significant, but short-term, noise impacts that would be 
incorporated. While it may not fully minimize the associated noise impacts during 
construction, these mitigation measures represent the highest possible mitigation 
available to an adjoining commercial structure. 

3. Nowhere does the Determination letter clearly state that the Advisory Agency has in fact 
approved VTTM No. 71837. 

The Advisory Agency's letter of determination issued a determination of VTT-71837-CN 
with a "Decision Date" of February 22, 2013 and an "Appeal Period Ends" date of March 
4, 2013. The grant clause was inadvertently carried over from the staff report and reads 
as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03 of the, the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval. ... " 

Instead, the grant clause should read as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03, the Advisory Agency approves .... " 

Typically, a letter of correction is issued following the end of the appeal period to correct 
typographical errors. However, this tract was appealed and therefore the correction to 
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the grant clause will be determined by the City Planning Commission's action on the 
tract map appeal. 

4. The Advisory Agency has granted the project a significant reduction from its parking 
requirement of 2.5 stalls per residential unit without the Determination Letter even 
acknowledging that a deviation has been requested or approved. 

The Letter of Determination for Tract Map No.: 71837-CN states in Condition 14c states 
the approval of the development of 1, 918 parking spaces, subject to the shared parking 
provisions of the Development Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-
ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D and/or CPC-2013-103-DA, to serve the project site. The deviation 
from the LAMC parking requirements is found in Condition No. 14 by the Department of 
City Planning, stating that "Approved herein is the development of 1,918 parking spaces, 
subject to the shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations." Implicit in 
this statement is that the parking will not be as required per the LAMC, but rather, 
through a shared parking program, as provided in the Development Regulations. The 
Development Regulations are an attachment to the Letter of Determination. 

Furthermore, the tract determination describes the Land Use Equivalency Program in 
greater detail in condition 14c on page 8 of the Determination, stating that "the actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, 
retail, and restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for 
every 1,000 square feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested 
variance, two (2) parking spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor 
area for the building. For the residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking 
space for dwelling units of less than three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) 
parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) habitable rooms, and two (2) parking 
spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable rooms." The intent of a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking 
demand with complementary uses. A shared parking program, as applied, would also be 
consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update, 
given that parking has different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 
24-hour cycle. 

5. The Advisory Agency's decision letter clearly violates the California Subdivision Map Act 
by approving a tentative tract map inconsistent with the existing zoning. By issuing its 
approvals prior to City Planning Commission review and consideration of the requested 
entitlements or even before release of the Planning Department's Staff 
Recommendation Report, the Advisory Agency has in effect determined that the 
Commission's approval is a foregone conclusion. The Advisory Agency is not a 
legislative body and is without legal authorization to adopt the EIR and its statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 

The project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses that are consistent 
with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book store, bakeries, bicycle 
sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); office, and restaurants 
(bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), and permits residential 
densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. The project is subject to an 
exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), however, which permits any use in the RS 
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Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot is 
located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional Center Commercial, or High 
Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project area approved by the City 
Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per dwelling unit, or a 
maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. 

The fitness/sports club use is not explicitly allowed in the C4 Zone, however, similar 
uses, such as recreation buildings, commercial swimming pools, and private and no
profit clubs are permitted. The applicant is seeking a Zone Change from C4 to C2 to 
permit the operation, use, and maintenance of a fitness/sports club, where the C2 
expressly allows gymnasiums and health clubs. Allowing a fitness/sports club use would 
be similar to the LA Fitness that was approved through a variance (ZA-2003-SS47-ZV) at 
7021 Hollywood Boulevard, with an additional variance for reduced parking for S3 
parking spaces in lieu of 263 parking spaces. As such, the sports/fitness club is 
therefore not a significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere in the 
neighborhood. 

6. The City cannot approve the VTTM and the Project, and instead should deny it as a 
result of the fact that the proposed map is inconsistent with the applicable zoning. The 
underlying zoning restricts the subject site FAR to 3: 1 and limits the type of uses at the 
site. The Advisory Agency cannot approve a map inconsistent with what's permissible 
both in scale and uses in the subject site. The project's proposed FAR of 6: 1 is a 
theoretical figure that doesn't clarify exactly what would be built, what the total square 
footage would be, how many residential units there would be, or how tall the skyscrapers 
ultimately will be. The C4-20-SN zoning restricts C4 uses to R4 uses. R4 zoning allows 
one unit per 400 square feet of lot area. 

The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D
SN) and the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation is intended to accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential 
density, recognizing the need to promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, 
while simultaneously addressing "the needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for 
businesses, conventions, trade shows, entertainment, and tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 16S,6S9, 
limits buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, and which may 
exceed a FAR of 3:1 if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the 
Transportation Program and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, 
and any Designs for Development pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency 
(CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan allowed a 4.S:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA 
approval. Although the CRA has since been dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was 
captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties in 
the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and which have been approved 
by the City Planning Commission and conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
(CRA). Furthermore, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-
A, 18(a), which permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or 
CS Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment 
project area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 
square feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot 
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site. As such, the project, as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project 
site. 

Moreover, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6:1 FAR, 
including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a 
Height District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 
6: 1; Conditional Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential 
zone and on-site alcohol consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning 
Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-
inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard 
setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review for a project located at 
1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA/TT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a 
Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for 
interior lot lines abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total 
off-street parking space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area 
ratio between 4.5:1 and 6:1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up 
to 150 residential condominiums, 375 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 
61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for a property located at 6250-
6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

The Appellant states that there is no clarity in the determination in terms of total 
proposed square footage, amount of residential units, and the height of the skyscrapers. 
However, the determination, clearly states in the project description that the approval is 
for the development of 492 residential condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 215,000 
square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new and 114,303 square feet of existing 
office space, 35,000 square feet of fitness/sports club use, and 15,000 square feet of 
restaurant use." It also states that the unit density is based on the RS zone. The height 
of the towers is labeled and demonstrated in the Tract Maps that are exhibits to the 
Letter of Determination. 

7. The projects residential parking component is almost 500 spaces less than required by 
the Advisory Agency, which for condominiums is 2.5 parking spaces per unit instead of 
the 1.5 parking spaces proposed. Nowhere in the Determination Letter is there an 
analysis of the parking reduction or acknowledgement that they are granting the 
deviation. Other nearby Hollywood projects have provided a surplus of parking, such as 
the nearby Blvd. 6200 project. The reduction of parking for a sports club further 
exacerbates the lack of parking. In addition, parking should be provided on-site to 
accommodate both the businesses intended to operate on the site, their visitors, patrons 
and support workers. 

Condition No. 14( c) of the Tract determination approved the development of 1, 918 
parking spaces to serve the project "subject to the shared parking provisions of the 
Development Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-ZV-HD 
and/or CPC-2013-103-DA." The tract determination recognizes that a shared parking 
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request and a reduced parking request will be considered by the City Planning 
Commission in its review of the requested variances. Nevertheless, the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the standard parking requirements otherwise imposed 
on standard residential development projects. For example, for being located less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, 
Section 12.24.Y of the LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required 
parking. Additionally, because the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project area and within a State Enterprise Zone, Section 12.21-A,4(x)(3) of the Code 
permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square feet of combined gross 
floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade 
schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As such, the reduced 
parking for the sports club, the reduced parking for being located within a mixed-use 
development within proximity of major transit satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

8. The project is not compatible in size, bulk, scale and height with surrounding historic 
buildings, proposed buildings and other buildings existing. Other projects are not 
comparable in size and height. 

The project proposes up to two towers ranging from 220 feet to 585 feet in height for the 
East and West Site and up to two additional towers of up to 220 feet per site. Alteration 
of the surroundings, however, will not reduce the integrity of historic resources such that 
their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local registers will be impaired. The Project 
has the potential to add height and density to an Entertainment District in an already 
highly urbanized environment. The heights proposed for the project, including the 
maximum height scenario, creates a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet 
architecturally varied structures that act as a focal point for the Hollywood area and 
introduces contemporary architecture to an existing urban environment. The Hollywood 
Community Plan envisioned the possibility of towers in the project site, demonstrated by 
no height limitations pursuant to the existing zoning and Regional Center land 
Commercial Land use designation. As part of our General Plan Framework chapter, 
Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional commerce, 
identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional Centers 
to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest 
tower(s) in the neighborhood, and serves to add to an exciting, modern skyline 
envisioned in the Hollywood Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that 
the towers will be elegant and slim, comparable in massing to the Capitol Records 
building and other nearby historic structures. As the tower height increases, there is a 
complimentary decrease in the maximum tower lot coverage allowed (see Exhibit X). 
Although the Hollywood skyline currently peaks with a building measuring approximately 
22 stories, the Hollywood Community Plan envisions a transit-oriented, urban district 
with a dyanmic skyline that can change over time. 

The development regulations have comprehensive standards for bulk that permits 
design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the development for 
the project site. One of the objectives of the project is to preserve public views from 
certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records tower by creating grade level open 
space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and 
West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is achieved by creating a site plan with 
grade level open space predetermined based on the height of the towers as seen on 

RL0022848 



EM28297 

VTT-71837-CN -Appeal Page 12 

Table 6.1.1. In every height scenario, whether the open space is 5% of the project site 
or 12% , a triangular shaped plaza is formed on the East Site adjacent to the Capitol 
Records building (See Exhibit X). This triangular plaza preserves views from Hollywood 
Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, a key vantage point. On the West Site, at 
grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set back from the property line, 
ranging from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the height of the towers, in 
order to preserve views of the Hollywood Playhouse. In addition, the rectangular plaza 
provides additional views directly across from the Capitol Records building. In addition 
on both the West and East sites, at-grade passageways through the entire site running 
east to west are required, creating new vantage points for the Capitol Records building 
at a pedestrian level and scale. 

The massing of the towers is regulated so that towers are slimmer in bulk as height 
increases as a means of not overpowering the massing of the historic structures in the 
area, including the Capitol Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that towers 
have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and appear slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. In addition, in the case where two towers are proposed for one site, 
the Spacing Standards (section 7.5) provide that if two towers are on a single site, they 
shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel. This will 
prevent the possibility of two towers adjacent or near adjacent to each other from 
creating a collective mass that overwhelms the Capitol Records building and 
surrounding historic structures. Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are 
regulated based on height. If a tower is proposed in the tallest height scenario, such as 
585 feet (see Table 6.1.1 ), then the maximum tower lot coverage is 11.5 percent of the 
site, for both towers on a given site. This creates two towers that are approximately the 
same size as the Capitol Records building. For the shortest height scenario at 220 feet, 
a tower would be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height 
to the 242 foot Capitol Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, 
although occupying a larger percentage of the site, would be broken up by the jagged 
site plan itself, with a large portion of the tower being tucked to the side and behind the 
Capitol Records Building and a smaller portion directly to the side of it (see figure 
6.1.2a.1). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the Capitol Records Building (see 
Exhibit X). 

In every tower height scenario the space not occupied by grade level open space may 
be occupied by a podium which is regulated in massing by the Development 
Regulations. Street wall standards are sensitive to the adjacent historic buildings and are 
intended to differentiate newer buildings from the historic street wall along the corridor. 
A street wall (or podium) is required to be setback by a minimum 10 feet from the 
property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the 
West Site. The street wall can range in height from 30 feet to a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level, the historic height limit in the district. The limitation of 150 feet for 
the street wall ensures that the street level massing is consistent with the surrounding 
buildings, creating a consistent visual scale for the pedestrian and maintaining a 
continuous rhythm in massing in the district. Additionally along Yucca, the street wall will 
be limited to a maximum of 30 feet in height with a 10 foot setback in order to coincide 
with the height of the historic retail shops along the street. 

9. The project site is not suitable for the proposed density. The project is not comparable 
in size to other nearby projects, such as Blvd. 62. Nothing in the vicinity the density of 
the proposed project. 
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As previously, stated, the project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses 
that are consistent with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book 
store, bakeries, bicycle sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); 
office, and restaurants (bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), 
and permits residential densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. 
Moreover, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), that 
permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones 
provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional 
Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square 
feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. 

The project's existing and proposed Height District, 2D, and 2, respectively, include no 
height limitation. While there are no projects of the proposed scale and size, the zone, 
height district, the land use designation, and through the various exceptions permitted in 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code, permits projects of this density and with the proposed 
intensity of uses. 

10. The increased Traffic generated from the Project will essentially landlock the local 
neighborhood, particularly along Franklin A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard during rush 
hour. Additional traffic was not considered in the Traffic Study, such as "tourist traffic" or 
the "observation deck". The Traffic Study was formulated on inaccurate future population 
estimates and based on unsubstantiated manual formulas that underestimate the actual 
Project's impact of traffic trips and congestion on both local street and freeway on/off 
ramps. The Traffic Study did not use maximum build out or study cut -through traffic in 
the residential area. 

Traffic for this proposed project was analyzed in the same manner as comparable 
projects throughout the City. In this instance, the traffic analysis in the EIR for the project 
studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic conditions, (2011), all 37 intersections 
during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A through D, 
as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, 
defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. 
Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for protected turning 
movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The addition of 
the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at all study 
intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is 
defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more 
when the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections 
would continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 1 S 
intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or both peak hours 
with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project-related traffic 
mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease from 1 S to 13. 
Of these, five study intersections would remain at a significant level even with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, meaning there was minimal improvement to the 
CMA (less than 0.010). 
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In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during 
one or both peak hours. In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by the 
project (with mitigation) in 2020, three additional intersections, including Cahuenga 
BoulevardNucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine Street/De Longpre 
Avenue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the 
traffic analysis has conclude that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce 
affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the year 2020, and would only increase the 
number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the project) to 16 
intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation. 

11. The inaccurate traffic data leads to inaccurate and understated air quality and health 
data. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential regional and localized construction and 
operational air quality impacts. Mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR meet and 
exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development projects in the City 
of Los Angeles. SCAQMD suggests conducting a CO hotspots analysis for any 
intersection where a proposed project would worsen the LOS to any level below C, and 
for any intersection rated D or worse where the proposed project would increase the V/C 
ratio by two percent or more. Intersections that do not meet the analysis criteria would 
not have the potential to exceed their respective national or state ambient air quality 
standards. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District also submitted 
comments regarding air quality mitigation measures. Additional air quality mitigation 
measures have been added to the Final EIR. 

12. Noise and light generated from outdoor venues above the ground floor proposed for the 
project will transmit into our neighborhood. Our neighborhood is located less than 500' 
from the Project. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people 
and activities and events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and 
observation decks. Specifically, page IV.H-40 of the Draft EIR states the Project is 
anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at
grade, above the ground floor on the podium levels, and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space 
areas, swimming pools and -poolside seating and outdoor dining. However, on page 
IV.H-40, the Draft EIR specifically concludes that the Project would not have significant 
operational noise impacts associated with people and activities and events within the 
common outdoor spaces, podium levels and observation decks. Furthermore, the Draft 
EIR notes that the Project must comply with the applicable noise sections of the of the 
LAMC, which thereby prevents noise levels from exceeding City standards for this 
location and ensures potential noise impacts on off-site sensitive uses would be less 
than significant. 

It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people talking, swimming pool 
activity, and occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements during 
special events. As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively 
high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided between the podium 
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levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing 
and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise 
sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. In addition, the Project would be 
required to comply with Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would ensure outdoor eating 
and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at 
surrounding off site uses and these impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation measure A.1-3 accounts for podium level outdoor lighting with the following 
mitigation 'A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open 
terrace and tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that 
architectural, parking and security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential 
properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution." 

13. It is impossible for the Advisory Agency to responsible address concerns raised in the 
Public Hearing within 3 to 4 days, with any significant detail. 

The Advisory Agency's determination to approve the tract map is based on the findings 
of the Subdivision Map Act. The Subdivision Map Act ask that the Advisory Agency find 
that the proposed map as well as the design and improvement of the proposed 
subdivision are consistent with the applicable general and specific plans, that the site is 
physically suitable for the type and density of development, that the design of the 
subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause substantial 
environmental damage or injure fish, wildlife, or their habitat, cause serious public health 
problems, conflict with easements acquired by the public at large and provides feasible 
access to passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities. In approving the tract 
map, the Advisory Agency determined that the project and it's design was consistent 
with the general plan, included a mix and intensity of uses conducive to the urban setting 
and Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and in acting on the EIR, 
determined that while significant impacts were present, adopted a statement of 
overriding considerations that affirmed the benefits of the project which otherwise 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts. 

14. The project is inconsistent with the development guidelines defined by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency. The height should be based on the CRA Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

The Draft EIR analyzes how the project would impact the now defunct Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section IV.G, Land Use, of the 
Draft EIR for a full discussion of the Project's consistency with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan and its consistency with the existing scale of surrounding 
development. 

15. Failure of the City to comply with CEQA requirements to have a cumulative analysis of 
the impacts of the Project and the other 57 known projects either approved or proposed 
for the development in the Hollywood Area. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the EIR "discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable." The EIR does include an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the project 
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together with the other 57 known projects approved or proposed for development in the 
Hollywood area. The analyses of cumulative impacts was described throughout the text 
of the EIR and was individually addressed for those categories that were considered to 
have a potentially significant impact. 

16. Inadequate public benefits and mitigations that are required to be provided by the 
Developer for the surrounding communities based on the impact the Project will have on 
the surrounding communities, partly due to the city not pursuing a nexus study. 

The project EIR included various mitigation measures meant to address the 
environmental impacts resulting from the construction and/or operation of the proposed 
development. Those mitigation measures were included in the conditions of approval 
under the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), and which are required 
of the developer. The provision of public benefits is not required under CEQA or the 
Subdivision Map Act. As such, no nexus study would substantiate the allocation of public 
benefits under the Advisory Agency's decision. 

17. The project does not have an adequate assessment of infrastructure impacts due to the 
city not properly sequencing studies. 

The Draft EIR analyzes potential land use planning impacts, and infrastructure capacity 
issues, associated with the location of the Project Site. Please see Sections IV.G, Land 
Use Planning, and IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems for a detailed discussion of these 
topics. The Draft EIR and Appendices included many studies, including air quality, 
historic resources, noise, traffic, parking, public services, utilities including infrastructure 
and water supply. The CEQA process is designed to "provide public agencies and the 
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is 
likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a 
project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project." (CEQA 
Statute § 21061). According to CEQA Guidelines 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA 
are to: (1) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities; (2) identify the ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) prevent significant, 
avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use 
of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes 
to be feasible; and (4) disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency 
approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects 
are involved. The Draft EIR complied with these CEQA requirements. 

18. FAR Averaging would allow massing to be spread out unevenly between both sites. 

The project is regulated by both the total allowable floor area allowed in the project and 
the Development Regulations, which control the massing of structures under different 
height scenarios. The maximum height scenario, for both the east and west sites, at 585 
feet, have specific standards as to the total allowable tower area as well as setbacks 
regulating the placement of the towers and related podiums so that key views are 
preserved and the compatibility with nearby historic structures is maintained. Therefore, 
with the maximum height scenario, the maximum square footage allowed for both sites 
is maintained. Moreover, CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU-ZV-HD, will condition the project so a 
tower on either the East or West Site, will be accompanied by a second tower that is 
within 15% of the height of the first. 
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19. A Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages 
and live entertainment and dancing would remove any public hearings and prevent 
scrutiny from nearby residents which might be as near as 500 feet. 

The consideration of conditional use permits allowing live entertainment and the sale 
and dispensation for the sale alcoholic beverages was not before the Advisory Agency. 
No action was taken on this matter, which is under consideration before the City 
Planning Commission. 

20. The duration of the DA should be limited to a 5 year time period. Development 
Agreements for projects of similar proposed size and scope have not been provided DA 
durations longer than 5 years. 

The proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 
associated with the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard 
life of the entitlements (36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and 
quasi-judicial approvals) in exchange for the provision of community benefits. These 
community benefits are above and beyond those which are required as conditions of 
approval or as mitigation measures, and no nexus is required. Rather, the proposed 
community benefits serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the applicant as to his/her 
commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these benefits is an 
additional incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the much
needed redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. 

21. The EIR fails to use maximum build out in study of impacts on infrastructure. 

Flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land 
uses, siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all 
potential land uses, the maximum FAR (6:1), and all potential environmental impacts. In 
addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed 
Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could 
respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among 
the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are 
satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. It does not allow the Applicant 
to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the Draft EIR nor does it allow 
any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the analysis of the 
Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the 
Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each 
environmental issue area. 

22. The development doesn't ensure that views to and from the Hollywood Hills are, to the 
extent practical, preserved, per the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

Section IV.A.1 in the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of potential view impacts 
(both from a focal view and panoramic view perspective) on the Capitol Records 
Building. In addition, the Draft El R's analysis of the Project's potential aesthetics impacts 
is supported by an Aesthetics Impacts Report, which was prepared by Roschen Van 

RL0022854 



EM28303 

VTT-71837-CN -Appeal Page 18 

Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IV.A of the Draft EIR, which presents 
additional evidence regarding the Project's potential aesthetic impacts on the Capitol 
Records Building. As further discussed below, the Draft EIR and the Aesthetics Impacts 
Report conclude that the Project only has a significant impact on one focal view 
perspective (i.e., View 6) of the Capitol Records Building. The Draft EIR also concludes 
that the Project would have a less than significant impact on views of the Capitol 
Records Building from panoramic view perspectives from the Hollywood Hills. The 
information below, and in the Draft EIR, further supports these conclusions. 

To be aesthetically sensitive to the Capitol Records Building, the Project has been 
designed with setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol 
Records Building. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Project Development 
Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (included as Appendix II to the Draft EIR) in 
Section 1.2.2(b) state that one of the objectives of the Project is to: Preserve public 
views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Building by creating grade 
level open space I civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol 
Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records Building. To illustrate 
how the Project design preserves view corridors to the Capitol Records Building, the 
Draft EIR includes Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records View Corridors. This figure 
illustrates that there are three wide view corridors, which allow the Capitol Records 
Building to be visible even after development of the Project. The corridors are generally 
along Hollywood Boulevard west of Vine Street; generally along the Hollywood Freeway 
east of Argyle Avenue; and generally along the Hollywood Freeway west of Vine Street. 
In addition, the Draft EIR includes several figures (Figures 11-9, Conceptual Architectural 
Rendering of the Project looking West along Argyle Avenue, 11-10, Conceptual 
Architectural Rendering of the Project looking North from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street, and 11-11, Conceptual Architectural Rendering of the Project looking East from 
Vine Street) that show how the Capitol Records Building remains visible from adjacent 
streets, including Argyle Avenue, the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street, and Vine Street. These images demonstrate how the Project is aesthetically 
compatible with the Capitol Records Building and how it has been used as a centerpiece 
of the Project's design. 

As thoroughly discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project can be implemented in a variety of 
height and massing permutations. The Draft EIR presents numerous view simulations 
(as shown in Figure IV.A.1- 11 through Figure IV.A.1-20) that disclose the level of 
aesthetic impacts and view obstructions that could occur if the Project was developed at 
any of the proposed height and massing scenarios. These various view simulations 
indicate that there are no development scenarios that would fully block views of the 
Capitol Records Building from the street-level perspectives, especially at the Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street intersection. 

Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have less than significant 
visual obstruction impacts to focal views of the Capitol Records Building according to the 
550-foot-high and 585-foot-high massing envelopes. To present the most conservative 
analysis, and in accordance with the aesthetic elements of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would result in a significant visual 
obstruction of the Capitol Records Building when viewed from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street according to the 220-foot high and 400-foot high massing 
envelopes, which create more bulk (and thereby view obstruction of the Capitol Records 
Building) at the street level. 
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The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measures to ensure the Project is developed in a 
manner consistent with the aesthetic images and environmental impact analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. These measures ensure preservation of valued focal views of 
the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, Mitigation Measure A.1-2 is included in the 
Draft EIR to ensure that the Development Regulations are implemented and enforced as 
the Project is developed. It states: 

The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium 
Hollywood Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the 
Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to 
construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

23. The design of the subdivision will likely impact a cultural resource. 

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, clearly shows that the mitigation 
measures included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to 
a less-than-significant level under all development scenarios. These conclusions are 
supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources Report 
circulated as an appendix to the Draft EIR. This conclusion stands because overall the 
Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
and Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street 
(which are all considered historic resources) would retain enough integrity after Project 
development to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California 
Register. In other words, development of the Project consistent with the Development 
Regulations would not impair the significance of any onsite or offsite historical resources. 
To help further explain how the Project is compatible with the surrounding historic 
environment, the Project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of any historic resource either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the 
Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol Records Building and the 
Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the Walk of Fame along 
Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of Fame 
Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Draft EIR recognizes and 
discloses the fact that the Project will, however, alter the immediate surroundings of 
historic resources on the Project Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and 
high-rise structures. 

24. The project will create significant, unmitigated impacts to Aesthetics of views, light and 
glare, construction and operation Air Quality, construction and operational Noise levels, 
and operational Traffic, and as a result create substantial environmental impacts and 
cannot under the Map Act be approved. 

As stated on Page 1-7 in the Introduction/Summary of the Draft EIR, and thereafter 
throughout each subsequent chapter, the Draft EIR "analyzes the greatest potential 
environmental impact of the Project for each issue area. The Project may not exceed 
these maximum impacts for each issue area." The Draft EIR informs the public as to the 
extent of the maximum potential impacts and, where feasible, the mitigation measures 
used to reduce each of those impacts below a level of significance. The Draft EIR 
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thereby complies with the CEQA mandate that requires review of "entirety of the project," 
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4Th 645, 654, 
57 Cal. Rptr. 3d 663, 671 (5th Dist. 2007), including all reasonably foreseeable uses. 

25. The City fails to include an economic feasibility analysis of Project Alternatives in the 
administrative record before the start of the public comment period. 

Under CEQA, economic and social effects may be included in the EIR, but "shall not be 
treated as significant impacts on the environment" (Section 15131 ). Moreover, economic 
and social information shall be submitted to Lead Agency in whatever form the Lead 
Agency desires. To that end, an Economic Feasibility Analysis, dated February 13, 
2013, was submitted to the case and is attached herein for reference (Exhibit 7). 

26. The EIR fails to include a downsized Alternative in the DEIR as a reasonable alternative, 
particularly an alternative less than 3:1 FAR. 

The project site is designated for Regional Center Commercial uses and is located in a 
highly urbanized environment consisting of office, commercial, entertainment, and high 
density residential uses. The Hollywood Community Plan includes land use goals and 
objectives promoting incentives in Regional Center Commercial land use areas to 
encourage mixed-use and transit-friendly projects, such as: 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and 
along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by 
the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate 
uses and amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative 
modes of transportation and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide 
bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider 
neighborhood-serving tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental 
car options. 

The EIR does include two Reduced Density Mixed-Use Alternatives utilizing a 3:1 and 
4.5:1 FAR. The development of the site with a FAR of less than 3:1 would contradict the 
intent of the aforementioned land use policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and 
would not result in a high quality development that reflects the identity of Hollywood as a 
tourist destination and as an entertainment and economic center of the City. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM18553 

Joseph Gnade <joseph.gnade@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:10 AM 
Paul Garry 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org); Edmond Yew; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Re: FW: 77007-01 

I forwarded the Grading approval letter to Marcos Marin of Bureau of Engineering's Geotechnical Engineering 
Group (GEO) which is different from GEO's approval and received the following reply: 

"The consultant, Langan Engineering & Environmental, said a soils report specifically addressing a proposed tunnel as 
part of the developments would be delivered to GEO. The report has not been received and the review is on hold for 
now." 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 5:06 PM, Paul Garry <paul.garry@psomas.com> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Attached is the Grading approval letter for the Hollywood Millennium project (VTI-71837). 

Paul Garry 

P S 0 M A S I Balancing the Natural and Built Environment 

Planner 
Planning and Entitlements 
555 So. Flower Street, Suite 4300 

Los Angeles, CA 90071 I 213.223.1400 

Direct: 213.223.1451 

Cell: 31 0-663-1467 

Fax: 213.223.1444 

paul .garry@psomas.com 

www.psomas.com 

From: Dan Eberhart [mailto:deberhart@Lanqan.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2013 4:49 PM 
To: Steven Hood (shood@MillenniumPtrs.com) 
Cc: Rudy Frizzi; Alfred Fraijo Jr. (afraijo@sheppardmullin.com); Paul Garry 
Subject: FW: 77007-01 
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Steve 

Here is the city of LA Approval Letter for the Hollywood fault investigation. 

Dan 

Dan R. Eberhart 
Associate 
Direct: 949.255.8651 
Mobile: 714.686.8207 

LANGAN 
CALIFORNIA NEW JERSEY NEW YORK CONNECTICUT PENNSYLVANIA VIRGINIA FLORIDA 
ABU DHABI ATHENS DOHA DUBAI ISTANBUL 

From: Stephanie Montgomery 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2013 4:28 PM 
To: Dan Eberhart; Diane Fiorelli 
Subject: FW: 77007-01 

Dan and Diane, 

Refer to the attached approval letter from the City of Los Angeles regarding our Hollywood fault investigation for 
Millennium. Per the City's request, we are sending them revised signature pages for the reports they have on file; the 
signature page was revised to include the string addresses for the site shown on the approval letter. 

Thank you, 
Stephanie Montgomery 
Senior Staff Geologist 
Direct: 949.255.8662 
Mobile: 949.294.4178 

WE HAVE MOVED! PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS BELOW. 

LANGAN 
CALIFORNIA NEW JERSEY NEW YORK CONNECTICUT PENNSYLVANIA VIRGINIA FLORIDA 
ABU DHABI ATHENS DOHA DUBAI ISTANBUL 

From: Mui Lay [mailto:mui.lay@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2013 4:14 PM 
To: Stephanie Montgomery 
Subject: 77007-01 
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Plse see attached. 

Thank you. 

Mui 

Electronic communication provided by "Langan" encompasses "Langan Engineering, Environmental, 
Surveying and Landscape Architecture, D.P.C.," "Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc.," 
"Langan International LLC," "Treadwell & Rollo, a Langan Company," and "Langan Engineering and 
Environmental Services, Inc., PC." This electronic transmission may contain confidential, proprietary or 
privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is intended to be waived or lost by erroneous 
transmission of this message. If you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by 
return email and delete this message from your system. Disclosure, use, distribution or copying of this message, 
any attachments thereto or their contents is strictly prohibited. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ok, thanks ! ! 

EM28306 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 8:47 AM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 

Re: Downtown Today 

On Wed, Mar 13, 2013 at 8:10 AM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dan, 

I'm downtown today to work on the NBCU files. However, Luci sent the Millennium appeal report yesterday 
evening for review. I worked on it until 11 :30 p.m. but only got half way. So, I'll be working on it this 
morning. OHR wants to meet with Adam and myself Edgar was going to run it by Ken. That's primarily why 
I am here. We'll keep you posted. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28745 

Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 4:29 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

Oh good. Have a great weekend! 

Wes 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 4:25 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I got it. Thank you! 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 4: 19 PM, Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 

Did you get my review of your summary? I did it on Google and I am not entirely sure how that works. 

Wes 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 11 :45 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Wes, 
I just called to discuss. Give me a call back when you have a sec (8-13 78). Thanks, Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 11 :27 AM, Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

I am reviewing the document you prepared for the Hollywood Millennium and I had a question. In your 
document there seems to be reference to a supplemental analysis that was done for the development agreement 
for the project that was a slightly expanded study that had different results (i.e. impacts). It is stated that this 
supplemental analysis was performed to account for "market forces" possibly changing the project. Do we need 
to reference this in your document? 

Thanks, 

Wes 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 10:24 AM 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 
To: Wes Pringle <wes.pringle@lacity.org> 
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Please review and revise the attached, then e-mail to Luci Ibarra - thanks! 

Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213 -972-8482 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate III 
100 S. Main St, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

EM28747 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28748 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 4:31 PM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Millennium update 

That is good news. I am not familiar with the Lucas Bixel project, but Michael was cornered today about 1111 
Wilshire - and I understand that that project has both a Director's permit (interpretation??) and a LOD for 
signs. It sounded like there are two separate items for that project - can you verify? If they can both get out 
either today or very early next week, that would be very good news. 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 3:59 PM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
We are also trying to get Lucas Bixel and 1111 Wilshire out today ............ so people will stop calling Michael. 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 3:58 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
ok - thanks for the update 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 3:32 PM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
Lisa: I just signed the D .A report. Luci is still working on the CPC case and the Tract report. We are hoping to 
hand off these reports to Alfred by 430 today. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
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I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 9:22 AM 
Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com 

Re: Stuff 

Ok see u there. Is there any parking? 

From: Rich a rd Lichtenstein [ma ilto: Rlichtenstei n@ma rathon-com .com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 05:53 PM 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Subject: RE: Stuff 

Great. How about 101 Cafe .... just off Freeway at Franklin at 815. 

From: Lisa Webber [ lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 4:35 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Re: Stuff 

I am free for breakfast this Thursday. No CPC for me - all will be down in San Pedro for the big community 
plan item. 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 1:10 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 
Hey ..... how's your Thursday morning look? Want to have breakfast at 101 Cafe (Franklin just off Freeway)? As 
for Luci's report I've bits and pieces and she's a "star". Not sure if it's for public consumption but Michael and 
Phil visiting privately this week (Mike's request). We're doing CD 13 Design Review Thursday night with 
Marcel. On Friday I have 2 PC meetings set (trying for a third). Understand Barbara is going to run the 
meeting on 28th. 
Regarding Castlen, Alan and I are meeting with Paul this afternoon. Word has it Paul was looking for a 25% 
reduction in the residential but not sure what that relates to. Can't just be arbitrary. Alan might reduce unit 
count by 5-10% just to get PK on board. Will keep you posted. 
Now for Ponte Vista ..... the one that should have been the easiest of all. You reduce the density from 2300 to 
1100 and agree that the preferred alternative of 83 5 works just fine. And can't get through CEQA review -
OMG! Not sure I even remember the "mixed" use alternative with library, retail, etc. but never going to 
happen. If you remember this was a work piece of property for Istar. After extensive market analysis the 
office, retail (and even Senior Housing) were removed from the plans. It will never pencil or get built without 
the economics of the residential plans. The community claims to want all these other uses but no traffic. Can't 
make it all happen in this one project. Happy to talk schedule and happy to bring Owners Representative 
Dennis Cavallari to an all hands meeting next week. 
Let me know about Breakfast and if we should find time for Erin, Henry, et al. Thanks. 
R 

p.s. seeing Paul and Amy Saturday night before they head back to Hawaii. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto :lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
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Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 12:33 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Stuff 

EM28308 

We've got some things to chat about...I'm in the PVP now for Ponte Vista ..... and I'm loving the new mixed use 
alternative with the library, retail, park, office, etc. Is this in the realm of reason?? A big improvement to the 
current project and a strong and very positive response to community concerns and desires 

Need to talk Ponte Vista schedule however. We need to make some adjustments. 

Luci has prepared staff reports for Millennium .... beautifully written documents .... you will be very pleased. 

Any updates with Castlen Sepulveda? 

Also, unrelated to your projects, need to chat about the dept consolidation proposal on the table that the mayor 
has introduced ..... . 

Talk soon, 

Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks Srimal. 

EM18556 

Ryan Luckert < ryan@ceqa-nepa.com > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:31 AM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
RE: Millennium FEIR - production 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:29 AM 
To: Chris Joseph 
Cc: Seth Wulkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Ryan Luckert; Luciralia Ibarra; Andrea Schultz 
Subject: Re: Millennium FEIR - production 

Hi Chris, 

To answer Seth's questions: 

ALL public agencies receive a CD, whether they commented on the DEIR or not. 

ALL public commenters receive a CD, provided we have a mailing address; if not, e-mail them an NOA. 

For the City's 3 hardcopies; 1 hardcopy set of appendices and 2 on CDs will be fine. 

In addition, libraries receive CDs. 

Also, please make sure that the CDs of the FEIR also contain the DEIR. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 5:46 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:chris@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
See below 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto :seth@ceqa-nepa.com» 
Date: February 5, 2013, 5:43:36 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto :chris@ceqa-nepa.com» 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto :ryan@ceqa-nepa.com», Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa
nepa.com<mailto:andrea@ceqa-nepa.com>> 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - production 

Chris, 

We have the following questions for Srimal, when you speak with her: 
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1. Are all Draft EIR agencies (whether or not they provided a comment) getting a CD? 
The agencies that commented on the DEIR will get a CD. 

1. Are all non-agency, (ie the public commenters) getting a CD or just the NOA? 

1. For the City's 3 hardcopies? does Srimal want 3 appendices, or 1 and the rest on CD? 

Seth 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM28309 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 11:23 AM 
elhami.nasr@dot.ca.gov 

Re: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

In regards to the above mentioned meeting, the 3/20 time slot is no longer available. Will the 3/22 time slot 
work for you? Please advise. thank you ... Stacy 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 10:34 AM, Stacy Munoz <stacy. munoz@lacity.org> wrote: 

Good morning, 

Lisa has asked me to coordinate the above mentioned meeting with you. Michael and Lisa are both available at 
the following times: 

Wednesday, 3/20 from 4-5 
Friday, 3/22 from 1 :30- 2:30 

Please let me know if either time works for you. Thanks so much ... Stacy 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28750 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 4:44 PM 
Stacy Munoz 
Regina meeting regarding Hollywood Millennium 

Hi Stacy - I saw that Regina declined the meeting invitation for the Thursday afternoon meeting for us to talk all 
things Hollywood Millennium. Big sigh. Can you try again? This meeting is really critical and needs to 
happen next week before she receives the CPC packet next weekend. Again, she said that early morning and 
late afternoons work best. I know my schedule is crazy, but I will miss PLUM to make this happen, or my 
weekly meeting with Linn. 

Thanks Stacy - good luck! 

Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM18558 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:30 AM 
Chris Joseph 

Cc: Seth Wulkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Ryan Luckert; Luciralia Ibarra; 
Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com 

Subject: Re: Millennium FEIR - production 

Hi Chris, 

To answer Seth's questions: 

ALL public agencies receive a CD, whether they commented on the DEIR or not. 

ALL public commenters receive a CD, provided we have a mailing address; if not, e-mail them an NOA 

For the City's 3 hardcopies; I hardcopy set of appendices and 2 on CDs will be fine. 

In addition, libraries receive CDs. 

Also, please make sure that the CDs of the FEIR also contain the DEIR 

Srimal 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 5:46 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
See below 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: February 5, 2013, 5:43:36 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - production 

Chris, 

We have the following questions for Srimal, when you speak with her: 

1. Are all Draft EIR agencies (whether or not they provided a comment) getting a CD? 

The agencies that commented on the DEIR will get a CD. 
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2. Are all non-agency, (ie the public commenters) getting a CD or just the NOA? 

3. For the City's 3 hardcopies? does Srimal want 3 appendices, or 1 and the rest on CD? 

Seth 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa, 

EM28751 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 5:01 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Re: Quick DA Question 

Sorry for the delay in getting back to you. Just finalized everything for the messenger to pick up for duplication. 
We will most definitely need to prepare a supplemental report to the CPC on the DA report to provide 
additional details that Michael wanted us to look up, and we will need input from Tomas @DOT as to the 
feasibility of some of the benefits they would like to provide. Tomas was out today, but I did speak to Wes 
Pringle at DOT and he was unaware of the benefits that were called for in the DA In addition, I got a call from 
Marcel wanting to have additional information on the benefits and presumably he would like to add something 
(but he still wants us to give him the ideas and do the leg work). On the land trust idea, I think this is something 
LaBonge would really support, is this a possible incentive to get some movement on his position? Just a thought 
(and maybe you can run it by Michael if you think it's appropriate?). Let's touch base early next week about 
how to proceed, and of course, we'll continue to do research on all the benefits that Michael requested. 
Have a good weekend. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 2:37 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Glad to hear you are better - but don't push it - this bug comes back if you are not careful! 

I talked to Mike over the phone today and it sounds like he debriefed with you as well regarding his 
conversation with Phil, the DA timeframe and the deal points. I really like the idea of a land trust for the 
Hollywood sign and contributing to the transportation impact fee study. Now that the documents are finalized, 
though, I am wondering what is the cleanest and easiest way for us to document the modifications to the mutual 
agreement of Planning and the applicant and get it before the CPC for their review. Would we just wait to read 
all this into the record at the meeting, or is there a supplemental report we can prepare to attach to the DA staff 
package? 

And with regard to our meeting with Regina next week, it looks like she declined the Thursday afternoon 
meeting invite sent out by Stacy. I know that Stacy is out today and back Monday, so I guess we will try again 
then. My week is just packed, but I am willing to move anything to accommodate this meeting with Regina. I 
think it is critical we get her comfortable with the project description and the DA components prior to her 
reviewing the CPC package next weekend - and then we can do all the in-depth follow up at the March 27 CPC 
briefing. 

Thanks Luci - when you have time, let me know your thoughts/preferences for how we vet these new DA 
benefits and prepare the appropriate documents for internal and external circulation. 

Lisa 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 9:02 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 
Much better than I did yesterday. I still sound terrible though. 
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Thank you, 
Luci 

EM28752 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 8:56 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Great just forwarded info to Mike .... how r u feeling today? 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 08:54 AM 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Cc: sha na. bonsti n@lacitv.org < sha na. bonsti n@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Re: Quick DA Question 

Hi Lisa, 

The terms we have on file have a range from 10 years (St. Vincent's Medical Center) to 25 years 
(Catellus/Union Station; Howard Hughes; STAPLES) A majority of our DA's are in the range of 15 years 
(Columbia Sq; Dayton Canyon, Cedars Sinai; Porter Ranch; Park La Brea) and 20 years (Metropolis City 
Center; Loyola Marymount, LA Center; LASED). Westfield Topanga was granted a 15 year term. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 7:58 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical 
length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 20 years?? MLG needs 
to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are 
proposing 22 years and MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be 
better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28753 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM23024 

Czerwinski, Ellen < ECzerwinski@manatt.com > 

Monday, March 04, 2013 5:07 PM 

'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org' 

De la Cruz, Victor 

Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 3 of 5) 

Attachments: Exhibit I - Cedars-Sinai Medical Center West Tower Project - 2008 - SCH# 

2008031040.pdf; Exhibit K - Mid-City Westside Transit Project - 2010 - SCH# 

2000051058.pdf 

For inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission , and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged . If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt .com or by telephone at (310) 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 

RL0022878 



EM23025 

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER 

WEST TOWER PROJECT 

ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

SCH # 2008031040 

LEAD AGENCY: 

CcTY OF Los ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW SECTION 

200 NORTI-1 SPRING STREET, ROOM 750 
Los ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

APPLICANT: 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER 

8720 BEVERLY BOULEVARD 

Los ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90048 

SEPTEMBER 2008 

RL0022879 



EM23026 

RL0022880 



EM23027 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ............................................................................................... i 
A. Project Summary ......................................................................................................... i 
B. Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved ....................................................... v 
C. Alternatives to Reduce or Avoid Significant Effects ................................................ vi 
D. Summary of Project Impacts ..................................................................................... ix 
E. Mitigation Program ............................................................................................. xxxiv 

I. INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................. 1 
A. Environmental Review Process .................................................................................. 1 
B. Relationship to Previous EIR ...................................................................................... 6 
C. Organization of This SEIR .......................................................................................... 8 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION ............................................................................................ 10 
A. Project Applicant.. ..................................................................................................... 10 
B. Project Location ........................................................................................................ 11 
C. Background ............................................................................................................... 15 
D. Statement of Project Objectives ................................................................................ 21 
E. Requested Actions and Entitlements ........................................................................ .23 
F. Project Characteristics ............................................................................................... 25 
G. Intended Uses of This EIR ....................................................................................... .42 

III. GENERAL OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING ............................. .43 
A. Overview of the Environmental Setting .................................................................... 43 
B. Related Projects ......................................................................................................... 46 
C. Project Baseline ......................................................................................................... 54 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS ................................................................. 55 
A. Aesthetics .................................................................................................................. 59 
B. Air Quality ................................................................................................................ 86 
C. Noise ....................................................................................................................... 130 
D. Transportation and Circulation ............................................................................... 157 
E. Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................. .246 

- - l - -

RL0022881 



EM23028 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (CONTINUED) 

V. ALTERNATIVES .......................................................................................................... 255 
A. Overview of Alternatives Analysis ......................................................................... 255 
B. Alternative A: No Project (Buildout of Master Plan) ............................................. 263 
C. Alternative B: Reduced Project (Net Increase of 150,000 SF) ............................... 275 
D. Alternative C: Change In Use Project (Outpatient Uses) ....................................... .285 
E. Environmentally Superior Alternative ................................................................... .297 

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS ................................................ 300 
A. Effects Not Found To Be Significant ...................................................................... 300 
B. Significant Unavoidable Impacts ............................................................................ 326 
C. Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes .................................................... 327 
D. Growth-Inducing Impacts ....................................................................................... 328 
E. Mitigation Monitoring Program .............................................................................. 330 

VII. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED ................................................ 331 
A. Lead Agency ........................................................................................................... 331 
B. Project Applicant.. ................................................................................................... 331 
C. EIR Preparation ....................................................................................................... 331 
D. Technical Consultants ............................................................................................. 331 
E. Agencies and Organizations .................................................................................... 332 

VIII. REFERENCES ............................................................................................................... 333 

- - 2 - -

RL0022882 



EM23029 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (CONTINUED) 

APPENDICES 
(UNDER SEPARATE COVER) 

APPENDIX A NOTICE OF PREPARATION, INITIAL STUDY, PUBLIC SCOPING 
COMMENTS 

A-1 NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) 

A-2 INITIAL STUDY 

A-3 NOP WRITTEN COMMENTS 

A-4 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING COMMENTS 

APPENDIX B 1993 CSMC MASTER PLAN EIR SUMMARY CHART 

APPENDIX C 1993 CSMC DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

APPENDIX D AIR QUALITY & NOISE IMPACT REPORT 

APPENDIX E TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

APPENDIX F ALTERNATIVES - SUPPORTING TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 
DOCUMENTS 

APPENDIX G MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

- - 3 - -

RL0022883 



EM23030 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

LIST OF FIGURES 

FIGURE 

1. Regional Location .............................................................................................................. 12 
2. Local Vicinity .................................................................................................................... 13 
3. Aerial Overview and Surrounding Uses ............................................................................ 14 
4. Community Plan Designation ............................................................................................ 16 
5. Master Plan Site Plan ......................................................................................................... 17 
6. Zoning Map ........................................................................................................................ 18 
7. Proposed Site Plan ............................................................................................................. 27 
8. Site Access and Pedestrian Circulation ............................................................................. .29 
9. Proposed Building Section ................................................................................................. 30 
10. Proposed Building Floor Plans 1 ....................................................................................... 31 
11. Proposed Building Floor Plans 2 ....................................................................................... 32 
12. Proposed Building Perspectives: View from Gracie Allen Drive .................................... .33 
13. Proposed Building Perspectives: View from Beverly Boulevard ...................................... 34 
14. Transit Plan ........................................................................................................................ 36 
15. Conceptual Landscape Plan ............................................................................................... 37 
16. Location of Related Projects .............................................................................................. 47 
17. Views of Urban Character: San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street ...................................... 60 
18. Views of Urban Character: Third Street/George Bums Road ........................................... 61 
19. Views of Urban Character: Robertson Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Alden Drive ........ 62 
20. Views of Urban Character: Beverly Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard .............................. 63 
21. Views of Urban Character: Beverly Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard ........................... 64 
22. Views of Urban Character: San Vicente Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive .......................... 65 
23. Views of Project Site: Southeast Corner of George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive ....... 77 
24. Views of Project Site: South of Beverly Boulevard on George Bums Road ..................... 78 
25. Views of Project Site: East of Robertson Boulevard on Gracie Allen Drive .................... 79 
26. Air Monitoring Areas ......................................................................................................... 94 
27. Sensitive Air Quality Receptors ......................................................................................... 99 
28. A-Weighted Noise Levels ................................................................................................ 131 
29. Noise Monitoring Positions ............................................................................................. 135 
30. Sensitive Receptor Locations ........................................................................................... 138 
31. Study Intersection Map .................................................................................................... 162 
32. Existing Traffic Volumes - AM. Peak Hour .................................................................. 166 
33. Existing Traffic Volumes - P.M. Peak Hour ................................................................... 167 
34. Existing Lane Configuration at Study Intersections ........................................................ 168 
35. CSMC Campus Access .................................................................................................... 170 
36. Existing Public Transit Routes ......................................................................................... 173 
37. Project Trip Distribution .................................................................................................. 187 
38. AM. Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes ....................................................................... 188 
39. P.M. Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes ........................................................................ 189 

- - 4 - -

RL0022884 



EM23031 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

LIST OF FIGURES (CONTINUED) 

FIGURE 

40. Existing With Ambient Growth Traffic Volumes for AM. Peak Hour .......................... 190 
41. Existing With Ambient Growth Traffic Volumes for P .M. Peak Hour ........................... 191 
42. Location of Related Projects ........................................................................................... .200 
43. Related Projects Traffic Volume for AM. Peak Hour ................................................... .209 
44. Related Projects Traffic Volume for P.M. Peak Hour ..................................................... 210 
45. Future Pre-Project Traffic Volumes for AM. Peak Hour .............................................. .213 
46. Future Pre-Project Traffic Volumes for P.M. Peak Hour ................................................ 214 
47. Residential Street Segment Locations ............................................................................ .221 

- - 5 - -

RL0022885 



EM23032 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

LIST OF TABLES 

TABLE 

1. Summary of Master Plan Development Completed Through 2008 ................................... 19 
2. Summary of Uses and Square Footages in Project ............................................................ 26 
3. List of Related Projects ...................................................................................................... 48 
4. State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards ........................................................... 91 
5. Ambient Air Quality Data in Project Vicinity ................................................................... 93 
6. Existing Carbon Monoxide Concentrations ....................................................................... 96 
7. SCAQMD Daily Construction Emissions Thresholds ..................................................... 109 
8. SCAQMD Daily Operational Emissions Thresholds ...................................................... 110 
9. Estimated Daily Construction Emissions - Unmitigated ................................................. 112 
10. Estimated Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated ..................................................... 113 
11. Estimated Daily Operational Regional Emissions ........................................................... 116 
12. Carbon Monoxide Concentrations ................................................................................... 118 
13. Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions ................................................................ 122 
14. Cumulative Air Quality Analysis ..................................................................................... 123 
15. Existing Noise Levels ...................................................................................................... 134 
16. Existing Estimated Community Noise Equivalent Level ................................................ 136 
17. Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments ....................................... 139 
18. Noise Levels of Ty pi cal Construction Equipment ........................................................... 1 4 3 
19. Outdoor Construction Noise Levels ................................................................................. 143 
20. Construction Noise Impact-Unmitigated ......................................................................... 145 
21. 2007 and 2023 Estimated Community Noise Equivalent Level.. .................................... 147 
22. Vibration Velocities for Construction Equipment ........................................................... 150 
23. Construction Noise Impact - Mitigated ........................................................................... 155 
24. Existing Traffic Volumes ................................................................................................. 163 
25. Existing Public Transit Routes ......................................................................................... 172 
26. Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service ..................................... 177 
27. City of Los Angeles Intersection Impact Threshold Criteria ........................................... 181 
28. Project Trip Generation .................................................................................................... 185 
29. List of Related Projects .................................................................................................... 194 
30. Related Project Traffic Generation ................................................................................. .201 
31. Residential Street Segment Impact Threshold Criteria .................................................... 222 
32. Summary of Street Segment Analysis ............................................................................ .223 
33. Existing CSMC Campus Parking Summary ................................................................... .229 
34. Future CSMC Campus Parking Summary ...................................................................... .230 
35. Summary of Alternatives ................................................................................................. 262 
36. Summary of Alternative Net Incremental Impacts .......................................................... 298 
37. Alternatives Comparison to the Project ......................................................................... .299 

- - 6 - -

RL0022886 



EM23033 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
A. PROJECT SUMMARY 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") Guidelines Section 
15123, this Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report ("SEIR") contains a brief 
summary of the proposed project, the proposed actions, areas of controversy known to the lead 
agency and issues to be resolved, and a summary of significant impacts and proposed mitigation 
measures or alternatives that would reduce or avoid those effects. Detailed information 
regarding the proposed project and its potential environmental effects are provided in the 
following sections of this Draft SEIR. This Draft SEIR has been prepared by the City of Los 
Angeles (the "City" or "Lead Agency") to analyze and disclose the potential impacts of the 
proposed Project to amend the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center ("CSMC") Master Plan (the "Master 
Plan"), as proposed by CSMC (the "Applicant"), in their application dated February 19, 2008. 

A. PROJECT SUMMARY 

1. LEAD AGENCY AND APPLICANT 

The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the preparation of this Draft SEIR; all inquiries 
regarding the Draft SEIR should be directed to the City. Key contacts are as follows: 

Lead Agency: 

Owner/ Applicant: 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: Adam Villani 

Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 
8720 Beverly Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 
Attention: Larry Colvin 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION OVERVIEW 

In 1993, the City approved a Zone and Height District Change, Development Agreement and 
Master Plan for the addition of 700,000 square feet of medical center and related uses to the then 
existing CSMC Campus, located on approximately 24.1 net acres of land at 8720 Beverly 
Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to a certified EIR. In connection with 
implementation of the Master Plan, the Applicant is proposing revisions to the Master Plan to 
improve the efficiency of CSMC's use of its property and to add 100 inpatient beds to be 
accommodated within 200,000 square feet of floor area (the "Project"). 1 A detailed description 
of the Project is provided in Section II: Project Description of this Draft SEIR. The Project is an 

1 "Floor area" is that area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a building but not including the area of 
the following: exterior walls, stainvays, shafts, rooms housing building-operating equipment or machinery, parking 
areas with associated driveways and ramps, space for the landing and storage of helicopters, and basement storage 
areas (Added by Ordinance No. 163.617, effective 6/21/1988). 

PAGEi 
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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
A. PROJECT SUMMARY 

amendment to the previously approved Master Plan development analyzed in the EIR and 
certified by the City in 1993 (the "Original EIR"), and is not an entirely new project. 

The approved Master Plan includes a component to construct a 127,500 square-foot building (the 
"Approved Building") and a 650-space parking structure with four sub-grade levels (the 
"Approved Parking Structure") at the northwest corner of George Burns Road and Gracie Allen 
Drive (the "Project Site") on the CSMC Campus, which have not been built. The Master Plan 
also includes demolition of the existing surface parking lot (the "Existing Parking Lot") at the 
Project Site to accommodate the development of the Approved Building and Approved Parking 
Structure. 

The Project is intended to serve the growing demand for medical services as the area's 
population increases, as well as to accommodate updated medical technologies and increase 
efficiency within the CSMC Campus. To attain these objectives, the Applicant requests approval 
of the Project to add 100 new inpatient beds (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area of 
new medical center uses) within a proposed 460,650 square-foot building (the "West Tower") 
located at the Project Site. The West Tower would be comprised of 200,000 square feet of floor 
area pursuant to this application, 170,650 square feet of previously approved and vested 
development remaining (but not yet built) under the previous Master Plan entitlement, and 
90,000 square feet of floor area offset from an existing building at 8723 Alden Drive (the 
"Existing Building") to be demolished for the West Tower. To date, approximately 133,350 
square feet of infill development has occurred at the CSMC Campus. An additional 396,000 
square feet of vested development rights will be used for the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion 
(the "Pavilion") (construction to start first quarter 2009). 170,650 square feet is the balance of 
development rights available after construction of the Pavilion. The 200,000 square feet of new 
floor area within the proposed Project thus represents the "net" Project analyzed in this Draft 
SEIR. 

The West Tower is anticipated to be 11 stories and 185 feet high. An attached seven-level 
parking structure (three subterranean levels, one level at grade and three levels above grade) that 
will provide approximately 700 parking spaces, will also be constructed at the Project Site. Since 
approval of the Master Plan, the Approved Parking Structure has been redesigned to be a free
standing structure with only three subterranean levels, and to include 50 additional parking 
spaces. Figures showing the proposed site plan are provided in Section II: Project Description of 
the Draft SEIR. 

Certain components of the West Tower and the 700-space parking structure have already been 
analyzed in the Original EIR. Although the Existing Parking Lot will be demolished to 
accommodate the West Tower, that demolition was approved in 1993 as part of the Master Plan 
and Original EIR, and therefore is not part of the Project. Landscaping and hardscape (i.e., 
sidewalks, plazas and planter walls), directional and tenant signage, and security, ambient and 
accent lighting would be installed for the West Tower, but these components were also 
previously approved in the Original EIR. 

PAGE ii 
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Thus, in summary, the proposed Project consists of the following elements: 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
A. PROJECT SUMMARY 

• Addition of 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services totaling 200,000 new square 
feet of floor area for medical uses; 

• Demolition of the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building; and 

• Construction of a 7-level (700 space) parking structure; 

This Draft SEIR' s analyses include implementation of certain components of the Master Plan at 
the Project Site (demolition of the Existing Parking Lot, development of the remaining 170,650 
square feet of entitlement and the Approved Parking Structure) and replacement of existing uses 
(the Existing Building) in addition to Project development. However, the significance 
determinations are based on the impacts of the Project's revisions to the Master Plan (i.e., the 
Project) and the analyses will examine the incremental impact of the Project beyond those 
impacts that were previously determined for the approved Master Plan development. 

Implementation of the Project would require various approvals, including but not limited to: 
approval of a Zone Change and Height District Change to revise the conditions of the current 
[T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and an amendment to the existing Development Agreement 
and Master Plan to permit an additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (equivalent to 
200,000 square feet), and parking on the CSMC Campus. The Project includes requests for the 
following entitlements and approvals: 

• Zone Change to amend the conditions of the [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and 
to approve an additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent 
of 200, 000 square feet of floor area) of development entitlement; 

• Height District Change to amend the permitted floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.46: 1 to 
2.71 :l 

• Amendments to the existing Development Agreement and Master Plan to permit an 
additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent of 200,000 
square feet of floor area for medical uses) and related parking; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• B-Permit for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements; 

• Grading Permits; 

• Demolition Permits; 

• Building Permits; 

PAGE iii 

RL0022889 



EM23036 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
A. PROJECT SUMMARY 

• Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for 
the construction or operation of the Project. 

The Project will incorporate many "sustainable" or "green" strategies that target sustainable site 
development, water savings, energy efficiency, green-oriented materials selection, and improved 
indoor environmental quality. Implementation of a variety of design and operational features 
(i.e., Project Design Features ["PDFs"])2 into the Project to achieve energy conservation, water 
efficiency and other sustainable practices, will directly and proactively reduce impacts to noise, 
air quality, traffic and waste. Specific "sustainable strategies" incorporated into the Project are 
identified in Section 11.F: Project Characteristics of this Draft SEIR. 

2 Project Design Features ("PDFs") are specific design and/or operational characteristics proposed by the Project 
Applicant that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or reduce its potential enviromnental effects. The role of 
PDFs in this analysis is discussed in Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis of this Draft SEIR. 
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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

B. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify areas of controversy and 
issues to be resolved which are known to the Lead Agency, including issues raised by other 
agencies and the public. Potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the City's 
decision-makers include those environmental issue areas where the potential for a significant 
unavoidable impact has been identified and/or an area where community concerns elevate the 
project's perceived effects beyond reasonable threshold criteria. 

Areas of controversy associated with the Project are made known through comments received 
during the Notice of Preparation ("NOP") process (see Section I.A: Environmental Review 
Process of this Draft SEIR), as well as input solicited during the public scoping meeting and an 
understanding of the community issues in the Project area. Areas of known controversy, 
including issues raised by some members of the community are: neighborhood intrusion; traffic 
trip generation and roadway capacity; traffic circulation and the potential for "cut-through" 
traffic in surrounding neighborhoods; congestion to local business accesses; on-site parking 
supply; loss of on-street parking spaces; construction-related traffic, noise, dust and air quality 
impacts; adequacy of public services and infrastructure; and the effect on the local water table. 
The areas of known controversy noted above are analyzed, either directly or as indirect 
(secondary) effects, in Section JV: Environmental Impact Analysis, and/or in Appendix A-2: 
Initial Study. In addition, the public comment letters received on the Project are attached as 
Appendix A-3: NOP Written Comments and Appendix A-4: Public Scoping Meeting Comments. 

PAGEv 

RL0022891 



EM23038 

RL0022892 



EM23039 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR C. ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE OR AVOID SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

C. ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE OR AVOID SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 require 
that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives, including a "No Project" alternative that 
may potentially attain most of the basic Project objectives and could possibly avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects of the Project. The CEQA 
Guidelines state that only those alternatives necessary to permit a "reasoned choice" are required. 
Based on the analysis of alternatives, an environmentally superior option must be designated. A 
complete analysis of Project alternatives, including an explanation of alternatives considered but 
not evaluated, is provided in Section V- Alternatives of this Draft SEIR and is summarized 
below. 

Three alternatives, in addition to the Project, were evaluated, and an Environmentally Superior 
Alternative was identified. These alternatives are summarized as follows: 

Alternative A: No Project (Existing Entitlement-Approved Master Plan) Alternative. The 
"No Project" Alternative typically assumes that no changes to a project site or existing structures 
would occur. For this Draft SEIR, a modified No Project Alternative is considered. The No 
Project Alternative assumes that the entire 700,000 square feet of the Master Plan would be 
developed, but that no additional medical center uses beyond the 700,000 square feet evaluated 
in the Original EIR, would occur. 

Under the modified No Project Alternative, the Existing Building would not be demolished and 
up to 170,650 square feet of remaining entitled uses would be constructed on a building footprint 
limited to the Existing Parking Lot located at the Project Site or implemented as infill 
development throughout the CSMC Campus. On the Project Site, the new construction scale and 
design would be essentially equivalent to that described for the Approved Building and 
Approved Parking Structure (on Site 2) in the Original EIR for the Master Plan. Under the No 
Project Alternative, the resultant physical and operational conditions described in the approved 
Master Plan are anticipated. This Alternative satisfies a direct requirement in CEQA for a "No 
Project" alternative comparison. 

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not result in new environmental impacts 
beyond those identified in the Original EIR. Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in 
a reduced level of impact when compared to the Project due to the decreased level 
(approximately 40% reduction) of build-out and intensity of uses. 

Alternative B: Reduced Project (Net Increase of 150,000 square feet) Alternative. The 
"Reduced Project" Alternative would consist of build-out of the 700,000 square feet approved 
and vested under the Master Plan and an additional 150,000 square feet (or the equivalent to 75 
inpatient beds) of new floor area for medical center uses. The Reduced Project Alternative 
represents a 25% reduction of the proposed "net" Project, with no reduction in the approved 
Master Plan. Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the Existing Building would be demolished 
and the Project Site would be redeveloped with approximately 410,650 square feet of medical 
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center uses (90,000 square feet from the Existing Building, 170,650 square feet of development 
rights remaining under the Master Plan, and 150,000 square feet of new development rights) in a 
IO-story building. The associated parking structure to be developed on the Project Site would 
reflect a reduction in the parking requirement of approximately 75 spaces; however, it is 
assumed that the overall scale and configuration of the proposed seven-level parking structure 
would not change substantially, although the footprint may be slightly reduced. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would require entitlements similar to those requested for the 
Project, except that the overall increases in intensity would be reduced proportionately. 
Specifically, the Zone and Height District Changes, and the Development Agreement and Master 
Plan amendment would be limited to the addition of 150,000 square feet of floor area (or 75 
inpatient beds) and for a maximum FAR of2.65:1. 

This Alternative would allow implementation of the Master Plan and has the potential to 
accomplish many of the Project objectives by increasing the medical center intensity at the 
Project Site. The Reduced Project Alternative has the potential to result in reduced impacts for 
impacts related to construction (i.e., air quality and noise) and long-term traffic. However, it 
would result in similar or reduced environmental impacts for most issue areas compared to the 
Project (including those that would already be less than significant). Moreover, the Reduced 
Project Alternative would not satisfy one of the objectives of the Project to provide an additional 
100 inpatient beds in the Southern California region, and may not satisfy several objectives to the 
extent desired due to the reduction in inpatient and building space, including the provision to 
support improved medical technologies and to provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment 
facilities. 

Alternative C: Change in Use (Outpatient) Alternative. The "Change In Use" Alternative 
would consist of build-out of the Master Plan plus build-out of an additional 200, 000 square feet 
of floor area of new medical center uses dedicated for outpatient services. The Change in Use 
Alternative would entail the addition of outpatient uses with no substantial change in the uses 
already entitled by the approved Master Plan. The 200,000 square feet of outpatient services 
would replace the 200,000 square feet for 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services requested by 
the Project; however, up to 200 inpatient beds may still be incorporated on the CSMC Campus 
per the previous entitlement. Under the Change in Use Alternative, the 90,000 square-foot 
Existing Building would be demolished and the Project Site would be redeveloped with 
approximately 460,650 square feet of medical center uses and a seven-level (or more) parking 
structure. The exterior building massing and design for the Change in Use Alternative is 
assumed to be essentially identical to that for the Project, although minor modifications may be 
necessary to address appropriate access and security for the outpatient services. 

The Change in Use Alternative would require entitlements that are similar to those requested for 
the Project, except that the increases in intensity would be tied specifically to square footage 
increases for the purpose of outpatient services. Specifically, the Zone and Height District 
Changes, and the Development Agreement and Master Plan amendment, would be for the 
addition of 200,000 square feet of floor area for outpatient services and would allow a maximum 
FAR of2.71:1. 
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The Change in Use Alternative would allow full implementation of the Master Plan and has the 
potential to accomplish many of the Project objectives by increasing the medical center intensity 
at the Project Site. Further, it has the potential to reduce impacts resulting from the change in 
use to outpatient services, possibly for operational impacts (i.e., noise) and aesthetic impacts 
(i.e., nighttime illumination). However, it was discovered that implementation of the Change in 
Use Alternative would result in increased impacts for long-term traffic and the related 
operational air quality impacts. Moreover, the Change In Use Project Alternative would not 
satisfy one of the objectives of the Project to provide an additional 100 inpatient beds in the 
Southern California region, but would satisfy a different need for outpatient services in the 
community. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. The impacts of the three selected alternatives are 
evaluated in comparison to the impacts of the Project in Section V: Alternatives. As required by 
CEQA, an environmentally superior alternative has been identified. The environmentally 
superior alternative is the one which results in substantially reduced impacts to either all 
environmental issue areas or within one or several key environmental issue areas. 

Of the alternatives analyzed in this Draft SEIR (Section V Alternatives), the No Project 
Alternative is considered the overall environmentally superior alternative as it would reduce (or 
avoid) the vast majority of the significant or potentially significant impacts that are anticipated to 
occur under the Project. However, the No Project Alternative would not substantially satisfy the 
objectives of the Project. 

Aside from the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Project (150K) Alternative would also be 
considered an Environmentally Superior Alternative since it would reduce more of the Project 
impacts than any other of the remaining alternatives. Impacts that would be reduced include 
minor reductions to construction related impacts associated with air quality and noise and long
term operational impacts associated with traffic. However, the Project objective to provide 100 
inpatient beds in the region would not be fulfilled under this Alternative and Project objectives to 
support improved medical technologies and to provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment 
facilities may not be fulfilled to the extent desired due to the reduction in inpatient and building 
space. 
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Section IV: Environmental Analysis of this Draft SEIR includes a detailed analysis of the 
following environmental topics: Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Air Quality, Noise, 
Transportation and Circulation, and Cumulative Effects. A summary of the impacts addressed, 
and identification of the recommended mitigation measures, is presented below. 

As discussed in Section II: Pr~ject Description of this Draft SEIR, in 1993, the City of Los 
Angeles approved the addition of 700,000 square feet (i.e., the Master Plan) of additional floor 
area for medical uses, with associated parking, at the CSMC Campus. In conjunction with that 
approval, the Original EIR was prepared and certified as a Project EIR. A full summary of the 
Original EIR impacts and mitigation measures is included as Appendix B: 1993 CSMC Master 
Plan EIR Summary Chart to this Draft SEIR. The Original EIR, which is fully incorporated 
herein, addressed the entire 700,000 square-foot Master Plan development, including the 170,650 
square feet of vested development rights that remain unbuilt under the Master Plan. The Original 
EIR formed the basis of the "baseline" used during the Initial Study review for this current 
Project to characterize the "net" impact for the additional LOO inpatient beds and ancillary 
services (i.e., equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area for medical uses) and related 
parking comprising the Project. 

The Original EIR concluded that development of the Master Plan would result in significant 
adverse and unavoidable impacts for the following environmental issues: geologic (seismic) 
hazards, air quality, fire protection, police protection, water supply, sewer system capacity, solid 
waste disposal, hazardous materials generation, and traffic. The Original EIR was certified, and 
the Master Plan adopted, along with Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
which acknowledged these significant impacts. All other environmental issues were found to be 
less than significant with the incorporation of the mitigation measures that were adopted with 
approval of the Master Plan. 

Consistent with CEQA, the analyses in this Draft SEIR supplies the minor additions or changes 
necessary to make the Original EIR adequately apply to the Master Plan, as amended and/or 
revised by the Project. 

1. AESTHETICS 

The aesthetic characteristics due to implementation of the Project are detailed in Section IVA: 
Aesthetics of this Draft SEIR and summarized below. 

Visual Quality and Character. The visual character of the area is that of a high density urban 
center having a high concentration of medical center and commercial uses and surrounded by 
lower intensity residential neighborhoods. Implementation of the Project would result in the 
replacement of the 2-story Existing Building and the adjacent surface parking lot with an 11-
story, modern-style medical tower. The West Tower would be similar in size and mass to the 
existing North and South Towers on the CSMC Campus. The new development would help 

PAGE ix 

RL0022897 



EM23044 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
D. SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS 

unify the visual character of the CSMC Campus and would be consistent with the existing style 
and image of the area. Because the Project is complementary to the existing and intended visual 
character of the CSMC Campus, and the Project's architectural design is compatible with 
development in the surrounding area, the Project's impact to the area's aesthetic value and image 
would be less than significant. 

During construction activities for the Project, the visual character of the Project Site will reflect 
short-term changes as some of the construction activities will be visible from adjacent land uses. 
As the majority of the demolition and construction will be located internal to the CSMC Campus, 
much of the construction activities will be screened by existing structures on-site. Although 
construction-related structures and activities would create a notable change to the visual 
character, these changes would extend only for the duration of the construction activities 
(approximately 36 months). Following the completion of construction, the CSMC Campus 
would resume a visual character similar to what currently exists. 

Views. Implementation of the Project would increase visibility of development at the Project 
Site. The proposed West Tower would increase the building footprint and massing beyond the 
Approved Building under the Master Plan by incorporating one additional story (for a total of 11 
stories) and replacing the Existing Building at the Project Site with a parking structure (up to 4 
levels above grade). However, visibility of the West Tower from surrounding areas would be 
limited due to obstruction of views from the surrounding existing development. The height and 
massing of the Project would be consistent with the adjacent CSMC Campus North and South 
Towers, would incorporate many of the architectural elements of the existing CSMC Campus 
structures, and would appear as a continuation of existing background features. Overall views 
from surrounding areas would not be significantly impacted due to the existing development 
surrounding the Project Site, which already obscures or limits views to and from the Project Site. 
Although the immediate views of the Project Site would be of the intensified development, the 
West Tower would be visually consistent with the surrounding CSMC structures. Therefore, no 
significant impacts to existing viewsheds are expected. 

Light, Glare and Nighttime Illumination. The Project would provide additional sources of 
nighttime illumination with security lighting, parking structure lighting, and interior building 
lighting. Night lighting from the West Tower would be visible at adjacent CSMC Campus 
structures and from commercial development along Beverly Boulevard. Lighting from the 
Project would not significantly impact commercial development on Beverly Boulevard as the 
street is already brightly lit at night. Lighting of the upper building levels may be visible to 
residences on Bonner Drive and residential areas outside of the immediate surrounding area that 
may have views toward the "Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center."3 Due 
to the existing developed nature of the Project Site and the CSMC Campus, as well as other 
existing commercial development in the area, the Project will not substantially change new 

3 According to the Wilshire Community Plan, the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center is an 
approximately 60-acre area centered around Alden Drive [now Gracie Allen Drive] and San Vicente Boulevard, 
generally bounded by Beverly Boulevard (north), 3rd Street (south), La Cienega Boulevard (east), and Robertson 
Boulevard (west). The area is primarily improved with high-rise medical and office buildings, hotels, apartment 
towers, entertainment centers, and regional shopping complexes. 
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sources of lighting and glare from existing conditions. No significant adverse illumination 
impacts are expected to occur. 

The West Tower fa;ade will be treated with a combination of stone and glass. Compliance with 
the LAMC Section 93.0117 (reflective materials design standards), which limit reflective surface 
areas and the reflectivity of architectural materials used, would reduce any adverse impact for 
building material glare. Implementation of the Project would not produce glare that would create 
a visual nuisance and, therefore, would not result in a significant impact. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies. The Project is consistent with the Community 
Plan and has long been recognized by the community as an established use in this area. The 
Project directly contributes to the furtherance of the Urban Design policies and guideline 
identified in the Community Plan (i.e., through physical site improvements) and indirectly 
supports those policies by not creating obstacles for their realization (i.e., such as gateway 
identification for the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center area). The 
Project implements many of the site planning, building height, pedestrian-orientation, parking 
structure design, lighting and landscaping guidelines identified in the Urban Design section of 
the Community Plan. The Project would result in a less than significant impact to aesthetic
related and urban design consistency and compatibility issues in the Project area as demonstrated 
by the Project's consistency with applicable policies and programs of the Community Plan. 

Cumulative Impacts. Development of the Related Projects would incrementally increase the 
intensity and urbanization of the Project area. As required by the City of Los Angeles, City of 
Beverly Hills and City of West Hollywood, the project design must be reviewed by the Los 
Angeles City Department of Planning for consistency with applicable City codes and regulations 
prior to final plan approval. 

Comparison to Original EIR The Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan would have an 
adverse impact by moderately increasing the visibility of the CSMC Campus relative to the 
surrounding area due to the increased density of development and increased visual prominence. 
The net incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar 
to that already addressed in the Original EIR. The Original EIR concluded that impacts to short
range views/viewsheds was less than significant because existing adjacent structures already 
block views, and moderately adverse relative to longer-range views from more distant vantage 
points because of the overall increased visual prominence. Similarly, the impact of nighttime 
lighting and glare was less than significant against the existing ambient conditions. The net 
incremental impact of the Project relative to aesthetic issues, including visual character, views, 
lighting and glare, would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already 
addressed in the Original EIR. 

Also, the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 3 .2.g) required that CSMC contribute up to 
$40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the area generally bounded by Robertson 
Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the 
Urban Design Program is to create a more pedestrian-oriented environment in the area and 
provide a program of unifying themes and implementation program. Compared to the Master 
Plan project, the net change in Project conditions that might affect consistency is negligible. 
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Further, as concluded in the analysis above, implementation of the Project would result in an 
insignificant impact because it complies with applicable urban design guidelines. 

l\tlitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, 
project design features, and previously adopted mitigation measures (listed below) would reduce 
all aesthetic impacts to less than significant levels. No additional mitigation measures are 
introduced in this SEIR as impacts related to aesthetics are already reduced to less than 
significant levels. 

MMAES-1: 

MMAES-2: 

MMAES-3: 

MMAES-4: 

MM AES-5: 

MMAES-6: 

MMAES-7: 

MM AES-8: 

MMAES-9: 

MMAES-10: 

As required by LAMC Section 12.40, the site will be required to prepare a 
Landscape Plan which will address replacement of removed trees. 

The owners shall maintain the subject property clean and free of debris and 
rubbish and to promptly remove any graffiti from the walls, pursuant to 
LAMC Section 91.8104. 

The Project is subject to the City of Los Angles Zoning Code, Lighting 
Regulations, Chapter 9, Article 3, Section 93.0117, which limits reflective 
surface areas and the reflectivity of architectural materials used. 

Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties. 

All open areas not used for the building, driveways, walls, or similar features 
shall be attractively landscaped in accordance with a landscape plan prepared 
by a licensed landscape architect and approved by the appropriate agencies. 
All landscaped areas shall be maintained in a first class condition at all times. 

The landscaped area along the property borders shall include trees spaced a 
minimum of 15 feet apart, measured from the center of each tree. Trees 
should be no less than 24-inch-boxes in size. 

Rooftop structures should be screened from view and utilities should be 
installed underground, where feasible. 

The project should avoid the inclusion of large, blank walls. 

Connection between the parking structures and the medical facilities should be 
physically integrated to provide a non-hazardous and aesthetically pleasing 
pedestrian entry into the main building. 

After obtaining project permit approval, the Applicant shall submit final site 
plans and elevations to the Department of City Planning prior to the issuance 
of a Building Permit. The Department of City Planning shall compare the 
final plans with those approved by the City Planning Commission. If the 
Department of City Planning determines that the final site plans or elevations 
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MMAES-11: 

MM AES-12: 

MMAES-13: 

MMAES-14: 

MMAES-15: 

MM AES-16: 

MMAES-17: 

MMAES-18: 

contain substantial changes, the applicant shall submit the final plans to the 
City Planning Commission for review and approval. 

All lighting shall be designed and placed in accordance with applicable 
Bureau of Engineering and Department of Public Works requirements. 

Provision shall be made to include exterior parking structure walls to shield 
direct glare from automobile headlights into residential areas. 

All outdoor lighting, other than signs, should be limited to that required for 
safety, securing, highlighting, and landscaping. 

Low level security lighting should be used in outdoor areas. 

Security lighting, as well as both outdoor lighting and indoor parking structure 
lighting, should be shielded such that the light source will not be visible from 
off-site locations. 

Lighting should be directed on site and light sources shall be shielded so as to 
minimize visibility from surrounding properties. 

Exterior windows should be tinted or contain an interior light-reflective film 
to reduce visible illumination levels from the building. 

Per the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 3.2.g), CSMC must contribute 
up to $40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the area generally 
bounded by Robertson Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San 
Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the Urban Design Program is to create a 
more pedestrian-oriented environment in the area and provide a program of 
unifying themes and implementation program. 

2. AIR QUALITY 

The emissions associated with the construction and operational phases of the Project, and 
cumulative future emissions, are detailed in Section IV Environmental Impact Analysis: B-Air 
Quality of this Draft SEIR and summarized below. 

Construction Activity. Construction of the Project will create air quality impacts through the 
use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated by construction 
workers traveling to and from the Project Site. Fugitive dust emissions would primarily result 
from demolition and site preparation (e.g., excavation) activities. Nitrogen oxide (NOx) 
emissions would primarily result from the use of construction equipment. During the finishing 
phase, paving operations and the application of architectural coatings (e.g., paints) and other 
building materials would release volatile organic compounds (VOCs ). Demolition activities 
have the potential to release asbestos-containing materials ("ACMs") and lead-based paint. 
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Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of 
activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. 

Construction of the Project would result in maximum mitigated daily regional emissions of 
approximately 71 pounds per day ("ppd") of VOCs, 206 ppd of NOx, 154 ppd of carbon 
monoxide (CO), less than 1 ppd of sulfur oxides (SOx), 29 ppd of particulate matter 2.5 microns 
or less in diameter (PM2.5), and 91 ppd of particulate matter ten microns or less in diameter 
(PM10). 

Daily NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from construction are anticipated to be greater than the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District's (the "SCAQMD") regional significance 
thresholds and, as such, would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. The regional 
construction analysis assumed the Project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive 
dust control. It is mandatory for all construction projects in the South Coast Air Basin to comply 
with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust. Specific Rule 403 control requirements include, but 
are not limited to, applying water in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust 
plumes, applying soil binders to uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover as quickly as 
possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle 
undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site, and maintaining effective cover over exposed 
areas. Compliance with Rule 403 would reduce regional PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated 
with construction activities by approximately 61 percent. The SCAQMD significance thresholds 
for VOC, CO, SOx, would not be exceeded and regional construction emissions for these 
pollutants would not result in a significant impact. 

Implementation of standard conditions and regulatory requirements, previously adopted 
mitigation measures, and additional recommended mitigation measures (listed below) would 
ensure proper implementation of Rule 403 and reduce NOx and VOC emissions during 
construction. However, even as mitigated, Project NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would 
exceed the SCAQMD regional significance threshold and construction activity would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact. Implementation of mitigation measure would reduce toxic 
air contaminants ("TAC") impacts associated with construction activities to less-than-significant 
levels. 

Long-Term Operation. Long-term Project emissions would be generated by area sources, such 
as natural gas combustion and consumer products (e.g., aerosol sprays) and mobile sources. 
Motor vehicle trips generated by the Project would be the predominate source of long-term 
Project emissions. Mobile and area source emissions were estimated using URBEMIS2007. 

Operation of the Project would result in total daily emissions of approximately 35 ppd of VOC, 
52 ppd of NOx, 436 ppd of CO, less than one ppd of SOx, 27 ppd of PM2.s, and 137 ppd of PM10. 
Daily operational emissions are anticipated to be less than the SCAQMD regional significance 
thresholds and, as such, would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
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Emissions for the localized air quality analysis of CO were also assessed by using Localized 
Significance Thresholds ("LST") methodology promulgated by the SCAQMD.4 One-hour CO 
concentrations due to Project conditions would be approximately 2 parts per million (ppm) at 
worst-case sidewalk receptors. Eight-hour CO concentrations due to the Project would range 
from approximately 1.2 ppm to 1.7 ppm. The State of California one- and eight-hour standards 
of 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively, would not be exceeded. Thus, a less-than-significant 
impact is anticipated. 

The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to significant emissions of TAC as a result of 
activities associated with Project operations and impacts associated with TAC emissions during 
operations would be less than significant. The Project would not expose people to objectionable 
odors. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies. The SCAQMD's 2007 Air Quality 
Management Plan ("AQMP") establishes goals and policies to reduce long-term emissions in the 
South Coast Air Basin. A project is consistent with the AQMP if it is consistent with the 
population, housing, and employment assumptions that were used in the development of the 
AQMP. The Project would not include new housing and is consistent with growth assumptions 
included in the AQMP. The Project would be consistent with the AQMP Consistency Criteria 
No. 1 and No. 2, and, therefore, a less-than-significant impact is anticipated. 

Climate Change Gas Emissions. Global climate change, which refers to historical variance in 
the Earth's meteorological conditions and has received substantial public attention for more than 
15 years, has recently been addressed through passage of Assembly Bill 325 (AB 32) resulting in 
the state-wide regulation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Some GHGs are emitted naturally 
(water vapor, carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20)), while others are 
exclusively human-made (e.g., gases used for aerosols and emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion). 

GHG emissions would result from the combustion of fossil fuels to provide energy (electricity 
and natural gas sources) for the Project. Further, the provision of potable water used by the 
Project, which requires large amounts of energy associated with source and conveyance, 
treatment, distribution, end use, and wastewater treatment, contributes toward GHG emissions. 6 

Also, GHG emissions from mobile sources are a function of vehicle miles traveled ("VMT"). 

The Project would result in net carbon equivalent emissions of 5, 986 tons per year of C02, 6 tons 
per year of CH4, and 36 tons per year of N02 . Because the Project is typical urban infill 
development, would not generate a disproportionate amount of vehicle miles traveled, and would 
not have unusually high fuel consumption characteristics, it would have a negligible effect on 
any increase in regional and national greenhouse gas emissions. 

4 The concentrations of S02 are not estimated because construction activities would generate a small amount of SOx 
emissions. No State standard exists for VOC. As such, concentrations for VOC were not estimated. 
5 AB 32 refers to the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 which was introduced during the 2006 California 
Legislative Session. 
6 Construction-related water usage would be de minimis when compared to overall water usage and was not factored 
into the analysis. 
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Cumulative Impacts. Based on SCAQMD's methodology, a project would have a significant 
cumulative air quality impact if the ratio of daily Project-related employment VMT to daily 
countywide VMT exceeds the ratio of Project-related employment to countywide employment. 
The proposed Project to countywide VMT ratio of 0.000048 is not greater than the proposed 
Project to countywide employment ratio of 0.00011 l. As such, the proposed Project would not 
significantly contribute to cumulative emissions and would have a less than significant impact. 

Comparison to Original EIR. Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master 
Plan would have an adverse impact by mobile (construction and traffic-related) impact and a less 
than significant stationary impact, the net incremental impact of the Project would be 
insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already addressed in the Original EIR. The 
Original EIR concluded that mobile-source impacts related to implementation of the Master Plan 
would be significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of the adopted mitigation 
measures. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would have a significant 
adverse impact related to TACs, even with compliance to federal, state and local regulations, the 
net incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to 
that already addressed in the Original EIR. Overall the Master Plan impacts remain significant. 

Mitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, 
project design features, previously adopted mitigation measures, and additional recommended 
mitigation measures would reduce all air quality impacts due to the Project, except for those 
during the construction phase, to less than significant levels. 

MM AQ-1: The Project will comply with applicable California Air Resources Board 
("CARB") regulations and standards. CARB is responsible for setting emission 
standards for vehicles sold in California and for other emission sources, such as 
consumer products and certain off-road equipment. CARB oversees the functions 
of local air pollution control districts and air quality management districts, which 
in turn administer air quality activities at the regional and county levels. 

MM AQ-2: The Project will comply with applicable SCAQMD regulations and standards. 
The SCAQMD is responsible for monitoring air quality, as well as planning, 
implementing, and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain State and 
federal ambient air quality standards in the District. Programs that were 
developed include air quality rules and regulations that regulate stationary 
sources, area sources, point sources, and certain mobile source emissions. 
SCAQMD is also responsible for establishing stationary source permitting 
requirements and for ensuring that new, modified, or relocated stationary sources 
do not create net emission increases. 

MM AQ-3: The Project will be designed to reduce exposure of sens1t1ve receptors to 
excessive levels of degraded air quality. Also, the Project will incorporate many 
"sustainable" or "green" strategies that target sustainable site development, water 
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savings, energy efficiency, green-oriented materials selection, and improved 
indoor environmental quality, which in tum serve to directly and proactively 
reduce GHG and other air pollutant emissions. Project Design Features to be 
incorporated by the Project shall include, but are not limited to, the following or 
their equivalent: 

• The CSMC Campus, including the Project Site, is conveniently located with 
respect to public transit opportunities. Given the Project Site's location within 
an established urban area, access to a number of existing Los Angeles Metro bus 
lines is available, and a potential Metro Rail station at the northeast comer of the 
CSMC Campus may be available in the future, thereby reducing traffic, air 
quality, noise, and energy effects. 

• Storm water within the Property, including at the Project Site, is collected, 
filtered, and re-used for landscaping irrigation within the CSMC Campus, 
thereby reducing water and energy consumption. 

• The West Tower design incorporates light-colored roofing and paving materials 
which serve to reduce unwanted heat absorption and minimize energy 
consumption. 

• Building materials and new equipment associated with the West Tower are 
selected to avoid materials that might incorporate atmosphere-damaging 
chemicals. 

• The West Tower energy performance is designed to be 14% more effective than 
required by California Title 24 Energy Design Standards, thereby reducing 
energy use, air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The West Tower will generate 2.5% of the building's total energy use through 
on-site renewable energy sources. On-site renewable energy sources can include 
a combination of photovoltaic, wind, hydro, wave, tidal and bio-fuel based 
electrical production systems, as well as solar thermal and geothermal energy 
systems. 

• The West Tower will use materials with recycled content such that the sum of 
post-consumer content plus one-half of the pre-consumer content constitutes at 
least 10% (based on cost) of the total value of the materials in the Project. 

• Lighting systems within the West Tower will be controllable to achieve 
maximum efficiency (e.g., uniform general ambient lighting, augmented with 
individually controlled task lighting that accommodates user-adjustable lighting 
levels and automatic shutoff switching). 

• The West Tower will be designed to provide occupant thermal comfort 
dissatisfaction levels above 85%. 
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MM AQ-4: Haul trucks shall be staged in non-residential areas and called to the site by a 
radio dispatcher. A Haul Route Permit shall be required before haul truck 
operations are conducted. 

MM AQ-5: Diesel-powered equipment shall be located as far as possible from sensitive 
receptors. 

MM AQ-6: A temporary wall of sufficient height to reduce windblown dust shall be erected 
on the perimeter of the construction site. 

MM AQ-7: Ground wetting shall be required during grading and construction, pursuant to 
SCAQMD Rule 403. This measure can reduce windblown dust a maximum of 50 
percent. 

MM AQ-8: Contractors shall cover stockpiles of soil, sand, and similar materials to reduce 
wind pick-up. 

MM AQ-9: Construction equipment shall be shut off to reduce idling for extended periods of 
time when not in use. 

MM AQ-10: Low sulfur fuel should be used to power construction equipment. 

MM AQ-11: Construction activities shall be discontinued during second stage smog alerts. 

MM AQ-12: The proposed project shall implement a Transportation Demand Management 
program consistent with the provisions of SCAQMD Regulation XV. 

MM AQ-13: The Medical Center should reduce, to the extent possible, its reliance on 
hazardous materials. 

MM AQ-14: The Medical Center should analyze the effect of stack design and exhaust velocity 
on the dispersion of air toxics. 

MM AQ-15: New exhaust systems should be designed to place vents at or above the roof level 
of nearby buildings. 

MM AQ-16: Conservation with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and [The Gas 
Company] to determine feasible energy conservation features that could be 
incorporated into the design of the proposed project. 

MM AQ-17: Compliance with Title 24, established by the California Energy Commission 
regarding energy conservation standards. Those standards relate to insulation 
requirements and the use of caulking, double-glazed windows, and weather 
stripping. 
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MM AQ-18: Thermal insulation which meets or exceeds standards established by the State of 
California and the Department of Building and Safety should be installed in walls 
and ceilings. 

MM AQ-19: Tinted or solar reflected glass would be used on appropriate exposures. 

MM AQ-20: Heat-reflecting glass on the exterior-facing, most solar-exposed sides of the 
building, should be used to reduce cooling loads. 

MM AQ-21: Interior and exterior fluorescent [halogen, or other energy efficient type] lighting 
should be used in place of less efficient incandescent lighting. 

MM AQ-22: A variable air volume system which reduces energy consumption for air cooling 
and heating for water heating should be used where permitted. 

MM AQ-23: Air conditioning which will have a l 00 percent outdoor air economizer cycle to 
obtain free cooling during dry outdoor climatic periods should be used. 

MM AQ-24: Lighting switches should be equipped with multi-switch provisions for control by 
occupants and building personnel to permit optimum energy use. 

MM AQ-25: Public area lighting, both interior and exterior, should be used, time controlled, 
and limited to that necessary for safety. 

MM AQ-26: Department of Water and Power recommendations on the energy efficiency ratios 
of all air conditioning equipment installed should be followed. 

MM AQ-27: A carefully established and closely monitored construction schedule should be 
used to coordinate construction equipment movements, thus minimizing the total 
number of pieces of equipment and their daily movements. This would reduce 
fuel consumption to a minimum. 

MM AQ-28: Water or a stabilizing agent shall be applied to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

MM AQ-29: Track-out shall not extend 25 feet or more from an active operation, and track-out 
shall be removed at the conclusion of each workday. 

MM AQ-30: A wheel washing system shall be installed and used to remove bulk material from 
tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the Project Site. 

MM AQ-31: All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall maintain at least 
six inches of freeboard in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 
23114. 
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MM AQ-32: All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered (e.g., 
with tarps or other enclosures that would reduce fugitive dust emissions). 

MM AQ-33: Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 

MM AQ-34: Operations on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25 miles 
per hour. 

MM AQ-35: Heavy equipment operations shall be suspended during first and second stage 
smog alerts. 

MM AQ-36: On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty materials shall be covered or watered at 
least twice per day. 

MM AQ-37: Contractors shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel 
or gasoline generators, as feasible. 

MM AQ-38: Architectural coating shall have a low VOC content, per SCAQMD guidance. 

MM AQ-39: Prior to issuance of demolition permits, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey 
shall be conducted. If ACMs are detected, these materials shall be removed by a 
licensed abatement contractor and in accordance with all applicable federal, State, 
and local regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 1403 prior to demolition. If lead
based paint is identified, federal and State construction worker health and safety 
regulations (including applicable California Division of Occupational Safety and 
Health ("Cal/OSHA") and United States Environmental Protection Agency 
("USEPA") regulations) shall be followed during demolition activities. Lead
based paint shall be removed by a qualified lead abatement contractor and 
disposed of in accordance with existing hazardous waste regulations. If lead
based paint is identified on the building structure to be demolished, near-surface 
soil samples shall be collected around the structure to determine the potential for 
residual soil lead contamination, and appropriate remediation shall be completed 
prior to building construction. 

The Project will result in net significant unavoidable construction (short-term) air quality impacts 
related to NOx, PM10 and PM2.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15092 and 15093, and 
in the event the Project is approved, the City of Los Angeles must adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations acknowledging these outstanding significant adverse impacts and 
stating the reason(s) for accepting these impacts in light of the whole environmental record as 
weighed against the benefits of the Project. 

3. NOISE 

The noise levels associated with the construction and operational phases of the Project, and 
cumulative future noise levels, are detailed in Section IVC: Noise of this Draft SEIR and 
summarized below. 
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Construction (Short-Term) Noise. Construction of the Project would result in temporary 
increases in ambient noise levels in the Project area on an intermittent basis. The highest noise 
levels are expected to occur during the grading/excavation and finishing phases of construction. 
These noisiest phases occur for approximately one to two months each. Construction activity 
would comply with the guidelines set forth in the Noise Ordinance of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. Construction noise and ground-borne vibration may, however, result in annoyance to 
nearby sensitive receptors. Implementation of the mitigation program would reduce construction 
noise and ground-borne vibration and provide a way for Project-related community noise 
complaints to be addressed. Construction-related noise would exceed the five-dBA (decibels) 
significance threshold at various sensitive receptors even with implementation of mitigation 
measures and, as such, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable construction 
(short-term) noise impact. 

Operational (Long-Term) Noise. The predominant operational noise source for the Project is 
vehicular traffic. The greatest Project-related mobile noise increase would be 1.1 dBA 
Community Noise Equivalent Level ("CNEL") and would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen 
Drive, between Robertson Boulevard and George Bums Road. The roadway noise increase 
attributed to the Project would be less than the 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold at all 
analyzed segments. As such, there would not be a perceptible change in audible noise as a result 
of increased traffic. 

Potential stationary noise sources related to the long-term operations of the Project include 
mechanical equipment (e.g., parking structure air vents and heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning ("HVAC") equipment.) Mechanical equipment would be designed so as to be 
within an enclosure or confined to the rooftop of the West Tower. In addition, mechanical 
equipment would be screened from view as necessary to comply with the City of Los Angeles 
Noise Ordinance requirements for both daytime (50 dBA) and nighttime ( 40 dBA) noise levels at 
residential land uses. Non-vehicular noise generated by Project operation (e.g. mechanical 
equipment and parking activity) would not increase ambient noise levels by more than the 5-dBA 
significance threshold. As such, non-vehicular noise would result in a less-than-significant 
impact. 

The Approved Parking Structure, which was approved as part of the Master Plan, will increase 
by 50 parking spaces under the proposed Project. Even with the addition of 50 parking spaces, 
activity within the Project parking structure would not incrementally increase ambient noise 
levels by 5 dBA or more; thus, noise associated with the parking facilities would result in a less 
than significant impact. 

The Project will also incorporate a loading dock and ambulatory service area, which will be 
located in the parking structure and accessed primarily from Gracie Allen Drive. The loading 
dock and ambulatory service area would be internal to the parking structure. Thus these areas 
would be shielded from sensitive receptors by Project structures, which would act as noise 
barriers preventing an increase of ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA at off-site sensitive 
receptors. The Project would result in a less than significant operational noise impact due to 
loading dock or service access operations. 
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Siren noise from emergency vehicles leaving from and amvmg at the Project Site would 
constitute a short-term and intermittent noise source and result in a less than significant impact. 

Vibration. Use of heavy equipment (e.g., a sonic pile driver) typically used during construction 
generates vibration. Operation of the Project would not include significant stationary sources of 
ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment operations. Operational ground-borne 
vibration in the project vicinity would be generated by vehicular travel on the local roadways. 
However, similar to existing conditions, traffic-related vibration levels would not be perceptible 
by sensitive receptors. The Project would not include any significant sources of ground-borne 
vibration. The ground-borne vibration operational impact would be less than significant. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies. The Noise Element of the Los Angeles General 
Plan indicates that interior operational noise for hospitals should be 45 dBA or lower. Typical 
construction of building walls provides a noise reduction of approximately 26 dBA. The Project 
would also be constructed with windows that cannot be opened. As such, interior noise levels 
would be at least 26 dBA less than exterior noise levels and would be less than the 45 dBA 
CNEL. Residential uses, which have lower ambient noise levels than the Project Site, would be 
less affected by Project-related noise since these residential uses are located farther away from 
the Project Site than the adjacent medical uses. Because the Project would be consistent with the 
Noise Element, impacts related to consistency with applicable noise-related plans and policies 
are less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts. The Project would result in less than significant operational (long-term) 
noise and vibration impacts and thus would not significantly contribute to cumulative operational 
noise or vibration impacts in the area. However, the construction (short-term) noise impacts 
resulting from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. With the addition of 
construction noise generated by the nearest Related Project, the increase in ambient noise levels 
would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold and would result in significant cumulative 
construction (short-tenn) noise impacts as well. 

Comparison to Original EIR. The Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan would have 
adverse construction (short-term) noise impacts due to demolition and construction activities, 
and less than significant operational (long-term) impacts with implementation of mitigation 
measures (from either mobile or stationary sources). The net incremental impact of the Project 
beyond the Master Plan would be considered less than significant and the overall impact is 
similar to that already addressed in the Original EIR. 

Mitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, 
project design features, previously adopted mitigation measures, and additional recommended 
mitigation measures would reduce all noise impacts, except for construction phase impacts to 
adjacent sensitive receptors, to less than significant levels. 

MM NOI-1: The Project will comply with the City's Noise Ordinance to ensure that 
construction activities are conducted in accordance with the LAMC 
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MM NOI-2: Specify the use of quieted equipment in compliance with the applicable 
provisions of the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 156,363. 

MM NOI-3: Route trucks hauling debris through non-residential areas by approval of the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

MM NOI-4: The use of quieted equipment would reduce noise levels by an additional 3 to 6 
dBA 

MM NOI-5: Limit demolition activities to the hours of 7:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday and from 8:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M. on Saturday. 

MM NOI-6: Construct a temporary noise barrier wall along the property line, where feasible, 
as determined by the Department of Building and Safety. 

MM NOI-7: Specify that all sound-reducing devices and restrictions be properly maintained 
throughout the construction period. 

MM NOI-8: Where temporary noise barriers are infeasible, portable noise panels to contain 
noise from powered tools shall be used. 

MM NOI-9: Use rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment. 

MM NOI-10: Limit the hours of construction to between 7:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday and between 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday. 

MM NOI-11: Keep loading and staging areas on site within the perimeter protected by the 
recommended temporary noise barrier and away from the noise-sensitive sides of 
the site. 

MM NOI-12: If feasible, use alternate pile placement methods other than impact pile driving 
(See MM NOI-22 for a detailed discussion of the feasibility of alternate pile 
placement methods). 

MM NOI-13: Installation of sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical 
equipment, and providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into the 
design. 

MM NOI-14: Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment be equipped 
with mufflers and other suitable noise attenuation devices. 

MM NOI-15: Grading and construction contractors shall use quieter equipment as opposed to 
noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment). 
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MM NOI-16: Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight feet in height shall be erected around the perimeter of the Project Site to the 
extent feasible, to minimize the construction noise. 

MM NOI-17: Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatus and drill 
rigs used within the Project Site, to the extent feasible. 

MM NOI-18: The construction contractor shall establish designated haul truck routes. The haul 
truck routes shall avoid noises sensitive receptors, including, but are not limited to 
residential uses and schools. 

MM NOI-19: All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall be sent a 
notice regarding the construction schedule of the Project. A sign, legible at a 
distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the construction site. All notices and 
signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as well as 
provide a telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction 
process and register complaints. 

MM NOI-20: The construction contractor shall establish a "noise disturbance coordinator" shall 
be established. The disturbance coordinator shall be responsible for responding to 
any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator 
would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad 
muffler, etc.) and would be required to implement reasonable measures such that 
the complaint is resolved. All notices that are sent to residential units within 500 
feet of the construction site and all signs posted at the construction site shall list 
the telephone number for the disturbance coordinator. 

MM NOI-21: The applicant shall conduct an acoustical analysis to confirm that the materials to 
be used for the proposed Project would reduce interior noise levels by to dBA. If 
the analysis detennines that additional noise insulation features are required, the 
acoustical analysis shall identify the type of noise insulation features that would 
be required to reduce the interior noise levels by to dBA, and the applicant shall 
incorporate these features into the proposed Project. 

MM NOI-22: Pile driving activity shall be limited based on the distance of vibration sensitive 
buildings to the Project Site. For buildings within 35 feet of pile driving activity, 
contractors shall use caisson drilling to drive piles. For buildings 35 to 55 feet 
from pile driving activity, contractors shall use sonic or vibratory pile drivers to 
drive piles. For buildings 55 feet and beyond pile driving activity, contractors 
may use impact pile drivers. 

The Project will result in net significant unavoidable impacts related to construction (short-term) 
noise impacts at sensitive receptors. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15092 and 15093, 
and in the event the Project is approved, the City of Los Angeles must adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations acknowledging these outstanding significant adverse impacts and 
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stating the reason(s) for accepting these impacts in light of the whole environmental record as 
weighed against the benefits of the Project. 

4. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The traffic and parking effects associated with the construction and operational phases of the 
Project, and cumulative future traffic levels, are detailed in Section JV.D: Transportation and 
Circulation of this Draft SEIR and summarized below. 

Construction Activity. During the construction phase, traffic would be generated by activities 
including construction equipment, crew vehicles, haul trucks and trucks delivering building 
materials. Hauling of debris would be restricted to a haul route approved by the City of Los 
Angeles. The City will approve specific haul routes for the transport of materials to and from the 
Project Site during demolition and construction. 

It is assumed that heavy construction equipment would be located on-site during grading 
activities and would not travel to and from the Project Site on a daily basis. However, truck trips 
would be generated during the demolition, grading, and export period, so as to remove material 
(from demolition) from the Project Site. Trucks are expected to carry the export material to a 
receptor site located within 20 miles of the Project Site. 

During the construction phase, local traffic may experience a temporary increase as additional 
construction-related trips (comprising commuting construction personnel and haul trucks) would 
be added to the area in addition to traffic generated by the existing uses. Ingress and egress from 
the Project Site would be designed pursuant to City code requirements. Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary to develop and implement a construction traffic control plan, including the designated 
haul route and staging area, traffic control procedures, emergency access provisions, and 
construction crew parking to mitigate the traffic impact during construction. The construction 
traffic control plan would also address interim traffic staging and parking for the CSMC 
Campus. Because a construction traffic and interim traffic control plan will be in force, and 
because the temporary increase and disruption to the local traffic area due to construction activity 
would be short-term and not permanent, the resulting impact to traffic would be less than 
significant with implementation of the traffic control plans and the City's approval of the haul 
routes. 

Long-Term Operation. Traffic generation is expressed in vehicle trip ends, defined as one-way 
vehicular movements, either entering or exiting the generating land use. Traffic volumes 
expected to be generated by the Project were based upon rates per number of hospital beds. The 
proposed Project is expected to generate 113 net new vehicle trips (79 inbound trips and 34 
outbound trips) during the A.M. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the Project is expected 
to generate 130 net new vehicle trips (47 inbound trips and 83 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour 
period, the Project is forecasted to generate 1,181 net new daily trip ends during a typical 
weekday (approximately 592 inbound trips and 592 outbound trips). 
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With traffic generated from ambient growth and Related Projects taken into consideration, the 
proposed Project is anticipated to create significant impacts at the following two study 
intersections: 

Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. for AM. and P.M. peak hours 
Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. for P.M. peak hour 

However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the impacts at the above two study 
intersections may be reduced to less than significant levels. It should be noted that Intersection 
No. 6 must be implemented with approval and cooperation from the City of West Hollywood. If 
the City of West Hollywood does not approve the implementation of the mitigation measures, 
the impacts at Intersection No. 6 would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Parking. The proposed Project will modify the existing parking supply on the CSMC Campus 
through removal of 217 parking spaces in the Existing Parking Lot and development of the new 
700-space adjoining parking structure to be constructed as part of the Project. No other 
modifications to the CSMC parking supply are planned as part of the Project. As such, the 
parking supply at the Project Site will increase by an approximate net change of 483 spaces. 

Parking supply for the CSMC Campus will increase from an existing parking supply of 7,275 
spaces (including 547 spaces to be provided as part of the Pavilion) to a total of 7,758 spaces. 
Based on the parking requirements for the planned development program, the future City parking 
requirement for the CSMC Campus will be 7,669 spaces. This is based on the existing City 
requirement of 6,706 spaces and the future Code requirement of 963 spaces for the planned 
development program (6,706 + 963 = 7,669 spaces). Therefore, the planned CSMC Campus 
parking supply of 7, 758 spaces will exceed the City parking requirement of 7,669 spaces by a 
total of 89 spaces. 

Loss of on-street parking spaces on Robertson Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard to implement 
traffic mitigation measures (i.e., intersection improvements) for the two impacted intersections 
noted above could have an adverse impact to businesses in the Project area which depend on this 
on-street parking. 

Transit System. As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles 
County, a review has been made of the CMP transit service, which is currently provided in the 
Project vicinity. Pursuant to the CMP guidelines, the Project is forecast to generate demand for 6 
transit trips (4 inbound and 2 outbound trips) during the weekday AM. peak hour and 7 transit 
trips (3 inbound trips and 4 outbound trips) during the weekday P.M. peak hour. Over a 24-hour 
period, the Project is forecast to generate demand for 58 daily transit trips. 

Therefore, with continuation of the 11 existing bus lines currently running in the Project area, 
peak hour transit trips would correspond to less than one additional Project-related transit rider 
per bus. Therefore, it is anticipated that the existing transit service in the Project area would 
adequately accommodate the Project-generated transit trips. Given the low number of generated 
transit trips per bus, less than significant impacts on existing or future transit services in the 
Project area are expected to occur as a result of the Project. 
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Pedestrian Environment. The pedestrian access and environment on the CSMC Campus 
includes a network of private internal streets, sidewalks, crosswalks, signage, ground-level 
entrance to all structures, public transit stops and elevated pedestrian bridge connections between 
most buildings. 

All new buildings constructed on the CSMC Campus are to be designed to provide appropriate 
access and include those necessary street and sidewalk improvements to comply with all 
Building Code and Municipal Code regulations. The proposed Project will improve access at the 
Campus by allowing easy movement between facilities through a pedestrian bridge to the 
existing North Tower. The Project will not affect existing pedestrian access on the Campus and 
no mitigation is required as the Project will, in fact, improve pedestrian access to a beneficial 
level. The proposed Project is anticipated to be consistent with the pedestrian orientation 
policies, goals and objectives, as suggested in the Urban Design guidelines of the Wilshire 
Community Plan. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans and Polices. The Project does not propose any change to 
adopted Plans or policies, nor reclassification of applicable designations. The Project is 
consistent with the transportation-related goals, objectives and policies because the Project will 
either directly contribute toward the furtherance of those policies (i.e., intersection improvements 
or off-street parking resources) or indirectly supports those policies through not creating 
obstacles for their realization (e.g., such as enhanced public transit and pedestrian orientation). 
Therefore, the Project will result in a less than significant impact to transportation in the Project 
area due to conflicts with policies and programs supporting public transit, alternative 
transportation modes, transportation systems, congestion management, and parking. 

Cumulative Impacts. See Long-Term Operation above. The analysis of cumulative impacts was 
completed concurrent with the Project analysis (existing conditions plus ambient growth plus 
Related Projects development plus Project with mitigation measures). 

Comparison to Original EIR. The Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan would have 
less than significant impacts with implementation of mitigations at all study intersections with 
the exception of Sherbourne Drive/Third Street, which resulted in a significant and unavoidable 
impact even with mitigations. The loss of on-street parking under the Master Plan was 
determined to be significant; however, with implementation of mitigation measures, off-street 
parking on the CSMC Campus resulted in no significant impacts. With implementation of all 
code requirements and mitigation measures, no significant impacts were anticipated on 
pedestrian or vehicular access either. The net incremental impact on traffic, parking, access and 
public transit resulting from the Project beyond the Master Plan would be considered less than 
significant and the overall impact is similar to that already addressed in the Original EIR. 

Mitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, 
project design features, previously adopted mitigation measures, and additional recommended 
mitigation measures would reduce all transportation impacts, including construction traffic, to 
less than significant levels. 
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MM TRF-1: In accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.70067, hauling of 
construction materials shall be restricted to a haul route approved by the City. The 
City of Los Angels will approve specific haul routes for the transport of materials 
to and from the Project Site during demolition and construction. 

MM TRF-2: The Applicant shall submit site plans to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation and the Bureau of Engineering for approval prior to the issuance of 
any foundation permit. The site plans shall include highway easements, access 
locations, and adjacent street improvements. 

MM TRF-3: Applicant shall prepare and submit a Transportation Demand Management 
("TDM") plan to LADOT which will contain measures to achieve a 19 percent 
reduction in overall P.M. peak hour trips for the entire Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center. This plan shall be submitted to and must be approved by LADOT prior to 
the issuance of any building permits. The TDM Plan shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following features: transportation allowance, provision of 
preferential parking for carpools/vanpools, additional financial incentives, 
purchase of bicycles and related equipment for employees, increased employee 
participation in Compressed Work Week schedules, expanded employee benefits, 
visitor transit incentives, and a Guaranteed Ride Home program for ridesharers. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall execute and record 
a covenant to the satisfaction of DOT guaranteeing implementation of the DOT 
approved TDM Plan. 

MM TRF-4: Driveway plans shall be prepared for approval by the appropriate District Office 
of the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation. 

MM TRF-5: Access for the handicapped shall be located in accordance with the requirements 
of the Handicapped Access Division of the Department of Building and Safety. 

MM TRF-6: Adequate access to site for police shall be provided. A diagram of the site shall be 
sent to the Police Department for their review, and their recommendations and 
requirements shall be incorporated into the final design. 

MM TRF-7: Adequate access to site for fire protection service vehicles and personnel shall be 
provided. A diagram of the site shall be sent to the Fire Department for their 
review. Emergency access and exit plans shall comply with the recommendation 
and requirements of the Fire Department. 

MM TRF-8: The applicant should provide safe pedestrian/auto junctures to the satisfaction of 
the Department of Transportation and the Bureau of Engineering at key 
intersections, driveway locations, entry points, and within parking areas of the 
Medical Center. 
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MM TRF-9: Sheltered waiting areas shall be provided by the applicant at bus stops adjacent to 
the perimeter of the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center campus where no shelter 
currently exists. 

MM TRF-10: Applicant shall coordinate with DOT to identify sidewalks and pedestrian access 
points for improvement of access from transit stops. 

MM TRF-11: Parking/driveway plan. A parking area and driveway plan shall be prepared for 
approval by the appropriate District Offices of the Bureau of Engineering and the 
Department of Transportation. 

MM TRF-12: The design of the on-site parking shall integrate safety features, such as, signs, 
lights, and striping pursuant to Section 12.2l.A5 of the Municipal Code. 

MM TRF-13: The Driveway and Parking Plan review for the project should be coordinated with 
the Citywide Planning Coordination Section. 

MM TRF-14: Off-street parking should be provided for all construction-related employees 
generated by the proposed Project. No employees or sub-contractors should be 
allowed to park on the surrounding residential streets for the duration of all 
construction activities. 

MM TRF-15: Off-street parking shall be provided free of charge for all construction-related 
personnel and employees, including without limitation independent contractors, 
consultants and agents, during the construction phases of the project. 

MM TRF-16: Coordinate temporary location for bus stops on Third Street and Alden Drive with 
SCRTD [now Metro] during project construction. 

MM TRF-17: Maps of surrounding bus services should be posted at bus stops and other 
locations where people are likely to view the information, particularly near the 
Outpatient Diagnostic and Treatment Center [now referred to as the Advanced 
Health Sciences Pavilion], where over 75 percent of the daily new trips are 
assigned. Information shown should include the location of the closest bus stops, 
hours of operation, frequency of service, fares, and SCRTD [now Metro] 
telephone information numbers. 

MM TRF-18: Sheltered waiting areas should be provided at major bus stops where no shelter 
currently exists. 

MM TRF-19: The Medical Center shall coordinate with LADOT to identify sidewalks which 
should be widened within the campus to encourage pedestrian activity and 
improve access to transit stops. 
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MM TRF-20: Any planned retail sites such as pharmacies, newspaper stands, or food and 
beverage stands should be located adjacent to major bus stops in order to improve 
the convenience of using transit. 

MM TRF-21: Coordinate relocation of underground utility lines in the event of encroachment 
upon same by construction related to proposed Project. 

MM TRF-22: The Project Applicant will prepare and implement an Interim Traffic Control Plan 
("TCP") during construction. 

MM TRF-23: Prior to obtaining a demolition and/or grading permit, the Project Applicant shall 
prepare a Construction Traffic Control Plan ("Construction TCP") for review and 
approval by the LADOT. The Construction TCP shall include the designated haul 
route and staging area, traffic control procedures, emergency access provisions, 
and construction crew parking to mitigate the traffic impact during construction. 
The Construction TCP will identify a designated off-site parking lot at which 
construction workers will be required to park. 

MM TRF-24: Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. Provide a right-turn
only lane at the northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard at the Alden Drive
Gracie Allen Drive intersection, as well as a right-tum-only lane at the westbound 
approach of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive at the intersection. The resultant 
lane configurations at the northbound approach to the intersection will be one 
exclusive left-tum lane, one through lane and one right-tum-only lane. The 
resultant lane configurations at the westbound approach to the intersection will be 
one shared left-turn/through lane and one right-tum-only lane. These 
improvement measures would require restriping both the northbound and 
southbound approaches to the intersection; widening the westbound approach 
along the north side of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive by 2.5 feet for a distance 
of approximately 100 feet (not including the transition length back to the existing 
sidewalk width), thereby reducing sidewalk width from the existing 12.5 feet to 
10 feet; as well as the removal of on-street parking along the eastside of 
Robertson Boulevard south of the intersection for a distance of approximately 130 
feet (approximately 6 spaces). If implemented, the mitigation measure shall be 
executed in two phases. First, Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive shall be widened 
and restriped as proposed above. Second, a traffic warrant analysis shall be 
perfonned 2 years after full occupancy of the Project to determine the need for a 
right-tum-only lane at the northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard. If a 
right-tum-only lane is warranted, the lane shall be implemented as proposed 
above. 

MM TRF-25: Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. Provide a right-tum-only lane at 
the eastbound approach of Beverly Boulevard at the George Burns Road 
intersection, as well as two lanes at the northbound approach of George Burns 
Road at the intersection. The resultant lane configurations at the eastbound 
approach to the intersection will be one two-way left-tum lane, two through lanes 
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and one right-tum-only lane. The resultant lane configurations at the northbound 
approach to the intersection will be one shared left-tum/through lane and one 
right-tum-only lane. These improvement measures would require widening along 
the south side of Beverly Boulevard west of the intersection by approximately 
three feet and the removal of on-street parking for a distance of approximately 55 
feet to accommodate the installation of the eastbound right-tum-only lane 
(approximately 4 spaces). The three-foot widening would also reduce the existing 
sidewalk width from 15 feet to the minimum required 12 feet for a Major 
Highway Class II for a distance of approximately 100 feet (not including the 
transition length back to the existing sidewalk width). It must be noted that this 
intersection is located in the City of West Hollywood, therefore implementation 
of the recommended mitigation will require approval and cooperation with the 
City of West Hollywood. 

5. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

In summary, the proposed Project and the Related Projects in the area have the potential to result 
in cumulative impacts related to public services (i.e., fire protection and police protection) and 
utilities (i.e., water supply and water conservation). The Original EIR determined that the Master 
Plan would result in unavoidable adverse significant impacts for fire protection, police 
protection, water supply, sewer system and solid waste disposal. Thus, these Master Plan project
related significant impacts were anticipated to incrementally contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts related to the provision of these services and utilities. The proposed Project was 
determined to have less than significant impacts on public services and utilities and, thus, is not 
anticipated to significantly contribute to the already significant cumulative impacts determined in 
the Original EIR for the Master Plan. The net incremental cumulative impacts of the proposed 
Project in combination with all Related Projects relative to public services and utilities would 
further be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of Project-specific 
mitigation measures, citywide General Plan Framework mitigation measures, and compliance 
with all applicable laws and regulations. 

Mitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of standard conditions of approval and 
project design features would reduce net cumulative impacts from the Project and would prevent 
a significant incremental impact contribution to the already significant cumulative impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for the Master Plan. 

MMCUM-1: Unless otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, the Applicant shall install high-efficiency toilets 
(maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, and high-efficiency 
urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all 
restrooms as appropriate. Rebates may be offered through the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs of these 
installations. 
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MMCUM-2: 

MMCUM-3: 

MMCUM-4: 

MMCUM-5: 

Unless otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, the Applicant shall install restroom faucets with a 
maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute. 

As otherwise restricted by state or federal regulations, single-pass cooling 
equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use. Prohibition of such equipment 
shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant lease 
agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of potable water to extract 
heat form process equipment, e.g. vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the 
water through equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary 
wastewater system). 

Unless otherwise required, all restroom faucets shall be of a self-closing 
design, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the landscape 
plan shall incorporate the following: 

• Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
• Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; 
• Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate; 
• Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; 
• Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 

tolerant plan materials; and 

A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and master valve shutoff shall be installed for 
irrigated landscape areas totaling 5,000 sf and greater, to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building Safety. 

6. GROWTH INDUCING 

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss the growth inducing 
impact of a proposed project, including "ways in which the proposed project could foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment." The California Department of Transportation 
("Caltrans") requires similar analysis for Projects located along state highways, including the 
proposed Project. 

The proposed Project is not expected to generate growth in the area beyond the intensification of 
the Project Site. Development of the Project will result in an increase in short-term construction 
and long-term employment opportunities. However, it is not expected that any significant 
number of employees will move to the area specifically because of the Project. Further, no 
additional infrastructure would be constructed that could generate additional population growth 
in the Project area. 

Surrounding land uses and businesses may experience secondary effects through stimulated 
economic activity and growth due to an increased need for commercial support services in the 
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general vicinity of the Project Site due to the incremental increase in the number of employees 
and patrons at the CSMC Campus. Although the proposed Project would directly provide 
employment growth at the Project Site, and indirectly stimulate economic growth in the 
surrounding area, such growth is not outside the scope of what has been anticipated and planned 
for in the Wilshire Community Plan area. Further, in conducting a "First-cut Screening" analysis 
of the Project, utilizing criteria set forth by Cal trans relating to accessibility, Project type, Project 
location, growth pressure, and geography, it has been determined that the Project is unlikely to 
cause direct or indirect growth-related impacts. 7 Therefore, no significant growth inducing 
impacts are anticipated. 

7 California Department of Transportation, Guidance for Preparers of Growth-related, Indirect Impact Analyses, 
May 2006. 
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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
E. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

A Mitigation Monitoring Program ("MMP") has been prepared in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21081 .6, which requires a Lead or Responsible Agency that approves or 
carries out a project where an EIR has identified significant environmental effects to adopt a 
"reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a 
condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment." A Final MMP will be adopted at the conclusion of the SEIR process and will 
reflect the final set of required mitigation measures to address Project impacts. The MMP is 
described in Section VI.E: Mitigation Monitoring Program of this Draft SEIR, and a draft MMP 
is included in Appendix G: Mitigation Monitoring Program. 
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1. OVERVIEW OF THE CEQA PROCESS 

I. INTRODUCTION 
A. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, Sections 21000-
21177) requires that all public agencies within the State of California, having land use approval 
over project activities that have the potential to affect the quality of the environment, shall 
regulate such activities so that impacts to the environment can be prevented to the extent 
feasible. Such activity is reviewed and monitored through the CEQA process, as provided in the 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 
15000-15387). CEQA distinguishes varied levels of documentation and public review based on 
a project's anticipated level of effect on the environment. 

When it is determined through preliminary review that a project may likely have one or more 
significant effects upon the environment, then an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") must be 
prepared. The "scope" of the EIR may be determined through preparation of an Initial Study 
and a public scoping process. The EIR should consider both the potential project-specific (direct 
and indirect) and cumulative environmental impacts that could result from the implementation of 
the proposed project. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, the EIR is primarily an informational document 
intended to inform the public agency decision-makers and the general public of the potentially 
significant effects of a proposed project. The EIR should disclose all known potentially 
significant impacts; identify feasible means to minimize or mitigate those effects; and, consider a 
number of feasible alternatives to the project that might further reduce significant impacts while 
still attaining the project objectives. The decision-makers must consider the information in an 
EIR before taking action on the proposed project. The EIR may constitute substantial evidence 
in the record to support the agency's action on the project. 

The EIR is prepared by or under the direction of the Lead Agency, which for the proposed 
Project is the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. The Department of City 
Planning is the public agency which has the primary responsibility for approving or carrying out 
the Project. Further, Responsible Agencies, which are public agencies that have a level of 
discretionary approval over some component of the proposed Project, may rely upon the EIR 
prepared by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning. 

An EIR is prepared in two key stages. First, a Draft EIR is prepared and distributed for public 
and agency review. Once comments on the Draft EIR are received, responses to those comments 
and any additional relevant project information are prepared and compiled in a Final EIR. Both 
of these documents (i.e., the Draft EIR and the Final EIR), along with any related technical 
appendices, represent the complete record of the EIR. Throughout this document, the term EIR 
or Draft EIR may be used interchangeable since both are part of the ultimate EIR record; 
however, "Draft EIR" may be used specifically when referring to information provided 
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specifically in that volume. Similarly, these stages apply to a Supplemental EIR, which is a 
specific type of EIR to be prepared under specific circumstances (which are discussed below). 

The Final EIR is used by the recommending bodies (i.e., hearing officer and City Planning 
Commission) and the final decision-makers (City Council) to weigh the environmental impacts 
against the proposed project. 

2. PROJECT EIR PROCESS 

This Supplemental EIR ("SEIR") has been prepared at the direction of and under the supervision 
of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning in accordance with CEQA and the Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006). 

As discussed in Section II: Project Description, in 1993, the City of Los Angeles approved the 
addition of 700,000 square feet (i.e., the Master Plan) of additional floor area for medical center 
uses, with associated parking, at the CSMC Campus. In conjunction with that approval, the 
CSMC Master Plan EIR (the "Original EIR") (State Clearinghouse No. 90010839) was prepared 
and certified as a Project EIR. A full summary of the Original EIR impacts and mitigation 
measures is included as Appendix B: 1993 CSMC Master Plan E1R Summary Table to this Draft 
SEIR. 

The Original EIR, which is fully incorporated herein, addressed the entire 700,000 square-foot 
Master Plan development, including the 170,650 square feet of vested development rights that 
remain unbuilt under the Master Plan and which will be combined with the proposed 200,000 
square feet of floor area in the proposed Project. The 170,650 square feet of residual 
development rights were fully analyzed in the Original EIR. The Original EIR formed the basis 
of the "baseline" used during the Initial Study review for this current Project to characterize the 
"net" impact for the additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (i.e., equivalent of 
200,000 square feet of floor area for medical uses) and related parking comprising the Project. 

The current Project is an amendment to the previously approved Master Plan, which was fully 
evaluated in the certified Original EIR. Because the Project has a clear connection to an earlier 
project, and is a modification to a previously considered project, the previously certified Original 
EIR has been incorporated by reference in this EIR. The previously approved Zone and Height 
District Change, Master Plan and associated Development Agreement, along with the Original 
EIR and associated ordinances, resolutions and findings are available for review at the City of 
Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Environmental Review Section located at City Hall, 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

Based on the Initial Study and EIR scoping process (see Section I.A.4: Initial Study and NOP 
Process, below), which relied upon information and conclusions from the Original EIR as well 
as current information, the Lead Agency determined that a SEIR should be prepared. Consistent 
with Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 (governing the 
preparation and use of a Supplemental EIR), the purpose of this SEIR is to provide minor 
additions and changes necessary to update the Original EIR to make it adequately apply to the 
Master Plan as revised by the Project. The City determined that implementation of the Project 

PAGE2 

RL0022926 



EM23073 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

I. INTRODUCTION 
A. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

may, either by itself and/or in conjunction with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the Project vicinity, have additional significant environmental effect on some 
environmental issues not fully addressed in the Original EIR. 

3. PROJECT APPROVAL AND INTENDED USES OF THIS EIR 

In accordance with CEQA and its implementing guidelines, the purpose of this SEIR is to 
identify all potentially significant effects of the Project on the physical environment, to 
determine the extent to which those effects can be reduced or avoided and to identify and 
evaluate feasible alternatives to the Project. The City of Los Angeles will use this information 
when considering action on the Project. The SEIR itself is not a decision document and does not 
determine whether the Project will be approved. Rather, the SEIR is an informational and 
disclosure document to be taken under consideration during the decision-making process. 

The City of Los Angeles, including its individual departments, and any Responsible Agencies 
providing approvals or permits will use the information contained in this EIR while determining 
whether to grant permits and approvals as described in the preceding section. 

All of the square footage, except the 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services (i.e., 
equivalent of 200,000 square feet of floor area), to be incorporated into the West Tower was 
fully analyzed by the Original EIR. The Original EIR also considered development of a parking 
structure with 650 parking spaces (the "Approved Parking Structure") at the Project Site, 
demolition of the existing surface parking lot (the "Existing Parking Lot"), landscaping and 
hardscape at the Project Site, directional and tenant signage for the Project Site, and security, 
ambient and accent lighting for the Project Site. Nonetheless, this SEIR considers the physical 
construction effects due to the similar levels of demolition and construction at the Project Site, as 
well as the "net" operational change in land use associated with the addition of 200,000 square 
feet of medical center (100 inpatient beds) uses. 

4. INITIAL STUDY AND NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, the City conducted an Initial Study of the Project and 
determined that an EIR would be required, and more specifically, that an SEIR (see Section 
I.A.2: Project EIR Process, above) would be the appropriate environmental document to analyze 
the Project's potential impacts on the environment, as there have been additions and changes to 
the CSMC Master Plan development, but they would not require major revisions to the 1993 
Original EIR. The Initial Study identified a preliminary range of potential impact issues to be 
analyzed. 

A Notice of Preparation ("NOP") was distributed to responsible and interested agencies/persons 
for the Project on March 7, 2008 for a 30-day review period as required by CEQA, to solicit 
comments on the proposed scope of the SEIR. Written comments were received on the NOP and 
have been reviewed and incorporated or discussed in this Draft SEIR. In addition, a public 
scoping meeting was held on March 27, 2008 at the CSMC Campus in Los Angeles, California 
to solicit additional input on the environmental review process. A copy of the NOP, Initial 
Study, and all written comments received relating to the NOP are included in Appendix A-1: 
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Notice of Preparation (NOP), Appendix A-2: Initial Study, Appendix A-3: NOP Written 
Comments and Appendix A-./: Public Scoping Meeting Comments of this Draft SEIR, 
respectively. NOP responses were received from the following: 

Federal and State Agencies 

• California Native American Heritage Commission 
• California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Regional, County, and Local Agencies 

• City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
• Los Angeles County Metro (Metropolitan Transportation Authority) 
• South Coast Air Quality Management District 
• Southern California Association of Governments 

Organizations and Special Interest Groups 

• Robertson Properties Group (representing The Decurion Corporation) 
• Lake & Lake Consulting, Inc. 
• West Hollywood West Residents Association 

Based on the scoping process, which considered conclusions from the previously certified 
Original EIR, current conditions and public input, this Draft Supplemental EIR is focused on the 
following topical issue sections: 

Aesthetics 
Air Quality 
Noise 
Transportation and Circulation 
Cumulative Effects 

Section IV.A 
Section IV.B 
Section IV.C 
Section IV.D 
Section IV.E 

This SEIR includes analysis of the above environmental impacts and recommends mitigation 
measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15128, other possible effects of the Project, which were determined to be not significant 
through the Initial Study review and NOP scoping process, are not discussed in detail in this EIR. 
Those possible effects that did not warrant detailed analyses are identified in Section VJ: Other 
Environmental Considerations: A-Effects Not Found To Be Sign?ficant of the Draft SEIR. 

5. REVIEW OF THE DRAFT SEIR 

This Draft SEIR was distributed to responsible and other affected agencies, surrounding 
jurisdictions, interested parties, and others who requested a copy of the document in accordance 
with the Public Resources Code Section 21092. The Notice of Completion ("NOC") of this 
Draft SEIR was also distributed as required by CEQA. The Draft SEIR will be available for 
public review for not less than 45 days, pursuant to Section 15105 of the State CEQA 
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Guidelines. During this public review period, the Draft SEIR including its technical appendices 
is available for review at the following location: 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Written comments on the Draft SEIR should be addressed to Adam Villani at the Environmental 
Review Section of the Department of City Planning (Lead Agency) at the address provided 
above. Upon completion of the 45-day public review period and conclusion of public hearings 
on the Project, written responses will be prepared to address comments received on the Draft 
SEIR and will be made available for review at least ten days prior to when certification of the 
SEIR is considered by the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission and ultimately the City 
Council. These environmental comments and their responses will be included as part of the 
environmental record for consideration by the decision-makers for the Project and will constitute 
the Final SEIR. 
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As discussed above and in Section II: Project Description of this Draft SEIR, in 1993, the City 
approved the CSMC Master Plan comprised of 700,000 square feet of floor area for additional 
medical uses, with associated parking, at the existing CSMC Campus. In conjunction with the 
Master Plan, the Original EIR was prepared and certified as a Project EIR. A full summary of 
the Original EIR impacts and mitigation measures is included as Appendix B: 1993 CSMC 
Master Plan EIR Summary Chart to this Draft SEIR. 

The Project (described in Section II: Project Description of this Draft SEIR) proposes a Master 
Plan Amendment to address the addition of LOO inpatient beds and ancillary services within 
200,000 square feet of additional floor area, the construction of a 700-space adjoining parking 
structure, and the demolition of the Existing Building currently on the Project Site. If the Project 
is approved, the Master Plan as amended would include a total of 900,000 square feet of floor 
area and 3,250 parking spaces. 

In accordance with CEQA Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163, the 
City considered whether the Project's proposed amendment to the approved Master Plan would 
(1) require major revisions to the Original EIR, because the Project would create either new 
significant environmental impacts not previously studied in the Original EIR or a substantial 
increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original 
EIR;(2) substantially change the circumstances under which the Master Plan is undertaken so as 
to require major revisions of the Original EIR due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects;(3) bring to light new information of substantial importance, which was not known and 
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the Original EIR 
was certified as complete, meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3). 

Based on its review, as documented in the Initial Study (see Appendix A-2: Initial Study of this 
Draft SEIR), which relied on information and conclusions from the Original EIR as well as 
current information, the City determined that an SEIR should be prepared. Consistent with 
Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 (governing the 
preparation and use of a Supplemental EIR), the purpose of this SEIR is to provide minor 
additions and changes necessary to update the Original EIR to make it adequately apply to the 
Master Plan as amended by the Project. 

Because the current Project is a revision of the Master Plan, which was fully evaluated in the 
previously certified Original EIR, and not a new project, the previously certified Original EIR 
has been incorporated by reference in this Draft SEIR. 

The Original EIR is used in this SEIR to establish the "baseline" against which the Project is 
evaluated. A full description of the baseline is provided in Section III.C: Project Baseline of this 
Draft SEIR. Specifically, the Original EIR is used to: 1) identify impacts that are already known 
to be less than significant; 2) quantify and/or summarize the level of impact associated with the 
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previously approved 170,650 square feet of remaining unbuilt entitlement under the approved 
Master Plan; 3) establish the previously accepted level of impact, to which the incremental 
effects of the Project will be considered; and 4) define and evaluate a reasonable range of Project 
alternatives. 
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C. ORGANIZATION OF THIS SEIR 

This Draft SEIR conforms to the content requirements stated in Sections 15120 through 15130 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines. A list of the overall document sections and a brief description of 
their content is provided here to assist the reader in locating information. 

Section 0: Executive Summary: Located at the front of this document, the Executive 
Summary provides a brief description of the Project, including an overview of the impact 
analysis, recommended mitigation measures, and net residual impact. Summary 
information of alternatives and key conclusions are also provided. 

Section I: Introduction: The Introduction provides a general orientation to the purpose 
of CEQA and this Draft SEIR, including the scoping of this Draft SEIR, availability of 
documents, and review process. 

Section II: Project Description: Section II presents a statement of the Project 
objectives, a detailed description of the Project's physical development characteristics, 
and related information on phasing and implementation. 

Section III: General Overview and Environmental Setting: This section discusses the 
location and general characteristics of the Project Site within a regional setting context. 
It also provides an overview of the site-specific environmental setting and immediate 
surrounding area. 

Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis: This section analyzes the potential 
impacts from implementation of the Project. The impact discussion is organized by 
topical issues as outlined in the Initial Study. A summary of applicable Original EIR 
conclusions is provided for each topical issue discussed in this Draft SEIR. Background 
information has been updated as appropriate, and a Project-specific level of analysis is 
provided to address implementation of the Project. Mitigation Measures are 
recommended as necessary. 

Section VI: Alternatives: The Alternatives section includes a discussion and analysis of 
alternatives to the proposed Project pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Alternatives are analyzed that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
Project, but would avoid or lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. The 
comparative merits of each alternative are evaluated. 

Section V: Other Environmental Considerations: Section V evaluates the contextual 
impacts related to growth-inducing effects and cumulative growth. Impacts found not to 
be significant, unavoidable adverse impacts, and irreversible impacts are also 
summarized. 
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Section VII: Persons and Organizations Consulted: Section VIII lists persons that 
directly contributed to the preparation of this Draft SEIR. 

Section VIII: References: This section includes a listing of sources of information 
referenced for the analyses contained within this Draft SEIR. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the proposed Project is Cedars-Sinai Medical Center, a California non-profit 
public benefit corporation ("CSMC" or "Applicant"), located at 8720 Beverly Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90048. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed project (the "Project") is located within the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Campus 
(the "CSMC Campus" or the "Property"), which is comprised of approximately 24.1 net acres 
located at 8720 Beverly Boulevard in the Wilshire Community Plan Area of the City of Los 
Angeles (see Figure 1: Regional Location). The CSMC Campus is generally bounded by 
Beverly Boulevard to the north, San Vicente Boulevard to the east, Third Street to the south, and 
Robertson Boulevard to the west (see Figure 2: Local Vicinity). The CSMC Campus contains an 
internal network of vacated private streets, including George Bums Road, Sherboume Drive, and 
Gracie Allen Drive, which provide access to facilities within the CSMC Campus. 

Specifically, the Project is proposed on approximately 2.65 net acres at the northwest corner of 
Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road (the "Project Site"), which is currently occupied by a 
90,000 square-foot, two-story medical service building (the "Existing Building") and a surface
level, visitor parking lot ("Existing Parking Lot"). 

Uses surrounding the CSMC Campus include medical buildings located to the south and 
connected to the CSMC Campus by a bridge, containing several CSMC programs but not owned 
by CSMC; commercial and residential uses to the north, east, and west; and the City of West 
Hollywood border to the north (see Figure 3: Aerial Overview and Surrounding Uses). Several 
commercial uses are located directly adjacent to the western and southern edges of the CSMC 
Campus. The Beverly Center shopping complex is located directly east of the Property, across 
San Vicente Boulevard. A more detailed discussion of the on-site and surrounding land uses is 
provided in Section III: General Description of Environmental Setting and Section IVA: 
Aesthetics of this Draft SEIR. 
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FIGURE 1 
REGIONAL LOCATION 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

C. BACKGROUND 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
C. BACKGROUND 

The Project Site is located within the Wilshire Planning District. The Wilshire Community Plan, 
which serves as a guide for development and land uses in the area, establishes a land use 
designation for the Project Site as both Regional Commercial and Health Center (see Figure 4: 
Community Plan Designation). 

In August of 1993, the City of Los Angeles (the "City") approved a Master Plan for the CSMC 
Campus (the "Master Plan"), which allows 700,000 square feet of floor area1 of additional 
development to the established CSMC on the Property (see Figure 5: Master Plan Site Plan). 
The City approved the Master Plan through a Zone Change and Height District Change ordinance 
(City Council Ordinance 168847, CPC No. 87-759-ZC, CPC No. 87-760-HD) (the "Zone 
Change"). The Zone Change consisted of a change of the zoning and height district from the 
previous [Q]C2-2D-O, [Q]C2-l-O, and C2-l-O to the current [T][Q]C2-2D-O for the whole 
CSMC Campus (see Figure 6: Zoning Map). The City also entered into a Development 
Agreement with CSMC that vested development of 700,000 square feet of entitlement for 15 
years, until August 2008 (City Council Ordinance 168848, CPC No. 92-0530-ZC, CPC No. 92-
0533-HD, CPC No. 92-0534-DA), and certified an environmental impact report (the "Original 
EIR") for the expansion of the CSMC Campus (EIR No. 90-0643-ZC-HD). The Original EIR is 
fully incorporated herein. Appendix B: 1993 CSMC Master Plan EIR Summary Chart, provides a 
summary of the impacts and adopted mitigation measures from the Original EIR. More detailed 
discussions of the Original EIR and comparative descriptions relative to the Project are provided 
as appropriate, in the analysis sections in Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis of this 
Draft SEIR. 

On August 10, 2007 the City approved an amendment to the Development Agreement to extend 
the term of the 700,000 square feet of entitlements under the Development Agreement for an 
additional 15 years, until August 11, 2023 (City Council Ordinance 178,866, CPC No. 1992-534-
DA-Ml). All entitlements approved under the Master Plan and the Development Agreement are 
vested until 2023. A copy of the adopted Development Agreement, as amended, is included for 
reference as Appendix C: 199 3 CSMC Development Agreement of the Draft SEIR. 

The Master Plan and Development Agreement, which provided for the development of an 
integrated medical center comprised of multiple buildings in a campus-style setting (see Figure 
5: Master Plan Site Plan), approved three new structures and certain expansion areas for the 
Property: 

• Outpatient Treatment and Diagnostic Center (340,000 square feet of Medical Suites, 
Diagnostic, and Support uses); 

1 "Floor area" (square feet or "sf') is calculated as defined in Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.03. Floor area 
is that area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a building but not including the area of the following: 
exterior walls. stairways, shafts. rooms housing building-operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with 
associated driveways and ramps, space for the landing and storage of helicopters, and basement storage areas 
(Added by Ordinance No. 163,617, effective 6/21/1988). 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
C. BACKGROUND 

• Organ Transplant Wing (170,000 square feet with up to 110 hospital beds); and 

• Approved Building (127,500 square feet with up to 200 hospital beds). 

The Master Plan also approved infill space: 

• Administration space (23,300 square feet); 

• Emergency Room expansion (3,700 square feet); and 

• Computer Services facility (14,500 square feet). 

As a result of damage incurred to the Property by the 1994 Northridge earthquake, CSMC 
focused its subsequent development efforts on reconstructing buildings damaged in the 
earthquake, rather than on implementation of the comprehensive development scheme permitted 
through the Master Plan. To date, CSMC has completed a number of infill projects (totaling 
approximately 73,501 square feet) approved under the Master Plan. In the first quarter of 2009, 
CSMC anticipates initiating construction of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (the 
"Pavilion") on a site within the CSMC Campus, just south of Gracie Allen Drive between 
Sherbourne Drive and San Vicente Boulevard, pursuant to the Master Plan. The 396,000 square
foot Pavilion, which is being built pursuant to the Master Plan, will be 185 feet tall, with 11 
stories, including 381 new parking spaces.2 After construction of the Pavilion, a total of 170,650 
square feet of development rights will remain under the Master Plan. An overview of 
development completed pursuant to the Master Plan is provided in Table I: Summary of Master 
Plan Development Completed Through 2008. 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT COMPLETED THROUGH 2008 

Original Pediatric Emergency Existing Saperstein 
Advanced 

Remaining 
Computer Health Sciences 

Development Grant 
Room 

Balcony Room Imaging Bldg. Buildin!! Critical 
Pavilion 

Development 
(square feet [sf] per 

Development 
Enclosure Expansion Development Elevator Care 

(Construction 
Rights In 2008 

Master Plan) Installation Tower 
be2innin2 2009) 

Medical Suites 
121,100 87,900 

(209,000 sf) 
Diagnostic 

12,000 44,500 33,500 
(90,000 sf) 

Support 
14,378 15,600 11,022 

(41,000 sf) 
Organ 

Transplant 59,849 110,151 0 
(170,000 sf) 

Rehabilitation 
94,500 33,000 

(127,500 sf) 
Imaging 

21,000 0 
(21,000 sf) 

2 The new 381 parking spaces accounts for demolition of the existing 166-space parking lot at the Advanced Health 
Sciences Pavilion site and construction of 547 new parking spaces (547 - 166 = 381 net additional new spaces). 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
C. BACKGROUND 

SUMMARY OF MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT COMPLETED THROUGH 2008 

Original Pediatric Emergency Existing Saperstein 
Advanced 

Remaining 
Computer Health Sciences 

Development Grant 
Room 

Balcony Room Imaging Bldg. Building Critical 
Pavilion 

Development 
(square feet [sf) per 

Development 
Enclosure Expansion Development Elevator Care 

(Construction 
Ri!!hts In 2008 

Master Plan) Installation Tower 
be!!innill!! 2008) 

Administrative 
1,000 6,405 628 10,149 5,118 

(23,300 sf) 
Emergency 

Room 3,590 110 
(3,700 sf) 
Computer 

Service 14,500 0 
(14,500 sf) 

Total 14,500 1,000 9,995 47,378 628 59,849 396,000 170,650 

As summarized in Table I: Summary of Master Plan Development Completed Through 2008, a 
total of 170,650 square feet of vested development rights, which were fully analyzed in the 
Original EIR, will remain under the Master Plan after construction of the Pavilion. The Original 
EIR, including the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations is incorporated by 
reference in this SEIR and is available for public review at the City of Los Angeles, Department 
of City Planning, Environmental Review Section located at City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 
Room 750, Los Angeles, California, 90012. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

D. STATEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
D. STATEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

In accordance with Section 15124(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall include "a 
statement of objectives sought by the proposed project." Section 15124(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines further clarifies that "the statement of objectives should include the underlying 
purpose of the project." 

The Applicant proposes a Master Plan Amendment, to address expansion of existing CSMC 
Campus facilities, through a Zone Change, Height District Change, and amendment to the 
adopted Development Agreement to add 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services 
(equivalent to an additional 200,000 square feet of floor area), to serve the growing demand for 
medical services as the area's population increases and to accommodate updated medical 
technologies at the CSMC Campus. The Applicant's Project has the following objectives: 

• To continue to provide high quality medical services and advanced research capabilities 
at the CSMC Campus; 

• To accomplish better utilization of limited CSMC Campus space; 

• To provide an additional 100 inpatient beds in the Southern California region, which has 
been consistently losing beds and other inpatient medical services over the last decade;3 

• To provide a public benefit and fulfill a healthcare need for the community and region; 

• To facilitate a balanced distribution of healthcare, emergency room and trauma services 
throughout the Los Angeles region; 

• To support improved medical technologies that will enhance CSMC's ability to provide 
high quality medical care to the community; 

• To provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment facilities, research facilities, 
medical suites, and administrative space to support customer and community demand for 
these services; 

• To remain committed to fulfilling the intent of the Master Plan and demonstrating 
consistency with the City of Los Angeles comprehensive planning programs; 

• To provide development that is thoughtfully designed, reflects a refined cohesive image 
of the CSMC Campus as an integrated complex of buildings and functions, and which 
balances with the surrounding community; 

3 According to the California Office of Statewide Healthcare Planning and Development (OSHPD), from the year 
1995 to 2006, the total number of licensed beds in Los Angeles Comity has decreased by 17 .8%. Additionally. in 
terms of medical services, the number of hospital closures between 1997 and 2007 totals 28 in Los Angeles County 
(Cousineau, Michael R., Healthcare Summit, 2008). 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
D. STATEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

• To provide adequate and convenient parking for each CSMC Campus component, 
including the Project; and 

• To provide improvements to the pedestrian and vehicular circulation patterns within the 
CSMC Campus that will maintain and improve accessibility, safety, efficiency and 
convenience for patients, visitors, and staff 

PAGE22 

RL0022950 



EM23097 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
E. REQUESTED ACTIONS AND ENTITLEMENTS 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

E. REQUESTED ACTIONS AND ENTITLEMENTS 

The Applicant requests approval of a Zone Change and Height District Change to revise the 
conditions of the current [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and an amendment to the existing 
Development Agreement and Master Plan to permit an additional 100 inpatient beds and 
ancillary services (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area), and parking on the CSMC 
Campus. 

This Draft SEIR may be used by various governmental decision-makers for the following 
discretionary permits and actions that are necessary or may be requested in connection with the 
Project, as well as any other discretionary permits and actions that may be identified during the 
environmental review and entitlement process: 

• Zone Change to amend the conditions of the [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and 
to approve an additional LOO inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent 
of 200,000 square feet of floor area) of development entitlement; 

• Height District Change to amend the permitted floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.46: 1 to 
2.71 :l 

• Amendments to the existing Development Agreement and Master Plan to permit an 
additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent of 200,000 
square feet of floor area for medical uses) and related parking; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• B-Permit4 for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements; 

• Grading Permits; 

• Demolition Permits; 

• Building Permits; and 

• Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for 
the construction or operation of the Project. 

4 B-Pennits are permits for development of public improvements (i.e., streets, sewers. stonn drains. and street 
lights) within the public right-of-way issued by the Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
E. REQUESTED ACTIONS AND ENTITLEMENTS 

The Applicant is requesting a Zone Change to amend the conditions of adopted Ordinance No. 
168,847. This Zone Change will authorize the addition of 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary 
services, or the equivalent of 200,000 square feet of development entitlement, on the CSMC 
Campus and would be consistent with the proposed amendments to the Development Agreement 
and Master Plan. The Existing Building site and associated surface parking lot at the northwest 
corner of George Burns Road and Gracie Allen Drive (i.e., the "Project Site") is the proposed 
location for the additional floor area. 

The entire Property is currently zoned [T][Q]C2-2D-O with a maximum building height of 185 
feet above grade. The requested Zone Change with new and revised conditions will be 
consistent with the Wilshire Community Plan and the established zoning on the Property. The 
established zoning of [T][Q]C2-2D-O over the building site and campus supports the use, 
density, and height of the Project, including the additional 100 inpatient beds (equivalent to 
200,000 square feet of floor area) over the Master Plan approval. Only the conditions imposed on 
the current zoning will be revised. 

Development Agreement and Master Plan Amendments 

On August 12, 1993, the City of Los Angeles entered into a Development Agreement with the 
Applicant that approved the Master Plan and vested expansion of 700,000 square feet of 
authorized development on the Property for 15 years, until August 2008 (City Council Ordinance 
168848, CPC No. 92-0530-ZC, CPC No. 92-0533-HD, CPC No. 92-0534-DA). On August 10, 
2007 the City approved an amendment to the Master Plan and Development Agreement to 
extend the term for an additional 15 years, until August 11, 2023 (City Council Ordinance 
178866, CPC No. 1992-534-DA-Ml). 

The Development Agreement exempts development under the Master Plan from further 
discretionary approvals by the City. In particular, Section 3.5 of the Development Agreement 
exempts future Master Plan approvals from the Site Plan Review provisions of LAMC Section 
16.05. 

The proposed amendments to the Development Agreement and Master Plan would vest an 
additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services including parking (or the equivalent of 
200,000 square feet of floor area for new medical center uses) proposed by the Project. 

Construction Related Permits 

Construction of the Project will require that the Applicant obtain the appropriate demolition, 
grading, building, and service connection permits. In furtherance of obtaining these permits, the 
Applicant will submit and obtain approval of various informational and engineering documents, 
including information for truck and hauling routes to be used during the construction phase. 
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F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Overview 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The Project consists of a Zone Change, Height District Change, Master Plan Amendment and 
Development Agreement Amendment to increase medical center uses at the CSMC Campus by 
100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent of 200,000 square feet of floor 
area), including an adjoining parking structure. With the additional 100 inpatient beds (200,000 
square feet of development entitlement) proposed by the Project, the Applicant plans to build a 
facility that is 460,650 square feet in floor area (the "West Tower"), along with an adjoining 7-
level (700 space) parking structure. Specifically, only 200,000 square feet of the total 460,650 
square feet of the new construction would be "new" floor area not previously approved under 
existing entitlements. The remaining floor area comprising the West Tower will come from the 
residual 170,650 square feet of previously approved and vested development remaining under 
the Master Plan (after completion of the Pavilion), and 90,000 square feet "credit" from the 
Existing Building (after it is demolished). 

The 100 new inpatient beds will be contained in the West Tower, which is anticipated to be 11 
stories and 185 feet high, to be used for medical purposes. The attached 7-level parking structure, 
to include three subterranean levels, one level at grade and three levels above grade, would 
provide 700 parking spaces. 

In summary, the Project consists of the following elements: 

• Addition of 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services (200,000 square feet of floor 
area for medical center uses), to be combined with the residual 170,650 square feet 
previously approved and vested by the CSMC Master Plan and Development 
Agreement and 90,000 square feet from the Existing Building to construct the new 
West Tower facility, with pedestrian bridge connections to the adjacent North Tower; 

• Demolition of the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building and adjacent Existing Parking 
Lot; 

• Construction of a 7-level (700 space) adjoining parking structure; 

Proposed Land Uses 

The Project involves the addition of 100 new inpatient beds (200,000 square feet of medical 
center uses). All the square footage to be contained in the West Tower, except the new 200,000 
square feet, was fully analyzed by the Original EIR. This SEIR analyzes the net change in land 
use, as well as the demolition and construction related impacts associated with the West Tower. 

The West Tower will accommodate a mix of medical center uses, as shown in Table 2: Summmy 
of U<;es and Square _Footages in Project. 
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TABLE2 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

SUMMARY OF USES AND SQUARE FOOTAGES IN PROJECT 

Floor 
Total SF 

Proposed Replacement of Existing Previously Approved & 
Proposed 

(LAMC Floor Additional 
Level 

Area) 
Functions Building Vested Development 

Development 

Bl 41,022 
Research 

Research 30,000 
Support Support 11,022 

Ground 40,610 
Diagnostic/ER 

Administrative 7,000 Diagnostic/ER 33,610 
Administrative 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

41,118 
Research 

Administrative 23,000 
Rehabilitation 13,000 

Administrative Administrative 5,118 

39,900 
Research Rehabilitation 20,000 

Medical Suites Medical Suites 19,900 

41,000 Inpatient Inpatient 41,000 

41,000 Inpatient Inpatient 41,000 

37,000 Inpatient Inpatient 37,000 

37,000 Inpatient Inpatient 37,000 

37,000 Inpatient Inpatient 37,000 

37,000 
Medical Suites 

Medical Suites 30,000 
Inpatient Inpatient 

34,000 Medical Suites Medical Suites 34,000 

34,000 Medical Suites Medical Suites 34,000 

The floor area ratio ("FAR") for the Project will not exceed 6: 1 on the Project Site, nor exceed 
2.71:1 net FAR for the entire CSMC Campus (i.e., Master Plan area). The total gross floor area 
contained in all buildings on the CSMC Campus would not exceed 2.62 million square feet. 

The new 100 inpatient beds, or 200,000 square feet of additional authorized floor area on the 
CSMC Campus will permit expansion of vital functions and services for patients of CSMC and 
the surrounding community located in a central and convenient location within the CSMC 
Campus. 

Site Plan Layout, Circulation and Access 

Figure 7: Proposed Site Plan, shows the Project relative to the existing structures within the 
CSMC Campus. Generally, the new parking structure will be located on the site of the Existing 
Building at the western portion of the Project Site, and the West Tower structure will be situated 
on the eastern portion of the Project Site, on an area currently occupied by the Existing Parking 
Lot. 

Providing an additional 100 inpatient beds, or 200,000 square feet of expanded hospital space, at 
this location will utilize the Project Site at a more appropriate intensity and size. Currently, the 
Existing Building and Existing Parking Lot at this central Campus location are considered 
underutilized by the Applicant based on existing Campus- wide zoning and the current Master 
Plan. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Therefore, limited acreage on the CSMC Campus will be used more efficiently and consistently 
relative to existing development intensities. Accommodating a higher intensity of development 
at the centrally-located Project Site will allow for a more efficient use of the Property's space 
and a more cohesive core of inpatient services. 

The new facility will have two vehicular access points leading to the parking facilities. These 
access driveways will be located on Gracie Allen Drive, between George Bums Road and 
Robertson Boulevard. Access to the West Tower and the revised CSMC Campus circulation is 
shown on Figure 8: Site Access and Pedestrian Circulation. The circulation plan considers a 
ground-level vehicular access program through the existing network of private streets, a ground
level pedestrian plan, which utilizes a series of public and private sidewalks, walkways and 
external street-level and internal parking-level entrances. In addition, the Campus Plan 
incorporates an inter-building circulation program through a series of pedestrian bridges and 
public building corridors. 

Building Elevations and Architectural Treatment 

Figure 9: Proposed Building Section, Figure JO: Proposed Building Plan 1, and Figure 11: 
Proposed Building Plan 2, show the general configuration for the West Tower and attached 
parking structure. The West Tower will be 11 stories tall and up to 185 feet in height. The 
adjoining parking structure garage will be seven levels and 35 feet tall. The main entrance of the 
building will face George Burns Road. The West Tower will be connected via a pedestrian 
bridge (at Level 3) extending over George Bums Road to the existing inpatient buildings (North 
Tower) to the east. The bridge will allow inpatient services at the hospital to operate in a more 
efficient manner. Containing all inpatient care within a cohesive core of inter-connected facilities 
will improve the efficiency of patient transfers and emergency room services, as well as 
convenience to doctors, staff, patients, and visitors. 

No building or structure on the subject property shall exceed 185 feet in height above grade as 
defined by Los Angeles Municipal Code Sections 12.2 l. l-B.3a and b. The West Tower fa<;ade 
will be treated with a combination of stone and glass as shown in Figure 12: Proposed Building 
Per.spectives: View From Gracie Allen Drive and Figure 13: Proposed Building Per:-.pectives: 
View From Beverly Boulevard. 

The Project will be designed in accordance with the LAMC with regards to graffiti removal and 
deterrence. Specifically, the first nine feet of exterior walls and doors, measured from grade, and 
all of any walls enclosing the property will be built and maintained with a graffiti-resistant finish 
consisting of either hard, smooth, impermeable surfaces such as ceramic tile, baked enamel or a 
renewable coating of an approved, anti-graffiti material or a combination of both. Additionally, 
portions of exterior non-glass walls may be covered with clinging vines, screened by oleander 
trees or similar vegetation capable of covering or screening entire walls up to the height of at 
least 9 feet, and will be coordinated through the Landscape Plan. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

Parking 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The Project will provide a 35-foot tall parking structure with seven levels of parking, three of 
which would be located below grade, one level at grade, and three levels above grade. A total of 
700 parking spaces will be provided within the structure. The new parking structure will replace 
the 217-space Existing Parking Lot at the Project Site. 

The Master Plan requires on-site parking ratios for the Property to be provided as follows: 

• Medical Suites - 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area 

• Diagnostic, Support, Computer Center, Emergency Room, MRI, and Administrative 
Space - 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area 

• Rehabilitation Center/Organ Transplant - 2.5 spaces per bed 

A minimum of 33% of the parking spaces will be reserved for short-tenn (e.g., visitor, outpatient 
and guest) parking. Secure, convenient bicycle, moped and motorcycle parking areas will be 
provided at a ratio of one space for twenty (20) automobile parking spaces provided for the 
Project. 

The Project includes construction of the parking structure with approximately 483 net new 
parking spaces that will be built for use by employees, staff, visitors and patients. After 
construction of the Project, there will be 97 more parking spaces on the CSMC Campus than the 
Master Plan requires (per LAMC requirements), as shown in Table 32: Future CSMC Campus 
Parking Summary in Section IV.D: Transportation and Circulation. The Original EIR analyzed 
construction of a 650-space parking structure, so the proposed Project consists of an additional 
50 spaces within the new adjoining parking structure. 

Transit access is readily available through the Metropolitan Transit Authority (the "Metro") bus 
service stops along adjacent roadways. CSMC has also prepared and executed a Covenant and 
Agreement with the City and Metro agreeing to provide an easement within the CSMC Campus 
for a portal to a Metro Rail station at the southwest comer of San Vicente Boulevard and Beverly 
Boulevard, provided that the easement does not adversely impact the operation of CSMC. 
Figure 14: Transit Plan shows the existing and proposed transit stops that serve the CSMC 
Campus. 

Proiect Landscaping/Lighting/Signage 

The proposed landscaping is generally illustrated in Figure 15: Conceptual Landscape Plan. 
Though the Master Plan does not specify the number of square feet of landscaping required on 
the Property, it does require that all open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 
recreational facilities, or walkways be attractively landscaped and irrigated. 

The main entrance of the West Tower, fronting on George Burns Road, and the building 
perimeter would be landscaped in a manner consistent with the existing landscaping on the 
CSMC Campus. The landscaping plan proposes street trees along Gracie Allen Drive and along 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

George Burns Road in addition to planters and landscaping along those same streets. There will 
also be new colored concrete sidewalks on the east and south edges of the project area. A 
landscaped outdoor terrace plaza on Level Two is also proposed, which will contain colored 
concrete, planting areas, trees and seating areas. 

All signs would be of an identifying or directional nature only and shall be arranged and located 
so as not to be a distraction to vehicular traffic. Animated or flashing signs are not proposed. 
Installation of lighting, signage and landscaping on the Project Site was analyzed in the Original 
EIR. 

Project Utilities and Service Access 

The Project Site is currently served by City of Los Angeles infrastructure, including sanitary 
sewer, water, and roadway. No unplanned expansion of infrastructure in the community is 
proposed. 

Operational Characteristics 

The operational characteristics of the Project will be similar to those operational characteristics 
currently observed by existing CSMC Campus operations. Employees, patients, visitors, 
deliveries and services accessing the site will be consistent with typical medical center hours and 
are addressed under the original Master Plan approval. 

The Project design and operational characteristics incorporate Project Design Features ("PDFs")5 

that minimize or avoid adverse impacts. Because PDFs are already incorporated into the Project, 
they do not constitute mitigation measures, but nonetheless are credited toward reducing 
potential impacts. Typical examples of PDFs include urban stormwater runoff source controls, 
low impact development concepts, and treatment control best management practices ("BMPs") 
that reduce urban runoff and associated pollutants. In addition to the standard BMPs, the Project 
incorporates many "sustainable" or "green" strategies that target sustainable site development, 
water savings, energy efficiency, green-oriented materials selection, and improved indoor 
environmental quality. Project sustainable strategies include the following: 

• The CSMC Campus, including the Project Site, is conveniently located with respect to 
public transit opportunities. Given the Project Site's location within an established 
urban area, access to a number of existing Los Angeles Metro bus lines is available, 
and a potential Metro Rail station at the northeast comer of the CSMC Campus may be 
available in the future, thereby reducing traffic, air quality, noise, and energy effects. 

• Storm water within the Property, including at the Project Site, is collected, filtered and 
re-used for landscaping irrigation within the CSMC Campus, thereby reducing water 
and energy consumption. 

5 Project design features (PDFs) are specific design and/or operational characteristics proposed by the Project 
Applicant that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or reduce its potential enviromnental effects. The role of 
PDFs in the analysis for this SEIR is discussed in Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis of this Draft SEIR. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

• The West Tower design incorporates light-colored roofing and paving materials which 
serve to reduce unwanted heat absorption and minimize energy consumption. 

• Exterior lighting associated with the West Tower is designed to reduce unwanted light 
spill, thereby minimizing nighttime illumination. 

• Building materials and new equipment associated with the West Tower are selected to 
avoid materials that might incorporate atmosphere-damaging chemicals. 

• The West Tower energy performance is designed to be 14% more effective than 
required by California Title 24 Energy Design Standards, thereby reducing energy use, 
air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The West Tower will generate 2.5% of the building's total energy use through on-site 
renewable energy sources. On-site renewable energy sources can include a 
combination of photovoltaic, wind, hydro, wave, tidal and bio-fuel based electrical 
production systems, as well as solar thermal and geothermal energy systems. 

• At least 75% of all non-hazardous construction and demolition debris will be recycled 
and/or salvaged. 

• The West Tower will use materials with recycled content such that the sum of post
consumer content plus one-half of the pre-consumer content constitutes at least 10% 
(based on cost) of the total value of the materials in the Project. 

• Lighting systems within the West Tower will be controllable to achieve maximum 
efficiency (e.g., uniform general ambient lighting, augmented with individually 
controlled task lighting that accommodates user-adjustable lighting levels and 
automatic shutoff switching). 

• The West Tower will be designed to provide occupant thermal comfort satisfaction 
levels above 85%. 

• A Sustainable Building Education Program will be established in the West Tower, 
which will include a kiosk in the lobby and special tours of facilities focusing on the 
sustainable and green components. 

Grading, Construction and Phasing 

Although an exact construction schedule is not known at this time, pursuant to the existing 
Development Agreement and Master Plan, as proposed for amendment, the West Tower is 
anticipated to be operational by year 2023. Demolition and construction of the West Tower is 
anticipated to take approximately 36 months. 

Three primary construction phases are anticipated: 1) demolition of existing development (i.e., 
Existing Building and Existing Parking Lot) at the Project Site; 2) excavation, grading and 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

preparation of the Project Site; and 3) construction of the West Tower and parking structure at 
the Project Site. 

Demolition of the Existing Building and Existing Parking Lot will generate construction waste. 
During construction activities, the Applicant will recycle a considerable portion of demolition 
and construction materials, therefore reducing waste materials being transported to landfills 
serving the Project area. In order to minimize construction waste to be taken to landfills, the 
Applicant will require primary construction contractors to provide separate receptacles for 
materials that can be recycled such as wood scraps, metal scraps, and cardboard. Individual 
contractors will be required to emphasize diversion planning to ensure that the maximum amount 
of recyclable materials are separated and placed in the appropriate bins. Some of these materials 
may be temporarily stockpiled at the Project Site until they are either incorporated into the new 
construction and/or removed for off-site recycling. 

Grading of the Project Site is expected to entail minor cuts and fills from the existing grades to 
establish the building pads and to provide surface drainage for the site. Soils are not expected to 
be imported to the Project Site; however, an estimated 64,000 cubic yards of earth materials 
excavation will be required. 

Construction activities generating noise are limited to the hours between 7 AM. and 6 P.M. from 
Monday through Friday and between 8 AM. and 6 P.M. on Saturday. The City of Los Angeles 
Noise Control Ordinance (No. 144,331), which applies to construction activities being 
undertaken within 500 feet of a residential zone, prohibits noise that is "loud, unnecessary, and 
unusual, and substantially exceeds the noise customarily and necessarily attendant to the 
reasonable and efficient performance of work." Construction activities will be scheduled in 
compliance with City regulations. 

Proiect Assumptions 

The Project Description, and hence the analysis in this SEIR, assumes that, unless otherwise 
stated, the Project will be designed, constructed and operated following all applicable laws, 
regulations, ordinances and formally adopted City standards (e.g., Los Angeles Municipal Code 
and Bureau of Engineering Standard Plans). Because the Project will include inpatient uses, the 
Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development ("OSHPD") will issue building and 
related permits. The Project will comply with all applicable statewide regulations. Also, this 
analysis assumes that construction will follow the unifonn practices established by the Southern 
California Chapter of the American Public Works Association (e.g., Standard Specifications for 
Public Works Construction and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook) as specifically 
adapted by the City of Los Angeles (e.g., The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
Additions and Amendments to the Standard Specifications For Public Works Construction (AKA 
"The Brown Book," formerly Standard Plan S-610)). 

Further, it is assumed that all of the adopted mitigation measures from the Original EIR (see 
Appendix B: 1993 CSMC Master Plan EIR Summwy Chart) and required conditions of the 
Development Agreement (see Appendix C: 1993 CSMC Development Agreement) would be 
carried forward under the current Project, unless noted otherwise. 
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Other Project assumptions related to the analysis "baseline" and other Related (cumulative) 
Projects are discussed in Section III: General Overview and Environmental Setting of this Draft 
SEIR, and Project "net" and "credit" assumptions are discussed in Section IV: Environmental 
Impact Analysis. 

As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los 
Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability and, upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services, and activities. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
G. INTENDED USES OF THIS EIR 

This Draft SEIR will be used by the City during its determination to grant permits and approvals 
as described in the preceding section. This Draft SEIR may also be used by Responsible 
Agencies during their determination to grant any necessary permits. 
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III. GENERAL OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A. OVERVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

1. GEOGRAPHIC SETTING AND ACCESS 

The Project Site is located within the main CSMC Campus located in the Wilshire Community 
Plan (the "Community Plan") Area within the City of Los Angeles (the "City"). This area is 
approximately 13 miles west of downtown Los Angeles, nine miles east of the Pacific Ocean, 
adjacent to the south border of the City of West Hollywood and just east of the City of Beverly 
Hills (see Figure I: Regional Location, provided in Section II: Project Description). The 24. l
net acre CSMC Campus is generally bounded by Beverly Boulevard on the north, San Vicente 
Boulevard on the east, Third Street on the south, and Robertson Boulevard on the west (see 
Figure 2: Local Vicinity, provided in Section II: Project Description). The Project Site, on which 
the West Tower will be constructed, comprises approximately two acres at the northwest comer 
of Gracie Allen Drive and George Burns Road. 

Regional access to the CSMC Campus is provided by Interstate 10 (Santa Monica/Rosa Parks) 
Freeway, Interstate 405 (San Diego) Freeway and US 101 (Hollywood/Ventura) Freeway. 
Interstate 10 is approximately three miles south of the Project Site, Interstate 405 is 
approximately 4.4 miles west, and U.S. Highway 101 is approximately 5.4 miles northeast of the 
Project Site. Local access is provided via Robertson Boulevard, Third Street, Beverly 
Boulevard, and San Vicente Boulevard. 

The Project Site is located on a relatively flat parcel that slopes (downgrade) gently to the 
southeast and is at an elevation of approximately 170 feet above sea level. 

2. EXISTING DEVELOPMENT AND SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Uses surrounding the CSMC Campus include medical buildings to the south, containing several 
CSMC programs and connected to, but not owned by, the Applicant; commercial and residential 
uses to the north, east, and west; and the City of West Hollywood border to the north (see Figure 
3: Aerial Overview and Surrounding Uses, provided in Section II: Project Description). 
Specifically, the Project Site is currently occupied by the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building 
and the Existing Parking Lot. The Existing Building includes approximately 30,000 square feet 
of research space, 30,000 square feet of administrative space, and 30,000 square feet of medical 
suites. The adjacent Existing Parking Lot provides approximately 217 parking spaces. 

The Beverly Center shopping complex is located to the east of the CSMC Campus across San 
Vicente Boulevard. A condominium tower and single-story retail buildings are located along 
Third Street, to the south of the Campus, as are medical buildings connected to the CSMC 
Campus by a bridge and containing several CSMC programs, but not owned by CSMC. Single
story retail buildings, restaurants and the multi-story Pacific Theatres office building are located 
to the west of the CSMC Campus. One- to three-story retail and office buildings are located 
along Beverly Boulevard, north of the Project Site. The City of West Hollywood borders the 
Project Site to the north. 
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The CSMC Campus is comprised of a collection of medical facility buildings on 24. l net 
(approximately 26 gross) acres (see Figure 5: Master Plan Site Plan, provided in Section II: 
Project Description). The currently existing CSMC Campus includes approximately 1.86 
million square feet of floor area for hospital and hospital-related uses, including approximately 
1,545,014 square feet of hospital uses supporting 952 beds, approximately 122,826 square feet of 
administrative space, approximately 188,010 square feet of laboratory and research space, and 
6, 729 parking spaces1 in surface parking lots and parking structures. An additional 396,000 
square feet of hospital development, known as the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (the 
"Pavilion"), and 547 associated parking spaces will be constructed at the CSMC Campus 
beginning in the first quarter of 2009 at the southwest comer of Gracie Allen Drive and San 
Vicente Boulevard. Thus, for the purposes of this Draft SEIR, the existing CSMC Campus will 
be considered as inclusive of the Pavilion development, which will have been built by the start of 
construction for the proposed Project. With inclusion of the Pavilion, the existing CSMC 
Campus includes approximately 2.25 million square feet of floor area for hospital and hospital
related uses, including approximately 1,915,265 square feet of hospital uses supporting 952 beds, 
approximately 148,575 square feet of administrative space, approximately 188,010 square feet of 
laboratory and research space, and 7,275 parking spaces in surface parking lots and parking 
structures. 

3. PHYSICAL SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The visual character of the Project Site and surrounding area is that of a fully developed urban 
commercial district, developed with a mix of medical, retail, commercial, and residential uses. 
Development along the major streets in the Project vicinity, including Beverly Boulevard, Third 
Street, La Cienega Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard and Robertson Boulevard, is dominated by 
low-rise (one and two stories) and mid-rise (three to eleven stories) retail and commercial uses. 
Notable structures are the eight-story Beverly Center shopping mall, east of San Vicente 
Boulevard across from the CSMC Campus; the Pacific Design Center, with a nine-story building 
and a six-story building, located one-half mile north of the Project Site; the ten-story Sofitel 
Hotel, on the north side of Beverly Boulevard across from the Beverly Center; the 15-story 
CSMC Medical Office Towers along Third Street; an 11-story apartment complex at San Vicente 
Boulevard and Burton Way; and the 11-story Pacific Theatres office building west of the Project 
Site. Development away from major thoroughfares in the Project vicinity is dominated by low
and mid-rise residences. Residential development in the Project vicinity includes both single and 
multi-family residential development. Vegetation on the Project Site is limited to landscaping 
associated with the Existing Building and Existing Parking Lot. The visual character of the 
Project Site is described in greater detail in Section IVA: Aesthetics, of this Draft SEIR. 

The Project Site overlies a portion of the Salt Lake Oil Field. Oil is currently being extracted via 
slant drilling under the CSMC Campus from a portion of the oil field to the east of the Project 
Site, across San Vicente Boulevard. Abandoned oil wells are located throughout the Salt Lake 
Oil Field, including five known abandoned wells within the boundaries of the CSMC Campus. 

1 Currently existing parking count excludes 166 parking spaces in Parking Lot 7 to be removed for construction of 
the Advanced Healtl1 Sciences Pavilion at tlle soutllwest comer of Gracie Allen Drive and San Vicente Boulevard. 
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East-west circulation in the Project area is provided by Santa Monica Boulevard and Beverly 
Boulevard to the north of the Project Site and Third Street and Wilshire Boulevard to the south 
of the Project Site. North-south circulation is provided by Robertson Boulevard to the west of 
the Project Site and San Vicente Boulevard, La Cienega Boulevard, and Fairfax Avenue to the 
east of the Project Site. The CSMC Campus internal circulation system, which provides access 
to on-site parking and medical facilities, includes: Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive, a continuous 
street which provides east-west access between Robertson Boulevard and San Vicente 
Boulevard; Sherbourne Drive, which provides north-south access between Third Street and 
Gracie Allen Drive; and George Burns Road, which provides north-south access between Third 
Street and Beverly Boulevard. 

The Project area, being fully urbanized, is fully serviced for all public utilities and public 
services. Electricity and water at the Project Site are currently provided by the City of Los 
Angeles, Department of Water and Power (the "LADWP"). Natural gas at the Project Site is 
currently provided by the Southern California Gas Company (the "Gas Company"). The Project 
Site is located within the Hyperion Water Treatment Plant (the "HWTP") Service Area. 

A comprehensive discussion of the setting and impacts for the issues listed below is found in 
Sections of this Draft EIR as follows: 

Aesthetics 
Air Quality 
Noise 
Transportation and Circulation 
Cumulative Effects 

4. LAND USE AND PLANNING CONTEXT 

Section IV.A 
Section IV.B 
Section IV.C 
Section IV.D 
Section IV.E 

The Project Site is located within the Wilshire Community Plan Area within the City of Los 
Angeles. The intent of the Wilshire Community Plan is to guide development and land use in the 
area. According to the Community Plan (update adopted September 19, 2001 ), the Project Site is 
located in the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center and is designated in the 
General Plan Framework Element and the Community Plan Land Use Diagram as a Regional 
Commercial Center. The Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center is 
approximately 60 acres in size and is generally bounded by Beverly Boulevard on the north, 
Third Street on the south, La Cienega Boulevard on the east, and Robertson Boulevard on the 
west. 

The Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element defines Regional Commercial Centers as 
typically high-density places whose physical form is substantially differentiated from the lower
density neighborhoods of the City. Generally, regional centers will range from FAR 1.5:1to6:1 
and are characterized by six- to twenty-story (or higher) buildings as determined in the 
Community Plan. 
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III. GENERAL OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

B. RELATED PROJECTS 

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that EIRs analyze cumulative impacts of a 
project. The analysis of cumulative impacts need not be as in-depth as what is provided relative 
to the proposed project, but rather is to "be guided by the standards of practicality and 
reasonableness." CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 further defines cumulative impacts as "two 
or more individual projects, which when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase the environmental impacts." 

Cumulative impacts are anticipated impacts of the Project along with foreseeable growth. The 
forecast of future conditions is clarified in Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, 
the CEQA Guidelines provide that foreseeable growth may be based on either of the following: 

(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of 
the [lead] agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted 
or certified, which described or evaluated regional or areawide conditions 
contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be 
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead 
agency. 

The analysis of cumulative impacts may be based on an analysis of the geographical area that is 
relevant to a particular environmental issue. Hence, the cumulative study area may vary slightly 
depending on the issue under analysis. For example, a cumulative assessment of visual impacts 
will generally focus on the more immediate surrounding area, while traffic impacts may consider 
a broader range of roadways that may be used by the Project. 

For purposes of the Project, a list of potential Related Projects which are generally representative 
of foreseeable growth was developed in coordination with the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation ("LADOT") and the Planning Department. The Related Projects research was 
based on information on file on March 20, 2008 at the City of Los Angeles Departments of 
Planning and Transportation. The location of the Related Projects is shown in Figure 16: 
Location of Related Projects. The list of Related Projects in the Project area is presented in 
Table 3: List of Related Projects. The list of Related Projects was submitted to LADOT and the 
Planning Department staff for review and approval on March 20, 2008. 

The Related Projects listed are considered, to the extent that they are appropriate and relevant in 
the context of incremental impacts of the Project, in the cumulative impact analysis of each 
environmental issue evaluated in this Draft SEIR. 
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TABLE3 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
MAP 

FILE 
PROJECT NAME 

NO. 
PROJECT 

LOCATION 
LAND USE SIZE STATUS 

NUMBER 

LAI EAF 2000-3349 9051 W Pico Bl 
Private School 

42,000 SF Proposed 
(Pre- K to 5th grade) 

LA2 EAF 2001-4993 1016 S La Cienega Bl Auto Body Shop 17,036 SF Proposed 

LA3 EAF 2004-1143 801 NFairfaxAv Apartments 93DU Proposed 

LA4 EAF 2004-1804 329 S La Cienega Bl Private School 140 Students Proposed 

Condominiums 62DU Proposed 

LAS EAF 2004-5880 100 N La Cienega Bl 
Apartments 177DU 

High Turnover Restaurant 38,739 SF 
Retail 316,279 SF 

Park La Brea 
LA6 Apartment Addition 6298 W 3rd St Apartments 300DU Proposed 

EAF 2004-7359 

Wilshire Skyline 
Retail 29,060 SF Proposed 

LA7 
2003-CEN-463 

6411 W Wilshire Bl Fast-Food Restaurant 2,500 SF 
Apartments 130DU 

LAS 
Sunset Legacy 

7950 W Sunset Bl 
Condominiums 183 DU Proposed 

Lofts Retail 12,891 SF 

LA9 ENV2005-6605MN 8525 W Pico Bl 
Apartments 39DU Proposed 

Retail 11,327 SF 

LAlO TT-61512 1518 S Shenandoah St Condominiums 16DU Proposed 

LAll 
ENV 2004-6237-

357 N Hayworth Ave Condominiums 16DU Proposed 
MND 

LA12 ZA-2005-749-ZAA 820 S Bedford St Condominiums 12DU Proposed 

LA13 ZA-2005-922-CU 603 N Fairfax Av Hotel 17Rooms Proposed 

LA14 
ENV 2005-6481-

428 S Willaman Dr Condominiums 14DU Proposed 
EAF 

LAIS 
ENV 2005-4869-

600 S Ridgeley Dr Condominiums 22DU Proposed 
MND 

LA16 
ZA 2005-6576-

8108 W 3rd St Restaurant 42 Seats Proposed 
CUB 

LA17 VTT 64813 746 S MasselinAve Condominiums 60DU Proposed 

LA18 VTT 63482 842 NHayworthAve Condominiums 28DU Proposed 

LA19 TT 64919 418 S Hamel Rd Condominiums 8DU Proposed 

LA20 TT 63481 111 S Croft Ave Condominiums lODU Proposed 

LA21 TT 66142 751 S Curson Ave Condominiums lODU Proposed 

LA22 EAF 1998-0305 6120 W Pico Bl Retail 7,929 SF Proposed 

LA23 EAF 1995-0059 1461 S La Cienega Bl 
Fast Food Restaurant 

1,600 SF Proposed 
w/ Drive-Thru 

LA24 EAF 1995-0063 1742 S La Cienega Bl 
Fast Food Restaurant 

3,160 SF Proposed 
w/ Drive-Thru 

LA25 EAF 1995-0123 431 S Fairfax Av Food Court 11,023 SF Proposed 

LA26 8305 W Sunset Bl 
Retail 2,972 SF Proposed 

Restaurant 10,300 SF 

LA27 
CPC 2004-1906-

111 S The Grove Dr Self-storage facility 139,200 SF Proposed 
ZC-GPA-CU 

LA28 
ZA 2005-9141-

189 S The Grove Dr Restaurant 150 Seats Proposed 
CUB 

LA29 EAF 2003-1206 145 N La Brea Avenue Shopping Center 18, 610 SF Proposed 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

LA30 

LA31 

LA32 

LA33 

LA34 ENV2006-6209EA 

LA35 

LA36 

LA37 

LA38 

LA39A 

LA39B 

LA40 2004-CEN-1000 

LA41 2007-CEN-4579 

BHl 

BH2 

BH3 

BH4 

BH5 

BH6 

BH7 

BH8 

BH9 

BHlO 

BHll 
Young Israel 
Synagogue 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

9760 W Pico Boulevard Private School Addition 

5500 W Wilshire Boulevard Apartments 

7600 W Beverly Boulevard Museum 

Condominiums 
101 S La Brea A venue Retail 

Restaurant 

725 S Curson A venue 
Office 

Restaurant 

5863 W 3rd Street Apartments 

Office 
5900 W Wilshire Boulevard High Turnover Restaurant 

Restaurant 

300 S Wetherly Drive Condominiums 

1042-1062 S Robertson 
School Expansion 

Boulevard 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 

Medical Suites 
Advanced Health 
Sciences Pavilion 

Hospital 

Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 
(Remaining Entitled Medical Suites 

Development under Ordinance Hospital 
No. 168,847) 

Apartments 
5600 W Wilshire Boulevard Restaurant 

Retail 
Apartments 

375 N La Cienega Boulevard Retail 
Retail 
Office 

8800 Burton Way Retail 
Existing Office 

Retail 
8800 W Wilshire Bl Office 

Existing Office 

9590 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 

Retail 

9200 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 

Retail/Restaurant 

8600 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 
Medical Office 

231 N Beverly Dr Office/Entertainment 

317-325 S Ehn Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

447 N Doheny Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

313-317 S Reeves Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

154-168 N La Peer Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

9261 Alden Dr 
Sanctuary 

Multi-Purpose Room 
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SIZE STATUS 

22,000 SF Proposed 

175 DU Proposed 

8,400 SF Proposed 

118 DU Proposed 
26,400 SF 
3,000 SF 

28,800 SF Proposed 
800 SF 

60DU Proposed 

7,000 SF Proposed 
3,500 SF 
15,613 SF 

140DU Proposed 

38,240 SF Proposed 

121,100 SF 
Proposed 

274,900 SF 

87,900 SF 
Proposed 

82,750 SF 

288DU Proposed 
4,000 GSF 

8,500 GLSF 
125 DU Proposed 

22,300 GLSF 
(19,200 GLSF) 

11,700 SF Proposed 
2,870 SF 

(1,260 SF) 
2,870 SF Proposed 
11,700 SF 
(1,260 SF) 

60DU 
Proposed 

12,000 SF 
53DU 

Proposed 
14,000 SF 

21 DU 
Proposed 

4,800 SF 

201,000 SF Proposed 

25DU 
Proposed (8 DU) 

23DU 
Proposed 

(16 DU) 
lODU 

Proposed (4DU) 
16DU 

Proposed 
(6 DU) 

14,811 SF 
Proposed 

1,254 SF 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

Beverly Hills 
BH12 Public Gardens/ 

Montage Hotel 

BH13 

BH14 Gagossian Gallery 

BH15 

BH16 

BH17 

BH18 
Beverly Hills 

Cultural Center 

BH19 
Mercedes-Benz 
Service facility 

BH20 

BH21 BMW 

BH22 

BH23 

BH24 

BH25 

BH26 

BH27 

BH28 

BH29 

BH30 

BH31 

BH32 

BH33 

BH34 

BH35 

HB36 

BH37 

BH38 

BH39 

BH40 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

Hotel 
Condominiums 

202-240 N Beverly Dr 
Retail/Restaurants 

Public Garden 

265 N Beverly Dr Office 

456 N Camden Dr Retail Expansion 

Medical Office 
257 N Canon Dr Surgery Center 

Retail 

338 N Canon Dr Retail 

131-191 N Crescent Dr 
Apartments 
Retail/Office 

469 N Crescent Dr Cultural Center 

400 Foothill Rd Service Facility 

50 N La Cienega Bl 
Medical Office 
Existing Office 

9001 Olympic Bl New Car Dealer 

326 N Rodeo Dr Retail 

8536 Wilshire Bl 
Medical Office 

Retail 

8601 Wilshire Bl Condominiums 

8767 Wilshire Bl Retail/Office 

143-149 N Amaz Dr Condominiums 

216-220 S Amaz Dr Condominiums 

201 N Crescent Dr Assisted Care Facility 

155-157 N Hamilton Dr Condominiums 

225 S Hamilton Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

140-144 S Oakhurst Dr Condominiums 

432 N Oakhurst Dr Condominiums 

450-460 N Palm Dr Condominiums 

437-443 N Palm Dr Condominiums 

Retail 
146 Clark Dr Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

9844 Wilshire Boulevard 
Commercial 

Existing Retail 

9754 Wilshire Boulevard 
Office 

Medical Office 
Residential 

9876 Wilshire Boulevard 
Existing Non-Hotel Office 

Existing Hotel Support 
Existing Hotel 

129 S. Linden Drive Senior Congregation 

Condominiums 
9900 Wilshire Boulevard Retail 

Restaurant 
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214 Rooms Proposed 
25DU 

27,000 SF 
33,279 SF 

41,500 SF Proposed 

1,750 SF Proposed 

23,139 SF Proposed 
13,609 SF 
8,148 SF 

11,900 SF Proposed 

88DU 
Proposed 

40,000 SF 

34,000 SF Proposed 

53,000 SF Proposed 

14,000 SF 
Proposed 

(14,000 SF) 

39,700 SF Proposed 

4,550 SF Proposed 

12,445 SF 
Proposed 

12,445 SF 

37DU Proposed 

75,000 SF Proposed 

23DU Proposed 

16DU Proposed 

80DU Proposed 

11 DU Proposed 

27DU 
Proposed (14 DU) 

11 DU Proposed 

34DU Proposed 

38DU Proposed 

13DU Proposed 

500 SF Proposed 
6DU 

(1 DU) 
95,000 SF 

Proposed 
(9,633 SF) 
24,566 SF 

Proposed 
7,977 SF 
120DU 

(13,030 SF) 
Proposed 

(1,804 SF) 
(47 Rooms) 

76DU Proposed 

252DU 
15,600 SF Proposed 
4,800 SF 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

WHl TT-62042 

WH2 
ENV 2005-

2427-CE 
Beverly West 

WH3 
Square Commercial 

Center 
TIS 1996-0923 

Sunset Millennium 
WH4 Project 

TIS 1999-0722 

WH5 DMP-004-026 

WH6 DVP-03-10 

WH7 DVP-04-21 

WH8 DMP 004-013 

WH9 CUP-005-012 

WHlO TTM-005-014 

WHll TTM-005-024 

WH12 DVP 04-26 

WH13 TTM006-001 

WH14 DMP 005-036 

WH15 DMP 005-035 

WH16 DMP-005-014 

WH17 DMP-005-004 

WH18 DMP-005-040 

WH19 DVP-004-002 

WH20 DVP-00-56 

WH21 DMP-005-033 

Mixed-Use Project 
WH22 

DMP-006-008 

WH23 DMP-006-014 

WH24 DVP-004-018 

WH25 

WH26 

WH27 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

928 N Croft Ave Condominiums 

141 SClarkDr Condominiums 

Beverly Bl & Doheny Bl Retail Center 

Hotel 
La Cienega Bl & Sunset Bl Retail/Restaurant 

Condominiums 

8900 Beverly Bl 
Retail 

Existing Condominiums 
Retail 

901 HancockAve Condominiums 
Restaurant 

1351 Havenhurst Dr Condominiums 

1342 Hayworth Ave 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 

723 Huntley Dr Day Care Center 

1248 Laurel Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1238 Larrabee St 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 

1343 Laurel Ave Senior Housing 

1350 Hayworth Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

8580 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Retail 

8590 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Retail 

9061 Nemo St 
Mixed-Use (Retail, Office, 

Condominiums) 

923 Palm Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

8120 Santa Monica Bl 
Retail 

Condominiums 

8631 Santa Monica Bl Retail 

8788 Shoreham Dr Condominiums 

8760 Shoreham Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 
Retail/Restaurant/Office 

9040 Sunset Bl Condominiums 
Apartments 

612 Westmont Dr 
Retail 

Townhomes 

612-616 Croft A venue 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1200 Alta loma Rd Hotel Addition 

8783 Bonner Dr Retail 

1042-1050 N Edinburgh Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 
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B. RELATED PROJECTS 

SIZE STATUS 

12DU Proposed 

105DU Proposed 

94,000 SF Proposed 

296 Rooms Proposed 
39,440 SF 
189DU 

39,178 SF 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
12,500 SF Proposed 

40DU 
3,200 SF 

12DU Proposed 

16DU 
Proposed 

(10 DU) 

28 Children Proposed 

16DU 
Proposed 

(6 DU) 
15DU 

Proposed 
(13 DU) 

35DU Proposed 

17DU 
Proposed 

(16 DU) 
9,995 SF 

Proposed 
(6,475 SF) 
6,905 SF 

Proposed 
(3,523 SF) 

9,990 SF Proposed 

20DU 
Proposed (8 DU) 

13,830 SF 
Proposed 

28DU 

4,200 SF Proposed 

15DU Proposed 

12DU 
Proposed 

(1 DU) 
190,350 SF 

61 DU Proposed 
15DU 

2,900 SF 
Proposed 

6DU 
11 DU 

Proposed 
(2 SF) 

40 Rooms Proposed 

1,000 SF Proposed 

18DU 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

WH28 

WH29 

WH30 

WH31 

WH32 

WH33 

WH34 

WH35 

WH36 

WH37 Melrose Triangle 

WH38 

WH39 

WH40 

WH41 Sunset Olive 

WH42 

WH43 

WH44 

WH45 

WH46 

WH47 

WH48 TTM03-0l 

WH49 TTM-006-003 

WH50 DMP-006-011 

WH51 DVP-005-059 

WH52 DVP-006-006 

WH53 

WH54 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

1433 HavenhurstDr 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 
Condominiums 

8465 Holloway Dr Hotel 
Restaurant 

825 N Kings Rd 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1136-1142 N La Cienega Bl 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1037-1051 NLaurelAve 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

8448 Melrose Ave Retail 

8525 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Single-Family Home 

8687 Melrose Ave Office 

8750 Melrose Ave Medical Office 

Condominiums 

9040-9098 Santa Monica Bl 
Retail 

Self-storage Facility 
Existing Retail 

8121 Norton Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1220 N Orange Grove Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 
Retail/Restaurant 

8474-8544 W. Sunset Boulevard Hotel 
Residential 

8430 W Sunset Bl 
Retail 

Condominiums 

8746 W Sunset Bl Retail 

8873 W Sunset Bl Retail 

8950-8970 W Sunset Bl 
Hotel 

Condominiums 

9016 W Sunset Bl 
Medical Office 
Existing Retail 

841-851 Westmount Dr Condominiums 

310 N Huntley Dr Private School 

1146 Hacienda Place 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1236 Harper Avenue Condominiums 

Condominiums 

9001 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Retail 

Restaurant 
Five Existing Lots 

Apartments 

914 Wetherly Drive 
Condominiums 
Senior Housing 

Existing Single-Family Home 

8969 Santa Monica Boulevard Supermarket 

8849 W. Sunset Boulevard Retail 

1140N. FormosaAvenue Condominiums 
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B. RELATED PROJECTS 

SIZE STATUS 

24DU 
Proposed 

(3 DU) 
16DU 

20 Rooms Proposed 
4,619SF 

18DU 
Proposed 

(1 DU) 
16DU 

Proposed 
(2DU) 
16DU 

Proposed 
(10 DU) 

4,000 SF Proposed 

9,206 SF 
Proposed (2DU) 

400,000 SF Proposed 

120,000 SF Proposed 

191 DU Proposed 
71,000 SF 
327,000 SF 
(90,000 SF) 

16DU 
Proposed 

(3 DU) 
12DU 

Proposed 
(1 DU) 

39,440 SF 
296 Rooms Proposed 

189DU 
35,000 SF 

Proposed 
138DU 

2,323 SF Proposed 

9,995 SF Proposed 

196 Rooms 
Proposed 

4DU 
107,900 SF 

Proposed 
(11,400 SF) 

16DU Proposed 

170 Student Proposed 

lODU 
Proposed 

(1 SF) 

40DU Proposed 

42DU Proposed 

28DU Proposed 
2DU 

26DU 
(2 SF) 

65,325 SF Proposed 

7,726 SF Proposed 

11 DU Proposed 
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ENV 2008-0620-EIR B. RELATED PROJECTS 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

WH55 

WH56 

WH57 

WH58 

WH59 

[l] Sources: 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

329 N. La Cienega Boulevard Private School 

9062 Nemo Street 
Retail 

Condominiums 

365 N. San Vicente Boulevard 
Condominiums 
Senior Housing 

8989 Santa Monica Boulevard Commercial 

8305 W. Sunset Boulevard 
Retail 

Restaurant 

- City of Los Angeles Departments of Planning and Transportation 
- City of Beverly Hills Planning and Community Development Department 
- City of West Hollywood Planning and Community Development Department 

SIZE 

140 Stds. 

20,105 SF 
4DU 

135 DU 
42DU 

70,000 SF 

2,972 SF 
10,300 SF 

- Draft Environmental Report, Volume 1, for 9900 Wilshire Project, prepared by Impact Sciences, Inc., August 2007 
-Traffic Impact Study, Westfield Century City for New Centurv Plan, prepared by LLG Engineers, September 2007 
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STATUS 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 
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III. GENERAL OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

C. PROJECT BASELINE 

"Baseline" refers to the environmental setting conditions that establish the background against 
which a project is compared. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 establishes that a project's 
environmental baseline is typically established by the physical conditions that exist within the 
project area at the time the Lead Agency issues the NOP (i.e., at the beginning of the 
environmental review). However, the Lead Agency has some discretion in defining the baseline 
when supported by substantial evidence of the administrative record. For example, the Lead 
Agency may recognize a "credit" for conditions that may already exist but would be replaced by 
a project, or for conditions that may not actually exist (at the time of the project's environmental 
review) but have been previously approved, and in theory, could be undertaken without further 
discretionary permits. 

The Project's baseline is established as a combination of the current existing physical conditions 
near the period of March 2008 and projected future conditions for Build-out Year 2023. For this 
SEIR analysis, the baseline is adjusted accordingly to account for the following factors: 

I) Allowed uses under applicable permits and/or which could exist without further 
discretionary approval (i.e., the 170,650 square feet remainder Master Plan entitlement 
through the 1993 Zone Change, Height District Change and Development Agreement); 

2) Uses which have previously existed (i.e., the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building to be 
demolished and incorporated into (i.e., credited to) the West Tower); and 

3) Uses for which prior CEQA review has occurred (i.e., the 170,650 square feet residual 
Master Plan entitlement. 

The role of each of the factors in defining an acceptable background "credit" for the Project 
and/or establishing the "net" incremental effect of the Project is discussed in Section IV
Environmental Impact Analysis of this Draft SEIR. 

Further, it is assumed that all of the adopted mitigation measures from the Original EIR (see 
Appendix B: Master Plan EIR Summary Chart) and required conditions of the Development 
Agreement (see Appendix C: 1993 CSMC Development Agreement) would be carried forward 
under the current Project, unless noted otherwise. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

1. EIR IMPACT METHODOLOGY 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Consistent with CEQA, the analysis in this Draft SEIR supplies the minor additions or changes 
necessary to make the Original EIR adequately apply to the Master Plan, as amended and/or 
revised by the Project, which is the "net change" in impacts resulting from the addition of 100 
inpatient beds and ancillary services (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area for 
additional medical center uses) and a 700-space adjoining parking structure, and demolition of 
the Existing Building. The analysis employs a three-tiered approach that considers: 

1) Impacts, set in the context of current baseline, related to demolition of the 90,000 square
foot Existing Building and the adjacent Existing Parking Lot on the Project Site, followed 
by construction and operation of the entire West Tower (460,650 square feet+ 7-level, 
700-space parking structure) at the Project Site in target Year 2023; 

2) Incremental change of CSMC Campus Master Plan impacts due to the net impact of the 
Project (100 inpatient beds and ancillary services within approximately 200,000 square 
feet of floor area and a 700-space adjoining parking structure); and 

3) Comparison of impacts identified in the certified 1993 Original EIR relative to those 
defined through this SEIR. 

2. ANALYSIS SECTION FORMAT 

Each topical analysis section is organized and defined as provided below. 

Introduction - provides a brief explanation of the "scope" of the analysis section and identifies 
key references used for the section analysis. 

Environmental Conditions - provides an overview of the existing conditions and defines the 
baseline (see Section 111.C: Project Baseline of this Draft SEIR) relevant to the scope of the 
particular environmental topic. The Environmental Conditions section is subdivided into three 
sections: 

Physical Setting - provides a description of the applicable physical conditions at the Project 
Site and surrounding area, and may include information related to the existing land uses, 
structures and operational characteristics of those existing developments. 

Regulatory and Policy Setting - provides information about policies, procedures, regulations 
and requirements that were in place at the time the NOP was published and/or were in effect 
at the time the Master Plan, Development Agreement and/or Zoning conditions were 
approved in 1993, and would be applicable to the proposed Project. 

CSMC Campus Background and Approvals - provides a brief summary of the relevant 
information and conclusions from the Original EIR and applicable provisions of the 
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Development Agreement, as amended in 2007 (See Appendix C: 1993 CSMC Development 
Agreement). This discussion is intended to provide context for the significance 
determinations. 

Environmental Impacts - provides the three-tiered analysis (as described above) and an 
assessment of the cumulative impacts. The Environmental Impacts section has four subsections: 

Methodology - summarizes the methods, procedures and techniques used to estimate Project 
impacts. 

Thresholds of Significance - identifies and explains the thresholds of significance and any 
additional criteria used to determine the significance of the Project's impacts. 

Project Impacts - discusses the potential impacts of the Project. A summary of the Original 
EIR' s conclusions are provided as needed to clarify the impact discussion. 

Cumulative Impacts - discusses the extent to which the Project may create cumulative 
impacts. 

Mitigation Program - where it is determined that the Project would generate potentially 
significant impacts, mitigation measures are recommended that would reduce the level of those 
potential impacts. The Mitigation Program includes a combination of standard conditions of 
approval ("SCAs"), mitigation measures carried forward from the approval of the Master Plan, 
and additional mitigation measures to address the incremental "net" impact of the Project. 

PDFs and SCAs - CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(A), states "The discussion of 
mitigation measures shall distinguish between the measures which are proposed by project 
proponents to be included in the project and other measures proposed ... which are not 
included but the lead agency determines could reasonably be expected to reduce adverse 
impacts if required as conditions of approving the project." This SEIR distinguishes between 
Project Design Features ("PDFs"), which are features incorporated into the design of the 
Project to minimize or avoid adverse impacts, and Standard Conditions of Approval 
("SCAs"), which are imposed by the City or by regulatory agencies. PDFs and SCAs, as 
used herein, are defined more specifically as follows: 

Project Design Features - PDFs are specific design and/or operational characteristics 
proposed by the Project Applicant that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or 
reduce its potential environmental effects. Because PDFs are incorporated into the 
Project, they do not constitute mitigation measures. Even so, PDFs are incorporated into 
the Mitigation Program to ensure that they are implemented as a part of the Project. 

Standard Conditions of Approval - SCAs are existing requirements and standard 
conditions that are based on local, state, or federal regulations or laws that are frequently 
required independently of CEQA review and serve to offset or prevent specific impacts. 
Typical standard conditions and requirements include compliance with the provisions of 
the Uniform Building Code, South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules, local 
agency fees, etc. The City may impose additional conditions during the approval process, 
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as appropriate. Because SCAs are neither Project specific nor a result of development of 
the Project Site, they are not considered to be either PDFs or Mitigation Measures. 
However, since these regulations are required by law, they will be incorporated as part of 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to ensure compliance. 

Previous Mitigation (Carried Forward) - These mitigation measures from the Original EIR 
and approval of the Master Plan continue to bind implementation of the Master Plan, and 
therefore, would bind Project development. Those mitigation measures already completed 
under the Master Plan will not be required for the proposed Project. 

Additional Project Mitigation Measures - Some mitigation measures from the Original EIR 
remain applicable to the Project, but may require modification to update the measure to meet 
current situational needs. Modified Mitigation Measures are written to provide an 
equivalent, or more effective, level of mitigation than that provided by the original measure. 
Additional mitigation measures are recommended when the Project would result in a 
significant environmental effect even taking the PDFs, applicable SCAs and previous 
mitigation measures into account. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation - provides a summary of the significance conclusions 
regarding the Project's impacts after implementation of all mitigating measures. 

3. REFERENCES AND RESOURCES 

The background information and analyses to support this Draft SEIR are based on a combination 
of CSMC Campus-wide studies from previous environmental studies and current site-specific 
technical reports. Information used also includes collaboration with resource agencies and 
various regional policy documents and reference materials. Key relevant EIR-level technical 
studies are included as Technical Appendices to this SEIR, unless they were previously 
incorporated into the Original EIR, which is on file with the City of Los Angeles. Engineering
level documents may be found with the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. 
Other more general or published documents may be obtained through the authoring agency. 

The Original EIR, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Master Plan EIR No. 90-0643(ZC)(HD) (SCH 
No. 90010839), is incorporated herein by reference, as are the Zone Change and Height District 
Ordinance, and the Master Plan and Development Agreement, as amended, all of which are on 
file with the City of Los Angeles. Interested persons can review these documents at City of Los 
Angeles, Department of City Planning, Environmental Review Section located at City Hall, 200 
N. Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, California 90012. In addition, two key policy 
planning documents are referenced throughout this Draft SEIR and provide a critical 
understanding of the context of the Project. These policy planning documents are: 

City of Los Angeles General Plan and Framework - State law requires that local and municipal 
governments prepare and enforce a comprehensive general plan document, and that land use 
development be guided by and conforms to the general plan. The General Plan of the City of 
Los Angeles is a policy document originally adopted in 1974 that serves as a comprehensive 
strategy for long-term growth and development in the City and is the primary land use plan for 
the City. The General Plan was updated and refined through adoption of the General Plan 
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Framework Element in 1995, and re-adopted in August 2001. The Framework Element sets 
forth a citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy. It defines citywide policies that will 
be implemented through subsequent amendments of the City's community plans, zoning 
ordinances, and other pertinent programs. The General Plan is on file with the City of Los 
Angeles Planning Department and available online through the City's Planning website at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/. 

Wilshire Community Plan - As discussed in Section III: General Overview qf the Environmental 
Setting of this Draft EIR, the Project Site is located within the Wilshire Community Plan area. 
The Wilshire Community Plan (update adopted September 19, 2001), a component of the 
General Plan, is the primary planning document for the project site area. The Community Plan 
implements city-wide land use policy standards of the General Plan, as well as establishes 
specific policies to address the unique character of the Wilshire District community. The 
Community Plan is on file with the City of Los Angeles Planning Department and available 
online through the City's Planning website at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/. 

The analysis in this Draft EIR assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the Project will be designed, 
constructed and operated following all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances and formally 
adopted City standards (e.g., Los Angeles Municipal Code and Bureau of Engineering Standard 
Plans), as well as all applicable statewide regulations. It is also assumed that construction will 
follow the uniform practices established by the Southern California Chapter of the American 
Public Works Association (e.g., Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction and the 
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook) as specifically adapted by the City of Los Angeles (e.g., 
The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Additions and Amendments to the 
Standard Specifications For Public Works Construction (AKA "The Brown Book," formerly 
Standard Plan S-610)). 

A complete list of References used for this Draft SEIR is provided in Section VIII: References. 
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A. AESTHETICS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

Aesthetics, views, nighttime illumination, and daytime glare are related elements in the visual 
environment. Aesthetics generally refers to the identification of visual resources, the quality and 
character of what can be seen, and the overall visual perception of the environment. View refers 
to the visual access to important focal points or panoramic views from an area. Nighttime 
illumination addresses the extent to which a use' s nighttime lighting (either interior or exterior) 
is visible from the surrounding area. Glare refers to the effect from reflective surfaces or 
lighting that may result in a safety or nuisance concern to drivers or surrounding uses. 1 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

a. Physical Setting 

(1) Existing Visual Character 

The Project Site is located in the Wilshire Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles and 
specifically within an area known as the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial 
Center. The visual character of the Project Site and surrounding area is that of a fully developed 
urban center, developed with a mix of medical, retail, commercial, and residential uses within the 
core and along roadway corridors leading to the center. 

The major streets in the project vicinity include Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, La Cienega 
Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard and Robertson Boulevard. Development along these streets is 
dominated by low-rise (one and two stories) and mid-rise (three to eleven stories) retail and 
commercial uses (see Figure 3: Aerial Overview and Surrounding Uses, in Section II: Project 
Description). The majority of commercial development fronting on the surrounding streets 
consists of low-rise buildings, and low-rise residential buildings dominate the nearby residential 
streets. Notable structures are the eight-story Beverly Center shopping mall, east of San Vicente 
Boulevard across from the Project Site; the Pacific Design Center, with a nine-story and a six
story buildings, located one-half mile north of the site; the ten-story Sofitel Hotel, on the north 
side of Beverly Boulevard across from the Beverly Center; the 15-story CSMC Medical Office 
Towers along Third Street; an 11-story apartment complex at San Vicente Boulevard and Burton 
Way; and the 11-story Pacific Theaters building west of the Project Site. Figure: 17: Views of 
Urban Character: San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street, Figure: 18: Views of Urban Character: 
Third Street/George Burns Road, Figure: 19: Views of Urban Character: Robertson 
Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Alden Drive, Figure: 20: Views of Urban Character: Beverly 
Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard, Figure: 21: Views of Urban Character: Beverly Boulevard/San 
Vicente Boulevard, and Figure: 22: Views of Urban Character: San Vicente Boulevard/Gracie 
Allen Drive demonstrate views which typify the surrounding urban character. 

1 City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2006). 
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LOOKING NORTHWEST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 17 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: SAN VICENTE BOULEVARD/THIRD STREET 
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LOOKING NORTH TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 18 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: THIRD STREET/GEORGE BURNS ROAD 
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LOOKING EAST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 19 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: ROBERTSON BOULEVARD/GRACIE ALLEN DRIVE-ALDEN DRIVE 
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LOOKING SOUTHEAST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE20 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: BEVERLY BOULEVARD/ROBERTSON BOULEVARD 
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LOOKING SOUTHWEST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE21 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: BEVERLY BOULEVARD/SAN VICENTE BOULEVARD 
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LOOKING WEST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE22 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: SAN VICENTE BOULEVARD/GRACIE ALLEN DRIVE 
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The CSMC Campus is currently developed with several medical tower and mid-rise structures 
accommodating approximately 1. 7 million square feet of medical office, research, and hospital 
space. The CSMC Campus structures include two 172-foot tall inpatient towers (the North and 
South Towers), the 185-foot tall Professional Tower, the 185-foot tall Saperstein Critical Care 
Tower, the 77-foot high Thalians Community Health Center, and a 177-foot tall research 
building. The Project Site is currently developed with the two-story, 80-foot high existing 
building at 8723 Alden Drive (the "Existing Building") and a surface visitor parking lot. 

(2) Existing Viewsheds 

According to the Wilshire Community Plan, the Project Site is not located within an important 
scenic viewshed. Due to the local topography and intensity of development in this commercial 
center, the opportunities for long distance views are limited. In all directions, except to the 
north, the long-range visual horizon is obstructed (and dominated) by existing man-made 
features in the foreground. Views to the north include limited intennittent long-range views of 
portions of the Santa Monica Mountain range known as the Hollywood Hills, with foreground 
views dominated by existing urban development. 

The primary views of the Project Site are generally from within the CSMC Campus, in the 
immediate area bounded by Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road. Views of the Project 
Site from Beverly Boulevard or Robertson Boulevard are blocked or partially obstructed by 
adjacent buildings. The Project Site may be visible from vantage points from the Hollywood 
Hills and taller structures in the vicinity. 

(3) Night Lighting 

The CSMC Campus is located in a densely developed urban area. Commercial development and 
traffic along Beverly Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard, and La Cienega Boulevard provide the 
greatest sources of local illumination. A major source of nighttime illumination in the immediate 
Project vicinity is the Beverly Center, adjacent and east of the CSMC Campus, which generates 
lighting from parking structures, exterior building lighting, and vehicle headlights. The Sofitel 
Hotel, located on Beverly Boulevard and several retail shopping centers, located on La Cienega 
Boulevard east of the CSMC Campus, are also sources of nighttime illumination and vehicle 
headlights. The nearest residences to the Project Site are located approximately 400 feet to the 
north on Bonner Drive in the City of West Hollywood. 

Current sources of illumination on the CSMC Campus include street lighting, interior building 
lighting, lighting in parking structures, and security lighting. Sources of illumination from the 
Project Site are not highly visible and are not projected off-site since most of the lighting is 
shielded by the incorporation of directional lighting and the obstruction caused by surrounding 
structures. Windows from the Existing Building are tinted, thereby reducing the amount of light 
escaping from the building. Nighttime traffic entering and exiting the CSMC Campus does not 
significantly contribute to the existing illumination of the area because visiting hours are limited 
in the late evening hours. 
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Glare may be caused directly by intense illumination or indirectly from the reflection of light off 
building surfaces. The presence of glare is frequently a subjective issue; however, when glare is 
excessive, it can cause discomfort, reduction of visibility, and even momentary loss of vision. A 
common source of adverse glare includes buildings with exterior facades incorporating highly 
reflective glass or mirror-like surface materials, which can reflect light when the sun is at a low 
angle. To a minor extent, evening glare can also be a factor due to vehicle headlights reflecting 
off reflective surfaces at street level. 

The Existing Building has a brick and stucco fo;ade with non-reflective glass windows. Due to 
the composition of building materials, the low height of the building and the proximity to taller 
surrounding structures, the Existing Building is not a source of significant glare. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) Wilshire Community Plan 

Often spoken of as the "mid-city" section of Los Angeles, the maJonty of the Wilshire 
Community Plan (the "Community Plan") area consists of gently sloping plains located about 6 
miles westerly of downtown Los Angeles and also abutting the Cities of Beverly Hills and West 
Hollywood. The Community Plan area has a pattern of low to medium density residential uses 
interspersed with areas of higher density uses, including regional commercial centers. 

The Community Plan does not identify any significant visual and/or scenic resources within or 
immediately adjacent to the Project Site. However, the Community Plan does provide 
generalized urban design policies and standards to ensure that projects, public spaces and rights
of-way incorporate specific elements of good design. The Community Plan acknowledges that a 
community's identity can be enhanced by individual projects through improvements to the 
streetscape and landscaping in public spaces and rights-of-way. Urban Design policies in the 
Community Plan generally seek to: 2 

• Orient commercial structures toward the main commercial street where a parcel is 
located and avoid pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. 

• Provide for massing, proportion and scale of all new buildings and remodels that is at 
a pedestrian scale. 

• Provide articulated architecture (and/or landscaping) that offers variation and visual 
interest, and enhances the streetscape by providing continuity and avoiding 
opportunities for graffiti. 

• Utilize building materials to provide relief to untreated portions of exterior building 
facades and avoid large sterile expanses of building walls that are out of harmony 
with the surrounding neighborhood. 

2 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community Plan (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2001), Chapter V. 
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• Design parking structures to be integrated with the design of the buildings they serve. 

• Provide landscaping within surface parking areas. 

• Provide appropriate exterior lighting to enhance pedestrian access and safety, while 
avoiding spillover on adjacent residential uses. 

Generally, the Community Plan sets forth planning goals and objectives to maintain the 
community's visual character by: 1) improving the function, design and economic vitality of 
commercial areas; 2) preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing uses 
which provide the foundation for community identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and 
appearance; and 3) improving the quality of the built environment through design guidelines, 
streetscape improvements, and other physical improvements which enhance the appearance of 
the community. 

More specifically, the Community Plan includes the following objectives and policies addressing 
visual character in commercially designated areas:3 

Objective 2-3: Enhance the visual appearance and appeal of commercial districts. 

Policy 2-3 .1: Improve streetscape identity and character through appropriate controls of signs, 
landscaping, and streetscape improvements; and require that new development be 
compatible with the scale of adjacent neighborhoods. 

The Community Plan also includes Urban Design guidelines that address individual land uses as 
well as the overall community design. The design policies establish a minimum level of design 
required in private projects and recommendations for public space improvements. Urban design 
policies applicable to the Project Site include: 

Site Planning. Structures shall be oriented toward the main commercial street where a parcel is 
located and avoid pedestrian/vehicular conflicts by: 

• Minimize the number of driveways/curb cuts which provide access from Major and 
Secondary Highways. 

• Maximize pedestrian oriented retail and commercial service uses along street grade level 
frontages along commercial boulevards. 

• Provide front pedestrian entrances for businesses which front on main commercial streets, 
with building facades and uses designed to promote customer interest, such as outdoor 
restaurants, and inviting public way extensions. 

3 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community Plan (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2001), Chapter V, p. V-3. 
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• Prohibit driveway openings, or garage or parking lot entries in exterior frontage walls of 
buildings, or between frontage buildings, unless the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation determines that driveways cannot be practically placed elsewhere. 

• Encourage pedestrian-only walkway openings, or entries (require at least one ground floor 
pedestrian entry), in exterior frontage walls of buildings, or between frontage buildings to 
plazas or courtyards with outdoor dining, seating, water features, kiosks, paseos, open air 
vending, or craft display areas. 

• Provide fully landscaped and maintained unused building setback areas, and strips between 
driveways and walkways which allow safe and inviting pedestrian access to the rear of 
properties. 

• Provide speed bumps for driveways which parallel walkways, or which are longer than 50 
linear feet. 

• Provide underground new utility service, including Internet services. 

• Screen all mechanical and electrical equipment from public view. 

• Screen all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view. 

• Require the enclosure of trash areas behind buildings for all projects. 

Pedestrian-Oriented Building Design. In Regional Commercial Centers, the mass, proportion 
and scale of all new buildings and remodels must encourage pedestrian orientation. The design 
of all proposed projects must be articulated to provide variation and visual interest, and must 
enhance the streetscape and preclude opportunities for criminal activity and graffiti. Building 
materials should provide relief to untreated portions of building facades. The purpose of these 
provisions is to ensure that a project does not result in large sterile expanses of blank building 
walls, is harmonious with the surrounding neighborhood, and creates a stable environment with a 
pleasant and desirable character. The following policies are suggested to address pedestrian 
orientation: 4 

• For building frontages, require the use of offset building masses, recessed pedestrian 
entries, articulations, and surface perforations, or porticoes. Also require transparent 
windows (non-reflective, non-tinted glass for maximum visibility from sidewalks into 
building interiors). Also require recessed doors, entryways or courtyards, decorative 
planters, pedestrian scale murals or public art, mosaic tiles, or other means of creating 
visual interest, to break up long, flat building facades and free-standing blank walls greater 
than ten feet wide. 

• Require each new building to have a pedestrian-oriented ground floor, and maximize the 
building area devoted to ground level display windows and display cases, store front glass, 

4 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community Plan (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2001), Chapter V, p. V-4. 
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doors, windows and other transparent elements on front facades to afford pedestrian views 
into retail, office, and lobby space, and those building surfaces facing rear parking areas. 

• Require each new building to have building frontage on the floor immediately above the 
ground floor to be differentiated from the ground floor by recessed windows, balconies, 
offset planes, awnings, or other architectural details, but on buildings with pedestrian 
walkway openings, require continuity of an architectural feature on the facade, to retain 
continuity of the building wall at the ground floor. 

• Provide color, lighting, and surface texture accents and complementary building materials 
to building walls and facades, consistent with adjacent neighborhood architectural themes. 

• Maximize the applications of architectural features and articulations to building facades. 

• Locate surface and above-grade parking areas to the rear of buildings, with access 
driveways on side streets, or from rear streets where project buildings cover the majority of 
block areas. 

• Integrate landscaping within pedestrian-friendly plazas, green space, pocket parks, and 
other open space compliments. 

Parking Structures. Parking structures should be integrated with the design of buildings they 
serve through the following: 5 

• Design parking structure exteriors to match the style, materials, texture, and color of the 
main building(s). 

• Landscape areas to screen parking structures and areas, which are not otherwise 
architecturally integrated with the main building(s). 

• Utilize decorative walls and landscaping to buffer adjacent residential uses from parking 
structures. 

Lighting.6 

• Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian walkways and vehicular access ways. 

• Shield and direct on-site lighting down onto driveways and walkways, away from adjacent 
residential uses. 

Community Design and Landscaping. In addition to the establishment of Design Standards for 
individual projects, improvements to the streetscape and landscaping of public spaces, roadway 
medians, and other rights-of-way create an attractive and orderly public realm and contribute to 

5 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community P Lan (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2001 ), Chapter V, p. V-5. 
6 Ibid. 
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the overall urban aesthetic of a community. It is the intent of these guidelines to improve the 
environment, both aesthetically and physically, as opportunities in the Wilshire Community Plan 
Area occur which involve public improvements or other public and/or private projects that affect 
public spaces and right-of-ways. Further, the Community Plan identifies the need to establish 
primary entry and individual commercial area identity improvements in the "Cedars Sinai
Beverly Center" vicinity on San Vicente Boulevard and Burton Way at the southern entry, and at 
Beverly Boulevard at the northern entry. 

(2) Los Angeles Municipal Code 

The Project Site is not subject to any special design or restricted height districts, except that the 
Project Site is within Height District 2, which permits structures up to six stories and 185 feet in 
height. Most properties surrounding the CSMC Campus are zoned Height District 1 with 
building height limits ranging between 45 and 75 feet. 

As it pertains to this analysis, additional Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") requirements 
regulate such aspects of development as the design of parking facilities, and site plan design. 
Requirements regulating land use controls (that may, in turn, influence the visual character at the 
Project Site) were previously considered with past approvals for the CSMC Campus. 

LAMC Sections 91.8101-F, 91.8904.1 and 91.1707-E, address graffiti removal and deterrence. 
Specifically, the first nine feet of exterior walls and doors, measured from grade, and all of any 
walls enclosing the property must be built and maintained with a graffiti-resistant finish 
consisting of either hard, smooth, impermeable surfaces such as ceramic tile, baked enamel or a 
renewable coating of an approved, anti-graffiti material or a combination of both. Additionally, 
portions of exterior non-glass walls may be covered with clinging vines, screened by oleander 
trees or similar vegetation capable of covering or screening entire walls up to the height of at 
least nine feet. 

Also, the Project is subject to the City of Los Angles Zoning Code, Lighting Regulations, 
Chapter 9, Article 3, Section 93.0117, which limits reflective surface areas and the reflectivity of 
architectural materials used. Further, outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with 
shielding, so that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties. 

c. CSMC Campus Background and 1993 Approvals 

The Original EIR considered the visual character (i.e., height, mass, architectural design and 
color) of the Master Plan development, and viewsheds. It was concluded that implementation of 
the Master Plan at the Project Site would change the visual character of development on the west 
side of George Bums Drive to that similar to the current visual character of Alden Drive-Gracie 
Allen Drive. The Master Plan anticipated that the architectural design for new buildings would 
incorporate architectural elements similar to the existing CSMC Campus medical towers and 
unify the visual character within the Property. It was determined that the Master Plan 
development would be consistent with the existing development patterns and character of the 
immediate area. Further, although the Master Plan development would increase the visibility of 
the Property relative to the surrounding area, due to the already limited viewing area of the 
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Project Site and context amongst existing urban development of similar heights, short-range 
views from surrounding uses would not be affected. Partial obstruction of views from uses at a 
greater distance (i.e., further than 1,000 feet) from the Project Site was determined to be likely 
and adverse, but not significant. Although significant impacts to visual character and viewsheds 
were not anticipated with the Master Plan development, mitigation measures were recommended 
to further reduce potential negative effects. 

The Original EIR evaluated artificial light (nighttime illumination and glare) and natural light 
(shade and shadow) conditions. It was concluded that the approved Master Plan would provide 
additional sources of nighttime illumination from new security lighting, parking structure 
lighting, and interior building lighting. Further, it was determined that nighttime lighting from 
the proposed development on the Project Site would be visible to the existing CSMC, 
commercial development on Beverly Boulevard, and residences on Bonner Drive. Interior and 
exterior lighting from a structure at this location, as well as other Master Plan development, 
would increase the overall nighttime illumination of the project area; however, no significant 
impacts were anticipated to result because of the existing levels of ambient illumination that 
already occur in the vicinity. Nonetheless, measures to reduce any negative effects from the 
introduction of artificial lighting were recommended and adopted. Due to the location of 
affected residences with respect to the Project Site, and the with the implementation of the 
mitigation measures, development of the Master Plan was determined to result in a less than 
significant impact. 

In addition, the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 3 .2.g) required that CSMC contribute up 
to $40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the area generally bounded by Robertson 
Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the 
Urban Design Program is to create a more pedestrian-oriented environment in the area and 
provide a program of unifying themes and implementation program. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

This analysis considers the overall visual effect anticipated with the net increase of 200,000 
square feet of floor area for medical uses within an overall building development envelope (i.e., 
the West Tower) consisting of an approximate 460,650 square foot, 185 feet high, 11-story 
medical tower with attached 7-level parking structure. The new building will contain the 200,000 
square feet requested in this application, along with the 90,000 square feet of floor area 
contained in the Existing Building and the 170,650 square feet of floor area remaining under the 
Master Plan. The floor area in the Existing Building and the remaining floor area under the 
Master Plan were both considered in the Original EIR and are used as the baseline against which 
the net Project change is compared. 

PAGE 72 

RL0023013 



EM23160 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

In accordance with Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have 
significant impact on aesthetics if it would cause any of the following conditions to occur: 7 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

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

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

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

Furthermore, as set forth in the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide_, the 
determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following: 

a) The amount or relative proportion of existing features or elements that substantially 
contribute to the valued visual character or image of a neighborhood, community, or 
localized area, which would be removed, altered, or demolished; 

b) The amount of natural open space to be graded or developed; 

c) The degree to which proposed structures in natural open space areas would be effectively 
integrated into the aesthetics of the site, through appropriate design, etc.; 

d) The degree of contrast between proposed features and existing features that represent the 
area's valued aesthetic image; 

e) The degree to which a proposed zone change would result in buildings that would detract 
from the existing style or image of the area due to density, height, bulk, setbacks, 
signage, or other physical elements; 

f) The degree to which the project would contribute to the area's aesthetic value; 

g) Applicable guidelines and regulations; 

h) The nature and quality of recognized or valued views (such as natural topography, 
settings, man-made or natural features of visual interest, and resources such as mountains 
or the ocean); 

7 State of California, California Environmental Quality Act: Guidelines, 
http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env _law/ceqa/ guidelines (May 2008). 
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i) Whether the project affects views from a designated scenic highway, corridor, or 
parkway; 

j) The extent of obstruction (e.g., total blockage, partial interruption, or mmor 
diminishment); and 

k) The extent to which the project affects recognized views available from a length of a 
public roadway, bike path, or trail, as opposed to a single, fixed vantage point. 

1) The change in ambient illumination levels as a result of project sources; and 

m) The extent to which project lighting would spill off the project site and effect adjacent 
light-sensitive areas. 

c. Project Impacts 

(1) Visual Character/Aesthetics 

The Project proposes the addition of 100 new inpatient beds (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of 
floor area for medical uses and ancillary services). This additional square footage will be 
combined with the remaining 170,650 square feet of approved entitlement under the Master Plan 
and the 90,000 square feet contained in the Existing Building to permit construction of a new 
medical use facility (including the additional 100 inpatient beds proposed by the Project) 
referred to as the West Tower. 

Implementation of the Project would result in the replacement of the 2-story, architecturally non
descript Existing Building and the adjacent Existing Parking Lot with an I I-story, modern-style 
medical tower. The Existing Building is neither historic nor part of a historic district and is not 
noted or valued for its visual character. Demolition of the Existing Building would not 
substantially alter the valued visual character or image of the immediate area from what was 
previously entitled for this site. As a result, the impact of eliminating existing structures on the 
Project Site would be less than significant. 

The West Tower Project would be similar in size and mass to the existing North and South 
Towers on the CSMC Campus. The design of the new West Tower structure would incorporate 
many of the architectural elements of the existing CSMC Campus structures to enhance a unified 
campus design theme. Figure 9: Proposed Building Section, Figure JO: Proposed Building 
Floor Plan 1, and Figure 11, Proposed Building Floor Plan 2 (in Section II: Project 
Description), show the proposed general configuration of the West Tower and attached parking 
structure. The West Tower facility will be 11 stories tall and up to I85 feet in height. The 
adjoining 35-foot tall parking structure garage will have a total of seven levels, three of which 
will be underground, one of which is at ground level and three of which are above-ground. The 
main entrance of the building would face George Burns Road. The West Tower will be 
connected via a pedestrian bridge (at Level 3) extending over George Burns Road to the existing 
inpatient buildings (North Tower) to the east. The bridge will allow inpatient services at the 
hospital to operate in a more efficient manner. Containing all inpatient care within a cohesive 

PAGE 74 

RL0023015 



EM23162 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

core of inter-connected facilities will improve the efficiency of patient transfers and emergency 
room services, as well as convenience to doctors, staff, patients, and visitors. 

No building or structure on the subject property shall exceed one hundred eighty five (185) feet 
in height above grade as defined by LAMC Sections 12.21.1-B .3a and b and as included in the 
existing zoning. 

The West Tower fa<;:ade will be treated with a combination of stone and glass as shown in Figure 
12: Proposed Building Perspectives: View from Gracie Allen Drive and Figure 13: Proposed 
Building Perspectives: View from Beverly Boulevard in Section 11: Project Description. Al so, 
the Project will be designed in accordance with the LAMC Sections 91.8101-F, 91.8904.l and 
91.1707-E, addressing graffiti removal and deterrence. Specifically, the first nine feet of exterior 
walls and doors, measured from grade, and all of any walls enclosing the property will be built 
and maintained with a graffiti-resistant finish consisting of either hard, smooth, impermeable 
surfaces such as ceramic tile, baked enamel or a renewable coating of an approved, anti-graffiti 
material or a combination of both. Additionally, portions of exterior non-glass walls may be 
covered with clinging vines, screened by oleander trees or similar vegetation capable of covering 
or screening entire walls up to the height of at least nine feet, and will be coordinated through the 
Landscape Plan. 

A pedestrian bridge over George Burns Road would visually link the development on both sides 
of the street. As with the currently entitled buildings on the Project Site, the new development 
would help unify the visual character of the CSMC Campus and would be consistent with the 
existing style and image of the area. Because the Project is complementary to the existing and 
intended visual character of the CSMC Campus, and the Project's architectural design is 
attractive and compatible with development in the surrounding area, the Project's impact to the 
area's aesthetic value and image would be less than significant. 

During construction activities for the Project, the visual character of the Project Site will reflect 
short-term changes as some of the construction activities will be visible from adjacent land uses. 
As the majority of the demolition and construction will be located internal to the CSMC Campus, 
much of the construction activities will be screened by existing structures on-site. However, 
construction security fencing, noise barriers, and staging areas may be located closer to the 
Project Site edges and therefore more visible during the short-term construction phase. 

During construction, equipment and materials would be stored on-site, and temporary facilities 
(such as construction trailers, staging sites and portable toilets) would be stored on-site but 
screened by temporary construction fencing. Because of the ongoing CSMC uses, it is 
anticipated that efforts will be made to continue to present an attractive community presence 
throughout the duration of the construction activities, and that to enhance safety concerns, 
construction areas will be clearly partitioned and visually segregated from public areas. 

Although construction-related structures and activities would create a notable change to the 
visual character, these changes would extend only for the duration of the construction activities 
(approximately 36 months). Following the completion of construction, the CSMC Campus 
would resume a visual character similar to what currently exists. 
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Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would have an adverse 
impact by moderately increasing the visibility of the CSMC Campus relative to the surrounding 
area due to the increased density of development and increased visual prominence, the net 
incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that 
already analyzed in the Original EIR. 

(2) Viewsheds 

Implementation of the Project would increase visibility of development at the Project Site. The 
two-story Existing Building, which is relatively obscured from view by the surrounding 
development, would be replaced with an 11-story structure that would be taller than some of the 
surrounding development off the CSMC Campus. 

Under the Master Plan, a 127,500 square-foot building was proposed and approved for the 
Project Site. It was anticipated that the previously approved development under the Master Plan 
would be comprised of a 10-story above grade complex, including a pedestrian bridge over 
George Burns Road. The proposed West Tower would increase the building footprint and 
massing beyond the initial approval by incorporating one additional story (for a total of 11 
stories) and replacing the Existing Building with a parking structure (up to 4 levels above grade). 
The overall building massing of the West Tower would be wider and more rectangular to 
accommodate the increase in square footage (up to 460,650 square feet) in the West Tower. 
However, overall, the West Tower will generally be of similar height, massing, location and 
orientation to the development that was previously approved under the Master Plan. Moreover, 
the proposed parking structure will contain one less underground level than analyzed in the 
Original EIR. Figure 12: Proposed Building Perspectives: View from Gracie Allen Drive and 
Figure 13: Proposed Building Perspectives: View ft·om Beverly Boulevard in Section II: Project 
Description, demonstrate the scale of the Project in the context of other development on the 
CSMC Campus. 

Even with an increase in building height and massing, visibility of the West Tower from 
surrounding areas would be limited due to obstruction of views from the surrounding existing 
development. Figure: 23: Views qf Project Site: Southeast Corner of George Burns 
Road/Gracie Allen Drive, Figure: 24: Views of Project Site: South of Beverly Boulevard on 
George Burns Road, and Figure: 25: Views of Prqiect Site: East of Robertson Boulevard on 
Gracie Allen Drive, shows viewsheds toward the Project Site and demonstrate the context of the 
urban development in the Project area. With the development of the Project, the upper stories of 
the new structure would be visible from the more outlying areas, such as the intersection of 
Robertson Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard (see Figure 20: Views of Urban Character: Beverly 
Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard). 

Figure 23: Views of Project Site: Southeast Corner of George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive 
demonstrates the view looking northwest from the intersection of Gracie Allen Drive and George 
Burns Road. Views of the existing surface parking lot and the Existing Building are found in the 
foreground with limited views of the Hollywood Hills in the background. With the development 
of the Project, the new structure would be prominent in the foreground and obscure some of the 
already limited background views. 

PAGE 76 

RL0023017 



EM23164 

RL0023018 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
c.v 
0 
....lo. 

<O 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENY 2008-0620-EIR 

SOURCEo PLANNING ASSOCIATES, INC. 

LOOKING NORTHWEST TOWARD PROJECT SITE 

FIGURE23 
VIEWS OF PROJECT SITE: SOUTHEAST CORNER OF GEORGE BURNS ROAD/GRACIE ALLEN DRIVE 
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LOOKING SOUTHWEST TOWARD PROJECT SITE 

FIGURE24 
VIEWS OF PROJECT SITE: SOUTH OF BEVERLY BOULEVARD ON GEORGE BURNS ROAD 
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LOOKING NORTHEAST TOWARD PROJECT SITE 

FIGURE25 
VIEWS OF PROJECT SITE: EAST OF ROBERTSON BOULEVARD ON GRACIE ALLEN DRIVE 

PAGE 79 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESlHETICS 

m 
s: 
I\) 
w 
~ 

en co 



EM23170 

RL0023024 



EM23171 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

Figure 19: Views of Urban Character: Robertson Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Alden Drive 
shows the view looking east, generally from the intersection of Robertson Boulevard and Gracie 
Allen Drive. Views of the foreground and background are limited to the existing buildings along 
Robertson Boulevard. With the development of the Project, the upper stories of the new structure 
would be visible from this vantage point. 

The height and massing of the Project would be consistent with the adjacent CSMC Campus 
North and South Towers. As the Project would incorporate many of the architectural elements of 
the existing CSMC Campus structures, the Project would appear as a continuation of existing 
background features. Overall views from surrounding areas would not be significantly impacted 
due to the existing development surrounding the Project Site, which already obscures or limits 
views to and from the Project Site. Although the immediate views of the Project Site would be 
of the intensified development, the West Tower would be visually consistent with the 
surrounding CSMC structures. Therefore, less than significant impacts to existing viewsheds are 
expected. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would have a less than 
significant effect on short-range views/viewsheds because existing adjacent structures already 
block views, and a moderately adverse impact on longer-range views from more distant vantage 
points because of the overall increased visual prominence, the net incremental impact of the 
Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already analyzed in the 
Original EIR. 

(3) Nighttime Illumination 

The Project would provide additional sources of nighttime illumination with security lighting, 
parking structure lighting, and interior building lighting. Project lighting would be similar to that 
of the existing buildings and parking structures within the CSMC Campus and will be designed 
to minimize any adverse impacts. The West Tower would incorporate tinted exterior windows, 
which would reduce the intensity of the lighting visible to the surrounding area. All new exterior 
lighting would be directed downward for illumination on-site and shielded to minimize light 
spillover for areas off-site. 

Night lighting from the West Tower would be visible at adjacent CSMC Campus structures and 
from commercial development along Beverly Boulevard. Lighting from the Project would not 
significantly impact commercial development on Beverly Boulevard as the street is already 
brightly lit at night. Lighting of the upper building levels may be visible to residences on Bonner 
Drive and residential areas outside of the immediate surrounding area that may have views 
toward the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Commercial Center. Nonetheless, the Project would not 
significantly impact residences on Bonner Drive and other outlying areas due to the distance of 
these areas from the CSMC Campus and the cumulative illumination effect from the intervening 
commercial development on Beverly Boulevard (i.e., the incremental effect of additional lighting 
due to the Project would be negligible at these distances). Therefore, no significant adverse 
illumination impacts are expected to occur. 
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Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would result in an increase 
in nighttime lighting that would be visible but insignificant to nearby residences, the net 
incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that 
already analyzed in the Original EIR. 

( 4) Daytime Glare 

The West Tower fa;ade will be treated with a combination of stone and glass. The surface area 
of the lower levels of the West Tower would be broken up by entrances, landscaping and 
architectural detailing, thereby minimizing the potential for glare from surfaces at street level. 
The upper stories of the West Tower would be treated with reduced-reflective glass surfaces that 
minimize the potential for glare from early morning or late afternoon sun. Compliance with the 
LAMC Section 93.0117 (reflective materials design standards), which limit reflective surface 
areas and the reflectivity of architectural materials used, would reduce any adverse impact for 
building material glare. Implementation of the Project would not produce glare that would create 
a visual nuisance and, therefore, would not result in a significant impact. 

The Original EIR did not specifically address daytime glare from building surfaces. However, 
compared to the Master Plan project, the net change in Project conditions that might affect glare 
is negligible. Further, as concluded in the analysis above, implementation of the Project would 
result in an insignificant impact because it would not produce glare that would create a visual 
nmsance. 

(5) Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies 

The Community Plan designates the Project Site as a Regional Commercial land use. The 
Project is consistent with the Community Plan, in part due to the fact that the CSMC has long 
been recognized by the community as an established use in this area. Further, the Project is 
consistent because it furthers the Urban Design policies and guideline identified above (i.e., as 
through physical site improvements) and indirectly supports those policies by not creating 
obstacles for their realization (i.e., such as gateway identification for the Beverly Center-Cedars 
Sinai Regional Commercial Center area). The Project implements many of the site planning, 
building height, pedestrian-orientation, parking structure design, lighting and landscaping 
guidelines identified in the Urban Design section of the Community Plan. Pedestrian-orientation 
is also addressed in detail in Section !VD: Transportation and Circulation of this Draft SEIR. 
The Project would result in a less than significant impact to aesthetic-related and urban design 
consistency and compatibility issues in the project area as demonstrated by the Project's 
consistency with applicable policies and programs of the Community Plan. 

The Original EIR did not specifically address consistency with aesthetic-related and urban design 
policies and guidelines. However, as noted above, the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 
3.2.g) required that CSMC contribute up to $40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the 
area generally bounded by Robertson Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San 
Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the Urban Design Program is to create a more pedestrian
oriented environment in the area and provide a program of unifying themes and implementation 
program. Compared to the Master Plan project, the net change in Project conditions that might 
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affect consistency is negligible. Further, as concluded in the analysis above, implementation of 
the Project would result in an insignificant impact because it complies with applicable urban 
design guidelines. 

d. Cumulative Impacts 

Development of the Related Projects would incrementally increase the intensity and urbanization 
of the Project area. As required by the Cities of Los Angeles, Beverly Hills and West 
Hollywood, the project design must be reviewed by the Los Angeles City Department of 
Planning for consistency with applicable Los Angeles codes and regulations prior to final plan 
approval. 

(1) Visual Character 

Impacts to aesthetics are generally site specific and localized. As discussed above, the Project is 
anticipated to result in a less than significant aesthetic impact to the visual character along all 
Property frontages. The Project is located within an urban center that is dominated by dense 
commercial development and low and mid-rise structures. With the exception of the proposed 
Beverly Connection (a 240-unit condominium/apartment and retail project) to be located 
approximately 114 mile east of the Project Site on La Cienega Boulevard near Beverly Boulevard 
(EAF 2004-5880), none of the Related Projects are located within the immediate Project area. 
The Beverly Connection would be constructed consistent with the Community Plan standards 
and the proposed use is consistent with the surrounding area. Development of the Project in 
conjunction with the Related Projects would result in redevelopment or infilling of residential 
and commercial land uses throughout the community. As a result, the Project would not 
contribute to a potential cumulative impact to visual character in the project vicinity. 
Furthermore, a separate, site-specific environmental analysis will be prepared for Related 
Projects to determine and, if necessary, mitigate Related Project-specific potential impacts to 
visual character. Therefore, cumulative visual character impacts of Related Projects are 
considered to be less than significant. 

(2) Alteration of Views 

Although aesthetic impacts are generally site specific to the local setting, impacts that may affect 
panoramic viewsheds or recognized visual resources can have an effect on a broader area. As 
discussed above, the Project is anticipated to result in a less than significant impact to views 
from surrounding development. With the exception of a few Related Projects that would exceed 
six stories in height, the majority of the Related Projects would not be at a scale or height to 
impact views. The proposed 240-unit condominium/apartment and retail Beverly Connection 
project at La Cienega Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard, the proposed 296-room Sunset 
Millennium Hotel at La Cienega Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard, and the proposed 214-room 
Montage Hotel at Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard would be larger-scale developments, of 
a height and mass that would be visible components of the skyline, and each may affect views in 
their immediate surrounding area. These Related Projects are each located approximately 1h mile 
from each other and are not closely concentrated in a single area. There are no viewpoints in 
which the Project and the Beverly Connection are visible in the foreground; both sites are only 
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visible from viewpoints where they are part of the background. The Montage Hotel and the 
Sunset Millennium projects are each more than 1h mile from the Project Site. Therefore, these 
projects are not anticipated to have a significant cumulative impact to views within the Project 
area. The Project would not contribute to a potential cumulative impact to views or viewsheds 
in the Project vicinity. Furthermore, a separate, site-specific environmental analysis will be 
prepared for Related Projects to determine and, if necessary, mitigate Related Project-specific 
potential impacts to aesthetics. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to viewsheds affected by 
Related Projects are considered to be less than significant. 

(3) Lighting and Glare 

Build-out of Related Projects in the Project area will contribute to the overall levels of nighttime 
illumination and glare in the Wilshire Community, as well as in the surrounding communities of 
Beverly Hills and West Hollywood. Nighttime illumination would cumulatively increase with 
these developments; however, the Related Projects are located within and spread throughout a 
highly urbanized area with a high degree of existing nighttime illumination. The additional glow 
from these projects is considered negligible and not cumulatively considerable, based on 
comparison to the existing conditions for the densely developed area. Glare and direct lighting 
are site-specific concerns that would be addressed through the separate, site-specific 
environmental analysis prepared for each Related Project and, if necessary, mitigated 
appropriately. Further, the Project and the Related Projects are subject to the LAMC Section 
93.0117 reflective materials design standards, which limit reflective surface areas and materials 
that could contribute to glare. Thus, potential glare created from these Related Projects is not 
cumulatively considerable. Such mitigation would contribute to the reduction of nighttime 
illumination as well. Because the Project would not contribute significantly toward increased 
nighttime lighting levels in the immediate area, its cumulative contribution to lighting is 
considered to be less than significant. 

4. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

a. Regulatory Requirements, Standard Conditions, and Project Design Features 

MMAES-1: 

MM AES-2: 

MMAES-3: 

MMAES-4: 

As required by LAMC Section 12.40, the site will be required to prepare a 
Landscape Plan which will address replacement of removed trees. 

The owners shall maintain the subject property clean and free of debris and 
rubbish and to promptly remove any graffiti from the walls, pursuant to 
LAMC Sections 91.8101and91.8904. 

The Project is subject to the City of Los Angles Zoning Code, Lighting 
Regulations, Chapter 9, Article 3, Section 93.0117, which limits reflective 
surface areas and the reflectivity of architectural materials used. 

Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties. 

PAGE83 

RL0023028 



EM23175 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

b. 1993 Mitigation Measures (Carried Forward) 

MM AES-5: 

MM AES-6: 

MM AES-7: 

MMAES-8: 

MMAES-9: 

MMAES-10: 

MMAES-11: 

MMAES-12: 

MMAES-13: 

MMAES-14: 

MMAES-15: 

MMAES-16: 

All open areas not used for the building, driveways, walls, or similar features 
shall be attractively landscaped in accordance with a landscape plan prepared 
by a licensed landscape architect and approved by the appropriate agencies. 
All landscaped areas shall be maintained in a first class condition at all times. 

The landscaped area along the property borders shall include trees spaced a 
minimum of 15 feet apart, measured from the center of each tree. Trees 
should be no less than 24-inch-boxes in size. 

Rooftop structures should be screened from view and utilities should be 
installed underground, where feasible. 

The project should avoid the inclusion oflarge, blank walls. 

Connection between the parking structures and the medical facilities should be 
physically integrated to provide a non-hazardous and aesthetically pleasing 
pedestrian entry into the main building. 

After obtaining project permit approval, the Applicant shall submit final site 
plans and elevations to the Department of City Planning prior to the issuance 
of a Building Permit. The Department of City Planning shall compare the 
final plans with those approved by the City Planning Commission. If the 
Department of City Planning determines that the final site plans or elevations 
contain substantial changes, the applicant shall submit the final plans to the 
City Planning Commission for review and approval. 

All lighting shall be designed and placed in accordance with applicable 
Bureau of Engineering and Department of Public Works requirements. 

Provision shall be made to include exterior parking structure walls to shield 
direct glare from automobile headlights into residential areas. 

All outdoor lighting, other than signs, should be limited to that required for 
safety, securing, highlighting, and landscaping. 

Low level security lighting should be used in outdoor areas. 

Security lighting, as well as both outdoor lighting and indoor parking structure 
lighting, should be shielded such that the light source will not be visible from 
off-site locations. 

Lighting should be directed on site and light sources shall be shielded so as to 
minimize visibility from surrounding properties. 
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MMAES-17: 

MMAES-18: 

Exterior windows should be tinted or contain an interior light-reflective film 
to reduce visible illumination levels from the building. 

Per the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 3.2.g), CSMC must contribute 
up to $40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the area generally 
bounded by Robertson Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San 
Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the Urban Design Program is to create a 
more pedestrian-oriented environment in the area and provide a program of 
unifying themes and implementation program. 

c. Recommended Modified and Additional Mitigation Measures 

No other mitigation measures are required as adherence to existing regulations, previously 
required mitigation measures, and the current Project design would already reduce all impacts to 
less than significant levels. 

5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, project design features, and previously 
adopted mitigation measures (listed above) would reduce all aesthetic impacts to less than 
significant levels. Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts related to 
visual character, viewsheds, nighttime lighting and glare. Construction impacts would be short
term and would not be significant. No additional mitigation measures are introduced in this 
SEIR as impacts related to aesthetics are already reduced to less than significant levels. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that development of the Master Plan would add 
adverse impacts by increasing the visibility of the CSMC Campus and no significant impact on 
views or nighttime light due to existing ambient conditions, the net incremental impact of the 
Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already addressed in the 
Original EIR, which was reduced to less than significant with implementation of the adopted 
mitigation measures. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AIR QUALITY 

The following analysis of air quality impacts is based primarily upon the Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, prepared by Terry A Hayes Associates and 
dated August 2008, and which is incorporated herein. The air quality report, including the 
applicable calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D: Air Quality & Noise Impact Report of 
this Draft SEIR. In addition, the analysis includes conclusions of the air quality environment 
regarding air quality impacts that were reached in the Original EIR, as appropriate. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

a. Physical Setting 

(1) Air Quality Terms and Characteristics 

There are three sources of air pollutants, including mobile sources (on- and off-road motor 
vehicles), area sources (e.g., water heaters, natural gas consumption, and consumer products), 
and stationary sources (e.g., industrial and manufacturing processes, boilers, under-fired broilers 
used in restaurants, and emergency generators). These sources and their pollutants are discussed 
below. 

Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have 
established ambient air quality standards or criteria for outdoor concentrations to protect public 
health. The federal criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (03), nitrogen 
dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), 

particulate matter ten microns or less in diameter (PM10), and lead (Pb). The State criteria 
pollutants include the seven federal criteria pollutants and, in addition, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, 
visibility-reducing particles, and vinyl chloride. The federal and state standards have been set at 
levels above which concentrations may be harmful to human health and welfare. These 
standards are designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or discomfort. These 
pollutants are discussed below. Background information for these pollutants was obtained from 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District ("SCAQMD") CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 1 

Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless and odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of 
fossil fuels. CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, 
industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. In urban areas such as the Project location, motor 
vehicle exhaust accounts for the majority of CO emissions. CO is a non-reactive air pollutant 
that dissipates relatively quickly, so ambient CO concentrations generally follow the spatial and 
temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced by local 
meteorological conditions, primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. CO 

1South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Diamond Bar: 
SCAQMD 1993). 
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from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-based temperature 
inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, a typical situation at dusk in urban 
areas between November and February. 2 The highest levels of CO typically occur during the 
colder months of the year when inversion conditions are more frequent. In terms of health, CO 
competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus reducing the blood's ability to 
transport oxygen to vital organs. The results of excess CO exposure can be dizziness, fatigue, 
and impairment of central nervous system functions. 

Ozone. 0 3 is a colorless gas that is formed in the atmosphere when reactive organic gases 
(ROG), also referred to as volatile organic compounds (VOC), and nitrogen oxides (NOx) react 
in the presence of ultraviolet sunlight. 0 3 is not a primary pollutant; it is a secondary pollutant 
formed by complex interactions of two pollutants directly emitted into the atmosphere. The 
primary sources of ROG and NOx emissions, which are the components of 0 3, are motor vehicle 
exhaust and industrial sources. Meteorology and terrain also play major roles in 0 3 formation. 
Ideal conditions for ozone formation occur during summer and early autumn, on days with low 
wind speeds or stagnant air, warm temperatures, and cloudless skies. Motor vehicle emissions 
are the greatest source of 0 3-producing gases. 

Exposure to 0 3 at levels typically observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern 
changes, reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of 
the lung tissue, and some immunological changes. 

Nitrogen Dioxide. N02, like 0 3, is not directly emitted into the atmosphere but is formed by an 
atmospheric chemical reaction between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen. The primary 
source of NO emissions is the combustion of fossil fuel. NO and N02 are collectively referred 
to as NOx and are major contributors to 0 3 formation. N02 also contributes to the formation of 
PM10 . High concentrations of N02 can cause breathing difficulties and result in a brownish red 
cast to the atmosphere with reduced visibility. There is some indication of a relationship 
between N02 and chronic pulmonary fibrosis. Some increase of bronchitis in children (two and 
three years old) has also been observed at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million ("ppm"). 

Sulfur Dioxide. S02 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur
containing fossil fuels. Currently, the main sources of S02 emissions are coal and oil used in 
power plants and industries. Generally, the highest levels of S02 are found near large industrial 
complexes such as power plants. In recent years, S02 concentrations have been reduced by the 
increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary source emissions of S02 as well as limits on 
the sulfur content of fuels. S02 is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs causing acute 
respiratory symptoms and diminished ventilator function. S02 can also yellow plant leaves and 
erode iron and steel. 

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles 
floating in the air. Naturally occurring particulate matter can include smoke, soot, dust, and 
salts. Particulate matter also forms when gases emitted from industries and motor vehicles 
undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere. PM2.5 and PM10 represent fractions of particulate 

2 "Inversion" is an atmospheric condition in which a layer of warm air traps cooler air near the surface of the earth, 
preventing the nom1al rising of surface air. 
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matter. Fine particulate matter, or PM2.5, is roughly 1/28 the diameter of a human hair. PM2.5 

results from fuel combustion (e.g. motor vehicles, power generation, and industrial facilities), 
residential fireplaces, and wood stoves. In addition, PM2.5 can be formed in the atmosphere from 
gases such as S02, NOx, and VOC. "Inhalable" particulate matter, or PM10, is about 1/7 the 
thickness of a human hair. Major sources of PM10 include crushing or grinding operations; dust 
stirred up by vehicles traveling on roads; wood burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from 
construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning, industrial sources, 
windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. 

PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When inhaled, these tiny 
particles can penetrate the human respiratory system's natural defenses and damage the 
respiratory tract PM2.5 and PM10 can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause 
or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases, and reduce the body's ability to fight infections. 
Very small particles of substances, such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates can cause lung damage 
directly. These substances can be absorbed into the blood stream and cause damage elsewhere in 
the body. These substances can transport absorbed gases, such as chlorides or ammonium, into 
the lungs and cause injury. Whereas PM10 tends to collect in the upper portion of the respiratory 
system, PM2.5 is so tiny that it can penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung tissues. 
Suspended particulates also damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle, as well as 
produce haze and reduce regional visibility. 

Lead. Pb in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter. Current sources of lead include 
manufacturers of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics, ammunition and secondary lead smelters. Prior 
to 1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of atmospheric lead; however, between 1978 
and 1987, the phase-out of leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by 
nearly 95 percent With the phase-out of leaded gasoline, secondary lead smelters, battery 
recycling, and manufacturing facilities are now becoming lead-emission sources of greater 
concern. 

Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health. Health effects 
associated with exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, kidney disease, 
and in severe cases, neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction. Of particular concern are low
level lead exposures during infancy and childhood. Such exposures are associated with 
decrements in neurobehavioral performance, including intelligence quotient performance, 
psychomotor performance, reaction time, and growth. 

Sulfates. Sulfates are the fully oxidized ionic form of sulfur. Sulfates occur in combination with 
metal and/or hydrogen ions. In California, emissions of sulfur compounds occur primarily from 
the combustion of petroleum-derived fuels (e.g., gasoline and diesel fuel) that contain sulfur. 
This sulfur is oxidized to S02 during the combustion process and subsequently converted to 
sulfate compounds in the atmosphere. The conversion of S02 to sulfates takes place 
comparatively rapidly and completely in urban areas of California due to regional meteorological 
features. 

The state sulfates standard is designed to prevent aggravation of respiratory symptoms. Effects 
of sulfate exposure at levels above the standard include a decrease in ventilatory function, 

PAGE88 

RL0023033 



EM23180 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AIR QUALITY 

aggravation of asthmatic symptoms, and an increased risk of cardio-pulmonary disease. Sulfates 
are particularly effective in degrading visibility, and, due to fact that they are usually acidic, can 
harm ecosystems and damage materials and property. 

The SCAQMD does not have a standard or emissions threshold for sulfates. Instead, the 
SCAQMD provides methodology to analyze S02, which includes emissions threshold. 
Accordingly, this analysis provides a quantification of S02 emissions and not sulfates. 

Hydrogen Sulfides. Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) is a colorless gas with the odor of rotten eggs. It is 
formed during bacterial decomposition of sulfur-containing organic substances. Also, it can be 
present in sewer gas and some natural gas, and can be emitted as the result of geothermal energy 
exploitation. Breathing H2S at levels above the standard will result in exposure to a disagreeable 
odor. 

Visibility-Reducing Particles. Visibility-reducing particles consist of suspended particulate 
matter, which is a complex mixture of tiny particles that consists of dry solid fragments, solid 
cores with liquid coatings, and small droplets of liquid. These particles vary greatly in shape, 
size, and chemical composition, and can be made up of many different materials such as metals, 
soot, soil, dust, and salt. The statewide standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity 
of visibility impairment due to regional haze. A separate standard for visibility-reducing 
particles that is applicable only in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is based on reduction in scenic 
quality. The SCAQMD does not have a standard, emissions threshold, or analysis methodology 
for visibility-reducing particles and, as such, further analysis is not required. 

Vinyl Chloride. Vinyl chloride ("chloroethene"), a chlorinated hydrocarbon, is a colorless gas 
with a mild, sweet odor. Most vinyl chloride is used to make polyvinyl chloride plastic and vinyl 
products. Vinyl chloride has been detected near landfills, sewage plants, and hazardous waste 
sites, due to microbial breakdown of chlorinated solvents. Short-term exposure to high levels of 
vinyl chloride in air causes central nervous system effects, such as dizziness, drowsiness, and 
headaches. Long-term exposure to vinyl chloride through inhalation and oral exposure causes 
liver damage. Cancer is a major concern from exposure to vinyl chloride via inhalation. Vinyl 
chloride exposure has been shown to increase the risk of angiosarcoma, a rare form of liver 
cancer in humans. 

Toxic Air Contaminants. An air pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in 
mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health, 
is identified as a toxic air contaminant ("TAC"). Sources of TA Cs include diesel engines, 
boilers, char-broilers, and automobile painting. TACs are identified by state and federal agencies 
based on a review of available scientific evidence. In the State of California, TA Cs are identified 
through a two-step process that was established in 1983 under the Toxic Air Contaminant 
Identification and Control Act, Assembly Bill 1807, Tanner. This two-step process of risk 
identification and risk management was designed to protect residents from the health effects of 
toxic substances in the air. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (the "SCAQMD"), the district with air quality 
jurisdiction over the Project, has a long and successful history of reducing air toxics and criteria 
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emissions in the South Coast Air Basin (the "Basin").3 SCAQMD has an extensive control 
program, including traditional and innovative rules and policies. These policies can be viewed in 
the SCAQMD'sAir Toxics Control Plan.fbr the Next Ten Years (March 2000). 

(2) Regional Air Quality 

(a) Climate 

The Project Site is located within the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin. Ambient 
pollution concentrations recorded in Los Angeles County are among the highest in the four 
counties comprising the Basin. 

The Basin is in an area of high air pollution potential due to its climate and topography. The 
general region lies in the semi-permanent high pressure zone of the eastern Pacific, resulting in a 
mild climate tempered by cool sea breezes with light average wind speeds. This Basin 
experiences warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate 
humidity. This usually mild climatological pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of 
extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. The Basin is a coastal plain with 
connecting broad valleys and low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and high 
mountains around the rest of its perimeter. The mountains and hills within the area contribute to 
the variation of rainfall, temperature, and winds throughout the region. 

The Basin experiences frequent temperature inversions. Temperature typically decreases with 
height. However, under inversion conditions, temperature increases as altitude increases, 
thereby preventing air close to the ground from mixing with the air above it. As a result, air 
pollutants are trapped near the ground. During the summer, air quality problems are created due 
to the interaction between the ocean surface and the lower layer of the atmosphere. This 
interaction creates a moist marine layer. An upper layer of warm air mass forms over the cool 
marine layer, preventing air pollutants from dispersing upward. Additionally, hydrocarbons and 
N02 react under strong sunlight, creating smog. Light, daytime winds, predominantly from the 
west, further aggravate the condition by driving air pollutants inland, toward the mountains. 
During the fall and winter, air quality problems are created due to CO and N02 emissions. CO 
concentrations are generally worse in the morning and late evening (around 10:00 p.m.). In the 
morning, CO levels are relatively high due to cold temperatures and the large number of cars 
traveling. High CO levels during the late evenings are a result of stagnant atmospheric 
conditions trapping CO in the area. Since CO is produced almost entirely from automobiles, the 
highest CO concentrations in the Basin are associated with heavy traffic. Similarly to CO 
diurnal trends, N02 levels are also generally higher during fall and winter days. 

3 The "Basin" is a subregion of the SCAQMD and covers an area of 6,745 square miles. The Basin includes all of 
Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Basin is 
bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west; the San Gabriel, San Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains to the north 
and east; and the San Diego County line to the south. 
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As required by the federal Clean Air Act (the "CAA"), National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) have been established for seven major air pollutants: CO, N02, 03, PM2.s, PM10, S02, 
and Pb. The CAA requires the United States Environmental Projection Agency (the "USEPA") 
to designate areas as either attainment or nonattainment for each criteria pollutant based on 
whether the NAAQS have been achieved. The federal standards are summarized in Table 4: 
State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The USEP A has classified the Basin as 
nonattainment for 0 3, PM2.5, and PM10 and attainment for N02, S02 and Pb. As a result of State 
and local control strategies, the Basin has not exceeded the federal CO standard since 2002. As 
such, the Basin is a maintenance area for CO. In March 2005, the SCAQMD adopted a CO 
Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan that provides for maintenance of the federal CO 
air quality standard until at least 2015 and commits to revising the Plan in 2013 to ensure 
maintenance through 2025. The SCAQMD also adopted a CO emissions budget that covers 
2005 through 2015. 

The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (the "CAAQS") are generally more stringent than 
the corresponding federal standards (the "NAAQS") and, as such, are used as the comparative 
standard in the air quality analysis contained in this analysis. The State standards are also 
summarized in Table 4: State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The California Clean Air Act (the "CCAA") requires the California Air Resources Board 
("CARB") to designate areas within California as either attainment or nonattainment for each 
criteria pollutant based on whether the CAAQS have been achieved. Under the CCAA, areas are 
designated as nonattainment for a pollutant if air quality data shows that a State standard for the 
pollutant was violated at least once during the previous three calendar years. Exceedances that 
are affected by highly irregular or infrequent events are not considered violations of a State 
standard and are not used as a basis for designating areas as nonattainment. Under the CCAA, 
the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin is designated as a nonattainment area for 0 3, PM2.5, 

and PM10 and attainment for CO, N02, S02, Pb, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.4 

TABLE 4 
STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS Ul 

AVERAGING 
CALIFORNIA FEDERAL 

POLLUTANT 
PERIOD ATTAINMENT ATTAINMENT STANDARDS 

STATUS 
STANDARDS 

STATUS 

I-hour 
0.09 ppm 

Nonattaimnent -- --
Ozone (03) 

(180 ue:/m3
) 

0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm 
8-hour 

(137 ue:/m3
) 

n/a 
(147 ue:/m3

) 
Nonattaimnent 

Respirable 
24-hour 50 µg/m3 Nonattaimnent 150 µg/m3 Nonattaimnent 

Particulate Annual 

Matter (PM10) Arithmetic 20 µg/m3 Nonattaimnent -- --
Mean 

4 California Air Resources Board (CARB), http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm (July 31, 2007). 
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STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS [l] 

AVERAGING CALIFORNIA FEDERAL 
POLLUTANT 

PERIOD ATTAINMENT ATTAINMENT STANDARDS 
STATUS 

STANDARDS 
STATUS 

Fine 
24-hour -- -- 35 µg/m3 Nonattainment 

Particulate Annual 

Matter (PM2s) Arithmetic I2 µg/m3 Nonattainment I5 µg/m3 Nonattainment 
Mean 

Carbon 8-hour 
9.0ppm 

Attainment 
9ppm 

Maintenance 
Monoxide 

(10 ug/m3) (10 mg/m3) 

(CO) I-hour 
20ppm 

Attainment 
35ppm 

Maintenance 
(23 ug /m3) (40 mg/m3) 

Annual 
0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 

Nitrogen 
Arithmetic 

(56 µg /m3) 
Attainment 

(100 µg/m3) 
Attainment 

Mean 
Dioxide (N02) O.I8 ppm 

I-hour 
(338 ug /m3) 

Attainment -- --

Annual 
0.030 ppm 

Arithmetic -- -- Attainment 
Mean 

(80 µg/m3) 

Sulfur Dioxide 24-hour 
0.04ppm 

Attainment 
O.I4 ppm 

Attainment 
(S02) (105 ug/m3) (365 ug/m3) 

3-hour -- -- -- --

I-hour 
0.25 ppm 

Attainment -- --
(655 ug/m3) 

30-day 
1.5 µg/m3 Attainment -- --

Lead (Pb) 
average 
Calendar 
Quarter 

-- -- 1.5 µg/m3 Attainment 

Sulfates 24-hour 25 µg /m3 Attainment -- --
Hydrogen 

I-hour 
0.03 ppm 

Attainment -- --
Sulfide (42 ug /m3

) 

Vinyl Chloride 24-hour 
0.01 ppm 

Attainment -- --
(26 ug /m3

) 

Visibility-
Visibility of ten 

Reducing 8-hour miles or more Unclassified -- --
Particulates 

[1] Source: CARB, Ambient Air Quality Standards, April 1, 2008. 

(3) Local Meteorology 

The mountains and hills within the Basin contribute to the variation of rainfall, temperature, and 
winds throughout the region. Within the Project Site and its vicinity, the average wind speed, as 
recorded at the Downtown Los Angeles Wind Monitoring Station, is approximately 3 miles per 
hour, with calm winds occurring approximately 55 percent of the time. Wind in the vicinity of 
the Project Site predominately blows from the southwest. 5 

5SCAQMD Website, http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/metdata/MeteorologicalData.html (April 24, 2008). 
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The annual average temperature in the project area is 65 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). The project 
area experiences an average winter temperature of approximately 58°F and an average summer 
temperature of approximately 72°F. Total precipitation in the project area averages 
approximately 15 inches annually. Precipitation occurs mostly during the winter and relatively 
infrequently during the summer. Precipitation averages approximately 8.9 inches during the 
winter, approximately 3.7 inches during the spring, approximately 2.0 inches during the fall, and 
less than I inch during the summer. 6 

(4) Local Air Quality 

The SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at 38 locations throughout the Basin. The Project 
Site is located in SCAQMD's Northwest Coastal Los Angeles County Air Monitoring 
Subregion, which is served by the West Los Angeles Monitoring Station. The West Los Angeles 
Monitoring Station is located approximately four miles west of the Project Site. Historical data 
from the West Los Angeles Monitoring Station were used to characterize existing conditions in 
the vicinity of the project area. Criteria pollutants monitored at the West Los Angeles 
Monitoring Station include 0 3, CO, and N02. However, this monitoring station does not monitor 
PM2.s, PM10, and S02. The nearest, most representative monitoring station that gathers PM2.s, 
PM10, and S02 data is located approximately nine miles east of the Project Site at the Downtown 
Los Angeles Monitoring Station. The locations of the relevant air monitoring stations are shown 
in Figure 26: Air Monitoring Areas. 

Table 5: Ambient Air Quality Data in Project Vicinity shows pollutant levels, the State standards, 
and the number of exceedances recorded at the West Los Angeles and Downtown Monitoring 
Stations from 2004 to 2006.7 The CAAQS for the criteria pollutants are also shown in the table. 
As Table 5: Ambient Air Quality Data in Project Vicinity indicates, criteria pollutants CO, N02, 
and S02 did not exceed the CAAQS during the 2004 through 2006 period. However, the one
hour State standard for 0 3 was exceeded three to seven times during this period, and the eight
hour State standard for 0 3 was exceeded zero to eight times. The annual State standard for PM2.5 

was exceeded in 2004, 2005, and 2006. The 24-hour State standard for PM10 was exceeded five 
times in 2004, four times in 2005, and three times in 2006, and the PM2.5 annual average was 
exceeded each year from 2004 to 2006. 

TABLE 5 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA IN PROJECT VICINITY rl l 

NUMBER OF DAYS 
POLLUTANT 

POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION ABOVE STATE STANDARD 
AND STANDARDS 

2004 
Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.11 
Days> 0.09 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 5 

Ozone 
Maximum 8-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.09 

Days> 0.07 nnm (State 8-hr standard) 8 

6Westem Regional Climate Center Website,http://www.wrcc.dri.edu (Accessed May 12, 2008). 
7Year 2007 SCAQMD data were not available at the time this analysis was completed. 

PAGE93 

2005 2006 

0.11 0.10 
7 3 

0.09 0.07 
5 0 

RL0023038 



CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

fi:il@tt ~111i @{] @@o.n\llliJ 
(goo~ ~ll' ~!llil 

~Pacific -
-Ocean 

EM23185 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AIR QUALITY 

15 

LEGEND: t" West Los Angeles Monitoring Station 1f Los Angeles Monitoring Station 

Air Monitoring Areas in Los Angeles County: 

1. Central Los Angeles 9. East San Gabriel Valley 
2. Northwest Coastal (West LA) 10. Pomona/Walnut Valley 
3. Southwest Coasta l (Hawthorne) 11. South San Gabriel Val ley 
4. South Coastal (Long Beach) 12. South Central Los Angeles 
5. Southeast Los Angeles County 13. Santa Clarita Valley 
6. West San Fernando Valley 14. Antelope Valley 
7. East San Fernando Valley 15. San Gabriel Mountains 
8. West San Gabriel Valley 

SOURCE: South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Monitoring Areas Map, 1989 

FIGURE 26 
AIR MONITORING AREAS 
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AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA IN PROJECT VICINITY [l] 
NUMBER OF DAYS 

POLLUTANT POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION ABOVE STATE STANDARD 
AND STANDARDS 

2004 2005 2006 
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 4 3 3 
Days> 20 ppm (Statel-hr standard) 0 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide 
Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 2.3 2.1 2.0 
Days> 9.0 ppm (State 8-hr standard) 0 0 0 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.09 0.08 0.05 
Days> 0.18 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 0 0 0 

PM10 
Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3

) 72 70 59 
Estimated Days > 50 µg/m3 (State 24-hr standard) 5 4 3 

PM2s 
Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3

) 20 18 16 
Exceed Standard (12 µg/m3 Annual Aritlnnetic Mean)? Yes Yes Yes 

Sulfur Dioxide 
Maximum 24-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.01 0.01 0.00 
Days> 0.04 ppm (State 24-hr standard) 0 0 0 

[1] Source : Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August2008. 

There is a direct relationship between traffic/circulation congestion and CO impacts because 
exhaust fumes from vehicular traffic are the primary source of CO. CO is a localized gas that 
dissipates very quickly under normal meteorological conditions. Therefore, CO concentrations 
decrease substantially as distance from the source (intersection) increases. The highest CO 
concentrations are typically found in areas directly adjacent to congested roadway intersections. 

An exceedance of the State CO standards at an intersection is referred to as a "CO hotspot." The 
SCAQMD recommends a CO hotspot evaluation of potential localized CO impacts when V/C 
ratios are increased by two percent at intersections with a LOS of D or worse. SCAQMD also 
recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when an intersection decreases in LOS by one level, 
beginning when LOS changes from C to D. 

For purposes of this assessment, the ambient, or background, CO concentration must first be 
established. SCAQMD defines the background level as the highest reading over the past three 
years. A review of data from the West Los Angeles Monitoring Station for the 2004 to 2006 
period indicates that the highest one- and eight-hour background concentrations are 
approximately 4 and 2.3 ppm, respectively. Accordingly, the existing one- and eight-hour 
background concentrations do not exceed the State CO standard of 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, 
respectively and therefore are in attainment. 

From the 22 intersections analyzed in the traffic study,8 CO concentrations adjacent to 13 
intersections were modeled for existing conditions. In accordance with SCAQMD' s 
recommendations, the study intersections were selected to be representative of the Project area 

8 Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
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and were based on traffic volume to capacity ("V/C") ratio and the traffic level of service 
("LOS") as indicated in the traffic analysis.9 The selected intersections are as follows: 

• Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard- P.M. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive -P.M. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way -P.M. Peak Hour 
• George Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard-P.M. Peak Hour 
• George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive - AM. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard -P.M. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Burton Way -P.M. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard-P.M. Peak Hour 

At each intersection, traffic-related CO contributions were added to background CO conditions. 
Traffic CO contributions were estimated using the USEPA CAL3QHC dispersion model, which 
utilizes traffic volume inputs and CARB EMF AC2007 emissions factors. Consistent with the 
California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") CO protocol, receptors for the analysis 
were 1 ocated three meters (approximate! y ten feet) from each intersection corner. 10 Existing 
conditions at the study intersections are shown in Table 6: Existing Carbon Monoxide 
Concentrations. One-hour CO concentrations range from approximately 4 to 6 ppm and eight
hour CO concentrations range from approximately 3.1 ppm to 3.9 ppm. Presently, none of the 
study intersections exceed the State one- and eight-hour CO standards of 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, 
respectively, and therefore are in attainment. 

TABLE 6 
EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS n l r11 

INTERSECTION 1-HOUR 8-HOUR 

Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 5 3.5 

Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive 5 3.2 

Robertson Boulevarcl!Third Street 5 3.4 

Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way 5 3.5 

George Bums Road/Beverly Boulevard 5 3.5 

George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive 4 3.1 

San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 5 3.6 

San Vicente Boulevarcl!Third Street 5 3.6 

San Vicente Boulevard/Burton Way 5 3.6 

9 "Level of service" (LOS) is used to indicate the quality of traffic flow on roadway segments and at intersections. 
Level of service ranges from LOS A (free flow, little congestion) to LOS F (forced flow, extreme congestion). 
10 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, 
1997. 
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TABLE 6 (CONTINUED) 

EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS (1] [2] 
INTERSECTION 1-HOUR 8-HOUR 

San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 5 3.7 

La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 5 3.7 

La Cienega Boulevarcl!Third Street 5 3.6 

La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard 6 3.9 

State Standard 20 9.0 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
f21 All concentrations include one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 4 ppm and 2.3 ppm, respectively. 

(5) Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on 
the population groups and the activities involved. CARB has identified the following groups 
who are most likely to be affected by air pollution: children under 14, the elderly over 65 years 
of age, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. According to 
the SCAQMD, sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, 
athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, 
retirement homes and similar facilities that support the groups most at risk. As shown in Figure 
27: Sensitive Air Quality Receptors, sensitive receptors near the Project Site include the 
following: 

• Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site; 

• Cedars-Sinai Medical Towers (including hospital facilities) located approximately 50 
feet east and southeast of the Project Site; 

• Single-family residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of 
the Project Site; 

• Multi-family residences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the 
Project Site; and 

• Multi-family residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of 
the Project Site. 

The above sensitive receptors occupy the nearest residential and medical land uses with the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. Additional single-family residences, multi-family 
residences, and CSMC Campus uses (e.g., the Thalians Mental Health Center, the North Patient 
Tower, and the South Patient Tower) are located in the surrounding community within one
quarter mile of the Project Site. Due to their distance from the Project Site, the sensitive 
receptors occupying these land uses would be impacted to a lesser degree than the identified 
sensitive receptors. 
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The CAA governs air quality in the United States. In addition to being subject to the 
requirements of CAA, air quality in California is also governed by more stringent regulations 
under the CCAA. At the federal level, CAA is administered by the USEP A In California, the 
CCAA is administered by the CARB at the State level and by the air quality management 
districts and air pollution control districts at the regional and local levels. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency. USEPA is responsible for enforcing the 
federal CAA USEPA is also responsible for establishing the NAAQS. NAAQS are required 
under the 1977 CAA and subsequent amendments. USEP A regulates emission sources that are 
under the exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain types 
of locomotives. USEPA has jurisdiction over emission sources outside State waters (e.g., 
beyond the outer continental shelf) and establishes various emission standards, including those 
for vehicles sold in States other than California. Automobiles sold in California must meet 
stricter emission standards established by CARB. 

California Air Resources Board. CARB, which became part of the California Environmental 
Protection Agency ("CalEPA") in 1991, is responsible for meeting the State requirements of the 
federal CAA, administering the CCAA, and establishing the CAAQS. The CCAA, as amended 
in 1992, requires all air districts in the State to endeavor to achieve and maintain the CAAQS. 
The CAAQS are generally more stringent than the corresponding federal standards and 
incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility 
reducing particles. CARB regulates mobile air pollution sources, such as motor vehicles. CARB 
is responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for other 
emission sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road equipment. CARB established 
passenger vehicle fuel specifications, which became effective on March 1996. CARB oversees 
the functions of local air pollution control districts and air quality management districts, which in 
turn administer air quality activities at the regional and county levels. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District SCAQMD monitors air quality within the 
project area. SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10, 7 43 square miles, 
consisting of Orange County; the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino Counties; and the Riverside County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave 
Desert Air Basin. The 1977 Lewis Air Quality Management Act created SCAQMD to 
coordinate air quality planning efforts throughout Southern California. This Act merged four 
county air pollution control agencies into one regional district to better address the issue of 
improving air quality in Southern California. Under the Act, renamed the Lewis-Presley Air 
Quality Management Act in 1988, SCAQMD is the agency principally responsible for 
comprehensive air pollution control in the Basin. Specifically, SCAQMD is responsible for 
monitoring air quality, as well as planning, implementing, and enforcing programs designed to 
attain and maintain State and federal ambient air quality standards in the district. Programs that 
were developed include air quality rules and regulations that regulate stationary sources, area 
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sources, point sources, and certain mobile source emissions. SCAQMD is also responsible for 
establishing stationary source permitting requirements and for ensuring that new, modified, or 
relocated stationary sources do not create net emission increases. 

All areas designated as nonattainment under the CCAA are required to prepare plans showing 
how the area would meet the State air quality standards by its attainment dates. The Air Quality 
Management Plan (the "AQMP") is the region's plan for improving air quality in the region. It 
addresses CAA and CCAA requirements and demonstrates attainment with State and federal 
ambient air quality standards. The AQMP is prepared by SCAQMD and the Southern California 
Association of Governments ("SCAG"). The AQMP provides policies and control measures that 
reduce emissions to attain both State and federal ambient air quality standards by their applicable 
deadlines. Environmental review of individual projects within the Basin must analyze whether 
the proposed project's daily construction and operational emissions would exceed thresholds 
established by the SCAQMD. The environmental review must also analyze whether individual 
projects would not increase the number or severity of existing air quality violations. 

The 2007 AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD on June 1, 2007 and by the CARB on 
September 27, 2007. The 2007 AQMP proposes attainment demonstration of the federal PM2.5 

standards through a more focused control of SOx, directly-emitted PM2.5, and NOx 
supplemented with VOC by 2015. The eight-hour ozone control strategy builds upon the PM2.5 

strategy, augmented with additional NOx and VOC reductions to meet the standard by 2024. 
The 2007 AQMP also addresses several federal planning requirements and incorporates 
significant new scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient 
measurements, new meteorological episodes, and new air quality modeling tools. The 2007 
AQMP is consistent with and builds upon the approaches taken in the 2003 AQMP. However, 
the 2007 AQMP highlights the significant amount of reductions needed and the urgent need to 
identify additional strategies, especially in the area of mobile sources, to meet all federal criteria 
pollutant standards within the time frames allowed under the CAA 

(2) Global Climate Change 

Global climate change refers to variances in Earth's meteorological conditions, which are 
measured by wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. There is general scientific 
agreement that the Earth's average surface temperature has increased by 0.3 to 0.6 degrees 
Celsius over the past century .11 The reasons behind the increase in temperature are not well 
understood and are the subject of intense research activity. Many scientific studies have been 
completed to determine the extent that greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions from human sources 
(e.g., fossil fuel combustion) affect the Earth's climate. The interrelationships between 
atmospheric composition, chemistry, and climate change are very complex. For example, 
historical records indicate a natural variability in surface temperature. 12 Historical records also 
indicate that atmospheric concentrations of a number of GHG have increased significantly since 

11 Finlayson-Pitts, Barbara J., and James N. Pitts, Jr., Chemistry of the Upper and Lower Atmosphere (Fawnskin, 
California: Academic Press, 1999). 
12 Ibid. 
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the beginning of the industrial revolution. 13 As such, significant attention is being given to 
anthropogenic (human-made) GHG emissions. 

GHGs allow sunlight to enter the atmosphere freely. When sunlight strikes the Earth's surface, 
some of it is reflected back towards space as infrared radiation (heat). GHGs absorb this infrared 
radiation and trap the heat in the atmosphere. Over time, the amount of energy sent from the sun 
to the Earth's surface should be approximately equal to the amount of energy radiated from Earth 
back into space, leaving the temperature of the Earth's surface roughly constant. Some GHGs 
are emitted naturally (water vapor, carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CI-Lt), and nitrous oxide 
(N20)), while others are exclusively human-made (e.g., gases used for aerosols). According to 
the California Energy Commission (the CEC), emissions from fossil fuel consumption represent 
approximately 81 percent of GHG emissions and transportation creates 41 percent of GHG 
emissions in California. 14 

California Legislation, Orders and Regulations. The State of California has traditionally been a 
pioneer in efforts to reduce air pollution, dating back to 1963 when the California New Motor 
Vehicle Pollution Control Board adopted the nation's first motor vehicle emission standards. 
Likewise, California has a long history of actions undertaken in response to the threat posed by 
climate change. 

Assembly Bill ("AB") 1493, signed by California's governor in July 2002, requires passenger 
vehicles and light duty trucks to achieve maximum feasible reduction of GHG emissions by 
model year 2009. 15 AB 1493 was enacted based on recognition that passenger cars are 
significant contributors to the State's GHG emissions. Following the passage of the bill, the 
CARB was tasked to determine the reduction targets based on CARB's analysis of available and 
near-term technology and cost. After evaluating the options, the CARB established limits that 
will result in approximately a 22-percent reduction in GHG emissions from new vehicles by 
2012, and approximately a 30-percent reduction by 2016. 16 

CARB's regulations were challenged in December 2004 in federal court by the Alliance of 
Automobile Manufacturers, who claimed that the law attempted to regulate vehicle fuel 
economy, a matter that lies within the exclusive jurisdiction of the federal government. 17 

However, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California issued a decision 
in December 2007 that rejected key elements of the Alliance's challenge and concluded that 
CARB' s regulations are neither precluded nor preempted by federal statutes and policies. Even 
so, for California to implement a modification such as that represented in AB 1493, it must 
request a waiver pursuant to Section 209 of the Federal Clean Air Act. The United States 

13 Ibid. 
14 California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 200-/., 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-600-2006-0l3/CEC-600-2006-013-SF .PDF (December 2006). 
15 State of California, AB 1493, July 22, 2002. 
16 Green Car Congress, EPA Concludes Public Hearings on Cal~fornia Waiver for New Vehicle C02 Regulations, 
http://www.greencarcongress.com/2007/05/epa_concludes_p.html (May 2007). 
17 The Federal Clean Air Act reserves the control of emissions from motor vehicles to the federal government, with 
the exception of California due to its early activity and special conditions (i.e., high density of motor vehicles, and 
topography conducive to pollution formation in heavily populated basins such as Los Angeles and the San Joaquin 
Valley), and any states that opt for the California regulations. 
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Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") has denied California's request for a waiver, and 
California has challenged that denial in court with a decision pending. As a result, CARB' s 
proposed implementation schedule will not be implemented until and unless the pending 
litigation is resolved. 

Title 24, adopted by the CEC on November 5, 2003, is the 2005 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings ("2005 Standards"). Title 24 is 
considered to be one of the most stringent sets of regulations for energy conservation in new 
buildings in the country. Mandatory measures in Title 24 requirements include, but are not 
limited to, minimum ceiling, wall, and raised floor insulation, minimum Heating, Ventilating and 
Air Conditioning ("HV AC"), and minimum water heating equipment efficiencies. The 2005 
Standards are expected to reduce electricity use state-wide by 478 gigawatt-hours per year 
(GWh/y) and reduce the growth in natural gas use by 8.8 million therms per year. 18 The savings 
attributable to new nonresidential buildings are 163.2 GWh/y of electricity savings and 0.5 
million therms of natural gas. 19 Additional savings would result from the application of the 2005 
Standards on building alterations. In particular, requirements for cool roofs, lighting and air 
distribution ducts are expected to save about 175 GWh/y of electricity.20 The State's 2005 
Standards represent an important strategy that can make an important contribution to the 
reduction of GHG emissions. 

On June 1, 2005, the Governor signed Executive Order S-3-05, establishing statewide GHG 
emissions reduction targets. The Order provides that by 2010, emissions must be reduced to 
2000 levels; by 2020, emissions must be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions must be 
reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels. The Secretary of the California Environmental 
Protection Agency ("CalEPA"), charged with coordinating oversight of efforts to meet these 
targets, formed California's Climate Action Team ("CAT") to carry out the Executive Order. 
The CAT member agencies21 are collaborating to develop programs and strategies that can be 
implemented over the next two years to meet the Executive Order's emissions targets. 

Several of these programs are relevant to new construction, as ways to mitigate air pollutants, 
including GHG emissions: 

• Anti-idling: Construction vehicles will be regulated by CARB's anti- idling measures, 
which became effective on February 1, 2005. The measures are aimed at unnecessary 
engine idling within several classes of diesel-fueled commercial vehicles with a gross 
vehicular weight rating greater than 10,000 pounds. CARB estimates that over 
400,000 vehicles will be affected, and GHG emissions will be reduced by 1.2 million 
tons C02 equivalent (MMtC02e) in 2020. 

18 California Eneq,>y Commission, 2005 Building Energv Efficiency Standards Nonresidential Compliance A1anual, 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-400-2005-006/CEC-400-2005-006-CMF.PDF (March 2005). 
19 Ibid. 
20 Ibid. 
21 The CAT is comprised of representatives of the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, Department of 
Food and Agriculture, Resources Agency, Air Resources Board, Energy Commission, Integrated Waste 
Management Board, and Public Utilities Commission. 
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• Recycling: By providing recycling facilities within residential buildings and 
communities, developers can assist California in achieving its recycling goals. The 
Integrated Waste Management Board estimates that by achieving the 50 percent 
statewide recycling goal, established by the Integrated Waste Management Act of 
1989, GHG emissions "associated with energy intensive material extraction and 
production as well as methane emission from landfills" will be reduced by 3 
MMtC02e in 2020. Exceeding that goal could reduce emissions by as much as 3 
additional MMtC02e in 2020. 

• Building energy efficiency standards: New development will be subject to the Energy 
Commission's building energy efficiency standards, adopted and updated pursuant to 
Public Resources Code section 25402. The Commission estimates that the standards 
already in place will reduce GHG emissions by 2 MMtC02e in 2020. New standards 
will go into effect in 2008, and will further reduce emissions. 

• Green Buildings initiative: California's Green Buildings initiative, established by 
Executive Order S-20-04, aims to reduce energy use in commercial buildings by 20 
percent from 2003 levels by 2015. Although compliance with the Green Building 
Action Plan is mandatory only for state-owned and -leased buildings, the initiative 
encourages the participation of private developers and building owners/operators. The 
State and Consumer Services Agency estimates that the initiative will reduce GHG 
emissions by 1.8 MMtC02e in 2020. 

• Water use efficiency: By implementing water-saving technologies and features, new 
construction can assist the Department of Water Resources (DWR) in its plan to 
reduce urban water use by l. l to 2.3 million acre feet per year. CAT' s report notes 
that "19 percent of all electricity, 30 percent of all natural gas, and 88 million gallons 
of diesel are used to convey, treat, distribute and use water and wastewater. The 
California Energy Commission (CEC) estimates that 44 million tons of C02 emissions 
are expelled annually on average to provide the 44 million acre feet (MAF) of water 
used statewide." DWR estimates that the plan to increase water-use efficiency will 
reduce GHG emissions by 1.2 MMtC02e in 2020. 

On August 31, 2006, the California Senate passed Senate Bill (SB) 1368 (signed into law on 
September 29), requiring the Public Utilities Commission ("PUC") to develop and adopt a 
"greenhouse gases emission performance standard" by February 1, 2007, for the private electric 
utilities under its regulation. The PUC adopted an interim standard on January 25, 2007. The 
Energy Commission then adopted a consistent standard for the local publicly owned electric 
utilities under its regulation. These standards apply to all long-term financial commitments 
entered into by electric utilities. ("Long-term financial commitment" is defined as "either a new 
ownership investment in baseload generation or a new or renewed contract with a term of five or 
more years, which includes procurement of baseload generation." In turn, "baseload generation" 
is defined as "electricity generation from a powerplant that is designed and intended to provide 
electricity at an annualized plant capacity factor of at least 60 percent.") The performance 
standards must set an emissions rate equal to or less than that of combined-cycle natural gas 
baseload generation. 
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On September 27, 2006, AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, was 
enacted by the State of California.22 In that statute, the Legislature stated that "Global warming 
poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the 
environment of California." AB 32 seeks to, among other things, cap California's GHG 
emissions at 1990 levels by 2020. Relevant gases defined by AB 32 as GHG pollutants include 
C02, CH4, N20. 23 While acknowledging that national and international actions will be necessary 
to fully address the issue of global warming, AB 32 lays out a program to inventory and reduce 
GHG emissions in California. This bill represents the first enforceable Statewide program in the 
United States to cap all GHG emissions from major industries and include penalties for non
compliance. 

AB 32 charges CARB with the responsibility to monitor and regulate sources of GHG emissions 
in order to reduce those emissions. On June 1, 2007, the CARB adopted three discrete "early 
action measures" to reduce GHG emissions. These measures involve complying with a low 
carbon fuel standard, reducing refrigerant loss from motor vehicle air conditioning maintenance 
and increasing methane capture from landfills.24 On October 25, 2007, the CARB tripled the set 
of previously approved early action measures, as a result of which 44 GHG reduction strategies 
are now in place; these measures are either currently underway or are to be initiated by CARB in 
the 2007-2012 timeframe.25 The newly approved measures include Smartway truck efficiency 
(i.e., reducing aerodynamic drag), port electrification, reducing perfluorocarbons from the 
semiconductor industry, reducing propellants in consumer products, promoting proper tire 
inflation in vehicles, and reducing sulfur hexaflouride emissions from the non-electricity sector. 

CARB is mandated by AB 32 to meet additional deadlines. Emission measures that cannot be 
initiated in the 2007-2012 timeframe will be considered in CARB's Scoping Plan, which CARB 
is now beginning to outline. AB 32 requires CARB to adopt the Scoping Plan prior to January 1, 
2009 for achieving reductions in GHG emissions, and regulations by January 1, 2011 for 
reducing GHG emissions to achieve the emissions cap by 2020,26 which rules would take effect 
no later than 2012.27 In designing emission reduction measures, CARB must aim to minimize 
costs, maximize benefits, improve and modernize California's energy infrastructure, maintain 
electric system reliability, maximize additional environmental and economic benefits for 
California, and complement the State's ongoing efforts to improve air quality. AB 32 also 
directs CARB to "recommend a de minimis threshold of greenhouse gas emissions below which 

22 State of California, Health and Safety Code, Division 25.5 (California Global Wanning Solutions Act of 2006), 
September 27, 2006. 
23 AB 32 also defines hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexaflouride as GHG pollutants but these 
gases would not be emitted by the proposed Fashion Square expansion project. 
24 California Air Resources Board (CARE), Proposed Early Actions to lvfitigate Climate Change in California, 
www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action _team/reports/2007-04-20 _ARE_ early _action _report.pdf (April 20, 
2007). 
25 California Air Resources Board (CARE), Expanded List ofEarly Action AJeasures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions in California Recommended for Board Consideration, October 2007. 
26 State of California, Health and Safety Code, Division 25.5 (California Global Wanning Solutions Act of 2006), 
September 27, 2006 
27 Ibid. 
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emissions reduction requirements will not apply" by January 1, 2009.28 CARB has suggested a 
25,000 metric tonnes emissions level as a possible de minimis threshold. 

California Senate Bill (SB) 97, passed in August 2007, is designed to work in conjunction with 
CEQA and AB 32.29 CEQA requires the State Office of Planning and Research ("OPR") to 
prepare and develop guidelines for the implementation of CEQA by public agencies. SB 97 
requires OPR by July l, 2009 to prepare, develop, and transmit to the State Resources Agency its 
proposed guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA, 
including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy consumption. The 
Resources Agency is required to certify and adopt the guidelines by January 1, 2010, and OPR is 
required to periodically update the guidelines to incorporate new information or criteria, such as 
those established by the CARB pursuant to AB 32. SB 97 would apply to any proposed or draft 
environmental impact report, negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or other 
document prepared under CEQA that has not been certified or adopted by the CEQA lead agency 
as of the effective date of the new guidelines. In addition, SB 97 exempts transportation projects 
funded under the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 
2006, or projects funded under the Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 
2006. 

At this time, the USEP A does not regulate GHG em1ss10ns. However, in the case of 
Massachusetts v. USEPA, the United States Supreme Court issued a ruling (April 2007) that 
reviewed a USEP A decision not to regulate GHG emissions from cars and trucks under the 
CAA. The case, which focused on Section 202 of the CAA, resolved the following legal issues: 
(l) the Clean Air Act grants the USEPA authority to regulate GHG emissions, and (2) USEPA 
did not properly exercise its lawful discretion in deciding not to promulgate regulations 
concerning GHG emissions. 

In addition to the State regulations, the City of Los Angeles has issued guidance promoting green 
building to reduce GHG emissions. The goal of the Green LA Action Plan (the "Plan") is to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions 35 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.30 The Plan identifies a 
concrete set of objectives and actions designed to make the City a leader in confronting global 
climate change. The measures would reduce emissions directly from municipal facilities and 
operations and create a framework to address Citywide GHG emissions. The Plan lists various 
focus areas in which to implement GHG reduction strategies. Focus areas listed in the Plan 
include energy, water, transportation, land use, waste, port, airport, and adaptation. The Plan 
discusses City goals for each focus area as follows: 

Energy 

• Increase the generation of renewable energy; 
• Develop sustainable construction guidelines; 
• Increase Citywide energy efficiency; and 
• Promote energy conservation. 

28 HSC § 3856l(e). 
29 State of California, SB 97, August 21, 2007. 
3° City of Los Angeles, Green LA: An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Warming, May 2007 
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Water 

• Decrease per capita water use to reduce electricity demand associated with water 
pumping and treatment. 

Transportation 

• Power the City vehicle fleet with alternative fuels; and 
• Promote alternative transportation (e.g., mass transit and rideshare ). 

Other Goals 

• Create a more livable City through land use regulations; 
• Increase recycling, reducing emissions generated by activity associated with the Port 

of Los Angeles and regional airports; 
• Create more city parks, promoting the environmental economic sector; and 
• Adapt planning and building policies to incorporate climate change policy. 

c. CSMC Campus Background and 1993 Approvals 

Air quality conditions have changed since 1993 when the Master Plan was evaluated. Overall, 
ambient air quality has improved due to progress toward attainment of AQMP goals and the 
influence of cleaner operating vehicles. The Original EIR considered a range of air quality 
impacts in the context of rules, regulations, and ambient conditions in effect at that time. The 
Original EIR evaluated mobile, stationary and area-wide emissions generated during both the 
construction and operational phases of the Master Plan project. 

The Original EIR concluded that grading activities would result in the production of dust (i.e., 
PM10), which would result in a significant impact. Other construction-related air quality 
measures were concluded to be less than significant. 

Long-term vehicular emissions from Master Plan related traffic was found to incrementally 
contribute to regional emissions, decreasing the regional air quality and exceeding SCAQMD 
thresholds for CO, NOx and total organic gases (i.e., VOCs). Even with the adopted mitigation 
measures, the Original EIR concluded that implementation of the Master Plan would result in a 
residual significant adverse impact. 

The Original EIR evaluated stationary sources due to activities at the project site and regional 
emissions due to consumption of electricity. The Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan 
would contribute stationary-source emissions, but that these impacts overall would be 
insignificant. Nonetheless, incorporation of energy conservation measures was recommended to 
further reduce stationary-source emissions. 

The Original EIR also evaluated TACs and concluded that compliance with federal, state, and 
local regulations (governing hazardous materials and TACs) would reduce the risk associated 
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with these substances to acceptable levels; however, the overall resultant impact would be 
significant. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

This air quality analysis is consistent with the methods described in the SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook (1993 edition)("SCAQMD Handbook"), as well as the updates to the 
SCAQMD Handbook, as provided on the SCAQMD website. 31 The City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guide incorporates the SCAQMD criteria; therefore, the SCAQMD criteria presented 
here are consistent with those criteria established by the City of Los Angeles. Analyzed 
pollutants were selected based on guidance provided in the SCAQMD Handbook. 

Regional and localized construction emissions were analyzed for the Project. The majority of 
construction emissions (i.e., demolition, site preparation, and building construction) were 
calculated using CARB's URBEMIS2007 model. Regional emissions were compared to 
SCAQMD regional thresholds to determine Project impact significance. The localized 
construction analysis followed guidelines published by the SCAQMD in the Localized 
Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations (SCAQMD Localized Significance 
Threshold ["LST"] Guidance Document).32 The SCAQMD has supplemented the SCAQMD 
LST Guidance Document with Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres 
in Size and Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and PM 2.5 Significance 
Thresholds. 33 Emissions for the localized construction air quality analysis of PM2.5, PM10, CO, 
and N02 were compiled using LST methodology promulgated by the SCAQMD.34 Localized 
on-site emissions were calculated using similar methodology as the regional emission 
calculations. On-site emissions are generated by the use of heavy equipment and fugitive dust. 
LS Ts were developed based upon the size or total area of the emissions source, the ambient air 
quality in each source receptor area, and the distance to the sensitive receptor. LSTs for CO and 
N02 were derived by using an air quality dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions per 
day that would cause or contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality standard for a 
particular source receptor area. Construction PM10 and PM2.5 LSTs were derived using a 
dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions necessary to exceed a concentration equivalent 
to 50 µg/m3 over five hours, which is the SCAQMD Rule 403 control requirement. 

URBEMIS2007 was also used to calculate operational emissions (i.e., mobile and area). 
Localized CO emissions were calculated utilizing USEPA's CAL3QHC dispersion model and 
CARB's EMFAC2007 model. EMFAC2007 is the latest emission inventory model that 
calculates emission inventories and emission rates for motor vehicles operating on roads in 

31 SeAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hdbk.html (August l, 2007). 
32SeAQMD, Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations, June 2003. 
33SeAQMD, Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in Size. January 2005 and 
SeAQMD, Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter (Plvl) 2.5 and Plvf 2.5 Significance Thresholds, October 
2006. 
34The concentrations of S02 are not estimated because construction activities would generate a small amount of SOx 
emissions. No State standard exists for VOe. As suclL concentrations for VOe were not estimated. 
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California. This model reflects the CARB's current understanding of how vehicles travel and 
how much they pollute. The El\1F AC2007 model can be used to show how California motor 
vehicle emissions have changed over time and are projected to change in the future. CAL3QHC 
is a model developed by USEP A to predict CO and other pollutant concentrations from motor 
vehicles at roadway intersections. The model uses a traffic algorithm for estimating vehicular 
queue lengths at signalized intersections. The Project would not include significant stationary 
sources of emissions. Therefore, localized stationary source emissions were not analyzed. 

The potential cumulative impact was analyzed based on Table A9-l 4 in the SCAQMD 
Handbook. The analysis compares the ratio of daily project-related employment vehicle miles 
traveled to daily countywide vehicle miles traveled to determine if it exceeds the ratio of Project
related employment to countywide employment. 

No one methodology for projecting a project's net increase in GHG levels has been adopted. 
Therefore, for this analysis, GHG emissions were calculated using a combination of computer 
modeling, SCAQMD guidance, and the California Climate Action Registry's General Reporting 
Protocol. 35 Mobile and area source C02 emissions were obtained from the URBEMIS2007 
model. Mobile source CH4 and N20 emissions were calculated based on the El\1F AC2007 
model. CH4 and N20 area source emissions were calculated using natural gas and electricity 
usage rates from the SCAQMD Handbook and emission rates from the General Reporting 
Protocol. 

Project construction and operational emissions were compared to the emissions presented in the 
air quality section of the Original EIR. For construction activity, emissions associated with 
demolition of 90,000 square feet and 477,650 square feet of new construction were analyzed. 
However, for determination of impact significance levels, a net 290,000 square feet of new 
construction were compared to the emissions calculated in the Original EIR. For operational 
activity, emissions from 477,650 square feet of new construction were analyzed, but 200,000 
new square feet were compared to operational emissions calculated in the Original EIR and were 
utilized in determining impact levels of significance. 

The Project does not contain lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride em1ss10ns sources. 
Therefore, emissions and concentrations related to this pollutant are not analyzed in this Draft 
SEIR.36 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

The following are the significance criteria SCAQMD has established to determine project 
impacts. 

35Califomia Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol, March 2007. 
36Prior to 1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of lead resulting in air concentrations. Between 1978 and 
1987, the phase-out of leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by nearly 95 percent. 
Currently, industrial sources are the primary source of lead resulting in air concentrations. Since the proposed 
project does not contain an industrial component, lead emissions are not analyzed in this report. 
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Localized construction emission thresholds were developed by the SCAQMD to regulate criteria 
pollutants in the Basin. LS Ts were developed based upon the size or total area of the emissions 
source, the ambient air quality in each source receptor area, and the distance to the sensitive 
receptor. LSTs for CO and N02 were derived by using an air quality dispersion model to back
calculate the emissions per day that would cause or contribute to a violation of any ambient air 
quality standard for a particular source receptor area. Construction PM10 and PM2.5 LSTs were 
derived using a dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions necessary to exceed a 
concentration equivalent to 50 µg/m 3 over five hours, which is the SCAQMD Rule 403 control 
requirement. 

Based on this SCAQMD guidance, the proposed Project would have a significant impact if: 

• Daily regional and localized construction emissions were to exceed SCAQMD 
construction emissions thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM2.s, or PM10, as 
presented in Table 7: SCAQMD Daily Construction Emissions Thresholds; 

• The proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to a carcinogenic risk that 
exceeds ten cases in a population of one million people or a noncarcinogenic risk that 
exceeds a health hazard index value of 1.0; or 

• The proposed Project would create, or be subjected to, an objectionable odor that 
could impact sensitive receptors and would not comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 
(Nuisance). 

TABLE 7 
SCAQMD DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

REGIONAL LOCALIZED 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS EMISSIONS 

(POUNDS PER DAY) rt l (POUNDS PER DAY) r2l 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) [3] 75 --
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 208 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 658 

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 --
Fine Particulates (PM25) 55 4 

Particulates (PM10) 150 19 
[!] SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993 
[2] SCAQMD, Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in Size, February 2005; SCAQMD, Final Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter 
(PM) 2.5 and PM 2.5 Significance Thresholds, October 2006 
[3]VOC is a subset of ROG. For purposes of this analysis, VOC is equivalent to ROG 
SOURCE SCAQMD, 2007 

Operations Phase Significance Criteria 

Operational emission thresholds have been developed by SCAQMD to regulate criteria 
pollutants in the Basin. Based on this SCAQMD guidance, the project would have a significant 
impact if: 
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• Daily operational em1ss10ns were to exceed SCAQMD operational em1ss10ns 
thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM2.5, or PM10, as presented in Table 8: 
SCAQMD Daily Operational Emissions Thresholds; 

• Project-related traffic causes CO concentrations at study intersections to violate the 
CAAQS for either the one- or eight-hour period. The CAAQS for the one- and eight
hour periods are 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively. If CO concentrations currently 
exceed the CAAQS, then an incremental increase of 1.0 ppm over "no Project" 
conditions for the one-hour period would be considered a significant impact. An 
incremental increase of 0.45 ppm over the "no Project" conditions for the eight-hour 
period would be considered significant37

; 

• The proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to a carcinogenic risk that 
exceeds ten cases in a population of one million people or a noncarcinogenic risk that 
exceeds a health hazard index value of 1.0; 

• The proposed Project would have the potential to create, or be subjected to, an 
objectionable odor that could impact sensitive receptors, and would not comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance); and 

• The proposed Project would not be consistent with the AQMP if it would (1) result in 
an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or 
contribute to new violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or 
the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP, or (2) exceed the 
assumptions in the AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of Project build
out phase. 

TABLE 8 
SCAQMD DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS rlJ 

CRITERIA POLLUTANT POUNDS PER DAY 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 55 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 55 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 

Fine Particulates (PM25) 55 

Particulates (PM10) 150 

[1] Source: SCAQMD, 2007 

37 Consistent with the SCAQMD Regulation XIII definition of a significant impact. 

PAGE 110 

RL0023055 



EM23202 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

Cumulative Significance Criteria 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AIR QUALITY 

Based on SCAQMD guidance, the proposed Project would have a significant cumulative impact 
if: 

The ratio of daily Project-related employment vehicle miles traveled to daily countywide 
vehicle miles traveled would exceed the ratio of Project-related employment to 
countywide employment. 

c. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Activity 

(a) Regional Impacts 

Construction of the Project (i.e., demolition of the ex1stmg 90,000 square-foot building; 
replacement of the 90,000 square feet of floor area that will be demolished; construction of the 
remaining entitlement under the existing Master Plan, which consists of 170,650 square feet of 
floor area; and construction of 200,000 square feet of new additional floor area) has the potential 
to create air quality impacts through the use of heavy-duty equipment, haul/delivery truck trips, 
worker commute trips, and fugitive dust from excavation and grading activity. Based on the size 
of the Project Site and the type of development proposed, the following conservative 
assumptions were used for the air quality analysis: 

• Use of seven pieces of equipment operating simultaneously for eight hours during 
each day of construction; 

• Generation of 2,000 cubic yards of demolition debris per day over a 4 to 5 week 
period for demolition of the Existing Building; 

• A maximum disturbed area of two acres per day during excavation and/or grading; 
• Generation of 100 delivery/haul truck trips per day; 
• 100 workers per day; and 
• Application of architectural coating over a six-month time period. 

Although construction of the West Tower may not be initiated until Year 2018 or later, the 
construction emissions for the Project were analyzed for Year 2010. This year represents a 
conservative, "worst-case" maximum emissions scenario because harmful equipment and vehicle 
exhaust emissions will decrease in future years due to improved emissions technology and 
legislative and regulatory mandates. Construction activity, including demolition, is assumed to 
occur over an approximate 36-month time period. Per URBEMIS2007, fugitive dust emissions 
were calculated based on an emission rate of 20 pounds per disturbed acre. In addition, it was 
assumed that construction stages would not overlap since each stage must be completed to allow 
the next stage to begin. 

Table 9: Estimated Daily Construction Emissions - Unmitigated shows the estimated maximum 
unmitigated daily construction emissions associated with the demolition of the existing 90,000 
square-foot building, replacement of the 90, 000 square feet of floor area that will be demolished, 
the construction of the 170,650 square feet of floor area from a previously approved Master Plan, 
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and the construction of 200,000 square feet of new additional floor area. Analysis of PM10 

emissions assumed compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 and applicable mitigation measures 
adopted in connection with the Master Plan. It is mandatory for all construction projects in the 
Basin to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust. As shown, daily construction 
emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds for CO, SOx, PM2.5, and PM10. 

However, the maximum daily construction emissions would exceed the significance thresholds 
for VOC and NOx due primarily to architectural coating and haul truck emissions. As such, the 
Project would result in a short-term construction air quality impact from VOC and NOx 
emissions without implementation of mitigation measures. 

TABLE 9 
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS - UNMITIGATED (1] 

POUNDS PER DAY 

voe NOx co SOx PM2.s [2] PM10 [2] 

Daily Demolition Emissions 69 234 154 <l 29 91 

Daily Grading/Excavation 
69 234 154 <l 28 84 Emissions 

Daily Building Construction 
79 70 33 <l 3 3 Emissions 

Maximum Daily Emissions 79 234 154 <l 29 91 

SCAQMD Regional 
Si2nificance Threshold 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? Yes Yes No No No No 

Maximum On-Site Total 79 70 27 <l 19 80 

Localized Significance 
Threshold r3l -- 208 658 -- 4 19 

Exceed Threshold? -- No No -- Yes Yes 

[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Assumes implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 and the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the Master Plan approval. URBEMIS2007 
emissions for fugitive dust were adjusted to account for a 61 percent control efficiency associated with SCAQMD Rule 403. 
f31 The localized significance thresholds were developed using a two-acre Proiect Site and a 25-meter (82-foot) receptor distance. 

Implementation of the Mitigation Program (see below) would reduce fugitive dust emissions by 
approximately 61 percent, so that daily PM2.5 and PM10 emissions would be less than the 
SCAQMD threshold of 150 pounds per day. Further, the mitigation measure would reduce VOC 
from architectural coating by 10 percent. As demonstrated in Table I 0: Estimated Daily 
Construction Emissions - Mitigated, regional construction emissions of VOC, CO, SOx, PM2.5 

and PM10 would be less than the SCAQMD significance thresholds. However, a significant and 
unavoidable regional NOx impact would occur during the maximum estimated construction 
phase of 36 months. 

As identified in the Original EIR, construction activity due to implementation of the Master Plan 
would result in a total emission of 38 ppd ofVOC, 253 ppd ofNOx, 114 ppd of CO, 41 ppd of 
SOx, and 145 ppd of PM10. The emissions would be generated from fugitive dust, construction 
equipment and machinery, and haul trucks. Emissions for PM2.5 were not calculated since 
SCAQMD did not require the analysis of PM2.5 and did not provide a methodology to analyze 
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PM2.5 when the Original EIR was prepared. Daily VOC and CO emissions during construction 
of the Master Plan were lower than the proposed project, and daily NOx, SOx, and PM10 
emissions were higher than the proposed project. According to the Original EIR, NOx would 
exceed the SCAQMD NOx threshold. The Original EIR concluded that build-out of the Master 
Plan would result in significant and unavoidable impacts due to grading and excavation. 

TABLE 10 
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS - MITIGATED (1] 

POUNDS PER DAY 

voe NOx co SOx PM2.s [2] PM10 [2] 

Daily Demolition Emissions 69 234 154 <l 29 91 

Daily Grading/Excavation 
69 234 154 <l 28 84 Emissions 

Daily Building Construction 
71 70 33 <l 3 3 Emissions 

Maximum Daily Emissions 71 234 154 <l 29 91 

SCAQMD Regional 
Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No No No 

Maximum On-Site Total 71 70 27 <l 19 80 

Localized Significance 
Threshold r3l - 208 658 -- 4 19 

Exceed Threshold? -- No No -- Yes Yes 

[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Assumes implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 and the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the Master Plan approval. URBEMIS2007 
emissions for fugitive dust were adjusted to account for a 61 percent control efficiency associated with SCAQMD Rule 403. 
[3] Assumed a two-acre project site and a 25-meter (82-foot) receptor distance. This is the smallest distance between source and receptor to be analyzed 
under the SCAQMD LST methodology. 

(b) Localized Impacts 

As explained above, emissions for the localized construction air quality analysis of PM2.5, PM10, 

CO, and N02 were compiled using LST methodology promulgated by the SCAQMD. Localized 
on-site emissions were calculated using similar methodology and assumptions as were used in 
the regional emission calculations. On-site emissions are generated by the use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment and fugitive dust, as discussed under "Regional Impacts," above. 

Table 9: Estimated Daily Construction Emissions - Unmitigated (above) shows the estimated 
localized emissions associated with construction. As shown, localized construction emissions 
would not exceed the SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOx or CO. However, localized 
construction emissions would exceed the significance thresholds for PM2.5 and PM10, and, as 
such, localized construction emissions would result in a short-term air quality impact without 
implementation of mitigation measures. Localized construction emissions were not analyzed in 
the Original EIR. 
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Asbestos-containing materials ("ACMs") were widely used in structures built between 1945 and 
1980. Lead-based paint was primarily used from the 1920s through 1978. According to the Los 
Angeles County Office of the Assessor, the Existing Building on the Project Site was built in 
1947. Thus, the Existing Building, which would be demolished as part of the proposed Project, 
is likely to have ACMs and lead-based paint. Demolition activities have the potential to result in 
the accidental release of ACMs and lead into the atmosphere. As such, demolition activities may 
potentially result in significant impacts without implementation of mitigation measures 
addressing ACMs and lead-based paint. 

The greatest potential for TAC emissions during grading/excavation and building construction 
activities would be diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations. 
According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually 
described in terms of individual cancer risk. "Individual Cancer Risk" is the likelihood that a 
person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract 
cancer based on the use of standard risk assessment methodology. Assuming a short-term 
construction schedule of approximately 36 months, the Project would not result in a long-term 
(i.e., 70 years) source of TAC emissions, or to long-term exposure of TAC emissions. The 
associated risk would be below the carcinogenic risk of ten chances in a population of one 
million people and below the noncarcinogenic health hazard index value of 1.0. As such, 
Project-related construction TAC emission would result in a less than significant impact. 
Construction TAC emissions were not analyzed in the Original EIR. 

( d) Odor Impacts 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include equipment exhaust 
and architectural coatings. Odors from these sources would be localized and generally confined 
to the Project Site. The Project would utilize typical construction techniques that reduce odors, 
and any remaining odors would be typical of most construction sites and temporary. As such, 
Project construction would not cause an odor nuisance, and construction odors would result in a 
less than significant impact. Construction odor impacts were not discussed in the Original EIR. 

(2) Long-Term Operation 

The Project will implement a variety of design and operational features (i.e., PDFs) to achieve 
energy efficiency, which in turn serve to directly and proactively reduce GHG and other air 
pollutant emissions. Implementation of the "sustainable strategies" described in Section 11.F: 
Project Characteristics of this Draft SEIR would directly reduce project-related energy use and 
address indoor air quality conditions. For the air quality analysis, these PDFs are assumed to be 
incorporated into the Project and the effective reduction credit accounted for in the project-level 
impact assessment. Examples of design features to be implemented for the Project to achieve 
enhanced energy efficiency (and thereby reduce air quality impacts) include, but are not limited 
to, the following or their equivalent: 
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• The CSMC Campus, including the Project Site, is conveniently located with respect to 
public transit opportunities. Given the Project Site's location within an established 
urban area, access to a number of existing Los Angeles Metro bus lines is available, 
and a potential Metro Rail station at the northeast corner of the CSMC Campus may be 
available in the future, thereby reducing traffic, air quality, noise, and energy effects. 

• Storm water within the Property, including at the Project Site, is collected, filtered and 
re-used for landscaping irrigation within the CSMC Campus, thereby reducing water 
and energy consumption. 

• The West Tower design incorporates light-colored roofing and paving materials which 
serve to reduce unwanted heat absorption and minimize energy consumption. 

• Building materials and new equipment associated with the West Tower are selected to 
avoid materials that might incorporate atmosphere-damaging chemicals. 

• The West Tower energy performance is designed to be 14% more effective than 
required by California Title 24 Energy Design Standards, thereby reducing energy use, 
air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The West Tower will generate 2.5% of the building's total energy use through on-site 
renewable energy sources. On-site renewable energy sources can include a 
combination of photovoltaic, wind, hydro, wave, tidal and bio-fuel based electrical 
production systems, as well as solar thermal and geothermal energy systems. 

• The West Tower will use materials with recycled content such that the sum of post
consumer content plus one-half of the pre-consumer content constitutes at least l 0% 
(based on cost) of the total value of the materials in the Project. 

• Lighting systems within the West Tower will be controllable to achieve maximum 
efficiency (e.g., uniform general ambient lighting, augmented with individually 
controlled task lighting that accommodates user-adjustable lighting levels and 
automatic shutoff switching). 

• The West Tower will be designed to provide occupant thermal comfort dissatisfaction 
levels above 85%. 

(a) Regional Impacts 

Long-term Project emissions would be generated by area sources, such as natural gas combustion 
and consumer products (e.g., aerosol sprays) and mobile sources. Motor vehicles generated by 
the Project would be the predominate source of long-term Project emissions. According to the 
traffic report, the additional 200,000 square feet of floor area, or 100 new inpatient beds, would 
generate 1,181 daily vehicle trips per day. Concurrently, the 170,650 square feet remaining 

PAGE 115 

RL0023060 



EM23207 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AIR QUALITY 

under the Master Plan would generate 5,324 daily vehicle trips per day.38 These trips were 
analyzed in the Original EIR. The 90,000 square feet of floor area associated with the Existing 
Building would result in vehicle trip volumes similar to those currently generated. 

Mobile and area source emissions were estimated using URBEMIS2007, assuming a Year 2023 
operational date, by which time the Project is expected to be fully operational and fully occupied. 
The Project would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures adopted in 
connection with approval of the Master Plan, which includes implementing a Transportation 
Demand Management program consistent with the provisions of SCAQMD Regulation XV. 
Daily operational emissions for Year 2023 are shown in Table 11: Estimated Daily Operational 
Regional Emissions. As shown, regional operational emissions from area sources and from 
mobile sources would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds, and, as such, would result 
in a less than significant impact. 

The Original EIR stated that the Master Plan would result in a total of 192 ppd of ROG, 593 ppd 
ofNOx, 1,795 ppd of CO, 9 ppd of SOx, and 3 ppd of PM10 .

39 Mobile sources would result in 
approximately 190 ppd of ROG, 480 ppd of NOx, and 1,776 ppd of CO. These emissions are 
associated with motor vehicles. Area (or stationary sources) would result in approximately 2 ppd 
of ROG, 114 ppd of NOx, 20 ppd of CO, 9 ppd of SOx, and 3 ppd of PM10. The Original EIR 
identified significant regional air quality impacts during operations since the Master Plan that 
was analyzed at the time exceeded the SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, CO, and NOx. Therefore, 
the impacts associated with operation of the Project as analyzed in this air quality analysis would 
be less than the impacts identified in the Original EIR. The Original EIR did not identify 
emissions associated with SOx, PM2.5, and PM10 and emissions associated with area sources. 

TABLE 11 
ESTIMATED DAILY OPERATIONAL REGIONAL EMISSIONS Ul 

EMISSION SOURCE 
POUNDS PER DAY 

voe NOx co SOx PM2.s PM10 

SCAQMD 
55 55 550 150 55 150 

Re2ional Threshold 

Remaining Master Plan (170,650 square feet) 

Mobile Sources 23 33 282 <l 18 90 

Area Sources [2] <l 1 3 <l <l <l 

Total Emissions 23 34 285 <l 18 90 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

Existing Building (90,000 square feet) 

Mobile Sources 7 10 84 <l 5 27 

Area Sources [2] <l 1 2 <l <l <l 

Total Emissions 7 11 86 <l 5 27 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

Master Plan Amendment (100 inpatient beds equivalent to 200,000 square feet) 

38Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
39 Emissions may not add up due to rounding. 
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TABLE 11 (CONTINUED) 

ESTIMATED DAILY OPERATIONAL REGIONAL EMISSIONS [l] 
POUNDS PER DAY 

EMISSION SOURCE 
I I I I I voe NOx co SOx PM2.s PM10 

Mobile Sources 5 7 63 <l 4 20 

Area Sources [2] <l <l 2 <l <l <l 

Total Emissions 5 7 65 <l 4 20 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 
Total West Tower Project (460,650 square feet= 90,000 sf+ 170,650 sf+ 200,000 st) 

Mobile Sources 35 50 429 <l 27 137 

Area Sources [2] <l 2 7 <l <l <l 

Total Emissions 35 52 436 <l 27 137 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August2008. 

f21 Area sources include emissions from natural gas combustion and consumer product (e.g., aerosol sprays). 

(b) Localized Impacts 

The Project would not include substantial stationary sources of localized emissions. However, 
the State one- and eight-hour CO standards may potentially be exceeded at congested 
intersections with high traffic volumes in Year 2023. Based on the traffic study, the selected 
intersections are as follows: 

• Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard -P.M. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive -P.M. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way-P.M. Peak Hour 
• George Bums Road/Beverly Boulevard - P.M. Peak Hour 
• George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive - AM. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard - P.M. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Burton Way - P.M. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard- AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard - P.M. Peak Hour 

The USEPA CAL3QHC micro-scale dispersion model was used to calculate CO concentrations 
for the Year 2023 "No Project" and "Project" conditions. The "No Project" conditions represent 
Year 2023 cumulative conditions without the implementation of the Project, but include the 
remaining Master Plan build-out (i.e., 170,650 square feet), the existing 90,000 square-foot 
building, as well as Related Projects within the vicinity of the Project Site, and ambient traffic 
growth through 2023. "Project" conditions include the addition of 200,000 square feet of floor 
area for medical uses, or 100 beds, and Year 2023 "No Project" conditions. CO concentrations 
at the five study intersections are shown for the peak hours in Table 12: Carbon Monoxide 
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Concentrations. As indicated, one-hour CO concentrations under "Project" conditions would be 
approximately 2 ppm at worst-case sidewalk receptors. Eight-hour CO concentrations under 
"Project" conditions would range from approximately 1.2 ppm to 1.7 ppm. The State one- and 
eight-hour standards of 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively, would not be exceeded at the 13 study 
intersections. Thus, the CO hotspots analysis demonstrates that the Project would result in a 
less-than-significant CO hotspot impact. 

Because CO is a gas that disperses quickly, CO concentrations at sensitive receptor locations at 
2023 are expected to be much lower than CO concentrations adjacent to the roadway 
intersections. Additionally, the intersections were selected for the CO hotspots analysis based on 
poor LOS and high traffic volumes. Sensitive receptors that are located away from congested 
intersections or are located near roadway intersections with better LOS would be exposed to 
lower CO concentrations than concentrations modeled at the intersections. As shown in Table 
12: Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, CO concentrations would not exceed the State one- and 
eight-hour standards. Thus, no significant increase in CO concentrations at sensitive receptor 
locations is expected, resulting in a less than significant impact. 

In the Original EIR, one-hour CO concentrations under "Project" conditions ranged from 12.7 
ppm to 18.2 ppm projected in 2005, which were below the State one-hour standard. Eight-hour 
CO concentrations under "Project" conditions ranged from 7.9 ppm to 10.9 ppm projected in 
2005. The Original EIR identified four intersections that would exceed the State eight-hour 
standard. The estimated one- and eight-hour CO concentrations for the Master Plan and the 
Project in 2023 are much lower than the CO concentrations identified in the Original EIR due to 
stringent State and federal mandates for lowering vehicle emissions. The CO impact associated 
with the Project when compared to the Master Plan is less than the impact identified in the 
Original EIR. 

TABLE 12 
CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 1H2l 

1-HOUR 8-HOUR 
(PARTS PER MILLION) (PARTS PER MILLION) 

INTERSECTION NO NO 
EXISTING 

PROJECT 
PROJECT EXISTING 

PROJECT 
PROJECT 

(2007) 
(2023) 

(2023) (2007) 
(2023) 

(2023) 

Robertson Boulevard/Beverly 
5 2 2 3.5 1.3 1.3 

Boulevard 
Robertson Boulevard/ Alden Drive-

5 2 2 3.2 1.5 1.5 
Gracie Allen Drive 

Robertson Boulevard/Third Street 5 2 2 3.4 1.4 1.4 

Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way 5 2 2 3.5 1.5 1.5 

George Bums Road/Beverly Boulevard 5 2 2 3.5 1.4 1.4 

George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive 4 2 2 3.1 1.2 1.2 

San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Blvd. 5 2 2 3.6 1.5 1.5 

San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street 5 2 2 3.6 1.5 1.5 

San Vicente Boulevard/Burton Way 5 2 2 3.6 1.5 1.5 
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TABLE 12 (CONTINUED) 

CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS [1][2] 
1-HOUR 8-HOUR 

INTERSECTION 
(PARTS PER MILLION) (PARTS PER MILLION) 

NO NO 
EXISTING 

PROJECT 
PROJECT EXISTING 

PROJECT 
PROJECT 

(2007) 
(2023) 

(2023) (2007) 
(2023) 

(2023) 

San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire 
5 2 2 3.7 1.6 1.6 

Boulevard 
La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly 

5 2 2 3.7 1.6 1.6 
Boulevard 

La Cienega Boulevard/Third Street 5 2 2 3.6 1.5 1.5 

La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente 
6 2 2 3.9 1.7 1.7 

Boulevard 

State Standard 20 9.0 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Existing concentrations include year 2007 one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 4.0 ppm and 2.3 ppm, respectively. No Project and 
Project concentrations include year 2023 one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 2 ppm and 1.1 ppm, respectively. 

The Project would not include significant stationary source or on-site mobile equipment 
emissions and, as such, operational emissions were not analyzed using SCAQMD LST 
methodology. 

(c) Toxic Air Contaminant ("TAC'') Impacts 

The SCAQMD recommends that health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of 
diesel particulate matter emissions (e.g., truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities), which 
is considered to be a TAC, and has provided guidance for analyzing these mobile source diesel 

. . . 40 
engme em1ss10ns. 

The Project would establish medical uses on the Project Site, including 100 new inpatient beds 
and associated ancillary services. The primary source of potential TA Cs associated with Project 
operations would be diesel particulate matter emissions from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic 
on local streets and on-site truck idling). The medical uses themselves are not anticipated to 
generate a substantial number of new daily truck trips because the Project, like the rest of the 
CSMC Campus, would be served by Central Services. Therefore, the number of additional 
heavy-duty trucks (e.g., delivery trucks) accessing the Project Site on a daily basis as a result of 
the Project would be minimal, consistent with the CARB anti-idling regulation, the trucks that do 
visit the site would not idle on-site for more than five minutes. Based on the limited additional 
TAC emissions generated by the Project, the Project would not be a substantial source of diesel 
particulate matter emissions so as to warrant the need for a health risk assessment associated 
with on-site activities. The associated risk would be below the carcinogenic risk of ten chances 
in a population of one million people and below the noncarcinogenic health hazard index value 
of 1.0. As such, potential TAC impacts would be less than significant. 

40 SCAQMD, Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Emissions, 
December 2002. 
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Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous TACs include industrial manufacturing 
processes and automotive repair facilities. The Project would not include any of these potential 
sources, although minimal emissions may result from the use of consumer products (e.g., aerosol 
sprays). The Project may increase the amount of medical waste incinerated on the CSMC 
Campus. The Original EIR, which included mitigation measures to reduce reliance on hazardous 
materials, discussed regulations and impacts associated with medical waste incineration (e.g., 
dioxin emissions). However, CSMC has replaced the incinerator with two steam sterilizers. The 
steam sterilizers dispose of medical waste without generating dioxin emissions. 41 As such, the 
Project would not release substantial amounts of TACs, and no significant impact on human 
health would occur. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would have a significant 
adverse impact related to TACs, even after compliance with federal, state and local regulations, 
the net incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar 
to that already addressed in the Original EIR. Overall the Master Plan impacts remain 
significant. 

( d) Odor Impacts 

According to the SCAQMD Handbook, land uses and industrial operations that are associated 
with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing 
plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies and fiberglass molding. The 
Project Site would be developed with hospital uses, not land uses that are typically associated 
with odor complaints. On-site trash receptacles would have the potential to create adverse odors. 
As trash receptacles would be located and maintained in a manner that promotes odor control, no 
adverse odor impacts are anticipated from these types of land uses. In addition, the Project 
would comply with regulations contained in SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance). As such, 
operational odors would result in a less than significant impact. 

Operational odor impacts discussed in the Original EIR were associated with the operation of an 
on-site waste incinerator to be located west of Sherboume Drive, between Alden Drive and Third 
Street. According to the Original EIR, the waste incinerator would not violate the SCAQMD 
limit of 1, 000 pounds per hour of waste. The portion of the original project analyzed in this air 
quality analysis does not include a waste incinerator. 

(e) Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies 

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and 
Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook. The AQMP establishes goals and 
policies to reduce long-term emissions in the Basin. Thus, this analysis focuses on long-term 
operational emissions. There are two key indicators of consistency. These indicators are 
discussed below. 

41 Health Care Without Hann, Toolkit 7, Alternatives to Aiedical Waste Incineration: Stopping the Toxic Threat, 
2002. 
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• Consistency Criterion No. 1: The Project will not result in an increase in the 
frequency or severity qf existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new 
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim 
emissions reductions specified in the AQMP. 

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the CAAQS. Operational CO 
emissions were used for assessing local area air quality impacts because CO is 
primarily emitted by motor vehicles, and it does not readily react with other 
pollutants.42 In addition, as shown in Table 11: Estimated Daily Operational 
Regional Emissions, mobile CO emissions would account for the majority of 
operational emissions. As such, CO was utilized as an indicator for AQMP 
consistency. Based on methodologies set forth by SCAQMD, one measure to 
determine whether the Project would cause or contribute to a violation of an air 
quality standard would be based on the estimated CO concentrations at intersections 
that would be affected by the Project.43 The CO hotspot analysis indicates that the 
Project would not result in an exceedance of the State one- and eight-hour CO 
concentration standards. In addition, the proposed project would not result in long
term significant VOC, NOx, SOx, PM2.s, or PM10 impact. As such, the proposed 
project would not impede attainment of the CAAQS and would comply with 
Consistency Criterion No. 1. 

• Consistency Criterion No. 2: The Project will not exceed the assumptions in the 
AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of Project build-out phase. 

Consistency Criterion No. 2 requires an assessment of whether the Project would 
exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. A project is considered to be consistent with 
the AQMP if it is consistent with the population, housing, and employment 
assumptions that were used in the development of the AQMP.44 The 2007 AQMP 
uses SCAG's forecasts on population and employment. The most recent SCAG 
Regional Transportation Plan ("R TP") published at the time the 2007 AQMP was 
completed was the 2004 RTP.45

'
46 The 2004 RTP is based on growth assumptions 

through 2030 developed by each of the cities and counties in the SCAG region. 

SCAG locates the Project Site within the Los Angeles City subregion. The Project 
would not include new housing and, as such, would be consistent with the RTP 
housing and population growth assumptions. The Project, which would add 660 
employees, represents less than one percent of the 278,264 new employees projected 
in SCAG's RTP between 2007 and 2023 for the Los Angeles City subregion.47 Such 
levels of employment growth are within employment growth forecasts for the 
subregion as adopted by SCAG. In addition, operations of the Project would not 

42 SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
43 Ibid. 
44SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
45 SCAQMD, Final Socioeconomic Report for the 2007 AQMP, Page C-1, June 2007. 
46SCAG, 2004 Regional Transportation Plan: Destination 2030 http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2004/2004/finalplan.htm 
(April 2004). 
47 Provided by the Project Applicant, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center. 
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exceed the SCAQMD thresholds or the State one- and eight-hour CO standards. 
Thus, the Project is consistent with growth assumptions included in the AQMP, and 
the Project would comply with Consistency Criterion No. 2. 

The Project complies with Consistency Criteria No. 1 and No. 2. Therefore, the Project is 
consistent with the AQMP. 

(/) Climate Change Gas Emissions 

The SCAQMD, State, and federal agencies have not developed methodology to ascertain project
level impacts on global warming and climate change based on a project's net increase in GHGs 
over existing levels. Additionally, no significance thresholds have as yet been established to 
determine specific project effects. 

Worldwide population growth and the consequent use of energy is the primary reason for GHG 
emission increases. The market demand for goods and services and the use of land is directly 
linked to population changes and economic development trends within large geographies (e.g., 
regional, Statewide, national, worldwide). Individual site-specific projects have a negligible 
effect on these macro population-driven and growth demand factors. Whether an individual site
specific project is constructed or not has little effect on GHG emissions. This is because the 
demand for goods and services in question would be provided in some other location to satisfy 
the demands of a growing population if not provided on the Project Site. The only exception to 
this basic relationship between population growth, development, energy consumption and GHG 
emissions would occur if the site-specific project (1) embodied features that were not typical of 
urban environment or developing communities, and (2) generated a disproportionate amount of 
vehicle miles of travel or had other unique and disproportionately high fuel consumption 
characteristics. The Project does not fall within these exceptions. It is a typical infill 
development project located in an urban area. As such, the Project would have a negligible, and 
less than significant, effect on any increase in regional and national GHG emissions. 

GHG emissions were not discussed in the Original EIR; however, Table 13: Estimated Annual 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions shows the net carbon equivalent values associated with the Project 
uses. GHG emissions were calculated from mobile sources, natural gas usage, and electricity 
generation. As shown on Table 13: Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Project 
would result in carbon equivalent emissions of 5,851 tons per year of C02, 6 tons per year of 
CH4, and 36 tons per year ofN02 per year. 

TABLE 13 
ESTIMATED ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS U l 

CARBON EQUIVALENT 
(TONS PER YEAR) 

SCENARIO C02[2J CH4 [3J N20[3J 

Mobile Emissions 2,187 2 29 

Natural Gas Consumption Emissions 14 3 1 

Electricity Consumption Emissions 3,785 1 6 

Total Emissions 5986 6 36 
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ESTIMATED ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS [l] 
CARBON EQUIVALENT 

(TONS PER YEAR) 

SCENARIO C02[2J I CH4 [3J I N20[3J 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Mobile and natural gas emissions were obtained from URBEMIS2007. Electricity emissions were obtained from California Climate Action 
Registry General Reporting Protocol (Jv1 arch 2007). 
f31 Emissions were obtained from California Climate Action Rezistrv General Revortinz Protocol (March 2007). 

d. Cumulative Impacts 

The SCAQMD has set forth both a methodological framework, as well as significance 
thresholds, for the assessment of a project's cumulative air quality impacts.48 SCAQMD's 
approach is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in 
accordance with the requirements of the federal and State Clean Air Acts. In turn, the 2007 
AQMP is based on SCAG' s forecasted future regional growth. As such, the analysis of 
cumulative impacts focuses on determining whether the Project is consistent with forecasted 
future regional growth. 

Based on SCAQMD's methodology, a project would have a significant cumulative air quality 
impact if the ratio of daily project-related vehicle miles traveled ("VMT") to daily countywide 
vehicle miles traveled exceeds the ratio of project-related employment to countywide 
employment.49 As shown in Table 14: Cumulative Air Quality Analysis, the Project-related 
VMT to countywide VMT ratio does not exceed the Project-related employment to countywide 
employment ratio. The Project would not significantly contribute to cumulative emissions and 
would have a less than significant impact. 

A localized CO impact analysis was also completed for cumulative traffic (i.e., Related Projects 
and ambient growth through 2023). When calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic 
consultant took 141 additional projects into consideration. 50 Thus, the future traffic results 
already account for the cumulative impacts from these other projects. As shown in Table 12: 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, the Project with cumulative traffic would not violate CO 
standards at local intersections. As such, the Project would not contribute to cumulative air 
quality impacts. 

TABLE 14 
CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS [l] 

DAILY VEHICLE MILES 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled For Project Employment [2] 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide [3] 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Ratio 

Project Employment [4] 

Countywide Employment [5] 

48SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
49Jbid. 

11,589 

239,765,000 

0.000048 

606 

5,458,829 

50Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
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TABLE 14 (CONTINUED) 

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS [l] 

DAILY VEHICLE MILES 

Employment Ratio 0.000111 

Significance Test 
No 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Ratio Greater Than Employment Ratio 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Data obtained from URBEMIS 2007. 
[3] Data obtained from EMFAC2007. 
[4] Provided by the Project Applicant. 
f51 Data obtained from SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan, Socioeconomic Projections, 2004. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(5)(c) states that with "some projects, the only feasible 
mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather 
than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis." The assessment and mitigation 
of cumulative impacts as they relate to global climate change fall into this category since the 
causes and effects are worldwide. Accordingly, the only feasible mitigation to address issues 
related to global warming will be CARB's adoption of regulations and thresholds pursuant to AB 
32, which will be implemented by local air quality management agencies (e.g., SCAQMD), to 
limit GHG emissions in the State. By law, the Project would be required to comply with all AB 
32-related regulations. Based on the Project analysis above, cumulative impacts related to global 
warming would be considered less than significant. 

The cumulative impact analysis in the Original EIR is different from the cumulative impact 
analysis for the Project. The cumulative impact analysis in the Original EIR estimated mobile 
emissions from 87 Related Projects within the City of Los Angeles, West Hollywood, and 
Beverly Hills. The Original EIR found that the Master Plan would account for 11.7 percent of 
the cumulative emissions for ROG, 10.4 percent of the cumulative emissions for CO, and 13.0 
percent of the cumulative emissions for NOx. 

4. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

a. Regulatory Requirements, Standard Conditions, and Project Design Features 

MM AQ-1: The Project will comply with applicable CARB regulations and standards. CARB 
is responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for 
other emission sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road 
equipment. CARB oversees the functions of local air pollution control districts 
and air quality management districts, which in tum administer air quality 
activities at the regional and county levels. 

MM AQ-2: The Project will comply with applicable SCAQMD regulations and standards. 
The SCAQMD is responsible for monitoring air quality, as well as planning, 
implementing, and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain State and 
federal ambient air quality standards in the District. Programs that were 
developed include air quality rules and regulations that regulate stationary 
sources, area sources, point sources, and certain mobile source em1ss10ns. 
SCAQMD is also responsible for establishing stationary source permitting 

PAGE 124 

RL0023069 



EM23216 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AIR QUALITY 

requirements and for ensuring that new, modified, or relocated stationary sources 
do not create net emission increases. 

MM AQ-3: The Project will be designed to reduce exposure of sens1t1ve receptors to 
excessive levels of air quality. Also, the Project will incorporate many 
"sustainable" or "green" strategies that target sustainable site development, water 
savings, energy efficiency, green-oriented materials selection, and improved 
indoor environmental quality, which in turn serve to directly and proactively 
reduce GHG and other air pollutant emissions. Project Design Features to be 
incorporated by the Project shall include, but are not limited to, the following or 
their equivalent: 

• The CSMC Campus, including the Project Site, is conveniently located with 
respect to public transit opportunities. Given the Project Site's location within 
an established urban area, access to a number of existing Los Angeles Metro bus 
lines is available, and a potential Metro Rail station at the northeast comer of the 
CSMC Campus may be available in the future, thereby reducing traffic, air 
quality, noise, and energy effects. 

• Storm water within the Property, including at the Project Site, is collected, 
filtered and re-used for landscaping irrigation within the CSMC Campus, 
thereby reducing water and energy consumption. 

• The West Tower design incorporates light-colored roofing and paving materials, 
which serve to reduce unwanted heat absorption and minimize energy 
consumption. 

• Building materials and new equipment associated with the West Tower are 
selected to avoid materials that might incorporate atmosphere-damaging 
chemicals. 

• The West Tower energy performance is designed to be 14% more effective than 
required by California Title 24 Energy Design Standards, thereby reducing 
energy use, air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The West Tower will generate 2.5% of the building's total energy use through 
on-site renewable energy sources. On-site renewable energy sources can include 
a combination of photovoltaic, wind, hydro, wave, tidal and bio-fuel based 
electrical production systems, as well as solar thermal and geothermal energy 
systems. 

• The West Tower will use materials with recycled content such that the sum of 
post-consumer content plus one-half of the pre-consumer content constitutes at 
least 10% (based on cost) of the total value of the materials in the Project. 
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• Lighting systems within the West Tower will be controllable to achieve 
maximum efficiency (e.g., uniform general ambient lighting, augmented with 
individually controlled task lighting that accommodates user-adjustable lighting 
levels and automatic shutoff switching). 

• The West Tower will be designed to provide occupant thermal comfort 
dissatisfaction levels above 85%. 

b. 1993 Mitigation Measures (Carried Forward) 

(1) Construction 

MM AQ-4: Haul trucks shall be staged in non-residential areas and called to the site by a 
radio dispatcher. A Haul Route Permit shall be required before haul truck 
operations are conducted. 

MM AQ-5: Diesel-powered equipment shall be located as far as possible from sensitive 
receptors. 

MM AQ-6: A temporary wall of sufficient height to reduce windblown dust shall be erected 
on the perimeter of the construction site. 

MM AQ-7: Ground wetting shall be required during grading and construction, pursuant to 
SCAQMD Rule 403. This measure can reduce windblown dust a maximum of 50 
percent. 

MM AQ-8: Contractors shall cover stockpiles of soil, sand, and similar materials to reduce 
wind pick-up. 

MM AQ-9: Construction equipment shall be shut off to reduce idling for extended periods of 
time when not in use. 

MM AQ-10: Low sulfur fuel should be used to power construction equipment. 

MM AQ-11: Construction activities shall be discontinued during second stage smog alerts. 

(2) Long-Term Operational 

MM AQ-12: The proposed project shall implement a Transportation Demand Management 
program consistent with the provisions of SCAQMD Regulation XV. 

MM AQ-13: The Medical Center should reduce, to the extent possible, its reliance on 
hazardous materials. 

MM AQ-14: The Medical Center should analyze the effect of stack design and exhaust velocity 
on the dispersion of air toxics. 
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MM AQ-15: New exhaust systems should be designed to place vents at or above the rooflevel 
of nearby buildings. 

(3) Energy Conservation Measures that Reduce Air Pollutant Emissions 

MM AQ-16: Conservation with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and [The Gas 
Company] to determine feasible energy conservation features that could be 
incorporated into the design of the proposed project. 

MM AQ-17: Compliance with Title 24, established by the California Energy Commission 
regarding energy conservation standards. Those standards relate to insulation 
requirements and the use of caulking, double-glazed windows, and weather 
stripping. 

MM AQ-18: Thermal insulation which meets or exceeds standards established by the State of 
California and the Department of Building and Safety should be installed in walls 
and ceilings. 

MM AQ-19: Tinted or solar reflected glass would be used on appropriate exposures. 

MM AQ-20: Heat-reflecting glass on the exterior-facing, most solar-exposed sides of the 
building, should be used to reduce cooling loads. 

MM AQ-21: Interior and exterior fluorescent [halogen, or other energy efficient type] lighting 
should be used in place of less efficient incandescent lighting. 

MM AQ-22: A variable air volume system which reduces energy consumption for air cooling 
and heating for water heating should be used where permitted. 

MM AQ-23: Air conditioning which will have a 100 percent outdoor air economizer cycle to 
obtain free cooling during dry outdoor climatic periods should be used. 

MM AQ-24: Lighting switches should be equipped with multi-switch provisions for control by 
occupants and building personnel to permit optimum energy use. 

MM AQ-25: Public area lighting, both interior and exterior, should be used, time controlled, 
and limited to that necessary for safety. 

MM AQ-26: Department of Water and Power recommendations on the energy efficiency ratios 
of all air conditioning equipment installed should be followed. 

MM AQ-27: A carefully established and closely monitored construction schedule should be 
used to coordinate construction equipment movements, thus minimizing the total 
number of pieces of equipment and their daily movements. This would reduce 
fuel consumption to a minimum. 
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MM AQ-28: Water or a stabilizing agent shall be applied to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

MM AQ-29: Track-out shall not extend 25 feet or more from an active operation, and track-out 
shall be removed at the conclusion of each workday. 

MM AQ-30: A wheel washing system shall be installed and used to remove bulk material from 
tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the Project Site. 

MM AQ-31: All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall maintain at least 
six inches of freeboard in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 
23114. 

MM AQ-32: All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered (e.g., 
with tarps or other enclosures that would reduce fugitive dust emissions). 

MM AQ-33: Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 

MM AQ-34: Operations on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25 miles 
per hour. 

MM AQ-35: Heavy equipment operations shall be suspended during first and second stage 
smog alerts. 

MM AQ-36: On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty materials shall be covered or watered at 
least twice per day. 

MM AQ-37: Contractors shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel 
or gasoline generators, as feasible. 

MM AQ-38: Architectural coating shall have a low VOC content, per SCAQMD guidance. 

MM AQ-39: Prior to issuance of demolition pennits, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey 
shall be conducted. If ACMs are detected, these materials shall be removed by a 
licensed abatement contractor and in accordance with all applicable federal, State, 
and local regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 1403 prior to demolition. If lead
based paint is identified, federal and State construction worker health and safety 
regulations (including applicable CalOSHA and USEPA regulations) shall be 
followed during demolition activities. Lead-based paint shall be removed by a 
qualified lead abatement contractor and disposed of in accordance with existing 
hazardous waste regulations. If lead-based paint is identified on the building 
structure to be demolished, near-surface soil samples shall be collected around the 
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structure to determine the potential for residual soil lead contamination, and 
appropriate remediation shall be completed prior to building construction. 

(2) Long-Term Operational 

Operational air quality impacts would be less than significant with the implementation of 
applicable standards and regulations, and implementation of the applicable mitigation measures 
adopted in connection with the Original EIR. Hence, no additional mitigation measures are 
required. 

5. SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, project design features, and previously 
adopted mitigation measures (listed above) would reduce all air quality impacts, except for 
construction-phase impacts, to less than significant levels. 

Implementation of the mitigation measures would ensure that fugitive dust emissions would be 
reduced by approximately 61 percent, thereby reducing daily PM2.5 and PM10 emissions, and that 
NOx emissions from heavy-duty construction equipment would be reduced by 40 percent. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures would also reduce VOC from architectural coating by 
10 percent. With implementation of the recommended Mitigation Measures, regional 
construction emissions of VOC, CO, SOx, PM2.5 and PM10 would be less than the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds. However, a significant and unavoidable regional NOx impact would 
occur. Localized construction emissions of NOx and CO would be less than the localized 
significance thresholds. However, a significant and unavoidable localized PM2.5 and PM10 

impact would occur. Implementation of the mitigation program would ensure proper removal of 
ACMs and lead-based paint, thus reducing impacts associated with TACs to less than significant 
levels. 

The Project will result in a net significant unavoidable impacts related to construction (short
term) air quality impacts related to NOx, PM10 and PM2.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15092 and 15093, and in the event the Project is approved, the City of Los Angeles 
must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations acknowledging these outstanding 
significant adverse impacts and stating the reason(s) for accepting these impacts in light of the 
whole environmental record as weighed against the benefits of the Project. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that development of the Master Plan would 
result in an adverse impact by increasing mobile-source and TAC emissions, the net incremental 
impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already 
analyzed in the Original EIR. Even though the net incremental increase would be insignificant, 
the overall Project impact remains significant for the reasons discussed above. 
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The following analysis of noise impacts is based primarily upon the Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, prepared by Terry A. Hayes Associates, 
dated August 2008, and incorporated fully herein. The noise report, including the applicable 
noise calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D: Air Quality and Noise of this Draft SEIR. 
In addition, the analysis includes conclusions previously reached in the Original EIR regarding 
noise impacts. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

a. Physical Setting 

The following discussion focuses on providing noise and ground-borne vibration background 
information. In addition, existing noise and ground-borne conditions are characterized. 

(1) Characteristics of Sound 

Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch) of the 
sound. The standard unit of measurement for sound is the decibel (dB). The human ear is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. The "A-weighted scale," abbreviated dBA, reflects 
the normal hearing sensitivity range of the human ear. On this scale, the range of human hearing 
extends from approximately 3 to 140 dBA. 1 Figure 28: A-Weighted Noise Levels provides 
examples of A-weighted noise levels from common sounds. 

In general, there are two types of noise sources: (1) point sources, such as stationary equipment 
or individual motor vehicles; and (2) line sources, such as a roadway with a large number of 
point sources (motor vehicles). 

(a) Noise 

This noise analysis discusses sound levels m terms of Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) and Equivalent Noise Level (Leq). 

Community Noise Equivalent Level. CNEL is an average sound level during a 24-hour period. 
CNEL is a noise measurement scale, which accounts for noise source, distance, single event 
duration, single event occurrence, frequency, and time of day. Humans perceive sound between 
7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. as if the sound were actually 5 decibels higher than if it occurred from 
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. From 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., humans perceive sound as if it were lO 
dBA higher due to the lower background level. Hence, the CNEL is obtained by adding an 

1City of Los Angeles, LA CEQA Thresholds Guide. 2006. 
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additional 5 decibels to sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 10 dBA to 
sound levels in the night before 7:00 a.m. and after 10:00 p.m. Because CNEL accounts for 
human sensitivity to sound, the CNEL 24-hour figure is always a higher number than the actual 
24-hour average. 

Equivalent Noise Level. Leq is the average A-weighted sound (i.e., adjusted to sensitivity range 
of typical human ear) level measured over a given time interval. Leq can be measured over any 
time period, but is typically measured for I-minute, 15-minute, or I-hour periods. Leq is 
expressed in dBA. 

(i) Effects of Noise 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. The degree to which noise can impact the human 
environment ranges from levels that interfere with speech and sleep (annoyance and nuisance) to 
levels that cause adverse health effects (hearing loss and psychological effects). Human 
response to noise is subjective and can vary greatly from person to person. Factors that influence 
individual responses include the intensity, frequency, and pattern of noise, the amount of 
background noise present before the intruding noise, and the nature of work or human activity 
that is exposed to the noise source. 

Audible Noise Changes 

Studies have shown that the smallest perceptible change in sound level for a person with normal 
hearing sensitivity is approximately 3 dBA. A change of at least 5 dBA would be noticeable and 
would likely evoke a community reaction. A 10-dBA increase is subjectively heard as a 
doubling in loudness.2 

Noise levels decrease as the distance from the noise source to the receiver increases. Noise 
generated by a stationary noise source, or "point source," (e.g., mechanical equipment or loading 
docks) will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces and 7.5 dBA over soft surfaces 
for each doubling of the distance.3 For example, if a noise source produces a noise level of 89 
dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, then the noise level would be 83 dBA at a distance of I 00 
feet from the noise source, 77 dBA at a distance of 200 feet, and so on. Sound generated by a 
line source typically attenuates (i.e., becomes less) at a rate of 3.0 dBA and 4.5 dBA per 
doubling of distance from the source to the receptor for hard and soft sites, respectively.4 

Generally, noise is most audible when traveling by direct line-of-sight5
. Barriers, such as walls, 

berms, or buildings, that break the line-of-sight between the source and the receiver, as well as 
elevational differences, greatly reduce noise levels from the source since sound can only reach 
the receiver by bending over the top of the barrier (diffraction). Sound barriers can reduce sound 

2Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998, pp. 16-18, 41-43. 
3Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998, pp. 24-29. Examples of acoustically "hard" or reflective sites include 
asphalt, concrete, and hard and sparsely vegetated soils. Examples of acoustically "soft" or absorptive sites include 
soft sand, plowed farmland, grass, crops, heavy ground cover, etc. 
4Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998, pp. 24-29. 
5 Line-of-sight is an unobstructed visual path between the noise source and the noise receptor. 
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levels by up to 20 dBA. However, if a barrier is not high or long enough to break the line-of
sight from the source to the receiver, its effectiveness is greatly reduced. In situations where the 
source or the receiver is located three meters (approximately 9.84 feet) above the ground, or 
whenever the line-of-sight averages more than three meters above the ground, sound levels 
would be reduced by approximately three decibels for each doubling of distance.6 

(b) Ground-borne Vibration 

(i) Characteristics o.f Vibration 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's amplitude can 
be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration can be a serious 
concern, causing buildings to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard. In contrast to noise, 
vibration is not a common environmental problem. It is unusual for vibration from sources such 
as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. Some common 
sources of vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and construction activities, such as blasting, 
pile driving, and heavy earth-moving equipment. 

(ii) Measurement of Vibration 

There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle 
velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV 
is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean square (RMS) 
amplitude is most frequently used to describe the affect of vibration on the human body. The 
RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel 
notation (V db) is commonly used to measure RMS. The decibel notation acts to compress the 
range of numbers required to describe vibration.7 

(iii) Effects of Vibration 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, in 
general, ground-borne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider 
ground-borne vibration to be an annoyance that may affect concentration or disturb sleep. In 
addition, high levels of ground-borne vibration may damage fragile buildings or interfere with 
equipment that is highly sensitive to ground-borne vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). 

To counter the effects of ground-borne vibration, the Federal Railway Administration (FRA) has 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to the FRA, fragile buildings can be 
exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.5 PPV without experiencing structural damage. 8 

In contrast to noise, ground-borne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people experience 
every day. The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or 

6Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998, pp. 33-40, 123-131. 
7 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995. 
8 Federal Railway Administration. High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 
December 1998. 
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lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans, which is around 65 RMS.9 Most 
perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of 
perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 
on rough roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

(2) Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The existing noise environment of the Project area is characterized by vehicular traffic and 
noises typical to a dense urban area (e.g., people conversing). Vehicular traffic is the primary 
source of noise in the Project vicinity. 

(a) Ambient Noise Levels 

Sound measurements were taken using a Quest Q-400 Noise Dosimeter between 8:00 a.m. and 
12:20 p.m. on August 7 and August 8, 2007, to ascertain existing ambient exterior daytime noise 
levels in the Project vicinity. These readings were used to establish existing ambient exterior 
noise conditions and to provide a baseline for evaluating noise impacts. Noise monitoring 
locations are shown in Figure 29: Noise Monitoring Positions. As shown in Table 15: Existing 
Noise Levels, existing ambient sound levels range between 60.2 and 72.4 dBA (Leq). Based on 
the Noise Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan (see Section IV.C.2.b below), 10 

existing noise levels at nearby residential, commercial and medical uses are within the 
"conditionally acceptable" range. The conditionally acceptable noise levels for residential uses 
range from 55 to 70 dBA (low density, single-family, and duplexes) and from 60 to 70 dBA 
(multi-family), those for medical uses range from 60 to 70 dBA (hospitals) and from 67.5 to 77.5 
dBA (professional offices), and those for commercial uses range from 67.5 to 77.5 dBA. No 
existing noise levels fall within the "normally unacceptable" range. 

TABLE 15 
EXISTING NOISE LEVELS [l] 

KEY TO 
FIGURE29: 

NOISE MONITORING LOCATION 
NOISEMONITORING 

POSITIONS 

1 Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive, South of Project Site (Conunercial Uses) 

2 George Bums Road, East of Project Site (Medical Uses) 

3 Beverly Boulevard, North of Project Site (Conunercial Uses) 

4 Robertson Boulevard, West of Project Site (Conunercial Uses) 

5 Third Street, South of Project Site (Conunercial Uses) 

6 Hamel Road, Southeast of Project Site (Residential) 

7 Clark Drive/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen, West of Project Site (Residential) 

9 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995. 
10City of Los Angeles, Noise Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, 1999. 
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KEY TO 
FIGURE29: 

NOJSEMONITORING 
POSITIONS 

8 

TABLE 15 (CONTINUED) 

EXISTING NOISE LEVELS [l] 

NOISE MONITORING LOCATION 

Bonner Drive, North of Project Site (Residential) 

SOUND LEVEL 
(DBA,LEQ) 

55.4 

[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, March 2008. 

(b) Roadway Noise 

As stated earlier, vehicular traffic is the predominant noise source in the Project vicinity. Using 
existing traffic volumes provided by the Project traffic consultant and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A) RD-77-108 noise calculation formulas, CNEL was calculated for 
various roadway segments that would be most affected by the Project. Table 16: Existing 
Estimated Community Noise Equivalent Level presents the existing mobile noise levels at the 
affected roadway segments, as well as the land uses adjacent to the analyzed roadway segments. 
As shown in Table 16: Existing Estimated Community Noise Equivalent Level, existing mobile 
noise levels in the Project area range from 64.0 to 72.9 dBA (CNEL). Modeled vehicle noise 
levels are typically lower than the noise measurements along similar roadway segments as 
modeled noise levels do not take into account additional noise sources (e.g., pedestrians). 

TABLE 16 
EXISTING ESTIMATED COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL n l r11 

ROADWAY SEGMENT (ADJACENT USES) 
ESTIMATED 

CNELDBA r3l 

Beverly Boulevard from Robertson Boulevard to George Bums Road 
71.9 

(Commercial and Single-family uses) 

Beverly Boulevard from George Bums Road to San Vicente Boulevard (Commercial uses) 71.9 

Beverly Boulevard from San Vicente Boulevard to La Cienega Boulevard (Commercial uses) 72.9 

Robertson Boulevard from Beverly Boulevard to Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (Commercial uses) 69.8 

Robertson Boulevard from Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive to Third Street (Commercial uses) 66.7 

George Bums Road from Beverly Boulevard to Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (Medical uses) 67.0 

George Bums Road from Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive to Third Street (Medical uses) 67.6 

Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive from Robertson Boulevard to George Bums Road (Medical uses) 65.2 

Third Street from Robertson Boulevard to George Bums Road (Medical and Commercial uses) 65.7 

Third Street from George Bums Road to Sherboume Drive (Medical and Commercial uses) 70.5 

La Cienega Boulevard from Wilshire Boulevard to Third Street (Residential and Commercial uses) 69.0 

[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] The predicted CNELs were calculated as peak hour Leq aud converted into CNEL using the California Department of Transportation Technical 
Supplement (October 1998). The conversion involved making a correction for peak hour traffic volumes as a percentage of average daily traffic and a 
nighttime penalty correction. The peak hour traffic was assumed to be ten percent of the average daily traffic. 
[3] CNEL is at 50 feet from the roadway right-of-way. 
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Similar to the environmental setting for noise, the vibration environment is dominated by traffic 
from nearby roadways. Heavy trucks can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending 
on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions. Existing ground-borne vibration in the 
Project vicinity is largely related to heavy truck traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 
Based on field observations, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not perceptible at the 
Project Site. 

(d) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence 
of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, 
guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered noise- and 
vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding noise. As 
shown in Figure 30: Sensitive Receptor Locations, sensitive receptors near the Project Site 
include the following: 

• Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site; 

• Cedars-Sinai buildings (including the North and South Patient Towers and medical 
offices) located approximately 50 feet east and southeast of the Project Site; 

• Single-family residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of 
the Project Site; 

• Multi-family residences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the 
Project Site; and 

• Multi-family residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of 
the Project Site. 

The above sensitive receptors occupy the nearest residential and medical land uses with the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. Additional single-family and multi-family residences are 
located in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the Project Site. These land 
uses would be impacted to a lesser degree than the identified sensitive receptors, as they are 
farther away from the Project Site. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) City of Los Angeles Standards and Guidelines 

The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning the generation and 
control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noise sensitive land uses. Regarding 
construction, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) indicates that no construction or repair 
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work shall be performed between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, since such 
activities would generate loud noises and disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in any 
adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment or other place of residence11

. No person, other than an 
individual home owner engaged in the repair or construction of his/her single-family dwelling, 
shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind or perform such work within 500 feet 
of land so occupied before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday or on a federal holiday, 
or at any time on any Sunday. 

The LAMC also specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment. 12 Any powered 
equipment that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet is 
prohibited. However, this noise limitation does not apply where compliance is technically 
infeasible. Technically infeasible means the above noise limitation cannot be met despite the use 
of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other noise reduction device or techniques during 
the operation of equipment. 

(2) California Noise Standards and Guidelines 

The California Office of Noise Control has developed guidelines showing a range of noise 
standards for various land use categories. Cities within the state, including the City of Los 
Angeles, have incorporated this compatibility matrix into their General Plan noise elements. 
This matrix is presented in Table 17: Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Environments and is meant to maintain acceptable noise levels in a community setting based on 
the type of land use. Noise compatibility by different types of land uses is ranged from 
"Normally Acceptable" to "Clearly Unacceptable" levels. The guidelines are used by cities 
within the state to help determine the appropriate land uses that could be located within an 
existing or anticipated ambient noise level. 

TABLE 17 
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS 1 

COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE (DBA, CNEL) 
LAND USE CATEGORY 

Residential - Low Density 
Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 

Residential - Multi-Family 

Transient Lodging - Motels Hotels 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters 

55 60 65 70 75 80 

11 LAMC, Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40, January 29, 1984 and Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.04, August 
8, 1996. 
12 LAMC, Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05, August 8, 1996. 
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LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS [l] 

COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE (DBA, CNEL) 
LAND USE CATEGORY 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 
Water Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, 
Business Commercial and Professional 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 

Key: 

D Normally Acceptable 

55 60 65 70 75 80 

Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional construction without any 
special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable 

New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed 
noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply system or air 
conditionally will normally suffice. 

Normally Unacceptable 

New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of 
the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design . 

• Clearly Unacceptable 

New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

[1] Source: California Office of Noise Control, Department of Health Services 

c. CSMC Campus Background and 1993 Approvals 

The Original EIR evaluated both mobile and stationary noise for both the construction and 
operational phases of the Master Plan project. The Original EIR concluded overall that 
temporary noise impacts during construction would be significant, while long-term operational 
noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Specifically, the Original EIR concluded that demolition and construction activities would result 
in a temporary adverse impact at nearby residences. Even with implementation of the adopted 
mitigation measures, it was determined that short-term demolition and construction activities 
would still result in temporary significant increases in noise levels at the apartment building 
located on the southwest comer of San Vicente Boulevard and Third Street. 

Long-term increases in vehicular-based noise due to Master Plan traffic would not be significant 
and specific mitigation measures were not recommended. The Original EIR concluded that 
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stationary noise sources, such as mechanical equipment, would result in long-term noise impacts. 
With implementation of the adopted mitigation measures, however, long-term noise impacts 
from stationary sources would be less than significant. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

The noise measurements that were used to characterize existing ambient exterior daytime noise 
levels in the Project vicinity were used to assess construction and operational noise impacts. The 
noise level during the construction period at each receptor location was calculated by (1) making 
a distance adjustment to the construction source sound level and (2) logarithmically adding the 
adjusted construction noise source level to the ambient noise level. 

To estimate operational noise impacts, the traffic report prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, 
was used to identify the roadway segments that would be most affected by the Proj ect. 13 The 
FHW A RD-77-108 noise calculation formulas were used to calculate the CNEL for the affected 
roadway segments. 

The Federal Transit Authority, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (April 1995) was 
used to identify the potential vibration sources that are associated with the proposed project and 
to estimate the potential vibration levels at various distances of the Project Site. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

Based on the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance (LAMC Chapter XI), the City of Los 
Angeles LA CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) and the State Land Use Compatibility Matrix 
(Table 17: Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments), 14 a proposed project 
would result in significant noise impacts if it would generate noise levels in excess of the 
following thresholds. 

Construction Phase Significance Criteria 

A significant construction noise impact would result if: 

Construction activity would occur outside of the hours permitted by the City's noise 
ordinance (i.e., between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, before 8:00 
a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or anytime on Sunday); and 
Construction activity would occur within 500 feet of a residential zone on Saturday 
unless an after-hours construction permit has been issued by the City. An after-hours 
permit could be issued by the City for low noise level construction activities (e.g., 
painting and interior improvements). 

13Linscott, Law & Greenspan., Engineers. Traffic Impact Study: Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
14California Office of Noise Control, Department of Health Services. 
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Construction activity would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or 
more at a noise sensitive use. 

Operational Phase Significance Criteria 

A significant operational noise impact would result if: 

The proposed project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of the 
affected uses to increase by 3 dBA CNEL to or within the "normally unacceptable" or 
"clearly unacceptable" category (Table 4-3) or any 5-dBA or more increase in noise 
level. As shown in Table 17: Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Environments, "normally unacceptable" ranges from 70 to 75 dBA CNEL for single
family and multi-family residences, and 70 to 80 dBA CNEL for medical uses, which 
include hospitals and medical offices. "Clearly unacceptable" ranges from 70 to 85 dBA 
CNEL or greater for single-family and multi-family residences, and 80 dBA CNEL or 
greater for medical uses. 

Ground-borne Vibration Significance Criteria 

There are no adopted State or City of Los Angeles ground-borne vibration standards. Based on 
federal guidelines, the proposed project would result in a significant construction or operational 
vibration impact if: 

The proposed project would expose buildings to the FRA fragile building damage 
threshold level of0.5 PPV. 15 

c. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction (.5/wrt-Term) Noise 

Construction of the Project would result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels in the 
Project area on an intermittent basis. The increase in noise would likely result in a temporary 
annoyance to nearby residents during the construction period. Noise levels would fluctuate 
depending on equipment type and duration of use, distance between the noise source and 
receptor, and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers. 

Construction activities require the use of noise-generating equipment, such as jackhammers, 
pneumatic impact equipment, saws, pile drivers, and tractors. Typical noise levels from various 
types of equipment that may be used during construction are listed in Table 18: Noise Levels<?! 
Typical Construction Equipment. The table shows noise levels at distances of 50 and l 00 feet 
from the construction noise source. 

15Federal Railway Administration, High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 
December 1998. 
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TABLE 18 
NOISE LEVELS OF TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT [l] 

NOISE SOURCE Noise Level (dBA) at 50 feet 

Front Loader 73-86 
Trucks 82-95 
Cranes (moveable) 75-88 
Cranes (derrick) 86-89 
Saws 72-82 
Pneumatic Impact Equipment 83-88 
Jackhammers 81-98 
Concrete Pumps 81-85 
Generators 71-83 
Compressors 75-87 
Concrete Mixers 75-88 
Backhoe 73-95 
Pile Driving (peaks) 95-107 
Tractor 77-98 
Scraper/Grader 80-93 
Paver 85-88 
Caisson Drilling 84 
Source: USEPA, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances, PB 206717, 1971; Federal 
Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-V A-90-1003-06, May 2006 

Whereas Table 18: Noise Levels of Typical Common Construction Equipment shows the noise 
level of each equipment, the noise levels shown in Table 19: Outdoor Construction Noise Levels 
take into account the likelihood that more than one piece of construction equipment would be in 
operation at the same time and lists the typical overall noise levels that would be expected for 
each phase of construction. These noise levels are based on surveys conducted by the USEP A in 
the early 1970s. Since 1970, regulations have been enforced to improve noise generated by 
certain types of construction equipment to meet worker noise exposure standards. However, 
many older pieces of equipment are still in use. Thus, the construction phase noise levels 
indicated in Table 19: Outdoor Construction Noise Levels represent worst-case conditions. As 
the table shows, the highest noise levels are expected to occur during the grading/excavation and 
finishing phases of construction. The noise source is assumed to be active for 40 percent of the 
eight-hour workday (consistent with the EPA studies of construction noise), generating a noise 
level of 89 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet. 

TABLE 19 
OUTDOOR CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS U l 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE NOISE LEVEL AT 50 FEET (DBA) 

Ground Clearing 84 

Excavation 89 

Foundations 78 

Erection 85 
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TABLE 19 (CONTINUED) 

OUTDOOR CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS [l] 
CONSTRUCTION PHASE NOISE LEVEL AT 50 FEET (DBA) 

Finishing 89 
[1] Source: Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances, 

PB 206717 1971. 

The noise level during the construction period at each receptor location was calculated by (1) 
making a distance adjustment to the construction source sound level and (2) logarithmically 
adding the adjusted construction noise source level to the ambient noise level. The estimated 
construction noise levels at sensitive receptors are shown in Table 20: Construction Noise 
Impact-Unmitigated. The construction noise levels presented in Table 20: Construction Noise 
Impact-Unmitigated are applicable to the additional 200,000 square feet, the demolition and 
construction of the 90,000 square feet of floor area from the Existing Building, and the 170,650 
square-foot addition that is entitled under the Master Plan. The Project would be required to 
implement the mitigation measures that were adopted in connection with the approval of the 
Master Plan. These mitigation measures are listed in the Mitigation Program below. 

As shown in Table 20: Construction Noise Impact-Unmitigated, construction activity would 
potentially increase ambient exterior noise levels at sensitive receptors by 4.8 to 23 .8 dBA Leq, 

respectively. Typical building construction provides a noise reduction of approximately 12 dBA 
with windows open and a minimum 26 dBA with windows closed. 16 The adjacent medical 
offices and hospitals do not have operating windows. As such, interior noise levels at the 
adjacent medical offices and hospital would be approximately 63 dBA. At the nearest residential 
use to the Project Site (single-family residences on Bonner Drive, north of the Project Site) the 
interior noise levels would be approximately 59 dBA with windows open and 45 dBA with 
windows closed. It is important to note that construction activity would occur intermittently 
during the day and would not occur within noise sensitive hours (9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). 

The Project would include excavation for the Project parking structure. The excavated area 
would serve as a noise barrier to street-level sensitive receptors as the depth of excavation 
increases because noise levels are directly related to the "line-of-sight" or visibility factor of the 
noise source. For example, depending on the location of the sensitive receptors in relation to the 
excavated area, when 15 feet of excavation has occurred, construction activities within the 
excavated area may not be visible (and hence less audible) to street-level sensitive receptors. In 
addition, once the structural framing and the exterior building walls have been completed, the 
majority of construction activity would take place within the structure and would not 
substantially increase interior noise levels at sensitive receptors. 

16 American Society for Testing of Materials, Standard Classification for Determination of Outdoor-Indoor 
Transmission Class, 2003. 
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TABLE20 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS- UNMITIGATED [l] 

KEY TO 
MAXIMUM 

EXISTING NEW 
FIGURE29: 

DISTANCE CONSTRUCTION 
AMBIENT AMBIENT 

NOISE MONITORING 
(FEET) NOISE LEVEL 

(DBA,LEQ) (DBA, LEQ) 
INCREASE 

[2] (DBA) 
POSITIONS 

r31 
[4] [5] 

Medical Office Building, 
North of Project Site 50 89.0 70.5 89.1 18.7 

Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Towers, East of Project 
Site 50 89.0 65.2 89.0 23.8 

Single-Family Residences 
on Bonner Drive, North of 
Project Site 400 70.9 55.4 71.1 15.7 

Multi-Family Residences 
on Clark Drive, West of 
Project Site 475 64.5 [6] 61.1 66.1 5.0 

Multi-Family Residences 
on Burton Way, South of 
Project Site 975 58.2 [6] 60.2 65.0 4.8 
[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Distance of noise source from receptor. 
[3] Construction noise source's sound level at receptor location, with distance and building adjustment. 
[4] Pre-construction activity ambient sound level at receptor location. 
[5] New sound level at receptor location during the construction period, including noise from construction activity. 
f 61 Includes a 5-dBA reduction for intervening buildings 

An office building is located adjacent and to the west of the Project Site. Office buildings are 
not typically considered to be sensitive receptors. However, it should be noted that the office 
building would be exposed to similar construction noise levels as the adjacent medical office 
building. 

The noise limitation of the LAMC does not apply where compliance is technically infeasible. 17 

"Technically infeasible" means that the noise standard cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, 
shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the operation 
of equipment. For example, it would not be feasible to utilize an 11-story sound blanket to 
reduce construction noise levels. Freestanding sound blankets and sound walls cannot extend 11 
stories. Hanging a sound blanket off the side of the proposed building would interfere with 
construction activity. In addition, solid sound walls only block a portion of construction noise 
(typically 5 to 8 dBA, depending on height) from ground-level noise generators. 

As shown in Table 20: Construction Noise Impact-Unmitigated, noise levels related to 
construction activity would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at nearby sensitive 
receptors, with the exception of the multi-family residences on Burton Way, south of the Project 
Site. As such, the Project would result in a significant impact without incorporation of 
mitigation measures. The significant impact would occur intermittently over approximately 36 

17 City of Los Angeles, LAMC, Chapter IX Article 2, Section 122. 05. 
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months (the length of construction) and would only occur when there is moderate or greater 
construction activity on the Project Site. This significant impact would occur during 
construction activities associated with the development of the Project and the remainder 
development under the Master Plan. 

During construction, it is assumed that 100 delivery/haul trucks and 90 construction worker 
vehicles18 would be traveling to and from the project site daily. For an eight-hour construction 
workday, it is assumed that approximately 12 to 13 delivery/haul trucks per hour would be 
traveling on the surrounding streets. It is assumed that construction worker vehicles would be 
traveling on the roadways during the AM and PM peak hours. The construction worker vehicles 
would be distributed throughout the roadways within the vicinity of the project site. Generally, 
noise levels increase by 3 dBA when the number of similar noise sources double. 19 When 
compared to the traffic volumes identified in the traffic report, the increase in delivery/haul 
trucks and construction worker vehicle trips are not anticipated to double the amount of traffic 
that currently exist in the surrounding area. As such, the increase in delivery/haul trucks and 
worker vehicles in the surrounding roadways is not anticipated to incrementally increase noise 
levels in the surrounding area by 3 dBA or more. 

The Original EIR concluded that temporary construction noise impacts associated with 
development of the Master Plan would be significant and unavoidable. Construction noise 
associated with the remaining 170,650 square feet that is entitled under the Master Plan was 
analyzed in the Original EIR and included in the approvals for the Master Plan in 1993. 

(2) Operational (Long-Term) Noise 

Vehicular Noise 

The predominant long-term noise source for the Project is vehicular traffic. According to the 
traffic report prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, the Project would generate 1,181 daily 
vehicle trips. 20 The remaining entitlement allowed under the Master Plan (i.e., the 170,650-
square feet) would generate 5,324 daily vehicle trips per day. 21 No net change in traffic 
associated with the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building was assumed. 

To ascertain off-site noise impacts, traffic was modeled under future year (2023 or year of 
Project buildout) "No Project" and "With Project" conditions utilizing FHWA RD-77-108 noise 
calculation formulas. The "No Project" conditions include the remaining square footage allowed 
under the Master Plan (i.e., the 170,650-square feet) with associated parking, as well as Related 
Projects within the vicinity of the Project Site. "With Project" conditions include the Project 
(i.e., the addition of an equivalent of 200,000 square feet of floor area for medical uses, or 100 
inpatient beds) and the Master Plan with associated parking, and Related Projects within the 
vicinity of the Project Site. 

18 Assumes 100 construction workers per day with an average vehicle ridership of 1.1. 
19Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplemen( 1998. 
20Linscott, Law & Greenspan., Engineers. Traffic Impact Study: Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
21 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers. Traffic Impact Study: Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
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Results of the analysis are summarized in Table 21: 2007 and 2023 Estimated Community Noise 
Equivalent Level. The greatest Project-related noise increase would be 0.4 dBA CNEL and 
would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive between Robertson Boulevard and George 
Burns Road. Roadway noise levels attributed to the Project would increase by less than 3 dBA 
CNEL at all other analyzed segments. 

Mobile noise generated by the Project would not cause the ambient noise level measured at the 
property line of the noise-sensitive receptor sites to increase by 3 dBA CNEL to or within the 
"normally unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category (Table 17: Land Use Compatibility 
for Community Noise Environments) or any 5-dBA or more increase in noise level. Therefore, 
the Project would result in a less than significant mobile source noise impact. 

The Original EIR concluded that operation of the Master Plan would result in a less than 
significant increase in ambient noise levels in the area. Therefore, the Project's impact is similar 
to the impact identified in the Original EIR, and does not involve a new significant noise impact 
or a substantial increase in the severity of noise the impact previously identified in the Original 
EIR. 

TABLE21 

2007 AND 2023 ESTIMATED COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL Ul 
ESTIMATED DBA, CNEL [2] 

ROADWAY SEGMENT 
Existing No Project Project Project Cumulative 
(2007) (2023) (2023) Impact Impact 

Beverly Boulevard from Robertson Boulevard 
to George Burns Road (Commercial and Single- 71.9 73.4 73.4 0.0 1.5 
family uses) 
Beverly Boulevard from George Burns Road to 

71.9 73.6 73.6 0.0 1.7 San Vicente Boulevard (Commercial uses) 
Beverly Boulevard from San Vicente Boulevard to 

72.9 74.6 74.7 0.1 1.8 La Cienega Boulevard (Commercial uses) 
Robertson Boulevard from Beverly Boulevard to 

69.8 72.5 72.5 0.0 2.7 Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (Commercial uses) 
Robertson Boulevard from Alden Drive-Gracie 

66.7 69.4 69.4 0.0 2.7 Allen Drive to Third Street (Commercial uses) 
George Bums from Beverly Boulevard to 

67.0 68.3 68.5 0.2 1.5 Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (Medical uses) 
George Bums from Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive 

67.5 68.5 68.7 0.2 1.2 to Third Street (Medical uses) 
Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive from Robertson 

64.0 66.8 67.2 0.4 3.2 Boulevard to George Bums Road (Medical uses) 
Third Street from Robertson Boulevard to 

65.7 68.0 68.0 0.0 2.3 George Bums Road (Medical and Commercial uses) 
Third Street from George Bums Road to 

70.5 72.6 72.7 0.1 2.2 Sherboume Drive (Medical and Commercial uses) 
La Cienega Boulevard from Wilshire Boulevard to 

69.0 71.0 71.1 0.1 2.1 Third Street (Residential and Commercial uses) 
[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. The 
predicted CNEL were calculated as peak hour Leq and converted into CNEL using the California Department of Transportation Technical 
Noise Supplement (October 1998). The conversion involved making a correction for peak hour traffic volumes as a percentage of average 
daily traffic and a nighttime penalty correction. The peak hour traffic was assumed to be ten percent of the average daily traffic. 
f21 CNEL is at 50 feet from the roadway right-of-way. 
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Siren Noise 

Siren noise from emergency vehicles leaving from and amvmg at the West Tower would 
constitute a short-term and intermittent noise source. However, the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, Chapter XI Noise Regulation, Article I and II, exempts any emergency vehicle noise 
generated within the City limits. 22 Siren noise would be short-term and intermittent and would 
result in a less-than-significant impact. Noise impacts associated with sirens were not discussed 
in the Original EIR. 

Stationary Noise 

Potential stationary noise sources related to the long-term operations of the Project include 
mechanical equipment and parking areas. Mechanical equipment (e.g., parking structure air 
vents and heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment) may generate noise 
levels ranging from 48 dBA to 66 dBA. The applicable mitigation measures adopted in 
connection with the Master Plan include installing sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, 
enclosing mechanical equipment, and providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into 
the design of this equipment. Also, mechanical equipment would be designed so as to be located 
within an enclosure or confined to the rooftop of the proposed structure. In addition, mechanical 
equipment would be screened from view as necessary to comply with provisions of the LAMC 
for on-site stationary sources. Enclosing and screening the mechanical equipment from view 
would reduce mechanical equipment noise levels by at least three dBA. The medical office 
building north of the Project Site has an existing ambient noise level of approximately 70.5 dBA, 
and the medical towers east of the Project Site have an existing ambient noise level of 
approximately 65.2 dBA. Assuming that the mechanical equipment would generate noise levels 
of approximately 66 dBA, the LAMC requirement to enclose and screen the mechanical 
equipment from view would reduce the mechanical equipment noise levels to approximately 63 
dBA. As a result, the ambient noise level would incrementally increase by less than one dBA at 
the medical office building and by approximately 2 dBA at the medical towers east of the Project 
Site. Operation of mechanical equipment would not be anticipated to incrementally increase 
ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more. Therefore, stationary noise due to the Project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact. 

The Original EIR found that stationary noise sources associated with the Master Plan would be 
required to comply with the City of Los Angeles noise ordinance. This requirement would also 
apply with implementation of the Project. Therefore, the Project's stationary source noise 
impact is similar to the impact identified in the Original EIR and does not involve a new 
significant noise impact or substantial increase in the severity of the noise impact previously 
identified for the Master Plan. 

22 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI Noise Regulation, Article I and II, 
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=templates&fn=default.htm&vid=ainlegal:lamc_ca. 
accessed on November 20, 2007. 
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The 650-space Approved Parking Structure was approved at the Project Site as part of the Master 
Plan; construction of the Approved Parking Structure is associated with the implementation of 
the Master Plan is not considered a new development and would not be part of the 200,000 
square feet of new development. Even so, noise monitoring at an existing parking structure 
south of the Project Site indicated that activity at the existing parking structure results in a noise 
level of approximately 65.8 dBA L~q at 20 feet. Based on this monitored noise level, the 
adjacent medical office building to the south of the Project Site would be exposed to 65.9 dBA, 
or 0.1 dBA over the existing noise level. The other medical buildings (including the hospital) 
surrounding the Project Site would be further away from the parking structure and, thus, 
incremental increases in noise levels at these buildings would be less than the adjacent medical 
office buildings. Additionally, the 11-story building that would be constructed for the Project 
would shield sensitive receptors to the east of the proposed parking structure from parking
related noise. As the parking structure activity would not incrementally increase ambient noise 
levels by 5 dBA or more, parking noise would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Loading Docks and Service Access Areas 

The West Tower project will incorporate a loading dock and ambulatory service area. These 
facilities will be located in the parking structure and accessed primarily from Gracie Allen Drive. 
The loading dock would continue to operate between the same hours and under similar 
circumstances as already observed on the CSMC Campus. Because the loading dock and 
ambulatory service area would be internal to the parking structure, these areas would be shielded 
from sensitive receptors by Project structures. The structures would act as a noise barrier and 
would prevent increased ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA from the proposed loading 
docks at off-site sensitive receptors. The Project would not result in additional noise sources due 
to the operation of the loading docks or ambulatory services. The Project would result in a less 
than significant operational noise impact due to loading dock or service access operations. 

Land Use Compatibility 

The Noise Element of the General Plan indicates that interior noise for hospitals should be 45 
dBA or lower. Typical construction of building walls provides a noise reduction of 
approximately 26 dBA. The medical facility on the Project Site would be constructed with fresh 
air ventilation systems and windows that cannot be opened. As such, interior noise levels would 
be at least 26 dBA less than exterior noise levels. As shown in Table 16: Existing Estimated 
Community Noise Equivalent Level, the maximum exterior noise level at and adjacent to the 
Project Site is approximately 65.8 dBA. This would result in interior noise level of 
approximately 39.8 dBA. Interior noise levels would be less than the 45 dBA CNEL. 
Residential uses, which have lower ambient noise levels than the Project Site, would be less 
affected by Project-related noise since these residential uses are located farther away from the 
Project Site than the adjacent medical uses. 
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As with the Original EIR, existing ambient noise levels within the Project Site and in its 
surrounding area exceed 60 dBA. As such, the State Building Code will require an acoustical 
analysis showing that the interior noise levels for the West Tower would be 45 dBA or less. 
Impacts associated with the Project are similar to the impact identified in the Original EIR, and 
the Project does not involve a new significant noise impact or a substantial increase in the 
severity of the noise impact previously identified in the Original EIR. 

(3) Vibration 

(a) Construction 

Ground-borne vibration could occur adjacent to the medical office building north of the Project 
Site. As shown in Table 22: Vibration Velocities for Construction Equipment, typical heavy 
equipment (e.g., a large bulldozer) generates vibration levels of 0.352 PPV at a distance of ten 
feet. Loaded haul trucks generate vibration levels of 0.300 PPV at the same distance. These 
vibration levels would be less than the 0.5 inches per second significance threshold. As such, 
vibration due to construction of the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, 
presuming that driven piles are not necessary for new construction. However, there is the 
potential that vibration levels would exceed the threshold of significance should driven piles be 
used for the Project. Therefore, mitigation is required to ensure that any potential impacts are 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Vibration impacts were not analyzed in the Original EIR. However, mitigation measures 
required to reduce the Project's vibration impacts are also applicable to the Master Plan project. 

(b) Operation 

The Project would not include significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, such as 
heavy equipment operations. Operational ground-borne vibration in the Project vicinity would 
be generated by vehicular travel and delivery trucks on the local roadways. Based on field 
observations, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not perceptible at the Project Site. 
Similar to existing conditions, traffic-related vibration levels would not be perceptible by 
sensitive receptors. Thus, operational vibration would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
Vibration impacts were not analyzed in the Original EIR. 

TABLE22 

VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT U l 

EQUIPMENT 
PPV AT 10 FEET PPV AT 35 FEET PPV AT 55 FEET 

(INCHES/SECOND) r2l (INCHES/SECOND) r2l (INCHES/SECOND) r2l 

Pile Driver (impact) 6.000 0.916 0.465 

Pile Driver (sonic) 2.901 0.443 0.225 

Large Bulldozer 0.352 0.054 0.027 

Caisson Drilling 0.352 0.054 0.027 

Loaded Trucks 0.300 0.046 0.023 
[1] Source: Federal Transit Authority, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995. 
f21 Fragile buildings can be exposed to ground-home vibration levels of0.5 PPV without experiencing structural damage. 
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Regarding cumulative construction noise, the nearest Related Project is located approximately 
300 feet north of the Project Site along Bonner Drive in the City of West Hollywood. The 
medical office building north of the Project Site and along Beverly Boulevard would be the 
nearest sensitive receptor exposed to construction noise from the proposed Project and nearest 
Related Project. It is anticipated that construction of the nearest Related Project would occur 
before construction of the proposed Project, however, should construction activities occur 
simultaneously, significant impacts may result. 

It is assumed that the nearest Related Project would generate a similar maximum construction 
noise level as the proposed Project. As such, the construction noise level from the nearest 
Related Project would be 89 dBA at 50 feet (without mitigation implementation). The medical 
office building (nearest sensitive receptor) is approximately 200 feet from the nearest Related 
Project construction activity. At this distance, construction noise would be reduced to 
approximately 77 dBA.23 Additionally, the nearest Related Project would be shielded from the 
medical office building by existing buildings along Beverly Boulevard, which would reduce 
construction noise by at least 10 dBA, resulting in a final construction noise level of 67 dBA at 
the medical office building. 24 

Adding the nearest Related Project construction noise level of 67 dBA to the Project construction 
noise level of 79 dBA (with mitigation) would result in a new construction noise level of 79.3 
dBA at the medical office building. This would increase the ambient noise levels in the Project 
area by 9.3 dBA.25 Therefore, cumulative construction noise would exceed the 5-dBA 
significance threshold and, as such, the Project would result in a cumulative construction noise 
impact. 

Regarding cumulative operational noise, when calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic 
consultant took 141 additional projects into consideration. Thus, the future traffic results with 
and without the Project already account for the cumulative impacts from these other projects. 
Since the operational noise impacts are generated directly from the traffic analysis results, the 
future without Project and future with Project noise impacts described in this report already 
reflect cumulative impacts. 

Table 21: 2007 and 2032 Es-timated Community Noise Equivalent Level presents the cumulative 
increase in future traffic noise levels at various intersections (i.e., 2023 "No Project "conditions 
plus Project traffic). The maximum cumulative roadway noise increase would be 3.2 dBA 
CNEL and would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive between Robertson Boulevard 
and George Bums Road in a commercial area. The cumulative roadway noise levels would 
exceed the 3-dBA threshold increment. However, the new mobile noise level would not be 
within the "normally unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category as shown in Table 17: 
Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments. Therefore, the Project would not 

23 Terry A. Hayes and Associates email to Planning Associates, Inc., July 2, 2008. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid. 
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result in a cumulatively considerable exterior or interior noise impact with respect to roadway 
n01se. 

The predominant vibration source near the Project Site is heavy trucks traveling on the local 
roadways. Neither the Project nor the Related Projects would substantially increase heavy-duty 
vehicle traffic near the Project Site or cause a substantial increase in heavy-duty trucks on local 
roadways since the Related Projects would develop residential and commercial uses that would 
not generate substantial amounts of heavy-duty truck trips. Related Projects would not include 
land uses that are associated with unusually high volumes of heavy-duty truck trips (e.g., 
shipping or warehouse facilities). 26 As such, the Project would not add to a cumulative vibration 
impact. Therefore, no significant cumulative impact from long-term noise sources would occur. 

(1) Consistency with Applicable Plans and Policies 

Consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed above in subsection (2) Operational 
Impacts, Land Use Compatibility. As noted above, Project-related noise levels are consistent 
with the standards established for hospital uses (on-site) and residential uses (off-site) as 
provided in the Noise Element of the General Plan. Because the Project would be consistent 
with the Noise Element, impacts related to consistency with applicable noise-related plans and 
policies are less than significant. 

4. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

a. Regulatory Requirements, Standard Conditions, and Project Design Features 

MM NOI-1: The Project will comply with the City's Noise Ordinance to ensure that 
construction activities are conducted in accordance with the LAMC. 

b. 1993 Mitigation Measures (Carried Forward) 

(1) Construction Noise 

MM NOI-2: Specify the use of quieted equipment in compliance with the applicable 
provisions of the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 156,363. 

MM NOI-3: Route trucks hauling debris through non-residential areas by approval of the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

MM NOI-4: The use of quieted equipment would reduce noise levels by an additional 3 to 6 
dBA 

MM NOI-5: Limit demolition activities to the hours of 7:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday, and 8:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M., Saturday. 

26 Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study: Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center Projec( June 23, 
2008. 
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MM NOI-6: Construct a temporary noise barrier wall along the property line, where feasible, 
as determined by the Department of Building and Safety. 

MM NOI-7: Specify that all sound-reducing devices and restrictions be properly maintained 
throughout the construction period. 

MM NOI-8: Where temporary noise barriers are infeasible, portable noise panels to contain 
noise from powered tools shall be used. 

MM NOI-9: Use rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment. 

MM NOI-10: Limit the hours of construction to between 7:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday and between 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday. 

MM NOI-11: Keep loading and staging areas on site within the perimeter protected by the 
recommended temporary noise barrier and away from the noise-sensitive sides of 
the site. 

MM NOI-12: If feasible, use alternate pile placement methods other than impact pile driving. 
(See MM NOI-22 for a detailed discussion of the feasibility of alternate pile 
placement methods). 

(2) Operational Noise 

MM NOI-13: Installation of sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical 
equipment, and providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into the 
design. 

c. Recommended Additional Mitigation Measures 

(1) Construction Noise 

MM NOI-14: Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment be equipped 
with mufflers and other suitable noise attenuation devices. 

MM NOI-15: Grading and construction contractors shall use quieter equipment as opposed to 
noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment). 

MM NOI-16: Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight feet in height shall be erected around the perimeter of the Project Site to the 
extent feasible, to minimize the construction noise. 

MM NOI-17: Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatus and drill 
rigs used within the Project Site, to the extent feasible. 

PAGE 153 

RL0023098 



EM23245 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
C.NOISE 

MMNOI-18: The construction contractor shall establish designated haul truck routes. The haul 
truck routes shall avoid noises sensitive receptors, including, but are not limited to 
residential uses and schools. 

MM NOI-19: All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall be sent a 
notice regarding the construction schedule of the Project. A sign, legible at a 
distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the construction site. AU notices and 
signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as well as 
provide a telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction 
process and register complaints. 

MM NOI-20: The construction contractor shall establish a "noise disturbance coordinator" shall 
be established. The disturbance coordinator shall be responsible for responding to 
any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator 
would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad 
muffler, etc.) and would be required to implement reasonable measures such that 
the complaint is resolved. All notices that are sent to residential units within 500 
feet of the construction site and all signs posted at the construction site shall list 
the telephone number for the disturbance coordinator. 

(2) Operational Noise 

MM NOI-21: The applicant shall conduct an acoustical analysis to confirm that if the materials 
to be used for the proposed Project would reduce interior noise levels to 45 dBA. 
If the analysis determines that additional noise insulation features are required, the 
acoustical analysis shall identify the type of noise insulation features that would 
be required to reduce the interior noise levels to 45 dBA, and the applicant shall 
incorporate these features into the proposed project. 

(3) Vibration 

MM NOI-22: Pile driving activity shall be limited based on the distance of vibration sensitive 
buildings to the Project Site. For buildings within 35 feet of pile driving activity, 
contractors shall use caisson drilling to drive piles. For buildings 35 to 55 feet 
from pile driving activity, contractors shall use sonic or vibratory pile drivers to 
drive piles. For buildings 55 feet and beyond pile driving activity, contractors 
may use impact pile drivers. 

5. SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the Mitigation Program would reduce construction noise levels. Several of 
the mitigation measures would each reduce construction noise by approximately 5 to 10 dBA.27 

The noise disturbance coordinator would endeavor to resolve all noise complaints promptly. As 
shown in Table 23: Construction Noise Impact - Mitigated, construction activity would 
potentially increase ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors by 0.3 to 14.0 dBA Leq, 

27USEPA, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 
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respectively. Construction-related noise would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at 
various sensitive receptors, and, as such, the Project would result in a temporary significant and 
unavoidable construction noise impact. Because the Original EIR also found that temporary 
construction noise impacts would result from construction of the Master Plan, construction of the 
Project would not result in new significant noise impacts or a substantial increase in the severity 
of significant noise impacts previously identified in the Original EIR. This is particularly true 
since much of the construction analyzed in this section represents implementation of the 
previously approved Master Plan, rather than of the Project. 

TABLE23 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT- MITIGATED [l] 

KEY TO 
MAXIMUM 

EXISTING NEW 
FIGURE29: 

DISTANCE CONSTRUCTION 
AMBIENT AMBIENT 

NOISE MONITORING 
(FEET) NOISE LEVEL 

(DBA,LEQ) (DBA, LEQ) 
INCREASE 

[2] (DBA) 
POSITIONS 

rJ1 
[4] [5] 

Medical Office Building, 
North of Project Site 50 79.0 70.5 79.6 9.1 

Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Towers, East of Project 
Site 50 79.0 65.2 79.2 14.0 

Single-Family Residences 
on Bonner Drive, North of 
Project Site 400 60.9 55.4 62.0 6.6 

Multi-Family Residences 
on Clark Drive, West of 
Project Site 475 54.5 [6] 61.1 62.0 0.9 

Multi-Family Residences 
on Burton Way, South of 
Project Site 975 48.2 [6] 60.2 60.5 0.3 
[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, April 2008. 
[2] Distance of noise source from receptor. 
[3] Construction noise source's sound level at receptor location, with distance and building adjustment. 
[4] Pre-construction activity ambient sound level at receptor location. 
[5] New sound level at receptor location during the construction period, including noise from construction activity. 
f 61 Includes a 5-dBA reduction for intervening buildings 

The Project-related operational noise would result in a less than significant impact with 
mitigation. The Original EIR also concluded that operation of the Master Plan would result in 
less than significant impacts. Therefore, operation of the Project would not result in new 
significant noise impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of significant noise impacts as 
compared to the impacts previously found in the Original EIR. 

Implementation of the Mitigation Program would ensure that construction-related vibration 
would result in a less than significant impact and that no adjacent building will be impacted by 
vibration sources during Project Site construction by restricting the distance at which pile-driving 
activities would occur and what type of equipment may be operated at specific distances. These 
restrictions would effectively reduce the potential for adjacent building damage to a less-than
significant impact. Operational ground-borne vibration impacts would be less than significant, 
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The Project will result in a net significant unavoidable impact (including cumulatively) related to 
construction (short-term) noise at sensitive receptors. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15092 and 15093, and in the event the Project is approved, the City of Los Angeles must adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations acknowledging these outstanding significant adverse 
impacts and stating the reason(s) for accepting these impacts in light of the whole environmental 
record as weighed against the benefits of the Project. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

This section is based on a traffic and parking impact study that was prepared for the proposed 
CSMC West Tower Project by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, dated June 23, 2008 (see 
Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study), which report is incorporated fully herein. The traffic impact 
study has been prepared through coordination with and reviewed by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"). This section discusses potential impacts on 
transportation facilities and parking resulting from the proposed Project. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

a. Physical Setting 

(1) Local Street and Freeway System 

The City of Los Angeles utilizes the roadway categories recognized by regional, state and federal 
transportation agencies. There are four categories in the roadway hierarchy, ranging from 
freeways, with the highest capacity, to two-lane undivided roadways, with the lowest capacity. 
The roadway categories are summarized as follows: 

Freeways. Limited-access and high-speed travel ways included in the state and federal highway 
systems. Their purpose is to carry regional through-traffic. Access is provided by interchanges 
with typical spacing of one mile or greater. No local access is provided to adjacent land uses. 
There are no regional freeways in the immediate Project area. Within a radius of several miles, 
however, the Hollywood (101) Freeway runs north-south to the east of the Project Site, the Santa 
Monica/Rosa Parks (10) Freeway runs east-west to the south of the Project Site and the San 
Diego (405) Freeway runs north-south to the west of the Project Site. 

Arterial. Major streets that primarily serve through-traffic and provide access to abutting 
properties as a secondary function. Arterials are generally designed with two to six travel lanes 
and their major intersections are signalized. This roadway type is divided into two categories: 
principal and minor arterials. For the City of Los Angeles, these are referred to as Major 
Highways Class II and Secondary Highways, respectively. Principal arterials (Major Highway 
Class II) are typically four-or-more lane roadways and serve both local and regional through
traffic. Minor arterials (Secondary Highways) are typically two-to-four lane streets that service 
local and commuter traffic. San Vicente Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard are examples of 
principal arterials or Major Highways. Robertson Boulevard and Third Street are examples of 
secondary arterials or Secondary Highways. 

Collector. Streets that provide access and traffic circulation within residential and non
residential (e.g., commercial and industrial) areas. They connect local streets to arterials and are 
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typically designed with two through travel lanes (i.e., one through travel lane in each direction) 
that may accommodate on-street parking and/or provide access to abutting properties. 

Local. Roadways that distribute traffic within a neighborhood or similar adjacent neighborhoods 
and are not intended for use as a through-street or a link between higher capacity facilities such 
as collector or arterial roadways. Local streets are generally fronted by residential uses and do 
not typically serve commercial uses. 

Brief descriptions of the important roadways in the Project Site vicinity are provided below: 

Robertson Boulevard. A north-south oriented roadway that is located immediately adjacent to 
the west of the CSMC Campus. Robertson Boulevard is designated as a Secondary Highway in 
the City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element. One through travel lane is 
provided in each direction on Robertson Boulevard north of Burton Way, and two lanes are 
provided in each direction on the roadway south of Burton Way. Two hour parking between the 
hours of 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. is generally provided along both sides of Robertson Boulevard 
near the CSMC Campus. Robertson Boulevard is posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit 
within the Project study area. 

George Burns Road. A north-south oriented roadway that bisects the CSMC Campus, extending 
between Beverly Boulevard and Third Street. George Bums Road is a private roadway within the 
CSMC Campus, as designated by the City of Los Angeles. The roadway serves as a primary 
access point to the CSMC Campus, including access to the North and South Towers, the Davis 
Research Building and the Project Site. One through travel lane is provided in each direction on 
the roadway and speed humps are provided between Beverly Boulevard and Gracie Allen Drive. 
The George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive intersection is currently all-way stop sign 
controlled. Parking is prohibited along both sides of George Bums Road within the CSMC 
Campus. George Burns Road becomes Hamel Road to the south of Third Street outside of the 
CSMC Campus. 

Willaman Drive. A north-south oriented roadway that extends between Third Street and 
Gregory Way. Willaman Drive is designated as a Local roadway in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Transportation Element. One through travel lane is provided in each direction on 
Willaman Drive in the Project vicinity. Two hour parking between the hours of 8:00 AM. and 
6:00 P.M. is generally provided along both sides of Willaman Drive near the CSMC Campus. 
There is no posted speed limit on this segment of Willaman Drive in the Project vicinity, thus it 
is assumed to have a prim a facie speed limit of 25 miles per hour. 

Sherbourne Drive. A north-south oriented roadway that extends southerly from Gracie Allen 
Drive on the CSMC Campus to Clifton Way. Within the CSMC Campus (i.e., between Gracie 
Allen Drive and Third Street), Sherbourne Drive is a private CSMC roadway. South of Third 
Street, Sherboume Drive is designated as a Collector roadway in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Transportation Element. One through travel lane is provided in each direction on 
Sherboume Drive in the Project vicinity. Parking is prohibited along both sides of Sherboume 
Drive north of Third Street within the CSMC Campus. South of Third Street, two hour parking 
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between the hours of 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. is generally provided along both sides of the 
roadway. 

San Vicente Boulevard. A northwest-to-southeast oriented roadway that borders the CSMC 
Campus to the east. San Vicente Boulevard is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element. Two through travel lanes are 
provided in each direction on San Vicente Boulevard in the Project vicinity. Parking is 
prohibited along both sides of San Vicente Boulevard south of Beverly Boulevard. North of 
Beverly Boulevard, two hour parking between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. is generally 
provided along both sides of the roadway. San Vicente Boulevard is posted for a 35 miles per 
hour speed limit within the Project study area. 

La Cienega Boulevard. A north-south oriented roadway that is located east of the CSMC 
Campus. La Cienega Boulevard is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Transportation Element. Two through travel lanes are provided in each 
direction on La Cienega Boulevard in the Project vicinity. Parking is prohibited along both sides 
of the roadway in the vicinity of the CSMC Campus. La Cienega Boulevard is posted for a 35 
miles per hour speed limit within the Project study area. 

Beverly Boulevard. An east-west oriented roadway that borders the CSMC Campus to the 
north. Beverly Boulevard is designated as a Maj or Highway Class II in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Transportation Element. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction 
on Beverly Boulevard in the Project vicinity. Two hour parking between the hours of 8:00 AM. 
and 6:00 P.M. is generally provided along both sides of the roadway near the CSMC Campus. 
Beverly Boulevard is posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit within the Project study area. 

Gracie Allen Drive. An east-west oriented roadway that bisects the CSMC Campus, extending 
between Robertson Boulevard and San Vicente Boulevard. Gracie Allen Drive is a private 
roadway within the CSMC Campus, as designated by the City of Los Angeles. Gracie Allen 
Drive serves as a primary access point to the CSMC Campus, including access to the S. Mark 
Taper Foundation Imaging Center, the emergency entrance to the North Tower, and the Project 
Site. One to two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Gracie Allen Drive in the 
Project vicinity. The George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive intersection is currently all-way 
stop sign controlled. Parking is prohibited along both sides of Gracie Allen Drive within the 
CSMC Campus. Gracie Allen Drive becomes Alden Drive between George Burns Road and 
Robertson Boulevard and continues as Alden Drive west of Robertson Boulevard. 

Third Street. An east-west oriented roadway that borders the CSMC Campus to the south. 
Third Street is designated as a Secondary Highway in the City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Transportation Element. One through travel lane is provided in each direction on Third Street 
near the CSMC Campus, although two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on the 
roadway as a result of weekday peak commuter period curbside parking restrictions. Parking is 
prohibited along the north side of Third Street adjacent to the CSMC Campus. Two hour parking 
between the hours of 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM, however, is generally provided along the south side 
of Third Street near the CSMC Campus. Third Street is posted for a 30 miles per hour speed 
limit within the Project study area. 
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Burton Way. An east-west oriented roadway that is located south of the CSMC Campus. 
Burton Way is designated as a Secondary Highway in the City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Transportation Element. A raised median island is provided on the roadway within the Project 
area. Three through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Burton Way in the vicinity of 
the CSMC Campus. Two hour parking between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. is 
generally provided along both sides of Burton Way within the Project area. Burton Way is 
posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit within the Project study area. 

Wilshire Boulevard. An east-west oriented roadway that is located south of the CSMC Campus. 
Wilshire Boulevard is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Transportation Element. Three through travel lanes are provided in each direction 
on Wilshire Boulevard within the Project area. One hour parking between the hours of 10:00 
AM and 3 :00 PM is generally provided along both sides of Wilshire Boulevard within the 
Project area. Wilshire Boulevard is posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit within the Project 
study area. 

(2) Traffic Conditions and Levels of Service 

The traffic analysis study area is generally comprised of locations that have the greatest potential 
to experience significant traffic impacts due to the Project, as defined by the Lead Agency. In the 
traffic engineering practice, the study area generally includes those intersections that are: 

a. Immediately adjacent or in close proximity to the project site; 

b. In the vicinity of the project site that are documented to have current or 
projected future adverse operational issues; and 

c. In the vicinity of the project site that are forecast to experience a relatively 
greater percentage of project-related vehicular turning movements (e.g., at 
freeway ramp intersections). 

(a) Study Intersections 

After conferencing with City of Los Angeles staff, twenty-two (22) study intersections were 
identified for evaluation of potential Project impacts during the weekday morning ("A.M.") and 
afternoon ("P.M."). A traffic sub-consultant, Accutek Traffic Data, Inc., conducted manual 
counts at the study intersections during October 2007 and observed peak hour traffic volumes 
were increased at an annual rate of one percent (1 %) per year to reflect year 2008 existing 
conditions. The 22 following study intersections were selected for analyses in consultation with 
LADOT staff in order to determine potential impacts related to the proposed Project: 

Int. No. 1: Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard. 1 

Int. No. 2: Robertson Boulevard/ Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive.2 

1 City of West Hollywood study intersection. 
2 City of Los Angeles study intersection. 
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Int. No. 3: 
Int. No. 4: 
Int. No. 5: 
Int. No. 6: 
Int. No. 7: 
Int. No. 8: 
Int. No. 9: 
Int. No. 10: 
Int. No. 11: 
Int. No. 12: 
Int.No.13: 
Int.No.14: 
Int. No. 15: 
Int. No. 16: 
Int. No. 17: 
Int. No. 18: 
Int. No. 19: 
Int. No. 20: 
Int. No. 21 
Int. No. 22 

Robertson Boulevard/Third Street.2 

Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way.3 
Robertson Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.4 

George Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard. 1 

George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive.5 

George Burns Road-Hamel Road/Third Street.2 
Willaman Drive/Third Street.2 

Willaman Drive/Wilshire Boulevard. 4 

Sherbourne Drive/Third Street.2 

San Vicente Boulevard/Melrose Avenue. 1 

San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard. 1 

San Vicente Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Beverly Center.2 

San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street.2 

San Vicente Boulevard-Le Doux Road/Burton Way. 2 

San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.3 

La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard.2 
La Cienega Boulevard/Third Street.2 
La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard.2 
La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.4 

Orlando A venue/Third Street. 2 

The general location of the Project in relation to the study locations and surrounding street 
system is presented in Figure 31: Study Intersection Map. The existing weekday AM. and P.M. 
peak commuter period manual counts of turning vehicles at the study intersections are 
summarized in Table 2-f.: Existing Traffic Volumes. The existing traffic volumes at the study 
intersections during the weekday AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours are shown in Figure 32: 
Existing Traffic Volumes -A.M Peak Hour and Figure 33: Existing Traffic Volumes - P.M Peak 
Hour, respectively. Summary data worksheets of the manual traffic counts at the study 
intersections are contained in Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study. 

A total of 21 of the study intersections are controlled by traffic signals. The remaining study 
intersection (Intersection No. 7, George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive) is controlled by all-way 
stop signs. The existing lane configurations at the 22 study intersections are displayed in Figure 
34: Existing Lane Configuration at Study Intersections. 

3 Shared City of Los Angeles/City of Beverly Hills study intersection. 
4 City of Beverly Hills study intersection. 
5 CSMC privately controlled study intersection. 

PAGE 161 

RL0023107 



CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

I- f5 WY IQ 8i 

~ °' "' "" "" c .. 
<t c L.U :s 
"- CLIF ON 2t'. WY '-' 

:z :z 

~ Cl<'. 

"" "" 
Cl 

Q Cl rs BL D 

,... 
"" 

--' "" :1!'! n "" Cl ~ w Q :z: w °' ~ --' :x: I.LI 

~ 
I- LLJ --' -< ~ c.. w 

WY 
0 
::;o 

V> !./') !./') --' 
~ 

LEGEND: 

• STUDY INTERSECTION * PROJECT SITE 

EM23254 

~ 
--' 
UJ 

~ ~ 
VI 

I-I- I-
VI VI VI 

ME S 

D 
D 
D 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

FIGURE 31 
NORTH 

STUDY INTERSECTION MAP ~ SOURCE: LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, ENGINEERS 

PAGE 162 

RL0023108 



EM23255 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE24 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES [l] 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. INTERSECTION DATE DIR 
BEGAN VOLUME BEGAN VOLUME 

NB 507 690 
1 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/09/2007 SB 8:00 750 4:30 565 

Beverly Boulevard 
EB 1,029 1,330 

WB 1,542 1,121 

NB 593 712 
2 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/09/2007 SB 8:15 654 4:45 57 

Alden Drive-Gracie 
Allen Drive EB 145 174 

WB 128 194 

NB 699 694 
3 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/09/2007 SB 8:15 595 4:45 592 

Third Street 
EB 395 533 

WB 949 633 

NB 758 768 
4 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/17/2007 SB 8:30 732 5:00 719 

Burton Way 
EB 779 1,201 

WB 1,540 1,043 

NB 982 888 
5 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/17/2007 SB 8:30 852 5:00 862 

Wilshire Boulevard 
EB 1,251 1,978 

WB 2,177 1,511 

NB 115 469 
6 George Bums Road/ 10/10/2007 SB 8:00 9 4:30 73 

Beverly Boulevard 
EB 1,018 1,314 

WB 1,790 1,129 

NB 212 415 
7 George Bums Road/ 10/10/2007 SB 7:45 373 4:30 227 

Gracie Allen Drive 
EB 167 307 

WB 213 216 

NB 169 54 
8 George Bums Road- 10/10/2007 SB 8:00 212 4:30 640 

Hamel Road/ 
Third Street EB 644 705 

WB 1,207 718 
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NO. INTERSECTION 

9 Wilaman Drive/ 
Third Street 

10 Willaman Drive/ 
Wilshire Boulevard 

11 Sherboume Drive/ 
Third Street 

12 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Melrose Avenue 

13 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Beverly Boulevard 

14 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Gracie Allen Drive-
Beverly Center 

15 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Third Street 

16 San Vicente Boulevard-
Le Doux Road/ 
Burton Way 

TABLE 24 (CONTINUED) 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES [l] 
AM PEAK HOUR 

DATE DIR 
BEGAN VOLUME 

NB 269 
10/10/2007 SB 8:30 0 

EB 527 

WB 1,237 

NB 340 
10/17/2007 SB 8:30 218 

EB 1,267 

WB 2,036 

NB 75 
10/10/2007 SB 8:15 55 

EB 682 

WB 1,444 

NB 813 
10/17/2007 SB 8:15 635 

EB 547 

WB 1,082 

NB 891 
10/11/2007 SB 8:30 1,076 

EB 728 

WB 1,552 

NB 931 
10/11/2007 SB 8:30 955 

EB 192 

WB 16 

NB 810 
10/11/2007 SB 8:15 755 

EB 551 

WB 1,472 

NB 20 
10/16/2007 SB 8:30 712 

EB 537 

WB 2,056 

PAGE 164 

PM PEAK HOUR 

BEGAN VOLUME 

359 
4:45 0 

943 

738 

265 
5:00 336 

1,758 

1,452 

61 
4:45 354 

1,178 

715 

1,095 
5:00 908 

972 

872 

1,072 
4:15 940 

1,331 

1,026 

930 
5:00 969 

494 

375 

802 
5:00 1,162 

1,321 

738 

65 
4:45 1,070 

1,198 

1,336 
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NO. INTERSECTION 

17 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Wilshire Boulevard 

18 La Cienega Boulevard/ 
Beverly Boulevard 

19 La Cienega Boulevard/ 
Third Street 

20 La Cienega Boulevard/ 
San Vicente Boulevard 

21 La Cienega Boulevard/ 
Wilshire Boulevard 

22 Orlando Avenue/ 
Third Street 

TABLE 24 (CONTINUED) 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES [l] 

DATE DIR 
AM PEAK HOUR 

BEGAN VOLUME 

NB 1,722 
10/18/2007 SB 8:15 1,061 

EB 1,322 

WB 1,448 

NB 1,019 
10/18/2007 SB 8:45 1,528 

EB 779 

WB 1,515 

NB 1,305 
10/16/2007 SB 8:00 1,437 

EB 535 

WB 1,457 

NB 1,389 
10/16/2007 SB 8:00 1,570 

EB 1,183 

WB 2,040 

NB 1,723 
10/18/2007 SB 8:15 1,334 

EB 1,275 

WB 1,841 

NB 185 
10/10/2007 SB 8:15 480 

EB 600 

WB 1,373 

PM PEAK HOUR 

BEGAN VOLUME 

969 
5:00 1,448 

1,519 

1,446 

1,719 
5:00 1,276 

1,649 

1,104 

1,687 
5:00 1,318 

1,323 

856 

1,626 
5:00 1,346 

2,216 

1,476 

1,585 
5:00 1,545 

1,653 

1,509 

485 
5:00 245 

1,291 

798 
[1] Counts conducted by Accutek. NOTE: Year 2007 manual traffic counts were adjusted by a 1.0 percent (1.0%) ambient growth factor to reflect 
year 2008 existing conditions. 
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(b) Level of Service 

Methodology 
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The 22 study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") 
method, which detennines the Volume-to-Capacity ("VIC") ratio on a critical lane basis. The 
T//C ratio is a measure of an intersection's traffic (existing or projected) as compared to the 
theoretical (design) capacity of the intersection. The overall intersection V/C ratio is 
subsequently assigned a Level of Service ("LOS") value to describe intersection operations. LOS 
is a qualitative indicator of an intersection's operating conditions, which is used to represent 
various degrees of congestion and delay. LOS varies from LOS A (free flow with little or no 
delay) to LOS F Gammed conditions resulting from extreme congestion). A more detailed 
description of the CMA method and values and explanation of corresponding Levels of Service 
are provided in Appendix B of Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study. The relationship between 
CMA V/C ratios and LOS for intersection capacity calculations is generally as follows: 

VIC RATIO LOS 
0 to 0.60 A 

0.61 to 0.70 B 
0.71to0.80 c 
0.81to0.90 D 
0.91 to l.00 E 
2: 1.00 F 

Existing Intersection LOS 

Eighteen of the 22 study intersections are presently operating at LOS D or better during the 
weekday AM. and P.M. peak hours under existing conditions, as will be discussed in more detail 
in a later section. The following four study intersections are currently operating at LOS E during 
the weekday peak hours as shown below: 

• Int. No. 1: Robertson Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

• Int. No. 5: Robertson Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

• Int. No. 18: La Cienega Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

• Int. No. 21: La Cienega Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

(3) Access and Local Circulation 

AM. Peak Hour: V/C=0.914, LOSE 

AM. Peak Hour: V/C=0.957, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: V/C=0.990, LOSE 

P.M. Peak Hour: V/C=0.989, LOSE 

AM. Peak Hour: V/C=0.976, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: V/C=0.996, LOSE 

The CSMC Campus and Project Site may be accessed through a combination of the local public 
street system and the private CSMC Campus internal streets, as shown on Figure 35: CSMC 
Campus Access. 
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External vehicular access to the CSMC Campus is provided via five key intersections that are 
presently traffic signal controlled and are located on the periphery of the CSMC Campus. Left
tum lanes are provided at all of the subject intersections to facilitate access into the CSMC 
Campus. The five key CSMC Campus access intersections are: 

• Robertson Boulevard/ Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive 
• George Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard 
• George Burns Road-Hamel Road/Third Street 
• Sherboume Drive/Third Street 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Beverly Center 

Internal circulation within the CSMC Campus is primarily facilitated by three private roadways 
that provide access to the CSMC Campus parking facilities and medical buildings: the north
south oriented George Bums Road, the east-west oriented Gracie Allen Drive and the north
south oriented Sherboume Drive. 

Two external CSMC Campus driveways are provided on the south side of Beverly Boulevard 
between George Bums Road and San Vicente Boulevard and two are provided on the west side 
of San Vicente Boulevard between Gracie Allen Drive and Third Street. All of the remaining 
CSMC Campus driveways providing access to parking facilities and medical buildings are 
situated within the CSMC Campus. 

This Project contains no planned changes to the five CSMC Campus key access intersections or 
the external CSMC Campus driveways as they were approved under the Master Plan. The 
existing internal driveway, located at the northwest corner of George Bums Road and Gracie 
Allen Drive that accesses the Project Site, will be removed; however, access to the planned 
adjoining parking structure will be provided via a new driveway along the north side of Gracie 
Allen Drive. 

(4) Parking 

A total of 6,894 parking spaces are currently provided on the CSMC Campus, in accordance with 
the City parking requirements approved under Ordinance No. 168,847. This total includes 5,240 
spaces in parking facilities controlled by CSMC and a total of 1,654 parking spaces in the two 
Medical Office Tower parking structures located south of the CSMC Campus along Third Street. 
After completion of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (construction beginning in the first 
quarter of 2009), a net additional 3 81 parking spaces6 will be provided on the Campus, bringing 
the total amount of parking provided on the Campus to 7,275 parking spaces by the start of the 
construction/demolition process for the Project. For purposes of this Draft SEIR, the 7,275 
parking spaces resulting after construction of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion will be 
considered as the currently existing parking count. 

6 The net additional 3 81 parking spaces accounts for demolition of the existing 166-space parking lot at the 
Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion site and construction of 54 7 new parking spaces ( 54 7 - 166 = 3 81 net additional 
spaces). 
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(5) Public Transit 

The Metro, LADOT and the City of West Hollywood currently provide public bus transit service 
within the CSMC Campus area. A summary of existing transit routes that serve the Project 
vicinity is provided in Table 25: Existing Public Transit Routes and illustrated in Figure 36: 
Existing Public Transit Routes. 

TABLE25 

EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSIT ROUTES [l] 
NO.OF BUSES 

ROUTE DESTINATIONS ROADWAY NEAR SITE 
DURING PEAK 

HOUR 

DIR AM PM 

Metro 14 Beverly Hills to Downtown Los Angeles Beverly Boulevard 
EB 6 6 
WB 7 5 

Metro 16 
Century City to Downtown Los Angeles 

Third Street 
EB 10 11 

(via Hancock Park, Westlake) WB 12 15 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center to 

NB 4 3 
Metro 218 Studio City (via Beverly Hills, Park La Third Street 

SB 4 3 
Brea, West Hollywood) 

Metro 220 
Culver City to West Hollywood 

Robertson Boulevard 
NB 2 2 

(via Beverly Hills) SB 2 2 

Metro 316 
Century City to Downtown Los Angeles 

Third Street 
EB 7 6 

(via Hancock Park, Westlake) WB 6 4 
Willowbrook to Westwood 

Metro 305 
(via Watts, South LA, Crenshaw 

San Vicente Boulevard 
NB 2 2 

District, Mid-City, Miracle Mile, West SB 2 2 
Hollywood, Beverly Hills) 
San Pedro to West Hollywood 

Metro 550 
(via Harbor City, Harbor Gateway, Los 

San Vicente Boulevard 
NB 2 3 

Angeles Exposition Park, Mid-City, SB 3 2 
Beverly Hills) 

Metro 714 Beverly Hills to Downtown Los Angeles Beverly Boulevard 
EB 4 4 
WB 4 4 

Dash-
Wilshire Boulevard to Robertson 

EB 4 4 
Fairfax [2] 

Boulevard (Fairfax Avenue., Melrose Third Street 
WB 4 4 

Avenue, La Cienega Boulevard) 
Dash-
Hollywood/ 

Hollywood to West Hollywood Gracie Allen Drive 
EB 4 4 

West WB 4 4 
Hollywood [2] 
West 
Hollywood City Hollywood to Beverly Hills 

San Vicente Boulevard 
EB 0 2 

Line Route (via West Hollywod) WB 0 2 
A/B [3] 
[l] Sources: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) Website, http://www.metro.net/default.asp. 
[2] Sources: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Website, http://www.ladottransit.com. 
f31 Sources: City of West Hollywood Website, http://www.weho.org. 
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The location of the CSMC Campus facilitates pedestrian activity, bicycle usage and use of public 
transit services, particularly due to the proximity of nearby commercial corridors. Regional and 
local public bus transit stops are provided on the periphery of the CSMC Campus, as well as 
within the Campus along George Bums Road and Gracie Allen Drive. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) General Plan Circulation Element and Community Plan 

The Wilshire Community Plan (the "Community Plan") was adopted on September 19, 2001 to 
guide the development in the Project area. The Community Plan includes goals, objectives and 
policies pertaining to transportation issues, which focus predominantly on public transit, 
alternative transportation modes, transportation systems and congestion management, and 
parking. 

The Community Plan notes that some of the major public transportation opportunities within the 
Community Plan area relate to the MTA rail transit lines and bus transit service. The 
Community Plan recognizes that the operation of a safe, convenient, and efficient mass transit 
line would also lessen regional dependence on the private automobile and the need for additional 
traffic capacity. 

With regard to transportation demand management ("TDM"), it is the City's objective that the 
traffic LOS on the street system not exceed LOS D. TDM is a program designed to encourage 
people to change their mode of travel from single occupancy automotive vehicles to more 
efficient transportation modes. People are given incentives to utilize TDM measures such as 
public transit, ridesharing, modified work schedules, van pools, telecommuting, and non
motorized transportation modes such as the bicycle. The City actively enforces TDM 
requirements through a City-wide TDM Ordinance, participation in regional transportation 
management programs, and formation of localized transportation management associations. 

(2) Regional Transportation System 

The Congestion Management Program (the "CMP") is a state-mandated program that was 
enacted by the State Legislature with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990 to address the 
impact of local growth on the regional transportation system. The MTA developed the 2004 
CMP Traffic Impact Analysis ("TIA") guidelines for Los Angeles County (July 2004), which 
require that intersection and/or freeway monitoring locations be examined if a proposed project 
will add 50 or 150 more trips, respectively, during the AM. or P.M. weekday peak periods. 

The following CMP intersection monitoring locations in the Project area have been identified 
and will be discussed later: 

CMP Station Designation 
Int. No. 5 
Int. No. 6 
Int. No. 161 

Intersection 
Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 
Wilshire Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard (Study Int. No. 21) 
Santa Monica Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard 
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On June 23, 1993, the Los Angeles City Council passed Ordinance Nos. 168,847 and 168,848 
approving a Development Agreement, Master Plan, and Zone/Height District Change for the 
CSMC Campus. The CSMC Master Plan includes 700,000 square feet of medical space floor 
area, as analyzed and certified in the Original EIR, of which 529,350 square feet will have been 
built at the time of Project construction (including the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion to 
begin construction in first quarter of 2009). Thus, the Master Plan currently contains 170,650 
square feet of remaining entitlements that are un-built. The proposed Project includes an 
amendment to the Master Plan to accommodate 100 additional inpatient beds within 200,000 
additional square feet of inpatient floor area on the CSMC Campus. The Original EIR examined 
the transportation impacts associated with development of the Approved Building on the Project 
Site under the Master Plan; therefore, several findings discussed in the Original EIR will 
reasonably apply to the transportation impact analysis for the proposed Project below. Therefore, 
the findings of the Original EIR will be referenced and used for comparison when reasonably 
applicable in the transportation analysis of this Draft SEIR. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

(1) Construction Analysis 

To estimate the construction traffic impacts of the CSMC West Tower Project, certain 
construction assumptions must be made, which are detailed in the construction analysis below. 
After assumptions are made, construction traffic trip generations are calculated for daily 
construction trips associated with worker vehicles, haul trucks and miscellaneous trucks used 
during the construction process. A standard percentage of the daily construction trips generated 
are then assumed to be traveling during the weekday A.M. peak hour and P.M. peak hour. For 
miscellaneous construction trucks, a Passenger Car Equivalency ("PCE") has been determined 
and has been applied to the truck trips to estimate the number of passenger vehicle trips that 
would be associated with these trucks. The final estimated weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hour 
trips are expressed in PCE vehicle trips. 

(2) Intersection Analysis 

To estimate the traffic impacts of the West Tower Project, a multi-step process was utilized. 
First, trip generation estimates are used to calculate the total arriving and departing traffic 
volumes on a peak hour (i.e., A.M. and P.M.) and daily basis. The traffic generation potential is 
forecast by applying the appropriate vehicle trip generation equations or rates to the Project 
development tabulation (i.e., 100 inpatient beds). 

Second, trip distribution identifies the origins and destinations of inbound and outbound Project 
traffic volumes. These origins and destinations are typically based on demographics and 
existing/anticipated travel patterns in the study area. 
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Third, traffic assignment involves the allocation of Project traffic to study area streets and 
intersections. Traffic assignment is typically based on minimization of travel time, which may or 
may not involve the shortest route, depending on prevailing operating conditions and travel 
speeds. Traffic distribution patterns are indicated by general percentage orientation, while traffic 
assignment allocates specific volume forecasts to individual roadway links and intersection 
turning movements throughout the study area. 

With the forecasting process complete and project traffic assignments developed, the impact of 
the Project is isolated by comparing operational (i.e., LOS) conditions at the selected key 
intersections using expected future traffic volumes with and without the forecasted Project 
traffic. The need for site-specific and/or cumulative local area traffic improvements can then be 
evaluated and the significance of the Project's impacts identified. 

As previously explained, the 22 study intersections were evaluated using the CMA method of 
analysis. The relative impact of the added traffic volumes to be generated by the Project during 
the AM. and P.M. peak hours was evaluated based on analysis of future operating conditions at 
the 22 study intersections, with and without the forecasted Project traffic. The previously 
discussed capacity analysis procedures were utilized to evaluate the future VIC relationships and 
LOS characteristics at each study intersection. 

Traffic impacts at the study intersections were analyzed for the following conditions: 

[a] Existing conditions. 

[b] Condition [a] plus 1.0 percent (1.0%) ambient traffic growth through year 2023 
("Existing With Ambient Growth Conditions"). 

[c] Condition [b] with completion and occupancy of the Related Projects ("Future Pre
Project Conditions"). 

[d] Condition [c] with completion and occupancy of the Project ("Future With Project 
Conditions"). 

[e] Condition [d] with implementation of Project mitigation measures, where necessary 
("Future Project with Mitigation Conditions"). 

The traffic volumes for each new condition were added to the volumes in the prior condition to 
determine the change in capacity utilization at the 22 study intersections. Thus, the Future With 
Project Conditions analyze the cumulative impact of the proposed Project and provide a 
conservative and comprehensive analysis of the future conditions in the study area after 
anticipated full occupancy of the proposed Project in year 2023. Summaries of the forecast VIC 
ratios and LOS values for the study intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours are shown 
in Table 26: Summary of Volume-To-Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service. The traffic analysis 
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TABLE26 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

SUMMARY OF VOLUME To CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 
[2] [3] [4] [5] 

[1] YEAR2023 YEAR2023 YEAR2023 YEAR2023 
INTERSECTION 

PEAK EXISTING W/AMBIENT W/RELATED W/PROPOSED CHANGE W/PROJECT CHANGE 
SIGNIF. MITI-HOUR GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT V/C MITIGATION V/C 
IMPACT GATED 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 
([4] - [3]) 

V/C LOS 
([5] - [3]) 

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.914 E 1.031 F 1.316 F 1.320 F 0.004 NO 1.320 F 0.004 -

Beverly Boulevard PM 0.740 c 0.832 D 1.232 F 1.239 F 0.007 NO 1.239 F 0.007 -

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.481 A 0.534 A 0.825 D 0.872 D 0.022 YES 0.827 D -0.023 YES 
Alden Drive-

Gracie Allen Drive PM 0.572 A 0.639 B 1.034 F 1.063 F 0.029 YES 0.946 E -0.088 YES 

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.701 c 0.787 c 1.182 F 1.191 F 0.009 NO 1.191 F 0.009 -

Third Street PM 0.659 B 0.739 c 1.223 F 1.227 F 0.004 NO 1.227 F 0.004 -

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.824 D 0.928 E 1.262 F 1.266 F 0.004 NO 1.266 F 0.004 -

Burton Way PM 0.872 D 0.983 E 1.287 F 1.295 F 0.008 NO 1.295 F 0.008 -

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.957 E 1.101 F 1.397 F 1.400 F 0.003 NO 1.400 F 0.003 -

Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.990 E 1.138 F 1.481 F 1.484 F 0.003 NO 1.484 F 0.003 -

George Burns Road/ AM 0.523 A 0.582 A 0.676 B 0.715 c 0.020 NO 0.646 B -0.049 -

Beverly Boulevard PM 0.656 B 0.735 c 0.929 E 0.951 E 0.022 YES 0.918 E -0.011 YES 

George Burns Road/ AM 0.455 A 0.523 A 0.633 B 0.714 c 0.039 NO 0.714 c 0.039 -

Gracie Allen Drive PM 0.534 A 0.614 B 0.699 B 0.783 c 0.031 NO 0.783 c 0.031 -

George Burns Road- AM 0.635 B 0.710 c 0.834 D 0.853 D 0.012 NO 0.853 D 0.012 -

Hamel Road/ 
Third Street PM 0.436 A 0.482 A 0.630 B 0.678 B 0.017 NO 0.678 B 0.017 -

Willaman Drive/ AM 0.416 A 0.459 A 0.571 A 0.587 A 0.007 NO 0.587 A 0.007 -

Third Street PM 0.484 A 0.537 A 0.676 B 0.699 B 0.006 NO 0.699 B 0.006 -

Willaman Drive/ AM 0.713 c 0.820 D 0.941 E 0.941 E 0.000 NO 0.941 E 0.000 -

Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.668 B 0.768 c 0.898 D 0.898 D 0.000 NO 0.898 D 0.000 -

Sherbourne Drive/ AM 0.469 A 0.520 A 0.686 B 0.704 B 0.006 NO 0.704 c 0.006 -

Third Street PM 0.442 A 0.489 A 0.625 B 0.647 B 0.007 NO 0.647 B 0.007 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.814 D 0.937 E 1.120 F 1.121 F 0.001 NO 1.121 F 0.001 -

Melrose Avenue PM 0.772 c 0.888 D 1.233 F 1.235 F 0.002 NO 1.235 F 0.002 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.723 c 0.811 D 1.050 F 1.057 F 0.007 NO 1.057 F 0.007 -

Beverly Boulevard PM 0.746 c 0.838 D 1.100 F 1.109 F 0.009 NO 1.109 F 0.009 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.353 A 0.387 A 0.475 A 0.494 A 0.006 NO 0.494 A 0.005 -

Gracie Allen Drive-
Beverlv Center PM 0.565 A 0.630 B 0.749 c 0.769 c 0.005 NO 0.769 c 0.005 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.741 c 0.832 D 1.119 F 1.125 F 0.006 NO 1.125 F 0.006 -

Third Street PM 0.709 c 0.796 c 1.035 F 1.049 F 0.004 NO 1.049 F 0.004 -
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TABLE 26 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

SUMMARY OF VOLUME To CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 
[2] [3] [4] [5] 

[1] YEAR2023 YEAR2023 YEAR2023 YEAR2023 
INTERSECTION 

PEAK EXISTING W/AMBIENT W/RELATED W/PROPOSED CHANGE W/PROJECT CHANGE 
SIGNIF. MITI-HOUR GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT V/C MITIGATION V/C 
IMPACT GATED 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 
([4] - [3]) 

V/C LOS 
([5] - [3]) 

San Vicente Boulevard- AM 0.493 A 0.547 A 0.703 c 0.708 c 0.003 NO 0.708 c 0.003 -

Le Doux Road/ 
Burton Way PM 0.585 A 0.653 B 0.901 E 0.906 E 0.005 NO 0.906 E 0.005 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.759 c 0.853 D 1.060 F 1.065 F 0.005 NO 1.065 F 0.005 -

Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.721 c 0.810 D 1.010 F 1.013 F 0.003 NO 1.013 F 0.003 -

La Cienega Boulevard/ AM 0.882 D 0.994 E 1.192 F 1.201 F 0.009 NO 1.201 F 0.009 -

Beverly Boulevard PM 0.989 E 1.118 F 1.580 F 1.583 F 0.003 NO 1.583 F 0.003 -

La Cienega Boulevard/ AM 0.825 D 0.929 E 1.216 F 1.221 F 0.005 NO 1.221 F 0.005 -

Third Street PM 0.873 D 0.984 E 1.369 F 1.372 F 0.003 NO 1.372 F 0.003 -

La Cienega Boulevard/ AM 0.822 D 0.925 E 1.231 F 1.234 F 0.003 NO 1.234 F 0.003 -

San Vicente Boulevard PM 0.732 c 0.822 D 1.192 F 1.197 F 0.005 NO 1.197 F 0.005 -

La Cienega Boulevard/ AM 0.976 E 1.122 F 1.450 F 1.453 F 0.003 NO 1.453 F 0.003 -

Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.996 E 1.145 F 1.501 F 1.503 F 0.002 NO 1.503 F 0.002 -

Orlando A venue/ AM 0.740 c 0.831 D 0.958 E 0.959 E 0.001 NO 0.959 E 0.001 -

Third Street PM 0.706 c 0.793 c 1.003 F 1.009 F 0.002 NO 1.009 F 0.002 -

PAGE 178 

m 
s: 
I\) 
w 
I\) 
....... 
0 



EM23271 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

follows the City of Los Angeles traffic study guidelines7 and is consistent with traffic impact 
assessment guidelines set forth in the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program. 8 

This traffic analysis evaluates potential Project-related impacts at the 22 study intersections in 
the vicinity of the Project Site. 

The forecast of future conditions was prepared in accordance with procedures outlined in Section 
15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines provide two options for 
developing the future traffic volume forecast: 

"(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of 
the [lead] agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted 
or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions 
contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be 
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead 
agency." 

Accordingly, the traffic analysis provides a highly conservative estimate of future traffic 
volumes as it incorporates both the "A" and "B" options outlined in CEQA Guidelines for 
purposes of developing the forecast. 

(3) Comparative Analysis 

When applicable in the impact analysis, references and comparisons have been made to the 
Master Plan development entitlement (i.e., 700,000 square feet) analyzed in the Original EIR. 
The resulting net Project traffic impacts to LOS at the 22 study intersections (of which 18 were 
studied in the Original EIR as discussed below), parking, access, public transit, plan and policy 
consistency and cumulative impacts will be compared to the environmental impacts resulting 
from development of the adopted Master Plan. This comparison will determine the incremental 
impact of the Project and will analyze the substantiality of the Project's net transportation 
impacts above those determined for the Master Plan considered in the Original EIR. 

It should be noted that the traffic impacts associated only with the proposed Project have been 
isolated in the traffic impact study to determine the true net impact of the Project beyond the 
impacts of the Master Plan addressed in the Original EIR. The residual 170,650 square feet of 
Master Plan entitlement, encompassed as part of the West Tower, have been analyzed in the 
traffic impact study as a Related Project (Related Project No. LA39 as shown in Table 29: List ~f 
Related Projects [page 194]). Doing so allows the impact analysis to account for the traffic 
impacts of this residual Master Plan entitlement on a cumulative basis, while still allowing for 

7 City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, 
http://www.lacity.org/LADOT/TrafficStudyGuidelines.pdf (March 2002). 
8 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2004 Congestion Aianagement Program for Los 
Angeles County, http://www.metro.net/images/cmp_2004.pdf (July 2004). 
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the isolation of impact findings for the proposed Project. Therefore, the impacts of full build-out 
of the Master Plan are forecast through the Future Pre-Project Conditions; subsequently, the net 
incremental impact of the Project is then added to that condition to forecast Future With Project 
Conditions. The 90,000 square feet of space incorporated from the Existing Building into the 
West Tower will continue to be considered as existing pre-Master Plan development. 
Consequently, the impacts of the Existing Building uses were considered as existing traffic 
conditions for the Master Plan in the Original EIR and all impacts associated with this 
component have already been considered. Therefore, transportation impacts of all components of 
the 460,650 square foot West Tower will have been considered in this Draft SEIR. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (as adopted 2006), the project would 
have significant impact on transportation and circulation if it would cause any of the following 
conditions to occur: 

(1) Construction Thresholds 

The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the 
following factors: 

Temporary Traffic Impacts: 

• Length of time of temporary street closures or closures of two or more traffic lanes; 
• Classification of the street affected; 
• Existing traffic levels and LOS on the affected streets and intersections; 
• Whether the affected street directly leads to a freeway on- or off-ramp or other state 

highway; 
• Potential safety issues involved with street or lane closures; and 
• Presence of emergency services located nearby that regularly use the affected street. 

Temporary Loss of Access: 

• Length of time of any loss of vehicular or pedestrian access to a parcel fronting the 
construction area; 

• Availability of alternative vehicular or pedestrian access within 1;4 mile of the lost access; 
and 

• Type of land uses affected, and related safety, convenience, and/or economic issues. 

Temporary Loss of Bus Stops 

• Length of time that an existing bus stop would be unavailable or that existing service 
would be interrupted; 

• Availability of a nearby location (within 1;4 mile) to which the bus stop or route can be 
temporarily relocated; 
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• Existence of other bus stops or routes with similar routes/destinations within a 114 mile 
radius of the affected stops or routes; and 

• Whether the interruption would occur on a weekday, weekend or holiday, and whether 
the existing bus route typically provides service that/those day(s). 

Temporary Loss of On-Street Parking 

• Current utilization of existing on-street parking; 
• Availability of alternative parking locations or public transit options within 114 mile of the 

project site; and 
• Length of time that existing parking spaces would be unavailable. 

(2) Intersection Traffic Thresholds 

The significance of the potential impacts of Project generated traffic at each study intersection 
was identified using the traffic impact criteria set forth in LADOT' s Traffic Study Policies and 
Procedures, (March 2002). According to the City's published traffic study guidelines, a 
significant transportation impact is determined based on the Sliding Scale criteria presented in 
Table 2 7: City of Los Angeles Intersection Impact Threshold Criteria. 

TABLE27 

CITY OF Los ANGELES- INTERSECTION IMPACT THRESHOLD CRITERIA 

FINAL VIC LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) PROJECT RELATED INCREASE IN VIC 

0.71 - 0.80 c equal to or greater than 0. 040 

0.81 - 0.90 D equal to or greater than 0. 020 

>0.90 EorF equal to or greater than 0.010 

The City's Sliding Scale Method requires mitigation of project traffic impacts whenever traffic 
generated by the proposed development causes an increase of the analyzed intersection Volume
to-Capacity (VIC) ratio by an amount equal to or greater than the values shown above. 

(3) Access Thresholds 

The Project would have a significant Project access impact if the intersection(s) nearest the 
primary site access is/are projected to operate at LOSE or F during the AM. or P.M. peak hour, 
under Future With Project Conditions (as defined under Methodology herein). 

(4) Parking Thresholds 

The Project would have a significant impact on parking if the project provides less parking than 
needed as determined through an analysis of demand from the Project. 
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(5) Transit System Thresholds 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the 
projected number of additional transit passengers expected with implementation of the proposed 
Project and available transit capacity. 

c. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Activity9 

(a) Construction Assumptions 

Certain assumptions must be made about the demolition/construction process in order to 
determine the estimated traffic impacts caused by construction activities for the proposed 
Project. It is assumed that demolition and grading/excavation would occur on the Project Site 
during the first year of construction, in which it is estimated that approximately 78, l 00 cubic 
yards of dirt from the Project Site would be removed. It is also assumed that after completion of 
the demolition and grading phase of construction, the final grading and structure construction 
phase would begin and would extend over a two-year period. It is also assumed that the 
equipment staging area during the initial phases of grading, as well as after the start of 
construction, would occur on the Project Site or within the CSMC Campus. Construction worker 
parking would also occur within the CSMC Campus. 

(b) Construction Traffic Generation 

Demolition, Grading and Material Export 

While heavy construction equipment would be located at the CSMC Campus during grading 
activities and would not travel to and from the Project Site on a daily basis, truck trips would be 
generated during the demolition, grading, and export period, so as to remove material (from 
demolition) from the Project Site. Trucks are expected to carry the export material to a receptor 
site located within 25 miles of the Project Site. CSMC anticipates that trucks with a capacity to 
carry at least 14 cubic yards of material per truck would be used during the export period. 
Assuming the export period will require approximately 22 workdays per month for five months, 
during the peak demolition, grading and export activities, up to 100 truck trips per day (i.e., 50 
inbound trips and 50 outbound trips) are anticipated from the Project Site. Of the 100 daily truck 
trips, it is estimated that approximately ten trucks trips (five inbound trips and five outbound 
trips) would occur during the weekday AM. peak hour and P.M. peak hour. Construction traffic 
impacts during the demolition, grading and material export period were not discussed in the 
Original EIR. 

9 All construction activity analysis and data was generated by Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers, Cedars-Sinai 
Aiedical Center West Tower Project- Construction Traffic Review email to Planning Associates Inc., 16 April 2008. 
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Final Grading and Structure Construction 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Activities related to the final grading and structure construction period would generate a higher 
number of vehicle trips as compared to the demolition, grading and material export period due to 
the larger amount of construction workers commuting daily to and from the Project Site. Thus, 
the greatest potential for impact on the adjacent street system would occur during the final 
grading and structure construction period. 

During this period, a trip generation rate of 0.32 worker vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet of 
commercial development per day is used. 1° Construction workers are expected to typically 
arrive at the Project Site before 7:00 AM. and most will depart before 3:00 P.M. Thus, these 
construction work trips would occur outside of the AM. and P.M. peak hours of traffic on the 
local street system. Construction workers are also expected to remain on-site throughout the day. 
Taking into consideration these expectations, the construction workers are estimated to generate 
approximately 306 vehicle trips per day (i.e., 153 trips inbound and 153 trips outbound) during 
the peak construction phases at the Project Site. Of the peak construction daily trip generation of 
306 daily trips, it is estimated that approximately 31 construction worker vehicle trips (ten 
percent of the daily construction worker inbound or outbound trips) would occur during each of 
the weekday AM. peak hour and P.M. peak hour. 

In addition to construction worker vehicles, additional vehicle trips may be generated by 
miscellaneous trucks traveling to and from the Project Site. These trucks may consist of larger 
vehicles delivering equipment and/or construction materials to the Project Site, or smaller pick
up trucks or four-wheel drive vehicles used by construction supervisors and/or City inspectors. 
During peak construction phases, it is estimated that approximately 50 trips per day would be 
made by miscellaneous trucks. To conservatively estimate the equivalent number of vehicles 
associated with the truck trips, a Passenger Car Equivalency or PCE factor of 2.0 was utilized 
based on standard traffic engineering practice. 11 Therefore, conservatively assuming 50 daily 
truck trips, it is estimated that the trucks would generate approximately l 00 PCE vehicles trips 
(i.e., 50 trips inbound and 50 trips outbound) on a daily basis. Assuming ten percent of the daily 
truck trips occur during the peak hours, it is estimated that approximately 10 PCE vehicle trips 
(five inbound trips and five outbound trips) would occur during the weekday AM. peak hour and 
P .M. peak hour. 

Summed together, the construction worker vehicles and miscellaneous trucks are forecast to 
generate 406 PCE vehicle trips per day (i.e., 203 inbound and 203 outbound) during peak final 
grading and structure construction phases at the Project Site. During the weekday AM. peak 
hour and P.M. peak hour, it is estimated that approximately 41 PCE vehicle trips would be 
generated during each of these peak hours. The Original EIR did not discuss construction traffic 
impacts associated with final grading and structure construction. 

10 Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West Tower Project - Construction Traffic 
Review email to Planning Associates Inc., 16 April 2008. 
11 Ibid. 
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(c) Project Construction Impact and Management 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Based on the relatively low number of construction trips generated as compared to the proposed 
Project's daily operational trip generation (as analyzed below) and the temporary nature of the 
additional trips, the traffic impacts (LOS, etc.) due to construction activities are forecast to be 
less than significant at the 22 study intersections during the weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 
Further, due to the existing excess in parking spaces on the CSMC Campus, discussed below, 
construction worker parking is not anticipated to result in a significant impact on parking 
availability at the CSMC Campus. 

Temporary, partial lane closures are anticipated during Project construction only on the private 
internal streets located within the CSMC campus. It can be expected that temporary, partial lane 
closures may occur on George Bums Road and Gracie Allen Drive. Construction for this type of 
street work is normally limited from 9:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. The private internal streets are 
expected to remain open during construction and detours around the construction site as a result 
of lane closures would not be required. Flag-men, however, would be used to control traffic 
movement during the ingress and egress of trucks and heavy equipment at the Project Site. Thus, 
Campus access on the private internal streets will only be lost over short periods of time during 
construction. Due to the utilization of the CSMC Campus for construction activities, the on-street 
parking outside of the Campus will not be affected. The Project construction is also not expected 
to affect existing transit bus stops or lines that traverse the CSMC Campus, as most of these are 
located on the east side of the Campus. Therefore, the proposed Project construction will not 
result in a significant impact to access and public transit on the Campus. 

Although construction-related traffic impacts were not discussed in the Original EIR, the 
originally anticipated Approved Building and Approved Parking Structure under the Master 
Plan, which is of similar massing and size as the Project, would likely result in very similar 
construction activities, equipment and impacts as the proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed 
Project does not represent a substantial incremental impact beyond those anticipated for the 
Master Plan. 

(d) Haul Route Approval 

Approvals required by the City of Los Angeles for implementation of the proposed Project must 
include a haul route program approved by LADOT. According to Section 91.7006.7.4 of the Los 
Angeles Building Code, truck haul routes would only require a public hearing before the Board 
of Building and Safety Commissioners for any import or export of more than 1 ,000 cubic yards 
of earth material in a grading hillside area. Although import and export for the proposed Project 
would exceed the 1,000 cubic yards of earth material, the location of the Project Site is not 
within a grading hillside area; therefore, the proposed Project would not require a public hearing. 
With regard to other construction traffic-related issues, construction equipment would be stored 
within the perimeter fence of the construction site. With the required haul route approval and 
other construction management practices described above, construction activities are anticipated 
to result in a less than significant impact. Haul route impacts would be further reduced with the 
implementation of the following design features when the haul route is approved: 
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• Maintain existing access for the CSMC campus buildings and parking facilities; 
• Limit any potential on-campus roadway lane closures to off-peak travel periods; 
• Schedule receipt of construction materials to non-peak travel periods, to the extent 

possible; 
• Coordinate deliveries to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to unload for protracted 

periods of times; and 
• Prohibit parking by construction workers on adjacent streets and direct the construction 

workers to available parking within the CSMC campus. 

A proposed haul route was not discussed in the Original EIR for the Project Site; however, a haul 
route will be determined before the beginning of the demolition, grading and export period and 
will be approved by the City of Los Angeles with potential input from the community. 

(2) Long-Term Operation 

(a) Roadways and Intersections 

Project Traffic Generation 

The trip generation rates and forecast of the vehicular trips anticipated to be generated by the 
proposed Project (which includes the addition of 100 inpatient beds equivalent to 200,000 square 
feet of floor area on the CSMC Campus) are presented in Table 28: Project Traffic Generation. 
The Project trip generation forecast was submitted for review and approval by LADOT staff 

Traffic generation is expressed in vehicle trip ends, defined as one-way vehicular movements, 
either entering or exiting the generating land use. Generation equations and/or rates used in the 
traffic forecasting procedure are found in the Seventh Edition of Trip Generation, published by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) [Washington D.C., 2003]. Traffic volumes 
expected to be generated by the Project were based upon rates per number of hospital beds. ITE 
Land Use Code 610 (Hospital) trip generation average rates were used to forecast the traffic 
volumes expected to be generated by the 100 new inpatient hospital beds planned for the Project. 

TABLE28 

PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 
DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [21 VOLUMES [21 
VOLUMES [2] IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

Hospital [3] 100 Beds 1,181 79 34 113 47 83 130 

Total 1,181 79 34 113 47 83 130 
[1] Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers ("ITE"), Trip Generation, 1" Edition, 2003. 
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 
[3] ITE Land Use Code 610 (Hospital) trip generation average rates. The number of impatient hospital beds is based on a total of 200,000 square 
feet of development with an estimate of2,000 square feet for each hospital bed (i.e., 200,000 SF /2,000 SF~ 100 beds). 
- Daily Trip Rate: 11.81 trips/Bed; 50% inbound; 50% outbound 
- A.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.13 trips/Bed; 70% inbound; 30% outbound 
- P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.30 trips/Bed; 36% inbound; 64% outbound 
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As presented in Table 28: Project Traffic Generation, the Project is expected to generate 113 net 
new vehicle trips (79 inbound trips and 34 outbound trips) during the A.M. peak hour. During 
the P.M. peak hour, the Project is expected to generate 130 net new vehicle trips ( 47 inbound 
trips and 83 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour period, the Project is forecast to generate 1,181 net 
new daily trip ends during a typical weekday (approximately 592 inbound trips and 592 
outbound trips). In the Original EIR, build-out of the Master Plan was estimated to generate 594 
new vehicle trips during the A.M. peak hour and 1,794 new vehicle trips during the P.M. peak 
hour, resulting in approximately 23,920 additional daily vehicle trips during a typical weekday. 
[Original EIR Findings, Section III.B.11] 

Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment Analysis 

Project traffic volumes both entering and exiting the site have been distributed and assigned to 
the adjacent street system based on the following considerations: 

• The site's proximity to major traffic corridors (i.e., Robertson Boulevard, San Vicente 
Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, Burton Way, etc.); 

• Expected localized traffic flow patterns based on adjacent roadway channelization and 
presence of traffic signals; 

• Existing intersection traffic volumes; 
• Ingress/egress availability at the CSMC Campus; 
• The location of existing and proposed parking areas; and 
• Input from LADOT staff 

The general, directional traffic distribution pattern for the proposed Project is presented in Figure 
37: Project Trip Distribution. The forecast A.M. and P.M. peak hour traffic volumes associated 
with the Project are presented in Figure 38: A.M Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes and Figure 
39: P.M Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes, respectively. The traffic volume assignments 
presented in Figure 40: A.M Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes and _Figure 41: P.M. Peak 
Hour Project Traffic Volumes reflect the traffic distribution characteristics shown in Figure 37: 
Project Trip Distribution and the Project traffic generation forecast presented in Table 28: 
Project Traffic Generation. 

Existing Conditions 

As indicated in column [1] of Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and Levels of 
Service, 18 of the 22 study intersections are currently operating at LOS D or better during the 
A.M. and P.M. peak hours under existing conditions. The following four study intersections are 
currently operating at LOSE or F during the peak hours shown below (see Figure 32: Existing 
Traffic Volumes -A.M Peak Hour and Figure 33: Existing Traffic Volumes - P.M Peak Hour). 

Int. No. 1: Robertson Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

Int. No. 5: Robertson Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.914, LOSE 

A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.957, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.990, LOSE 
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Int. No. 18: La Cienega Blvd./Beverly Blvd. P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.989, LOSE 

Int. No. 21: La Cienega Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. AM. Peak Hour: J:'lC =0.976, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.996, LOSE 

Existing With Ambient Growth Conditions 

In order to account for unknown Related Projects not included in this analysis, the existing traffic 
volumes were increased at an annual rate of one percent (1.0%) per year to the year 2023 (i.e., 
the anticipated year of Project build-out). This "ambient growth factor" was based on general 
traffic growth factors provided in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles 
County (the "CMP manual") and detennined in consultation with LADOT staff It is noted that 
based on review of the general traffic growth factors provided in the CMP manual for the West 
Los Angeles area, it is anticipated that the existing traffic volumes are expected to increase at an 
annual rate of less than 1.0% per year between the years 2005 and 2025. Thus, application of 
this annual growth factor allows for a conservative, worst case forecast of future traffic volumes 
in the Project area. Further, it is noted that the CMP manual's traffic growth rate is intended to 
anticipate future traffic generated by development projects in the Project vicinity. Therefore, the 
inclusion in this traffic analysis of both a forecast of traffic generated by known Related Projects 
plus the use of an ambient growth factor based on CMP traffic model data will result in a 
conservative estimate of future traffic volumes at the Project study intersections. 

The 1.0% ambient growth would incrementally increase the VIC ratios at all of the study 
intersections. As shown in column [2] of Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and 
Levels qf Service, 14 of the 22 study intersections are expected to continue to operate at LOS D 
or better during the AM. and P.M. peak hours with the addition of ambient growth traffic 
through the year 2023. The following eight study intersections are expected to operate at LOS E 
or F during the peak hours shown below with the addition of ambient growth traffic: 

Int. No. l: Robertson Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

Int. No. 4: Robertson Blvd./Burton Way 

Int. No. 5: Robertson Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

Int. No. 12: San Vicente Blvd./Melrose Ave. 

Int. No. 18: La Cienega Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

Int. No. 19: La Cienega Blvd./Third St. 
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AM. Peak Hour: v!C =l.031, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.928, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: V/C =0.983, LOSE 

AM. Peak Hour: v!C =l.101, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.138, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.937, LOSE 

AM. Peak Hour: WC =0.994, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.118, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.929, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.984, LOSE 
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Int. No. 20: La Cienega Blvd./San Vicente Blvd.AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.925, LOSE 

Int. No. 21: La Cienega Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. AM. Peak Hour: VIC= 1.122, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.145, LOS F 

The existing with ambient growth traffic volumes at the study intersections during the AM. and 
P.M. peak hours are shown in Figure 40: Existing with Ambient Growth Traffic Volumes for 
A.M Peak Hour and Figure 41: Existing with Ambient Growth Traffic Volumes for P.M Peak 
Hour, respectively. 

Future Pre-Project Conditions 

A forecast of on-street traffic conditions prior to occupancy of the proposed Project was prepared 
by incorporating the potential trips associated with other known development projects ("Related 
Projects") within the Project area. With this information, the potential impact of the Project can 
be evaluated within the context of the cumulative impact of all ongoing development. The list of 
Related Projects was based on information on file at LADOT, the City of West Hollywood and 
the City of Beverly Hills, as well as recently accepted traffic impact analysis reports prepared for 

Related Projects in the vicinity of the CSMC Campus. The list of Related Projects in the Project 
area is presented in Table 29: List of Related Projects. The location of the Related Projects is 
shown in Figure 42: Location of Related Projects. The list of Related Projects was submitted to 
LADOT staff for review and approval. 

It is important to note that the proposed Project is the addition of 100 inpatient beds (200,000 
square feet) to the CSMC Campus to be contained within the West Tower. The West Tower will 
contain 170,650 square feet of residual entitlement already approved under the Master Plan and 
covered under the Original EIR, as well as an approved 90,000 square-foot Existing Building 
that will be demolished and incorporated into the new facility. The 170,650 square feet of 
remaining entitlement under the Master Plan, as well as the approximately 396,000 square foot 
Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (beginning construction on the CSMC Campus in first 
quarter of 2009), which also utilizes entitlements under the Master Plan, are considered as 
Related Projects for the purposes of this traffic analysis and for the reasons described in the 
Methodology above. Further, since the remaining entitlement of the Master Plan is considered as 
a Related Project in the traffic impact study, the Future Pre-Project Conditions represent the full 
build-out of the Master Plan on the CSMC Campus without the proposed Project. 

Expected traffic volumes from the Related Projects were calculated using rates provided in the 
ITE Trip Generation manual. The Related Projects respective traffic generation for the AM. and 
P.M. peak hours, as well as on a daily basis for a typical weekday, is summarized in Table 30: 
Related Project Traffic Generation. The anticipated distribution of the Related Projects traffic 
volumes to the study intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours is displayed in Figure 
43: Related Projects Traffic Volumes for A.M Peak Hour and Figure 44: Related Projects 
Traffic Volumes for P.M Peak Hour, respectively. The VIC ratios at all of the study intersections 
are incrementally increased with the addition of traffic generated by the Related Projects listed in 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

TABLE29 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
MAP 

FILE 
PROJECT NAME 

NO. 
PROJECT 

LOCATION 
LAND USE SIZE STATUS 

NUMBER 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

LAI EAF 2000-3349 9051 W Pico Bl 
Private School 

42,000 SF Proposed 
(Pre- K to 5th grade) 

LA2 EAF 2001-4993 1016 S La Cienega Bl Auto Body Shop 17,036 SF Proposed 

LA3 EAF 2004-1143 801 NFairfaxAv 
Apartments 93DU 

Proposed 
Retail 15,826 SF 

LA4 EAF 2004-1804 329 S La Cienega Bl Private School 140 Students Proposed 

Condominiums 62DU Proposed 

LAS EAF 2004-5880 100 N La Cienega Bl 
Apartments 177DU 

High Turnover Restaurant 38,739 SF 
Retail 316,279 SF 

Park La Brea 
LA6 Apartment Addition 6298 W 3rd St Apartments 300DU Proposed 

EAF 2004-7359 

Wilshire Skyline 
Retail 29,060 SF Proposed 

LA7 
2003-CEN-463 

6411 W Wilshire Bl Fast-Food Restaurant 2,500 SF 
Apartments 130DU 

LAS 
Sunset Legacy 

7950 W Sunset Bl 
Condominiums 183 DU Proposed 

Lofts Retail 12,891 SF 

LA9 ENV2005-6605MN 8525 W Pico Bl 
Apartments 39DU Proposed 

Retail 11,327 SF 

LAlO TT-61512 1518 S Shenandoah St Condominiums 16DU Proposed 

LAll 
ENV 2004-6237-

357 N Hayworth Ave Condominiums 16DU Proposed 
MND 

LA12 ZA-2005-749-ZAA 820 S Bedford St Condominiums 12DU Proposed 

LA13 ZA-2005-922-CU 603 N Fairfax Av Hotel 17Rooms Proposed 

LA14 
ENV 2005-6481-

428 S Willaman Dr Condominiums 14DU Proposed 
EAF 

LAIS 
ENV 2005-4869-

600 S Ridgeley Dr Condominiums 22DU Proposed 
MND 

LA16 
ZA 2005-6576-

8108 W 3rd St Restaurant 42 Seats Proposed 
CUB 

LA17 VTT 64813 746 S MasselinAve Condominiums 60DU Proposed 

LA18 VTT 63482 842 NHayworthAve Condominiums 28DU Proposed 

LA19 TT 64919 418 S Hamel Rd Condominiums 8DU Proposed 

LA20 TT 63481 111 S Croft Ave Condominiums lODU Proposed 

LA21 TT 66142 751 S Curson Ave Condominiums lODU Proposed 

LA22 EAF 1998-0305 6120 W Pico Bl Retail 7,929 SF Proposed 

LA23 EAF 1995-0059 1461 S La Cienega Bl 
Fast Food Restaurant 

1,600 SF Proposed 
w/ Drive-Thru 

LA24 EAF 1995-0063 1742 S La Cienega Bl 
Fast Food Restaurant 

3,160 SF Proposed 
w/ Drive-Thru 

LA25 EAF 1995-0123 431 S Fairfax Av Food Court 11,023 SF Proposed 

LA26 8305 W Sunset Bl 
Retail 2,972 SF Proposed 

Restaurant 10,300 SF 

LA27 
CPC 2004-1906-

111 S The Grove Dr Self-storage facility 139,200 SF Proposed 
ZC-GPA-CU 

LA28 
ZA 2005-9141-

189 S The Grove Dr Restaurant 150 Seats Proposed 
CUB 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

LA29 EAF 2003-1206 

LA30 

LA31 

LA32 

LA33 

LA34 ENV2006-6209EA 

LA35 

LA36 

LA37 

LA38 

LA39A 

LA39B 

LA40 2004-CEN-1000 

LA41 2007-CEN-4579 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BHl 

BH2 

BH3 

BH4 

BH5 

BH6 

BH7 

BH8 

BH9 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

145 N La Brea Avenue Shopping Center 

9760 W Pico Boulevard Private School Addition 

5500 W Wilshire Boulevard Apartments 

7600 W Beverly Boulevard Museum 

Condominiums 
101 S La Brea A venue Retail 

Restaurant 

725 S Curson A venue 
Office 

Restaurant 

5863 W 3rd Street Apartments 

Office 
5900 W Wilshire Boulevard High Turnover Restaurant 

Restaurant 

300 S Wetherly Drive Condominiums 

1042-1062 S Robertson 
School Expansion 

Boulevard 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 

Medical Suites 
Advanced Health 
Sciences Pavilion 

Hospital 

Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 
(Remaining Entitled Medical Suites 

Development under Ordinance Hospital 
No. 168,847) 

Apartments 
5600 W Wilshire Boulevard Restaurant 

Retail 
Apartments 

375 N La Cienega Boulevard Retail 
Retail 

Office 
8800 Burton Way Retail 

Existing Office 
Retail 

8800 W Wilshire Bl Office 
Existing Office 

9590 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 

Retail 

9200 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 

Retail/Restaurant 

8600 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 
Medical Office 

231 N Beverly Dr Office/Entertainment 

317-325 S Ehn Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

447 N Doheny Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

313-317 S Reeves Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 
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SIZE STATUS 

18, 610 SF Proposed 

22,000 SF Proposed 

175 DU Proposed 

8,400 SF Proposed 

118 DU Proposed 
26,400 SF 
3,000 SF 

28,800 SF Proposed 
800 SF 

60DU Proposed 

7,000 SF Proposed 
3,500 SF 
15,613 SF 

140DU Proposed 

38,240 SF Proposed 

121,100 SF 
Proposed 

274,900 SF 

87,900 SF 
Proposed 

82,750 SF 

288DU Proposed 
4,000 GSF 

8,500 GLSF 
125 DU Proposed 

22,300 GLSF 
(19,200 GLSF) 

11,700 SF Proposed 
2,870 SF 

(1,260 SF) 
2,870 SF Proposed 
11,700 SF 
(1,260 SF) 

60DU 
Proposed 

12,000 SF 
53DU 

Proposed 
14,000 SF 

21 DU 
Proposed 

4,800 SF 

201,000 SF Proposed 

25DU 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
23DU 

Proposed 
(16 DU) 
lODU 

Proposed (4DU) 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BHlO 

BHll 
Young Israel 
Synagogue 

Beverly Hills 
BH12 Public Gardens/ 

Montage Hotel 

BH13 

BH14 Gagossian Gallery 

BH15 

BH16 

BH17 

BH18 
Beverly Hills 

Cultural Center 

BH19 
Mercedes-Benz 
Service facility 

BH20 

BH21 BMW 

BH22 

BH23 

BH24 

BH25 

BH26 

BH27 

BH28 

BH29 

BH30 

BH31 

BH32 

BH33 

BH34 

BH35 

HB36 

BH37 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

154-168 N La Peer Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

9261 Alden Dr 
Sanctuary 

Multi-Purpose Room 
Hotel 

Condominiums 
202-240 N Beverly Dr 

Retail/Restaurants 
Public Garden 

265 N Beverly Dr Office 

456 N Camden Dr Retail Expansion 

Medical Office 
257 N Canon Dr Surgery Center 

Retail 

338 N Canon Dr Retail 

131-191 N Crescent Dr 
Apartments 
Retail/Office 

469 N Crescent Dr Cultural Center 

400 Foothill Rd Service Facility 

50 N La Cienega Bl 
Medical Office 
Existing Office 

9001 Olympic Bl New Car Dealer 

326 N Rodeo Dr Retail 

8536 Wilshire Bl 
Medical Office 

Retail 

8601 Wilshire Bl Condominiums 

8767 Wilshire Bl Retail/Office 

143-149 N Amaz Dr Condominiums 

216-220 S Amaz Dr Condominiums 

201 N Crescent Dr Assisted Care Facility 

155-157 N Hamilton Dr Condominiums 

225 S Hamilton Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

140-144 S Oakhurst Dr Condominiums 

432 N Oakhurst Dr Condominiums 

450-460 N Palm Dr Condominiums 

437-443 N Palm Dr Condominiums 

Retail 
146 Clark Dr Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

9844 Wilshire Boulevard 
Commercial 

Existing Retail 

9754 Wilshire Boulevard 
Office 

Medical Office 
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SIZE STATUS 

16DU 
Proposed 

(6 DU) 
14,811 SF 

Proposed 
1,254 SF 

214 Rooms Proposed 
25DU 

27,000 SF 
33,279 SF 

41,500 SF Proposed 

1,750 SF Proposed 

23,139 SF Proposed 
13,609 SF 
8,148 SF 

11,900 SF Proposed 

88DU 
Proposed 

40,000 SF 

34,000 SF Proposed 

53,000 SF Proposed 

14,000 SF 
Proposed 

(14,000 SF) 

39,700 SF Proposed 

4,550 SF Proposed 

12,445 SF 
Proposed 

12,445 SF 

37DU Proposed 

75,000 SF Proposed 

23DU Proposed 

16DU Proposed 

80DU Proposed 

11 DU Proposed 

27DU 
Proposed 

(14 DU) 

11 DU Proposed 

34DU Proposed 

38DU Proposed 

13DU Proposed 

500 SF Proposed 
6DU 

(1 DU) 
95,000 SF 

Proposed 
(9,633 SF) 
24,566 SF 

Proposed 
7,977 SF 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BH38 

BH39 

BH40 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

WHl TT-62042 

WH2 
ENV 2005-

2427-CE 
Beverly West 

WH3 
Square Commercial 

Center 
TIS 1996-0923 

Sunset Millennium 
WH4 Project 

TIS 1999-0722 

WH5 DMP-004-026 

WH6 DVP-03-10 

WH7 DVP-04-21 

WH8 DMP 004-013 

WH9 CUP-005-012 

WHlO TTM-005-014 

WHll TTM-005-024 

WH12 DVP 04-26 

WH13 TTM006-001 

WH14 DMP 005-036 

WH15 DMP 005-035 

WH16 DMP-005-014 

WH17 DMP-005-004 

WH18 DMP-005-040 

WH19 DVP-004-002 

WH20 DVP-00-56 

WH21 DMP-005-033 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

Residential 

9876 Wilshire Boulevard 
Existing Non-Hotel Office 

Existing Hotel Support 
Existing Hotel 

129 S. Linden Drive Senior Congregation 

Condominiums 
9900 Wilshire Boulevard Retail 

Restaurant 

928 N Croft Ave Condominiums 

141 SClarkDr Condominiums 

Beverly Bl & Doheny Bl Retail Center 

Hotel 
La Cienega Bl & Sunset Bl Retail/Restaurant 

Condominiums 

8900 Beverly Bl 
Retail 

Existing Condominiums 
Retail 

901 HancockAve Condominiums 
Restaurant 

1351 Havenhurst Dr Condominiums 

1342 Hayworth Ave 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 

723 Huntley Dr Day Care Center 

1248 Laurel Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1238 Larrabee St 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 

1343 Laurel Ave Senior Housing 

1350 Hayworth Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

8580 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Retail 

8590 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Retail 

9061 Nemo St 
Mixed-Use (Retail, Office, 

Condominiums) 

923 Palm Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

8120 Santa Monica Bl 
Retail 

Condominiums 

8631 Santa Monica Bl Retail 

8788 Shoreham Dr Condominiums 

Condominiums 
8760 Shoreham Dr 

Existing Single-Family Home 
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SIZE STATUS 

120DU 
(13,030 SF) 

Proposed 
(1,804 SF) 
(47 Rooms) 

76DU Proposed 

252DU 
15,600 SF Proposed 
4,800 SF 

12DU Proposed 

105DU Proposed 

94,000 SF Proposed 

296 Rooms Proposed 
39,440 SF 
189DU 

39,178 SF 
Proposed (8 DU) 

12,500 SF Proposed 
40DU 

3,200 SF 

12DU Proposed 

16DU 
Proposed 

(10 DU) 

28 Children Proposed 

16DU 
Proposed 

(6 DU) 
15DU 

Proposed 
(13 DU) 

35DU Proposed 

17DU 
Proposed (16 DU) 

9,995 SF 
Proposed 

(6,475 SF) 
6,905 SF 

Proposed 
(3,523 SF) 

9,990 SF Proposed 

20DU 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
13,830 SF 

Proposed 
28DU 

4,200 SF Proposed 

15DU Proposed 

12DU 
Proposed 

(1 DU) 
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ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

Mixed-Use Project 
WH22 

DMP-006-008 

WH23 DMP-006-014 

WH24 DVP-004-018 

WH25 

WH26 

WH27 

WH28 

WH29 

WH30 

WH31 

WH32 

WH33 

WH34 

WH35 

WH36 

WH37 Melrose Triangle 

WH38 

WH39 

WH40 

WH41 Sunset Olive 

WH42 

WH43 

WH44 

WH45 

WH46 

WH47 

WH48 TTM03-0l 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

Retail/Restaurant/Office 
9040 Sunset Bl Condominiums 

Apartments 

612 Westmont Dr 
Retail 

Townhomes 

612-616 Croft A venue 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1200 Alta loma Rd Hotel Addition 

8783 Bonner Dr Retail 

1042-1050 N Edinburgh Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1433 HavenhurstDr 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 
Condominiums 

8465 Holloway Dr Hotel 
Restaurant 

825 N Kings Rd 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1136-1142 N La Cienega Bl 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1037-1051 NLaurelAve 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

8448 Melrose Ave Retail 

8525 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Single-Family Home 

8687 Melrose Ave Office 

8750 Melrose Ave Medical Office 

Condominiums 

9040-9098 Santa Monica Bl 
Retail 

Self-storage Facility 
Existing Retail 

8121 Norton Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1220 N Orange Grove Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 
Retail/Restaurant 

8474-8544 W. Sunset Boulevard Hotel 
Residential 

8430 W Sunset Bl 
Retail 

Condominiums 

8746 W Sunset Bl Retail 

8873 W Sunset Bl Retail 

8950-8970 W Sunset Bl 
Hotel 

Condominiums 

9016 W Sunset Bl 
Medical Office 
Existing Retail 

841-851 Westmount Dr Condominiums 

310 N Huntley Dr Private School 

1146 Hacienda Place 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 
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SIZE STATUS 

190,350 SF 
61 DU Proposed 
15DU 

2,900 SF 
Proposed 

6DU 
11 DU 

Proposed 
(2 SF) 

40 Rooms Proposed 

1,000 SF Proposed 

18DU 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
24DU 

Proposed 
(3 DU) 
16DU 

20 Rooms Proposed 
4,619SF 

18DU 
Proposed 

(1 DU) 

16DU 
Proposed 

(2DU) 
16DU 

Proposed (10 DU) 

4,000 SF Proposed 

9,206 SF 
Proposed 

(2DU) 

400,000 SF Proposed 

120,000 SF Proposed 

191 DU Proposed 
71,000 SF 
327,000 SF 
(90,000 SF) 

16DU 
Proposed 

(3 DU) 
12DU 

Proposed 
(1 DU) 

39,440 SF 
296 Rooms Proposed 

189DU 
35,000 SF 

Proposed 
138DU 

2,323 SF Proposed 

9,995 SF Proposed 

196 Rooms 
Proposed 

4DU 
107,900 SF 

Proposed (11,400 SF) 

16DU Proposed 

170 Student Proposed 

lODU 
Proposed 

(1 SF) 
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ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

WH49 TTM-006-003 

WH50 DMP-006-011 

WH51 DVP-005-059 

WH52 DVP-006-006 

WH53 

WH54 

WH55 

WH56 

WH57 

WH58 

WH59 

[1] Sources: 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

1236 Harper Avenue Condominiums 

Condominiums 

9001 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Retail 

Restaurant 
Five Existing Lots 

Apartments 

914 Wetherly Drive 
Condominiums 
Senior Housing 

Existing Single-Family Home 

8969 Santa Monica Boulevard Supermarket 

8849 W. Sunset Boulevard Retail 

1140N. FormosaAvenue Condominiums 

329 N. La Cienega Boulevard Private School 

9062 Nemo Street 
Retail 

Condominiums 

365 N. San Vicente Boulevard 
Condominiums 
Senior Housing 

8989 Santa Monica Boulevard Commercial 

8305 W. Sunset Boulevard 
Retail 

Restaurant 

- City of Los Angeles, Departments of Planning and Transportation 
- City of Beverly Hills, Planning and Community Development Department 
- City of West Hollywood, Planning and Community Development Department 
- Impact Sciences, Inc., Draft Environmental Report. Volume 1. for 9900 Wilshire Project, August 2007 

SIZE 

40DU 

42DU 

28DU 
2DU 

26DU 
(2 SF) 

65,325 SF 

7,726 SF 

11 DU 

140 Stds. 

20,105 SF 
4DU 

135 DU 
42DU 

70,000 SF 

2,972 SF 
10,300 SF 

- Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Imvact Study. Westfield Century Citv for New Century Plan, September 2007 

PAGE 199 

STATUS 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE30 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

LAI Private School [3] 42,000 GSF I,S70 27S 22S soo I40 I46 286 

LA2 Auto Body Shop [4] I7,036 GLSF 637 33 I7 so 29 29 SS 

LA3 
Apartments [SJ 93DU 62S 9 38 47 38 20 SS 

Retail [6] IS,826 GLSF 680 10 6 I6 28 3I S9 

LA4 Private School [3] I 40 Students 3I4 69 S7 I26 40 4S SS 

Condominiums [7] 62DU 363 s 22 27 2I II 32 

LAS 
Apartments [SJ I77DU I,189 IS 72 90 72 38 I 10 
Restaurant [8] 38,739 GSF 4,926 232 2I4 446 2S8 I6S 423 

Retail [9] 3I6,279 GLSF I4,3S4 I90 I22 3I2 643 696 I,339 

LA6 Apartments [SJ 300DU 2,0I6 3I I22 IS3 I2I 6S I86 

Retail [6] 29,060 GLSF I,248 IS I2 30 S2 S7 109 
LA7 Fast-Food Restaurant [10] 2,SOO GSF I,790 66 44 I 10 33 32 6S 

Apartments [SJ 130DU 874 13 S3 66 S3 28 SI 

LAS 
Condominiums [7] I83 DU I,072 I4 67 SI 64 3I 9S 

Retail [6] I2,89I GLSF SS4 8 s 13 23 2S 48 

LA9 
Apartments [SJ 39DU 262 4 I6 20 I6 8 24 

Retail [6] I I,327 GLSF 486 7 s I2 20 22 42 

LAlO Condominiums [7] I6DU 94 I 6 7 s 3 8 

LAll Condominiums [7] I6DU 94 I 6 7 s 3 8 

LA12 Condominiums [7] I2DU 70 I 4 s 4 2 6 

LA13 Hotel [I I] I7Rooms IS2 6 s II 6 6 I2 

LAI4 Condominiums [7] I4DU 82 I s 6 s 2 7 

LAIS Condominiums [7] 22DU I29 2 8 10 7 4 II 

LAI6 Restaurant [8] 42 Seats 203 10 10 20 10 8 IS 

LAI7 Condominiums [7] 60DU 3S2 4 22 26 2I 10 3I 

LAIS Condominiums [7] 28DU I64 2 10 I2 10 s IS 

LAI9 Condominiums [7] 8DU 47 I 3 4 3 I 4 

LA20 Condominiums [7] lODU S9 I 3 4 3 2 s 

LA2I Condominiums [7] lODU S9 I 3 4 3 2 s 

LA22 Retail [6] 7,929 GLSF 340 s 3 8 I4 I6 30 

LA23 Fast-Food Restaurant [I OJ I,600 GSF 794 43 42 SS 29 26 SS 

PAGE201 
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ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

LA24 Fast-Food Restaurant [10] 3,160 GSF 1,568 86 82 168 57 52 109 

LA25 Food Court [8] 11,023 GSF 1,402 66 61 127 73 47 120 

LA26 
Retail [6] 2,972 GLSF 128 2 1 3 5 6 11 

Restaurant [8] 10,300 GSF 1,310 62 57 119 68 44 112 

LA27 Self Storage [12] 139,200 GSF 348 12 9 21 18 18 36 

LA28 Restaurant [8] 150 Seats 725 37 34 71 37 26 63 

LA29 Retail [6] 18,610 SF 799 12 7 19 34 36 70 

LA30 Private School (addition) [24] 
14,800 

660 92 40 132 37 55 92 
Students 

LA31 Apartment [5] 175DU 1,176 18 71 89 71 38 109 

LA32 Museum [33] 8,400 SF 30 Norn. Norn. Norn. 2 3 5 

Condominiums [7] 118 DU 691 9 43 52 41 20 61 
LA33 Retail [6] 26,400 GLSF 1,134 16 11 27 48 51 99 

Restaurant [26] 3,000 GSF 270 1 1 2 15 7 22 

LA34 
Office [14] 28,800 GSF 317 40 5 45 7 36 43 
Retail [6] 800 GLSF 34 1 0 1 1 2 3 

LA35 Apartments [5] 60DU 403 6 25 31 24 13 37 

Office [14] 7,000 SF 77 10 1 11 2 8 10 
LA36 High Turnover Restaurant [8] 3,500 SF 445 21 19 40 23 15 38 

Restaurant [26] 15,613 SF 1,404 7 6 13 78 39 117 

LA37 Condominiums [7] 140DU 820 11 51 62 49 24 73 

LA38 School Expansion [29] 38,240 SF 554 97 82 179 Norn. Norn. Norn. 

LA39A CSMC AHSP [30] 396,000 SF 10,586 527 197 724 263 628 891 

LA39B CSMC Remaining Entitled [30] 170,650 SF 5,324 274 91 365 139 349 488 

Apartment [5] 288DU 1,935 29 118 147 116 63 179 
LA40 Restaurant [26] 4,000 GSF 360 2 1 3 20 10 30 

Retail [6] 8,500 GLSF 365 5 4 9 15 17 32 

Apartment [5] 125 DU 840 13 51 64 51 27 78 
LA41 Retail [6] 22,300 GLSF 958 14 9 23 40 44 84 

Retail [6] (19,200) GLSF (824) (12) (8) (20) (35) (37) (72) 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BHl Mixed-Use [13] 14,570 GSF 381 25 3 28 28 85 113 

Retail [6] 2,870 GLSF 123 2 1 3 5 6 11 
BH2 Office [14] 11,700 GSF 129 16 2 18 3 14 17 

Office (Less Existing) [14] (1,260) GSF (14) (2) 0 (2) 0 (2) (2) 

BH3 
Condominiums [7] 60DU 352 4 22 26 21 10 31 

Retail [6] 12,000 GLSF 515 7 5 12 22 23 45 

BH4 
Condominiums [7] 53DU 311 4 19 23 19 9 28 

Retail [6] 14,000 GLSF 601 9 5 14 25 28 53 

BH5 
Condominiums [7] 25DU 147 2 9 11 9 4 13 

Medical Office [15] 4,800 GSF 173 9 3 12 5 13 18 

BH6 Office [14] 201,000 GSF 2,213 275 37 312 51 248 299 

Condominiums [7] 
25DU 147 2 9 11 9 4 13 

BH7 Condominiums 
(8)DU (47) (1) (3) (4) (3) (1) (4) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

BH8 
Condominiums [7] 23DU 135 2 8 10 8 4 12 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (16)DU (108) (2) (6) (8) (7) (3) (10) 

BH9 
Condominiums [7] lODU 91 1 7 8 6 3 9 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (27) 0 (2) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

Condominiums [7] 
16DU 

94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
BHlO Condominiums 

(6)DU 
(35) (1) (2) (3) (2) (1) (3) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

BHll Synagogue [16] 127 16 9 25 4 4 8 

BH12 Beverly Hill Gardens [17] 2,953 121 73 194 172 134 306 

BH13 Office [14] 41,500 GSF 457 56 8 64 11 51 62 

BH14 Retail [6] 1,750 GLSF 78 1 1 2 2 3 5 

Medical Office [15] 23,139 GSF 836 45 12 57 23 63 86 
BH15 Medical Office [15] 13,609 GSF 492 27 7 34 14 37 51 

Retail [6] 8,148 GLSF 350 5 3 8 15 16 31 

BH16 Retail [6] 11,900 GLSF 511 7 5 12 22 23 45 

BH17 
Apartments [5] 88DU 591 9 36 45 36 19 55 

Office [14] 40,000 GSF 440 55 7 62 10 50 60 

BH18 Cultural Center [16] 34,000 GSF 778 34 21 55 16 40 56 

BH19 Service Facility [4] 53,000 GSF 1,767 101 55 156 90 89 179 

BH20 
Medical Office [15] 14,000 GSF 506 28 7 35 14 38 52 

Office (Less Existing) [14] (14,000) GSF (154) (19) (3) (22) (4) (17) (21) 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BH21 New Car Sales [18] 39,700 GSF 1,324 60 21 81 41 64 105 

BH22 Retail [6] 4,550 GLSF 195 3 2 5 8 9 17 

BH23 
Medical Office [15] 12,445 GSF 450 24 7 31 12 34 46 

Retail [6] 12,445 GLSF 534 8 5 13 23 24 47 

BH24 Condominiums [7] 37DU 217 3 13 16 13 6 19 

BH25 Office [14] 75,000 GSF 826 102 14 116 19 93 112 

Bh26 Condominiums [7] 23DU 135 2 8 10 8 4 12 

BH27 Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 

BH28 Assisted Living [19] 80 Beds 213 7 4 11 8 10 18 

BH29 Condominiums [7] 11 DU 64 1 4 5 4 2 6 

Condominiums [7] 27DU 158 2 10 12 9 5 14 
BH30 Condominiums (14)DU (82) (1) (5) (6) (5) (2) (7) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

BH31 Condominiums [7] 11 DU 64 1 4 5 4 2 6 

BH32 Condominiums [7] 34DU 199 3 12 15 12 6 18 

BH33 Condominiums [7] 38DU 223 3 14 17 13 7 20 

BH34 Condominiums [7] 13DU 76 1 5 6 5 2 7 

Retail [6] 500 GLSF 21 1 0 1 1 1 2 

BH35 
Condominiums [7] 6DU 35 1 2 3 2 1 3 

Single-Family Home (l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 
(Less Existing) [32] 

BH36 Beverly Hills Gateway [24] 95,000 SF 1,090 131 (4) 127 21 140 161 

BH37 
Office [14] 24,566 SF 270 33 5 38 6 31 37 

Medical Office [15] 7,977 SF 288 16 4 20 8 22 30 

Condominiums [7] 120DU 703 9 44 53 42 20 62 
Office (Less Existing) [14] (13,030) SF (143) (18) (2) (20) (3) (16) (19) 

BH38 Hotel Support (1,804) SF (20) (3) 0 (3) (1) (2) (3) 
(Less Existing) [14] 

Hotel (Less Existing) [11] (47) Rooms (384) (16) (10) (26) (15) (13) (28) 

BH39 Senior Congregation [27] 76DU 282 6 9 15 12 8 20 

BH40 9900 Wilshire Project [25] (321) 52 80 132 (6) (18) (24) 
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TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

WHl Condominiums [7] 12DU 70 1 4 5 4 2 6 

WH2 Condominiums [7] 105DU 615 8 38 46 37 18 55 

WH3 Retail [6] 94,000 GLSF 4,036 59 38 97 169 184 353 

Hotel [11] 296 Rooms 2,640 115 83 198 101 106 207 
WH4 Retail [6] 39,440 GLSF 1,694 25 16 41 71 77 148 

Condominiums [7] 189DU 1,108 14 69 83 66 32 98 

Retail [6] 
37,178 GLSF 

1,596 23 15 38 67 72 139 
WH5 Condominiums 

(8)DU 
(47) (1) (3) (4) (3) (1) (4) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WH6 
Retail [6] 12,500 GLSF 537 8 5 13 23 24 47 

Condominiums [7] 40DU 234 3 15 18 14 7 21 

WH7 Condominiums [7] 12DU 70 1 4 5 4 2 6 

WH8 
Apartments [5] 16DU 108 2 6 8 7 3 10 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (lO)DU (67) (1) (4) (5) (4) (2) (6) 

WH9 Day Care Center [20] 28 Students 125 12 10 22 11 12 23 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WHlO Condominiums (6)DU (35) (1) (2) (3) (2) (1) (3) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WHll 
Apartments [5] 15DU 101 2 6 8 6 3 9 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (13)DU (87) (1) (6) (7) (5) (3) (8) 

WH12 Senior Housing [21] 35 Occ. DU 122 1 2 3 2 2 4 

WH13 
Condominiums [7] 17DU 100 1 6 7 6 3 9 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (16)DU (108) (2) (6) (8) (7) (3) (10) 

WH14 
Retail [6] 9,995 GLSF 429 6 4 10 18 19 37 

Retail (Less Existing) [6] (6,475) GLSF (278) (4) (3) (7) (12) (12) (24) 

WH15 
Retail [6] 6,905 GLSF 297 4 3 7 12 14 26 

Retail (Less Existing) [6] (3,523) GLSF (151) (2) (2) (4) (6) (7) (13) 

WH16 Retail [6] 9,990 GLSF 429 6 4 10 18 19 37 

Condominiums [7] 20DU 117 2 7 9 7 3 10 
WH17 Condominiums (8)DU (47) (1) (3) (4) (3) (1) (4) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WH18 
Retail [6] 13,830 GLSF 594 9 5 14 25 27 52 

Condominiums [7] 28DU 164 2 10 12 10 5 15 

WH19 Retail [6] 4,200 GLSF 180 2 2 4 8 8 16 

WH20 Condominiums [7] 15DU 88 1 6 7 5 3 8 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
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TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

Condominiums [7] 12DU 70 1 4 5 4 2 6 
WH21 Single-Family Home (l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) 

Retail [9] 190,350 GLSF 10,319 140 90 230 459 498 957 
WH22 Condominiums [7] 61 DU 357 5 22 27 21 11 32 

Apartments [5] 15DU 101 2 6 8 6 3 9 

WH23 
Retail [6] 2,900 GLSF 125 2 1 3 5 6 11 

Townhouses [7] 6DU 35 1 2 3 2 1 3 

Condominiums [7] 11 DU 64 1 4 5 4 2 6 
WH24 Single-Family Home (2)DU (19) (1) (1) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

(Less Existing) 

WH25 Hotel Addition [11] 40 Rooms 357 16 11 27 14 14 28 

WH26 Retail [6] 1,000 GLSF 43 1 0 1 2 2 4 

Condominiums [7] 18DU 105 1 7 8 6 3 9 
WH27 Condominiums (8)DU (47) (1) (3) (4) (3) (1) (4) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WH28 
Apartments [5] 24DU 161 2 10 12 10 5 15 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (3)DU (20) 0 (2) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WH29 Hotel [11] 20 Rooms 178 8 5 13 7 7 14 

Restaurant [8] 4,619 GSF 587 28 25 53 31 19 50 

Condominiums [7] 18DU 105 1 7 8 6 3 9 
WH30 Single-Family Home (l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WH31 Condominiums (2)DU (12) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WH32 Condominiums (lO)DU (59) (1) (3) (4) (3) (2) (5) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WH33 Retail [6] 4,000 GLSF 172 2 2 4 7 8 15 

Retail [6] 9,206 GLSF 395 5 4 9 17 18 35 
WH34 Single-Family Home (2)DU (19) (1) (1) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

(Less Existing) 

WH35 Office [23] 400,000 GSF 3,879 501 68 569 90 437 527 

WH36 Medical Office [15] 120,000 GSF 4,336 235 63 298 120 326 446 

Condominiums [7] 191 DU 1,119 14 70 84 66 33 99 

WH37 
Retail [6] 71,000 GLSF 3,049 45 28 73 128 138 266 

Self Storage [12] 32,7000 GSF 818 29 20 49 43 42 85 
Retail (Less Existing) [6] (90,000) GLSF (3,865) (57) (36) (93) (162) (176) (338) 

PAGE 206 

RL0023152 



EM23299 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WH38 Single-Family Home (3)DU (29) (1) (1) (2) (2) (1) (3) 

(Less Existing) 

Condominiums [7] 12DU 70 1 4 5 4 2 6 
WH39 Single-Family Home (l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) 

Retail/Restaurant [ 6] 39,440 SF 1,694 25 16 41 71 77 148 
WH40 Hotel [11] 296 Rooms 2,640 115 83 198 101 106 207 

Residential [7] 189DU 1,108 14 69 83 66 32 98 

WH41 
Retail [6] 35,000 GLSF 1,503 22 14 36 63 68 131 

Condominiums [7] 138DU 809 10 51 61 48 24 72 

WH42 Retail [6] 2,323 GLSF 100 1 1 2 4 5 9 

WH43 Retail [6] 9,995 GLSF 429 6 4 10 18 19 37 

WH44 
Hotel [11] 196 Rooms 1,748 76 55 131 67 70 137 

Condominiums [7] 4DU 23 0 2 2 1 1 2 

WH45 
Medical Office [15] 10,7900 GSF 3,898 212 56 268 108 293 401 

Retail (Less Existing) [6] (11,400) GLSF (490) (7) (5) (12) (21) (22) (43) 

WH46 Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 

WH47 Private School [3] 170 Students 381 84 69 153 49 55 104 

Condominiums [7] 
lODU 59 1 3 4 3 2 5 

WH48 Single-Family Home 
(l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) 

WH49 Condominiums [7] 40DU 234 3 15 18 14 7 21 

WH50 Condominiums [7] 42DU 246 3 15 18 15 7 22 

Apartments [5] 28DU 188 3 11 14 11 6 17 
Condominiums [7] 2DU 12 0 1 1 1 0 1 

WH51 Senior Housing [21] 26 Occ. DU 90 1 1 2 2 1 3 
Single-Family Home (2)DU (19) (1) (1) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

(Less Existing) 

WH52 Supermarket [22] 65,325 GSF 6,679 129 83 212 348 335 683 

WH53 Retail [6] 7726 SF 332 5 3 8 14 15 29 

WH54 Condominiums [7] 11 DU 64 1 4 5 4 2 6 

WH55 Private School [28] 140 Students 347 68 43 111 10 14 24 

WH56 
Retail [6] 20,105 SF 863 13 8 21 36 39 75 

Condominiums [7] 4DU 23 0 2 2 1 1 2 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED} 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

WH57 
Condominiums [7] 135 DU 791 10 49 59 47 23 70 

Senior Housing [27] 42DU 156 3 5 8 7 4 11 

WH58 Commercial [14] 70,000 SF 771 96 13 109 18 86 104 

WH59 
Retail [6] 2,972 SF 128 2 1 3 5 6 11 

Restaurant [26] 10,300 SF 926 4 4 8 52 25 77 

TOTAL 152,108 5,864 4,342 10,202 6,596 7,742 14,338 

[1] Source: ITE, Trip Generation. 7th Edition, 2003. 
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 
[3] ITE Land Use Code 534 (Private School (K-8) trip generation average rates. Please note that no weekday daily trip rates are provided for ITE Land Use 
534. As such, a comparison of the ITE Land Use Code 536 (Private School [K-12]) weekday daily and AM peak hour trips rates (2.48 per student and 0.79 
per student, respectively) with the AM peak hour trip rate for ITE Land Use Code 534 (i.e., 11.91 per 1,000 SF) was made in order to derive a weekday daily 
trip rate for this land use: (11.91I0.79) x 2.48 ~ 37.39 trips per 1,000 SF 
Similarly, a comparison of the ITE Land Use Code 536 daily and PM peak hour of generator was made to derive a weekday daily trip rate based on number of 
students: (0.55 I 0.61) x 2.48 ~ 2.24 trips per student 
[4] ITE Land Use Code 942 (Automobile Care Center) trip generation average rates. 
[5] ITE Land Use Code 220 (Apartment) trip generation average rates. 
[6] ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation average rates. 
[7] ITE Land Use Code 230 (Residential Condominium/Townhouse) trip generation average rates. 
[8] ITE Land Use Code 932 (High-Turnover [Sit-Down] Restaurant) trip generation average rates. 
[9] ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation equation rates. 
[10] ITE Land Use Code 934 (Fast-Food Restaurant With Drive-Through Window) trip generation average rates. 
[11] ITE Land Use Code 310 (Hotel [Occupied Rooms]) trip generation average rates. 
[12] ITE Land Use Code 151 (Mini-Warehouse)trip generation average rates. 
[13] Coco Traffic Planners, Inc., Traffic & Parking Study for the Proposed 8800 Burton Way Mixed-Use Development Project, February 2006. 
[14] ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office) trip generation average rates. 
[15] ITE Land Use Code 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building) trip generation average rates. 
[16] Crain & Associates, Transportation Systems Analysis. UCLA Long Range Development Plan, October 2002. 
[17] Parsons Transportation Group, Traffic and Parking Impact Analysis for Beverly Hills Gardens and Montage Hotel Project, November 2003. 
[18] ITE Land Use Code 841 (New Car Sales) trip generation average rates. 
[19] ITE Land Use Code 254 (Assisted Living) trip generation average rates. 
[20] ITE Land Use Code 565 (Day Care Center) trip generation average rates. 
[21] ITE Land Use Code 252 (Senior Adult Housing- Attached) trip generation average rates. 
[22] ITE Land Use Code 850 (Supermarket) trip generation average rates. 
[23] ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office) trip generation equation rates. 
[24] Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study for Westfield Century City for New Century Plan,September 2007. 
[25] Impact Sciences, Inc., Draft Environmental Impact Report. Volume I. for 9900 Wilshire Project, August 2007. 
[26] ITE Land Use Code 931 (Quality Restaurant) trip generation average rates. 
[27] ITE Land Use Code 251 (Senior Adult Housing - Detached) trip generation average rates. 
[28] ITE Land Use Code 536 (Private School [K-12]) trip generation average rates. 
[29] ITE Land Use Code 520 (Elementary School) trip generation average rates. 
[30] ITE Land Use Code 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building) and Code 610 (Hospital) trip generation average rates. Trip generation increased by 15% to 
reflect gross building floor area. 
[31] ITE Land Use Code 210 (Single Family Detached Housing) trip generation average rates. 
[32] The daily traffic volumes and distributational splits for the peak hour traffic volumes is calculated based on other City of Los Angeles Museum daily 
rates. It is assumed that there is no AM peak hour as the peak hour period during weekdays for Museums generally occur between 12:00 PM and 1 :00 PM. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Table 29: List of Related Projects. As presented in column [3] of Table 26: Summary of Volume 
To Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, seven of the 22 study intersections are expected to 
continue operating at LOS Dor better during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours with the addition of 
growth in ambient traffic and the traffic due to the Related Projects. The following 15 study 
intersections are expected to operate at LOSE or F during the peak hours shown below with the 
addition of ambient traffic and the traffic due to the Related Projects: 

Int. No. 1: Robertson Blvd./Beverly Blvd. A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l .316, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.232, LOS F 

Int. No. 2: Robertson Bl./ Alden-Gracie Allen Dr. P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.034, LOS F 

Int. No. 3: Robertson Blvd./Third St. A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l. 182, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.223, LOS F 

Int. No. 4: Robertson Blvd./Burton Way A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.262, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: Ve =1.287, LOS F 

Int. No. 5: Robertson Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. A.M. Peak Hour: TllC =l.397, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.481, LOS F 

Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. P.M. Peak Hour: V1C =0.929, LOSE 

Int. No. 10: Williaman Dr./Wilshire Blvd. A.M. Peak Hour: TllC =0.941, LOSE 

Int. No. 12: San Vicente Blvd./Melrose Ave. A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.120, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.233, LOS F 

Int. No. 13: San Vicente Blvd.!Beverly Blvd. A.M. Peak Hour: T:'lC = 1. 050, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.100, LOS F 

Int. No. 15: San Vicente Blvd./Third St. A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.119, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.035, LOS F 

Int. No. 16: S. Vicente Bl-LeDoux Rd./Burton Wy. P.M. Peak Hour: V/C =0.901, LOSE 

Int. No. 17: San Vicente Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

Int. No. 18: La Cienega Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

Int. No. 19: La Cienega Blvd./Third St. 
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A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.060, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.010, LOS F 

A.M. Peak Hour: VIC= 1.192, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: V/C =1.580, LOS F 

A.M. Peak Hour: v!C =l.216, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.369, LOS F 
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Int. No. 20: La Cienega Blvd./San Vicente Blvd. 

Int. No. 21: La Cienega Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

Int. No. 22: Orlando Ave./Third St. 
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D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =l .231, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.192, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC= 1.450, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.501, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.958, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.007, LOS F 

The Future Pre-Project (existing, ambient growth and Related Projects) traffic volumes at the 
study intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours are presented in Figure 45: Future Pre
Project Traffic Volumes for A.M Peak Hour and Figure 46: Future Pre-Project Traffic Volumes 
for P.M Peak Hour, respectively. 

The Original EIR found that when traffic from the original Project was combined with existing 
traffic, a 1.5% ambient growth rate and traffic generated by the Related Projects, it was 
determined that 10 intersections within the traffic study area would be adversely impacted in the 
AM. peak hour and 16 intersections within the traffic study area would be adversely impacted in 
the P.M. peak hour. Without mitigation, a total of 16 study intersections would operate at LOSE 
or Fin both the AM. and P.M. peak hours, compared with 10 existing intersections that operated 
at LOS E or F in 1990 [See Original EIR Findings, Section III.B.11]. The Future Pre-Project 
Conditions would not represent an incrementally substantial impact above those determined for 
the Master Plan in the Original EIR. 

Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigations (Future With Project Conditions and Future Project 
With Mitigation Conditions) 

As demonstrated in column [4] of Table 26: Summary of Volume-To-Capacity Ratios and Levels 
of Service, application of the City's traffic threshold criteria (see Table 27: City of Los Angeles 
Intersection Impact Jhreshold Criteria) to the Future With Project scenario indicates that the 
Project is anticipated to create significant impacts at the following two study intersections: 

Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. for AM. and P.M. peak hours 
Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. for P.M. peak hour 

Thus, prior to implementation of the mitigation measures, Intersection No. 2 will be operating at 
a VIC of 0.872 (LOS D) during the AM. peak hour and 1.063 (LOS F) during the P.M. peak 
hour. Intersection No. 6 will be operating at a VIC of 0.951 (LOSE) during the P.M. peak hour. 

As a result, the Project would cause significant impacts for the two intersections. However, with 
implementation of mitigation measure improvements, the impacts for both intersections will 
reduce the potentially significant Project-related impacts to less than significant levels. 

The following summarizes the recommended transportation mitigation measure improvements 
for the subject study intersections. 
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Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. 
Provide a right-turn-only lane at the northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard at the 
Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection, as well as a right-turn-only lane at the 
westbound approach of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive at the intersection. The resultant 
lane configurations at the northbound approach to the intersection will be one exclusive 
left-turn lane, one through lane and one right-turn-only lane. The resultant lane 
configurations at the westbound approach to the intersection will 
be one shared left-turn/through lane and one right-turn-only lane. These improvement 
measures would require restriping both the northbound and southbound approaches to the 
intersection; widening the westbound approach along the north side of Alden Drive
Gracie Allen Drive by 2.5 feet for a distance of approximately 100 feet (not including the 
transition length back to the existing sidewalk width), thereby reducing sidewalk width 
from the existing 12.5 feet to lO feet; as well as the removal of on-street parking along 
the eastside of Robertson Boulevard south of the intersection for a distance of 
approximately 130 feet (approximately 6 spaces). Currently, the standard 12.5-foot 
sidewalk to be affected experiences pedestrian traffic from the surrounding retail and 
restaurant uses, as well as from CSMC. However, this level of utilization does not 
exceed the capacity of the sidewalk. As this segment of sidewalk is fairly well utilized by 
patrons to the shops and restaurants in the area, the proposed measures may result in less 
than significant secondary impacts in the immediate vicinity of the improvements due to 
the narrowing of sidewalks and loss of parking spaces. 

Currently, a right-turn-only lane at the northbound approach to the intersection on 
Robertson Boulevard is not warranted by existing right-turn traffic volumes. Therefore, 
to defer the loss of parking (approximately 6 spaces) on Robertson Boulevard until traffic 
demands warrant the need for a right-turn-only lane, this mitigation measure should be 
implemented in two phases. First, the applicant would widen Alden Drive and restripe the 
westbound approach as proposed above. In the second phase, a traffic warrant analysis 
would be conducted 2 years after full occupancy of the Project to determine the need for 
a right-tum-only lane at the northbound approach to the intersection. If warranted, the 
right-turn-only lane would be implemented on Robertson Boulevard. For visualization, a 
conceptual roadway mitigation improvement plan for the Robertson Boulevard/ Alden 
Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection is contained in Appendix C of Appendix E: Traffic 
Impact Study. 

As indicated in column [5] of Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and 
Levels of Service, this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project
related impacts to less than significant levels for both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. In 
comparison to the Future Pre-Project Conditions, the Project's proposed mitigation 
measure improvements for the intersection are expected to improve operations to 0.827 
(LOS D) from 0.850 (LOS D) during the A.M. peak hour and to 0.946 (LOS E) from 
1 .034 (LOS F) during the P.M. peak hour. 

Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. 
Provide a right-turn-only lane at the eastbound approach of Beverly Boulevard at the 
George Burns Road intersection, as well as two lanes at the northbound approach of 
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George Burns Road at the intersection. The resultant lane configurations at the eastbound 
approach to the intersection will be one center two-way left-tum lane, two through lanes 
and one right-tum-only lane. The resultant lane configurations at the northbound 
approach to the intersection will be one shared left-tum/through lane and one right-tum
only lane. These improvement measures would require widening along the south side of 
Beverly Boulevard west of the intersection by approximately three feet and the removal 
of on-street parking for a distance of approximately 55 feet to accommodate the 
installation of the eastbound right-tum-only lane (approximately 4 parking spaces). The 
three-foot widening would also reduce the existing sidewalk width from 15 feet to 12 
feet, which still exceeds the minimum 8 foot sidewalk for a Major Highway 12

, for a 
distance of approximately 100 feet (not including the transition length back to the 
existing sidewalk width). Depending on current utilization, these measures may result in 
a secondary impact in the immediate vicinity of the improvements. For visualization, a 
conceptual roadway mitigation improvement plan for the George Burns Road/Beverly 
Boulevard intersection is contained in Appendix C of Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study. 

As indicated in column [5] of Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and 
Levels of Service, this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project
related impacts to less than significant levels for the P.M. peak hour. In comparison to the 
Future Pre-Project Conditions, the Project's proposed mitigation measure improvements 
for the intersection are expected to improve operations to 0.918 (LOS E) from 0.929 
(LOSE) during the P.M. peak hour. 

While this recommended mitigation measure is feasible, it is noted that this intersection is 
located in the City of West Hollywood and thus implementation of the recommended 
mitigation is beyond the control of the Lead Agency (City of Los Angeles). Should the 
City of West Hollywood not allow the implementation of this recommended mitigation 
measure, a significant unmitigated impact would result for this intersection and a 
Statement of Overriding Consideration would be required. However, impacts could still 
be reasonably mitigated in the future with cooperation of the City of West Hollywood. 

The Original EIR analyzed the traffic impacts of the Master Plan development at 18 study 
intersections in the Master Plan project area. All 18 study intersections have also been analyzed 
in this Draft SEIR, however, four study intersections have been added to this Draft SEIR, which 
were not included in the Original EIR: 

Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. 
Int. No. 7: George Burns Rd./Gracie Allen Dr. 
Int. No. 9: Willaman Dr./Third St. 
Int. No. 10: Willaman Dr./Wilshire Blvd. 

Excluding the above intersections, in the anticipated Master Plan build-out year of 2005 under 
the Future With Project Conditions, 16 of the 18 study intersections were anticipated to operate 
at LOS E or LOS F during the AM. and/or P.M. peak hours. This finding is more or less 
consistent with the Future Pre-Project Conditions analyzed above, which account for the full 

12 City of West Hollywood General Plan Section 5.0 Circulation, page 183. 
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build-out of the Master Plan. Subsequently, these L6 study intersections resulted in significant 
impacts during the AM. and/or P.M. peak hours. It was determined that the significant impacts 
at 15 of the 16 impacted intersections could me mitigated to less than significant levels with 
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, as enumerated in the Original EIR13

. 

However, the intersection of Sherboume Dr./Third St. was forecast to result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts with development of the Master Plan and an SOC was issued. 

As discussed, the proposed Project will result in a significant net impact during the AM. and 
P.M. peak hours at one of the 18 study intersections analyzed in the Original EIR-lnt. No. 2: 
Robertson Blvd./Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (formerly known as "Robertson Blvd./Alden 
Dr." in the Original EIR). However, the Project impacts at this intersection may be mitigated to a 
less than significant level and thus will not add substantial impact above the Master Plan 
development. The remaining impacted intersection (Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd.) 
was not analyzed in the Original EIR. However, the impacts at this intersection may also be 
mitigated to less than significant levels (with cooperation from the City of West Hollywood), and 
thus will not add substantial impact above the Master Plan development. 

Congestion Management Program Traffic Impact Assessment 

As required by the CMP, the traffic impact study has been prepared to determine the potential 
impacts on the designated monitoring locations above. According to Section B.9.1 (Appendix B, 
Page B-6) of the 2004 CMP manual, the criteria for determining a significant impact is as 
follows: "A significant transportation impact occurs when the Project increases traffic demand 
by 2% of capacity (VIC 2:0.02), causing or worsening LOS F (VIC 2:1.00)." 

The proposed Project will not add 50 or more trips during the AM. or P.M. peak hours. The 
proposed Project will not add 50 or more trips during the AM. or P.M. peak hours at any of the 
CMP monitoring intersections. Therefore, no further review of potential impacts to intersection 
monitoring locations that are part of the CMP highway system is required. 

Also, no CMP freeway monitoring locations have been identified in the Project area. Therefore, 
no further review of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations which are part of the 
CMP highway system is required. 

Transportation Demand Management Assessment 

City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 168,847, which approved the Master Plan and Development 
Agreement for the CSMC Campus, includes two related trip reduction requirements associated 
with CSMC: 1) Prepare and submit a TDM program to achieve an 18 percent reduction in P.M. 
peak hour trips above SCAQMD Regulation XV requirements for new facilities and a 9 percent 
overall P.M. peak hour trip reduction for the entire CSMC Campus, and 2) At the time of Master 

13 As addressed in the Original EIR, mitigation measures proposed at certain intersections were dependent upon 
concurrent approval and cooperation by the Cities of West Hollywood and Beverly Hills. 
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Plan build-out, CSMC shall achieve a final Average Vehicle Ridership ("A VR")14 of 1.8 persons 
per vehicle for full-time employees. 

The measures in the Ordinance are a result of findings in the Original EIR, which estimated that 
implementation of a TDM program at the CSMC Campus could reduce the potential traffic 
generation of 2,048 P.M. peak hour trips from facilities proposed under the Master Plan by 
approximately 25 percent, equivalent to approximately 512 P.M. peak hour trips. Thus, for 
purposes of mitigation of traffic impacts as determined in the Original EIR, only the 9 percent 
reduction in overall P.M. peak hour trips was required. The required attainment of a 1.8 A VR for 
full-time employees was added as a condition of approval of Ordinance 168,847 for purposes of 
facilitating the 9 percent P.M. peak hour trip reduction. 

The Original EIR did not establish a trip generation baseline for the entire CSMC Campus on 
which to base compliance with the trip reduction requirements in Ordinance 168,847. Therefore, 
at the direction of LADOT, to verify whether the trip reduction goals are being met by CSMC 
and to establish a baseline from which the traffic reduction requirements can be compared, P.M. 
peak hour traffic counts15 at the CSMC Campus were conducted at the driveways serving 
existing CSMC parking facilities and at the two parking structures serving the Third Street 
Medical Office Towers. 16 

Based on the traffic counts, the existing CSMC Campus17 generates a total of 1,921 P.M. peak 
hour trips (350 inbound and 1,572 outbound). 18 In contrast, the existing CSMC facilities are 
forecast to generate at total of 2,994 P.M. peak hour trips, which serves as the baseline for 
existing CSMC facilities. 19 Thus, the current measured trip generation of the CSMC Campus 
(1,921 P.M. peak hour trips) is approximately 36 percent less than the estimated baseline (2,994 
P.M. peak hour trips) based on existing facilities. This reduction is well in excess of the 
minimum 9 percent required reduction target for the entire Campus, per Ordinance 168,847. 

CSMC currently operates an aggressive TDM program, in which a total of 5,503 employees20 

participate, that has successfully reduced vehicle traffic and parking demand at the CSMC 
Campus. Pursuant to the most recent rideshare report filed with the SCAQMD, CSMC has also 

14 Average Vehicle Ridership or A VR is the average number of employees who report to a work site divided by the 
average number of vehicles driven by these employees, calculated for an established time period. This calculation 
recognizes vehicle trip reductions from telecommuting, compressed work-weeks, and non-motorized transportation. 
15 Traffic counts were conducted during P.M. peak period (4:00 to 6:00 P.M.) on Tuesday, Wednesday and 
Thursday, June 19, 20, and 21, 2007 respectively. 
16 The Third Street Medical Office Towers parking structures were included because CSMC employees park in these 
garages and CSMC leases space within these buildings. 
17 For purposes of establishing a true baseline trip generation, "existing" CSMC Campus facilities are considered to 
be all buildings and structures built and occupied as of the publication of this Draft SEIR, and does not include the 
Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion which is scheduled to begin construction in the first quarter of 2009. 
18 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
19 Ibid. Based on nationally accepted trip generation rates established in the Trip Generation lvlanual, 7th Edition by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers for medical facilities. 
20 Pursuant to CSMC Rule 2202 File 2008, the total current number of employees reporting to the Campus within 
the designated peak window is 5,503 employees. 
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attained an AVR among its full-time employees of approximately 1.4 persons per vehicle.21 In 
addition to trip reduction programs available to full-time employees, CSMC encourages 
ridesharing and other programs to part-time and contract employees, as well as to patients and 
visitors to further reduce vehicle trips during peak commute hours. The TDM program 
administered by CSMC includes two full-time ride share coordinators, a zip code matching 
database for ride-sharing, vanpooling, prizes and incentives for ride-sharing, preferential parking 
for carpoolers and vanpoolers, guaranteed rides home, transit pass subsidies, flexible work 
schedules, and accessibility to public transportation. Further, the urban nature of the CSMC 
Campus and surrounding synergistic land uses which support CSMC (such as medical office 
buildings, retail, and restaurant uses that draw patronage from CSMC) allow for trips made by 
walking and bicycling. The existing TDM program will incorporate the employees who work in 
the proposed Project. 

As part of the Project, CSMC requests that the 1.8 A VR requirement for full-time employees be 
eliminated as it has been demonstrated that the required overall Campus trip reductions can be 
achieved through implementation of travel demand programs for full-time employees and non
CSMC full-time employees (i.e., part-time and contract employees), as well as through 
development synergies that facilitate trips between CSMC Campus uses through means other 
than the private automobile. Further, additional scheduling limitations imposed on full-time 
employees as a result of an A VR requirement could adversely affect CSMC's ability to continue 
to provide a high level of healthcare to the community. LADOT has concurred that the 
measurement of A VR for full-time employees can be eliminated, with the provision that all trips 
that would be potentially eliminated by achievement of the 1. 8 A VR be added to the overall 
CSMC Campus trip reduction target in order to justify the elimination of the requirement. 

Build-out of the remaining entitlement under the Master Plan and the proposed Project would 
increase the Campus-wide forecast trip generation (without a TDM program) from 2,994 P.M. 
peak hour trips to 4,229 P.M. peak hour trips. 22 Per the requirements of Ordinance 168,847, 
CSMC would be required to implement a TDM program that would reduce the Campus-wide 
4,229 P.M. peak hour trips by 9% (or 381 trips) to 3,848 P.M. peak hour trips. Additionally, per 
the A VR provisions of the existing Ordinance, CSMC would be required to operate at a l.8 
A VR, thereby reducing the unmanaged forecast of 4,229 P.M. peak hour trips by 804 trips to 
3,425 P.M. peak hour trips, which equates to a 19% reduction in P.M. peak hour trips. 

If CSMC achieves the 19% reduction in P.M. peak hour trips, LADOT has determined that 
CSMC can achieve equivalency to the required reductions in traffic generation imposed by 
Ordinance 168,847 without attaining a l.8 A VR. Therefore, in lieu of A VR requirements, 
LADOT has recommended that a more appropriate measurement to meet the goals and 
requirements of Ordinance 168,847 would be to utilize this 19% target to reduce the number of 
P.M. peak hour trips generated by the entire CSMC Campus.23 This reduction target would be 

21 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai Aiedical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
22 Trip generation based on ITE Rates. 
23 The reduction target is deemed "more appropriate" by Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). 
Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Medical Center (CSMC) Project Located on CS'ldC Campus 
(ENV-2008-620-EIR), Inter-Departmental Correspondence to Department of City Planning, Jimmy Liao. July 15, 
2008. 
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applied to the entire Campus, with annual reports submitted by CSMC to LADOT to monitor 
compliance. 

The P.M. peak hour reduction target would exceed the trip reduction estimates in both the TDM 
and A VR analysis in the Original EIR. Therefore, the amended trip reduction target will provide 
at least equivalent mitigation, and no new impacts, to development of the Master Plan analyzed 
in the Original EIR. Therefore, assuming compliance with the 19% P.M. peak hour trip reduction 
target and with LADOT reporting and monitoring requirements, the Project is anticipated to 
result in less than a significant impact to trip reduction provisions and the existing TDM 
program. 

Residential Street Segment Analysis (Cut-Through Traffic)24 

A total of 11 residential street segments located in the Project area were analyzed to determine 
the potential Project-related impacts of non-residential traffic using local streets in adjacent 
residential neighborhoods (known as cut-through traffic). 25 As shown in Figure 47: Residential 
Street Segment Locations, the analyzed street segments included: 

1. Huntley Drive south of Melrose Avenue26 

2. Rosewood Avenue east of Norwich Drive26 

3. Ashcroft A venue west of Sherboume Drive26 

4. Rosewood Avenue west of Sherboume Drive26 

5. Bonner Drive west of Sherboume Drive26 

6. Sherboume Drive south of Ashcroft A venue26 

7. Alden Drive between Swall Drive and Clark Drive27 

8. Hamel Road between 3rd Street and Burton Way27 

9. Willaman Drive between 3rd Street and Burton Way27 

10. Willaman Drive between Burton Way and Colgate Avenue27 

11. Sherboume Drive between 3rd Street and Burton Way27 

Pursuant to the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures manual, a transportation impact 
on a local residential street shall be deemed significant based on a percentage increase in the 
Project average daily traffic ("ADT") volumes as shown in Table 31: Residential Street Segment 
Impact Threshold Criteria. It must be noted that the City of West Hollywood and City of Los 
Angeles use similar traffic analysis methodologies and significance thresholds for determining 
potential impacts to local residential streets. 

24 Information provided from Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project 
Neighborhood Street Segment Ana~vsis, memorandum to Plam1ing Associates, Inc., July 23, 2008. 
25 The street segments analyzed were selected based on comments received during the Notice of Preparation process 
and proximity to the CSMC Campus. 
26 City of West Hollywood street segment. 
27 City of Los Angeles street segment. 
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RESIDENTIAL STREET SEGMENT IMPACT THRESHOLD CRITERIA 

PROJECTED A VERA GE DAILY TRAFFIC 
PROJECT-RELATED INCREASE IN ADT 

WITH PROJECT (FINAL ADT) 
0 to 999 16% or more of Final ADT 

1,000 or more 12% or more of Final ADT 
2,000 or more 10% or more of Final ADT 
3,000 or more 8% or more of Final ADT 

Similar to the traffic analysis for study intersections, the 11 residential street segments were 
analyzed for the following conditions: 

[a] Existing conditions. 

[b] Condition [a] plus 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient traffic growth per year, including 
Related Projects, through year 2023 (build-out year) to allow for a conservative 
forecast of future traffic volumes ("Future Pre-Project Conditions"). 

[ c] Condition [b] with completion and occupancy of the proposed Project ("Future With 
Project Conditions"). 

The analyzed street segments are situated within well-established, built-out residential 
neighborhoods which do not offer many opportunities for direct cut-through traffic. As such, 
nearly all Project-related traffic is anticipated to travel along the key arterials that provide direct 
access to the CSMC Campus (i.e., Beverly Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard, Third Street, and 
Robertson Boulevard). However, some Project-related motorists may use local residential streets 
that feed into the CSMC Campus as alternate routes of travel based on perceived convenience 
and for ease of access, such as Alden Drive, Hamel Drive, Willaman Drive, and Sherbourne 
Drive. A smaller group of Project-related motorists could potentially use local streets that do not 
directly feed into the CSMC Campus as part of a short-cut route, including Ashcroft Avenue, 
Rosewood Avenue, Bonner Drive, and Huntley Drive. The percentage of the Project's estimated 
1,181 daily trip ends assigned to each local street segment were dependent upon on the street's 
current relative traffic volumes, as well as relative access to the CSMC Campus. 

In general, on the local streets which do not provide direct access to the CSMC Campus (e.g., 
street segment nos. 1 through 5), one percent (1.0%) or less, if any, of the total daily trips 
generated by the Project are expected to utilize these roadways for access. For local streets that 
feed directly into the CSMC Campus (e.g., street segment nos. 6 through 11 ), it is reasonable to 
anticipate that a relatively higher percentage of Project-related trips may occur on these 
roadways, most likely in the two to four percent (2.0% to 4.0%) range of total daily trips 
generated by the Project. This relative distribution of the Project-related trips on the local 
residential streets is consistent with the Project-related traffic distribution pattern on the major 
arterials (i.e., Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, Robertson Boulevard, and San Vicente 
Boulevard, etc.) approved for use in the traffic study by LADOT. However, to provide a 
conservative, "worst case" assessment of the potential Project-related impacts to the local 
residential streets, a substantially higher use of these roadways was assumed from Project
generated daily trips. As a result, two percent (2.0%) for local streets that do not provide direct 
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access to the CSMC Campus, and three to eight percent (3.0% to 8.0%) for local streets that 
provide direct access to the CSMC Campus were used. 

The estimated ADT volumes associated with Existing Conditions, Future Pre-Project Conditions, 
and Future With Project Conditions are shown in Table 32: Summary of Street Segment Analysis. 
By comparing the Future With Project Conditions in column [5] of Table 32: Summary of Street 
Segment Analysis to the Future Pre-Project Conditions in column [2] and the resulting increase of 
daily trip ends caused by the Project at each street segment (column [4]), the percent ADT 
growth can be calculated in column [6]. As indicated in column [6], the percentage increase in 
ADT growth for the 11 street segments ranges from 0.6% to 3.6%. Therefore, application of 
LADOT's threshold criteria (as shown in Table 31: Residential Street Segment Impact Threshold 
Criteria) indicates that the Project is not anticipated to produce substantial cut-through traffic on 
local residential streets. Even with an "overstated" assignment of Project-related daily trips on 
local residential streets, the potential effects are deemed less than significant as the incremental 
increase in cut-through traffic due to the Project is substantially below the significance 
thresholds used by LADOT and the City of West Hollywood. 

TABLE32 

SUMMARY OF STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

PROPOSED PROJECT 
[1] [2] [5] [6] [7] 

EXISTING YEAR2023 [3] [4] YEAR2023 PERCENT 
LOCATION WEEKDAY FUTURE W/PROJ. ADT SEGMENT 

ADT PRE-PR OJ. TOTAL DAILY ADT GROWTH IMPACT 
VOLUME VOLUME PROJECT PROJECT VOLUME ([4] /[5]) 

DISTRIB TRIP ENDS ([2]+[4]) 

Huntley Drive south of 1,146 1,404 
2.0% 

24 1,428 1.7% NO 
Melrose A venue r8l 

In/Out 

Rosewood A venue east of 3,160 3,871 
2.0% 

24 3,895 0.6% NO 
Norwich Drive [8] In/Out 

Ashcrofl A venue west of 525 643 
2.0% 

24 667 3.6% NO 
Sherboume Drive [8] In/Out 

Rosewood A venue west of 642 786 
2.0% 

24 810 3.0% NO 
Sherboume Drive [8] In/Out 

Bonner Drive west of 639 782 
2.0% 

24 806 3.0% NO 
Sherboume Drive [8] In/Out 

Sherboume Drive south of 1,531 1,875 
3.0% 

35 1,910 1.8% NO 
Ashcroft A venue [8] In/Out 

Alden Drive between 5.0% 
Swall Drive and Clark Drive 2,783 3,409 

In/Out 
59 3,468 1.7% NO 

[9] 

Hamel Road between 5.0% 
3rd Street and Burton Way 4,075 4,992 

In/Out 
59 5,051 1.2% NO 

[9] 
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9 

10 

11 

LOCATION 

Willaman Drive between 
3rd Street and Burton Way 
[9] 

Willaman Drive between 
Burton Way and Colgate 
Avenue [9] 

Sherboume Drive between 
3rd Street and Burton Way 

[9] 

TABLE 32 (CONTINUED} 

SUMMARY OF STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

[1] [2] 
EXISTING YEAR2023 
WEEKDAY FUTURE 

ADT PRE-PR OJ. 
VOLUME VOLUME 

5,990 7,338 

4,580 5,611 

1,906 2,335 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

[3] 

TOTAL 
PROJECT 
DISTRIB 

8.0% 
In/Out 

5.0% 
In/Out 

5.0% 
In/Out 

[4] 

DAILY 
PROJECT 

TRIP ENDS 

94 

59 

59 

[5] 
YEAR2023 
W/PROJ. 

ADT 
VOLUME 

([2]+[4]) 

7,432 

5,670 

2,394 

[6] [7] 
PERCENT 

ADT SEGMENT 
GROWTH IMPACT 

([4] /[5]) 

1.3% NO 

1.0% NO 

2.5% NO 

[1] Existing ADT volumes for study locations 1 through 6 were based on data contained in the Greenwich Place Traffic Impact Study, dated October 2006, 
prepared by Katz, Okitsu & Associates. The year 2006 traffic counts were adjusted by a 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient growth factor per year to reflect year 
2008 condtions. New ADT counts were conducted for study locations 7 through 11, and copies of the summary count data worksheets are provided in the 
attached Appendix of Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis, memorandum to 
Planning Associates, 23 July 2008. 
[2] The existing weekday ADT volumes were adjusted by a 1.5 percent (1.5%) annual ambient growth factor to derive year 2023 Future Pre-Project 

Conditions. 

[3] Total distribution of inbound and outbound daily Project traffic at the analyzed street segment. 

[4] Daily Project volume includes inbound and outbound trips based on the proposed Project's net increase of 1,181 daily trip ends (approximately 591 
inbound trips and 591 outbound trips). 

[5] Total of columns [1] and [3]. 
[6] Column [3] divided by column [4]. 

[7] According to LADOT's "Traffic Study Policies & Procedures," March, 2002, page 10: "A local residential street shall be deemed significantly impacted* 

based on an increase in the projected average daily traffic (ADT) volumes." 

Projected Average Daily Traffic with 

Project (Final ADT) 

0 to 999 

1,000 or more 

2,000 or more 

Project-Related 

Increase in ADT 

16% or more offmal ADT** 

12% or more offmal ADT 

10% or more offmal ADT 

3,000 or more 8% or more offmal ADT 

*Source: Traffic Infusion on Residential Environment (TIRE) Index developed by D.K. Goodrich and modified by LADOT for Los Angeles City 

conditions. 

**Note: For projects in West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan area, use 120 or more trips. 

[8] Greenwich Place traffic impact study location. 

f91 City of Los Angeles study location. 

(b) Project Access 

Vehicular Access 

Project access refers mainly to vehicular access to the Project through street intersections and 
external and internal driveways at the Campus. The following five key access intersections 
provide primary Project Site access: 

Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. (Study Intersection No. 2) 
George Burns Rd/Beverly Blvd. (Study Intersection No. 6) 
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George Burns Rd.-Hamel Rd./Third St. (Study Intersection No. 8) 
Sherboume Dr./Third St. (Study Intersection No. 11) 
San Vicente Blvd./Gracie Allen Drive-Beverly Center (Study Intersection No. 14) 

There are no changes planned for the five key intersections and external Campus driveways, as 
approved under the current Master Plan. There are also no changes planned for most internal 
Campus driveways as approved under the current Master Plan; however, minor modifications are 
planned for the internal driveway access points at the Project Site to accommodate the Project. 

As indicated in Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, Study 
Intersection numbers 6, 8, 11 and 14 provide primary project site access and are projected to 
operate at LOS D or better under the Future With Project Conditions. As also indicated in Table 
26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, the Robertson 
Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection (Study Intersection No. 2) provides 
primary Project Site access and is projected to operate at LOS F during the P.M. peak hour under 
the Future With Project Conditions. However, it should be noted that the subject intersection is 
also forecast to operate at LOS E during the P.M. peak hour under the Future Pre-Project 
Conditions. Therefore, the proposed Project contributes to the future forecast adverse operating 
conditions at the Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection and is 
expected to result in a significant Project access impact based on application of the City's CEQA 
threshold criteria to the Future With Project scenario. 

The Project is expected to create a significant impact at the Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive
Gracie Allen Drive intersection based on the City's intersection threshold impact criteria during 
the P.M. peak hour shown with the addition of ambient growth, related projects traffic, and 
Project-related traffic. Mitigation is available to reduce the forecast intersection and Project 
access impacts to less than significant levels, as discussed below. 

The Original EIR based the level of significance for project access on the elimination or 
replacement of access points (i.e., external and internal driveways). The Original EIR determined 
that with implementation of the Master Plan, several access points were being eliminated and 
replaced, specifically external driveways on San Vicente Boulevard and Third Street and internal 
driveways on George Burns Road and Sherboume Drive. Under the Master Plan, the internal 
driveway on George Burns Road at the Project Site was to be replaced and an additional 
driveway was to be added. The Original EIR determined that the implementation of mitigation 
measures generally regarding free travel along private internal Campus streets for emergency, 
police and fire protection vehicles, as well as provision of safe pedestrian/auto junctures, would 
reduce access impacts to a less than significant level. 

The proposed Project will not substantially differ in access modifications on the Project Site 
from those proposed under the Master Plan. Additionally, the Project will not affect other 
Campus access modifications that were proposed under the Master Plan and mitigated in the 
Original EIR. As similarly planned for the Master Plan development, the Project, as a component 
of the West Tower, will eliminate the existing driveway access point at the Project Site on 
George Burns Road and will replace an existing driveway access point at the Project Site on 
Gracie Allen Drive. Due to the fact that driveway access points were already planned for 
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modification on the Project Site and mitigated appropriately, the proposed Project will not result 
in a significant impact and will not substantially increase access impacts above those determined 
in the Original EIR. 

Pedestrian Access and Environment 

The pedestrian access and environment on the CSMC Campus includes a network of private 
internal streets, sidewalks, crosswalks, signage, ground-level entrances to all structures, public 
transit stops and elevated pedestrian bridge connections between most buildings. As intended 
under the CSMC Master Plan, all new buildings constructed on the Campus, including the 
700,000 square feet of development considered under the Original EIR, as well as the currently 
proposed Project, are to be designed to provide appropriate access and include those necessary 
street and sidewalk improvements to comply with all Building Code and Municipal Code 
regulations. The proposed Project design will comply with all imposed regulations and will 
include improved and landscaped adjacent sidewalks on the Project Site with ground level access 
to both the West Tower and the attached parking structure. Handicap access will be provided in 
compliance with all Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA") requirements. The Project will 
also include an elevated pedestrian bridge connection across George Bums Road between the 
West Tower and the existing North Tower building to the east. The two-story Existing Building 
on the Project Site does not currently have an elevated pedestrian bridge connection to any 
neighboring structure on the CSMC Campus, therefore, the proposed Project will improve access 
at the Campus by allowing easy movement between facilities. The Project will not affect existing 
pedestrian access on the Campus and no mitigation is required as the Project will, in fact, 
improve pedestrian access to a beneficial level. 

The Wilshire Community Plan includes Urban Design guidelines that address the overall 
community design of the Project area. The design policies establish a minimum level of design 
required in private projects and recommendations for public space improvements. With regards 
to the pedestrian environment, the Urban Design guidelines suggest that the mass, the proportion 
the scale, the visual interest, the materials and the streetscape associated with the Project must 
foster an environment of pedestrian orientation. The Project must also preclude opportunities for 
criminal activity and graffiti. The proposed Project is anticipated to be consistent with the 
following policies, as suggested in the Urban Design guidelines: 

• For building frontages, require the use of offset building masses, recessed 
pedestrian entries, articulations, and surface perforations, or porticoes. Also 
require transparent windows (non-reflective, non-tinted glass for maximum 
visibility from sidewalks into building interiors). 

• Require each new building to have a pedestrian-oriented ground floor, and 
maximize the building area devoted to ground level display windows to afford 
pedestrian views into lobby space. 

• Provide color, lighting, and surface texture accents and complementary building 
materials to building walls and facades, consistent with neighborhood adjacent 
architectural themes. 
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• Locate surface and above grade parking areas to the rear of buildings, with access 
driveways on side streets, or from rear streets where project buildings cover the 
majority of block areas. 

• Integrate landscaping within pedestrian-friendly plazas, green space, pocket 
parks, and other open space compliments. 

The Project is anticipated to be consistent with all of these guidelines. Preliminary architectural 
plans for the West Tower indicate that it will contain a large proportion of glass windows at the 
entrance and ground floor, and throughout the exterior of the building. The entrance of the 
building will be recessed from the street with a continuous portico along the building frontage. 
The color, lighting and surface texture of the West Tower will be consistent with those currently 
existing at other CSMC Campus facilities and will visually remain similar to the character of the 
Campus. The parking structure adjoining the West Tower will be located to the rear of the 
building with an access driveway planned on Gracie Allen Drive. Landscaping will be 
implemented along adjacent variable width sidewalks as well as a rooftop plaza garden. 
Therefore, due to consistency with several Community Plan Urban Design guidelines regarding 
pedestrian orientation through building design, the Project is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact on the pedestrian environment of the CSMC Campus and will prove to be beneficial. 

The Original EIR indicated that the preliminary plans for the Master Plan facilities would unify 
the visual character of the CSMC Campus through architecture and landscaping, similar to the 
proposed Project. Like the proposed Project, the Master Plan anticipated the demolition of the 
existing surface parking lot on the Project Site, thereby increasing pedestrian orientation by 
creating building street frontage. However, whereas the Master Plan proposed a building on the 
Project Site with a parking structure entrance on the ground floor, the proposed Project is 
consistent with the Community Plan in that it will provide for ground level display windows into 
the lobby of the West Tower. Therefore, the pedestrian orientation components of the Master 
Plan will not be affected or prevented by the Project and will, in fact, be enhanced. 

(c) Parking 

This section reviews the Project's parking requirements and planned CSMC Campus parking 
supply according to provisions in the Zone and Height District Change that were approved by the 
City of Los Angeles in 1993 pursuant to Ordinance No. 168,847. On-street parking located on 
the surrounding roadways in the Project area is also analyzed. It is anticipated that the Project 
will provide required parking for the Campus as determined by the City of Los Angeles prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the Project. 

Parking requirements applicable to the CSMC Campus land use components include the 
following rates: 

Administrative, Diagnostic, Imaging and Support Uses: 

3.3 parking spaces per l,000 square feet of floor area 
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5.0 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area 

The floor area utilized to determine the parking requirements and referenced in the Ordinance is 
consistent with Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, which excludes building floor 
areas devoted to exterior walls, stairwells, shafts, rooms housing building operating equipment, 
etc. 

It should be noted that the parking supply and requirements for CSMC and the adjacent Third 
Street Medical Office Towers are considered together by the City, even though the facilities are 
separately owned and operated. At the time the Medical Office Towers were approved, the City 
tied their parking requirements to the adjacent CSMC due to anticipated overlapping of parking 
demand expected to occur between the two facilities (e.g., a doctor on staff at CSMC also leases 
office space at the Medical Office Towers). 

It must also be noted that construction is anticipated to begin on the Advanced Health Sciences 
Pavilion (at the southwest comer of San Vicente Boulevard and Gracie Allen Drive) in the first 
quarter of 2009, which will include a total of 547 parking spaces. This Project will also include 
demolition of 166 parking spaces to accommodate the building, resulting in a net increase in 
parking of 3 81 spaces. As the facility will be complete at the time of development of the 
proposed Project, these parking spaces are considered as existing parking supply on the Campus 
for the purposes of this Draft SEIR. 

Existing CSMC Parking Supply and Requirements 

The City of Los Angeles determines parking (required and supply) for a multi-building, 
institutional environment such as CSMC on a campus-wide basis, rather than on a building-by
building or lot-by-lot basis. The baseline for the existing City required parking and supply for 
the CSMC Campus was established by the City of Los Angeles in 1993 (per Ordinance No. 
168,847). This included Zoning Case Nos. 21332 and 21940, which authorized the development 
of the Medical Office Towers on Third Street and its associated parking. 

As presented in Table 33: Existing CSMC Campus Parking Summary, a total of 7,275 parking 
spaces are currently provided on the CSMC Campus (see note above regarding construction of 
the Advanced Health Science Pavilion) in accordance with the requirements of Ordinance No. 
168,847. This total includes a total of 5,621 spaces in parking facilities controlled by CSMC and 
a total of l,654 spaces in the two Medical Office Tower parking structures. 
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TABLE33 

EXISTING CSMC CAMPUS PARKING SUMMARY 

REQUIRED PARKING 

ITEM 
REQUIRED PARKING 

NO.OF 
NO. SPACES 

1 Zoning Case 21332 and 21940 (main hospital and 3rd Street MOTS) 3,964 

2 Harvey Morse Conference Center (within the South Tower) 179 

3 Existing Building at 8723 Alden Drive (including new elevator) 182 

4 Comprehensive Cancer Center 81 

5 Becker Building (within the North Tower) 22 

6 Mark S. Taper Imaging Center 157 

7 Davis Research Building Phase 1 456 

8 Computer Center (within the Mental Health Center) 48 

9 Emergency Room Expansion (within the North Tower) 78 

10 Administration/Pediatric Walk-in entrance (within the North Tower) 1 

11 Davis Research Building Phase 2 20 

12 North Care Tower (180 bed replacement of 201 bed Schuman/Brown buildings) 0 

13 Human Resources Trailers 5 

Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (396,000 SF): 
14 Medical Suites: 121,100 SF x 5.0 spaces/1,000 SF 606 

Other: 274,900 SF x 3.3 spaces/1,000 SF 907 

TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING 6,706 

PARKING SUPPLY 

ITEM 
PARKING FACILITY 

NO.OF 
NO. SPACES 

1 Parking Lot 1 (site of Research Building) 0 

2 Existing Parking Lot (Existing Building lot) 217 

3 Mental Health Center (after construction of Computer Center) 95 

4 Employee Parking Structure (excluding public meters) 2,140 

5 
Within Main Hospital Structure (after construction of ER expansion, & Telecomm. 

567 
remodel) 

6 Within Service Yard 29 

3rd St. MOT Parking Structures: 
7 133 S. Sherboume 838 

8675 W. 3rd St. 816 

8 Parking Lot 9 (Cancer Center) 104 

9 Parking Lot 7 (Taper) 0 

10 Parking Structure 4 (3rd St and San Vicente) 1,922 

11 Parking Structure 4 Expanded 547 

TOTAL PARKING SUPPLY 7,275 

PARKING SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) 569 
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Table 33: Existing CSMC Campus Parking Summary also indicates that a total of 6,639 parking 
spaces are currently required for the CSMC Campus (including the required spaces for the 
adjacent Medical Office Towers and the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion). 

Therefore, the existing CSMC parking supply of 7,275 spaces currently exceeds the City parking 
requirement of 6, 706 spaces by a total of 569 parking spaces. 

Future CSMC Parking Supply and Requirements 

An analysis of future parking conditions was prepared for CSMC based on the build-out and 
occupancy of the proposed Project. Each land use component associated with the Project was 
assigned a parking requirement as determined by the City of Los Angeles under Ordinance No. 
168,847. The demolition of existing parking supply to accommodate the Project was also taken 
into account. The final anticipated required parking count and parking supply for the CSMC 
Campus are discussed below. 

The proposed Project will modify the existing parking supply on the CSMC Campus through 
removal of 217 parking spaces in the Existing Parking Lot and development of the new 700-
space adjoining parking structure to be constructed as part of the Project. No other modifications 
to the CSMC parking supply are planned as part of the Project. As such, the Project will increase 
the parking supply at the CSMC Campus by an approximate net change of 483 spaces as detailed 
below: 

Loss of parking spaces in Existing Parking Lot: 
Addition of parking spaces in new structure: 
Net increase in CSMC parking supply: 

(217) Spaces 
700 Spaces 
483 Spaces 

A summary of the future CSMC Campus parking supply is presented in Table 34: Future CSMC 
Campus Parking Summary, which shows that the parking supply for the CSMC Campus will 
increase from a existing parking supply of 7,275 spaces to a total of 7,758 spaces. 

TABLE34 

FUTURE CSMC CAMPUS PARKING SUMMARY 

REQUIRED PARKING 

ITEM 
REQUIRED PARKING 

NO.OF 
NO. SPACES 

1 Zoning Case 21332 and 21940 (main hospital and 3rd Street MOTS) 3,964 

2 Harvey Morse Conference Center (within the South Tower) 179 

3 Existing Building at 8723 Alden Drive (including new elevator) 0 [!] 

4 Comprehensive Cancer Center 81 

5 Becker Building (within the North Tower) 22 

6 Mark S. Taper Imaging Center 157 

7 Davis Research Building Phase 1 456 

8 Computer Center (within the Mental Health Center) 48 

9 Emergency Room Expansion (within the North Tower) 78 

10 Administration/Pediatric Walk-in entrance (within the North Tower) 1 
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TABLE 34 (CONTINUED) 

FUTURE CSMC CAMPUS PARKING SUMMARY 
ITEM 

REQUIRED PARKING 
NO.OF 

NO. SPACES 

11 Davis Research Building Phase 2 20 

12 North Care Tower (180 bed replacement of 201 bed Schuman/Brown buildings) 0 

13 Human Resources Trailers 5 

Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (396,000 SF): 
14 Medical Suites: 121,100 SF x 5.0 spaces/1,000 SF 606 

Other: 274,900 SF x 3.3 spaces/1,000 SF 907 
Proposed Project: 
Inpatient Beds: 100 beds (200,000 SF) x 2.5 spaces/bed 250 

15 Medical Suites: 87,900 SF x 5.0 spaces/1,000 SF 440 
Other: 82,750 SF x 3.3 spaces/1,000 SF 273 
8723 Alden Drive Medical Building Replacement (90,000 SF) 182 

TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING 7,669 

PARKING SUPPLY 

ITEM 
PARKING FACILITY 

NO.OF 
NO. SPACES 

1 Parking Lot 1 (site of Research Building) 0 

2 Existing Parking Lot (Existing Building lot - removed for proposed project) 0[2] 

3 Mental Health Center (after construction of Computer Center) 95 

4 Employee Parking Structure (excluding public meters) 2,140 

5 
Within Main Hospital Structure (after construction of ER expansion, & 

567 
Telecomm. remodel) 

6 Within Service Yard 29 

3rd St. MOT Parking Structures: 
7 133 S. Sherboume 838 

8675 W. 3rd St. 816 

8 Parking Lot 9 (Cancer Center) 104 

9 Parking Lot 7 (Taper) 0 

10 Parking Structure 4 (3rd St and San Vicente) 1,922 

11 Parking Structure 4 Expanded 547 

12 New Parking Structure 2 (part of proposed project) 700 

TOTAL PARKING SUPPLY 7,758 

PARKING SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) 89 
Notes: 
[1] Assumes removal of the Existing Building at 8723 Alden Drive . 
[2] Assumes removal of 217 spaces previously on the Existing Parking Lot at the Project Site. 

The City parking requirement calculations for the proposed Project components are as follows: 

Removal of Existing Building (90,000 SF): (182 spaces) 

Inpatient Beds: 100 beds (200,000 SF) x 2.5 spaces/bed= 250 spaces 

Medical Suites: 87,900 SF x 5.0 spaces/1,000 SF= 440 spaces 
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273 spaces 

Replacement of Existing Building floor area (90,000 SF): 182 spaces 

Total Required Parking 963 Spaces28 

However, as discussed above, the parking for the proposed Project need not be located on the 
Project Site and is not analyzed as a separate entity; rather, the parking need only be located 
within the CSMC Campus and analyzed in combination with all other parking on the CSMC 
Campus. Based on the parking requirements for the planned development program, the future 
City parking requirement for the CSMC Campus will be 7,669 spaces. This is based on the 
existing City requirement of 6, 706 spaces and the future Code requirement of 963 spaces for the 
planned development program (6,706 + 963 = 7,669 spaces). 

Therefore, as presented in Table 3-f.: Future CSMC Campus Parking Summary, the planned 
CSMC Campus parking supply of 7, 758 spaces will exceed the City parking requirement of 
7,669 spaces by a total of 89 spaces. However, it must be noted as reflected in Table 33: Existing 
CSMC Campus Parking Summary and Table 34: Future CSMC Campus Parking Summary, the 
Project will result in a reduction in the Campus-wide parking surplus by 480 parking spaces 
(from 569 surplus parking spaces to 89 surplus spaces). 

With respect to the Master Plan, the Original EIR proposed a total CSMC Campus parking 
supply after development of the Master Plan of 7,053 parking spaces. 29 This total number of 
proposed spaces included the 3,200 parking spaces approved under the Master Plan, as well as 
all parking spaces existing before approval of the Master Plan. The proposed Project now 
proposes a total CSMC Campus parking supply after the amendment to the Master Plan of 7, 758 
parking spaces, which includes the additional 50 parking spaces in the adjacent parking structure 
that were not previously approved on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project will provide for an 
additional 705 parking spaces on the CSMC Campus above the parking supply proposed under 
the Master Plan, resulting in a benefit to CSMC facilities and no incremental parking impacts 
beyond those determined for the Master Plan in the Original EIR. 

Future On-Street Parking 

The proposed mitigation measures for the two significantly impacted study intersections (Int. No. 
2 and Int. No. 6) will require the removal of up to 10 on-street parking spaces along the east side 
of Robertson Boulevard and the south side of Beverly Boulevard. Under the Master Plan 
development, the Original EIR anticipated removal of a total of between 55 and 64 parking 
spaces along various roadways in the Project area as recommended through mitigation measures. 
The loss of these parking spaces was determined to have a significant adverse effect for on-street 

28 As the replacement floor area associated with the proposed removal of the Existing Building will equal the current 
floor area, there is no net change to its parking requirement of 182 spaces. 
29 It should be noted that although 7,053 parking spaces were originally proposed for the CSMC Campus under the 
Master Plan, 222 extra spaces have since been built on the CSMC Campus, resulting in the current Campus parking 
supply of 7,275 parking spaces (including parking to be built as part of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion). 
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parking. The proposed removal of up to 10 on-street parking spaces on Robertson Boulevard and 
Beverly Boulevard may result in an adverse effect to surrounding commercial businesses whose 
patrons depend on the on-street parking. However, the adverse effects of the Project are not 
anticipated to be incrementally substantial beyond the impacts found for the Master Plan in the 
Original EIR 

(d) Transit System 

The Project trip generation, as shown in Table 28: Project Traffic Generation, was adjusted by 
values set forth in the CMP (i.e., person trips equal 1.4 times vehicle trips, and transit trips equal 
3.5 percent of the total person trips) to estimate transit trip generation. Pursuant to the CMP 
guidelines, the Project is forecast to generate demand for 6 transit trips (4 inbound and 2 
outbound trips) during the weekday AM. peak hour and 7 transit trips (3 inbound trips and 4 
outbound trips) during the weekday P.M. peak hour. Over a 24-hour period, the Project is 
forecast to generate demand for 58 daily transit trips. The calculations are as follows: 

AM. Peak Hour= 113 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 6 Transit Trips 
P.M. Peak Hour= 130 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 7 Transit Trips 
Daily Trips= 1,181x1.4 x 0.035 = 58 Transit Trips 

Approximately 11 bus transit lines and routes are provided adjacent to or in close proximity to 
the Project Site, with 10 of these transit lines and routes directly serving the Site. A total of three 
different bus transit providers provide service within the Project study area. These 11 transit lines 
provide service for an average (i.e., an average of the directional number of buses during the 
peak hours) of approximately 93 buses during the AM. peak hour and roughly 94 buses during 
the P.M. peak hour. Thus, based on the above calculated peak hour transit trips, this would 
correspond to less than one additional Project-related transit rider per bus. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that the existing transit service in the Project area would adequately accommodate the 
Project generated transit trips. 

The Original EIR found that development of the Project might disrupt bus service at Third Street 
and at the comer of Alden Drive and San Vicente Boulevard, but that after mitigation, any 
significant impacts associated with this disruption would be less than significant [Original EIR 
Findings, Section III.B. l 0( d)]. In comparison, the net incremental impact resulting from the 
proposed Project is not substantial and will not add substantial impact above the Master Plan 
development. Therefore, given the low number of generated transit trips per bus, no significant 
impacts on existing or future transit services in the Project area are expected to occur as a result 
of the Project. 

(3) Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies 

As previously discussed, the Wilshire Community Plan is the primary guiding document for 
development in the Project area. The proposed Project will be consistent with a number of goals, 
objectives and policies relating to transportation set forth in the Community Plan, including: 
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• Objective No. 10-1: Continue to encourage improved and additional local and express 
bus service and neighborhood shuttles throughout the Wilshire Community Plan Area. 

• Policy No. 13-1.5: Identify and implement intersection improvements (channelization, 
turn lanes, signal modifications) on all Major Class II and Secondary Highways, and 
along some Collector Streets, throughout the Wilshire Community Plan Area. 

• Policy No. 15-1.2: Develop off-street parking resources, including parking structures and 
underground parking in accordance with design standards. 

• Policy No. 16-1.l: Maintain a satisfactory Level of Service (LOS) above LOS "D" for 
Class II Major Highways, especially those which serve Regional Commercial Centers 
and Community Commercial Centers; and above LOS "D" for Secondary Highways and 
Collector Streets. 

A determination and discussion of consistency with the goals, objectives and policies of the 
Community Plan is provided below. 

Objective No. 10-1 of Goal No. 10. This Objective encourages improved and additional bus 
service in the Community Plan area. Although the proposed Project does not take credit for 
improved or additional bus service in the Project area, the CSMC Campus, as a whole, has 
proposed to implement additional transit stops on the periphery of the Campus along the south 
side of Beverly Boulevard and the west side of San Vicente Boulevard. Additionally, pursuant 
to the Master Plan and Development Agreement, CSMC has agreed with the City to provide an 
easement on Campus property for a portal to a potential Metro Rail station at the southwest 
corner of San Vicente Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard provided that the easement does not 
adversely impact operation of the CSMC, as determined by CSMC. As the Project is located 
approximately 450 feet west of the Metro portal site, blocked by several interfering buildings, the 
Project is not anticipated to be impacted by or cause impact to the potential Metro station, should 
it be developed. However, any anticipated transit riders of the Project will have access to these 
proposed and potential transit services and are expected to utilize them accordingly. 

Policy No. 13-1.5, Objective No. 13-1 of Goal No. 13. The Community Plan specifies the 
provision to "Identify and implement intersection improvements (channelization, turn lanes, 
signal modifications) on all Major Class II and Secondary Highways, and along some Collector 
Streets, throughout the Wilshire Community Plan Area." As discussed, the proposed Project will 
result in a significant impact at two study intersections that involve one Secondary Highway
Robertson Boulevard (Int. No. 2 with Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive) and one Major Highway 
Class II-Beverly Boulevard (Int. No. 6 with George Bums Road). However, traffic impacts at 
these two intersections may be mitigated to a less than significant level with measures that are 
consistent with Policy 13-1.5 of the Community Plan, including the addition of tum lanes and 
restriping to improve traffic flow and congestion (see Mitigation Program below). Therefore, the 
Project with mitigation measures will be consistent with the Community Plan goal to maintain a 
safe and efficient highway and street network. It must be noted that implementation of some of 
the mitigation measures for Intersection No. 6 may not be feasible as their implementation would 
require approval and cooperation with the City of West Hollywood. Therefore, the net impact of 
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the Project would remain significant and a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be 
required. However, impacts could still be reasonably mitigated in the future with cooperation of 
the City of West Hollywood. 

Policy No. 15-1.2, Objective 15-1 of Goal No. 15. This Policy posits the development of "off
street parking resources, including parking structures and underground parking in accordance 
with design standards." As approved under the existing Master Plan and analyzed under the 
Original EIR, in conjunction with the proposed West Tower, the Project Site will contain a 
seven-level, 700-space, partially subterranean parking structure to serve the proposed Project and 
the CSMC Campus. The parking structure will be designed in accordance with all Building Code 
and Municipal Code regulations. Therefore, the Project will be consistent with the goals of the 
Community Plan relating to off-street parking. 

Policy No. 16-1.1, Objective 16-1 of Goal No. 16. This Policy stipulates the need to maintain a 
satisfactory Level of Service above LOS D for Class II Major Highways, Secondary Highways, 
and Collector streets in the Community Plan area. As analyzed previously, in the year 2023 (the 
anticipated year of full occupancy of the West Tower), without development of the proposed 
Project and under forecast ambient growth only, several of the 22 study intersections will be 
operating at LOSE or LOS F. Including construction of Related Projects in the area, without the 
West Tower, several more intersections will be operating below LOS D. The proposed West 
Tower Project, with implementation of mitigation measures, at the intersections of Robertson 
Boulevard/ Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive and George Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard, is 
anticipated to result in less than significant impact levels. Again as noted above, cooperation 
with and approval by the City of West Hollywood on the proposed mitigations at the George 
Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard intersection will be required, otherwise a significant impact will 
result. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed Project would be 
consistent with the goals of the Community Plan relating to LOS. 

In comparison to the analysis of the Master Plan in the Original EIR, the Master Plan did not 
have any negative impacts on the applicable adopted plans and policies, including the Wilshire 
Community Plan. No mitigation measures were required as a result. The entitlements and 
development associated with the proposed Project are not anticipated to result in impacts that are 
substantially beyond those determined in the Original EIR for the Master Plan. Therefore, the 
Project is not anticipated to be inconsistent with the applicable adopted plans and policies and no 
mitigation will be required to ensure conformance. 

d. Cumulative Impacts 

The analysis of cumulative impacts was completed concurrent with the Project impacts 
analysis( existing conditions plus ambient growth plus Related Projects development plus Project 
with mitigation measures) and is included in the discussion above. Further discussion of 
cumulative impacts for the Project are found in Section IV.E: Cumulative Effects. 

In the Original EIR, the Master Plan was anticipated to result in a cumulative traffic impact of 
206,400 vehicle trips per day. Of the 18 study intersections, 10 were found to result in a 
significant impact during the AM. peak hour and 16 would result in a significant impact during 
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the P.M. peak hour. However, it was determined that the significant impacts during the A.M. 
peak hour could be mitigated to less than significant levels at all intersections. During the P.M. 
peak hour, the significant impacts could be mitigated to less than significant levels with the 
exception of the intersection at Sherboume Drive and Third Street, for which a significant and 
unavoidable impact was found. The Original EIR also determined that a cumulative impact 
would result for Project parking, but not for Project access. Although parking and Project access 
impact levels are determined on a project-by-project basis (campus-wide basis in the case of the 
CSMC Campus) and not on a City-wide cumulative basis, due to the high level of development 
in the area, the subsequent high parking demand and the potential impacts caused by Related 
Projects, the parking was anticipated to result in a significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed Project could result in cumulative significant impacts at two study intersections, 
but both could be mitigated to less than significant levels, thus eliminating contribution to a 
cumulative impact. The Project does not represent an incrementally substantial impact above 
those determined for the Master Plan. The proposed Project is also not anticipated to have 
significant impacts on either parking or Project access and thus will not substantially increase 
cumulative impacts beyond the Master Plan. 

4. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

a. Regulatory Requirements, Standard Conditions and Project Design Features 

The following is a list of standard measures that will be required for the Project in accordance 
with City of Los Angeles Code requirements. 

MM TRF-1: In accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") Section 
91.70067, hauling of construction materials shall be restricted to a haul route 
approved by the City. The City of Los Angeles will approve specific haul 
routes for the transport of materials to and from the site during demolition and 
construction. 

b. 1993 Mitigation Measures (Carried Forward) 

The following is a list of previous mitigation measures recommended by the Original EIR and by 
Ordinance No. 168,847, which were required for development of the 700,000 square feet of the 
Master Plan. Many of these measures have been implemented with development approved under 
the Master Plan or will be implemented prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for 
the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (Related Project No. LA39A), which will begin 
construction in the first quarter of 2009. Many mitigation measures are followed by a statement 
indicating if the measure has been implemented or is being implemented as part of the Advanced 
Health Sciences Pavilion. Those without a status statement have been implemented with each 
new building developed at the CSMC Campus and will be required for the proposed Project as 
well.. Those mitigation measures labeled as "MM TRF-N/A" will not be required as part of the 
proposed Project and therefore will not be assigned a number. 
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MM TRF-2: The applicant shall submit site plans to the Department of Transportation 
(LADOT) and the Bureau of Engineering for approval prior to the issuance of 
any foundation permit. The site plans shall include highway easements, access 
locations, and adjacent street improvements. 

MM TRF-3: Applicant shall prepare and submit a Transportation Demand Management 
("TDM") plan to LADOT which will contain measures to achieve a 19 
percent reduction in overall P.M. peak hour trips for the entire Cedars-Sinai 
Medical Center. This plan shall be submitted to and must be approved by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of any building permits. The TDM Plan shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following features: transportation allowance, 
provision of preferential parking for carpools/vanpools, additional financial 
incentives, purchase of bicycles and related equipment for employees, 
increased employee participation in Compressed Work Week schedules, 
expanded employee benefits, visitor transit incentives, and a Guaranteed Ride 
Home program for ridesharers. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the applicant shall execute and record a covenant to the satisfaction of DOT 
guaranteeing implementation of the DOT approved TDM Plan. 

Status: CSMC currently has a TDM program l'vhich will be amended to 
incorporate the employees associated with the West Tower. As such, this 
measure will be required for the proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: The applicant shall contribute to the design and installation of an Automated 
Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) system at the intersections of: 
Robertson Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard; La Cienega Boulevard and 
Wilshire Boulevard; and Orlando Avenue and Third Street. 

Status: The Applicant has made the contribution for the design and 
installation qf ATSAC :-.ystems at these intersections; therefore, this measure 
l'Vill no longer be required for the proposed Project. 

Improvement plans for the following intersections have been approved by the Cities of Los 
Angeles and Beverly Hills. Implementation of these improvements will be completed prior to 
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion. As such, 
several of these measures will not be required for the proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: San Vicente Boulevard and Melrose Avenue: The existing Melrose Avenue 
single lane eastbound approach should be restriped to provide a left tum lane, 
a through lane, and an optional through/right turn lane. This would require the 
removal of approximately l 0 parking spaces on Melrose A venue west of San 
Vicente Boulevard. An alternative mitigation proposal could be to provide 
two eastbound lanes on the approach to the San Vicente Boulevard 
intersection. This plan would result in the removal of only one parking space 
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on the south side of Melrose avenue east of San Vicente Boulevard. The 
implementation of the above mitigation requires improvements within the city 
of West Hollywood. As a result, concurrent approval from the city of West 
Hollywood is required. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: San Vicente Boulevard between Beverly Boulevard and Burton Way: Restripe 
San Vicente Boulevard for an additional north and southbound lane during the 
AM and PM peak traffic periods by posting peak hour parking restrictions (or 
full time parking prohibitions). A red curb may not be acceptable because of 
the loss of street parking. However all the lost parking spaces in the City of 
Los Angeles are adjacent to the developer's property. A total of four parking 
spaces will be lost in West Hollywood, while a total of 26 spaces will be lost 
in the City of Los Angeles. Traffic impacts will be fully mitigated at the 
intersections of San Vicente and Beverly Boulevard. However the 
intersections of San Vicente Boulevard at Third Street and the San Vicente 
Boulevard at Alden Drive require the additional application of 25 percent 
TDM to fully mitigate these intersections. The implementation of the above 
mitigation requires improvements within the City of West Hollywood. As a 
result, concurrent approval from the City of West Hollywood is required. 

Status: lhis measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: Beverly Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and La Cienega 
Boulevard: Restripe Beverly Boulevard eastbound for an additional through 
lane which becomes an optional through/right-tum lane at La Cienega 
Boulevard. This requires no additional street width and is acceptable to 
LADOT if satisfactory arrangements are made to relocate the yellow and 
white curb zones on the south side of Beverly Boulevard adjacent to the 
Beverly Center (west of La Cienega Boulevard). However, the intersection of 
Beverly and San Vicente Boulevards is substantially within the City of West 
Hollywood so this striping would require their review. On the westbound 
Beverly Boulevard approach to La Cienega Boulevard, an exclusive 80-foot 
long right-tum-only lane will be provided by reducing sidewalk width from 15 
to l 0 feet and is also acceptable to LADOT. No curb parking space removal 
will be required in West Hollywood but four spaces on the south side of 
Beverly Boulevard will be lost in the City of Los Angeles as a result of the 
mitigation. 

Status: lhis measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project 
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MM TRF-N/ A: Robertson Boulevard between Beverly Boulevard and Burton Way: Install 
northbound and southbound left-tum pockets on Robertson Boulevard at its 
intersection with Alden Drive, Third Street and Burton Way. However, the 
removal of one parking space on the east side of Robertson Boulevard north 
of Third Street and one space south of Third Street will be required. In 
addition, two parking spaces in Beverly Hills on the west side of Robertson 
Boulevard south of Burton Way will be lost. A three-foot roadway widening 
of the south side of Beverly Boulevard, west of Robertson Boulevard, will 
provide mitigation by installing an eastbound right-tum-only lane. The 
implementation of the above mitigation requires improvements within the 
cities of West Hollywood and Beverly Hills. As a result, concurrent approval 
from both cities is required. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: Third Street between Sherboume Drive and La Cienega Boulevard: A 
westbound right-tum-only lane on Third Street at Sherboume Drive will be 
implemented by means of a five-foot dedication, a two-foot sidewalk 
easement, and a 12-foot dedication and widening along the project site 
frontage. However this will only partially mitigate the projects significant 
impact even with the additional application of 25 percent TDM. At San 
Vicente Boulevard, eastbound Third Street will be striped to add a right-tum
only lane within the existing roadway by the installation of additional red 
curb. In addition, mitigation will be provided at the intersection of Third 
Street and La Cienega Boulevard within the existing right-of-way from Third 
Street to Blackburn Avenue to provide dual left-tum lanes for northbound and 
southbound La Cienega Boulevard. Three parking spaces on the south side of 
Third Street west of San Vicente Boulevard and seven parking spaces on the 
west side of Sherboume Drive, north of Third Street, will be removed. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: San Vicente Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard: Restripe San Vicente 
Boulevard with an additional exclusive left-tum lane on both approaches to 
provide double left-tum lanes. Although these modifications fall almost 
entirely within the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles, the City of Beverly 
Hills should also review the mitigation because the intersection is partly 
within their jurisdiction. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: La Cienega Boulevard and San Vicente Boulevard: Restripe eastbound San 
Vicente Boulevard to provide two lanes. Together with the two existing lanes 
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from Burton Way, this restriping will be sufficient to mitigate impacts at this 
intersection. South of the intersection, the four lanes would merge to three, at 
a point satisfactory to LADOT. Six parking spaces on the west side of San 
Vicente Boulevard north Burton Way would be lost during 7:00 AM to 7:00 
PM, Monday through Friday. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: Cedars-Sinai Medical Center shall guarantee (by bond, cash or irrevocable 
letter of credit, subject to the approval of the City of West Hollywood) the 
necessary funding to enable the City of West Hollywood to design and install 
street improvements at the following intersections/street segments located 
within the City of West Hollywood: 

(a) San Vicente Boulevard/Melrose Avenue 
(b) San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 
(c) Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 

In the event that any improvement described above is rejected by the City of 
West Hollywood, or is not approved prior to or concurrently with the approval 
of a building permit by the City of Los Angeles, then the project shall be 
deemed as having satisfied the condition. If the City of West Hollywood 
rejects the proposed street improvements, the City of Los Angeles Department 
of Transportation shall propose a substitute street improvement not to exceed 
the cost of the originally proposed improvement. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: Cedars Sinai Medical Center shall guarantee (by bond, cash, or irrevocable 
letter of credit, subject to the approval of the City of Beverly Hills) the 
necessary funding to enable the City of Beverly Hills to install ATSAC or 
Quicnet equipment at the following intersections located within the City of 
Beverly Hills. The cost shall not exceed the current cost of $100,000 per 
intersection: 

(a) Robertson Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 
(b) La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

The City of Beverly Hills Department of Transportation shall determine the 
electronic traffic surveillance system to be utilized at these two intersections. 

In the event the improvement described above is rejected by the City of 
Beverly Hills, or is not approved prior to or concurrently with the approval of 
a building permit by the City of Los Angeles, then the project shall be deemed 
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as having satisfied the condition. In the event the City of Beverly Hills rejects 
the proposed street improvements, the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation shall propose a substitute street improvement not to exceed the 
cost of the originally proposed improvement. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

(3) Vehicular Access 

MM TRF-4: Driveway plans shall be prepared for approval by the appropriate District 
Office of the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation. 

MM TRF-5: Access for the handicapped shall be located in accordance with the 
requirements of the Handicapped Access Division of the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

MM TRF-N/A: Applicant shall covenant and agree that all current public and private streets 
within the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center campus shall remain open to free 
travel of emergency vehicles, vehicles driven by the public, and for public 
use. 

MMTRF-6: 

MMTRF-7: 

MM TRF-8: 

MM TRF-9: 

Status: The Applicant has filed the required Covenant and Agreement with the 
City. As such, this measure is not required as part of the proposed Project. 

Adequate access to site for police shall be provided. A diagram of the site 
shall be sent to the Police Department for their review, and their 
recommendations and requirements shall be incorporated into the final design. 

Adequate access to site for fire protection service vehicles and personnel shall 
be provided. A diagram of the site shall be sent to the Fire Department for 
their review. Emergency access and exit plans shall comply with the 
recommendation and requirements of the Fire Department. 

The applicant should provide safe pedestrian/auto junctures to the satisfaction 
of the Department of Transportation and the Bureau of Engineering at key 
intersections, driveway I ocati on s, entry points, and within parking areas of the 
Medical Center. 

Sheltered waiting areas shall be provided by the applicant at bus stops 
adjacent to the perimeter of the CSMC campus where no shelter currently 
exists. 

Status: The Applicant is currently working with the Metro on the relocation <?! 
transit stops around the CSMC Campus (See Section II: Project Description 
and Figure 14: Transit Plan). As part of this relocation program, new bus 
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stops and shelters will be provided The relocation program and the new bus 
shelters are anticipated to be implemented prior to occupancy of the new 
Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (beginning construction in 2009). 

MM TRF-10: Applicant shall coordinate with DOT to identify sidewalks and pedestrian 
access points for improvement of access from transit stops. 

(4) Parking 

MM TRF-11: Parking/driveway plan. A parking area and driveway plan shall be prepared 
for approval by the appropriate District Offices of the Bureau of Engineering 
and the Department of Transportation. 

MM TRF 12: The design of the on-site parking shall integrate safety features, such as, signs, 
lights, and striping pursuant to Section 12.21.A5 of the Municipal Code. 

MM TRF-13: The Driveway and Parking Plan review for the project should be coordinated 
with the Citywide Planning Coordination Section. 

MM TRF-14: Off-street parking should be provided for all construction-related employees 
generated by the proposed project. No employees or sub-contractors should be 
allowed to park on the surrounding residential streets for the duration of all 
construction activities. 

MM TRF-15: Off-street parking shall be provided free of charge for all construction-related 
personnel and employees, including without limitation, independent 
contractors, consultants and agents, during the construction phases of the 
project. 

(5) Public Transit 

MM TRF-16: Coordinate temporary location for bus stops on Third Street and Alden Drive 
with SCRTD [now Metro] during project construction. 

MM TRF-17: Maps of surrounding bus services should be posted at bus stops and other 
locations where people are likely to view the information, particularly near the 
Outpatient Diagnostic and Treatment Center (now known as the Advanced 
Health Sciences Pavilion), where over 75 percent of the daily new trips are 
assigned. Information shown should include the location of the closest bus 
stops, hours of operation, frequency of service, fares, and SCRTD [now 
Metro] telephone information numbers. 

MM TRF-18: Sheltered waiting areas should be provided at major bus stops where no 
shelter currently exists. 
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MM TRF-19: The Medical Center shall coordinate with LADOT to identify sidewalks 
which should be widened within the campus to encourage pedestrian activity 
and improve access to transit stops. 

MM TRF-20: Any planned retail sites such as pharmacies, newspaper stands, or food and 
beverage stands should be located adjacent to major bus stops in order to 
improve the convenience of using transit. 

(6) Easements 

MM TRF-21: Coordinate relocation of underground utility lines in the event of 
encroachment upon same by construction related to proposed project. 

c. Recommended and Additional Mitigation Measures 

The following is a list of Project-specific mitigation measures that are unique to the Project and 
are based upon the impacts of the proposed Project as defined in this Draft SEIR. 

(1) Construction 

MM TRF-22: The Project Applicant will prepare and implement an Interim Traffic Control 
Plan ("TCP") during construction. 

MM TRF-23: Prior to obtaining a demolition and/or grading permit, the Project Applicant 
shall prepare a Construction Traffic Control Plan ("Construction TCP") for 
review and approval by the LADOT. The Construction TCP shall include the 
designated haul route and staging area, traffic control procedures, emergency 
access provisions, and construction crew parking to mitigate the traffic impact 
during construction. The Construction TCP will identify a designated off-site 
parking lot at which construction workers will be required to park. 

(2) Long-Term Operational 

MM TRF-24: Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. Provide a right-turn
only lane at the northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard at the Alden 
Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection, as well as a right-tum-only lane at the 
westbound approach of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive at the intersection. 
The resultant lane configurations at the northbound approach to the 
intersection will be one exclusive left-tum lane, one through lane and one 
right-tum-only lane. The resultant lane configurations at the westbound 
approach to the intersection will be one shared left-turn/through lane and one 
right-tum-only lane. These improvement measures would require restriping 
both the northbound and southbound approaches to the intersection; widening 
the westbound approach along the north side of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen 
Drive by 2.5 feet for a distance of approximately l 00 feet (not including the 
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MMTRF-25: 

transition length back to the ex1stmg sidewalk width), thereby reducing 
sidewalk width from the existing 12.5 feet to 10 feet; as well as the removal of 
on-street parking along the eastside of Robertson Boulevard south of the 
intersection for a distance of approximately 130 feet (approximately 6 spaces). 
If implemented, the mitigation measure shall be executed in two phases. First, 
Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive shall be widened and restriped as proposed 
above. Second, a traffic warrant analysis shall be performed 2 years after full 
occupancy of the Project to determine the need for a right-tum-only lane at the 
northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard. If a right-tum-only lane is 
warranted, the lane shall be implemented as proposed above. 

Int. No. 6: George Bums Rd./Beverly Blvd. Provide a right-turn-only lane at 
the eastbound approach of Beverly Boulevard at the George Bums Road 
intersection, as well as two lanes at the northbound approach of George Bums 
Road at the intersection. The resultant lane configurations at the eastbound 
approach to the intersection will be one two-way left-turn lane, two through 
lanes and one right-turn-only lane. The resultant lane configurations at the 
northbound approach to the intersection will be one shared left-turn/through 
lane and one right-turn-only lane. These improvement measures would 
require widening along the south side of Beverly Boulevard west of the 
intersection by approximately three feet and the removal of on-street parking 
for a distance of approximately 55 feet to accommodate the installation of the 
eastbound right-turn-only lane (approximately 4 spaces). The three-foot 
widening would also reduce the existing sidewalk width from 15 feet to 12 
feet, which still exceeds the minimum 8 foot sidewalk for a Major Highway 
30

, for a distance of approximately 100 feet (not including the transition length 
back to the existing sidewalk width). 

It must be noted that this intersection is located in the City of West 
Hollywood, therefore implementation of the recommended mitigation will 
require approval and cooperation with the City of West Hollywood. 

d. Recommended Cumulative/Area-wide Mitigation 

All potential cumulative impacts on transportation will be reduced to a less than significant level 
with incorporation of the Project mitigation measures identified above. 

5. SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

The following paragraphs summarize the level of significance after the implementation of the 
recommended transportation mitigation measures for the subject study intersections. 

3° City of West Hollywood General Plan Section 5.0 Circulation, page 183. 
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As indicated in Table 26: Summary of Volume-To-Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, 
this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project-related impact to 
less than significant levels. The improvement is expected to improve operations to 0.824 
(LOS D) from 0.847 (LOS D) with the Project during the A.M. peak hour. The 
improvement is expected to improve operations to 0.918 (LOSE) from 1.010 (LOS F) 
with the Project during the P.M. peak hour. 

While the recommended mitigation measure is feasible, it is noted that the Lead Agency (i.e., 
City of Los Angeles) may determine that the removal of on-street parking spaces shall not be 
permitted, and thus not allow implementation of the recommended mitigation measure. In this 
circumstance, a significant unmitigated impact would result for this intersection and a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations should be adopted. 

The Original EIR found that development of the Master Plan Project and implementation of the 
mitigation measures would result in the loss of approximately 51 to 60 on-street parking spaces, 
a significant impact without feasible mitigation that is nonetheless acceptable compared with the 
benefits of the Project, as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations [See Original 
EIR Findings, Section III.D.5; see also Original EIR, Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
Section VII] 

• Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. 

As indicated in Table 26: Summary of Volume-To-Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, 
this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project-related impact to 
less than significant levels. The improvement is expected to improve operations to 0.880 
(LOS D) from 0.910 (LOSE) with the Project during the P.M. peak hour. 

While the recommended mitigation measure is feasible, it is noted that this intersection is located 
within the City of West Hollywood and thus implementation of the recommended mitigation is 
beyond the control of the Lead Agency (i.e., City of Los Angeles). Should the City of West 
Hollywood not allow the implementation of this recommended mitigation measure, a significant 
unmitigated impact would result for this intersection and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations should be adopted. 

The Original EIR found that, with the effective implementation of the mitigation measures, 
significant Project-related traffic effects would be eliminated at all intersections at Master Plan 
build-out during the A.M. and P .M. peak hours. [See Original EIR Findings, Section Ill.B .11] 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

E. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a), "an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a 
project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively considerable." As defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(g)(l), "'cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental 
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." 

Analysis in this SEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Section l 5130(b )(1 ), which states that 
the analysis may consider either a list of past, present, and probable future projects, and may use 
a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or 
in a previously adopted EIR. 

2. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF RELATED PROJECTS 

By itself, the proposed Project does not represent significant growth for the Project area. 
However, when combined with the Related Projects, some cumulative impacts may occur. A list 
and location map of the Related Projects in the Cities of Los Angeles, Beverly Hills and West 
Hollywood are provided in Section IIlB: Related Projects. New Related Project development 
would create a number of condominium, apartment, retail and office buildings in the area, which 
would foster new residents, businesses and business patrons. In the City of Los Angeles, Related 
Projects are anticipated to result in an additional approximately 35,800 square feet of office 
space, 546,915 square feet of retail space, 1 8,400 square feet of museum space, 80,240 square 
feet of school space, 14,940 students, 192 seats in restaurants, 17 hotel rooms, 566,650 square 
feet of medical space,2 139,200 square feet of self-storage space, and 2,086 dwelling units within 
14 condominiums and 9 apartment buildings within the Project area.3 However, the proposed 
Project, as a medical facility, without a residential or commercial component, is not anticipated 
to contribute substantially to the increased residential or commercial populations brought about 
by the Related Projects. As determined in the Initial Study (see Appendix A-2: Initial Study), the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts for most environmental issues. These 
findings can be reasonably applied to the cumulative impact contribution of the Project for those 
same impacts. The issues that were found to have potentially significant Project impacts, 
including Aesthetics, Air Quality, Noise and Transportation and Circulation,4 are discussed for 

1 "Retail space" includes restaurants, fast food establishments, and auto body shops. 
2 "Medical space" includes construction of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion and construction of the 
remaining 170,650 square feet of floor area under the Master Plan (to be incorporated into the West Tower) on the 
CSMC Campus. 
3 A list of Related Projects is provided in Section lII.B: Related Projects of this Draft SEIR. 
4 Traffic impacts at two study intersections in the Project area were found to be significant, but could be mitigated to 
less than significant levels as discussed in Section IV.D: Transportation and Circulation. These impacts are 
discussed in this section because although mitigation is feasible, the Lead Agency may choose not to allow 
implementation and/or the City of West Hollywood Uurisdiction over one intersection) may choose not to cooperate 
with implementation. 
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cumulative effects in Section IV EJivironmental Impact Analysis of this Draft SEIR and have 
been found to have less than significant cumulative effects, due to the incremental effect of the 
proposed Project, with implementation of recommended mitigation measures. 

The Original EIR determined that implementation of the Master Plan, in combination with 
development of related projects in 1993, would result in an increased number of services and 
suppliers supporting the projected growth of commercial and retail enterprises. It can be 
reasonably assumed that this growth has already occurred or will occur by the build-out year of 
the proposed Project in 2023. Based on the analysis of environmental issues in the Initial Study 
(see Appendix A-2: Initial Study) and Section IV Environmental Impact Analysis of this SEIR, 
the proposed Project, which does not contain any residential or commercial components, is not 
anticipated to incrementally or substantially contribute to growth caused by current Related 
Projects. Additionally, as the Project area is substantially built-out with established 
infrastructure, the proposed Project and the Related Projects would not introduce unplanned 
infrastructure that would induce unplanned development in the area. There would be additional 
employment (primarily medical-related) generated by the Project; however, this additional 
employment is not anticipated to induce the creation of new housing or businesses in the area 
beyond the current Related Projects. Further, it can be reasonably argued that the proposed 
Project is itself a beneficial and mitigating component of cumulative effects because the addition 
of medical services, including the additional 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services, will 
serve the growing demand for medical services as the area's population increases. 

The Original EIR concluded that the implementation of related projects in 1993 would result in 
an increased demand for public services and utilities, which may become inadequate over time. 
However, it was anticipated that necessary expansions of the infrastructure would occur to 
accommodate future growth. The same scenario applies to the proposed Project and the current 
Related Projects, which will contribute to a cumulative impact on public services and utilities in 
the Project area. 

The Original EIR concluded that significant cumulative impacts would occur for public services 
and utilities in the Project area. Specifically, because the Master Plan development was 
determined to result in an unavoidable adverse significant impact for fire protection, police 
protection, water supply, sewer system capacity, and solid waste disposal, the Master Plan would 
also incrementally contribute to significant cumulative impacts related to the provision of these 
services and utilities. The following analysis of cumulative effects focuses on the net cumulative 
effect due to the incremental increase in demand for these public services and utilities generated 
by the Project. 

a. Public Services 

(1) Fire Protection 

There are three Los Angeles Fire Department (the "LAFD") fire stations within an 
approximately 3-mile radius of the CSMC Campus. According to the CEQA Thresholds Guide, 
and as summarized in the Initial Study (see Appendix A-2: Initial Study), the maximum response 
distance for a Truck and Engine company to a Commercial Center is 1 mile and 0.75 miles, 
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respectively. 5 However, per access and building requirement mitigation measures implemented 
from the Original EIR under the Master Plan, which will be carried forward for the proposed 
Project, fire protection impacts have been reduced to less than significant levels. Additionally, 
there are thirteen fire hydrants located within or adjacent to the CSMC Campus, which the 
LAFD has determined to be sufficient and adequate for the CSMC Campus.6 The Project Site 
and several of the Related Projects are not located in a brush fire hazard area or hillside and the 
proposed Project will not involve the use of substantial concentrations of toxic or combustible 
substances. The Related Projects, consisting mostly of commercial, retail, and residential uses 
are also not anticipated to involve the use of substantial concentrations of toxic or combustible 
substances, if any. CSMC also has a Disaster Response Plan on file with the City of Los 
Angeles. 

According to the City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework EIR ("Framework EIR"), 
implementation of the General Plan was anticipated to result in a significant cumulative impact 
relative to fire services within the Wilshire Community Plan, as well as most Community Plan 
Areas. However, although the General Plan was anticipated to generate increased land use 
density in Community Plan Areas that already have shortages of service availability or high risk 
fire areas, full implementation of the policies contained in the General Plan Framework would 
reduce cumulative impacts of development to a level below significant, relative to fire services. 
These Framework Plan policies include:7 

Policies 3.3.2 directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to determine 
need within each Community Plan Area for improvements based upon planning standards. 
This policy also directs determinations of the level of growth that should correlate with the 
level of capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary to accommodate that level 
of growth. In addition, the policy directs the establishment of programs for infrastructure and 
public service improvements to accommodate development in areas the General Plan 
Framework targets for growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type, amount, and location of 
development be correlated with the provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and 
services. 

Policy 7.10.1 focuses available implementation resources in targeted areas or "communities 
in need." 

Policy 9.17.1 addresses the monitoring and forecasting of demand for existing and future fire 
facilities and service for the purpose of assuring that every neighborhood would have the 
necessary level of fire protection service and infrastructure. 

Policies 9.18.1 through 9.18.4 and 9.19.1 address the issue of achieving a goal for the highest 
level of service at the lowest possible cost to meet existing and future demand. Specific 
issues covered in this set of policies include: completion of current fire service capital 

5 City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2006), p. K.2-2. 
6 Lynn McClain, meeting regarding Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion requirements, Los Angeles, California, 
March2008. 
7 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report (Los 
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 1995), p. 2.10-15. 
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improvements; identifying and prioritizing areas of insufficient fire facilities; land acquisition 
for fire station sites in areas deficient in these facilities; ordinance related actions pertaining 
to fire protection services; and advance planning for fire station site funding and 
construction. 

Policies 9.20.1 through 9.20.3 address issues related to the LAFD's ability to assure public 
safety in emergency situations. Specific issues covered by these policies incude: mutual aid 
and assistance agreements; special fire-fighting units for unique situations; and preparation of 
contingency plans for emergencies and disasters. 

The Project is not anticipated to affect the fire services and coverage area of the bordering cities 
of Beverly Hills and West Hollywood, as fire service jurisdiction for the Project is entirely 
within the City of Los Angeles. Further, the implementation of mitigation measures carried 
forward from the Original EIR under the Master Plan would apply to the proposed Project and 
the West Tower will meet OSHPD standards, thus reducing the Project's fire service impact 
contribution to the overall cumulative impacts in the Project area. The West Tower's 
conformance with all applicable laws and regulations, as well as the collection of service 
fees/taxes for the Project and all Related Projects would further reduce potential cumulative 
impacts. Increased cumulative traffic from City of Los Angeles Related Projects, totaling an 
approximately 69,438 additional daily trip ends to the Project area, however, may affect 
accessibility of emergency vehicles on the street network, but the approximately 1,181 daily trip 
ends associated with the proposed Project would not contribute substantially to this potential 
cumulative impact. 

(2) Police Protection 

With regards to police protection, the proposed Project is located within the Los Angeles Police 
Department's (the "LAPD") Wilshire Area, in Reporting District 7. The Related Projects are 
anticipated to create approximately 1,641 new retail, 143 new office, and 26 new hotel 
employment opportunities, among additional museum, school and medical employment 
opportunities, as well as approximately 6,957 new residents in the area. 8 According to the 
Framework EIR, "there is no appropriate threshold by which to quantify impacts relative to 
police station square footage adequacy"9

; however, it can be assumed that any increase in 
population could potentially have an impact to police services and coverage. The Framework 
EIR projects the General Plan build-out demand in the City for sworn officers in year 2010 
(without expansion of services) will yield a shortfall of 8,856 sworn officers citywide in relation 
to projected need for officers, with a shortage of 923 sworn officers in the Wilshire Community 
Plan Area specifically. 10 Updates to the Los Angeles General Plan can be expected to account for 
increasing populations and would yield a proportionately similar shortfall of sworn officers in 
2023 (Project build-out year), at which time an expansion of services would be required (as 

8 City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Tlzreslzolds Guide (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2006), p. K.l-3. Based on 
the Police Service Population Conversion Factors table. Assumes all new apartments to be single, one-, and two
bedroom units and all new condominiums to be three- and four-bedroom units. 
9 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report (Los 
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 1995), p. 2.11-6. 
10 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report (Los 
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 1995), p. 2.11-4. 

PAGE249 

RL0023196 



EM23343 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
E. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

funded by the City General Fund). Although the General Plan would generate additional 
population within the City that would generate additional demand for police services, full 
implementation of the policies contained in the General Plan Framework would reduce 
cumulative impacts of development to a less than significant level, relative to police services. 
These Framework Plan policies include: 11 

Policy 3.3.2 directs the monitoring of infrastructure and public service capac1t1es to 
determine need within each Community Plan Area for improvements based upon planning 
standards. This policy also directs determinations of the level of growth that should correlate 
with the level of capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary to accommodate 
corresponding levels of growth. In addition, the policy directs the establishment of programs 
for infrastructure and public service improvements to accommodate development in areas the 
General Plan Framework targets for growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type, amount, 
and location of development be correlated with the provision of adequate supporting 
infrastructure and services. 

Policy 5.4.2 directs that police sub-station facilities m the ground floor of mixed use 
buildings (not including maintenance for jail facilities). 

Policy 7.10.1 focuses available implementation resources in targeted areas or "communities 
in need." 

Policies 9.14.1 through 9.15.7 address the need to identify and monitor conditions that would 
require additional police services and facilities. These policies also address the issue of 
completing all funded capital facilities projects in as short a time as possible and minimize 
the time required to establish needed facilities to service the existing facilities. 

Policy 9.15.4 addresses the design of police facilities to serve the needs oflaw enforcement. 

Policies 9.16.1 and 9.16.2 address public safety and emergency situations through 
maintaining established mutual assistance agreements with other law enforcement services 
and ensure the LAPD' s continued emergency planning. 

The Project is not anticipated to affect the police services and coverage area of the bordering 
cities of Beverly Hills and West Hollywood, as police jurisdiction for the Project is entirely 
within the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, according to the LAPD, COMPSTAT Unit, violent 
crimes have decreased in the Wilshire District by 10% since 2007 and 16% since 2006, and 
property crimes have decreased by 11 % since 2007 and 12% since 2006. 12 Further, from 2004 to 
2007, the number of violent crimes in Reporting District 701 of the Wilshire District (which 
encompasses the Project Site) have decreased by 71 % and the number of property crimes have 

11 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report (Los 
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 1995), p. 2.11-6. 
12 Los Angeles Police Department, COMPSTAT Unit, COMPSTAT Wilshire Area Profile 04106/08 - 05/03/08, 
http://www.lapdonline.org/assets/pdf/wilprof.pdf (May 6, 2008). 

PAGE250 

RL0023197 



EM23344 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
E. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

decreased by 41 %. 13 Decreasing rates of crime in the Project area would help to lessen impacts 
from Related Projects on existing police services. 

Finally, according to Condition 3.2.d of the 1993 Development Agreement, "Cedars-Sinai 
Medical Center shall make available up to 1,500 square feet of floor area at a location to be 
determined by Cedars-Sinai within the Property for a permanent LAPD sub-station ... subject to 
the acceptance and approval thereof by the Los Angeles Police Department and The Los Angeles 
City Council." 14 This police sub-station has been made available to the LAPD on an annual basis 
by CSMC, but has not been accepted by the LAPD, and potential implementation of the sub
station will further reduce the Project's cumulative impact contribution. The CSMC Campus 
also has an existing private security network, including security guards and closed-circuit 
cameras, which will integrate the proposed Project during the construction and operation periods. 
Therefore, taking into consideration the implementation of appropriate police service mitigations 
on a citywide basis, decreasing crime rates in the Wilshire area, availability of a police sub
station on the CSMC Campus, Project integration into an existing private security network on the 
CSMC Campus, and the collection of service fees/taxes needed to support public services from 
all Related Projects, cumulative impacts would be reduced. Increased cumulative traffic from 
City of Los Angeles Related Projects, totaling an approximately 69,438 additional daily trip ends 
in the Project area, however, may affect accessibility of police vehicles on the street network, but 
the approximately 1,181 daily trip ends associated with the proposed Project would not 
contribute substantially to this potential cumulative impact. 

b. Utilities 

The most readily observable cumulative impact to utilities would be on water conservation and 
supply. The Original EIR concluded that increased water consumption due to the Master Plan 
development would result in a significant adverse impact. As a result, the Original EIR required 
the following mitigation measures: 

• To the maximum extent feasible, reclaimed water shall be used during the grading and 
construction phases of the project for dust control, soil compaction, and concrete 
mixmg. 

• The project should incorporate water saving design techniques in order to minimize 
water requirements. The installation of water conserving plumbing fixtures and City 
approval of a landscape design plan would be required if the City's water conservation 
program is still in effect at the time of building permit issuance. If the programs are no 
longer in effect, the applicant should still consider the incorporation of these measures 
into the proposed project, where feasible. 

13 Los Angeles Police Department, PACMIS Report #10, Selected Crimes and Attempts by Reporting District, 2005 
- 2008. "Violent crimes" include robbery, homicide/murder, rape, and aggravated assault. "Property crimes" include 
burglary, burglary from a vehicle, auto theft, bicycle theft, grand theft auto, and other theft. Information received 
from David Lee, LAPD, Discovery Section. 
14 See Appendix C: 1993 CSMC Development Agreement. 
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• Water in fountains, ponds, and other landscape features within the proposed project 
must be treated and filtered to meet City and State health standards. Also, recirculating 
systems should be used to prevent waste. 

• A recirculating hot water system should be used, where feasible. 

• Automatic irrigation systems should be set to insure irrigation during early morning or 
evening hours to minimize water loss through evaporation. 

• Drip irrigation systems should be used for any proposed irrigation system. 

• Reclaimed water should be investigated as a source of irrigation for large landscaped 
areas. 

• Selection of drought-tolerant, low-water-consuming plant varieties should be used to 
reduce irrigation water consumption. 

• Low-flow and water conserving toilets, faucets, and shower heads must be installed in 
new construction and when remodeling. 

• Plumbing fixtures should be selected which reduce potential water loss from leakage 
due to excessive wear of washers. 

• Promptly detect and repair leaks. 

These previously adopted mitigation measures would be required for the Project. In addition, the 
Project will implement a variety of "sustainable strategies" design and operational features (i.e., 
PDFs), as described in Section II.F: Project Characteristics of this Draft SEIR, that would 
directly reduce Project-related water use. For example, storm water within the Property, 
including at the Project Site, is collected, filtered and re-used for landscaping irrigation within 
the CSMC Campus, thereby reducing water and energy consumption. 

According to the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power ("LADWP"), on a 
cumulative basis, "[c]ontinued significant development in the City of Los Angeles has generated 
concern for sufficient water supplies to meet increasing needs." 15 Due to low rainfalls and a 
recent Federal Court ruling that has resulted in reduced exports from the Delta to the State Water 
Project (the major source of supply to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California), 
which has been increasingly relied upon to meet Los Angeles' water supply needs, the LADWP 
has requested that all new construction in the City that is subject to discretionary review and 
approval by the City Planning Department require the inclusion of certain water conservation 
mitigation measures. 16 These mitigation measures would help achieve goals of DWP's 2005 
Urban Water Management Plan ("UWMP") to increase water conservation continually through 

15 City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, Request for Increased Water Conservation Measures in 
New Construction, letter to Ms. S. Gail Goldberg, Director of Planning, dated March 6, 2008. 
16 Ibid. 
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the year 2030. Implementation of some or all of these measures within all Related Projects and 
the proposed Project, as feasible, would be anticipated to ensure that cumulative impacts on 
water supply are reduced to less than significant levels. These water conservation mitigation 
measures were formalized by the City Planning Department and, as applicable to the Project, 
include the following: 

MMCUM-1: 

MMCUM-2: 

MMCUM-3: 

MMCUM-4: 

MMCUM-5: 

Unless otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, the Applicant shall install high-efficiency toilets 
(maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, and high-efficiency 
urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all 
restrooms as appropriate. Rebates may be offered through the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs of these 
installations. 

Unless otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, the Applicant shall install restroom faucets with a 
maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute. 

As otherwise restricted by state or federal regulations, single-pass cooling 
equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use. Prohibition of such equipment 
shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant lease 
agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of potable water to extract 
heat form process equipment, e.g. vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the 
water through equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary 
wastewater system). 

Unless otherwise required, all restroom faucets shall be of a self-closing 
design, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the landscape 
plan shall incorporate the following: 

• Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
• Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; 
• Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate; 
• Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; 
• Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 

tolerant plan materials; and 
• A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and master 

valve shutoff shall be installed for irrigated landscape areas 
totaling 5,000 sf and greater, to the satisfaction of the Department 
ofBuilding Safety. 

In summary, the proposed Project and the Related Projects in the area have the potential to result 
in cumulative impacts related to public services (i.e., fire protection and police protection) and 
utilities (i.e., water supply and water conservation). The Original EIR determined that the Master 
Plan would result in unavoidable adverse significant impacts for fire protection, police 
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protection, water supply, sewer system, and solid waste disposal. These project-related 
significant impacts were anticipated to incrementally contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts related to the provision of these services and utilities. The proposed Project was 
determined to have less than significant impacts on public services and utilities and, thus, is not 
anticipated to significantly contribute to the already significant cumulative impacts determined in 
the Original EIR for the Master Plan. The net incremental cumulative impacts of the proposed 
Project in combination with all Related Projects relative to public services and utilities would 
further be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of Project-specific 
mitigation measures, citywide General Plan Framework mitigation measures, and compliance 
with all applicable laws and regulations. 
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1. GUIDANCE AND SETTING FOR ANALYSIS 

V. ALTERNATIVES 
A. OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

a. Regulatory Requirements for Identifying and Analyzing Project Alternatives 

The identification and analysis of alternatives is a fundamental concept of the environmental 
review process under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 addresses the required 
discussion of alternatives to proposed projects in an EIR and the intended use of such 
information. Section 15126.6(a) states: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public 
participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. 

The CEQA Guidelines further clarify in Section 15126.6(b): 

Because the EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a 
project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the 
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which 
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 
even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project 
objectives, or would be more costly. 

Thus, an EIR for any project that is subject to CEQA review must consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project which: 1) substantially lessen the project's significant environmental 
impacts; and 2) that are feasible and may substantially accomplish the proposed project goals. 

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(±)(1) provides additional factors that may be taken into 
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives. These factors include: 

[S]ite suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries. . .and 
whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the 
alternative site ... 

The range of alternatives required within an EIR is governed by the "rule of reason." 
Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides that: 
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The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly 
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also 
identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as 
infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the Lead 
Agency's determination. Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives 
may be included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most 
of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts. 

The CEQA Guidelines also require the analysis of a "No Project" alternative in addition to any 
other feasible alternatives identified. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). The "No Project" 
alternative discusses the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation ("NOP") is 
published, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the 
project were not approved. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2). 

The impact analysis, as detailed in Section JV: EJivironmental Impact Analysis of this Draft 
SEIR, concludes that the proposed Project will not cause significant unavoidable impacts after 
the implementation of the standard conditions and requirements, project design features, 
previously adopted mitigation measures and recommended new mitigation measures, with the 
exception of significant (temporary) air quality and noise impacts during the construction phase 
of the Project. 

The Applicant requests approval of a Zone Change and Height District Change to revise the 
conditions of the current [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and an amendment to the existing 
Master Plan and Development Agreement to permit an additional 100 new inpatient beds and 
ancillary medical services (equivalent of 200,000 square feet of floor area), and parking on the 
CSMC Campus. This Project is intended to serve the growing demand for medical services as the 
area's population increases, as well as to accommodate updated medical technologies and 
increase efficiency within the CSMC Campus. The objectives of the Project are stated as 
follows: 

• To continue to provide high quality medical services and advanced research capabilities 
at the CSMC Campus; 

• To accomplish better utilization of limited CSMC Campus space; 

• To provide an additional 100 inpatient beds in the Southern California region, which has 
been consistently losing beds and other inpatient medical services over the last decade; 

• To provide a public benefit and fulfill a healthcare need for the community and region; 

• To facilitate a balanced distribution of healthcare, emergency room and trauma services 
throughout the Los Angeles region; 
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• To support improved medical technologies that will enhance CSMC's ability to provide 
high quality medical care to the community; 

• To provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment facilities, research facilities, 
medical suites, and administrative space to support customer and community demand for 
these services; 

• To remain committed to fulfilling the intent of the Master Plan and demonstrating 
consistency with the City of Los Angeles comprehensive planning programs; 

• To provide development that is thoughtfully designed, that reflects a refined cohesive 
image of the CSMC Campus as an integrated complex of buildings and functions, and 
that balances with the surrounding community; 

• To provide adequate and convenient parking for each CSMC Campus component, 
including the Project; and 

• To provide improvements to the pedestrian and vehicular circulation patterns within the 
CSMC Campus that will maintain and improve accessibility, safety, efficiency and 
convenience for patients, visitors, and staff 

b. Alternatives Analysis Format and Methodology 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) provides that the degree of analysis required for each 
alternative need not be exhaustive, but rather should be at a level of detail that is reasonably 
feasible and shall include "sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project." Under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151, the EIR must contain "a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers 
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences." Hence, the analysis of environmental effects of the Project 
alternatives need not be as thorough or detailed as the analysis of the Project itself 

The level of analysis in the following sections is sufficient to determine whether the overall 
environmental impacts would be less, similar or greater than the corresponding impacts of the 
proposed Project. In addition, each alternative is evaluated to determine whether the Project 
objectives, identified above and in Section II: Project Description, would be substantially 
attained by the alternative. 

It should be noted that since the proposed Project consists of an amendment to the Master Plan to 
include a net additional 100 inpatient beds (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area for 
medical uses) on the CSMC Campus, each alternative will analyze the net incremental impacts 
of the Project alternative beyond those determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the 
Master Plan, as well as changes to the new West Tower to be constructed at the Project Site. 
Similarly, as implemented throughout this Draft SEIR, the level of significance determination for 
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each alternative will be based on the net incremental impact for each environmental issue beyond 
the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan. 

The evaluation of each alternative also considers the anticipated net environmental impacts after 
implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The net impacts of the alternatives for each 
environmental issue area are classified as either having no impact, a less than significant impact 
or a significant and unavoidable impact. These impacts are then compared to the corresponding 
impact for the Project in each environmental issue area. To facilitate the comparison, the 
analysis identifies whether the net incremental impact would clearly be less, similar, or greater 
than that identified for the Project. Finally, the evaluation provides a comparative analysis of the 
alternative and its ability to attain the basic Project objectives. 

2. ALTERNATIVES SELECTION 

a. Potential Project Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

(1) Alternative Sites 

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines suggests that an alternate location should be 
included in the range of reasonable alternatives to a project evaluated in an EIR, when feasible. 
However, in this case there is no feasible alternative site that could reasonably fulfill the basic 
objectives of the Project. 

The Original EIR identified outstanding unmitigatable impacts related to operational phase 
(long-term) air quality (due to mobile emissions and toxic air contaminants), operational phase 
(long-term) fire protection and police services, operational phase (long-term) water supply and 
sewer services, and operational phase (long-term) solid and hazardous waste disposal. The 
selection of alternatives for the Project focused primarily on reducing overall construction (short
term) impacts, with particular focus on air quality and noise, as well as reducing operational 
(long-term) traffic impacts to less than significant levels without required mitigation 
implementation, as currently required under the proposed Project. The General Plan, 
Community Plan and zoning designations applicable to the Project Site were key considerations 
and established limitations on reasonable alternative land uses. The achievement of Project 
objectives was also emphasized in designing and selecting alternatives. 

The Original EIR evaluated a range of alternative sites to accommodate the entire 700,000 
square-foot Master Plan development. Due to the nature of the services provided under the 
Master Plan, it was assumed that the proposed facilities would need to be associated with 
existing hospitals and that relocation on vacant land not associated with an existing hospital was 
infeasible. The two most suitable locations within a 5-mile service area of the CSMC Campus 
with available land for development, included: the University of California at Los Angeles 
Medical Center and the Midway Hospital (now known as Olympia Medical Center). The 
Original EIR concluded that neither of these alternative sites resulted in the potential to 
significantly reduce the Master Plan project impacts, including significant impacts to short-term 
(construction phase) air quality and noise, and long-term (operational) traffic, while still attaining 
the Master Plan objectives. There is no appreciable change in the conclusions about those 
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alternative sites with regard to the current Project, and it is unrealistic to expect that these 
location options would help further the objectives of the Project. 

An alternative site within the CSMC Campus boundary is another potential option. However, 
due to the nature of the inpatient uses associated with the proposed Project and the building 
square footage required for those uses, relocation within the CSMC Campus would require full 
or partial demolition of an existing facility or parking structure. Options for demolition would 
include the Thalians Building, the North Patient Tower, the South Patient Tower, Parking 
Structure No. 8 or the planned Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (beginning construction in the 
first quarter of 2009). As these facilities provide a number of important services for CSMC that 
are not present within the Existing Building at the Project Site, there would be a substantial 
adverse impact to the operation of CSMC. Further, relocation at these CSMC Campus alternative 
sites would not result in the potential to significantly reduce short-term (construction phase) air 
quality and noise and long-term (operational) traffic, while still attaining the Project objectives. 

A more reasonable alternative site may be found at the location of another nearby off-site CSMC 
facility. In this case, the uses proposed for the Project would be incorporated into existing CSMC 
structures. One such option is the Mark Goodson Building ("the Goodson Building"), located 
several blocks to the south at 444 S. San Vicente Boulevard, between Colgate and Drexel Streets. 

The Goodson Building, built in 1982 and comprised of approximately 101,300 square feet, is 
managed by CSMC and houses several state-of-the-art specialty facilities including the Institute 
for Spinal Disorders, the Orthopaedic Center and the Gamma Knife Center. However, the 
Goodson Building only contains approximately 50% of the 200,000 square feet needed for the 
proposed Project. Accommodating the Project (i.e., an increase of 100 inpatient beds to be 
contained within 200,000 square feet) at the Goodson Building location would require a 
reduction in size of the Project by approximately 100,000 square feet in order to fit the 100 
inpatient beds within the existing available building space. Presumably, the remainder of the 
medical uses associated with the Project (i.e., the 170,650 remaining entitlement from the Master 
Plan) would be accommodated as infill in another location within the CSMC Campus and the 
90,000 square-foot Existing Building would remain as-is. 

The establishment of the Project's medical uses at this alternative site would also require the 
relocation of the Goodson Building's currently existing state-of-the-art specialty facilities. Given 
limitations on the availability of adequate modern medical office facilities in the Project area, 
relocation of the 100 new inpatient beds to the Goodson Building would require the relocation of 
these specialty facilities to an area further away from the CSMC Campus. If the approximately 
101,300 square feet of specialty medical uses currently in the Goodson Building were relocated 
outside of the Project area and the Project were reduced by approximately 100,000 square feet to 
fit within the building area of the Goodson Building, the result would be an approximate 200,000 
square-foot net loss of medical uses within property operated, leased and/or managed by CSMC. 
This loss of square feet is contrary to the Project's objectives of providing expanded medical 
services within a more efficiently-designed and consolidated campus, and to retaining state-of
the-art medical facility components that advance medical technology and range of services at the 
CSMC Campus. Furthermore, the Goodson Building is currently not approved by the Office of 
Statewide Health Planning and Development ("OSHPD"). With implementation of inpatient 
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uses, the building would need to be retrofitted to comply with seismic resistance regulations of 
Senate Bill 1953, 1 as well as other applicable OSHPD requirements. 

Another option in lieu of reducing the Project by 50% to fit within the ex1stmg Goodson 
Building and relocating the specialty services currently in the facility is to demolish the Goodson 
Building and construct an approximately 301 ,300 square-foot building with associated parking 
on the site. This new building would incorporate the 200,000 square feet of inpatient uses of the 
Project and the 101,300 square feet of specialty medical uses already existing in the building. 
However, since this site is located outside of the CSMC Campus in a residential area, the 
associated impacts of the new building at this site are anticipated to be greater than those 
associated with construction at the current Project Site. This option at the Goodson Building site 
would not fulfill the Project objectives to provide high quality medical services at the CSMC 
Campus or provide development that reflects a refined cohesive image of the CSMC Campus as 
an integrated complex of buildings and functions. 

Additionally, implementation of the Project's new inpatient services on other off-site property 
owned by CSMC would require the creation of new administration space and/or duplicate lab 
space, diagnostic space, admitting space and food service space at that off-site property. Thus, 
the Goodson Building alternative may involve an expansion of medical uses beyond the defined 
Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center area and, therefore, would be in 
conflict with Objective 2-2 of Goal No. 2 of the Community Plan, which promotes distinctive 
commercial districts and pedestrian-oriented areas. By locating these inpatient services outside of 
the CSMC Campus and the boundaries of the Regional Commercial Center, CSMC inpatient 
uses would be fragmented and would require transportation between the Campus and these off
site inpatient uses via additional CSMC shuttle buses for patients and staff: thus conflicting with 
the creation of a distinctive commercial district centered around the CSMC Campus and the 
Beverly Center, and the promotion of a pedestrian-oriented area. 

The Goodson Building site offers no appreciable benefit in reducing environmental impacts, is in 
conflict with the Project objectives, and is not consistent with the Community Plan. Other 
potential alternative sites within the CSMC Campus offer no appreciable difference from the 
proposed Project (which is also located within the Campus). Therefore, given the conclusion 
regarding alternative sites in the Original EIR and the above conclusion regarding the Goodson 
Building site, development of the Project in an alternative site location is considered infeasible 
and is not analyzed further in this Draft SEIR. 

(2) Alternative Land Uses 

As an alternative to the Project, a development could include a mix of land uses other than, or in 
addition to, typical medical center facilities. The Project Site is currently developed with 
medical uses and is zoned [T][Q] C2-2D-O. The Property is designated Regional Commercial 
by the Community Plan, which permits a range of commercial (CR, C2 and C4) and mixed-use 

1 Senate Bill 1953 or SB 1953, The Hospital Facilities Seismic Safety Act, requires all general acute-care inpatient 
buildings in the state to be seismically retrofitted by 2030 to be able to maintain operations following a major 
earthquake. 
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zones (RAS3 and RAS4). More specifically, the Community Plan identifies the Project area as 
the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center. 

Given the existing uses, a reasonable alternative could include the addition of office, hotel or 
residential uses that would complement the existing medical center. However, the Original EIR 
evaluated a range of alternate uses, including office, hotel and retail center, and concluded that 
none of these options resulted in the potential to significantly reduce the Master Plan impacts 
while still attaining the Master Plan objectives. With regards to the Project, a reduced version of 
each of those options could be considered as an alternative use at the Project Site. However, 
there would be no appreciable change in the conclusions about these uses, and these alternative 
uses would not further the objectives of the Project. For the reasons noted above, a departure 
from medical uses and the development of an alternative land use project is considered infeasible 
and not analyzed further in this Draft SEIR. 

Nonetheless, alternative medical center uses may be both reasonable and feasible. For example, 
the proposed 200,000 square feet could contain outpatient services instead of 100 new inpatient 
bed uses. This type of change-in-use alternative is evaluated as a feasible option and is 
discussed below. 

b. Project Alternatives Selected for Evaluation 

The selection of alternatives for the Project focused primarily on reducing overall short-term 
construction impacts, with particular focus on air quality and noise, which were found to be 
significant and unavoidable under the proposed Project, as well as reducing long-term 
operational traffic impacts to less than significant levels without implementation of the 
mitigation measures that are required under the proposed Project. Three alternatives (including 
the "No Project" alternative) are evaluated in this Draft SEIR that would avoid or substantially 
lessen some or all of the Project's significant impacts. Since alternatives involving an alternate 
site have been rejected, and one of the objectives of the Project is to implement the previously 
approved and vested Master Plan, the range of alternatives considered for evaluation are focused 
on different site-specific, medical-use options. Alternatives selected for evaluation include the 
following: 

• Alternative A: No Project -Build-out of Master Plan 
• Alternative B: Reduced Project - Net Increase of 150,000 SF 
• Alternative C: Change in Use Project - Outpatient Uses 

These three alternatives are described below and summarized m Table 35: Summary of 
Alternatives. The following sections provide an analysis of each alternative, including an 
assessment of the anticipated development impacts, as shown in Table 36: Summary ~f 
Alternative Net Incremental Impacts; a comparison of each alternative's impacts relative to the 
Project, as shown in Table 37: Alternatives Comparison to the Project; and a determination of 
each alternative's ability to meet the Project objectives. 
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PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION 
COMPONENT 

Alternative Title 

Ovenciew 

Total Floor Area 
of Construction at 
Project Site 
Total Associated 
Parking Provided 
at Project Site 
Total "Net" New 
Floor Area Above 
Master Plan 

Total "Net" New 
Project Parking 
Required 

Proposed Uses (SF) 

Building Stories I 
Height 

TABLE35 

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

PROPOSED 
ALTA ALTB 

PROJECT 
NO REDUCED 

PROJECT PROJECT 

West Tower Project 
Master Plan Build- 150,000 SF (75 

out inpatient beds) 
Amend Master Plan 
to add 200K sf of No additional floor Reduce floor area for 

inpatient space and area beyond build-out inpatient services by 
100 inpatient beds on of Master Plan 25% 

CSMCCampus 

460,650 SF 170,650 SF 410,650 SF 

650-700 space 625-700 space 
700 space structure 

structure structure 

200,000 SF 0 SF 150,000 SF 

250 spaces 0 spaces 188 spaces 

30,000 Research 0 Research3 30,000 SF Research 
312,750 Inpatient1 82,750 Inpatient 262,750 Inpatient 

117, 900 Outpatient2 87,900 Outpatient 117, 900 Outpatient 
(100 Inpatient Beds) (52 Inpatient Beds)4 (7 5 Inpatient Beds) 

11 stories/ 10 stories/ 10 stories/ 
185 feet 175 feet 175 feet 

1 "Inpatient" uses include Administrative, Rehabilitation, Diagnostic/ER and Support space. 
2 Outpatient uses include Medical Suites. 

ALTC 
CHANGE IN USE 

PROJECT 
200,000 SF 

Outpatient Services 

Maintain floor area, 
but convert inpatient 
services to outpatient 

services 

460,650 SF 

>700 space structure 

200,000 SF 

1000 spaces 

30,000 SF Research 
112,750 Inpatient 

317, 900 Outpatient 
(0 Inpatient Beds) 

11 stories/ 
185 feet 

3 The "No Project" Alternative would only include full build-out of the remaining 170,650 sf of the Master Plan without 
incorporation of the 90,000 sf Existing Building uses into the new facility. 
4 Remaining number of inpatient beds allowed for the 170,650 sf of residual Master Plan development, as analyzed in the 
Original EIR. 
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B. ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT - BUILD-OUT OF MASTER PLAN 

1. ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

The Original EIR evaluated a "No Project" alternative under which the Master Plan would not 
have been implemented, essentially representing a "no new development" scenario. Although 
the "No Project" alternative evaluated in the Original EIR was determined to be environmentally 
superior to the Master Plan project, it would not have provided for attainment of the Master Plan 
project objectives. In 1993, the Master Plan was approved and has been partially implemented 
on the CSMC Campus. 

For the current Project, the "No Project" Alternative assumes that the entire 700,000 square feet 
of the approved Master Plan plus approved parking would be developed, but that no additional 
medical center uses beyond the 700,000 square feet evaluated in the Original EIR would occur. 

Under this No Project Alternative, the Existing Building would not be demolished and up to 
170,650 square feet of remaining entitled uses would be constructed on a building footprint 
limited to the Existing Parking Lot located at the Project Site. On the Project Site, the new 
construction scale and design would be essentially equivalent to that described for the "Site 2" 
Rehabilitation Center (the "Rehab Center") in the Master Plan, which consisted of a IO-story, 
175-foot high building with a four-level, subterranean 650-space parking structure underneath. 
Additionally, the new building could contain a total of 52 inpatient beds, which represents the 
remaining entitlement for inpatient beds associated with development of the Rehab Center2 and 
the remainder of the Master Plan. Under the No Project Alternative, the resultant physical and 
operational conditions described in the Original EIR for the approved Master Plan are 
anticipated. This Alternative satisfies a direct requirement in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e) for a "No Project" alternative comparison. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 

a. Aesthetics 

Under the No Project Alternative scenario, development of the 170,650 square feet of remaining 
entitlement under the Master Plan within a new building at the Project Site would result in no 
visual change beyond that determined in the Original EIR. 

(1) Visual Character 

A future building at the Project Site would change the visual character from the Existing Parking 
Lot to a 10-story structure. The design of the building would be architecturally consistent with 
the existing buildings on the CSMC Campus and would appear similar in massing, size and 

2 After construction of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion, approximately 3 3, 000 square feet or 26% of the 
127,500 square foot Rehab Center approved under the Master Plan will remain for development at the Project Site to 
be incorporated into the new 170,650 square foot facility. The potential 52 inpatient beds to be included in the new 
facility thus represents the remaining approximately 26% of the 200 inpatient beds approved for the Rehab Center 
under the Master Plan and analyzed in the Original EIR. 
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height to that conceptualized for the proposed Project. As the Existing Building at the Project 
Site would not be demolished under the No Project scenario, there would be lesser aesthetic 
construction-related impacts at the Project Site and any landscaping associated with the Existing 
Building would be retained. However, similar to the Rehab Center described in the Master Plan, 
the new building would stack the parking structure underneath the proposed uses of the facility, 
utilizing the ground floor of the new facility as a parking garage entrance. Under the proposed 
Project, the parking garage would be a separate, adjoining structure behind the West Tower, thus 
allowing a more pedestrian-oriented utilization of the West Tower ground floor as a lobby with 
large windows. Therefore, the No Project Alternative may result in a street level entrance that is 
not consistent with the goals of the Community Plan to orient building street frontages to 
pedestrians through utilization of windows or visually interesting design elements at street level. 

Despite minor differences between the new buildings to be constructed under the proposed 
Project and the No Project Alternative, both would have similar impacts to visual character due 
to the similar construction characteristics and similar massing and height of the buildings, as well 
as the similar architecture planned under both scenarios. In both cases, the urban visual character 
of the Project Site, the CSMC Campus and the Project area would not be significantly impacted. 
Both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in a less than significant 
impact to visual character during both the construction and operational phases. Further, in 
comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the 
proposed Project beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master 
Plan, both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in less than 
significant visual character impacts, as both would be incorporated into new buildings that are 
similar in height and massing. Therefore, the impacts associated with the No Project Alternative 
would be similar and comparable to those of the proposed Project. 

(2) Alteration of Views 

Under the No Project Alternative, a new building at the Project Site would result in a change of 
views similar to those anticipated for the Master Plan Rehab Center described in the Original 
EIR. The visual analysis for the proposed Project, included in Section IVA: Aesthetics, indicates 
that due to the urban nature and building heights existing in the Project area and on the CSMC 
Campus, views would not be greatly affected by the proposed Project and would not result in a 
significant impact. Both the proposed Project and the No Project Alternative would result in a 
less than significant impact on views in the area during the construction and operational phases. 
Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental 
impact of the proposed Project beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out 
of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to 
viewsheds, which is similar and comparable to the proposed Project due to the similar height and 
massing of the new buildings under both scenarios. 

(3) Lighting and Glare 

A new building at the Project Site would be subject to the Los Angeles Building Code and 
Municipal Code requirements regarding lighting and glare. Nighttime illumination from security 
lighting and interior lighting is expected under the No Project scenario, but similar to the 
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proposed Project, these impacts can be mitigated through window tinting, shielding and other 
regulatory requirements. Glare from windows and reflective surfaces may also be mitigated 
through Code and regulatory requirements. Both the proposed Project and the No Project 
Alternative would take similar steps to mitigate impacts from lighting and glare to less than 
significant levels. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to 
the incremental impact of the proposed Project beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than 
significant incremental impact to lighting and glare, which is similar and comparable to the 
proposed Project due to the similar height, massing and window coverage of the new buildings 
under both scenarios. 

b. Air Quality3 

(1) Construction Phase 

Construction activity assumptions for the proposed Project and the No Project Alternative were 
based on the size of the Project Site and the type of development being proposed. As such, 
similar general construction assumptions were made for both scenarios, including seven pieces 
of construction equipment operating simultaneously for eight hours during each day of 
construction, a maximum of two acres per day graded and/or excavated, the generation of 100 
delivery/haul truck trips per day, 100 workers per day, and the application of architectural 
coating over a six-month time period. Construction emissions are primarily based on the type 
and amount of equipment required on a peak daily basis at the Project Site. 

Unlike the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would only anticipate the demolition of 
the Existing Parking Lot, not the Existing Building. Furthermore, the No Project Alternative, 
under the Master Plan, included excavation activities for four subterranean parking levels at the 
Project Site; whereas, the proposed Project contains three levels of subterranean parking. While 
the No Project Alternative would reduce demolition and increase excavation activities at the 
Project Site, construction activity assumptions (i.e., daily number of pieces of construction 
equipment, workers, haul trucks, maximum grading per day, etc.) would continue to be similar 
under both scenarios, as both new buildings are similar in massing and height and would require 
the same types and amount of equipment during the construction process on a daily basis. The 
primary difference in construction emissions resulting from both scenarios would result from a 
reduced construction time span (i.e., number of days) for the No Project Alternative. However, 
this construction time difference would neither be substantial nor discernable with regards to a 
determination in levels of significance. As such, daily regional and localized construction 
emissions associated with the No Project Alternative would be slightly reduced due to less 
construction time (number of days) needed for development, but are considered substantially 
similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, as determined for the proposed Project, the daily 
construction emissions for the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable for 
NOx emissions (regional) and PM2.s and PM10 emissions (localized). 

3 Air quality analyses for Alternatives A, B and C were generated by Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and 
Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center West Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to 
Planning Associates. Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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As with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would comply with SCAQMD Rule 
403 as well as the mitigation measures that were adopted in connection with the approval of the 
Master Plan. The construction mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project (see 
Section IV.B: Air Quality of this Draft SEIR) would also apply to the No Project Alternative. As 
noted above, like the proposed Project, construction of the new Rehab Building at the Project 
Site would result in a significant and unavoidable regional NOx impact and localized PM2.5 and 
PM10 impacts after implementation of mitigation measures. Further, in comparing the 
incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed 
Project beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the 
No Project Alternative would result in an incrementally less impact to construction emissions. 
This is due to the fact that the Original EIR anticipated completion of build-out for the Master 
Plan by 2005. Since construction of the remaining entitlement would start after this date, 
additional emission regulations will incrementally reduce emissions from vehicles and 
construction equipment from those anticipated in the Original EIR. 

The No Project Alternative would not involve demolition of the Existing Building at the Project 
Site, which was built in 1947 and has the potential to contain asbestos-containing materials 
("ACMs") and lead-based paint. As such, there would be no release of ACMs and lead-based 
paint into the atmosphere. Thus, as with the proposed Project, the new building proposed under 
the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact associated with 
carcinogenic air toxics. However, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project 
Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project beyond the impacts determined in 
the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in no 
incremental impact associated with carcinogenic air toxics, which is less than the proposed 
Project. This is due to the fact that both the Original EIR and the No Project Alternative will not 
involve demolition of the Existing Building. 

Finally, as with the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during construction 
of the No Project Alternative would include equipment exhaust and architectural coatings. Odors 
from these sources would be localized and generally confined to the Project Site. Similar to the 
proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would utilize typical construction techniques, and 
the odors would be temporary and typical of most construction sites. In addition, the No Project 
Alternative would be required to comply with regulations contained in SCAQMD Rule 402. 
Thus, as with the proposed Project, the construction odor impacts from the No Project 
Alternative would be less than significant. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the 
No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project beyond the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact associated with construction odors, which is similar and 
comparable to the proposed Project. Because the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project 
would require the same types and amount of equipment during the construction process on a 
daily basis as determined in the Original EIR, there would be comparable and similar impacts. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Regional operational emissions from area and mobile sources associated with the No Project 
Alternative would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds. Since the regional operational 
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emissions for the Project would be less than significant, the regional operational emissions for 
the 170,650 square-foot No Project Alternative, which is smaller than the 200,000 square-foot 
proposed Project, would be less than the proposed Project and also less than significant. Even so, 
and like the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would be required to comply with the 
mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan, which includes 
implementing a Transportation Demand Management program for the CSMC Campus. 
Therefore, as with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than 
significant operational emissions impact. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact associated with operational emissions, which is less than 
the proposed Project. 

In the build-out year of 2023, CO concentrations associated with the No Project Alternative 
would result in a one-hour concentration of 2 ppm and an eight-hour concentration in a range 
between 1.2 ppm and 1.7 ppm. 4 As with the proposed Project, the one- and eight-hour CO 
concentrations would not exceed the State standards and would result in a less than significant 
CO concentrations impact. However, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project 
Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in no 
incremental impact associated with CO concentrations, which is less than the proposed Project. 

Like the Project, the No Project Alternative would not include any substantial potential sources 
of acutely and chronically hazardous toxic air contaminants ("TACs"). The Project may increase 
the amount of medical waste incinerated on the CSMC Campus. The Original EIR, which 
included mitigation measures to reduce reliance on hazardous materials, discussed regulations 
and impacts associated with medical waste incineration (e.g., dioxin emissions). However, 
CSMC has replaced the incinerator with two steam sterilizers. The steam sterilizers dispose of 
medical waste without generating dioxin emissions. 5 Thus, any increase in the amount of 
medical waste on the CSMC Campus resulting from the Project would not produce dioxin 
emissions. Therefore, both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would not release 
substantial amounts of TACs and would result in less than significant impacts on human health. 
Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental 
impact of the proposed Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of 
the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in less than significant incremental 
impact associated with TACs, which is similar and comparable to the proposed Project. 

The No Project Alternative would develop the Project Site with hospital-related uses, which are 
not land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints, such as agricultural uses, 
wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, 
landfills, dairies and fiberglass molding. Similar to the proposed Project, on-site trash receptacles 
would have the potential to create adverse odors; however, as trash receptacles would be located 

4 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis/or the Proposed Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
5 Health Care Without Harm, Toolkit 7, Alternatives to A1edical Waste Incineration: Stopping the Toxic Threat, 
2002. 
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and maintained in a manner that promotes odor control, no adverse odor impacts would result. 
Like the Project, odors associated with food preparation in a kitchen are not anticipated to be 
substantial under the No Project Alternative and would be controlled by the ventilation system of 
the new building to be constructed. Additionally, both the No Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 and thus both would 
result in a less than significant impact associated with operational odors. However, in comparing 
the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed 
Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No 
Project Alternative would result in a less than significant incremental impact associated with 
operational odors, which is similar and comparable to the proposed Project. 

Like the Project, the No Project Alternative would not increase population or housing in the Los 
Angeles subregion since this alternative does not include a residential component. The new 
building proposed under the Master Plan for the No Project Alternative is expected to 
incrementally increase employment by approximately 238 persons6

, which is less than half for 
the proposed Project. This increase would represent less than one percent of the 278,264 new 
employment growth projected by SCAG between 2007 and 2023 for the Los Angeles subregion.7 
As with the proposed Project, operations of the No Project Alternative would not exceed the 
Southern California Association of Governments ("SCAG") growth forecasts and would be 
considered to be consistent with growth assumptions included in the Air Quality Management 
Plan ("AQMP"). 8 Therefore, neither the No Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would 
cause or contribute to new air quality violations and both would be consistent with the AQMP, 
resulting in less than significant impacts. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in a less than significant incremental impact associated with AQMP consistency, 
which is similar and comparable to the proposed Project. 

Finally, the No Project Alternative would not embody features that are not typical of an urban 
environment or generate a disproportionate amount of vehicle miles traveled. This alternative 
would not have unique or disproportionately high fuel consumption characteristics and would be 
located in an urban area that is already planned for medical uses. Further, the No Project 
Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable mitigation measures adopted in 
connection with the approval of the Master Plan and all Assembly Bill ("AB") 32 related 
regulations, as well as those mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project (see 
Section !VB: Air Quality). As such, like the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would 
have a negligible and less than significant impact on any increase in regional and national 
greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions. However, in comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact associated with global climate change, which is similar 
and comparable to the proposed Project. 

6 Southern California Association of Governments, Employment Density Study Summary Report, October 31, 2001. 
7 Terry A Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis/or the Proposed Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
8 Ibid. 
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Construction of the No Project Alternative would involve similar types of grading/excavation 
and building construction activities as the proposed Project. As such, construction noise levels 
associated with the No Project Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project. As with the 
proposed Project, construction-related noise levels would exceed the 5-dBA significance 
threshold at various sensitive receptors, resulting in a significant noise impact. 10 With 
consideration of the nearest Related Project, both the Project and the No Project Alternative 
would result in a significant cumulative noise impact as well. Similarly, should pile driving be 
required for this alternative, vibration levels would have the potential to exceed the significance 
threshold of 0.5 inches per second peak particle velocity ("PPV"). 11 With implementation of 
proper mitigation measures (see Section IVC: Noise), including those that were adopted in 
connection with the approval of the Master Plan and certification of the Original EIR, the No 
Project Alternative would be reduced to a less than significant short-term vibration impact; 
however, even with mitigation measures, both scenarios would result in a temporary significant 
and unavoidable construction noise impact (including cumulatively). Further, in comparing the 
incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed 
Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No 
Project Alternative would result in no incremental impact associated with construction noise and 
vibration, which is less than the proposed Project. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Noise from the operation of existing uses is generated primarily by vehicular traffic coming to 
and from the Project Site. These levels would increase with any intensification of uses at the 
Project Site. The No Project Alternative would generate a total of approximately 5,324 daily 
vehicle trips associated with full build-out of the 170,650 square feet of remaining entitlement in 
the Master Plan, which is lower than the daily trips generated by the West Tower at the Project 
site. 12 Noise levels for the No Project Alternative would range from 66.5 to 74.6 dBA 
Community Noise Equivalent Level ("CNEL"), which would be lower than noise levels 
associated with the proposed Project. 13 Therefore, the vehicular noise impacts from both the No 
Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. However, in 
comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the 
proposed Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master 

9 Noise analyses for Alternatives A, Band C were generated by Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise 
Analysis for the Proposed C~edars-Sinai l'vfedical Center f1lest Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning 
Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
10 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
II Ibid. 
12 Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
13 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in no incremental impact associated with 
operational vehicular noise, which is less than the proposed Project. 

As with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would also generate noise levels from 
mechanical equipment. However, the No Project Alternative would be required to implement the 
mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project and those that were adopted in 
connection with the approval of the Master Plan and certification of the Original EIR (i.e., the 
installation of sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical equipment and 
providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into the design of these equipment). Similar 
to the proposed Project, the mitigation measures would ensure that the mechanical equipment 
would not incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more, thus resulting in a less 
than significant impact for both scenarios. 14 Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the 
No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact associated with stationary noise, which is similar and 
comparable to the proposed Project. 

The No Project Alternative would develop a similar sized parking structure on the Project Site to 
the proposed Project; however, the multi-level parking structure would occupy the subterranean 
and bottom floors of the new building, as opposed to the adjacent and adjoining parking structure 
planned under the proposed Project. Regardless of the configuration of the parking structure, as 
with the proposed Project, there would be an increase in the noise level at the adjacent medical 
office building to the south by 0.1 dBA over the existing noise level to 65.9 dBA. 15 Other 
medical buildings on the CSMC Campus are located farther away from the Project Site; thus, 
noise levels generated by the parking structure would be decreased at these buildings. As the 
parking structure activity would not incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or 
more, parking noise under both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result 
in a less than significant impact. However, in comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in a less than significant incremental impact associated with parking noise, which is 
less than the proposed Project. 

Finally, neither the No Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would include significant 
stationary sources of operational ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment operations. 
Operational ground-borne vibration in the Project vicinity would be generated by vehicles and 
delivery trucks on the local roadways and would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. Thus, 
operational vibration for both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in 
a less than significant impact. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project 
Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in a less 
than significant incremental impact associated with operational phase vibration, which is similar 
and comparable to the proposed Project. 

14 Ibid. 
15 Ibid. 
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Under the No Project Alternative, a net increase of 365 vehicle trips during the weekday A.M. 
peak hour and 488 vehicle trips during the weekday P.M. peak hour are anticipated under the 
Future With Project Conditions (Build-out Year of 2023) for a total of 5,324 daily vehicle trips17

. 

Unlike the proposed Project, which will be contained within the West Tower, constructed at the 
Project Site, the No Project Alternative building would only include the remaining entitlement 
under the Master Plan. Thus, the anticipated daily vehicle trips associated with the No Project 
Alternative will be less than the proposed Project. The impacts determined in the Original EIR 
for build-out of the Master Plan would apply to this scenario and the adopted mitigation 
measures would carry forward. Applicable mitigation measures recommended for the proposed 
Project would also apply. Therefore, with implementation of the mitigation measures approved 
in connection with the Master Plan (many of which have already been implemented at 
intersections in the Project area) and those associated with the Project, the No Project Alternative 
would be consistent with the Original EIR findings of impact. However, in comparing the 
incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed 
Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No 
Project Alternative would result in no incremental impact associated with traffic and levels of 
service, which is less than the proposed Project. 

(2) Access and Transit 

Under the No Project Alternative, improvements to internal CSMC Campus circulation, 
pedestrian safety and access enhancements would be implemented in a manner consistent with 
the proposed Project and the Master Plan. The changes in driveway and pedestrian access points 
at the Project Site would be similar under both scenarios. As the proposed Project would 
generate more employees and would service more patients than the No Project Alternative, this 
alternative would result in impacts to public transit that are less than the proposed Project. The 
proposed Project would result in the addition of less than one Project-related transit rider per bus 
in the Project area during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours; 18 therefore, the No Project Alternative 
is reasonably anticipated to result in the addition of less than one Project-related transit rider per 
bus during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. Thus, both the No Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant Project access and public transit impact. 
Overall, the No Project Alternative impacts to access and transit would be less than the proposed 
Project impacts. In comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the 
incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in no incremental impact 
associated with access or transit, which is less than the proposed Project impact. 

16 Analysis based on findings from Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai 
Afedical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
17 See Related Project No. LA39B of Table 7-2, Related Projects Trip Generation of Appendix E: Traffic Impact 
Study in this Draft SEIR. 
18 Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
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Similar to the 700-space parking structure of the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative 
would include the construction of a 650-space parking structure at the Project Site, requiring the 
demolition of the Existing Parking Lot that contains 217 parking spaces. With implementation of 
the No Project Alternative, the City of Los Angeles parking requirement for the CSMC Campus 
would be the amount of parking required under the Master Plan as analyzed in the Original EIR, 
which is a total of 7,053 parking spaces. This is compared to the total 7,669 parking spaces 
required under the proposed Project (per parking ratios determined in Ordinance No. 168,847). 
Under existing conditions (considering the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion as built), the 
CSMC Campus already provides 7,275 spaces, which exceeds the Master Plan parking 
requirement by 222 spaces. The No Project scenario (i.e., build-out of the Master Plan) would 
provide a 650-space parking structure, as originally proposed for the Rehab Center under the 
Master Plan. After demolition of the Existing Parking Lot, the No Project Alternative would be 
providing a net 433 parking spaces for the CSMC Campus. With the addition of the net 433 
spaces, the CSMC Campus would contain a total of 7,708 parking spaces under the No Project 
Alternative. Thus, under the No Project Alternative, the planned CSMC Campus parking supply 
of 7,708 spaces would exceed the City parking requirement of 7,053 spaces (per the Original 
EIR) by a total of 655 spaces. In contrast, the 700 parking spaces proposed as part of the Project 
would contribute to a total of 7, 758 spaces at the CSMC Campus, representing a surplus of 89 
spaces over the 7,669-space requirement. In comparing the parking on the CSMC Campus under 
both scenarios, both the Project and the No Project Alternative would result in excess Campus 
parking supply, and thus less than significant impacts. However, the parking impact of the new 
facility under the No Project Alternative would be less than the proposed Project due to the 
larger amount of excess parking provided. In comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, however, the No Project 
Alternative would result in a less than significant impact associated with parking, which is 
similar and comparable to the proposed Project. 

e. Growth Inducing 

The No Project Alternative would not result in an increased potential for new growth over the 
potential for new growth determined for build-out of the Master Plan in the Original EIR. As 
with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative (i.e., medical uses on an existing medical 
campus) would not contain a residential or commercial component and would not be expected to 
incrementally induce substantial residential, commercial or population growth in the Project 
area. The net growth-inducing effect of the No Project scenario (i.e., build-out of the Master 
Plan) would be less than significant and comparable to the impact determined in the Original 
EIR. Further, because there would be no change to the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact to incremental growth inducing impacts, and therefore are 
anticipated to be less than the impacts for the proposed Project. 
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Other Related Projects, similar to those anticipated with the proposed Project, would be expected 
to be developed and impacts corresponding to those developments are anticipated to occur. 
However, as the No Project Alternative would not contribute any change to the cumulative 
conditions beyond build-out of the Master Plan (as analyzed in the Original EIR), this alternative 
would have no significant incremental cumulative impacts. 

g. Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative would avoid all of the net incremental impacts to the environment 
associated with the proposed Project (including those that would be less than significant and 
those that would be beneficial). However, the environmental impacts detennined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan would still apply to the No Project Alternative and the 
adopted mitigation measures would still be required (if not already implemented). The No 
Project Alternative would not satisfy the Project objective to provide an additional 100 inpatient 
beds in the Southern California region and would not satisfy the Project objectives to support 
improved medical technologies and provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment facilities 
to the extent possible under the proposed Project. In summary, the No Project Alternative would 
not attain three Project objectives to the extent established for the proposed Project. For these 
reasons, and although some of the incremental impacts of the net Project would be avoided or 
minimized to some extent, the No Project Alternative is not considered a feasible alternative to 
the proposed Project. 

h. Comparison of Alternative's Project Impacts 

Table 36: Summwy of Alternative Net Incremental Impacts and Table 37: Alternatives 
Comparison to the Project (below) provide a summary of the net incremental impacts by 
environmental issue for each of the proposed alternatives and a comparison of the net 
incremental impacts of each alternative relative to the level of impact anticipated with the 
proposed Project, respectively. As illustrated in Table 36: Summary of Alternative Net 
Incremental Impacts, the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
air quality and noise during the short-term construction phase. A significant impact to traffic 
during the long-term operational phase would be reduced to a less than significant level after 
mitigation implementation. For those issues addressed, the new building to be constructed under 
the No Project scenario would result in similar or reduced impacts; however, in terms of the 
incremental impacts over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master 
Plan, the No Project Alternative would not result in any new or increased significant 
environmental impacts. 

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not result in new or incremental 
environmental impacts over those found in the Original EIR. Most of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed Project would be avoided under the No 
Project Alternative, except for the significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality and noise 
during the construction (short-term) phase. However, none the potential benefits of the 200,000 
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additional square feet of inpatient uses and 100 inpatient beds would be implemented and the 
Project objectives would not be met. 
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V. ALTERNATIVES 
C. ALTERNATIVE B: REDUCED PROJECT 

C. ALTERNATIVE B: REDUCED PROJECT- NET INCREASE OF 150,000 SF 

1. ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

The "Reduced Project" Alternative would consist of build-out of the 700,000 square feet 
approved and vested under the Master Plan and an additional 150,000 square feet (or the 
equivalent to 75 inpatient beds) of new medical center uses. The Reduced Project Alternative 
represents a 25% reduction of the Project, with no reduction in the approved Master Plan. Under 
the Reduced Project Alternative, the Existing Building would be demolished and the Project Site 
would be redeveloped with approximately 410,650 square feet of medical center uses (90,000 
square feet from the Existing Building, 170,650 square feet of development rights remaining 
under the Master Plan, and 150,000 square feet of new development rights) in a IO-story 
building. The associated parking structure to be developed on the Project Site would reflect a 
reduction of approximately 75 spaces, but it is assumed that the overall scale and configuration 
of the proposed seven-level parking structure would not change substantially as compared to the 
Project, even though the footprint may be slightly reduced. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would require entitlements similar to those requested for the 
Project, except that the overall increases in intensity would be reduced proportionately. The 
Reduced Project Alternative would require the following: 

• Zone Change to amend the conditions of the [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and 
to approve an additional 75 inpatient beds or 150,000 square feet of development 
entitlement for the CSMC Campus; 

• Height District Change to increase the Campus-wide permitted floor area ratio (FAR). 

• Amendment to the existing Development Agreement and Master Plan to permit the 
addition of 150,000 square feet of medical uses (or up to 75 inpatient beds) and 
related parking; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• B-Permit for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements; 

• Grading Permits; 

• Demolition Permits; 

• Building Permits; and 

• Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for 
the construction or operation of the Project. 
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The Reduced Project Alternative was selected because it provides for full implementation of the 
Master Plan and has the potential to accomplish many of the Project objectives by increasing the 
medical center intensity at the Project Site. Further, the Reduced Project Alternative has the 
potential to result in reduced impacts for those significant impacts identified with the Project, 
including those related to construction (including air quality and noise), as well as an overall 
reduction in related trip generation and traffic. Additionally, the Reduced Project Alternative has 
the potential to reduce aesthetic impacts, although these have already been determined to be less 
than significant for the Project, through a reduced building envelope. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 

a. Aesthetics 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the 150,000 square feet of inpatient uses would be 
incorporated into an approximately 410,650 square-foot building, thus, the visual changes to the 
Project Site would be similar to those identified for the proposed Project with slightly reduced 
building massing and height. The parking structure envelope may also be slightly reduced if the 
parking structure is reduced in size, but the change in appearance would not be discernable as 
compared to the proposed Project. 

(1) Visual Character 

Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative on the 
Project Site would change the visual character from a 2-story, architecturally non-descript 
Existing Building and adjacent surface parking lot to a 10-story, approximately 175 foot tall 
modern-style medical tower and a 7-level parking structure (3 levels subterranean, 1 level at 
grade, 3 levels above grade). The Reduced Project Alternative would be similar in size and mass 
to the existing North and South Towers on the CSMC Campus. The architectural design and 
landscaping associated with the new building would also be consistent with the existing design 
theme of the CSMC Campus. 

Overall, the Reduced Project Alternative would have a similar net impact to visual character as 
that identified for the proposed Project as both scenarios would provide for a more intensive 
Project Site with larger structures than currently exist. In the context of the existing urban 
character of the Project vicinity and CSMC Campus, neither the proposed Project nor the 
Reduced Project Alternative would substantially alter the valued visual character or image of the 
area from current conditions or from what was previously entitled for the Project Site under the 
Master Plan. Thus, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would have a 
less than significant impact on visual character. Both scenarios would also have a less than 
significant incremental visual character impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Alteration of Views 

Implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would increase visibility of development at 
the Project Site. The 2-story Existing Building and adjacent surface parking lot, which are 
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relatively obscured from view by the surrounding urban development, would be replaced by a 
10-story tower structure and adjoining parking structure that would be taller than some of the 
surrounding development. However, the viewshed impacts of the Reduced Project scenario 
would be comparable to the impacts of the proposed Project as well as the Master Plan Rehab 
Center as described in the Original EIR. Both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed 
Project would be visually consistent with the surrounding CSMC structures and would thus 
result in less than significant impacts to existing views in the area. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental viewshed impact beyond the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(3) Lighting and Glare 

The Reduced Project Alternative would be subject to the Los Angeles Building Code and 
Municipal Code requirements regarding lighting and glare. Nighttime illumination from security 
lighting and interior lighting is expected under the Reduced Project scenario, but similar to the 
proposed Project, these impacts can be mitigated through window tinting, shielding and other 
regulatory requirements. Glare from windows and reflective surfaces may also be mitigated 
through Code and regulatory requirements. Both the proposed Project and the Reduced Project 
Alternative would take similar steps to mitigate impacts from lighting and glare to less than 
significant levels. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental lighting and 
glare impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan 
and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

b. Air Quality 

(1) Construction Phase 

Based upon construction assumptions for the peak amount of workers, haul trucks, construction 
equipment, construction hours and acreage per day on the Project Site, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would require substantially similar construction activity as assumed for the proposed 
Project. Similarly, as with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would require 
the demolition of the Existing Building, grading/excavation and building construction. As such, 
daily regional and localized construction emissions associated with the Reduced Project 
Alternative would be similar to the proposed Proj ect. 19 

As with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would comply with SCAQMD 
Rule 403, as well as the mitigation measures that were adopted in connection with the approval 
of the Master Plan. The construction mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project 
(see Section !VB: Air Quality of this Draft SEIR) would also be recommended for the Reduced 
Project Alternative. As with the proposed Project, a significant and unavoidable regional NOx 
impact and localized PM2.5 and PM10 impacts are anticipated after implementation of mitigation 
measures.20 Both scenarios would also have a significant and unavoidable incremental 

19 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamtlng Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
20 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West Tower Project Air Quality & Noise Impact Report, 
August 7, 2008. 
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construction emissions impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out 
of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar.21 

As with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would demolish the Existing 
Building at the Project Site, which was built in 1947, and has the potential to contain ACMs and 
lead-based paint. Demolition of the Existing Building has the potential to result in accidental 
release of ACMs and lead into the atmosphere. However, with implementation of the mitigation 
measures contained in Section IVE: Air Quality for the proposed Project, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would result in a less than significant impact associated with carcinogenic air toxics. 
Both scenarios could also be mitigated to a less than significant incremental air toxics impact 
beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, and 
therefore would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, as with the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during construction 
of the Reduced Project Alternative would include equipment exhaust and architectural coatings. 
Odors from these sources would be localized and generally confined to the Project Site. Similar 
to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would utilize typical construction 
techniques, and the odors would be temporary and typical of most construction sites. In addition, 
the Reduced Project Alternative would be required to comply with regulations contained in 
SCAQMD Rule 402. Therefore, the construction odor impacts from both the Reduced Project 
Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental construction odor impact beyond the impacts determined 
in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and 
similar. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Regional operational emissions from area and mobile sources associated with the Reduced 
Project Alternative would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds. Regional operational 
emissions for the Reduced Project Alternative would be slightly less than the proposed Project 
due to the reduction in size.22 However, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed 
Project would result in a less than significant operational emissions impact. Both scenarios 
would also have a less than significant incremental operational emissions impact beyond the 
impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, and therefore would be 
comparable and similar. 

In the build-out year of 2023, CO concentrations associated with the Reduced Project Alternative 
would result in a one-hour concentration of 2 ppm and an eight-hour concentration in a range 
between 1.2 ppm and 1.7 ppm. As with the proposed Project, the one- and eight-hour CO 
concentrations would not exceed the State standards and would result in a less than significant 
CO concentrations impact.23 Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental 

21 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
22 Ibid. 
23 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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CO concentrations impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of 
the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would not include any substantial potential sources of acutely 
and chronically hazardous TACs. The Project may increase the amount of medical waste 
incinerated on the CSMC Campus. The Original EIR, which included mitigation measures to 
reduce reliance on hazardous materials, discussed regulations and impacts associated with 
medical waste incineration (e.g., dioxin emissions). However, CSMC has replaced the 
incinerator with two steam sterilizers. The steam sterilizers dispose of medical waste without 
generating dioxin emissions.24 Thus, any increase in the amount of medical waste on the CSMC 
Campus resulting from the Project would not produce dioxin emissions. Therefore, neither the 
Reduced Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would release substantial amounts of 
TACs and both would result in less than significant impacts on human health. Both scenarios 
would also have a less than significant incremental TAC impact beyond the impacts determined 
in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and 
similar. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would develop the Project Site with hospital-related uses, 
which are not land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints. Similar to the 
proposed Project, on-site trash receptacles would have the potential to create adverse odors; 
however, as trash receptacles would be located and maintained in a manner that promotes odor 
control, no adverse odor impacts would result. Like the Project, odors associated with food 
preparation in a kitchen are not anticipated to be substantial under the No Project Alternative and 
would be controlled by the ventilation system of the new building to be constructed. 
Additionally, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be required 
to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 and thus both would result in a less than significant impact 
associated with operational odors. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental operational odor impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would not increase population or housing in the Los Angeles 
subregion since this alternative does not include a residential component. The Reduced Project 
Alternative is expected to incrementally increase employment over existing conditions by 
approximately 543 persons25

, which is less than the proposed Project. This increase would 
represent less than one percent of the 278,264 new employment growth projected by SCAG 
between 2007 and 2023 for the Los Angeles subregion. As with the proposed Project, operations 
of the Reduced Project Alternative would not exceed SCAG growth forecasts and would be 
considered to be consistent with growth assumptions included in the AQMP. Therefore, neither 
the Reduced Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would cause or contribute to new air 
quality violations and both would be consistent with the AQMP, resulting in less than significant 
impacts. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental AQMP consistency 
impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

24 Health Care Without Harm, Toolkit 7, Alternatives to Afedical Waste Incineration: Stopping the Toxic Threat, 
2002. 
25 Southern California Association of Governments, Employment Density Study Summary Repor( October 31, 2001. 
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Finally, the Reduced Project Alternative would not embody features that are not typical of an 
urban environment nor generate a disproportionate amount of vehicle miles traveled. This 
alternative would not have unique or disproportionately high fuel consumption characteristics 
and would be located in an urban area that is already planned for medical uses. Further, the 
Reduced Project Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable mitigation 
measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and all AB-32 related 
regulations, as well as those mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project (see 
Section IVE: Air Quality). As such, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed 
Project would have a negligible and less than significant effect on any increase in regional and 
national GHG emissions. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental 
global climate change impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of 
the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

c. Noise 

(1) Construction Phase 

Construction of the Reduced Project Alternative would involve similar types of demolition, 
grading/excavation and building construction activities as the proposed Project. As such, 
construction noise levels associated with the Reduced Project Alternative would be similar to the 
proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, construction-related noise levels would exceed 
the 5-dBA significance threshold at various sensitive receptors, such as the adjacent medical 
office building, resulting in a significant noise impact. With consideration of the nearest Related 
Project, both the Project and Reduced Project Alternative would result in a significant 
cumulative noise impact as well. Similarly, should pile driving be required for this alternative, 
vibration levels would have the potential to exceed the significance threshold of 0.5 inches per 
second PPV. With implementation of proper mitigation measures (see Section IVC: Noise), 
including those that were adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and 
Original EIR, the Reduced Project Alternative would be reduced to a less than significant short
term vibration impact. However, even with mitigation measures, both scenarios would result in a 
temporary significant and unavoidable construction noise impact (including cumulatively). Both 
scenarios would also have a significant and unavoidable incremental construction noise impact 
beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Noise from the operation of existing uses is generated primarily by vehicular traffic coming to 
and from the Project Site. These levels would increase with any intensification of uses at the 
Project Site. The Reduced Project Alternative would generate a total of approximately 886 daily 
vehicle trips from the 75 inpatient beds associated with the Reduced Project scenario, which is 
less than the amount of traffic generated by the proposed Project.26 The new 410,650 square-foot 
facility to be constructed at the Project Site would generate a total of approximately 9,675 daily 

26 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., May 5. 2008. 
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vehicle trips, which is less than the West Tower to be constructed under the proposed Project. 
Noise levels for the Reduced Project Alternative would range from 67.1 to 74.6 dBA CNEL, 
which would be similar to or less than noise levels associated with the proposed Project. The 
greatest Project-related noise increase resulting from this alternative would be 0.3 dBA CNEL 
and would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive between Robertson Boulevard and 
George Bums Road. Thus, roadway noise levels attributed to both the Reduced Project 
Alternative and the proposed Project would increase by less than three dBA CNEL at all 
analyzed road segments, resulting in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental operational vehicular noise impact beyond the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be 
comparable and similar. 

As with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would also generate noise levels 
from mechanical equipment. However, the Reduced Project Alternative would be required to 
implement the mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project and those that were 
adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan (i.e., the installation of sound 
attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical equipment and providing sound 
absorbing and shielding provisions into the design of these equipment). Similar to the proposed 
Project, the mitigation measures would ensure that the mechanical equipment would not 
incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more, thus resulting in a less than 
significant impact for both scenarios. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental stationary noise impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would develop a similar seven-story, adjoining parking 
structure on the Project Site as the proposed Project, which would increase the noise level at the 
adjacent medical office building to the south by 0.1 dBA over the existing noise level to 65.9 
dBA. 27 The other medical buildings (including the hospital) surrounding the Project Site would 
be farther away from the proposed parking structure and thus, incremental increases in noise 
levels at these buildings would be less than the adjacent medical office building. As the parking 
structure activity would not incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more, 
parking noise under both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result 
in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental parking noise impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build
out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, neither the Reduced Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would include 
significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment operations. 
Operational ground-borne vibration in the Project vicinity would be generated by vehicles and 
delivery trucks on the local roadways and would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. Thus, 
operational vibration for both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would 
result in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental operational phase vibration impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

27 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a net increase of 85 vehicle trips during the weekday 
AM. peak hour and 98 vehicle trips during the weekday P.M. peak hour are anticipated under 
the Future With Project Conditions (Build-out Year of 2023) for a total of 886 daily vehicle 
trips28

. As a whole, the new 410,650 square-foot facility to be constructed at the Project Site 
would generate a total of approximately 9,675 daily vehicle trips, which is less than the new 
facility to be constructed under the proposed Project. The same intersections, Int. No. 2: 
Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. and Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd., 
would be impacted by the Reduced Project Alternative, however, the impacts are slightly 
reduced. At these two intersections, the Reduced Project Alternative would not result in a 
significant impact during the AM. peak hour at both, but would result in a significant impact 
during the P.M. peak hour at both without mitigation measures. 29 In comparison, the proposed 
Project would result in significant impacts during the AM. and P.M. peak hours at both 
intersections. Further, although LOS levels are substantially similar at all intersections, under 
both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project, the VIC values are slightly 
reduced under this alternative. Overall, however, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would result in significant impacts at the two intersections, which could be 
reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of proper mitigation measures (see 
Section !VD Transportation and Circulation of this Draft SEIR). Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental traffic impact with mitigation implementation beyond the 
impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be 
comparable and similar. 

(2) Access and Transit 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, improvements to internal Campus circulation, pedestrian 
safety and access enhancements would be implemented in a manner consistent with the proposed 
Project. The changes in driveway and pedestrian access points at the Project Site would be 
similar under both scenarios. Impacts to public transit in the Project area would be slightly less 
than the proposed Project due to the decrease in beds and the reduction in anticipated employees 
for the Reduced Project Alternative. Both scenarios would result in the addition ofless than one 
Project-related transit rider per bus in the Project area during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 
Both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in less than 
significant Project access and public transit impacts. Both scenarios would also have less than 
significant incremental access and transit impacts beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

28 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, CSlvfC Project Alternatives Analyses email to Plamring Associates Inc" 
August 5, 2008. 
29 Ibid. 
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Similar to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would include the construction 
of the adjacent seven-level parking structure on the Project Site. However, due to the reduced 
City parking requirement for this alternative, the parking structure would contain extra parking 
spaces for CSMC Campus use. The City parking requirement for the CSMC Campus with 
implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would total 7,607 parking spaces compared 
to the 7,669 spaces required with the proposed Project. 30 Both scenarios would provide a CSMC 
Campus total of 7, 758 parking spaces. Thus, under the Reduced Project Alternative, the planned 
CSMC Campus parking supply of 7,758 spaces would exceed the City parking requirement of 
7,607 spaces by a total of 151 spaces. Therefore, the parking impact of both the Reduced Project 
Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental parking impact beyond the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, and therefore would be comparable and similar. It 
should be noted that there would continue to be an adverse impact to businesses on Robertson 
Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard due to the loss of on-street parking spaces as a result of 
recommended traffic mitigation measures at Intersection Nos. 2 and 6 (above) under both the 
Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project. 

e. Growth Inducing 

The Reduced Project Alternative would not result in a measurable increased potential for new 
growth. As with the proposed Project, the net growth-inducing effect of the Reduced Project 
scenario would be less than significant and may be slightly less than any potential associated 
with the proposed Project (see Section VI.D: Growth-Inducing Impacts). 

f. Cumulative Impacts 

Other Related Projects, similar to those anticipated with the proposed Project, would be expected 
to be developed and impacts corresponding to those developments are anticipated to occur. The 
Reduced Project Alternative would result in a contribution to cumulative impacts that is similar 
to, but slightly less than, that described for the proposed Project. With the implementation of 
mitigation measures similar to those recommended for the proposed Project, the alternative's 
contribution toward cumulative impacts would be less than significant, like the Project's. 

g. Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

The Reduced Project Alternative would result in similar or slightly lower impacts for most of the 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project (including those that would already 
be less than significant). However, the level of significance determination of each environmental 
issue for both scenarios is comparable and similar. The Reduced Project Alternative would 
satisfy some of the Project objectives to the extent possible with the proposed Project, with a few 
notable exceptions. Specifically, the Reduced Project Alternative would only provide an 
additional 75% of the 100 inpatient beds desired in the Southern California region, which is not 
as many as the proposed Project. Further, due to the reduced floor area for inpatient services for 

30 Per parking requirements set forth in City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 168,847. 
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this alternative, the Reduced Project scenario may not provide and support the needed inpatient 
diagnostic and treatment facilities or improved medical technologies to the extent possible and 
desired under the proposed Project. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would not attain 
three of the Project objectives to the extent established and possible under the proposed Project. 

h. Comparison of Alternative's Project Impacts 

Table 36: Summwy of Alternative Net Incremental Impacts and Table 37: Alternatives 
Comparison to the Project provide a summary of the proposed alternatives, the net incremental 
impacts by environmental issue for each of the proposed alternatives and a comparison of the net 
incremental impacts of each alternative relative to the level of impact anticipated with the 
proposed Project, respectively. As illustrated in Table 36: Summary of Alternative Net 
Incremental Impacts, the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
air quality and noise during the short-term construction phase. A significant impact to traffic 
during the long-term operational phase would be reduced to a less than significant level after 
mitigation implementation. The Reduced Project alternative would not avoid, but could slightly 
reduce, the temporary significant air quality and noise impacts; however, the level of 
significance determinations would be the same under both scenarios. 

Implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would result in similar or reduced 
environmental impacts for all issue areas compared to the proposed Project. While some of the 
impacts under this alternative may have somewhat lesser impacts relative to the proposed 
Project, none of the impacts would be totally avoided. Overall, the Reduced Project Alternative 
would result in a slightly reduced level of impact when compared to the proposed Project, but 
would retain similar and comparable level of significance determinations. 
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D. ALTERNATIVE C: CHANGE IN USE - OUTPATIENT SERVICES 

1. ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

The "Change in Use" Alternative would consist of build-out of the Master Plan plus the addition 
of 200,000 square feet of new medical center uses dedicated for outpatient services. The Change 
in Use Alternative would entail the addition of outpatient uses with no substantial change in the 
uses already entitled by the approved Master Plan. The 200,000 square feet of outpatient 
services would replace the 200,000 square feet for 100 inpatient beds requested by the Project. It 
should be noted that up to 52 residual inpatient beds could still be incorporated on the CSMC 
Campus per the previous entitlement. Under the Change in Use Alternative, the 90,000 square
foot Existing Building would be demolished and the Project Site would be redeveloped with 
approximately 460,650 square feet of medical center uses and a seven-level (or more) parking 
structure. The exterior building massing and design for the Change in Use Alternative is 
assumed to be essentially identical to that for the Project, although modifications may be 
necessary to address additional required parking, appropriate access and security for the 
outpatient services. 

The Change in Use Alternative would require entitlements that are similar to those requested for 
the Project, except that the increases in intensity would be tied specifically to square footage 
increases for the purpose of outpatient services. The Change in Use Alternative would require 
the following: 

• Zone Change to amend the conditions of the [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and 
to approve an additional 200,000 square feet of development entitlement for 
outpatient services; 

• Height District Change to increase the permitted floor area ratio (FAR) on the CSMC 
Campus; 

• Amendment to the Development Agreement and the Master Plan to permit an 
addition of 200,000 square feet of medical uses (for outpatient services) and related 
parking; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• B-Permit for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements; 

• Grading Permits; 

• Demolition Permits; 
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• Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for 
the construction or operation of the Project. 

The Change in Use Alternative was selected because it allows full implementation of the Master 
Plan and has the potential to accomplish many of the Project objectives by increasing the 
medical center intensity at the Project Site. As discussed earlier and determined in the Original 
EIR, the only feasible option for a change in use alternative at the Project Site is within the 
medical/hospital land use category. Since the proposed Project is currently made up of inpatient 
uses, the only option for an alternative is outpatient services. Further, changing the proposed uses 
from inpatient to outpatient uses has the potential to result in reduced impacts relative to those 
impacts identified with the Project. Although the overall construction related impacts would not 
change, the operational characteristics could change due to the shift from inpatient to outpatient 
services. The change in use may result in different vehicle trip characteristics and different 
visual and noise characteristics associated with the operation of this alternative. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 

a. Aesthetics 

Under the Change In Use Alternative, the visual changes to the Project Site would be 
substantially similar to those identified for the proposed Project. Building massing, height and 
design of the Change In Use Alternative would be identical to the proposed Project; however, the 
parking structure may need to be increased in massing, envelope or height to accommodate 
additional parking spaces that will be required for the CSMC Campus as a result of the change in 
use. 

(1) Visual Character 

Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Change In Use Alternative on the Project 
Site would change the visual character from a 2-story, architecturally non-descript Existing 
Building and adjacent surface parking lot to an 11-story, approximately 185 foot tall modern
style medical tower and a 7-level (or potentially larger) parking structure. The Change In Use 
Project Alternative would be similar in size and mass to the proposed Project as well as the 
existing North and South Towers on the CSMC Campus. The architectural design and 
landscaping associated with the new building would also be consistent with the existing design 
theme of the CSMC Campus. 

The parking requirement for the outpatient services will be higher than the requirement for the 
inpatient services of the proposed Project (see Transportation and Circulation discussion below), 
thus the parking structure may need to be increased in size to accommodate additional parking. 
Although there will be an excess of parking created by a 700-space parking structure at the 
Project Site (as proposed for the Project), there would still be a shortfall in overall required 
parking on the CSMC Campus under this alternative. Potential infill parking development may 
also be required across the CSMC Campus. However, due to the size of the new medical 
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building and the urban character of the area, a heightened or larger parking structure on the 
Project Site beyond the seven levels of the proposed Project would not substantially affect the 
visual character of the area. The potential infill parking development at the CSMC Campus could 
require visual changes to existing parking structures, but these changes would be minor and 
would be consistent with the urban visual character of the CSMC Campus. 

Overall, the Change In Use Project Alternative would have a similar impact to visual character as 
that identified for the proposed Project as both scenarios would provide for a more intensive 
Project Site with larger structures than currently exist. However, in the context of the existing 
urban character of the Project vicinity and CSMC Campus, neither the proposed Project nor the 
Change In Use Project Alternative would substantially alter the visual character or image of the 
area from current conditions or from what was previously entitled under the Master Plan. 
Therefore, both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would have a 
less than significant impact to visual character. Both scenarios would also have a less than 
significant incremental visual character impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Alteration of Views 

Implementation of the Change In Use Project Alternative would increase visibility of 
development at the Project Site from existing conditions, which currently include the Existing 
Parking Lot and the Existing Building. The 2-story Existing Building and adjacent surface 
parking lot, which are relatively obscured from view by the surrounding urban development, 
would be replaced by an 11-story tower structure and adjoining parking structure that would be 
taller than some of the surrounding development. However, the viewshed impacts of the Change 
In Use Project scenario would be comparable to impacts of the proposed Project. Both the 
Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be visually consistent with 
the surrounding CSMC structures and would result in less than significant impacts to existing 
views in the area. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental viewshed 
impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(3) Lighting and Glare 

The Change In Use Project Alternative would be subject to the Los Angeles Building Code and 
Municipal Code requirements regarding lighting and glare. Unlike inpatient services, the 
proposed outpatient services are expected to operate during daytime business hours, thus 
nighttime illumination may be slightly reduced from interior lighting. However, nighttime 
illumination from security lighting is expected to remain the same under the Change In Use 
Project scenario. The impacts of nighttime illumination from both the Change In Use Project 
Alternative and the proposed Project can be mitigated through window tinting, shielding and 
other regulatory requirements. Glare from windows and reflective surfaces may also be mitigated 
through Code and regulatory requirements. Both the proposed Project and the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would take similar steps to mitigate impacts from lighting and glare to less 
than significant levels. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental 
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lighting and glare impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the 
Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

b. Air Quality 

(1) Construction Phase 

Based upon construction assumptions for the peak amount of workers, haul trucks, construction 
equipment, construction hours and acreage per day on the Project Site, the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would require similar construction activity as assumed for the proposed Project. 
Similarly, as with the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would require the 
demolition of the Existing Building, grading/excavation and building construction. As such, 
daily regional and localized construction emissions associated with the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project. 

As with the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 403 as well as the mitigation measures that were adopted in connection with the 
approval of the Master Plan. The construction mitigation measures recommended for the 
proposed Project (see Section IV.B: Air Quality of this Draft SEIR) would also be recommended 
for the Change In Use Project Alternative.31 As with the proposed Project, a significant and 
unavoidable regional NOx impact and localized PM2.5 and PM10 impacts are anticipated after 
implementation of mitigation measures. Both scenarios would also have a significant and 
unavoidable incremental construction emissions impact beyond the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

As with the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would demolish the 
Existing Building at the Project Site, which was built in 1947, and has the potential to contain 
ACMs and lead-based paint. Demolition of the Existing Building has the potential to result in 
accidental release of ACMs and lead into the atmosphere. However, with implementation of the 
mitigation measures contained in Section IV.B: Air Quality for the proposed Project, both the 
Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant impact associated with carcinogenic air toxics. Both scenarios would also have a less 
than significant incremental air toxics impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR 
for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, as with the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during construction 
of the Change In Use Project Alternative would include equipment exhaust and architectural 
coatings. Odors from these sources would be localized and generally confined to the Project Site. 
Similar to the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would utilize typical 
construction techniques, and the odors would be temporary and typical of most construction 
sites. In addition, the Change In Use Project Alternative would be required to comply with 
regulations contained in SCAQMD Rule 402. Therefore, the construction odor impact from both 
the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. 
Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental construction odor impact 

31 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamtlng Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Regional operational emissions from area and mobile sources associated with the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO and 
PM10 .

32 Regional operational emissions for the Change In Use Project Alternative would be 
greater than the proposed Project due to the conversion of the Project's inpatient services to 
outpatient services and the subsequent increase in vehicular traffic associated with these 
outpatient services (see Transportation and Circulation below). Since operational emissions are 
primarily generated by motor vehicles, and no feasible mitigation measures are available to 
reduce emissions from motor vehicles, the Change In Use Project Alternative would result in a 
significant and unavoidable long-term air quality impact, which is greater than the proposed 
Project. Therefore, the Change In Use scenario would result in a significant and unavoidable 
incremental operational emissions impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan, and therefore would result in a greater impact than the proposed 
Project. 

In the build-out year of 2023, CO concentrations associated with the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would result in a one-hour concentration of 2 ppm and an eight-hour concentration in 
a range between 1.2 ppm and 1.7 ppm.33 As with the proposed Project, the one- and eight-hour 
CO concentrations would not exceed the State standards and would result in a less than 
significant CO concentrations impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental CO concentrations impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Change In Use Project Alternative would not include any substantial potential sources of 
acutely and chronically hazardous TACs. The Project may increase the amount of medical waste 
incinerated on the CSMC Campus. The Original EIR, which included mitigation measures to 
reduce reliance on hazardous materials, discussed regulations and impacts associated with 
medical waste incineration (e.g., dioxin emissions). However, CSMC has replaced the 
incinerator with two steam sterilizers. The steam sterilizers dispose of medical waste without 
generating dioxin emissions.34 Thus, any increase in the amount of medical waste on the CSMC 
Campus resulting from the Project would not produce dioxin emissions. Therefore, neither the 
Change In Use Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would release substantial amounts of 
TACs and both would result in less than significant impacts on human health. Both scenarios 
would also have a less than significant incremental TAC impact beyond the impacts determined 
in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and 
similar. 

32 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamtlng Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
33 Ibid. 
34 Health Care Without Harm, Toolkit 7, Alternatives to Afedical Waste Incineration: Stopping the Toxic Threat, 
2002. 
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The Change In Use Project Alternative would develop the Project Site with hospital-related uses, 
which are not land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints. Similar to the 
proposed Project, on-site trash receptacles would have the potential to create adverse odors. 
However, as trash receptacles would be located and maintained in a manner that promotes odor 
control, no adverse odor impacts would result. Like the Project, odors associated with food 
preparation in a kitchen are not anticipated to be substantial under the No Project Alternative and 
would be controlled by the ventilation system of the new building to be constructed. 
Additionally, both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be 
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 and thus both would result in a less than significant 
impact associated with operational odors. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental operational odor impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Change In Use Project Alternative would not increase population or housing in the Los 
Angeles subregion since this alternative does not include a residential component. The Change In 
Use Project Alternative is expected to incrementally increase employment by approximately 606 
persons35

, which is the same as the proposed Project. This increase would represent less than one 
percent of the 278,264 new employment growth projected by SCAG between 2007 and 2023 for 
the Los Angeles subregion. 36 As with the proposed Project, operations of the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would not exceed SCAG growth forecasts and would be considered to be 
consistent with growth assumptions included in the AQMP. Therefore, neither the Change In 
Use Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would cause or contribute to new air quality 
violations and both would be consistent with the AQMP, resulting in less than significant 
impacts. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental AQMP consistency 
impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, the Change In Use Project Alternative would not embody features that are not typical of 
an urban environment or generate a disproportionate amount of vehicle miles traveled. This 
alternative would not have unique or disproportionately high fuel consumption characteristics 
and would be located in an urban area that is already planned for medical uses.37 Further, the 
Change In Use Project Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable mitigation 
measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and Original EIR and all 
AB-32 related regulations, as well as those mitigation measures recommended for the proposed 
Project (see Section !VB: Air Quality). As such, both the Change In Use Project Alternative and 
the proposed Project would have a negligible and less than significant effect on any increase in 
regional and national GHG emissions. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental global climate change impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

35 Southern California Association of Governments, Employment Density Study Summary Repor( October 31, 2001. 
36 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
37 Ibid. 
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Construction of the Change In Use Project Alternative would involve similar types of 
demolition, grading/excavation and building construction activities as the proposed Project. As 
such, construction noise levels associated with the Change In Use Project Alternative would be 
similar to the proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, construction-related noise levels 
would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at various sensitive receptors, resulting in a 
significant noise impact.38 With consideration of the nearest Related Project, both the Project and 
the Change In Use Project Alternative would result in a significant cumulative noise impact as 
well. Similarly, should pile driving be required for this alternative, vibration levels would have 
the potential to exceed the significance threshold of 0.5 inches per second PPV. With 
implementation of proper mitigation measures (see Section IVC: Noise), including those that 
were adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and Original EIR, the Change 
In Use Project Alternative would be reduced to a less than significant short-term vibration 
impact; however, even with mitigation measures, both scenarios would result in a temporary 
significant and unavoidable construction noise impact (including cumulatively). Therefore, both 
scenarios would also have a significant and unavoidable incremental construction noise impact 
beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Noise from the operation of existing uses is generated primarily by vehicular traffic coming to 
and from the Project Site. These levels would increase with any intensification of uses at the 
Project Site. The Change In Use Project Alternative would generate a total of approximately 
7,963 daily vehicle trips from the 200,000 square feet of outpatient services associated with the 
Change In Use Project scenario, which is greater than the amount of traffic generated by the 100 
inpatient beds (200 square feet) for the proposed Project.39 The new 460,650 square-foot facility 
to be constructed at the Project Site would generate a total of approximately 16,752 daily vehicle 
trips, which is greater than the new facility to be constructed under the proposed Project.40 Noise 
levels for the Change In Use Project Alternative would range from 68.0 to 74.8 dBA CNEL, 
which would be similar to or greater than noise levels associated with the proposed Project. 41 

The greatest Project-related noise increase resulting from this alternative would be 1.2 dBA 
CNEL and would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive between Robertson Boulevard 
and George Bums Road. 42 Thus, roadway noise levels attributed to both the Change In Use 
Project Alternative and the proposed Project would increase by less than 3 dBA CNEL at all 
analyzed road segments, resulting in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental operational vehicular noise impact beyond the impacts 

38 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid. 
42 Ibid. 
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determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, and therefore would be 
comparable and similar. It must be noted that unlike inpatient service facilities, which may 
operate 24 hours daily, the medical tenants utilizing the outpatient space could be expected to 
operate under regular business hours and thus may confine traffic noise during the daytime, 
which may reduce operational noise impacts further. 

As with the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would also generate noise 
levels from mechanical equipment. However, the Change In Use Project Alternative would be 
required to implement the mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project and those 
that were adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and Original EIR (i.e., the 
installation of sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical equipment and 
providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into the design of these equipment). Similar 
to the proposed Project, the mitigation measures would ensure that the mechanical equipment 
would not incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more, thus resulting in a less 
than significant impact for both scenarios. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental stationary noise impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Change In Use Project Alternative may develop a similar or larger parking structure in 
comparison to the 7-level adjoining parking structure of the proposed Project. A similar parking 
structure would mimic the proposed Project by increasing the noise level at the adjacent medical 
office building to the south by 0.1 dBA over the existing noise level to 65.9 dBA. 43 The other 
medical buildings (including the hospital) surrounding the Project Site would be farther away 
from the proposed parking structure and thus, incremental increases in noise levels at these 
buildings would be less than the adjacent medical office building. A larger parking structure with 
higher capacity for vehicles may increase the noise level at the adjacent medical office building 
by a slightly larger dBA. However, in both scenarios, parking structure activity would not 
incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more; therefore, parking noise under 
both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental parking 
noise impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan 
and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, neither the Change In Use Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would include 
significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment operations. 
Operational ground-borne vibration in the Project vicinity would be generated by vehicles and 
delivery trucks on the local roadways and would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. Thus, 
operational vibration for both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project 
would result in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than 
significant incremental operational phase vibration impact beyond the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

43 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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Under the Change in Use Alternative, a net increase of 496 vehicle trips during the weekday 
A.M. peak hour and 600 vehicle trips during the weekday P.M. peak hour are anticipated under 
the Future With Project Conditions (Build-out Year of 2023) for a total of 7,963 additional daily 
vehicle trips. 44 As a whole, the new 460,650 square-foot facility to be constructed at the Project 
Site would generate a total of approximately 16,752 daily vehicle trips, which is greater than the 
new facility to be constructed under the proposed Project.45 Contrary to the two intersections 
impacted by the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would result in 
significant impacts to 17 of the 22 study intersections in the Project area during the A.M. and/or 
P.M. peak hours. A total of 15 of these 17 intersections would be operating at an LOSE or LOS 
F under Future With Project Conditions in the A.M. and/or P.M. peak hours. The same 
intersections would also have operated at an LOSE or LOS Fin the A.M. and P.M. peak hours 
under Future Pre-Project Conditions with Related Projects. The capacity for improvements at 
some intersections has been reached, so the ability to implement mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels may be unavoidable. Thus, the Change In Use Project 
Alternative may result in a significant and unavoidable long-term traffic impact, which is greater 
than the traffic impact associated with the proposed Project. Therefore, the Change In Use 
scenario would result in a significant and unavoidable incremental traffic impact beyond the 
impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would 
have a greater impact than the proposed Project. 

(2) Access and Transit 

Under the Change In Use Project Alternative, improvements to internal Campus circulation, 
pedestrian safety and access enhancements would be implemented in a manner consistent with 
the proposed Project. The changes in driveway and pedestrian access points at the Project Site 
would be the same under both scenarios. In terms of public transit impacts, the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would generate approximately 24 A.M. peak hour transit trips and 29 P.M. 
peak hour transit trips. Over a 24-hour period, this alternative would generate demand for 390 
daily transit trips. For the 11 transit lines in the Project area, which provide service for an 
average of 93 buses during the A.M. peak hour and roughly 94 buses during the P.M. peak 
hour46

, the Change In Use Project Alternative would add less than one Project-related transit 
rider per bus during both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. Whereas the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would result in a greater number of public transit riders in the Project area over the 
proposed Project, both would result in a less than significant impact based on the existing 
capacity of public transit in the area. Overall, both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would result in less than significant Project access and public transit impacts. 

44 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, CSAfC Project Alternatives Analyses email to Plamring Associates Inc" 
August 5, 2008. 
45 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamring Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
46 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study Cedars Sinai Afedical Center Project, June 23, 2008 
(see Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study) 
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Both scenarios would also have less than significant incremental access and transit impacts 
beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(3) Parking 

Similar to the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would include the 
construction of an adjoining parking structure on the Project Site. However, due to the increased 
City parking requirement for this alternative, the parking structure would need to contain more 
parking spaces than the parking structure adjoining the proposed Project. The City parking 
requirement for the CSMC Campus with implementation of the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would total 8,419 parking spaces compared to the 7,669 spaces required with the 
proposed Project.47 Under the proposed Project, the 7-level parking structure would help provide 
a CSMC Campus total of 7,758 parking spaces. However, the Change In Use Project Alternative 
would be required to include an additional approximately 661 spaces to the adjoining parking 
structure or to the CSMC Campus in order to meet City requirements. Although much of this 
additional required parking could be included in the proposed parking structure, the parking 
structure size would be limited by spatial restrictions at the Project Site and height restrictions 
imposed by the City. Thus, additional spaces would likely be infilled within existing parking 
structures throughout the CSMC Campus. This would require expansions or construction of a 
new parking structure, which may require demolition of an existing facility. These changes 
would potentially result in increased incremental impacts over the impacts determined for build
out of the Master Plan in the Original EIR. Therefore, the parking impact of the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would be greater than the proposed Project and would result in a significant 
impact if additional parking were not provided on the CSMC Campus. Assuming the provision 
of additional parking on the CSMC Campus, both scenarios would have a less than significant 
incremental parking impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of 
the Master Plan, and therefore would be comparable and similar. It must be noted that there may 
be additional adverse impacts to businesses on surrounding roadways due to the loss of on-street 
parking spaces as a result of recommended traffic mitigation measures at various impacted 
intersections. 

e. Growth Inducing 

Like the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative is not anticipated to result in a 
measurable increased potential for new growth. As with the proposed Project, the net growth
inducing effect of the Change In Use Project scenario would be less than significant and may be 
slightly less than any potential associated with the proposed Project (see Section VI.D: Growth
Jnducing Impacts). 

f. Cumulative Impacts 

The same Related Projects for the proposed Project would be expected to be developed under the 
Change In Use Project Alternative and the impacts corresponding to those developments are 
anticipated to occur. The Change In Use Project Alternative would result in a significant 

47 Per parking requirements established under City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 16K847. 
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contribution to cumulative traffic impacts that are greater than the proposed Project. Due to the 
increase in traffic on the surrounding street network and the LOS impacts at several study 
intersections, the Change In Use Project Alternative is anticipated to result in significant impacts. 
Even with the implementation of mitigation measures, certain impacted intersections may have 
reached mitigation capacity; thus, this alternative's contribution toward cumulative impacts may 
be significant and unavoidable. 

g. Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

The Change In Use Project Alternative would result in similar and comparable impacts for most 
of the environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project (including those that would 
already be less than significant), but would result in greater impacts and level of significance 
determinations for long-term operational air quality, traffic, and cumulative effects. The Change 
In Use Project Alternative would also satisfy most of the Project objectives to the extent possible 
with the proposed Project, with a few important exceptions. Specifically, the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would not provide any (0%) additional inpatient beds desired in the Southern 
California region. Further, due to the conversion of floor area to outpatient services for this 
alternative, the Change In Use Project scenario will not provide and support the needed inpatient 
diagnostic and treatment facilities or improved medical technologies to the extent possible and 
desired under the proposed Project. Therefore, the Change In Use Project Alternative would not 
attain three of the Project objectives to the extent established and possible under the proposed 
Project. 

h. Comparison of Alternative's Project Impacts 

Table 36: Summary qf Alternative Net Incremental Impacts and Table 37: Alternatives 
Comparison to the Prqject provide a summary of the proposed alternatives, the net incremental 
impacts by environmental issue for each of the proposed alternatives and a comparison of the net 
incremental impacts of each alternative relative to the level of impact anticipated with the 
proposed Project, respectively. As illustrated in Table 36: Summary of Alternative Net 
Incremental Impacts, the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
air quality and noise during the short-term construction phase. A significant impact to traffic 
during the long-term operational phase would also occur. Due to the mitigation capacity 
utilization of several intersections impacted by the Change In Use Project Alternative, it is 
anticipated that this alternative would not be able to mitigate the significant impacts at several 
study intersections to less than significant levels, thus resulting in significant and unavoidable 
traffic impacts. The Change In Use Project scenario would not avoid the temporary significant 
air quality and noise impacts, and could potentially create a significant and unavoidable impact 
to long-term operational air quality and traffic. Significant impacts to parking would also result if 
additional parking spaces were not provided on the CSMC Campus. 

Although conversion of inpatient to outpatient services under the Change In Use Project 
Alternative was anticipated to reduce certain air quality, noise and traffic impacts (or confine 
them to certain hours of the day) due to the types of medical equipment (or lack of) and 
operational hours associated with the outpatient services, these impact reductions would be 
negligible and substantially similar to, or in some cases greater than, the proposed Project. 
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Implementation of the Change In Use Project Alternative would result in similar or increased 
environmental impacts for all issue areas compared to the proposed Project. Some of the impacts 
under this alternative could be somewhat greater impacts relative to the proposed Project and 
none of the impacts would be completely avoided. Overall, the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would result in an increased level of impact when compared to the proposed Project. 
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V. ALTERNATIVES 

E. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify the environmentally 
superior alternative. If the "No Project" alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, 
then the EIR must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the remaining 
alternatives. 

Based on the analysis of the Draft SEIR, the proposed Project is anticipated to result m 
significant unavoidable impacts related to: 

•Construction (short-term) air quality impacts related to NOx, PM10 and PM2.s 
•Construction (short-term) noise impacts at sensitive receptors 

Table 37: Alternatives Comparison to the Project, provides a matrix that compares the impacts 
of each alternative relative to the level of impact anticipated with the proposed Project. A more 
detailed description of each alternative and the potential impacts associated with each is provided 
above. 

Of the alternatives analyzed in this Draft SEIR, the No Project Alternative is considered the 
overall environmentally superior alternative as it would reduce and/or avoid the majority of the 
impacts (even those that would be less than significant) that would occur with implementation of 
the proposed Project. However, the No Project Alternative would not substantially satisfy the 
objectives of the Project. 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a second alternative must be established as 
environmentally superior when the No Project Alternative is the primary superior alternative. 
The comparative evaluation indicates that the Reduced Project Alternative would also be 
environmentally superior. The Reduced Project Alternative would result in the reduction of more 
Project impacts than the remaining alternative. Primarily, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
reduce the transportation and circulation impacts associated with the proposed Project due to the 
reduced size of this alternative. However, the Reduced Project Alternative would not meet the 
Project objective to provide 100 additional inpatient beds in the region and Project objectives to 
support improved medical technologies and to provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment 
facilities may not be fulfilled to the extent desired or possible under the proposed Project due to 
the reduction in inpatient and building space. 
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TABLE36 

V. ALTERNATIVES 
E. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE NET IMPACTS 

PROJECT PROPOSED 
ALTA ALTB ALTC 

PHASE PROJECT 
REDUCED CHANGE-IN-USE 

NO PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT 
AESTHETICS 

Construction 
Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 

(Short-Term) 
Operation 

Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant (Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 

AIR QUALITY 
Construction 

Significant No impact Significant Significant 
(Short-Term) 

Operation 
Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

(Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

NOISE 

Construction 
Significant No impact Significant Significant 

(Short-Term) 
Operation 

Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 
(Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
Construction 

Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 
(Short-Term) 

Operation Less than significant 
No impact 

Less than significant 
Significant (Long-Term) with mitigation with mitigation 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
Construction 

Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable 
(Short-Term) 

Operation 
Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

(Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

GROWTH INDUCTING IMPACTS 
Construction 

Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 
(Short-Term) 

Operation 
Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 

(Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 
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TABLE 37 
ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON TO THE PROJECT 

zZ 
~ 
z 

~ oO ...... rfJ ...... ............ u E-< 
~ E-< E-< ~ u > ALTERNATIVE rfJ ~ << ~ ~ < ...... u E-< E-< ~ z i=... E-< TITLE ...... ~~ ...... 
< ...... 

~ 0U E-< ~ E-< < rfJ = ~ ~ < i=... ~ ...... 
~ E-< E-< ~ = ~ 

~ 
rfJ ...... 

~u ~ ~ E-< 0 rfJ 
zU 

~~ 
~ 

E-< rfJ ~ ...... ~~ 0 = ~ ~ ...... 0 ~ f: ~ E-< 
< < < z E-< < u~ 0 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE (SHORT-TERM) 

A No Project (Master Plan Build-out) - Cf) Cf) - - NIA -
B Reduced Project (150K Additional) 0 -! -! 0 0 NIA 0 

c Change in Use (Outpatient Services) 0 0 0 0 0 NIA 0 

OPERATIONAL PHASE (LONG-TERM) 

A No Project (Master Plan Build-out) - - - - - - -
B Reduced Project (150K Additional) 0 - - - 0 0 0 

c Change in Use (Outpatient Services) 0 ~ ... ~ ~ 0 0 

CUMULATIVE (LONG-TERM/OPERATIONAL) 

A No Project (Master Plan Build-out) - - - - - - -
B Reduced Project (150K Additional) 0 - 0 - 0 0 0 

c Change in Use (Outpatient Services) 0 ~ 0 ~ ~ 0 0 

Key : o =Net incremental impact is equivalent to that identified for the Project 
_.. =Net incremental impact is greater than that identified for the Project, but 

remains less than significant (either with mitigation or not) 
T =Net incremental impact is greater than that identified for the Project and thus remains a significant 

impact 
~ =Net incremental impact is greater than that identified for the Project and becomes a significant 

impact 
- = Net incremental impact is less than that identified for the Project and thus remains a less than 

significant impact (either with mitigation or not) 
-/ =Net incremental impact is less than that identified for the Project, but remains a significant impact 

oo =Net incremental impact is less than that identified for the Project, and becomes a less than 
significant impact 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

A. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

An Initial Study ("IS") was prepared for the Project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15063, the IS for the Project was used to: 1) provide the Lead Agency with information for 
deciding whether to prepare and EIR; 2) assist in the preparation of an EIR by focusing the EIR 
on effects determined to be potentially significant, identifying effects determined not to be 
significant, and explaining the reasons for those determinations; 3) identify what type of EIR 
(i.e., Supplemental EIR) process would be appropriate; and 4) determine whether a previously 
prepared EIR could be used to support the Project. 

The City of Los Angeles determined that the preparation of a Supplemental EIR was appropriate 
for the Project; thus, consistent with those provisions, and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15162 and 15163, the IS considered whether the Project's proposed revisions to the 
approved Master Plan would: 1) require major revisions to the Original EIR, because the Project 
would create either new significant environmental impacts not previously studies in the Original 
EIR or a substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the 
Original EIR; or 2) substantially change the circumstances under which the Master Plan is 
undertaken so as to require major revisions of the Original EIR due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects; or 3) whether new information of substantial importance, which was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
Original EIR was certified as complete, meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Based on the IS and Notice of Preparation ("NOP") process, it was determined that 
implementation of the Project may, by itself and/or in conjunction with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in the Project vicinity, have a significant 
environmental effect in the following areas: Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Air Quality, Noise, 
Traffic/Circulation/Access and Cumulative Effects. This SEIR analyzes these potential 
environmental impacts and recommends additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts found likely to be significant. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, other possible effects of the Project, which 
were determined to not be significant through the IS review and NOP scoping process, are not 
discussed in detail in this SEIR. Those possible effects which did not warrant detailed analysis 
are identified below. The specific issues, as defined by the IS checklist questions or L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide ("Thresholds Guide") screening criteria1

, are identified, followed by the 
impact analysis. 

1 City of Los Angeles, Dept. of Environmental Affairs. L.A. CEOA Thresholds Guide: Your Resource for Preparing 
CEOA Analvses in Los Angeles. 2006 
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Aesthetics (Views, Scenic, Shade/Shadow) 

The Project will not: 

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
A. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
• Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic building within a state scenic highway. 
• Include light-blocking structures in excess of 60 feet in height above the ground 

elevation that would be located within a distance of three times the height of the 
proposed structure to a shadow-sensitive use on the north, northwest or northeast. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant project-level 
impacts on aesthetic (including visual character, artificial light, and shade/shadow), but that it 
would have direct and indirect cumulative impacts on views and with respect to illumination and 
shadows. However, all impacts related to aesthetics were reduced to less than significant 
through mitigation measures adopted from the Original EIR. The Project would create no new or 
substantially increased significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with 
respect to views, scenic vistas or shade/shadows. 

The Project Site is located in the densely developed Wilshire District of the City of Los Angeles 
and specifically in the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center. This area 
contains a mix of medical, commercial and retail uses with buildings of various sizes and 
architectural designs. The Project Site is not located near any scenic corridor or scenic highway. 
According to the Wilshire Community Plan, the Project Site is not located within a scenic 
viewshed. 

Development of the Project may increase the visibility of the Project Site due to increased 
building height and bulk compared to that of existing development and/or implementation of the 
remaining Master Plan development. However, visibility of the Project Site would remain 
limited because off-site views of the Project Site are already obstructed by surrounding 
development. 

The Project Site is currently developed with the two-story Existing Building and adjacent 
Existing Parking Lot. Primary views of the Project Site in the immediate area are internal views 
from the CSMC Campus at Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road. Views of the Project 
Site from Beverly Boulevard or Robertson Boulevard are fully or partially obstructed by adjacent 
buildings. Vegetation on the Project Site consists of landscaping associated with the existing 
CSMC Campus. The Project would not result in the removal of a valued aesthetic feature. The 
Existing Building is not designated as and is not a valued aesthetic feature, and existing views of 
the Project Site are limited from the main thoroughfares. 

The Project would introduce light-blocking structures, but (as was demonstrated in the Original 
EIR) would not affect any shadow-sensitive use(s) that would be located within a distance of 
three times the height of the West Tower and parking structure to the north, northwest or 
northeast. A maximum shadow of 545 feet (a length just under the 3:1 height ratio) would be 
cast from the proposed 185-foot West Tower during the winter solstice at 9:00 AM. and 3:00 
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P.M. During the morning hours, the shadow would affect the center of the CSMC Campus, 
Sherbourne Drive, and Gracie Allen Drive. The shadow would affect the Beverly Center and San 
Vicente Boulevard during afternoon hours. During the spring and fall equinoxes, a maximum 
shadow length of 395 feet would be cast from the West Tower between 8:00 AM. and 4:00 P.M. 
During morning hours, the shadow would cover portions of the CSMC Campus and Sherbourne 
Drive. In the afternoon, the shadow would cover a portion of the Beverly Center and San Vicente 
Boulevard. In summary, the shadows from the Project would be less than three times its height 
and would be cast on commercial, CSMC, and/or street uses, not on shadow-sensitive uses. 
Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to shade/shadow 
conditions. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on short-range views, scenic resources or shade/shadow-sensitive uses not previously analyzed in 
the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously 
identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under 
which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the 
test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

The potential significance of the Project's impacts related to visual character, long-range views 
and lighting is addressed in Section IV· Environmental Impact Analysis: A-Aesthetics. 

Agriculture 

The Project will not: 

• Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use. 

• Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract. 
• Involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

The Project involves construction within a developed urban area. The Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (State Department of Conservation, 2002) does not identify any Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance at the Project Site. The 
Project Site is not protected by a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, as the Project will not 
convert any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non
agricultural use or conflict with existing agricultural zoning or protected land, no impacts would 
be expected. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to 
agricultural resources and would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no environmental impacts on agricultural 
resources, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is 
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undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Biological Resources 

The Project will not: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

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

• Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means. 

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
biological resources (both animal and plant life). Given that the CSMC Campus was and 
remains in a highly urbanized area, conditions related to biological resources have not changed. 
The Project would create no new or substantially increased significant impacts beyond those 
analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to biological resources. 

The Project Site and the surrounding area is urbanized and developed with a range of moderate 
intensity commercial, medical services and residential uses. Vegetation at the Project Site is 
limited to landscaping associated with existing development. Proposed new facilities are 
associated with the existing urban development. There are no natural habitats on or near the 
Project Site. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. The Project Site does not include or is near natural open space or 
a natural water source, and no sensitive species are known to use or inhabit the site. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no environmental impacts on biological 
resources not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of 
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any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with 
respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of 
substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Cultural Resources 

The Project will not: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Section 15064.5. 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5. 

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature. 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
cultural resources, including archeological, paleontological and historical resources. Because the 
potential for cultural resources within the Project Site were anticipated, no mitigation measures 
were required per the Original EIR. The Project would create no new or substantially increased 
significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to cultural resources. 

The Project Site has been previously disturbed and is currently covered with medical facilities. 
No historic, archaeological, or paleontological sites or resources were identified in a search of 
pertinent records, maps, and literature, including the National Register of Historic Places and the 
California Historical Landmarks. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would have no 
impact on cultural resources, since the Project does not occur in an area with known 
archaeological resources, archaeological study area, or fossil site. Further, the City of Los 
Angeles has adopted standard conditions that require that the grading and excavation activities 
be monitored for evidence of significant cultural resources. These standard conditions were 
implemented into Ordinance No. 168,847 for all grading at the CSMC Campus and will apply to 
the proposed Project. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no environmental impacts on cultural 
(including archeological, paleontological and historical) resources not previously analyzed in the 
Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously 
identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under 
which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the 
test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 
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Geology and Soils 

The Project will not: 

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
A. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

o Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault, 

o Strong seismic ground shaking, 
o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, 
o Landslides. 

• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 
• Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable 

as a result of the Proposed Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 

• Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property. 

• Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts with 
respect to geology and soils (including grading, geologic hazards, seismicity, soil stability and 
contaminated soils). However, any impacts that did exist related to geology and soils were 
further reduced through mitigation measures adopted from the Original EIR. The Project would 
create no new or substantially increased significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the 
Original EIR with respect to geology and soils. 

Seismic Ground Shaking - Several active fault zones are known to exist in the Los Angeles 
region, which could produce strong groundshaking in the Project area. The seismically active 
faults nearest to the Project Site include: 1) the Inglewood branch of the Newport-Inglewood 
fault zone, approximately 1.3 miles southwest, 2) the Raymond Fault, approximately 10.5 miles 
east, 3) the Malibu Coast Fault, approximately 13 miles west-southwest, and 4) the San Fernando 
fault, approximately 14 miles north of the Project Site. 

No known faults considered active are found on or adjacent to the Project Site. Although the 
potentially active Santa Monica fault is believed to traverse the existing CSMC Campus, the 
fault is not believed to traverse the Project Site. The fault trends east-west to east-northeast 
across the existing CSMC Campus and has been identified as extending through the intersection 
of San Vicente Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard. 

As in other areas of the Los Angeles region, the Project Site may be subject to potential 
groundshaking from earthquakes along active and potentially active faults in the Los Angeles 
area. Project design and construction procedure would involve consideration of seismic design 
parameters in accordance with standard engineering practice and uniform codes. 
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Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project Site is not 
designated on official maps and databases or from past episodes as susceptible to unusual 
geologic hazards, and the Project would not involve the placement of structures on fill or involve 
the extraction of mineral resources, groundwater, oil or natural gas. Further, adherence to the 
Building Code and the Los Angeles Seismic Safety Plan would ensure that potential seismic 
risks would be reduced to a level of less than significant. Therefore, the impacts associated with 
seismic ground shaking are less than significant and do not require further evaluation. 

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction - The potential for liquefaction has 
been found to be greatest where the groundwater level is shallow and loose and fine sands occur 
within a depth of approximately 50 feet or less. Liquefaction potential decreases with increasing 
grain size and clay and gravel content. Groundwater levels in the Project Site area range from 
approximately seven to 20 feet below grade. Soils existing beneath the site at levels below the 
groundwater surface consist primarily of clay, and to a lesser extent, sands, silty sands, and silts. 
The sands beneath the site are dense and are not considered susceptible to liquefactions. Also, 
due to the dense nature of the granular soils encountered beneath the Project Site, the potential 
for seismically-induced differential settlement is considered very low. Project design and 
construction procedure involves consideration of seismic design parameters in accordance with 
standard engineering practice and building codes. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project Site is not 
susceptible to unusual geologic hazards due to the physical properties of the site. Further, 
adherence to the Building Code and the Los Angeles Seismic Safety Plan would ensure that 
potential seismic risks would be reduced to a level of less than significant. Therefore, the 
impacts associated with seismic-related ground failure are less than significant and do not require 
further evaluation. 

Landslides - The Project Site and surrounding area are essentially flat and are not adjacent to 
any hillside area. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts 
associated with seismic-induced landslides and would not require further evaluation. 

Soil erosion or the loss of topsoil - The Project Site is currently developed and essentially flat. 
Implementation of the Project would involve excavations for subterranean parking and basement 
structures. The facility design for the Project would involve use of registered professionals as 
appropriate to ensure that facility design and construction results in stable earth conditions. 
Further, the earthwork and surface condition changes would be evaluated as part of the building 
permit process. Standard practices incorporate techniques appropriate to the situation as 
described in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction 
Activity, or other techniques of equivalent effectiveness to address erosion potential. Standard 
procedure includes compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District guidance 
related to minimization of wind erosion and incorporation of best management practices for 
water erosion control in Project construction. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project does not involve 
grading on a slope of ten percent or more, and does not involve grading, clearing, or excavation 
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activities in an area of known or suspected erosion hazard. Because the Project would not result 
in a substantial change to conditions previously considered, the potential impacts noted above 
would remain less than significant and further analysis is not required. 

Unstable Soil - Based on the conclusions of the Original EIR (and the accompanying 
Geotechnical Evaluation2

), unstable soil is not known to be a potential issue on the Project Site. 
Standard procedure for facility design involves use of registered professionals as appropriate to 
ensure that facility design and construction results in stable earth conditions. Therefore, the 
Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with substantial soil erosion 
and would not require further evaluation. 

Expansive Soil - Based on the conclusions of the Original EIR, expansive soil is not known to 
be an issue on the CMSC Campus. If expansive soils were encountered during site 
improvement, the soil and colluvium materials would probably require removal and replacement 
with engineered fill materials. Standard practice for facility design involves use of registered 
professionals as appropriate to ensure that facility design and construction results in stable earth 
conditions. Because of these standard precautions and procedures, the Project is not anticipated 
to result in significant impacts associated with expansive soil and does not require further 
evaluation. 

Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems - Wastewater from the Project Site is currently 
treated at the Hyperion Treatment Plant. The Project does not involve the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in 
significant impacts associated with the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems and would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
with respect to geology and soils not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial 
increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no 
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and 
no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Project will not: 

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

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment 

2 Report ofGeotechnical Evaluation for Environmental Impact, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center 1'vfaster Plan. prepared 
by Law/Crandall, Inc., April 16, 1991. 
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• Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

• Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, where the 
Proposed Project would result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the Project area. 

• Be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, where the proposed Project would result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area. 

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

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk ofloss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts with 
respect to hazards and hazardous materials; however, the Original EIR determined that the 
Master Plan would have significant and unavoidable project-level and cumulative impacts due to 
the increase in use of hazardous materials, generation of hazardous wastes, and the increased 
transport/disposal of hazardous materials. Mitigation measures adopted per the Original EIR 
would reduce these impacts, but not to less than significant levels. Nonetheless, the Original EIR 
concluded that continued compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws would reduce 
the risk associated with hazardous substances to acceptable levels. These significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts were accepted through the adoption of a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. The Project would create no new or substantially increased significant impacts 
beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to hazards, hazardous wastes and 
hazardous materials. 

Hazardous Materials - The Applicant currently uses and stores liquids and gases that are 
flammable or combustible at the CSMC Campus. The 1989 CSMC Business Plan requires 
biennial reporting of hazardous materials inventory changes and updates to the Los Angles Fire 
Department prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for expansions of existing 
facilities. 

In order to minimize health risks to employees and to the residents of the surrounding area, the 
CSMC places quarterly announcements in a local newspaper identifying that hazardous materials 
are used and stored on site, trains staff in the use and proper handling of hazardous materials, 
posts notices on site identifying the site contains hazardous materials, and disposes of hazardous 
materials properly. The Fire Department has determined that the CSMC is not required to file a 
Risk Management Prevention Plan, due to the quantities and concentrations of substances used 
on site. 

Using Thresholds· Guide screening criteria, it was detennined that the Project would involve the 
use and storage of toxic, readily combustible, or otherwise hazardous materials; however, the 
CSMC would update its Business Plan prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy for the 
Project. Conformance with all applicable laws and regulations and the implementation of all 
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applicable CSMC safety policies and procedures is considered part of the Project. In addition, 
the Project would not use or manage hazardous substances in sufficient quantities to cause 
potential hazard. 

Because the Project would not result in a substantial change to conditions previously considered, 
the potential impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials noted above would remain 
less than significant and further analysis is not required. 

Airport Safety - The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan or is within two 
miles of a public use airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant airport safety hazard impacts and would not require further 
evaluation. 

Emergency Response Plans - The CSMC has a Disaster Response Plan on file with the City of 
Los Angeles. The Disaster Response Plan responds to a variety of emergency conditions, such as 
fire and seismic events as well as the release of chemical or hazardous materials. In the event of 
an emergency, the CSMC is required to notify the Fire Department. The Fire Department 
provides assistance in control of fire or hazardous material spills and determines whether 
evacuation of off site areas is necessary or appropriate. Any decision to evacuate off site areas is 
at the discretion of the Fire Department. Any such decision would conform to established 
evacuation procedures. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would require a 
revised risk management plan. The CSMC would update its Business Plan, which includes its 
Disaster Response Plan, prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy for the Project. 
Conformance with all applicable laws and regulations and the implementation of all applicable 
CSMC safety policies and procedures is considered part of the Project. 

Development of the Project may involve temporary lane closures or traffic detours but would not 
substantially affect area roadways or other significant transportation corridors. The Project 
would not involve any permanent changes in transportation corridors. 

Because the Project would not result in a substantial change to conditions previously considered, 
the potential impacts associated with the emergency response plans noted above would remain 
less than significant and further analysis is not required. 

Wildland Fires - The Project Site is located in a relatively flat, urbanized area. There are 
thirteen fire hydrants located on or adjacent to the CSMC. The hydrant locations include four 
hydrants on San Vicente Boulevard, two hydrants on Sherboume Drive, three hydrants on Gracie 
Allen Drive, and four hydrants on George Burns Road. 

Using Threshold<; Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project Site is not located 
in a brush fire hazard area, hillside, or area with inadequate fire hydrant service or street access. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with wildland 
fires and would not require further evaluation. 
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As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
with respect to hazards, hazardous wastes and hazardous materials not previously analyzed in the 
Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously 
identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under 
which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the 
test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The Project will not: 

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted). 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course ofa stream or river, in a manner, which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on- or off-site. 

• Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff 

• Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map. 

• Place within a l 00-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect 
flood flows. 

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 

• Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
hydrology and water quality. The Project would create no new or substantially increased 
significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to hydrology and 
water quality. 

Water Quality - The Project Site is within the Los Angeles Region (4) of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (the "RWQCB"). The City of Los Angeles is subject to the water quality 
regulations of the Los Angeles RWQCB. Under the authority of the Clean Water Act ("CWA"), 
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which prohibits the discharge of any pollutant to navigable waters from a point source unless a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") permit authorizes the discharge, 
the Environmental Protection Agency (the "EPA") publishes regulations establishing the 
"NPDES" permit application requirements for storm water discharges. As an agent of the State 
Water Resources Control Board the (the "SWRCB"), RWQCBs are authorized to implement a 
municipal storm water permitting programs as part of their NPDES authority. The SWRCB has 
issued general storm water discharge permits to cover industrial and construction activities, 
which are required for specific industry types based on standard industrial classification and 
construction activities on projects greater than 5,000 square feet. The general permits include: 
the "Statewide General Industrial Storm Water Permit" (addresses waste discharge requirements 
for discharges of storm water associated with industrial activities excluding construction 
activities); and, the "Statewide General Construction Storm Water Permit" (addresses waste 
discharge requirements for discharges of storm water runoff associated with construction 
activities). 

The RWQCBs oversee implementation and enforcement of the general permits. Municipal 
permits typically require permittees to develop an area-wide storm water management plan, 
implement Best Management Practices ("BMPs") and perform storm water monitoring. BMPs 
for the County of Los Angeles are identified in the documents supporting the County NPDES 
permits. On December 13, 2001, the Los Angeles RWQCB issued a municipal storm water 
NPDES permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS004001) to the County of Los Angeles and its co
permittees, which include the City of Los Angeles. Implementation of the Best Management 
Practices in accordance with the Development Best Management Practices Handbook (City of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, May 2002) would adequately protect the water 
quality during construction activities. 

Using Thresholds· Guide screening criteria, it was determined that, with implementation of 
BMPs, construction and operation of the Project would not involve point source discharges or 
nonpoint sources of contamination into a receiving water body. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with surface 
water quality and would not require further evaluation. 

Groundwater - Potable water is currently supplied to the Project Site by the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (the "LADWP"). Groundwater levels in the Project Site area 
range from approximately seven to 20 feet below grade. The Project Site is currently developed 
with no permeable area. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project would not include 
groundwater extraction for potable water supply purposes. Due to the shallow depth to 
groundwater, dewatering may be involved during excavation activities. Basement walls and 
floor slabs of the proposed subterranean structures would be either waterproofed and designed to 
withstand the potential hydrostatic pressure imposed on the structures by groundwater, or would 
utilize a continuous dewatering or subdrainage system. Such systems would be constructed 
following recommendations made by a licensed engineer prepared specifically for the 
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subterranean structures. It was further determined that the Project would not reduce any 
permeable area. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with ground 
water levels and would not require further evaluation. 

Drainage - Runoff from the Project Site drains into ex1stmg city storm drains. Drainage 
facilities in the vicinity include catch basins in Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road. 
Runoff from George Bums Road connects to a 42-inch drain in Gracie Allen Drive. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that as the Project Site is currently 
developed and impervious to runoff, development of the Project would not be expected to 
change the amount of runoff from the Project Site, and run-off from the Project Site would not 
drain onto an unimproved street or onto adjacent properties. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with existing 
drainage patterns and would not require further evaluation. 

Flood Zone/Flood Hazard - Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that 
the Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood plain, according to the FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map, and is also not located in a hillside area, near a dam or levee, or near any 
large bodies of water. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result m significant impacts associated with 
inundation and would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
with respect to hydrology or water quality not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no 
substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original 
EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is 
undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Land Use and Planning 

The Project will not: 

• Physically divide an established community. 
• Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

• Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 
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The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant project-level 
impacts on land use planning and zoning. The Project would create no new or substantially 
increased significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to land use 
planning and zoning. 

The Project Site is located on the CSMC Campus and surrounded by medical, commercial and 
residential uses. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that: the Project would include a 
land use compatible with adjacent land uses; the Project would not include features that would 
cause any permanent disruption in the established community; and the Project would not result in 
a "spot" zone. 

The Project would be a 100 new inpatient bed expansion of the existing Master Plan and would 
assist in supporting the health care needs of the area and the region. The West Tower and 
attached 7-level parking structure would be similar in scale and character to other buildings on 
the CSMC Campus and in the surrounding area. The West Tower would not exceed 185 feet, the 
maximum height permitted in the Master Plan, and would be of the same architectural style as 
the other buildings on the CSMC Campus. 

The General Plan Land Use map designates the Project Site and CSMC Campus as a Regional 
Commercial land use with a "Health Center" symbol. The zoning for the CSMC Campus and 
Project Site is [T][Q]C2-2D-O. 

Using Thresholds· Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would be 
consistent with the General Plan and would not require a General Plan amendment. 

The proposed Project will not change the type of land use on the Project Site, therefore no 
General Plan amendment would be required. Moreover, the established zoning of [T][Q]C2-2D
O supports the use, density, and height of the Project. Only the conditions imposed on the 
current zoning would be revised to accommodate amendments to the CSMC Master Plan and 
associated Development Agreement (Ordinance No. 168,847). The Zoning nomenclature of 
[T][Q]C2-2D-O and the land use designation of Regional Commercial would be retained. The 
Project Site is not located in or near any natural community conservation area and is not 
associated with any habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result 
in significant impacts due to inconsistencies with adopted plans and would not require further 
evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on land use planning and zoning not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial 
increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no 
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and 
no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 
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• Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 
to the region and the residents of the state. 

• Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
mineral resources. The Project would create no new or substantially increased significant 
impacts on mineral resources beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR. 

The Project Site overlies a portion of the Salt Lake Oil Field. Oil is currently being extracted 
from a portion of the oil field immediately adjacent to the east of the Project Site, across San 
Vicente Boulevard. Abandoned oil wells are located throughout the Salt Lake Oil Field, 
including five known abandoned wells within the boundaries of the CSMC Campus. No known 
oil wells are located on the Project Site. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project would not block 
access to any potential mineral resources. 

Oil wells, which previously existed near the Project Site, have since been abandoned. The 
Project Site would be developed with similar uses to those currently found on site. Therefore, it 
is unlikely that the Project would block any ongoing oil extraction activities. The Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant impacts on mineral resources, and would not require further 
evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on mineral resources not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the 
severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial 
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new 
information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) 
has arisen. 

Noise (Airport) 

The Project will not: 

• Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, where the Project 
would expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise 
levels. 

• Be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, where the Project would expose people 
residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels. 
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The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts with 
respect to airport noise. The Project would create no new or substantially increased significant 
impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to airport noise. 

Using Thresholds· Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Master Plan area is not 
located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with airport 
noises, and further evaluation of such is not required. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
with respect to airport noises not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase 
in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial 
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new 
information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15 l 62(a)(3) 
has arisen. 

The potential significance of impacts related to other noise issues is addressed in Section !VB: 
Noise. 

Population, Housing and Employment 

The Project will not: 

• Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure). 

• Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

• Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
population and housing. Further, employment impacts in the context of jobs/housing balance 
were determined to be less than significant. The Project would create no new or substantially 
increased significant impacts on population and housing beyond those analyzed in the Original 
EIR. 

The Project Site is currently developed with medical facilities and parking lot uses, and is located 
in a fully developed urban area. Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined 
that: the Project would not include a General Plan amendment, which could result in an increase 
in population over that projected in the General Plan; the Project would not induce substantial 
growth around the Project Site as it does not involve the construction of major infrastructure; the 
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proposed medical facilities would replace and are an extension of existing medical facilities; and 
the Project would not involve displacement of existing housing and/or residents. 

Because the Project would not result in a substantial change to conditions previously considered, 
the potential impacts associated with population and housing would remain less than significant 
and further analysis is not required. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on population, housing and employment not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no 
substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original 
EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is 
undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Public Services 

The Project will not: 

• Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for: 

o Fire protection, 
o Police protection during Project construction, 
o Schools, 
o Parks, 
o Other public facilities. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks and recreation and 
libraries, except that the Master Plan would have significant project-level and cumulative 
impacts on fire protection services and on police protection services. Mitigation measures 
adopted per the Original EIR would reduce these impacts, but not to less than significant levels. 
Nonetheless, the Original EIR concluded that continued compliance with applicable state and 
local codes, and guidelines in City planning/policy documents, would reduce these impacts to the 
extent reasonably feasible. These significant unavoidable adverse impacts were accepted through 
the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Project would create no new or 
substantially increased significant impacts on public services beyond those analyzed in the 
Original EIR. 

Fire Protection Services - The Los Angeles Fire Department (the "LAFD") has fire stations at 
the following locations for initial response into the Project area. Distances shown were calculated 
to the intersection of Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road: 
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Task Force Station -Truck and Engine Company 
Battalion 18 Headquarters 
1556 South Robertson Boulevard 

Fire Station No. 61 
Task Force Station -Truck and Engine Company 
5821 West Third Street 

Fire Station No. 41 
Single Engine Company 
1439 North Gardner Street 
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1.7 miles 

2.0 miles 

3.2 miles 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would be located 
farther from an engine or truck company than the maximum response distance. 

The maximum response distance for a Truck and Engine company to a Commercial Center is 1 
mile and 0.75 miles, respectively. As shown above, the Project Site is at a slightly greater 
distance. However, per mitigation measures required and implemented from the Original EIR, 
which address CSMC Campus access and building requirements, fire protection impacts were 
reduced to less than significant levels. These mitigation measures would still be required as part 
of any additional development completed in accordance with the Master Plan, including the 
Project. Therefore, the Project's potential impacts related to fire protection would be adequately 
mitigated to less than significant levels and further analysis is not required. 

As indicated in Thresholds Guide, the Project could result in a significant impact if the following 
is true: 

• The Project Site is located in a brush fire hazard area, hillside, or area with inadequate 
fire hydrant service or street access. 

However, the Project Site is located in a relatively flat, urbanized area. There are thirteen fire 
hydrants located on or adjacent to the CSMC Campus. The hydrant locations include four 
hydrants on San Vicente Boulevard, two hydrants on Sherboume Drive, three hydrants on Gracie 
Allen Drive, and four hydrants on George Burns Road. 

As also indicated in the Thresholds Guide, the Project could result in a significant impact if the 
following is true: 

• The Project does involve the use and storage of toxic, readily combustible, or 
otherwise hazardous materials. 

CSMC currently uses and stores liquids and gases that are flammable or combustible. The 1989 
CSMC Business Plan requires biennial reporting of hazardous materials inventory changes to the 
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Los Angles Fire Department and updates prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for 
expansions of existing facilities. 

In order to minimize health risks to employees and to the residents of the surrounding area, the 
CSMC places quarterly announcements in a local newspaper identifying that hazardous materials 
are used and stored on site, trains staff in the use and proper handling of hazardous materials, 
posts notices on site identifying the site contains hazardous materials, and disposes of hazardous 
materials properly. The Fire Department has determined that the CSMC is not required to file a 
Risk Management Prevention Plan, due to the quantities and concentrations of substances used 
on site. Conformance with all applicable laws and regulations and the implementation of all 
applicable CSMC safety policies and procedures is considered part of the Project. 

The CSMC also has a Disaster Response Plan on file with the City of Los Angeles. The Disaster 
Response Plan responds to a variety of emergency conditions, such as fire and seismic events as 
well as the release of chemical or hazardous materials. In the event of an emergency, the CSMC 
is required to notify the Fire Department. The Fire Department provides assistance in control of 
fire or hazardous material spills and determines whether evacuation of off-site areas is necessary 
or appropriate. Any decision to evacuate off-site areas is at the discretion of the Fire Department. 
Any such decision would conform to established evacuation procedures. The CSMC would be 
required to update its Business Plan prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy for the Project. 

The Thresholds Guide determines that a Project would have a less than significant impact if: 

• The Project's location would provide for adequate LAFD access. 

Both George Bums Road and Gracie Allen Drive are wider than the minimum 20 feet required 
for LAFD access, do not have a grade exceeding 15 percent, and are not dead-ends exceeding 
700 feet. Per the mitigation measures in the Original EIR, these site planning considerations 
adequately mitigate potential impacts related to emergency access to a less than significant level, 
and no further analysis is required. 

According to the Thresholds Guide, a significant impact could also result if: 

• There are two street intersections near the Project Site that would have a level of 
service (LOS) ofE or F due to implementation of the Project. 

The intersections of Robertson Boulevard/Alden-Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums 
Road/Beverly Boulevard would be significantly affected by implementation of the Project unless 
mitigation measures are implemented. Further analysis of these intersections, to identify 
appropriate mitigation measures, as well as other area intersections, as appropriate, is 
recommended in the Project EIR. Traffic congestion issues, including those that may affect 
accessibility of emergency vehicles, would be addressed through the traffic analysis in the 
Project EIR. 

Per the Original EIR, mitigation measures pertaining to Fire Protection services were adopted 
and would be carried forward to the Project as follows: 
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• The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan 
and the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the General Plan of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

• Definitive plans and specifications shall be submitted to the Fire Department and 
requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to commencement of any portion of 
this project. 

• All first story portions of any building must be within 300 feet of an approved fire 
hydrant. 

• Fire lanes in commercial of industrial areas shall be no more than 300 feet from a fire 
hydrant. 

• Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required. 
• Any person owning or having control of any facility, structure, group of structures, or 

premises shall provide and maintain Fire Department access. 
• If any portion of the first story exterior walls of any building or structure is more than 

150 feet from the edge of the roadway of an improved street, an approved fire lane 
shall be provided so that such portion is within 150 feet of the edge of the fire lane. 

• At least two different ingress/egress roads for each area able to accommodate major 
fire apparatus and provide for an evacuation during emergency situations shall be 
required. 

• Construction of public or private roadways in the proposed development shall not 
exceed a 15 percent grade. 

• Private development shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown on 
Department of Public Works Standard Plan D-22549. 

• Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall be 
required. 

• No fire lane shall be less than 20 feet in width. When a fire lane must accommodate 
the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are 
installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

• Sprinkler systems shall be required throughout any structure in accordance with the 
Los Angeles Municipal Coed, Section 57.09.07. 

• To mitigate potential significant impact on access, the Medical Center should 
covenant and agree that all current public and private streets shall remain open to free 
travel of emergency vehicles. 

• The water delivery system shall be improved to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department prior to occupancy of any new development. 

Implementation of standard conditions of approval and these mitigation measures, as well as the 
collection of service fees/taxes associated with the Project, would reduce all fire protection 
service impacts to a less than significant level and would not require further evaluation. 

Police Services - The Project Site is located in the Los Angeles Police Department's (the 
"LAPD") Wilshire Area, in Reporting District 7. The Wilshire Area station is located at 4861 
West Venice Boulevard. The Project Site is currently developed with 90,000 square feet of 
medical uses. 
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The Thresholds Guide screening criteria for police protection services asks: Would the Project 
result in a net increase of 75 residential units, 100,000 square feet of commercial floor area, or 
200,000 square feet of industrial floor area? 

The Project would involve the development of 100 new inpatient beds (200,000 square feet of 
floor area for medical uses) beyond the 700,000 square feet of development approved and vested 
under the Master Plan. Several mitigation measures pertaining to Police Protection services were 
adopted per the Original EIR and Development Agreement, and would be carried forward under 
the Project. These mitigation measures are: 

• Elevators, lobbies, and parking areas should be well illuminated and designed 
with minimum dead space to eliminate areas of concealment. 

• Tenant parking areas should be controlled by an electronic card-key gate in 
conjunction with a closed circuit television system. 

• Private security guards are recommended to monitor and patrol the development. 
• Upon project completion, the applicant should be encouraged to provide the 

Wilshire Area commanding officer with a diagram of the project. The diagram 
should include access routes, unit numbers, and any information that might 
facilitate police response. 

• CSMC shall make available up to 1,500 square feet of floor area within the 
Property for a temporary Los Angeles Police Department sub-station, subject to 
the acceptance and approval thereof by the Los Angeles Police Department and 
The Los Angeles City Council. 

In addition, the CSMC uses would continue to use a private security network including closed 
circuit television system and security personnel throughout the CSMC Campus. 

Implementation of standard conditions of approval and these mitigation measures, as well as the 
collection of service fees/taxes associated with the Project, would reduce the Project's police 
protection service impacts to a less than significant level, and no further evaluation is required. 

The proposed Project would have a less than significant effect on police services during the 
construction phase, and further analysis is not warranted. 

Schools - The Project Site is located in the Los Angeles Unified School District, Board of 
Education District 1. The Project Site is currently developed with 90,000 square feet of medical 
uses. 

The Thresholds Guide screening criteria for schools asks: would the Project result in a net 
increase of 75 residential units, 100,000 square feet of commercial floor area, or 200,000 square 
feet of industrial floor area? 

The Project would involve the development of 100 new inpatient beds (200,000 square feet of 
floor area for medical uses) beyond the 700,000 square feet of development approved and vested 
under the Master Plan. However, these medical uses would be similar to existing land uses at the 
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Project Site and would be an extension of the established CSMC Campus. As the surrounding 
area is fully developed, the addition of l 00 new inpatient beds is not expected to promote 
residential development in areas surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, the Project is not 
expected to involve growth-inducing impacts associated with schools and would not require 
further evaluation. 

Parks and Other Public Facilities - The Project involves the development of medical and 
parking uses. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project would not result in 
a net increase of any residential units. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to parks and other public 
facilities would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on public services not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the 
severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial 
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new 
information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) 
has arisen. 

Parks and Recreation 

The Project will not: 

• Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated. 

• Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
parks and recreation resources. The Project would create no new or substantially increased 
significant impacts on park and recreation resources beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR. 

The Project would not create additional demand for recreational facilities or does not include or 
require the construction ofrecreational facilities. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result 
in significant impacts to recreational facilities and would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on park and recreation resources not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial 
increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no 
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and 
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no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Traffic, Transportation and Access (Air Traffic) 

The Project will not: 

• Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels 
or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

Air Traffic - The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles 
of a public use airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. The Project would have no impact 
on air traffic patterns. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to 
air traffic patterns and would not require further evaluation of this issue. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no impacts on air traffic patterns, no 
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and 
no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

The potential significance of the Project's impacts related to other traffic, transportation and 
access issues, is addressed in Section JV: Environmental Impact Analysis: D- Traffic, Circulation 
and Access. 

Utilities 

The Project will not: 

• Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

• Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

• Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

• Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or require new or expanded entitlements needed. 

• Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the proposed Project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the 
Proposed Project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments. 

• Be served by a landfill without sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project's solid waste disposal needs 
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The Original EIR detennined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
utilities, including power, natural gas, communication systems, and storm water drainage; 
however, the Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan would have significant and 
unavoidable project-level and cumulative impacts on water conservation, sanitary sewers and 
non-hazardous and hazardous solid waste and disposal. The Project would create no new or 
substantially increased significant impacts on utilities beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR. 

Water/Wastewater (Sanitary Sewers) - Water is currently supplied to the Project Site by the 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (the "LADWP"), which also distributes water to 
most of the City of Los Angeles. The LADWP had indicated that the existing water system 
could accommodate the anticipated water use demand of the CSMC Master Plan. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project would not cause the 
Community Plan area to exceed the projected growth in employment for the year of project 
occupancy/build out. 

Following development of the Project, water service would continue to be provided by the 
LADWP. The Project would result in a net increase of 55,000 gallons3 per day over the Master 
Plan projected levels. The established zoning of [T][Q]C2-2D-O supports the use and density of 
the Project. Several mitigation measures pertaining to water usage (and sewage generation) were 
included in the Original EIR and as part of the existing Development Agreement. These 
mitigation measures are: 

Water 
• To the maximum extent feasible, reclaimed water shall be used during the grading 

and construction of the project for dust control, soil compaction, and concrete mixing. 
• The project should incorporate water saving design techniques in order to minimize 

water requirements. The installation of water conserving plumbing fixtures and City 
approval of a landscape design plan would be required if the City's water 
conservation program is still in effect at the time of building permit issuance. If the 
[program is] no longer in effect, the applicant should still consider the incorporation 
of these measures into the proposed project, where feasible. 

• Water in fountains, ponds, and other landscape features within the proposed project 
must be treated and filtered to meet City and State health standards. Also, 
recirculating systems should be used to prevent waste. 

• A recirculating hot water system should be used, where feasible. 
• Automatic irrigation systems should be set to ensure irrigation during early morning 

or evening hours to minimize water loss through evaporation. 
• Drip irrigation systems should be used for any proposed irrigation system. 
• Reclaimed water should be investigated as a source of irrigation for large landscaped 

areas. 

3 Daily water consumption based on 275 gallons per 1,000 square feet. Worst case analysis assumes water 
consumption to be 110 percent of sewage flow. Source: Bureau of Sanitation. Sewer Facilities Charge, Sewage 
Generation Factors for Residential and Commercial Categories. Effective June 6, 1996. 
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• Selection of drought-tolerant, low-water-consuming plant varieties should be used to 
reduce irrigation water consumption. 

• Low-flow and water conserving toilets, faucets, and showerheads must be installed in 
new construction and when remodeling. 

• Plumbing fixtures should be selected which reduce potential water loss from leakage 
due to excessive wear of washers. 

• Promptly detect and repair leaks. 

Sanitary Sewer (Wastewater) 

• The applicant must comply with the prov1s10ns of ordinances regarding sewer 
capacity allotment in the City of Los Angeles. In addition, the applicant must comply 
with Ordinance No. 166,080 which restricts water consumption and which will 
concurrently reduce sewage flows. 

• Measures cited in Section IV.Q.4, Water, [of the Original EIR], which restricts water 
consumption should be implemented to reduce sewage flows. 

Since the time of certification of the Original EIR and adoption of the mitigation measures 
through the Development Agreement, available water supply and achievement of water 
conservation continue to be of environmental concern. Legislation enacted since the approval of 
the Master Plan requires water agencies to prepare and adopt water management plans. The City 
of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power's ("LADWP") Urban Water Management Plan 
("UWMP"), last adopted in 2005, recognizes and accounts for periods of dry conditions and calls 
for increased water conservation continually through year 2030 to off-set periods of diminished 
water capacity. LADWP is in the process of adopting updated Water Conservation Devices and 
Measure for New Development in the City of Los Angeles. These requirements were 
incorporated into the City's proposed Green Building Ordinance adopted in April 2008, and 
would therefore become a standard condition requirement for all new development, including the 
Project. In the interim, the LADWP requests that the proposed water measures be required and 
incorporated for all discretionary projects under review by Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning.4 Many of these water conservation devices and measures are already addressed 
through the adopted mitigation measures per the Original EIR. Compliance with this City 
requirement would further reduce the impacts of the Project. 

Wastewater from the Project Site is currently treated at the Hyperion Treatment Plant (the 
"HTP"). The HTP treats wastewater from almost all of the City of Los Angeles, as well as from 
the Cities of Beverly Hills, Glendale, Culver City, El Segundo, Burbank, San Fernando, Santa 
Monica, and portions of Los Angeles County and 29 contract agencies. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria for it was determined that: the Project would not 
produce wastewater flows in a Sewer Capacity Threshold Area; the Project would produce an 
increase of more than 4,000 gallons per day; and the Project would not include a change in the 
land use limitations, which would allow greater average daily flows. 

4 Letter to Gail Goldberg, Director of Planning, City Planning Department from H. David Nahai, Chief Executive 
Officer and General Manager, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, dated March 6, 2008. 
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The Project would result in a net increase of 50,000 gallons5 per day over the CSMC Master 
Plan. The established zoning of [T][Q]C2-2D-O supports the use and density of the Project. The 
applicant must comply with the provisions of ordinances regarding sewer capacity allotment in 
the City of Los Angles. The mitigation measures pertaining to water usage would also reduce 
sewage flows. 

Implementation of standard conditions of approval and the Original EIR' s mitigation measures, 
as well as the collection of service fees/taxes associated with the Project, would reduce the 
Project's water and wastewater impacts to a less than significant level, and no further evaluation 
is required . 

Solid Waste - Solid waste from the Project Site is collected by private collection firms 
contracted directly with the property owner. The private collectors operating in the project area 
dispose of general refuse at any of four Class III landfills in Los Angeles County. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria for it was determined that the Project would not result 
in solid waste generation of five tons or more per week above the Master Plan generation rate. 

Construction of some of the Master Plan's approved development will involve site preparation 
(vegetation removal and grading activities) and construction activities, which would generate 
typical construction debris, including wood, paper, glass, plastic, metals, cardboard, and green 
wastes. Construction of the Project would result in a net increase in site-generated solid waste of 
approximately 1,400 pounds6 per day or 4.9 tons per week over the projected Master Plan levels. 
Several mitigation measures pertaining to solid waste were included in the Original EIR and as 
part of the existing Development Agreement. These mitigation measures are: 

• Commercial-size trash compactors shall be installed. 
• White paper, glass, and metal recycling programs shall be implemented. 

In addition, the Project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. Implementation of standard conditions of approval and the Original EIR' s 
mitigation measures, as well as the collection of service fees/taxes associated with the Project, 
would reduce the Project's solid waste impacts to a less than significant level, and no further 
evaluation is required. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on utilities not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of 
any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with 
respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of 
substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

5 Based on 250 gallons per 1,000 square feet. Source: Bureau of Sanitation. Sewer Facilities Charge, Sewage 
Generation Factors for Residential and Commercial Categories. Effective June 6, 1996. 
6 Seven pounds/1000 square feet. Source: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering. April, 1981. 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

B. SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section l 5126(b) requires that an EIR discuss significant environmental 
effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented. Based upon the analysis 
in Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis, with implementation of mitigation measures, the 
Project will not result in a significant environmental effect with regard to the issues analyzed 
herein, except for significant unavoidable impacts related to: 

• Construction (short-term) air quality impacts related to NOx, PM10 and PM2.s 
• Construction (short-term) noise impacts at sensitive receptors 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15092 and 15093, and in the event the Project is 
approved, the City of Los Angeles must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
acknowledging these outstanding significant adverse impacts and stating the reason(s) for 
accepting these impacts in light of the whole environmental record as weighed against the 
benefits of the Project. 

PAGE 326 

RL0023275 



EM23422 

RL0023276 



EM23423 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR C. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

C. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126( c) requires that an EIR discuss irreversible environmental 
changes due to the proposed Project. Irreversible environmental changes will not occur as a 
result of Project implementation. The Project Site has been committed to urban use for many 
years, and as a medical center since at least 1955. The Project uses are consistent with City 
planned land uses for the Project Site and the existing uses within the project area. Thus, 
development of the Project Site is not considered a new commitment to urban development and 
does not represent the conversion of undeveloped land. 

Construction of the Project will require the consumption of natural resources and renewable and 
nonrenewable materials, including building materials (e.g., wood and metal) and fossil fuels 
(e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel, and natural gas). Once operational, the Project uses will require 
consumption of natural resources and renewable and non-renewable materials such as electricity, 
natural gas, potable water, and fossil fuels for Project-generated vehicle trips. The commitment 
ofresources associated with the Project is consistent with planned future development within the 
City of Los Angeles. Moreover, the use of resources represents a very small percentage of the 
resources to be utilized by development City-wide. 

Additionally, the Project provides public benefits through expansion of medical services and 
research. There is no particular justification for avoiding or delaying the continued commitment 
of these resources. 
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D. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

How the Proposed Project Could Foster Growth 

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR "discuss the growth inducing 
impact of the proposed Project, including ways in which the proposed project could foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment." 

The Project is not expected to generate growth in the area beyond the intensification of the 
Project Site. Development of the 460,650 square foot West Tower, which will contain 90,000 
square feet from the Existing Building that will be demolished, 170,650 square feet remaining 
under the approved and vested Master Plan, and 200,000 square feet under the Project, will result 
in an increase in short-term construction and long-term employment opportunities. The City of 
Los Angeles and surrounding areas include a large employee base; however, new jobs at the 
Project Site would offer employment opportunities to workers who may already reside close to 
or within the Wilshire Community Plan area. 

The Project Site is readily accessible from area freeways, local roadways and mass transit 
(buses). CSMC employees come from a variety of locations throughout Los Angeles, Orange 
and Ventura Counties. 

It is not expected that any significant number of employees will move to the area specifically 
because of the Project. No significant growth inducing impact would occur. Short-term 
construction jobs are not anticipated to induce unanticipated new population growth, because the 
construction process is temporary and those jobs would end once development is completed. 

It is anticipated that the Project will be adequately serviced by existing extensions of the 
electrical, water, sewer and natural gas utility systems existing on or near the Project Site. No 
additional infrastructure of this nature would be constructed that could generate additional 
population growth in the project area. 

Construction of the Project will create short-term construction jobs, as well as permanent jobs 
associated with the increase in medical services and research. Surrounding land uses and 
businesses may experience secondary effects through stimulated economic activity and growth 
due to an increased need for commercial support services in the general vicinity of the Project 
Site due to the incremental increase in the number of employees and patrons at the CSMC 
Campus. Although the Project would directly provide employment growth at the Project Site, 
and indirectly stimulate economic growth in the surrounding area, such growth is not outside the 
scope of what has been anticipated and planned for in the Community Plan area. Thus, no 
significant growth inducing impacts are anticipated. 
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The related projects (see Section III: General Description of the Environmental Setting) are 
primarily infill projects that will similarly add to the physical and economic revitalization of the 
Wilshire and West Los Angeles area. Cumulative impacts relating to each environmental issue 
discussed in this SEIR are addressed under the individual impact analysis sections (see Section 
IV: Environmental Impact Analysis). The City will require the preparation of an EIR for those 
related projects that the City anticipates will have potentially significant environmental impacts. 
Those EIRs must similarly discuss cumulative impacts and growth inducing effects. Individual 
project mitigation measures may be required in order to reduce environmental impacts. The 
Project and the related projects are not expected to generate unwanted or unplanned growth 
inducing effects. On the contrary, the City's General Plan Framework favors infill development, 
and the continued development of vital, Regional and/or Community Centers such as the project 
area to provide for high-intensity centers, consistent with the preservation and protection of low
density, single-family residential areas from encroachment by other types of uses. Such land use 
arrangements are generally considered to have less of an effect on the environment by preserving 
unplanned or premature lands from development on the urban fringe or in more remote and rural 
locations. 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

E. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

A Mitigation Monitoring Program ("MMP") has been prepared in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21081 .6, which requires a Lead or Responsible Agency that approves or 
carries out a project where an EIR has identified significant environmental effects to adopt a 
"reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a 
condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment." The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the Project. 

The function and format of the MMP are described here, and a copy of the Draft MMP is 
provided in Appendix G: Mitigation Monitoring Program of this SEIR. A Final MMP will be 
adopted at the conclusion of the SEIR process and will reflect the final set of required mitigation 
measures to address Project impacts. 

The MMP is designed to monitor implementation of all feasible mitigation measures as 
identified in the SEIR for the Project. In the Draft MMP, mitigation measures are listed and 
numbered consistent with the relevant section numbering provided in the Draft SEIR. Each 
mitigation measure is listed and categorized by topic with an accompanying discussion of the 
following: 

• The phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure should be monitored 
(i.e., prior to issuance of a building permit, construction, or occupancy); 

• The enforcing agency (i.e., the agency with the authority to enforce the mitigation 
measure); and 

• The monitoring agency (i.e., the agency which monitors compliance and 
implementation of the required mitigation measure). 

The Project Applicant shall be obligated to provide certification prior to the issuance of site or 
building plans (or an appropriate subsequent stage) that compliance with the required mitigation 
measures has been achieved. All departments listed in the MMP are within the City of Los 
Angeles unless otherwise noted. The entity responsible for the implementation of all mitigation 
measures shall be the Project Applicant unless otherwise noted. 
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3.1 Introduction to the Environmental Analysis 

3.1.1 Introduction 

Section 3.0 of this document examines the environmental consequences associated with the 
proposed project and its alternatives, as described in Section 2.0. 

3.1.2 Contents of Environmental Analysis 

Section 3.0 includes an analysis of the 17 environmental issue areas listed below: 

3.2 Traffic and Circulation 
3.3 Parking 
3.4 Land Use and Development/Communities and Neighborhoods 
3.5 Land Acquisition/Displacement and Relocation 
3.6 Socioeconomics 
3.7 Visual Quality 
3.8 Air Quality 
3.9 Noise and Vibration 
3.10 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
3.11 Water Resources 
3.12 Biological Resources 
3.13 Energy Resources 
3.14 Safety and Security 
3.15 Community Facilities and Utilities 
3.16 Hazards 
3.17 Cultural Resources 
3.18 Construction Impacts 

Within each issue area, the Proposed Project and alternatives are discussed in the following order: 

3.x.1 Introduction 
3.x.2 Affected Environment 
3.x.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

3.1.3 Assessment Methodology 

Affected Environment 

In Section 3.0, the analysis within each issue area begins with an examination of the existing physical 
environment or baseline setting wherein the Proposed Project would be placed. The regulatory 
setting, which includes government rules, regulations, plans, and policies applicable to the Proposed 
Project, are provided in summary format and analyzed for project compliance in Section 3.4 (Land 
Use and Development/Communities and Neighborhoods). For the purpose of this document, and 
pursuant to NEPA and CEQA Guidelines, the affected environment used for this impact analysis 
reflects the actual conditions at the time or preparation of this document. 
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Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

lmpact assessment methodology for each issue area includes a number of quantitative and 
qualitative methods currently used in similar environmental assessment documents, and specifically 
unique to evaluation of each specific issue. In developing an approach to the analysis of impacts 
and mitigation measures the following were taken into consideration: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

NEPA and CEQA regulatory requirements; 
Other similar MTA and FTA documents for transit projects; 
Federal Executive Orders; 
Federal and State air quality regulations; and 
Regional and local standards and policies . 

Thresholds of significance were developed for each issue area using the above to determine the level 
of severity of project-related impacts. Impacts found to be significant and unavoidable, or mitigable 
to a less than significant level were identified. The same methodology was then applied 
systematically to each project alternative. A comparative analysis of the Proposed Project and the 
alternatives is provided in Section 5.0 of this document. 

Each issue area evaluated the alternatives listed below in the following order: 

• No Action Alternative (Baseline) 
• Transportation System Management (TSJ'vl) Alternative 
• Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 
• Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (l\1edian Adjacent Design Option) 
• Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 
• Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 
• Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (NIOS) 
• Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 
• Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 
• Subway Design Option at USC/Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

Once an impact was identified, feasible mitigation measures were developed that would reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. There are impacts that cannot be fully mitigated to less than 
significant levels. These impacts are referred to as significant and unavoidable impacts in each issue 
area. The cumulative impacts assessment is presented in Section 4.2 (Long-Term Implications). 

3.1.4 Significance Categories 

While the criteria for determining significant impacts are unique to each issue area, the classification 
of the impacts was uniformly applied in accordance ~with the following definitions: 

Less Than S~~nificant Impact (LS): Results in no substantial adverse change to existing environmental 
conditions; 

Significant, J\;iitigable Impact (J): Constitutes a substantial adverse change to existing environmental 
conditions that can be mitigated to less than significant levels by implementation of feasible 
mitigation measures or by the selection of a project alternative; 
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Signijicant UnavoidablP Impact (SU): Constitutes a substantial adverse change to existing environmental 
conditions that cannot be fully mitigated by implementation of all feasible mitigation measures or by 
the selection of project alternative; and 

Beneficial Impact (B): Results in a positive change to environmental conditions. This classification is 
not strictly required by CEQA; however, it provides a useful addition to the range of information 
being disclosed to the public in this environmental document. 

3.1.5 Cumulative Context 

"Cumulative impacts" refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects 
may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects, whereas the 
cumulative impact is the change in the environment from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, projects 
taking place over a period of time. 

The discussion of cumulative impacts must reflect the severity of the impacts, as well as the 
likelihood of their occurrence; however, the discussion need not be as detailed as the discussion of 
environmental impacts attributable to the project alone. Further, the discussion is intended to be 
guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness. 

The cumulative context for this analysis is based on the Southern California Association of 
Government's (SCAG) 1998 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), entitled "Community Llnk 21". 
This document is a regional planning document that establishes the goals, objectives, and policies 
for the region's transportation system and establishes an implementation plan for transportation 
investments through the year 2020. The Mid-city /Westside Study Area extends through two of the 
13 Subregions in SCAG's planning area, including the City of Los Angeles and the Westside Cities 
Subregion. The RTP reflects transportation, population, employment, and land use data for the 
five-county SCAG area through the year 2020, and is, thus, an appropriate basis for the analysis of 
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the cumulative condition is not limited to a list of related projects 
but is, instead, based upon a summary of projections contained in an adopted planning document 
(i.e., the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan). 

Cumulative impacts are evaluated in each of the technical issue sections (in Sections 3.2 through 
3.18 of this document). The cumulative analysis considers the impacts that could occur as a result of 
implementation of a proposed alternative together with other projects causing related impacts. 
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3.2 Traffic and Circulation 

3.2.1 Introduction 

This section describes the J\1id-City/\vestside Study Area's transportation environment both in 
terms of the base year of 2000, as well as the forecast year of 2020. It presents data and discussion 
on existing travel conditions in this corridor, types and patterns of trips, and modes of travel on 
roadways, including freeways and arterial highways, as weU as on transit. It also discusses expected 
effects of projected growth in travel demand, as well as impacts of the east-west corridor project 
alternatives on the future transportation system and traffic conditions. General, as well as local 
impacts upon the transportation system are presented as part of the analysis. General impacts 
include effects of the project on system-wide transportation performance indicators, while local 
impacts deal with specific traffic circulation, intersection analysis, general access, neighborhood 
diversion and parking impacts at the proposed stations. The analysis provides information relative to 
the affects of each of the five alternatives on the transportation systems within the Study Area in 
terms of transportation supply and demand. 

3.2.2 Affected Environment 

The following discussion presents an overview of the transportation system within the J\1id
City /Westside Study Area that would be affected by the proposed project alternatives considered 
under this EIS/SEIR. Transportation improvements in this Corridor Area are being studied in part, 
for the foUowing reasons: 

• Major concentration of activity centers and destinations; 

• High employment and population densities; 

• Substantial transit-dependent population; 

• High levels of existing and projected future travel demand; 

• Existing traffic congestion; 

• Projected worsening of congestion in the future; and 

• Constrained transportation facilities. 

The highway transportation system in the Study Area is comprised of a well-defined grid of arterials 
and freeways generally foHowing a north-south/ east-west orientation as shown in Figure 3.2-1. The 
freeway network in the J\1id-City/Westside Study Area includes the San Diego Freeway (l-405), 
Santa Monica Freeway (l-10), Marina Del Rey Freeway (SR-90), the Harbor Freeway (l-110) and the 
Hollywood Freeway (US 101). The study area's freeways and streets carry some of the highest 
traffic volumes in southern California. A total of 1.9 million vehicle-miles are traveled during the 
evening peak hour on the streets and freeways '\vithin the Corridor. 
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Figure 3.2-1 Study Area 
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Freeway Network 

The following is a desc1-iption of the freeway network within the study area. 

• Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) - a major east-west freeway that traverses the entire length of the 
study area from the Pacific Ocean to Downtown Los Angeles, connecting a majority of the 
Study Area's communities. This freeway is one of the busiest in the nation and carries some of 
the highest daily traffic volumes in the country. The l-10 Freeway varies between three and five 
general lanes in each direction, with several sections of parallel auxiliary lanes and collector
distributor roads. Within the Study Area, the daily traffic volume varies between 149,000 
vehicles at the western edge (Pacific Coast Highway) and 325,000 adjacent to the Vermont 
Avenue/I-10 interchange at the mid-point. 

• Hollywood Freeway (US-101) - a generally east-west oriented freeway that provides the 
principal direct connection between Downtown Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley 
through Hollywood. This freeway generally has four lanes in each direction. Daily volumes vary 
from 124,000 vehicles in Downtown (Fourth Street interchange) to 276,000 (Glendale 
Boulevard interchange) at the mid-point of the Study Area. 

• Harbor Freeway (I-110) - a north-south freeway that connects the Port of Los Angeles to 
Pasadena via Downtown Los Angeles. The freeway varies between four to five lanes in each 
direction. South of Downtown Los Angeles, the l-110 Freeway has a two-lane transitway for 
buses and carpools in the median, which includes some elevated sections. Daily traffic varies 
between 158,000 vehicles (Sunset Boulevard/I-110 interchange) north of US-101 and 317 ,000 
(Downtown interchanges) in the Study Area. 

• San Diego Freeway (I-405) - major a north-south freeway that connects the San Fernando 
Valley and points north to the West Side of Los Angeles, and south to Long Beach and Orange 
County. The freeway varies between four to five lanes in each direction and has a carpool lane 
outside the Corridor study area south of the I-105 Freeway. Daily traffic on the I-405 Freeway 
varies between 265,000 vehicles (Sunset Boulevard interchange) and 333,000 (Olympic 
Boulevard interchange) in the Study Area. 

• Marina Freeway (SR-90) - an east-west freeway that provides access to the Marina del Rey area 
from the Inglewood area to the east, and the north-south I-405 Freeway corridor. This 
approximately four-mile long freeway has four lanes in each direction. Daily traffic volumes 
range from 32,000 vehicles at the eastern tem1inus to 77,000 at the I-405 interchange in the 
western section of the Study Area. 

Figures 3.2-2A and 3.2-2B illustrate the portions of the existing freeway network within the study 
area during the &\II and PM peak hour of service, respectively, along with their respective peak hour 
levels of service (LOS) on freeway segments, which range from LOS A, (free flow conditions) to 
LOS F Qammed conditions). Given the extensive peak period congestion on many of the area 
freeways, Caltrans has expanded the LOS F designation to include LOS F-1, LOS F-2, LOS F-3, 
etc., indicating the number of hours of congested conditions (from one to three) during the peak 
period. 

Arterial Network 

The Study Area has an extensive network of arterials that follow two predominant grid patterns or 
systems, as illustrated earlier in Figure 3.2-1. Arterials generally to the east of La Cienega Boulevard 
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Figure 3.2-2A Freeway LOS Ai'vf Peak 
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Figure 3.2-2B Freeway LOS PM Peak 
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have a north-south/ east-west orientation, while the arterials to the west of La Cienega Boulevard 
follow a grid system that is generally parallel and perpendicular to the coast line. Approximately 60 
percent of the total daily travel (in vehicle miles) in the Study Area occur on surface streets. During 
the evening peak hour, a total of approximately 76,000 vehicle hours of travel occur on the 
corridor's streets and freeways, with approximately 52,000 vehicle hours, or almost 70 percent of 
evening peak hour travel taking place on surface streets. The following points highlight some of the 
key features of the Corridor's major arterials (all volumes are two-way volumes): 

Major East/ West Arterials (Listed from North to South) 

• Santa Monica Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing 
evening peak-hour volumes vary from 1,800 vehicles (east of Vennont Ave) to 4,300 (east of 
Sepulveda Blvd). 

• Beverly Boulevard - has two lanes in each direction. Current evening peak-hour volumes vary 
from 2, 100 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 3,300 (east of La Cienega Blvd). 

• 3rd Street - has two lanes in each direction. Current evening peak-hour volumes vary from 2,400 
vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 2,600 (east of La Cienega Blvd). 

• Wilshire Boulevard - varies between two and three lanes in each direction. Wilshire Blvd. 
carries the highest east-west traffic volumes in the Corridor, "vith evening peak hour volumes 
ranging from 2,500 to 7,600 trips, with the volumes peaking near Sepulveda Blvd. in the western 
portion of the Corridor. 

• Olympic Boulevard - varies between two and three lanes in each direction. Existing evening 
peak-hour volumes vary from 3,300 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 4,500 (east of Sepulveda 
Blvd.). 

• Pico Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range from 1,600 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 3,200 (east of Sepulveda 
Blvd). 

• Venice Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range from 1,600 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave) to 3,700 (east of Sepulveda 
Blvd). 

• Washington Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range from 1,800 vehicles (east of Sepulveda Blvd) to 2,300 (east of La 
Cienega Blvd). 

• Jefferson Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range from 1,000 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 2,400 (east of 
Sepulveda Blvd). 

• Exposition Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening 
peak hour volumes were identified as 2,200 vehicles east of Vermont A venue. 

• Adams Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes were identified as 1,800 vehicles east of Vermont Ave. 
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Major North-South Arterials (Listed from West to East) 

• Lincoln Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range between 900 vehicles (north of Wilshire Blvd.) and 3,800 (south of Venice 
Blvd). 

• Bundy Drive/Centinela Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing 
evening peak-hour volumes range from 2,000 vehicles (north of Wilshire Blvd) and 2,900 (north 
of Venice Blvd). 

• Sawtelle Boulevard - has two lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak-hour volumes 
were identified as 2,100 vehicles south of Venice Blvd. 

• Sepulveda Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range between 2,400 vehicles (south of Sunset Blvd) and 3,600 (north of 
Jefferson Blvd). 

• Overland Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak
hour volumes are 2,100 (north of Venice Blvd). 

• Culver/ Robertson Boulevards - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Evening 
peak- hour volumes range from 1,400 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) to 2,100 (south of Venice 
Blvd). 

• La Cienega Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range between 3,300 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) and 7,200 (north of 
Slauson Ave). 

• Fairfax Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range between 2,400 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) and 3,100 (north-east of La 
Cienega Blvd). 

• La Brea Avenue - va1-ies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak
hour volumes range from 3,700 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) and 5,300 (south of Jefferson 
Blvd). 

• Highland Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak
hour volumes were identified as 3,200 vehicles south of Beverly Blvd. 

• Crenshaw Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range between 2,700 vehicles (north of Slauson Ave) and 3,200 (south of 
Venice Blvd). 

• Wilton Place/ Arlington Avenue - has two lanes in each direction. Current evening peak-hour 
volumes range between 1,200 vehicles (north of Slauson Ave) and 2,800 (south of Venice Blvd). 

• Western Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range between 2,100 vehicles (south of Venice Blvd) and 2,400 (south of Beverly 
Blvd). 

• Normandie Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range between 1,900 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) and 2,500 (north of 
Slauson Ave). 
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• Vermont Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak
hour volumes range from 1,700 vehicles (north of Slauson Ave) to 2,800 (south of Beverly 
Blvd). 

• Hoover St/ Alvarado St - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening 
peak-hour volumes range from 1,500 vehicles (south of Venice Blvd) to 2,700 (south of Beverly 
Blvd). 

• Figueroa Street - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range from 2,200 vehicles (south of Venice Blvd) to 2,800 (nm-th of Slauson Ave). 

Recent detailed traffic counts were coHected as part of this study at 33 intersections along Wilshire 
Boulevard. Figure 3.2-3 illustrates the variation of AM and PM peak hour approach volumes, by 
direction, at the various intersections along Wilshire Boulevard throughout the Corridor. The 
figures show that the highest AJ\1 peak volume is about 4,500, eastbound, which is recorded at 
Veteran, while the highest PM peak hour volume is about 3,500 westbound, observed at Sepulveda. 
The graphs clearly show that in both peaks, the traffic volumes start from about 1,500 vehicles per 
hour in Downtown Los Angeles, gradually increase from east to west and peak sharply to 3,000 to 
4,500 vehicles per hour levels in Westwood. Then the volumes drop off significantly west of the I-
405 Freeway, as a large volume of traffic gets on or off the freeway. West of the l-405, the volumes 
gradually decrease to about 500-1,000 vehicles per hour at the western end of Santa Monica. 

\vhile the controlling factor, in terms of network capacity, in an arterial street system is generally the 
level of congestion at signalized intersections, mid-block segments can also reach capacity if there 
are not enough through lanes to carry the traffic demand. Figures 3.2-4 and 3.2-5, illustrate the 
locations where the existing roadways are at capacity in the Ai\;[ and PM peak periods, respectively. 
The mid-block segments Oinks) shown in bold-face in the two figures are those which currently 
operate at levels of service E or F during the two peaks. The existing arterial segment congestion is 
relatively spread-out over most of the study area's major arterials, with no major differences between 
links that are congested in AJ_\i1 or PM peaks. Congestion patterns are more pronounced on arterials 
north of the I-10 Freeway and east of the I-405 Freeway. East of Fairfax Avenue, north-south 
arterials appear to be relatively more congested than the east-west arterials. South of the I-10 
Freeway, the congested arterial segments are less continuous and are mostly concentrated between 
Crenshaw Boulevard and Culver Boulevard. 

Intersection Levels of Service 

A total of 158 intersections within the immediate vicinity of the transit corridors were selected for 
detailed level of service analysis in this study. These intersections were chosen in consultation with 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and other local jurisdiction 
agencies. They represent key intersections that are directly along the Wilshire and Exposition 
corridor alignments, would potentially be affected by a nearby transit crossing, or are on a major 
access route to a planned park-and-ride station. The selection of intersections was made based on 
proximity to the transit alignment, potential travel pattern orientation, access routes and expected 
levels of auto access activity at each station. These intersections are illustrated in Figure 3.2-6. 

Detailed AM and PM peak period turning movement ground counts were compiled for all existing 
study intersections, from existing recent data available through the LADOT computerized data files 
and at other Cities (Beverly Hills, Culver City and Santa Monica), and new data collected during 
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Figure 3.2.3 Wilshire Volume Variation 
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Figure 3.2.4 Existing Al\1 arterials LOS E or F 
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Figure 3.2.5 Existing PM arterials LOS E or F 
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Figure 3.2.6 Study Intersections 
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July/ August of 2000 at locations where current data was not available. All traffic count data was 
summarized per the LADOT specified traffic count format. The summertime counts were 
increased by an average of three percent to reflect typical faH conditions. Current conditions at each 
study intersection were analyzed using the Operational Analysis Methodology of the 1997 Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCJ'v1). The Operations Analysis Methodology results in a rating of conditions at 
an intersection based on the average number of seconds of delay experienced by motorists traveling 
through the intersection. Level of service ranges from Level A, free flow conditions, to Level F 
(jammed conditions), with top of Level E representing theoretical capacity. Detailed signal timing 
and phasing information was obtained from LADOT and other agencies and was used as inputs to 
the intersection analysis. Weekday AivI and PM peak hours were selected by agencies for analysis 
because they represent the most critical periods of traffic congestion along the Wilshire and 
Expositions corridors compared to other time periods such as weekday or weekend mid-day. 

The results of the intersection operating conditions analysis, with levels of service and average delay 
for each peak period, are included in the Traffic Analysis Report. Among the 158 existing study 
intersections, 130 are presently operating at acceptable LOS D or better conditions. Only 28 
intersections are currently operating at LOS E or F during the morning and/ or evening peak 
periods, as listed in Table 3.2-1. 

TABLE 3.2-1 
EXISTING 2000 CONDITIONS 

STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS OPERATING AT LOS E/F 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x 
20th Street /Colorado Ave x 
Bundy Dr / Exposition Blvd x 
Barrington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x 
San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/ • -;:viHL~ Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd / Olvmpic Blvd x 
Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x 
Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x 
Sepulveda Blvd /National Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Westwood Blvd/Santa 1\lonica Blvd x 
Glendon Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x 
Santa 1\lonica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x 
S Santa 1\lonica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x 
Dohenv Dr / Olvmpic Blvd x 
Highland "\ve /Olvmpic Blvd x x 
Rossrnore Ave /Wilshi1:e Blvd x x 
Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x 
J\lotor Ave/Venice Blvd x 
Culver Blvd/J\Iain Sr/Washington Blvd x x 
Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
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TABLE 3.2-1 
EXISTING 2000 CONDITIONS 

STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS OPERATING AT LOS E/F 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM 
National Blvd /\' enice Blvd x x 
La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x 
\\/'estem Ave /Exposition Blvd x 
Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x 
Source: MM:\ 2000. 

Transit Services 

The public transit system serving the study area is comprised of an integrated system of rail and bus 
transit services. An overview of the existing l'vfid-City /\v estside Study Area bus service operators 
and routes by Corridor service area is presented in Table 3.2-2. This table includes stops in the 
study area, total stops, and number of daily transit boardings in the study area. 

Within the Study Area, rail transit service is provided by the 22-mile Metro Red Line system 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA or MTA). 
This heavy rail subway service connects Downtown Los Angeles westerly to the l'vfid-\vilshire area, 
with a current terminus at \vilshire Boulevard/Western A venue, and northwesterly to Hollywood, 
and then northerly into the San Fernando Valley. In Downtown Los Angeles, the Metro Red Line 
provides connections to the Metro Blue Line (at Seventh/Metro Station) operating south through 
southeast Los Angeles to Long Beach, and to the Metrolink commuter rail system, to multiple 
regional directions, at Union Station. Connections to the Metro Green Line, operating from 
Norwalk past LAX to the beach communities, can be made via the Metro Blue Line. Future Metro 
Rail extensions may provide connections to East Los Angeles, as well as to Pasadena and the San 
Gabriel Valley. 

Regional fixed route bus transit service is p1-imarily provided by the MTA along with several 
municipal operators including Santa Monica and Culver City municipal bus lines. The Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) and Santa Monica Bus Lines provide commuter express 
service v.rithin the Study Area and to Downtown Los Angeles. Express service typically rnns along 
the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) from the Westside to Downtown Los Angeles, or along Olympic 
Boulevard connecting Downtown to Century City. As of June 2000, MTA initiated operations of a 
regional bus service, the Metro Rapid Bus System, along Wilshire and \vhittier boulevards from East 
Los Angeles to Santa Monica. Foothill Transit operates three routes connecting San Gabriel Valley 
travelers to the Wilshire Boulevard corridor. Culver City Bus Lines (City Bus) and Santa Monica 
Municipal Bus Lines (Big Blue Bus) provide local bus service. The fixed route bus system is 
complemented by community connectors, including LADOT DASH routes, smart shuttle and 
paratransit services (for transit dependent seniors and handicapped individuals). 

The Wilshire Boulevard Transit Corridor is currently served by the Metro Red Line with riders then 
transferring to MTA Metro Bus Rapid (Route 720) which provides limited stop service to complete 
their trips to west side destinations. Route 720 provides limited stop service along the entire 
Wilshire Boulevard segment "1-ithin the Study Area. MTA Routes 20, 21 and 22 provide local service 
along Wilshire Boulevard from Downtown Los Angeles to Santa Monica. Foothill Transit operates 
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Route 481, which provides service along Wilshire Boulevard to a terminus at Wilshire/\Vestern for 
San Gabriel Va11ey commuters. Foothi11 Transit Routes 492 and 494 provide service along Wilshire 
Boulevard to Wilshire/Union. 

No bus lines currently serve the proposed Exposition Boulevard Transit Corridor in its entirety. 
Between Downtown Santa Monica and the San Diego Freeway, ~ffA Route 434 and Santa Monica 
Bus Lines Route 7 are the primary routes. MfA Routes 14/37, 38, and 102 are the primary routes 
between La Cienega Boulevard and the University of Southern California. 

Based on the census data, 41 percent of all work transit trips in Los Angeles County originate in the 
study area. The remaining 59 percent originate at various points in the County and may potentially 
run through the study area. \Vest LA (as defined by this report) contains 18 percent of Los Angeles 
County's population, implying that the transit needs of West LA are higher than the service 
presently provided. 

Jn addition to the high transit mode split of 14 percent, the Study Area has a significantly higher use 
of transit than the rest of Los Angeles County. This demand warrants a much higher percentage of 
transit investment than it has received in the last fifteen years. 

As seen in Table 3.2-2, there are currently over 119,000 daily boardings on the bus lines generally 
along the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor and nearly 76,000 daily boardings on the bus lines generally 
along the Martin Luther I<.ing Boulevard Corridor. 

TABLE 3.2-2 
BOARDINGS ALONG MID-CITY /WESTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDORS 

Route Number Study Area # Stops Total # Stops Study Area Boardings 

Wilshire Corridor 

14/37 6 8 16,309 

16 5 7 17,869 

20/212/22/320/322 14 14 37,851 

127 /28/328 6 7 28,977 

316 8 10 870 

SS 27 27 2,581 

S7 34 34 15,030 

TOTALS 119,487 

Exposition/Martin Luther King Corridor 

114/37 6 8 16,309 

33 5 "7 15,711 I 

38 4 6 6,008 

102 4 6 627 

105 6 8 12,093 

434 6 11 1,269 

436 9 11 261 

439 4 13 649 

S7 6 6 15,030 

S8 6 6 6,076 

SlO 4 7 1,290 

LX430 7 9 60 
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TABLE 3.2-2 
BOARDINGS ALONG MID-CITY /WESTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDORS 

Route Number Study Area # Stops Total # Stops Study Area Boardings 

LX431 6 8 133 

LX437 6 8 97 

LX438 6 9 215 

TOTALS 75,828 

Source: West J ,os Angeles Transit Corridor Technical Report, SC\G, August 1998. 

Since the implementation of the Metro Rapid Bus (J\1etro Rapid-Line #720 replacement of Routes 
320/322) on Wilshire Boulevard, ridership along the Wilshire Corridor has increased substantially. 
Boardings on Line 720, which includes the Mid-City/Westside area as well as the eastern half of the 
route on Whittier Boulevard in East Los Angeles have increased by more than 25 percent, since the 
initiation of the Metro Rapid Bus service. 

Goods Movement 

Goods movement in the Mid-City /\v estside Study Area is primarily highway-related and occurs on 
the area's freeway and arterial system. With the exception of designated truck routes and private 
warehousing/ terminal operations, there are no major freight facilities located within the Corridor. 
The Los Angeles lnternational Airport (LAX) provides extensive freight shipment via regularly 
scheduled airline and cargo operations. LAX currently handles 78 percent of the air cargo in the 
five-county southern California region, with more than 50 percent of the air cargo destined for 
international airports. 

Study Area freeways currently carry high volumes of truck traffic, with truck activity concentrated in 
the eastern and southern portions of the Corridor related to Downtown Los Angeles industrial and 
warehouse areas and LAX. \vithin the City of Los Angeles, truck activity is allowed on all streets 
unless otherwise posted such as on tl1e residential portions of Highland Avenue. 

Regional rail freight activity is concentrated east of the Study Area along the Alameda Corridor, 
which connects the Los Angeles and Long Beach ports area with Downtown Los Angeles 
distribution facilities, and then to points to the north along the West Coast and east to the Mid
West. Study Area railroad rights-of-way, including the former Southern Pacific rail right-of-way 
located in the median of Exposition Boulevard, are now owned by LACMTA and have been 
preserved for future passenger transportation improvements. The Exposition Corridor has 
previously been studied by the MTA as a potential light rail line. The former Santa Fe rail right-of
way located along Slauson Avenue (running west from Downtown Los Angeles, through Inglewood 
and then south along Aviation Boulevard at the eastern edge of LAX), has also been purchased by 
LACJ'vITA. Utilization of a portion of this rail right-of-way was studied for transit use through the 
Crensha2v Corridor Rottte Refinement Stuc/y. 

Transportation Centers and Hubs 

Though the Study Area is well served by an extensive network of bus and rail transit services, there 
are few supporting transportation system facilities, such as transit centers and park-and-ride lots. 
The only transit center located within the Corridor is located near the intersection of Pico and San 
Vicente Boulevards in the City of Los Angeles. The Rimpau Transit Center at Pico Boulevard and 
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Rimpau Boulevard provides bus boarding, transfer and layover space for MTA, Santa Monica and 
Culver City buses. Bus service interface is provided at all of the Metro Red line stations along 
Wilshire Boulevard, but only the \vilshire/Western station has off-street space for bus and shuttle 
interface and layover needs. Santa Monica is currently implementing an improved transit hub in its 
downtown area on Broadway and Santa Monica Boulevard. The only public park-and-ride lot 
provided within the Study Area is located at the Federal Office Building in Westwood adjacent to 
the I-405 Freeway. This facility is more locally based and primarily provides parking for people who 
then use shuttle service to circulate to Westwood destinations. Two churches provide weekday 
park-and-ride facilities along Manchester Avenue in the vicinity of LAX. lmmediately adjacent to 
the Study Area, transit centers and park-and-ride lots have been developed associated with the 
Metro Green Line and the I-110 Freeway/ Transitway projects. 

Other Access 

The purpose of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Bicycle Plan (part of Transportation Element) 
is to provide a guide for the development of a citywide bicycle transportation system. The adopted 
Plan seeks to reduce the barriers to the greater utilization of bicycles for both personal 
transportation and recreation, "vith a particular emphasis placed on bicycling as a commute option. 
The City Plan identifies three classes of bikeways: 1) Class I - bike paths; 2) Class II - bike lanes; and 
3) Commuter Bikeways. Route locations shown on the Bicycle Plan Bikeways Map on Figure 3.2-7, 
are specific to designated public streets and rights-of-way. Within the Study Area the following 
streets are designated as Class I bike paths: 

• Exposition Boulevard 

• Slauson Avenue 

• Culver Boulevard 

• Pacific A venue 

• Pacific Coast Highway /Vista del Mar 

• Sepulveda Boulevard 

• l\fanchester A venue 

• Florence Avenue 

• Santa Monica Boulevard 

The follm:ving streets are designated as Class II bike paths: 

• Venice Boulevard 

• La Brea Avenue 

• Washington Boulevard 

• Centinela A venue 

• San Vicente Boulevard 

• J'vfontana A venue 

• Sepulveda Boulevard 
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Figure 3.2. 7 Bikeways Map 
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One of the major bicycle facility projects identified in the Bicycle Plan is the Exposition Bike Path. 
This bike path, whether as a rails-to-trail conversion or a rails-with-trails alignment, would offer 
direct bicycle access between the Exposition Park area and West Los Angeles. lt has been identified 
as a critical link in the Bikeway System for an area of Los Angeles where few streets are viable for 
striping of bicycle lanes. 

Another major bicycle facility planned in the Study Area is the West Los Angeles Veloway. The 
Bicycle Plan designates Class I and II facilities in the vicinity of UCLA. and the Veterans 
Administration complex in \Vestwood as an endorsement of the West Los Angeles Veloway. The 
ultimate alignment of this facility may vary and is subject to the final approval of the responsible 
agencies. The elevated Class I portion of this bikeway would provide for direct bicycle access to and 
from Westwood Village/UCLA campus over Wilshire Boulevard, ultimately linking up with the 
Santa Monica Transit Parkway Bike lanes at Sepulveda Boulevard. In addition, bicycle paths run 
along Ballona Creek Channel and the entire length of the beach connecting the \Vestside to the 
South Bay area. 

Bicycle integration with public transit is currently provided on both rail and bus transit. Bicycle 
lockers are provided at a majority of the Metro Red Line stations and are well utilized. By MTA 
policy, bikes on trains are allowed in non-peak hours only. A majority of J'vITA buses currently have 
bike racks located on the front to accommodate the transition from bicycle to bus and back again. 

3.2.3 Impact Assessment 

Thresholds of Significance 

In order to determine the locations where the proposed project may cause significant transportation 
impacts, a threshold of significance is required. Jn addition to measuring the impacts of additional 
automobiles that will be attracted to transit stations, this analysis \A.rill address the impacts of bus and 
rail alternatives on intersection traffic signal operations (e.g., the effect of transit priority treatment, 
extended clearance intervals for safety). This method and type of analysis cannot easily be reflected 
in the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodology typically utilized by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) and other agencies. The CMA. method measures only the 
effect of the addition of project-generated traffic and changes in volume/ capacity ratios, as the focus 
of the its analysis. CMA levels of service (LOS) are defined by ranges of the volume-to-capacity 
(V /C) ratio at an intersection. 

The threshold of significance used in this environmental report utilizes the Highwqy Capacity Nianual 
(HCM) operations analysis methodology to quantify existing conditions and future (2020) conditions 
at signalized intersections with and v.rithout the proposed transit projects. For this study the 
threshold of significance is based on the amount of change in average vehicular delav incurred by 
vehicles through the intersection (as opposed to the change in volume/ capacity ratios). This 
provides a more accurate assessment of the impact of signal operational changes, such as signal 
timing and phasing, as well as changes in lane configurations. Accordingly, the definition of 
significant impact is as follows: 

"An intersection is considered to be significantly affected if the project will cause a deterioration in 
LOS to E or worse, or results in an increase in the average vehicle delay of 5.0 seconds or more at 
an intersection projected to operate at LOSE or worse under No Project conditions." 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-19 J1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023314 



EM23461 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

The seconds of delay were derived from the relative change in the V /C ratio change from the CMA 
thresholds. That is, the 0.02 change in V /C at LOS E (which has range of V /Cs of 0.10) is 20 
percent of the range for that LOS. This is equivalent to the 5.0 second change at LOSE (which has 
a 25 second range, from 55.0 to 80.0 seconds) using the 1997 HCM methodology as shown in 
Table 3.2-3 below. 

TABLE 3.2-3 
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR 

EVALUATING SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
Control Delay Per Vehicle 

Level Of Service (Seconds) 

A s 10 

B >10 and S 20 

c 20 and S .35 

D 35 and S 55 

E 55 and S 80 
F > 80 

A similar threshold of significance was developed for changes in the V /C ratio on mid-block 
segments (links) of arterial streets. The capacity of the links was determined based on the number 
of through travel lanes and the roadway classification. The definition of a significant impact is as 
follows: 

"A mid-block segment is considered to be significantly affected if the project ~will cause a change in 
the V /C ratio of the link by 0.02 or more and the resulting level of service on the link is forecast as 
LOSE or F." 

Travel Demand Forecast and Evaluation Methodology 

The measures of transportation supply and demand in the Study Area are based upon the results of 
the LACMTA travel demand forecasting model and its associated database. Travel forecasting 
models are mathematical models, which describe the relationships between land use and 
demographics, causes of personal travel, and the resultant amount and location of that travel. These 
models are statistica11y derived from observations of individual travel choices obtained through 
extensive surveys of the region's travel characteristics of travelers and their households. 

The travel-forecasting model used in the Mid-City /Westside Transit Corridor Study was developed 
by the LACMTA, is based upon and receives its demographic inputs from Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Travel Demand Model. The model predicts future 
travel demand based upon several input data items that include: 

• SCAG forecasts of growth in population and employment; 

• SCAG forecast changes in the socio-demographic characteristics of travelers; and 

• Future characteristics of the roadway and transit systems including travel times, costs and system 
capacity reflective of the planned system (No-Build Alternative) and project alternatives. 

Using data generated by the J\1TA travel demand model, detailed travel pattern information was 
collected and summarized for 1998 base and future 2020 conditions. For purposes of regional 
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planning, the Los Angeles County area has been subdivided by MTA into areas called Community 
Statistical Areas (CSA). This study also utilized the CSA geographies within the Corridor Area in 
particular and Los Angles County in general, as well as whole Counties outside Los Angeles County 
to develop detailed origin/ destination and travel pattern information. Integrated highway and 
transit forecasts were developed by the MTA Model for all project alternatives for 2020 conditions 
using specifically coded highway and transit networks corresponding to each bus or rail alignment 
combination. Model outputs were provided in raw and/ or summary format and were used by the 
team for analysis. 

For the Study Area's freeway system, Caltrans uses Level of Service (LOS) designations to assess the 
performance of the region's freeway system. Levels of service A and B indicate free flow travel, 
while LOS C identifies the slowing of traffic operations and the start of traffic congestion. Freeways 
operating at LOS D have traffic volumes that are beginning to approach capacity, but have not yet 
resulted in break down or unstable flow conditions. LOS E indicates traffic volumes that have 
reached capacity with unstable flow, and LOS F represents a break down in traffic flow caused by 
excessive demand, and is indicated by stop-and-go traffic operations resulting in significant delay. 
LOS F has been further broken down into four sub-categories (F-0, F-1, F-2, and F-3) designed to 
indicate the duration of the congestion. 

Growth in Travel and Its Impacts 

Person Trips 

A comparison of work trip origins and destinations for 1998 and 2020 conditions is presented in 
Figure 3.2-8. This graphic reveals that work-travel demand along every study area corridor is 
expected to increase significantly in the future. This is the case for trips between communities 
within the Study Area, as well as travel to and from the San Fernando Valley and the east side. 
Several east-west corridors within the Study Area show travel demand well in excess of 200,000 daily 
two-way work-trips. The pattern of four distinctive east-west corridors "vithin the study area is 
apparent for 2020 conditions, with all community to community movements showing significant 
increases in demand. The "spider shape" networks (typically illustrating origin-destination patterns) 
for 1998 and 2020 conditions both indicate that there is strong east-west travel demand within the 
study area along major east-west corridors including: Santa Monica Boulevard, \'Vilshire Boulevard, 
Santa Monica Freeway and Exposition/Venice Boulevards. None of these corridors are currently 
served by a high capacity transit system. 

Travel growth characteristics for the l'vfid-City/\'Vestside Study Area were obtained and summarized 
from the Los Angeles County MTA's travel demand model. Three of the most meaningful 
categories of travel characteristics are: 

• Total Daily Person Trips- number of one-way trips made by aU persons in a 24-hour period. 

• Daily Home-Work Person Trips - the number of one-way trips made by all persons between 
home and work location within a 24-hour period. 

• Daily Transit Person Trips - the number of one-way trips made by all persons on transit (bus 
and rail) within a 24-hour period. 

A summary of these statistics compiled for 1998 and 2020 base conditions is presented in Table 3.2-
4. Statistics related to the entire southern California region (SCAG five-county modeling region of 
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Figure 3.2-8 Work Trip Origins and Destinations 
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TABLE 3.2-4 
SUM1\1ARY OF PERSON TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Person Trips and Growth, 1998-2020 Reg:ion Corridor 
1998 2020 Growth 1998 2020 Growth 

Total Daily Person Trips 50,920,260 65,855,097 29.3''/o 8,255,229 9,305,419 12.7% 

Daily Home-\vork Person Trips 10,404,238 13,046,580 25.4% 2,.318,292 2,659,289 14.7% 

Daily Transit Person Trips 1,599,917 2,109,868 31.9% 662,835 834,079 25.8% 
Home-Work and Transit Trips as a 

Percentage of Total Trips Region Corridor 
1998 2020 

·rota! Dailv Person Trips 100.0% 100Jl% 100.0% 100.0% 

Dailv Home-\Vork Person Trips 20.4% 19.8% 28.1% 28.6% 

Dailv Transit Person Trips 3.1% 3.2% 8.0% 9.0% 
Corridor Trips as a Percentage of 

Regfonal Trips Corridor 
1998 2020 

Total Dailv Person Trips 16.2% 14.1% 

Daily Home--\'\Tork Person Trips 22.3% 20.4% 

Daily Transit Person Trips 41.4% 39.5% 
Corridor Internal-Internal Trips and 

Growth Corridor 
1998 2020 Growth 

Total Daily Person Trips 4,760,766 5,414,3.33 13.7% 

Daily Home-Work Person Trips 782,875 895,223 14.4''/o 

Daily Transit Person Trios 408,655 487,162 19.2% 
Internal-Internal Home-\Vork and 

Transit Trips as a Percentage of Total 
Trips Corridor 

1998 2020 
Total Daily Person Trips 100.0% 100.0% 

Daily Home-\vork Person Trips 16.4% 16.5% 

Daily Transit Person Trips 8.6% 9.0% 
Internal Trip Retention Percentage in 

the Corridor Corridor 
1998 2020 

·rota! Dailv Person Trips 57.7% 58.2% 

Daily Home-Work Person T'rips 33.8% 3.3.7% 

Transit Person Trips 61.7% 58.4% 
Key: " .. 

'"""""h· Southern C11ifornia t\fL\ Modeling .\re,1 
{' ·· ... '"'''"" Study .\rca 

Source: Compiled bv Mever, Mohaddes ·\ssociates from l .:\CMT:\ Travel Demand Model Trip Tables. 

Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange counties and urbanized portions of San Bernardino and Riverside 
counties) are shown on the left side, whereas the information on the right pertains to the Study Area 
only. 

The following paragraphs describe the projected magnitude and trends in travel demand for the 
study area and make relevant comparisons to the same trends for the southern California region. 
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Al/Trips 

As seen in the first section of the table, in 1998 there were a total of approximately 50.9 million daily 
person trips made in the five-county region. As the second row of figures shows, 10.4 million, or 20 
percent of these total daily ti-ips are two-way home-to-work trips, and almost 1.6 million of the daily 
trips, or 3 percent are made on transit. As the table also illustrates, there are nearly 8.2 million daily 
person trips made in the Corridor area, of which 2.3 million, or 27 percent are home-to-work trips, 
and over 663,000 trips, or 8 percent are made on transit. 

When compared to the region as a whole, it can be seen that the Corridor has a higher percentage of 
work trips (by 7 percentage points) of all daily trips. This is a reflection of relatively higher 
population density as well as abundance of employment opportunities in the Corridor. The more 
notable observation, is the significantly higher transit percentage for Corridor trips compared to the 
overall regional transit percentage. The Corridor's 8 percent transit mode split is 2.5 times higher 
than the regional 3 percent mode split. This is a clear indication of two characteristics related to the 
Corridor area: high transit dependency in certain Corridor communities and relatively high levels of 
transit services, which are provided in the Corridor. 

The significance of the Corridor's travel characteristics compared to the region is shown on the third 
row of the table. This part of the table has some revealing facts. \vhereas, the Corridor's total daily 
person trips account for 16 percent of the total trips in the region, more than one out of every five 
home-work trips in the region (22 percent), are related to the Corridor area. This again, points to 
the higher population and employment opportunities in the Corridor area. The Corridor's share of 
regional transit trips is extremely significant. The statistics show that 41 percent of daily transit trips 
made in the region have either an origin or a destination in the Corridor area. 

Internal Trips 

Travel statistics, which were presented above were related to all ti-ips that either originate within or 
are destined to the Corridor area. The last three sections of the table provide information about the 
Corridor's internal trips. Internal trips are those which have both ends of the trip (origin and 
destination) entirely "vi thin the Corridor area. In 1998 there were a total of 4. 7 million daily trips, 
which stayed entirely within the Corridor. Over 782,000 of these, or 14 percent, were work trips, 
and 408,000, or 9 percent of the total internal trips, were transit trips. 

When comparing the internal trips to total trips generated by the Corridor, it can be seen that a 
relatively large portion of the total trips, more than half (58 percent) stay within the Corridor. This 
is an indication of availability of travel opportunities (both home and work) for all trips in the 
Corridor, which results in high trip retention. However, the percentage of retention for work trips is 
significantly lower at about one out of three (34 percent). This shows that many residents commute 
to work destinations outside and many internal jobs are taken by residents from other areas. When 
analyzing the internal capture of transit trips, the trends are even higher than all trips, showing that 
62 percent of all transit trips generated by the Corridor stay entirely within the Corridor's 
boundaries. 
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Fttture TrPndr 

Forecasts of travel statistics were also made available forn1 the MTA model for 2020 as shown on 
Table 3.2-4 in conjunction with the corresponding 1998 information. Comparison of 1998 and 2020 
data for each category, both for the region and the Corridor area, provides information about 
expected growth in magnitude of travel and the relative significance of this growth when compared 
to the expected regional growth. 

The region's 50.9 million total daily trips are expected to grow by 29 percent to nearly 66 million by 
2020. Home-to-work trips will grow similarly by 27 percent, from 10.4 million to 13 million. The 
expected growth in regional transit trips is also relatively consistent, at 26 percent, from 1.6 million 
to just over 2 million. There is, however, a notable difference between the Corridor and the region 
as it relates to grov.rth in travel. Overall, aH of the three travel indicators show lower growth for the 
Corridor, compared to the region as a whole. This is a reflection of relative maturity and built-out 
nature of the Corridor area. \Vhile the 1998 to 2020 growth of the regional statistics were between 
26 and 30 percent, the Corridor's grmvth is in the 13 to 25 percent range. In the 22-year span, total 
daily trips in the Corridor are expected to grow only by 13 percent, from 8.2 million to 9.3 million. 

The growth in home-to-work trips is slightly higher, at 14 percent, from 2.3 million to 2.7 million. 
However, the Corridor's transit trips are expected to increase at a much higher rate than total trips, 
by 26 percent, from the 1998 level of 662,000 to 834,000 by 2020. It should be noted that this is 
based on the No Action Alternative, with no major transit improvements in the east-west corridor. 
The share of daily home-to-work and transit trips as a percentage of the total trips are expected to 
remain very similar to 1998 trends, both for the region and the Corridor. 

With the expected high regional gro~rth levels, the share of Corridor trips - as a percentage of total 
regional trips - show declines in all categories in 2020 compared to 1998. A1l daily trips will be only 
14 percent, home-to-work trips wiU drop to 20 percent, and transit trips will faH slightly to 40 
percent. It should be pointed out however, that regardless of these declines the Corridor's share of 
regional travel will stiH be significant in all categories and is concentrated in a small geographic 
portion of the region (i.e., the density of trips is still very high). Total internal trips are expected to 
grow by 14 percent. Internal home-to-work trips are also projected to grow by 14 percent. Internal 
transit trips are expected to grow by 19 percent. 

Several key points can be concluded from the above analysis, which point to the importance of 
future transit service. 

• The Mid-City/Westside Corridor is a highly significant origin and/or destination point for trips 
in southern California, especially for transit trips, over 41 percent of which have one end in the 
Corridor 

• The Corridor has a significantly higher transit mode split than the region as a whole, and the 
trend is expected to increase (from nearly 2.5 to 2.8 times the regional mode split) 

• The Corridor currently has a very high internal trip retention (over half of all trips), and despite 
gro~rth in regional trips, is expected to maintain these high internal trip retention percentages 
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Travel Growth Trends 

Figure 3.2-9 shows a map outlining locations of "screenlines" used for analyzing travel corridors in 
this study. Screenlines are imaginary lines that are used to summarize regional traffic volumes in the 
study area across selected major freeway and street facilities. The volume information that is derived 
from a screenline analysis indicates the general magnitude of flow at certain locations, and also helps 
determine the peak direction and characteristics of traffic at that location. Screenlines can also be 
used to observe traffic volume growth along a particular travel corridor by comparing existing to 
future year scenarios, or variations/ differences in traffic volumes in various scenarios in the same 
year. For this study, the total two-way volumes across screenlines are reported, and the percent 
growth between scenarios and between the existing and no project scenarios are shown. For 
screenlines labeled "east-west", the traffic volumes reported are on the north-south streets that cross 
the screenline. For north-south screenlines, the volumes represent the traffic on major east-west 
streets. 

The analysis screenlines are defined as follows: 

• Screenline 1 parallels the south side of Sunset Boulevard and then along the south side of 
Beverly Boulevard 

• Screenline 2 parallels the south side of Venice Boulevard 

• Screenline 3 parallels the north side of Jefferson Boulevard and then along the north side of 
Slauson Avenue 

• Screenline 4 parallels the east side of Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Screenline 5 parallels the east side of La Cienega Boulevard 

• Screenline 6 parallels the east side of Vermont Avenue 

Table 3.2-5 shows the percent growth in total (freeway and arterial) two-way peak hour traffic 
volumes between 1998 and 2020 base conditions along the defined study area screenlines. Some 
general conclusions can be drawn from the numbers, as follows: 

• Total traffic growth is expected to be greater in the north-south direction than in the east-west 
direction 

• Growth in north-south travel is expected to be between 14 to 23 percent, while east-west travel 
will grow by 8 to 12 percent 

• The volume growth percentage is greatest overall for north-south traffic crossing Screenline 3, 
near the southern edge of the study area 
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Figure 3.2-9 Screenline Map 
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TABLE 3.2-5 
PROJECTED GROWTH IN PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC 

COMBINED FREEWAYS AND ARTERIALS 
Growth- 1998 to 2020 Base 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Screenline # Location Volume % Growth Volume % Growth 

1 IS/0 Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd 14,027 16.22% 12,925 16.50% 

2 IS/O Venice Blvd 9,989 14.21% 9,446 14.69% 

3 IN/O Jefferson Blvd/Slauson Ave 10,213 21.76% 10,021 23Jl2% 

4 E/O Sepulveda Blvd 4,250 9.51% 3,612 8.70% 

5 E/O La Cienega Blvd 4,860 9.92% 4,434 10.07% 

6 E/O Vermont Ave 6,.338 10.92% 6,.376 11.79% 

Table 3.2-6 depicts percent growth of volumes at selected freeway segments from 1998 to the base 
2020 condition as projected by the MTA travel demand model. The following general observations 
can be made: 

• The percent growth of traffic volumes on the Santa Monica Freeway (l-10), the only major east
west freeway in the study area, decreases from west to east. This is the opposite of the trend 
shown in Table 3.2-5. This may be due to the fact that this freeway already exceeds capacity and 
has little room for traffic growth without major capacity improvements 

• Traffic growth on the Hollywood Freeway primarily indicates the expected heavy increase in 
travel demand from the San F emando Valley into downtown Los Angeles 

• The sections of the Harbor Freeway shown are in downtown Los Angeles, and that growth is 
primarily due to growth in the downtown region 

• The high growth on the San Diego Freeway shows that the bulk of additional traffic into and out 
of the study area will come from the north and south. This is primarily due to increased capacity 
on this freeway due to the completion of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. This freeway 
will experience the highest volume growth of all the freeways in the study area 

TABLE 3.2-6 
PROJECTED GROWTH IN FREEWAY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Percent Growth- 1998 to 2020 Base 

Freeway Segment AM Peak PM Peak 

Santa J\Ionica Freeway I-10 E/O Sepulveda Blvd 8.59% 9.74% 

E/O La Cienega Blvd 3.87% 4.23% 

E/O Vermont Ave -1.78% -1.25% 

Hollywood Freewav US 101 S/O Vermont Ave 12.96% 17.81% 

Harbor Freeway I-110 N/O 3rd St 4.40% 4.91% 

S/O Venice Blvd 5.34% 5.45% 

San Diego Freeway I--405 S/O Sunset Blvd .31.97% 29.73% 

IS/O Venice Blvd 27 . .33% 30.67% 

N/O Jefferson Blvd 17.61% 20.42% 
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Table 3.2-7 below depicts the percentage growth of arte1-ial volumes at selected screenline locations 
from 1998 to the base 2020 condition as forecasted by the j\;fT A travel demand model. 

TABLE 3.2-7 
PROJECTED GROWTH IN ARTERIAL TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Percent Growth- 1998 to 2020 Base 

Screenline Street AM Peak PM Peak 

# 1 (E/W) S/O Beverlv Blvd/Sunset Blvd 16.10% 16.61% 

# 2 (E/\v') S/0 Venice Blvd 13.91% 13.6.3% 

# .3 (E/\\!') N/O lefferson Blvd/Slauson Ave 24.45% 25.56% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 9.72% 8.41% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 11.97% 11.96% 

# 6 (N/S) E/O Vermont "\ve 16.60% 15.90% 

From this table, the following general observations can be made: 

• All screenlines (north-south/ east-west) show increase in travel demand compared to 1998 
conditions. 

• The most significant increase in travel demand for north-south travel is across the Jefferson 
Boulevard/Slauson Avenue screenline. This projected growth is primarily attributable to the 
available capacity on these north-south streets. 

• The percent increase in volume for east-west travel (Screenlines 4-6) is greater toward the eastern 
edge of the study area. This is the same trend as shown in Table 3.2-5. The most significant 
increase in travel demand for east-west travel is across the Vermont Avenue screenline. 

• The percent growth increase in east-west travel for arterial streets is greater than the percent 
growth increase for the Santa Monica Freeway at the screenline locations. This shows that since 
the freeways are already at capacity, the arterial streets have faster travel times than the freeway. 
So, east-west traffic is diverting onto the arterial streets. 

Sub-Corridor System 

To conduct a more direct and specific analysis of travel trends and growth impacts focused on each 
of the two major east-west corridors in the study area, namely the Wilshire and Exposition corridors, 
the three north/ south screenlines (#4, #5, and #6) were divided into north and south segments. 
These are designated by letters N (north, Wilshire) and S (south, Exposition) following the number 
of the screenline. 

The sub-corridor screenlines are shown in Figure 3.2-10, and are defined as follows: 

• Screenline 4N east of Sepulveda Blvd. (Sunset Blvd. to the Santa Monica Freeway). 

• Screenline 4S east of Sepulveda Blvd. (Olympic Blvd. to Jefferson Blvd.) 

• Screenline SN east of La Cienega Blvd. (Santa Monica Blvd. to Venice Blvd.) 

• Screenline SS east of La Cienega Blvd. (Santa Monica Fwy. to Slauson Ave). 

• Screenline 6S east of Vermont Ave. (Sunset Blvd. to Santa Monica Freeway). 

• Screenline 6S east of Vermont Ave. (Venice Blvd. to Slauson Ave). 
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Figure 3.2-10 Sub-Screenline corridors 
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Table 3.2-8 depicts the percent growth of traffic volumes at sub-screenlines between 1998 and base 
2020 conditions. The following observations can be made: 

• At the west end of the study area, the majority of the growth in traffic is in the Exposition 
Corridor. The Wilshire Corridor's streets are already at capacity, and as a result, can grow very 
little without major road widening. 

• In the center of the study area, the percent growth increases in the Wilshire Corridor due to 
increase capacity and lower volumes compared to the west end. The Exposition Corridor is 
projected to have major grnwth. 

• At the east end of the study area, the Wilshire Corridor has a significant increase in volume. This 
is due to the available capacity of the arterial streets. The Exposition Corridor shows little 
growth. 

TABLE 3.2-8 
CORRIDOR SPECIFIC SCREENLINE SUMMARY 

Percent Growth-1998 to 2020 Base 

Screenline #s Location AM Peak PM Peak 

# 4N (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 1..36% -2.56% 

From Sunset Blvd to Interstate 10 

# 4S (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 10.64% 11.76% 

From Olvmpic Blvd to Jefferson Blvd 

#SN (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 6.42% 5.41% 

From Santa J\Ionica Blvd to Venice Blvd 

#SS (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 10.64% 18.81% 

From Interstate 10 to Slauson "\ve 

# 6N (N/S) E/O Vem10nt Ave 10.52% 11.56% 

From Sunset Blvd to Interstate 10 

# 6S (N/S) E/O Vermont Ave 4.37% 5.31% 

From Venice Blvd to Slauson Ave 

Transportation Performance Measures 

Table 3.2-9 presents a comparison of several key transportation performance measures, including 
transit and vehicular travel characteristics, for existing and 2020 base condition for Los Angeles 
County and the study area. This table shows transit boardings and trips as weH as the countywide 
transit mode share. It also shows vehicle miles of travel (Vl'vfT), vehicle hours of travel (VHT) and 
average highway travel speed statistics for the study area and the County. 

The following general observations can be made from Table 3.2-9: 

• Both daily person trips and transit trips are expected to increase 19 percent from 1998 to 2020. 
This is also reflected in the similarity between the transit share percentages for both years. 

• Countywide VMT is expected to increase at almost three times the rate of increase of person 
trips. This indicates that average commutes may be longer in the future. 
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TABLE 3.2-9 
COMPARISON OF TRANSPORTATION 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Countywide Statistics 1998 Exist 2020 Base 

Dailv Person Trips 29,113,086 34,676,805 
(%change) (19.11%) 

Daily Transit Trips 1,023,867 1,219,802 
(%change) (19.14%) 

Daily Transit Boardings 1,524,407 1,856,190 
(%change) (21.76%) 

Daily Bus Boardings 1,379,825 1,605,059 
(%change) (16.32%) 

Total Transit J\lode Share 3.52'Yo 3.52% 
Daily Vehicle Trips 21,316,978 25,342,446 

(%change) (18.88%) 
Daily Auto VJ\IT 290,295,124 419 ,584,000 

("!IJ change) (44.54%) 
Dailv Auto VHT 8,052,048 16,318,845 

(%change) (102.67%) 
"\verage Vehicle Speed 36.05 25.71 

(%change) (-28.68%) 
Study Area Statistics 

Daily Auto VJ\IT 17,918,614 20,060,137 
("!IJ change) (11.95%) 

Daily Auto VHT 552,378 806,372 
(%change) (45.98%) 

Average V ehide Speed 32.44 24.88 
(%change) (-23.31%) 
AJ\1 Peak Auto VJ\IT 4,120,591 4,607,016 
(%change) (11.80%) 
AJ\1 Peak Auto VHT 179,116 220,785 
(%change) (23.26%) 
AJ\1 Peak Average Speed 23.01 20.87 
(\Yo change) (-9.30%) 
PJ\1 Peak Auto VJ\IT 5,834,194 6,537,504 
(%change) (12.05%) 
PJ\1 Peak Auto VHT 251,154 312,337 
(%change) (24.36%) 
PJ\1 Peak Average Speed 23.23 20.93 

IC1IJ change) (-9.90%) 

• Countywide VHT more than doubles between 1998 and 2020. 

• VMT and VHT do not increase as much in the study area as in the county. This reflects the fact 
that the study area is nearly built out and that the highways are near capacity. 

• In the future, the daily average speed in the study area will not vary significantly from the AlvI 
and PM peak hour average speeds, whereas today the off-peak speeds are much higher than 
peak hour speeds. This indicates that in 2020, congested conditions will exist for the majority of 
an average day beyond the traditional peak periods. 

• In the study area, VHT increases by four times as much as ~ff, indicating increased delays on a 
much more congested roadway network. 
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Transportation Impacts of Project Alternatives 

This section describes the impacts resulting from a number of future transportation scenarios 
analyzed in this EIR, including a No Action, Transportation Systems Management (TSJ'vl), and five 
transit project scenarios. Travel demand forecasts were developed for seven future scenarios using 
the l'vITA Travel Demand Model for the 2020 horizon year, as listed below. 

• No Action Alternative (Baseline). The No Action scenario assumes only the funded 
improvements to the transportation network expected to be in place in 2020 and no transit 
improvements along the \vilshire and/ or the Exposition corridors. 

• Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative. The TSM scenario assumes a series 
of moderate transit improvements (mostly frequency improvements on existing lines and some 
streamlining of unproductive bus services) that are designed to improve transit service and travel 
times within the corridor, and attract additional transit riders. 

The following scenarios, which were modeled for this Mid City /\v estside transit corridor study area, 
included major transit improvements on the Wilshire and/ or the Exposition corridors: 

• Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running). Includes a Bus Rapid Transit 
facility along the median of Wilshire Boulevard from Fourth Street in Santa Monica to Western 
Avenue in Los Angeles. This will require the removal of one general-purpose traffic lane in each 
direction, the removal of several left tum pockets and elimination of on-street parking 
throughout the corridor. 

• Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length). This alternative includes 
the full \vilshire BRT plus a Bus Rapid Transit line from Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to 
Seventh Street/Metro Center station in downtown Los Angeles. Most of the route will be 
constructed in the Exposition Rail right of way owned by MTA. The BRT line follows the same 
alignment as the LRT, except it will use Figueroa Street north of Exposition Boulevard as a rapid 
bus line. The westbound BRT will use Flower Street between 7th Street and Olympic Boulevard. 
Jn Santa Monica, the BRT also uses City Streets west of 20th Street. 

• Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS). This alternative has the full 
Wilshire BRT plus a Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) of Exposition BRT from Venice 
Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard in Culver City to Seventh Street/Metro Center station in 
downtown Los Angeles. 

• Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length). This alternative includes 
the full Wilshire BRT plus a light rail line from Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to Seventh 
Street/Metro Center station in downtown Los Angeles. The LRT will mostly follow the 
Exposition Rail right of way owned by MTA, except a segment in the center median of Venice 
Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard in Culver City and part of Los Angeles, instead of the rail 
right of way. In the City of Santa Monica, the LRT will operate in traffic on Olympic Boulevard 
in the median and a westbound travel lane from 20th Street to Lincoln Boulevard. The LRT line 
will also travel down the center of Hill Street between 35th Street and Washington Boulevard to 
connect to the existing Metro Blue Line. Both the Hill Street and Venice Boulevard alignments 
will require the removal of a through lane in each direction. Left turns will either be partially or 
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completely removed on all streets on which the LRT line travels. Parking is also removed in 
much of the on-street running segments. 

• Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS). This alternative combines the 
full Wilshire BRT project with an MOS of Exposition LRT from Venice/ Washington station in 
Culver City to Seventh Street/Metro Center station in downtown Los Angeles. 

Impacts on the Transit System 

To analyze the effects of the various alternative project scenarios on the transit system as a whole, 
the following transit performance measures were derived from the MTA travel demand model and 
summarized for each scenario: 

• Daily Segment Boardings 

• Daily Transit Trips 

• Daily Transit Boardings 

• Daily Bus Boardings 

• Total Transit Mode Share 

Table 3.2-10 provides a summary of Countywide transit performance measures for all scenarios. 
The statistics for each scenario are compared to the 2020 No Action Alternative. The follmving 
general observations can be made from this table: 

• AU of the project alternatives result in increased Total Transit Mode Share over the 2020 No 
Action and TSM Alternatives. 

• Daily Segment Boardings are the greatest for Alternative 3 (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT) 

• Daily Transit Trips and Total Transit Mode Share are the greatest for Alternative 2A (\vi.lshire 
BRT and Exposition BRT MOS) 

• Daily Transit Boardings and Daily Bus Boardings are the greatest for TSM 

It should be noted that increased boardings are not necessarily an indicator of efficient transit 
service. The best indicator is "new transit riders,'' as measured by "linked" (end-to-end) trips. This 
measure is presented and analyzed in Chapter 5.0 (Financial Analysis and Comparison of 
Alternatives). lt should also be noted that there are differences in transit operations amongst the 
three BRT options on Wilshire Boulevard. Alternative 1 will afford opportunities for the best transit 
operations because the Rapid Buses will operate in a dedicated lane that will not be shared with any 
other vehicles. Alternative 1 affords the best Rapid Bus travel speeds. Alternatives 1A and lB will 
have reduced efficiencies for transit operations because other vehicles will at times share the bus 
lane or merge across it. \vith Alternative 1A, vehicles destined for the left turn lane in the center of 
\vilshire Boulevard, will have to merge into the BRT lane and cross it to reach the left turn lane. At 
some locations, the number of left-turning vehicles may cause the left turn queue to exceed the 
storage capacity of the left turn lane, thereby blocking the BRT lane and slowing the progress of 
buses. Similarly, for Alternative 1B, drivers who desire to tum right off of Wilshire Boulevard onto 
side streets "vill have to merge into the BRT lane and turn right from the BRT lane. At cross streets 
with high levels of pedestrian activity in the crosswalk, the right turning vehicles may have to wait, 
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thereby blocking the buses. Also, the local buses wiH remain in the curb lane, so Rapid Buses may 
be delayed by local buses stopping at stops between the BRT stations under Alternative 1B. 

Impacts on Highway Performance Measures 

This section provides a summary of analysis on transportation performance measures using data 
from J\fTA's travel demand model. Performance measures for all future scenarios are compared to 
the results of 2020 No Action Alternative for Los Angeles County in general and the Mid
City/Westside study area in particular. Analyzed transportation performance measures include: total 
daily person trips, daily vehicle trips; vehicle miles traveled (VJ\ff); vehicle hours traveled (VHT) and 
average vehicular travel speed. Table 3.2-11 provides a summary of Countywide and study area 
performance measures for all modeled scenarios. The following general observations can be made 
from this table for each alternative. 

Transportation Svstem Management QSM) Alternative 

• This is the only scenario that shows a countywide reduction in VNIT compared to No Action, by 
about 0.01 percent. 

• However, the trend is reversed when looking at the study area. The TSM is the only alternative, 
which results in an increase in \!J'vIT. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

• Countywide, total vehicle trips decrease by about 8,500, but VJ'vlT and VHT increase, indicating 
that some trips are shifted towards the Wilshire BRT. 

• Jn the focused study area, VMT decreases. This is also due to the decrease in 8,500 vehicle trips 
that shift to the Wilshire BRT. 

• Study area VHT increases in all time periods. This also correlates with traffic diversion and 
longer travel routes, probably associated with the diversion of traffic due to the loss of lanes on 
Wilshire Boulevard. Refer to the discussion provided on page 3.2-45 regarding the impacts 
associated with the loss of a lane on \vilshire Boulevard. 

This alternative has the lowest average speeds in the study area among all alternatives, although the 
change in speed is very small. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

• Countywide, average speed increases due to the decrease of VHT. 

• There is a decrease of approximately 13,500 vehicle trips. Since person trips increases slightly, 
these lost vehicle trips are new transit trips that use either BRT. 

• Jn the study area, VJ\!IT decreases, VHT increases, and average speed decreases for all time 
frames. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT Q\10S) 

• Overall performance measures countywide and in the study area are worse compared to 
Alternative 2, but this difference is marginal. 
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TABLE 3.2-10 
COMPARISON OF TRANSIT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Alternative 2 Alternative 2A Alternative 3 Alternative 3A 
2020 Alternative 1 Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + 

No Action TSM Wilshire BRT Expo BRT Expo BRTMOS Expo LRT Expo LRT MOS 

Countywide Statistics 

Daily Segment Boardings NA NA 39,597 65,319 56,685 83,987 65,477 

Daily Transit Trips 1,219,802 1,220,899 1,232,121 1,239,306 1,238,315 1,247,042 1,235,404 

Compared to No Adion 0.09% 1.01 % 1.60% 1.52% 2.23% 1.28% 

Daily Transit Boarclinrs 1,856,190 1,863,491 1,845,564 1,828,978 1,824,767 1,834,632 1,831,514 

Compared to No Adion 0.39% -0.57% -1.47% -1.69% -1.16% -1.33% 

Daily Bus Boardings 1,605,059 1,612,463 1,589,314 1,569,451 1,567,444 1,542,995 1,558,574 

Compared to No Adion 0.46'% -0.98% -2.22'% -2.34'% -3.87'% -2.90% 

Total Transit Mode Share 3.52% 3.52% 3.55%. 3.57% 3.57% 3.60% 3.56% 
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TABLE 3.2-11 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

COMPARED TO 2020 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 3 Alternative 3a 

2020 Alternative 1 Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + 
No Action TSM Wilshire BRT Expo BRT Expo BRT MOS Expo LRT Expo LRT MOS 

Countywide Statistics 
Dailv Vehicle Trips 25,342,446 25,341,747 25,333,963 25,328,469 25,329,281 25,322,035 25,331,096 

(%change) 0.00% -0.03% -0.06% -0.05% -0.08% -0.04% 
Daily Auto VrvIT 419,584,000 419,533,328 419,739,776 419,605,376 419,681,224 419,688,776 419,794,696 

(%change) -OJH % 0.04% 0.01% Cl.02% 0J)2% Cl.05% 
Daily Auto VHT 16,318,845 16,312,658 16,330,072 16,312,413 16,324,314 16,315,186 16,322,961 

(%change) -0.04'% OJJ7% -0.04'% 0.03% 0.02% OJJ3% 
A verare Vehicle Speed 25.71 25.72 25.70 25.72 25.71 25.72 25.72 

(%change) 0.03% -0.03% 0.04% -0.01% 0.05'% 0.02% 

Study Area Statistics 
Daily Auto Vl\IT 20,060,13 7 20,070.594 20,032,829 20,018,003 20,019 ,999 20,002,863 20,003,97 6 

(%change) 0.05% -0.14% -0.21 '% -0.20'% 0.29% -0.28'% 
Dailv Auto V HT 806,372 806,769 812,769 807 ,207 811,723 805,178 805,690 

(%change) 0.05% 0.79% 0.10% 0.66%1 -0.15% -0.08% 
Average Vehicle Speed 24.88 24.88 24.65 24.80 24.66 24.84 24.83 

(%change) 0.00% -0.92% -0.31% -0.86% -0.14% -0.20% 
AM Peak Auto VMf 4,607 ,016 4,606,487 4,598,521 4,593,391 4,594,806 4,578,322 4.592,753 

(%change) -0.01 '% -0.18% -0.30'% -0.27'% 0.62% -0.31'% 
AM Peak Auto VHT 220,785 220,564 222,225 221,747 221,882 220,318 221,649 

(%change) -0.10% 0.65% 0.44% 0.50%1 -0.21% 0.39% 
AM Peak Average Speed 20.87 20.89 20.69 20.71 20.71 20.78 20.72 

(%change) 0.09% -0.83% -0.73% -0.76% -0.41 % -0.70% 
PM Peak Auto VMT 6.537.504 6,543,843 6,530,828 6,523,831 6,527,416 6,507,821 (\ '\!() '\1)7 

(%change) 0.10% -0.10% -0.21 '% -0.15'% 0.45% -0.26'% 
PM Peak Auto VHT 312,337 312,843 315,467 314,847 315,064 313,404 314,558 

(%change) 0.16% 1.00% 0.80% 0.87%1 0.34% 0.71%1 
PM Peak Average Speed 20.93 20.92 20.70 20.72 20. 72 20.76 20.73 

(%change) -0J)6% -1.09% -1.00% -1.02% -0.79% -0.96% 
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Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• This scenario has the fewest countywide vehicle trips, removing nearly 20,500 vehicles daily from 
the highway network. 

• Average speed in the study area shows the smallest decrease of the project alternatives, although 
this difference is marginal. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

• Overall performance measures countywide and in the study area are worse compared to 
Alternative 3, but this difference is marginal. 

All changes in summary information for the county and study area are statistically small. Looking at 
the data could lead to a potential for overestimating the impacts. Alternative 3 may show the best 
overall transportation performance both Countywide and throughout the study area, and Alternative 
1 may show the worst overall performance among all modeled scenarios. However, the differences 
between the two are small, and could be negligible. This indicates that if there are any significant 
impacts, they should be focused around the transit corridors themselves, and not in the whole 
region. 

Impacts on Highway Corridors 

The proposed transit improvements along Wilshire and Exposition corridors will have an effect on 
highway traffic volumes on surface streets and freeways within the J\;fid-City/Westside Corridor 
study area. These effects include reductions, increases and/ or redistribution of volumes and the 
resulting positive or negative operational impacts. This section presents the results of this impact 
analysis using screenline data from the MT A regional model. The analysis is conducted separately 
for freeways, arterials, the combined highway system, as well as more specific sub-area corridors 
discussed earlier. Each of the project alternatives v.rill be compared with the 2020 No Action 
scenario. 

Freewqy Impacts 

Table 3.2-12 presents percent change in freeway volumes at selected locations from the 2020 No 
Action scenario to the other six scenarios as forecasted by the MTA travel demand model. It is 
important to note that the differences in volume and percentage are small for the freeways. This is 
because most of the study are freeways are expected to exceed their capacity in the future for all 
scenarios. From this table, general observations can be made for each scena1-io, as follows: 

Transportation Svstem Management QSJ'v1) Alternative 

• Most freeways experience a slight drop in traffic volume in the AivI peak hour, and a slight 
increase in traffic volume in the PM peak hour compared to No Action. 

• The east end of the study area experiences the higher traffic volume changes in the PM Peak 
compared to the western areas. 
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TABLE 3.2-12 
IMPACT ON FREEWAY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

AM Peak Hour Percent Change from 2020 No Action 
Freeway Location TSM Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 2a A1t3 A1t3a 

E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.15% 1.25% 1.14% 1.29% 0.52% 1.55% 
Santa J\lonica Freeway I-10 E/O La Cienega Blvd -0.18% 0.76'Yo 0.53% 0.56% 0.02% 0.50% 

E/0 Vermont Ave -0.10% -0.18% -0.12% -0.10% -0.24% -0.38% 
Hollywood Freeway US 101 E/O Vem10nt "\ve -0.53% -0.27% -0.18% -0.43% -0.70% -0.49% 

Harbor Freeway I-110 
N/O 3rd St 0.03% -OJJ9% OJJ4% 0.20% 0.20% -0.02% 
S/0 Venice Blvd -0.07% (l.00% -0Jl9% 0.12% 0.16% -0.17% 
S/O Sunset Blvd -0.20% -1.47% -1.23% -1.35% -1.40% -1.37% 

San Diego Freeway I-405 S/O Venice Blvd 0.05% -0.22% -0.29% -0.28% -0.51% -0.18% 
NI 0 Jefferson Blvd -0.12% -0.67% -0.80% -0.68% -0.55% 0.02% 

PM Peak Hour Percent Change from 2020 No Action 
Freeway Location TSM Alt 1 A1t2 Alt 2a A1t3 Alt 3a 

E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.12% 0.64% 0.50% 0.76% -0.06% 0.49% 
Santa Monica Freeway I-10 E/O La Cienega Blvd 0.08% 0.20% 0.18% 0.29% -0.32% -0.01% 

E/O Vermont "\ve 0.82% 0.48% 0.57% 0.59% 0.40% 0.30% 
Hollywood Freeway US 101 E/O Vermont Ave 0.28% 0.26% -0.15% -0.24% 0.29% 0.31% 

Harbor Freeway I-110 
N/O 3rd St 0.19% -0.17% -0.26% -0.15% -0.20% -0.16% 
S/O Venice Blvd 0.02% 0.01% -0.09% 0.06% 0.02% 0.05% 
S/0 Sunset Blvd 0.08% -0.6.3% -0.56% -0.42% -0.27% -0.51% 

San Diego Freeway I-405 S / 0 Venice Blvd -0.02% -0.06% -0.03% 0.07% -0.24% -0.17% 
N / 0 T efferson Blvd OJJ2% -0.42% -0.27% -0.18% -0.55% -0 . .37% 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

• Most freeways experience a slight drop in freeway traffic volumes in both peak hours except for 
the Santa Monica Freeway. The Santa Monica Freeway would experience as much as a 1.25% 
increase in traffic in the AM peak hour, which would be considered a significant impact. 

• Traffic volumes drop on the San Diego Freeway, and increase on the Santa Monica Freeway. 
This is probably attributable to the reduced peak hour lane on \Vilshire Boulevard. Traffic 
crossing the study area that would normally take the San Diego Freeway to \Vilshire Boulevard 
may be using the Santa Monica Freeway instead. 

• The sharp decrease in the San Diego Freeway south of Sunset Boulevard may indicate traffic 
from the north exiting at Sunset Boulevard instead of Wilshire Boulevard. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

• Most freeways expe1-ience a slight drop in freeway traffic volumes in both peak hours except for 
the Santa Monica Freeway. The Santa Monica Freeway would experience as much as a 1.14%1 
increase in traffic in the Al.\if peak hour, which would be considered a significant impact. 

• This alternative shows similar impacts to Alternative 1, however, the effects are not as large. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT QYIOS) 

• This alternative shows similar results to Alternative 1 east of La Cienega Boulevard. 

• The MOS portion may cause an increase in dive trips west of the end of the Exposition BRT. 
This may be caused by the increased capacity on the southern end of the study area east of La 
Cienega Boulevard. 
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Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• Most freeways experience a slight decrease in freeway traffic volumes in both peak hours. This 
alternative has the greatest relative affect on reducing traffic volumes on the Santa Monica 
Freeway, and is the only alternative, which reduces traffic on that freeway west of La Cienega 
Boulevard. This drop is mostly attributable to auto trips removed from the freeway as drivers 
switch to the LRT. 

• The Exposition LRT appears to be able to handle the diverted traffic from the Wilshire BRT 
onto the Santa Monica Freeway. 

• Overall impacts on the San Diego Freeway indicates that the \Vil shire BRT affects this freeway at 
Sunset Boulevard. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT Q\10S) 

• Most freeways experience slight decreases in traffic in both peak hours except for the Santa 
Monica Freeway. 

• The same trend in traffic decrease on the San Diego Freeway, and a corresponding increase 
traffic growth on the Santa Monica Freeway in the PM Peak hour is evident in this alternative. 

The freeway impacts appear to be much greater statistically than the regional impacts. The \Vilshire 
BRT appears to cause some traffic diversion onto the Santa Monica Freeway. This diversion may be 
drivers who are trying to cross the study area that may take \Vilshire Boulevard, but with the reduced 
capacity may find it faster to take the Santa Monica Freeway instead. Since the Exposition LRT 
attracts about 12,000 new transit trips from auto trips, it may have the effect of canceling the traffic 
shift due to the Wilshire BRT. 

Arterial System Impacts 

Table 3.2-13 depicts percent change of arterial traffic volumes at selected screenline locations from 
the 2020 No Action scenario to the other six scenarios as forecast by the J\;ffA travel demand 
model. The following general observations can be made for each scenario. 

Transpoi-tation System Management (TSj\;Q Alternative 

• Most arterial streets experience a slight increase in traffic volumes. The AM Peak shows higher 
increases in the east-west direction, and the PM Peak higher in the north/south direction. 

• The western parts of the study area experience the highest traffic volume increases in AM Peak. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

• The east-west travel across screenlines 4 and 5 show a drop in traffic. This is due to the 
significant decrease in corridor capacity due to the reduced peak hour lane on Wilshire 
Boulevard. Some of this reduction in traffic volume shifts to the Santa Monica Freeway as 
shown in the previous section. Screenline 6 shows this same trend during the PM peak hour 
despite the fact that Wilshire Boulevard "vill not be affected directly by the BRT at Vermont 
Avenue. 
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TABLE 3.2-13 
IMPACT ON ARTERIALS 

AM Peak Hour Percent Growth from 2020 Base 

Screenline #s Street TSM West1 West2 West 2a West3 West3a 

# 1 (E/W) S/O Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd 0.05% 0.32% 0.35% 0.27% 0.33% 0.41% 

# 2 (E/\v') IS/O Venice Blvd -0.06% 0.44% 0.35% 0.35% -0.27% 0.15% 

# 3 (E/\\!') IN/O Jefferson Blvd/Slauson Ave 0.01% -0.04% -0.12% 0.01% -0.28% -0.11% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 1.05% -1.43% -1.15% -1.08% -2.03% -1.19% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd -0.08% -1.53% -1.99% -1.68% -2.42% -1.91% 

# 6 (N/S) E/O Vermont Ave 0.26'Yo 0.02% -0.81% -0.50% --0.27% -0.40% 

PM Peak Hour Percent Growth from 2020 Base 

Screenline #s Street TSM West1 West2 West 2a West3 West3a 

# 1 (E/W) IS/ 0 Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd OJJ8% 0.18% 0.40% 0.37% 0.10% 0.21% 

# 2 (E/W) S/O Venice Blvd 0.27% 0.55% 0.38% 0.40% -0.13% 0.10% 

# 3 (E/\v') IN/O Tefferson Blvd/Slauson Ave 0.15% 0.21% -0.13% -0.11% -0.18% 0.03% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.06% -1.13% -1.24% -1.16% --1.94% -1.37% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 0.15% -1.39% -1.51% -1.41% -1.85% -1.66% 

# 6 (N/S) E/O Vermont Ave 0.04% -0.42% -0.71% -0.59% -1.10% -0.94% 

• Most north-south travel experiences an increase in traffic volumes in both peak hours. The 
overall increase in north-south traffic is due to vehicles shifting to parallel streets to Wilshire 
Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

• All north-south screenline volumes show similar increases compared to Alternative 1. 

• The drop in traffic is greater in Alternative 2 compared to Alternative 1. This is due to auto trips 
that switch to transit trips. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

• The east-west travel across screenline 4 shows no change in traffic. This is due to the MOS 
segment ending just west of La Cienega Boulevard. The MOS segment should not be expected 
to reduce traffic in the Westside beyond the effect that the Wilshire BRT will have. 

• The overall increase in north-south traffic is due to vehicles shifting to parallel streets to \vilshire 
Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. This impact is more noticeable with the Exposition 
BRT than with the Exposition LRT. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• Almost all screenline volumes show significant decreases in traffic volume compared to No 
Action. The overall drop in both peak hours is greatest for this alternative. 

• This is the only alternative that reduces arterial traffic for all east-west and nm-th-south traffic 
around the Exposition Corridor. 

• This drop in traffic can be entirely attributable to trips diverted to the LRT, since the freeway 
traffic also showed decreases overall as well. 
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Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

• The east-west travel across screenline 4 shows no change in traffic. This is due to the MOS 
segment ending just west of La Cienega Boulevard. The MOS segment should not be expected 
to reduce traffic in the \vestside beyond what the Wilshire BRT will take away. 

• The overall increase in north-south traffic is due to vehicles shifting to parallel streets to Wilshire 
Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Overall H ighivqy 5_yste111 Impacts 

Table 3.2-14 presents percent change in total highway volumes (freeways and arterials combined) at 
selected screenline locations from the 2020 No Action Alternative to the other six scenarios. The 
following general observations can be made for each scenario: 

Transportation System Management (rSJ'vl) Alternative 

• Most facilities experience a slight increase in traffic volume compared to No Action. The &\II 
Peak shows higher increases in the east-west direction, and the PM Peak shows higher increases 
in the north-south direction. 

• The west end of the study area experiences the highest traffic volume growth in the Al\1 Peak. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

• The east-west traffic across screenlines 4 and 5 show highest decreases in traffic. This is mostly 
due to the significant decrease in east-west capacity due to the elimination of one peak hour lane 
on \vilshire Boulevard. Most of the other east-west roads in the study area already exceed 
capacity before the lane is dropped on \vilshire Boulevard, so the diversion of traffic is spread 
out throughout the study area. 

TABLE 3.2-14 
IMPACTS ON OVERALL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC 

AM Peak Hour Pereent Chani e from 2020 Base 

Sereenline #s Loeation TSM Westl West2 West2a West3 West 3a 

# 1 (E/\\') S/O Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd 0.00% -0.06% 0.02% -0.02'Yo 0.01% 0.02% 

# 2 (E/~0 S / 0 Venice Blvd -0.04% 0.23% 0.15% 0.19% -0.23% 0.03% 

# 3 (E/W') N/O TeffersonBlvd/Slauson Ave -0.08% -0.07% -0.20% -0.09% -0.27% -0.01% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.79% -0.84% -0.65% -0.58% -1.42% --0.58% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd -0.10% -0.98% -1..39% -1.15% -1.84% -1..33% 

#Ci (N/S) E/O Vermont Ave 0.02% -0.09% -0.52% -0.39% -0.34% -0.41% 

Percent Change from 2020 Base 

PM Peak Hour Location TSM Westl West2 West2a West3 West3a 

# 1 (E/\\') S/O Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd 0.10% -0.03% 0.12% 0.14% --0.02% 0.02% 

# 2 (E/~0 S / 0 Venice Blvd 0.17% 0.33% 0.21% 0.28% -0.12% 0.04% 

# 3 (E/W') N/O TeffersonBlvd/Slauson Ave 0.09% 0.16% -0.07% -0.02% -0.17% 0Jl7% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.05% -0.71% -0.82% -0.72% -1.46% --0.94% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 0.14% -1.02% -1.12% -1.01% -1.49% -1.27% 

# 6 (N/S) E/0 Vermont Ave 0.27% -0.08% -0.31% -0.25% -0.48% -0.41% 
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Screenline 6 shows little change because Wilshire Boulevard will not be affected directly by the BRT 
at Vermont Avenue. 

• Most north-south facilities experience an increase in traffic volumes in both peak hours due to 
vehicles shifting to parallel streets to \'Vilshire Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

• All east-west screenlines show decreases in traffic volume. The increased magnitude compared 
to Alternative 1 is due to auto trips diverting to the Exposition BRT. 

• Most north-south facilities experience an increase in traffic volumes in both peak hours due to 
vehicles shifting to parallel streets to Wilshire Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT Q\10S) 

• lmpacts are very similar to those of the alternative 1 for Screenlines 1-4. 

• Screenline 5 and 6 show similar decreases as Alternative 2. This is due to auto trips diverting to 
the Exposition BRT. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• All screenlines show decreases in traffic volume except for Screenline 1 in the Al\1 peak hour. 
The overall drop in both peak hours is greatest for this alternative. 

• This is the only alternative to reduce traffic for all north-south and aH east-west traffic. 

• The increased magnitude of the east-west traffic volume drop compared to Alternative 1 is due to 
auto trips diverting to the Exposition LRT. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

• The east-west travel across screenlines 4, 5, and 6 show a drop in traffic. This is due to the 
significant decrease in capacity due to the lane drop on Wilshire Boulevard. Some of this drop 
in traffic volume shifts to the Santa Monica Freeway or to paraUel arterial streets. 

• The overall increase in north-south traffic is due to vehicles shifting to parallel streets to Wilshire 
Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

• The drop in traffic across screenline 4 is less than the drop in Alternative 1. Yet the decrease in 
traffic is significantly greater across Screenlines 5 and 6. The additional decrease in volume 
across screenlines 5 and 6 is entirely attributable to the Exposition LRT. Also, the lower 
decrease in volumes across Screenline 4 suggests that a significant number of motorists west of 
La Cienega Boulevard are driving to the LRT stations at Venice/Washington or La 
Cienega/Jefferson and using the park and ride facilities there. 

Impacts on Focused Corridors 

In order to get a more focused view of the highway traffic impacts of the alternatives within the 
more focused \'Vilshire and Exposition corridors, traffic crossing the sub-corridor screenlines, as 
described earlier, was analyzed. Table 3.2-15 depicts the percent change in traffic volumes at east-est 
travel screenlines generally within the Wilshire and Exposition corridors for each alternative 
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TABLE 3.2-15 
HIGHWAY IMPACTS ON SUBAREA CORRIDORS 

AM Peak Percent Change from 2020 Base 

Hour Location TSM West1 West2 West 2a West3 West3a 

Screeriline E/O Sepulveda Blvd 
4N (N/S) From Sunset Blvd to Pico Blvd 1.51% -2.26% -1.49% -1.54% -2.15% -2.11% 

Screeriline 4S E/O Sepulveda Blvd 
(N/S) From Olympic Blvd to Jefferson Blvd 0.50% 2.17% 1.93% 1.90% 0.99% 2.42% 

Screenline E/O La Cienega Blvd 
SN (N/S) From Santa J\lonica Blvd to Interstate 10 -0.10% -1.84% -2.06% -1.93% -2.4S% -2.10% 

Screenline SS E/O La Cienega Blvd 
11'.i/S) From Venice Blvd to Slauson Ave -0.01% 0.91% 0.29% 0.57% 0.00% -0.02% 

Screenline E/O Vem1ont Ave 
6N (N/S) From Sunset Blvd to Interstate 10 -0.13% -0.19'Yo -0.62% -O.S8% -0.47% -0.74% 

Screenline 6S E/O Vermont Ave 
11'.i/S) From Venice Blvd to Slauson Ave 0.08% -0.01% -0 . .3S% -0.07% -0.21% -0.10% 

PM Peak Percent Change from 2020 Base 

Hour Location TSM West1 West2 West 2a West3 West3a 

Screeriline E/O Sepulveda Blvd 
4N (N/S) From Sunset Blvd to Pico Blvd 0.11% -3.S7% -3.43% -3.S8% -4.13% -3.CiS% 

Screeriline 4S E/O Sepulveda Blvd 
(N/S) From Olympic Blvd to Jefferson Blvd O.OS% 1.70% 1.59% 1.S8% O.S1% 1.S9% 

Screenline E/O La Cienega Blvd 
SN (N/S) From Santa J\Ionica Blvd to Interstate 10 0.14% -2.01% -2.13% -2.00% -2.S4% -2.31% 

Screeriline SS E/O La Cienega Blvd 
(N/S) From Venice Blvd ro Slauson :\ ve 0.16% 0.32% 0.04% O.S2% -0.37% 0.01% 

Screenline E/O Vermont Ave 
CiN (N/S) From Sunset Blvd to Interstate 10 0.27% -0.11% -0.24% -0.20% -0.41% -0.46% 

Screenline CiS E/0 Vermont Ave 
(N/S) From Venice Blvd to Slauson Ave O.SO% 0.23% -0.08% 0.11% -0.31% -0.04% 

from the 2020 No Action Alternative. General conclusions can be made regarding travel patterns in 
the respective corridors as follows: 

Transportation System Management (fSJ\1) Alternative 

• The majority of the increase across Screenline 4 is in the Wilshire Corridor, although the 
Exposition Corridor experiences increases as will. 

• The majority of the traffic volume increase across Screenline 6 is in the Exposition Corridor. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT @aseline Median-Running) 

• As a general trend, the \vilshire Corridor shows a significant decrease in traffic due to the 
reduction of one travel lane in each direction on Wilshire Boulevard. The drop shows two 
distinct phenomena- some vehicle trips are converted to transit trips, and some of the vehicle 
trips are diverted to other east-west streets and freeways across the entire length of the corridor. 
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• The increase in the Exposition Corridor is entirely due to traffic diversion from the Wilshire 
Corridor. The fact that this increase is always less that the decrease in the \vilshire Corridor 
helps to confirm that some of the decrease in the \vilshire Corridor is due to auto trips sv.ritching 
to transit trips. 

• Traffic volumes show more than a 2 percent diversion of trips out of the \vilshire Corridor and 
into the Exposition Corridor. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Lemrth) 

• AU Wilshire Corridor screenlines show similar changes as in Alternative 1. 

• The Exposition Corridor shows a greater decrease in volumes compared to Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT Q\10S) 

• Impacts are similar to Alternative 2 but with a smaller magnitude. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• The Exposition LRT attracts some traffic from the \vilshire Corridor. 

• Westside traffic appears to have the least impact with the Exposition LRT. The lost lane on 
Venice Boulevard does not seem to heavily impact the entire Exposition Corridor area. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT Q\10S) 

• lmpacts are similar to the Wilshire BRT Alternative. 

The drop in traffic across screenline 4 is less than the drop in Wilshire BRT Alternative for the AM 
Peak. Yet the decrease in traffic is significantly greater across Screenlines 5 and 6. The additional 
decrease in volume across screenlines 5 and 6 is entirely attributable to the Exposition LRT. Also, 
the lower decrease in volume across Screenline 4 indicates that a significant number of people west 
of La Cienega Boulevard are driving to the LRT stations at Venice/Washington or La 
Cienega/Jefferson and using the park and ride facilities there. This is shown in the drop in traffic 
volume from Screenline 4 to 5 in the Exposition Corridor. 

Tmpatts Assotiated Loss of a Lane on TV'ilrhire Bottlevard 

The corridor analyses indicates that the loss of one lane in each direction on Wilshire Boulevard, as a 
result of the proposed Wilshire BRT (Alternatives 1, 1A and 1B), is expected to have a significant 
effect on diverting traffic from Wilshire Boulevard to the broader east-west corridor area. This 
traffic diversion affects most major streets between Sunset Boulevard and the Santa Monica 
Freeway. Peak hour traffic volumes on \vilshire Boulevard itself are expected to decrease by as 
much as 25 to 50 percent compared to the No Action Alternative due to the loss of the traffic lane. 
This decrease in volumes, which is in the range of 300 to 500 vehicles per hour per peak direction, 
will be spread relatively evenly across most of the east-west facilities (freeway and arterials) 
throughout the entire corridor. The predicted shifting of the traffic volumes will help keep traffic 
congestion on Wilshire Boulevard from reaching extreme levels with the proposed lane drop and the 
operation of the BRT. At the same time, the relatively even distribution of diverted traffic across 
the study area's arterial grid system with many east-west arterials, from Sunset Boulevard to Slauson 
Avenue, will also diffuse the extent of the negative traffic impacts on any particular east-west facility. 
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This does not mean that there are no impacts with the loss of a mixed-flow lane on Wilshire 
Boulevard. The diversion of traffic is spread out over a large area because many east-west streets 
north of \vashington Boulevard are at capacity before the lane on Wilshire Boulevard is dropped. 
The diversion of traffic does not just affect the streets immediately around Wilshire Boulevard. This 
lane drop decreases the overall east-west traffic capacity in the corridor, and the effects of this 
decrease are felt across the entire study area. 

Figure 3.2-11 illustrates the corridor-wide effects of the lane-drop on Wilshire Boulevard, west of 
\vestern Avenue, under Alternatives 1, 1A and 1B. As can be seen, PM peak hour volumes on 
Wilshire Boulevard, at La Cienega Boulevard, will be reduced by 49 percent. The diverted traffic 
will not be concentrated on one particular parallel facility. The majority of the east-west arterials in 
the corridor from Sunset Boulevard to Slauson Avenue will experience increase in volume up to 8 
percent. Some of the higher increases being on Third Street (8 percent), and Olympic Boulevard (7 
percent). Similarly, further west, near Sepulveda Boulevard, volumes on Wilshire Boulevard will 
decrease by about 23 percent. The drop in volume here is less than the mid-corridor area since 
\vilshire Boulevard has four lanes in each direction in this section, which v.rill be reduced to three, 
while near La Cienega Boulevard the lane drop is from three to two lanes representing a larger 
percentage of capacity reduction. Again, as seen on the figure, the diverted traffic will be distributed 
relatively evenly across the corridor, with the highest increases on Pico Boulevard (5 percent), 
Olympic Boulevard (5 percent), and Santa Monica Boulevard (4 percent). Finally, the reduction of 
trips from \vilshire Boulevard east of the study area (east of Western Avenue) will be relatively 
minimal. As seen on the figure, the reduction will be less than 5 percent with the diversion effects 
confined mostly to the immediate parallel streets from Beverly Boulevard to Pico Boulevard. 

In order to assess where the shifting of traffic volumes, due to the Wilshire BRT may be significant, 
the threshold of significance of a 0.02 change in V /C ratio on arterial links operating at LOSE or F 
was employed. Figure 3.2-12 illustrates the links forecast to be operating at LOSE or Fin the Aiv1 
period under the No Action Alternative in 2020. Figure 3.2-13 illustrates the congested links in the 
PM Peak hour in 2020 for the No Action Alternative. These two figures illustrate the widespread 
nature of the projected congestion problems in the study area by 2020, especially when compared to 
those shown previously in Figures 3.2-4 and 3.2-5, for existing conditions. As can be seen, while in 
the existing conditions, congestion was more pronounced north of the I-405 Freeway, by 2020 most 
of the arterials north and south of the I-405 will exhibit heavy congestion patterns. Again, there is 
not a major difference between links that will be congested in the Al\1 and PM peak hours. 
However, north-south arterials appear to be still relatively more congested throughout the study 
area, than the east-west arterials. This is true especially in the following sub-areas: 

• From Olympic Boulevard to Jefferson Boulevard in area generally between Fairfax Avenue and 
Alvarado Street 

• From Beverly Boulevard to Third Street in area generally between Highland A venue and 
Alvarado Street 

• West ofI-405 from San Vicente Boulevard to Venice Boulevard 
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Figure 3.2.11- Percent changes on parallel streets due to lane drop 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-47 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023342 



EM23489 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

Figure 3.2-12 2020 Al\1 Peak arterials LOSE or F 
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Figure 3.2-13 2020 PM Peak arterials LOS E or F 
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Figures 3.2-14 and 3.2-15 illustrate the links which are significantly affected by the loss of a mixed 
flow lane on Wilshire Boulevard. These are the links where the V /C ratio is changed by 0.02 or 
more and the resulting LOS is E or F. The mid-block segments which are affected by the loss of a 
mixed-flow lane on Wilshire Boulevard are spread throughout the study area and include not only 
parallel east-west arterials, but also north-south segments of arterials. This is due to the fact that 
traffic patterns shift as drivers seek alternate routes. It should also be noted that the links which are 
forecast to be affected by the loss of a lane on Wilshire are not all affected directly by traffic 
diverting to those links from Wilshire Boulevard. Rather, it is a ripple effect, where some of the 
traffic which would othenvise be on Wilshire shifts to a nearby parallel route (e.g., Olympic 
Boulevard), which in turn causes that route to become more congested and some of the traffic 
which would have been on that arterial shifts to another parallel arterial (e.g. Pico Boulevard). It is 
interesting to note that the effects of the diversion of traffic from \vilshire Boulevard do not have 
significant affects on any one parallel arterial for the entire length of the study area. This is partially 
due to the discontinuous nature of the parallel arterials and the fact that not all segments of the 
parallel arterials will be operating at LOSE or F. 

Person-Carrying Capacity ef fVilsbire Boulevard 

While the capacity of \vilshire Boulevard to carry non-transit vehicles may be reduced due to the 
conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a bus lane, with the \vilshire BRT, the person-carrying capacity 
of \vilshire Boulevard increases. The estimated per-lane capacity on \vilshire Boulevard is 750 
vehicles per hour. On the segment with the highest forecast decrease in traffic volume, \vilshire 
Boulevard is projected to lose 500 vehicles per hour in the peak direction. The 11TA model 
forecasts an average auto occupancy of 1.32 persons per car in the J\;1id-City/Westside area. 
Applying that vehicle occupancy to Wilshire Boulevard, the person-carrying capacity lost by the 
conversion of a mixed flow lane is 990 persons in each direction. \vith an average 3 minute 
headway between buses, and assuming full buses with a capacity of 135 people, the BRT lane has a 
person-carrying capacity of 2,700 people, almost three times the capacity of the mixed-flow lane. 
The \vilshire BRT will have the capacity to carry up to 1,700 people per hour more per direction 
than the mixed-flow lane it will displace. 

In terms of daily person-carrying capacity, Figure 3.2-16 illustrates how the conversion of a lane 
from mixed-flow operations to a dedicated BRT lane, increases the overall capacity of the corridor 
by 41 percent. In a prototypical segment with three lanes in each direction, Wilshire Boulevard has a 
daily auto capacity of 50,000 vehicles per day, which carry about 66,000 persons per day at a 1.32 
persons per car daily average. The current mix of buses, at 5-minute headways with 90-persons per 
bus capacity, can carry about 39,000 persons per day. Under the No Action Alternative, the daily 
person-carrying capacity of Wilshire Boulevard (in six-lane segments) is therefore, about 105,000 
persons per day. With the dedicated BRT lane, the auto carrying capacity decreases by one third to 
33,300 ~with about 44,000 persons in those automobiles. The BRT Alternative, with 135-passenger 
buses operating at 3-minute headways for 8 hours and 5 minute headways for 12 hours, combined 
with local buses at 10-minute headways in the curb lane, provides the capacity for 104,000 persons 
per day to be transported by buses along the \vilshire Corridor. This is a 166% increase in the 
transit capacity and results in a total person-carrying capacity of 148,000 persons per day, a 41 % 
increase over the No Action Alternative. 
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Figure 3.2.14- AM Peak significant impacts 
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Figure 3.2.15- PM Peak significant impacts 
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Figure 3.2.16- Person Carrying Capacity 
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General Traffic and Circulation Effects of the Alternatives 

This section describes the general effects that the project alternatives will have on traffic circulation. 
It describes in qualitative terms the changes in circulation and traffic patterns that will occur due to 
the physical changes to the streets, traffic diversion impacts due to potential loss of capacity and/ or 
congestion along the corridor, and safety issues associated with each of the alternatives. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Circulation Patterns 

The design of this Wilshire BRT Alternative includes dedicated lanes for buses in the center of the 
street. In order to provide a dedicated lane in each direction, either a through travel lane or the 
parking lane must be removed to provide room for the bus lane. The impacts of the loss of the 
through lane capacity and the loss of on-street parking were quantified and addressed in the 
previous section and will be analyzed in the next section using intersection delay methodology. The 
inclusion of dedicated lanes along the center of the street has several other impacts on overall traffic 
circulation. The most fundamental impact is the control placed on left turn movements across the 
busway. In order to reduce the potential for vehicles to turn across the path of a bus, particularly 
one that may be approaching from the rear on the automobile driver's left, turns across the busway 
will only be permitted with protected left turn signal phases. 

This will have the effect of eliminating left turns at all driveways along the Wilshire Corridor. The 
number of intersections where left turns will be permitted is also reduced by this alternative, which 
will affect local travel patterns. Some drivers wiH adjust their travel patterns by making u-turns at 
subsequent intersections and doubling back to their destination. Others may turn right onto an 
adjacent street and go around the block to reach the street onto which they would otherwise have 
turned left. It is difficult to quantify the exact cumulative effect of all of changes in travel patterns. 
The impact of left turn diversions to/from the major signalized intersections is accounted for and 
quantified in the level of service analysis presented in the next section of this report, but this 
document does not assess the impacts at every minor intersection. At some minor intersections, the 
number of left turn movements may be increased, potentially increasing delays. At other minor 
intersections, left turns may be prohibited, causing ch-ivers to shift to alternate routes. However, this 
document does not assess traffic operations at every minor intersection location in the study area. 

Traffic Diversion Through Neighborhoods 

The operation of the Wilshire BRT may result in the redistribution of traffic along Wilshire 
Boulevard into adjacent neighborhoods and onto adjacent parallel streets/arterials, primarily due to 
the reduction in capacity along Wilshire Boulevard and the loss of left turn lanes at 105 locations. 
Additionally, redistribution of traffic may occur onto local residential streets from added right turn 
movements necessitated by a significant number of left-turn restrictions proposed along \vilshire 
Boulevard. 

As discussed in the previous section, it is anticipated that the BRT ~will cause some traffic to divert to 
parallel arterials over a wide area. Some trips may divert onto local streets, such as 6th and 8th 
Streets along most of the J\1id-City area of Los Angeles, Charleville and Clayton in Beverly Hills, and 
Arizona and California Avenues in Santa Monica. The proposal for the \vilshire BRT Baseline 
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Alternative envisions the removal of left turns at alternating blocks throughout the entire corridor. 
Under such a proposal, 185 of the 297, or 62 percent of the left-turn lanes at intersections crossing 
Wilshire Boulevard (between \vestern Blvd. in Los Angeles and Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica), 
would be removed in order to provide a more efficient BRT operation. It will also effectively 
reduce potential conflicts and safety hazards between buses and cars. The remaining 112 
intersections, or 38 percent of the total intersections remaining operational, are expected to carry 
most of the total demand for left-turns along the Wilshire corridor. In addition to potentially 
exceeding the capacity to make left turns from the remaining available left-turn lanes, the BRT 
proposal "1'ill also affect right-turn movements. lt is expected that a great number of drivers, who 
are unable to make left-turns, wiU opt to making a series of right turns around the block to 
ultimately accomplish the desired left turn. This could add traffic to local residential streets adjacent 
to the major streets where left turns are no longer permitted. 

The volume of traffic on residential streets parallel to and adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard should be 
monitored by the local jurisdictions to detern1ine if the BRT Baseline Alternative has caused any 
diversion of traffic to residential streets. Each City has a threshold of significance for impacts on 
residential streets based on the total volume and amount of traffic added to the street. If those 
thresholds are exceeded within six months of the opening of the Wilshire BRT, the project would be 
considered to have significantly impacted the street. There are up to 450 blocks along the Wilshire 
corridor (side streets and the adjacent parallel street) that could be monitored to assess the potential 
for neighborhood traffic impacts. 

Order-of-magnitude cost estimates have been developed for Neighborhood Transportation 
l\1itigation Program (NTMP) measures along the affected residential neighborhoods. These 
neighborhoods are located in: Park Mile, Miracle Mile, Beverly Hills, Westwood, West Los Angeles, 
and Santa Monica along the \vilshire BRT Corridor. Cost estimates were developed for the 
following three categories: 

• Traffic monitoring program for 12 months including staff time-- $208,000 

• Traffic count program for monitoring traffic impacts-- $450,000 

• Implementation of various potential devices and measures including speed humps, chokers, turn 
restrictions/ signs-- $2,632,000 

Based on the above, the total cost of NTMP measures is estimated at approximately $3.3 million. 

Safety lssues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

A number of safety issues will have to be considered in the planning and operation of the Mid-City/ 
Westside Transit Corridor. Increasing safety for pedestrians and motorists is of paramount 
importance to LACMTA. A number of lessons have been learned about safety issues over the last 
decade from the Los Angeles, and other regions, dealing with mixing transit operations - within both 
exclusive and shared ROW - with general vehicular traffic and pedestrians along the facility, the 
stations and at intersections/ crosswalks. 

The Wilshire BRT Baseline Alternative alignment is proposed as a dedicated bus lane rnnning in the 
median along \vilshire Boulevard. Bus stations would consist of a platform and a canopy, and 
would be located at the far side of a major intersection. Transit patrons and pedestrians in general 
would use crosswalks at the intersections to access the bus station in the median. 
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Motorist safety relative to BRT operations focuses on the topic of introducing and operating a new 
multimodal system within a shared ROW, especially to a driving public that is not used to such a 
phenomenon. The two major issues deal with motorists turning left in front of a rapidly moving bus 
that is approaching from behind, and secondly, motorists driving in the exclusive bus lane. For the 
former, exclusive left turn lanes would be provided to protect against the event of a motorist turning 
left in front of a bus approaching from behind. At all locations where left-turns by motorist would 
be allowed across the busway, these left turns would be controlled by a protected left-turn arrow at 
all times. 

Relative to the BRT operation, pedestrian safety would focus on the ability of a pedestrian to 
determine that a bus was approaching and proceed to a safe location when the bus has passed. 
Pedestrian 'WALK/DON'T WALK' signals would be installed (if they are not already) at all 
signalized pedestrian crosswalks that cross the busway. The crosswalk could be equipped with an 
active 'BUS COMING' icon to warn pedestrians of the presence of an approaching bus. Non
signalized or mid-block crosswalks leading to bus stops that do not coincide with intersections, 
would also be equipped with an active 'DON'T WALK' sign to warn of approaching buses. The 
stations would also be designed to allow for a pedest1-ian refuge area between exclusive busway and 
general roadway. In a mid-block station, the station platform will be equipped with a pedestrian 
actuator button for transit passengers attempting to cross after alighting the BRT. This mechanism 
would provide security for pedestrians so that they do not become impatient attempt to illegally 
cross a busy arterial. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT ~\;iedian Arfjacent Design Option) 

Circulation Patterns and Traffic Diversion Impacts 

Traffic diversion impacts associated with this alternative v.rill be less than Alternative 1, since left 
turn lanes will only be eliminated at station locations and mostly at minor streets. Therefore there 
will be little or no need for circuitous movements around blocks to make left turns at alternative 
locations. The possible circulation and traffic diversion impacts of this alternative will be only as a 
result of potential increase in congestion levels on Wilshire Boulevard due to the reduction in 
capacity with the loss of a through travel lane for general traffic, as was discussed with Alternative 1. 

Safety Issues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

In this alternative, the buses will be operating in the first lane adjacent to the median. The stations 
will also be located adjacent to the median and will likely take the space previously occupied by left
turn lanes, which v.rill be eliminated at the station locations. Since regular right-door buses will be 
used, the buses would have to laterally transition approximately 10 feet to the left prior to the station 
in order to make the station stop on the left side of the platform. Since a majority of the stations are 
located immediately after intersections, this lateral shift will mostly take place within the intersection 
area. The design of this transition will comply with geometric design standards, which are based on 
maximum travel speeds for safety and wiH probably use guide markers in the pavement for directing 
the traffic. The buses wiH generally be traveling at slower speeds before and after the station stops 
compared to the mid-block locations. Therefore it is not anticipated that this transition will create 
any safety or traffic impacts to vehicular traffic on Wilshire Boulevard or the cross streets, or to 
pedestrians at the station locations. The pedestrians wiH be controlled by walk/don't walk signals 
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and would have to wait at a station in the middle of the street with buses on one side and through 
traffic on the other side of the island. This is similar to the stations for Alternative 1. 

In this alternative autos will be maneuvering across the bus lane to make left turns at the 
intersections, therefore, due to the higher degree of interaction between automobiles and buses in 
this alternative (compared to Alternative 1 ), there may be some potential for increased conflicts and 
additional congestion in the left most vehicular through lane. Auto drivers will have to pay more 
attention to ensure that they can safely move across the bus lane and that there is adequate room to 
enter the left turn pocket and safely wait to make the left tum. It will be possible to minimize 
bus/vehicle conflicts through the use of advance detectors, which can expedite a green left turn 
phase for vehicle queues at the intersections to clear the waiting autos in case of approaching buses. 

l t will be difficult to sign and stripe the BRT lane with an opening directly adjacent to the left turn 
lane through which autos could transition from the mixed flow lane, across the BRT lane, into the 
left turn pocket. In order to improve the safety of this maneuver, the BRT lane would likely have to 
be signed for "Buses and Left Turns Only" so that left-turning vehicles could enter the BRT lane at 
the beginning of the block to have time to merge over to the left turn lane. This would reduce the 
effectiveness of the bus lane, since it would now be shared with some mixed flow traffic. There is 
also a concern that left turn queues at some locations could exceed the capacity of the left turn lane 
and block the bus lane. This is addressed in more detail later in the section on intersection level of 
service. The potential queues of left turning vehicles would not likely present a significant safety 
concern. Bus drivers would be forced to slow and wait for the left-turn phase to clear the queue. 
This would slow the bus operations however. 

This alternative is suitable for all-day bus operation, but it would be problematic if implemented as a 
peak-hour-only operation, which is proposed as a potential mitigation measure for parking impacts. 
Under the peak hour only concept, regular vehicular traffic using the bus lane during the off-peak 
periods would encounter the lane transitions and would have to maneuver around the stations, 
momentarily separating from the other two traffic lanes. This is an unusual traffic movement, which 
could potentially have negative impacts to the traffic flow and vehicular safety. Should the peak
hour-only option be required to mitigate parking impacts, it should only be implemented with either 
Alternative 1 or 1 B. 

Alternative 1 B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Ac!Jacent Design Option) 

Circulation Patterns and Traffic Diversion Impacts 

This alternative will have the least amount of potential circulation and traffic diversion impacts 
compared to Alternatives 1 and 1A. With curbside operation and station sites, no left turn pockets 
will be lost throughout the corridor. Again, most of the traffic diversion and circulation impacts will 
be associated with potential increased traffic congestion along \vilshire Boulevard with the loss of a 
travel lane, similar to Alternatives 1 and 1A. 

Safety Issues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

Due to its more traditional curbside transit operation and station locations, this alternative will have 
little or no negative effects on pedestrians, who will be accessing the stations located in the sidewalk 
area. There may be some potential for vehicular conflict with buses and right turning vehicles, 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-57 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023352 



EM23499 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

which will be allowed into the bus lane to make right-turns. However, this also is a relatively 
conventional operation, which should not result in significant effects, other than slower bus 
operations. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Circulation Patterns 

Effects along the Wilshire Corridor will be similar to Alternative 1. Along the Exposition Corridor, 
the BRT Alternative will not create any major changes in overall circulation patterns along its entire 
length, since for most of the corridor it will be located in the existing railroad right-of-way and 
vehicular traffic will cross the right-of-way at existing crossings. Where it runs in dedicated lanes in 
the center of the street along Venice and Sepulveda Boulevards, it wiH result in some of the same 
impacts as the Wilshire BRT. Left turns across the BRT tracks will only be allowed at signalized 
crossings. This will have the largest effect on driveway access along Sepulveda Boulevard, where left 
turns could only be made at signalized intersections. 

Traffic Diversion Through Neighborhoods 

Effects along the Wilshire Corridor will be similar to Alternative 1. Along the Exposition Corridor, 
it is not anticipated that the operation of the BRT Alternative ~will result in the redistribution of 
traffic into adjacent neighborhoods or onto nearby parallel streets/ arterials, other than parallel to 
Sepulveda Boulevard. The street parallel to Sepulveda which may be affected by traffic diversion is 
Sa\Ni:elle Boulevard. The streets parallel to Venice Boulevard that may be affected by traffic 
diversions are Washington Boulevard and Culver Boulevard. 

As traffic congestion increases along the corridor, a percentage of project trips could attempt to find 
convenient detours around the congested areas to reach stations (especially ones v.rith park-and-ride 
lots) using side streets through residential neighborhoods. Some may be detouring to reach nearby 
destinations, while others may be attempting to reach parallel arterials such as Adams, Jefferson and 
Martin Luther ](ing Boulevards, in order to travel longer distances. However, traffic diversion is not 
expected to significantly impact residential streets. 

Safety Issues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

A number of safety issues will have to be considered in the planning and operation of the J\1id
City/Westside Transit Corridor. Increasing safety for pedestrians and motorists is of paramount 
importance to LACJ\ITA. A number of lessons have been learned about safety issues over the last 
decade from the Los Angeles, and other regions, dealing with mixing transit operations (within both 
exclusive and shared RO\'V') with general vehicular traffic and pedestrians along the facility, the 
stations and at intersections/ crosswalks. 

The Wilshire BRT Alternative alignment is proposed as a dedicated bus lane running in the median 
along Wilshire Boulevard. The Exposition BRT alignment is described above. Bus stations would 
consist of a platform and a canopy, and would be located at the far side of major intersections. For 
the \Vilshire BRT, transit patrons and pedestrians in general would use crosswalks at the 
intersections to access the bus station in the median. 
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Motorist safety relative to BRT operations focuses on the topic of introducing and operating a new 
multimodal system within a shared ROW, especially to a driving public that is not used to such a 
phenomenon. The two major issues deal with motorists turning left in front of a rapidly moving bus 
that is approaching from behind, and secondly, motorists driving in the exclusive bus lane. For the 
former, exclusive left turn lanes would be provided to protect against the event of a motorist turning 
left in front of a bus approaching from behind. At all locations where left-turns by motmist would 
be allowed across the busway, these left turns would be controlled by a protected left-turn arrow at 
all times. There will be enough lateral clearance in the median for the Venice/Sepulveda section of 
the Exposition BRT that the curb at the median should keep auto traffic out of the bus lanes. 

Relative to the BRT operation, pedestrian safety would focus on the ability of a pedestrian to 
determine that a bus was approaching and proceed to a safe location when the bus has passed. 
Pedestrian 'WALK / DON'T WALK' signals would be installed (if they are not already) at all 
signalized pedestrian crosswalks that cross the busway. The crosswalk could be equipped with an 
active 'BUS COMING' icon to warn pedestrians of the presence of an approaching bus. Non
signalized or mid-block crosswalks leading to bus stops that do not coincide with intersections, 
would also be equipped with an active 'DON'T WALK' sign to warn of approaching buses. The 
stations would also be designed to allow for a pedestrian refuge area between exclusive busway and 
general roadway. In mid-block station, the platform will be equipped with a pedestrian actuator 
button for transit passengers attempting to cross after alighting the BRT. This mechanism would 
provide security for pedestrian so that they do not become impatient and attempt to illegally cross a 
busy arterial. 

In the Exposition BRT, some rail crossing gates may still exist. The use of gates at BRT crossings 
has not been attempted in the U.S. and would require special legislation in order to install such 
devices at locations where gates do not exist. In addition, because of the relatively short headways 
between buses, the use of gates may not be an appropriate solution. Current rail standards require a 
minimum of 20 seconds between the time flashing lights/ gates is activated, and the time the train 
reaches the crossing. \vith short headways as the rapid bus approach downtown Los Angeles, the 
gate down time may cause high levels of delay for cross street traffic. 

Alternative 2A: Wilrhire BRT and Exposition BRT (NfOS) 

Impacts of this alternative in all categories ~will be similar to Alternative 2. The impacts on the 
Venice/Sepulveda segment will not be a factor because the exclusive bus lanes will exist east of this 
section only. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LR'T (Full Len,gth) 

Circulation Patterns 

Effects along the Wilshire Corridor ~will be similar to Alternative 1. Along the Exposition Corridor, 
the LRT Alternative will not create any major changes in overall circulation patterns along its entire 
length, since for most of the corridor it will be located in the existing railroad right-of-way and 
vehicular traffic will cross the right-of-way at existing crossings. \Vbere it runs in dedicated lanes in 
the center of the street along Venice and Sepulveda Boulevards, it will result in some of the same 
impacts as the Wilshire BRT. Left turns across the LRT tracks will only be allowed at signalized 
crossings. This will have the largest effect on driveway access along Sepulveda Boulevard. \X!hen 
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the LRT alignment travels along Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica, it will travel in mixed flow, 
sharing the lane "1'ith vehicular traffic. This may cause some diversion from this lane to the adjacent 
one, if drivers feel uncomfortable driving on the railroad tracks, but this should not cause any 
significant diversion to alternate routes. 

Traffic Diversion through Neighborhoods 

Effects along the \'Vilshire Corridor will be similar to Alternative 1. Along the Exposition Corridor, 
it is not anticipated that the operation of the LRT Alternative will result in the redistribution of 
traffic into adjacent neighborhoods or onto nearby parallel streets/ arterials, other than parallel to 
Sepulveda Boulevard. The street parallel to Sepulveda which may be affected by traffic diversion is 
Sawtelle Boulevard. In addition, the streets parallel to Venice Boulevard including \'Vashington 
Boulevard and Culver Boulevard, may be affected by traffic diversion. 

As traffic conditions increase along the corridor, a percentage of project trips could attempt to find 
convenient detours around the congested areas to reach stations (especially ones with park-and-ride 
lots) using side streets through residential neighborhoods. Some may be detouring to reach nearby 
destinations, while others may be attempting to reach parallel arterials such as Adams, Jefferson and 
l\fartin Luther I<.ing Boulevards, in order to travel longer distances. 

Safetv Issues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

The propensity for collisions at LRT grade crossings is based primarily on two factors; 1) the LRT 
alignment type, and 2) exposure (LRV volume & motorist/pedestrian volume). The existing LA 
Metro Blue Line does not have many similar characteristics to the proposed Exposition LRT 
alignment, but some comparisons can be made along selected alignments. For instance, the 
\'Vashington Street alignment of the Metro Blue line shares the same right-of-way type as the 
proposed Venice and Sepulveda sections of the Exposition LRT alignment. Accident history from 
LACJ\1TA ten year history of operating the Metro Blue Line (1990-2000) indicates that along the 
\'Vashington Street alignment, 155 LRV involved collisions have occurred within the 10 year time 
frame. Nine (9) of these 155 collisions have involved pedestrians, while the other 146 involved 
motorists. Three (3) fatalities resulting from LRV involved collisions have occurred on the 
Washington Street alignment in the 10 year period. Two (2) of the fatalities were pedestrians, while 
one was a motorist. One-hundred three (103) of the 146 LRV-motorist collisions (71 %) resulted 
from motorists turning left in front of, or into, an LRV. This high percentage emphasizes the need 
to provide adequate safety treatments for left turning motorists. 

The Metro-prepared report released on May 19, 2000, called the Summary of Metro Blue Line 
Train/Vehicle and Train/ Pedestrian Accidents (7 /90 to 3/00), indicates the following major factors 
contributing to accidents with trains: 

• Left turn by vehicle in front of train 

• Right turn by vehicle in front of train 

• U-turn by vehicle in front of train 

• Vehicle running through a red traffic light or stop sign 

• Encroachment of vehicle into the trackway, other than the above mentioned factors 
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• Vehicle driving around closed automatic crossing gate 

• Pedestrian inattention or ignoring an approaching or departing train 

• Pedestrian trespassing on the railroad 1-ight-of-way 

Light rail vehicles on the Exposition LRT alignment would travel at speeds up to 55 mph. It is 
expected though that this speed would only be achievable in the stretches of the alignment between 
Van Ness Avenue and Venice Boulevard where the dedicated railroad ROW with minimum cross 
street conflicts would permit such speeds. Other sections of the alignment where the LRT is located 
in the median of such streets as Venice, Sepulveda, and Olympic, the posted speeds from these 
adjacent streets is 35 mph, therefore, the use of full signal priority would be necessary. As part of 
the Exposition LRT proposal, the LRVs would preempt the traffic signal ahead at least 20 seconds 
prior to the train reaching the intersection - this would allow vehicles on the cross street to dear out 
of the trackway. 

As part of its Grade Crossing Safety Program initiated by LACJ\ffA in 1992, several innovative 
features and demonstration projects have been introduced by the Authority to address some of 
these safety concerns and evaluate the effectiveness of methods designed to discourage illegal 
encroachment by both motorists and pedestrians alike. They include pedestrian sv.ring gates, 'second 
train coming' signage, pedestrian automatic gates, automated photo enforcement and four quadrant 
gates. 

Crossings where trains travel faster than 35 mph would be equipped with gates/ flashing lights along 
the Exposition LRT. To deter motorists from going around lowered gates, raised medians may be 
installed at intersections, unless in areas where the geometry of the crossing does not allow this then 
four-quadrant gates would be installed. At crossings where the LRV would operate in the street at 
reduced speeds, gates would not be provided. To reduce the likelihood of motorists turning left in 
front of approaching trains from behind, at all locations where left-turns by motorist would be 
allowed across the LRT line, these left turns would be controlled by a protected left-turn arrow at all 
times. Additionally, an active 'TRAIN COMING' sign would also be mounted in the median to 
alert motorists of the approaching train. Photo enforcement with heavy fines may also be used 
along the LRT alignment to deter motorists from driving around lowered gates. 

Pedestrian safety at Exposition LRT crossings would be addressed in the following manner: 

• Signs that warn pedestrians to 'LOOK BOTH WAYS' while displaying a train icon would be 
placed at each crossing. 

• The use of pavement delineation and barriers would direct pedestrians to designated crossing 
location, and control pedestrian movement. 

• ADA approved tactile warning strips that provide visual warning of the dynamic envelope of the 
train would be used at stations to warn pedestrians of the edge of the platform and would be 
installed at all designated pedestrian crossings marking the limits of pedestrian occupancy. 

• Swing gates that are gravity-operated would be installed at pedestrian crossings that warrant their 
use. They require a positive action by the pedestrian entering the crossing, thereby forcing 
awareness of the trackway and the possible presence of an approaching train. 
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• Pedestrian gates that operate in the same manner as a vehicular gate would be installed at 
pedestrian crossings wherever their use is warranted- they block pedestrian approach in the 
presence of a train, specially in location with high train volume and limited sight distance. 

• 'SECOND TRAIN APPROACHING' signs may be installed at crossings where two or more 
light rail transit tracks are present, and the LRV headways are short - they warn pedestrians to 
look both ways. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (L'v10S) 

Impacts of this alternative in all categories wiH be similar to Alternative 3. The impacts on the 
Venice/Sepulveda segment will not be a factor because the LRT will exist east of this section only. 

This Alternative v.rill have limited effect on overall traffic circulation patterns, since it will be located 
in the existing railroad right-of-way and crossings will occur at existing crossings and v.rill have no 
foreseeable impacts on local residential streets along the Exposition Corridor. 

Impacts of Special Events Strr?et Clomres on Exposition BRT and LRT Operations 

Several special events occur in and near the University of Southern California (USC) campus and the 
Exposition Park area every year. Some of these events currently entail the closure of streets and/ or 
restriction of traffic in the surrounding area for event traffic control, marching band procession, 
and/ or pedestrian crossing safety. According to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT), 108 special events have occurred in the USC/Exposition Park area in the past year. For 
62 for those events, traffic officers were deployed to help manage traffic flow. Thirteen of those 
events resulted in a full closure of Exposition Boulevard between Vermont Avenue and Figueroa 
Street. Two of these closures were by special events permits or by Los Angeles City Council order. 
The other eleven closures were initiated or planned by LADOT for traffic management or safety 
purposes. The follmving events have required the closure of Exposition Boulevard between 
Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue during the last year: 

• Los Angeles Marathon 

• Revlon Run & Walk 

• USC Football Games (6 times) 

• World Cup and Other Soccer Events at the Coliseum (4 times) 

• MotorCross Event 

Additional events in the future may result in the closing of Exposition Boulevard as well. Generally, 
Exposition Boulevard is closed for USC football games and other major events in the Coliseum 
attracting 50,000 or more attendees. The rationale for closing the street during major events of 
greater than 50,000 attendees is to maintain pedestrian safety of those crossing the street and to 
distribute post-event traffic loads to multiple freeway ramps to ease traffic congestion. This traffic 
distribution strategy improves parking lot clearance times for both Exposition Park and USC. 
Exposition Boulevard was closed for multiple days as a result of the LA Ford Street Races two years 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-62 J1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023357 



EM23504 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

ago; however, according to LADOT that event has since been discontinued and is not expected to 
return to the Exposition Park area any time soon. 

At this point, no significant changes are expected in regards to the number of times Exposition 
Boulevard would be closed for special events in the future. LADOT estimates that Exposition 
Boulevard will be dosed 10 - 15 times a year due to special events, primarily on weekends or late in 
the evening. Exposition Boulevard has not been dosed as a result of a special event during any 
weekday peak-period for more than two years. 

Generally, Exposition Boulevard is closed before and after special events. This is to allow people to 
cross Exposition Boulevard from the parking structures at USC to reach Exposition Park. During 
USC football games, the street is closed when the band marches from the campus to the stadium 
and immediately after the game, when pedest1-ians are crossing the street to return to on-campus 
parking and residential facilities. 

When Exposition Boulevard is closed to traffic du1-ing events, the operation of a BRT /LRT line 
might be impacted if it were using an at-grade alignment. Below grade BRT /LRT lines would not 
be impacted by any street closures at Exposition Park. There are other measures however, that 
could be taken to allow for at-grade operations ofBRT/LRT during special events. 

During major events, an at-grade LRT would cause impacts to overall event and traffic operations. 
Some measures have been recommended to allow the LRT to run while Exposition Boulevard is 
closed. One possible strategy is to create a "Bus Bridge" which would connect the two sides of the 
operating LRT with express buses. These buses would pick up passengers at one terminus and 
shuttle them to the other terminus avoiding the street closures. Another recommended measure 
would allow for the LRT to operate if Exposition Boulevard is closed. Traffic control personnel 
from the Department of Transportation would need to be present to stop vehicular or pedestrian 
traffic. This would a11ow columns of pedestrians to cross the streets at periodic intervals between 
LRT trains. Fences would have to be built along the median of Exposition Boulevard on both sides 
of the LRT line to prevent people from crossing the LRT tracks mid block. During the LA 
Marathon, the race could be restricted to the north side of Exposition Boulevard allowing for trains 
to run during the event potentially at slower speeds. Similar events such as the Revlon Run/\valk 
could also be restricted to one side of the street to allow simultaneous LRT operations. This would 
allow the race to run without crossing the path of the LRT. 

At-grade BRT buses will also be impacted in a street closure scenario. The flexibility of the buses 
will allow for them to travel on alternate streets to bypass the closed streets during a special event. 
They could run in mixed flow traffic until re-joining the corridor, or they could also have special 
lanes marked by LADOT to allow the buses to move quickly before and after special events so that 
these buses will not be severely delayed by traffic. 

Maintenance Yard 

The additional vehicles that would have to be added to the MTA bus or light rail fleet to serve the 
corridor alternatives will require maintenance and overnight storage. There are six potential sites at 
which the maintenance of buses could be accommodated, one of which could also serve as a light 
rail vehicle maintenance yard. This section discusses the transportation impacts associated with 
implementation of a maintenance yard at each of these alternative sites. The site plans for the yard 
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at each potential location have not been developed, so the access points and internal circulation are 
not known at this time. The transportation impact analysis focuses on the accessibility of each site 
and its proximity to the corridor alternatives, as well as the types of adjacent streets which might be 
used by buses. It is anticipated that the number of employees, which would work out of each 
maintenance yard, will be about 160 employees. Most of these employees arrive and depart the yard 
in the off-peak hours. Many arrive prior to the morning commute period so that buses can be 
readied for their commute runs. Others work in the late evenings, when the buses return from their 
daily runs. The movement of buses and light rail vehicles to/from the maintenance yards also will 
occur outside the peak commute periods, since the transit vehicles must be in service during those 
peak time periods. 

Site 3: Northwest Corner Chavez & l'vfission 

This site is located at the intersection of two Major Highways in the City of Los Angeles. Buses 
which would deadhead to/from this site to the start or finish of runs in Santa Monica would likelv , 
use the Santa Monica Freeway and could circulate around downtown Los Angeles via either the I-
110 or US 101 to reach the Mission Road interchange on the 101 freeway. This interchange is only 
one block from the yard site, so the buses would have minimal impact on arterial streets. Buses 
traveling between the yard and the eastern ends of the corridors would travel on arterial streets 
through downtown, similar to existing buses bound to/from the adjacent bus yard at Vignes/Cesar 
Chavez. They would not be expected to cause any significant impacts on the downtown streets. 

Site 4: Existing l'vITA Division 1 at Alameda & 6th 

The new maintenance yard would be an expansion of the existing Division 1 yard to a site across 
Industrial Street. Buses traveling to/from this site would follow the patterns of existing Division 1 
buses and would not affect any new streets in this predominantly warehouse/industrial/produce 
neighborhood. Industrial Street could be affected by the bus traffic if an access point is provided on 
Industrial or if vehicles are shuttled across Industrial from the existing yard to the new yard, but 
Industrial Street is a minor street that only extends for five blocks. It does not serve as a primary 
circulation route in this part of the Central City East. There is a high percentage of trucks in the 
traffic volumes around this site. It is located in close proximity to the \vilshire-Whittier corridor, so 
buses would have limited down time circulating to/ from service. Buses which would deadhead 
to/ from this site to the start or finish of runs in Santa Monica would likely use the Santa Monica 
Freeway and would use the Alameda street interchange on the freeway. This interchange is less than 
one mile from the yard site, so the buses would have limited impact on arterial streets. 

Site 6: Northeast Corner Alameda & Washington 

This site is located at the intersection of two Major Highways in very close proximity to the I-10 
freeway, with the Alameda Street ramps only one-half block away. Buses which would deadhead 
to/from this site to the start or finish of runs in Santa Monica would likely use the Santa Monica 
Freeway and would use the Alameda street interchange on the freeway. These buses would have 
minimal impact on ail:erial streets. Buses traveling to/from the corridors via downtown city streets 
would likely utilize Alameda Street to connect with the Wilshire-\Vbittier corridor or Washington 
Boulevard to connect with the Figueroa -Exposition corridor. There are high percentages of trucks 
in the traffic volumes around this site. 
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Site 7: Southeast Corner Alameda & \vashington 

This site would have the same general impacts as Site 7, directly across the street. 

Site 8: Exposition ROW Hooper to Central 

Site 8 is the one location that could be developed as either a BRT yard or and LRT yard, since it is 
located on the Exposition ROW owned by the MT A. 

BRT Yard. This site is located about three quarters of a mile south of the Santa Monica Freeway 
and could be accessed via the interchange at Central Avenue a Secondary Highway. It is surrounded 
by local streets, with some nearby residential areas. In order to avoid impacting the residential 
streets, employees and buses would likely be routed via Central Avenue to/from the north. This site 
is a little more removed from the starting point for service on the \vilshire Corridor than some of 
the other sites. 

LRT Yard. Use of this site for the LRT yard would have similar traffic impacts as its use as a BRT 
yard, in terms of employee travel to/from the site. Employees would be encouraged to utilize 
Central Avenue rather than any of the adjacent residential streets. The circulation of LRT vehicles 
would be along the former railroad right-of-way to/from the \vest. This would result in the re
activation of nine at-grade crossings of streets to the west of the LRT yard. These crossings would 
be upgraded to include warnings lights and gates, and the light rail vehicles would move through 
them at slow speeds, since they would be out of service, so this would not be expected to cause any 
significant traffic impacts or safety concerns. The out-of-service vehicles would not need any 
priority treatment at these grade crossings and could wait, if necessary, to cross when they would not 
negatively impact north-south traffic flow. 

Site 9: South Park Shops at 54th & Avalon 

This yard site is located at an existing J'vITA maintenance facility, so it would not create new 
intrusion of buses into this predominantly residential area. It would increase the number of daily 
bus and employee trips in this area. In order to avoid neighborhood traffic impacts, the employees 
and buses would be routed via Avalon Boulevard, on the eastern perimeter of the site, to/from 
Slauson A venue for access to the I-110 Freeway. This would increase the number of vehicle trips 
passing the Jefferson Middle School site, on the east side of Avalon Boulevard, but should not 
significantly affect pedestrian safety because of the availability of a signalized pedestrian crosswalk at 
Avalon/Slauson. This site is the most removed from the Wilshire and Exposition corridors, so it 
would involve the most dead head travel by out-of-service buses. 

Intersection Traffic Impacts 

General Issues Related to Intersection Impacts 

Signal modifications will be implemented for BRT and LRT operation. LADOT currently has the 
necessary hardware/ software to implement a transit priority treatment at signalized intersection to 
address transit signal priority. The use of loop detectors embedded in the pavement in advance of 
traffic signals, or newly emerging visual recognition technologies placed above intersections on 
signal mastheads, will now allow traffic signal controllers to detect a bus as a distinct object separate 
from a car or truck. This in turn will provide the signal processor with sufficient warning to adjust 
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the signal phases on cross streets so the bus may receive a green indication when it reaches the cross 
street. Jn certain cases this will occur by lengthening the green phase for the transitway (extend 
green) and the parallel streets along Exposition Boulevard, and other cases it may occur by 
shortening the green phase on the north/ south streets (early green). 

The proper placement of advance detection devices will avoid abrupt changes in a signal cycle, (e.g., 
the green phase not truncated prior to a minimum specified time). Locating the detectors far enough 
in advance of the cross street will allow a bus traveling at a planned speed to arrive at the cross street 
coincident with a green signal indication. However, it may not be feasible in every instance to 
provide the same level of priority treatment for buses traveling in both directions, especially if bus 
headways become too short. If such a condition prevails, then the peak direction of passenger 
demand would be assigned a higher level of priority treatment. 

In those portions of the corridor along Exposition Boulevard where the transitway is adjacent to and 
runs parallel to an arterial street, buses will receive a green signal indication simultaneously with the 
parallel street. The stop bar for traffic approaching the transit crossing will be located before the 
transit crossing so that there will not be any traffic stopped between the transitway and the adjacent 
streets' traffic signals. A brief clearance interval may be required in the north/ south signal phase to 
ensure that no vehicles are stopped on the transitway crossing, or between transit crossing and the 
adjacent east/west streets. Turn movements from the adjacent east/west street will also require 
separate signal phases with red arrows when the transit vehicles are present or crossing to avoid 
incidents from the conflicting north/ south movement. It will be necessary to prevent the left or 
right turns across the transitway when a transit vehicle is moving in conjunction with the through 
traffic on the parallel arterial. 

Numerous traffic signals will need to be modified, typically to add a signal phase for transit vehicles 
crossing the roadway or the intersection. Some of these modifications also entail relocating the stop 
bars and providing clearance intervals for vehicles crossing the transitway. In addition, signal 
modifications will upgrade signal controUers/ software to accommodate the transit p1-iority 
treatment. New signals will need to be instaUed where the transit signal is off-set from the nearest 
traffic signal by more than 150 feet. This would constitute a separate signal that would be 
interconnected to the adjacent traffic signal. It is expected that all BRT and LRT at-grade crossings 
will be signalized. 

A decrease in levels of service at signalized intersections may be experienced in the Wilshire 
Boulevard corridor. The increase in traffic volume by 2020 is expected to exceed the design capacity 
of Wilshire Boulevard at many intersections. This will result in the worsening of levels of service 
(LOS) of the arterial as a whole as well as exceeding the volume/ capacity (V /C) at the majority of 
the intersections. It is expected that of the 78 signalized intersections that were analyzed along the 
Wilshire BRT corridor, approximately 21 percent will operate at LOS E or F. 

The effects of preferential bus signal on cross traffic movement/ existing traffic signal system have 
been considered. Priority treatment of buses at intersections holds the potential to reduce a 
significant source of delay in bus operations. This is accomplished through preferential bus signal 
treatment, which in effect keeps buses from being stalled in general traffic, while helping to maintain 
the bus schedule. However, such an operational mechanism may adversely affect cross traffic 
movement. Also, today's traffic signal control systems are tightly inter-connected in order to 
provide progression of general traffic through the urban grid system. Thus, bus signal priority 
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treatments would have to be constrained to achieve modest variations v.rithin the context of 
maintaining a viable synchronization program. 

For the alternatives that include an Exposition BRT, the BRT proposal calls for signal priority for 
the busway (Exposition RO\"'V) and signal priority - but no preemption- in the street running section 
outside the busway (in Santa Monica and downtown Los Angeles). The partial signal prioritization 
that is proposed for the transit corridor may possibly increase delay for motorists crossing the 
corridor on the cross streets. Such impacts and delays can be minimized using the latest signal 
timing/ synchronization technologies and vehicle detection capabilities. Nonetheless, it will still 
result in increased delays from vehicles unable to clear an intersection due to the shorter signal phase 
for cross traffic movement. This will especially be the case for locations where new traffic signals 
will be installed, and places where increased left and right turns across the BRT corridor from 
parallel streets to reach the stations and their respective park-and-ride facilities. The coordination of 
signals at closely spaced intervals between a parallel street and the transit corridor will also take on 
additional complexities that ~will need to be addressed. 

Traffic Forecast 1\11?thodoloJ!J 

Traffic conditions for the horizon year of 2020 were forecast and evaluated for the No Action 
Alternative and for each of the alternatives. The No Action Alternative represents the projected 
horizon year traffic volumes in the study area in the absence of any improvements along the Mid
City /Westside Corridor project. 

To estimate the more localized traffic impacts associated "1rith each project alternative, intersection 
traffic volume projections for each scenario were developed using the following process: 

• Development of future base traffic volumes reflecting 2000-2020 background traffic growth, and 
changes due to auto trip reduction and other shifts in traffic (elimination of left turns at 
intersections and at driveways) as a direct result of proposed Corridor transit service alternatives. 

• Development of additional peak hour auto access trips to stations related to park-and-1-ide and 
kiss-and-ride (drop-off) trips. 

• Development of additional BRT and LRT vehicle volumes at intersections along the corridor 
using the assumed transit headways for each project alternative. 

The above process was employed because the projected 2020 vehicle trips produced directly by the 
highway assignment module of the MTA Model do not explicitly include the transit vehicles 
themselves nor the auto portion of transit-access (park-and-ride or kiss-and-ride) trips. Use of this 
methodology, allowed for a "true" impact analysis, which reflects both macro-level reductions 
and/ or shifts in background traffic due to the transit service, as well as the micro-level additional 
local impacts created by station-access traffic and transit vehicle delays. 

Background Traffic Growth Factors 

To develop the "base" traffic volumes for the first step, a growth-facto1-ing process was used. 
Traffic growth factors were calculated for the study area arterials by comparing traffic volume results 
from the MTA model for the base 2020 run and each of the project alternatives. These results 
included AM and PM peak link volumes at key intersections along the east-west corridor for the 
base year 1998 and forecast year 2020. 
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Due to a noticeable difference in traffic grm:vth patterns in various sub-areas within the corridor, the 
traffic volumes for intersections were grouped in seven sub-areas, as follows: 

• Subarea 1-- Santa Monica and the Los Angeles community of Sawtelle, including all streets west 
of Federal Avenue 

• Subarea 2-- Century City, \v7 est Los Angeles, and Westwood along the Wilshire Corridor, 
including all streets between Federal Avenue and the Beverly Hills City Limits 

• Subarea 3-- Beverly Hills on the \vilshire Corridor, including all streets from the western city 
limits to La Cienega Boulevard 

• Subarea 4-- Mid-City area of Los Angeles along the Wilshire Corridor, including all streets east of 
La Cienega Boulevard up to \v estem A venue 

• Subarea 5-- Sepulveda Boulevard south of Olympic Boulevard, and Venice Boulevard west of 
Overland A venue along the Exposition Corridor 

• Subarea 6-- most of Culver City in the Exposition Corridor along Venice east of Overland 
A venue, also includes the Exposition right of way west of Jefferson Boulevard 

• Subarea 7-- Exposition Corridor east of the National Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard intersection 

For the Wilshire BRT alternative, Subareas 1-4 were further subdivided with Wilshire Boulevard 
itself as a separate subarea from the rest of the streets. This was done to properly capture the sharp 
decline in traffic volumes along Wilshire Boulevard due to the removed lane and the increase in 
volumes on parallel streets as a result of diversion from \vilshire Boulevard. 

A summary of these growth factors, which are shown in Table 3.2-16. These factors were then 
applied to the existing 2000 intersection traffic counts to develop future background (base) volumes 
at each of the study intersections for each alternative. Detailed results of the growth factors for all 
regions can be found in the Traffic Analysis Report. 

Along the Wilshire Corridor, the greatest general growth in traffic occurs in West Los Angeles and 
Beverly Hills. Both of these areas are high-density employment and commercial centers. The 
effects of traffic diversion due to the Wilshire BRT are noticeable throughout the study area, 
especially along the west side of the study area. The greatest general growth along the Exposition 
Corridor occurs in West Los Angeles. The arterial streets here are affected by their proximity to 
both the San Diego Freeway and the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Jn the second step of the forecasting process, the projected base intersection volumes for each of 
the scenarios, except for the TSM Alternative, were adjusted by adding the station access auto 
traffic. This includes park-and-ride auto traffic, kiss-and-ride auto traffic, and bus and shuttle traffic 
consisting of feeder and line haul buses. The estimated vehicle trip generation for each of the 
project alternatives will be described in more detail in the subsequent sections, which discuss the 
impacts of each alternative. The estimated trip distributions were developed based on the location 
of the transportation system and the most likely routes to the stations and were reviewed and 
adjusted for local conditions through observations of traffic patterns and volumes. 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-68 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023363 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
c..v 
c..v 
Q') 
..j:::.. 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 3.2-16 
GROWTH FACTORS FOR STUDY AREA 2000-2020 

2020 No Action TSM Alternative 1, 1a,1b Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 3 Alternative 3a 

Location AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM Al\f PM Al\1 PM 

Santa Monica/ 4.66% 4.54% 4.29'% 4.71% 11.35% 9.24% 3.83% 3.93'% 4.55% 4.48% 3.83'% 3.93% 4.55% 4.48% 

Sawtelle (-3.12%) (-2.04%) (-3.12%) (-2.04%) (?, 1?% 
-; (-2.04%) (-3.12%) (-2.04%) (-3.12%) .? ()Ll_O;'..,\ 

West Los Angeles 9.82% 9.83% 9.89% 9.74% 13.66% 13.47% 9.15%1 9.16% 9.71% 9.26% 9.15% 9.16% 9.71%1 9.26% 

(16.98'%) ( 15.95%) ( 3.12'%) ( 0 .04%) (3.12'%) ( 2.04%) ?, 100/,\ (2.04%) (-3.12'%) (-2.04'%) 

Beverly Hills 9.80% 10.48% 9.80% 10.52% 9.30% 9.86% 9.55% 10.41% 9.70% 10.52% 9.55% 10.41% 9.70% 10.52% 

(-6.57%) (-2.64%1) (-3.12%) (-2.04%) (?, 1?% 
-; (-2.04%) (':\100/0 \ (2.04%1) (-3.12%) (-2.04%) 

Mid City Wilshire 5.66% 7.13% 5.79'% 7.09% 7.68% 8.82% 5.39% 6.86'% 5.64% 6.92'% 5.39'% 6.86% 5.64% 6.92% 

(-20.08%) (-18.95%) (-20.08%) (-18.95%) (-20.08%) ( 18.95%) (-20.()8%) ( 18.95%) (-20.08%) (-18.95%) 

Sepulveda/Venice 24.60% 22.98%1 24.60% 23.51% 27.13% 25.15% 22.62% 22.44% 24.41%1 22.98% 22.62% 22.44% 24.41% 22.98%1 

Culver City 14.35% 15.18'% 14.06% 15.49'% 14.83% 16.00% 12.57'% 14.21% 13.65'% 14.56% 12.57% 14.21% 13.65'% 14.56% 

Exposition ROW 13.39% 13.90% 13.60% 14.08% 13.34% 14J)2% 12.69% 13.36% 12.92% 16.17% 12.69% 13.36% 12.92% 16.17% 

Source: MMA '.?000 
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The multi-step methodology described above is used to evaluate the impacts of project-related 
traffic, as well as the effects of transit operations on signalized intersections. J\1itigation of impacts 
to levels of insignificance based on these guidelines (e.g. reduction of delay by 5.0 seconds or more) 
would likely require traffic signal modifications and/ or physical improvements, such as additional 
through or turn lanes at intersections, new traffic signals and possible road widenings. 

lmpacts of Alternatives on Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection capacity analyses were performed for the 158 critical intersections within the J'viid-City / 
Westside Corridor study area for No Action conditions and for each of the project alternatives. The 
threshold of significance, adopted by the MTA in consultation with LADOT to determine when a 
project impact is significant, was discussed at the beginning of Section 3.2.3. This methodology is 
used to evaluate the impacts of project-related traffic, as well as the effects of transit operations on 
signalized intersections. Detailed level of service calculations and average delay for each alternative 
and peak hour can be found in the Traffic Analysis Report. The traffic impacts for each of the 
alternatives are discussed in the following pages. 

a. No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative presents projected operating conditions of study intersections in 2020 
without the development of a transit project along the Corridor. The study assumed traffic signal 
operating specifications (cycle lengths, phases, etc.) to be generaUy the same as those of today. 
Current signal timing plans were obtained from all jurisdictions so that aU potential pre-emptions at 
intersections would be entered into this analysis. The growth factors projected for various study 
area locations from 2000 to 2020 conditions, as shown in Table 3.2-16, were applied to existing peak 
hour turning movements at the study area intersections to develop estimated 2020 No Action traffic 
volumes for AivI and PM peak hours. 

Table 3.2-17 summarizes the results of these analyses. Review of this table shows that 40 
intersections are expected to operate at level of service (LOS) E or F during one or more peak 
hours. This compares to 28 intersections currently (2000 conditions) operating at LOSE or worse, 
as discussed previously. 

b. Transportation System Management (fSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative assumes an improved bus transit system throughout the study area, mostly 
through increases in service frequency on existing bus lines. Jn contrast to the BRT/LRT 
Alternatives, this alternative does not have transit stations to which automobile trips are attracted in 
large numbers. Passengers using this improved bus service are assumed to access the buses through 
conventional bus stops and existing or unofficial park-and-ride facilities. Therefore, this alternative 
does not have the impacts of the additional station access vehicle trips. However, it accounts for the 
reduction of vehicle trips from the highway system as a result of any potential auto trips diverted to 
the improved bus services and redistribution of auto trips as a result of changes in transit services. 
To develop traffic volume forecasts for this alternative, growth factors in Table 3.2-16 
corresponding to the TSM Alternative were used. No other adjustments were made to any part of 
the network for this alternative. 
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TABLE 3.2-17 
LOS E/F INTERSECTIONS IN 2020 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x 
20th Street /Colorado Ave x 
San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd / Olvmpic Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd/I-405 Southbound x x 
Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x 
Sawtelle Blvd /l' -... -~.--.. -Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd /PaJn1s Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd /Veruce Blvd x x 
::iepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /" ~ .. _ ·--·-· Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
::iepulveda Blvd /\vashington Pl x 
Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Westwood Blvd/Santa :i\Ionica Blvd x x 
Glendon Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x 
"\ve of the Stars /Santa l\Ionica Blvd x 
Santa l\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x 
S Santa :i\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x 
Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Doheny Dr /Olvmpic Blvd x 
Hauser Blvd /6th Street x 
Highland Ave /6th Street x 
Highland Ave /Wilshire Blvd x 
Highland Ave /Olympic Blvd x x 
Rossmore Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x 
:i\Iotor Ave /Venice Blvd x x 
Culver Blvd/l\Iain St /\'\Tashington Blvd x x 
Culver Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
La Cienega Blvd /Tefferson Blvd x x 
La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x 
\rlington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x 
Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x 
Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x 
Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x 
Source: MM:\ 2000 
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Table 3.2-18 shows 46 intersections projected to operate at LOS E or worse during the peak hours, 
of which most are expected to operate slightly worse than the No Action Alternative according to 
the defined significance thresholds. The TSM alternative was in part based on the \vestside Transit 
Restructuring Study, which assumed removal, streamlining, and modifications to several less 
productive bus lines. Many of these less productive bus lines are centered around Sawtelle 
Boulevard and Venice Boulevard, where most of the impacted intersections are located. Overall, 
most of the 158 intersections experience a slight improvement of operations. 

TABLE 3.2-18 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
TSM ALTERNATIVE 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x y 

20th Street /Colorado Ave x y 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Olvrnpic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /l' T, ~'"'""" Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /National Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Veteran Ave /\v'ilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /\'\Tilshire Blvd x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa J\Ionica Blvd x y 

Glendon Ave r~; .. .,·viuL~ Blvd x x y 

Ave of Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x y 

\X'hittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa J\Ionica Blvd /\v'ilshire Blvd x x y 

S Santa 1\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

::ioalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Doheny Dr /Olvmpic Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /.3rd Street x y 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x N 

Highland Ave /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Highland Ave /Olympic Blvd x x y 

Rossmore Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x y 

1\Iotor Ave /Veruce Blvd x x y 
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TABLE 3.2-18 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
TSM ALTERNATIVE 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Culver Blvd/i\Iain Str--- '·---~ton Blvd x x y 

Culver Blvd /\' enice Blvd x x y 

Robertson Blvd /Ven.ice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Washington Blvd x y 

La Cienega Blvd /Tefferson Blvd x x y 

La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

"\rlingron Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x y 

Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x y 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x y 

Figueroa Street /Exposition Blvd x y 

Source: Mi\L'\ 2000 

c. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1- Bus Lanes in Median 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes operation of buses within 
exclusive bus lanes in the median along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica 
to Western Avenue in Mid City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate on street 
to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 

Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
MTA model. Daily ridership and auto trips were calculated for each station and assigned to the 
roadway network. Wilshire BRT has no park-and-ride lots, so all auto trips are kiss-and-ride, which 
are counted twice in the intersection analysis. Daily trip generation for each station is summarized in 
Table 3.2-19. 

TABLE 3.2-19 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Wilshire/ 4th 1,202 1,134 68 

Wilshire/14th 3,011 2,825 186 

Bundv 2,481 2.357 124 

Barrington 1,599 1,449 150 

Westwood Village 6,316 5.625 691 

Santa J\lonica 2,317 2,174 143 

Beverly 1,599 1,497 102 

Robertson 2,062 1,947 115 

La Cienega 2.525 2,349 176 

Fairfax 2,550 2,378 172 
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TABLE 3.2-19 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

La Brea 3,052 2,899 153 

Crenshaw 1,373 1,306 67 

\X1esrem 9,510 9,469 41 

Totals 39,597 37,409 2,188 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for the 
Wilshire BRT Alternative using the arterial growth factors discussed earlier. 

Detailed discussions were held \N'ith the Cities of Beverly Hills, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the BRT system. Issues such as signal priority, cycle and 
phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and other operational details 
were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these cities, specific signal timing as 
well as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections which are along and/ or 
immediately adjacent to the BRT alignment. 

Some of the items addressed in the intersection analysis include: 

• Additional clearance time for north south streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignment. 

• Additional left turn phases to stop the left turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignment. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for the Wilshire BRT scenario and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this 
alternative. In addition, existing dual left turn lanes were modified at the following locations due to 
the limited right-of-way: 

• Veteran Avenue at Wilshire Boulevard, one left-turn lane in each direction 

• Gayley Avenue at \vilshire Boulevard, one left-turn lane eastbound only 

• Westwood Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard, one left-turn lane in each direction 

• Glendon Avenue at Wilshire Boulevard, both left-turn lanes eastbound only 

• Santa Monica Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard, one left-turn lane eastbound only 
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Intersection capacity analyses were performed for the resultant total volumes for this alternative. 
Table 3.2-20 summarizes the results of the intersection capacity analyses of study intersections, 
using Level of Service E as the threshold for intersections with unacceptable levels of service. As 
discussed earlier, the loss of some left turn lanes resulted in the diversion of existing left turns to 
alternate locations. In the level of service analysis this was manua11y reflected by assuming that 50 
percent of the left turns would shift to the next available left turn location and 50 percent would 
shift to right turns and circle the next block. The diversion of some of these left turns to minor 
streets between the study intersections could cause impacts at some of those locations, which will be 
further evaluated during the design of the left turn lanes at each signalized intersection during 
preliminary engineering. The increased left turn demands at some of the minor streets would not 
negatively impact BRT operations, but it could have the potential impact of left turn queues 
exceeding left turn lane capacity and causing blockage of a through lane on \Vilshire Boulevard. 

TABLE 3.2-20 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 1 

LOSE LOSF 
Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Bundy Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/\'\Tilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /\\/ilshire Blvd x x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa :i\Ionica Blvd x y 

Ave of the Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x N 

\X'hittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa :i\Ionica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

S Santa :i\Ionica Blvd/\v'ilshire Blvd x x N 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverlv Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Doheny Dr /Olympic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax "\ve /3rd Street x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Highland Ave I Olympic Blvd x x N 

Rossmore Ave /\X!ilshire Blvd x N 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

For the Wilshire BRT Alternative, 20 intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse 
during the peak hours in the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor area. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that the Wilshire BRT Alternative can 
be expected to significantly affect 14 intersections. Mitigation efforts for these intersections will be 
discussed in Section 3.2.4. Table 3.2-20 indicates the intersections projected to operate at LOS E or 
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F and which are significantly impacted by the BRT Alternative. Figure 3.2-17 illustrates the 
intersections impacted by Alternative 1. 
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Figure 3.2.17 - Alt 1 Impacted Intersections 
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As seen in Table 3.2-20, most of the impacted intersections are concentrated along Wilshire 
Boulevard. The bulk of the impacts occur in the \vestwood area and in Beverly Hills. 

d. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1A- Bus Lanes Adjacent to Median 

As described in detail in the project desc1-iption, this alternative assumes operation of buses within 
exclusive bus lanes in the existing travel lane next to the median along \vilshire Boulevard between 
Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to \vestern Avenue in Mid City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the 
buses would operate on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 

Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
MTA model. Daily ridership and auto trips were calculated for each station and assigned to the 
roadway network. Wilshire BRT has no park-and-ride lots, so all auto trips are kiss-and-ride, which 
are counted twice in the intersection analysis. Daily trip generation for each station is summarized 
earlier in Table 3.2-19. It is assumed that the ridership numbers will not change as a result of the 
variation of the Wilshire BRT alternative. 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for the 
Wilshire BRT Alternative using the arterial growth factors discussed earlier. The growth factors are 
assumed to be similar in all Wilshire BRT alternatives because these alternatives are operational 
changes that should not affect traffic across the study area.Detailed discussions were held with the 
Cities of Beverly Hills, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles Department of Transportation staff to 
identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and scenarios for the implementation of 
the BRT system. Issues such as signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective 
phasing for turns, loss time and other operational details were discussed. Based on these 
discussions, and directions from these cities, specific signal timing as well as geometric modifications 
were assumed at study intersections which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT 
alignment. 

Some of the items addressed in the intersection analysis include: 

• Additional clearance time for north south streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignment. 

• Additional left turn phases to stop the left turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignment. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for the Wilshire BRT scenario and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this 
alternative. 

Intersection capacity analyses were performed for the resultant total volumes for this alternative. 
Table 3.2-21 summarizes the results of the intersection capacity analyses of study intersections, 
using Level of Service E as the threshold for intersections with unacceptable levels of service. 
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TABLE 3.2-21 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 1A 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

San Vicente Blvd/FedernJ Aver .. ;~~~m-- Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Gavley Ave /\v'ilshire Blvd x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa :Monica Blvd x y 

Glendon Ave /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Ave of the Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x N 

\\/bittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Santa J\Ionica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

S Santa J\lonica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverlv Dr /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Dohenv Dr /Olvmpic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /3rd S rreet x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Highland Ave / Olvmpic Blvd x x N 

Rossmore Ave /\\/ilshire Blvd x N 

Source: r\IM:\ 2001) 

For the Wilshire BRT Alternative 1A, 21 intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse 
during the peak hours in the \vilshire Boulevard Corridor area. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that the \vilshire BRT Alternative can 
be expected to significantly affect 13 intersections. l'vfitigation efforts for these intersections will be 
discussed in Section 3.2.4. Table 3.2-21 indicates the intersections projected to operate at LOS E or 
F and which are significantly impacted by the BRT Alternative. 

As seen in Table 3.2-21, most of the impacted intersections are concentrated along \vilshire 
Boulevard. The bulk of the impacts occur in the Westwood area and in Beverly Hills, similar to 
Alternative 1. 

In addition to the overall level of service at each study intersection, an analysis of the left-turn 
queues along Wilshire Boulevard was also conducted. The potential for left-tum queues to block 
the BRT lane is a concern that could make this alternative unattractive in terms of bus operations 
improvement. Table 3.2-22 illustrates the forecast left-tum queues along Wilshire Boulevard for 
both Alternatives 1 and la. 
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TABLE 3.2-22 
DESIGN QUEUE FOR LEFT TURN APPROACHES FOR WILSHIRE BOULEVARD 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Alt1 Alt1A Alt 1 Alt1a 
Intersection EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB 

2nct Street/Wilshire Blvd * 5 0 2 * 6 0 3 

5th Street/Wilshire Blvd *- * 0 0 * * 0 3 

6th Street/Wilshire Blvd 1 1 0 1 3 6 1 3 

Lincoh1 Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 1 8 0 4 1 9 0 4 

14th Street/Wilshire Blvd *- * 0 0 * * 1 1 

20th Street/Wilshire Blvd 2 6 1 3 3 4 1 2 

26th Street/Wilshire Blvd 3 4 1 2 5 4 2 2 

Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 0 3 0 1 1 3 0 1 

Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 3 5 2 3 4 4 2 2 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 2 3 3 4 2 .3 .3 4 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd 4 10 4 10 12 23 12 24 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd 34 8 34 8 26 9 26 9 

Gayley Ave /Wilshire Blvd 26 5 27 2 24 4 24 2 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd 50 12 47 12 21 14 20 14 

Glendon Ave /Wilshire Blvd * 8 21 2 * 5 11 3 

Westhohne Ave /\'\Tilshire Blvd * 2 3 2 * 4 2 4 

Beverly Glen Blvd /Wilshire Blvd 6 3 6 3 10 5 10 5 

Comstock Ave /Wilshire Blvd 3 1 0 1 2 2 1 1 

Whittier Dr /\'\Tilshire Blvd 8 2 8 2 11 3 11 3 

Santa J\lonica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd .37 11 37 11 44 9 .36 9 

South Santa J\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd * 8 0 8 * 9 7 9 

Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd 4 4 7 11 7 11 

Doheny Dr/Wilshire Blvd 6 5 6 5 7 5 7 5 

Robertson Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 6 4 6 4 7 8 7 8 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd 4 6 4 6 10 12 10 12 

San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 3 1 2 0 4 2 2 1 

Crescent Heights Blvd/\v'ilshire Blvd 3 4 2 2 3 3 2 2 

Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 3 3 2 2 2 3 1 2 

Hauser Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 2 3 1 1 .3 2 1 1 

La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 3 4 2 3 3 4 2 3 

Highland Ave /\'\Tilshire Blvd 5 4 3 2 4 4 2 2 

Rossmore Ave /\X'ilshire Blvd 7 1 3 1 7 1 3 0 

Crenshaw Blvd (~·;,vrni~ Blvd N/A 8 N/A 8 N/A 9 N/A 9 

Western Ave /\'\Tilshire Blvd 5 4 5 4 7 6 7 6 

< Indicates left turn mm-emcnt rcmm-cd for :\ltcmatiw 1 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

e. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1B- Bus Lanes in Curb Lane 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes operation of buses within 
exclusive bus lanes in the curb lane along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa 
j\fonica to \vestern Avenue in J\;1id City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate 
on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 
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Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
MTA model. Daily ridership and auto trips were calculated for each station and assigned to the 
roadway network. \vilshire BRT has no park-and-ride lots, so all auto trips are kiss-and-ride, which 
are counted twice in the intersection analysis. Daily trip generation for each station is summarized 
earlier in Table 3.2-19. It is assumed that the ridership numbers will not change as a result of the 
variation of the Wilshire BRT alternative. 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for the 
Wilshire BRT Alternative using the arterial growth factors discussed earlier. The growth factors are 
assumed to be similar in all Wilshire BRT alternatives because these alternatives are operational 
changes that should not affect traffic across the study area. 

Detailed discussions were held with the Cities of Beverly Hills, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the BRT system. Issues such as signal priority, cycle and 
phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and other operational details 
were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these cities, specific signal timing as 
well as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections which are along and/ or 
immediately adjacent to the BRT alignment. 

Some of the items addressed in the intersection analysis include: 

• Additional clearance time for north south streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignment. 

• Additional left turn phases to stop the left turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignment. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for the Wilshire BRT scenario and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this 
alternative. 

Intersection capacity analyses were performed for the resultant total volumes for this alternative. 
Table 3.2-23 summarizes the results of the intersection capacity analyses of study intersections, 
using Level of Service E as the threshold for intersections ~with unacceptable levels of service. 

For the Wilshire BRT Alternative 1B, 18 intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse 
during the peak hours in the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor area. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that the \vilshire BRT Alternative can 
be expected to significantly affect 11 intersections. J\1itigation efforts for these intersections will be 
discussed in Section 3.2.4. Table 3.2-23 indicates the intersections projected to operate at LOSE or 
F and which are significantly impacted by the BRT Alternative. 
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TABLE 3.2-23 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 1B 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

Gayley Ave /\v'ilshire Blvd x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa :i\Ionica Blvd x y 

Glendon Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Ave of the Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x N 

\\/hittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa :i\Ionica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

S Santa l\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverlv Dr /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Dohenv Dr /Olympic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /3rd Street x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /Olympic Blvd x x N 

Source: Mr\!:\ 2000 

As seen in Table 3.2-23, most of the impacted intersections are concentrated along \vilshire 
Boulevard. The bulk of the impacts occur in the Westwood area and in Beverly Hills. 

f. Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes operation of buses ~within 
exclusive bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to \vestern 
Avenue in Mid City Los Angeles. The Wilshire BRT Baseline (lanes in the median) was used for this 
analysis. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 
Additionally, this alternative assumes operation of buses within the exclusive Exposition ROW 
between Santa Monica and Sepulveda Boulevard in the west, and Venice Boulevard and Figueroa 
Street/Flower Street in the east. In Santa Monica, west of 14th Street, the BRT v.rill operate as a 
Rapid Bus to the Santa Monica Transit Center. The BRT will run in the median of Venice 
Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard between the two ROW portions. The BRT will also run as a 
Rapid Bus north on Figueroa Street and south on Flower Street to Street/Flower Street. 

Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
MTA model. Daily ridership park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride trips were calculated for each station 
and assigned to the roadway network. Daily trip generation for each station on the \vilshire BRT 
route is summarized in Table 3.2-24 and daily trip generation for each station on the Exposition 
BRT route is summarized in Table 3.2-25. 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-82 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023377 



EM23524 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 3.2-24 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 2 WILSHIRE BRT STATIONS 
Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 
Wilshire/ 4th 1,244 1,160 84 
Wilshire/ 14th 2,299 2,184 115 
Bundy 2,296 2,181 115 
Barrington 1,430 1,345 85 
Westwood Village 5,798 5,108 690 
Santa Monica 2,075 1,945 130 
Beverly 1,730 1,644 86 
Robertson 1,912 1,816 96 
La Cienega 2,154 2,046 108 
Fairfax 2,645 2,508 137 
La Brea 2,671 2,537 134 
Crenshaw 1,22.3 973 250 
\vestem 8,881 8,437 444 

Totals 36,358 33,884 2,474 
Source: MM:\ 2000 

TABLE 3.2-25 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 2 EXPOSITION BRT STATIONS 
Exposition BRT Mode of Access Auto Access 

Station Totals Walk/Transit Auto PNR KNR 
Seventh/Flower 2,0.33 1,931 102 102 
Fi211eroa/Pico 759 721 38 38 
Figueroa/ Adams 969 921 48 48 
Fi211eroa/ T efferson 4,5.31 4,.304 227 227 
\Termont 1,880 1,786 94 94 
\vestem 1,680 1,596 84 84 
Crenshaw 4,023 3,516 507 306 201 
LaBrea 960 871 89 41 48 
La Cienega 1,711 1,262 449 36.3 86 
National/Hayden 405 385 20 20 
V enice/J\Iain 655 622 33 33 
Venice/ Overland 673 639 .34 .34 
Venice/Sepulveda 2,706 2.571 135 135 
Sepulveda/N arional 584 555 29 29 
Pico/Sawtelle 1,38.3 1,127 256 187 69 
Bundv 1,266 1,167 99 36 63 
Cloverfield 1,650 1,515 135 53 82 
Colorado/14th .375 356 19 19 
Ocean/Santa Monica Boulevard 718 682 36 36 

Totals 28,961 26,527 2,434 986 1,448 
Source: MM:\ 2000 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
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intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for 
Alternative 2 using the arte1-ial growth factors discussed in previous sections. 

Detailed discussions were held with Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT systems. Issues such as 
signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and 
other operational details were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these 
cities, specific signal timing as weH as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections 
which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT alignments. These include items such as: 

• Additional clearance time for streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignments. 

• Additional left and right turn phases to stop the turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignments. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for Alternative 2 and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this alternative. In 
addition to the locations with dual left-turn lanes that were affected by Alternative 1, one westbound 
left-turn lane "1-ill be eliminated at the intersection of Culver Boulevard and Venice Boulevard. 

For Alternative 2, a review of Table 3.2-26 on the next page shows 49 intersections are projected to 
operate at LOS E or worse during the peak hours along both corridors. Based on a comparison to 
No-Build conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that Alternative 2 can be 
expected to significantly affect 36 intersections. Table 3.2-26 indicates the intersections projected to 
operate at LOS E or F and which are significantly impacted by Alternative 2. These locations are 
illustrated on Figure 3.2-18. 

Based on Table 3.2-26, most of the significantly impacted intersections are concentrated in Culver 
City and along Interstate 405 and on \'Vilshire Boulevard in the \'Vestwood area. Also, most 
intersections immediately adjacent to stations experience significant impacts. This can be attributed 
to the large number of projected auto access trips to the two BRT alignments. Additionally, it could 
be partially attributed to the large number of intersections that are already at LOS E or F with the 
No Action Alternative. 

g. Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) Alternative 2A 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes operation of buses within 
exclusive bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to \'Vestern 
Avenue in }.;fid City Los Angeles. The Wilshire BRT Baseline Oanes in the median) was used for this 
analysis. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 
Additionally, this alternative assumes operation of buses within the exclusive Exposition RO\'V 
between Venice Boulevard in Culver City and Figueroa Street/Flower Street in Downtown Los 
Angeles. \'Vest of Venice Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard in Culver City, the BRT will operate as a 
Rapid Bus to the Santa Monica Transit Center following the path of the full length Exposition BRT. 
The BRT will also run as a Rapid Bus north of Exposition Boulevard running to 7th Street/Flower 
Street northbound on Figueroa Street and southbound on Flower Street. 
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Figure 3.2.18 Alt 2 Impacted Intersections 
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TABLE 3.2-26 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION BRT ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x N 

20th Street /Colorado Ave x N 

Bundv Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd / Olvmpic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /l' ~ ---------- Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /1' T u""H'" Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa J\Ionica Blvd x y 

"\ve of Stars /Santa J\lonica Blvd x N 

\"X/hittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa J\Ionica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

S Santa J\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x N 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Doheny Dr /Olympic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /3rd Street x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x y 

High land Ave /Olympic Blvd x x N 

Rossmore Ave /Wilshire Blvd N 

Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x y 

Girard Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Overland Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

J\lotor Ave /'I' enice Blvd x x y 

Clarington Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Hughes Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Culver Blvd/J\lain St/\\/ashington Blvd x x N 

Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x N 

National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 
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TABLE 3.2-26 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION BRT ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

National Blvd /Washington Blvd x y 

La Cienega Blvd /Tefferson Blvd x y 

La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Arlington "\ ve /Exposition Blvd x x y 

\X'estem Ave /Exposition Blvd x N 

Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x y 

Figueroa Street/Tefferson Blvd x y 

Source: Ml\L\ 2UUO 

Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
J\iffA model. Daily ridership park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride trips were calculated for each station 
and assigned to the roadway network. Daily trip generation for each station on the \Vilshire BRT 
route is summarized in Table 3.2-27 and daily trip generation for each station on the Exposition 
BRT route is summarized in Table 3.2-28. 

TABLE 3.2-27 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 2A WILSHIRE BRT 
STATIONS 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Wilshire/ 4th 1,228 1,153 75 

Wilshire/14th 2,679 2,498 181 

Bun(lv 2.070 1,948 122 

Barrington 1,453 1,299 154 

Westwood Village 6,206 5,522 684 

Santa J\Ionica 1,662 1,523 139 

Beverly 1,465 1,371 94 

Robertson 1,816 1,709 107 

La Cienega 2,298 2,146 152 

Fairfax 2,650 2,500 150 

La Brea 2.664 2,520 144 

Crenshaw 1,219 969 250 

Western 8,980 8,856 124 

Totals 36,390 34,014 2,376 

Source: 1\11\I:\ 2UOO 
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TABLE 3.2-28 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 2A EXPOSITION BRT MOS 
STATIONS 

Exposition BRT Mode of Access Auto Access 

Station Totals Walk/Transit Auto PNR KNR 

Seventh/Flower 2,158 2.050 108 108 

Figueroa/Pico 768 730 38 38 

Figueroa/ Adams 988 939 49 49 

Figueroa/Jefferson 3,332 3,15.3 179 179 

Vermont 2,299 2,184 115 115 

\Vestem 2,075 1,971 104 104 

Crenshaw 3,422 .3,086 336 165 171 

La Brea 1,206 1,105 101 41 60 

La Cienega 2,070 1,603 467 .363 104 

N ational/Havden 593 563 30 30 

Totals 18,911 17,384 1,527 569 958 

Source: MM:\ 2UOO 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for 
Alternative 2A using the arterial growth factors discussed in previous sections. 

Detailed discussions were held with Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS systems. Issues 
such as signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss 
time and other operational details were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from 
these cities, specific signal timing as well as geometric modifications were assumed at study 
intersections which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT alignments. These include 
items such as: 

• Additional clearance time for streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignments. 

• Additional left and right turn phases to stop the turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignments. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for Alternative 2A and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this alternative. 
AU locations where dual left-turn lanes were affected in Alternative 1 were also affected under 
Alternative 2A. 

For Alternative 2A, a review of Table 3.2-29 on the next page shows 47 intersections are projected 
to operate at LOS E or worse during the peak hours along both corridors. Based on a comparison 
to No-Build conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that Alternative 2 can be 
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expected to significantly affect 33 intersections. Table 3.2-29 indicates the intersections projected to 
operate at LOS E or F and which are significantly impacted by Alternative 2A. 

Based on Table 3.2-29, most of the significantly impacted intersections are concentrated in Culver 
City and along Interstate 405 and along Wilshire Boulevard in the \vestwood area. Also, most 
intersections immediately adjacent to stations experience significant impacts. This can be attributed 
to the large number of projected auto access trips to the two BRT alignments. Additionally, it could 
be partially attributed to the large number of intersections that are already at LOS E or F with the 
No Action Alternative. 

TABLE 3.2-29 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION BRT MOS ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 
Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x y 

20th Street / ,~ ~Ave x y 

Bundy Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x N 

Sawtelle Blvd /1' T u""H'" Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Santa Monica Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Olympic Blvd x r 
Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /t' T 
1 Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Paln1s Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Veteran Ave /\\/ilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa 1\fonica Blvd x y 

Ave of Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x N 

\Xlhittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa Monica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

S Santa 1\fonica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x N 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Doheny Dr /Olympic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /3rd Street x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x r 
Highland Ave / Street x y 
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TABLE 3.2-29 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION BRT MOS ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 
Highland Ave /Olympic Blvd x x N 

Rossmore Ave /\X'ilshire Blvd N 

Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x y 

l\Iotor "\ ve /Venice Blvd x x N 

Culver Blvd/l\Iain St/Washington Blvd x x y 

Culver Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /\' enice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Washington Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Jefferson Blvd x y 

La Brea "\ve /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Arlington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x N 

Vetmont Ave /Exposition Blvd x N 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x N 
Source: i\fM:\ 2000 

h. Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes the operation of buses 
within exclusive bus lanes in the median along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa 
Monica to Western Avenue in Mid City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate 
on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. Additionally, this alternative assumes a light rail line in 
operation v.rithin the exclusive Exposition ROW between Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica and 
Sepulveda Boulevard in the west, and Venice Boulevard and Hill Street in the east. The LRT will 
run in the median of Venice Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard between the two ROW portions. 
The LRT will also run down the center of Hill Street to Washington Boulevard, where it will 
connect with the Long Beach Blue Line to the Street/Metro Center station. Additionally, the 
light rail will run in the median and in mixed flow traffic along Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica 
between Lincoln Boulevard and 20th Street.Auto access trips for each BRT and LRT station were 
developed from mode of access data derived from the MTA model. Daily ridership park-and-ride 
and kiss-and-ride trips were calculated for each station and assigned to the roadway network. Daily 
trip generation for each station is summarized in Table 3.2-30 for the \vilshire BRT stations and in 
Table 3.2-31 for the Exposition LRT stations. 

TABLE 3.2-30 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3 WILSHIRE BRT 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Wilshire/ 4th 1,462 1,367 95 

\v'ilshire/ 14th 2,072 1,968 104 

Bundv 2,424 2,303 121 
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TABLE 3.2-30 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3 WILSHIRE BRT 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Barrington 1,226 1,091 135 

\\/estwood Village 5,222 4,598 624 

Santa J\Ionica 1,824 1,681 143 

Bevedv 1,642 1,560 82 

Robertson 1,842 92 

La Cienega 2,100 1,995 105 

Fairfax 2.555 2,413 142 

La Brea 2,863 2,720 143 

Crenshaw 1,583 1,125 458 

Western 5,733 5,446 287 

Totals 32,548 28,267 2,531 

Source: M:\L\ 200U 

TABLE 3.2-31 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3 EXPOSITION LRT 

Exposition LRT Mode of Access Auto Access 

Station Totals Walk/Transit Auto PNR KNR 

Seventh/Flower 8,146 7,739 407 407 

Pico/Flower 3,608 3,428 180 180 

\'\Tashington/Grand 2,000 1,900 100 100 

I-110/USC/Exposition Park 1,542 1,465 77 77 
\Termont 2,093 1,988 105 105 

Western 2,226 2,105 121 121 

Crenshaw 3,327 2,761 566 400 166 

La Brea 2,623 2,451 172 41 131 

La Cienega 1,370 925 445 363 82 

Venice/Washington 2,197 1,201 996 586 410 

Venice/ Overland 1,332 1,160 172 172 

Venice/Sepulveda 3,393 3,223 170 170 

Sepulveda/National 2,165 2,025 140 140 

Pico/ Sawtelle 4,776 3,975 801 562 239 

Bundv 2,781 2,408 373 233 140 

Cloverfield 4,214 3,381 833 622 211 

Ocean/ Colorado 3,646 3,362 284 100 184 

Totals 51,439 45,497 5,942 2,907 3,035 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
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intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for 
Alternative 3 using the arte1-ial growth factors discussed in previous sections. 

Detailed discussions were held with Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT systems. Issues such as 
signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and 
other operational details were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these 
cities, specific signal timing as weH as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections 
which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT and LRT alignments. These include items 
such as: 

• Additional clearance time for streets to clear traffic across the BRT /LRT alignments. 

• Additional turn phases to stop the turning vehicles from turning across the BRT/LRT 
alignments. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT/LRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for Alternative 3 and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this alternative. 
In addition to the locations where dual left-turn lanes were affected by Alternative 1, the following 
locations had changes to existing dual left-turn lanes as a result of Alternative 3: 

• Culver Boulevard at Venice Boulevard, one left-turn lane westbound 

• Figueroa Boulevard at Exposition Boulevard, one left-turn lane eastbound 

For Alternative 3, a review of Table 3.2-32 shows 36 intersections are projected to operate at LOSE 
or worse during the peak hours along both corridors. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that Alternative 3 can be expected to 
significantly affect 31 intersections. Table 3.2-32 indicates the intersections projected to operate at 
LOS E or F and which are significantly impacted by Alternative 3. These locations are illustrated in 
Figure 3.2-19. 

Based on Table 3.2-32, most of the significantly impacted intersections are concentrated in Culver 
City and along Interstate 405. Also, most intersections immediately adjacent to intersections 
expe1-ience significant impacts. This can be attributed to the large number of projected auto access 
trips to the BRT and LRT stations. Additionally, it could be partially attributed to the large number 
of intersections that are already at LOS E or F with the No Action Alternative. 

i. Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (JYIOS) 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes the operation of buses 
within exclusive bus lanes in the median along \'Vilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa 
J'vfonica to \'Vestern Avenue in Niid City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate 
on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. Additionally, this alternative assumes a light rail line in 
operation within the exclusive Exposition ROW between Venice Boulevard in Culver City and Hill 
Street in Los Angeles. The LRT will also run down the center of Hill Street to \'Vashington 
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Boulevard, where it will connect with the Long Beach Blue Line to the 7th Street/Metro Center 
station. 

Figure 3.2.19- Alternative 3 Impacted Intersections 
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TABLE 3.2-32 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION LRT ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x N 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/\\/ilshire Blvd x x y 

20th Street /Colorado Ave x N 

Sawtelle Blvd / Olvmpic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /l' -. ~·~~""" Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /: - Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

\XIJiittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Spalding Dr / Olvmpic Blvd x y 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x y 

Washington Blvd /\'\Tashington Pl x x y 

Girard Ave /Venice Blvd x x y 

J\Iotor Ave /Veruce Blvd x x y 

Clarington Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Hughes Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Culver Blvd /J\Iain Sr, \\/'ashington x x N 

Culver Blvd /V emce Blvd x x N 

Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

La Cienega Blvd /Jefferson Blvd x y 

La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Arlington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x N 

Source: Mt\L\ 2000 

Auto access trips for each BRT and LRT station were developed from mode of access data derived 
from the MTA model. Daily ridership park-and-ride and kiss-and-1-ide trips were calculated for each 
station and assigned to the roadway network. Daily trip generation for each station is summarized in 
Table 3.2-33 for the Wilshire BRT stations and in Table 3.2-34 for the Exposition LRT stations. 
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TABLE 3.2-33 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3A WILSHIRE BRT 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Wilshire/ 4th 1,501 1,433 68 

Wilshire/ 14th 2,778 2,711 67 

Bundy 2,385 2,254 131 

Barrington 1,558 1,394 164 

\\/estwood Village 6,272 5.574 698 

Santa J\Ionica 2,043 1,943 100 

Beverlv 1,640 1,545 95 

Robertson 1,980 102 

La Cienega 2,320 2,209 111 

Fairfax 2,565 2,423 142 

La Brea 2.831 2,712 119 

Crenshaw 1,555 1,308 247 

Western 8,872 8,762 110 

Totals 38,300 34,268 2,154 

Source: M:\L\ 200U 

TABLE 3.2-34 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3A EXPOSITION LRT MOS 

Exposition LRT Mode of Access Auto Access 

Station Totals Walk/Transit Auto PNR KNR 

Seventh/ Flower 6,424 6,103 321 321 

Pico/Flower 2,932 2,785 147 147 

Washington/ Grand 1,769 1,681 88 88 

I-110/USC/Exposition Park 1,382 1,313 69 69 

Vermont 1,928 1,832 96 96 

\X'estern 2,023 1,917 106 106 

Crenshaw 3,098 2,543 555 400 155 

La Brea 2.533 2,346 187 41 146 

La Cienega 1,288 853 435 363 72 

V enice/\v ashington 3,802 2,700 1,102 612 490 

Totals 27,179 24,073 3,106 1,416 1,690 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for 
Alternative 3A using the arterial growth factors discussed in previous sections. 

Detailed discussions were held with Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
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scenarios for the implementation of the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT systems. Issues such as 
signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and 
other operational details were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these 
cities, specific signal timing as well as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections 
which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT and LRT alignments. These include items 
such as: 

• Additional clearance time for streets to clear traffic across the BRT/LRT alignments. 

• Additional turn phases to stop the turning vehicles from turning across the BRT/LRT 
alignments. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT /LRT signal p1-iority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for Alternative 3A and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this alternative. 
In addition to the locations with dual left-turn lanes that were affected by Alternative 1, one 
eastbound left-turn lane will be eliminated at the intersection of Figueroa Boulevard and Exposition 
Boulevard. 

For Alternative 3A, a review of Table 3.2-35 shows 41 intersections are projected to operate at LOS 
E or worse during the peak hours along both corridors. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that Alternative 3 can be expected to 
significantly affect 30 intersections. Table 3.2-35 indicates the intersections projected to operate at 
LOS E or F and which are significantly impacted by Alternative 3A. 

Based on Table 3.2-35, most of the significantly impacted intersections are concentrated in Culver 
City and along Interstate 405. Also, most intersections immediately adjacent to intersections 
experience significant impacts. This can be attributed to the large number of projected auto access 
trips to the BRT and LRT stations. Additionally, it could be partially attributed to the large number 
of intersections that are already at LOS E or F "1-itl1 the No Action Alternative. 

TABLE 3.2-35 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION LRT MOS ALTERNATIVE 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 
Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x N 

20th Street /Colorado Ave x N 

Sawtelle Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /National Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /National Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 
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TABLE 3.2-35 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION LRT MOS ALTERNATIVE 

LOSE LOSF 
Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x y 

Girard Ave /'I' enice Blvd x x y 

J\Iotor Ave /Venice Blvd x x y 

Clarington Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Hughes Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Culver Blvd/J\Iain St/Washington Blvd x x N 

Culver Blvd /Venice Blvd x x N 

Robertson Blvd /\' enice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

La Cienega Blvd /Jefferson Blvd x y 

La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Arlington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Vem10nt "\ve /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x N 
Source: r\IM:\ 2001) 

Comparison of Overall Intersection Delay 

To compare intersection perfom1ance in various scenarios, a weighted average delay was calculated 
for each alternative in each corridor by multiplying the delays by the entering vehicles for each 
intersection during each peak hour. The overa11 average delay was calculated by adding the total 
weighted delay for all study intersections and dividing by the grand total of entering traffic volumes 
at all intersection for each peak hour. This statistic is a reasonable indicator of the amount of 
average vehicular delay that will be experienced by motorists going through all of the study 
intersections, under each scenario. 

Table 3.2-36 presents a summary of total weighted average delay expected at all study intersections 
for the Wilshire BRT scenarios. Only those intersections that were analyzed as part of the Wilshire 
Corridor were included in this table. 

TABLE 3.2-36 
COMPARISON OF OVERALL INTERSECTION DELAY 

(SECONDS /VEHICLE) 
WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 

No Action Alt 1, 1a, 1b Alt2 Alt2a Alt3 Alt3a 

AJ\I Peak Average Delav 45.55 45.73 45.77 48.38 45.61 48.46 

PI\1 Peak Average Delay 46.98 46.89 47.10 48.40 46.70 47.97 

Source: M:\L\ 2000 
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As can be seen in this table, the overa11 average delays range from approximately 46 to 48 seconds 
per vehicle for the AM peak, and from approximately 47 to 48 seconds per vehicle for the PM peak. 
The small difference combined with the large delay indicates that these intersections are equally 
congested in both peak hours. Conditions are projected to change slightly from the No Action 
Alternative. Compared with Alternative 1, the full Exposition LRT Alternative 3 improves 
performance on the Wilshire Corridor by decreasing delay, but the Exposition BRT and LRT MOS 
alternatives 2A and 3A, respectively, cause the Wilshire Corridor to operate worse. However, these 
changes in delay are not considered significant. The intersection delay difference between 
alternatives indicates that diverted traffic will spread out throughout the study area intersections 
causing only a marginal increase in network-wide vehicle delay due to the lane reduction along 
Wilshire Boulevard. 

Table 3.2-37 presents a summary of total weighted average delay expected at all study intersections 
for the Exposition LRT and BRT scenarios. Only those intersections that were analyzed as part of 
the Exposition Corridor were included in this table. 

TABLE 3.2-37 
COMPARISON OF OVERALL INTERSECTION 

DELAY (SECONDS/VEHICLE) 
EXPOSITION CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES 

No Action Alt 2 Alt 2a Alt3 Alt3a 

AJ\1 Peak "\verage Delay 65.05 71.99 72.60 66.11 73.23 

PJ\I Peak Average Delav 71.53 77.67 78.18 73.56 78.53 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

As can be seen in this table, the overall average delays are approximately 65 and 72 seconds per 
vehicle for AM and PM peak, respectively in the No Action alternative. The large delay indicates 
that these intersections are heavily congested in both peak hours. The average delay on the 
Exposition Corridor is worse than the Wilshire Corridor due to the heavy congestion projected in 
Culver City and along the San Diego Freeway where the bulk of the study intersections are located. 
Most of these intersections on the street running portion on Venice Boulevard and Sepulveda 
Boulevard will experience high delays without the Exposition alternatives. Conditions are projected 
to significantly worsen "vith the Exposition alternatives, except for Alternative 3. This can be 
attributed to the larger number of auto trips projected to use the Exposition alignments and the lane 
reduction on Venice Boulevard. 

The LRT and BRT alternatives will introduce additional delays due to several reasons: 

• Reductions in available green time to cross streets at the existing signals 

• Delays to turning movements 

• Delays at new mid-block BRT crossings where traffic previously did not stop 

• Increased congestion due to additional auto trips attracted to park and ride stations 

This additional average delay compared to the No Build, ranges from about 1.5 seconds for BRT in 
the Al\1 peak to just over 11 seconds for the LRT Alternative in the PM peak. It should be noted 
that the overall average intersection delay increases by more than the 5.0 second threshold of 
significance for all alternatives except Exposition Alternative 3. However, since most of the 
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intersections were projected to operate better than LOS E, the number of intersections identified as 
impacted will be relatively low. 

3.2.4 Mitigation Measures 

General Mitigation Measures and Strategies for Refinement in Preliminary Engineering 

Several of the traffic signals along the two alignments have been incorporated into the City of Los 
Angeles Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) system. The Cities of Beverly Hills, 
Culver City, and Santa Monica also have citywide traffic signal systems. As part of the Preliminary 
Engineering and Design Build phases of the project, modifications to the signal timing and phasing 
plans will be refined with each local jurisdiction and implemented so that the signal systems can give 
priority to the BRT buses or LRT trains, while minimizing impacts on arterial street traffic. Some of 
the considerations that will go into the detailed signal design effort include: 

• Evaluation of impacts on cross traffic when considering signal preferential/priority treatment for 
BRT buses/LRT trains (utilizing detection system to lengthen, or shorten on the cross street, a 
signal phase to allow arriving bus/ train to proceed through the intersection unimpeded). 

• Coordination of signal phasing and timing to coincide with arriving buses/trains and stops at 
adjacent station platforms - e.g., red phase occurs during the time needed for passenger 
boarding and fare collection. 

• Consideration of signal priority that can give buses a head start over the rest of the traffic (a 
queue jump) in areas of mixed-flow traffic. This can be accomplished by adding a signal phase 
that advances to a green light for the BRT bus lane prior to the other traffic lane. 

BRT Impact Due to Loss of Mixed Flow Lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 

Proposed A1itigation J\;ieasures: 

The following mitigation measure is proposed to reduce the impacts of the traffic diversion caused 
by the loss of one mixed flow lane in each direction on Wilshire Boulevard: 

• Assist the City of Los Angeles City Department of Transportation to implement the Advanced 
Traffic Control System (ATCS) in the J'viid-City/Westside study area. A total of 433 signalized 
intersections in the following ATSAC project areas will be upgraded to the ATCS system: J'viid
Wilshire, Wilshire-\v est, \v estwood, \vest Los Angeles, and Santa Monica Freeway-Smart 
Corridor. Funding in the amount of $15,000 per intersection (total of $6,49 5,000) will be added 
to the project budget to finance the ATCS system in this area. 

• The MTA will work with the Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica to identify traffic 
operations improvements, similar to the ATCS system in Los Angeles, to mitigate the impacts of 
any diversion of traffic from Wilshire Boulevard to alternate arterial streets. In Beverly Hills, 
Olympic Boulevard is part of the Smart Corridor discussed earlier under the City of Los Angeles 
mitigation measure. Other parallel streets which could be candidates for signal system upgrade 
include North and South Santa Monica Boulevards and Burton Way, with about 23 traffic 
signals. In Santa Monica, the signal system could be upgraded on Santa Monica Boulevard and 
Colorado Avenue, affecting about 21 traffic signals. The cost of this mitigation measure would 
be $660,000. 
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BRT Impacts due to Turn Prohibitions and/or Restrictions at Intersections 

Proposed Nlitigation Aleasttres: 

Mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of turn prohibitions at Study Area intersections shall 
include the following; to the extent determined feasible during preliminary engineering: 

• Increase, to the extent feasible, the length of remaining left-turn pockets to accommodate 
additional traffic due to the loss of numerous left-tum lanes. During preliminary engineering, 
conduct additional traffic counts and assess the left turn demand at minor intersections between 
those studied in detail in this EIR/EIS to fine tune left turn lane requirements. 

• Increase the signal phase length for remaining left-turn movement locations, to the extent 
feasible, without negatively impacting BRT operating speeds. 

Traffic Re-distribution Impacts into Residential Neighborhood Mitigations 

Neighborhood traffic control may be rypicalfy achieved by three means: 

• General devices for neighborhood traffic control and protection that convey specific controls to 
drivers and pedestrians alike, including stops signs, speed limit signs and speed zones, turn 
prohibition signs, one-way street designation, and other regulatory devices such as flashing 
signals, yield signs, access regulation signs, truck restrictions and parking controls. 

• Geometric features of the road that physically restrict and prevent vehicle movement including 
chokers, traffic circles, median barriers, semi-diverters, forced-turn channelization, and cul-de
sacs at intersections or mid block. Other measures will be considered to reduce vehicle speed 
such as pavement undulations and dips or raised intersections. 

• Complete street closures to divert traffic to alternate routes and accomplish a desired goal. 

LADOT and City staffs in the Cities of Beverly Hills, Culver City, and Santa Monica shall monitor 
traffic conditions on residential streets adjacent to the \vilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT or 
BRT to detennine if the project results in adverse impacts on residential streets. They shall prepare 
traffic mitigation programs for each impacted neighborhood in coordination with the affected 
residents. MTA shall include in the project budget funds to reimburse the local jurisdictions for the 
cost of such monitoring, outreach, and implementation for neighborhood traffic management 
programs. The total cost of these mitigation measures, as discussed in Section 3.2.3 is estimated at 
approximately $3.3 million. 

Specific Intersection Improvements 

As stated previously, an intersection is considered to be significantly affected if the project causes a 
deterioration in level of service to E or worse and/or results in an increase in the averacre vehicle 

' b 

delay of 5.0 seconds or more at an intersection projected to operate at LOS E or worse under No-
Action conditions. Using these criteria, the results indicate that mitigation measures would need to 
be implemented at a total ranging from 13 to 25 intersections, depending on the alternative 
considered. 

The approach used to develop mitigation measures at affected intersections was to first consider 
traffic signal operational improvements such as signal timing and phasing changes before 
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conside1-ing physical improvements. The signal cycle lengths for the study intersections were 
adjusted and the green times for each approach fine-tuned to satisfy the forecast traffic demands, 
including BRT buses/LRT trains. If that approach did not mitigate the impacts, physical 
improvements to the intersection were then developed. Typical recommendations considered 
signalization, additional turn lanes, road widening, and additional through lanes. 

The following conceptual operational and/ or physical intersection improvements were developed to 
help mitigate the residual significant traffic impacts along the two corridors for each alternative. 

a. Transportation Systems Management (TSJ'vI) Alternative 

All intersections determined to be significantly impacted during tlle initial model runs wiH not need 
physical improvements to them. Re-calibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in 
delay to the point where the intersections were no longer impacted. 

b. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements are recommended to reduce the impacts 
of Alternative 1: 

Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing (reduced green time on Wilshire Blvd. may affect BRT operations) 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Beverly Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Re-calibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the following signals: 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 
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• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 

• Highland Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (reduced green time for Wilshire Blvd. through 
movements may affect BRT operations) 

The follmving intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate aU identified impacts. 

• \Vestwood Boulevard/\Vilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

c. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1A 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 1A: 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The foUowing intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Re-calibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the follm:ving signals: 

• \Vilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Gayley Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 
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• Highland Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• Westwood Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

cl. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1B 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 1B: 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Re-calibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the follmving signals: 

• \Vilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Gayley Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• \Vestwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Glendon Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• \Vestwood Boulevard/\Vilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

e. Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 2: 

Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-103 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023398 



EM23545 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6'h Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

National Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add an extra left turn lane southbound. 

• Add an exclusive right turn lane eastbound and westbound. 

Sawtelle Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Sawtelle Boulevard/Venice Boulevard 

• Add northbound exclusive left turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Washington Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Add protected left turn phase to westbound Washington Boulevard 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Motor Avenue 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Clarington Avenue 

• Add lane in northbound and southbound directions. Re-stripe approaches to have a shared 
through/left turn lane and a shared through/right turn lane. 

Venice Boulevard/Hughes Avenue 

• Add lane in northbound and southbound directions. Re-stripe approaches to have a shared 
through/left turn lane and a shared through/right turn lane. 
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Venice Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Add northbound and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

National Boulevard /Washington Boulevard 

• Add northbound and southbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

La Cienega Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Add northbound and eastbound right turn lanes. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Figueroa Street/Adams Boulevard 

• Add northbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Recalibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the following signals: 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/6th Street 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/I-405 Southbound Ramps 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Pico Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Venice Boulevard/Girard Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/La Brea Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Arlington Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Vermont Avenue 

• Figueroa Street/Jefferson Boulevard 
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The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• Pico Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard (Can be mitigated in AJ_\if Peak with re-calibrated signal 
timing) 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/National Boulevard (Can be mitigated in &\II Peak with exclusive right 
turn lanes eastbound and westbound and re-calibrated signal timing) 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Venice Boulevard/Overland Avenue 

• Westwood Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

f. Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS Alternative 2A 

The fo11owing operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 2A: 

Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

National Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add an extra left turn lane southbound. 

• Add an exclusive right turn lane eastbound and westbound. 

Sawtelle Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 
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Sawtelle Boulevard/Venice Boulevard 

• Add northbound exclusive left turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Washington Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Add protected left turn phase to westbound Washington Boulevard 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Add northbound and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

La Cienega Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Add northbound and eastbound right turn lanes. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Recalibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the following signals: 

• Lincoln Boulevard/ Olympic Boulevard 

• 20th Street/Colorado Avenue 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/I-405 Southbound Ramps 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Pico Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Venice Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard 

• Culver Boulevard/Main St/Washington Boulevard 
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• Culver Boulevard/Venice Boulevard 

• Exposition Boulevard/La Brea Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Arlington Avenue 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/National Boulevard (Can be mitigated in AM Peak with exclusive right 
turn lanes eastbound and westbound and re-calibrated signal timing) 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Westwood Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

g. Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

The follmving operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 3: 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Pico Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add northbound, southbound, and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Olympic Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add northbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

National Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add an extra left turn lane southbound. 

Sawtelle Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 
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• Add westbound right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Add northbound exclusive left turn lane. 

• Add northbound and southbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Motor Avenue 

• Re-stripe north bound right turn lane to a shared through/ right turn lane. 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Add southbound right turn overlapping phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Clarington Avenue 

• Add northbound right turn lane with overlapping phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Hughes Avenue 

• Add lane in northbound and southbound directions. Re-stripe approaches to have a shared 
through/left turn lane and a shared through/right turn lane. 

Venice Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Add northbound and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

La Cienega Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Re-stripe southbound right turn lane to a shared through/right turn lane. 

• Add northbound and eastbound right turn lanes with overlapping phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model rnns. Recalibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the following signals: 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 
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• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/I-405 Southbound Ramps 

• Venice Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/\Vashington Place 

• Washington Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Venice Boulevard/Girard Avenue 

• Venice Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard 

• Exposition Boulevard/La Brea Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/ Arlington Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/\Vestern Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Vermont Avenue 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• Westwood Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Pico Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

h. Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS Alternative 3A 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 3A: 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Olympic Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add northbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 
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Sawtelle Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Add westbound right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Add northbound exclusive left turn lane. 

• Add northbound and southbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Motor Avenue 

• Re-stripe northbound right turn lane to a shared through/right turn lane. 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Add southbound right turn overlapping phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Add northbound and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

La Cienega Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Re-stripe southbound right turn lane to a shared through/right turn lane. 

• Add northbound and eastbound right turn lanes with overlapping phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model rnns. Recalibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the follov.ring signals: 

• Lincoln Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/I-405 Southbound Ramps 
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• Venice Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Washington Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Culver Boulevard/Venice Boulevard 

• Venice Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard 

• La Brea Avenue/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Exposition Boulevard/La Brea Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/ Arlington Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Normandie Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Vermont Avenue 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• \Vestwood Boulevard/\Vilshire Boulevard 

• Pico Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

3.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Traffic impact analyses conducted for this project, as documented throughout this report, including 
countywide, study area, corridor-level, screenline, or detailed intersection forecasts, are based on 
traffic projections developed by the LACMTA Regional Travel Demand Model. These future traffic 
forecasts, which represent a hmizon year of 2020, are developed with consideration for population, 
employment and land use growth for the entire southern California area, as projected by the 
designated Regional Metropolitan Planning Organization (l'vfPO), Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG). Therefore, aH traffic forecasts and the corresponding impact analyses 
account for impacts of not only the project alternatives and the overall projected cumulative growth 
in the study area and the region in general. 
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3.3 Parking 

3.3.1 Introduction 

This section provides information relative to parking issues affected by the proposed \vilshire BRT 
and Exposition BRT/ LRT alternatives. A threshold of significance is defined in this section along 
with the methodology for evaluating parking-related impacts. It assesses on-street parking 
inventories relative to proposals for the elimination of such parking in order to accommodate the 
BRT/ LRT alternatives on both corridors. Additionally, it provides discussions on the need for 
parking facilities (park-and-ride lots) to adequately serve transit patrons attracted to the proposed 
high-capacity transit services. Finally, this section discusses parking management measures and 
parking replacement strategies designed to mitigate the impact of removing on-street parking. 

3.3.2 Affected Environment 

Parking Inventory 

On-street parking 

The number of on-street parking spaces along the \vilshire Boulevard BRT Corridor from \vestern 
Avenue in Los Angeles to Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica was quantified, as is presented by Table 
3.3-1. Along the Exposition Corridor, on-street parking was inventoried on Venice and Sepulveda 
Boulevards, where the LRT or BRT alternatives would run in the street and potentially affect 
parking. At least five categmies of on-street parking were surveyed including: metered spaces; 
unmetered spaces; commercial loading zones; taxi/ valet passenger loading; handicapped/ senior 
citizen zone; and school bus zone. The following table provides a summary of the parking spaces by 
the various categories that were surveyed. 

TABLE 3.3-1 
WILSHIRE BOULEVARD BRT CORRIDOR 

REPLACEMENT PARKING BY CITY AND SEGMENT 
Taxi/Valet 

Commercial/ Passenger 
Metered Unmetered Loading Loading Disabled/ Total 

Segment Endpoints Spaces Spaces Zones Zones Seniors Spaces 
Segment I Los Angeles 

1 \1(/ estern to G rnmercy 45 3 48 
2 \li/ilton to Nmton 26 1 1 28 
3 I Jighland to ] ,a Hrea 4 20 24 
4 Detroit to Cochran 19 14 - 33 
5 Dummuir to Ridgeley 11 23 2 36 
6 I Iauser to Curson 42 42 
7 Stanley to ()range Grove 56 5 61 
8 Fairfax to San Diceo 38 4 9 - 51 
9 Crescent I lcights to San Vicente 38 12 7 57 

Subtotal 279 58 18 25 0 380 
Segment II - Beverly Hills 

1 San Vicente to J Iamilton 19 5 24 
2 l :a Cienega to Willman 36 1 37 
3 Robertson to Doheny 54 - 5 59 
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TABLE 3.3-1 
WILSHIRE BOULEVARD BRT CORRIDOR 

REPLACEMENT PARKING BY CITY AND SEGMENT 
Taxi/Valet 

Commercial/ Passenger 
Metered Unmetered Loading Loading Disabled/ Total 

Segment Endpoints Spaces Spaces Zones Zones Seniors Spaces 
4 Oakhurst to Rexford 27 1 28 
5 I <'.Im to I ':J Camino 2 5 7 

Subtotal 136 5 2 12 0 155 

Segment III - Westwood 
I Comstock to Devon 29 3 1 33 
2 Beverly Glen to J\falcolm 57 2 18 - 77 

Subtotal 0 86 5 19 0 110 

Segment IV West Los Angeles 
1 Federal to Brockton 60 3 l - 64 
2 Saltair to Bundy 55 6 61 
3 Amherst to Cam1clina 39 3 42 

Subtot:1J 154 0 3 10 0 167 

Segment IV - Santa Monica 
I Cenrinclia to Berkley 45 45 
2 Stanford to Princeton 66 - - 66 
3 26th to 24th 66 66 
4 23rd to 21st 41 41 
5 20th to 18th 49 49 
6 17th to 15th 45 - 45 
7 14th to 12th 52 1 53 
8 11th to 9th 38 38 
9 Lincoln to 6th 47 1 48 
10 5th to 2nd 55 - - 3 - 58 

Subtotal 504 () 0 4 1 509 

Grand Total 1,073 149 28 70 1 1,321 

The majority of spaces on \vilshire Boulevard are metered and have time limits on length of stay. 
Along much of Wilshire Boulevard parking is also prohibited during peak hours. Peak hour parking 
prohibitions are in place along Wilshire Boulevard in the Cities of Los Angeles and Beverly Hills, but 
not in Santa Monica. Table 3.3.2 illustrates that most of the parking along Venice and Sepulveda 
Boulevards is unmetered. 

TABLE 3.3-2 
EXPOSITION BOULEVARD BRT / LRT CORRIDOR 

INVENTORY OF EXISTING ON-STREET PARKING SPACES 
Commercial Taxi/Valet 

Street Metered Unmetered Loading Passenger Disabled/ Total 
(both directions) Spaces Spaces Zones Loading Seniors Spaces 

Venice Boulevard 114 214 1 72 1 402 
Sepulveda Boulevard 511 2 13* 526 

Total Parking 114 725 3 85 1 928 
* loading zone for 13 school buses. 

Off-street parking 

A variety of land uses exists along the entire length of both the \vilshire and Exposition corridors, 
including commercial, industrial, residential, recreational, and institutional. As mandated by zoning 
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codes relative to parking requirements, these uses provide off-street parking accommodations 
separate from on-street parking inventories using private parking lots/structures. There were no 
inventory surveys conducted as part of this study relative to off-street parking facilities (both public 
and private). The project alternatives will not affect the quality of existing off-street parking 
facilities. However, the demand for off-street parking could increase in areas where the on-street 
parking is removed or is insufficient to accommodate new transit users who drive to their boarding 
stations. 

3.3.3 Impact Assessment 

Standards of Significance 

It is difficult to develop a threshold of significance relative to parking along a given corridor that can 
be used to assess parking impacts from a quantitative standpoint. Such an approach is easier to 
discuss when evaluating the adequacy of parking for an individual building or development, rather 
than trying to take into account a 15-mile corridor. Local jurisdictions have the ability to regulate 
the use of on-street parking and to prohibit it. The loss of on-street parking may or may not affect 
the nearby businesses or residents, depending upon the utilization rate of the spaces being removed 
and the availability of alternative off-street parking or on-street parking on nearby streets. The loss 
of on-street parking however, is often perceived as an impact on businesses, particularly retail 
businesses, by the proprietors of those businesses. 

Adequacy of parking can be evaluated in terms of meeting established zoning code requirements 
relative to parking. However, it is more difficult to assess such impacts along the two transit 
corridors since it is not known if all the land uses adequately provide for or meet current off-street 
parking requirements. 

On-street parking removal along the Wilshire and Exposition Boulevard BRT /LRT Corridors will 
have varying degrees of impact on different sectors or groups of users of the two corridors. In some 
cases, the availability of off-street parking and the enhanced transit accessibility associated with the 
project alternatives will offset the impact of loss of on-street parking, but it can be stated that the 
loss of convenient on-street parking will have some impact on virtually all land uses. It is difficult to 
establish a quantitative threshold of significance to determine when this impact is significant. Some 
of the impacts manifest themselves in other areas that can only be qualitatively discussed. These 
areas deal with qualitative issues such as personal inconvenience, access impacts to businesses, 
supply of goods by delivery trucks, access issues for taxicabs/ valet services and physically 
challenged persons, safety concerns resulting from the removal of the parking buffer zone between 
the sidewalk and through traffic and the elimination of a refuge area for emergency parking, 
accidents and breakdowns. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The methodology for evaluating the impacts of removing on-street parking to accommodate the 
transit alternatives will consider a number of factors. The evaluation will address such issues as 
convenience, access, safety, business disrnption, and the need for parking replacement. The 
evaluation will also reflect the fact that the on-street parking along Wilshire, Venice and Sepulveda 
Boulevards lost to the BRT or LRT operation, will be replaced with off-street parking to the extent 
feasible. It also reflects the fact that no new park-and-ride lots are being proposed for the Wilshire 
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Boulevard corridor to accommodate and attract new transit patrons. Access to the stations on the 
Wilshire corridor will be via transit usage (transfers) and walking. The two parking lots that may be 
provided along Wilshire Boulevard on property owned by the J'vffA would be used as replacement 
parking. 

Parking Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

The No Action Alternative would not affect parking along either the Wilshire or Exposition 
Corridors. As noted earlier, the local jurisdictions have the authority to impose limitations on the 
use of on-street parking, so the No Action Alternative could include changes to on-street parking 
conditions implemented by the local jurisdictions, but such actions would be independent of the 
transit operations on these corridors. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative would not affect parking along either the Wilshire or Exposition Corridors. 
As noted earlier, the local jurisdictions have the authority to impose limitations on the use of on
street parking, so the TSM Alternative could also include changes to on-street parking conditions 
implemented by the local jurisdictions, but such actions would be independent of the transit 
operations on these corridors. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Access and Convenience. The removal of on-street parking along Wilshire Boulevard will eliminate the 
ability of drivers to stop, park, load/ unload passengers or goods directly in front of businesses and 
residences. Such activities will have to occur off-street in parking/loading facilities, where available, 
or on side streets. As mentioned earlier, a total of 1,211 parking spaces may be removed as a result 
of the Wilshire BRT project. A.long Wilshire Boulevard alone, the proposed project ~will eliminate 
the option of short-term parking at 1,073 metered and 149 unmetered parking spaces that currently 
service primarily businesses along this high activity and high-density residential corridor. The loss of 
28 on-street commercial loading zones, in addition to the general parking spaces, will reduce tlie 
ability of businesses to conveniently load/unload goods at the curb. This will be problematic for 
businesses that do not have off-street loading facilities and could cause traffic congestion if the 
delivery vehicles stop at the curb and block a travel lane. The loss of 70 spaces currently designated 
for taxis, shuttles and other valet services will further inconvenience hotel guests and restaurant 
patrons along this route. It will also create additional hardship on handicapped persons who depend 
on such convenient handicapped designated parking spots to access their destinations. 

lt should be noted that along much of the Wilshire Corridor parking is already prohibited during the 
peak hours. The impact of on-street parking removal will be felt only during the off-peak hours (i.e., 
mid-days, evenings and weekends). In Santa Monica, where on-street parking is allowed during peak 
hours, the impact will be realized during all hours. 

The Wilshire BRT project will provide off-street replacement parking, and the project budget 
includes funding commensurate with the one-for-one replacement of parking. To address the loss of 
parking for business or residential districts along Wilshire Boulevard, the j\;fTA, as part of the 
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project, would adopt a Replacement Parking Strategy. This strategy would seek to replace parking in 
locations convenient and accessible to existing businesses, employers and residences. 

The strategy to identify the sites for such replacement parking is outlined below. These strategies 
can also be followed to provide additional parking at the stations where spillover parking is forecast. 
The approach to be employed by the j\;ffA to reduce parking impacts is the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Use existing j\;ffA property if properly zoned and accessible to adjacent businesses. Along 
Wilshire this would entail the use of two properties owned by the l\ffA at Crenshaw and 
Wilshire (southwest comer) and at La Brea and \Vilshire (northwest comer). 

The MTA shall coordinate with and inventory other public agencies for available surplus 
property, again as long as the zoning is appropriate for a parking use. 

The MTA shall acquire vacant sites Oocated in areas zoned for commercial and parking use) . 
These sites would have to be a minimum of 5,000 square feet and accommodate a minimum of 
12 passenger cars. 

The J'vITA shall enter into agreements to make modifications to existing surface parking lots to 
restripe or reconfigure the layout to expand capacity. 

The MTA shall enter into agreements to participate in the construction and/ or expansion of 
existing or planned public parking structures. 

The j\;fIA shall enter into long-term agreements to make off-street parking structures available 
(if currently underutilized). This strategy would focus on office buildings or industrial properties 
with surplus spaces. 

The j\;ffA shall acquire land and construct parking structures, if the sites are properly zoned and 
height limits allow a parking structure use. 

As shown in Table 3.3-3, the need to replace lost curb parking is not equally distributed along the 
\Vilshire route. The largest and most concentrated area of curb parking loss is in the Santa Monica 
segment. In this 2.6-mile section, approximately 4.6 acres of replacement parking space would be 
needed. The land requirements for surface parking average about 2 acres in other segments of the 
Wilshire route. This is based on an average land area requirement of 400 square feet per parking 
space. 

TABLE 3.3-3 
OFF STREET REPLACEMENT PARKING* 

Parking Spaces LandArea 
to be Replaced Needed for 

and surface Replacement as Potential Worst Case Theoretical 
parking land Surface Parking Displacement Based on Existing 

Segment Affected Area requirement (Worst Case) Land Use Patterns 
\X'estem to 

Los "\ngeles Bronson, and Citrus 80,000 S.F. commercial and 20 
J\Iid-City to San Vicente 242 2.2 acres dwelling units 

San Vicente to 
Hamilton, and La 80,000 S.F. commercial and 10 

Beverlv Hills Cienega to J\Iaple 249 2.3 acres dwelling units 
Comstock to 

\\/est Los J\Ialcolm and Barry 50,000 S.F. commercial and 10 
Angeles to Centinela 240 2.2 acres dwelling units 
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TABLE 3.3-3 
OFF STREET REPLACEMENT PARKING* 

Parking Spaces LandArea 
to be Replaced Needed for 

and surface Replacement as Potential Worst Case Theoretical 
parking land Surface Parking Displacement Based on Existing 

Segment Affected Area requirement (Worst Case) Land Use Patterns 
50,000 S.F. commercial and 50 

Santa :i\Ionica Centinela to Second 505 4.6 acres dwelling units 
+Assumes one for one replacement of lost spaces. 
Source: Kon·c I ·:n,,>incering and Terrv ·\. I Lives ·\ssociatcs 2000. 

Outlined below is a segment-by-segment characterization of the issues affecting the acquisition of 
property, which is provided to assess the likelihood that replacement parking can be provided in 
each segment of the corridor: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

TV"estern to Bronson. J'vffA owns no sites. There are several surface parking lots that may be 
candidates for modification or decking. The need to acquire improved property is moderate. 

Bronson to Citrus. There are no displaced parking spaces along this segment. MTA owns one lot 
in this segment on the south side of \vilshire between Crenshaw and Lorraine. However, since 
there are no displaced spaces in this segment, this lot is beyond the reasonable distance for a 
replacement lot for those segments where parking is lost. The parking lot at this location, if 
implemented, would serve as a park-and-ride lot. 

Citms to San Vicente. MTA owns one site at La Brea. Surface parking lots and rear surface 
parking suggest opportunities to minimize acquisition of new parking sites through either 
reconfiguration or construction of small parking structures on existing lots. 

San Vicente to Hamilton. MTA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites. Acquisition of 
improved property would be required to provide replacement parking in this segment. 

La Cienega to A1aple. MTA owns no sites. 1\vo to three vacant sites may provide opportunities 
for relocated parking. Less intensive use of office buildings may also offer opportunities to 
share space. 

Comstock to P,,1alcom. MfA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites. There are no surface 
parking lots. Acquisition would likely affect low scale older residential properties fronting on 
Wilshire Boulevard. Replacement parking would likely require acquisition of property; 
however, acquiring residential property for this purpose may not be feasible given the 
unavailability of property. 

Barry to Centinela. MTA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites and no surface parking lots . 
One opportunity for replacement involves the use of underutilized existing structured parking 
in office buildings (if any). The probability is high that private property would have to be 
acquired for replacement parking. 

Centinela to Second. J'vITA owns no sites. There are no \vilshire frontage vacant sites. There are 
scattered small surface parking lots, 2-3 may be of sufficient size for redevelopment as parking 
structures. Acquisition would likely focus on the small-scale one-story commercial buildings at 
corners to avoid driveways on Wilshire Boulevard. The acquisition potential is high, however, 
the probability of acquiring these desirable locations from a willing seller is low. 
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The analysis of the different segments along \Vilshire Boulevard indicates that it may not be feasible 
to provide a parking lot/ structure in every block it is needed. As a result, the replacement parking 
that is eventually provided would be convenient for customers patronizing businesses on blocks 
where replacement parking is not proposed. Even if the 1,211 parking spaces are fully replaced, they 
will be in consolidated facilities, which w:iU be less convenient than on-street parking directly in front 
of a business or residence. 

In summary, the \Vilshire BRT Alternative will have a significant unavoidable impact on access and 
convenience to fronting properties along Wilshire Boulevard during the off-peak hours due to the 
loss of on-street parking. This impact will be partially reduced by the development of off-street 
replacement parking as part of the BRT project, but it is not likely to be fully mitigated. 

Safe!Y· The loss of parking along Wilshire Boulevard will remove the buffer area created by parked 
cars between pedestrians on the sidewalk and moving travel lanes. Converting the parking lane to a 
travel lane in order to maintain a continuous-running median BRT will mean a narrower width for 
the through lane adjacent to the curb. This lane also functions as a right-turn lane. It also means 
that in the event of any emergencies (vehicular/ bus breakdown, accidents, and writing of traffic 
citations) vehicles will have to either block a travel lane or move to a side street that could 
potentially impact residential streets. The same is true for emergency vehicles such as fire, police 
and ambulatory care. 

The removal of parking, however, will have a beneficial aspect in that it will eliminate side-conflicts 
between moving traffic and vehicles entering or leaving parking spaces. These may also be a 
reduction in the incidence of sidesv.ripe accidents. In addition, the removal of on-street parking 
would have beneficial impacts on pedestrian safety in that potential conflicts between moving traffic 
and people entering and exiting their cars on the street side would be reduced. 

Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. The primary modes of access to the Wilshire BRT stations will 
be walking and transit, with some kiss-and-ride (drop off) activity. The lack of park-and-ride lots 
will reduce the likelihood that transit patrons will drive and park at Wilshire BRT stations. Some 
BRT patrons may attempt to park on residential streets within walking distance of Wilshire 
Boulevard, but it is unlikely that they v.riU be able to do so. Most of the residential streets near 
Wilshire Boulevard already have time limited parking or residential pem1it parking. These 
restrictions make it unattractive for customers or employees of developments on \Vilshire Boulevard 
to try and park on the side streets. 

It is not anticipated that the Wilshire BRT Alternative ~riU result in any significant parking impacts 
on the streets surrounding the BRT stations since BRT stations would be at the same locations as 
the existing Rapid Bus Stations. Station area parking spillover impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Access and Convenience. The Median Adjacent Design Option will have the same impacts on parking 
as the Median Reconstruction Design Option. It will result in the removal of aU on-street parking 
along the project length on \Vilshire Boulevard. The Replacement Parking Strategy "vill seek to 
reduce this impact through the provision of off-street replacement parking, but it unlikely that this 
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impact can be fully mitigated. Impacts to access and convenience would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Sqfety. The Median Adjacent Design Option will have the same impacts on safety associated with 
parking as the Median Reconstruction Design Option. It will result in the removal of the buffer 
between moving traffic and pedestrians on the sidewalk, but it ~rill also reduce vehicular conflicts 
associated with parking activity. Impacts on pedestrian safety would be beneficial. 

Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. It is not anticipated that Alternative lA wiU result in any 
significant parking impacts on the streets surrounding the BRT stations. Station area spillover 
parking impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Access and Convenience. The Curb Adjacent Design Option, if implemented on a 24-hour basis, v.rill 
have the same impacts on parking as the Median Reconstruction Design Option. It will result in the 
removal of all on-street parking along the project length on Wilshire Boulevard. The Replacement 
Parking Strategy will seek to reduce this impact through the provision of off-street replacement 
parking, but it unlikely that this impact can be fully mitigated. Impacts to access and convenience 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

Safety. The Curb Adjacent Design Option, if implemented on a 24-hour basis, will have the same 
impacts on safety associated with parking as the Median Reconstruction Design Option. It will 
result in the removal of the buffer between moving traffic and pedest1-ians on the sidewalk, but it 
will also reduce vehicular conflicts associated '\vith parking activity. Safety impacts would be 
beneficial. 

Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. It is not anticipated that Alternative 1B will result in any 
significant parking impacts on the streets surrounding the BRT stations. Station area spillover 
parking impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT 

Access and Convenience. Alternative 2 will have the same parking impacts along the Wilshire Corridor 
as Alternative 1. The additional impacts associated with the BRT along the Exposition Corridor are 
discussed in this section. Impacts to access and convenience would be significant and unavoidable. 

Jn the eastern-most portions of the Exposition Corridor, the BRT v.riU run in mixed flow on city 
streets similar to the existing Rapid Bus operation and v.riU not effect on-street parking. West of 
Vermont Avenue (to Venice Boulevard), the BRT will be located off-street ~within the MTA right-of
way, and the project will not effect on-street parking. Further to the west, BRT operations will 
return to the city streets and there will be no removal of on-street parking along Venice Boulevard. 
The transit facility will require the elimination of one travel lane in each direction, but will leave all 
parking along the curb. 

On Sepulveda Boulevard, parking wiU be retained wherever feasible. The roadway will be v.ridened 
and sidewalks narrowed to eight feet so that parking can be retained along most blocks. However, 
parking ~will not be provided on the approaches to intersections where left turn lanes are present or 
adjacent to the station at National Boulevard. This results in the removal of 157 on-street parking 
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spaces along Sepulveda Boulevard. This loss of on-street parking will have similar effects on access 
and convenience, as described eadier for the BRT on Wilshire Boulevard. However, the elimination 
of 157 spaces out of a total of 526 spaces on Sepulveda Boulevard, is a loss of only 30 percent of the 
on-street parking supply and "vill not create an impact as significant as on the \'Vilshire BRT corridor 
where 100 percent of the parking is removed. The Replacement Parking Strategy "1'ill seek to 
purchase property for off-street replacement parking along Sepulveda Boulevard. 

Further to the west, the BRT will be located in the MTA right-of-way and will not require removal 
of any on-street parking. Once the BRT reaches 17th Street in Santa Monica, it wiH return to 
operations in mixed flow on the streets to downtown Santa Monica. It will not effect on-street 
parking in this segment. 

Jn summary, Alternative 2 wiH have a significant unavoidable impact on access and convenience to 
some fronting properties along Sepulveda Boulevard due to the loss of on-street parking. 

Safe!Y· The elimination of parking on the approaches to intersections on Sepulveda Boulevard to 
accommodate left turn lanes reduces the buffer between pedestrians and moving traffic. This is 
common on many arterials in the Los Angeles area and would not be expected to result in any 
significant impacts. The preservation of on-street parking results in a somewhat cun'ilinear 
alignment of the travel lanes as they transition around the parking and left turn lanes. This is also 
common on many arterials in the Los Angeles area and would not be expected to result in any 
significant impacts. Safety impacts would be less than significant. 

Park-and-Ride Fmilities and Station Area Parkinl!, Spillover Impacts. Park-and-ride facilities are proposed 
at six (6) locations along the Exposition Boulevard BRT and eight (8) locations for the Exposition 
LRT corridor alternative. The Exposition BRT Alternative will have a total planned parking supply 
of 2,881 spaces and the Exposition LRT Alternative will have 3,593 spaces. Table 3.3.4 provides a 
breakdown of parking spaces by station. The largest proposed parking facility is a 1,140 space lot at 
the Cloverfield station. In addition to the vehicular parking spaces listed in Table 3.3.4, each station 
will include bicycle parking facilities. 

TABLE 3.3-4 
EXPOSITION BRT / LRT PROJECT- PARKING DEMAND AND CAPACITY 

BRT LRT 
Station P/R Parking Station P/R Parking 

Station Type Capacity Demand Type Capacity Demand 
Alt. 5 Alt.4 

Alt. 3 MOS Alt. 2 MOS 
7th/Flower ** Existing 
Pico/ Flower Existing 

Existing 
Grand/Wash. 
Exposition/USC "\t-Grade 
Vermont ** - At-Grade 
Western At-Grade At-Grade 
Crenshaw At-Grade 400 136 148 At-Grade 400 392 408 
La Brea "\t-Grade 41 92 40 At-Grade 41 326 400 
La Cienega Aerial 363 126 187 Aerial 363 276 245 
Hayden At-Grade 
Wash./Venice - - 356 366 At-Grade 612 399 615 
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TABLE 3.3-4 
EXPOSITION BRT / LRT PROJECT- PARKING DEMAND AND CAPACITY 

BRT LRT 
Station P/R Parking Station P/R Parking 

Station Type Capacity Demand Type Capacity Demand 
Alt. 5 Alt.4 

Alt. 3 MOS Alt. 2 MOS 
J\Iain/Venice At-Grade 
Overland/Venice "\t-Grade At-Grade 
Sepulveda/Venice At-Grade At-Grade 
Se- ·1·"'--L 1r .... ____ At Grade At Grade 
Pico/Sawtelle Aerial 585 187 "\erial 565 562 
Bundy Aerial 372 36 Aerial .372 2.33 
Cloverfield At-Grade 1140 40 At-Grade 1140 .381 
14th/{ ' ** 13 
Ocean At-Grade 100 341 

TOTAL 2,881 986 741 3,593 2,907 1,668 

* \'\Tith the Subway Design Option there would be no station at Vermont but an at-grade station under 
the I-110 Freeway (serving the I-110 Busway) and an underground station serving both Expo/USC and 
Vermont, located midway between \vatt \vay and Vermont Avenue. 

H BRT to operate as Rapid Bus between and Vermont/Exposition RO\X1 and between 
'r, and Broadway/ Ocean. 

\'\Tith Flower St. Option there would be at-grade stations at 23•d/Flower and Jefferson/Flower instead 
of Expo/USC 

The Exposition BRT Alternative has six park-and-ride lots and exhibits less overall park-and-ride 
demand than the LRT Alternative. A total demand of 986 spaces is forecast and one of the six lots 
is forecast to have a demand exceeding its supply. The J'vITA travel demand forecasting model did 
forecast park-and-ride demand at two locations where parking lots are not planned as part of the 
project. Those two stations are: 

• 

• 

Venice /Washington 

14th/ Colorado Station 

A demand for over 350 parking spaces was forecast at the Venice/Washington Station and about 15 
at the 14th/ Colorado Station in Santa Monica. The Venice/Washington station was replaced by the 
Venice/Main and National/Hayden stations. It can be anticipated that on-street parking will be 
impacted in the vicinity of each of these stations. lf there are unrestricted, free on-street parking 
spaces ·within walking distance of these stations (about one quarter mile), BRT patrons will likely 
attempt to park on those streets to walk to the BRT station. It is difficult to quantify the precise 
number of on-street parking spaces that may be used by BRT patrons, and to establish a quantitative 
threshold of significance criteria applicable to all such streets, since the impact of on-street parking is 
subjective. Some residents are more sensitive to parking on their street than others, but the areas 
around Venice/Main and National/Hayden Stations are the ones most likely to be affected by 
spillover parking from the BRT Alternative. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Access and Convenience. The Exposition BRT MOS Alternative would be implemented in conjunction 
with the Wilshire BRT, so it would include the impacts of parking removal on Wilshire Boulevard 
associated with the Wilshire BRT. The MOS does not extend west to Sepulveda Boulevard, so this 
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alternative wil1 not result in the removal of on-street parking along the Exposition Corridor. [t will 
have less than significant impacts on on-street parking. 

Sqfety. The Exposition BRT MOS Alternative would be implemented in conjunction with the 
Wilshire BRT, so it would include the impacts of parking removal on Wilshire Boulevard associated 
with the \vilshire BRT. The MOS does not extend west to Sepulveda Boulevard, so this alternative 
will not result in the removal of on-street parking along the Exposition Corridor and would 
therefore not effect safety considerations due to changes in parking quantities. This alternative will 
have less than significant impacts on on-street parking. 

Park-and-Ride Facilities and Station Area Parkin,g Spillover Impacts. The BRT MOS Alternative has 
parking at three stations; Crenshaw, La Brea and La Cienega. The demand is not forecast to exceed 
the supply at any of these stations. The MTA travel demand forecasting model predicts a significant 
park-and-ride demand at the Venice/Washington station where no parking is proposed. 

The demand for 366 park-and-ride spaces at this location was forecast, indicating that on-street 
parking in the vicinity of the Venice/Hayden Station can be expected. This could result in a 
significant parking impact on streets "vithin walking distance of this station. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Access Convenience. Alternative 3 v.rill have the same parking impacts along the Wilshire Corridor 
as Alternatives 1 and 2. The additional impacts associated with the LRT along the Exposition 
Corridor are discussed in this section. 

In the eastern-most portions of the Exposition Corridor, the LRT "vill run in the center of Hill 
Street. Two lanes of traffic will be provided in the south bound direction, with no parking along the 
west side of Hill Street. One travel lane will be retained in the northbound direction, with parking 
along the east side of the street. The on-street parking supply along the blocks of Hill Street 
between Washington Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard will be reduced by 50 percent (a loss of 10-
12 parking spaces). This will negatively affect the convenience of parking access to properties along 
the west side of Hill Street. It should not have as significant of an affect on loading access, however, 
since with two travel lanes on Hill Street, delivery vehicles are likely to stop at the west curb, 
blocking a travel lane, while loading. 

West of Hill Street, to Venice Boulevard, the LRT will be located off-street within the 11TA right
of-way, and the project will not affect on-street parking. Further to the west, LRT operations will 
return to city streets and there will be no removal of on-street parking along Venice Boulevard. The 
transit facility will require the elimination of one travel lane in each direction, but v.riU leave all 
parking along the curb. 

On Sepulveda Boulevard, parking will be retained wherever feasible. The roadway will be "1ridened 
and sidewalks narrowed to eight feet so that parking can be retained along most blocks. However, 
parking will not be provided on the approaches to intersections where left turn lanes are present or 
adjacent to the station at National Boulevard. This results in the removal of 157 on-street parking 
spaces along Sepulveda Boulevard. This loss of on-street parking wiH have similar affects on access 
and convenience, as described earlier for the BRT on Wilshire Boulevard. However, the elimination 
of 157 spaces out of a total of 526 spaces on Sepulveda Boulevard, is a loss of only 30 percent of the 
on-street parking supply and will not create an impact as significant as on the \vilshire BRT corridor 
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where 100 percent of the parking is removed. The Replacement Parking Strategy v.rill seek to 
purchase property for off-street replacement parking along Sepulveda Boulevard. 

Further to the west, the LRT v.riH be located in the MTA right-of-way and will not require removal 
of any on-street parking. Once the LRT reaches Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica, it will 
transition to an in-street running operation sharing the roadway with mixed flow traffic until it 
becomes grade separated and crosses the Santa Monica Freeway. It will not affect on-street parking 
in this segment. 

In summary, Alternative 3 will have a significant unavoidable impact on access and convenience to 
some fronting properties along Hill Street and Sepulveda Boulevard due to the loss of on-street 
parking. 

Safe!J. The elimination of parking along the west side of Hill Street will eliminate the buffer between 
pedestrians and moving traffic. However, there is limited pedestrian activity along this industrialized 
segment of Hill Street. 

The elimination of parking on the approaches to intersections on Sepulveda Boulevard to 
accommodate left turn lanes reduces the buffer between pedestrians and moving traffic. This is 
common on many arterials in the Los Angeles area and would not be expected to result in any 
significant impacts. The preservation of on-street parking results in a somewhat curvilinear 
alignment of the travel lanes as they transition around the parking and left turn lanes. This is also 
common on many arterials in the Los Angeles area and would not be expected to result in any 
significant impacts. 

Park-and-Ride Facilities and Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. Park-and-ride facilities are proposed 
at eight (8) locations for the Exposition LRT alternative. The Exposition LRT Alternative v.riH have 
3,593 spaces. Table 3.3.4 above provided a breakdown of parking spaces and park-and-ride demand 
by station. The largest proposed parking facility is a 1,140 space lot at the Cloverfield station. All of 
the stations will also include bicycle parking facilities. 

Although the overall parking demand may not exceed the total supply at stations on the Exposition 
Corridor, instances may occur at individual stations, or during certain times where the balance of 
demand exceeds the supply of parking at the planned park-and-ride lots. In such instances, adjacent 
neighborhoods may be impacted by non-local/non-residential traffic attempting to find either short
term or long-term parking for the day. 

The Exposition LRT Alternative exhibits a strong demand for park-and-ride spaces. A total daily 
park-and-ride demand of 2,907 spaces is forecast. This alternative has five stations where parking 
demand is forecast to exceed the planned capacity of the station parking lots. Those two locations 
are: 

• La Brea Station 

• Ocean Avenue Station 

It can be anticipated that on-street parking activity will increase in the vicinity of each of these 
stations. If there are unrestricted, free on-street parking spaces within walking distance of these 
stations (about one quarter mile), LRT patrons will likely attempt to park on those streets to ride the 
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train. [t is difficult to quantify the precise number of on-street parking spaces that may be used by 
LRT patrons, and to establish a quantitative threshold of significance criteria applicable to all such 
streets, since the impact of on-street parking is subjective. Some residents are more sensitive to 
parking on their street than others, but the areas around these two stations are the ones most likely 
to be affected by spi1lover parking from the LRT Alternative. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Access and Convenience. The Exposition LRT MOS Alternative would be implemented in conjunction 
with the Wilshire BRT, so it would include the impacts of parking removal on Wilshire Boulevard 
associated with the Wilshire BRT. It will affect on-street parking along Hill Street, similar to 
Alternative 3. However, since the MOS does not extend west to Sepulveda Boulevard, this 
alternative v.rill not result in the removal of on-street parking along Sepulveda Boulevard. This 
alternative ~rill have less than significant impacts on on-street parking. 

Safe!Y· The Exposition LRT MOS Alternative would be implemented in conjunction with the 
\Vilshire BRT, so it would include the impacts of parking removal on \Vilshire Boulevard associated 
with the Wilshire BRT. It will affect on-street parking along Hill Street, similar to Alternative 3, but 
the MOS does not extend west to Sepulveda Boulevard, so this alternative will not result in the 
removal of on-street parking along Sepulveda Boulevard. It will have less than significant impacts 
on on-street parking. 

Park-and-Ride Facilities Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. The LRT MOS Alternative has 
parking at four stations; Crenshaw, La Brea, La Cienega, and the Venice/Washington terminus 
station. The park-and-ride lots at the four stations will have a total supply of 1,416 spaces. The 
forecast demand is 1,668 spaces, with virtually all of the excess demand forecast at the La Brea 
Station. 

The demand at the La Brea Station is more than 350 cars higher than the proposed supply of 
parking. It can be anticipated that on-street parking will be impacted in the vicinity of the La Brea 
Station. The park-and-ride lots planned for the Crenshaw and Venice/Washington Stations were 
also estimated to be at capacity. However, since latent parking demand is projected to be minimal 
for these park-and-ride lots, the spillover of parking into the local neighborhoods would be minimal. 

Maintenance Yard 

The site selected for the maintenance yard for buses or light rail vehicles will be designed to 
accommodate all of the transit vehicle and employee parking on-site. If the site is small, a parking 
structure may be included in the site plan to provide adequate employee parking. The maintenance 
yard will not affect on-street parking on adjacent streets and will not cause any parking impacts. 
There would be no impacts to parking as a result of maintenance yards. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A. 3. and 3A) 

The subway design option will not affect on-street parking and, therefore, v.rill not have a significant 
impact on parking. 
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3.3.4 Mitigation Measures 

Parking Replacement Mitigation (Applies to Alternatives 1, 1A, 1B, 2, 2A, 3, 3A} 

The MTA shall implement the proposed Parking Replacement Strategy to identify how and where to 
provide 1,335 additional parking spaces distributed along the Wilshire Corridor and 157 spaces along 
Sepulveda Boulevard. Every attempt shall be made to provide the replacement parking spaces in 
close proximity to where they will be eliminated. 

Peak Hour Only BRT Operations (Applies to Alternatives 1, 1A, 1B, 2, 2A, 3, 3A} 

Should the Replacement Parking Strategy prove to be infeasible, the MTA could consider 
implementing the Wilshire BRT only during peak periods. This will eliminate the parking impact 
during off-peak periods, leaving a peak period parking impact only in those segments of the corridor 
where peak hour parking is not already prohibited (i.e., in Santa Monica). Should the replacement 
parking strategy prove to be infeasible in the City of Santa Monica, the MTA could consider 
implementation of the Wilshire BRT project as a continuation of Rapid Bus service in that city 
(fSM Alternative) with no dedicated transit lane. This would eliminate the parking impact. 

Rapid Bus Operations on Sepulveda Boulevard (Applies to Alternative 2} 

Should the Replacement Parking Strategy prove to be infeasible, the MTA shall implement the 
Exposition BRT segment on Sepulveda Boulevard as a Rapid Bus operation, similar to the segments 
at the eastern and western ends of the corridor, where the buses will nm in mixed flow traffic lanes. 
This v.rill eliminate the need to prohibit parking on the Sepulveda Boulevard segment of 
Alternative 2. 

Residential Neighborhood Protection/Parking Control Mitigations (Applies to Alternatives 
1, 1A, 1B, 2, 2A, 3, 3A} 

Parking provisions and controls can directly affect the volume of traffic on residential streets, 
particularly where these streets are used for parking by commuters, shoppers, and other non-related 
traffic attracted by nearby non-residential destinations. Parking controls may be the only effective 
traffic management strategy for a neighborhood experiencing an increase in traffic volumes and 
parking utilization on local streets by users of the transit service from outside of the local area. 

The following mitigation measures shall be considered in the areas adjacent to the park-and-ride lots 
where demand was forecast to exceed supply and adjacent to stations with no parking, if LADOT 
determines that spillover parking is causing a significant impact. Four basic control approaches exist 
to deal with outsider parking in neighborhoods: 

• 

• 

• 

Prohibit on-street parking; 

Time-limited parking; 

Resident permit parking; and 

• Non-resident permits for registered car-poolers who work in the zone . 
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Additionally, the following approaches may be considered in situations where parking supply is low 
or non-existent and/ or parking demand is high. 

• 

• 

• 

Negotiate with local property owners to allow leasing of all day parking spaces . 

Consider parking controls in neighborhoods where parking spillover from park-and-ride 
facilities have become problematic. 

lnstitute parking controls in communities affected by general spillover of parking at stations 
without parking facilities 

3.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The reduction of the amount of on-street parking or the use of on-street parking by transit users in 
station areas will have the cumulative impact of making it increasingly more difficult to find an 
available on-street parking location. This will result in a significant adverse affect in areas where the 
supply of off-street parking is not adequate to fully meet the needs of the land uses generating the 
parking demand. This is a cumulative effect of developments being built with inadequate parking. 
Over the years, many of the local jurisdictions along these potential transit corridors did not require 
adequate off-street parking and in some instances did not require any off-street parking. This has 
caused many of the land uses in older buildings along these corridors to depend on the use of on
street parking to meet their employee and customer parking needs. The local jurisdictions all have 
parking programs designed to address this cumulative parking impact either through the provision 
of off-street public parking or the regulation of the use of on-street parking. 
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3.4.1 Introduction 

Information contained in this section of the EIS/EIR was obtained from the 1990 US Census; the 
Southern California Association of Government (SCAG); the City of Los Angeles 2000 Economic 
and Demographic lnformation Report; the Mid-City /Westside Transit Corridor Study MIS 
(incorporated by reference); and site surveys performed by EIP Associates in 1999 and 2000. The 
purpose of this section is to provide baseline data on the existing socioeconomic characteristics of 
the study area and to identify potentially significant impacts to the socioeconomic environment 
resulting from implementation of the alternatives considered. Section 4.7 of this document provides 
an evaluation of potential project impacts on minority and low-income populations in accordance 
with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice. 

3.4.2 Affected Environment 

The study area is located in western Los Angeles County and encompasses approximately 112 square 
miles. Approximately 16 percent of the population and 24 percent of the jobs in Los Angeles 
County are concentrated in the study area. According to a market trend analysis conducted by 
Grubb & Ellis, 27 percent of the Los Angeles County's 161 million square feet of new office space 
is on the Westside, which makes it the largest office market in Los Angeles. 

Los Angeles County is the most populous county in California. Currently, County population is 
9,524,890 residents. By the year 2020, the population is projected to be 12,249,104 residents, 
accounting for approximately 60 percent of the metropolitan region's population. The County's 20-
year population growth rates are estimated at 31 percent between 1980 and 2000 and forecasted at 
25 percent between 2000 and 2020. 

Population and employment densities in the lvfid-City /Westside study area are the highest within the 
Los Angeles metropolitan region, averaging approximately 13,883 persons per square mile and 9,167 
employees per square mile. Population and employment densities are shown in Figure 3.4-1, 
Existing Population Density and Figure 3.4-2, Existing Employment Density. These figures show 
that the more densely populated areas are concentrated in the east and northwestern portion of the 
study area, while the greatest employment densities are in the western and nmthwestern portion of 
the study area. 

According to the tf/est Los Angeles Transit Corridor Technical Report prepared by the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG, 1998): "the population density in the SCAG study area [which 
is roughly equivalent to that of the }.;fid-City/Westside study area] in 1990 was about 9,600 persons 
per square mile, which was more than four times the County." Population density for the IYITA 
study area in 1997 was approximately 13,883 persons per square mile; over six times that of the LA 
County 2,300 persons per square mile. According to SCAG's forecasts, the population density v.rill 
increase to over 17,000 persons per square mile by the year 2020, compared with 3,017 persons per 
square mile in the County. 
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Figure 3.4-1 Existing Population Density 
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Figure 3.4-2 Existing Employment Density 
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Employment densities are also higher in the J'vfid-City/Westside study area than in the County as a 
whole. In 1997, the study area employees per square mile were 9,167 compared with a County 
employment density of 1,070 employees per square mile. These densities will increase by the year 
2020 to 10,829 employees per square mile in the study area versus 1,433 employees per square mile 
in the County. 

Population and employment forecasts to the year 2020 adopted by SCAG as pa11: of Regional 
Transportation Plan suggest that the study area will capture a disproportionate share of growth over 
the next 20 years. The study area Wilshire Corridor has a population of 1,555,005 and an 
employment base of 1,026,685. According to SCAG's most recent adopted forecast (April 1998), 
the study area is expected to grow by 356,265 (18.85 percent increase) persons and 186,200 (15.35 
percent increase) employees between 1997 and 2020. 

Employment densities in the study area are the highest v.rithin the metropolitan region, averaging 
approximately 9,167 employees per square mile. The employment density of the County is 1,070 
employees per square mile. These densities ~rill increase by the year 2020 to 10,829 employees per 
square mile in the study area and 1,433 employees per square mile in the County. 

The study area currently has an employment base of 1,026,685 employees. According to SCAG's 
most recent adopted forecast (April 1998), employment is expected to grow by 186,200 (15.35 
percent increase) employees by the year 2020. 

The primary engine for growth in the study area will be business services and entertainment related 
businesses. As further indicated in the Grubb &Ellis report, other sectors in the \'Vestside economy 
contribute to regional, as well as statewide economic growth: "in the 1980s and 1990s five sectors 
emerged to propel California economic base forward: foreign trade, high tech manufacturing, 
professional services, tourism, and entertainment. The \'Vest Los Angeles market is home to most of 
these industries which have been a principal catalyst to economic growth, and a driving force for the 
office market." Over the past decade there has been an ever-increasing number of these businesses 
located in West Los Angeles/Century, Santa Monica, and Culver City. Although the specific 
"Dreamworks Studio Campus" at Playa Vista has been put on hold, it is anticipated that there will 
be a significant increase in production and postproduction type businesses on the \'V estside. Many 
of the current office and warehouse space vacancies are featuring references to the availability of 
"creative space" rented in 10,000+ square feet increments. 

Growth in the study area "vill continue to be fueled by the fact that entertainment and media related 
businesses are concentrating in the western part of the corridor. U.S. Census County Business 
Patterns data indicate that these new service businesses are locating in West Hollywood, Beverly 
Hills, West Los Angeles, Culver City, and Santa Monica (see Figure 3.4-3). Real estate analysts 
expect that the demand for production and creative spaces will continue to be robust. The 
industries and businesses that are attracted to the study area are those that are expected to be the 
foundation of the local and regional economy for many years into the future. In addition, the J'viid
City/Westside area is the center of approximately one-third of all new office construction under way 
in LA County. 
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Figure 3.4-3 Service Business Growth {1994-1996) Study Area Zip Codes 
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Wilshire Boulevard 

The Wilshire Right-of-Way (ROW) is illustrated in Figure 2-1 (Section 2.0, Alternatives Considered). 
Table 3.4-1 provides the current demographic setting of the Corridor and displays relevant 1990 
United States Census data from the Census Block Groups, which border the corridor approximately 
0.5 mile each direction. 

TABLE 3.4-1 
WILSHIRE RIGHT-OF-WAY 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Persons 178,866 
Households 86,367 
1-lousit~I!, Units 93,932 

Own 21,072 
Rent 64,495 

Employed 98,812 
Work i11 City 95,015 

Transit Mode 
Drive :\lone 66,229 
Carpool 8,420 
Public Transportation 6,267 

Automobile Count 
No Vehicle 11,971 
1 Car 42,085 
2 Car 24,798 

Occupation by Industry 
J\Ianufactming 8,146 
Utilitv 4,642 
Trade/ Construction 18,903 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 11,511 
Service 17,463 
Professional Service 32,868 
Public 1,815 
Executive/J\fanagemenr 45,353 
Sales 35,469 

lvledian Income 48,758 

The Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative contains 14 station terminals in J\iiid-City Los 
Angeles, Beverly Hills, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. Table 3.4-2 contains demographic 
data for a 0.5-mile radius around each of the station locations. Included within this table is number 
of persons, number of households, housing unit ownership, number employed, commute 
information, occupation by industry type, and median income all v.rithin a 0.5 mile radius around 
each station location. Figure 3.4-4 displays the median income densities within the Mid
City /Westside study area, and Figure 3.5-1 (Section 3.5, Land Use/Neighborhoods) shows the 
locations of the stations and a 0.5-mile radius around them. Both of these figures follow Table 3.4-
2. 
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Figure 3.4-4 Median Household Income 
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Figure 3.4-5 Households with No Automobile Available 
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Exposition Right-of-Way 

The Exposition Right-of-Way (ROW) is illustrated in Figure 2-1. Census data was collected for an 
area bordering both sides of the corridor by 0.5 miles. Table 3.4-3 provides the current 
demographic setting and displays 1990 US Census data from the Census Block Groups for the 
Exposition corridor. 

TABLE 3.4-3 
EXPOSITION RIGHT-OF-WAY 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Persons 148,399 
Households 55,192 
Housimz Units 59,514 

Own 18,284 
Rent 36,908 

E17!f;/oyed 70,864 
Work in City 67,721 
Transit Mode 

Drive :\lone 44,968 
Carpool 9,436 
Public Transportation 7,384 

Automobile Count 
No Vehicle 8,700 
1 Car 24,444 
2 Car 16,041 

Occupation by Industry 
J\Ianufactming 10,486 
Utilitv 4,768 
Trade/ Construction 13,680 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 5,115 
Service 11,072 
Professional Service 19,321 
Public 1,992 
Executive/J\fanagemenr 19,555 
Sales 23,583 

Median Income $31,321 

The Exposition LRT Alternative contains 17 station terminals in Los Angeles, Culver City, \vest Los 
Angeles, and Santa Monica. Tables 3.4-4 and 3.4-5 contain demographic data for a 0.5-mile radius 
around each station location. The Exposition BRT Alternative contains 20 station terminals in Los 
Angeles, Culver City, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica, while the LRT Alternative contains17 
station terminals within the same area. Included within these tables is number of persons, number of 
households, housing unit ownership, number employed, commute information, occupation by 
industry type, and median income all within a 0.5 mile radius around each station location. Figure 
3.4-4 displays the median income densities within the Mid-City/Westside study area. Figure 3.4-1 
(Section 3.4, Land Use/Neighborhoods and Communities) shows the locations of the stations and a 
0.5-mile radius around them. 
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TABLE 3.4-4 
EXPOSITION LRT STATIONS DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Station Location 

;:! 
"'O 0 d ] d :g 0 "'O ~ 0 
~ "' '511 d "'O .;;;: " "'O 

" '-' 0 
~ ~ ~ 1 ..!::; ~ 

:::: ii ~ c.. 'a ~ 
~ ~ s ' &l ~ ~ " ;:! z .... 

d 0 & d "' c.. ] 'E 0 a 5 "' " ~ 0 " ' ~ u ....... ~ 00 d u ~ ....... lfJ ~ lfJ ;:! ~ ....... Oil UP.. " ~ 
~ "'O ....... . s lfJ ~ .... ....... " " " 0 i:x:i s d > ~ " " " ~ 

..<:: :::i .... .;:: ·a ·a ..!::; u u " "' ....... d " " 
;:l p:; u 

~ 0 c.. 0 iiJ: ..... " > > " :z > lfJ 

\061 U91 2,104 1,j6j 718 785 826 1,j26 j_jjj 872 890 597 72() 1,888 '>27 
621 174 557 471) jJ8 129 307 371) 1,75'.? y,2 415 274 304 81)0 174 
632 411 618 519 323 338 318 189 1,859 j82 500 298 313 8Y, 227 

95 14 64 161 '.?11 144 22j 149 71 141 97 49 122 28 23 
~26 y,o 493 309 107 185 84 2'.?1 1,681 '.?21 3j8 2'.?~ 182 77'.? 151 

1,117 657 666 486 3~8 3:)1 '>57 594 2.144 510 ~79 j9j 42() 1,IB 171 
l,IJ86 605 638 494 347 118 334 56j '.?,060 477 544 j77 411 1,097 171 

Transit Mode 
117 174 291 278 104 258 24<i 425 1.482 4{)7 372 26/ '.?93 658 65 
269 19'.? 204 102 26 4'.? 5() 7'i j(JO 47 j7 48 81 n2 47 
365 141 118 77 6 j1 9 39 159 26 67 'i4 j7 149 2'.? 

Automobile Count 
267 69 BS 181 4 65 10 28 1'.?2 39 91 jj '.?2 108 22 
'.?51 217 264 148 116 124 8j 156 958 IB 195 BU 147 476 12(i 

JI 71 98 122 152 66 147 123 577 B4 118 86 85 186 46 
Occupation by Industry 

48'.? 104 242 7j 3'.? 51 79 117 '.?23 95 10 36 34 216 14 
68 18 9 52 20 52 85 25 1'.?r, 17 64 18 41) 49 6 

'.?30 129 4(i 83 46 B 62 11 I 282 1()5 138 81 73 291 43 
17 9 46 j4 15 39 21 41 241 11 9 44 '.?5 107 25 

174 63 12j 11 '.? B '.?4 7 82 251 59 1()6 96 74 104 26 
70 95 Ul 91) 124 116 80 153 844 205 162 58 124 252 18 
22 r, 0 8 56 17 5 11 59 8 7 0 8 66 0 
18 48 55 4R 104 134 35 10'.? 871 258 198 BS 100 292 46 

2()8 B7 129 175 114 81 179 159 765 126 171 116 145 355 (i8 
$18,!511 $21,382 $11,563 S16,955 $42,218 Sl!,159 $33,636 S3;,2!)6 $311,%5 $33,462 $31,815 $31,2511 $33,482 $26,639 S19,122 

3.4-11 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

m s:: .....,, 
w 
en 
...... 
CD 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
c..v 
..j:::.. 
c..v 
..j:::.. 

00 
0 § u 

lfJ ... u ;::l 
~ ii: :'E ' ,Q ' i:: (';! ' :E ... e (';! 

' e u 00 £ ::! u 0 

"' 
Oil ::! i:i.. 
~ Oil ~ 

~ [J;l 

Penons 667 454 3,061 1,491 
I lo11,,-eho/d, 205 96 621 374 
I lo11si112 ( mis 290 98 632 411 
Own 2 3 95 14 
Rent 2()3 93 526 360 
bnployed 199 229 1,117 657 
U:'orh m City 199 229 1,086 605 

Drive ;\lime 61 107 317 174 
Carpo<il 17 23 269 192 
Public 78 70 '\65 141 
'l 'ransn<)rtation 

No Vehicle 91 13 267 69 

1 C:ir 96 r,3 251 217 
2 Car 10 15 57 71 

Manufacturing 12:, 81 482 304 
Utilit,, 14 () 68 18 

Trn<lc/ 32 42 230 129 
C<)nstructi<)n 

Jlin,mcc. () () 17 9 
Insurance, Real 
Estate 
Scn,icc 8 4{) 174 6'\ 
Pn)fi....'ssional 11 J(, 70 95 
Sen, ice 

Public () 8 22 6 
Exccutin.J 10 18 18 48 
l\1amu,~cmcnt 

Sales 14 36 208 137 
Median l11rome >Y.254 >IY.5/,o >IH,hll S21.382 

Source: 1990 US Census 

P:\10305~01 \fL\ Dr.1ft 1.:J:S~EIR\Dl,'.I~~Dl·JR\3.0-1- S\•Cwecnnn1rncs.dnc 

Environmental Analysis - Socioeconomics 

TABLE 3.4-5 
EXPOSITION BRT STATIONS DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Station Location 
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3.4.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

An adverse impact to socioeconomic resources would result if any of the following conditions are 
met: 

• The alternatives considered would have a substantial adverse effect on businesses along each 
corridor; 

• The alternatives considered would have a substantial adverse impact to population . 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The evaluation method for impacts to socioeconomic resources entails a review of 1990 US Census 
Demographic Data to determine whether there are businesses or individuals within the project 
corridor that could be impacted by either construction or operational-related impacts. 

The proximity to transit supportive land use can also be measured in terms of the population and 
employment served by the various alternatives. The number of persons and employees within 0.5 
mile of a proposed transit station indicates the convenience of the transit service and the potential 
ridership, since 0.5 mile is considered the maximum distance people will walk to access transit. 
Furthermore, concentrations of population are indicative of concentrations of businesses and 
services located nearby. 

Impacts 

According to a search of the General Plans of affected cities, there are no plans or policies relating 
to socioeconomic factors that would be affected by the proposed alternatives. 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Effects on Local Busines.fl?s. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No Action Alternative would 
not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus improvements, 
such as an increase in fleet size. This increase in fleet size would not result in any physical changes 
within the current bus routes, but merely increase the numbers of buses along the routes. Buses 
would continue to operate along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. 
Therefore, no disruption would occur to either access or visibility of businesses located along the 
existing routes and station intersections. Since service along the routes would not change, no 
impacts to workers who use public transportation for commuting purposes or businesses relying on 
employees using public transportation would occur. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Effects on Population. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No Action Alternative would not 
entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus improvements, such 
as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate along city streets and there would be no 
effects outside of these RO\vs. Any operational changes inside the corridor resulting from an 
increase in fleet size would likely not effect the current population trends inside the corridor. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Effects on Local Businesses. Similar to the No Action Alternative, this option would focus on 
enhancements and restructuring of transit service v.rithin the corridor area. MTA local service buses, 
as well as MTA Rapid Bus service, would continue to operate along city streets and highways and 
there would be no effects outside of these RO\v s. It is assumed that any increase in fleet size would 
not result in any physical changes within the current bus routes, but merely increase the numbers of 
buses along the routes. Increased service along existing routes would not impact access or visibility 
of businesses located along the existing corridors and station intersections. [mpacts would be less 
than significant. 

Effects on Population. Similar to the No Action Alternative, this option would focus on enhancements 
and restructuring of transit service within the corridor area. MTA local service buses, as well as 
MTA Rapid Bus service, would continue to operate along city streets and highways and there would 
be no effects outside of these ROW s. The only changes inside the corridor resulting from the TSM 
Alternative would likely not effect the current population trends inside the corridor. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

~ffects on Local Businesses. Loss of on-street parking immediately adjacent to a business would be 
considered an access impediment because patrons would most likely be dissuaded from visiting a 
business if parking is not readily available. The inclusion of an isolated transit lane will result in the 
loss of on-street parking. This type of access impediment would likely be most problematic within 
areas where businesses are highly dependent on on-street metered parking along Wilshire Boulevard. 
For example, much of the parking serving the retail stores and office buildings of the commercial 
districts in the Cities of Beverly Hills (e.g., Golden Triangle, Rodeo Drive, etc.) and Santa Monica 
(e.g., 3rd Street Promenade) is currently on-street parking. Loss of this current available on-street 
parking would result in the loss of access to businesses, thereby possibly leading to a loss in business 
patrons and their revenue. This alternative represents a direct change in existing on-street parking 
that could result in a socioeconomic impact along the route. Because the loss of parking would be 
the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is addressed in 
Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking 
associated with the alternatives is addressed. 

Effects on Population. The Wilshire BRT, as discussed in Section 2.0, follows existing public ROWs 
and is largely contained "1'ithin existing limits of the Wilshire Boulevard ROW. As shown in Tables 
3.4-1 and 3.4-2, and Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4, the population within the Wilshire ROW is 
significant, with 8 of the proposed stations containing a 1990 population greater than 1,000 persons 
within 0.5 miles of the station intersection. The Wilshire BRT would result in an improvement to 
the public transportation system serving the area. This improvement could result in an increase in 
population to the area, making the area more desirable. However, this increase is expected to be 
within the normal growth expected for the corridor and Los Angeles as a whole. Furthermore, 
population grmvth within the vicinity of the route is limited to existing housing availability and 
market factors that are not directly related to the proposed transit improvements. No significant 
direct impact to population growth is expected to occur as a result of the proposed alternative. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Tncreasr?d lvfobzli!J for Transit~Dependent. The concentration of activity centers in the study area has a 
corresponding impact on corridor travel characteristics. In 1998, the Mid-City/Westside Corridor 
Study Area had nearly 8.5 million daily person trips, of which 2.3 million, or 27.5 percent were home 
to work trips, and over 675,000, or 8 percent, are made on transit. When compared to the region as 
a whole, the study area has a higher percentage of work trips (by 7 percentage points) of all daily 
trips. This is a reflection of relatively higher population density, as weH as an abundance of 
employment opportunities in the Corridor study area. The more notable observation is the 
significantly higher transit percentage for the study area trips compared to the overall regional transit 
percentage. The study area's percent transit mode split is 2.5 times higher than the regional 3.2 
mode split. This is a dear indication of two characteristics related to the study area: high transit 
dependency in certain study area communities and relatively high levels of transit services that are 
provided in the study area. 

Part of the underlying reason for high transit usage in the study area is that a significant number of 
households are autoless and have low incomes. These two factors are considered to be indicative of 
transit dependency. According to Tables 3.4-2, 3.4-4, and 3.4-5, a large percentage of the 
households in the Study Area did not have a vehicle compared to Los Angeles County as a whole. 
Figure 3.4-5 shows the households within the study area with no automobile available. 

Figure 1-3, which is provided in Section 1 of this document, displays transit friendly land uses 
(including activity centers) within the study area. The existing activity centers in the study area are a 
central part of a large concentration of land uses that are considered transit-supportive. Transit 
supporting land uses encompass approximately 30 of the 112 square-mile study area. Existing 
transit usage "vithin the study area is proportionally higher than any other area in Los Angeles 
County. Because there is a large base of existing transit service and transit patrons, increasing the 
transit mode share through increased service would represent a natural extension of exiting patterns 
and trends. 

Because the study area represents a significant concentration of educational, cultural/ entertainment, 
and office centers, and because the area is the most densely populated area within the region (over 
13,883 persons per square mile), there has traditionally been a substantial amount of transit service 
and transit use. According to the SCAG Transit Corridor 'Technical Report, "the proportion of workers 
who took the bus [in the study area] was double that of the County [13.64 percent for the study area 
versus 6.8 percent for the County]. The Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP), 
transportation data collected as part of the 1990 Census, further substantiates this. This data 
indicates, "41 percent of all work transit trips in Los Angeles County originate in the study area." 

The significance of the study area's travel characteristics compared to the region is revealed in the 
following (NIIS, 2000): 

• 

• 

The Corridor study area's total daily person trips account for 16.7 percent of the total trips in 
the region; and 

More than one out of every five home-work trips in the region (22.7 percent) are related to the 
study area. 

This again points to the higher population and employment opportunities in the study area. These 
areas constitute high numbers of activity centers and businesses located v.rithin the corridors. The 
proximity to transit supportive land use can also be measured in terms of the population and 
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employment served by the alternative. The number of persons and employees within 0.5 mile of a 
proposed transit station indicates the convenience of the transit service and the potential ridership, 
since 0.5 mile is considered the maximum distance people will walk to access transit. 

The Wilshire Boulevard Corridor traverses densely populated regions of the Mid-City/Westside 
Study Area. As a requirement of satisfying FTA guidelines associated with New Starts Criteria, the 
number of households located within a 0.5-mile radius of proposed stations are identified in Table 
3.4-2. Recent demographic data from SCAG found approximately 80,000 households located within 
this radius of Wilshire Boulevard in 1997. 

Population increases around the \Vilshire Boulevard Corridor transit stops are projected to parallel 
the population growth of 19 percent forecast for the Corridor study area as a whole. In contrast, 
employment growth around the transit stops is expected to be similar to the employment growth in 
the study area for all alternatives. Current SCAG demographic projections predict that growth 
around the Wilshire Boulevard Corridors would be slightly greater than the 15 percent anticipated 
for the entire l'vfid-City/Westside Corridor Study Area. This population density was compared to 
the overall county average to recognize the sizable differences that occur. It should be noted that 
many of the jurisdictions along the ROW, other than the l'vffA, are currently providing transit 
services (i.e., Los Angeles DOT, Santa Monica Blue Bus, Culver City Bus) to meet the needs of 
transit users. The \Vilshire BRT Alternative would result in increased transit service, thereby 
increasing the mobility and convenience to the transit dependent population. Therefore, impacts to 
transit dependant populations would be beneficial as a result of Wilshire BRT implementation. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

~ffects on Local Bminesses. Impacts associated with this alternative on business accessibility and 
visibility would be similar to those described above for Alternative 1 (J'viedian Reconstruction Design 
Option). This alternative would result in a loss of current available on-street parking, therefoi-e 
resulting in a possible loss of access to businesses along the route. Because the loss of parking would 
be the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is addressed in 
Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking 
associated with the alternatives is addressed. 

Effects on Population. Impacts associated with this alternative on population would be similar to those 
described above for Alternative 1 (Median Reconstruction Design Option). Because this alternative 
would result in the same benefits to the public transportation system along Wilshire Boulevard, the 
effects on population would be the same. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Tncreasr?d lvfobility for Transit-Dependent. Impacts associated with this alternative on increased mobility 
for transit-dependent populations would be similar to those described above for Alternative 1 
(J'viedian Reconstruction Design Option). Because this alternative would result in the same benefits 
to the public transportation system along Wilshire Boulevard, the resulting increase in transit 
services would be the same. Impacts would be beneficial. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Fjfttts on Local Businessr?s. Impacts associated with this alternative on business accessibility and 
visibility would be similar to those described above for Alternative 1 (J\1edian Reconstruction Design 
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Option). This alternative would result in a loss of current available on-street parking, therefore 
resulting in a possible loss of access to businesses along the route. Because the loss of parking would 
be the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is addressed in 
Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking 
associated with the alternatives is addressed. 

~ffects on Population. Impacts associated with this alternative on population would be similar to those 
described above for Alternative 1 (Median Reconstruction Design Option). Because this alternative 
would result in the same benefits to the public transportation system along Wilshire Boulevard, the 
effects on population would be the same. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Increased J\;iobility for 'Transit-Dependent. Impacts associated with this alternative on increased mobility 
for transit-dependent populations would be similar to those described above for Alternative 1 
(J\'Iedian Reconstruction Design Option). Because this alternative would result in the same benefits 
to the public transportation system along Wilshire Boulevard, the resulting increase in transit 
services would be the same. Impacts would be beneficial. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Fjfttts on Local Businesses. The Exposition BRT Alternatives w:iU have similar effects on the supply of 
on-street parking as the \vilshire BRT Alternative. Impacts associated with this alternative on 
business accessibility and visibility along both the Wilshire and Exposition routes would be similar 
to those described above for Alternative 1 (Niedian Reconstruction Design Option). This alternative 
would result in a loss of current available on-street parking, therefore resulting in a possible loss of 
access to businesses along the routes. Because the loss of parking would be the catalyst for any 
socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is addressed in Section 3.3 (Parking) 
of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking associated with the 
alternatives is addressed. 

Effects on Population. The Exposition BRT, as discussed in Section 2.0, also foUow existing public 
ROWs, and are largely contained within existing limits of city streets or a former railroad ROW now 
owned by the MTA. As shown in Tables 3.4-3 and 3.4-5, the population within the Exposition 
ROW is significant, with 7 of the 20 stations containing a 1990 population greater than 1,000 
persons within 0.5 of the station intersection. The Exposition BRT would result in an improvement 
to the public transportation system serving the area. This improvement, making the area more 
desirable, could result in an increase in population to the area. However, this increase is expected to 
be ~within the normal growth within the corridor and Los Angeles as a whole. Population growth 
within the vicinity of the route is limited to existing housing availability and market factors that are 
not directly related to the proposed transit improvements. No significant direct impact to 
population growth is expected to occur as a result of the proposed alternative. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Increased Mobility for Transit-Dependent; As described under the evaluation of Wilshire BRT impacts on 
increased mobility for transit-dependant users, the concentration of activity centers in the study area 
has a corresponding impact on corridor travel characteristics. 

According to SCAG growth forecasts, population increases around the Exposition Corridor transit 
stops are expected to increase by about 26 percent, while the \vilshire BRT Corridor is expected to 
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parallel the population grm:vth of 19 percent forecast for the Corridor study area as a whole. In 
contrast, employment grm:vth around the transit stops is expected to be similar to the employment 
growth in the study area for all alternatives. 

Similar to the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor, the Exposition Corridor traverses densely populated 
regions of the J\1id-City/Westside study area. As a requirement of satisfying FTA guidelines 
associated with New Starts Criteria, the number of households located within a 0.5-mile radius of 
proposed stations were identified in Table 3.4-5. Recent demographic data from SCAG found 
approximately 75,000 households were located within this radius for the Exposition Corridor in 
1997. This figure is projected to rise to 97,000 by 2020. As shown previously in Figure 3.4-1, the 
respective population density for these same time periods along each corridor when compared to the 
overall county average recognizes a sizable difference. 

It should be noted that many of the jurisdictions along the ROW, other than the MTA, are currently 
providing transit services (i.e., Los Angeles DOT, Santa Monica Blue Bus, Culver City Bus) to meet 
the needs of transit users. The \vilshire BRT and Exposition BRT Alternative would result in 
increased transit service, thereby increasing the mobility and convenience to the transit dependent 
population. Therefore, impacts to transit dependant populations would be beneficial as a result of 
implementation of Alternative 2. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Alternative 2 would be a combination of the Wilshire BRT, and the full length of the Exposition 
BRT described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). There are 20 stations proposed for the 
Exposition BRT (see Table 3.4-1). The Exposition BRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would 
terminate at the Venice/Washington Station. Given that Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed 
above, and that the MOS option of the Exposition BRT is only a shorter route of the full length 
alternative, the impact evaluation for Alternative 2 provides an evaluation of impacts for the fuU 
length of Exposition BRT. To avoid repetition, the impacts associated '\vith Alternative 2A would 
be similar to those of Alternative 2. It should be noted that '\vith the Exposition BRT MOS, any 
impacts to neighborhoods west of the Venice/\vashington Station would not occur. While the scale 
of impacts would be decreased due to the shorter route, potential impacts to local businesses as a 
result of loss of on-street parking are still expected on the businesses located within the MOS route. 
These potential impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document. Furthermore, less 
than significant impacts are expected on population and beneficial effects would occur for the transit 
dependent population contained within. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Effects on Local Bttsintsses. Businesses could be impacted by the loss of parking along some portions 
of the Exposition Corridor, as well as narrowing sidewalks to accommodate a busway. As shown in 
Tables 3.4-3 and 3.4-4, the population and employment within the Exposition ROW was significant 
in 1990, totaling 148,399 persons with 70,864 employed. As shown in Table 3.4-1 (Land Use), the 
majority of the Exposition RO\v is adjacent to various types of business activities that encompass 
industrial, light industrial and manufacturing, and commercial land uses, such as offices and retail 
stores. The highest concentration of these businesses is located along the western portion of the 
Exposition Corridor in Santa Monica. The remainder of the corridor has high mix of different land 
use types including businesses. This type of access impediment would likely be most problematic 
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within areas where businesses are highly dependent on on-street parking along the Venice to 
Sepulveda Boulevards segment of the Corridor. This alternative would result in a loss of current 
available on-street parking, therefore resulting in a possible loss of access to businesses along the 
routes. Because the loss of parking would be the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the 
assessment of this particular impact is addressed in Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where 
the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking associated with the alternatives is addressed. 

Effects on Population. As discussed in Section 2.0, this alternative also follows existing public ROWs 
and is largely contained "1'ithin existing limits of city streets or a former railroad ROW now owned 
by the J\;frA. As shown in Tables 3.4-3 and 3.4-4, the population within the Exposition ROW was 
significant in 1990 totaling 148,399 persons. This alternative would result in an improvement to the 
public transportation system serving the area. This improvement could result in an increase in 
population to the area as a result of the improvements making the area more desirable. However, 
this increase is expected to be within the normal growth within the corridor and Los Angeles as a 
whole. Population growth within the vicinity of the route is limited to existing housing availability 
and market factors that are not directly related to the proposed transit improvements. No 
significant direct impact to population growth would occur as a result of the proposed alternative. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Increased J\;iobi!ity for 'Transit-Dependent. Given that Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, 
and that the MOS option of the Exposition BRT is a shorter route of the full length alternative, the 
beneficial impacts associated with the evaluation conducted for the Exposition LRT are identical to 
those impacts for the full length of Exposition LRT. To avoid repetition, the reader is referred to 
the analysis presented above for Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Alternative 3 would be a combination of the Wilshire BRT, and the full length of the Exposition 
LRT described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). The light rail transit system along the 
Exposition corridor would consist of 16 stations (see Table 3.4-1). The Exposition LRT MOS 
component of Alternative 2 would terminate at the Venice/\'Vashington Station. Given that 
Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and that the MOS option of the Exposition LRT 
is only a shorter route of the full length alternative, the impact evaluation for Alternative 3 provides 
an evaluation of impacts for the full length of Exposition LRT. To avoid repetition, the impacts 
associated with Alternative 3A would be similar to those of Alternative 3. It should be noted that 
with the Exposition LRT MOS, any impacts to neighborhoods west of the Venice/Washington 
Station would not occur. \Xlhile the scale of impacts would be decreased due to the shorter route, 
potential impacts to local businesses as a result of loss of on-street parking are still expected on the 
businesses located vv'ithin the MOS route. These potential impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 
(Parking) of this document. Furthermore, less than significant impacts are expected on population 
and beneficial effects would occur for the transit dependent population contained within. 

Maintenance Yard 

A facility will be required for infrastructure and bus maintenance within the vicinity of both routes. 
Several locations are proposed for possible maintenance yards: 

• NW Corner of Chavez/l\fission; 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Existing J'vffA Division I area; 

NE Comer Alameda/Washington; 

SE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

Exposition ROW Hooper to Central; and 

Existing MTA South Park Shops . 

Environmental Analysis - Socioeconomics 

Figures 2-17 - 2-19 (Section 2.0, Alternatives Considered) show the locations and physical layout of 
the proposed maintenance facilities. These locations are all contained within lands currently owned 
and operated by the J'vITA. Development of any maintenance facilities within these locations would 
not cause any increase in current population, nor would it result in tlie displacement of any 
residential units. There are no businesses, which would be impacted by either construction or 
operations of transit maintenance facilities ~within these lands. Transit operations would not be 
impacted by any activities associated with the construction or operation of the proposed 
maintenance facilities. Therefore, because the proposed maintenance facilities are v.rithin lands 
currently owned by the J'vffA, socioeconomic impacts associated with the construction and 
operation of any proposed maintenance facilities would be less than significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

The subway design option would provide a subterranean travel corridor within the right-of-way for 
either bus or light-rail transit options. Socioeconomic impacts associated with a subterranean travel 
route are minimal due to the negligible disruption to at-grade businesses and parking. Short-term 
impacts to local businesses could be anticipated during construction phases, however, business 
accessibility and visibility would likely not occur. Impacts to population and transit dependent 
populations would be identical to those discussed above for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A. 

3.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the Mid-City/\vestside Transit Corridor Project. 
The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR provides a programmatic analysis of socioeconomic impacts 
resulting from implementation of all projects contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), including the 
Mid-City /Westside Transit Corridor project, and provides the basis for this cumulative impact 
analysis. 

Cumulative socioeconomic impacts could result from an increase in population beyond SCAG 
projections. Projects included in the RTP are intended to increase the overall accessibility and 
mobility of persons within the SCAG region. These improvements could result in an increase in 
population to the area, making the area more desirable. However, this increase is expected to be 
within the normal growth projected by SCAG within the RTP. Furthermore, population growth 
within the region is limited to existing housing availability and market factors that are not directly 
related to the proposed improvements included '\vithin the RTP. No cumulative population growth 
is expected beyond that projected by SCAG as a result of the proposed projects included within the 
RTP. Impacts would be less tlian significant. 

Cumulative socioeconomic impacts could also result from construction act1v1t1es associated with 
proposed RTP projects that could impede local business vitality. Projects contemplated in the RTP 
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that do not require the construction of new facilities (e.g., optimization of the existing transportation 
system) would not have a direct physical effect on business visibility or accessibility. The indirect 
effects of reducing traffic congestion would be beneficial to local businesses in the region, because 
reductions in traffic would increase the level of accessibility and parking for patrons. Those projects 
that require construction of new or expanded facilities (e.g., additional parking facilities) would 
potentially have the greatest adverse impacts, because construction activities associated v.rith the 
infrastrncture could damage local business visibility and accessibility during the short-tem1. This 
type of access impediment is most problematic ~rithin SCAG urban areas where businesses are 
highly dependent on on-street metered parking. \Vhen evaluated on a cumulative level, the projects 
contained within the RTP could result in a loss of current available on-street parking, therefore 
resulting in a possible loss of access to businesses along the routes. Because the loss of parking 
would be the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is 
addressed in Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss 
in parking associated with the alternatives is addressed. 
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3.5 Land Use/Neighborhoods 

3.5.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this section is to provide baseline data on the existing land use characteristics of the 
study area; to assess whether the proposed project is consistent with applicable land use plans and 
policies; and to identify any potentially significant land use changes resulting from implementation 
of the proposed project. Section 4.7 provides an evaluation of minority and low-income 
populations that may potentially be affected by implementation of transit services in the J\1id
City/Westside Corridor. This evaluation is in accordance with Executive Order 12898 on 
Environmental Justice. Section 6.0 provides a description of the public involvement program for 
the proposed project. 

3.5.2 Affected Environment 

This section provides a discussion of existing land uses along the proposed \vilshire and Exposition 
project routes and highlights the pertinent land use regulations currently in place. Sensitive land uses 
(e.g., schools, recreational areas, religious buildings) "vithin or adjacent to the study corridors are also 
identified. The discussion of existing land uses is based on an evaluation of Thomas Guide street 
maps, Metropolitan Los Angeles Central and Western Area street map, aerial photographs, and field 
reconnaissance conducted by EIP Associates in the fall of 2000. 

Existing Land Use 

The Mid-City /Westside Transit Corridor Project study area is located on the Westside of Los 
Angeles County and encompasses approximately 112 square miles. The study area is roughly 
bounded by the Pacific Ocean on the west; Sunset Boulevard and the Hollywood Freeway (US 101) 
on the north; Hope Street and Figueroa Street on the east; and Slauson/Manchester Boulevards on 
the south. The study area includes portions of the City of Los Angeles, unincorporated areas of Los 
Angeles County (Baldwin Hills, Sawtelle), and the Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. Several 
key factors of the study area development include: 

• 

• 

• 

Population and employment densities in the J\ifid-City/Westside study area are the highest 
within the Los Angeles Metropolitan region. 

The study area contains the largest concentration of major activity centers within the Los 
Angeles Metropolitan region. 

Opportunities for residing and working within the corridor have generated transit mode splits 
2.5 times higher than the regional mode split (8.0 percent for the corridor versus 3.2 percent for 
the region). 

Land uses throughout the study area vary substantially, including a broad mix of residential, 
commercial, office, and retail uses, "vith several vacant/undeveloped lots interspersed among these 
uses. \vhile certain portions of each of the proposed corridors could be described as having their 
own specific character, overall land use patterns are generally similar to those found throughout the 
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west Los Angeles area. The two corridors have different characters, with Wilshire Boulevard having 
higher density uses in comparison to Exposition as illustrated by the follm:ving text and graphic 
depictions: 

• 

• 

• 

Figure 3.5-1 presents the existing land uses and land use patterns of the l\fid-City Westside 
Corridor Study area. In addition, proposed station locations for all of the alternatives 
considered are provided with a graphic depiction of the 0.5-mile radius around each station 
location; 

Table 3.5-1 provides a list of existing land uses and land use types, neighborhoods, schools, and 
destination and activity centers in close proximity to the Corridor study area; and 

Figure 3.5-2 provides the location and types of proposed stations for the alternatives considered 
along with existing activity centers in the l\fid-City /Westside Corridor Study area. 

As discussed in Section 3.5 (Socioeconomics) and the Mid-City /Westside Corridor Study Area 
Major Investment Study (incorporated by reference into this EIS/EIR), population and employment 
densities in the l\fid-City/Westside study area are the highest within the Los Angeles metropolitan 
region, averaging approximately 13,883 persons per square mile and 9,167 employees per square 
mile. The more densely populated areas are concentrated in the east and northwestern portion of 
the study area, while the greatest employment densities are in the western and northwestern portion 
of the study area. 

In addition, the l\fid-City/\vestside Corridor study area contains the largest concentration of major 
activity centers and destinations (i.e., high trip generators) within the Los Angeles metropolitan 
region (see Figure 3.5-2). Many of these activity centers are located within the most congested 
portion of the study area north of the Santa Monica Freeway (l-10) and east of the San Diego 
Freeway (I-405). Of all the areas within the Los Angeles metropolitan area, the Mid-City/Westside 
study area best exemplifies the "Centers Concept." The Centers Concept is a land use-planning 
concept from the City of Los Angeles General Plan that views the urban area not as a central 
downtown but rather a collection of urban centers. This concept is discussed in more detail below 
under Applicable Plans and Policies. The major destinations in the Mid-City/Westside study area 
correspond with the location and number of activity centers planned for in the Centers Concept. 

Not only does the study area encompasses the western portion of the traditional/historical 
downtown area, but it also encompasses the most well-known employment, entertainment, 
educational, and cultural activity centers in the Los Angeles region. The study area contains 64 
major centers and key attractions described in Table 3.5-1 and depicted graphically in Figure 3.5-2. 

Currently, the portion of the Metrorail Red Line subway system built or under construction to date 
only interconnects a small portion of the centers in the eastern portion of the study area, such as 
downtown to Hollywood to Universal City and to Mid-\vilshire. The remaining centers are served 
by two major freeways ([nterstate 10 - Santa Monica Freeway, and Interstate 405 - San Diego 
Freeway), as well as by less than a dozen major east-west and north-south arterials. 
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Figure 3.5-1 Existing Land Use Within the Study Area 
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Figure 3.5-2 Proposed Station Locations and Existing Activity Centers 
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The concentration of activity centers in the study area has a corresponding impact on corridor travel 
characteristics. In 1998, the study area had nearly 8.5 million daily person trips, of which 2.3 million, 
or 27.5 percent are home to work trips, and over 675,000, or 8 percent, are made on transit. This 
compares to the five county Southern California 11TA Modeling Area trips of 10.3 million two-way 
home to work trips, or 20.3 percent, and almost 1.6 million, or 3.2 percent, of the daily trips that are 
made on transit. 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Existing Conditions 

Destination and 
Activity Centers 

Metro Red Linc Western 
Stati\)n. Korcarown 

Scycral churches, a 
1 fan cock Park, I hS 

Sch< )ol, Burroughs 
School, two 

several parks 

Museum R1,w, l lanc1,ck 
Park, the Los ,\ngelcs 
Countv- Museum of ;\rt. 
(;corg~' Page l\fuscurn. 
Petersen ;\ut\)ffi()tiYc 

Museum, Kave Museum of 
Miniatures, and the Rancho 
La Brea 'J\i.r Pits. CRS 
'l'eb·ision Center, the Los 

Farmer's Market, 
Pan Pacific !'ark 

Affected 
Neighborhoods 

Wilshire Corridor 

Korcatown, Wilshire 
Center 

Mid-\Xiilshire, 
Club Park Ito the 
I h111C\)Ck 

Mid-\Vilshirc, I fancock 
Park, Miracle Mile 

Mimck Mile, !'ark La 
Brea 

3.5-6 

Schools Within 0.5 Mile of 
Corridor 

Proposed Conditions 

Station Locations Park-and-Ride 
Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

I Iobart Blvd. Elcmcntan School. Silv,m I \Vestern Ave. None 
Education Center, Bercndo 
School. ] ,co Politi Flcmcnrnry 

Sch1,ol, 1 l<>ovcr Ekmentan·, \Vilt1,n 
Place Elcmcntar~- . 

~R' Street Elementary, Alta L<)ma 
Elemcntan·, :\rlington I 
l~lcmcntar~-. Burn,)ugh Sch1,ol, 

Mt. Vcrn<m 
l'icc) El<cmentarv·, 

Queen Anne Elementary 

Wilshire Crest Elementary 

Saturn Street Elcmcntan-, Hancock 
Park I <~lcrncntary, ' 

h1irfax I ligh Sch(l<)l 

Crcnsh~1\v Bln.1. Crenshaw Bid., 158 

La Brea ,\ye. La Brea Ave., 129 
spaces 

Fairfax ;\Ye. N<1nc 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Existing Conditions 

Destination and 
Activity Centers 

;\yenue, the Pacific Design 
Center. Museum of 
Tolerance 

Club, 
I !ills 

Westw<,od UCL;\ 
and UCL;\ Center, 
the Armand I lammer 
Museum 

V ctcrans Administrnti< in ,ind 
I Iospital, Wadsworth 
Theater and Brentwood 
Village 

I Iospital and 
Center, Third Street 

Promenade, Santa Monica 
Pier, Pacific Ocean 

Affected 
Neighborhoods 

Miracle Mik. C1rthay 
Circle, 
South, 
BeYerly I !ills 

Beyerh- I !ills, Century 
City . . 

\~>:iestwo<,d, Boukrnrd 
I !eights 

West l .os :\ngelcs 

West Los 

Schools Within 0.5 Mile of 
Corridor 

C1nficld Flcmcntary, C1rtha1 Center 
l '](·m(·nt,1n-, Crescent I 
uuw'""u l·.lcnner1tar1, Bnerly I !ills 

I 'lcmentan-

Warner Elcmentan-, I fawthorne 

Emerson Middle School, 11airburn 
Flcmentary 

Bn,ckton l,J,cmentar1, 

Monica 
Santa I ::lch<l\'l, Ro<lSeYclt l'l<:mcntan

Jiranklin School, Linwln 
Sch<,ol, Santa Monica College 

3.5-7 

Proposed Conditions 

Station Locations 

La Cienega Bld., 
R<'bertson BlYd., 
BeYerly Dr., Santa 
M<!!lica BlYd. 

None 

w estW()( )d \'ill age 

None 

Park-and-Ride 
Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

None 

None 

None 

None 

J::larrmgt<!!l ;\1e., Bundy I None 
St, 4•h St 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Corridor 
Segment 

Jurisdiction 

F11,wer St. from Citv 1,f Los 
\Vashington Angeles 
Blvd. t1, 
Exp1,siti1m Bhl 

Figu1-_~roa St. to 
Vermont .:\Ye. 

City- of lA is 
Angeles 

Vermont Ave. t<> City <'f Los 
Arlington :\Y<:. Ang.Jes 

\rlington ;\\-c. 

to l"armdalc 
,\ye. 

City of Los 
Angdes 

Land Uses 
Along Corridor 

Industrial, Office 

Institutional, 
C1,mmcrcial, Retail, 
Mixed sinek- and 

residential, 
Recreational 

Existing Conditions 

Destination and 
Activity Centers 

L<>S Angeles Civic Center, 
Do\1c,cnt<J\Yn l _,os. 
Staples Center, Los 
C<)nvcntion Center. 
,\uditorium, Mt. St. Marv's 
College, l lcbrcw Unic\n , 
College 

Count~-~ Aerospace 
;vfuscun1 

Industry 

C1,mmercial, Retail, I West :\dams District 
and Multi· 
Residential 

and Multi
ResidentiaL 

C'm~crcial, J,ight 
lndustrial, 
Rccre,1ti1mal 

Baldwin I !ills Crenshaw 
Plaza Mall, ~anta Barbara 
l'htza, Liemcrt Park, Magic 
Johns< in Theaters 
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Affected 
Neighborhoods 

Exposition Corridor 

Park, West 
District, 

Exposition Park 

F:\position Park 

Exposition Park, 
Park, West 

Park, 
\ ~rcnsrnnv, 1,cimcrt Park. 
Baldwin 1 !ills 

3.5-8 

Schools Within 0.5 Mile of 
Corridor 

l(Jth Street :\dams Middle 
El<:men1tar·1-, Trinity 

Elcm,;ntan-, 28"' Street 
, Street Children's 

Adult fligh Sch'"'l 

tv!c:nlo :\Yc:nuc: Ekment,1n-

Proposed Conditions 

Station Locations 

\' crmont ;\ vc. 

Normandie Ave. 
(LRT), Western ;\,-c. 

Crenshaw Bh-d. 

Park-and-Ride 
Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

Crenshaw Bh-d. 
(Blrl'/LR"l) 
401) spaces 
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Corridor 
Segment 

11armdalc ;\ye. 
to R<'bertson 
Bl Yd. 

Venice Bh-d. 
from 

,\\-e. 

Motor ;\\-e. to 
Sepuh-eda Bid. 

Jurisdiction 

City of Los 

City of Los 

Cit1 <'f Los 
Angeles 

City of Los 
Angeles 

Cit1 of Santa 
lvf<)nica 

Land Uses 
Along Corridor 

Industrial, 
Industrial, 
Commercial, 
Office. 
Institutional, 

and Multi
Residential, 

Recreati<mal 

Retail, Industrial, 
Commercial, 
lnstituti<mal, 

and Multi
Residcntial 

C<,mmercial, Retail, 
Multi-Family 
Residential 

Industrial, Office, 
Retail, Multi
l•'amily Residential 

Industrial, Office, 
Institutional 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Existing Conditions 

Destination and 
Activity Centers 

Dorsey I Iigh School, Ranchi, 
s Center, 
Rccrcati< in 

Center, Kenneth I Jahn State 
Recre,1tional :\ rea 

Center, Cuh·er 
Studi<,s, Som- Studios, Cuh-er 
Center . \Ve;t J ,os :\ngelcs 
C<,llege 

Westside l'aYilion, CheYiot 
I !ills Park and Recreation 
Center, '.?()th Centun- h '" 
Studios. Notre D.ir;:,e 
Academy 

Santa Monica Studios, 
Station, Water 

MGM Plaz,1, 
I 

Airport 

Affected 
Neighborhoods 

Crenshaw, CulYer City, 
Mid-Cit1. South of 
R< <berts;m, Pico 
Neighborhood, I 
Tract, Baldwin I 

Cuh-er 
Chniot I 
Park 

Palms, 
Rancho 

CheYiot I !ills, Rancho 
Park, \Vest Los :\ngelcs 

Sawtelle District, West 
J ,os ;\ngcles, Mar Vista 

\Vest J ,os :\ngelcs. S.mta 
Monica 

3.5-9 

Schools Within 0.5 Mile of 
Corridor 

Palms Elementary 

Palms Middle School, Charnock Road 
~chool. 

Charnock Road School, CIO\-er ;\yenue 

Sterry Ekmcntan, \Varner Elcmentan-, 
(;ra,.;t Elcmentar~- School, Richland . 
,1\"enue Sc ho< <I 

Proposed Conditions 

Station Locations 

La Brea BIYd., La 
Cienega Bh-d., 
N,itional/1 layden 

Venice 

Bh-d. (LRT) 

\"enice Bh-d./Main 
(BR'l) 

V cnice Bh-d./(herland 
:\Ye .. Venice 
Bld./Sepuh-eda Bid. 

Bh-d./ 
Pico Bh-d./Sawtelle 
BIYd. 

Bundi Dr., CIO\-crficld 
Bh-d., 

Park-and-Ride 
Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

] ,a Bre,1 J-l]yd. 

~6~ sp.1ces 

Venice 
BIYd./Washington 
Bh-d. (LRT) 
612 sp.1ces 

Pico Bh-d./Sawtelle 
Bh-d (Bln'/Llrl) 
565 spaces 

Bundy Dr. (BRT/LRT) 
172 spaces 

Cloyerficld Bh-d. 
(BRT/Llrl) 
1,14') spaces 
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Corridor Jurisdiction Land Uses 
Segment Along Corridor 

2()'h Street t1, Cit\ of Santa Industrial, Retail, 
Ocean .he. M1;nica Office 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Existing Conditions Proposed Conditions 

Destination and Affected Schools Within 0.5 Mile of Station Locations Park-and-Ride 
Activity Centers Neighborhoods Corridor Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

Monica College, Santa Monica, Ocean Crnssroads School, Santa Monica I Iigh Colorado ;\ye./14•h St. Ocean ;\yeJColornd1, 
W<'OdJawn ('"~""'"'- ?,•d Park, Light Sch1,ol, Santa Monica College, Will (BR"!), Ocean ;\ye. (Uri) 
Street Promenade, Studio Rogers I ·:Icmcntary lOIJ spaces 
Monica Place, Santa Monica District 
I School, Ocean ;\ycnue, 
the Incline, 
Palisades Park, Pacific Coast 
I Santa i\f\)nica Pier. 

Beaches, Santa 
M1mica CiYic Center, Santa 
Monica Ci,ic ,\uditorium, 
L1,s ;\ngelcs County Superior 
Court 
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When compared to the region as a whole, the study area has a higher percentage of work trips (by 7 
percentage points) of all daily trips. This is a reflection of relatively higher population density, as 
well as an abundance of employment opportunities in the study area. The more notable observation 
is the significantly higher transit percentage for the study area trips compared to the overall regional 
transit percentage. The study area's percent transit mode split is 2.5 times higher than the regional 
3.2 mode split. This is a clear indication of two characteristics related to the study area: high transit 
dependency in ce11:ain study area communities and relatively high levels of transit services, which are 
provided in the study area. 

Wilshire Corridor 

Wilshire Boulevard is a densely developed corridor, with commercial development fronting both 
sides of the Corridor and the intersecting north/ south streets, and single- and multi-family 
residential surrounding the commercial uses. Traveling west from the \vestern Metro Red Line 
Station, the Wilshire Boulevard frontage contains numerous high-rise (20 stories) and mid-rise (8-10 
stories) office buildings. ~fixed in with the office buildings are numerous low-rise (2-5 stories) 
commercial office and retail structures. A relatively small proportion of the land uses along the 
corridor are dedicated to surface parking lots; most parking along Wilshire Boulevard is structured 
or street parking. Wilshire Boulevard west of Santa Monica Boulevard contains a high concentration 
of high-rise condominiums. The \vestwood area of the corridor also contains high concentrations 
of high-rise office buildings. West of the \vestwood area, the Corridor contains some high-rise 
office buildings through the Bundy Station area, but predominantly 2-4-story commercial retail 
buildings for the remainder of the Corridor. The station areas all intersect major north-south 
streets; almost all of which also contain high concentrations of commercial and retail land uses 
fronting onto both sides of the streets. Educational and institutional uses (universities, schools, and 
hospitals) are found throughout the study area. Figure 3.5-1 and Table 3.5-1 provide detailed 
descriptions of land uses along this study corridor. 

Exposition Corridor 

The Exposition study corridor contains single-family residential uses, with some low-rise, multi
family dwelling units lining the ROW. Along the eastern portion of the corridor the areas 
surrounding the RO\v to the north and south also consist of some multi-family units interspersed 
among single-family uses. Neighborhood commercial uses in "strip malls" are present at most main 
intersections. The eastern and western portions of the corridor can be considered pedestrian
friendly, given the ease of access to the institutional uses and destinations via existing, extra-wide 
sidewalks and signalized crosswalks. The central portion of the corridor contains primarily industrial 
uses and is considered auto-oriented. This portion of the conidor contains narrower sidewalks, 
present on one side only, making this segment less pedestrian-friendly. Table 3.5-1 provides a 
detailed description of land uses along this study corridor. 

Applicable Plans and Policies 

Development of an extension of the regional transit system into the Westside has been discussed for 
years. In anticipation of its eventual implementation and in recognition of the potential shifts in 
land use and transportation patterns, long-range planning documents developed by jurisdictions on 
the Westside during this decade have attempted to account for a transit system. Those plans include 
policies to accommodate and support fixed-guideway and more intensive bus transit. Jurisdictions 
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affected by the Wilshire Boulevard ROW include the Cities of Los Angeles, Beverly Hills, and Santa 
Monica. Jurisdictions affected by the Exposition ROW include the Cities of Los Angeles, Culver 
City, and Santa Monica. The transit-supporting policies of these potentially affected jurisdictions are 
summarized below, and are followed by a brief discussion of consistency of a transit system on the 
Westside with those policies. 

State and Regional Framework 

Land use patterns have a direct impact on the efficiency and desirability of transit in an urban 
environment. Worsening congestion within the J\;fid-City/Westside Study Area led the MTA to 
consider adding \'Vestside transit corridors to the emerging fixed-guideway transit system. As a 
result, long-range planning policy documents from Westside cities have addressed the importance of 
linking land use development patterns, densities, and urban form surrounding the potential 
alignments and station locations to city policies that support and encourage the use of transit. 

Stat!? q/ California. State Assembly Bill 670 (1999) provides certain transportation districts in the Bay 
Area of Northern California with the ability to acquire property for transit-oriented joint 
developments. These developments include commercial, residential, or mixed-use development 
projects in connection with existing, planned, or proposed transit facilities within one-quarter mile 
of transit facilities, subject to local land use and zoning regulations. This legislation recognizes the 
importance of supporting transit with more intensive transit-oriented land uses and the need for 
changes in existing land use to accommodate and support transit facilities. Therefore, development 
of a transit system within the Study Corridor would be consistent with this legislation. 

SCAG. The primary transportation planning document affecting the Westside region is the Southern 
California Association of Government's (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), adopted on 
April 26, 1998. Earlier iterations of the RTP included a more extensive railway network, including 
an extension into the \'Vestside from the east and an extension of the Green Line from the south. 
Because of funding constraints that required prioritization of lines ~within the region, these 
extensions are not included in the RTP. The RTP, along ~with J\;ffA's State Congestion Management 
Programs (CMPs) and Caltran's Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), provide 
the overall framework for transportation improvements on the Westside. 

Based on SCAG's review of this project during the scoping process for this EIS/EIR, the proposed 
project is consistent with the following: 

• 

• 

Growth Management Chapter (applicable sections: 3.01, 3.03] of the Regional Comprehensive 
Plan and Guide policies, and Regional Growth Forecasts that reflect 1998 RTP Population, 
Household, and Employment SCAG forecasts for Westside cities and City of Los Angeles 
subregions. 

Regional Transportation Plan (applicable sections: 4JJ1, 4.02, 4.03, 4.04, 4.06, 4.11, 4.15. 4.16) 
links the goal of sustaining mobility v.rith the goals of fostering economic development, 
enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly 
development patterns, and encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio
economic, geographical and commercial limitations. 
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GMC Policies (applicable sections: 3.04, 3.05, 3.08, 3.09, 3.10) related to the RCPG goal to 
improve the regional standard of living; Growth management goals to develop urban forms 
that enable individuals to spend less income on housing cost that minimize public and private 
development costs, and that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional 
strategic goal to stimulate the regional economy. 

GMC Policies (applicable sections: 3.11-3.23) related to the RCPG goal to improve the regional 
quality of life; Growth management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to develop 
urban forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that 
preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetica11y pleasing and preserve the 
character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality 
of life. 

GMC Policies (applicable section: 3.27) related to the RCPG goal to provide social, political, 
and cultural equity. Growth Management goals to develop urban fonns that avoid economic 
and social polarization promotes the regional strategic goal of minimizing social and geographic 
disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Policies adopted by the City of Los Angeles direct future population and employment growth in 
proximity to rail and bus transportation corridors. The Ci!Jivide General Plan F'ramework1 an Element 
of the Ci!y of Los Ange/ts General Plan, adopted in 1996, allocates the majority of growth within one
quarter mile of transit stations and corridors. Approximately two thirds of the overall City's grov.rth 
for 2010 is targeted as intensification and reuse of areas within and adjacent to the City's existing 
primary transportation corridors, while preserving lower density residential neighborhoods and 
neighborhood commercial districts in areas surrounding these corridors. The intensification and 
mix of uses are intended to enhance walkability of neighborhoods and districts and enhance access 
to public transportation. 

More specifically, the applicable community plans address policies for communities along the transit 
corridors. These goals support public transit and use of the transit corridors to improve levels of 
service between Downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica. Applicable Community plans include 
West Los Angles, Palms-Mar Vista, Brentwood-Pacific Palisades, and \'Vilshire. The transit
supporting goals of these Community Plans are summarized below: 

• 

• 

• 

Develop a public transit system that improves mobility "1'ith convenient alternative to auto 
travel; 

Coordinate with NITA and LADOT to improve express and local bus services to and within 
the community 

Develop an intermodal mass transportation plan to implement linkages to future mass transit 
service 

Encourage alternative modes of Transportation over the use of single occupant vehicles to 
reduce vehicular trips; 

Provide a system of efficient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes; 
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Encourage the safe utilization of easement and or right-of-way along flood control channels, 
public utilities, railroad rights-of-way, and streets wherever feasible for the use of bicycles 
and or pedestrians. 

Transit corridors and stations are planned for high density and mixed-use development that function 
as destinations for transit users (e.g., jobs, entertainment, and culture) and contain a high number of 
residents that can conveniently use transit. The following are summary themes of the General Plan 
Framework: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

High-density uses abutting transit are planned to be developed to enhance pedestrian activity 
along the street frontages through architectural design, streetscape amenities, and restriction on 
non-pedestrian friendly uses. 

The development of transit stations can be used to enhance the pedestrian vitality and character 
of their environs through architecture, the creation of public places, streetscape, and activity. 

The development of transit stations can create distinct places that distinguish the location from 
the homogeneous pattern of surrounding land uses. 

Concentrations of high density, multi-family housing along transportation corridors are likely to 
contain a higher percentage of individuals who do not own automobiles, due to income or 
lifestyle choices. 

Traffic congestion can be reduced in the vicinity of high activity destinations by the provision 
of transit. 

The intensification and mix of uses in the City of Los Angeles are intended to enhance walkability of 
neighborhoods and districts and enhance access to public transportation. The Ci!y of Los Ancgeles 
General Plan Franmvork and Communi!J Plans correlate growth and transportation from two 
perspectives: 

• 

• 

Promoting the intensification of density and enhanced mix of uses in proximity to existing and 
planned transportation corridors and stations; and 

Establishing new transportation corridors in response to ex1stmg and planned high density, 
activity centers. Within this context, the Framework defines future growth areas as 
"Community Centers," "Regional Centers," "Downtown Center,'' and "Mixed Use 
Boulevards." In each, higher density commercial, office, and residential uses are permitted and 
standards specified to attain a high level of pedestrian activity. The Framework further 
advances the correlation of density with transportation through the designation of "Pedestrian 
Priority" and "Transit Priority" Highways. 

The General Plan Framework recognizes Wilshire Boulevard as the primary east-west transportation 
corridor crossing the basin south of the Santa Monica Mountains. It is designated as a "Transit 
Priority Highway" and is flanked by some of the highest density designations in the City. The 
corridor passes through Regional Centers extending from Downtown to Wilton Place and from 
Highland Avenue to the City of Beverly Hills boundary (at San Vicente Boulevard). It is the 
Framework's objective that the enhancement of transit along this corridor would serve the existing 
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high-residential density and activity centers (such as the museums), as well as provide an opportunity 
to enhance accessibility and revitalize the moribund commercial uses in the mid-Wilshire area. This 
corridor contains multiple existing and planned destinations that warrant multiple points of transit 
access. Therefore, development of transit within the \Vilshire Boulevard ROW is consistent with 
the City of Los Angeles' General Plan and Community Plans. 

Recognized as a future transit corridor, but not yet designated as a "Transit Priority Highway", is the 
Exposition Corridor. Because funding is being allocated to the Red Line and the Pasadena Blue 
Line, the Exposition Corridor, in the General Plan Framework, did not receive the attention that 
was given the Wilshire Boulevard ROW and the potential for the Red Line extension. It should also 
be noted that the Exposition Corridor has been historically a rail-served industrial corridor, but this 
service has not been active in the recent past. As such, it is not surprising that there are a number of 
residential areas that abut the railroad RO\V, and there is an absence of major activity centers along 
its length. An exception is the University of Southern California/Exposition Park node located at 
its eastern edge. Therefore, although development of a transit system along the Exposition ROW is 
generally consistent v.rith the City's policies, it is not viewed as favorable. 

Beverly Hills General Plan 

According to the City of Beverly Hi11s, initial preparation is underway to update the City's General 
Plan. A completed document is not expected until 2001. The existing General Plan Circulation 
Element was adopted in 1977 and includes discussion about the role of mass transit, which may be 
suitable as alternatives to the automobile. The General Plan assumes that any transit in the area 
would be grade-separated so as to not interfere with automobile traffic, and would be functionally 
and environmentally integrated into the existing community. The center of a system within the City 
would be in the vicinity of the Business Triangle along Wilshire Boulevard (Wilshire Alignment). 
The General Plan also contains numerous land use and transportation policies that are 
representative of strategies to attract and focus development in the Corridor and station areas 
demonstrating that, in general, high-density, mixed-use land uses are planned for within the station 
areas. These planned development policies reinforce the concept of infill development and 
concentrated or focused growth. Therefore, development of a transit system along the \Vilshire 
Boulevard ROW generally would be consistent with the goals and policies of the City. 

Santa Monica General Plan 

The Santa Monica General Plan Land Use Element contains a variety of policies that encourage a 
concentration of land uses and activities that create activity during daytime and evening hours in the 
Downtown Area. These policies would be achieved by making the Downtown a primary location 
for commercial uses as a tourist destination, through the development of major entertainment or 
cultural uses, and by the creation of residential uses above ground level. 

As an implementation program of its adopted transit policies, the City of Santa Monica operates the 
Big Blue Bus, a bus system serving an area from the Los Angeles World Airport to the south and the 
Getty Center, UCLA and Century City to the north. 

Commercial corridors, such as \Vilshire Boulevard and Olympic and Pico Boulevards (adjacent to 
and near the Exposition ROW), are designated to have intense garden office development (Olympic 
Boulevard east of 20th Street) in a Special Office District and development on Pico Boulevard to 
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include high-density residential and service commercial. As an implementation measure, the 
Olympic Boulevard Corridor is designated to support future light rail through the joint development 
of commercial land uses at station locations. The area immediately adjacent to the Exposition 
Alignment is designated for preservation as linear public open space. 

The Circulation Element encourages an improved public transit system capable of accommodating 
ten percent or more of the total trips generated by the City by 2000. This includes continued 
coordination with regional agencies, endorsement of rail transit, endorse the use of Wilshire 
Boulevard as a major bus transit corridor, the development of distinctive shuttles, bus shelters and 
the improvement of inter-modal coordination. 

In addition, the City is currently in the process of updating its Zoning Ordinance to designate the 
MTA Transpmtation Corridor along Olympic Boulevard and Colorado Avenue a Transportation 
Preservation District to facilitate the development of transit along the Exposition ROW. A transit 
system along the Exposition ROW would ultimately connect to the proposed downtown Civic 
Center area. Therefore, development of transit along the \'Vilshire Boulevard and Exposition ROW s 
is consistent with the goals and policies of the City; however, transit along the Exposition ROW is 
more favored. 

Culver City General Plan Update 

The Culver City General Plan Update was adopted in 1996 and includes specific discussion about 
the Exposition Right-of-Way being developed as a fixed-guideway transit corridor. The Circulation 
Element directs that the City support expanded public transit service and ridership, but that support 
for the fixed-guideway is balanced against protection of existing established neighborhoods. 
Applicable goals, objectives, and measures outlined in the Circulation Element of the General Plan 
include the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Goal.- Integrate local and regional transportation systems that serve residential and business needs . 

(la) Improve Traffic Flow and Reduce traffic congestion throughout the City; 

(2) Expand public transit service ridership; 

(3) Provide bikeway system that is safe and has enjoyable support facilities; 

(4) Provide convenient and pleasant pedestrian access; 

(6) Optimize parking availability; 

(7) Increase traffic safety and minimize traffic hazards and accidents; 

Goal: Protect residential neighborhoods that offer residents the qualities of a peaceful small-town environmen1; 

(8) Provide for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods while preserving, enhancing, or 
reclaiming the neighborhoods quality of life 

Afeasure 3. Continue Transportation Demand J\Ianagement (TDJ\1) that promotes the demand for alternative 
transportation creating incentives to reduce overall auto trips. 

Afeasure 4. Adopt new Transit System Developments and Standards that reflect City policy and establish criteria for 
the development of transit facilities within the city. 
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Afeasure 5. Adopt a Citywide Bikeway Plan that develops and identifies potential bikeways and sets standards for 
construction and support facilities. 

In addition to adopted transit policies, the City of Culver City operates the Culver City Bus, a bus 
system of six routes serving an area from the Los Angeles World Airport to the south and UCLA 
and Century City to the north. 

In anticipation of the development of the Exposition ROW, the City adopted policies prohibiting at
grade crossings and elevated guideway alignments near residential neighborhoods. Culver City 
policies include specific discussion about the Exposition ROW being developed as a fixed-guideway 
transit corridor, but that support for the fixed-guideway is balanced against protection of existing 
established neighborhoods. In order to facilitate and support transit, the City strives to encourage 
high trip-generating uses near transportation corridors, specifically encouraging and providing 
incentives for increased residential and commercial density for areas accessible to transportation 
facilities, and allows reduced parking requirements for land uses that share parking facilities. 
Therefore, development of the Exposition ROW with a transit system that is sensitive to preserving 
the neighborhood quality of life would be consistent with the goals and policies of Culver City. 

3.5.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Land use impacts would be considered significant if the alternatives considered have the potential 
to cause: 

• 

• 

• 

lncompatibility with adjacent and surrounding land uses caused by degradation or disturbances 
that diminish the quality of a particular land use; 

Physical division of an established community; or 

Inconsistency with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency \vith 
jurisdiction over the project. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Land use analyses in environmental assessment documents, such as this EIS/EIR, have two main 
components: 

• 

• 

Determination of potential short- and long-term conflicts \vith surrounding land uses resulting 
from project implementation; and 

Identification of potential inconsistencies with applicable land use plans, policies, and 
regulations. 

The potential impacts of the alternatives considered will be evaluated using the standards of 
significance described above. These standards have been developed based on the requirements of 
NEPA and CEQA, and similar analyses conducted for transit projects. 
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Land Use Conflicts 

The assessment of impacts on land use and neighborhoods focuses on the potential for land use 
incompatibility, degradation, or disturbance. Land use incompatibilities usually occur when the 
activities characteristic of a certain type of land use are considered undesirable and in conflict "1'ith 
activities associated with another type of land use. Incompatibilities tend to occur between disparate 
adjacent land uses. Various categories of land uses are considered disruptive or undesirable because 
they generate nuisances, while others are categorized as receptors because they are sensitive to 
nuisances generated by neighboring uses. In general, "nuisance" uses include those that generate 
substantial noise, odor, smoke, dust, air pollutants, nighttime illumination, or traffic. Typical 
categories of "sensitive" land uses include residences, hospitals, parks, schools, and convalescent 
homes. A basic tenet of land use planning is the separation or "buffering" of sensitive land uses 
(e.g., residences) from nuisance land uses (e.g., industrial uses). 

Land use incompatibilities or degradation could also occur as a result of land use intensification. In 
other words, increasing the density or altering the character of a particular area could result in a 
change in land use patterns, thereby by affecting the quality of life of nearby neighborhoods. As a 
result, efforts to provide citizens with a heightened quality of life while providing public services, 
such as a transit system, make it important to reconcile the needs of both citizens and development 
to co-exist within a community. Development of transit alternatives represents an instance where it 
becomes especially important to reconcile these two needs, because although a transit project could 
result in land use incompatibilities, its basic intent is to serve the public through which it traverses. 
As such, the discussion of neighborhood effects attempts to discern impacts with respect to factors 
that are perceived to determine one's quality of life on a daily basis, including: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The ability to access one's neighborhood easily; 

The general safety of the neighborhood with respect to traffic; 

The presence and ability to use neighborhood sidewalks; 

The width of streets and length of blocks; 

Landscaping; 

Vertical and horizontal alignments of streets; 

Average neighborhood vehicle speeds and the resident's perception of those speeds; 

Average volume of vehicles traveling through neighborhood streets and the resident's 
perception of those volumes; 

Level of noise generated by vehicles traveling through the neighborhood; and 

The types of vehicles, which traverse the streets . 
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Policy Consistency 

Evaluation of policy consistency focuses on determining whether, or not, the development of a 
transit system within the \'V estside Study Corridor is consistent with the planning goals and policies 
of the jurisdictions that would be affected by, or would use, the transit system. In other words, in a 
policy consistency evaluation there are no differing levels in the degree of consistency with planning 
policies. Rather, a transit system either is, or is not, consistent ~with the general intent of a 
jurisdiction's planning document. Therefore, in contrast to the discussion of physical land use 
impacts, and the discussion of impacts provided in other technical subsections of Section 3.0 
(Environmental Analysis), the evaluation of policy consistency is contained within a separate 
subsection (following physical land use impacts) and is presented in a different format - the 
evaluation of policy consistency focuses on the four jurisdictions through which the \'Vilshire 
Boulevard and Exposition RO\'Vs traverse, versus by each of the alternatives considered. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

The No Action Alternative is comprised of the existing transit systems currently in use or expected 
to be in place in 2020 within the Westside Study Corridor. As described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives 
Considered), this includes improved frequencies on the Red, Blue, and Green rail lines and the 
expansion of MTA's bus service. Given that the MTA's transit services are consistent with existing 
and planned programs that have been evaluated in other environmental assessment documents, land 
use impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Constmction Impacts. Since the No Action Alternative is consistent with existing and planned 
programs, construction impacts would be less than significant. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative is comprised of the No Action Alternative components with some bus service 
changes, including service frequencies, route extensions and truncations, simplification of route 
structures, and replacement of unproductive routes. [mplementation of the TSM is intended to 
make the existing transit system on the Westside more efficient. As such, similar to the No Action 
Alternative, the TSM Alternative would have less than significant land use impacts. 

Constmction Impacts. The implementation of the TSM Alternative is consistent v.rith existing and 
planned programs, and construction impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Alternative 1 consists of a bus rapid transit system operating in the median of \'Vilshire Boulevard, 
from \'Vestern Avenue to downtown Santa Monica. Generally, the 14 stations proposed for this 
alternative would also be in the center median, the locations of which are described in Table 3.5-1, 
and Figures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2. 
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Land Use Compatibility 

• Compatibility of Transit Operations and Stations. Sensitive receptors, such as residences and 
schools (described in Table 3.5-1) adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard and the proposed Wilshire 
BRT stations, would experience increased noise, air pollution, and traffic as a result of transit 
operations. However, in most cases, these uses are not located immediately adjacent to the 
Boulevard, but rather in the neighborhoods to the north and south of the \Vilshire Boulevard 
Corridor. As part of the project design efforts, the BRT stations have been placed within the 
Wilshire Boulevard ROW away from sensitive receptors to help minimize disruptions to these 
land uses. In addition, as illustrated by Figure 3.5-3, many of the stations have been proposed 
near redevelopment areas in an effort to provide increased access to these areas. The ultimate 
success of redevelopment and revitalization of these areas largely rest on transportation 
accessibility and links to transit. Some improvements and strategies being employed - such as 
Santa Monica Boulevard improvements in \Vest Hollywood and in Santa Monica - focus on 
increasing pedestrian amenities, and reducing or eliminating vehicular traffic, which places 
increasing demand on increased transit access and level of transit service to help support existing 
and future land use development objectives. Given that \Vilshire Boulevard is currently a heavily 
traveled route in a highly urbanized area, transit operation and station impacts on land uses of 
the Wilshire Boulevard corridor would help the revitalization of redevelopment areas by 
providing transit, and would not considerably exacerbate existing land use conditions. In 
addition, consistent with applicable plans and policies, the development of a transit system along 
the dense Wilshire Corridor, is a compatible land use. Therefore, transit operations, such as the 
buses themselves, and stations for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are not expected to be 
incompatible with surrounding land uses. Transit operation and station compatibility impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Nuisance impacts on sensitive receptors resulting from bus operations and stations are discussed in 
other applicable sections of the EIS/EIR (i.e., Sections 3.2-Traffic and Circulation, 3.3-Parking, 3.7-
Visual Quality, 3.8-Air Quality, and 3.9-Noise and Vibration). 

Compatibility of Park-and-Ride Facilities. As described in Table 3.5-1, park-and-ride lots are 
proposed at various locations along the Exposition Corridor. Impacts of these facilities would be 
similar to impacts of transit stations described above. No park-and-ride lots are proposed along the 
\Vilshire Corridor; however, replacement parking will be provided in a manner consistent with the 
replacement parking strategy outlined in Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document. Overall, park-and
ride facility compatibility impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Nezghborhood Impacts 

Accessibility to Key Community Facilities (Activity Centers)/Communit;y Cohesion. The Wilshire 
Boulevard Corridor conveniently links a number of activity centers and much of the corridor is 
bounded by transit supportive uses as described in Table 3.5-1 and Figure 3.5-2. Table 3.5-2 
indicates that nearly 4,500 acres of land within 0.5 mile of Wilshire Boulevard would be supportive 
of transit. This represents over 40 percent of the total land area adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard. 
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Figure 3.5-3 Redevelopment and Reinvestment Areas 
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TABLE 3.5-2 
PERCENTAGE OF TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE WITHIN 0.5 MILE OF 

WILSHIRE BLVD. 
Land Use Total Acres of Transit Acreage of Other Land % of Total Transit 

Supportive Land Uses Uses Supportive Land Uses 
Commercial 705 1,339 34% 
Institutional 610 100'Yo 
Higher Density 2,760 622 81% 
Residential 
Regional Recreational 410 100% 
Other Non- 4,362 0% 
Supporting Uses 
TOTAL 4,485 10,858 41% 
Source: SC:\(; 1994 and Ell' Associates 1999 

Although the Wilshire BRT alternative has the potential to alter the appearance of Wilshire 
Boulevard with the development of a dedicated bus lane and associated stations, it is not expected to 
disrupt a cohesive social unit, or divide an established neighborhood (i.e., those described in Table 
3.5-1 and Figure 3.5-2), because the transit service would utilize an existing and historically heavily
traveled route between downtown Los Angeles and Santa J\1onica. Therefore, community cohesion 
impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Development of a transit system along the \vilshire Boulevard Corridor would help the land uses 
along this heavily used east-west route (between downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica) become 
better linked. Uses considered to be supportive of transit include higher-density residential areas, 
intensive commercial and industrial developments that represent significant job centers, colleges and 
universities, institutional facilities (such as medical centers and civic centers), and regional 
recreational facilities. As shown by Table 3.5-1, the types of uses along \vilshire Boulevard are 
characteristically transit supportive. As such, it is desirable to serve these destinations with transit to 
enhance their accessibility from v.rithin and outside the Westside Corridor study area. Additionally, 
because of their intensity of development and/ or level of activity (in terms of people coming and 
going), they are natural sources for transit riders. Therefore, development of the Wilshire BRT 
Alternative would be beneficial because it would provide new and increased accessibility to key 
Westside community facilities and activity centers. 

Neighborhood Character and Quality of Life. The primary neighborhood concern regarding bus 
rapid transit on \vilshire Boulevard is the elimination of two lanes of travel (one in each direction) 
and the potential for a resultant overflow of traffic onto neighborhood streets. Businesses could be 
impacted by the loss of parking on Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, because the medians have 
recently been enhanced by landscaping along a segment of Wilshire Boulevard, further impacts 
resulting from the potential removal of this landscaping and the associated visual impacts are 
possible (see Section 3.7, Visual Quality). 

As described above, the plans and policies of these jurisdictions outline specific goals, objectives, or 
policies to direct and/ or enhance the transit-oriented use of the corridor: 

• The plans identify the need to focus and concentrate new development in existing commercial 
areas. 
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The plans promote mixed-use projects in commercial areas . 

The plans support transit-oriented development, in particular focusing on development that is 
pedestrian-oriented. 

The plans promote the development of a public transit system that improves mobility with 
convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 

The plans promote development of alternatives to the automobile, such as transportation 
demand strategies. 

As a Bus Rapid Transit project, this alternative provides the opportunity to support both transit and 
land use in a dense, urban, highly traveled corridor. The Cities of Los Angeles, Beverly Hills, and 
Santa Monica, in general, all plan for high-density mixed-uses within station areas to allow for 
maximum use of the transit system. Therefore, implementation of the Wilshire BRT Alternative 
would result in less than significant impacts on neighborhood character and quality of life for 
adjacent neighborhoods. 

In the case of the Wilshire BRT, elimination of two-lanes of traffic on this major Boulevard, which 
abuts several neighborhoods, would likely result in the redirection of traffic onto adjacent streets. 
The resultant increase in traffic flow on neighborhood streets would also result in increased traffic
induced noise and air pollution. For detailed description of traffic, noise, and air quality impacts on 
sensitive receptors within affected neighborhoods resulting from the project alternatives, refer to 
Sections 3.2 (Traffic and Circulation), 3.3 (Parking), 3.8 (Air Quality), and 3.9 (Noise and Vibration) 
of this document. 

Construction Impacts. Construction of Alternative 1 and associated facilities may cause temporary 
interference with access to land uses along the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor. However, given the 
short-term and temporary nature of these disturbances (no more than 6 months), impacts would be 
less than significant. For detailed description of traffic, noise, and air quality construction impacts 
resulting from the project alternatives, refer to Sections 3.2 (fraffic and Circulation), 3.3 (Parking), 
3.8 (Air Quality), and 3.9 (Noise and Vibration) of this document. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, aU components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the medians. Land use impacts resulting 
from this design option would be identical to Alternative 1. Therefore, implementation of 
Alternative 1A would have less than significant land use impacts. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, aU components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the curb. Land use impacts resulting from 
this design option would be identical to Alternative 1. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1A 
would have less than significant land use impacts. 
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Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 2 would consist of the Wilshire BRT and the full length of the Exposition BRT 
described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). Given that Wilshire BRT impacts have been 
disclosed above, the follm:ving discussion focuses on any potential land use impacts that may occur 
along the Exposition Corridor. 'I'here are 20 stations proposed for the Exposition BRT (see Table 
3.5-1, and Figures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2). 

Land Use Compatibility 

Compatibility of Transit Operations and Stations. Sensitive receptors, such as residences and 
schools (described in Table 3.5-1 and Figure 3.5-1) adjacent to the Exposition Corridor and the 
proposed Exposition BRT stations, would experience increased noise, air pollution, and traffic as a 
result of transit operations. However, in most cases, these uses are not located immediately adjacent 
to the Boulevard, but rather in the neighborhoods to the north and south of the Exposition 
Corridor. Segments of the Exposition Corridor that contain sensitive uses (i.e., residences) 
immediately adjacent to the RO\v are located between Vermont Avenue and La Brea Avenue (see 
Table 3.5-1 and Figure 3.5-1). The Exposition Corridor consists of a high concentration of 
residential neighborhoods and schools, particularly east of Sepulveda Boulevard, with most of these 
uses being east of Robertson Boulevard. Similar to the Wilshire BRT, the Exposition BRT stations 
proposed at Vermont Avenue, Crenshaw Boulevard, and La Brea Avenue have been placed away 
from sensitive land uses in areas with predominantly industrial or commercial uses to help minimize 
disruptions to these land uses. In addition, as illustrated by Figure 3.5-3, many of the stations have 
been proposed near redevelopment areas in an effort to provide increased access to these areas. In 
addition, consistent with applicable plans and policies, the development of a transit system along the 
Exposition Corridor, is a compatible and desired land use. Therefore, transit operations, such as the 
buses themselves, and stations for Alternative 2 are not expected to be incompatible with 
surrounding land uses. Transit operation and station compatibility impacts would be less than 
significant in commercial areas and significant in residential neighborhoods. Impacts resulting from 
transit operations and stations leading to potential land use incompatibilities and diminished quality 
of life in residential neighborhoods can be reduced to less than significant levels by implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: 

• A1itigation J\;ieasure 3.5-1: In residential areas, station area plans shall be developed in 
coordination with local jurisdictions, adjacent residents, and businesses. 

Nuisance impacts on sensitive receptors resulting from bus operations and stations are discussed in 
other applicable sections of the ElS/EIR (i.e., Sections 3.2-Traffic and Circulation, 3.3-Parking, 3.7-
Visual Quality, 3.8-Air Quality, and 3.9-Noise and Vibration). 

Compatibility of Park-and-Ride Facilities. The locations of proposed park-and-ride facilities along 
the Exposition Corridor are described in Table 3.5-1. Similar to the siting of stations, park-and-ride 
lots are proposed at locations away from sensitive land uses in areas with predominantly industrial or 
commercial uses to help minimize disruptions to these land uses. In the majority of cases, park-and
ride lots are located at, or immediately adjacent to, the stations. As such, impacts of these facilities 
would be similar to impacts of transit stations described above, with potentially significant impacts 
for replacement-parking sites located adjacent to residential uses along the Wilshire BRT route. 
Impacts for the Exposition Route would not be significant. Implementation of l'vfitigation Measure 
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3.5-1 (as described above under Compatibility of Transit Operations and Stations) and Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-2 would reduce impacts associated with Park-and-Ride Facilities along the Wilshire 
BRT route to a less than significant level. 

• A1itigation }v1easure 3.5-2: Off street parking adjacent to residences shall be screened and 
laidout to minimize nuisances and disruption. 

Neighborhood Impacts 

Accessibility to Key Communitv Facilities (Activity Centers) I Community Cohesion. Similar to the 
\'Vilshire Boulevard Corridor, the Exposition Corridor conveniently links a number of activity 
centers and much of the corridor is bounded by transit supportive uses as described in Table 3.5-1. 
Table 3.5-3 indicates that the Exposition Corridor is lined with more than 2,800 acres of transit 
supportive land uses, or about 30 percent of the total land area in this corridor. There is a higher 
proportion of transit-supportive land uses in the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT corridors than 
in the overall J\;fid-City/Westside Corridor study area, which contains about 26 percent of transit 
supportive uses. 

TABLE 3.5-3 
PERCENTAGE OF TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE WITHIN 0.5 MILE OF 

EXPOSITION 
Total Acres of Transit Acreage of Other 'Yo of Total Transit 

Land Use Supportive Land Uses Land Uses Supportive Land Uses 
Commercial 650 874 43% 
Institutional 605 100% 
Higher Density Residential 1,325 531 71% 
Regional Recreational 260 100% 
Other Non-Supporting Uses 5,247 0% 
TOTAL 2,840 9,492 30% 
Source: SC\ G 1994 and El I' :\ssoci<1tcs 1999 

Given that the Exposition BRT Alternative proposes buses to traverse the Corridor, partially in the 
mixed flow of traffic (at its easternmost and westernmost segments), it is not expected to disrupt a 
cohesive social unit, or divide any established neighborhoods (i.e., those described in Table 3.5-1), 
because the transit service would utilize an existing railroad RO\'V and histmically heavily-traveled 
roadways between downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica. Therefore, community cohesion 
impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Development of a transit system along the Exposition Corridor would help the land uses along this 
heavily used east-west route (between downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica) become better 
linked. Uses considered to be supportive of transit include higher density residential areas, intensive 
commercial and industrial developments that represent significant job centers, colleges and 
universities, institutional facilities (such as medical centers and civic centers), and regional 
recreational facilities. As shown by Table 3.5-1, the types of uses along the Exposition Corridor are 
characteristically transit supportive. As such, it is desirable to serve these destinations with transit to 
enhance their accessibility from "vi thin and outside the \'V estside Corridor study area. Additionally, 
because of their intensity of development and/ or level of activity (in terms of people coming and 
going), they are natural sources for transit riders. Therefore, development of the Wilshire BRT 
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Alternative would be beneficial because it would provide new and increased accessibility to key 
Westside community facilities and activity centers. 

Neighborhood Character and Quality of Llfe. As previously discussed in Table 3.5-1 and 
Compatibility with Transit Operations and Stations (above), portions of the Exposition Corridor are 
located adjacent to single-family residential neighborhoods, with a high number of schools. 
However, as previously discussed, the plans and policies of the affected jurisdictions outline specific 
goals, objectives, or policies to direct and/ or enhance the transit-oriented use of the corridor: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The plans identify the need to focus and concentrate new development in existing commercial 
areas. 

The plans promote mixed-use projects in commercial areas . 

The plans support transit-oriented development, in particular focusing on development that is 
pedestrian-oriented. 

The plans promote the development of a public transit system that improves mobility with 
convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 

The plans promote development of alternatives to the automobile, such as transportation 
demand strategies. 

As a Bus Rapid Transit project, this alternative provides the opportunity to support both transit and 
land use in a dense, urban, highly traveled corridor. The Cities of Los Angeles, Culver City, and 
Santa Monica, in general, all plan for high-density mixed-uses within station areas to allow for 
maximum use of the transit system. Neighborhood Character/Quality of Life impacts would be less 
than significant along the Wilshire BRT route and potentially significant on Exposition. 
Implementation of Alternative 2 and impacts resulting from transit operations and stations leading 
to potential land use incompatibilities and diminished quality of life in residential neighborhoods 
along the Exposition ROW can be reduced to less than significant levels by implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 (as described above under Compatibility of Transit Operations and 
Stations). 

In some neighborhoods along the Exposition Corridor, residences are located within 30 feet of the 
Corridor. For detailed description of traffic, noise, visual, air quality, and safety impacts on these 
neighborhoods resulting from the Proposed Project, see Sections 3.2 (fraffic and Circulation), 3.3 
(Parking), 3.7 (Visual Quality), 3.8 (Air Quality), 3.9 (Noise and Vibration), and 3.14 (Safety and 
Security). 

Construction Impacts. Construction impacts for the \vilshire BRT portion of Alternative 2 would be 
the same as those described for Alternative 1. Implementation of BRT "vithin the Exposition 
Corridor also would result in similar impacts to the \vilshire BRT. Given the short-term and 
temporary nature of construction (no more than 6 months), impacts would be less than significant. 
For detailed description of traffic, noise, and air quality construction impacts resulting from the 
project alternatives, refer to Sections 3.2 (f raffic and Circulation), 3.3 (Parking), 3.8 (Air Quality), 
and 3.9 (Noise and Vibration) of this document. 
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Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

The Exposition BRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would terminate at the Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and that the MOS option 
of the Exposition BRT is only a shorter route of the full-length alternative, the land use impacts of 
Alternative 2A would be similar to Alternative 2. Any impacts to land uses and neighborhoods west 
of the Venice/Washington Station would not occur, and no increased land use impacts would occur 
at the westernmost MOS station location. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 3 would consist of the Wilshire BRT and the full length of the Exposition LRT 
described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). The light rail transit system along the Exposition 
corridor would consist of 16 stations (see Table 3.5-1, and Figures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2). 

Land Use Compatibiliry 

Compatibility of Transit Operations and Stations. Similar to Alternative 2, transit operation and 
station compatibility impacts on land use along the Exposition LRT Corridor would be less than 
significant in commercial areas and significant in residential areas. Impacts resulting from transit 
operations and stations leading to potential land use incompatibilities and diminished quality of life 
in residential neighborhoods can be reduced to less than significant levels by implementation of 
J\iiitigation Measure 3.5-3: 

• Mitzgation Measure 3.5-3: In residential areas, station area plans shall be developed in 
coordination with local jurisdictions, adjacent residents, and businesses. 

Compatibilitv of Park-and-Ride Facilities. Park-and-ride facility compatibility impacts on land uses 
along the Exposition Corridor would be similar to Alternative 2. The siting of stations and park
and-ride lots are proposed at locations away from sensitive land uses in areas with predominantly 
industrial or commercial uses to help minimize disruptions to these land uses. In the majority of 
cases, park-and-ride lots are located at, or immediately adjacent to, the stations. As such, impacts of 
these facilities would be similar to impacts of transit stations described above, with potentia11y 
significant impacts for replacement-parking sites located adjacent to residential uses along the 
Wilshire BRT route. Impacts for the Exposition Route would not be significant. Implementation 
of l\Iitigation Measure 3.5-3 (as described above under Compatibility of Transit Operations and 
Stations) and Mitigation Measure 3.5-4 would reduce impacts associated with Park-and-Ride 
Facilities along the Wilshire BRT route to a less than significant level. 

• lvfitzgation lvleasure 3.5-4: Off street parking adjacent to residences shall be screened and 
laidout to minimize nuisances and disruption. 

Nezghborhood Impacts 

Accessibility to Key Community Facilities (Activity Centers) I Communitv Cohesion. Impacts 
resulting from implementation of this Alternative (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT) would be 
beneficial, similar to those described under Alternative 2 (Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT). 
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Neighborhood Character and Quality of Life. Similar to the impacts of Alternative 2 described 
above, implementation of Alternative 3 (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT) would result in less 
than significant impacts on neighborhood character and quality of life for adjacent neighborhoods 
along the Wilshire ROW and potentially significant impacts on the Exposition ROW. 
lmplementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 (as described above under Compatibility of Transit 
Operations and Stations) can reduce impacts resulting from transit operations and stations leading to 
potential land use incompatibilities and diminished quality of life in residential neighborhoods along 
the Exposition RO\'V to a less than significant level. 

Construction Impacts. Similar to Alternative 2, construction-related impacts of Alternative 3 would be 
less than significant. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

The Exposition LRT MOS component of Alternative 3 would terminate at the Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and that the MOS option of 
the Exposition LRT is only a shorter route of the full length LRT alternative, the land use impacts of 
Alternative 3A would be similar to Alternative 3. It should be noted that with the Exposition LRT 
MOS, any impacts to land uses and neighborhoods west of the Venice/\'Vashington Station would 
not occur, and no increased land use impacts would occur at he westernmost j\;[OS station location. 
lmpacts would be less than significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

Alternatives 1 through 3 (including the design options and the MOS) would require storage and 
maintenance facilities. A new maintenance yard(s) would provide maintenance for both the 
BRT /Rapid Bus systems and the LRT system and, as such, would need to be located centrally to 
both systems (i.e., in the downtown Los Angeles area). Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) 
provides a description of potentially feasible maintenance yards. Six potential maintenance yard sites 
are currently being considered by the NIT A: 

• NW Corner of Chavez/Mission; 

• Existing MTA Division I area; 

• NE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

• SE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

• Exposition ROW Hooper to Central; and 

• Existing MTA South Park Shops . 

Figure 2-17 - 2-19 in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) shows the locations and physical layout 
of the proposed maintenance facilities. These locations are all contained within lands currently 
owned and operated by the MTA, and are predominantly located within industrial areas with the 
exception of the South Parks Shops Site, which is located in the vicinity of a residential area and 
school. Generally, development of any maintenance facilities within the majority of the proposed 
locations would be compatible with the surrounding industrial character of the area and would not 
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result in any significant land use disruptions or incompatibilities. If a maintenance yard were to be 
built at the existing MTA South Park Shops, the increased volume of buses traveling through 
surrounding neighborhoods, and maintenance activities at the bus yard could have potentially 
significant impacts on sensitive receptors in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. However, 
land use impacts associated with the construction and operation of the remaining proposed 
maintenance facilities are expected to be less than significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

The subway design option would provide a subterranean travel corridor for either the bus or light
rail transit alternatives of the Exposition Corridor in the USC/Exposition Park area. Impacts 
associated with a subterranean travel route are minimal due to the negligible disruption to at-grade 
land uses. Similar to Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A, impacts of the subway design option on land 
uses would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts resulting from transit operations and stations leading to potential land use incompatibilities 
and diminished quality of life in residential neighborhoods can be reduced to less than significant 
levels by: 

• In residential areas, station area plans shall be developed in coordination with local jurisdictions, 
adjacent residents, and businesses. 

3.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the Mid-City/\i(lestside Transit Corridor Project. 
The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR provides a programmatic analysis of land use impacts resulting 
from implementation of all projects contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), including the J\ifid
City/Westside Transit Corridor project, and provides the basis for this cumulative impact analysis. 

Projects contained ~within the RTP will contribute to the overall intensity of development within the 
SCAG region. The RTP contains growth management goals to attain mobility and to develop urban 
forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that preserve open 
space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and preserve the character of 
communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality of life. Based 
on SCAG's review of this project during the scoping process for this EIS/EIR, the proposed 
project is consistent with the SCAG RTP. Therefore, given that a transit system within the Mid
City /Westside Corridor Study area is a planned and desired land use, it would not be incompatible 
with the study area's general land use character and would serve to link activity centers within the 
area. As such, implementation of the planned projects of the RTP along with a transit system in the 
Mid-City/Westside Corridor Study area is not expected to result in cumulatively considerable land 
use impacts. Cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.6.1 Introduction 

Although the J\fid-City/\vestside Transit Corridor alternatives under consideration are intended to 
maximize use of publicly-owned rights-of-way (e.g., Wilshire Boulevard and the MTA-owned 
Exposition railroad right-of-way [RO\v]);, however there are design, alignment and mitigation 
features of these alternatives that may require that a business or residence be removed from the 
existing right of way. Specific actions that would cause displacement, include: 

• Acquisition of private property for guideway alignment, station facility, parking, maintenance 
yard and/ or impact mitigation purposes; 

• Off-street replacement parking sites along Wilshire Boulevard; or 

• Tern1ination or non-renewal of existing LACMTA leases within the railroad ROW . 

3.6.2 Affected Environment 

For purposes of the discussion of potential land acquisition impacts, the affected environment is 
limited to the areas included within and directly adjacent to the proposed Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition BRT/LRT routes, as defined below: 

Wilshire 

The Wilshire Boulevard route is a heavily urbanized and dense environment. Growth that will take 
place along the route over the next 20-year period will be in-fill development on vacant or 
underutilized sites, as well as replacement of structures that have exhausted their useful economic 
life. Wilshire Boulevard component of the area is generally characterized by commercial uses 
fronting \vilshire Boulevard in 100-150 foot depth parcels. Beyond these commercial parcels in 
many cases are an east-west service alley, surface or structured parking and then residential uses. 
Both multi-family units and single-family homes are located adjacent to commercial uses or the 
service alley along much of the Wilshire route. The one exception is the high-density residential area 
west of Santa Monica Boulevard and east of Westwood. 

Exposition 

Because of the former use of the Exposition RO\v for rail service, industrial uses are found adjacent 
to the right-of-way in a number of locations. Specifically, industrial/ commercial development that is 
located directly adjacent to the former right-of-way is concentrated in the fo11owing segments along 
the route: 

• Long Beach A venue to Hill Street 

• 9th Avenue to Crenshaw Boulevard 

• Farmdale to Venice 
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• San Diego Freeway (I-405) to 1 Th Street 

In 1991, the MTA acquired the railroad rights-of-way throughout the Los Angeles area from 
Southern Pacific Transportation Company. As part of this process, MTA inherited lease agreements 
entered into by the railroad. Since its ownership MTA has entered into land leases and has granted 
certain temporary and permanent easements. A number of commercial and industrial businesses 
along the Exposition ROW entered into lease agreements to expand their sites for parking, storage, 
and/ or building improvements. Most j\;fTA leases of the Exposition ROW are on a month-to
month basis, however, there are several in the western portion of the Exposition railroad ROW that 
have long term renewal options extending to the year 2019 (the leases expire in 2004, and have three 
five-year options extending to 2019). 

As shown in Table 3.6-1, almost 90 percent of J\;ffA's leases within the Exposition ROW are on a 
month-to-month basis. About 30 percent of leases involve business purposes such as patron and 
employee parking, access, storage and lay-down areas, temporary buildings and site beautification. 
In addition to leases, the LACJ\;ffA under the provisions of its ROW Protection Guidelines has also 
granted licenses for largely beautification and landscaping improvements. 

TABLE 3.6-1 
EXPOSITION ROW LEASE SUMMARY 

Segment Total Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Utilities Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Longer Term or 

Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Special Circumstances 
Rail Link to LRT 27 8 12 7 0 25 2 
[Maintenance Yard 
!South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver City 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
WestL\ 42 16 16 5 5 '-, JI 5 
Santa l\Ionica 40 17 13 4 6 32 8 
l'OTAL 197 70 59 40 28 176 21 
PERCENT 100.0% 35.5% 29.9% 20.3% 14.2% 89.3% 10.7% 
* Includes, parking, storage, lay-down, buildings, and beautification 
Source: l .'\GvfT:\ Heal I •:state Department and Terry :\. I !ayes Associates 2000. 

3.6.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

For purposes of this environmental evaluation, a significant land acquisition and displacement 
impact may occur when: 

• 

• 

• 

Real property is acquired and business or residential owners or tenants are required to relocate; 

Long-term leases are terminated prior to their normal expiration date for the purpose of 
constructing a transit service improvement and supporting infrastructure. (The expiration of 
month-to-month leases or leases where relocation waivers have been executed would not be 
considered significant); 

A business operation is disrupted due the loss of needed parking, access or storage areas . 
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Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

To assess the potential for the acquisition of private prope11:y, plan and profile drawings identifying 
the detailed location of the guideway alignment, stations and maintenance yards were reviewed to 
identify non-publicly owned areas that would be needed for the proposed project or project 
alternatives. To address off-street replacement parking impacts, areas along Wilshire Boulevard 
where parking would be displaced were reviewed to determine whether there were candidate 
replacement sites that satisfied the Replacement Parking Strategy described in Section 3.2 (fraffic). 
To estimate the effect of non-renewal of LAO'vITA leases within the Exposition railroad ROW, the 
lease database available from the LACNITA Real Estate Division was reviewed. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

As discussed in Section 2, the No Action Alternative involves primarily increases to the bus 
operations fleet and minor transit service restructuring. It would not involve the acquisition of real 
property. No impacts would occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

As described in Section 2 of this report, the TSM Alternative would involve largely operational and 
route restructuring improvements along with extensions of the MTA Rapid Bus service and 
corridors. No land acquisition or displacement is involved from these activities, and no impacts 
would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

The \vilshire BRT Alternative would provide exclusive travel lanes ~within the median of \vilshire 
Boulevard. As such, the alternative would not directly require the acquisition of property. Station 
locations would either be in the street median or on the adjacent public sidewalk and also would not 
require the acquisition of private property. 

The primary property acquisition required for the \vilshire BRT Alternatives would result from the 
use of sites for the replacement of curb parking spaces that would be lost along the route. 
According to a parking survey conducted along Wilshire Boulevard, approximately 1,335 curb 
parking spaces would need to be replaced. At approximately 400 square feet per space, replacement 
parking would require approximately 12 acres of land. 

To address the loss of parking for business districts along \vilshire Boulevard, the J\1TA, as part of 
the project, would adopt a Replacement Parking Strategy as described in Section 3.2 (fraffic). This 
strategy would seek to replace parking in locations convenient and accessible to existing businesses 
and employers. The strategy would use the acquisition of private property as a last resort and focus 
first on the following types of replacement parking options: (1) use of MTA-owned parking sites, 
(2) other public agency owned sites, (3) agreements with existing surface parking lot operators to 
reconfigure or deck existing parking areas, ( 4) fair share contributions to other parking structures 
being planned or (5) entering into agreements with commercial properties that have underutilized 
surface or structured parking. 
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As shown in Table 3.6-2, the need to replace lost curb parking is not equaUy dist1-ibuted along the 
Wilshire route. The largest and most concentrated area of curb parking loss is in the Santa Monica 
segment. In this 2.6-mile section, approximately 4.6 acres of replacement parking space would be 
needed. The land requirements for surface parking in other segments of the Wilshire route is 
approximately 2 acres. 

TABLE 3.6-2 
OFF STREET REPLACEMENT PARKING* 

Segment Affected Area Parking Spaces Land Area Potential Worst Case Theoretical 
to be Replaced Needed for Displacement Based on Existing 

and surface Replacement as Land Use Patterns 
parking land Surface Parking 
requirement (Worst Case) 

Los Angeles Western to Bronson, 261 2.4 acres 80,000 S.F. commercial and 20 
1\Iid-City and Citrus to San dwelling units 

Vicente 
Beverly Hills San Vicente to 269 2.5 acres 80,000 S.F. commercial and 10 

Hamilton, and La dwelling units 
Cienega to J\Iaple 

\v'est Los Comstock to 259 2.4 acres 50,000 S.F. commercial and 10 
Angeles 1\falcohn and Barry dwelling units 

to Centinela 
Santa 1\Ionica Centinela to Second 546 5.0 acres 50,000 S.F. commercial and 50 

dwelling units 
+Assumes one for one replacement of lost spaces. 
Source: Korw J •:n">inccring and Terry :\. I !ayes Associates 2000. 

Outlined below is a segment-by-segment characterization of the issues affecting the acquisition of 
property. MTA's goal "1-ill be to acquire property through negotiations on a "1-illing seUer basis. 
However, if acquisition through negotiations is not successful, MTA could use its right to acquire 
property through eminent domain proceedings. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

W'estern to Bronson. 11TA owns no sites. There are several surface parking lots that may be 
candidates for modification or decking. The need to acquire improved property is moderate. 

Bronson to Citrus. There are no displaced parking spaces along this segment. MTA owns one lot 
in this segment on the south side of Wilshire between Crenshaw and Lorraine. However, since 
there are no displaced spaces in this segment, this lot is beyond the reasonable distance for a 
replacement lot for those segments where parking is lost. There are several surface parking lots 
that may be candidates for modification or decking. The need to acquire improved property is 
moderate. 

Citrus to San L Ticente. MTA owns one site at La Brea. Surface parking lots and rear surface 
parking suggest opportunities to minimize acquisition of new parking sites through either 
reconfiguration or construction of smaU parking structures. Acquisition potential of improved 
property is low to moderate. 

San Vicente to Hamilton. ~ffA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites. Acquisition potential of 
improved property is high. 
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La Cienega to lvlaple. l\ffA owns no sites. Two to three vacant sites may provide opportunities 
for relocated parking. Less intensive use of office buildings may also offer opportunities to 
share parking space. Acquisition potential of improved property is moderate to highly likely. 

Comstock to lvlalcom. l\ITA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites. There are no surface 
parking lots. Acquisition would likely affect low scale older residential properties fronting 
Wilshire Boulevard. The probability of acquisition is high; however, acquiring residential 
property for this purpose may not be feasible given the resulting displacement of residential 
occupants. 

Barry to Centinela. MTA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites and no surface parking lots . 
The only opportunity for replacement involves the use of underutilized existing structured 
parking in office buildings (if any). The probability of acquisition is high. 

CentinPla to Second. MT A owns no sites. There are no Wilshire frontage vacant sites. There are 
scattered small surface parking lots, 2-3 may be of sufficient size for redevelopment as parking 
structures. Acquisition would likely focus on the small-scale one-story commercial buildings at 
comers to avoid driveways on \Vilshire Boulevard. The acquisition potential is high, however, 
the probabilities of acquiring these desirable locations on a willing seller basis are low. 

The analysis of the different segments along \Vilshire Boulevard indicates that it may not be feasible 
to provide a parking lot/ structure in every block, so the replacement parking that is provided is 
likely to be less convenient for customers of some businesses. Even if the 1,335 parking spaces are 
folly replaced, they will be in consolidated facilities, which will be less convenient than on-street 
parking directly in front of the business or residence. 

In summary, the \Vilshire BRT Alternative will have a significant unavoidable impact on access and 
convenience to fronting properties along Wilshire Boulevard due to the loss of on-street parking. 
This impact "1'ill be partially reduced by the development of off-street replacement parking as part of 
the BRT project, but it is not likely to be fully mitigated. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

This option would also require the implementation of a replacement parking program that would 
likely result in acquisition of private property similar to the baseline Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

This option would also require the implementation of a replacement parking program that would 
likely result in acquisition of private property similar to the baseline Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Acquisition and displacement impacts for the \Vilshire BRT component of this alternative would be 
the same as the Wilshire BRT alternative discussed above. The incremental land acquisition and 
displacement affects associated with the Exposition BRT portion of this alternative are discussed 
below. 
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ROW Leases. The primary impact of this component of the alternative would be the non-renewal 
and/ or termination of leases held by the MTA. Approximately 170 leases would be affected (see 
Table 3.6-3). One hundred and fifty-one (151) are month-to-month leases and 19 are longer tem1. 
Business-related impacts, which could result in displacement, involve 57 leases for parking, storage 
areas and access. Of the 62 utility leases, it is expected that the majority will require the relocation or 
reconfiguration of the utility. The remaining 28 leases that represent misceUaneous easements would 
be terminated. 

TABLE 3.6-3 
EXPOSITION BRT LEASE SUMMARY 

Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Longer Term or 

Segment Total Utilities Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Special Circumstances 
!Rail Link to LR T na na na na na na na 
[i\laintenance Yard 
South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver Citv 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
~Vest LA 42 16 16 5 5 37 5 
Santa J\Ionica 40 17 13 4 6 32 8 
TOTAL 170 62 47 33 28 151 19 
* Includes, parking, storage, lav--down, buildings, and beautification 
°'ourcc:] .:\Cr\IT:\ Real J •:state Departn1e11t and Terry :\. I !ayes Associates '.?OfJO. 

ROW Licenses. As noted above, the LACMTA has granted licenses in scattered areas along the 
Exposition ROW to allow landscaping and beautification under the provisions of the IACMTA 
RO\v protection guidelines. It is expected that these licenses would be terminated under the terms 
of the license. The termination of these right-of-way licenses is expected to result in a less than 
significant impact. 

Acquisition of Property. The Exposition BRT alignment would result in the acquisition of property 
outside of the existing ROW in two areas. First, the creation of a park and ride facility for 1,140 
parking spaces between 26th Street and Stewart Street in Santa Monica would displace the Bergamot 
Station Art Center. Bergamot Station is home to the Santa Monica Museum of Art owned by the 
City of Santa Monica. This displacement would affect approximately 60 galleries and arts-related 
businesses and activities, as weU as the Santa Monica Museum of Art. Bergamot Station should be 
evaluated for potential shared use of the site with the transit facility. Evaluation should be 
conducted as a part of the preliminary design phase of the project. If joint use plans can be 
developed, impacts resulting from displacement of Bergamot Station can be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

In addition, the BRT maintenance yard options would also require land displacements similar to 
those described for the Wilshire BRT Alternative. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Acquisition and displacement impacts for the Wilshire BRT component of this alternative would be 
the same as the Wilshire BRT alternative discussed above. The incremental land acquisition and 
displacement affects associated v.rith the Exposition BRT MOS portion of this alternative are 
discussed below. 
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ROW Leases. The primary impact of this component of the alternative would be the non-renewal 
and/ or termination of leases held by the MTA. Approximately 88 leases would be affected (See 
Table 3.6-4). Eighty-two (82) are month-to-month leases and 6 are longer term. Business-related 
impacts, which could result in displacement, involve 59 leases for parking, storage areas and access. 
Of the 29 affected utility leases, it is expected that the majmity will require the relocation or 
reconfiguration of the utility. The remaining 17 leases for beautification, as weU as 24 leases for 
billboards and signs, would be terminated. 

TABLE 3.6-4 
EXPOSITION BRT MOS LEASE SUMMARY 

Total Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Longer Term or Special 

Segment Utilities Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Circumstances 
Rail Link to LRT na na Na na na na na 
::\Iaintenance Yard 
South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver City 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
\X'est LA na na Na na na na na 
Santa ::\lonica na na Na na na na na 
TOTAL 88 29 18 24 17 82 6 
* Includes, parking, storage, lay-down, buildings, and beautification 
Source: J ACMT:\ Real I ·:state Department and Terry :\. J !ayes :\ssociatcs 21)00. 

ROW Licenses. MTA has granted licenses in within the Exposition ROW to allow landscaping and 
beautification under the provisions of the MTA ROW protection guidelines. It is expected that 
these licenses would be terminated under the terms of the license; however, the termination of those 
right-of-way licenses is expected to result in a less than significant impact. 

Acquisition ef Proper!J· The Exposition BRT MOS would not require land acqws1t1on with the 
exception of a proposed BRT maintenance yard site near downtown Los Angeles. The yard 
displacement affects would be similar to those described for the Wilshire BRT Alternative. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Acquisition and displacement impacts for the Wilshire BRT component of this alternative would be 
the same as the Wilshire BRT alternative discussed above. The incremental land acquisition and 
displacement affects associated with the Exposition LRT portion of this alternative are as foUows. 

ROTf/ Leasts. The primary impact of this component of the alternative would be the non-renewal 
and/ or termination of leases held by the MTA. Approximately 197 leases would be affected (See 
Table 3.6-5). The number of leases affected is greater than the Exposition BRT component because 
of the use of l\ITA railroad RO\v to reach the proposed maintenance yard east of Hill Street. 
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TABLE 3.6-5 
EXPOSITION LRT ROW LEASE SUMMARY 

Total Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Longer Term or 

Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Special 
Segment Utilities Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Circumstances 

Rail Link to LRT 27 8 12 7 0 25 2 
1\laintenance Yard 
South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver City 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
WestL\ 42 16 16 5 5 37 5 
Santa l\Ionica 40 17 13 4 6 32 8 
l'OTAL 197 70 59 40 28 176 21 
* Includes, parking, storage, lay-down, buildings, and beautification 
Source: L:\CMT:\ Real Estate Department <l11d "fort'; :\. l !ayes Associates 200U. 

Specifically, 176 are month-to-month leases and 21 are longer term. Business-related impacts, which 
could result in displacement, involve 18 leases for parking, storage areas and access. Of the 70 
affected utility leases, it is expected that the majority will require the relocation or reconfiguration of 
the utility. The remaining 28 leases for beautification, as weH as 40 leases for billboards and signs, 
would be eliminated. This would result in a potentially significant impact. 

ROW Licenses. Impacts on licenses for beautification would be similar to the Exposition BRT 
Alternative. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Acquisition of Private Proper!)!. The Exposition LRT alignment would result in the acquisition of 
property outside of the existing RO\'V in two areas. First, the turn of the route at Sepulveda and 
Venice would displace a convenience store on the northeast corner of this intersection. Second, the 
creation of a park and ride facility for 1,140 parking spaces between 26th Street and Stewart Street in 
Santa Monica would displace the Bergamot Station Art Center. Bergamot Station is home to the 
Santa Monica Museum of Art owned by the City of Santa Monica. This displacement would affect 
approximately 60 galleries and arts-related businesses and activities, as well as the Santa Monica 
Museum of Art leading to a potentially significant impact. Bergamot Station should be evaluated for 
potential shared use of the site with the transit facility. Evaluation should be conducted as a part of 
the preliminary design phase of the project. If joint use plans can be developed, impacts resulting 
from displacement of Bergamot Station can be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Because the proposed LRT maintenance yard (see Figure 3.6-2) is to be located within the existing 
Exposition ROW, no additional land acquisition is anticipated. Impacts to leases in this area are 
discussed above. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Acquisition and displacement impacts for the \'Vilshire BRT component of this alternative would be 
the same as the Wilshire BRT alternative discussed above. The incremental land acquisition and 
displacement affects associated "\.vith the Exposition LRT MOS portion of this alternative are 
discussed below: 

ROU:/ Leases. The primary impact of this component of the alternative would be the non-renewal 
and/ or termination of leases held by the MTA. Approximately 115 leases would be affected (Table 
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3.6-6). One hundred and seven (107) are month-to-month leases and 8 are longer term. Business 
related impacts, which could result in displacement, involve 30 leases for parking, storage areas and 
access leading to a potentially significant impact. 

TABLE 3.6-6 
EXPOSITION LRT MOS LEASE SUMMARY 

Total Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Longer Term or 

Segment Utilities Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Special Circumstances 
Rail Link ro LRT 27 8 12 7 0 25 2 
J\Iaintenance Yard 
South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver City 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
West LA na na na na na na na 
Santa :i\Ionica na na na na na na na 
TOTAL 115 37 30 31 17 107 8 
* Includes, parking, storage, lay-down, buildings, and beautification 
Source: I .:\CMT:\ Real I •'.state Department and Terry .'\. I byes .'\ssociatcs 2000. 

ROU:/ Licenses. Impacts on Licenses for beautification would be similar to the Exposition BRT 
Alternative. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

Acquisition of Property. The Exposition LRT MOS would not require land acquisition. 

Mitigation Measures 

The potential effects of property acquisition and the displacement of persons and business will be 
substantially alleviated through compliance ·with applicable federal and state laws governing 
relocation assistance and property acquisition procedures. The Unfferm Relocation Assistance and Real 
Proprrt_y Acquisition Polices Act ef 1970, as amended (Uniform Act), mandates that certain relocation 
services and payments be made available to eligible residents, businesses, and nonprofit 
organizations displaced as a direct result of programs or projects undertaken by a federal agency or 
with federal financial assistance. The Uniform Act provides for uniform and equitable treatment of 
persons displaced from their homes or business and establishes uniform and equitable land 
acquisition policies. The provisions of the California Relocation Act (California Act), applies in the 
absence of federal funds and/ or involvement if a public entity undertakes a project and 
consequently must provide relocation assistance and benefits. The California Act, which is 
consistent with the intent and guidelines of the Uniform Act seeks to (1) ensure the consistent and 
fair treatment of owners of real property (2) encourage and expedite acquisition by agreement to 
avoid litigation and relive congestion in the courts and (3) promote confidence in the public land 
acquisitions. 

The entities displaced by any of the proposed alternatives may be entitled to relocation assistance 
under the Uniform Act or California Act due to the termination of their lease agreements with 
MTA. However, the qualification for assistance is dependent upon the specific lease agreement. In 
many instances, the lease agreement with the MTA contains a provision wherein the tenant 
acknowledged that they are not entitled to relocation benefits if the lease is terminated for a public 
transit project. 
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Licenses for beautification of the Exposition ROW will be revoked under terms of the license 
granted by the MTA. As appropriate, replacement landscaping would be provided consistent with 
the transit project design and engineering requirements. 

Bet;gamot Station. During Preliminary Engineering and preparation of the Final EIS/EIR, alternative 
designs shall be developed for a joint use of the Bergamot Station property. In addition to the 
transit center and attendant parking, facilities for the Santa Monica Museum of Art and related art 
facilities shall be included in this design process and appropriate shared uses of the site shall be 
included in the Final EIS/ElR as mitigation measures for the project. 

Maintenance Yard 

MTA Operations has indicated that none of the ex1s11ng bus divisions in the Central City or 
Westside areas have the capacity for the expanded maintenance and storage required by the 
articulated buses needed for the Wilshire BRT Alternative. To address this need, MTA is 
considering candidate sites for a maintenance yard in the downtown areas of Los Angeles. The sites 
under consideration are as follows (see Figures 2-17 through 2-19): 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

MTA-owned Division 1 (Alameda/6th) - a 6.7-acre site with existing MTA facilities. There is 
also a three-acre adjacent site that is under consideration for the BRT yard. 

South Park Shops (54th /Avalon) - a 9-acre site with existing MTA facilities . 

NE Washington/Alameda - a 10.3-acre site containing a truck warehouse, a medical office 
building, and a gas station. 

SE Washington/ Alameda - a 10.3-acre site containing a vacated private bus yard, truck sales, 
and metal fabrication shop. 

Chavez/J\1ission Road - a 7-acre site containing a salvage yard, soil storage, and two auto
related businesses. 

Two of the sites under consideration are existing NITA facilities (i.e., the Division 1 site near 6th 
Street and Alameda and the South Park shops near 54th Street and Avalon). The use of these sites 
would not displace private property, but would require that either regular bus maintenance services 
be consolidated at another MTA site or relocated to a new facility. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

This option would not require the permanent acquisition of private property nor would it require 
the removal any property on the campus of the University of Southern California or Exposition 
Park. No impacts would occur. A short-term lease or temporary construction easements, may be 
needed, for spoil or stock piling during the period of excavation. 

3.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Wilshire BRT'. As discussed in Section 3.4.3, "vith the exception of the implementation of the 
Replacement Parking Strategy, there would be no direct land acquisition associated with the Wilshire 
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BRT. Even the replacement parking strategy is focused on a series of options that place the 
acquisition of real property as the last resort alternative. An adverse cumulative land acquisition 
effect would only occur where this last resort option is exercised by the 11TA and where another 
public agency may exercise its authority to acquire or assemble property of public purposes, such as 
a redevelopment agency, school district or public works department in the same general geographic 
vicinity. Along the Wilshire route, redevelopment projects are only in place in the City of Los 
Angeles. There are no redevelopment agencies or redevelopment projects in the City of Santa 
Monica or Beverly Hills. The Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles' 
Koreatown \vi1shire Center project area is the only area to affect Wilshire Boulevard. However, 
there are no known or anticipated major redevelopment actions where business and residential 
displacement is expected. Thus, adverse cumulative impacts are not expected. In addition, the most 
recent plans of the Los Angeles Unified School District also do not indicate plans to acquire real 
property along Wilshire Boulevard west of Western Avenue. Impacts are expected to be less than 
significant. 

Exposition BRT or LRT The development of transit improvements along this alignment will entail 
the termination or non-renewal of current leases along the ROW. These changes may have a direct 
adverse affect on some businesses that are entirely located within the ROW or those that rely 
substantially on land in the ROW for their operations. The Exposition route passes through 
redevelopment areas in Los Angeles (Council District 9, Hoover, Mid-City, and Crenshaw). It also 
passes through the Culver City Redevelopment area. In these areas, the potential exists for a 
combined displacement effect should the redevelopment agencies find opportunities to achieve their 
revitalization objectives. At this time, there are no known redevelopment intervention actions that 
are expected to result in displacement of businesses or residences that would create a combined 
adverse effect "1'ith the elimination of business leases within the Exposition ROW. It should be 
noted that the proposed redevelopment of the Santa Barbara Plaza area (south of the Exposition 
route near Crenshaw) would displace local businesses. However, in this same vicinity, there are few 
if any business leases to be terminated within the Exposition RO\X! and thus, no cumulative adverse 
effects are anticipated. In other westerly portions of the Exposition ROW (Culver City, West Los 
Angeles, and Santa Monica) where leases would also terminate, no other collateral actions by public 
agencies to acquire land are expected or anticipated that would intensify business dislocation and 
increase competition for relocation space and resources. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.7.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate and describe the impacts of the proposed J'vfid
City /Westside Transit Corridor Project. The focus of this analysis is to describe the existing visual 
character of the two corridors (Wilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way), describe the 
potential changes in visual character that would result from implementation of the alternatives, and 
determine whether those changes would result in significant adverse impacts to the visual 
environment. 

3.7.2 Affected Environment 

This section describes existing aesthetic and visual resources of the project area. In particular, 
descriptions of existing visual characteristics, both onsite and in the vicinity of the project site, are 
presented. This information relies upon, and summarizes, infomution presented in the Land Use 
and Urban Design study for the J'viid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Project, which is incorporated 
by reference herein for the purposes of NEPA and CEQA. The Land Use and Urban Design Study 
was prepared at the same time as the Mid-City /Westside MIS to help facilitate design options and 
screening alternatives. 

Wilshire Corridor 

\'Vilshire Boulevard stretches from downtown Los Angeles to Santa Monica, and passes through or 
near many of the major activity centers and destinations in the metropolitan Los Angeles area. The 
Boulevard varies from low to high density commercial development, as well as both low and high 
density multi-family neighborhoods. The Corridor contains a variety of architecture styles that were 
in vogue at the time of construction, from the 1920's to 1990's, v.rith structure fa<;:ades that reflect 
these eras. 

l\fost of Wilshire Boulevard provides six travel lanes separated either by a continuous left turn lane 
or by a median. Along most of the Boulevard, parking is allowed in the curb lanes during non-peak 
times. The portion of Wilshire Boulevard between La Brea and Fairfax Avenues (the "l\firade J'viile") 
has a landscaped median that enhances the visual character of the Boulevard. Figures 3.7-1 through 
3.7-3 provide street-level views of the Wilshire Corridor. 

The corridor is generally pedestrian-friendly, '\vith extra-wide sidewalks, street trees, planters, and 
landscaping, and pedestrian-serving uses at the ground-floor level of most commercial structures. 
Distinctive neighborhoods located adjacent to the corridor are the Hancock Park neighborhood, the 
Miracle Mile District, and the "Golden Triangle" of Beverly Hills. 

l\fajor destination centers located within a mile of the corridor that contribute to the demand for 
public transit include: the Los Angeles County Museum of Art, the Rancho La Brea Tar Pits, CBS 
Television Center, the Los Angeles Farmer's Market, Beverly Center, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center, 
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Figure 3.7-1 Street-Level Views of the Wilshire Corridor (Park Mile and Hancock Park) 
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Figure 3.7-2 Street-Level Views of the Wilshire Corridor (Bev. Hills & Westwood) 
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Figure 3.7-3 Steet-Level Views of the Wilshire Corridor (Santa Monica) 
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Melrose Avenue, Pacific Design Center, Rodeo Drive, Westwood Village, UCLA and UCLA 
Medical Center, Third Street Promenade, and Santa Monica Pier and the ocean-front parks and 
beaches. 

Land uses immediately fronting \X!ilshire Boulevard generally include, from east to west: commercial 
and retail uses (near Western Avenue); multi-family residences and offices (between Hauser 
Boulevard and Highland Avenue); retail, commercial, and offices (between Highland Avenue and 
Santa Monica Boulevard); multi-family residential, commercial, and offices (Comstock Avenue to 
Sepulveda Boulevard); and retail, commercial, and offices (Federal Avenue to Ocean Avenue). The 
corridor is primarily characterized by mostly low- to medium-rise office and retail uses, "1'ith high
rise offices and residences at some locations, such as Beverly Hills and Westwood. The setback of 
development along the Boulevard varies, as does the presence of street trees and landscaped 
building frontages. 

Land uses along the following three segments of Wilshire Boulevard have particularly distinct visual 
characteristics: 

• 

• 

• 

The Park J\:Iile neighborhood (from Wilton Place to Highland Avenue), with generally low-rise 
multi-family residences and offices that have landscaped building frontages and street trees, and 
well-landscaped single-family residences along the streets to the nm-th and south; 

The portion of the Boulevard that bisects the Los Angeles Country Club (between the Beverly 
Hills city limits and Comstock Avenue), where both sides of the roadway are lined with shrubs 
and trees; and 

The portion between Veteran Avenue and Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard, which 
includes the West Los Angeles Federal Building, the Los Angeles National Cemetery, and the 
Veterans Affairs grounds, with extensive landscaped setbacks that provide viewing 
oppmtunities of the surrounding areas. In addition, the portion of the Boulevard within the 
City of Los Angeles (east of Malcolm Avenue) has been designated a Scenic Highway, and the 
portion within the City of Santa Monica has been designated a Scenic Corridor. 

The visual characteristics of the Wilshire Corridor, including the width of the roadway, presence of a 
landscaped median, predominant land uses along the corridor, the scale of buildings along the 
corridor, the major scenic views of the route and from the corridor, and substantive visual elements, 
including open space resources, are noted in Table 3.7-1, which follows the discussion of the 
Exposition Corridor. In addition, Figures 3.7-4 through 3.7-8 provide oblique aerial photographs of 
representative locations along the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor. 

Exposition Corridor 

The Exposition Corridor is a former rail line running along Exposition Boulevard, from Figueroa 
Street to the City of Santa Monica. Some portions of the right-of-way (ROW) [particularly the 
eastern segment] are lined with single family residential uses, while other portions are lined with 
industrial structures, primarily in the segment between La Brea A venue and Venice Boulevard and 
between Sawtelle Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard. 
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Figure 3.7-4 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire Corridor (Santa Monica) 
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Figure 3.7-5 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire Corridor (Bev Hills) 
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Figure 3.7-6 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire Corridor (Bev Hills) 
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Figure 3.7-7 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire Corridor (Los Angeles) 
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Figure 3.7-8 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire (Miracle Mile) 
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Large portions of the RO\v are vacant, due to heavy rail use over the past decades, with mature 
trees located along some segments, and others without any landscaping or vegetation of note. Along 
the eastern segment, the typical house type is a single-story bungalow treated in a variety of 
architectural styles. In the central and western segments of the alignment, many adjacent properties 
contain nondescript industrial structures. Figures 3.7-9 through 3.7-12 provide street-level views of 
the Exposition Corridor. 

The ROW between Figueroa Street and Gramercy Place is located in the median of Exposition 
Boulevard, which is a six-lane street. Between Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue, the University 
of Southern California and Exposition Park are located on either side of Exposition Boulevard. 
\vest of Vermont Avenue, the Corridor is predominantly residential, with sidewalks, street trees, and 
some trees in the right-of-way. At Gramercy Place, Exposition Boulevard splits into two segments, 
with the southern roadway becoming Rodeo Road. West of the split, the ROW is located on the 
southern side of Exposition Boulevard. In this area, residential and industrial uses are located 
immediately south of the RO\V. At La Brea Avenue the RO\v continues along the southern edge of 
Jefferson Boulevard. The primary land uses in this segment are industrial and commercial. 

At Venice Boulevard, the route begins to travel west. Venice Boulevard provides six lanes of traffic, 
separated by a median that is landscaped in some locations. Primary uses along Venice Boulevard 
are commercial and retail, with some multi-family residential structures. The route then turns north 
on Sepulveda Boulevard, which is lined with multi-family residential structures, with commercial 
uses at major intersections. As the route returns to Exposition Boulevard Qust south of Pico 
Boulevard), the primary land uses are industrial and commercial, and these uses continue into Santa 
Monica, with the exception of single-family residential structures located to the south of the right
of-way between Bundy Drive and Centinela A venues. The route then turns onto Olympic 
Boulevard, which is fronted prima1-ily by commercial and indust1-ial uses until the Qight rail transit) 
route reaches Ocean Avenue. For bus rapid transit, the route would travel north on 17th Street, then 
west on Colorado A venue. A.long this segment, the adjacent land uses are primarily commercial and 
industrial. 

With the exception of the segment between Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue, most land uses 
along the Exposition Corridor are low-rise in nature. The University of Southern California and the 
Coliseum contain low- to mid-rise structures, separated by substantial landscaping and pockets of 
open space. The residential uses between Vermont and La Brea Avenues provide landscaped 
frontages, with street trees in many areas. The industrial and commercial uses along the western 
portions of Exposition Boulevard provide little or no setback, and little or no landscaping. As a 
result, the visual character of the route along this portion of Exposition Boulevard varies greatly. 

Because of the predominant industrial land uses along Jefferson Boulevard, and the lack of 
landscaping along the ROW, the visual character of this segment is stark, and in some stretches, 
lacks any aesthetically pleasing features. The presence of landscaped setbacks, landscaping along 
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Figure 3.7-9 Street-Level Views of the Exposition Corridor (USC Area) 
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Figure 3.7-10 Steet-Level Views of the Exposition Corridor (La Cienega Blvd and Venice 
Blvd) 
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Figure 3. 7-11 Street-Level Views of the Exposition Corridor (Pico Blvd & Olympic Blvd) 
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Figure 3.7-12 Steet-Level Views of the Exposition Corridor (Olympic Blvd. & 1rh Street) 
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portions of the median, and the width of Venice Boulevard, makes this segment noticeably spacious. 
The Sepulveda Boulevard segment is lined primarily with low-rise residential structures and some 
landscaping, but there is little variation in visual character. The ROW along Exposition Boulevard 
between Sawtelle Boulevard and Bundy Drive is industrial in character, with major portions of the 
RO\V existing as unvegetated land between fences, v.rith trash and graffiti being the most noticeable 
features. As the route reaches Olympic Boulevard, the visual character improves substantively, 
because of the landscaped median with specimen-sized Coral trees and other street trees. The 
segment along 17th Street and Colorado Avenue contains primarily nondescript industrial uses; 
however, the presence of street trees and landscaping in some building frontages provides some 
visual relief. 

The visual characteristics of the Exposition Corridor, including the width of the roadway (or RO\'V'), 
presence of a landscaped median, predominant land uses along the Corridor, the scale of buildings 
along the corridor, the major scenic views of and from the corridor, and substantive visual elements, 
including open space resources, are noted in Table 3.7-1. In addition, Figures 3.7-13 through 3.7-17 
provide oblique aerial photographs of representative locations along the Exposition Corridor. 
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TABLE 3.7-1 
CORRIDOR VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Width of Roadway 
Land Uses Scale of Adjacent Scenic Views/ 

or Right-of-Way 
Along Corridor Buildings Visual Elements 

(Median) 
Wilshire Corridor 

70 feet Office, Retail i\fid-to I Ii-Rise Views: l Iollywood I !ills 
No median Visual Elements: street trees 
70 feet Office, Multi-1,'amily Low-to Mid-Rise Views: \1(!ilshire Corridor, adjacent residential streets 
No median Residential Visual Elements: residences, 

landscaping in building frontages, John Burroughs 
Middle School 

70 feet Office, Retail Mid-to I Ii-Rise Views: , \djacent residenti,11 streets 
No medi,m Visual Elements: landscaped median, landsrnping 

in building frontages 
75 feet Museum District, Mid-to I Ii-Rise Views: l lollywood l Iills, l lancock Park, Santa 
14 foot landscaped Office, Retail Monica Mountains 
median Visual Elements: landscaped median, landsrnping 

in building 
,. 

, \rt Deco commercial 
buildings, J .a Brea Tar Pits, Museum 
buildings 

75 feet Retail, Office Mid-to I Ii-Rise Views: l Iollywood I !ills 
No medi,m Visual Elements: street trees 
70 feet Retail, Office Mid-to I Ii-Rise Views: \1(!ilshire Corridor, Santa \Ionica Mount,1ins, 
No median (some adjacent residential streets 

Visual Elements: street trees, landscaped median 

75 feet Retail, Residential, Low-to Mid··Rise Views: Downtown IDS ,\ngcles 
No medi,m Open Space Visual Elements: street trees, landsrnping in 

building c Beverly GMdens Park, El Rodeo 
School, Los .\ngeles Countrv Club 

80 feet Residential l Dw-to I Ii-Rise Vie,vs: Wilshire Corridor 
No median Visual Elements: landscaping in building frontages 
104 feet Residential, Office Low-to Hi-Rise Views: \Vilshire Corridor, Westwood Village 
No median Visual Elements: landscaping in building " 
80 feet Institutional J ,ow- to Mid-Rise Views: Santa i\Ionica Mountains, Westwood Village 
No median Visual Elements: V eternns .\ffairs grounds, 

\'\'adsworth l Iospital, \1\/adsworth Theater. h:deral 
Building grounds 

75 feet Retail, Office Mid-to l li-Rise Views: Wilshire Corridor 
No median Visual Elements: intermittent street trees 
85 feet Retail, Office Low-to \lid-Rise Views: Santa Monirn \fountains, Pacific Ocean 
No median Visual Elements: Douglas Park, street trees (palms) 
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TABLE 3.7-1 
CORRIDOR VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Width of Roadway 
Land Uses Scale of Adjacent Scenic Views/ 

or Right-of-Way 
Along Corridor Buildings Visual Elements 

(Median) 
85 feet Retail, Office ;\lid-Ilise Views: Sama Monica Mountains, Pacific Ocean, 
No median Wilshire Corridor 

Visual Elements: Christine Emerson Recd Park, 
street trees (paln1s) 

Exposition Corridor 
90 feet T ndustrial, Office Low- to i\Iid-Risc Views: Downtown Los ,\ngclcs, San Gabriel 
No ;\frdian Mountains, Convention Center 

Visual Elements: street trees 
107 feet Institutional Low-to ;\fid-Risc Views: I of Southern C1lifomia, 
23 foot landscaped Fxposition Park complex 
median Visual Elements: landscaped median, street trees 
107 feet Single- and Multi- ],ow-Ilise Views: l lollywood I Iills, Baldwin I Iills 
25 foot Residential Visual Elements: West ,\d,1ms residences and 
J ,andscapcd median landscaping, hJshav Middle School 

50 feet Single- and Multi- ],ow-Rise Views: I Iollywood I !ills, Santa Monica Mountains 
No mcdi,m Residential, Visual Elements: Dorsey l ligh School, Rancho 

Industrial Cienega Sports Center 
50 feet Industrial, ],ow-Ilise Vie,vs: Baldwin I !ills, l lollywood I !ills, Baldwin 
No median and Multi- I !ills 

Residential Visual Elements: J ,andsrnpcd residences, Baldwin 
I !ills Recreation Center 

50 feet Industrial, Single- and ],ow-Ilise Views: Baldwin I !ills 
No mcdi,m ;\fulti-1,'amily Visual Elements: Landscaping in building 

Residential frontages 
108 feet Retail, Industrial, Low- to Mid-Rise Vie,vs: San Gabriel Mountains, Baldwin I !ills 
14 foot landscaped Single-- and Multi-- Visual Elements: median, street trees, 
median l-'amilv Residential landscaped building frontages, Media Park 
108 feet Retail, Multi-l1amily ],ow-Ilise Views: Sama Monica Mountains, Westchester area 
14 foot Residential Visual Elements: ' in building c 

median s trcct trees 
60 to 70 feet Industrial, Office, I.ow-Rise Views: Santa Monica ;\fountains 
No median Retail,' ' 

., 
Visual Elements: Chamock Road School, street 

j 

Residential trees, landscaping in building frontages. 
100 feet T ndustrial, Single- !,ow-Rise Views: Santa i\Ionica Mountains 
No median l1amily Residential Visual Elements: landscaping in building c 

110 feet Industrial, Office Low- to Mid-Ilise Views: Sant,1 ;\fonica Mountains 
J (west of Visual Elements: landscaped median, street trees 

( ""''""' '\ 
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TABLE 3.7-1 
CORRIDOR VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Width of Roadway 
Land Uses Scale of Adjacent Scenic Views/ 

or Right-of-Way 
Along Corridor Buildings Visual Elements 

(Median) 
110 feet Industrial, Retail, ]"ow-Rise Views: Santa Monica 1\fountains, 
I (until JOth Office Visual Elements: median, street trees, 
Street) Memorial Park 
70 feet Industrial, Retail, ]"ow-Rise Views: Santa 1\Ionica Mountains 
No median Office Visual Elements: in building ' 
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Figure 3.7-13 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (USC/Exposition Park) 
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Figure 3.7-14 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (Crenshaw Blvd.) 
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Figure 3. 7-15 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (La Brea) 
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Figure 3.7-16 Oblique aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (La Cienega Blvd) 
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Figure 3.7-17 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (Santa Monica) 
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3.7.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based upon a review of relevant documents, including previous environmental documents related to 
transit improvements on the Westside, the Scenic Highway element of the City of Los Angeles, and 
the Community Plans and Specific Plans that cover the areas along both the Wilshire Boulevard and 
Exposition Corridors, the following Standards of Significance have been developed. 

A significant adverse visual impact would occur if the alternatives considered would: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Obstruct or adversely changed the object of sensitive views; 

Result in the loss of a substantial number specimen trees; 

Result in the removal of a landscaped median, or would reduce the median to less than 8 feet in 
width, along the segment of Wilshire Boulevard that is a designated scenic highway; 

Make available views that result in a loss of privacy to residences; 

Create major new sources of light that would intrude on neigh boring residential areas; or 

Create excessive glare that pose major hazards or annoyances to nearby residents . 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Analysis of impacts to visual character is subjective by nature, since the qualities that create an 
aesthetically pleasing setting or that result in the perception of a visual element as aesthetically 
positive or negative will vary from person to person. 

For the purposes of this analysis, both transit corridors (\Vilshire Boulevard and the Exposition 
ROW') were surveyed to identify the presence or absence of a landscaped median, the predominant 
land uses along the corridor, the scale of adjacent buildings along the corridor, the major scenic 
views that are available along segments of the corridor, and substantive visual elements along the 
corridor, including open space resources, street trees, and landscaping in building frontages. 

The potential effects of the proposed alternatives were characterized, including installation of the 
bus rapid transit or light rail facilities, including physical structures such as revised medians, tracks, 
stations (including ramps, platforms, fare vending equipment, and canopies to protect riders), 
overhead contact and power lines, parking lots, and in some locations, elevated guideways and 
station platforms. The potential for these physical features to result in the removal of existing 
features, including roadway medians (and landscaping), street trees, and other existing visual 
elements was noted. In addition, the potential for these new features to eliminate, obstruct, or 
otherwise degrade existing scenic views was also noted. The potential for new landscaping, street 
furniture, and other amenities was also considered, which could, in some locations, reduce the 
negative or adverse impacts that could result from installation of the project's physical features. 
Conceptual illustrations of the physical elements of the BRT and LRT systems are provided by 
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Figures 2-2A, 2-2B, 2-5, 2-11, 2-12, 2-10, and 2-35, which are provided in Section 2.0 (Alternatives 
Considered) of this document. 

For the purposes of this analysis, sensitive views are those which are depicted in the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan as being "scenic" or are considered "unique" in the area, or they are 
considered to be of special significance to the community for social or cultural reasons. Street trees 
refers to trees that are located in the parkway or in the sidewalk (trees located within the Exposition 
right-of-way in the middle of Exposition Boulevard are discussed in the context of median 
landscaping). Specimen-size trees refer to trees that are larger than eight inches in diameter at four 
feet above the ground. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Removal and/ or addition of median landscaping. The No Action Alternative would not result in the 
installation of any physical structures, and no roadway medians would be removed, including those 
segments that are landscaped. Therefore, the visual effects related to removal and/ or addition of 
median landscaping would not occur. 

Removal and/ or addition of street trees. The No Action Alternative would not result in the installation of 
any physical structures, such as stations in the median, which would require widening of the 
roadway, and the resultant narrowing of sidewalks. Therefore, no removal of street trees would 
occur. 

Tnstallation of physical structures on sensitive vieivs. The No Action Alternative would not result in the 
installation of any physical structures; therefore, no sensitive views would be obstructed or adversely 
impacted. 

Introduction qf neiv sources of light and glare on a4Jacent residences1 vehicle occupants, or pedestrians. The No 
Action ~Alternative would not result in the installation of any new sources of light and glare; 
therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Installation of physical structures cottld result in a loss of privary to a4Jacent uses. The No Action Alternative 
would not result in the installation of any physical structures which would reduce privacy to adjacent 
uses, such as residences; therefore, no loss of privacy would occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Rl?moval and/ or addition of mPdian landrcapinl!,. The TSM Alternative would not result in the installation 
of any physical structures and no roadway medians would be removed, including those segments 
that are landscaped. Therefore, visual effects related to removal and/ or additional of median 
landscaping would not occur. 

Removal and/ or addition qf street trees. The TSM Alternative would not result in the installation of any 
physical structures, such as stations in the median, which would require widening of the roadway, 
and the resultant narrmving of sidewalks. Therefore, no removal of street trees would occur. 
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Tnstallation q/ p~ysical structures on senszttvl? vzews. The TSM Alternative would not result in the 
installation of any physical structures; therefore, no sensitive views would be obstructed or adversely 
impacted. 

Introduction of new sottrces of l~ght and glare on adjacent residenm1 vehicle occupants or pedestrians. The TSM 
Alternative would not result in the installation of any new sources of light and glare; therefore, no 
impacts would occur. 

Tnstallation of p~ysical structures could result in a loss of privary to arfjacent usr?s. The TSM Alternative would 
not result in the installation of any physical structures, which would reduce privacy to adjacent uses, 
such as residences; therefore, no loss of privacy would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Removal and reconstruction of median landscaping. In order to preserve at least two traffic lanes in each 
direction, installation of dedicated bus lanes in the center of Wilshire Boulevard would require 
removal of the existing median and reconstruction of a new median (including any street lighting 
that was removed) on either side of the bus lanes. As a result, most portions of the existing median 
would be removed, including those segments that are currently landscaped east of Fairfax Avenue 
(estimated to be 14 feet in width) and in Beverly Hi11s. In some locations, the existing medians 
contain trees of notable height. New medians would be installed along the entire length of the 
corridor, including new landscaped islands (up to ten feet in width and with varying lengths); 
however, these islands would be discontinuous, and would not occur at station locations or where 
left turn lanes are provided. Although the net amount of landscaping in the median along the length 
of Wilshire Boulevard would increase, because the existing median east of Fairfax Avenue (which is 
14 feet in width) would generally be removed, and since \vilshire Boulevard is designated as a scenic 
highway by the City of Los Angeles, the removal and reconstruction of the landscaped median 
would result in an adverse visual impact. 

Since removal of the existing landscaped median and reconstruction (to less than eight feet in width) 
is considered a significant impact, l'vfitigation Measure 3. 7-1 is required to reduce the adverse 
significant visual impact that would result from implementation of the Wilshire BRT: 

• 1\1itigation lvfeasure 3.7-1: To the extent feasible, relocate specimen trees in the ex1s11ng 
median to new locations, either as street trees (along the parkway or within the sidewalks) or 
within the new or reconstructed median. 

Although this mitigation measure would reduce adverse visual impacts, because the ex1stmg 
landscaped median would be removed along the segment of Wilshire Boulevard that is designated a 
scenic highway, the impact of the Wilshire BRT would be a significant, unavoidable impact. 
However, both Alternative 1A, the Median Adjacent Design Option, and Alternative 1B, the Curb 
Adjacent Design Option, would avoid removal and reconstruction of the existing median, thereby 
avoiding the significant, unavoidable impacts caused by implementation of Alternative 1 (refer to the 
follmving section for a discussion of impacts resulting from construction and implementation of 
Alternatives lA and lB). 

Removal and/ or addition of street trees. At most station locations on Wilshire Boulevard, installation of 
the station platform (approximately 11' in ~width by 100' in length) in the median would require 
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widening the street up to two feet for the entire length of the platform. This could result in the 
removal of street trees at those locations; however, these impacts would be limited to the 14 
locations where stations would be installed. Further, this alternative would include installation of 
new landscaping at each station, and it is assumed this would include replacement of any street trees 
removed as a result of the street widening. 

Replacement parking is proposed for the Wilshire BRT, but it is not known at this time exactly 
where the replacement parking will be located or how many parking spaces must be provided. 
Nonetl1eless, as further discussed in Section 3.3, a replacement parking strategy has been developed 
to reduce impacts related to the loss of on-street parking to the maximum extent practicable. 
Installation of the replacement parking lots are not anticipated to require removal of any street trees. 
However, to the extent that installation of access driveways do result in the removal of street trees, it 
is assumed that new landscaping would be provided, and this landscaping would generally replace 
any street trees that are removed. Therefore, the impact of Wilshire BRT on street trees is 
considered less than significant. 

Tnstallation of p~ysical structttres on sensitive views. lnstallation of the dedicated bus rapid transit lanes in 
the middle of Wilshire Boulevard would require removal and reconstrnction of the existing median 
and installation of platforms (including ramps, platforms, fare vending equipment, and canopies to 
protect riders) at major intersections. The location of the proposed stations (for Alternative 1, as 
well as Alternatives 2 and 3) is shown on Table 3.7-2. The proposed canopy structures would be 
approximately 10 to 12 feet in height (with poles and luminaries that are up to 17 feet in height at 
the canopy locations) and approximately 13 feet in length. The structures are modular, and where 
more than one is provided, there will be limited space in between. Therefore, for standard 40-foot 
buses, two canopies would be 30-feet long. For articulated buses, the canopies would be 45-feet 
long for three doors and 60-feet long for four doors (depending on bus design). Although the 
canopy could obstruct the view of ground floor structures and uses located on the opposite side of 
the street, these impacts would be limited to the 14 station locations (at major intersections) where 
existing structures already limit views to some extent. The station locations would be illuminated, 
with light standards that could reach 17 feet in height at canopy locations and up to 20 feet in height 
for the standard pedestrian lights. Because of the limited height of the canopy structures and the 
number of locations, sensitive views would not be adversely impacted by the \Vilshire BRT, and a 
less than significant impact would result. 

As further discussed in Section 3.3, a replacement parking strategy has been developed for the 
Wilshire BRT to reduce impacts related to the loss of on-street parking to the maximum extent 
practicable; however, it is not known at this time exactly where the replacement parking v.rill be 
located or how many parking spaces "1'ill be provided. Nonetheless, the replacement parking 
location(s) are not anticipated to contain any large vertical elements that would obstruct or degrade 
sensitive views. Less than significant impacts related to the construction and operation of the 
replacement parking lot(s) would occur. 
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TABLE 3.7-2 
MTA MID-CITY /WESTSIDE CORRIDOR 

PROPOSED STATION LOCATIONS 
Alternatives 1, 2 & 3 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Wilshire BRT Exposition BRT Exposition LRT 
/th/Flower 1111 1111 

Figueroa/Pico 1111 

Pico/Flower 1111 

Fi2Ueroa/ Adams 1111 

Washington/ Grand 1111 

Figueroa/Jefferson 1111 

1-110/USC/Exposirion Park 1111 1111 

Vennont 1111 1111 

\v'estem 1111 1111 1111 

Crenshaw 1111 1111 1111 

LaBrea 1111 1111 1111 

Fairfax 1111 

La Cienega ("\erial for Alt 2 and 3) 1111 1111 1111 

N arional/Hayden 1111 

Robenson 1111 

Venice/;\fain 1111 

Venice/Washington 1111 

Beverly 1111 

Venice/ Overland 1111 1111 

Santa J\lonica 1111 

Vemce/Sepulveda 1111 1111 

Westwood Village 1111 

Sepulveda/N arional 1111 1111 

Barrington 1111 

Pico/Sawtelle (Aerial for Alt 2 and 3) 1111 1111 

Bundy ("\erial for Alt 2 and 3) 1111 1111 1111 

Cloverfield 1111 

Ocean/ Colorado 1111 

Wilshire/ 14th. 1111 

Cloverfield (Aerial) 1111 1111 

Wilshire I 4th 1111 

Colorado /14th 1111 

Ocean 1111 1111 

Introduction of neiv sources of light and glare on a4Jacent residences1 vehicle occupants or pedestrians. Installation of 
station platforms in the median would occur at major intersections (as shown on Table 3.7-2). Each 
platform would be illuminated to enhance security and ensure visibility of patrons to both bus 
drivers and passing motorists. However, as the platforms would be located at major intersections, it 
is not anticipated that the installation of lighted platforms would substantially increase ambient light 
levels at those locations. Some glare impacts could occur due to the headlights of the buses, which 
generaUy would not be screened by landscaping in the median (as the new median landscaping "1'ill 
be discontinuous). However, given existing traffic volumes on \Vilshire Boulevard, the addition of 
the BRT with regard to light and glare would result in less than significant impacts. 

Replacement parking would be illuminated for security purposes, and the presence of security 
lighting and the glare from vehicle headlights could result in significant light and glare impacts on 
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the adjacent residences. To reduce the potential impacts caused by replacement parking, Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-2 will be implemented: 

• 1\1itigation Measttre 3.7-2: AH lighting in replacement parking lots shaU utilize Best Available 
Technology to reduce spillover to adjacent land uses. In addition, all lighting in replacement 
parking lots shaU be directed away from adjacent residences and landscaping, fences, or 
other measures shall be provided to shield adjacent residences from light and glare produced 
by light standards and vehicle headlights. 

With implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact of Wilshire BRT on light and glare 
would be less than significant. 

Installation ofp~ysical stmctures could result in a loss of privacy to ar!Jacent uses. Installation of platforms in the 
median (including ramps and platforms) would slightly elevate patrons above the existing street 
level; however, as the BRT system is designed to accommodate low-floor buses, the elevation of the 
platforms would only be a few inches above the existing pavement. Further, the platform surface 
may not be higher than the existing median. Therefore, patrons standing on the platforms would 
not have access to any views (of adjacent uses) that would result in a loss of privacy. 

The instaUation of the replacement parking could be located adjacent to existing residential uses, 
which could provide opportunities for patrons of the parking lots to have views into residences, and 
this loss of privacy is considered a significant impact. This would be a significant, mitigable impact 
that could be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-3. 

• A1itigation lvleasure 3.7-3: Provide landscaping, fences, or other measures that would reduce or 
eliminate direct views from replacement parking lots into adjacent residences. 

With implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact of Wilshire BRT on loss of privacy 
would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, aU components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the median and the existing median 
landscaping would be retained in place. Therefore, the significant and unavoidable impact related to 
the removal and reconstruction of median landscaping would be avoided and no impacts would 
occur. In addition, aU of the other impacts resulting from construction and implementation of 
Alternative 1A would be identical to Alternative 1, and less than significant or significant, mitigable 
impacts would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, aU components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the curb and the existing median 
landscaping would be retained in place. Therefore, the significant and unavoidable impact related to 
the removal and reconstruction of median landscaping would be avoided and no impacts would 
occur. In addition, aU of the other impacts resulting from constrnction and implementation of 
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Alternative 1 B would be identical to Alternative 1, and less than significant or significant, mitigable 
impacts would occur. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 2 would consist of the Wilshire BRT and the full length of the Exposition BRT 
described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). 

Removal and rPConstruction of mtdian landrcaping. Installation of the Wilshire BRT would require removal 
and reconstruction of the median on Wilshire Boulevard, which is landscaped between La Brea and 
Fairfax Avenues and at some locations in the City of Beverly Hills. This would result in a significant 
adverse visual impact. Although this impact could be reduced with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-1, this impact would remain a significant unavoidable impact for Wilshire Boulevard 
without the implementation of the design options proposed by Alternatives 1A and 1B. 

lnstallation of the dedicated BRT lanes in the middle of Exposition Boulevard would require 
removal of the median and reconstruction of landscaping in the segment west of Vennont Avenue, 
which has a substantial number of trees planted in the right-of-way, including some specimen trees 
of notable height. At certain locations, the existing landscaped median v.rill remain, as well as some 
specimen trees located west of Vermont Avenue. However, some of the landscaping and trees 
would be removed in these segments. The removal of these trees would result in a significant, 
mitigable visual impact. Therefore, J\1itigation Measure 3.7-4 is required to reduce the adverse 
significant visual impact that would result from implementation of the Exposition BRT: 

• Mit~gation A1easure 3.7-4: To the extent feasible, relocate specimen trees in the ex1stmg 
median to new locations, either as street trees (along the parkway or within the sidewalks) or 
within the new or reconstructed median. 

This mitigation measure would reduce the adverse visual impacts the impact of Exposition BRT to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Removal and/ or addition of street trees. Installation of the station locations for Wilshire BRT would 
require "1'idening the street approximately two feet, which could result in the removal of some street 
trees; however, installation of new landscaping would replace any street trees removed. 
Furthermore, installation of replacement parking is not anticipated to require removal of any street 
trees. Therefore, the impact of \vilshire BRT on street trees would be a less than significant impact. 

Installation of the Exposition BRT would not require widening of the roadway to install station 
platforms; therefore, street trees would not be removed. Installation of park-and-ride lots (at 
Crenshaw Boulevard, La Brea Boulevard, La Cienega Boulevard, Venice Boulevard/Washington 
Boulevard, Pico Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard, Bundy Drive, Cloverfield Boulevard, and Ocean 
Avenue/Colorado Avenue) could require removal of street trees at access driveway locations; 
however, installation of landscaping would be included at the park-and-ride lots, and it is assumed 
that any street trees removed by access driveways would be replaced as part of the landscaping plan 
for the lot. Therefore, the impact of Exposition BRT on street trees would be less than significant. 
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Tnstallation q/p~ysical structures on sensitivP views. Insta11ation of the Wilshire BRT lanes and station 
platforms and provision of replacement parking would not obstruct or substantia11y degrade any 
scenic views, and would result in less than significant impacts to sensitive views. 

lnstallation of the Exposition BRT would require removal and/ or reconstruction of the existing 
median, and installation of platforms (including ramps, platforms, fare vending equipment, and 
canopies to protect riders) at major intersections. The location of the proposed stations is shown on 
Table 3.7-2. The proposed canopy structures would be approximately 10 to 12 feet in height (with 
poles and luminaries that are up to 17 feet in height at the canopy locations) and approximately 13 
feet in length. The structures are modular, and where more than one is provided, there vvill be 
limited space in between. Therefore, for standard 40-foot buses, two canopies would be 30-feet 
long. For articulated buses, the canopies would be 45-feet long for three doors and 60-feet long for 
four doors (depending on bus design). Although the canopy could obstruct the view of ground 
floor structures and uses located on the opposite side of the street, these impacts would be limited 
to the 20 station locations at major intersections where existing structures already limit views to 
some extent. The station locations would be illuminated, with light standards that could reach 17 
feet in height at the canopy locations and up to 20 feet in height for the standard pedestrian lights. 
Therefore, because of the limited height of the canopy structures and the number of locations, 
sensitive views would not be adversely impacted by the at-grade elements of the Exposition BRT. 
This would be a less than significant impact. 

Some segments of the Exposition BRT would be elevated (at La Cienega Boulevard, Pico/Sawtelle 
Boulevard, and at Bundy Drive), and those elevated segments (except over Ballona Creek) would 
include stations. The elevated segments would vary in length, but would generally be approximately 
22 feet in height, "1'ith a parapet wall and canopy at station locations. Elevated structures of that 
height have the potential to obstruct or adversely change the object of sensitive views at the 
locations where the elevated structures are installed. As described in Table 3.7-1, views of the 
Hollywood Hills and Baldwin Hills are currently available in the vicinity of Jefferson and La Cienega 
Boulevards, and views of the Baldwin Hills are available along Jefferson Boulevard near Ba11ona 
Creek. Views of the Santa Monica Mountains are available from the areas around Sawtelle and Pico 
Boulevards, Exposition and Bundy Drive, and at Cloverfield Avenue. Installation of the elevated 
segments at these locations would obstruct or adversely change these north-south views, and would 
result in significant adverse visual impacts. Mitigation of this impact could include the conversion of 
the project to an "at-grade" design or conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design. 
However, neither of these potential mitigation measures are considered feasible. The conversion of 
the project to an "at-grade" design would result in additional significant traffic impacts, and the 
conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design would be cost prohibitive (e.g., $50 to $100 
million per below ground separation). However, ~litigation Measure 3.7-5 will be implemented to 
reduce impacts on sensitive views at Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy to a less-than-significant level. There 
are no sensitive views in the v'icinity of the elevated segment of the Exposition LRT at La Cienega. 

• A1itigation Measure 3.7-5: Structure design, screening, and landscaping shall be included as 
part of the station area planning process conducted with local communities. 

Introduction of new sources of light and glare on adjacent residences) vehicle ocmpants or pedestrians. Installation of 
replacement parking for the \Vilshire BRT (at Crenshaw Boulevard and at La Brea Avenue) could 
result in significant light and glare impacts to residences near the Crenshaw lot. However, these 
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impacts are significant, mitigable impacts that can be mitigated to a less-than-significant levels with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-2. 

Installation of station platforms for Exposition BRT (at the locations shown on Table 3.7-2) would 
include provision of appropriate lighting to illuminate the platform and ensure visibility of patrons 
to both the bus drivers and passing motorists. This could result in light and glare impacts to 
adjacent residential uses. Park-and-ride lots would be installed at several locations along the route, 
including Exposition and Sepulveda Boulevard, Exposition and Barrington A venue, Exposition and 
Bundy Drive, and Olympic Boulevard and 26th Street. These lots would be provided with lighting 
for security purposes, and headlights from vehicles (and passing buses) could result in light and glare 
impacts to adjacent residences. 

Because of the proximity of residential uses to the RO\V, the park-and-1-ide lots, and the elevated 
stations, the Exposition BRT could result in significant light and glare impacts to adjacent residential 
uses. To reduce these impacts, J'viitigation Measure 3.7-6 will be implemented: 

• Mitigation Measure 3.7-6: All lighting at the park-and-ride lots and station locations shall 
utilize Best Available Technology to reduce spillover to adjacent land uses. In addition, all 
lighting at park-and-ride lots and station locations shall be directed away from adjacent 
residences and landscaping, fences, or other measures to shield adjacent residences from 
light and glare produced by light standards and vehicle headlights. 

This mitigation measure would reduce impacts at some at-grade segments to a less than significant 
level; however, impacts along segments where the right-of-way is only 50 feet in width, and at those 
locations where the stations would be elevated, would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Installation of pi?Jsical structures could resttlt in a loss of privacy to ar!Jacent uses. The replacement parking 
proposed for the Wilshire BRT could be located adjacent to some existing residential uses, which 
could provide opportunities for patrons of the parking lots to have views into residences. This 
would be a significant, mitigable impact that could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation oLMitigation Measure 3-7.3. 

Installation of stations for the Exposition BRT (including ramps and platforms) would elevate 
patrons above the existing street level; however, since the system is designed to accommodate low
floor buses, the elevation of the platforms would only be a few inches above the existing pavement. 
Therefore, bus patrons would not have access to views of adjacent residences (along the at-grade 
segments). At those locations where the route would be located on aerial structures, bus riders 
would have access to views into residences, or the yards of residences at those locations. Similarly, 
bus patrons waiting at elevated stations could have views that would result in a loss of privacy for 
residential uses located near stations. l'viitigation of this impact could include : (1) the provision of 
solid parapet walls along all elevated segments; (2) conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design; 
or (3) conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design. However, none of these potential 
mitigation measures are considered feasible. The provision of solid parapet walls along all elevated 
segments would exacerbate impacts related to the obstruction or degradation of scenic views. The 
conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design would result in additional significant traffic 
impacts, and the conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design would be cost prohibitive (e.g., 
$50 to $100 million per below ground separation). However, J'viitigation Measure 3.7-7 will be 
implemented to reduce impacts associated with the loss of privacy: 
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lvlitigation lvleasure 3.7-7: Provide landscaping, fences, or other measures that will reduce or 
eliminate direct views from elevated station platfonns into adjacent residences. The specific 
design features will be detennined through a planning process with the communities affected 
by the aerial structures. 

Loss of privacy impacts resulting from the elevated segments of the Exposition BRT in adjacent 
residences near Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy would be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-7. There are no adjacent residences in the vicinity of the elevated segment 
of the Exposition BRT at La Cienega that would be affected by a loss of privacy. 

Mitigation of this impact could involve provision of solid parapet walls along all elevated segments; 
however, this would increase the visual mass of the elevated structures, which would exacerbate 
impacts related to obstruction or degradation of scenic views, and is, therefore, considered 
infeasible. The impacts of the elevated segments of Exposition BRT on loss of privacy would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

The Exposition BRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would terminate at he Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and the MOS option of 
the Exposition BRT is only a shorter route of the full-length alternative, the visual quality impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 2A would be similar to Alternative 2. Any 
visual quality impacts west of the Venice/Washington Station would not occur, and no increased 
visual quality impacts would occur at the westernmost MOS station location. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Removal reconstruction of median landscaping. Installation of the BRT on \vilshire Boulevard would 
require removal and reconstruction of the median, which is landscaped east of Fairfax Avenue and 
at some locations in the City of Beverly Hills, which would result in a significant adverse visual 
impact. Although this impact could be reduced ~with implementation of l'vfitigation Measure 3.7-1, 
the visual impact of Wilshire BRT related to removal of landscaped medians would remain 
significant and unavoidable; however, this would not be true if design options lA or 1B were 
selected. 

lnstallation of the LRT tracks in the middle of the Exposition Boulevard would require removal of 
the median and reconstruction of landscaping in the segment west of Vermont A venue, which has a 
substantial number of trees planted in the right-of way, including some specimen trees of notable 
height. At certain locations, the existing landscaped median (between Figueroa Street and Vennont 
Avenue) will remain, as well as some specimen trees located west of Vermont Avenue. However, 
some of the landscaping and specimen trees would be removed in these segments. The removal of 
these trees would result in a significant, mitigable visual impact. 

LRT would also require the removal of a maximum of three coral trees from the Olympic Boulevard 
median west of Cloverfield. Other coral trees in the Olympic Boulevard median would likely require 
substantial trimming to avoid conflicts with overhead catenary wiring. 
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Since removal of the existing landscaping along Exposition (west of Vermont A venue) would result 
in an adverse visual impacts, Mitigation Measure 3.7-8 is required to reduce the adverse significant 
visual impact that would result from implementation of the Exposition LRT to a less-than
significant level: 

• Mit~gation J\;ieasure 3.7-8: Relocate specimen trees in the existing median to new locations, 
either as street trees (along the parkway or within the sidewalks) or within the new or 
reconstructed median. Prepare a landscaping plan that includes a grass trackbed for LRT in 
the segment in Exposition Park. 

This mitigation measure would reduce the adverse visual impacts the impact of Exposition BRT to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Removal and/ or addition of street trees. Installation of the station locations for Wilshire BRT would 
require v.ridening the street approximately two feet, which could result in the removal of some street 
trees; however, installation of new landscaping would replace any street trees removed. 
Furthermore, installation of replacement parking is not anticipated to require removal of any street 
trees. Therefore, the impact of Wilshire BRT on street trees would be less than significant. 

Installation of the Exposition LRT would not require widening of the roadway (or RO\Xl) to install 
station platforms; therefore, street trees would not be removed. Installation of park-and-ride lots (at 
Exposition and Sepulveda Boulevard, Exposition and Barrington Avenue, Exposition and Bundy 
Drive, and Olympic Boulevard and 26th Street) could require removal of street trees at access 
driveway locations; however, installation of landscaping would be included at the park-and-ride lots, 
and it is assumed that any street trees removed by access driveways would be replaced as part of the 
landscaping plan for the lot. Therefore, the impact of Exposition LRT on street trees would be less 
than significant. 

Installation of p~ysical structures on sensztzve vie1vs. Installation of the \'Vilshire BRT lanes, station 
platforms, and provision of replacement parking would not obstruct or substantially degrade any 
scenic views, and would result in less than significant impacts to sensitive views. 

Installation of the Exposition LRT would require removal and reconstruction of the existing median 
and installation of platforms (including ramps, platforms, fare vending equipment, and canopies to 
protect riders) at major intersections. The location of the proposed stations is shown on 
Table 3.7-2. The proposed canopy structures would be approximately 10 to 12 feet in height (with 
poles and luminaries that are up to 17 feet in height at the canopy locations) and approximately 13 
feet in length. The structures are modular and where more than one is provided, there will be 
limited space in between. Therefore, for standard 40-foot buses, two canopies would be 30-feet 
long. For articulated buses, the canopies would be 45-feet long for three doors and 60-feet long for 
four doors (depending on bus design). Although the canopy could obstruct view of ground floor 
structures and uses located on the opposite side of the street, these impacts would be limited to the 
17 station locations at major intersections, where existing structures already limit views to some 
extent. In addition, a catenary system of overhead wires and support structures would be installed 
along the entire length of the route. Because of the small size of the wires and the distance between 
support poles, the catenary system would not create a single visual mass and, therefore, would not 
obstruct scenic views. Therefore, sensitive views would not be adversely impacted by the at-grade 
segments of the Exposition LRT. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Some segments of the Exposition LRT would be elevated (at La Cienega Boulevard, at 
Pico/Sav.'1:e1le Boulevard, and at Bundy Drive), and those elevated segments (except over Ballona 
Creek) would include stations. The elevated segments would vary in length, but would generally be 
approximately 22 feet in height, including the parapet wall, canopy, and catenary structures In 
addition, the station locations would be illuminated, with light standards that could reach 20 feet in 
height. Elevated structures of that height have the potential to obstruct or adversely change the 
object of sensitive views at the locations where the elevated structures are installed. As shown in 
Table 3.7-1, views of the Hollywood Hills and Baldwin Hills are currently available in the vicinity of 
Jefferson Boulevard and La Cienega Boulevards, views of the Baldwin Hills are available along 
Jefferson Boulevard near Ballona Creek. Views of the Santa Monica Mountains are available from 
the areas around Sawtelle and Pico Boulevards, Exposition and Bundy Drive, and at Cloverfield 
Avenue. Installation of the elevated LRT segments at these locations would obstruct or adversely 
change these views, and, therefore, would result in significant adverse visual impacts at these specific 
locations. 

:Mitigation of this impact could include the conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design or 
conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design. However, neither of these potential mitigation 
measures are considered feasible. The conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design would result 
in additional significant traffic impacts, and the conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design 
would be cost prohibitive (e.g., $50 to $100 million per below ground separation). However, 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-5 will be implemented to reduce impacts on sensitive views at Pico/Sawtelle 
and Bundy to a less-than-significant level. There are no sensitive views in the vicinity of the elevated 
segment of the Exposition LRT at La Cienega. However the impact of the elevated segments of the 
Exposition LRT on sensitive views at Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy would be less than significant with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-5. There are no sensitive views in the vicinity of the 
elevated segment at La Cienega. 

Introduction ef new sources ef light and glare on ar!Jacent residences, vehicle occupants or pedestrians. Insta1lation of 
replacement parking for the Wilshire BRT could result in significant light and glare impacts to 
nearby residences. However, these impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of J\ifitigation Measure 3-7 .2. 

Installation of station platforms for Exposition LRT (at the locations shown on Table 3.7-2) would 
include provision of appropriate lighting to illuminate the platform and ensure visibility of patrons 
to both the bus drivers and passing motorists. This could result in light and glare impacts to 
adjacent residential uses. Park-and-ride lots would be installed at several locations along the route, 
including Exposition and Sepulveda Boulevard, Exposition and Barrington A venue, Exposition and 
Bundy Drive, and Olympic Boulevard and 26th Street. These lots would be provided with lighting 
for security purposes, and headlights from vehicles (and passing buses) could result in light and glare 
impacts to adjacent residences. 

Some segments of the Exposition LRT would be elevated (at Jefferson and La Cienega Boulevard, 
over Ballona Creek at Sawte1le and Pico Boulevards at Bundy Drive and at Cloverfield Avenue) 

' ' ~ ' ' 
and those elevated segments (except over Ballona Creek) would include stations. The station 
locations would be illuminated, with light standards that could reach 17 feet in height at the canopy 
locations and up to 20 feet in height for the standard pedestrian lights. 
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Because of the proximity of residential uses to the ROW, the park-and-ride lots, and the elevated 
stations, Exposition LRT could result in significant light and glare impacts to adjacent residential 
uses. To reduce these impacts, J\fitigation Measure 3. 7 -9 will be implemented. 

• A1itigation A1easure 3.7-9: All lighting at the park-and-ride lots and station locations shall 
utilize Best Available Technology to reduce spillover to adjacent land uses. In addition, all 
lighting at park-and-ride lots and station locations shall be directed away from adjacent 
residences and landscaping, fences, or other measures to shield adjacent residences from 
light and glare produced by light standards and vehicle headlights. 

This mitigation measure would reduce impacts at some at-grade segments to a less than significant 
level, however, impacts along segments where the right-of-way is only 50 feet in width, and at those 
locations where the stations would be elevated, would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Installation of physical structttres could result in a loss of privary to arfjacent uses. The replacement parking 
proposed for the Wilshire BRT could be located adjacent to some existing residential uses, which 
could provide opportunities for patrons of the parking lots to have views into residences, and this 
loss of privacy is considered a significant impact. However, this would be a significant, mitigable 
impact that could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.7-3. 

InstaUation of at grade stations for Exposition LRT (including ramps and platforms) would elevate 
patrons above the existing street level; however the elevation of the platforms would only be a 
couple of feet above the existing pavement. Therefore, LRT patrons would not have substantial 
access to views of adjacent residences (along the at-grade segments). At those locations where the 
route would be located on aerial structures, riders would have access to views into residences, or the 
yards of residences at those locations. Similarly, patrons waiting at elevated stations could have 
views that would result in a loss of privacy for residential uses located near stations. 11itigation of 
this impact could include : (1) the provision of solid parapet walls along all elevated segments; (2) 
conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design; or (3) conversion of the project to a "below
grade" design. However, none of these potential mitigation measures are considered feasible. The 
provision of solid parapet walls along all elevated segments would exacerbate impacts related to the 
obstruction or degradation of scenic views. The conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design 
would result in additional significant traffic impacts, and the conversion of the project to a "below
grade" design would be cost prohibitive (e.g., $50 to $100 million per below ground separation). 
However, J'viitigation Measure 3. 7-7 will be implemented to reduce impacts associated with the loss 
of privacy at Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy to a less-than-significant level. There are no adjacent 
residences in the vicinity of the elevated segment of the Exposition LRT at La Cienega that would 
be affected by a loss of privacy. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

The Exposition LRT MOS component of Alternative 3 would terminate at the Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire LRT impacts have been disclosed above, and the MOS option of 
the Exposition LRT is only a shorter route of the full-length alternative, the visual quality impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 3A would be similar to Alternative 3. Any 
visual quality impacts west of the Venice/Washington Station would not occur, and no increased 
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visual quality impacts would occur at the westernmost MOS station location. lmpacts would be less 
than significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

Alternatives 1 through 3 (including the design options and the MOS options) would require storage 
and maintenance facilities. A new maintenance yard(s) would provide maintenance for both the 
BRT /Rapid Bus Systems and/ or LRT system and, as such, must be centrally located to both 
systems (i.e., the downtown Los Angeles area). Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) provides a 
detailed description of the location of maintenance yard sites, including the screening process that 
was used to identify the six potentially feasible sites. In summary, six potential maintenance yard 
sites that are currently being considered by the l'vITA include: 

• NW Corner of Chavez/Mission; 

• Existing MTA Division I Area; 

• NE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

• SE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

• Exposition ROW Hooper to Central; and 

• Existing MTA South Park Shops . 

Figures 2-16 through 2-19 in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) shows the locations and physical 
layout of the proposed maintenance facilities. These locations are all contained within lands 
currently owned and operated by the MTA, and are predominately located within industrial areas 
with the exception of the South Park Shops site which is located in the vicinity of a residential area 
and school. Development of any maintenance facilities within these locations would be generally 
compatible with the existing industrial character of the area (e.g., height, scale, mass, lighting) and 
would not result in any significant visual quality impacts. However, if a maintenance yard were to be 
built at the existing MTA South Park Shops, the maintenance activities at the bus yard could have 
potential significant impacts on sensitive receptors in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
However, visual quality impacts associated with the construction and operation of the remaining 
proposed maintenance facilities are expected to be less than significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A. 3. and 3A) 

The subway design option would provide a subterranean travel corridor for either the bus or light 
rail alternatives of the Exposition Corridor in the USC/Exposition Park area. Construction of the 
subterranean travel route would require the removal and reconstruction of the existing median. 
Therefore, the impacts associated with this design option would be similar to the impacts that would 
occur under Alternative 1 with respect to the removal and reconstruction of the existing median. 
After construction, the subterranean segment would be covered and landscaping would be replaced 
in a manner similar to what exists in that segment today. 
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3. 7.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the l'vfid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Project. 
The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR provides a programmatic analysis of visual quality impacts 
resulting from implementation of all projects contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), including the 
J\fid-City/Westside Transit Corridor project, and provides the basis for this cumulative impact 
analysis. 

Cumulative visual quality impacts could result from implementation of highway, roadway and transit 
projects. Projects contemplated in the RTP that do not require the construction of new facilities 
(e.g., optimization of the existing transportation system) could have some direct physical effects on 
visual quality, such as an increase in service frequency, which could increase the number of buses or 
rail vehicles on existing routes. Projects that require construction of new or expanded facilities (e.g., 
new freeways or expanded roadways or additional parking facilities) would have the greatest 
potential to result in adverse visual quality impacts. Projects envisioned in the RTP that would be 
built within existing rights-of-way would modify the existing visual character along the route, 
through the removal of existing physical structures, landscaping and street trees, introduction of new 
physical elements (including station stops, access points, lighting and rail stations or bus stops), 
obstruction or modification of scenic views, and loss of privacy where the new transportation 
projects provide views into residential structures or properties. To the extent that new highways, 
roads, rail service or transit projects occur in areas that are not currently urbanized, then this would 
result in the greatest potential for adverse visual quality impacts. 

In some locations, effective mitigation of visual quality impacts would either require retention of 
existing visual features (e.g., landscaped medians along designated scenic highways) or modification 
of transit projects (e.g., elimination of elevated route segments) which would either result in 
secondary environmental effects or may be considered infeasible. Thus, to the extent to that 
adverse impacts of the projects contemplated in the RTP cannot be mitigated, the cumulative visual 
quality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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3.8A.1 Introduction 

This section discusses the air quality impacts that would result during the constrnction phase of the 
l\fid-City/Westside Transit proposed project or project alternatives. 

3.8A.2 Impact Assessment 

Standards of Significance 

The proposed project or project alternatives would have a significant impact if daily construction 
emissions were to exceed significance thresholds for carbon monoxide (CO), reactive organic gas 
(ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur oxides (SOx), or particulates (PM10) as established by the 
SCAQMD. Significance thresholds appear in Table 3.SA-1. 

TABLE 3.8A-1 
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 
DISTRICT DAILY EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

(POUNDS PER DAY) 
Criteria Pollutant Construction 

Carbon J\Ionoxide 550 
Reactive Organic Gas 75 
Nitrogen Oxides 100 
Sulfur Oxides 150 
Particulates 150 
Source: South CoJ.st ,\ir Quality Management District, 2000, 

The proposed project or project alternatives do not contain lead, hydrogen sulfide, or sulfate 
emission sources. Therefore, emissions and concentrations related to these pollutants will not be 
analyzed in this report. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Daily emissions were derived using applicable emission factors and formulas found in the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQNID) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Handbook, Appendix 9 (1993 edition). 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed project or project alternatives would not be 
implemented. Thus, no construction would occur, and no impacts are anticipated. 
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Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Under the TSM Alternative, the proposed project or project alternatives would not be implemented. 
Thus, no construction would occur, and no impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

The Wilshire BRT would generate poUutant emissions from the following construction activities: (1) 
the demolition of existing structures, (2) mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to 
and from project sites, (3) mobile emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction 
supplies and debris to and from project sites, and ( 4) stationary emissions related to fuel 
consumption by on-site construction equipment. As detailed in the Construction Methods 
Technical Report prepared for the proposed project, construction would occur in several phases, 
lasting for a total of approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at 
several locations along the route to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. 
Construction for the Wilshire BRT consists of site preparation (which includes demolition and 
excavation of roadway) and the construction of the BRT travel Janes and stations. Table 3.8A-2 
shows the estimated worst-case daily emissions for the construction of the Wilshire BRT. Daily 
emissions were derived using the applicable emission factors and formulas found in the S~QMD 
CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

TABLE 3.8A-2 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

WILSHIRE BRT 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 90.4 11.6 35.0 1.2 184.1 
Construction of Travel 93.3 9.0 1.3.5 0.6 1.1 
Lanes and Stations 
ilfaximum 93.3 11.6 35.0 1.2 184.1 
SCAQ\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold No No No No Yes 
Violation? 
Source: Terry A. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, four of the five criteria poUutants are not expected to exceed the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds. The four criteria poUutants are: CO, ROG, NOx, and SOx. Overlapping of 
construction phases would not increase these four criteria pollutants to a significant level. However, 
PM10 is expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold. Increasing on-site soil moisture 
content to 10 percent (see Mitigation Measure 3.8A-6) would reduce PMH, emissions to 33.7 ppd 
during site preparation.1 Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated. 

1 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun: 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to 33.7 ppd. 
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Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Currently, medians lie within several areas of Wilshire Boulevard. However, there are several areas 
along the street where no medians currently exist. Under the Median Adjacent Design Option, the 
existing medians would remain along \vi1shire Boulevard, and minimal construction would be 
required within this area. In areas along the Corridor where no medians exist, medians would be 
constructed. \X!hereas the Median Reconstruction Design Option would require construction along 
the entire corridor, most of the construction for the Median Adjacent Design Option would occur 
along the Corridor where no medians exist. Thus, criteria pollutant emissions for this option would 
be less than the Median Reconstruction Design Option. As discussed in the section, above, the 
Median Reconstruction Design Option is not anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD significance 
thresholds. Since construction for the Median Adjacent Design Option would emit less criteria 
pollutants, this alternative is also not expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Whereas buses would travel along the median of the road under the Median Reconstruction Design 
Option and the Median Adjacent Design Option, buses under the Curb Adjacent Design Option 
would travel along the side of the streets. Construction emissions for this option would be similar 
to that of the Median Reconstruction Design Option. This option would require demolition, 
excavation, and construction of roadway along the entire corridor, similar to that of the Median 
Reconstruction Design Option. Additionally, construction for this option would require the same 
amount of time, as well as similar types of construction activities, as the j\;[edian Reconstruction 
Design Option (48 to 54 months). As discussed in the section on Median Reconstruction Design 
Option, construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQI\ID significance thresholds. A less 
than significant impact is anticipated for this option. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Construction impacts for this alternative would include those for the \vilshire BRT and the 
Exposition BRT. The Wilshire BRT impacts are discussed above. The Exposition BRT portion of 
this alternative would generate pollutant emissions from the following construction activities: (1) the 
demolition of existing structures, (2) mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to and 
from project sites, (3) mobile emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction supplies 
and debris to and from project sites, and ( 4) stationary emissions related to fuel consumption by on
site construction equipment. As detailed in the Construction Methods Technical Report prepared 
for the proposed project, construction would occur in several phases, lasting for a total of 
approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at several locations along 
the routes to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. Construction for the 
Wilshire Exposition BRT could be summarized into two categories: site preparation (which includes 
demolition and excavation of roadway) and the construction of the route (for travel lanes, stations, 
aerial structures, and park-and-ride facilities). Table 3.8A-3 shows the estimated worst-case daily 
construction emissions for this alternative. Daily emissions were derived using the applicable 
emission factors and formulas found in the SCAQA1D CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 
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TABLE 3.SA-3 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT /A/ 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 313.8 41.2 127.2 4.3 649.6 
Construction of "\ligrunents 353.3 37.8 78.8 3.1 8.3 
i\Iaximum 353.3 41.2 127.2 4.3 649.6 
SCAQMD Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No Yes No Yes 
/a/ Calculations assumes that construction for the \X'ilshire BRT and the Exposition 
BRT would occur simultaneously. 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, CO, ROG, and SOx are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQNID significance 
thresholds. Additionally, overlapping of construction phases would not increase these three criteria 
pollutants to a significant level. However, NOx and PMir, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 100 and 150 ppd, respectively, which would result in a short-tem1 
significant impact. Increasing on-site soil moisture from three percent to 10 percent (see J\.1itigation 
Measure 3.8A-6) would reduce PMw emissions to approximately 133.3 ppd. PMH, emissions would 
be reduced to a less than significant level.2 However, significant levels of NOx would remain. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Construction for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS Alternative would occur along the 
Wilshire BRT, as well as the Exposition BRT MOS. This alternative would generate pollutant 
emissions from the following construction activities: (1) the demolition of existing structures, (2) 
mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to and from project sites, (3) mobile 
emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction supplies and debris to and from project 
sites, and (5) stationary emissions related to fuel consumption by on-site construction equipment. 
Construction for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS would occur in several steps, lasting 
for a total of approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at several 
locations along the route to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. Construction 
for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS could be summarized into three categories: site 
preparation (which includes demolition of structures and excavation of roadway) and construction 
of routes (roadways, stations, aerial structures, tract installation, and park-and-ride facilities). Table 
3.8A-4 shows the estimated worst-case daily construction emissions for this alternative. Daily 
emissions were derived using the applicable emission factors and formulas found in the S~QMD 
CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

2 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun:- 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to 133.3 
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TABLE 3.8A-4 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

EXPOSITION BRT MOS/ A/ 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 252.6 33.3 103.5 3.5 525.0 
Construction of Alignments 218.0 22.8 44.8 1.8 4.6 
llfaximum 252.6 33.3 103.5 3.5 525.0 
SCAQ\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No Yes No Yes 
/a/ Calculations assumes that construction for the \\/ilshire BRT and the Exposition 
BRT' J\IOS would occur simultaneously. 
Source: Terry A. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, CO, ROG and SOx are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQJ\1D significance 
thresholds. Additionally, overlapping of construction phases would not increase these three criteria 
pollutants to a significant level. However, NOx and PMir, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 100 and 150 ppd, respectively, which would result in a short-term 
significant impact. Increasing on-site soil moisture content to 10 percent (see J'viitigation Measure 
3.8A-6) would reduce PMir, emissions to 107.8 ppd during site preparation. 3 Thus, PMw emissions 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. However, NOx emissions would remain 
significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Construction impacts for this alternative would include those for the \'Vilshire BRT and the 
Exposition LRT. The Wilshire BRT impacts are discussed above. The Exposition LRT portion of 
this alternative would generate pollutant emissions from the following construction activities: (1) the 
demolition of existing structures, (2) mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to and 
from project sites, (3) mobile emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction supplies 
and debris to and from project sites, and ( 4) stationary emissions related to fuel consumption by on
site construction equipment. As detailed in the Construction Methods Technical Report prepared 
for the proposed project, construction would occur in several steps, lasting for a total of 
approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at several locations along 
the route to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. Construction for the 
Exposition LRT could be summarized into three categories: site preparation (which includes 
demolition and excavation of roadway) and construction of routes (installation of tracks, stations, 
aerial structures, and park-and-ride facilities). Table 3.8A-5 shows the estimated worst-case daily 
construction emissions for this alternative. Daily emissions were derived using the applicable 
emission factors and formulas found in the SCAQA1D CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

3 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun: 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to l 07.8 
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TABLE 3.8A-5 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

EXPOSITION LRT /A/ 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 313.8 41.2 127.2 4.3 649.6 
Construction of Alignments 164.0 15.9 23.7 1.1 2.0 
11aximum 313.8 41.2 127.2 4.3 649.6 
SC\Q1ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No Yes No Yes 
/a/ Calculations assumes that construction for the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition 
LRT would occur simultaneously. 
Source: Terry A. J faycs Assoc1atcs, 2000. 

As shown above, CO, ROG, and SOx are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQNID significance 
thresholds. Additionally, overlapping of construction phases would not increase these three criteria 
pollutants to a significant level. However, NOx and PMir, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 100 and 150 ppd, respectively, which would result in a short-tem1 
significant impact. A soil moisture content of approximately 10 percent (see Mitigation Measure 
3.SA-6) would reduce PM10 emissions to 133.3 ppd.4 Thus, a less than significant level is anticipated. 
However, significant levels of NOx would remain. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Construction for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS Alternative would occur along the 
Wilshire BRT, as well as the Exposition LRT MOS. This alternative would generate pollutant 
emissions from the following construction activities: (1) the demolition of existing structures, (2) 
mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to and from project sites, (3) mobile 
emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction supplies and debris to and from project 
sites, and (5) stationary emissions related to fuel consumption by on-site construction equipment. 
Construction for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS would occur in several steps, lasting 
for a total of approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at several 
locations along the route to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. Construction 
for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS could be summarized into three categories: site 
preparation (which includes demolition of structures and excavation of roadway) and construction 
of routes (roadways, stations, aerial structures, tract installation, and park-and-ride facilities). Table 
3.SA-6 shows the estimated worst-case daily construction emissions for this alternative. Daily 
emissions were derived using the applicable emission factors and formulas found in the S~QMD 
CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

4 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmpkment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun: 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to 133.3 
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TABLE 3.8A-6 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

EXPOSITION LRT MOS/ A/ 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 252.6 33.3 103.5 3.5 525.0 
Construction of Ahg:nments 164.0 15.9 23.7 1.1 1.97 
Maximum 252.6 33.3 10.3.5 .3.5 525.0 
SCAQJ\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No Yes No Yes 
/a/ Calculations assumes that construction for the \Vilshire BRT and the Exposition 
BRT' J\IOS would occur simultaneously. 
Source: Terry A. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, CO, ROG, and SOx are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQNID significance 
thresholds. Additionally, overlapping of construction phases would not increase these three criteria 
pollutants to a significant level. However, NOx and PMir, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of100 and 150 ppd, respectively, which would result in a short-term 
significant impact. A soil moisture content of approximately 10 percent (see Mitigation Measure 
3.SA-6) would reduce PMir, emissions to 107.8 ppd during site preparation. 5 Thus, PMw emissions 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. However, NOx emissions would remain 
significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

Construction for the proposed candidate maintenance yards would generate pollutant em1ss10ns 
from a11 or a combination of the following construction activities: (1) demolition, (2) grading and 
excavation, (3) construction worker travel to and from project sites, (4) delivery and hauling of 
constrnction supplies and debris to and from project sites, and (5) fuel combustion by on-site 
construction equipment. 

Air quality impacts from demolition, grading/ excavation, and foundation would occur all candidate 
sites, with the exception of Alameda and 6th Street. A NITA bus maintenance facility currently exists 
at Alameda and 6th Street. Additionally, an approximately 2-acre site adjoins the south of the 
existing facility. Because this site is vacant and the buildings that currently exist in the bus 
maintenance facility would remain relatively unchanged, no demolition is required for this site. 
Table XX summarizes the estimated daily emissions associated with each construction phase for 
each candidate site. Daily emissions were derived using the applicable emission factors and fonnulas 
found in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

5 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun: 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to l 07.8 
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As shown in Table 3.8A-7, construction at each candidate facility is not anticipated to exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds for the five c1-iteria pollutants. Thus, a less than significant 
impact is anticipated. 

TABLE 3.8A-7 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

MAINTENANCE YARD 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx S02 PM10 

Chavez and Mission 
Demolition 27 5 45 3 77 
Grading/Excavation 34 6 58 5 21 
Foundation 65 10 80 6 49 
lvfaxitm1m f, r 

.J.) 10 80 6 77 
Alameda and 6th Street 

Grading/Excavation 44 8 74 6 22 
Foundation 21 3 24 2 15 
i\iaxi111um 44 8 74 6 22 

Washington and Alameda Northeast Corner 
Demolition 27 5 42 3 70 
Grading/Excavation 28 5 49 4 20 
Foundation 39 6 47 4 29 
lvfa,:imum 39 6 49 4 70 

Washington and Alameda Southeast Corner 
Demolition 26 5 43 3 71 
Grading/Excavation 28 5 49 4 20 
Foundation 38 6 46 3 28 
lvlaximum 38 6 -t9 ·f 71 

Exposition Right-of-Way (Hooper to Central) 
Demolition 25 5 40 3 57 
Grading/Excavation 18 3 31 3 18 
Foundation 19 3 23 2 14 
lvfaximum 25 .7 40 3 57 

South Park Shops (54th and Avalon) 
Demolition 37 7 50 3 104 
Grading/Excavation 26 5 45 4 19 
Foundation 34 5 41 3 25 
lvfaximum 37 7 50 4 104 

SCAQMD Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
SOUR(].:: Terrv :\. I !ayes Associates, 2001). 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

Construction for the Exposition LRT includes an optional subway segment, which would be located 
between Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue. Table 3.8A-8 shows the estimated daily emissions if 
the subway segment is constructed. 
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TABLE 3.8A-8 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

FOR OPTIONAL SUBWAY DESIGN 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Subway 42.9 Ci.8 69.0 5.2 4.9 
SCAQI\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No No No No 
Source: Terrv :\. I !ayes Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, construction for the subway segment would not violate SCAQMD significance 
thresholds for each of the criteria pollutants. Overlapping of construction phases is not likely to 
increase criteria pollutants to a significant level. Implementation of mitigation measures would 
ensure that that air quality impacts would remain less than significant. 

3.8A.3 Mitigation Measures 

j\fitigation Measures 3.8A-1 to 3.8A-4 are recommended to reduce NOx and PMw, as well as CO, 
ROG, and SOx, emissions associated with construction of the proposed project or project 
alternatives. l'vfitigation Measures 3.8A-5 to 3.8A-10 primarily pertain to PM10 emissions. \'Vhen 
possible, emission reduction rates for each mitigation measure are provided.6 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1\1itigation Meamre 3.8A-1: Minimize use of on-site diesel construction equipment, 
particularly unnecessary idling. Construction equipment will be shut off to reduce idling 
when not in direct use. For each hour an equipment is turned off, CO, ROG, NOx, SOx, 
and PM10 emissions would be reduced by approximately 0.68, 0.15, 1.7, 0.143, and 0.14 
grams, respectively. 

Mitzgation Meamre 3.8A-2: Where feasible, replace diesel equipment with electrically powered 
machinery. A diesel equipment emits approximately 5.6 grams of CO daily and 
approximately 13.9 grams of ROG, SOx, NOx, and PM10 daily. For each diesel equipment 
replaced, approximately 5.6 grams of CO and 13.9 grams of ROG, SOx, NOx and PM10 

would be reduced daily. 

A1itigation Nieasure 3.8A-3: Diesel engines, motors, or equipment shall be located as far away 
as possible from existing residential areas. 

lvfitzgation Measttre 3.8/1-4: Construction contracts should explicitly stipulate that all diesel 
power equipment should be properly tuned and maintained. 

Niitigation l\1easure 3.8A-5: Haul trucks shall be staged in non-residential areas away from 
school buildings and playgrounds. To the extent feasible, haul truck routes shall be planned 
to avoid residential areas. 

6 
Emission reduction rntcs for the mitigation measures arc based on the emission reduction cfficicnces in Chaptcr 11 :md the 

Appcndix to 9 of the South Coast Air J\Ian:igemcnt District CEQA Air I fandbook (1993 edition). 
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lvlitigation ~Measure 3.8A-6: Site wetting shall occur often enough to maintain a ten percent 
surface soil moisture content throughout any site grading or excavation activity. All unpaved 
parking or staging areas shall be watered at least four times daily, and all on-site stockpiles of 
debris, dirt, or rusty material shall be covered or watered at least twice daily. The emission 
reduction rate for this measure range from approximately 30 to 79 percent for PMw. 
Reduction levels for each of the project alternatives were discussed in Section 3.8A.2, above. 

lvlitigation Aleasure 3.8A-7: Require all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose substances 
and building materials to be covered, or to maintain a minimum freeboard of two feet 
between the top of the load and the top of the truck bed sides. The emission reduction 
efficiency rate for this mitigation measure is approximately 7 percent for PMH,· 

lvlitigation }vleasure 3.8A-8: Utilize street sweeping equipment at site access points and all 
adjacent streets used by haul trucks or vehicles that have been onsite within thirty minutes of 
visible dirt deposition (track-out debris). The emission reduction rate for this mitigation 
measure is approximately 25 percent for PM10• 

1\1itigation Measure 3.8A-9: Maintain a fugitive dust control program consistent with the 
provisions of SCAQJ'vID Rule 403 for any grading or earthwork activity that may be 
required. 

lvlitigation lvleasure 3.8A-10: Suspend grading operations during first and second stage smog 
alerts, and during high winds, i.e., greater than 25 miles per hour. 

3.8A.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Similar to the impacts of the alternatives considered, construction air quality impacts are not 
expected to be cumulatively considerable for PM10• However, significant levels of NOx are 
anticipated under Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A. Thus, these alternatives would contribute to 
cumulative emissions of NOx. These cumulative impacts for NOx would be short-term due to the 
temporary nature of construction. 
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3.8B.1 Introduction 

This section discusses air quality impacts that would occur during the operational phase of the 
proposed project or project alternatives. 

3.8B.2 Affected Environment 

Regulatory Setting 

Air quality in the United States is governed by the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and is administered 
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). In addition to being subject to 
the requirements of the CAA., air quality in California is also governed by the more stringent 
regulations under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). 

The CCAA of 1988 requires all air districts in the State to endeavor to achieve and maintain State 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. The CCAA is administered statewide by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB). The State of California has also established ambient air quality standards, 
known as the California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS). These standards are generally 
more stringent than the corresponding federal standards and incorporate additional standards for 
sulfates, hydrogen sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility reducing particles. 
California has established CARB to regulate mobile air pollution sources (such as motor vehicles). 
CARB also oversees the functions of local air pollution control dist1-icts and air quality management 
districts, which in tum administers air quality activities at the regional and county level. The CCAA 
is administered by CARB at the state level and by the Air Quality Management Districts at the 
regional level. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

USEPA is responsible for establishing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and 
enforcing the Clean Air Act. It also regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority 
of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain types of locomotives. The USEPA has 
jurisdiction over emission sources outside state waters (e.g., beyond the outer continental shelf) and 
establishes various emission standards, including those for vehicles sold in states other than 
California. Automobiles sold in California must meet the stricter emission standards established by 
CARB. 

California Air Resources Board 

CARB, which became part of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) in 1991, is 
responsible for ensuring implementation of the California Clean Air Act, meeting state requirements 
of the federal Clean Air Act, and establishing state ambient air quality standards. It is also 
responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for other emission 
sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road equipment. CARB also established 
passenger vehicle fuel specifications, which became effective in March 1996. 
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Non-Attainment and State Implementation Plans 

CARB designates an area as non-attainment for a pollutant if air quality data show that a State 
standard for a pollutant was violated at least once during the previous three calendar years. 
Exceedances that are affected by highly irregular or infrequent events are not considered violations 
of a State standard, and are not used as a basis for designating areas as non-attainment. 

On the basis of regional monitoring data, the Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air 
Basin has been designated as a non-attainment area for ozone, carbon monoxide, and total 
suspended particulates (PM1(J). The air basin is designated as an attainment area for nitrogen oxide, 
sulfur dioxide, sulfates, and lead (see Figure 3.8B-1). 1 

Federal clean air laws require areas with unhealthy levels of ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and inhaleable particulate matter to develop plans, known as State 
Implementation Plans (SIPs), describing how they would attain national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS). The 1992 amendments to the federal Clean Air Act set new deadlines for 
attainment based on the severity of the pollution problem and launched a comprehensive planning 
process for attaining the NAA.QS. 

SIPs are not single documents; rather, they are a compilation of new and previously submitted plans, 
programs (such as monitoring, modeling, pem1itting, etc.), district rules, state regulations, and federal 
controls. Many of California's SIPs rely on the same core set of control strategies, including 
emission standards for cars and heavy trucks, fuel regulations, and limits on emissions from 
consumer products. State law makes CARB the lead agency for all purposes related to the SIP. 
Local air districts and other agencies, such as the Bureau of Automotive Repair, prepare SIP 
elements and submit them to CARB for review and approval. CARB forwards SIP revisions to 
USEPA for approval and publication in the Federal Register. The Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Title 40, Chapter 1, Part 52, Subpart F, Section 52.220 lists all of the items that are included 
in the California SIP. Many additional California submittals are pending USEPA approval. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

In order to coordinate air quality planning efforts throughout southern California, the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) was created by the 1977 Le"vis Air Quality 
Management Act, which merged four county air pollution control agencies into one regional district 
to better address the issue of improving air quality in Southern California. Under the act, renamed 
the Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act in 1988, the SCAQMD is the agency principally 
responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the Basin. Specifically, the SCAQMD is 
responsible for monitoring air quality and planning, implementing, and enforcing programs designed 
to attain and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards in the district. Programs 
developed include air quality rules and regulations that regulate stationary source emissions, 
including area sources and point sources and certain mobile source emissions. The SCAQMD is 
also responsible for establishing permitting requirements for stationary sources and ensuring that 
new, modified, or relocated stationary sources do not create net emissions increases and, therefore, is 

California Air Resources Board: Proposed Amendments to the Designation Criteria and Amendments to the Area 
Designations for State "\mbient Air Quality Standards and Proposed J\Iaps of the Area Designations for the State and 
National Ambient Air Quality September 2000. 
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Figure 3.08B-1: Carbon Monoxide, Ozone, and Particulate Matter Levels 
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consistent with the region's air quality goals. The SCAQJ\ID enforces air quality rules and 
regulations through a variety of means, including inspections, educational or training programs, or 
fines, when necessary. 

The SCAQJ\1D has jurisdiction over a 10,743 square mile area, commonly referred to as the South 
Coast Air Basin (SCAB). This area includes all of Orange County, Los Angeles County, except for 
the Antelope Valley, the non-desert portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and 
Coachella Valley portions of Riverside County. The SCAB is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the 
west; by the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the north and the east; and 
by the San Diego County line to the south (see Figure 3.SB-2). 

Air Quality Management Plan 

\'Vithin the project area, the SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) have responsibility for preparing the Air Quality Management Plan (AQJ'vIP), which address 
federal and state Clean Air Act requirements. The AQMP details goals, policies, and programs for 
improving air quality and establishes thresholds for daily operation emissions. Environmental 
review of individual projects within the region must demonstrate that daily construction and 
operational emissions thresholds, as established by the SCAQMD, would not be exceeded, nor 
would the number or severity of existing air quality violations. 

In August of 1996, the SCAQMD submitted its AQMP to CARB for inclusion in the SIP. As 
mentioned earlier, the AQMP also meets CCAA. requirements. The AQJ'vIP addressed CCAA 
requirements, which are intended to bring the SCAQMD into compliance with federal and state air 
quality standards. The AQMP focused on ozone and carbon monoxide emissions, which would be 
reduced through public education, vehicle and fuel management, transportation controls, indirect 
source controls, and stationary source controls programs. 

The 1997 Draft AQMP has been prepared to reflect the requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments and is consistent with the approaches taken in the 1994 AQJ\1P. The Plan is expected 
to replace, in part or in whole, many of the proposed measures set forth in the SIP and anticipates 
the attainment of all pollutants by 2010. 

The overall control strategy of the 1997 AQJ'vIP was to meet applicable state and federal 
requirements and to demonstrate attainment "\vith ambient air quality standards. The 1997 AQMP is 
the first plan required by the federal law to demonstrate attainment of the federal PMH, ambient air 
quality standards, and therefore, places a greater focus on PM10• 

National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

As required by the Clean Air Act, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAA.QS) have been 
established for six major air pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, ozone, particulate matter 
smaller than 10 microns (PM1(1), sulfur oxides, and lead. The State of California has also established 
ambient air quality standards-known as the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), 
which are generally more stringent than the federal standards and incorporate additional standards 
for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility reducing particles. Because the CAA.QS 
are more stringent than the NAAQS, they are used as the comparative standard in the analysis 
contained in this report. 
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Figure 3.08B-2: South Coast Air Basin 
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Both State and Federal standards are summarized in Table 3.8B-1. The "primary" standards have 
been established to protect the public health. The "secondary" standards are intended to protect the 
nation's welfare and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water, visibility, materials, vegetation 
and other aspects of the general welfare. 

TABLE 3.SB-1 
FEDERAL AND CALIFORNIA AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Averaging California Standard1 Federal Standards2 

Pollutant Period Concentration3 Primary3,4 Secondary3, 5 

Ozone (03) 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) 0.12 ppm (235 µg/m3)6 Same as Primary Standard 

8 hour 0.08 ppm (157 µg/m3) 
Respirable Annual 30 µg/m 3 Same as Primary Standard 
Particulate Geometric 
l\Iatter (PI\110) 1\Iean 

24 hour 50 µg/m 150 µg/m' 
Annual 50 µg/m 3 

Arithmetic 
1\Iean 

Fine 24 hour No Separate Standard 65 µg/m3 Same as Primary Standard 
Particulate Annual 15 µg/m 3 
1\Iatter (PM:?J) Arithmetic 

\Iean 
Carbon 8 hour 9.0 (HJ mg/m3) 9.0 (HJ mg/m3) None 
Monoxide 1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/ m3) .35 ppm (40 mg/m.3) 
(CO) 8 hour 6 ppm (7 mg/ m.3) 

(Lake 
Tahoe) 

Nitrogen Annual 0.053 ppm (100 µg/m3) Same as Primary Standard 
Dioxide Arithmetic 

\Iean 
1 hour 0.25 ppm (470 µg/m3) 

Sulfor dioxide Annual 0.030 ppm (80 µg/m3) 
Arithmetic 

l\Iean 
24 hour 0.04 ppm (105 µ.g/m3) 0.14 ppm (365 µg/m3) 
3 hour 0.5 ppm (1300 µg/m3) 
1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 µg/ml) 

Lead 30 1.5 µg/m3 
average 

Calendar 1.5 µg/m3 Same as Primary Standard 
Quarter 

Visibility 8 hour (10 In sufficient amount to No Federal Standards 
Reducing am to 6 pm. produce an extinction 
Particulates PS'I) coefficient of 0.2.3 per 

kilometer-visibility of ten 
miles or more miles 
or more for Lake Tahoe) due 
to particles when the relative 
humidity is less than 70 
percent. 

Sulfates 24 hour 25 µg/m3 

Hydrogen 1 hour 0.0.3 ppm (42 µg/m3) 
Sulfide 
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TABLE 3.8B-1 
FEDERAL AND CALIFORNIA AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

I 
Averaging I California Standard1 I Federal Standards2 

Pollutant Period I Concentration3 I Primary3,4 I Secondary3, 5 

1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), Nitrogen 
dioxide suspended particulate matter-PJ\I;r,, and visibility-reducing particles, are values that are not to be 
exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. 

2. National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual aritl=etic 
mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight-
hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PJ\ko, the 24-hour 
standard is attained when 99 percent of the concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than 
the standard. For PJ\h.0, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged 
over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. 

3. Concentration ' first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based 
upon a reference temperature of 2°C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury. J\Iost measurements of air 
quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury 
(1,013.2 millibar); ppm in this table refers to ppm volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

4. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, 'N'ith an adequate margin of safety to protect the 
public health. 

5. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

6. New federal one-hour ozone and fine particulate matter standards were promulgated U.S. EPA on July 18,1997. 
The federal one-hour ozone standard continues to applv in areas that violated the standard. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Fedeml :111d Srnte :\ir Ouahtv St:111dards 1999 (l/25/99) 

Pollutants and Effects 

Air quality studies focus on the following five criteria pollutants: ozone (03), carbon monoxide 
(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO;), sulfur dioxide (SO;), and respirable particulate matter (PM10). 

Ozone. Ozone (03) is a colorless gas and is the chief component of urban smog. Ozone impacts 
lung function by irritating and damaging the respiratory system. In addition, ozone causes damage 
to vegetation, buildings, rubber, and some plastics (California Air Resources Board Almanac, 1999). 
Ozone is one of a number of substances called photochemical oxidants that are formed when 
reactive organic compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides (precursor emissions), both byproducts of 
the internal combustion engine, react in the presence of ultraviolet sunlight. Ozone is present in 
relatively high concentrations v.rithin the Basin, and the damaging effects of photochemical smog are 
generally related to the concentrations of ozone. (SCAQNID, 1993). Meteorology and terrain play 
major roles in ozone formation. Generally, low wind speeds oi- stagnant air coupled "1-ith warm 
temperatures and cloudless skies provide for the optimum conditions. 

Carbon lvfonoxide. Carbon monoxide (CO) is a gas that, in the human body, interferes with the 
transfer of oxygen to the blood. It can cause dizziness and fatigue, and can impair central nervous 
system functions. CO is a product of incomplete combustion emitted, along "1-ith carbon dioxide, 
by motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. In urban 
areas, CO is emitted prima1-ily by automobiles, trucks, and motorcycles. CO is a nonreactive air 
pollutant that dissipates relatively quickly, so ambient carbon monoxide concentrations generally 
follow the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced 
by local meteorological conditions, primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. 
\'Vhen surface-based temperature inversions are combined v.rith calm atmospheric conditions, a 
typical situation at dusk in urban areas between November and February, CO from motor vehicle 

3.8B-7 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023539 



EM23686 

Environmental Analysis - Air Quality Operations 

exhaust can become locally concentrated. The highest CO concentrations measured in SCAB are 
typically recorded during the "1'inter. 

Nitrogen Dioxide. Nitrogen dioxide (NOz) is a byproduct of fuel combustion. The principal form of 
nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts quickly to form N02, 

creating the mixture of NO and N02 commonly called NOx. Nitrogen dioxide acts as an acute 
irritant and, in equal concentrations is more injurious than NO at atmospheric concentrations, 
however, N02 is only potentially irritating. There is some indication of a relationship between N02 

and chronic pulmonary fibrosis. Some increase in bronchitis in children (two to three years old) has 
also been observed at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm). Nitrogen dioxide absorbs 
blue light; the result is a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. N02 also 
contributes to the formation of PMw (SCAQMD, 1993). 

Sulfur Oxides. Sulfur oxides, primarily sulfur dioxide (SOz), are a product of combustion of high
sulfur fuels, such as many grades of coal and oil. In recent years, restrictions on the use of high
sulfur fuels and other air pollution control measures have substantially reduced ambient 
concentrations of S02 throughout the U.S. S02 is a human respiratory irritant. It also combines 
with moisture in the atmosphere to form sulfuric acid, which, in turn, damages vegetation and slowly 
erodes the exterior facades of buildings and other structures in urban areas. S02 concentrations 
have been reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary source emissions of 
S02 and limits on the sulfur content of fuels. The S02 concentrations have been reduced to levels 
well below state and national standards, but further reductions in emissions are needed to attain 
compliance with standards for sulfates and Pl'v110, of which S02 is a contributor. 

Suspended Particulate Nlattet: Suspended, or respirable, particulate matter (PM 10) consists of suspended 
particles less than 10 microns in diameter. Particulates in this size category can be inhaled, irritating 
the human respiratory tract and aggravating pre-existing respiratory disease. Very small particles of 
substances such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates can cause lung damage directly, can be absorbed into 
the blood stream and cause damage elsewhere in the body, and can transp011: absorbed gases, such 
as chlorides or ammonium, into the lungs and cause injury. Particulates also damage and discolor 
surfaces on which they settle, and reduce regional visibility. 

Particulates in the atmosphere result from natural sources, such as wind erosion and ocean spray, 
and from human activities. Man-made sources include many types of dust- and fume-producing 
industrial and agricultural operations; fuel combustion and vehicle travel; grading, excavating, 
demolition, and blasting from construction; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. 
J\ifotor vehicle traffic is the major source of PMw In urban areas, Pl'viir, concentrations generally are 
higher in winter when more fuel is burned and meteorological conditions favor the concentration of 
primary air pollutants. 

Regional Setting 

The proposed project or project alternatives are located within the Los Angeles County portion of 
the SCAB. Ambient pollution concentrations recorded in the Los Angeles County are among the 
highest in the four counties comprising the Basin. The SCAB is an area of high air pollution 
potential due to its climate and topography. The Basin experiences warm summers, mild winters, 
infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate humidity. In addition, the mountains and hills "1'ithin 
the area contribute to the variation of rainfall, temperature, and winds throughout the region. The 
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region experiences frequent temperature inversions-temperature typically decreases with height; 
however, under inversion conditions, temperature increases as altitude increases and prevents air 
close to the ground from mixing with the air above it. As a result, air pollutants are trapped near the 
ground. During the summer, air quality problems are created due to the interaction between the 
ocean surface and lower layer of the atmosphere, which creates a moist marine layer. An upper layer 
of warm air mass forms over the cool marine layer, preventing air pollutants from dispersing 
upward. 

In addition, hydrocarbons and nitrogen dioxide react under strong sunlight, creating pollution, 
commonly referred to as "smog." Light, daytime ~winds, predominantly from the west, further 
aggravate the condition by driving the air pollutants inland, toward the mountains. 

During the fall and winter, air quality problems are created due to carbon monoxide and nitrogen 
dioxide emissions. High nitrogen dioxide (NOz) levels usually occur during autumn or winter, on 
days with summer-like conditions. Since CO is produced almost entirely from automobiles, the 
highest CO concentrations in the SCAB are associated "vith heavy traffic. 

Local Setting 

The SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at 37 locations throughout the SCAB. The J\;fid
City/Westside Transit Corridor is within the Northwest and Central Los Angeles Source Receptor 
Areas (see Figure 3.SB-3). The West Los Angeles-VA Hospital monitoring station serves the 
Northwest Los Angeles Source Receptor Area, and the Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring 
station serves the Central Los Angeles Source Receptor Area. Data from the \vest Los Angeles-VA 
Hospital and Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring stations were used to characterize existing 
conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project, and establish a baseline for estimating future 
conditions both with and without the proposed project. The pollutants S02 and PM10 are not 
monitored at the West Los Angeles monitoring station. The Los Angeles monitoring station will be 
used to characterize these two pollutants. A summary of the data recorded at these stations is 
presented in Table 3.SB-2. 
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FIGURE 3.08B-3: AIR MONITORING AREAS 
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TABLE 3.8B-2 
AIR QUALITY SUMMARY FOR STUDY AREA MONITORING STATIONS, 1997-1999 

West Los Angeles-VA Los Angeles-North 
Hospital Main Street 

Air Pollutant Standard Exceedance 1997 1998 1999 1997 1998 1999 
Carbon :\Iaximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 4.24 4.46 3.59 7.80 6.18 6.37 
1\Ionoxide Days> 9.5 ppm (federal 8-hr. standard) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(CO) Days > 9 ppm (state 8 hr " 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1\Iaximum 1--hr Concentration (ppm) 0.111 0.127 0.117 0.120 0.148 0.128 
?\Iaximum 8-hr Concentration 0Jl84 0Jl79 0.074 0Jl92 0.111 0.108 

Ozone (03) Days > 0.12 ppm (federal 1-hr standard) 0 1 0 0 5 1 
Days > 0.08 ppm (federal 8-hr ' " 0 0 0 3 9 2 
Davs > 0.09 ppm (state 1-hr standard) 6 7 4 6 17 13 

Nitrogen :\Iaximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.138 0.130 0.133 0.198 0.170 0.212 
Dioxide (N 0::) Davs > 0.09 ppm (state 1-hr standard) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sulfur Dioxide 
:\Iaximum 24-hr Concentration (ppm) /A i/A /A 0.011 0.006 0.010 
Days> 0.14 ppm (federal 24-hr standard) 0 0 0 
Davs > 0.05 oom (state 24-hr standard) 0 0 0 

:\Iaximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m') N/A N/A N/A 102 80 88 

Suspended Calculated > 150 µg/ m3 (federal 24-hr 90 66 0 

Particulates standard) 
(PMw) Calculated> 50 µg/m' (state 24-hr 0 0 114 

standard) 
N/A pollutant not monitored. 
ppm parts per million 
µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter. 
Source: California Air Ouahtv Data Sumnuries 1997-1999 C:iliforni,1 :\ir Resources Brn1rd. 

With the exception of 0 3, no pollutants monitored at the \vest Los Angeles-VA Hospital 
monitoring station exceed the Federal and State Standards. At the Los Angeles-North Main Street 
monitoring station, 0 3 and PMH, exceeded the Federal and State Standards at least once between 
1997 and 1999. However, CO, NOz, and S02 did not exceed the Federal or State Standards. 

Background Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 

Carbon monoxide concentrations are typically used as the sole indicator of conformity with the 
CAAS because 1) CO levels are directly related to vehicular traffic volumes, the main source of air 
pollutants, and 2) localized CO concentrations and characteristics can be modeled using USEP A and 
SCAQMD methods. In other words, the operational air quality impacts associated v.rith a project are 
generally best reflected through the estimated changes in related CO concentrations. The 
background, or ambient, CO level is typically defined as the average of the second-highest readings 
over the last three year period. 2 

A review of the data from the West Los Angeles-VA Hospital monitoring station during the 1997 
through 1999 period indicates that the average eight-hour background CO concentration was 3.9 
parts per mi11ion (ppm). An ambient eight-hour CO concentration based on the data recorded from 
the Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring station is 5.7 ppm. Assuming a typical persistence 

Caltrans: Air Quality Technical Analysis Notes, June 1988. 
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factor3 of 0.7, the estimated one-hour background concentration would be 5.6 ppm at the West Los 
Angeles-VA Hospital monitoring station and 8.1 ppm at the Los Angeles-Main Street monitoring 
station. The ambient CO concentrations at each station do not exceed the State and Federal 
standards. 

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Sensitive Receptor Locations 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on the 
types of population groups and the activities involved. The CARB has identified the following 
people as the most likely to be affected by air pollution: children under 14 years of age, the elderly 
over 65 years of age, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. 
These groups are classified as sensitive receptors. Locations that may contain a high concentration 
of these sensitive population groups include hospitals, daycare facilities, elder care facilities, 
elementary schools, and parks. These land uses are located within the corridor area. 

There is a direct relationship between traffic/ circulation congestion and CO impacts, since exhaust 
fumes from vehicular traffic is the primary source of CO. Carbon monoxide is a localized gas that 
dissipates very quickly under normal meteorological conditions. Therefore, CO concentrations 
decrease substantially as distance from the source (intersection) increases. The highest CO 
concentrations are typically found along sidewalk locations directly adjacent to congested roadway 
intersections. 

To provide a worst-case simulation of CO concentrations v.rithin the area that may be affected by 
the proposed project or project alternatives, CO concentrations at sidewalks adjacent to the most 
congested 31 of the 158 study intersections were modeled. The 31 intersections were selected to 
represent worst-case conditions because these intersections were designated by the project traffic 
consultant as being significantly impacted by traffic and would have a level of service (LOS) of F in 
at least one of the project alternatives. At each intersection, traffic related CO contributions were 
added to the background conditions discussed above. Traffic contributions were estimated using 
the CAL3QHC dispersion model, which utilizes traffic volume inputs and EJ\1FAC7F emissions 
factors. Table 3.8B-3 shows existing CO concentrations at the 31 study intersections evaluated. 

TABLE 3.8B-3 
EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS (PARTS 

PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-HourCO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm) Concentration (9ppm) 

Lincoln/ Olvmpic 18.3 No 12.8 Yes 
20th/Colorado 18.2 No 12.7 Yes 
San Vicente/Wilshire 20.0 No 14.0 Yes 
Sawtelle/ 405 19.8 No 13.9 Yes 
Sawtelle/Pico 19.9 No 13.9 Yes 
Sawtelle/National 14.9 No 10.4 Yes 
Sawtelle/Palms 15.3 No 10.7 Yes 

Persistence factor is the ratio between the one-hour and one-hour second annual maximum CO concentrations 
measured at a continuous air monitoring station. A persistence factor of 0. 7 is typically used in urban areas. 
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TABLE 3.8B-3 
EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS (PARTS 

PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-HourCO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm) Concentration (9 tmm) 

Sa\v'telle/V enice 20.7 Yes 14.5 Yes 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 20.0 No 14.0 Yes 
Sepulveda/Pico 18.3 No 12.8 Yes 
Sepulveda/N ationa I 20.2 Yes 14.1 Yes 
Sepulveda/Palms 16.9 No 11.8 Yes 
Sepulveda/Venice 21.4 Yes 15.0 Yes 
V eteran/\v'ilshire 21..3 Yes 14.9 Yes 
\'\Tesrwood/Santa J\Ionica 14.9 No 10.4 Yes 
Glendon/Wilshire 25.2 Yes 17.6 Yes 
Ave of Stars/Santa J\Ionica 21.2 Yes 14.8 Yes 
Santa J\lonica/Wilshire 23.5 Yes 16.5 Yes 
S Santa J\Ionica/Wilshire 15.3 No 10.7 Yes 
Beverly /Wilshire 17.5 No 12.3 Yes 
Highland/ Olympic 15.1 No 10.6 Yes 
W ashington/\\?ashington 15.l No 10.6 Yes 
J\Iotor/V enice 19.3 No 13.5 Yes 
Culver/Main 13.3 No 9.3 Yes 
Culver/Venice 21.2 Yes 14.8 Yes 
Robertson/Venice 18.4 No 12.9 Yes 
National/Venice 19.3 No 13.5 Yes 
La Cienega/Jefferson 18 No 12.6 Yes 
La Brea/Exposition 13.7 No 9.Ci Yes 
Arlington/Exposition 16.7 No 11.7 Yes 
Figueroa/ Adams 15.3 No 10.7 Yes 
Girard/Venice 13.7 No 9.6 Yes 
Source: Tcr1y '\. I !ayes '\ssociarcs, C:\J .3QI IC output, 20UO. 

As shown in Table 3.8B-3, 8 of the 31 study intersections exceed the State one-hour CO 
concentration standard of 20 ppm; however, all 31 study intersections currently exceed the State 
eight-hour CO concentration standard of 9 ppm. 

Future Baseline Air Quality 

CARB, as part of their planning process to meet the requirements of the National and State Clean 
Air Acts, estimates future mobile emissions for each air basin within the State. Table 3.8B-4 
illustrates the South Coast Air Basin mobile emissions estimate for the years 2000 and 2020. As can 
be seen, SOx and PM10 emissions are expected to increase by 16 and 22 percent, respectively, as a 
result of an increase in vehicle miles traveled (\7J'v11), which results in mostly brake and tire-wear. 
Although vehicle miles traveled within the County is expected to increase by approximately 33 
percent, CO, NOx, and ROG emissions are expected to decrease by 47 to 80 percent due to cleaner 
vehicle fleet. The cleaner fleet is a result of reduced emissions from new vehicles and removal of 
older higher emission vehicles over the 20-year period. 
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TABLE 3.8B-4 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS REDUCTION /A/ 

Year 2000 Year 2020 Percent 
Pollutant Tons/day Tons/year /b/ Tons/day Tons/year /b/ Change 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 349.2 109,998 69.8 21,987 --80'Yo 
co 3J62.1 996,061.5 1,296.2 408,303 -59% 
NOx 3.31.3 104,359.5 174.9 55,093.5 -47% 
Pl\Iw 8.2 2,583 10.0 3,150 22% 
SOx 2.9 913.5 3.5 1,102.5 21% 
Dailv Vl\IT (millions) 280.3 88,309.9 .373.8 117,740.1 .33% 
/a/ Emissions are calculated for light duty automobiles and light duty trucks. 

_,~:"/; ~~i is calculated based on a trip factor of 315 
/c/ VJ\IT vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: California Air Resources Hoard, Burden 7G output - South Coast •\ir Basin, 2000. 

As shown in Table 3.8B-4, carbon monoxide accounts for the vast majority of mobile emissions. 
The anticipated reduction in CO emissions would have a corresponding effect on ambient air quality 
levels in the SCAB. Because the CARB mobile emissions estimates take into account both the 
growth in vehicle miles traveled as weH as improved emission rates, the CO reductions can be 
directly applied to ambient background CO concentrations, consistent with the USEP A guidance, to 
provide a future year estimate of background CO levels. 

As previously indicated, the average one- and eight-hour background CO concentrations were 8.1 
and 5.7 ppm, respectively, at the Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring station.4 Year 2020 
one-hour and eight-hour ambient CO concentrations would be reduced to 3.7 ppm and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. This anticipated downward trend in CO concentrations is consistent with a continuing 
decline in historical CO measurements registered at the Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring 
stations (See Table 3.8B-2). 

3.8B.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 40 Part 51 establishes conformity measures for the Federal 
or State Implementation Plan. Under CFR 40 Part 51, should criteria pollutants emitted by the 
proposed project or project alternatives exceed the amounts listed in Table 3.8B-5 when compared 
to future no action conditions, a conformity analysis would be required. The conformity criteria 
only pertains to the operation phase of the proposed project. No conformity criteria are associated 
with the construction phase. 

:\s discussed earlier, ambient CO concentration at the Los :\ ngeles-N orth J\Iain Street monitoring station is 

higher than the ambient CO concentrations at the West Los Angeles-VA Hospital monitoring station. Therefore, the 

ambient CO concentration for the Los Angeles- North J\fain Street monitoring station was utilized to calculate year 
2020 ambient CO concentrations. 
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TABLE 3.8B-5 
CFR 40 PART 51- CONFORMITY CRITERIA 

Pollutants Tons per Year (increase over no project conditions) 
co 100 

NO,: 10 
ROG 10 
Pl\Iw 70 

Source: United States J •:1wironmcntal Protection Agency, CFR 40 Part 51, 2000. 

The proposed project would have a significant impact if criteria pollutant concentrations exceed the 
amounts listed in Table 3.8B-5 when compared to the No Action Alternative. The proposed project 
or project alternatives would also result in a significant impact if the proposed project or project 
alternatives would cause any criteria pollutant concentration to exceed the CAAQS at any sensitive 
receptor location. 

The proposed project or project alternatives do not contain lead, hydrogen sulfide, or sulfate 
emission sources. Therefore, emissions and concentrations related to these pollutants "vill not be 
analyzed in this report. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The following calculation methods and estimation models were utilized in ascertaining air quality 
impacts: the CARB Motor Vehicle Emission Inventory 7G (l'vfVEI7G) emissions model, the 
Caltrans EMFAC emissions factor model, the USEPA CAL3QHC dispersion model software, and 
the USEPA Industrial Source Complex-Short Term Model (ISCST3) air dispersion model. In 
addition, the FTA Office of Planning Section 5309 New Starts Criteria was used to calculate criteria 
pollutant/precursor emissions for each alternative being considered. This air quality analysis is 
consistent with procedures described in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (1993 edition). 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Rtl!,ional Emissions. There is a direct relationship between vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and air 
pollution. In urbanized regions, such as the Los Angeles Metropolitan area, mobile emissions are 
the primary source of air pollution. Transportation projects that significantly increase or decrease 
regional VJ\1T will also significantly degrade or improve regional air quality. 

Criteria pollutant emissions for the No Action Alternative are shown in Table 3.8B-6. The pollutant 
emissions for the No Action Alternative v.rill be compared to the TSM Alternative and build 
alternatives in subsequent sections. The regional VMT was estimated using the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transit Authority (LAC}.;ffA) transportation model. 
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TABLE 3.8B-6 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FOR 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
Vehicular Class AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per 

(millions) year) 
co NOx ROG PM10 

Passenger Vehicle (Light duty 141,667.0 491,907 70,272 26,547 3,123 
Auto/Light duty trucks) 
Bus/CN"G 235.5 319 L545 431 5 
Commuter Rail/Diesel 4.9 40 121 1,090 27 
Total 141,907.4 492,266 71,938 28,068 3.155 
V11T vehicle miles traveled. 
~ourcc: Terry :\. J laycs :\ssoci~ucs, 2UUU. 

CO HotJpot I1nafysis. Carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 

Table 3.8B-7 identifies the one- and eight-hour CO concentrations at the 21 study intersections 
under the No Action Alternative. As indicated in Table 3.8B-7, future No Action CO 
concentrations would range from 5.7 to 9.9 ppm for one-hour concentrations and from 4.0 to 6.9 
for eight-hour concentrations. CO emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State 
one- and eight-hour CO standard of 20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. No impacts would occur. 

TABLE 3.8B-7 
2020 NO PROJECT CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Lincoln/ Olympic 7.3 No 5.1 No 
20th/ Colorado 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/\\/ilshire 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Sawtelle/ 405 8.4 No 5.9 No 
Sawtelle/Pico 7.9 No 5.5 No 
Sawtelle/National 6.6 No 4.6 No 
Sawtelle/Palms 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Sawtelle/Venice 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Sepulveda /Wilshire 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Pico 7.4 No 5.2 No 
Sepulveda/National 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
V eteran/\'>'./ilshire 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Westwood/Santa 11onica 6.2 No 4.3 No 
Glendon/Wilshire 9.9 No 6.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa Monica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Santa 11onica/Wilshire 9.3 No 6.5 No 
S Santa 11onica/\\/ilshire 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Beverly; , n~iHL'- 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Highland/ Olympic 6.2 No 4.3 No 
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TABLE 3.8B-7 
2020 NO PROJECT CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 Dtnn)? Concentration (9 DDm)? 

Washington/Washington 7.2 No 5.0 No 
J\lotor/V enice 7.8 No 5.5 No 
Culver/J\fain 5.7 No 4.0 No 
Culver/Venice 8.9 No 6.2 No 
Robertson/\! enice 7.9 No 5.5 No 
National/Ven.ice 7.7 No 5.4 No 
La Cienega/Jefferson 8.4 No 5.9 No 
La Brea/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Arlington/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Figueroa/ Adams 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Girard/Venice 6.0 No 4.2 No 
Source: Terry:\. I !ayes Associates, C:\l .3QI IC output, 2000. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the TSM Alternative are shown in Table 3.8B-8. 
The regional VJ\1T for the TSM Alternative was estimated using the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.8B-8 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT 

EMISSIONS FOR TSM ALTERNATIVE 
AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,664.5 491,899 70,271 26,547 3,123 
Vehicle (Light 
duty Auto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 235.6 320 1,546 431 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,095 28 
Rail/Diesel 
TSM Total 141,905.0 492,260 71,939 28,073 3,156 
TSJ\1 vs. No -2.8 (-0.002% -6 (-0.001% 1 (0.001% 5 (0.02% 1 (0.03% 
Action change) change) change) change) change) 
VJ\IT vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes :\ssoci,1tes, 20UO. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-8, annual Thfr is expected to decrease by approximately 2.8 million 
miles, or 0.002 percent, annually when compared to the No Action Alternative. In addition, CO 
concentrations are anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.001 percent, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. NOx, ROG and PM1(J emissions are anticipated to increase by approximately 
0.001, OJJ2 and 0.03 percent annually. Changes in criteria pollutant emissions are considered less 
than significant. 

CO HotJpot ..r1nafysis. Carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
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intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-9, the TSM Alternative would result in CO concentrations ranging 
between 5.8 to 9.9 ppm for one-hour concentrations and from 4.1 to 6.9 ppm for eight-hour 
concentrations. CO emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State one- and eight
hour CO standard of 20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. No impacts would occur. 

TABLE 3.8B-9 
TSM ALTERNATIVE CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Lincoln/ Olvmpic 7.3 No 5.1 No 
20th/ Colorado 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/Wilshire 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sawtelle/ 405 8.4 No 5.9 No 
Sawtelle/Pico 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sawtelle/National 6.7 No 47 No 
Sawtelle/Palms 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Sawtelle/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 8.5 No 5.9 No 
Sepulveda/Pico 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Sepulveda/National 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
Veteran/Wilshire 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Westwood/Santa 1\Ionica 6.3 No 4.4 No 
Glendon/Wilshire 9.9 No 6.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa ?\Ionica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Santa J\Ionica/Wilshire 9.2 No 6.4 No 
S Santa J\Ionica/Wilshire 6.5 No 4.5 No 
Beverly /Wilshire 7.3 No 5.1 No 
Highland/ Olympic 6.2 No 4.3 No 
Washington/\Vashington 7.4 No 5.2 No 
?\Ioror/Venice 7.8 No 5.5 No 
Culver/l\Iain 5.8 No 4.1 No 
Culver/Venice 8.9 No 6.2 No 
Robertson/Venice 8.1 No 5.7 No 
National/Venice 7.7 No 5.4 No 
La Cienega/Tefferson 8.4 No 5.9 No 
La Brea/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Arlington/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Figueroa/ Adams 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Girard/Venice 6.0 No 4.2 No 
Source: Tcrrv :\. I [aves Associates, C:\.l ,3QJ re OUl:i)Ut, 2000. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are shown in Table 
3.8B-10. The regional VMT for the Fu11 BRT Alignment was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 
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TABLE 3.SB-10 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT 
Annual Vl\1T Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,639.6 491,812 70,259 26,542 3,123 
Vehicle (Light 
duty "\uto/Light 
dutv trucks) 
Bus/CNG 237.3 322 1,556 434 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,098 28 
Rail/Diesel 
BRT Total 141,881.8 492,175 71,937 28,074 3,156 
BRTvs.No -25.6 (-0.02'Yo -92 (-0.02% -1 (-0.001% 7 (0.02% 0 
Project change) change) change) change) 
BRTvs. TS:i\1 -22.8 (-0.02% -84 (-0.02% -1 (-0.001% 2 (0.01% 0 

change) chan2e) chan2e) change) 
VMT vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: 'I'crry :\. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

Annual regional VMT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.02 percent annually when 
compared to the No Action and TSM Alternatives, respectively. Changes in PM10 emissions are 
negligible. CO and Nox emissions are projected to decrease by approximately 0.02 and 0.001 
percent, respectively, when compared to both the No Action and TSM Alternatives. However, 
ROG emissions are projected to increase by approximately 0.02 percent when compared to the No 
Action Alternative and approximately 0.01 percent when compared to the TSM Alternative. ROG 
emissions would not increase by over 50 tons per year over No Action conditions. Thus, this 
alternative complies with CFR 40 Part 51, and a conformity analysis would not be required. 
Consequently, a beneficial impact is anticipated. 

CO HotJpot ..r1nafysis. Carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-11, one-hour CO concentrations at each study intersection would range 
from 5.7 to 9.4 ppm, and eight-hour CO concentrations would range from4.0 to 6.6 ppm. CO 
emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State one- and eight-hour CO standard of 
20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated. 

TABLE 3.SB-11 
WILSHIRE BRT CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-HourCO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Lincoln/ Olvmpic 7.5 No 5.2 No 
20th/ Colorado 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/\v'ilshire 7.9 No 5.5 No 
Sawtelle/ 405 8.4 No 5.9 No 
Sawtelle/Pico 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Sawrelle/N ational 6.7 No 4.7 No 
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TABLE 3.SB-11 
WILSHIRE BRT CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-HourCO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Sawtelle/Palms 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Sawrelle/V enice 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 7.4 No 5.2 No 
Sepulveda/Pico 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Se--.. L~.L 1: ~ ... ._ .... ~. 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice 8.9 No 6.2 No 
Veteran/Wilshire 9.4 No 6.6 No 
\X'estwood/Santa J\Ionica 6.4 No 4.5 No 
Glendon/Wilshire 7.0 No 4.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa ?\Ionica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Santa J\Ionica/Wilshire 9.2 No 6.4 No 
S Santa 1\Ionica/Wilshire 7.0 No 4.9 No 
Beverly /Wilshire 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Highland/ Olvmpic 6.2 No 4 . .3 No 
W ashington/\'(T ashington 7.3 No 5.1 No 
?\Ioror/Venice 7.8 No 5.5 No 
Culver/:i\Iain 57 No 4.0 No 
Culver/Venice 9.1 No 6.4 No 
Robertson/Venice 7.9 No 5.5 No 
National/Venice 7.6 No 5 . .3 No 
La Cienega/Jefferson 8.4 No 5.9 No 
La Brea/Exposition 7.3 No 5.1 No 
Arlington/Exposition 67 No 4.7 No 
Figueroa/Adams 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Girard/Venice 6.1 No 4.3 No 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, C:\J . .?QI IC output, 2000. 

CO Emissions from Park-and-Ride Facilities. No park-and-ride facilities will be constructed for the 
Wilshire BRT since existing facilities would be used. No additional air quality impacts are 
anticipated. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Regional Vl'vff and carbon monoxide concentrations at study intersections for this option would be 
similar to that of the Median Reconstruction Design Option since there are no changes to the bus 
route, or the number of buses traveling along the route, under this option. Thus, a less than 
significant impact is expected. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Regional VMT and carbon monoxide concentrations at study intersections for this option would be 
similar to that of the Median Reconstruction Design Option since there are no changes to the bus 
route, or the number of buses traveling along the route, under this option. Thus, a less than 
significant impact is expected. 
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Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the \vilshire BRT and Exposition BRT are shown 
in Table 3.SB-12. The regional VMT for this alternative was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.8B-12 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT 
Annual Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 
VMT 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,623.2 491,756 70,251 26,539 3,122 
Vehicle (Light 
duty Auto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 238.3 323 1,563 436 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,098 28 
Rail/Diesel 
BRT Total 141,866.4 492,120 71,936 28,073 3,155 
BRTvs. No -41 (0.03% -148 (-OJJ3% -3 (-0.004% 5 (0.02% -1 (-0.03% 
Action change) change) change) change) change) 
BRT vs. TSM -38.2 (0.03'Yo -140 (-OJJ2% -3 (-OJJ4% 0 -1 (-0.03% 

change) change) change) change) 
VJ\ ff vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, 2001). 

Annual regional VNIT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent when compared to 
the No Action and TSM Alternatives. All criteria po11utant emissions, with the exception of ROG, 
are projected to decrease under the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT. Increase in ROG emissions 
over the TSM Alternative is negligible. ROG emissions are anticipated to increase by approximately 
0.02 percent over the No Action Alternative. Under this alternative, ROG emissions would not 
increase by over 50 tons per year over No Action conditions, and would comply with CPR 40 Part 
51. Thus, a conformity analysis would not be required, and a less than significant impact with 
respect to ROG is anticipated. A beneficial impact would occur -w"'ith respect to CO, Nox, and PM10 

regional emissions. 

CO Hotspot Anafysis. To provide a worst-case scenario, the traffic consultant conducted traffic 
analysis for each of the three individual routes (Wilshire BRT, Exposition LRT, and Exposition 
BRT) rather than the combined routes (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, and Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition BRT). The traffic analysis for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT were used to 
calculate CO concentrations at the 31 study intersections. The highest CO concentration at each 
study intersection from either the \vilshire BRT or Exposition BRT was selected to represent CO 
concentrations for this alternative (see Table 3.SB-13). Because this alternative consists of both the 
Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, CO concentrations is anticipated to be lower at the study 
intersections. 

As indicated previously, carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 
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TABLE 3.SB-13 
WORST CASE CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS FOR 

WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT (PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Flour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (91mm)? 

Lincoln/ Olympic* 7.5 No 5.2 No 
20th/ Colorado* 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/\X'ilshire 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sawtelle/ 405 8.4 No 5.9 No 
Sawtelle/Pico 7.9 No 5.5 No 
Sawtelle/National 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Sawtelle/Palms 10.0 No 7.0 No 
Sawtelle/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 8.5 No 5.9 No 
Sepulveda/Pico 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Se-., l--~.L r::- 1+ 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms* 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice 8.9 No 6.2 No 
Veteran/Wilshire* 9.4 No 6.6 No 
\Vestwood/Santa J\Ionica* 6.4 No 4.5 No 
Glendon/Wilshire 9.9 No 6.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa J\Ionica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Santa J\lonica/Wilshire 9.2 No 6.4 No 
S Santa Monica/Wilshire* 7.0 No 4.9 No 
Beverly /Wilshire 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Highland/ Olympic 6.2 No 4.3 No 
\X1 a shington/\v' ashington 7.3 No 5.1 No 
lllotor/V enice 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Culver/J\fain* 5.7 No 4.0 No 
Culver/Venice 10.3 No 7.2 No 
Robertson/Venice 11.0 No 7.7 No 
National/Venice 7.6 No 5.3 No 
La Cienega/Tefferson 8.5 No 5.9 No 
La Brea/Exposition* 7.3 No 5.1 No 
Arlington/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Figueroa/ Adams 6.9 No 4.8 No 
Girard/Venice 6.7 No 4.7 No 
* Represents CO concentrations for the \X!ilshire BRT. All others represent CO concentrations for the 
Exposition BRT. 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, C:\J .3QI fC ou[l)ut, '.?OfJO. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-13, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT would result in one-hour CO 
concentrations to range from 5.7 to 11.0 ppm and eight-hour CO concentrations to range from 4.0 
to 7.7 ppm. CO emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State one- and eight
hour CO standard of 20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. A less than significant impact is anticipated. 

CO Emissions from Park-and-Ride Facilities. Six new park-and-ride facilities would be constructed for 
the Exposition BRT and Exposition LRT. The USEPA Industrial Source Complex-Short Term 
Model (ISCST3) air dispersion model was used to estimate CO emissions at each park-and-ride 
facility. CO concentrations from each facility were calculated based on lot capacity of each park
and-ride facility. The results were added to year 2020 ambient one-hour and eight-hour ambient CO 
concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, respectively (see Table 3.8B-14). 
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TABLE 3.8B-14 
CO EMISSIONS FROM PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES -EXPOSITION BRT AND 

EXPOSITION LRT 
1-Hour CO Concentration 8-Hour CO Concentration 

Exceed State 
co Exceed State 1- co 1-Hour 

Concentration Hour Standard Concentration Standard (20 
Park-and-Ride Facility Capacity (ppm)l (20 ppm) (ppm)2 ppm) 

Crenshaw /Exposition 400 4.0 No 2.8 No 
La Brea/Exposition 41 3.7 No 2.6 No 
La Cienega/Jefferson 363 4.0 No 2.8 No 
Pico/Sawtelle 585 4.1 No 2.9 No 
Bundy/ Olympic 372 3.9 No 2.8 No 
Cloverfield/ Olvmpic 1,140 4.3 No 3.0 No 
I CO concentration at each , 1 1 1 facility is added to the future one-hour ambient CO concentration of .3.7 

ppm. 
2 CO concentration at each park--and--ride facility is added to the future one-hour ambient CO concentration of 2.6 

ppm. 
ppm parts per million. 
Source: Terrv :\. I laves Associates, 2000. 

As shown in Table 3.8B-14, CO emitted from the park-and-ride facilities is not anticipated to exceed 
State one- and eight-hour standards. The Cloverfield/Olympic park-and-ride facility would emit the 
highest one- and eight-hour CO concentrations. The maximum one- and eight-hour CO 
concentrations at the Cloverfield/Olympic park-and-ride facility are approximately 4.3 and 3.0 ppm, 
respectively. Because CO is a gas that disperses quickly, concentrations at sensitive receptor 
locations are expected to be much lower than at the park-and-ride facilities, modeled in this analysis. 
Thus, no significant increase in carbon monoxide concentrations at sensitive receptor locations is 
expected, and no significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS are 
shown in Table 3.8B-15. The regional VMT for the MOS was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.8B-15 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT MOS 
AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,625.6 491.764 70,252 26,540 3,122 
Vehicle (Light 
duty Auto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 238.3 323 1,563 436 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,095 28 
Rail/Diesel 
BRT Total 141,868.8 492,128 71,937 28,071 3,155 
BRTvs.No -38.6 (-0.03 -139 (-0.03% -1 (-0.001% 8 (0.03% -1 (-0.03% 
Action change) change) change) change) change) 
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TABLE 3.SB-15 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT MOS 
AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
BRT vs. TSI\1 -36.2 (-0.03% -131 (-0.03'Yo -1 (-0.001% 3 (O.ol % -1 

change) change) change) change) change) 
V11T vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terrv .'\. I !aves .'\ssociatcs. 2001). 

Annual regional VMT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent annually when 
compared to the No Action and TSM Alternatives, respectively. CO, PM10 and NOx emissions are 
projected to decrease by approximately 0.03, 0.001, and 0.03 percent, respectively, when compared 
to both the No Action and TSM Alternatives. However, ROG emissions are projected to increase 
by approximately 0.03 percent when compared to the No Action Alternative and approximately 0.01 
percent when compared to the TSM Alternative. ROG emissions would not increase by over 50 
tons per year when compared to No Action conditions. Thus, this alternative complies with CFR 40 
Part 51, and a conformity analysis would not be required. Consequently, a less than significant 
impact is anticipated. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Rtl!,ional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT are shown 
in Table 3.8B-16. The regional VMT for this alternative was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.SB-16 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION LRT 
Annual Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 
VMT 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
~ 141,606.0 491,696 70,242 26,536 3,122 i 

Vehicle (Light 
duty "\uto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 234.8 318 1,540 430 5 
Commuter 4.9 40 121 1,089 27 
Rail/Diesel 
BRTTotal 141,845.7 492,054 71,903 28,055 3,154 
BRTvs. No -61.7 (0Jl4% -212 (-0Jl4% -35 (-051% -13 (-0.04% -1 (-0.03% 
Action change) change) change) change) change) 
BRTvs. TS11 -58.9 (0.04% -204 (-0.04% -36 (-0.05% -18 (-0.06% -1 (-0.03% 

change) change) change) change) change) 
V11T vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terry :\. I faycs Associates, 2000. 

Annual regional VMT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.04 percent when compared to 
the No Action and TSM Alternative. .All pollutant emissions are projected to decrease under the 
Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, thus this alternative would have a beneficial affect on air quality 
in the region. Additionally, this alternative would comply with CFR 40 Part 51 since criteria 
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pollutant em1ss1ons are not anticipated to increase. Thus, a conformity analysis would not be 
required, and a beneficial impact is anticipated. 

CO Hotspot Anafysis. To provide a worst-case scenario, the traffic consultant conducted traffic 
analysis for each of the individual routes (\vilshire BRT, Exposition LRT, and Exposition BRT), 
rather than the combined routes (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, and Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition BRT). The traffic analysis for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, were used to 
calculate CO concentrations at the 31 study intersections. The highest CO concentration at each 
study intersection from the Wilshire BRT or Exposition BRT was selected to represent CO 
concentrations for this alternative (see Table 3.8B-17). Because this alternative consists of both the 
Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, CO concentrations would be lower at the study intersections. 

As indicated previously, carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 

TABLE 3.SB-17 
WORST CASE CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS FOR 

WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION LRT (PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Hour Standard 8-Hour CO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Lincoln/ Olympic* 7.5 No 5.2 No 
20th/ Colorado* 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/Wilshire 8.0 No 5.6 No 

Sawtelle/ 405 10.4 No 7.3 No 
Sawtelle/Pico* 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Sawtelle/National 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Sawtelle/Palms* 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Sawtelle/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 8.4 No 5.9 No 

Sepulveda /Pico 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Sepulveda/National 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms* 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice* 8.9 No 6.2 No 
V eteran/\Vilshire* 9.4 No 6.6 No 
Westwood/Santa Monica* Ci.4 No 4.5 No 

Glendon/Wilshire 9.9 No 6.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa J\lonica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Sama J\Ionica/\v'ilshire 9.2 No 6.4 No 
S Santa J\lonica/Wilshire* 7.0 No 4.9 No 
Beverly /Wilshire 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Highland/ Olvmpic 6.2 No 4.3 No 

Washington/\'(! ashington * 7.3 No 5.1 No 
J\lotor/V enice 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Culver/Main 5.7 No 4.0 No 
Culver/Venice* 9.1 No 6.4 No 
Robertson/Ven.ice 11.1 No 7.8 No 
N arional/V enice 7.6 No 5.3 No 
La Cienega/] efferson 8.4 No 5.9 No 

La Brea/Exposition* 7.3 No 5.1 No 
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TABLE 3.8B-17 
WORST CASE CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS FOR 

WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION LRT (PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-l·four CO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 tmm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

c\rlington/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 

Figueroa/ Adams 6.9 No 4.8 No 

Girard/''l enice 67 No 47 No 

* Represents CO concentrations for the Wilshire BRT. All others represent CO concentrations for the 
Exposition LRT. 
Source: Terry A. I !ayes Associates, CAL3QI IC output, 2000. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-17, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT would result in one-hour CO 
concentrations to range from 5.7 to 11.1 ppm and eight-hour CO concentrations to range from 4.0 
to 7.8 ppm. CO emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State one- and eight
hour CO standard of 20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. A less than significant impact is anticipated. 

CO Emissions.from Park-and-Ride Facilities. Eight new park-and-ride facilities would be constructed for 
the Exposition BRT and Exposition LRT. As indicated above, the USEPA Industrial Source 
Complex-Short Term Model (ISCST3) air dispersion model was used to estimate CO emissions at 
each park-and-ride facility. CO concentrations from each facility were calculated based on lot 
capacity of each park-and-ride facility. The results were added to year 2020 ambient one-hour and 
eight-hour ambient CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, respectively (see Table 3.8B-18). 

TABLE 3.8B-18 
CO EMISSIONS FROM PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES -EXPOSITION BRT 

AND EXPOSITION LRT 
1-Hour CO Concentration 8-Hour CO Concentration 

Exceed State Exceed State 
co 1-Hour co 1-Hour 

Park-and-Ride Concentration Standard (20 Concentration Standard (20 
Facility Capacity (ppm)! ppm) (ppm)2 ppm) 

Crenshaw /Exposition 400 4.0 No 2.8 No 
La Brea/Exposition 41 3.7 No 2.6 No 
La Cienega/Jefferson 363 4.0 No 2.8 No 
Venice/\X'ashington 612 4.1 No 2.8 No 
Pico/Sawtelle 565 4.1 No 2.9 No 
Bundv/Olvmpic 372 3.9 No 2.8 No 
Cloverfield/ Olympic 1,140 4 . .3 No .3.0 No 
Ocean/Broadwav 100 3.8 No 2.7 No 
I CO concentration at each park-and-ride facility is added to the future one--hour ambient CO concentration 

of3.7 ppm. 
CO concentration at each park-and-ride facility is added to the future one-hour ambient CO concentration 
of2.6 ppm. 

ppm parts per million. 
Source: Tert'J A. I !ayes Associates, 2UUO. 

As shown in Table 3.8B-18, CO emitted from the park-and-ride facilities is not anticipated to exceed 
State one- and eight-hour standards. The Cloverfield/Olympic park-and-ride facility would emit the 
highest one- and eight-hour CO concentrations. The maximum one- and eight-hour CO 
concentrations at the Cloverfield/Olympic park-and-ride facility are anticipated to be approximately 
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4.3 and 3.0 ppm, respectively. Because CO is a gas that disperses quickly, concentrations at sensitive 
receptor locations are expected to be much lower than at the park-and-ride facilities, modeled in this 
analysis. Thus, no significant increase in carbon monoxide concentrations at sensitive receptor 
locations is expected and no significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS are 
shown in Table 3.8B-19. The regional VJ\1T for the MOS was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (Li\C}.;ffA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.8B-19 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION LRT MOS 
AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,632.1 491,786 70,255 26,541 3,122 
Vehicle (Light 
duty Auto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 234.8 320 1,548 432 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,097 28 
Rail/Diesel 
BRTTotal 141,871.8 492,128 71.9.37 28,071 3,155 
BRTvs.No -35.6 (-0.03 -120 (-0.02% -14 (-0.02% 1 (0.004% -1 (-0.03% 
"\ction change) change) change) change) change) 
BRT vs. TSJ\1 -33.2 (-0.02% -112 (-0.02% -14 (-0.02% -3 (-0.01% -1 (-0.03% 

change) change) change) change) change) 
VI\IT vehicle miles traveled. 
.S1 mrcc: Tcrrv :\. J favcs Associates, 2000. 

Annual regional VMT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent annually over the No 
Action Alternative and 0.02 percent over the TSM Alternative. CO and PM10 emissions are each 
projected to decrease by approximately 0.02 percent annually over No Action and TSM Alternatives. 
Additionally, NOx emission is projected to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent over No Action 
and TSM Alternatives. ROG is expected to decrease by approximately 0.01 percent when compared 
to the TSM Alternative. However, ROG emissions are projected to increase by approximately 0.004 
percent over the No Action Alternative. ROG emissions would not increase by over 50 tons per 
year when compared to No Action conditions. Thus, this alternative complies with CPR 40 Part 51, 
and a conformity analysis would not be required. Consequently, a less than significant impact is 
anticipated. 

Maintenance Yard 

The proposed candidate maintenance yards will be a source of air pollutants, largely due to morning 
warm-up of a large number of vehicles. The warm-up of approximately 70 to 80 double articulate 
vehicles is expected to generate emissions of carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, reactive organic gas, 
and particulate matter (PM1(J). 

As discussed below, air quality impacts for the six candidate sites will differ depending on the 
circumstances at each of the yard sites: 
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Chavez and 1\1ission. lt is anticipated that there would be a negligible increase in emissions from this 
site due to the existing amount of truck activity associated with the salvage yard and auto uses, as 
well as because of the extensive number of trucks hauling and dumping spoil and soil on the site. It 
is possible that the conversion of the site to a bus maintenance facility would represent a net 
decrease in emissions from the site. In addition, no sensitive receptors are located adjacent to the 
site. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alameda 61
;, Street. Because this site is an existing NITA bus maintenance facility, the overall net 

change in emissions would be negligible. The 80 CNG-powered buses would likely represent fewer 
emissions than the current fleet of diesel and CNG buses maintained at the site. There are no 
sensitive facilities or residential neighborhoods adjacent to the site, however there are several single 
room occupant residential hotels several blocks away. The incremental impact on these residences is 
not expected to be significant. 

Washington and Alameda Northeast Corner. This site is currently used as a truck trailer transfer area. 
Diesel trucks bring trailers to the site on a regular basis. The introduction of a bus maintenance 
facility at this site would also result in either a negligible amount or represent a reduction in 
emissions from the site. There are no adjacent sensitive receptors, and no significant impacts are 
anticipated. 

ff'/ashincgton and I11ameda Southeast Corner. Because the largest po1Lion of this site is vacant 1t 1s 
expected that there would be a net increase in emissions from the site. There are, however, no 
adjacent sensitive receptors. The nearest residential areas are located south almost a quarter of a 
mile south of the site. Given that prevailing wind patterns blow from south to north, it is not 
expected that pollutants from the site would be transported toward the residential area. No 
significant impacts are anticipated. 

B>-position R,(ght-ef Wqy (Hooptr to Centra~. This candidate site is largely vacant and the introduction of 
a bus maintenance facility would add new emission sources to the area. Although surrounding land 
uses are industrial in nature, sensitive residential uses are located within 1/4 mile of the site. High 
population density, and the proximity of residences, as well as several parks and recreation centers 
would suggest that air quality of this yard site would have relatively greater significance than the yard 
sites situated in industrial areas. 

South Park Shops ti41
;, and Avalon). Although an MTA facility is currently located on the site, bus 

storage capacity and activity on this facility is relatively low. The introduction of a maintenance yard 
for 80 vehicles would likely represent a substantial change from current conditions. Most 
importantly, the site is located in a South Central Los Angeles residential neighborhood that is 
extremely dense. Additionally, an elementary school is located less than 500 feet to the west of the 
site. Although air pollutant emissions would represent an incremental increase above existing 
conditions, the proximity of numerous sensitive land uses strongly suggests that the increased 
emissions would be significant. 

Mitigation 

Given that air quality operation impacts are less than significant, no mitigation is proposed. 
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3.8B.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed project or project alternatives would contribute to an increase in transit ridership, 
which would reduce criteria pollutant emissions from passenger vehicles. The proposed project or 
project alternatives would reduce daily regional emissions, thereby decreasing regional negative air 
quality impacts overall. Thus, each of the build alternatives would contribute to a beneficial 
cumulative effect on regional air quality. 

The three build alternatives would not violate the State CO standards nor would the three build 
alternatives cause or exacerbate an existing violation of the State CO concentration. However, CO 
concentrations at several study intersections for each of the three build alternatives were found to be 
slightly higher than the No Action Alternative. Although the three build alternatives would add to 
the quantity of CO being produced in the SCAB on a cumulative basis, this increase would not be 
significant because each of the three build alternatives would not result in additional violations of 
the State CO standards. 

Conformity Analysis 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a 20-year transportation plan for six counties within the 
Southern California region (Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial 
counties). The RTP provides long-term solutions to the region's transportation needs under a 
framework that meets mobility, air quality regulations, and other regional goals. [t is aimed at 
significantly reducing emissions and pollution, as well as improving air quality in the region. The 
RTP is revised every three years by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
The last updated plan was adopted by SCAG in April 1998, and reflects changes in regional 
demographics, environmental factors, land-use forecasts, technology, and subregional planning. 
Increased public transportation and reduced vehicle trips are an integral part of the RTP. The 
proposed project or project alternatives are included in the RTP. 

The federal conformity only pertains to operational emissions of criteria pollutants. It is not 
applicable to construction emissions. As discussed above, the incremental increase of ROG 
concentrations under each of the build alternatives when compared to the No Action Alternative 
would not exceed the levels listed in Table 3.8B-5. CO, NOx, and PM1,1 emissions are anticipated to 
decrease. The three build alternatives would comply with CFR 40 Part 51. Thus, a conformity 
analysis would not be required. Additionally, the three build alternatives would not result in criteria 
pollutant concentrations that would exceed the CAAQS. The three build alternatives conform to 
the RTP. 
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3.9 Noise and Vibration 

3.9.1 Introduction 

This section summarizes the analysis of potential airborne noise and ground-borne vibration impacts 
from the J\iiid City/Westside Transit Corridor Project. 

The potential sources of noise or vibration impact from this project include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Airborne noi.ff from Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) operations. The major noise sources on a typical fossil
fueled bus include tire-roadway interaction, which increases with speed, and the engine exhaust, 
which typically has a high source height for buses used in Los Angeles. Additional bus noise 
sources include ancillary systems such as engine cooling fans, generally located on the roadway 
side of the vehicle, and air conditioning systems, typically located near the top or rear of the 
vehicle. 

Airborne noise from Light Rail Transit (LRT) train operations. This is the typical noise from electric
powered transit trains passing through communities. Train operations do not cause airborne 
noise when operating in subway, except for localized areas near vent shafts and tunnel portals. 
The primary source of airborne noise is steel wheels rolling on steel rails. This rolling noise 
increases in direct proportion to increases in train speed, and also increases substantially when 
impacts occur as train wheels traverse the rail gaps and joints of special trackwork for 
crossovers and turnouts. In addition, noise from transit vehicle auxiliary equipment, such as the 
air conditioning and traction motor ventilation systems, will sometimes be significant. 

Audible S~f!,nal noise. For light rail systems, the standard procedure at grade crossings is for 
the bells to ring while the gates are lowered, and for the train operator to sound a warning signal 
as the train approaches the crossing. For this project, it is assumed that bells at grade crossings 
will ring for a total of 10 seconds for each train, and that the train operator will sound a chime 
so that use of the substantially louder train horn will not be required except in emergency 
situations. As such, the noise effects of audible warning signals near grade crossings will be 
limited, to homes vvithin about 50 feet of grade crossings in quiet areas. For bus operations, no 
audible warning systems are anticipated for street crossings, and the bus horn would only be 
used in emergency situations. Audible warning signal noise "'"ill be analyzed during preliminary 
engineering when more detailed design information is available. 

Appurtenant facility noise. Appurtenant facility noise can include noise from electric substations, 
subway ventilation fans and shafts, vehicle maintenance facilities and park and ride lots. 
Impacts from these sources are limited to localized areas around specific equipment or 
activities. Noise impacts from appurtenant facilities have not been evaluated as part of this 
study since the system design is still at a conceptual stage and specific locations for such 
facilities are not well defined. Appurtenant facility noise vv"ill be analyzed during preliminary 
engineering. 

Ground-borne vibration and noise from train operations. The interaction of steel wheels rolling on rails 
creates vibration that propagates through the track support system and the intervening ground 
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to nearby buildings. The resulting building vibration is referred to as ground-borne or structure
borne vibration. The ground-borne vibration may be perceived by building occupants as the 
vibration of the floors or the rattling of windows, items on shelves or items hanging on the 
walls. The vibration may also result in ground-borne noise inside buildings, a low-frequency 
"rumble" radiated by vibrating room surfaces. 

Construction noise and vibration. Construction noise and vibration are temporary impacts that 
do not have any long-term effects on communities. The potential noise and vibration impacts 
from construction activities are discussed in Section 3.9.5. 

3.9.2 Affected Environment 

General descriptions of the land use and existing noise sources along the Wilshire and Exposition 
project routes are given below: 

WTilshire Route. Although the land use along Wilshire Boulevard is predominantly commercial, there 
are a number of noise-sensitive receptors including residences, hotels, schools, places of worship, 
parks, and museums and theaters. The greatest concentration of residences is in the \vestwood area 
near Beverly Glen Boulevard, where there are numerous high-rise residential buildings; smaller 
pockets of single-family or multi-family residences are located in West Los Angeles, Beverly Hills 
and Hancock Park. Overall, the existing noise levels along \vilshire Boulevard are relatively high, 
due to the heavy volume of traffic on this major arterial road. 

Exposition Route. Summary descriptions of the land use and noise environment along the route, from 
east to west, are as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The eastern-most segment, running along Figueroa Street for the BRT alternative and along 
either Hill Street or Flower Street for the LRT alternative, traverses a primarily commercial and 
industrial area. Noise-sensitive land use is limited to a hospital, a school and a few buildings 
that include residential units. The noise environment in this area is dominated by local street 
traffic, Harbor Freeway traffic and commercial activities. 

The route turns west at Exposition Boulevard, passing The University of Southern California 
(USC) and Exposition Park. \vest of Vermont Avenue, the route continues along Exposition 
Boulevard to La Brea Avenue through a predominantly single-family residential area with 
schools and parks. Between Vermont A venue and Arlington A venue, the noise environment is 
dominated by high volumes of traffic on the lanes of Exposition Boulevard located both north 
and soutl1 of the alignment. West of Arlington Avenue, Exposition Boulevard runs along the 
north side of the route, and thus noise levels are higher on the north side than on the south side 
of the route. 

From La Brea A venue to Venice Boulevard, the route runs along the south side of first 
Jefferson Boulevard and then National Boulevard, continuing through a predominantly single
family residential area. Traffic on these streets is the dominant noise source in the area, with 
higher noise levels on the north side of the route. 

Continuing west, the route follows Venice Boulevard from National Boulevard to Sepulveda 
Boulevard. The land use along this segment is primarily commercial, with some single-family 
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and multi-family residential buildings as well as one church. Existing noise levels are fairly high 
in this area due to traffic on Venice Boulevard. 

At Sepulveda Boulevard, the route turns north and follows Sepulveda Boulevard to Exposition 
Boulevard through a mixed commercial and residential area with one school. The residential 
land use primarily includes large, multi-family buildings, with some single-family units near the 
north end of this segment where the route passes under the Santa Monica Freeway. Existing 
noise levels are fairly high in this area due to traffic on Sepulveda Boulevard. 

At Exposition Boulevard, the route turns west again, crossing under the San Diego Freeway and 
following Exposition Boulevard along the north side of a single-family residential neighborhood 
of West Los Angeles. Because this section of Exposition Boulevard is lightly traveled, the 
existing noise levels are relatively low. 

Crossing into Santa Nionica, the route transitions to the western-most segment along and 
parallel to Olympic Boulevard. Land use in this area is primarily commercial, and noise
sensitive receptors are limited to one park and one school. The existing noise environment in 
this area is dominated by traffic on Olympic Boulevard. 

A noise-monitoring program was performed in July and August 2000 to determine existing levels of 
noise exposure at noise-sensitive receptors along the routes. Estimating existing noise exposure is 
an important step in the noise impact assessment since, as discussed below in Section 3.9.3, the 
thresholds for noise impact are based on the existing levels of noise exposure. Most of the noise 
monitoring was performed using unattended monitors that were left in place for 24 hours at 
representative sites to document the variation of noise exposure over a complete day. The 24-hour 
monitoring was supplemented with short-term noise measurements using a sound level meter. Niost 
of the short-term measurements were made along busy ail:erial streets, and traffic counts were made 
at the same time to provide a means of correlating traffic volumes with ambient noise levels. 

All of the measurement sites were located in noise-sensitive areas, and were selected to represent the 
range of existing noise conditions along the routes. Figure 3.9-1 shows the general locations of the 
monitoring sites. 

The noise monitors sample the A-weighted sound level one or more times per second and can be 
programmed to provide a wide variety of statistics. For this study, the monitors were programmed 
to collect hourly and daily noise statistics along with information about particularly loud noise 
events. The daily results are summarized in Table 3.9-1 in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level and 
the Equivalent Sound Level over the daytime and nighttime hours. The short-term noise survey 
results are summarized in Table 3.9-2 in terms of 30 to 60-minute equivalent sound levels. These 
terms are defined below: 

• A-WTe~hted Sound Level.- To approximate the way the humans respond to sound, a filter circuit 
with frequency characteristics similar to the human hearing system is built into sound 
measurement equipment. J\1easurements with this filter enabled are referred to as A-weighted 
sottnd levels, expressed in decibels (dBA). Community noise is almost always characterized in 
terms of A-weighted levels. In relative terms, a noise increase of 3 decibels would be only 
barely perceptible outside the laboratory, whereas a noise increase of 10 decibels would 
generally be perceived as an approximate "doubling" of loudness. 

3.9-3 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023564 



EM23711 

Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

Insert Figure 3.9-1 Noise Monitoring Sites 
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TABLE 3.9-1 
LONG-TERM (24-HR) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site 
Start 

Ldn Leq (dBA) 

No.+ 
Location (East to West)++ 

(dBA) Night* 
Date Time Day* 

* 
WILSHIRE ROUTE 

LT-12 602 Trenton Drive, Beverly Hills 65 61 58 

EXPOSITION ROUTE 

LT-13 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 08/03/00 15:00 70 66 62 

LT4 1250 Exposition Blvd 07/10/00 16:00 69 67 61 

LT-8 1647 Exposition Blvd 07/11/00 18:00 67 67 58 

LT-7 2531 Exposition Place*** 07/11/00 17:00 58 57 49 

LT-11 3 719 Exposition Blvd 07/12/00 19:00 65 64 57 

LT-10 3500 J\Iuirfield Road 07/12/00 18:00 60 58 52 

LT-.3 3420 Sycamore Ave '/ 1/ 14:00 59 55 53 

LT-6 5539 Jefferson Blvd 07/11/00 16:00 68 66 60 

LT-2 3437 Caroline "\ve, Culver City 07/10/00 13:00 62 60 54 

LT-9 10316 Venice Blvd '/ 2/ 17:00 73 71 66 

LT-5 3251/3261 Sepulveda Blvd 07/11/00 15:00 67 66 58 

LT-1 11808 Exposition Blvd, W. Los "\ngeles 07/10/00 12:00 58 57 49 

* Day: 7 am to 10 pm 
**Night: 10 pm to ain 

* Ldn and Leq values estimated from L33 to exclude non-representative intermittent noise. 
+Sites are shown on Figure 3.9-1. 
++Land uses of these survey locations are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
Source: I Tarris Miller Miller & I Lrnson Inc, 2000 

TABLE 3.9-2 
SHORT-TERM (30-60 MIN) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site Start Leq 
No.+ 

Location (East to West)++ 
dBA) 

Date Time 

WILSHIRE ROUTE 

ST-Ci !Wilshire United J\Iethodist Church - \\/'ilshire & Plymouth Blvd 07/12/00 12:.30 72 

ST5 [Rancho La Brea Tar Pits - Page J\Iuseum, Wilshire Blvd 07/12/00 11:20 63 

ST [\'>?esrwood United J\Iethodist Church - \'>?ilshire & Warner Ave '/ )/00 10:45 71 

ST-4 tDouglas Park - Wilshire Blvd & Chelsea Ave, Santa l\Ionica 07/12/00 09:25 70 

EXPOSITION CORRIDOR 

ST8 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 07/13/00 15:15 68 

ST-9 John Adams Junior High School - Hill Street, 28th- 30th St 07/13/00 16:25 66 

ST-1 [USC, Marshall School of Business - 701 Exposition Blvd 07 /10/00 17:20 6.3 

ST-10 [Dorsey High School - South of Exposition Blvd '/ /00 17:45 56 

ST-3 Chamock Road School - Sepulveda Blvd & Chamock Rd 07/11/00 10:55 68 

ST2 l\Iemorial Park - Olympic Blvd & 14th St, Santa J\lonica 07/11/00 09:45 62 
+Sites are shown in Figure 3.9-1. 
++Land uses of these survey locations are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
Source: I farris Miller Miller & I fanson Inc., 2000 
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Equivalent S ottnd Level (Leq): Leq is a measure of sound energy over a period of time. It is 
referred to as the equivalent sottnd level because it is equivalent to the level of a steady sound, 
which, over a referenced duration and location, has the same A-weighted sound energy as the 
fluctuating sound. Leq's for periods of one hour, the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours 
are commonly used in environmental assessments. Because Leq is a measure of the total sound 
energy, any new community noise source will cause Leq to increase. To estimate how transit 
operations in the J\1id-Citv/Westside Corridor will increase Leq it is necessarv to know the , ' , 

existing Leq and to add in the sound energy that would be generated by all of the transit 
operations. The more transit operations and the louder the vehicles, the more sound energy is 
added to the existing Leq. 

Dqy-Night Sound Level (Ldn): Ldn, also abbreviated DNL, is a 24-hour Leq, but with a 10-decibel 
penalty added to noise events occurring at night. Nighttime is defined as 10 pm to 7 am. The 
effect of this penalty is that, in the calculation of Ldn, an event during nighttime hours is 
equivalent to an event during the daytime hours that is 10 decibels louder, or to 10 events at the 
same sound level during the daytime hours. This strongly weights Ldn toward nighttime noise, 
since most people are more easily annoyed by noise during the nighttime hours when both 
background noise is lower and most people are sleeping. Ldn is often used to characterize 
community noise when assessing community noise impacts. Almost all urban and suburban 
neighborhoods are in the range of Ldn 50 to 70. An Ldn of 70 dBA represents a relatively 
noisy area, which might be found near a freeway or a busy surface street. Residential 
neighborhoods that are not near major sound sources are usually in the range of Ldn 50 to 60 
dBA. If there is a freeway or moderately busy arterial nearby, or any substantial nighttime 
noise, Ldn is usually in the range of 60 to 65 dBA. 

The 24-hour noise monitoring results were generalized to estimate the existing Ldn at all residences 
and noise-sensitive receptors where people normally sleep, and the short-term measurement results 
were used to estimate the existing Leq at specific institutional land uses with primarily daytime use. 
The results serve as a basis for the noise impact assessment described below in Section 3.9.3. 

With regard to vibration, the primary existing sources along the routes are trucks and buses. Except 
for sensitive receptors located very close to rough roads, ground-borne vibration from these sources 
is generally below the threshold of human perception. As described below in Section 3.9.4, the 
vibration impact assessment is based on absolute criteria, and does not depend on existing levels of 
ground-borne vibration. 

3.9.3 Noise Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Noise impact for this project is based on the criteria as defined in the U. S. Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) guidance manual Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA Report 
DOT-T-95-16, April 1995). The FTA noise impact criteria are founded on well-documented 
research on community reaction to noise and are based on change in noise exposure using a sliding 
scale. Although more transit noise is allowed in neighborhoods with high levels of existing noise, 
smaHer increases in total noise exposure are allowed with increasing levels of existing noise. 
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The FTA Noise Impact Criteria group noise sensitive land uses into the following three categories: 

• 

• 

• 

Category 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose . 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This includes residences, 
hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost 
importance. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This category 
includes schools, libraries, and churches. 

Ldn is used to characterize noise exposure for residential areas (Category 2). For other noise 
sensitive land uses such as parks and school buildings (Categories 1 and 3), the maximum 1-hour 
Leq during the facility's operating period is used. 

There are two levels of impact included in the FTA criteria. The interpretation of these two levels 
of impact are summarized below: 

• 

• 

Severe: Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" as this term is used in the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations. Noise mitigation will 
normally be specified for severe impact areas unless there is no practical method of mitigating 
the noise. 

Impact: Sometimes referred to as moderate impact, in this range of noise impact, other project
specific factors must be considered to determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for 
mitigation. These other factors can include the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the 
types and number of noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound 
insulation, and the cost effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels. 

The noise impact criteria are summarized in Table 3.9-3. The first column shows the existing noise 
exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure from the transit project 
that would cause either moderate or severe impact. The future noise exposure would be the 
combination of the existing noise exposure and the additional noise exposure caused by the transit 
project. 

TABLE 3.9-3 
FTA NOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 

Existing Noise 
Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds, Ldn or Leq, (1) 

dBA 
Exposure Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 

Leq or Ldn 
Impact Severe Impact Impact Severe Impact 

<43 Amb.+10 Amb.+15 L\mb.+15 Amb.+20 
43 52 58 57 63 
44 52 59 57 64 
45 52 59 57 64 
46 52 59 57 64 
47 52 59 57 64 
48 53 59 58 64 
49 53 59 58 64 
50 53 60 58 65 
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TABLE 3.9-3 
FTA NOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 

Existing Noise 
Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds, Ldn or Leq, (1) 

dBA 
Exposure Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 

Leq or Ldn 
Impact Severe Impact Impact Severe Impact 

51 54 60 59 65 
52 54 60 59 65 
53 54 60 59 65 
54 55 61 60 66 
55 55 61 60 66 
56 56 62 61 67 
57 56 62 61 67 
58 57 62 62 67 
59 57 63 62 68 
60 58 63 63 68 
61 58 64 63 69 
62 59 64 64 69 
63 60 65 65 70 
64 60 66 65 71 
65 61 66 66 71 
66 61 67 66 72 
67 62 67 67 72 
68 63 68 68 73 
69 64 69 69 74 
70 64 69 69 74 
71 65 70 70 75 
72 65 71 70 76 
73 65 72 70 77 
74 65 72 70 77 
75 65 73 70 78 
76 65 74 70 79 
77 65 75 70 80 

>77 65 75 70 80 
(1) Ldn is used for land uses where nighttime sensitivity is a factor 

maximum 1-hour Leq is used for land use involving only daytirn( 
activities. 

Category Definitions: 

Cat 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of thei 
purpose. 

Cat 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. Thi: 
includes residences, hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivil) 
is assumed to be of utmost importance. 

Cat 3: Institutional land uses >V'ith primarily daytime and evening use. Thi. 
categorv includes schools, libraries, and churches. 

Source: FT:\, 1995. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

The approach used to assess the noise impact consists of combining the available data on the project 
design and planned operational characteristics with models of bus and train noise to project future 
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noise levels. Then, for sensitive receptors, the projections are compared with estimates of existing 
noise exposure. The steps in the assessment are: 

• Determine Study Area Characteristics 

• Determine Existing Noise Environment 

• Develop Noise Projection Models 

• Perform Noise Impact Assessment 

• lnventory Impact and Assess Mitigation Options 

The final product of the noise assessment is a tabulation of impacts and a list of mitigation measures 
required to minimize the impacts. 

Prediction Model for Bus Noise 

The prediction of bus noise is a "worst case" analysis based on source noise measurements of j\ifTA 
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) buses on the Ventura Boulevard (Line 750) Metro Rapid bus 
route, performed in August 2000. The results of the measurements indicated that these buses are 
louder than the average bus represented by the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNJ'v1), particularly on 
the left (exhaust) side of the buses. Actual buses used at the time that the \vilshire or Exposition 
BRT project is opened for service would most probably generate less noise. 

Based on the measurement results, an average reference Sound Exposure Level (SEL) of 81.5 dBA 
at 50 feet and 24 mph was determined. The SEL is a measure of the sound energy at reference 
conditions, and is the basis for the prediction of Leq and Ldn. For the purpose of the noise 
projections, the reference SEL was adjusted for speed, the number of buses per day and the 
distribution of buses between daytime and nighttime hours. Ldn was calculated based on the bus 
schedule information summarized in Table 3.9-4. In the calculation of Ldn, buses during the 
nighttime hours are considered equivalent to ten daytime buses. This reflects the enhanced human 
sensitivity to noise during the nighttime hours when the noise may disturb sleep or relaxation. 

TABLE 3.9-4 
BUS SCHEDULES USED FOR NOISE PROJECTIONS 

Route Alternative Route Segment 
Number of Buses 

Daytime Nighttime 
Wilshire No Project \Vilshire Boulevard 276 90 

TSJ\I 384 130 
BRT 384 130 

Exposition BRT 7th St/Flower St - Crenshaw Bl 704 220 
Crenshaw Bl - La Cienega Bl 544 164 
La Cienega Bl-Venice/Washington Bl 520 160 
Venice/Washington Bl-Venice/Sepulveda Bl 432 138 
Venice/Sepulveda Bl-Ocean "\ve 312 96 

Daytime is defined as 7 am ro 10 pm; Nighttime is defined as 10 pm to 7 am 
Source: i\fanual Padron & Assoc1ates, 2000. 
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Prediction Model for Train Noise 

The train noise prediction model is based on formulas given in the FTA guidance manual, and on 
measurements of Siemens P2000 light rail vehicles performed by J\ITA in June 1999 (Los Angeles 
P2000 Light Rail Vehicle Noise and Vibration Measurement Results," Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, 
July 1999). The noise projections assume that a two-car consist of 95-ft long light rail vehicles, 
operating at 40 mph on tangent ballast and tie track, generates a maximum sound level of 7 5 dBA at 
50 feet from the track centerline (over soft ground). 

The other components of the noise projections are the schedule (number of trains per day during 
daytime and nighttime hours), train speed, distance and track configuration. In the calculation of 
Ldn, trains during the nighttime hours (10 pm to 7 am) are considered equivalent to ten daytime 
trains. This reflects most people's increased sensitivity to noise at night when it may disturb their 
sleep or relaxation. The projections assume a total of 224 two-car trains during the daytime and 74 
two-car trains during the nighttime. As discussed in Section 3.9.1, noise effects from audible 
warning signals near grade crossings v.rill be limited, and have not been specifically evaluated for 
this study. 

Comparing the projections for the LRT alternative with the projections for the BRT under similar 
conditions, it is clear that greater noise exposure is projected for the BRT alternative than for the 
LRT alternative. This occurs because (1) the buses are noisier than the trains on an individual basis, 
particularly at lower speeds, and (2) more buses than trains are required for comparable passenger 
capacity. Significant reductions in bus noise could be incorporated into the project if newly 
emerging hybrid electric vehicles were to be utilized. 

Impacts and Mitigation 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Under the No Action Alternative, which reflects conditions anticipated for the year 2020 with no 
major transit improvements, changes in traffic would be limited to normal growth on the existing 
transit network. As such, noise increases are likely to be less than significant and thus noise impact 
is not anticipated for the No Action Alternative. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Under the TSM Alternative, which includes enhancement of the existing bus system, increased bus 
traffic and noise are likely to be insignificant relative to the existing traffic conditions on major 
arterial routes. Thus, noise impact is not anticipated for the TSM Alternative. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Because the land use along \'Vilshire Boulevard is predominantly commercial, noise impact for the 
Wilshire BRT alternative was evaluated based on site-specific assessments at the representative 
noise-sensitive receptors where measurements of existing noise levels were performed. The model 
of bus noise described above was used to project future bus noise levels, and the FTA criteria were 
applied to assess the degree of noise impact at these sites. 
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The results of the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-5 for representative noise
sensitive sites with FT A Category 2 and Category 3 land use. These results indicate that no noise 
impact is projected at these representative locations. Due to the high existing traffic volumes on 
Wilshire Boulevard, the effect of the added buses is expected to be minimal, with overall noise 
exposure increases of one decibel or less. Therefore, less than significant noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Wilshire BRT, and mitigation is not required. 

TABLE 3.9-5 
SUMMARY OF SITE-SPECIFIC NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

WILSHIRE BRT 

Representative FTA Category 2 Land Use Site 

Bus Exist. 
Project Ldn ( dBA) 

Future 
Dist. 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Bus Ldn Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe 
Noise (dBA) 

,T-12: S. F. Residence -
602 Trenton Drive, 140 35 65 61 66 57 66 None 
IBeverlv Hills 

Representative FTA Category 3 Land Use Sites 

Bus Exist. Project Leq (h) (dBA) Future 
Dist. 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Leq (h) Impact Threshold Bus Leq (h) Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe 
Noise (dBA) 

::i T-4: Douglas Park -
l\'\Tilshire Blvd & Chelsea 65 35 70 70 74 60 70 None 
\ ve, Santa J\Ionica 

bT-5: Rancho La Brea 
!Tar Pits - Page J\Iuseum, 110 .35 63 65 70 58 64 None 
l\Vilshire Blvd 
bT-6: Wilshire United 
li\Iethodist Church - 75 .35 72 71 76 59 72 None 
l\Vilshire & Plymouth Blvd 
ST-7: Westwood United 
li\Iethodist Church - 120 .35 71 71 75 57 71 None 
l\Vilshire & Warner Ave 
,;, >urcc: I farris i\filler i\filler & I fanso11 Inc., 2000 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

The median adjacent design option would not result in a substantial change from noise levels 
estimated for Alternative 1 shown in Table 3.9-5. As a result, no significant impacts are anticipated. 
Specifically, the Alternative 1 sound level estimate is based on the two-way BRT operations within a 
center median guideway on Wilshire Boulevard. The bus noise values in Table 3.9-5 would increase 
by 1 to 2 dB for Alternative lA, but they would still be well below the impact threshold. 

Jn the case of a 100-foot Wilshire Boulevard cross section with a receiver located 69 feet from the 
edge of the curb the equivalent lane distance for the BRT guideway is approximately 99 feet. For 
Alternative 1A where the medians on \'Vilshire are retained and bus lanes in either direction are 
constructed outside the median, the equivalent lane distance for the same receiver as Alternative 1 
would increase to approximately 104 feet (a 5-foot increase distance). This increase of 5 feet in the 
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equivalent lane distance would result in a less than one decibel decrease in sound level compared to 
Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

This option would place BRT operations in the curb lane on either side of Wilshire Boulevard. 
Compared to Alternative 1, one BRT lane of travel would be moved substantially closer to the noise 
receiver, and the other substantially further away. The equivalent lane distance of the curb lane 
operation would represent a 5-foot decrease compared to Alternative 1. This decrease would 
represent less than a one-decibel increase, and would also not represent a substantial change from 
the noise levels shown in Table 3.9-5. Thus, similar to Alternative 1, no significant impacts are 
anticipated. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 2 includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition BRT. The 
impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition BRT alternative, 
the bus noise model and FTA criteria described above were applied to identify noise-sensitive 
receptors where alternative noise could cause either moderate or severe noise impact. The results of 
the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-6 in tenns of the number of moderate and 
severe noise impacts for single-family and multi-family residential land uses. The results are broken 
down by area, including representative distances, bus speeds, impact thresholds and bus noise 
projections. 

The results in Table 3.9-6 indicate that without mitigation, 681 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition BRT, including 597 with moderate impact and 84 with severe impact. 
Of the moderate impacts, 459 are at single-family residences and 138 are at multi-family buildings; of 
the severe impacts, 81 are at single-family residences and only 3 are at multi-family buildings. Most 
of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the Exposition Boulevard 
between Arlington A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of residences directly 
abut the route. 

TABLE 3.9-6 
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Project Ldn (dBA) 
Number of 

BRT Rep. Bus Exist Future Impacts 
Alignment Distance Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Bus 

Ldn Impact Severe 
Segment (ft) (mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise 
(dBA) 

SF MF SF MF 

Exposition Blvd, 
Vermont Ave to 58 40 69 64 69 66 71 102 20 0 0 
\'\Testern Ave 
Exposition Blvd, 
\Vestern Ave to 74 30 67 62 68 63 69 81 7 0 0 
2nd Ave 

North side of 
Exposition Blvd, 

74 50 67 62 68 65 69 3 2 0 0 2nd Ave to 1Qrh 

"\ve 
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TABLE 3.9-6 
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Project Ldn (dBA) 
Number of 

BRT Rep. Bus Exist Future Impacts 
Alignment Distance Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Bus 

Ldn Impact Severe 
Segment (ft) (mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise 
(dBA) 

SF MF SF MF 

~;~th side of 
position Blvd, 

68 50 58 57 62 66 67 21 0 54 0 Ave to HJth 

\ve 
North side of 
Exposition Blvd, 

94 50 65 61 66 62 67 49 6 0 0 
':renshaw Blvd 
o Field Ave 
)Outh side of 
C<:xposition Blvd, 

68 50 60 58 63 65 66 24 1 14 1 
':renshaw Blvd 
o Farmdale Ave 
)Outh side of 
lefferson Blvd, 

78 50 59 57 63 64 65 12 1 5 0 
La Brea Ave to 
':loverdale Ave 
North side of 
Jefferson Blvd. 

162 50 68 63 68 59 68 0 0 0 0 
La Brea Ave to 

,a Cienega Blvd 
,outh side of 
efferson Blvd, 

.36 50 63 60 65 70 70 5 1 1 2 
~loverdale "\ ve 
o Carmona Ave 
North side of 
National Blvd, 

50 30 62 59 64 65 67 11 0 7 0 
Fay Ave to 
Helms Ave 

Subtotal of impacts (for Alternative 2A only): 308 38 81 3 
Venice Blvd, 
:=anfield Ave to 76 50 73 65 72 66 74 17 21 0 0 
)epulveda Blvd 
)epulveda Blvd, 
Venice Blvd to 78 50 67 62 67 64 69 90 61 0 0 
Exposition Blvd 
)Outh side of 
Exposition Blvd, 

126 50 58 57 62 58 61 44 18 0 0 
I-405 to 
\'\Tellesley Ave 

Total of impact (for Alternative 2 only): 459 138 81 3 

)F single-famil 1 residence, J\IF multi-familv residential building. 
·, >urcc: I farris iVfillcr iVfillcr & I !anso11 Inc., 2000 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-7 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate impact at 
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only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 

TABLE 3.9-7 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Bus Exist Project Leq (h) ( dBA) Future 
Distance 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Leq (h) Impact Threshold Bus Leq Impact 
(mph) (dBA) Impact Severe Noise (h)(dBA) 

ST-8: 2400 S. Flower St. 
44 30 68 68 73 64 69 None 

(Orthopedic Hospital) 
ST-9: John :\dams Junior 
High School - Hill Street, 50 30 66 68 72 63 68 None 
?Qth .'\nth St 

ST-1: USC, J\larshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 65 70 57 64 None 
701 Exposition Blvd 
ST-10: Dorsey High 
School - South 62 50 56 61 67 61 62 Impact 
of Exposition Blvd 

The four sires above apply to both Alternatives 2 and 2A. 

ST-3: Charnock Road 
School Sepulveda Blvd 66 50 68 68 73 61 69 None 
& CharnockRd 
ST-2: J\Iernorial Park -
Olympic Blvd & 14th St, 38 35 62 64 69 61 65 None 
Santa Monica 

I'he two sires above apply only to Alternative 2. 
Source: I farris r\liller Miller & I fanson Inc., 2000 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Alternative 2A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition BRT 
MOS. The impacts associated "\vith the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition BRT 
MOS, the impacts are similar, but not as extensive, as those described above for the Exposition BRT 
alternative. The results in Table 3.9-6 indicate that without mitigation, 430 residential noise impacts 
are anticipated for the Exposition BRT MOS, including 346 with moderate impact and 84 with 
severe impact. Of the moderate impacts, 308 are at single-family residences and 38 are at multi
family buildings; of the severe impacts, 81 are at single-family residences and only 3 are at multi
family buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-7 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate impact at 
only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 
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Mitigation 

Potentially significant impact could be mitigated with application of the follm:ving mitigation 
options: 

• Mitzgation Measure 3.9-1. Potential noise mitigation apprnaches for the Exposition BRT 
(Alternatives 2 and 2A) include the following source, path and receiver options: 

• 

• 

• 

Quieter Vehicles: \vhenever practical, noise control at the source is the most 
desirable approach. In this case, it would be possible to include noise limits in the 
vehicle specifications that would require the bus supplier to minimize vehicle noise 
emissions. The present noise assessment was based on measurements of existing 
MTA Metro Rapid CNG buses, which were found to generate about 3 dBA more 
sound energy than the national average for buses. Thus, it would be reasonable to 
specify noise limits that are at least 3 dB/\ lower than for these existing buses; greater 
reductions wiH likely be feasible in the future when new technology buses become 
available. Although such limits could add to the vehicle cost, this approach would 
provide system-wide noise benefit and reduce the need for the path and receiver 
mitigation measures described below. 

Sound Barriers: In many cases, noise impacts can be reduced or eliminated by 
blocking the sound path between the source and receiver by using sound walls 
and/ or berms located along the sides of the alignment. Such barriers are most 
effective when located close to either the source (bus) or the noise-sensitive receiver. 
To be effective, sound barriers must also break the direct line of sight from the 
source to the receiver, have a minimum surface density of 4 lb/ sq. ft, and have no 
holes, drainage gaps or access openings that act as "sound leaks." Barriers can be 
walls composed of masonry blocks, pre-cast concrete, wood, or metal, depending on 
aesthetic and cost factors. Where space permits, a barrier may also consist of a wall 
on top of an earth berm to reduce the amount of wall required. However, due to the 
height of some of the major bus noise sources (e.g. the exhaust and air-conditioning), 
the total sound barrier height would need to be on the order of 12 feet to provide a 
significant noise reduction (in the range of 5 to 10 dBA). The actual noise reduction 
will depend on the specific site geometry. 

Sound Insulation: Although noise control at the receiver is typically the least 
desirable approach, improving the exterior-to-interior sound insulation of buildings 
is an option that may be applied in areas where other alternatives for noise mitigation 
are either impractical or not cost effective. This usually requires replacing or 
improving windows, weather stripping doors, and installing central air-conditioning 
systems. Central air-conditioning is needed because opening windows or using wall 
units for ventilation short-circuits the sound insulation improvements. 

The results of the noise impact assessment indicate that a noise reduction of 11-12 dBA would be 
required to eliminate all severe significant noise impacts from the Exposition BRT (Alternatives 2 
and 2A). This amount of noise reduction could be achieved with a combination of the above source 
and path mitigation options, assuming that (1) noise limits are included in the vehicle specification 
requiring the buses to be 3 dB/\ quieter than the current MTA Metro Rapid buses and (2) sound 
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barriers are constructed at the locations specified in Table 3.9-8. As shown in this table, a total of 
21,750 lineal feet (4.1 miles) of 12-ft high sound wall would be required, at an estimated cost of $5.2 
million. Table 3.9-8 shows that this mitigation approach will also eliminate most of the moderate 
impacts, with residual impacts limited to 22 single-family residences and one multi-family building. 
To eliminate aH noise impacts, building sound insulation would be required at these locations. 
During preliminary engineering, pre-construction surveys will be carried out to identify site-specific 
sound insulation measures for properties with residual severe noise impacts that cannot be mitigated 
by vehicle noise control or construction of sound barriers. 

TABLE 3.9-8 
SUM1\1ARY OF MITIGATION REQUIRED TO ELIMINATE ALL SEVERE 

IMPACTS FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Location 
Sound Barrier Wall Description Approx. Residual Impacts 

Side Civil Stations Length (ft) Cost Impact Severe 
Catalina Sr to Budlong 
'we s 216+50 to 219+50 .300 $72,000 0 0 
Budlong Ave to 
Normandie Ave s 221 +00 to 233+00 1200 $288,000 0 0 
Normandie Ave to 
Denker Ave s 234+ 00 to 246+ 50 1250 $300,000 0 0 
Denker Ave to La Salle 
Ave s 247+50 to 250+00 250 $60,000 0 0 
Cimmaron St. to 
Arlington Ave N 280+00 to 287 +00 700 $168,000 0 0 

Arlington Ave to 2nd Ave N 287+50 to 290+50 300 $72,000 0 0 

2nd Ave to 3•d Ave N 291 +50 to 294+50 300 $72,000 0 0 

2nd Ave to 3rd Ave s 291+50 to 294+50 300 $72,000 1 SF 0 
3rd Ave to 4th Ave N 295+00 to 298+00 300 $72,000 0 0 

3ni "\veto 4th Ave s 295+00 to 298+01 300 $72,000 4 SF 0 
:J-th Ave to 5th Ave N 299+00 to 302+50 350 $84,000 0 0 
:j.th Ave to 7rh Ave s 299+00 to 309+00 1000 $240,000 9 SF 0 

6th Ave to 7th Ave N 305+00 to 309+00 400 $96,000 0 0 
/th Ave to 9th Ave s .309+50 to .316+00 650 $156,000 7 SF 0 

9th Ave to l(Jth Ave N 316+00 to 321 +00 500 $120,000 0 0 
Crenshaw Blvd to 
1\Iuirfield Rd s 342+00 to 363+00 2100 $504,000 0 0 

West Blvd N .360+00 to .363+50 350 $84,000 0 0 
i\Iuirfield Rd to Vineyard 
'we s .364+00 to .382+50 1850 $444,000 0 0 

Chesapeake Ave to 
Farmdale Ave N 372+00 to 375+00 350 $84,000 0 0 
Farmdale Ave to Field 
Ave N 375+50 to 379+50 400 $96,000 0 0 
,a Brea Ave to Jefferson 

Blvd s 403+50 to 428+00 2450 $588,000 0 0 

Hauser Blvd s 432+00 to 436+50 450 $108,000 1SF,1 l\lF 0 

~·av Ave to Helms Ave N 474+00 to 490+50 1650 $396,000 0 0 
Subtotal for Alternative 2A only: 17700 $4,248,000 22SF,1MF 0 

ChamockRd s 621+50 to 625+00 .350 $84,000 0 0 

Palms Blvd N 340+00 to 347+00 700 $168,000 0 0 
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TABLE 3.9-8 
SUMMARY OF MITIGATION REQUIRED TO ELIMINATE ALL SEVERE 

IMPACTS FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Location 
Sound Barrier Wall Description Approx. Residual Impacts 

Side Civil Stations Len2th (ft) Cost Impact Severe 

National Blvd s 675+00 to 684+00 900 $216.000 0 0 

National Blvd N 681+50 to 684+00 250 $60,000 0 0 

I-10 to Richland Ave N 687+00 to 693+50 650 $156,000 0 0 

Richland Ave N 694+00 to 697+00 300 $720.00 0 0 

Sepulveda/Exposition N 701 +00 to 704+00 300 $720,00 0 0 

Federal Ave to Barrv Ave s 733+50 to 739+50 600 $144,000 0 0 

Total for Alternative 2 only: 21750 $5,220,000 22SF,1 MF 0 
1. J\Iitigation includes a 3-dBA vehicle noise reduction, plus 12-ft high sound barriers at $20/ ft at the 

locations indicated. 
2 SF single-familv residence, J\IF multi-family residential building. 
'>ourcc: I farris Miller Miller & I fanson Inc., 2000 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 3 includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT. The 
impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition LRT, the FTA 
train noise model and criteria described above were applied to identify noise-sensitive receptors 
where project noise could cause either moderate or severe noise impact. The results of the noise 
impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-9 in terms of the number of moderate and severe 
noise impacts at single-family and multi-family residences. The results are broken down by area, 
including representative distances, train speeds, impact thresholds and train noise projections. 

The results in Table 3.9-9 indicate that without mitigation, 135 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition LRT, including 108 with moderate impact and 27 with severe impact. 
Of the moderate impacts, 97 are at single-family residences and 11 are at multi-family buildings; of 
the severe impacts, 25 are at single-family residences and only 2 are at multi-family buildings. Most 
of the severe impacts are projected to occur along the south side of the Exposition Boulevard 
between Arlington A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of residences directly 
abut the alignment. 

TABLE 3.9-9 
SUMMARY OF NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT 

(ALTERNATIVES3AND3A) 

LRT 
Rep. Train Exist Project Ldn (dBA) Future Number Impacts 

Alignment Segment 
Distance Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Train Ldn Impact Severe 

(ft) (mph) (dBA) Impact Severe Noise (dBA) SF MF SF MF 
-<lower St, 
.Vashington Blvd 20 35 70 64 69 65 71 0 2 0 0 
To Exposition Blvd 
Hill St, 
Washington Blvd 50 35 70 64 69 60 70 0 0 0 0 
To Exposition Blvd 
,Jxposition Blvd, 
\! errnonr Ave to 158 35 69 64 69 47 69 0 0 0 0 
Western Ave 
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TABLE 3.9-9 
SUMMARY OF NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT 

(ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

LRT 
Rep. Train Exist Project Ldn (dBA) Future Number Impacts 

Alignment Segment 
Distance Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Train Ldn Impact Severe 

(ft) (mph) (dBA) Impact Severe Noise (dBA) SF MF SF MF 
P,xposition Blvd, 
Western Ave to 100 55 67 62 68 59 68 0 0 0 0 
2nd "\ve 
'-Jorth side of 
~xposition Blvd, 68 55 67 62 68 61 68 0 0 0 0 
Jml Ave to 10th Ave 
,outh side of 
~xposition Blvd, 32 55 58 57 62 66 67 40 0 ?' ~:i 0 
Jml Ave to 10th Ave 
'-Jorth side of 
~xposition Blvd, 

68 55 65 61 66 61 67 0 2 0 0 
':renshaw Blvd ro 
Flield L\ve 
)Outh side of 
F<'.xposirion 

62 55 60 58 63 62 64 20 2 0 0 
Blvd, Crenshaw Blvd 
o Farmdale Ave 
outh side of 
efferson 

76 55 59 57 63 61 63 5 0 0 0 
31vd, La Brea Ave 
o Cloverdale Ave 

North side of 
Tefferson 

188 30 68 63 68 54 68 0 0 0 0 
Blvd, La Brea Ave 
o La Cienega 
)Outh side of 
efferson 

26 55 63 60 65 67 69 5 0 1 2 
Blvd, Cloverdale Ave 
o Cannona Ave 
'forth side of 
\Yational 

36 55 62 59 64 66 67 15 0 1 0 
Blvd, Fay "\veto 
Helms "\ve 
mbtotal of impacts (for Alternative 3A only): 85 6 25 2 
T enice Blvd, 

:.:anfield Ave to 66 35 73 65 72 59 73 0 0 0 0 
'epulveda Blvd 
'epulveda Blvd, 
,1 enice Blvd to 64 35 67 62 67 59 68 0 0 0 0 
Exposition Blvd 
)Outh side of 
F<'.xposirion 

150 55 58 57 62 
Blvd, I-405 to 

60 62 12 7 0 0 

Welleslev Ave 
fotal of impact (for Alternative 3 only): 97 11 25 2 
3F single-family residence, J\IF multi-family residential building. 
Source: I !arris Miller Miller & I !anson Inc., 2000 
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For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-tem1 measurement sites along the Exposition Corridor. The results indicate that 
no noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 

TABLE 3.9-10 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION LRT (ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

Train Exist Project Leq(h) (dBA) Future 
Site Description 

Distance 
Speed Leq(h) Impact Threshold Train Leq(h) Impact 

(ft) 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise 
(dBA) 

ST-8: 2400 S. Flower St. 
44 35 68 68 73 60 68 None 

(Orthopedic Hospital) 
IST-9: John Adams Junior 
High School Hill Street, 50 35 66 68 72 59 66 None 
~8th_30th St 

IST-1: J\larshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 65 70 49 63 None 
701 Exposition Blvd 
::i T-10: Dorsey High 
School South 62 50 56 61 67 58 59 None 
K>f Exposition Blvd 

I'he four sites above apply to both Alternatives 3 and 3A. 

ST-3: Chamock Road 
ISchool Sepulveda Blvd 66 55 68 68 73 59 68 None 
kSc Chamock Rd 
ST-2: J\lemorial Park -
Olympic Blvd & 14th Sr, 38 35 62 64 69 58 63 None 
Santa J\Ionica 

I'he two sites above apply to Alternative 3 only. 
°'ourcc: I fans< >n Miller Miller I fans< >n Inc.. 21)00 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Alternative 3A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT 
MOS. The impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition LRT 
MOS, the results in Table 3.9-9 indicate that without mitigation, 118 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition LRT MOS, including 91 with moderate impact and 27 with severe 
impact. Of the moderate impacts, 85 are at single-family residences and 6 are at multi-family 
buildings; of the severe impacts, 25 are at single-family residences and only 2 are at multi-family 
buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate that no 
noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 
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Mitigation 

• A1itigation Measure 3.9-2. Potential noise rmtigation approaches for the Exposition LRT 
(Alternatives 3 and 3A) include the following source, path and receiver options: 

• 

• 

• 

Improved Wheel and Rail Maintenance: The noise projections assume ongoing 
programs of wheel and rail maintenance that will keep wheel and rail surfaces in 
good condition. Although it is possible that modified maintenance procedures could 
further reduce noise emissions, the effectiveness of any proposed maintenance 
procedure would need to be demonstrated before it could be considered as a 
mitigation option. 

Sound Barriers: In many cases, noise impacts can be reduced or eliminated by 
blocking the sound path between the source and receiver by using sound walls 
adjacent to at-grade track sections or located along the outer edges of aerial 
structures. To be effective, sound barriers must also break the direct line of sight 
from the source to the receiver, have a minimum surface density of 4 lb/ sq. ft, and 
have no holes, drainage gaps or access openings that act as "sound leaks." Barriers 
can be walls composed of masonry blocks, pre-cast concrete, wood, or metal, 
depending on structural, aesthetic and cost factors. Wbere space permits, a barrier 
may also consist of a wall on top of an earth berm to reduce the amount of wall 
required. To provide a significant noise reduction (in the range of 5 to 10 dBA), 
barriers usually must be about 4 feet high on aerial structure and 8 feet high for at
grade track; the actual noise reduction will depend on the specific site geometiy. 

Sound Insulation: Although noise control at the receiver is typically the least 
desirable approach, improving the exterior-to-interior sound insulation of buildings 
is an option that may be applied in areas where other alternatives for noise mitigation 
are either impractical or not cost effective. This usually requires replacing or 
improving windows, weather stripping doors, and installing central air-conditioning 
systems. Central air-conditioning is needed because opening windows or using wall 
units for ventilation short-circuits the sound insulation improvements. 

The results of the noise impact assessment indicate that a noise reduction of 6 dBA would be 
required to eliminate all severe impacts from the Exposition LRT (Alternatives 3 and 3A). This 
amount of noise reduction could be easily achieved by constructing 4-ft to 8-ft high sound barrier 
walls at the locations specified in Table 3.9-11. As shown in this table, a total of 12,750 lineal feet 
(2.4 miles) of 4-ft to 8-ft high sound wall would be required, at an estimated cost of $2.0 million. 
Table 3.9-11 shows that this mitigation approach will also eliminate most of the moderate impacts, 
with residual impacts at only 15 single-family residences. To eliminate all noise impacts, building 
sound insulation or higher sound walls would be required at these locations. During preliminary 
engineering, pre-construction surveys v.rill be carried out to identify site-specific sound insulation 
measures for properties with residual severe noise impacts that cannot be mitigated by vehicle noise 
control or construction of sound barriers. 
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TABLE 3.9-11 
SUMMARY OF MITIGATION REQUIRED TO ELIMINATE SEVERE 
IMPACTS FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT (ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

Location 
Sound Barrier Wall Description Residual Impacts 

Side Civil Stations Length (feet) Approx. Cost Impact Severe 
Flower St, 29th St. to 

350 $56,000 30th St N 101 +00 to 104+50 0 0 

2nd Ave to 3"1 Ave s 291 +SO to 294+50 300 $48,000 1 SF 0 
3rd Ave to 4tthAve s 295+00 to 298+01 300 $48,000 4SF 0 
4rh Ave to 7th Ave s 299+00 to 309+00 1000 $160,000 8 SF 0 
7th Ave to 9th "\ve s 309+50 to 316+00 650 $104,000 1 SF 0 
Crenshaw Blvd to 

2100 $3.36,000 
1\luirfield Rd s 342+00 to 363+00 0 0 
i\luirfield Rd to 

1850 $296,000 
Fam1dale Ave s 364+00 to 375+00 0 0 
Farmdale Ave ro 

400 $64,000 
Field "\ve N 375+50 to 379+50 0 0 
\lsace "\veto 

1700 $272,000 
Dunsmuir Ave s 411 +00 to 428+00 0 0 
Hauser Blvd to 

400 $64,000 
Carmona Ave s 4.32+00 to 436+00 1 SF 0 
Fay Ave to Helms 

1650 $264,000 
\ve N 474+00 to 490+50 0 0 

Subtotal for Alternative 3A only: 10700 $1,712,000 15 SF 0 

Sawtelle Blvd s 714+00 to 718+00 Aerial: 400 $32,000 0 0 
Purdue Ave to 

Aerial: 400 
Gateway Blvd s 722+00 to 726+00 0 0 
Federal "\ ve to Barry 

600 $96,000 
\ve s 733+50 to 739+50 0 0 
Granville Ave to 

1000 $160,000 
Bundy Dr s 749+00 to 759+00 0 0 

Total for Alternative 3 only: 12750 $1,976,000 15 SF 0 

1. J\Iitigation includes 8-ft high sound barriers at grade and 4 ft. high sound barriers on aerial structures, at a 
cost ft at the locations indicated. 

2. SF single-family residence, 1\IF multi-family residential building. 
Source: I farris Miller Miller & I f anson Inc., '.?OfJO 

Maintenance Yards 

As discussed in Section 2, the maintenance yards needed for the BRT operations would 
accommodate approximately 80 vehicles. Using the FrA General Transit Noise Assessment 
Methodology (DTIUM60-92-C-41008), the greatest hour of activity (presumably in the early 
morning hours when buses are leaving the yard to be deployed prior to the rush hour) would result 
in an Leq of approximately 69 decibels v.rithin 50 feet of the facility, and at 300 feet from the yard 
the Leq would fall off to approximately to 50 decibels. 

For candidate yards located in industrial and/ or commercial areas (Chavez and ]\fission, Alameda 
and 6th, Washington and Alameda Northeast, and Washington and Alameda Southeast the expected 
noise levels would not affect sensitive land uses and no significant impacts would be anticipated. 
However, noise levels from the two yard sites near residential areas (Exposition Right-of-Way and 
South Park Shops) would exceed FTA criteria, particularly in the early morning hours when the 
ambient noise in these residential areas is typically 50 to 55 decibels. At both yard locations, 
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residential land uses are within 100 feet of the yard site, and significant impact would therefore be 
anticipated. Measures to mitigate such impact v.rill be developed during preliminary engineering if 
either of the latter sites is selected. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

With the exception of the use of heavy excavating equipment during the period of construction, no 
long-term noise impacts affecting either the University of Southern California or Exposition 
Park/Museums are anticipated from BRT or LRT operations within a subway tunnel between 
Figueroa and Vermont. 

3.9.4 Vibration Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Although there has been relatively little research into human response to building vibration, there is 
considerable experience with ground-borne vibration from rail systems and other common vibration 
sources. Some conclusions are: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Ground-borne vibration from transit trains should be characterized in terms of the R;\iS 

vibration velocity amplitude, with a one-second time constant. This is in contrast to vibration 
from blasting and other construction activities that have the potential to cause building damage. 
For building damage criteria, ground-borne vibration is almost always expressed in terms of the 
peak particle velocity (PPV). 

The threshold of vibration perception for most humans is around 65 VdB, levels in the 70 to 7 5 
V dB range are often noticeable but acceptable, and levels in excess of 80 V dB are often 
considered unacceptable. 

For urban transit systems with 10-20 trains per hour over a day, limits for acceptable levels of 
residential ground-borne vibration are usually between 70 and 75 VdB. 

For human annoyance, there is some relationship between the number of events and the degree 
of annoyance caused by the vibration. lt is intuitive to expect that more frequent vibration 
events, or events that last longer, will be more annoying to building occupants. Because of the 
limited amount of information available, there is no clear basis for defining this tradeoff. To 
account for most commuter rail systems having many fewer daily operations than the typical 
urban transit line, the criteria in the FTA Guidance Manual include an 8 VdB higher impact 
threshold if there are fewer than 70 trains per day. 

It is very rare that ground-borne vibration from any type of train operations v.rill be high enough 
to cause any sort of building damage, even minor cosmetic damage. The only real concern is 
that the vibration will be intrusive to building occupants or interfere v.rith vibration sensitive 
equipment. 

Tables 3.9-12 and 3.9-13 summarize the FTA impact criteria for ground-borne vibration. These 
criteria are based on previous standards, criteria, and design goals including ANSI S3.29 (American 
National Standard: Guide to the Evaluation of Human Exposurr: to Vibration in Bttildings, ANSI S3.29-
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1983), and the vibration guidelines of the American Public Transit Association (Guidelines far Deszgn q/ 
Rai!TransitFmilities, APTA, 1981). 

There are some buildings, such as concert halls, TV and recording studios, and theaters that can be 
very sensitive to vibration but do not fit into any of the three categories listed in Table 3.9-12. 
Because of the sensitivity of these buildings, they usually warrant special attention during the 
environmental assessment of a transit project. Table 3.9-13 gives criteria for acceptable levels of 
ground-borne vibration for various types of special buildings. 

TABLE 3.9-12 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 

Land Use Category 
(VdB re 1 micro inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Category 1: Buildings where low ambient vibration is 
65 VdB3 65 VdB3 essential for interior operations. 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 
72VdB 80VdB normally 

Category 3: Institutional land uses 'Nith primarily 
75 VdB 83 VdB daytime use. 

1. "Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day J\Iost rapid transit 
projects fall into this category. 

2. "Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This category includes 
most commuter rail systems. 

3. This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive • • 
such as optical microscopes. Vibration sensitive manufactming or research 'Nill require detailed 
evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building 
often requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors. 

Source: FT\ 1995 

TABLE 3.9-13 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA FOR SPECIAL 

BUILDINGS 

Type of Building or Room 
Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels (VdB re 1 micro-inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Concert Halls Ci5VdB Ci5VdB 
TV Studios 65 VdB 65 VdB 
Recording Studios 65 VdB 65 VdB 
Auditoriums 72VdB 80VdB 
Theaters 72 VdB 80 VdB 
1. "Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. J\Iost transit projects fall into 

this category. 
2. "Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per This catego:ty includes most 

commuter rail systems. 
.3. If the building ·will rarely be occupied when the trains are operating, there is no need ro consider impact. 

As an example consider locating a commuter rail line next to a concert hall. If no commuter trains 'Nill 
operate after 7 pm, it should be rare that the trains interfere with the use of the hall. 

Source: FT:\, 1995 
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It should also be noted that there are separate FTA criteria for ground-borne noise, the "rumble" 
that can be radiated from the motion of room surfaces in buildings due to ground-borne vibration 
from train operations. However, because the effects of airborne noise and ground-borne vibration 
tend to predominate for above ground (at-grade or elevated) rail systems, ground-borne noise 
criteria are not applied to this project. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

The approach used to assess vibration impact consists of combining the available data on the project 
design and planned operational characteristics with models of train vibration to project future 
vibration levels. Then, for sensitive receptors, the projections are compared "vith applicable 
vibration criteria. The steps in the assessment are: 

• Determine Study Area Characteristics 

• Determine Vibration Propagation Characteristics of the Ground 

• Develop Vibration Projection Models 

• Perform Vibration Impact Assessment 

• Inventory Impact and Assess l\fitigation Options 

The final product of the noise assessment is a tabulation of impacts and a list of mitigation measures 
required to minimize the impacts. 

Prediction Model for Train Vibration 

The projection of ground-borne vibration from LRT operations on the Exposition route was based 
on vibration source data for the proposed Siemens Transportation Systems P2000 light rail vehicle, 
obtained from tests carried out in April 2000. These data, representing the vibration forces 
generated by the interaction of the steel wheels rolling on the steel rails, were combined with the 
vibration propagation characteristics of the ground to provide estimates of ground-borne vibration 
at sensitive receptor locations. The ground vibration propagation characteristics are based on tests 
carried out in July 2000 at the following five representative sites: 

• 

• 

• 

Site V-1: Site V-1 was located Exposition Place and Fourth Avenue south of the Exposition 
alignment and west of Arlington A venue. 

Site V-2: Site V-2 was located at Sycamore Avenue and Exposition south of the existing 
railroad tracks. Sycamore Avenue is located one block west of La Brea. 

Site V-3: Site V-3 was located in a small park north of National Boulevard and west of the 
Ballona Creek culvert. 
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Site V-4: Site V-4 was located at Corinth and Exposition just west of I-405. The accelerometer 
line was run south from Exposition along the sidewalk of Corinth. 

Site V-5: Site V-5 was the furthest west vibration test site. It was located at Westgate and 
Exposition in the residential area east of Bundy Drive. 

The results at the above sites were used to divide the corridor into three regions with similar ground
borne vibration propagation characteristics as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

R~ion A: Region A includes all areas along the Exposition route to the east of Crenshaw 
Boulevard. 

R~ion B: Region B includes all areas along the Exposition route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and the San Diego Freeway (I-405). 

R1;gion C: Region C includes a11 areas along the Exposition route to the west of the San Diego 
Freeway (I-405). 

The locations of the vibration propagation test sites and regions are shown in Figure 3.9-2. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Under the No Action Alternative, which reflects conditions anticipated for the year 2020 with no 
major transit improvements, changes would be limited to normal traffic growth on the existing 
transit network. As such, vibration impact is not anticipated for the No Action Alternative. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative includes enhancement of the existing bus system. As such, vibration impact is 
not anticipated for this alternative. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Because this alternative is limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no significant vibration impact is 
anticipated for the Wilshire BRT. Buses operating on surface streets rarely cause perceptible 
vibration unless there are potholes or other irregularities in the street surface. Low frequency noise 
may rattle windows or shake rooms and is sometimes mistaken for vibration. However, this is an 
airborne noise effect and not a ground-borne vibration effect. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Similar to Alternative 1, because this alternative is limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no 
significant vibration impact is anticipated for the Wilshire BRT. 
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Figure 3.9-2 Vibration Propagation Test Sites and Regions 
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Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Similar to Alternative 1, because this alternative is limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no 
significant vibration impact is anticipated for the Wilshire BRT. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

This alternative includes the impacts associated "vith the \vilshire BRT Alternative and the 
Exposition BRT. The Wilshire BRT is discussed above. In addition, because this alternative is 
limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no significant vibration impact is anticipated for the 
Exposition BRT. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

This alternative includes the impacts associated with the \vilshire BRT Alternative and the 
Exposition BRT MOS. The Wilshire BRT is discussed above. In addition, because this alternative 
is limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no significant vibration impact is anticipated for the 
Exposition BRT MOS. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

This alternative includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT Alternative and the 
Exposition LRT. The Wilshire BRT is discussed above. In addition, for the Exposition LRT, the 
train vibration model and FTA criteria described above were applied to identify sensitive receptors 
where vibration impact is projected. The results of the vibration impact assessment is summarized 
in Table 3. 9-14 in terms of the number of projected impacts at single-family residences, multi-family 
buildings and other sensitive receptors. The results are broken down by corridor area, including 
representative train speeds, distances and train vibration projections. 

The results in Table 3.9-14 indicate that without mitigation, vibration impacts are projected at 138 
single-family residences, 22 multi-family buildings, one hospital and one school. For the alignment 
variation that includes Flower Street, the total number of projected impacts is the same except that 
the hospital and school, located on Hill Street, would not be affected. As shown in the table, 
approximately 85 percent of the vibration impacts are projected to occur at residences along 
Exposition Boulevard between Vermont A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard. Within this area, the 
greatest concentration of impacts are projected to occur at single-family residences on the south side 
of the corridor between Arlington A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where residential properties 
directly abut the route. Impacts to sensitive receptors would be potentially significant. 

As discussed above, the test site used to characterize vibration propagation in this area may not be 
representative of the area. More detailed testing and analysis would be likely to demonstrate that the 
actual impacts would be lower than the projections in Table 3.9-14. 
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TABLE 3.9-14 
SUMMARY OF GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT 

ASSESSMENT 
No. of Vibration 

Train Speed 
Dist. from Near 

Proj. Levels Impacts 
Track Segment Track Centerline 

(mph) 
(feet) 

(VdB) 
SF MF Other 

Hill St, from Washington Blvd 1 Hosp. 
to Exposition Blvd 35 50 93 0 2 l Sch 
Flower St, from \Vashington 
Blvd to Exposition Blvd 35 20 77 0 2 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
Vermont Ave to \'\Testem Ave 35 48 75 44 17 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
\'\Testem Ave to Arlington Ave 55 62 74 25 0 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
Arlington Ave to Crenshaw 
Blvd 55 24 79 59 0 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
Crenshaw Blvd to La Brea 
Ave 55 68 58 0 0 0 
Jefferson Blvd. from La Brea 
Ave to La Cienega Blvd 50 20 84 5 3 0 
National Blvd, from La 
Cienega Blvd to Venice Blvd 55 36 75 -, 0 0 I 

Subtotal for Alternative 3A only: 140 24 2 
Venice Blvd, from N arional 
Blvd to Sepulveda Blvd 35 36 75 0 3 0 
Sepulveda Blvd, from Venice 
Blvd to Exposition Blvd 35 50 57 0 0 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
Sepulveda Blvd to Centinela 55 96 73 4 0 0 

1 
Total for Alternative 3 only (I-Iill Street Option): 138 22 Hosp.1 

Sch 

Total for Alternative 3 only (Flower Street Option): 138 22 0 

SF single-family residence, J\IF multi-familv residential building. 

Source: I Tarris Miller Miller & I fanson Inc., 21)00 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

This alternative includes the impacts associated with the \vilshire BRT Alternative and the 
Exposition LRT MOS. The Wilshire BRT is discussed above. The results in Table 3.9-14 indicate 
that without mitigation, vibration impacts are projected at 140 single-family residences, 24 multi
family buildings, one hospital and one school. For the alignment variation that includes Flower 
Street, the total number of projected impacts is the same except that the hospital and school, located 
on Hill Street, would not be affected. As shown in the table, approximately 85 percent of the 
vibration impacts are projected to occur at residences along Exposition Boulevard between Vermont 
A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard. Within this area, the greatest concentration of impacts are 
projected to occur at single-family residences on the south side of the corridor between Arlington 
A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where residential properties directly abut the route. Impacts to 
sensitive receptors would be potentially significant. 
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Mitigation 

As discussed above, the test site used to characterize vibration propagation in this area may not be 
representative of the area. More detailed testing and analysis would be likely to demonstrate that the 
actual impacts would be lower than the projections in Table 3.9-14. 

• lvlitigation lvleasure 3.9-3. The vibration impact assessment assumes that the LRT vehicle 
wheels and track are maintained in good condition with regular wheel truing and rail 
grinding. Beyond this, there are several potential mitigation approaches for the Exposition 
LRT Alternative as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

LRT Speed Reductions in Sensitive Areas: Speed reductions will always lower 
ground-borne vibration levels, but they are not always a feasible vibration control 
measure because of the negative impact on the LRT operating schedule. 

Ballast Mats: A ballast mat consists of a pad made of rubber or rubber-like material 
placed on an asphalt or concrete base with the normal ballast, ties and rail on top. 
The reduction in ground-borne vibration provided by a ballast mat is strongly 
dependent on the frequency content of the vibration and on the design and support 
of the mat. However, the field tests and analysis suggest that ballast mats would 
provide a vibration reduction of 3 to 6 V dB along the Exposition Corridor. 

Floating Slabs: Floating slabs consist of thick concrete slabs supported by resilient 
pads on a concrete foundation; the tracks are mounted on top of the floating slab. 
Most successful floating slab installations are in subways, and their use for at-grade 
track is rare. Although floating slabs are designed to provide vibration reduction at 
lower frequencies than ballast mats, they are extremely expensive and are not likely 
to be a viable mitigation option. 

Relocation of Turnouts: Because the impacts of LRT wheels over rail gaps at 
turnout locations can increase LRT ground vibration by as much as 10 V dB, 
turnouts are a major source of vibration impact when they are located in sensitive 
areas. Thus, relocating such turnouts away from residential areas to the extent 
possible can be an effective vibration mitigation measure. 

Spring-Rail Frogs: Another approach for mitigating vibration impact at turnouts is 
to use spring-rail frogs in place of standard rigid frogs. These devices close the 
flangeway gap in the main traffic direction, eliminating the wheel impacts that cause 
higher vibration levels. Spring-rail frogs can be a cost-effective mitigation measure 
when traffic is moving in the main direction most of the time. 

Alignment Modifications: Shifting the alignment further away from sensitive areas 
can potentially reduce vibration impacts. However, the right-of-way limits typically 
do not allow shifts that are sufficient to significantly reduce vibration levels. This 
approach is also limited where sensitive receptors are located on both sides of the 
alignment. Thus, this approach is not likely to be an effective vibration mitigation 
measure. 

.3.9-29 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023590 



EM23737 

Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

• Property Acquisitions or Easements: Additional options for avoiding vibration 
impacts are for the transportation agency to purchase residential property likely to be 
impacted by train operations, or to acquire easements for such properties by paying 
the homeowners to accept the future train vibration conditions. These approaches 
are usually taken only in isolated cases where other mitigation options are either 
impractical or too costly. 

Of the above measures, the use of ballast mats is likely to be the most feasible. The recommended 
locations for ballast mats and the vibration impacts that would remain after the mats are installed are 
indicated in Table 3.9-15. As shown in the table, with ballast mats installed near vibration-sensitive 
receptors along 15,700 feet (3.0 miles) of the corridor, there would be residual impacts at 31 single 
family residences and 3 multi-family buildings for the Hill Street option. For the Flower Street 
option, there would be residual impacts at 31 single-family residences and 5 multi-family buildings 
with ballast mats installed near vibration-sensitive receptors along 14,900 feet (2.8 miles) of the 
corridor. For both options, the estimated cost for vibration mitigation using ballast mats is 
approximately $5 million. The feasibility of applying additional measures to mitigate the potentially 
significant residual impacts would need to be investigated during the design phase of the project. 

TABLE 3.9-15 
SUMMARY OF VIBRATION MITIGATION USING BALLAST MATS 

Ballast Mat Description Residual Impacts 
Track Segment 

Civil Stations 
Length Approx. 

SF MF Other 
(feet) Cost 

Hill St, from Washington Blvd 
129+00 to 143+00 1400 $462,000 0 0 0 

to Exposition Blvd 
Flower from \Vashington Blvd 

98+00 to 104+00 600 $198,000 0 2 0 
to Exposition Blvd 
Exposition Blvd, from Vermont Ave 207 +00 to 250+00 4300 $1,419,000 

0 0 0 
to Weste111 "\ve 256+00 to 261 +00 500 $165,000 
Exposition Blvd, from \X1esrem Ave 

268+00 to 284+00 1600 $528,000 0 0 0 
to Arlington Ave 
Exposition Blvd, from Arlington Ave 

286+00 to 321 +00 3500 $1,155,000 23 0 0 
to Crenshaw Blvd 
!=<'.xposition Blvd, from Crenshaw Blvd 

0 0 0 
to La Brea Ave 
Tefferson Blvd, from La Brea Ave 402+50 to 418+00 1550 <ij;<;11 ;;nn 
to La Cienega Blvd 431 +00 to 436+50 550 <ij;1g1 ;;nn 5 3 0 

National Blvd, from La Cienega Blvd 
480+50 to 490+00 950 'ij;'\1 '\ ::;nn 1 0 0 

to Venice Blvd 
Venice Blvd, from National Blvd 

0 0 0 
to Sepulveda Blvd 

607+00 to 612+00 500 <ij;1"0: nnn 
Sepulveda Blvd, from Venice Blvd 

0 0 0 
to Exposition Blvd 
Exposition Blvd, from Sepulveda Blvd 

734+00 to 742+50 850 <t0qn ::;nn 2 0 0 
to Centinela Ave 

Total (Hill Street Option): 15700 $5,181,000 31 3 0 

Total (Flower Street Option): 14900 $4,917,000 31 5 0 
1. Cost estimate assumes 11-ft wide ballast mats under both tracks at $15 sq. ft at the locations indicated. 
2. SF single-family residence, J\IF multi-familv residential building. 

Source: I farris r\liller Miller & I fanson Inc., 2000 
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These projections of the vibration mitigation requirements should be considered a worst case since 
the projections have built in safety factors to ensure that no potential vibration impacts are over 
looked. Should LRT be the preferred alternative, more detailed testing and analysis will be 
performed during preliminary engineering to more precisely define the mitigation requirements. The 
additional analysis and testing would include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Review of the buildings where impact is projected to make sure they are vibration sensitive and 
not garages or other non-residential buildings; 

Consideration of the properties that would be acquired as part of the project; 

Making projections for specific buildings including information about the building construction 
and type of foundation; and 

Vibration propagation tests at specific buildings . 

Although not always the case, more detailed vibration projections at later stages of a project usually 
result in fewer vibration impacts and reducing the amount of vibration mitigation that is required. 

Maintenance Yards 

Vehicle cleaning and maintenance activities would not result in significant vibration. No vibration 
impacts are anticipated at the candidate yard locations. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

Neither rnbber-tire or light rail vehicle operations within the tunnel would result in vibration 
impacts on adjacent land uses within the Exposition Park area. 

3.9.5 Construction Noise and Vibration 

Constrnction noise and vibration are temporary impacts that do not have any long-term effects on 
the environment. However, since transit system construction usually extends over several years and 
will sometimes require nighttime activity, ~without special control measures, the resulting noise and 
vibration can be a significant intrusion on nearby communities. It is standard practice to leave 
specific decisions about construction procedures and equipment to the contractor's discretion, 
allm:ving the contractors to develop their most cost effective approach. This means that only a 
general evaluation of constrnction noise and vibration can be made during the environmental 
assessment phase. 

Construction Noise Impacts and Mitigation 

lmpacts from construction noise are likely when ever a construction site would be located within 
about 300 feet of residences, schools, or places of worship. The impact distances increase 
substantially for any construction that must be performed during nighttime hours. Based on the 
preliminary construction plans, there is the potential for shoi-t-term impact from construction noise, 
particularly for the \vilshire BRT alternatives where nighttime construction must be carried out near 
residential areas. 
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Construction of the Mid-City /Westside Transit Project will need to be in compliance with the 
requirements Sections 112.03 and 41.40 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code and any 
variances to the Code issued by the City. The City regulations basically prohibit construction 
between 9 pm and 7 am without a variance. Although the regulations do not include specific 
daytime noise limits, they do state that construction or repair work shall not be performed " ... in 
such a manner that the noise created thereby is loud, unnecessary and unusual and substantially 
exceeds the noise customarily and necessarily attendant to the reasonable and efficient performance 
of such work." 

As discussed above, nighttime construction will require that the City of Los Angeles issue a variance 
for the proposed nighttime construction on \vilshire Boulevard. As an example, the City of Los 
Angeles previously issued a noise variance for Metro Red Line construction along Wilshire 
Boulevard that allowed construction between 9 pm and 7 am as long as: (1) construction noise did 
not exceed ambient noise level plus 5 decibels, and (2) construction noise did not result in 
substantial community complaints being registered with the City. 

During preliminary engineering, a detailed analysis of construction noise impact v.rill be carried out, 
and mitigation measures will be developed for inclusion in the construction contract documents. 
Typical methods to control construction noise include requiring the contractor to construct sound 
walls, placing restrictions on construction during nighttime hours, limiting the use of particularly 
noisy activities such as impact pile driving and jack- hammering, and requiring construction to be 
performed in compliance '\vith specific equipment and property line noise limits. Approaches to 
ensure that construction is performed in compliance with specified requirements include: 

1. Noise monitoring by the construction managemmt firm. Regular noise monitoring should be 
performed in areas where it is expected that the contractor will have difficulty meeting the 
property line noise limits. This type of monitoring is sometimes the contractor's 
responsibility, although communities may put more credence in monitoi-ing performed by, 
or under the direction of, the construction management firm. The monitoring can be weekly 
spot checks supplemented by monitoring to respond to complaints. Continuous monitoring 
using automated, unattended monitors is sometimes justified in particularly sensitive areas. 

2. Requiring contractors to retain acoustical engineers to prepare noise control plans. The goal of the noise 
control plan is to ensure that contractors consider community noise when designing 
construction sites, selecting construction procedures and equipment, and determining work 
schedules. 

3. Limiting the noi~y construction activities1 particularfy durin,g n~ghttime hours. Sample restrictions are: 
requiring pre-drilled piles, limiting pile driving to daytime hours, restricting the use of 
jackhammers and other pneumatic and impact devices, and limiting muck removal in 
residential areas to daytime hours. 

4. Reqttiring contractm:r to have temporary stockpilPd. Such barriers can be used at the Resident 
Engineer's discretion to immediately address any noise complaints or noise limit violations. 

In addition to the above measures, general procedures that contractors should be required to employ 
to minimize noise impacts are: 
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1. Peiform all construction in a manner to minimizP noise. The contractor should be required to select 
construction processes and techniques that create the lowest noise levels. Examples are 
using predrilled piles in place of pile driving, mixing concrete off site instead on onsite, and 
using hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools. 

2. Use equipment 1vith effective tnujflers. Diesel engines are often the major source of noise on 
construction sites. All equipment should be required to have the most effective 
commercially available mufflers installed. 

3. lvlinimize the use ef backup alartns. Because of the intrusive nature of backup alarms, they are 
often the primary source of complaints about construction noise even though they are not 
the loudest noise. Approaches to reducing annoyance caused by backup alarms are: lay out 
construction sites to minimize the need for backup alarms; use strobe lights in place of 
backup alarms at night; use flagmen to keep the area behind maneuvering vehicles clear; and 
use self-adjusting backup alarms that adjust the alarm loudness up and down depending on 
ambient noise. The safety implications of any procedure for reducing backup alarm noise 
will need to be carefully reviewed before the procedure is implemented. 

4. Select routes schedules that minitnize intrusion to residential areas. 

5. Lq)iottt constmction sites such that the noisiest activities are as far as possible from noise sensitive receptors. 
Sometimes it is even possible to gain acoustical benefits by locating temporary construction 
offices or other barriers between construction activities and residential areas. There are even 
examples of locating muck storage piles so they act as sound barriers. 

Construction Vibration Impacts and Mitigation 

The potential for impact from construction vibration is much more limited than for noise, and it is 
expected that ground-borne vibration from construction activities would cause only intermittent, 
localized intrusion along the corridor. The construction activities most likely to cause vibration 
impacts are: 

1. Heal!} construction equipment; Although all heavy, mobile construction equipment has the 
potential of causing at least some perceptible vibration when operating dose to buildings, 
the vibration is usually short term and is not of sufficient magnitude to cause building 
damage. It is not expected that heavy equipment such as bulldozers, front end loaders or 
cranes would operate dose enough to any residences to cause vibration impact. 

2. Jackhammers and compaction equipment. This type of equipment would be used for 
relatively short periods of time during the demolition phase, preparation of the subgrade, 
and during final site restoration. If residents complain about intrusive vibration, the 
contractor will be required to modify the procedure or arrange to complete the task in a 
manner that will cause the minimum amount of hardship for the affected residents. 

3. lmpatt pile drivinl!,. Impact pile driving should be avoided at distances less than 250 feet from 
any residence. If no other approach is acceptable, the contractor will be required to monitor 
vibration levels at the residence and modify the procedures if the vibration exceeds a safe 
threshold. 
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4. Tttnnel borinl!, machines. Measurements of Red Line tunneling under \Vil shire Boulevard taken 
in 1993 showed that: (1) all vibration related to tunneling was well below any damage 
criterion, and (2) tunnel boring machine created low-frequency vibration that would 
probably be perceived inside some buildings, but did not exceed typical acceptability criteria. 
Since tunnel boring machines constantly move forward, the vibration is rarely perceptible for 
more than one or two days. 

5. A1uck trains. The trains used to haul muck (excavated material) from the tunnel face to 
portals cause ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise in buildings above the tunnel 
that residents will sometimes find intrusive, particularly when the muck trains operate at 
night. Although it is feasible to reduce levels of muck train vibration through use of 
elastomeric supports or rubber mats under the track, a more common mitigation measure is 
to limit the hours that muck trains can operate. 

6. Blasting. Of all construction activities, blasting is the one most often associated with 
potential building damage. It is not anticipated that blasting would be required for 
construction of any of the Mid-City /Westside Project alternatives. 

7. Trucks. Trucks hauling excavated material from construction sites can be sources of 
vibration intrusion if the haul routes pass through residential neighborhoods on streets with 
bumps or potholes. Repairing the bumps and potholes can almost always eliminate the 
problem. 

During preliminary engineering, a detailed analysis of construction noise impact will be carried out 
and pre-construction surveys ~wm be conducted at properties where the potential for significant 
vibration impact has been identified. In addition, measures to mitigate any anticipated vibration 
impacts v.rill be developed for inclusion in the construction contract documents. Typical methods to 
control construction vibration include: (1) specifying vibration limits, (2) placing restrictions on 
where and when high vibration activities such as pile driving can take place, and (3) requiring 
vibration monitoring for any construction process that is could cause intrusive or damaging 
vibration. 

3.9.6 Cumulative Impacts 

The noise impact analysis presented above has taken into account ambient noise levels as well as 
noise levels expected from future traffic growth. No additional cumulative impacts are anticipated. 
In addition, it is not expected that other land development or public works projects ~within the 
vicinity of the alternatives being considered would result any combined or cumulative vibration 
impact on adjacent land uses. 
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3.10 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

3.10.1 Introduction 

Geology, soils and seismicity are factors that often present constraints to the development of transit 
improvements, pa1Licularly when subsurface or aerial stations or structures are involved. The 
discussion below presents the relative geotechnical implications of the alternatives under 
consideration. 

3.10.2 Affected Environment 

Active and Potentially Active Faults 

The l'vfid-City /Westside Corridor Area (corridor area) is located within a geological area called the 
Los Angeles Basin. The basin is surrounded by the Santa Monica Mountains, the Simi Hi1ls, and the 
Santa Susana Mountains on the west, the San Gabriel Mountains on the north, and the Santa Ana 
Mountains, San Joaquin and Puente Hills to the east. The Pacific Ocean and the Palos Verdes Hills 
make up the southern border of the basin. Within the basin there are a range of landforms. There 
are high mountains, for example, the San Gabi-iel Mountains. There are broad valleys, low hills and 
coastal plains. 

The Los Angeles Basin is an area known to be seismically active and there are a number of active 
and potentiaUy active faults within the corridor area. Active faults are those that are believed to have 
moved ~within the last 11,000 years, while potentially active faults are believed to have moved 
between 11,000 and 2 million years ago. The faults of particular concern are the HoUywood-Santa 
Monica fault and the N e"vport-Inglewood fault. Figure 3.10-1 illustrates the generalized fault zones 
within the corridor area. Characteristics of these faults are described below: 

• 

• 

Hollywood-Santa Monica Fault. This fault is oriented in an east-west direction. Approximately 
24 kilometers in length, it is a left-reverse north-dipping fault. Its slip rate may be greatest at its 
western end. The slip rate is estimated to be between 0.27 and 0.39 millimeters per year. The 
probable magnitude of a seismic event on this fault is projected to range from 6.0 to 7.0 on the 
Richter Scale. 

Nev,1port-Inglewood Fault Zone. The surface trace of this 75-kilometer fault is discontinuous 
in the Los Angeles Basin, but the fault zone can easily be noted there by the existence of a chain 
of low hills extending from Culver City to Signal Hill. The fault complex is oriented in a 
northwest to southeast diagonal direction. South of Signal Hill, it roughly parallels the coastline 
until just south of Newport Bay, where it heads offshore and becomes the Newport-Inglewood 
-Rose Canyon fault zone. The fault is characterized as a right lateral, local reverse slip 
associated with fault steps. The slip rate of the fault is 0.6mm per year. The probable 
magnitude of a seismic event would range from 6.7 to 7.4 on the Richter Scale. 
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Figure 3.10-1: Active Fault Zones 
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Alquist-priolo Fault Hazard Zones 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to mitigate the hazard of 
surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. This state law was a direct result of the 1971 

San Fernando Earthquake, which was associated with extensive surface fault ruptures that damaged 
numerous homes, commercial buildings, and other structures. Surface rupture is the most easily 
avoided seismic hazard. The A1quist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act's main purpose is to 
prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active 
faults. The Act only addresses the hazard of surface fault rupture and is not directed toward other 
earthquake hazards. A review of Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard maps from the California Department 
of Conservation (Division of Mines and Geology) indicates that there are several fault hazard zones 
designated within the corridor as shown in Figure 3.10-2. These zones are located primarily 
southeast of the La Cienega Boulevard and Washington Boulevard intersection. One of the 
designated zones crosses the Exposition Railroad right-of-way at National Boulevard and Fay Street 
in Culver City. 

Liquefaction Potential and Other Soil Considerations 

In addition to faults, the corridor area is also characterized by soils that are subject to liquefaction. 
Liquefaction takes places during a seismic event when soils combined with a high water table are 
unable to support the load bearing weight from structures or foundations. Figure 3.10-3 iJlustrates 
that about two-thirds of the corridor area is located within areas of potential liquefaction. Soils 
classified by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service are generally designated as alluvial deposits from the 
Los Angeles River (which in the past ran in a northeast to southwest direction through the southern 
part of the corridor area. Major soil associations found in the corridor area include: Chino Silt 
Loam, Hanford Clay Loam, Hanford Fine Sandy Loam, Montezuma Clay Adobe, Ramona Clay 
Loam, Ramona Loam, Ramona Sandy Loam, Yolo Clay Loam, and Yolo Loam. 

Other Subsurface Conditions 

As disclosed in previous environmental studies of the corridor area, there are hazardous subsurface 
gas conditions in portions of the corridor north of Interstate 10 and east of Fairfax Avenue. The 
City of Los Angeles has designated a Methane Hazard Zone as shown in Figure 3.10-4. Exposure to 
Methane should not exceed the lower explosive limit of 5% volume per volume in air. Previous 
MTA Metro Red line environmental studies have also disclosed that that there are high (sometimes) 
lethal levels of Hydrogen Sulfide captured within the San Pedro geologic formation about 40 feet 
below the surface. The Occupational Safety and Health Association (OSHA) has established a 
Hydrogen Sulfide exposure limit for workers to not exceed an exposure of 1 Oppm personal 
exposure and the State threshold for public exposure is not to exceed 0.03 ppm. The p1-imary area 
of the hydrogen sulfide appears to be centered near the Pico Boulevard and San Vicente Boulevard 
intersection. Borings conducted by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering as part of the 
North Outfall Interceptor Sewer Project further suggest that there are few, if any, subsurface gas 
concerns (methane or hydrogen sulfide) in the southern portions of the corridor centering along 
Exposition Boulevard (from the Exposition Park Area to Culver City). 
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Figure 3.10-2: Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones 

.3.10-4 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023599 



EM23746 

Environmental Analysis - Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Figure 3.10-3: Potential Liquefaction Areas 
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Figure 3.10-4: Methane Hazard Zone 
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3.10.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

The proposed project and project alternatives would have a significant adverse effect if one or more 
of the following conditions are met: 

• The proposed project or project alternatives would expose people or structures to adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving rupture of known earthquake faults, 
strong seismic ground shaking, landslides or liquefaction; and/ or 

• The proposed project or project alternatives would expose people to adverse effects of 
subsurface toxic or explosive gases. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The method for assessing the potential for a significant impact involves overlaying the proposed 
project or project alternatives with known geologic hazards within the corridor. If stations or 
structures are located within or directly adjacent to a geologic hazard area there would be a potential 
for a significant impact that would require additional geotechnical studies and enhanced design to 
eliminate or reduce the potential impact to a level of insignificance. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

The No Action Alternative would not involve the construction of subsurface or aerial transit 
structures and no exposure to known geologic hazards would be expected. No impacts would 
occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative would be similar to the No Action Alternative. No construction of subsurface 
or aerial structures is anticipated and no significant geotechnical-related impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Although this alternative would traverse areas identified as hazardous, including methane gas and 
liquefaction, this option would not require the construction of major subsurface or aerial structures 
and no impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1, which is discussed above. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1, which is discussed above. 
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Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

As discussed above, no geotechnical impacts are associated with the Wilshire Boulevard portion of 
this alternative. Along the Exposition portion, the alignment would create exposure to the following 
geotechnical hazards: 

• 

• 

• 

The route alignment would traverse the Ne,vport-Inglewood Fault Zone. The aerial structure 
proposed for La Cienega Boulevard would be located within this zone. Without structure 
design mitigation, significant impacts would be anticipated. 

The route alignment would traverse an Alquist-priolo Fault Hazard Zone near the intersection 
of Fay Avenue and National Boulevard in Culver City. However, no subsurface or aerial 
structures are proposed in this location. 

Approximately 50 percent of the route would traverse areas with high liquefaction potential. 
Aerial structures at La Cienega, Ballona Creek, Sa\Ni:elle and Bundy would be located in these 
areas. Station platform areas would be located at La Cienega, Sawtelle and Bundy. Without 
structure design mitigation, significant impacts would be anticipated. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 is recommended to reduce geological impacts to a less-than-significant 
level: 

• lvlitigation lvleasure 3.10-1: Because the Exposition BRT/MOS proposes structures and aerial 
stations to be constructed in areas that traverse or adjacent to active or potentially active 
faults, as we11 as areas subject to liquefaction during a seismic event, a geotechnical study 
(prepared by a Registered Geologist) for each affected transit structure shall be required. 
This technical study shall further assess the potential for seismically related structural failures 
and identify design requirements for structures and foundations, which will maintain 
structural integrity under design earthquake conditions. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

As discussed above, no geotechnical impacts are associated with the Wilshire Boulevard portion of 
this alternative. Along the Exposition portion, the alignment would have create exposure to the 
following geotechnical hazards: 

• 

• 

• 

The route alignment would traverse the Ne"vport-Inglewood Fault Zone. The aerial structure 
proposed for La Cienega Boulevard would be located within this zone. Without structure 
design mitigation, significant impacts would be anticipated. 

The route alignment would traverse an Alquist-priolo Fault Hazard Zone near the intersection 
of Fay Avenue and National Boulevard in Culver City. However, no subsurface or aerial 
structures are proposed in this location. 

Approximately 70 percent of the route would traverse areas with high liquefaction potential . 
Aerial structures at La Cienega and Ballona Creek would be located in these areas. The 
proposed aerial station at La Cienega Boulevard would be located in an area designated with 
liquefaction potential and would require specific design measures to avoid significant impacts. 
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Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

The geotechnical impacts associated with this alternative would be essentiaHy the same as the 
Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Alternative 2) discussed above because the same generally route 
alignment would be followed. The exception would be the eastern portion of the LRT route that 
would be located on Hill Street between Washington Boulevard and the Exposition railroad right
of-way, and the western portion of the route that would follow Olympic Boulevard west of 
Cloverfield and then pass over Interstate 10 and 4th Street near the Santa Monica Civic Center. 
Neither segment is considered to be geotechnically sensitive. The route alignments do not traverse 
liquefaction areas, Alquist-priolo Fault zones or active or potentially active faults. Thus no 
additional significant impacts are anticipated. 

J'viitigation Measure 3.10-2 is recommended to reduce geological impacts to a less-than-significant 
level: 

• A1itigation Measure 3.10-2: Because the Exposition LRT/MOS proposes structures and aerial 
stations to be constructed in areas that traverse or adjacent to active or potentially active 
faults, as well as areas subject to liquefaction during a seismic event, a geotechnical study 
(prepared by a Registered Geologist) for each affected transit structure shall be required. 
This technical study shall further assess the potential for seismicaHy related structural failures 
and identify design requirements for structures and foundations, which will maintain 
structural integrity under design earthquake conditions. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Geological and seismic impacts associated with this MOS would be similar to the Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition BRT MOS (Alternative 2A). Significant impacts would be expected at the aerial 
structure at La Cienega as well as the portion of the route that traverses the Alquist-priolo Fault 
Hazard Zone at National Boulevard and Fay Avenue in Culver City. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the 11TA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. Six candidate sites are under consideration. Geotechnical concerns 
associated with each of these sites are discussed below. 

Nmth2vest Corner of Chavez and Niission. The site is located in an area subject to liquefaction. The site is 
not located in a Fault Hazard Zone. Without structure design mitigation, impacts would be 
considered significant for this site. 

Existin,g MIA Division 1 (Alameda and C1
). The yard is not located in an area subject to liquefaction 

nor is it located in a Fault Hazard Zone. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Norlheast Corner qf Alameda and Washington. The yard is not located in an area subject to liquefaction 
nor is it located in a Fault Hazard Zone. No significant impacts are anticipated. 
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S outhr?asl Corner of I1lameda and W'ashington. The yard is not located in an area subject to liquefaction 
nor is it located in a Fault Hazard Zone. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

E:x:position ROif/ (Hooper to Central). The yard is not located in an area subject to liquefaction nor is it 
located in a Fault Hazard Zone. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

E:x:isting i\:iTA South Park Shops (541
;, and Avalon). The site is located in an area subject to liquefaction. 

The site is not located in a Fault Hazard Zone. Without structure design mitigation, impacts would 
be considered significant for this site. 

:Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 is recommended to reduce geological impacts to a less-than-significant 
level: 

• Mit~gation Measure 3.10-3: Prior to the final selection of a maintenance yard site, a 
geotechnical study shall be prepared by a Registered Geologist indicating the design 
requirements for yards sites that may be located in areas of liquefaction. Identified 
requirements shall be incorporated into the specifications for the maintenance yard project. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

As discussed in Section 2, a design option is being considered in the Exposition Park area, where a 
tunnel would be constructed for either BRT or LRT in the area between Figueroa Street and 
Vermont Avenue. The tunnel would be constructed at a depth of approximately 40 feet. According 
to maps available from the California Department of l'vfines and Geology, the tunnel location is in an 
area that may be subject to liquefaction, particularly the western most part of the tunnel near 
Vermont. The tunnel is not located within or adjacent to any other known geologic or seismic 
hazard. 

3.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Geotechnical and seismic constraint impacts are site specific. The transit alternatives under 
consideration would affect construction and excavation in limited areas and would not likely 
combine with other commercial or non-commercial building construction to create a combined 
impact that would adversely affect the geological integrity or slope stability of adjacent areas. 
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3.11 Water Resources 

3.11.1 Introduction 

This section provides a discussion of the existing local surface water bodies, local drainage patterns, 
and water quality conditions within the Study Area. 

3.11.2 Affected Environment 

Municipal Water Supply 

The Los Angeles Department of Power and Water (LADWP) supplies water for the City of Los 
Angeles. LADWP is entitled to draw from three main water sources for its supply: the San 
Fernando Groundwater Basin, the Los Angeles aqueduct, and the Metropolitan \vater District 
(JYIWD). Other water supply agencies in the Study Area include the City of Santa Monica and the 
West Basin l'vfWD. The l\f\vD is a wholesale distributor of water from the Colorado River and the 
State Water Project, and also provides the entire water supply of the City of Beverly Hills, and 80 to 
85% of the City of Santa Monica's water supply. The remainder of Santa Monica's water supply is 
drawn from groundwater. The majority of Culver City's water is supplied by the Southern California 
Water Company, with a small area on the west side of the City supplied by LADWP. 

Flooding 

Los Angeles County is subject to a wide range of flood hazards, including those caused by 
earthquakes, intense stonns, and failure of man-made structures. Two damaging regional tsunamis 
caused by the 1812 Santa Barbara and the 1927 Point Arguello earthquakes indicate that faults off 
the coast of Southern California are capable of producing large local tsunamis. The tsunami concern 
is heightened because the short historical record does not adequately characterize the long-term 
tsunami risk. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has prepared flood maps identifying areas in 
Los Angeles County that would be subject to flooding during 100-year and 500-year storms events. 
These maps indicate that a portion of the project routes are located within these flood zones, 
although the risk for flood is not any greater than that for most areas in the Central Los Angeles 
Basin. Portions of the existing Exposition railroad right-of-way (ROW) is below grade and some 
flooding is possible during storm events. 

Local Surface Water Bodies 

The project routes stretch ten miles to the east of Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean, the 
ultimate receiving water body in the region. No other surface water bodies are located near the 
Study Area. Santa Monica Bay is considered by both Federal and State governments to be a natural 
resource of national significance that must be preserved and protected under the Natural Estuary 
Program. Santa Monica Bay is a United States Federal navigable water body, and is listed as an 
impaired water body in the Federal listing established under the Clean Water Act, Sections 131.1, 
303, 304, and 319. 
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The project routes are located 'within the Los Angeles-San Gabriel Hydrologic Unit and more 
specifically fa]] within the Ballona Creek Watershed Management Area. Beneficial uses of Ba.Ilona 
Creek include: contact and non-contact water recreation; warm freshwater habitat; wildlife habitat; 
rare and endangered species preservation, marine habitat; ocean, commercial, and sport fishing; and 
saline water habitat. 

Groundwater 

Along the \'Vilshire route, the regional groundwater table exists at depths in excess of 60 feet. 
However, areas of shallow and perched water do occur relatively close to the surface in alluvial 
sediments and channel deposits of Ballona Creek and its tributaries. Perched water tables have been 
rising since the late 1970s; preliminary engineering studies have confirmed the presence of 
groundwater close to the surface in areas between \'Vilshire and Olympic Boulevards. Groundwater 
along the Exposition route is estimated to be between 60 and 90 feet below the surface. 
Groundwater may contain high levels of hydrogen sulfide. 

Local Drainage Patterns 

The surface of the Study Area is substantially impervious (paved), thus the infiltration of surface 
water into groundwater is currently negligible. Major storm drains in the vicinity of the project 
routes include two major storm drains in the Mid-City area that collect and convey runoff from the 
J\fid-City area to Ballona Creek. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Hydrologic 
and \'Yater Conservation Division, maintains the northernmost storm drain. The City of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Enginee1-ing, maintains the southernmost storm 
drain. The portion of the County storm drain located in the Mid-City area is currently estimated to 
provide about a one-year level of flood protection, well below the 10-year capacity considered by the 
County to provide a basic level of flood protection. The City storm drain located in the J\fid-City 
area is estimated to provide at least a 10-year level of flood protection. Other storm drain facilities 
include drains along portions of Windsor Boulevard and Bronson Avenue. In addition, there is an 
existing 18by13.6-foot storm drain along Venice Boulevard. 

Within the Study Area, Ballona Creek (East Segment) and the Sepulveda Flood Channel (Central 
segment) are major sources of drainage. The easterly terminus of Ballona Creek is located about 1.5 
miles west of Crenshaw Boulevard, near the intersection of Pickford Street and South Cochran 
Avenue. Ballona Creek is a concrete flood control channel designed to pass local runoff and 
floodwaters into the Santa Monica Bay. Flows from Ballona Creek originate from many sources, 
including point-source discharges from industrial sources and storm water. In addition, irrigation 
runoff, residential car washing, fire fighting, waterline flushing, s'\vimming pool draining, 
groundwater denaturing at construction sites, and miscellaneous materials from illegal dumping are 
discharged into the Creek. 

Along the Exposition route, surface drainage flows easterly from Flower Street to the Los Angeles 
River. Surface drainage north of Exposition Boulevard flows in a northeasterly pattern towards 
Ballona Creek. South of Exposition Boulevard, drainage flows in a western and southern pattern 
towards Dominguez Channel. 

The rate of surface flow is heavily influenced by the impervious character of the underlying land in 
which there is little oppmtunity for percolation down to groundwater tables. Paved streets and 
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buildings cover most of the Study Area. However, the Exposition Boulevard route has a greater 
percentage of pervious surfaces due to the presence of Exposition Park. 

Water Quality 

The U:/ater ~Quality Control Plan1 Los Angeles R~ion (Basin Plan), prepared by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angles Region (RWQCB), notes that the major contributors to 
impaired water in Ballona Creek are pollutants from industrial and municipal effluent, and urban 
non-point runoff. In addition, untreated sewage overflows discharged into Ballona Creek during the 
rainy season historically have caused beach closures along Santa Monica Bay. Specific pollutants 
include high levels of dissolved solids (e.g. chlorides, sulfates, heavy metals), bacteria, nutrients from 
fertilizers and other sources, petroleum hydrocarbons, sediment, solid waste and debris. Rainfall 
results in these contaminants entering municipal storm drains, which subsequently convey the 
contaminants to surface waters. In addition, high concentrations of DDT in sediments at the mouth 
of Ballona Creek and in Marina del Rey provide evidence of past discharges that have resulted in 
long-term water quality issues. 

Point sources of discharges to surface waters, such as those from industrial facilities, contain a broad 
range of potential contaminants. Locally, these discharges are regulated by the R WQCB under 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit regulations, which have been in 
effect since the 1970s. The quality of base flow waters in Ballona Creek is defined by these 
discharges. 

The quality of water in Ballona Creek is monitored monthly by the Los Angeles County Department 
of Public Works, Flood Control Division. Water sampling stations near the Study Area are located 
along Ballona Creek at Fairfax Avenue and Sawtelle Boulevard. The Fairfax Avenue station collects 
dry weather flow samples only, while the Sawtelle Boulevard station collects both dry weather and 
storm flow samples. Presently, storm water in Ballona Creek is not treated prior to discharge into 
the Santa Monica Bay. A solid waste flap gate in Ballona Creek detains debris contained in dry 
weather flows. 

The water quality data for storm flows from the Sav.1:elle Boulevard station do not indicate a clear 
trend in mineral concentrations over the past few years. However, there has been a general increase 
in concentrations of some bacteria. The variability of the data can be attributed to the intensity of a 
given storm, the timing of the grab sample, and the unpredictable constituents that may be present 
in storm water runoff at any particular time. The water quality data for the two station's dry weather 
lows do not indicate a clear trend based on geographical location. 

Regulatory Framework 

Federal 

Clean U7ater Act; The primary federal law governing water quality is the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1972, amended as the Clean Water Act in 1977. This landmark legislation 
established the NPDES permit process to regulate point source discharges to surface waters. The 
1987 amendment to the Clean Water Act added Section 402(p) which requires the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to develop regulations for the control of non-point 
source discharges, such as urban storm water runoff. 
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Rti!,ulation of Industrial Wastt Dischat;ges (Point Soum Contro~. All point source waste dischargers to 
waters in the Los Angeles region, including BaUona Creek, must be permitted in accordance with the 
NPDES permitting system administered by the RWQCB. Discharge limits include, if required, 
effluent and receiving water limits. These limits are set to meet the Basin Plan water quality 
objectives (the Basin Plan is described in the Regional Regulation Framework). Each discharger must 
monitor its discharges, and in some cases receiving waters, and submit monitoring reports to the 
RWQCB according to a prescribed schedule. 

Storm TV'ater Regttlations. Federal storm water regulations require municipalities to obtain NPDES 
permits for storm water discharges from municipal storm drains to surface waters. In 1990, the 
EPA published final regulations for storm water discharges to implement Section 402(p) of the 
Clean Water Act. These regulations addressed storm water discharges from industrial stonn water 
collection systems. In November 1991, California issued the NPDES General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities (General Industrial Permit), which requires 
industrial facilities to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and 
a monitoring program to control and evaluate the quality of storm runoff discharging off-site, and to 
eliminate non-storm water discharges to the stonn drain system. On April 17, 1997, the State Water 
Resources Control Board adopted a revised General Industrial Stom1 Water Permit under Water 
Quality Order No. 97-03-DWQ. The general permit replaces the previously issued industrial storm 
water permits, and is mandated under the Federal Clean Water Act Section 402(p).33 U.S.C. Section 
1251 et seq. 

In addition to the General Industrial Permit, the State Water Resources Control Board (S\'VRCB) 
issued a General Construction Activities Storm \'Yater Permit (Construction Permit) in September 
1992, which requires applicable construction projects to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply 
with the requirements of the Permit. The Construction Permit requires construction-site operators 
to implement a S\'VPPP to control sediment and other construction-related pollutants from entering 
the storm drain system. 

These two storm water perm1ttmg programs - the General Industrial Permit and the General 
Construction Permit - are a major attempt to control non-point source pollutants in urban runoff 
that discharge to the local stonn drain system and into receiving waters, such as Ballona Creek. 

Porter-Cologne Ati. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act of 1969 established the principal 
California program for water quality control. This Act authorizes the S\'V'RCB to implement the 
provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act, and divides the State of California into nine RWQCB 
areas. Each R\'VQCB implements and enforces provisions of the Clean \'Yater Act, subject to policy 
guidance and review by the SWRCB. The Study Area is located in RWQCB Region 4. 

In addition, the S\XlRCB has adopted a General Construction permit, requiring that discharges of 
storm water from construction activities (e.g., clearing, grading, or excavation of land) on five acres 
or more must be regulated as an industrial activity and must be covered by a NPDES permit. The 
General Construction permit is implemented and enforced by the nine California Regional \'V ater 
Quality Control Boards. 
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The General Construction permit requires dischargers to eliminate/ reduce non-storm water 
discharges to storm water systems, develop and implement a storm water pollution prevention plan 
(SW'PPP), and inspect storm water control structures and pollution prevention measures. According 
to permit requirements, the SWPPP shall be implemented with the start of construction activities 
and be kept on-site for projects commencing on and after October 1, 1992. A Best Management 
Plan (BMP) shall also be prepared for review and approval by the City. The Best Management Plan, 
also known as a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), identifies all appropriate routine and 
minimum structural and non-structural controls found in the County's Drainage Area J'vfanagement 
Plan (DAMP) Appendix G. 

Management of water quality typically includes many BMPs to achieve the best possible water 
quality. BNIPs are required by local authorities, and with proper implementation, protect receiving 
waters from degradation and can correct for existing problems associated "1'ith water quality. 

Common BNIPs include structural controls and non-structural controls. Structural controls used in 
storm water management describe engineering solutions to water quality problems, such as 
detention basins, oil/ grit separators, grassed swales, filter strips, and porous pavement. The catch 
basins included with the project are examples of structural controls. Non-structural controls 
emphasize controlling the source of pollutants, generally by policy or by public education programs. 

Jn order to obtain coverage under the General Construction Permit, the Applicant is required to 
submit a NOJ prior to construction. The NPDES and SWPPP processes are intended to reduce 
potential water quality impacts to less than significant levels. 

Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Program 

Control of Construction-RPlated Erosion and Sedimentation. In order to control and monitor the water 
quality of waters of the United States, Congress enacted Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act. 
Section 402(p) of the Clean \'Yater Act, also termed the NPDES program, requires a storm water 
discharge permit to control both point and non-point sources of pollutants. Because of the nature 
of the alternatives considered, urban runoff (a non-point source of pollutants) is of primary concern. 
Specifically, two types of non-point source discharges are controlled by the NPDES Program - non
point source discharges caused by general construction activities, and the quality of storm water in 
municipally separate storm sewer systems. 

To minimize the potential effects of construction runoff on receiving water quality, the State 
requires that any construction activity affecting five acres or more must obtain a General 
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. Permit applicants are required to prepare a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement BMPs to reduce construction effects on 
receiving water quality. In 1997, the USEPA proposed revisions to the 1992 General Permit to 
clarify that all construction activities, even small construction sites that are part of a larger common 
plan, must be covered under the revised permit. The SWRCB has not yet developed a revised State 
permit that reflects the new USEPA requirements. Because development of the transit system would 
collectively disturb more than five acres, any construction would be subject to existing permit 
requirements and may be subject to the revised permit requirements if, or when, they are adopted by 
the SWRCB. 
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Examples of typical BMPs included in SWPPPs are the use of temporary mulching, seeding, or 
other suitable stabilization measures to protect uncovered soils; storing materials and equipment in a 
manner that reduces the potential for spills or leaks to enter the storm drain system or surface water 
system; developing and implementing a spill prevention and cleanup plan; installing traps, filters, or 
other devices at drop inlets to prevent contaminants from entering storm drains; and using barriers, 
such as straw bales or plastic, to minimize the amount of uncontrolled runoff that could enter drains 
or surface waters. 

Groundwater Re.mums. The State of California is not authorized by the California State Water Code to 
manage groundwater use; instead, case law from various court decisions regulates groundwater use. 
California landowners have a correlative right to extract as much groundwater as they can put to 
beneficial use. In some basins, a court has defined that correlative right. In other basins, the 
correlative right has not yet been defined. Groundwater management programs have usually been 
developed on an ad hoc basis through local agencies, adjudication, and groundwater management 
districts formed by special legislation. Two additional methods have recently become available: (1) 
Assembly Bill 3030 (Water Code Section 1750 et seq) allows certain existing local agencies to 
manage groundwater (i.e., groundwater management districts); and (2) city and county ordinances. 
The Study Area is neither regulated by a groundwater management district or by city or county 
ordinance; furthermore, none of the local water districts have been granted statutory authority to 
regulate groundwater extraction or groundwater recharge. 

A1aintenance qf the WTater Quality of Municipalb Separate Storm Drainage Systems. Municipal storm water 
runoff is regulated by municipal permits for a city, county, or groups of cities and counties. The 
County of Los Angeles received an "early'' pennit in 1990, prior to the promulgation of the USEP A 
storm water regulations. The Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit covers drainage 
basins associated with the Santa Clara River, Upper and Lower Los Angeles River, Santa Monica 
Bay, and Upper and Lower San Gabriel River. In summary, the purpose of the municipal storm 
water runoff permit is to provide a mechanism for monitoring the discharge of pollutants to "waters 
of the United States" and for establishing appropriate controls for municipally separate storm sewer 
systems located in municipalities with populations of 100,000 or more. 

The City currently operates under the Los Angeles NPDES Municipal Storm \vater Permit; as such, 
the City must ensure that discharges to the storm drain system comply with certain minimum water 
quality requirements. In order to accomplish this, the City must compile existing data regarding the 
storm drain system, identify and implement BMPs, and implement a monitoring program for non
point source pollutants. 

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) 

W/DRs far the Discharge of Non-Hazardous Contaminated Soils and OthPr W/astes in Los I1ngeles River and 
Santa Clara River Basins (Order No. 91-93 ). The afore-referenced WDR allows the disposal of up to 
100,000 cubic yards of non-hazardous contaminated soils and other wastes for a maximum period of 
90 days. This \X'DR is not expected to apply to the development of a transit system because there 
are no known contaminated soils on-site, and any stockpiling of construction-related soils would not 
occur in a manner that would affect the quality of any waters of the United States. 

WDRs far Land Treatmmt of PetrolPum f!ydrocarhon Contaminated Soil in Los An,_geles and Santa Clara River 
Basins (Order No. 90-148). The afore-referenced WDR allows the disposal of up to 100,000 cubic 
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yards of petroleum hydrocarbon contaminated soil for a maximum period of 365 days. This WDR is 
not expected to apply to the proposed project because there is no known contaminated soil on-site, 
and any stockpiling of construction-related soils would not occur in a manner that would affect the 
quality of any waters of the United States. 

WTDRs for Specified Dischat;ges to Ground1vater in Santa Clara River and Los Angeles River Basins (Order No. 
93-010). The afore-referenced \X!DR allows the discharge of water resulting from the following 
activities: hydrostatic testing of tanks, pipes, and storage vessels; construction dewatering; dust 
control application; water irrigation storage systems; subterranean storage systems; subterranean 
seepage dewatering; well development and test pumping; aquifer testing, and monitoring well 
construction. This \X!DR is expected to apply to the proposed project due to the potential for 
construction dewatering activities. 

Regional 

Basin Plan. Under the Clean Water Act, the State was originally required to develop comprehensive 
basin plans as a prerequisite to receiving federal funding for the construction of municipal waste 
water treatment plants. The Los Angeles RWQCB developed the Basin Plan for Region 4 in 1975, 
and this plan was most recently updated in 1994. The Basin Plan is designed to preserve and 
enhance water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all regional waters. Specifically, the Basin 
Plan (1) designates beneficial uses for surface and groundwater; (2) sets narrative and nume1-ical 
objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses and conform 
to the State's anti-degradation policy; and (3) describes implementation programs to protect all 
waters in the Region. In addition, the Basin Plan incorporates (by reference) all applicable State and 
Regional plans and policies, as well as other pertinent water quality policies and regulations. 

SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted a Water Quality Chapter in 
January 1995 for its Regional Comprehensive Plan and Gttide (SCAG 1995). The Water Quality Chapter 
provides a regional perspective on current water quality issues, and has no direct application to the 
proposed transit alternatives. 

3.11.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

The alternatives considered would result in a significant hydrology and water quality impact if they 
would: 

• 

• 

• 

Conflict with applicable legal requirements related to hydrology or water quality, including a 
violation of state water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

Substantially degrade groundwater quality or interfere with groundwater recharge, or deplete 
groundwater resources in a manner that would cause water-related hazards, such as subsidence; 

Alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner that would cause substantial 
flooding, erosion, or siltation; 
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• Create or contribute to runoff that would exceed the drainage and flood control capacity of 
existing or planned storm water drainage systems; or 

• Place "vi thin a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows, 
or otherwise expose people and/ or prope11:y to water-related hazards, such as flooding. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The methodology for the evaluation of impacts to hydrology and/ or water quality involves an 
analysis of existing data related to flooding, drainage, and water quality, and an assessment of 
whether the proposed action would substantially degrade surface or ground water quality; alter 
drainage patterns in a manner that would cause flooding, erosion, or siltation; result in exposure of 
people and/ or property to water-related hazards; or otherwise conflict with applicable laws related 
to hydrology and water quality. This analysis does not rely upon a detailed drainage study or a 
hydrologic flow analysis. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Impacts related to storm water runoff; flooding, and groundwater resources. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this 
report, the No Action Alternative would not entail physical changes to the project routes. Instead, 
the No Action Alternative would focus on operational bus improvements, such as an increase in 
fleet size, and buses would continue to operate along city streets. This alternative would not result 
in any impacts to storm water runoff (e.g., direction, rate, or flow), flood hazards, or groundwater 
resources (e.g., direction, rate, flow, or quality). However, an increase in the bus fleet could result in 
a negligible impact on surface water quality; this impact would be considered less than significant. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Impacts related to storm water runoff, flooding, and ground2vater resottrces. Similar to the No Action 
Alternative, this alternative would focus on enhancements to and/ or restructuring of transit service 
within the Study Area. l\ITA local service buses, as well as MTA Rapid Bus service, would continue 
to operate along city streets. This alternative would not result in any impacts to storm water runoff 
(e.g., direction, rate, or flow), flood hazards, or groundwater resources (e.g., direction, rate, flow, or 
quality). However, an increase in the bus fleet could result in a negligible impact on surface water 
quality; this impact would be considered less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT(Baseline Median-Running) 

Impacts related to storm water mnojf The \Vil shire BRT Alternative would be limited to the provision of 
BRT service within the existing Wilshire Boulevard RO\V. This alternative would not require any 
grading, and all surface water would continue to drain to the existing storm drain systems at the 
existing volumes and velocities. No significant impacts to the direction, rate, or flow of surface water 
is anticipated with implementation of Alternative 1. However, an increase in the bus fleet, as well as 
the provision of additional parking areas (i.e., park-and-ride lots), could result in a negligible impact 
on surface water quality; however, this impact would be considered less than significant. 
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Tmpatts related to flooding. As illustrated by Figure 3.11-1, a portion of the Wilshire BRT would be 
subject to flooding during 100-year and 500-year storm events. During these storm events, portions 
of \vilshire Boulevard are, and will continue to be, subject to limited flooding of short duration. 
Implementation of this alternative would neither create nor contribute to runoff that would exceed 
the drainage and flood control capacity of the storm drain system, nor would it impede or redirect 
flood flows. Furthermore, because the transit stops are located outside of the street systems, where 
a majority, if not all, of the drainage occurs, implementation of this alternative would also not 
expose people and/ or property to water-related hazards. Impacts resulting from flood hazards with 
implementation of Alternative 1 are considered to be less than significant. 

Impacts related to ground1vater resources. Because this alternative would not require any grading, and the 
entire \vilshire Boulevard route is currently paved, implementation of this alternative would also not 
result in an increase in the amount of impervious surfaces; therefore, there would be no impact to 
groundwater resources (direction, rate, flow, or quality). Further, this alternative will not draw from 
any groundwater aquifer. Impacts to groundwater resources would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, all components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the median. Therefore, the hydrology and 
water quality impacts resulting from construction and implementation of Alternative 1A would be 
identical to Alternative 1, and less than significant impacts would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, all components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the curb. Therefore, the long-term 
hydrology and water quality impacts resulting from construction and implementation of Alternative 
1B would be identical to Alternative 1, and less than significant impacts would occur. However, in 
order to provide an improved curb-lane running surface for buses, some of the existing storm drains 
must be reconstructed as part of the resurfacing process. Al reconstruction activities will occur v.rith 
the review and approval of the Engineering Bureau of each City through which the alignment 
traverses; as such, less-than-significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Impacts related to storm water runqff. As previously discussed, the Wilshire BRT would be limited to the 
ROW of Wilshire Boulevard. The Exposition BRT also follows existing public ROWs and is largely 
contained within the limits of city streets or a former railroad RO\v now owned by the j\;fTA. 
Implementation of this alternative would result in limited grading (to replace the dirt railroad ROW 
with asphalt to accommodate buses) and a slight increase in impermeable surface area. Therefore, 
runoff volumes, flows, and velocities would be slightly altered; however, surface runoff would be 
directed into a constructed drainage system, and impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Impacts to Jloodin,g. As illustrated by Figure 3.11-1, a portion of the Wilshire Boulevard route 
and Exposition Boulevard route would be subject to flooding during the 100-year and 500-year 
storm events. During these storm events, portions of both routes are, and wi11 continue to be, 
subject to limited flooding of short duration. Implementation of this alternative would neither 
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Figure 3.11-1100-Year and 500-Year Floodplains 
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create nor contribute to runoff that would exceed the drainage and flood control capacity of the 
storm drain system, nor would it impede or redirect flood flows. Furthermore, because the transit 
stops are located outside of the street systems, where a majority, if not all, of the drainage occurs, 
implementation of this alternative would also not expose people and/ or property to water-related 
hazards. Impacts as a result of flood hazards with implementation of Alternative 2 are considered to 
be less than significant. 

Impacts related to ground1vater resources. An increase in impervious surfaces would also result in a limited 
reduction in local groundwater recharge opportunities due to the decreased percolation of rainwater 
through the soil. Precipitation in the Study Area, however, is characterized by infrequent storms 
during a brief rainy season, and surface water infiltration is minimal, pa1Licularly along the narrow 
railroad ROW. The majority of recharge to the groundwater supply in Los Angeles County comes 
from large, natural stream systems or constructed groundwater recharge basins. Therefore, the 
reduced recharge potential associated with additional impermeable surfaces proposed for the 
Exposition BRT would be considered less than significant. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

The Exposition BRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would terminate at the Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and the MOS option of 
the Exposition BRT is only a shorter route of the foll-length alternative, the hydrology and water 
quality impacts resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 2A would be similar to 
Alternative 2. No hydrology and water quality impacts would occur west of the Venice/Washington 
Station, and no increased hydrology and water quality impacts would occur at the westernmost MOS 
station location. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Impacts relatr?d to storm water runoff. jlooding, and ground1vater resources. As previously discussed, the 
Wilshire BRT would be limited to the ROW of Wilshire Boulevard. The Exposition LRT also 
follows existing public RO\vs and is largely contained within the limits of city streets or a former 
railroad ROW now owned by the l\ITA. Implementation of this alternative would result in limited 
grading (to replace the dirt railroad ROW with light rail tracks) and a slight increase in impermeable 
surface area. Therefore, the potential impacts to hydrology and water quality that would result from 
implementation of Alternative 3 would be substantially similar to the hydrology and water quality 
impacts that are anticipated to result from implementation of Alternative 2. No significant impacts 
to local or regional surface water quality, storm water runoff and flood hazards, or groundwater 
resources are anticipated to occur. Impacts as a result of implementation of Alternative 3 are 
considered to be less than significant. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

The Exposition LRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would terminate at the Venice/\vashington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire LRT impacts have been disclosed above, and the MOS option of 
the Exposition LRT is only a shorter route of the full-length alternative, the hydrology and water 
quality impacts resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 3A would be similar to 
Alternative 3. No hydrology and water quality impacts would occur west of the Venice/Washington 
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Station, and no increased hydrology and water quality impacts would occur at the westernmost MOS 
station location. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

Alternatives 1 through 3 (including the design options and the MOS options) would require storage 
and maintenance facilities. A new maintenance yard(s) would provide maintenance for both the 
BRT /Rapid Bus Systems and/ or LRT system and, as such, must be centrally located to both 
systems (i.e., the downtown Los Angeles area). Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) provides a 
detailed description of the location of maintenance yard sites, including the screening process that 
was used to identify the six potentially feasible sites. In summary, the six maintenance yard sites that 
are currently being considered by the J'vITA include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

NW Corner of Chavez/Mission; 

Existing MTA Division I Area; 

NE Corner Alameda/\Y.!ashington; 

SE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

Exposition ROW Hooper to Central; and 

Existing J'vffA South Park Shops . 

Figures 2-16 through 2-19 in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) shows the locations and physical 
layout of the proposed maintenance facilities. These locations are all contained within lands 
currently owned and operated by the MTA, and are predominately located within industrial areas. 
The provision of maintenance facilities could result in water quality impacts. A source of 
contaminated water will be runoff from the maintenance yard where buses will be washed. 
Chemicals used for vehicle cleaning include solvents, detergents, and surfactants. The wash area will 
be constructed to drain into a designated collection area, where all effluents v.rill be contained for 
treatment before discharge. The Industrial Waste Section of the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts has evaluated Metro Rail's proposed rail carwashing system, which uses water recycling and 
water treatment through clarification. The Industrial Waste Section staff has concluded that the 
proposed system is appropriate and will meet existing and proposed water quality standards. 
Therefore, impacts related to storm water runoff and water quality (caused by operation of the 
maintenance facilities) would be considered less than significant. Furthermore, because the 
candidate maintenance facility sites are located within urbanized areas, no grading will be necessary. 
Therefore, there will be no increase in impervious surfaces, and no impacts related to flooding or 
groundwater resources are anticipated. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

The subway design option would provide a subterranean travel corridor for either the bus or light 
rail alternatives of the Exposition Corridor in the USC/Exposition Park area. In order to 
implement this design option, MTA must apply for an NPDES permit prior to the start of 
construction. The NPDES permit would require the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP 
to control sediment and otl1er construction-related pollutants from entering the storm drain system. 
This permit would list water quality standards and effluent limits set forth by the RWQCB to protect 
the beneficial uses of any receiving waters. In addition, this design option would also include a water 
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treatment system during construction of the subway segment to collect surface, ground, and 
construction cleaning water prior to discharge in storm drains that empty into Ballona Creek. The 
treated water (effluent) would be regulated by the RWQCB under MTA's NDPES permit for the 
project, as well as all applicable \'Vaste Discharge Regulations, and would be designed to remove 
contaminants to a level that meets the NPDES Permit requirements. 

Construction activities associated with construction of the subway design option would also generate 
substantial levels of sediment, dust, and other construction-related pollutants, such as building 
materials and debris. Since construction surface water would be ti-eated prior to release to sensitive 
receiving waters (such as Ballona Creek), no impacts to beneficial uses are anticipated. Furthem1ore, 
preparation of an SWPPP, as well as compliance with all requirements of the NPDES Program, 
including monitoring activities to assess the effectiveness of the Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
would ensure that a less than significant impact occurs "1'ith respect to water quality. 

3.11.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the J\1id-City/Westside Transit Corridor Project. 
The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR provides a programmatic analysis of hydrologic and water quality 
impacts resulting from implementation of all projects contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), 
including the Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor project, and provides the basis for this cumulative 
impact analysis. 

Cumulative hydrologic and water quality impacts could result from a degradation of water quality by 
roadway pollutants. Projects contemplated in the RTP that do not require the construction of new 
facilities (e.g., optimization of the existing transportation system) would not have a direct physical 
effect on water resources. The indirect effects of reducing traffic congestion would be beneficial to 
water quality in the region, because reductions in air emissions and accident-related roadway surface 
pollutants would reduce the level of water-borne pollutants that could migrate to surface and 
groundwater. Those projects that require construction of new or expanded facilities (e.g., new 
freeways or expanded roadways or additional parking facilities) would potentially have the greatest 
adverse impacts, because increased traffic-carrying capacity and increases in surface parking areas 
could cause increases in surface water pollutants related to tire wear, oil and grease, accident-related 
spills, and vehicle exhaust. In addition to pollutants that would result from normal 
roadway/ freeway operations, trash, pesticides, and accidental spills of transported materials could 
contaminate adjacent water bodies. The effects of additional pollutant loadings of surface water 
could also produce localized impacts on water resources. 

Construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts could also result during clearing and 
grading operations, and from cut-and-fill slopes that are exposed prior to the establishment of 
landscaping. The alteration of drainage patterns at stream crossings could also change erosional 
processes, depending on the design of bridge supports or the use of culverts. 

Lastly, to the extent that projects envisioned in the RTP would be built within the urbanized 
portions of the SCAG region, or within existing rights-of-way, such projects would cause minimal 
increases in impermeable surface area, and less-than-significant impacts related to flooding would 
occur. 
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Compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to hydrology 
and water quality, including, but not limited, to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (Water Quality 
Certification), Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Program), Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Department of the Army Permits), Section 
1600 et seq of the Fish and Game Code of California, the Coastal Zone Management Act, as well as 
the Best Management Practices specified in SCAG's Areawide \vaste Treatment Management Plan 
(208 Plan) would minimize the discharge of pollutants, reduce construction-related erosion and 
sedimentation, and would ensure that projects do not expose people or structures to flood-related 
hazards. Cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts associated "1'ith all of the project 
alternatives (i.e., No Action Alternative, TSM Alternative, and Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) would be less 
than significant. 
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3.12.1 Introduction 

Because of the urbanized and developed character of the Study Corridor, biological resources are 
not expected to be substantially or significantly affected by the proposed project alternatives. The 
discussion below outlines the primary biological resource impacts considerations in the corridor. 

3.12.2 Affected Environment 

The Study Area encompasses approximately 112 square miles. This area, however, is one of the 
most densely developed and urbanized areas in the southern California region. As a result, open 
space is largely limited to man-made parks and golf courses. With the exception of the Baldv.rin 
Hills, there are no natural open space areas v.rithin the Study Area. The only surface water body 
within the corridor area is Ballona Creek. The creek is maintained by the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District as a flood channel and flows from east to west. The surface flow (consisting 
largely of urban runoff) is contained v.rithin a lined channel with the exception of the estuary area in 
Marina del Rey. 

3.12.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

It is expected that an adverse impact to biological resources would result if development of a transit 
system would: 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Result in a substantial adverse effect on any federally, state, or locally designated sensitive 
species, including threatened, endangered, or candidate species as identified by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife and Service and/ or the California Department of Fish and Game; 
Result in a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities; 
Remove or have an adverse affect on any federally protected wetlands; 
Interfere with the movement of any native or migratory fish or wildlife species; 
Conflict ~with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources; or 
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) . 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The evaluation method for impacts to biological resources entails a review of the California Natural 
Diversity Data Base to determine whether there are threatened or endangered plant or animal 
species within the study area, and a comparison of the proposed alignment/ route of the transit 
improvements to determine whether these improvements traverse sensitive ecological areas, 
including rivers and streams, wetlands, wildlife migratory corridors and/ or habitat conservation 
areas. If an alignment is located "vithin or adjacent to one of these areas, there is a potential for an 
adverse impact. 
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Impacts 

According to a search of the California Natural Diversity Database (NDDB), there are no sensitive 
species within the areas affected by the proposed alternatives. The alternatives would not traverse 
any known wildlife migration corridors or any riparian habitats or wetlands. There are no HCP's 
that would be affected by the proposed alternatives. 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

As discussed in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) of this report, the No Action Alternative 
would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus 
improvements, such as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate along city streets 
and there would be no effects outside of these rights-of-way (ROWs). The No Action Alternative 
would result in less than significant impacts. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, this option would focus on enhancements and restructuring of 
transit service within the corridor area. 1iffA local service buses as well as 1iffA Rapid Bus service 
would continue to operate along city streets and highways and there would be no effects outside of 
these RO\v s. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

The Wilshire BRT route would be limited to the ROW of Wilshire Boulevard. The transit 
improvement would require the removal of existing median trees in some segments. These trees are 
considered to have aesthetic rather than ecological value because of their isolated location within a 
narrow median of a heavily traveled street. In limited circumstances, the removal of median trees 
could adversely affect nesting birds. However, no species v.rithin the corridor are listed as threatened 
or endangered. Peregrine Falcons (listed by the California Department of Fish and Game) are 
known to forage within the \vest Los Angeles/\vestwood area. These species typically nest at high 
elevations (including office towers) and it is extremely unlikely that the removal of median trees on 
Wilshire Boulevard would adversely affect this species. Refer to the visual impact analysis for a 
further discussion of the loss and replacement of median and street trees. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 3.7 (Visual Quality), such as those requiring additional 
landscaping, would result in less than significant impacts to street trees along the \vilshire BRT 
route. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Similar to Alternative 1, impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Similar to Alternative 1, impacts are expected to be less than significant. 
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Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Similar to the Wilshire BRT (discussed above), the Exposition BRT option also follows ex1stmg 
public ROWs and is largely contained within existing limits of city streets or a former railroad ROW 
now owned by the MT A. Within the segment extending from Figueroa Street in the east to 
Fam1dale Avenue on the west, a distance of approximately four miles, the route would require the 
removal of existing landscaping. Similar to the Wilshire route, this landscaping has more aesthetic 
than natural habitat value because of its isolated location within a street median or former railroad 
RO\v. The Exposition BRT component would entail a crossing of BaHona Creek in east Culver 
City. This crossing would be accomplished on a new aerial structure at a point along Ballona Creek 
where the creek is in a concrete-lined flood control channel. Thus, it is not expected that the 
placement of columns or piers for the aerial structure in this location would affect the ecological 
value of the creek in any way. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Similar to Alternative 2, impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

This alternative would have similar effects to the Wilshire BRT and Wilshire BRT/Exposition BRT 
alternative discussed above. The primary exception related to this option would be the removal of 
coral trees from the median of Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica. The area affected would extend 
from approximately Cloverfield Boulevard to 10th Street. Over two dozen trees would be affected by 
the LRT alignment within a new median in Olympic Boulevard. The removal of these trees would 
likely affect micro-habitats for urban birds and other species. No nests of listed or endangered 
species would be affected. Similar to other areas, the loss of trees would have a greater visual and 
aesthetic impact than an effect on biological resources. See Section 3.7 for a further discussion of 
visual impacts. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Similar to Alternative 3, impacts would be less than significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the MTA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. Six candidate sites are under consideration. Each of the sites is 
located in a developed and urbanized area near downtown Los Angeles. No impacts to biological 
resources would be expected from the construction and operation of maintenance yards at the 
candidate sites under consideration. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3 and 3A) 

As discussed in Section 2, a design option is being considered in the Exposition Park area, where a 
tunnel would be constructed for either BRT or LRT in the area between Figueroa Street and 
Vermont Avenue. Although the tunnel would be constructed within campus and park type area. 
The area is highly urbanized and no threatened or endangered species are known to be located in the 
area. Thus, no significant biological resource impacts are expected from the tunnel design option. 
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Mitigation 

None required. 

3.12.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Because there are no biological resources v.rithin the project area, no cumulative impacts are 
anticipated. 
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3.13.1 Introduction 

Generally, vehicles associated with transit development and improvements (i.e., buses and rail) 
consume energy. The discussion below illustrates the amount of energy expected to be consumed 
by the development of a transit system. 

3.13.2 Affected Environment 

The existing bus, urban rail, commuter rail, and automobiles consume a total of approximately 
620,250 billion British thermal units (BTU) 1 annually. Automobiles currently consume the most oil 
(approximately 105,243,547 barrels) and urban rail consumes the least amount of oil (approximately 
53,485 barrels). Table 3.13-1 shows the existing amount of energy used annually for each vehicle 
class. 

TABLE 3.13-1 
ANNUAL ENERGY USAGE 

Vehicle Class Total BTU Consumption Total Barrels of Oil 
(Billions) 

Bus 9,158 1,578,968 
Urban Rail 310 53,485 
Commuter Rail 369 63,682 
Automobiles 610,413 105,24.3,547 
Annual Total 620,250 106,939,683 
Source: Terry :\. J faycs Associates, 0.Ianucl Padron & Associates. 

3.13.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Direct energy consumption involves energy used by the operation of vehicles (automobile, truck, 
bus, or train) within the corridor. In assessing the direct energy impact, consideration was given to 
the following factors: 

• Annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for automobiles, trucks, buses, and heavy rail vehicles; 

• Variation of fuel consumption rates by vehicle type . 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The direct energy analysis for each alternative was based on projected year 2020 corridor traffic 
volumes and the total VJ\ff. The 2020 daily traffic volumes for the study corridor were provided by 
the l\ITA model and annualized based on transit statistics. The \ll\IT fuel consumption method 

1 ()nc British thcr1nal unit (BTU) is the c1uantity of cncrb'Y necessary to raise one pound of \vatcr one dchri·cc Fahrenheit 
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utilized for this project is outlined in t11e Technical GuidanCP on Section 5309 New Starts Criteria (Federal 
Transit Administration [FTA], 1999). Energy consumption factors for the various modes identified 
in Table 3.13-2 were developed by Oak Ridge Laboratory and published in the 1996 Transportation 
Energy Book: Edition 16. 

TABLE 3.13-2 
ENERGY CONSUMPTION FACTORS 

Mode Factor 
Passenger Vehicles (automobiles, vans. light trucks) 6,233 BTU /Vehicle J\Iile 
Transit Bus (all vehicle types) /a/ 41,655 BTU/Vehicle J\Iile 
Rail Oight or heavy) 77,739 BTU/Vehicle J\Iile 
/a/ FTA recommends utilizing a transit bus energy consumption factor of 41.655 

BTUs/VJ\lT for all bus types (including alternative fueled Sufficient data 
has not been available to develop consumption factors for alternative fuels such as 
CNG (compressed natural gas), LNG Oiquefied natural gas) and others. 

BTU British thermal unit. 
S< >urcc: Oak Ridge 1.aboratory, 1996. 

Direct energy, measured in BTU, was converted to the equivalent barrels of crude oil for 
comparison of alternatives. The change in annual BTU s was calculated for all alternatives. 

Impacts 

Change in regional energy consumption based on changes in \!J'vIT for each alternative is 
summarized in Table 3.13-3. Total annual VMT are anticipated to decrease under all alternatives 
when compared to the No Action Alternative. However, total Tuff for the Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition LRT Alternative would decrease the most. 

TABLE 3.13-3 
CHANGE IN REGIONAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION - YEAR 2020 

Passenger Light/Heavy Commuter Total 
Vehicle CNGBus Rail Rail Change 

TSM vs. No Action 
Change in -2,468,399 189,937 -6,674 21,971 -2,263,215 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.002% 0.08% -0.07% 0.45% -0.002% 
Change 

Wilshire BRT vs. No Action 
Change in -27,354,710 1,800,837 90,422 37,479 -25,425,972 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.02% 0.77% 0.91% 0.74% -0.02% 
Change 

Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT vs. No Action 
Change in -43,702,396 2,750,881 191,765 )75 -40,725 5 
Vl\1T/Year 
Percent -O.fJ3% l.17'Yo 1.92% 0.71% -0.03% 
Change 

Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT vs. No Action 
Change in -60,902,128 -735,645 1,669.839 -2,581 -59,970.515 
Vl\1T/Year 
Percent -OJJ4% -0.31% 16.72% -0.05% -0.04% 
Change 
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TABLE 3.13-3 
CHANGE IN REGIONAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION - YEAR 2020 

Passenger Light/Heavy Commuter Total 
Vehicle CNG Bus Rail Rail Change 

Wilshire BRT vs. TSM 
Change in -27,354,710 1,800,837 90,422 37,479 -23,162,757 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.02% 0.68% 0.97% 0.32% -0.02% 
Change 

Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT vs. TSM 
Change in -41,233,947 2,560,944 198,439 12,604 -38,461,960 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.03% 1.09% 1.99% 0.26% -0.03'Yo 
Change 

Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT vs. TSM 
Change in -58,433,679 -925,582 1,676,513 -24,552 -57,707,300 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.04% -0.39% 16.80% -0.50% -0.04% 
Change 
VI\IT vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terry:\. I !ayes Associates, sec VI'·\ New Start Worksheets. 

Table 3.13-4 summarizes the amount of fuel each alternative consumes annually. Among all the 
alternatives being considered, the No Action Alternative is expected to consume the most oil, and 
the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT is anticipated to consume the least oil. 

TABLE 3.13-4 
ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Change in Barrels of Changes in Barrels of 
Oil Consumed vs. No Oil Consumed vs. 

Action TSM 
Total BTU Consumed Percent Barrels of Percent 

Alternative (billions) /a/ Barrels of Oil Barrels of Oil Change Oil Change 
No "\ction 894,086 154,152,740 N/A N/A N/A Nr\ 
TSM 894,080 154,151,741 -999 <- r/ I 

0.01% 
Wilshire BRT 894,001 154,138,138 -14,602 -0.01% -13,603 -0.01% 
Wilshire BRT and 893,946 154,128,698 -24,042 OJJ2% -23,043 -0.01% 
Exposition BRT 
Wilshire BRT and 893,805 154,104,345 -48,395 -OJJ3% -47,396 -0.03% 
Exposition LRT 
/a/ BTU British thermal unit. 
.Source: Terrv :\. J fayes Associates, see FT:\ New .Start \'l/orkshcets. 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Under the No Action Alternative, the annual VMT for automobiles and trucks within the region is 
forecasted to be approximately 141.7 billion miles in the year 2020. The annual VJ'vIT is anticipated 
to be approximately 235.5 million for CNG buses, 10 billion for light or heavy rail, and 4.9 million 
for commuter rail. 

For the No Action Alternative, a total of approximately 154,152,740 barrels of oil, or approximately 
894,086 billion BTU) is expected to be consumed within the region annually. The No Action 
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Alternative would consume the most oil among all the alternatives being considered. [mpacts would 
be less than significant. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative would decrease annual passenger vehicle and light/heavy rail Vi'vIT by 
approximately 0.002 and 0.07 percent, respectively, when compared to the No Action Alternative. 
However, annual CNG bus and commuter rail vJ\1:T is anticipated to increase by approximately 0.08 
and 0.45 percent, respectively. Overall, the TSM Alternative would reduce total annual VMT by 
approximately 2,263,215 miles, or 0.002 percent, when compared to the No Action Alternative. 
Among all the alternatives being considered, the TSM Alternative will conserve the least amount of 
energy when compared to the No Action Alternative. 

A total of approximately 154,151,741 barrels of oil is expected to be consumed under the TSM 
Alternative annually. Generally, oil consumed under the TSM Alternative is anticipated to decrease 
by less than 0.01 percent per year when compared to the No Action Alternative. Similar to the No 
Action Alternative, impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Annual passenger vehicle VJ\ff for the \vilshire BRT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 
0.02 percent when compared to the No Action Alternative and the TSM Alternative. However, 
annual VJ'vIT for CNG buses, light/heavy rail, and commuter rail is expected to increase by 
approximately 0.77, 0.91, and 0.74 percent, respectively, when compared to the No Action 
Alternative. \'V'hen compared to the TSM Alternative, annual Vi'vIT for CNG buses, light/heavy rail, 
and commuter rail is anticipated to increase by approximately 0.68, 0.97, and 0.32 percent, 
respectively. Overall, total vJ\1:T is expected to decrease by approximately 0.02 percent per year 
when compared to both the No Action Alternative and the TSM Alternative. 

Vehicles operating within the region are anticipated to consume a total of approximately 
154,138,138 barrels of oil, or approximately 894,001 billion BTU, per year. Fuel consumption under 
this alternative is approximately O.Cl1 percent less than both the No Action Alternative and the TSM 
Alternative. Impacts would be beneficial. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1 discussed above. Beneficial impacts would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1 discussed above. Beneficial impacts would occur. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Annual passenger vehicle VMT for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT is anticipated to decrease 
by approximately ().()3 percent when compared to the No Action Alternative and the TSM 
Alternative. However, annual VJ\1T for CNG buses, light/heavy rail, and commuter rail is expected 
to increase by approximately 1.17, 1.92, and 0.71 percent, respectively, when compared to the No 
Action Alternative. When compared to the TSM Alternative, annual VMT for CNG buses, 
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light/heavy rail, and commuter rail is anticipated to increase by approximately 1.09, 1.99, and 0.26 
percent, respectively. Overall, total VJ\1T is expected to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent per 
year when compared to both the No Action Alternative and the TSM Alternative. 

Under the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT, vehicles operating within the region are anticipated to 
consume a total of approximately 154,128,698 barrels of oil, or approximately 893,946 billion BTU, 
per year. Fuel consumption under this alternative is approximately 0.02 percent less than the No 
Action Alternative, and approximately 0.01 percent less than the TSM Alternative. Among all the 
alternatives being considered, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT would consume the least 
amount of oil. Impacts would be beneficial. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Impacts would be similar to alternative 2. Beneficial impacts would occur. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Of the three build alternatives, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT will have the highest increase 
in light/heavy rail \l1IT (16.72 percent annual increase over the No Action Alternative and 16.80 
percent annual increase over the TSM Alternative). With the exception of light/heavy rail VJ\1T, 
annual \FMT for passenger vehicle, CNG bus, and commuter rail are anticipated to decrease. 
Among all the alternatives being considered, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT would have the 
smallest annual \1'vIT (0.04 percent less than both the No Action Alternative and the TSM 
Alternative). 

Under the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT Alternative, vehicles operating within the region are 
anticipated to consume a total of approximately 154,104,345 barrels of oil, or approximately 893,805 
billion BTU, per year. Fuel consumed under this alternative is approximately 0.03 percent less than 
the No Action Alternative, and approximately 0.03 percent less than the TSM Alternative. Impacts 
would be beneficial. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Impacts would be similar to alternative 2. Beneficial impacts would occur. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the j\;fTA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. With the exception of the South Park Shops, the remaining five 
candidate sites would be located in proximity to the \vilshire BRT route and would have minimal 
service miles to the maintenance yard. The service miles to the South Park Shops would be about 2 
times greater than the average service miles from the other candidate yard site locations. 

In terms of construction-related energy consumption, the existing MTA owned sites (Alameda and 
6t", South Park Shops) would likely require the least amount of site work and energy consumption. 
Of the four remaining sites that would require demolition and new construction, the Chavez and 
Mission site would have the greatest energy consumption due to extensive amount of site work 
needed to level the site. The remaining sites such as \vashington and Alameda Northeast, 
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\'Vashington and Alameda Southeast, Exposition ROW, would require minimal energy for site 
clearance and construction. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3 and 3A) 

The option to construct a tunnel approximately 40 feet deep and 1/2 mile long would require more 
energy resources than the primary option of constructing the BRT or LRT facilities at grade. The 
primary source of additional energy consumption would result from the use of earthmoving 
equipment for construction subway design option, as well as the extensive amount of haul trucks 
and haul truck travel to spoil sites to remove the excavated earthwork. The additional energy 
consumption required for this option would not result in a significant impact. 

Mitigation 

3.13-1 - The LACMTA through its vehicle procurement policy shall specify energy efficiency 
specifications for the double-articulated bus to be purchased and operated on the BRT routes. 

3.13-2 - The LACMTA through plans and specifications shall ensure that stations and other 
elements of the BRT or LRT infrastructure use the most energy efficient designs and equipment. 

3.13-3 - The LACMTA shall select a maintenance yard location that minimizes bus travel and 
minimizes the amount of site work necessary to construct the maintenance facility. 

3.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The energy consumption statistics and comparisons presented in this section represent the net effect 
on regional travel from the various alternatives, and represent cumulative incremental changes in 
the region. Although there are currently regional power supply disruptions in the marketplace 
due to deregulation of electricity providers in California, the majority of the project study area is 
served by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power which has not experienced 
shortages. Significant cumulative impacts are not anticipated. 
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3.14.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this section is to characterize existing and future safety and security issues for 
passengers, pedestrians, motorists, and the surrounding community. This section will identify any 
potentially significant safety and security impacts that could occur due to the introduction of transit 
improvements into the Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor. Various schools and parks are located 
within a 1/4 of a mile of both the Wilshire and Exposition corridors (See discussion in Chapter 3.1 S 
dealing with Community Facilities). Of concern is the potential for pedestrian/motorist conflict. 
Safety issues include station accidents, boarding and disembarking accidents, and right-of-way 
accidents. The impact on pedestrian and motorist safety in relation to those environments are 
considered below. Another aspect of the safety question is security, particularly whether transit 
station and/ or parking design, location, layout would compromise the safety of transit patrons or 
surrounding communities making them more susceptible to criminal activity. 

3.14.2 Affected Environment 

Wilshire Boulevard is classified as a major arterial. As discussed in the Land Use portion of this 
report, \vilshire Boulevard is located within the most densely developed corridor in the Los Angeles 
region. For the project under consideration, \vilshire extends from Western Avenue in Los Angeles 
to downtown Santa Monica for a distance of 13.2 miles. The corridor is located in a dense urban 
environment with high volumes of pedestrian and motorist activity. Pedestrian activity is 
particularly high in the Wilshire Center area, J\firade ]\file, downtown Beverly Hills, \vestwood, West 
Los Angeles and in Santa Monica. 

Between \vestern Avenue and 2"d Street in downtown Santa Monica, 90 signalized intersections are 
present. In addition, 40 legal pedestrian crossings that are not equipped with traffic signals exist 
along this corridor. A majority of the unsignalized crosswalks are unmarked. Pedestrians can legally 
cross a street at any signalized or unsignalized crosswalk, or at an unmarked crosswalk at an 
intersection. In this regard, available comparative accident statistics shows that the intersections 
along Wilshire Boulevard (within the project area) is not among the 50 highest accident intersection 
locations within the City of Los Angeles. 

The Exposition corridor is comprised of approximately 17 miles. Proposed operations would occur 
largely within the MTA-owned (former railroad) right-of-way along Exposition Boulevard from 
downtown Los Angeles to downtown Santa Monica. Other portions of the corridor include use of 
such streets as Figueroa or Hill Street at the eastern and Venice Boulevard, Sepulveda, Olympic and 
Colorado Boulevard in the western portion of the corridor. These streets are also major arteries but 
they do not carry the level of traffic volume as Wilshire Boulevard nor do they have the same high 
level of pedestrian sidewalk activity. 

The existing transportation right-of-way was purchased by the JYfrA from the Southern Pacific 
Railroad Company in the early 1990's to provide high capacity transit service to the Westside. The 
alignment is primarily surrounded by residential land use along the core of the alignment, with retail 
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and commercial development at both ends. Along the full Exposition alignment there are 38 
existing signalized intersections. There are also a large number of unsignalized local street crossings. 

Existing Procedures 

The J\ITA oversees the operation of bus and light rail transit services throughout Los Angeles 
County. The MTA is also responsible for implementing it own 5_ystem Safe!y Program Plan to maintain 
and improve the safety of commuter operations, reduce the costs associated with accidents and 
comply v.rith state regulations. These safety measures were established to provide worker and 
passenger safety, crime prevention, adequate emergency response, and emergency procedures 
following natural disasters. Furthermore, the MTA currently provides police surveillance, non
uniformed police inspectors on transit and at major transit nodes, closed circuit television, and an 
emergency radio system to provide quick response to emergencies. 

Over the last 10 years the MTA has established several projects to enhance the safety of the 
passengers, employees and the community. These projects include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Photo equipment has been installed on buses, permitting live video to be observed, to increase 
the safety of the passengers and employees. 

Direct communication services on the buses with the Los Angeles Police Department or the Los 
Angeles Sheriffs Department Transit Dispatch/Emergency Response Center. 

The Transit Safety Awareness Program communicates safety information to motorists and 
pedestrians in an attempt to change unsafe behaviors. Safety information is communicated 
through transit user aids such as timetables and bus stop information signs and via the internet. 

MTA personnel are offered Community Emergency Response training (CERT) in collaboration 
with the Los Angeles City Fire Department. Employees are trained in earthquake awareness, 
disaster medical procedures, and rescue operations. 

Four quadrant gates have been installed at highway-LRT grade crossings to deter motorists from 
driving around the lowered gates. 

Pedestrian swing gates and pedestrian automatic gates have been installed at pedest1-ian crossings 
of the LRT trackway, to control pedestrian movement. 

Photo enforcement of grade crossing violations has been instaUed at various crossings along the 
Blue Line to discourage motorists from driving around the lowered gate arms. 

The design of existing bus and rail facilities (including vehicles, stations, parking lots, etc.) provides a 
safe, secure, and comfortable transit system. Transit patrons along the \vilshire and Exposition 
alignments would be provided ~with station and platfom1 amenities such as covered waiting 
platforms and secure lighting. In addition, the J\ITA is including amenities specifically designed for 
the project. Some of these include Advanced Traveler Information Systems (ATIS), bike lockers, 
map cases and weather-resistant ticket vending machines. Security related design features include 
emergency telephones, public announcement (PA) systems, and closed circuit monitoring systems. 
Landscaping and public art would also be incorporated into the project design. 

The primary concern regarding security is the environment into which the transit improvements will 
be introduced. The addition of increased pedestrian levels and activity at transit stations raises the 
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potential for security related problems that must be handled by either MTA security personnel or 
affect local police departments. In this context, the Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor is served by 
police departments in the City of Los Angeles, Culver City, Beverly Hills and Santa Monica (refer to 
Figure 3.14-1). Key characteristics of these departments are as follows. The transit system is served 
in large part by MTA Security. The MTA maintains a security force with a staff of 94 security 
officers and 10 administrative staff. The MTA security is authorized to carry weapons. MTA 
security jurisdiction includes J\1TA properties and/ or events. Primary duties include revenue pickup 
and MTA light rail station patrol (Blue and Green Line). Local law enforcement Oocal police 
departments and L.A. County Sheriffs) provides all other security related functions. 1 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The Los Angeles Police Department is divided into four bureaus, which are then broken down 
into divisions. The proposed project area extends through six LAPD Divisions (Pacific, West 
Los Angeles, \Vilshire, Nev.1:on, Rampart and Southwest). 

The Southwest Community Police Station covers approximately 9.8 square miles and serves a 
population of 165,000. Located in the South Bureau this division employs 355 sworn officers 
and 27 civilian personnel. The Exposition corridor falls within this division. 

Rampart Division in the Central Bureau serves the \Vilshire corridor. This division 
encompasses 8.0 square mile area and serves a population of 375,000 people. This station 
employs 368 sworn officers and 33 civilians. 

Newton Community Police Station serves 9.0 square miles and a population of approximately 
150,000 people. This station employs 294 sworn officers and 26 civilians. 

The Wilshire Community Police Station is comprised 14.5 square miles and has a population of 
nearly 233,000 residents and is under the jurisdiction of the West Bureau. This station employs 
400 sworn officers and 28 civilian staff members. 

The \Vest Los Angeles Division, which is located in the West Bureau, encompasses 65 square 
miles and serves over 215,000 residents. The \Vilshire Corridor falls within the West Los 
Angeles Division Jurisdiction. This station employs 27 6 sworn officers and 25 civilians. 

The Pacific Division, which is located in the \Vest Bureau and encompasses 24.1 square miles 
and serves over 200,000 residents. The Exposition corridor falls within the Pacific Division 
Jurisdiction. The Pacific Division employs 296 sworn officers and 31 civilians. 

Culver City Department serves the Exposition Corridor. This Police Department employs 124 
sworn officers and 200 civilian staff members. The Culver City Police Department serves a 
population of approximately 38,793. 

Beverly Hills Police Department serves the Wilshire Corridor has 134 sworn officers and 62 
civilian personnel. Beverly Hills has a population of approximately 33,700. 

10/21/2000 conversation \vith J\ITA Systems Security J\Ianager, Pamela J\lurano. 
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Figure 3.14-1: Police Service Areas 
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The \vilshire and Exposition Corridors are served by the Santa Monica Police Department. 
With 196 sworn officers and 238 civilian employees this police department serves a population 
of approximately 96,528. 

Table 3.14-1 illustrates the relative Part I crime rates and response times within the corridor. Part I 
Crimes include homicide, rape, aggravated assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, and vehicle theft. The 
data broadly suggest that the crime rate may be slightly higher in the southern portion of the transit 
corridor. 

TABLE 3.14-1 
PART I CRIME RATE AND RESPONSE TIME (YEAR 1999) 

Crime Rate (Part I 
offenses Per 1000 Average Response 

Part I Offenses Population) Time (minutes) 
Santa J\Ionica Police Department 4884 50.6 4.92 
Culver Citv Police Department 1,446 37.2 .3 
Beverly Hills Police Department 1549 46.0 3.5 

Los Angeles Police Department 
Pacific 10996 72.1 9.5 
\X!est Los "\ngeles 6731 22.4 10.4 
Wilshire 12453 40.6 9.3 
Newton 8257 60.6 9.1 
Rampart 9677 52.0 9.4 
Southwest 11255 56.6 9.5 

In addition to crimes reported for the general population by the local police, statistics are also 
maintained for the MTA operations. Specifically, the Blue Line and Green Line are under the 
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department. According to the Transit Services 
Bureau operated by the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department4,403 incidents were reported for 
the 1999 year (1,281 for Metrolink and 2,913 for MTA). Of the total reported 391 of the crimes 
(8°/r1) were Part I Crimes. Statistics as repmted by the Los Angeles Police Department for transit 
crimes 2,208 offenses were reported for 1999. 

3.14.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines draws particular attention to those projects which would 
"create a potential public health hazard," or "interfere v.rith emergency response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans." Project effects on safety and security would normally be considered significant 
under CEQA if they: 

• 

• 

• 

Cause or create the potential for substantial adverse safety conditions, including: station 
accidents, boarding and disembarking accidents, right-of-way accidents, collisions, and fires, and 
major structural failures; or substantially limit the delivery of community safety services, such as 
police, fir, or emergency services; 

Cause or create the potential for substantial adverse security conditions, including: incidents, 
offenses, and crimes; or 

Substantially interfere with the implementation of an emergency evacuation plan . 
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Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Pedestrian and motorist safety along the alternatives considered in this document are evaluated on a 
qualitative level based on the experience of LRT systems throughout North America with similar 
alignment types. In addition, pedestrian safety along the BRT alignments were evaluated based on 
the experience gained from LRT alignments in North America due to the similarities in alignment 
type and operation. Research conducted on pedestrian and motorist safety referenced in this section 
include Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) Report 17 - Integration of Light Rail Transit into City 
Streets, TCRP Prqject A-13 - Light Rail Service: i Tehicular and Pedestrian Safety, and National Urban Transit 
Institute) At-Grade Buswqy Plannin,g Guide. 

Safety Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

\vith the no project alternative, it is assumed that improvements will not be made to any of the 
pedestrian crossings. Based on existing trends, the number of pedestrian collisions at crosswalks 
may increase with the increase in vehicular volume on the Wilshire and Exposition corridors. This 
increase is a result of increased exposure between pedestrians and vehicles at intersections and 
pedestrian only crossings. Along the Wilshire corridor, under the No Project Alternative, the existing 
90 signalized intersections v.rill remain as well as the 40 legal pedestrian crossings, many of which are 
unmarked. Pedestrians can legally cross a street at any signalized or unsignalized crosswalk, or at an 
intersection ~rith an unmarked crosswalk. 

Under the No Project Alternative, student safety along the Wilshire and Exposition alignments 
would remain similar to current conditions. There may be an increase in student- involved collisions 
along the two corridors due to the increase in exposure caused by increased traffic volumes. 

Under the No Project Alternative, safety at crossings near parks along the \vilshire and Exposition 
alignments would remain similar to current conditions. There may be an increase in pedestrian 
involved collisions along the two corridors due to the increase in exposure caused by increased 
traffic volumes. lmpacts would be less than significant. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

With a TSM alternative the number of collisions involving pedestrians may increase with the 
increase in vehicular volume on the \vilshire and Exposition corridors. Similar to the No Action 
Alternative, the TSM alternative does not provide improvements to the existing pedestrian crossings 
in the study area. Along the Wilshire corridor, under the TSM Alternative, the existing 90 signalized 
intersections will remain as well as the 40 legal pedestrian crossings, many of which are unmarked. 

Under the Transportation System Management Alternative, student safety along the \vilshire and 
Exposition alignments would remain similar to current conditions. There may be an increase in 
student-involved collisions along the two corridors due to the increase in exposure caused by 
increased traffic volumes. 

Under the Transportation System Management Alternative, safety at crossings near parks along the 
Wilshire and Exposition alignments would remain similar to current conditions. There may be an 
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increase in pedestrian involved coUisions along the two corridors due to the increase in exposure 
caused by increased traffic volumes. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Pedestrian safety at existing intersections would be affected by the addition of a new BRT right-of
way. Pedestrian safety is improved by encouraging the use of well marked crosswalks at signalized 
locations. Pedestrian crossings of the busway along the Wilshire BRT alignment will be controUed 
by pedestrian signals. Existing unsignalized pedestrian crossings of \vilshire Boulevard in Santa 
Monica wiU be signalized to provide an improved level of safety for pedestrians. Along the Wilshire 
corridor with the Wilshire BRT Alternative, 50 new traffic signals will be instaUed to provide a total 
of 139 signalized intersections and 4 pedestrian only signalized crossings. 

Pedestrian safety at highway-BRT at grade crossings focuses on the ability of a pedestrian to 
determine that a bus is approaching, and proceed to a safe location when the bus passes. Pedestrian 
"Walk/Don't Walk" signals will be installed at all of the pedestrian crosswalks that cross the busway. 
The crosswalks could also be equipped with an active "Bus Coming Icon" to warn pedestrians of 
the presence of an approaching bus. The stations will be designed to allow for a pedestrian refuge 
area between the exclusive busway and general roadway. If pedestrian signals are actuated, the 
pedestrian refuge will be equipped v.rith a pedestrian push button to allow pedestrians to clear off the 
platform. 

The instaUation of pedestrian signals at crosswalks that are not currently signalized will increase the 
level of safety at the crosswalks. Pedestrians can legally cross a street at any signalized or 
unsignalized crosswalk, or at an intersection with an unmarked crosswalk. Along the \vilshire 
corridor ~rith the Wilshire BRT alternative, the number of legal crosswalks will not be reduced. 
Also, due to the instaUation of 50 new traffic signals, the level of pedestrian safety along the \vilshire 
corridor v.riU be greater with the Wilshire BRT Alternative than in the No Build Alternative. 

Along the Wilshire BRT alignment 18 schools exist within 1/2 mile of the corridor. Thirty-six (36) 
new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of a school along the Wilshire BRT alignment. All 
of the traffic signals will be equipped with pedestrian signals. The additional signalized pedestrian 
crossings of Wilshire Boulevard ~wm increase pedestrian safety along the alignment. 

Along the Wilshire BRT alignment 12 parks exist within 1/2 mile of the corridor. Twenty-eight (28) 
new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of a park along the Wilshire BRT alignment. All of 
the traffic signals will be equipped with pedestrian signals. The additional signalized pedestrian 
crossings of Wilshire Boulevard will increase pedestrian safety along the alignment. 

Impacts would be significant at unsignalized crosswalks and in any locations where the station 
median platforms are too small to accommodate pedestrian queues. Safety impacts would be less 
than significant for motorists. 

Mitigation Measures 3.14-1 through 3.14-4 would ensure that less-than-significant impacts, and even 
beneficial impacts, occur v.rith respect to Alternative 1: 

• Mit~gation J\;ieasure 3.14-1: All pedestrian crossings along the Wilshire BRT route shall be 
signalized. Appropriate signage wil1 be installed clearly indicating correct methods to cross. 
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lvlitigation l\1easure 3.14-2: All station areas shall be lighted to provide a safe environment and 
visibility of the station platform and parking areas from adjacent land uses. 

Alitigation J\;ieasure 3.14-3: For all schools and parks within one-half mile of the transit 
alignment, the LACMTA shall sponsor a pedestrian safety education program, explaining 
acceptable methods to cross the guideway lanes. 

Mit~gation Measure 3.14-4: In all mixed flow sections of the route, where transit vehicles will 
operate in street traffic, appropriate warning signs sha11 be installed making drivers aware of 
the condition, particularly in those segments where LRT vehicles will operate in mixed 
traffic. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-1 through 3.14-4 will ensure a less than significant 
impact (with respect to motorists) or beneficial impact (with respect to pedestrians) would occur. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Many of the same safety concerns for motorists described for the Wilshire BRT Median 
Reconstruction Baseline (Alternative 1) are also applicable for the Wilshire BRT Median Adjacent 
Design Option. The main difference from the standpoint of motorist safety is the location of the 
interface between the motorist and the BRT. In this alternative, a motorist intending to make a left 
turn must first merge into the BRT lane and then merge into the exclusive left turn lane, all in one 
movement. This alignment moves the conflict point between the motorist and the BRT from the 
signalized intersection, to the approach lanes, where the movement is not control1ed. Although 
conducting a lane change is generally not considered a high risk movement, the motorist must cross 
the BRT lane into the exclusive left turn lane at a speed that may be slower than the speed of the 
BRT (approaching from behind). This difference in speed may cause the motorist to misjudge the 
speed of the BRT approaching from behind and create a potentially hazardous situation and a 
potentially significant safety impact. However, implementation of ]\'litigation Measures 3.14-1 
through 3.14-4 will ensure that a less-than-significant impact (v.rith respect to motorists) or a 
beneficial impact (with respect to pedestrians) would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Many of the same safety concerns for motorists described for the Wilshire BRT Median 
Reconstruction Baseline (Alternative 1) are also applicable for the Wilshire BRT Curb Adjacent 
Design Option. The main difference from the standpoint of motorist safety is the location of the 
interface between the motorist and the BRT. This alternative eliminates the possibility of a left 
turning motorist becoming involved in a collision with a bus approaching from behind. However, 
in this alternative, a motorist making a right turn has an additional conflict to consider prior to 
conducting the right turn. The motorist must turn into and drive in the exclusive BRT lane in order 
to turn right. This movement is generally not considered a high risk movement, as the motorist 
should have adequate visibility of a bus approaching on the right. However, the bus wi11 be required 
to yield the right of way to a motorist making a right turn in the exclusive bus lane. Impacts would 
be less than significant (with respect to motorists) and beneficial (w1th respect to pedestrians). 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

In addition to the safety impact for the Wilshire BRT alternative, discussed previously, the 
introduction of BRT along the Exposition corridor will have various safety impacts. The alignment 
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type and operational characteristics of the BRT in a semi-exclusive right of way creates a situation 
similar to light rail transit. The Exposition BRT line utilizes a similar alignment to that of the 
Exposition LRT and has similar operating parameters. As such, many of the safety treatments 
utilized for the Exposition LRT alignment can also be utilized for the Exposition BRT alignment. 
However, some differences do exist. The use of automatic gates at BRT crossings has not been 
attempted in the United States, and may require special legislation in order to insta11 the devices. 

Also, in order to detect the bus to allow for full preemption of the traffic signal and to lower the 
automatic gates, BRT detection must be used. Trains have this detection feature built into the 
tracks, but buses do not have that option. Inductive loops may be the favorable solution, but they 
must have a built in redundant system to provide a fail-safe grade crossing. As such, if the loops 
malfunction, the gates lower, not allowing motorist or pedestrians to enter the crossing. A fail-safe 
design is necessary when using gates, because the BRT operator is not expecting to stop at the 
crossing. 

Another factor that must be addressed v.rith the use of gates at grade crossings is the frequency at 
which the bus arrives at the crossing. It can take from 40-60 seconds for a bus to clear a grade 
crossing, including the time required to call and lower the gates, pass through the crossing, and raise 
the gates after the bus has passed. As such, if the headway for the BRT is too small, the cross street 
traffic could be adversely affected, resulting in a potentially significant impacts. A possible solution 
for this is to platoon the buses through the grade crossings that are gate controlled, so that the total 
delay for the cross street is minimized. 

Jn addition to the impact on student safety of the Wilshire BRT alignment, the Exposition BRT 
alignment will also have a positive impact on student safety. Twenty-two (22) schools exist within 1/2 
mile of the Exposition BRT alignment, 13 of which are in the Exposition BRT MOS. Along the 
Exposition BRT alignment, 13 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of the existing 
schools. Along the Exposition BRT MOS, 4 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of an 
existing school. All of the traffic signals will be equipped with pedest1-ian signals. The additional 
signalized pedestrian crossings of Wilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way will increase 
pedestrian safety along the alignment. 

Another factor to be considered with the introduction of the Exposition BRT is trespassing along 
the BRT right-of-way. Because the BRT ~will be traveling at speeds up to 55 mph, trespassing along 
the right-of-way is a primary concern. Fencing will be provided on the outside of the busway at all 
locations where the BRT exceeds 35 mph. In addition, at designated pedestrian crossings along the 
side-running alignment of the BRT located ~within a school zone, pedestrian automatic gates may be 
utilized to increase student safety. A pedestrian automatic gate is configured and operates much in 
the same manner as a vehicular gate, blocking the pedestrian approach in the presence of a bus. 

In addition to the impact on pedestrian safety near parks along the Wilshire BRT alignment, the 
Exposition BRT alignment will also have a positive impact on pedestrian safety. Thirteen (13) parks 
exist ~within 1/2 mile of the Exposition BRT alignment, 8 of which are in the Exposition BRT MOS. 
Along the Exposition BRT alignment, 10 new traffic signals will be insta11ed within 1/2 mile of the 
existing parks. Along the Exposition BRT MOS, 3 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile 
of an existing park. All of the traffic signals will be equipped ~with pedestrian signals. The additional 
signalized pedestrian crossings of \'Vilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way will increase 
pedestrian safety along the alignment. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-5 through 3.14-9 will ensure that less than significant 
impacts occur: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-5: In the vicinity of all schools along the Exposition alignment, 
pedestrian crossing gates shall be installed. 

A1itigation 1Weasure 3.14-6: All station areas shall be lighted to provide a safe environment and 
visibility of the station platform and parking areas from adjacent land uses. 

A1itigation }vleasure 3.14-7: For all schools and parks within one-half mile of the transit 
alignment, the LACMTA shall sponsor a pedestrian safety education program, explaining 
acceptable methods to cross the guideway lanes. 

1\1itigation 1\ftasure 3.14-8: In all mixed flow sections of the route, where transit vehicles will 
operate in street traffic, appropriate warning signs shall be installed making drivers aware of 
the condition. 

Mitzgation MPasure 3.14-9: All stations will be equipped "1'ith monitoring equipment and/ or be 
monitored by LAC~ffA security personnel on a regular periodic basis. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Impacts would be similar to the Alternative 2. The MOS would include the portion of the corridor 
that contains the greatest concentration of schools and parks that would generate safety concerns. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Jn addition to the safety impact for the Wilshire BRT alternative, discussed previously, the 
introduction of LRT along the Exposition corridor will have various safety impacts. A review of 
data from prior research, safety oversight authorities and direct surveys of LRT system staff in the 
western United States conducted in recent years reveals that LRV-pedestrian collisions are divided 
into two general location types. The first location type, at station platforms, represents the largest 
percentage of LRV-pedestrian collisions. This high percentage may be attributed to the inherent 
purpose of a station, where large numbers of people converge near light rail vehicles, and cross the 
trackway. Many collisions at stations are also easily preventable, through safe design, appropriate 
signage and public education to encourage safe behavior. The second location type is along the LRT 
right-of-way, away from the stations. This location type includes paths to stations, such as crossings 
at intersections where pedestrians cross over the light rail tracks, and right of way intrusion 
(trespassing). 

Although the low number and unique circumstances of historic pedestrian collisions do not allow a 
valid quantitative projection for the Exposition LRT alignment, some trends are present in the 
background data of collision causes. For example, pedestrians standing too close to the edge of the 
platform as a light rail vehicle approaches, represent a large number of I.RV-pedestrian collisions at 
stations. In addition, intoxicated pedestrians represent a large percentage of the collisions. 
Furthermore, LRV-pedestrian collisions at crossings are typically the result of pedestrians 
proceeding without waiting for a green signal to walk. 

Achieving a low number of pedestrian involved collisions with LRV is a result of several conditions 
including safety orientated design, light rail operator training, train speeds, and public education that 
warns pedestrians of potential hazards involved with light rail transit. 
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Pedestrian safety at LRT grade crossings is a potentially significant impact that can be addressed 
through safety treatments. Signs that warn pedestrians to "Look Both Ways" and display a train 
icon can be placed at the grade crossing. In addition, pedestrian channelization can direct 
pedestrians to designated crossing locations. Pedestrian channelization controls pedestrian 
movement through the use of paving, delineation, and barriers. Another pedestrian treatment that 
will be utilized along the Exposition alignment is the use of tactile warning strips. Traditionally used 
at stations to warn pedestrians of the edge of the platform, tactile warning strips will be installed at 
all designated pedestrian crossings of the trackway where the LRT alignment is not in the median of 
the roadway. Tactile warning strips assist the visually impaired and also provide a visual warning of 
the dynamic envelope of the train. 

Along the Exposition alignment there are 38 existing traffic signals. The introduction of LRT will 
provide 14 additional signalized intersections. Jn addition, nine legal pedestrian crossings that were 
unsignalized prior to the introduction of LRT will be closed, as the intersection will only allow for 
right turns into or out of the cross street. The reduced number of legal crosswalks will require 
pedestrians to walk longer distances to cross streets, but will allow for a greater degree of protection 
for pedestrians at designated crosswalks due to the installation of traffic signals. 

The alignment type and operational characteristics of the LRT in a semi-exclusive right of way 
creates a situation similar to the Exposition BRT alternative described above. In addition to the 
impact on student safety of the Wilshire BRT alignment, the Exposition LRT alignment will also 
have a positive impact on student safety. Twenty-two (22) schools exist within 1/2 mile of the 
Exposition LRT alignment, 13 of which are in the Exposition LRT MOS. Along the Exposition 
LRT alignment, 13 new traffic signals will be installed "vithin 1/2 mile of the existing schools. Along 
the Exposition LRT MOS, 4 new traffic signals "1'ill be installed within 1/2 mile of an existing school. 
All of the traffic signals "vill be equipped "vith pedestrian signals. The additional signalized pedestrian 
crossings of \Vilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way will increase pedestrian safety along 
the alignment. 

Another factor to be considered with the introduction of the Exposition LRT is trespassing along 
the LRT right-of-way. Because the LRT will be traveling at speeds up to 55 mph, trespassing along 
the right-of-way is a primary concern. Fencing will be provided on the outside of the trackway at a11 
locations where the LRT exceeds 35 mph. In addition, at designated pedestrian crossings along the 
side-running alignment of the LRT located within a school zone, pedestrian automatic gates may be 
utilized to increase student safety. A pedestrian automatic gate is configured and operates much in 
the same manner as a vehicular gate, blocking the pedestrian approach in the presence of a train. 

The alignment type and operational characteristics of the LRT in a semi-exclusive right of way 
creates a situation similar to the Exposition BRT alternative described above. In addition to the 
impact on pedestrian safety near parks along the Wilshire BRT alignment, the Exposition LRT 
alignment will also have a positive impact on pedestrian safety. Thirteen (13) parks exist within 1/2 
mile of the Exposition BRT alignment, 8 of which are in the Exposition LRT MOS. Along the 
Exposition LRT alignment, 10 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of the existing 
parks. Along the Exposition LRT MOS, 3 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of an 
existing park. All of the traffic signals will be equipped with pedestrian signals. The additional 
signalized pedestrian crossings of Wilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way will increase 
pedestrian safety along the alignment. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-10 through 3.10-14 will ensure that less-than
significant impacts occur: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-10: In the vicinity of all schools along the Exposition alignment, 
pedestrian crossing gates shall be installed. 

A1itigation J\;ieasure 3.14-11: All station areas shall be lighted to provide a safe environment 
and visibility of the station platform and parking areas from adjacent land uses. 

!\;litigation Measure 3.14-12: For all schools and parks within one-half mile of the transit 
alignment, the LACMTA shall sponsor a pedestrian safety education program, explaining 
acceptable methods to cross the guideway lanes. 

1\1itigation Nleasure 3.14-13: In aU mixed flow sections of the route, where transit vehicles will 
operate in street traffic, appropriate warning signs shall be installed making drivers aware of 
the condition, particularly in those segments where LRT vehicles will operate in mixed 
traffic. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-14: All stations will be equipped with monitoring equipment and/ or 
be monitored by LACJ\;frA security personnel on a regular periodic basis. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 3. The MOS would include the portion of the corridor that 
contains the greatest concentration of schools and parks that would generate safety concerns. Along 
the Exposition alignment MOS there are 20 existing traffic signals. The introduction of LRT will 
provide one additional signalized intersection. In addition, nine legal pedestrian crossings that were 
unsignalized prior to the introduction of LRT will be closed, as the intersection will only allow for 
right turns into or out of the cross street. 

Maintenance Yard 

Northu;est Corner of Chavez and Mission. This facility is located in an industrial area with minimal 
pedestrian activity and is not adjacent to any commercial facilities or residential properties. 
Therefore, there are no safety issues associated with the construction of this facility. No impacts 
would occur. 

E:x:istin,g MIA Division 1 (Alameda and 61
;,). This facility is located in an industrial area and has 

discussed above there is also minimal pedestrian activity near this site. There are no not adjacent 
commercial facilities or residential properties. Therefore, there are no safety issues associated with 
the construction of this facility. No impacts would occur. 

Northeast Corner Alamr?da and ff/ashincgton. This facility is located in an industrial area. There are no 
safety issues associated with the construction of this facility. No impacts would occur. 

Southeast Corner ofA!ameda and Washington. This facility is located in an industrial area. There are no 
safety issues associated with the construction of this facility. No impacts would occur. 

Exposition Right-OfTf/qy Hooper to Central The immediate vicinity of this site is industrial, however, 
residential neighbors are located adjacent to this area. The introduction of heavy bus activity at this 
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location could result in potentially significant safety related impacts on pedestrians; particularly those 
pedestrians with walk routes that cross access points to the facility. 

Existing MIA South Park Shops ti41
;, and Avalon). This facility is located in a residential 

neighborhood. Further, two schools and a park have been identified within a 1/2 mile. The 
introduction of heavy bus activity at this location could result in safety related impacts on 
pedestrians, particularly those pedestrians with walk routes that cross access points to the facility. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-15 will ensure that less-than-significant impacts occur 
with respect to operation of the maintenance yard(s). 

• lvlitigation Aleasttre 3.14-15: Bus travel routes will be designed to avoid residential streets . 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3 and 3A) 

USC Vermont Station is proposed as an underground station, between \vaite Way and Menlo 
Avenue. An underground stations raises an issue of reduced visibility creating an "isolated 
environment." This type of station results in increased patron susceptibility to crime, resulting in a 
potentially significant impact. 

l mplementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-16 through 3.14-18 will ensure that less than significant 
safety and security impacts occur with respect to the subway design option: 

• 

• 

• 

Alitigation Measure 3.14-16: The station will maintain security lighting, particularly at enti-y 
points and stairwells to encourage increased security. 

Mitzgation 1\ftasure 3.14-17: Onsite MTA security shall be maintained at subway locations . 

Alitigation l\1easure 3.14-18: All entry points to the subway station shall remain unobstructed 
to increase visibility. 

Security I mp acts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

This option entails an increase in the operating bus fleet and minor transit service restructuring. 
Because there are no significant changes to bus service or operating characteristics no impacts on 
security are anticipated other than crime increases due to increased ridership. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative would also not result in major physical changes to bus service within the 
corridor. j\;[ore extensive transit route restructuring and introduction of new Rapid Bus corridors 
would also not likely change the overa11 security environment within the corridor. No impacts 
would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

The proposed Wilshire BRT route would use a highly developed urbanized corridor that exhibits an 
unusually high level of pedestrian activity. It is unlikely that stations located in the median of 
\'Vilshire Boulevard or on adjacent sidewalks would induce or create an unsecure environment, and 
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no significant impacts are anticipated. It should be noted, however, that the Replacement Parking 
Strategy to be implemented in concert with the Wilshire BRT Alternative may involve the 
acquisition of property for off-street parking that is located behind commercial buildings. The 
creation of these lots may raise security concerns, particularly in terms of safe passage and pathways 
to the lots. Without mitigation, the security of these potential rear parking lots may be considered 
significant. 

However, implementation of J\1itigation Measure 3.14-19 will ensure that less-than-significant 
impacts occur: 

• Mitzgation lvfeasurt 3.14-19: Additional platform lighting and some supplementary pedestrian 
lighting shall be required for the medians of Wilshire Boulevard in order to assure patron 
safety. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

There is no significant change in condition from that discussed in Alternative 1 that would result in a 
potential increase in crime. This route would be located in a highly developed urbanized corridor. 
Station location visibility is provided on both sides of the median. The provision of off-street 
parking located behind commercial buildings would also be potentially significant without the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-19. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Station visibility for this alternative would not be as obvious as with Alternative 1 and 1A. However, 
as stated above, Wilshire Boulevard exhibits an unusually high level of pedestrian activity and 
therefore, the potential for increased crime levels or a reduction in patron security is not at issue. No 
impacts would occur. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

The Exposition corridor environment is entirely different from Wilshire. The route passes largely 
through lower density residential areas as well as industrial and commercial areas. Because it is a 
former railroad right-of-way in many segments, adjacent land uses are somewhat removed from the 
right-of-way creating an "isolated environment. These conditions combined with the fact that traffic 
and pedestrian volumes in adjacent areas are relatively low and the ambient crime rate is somewhat 
higher than the northern part of the corridor, raise the importance of security concern for both 
station areas and for proposed park and ride lots. \'Vithout mitigation, security concerns along the 
alignment would be considered significant. 

However, implementation of J\1itigation Measures 3.14-20 through 3.14-23 ~will ensure that less
than-significant impacts would occur: 

• 

• 

Mit~gation Measure 3.14-20: The MTA will implement a security plan for the routes. The plan 
will include both in-car and station surveillance by MTA security or other local jurisdiction 
security personnel. 

A1itigation Measure 3.14-21: All stations shall be lit to standards that avoid shadows and all 
pedestrian pathways leading to/ from sidewalks and parking areas will be well illuminated. 
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Mitigation A1easure 3.14-22: Stations will be equipped with security cameras to assist in 
monitoring as part of a security plan. 

A1itigation 1Weasure 3.14-23: The station design should not include design elements that 
obstruct visibility or observation. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

The MOS segment does not materially alter the conclusions above regarding the full route for 
Alternative 2. The right-of-way environment, because of the land use isolation, requires additional 
security measures to avoid significant impacts. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT 

Security concerns along the Exposition portion would be similar to those described for the 
Alternative 2 and would require the implementation oLMitigation Measures 3.14-20 through 3.14-23 
to ensure that less than significant impacts would occur. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS 

The MOS segment does not materially alter the conclusions discussed above regarding the full route 
for Alternative 3. 

Maintenance Yard 

North1vest Corner of Chavez and }v1ission. This facility would be located in a commercial/industrial area. 
The facility will be a secure facility closed to public access. It is not anticipated that this facility 
would have an effect on security. No impacts would occur. 

Existing AITA Division 1 (Alameda and 611
). This facility would be located in a commercial/industrial 

area near the boundary of downtown Los Angeles. As discussed above there are no security issues 
related to the construction of a maintenance yard at this location. No impacts would occur. 

Northeast Corner Alameda and WTasbington. This facility is located in an industrial area. There are no 
security issues related to the construction of a maintenance yard at this location. No impacts would 
occur. 

Southeast Corner qf Alameda and Washington. This facility is located in an industrial area south of the 
proposed facility above. There are no security issues related to the construction of a maintenance 
yard at this location. No impacts would occur. 

E:x:position Right-Of Wery Hooper to Central The location of this facility is surrounded by industrial and 
warehouse type uses. There are no security issues related to the construction of a maintenance yard 
at this location. No impacts would occur. 

E:x:isting MIA South Park Shops (54 1
;, and Avalon). This site is located in a predominately residential 

neighborhood. It is not anticipated that the nature of the surrounding area would lead to an increase 
in c1-ime. As stated above this facility would be gated, secure and closed to public access. No 
impacts would occur. 
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Environmental Analysis - Safety and Security 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-15 "1'ill ensure that less-than-significant impacts would 
occur. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3 and 3A) 

USC Vermont Station is proposed as an underground station, Between Waite Way and Menlo 
Avenue. There are no concerns as to design or location that would result in security related impacts. 

3.14.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The safety and security impacts of the alternatives considered are not expected to be cumulatively 
considerable. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.15 Community Facilities 

3.15.1 Introduction 

The l\fid-City/Westside Transit Corridor contains one of the greatest concentrations of activity 
centers in the Los Angeles region. On the broad scale, transit improvements often enhance 
accessibility to these centers and other community facilities, particularly for the transit dependent. 
The specific alignment and physical features of fixed guideway improvements can also have adverse 
affects on some of these same facilities through the taking of physical property or through the 
disruption of vehicular or pedestrian access to these facilities. The discussion below addresses these 
issues in detail. 

3.15.2 Affected Environment 

Figure 3.15-1 identifies community facilities within approximately one-quarter mile of the Wilshire 
Boulevard and Exposition right-of-ways, respectively. 

As shown in Table 3.15-1, there are the following community facilities within one-quarter mile of 
Wilshire Boulevard: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Parks (nine) 

Public Elementary Schools (seven) 

Public ]\fiddle Schools (two) 

Public High Schools (two) 

Colleges, Universities and Trade Schools (none) 

Private Schools (six) 

Hospitals and Health Centers (three) 

Museums (five) 

Fire Stations (eight within one-mile) 

Cemete1-ies (two) 

Libraries (one) 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

Figure 3.15-1 Community Facilities 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-1 
WILSHIRE BRT COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Corridor Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address 

1 LA J\Iid-City Fire Station Los Angeles Station 5821 W. 3rct Sr. 

1 LA J\Iid-City Fire S ration Los Angeles Station 4029 W. \v'ilshire Blvd. 

l2 LA J\Iid-City J\Iuseum L A Craft & Folk Art 5814 Wilshire Blvd. 

1 L\ J\Iid-City J\luseum Page J\Iuseum 2900 Exposition Blvd. 

1 LA Mid-City Museum LA County Museum of An 5905 Wilshire Blvd. 

1 LA J\Iid-City J\luseum Peterson Automotive 6060 Wilshire Blvd. 
1 LA Mid-City Park Canhay Circle Park Wilshire Blvd. & Crescent Heights 

1 LA J\Iid-City Park La Brea Tar Pits \'\Tilshire Blvd. & Curson 

1 L\ J\Iid-City Park La Cienega Park 8400 Gregory \\lay 

1 LA J\Iid-City School Burroughs J\Iiddle School 600 S. J\kCadden Pl. 

1 LA J\Iid-City School Cathedral Chapel School 81h St., Dunsmuir Ave. & Cochran 

1 LA Mid-City School Private School 6rh St., Van Ness 

1 LA J\Iid-City School Wilton Place Elementary 745 S. Wilton Place 

l2 Beverly Hills Fire Station Beverly Hills Station 445 N. Rexford Dr. 

l2 Beverly Hills Fire Station Beverly Hills Station 1100 Coldwater Canyon Dr. 

2 Beverly Hills Fire Station Beverly Hills Station 180 S. Doheny Dr. 

2 Beverly Hills Park Oakhurst Park Oakhurst Dr. south of Wilshire 

l2 Beverly Hills Park Park Reeves Dr south of Wilshire 

l2 Beverly Hills School Berkeley Hall School Bunon Wy & Clark Dr. 

l2 Beverly Hills School Beverly Vista School Elm Dr. & Charleville Blvd. 

2 Beverly Hills School El Rodeo Elementary 605 N. \X'hittier Dr. 

2 Beverly Hills School Good Shepard School Linden Dr., McCarthy Dr. 

2 Beverly Hills School Horace J\1ar111 School 8701 Charleville Blvd. 

3 \X1esr Los Cemetery Los Angeles National 950 S. Sepulveda Blvd. 
p \'\Test Los Cemetery Westwood Memorial Park 1218 Glendon Ave. 
p West Los Fire Station Los Angeles Station 107 S. Beverly Glen Blvd. 

3 West Los Fire Station Los Angeles Station 1090 V ereran Ave. 

3 \Vest Los Hospital Vet Affairs Med Center 11000 Wilshire Blvd. 

3 \X1esr Los J\Iuseum Armand Hammer 10889 Wilshire Blvd. 
p \'\Test Los Park \'\Testwood Park 1350 S. Sepulveda Blvd. 
p West Los School Brockton Elementary 1309 Armacost Ave. 

3 West Los School Fairburn Elementary 1403 Fairburn Ave. 

3 \Vest Los School University High School 11800 Texas Ave. 

4 Santa Monica Fire Station Santa Monica Station 1302 19th St. 

rt Santa J\lonica Hospital Saint Johns Hospital 1328 22nct St. 

4 Santa J\lonica Hospital Santa J\lonica - UCLA 1250 16th St. 

~ Santa J\lonica Library Santa J\lonica Main 1343 6th St 

rt Santa J\lonica Park Douglas Park 1151 Chelsea Ave. 

4 Santa Monica Park Palisades Park Ocean Ave. 

4 Santa J\lonica School High School (Private) 14th Street & California Ave. 

rt Santa Monica School Lincoln Middle School 1501 California Ave. 

4 Santa J\lonica School J\IdCinley Elementa1y 2401 Santa Monica Blvd. 

4 Santa J\lonica School Olympic Continuation 1081 Arizona "\ve. 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-1 
WILSHIRE BRT COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Corridor Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address 

4 Santa J\lonica School Saint J\Ionica High School 1030 Lincoln Blvd. 

4 Santa J\lonica School Santa J\lonica Elementary 1039 7th Street 

Within one-quarter mile of the Exposition BRT and LRT rights-of-ways there are the following 
facilities (see Table 3.15-2 for specific details): 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Parks (eleven) 

Public Elementary Schools (four) 

Public Middle Schools (three) 

Public High Schools (five) 

Colleges, Universities and Trade Schools (three) 

Private Schools (three) 

Hospitals and Health Centers (three) 

Museums (four) 

Fire Stations (twelve within one-mile) 

Cemeteries (none) 

Libraries (one) 

TABLE 3.15-2 
EXPOSITION BRT COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Corridor Segment Type Facility Name Location /Address 
1 - LA South Fire Station Los Angeles Station 1.335 S. Olive St. 
1 LA South Fire Station Los Angeles Station 915 W. Jefferson Blvd. 
1 LA South Fire Station Los Angeles Station 3661 7th Ave. 
1 L\ South Fire Station Los "\ngeles Station 4470 Coliseum St. 
1 LA South Hospital California Hospital J\Iedical Center 1414 Grand Ave. 
1 LA South Hospital Orothopedic Hospital 2400 S. Flower St. 
1 - LA South Library Exposition Park Regional Librarv 3665 S. Vern10nt 
1 LA South J\Iuseum Aerospace J\Iuseum Exposition Blvd. & Kinsev Dr. 
1 LA South J\Iuseum Natural History J\luseum Exposition Blvd. & I<:insey Dr. 
1 L\ South J\Iuseum J\luseum of Science and Industty J\Iuseum Dr. & State Dr. 
1 LA South J\Iuseum Afro-American J\Iuseum 600 State Dr. 
1 LA South Park Exposition Park Exposition Blvd. & Figueroa 
1 - LA South Park .38th & Normandie Park Rolland Curtis PL & Norn1andie 
1 LA South Park Rancho Cienega Sports Park 5001 Rodeo Rd. 
1 LA South Park Bald>V'in Hills Recreation Center 5401 Highlight PL 
1 L\ South Park \X'estside Park 3085 S. Fairfax 
1 LA South School Los Angeles Trade Tech College 400 E. Washington Blvd. 
1 LA South School J\Iount Saint J\larv's College 10 Chester Place 
1 - LA South School Elementarv School (Private) Adams Blvd. & Figueroa St. 
1 LA South School 3211d St./ USC Performing Art J\lag 822W. 32,ncl Sr. 
1 LA South School "\dams J\Iiddle School 151 \'\!.30th Street 
1 LA South School University of Southern California Exposition Blvd. & Vermont 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-2 
EXPOSITION BRT COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Corridor Setzment Tvne Facility Name Location /Address 
1 LA South School \v'eemes Elementary School 1260 W. 36th Place 
1 LA South School Foshay J\Iiddle School 3751 S. Harvard Blvd. 
1 L\ South School Dorsev High School 3537 Fam1dale Avenue 
1 LA South School Hamilton High School 2955 Robertson Blvd. 
2 Culver City Civic Center Culver City, City Hall Culver Blvd. & Dusquesne 
2 - Culver City Fire Station Culver City Station 9600 Culver Blvd. 
2 Culver City Fire Station Culver City Station 11252 Washington Blvd. 
2 Culver City Fire Station Culver Citv Station 11304 Segrell Wav 
2 Culver City Hospital Brotman J\ledical Center 3828 Delmas Terr. 
2 Culver Citv Park Syd Kronenthal Park .3459 J\IcJ\Ianus 
2 Culver City School Culver City J\Iiddle School Irving PL, Lindblade St. 
2 - Culver City School La Ballona Elementary School J\Iatterson Ave., Girard Ave. 
3 West Los Fire Station Los Angeles Station 10234 N arional Blvd. 
3 West Los Fire Station Los Angeles Station 11505 Olympic Blvd. 
3 \Vest Los Park J\Iedia Park Venice Blvd. & Culver Blvd. 
3 \X1est Los Park J\Iar Vista Recreation Center 11430 Woodbine St. 
3 \'(lest Los School Chamock Elementarv School 11133 Chamock Road 
.3 - West Los School Clover Elementary School 11020 Clover A venue 
3 West Los School Webster J\Iiddle School 1130 W. Graham Place 
3 West Los School Edison Elementary School 2425 Kansas Ave. 
4 Santa J\Ionica Civic Center Santa J\Ionica City Hall 1685 J\Iain St. 
4 Santa J\Ionica Fire Station Santa J\Ionica Station 1444 /th St. 

4 Santa J\Ionica Fire Station Santa J\Ionica Station (under const) 222 Hollister Ave. 
4 - Santa J\lonica Fire Station Santa J\Ionica S talion 2450 "\shland "\ve. 
4 - Santa J\lonica J\luseum Bergamot Station 2525 J\lichigan Ave. 
4 Santa Monica Park Stewart Street Park 3459 J\Ic\Ianus Ave 
4 Santa J\Ionica Park J\lemorial Park Olympic Blvd. & 14th St. 
4 Santa J\Ionica Park Palisades Park Ocean Ave. 
4 Santa J\Ionica School Garfield Continuation High School Olympic Blvd. & 1(1:h Street 
4 Santa J\Ionica School Santa J\Ionica High School 1039 /th Street 

4 - Santa J\Ionica School Crossroads Elementarv 1714 21" Street 

3.15.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

From the standpoint of transit accessibility, it is expected that there would be a beneficial impact if a 
community facility were located ~within one-quarter mile of a transit station. \vith respect to adverse 
impacts, the taking of the facility and/ or the creation of barriers or substantial disruption to 
pedestrian and vehicular access to a facility would constitute a significant adverse impact. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Potential impacts to community facilities are determined by overlaying the proposed guideway 
alignments, station areas, and roadway modifications to the location of community facilities. For 
these areas, a community facility will either be directly affected (a physical taking as described in the 
Land Acquisition/Displacement section of this report) or indirectly affected by the proposed transit 
improvements and facilities because of proposed changes to pedestrian or vehicular access. For 
discussion related to pedestrian safety see Section 3.14 Safety and Security of this report. 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

Impacts 

No Action (Baseline) 

Because this option involves minor changes to the bus fleet and some restructuring of transit routes, 
no impacts on the community facilities is expected. 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative 

\'Vhile the TSM Alternative anticipates greater changes to the bus fleet, more extensive route 
restructuring and introduction of additional rapid bus corridors, it is not expected there would be 
adverse impacts on community facilities. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT Alternative (Baseline Median-Running) 

Beneficial Impacts. As shown in Table 3.15-3, 3 of the 45 community facilities along the Wilshire BRT 
route would be located "1'ithin one-quarter mile of proposed station locations and would benefit 
from this improved transit access. 

Adverse Impacts. Although no community facilities would be displaced by the Wilshire BRT 
Alternative, it is anticipated that there would be some adverse proximity impacts, particularly the 
loss of street parking that is partially used by patrons of such facilities as the Folk Art Museum, Page 
Museum, La Brea Tar Pits, and Los Angeles County Art Museum. In addition, the reduction in the 
number of left turn opportunities from \'Vilshire Boulevard could affect vehicle access and disrupt 
circulation patterns at approximately eight community facilities. Adverse proximity impacts 
(including noise and air quality) may also occur at other community facilities identified in Table 3.15-
3, although none of these uses would be physically altered in a significantly adverse way. Proximity 
impacts related to air quality, noise, safety, and other related issues are discussed separately in the 
applicable sections of this report. It is not expected that the Wilshire BRT guideway would create a 
barrier to pedestrian access to any community facility along the BRT route. Pedestrian safety issues 
are discussed in Section 3.14 of this report. Significant adverse impacts would not occur. 

TABLE 3.15-3 
WILSHIRE BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of Affect Barrier to 
Corridor 1/4Mile Land Support Street Vehide Ped 
Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address of Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

L\ l\fid-Citv Fire Station 1 .os Angeles Station 5821 W. 3rc1 St. No No No No No 
4029 W. Wih:hire 

LA l\fid-Citv Fire Station 1 .os Angeles Station Blvd. No No No Yes No 
2 ],;\ Mid-Citv l\fuseum L;\ Crnft & Folk Art 5814 Wih:hire Blvd Yes No Yes Ycs No 
1 LA Mid-Citv Museum Page Museum 2900 I •'.xpmition Blvd. No No Yes Yes No 

] , ;\ County Museum 
1 - LA Mid-Citv Museum of Art 5905 Wilshire Blvd. Yes No Yes Yes No 

Peterson , \utomotive 
1 - LA Mid-Citv Museum Museum 6060 Wilshire Blvd. Yes No No Yes No 

Wilshire Blvd. & 
I L\ l\fid-Citv Park Cartha y Circle Park Crescent I Tcights Blvd. No No No No No 

Wilshire Blvd. & 
1 LA Mid-Citv Park La Brea Tar Pits Curson No No No Yes No 
1 ],;\ Mid-Citv Park La Cienega Park 8400 Gregory Wav Yes No No No No 

Burroughs ,\liddlc 
1 L\ Mid-Citv School School 600 S. McCadden Pl. No No No Yes No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-3 
WILSHIRE BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of Affect Barrier to 
Corridor 1/4Mile Land Support Street Vehicle Ped 
Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address of Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Cathc<lral Chapel 8th St., Dunsmuir A vc. 
1 L\ J\1iJ-Citv School School & Cochran A vc. Yes No No No No 
1 LA J\1i<l-Citv School Private School 6th St., \'an Ness Yes No No No No 

Wilton Place 
1 -LA Mid-Citv School I •'.kmentary School 745 S. \Vilton Place No No No No No 
) Heverly I !ills Fire Station Heverly I !ills Station 445 N. Rexford Dr. No No No No No 

1100 Coldwater 
2 Heverly I Tilh Fire Station Heverly I !ills Station Canyon Dr. No No No No No 
) Heverly I !ills Fire Station Heverly I Tills Station 180 S. Doheny Dr. No No No No No 

Oakhurnt Dr. south of 
2 Heverly I !ills Park ( )akhurnt Park Wilshire No No No No No 

Reeves Dr south of 
2 Heverly I Tills Park Park Wilshire No No No No No 

Burton Wy & Clark 
2 - Hcverly l filh: School Berk cl cy I Tall Schoo I Dr. No No No No No 

I •:Im Dr. & Charleville 
) Heverly I Tills School Heverly \' ista School Hlvd. No No No No No 

I ·'.l Rodeo I •:Jcmcntary 
2 Heverly I Tills School School 605 N. Whittier Dr. No No No No No 

J,in<lcn Dr., ]\J,-. ··~ "' 

Good Shepard Dr., & Charlcville 
2 Heverly I Tills School School Blvd. Yes No No No No 
2 Beverly I Tilh School I Toracc Mann School 870 l Charleville Blvd. Yes No No No No 
3 West Los Los Angeles National 
\ngcles Cemetery 950 S. Sepulved:1 Blvd. No No No No No 
3 \1\/est Los Westwoo<l Memorial 
·\ngclcs Cemetery Park 1218 Glendon Ave. No No No No No 
3 \1\/est Los 107 S. Heverly Glen 
·\ngelcs Fire Station Los Angeles Station Blvd. No No No No No 
3 - West Los 
Angeles Fire Station Los Angeles Station 1090 \' ctcran A vc. No No No No No 

\'ct Affairs Med 
3 - West Los Ccntcr \X/est l ,os 
\ngeb I Tospital Angeles 11000 Wilshire Blv<l. No No No No No 

.3 West Los Armand I lammer 
·\ngelcs Museum Museum 10889 Wilshire Blvd. Yes No No Yes No 
3 West Los 1350 S. Sepulveda 
\ngcles Park Westwood Park Blvd. No No No No No 
3 \Vest Los Brockton I •Jcmcntary 
\ngcles School School 1309 Armacost A vc. No No No No No 
3 \Vcst l .os l1;1irbum " 

·\ngclcs School School 1403 liairbum Ave. No No No No No 
3 \Vcst l .os I , I figh 
\ngclcs School School 11800Tcxas Ave. No No No No No 
t Santa Monica Fire Station Santa Monica Station 1302 19th St. No No No No No 

Saint J ohm l Tospit:1l 
t Santa Monica I Tospital & I Tcalth Center 1328 22nd St. No No No No No 

Santa Monica 
UCl .A Mcdical 

4 Santa Monica I Tospital Center 1250 16th St. Yes No No No No 
S:mta Monica Main 

+ - Santa Monica J ,ibrarv J ,ibrarv 1343 (jth No No No No No 

+ Santa Monica Park Douglas Park 1151 Chelsea Ave. No No No No No 
4 Santa Monica Park Palisades Park Ocean Ave. Yes No No No No 

14th Street & 
4 Santi Monica School l Tigh School (Priv:1te) California Ave. Yes No No No No 
4 Santa Monica School J .incoln J\1iddle 150 I California A vc. Yes No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-3 
WILSHIRE BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of Affect Barrier to 
Corridor 1/4Mile Land Support Street Vehicle Ped 
Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address of Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

School 
' r• 2401 Santa Monica 

4 - Santa Monica School I ''.lementarv School Blvd. No No No No No 
Olympic 

4 - Santa Monica School Continuation School 1081 ;\ rizona ;\ vc. No No No No No 
Saint Monica l Iigh 

4 Santa Monica School School 1030 Lincoln Hlv<l. No No No No No 
Santa Monica 

4 Santa Monica School I ':Jemcntarv School 1039 /tl• Street No No No No No 
TOTAL "Yes" 113 0 3 8 0 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, 2000. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent) 

This option would have effects similar to Alternative 1. It is expected that there would continue to 
be adverse effects on local circulation in the vicinity of community facilities because of the restricted 
left turn access. No facilities would be displaced as a result of this option. No impacts would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

In comparison to the center median baseline alternative and the median adjacent design option, this 
option which place the BRT operations in the curb lane, and would be less disruptive to localized 
circulation near community facilities because this option would not restrict left turn access along the 
route. Access to facilities would occur as it does now. 

It should be noted that the presence of buses traveling at somewhat higher speeds than the normal 
traffic flow could, however, effect pedestrians perception of safe conditions along the sidewalk and 
would likely require a public education program, particularly for school children. 

Similar to the other components of the Wilshire BRT Alternative, this design option would also not 
displace any existing community facilities. No impacts would occur. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Beneficial Impacts. In addition to the 13 facilities along the Wilshire BRT route, 21 of the 53 
community facilities along the Exposition BRT route would be located within one-quarter mile of 
proposed station locations and would benefit from this improved transit access (Table 3.15-4). This 
combined option would mean that approximately 34 percent of the community facilities along both 
BRT routes would have convenient transit access. 

Adverse Impacts. The proposed park and ride a lot near Cloverfield and Olympic would displace the 
Bergamot Art Center and the associated museum and art galleries in Santa Monica. The impact to 
this publicly owned facility would be considered significant. The displacement of the Bergamot Art 
Center (discussed further in Section 3.6) would be mitigated through implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-1, which is presented at the end of this discussion and provides for relocation assistance 
in compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Prope·rty Acquisition Polices Act of 1970, as 
amended (Uniform Act). The Uniform Act is further detailed in Section 3.6. There would also be a 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

loss of street parking surrounding seven community facilities. Most of these impacts are 
concentrated in the Exposition Park area and include the University of Southern California, 
Exposition Park and the museums located within the park. In total, seven community facilities 
would be affected in this manner; however, implementation of J'vfitigation Measures 3.15-2 and 3.15-
3 will ensure that less-than-significant impacts occur: 

• 

• 

• 

1\1itigation Measure 3.15-1: The LACMTA shall coordinate with the City of Santa Monica to 
find a suitable relocation site or facility, or examine other shared use opportunities for the 
Bergamot Station Art Center. 

Mitzgation 1Weasure 3.15-2: For those community facilities that rely in part on street parking, 
the LACNITA shall provide conveniently located off-street parking in accordance with its 
Replacement Parking Strategy. It is expected that loss spaces would be replaced on a one
for-one basis. 

lvfitzgation lvfeasurt 3.15-3: For all community facilities where circulation patterns have been 
altered because of the construction of a fixed guideway and the possible removal of left 
turns, the LACMTA shall coordinate with each facility to ensure that convenient vehicular 
access to driveways and off-street parking areas "vill be maintained. 

It is not expected that the exclusive guideway portions of the BRT route along the Exposition right
of-way, Venice or Sepulveda would constitute a barrier to pedestrian access to nearby community 
facilities. Pedestrian safety concerns are discussed in Section 3.14. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Ben~fitial Impacts. In addition to the 13 facilities along the Wilshire BRT route, 14 of the 53 
community facilities along the Exposition BRT route would be located within one-quarter mile of 
proposed station locations in the MOS and would benefit from this improved transit access (see 
Table 3.15-4). 

Adverse Impacts. No community facility would be displaced as a result of the MOS. There would also 
be a loss of street parking surrounding six community facilities. Most of these impacts are 
concentrated in the Exposition Park area and include the University of Southern California, 
Exposition Park and the museums located "1'ithin the park. Significant impacts would not occur. 

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXPOSITION BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier 

Facility Location Mile of Land Street Vehicle to Ped 
Corridor Segment Name Type /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

J,os Angeles 
1 L;\ South Station Fire Station 1335 S. Olive St. No No No No No 

J ,os Angeles 915 W. Jefferson 
1 ],;\South Station Fire Station Hlvd. No No No No No 

l .os Angeles 
1 J,A South Station Vire Station 3661 7th ,\vc. No No No No No 

Los Angeles 
l l .A South St:1tion Jiirc Station 4470 Coliscum St. No No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXPOSITION BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier 

Facility Location Mile of Land Street Vehicle to Ped 
Corridor Segment Name Type /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

California 
I lospital 

1 J,A South Medical Center llospitals 1414 Grand ,\ve. Yes No No No No 
Ornthopcdic 

1 J,A South lfospital l Jospitals 2400 S. Jilower St. Yes No No No No 
I •'.xposition 

Park Regional 
l l.A South J,ibrary J,ibrarv 3665 S. \' ermont No No No No No 

' l ·'.xpmition Blvd. & 
1 - L\ South Mw;eum Museum Kinsey Dr. Yes No Yes No No 

Natural 
I listory 

Mmeum of 
Los l •:xposition Blvd. & 

l l.A South County l\fuscum Kinsey Dr. Yes No Yes No No 
Museum of 
Science and Museum Dr. & 

1 J,A South Industry Mm;eum State Dr. No No r·es No No 
Afro--:\merica 

1 LA South Museum Museum 600 State Dr. No No Yes No No 
I •'.xposition I ·'.xposition Blvd. & 

1 J,A South Park Park Figueroa St. No No Yes No No 
38th & 

Normandie Rolland Curtis Pl. & 
1 J,A South Park Park Normandie ,\ve. No No No No No 

Rancho 
ICicnega Sports 

1 J,A South Park Park 5001 Rodeo Rd. No No No Yes No 
Baldwin I Tills 

Recrc:1tion 
1 - L\ South Ccnter Park 5401 I lighlight Pl. No No No No No 

1 J,A South Westside Park Park 3085 S. Fairfax Yes No No No No 
Los Angeles 
Trade Tech :\00 I•:. Washington 

1 J,A South College School Blvd. Yes No No No No 
Mount S;1int 

1 - L\ South Marv's College School 10 Chester Place Yes No No No No 
l •'.lcmentary 

School Adams Blvd. & 
l l.A South (Private) School Figueroa St. Yes No No No No 

32ml St./ USC 
Performing 

Art Mag 
School of 

1 - L\ South Choi cc School 822W. 32m1 St. Yes No No No No 
Adams Middle 

l l.A South School School 151 W.30tl1 Street No No No No No 
I' of 

Southern l ·'.xposition Blvd. & 
1 J,A South California School \ 'ermont :\ ve. No No Yes r·es No 

Weemes 
l •'.lcmcntary 

1 LA South School School 1260 W. 361h Place No No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXPOSITION BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier 

Facility Location Mile of Land Street Vehicle to Ped 
Corridor Segment Name Type /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Foshay l\1iddlc 3751 S. llarvard 
1 J,A South School School Hlvd. Yes No No No No 

Don:ey I Iigh 3537 Farmdalc 
1 J,A South School School Avenue No No No No No 

I familton I ligh 2955 Robertson 
l l.A South School School Blvd. 'frs No No No No 

Culver Culver Hlvd. & 
2 Culver Citv Citv I !all Civic Ctr Dm;quesne Ave. No No No No No 

Culver City 
2 Culver Citv Station Fire Station 9600 Culver Hlvd. No No No No No 

Culver City 11252 Washington 
2 Culver Citv Station Fire Station Hlvd. No No No No No 

Culver Ci 
2 Culver Citv Station Fire Station 11304 Segrell Wav No No No No No 

Brotman 
2 Culver Citv Medirnl Center l fospit<1ls 3828 Delmas Terr. Yes No No No No 

Syd 
Krnnenthal 

2 - Culver City Park Park 3459 McManus Yes No No No No 
Culver City Irving Pl., 

2 Culver Citv l\1iddlc School School J ,indblade St. Yes No No No No 
La Hallona Matterson Ave., 
I •'.lcmentary Girard ;\ ve. & 

2 Culver Citv School School Washington Ave. No No No No No 
J ,os Angeles 10234 National 

3 \li/est Los Angeles Station Fire Station Blvd. No No No No No 
Los Angeles 11505 Olympic 

3 West Los Angeles Station Fire Station Hlvd. No No No No No 
Venice Hlvd. & 

3 - \li/est Los Angeles l\fcdia Park Park Culver Hlvd. Yes No No No No 
l\far \'is ta 
Recreation 

3 \X!est Los Angeles Center Park 11430 Woodbine St. No No No No No 
Chamock 

I •'.lcmentary 11133 Chamock 
3 - 'vi/est Los Angeles School School Hoad No No No Yes No 

Clover 
I •'.lcmentary 11020 Clover 

3 West Los Angeles School School Avenue Yes No No No No 
Webster 1130 \XI. Graham 

3 \Vest Los Angeles l\1id<llc School School Place No No No No No 
l•'.dison 

I •'.lcmentary 
3 \li/est Los Angeles School School 2425 Kansas Ave. No No No No No 

Santa Monica 
4 Santa ,\lonica Citv I Iall Civic Ctr 1685 Main St. Yes No No No No 

Santa Monic:1 
4 - Santa Monica Station Fire Station 1444 7th St. No No No No No 

Santa Monica 
Station (under 

4 Santa Monica construction) Fire Sta ti on 222 Hollister;\ ve. No No No No No 
Santa Monica 

4 Santa Monica Station Fire Station 2450 Ashland Ave. No No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXPOSITION BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier 

Facility Location Mile of Land Street Vehicle to Ped 
Corridor Segment Name Type /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Bergamot 
4 Santa ,\lonica Station Museum 2525 I\fichman Ave. Yes Yes na na na 

Stewart Street 
4 Santa Monica Park Park 3459 McManus Ave No No No No No 

Olympic Blvd. & 
4 Santa Monica Memori:1J Park Park 14"' St. Yes No Yes No No 

4 Santa Monica Palisades Park Park Ocean Ave. No No No No No 
Garfidd 

Continu:1tion Blvd. & 
4 - Santa Monica I figh School School 16th Street Yes No No No No 

Santa Monica 
4 Santa Monica I ligh School School 1039 7th Street No No No Yes No 

Crossroads 
& 

4 - Santa Monica I ligh School School 1714 21 >t Street Yes No No Yes No 

TOTAL "Yes" 21 1 7 5 0 

Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, 2001). 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Beneficial Impacts. In addition to the 13 facilities along the Wilshire BRT route, 23 of the 53 
community facilities along the Exposition LRT route would be located within one-quarter mile of 
proposed station locations and would benefit from this improved transit access (Table 3.15-5). This 
combined option would mean that approximately 36 percent of the community facilities along both 
BRT routes would have convenient transit access. 

Adverse Impacts. Similar to the Exposition BRT, the proposed park and ride a lot near Cloverfield 
and Olympic would displace the Bergamot Art Center and the associated museum and art galleries 
in Santa Monica. The impact to this publicly owned facility would be considered significant, "vithout 
implementation of l'vfitigation Measure 3.15-1. The displacement of the Bergamot Art Center 
(discussed further in Section 3.6) would be mitigated through relocation assistance in compliance 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properry Acquisition Polices Act of 1970, as amended 
(Uniform Act). The Uniform Act is detailed in Section 3.6. There would also be a similar loss of 
street parking surrounding community facilities largely in the Exposition Park area; however, these 
impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.15-2 and 3.15-3. 

It is not expected that the exclusive guideway portions of the LRT route along the Exposition right
of-way, Venice or Sepulveda would constitute a barrier to pedestrian access to nearby community 
facilities. Pedestrian safety concerns are discussed in Section 3.14. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Beneficial Impacts. In addition to the 13 facilities along the Wilshire BRT route, 16 of the 53 
community facilities along the Exposition LRT route would be located within one-quarter mile of 
proposed station locations in the MOS and would benefit from this improved transit access. 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

Adverse Impacts. No community facility would be displaced as a result of the MOS. There would also 
be a loss of street parking surrounding six community facilities. Most of these impacts are 
concentrated in the Exposition Park area and include the University of Southern California, 
Exposition Park and the museums located "vithin the park. 

TABLE 3.15-5 
EXPOSITION LRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier to 

Location Mile oi Land Street Vehicle Ped 
Corridor Segment Type Facility Name /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Fire Los 
1 - LA South Station Station 1335 S. Olive St. No No No No No 

Fire Los 915 W. Jefferson 
1 - LA South Station Station Blvd. No No No No No 

Fire Los 
1 - LA South Station Station 3661 7th Ave. No No No No No 

Fire Los 
1 - LA South Station Station 4470 Coliseum St. No No No No No 

Califomia 
Hospital 

1 LA South Hospitals Medical Center 1414 Grand Ave. Yes No No No No 
Orothopedic 

1 LA South Hospitals Hospital 2400 S. Flower St. Yes No No No No 
Exposition 

Park Regiona I 
1 LA South Librarv Libraty 3665 S. Vermont No No No No No 

Aerospace Exposition Blvd. 
1 LA South J\Iuseum J\Iuseum & I<insey Dr. Yes No Yes No No 

Natural History 
Museum of Los Exposition Blvd. 

1 LA South J\Iuseum Angeles County & Kinsey Dr. Yes No Yes No No 
J\Iuseum of 
Science and J\Iuseum Dr. & 

1 - LA South J\luseum Industrv State Dr. Yes No Yes No No 
Afro-American 

1 - LA South J\luseum J\Iuseum 600 State Dr. Yes No Yes No No 
Exposition Exposition Blvd. 

1 - LA South Park Park & Figueroa St. No No Yes No No 
33th& Rolland Curtis PL 

Normandie & Normandie 
1 LA South Park Park Ave. No No No No No 

Rancho 
Cienega Spons 

1 LA South Park Park 5001 Rodeo Rd. No No No Yes No 
Baldwin Hills 

Recreation 
1 LA South Park Center 5401 Highlight PL No No No No No 
1 - LA South Park Westside Park 3085 S. Fairfax Yes No No No No 

Los Angeles 
Trade Tech 400E. 

1 LA South School College \X!ashington Blvd. No No No No No 
J\Iount Saint 

1 LA South School Mary's College 10 Chester Place Yes No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-5 
EXPOSITION LRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier to 

Location Mile oi Land Street Vehicle Ped 
Corridor Segment Type Facility Name /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Elementary Adams Blvd. & 
1 LA South School School (Fuvatt Figueroa St. Yes No No No No 

USC 
Performing Art 

1 - LA South School J\Iag School 822W. 32'1ct St. Yes No No No No 
Adams J\Iiddle 

1 - LA South School School 151 W.301h Street No No No No No 
University of 

Southern Exposition Blvd. 
1 LA South School California & Vermont Ave. Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Weemes 
Elementary 1260 W. 361h 

1 LA South School School Place No No No No No 
Foshay J\Iiddle 3751 S. Harvard 

1 LA South School School Blvd. Yes No No No Yes 
Dorsey High 3537 Farmdale 

1 LA South School School Avenue No No No No Yes 
Hamilton High 2955 Robertson 

1 LA South School School Blvd. Yes No No No No 
Culver City, Culver Blvd. & 

2 Culver City Civic Ctr Citv Hall Dusquesne Ave. No No No No No 
Fire Culver City 

2 Culver City Station Station 9600 Culver Blvd. No No No No No 
Fire Culver City 11252 

2 Culver City Station Station Washington Blvd. No No No No No 
Fire Culver City 

2 Culver City Station Station 11304 Segrell Way No No No No No 
Brotnrnn 3828 Delmas 

;:; Culver City Hospitals J\ledical Center Terr. Yes No No No No 
Syd Kronenthal 

2 Culver City Park Park 3459 J\lclllanus Yes No No No No 
Culver City Irving Pl., 

2 Culver City School J\Iiddle School Lindblade Sr. Yes No No No No 
La Ballona 
Elementary Girard Ave. & 

2 - Culver City School School Washington "\ve. No No No No No 
Fire Los 10234 National 

3 - \\/est Los Angeles Station Station Blvd. No No No No No 
Fire Los 11505 Olympic 

3 - \\/est Los Angeles Station Station Blvd. No No No No No 
Venice Blvd. & 

3 - \\?est Los Angeles Park J\Iedia Park Culver Blvd. Yes No No No No 
J\Iar Vista 
Recreation 11430 Woodbine 

3 \v'est Los Angeles Park Center St. No No No No No 
Charnock 

Elementary 11133 Charnock 
3 West Los Angeles School School Road No No No Yes Yes 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-5 
EXPOSITION LRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier to 

Location Mile oi Land Street Vehicle Ped 
Corridor Segment Type Facility Name /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Clover 
Elementary 11020 Clover 

3 - \\/est Los Angeles School School Avenue Yes No No No No 
i\v'ebster J\Iiddle 1130 W. Graham 

3 - \\/est Los Angeles School School Place No No No No No 
Edison 

Elementary 
3 \vest Los Angeles School School 2425 Kansas Ave. No No No No No 

Santa 1\lonica 

"' 
Sama J\Ionica Civ1c Ctr Citv Hall 1685 \Iain St. Yes No No No No 

Fire Santa Monica 

"' 
Sama J\Ionica Station Station 1444 7rh St. No No No No No 

Santa Monica 
Fire Station (under 

"' 
Santa J\Ionica Station const) 222 Hollister "\ve. No No No No No 

Fire Santa J\Ionica 2450 Ashland 

"' 
Santa J\Ionica Station Station Ave. No No No No No 

Bergarnot 2525 J\Iichigan 

"' 
Santa J\Ionica J\Iuseum Station Ave. Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Stewart Street 3459 J\lcJ\Ianus 
4 Santa J\Ionica Park Park Ave No No No No No 

Olympic Blvd. & 
4 Santa J\Ionica Park J\Iemorial Park 14th St. Yes No Yes No Yes 

4 - Santa J\lonica Park Palisades Park Ocean Ave. No No No No No 
Garfield 

Continuation Olympic Blvd. & 
4 Santa 1\lonica School High School l(ith Street Yes No No No No 

Santa J\Ionica 
4 Santa 1\lonica School High School 1039 7th Street No No No Yes Yes 

Crossroads 
Elem &High 

4 Sama J\Ionica School School 1714 21" Street Yes No No Yes No 
TOTAL "Yes" 23 1 8 6 6 

Source: Terry :\. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the MTA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. Six candidate sites are under consideration. The effects of these sites 
on community facilities is discussed below: 

North1vest Corner of Chavez and A1ission. Site is located within an industrial/ commercial area. There are 
three public schools within 1/2 mile of the site. These facilities, however, are located south of the 
SR101 and I-10 freeways in Boyle Heights would not likely be affected by the operation of bus 
maintenance facility on the north side of the freeway. No Impacts would occur. 

P:\10305~01 '.\IT\ Drafl ElS~ElR\DElS~Dl,'.IR\3.15 Comrmmity h.cilitic~.doc 3.15-15 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023660 



EM23807 

Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

Bxistin,_g NITA Division 1 (Alameda and 611
). This site is located in a commercial and industrial area 

along the perimeter of downtown Los Angeles. Community facilities within 1/2 mile of the site 
include a small pocket park at 6th Street and Gladys Avenue, a public school at Wilson and Decatur 
Place; and a public school near 9th Street and Olympic. None of these facilities are directly adjacent 
to the site and accessibility to these facilities would not be affected by the expanded operations on 
the existing maintenance yard site. No impacts would occur. 

Northeast Corner ef Alameda and W'asbington. The site is located in an industrial area. There are no 
community facilities "1'ithin 1/2 mile of the site and no impacts are anticipated. 

Southeast Corner ef Alameda and Washington. The site is located in an industrial area. There are no 
community facilities vv'ithin 1/2 mile of the site and no impacts are anticipated. 

Exposition ROWT (Hooper to Central). The immediate vicinity of this site is surrounded by industrial 
and warehouse type uses. However, beyond these directly adjacent buildings there are residential 
neighborhoods that contain a variety of community facilities, including two recreation centers, one 
high school and two elementary schools. Use of the Exposition ROW site for bus maintenance 
would require that buses travel a minor arterials and local streets. Increased bus activity at this site 
would likely be disruptive to local circulation patterns particularly walk routes to schools and the 
park. The residential character of the surrounding area strongly suggests that pedestrian access to 
nearby facilities would be impaired by the presence of increase buses from the maintenance yard. 
Impacts from this maintenance yard would be potentially significant. 

Existing }vfTA Soutb Park Shops (54 1
h and Avalon). Although this is an existing MTA facility, only small 

numbers of buses are currently maintained at this site. The site is located within a residential 
neighborhood and it is within 1/2 mile of two schools and South Park. Increased bus activity at this 
site would likely be disruptive to local circulation patterns particularly walk routes to schools and the 
park. The residential character of the surrounding area strongly suggests that pedestrian access to 
nearby facilities would be impaired by the presence of increase buses from the maintenance yard. 
Impacts from this maintenance yard would be potentially significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3 and 3A) 

The excavation of a tunnel for BRT or LRT would pass through an area between the University of 
Southern California on the north side of Exposition Boulevard and the museums and facilities in 
Exposition Park on the south side. During the period of construction, the work would likely require 
the removal of on-street parking in this area. This temporary loss would disrupt access to the 
facilities on either side of Exposition. In addition, access routes across the excavation would be 
limited to the areas where there are currently crosswalks or pedestrians may be forced to cross the 
area at either end along Figueroa or Vermont. While access would be maintenance it would likely be 
an inconvenience to pedestrians. Over the long term, the operation of BRT or LRT in a tunnel 
would not affect access to the university, museums, or park in any way. 

3.15.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Wilshire BRT. Community facilities located along the Wilshire BRT route (where turn access will be 
restricted), these facilities will be vulnerable to cumulative impacts from other public works or 
development projects in nearby areas that would restrict traffic flow or divert traffic flow. Driver 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

confusion and unnecessary vehicular circulation in these areas would further disrupt access to 
community facilities. 

Exposition BRT or LRT. It is unlikely that community facilities adjacent to or near the Exposition 
route would be adversely affected by any combined affects of public works or development projects. 
Local circulation around community facilities is expected to be maintained at current levels. No 
cumulative adverse changes are anticipated. 
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3.16 Hazards 

3.16.1 Introduction 

This section identifies current locations within both the Wilshire and Exposition Boulevard routes 
that have the potential for contamination from hazardous materials. This section also includes sites 
with potential contamination due to the possibility of migration of contaminants from nearby 
hazardous waste sites. 

3.16.2 Affected Environment 

Certain chemical and physical properties of a substance may cause it to be considered hazardous. As 
defined by the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Section 66084, a "hazardous 
material" is a "substance or combination of substances which, because of its quantity, concentration, 
or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either (1) cause, or significantly contribute to, 
an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible illness; or 
(2) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or environment when improperly 
treated, stored, transported or disposed of or otherwise managed." 

According to the California Health and Safety Code, Section 25124, a "hazardous waste" is any 
hazardous material that is abandoned, discarded or in storage prior to recycling. For example, 
excavated soil containing hazardous materials would be a hazardous waste if the concentration of 
contaminants exceeded specific CCR Title 22 c1-iteria. 

Project Setting 

The proposed project and project alternatives travel the \vilshire Boulevard and Exposition 
Boulevard right-of-ways through areas containing both commercial and single/multi-family 
residential properties. The Exposition corridor follows the former railroad right-of-way, which 
includes portions of Exposition Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard, National Boulevard, and Olympic 
Boulevard. Bus alternatives would not require the removal of soil or ground excavation; however, 
the rail alternatives would require construction activities, which could be affected by potential 
contamination. Underground storage tanks are of concern because of the possibility of leaks that 
lead to contamination of surrounding soil and groundwater. 

Regulatory Agency List Review 

A review of federal and state regulatory agency lists was conducted to determine if locations within 
the routes contain suspected hazardous waste sites. 

• CORTESE: The California Environmental Protection Agency Office of Environmental 
Information has compiled a Hazardous \vaste and Substances Sites List (Cortese list) which 
includes sites designated by the State \vater Resources Control Board, the Integrated Waste 
Management Board, and the Department of Toxic Substances Control. The Cortese list was 
reviewed for any sites located within the routes. Hazardous material locations within the 
Wilshire and Exposition corridors found on the April 1998 Cortese list are displayed in 
Table 3.16-1. 
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Environmental Analysis - Hazards 

TABLE 3.16-1 
SITES ON CORTESE LIST WITHIN WILSHIRE AND EXPOSITION ROUTES 

Site Location Type of Contamination 
WILSHIRE ROUTE 

804 Wilshire Boulevard Fujita Corporation, Santa Monica Leaking Undergrnund Storage Tank 
1111 Wilshire Boulevard Roywood Corporation/Nakano-I<:ia, Los Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

Angles 
2730 Wilshire Boulevard Kennedy- \\/ilson International, Santa J\Ionica Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
3675 \v'ilshire Boulevard Arco #5355, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage 'J'ank 
3855 Wilshire Boulevard Texaco #Alex Haagen, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
4180 \\/ilshire Boulevard Alright Parking Lot, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
8567 Wilshire Boulevard J\Iobil #11-G\X'X, Beverly Hills Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
8833 Wilshire Boulevard BJ\IW of Beverly Hills, Beverly Hills Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
9777 Wilshire Boulevard \X'ilshire Triangle Center, Beverly Hills Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

10950 Wilshire Boulevard Hertz - West LA, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
11800 Wilshire Boulevard Chevron #9-77 48, Los "\ngeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
12054 Wilshire Boulevard Mobil #11-LDJ\1, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

EXPOSITION ROUTE 
445 Figueroa Street Library Square Construction, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
610 Figueroa Street 1\1\\!'D Headquarters Garage, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
1201 Figueroa Street Convention Center. Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
2600 Figueroa Street Shell Station, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
2601 Figueroa Street Chevron #9-3707, Los "\ngeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

2943 Exposition GTE Plant Yani, Santa J\Ionica Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
8520 National Boulevard Fredrick Smith, Culver City Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
8536 National Boulevard Hercules Incorporated Plant #3, Culver City Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

In addition to the sites identified in the Cortese List, numerous hazardous materials studies were 
reviewed to determine the potential for encountering hazardous materials during construction of the 
proposed project or project alternatives. These hazardous studies were initially conducted as part of 
the purchase process by the MTA of the fom1er Exposition railroad right-of-way. These studies 
included the following: Asbestos Site Assessment Facility Inspections SPTCO Properties (Santa 
Ana, Santa Monica, and Midway Yard Facilities) (1991); Soil Chemical Testing Study National 
Boulevard and Hayden Street Culver City, California, (1991); Additional Site Characterization: Santa 
Monica Line Sites: Cabinet 2000, Main/Jefferson, Bundy Cleaners, and Santa Monica Building 
Materials, (1992); and Environmental Due Diligence Survey, Santa Monica Line, California, (1990). 
These documents were reviewed to determine the potential for encountering hazardous materials. 
The findings from these documents are presented in Table 3.16-2. 

TABLE 3.16-2 
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DOCUMENTS FOR EXPOSITION 

ROUTE 
Applicability to this 

Document Buildings Findings Study 
Asbestos Site Assessment - Direct J\Iail No materials surveyed displayed Buildings outside of 
Facility Inspections Advertising 2133 Bundy significant ACBJ\1 damage or Exposition right-of-way. 
SPTCo Properties Dr. potential for friable material No effect anticipated. 
Ana, Santa J\Ionica, and Psychic Boutique release. Trace asbestos 
J\Iidway Yard Facilities) Corinth Ave./Pico "\ve. concentrations (.1 'Yo Crysotile) 

were identified >V"'ithin vinyl floor 
tiles and associated mastic. 
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TABLE 3.16-2 
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DOCUMENTS FOR EXPOSITION 

ROUTE 

Document 
Soil Chemical Testing 
Study National Boulevard 
and Hayden Street Culver 
City, California 

Additional Site 
Characte1:ization Santa 
1\lonica Line Sites: 
Cabinet 2000, 
]\fain/Jefferson, Bundy 
Cleaners, and Santa 
1\Ionica Building 1\Iate1:ials 

Buildings 
Site located at comer of 
National and Hayden in 
Culver City. Southeast 
comer of National & 
P -:::;~::c::, b1:ick 
warehouse \\rith old RR 
spur. 

Cabinet 2000 
Washington & 
Exposition 

Hin1co Security 
Products 1\fain & 
Jefferson (downtown). 
Nonheast comer of 
1\fain & Jefferson 

Bundy Cleaners 

Findings 
Soil samples were found to 
contain high concentrations of 
TPH, toluene, and xylene. 
Recommend that soil be 
removed, manifested, and 
transported to a disposal facility. 
Some additional testing may be 
required for admittance into 
respective facilities. 

Based on limited extent and low 
levels of contamination found at 
site, levels of aromatic 
compounds discovered in single 
surface sample are of minor 
concern in regards to possible 
groundwater contamination. Do 
not recommend further 
investigation or remediation at 
this site. 

Applicability to this 
Study 

Site is adjacent to where 
reconstruction of National 
Boulevard would occur 
and as such this 
reconstruction may 
encounter some of the 
contaminated soils. 

Study recommend that soil 
from this site be removed, 
manifested, and 
transported to a disposal 
facility and that some 
additional testing may be 
required for admittance 
into respective facilities. 
Site is outside of 
Exposition 1:ight-of-way 
and not anticipated to be 
used for the proposed 
project alternatives. In 
addition, study concluded 
that further investigation 
or remediation was not 
needed at this site. 

PCE was detected. Recommend Outside of study area. No 
further investigations be effect anticipated. 
performed at site to determine 
lateral and vertical extent of soil 
contamination. Additional 
borings should be drilled to a 
minimum depth of 20 feet and 
soil samples should be collected 
and analyzed at surface. 
Remediation methods or costs 
cannot be recommended until 
after additional investigations. 
Do not suspect groundwater 
contamination. 
No groundwater contamination 
at this site revealed in 
groundwater 

Site is outside of the 
Exposition right-of-way, 
therefore, no effect 
anticipated. 
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TABLE 3.16-2 
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DOCUMENTS FOR EXPOSITION 

ROUTE 

Document Buildings 
S:i\1 Building J\Iaterials, 
Exposition & Bundy 

Bergamot 

Numerous soil 
stockpiles 

Numerous sites \vith oil 
from cars/ trucks 

Findings 
After illegally discharging oil 
onto property, City of SJ\I 
directed SJ\1 Building materials 
to remediate contaminated soil. 
City has stated, as of that 
further remediation is not 
required. No further 
investigation or remediation 
necessary. 

Two sites where groundwater 
contamination is considered ro 
be present beneath the ROW 
and one non-operating property 
where groundwater 
contamination has been 
detected. 

Numerous soil stockpiles and 
some drums are present in 
ROW. J\Iany of the drums are 
located in fenced areas, which 
are most likely leased properties. 
Stockpiles and drums need to be 
managed as hazardous wastes 
unless they are tested or their 
source is known. 

Nun1erous sites where it appears 
that oil from cars or trucks has 
been spilled into ROW. The 
vertical extent of these stained 
areas is anticipated to be small. 
The larger stained areas may be 
from other sources. Of concern 
in these larger stained areas is the 
potential presence of other 
chemicals. PCBs which have 
been encountered in waste oils 
could be present in some of the 
stained areas. 

Applicability to this 
Study 

Some portion of tested 
soil may be encountered 
during construction of the 
Exposition (Full Length) 
Alternatives, however, 
since the City of Santa 
J\Ionica has stated that 
fonher remediation is not 
required, no effects are 
anticipated. 
Even though this site is 
proposed as a park-and
ride lot, it is not 
anticipated that 
groundwater would be 
encountered during 
construction. Therefore, 
no effects are anticipated. 
These stockpiled sites are 
within the right-of-way. 
Therefore, as 
recommended this 
study. many of the drums 
are located in fenced areas, 
which are most likely 
leased properties. 
Therefore, these stockpiles 
and drums need to be 
managed as hazardous 
wastes and should be 
tested unless their source 
is known. 
Further investigation of 
these numerous stained 
sites is recommended to 
determine if these soils are 
contaminated prior to 
construction of the 
proposed Exposition 
alternatives. 
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TABLE 3.16-2 
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DOCUMENTS FOR EXPOSITION 

ROUTE 
Applicability to this 

Document Buildings Findings Study 
Other sites where fluids If hazardous materials are Further investigation of 
have leaked or are present in fluids or have leaked these sites is 
continuing to leak into from the tanks or clarifiers they recommended to 
corridor. would be present in subsurface determine if these soils are 

beneath RO\\/'. contaminated prior to 
construction of the 

Number of areas where it is proposed Exposition 
suggested that additional data be alternatives. 
obtained (Tables SA & SB) 
Two sites where unpermitted Further investigation of 
storage tanks are on adjacent these numerous stained 
properties, two sires identified sites is recommended to 
from air photos where disposal determine if these soils are 
pits were present and three sites contaminated prior to 
where stains were noted. construction of the 

proposed Exposition 
alternatives. 

Source: C01npilcd fr01n ..-arious h,1Y,ardous rnatcrials docmncnts at ?\IT:\, 2000. 

3.16.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

A significant impact would occur if hazardous materials are encountered during excavation of sites 
during the construction phase of the proposed project or project alternatives. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The methodology used to identify the potential impact was to identify the location of hazardous 
sites and compare their locations with the routes of the proposed project and project alternatives to 
determine if, during construction, the materials would be exposed. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

As discussed in Section 2 of this EIS/EIR, the No Action Alternative involves primarily increases to 
the bus operations fleet and minor transit service restructuring. It would not involve the 
construction of a project and therefore exposure to hazardous materials would not result. No 
impact would occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

As described in Section 2 of this report, the TSM Alternative would largely involve operational and 
route restructuring improvements along with extensions of the MT A Rapid Bus service and 
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corridors. No construction is anticipated for this alternative and therefore the alternative would not 
be exposed to hazardous materials. No impact would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

From Table 3.16-1, several sites containing leaking underground storage tanks were identified along 
the \'Vilshire route. However, these sites are all outside of the existing Wilshire Boulevard street 
right-of-way. Implementation of the Wilshire BRT Alternative would occur within the existing 
street right-of-way and would not require substantial excavation during the construction of this 
alternative (raised medians would be demolished and the roadway crown would be regarded). As a 
result, it is not anticipated that hazardous materials would be encountered during construction of 
this alternative and no significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Because improvements would be made within the existing Wilshire Boulevard right-of-way, no 
impacts anticipated. The only potential for impacts would result from the J'vffA's acquisition of an 
industrial or commercial property for off street parking that may have contamination. Generally, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternatives 1 and lA. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

This alternative includes the potential impacts associated v.rith the Wilshire BRT Alternative and 
Exposition BRT Alternative. The potential impacts for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are discussed 
above and it was determined that no significant impacts are anticipated for this route. 

The primary hazardous materials concerns for this component of the alternative are conditions 
within the former railroad right-of-way where the exclusive busway would be constructed. 
Environmental reviews of the right-of-way indicate there are instances of stained and contaminated 
soil, storage spills and structures containing asbestos. Prior to construction, these hazardous 
conditions would be corrected following appropriate state and federal procedures, as required by 
Mitigation Measure 3.16-1: 

• A1itigation A1easure 3.16-1: Prior to construction, the LACMTA shall conduct a 
comprehensive review of current conditions in the Exposition railroad right-of-way and 
specifically define remedies for hazardous conditions prior to the construction of the 
guideway alignment or associated station areas. 

l t should also be noted that the replacement parking strategy to be implemented in conjunction with 
the Wilshire BRT alternative may require the acquisition of developed properties. If these properties 
are industrial in nature, specific consideration "vill need to be given to contamination and spills on 
the affected sites that could cause potentially significant impacts. If structures acquired have been 
built using asbestos, then further consideration will need to be given to removal of the asbestos 
following appropriate procedures and regulations, as required by J\1itigation Measure 3.16-2: 

3.16-6 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023668 



• 

EM23815 

Environmental Analysis - Hazards 

lvlitigation Aleasttre 3.16-2: For structures to be acquired, an evaluation of asbestos hazards 
shall be conducted. There are five types of response actions recognized for the control of an 
asbestos-related hazard. They are removal, enclosure, encapsulation, encasement, and 
operations and maintenance. In the event of demolition or renovation operations involving 
asbestos containing floor tiles, precautions should be implemented to minimize activities, 
which may cause fiber release. During demolition operations, materials may be uncovered 
that are different from those accessible during initial assessments. Additional sampling to 
identify asbestos-containing materials may be needed during such activities. Personnel in 
charge of demolition shall be trained in the proper identification of potential asbestos
containing materials and other potentially hazardous materials, which may be uncovered 
during demolition activities. Additional sampling and laboratory analysis should be 
performed to determine the composition of these materials. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

This alternative includes the potential impacts associated with the \vilshire BRT Alternative and 
Exposition BRT MOS Alternative. The potential impacts for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are 
discussed above and it was determined that no significant impacts are anticipated for this route. 

For the Exposition BRT MOS portion of this alternative there are former railroad right-of-way 
significant hazardous materials impacts that primarily pertain to soil contamination, spills and 
asbestos in older structures. Mitigation of these potential hazardous conditions prior to 
construction is necessary to be consistent with local and state regulations. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

This alternative includes the potential impacts associated with the \vilshire BRT Alternative and 
Exposition LRT Alternative. The potential impacts for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are discussed 
above and it was determined that no significant impacts are anticipated for this route. 

The Exposition LRT portion of this alternative would have similar concerns to the Exposition BRT 
portion discussed above. l'vfitigation will be required for soil, storage and asbestos conditions in the 
former railroad right-of-way. 

In addition to hazardous materials concerns, the introduction of the LRT mode v.rill also introduce 
new electromagnetic field (EMF) sources associated with the overhead electrical power system used 
to propel the vehicles. 

Electromagnetic fields (EMFs) are generated from electrical power facilities and appliances. An 
EMF is an invisible, low frequency radiation that is emitted from electrical sources. Common 
sources include power lines, hair dryers, microwave ovens, video terminals, electric blankets, and 
other appliances. High voltages generate the electrical fields, while the movement of these voltages 
in wires generates the magnetic fields. An EMF weakens as the field extends from the source. 

The overhead catenary system and traction power substations are the sources of EMFs from the 
LRT alternatives. The LRT uses 600 volts of direct current (de) (0.6kV). For comparison, overhead 
power lines use a much higher voltage (400 kV). Based on this information that the EMFs 
produced by LRT systems are relatively weak, it is not anticipated that EMFs would create an 
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adverse impact or an increased risk to human health; however, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.16-3 wiH ensure that impacts remain less than significant: 

• lvlitigation lvleasure 3.16-3: Residences, schools, hospitals, day care facilities, convalescent 
homes, and other similar sensitive receptors that are located within 100 feet of the catenary 
centerline shall be specifically evaluated for potential EMF levels based on the power 
requirements of the LRT system. Projected levels shall be compared with lnternational 
Radiation Protection Association (IRPA) guidelines. In the unlikely event that these 
guidelines would be exceeded, mitigation shall be implemented to ground or block fields or 
alter the LRT power requirements. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

This alternative includes the potential impacts associated "1'ith the Wilshire BRT Alternative and 
Exposition LRT MOS Alternative. The potential impacts for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are 
discussed above and it was determined that no significant impacts are anticipated for this route. 
Because portions of the former railroad right-of-way would be used in the MOS segment mitigation 
of contaminated conditions and spills would be required. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the ~ffA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. Six candidate sites are under consideration. Hazards associated with 
each of these sites are discussed below: 

Northwest Comer of Chavez and ]\fission. The site is not listed as a Superfund Site. Auto salvage 
and auto repair activities as well as heavy truck use of site strongly suggests that soil contamination 
may be an issue. There is a potential for a significant impact at this location. 

Existing AITA Division 1 (Alatneda and 611
). Vehicle maintenance activities have occurred on this site 

for many years. In addition there are underground tanks. The potential for soil contamination on 
this site is relatively high. There is a potential for a significant impact at this location. 

Northeast Corner of Alatneda and Washington. The site is currently being used as a truck terminal and 
the storage of truck trailers. It is expected that the continued presence of trucks on this site over a 
period of time would be a source of soil contamination. The potential for soil contamination on this 
site is relatively high. There is a potential for a significant impact at this location. 

S outhr?asl Corner of Alameda and TV'ashington. This site was used for the maintenance and storage of 
buses by a private company. It is anticipated that there will contamination related issues associated 
with the repair facilities as well as the parking areas. Another portion of the site is used for truck 
rentals. Again there is a likelihood of contamination associated with this storage use. The adjacent 
area to the south includes portion of a railroad right-of-way as well as a metal salvage/ fabrication 
shop. The extensive use of metals on this site strong suggests soil contamination will be an issue, 
and there is a strong likelihood that site remediation would be required. There is a potential for a 
significant impact at this location. 
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B>-position ROTf/ (Hooper to Centra~. A review of the assessments prepared at the time the MTA 
acquired the right-of-way from Southern Pacific there were no specific indications that the proposed 
site posed soil contamination concerns. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Existing 1\1TA South Park Shops (54 11
' and Avalon). As an existing MTA facility that it is involved with 

the service and repair of buses there is a likelihood of contamination associated with site. In 
addition, underground tanks on the site may also pose a hazardous materials risk. There is a 
potential for a significant impact at this location. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A. 3 and 3A) 

The excavation of a tunnel for BRT or LRT would pass through an area that has been evaluated as 
part of the City of Los Angeles North Outfall Sewer project. Borings taken in the vicinity of the 
proposed tunnel do not indicate the presence of hazardous materials or gases. No significant 
impacts are anticipated. 

3.16.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Wilshire BRT. Because hazardous materials effects are highly site specific it is not anticipated that 
there would be a potential combined adverse impacts from the proposed project and other public 
works or construction activities along \vilshire Boulevard. 

Exposition BRT or LRT. It is not expected that soil contamination or the removal of asbestos from 
structures in the right-of-way would have a combined impact with other future land development or 
public work projects taking place in the vicinity. In addition, the legal requirement for remediation 
would eliminate the potential for a combined effect with other projects in the area. 
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3.17.1 Introduction 

This section describes the potential impacts to cultural resources that could result from 
implementation of the alternatives under consideration for the l'vfid-City/\'Vestside Transit Corridor 
Project. This analysis incorporates technical reports prepared for this EIS/EUR for paleontological, 
archaeological, and historic resources. Additionally, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) was consulted, and the Native American individuals and organizations were contacted per 
the NAHC's request. Letters were sent to these individuals and organizations on November 6, 
2000, and at the time of preparation of this report, no responses have been received. 

3.17.2 Affected Environment 

Definition of the Area of Potential Effects 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) definition used for the project is consistent with that used in 
previous surveys for the Metro Rail Project. For historic and architectural resources, it includes all 
parcels located above off-street tunnel configurations, and all structures v.rithin the first tier of 
structures adjacent to the project alignment, stations, subway or open cut construction areas, or 
areas proposed for acquisition. \Vnenever reasonable, property lines or street rights-of-way (ROWs) 
were used to establish the APE boundary. For archaeological resources, it is the area which would 
be disturbed during construction of the undertaking. 

Paleontological Resources 

Implementation of Alternatives 1, 1A, or 1B would not cause ground disturbance of sufficient depth 
to affect paleontological resources. Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A, however, include a proposed 
subway design option for portions of the Exposition Alignment adjacent to the University of 
Southern California (USC). Implementation of these measures would result in substantial 
excavation, which could affect paleontological resources. 

As mapped by Dibblee (1992), the USC campus and vicinity are underlain by Holocene alluvium 
(unit Qa), which is composed of clay, sand, and gravel. Presumably, the alluvium includes strata of 
late Pleistocene age at depth. However, at or near the surface, the younger alluvium is probably too 
young to contain remains old enough to be considered fossilized and, therefore, there is probably 
only a low potential for any fossil remains or previously unrecorded fossil site being encountered by 
shallow earth-moving activities in areas underlain by this rock unit. 

However, the fossil occurrences from the younger alluvium, such as those in the vicinity of USC, are 
of high scientific importance because they have allowed determinations of the ages of their 
respective fossil-bearing rock units, reconstructions of the depositional paleoenvironments 
represented by the sediments comprising these rock units, and documentation of the paleoclimates 
of the region during deposition of the sediments. J\1oreover, some of these occurrences are also 
important because they represent time and/ or geographic range extensions (including first reported 
fossil occurrences) for their respective animal and plant species. 
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Fossil occurrences in similar geological units, as well as at nearby areas, such as downtown Los 
Angeles, Union Station, Vernon, El Sereno, and Universal City/North Hollywood, suggest that 
there is a moderate to high potential for additional, similar fossil remains being encountered in the 
younger alluvium present in the APE. 

Historical and Potentially Historical Properties Identified In The APE 

A review of archival records and background literature, and a preliminary field survey have identified 
two types of cultural resources (I<.ing 1998:221-222) in the APE. These types include: 

• 

• 

Historic Properties, which are places included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) by virtue of their historical, archaeological, architectural, engineering, or cultural 
significance; and 

Community cultural norms, values, and beliefs, and their expressions in the ways people work, 
play, relate to one another, organize to met needs, and generally participate in society. This kind 
of resource, which may or may not involve historic properties or some other kind of resource, 
or use of the natural environment, is subject to The National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). 

In summary, 164 resources have been identified in or within 1;4 mile of the APE for the various 
alternatives. Tables 1.0 and 1.2 of the Cultural Resources Technical Report list the properties, 
addresses, APNs, dates of construction (where appropriate), and NRHP status (where applicable). 
Table 3.17-1 provides a breakdown of these resources: 

TABLE 3.17-1 
SUMMARY OF CULTURAL RESOURCES SITE TYPES 

Site Type 
Known Potentially Potentially Ineligible 

Ali211ment/No. of Sites Archaeological Sites Eligible Buildings Buildings 
Wilshire Alignment 

J\Iid City LA 1 48 4 
Beverlv Hills 0 18 1 
West LA 2 15 0 
Santa J\Ionica 0 10 5 

Subtotal 3 91 10 
Exposition Alignment 

Los Angeles 8 34 3 
Culver City 1 7 0 
West LA 0 1 0 
Santa J\Ionica 0 2 4 

Subota! 9 ./4 7 
I 

TOTAL 12 135 17 
Source: Greenwood & '\ssociatcs, 2000 

In addition to the structures and archaeological sites listed above, many of the electroliers and other 
fixtures (such as streetlamps) along Wilshire Boulevard may have been installed prior to 1950, and 
may, therefore, be considered potentially historic. Additionally, the Southern Pacific Railroad/ 
Pacific Electric Railway lines and ROWs in the Exposition Alignment have been identified by the 
California State Historic Preservation Officer as eligible for the NRHP. 
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Historical Context of the APE 

Prehistoric settlement in the Los Angeles basin appears to have been patterned in relation to 
environmental attributes, which favored subsistence practices, and may represent either villages or 
temporary/ seasonal camps of special functions. Native American sites dependent on harvesting 
marine foods formed a band along the Los Angeles Basin coast north from the Ballona wetlands. 
Inland sites were often distributed near springs or seeps, or in proximity to oak groves. Other sites, 
many undocumented, were located to take advantage of desirable faunal, mineral, ~wild plant, and 
seed resources. 

With the arrival of the Spaniards and formation of the missions, the area was soon depopulated. 
The Spanish plan for empire expansion was to convert local populations to a Hispanicized way of 
life rather than to populate a territory "vith immigrants. Once the Spaniards established their 
hegemony in the area, their interactions with local populations led to an end of hunter-gatherer 
lifeways. A great deal of indigenous knowledge persisted in Native American groups until well into 
the twentieth century, but their lives had been substantially altered. 

Los Angeles was established near the Los Angeles River in 1769. The settlement was close to a ford 
and a place to ascend the bluffs on the east side of the river, the direction of Mission San Gabriel. 
The core of the settlement was on the lower river terraces, with the lowest terraces and floodplain 
serving as fields. Water was delivered by gravity flow from the river through a series of ditches to 
the settlement and fields. As time passed, settlement spread upslope and westward away from tlie 
periodic flooding. 

The passing of California from Spanish to Mexican rule in 1847 did not alter the basic social fabric 
at first, but secularization of the missions in 1833-1834 and the increasing numbers of private 
ranchos had changed the economic relations among classes. Neophytes released from the missions 
and newcomers from J'viexico became wage-earners of lower status, while the landholding rancheros 
and military officers constituted an elite. Despite social distinctions, material culture differences 
between the groups were relatively modest. 

In 1848, gold was discovered in the Sierra Nevada, which prompted a population influx from the 
United States, Europe, Central America, and Asia in 1849 and soon led to statehood in 1850. San 
Francisco was the boom town tliat supplied the gold fields, but the Los Angeles economy benefited, 
too, through sales of local cattle to miners and increasing settlement and trade. As the Gold Rush 
waned, Los Angeles grew v.rith the arrival of former miners. 

The new settlers arriving during and after the Gold Rush were a multicultural melange including 
German Jews, French, and other western Europeans. After completion of their work on the 
railroads, Chinese joined the large numbers of settlers from other states and the remaining 
Californios and Native Americans. All tended to settle in proximity to groups sharing national, 
ethnic, linguistic, and social affinities. 

\vhen the Southern Pacific railroad came to Los Angeles in 187 6, its tracks were laid on the flats 
near the river. A whole complex of warehouses for storing and loading merchandise grew up on 
adjacent streets. Commercial enterprises such as barbershops, saloons, restaurants, boardinghouses, 
and brothels in the same area served the workers and railroad men. 
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By the 1880s, suburban development began on the bluffs above the river. New housing tracts were 
served by street railways, and business establishments foUowed along transportation corridors. 
Cemeteries were founded on what was vacant land. Residents of the area worked in the growing 
industrial zone between the heights and downtown. This area was peripheral to the town center, 
and housing continued to spread to the east as land was platted and subdivided. At first, houses 
were separated by open tracts, but with later construction, vacant lots were fi11ed in and settlement 
continued to expand to the east. 

After the advent of the automobile, despite the continued service of streetcars, many homeowners 
began to buy automobiles and house them in garages on their property. 

While evidence of early land use and cultural patterns has become part of the architectural and 
archaeological record, many land use and cultural patterns established by the 1880s have persisted. 
An example of such a pattern is commercial development along east-west arteries serving adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. 

As noted above, the city grew outwards from the original core settlement, as shown by period maps. 
Most growth after 1849 was planned, in the sense that the street grid was surveyed and lots marked, 
channeling growth along established corridors. The first official map of the city was created in 1849 
(Ord and Hutton 1849) and centered on the plaza area, the core of settlement at that time. Tracts 
surrounding the core, available for sale but not yet subdivided, were bounded by major cross streets. 
In 1857, Henry Hancock surveyed the city lands beyond Ord's map, aU the way to Indiana Street, 
the city boundary. He divided the land into 35-acre lots in groups of eight, separated by streets in a 
grid (Hancock 1858 in Harlow 1976:77). A re-survey in 1867 showed that most of the land west of 
the river was owned, but not improved. 

Los Angeles and Independence Railroad 

The Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) entered the Los Angeles area in 1873 and gained a monopoly 
of port facilities at Wilmington, which it was able to retain for two decades (Robinson 1985:90). 
Since SP was the only rail line at the time, and Wilmington/San Pedro was the only significant 
harbor in operation at the time, SPRR had a virtual monopoly on transportation of harbor freight to 
Los Angeles and charged high freight rates which local merchants were obliged to accept. In an 
effort to cash in on land development and to break the transportation monopoly, several investors 
in the early 1870s bought portions of the Rancho La Ballona, Rancho San Vicente y Santa Monica, 
and Boca de Santa Monica and platted the town of Santa Monica. 

Senator John P. Jones is universaUy regarded as the founder of Santa Monica (McGroarty 1921 :886). 
Jones and others platted the town and organized the Los Angeles & Independence Railroad 
(LA&JRR) in 1875. The new company immediately began construction of a pier, 1,700 feet in 
length. Senator Jones' intent was to carry his rail line from Los Angeles to Independence, where he 
owned the Panamint mines, but this never occurred (Storrs 197 4:6). It was also proclaimed that 
Jones and Baker Q1is partner) would build a railroad toward the east that would break the SPRR 
monopoly in southern California (Santa Monica 197 4:7). 

Harris Newmark, merchant, was the first to bid for a lot in Santa Monica at $300 (Robinson 
1959:10). In 1875, Santa Monica had 1,000 people, 160 houses and half as many tents. Tracks for 
the Los Angeles & Independent Railroad had been laid from the ocean to Los Angeles and a wharf 
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was in operation (Basten 1974:5). The line was constructed as a single-track standard-gauge steam 
railroad (Pacific Electric Engineering Department 1914:341). The distance from Los Angeles to the 
Ocean Park depot was 19.2 miles (Interurbans 1975:52). The LA&IRR had a depot at Fourth and San 
Pedro in Los Angeles (Post 1989:35). 

In addition to the LA&IRR, there were numerous trolley and street car lines developing in Los 
Angeles. One of these, the San Pedro Street line, unlike any of the other three pioneers, ran on 
standard gauge track, and in effect constituted an extension of the Los Angeles & Independence 
through town (Post 1989:35). On March 1 '\ work was commenced on the San Pedro Street 
Railway, which in time was extended from the Santa Monica station to the Plaza, via San Pedro, Los 
Angeles, Arcadia and Sanchez Streets. The gauge was that of the Los Angeles & Independence 
Railway, thus permitting freight cars to be hauled to the center of the city; businessmen looked upon 
the new road as a boon (Newmark 1930:488). 

By 1877, however, the LA&IRR proved to be an unprofitable venture for Jones and his partners due 
to constant freight rate wars with the SPRR. In July, it was sold to the Central Pacific/Southern 
Pacific organization which immediately increased freight rates between Santa Monica and Los 
Angeles thus making the \vilmington seaport more favorable to shippers than Santa Monica (Santa 
Monica 1974:8). 

Southern Pacific Railroad 

In 1878, SPRR condemned and partially dismantled the wharf of the LA&IRR. In addition, the 
depot was removed from the wharf and relocated close to the present location of the city hall (Storrs 
1974:11). The last steamer to dock at Santa Monica was, ironically enough, the Senator, which 
arrived in September 1878 (Marquez 1975:24). As a consequence the population of Santa Monica 
dwindled to 350 people (Basten 1974:12). \X'hen the LA&IRR tracks were connected to those of the 
SPRR, the depot downtown at 4th and San Pedro was superfluous and SPRR sold the station 
(Marquez 1975:24). 

Down through the 1880s, SPRR had shipped through San Pedro. It had also eliminated all 
competition by acquiring the San Pedro Railway, securing the Wilmington tidelands, purchasing the 
LA&IRR, and closing its wharf at Santa Monica. The Los Angeles Terminal Railway - an eastern 
syndicate presumably fronting for the Union Pacific - built a line from Los Angeles to San Pedro 
and bought nearby Terminal Island. By 1891, it competed directly with the SPRR (Fogelson 
1993:110). 

The competition of the Los Angeles Terminal Railway at San Pedro prompted SPRR to look for 
another port where it could dominate freight traffic and at the same time eliminate San Pedro, its 
new competition, as the de facto port of Los Angeles. To this end, SPRR bought the Santa Monica 
ocean front right-of-way, again from John Jones, and proceeded to build "a massive wharf stretching 
far out into the sea from its rail line at Santa Monica" (Deverell 1996:100). This "long wharf'', as it 
came to be caUed, was a 4,500 foot engineering triumph (Deverell 1996:100). The wharf was 
serviced by an expanded rail line extending to the ocean from the old terminus of the LA&IR. 

A protracted battle was fought over which port was to become the "Port of Los Angeles" and in 
1897, San Pedro was declared the official port. In the interim, streetcar service sta11:ed to supplant 
the steam trains which had made four round trips daily between Santa Monica and Los Angeles. By 
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the early 1900s, service to Santa Monica was provided by both Pacific Electric and the Los Angeles 
Pacific (Storrs 197 4:20). Southern Pacific, after losing its monopoly for a new port, slowly 
abandoned its "Long Wharf' in Santa Monica and decreased service along its Santa Monica branch. 

Pacific Electric, The Santa Monica Air Line 

At one time it had been generally assumed that Henry E. Huntington was destined to succeed his 
uncle as head of the Southern Pacific, but after Collis P. Huntington's death in 1900, a controlling 
faction of the SPRR leadership blocked Henry's ambition. P1-ior to this time, Henry had developed 
a majority interest in the Pacific Electric (PE) streetcars, which controlled a significant portion of the 
Los Angeles light rail franchise. Huntington went on to take a commanding lead in this realm, and 
by the end of 1902 had the construction of several lines well under way (Post 1989: 141 ). 

While keeping a seat on the SPRR board, Henry Huntington set PE on a course directly contrary to 
the interest of the railroad. E. H. Harriman, the new Southern Pacific president, knew that the 
electric interurban offered conveniences that no steam road could match and took steps to protect 
his company (Post 1989:143). Harriman bought a sizable interest in PE and also bought a 
competitive line to Huntington's which eventually forced the latter to agree to come to terms with 
SPRR. An agreement was eventually reached in 1903, which allowed Huntington to continue, but 
on a much reduced scale. Jn 1908, Huntington gave up active management of the Pacific Electric, 
and two years later he relinquished his share to the SPRR in return for full ownership of the Los 
Angeles Railway (Post 1989:145-147). 

A period of expansion of beach towns began at the turn of the century in southern California, aided 
by the extension of electric railroads (Pennington and Baxter 1976:23). 

Promotional efforts brought about renewed interest in Santa J'vfonica as a residential and resort 
community rather than as a commercial center. The Santa Monica branch, now part of the PE line, 
permitted residents to live in Santa Monica and work in Los Angeles. The electric lines contributed 
substantially to the continued growth of Santa Monica, Culver City, and other beach cities by 
offering low fares and reliable service (Pennington and Baxter 197 6:23). 

Southern Pacific merged all the numerous southern California interurban electric railway holdings 
into one consolidation and in 1911, it created the Pacific Electric Railway Company. The old 
LA&IRR line became the Santa Monica Air Line route (Marquez 1975:113; Storrs 1974:20). 
Topographic maps of 1921 and 1926 of Santa Monica depict the PE line along the same alignment 
as the LA&IRR. The electric railway's fortunes markedly improved during southern California's 
subsequent boom. Between 1919 and 1923, patronage advanced rapidly and operating revenue rose 
substantially on both the LA&IRR and the Pacific Electric (Fogelson 1993:171). Jn addition to 
passengers, the line had a thriving freight business. 

Pacific Electric was instrumental in the development of crossing signaling devices and developed the 
"wig-wags." \vig-wags mounted on telephone poles at major intersections would clang a warning of 
approaching PE cars. 

Although the SPRR supported the PE through the 1930s, it was dear by now that the interurban 
system had failed as a transit enterprise. For the electric railways here and elsewhere in the United 
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States, the Great Depression was catastrophic (Fogelson 1993:183). During the 1930s, SPRR used 
the line to display new locomotives at Exposition Park (Cranston, personal communication 1999). 

In the late forties, PE requested permission to raise its fares to cover rising costs. The California 
Public Utilities Commission, however, ordered the railway to upgrade its equipment before 
instituting fee increases. The PE management, after much thought, eventually decided to eliminate 
its passenger rail service altogether. After abandonment of passenger service in 1953, trolley wire 
was removed and diesel locomotives took over all freight movements (Interurbans 197 5:52-53). 
Ultimately, the PE sold its passenger service in 1953 to the Metropolitan Coach Lines, a company 
that mainly operated buses in southern California. That corporation ran the PE at a loss for five 
years before selling out to the state-owned Metropolitan Transit Authority, which formally ended all 
rail service in 1961 (Bottles 1987:238-239). Southern Pacific formally abandoned the line 
sometime in 1993 when it was sold to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority. 

Significance of the Cultural Resources in the APE 

The potential significance of the cultural resources in the project area is connected primarily to the 
urban and suburban growth of Los Angeles. The city's urban growth has been influenced by broad 
historic trends in urban economy over the past two centuries, which interacted "1'ith specific 
characteristics of the local natural, social, and built environments. Since the founding of the pueblo, 
the multicultural composition of the population, changing with patterns of migration and 
immigration, has left an impression on the city and its surroundings. The evidence is visible, in the 
form of structures and wall art, and is also obscured, in the subsurface archaeological remains. 

Intensity of use has affected the character of the areas crossed by the Project Corridor. The 
environmental issues for cultural resources include consideration of both the built environment and 
the archaeological record, both prehistoric and historic. Prehistoric archaeological remains in the 
Study Area are almost completely unknown because of the dense early Euroamerican settlement that 
would have obscured the surface indications. At this date only subsurface testing will reveal their 
presence or absence; a testing plan can be developed to take into account favorable environmental 
factors such as elevation and distance to water, and the historical maps and documents. 

One of archaeology's strongest contributions to understanding the historical past is describing the 
cultures of people who left scant written records. Typically, such people are the working classes and 
social groups marginal to mainstream society, who did not leave abundant written records of their 
own. Material culture, the remains people left in the archaeological record, can clarify our 
understanding of how people lived, what they ate, how they prepared foods, how much disposable 
income they had, how acculturated they were to the Euroamerican lifestyle, relations with other 
groups, and other questions not easily answered in any other way. The J'viid-City/Westside Corridor 
is an important laboratory for inquiries such as these; an example of previous work of this type was 
the excavation and publication of material on the first Los Angeles Chinatown (Greenwood 1996). 

The built environment amplifies historical and archaeological research to address different 
questions. Architectural style reflects not only social and economic choices by individual builders; it 
can reveal a great deal about what people thought about proper behavior and the loci for activities 
of different types (Deetz 1977). This is true of dwellings, commercial or retail buildings, and 
community facilities such as churches and fraternal halls. 
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The Study Area illustrates the strong American pattern of single-family detached dwellings prevalent 
through the middle of the twentieth century, nearly always of wood frame construction. These 
residences reflect trends in style, seen in the Queen Anne style of the 1890s, the Craftsman 
bungalows of the early twentieth century, the pre-\v orld \var II J'vfission Revival and other revival 
styles, and the Frank Lloyd Wright-influenced ranch style of the post-war period. Commercial 
architecture shows differences from dwellings; historic enterprises in the Study Area were frequently 
constructed of brick, often two stories in height. Unlike dwellings, which were set back from the 
street behind a fence demarcating the property, commercial structures were built to meet the 
property lines, with the entry on the main street. This maximized floorspace inside and made access 
easy for pedestrians and shoppers. Commercial architecture can demonstrate the material correlates 
of marketing and consumer behavior. 

The scope of this report does not include archaeological testing and standing structures were only 
spot-checked without in-depth documentary research. \Vben the final transportation route through 
the Mid-City/Westside Corridor has been selected, formal determinations of eligibility will be 
needed to identify significant resources where impacts may warrant mitigation. 

3.17.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

The identification process seeks first to locate and define what cultural resources are within the area 
of potential effects. The second step is to evaluate the significance of the identified cultural 
resources (Section 3.17.2). If J\1TA finds that there are historic properties which may be affected by 
the undertaking, the agency applies the criteria of adverse effect. 

Criteria Of Adverse Effect (or Standards of Significance) 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, those characteristics 
of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner 
that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic 
property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the 
property's eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable 
effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be 
cumulative. 

Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Physical destruction of or damage to aU or part of the property; 

Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with 
the Secretary's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 68) and 
applicable guidelines; 

Removal of the property from its historic location; 

Change of the character of the property's use or of physical features within the property's 
setting that contribute to its historic significance; 
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Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property's significant historic features; 

The agency official may propose a finding of no adverse effect if the undertaking is modified or 
conditions are imposed to avoid adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5 (b)). If avoidance is not 
possible, then the agency official shall consult further to resolve the adverse effect pursuant to 
36 CFR 800.6. This consultation would occur \-vith the California State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO). 

Under CEQA, demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of a resource or its immediate 
surroundings, such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired, 
would result in a substantial adverse change, and would result in a significant impact. As stated 
above, adverse effects to architectural resources can be resolved under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHP A), and would therefore be considered significant but mitigable under 
CEQA for the purposes of this analysis. Potential impacts to paleontological resources and 
archaeological sites can also be mitigated to a less than significant level through monitoring and 
scientific data recovery. These mitigation measures are described below, as appropriate. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No Action 
Alternative would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational 
bus improvements, such as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate along city 
streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. This alternative would have no 
impact on paleontological resources. 

Direct Ff!ects on Archaeological Resources. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No Action 
Alternative would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational 
bus improvements, such as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate along city 
streets and there would be no effects outside of these ROWs. This alternative would have no 
impact on archaeological resources. 

Direct Indirect Effects on Historical Resources. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No 
Action Alternative would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on 
operational bus improvements, such as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate 
along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these ROWs. This alternative would have 
no impact on historical resources. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources. Similar to the No Action Alternative, the TSM Alternative 
would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus 
improvements, such as an increase in fleet size and reconfiguration of routes. Buses would continue 
to operate along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. This alternative 
would have no impact on paleontological resources. 
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Direct E:/Jects on Archaeolq_gical Rtsoums. Similar to the No Action Alternative, the TSM Alternative 
would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus 
improvements, such as an increase in fleet size and reconfiguration of routes. Buses would continue 
to operate along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. This alternative 
would have no impact on archaeological resources. 

Direct and Indirect Effects on Historical Resources. Similar to the No Action Alternative, the TSM 
Alternative would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational 
bus improvements, such as an increase in fleet size and reconfiguration of routes. Buses would 
continue to operate along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. This 
alternative would have no impact on cultural resources. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Direct Effect on Paleontological Resources. Grade preparations for the Wilshire BRT alternative would 
involve excavation into native soil that could reach depths of 18 to 24 inches below the ground 
surface. Additionally, excavations for caissons for aerial structure supports could reach depths of 
several feet in native soils. Such excavation may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of 
paleontological resources that could be present in the Quaternary alluvium (Qa) that underlies 
\vilshire, as well as USC and the Exposition Park area. This would represent a significant, mitigable 
impact: implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.17-1 would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 

• A1itigation Nleasure 3.17-1 Nlonitoring and S cientiflc Recovery of Paleontological Resources: Prior to any 
earth moving at the project site, a qualified vertebrate paleontologist approved by the Los 
Angeles County Museum of Natural History - Vertebrate Paleontology Section (LACl\ilVP) 
will be retained by the J\1TA or its designated contractor to supervise the mitigation 
program, which shall consist of the following: 

1. The paleontologist will develop a storage agreement with the LACJ'vfVP to allow for 
the permanent storage and maintenance of any fossil remains recovered at the 
project site as a result of the mitigation program, and for the archiving of associated 
specimen data (taxon, element) and corresponding geologic (rock unit, stratigraphic 
level, lithology) and geographic site data Oocation, elevation) recorded as a part of 
the program. 

2. The paleontologist will develop a mitigation plan and a discovery clause/treatment 
plan to be implemented during earth-moving activities at the project site. The 
clause/plan will allow for the recovery and subsequent treatment of any fossil 
remains uncovered by these activities, and for the archiving of associated specimen 
and site data. 

3. The paleontologist and a paleontological resources construction monitor will attend 
a pre-construction meeting to explain the mitigation program to contractor staff and 
to develop procedures and lines of communication to be implemented if fossil 
remains are uncovered by earth-moving activities, particularly when a monitor is not 
on site. 
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4. Monitoring of earth-moving activities (including grading, auguring, trenching, etc.) 
will be conducted by the paleontological resources monitor on a full-time basis once 
these activities have reached previously undisturbed sedimentary strata underlying 
any artificial fill and a depth 5 feet below current grade. Monitoring will consist of 
inspecting strata freshly exposed by these activities and the debris piles generated by 
these activities. Monitoring wil1 be conducted to allow for the recovery of larger 
fossil remains. 

5. If fossil remains are found by the monitor, any earth-moving activity will be diverted 
temporarily around the fossil site until the remains have been removed and the 
activity has been allowed to proceed through the site by the monitor. 

6. lf fossil remains are encountered by any earth-moving activity when the monitor is 
not on site, the activity will be diverted around the fossil site and the monitor called 
to the site immediately to remove the remains. 

7. Sediment samples not to exceed a total weight of 6,000 pounds will be recovered by 
the monitor or a field technician and fully processed to allow for the recovery of 
smaller vertebrate fossil remains. 

8. Any recovered fossil remains will be prepared to the point of identification and 
identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists. 
The remains then will be curated (assigned and labeled with LACJ'vfVP specimen and 
corresponding site numbers, as appropriate; placed in specimen trays and, if 
necessary, vials with completed specimen data cards) and catalogued, and associated 
specimen data and corresponding geologic and geographic site data will be archived 
(specimen and site numbers and corresponding data entered into appropriate 
LACMVP computerized data bases) at the LACMVP by a laboratory technician. The 
remains then will be accessioned into the LACMVP fossil collection, where they will 
be permanently stored, maintained, and made available for future study by qualified 
investigators. 

9. If appropriate, a microfossil sample containing pollen or other microfossils will be 
submitted for paleoenvironmental analysis. 

10. A final report of findings with an inventory of recovered fossil specimens will be 
prepared by the paleontologist for submission to the l'v1TA and the LACMVP 
following accessioning of the specimens into the LACMP fossil collection. 

Direct Effect on Archaeological Resources. As with the paleontological resources described above, 
excavation for the \vilshire BRT' alternative may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of 
archaeological resources beneath Wilshire Boulevard. It is possible that archaeological remains 
associated with unidentified sites may be located within the project area and could be subject to 
direct effect. This would result in a significant, mitigable impact: implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.17-2 would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

• Mitigation Meamre 3.17-2 A1onitoring and Scientific Recovery of Archaeol~gical Resources: In the event 
that archaeological and buried historic sites are encountered, evaluation of the site is often 
accomplished through test level excavation designed to determine the horizontal and vertical 
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extent of the site, and to characterize the content of the site. H the site is determined to be 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register, and project plans cannot be altered to 
avoid impacting the site, then an adverse effect would result pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(d)(2). 
To resolve an adverse effect it would be necessary to implement a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) per 36 CFR 800.6(c) to resolve the adverse effect. Under CEQA, 
impacts to archaeological sites can be mitigated to a less than significant level through the 
preparation and implementation of a data recovery plan. 

Direct and Indirect Effects on Historical Resources. The \Vilshire BRT alternative would be expected to 
have a less than significant impact on historical resources, since it would operate in existing ROWs 
and would not involve substantial new construction that could affect historic property settings. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Implementation of this option would result in cultural resources impacts that are identical to those 
anticipated to result from Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Direct E;!Jects on Paleontological Resources. Implementation of this option would result in paleontological 
resource impacts that are identical to those anticipated to result from Alternative 1. 

Direct Effects on I1rchatological Resottrces. lmplementation of this option would result in paleontological 
resource impacts that are identical to those anticipated to result from Alternative 1. 

Direct Ejfects on Historical Resources. The Wilshire BRT Alternative (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 
will result in the widening of Wilshire Boulevard at the locations shown in Figure 2-9. This 
widening could require the removal or relocation of potentially historic electroliers and other 
fixtures, such as streetlights, along \Vilshire Boulevard. This would result in a significant, mitigable 
impact. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts to an 
historic resource can be resolved, or reduced to a less than significant level under CEQA, through 
redesign of the proposed project to avoid demolition/ destruction of the historic resource, or by 
execution of an MOA with SHPO and other interested parties. Therefore, J'vfitigation Measures 
3.17-3 and 3.17-4 would reduce the impact of the Wilshire BRT /Exposition LRT Alternative on the 
Pacific Electric Railway to a less than significant level. 

• 

• 

1\1itigation Nleasure 3.17-3 Historic American Enginetring Record Documentation: Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation shall be prepared for representative historical 
electroliers, streetlights, and other fixtures. This report shall document the significance of 
the resource and its physical conditions, both historic and current, through site plans, 
historic maps, photographs, written data, and text. A report documenting the design and 
historic significance of the fixtures, including their contextual history, shall be prepared as 
part of the HAER documentation required by this measure. 

A1itigation Measure 3.17-4 J\;iemorandum of Agreement. The impact created by the demolition of a 
significant historic resource is an adverse effect, which can be resolved by an MOA between 
the MTA and SHPO, as well as other interested parties, as described above. The actual 
measures agreed upon in the MOA may vary in substance and degree, but the MOA shall 
include a process to resolve any adverse effects upon resources discovered during the 
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implementation (36 CPR 800.13(a)). The MOA sha11 include a provision for monitoring and 
a mechanism for reporting its implementation (36 CFR 800.6(c)(4)). 

Other elements of the MOA shall provide that: 

1. Areas subject to physical disturbance by the undertaking are subjected to intensive 
archaeological study in accordance with a study plan developed in consultation with 
the SHPO, and submitted in draft to the SHPO for at least 30 days of review and 
comment. 

2. If the study indicates the existence of archaeological resources, the NITA will review 
the potential significance of such resources "1'ith the SHPO to determine whether 
they are significant. MT A may elect to design the project to preserve resources in 
place, or to conduct archaeological data recovery to recover significant data from 
such resources. 

Prior to the initiation of each construction contract, a pre-construction meeting should be 
held with all resident engineers, inspectors, contractor representatives and foremen to 
review the procedures to be followed regarding the presence of archaeological and/ or 
paleontological monitors, co11ecting of artifacts, reporting discoveries, and 
communications. 

As far as management or treatment plans can be formulated at this stage, at the very least, 
monitoring should be provided full time at each location subject to ground disturbance, 
from the time when any demolition approaches the present surface to below that horizon 
which may reasonably be expected to yield cultural remains. 

When any potentially significant archaeological evidence is observed, work "1'ill be halted in 
that immediate vicinity, and the procedures set forth in the MOA and a Treatment Plan 
will be followed. Briefly, these procedures shall stipulate that the resource be recorded, 
identified, and assessed for its significance. If the remains are deemed to be significant, 
specific recommendations for the mitigation of impacts wiH be developed and 
implemented on a case-by-case basis. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

The following impact discussion addresses impacts anticipated to result from implementation of the 
Exposition BRT component of this alternative. The \vilshire BRT component of this alternative 
would result in impacts identical to those identified for Alternatives 1, 1A, or 1B, depending upon 
the specific implementation of Wilshire BRT. 

Direct FJfect on Paleontol°'-2,ical Resources. Grade preparations for the Exposition BRT alternative would 
involve excavation into native soil that could reach depths of 18 to 24 inches below the ground 
surface. Additionally, excavations for caissons for aerial structure supports could reach depths of 
several feet in native soils. Such excavation may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of 
paleontological resources that could be present in the Quaternary alluvium (Qa) that underlies the 
Exposition ROW. This would represent a significant, mitigable impact: implementation of 
j\fitigation Measure 3.17-5 would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
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Mitigation Measure 3.17-5 Aionitoring and Scientffic Recoveo1 of Paleontological Resources: Prior to any 
earth moving at the project site, a qualified vertebrate paleontologist approved by the Los 
Angeles County Museum of Natural History - Vertebrate Paleontology Section (LACJ'vfVP) 
will be retained by the MTA or its designated contractor to supervise the mitigation 
program, which shall consist of the following: 

1. The paleontologist will develop a storage agreement with the LACMVP to allow for 
the permanent storage and maintenance of any fossil remains recovered at the 
project site as a result of the mitigation program, and for the archiving of associated 
specimen data (taxon, element) and corresponding geologic (rock unit, stratigraphic 
level, lithology) and geographic site data (location, elevation) recorded as a pa11: of 
the program. 

2. The paleontologist will develop a mitigation plan and a discovery clause/treatment 
plan to be implemented during earth-moving activities at the project site. The 
clause/plan will allow for the recovery and subsequent treatment of any fossil 
remains uncovered by these activities, and for the archiving of associated specimen 
and site data. 

3. The paleontologist and a paleontological resources construction monitor ~will attend 
a pre-construction meeting to explain the mitigation program to contractor staff and 
to develop procedures and lines of communication to be implemented if fossil 
remains are uncovered by earth-moving activities, particularly when a monitor is not 
on site. 

4. Monitoring of ea1-t11-moving activities (including grading, auguring, trenching, etc.) 
will be conducted by the paleontological resources monitor on a full-time basis once 
these activities have reached previously undisturbed sedimentary strata underlying 
any artificial fill and a depth 5 feet below current grade. Monitoring will consist of 
inspecting strata freshly exposed by these activities and the debris piles generated by 
these activities. Monitoring ~will be conducted to allow for the recovery of larger 
fossil remains. 

5. lf fossil remains are found by the monitor, any earth-moving activity will be diverted 
temporarily around the fossil site until the remains have been removed and the 
activity has been allowed to proceed through the site by the monitor. 

6. If fossil remains are encountered by any earth-moving activity when the monitor is 
not on site, the activity will be diverted around the fossil site and the monitor called 
to the site immediately to remove the remains. 

7 Sediment samples not to exceed a total weight of 6,000 pounds will be recovered by 
the monitor or a field technician and fully processed to allow for the recovery of 
smaller vertebrate fossil remains. 

8. Any recovered fossil remains ,vill be prepared to the point of identification and 
identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists. 
The remains then will be curated (assigned and labeled with LACMVP specimen and 
corresponding site numbers, as appropriate; placed in specimen trays and, if 
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necessary, vials with completed specimen data cards) and catalogued, and associated 
specimen data and corresponding geologic and geographic site data will be archived 
(specimen and site numbers and corresponding data entered into appropriate 
LACJ'vfVP computerized data bases) at the LACJ'vfVP by a laboratory technician. The 
remains then wiH be accessioned into the LACMVP fossil collection, where they will 
be permanently stored, maintained, and made available for future study by qualified 
investigators. 

9. If appropriate, a microfossil sample containing pollen or other microfossils ""'ill be 
submitted for paleoenvironmental analysis. 

10. A final report of findings with an inventory of recovered fossil specimens will be 
prepared by the paleontologist for submission to the j\;fTA and the LACMVP 
following accessioning of the specimens into the LACMP fossil collection. 

Direct Fffect on Archaeolocgical Resources. As with the paleontological resources described above, 
excavation for the Exposition BRT alternative may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of 
archaeological resources beneath the Exposition ROW, including CA-LAN-74, and possibly two 
other archaeological sites within 200 to 300 feet of the project area (CA-LAN-69 and CA-LAN-70). 
Additionally, archaeological remains associated with unidentified sites may be located within the 
project area and could be subject to direct effect. This would result in a significant, mitigable 
impact: implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.17-6 would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 

• Mitigation Meamre 3.17-6 A1onitoring and Scientific Recovery of Archaeol~gical Resources: In the event 
that archaeological and buried historic sites are encountered, evaluation of the site is often 
accomplished through test level excavation designed to determine the horizontal and vertical 
extent of the site, and to characterize the content of the site. If the site is determined to be 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register, and project plans cannot be altered to 
avoid impacting the site, then an adverse effect would result pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(d)(2). 
To resolve an adverse effect it would be necessary to implement a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) per 36 CPR 800.6(c) to resolve the adverse effect. Under CEQA, 
impacts to archaeological sites can be mitigated to a less than significant level through the 
preparation and implementation of a data recovery plan. 

Direct Effects on Historical Resources. The Exposition BRT alternative will result in the removal and 
demolition of the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric Railway, which the State Historic 
Preservation Officer has determined to be eligible to the National Register of Historic Places under 
Criterion A as defined in 36 CPR 60.4. This would result in a significant impact. Under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts to an historic resource can be 
resolved, or mitigated to a less than significant level under CEQA, through redesign of the proposed 
project, or through execution of an MOA with SHPO and other interested parties. Therefore, 
l\fitigation Measures 3.17-7 and 3.17-8 would reduce the impact of the Wilshire BRT /Exposition 
LRT Alternative on the Pacific Electric Railway to a less than significant level. 

• Mit~gation J\;ieasure 3.17-7 Historic American Engineering Record Documentation: Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation shall be prepared for the Pacific Electric 
Railway. This report shall document the significance of the resource and its physical 
conditions, both historic and current, through site plans, historic maps, photographs, written 
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data, and text. A report documenting the design and historic significance of the Pacific 
Electric Railway, including contextual history of the Pacific Electric and its significant role in 
American history, as well as its history in southern California, shall be prepared as part of the 
HAER documentation required above. 

Mit~gation Meamre 3.17-8 Memorandum of Agreement. The impact created by the demolition of a 
significant structure is an adverse effect, which can be resolved by an MOA between the 
MTA and SHPO, as well as other interested parties, as described above. The actual 
measures agreed upon in the MOA may vary in substance and degree, but the MOA shall 
include a process to resolve any adverse effects upon resources discovered during the 
implementation (36 CFR 800.B(a)). The MOA shall include a provision for monitoring and 
a mechanism for reporting its implementation (36 CFR 800.6(c)(4)). 

Other elements of the MOA shall provide that: 

3. Areas subject to physical disturbance by the undertaking are subjected to intensive 
archaeological study in accordance with a study plan developed in consultation "1'ith 
the SHPO, and submitted in draft to the SHPO for at least 30 days of review and 
comment. 

4. lf the study indicates the existence of archaeological resources, the j\;fTA will review 
the potential significance of such resources with the SHPO to determine whether 
they are significant. J\1TA may elect to design the project to preserve resources in 
place, or to conduct archaeological data recovery to recover significant data from 
such resources. 

Prior to the initiation of each construction contract, a pre-construction meeting should be 
held with all resident engineers, inspectors, contractor representatives and foremen to 
review the procedures to be followed regarding the presence of archaeological and/ or 
paleontological monitors, collecting of artifacts, reporting discoveries, and 
communications. 

As far as management or treatment plans can be formulated at this stage, at the very least, 
monitoring should be provided full time at each location subject to ground disturbance, 
from the time when any demolition approaches the present surface to below that horizon 
which may reasonably be expected to yield cultural remains. 

\X!hen any potentially significant archaeological evidence is observed, work will be halted in 
that immediate vicinity, and the procedures set forth in the MOA and a Treatment Plan 
wiH be followed. Briefly, these procedures shall stipulate that the resource be recorded, 
identified, and assessed for its significance. If the remains are deemed to be significant, 
specific recommendations for the mitigation of impacts will be developed and 
implemented on a case-by-case basis. 

Indirect Effect on Historic Resources. The segment of the Exposition BRT alternative that is aligned 
along USC and Exposition Park will have a less than significant impact on the historical visual 
setting of historical resources in this segment, including the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific 
Electric Railway. The corridor alignment has already been altered, tracks have been removed, areas 
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have been covered in landscaping, and has therefore been altered to a degree that the proposed 
stations would not represent a substantial visual intrusion upon the historical setting. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Implementation of this alternative would result in cultural resources impacts identical in significance 
to those anticipated to result from implementation of Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT 

The follmving impact discussion addresses impacts anticipated to result from implementation of the 
Exposition LRT component of this alternative. The \Vilshire BRT component of this alternative 
would result in impacts identical to those identified for Alternatives 1, 1A, or 1B, depending upon 
the specific implementation of Wilshire BRT. 

Direct Ejfttt on Paleontological Resottrces. Excavation for construction of caissons for aerial structure 
supports for the LRT alternative may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of paleontological 
resources that could be present in the soils that underlie the Exposition RO\V. This would 
represent a significant, mitigable impact: implementation of l'vfitigation Measure 3.17-9 would reduce 
this impact to a less than significant level. 

• Mitz[!,afion Measure 3.17-9 1\1onitoring and Scientific Recovery of Paleontological Re.mums: Prior to any 
earth moving at the project site, a qualified vertebrate paleontologist approved by the Los 
Angeles County Museum of Natural History - Vertebrate Paleontology Section (LACMVP) 
will be retained by the MTA or its designated contractor to supervise the mitigation 
program, which shall consist of the following: 

1. The paleontologist will develop a storage agreement with the LACl\ilVP to allow for 
the permanent storage and maintenance of any fossil remains recovered at the 
project site as a result of the mitigation program, and for the archiving of associated 
specimen data (taxon, element) and corresponding geologic (rock unit, stratigraphic 
level, lithology) and geographic site data Oocation, elevation) recorded as a part of 
the program. 

2. The paleontologist will develop a mitigation plan and a discovery clause/treatment 
plan to be implemented during earth-moving activities at the project site. The 
clause/plan ~will allow for the recovery and subsequent treatment of any fossil 
remains uncovered by these activities, and for the archiving of associated specimen 
and site data. 

3. The paleontologist and a paleontological resources construction monitor will attend 
a pre-construction meeting to explain the mitigation program to contractor staff and 
to develop procedures and lines of communication to be implemented if fossil 
remains are uncovered by earth-moving activities, particularly when a monitor is not 
on site. 

4. Monitoring of earth-moving activities (including grading, auguring, trenching, etc.) 
will be conducted by the paleontological resources monitor on a full-time basis once 
these activities have reached previously undisturbed sedimentary strata underlying 
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any artificial fill and a depth 5 feet below current grade. Monitoring "1-ill consist of 
inspecting strata freshly exposed by these activities and the debris piles generated by 
these activities. l\fonitoring will be conducted to allow for the recovery of larger 
fossil remains. 

5. If fossil remains are found by the monitor, any earth-moving activity will be diverted 
temporarily around the fossil site until the remains have been removed and the 
activ-ity has been allowed to proceed through the site by the monitor. 

6. If fossil remains are encountered by any earth-moving activity when the monitor is 
not on site, the activity will be diverted around the fossil site and the monitor called 
to the site immediately to remove the remains. 

7. Sediment samples not to exceed a total weight of 6,000 pounds will be recovered by 
the monitor or a field technician and fully processed to allow for the recovery of 
smaller vertebrate fossil remains. 

8. Any recovered fossil remains will be prepared to the point of identification and 
identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists. 
The remains then will be curated (assigned and labeled with IACl\ilVP specimen and 
corresponding site numbers, as appropriate; placed in specimen trays and, if 
necessary, vials with completed specimen data cards) and catalogued, and associated 
specimen data and corresponding geologic and geographic site data will be archived 
(specimen and site numbers and corresponding data entered into appropriate 
LACJ'vfVP computerized data bases) at the LACl\1VP by a laboratory technician. The 
remains then will be accessioned into the LACMVP fossil collection, where they will 
be permanently stored, maintained, and made available for future study by qualified 
investigators. 

9. If appropriate, a microfossil sample containing pollen or other microfossils will be 
submitted for paleoenvironmental analysis. 

10. A final report of findings with an inventory of recovered fossil specimens will be 
prepared by the paleontologist for submission to the l\ITA and the LACMVP 
following accessioning of the specimens into the LACMP fossil collection. 

Direct Effect on Archaeological Resources. Excavation for construction of caissons for aerial structure 
supports for the LRT alternative may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of CA-LAN-74, 
an archaeological site. There are two other archaeological sites that lie 200 to 300 feet from the 
corridor (CA-LAN-69 and CA-LAN-70), but these have not been identified by subsequent 
investigations. However, it is possible that archaeological remains associated with these sites may 
extend into the project area and be subject to direct effect. This would result in a significant, 
mitigable impact: implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.17-10 would reduce this impact to a less 
than significant level. 

• A1itigation A1easttre 3.17-10 }v1onitoring and S cientijic Recovery of Archaeological Resources: In the 
event that archaeological and buried historic sites are encountered, evaluation of the site is 
often accomplished through test level excavation designed to determine the horizontal and 
vertical extent of the site, and to characte1-ize the content of the site. If the site is determined 
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to be potentially eligible for listing on the National Register, and project plans cannot be 
altered to avoid impacting the site, then an adverse effect would result pursuant to 36 CFR 
800.5(d)(2). To resolve an adverse effect it would be necessary to implement a 
Memorandum of Agreement per 36 CFR 800.6(c) to resolve the adverse effect. Under 
CEQA, impacts to archaeological sites can be mitigated to a less than significant level 
through the preparation and implementation of a data recovery plan. 

Direct Fjfects on Historic Resources. The Exposition LRT alternative will result in the removal and 
demolition of the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric Railway, which the State Historic 
Preservation Officer has determined to be eligible to the National Register of Historic Places under 
Criterion A as defined in 36 CFR 60.4. This would result in a significant impact. Under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts to an historic resource can be reduced 
to a level of insignificance through redesign of the proposed project to avoid demolition/destruction 
of the historic resource, or through execution of an MOA. Therefore, ]\'litigation Measures 3.17-7 
(preparation of HAER documentation) and 3.17-8 (an MOA), would reduce the impact of the 
Wilshire BRT /Exposition LRT Alternative on the Pacific Electric Railway to a less than significant 
level. 

Indirect Effect on Ilistoric Resources. The LRT alternative would have an indirect effect on historic 
resources because it would alter the visual setting of the USC/Exposition Park historic resources, 
including the Hancock Memorial Museum, USC Widney Hall, USC Faculty Center, USC Town and 
Gown Center, Ormerod Harris Hall, the State Armory Building, Natural History Museum, Los 
Angeles Memorial Coliseum, and the Exposition Park Rose Garden. 

There are numerous historic structures in addition to those mentioned above, but in each case the 
historical setting has already been significantly altered and as a result there will be no effect to these 
additional properties. The effect of this alternative on the USC/Exposition Park historic resources 
will be the construction of a modern catenary system, which wi11 alter the historic setting of the 
above resources. This would represent a significant, mitigable impact: Implementation of J\1itigation 
J\1easure 3.17-11, an alternative design of the overhead catenary system, would reduce this impact to 
a less than significant level. 

• Mitzgation Measure 3.17-11 Altr:rnative Deszgn of Overhead Catenary System: The placement of the 
catenary system on the along Exposition Boulevard in the vicinity of Exposition Park and 
USC would not result in a visual impact if the catenary supports were designed to mimic the 
historic ones that were part of the Pacific Electric Line. This measure would reduce the 
visual impacts on the structures to a less than significant degree. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Implementation of this alternative would result in cultural resources impacts identical in significance 
to those anticipated to result from implementation of Alternative 3. 

Maintenance Yard 

The following impacts would potentially apply to all of the proposed maintenance yard sites: 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources. Maintenance yards, irrespective of whether they would be 
used to service BRT or LRT vehicles, would require excavation for underground fuel storage tanks, 
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building foundations, utilities, and other structures. This ground disturbance has the potential to 
damage or destroy paleontological resources. This would be a significant, mitigable impact. 
Implementation of J\fitigation Measure 3.17-9 would reduce this potential impact to a less than 
significant level. 

Direct E;!Jects on Archaeological Resources. Maintenance yards, irrespective of whether they would be 
used to service BRT or LRT vehicles, would require excavation for underground fuel storage tanks, 
building foundations, utilities, and other structures. This ground disturbance has the potential to 
damage or destroy intact archaeological resources. This would be a significant, mitigable impact. 
Implementation of ~tigation Measure 3.17-10 would reduce this potential impact to a less than 
significant level. 

The following discussion focuses upon the site-specific potential for cultural resources impacts. 

• Northwest corner of Cesar Chavez Boulevard and Mission Avenue 

Direct Fffects on Historical Resources. The site does not contain historical or potentially historical 
structures. Therefore, the construction of maintenance yards would result in no impact from direct 
effects on historical resources. 

Indirect Effects on Historical Resources. This proposed site is adjacent to a historic bridge, and may have 
the potential to alter the historical setting of this bridge. Because a maintenance facility represents 
an intrusion into a setting that did not include structures, no mitigation for this intrusion through 
design of the structures or facilities could reduce this impact, which would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Alameda Street and 7'h Street (expansion of existing facility) 

Direct Effects on Historical Rtsources. The site does not contain historical or potentially historical 
structures. Therefore, the construction of maintenance yards would result in no impact from direct 
effects on historical resources. 

Tndirect Fffects on Historical Rtsources. This proposed site is adjacent to the SRO Hotel, a historic brick 
structure. However, the proposed site is currently vacant, and is adjacent to an existing J\1TA bus 
maintenance facility. Because the site was previously developed and represents an expansion of an 
existing facility, the historical context of this structure has already been substantially altered, and the 
intrusion of the facility would be considered less than significant. 

• Northeast corner of Alameda Street and Washington Street 

Direct Fffects on Historical Resources. The site does not contain historical or potentially historical 
structures. Therefore, the construction of maintenance yards would result in no impact from direct 
effects on historical resources. 

Indirect Fffects on Historical Resottrces. No historical structures "1'ith intact settings lie adjacent to this 
proposed site. Therefore, the construction of the proposed maintenance yard site would have no 
impact resulting from indirect effects on historical resources. 

• Southeast corner of Alameda Street and \'Vashington Street 
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Direct Fffects on Historical Resources. The site does not contain historical or potentially historical 
structures. Therefore, the construction of maintenance yards would result in no impact from direct 
effects on historical resources. 

Indirect Fjfttts on Historical Resources. Historical or potentially historical structures with potentiaUy 
intact settings lie in the vicinity of this proposed site, and the construction of a maintenance facility 
on this site could represent an intrusion that may adversely affect this historical setting, which would 
be a significant, mitigable impact. The maintenance facility could be designed in such a way as to 
blend more readily with the surrounding structures, in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment qf Historic Properties and Gttidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes, 
thereby reducing the intrusion. Implementation of 11itigation Measure 3.17-12 would reduce this 
impact to a less than significant level. 

• 

• Mit~gation Meamre 3.17-12 Alternative Design of Maintenance Facility: The maintenance facility 
sha11 be designed in such a way as to blend architecturally with the surrounding structures, in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properlies 
and Guidelines jor the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes, thereby reducing the intrusion. If an 
alternative design cannot achieve this effect, appropriate methods for screening the 
maintenance facility, per the aforementioned guidelines, shall be implemented. 

Exposition ROW: Hooper to Central 

Direct Effects on Historic Resources. Construction of a maintenance facility at this site wiU result in the 
removal and demolition of a portion of the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric Railway, 
which the State Historic Preservation Officer has determined to be eligible to the National Register 
of Historic Places under Criterion A as defined in 36 CFR 60.4. This would result in a significant 
impact. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts to an 
historic resource can be reduced to a less than significant level through redesign of the proposed 
project to avoid demolition/ destruction of the historic resource, or through execution of an MOA. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measures 3.17-7 (HAER documentation) and 3.17-8 (an MOA with the MTA, 
SHPO, and other interested parties) would reduce the impact of this proposed maintenance facility 
on the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric Railway to a less than significant level. 

Indirect Fffects on Historical Resottrces. No historical structures "1-ith intact settings lie adjacent to this 
proposed site: the integrity of the setting for proximate historical or potentially historical structures 
has been severely disrupted. Therefore, the construction of the proposed maintenance yard site 
would have no impact resulting from indirect effects on historical resources. 

• Existing MTA South Park Shops 

Direct Indirect Effects on Historic Resources. Construction of a maintenance facility at this site will 
result in the removal and demolition of a portion of the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric 
Railway, which the State Historic Preservation Officer has determined to be eligible to the National 
Register of Historic Places under Criterion A as defined in 36 CFR 60.4. This would result in a 
significant impact. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts 
to an historic resource can only be reduced to a level of insignificance through redesign of the 
proposed project to avoid demolition/ destruction of the historic resource. Therefore, although 
l\fitigation Measures 3.17-7 (HAER documentation) and 3.17-8 (and MOA with the }.;ffA, SHPO, 
and other interested parties) would reduce the impact of this proposed maintenance facility on the 
Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Elect1-ic Railway to a less than significant level. 
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Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources: Implementation of the subway design option would result in 
substantially greater ground disturbance than either the Exposition BRT or Exposition LRT 
alternative by themselves. Any significant disturbance of the ground surface has the potential to 
impact paleontological resources, whether this disturbance results from permanent change, such as 
excavation for a station or tunnel entrance, or only temporary use for parking, storage or lay-down 
yards. This potential for disturbance would be increased by the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, and would result in a significant, mitigable impact: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
3.17-9 would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level. 

Direct Effects on Archaeological Resources: Implementation of the subway design option could result in 
substantially greater ground disturbance than either the Exposition BRT or LRT alternative by 
themselves. As with the alternative, any disturbance of the ground surface has the potential to 
adversely affect archaeological resources, and this potential for disturbance would be increased by 
the implementation of this mitigation measure, and could result in a significant, mitigable impact: 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.17-10 would reduce this potential impact to a less than 
significant level. 

3.17.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the J'vfid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Project. 
Pa11: 2, Chapter 9 of the 1998 RTP Draft Master EJR provides a programmatic analysis of impacts to 
paleontological, archaeological, and historical resulting from implementation of all projects 
contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), including the J'viid-City/Westside Transit Corridor project, 
and provides the basis for this cumulative impact analysis. 

Direct cumulative impacts to cultural resources generally result from destruction or substantial 
modification of resources or their contexts, such that the significance of the resources is materially 
diminished. Indirect cumulative impacts generally result from the destruction or modification of the 
context of a resource. Projects contemplated in the RTP that would not result in substantial 
ground-disturbance or excavation (e.g., improvements to existing surface transit systems, or 
construction of new surface transit systems) are unlikely cause direct cumulative impacts to 
paleontological or archaeological resources. Such projects may also not require demolition of 
historic structures, and are unlikely to cause significant direct cumulative impacts to historical 
resources. 

However, some of the transit corridor projects shown in Table 3 of the 1998 RTP could be 
implemented within existing rights-of-way that include historical structures, including the rail lines 
themselves, as with the Exposition right-of-way. As with two of the alternatives analyzed here, these 
projects may involve removal of these historic rail lines and attendant structures, in order to 
implement the specialized infrastructure required for transit modes such as HRT, LRT, and BRT 
(the RTP does not always specify a transit mode: local operators are left to select how the transit 
goals are met). 

Also, as with portions of the Exposition right-of-way, projects may traverse historical or potentially 
historical neighborhoods or districts, and structures necessitated by some transit modes, such as 
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stations, platforms, or catenary systems, may disrupt the historic context of these districts. This 
would represent significant cumulative indirect impacts that may or may not be mitigable, depending 
upon the nature of the district and the proposed structures. 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

The No Action Alternative, as stated above, is anticipated to have no impact on cultural resources. 
Therefore, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact on any of these resources, and no 
cumulative impact would occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TS~f Alternative, as stated above, is anticipated to have no impact on cultural resources, since 
no physical changes to any cultural resources would occur. Therefore, this alternative would not 
contribute to a cumulative impact on any of these resources, and no cumulative impact would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

As stated above, implementation of the Wilshire BRT Alternative would not result in any substantial 
excavation, and would therefore not result in any impacts to paleontological or archaeological 
resources. Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to cumulative effects on these resources. 
Additionally, the indirect impact of this alternative on historic contexts is less than significant, since 
the context of the historic portions of the \Vil shire route have already been substantially disrupted, 
and their contextual value compromised. Therefore, this alternative would have a less than 
significant cumulative impact on cultural resources. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources associated v.rith this alternative would be identical to the 
cumulative impacts identified for Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources associated with this alternative would be identical to the 
cumulative impacts identified for Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Secondary impacts to paleontological and archaeological could result from the subway mitigation 
measures proposed for this alternative; however, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.17-9 and 
3.17-10 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level, and the cumulative impact to 
these resources would also be less than significant. 

However, as stated above, implementation of the Exposition BRT portion of this alternative would 
result in the removal of portions of the historic Pacific Electric Railway (an NRHP-eligible 
resource), which would result in a significant impact. Because this resource has been determined by 
SHPO to be significant to the Southern California region, this impact would be considered 
cumulatively considerable, and would be a significant cumulative impact. 
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Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources that would result from implementation of this alternative 
are identical in significance to those identified for Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Secondary impacts to paleontological and archaeological could result from the subway design option 
proposed for this alternative; however, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.17-9 and 3.17-10 
would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level, and the cumulative impact to these 
resources would also be less than significant. 

Installation of the catenary system required for operation of the LRT would result in a potentially 
significant, indirect impact to the historic context of the USC/Exposition Park historic district; 
however, implementation of lvfaigation Measure 3.17-11 would reduce this to a less than significant 
level, and because this impact occurs in a limited area, the cumulative impact resulting from this 
impact would also be less than significant. 

However, as stated above, implementation of the Exposition LRT portion of this alternative would 
result in the removal of portions of the historic Pacific Electric Railway (an NRHP-eligible 
resource), which would result in a significant impact. Because this resource has been determined by 
SHPO to be significant to the Southern California region, this impact would be considered 
cumulatively considerable, and would be a significant cumulative impact. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources that would result from implementation of this alternative 
are identical in significance to those identified for Alternative 3. 

Subway Design Option at US/Exposition Park 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources From Proposed Sttbivay Design Option: Implementation of the 
subway design option could result in substantially greater ground disturbance than Alternatives 2, 
2A, 3, and 3A. As with these alternatives, any disturbance of the ground surface has the potential to 
impact paleontological resources, whether this results from permanent change such as excavation 
for a station or tunnel entrance, or only temporary use for parking, storage or lay-down yards. 
However, the potential for disturbance would be substantially increased by the implementation of 
this option, and would result in a significant, mitigable impact: Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.17-9 would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level. 

Direct Effects on Archaeological Resources From Proposed Subwqy Des~gn Option: Implementation of this 
design option would result in substantially greater ground disturbance than Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 
3A. Any disturbance of the ground surface has the potential to adversely affect archaeological 
resources. However, the potential for disturbance would be substantially increased by the 
implementation of this option, and could result in a significant, mitigable impact: Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 3.17-10 would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level. 
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3.18.1 Construction Methods 

The development on the J\;1id-City/Westside Transit Corridor will employ conventional construction 
methods, techniques, and equipment. All work for development of a transit system "vill conform to 
accepted industry specifications and standards. Major elements of the project include the 
construction of roadways for the Wilshire Boulevard and Exposition BRT routes, guideway and 
trackwork for the Exposition LRT, at-grade station platforms, aerial grade separations and possible 
subway segments. The BRT and LRT alternatives would both require the installation of additional 
infrastructure for elements such as communications and signaling. In addition, the LRT would 
require the installation of a traction power system. 

The types of equipment that would be used in construction of the BRT and LRT alternatives 
include: graders, bull-dozers, cranes, cement mixers, flat bed trucks, dump trucks to haul dirt and 
spoil materials, and possible tunnel boring machines and rail mounted muck cars. These 
construction vehicles would be used along the Wilshire Boulevard (not including those types of 
equipment related to subway or aerial construction) and Exposition corridors, and would possibly 
impede traffic mobility in areas of construction. In order to minimize any disruptions to traffic, 
mitigation of potential traffic impacts, and traffic management and traffic control measures will be 
implemented with the coordination and involvement of the cities along the project route. J\;fitigation 
measures may involve partial- or full-street closures, sidewalk closures, and detours. 

The work activities for each of the three alternatives would include the following facility and system 
items: 

Wilshire BRT 

• Relocation of existing utilities at stations; 

• Relocation of existing utilities that conflict with in-street or J\1TA right-of-way (RO\Xl) guideway 
construction; 

• Construction of at-grade BRT station platforms at street locations using typical "cast-in-place" 
construction methods; 

• Construction of surface drainage and sub-drainage systems; 

• Construction of replacement parking facilities at various locations along the alignment .. 

• Placement of 12" thick Portland Cement Concrete exclusive busway over 16" Crushed 
Aggregate Base over compacted sub-grade. 

• Construction of station finishes, such as canopies, fare vending equipment, station furniture, 
ramps, elevators, escalators, landscaping, and all other amenities necessary for a functional 
station; 
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• Where daytime construction is possible, the contractor could close up to three travel lanes at one 
time. One travel lane in one direction would be used for equipment staging while two lanes in 
the opposite could be devoted for actual station or lane construction. The window for this 
construction would be limited to off-peak hours only along v.rith temporary curb parking 
restrictions (fow-away No Parking Anytime). A traffic management plan to identify 
construction staging, detour routes and mitigation measures to the adjacent neighborhood would 
be developed and approved by the community and local jurisdictions during preliminary 
engineering. 

• Where daytime construction is impossible due to heavy existing traffic volumes or opposed by 
the community, the contractor would to be restricted to nighttime operation. Temporary 
closures of entire roadways or up to four travel lanes may be required. Also, a traffic 
management plan to identify construction staging, detour routes and mitigation measures to the 
adjacent neighborhood would be developed and approved by the community and local 
jurisdictions during preliminary engineering. 

• Conducting subsystem and system testing; 

• Conducting simulated revenue operation test runs and final commissioning of the system. 

• Most of the physical construction of the busway on Wilshire could be accomplished in a 2-year 
to 2-year 8-month time frame 

Exposition BRT 

• Construction of aerial guideway and aerial stations which will include foundations, support 
columns, girders, and deck slabs. This construction will be either "cast in place,'' partially 
precast, steel or a combination of these depending on the final design and the preferred 
approach of the construction contractor; 

• Construction of retaining walls for approaches to aerial guideway or shallow trenches; 

• Relocation of existing utilities at stations; 

• Relocation of existing utilities that conflict v.rith in-street or MTA right-of-way (RO\V') guideway 
construction; 

• Construction of at-grade BRT station platforms at J\;frA ROW or street locations using typical 
"cast-in-place" construction methods; 

• Construction of underground duct banks for signaling/ communications; 

• Construction of surface drainage and sub-drainage systems; 

• Construction of parking facilities at the Crenshaw Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, La Cienega 
Boulevard, Pico/Sawtelle Boulevards, Bundy Drive, and Cloverfield Boulevard stations. 

• Placement of 12" thick Portland Cement Concrete exclusive busway over 16" Crushed 
Aggregate Base over compacted sub-grade. 
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• Construction of noise walls approximately 12 feet high in sensitive areas along the RO\V. 

• Construction of station finishes, such as canopies, fare vending equipment, station furniture, 
ramps, elevators, escalators, landscaping, and all other amenities necessary for a functional 
station; 

• Conducting subsystem and system testing; 

• Conducting simulated revenue operation test runs and final commissioning of the system. 

• Most of the physical construction of the Exposition BRT could be accomplished in a 3-year to 
3-year 6-month time frame. 

Expositon LRT 

• Construction of aerial guideway and aerial stations which will include foundations, support 
columns, girders, and deck slabs. This construction will be either "cast in place," pa1Lially 
precast, steel or a combination of these depending on the final design and the preferred 
approach of the construction contractor; 

• Construction of retaining walls for approaches to aerial guideway, portal structures (Optional) 
and shallow trenches; 

• Optional construction of a 0.7-mile subway facility serving both Vermont Avenue bus patrons 
and USC/Exposition Park; 

• Relocation of existing utilities at stations and portals (Optional); 

• Relocation of existing utilities that conflict with in-street or MTA right-of-way (RO\V') guideway 
construction; 

• Construction of at-grade high-platform stations in MTA ROW or at street locations using typical 
"cast-in-place" construction methods; 

• Construction of underground duct banks for electrical power feeds and for 
signaling/ communications 

• Construction of surface drainage and sub-drainage systems; 

• Construction of traction power substations with electrical power feeds; 

• Construction of an overhead catenary system including pole foundations, overhead wires, 
support brackets, feeder cables and other components or alternative power distribution support 
system; 

• Construction of parking facilities at the Crenshaw Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, La Cienega 
Boulevard, Venice/Washington Boulevards, Pico/Sawtelle Boulevards, Bundy Drive, and 
Cloverfield Boulevard. (Parking at the Ocean A venue Station will be undertaken by the City of 
Santa Monica under a separate contract); 
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• Installation of trackwork, including preparation of track bed and slab, rail, fasteners, and infill 
concrete for street sections in Hill Street in downtown Los Angeles and in Olympic Boulevard in 
Santa Monica; 

• Construction of open track in ballasted track bed ('-vith optional sodded turf even with top of 
rail), and with direct fixation fasteners on aerial guideways and subway facility (Optional); 

• Construction of noise walls generally 4 feet high (but up to 8 feet high at locations where wall is 
some distance from the track) in sensitive areas along the ROW. 

• Construction of station finishes, such as canopies, fare vending equip1nent, station furniture, 
ramps, elevators, escalators, landscaping, and all other amenities necessary for a functional 
station; 

• Conducting subsystem and system testing; 

• Conducting simulated revenue operation test runs and final commissioning of the system. 

• Most of the physical construction of the Exposition LRT could be accomplished in a 3-year to 
3-year 6-month time frame. If the subway option is chosen the construction would take 
approximately 6 to 12 months longer, or a total construction period of up to four to four and 
half years. 

Jn order to achieve the construction timeframe described for each of the three alternatives, work 
would begin simultaneously at several locations along the particular alternative to accommodate 
areas requiring lengthy construction times. The objective of this approach is to bring the various 
segments to completion at approximately the same time. 

j\fany contractors specializing in various methods of construction would be working on the project 
selected for the overall length of the construction period. The physical construction would involve 
the method that is most suitable for each segment of the project. A typical sequence of construction 
is shown in Table 3.18-1. 

Construction of the project would follow all applicable local, state and federal laws for building and 
safety. Equipment used on the project would be fitted with mufflers and spark arresters. Standard 
construction methods would be used for traffic, noise, vibration, and dust control, consistent "1'ith 
all applicable laws. 

TABLE 3.18-1 
TYPICAL SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Average 

Activity Tasks 
Time 

Required 
(months) 

1. Survey Locate utilities, establish RO\\! and project control points and centerlines. and 4 6 
relocate survev 1nonuments. 

2. Site Relocate utilities and clear and grub RO\V' (demolition), establish detours and haul 8-18 
Preparation routes, erect safety devices and mobilize special construction equipment, prepare 

construction equipment yards and stockpile materials. 

3.18-4 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023699 



EM23846 

Environmental Analysis - Construction Impacts 

TABLE 3.18-1 
TYPICAL SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Average 

Activity Tasks 
Time 

Required 
(months) 

.3. Heavy Construction of concrete roadway (BRT only), aerial structures (BRT and LRT), 24-.36 
Construction trackway in streets, on open right--of-way and on aerial structures (LRT only), 

optional underground retaining walls for fill or cut segments, piers and 
columns and disposal of excess material. Refinish roadways and sidewalks. 

4. J\ledium Install lighting, signage and striping for concrete roadways, lay track, construct 12-18 
Construction surface stations, drainage, backfill and pave streets. 

5. Light Finish work, install all system elements (electrical, signals, and communication) 6-12 
Construction landscaping, si211.ing and striping close detours, clean up and test system. 

6. Open Project 

Haul routes to disposal sites would be predetermined by agreement with local authorities before 
construction. They would follow streets and highways forming the safest or shortest route with the 
least adverse effect on traffic, residences, and businesses. Table 3.18-2, Potential Disposal Sites, 
shows disposal sites for various classifications of excess materials. Potential sources of 
contaminated soil and ground water are discussed in the Hazardous Materials Technical Report. 

TABLE 3.18-2 
POTENTIAL DISPOSAL SITES 

Material Class of Site Location 
Hazardous J\laterial Class I BI<J<: site in \'\Test Covina 
Unusable J\laterial Class II J\lonterey Park 
(Organic l\lixed) Puente Hills 
"\sphalt, Concrete Recycle Irwindale 
Usable Backfill Class III Nearby landfill sites or 

ongoing construction projects 

Above-Ground Facilities 

Utility Relocation and Street Closures 

Prior to beginning construction it would be necessary to relocate, modify, or protect in place all 
utilities and underground structures which would conflict or interfere with excavations for street 
level concrete pavement or trackwork, subway facilities, aerial guideways, and station structures. 
Utilities that would interfere with construction would be relocated or offset away from the proposed 
facilities. During relocation of utilities it may be necessary to occupy additional traffic lanes at one 
time, or that block-long sections of streets would be closed temporarily. Pedestrian access 
(sidewalks) would remain open whenever possible and special facilities such as handrails, fences, and 
walkways would be provided for safety. 

During utility relocation some minor streets and alleyways may be temporarily closed. Major cross 
streets along the route may require partial closure, half of the street at a time, for utility relocation, 
station construction, or the construction of roadway foundation or light rail trackbed. Full blocks 
may have to be closed during excavation, preparation of subgrade, and track foundations placement. 

3.18-5 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0023700 



EM23847 

Environmental Analysis - Construction Impacts 

Equipment used for utility relocation work includes diamond saws, pavement breakers, 
jackhammers, excavators, compressors, dump trucks, and welding machines. 

At-Grade Guideway 

The Wilshire BRT and the Exposition ROW guideway would consist of twelve-inch thick Portland 
Cement Concrete pavement over compacted base material. On Wilshire Boulevard, the existing 
asphalt pavement and base material would be removed, the sub-base graded and compacted, and 
replaced "1'ith a new concrete roadway. The completed lanes would be exclusively for buses, and 
would be separated from adjacent traffic lanes by a six-inch concrete curb or four-inch Bots Dots. 
For the Exposition RO\v, existing track and portions of interfering roadway would be removed and 
replaced by an excavated trench and roadway, similar that described for Wilshire Boulevard, or an 
embedded track, or an open track with ties and ballast. 

Clearing and utility relocation would occur first, proceeding well ahead of guideway construction. 
TypicaUy roadway construction would be constructed in two- or three-block segments for a period 
of three to four weeks each. For the embedded track the trackbed would be excavated and track 
slab put in place for supporting the rails. It is estimated that preparation for and construction of the 
trackbed could be accomplished at the rate of 100-200 feet per day, depending on working hours 
and whether fulJ or partial street closures are implemented. Local storage areas will be necessary for 
short-term storage and to facilitate placement of rails or roadway materials. In general, open track 
sections would not require utility relocation since the alignment closely follows the in-place 
abandoned track. Equipment used for construction of the tracks or concrete roadway would be 
similar to what is required for relocation of the utilities with the addition of track-laying equipment, 
paving machines, concrete mixers and concrete finishers. 

Parldng Facilities 

There would be no park and ride facilities for the Wilshire BRT. Two existing parcels on Wilshire 
Boulevard Oocated at Crenshaw Boulevard and La Brea Avenue) would be used to provide 
replacement parking as a mitigation measure for the large-scale removal of parking along the entire 
length of Wilshire Boulevard. The Exposition BRT would provide six park and ride lots located at 
the Crenshaw Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, La Cienega Boulevard, Pico/Sawtelle Boulevards, Bundy 
Drive, and Cloverfield Boulevard stations for an approximate total of 2,881 spaces. Park and ride 
lots for the Exposition LRT Alternative would include the same lots for the Exposition BRT, with 
additional lots at Venice/Washington Boulevards, and at Ocean/Colorado Avenues for an 
approximate total of 3,493 parking spaces. Except for the Crenshaw Boulevard lot, all parking 
would be on property owned by either the l\ITA or the City of Santa Monica. Currently, a 
significant number of these parcels contain structures, but nearly all leases expire by the year 2011, 
and the land would presumably be available to begin construction between 2012 and 2015. Any 
existing structures would be demolished, and debris removed from the area. If hazardous materials 
were found to be present, the removal and remediation of affected areas would be undertaken. 

Construction of the parking lot would involve sub-grade preparation, paving and striping of the 
parking area; reconstruction of concrete curbs, driveways, and sidewalks as necessary; and planting 
of appropriate landscaping. 
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Equipment used for construction of the parking facility would include diamond saws, pavement 
breakers, jackhammers, compressors, concrete pumping equipment, paving machines, dump trucks, 
and front-end loaders. 

Aerial Guideway/Bridges 

Sites for aerial structures required for the Exposition BRT/LRT project would be areas of major 
construction, and would consist of cast-in-place or pre-cast girders with support columns spaced 
approximately 80 feet apart, although actual distances may vary. A 1,000-foot segment of aerial 
guideway could require as much as 18 months to complete. Typical construction methods for the 
aerial structure would involve several phases of work: foundation construction, installation of 
columns, and setting in place of concrete girders or steel trusses. 

Construction of the column foundations could begin at the same time that the utilities are relocated, 
providing the utilities do not directly impact the foundation locations. Depending upon the 
subsurface geology at a particular site, decisions would be made to use either drilled, cast-in-place 
caissons or driven piles to support the column foundations. The minimum working area required 
for installation of the caissons would be at least 12 feet, equivalent to one traffic lane width, with an 
addition of about 24 feet required for ingress and egress during working hours. Much of the aerial 
guideway consisting of precast or prefabricated members would be located off-street and would not 
interrupt normal traffic flow. However, on and off ramps and frontage roads for the freeway may 
experience temporary detours and closures. Where soil conditions are poor (too much groundwater 
or unstable materials), piles that are impact driven or drilled into place may be necessary. As an 
alternative, drilled cassions using slurry displacement methods could be used. 

Once the foundations are in place, the columns would be constructed. The columns would be built 
as cast-in-place reinforced concrete. Cast-in-place columns would be erected by using steel 
reinforcement tied into the foundations and framing wood or steel forms into which the concrete 
could be placed. \Vben the columns are set, "T" heads would be attached atop each one, and two 
concrete girders would be placed linking the individual columns. The concrete box girders would be 
transported to the site by truck and placed by cranes. Similarly, steel truss bridges are pre-fabricated 
to minimize assembly time at the site. It may be possible to conduct most of the column 
construction and girder placement during late night hours to minimize disruptions on local streets. 

Equipment used for construction of the aerial guideway would include drill rigs/augers, cranes, pile 
drivers, jackhammers, compressors, concrete pumping equipment, dump trucks, front-end loaders, 
paving machines, and large tractor-trailer rigs to carry girders and miscellaneous tools. 

Retained Fill and Retaining Cut Construction 

Retained fill construction would generally be required for approaches to aerial guideways and use of 
precast retaining wall systems may also be considered. The sidewalls would be constructed in 
segments beginning at one end of the trench and continuing to the other. Once the walls are 
completed, backfill would be placed on the retained side and compacted. The imported material for 
retained fill could come from the existing ROW where the present railroad grade would be 
considerably lowered at many locations in order to more closely match the ground surfaces of 
adjacent roadways and private properties, or from an off-site source. 
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The excavation or embankment work would be accomplished using bu11dozers, earthmovers, and 
front-end loaders, and tractor-trailer rigs. Any unsuitable material would be transported to approved 
disposal sites. Equipment used for construction of the retaining walls would include shoring, cranes, 
jackhammers, compressors, concrete pumping equipment, dump trucks, front-end loaders, paving 
machines, and large tractor-trailer rigs to carry precast elements and miscellaneous tools. 

At Grade Stations 

All stations could be constructed simultaneously "1'ith the various segments of the system. At-grade 
stations on the Wilshire BRT or on the Exposition BRT/LRT would be constructed approximately 
one mile apart from each other. These stations would be constructed from standard building 
materials, such as brick, concrete, steel and heavy plastic, which are durable and resistant to 
vandalism. The stations for the BRT would be approximately 100 feet long by 11 feet wide and 
would be constructed as side platforms to allow the use of right-door buses. The LRT stations 
would be similar to the existing Long Beach Blue Line stations and proposed Pasadena Blue Line 
stations. 

Underground Facilities 

Stations and Portals 

Underground station construction methods wi11 be similar to those used for the existing Metro Red 
Line stations, although the overall length of the optional BRT/LRT station will be much shorter 
than the length of Metro Red Line stations, or about 270 feet. The optional cut and cover subway 
would be accessed through portals located just east of Figueroa Street and just west of Vermont 
Avenue. The station as well as the portals and main subway section would be constructed by cut
and-cover and open cut methods. The depth of the subway structure would be approximately 44 
feet for the BRT and 41 feet for the LRT, the BRT requiring an additional 3 feet of space above the 
subway ceiling for exhaust ventilation equipment. A depth of this magnitude is required to avoid 
several large gravity sanitary sewer and storm drain lines up to 48-inches in diameter. There is also a 
61-inch water main (in a 72-inch casing) that would be extremely expensive to relocate. Both the 
BRT and LRT stations would use side platforms to avoid hav'ing the main subway section interfere 
with manhole shafts of the proposed East Central Interceptor Sewer (ECIS) that will run parallel to 
the north side of the subway and a 54-inch sanitary sewer along the south side. 

A possible optional in tunnel construction would be to utilize the Segmental Excavation Method 
(ESM) where a potion of the tunnel segment would be bored with a tunneling machine. This 
method would allow some surface areas to remain intact during construction, particularly at 
Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue, which could greatly minimize adverse construction impacts. 
The cost effectiveness of this approach may, in fact, be on a par vv'ith conventional cut and cover 
methods for a tunnel segment of this length. 

Final Design 

During final design, the precise design elements of the optional BRT or LRT underground portion 
would be developed, reflecting, among other information, the final geotechnical investigations, as 
well as the final location of entrances and shafts at street level. These conditions will influence 
construction methods selected for tunnels and stations. Final design would, in turn, lead to 
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determinations of contract packaging and construction sequencing. Different contracts could be let 
to construct different po1Lions of the subway. For example, separate contracts may be let to 
construct the cut and cover tunnels and finished station work. Utility and demolition work at the 
various stations could also come under separate contracts. Alternatively, a single contract is also an 
option. Consistent with industry trends, alternative project delivery methods such as Design/Build 
would be investigated. 

Pre-Construction Activities 

Pre-construction activities would include building assessments (pre-construction evaluation of 
existing structures along the alignment) and traffic sequencing. Public affairs and construction staff 
from the MTA would contact and interview individual businesses, allmving for knowledge and 
understanding of how these businesses carry out their work. This survey identifies business usage, 
delivery, and shipping patterns and critical times of the day or year for business activities. This 
information will be used by the MTA to develop Worksite Traffic Control plans, identify alternative 
access routes and make efforts during construction to maintain critical business activities. 

During preliminary and final design of the project, subsurface (geotechnical) investigations would be 
undertaken to evaluate soil, groundwater, seismic, and environmental conditions along the 
alignment. 

Vehicular and Pedestrian Traffic 

Construction of the BRT or LRT would temporarily interfere with the normal flow of traffic, 
causing some lanes and streets to be dosed to vehicles for various durations. During final design, 
site and street specific \Vorksite Traffic Control Plans would be developed in cooperation with the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), City of Beverly Hills, City of Santa 
Monica, and Los Angeles County to accommodate required pedest1-ian and traffic movements. To 
the extent practical, traffic lanes will be maintained in both directions, particularly during peak traffic 
hours. Access to homes and businesses will be maintained throughout the construction period. 

Safety and Security 

Safety and security during construction would consist of providing for the safe passage of vehicles 
and pedestrians through the construction area and protecting construction sites and 
equipment/material storage areas from vandalism and theft. 

All standard construction procedures would be implemented to ensure the safety of the public. 
Detours and existing roadways through and around construction zones would be well lighted and 
signed. Barriers (e.g., K-rails) would be used to separate the public from work areas where 
necessary. Pedestrian pathways would be cordoned off and protected from traffic and potential 
flying objects. Standard traffic control procedures would be used, including flaggers, cones, and 
flashing lights. Construction staging areas would be fenced and lighted wherever appropriate. 
Material and equipment storage sites would require perimeter patrols and night security personnel. 

3.18.2 Construction Schedule 

An example schedule for constructing the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT is shown in Tables 
3.18-3A and 3.18-3B, respectively. The exclusive BRT lanes would be constructed in three to four 
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block segments with one side of the street (and one BRT lane) placed first, followed by the other 
side. The duration of this scenario would be approximately 6 weeks. 

TABLE 3.18-3A 
EXAMPLE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR THE WILSHIRE BRT 

Approx. 
Task Duration Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Years 

(Mos.) 

T'raffic J\Iitigation Measures 12-18 

Stations 12-16 

Exclusive BRT Lane 18-24 

Replacement Parking 12-18 

Systems InsrnJlarion Ci 12 

~ 

& Integration 10-12 
j 

Pre-Revenue Operations .3-5 ·--
An example schedule for constructing the Exposition BRT is shown in Table 3.18-3B. 

TABLE 3.18-3B 
EXAMPLE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOT THE EXPOSITION BRT 

Approx. 
Task Duration Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Years 

(Mos.) 
Ar-Grade Stations and 

18-24 
Guideway Installation 

Aerial Structures 12-18 

Systems Installation Ci-16 

Systems Testing & Integration 10-18 

Pre-Revenue Operations .3-5 

An example schedule for constructing the Exposition LRT is shown in Table 3.18-3C. If the 
optional subway were chosen, the schedule would require an additional 12-18 months. Twenty-four 
hour operation is assumed for construction of underground segments 

TABLE 3.18-3C 
EXAMPLE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT 

Approx. 
Task Duration Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Years 

(Mos.) 
At-Grade Stations and 

18-24 I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I I Guideway Installation I I I I I I I 
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TABLE 3.18-3C 
EXAMPLE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT 

Approx. 
Task Duration Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 

(Mos.) 

Electrical Power System 12-18 

Aerial Structures 12-18 

Systems Installation 6-12 

Systems Testing & Integration 10-18 

Pre-Revenue Operations .3-5 Ill -· 
3.18.3 Construction Impacts 

Construction-related impacts are discussed in each of the technical sections of this EIS/EIR (refer 
to Sections 3.2 through 3.17). The primary construction-related impacts result from the following 
activities: 

• 

• 

• 

Construction of the subway design option near USC/Exposition Park; 

Construction of the elevated segments of the Exposition BRT or LRT (at La Cienega 
Boulevard, Pico Boulevard, and Bundy Drive); and 

General construction activities associated with construction of stations/bus canopies and 
installation of the rail lines. 

The primary construction-related impacts include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Air quality (Section 3.8A: fugitive dust emissions); 

Noise and vibration (Section 3.9: construction-related noise and vibration); 

Traffic and circulation (Section 3.2: street/lane closures, detours, and construction-related 
trips); 

Socioeconomics and Land Acquisition/Displacement and Relocation (Sections 3.4 and 3.6: 
effects on businesses); 

Geology and soils (Section 3.10: soil disposal and worker exposure to contaminated sites); 

Hydrology/water quality (Section 3.11: grading, erosion, and short-term water quality impacts); 
and 

Cultural resources (Section 3.17: disturbance to archaeological and paleontological resources) . 

For a detailed discussion of these impacts, please refer to the appropriate sections of this EIS/EIR. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Srimal, 

EM18560 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:44 AM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: Millennium FEIR - production 

If possible, I'd like a hard copy of the both the draft and the final. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11 :29 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Chris, 

To answer Seth's questions: 

ALL public agencies receive a CD, whether they commented on the DEIR or not. 

ALL public commenters receive a CD, provided we have a mailing address; if not, e-mail them an NOA 

For the City's 3 hardcopies; 1 hardcopy set of appendices and 2 on CDs will be fine. 

In addition, libraries receive CDs. 

Also, please make sure that the CDs of the FEIR also contain the DEIR 

Srimal 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 5:46 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
See below 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: February 5, 2013, 5:43:36 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - production 

Chris, 

We have the following questions for Srimal, when you speak with her: 
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1. Are all Draft EIR agencies (whether or not they provided a comment) getting a CD? 

The agencies that commented on the DEIR will get a CD. 

2. Are all non-agency, (ie the public commenters) getting a CD or just the NOA? 

3. For the City's 3 hardcopies? does Srimal want 3 appendices, or 1 and the rest on CD? 

Seth 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Sergio, 

EM28310 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org > 

Wednesday, March 13, 2013 11:44 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; Lisa Webber 
Millennium Appeal Report 
Millennium - Appeal Report 3-12-13-elvaedits.docx 

Since Luci indicated she would be in a training session this morning, I am emailing you my comments on the 
attached report. Please review them within the context of your experience and background on the Project. 

Feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 

RL0023709 



EM28311 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

APPEAL STAFF REPORT 

City Planning Commission 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 

Case No.: 
CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

VTT-71837-CN-1A 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Council No.: 13 

Public Hearing: 
Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

REQUESTED 
ACTION: 

RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

February 19, 2013 
Further Appealable to City Council 
(LAMC Section 17.06-A,4) 
April 3, 2013 

Plan Area: 
Specific Plan: 
Certified NC: 
GPLU: 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

Hollywood 
None 
Hollywood United 
Regional Center 
Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN 
C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca 
Street. 

VTT-71837-CN was approved as a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, mGfe approximately tAaR 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of 
retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre 
site. 

APPEALS of the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

1. DENY the appeal in WHOLE 
2. Sustain the February 22, 2013 decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

Jim Tokunaga 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other items on the 
agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Area Planning Commission Secretariat, 200 North Spring Street, 
Room 272, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No.213-978-1247). While all written communications are given to the 
Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you 
challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the 
public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not 
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discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to 
its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or 
other services may be provided upon request. 
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STAFF APPEAL REPORT 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Case Background 

The public hearing for the Tract Map was held before the Advisory Agency on February 19, 
2013. The concurrent public hearing was also heard before the Hearing Officer, who took 
testimony on behalf of the City Planning Commission for CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

Following a presentation by the applicant and the applicant's representatives, the public hearing 
was open to the public where approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and 
opposition to the project. The public speakers represented residents, labor groups, 
neighborhood councils, homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of 

RL0023713 



EM28315 

VTT-71837-CN-1A -Appeal Page 5 

Commerce, and affected business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the 
Montalban Theater and American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 

On February 22, 2013, the Advisory Agency issued a letter of determination approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, permitting a 41-lot subdivision and the construction of two 
buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of 
residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor 
area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square
foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use for a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 
square feet, which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1. 
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THE APPEALS 

Appellants: (1) AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts; 
(2) Annie Geoghan; 
(3) Argyle Civic Association; 
(4) Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; 
(5) Hollywood Dell Civic Association; 
(6) Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

APPEAL POINTS: 

Page 6 

1. Failure to identify AMOA as a sensitive receptor in respect to noise. As a result, the EIR 
does not provide adequate mitigation in regards to noise. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. While the Draft EIR did not identify AMOA as a noise and vibration 
sensitive receptor for the project, this designation would not change the impact 
determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the 
Draft EIR provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration 
increases occurring within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site, which 
includes the AMOA property. As shown on page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's 
student housing facilities were identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptor No. 1 
included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across Yucca. This 
includes the Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, 
Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows,'' all of which are 
described as AMOA student housing. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon 
adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive 
mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible, regardless 
of any sensitive receptor designations. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for 
noise and vibration, the EIR amended two Mitigation Measures, H-3 and H-7, to address 
AMDA's concerns, to include all adjacent structures, including AMOA at 1777 Vine 
Street, in their Mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 
feasibly possible from the nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land 
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods 
with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise- sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

2. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, make clear that 
AMOA is a Sensitive Receptor. CEQA has a clear mandate to identify schools as a 
sensitive receptor. 

El R's within and outside of the City make clear that AMOA is a sensitive receptor. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. The City of Los Angeles, as Lead Agency, has the responsibility to 
determine the sensitivity of the receptor. Although schools are typically listed as a noise
sensitive use within 500 feet of a project site, other factors including but not limited to, 
including location, school type, and hours of operation, facilitate, among others,whether 
a use is considered sensitive. In this case, a performance arts SGh-00 academy was not 
comparable to a school, such as tRat with underage children, due to the its location one 
block south of the US-101 Freeway, the nature of the classes held, which are geared to 
adults, and the hours of operation which are consistent with that of the office uses in the 
vicinity. Moreover, as previously stated, the Draft EIR discloses that short-term 
construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered 
significant and unavoidable after mitigation and includes mitigation measures ensuring 
that noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Again, the EIR does identify AMOA as a noise-sensitive receptor and includes mitigation 
measures which address the significant, but short-term, noise impacts that would be 
incorporated. While it may not fully minimize the associated noise impacts during 
construction, these mitigation measures represent the highest possible mitigation 
available to an adjoining commercial structure. 

3. Nowhere does the Determination letter clearly state that the Advisory Agency has in fact 
approved VTTM No. 71837. 

The Advisory Agency's letter of determination issued a determination of VTT-71837-CN 
with a "Decision Date" of February 22, 2013 and an "Appeal Period Ends" date of March 
4, 2013. The grant clause was inadvertently carried over from the staff report and reads 
as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03 of the, the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval. ... " 

Instead, the grant clause should read as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03, the Advisory Agency approves .... " 

Typically, a letter of correction is issued following the end of the appeal period to correct 
typographical errors. However, this tract was appealed and therefore the correction to 
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the grant clause will be amended in accordance with determined by the City Planning 
Commission's action on the tract map appeal. 

4. The Advisory Agency has granted the project a significant reduction from its parking 
requirement of 2.5 stalls per residential unit without the Determination Letter even 
acknowledging that a deviation has been requested or approved. 

In accordance with Condition 14c of The Letter of Determination for Tract Map No.: 
71837-CN, states in Condition 14c states, the approval of the development of 1,918 
parking spaces, is subject to the shared parking provisions of the Development 
Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and/or CPC-
2013-103-DA, to serve the project site. The deviation from the LAMC parking 
requirements is found in the Department of City Planning's Condition No. 14 by the 
Department of City Planning, stating that which states, "Approved herein is the 
development of 1, 918 parking spaces, subject to the shared parking provisions of the 
Development Regulations." Implicit in this statement is that the parking will not be as 
required per the LAMC, but rather, through a shared parking program, as provided in the 
Development Regulations. The Development Regulations are an attachment to the 
Letter of Determination. 

Furthermore, the tract determination describes the Land Use Equivalency Program in 
greater detail in cCondition 14c on page 8 of the Determination, states tRat "the actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, 
retail, and restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for 
every 1,000 square feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested 
variance, two (2) parking spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor 
area for the building. For the residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking 
space for dwelling units of less than three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) 
parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) habitable rooms, and two (2) parking 
spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable rooms." The intent of a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking 
demand with complementary uses. A shared parking program, as applied, would also be 
consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update, 
given that parking has different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 
24-hour cycle. 

5. The Advisory Agency's decision letter clearly violates the California Subdivision Map Act 
by approving a tentative tract map inconsistent with the existing zoning. By issuing its 
approvals prior to City Planning Commission review and consideration of the requested 
entitlements or even before release of the Planning Department's Staff 
Recommendation Report, the Advisory Agency has in effect determined that the 
Commission's approval is a foregone conclusion. The Advisory Agency is not a 
legislative body and is without legal authorization to adopt the EIR and its 8-Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 

The project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses that are consistent 
with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book store, bakeries, bicycle 
sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); office, and restaurants 
(bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), and permits residential 
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densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. The project is subject to an 
exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), however, which permits any use in the RS 
Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .5, C2, C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot is 
located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional Center Commercial, or High 
Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project area approved by the City 
Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per dwelling unit, or a 
maximum of 972 units for the 194,495 square-foot site. 

The fitness/sports club use is not explicitly allowed in the C4 Zone, however, similar 
uses, such as recreation buildings, commercial swimming pools, and private and no
profit clubs are permitted. The applicant is seeking a Zone Change from C4 to C2 to 
permit the operation, use, and maintenance of a fitness/sports club, where the C2 
expressly allows gymnasiums and health clubs. Allowing a fitness/sports club use would 
be similar to the LA Fitness that was approved through a variance (ZA-2003-SS47-ZV) at 
7021 Hollywood Boulevard, with an additional variance for reduced parking for S3 
parking spaces in lieu of 263 parking spaces. As such, the sports/fitness club is 
therefore not a significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere in the 
neighborhood. 

6. The City cannot approve the VTTM and the Project, and instead should deny it as a 
result of the fact that the proposed map is inconsistent with the applicable zoning. The 
underlying zoning restricts the subject site FAR to 3: 1 and limits the type of uses at the 
site. The Advisory Agency cannot approve a map inconsistent with what's permissible 
both in scale and uses in the subject site. The project's proposed FAR of 6: 1 is a 
theoretical figure that doesn't clarify exactly what would be built, what the total square 
footage would be, how many residential units there would be, or how tall the skyscrapers 
ultimately will be. The C4-20-SN zoning restricts C4 uses to R4 uses. R4 zoning allows 
one unit per 400 square feet of lot area. 

The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D
SN) and the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation is intended to accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential 
density, recognizing the need to promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, 
while simultaneously addressing "the needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for 
businesses, conventions, trade shows, entertainment, and tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under the current [Q]C4-2D-SN zoning, however, under (Ordinance 
No. 16S,6S9), limits buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot., 
Additional FAR over 3:1 may be granted and which may m<ceed a FAR of 3:1 if the 
project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program 
and the Hollywood Boulevard District HUrban d:Design f}Program, and any Designs for 
Development pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan allowed provided for a range in floor area ratios 
between a-4.S:1 .i;;:.AR wi-tA up to a 6:1 ~with CRA approval. Although the CRA has 
since been dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was captured in the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties in the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation a-Ad:-which have been approved by the City Planning 
Commission, and conforms-to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan (CRA). Furthermore, 
the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), which permits any 
use in the R5 Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or C5 Zones provided that 
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said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional Center 
Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project area 
approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet 
per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. As such, 
the project, as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project site. 

Moreover, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6:1 FAR, 
including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a 
Height District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 
6: 1; Conditional Use permits to allow a hotel use within SOO feet of a residential 
zone and on-site alcohol consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning 
Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-
inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard 
setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review for a project located at 
1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-200S-43S8-ZC-ZAA/TT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a 
Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable S- to 8- foot side yards for 
interior lot lines abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total 
off-street parking space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area 
ratio between 4.S:1 and 6:1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up 
to 1 SO residential condominiums, 37S apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 
61,SOO square feet of retail and restaurant use for a property located at 62S0-
62S2 Hollywood Boulevard. 

The Appellant states that there is no clarity in the determination in terms of total 
proposed square footage, amount of residential units, and the height of the skyscrapers. 
However, the determination, clearly states in the project description that the approval is 
for "the development of 492 residential condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 21S,OOO 
square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new and 114,303 square feet of existing 
office space, 3S,OOO square feet of fitness/sports club use, and 1S,OOO square feet of 
restaurant use." It also states that the unit density is based on the RS zone. The height 
of the towers is labeled and demonstrated in the Tract Maps that are exhibits to the 
Letter of Determination. 

7. The projects residential parking component is almost 500 spaces less than required by 
the Advisory Agency, which for condominiums is 2.5 parking spaces per unit instead of 
the 1.5 parking spaces proposed. Nowhere in the Determination Letter is there an 
analysis of the parking reduction or acknowledgement that they are granting the 
deviation. Other nearby Hollywood projects have provided a surplus of parking, such as 
the nearby Blvd. 6200 project. The reduction of parking for a sports club further 
exacerbates the lack of parking. In addition, parking should be provided on-site to 
accommodate both the businesses intended to operate on the site, their visitors, patrons 
and support workers. 
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Condition No. 14( c) of the Tract determination approved the development of 1, 918 
parking spaces to serve the project "subject to the shared parking provisions of the 
Development Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-ZV-HD 
and/or CPC-2013-103-DA." The tract determination recognizes that a shared parking 
request and a reduced parking request will be considered by the City Planning 
Commission in its review of the requested variances. Nevertheless, the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the standard parking requirements otherwise imposed 
on standard residential development projects. For example, for being located pursuant to 
Section 12.24Y of the LAMC, the Project's location of less than 500 feet from the Red 
Line Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, Section 12.24.Y of the 
bAMG allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area and within a State 
Enterprise Zone, Section 12.21-A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces 
for every one thousand square feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, 
business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade schools, or research and 
development buildings on any lot." As such, the reduced parking for the sports club, the 
reduced parking for being located within a mixed-use development within proximity of 
major transit satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

8. The project is not compatible in size, bulk, scale and height with surrounding historic 
buildings, proposed buildings and other buildings existing. Other projects are not 
comparable in size and height. 

The project proposes up to two towers ranging from 220 feet to 585 feet in height for the 
East and West Site and up to two additional towers of up to 220 feet per site. Alteration 
of the surroundings, however, will not reduce the integrity of historic resources such that 
their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local registers will be impaired. The Project 
has the potential to add height and density to an Entertainment District in an already 
highly urbanized environment. The heights proposed for the project, including the 
maximum height scenario, creates a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet 
architecturally varied structures that act as a focal point for the Hollywood area and 
introduces contemporary architecture to an existing urban environment. The Hollywood 
Community Plan envisioned the possibility of towers in the project site, demonstrated by 
no height limitations pursuant to the existing zoning and Regional Center land 
Commercial Land use designation. As part of Gtlf the General Plan Framework chapter, 
Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional commerce, 
identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional Centers 
to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such Although , the project has the potential to 
develop be the tallest tower(s) in the neighborhood, the building height will and serves to 
add to an exciting, modern skyline envisioned in the Hollywood Community Plan. The 
development regulations ensure that the towers will be elegant and slim, comparable in 
massing to the Capitol Records building and other nearby historic structures. As the 
tower height increases, there is a complimentary decrease in the maximum tower lot 
coverage allowed (see Exhibit X). Although the Hollywood skyline currently peaks with a 
building measuring approximately 22 stories, the Hollywood Community Plan envisions a 
transit-oriented, urban district with an evolving dyanmic dynamic skyline. that can 
change over time. 
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The development regulations have comprehensive standards for bulk that permits 
design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the development for 
the project site. One of the objectives of the project is to preserve public views from 
certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records tower by creating grade level open 
space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and 
West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is achieved by creating a site plan with 
grade level open space predetermined based on the height of the towers as seen on 
Table 6.1.1. In every height scenario, whether the open space is 5% of the project site 
or 12%, a triangular shaped plaza is formed on the East Site adjacent to the Capitol 
Records building (See Exhibit X). This triangular plaza preserves views from Hollywood 
Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, a key vantage point. On the West Site, at 
grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set back from the property line, 
ranging from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the height of the towers, in 
order to preserve views of the Hollywood Playhouse. In addition, the rectangular plaza 
provides additional views directly across from the Capitol Records building. In addition 
on both the West and East sites, at-grade passageways through the entire site running 
east to west are required, creating new vantage points for the Capitol Records building 
at a pedestrian level and scale. 

The massing of the towers is regulated so that towers are slimmer in bulk as height 
increases as a means of not overpowering the massing of the historic structures in the 
area, including the Capitol Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that towers 
have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and appear slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. In addition, in the case where two towers are proposed for one site, 
the Spacing Standards (section 7.5) provide that if two towers are on a single site, they 
shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel. This will 
prevent the possibility of two towers adjacent or near adjacent to each other from 
creating a collective mass that overwhelms the Capitol Records building and 
surrounding historic structures. Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are 
regulated based on height. If a tower is proposed in the tallest maximum height 
scenario, such as 585 feet (see Table 6.1.1 ), then the maximum tower lot coverage is 
11.5 percent of the site, for both towers on a given site. This creates two towers that are 
approximately the same size as the Capitol Records building. For the shortest minimum 
height scenario at 220 feet, a tower would be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and 
would be comparable in height to the 242-foot Capitol Records tower (as measured with 
an 82 foot trylon). The tower, although occupying a larger percentage of the site, would 
be broken up by the jagged site plan itself, with a large portion of the tower being tucked 
to the side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller portion directly to the 
side of it (see figure 6.1.2a.1 ). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the Capitol 
Records Building (see Exhibit X). 

In every tower height scenario the space not occupied by grade level open space may 
be occupied by a podium which is regulated in massing by the Development 
Regulations. Street wall standards are sensitive to the adjacent historic buildings and are 
intended to differentiate newer buildings from the historic street wall along the corridor. 
A street wall (or podium) is required to be setback by a minimum 10 feet from the 
property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the 
West Site. The street wall can range in height from 30 feet to a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level, the historic height limit in the district. The limitation of 150 feet for 
the street wall ensures that the street level massing is consistent with the surrounding 
buildings, creating a consistent visual scale for the pedestrian and maintaining a 
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continuous rhythm in massing in the district. Additionally along Yucca, the street wall will 
be limited to a maximum of 30 feet in height with a 10 foot setback in order to coincide 
with the height of the historic retail shops along the street. 

9. The project site is not suitable for the proposed density. The project is not comparable 
in size to other nearby projects, such as Blvd. 62. Nothing in the vicinity the density of 
the proposed project. 

As previously, stated, the project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses 
that are consistent with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book 
store, bakeries, bicycle sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); 
office, and restaurants (bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), 
and permits residential densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. 
Moreover, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), that 
permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones 
provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional 
Center Commercial, SF-High Intensity Commercial or located within any redevelopment 
project area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 
square feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot 
site. 

The project's existing and proposed Height District, 2D, and 2, respectively, include no 
height limitation. While there are currently no projects of the proposed scale and size 
within close proximity of the Project, the zone, height district, and tR-e land use 
designation, and throughcoupled with the various exceptions permitted in the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code, permits projects of this the density and \Vith the proposed 
intensity of uses is suitable for the project site. 

10. The increased Traffic generated from the Project will essentially landlock the local 
neighborhood, particularly along Franklin A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard during rush 
hour. Additional traffic was not considered in the Traffic Study, such as "tourist traffic" or 
the "observation deck". The Traffic Study was formulated on inaccurate future population 
estimates and based on unsubstantiated manual formulas that underestimate the actual 
Project's impact of traffic trips and congestion on both local street and freeway on/off 
ramps. The Traffic Study did not use maximum build out or study cut -through traffic in 
the residential area. 

Traffic for this proposed project was analyzed in the same manner as comparable 
projects throughout the City. In this instance, the traffic analysis in the EIR for the project 
studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic conditions, (2011), all 37 intersections 
during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A through D, 
as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, 
defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. 
Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for protected turning 
movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The addition of 
the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at all study 
intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is 
defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more 
when the final LOS is E or F. 
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With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections 
would continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 
intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or both peak hours 
with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project-related traffic 
mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. 
Of these, five study intersections would remain at a significant level even with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, meaning there was minimal improvement to the 
CMA (less than 0.010). 

In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during 
one or both peak hours. In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by the 
project (with mitigation) in 2020, three additional intersections, including Cahuenga 
BoulevardNucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine Street/De Longpre 
Avenue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the 
traffic analysis has concluded that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce 
affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the year 2020, and would only increase the 
number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the project) to 16 
intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation. 

11. The inaccurate traffic data leads to inaccurate and understated air quality and health 
data. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential regional and localized construction and 
operational air quality impacts. Mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR meet and 
exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development projects in the City 
of Los Angeles. SCAQMD suggests conducting a CO hotspots analysis for any 
intersection where a proposed project would worsen the LOS to any level below C, and 
for any intersection rated D or worse where the proposed project would increase the V/C 
ratio by two percent or more. Intersections that do not meet the analysis criteria would 
not have the potential to exceed their respective national or state ambient air quality 
standards. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District also submitted 
comments regarding air quality mitigation measures. Additional air quality mitigation 
measures have been added to the Final EIR. 

12. Noise and light generated from outdoor venues above the ground floor proposed for the 
project will transmit into our neighborhood. Our neighborhood is located less than 500' 
from the Project. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people 
and activities and events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and 
observation decks. Specifically, page IV.H-40 of the Draft EIR states the Project is 
anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at
grade, above the ground floor on the podium levels, and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space 
areas, swimming pools a-AG -poolside seating and outdoor dining. However, Further, on 
page IV.H-40, the Draft EIR specifically concludes that the Project would not have 
significant operational noise impacts associated with people and activities and events 
within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels and observation decks. Furthermore, 
the Draft EIR notes that the Project must comply with the applicable noise sections of 
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the of the LAMC, which thereby prevents noise levels from exceeding City standards for 
this location and ensures potential noise impacts on off-site sensitive uses would be less 
than significant. 

It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people talking, swimming pool 
activity, and occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements during 
special events. As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively 
high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided between the podium 
levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing 
and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise 
sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. In addition, the Project would be 
required to comply with Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would ensure outdoor eating 
and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at 
surrounding off site uses, and these impacts v1ould be less than significant. 

Mitigation measure A.1-3 accounts for podium level outdoor lighting with the following 
mitigation, 'A.1-3: The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open 
terrace and tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that 
architectural, parking and security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential 
properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution." 

13. It is impossible for the Advisory Agency to responsible address concerns raised in the 
Public Hearing within 3 to 4 days, with any significant detail. 

The Advisory Agency's determination to approve the tract map is based on the findings 
of the Subdivision Map Act. The Subdivision Map Act ask require that the Advisory 
Agency find that the proposed map as well as the design and improvement of the 
proposed subdivision are consistent with the applicable general and specific plans, that 
the site is physically suitable for the type and density of development, that the design of 
the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause substantial 
environmental damage or injure fish, wildlife, or their habitat, cause serious public health 
problems, conflict with easements acquired by the public at large and provides feasible 
access to passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities. In approving the tract 
map, the Advisory Agency determined that the project and it's design was consistent 
with the general plan, included a mix and intensity of uses conducive to the urban setting 
and Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and in acting on the EIR, 
determined that while significant impacts were present, adopted a the sStatement of 
Overriding Considerations that affirmed the benefits of the project wRfc.A would otherwise 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts. 

14. The project is inconsistent with the development guidelines defined by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency. The height should be based on the CRA Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

The Draft EIR analyzed s-how the project would impact the now defunct Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section IV.G, Land Use, of the 
Draft EIR for a full discussion of the Project's consistency with the Hollywood 
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Redevelopment Plan and its consistency with the existing scale of surrounding 
development. 

15. Failure of the City to comply with CEQA requirements to have a cumulative analysis of 
the impacts of the Project and the other 57 known projects either approved or proposed 
for the development in the Hollywood Area. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the EIR "discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable." The EIR does include an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the project 
together with the other 57 known projects approved or proposed for development in the 
Hollywood area. The analyses of cumulative impacts was described throughout the text 
of the EIR and was individually addressed for those categories that were considered to 
have a potentially significant impact. 

16. Inadequate public benefits and mitigations that are required to be provided by the 
Developer for the surrounding communities based on the impact the Project will have on 
the surrounding communities, partly due to the city not pursuing a nexus study. 

The project EIR included various mitigation measures meant to address the 
environmental impacts resulting from the construction and/or operation of the proposed 
development. Those mitigation measures were included in the conditions of approval 
under the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), and which are required 
of the developer. The provision of public benefits is not required under CEQA or the 
Subdivision Map Act. As such, no nexus study would substantiate the allocation of public 
benefits under the Advisory Agency's decision. 

17. The project does not have an adequate assessment of infrastructure impacts due to the 
city not properly sequencing studies. 

The Draft EIR analyzeds potential land use planning impacts, and infrastructure capacity 
issues, associated with the location of the Project Site. Please see Sections IV.G, Land 
Use Planning, and IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems for a detailed discussion of these 
topics. The Draft EIR and Appendices included many studies, including air quality, 
historic resources, noise, traffic, parking, public services, utilities including infrastructure 
and water supply. The CEQA process is designed to "provide public agencies and the 
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is 
likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a 
project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project." (CEQA 
Statute § 21061). According to CEQA Guidelines 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA 
are to: (1) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities; (2) identify the ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) prevent significant, 
avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use 
of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes 
to be feasible; and (4) disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency 
approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects 
are involved. The Draft EIR complied with these CEQA requirements. 

18. FAR Averaging would allow massing to be spread out unevenly between both sites. 
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The project is regulated by both the total allo•.vable floor area allowed in the project and 
the Development Regulations, which control the massing of structures under different 
height scenarios. The maximum height scenario, for both the east and west sites, at 585 
feet, have-require specific standards as to the total allowable tower area, as well as 
setbacks regulating the placement of the towers and related podiums, so that key views 
are preserved and the compatibility with nearby historic structures is maintained. 
Therefore, witR under the maximum height scenario, the maximum square footage 
allowed for both sites is maintained. Moreover, CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB CU-ZV-HD, 
will condition the project so a tower on either the East or West Site, will be accompanied 
by a second tower that is within 15% of the height of the first tower. 

19. A Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages 
and live entertainment and dancing would remove any public hearings and prevent 
scrutiny from nearby residents which might be as near as 500 feet. 

The consideration of conditional use permits allowing live entertainment and the sale 
and dispensation for the sale alcoholic beverages was not before the Advisory Agency. 
No action was taken on this matter, which will be f.s under consideration before the City 
Planning Commission. 

20. The duration of the DA should be limited to a 5 year time period. Development 
Agreements for projects of similar proposed size and scope have not been provided DA 
durations longer than 5 years. 

The proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 
associated with the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard 
life of the entitlements (36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and 
quasi-judicial approvals) in exchange for the provision of community benefits. These 
community benefits are above and beyond those which are required as conditions of 
approval or as mitigation measures, and no nexus is required. Rather, the proposed 
community benefits serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the applicant as to his/her 
commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these benefits is an 
additional incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the much
needed redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. 

21. The EIR fails to use maximum build out in study of impacts on infrastructure. 

Flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land 
uses, siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all 
potential land uses, the maximum FAR (6:1), and all potential environmental impacts. In 
addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed 
Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could 
respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among 
the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are 
satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed maximum levels of environmental impacts that 
are identified in the-Qraft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. It does not allow the 
Applicant to propose land uses that are not were not identified and studied in the Graft 
EIR, nor does it allow any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through 
the analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario 
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and the Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on 
each environmental issue area. 

22. The development doesn't ensure that views to and from the Hollywood Hills are, to the 
extent practical, preserved, per the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

Section IV.A.1 in the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of potential view impacts 
(both from a focal view and panoramic view perspective) on the Capitol Records 
Building. In addition, the Draft El R's analysis of the Project's potential aesthetics impacts 
is supported by an Aesthetics Impacts Report, which was prepared by Roschen Van 
Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IV.A of the Draft EIR, which presents 
additional evidence regarding the Project's potential aesthetic impacts on the Capitol 
Records Building. As further discussed below, the Draft EIR and the Aesthetics Impacts 
Report conclude that the Project only has a significant impact on one focal view 
perspective (i.e., View 6) of the Capitol Records Building. The Draft EIR also concludes 
that the Project would have a less than significant impact on views of the Capitol 
Records Building from panoramic view perspectives from the Hollywood Hills. The 
information below, and in the Draft EIR, further supports these conclusions. 

To be aesthetically sensitive to the Capitol Records Building, the Project has been 
designed with setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol 
Records Building. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Project Development 
Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (included as Appendix II to the Draft EIR) in 
Section 1.2.2(b) state that one of the objectives of the Project is to: Preserve public 
views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Building by creating grade 
level open space I civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol 
Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records Building. To illustrate 
how the Project design preserves view corridors to the Capitol Records Building, the 
Draft EIR includes Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records View Corridors. This figure 
illustrates that there are three wide view corridors, which allow the Capitol Records 
Building to be visible even after development of the Project. The corridors are generally 
along Hollywood Boulevard west of Vine Street; generally along the Hollywood Freeway 
east of Argyle Avenue; and generally along the Hollywood Freeway west of Vine Street. 
In addition, the Draft EIR includes several figures (Figures 11-9, Conceptual Architectural 
Rendering of the Project looking West along Argyle Avenue, 11-10, Conceptual 
Architectural Rendering of the Project looking North from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street, and 11-11, Conceptual Architectural Rendering of the Project looking East from 
Vine Street) that sA-ew demonstrate how the Capitol Records Building remains visible 
from adjacent streets, including Argyle Avenue, the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard 
and Vine Street, and Vine Street. These images demonstrate how the Project is 
aesthetically compatible with the Capitol Records Building and how it has been used as 
a centerpiece of the Project's design. 

As thoroughly discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project can be implemented in a variety of 
height and massing permutations. The Draft EIR presents numerous view simulations 
(as shown in Figure IV.A.1- 11 through Figure IV.A.1-20) that disclose the level of 
aesthetic impacts and view obstructions that could occur if the Project was developed at 
any of the proposed height and massing scenarios. These various view simulations 
indicate that there are no development scenarios that would fully block views of the 
Capitol Records Building from the street-level perspectives, especially at the Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street intersection. 
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Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have less than significant 
visual obstruction impacts to focal views of the Capitol Records Building according to the 
550-foot-high and 585-foot-high massing envelopes. To present the most conservative 
analysis, and in accordance with the aesthetic elements of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would result in a significant visual 
obstruction of the Capitol Records Building when viewed from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street according to the 220-foot high and 400-foot high massing 
envelopes, which create more bulk (and thereby view obstruction of the Capitol Records 
Building) at the street level. 

The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measures to ensure the Project is developed in a 
manner consistent with the aesthetic images and environmental impact analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. These measures ensure preservation of valued focal views of 
the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, Mitigation Measure A.1-2 is included in the 
Draft EIR to ensure that the Development Regulations are implemented and enforced as 
the Project is developed. It states: 

The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium 
Hollywood Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the 
Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to 
construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

23. The design of the subdivision will likely impact a cultural resource. 

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, clearly shows correctly concludes that 
the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential impacts to 
historic resources to a less-than-significant level under all development scenarios. These 
conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources 
Report circulated as an appendix to the Draft EIR. This conclusion stands because 
overall the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-6324 
Yucca Street (which are all considered historic resources) would retain enough sufficient 
integrity after Project development to remain eligible for listing in the National Register 
and/or the California Register. In other words, development of the Project consistent with 
the Development Regulations would not impair the significance of any onsite or offsite 
historical resources. To help ff urther explain how the Project is compatible with the 
surrounding historic environment, as the Project does not propose the demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of any historic resource either on the Project Site or 
in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of 
the Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The 
Draft EIR recognizes and discloses the fact that the Project will, however, alter the 
immediate surroundings of historic resources on the Project Site and in the vicinity by 
constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. 
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24. The project will create significant, unmitigated impacts to Aesthetics of views, light and 
glare, construction and operation Air Quality, construction and operational Noise levels, 
and operational Traffic, and as a result create substantial environmental impacts and 
cannot under the Map Act be approved. 

As stated on Page 1-7 in the Introduction/Summary of the Draft EIR, and thereafter 
throughout each subsequent chapter, the Draft EIR "analyzes the greatest potential 
environmental impact of the Project for each issue area. The Project may not exceed 
these maximum impacts for each issue area." The Draft EIR informs the public as to the 
extent of the maximum potential impacts and, where feasible, the mitigation measures 
used to reduce each of those impacts below a level of significance. The Draft EIR 
thereby complies with the CEQA mandate that requires review of "entirety of the project," 
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4Th 645, 654, 
57 Cal. Rptr. 3d 663, 671 (5th Dist. 2007), including all reasonably foreseeable uses. 

25. The City fails to include an economic feasibility analysis of Project Alternatives in the 
administrative record before the start of the public comment period. 

Under CEQA, economic and social effects may be included in the EIR, but "shall not be 
treated as significant impacts on the environment" (Section 15131 ). Moreover, economic 
and social information shall be submitted to Lead Agency in whatever form the Lead 
Agency desires. To that end, an Economic Feasibility Analysis, dated February 13, 
2013, was submitted to the case and is attached herein for reference (Exhibit 7). 

26. The EIR fails to include a downsized Alternative in the DEIR as a reasonable alternative, 
particularly an alternative less than 3:1 FAR. 

The project site is designated for Regional Center Commercial uses and is located in a 
highly urbanized environment consisting of office, commercial, entertainment, and high 
density residential uses. The Hollywood Community Plan includes land use goals and 
objectives promoting incentives in Regional Center Commercial land use areas to 
encourage mixed-use and transit-friendly projects, such as: 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and 
along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by 
the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate 
uses and amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative 
modes of transportation and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide 
bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider 
neighborhood-serving tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental 
car options. 
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The EIR does include two Reduced Density Mixed-Use Alternatives utilizing a 3:1 and 
4.5:1 FAR. The development of the site with a FAR of less than 3:1 would contradict be 
inconsistent with the intent of the aforementioned land use policies of the Hollywood 
Community Plan and would not result in a high quality development that reflects the 
identity of Hollywood as a tourist destination and as an entertainment and economic 
center of the City. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM28754 

Jim Van Dusen <wjvd@roadrunner.com> 

Friday, March 15, 2013 5:13 PM 

Jennifer Karmels 
Anne Donahue Schwartz; Brian Lane; Christine O'Brien; Michael Mekeel; Paul Helmle; 

Patricia Carroll 

Subject: Re: Hollywoodland DRB Agenda 

That's on the big day of the Millennium hearing. Should be a wild day. I'll be there (for both). Jim 

Jim Van Dusen 
(213) 304-7410 
wjvd@roadrunner.com 

On Mar 15, 2013, at 5:09 PM, Jennifer Karmels <jennifer.karmels@lacity.org> wrote: 

HiDRB, 

I know we've been seeing a lot of each other lately, but we have another hearing scheduled for 
March 28th. Packets will be arriving shortly and the agenda is attached. If this case looks 
familiar it's because they came before the board last fall. There was a vote to approve the project 
with conditions (labeling the heights being one of them) but when the applicant brought the 
revised plans back in to us the design had changed. We required them to come back for a new 
public hearing if there were going to be changes to the design. Please let me know if you do 
not receive the plans and if you will not be able to attend the meeting. 

Have a great weekend! 
Jen 

Jennifer Karmels, LEED AP 
Planning Assistant 
Plan Implementation Division, Central Los Angeles 
200 N Spring Street • Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
p: 213.978.1165 • f: 213.978.1226 
e: jennifer.karmels@lacity.org 

<Hllywdlnd3.28.13.pdt> 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM28332 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 1:17 PM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Appeal Report 

Thanks Elva I will be doing the edits. 

On Wed, Mar 13, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sergio, 

Since Luci indicated she would be in a training session this morning, I am emailing you my comments on the 
attached report. Please review them within the context of your experience and background on the Project. 

Feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18562 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:54 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium FEIR - production 

Yes. We will be requiring several hard copies, actually, for distribution to management, etc. I think it would be 
OK if we get them sometime early next week; we just need the 3 initial copies to give 2 sets to the City Clerk's 
office, and a set to have on hand in this office if anyone comes in to review them. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11 :43 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
If possible, I'd like a hard copy of the both the draft and the final. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11 :29 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Chris, 

To answer Seth's questions: 

ALL public agencies receive a CD, whether they commented on the DEIR or not. 

ALL public commenters receive a CD, provided we have a mailing address; if not, e-mail them an NOA 

For the City's 3 hardcopies; 1 hardcopy set of appendices and 2 on CDs will be fine. 

In addition, libraries receive CDs. 

Also, please make sure that the CDs of the FEIR also contain the DEIR 

Srimal 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 5:46 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
See below 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: February 5, 2013, 5:43:36 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - production 
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Chris, 

We have the following questions for Srimal, when you speak with her: 

1. Are all Draft EIR agencies (whether or not they provided a comment) getting a CD? 

The agencies that commented on the DEIR will get a CD. 

2. Are all non-agency, (ie the public commenters) getting a CD or just the NOA? 

3. For the City's 3 hardcopies? does Srimal want 3 appendices, or 1 and the rest on CD? 

Seth 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello Lisa, 

EM28755 

Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> 
Saturday, March 16, 2013 1 :56 PM 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Project - DA 
imageOOS.jpg; image006.jpg 

Thank you for your voice message - I'm sorry the week got away from me and I did not return your call. 

I would be happy to discuss the community needs, however, I hope you are aware that I am Millennium's 
community relations consultant??? 

I'm traveling to DC tomorrow on behalf of the Hollywood Central Park returning on 3/21-1'11 call you when I 
return. 

Warm regards, 
Laurie 

,..,~,IJ 
~;; Goldman Organization 
Laurie Goldman, President 
8391 Beverly Blvd., Suite 327 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 
{T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 
{F) 310 274.8627 
{E) laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

Friends of the Hollywood Central Park 
Laurie L. Goldman, President 
1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 
Hollywood, CA 90028 
(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 
(F) 310.274.8627 
(E) laurie.goldman@hfcp.org or laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 
http ://hollywoodcentralpark.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM28756 

Kris Sullivan <threadartist22@roadrunner.com > 

Sunday, March 17, 2013 3:29 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
I support the appeal to the Millennium Project 

I am a resident of Hollywoodland and need access to Franklin Avenue to live my life. I oppose the current Millennium 
Project due to the lack of traffic planning, Ca IT rans objections to the plan, and the overall lack of detail in the plan. The 
plan would give carte blanche to any developer without consideration to the many current residents of the area. 
I urge you to let the appeal go on so that any project such as this in Hollywood is well-conceived and planned. 

Thank you. 

Kris Sullivan 
2934 Hollyridge Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
323-463-5273 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

My pleasure. 

EM28333 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org > 

Wednesday, March 13, 2013 1:37 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Appeal Report 

On Wed, Mar 13, 2013 at 1:16 PM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Thanks Elva I will be doing the edits. 

On Wed, Mar 13, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sergio, 

Since Luci indicated she would be in a training session this morning, I am emailing you my comments on the 
attached report. Please review them within the context of your experience and background on the Project. 

Feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

RL0023737 



Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

EM28334 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM28757 

Sugar Face <7678snowflake@gmail.com > 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 3:41 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Subject: SUPPORT APPEALS .. KITTY MALONE 

THIS IS TO SUPPORT THE APPEALS AGAINST THE MILLENNIUM PROJECT ... VTIM 71837-CN 

THANKS 

KITIY MALONE 

2586 N. BEACHWOOD DR. 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNOIA 

90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello Stacy, 

EM28335 

Dianna Watson <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov> 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 2:26 PM 
stacy.munoz@lacity.org 
Elhami Nasr; Aziz Elattar; Alan Lin 
Fw: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

ecblank.gif; pic05985.gif 

Per our telephone conversation, this e-mail is to confirm the meeting for Friday, March 22nd, 1 :30 - 2:30 to be held at 
Caltrans D7. I will follow-up with a meeting invitation and conference room number. 

If you have any questions or if anything changes, please feel free to call me at (213) 897-9140. 

Thank you, 
DiAnna Watson 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
100 S. Main Street, M.S. 16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 897-9140 Fax: (213) 897-1337 
-----Forwarded by Dianna Watson/D07/Caltrans/CAGov on 03/13/2013 02:14 PM-----

Elhami Nasr/D07/Caltrans/CAGov 

To Dianna Watson/007/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT 
03/13/2013 02:02 PM 

cc 

Subject Fw: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

FYI 

Elhami Nasr, PMP 
Office Chief 
Caltrans - District 7 
Division of Planning, Public Transportation and Local Assistance 
Office of Transportation Planning 
Office - 12.041 
Tel. 213.897 .0227 
Fax. 213.897.0381 
Cell 213.792.2505 

-----Forwarded by Elhami Nasr/D07/Caltrans/CAGov on 03/13/2013 02:02 PM -----

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 

To <elhami.nasr@dot.ca.gov> 
03/13/2013 11 :22 AM 

cc 

Subject Re: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 
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EM28336 

Good Morning, 

In regards to the above mentioned meeting, the 3/20 time slot is no longer available. Will the 3/22 time slot 
work for you? Please advise. thank you ... Stacy 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 10:34 AM, Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> wrote: 

Good morning, 

Lisa has asked me to coordinate the above mentioned meeting with you. Michael and Lisa are both 
available at the following times: 

Wednesday, 3/20 from 4-5 
Friday, 3/22 from 1 :30- 2:30 

Please let me know if either time works for you. Thanks so much ... Stacy 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM28758 

Jack Humphreville <JackH@TargetMediaPartners.com > 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 3:48 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Fran Reichenbach; fran@beachwoodcanyon.com 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Jack Humphreville 
Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association [mailto:fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com] On Behalf Of 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2013 3:21 PM 
To: Jack Humphreville 
Subject: Your Voice is Needed! 

Having trouble viewing this email? Click here 

Your Voice is Needed! 

Is this the Hollywood of tomorrow? 

Reminders: 

The City Planning Commission hearing on the Millennium project is on Thursday, March 28th (Time 
and location to be announced). Six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency 
to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based on the zoning change, 
variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have not yet 
been approved, so the decision is invalid. 

Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the 
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EM28759 

project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, 
and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a 
potentially unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this 
project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written 
to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was 
reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in 
the document. There is so much latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will 
be! 

Please get emails to James.K.Williams@lacitv.org to support the appeals against the Millennium 
Project. Type this in your subject line: VTTM 71837-CN 

The City recommended that any additional objections to the project be added to the appeals by 
tomorrow, Monday, March 18th, 10 days prior to the March 28th hearing. They will be included with 
the Planning Department staff recommendation package submitted to the Central Planning 
Commission. Please send the email TODAY! 

Rally neighbors, friends, and family to come to the March 28th hearing. The Millennium administrative 
record will remain open until the City Council votes, so you can still submit comments, research 
information, etc. Send them to luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org. Use subject line: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB
CU-ZV-HD. 

Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the Millennium project 
following a presentation by the project promoters. Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured 
almost exclusively artist drawings of promised open space while including almost no details about the 
buildings themselves. 

Tom LaBonge has consistently said that he objects to the 55-story design. At the February hearing 
Tom LaBonge proposed a 22-story maximum. However, at the Community Leadership meeting this 
month, he proposed a 29-story maximum. He said that the lower number of stories was more difficult 
for him to negotiate with the rest of the City Council members. He heard from many at that meeting 
asking him to not retreat from the original number. Labonge said that we all have to state specifically 
what height is acceptable in our comments. So, be very specific about what heights are acceptable. 
In your comment (whether email or at the hearing) remind the Central Planning Commission that: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is 

probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. 
They complied with the historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non
conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot 
scale (Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not 
comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 

The Hollywood Heritage website has a great letter about their opposition to Millennium projects and 
why they oppose it: http://www.hollvwoodheritaqe.com/preservation/preservation.html 
(Also, there's good information on their site about preservation and historic Hollywood issues.) 

L.A. Conservancy also has part of their website dedicated to the Millennium projects. Look in 
"Preservation Advocate" section. Here's a 
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EM28760 

Ii n k: http://www. laconserva ncy.orq/issues/issues capitol records. ph p 

Their concern is about the buildings being so close to the historic Capitol Records building. Here's 
their letter to the Planning Dept: L.A. Conservancy Letter 

Spread the word that three neighborhood councils, out of four that voted, so far, and the Hillside 
Federation voted to oppose the Millennium project. 

And don't forget to support the SaveHollywood.org's Hollywood Community Plan lawsuit. If won, the 
Millennium project will be history. The Millennium lawyer at the February hearing said that the legal 
challenges against the Hollywood Community Plan are holding some things up regarding their 
projects. At the Hillside Federation meeting, they said that if they don't get the 6: 1 floor area ratio 
they are seeking then they would abandon the project. Send your check to: SaveHollywood.org, P.O. 
Box 3943, L.A., CA 90078! 

Return to top 

: Jorn the mailmg hst! ~ L.::J ~ . . . . 

Have a Happy and Safe Holiday! 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
beachwoodca nyon@sbcq loba I. net 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email was sent to jack@tarqetmediapartners.com by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal. net I 
Update Profile/Email Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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EM28338 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Michael LoGrande 
<michael.logrande@lacity.org> 

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 2:39 PM 
To: lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Subject: Caltrans re: Millennium Project 

Michael LoGrande has accepted this invitation. 

Caltrans re: Millennium Project 

Per our telephone conversation, this e-mail is to confirm the meeting for Friday, March 22nd, 1 :30 -
2:30 to be held at Caltrans D7. I will follow-up with a meeting invitation and conference room number. 

If you have any questions or if anything changes, please feel free to call me at (213) 897-9140. 

Thank you, 
DiAnna Watson 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
100 S. Main Street, M.S. 16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 897-9140 Fax: (213) 897-1337 
----- Forwarded by Dianna Watson/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov on 03/13/2013 02: 14 PM -----

Elhami Nasr/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
03/13/2013 02:02 PM 

To 

Dianna Watson/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov@DOT 

cc 

Subject 

Fw: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

sm 03/13/13 

When 
Fri Mar 22, 2013 1 :30pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Cal Trans - 100 S. Main St. (map) 
Calendar 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
Who 

RL0023746 



Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Michael LoGrande 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28339 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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EM28340 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130322T203000Z 
DTEND:20130322T213000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130313T213859Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U ID: k9vmvqt2me4qmrgi64g 16qj8no@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Michae 
I LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130313T1833452 
DESCRIPTION:Per our telephone conversation\, this e-mail is to confirm the 

meeting for Friday\, March 22nd\, 1 :30 - 2:30 to be held at Caltrans 07. 
I will follow-up with a meeting invitation and conference room number.\n\nl 
f you have any questions or if anything changes\, please feel free to call 
me at (213) 897-9140.\n\nThank you\,\nDiAnna Watson\nlGR/CEQA Branch Chief\ 
n100 S. Main Street\, M.S. 16\nlos Angeles\, CA 90012\nPh: (213) 897-9140 F 
ax: (213) 897-1337\n----- Forwarded by Dianna Watson/007/Caltrans/CAGov on 
03/13/2013 02: 14 PM -----\n\nElhami Nasr/007 /Caltrans/CAGov \n03/13/2013 02 
:02 PM\n\n\nTo\n\nDianna Watson/007/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT\n\ncc\n\n\nSubject\n 
\nFw: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project\n\n\nsm 03/13/ 
13 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130313T213858Z 
LOCATION:Cal Trans - 100 S. Main St. 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Caltrans re: Millennium Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28761 

ALAN BRACKETT <alan_brackett@sbcglobal.net> 

Sunday, March 17, 2013 4:08 PM 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

I am for inforcing the 150' height limit on the Millenium Project as has been adhered to by every other project I know of including the 
W Hotel. Why should they have a different special regard? Money cannot deter our environment from being preserved at a level the 
community is comfortable with. Do what the people want and stop this project unless it changes it's profile and effect on the people. 

The traffic situation is already bad in Beachwood Canyon - Hollywoodland - and will only be made worse by people in this new 
project wanting to go to a "green" area. They will head straight up the hill and add to our already unmanageable traffic 
problems. These must be addressed before any further ingestion of people to the area occurs. 

Alan Brackett 
Chair HHA Safety/Traffic Committee 
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EM28341 

Subject: City of LA & Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

Location: Conference room 13.049 

Start: 3/22/2013 1 :30 PM 

End: 3/22/2013 2:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: Alan Lin; Aziz Elattar; Elhami Nasr; Lisa.Webber@lacity.org; Michael Miles; 
Michael. LoG rande@lacity.org; Tomas. Carranza@lacity.org 

Optional Attendees: Sylvia Martinez 

Resources: Conference room 13.049 

Description 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
X-LOTUS-CHARSET:UTF-8 
VERSION:2.0 

EM28343 

PRODID:-//Lotus Development Corporation//NONSGML Notes 8.5.2//EN S 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VTIMEZONE 
TZID:Pacific 
BEGIN:STANDARD 
DTSTART:19501105T020000 
TZOFFSETFROM:-0700 
TZOFFSETT0:-0800 
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;BYMINUTE=O;BYHOUR=2;BYDAY=lSU;BYMONTH=ll 
END:STANDARD 
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT 
DTSTART:19500312T020000 
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800 
TZOFFSETT0:-0700 
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;BYMINUTE=O;BYHOUR=2;BYDAY=2SU;BYMONTH=3 
END:DAYLIGHT 
END:VTIMEZONE 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART;TZID="Pacific":20130322T133000 
DTEND;TZID="Pacific":20130322T143000 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
DTSTAMP:20130313T214302Z 
SEQUENCE:O 
ATTENDEE;ROLE=CHAIR;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED 

;CN="Dianna Watson/D07/Caltrans/CAGov";RSVP=FALSE 
:mailto:dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov 

ATTENDEE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION 
;CN="Alan Lin/D07/Caltrans/CAGov";RSVP=TRUE 
:mailto:alan.lin@dot.ca.gov 

ATTENDEE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION 
;CN="Aziz Elattar/D07/Caltrans/CAGov";RSVP=TRUE 
:mailto:aziz.elattar@dot.ca.gov 

ATTENDEE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION 
;CN="Elhami Nasr/D07/Caltrans/CAGov";RSVP=TRUE 
:mailto:elhami.nasr@dot.ca.gov 

ATTENDEE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP=TRUE 
:mailto:Lisa.Webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION 
;CN="Michael Miles/D07/Caltrans/CAGov";RSVP=TRUE 
:mailto:michael.miles@dot.ca.gov 

ATTENDEE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP=TRUE 
:mailto:Michael.LoGrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP=TRUE 
:mailto:Tomas.Carranza@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;ROLE=OPT-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION 
;CN="Sylvia Martinez/D07/Caltrans/CAGov";RSVP=TRUE 
:mailto:sylvia.martinez@dot.ca.gov 

CLASS:PUBLIC 
SUMMARY:City of LA & Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 
LOCATION:Conference room 13.049 
ORGANIZER;CN="Dianna Watson/D07/Caltrans/CAGov" 

:mailto:dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov 
UID:FD021365FA4FCDC988257B2D00760BE9-Lotus Notes Generated 
X-LOTUS-BROADCAST:FALSE 
X-LOTUS-UPDATE-SEQ:l 
X-LOTUS-UPDATE-WISL:$S:1;$L:1;$B:1;$R:1;$E:l 
X-LOTUS-NOTESVERSION:2 
X-LOTUS-NOTICETYPE:I 
X-LOTUS-APPTTYPE:3 
X-LOTUS-CHILD-UID:FD021365FA4FCDC988257B2D00760BE9 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr Williams, 

EM28762 

hilo33@aol.com 

Sunday, March 17, 2013 4:39 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I am sending you this email to SUPPORT THE APPEALS AGAINST the Millennium Project. 

NO buildings higher than 150' should be considered for approval in ANY project. 

Thank you. 
Lois Walker 
Beachwood Canyon Resident 

RL0023753 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28344 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 3:41 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Millennium 

Luci: I gave my comments on the Tract appeal report to Sergio and LISAs comments on the DA report to 
Sergio. 

Lisa felt that we should mention all the public benefits of the D.A. in the last paragraph before the 
conclusion ................ . 

Feel better ! ! ! ! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28763 

Anastasia Mann <Anastasia@corniche.com > 

Sunday, March 17, 2013 4:48 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

Attachments: imageOOl.jpg; image002.png; image003.png; image004.jpg; image005.jpg; 

image006.png 

Hello Mr. Williams ..... 

Just a friendly reminder that Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council DOES NOT support the Millennium 
Project as is. Our board voted against this project in its current design primarily due to the height and other 
concerns which we carefully outlined in detail in my correspondence. While our HHWNC boundary is adjacent 
to this site, it impacts the entirety of our community. We respectfully request that the project be reconsidered 
not to exceed 22 stories which is complementary to the opinion of CD 4 Councilmember, Tom LaBonge. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

Anastasia Mann 
President 
Hollywood Hills Neighborhood Council, representing over 65,000 homes and businesses ................ . 

Anastasia Mann 
Chairman/ CEO 

8721 West Sunset Boulevard Ste. 200 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

anastasia@corniche.com 

(310) 854-6000 - Main 
(310) 659-0311 - Fax 

www.corniche.com 
www.anastasiasafrica.com 
www.cornicheentertainment.com 

Tci.ifor-Mtt<{e Ajric.ci.n jvurneip, FM Fmn MM5 Tvuri5tn 
CST: 2017857-10 
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EM28345 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacity.org > 

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 4:22 PM 
To: Dianna Watson/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Subject: City of LA & Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

Lisa Webber has accepted this invitation. 

City of LA & Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

When 
Fri Mar 22, 2013 1 :30pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Conference room 13.049 (map) 
Calendar 
Dianna Watson/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Who 

Dianna Watson/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov - organizer 
Lisa Webber - creator 
Alan Lin/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Aziz Elattar/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Elhami Nasr/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Michael Miles/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
tomas. carranza@lacity.org 
michael. logrande@lacity.org 
Sylvia Martinez/D07/Caltrans/CAGov - optional 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov because you are an 
attendee of this event. 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https://www.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

invite .ics 
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EM28346 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130322T203000Z 
DTEND:20130322T213000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130313T232133Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Dianna Watson/007/Caltrans/CAGov:mailto:dianna.watson@dot.ca.g 
ov 
U ID: FD021365FA4FCDC988257B2000760BE9-Lotus_Notes_ Generated 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Lisa W 
ebber;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130313T214302Z 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130313T232132Z 
LOCATION:Conference room 13.049 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:City of LA & Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-LOTUS-BROADCAST: FALSE 
X-LOTUS-U PDA TE-SEQ: 1 
X-LOTUS-UPDATE-WISL:$S: 1\;$L:1\;$8:1\;$R:1\;$E:1 
X-LOTUS-NOTESVERSION:2 
X-LOTUS-NOTICETYPE: I 
X-LOTUS-APPTTYPE:3 
X-LOTUS-CH I LD-U ID: FD021365FA4FCDC988257B2000760BE9 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28765 

lauren bayer < lbayer@sbcglobal.net> 

Sunday, March 17, 2013 6:15 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

VTTM 71837-CN 

Please do not pass the millennium project 
Our neighborhood is already too congested and this will lead to unsafe streets and roads. 
The height restriction must also stand at the 150' 12-14 stories as the W hotel adhered to and all others projects! 

Please listen to our voice! 

Best, 
Lauren samuel 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM28347 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 10:15 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Hollywood Millennium traffic 

Things are well - just way too busy. Things must be good for you - I just noticed your title 
change. Congratulations! Either I or Wes Pringle will attend the commission meeting - I need to figure out my 
schedule first. My daughters are on spring break the last week of March and I may take some days off 

I'll review your write-up and will try to get you comments by the end of today (I hope!). 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 1 :29 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Tomas, 

How are you? Well, I hope. I wanted to give you a head's up that this project is going to Commission on 3/28 
and I wanted to find out if you may be available to attend in the event there are any specific questions about the 
traffic analysis in the EIR. 

Also, I currently have a brief description in my staff report that I tried to summarize in a way the common 
person, such as myself, may understand it. Do you mind looking it over in case I've made any glaring mistakes? 
Or if there is anything else I should add? 

"The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic conditions, 
(2011), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A 
through D, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as 
"Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if 
traffic signal does not provide for protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered 
unacceptable. The addition of the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at 
all study intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an 
increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections would continue to 
operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels 
ofE or F during one or both peak hours with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project
related traffic mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. Of these, 
five study intersections would remain at a significant level even with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, meaning there was minimal improvement to the CMA (less than 0.010). 

In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during one or both peak hours. 
In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by the project (with mitigation) in 2020, three 
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EM28348 

additional intersections, including Cahuenga Boulevard/Yucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine 
Street/De Longpre Avenue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the traffic analysis has 
conclude that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the 
year 2020, and would only increase the number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the 
project) to 16 intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation." 

Thank you! 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams. 

EM28766 

David Herrlinger <david.herrlinger@gmail.com > 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 5:21 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Against the millennium project 

I am writing to express my disapproval for the so called millennium project. The scale on the hillside would ruin the 
hillsides. The traffic has not been addressed and would by design increase traffic to levels the project cannot possible 
mitigate. 

I am general a pro development person, but for the life of me I cannot see the height and scale of this project being a 
positive for the Hollywood community. It's a short sited proposal with far more negatives than positives and appears to 
be muscling its way into a well established and sacred community. 

Thank you for your time. 

David Herrlinger 
Whitley Heights Neighbor 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may Concern, 

EM28767 

Paul Darrigo <fedguy2@pacbell.net> 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 5:33 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

I would like to state my opinion on the Millennium Project that I am vehemently against such development large sky 
scrapers in Hollywood. 
I am a resident of over 14 years, highly involved in the care of our city and reject the concept that we must expand to 
such extremes to survive. 

Please reject any further development of such a nature as it dos not represent the collective best interest. 

Thank you 

Paul Darrigo 

--- Sent via my mac 

--- Sent via my mac 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may Concern, 

EM28768 

Paul Darrigo <fedguy2@pacbell.net> 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 5:32 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I would like to state my opinion on the Millennium Project that I am vehemently against such development 
large sky scrapers in Hollywood. 
I am a resident of over 14 years, highly involved in the care of our city and reject the concept that we must 
expand to such extremes to survive. 

Please reject any further development of such a nature as it dos not represent the collective best interest. 

Thank you 

Paul Darrigo 

--- Sent via my mac 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28349 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 10:30 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Hollywood Millennium traffic 

OK - I just realized that I probably won't get to this today so I've asked Wes to review and send you his 
comments by week's end. 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 10:15 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Things are well - just way too busy. Things must be good for you - I just noticed your title 
change. Congratulations! Either I or Wes Pringle will attend the commission meeting - I need to figure out my 
schedule first. My daughters are on spring break the last week of March and I may take some days off 

I'll review your write-up and will try to get you comments by the end of today (I hope!). 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 1 :29 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tomas, 

How are you? Well, I hope. I wanted to give you a head's up that this project is going to Commission on 3/28 
and I wanted to find out if you may be available to attend in the event there are any specific questions about the 
traffic analysis in the EIR. 

Also, I currently have a brief description in my staff report that I tried to summarize in a way the common 
person, such as myself, may understand it. Do you mind looking it over in case I've made any glaring mistakes? 
Or if there is anything else I should add? 

"The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic conditions, 
(2011), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A 
through D, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as 
"Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if 
traffic signal does not provide for protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered 
unacceptable. The addition of the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at 
all study intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an 
increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections would continue to 
operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels 
ofE or F during one or both peak hours with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project
related traffic mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. Of these, 
five study intersections would remain at a significant level even with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, meaning there was minimal improvement to the CMA (less than 0.010). 
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In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during one or both peak hours. 
In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by the project (with mitigation) in 2020, three 
additional intersections, including Cahuenga Boulevard/Yucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine 
Street/De Longpre Avenue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the traffic analysis has 
conclude that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the 
year 2020, and would only increase the number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the 
project) to 16 intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation." 

Thank you! 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM20569 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, February 15, 2013 2:53 PM 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Fwd: Staff Report and CEQA Findings 

REDLINE VTTM Staff Report.pdf; Millennium Findings (2).docx 

Srimal. please see the ceqa findings (Millennnium Findings) attached. I am gone for the day, but if you have a 
chance to review, I would appreciate it. I am back Tuesday morning for the hearing. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at I :59 PM 
Subject: Staff Report and CEQA Findings 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci - please see attached for your consideration. 

Thank you, 

James Pugh 
213.617.4284 I direct 

213.443.2916 I direct fax 
JPugh@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 
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Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN (stamped map-dated February 1, 
2013) 

HEARING DATE: February 19, 2013 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT 

PURSUANT TO ORDINANCE NO. 164,845, IF A CERTIFICATE OF POSTING HAS 
NOT BEEN SUBMITTED BEFORE THE DATE OF THE PUBLIC HEARING, IT MUST 
BE PRESENTED AT THE HEARING, OR THE CASE MUST BE CONTINUED. 

REQUEST 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 to permit a 41-lot subdivision for the 
construction of two towers consisting of 492 residential units, up to 200 hotel rooms, 
215,000 more than 100 000 square feet of new office space, ineluding the existing 
114,303 square-foot Capitol Records buildingand Gogerty buildings, and approximately 
34,000 square feet of restaurant use, d5, 100 approximately 35 000 square feet of 
fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use on a 6.01 4.47 acre site in 
the C4-2D-SN Zone. The project includes a Land Use Equivalency Program and 
Development Regulations, which allows the project to alter the types and amount of 
uses from those listed above. The Capital Reeord building Capitol Records and Gogerty 
buildings will be maintained. The applicant is requesting haul route approval for up to 
24 4 ,000 approximately 333 515 cubic yards of export material. 

ADDRESS 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 17 45-17 53 North Vine Street; 17 46-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

RELEVANT CASES 

ON-SITE: 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD: A Vesting Zone Change and Height District 
change from the C4-2D-SN Zone to C2-2-SN Zone to permit proposed project, 
including: (1) a sports/fitness club, (2) removal of the 'D' Limitation to allow a greater 
floor area ratio than is currently permitted under Ordinance No. 165,659-SA180. A 
Vesting Conditional Use is requested to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of an R 
Zone. Additional Conditional Use requests include: (1) allowing floor area averaging 
within a unified development, and (2) allowing the sale and consumption of a full line 
of alcoholic beverages along with patron dancing and live entertainment on the site. 
Zone Variances are sought to: (1) allow restaurant use with an above-ground 
outdoor eating area which the code does not currently permit, and (2) to provide 
parking for the sports/fitness facility with a ratio of two parking spaces per 1,000 
square feet in lieu of one parking space per 100 square feet, and to locate parking 

;)~ 
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 2 

across Vine Street, within the same development, but on a different parcel. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant seeks to enter a Development Agreement with the 
City of Los Angeles for a term of 22 years (through 2035), with the provision of 
community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its 
meeting on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City 
Council approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the 
Hollywood Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional May Symbols, 
Footnotes, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending 
the Hollywood Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los 
Angeles, as modified. 

CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved 
the establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District so as to 
improve the regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as well as the location 
of and coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the 
Capitol Records Tov1er Building and Rooftop Sign located at 17 40-50 North Vine 
Street and 6236 Yucca Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

OFF-SITE: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a 
Height District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 
6: 1; Conditional Use perm its to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential 
zone and on-site alcohol consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning 
Administrator Adjustments to perm it: ( 1) a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-
inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard 
setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review for a project located at 
1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67 450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential 
condominiums, eight joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial 
condominiums in the R5 Zone for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and 
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 3 

Site Plan Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of 
a new mixed-use structure with 95 dwelling units and 13, 790 square feet of 
commercial floor area for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area 
Planning Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood 
Signage Supplemental Use District and project Permit Compliance for signage, 
and Conditional Uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages 
for on-site consumption in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a 
standalone lounge, and restaurant uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 
premises on the site, for a property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67 429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 
1,014 apartment units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 
1614-1736 Argyle Avenue , 6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 
West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista 
Del mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2S. C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D
SN to [T][Q]C4-2D and [T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a Height District change to modify the 
"D" limitation to permit a maximum floor area ratio of 4.5:1; a Zone Variance to 
permit a 55-foot maximum height over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel at the 
northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot maximum height along the south and 
west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel in lieu of the maximum height of two 
stories and 30 feet; a Zone Variance from the existing "Q' Condition No. 3 from 
Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per every 1,200 
square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a Zone Variance to permit accessory 
uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where the 
man use is in the C4 Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and Site Plan Review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square 
feet of commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle 
Avenue, 6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 
1631-1649 North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract 
map for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-
2D-SN Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has 
been allowed to clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing 

;)~ 
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fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator 
approved a conditional use permitting the sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with a ground floor 
restaurant located at 6327-6329 Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a 
Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for 
interior lot lines abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total 
off-street parking space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area 
ration between 4.5:1 and 6:1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of 
up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 
61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for a property located at 6252 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting 
tentative tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in 
height from 75 to 150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment 
u nits, a 300 room hotel, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces 
for a property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
Conditional Use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in 
conjunction with expanded hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub 
with public dancing and live entertainment previously approved under Case No. 
ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract 
map allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 
West Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator 
approved a conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 
square-foot expansion of an existing licensed outdoor patio having hours of 
alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days 
a week, and a conditional use permitting live entertainment and patron dancing at 
the same premises at two locations within the interior and one location in the 
patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. The hours of dancing 
for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours of dancing for 
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the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property is 
located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

PUBLIC RESPONSES 

One letter from the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, and several e-mails were received 
both in support and in opposition to the project were received and have been placed in 
the file for the record. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The project site consists of two separate sites, separated by Vine Street and bound by 
Yucca Street to the north Arayle Street to the east and Ivar Avenue to the west. The 
eastern parcel is a relatively flat, irregular-shaped, corner lot with approximately 78,629 
square feet. It has a frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot 
frontage along Yucca Street to the north, a 200 foot frontage along Vine Street to the 
west.east, and a variable lot depth of 124 to 363 feet. The ·11estern eastern site has a 
frontage of approximately 44-7-171 feet along Argyle Avenue Street to the east, 194 feet 
along Yucca Street to the north, and 435 feet along Vine Street to the west, and a 
variable lot depth of 153- to 344 feet. Both sites of the subject property are zoned 
LQlC4-2D-SN with a Regional Center Commercial land use designation in the 
Hollywood Community Plan area. 

The eastern western site is property is presently improved with surface parking and a 
1 800 square-foot rental carfacility while the v1estern eastern site being is occupied by 
f.i.ve--two structures, including the Capitol Records Tower Building and the Gogerty 
Building, both of which will be retained. The three remaining structures, which 'Nill be 
demolished, inolude an 1 , ~mo square foot rental oar business, a vaoant 100 square foot 
structure (former photographic processing shop) , and a 500 square foot vacant 
oonvenienoe store. 

Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the American Musical and 
Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in the R4-2 Zone 
across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of Vine 
Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, 
and surface parking +s-are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-
2D, [T][Q]C4-2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, 
retail, office, multi-family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone-= 
To the west of the project site,---=are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi
family residences, and restaurant uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot 
width, separating the eastern and west halves of the project site. 

;;;5;;; 
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Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local 
Street east of Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a variable 70 to 7d foot 70-foot width at the 
project's eastern western street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue Street is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's 
western eastern street frontage. 

REPORTS RECEIVED 

APPLICANT: Millennium Hollywood Project-Economic Feasibility Analysis prepared by 
Robert Charles Lesser & Co. <RCLCO) dated February 13 2013. 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING: Recommends that the project be subject to conditions 
stated in the memos a memo dated February 13, 2013. See recommended conditions 
in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under department. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION: Recommends that 
the project be subject to conditions stated in the memo dated May 2dJanuary 31 ,~ 

2013. See recommended conditions in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions 
under department. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION: A clearance letter 
will be issued stating that no Building and Zoning Code violations exist on the subject 
site once the items identified in the memo dated May 1, 2012 have been satisfied. See 
recommended conditions in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under 
department. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: Recommends that the project be subject to 
conditions stated in the memos dated September 27, 2012. See recommended 
conditions in Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under department. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT: Recommends that the project be subject to conditions stated in 
the memo dated July 10, 2012. See recommended conditions in Draft Tentative Tract 
Report with Conditions under department. 

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT: No comments were received at the 
writing of the staff report. 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER: In a letter dated June 6, 2012, the 
Department of Water and Power confirmed that the tract can be supplied with water 
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from the municipal system. See recommended conditions in Draft Tentative Tract 
Report. 

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING: Recommends that the project be subject to the 
conditions stated in an e-mail dated January 10, 2013. See recommended conditions in 
Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions under Department. 

BUREAU OF SANITATION: No comments were received at the writing of the staff 
report. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE 

The Department of City Planning reviewed Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-
2011-0675-EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2011041042), and issued a Notice of 
Completion of the Final EIR on February 8, 2013. In making the decision to approve 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837, the Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles 
must certify that it has reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR 
(SCH No. 2011041094 ), and include a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 
Project. 

TENANTS 

There are no residential tenants at the site. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Planning Department staff recommends approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 71837-CN subject to the standard conditions and the additional conditions in the 
Draft Tentative Tract Report with Conditions. 

Prepared by: 

LUCIRALIA IBARRA 
City Planner 
(213) 978-1378 

Note: Recommendation does not constitute a decision. Changes may be made by the 
Advisory Agency at the time of the public hearing. 
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DRAFT TENTATIVE TRACT REPORT WITH CONDITIONS 

In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 17.03 of 
the, the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837 composed of 41 lots, located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North 
Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 
6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street for a maximum of up to 492 residential units, 200 
hotel rooms, 215,000 more than 100 000 square feet of new office spaoe, inoluding 
space the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records buildingand Gogerty buildings, 
and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, 35, 100 approximately 35 000 
square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use as shown on 
map stamp-dated February 1, 2013 in the Hollywood Community Plan. This unit density 
is based on the R4 Zone. (The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not 
permit this mmcimum approved density. Therefore, verifioation should be obtained from 
the Department of Building and Safety, vvhieh 'Nill legally interpret the Zoning eode as it 
applies to this partioular property.) i;or an appointment with the Subdivision Counter oall 
(213) 978 1362.. The project includes a Land Use Equivalency Program and 
Development Regulations which allows the project to alter the types and amount of 
uses from those listed above. The unit density is usually based on the R4 Zone which 
is one dwelling unit per every 400 square feet of lot area. However pursuant to Section 
12.22A 18(a) of the LAMC a development combining residential and commercial uses 
such as the project can utilize the density allowed in the R5 zone- one dwelling unit per 
200 square feet of lot area. As the project site totals approximately 194 495 square feet 
972 by-right dwelling units (194 495 square feet/200 square feet per unit = 972) would 
be allowed on the project site. The Advisory Agency's approval is subject to the 
following conditions: 

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider should 
follow the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider shall maintain 
record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be prepared to present 
copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review. 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING -SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

1. That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 

2. That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following: 
a. Plan view at different elevations. 
b. Isometric views. 
c. Elevation views. 
d. Section cuts at all locations where air space lot boundaries change. 
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3. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements for ingress 
and egress purposes to serve proposed airspace lots to use upon the sale of the 
respective lots and they will maintain the private easements free and clear of 
obstructions and in safe conditions for use at all times. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION 

4. 
4. The approval of this projeet at this time is only for the requirements of a fault 

investigation for a portion of the projeet at the subjeet site. ~Jo strueture(s) are 
approved at this time. 

5. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

6. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION 

7. Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, 
Zoning Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on 
the subject site. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied: 

a. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and eertifieation certificate of 
occupancy of all existing structures to verify the last legal use and the 
number of parking spaces required and provided on each site. 

b. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on 
the site. Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on 
lots without a main structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition 
permits and signed inspection cards to show completion of the demolition 
work. 

c. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree 

~9~ 
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with each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the 
discrepancy to correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

d. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 
18237. 

e. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-
35104, AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-
GD, AF-98-0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show 
compliance with all the conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as 
applicable. Termination of above affidavits may be required after the Map 
has been recorded. Obtain approval from the Department, on the 
termination form, prior to recording. 

f. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side 
and rear lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the 
residential and hotel uses. 

g. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and 
provide net lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re
checked as per net lot area after street dedication. Yard setback 
requirements shall be required to comply with current code as measured 
from new property lines after dedications. 

h. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures 
located in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

8. Prior to recordation of the final map, satisfactory arrangements shall be made 
with the Department of Transportation to assure: 

a. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any 
security gate(s) and the property line. 

b. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide 
planning Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) 
for approval prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by 
the Department of Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are 
conducted at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

c. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the attached 
DOT letter dated August 16, 2012. 

~10~ 

RL0023778 



EM20581 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 11 

d. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of 
Transportation as required per Ordinance No. 180542 and LAMC Section 
19.15 prior to recordation of the final map. Note: the applicant may be 
required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new ordinance. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 

9. Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made 
satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to 
the following: (MM) 

a. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. 
Their number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's 
review of the plot plan. 

b. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall 
not be less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

c. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a 
cul-de-sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire 
lane shall be greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be 
required. 

d. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design 
of one or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge 
of the roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

e. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an 
unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's 
expense. The entrance to all required fire lanes or required private 
driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three square feet in 
area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

f. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or 
where fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 
feet in width. 

g. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance 
from the street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main 
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entrance of individual units. 

h. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 
150 feet from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, 
or designated fire lane. 

i. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all 
structures shall be required. 

j. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where 
buildings exceed 28 feet in height. 

k. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and 
accepted by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

I. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to 
any Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

m. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO 
PARKING" shall be submitted aR-and approved by the Fire Department 
prior to building permit application sign-off. 

n. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and 
improvements necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by 
the Los Angeles Fire Department. 

o. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red 
and/or be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any 
structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. 

p. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at 
least one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no 
case greater than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the 
public street, private street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto 
the roof. 

r. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the 
building. 

s. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located 
within 50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Department. 

~12~ 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 

10. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

a. Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

b. Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

c. Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

(1) Plumbing for the following lot(s) proposed buildings must be seized 
sized in accordance with the Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a 
minimum pressure range of 30 to 45 psi at the building pad 
elevation. 

(2) Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for the following lot(s) proposed 
buildings where pressures exceed 80 psi at the building pad 
elevation. 

d. Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

(1) New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

e. New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

(1) The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING 
Street lighting clearance for this Street Light Maintenance Assessment District Condition 
is conducted at 1149 South Broadway, Suite 200. The separate street lighting 
improvement condition will be cleared at the Bureau of Engineering District office, see 
Condition S-3(c). 
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BUREAU OF SANITATION 

11. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of Sanitation, 
Wastewater Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system 
review and requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, 
the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward 
the necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be 
deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).) 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY 

12. That satisfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the requirements of 
the Information Technology Agency to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in the same manner as other required improvements. Refer to the 
LAMC Section 17.05-N. Written evidence of such arrangements must be 
submitted to the Information Technology Agency, 200 North Main Street, 1 ih 
Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, 213 922-8363. 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS 

1 d. That the QuiRlby fee be based on the R4 Zone. (MM) 

13. Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code the Project 
Applicant shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the 
construction of condominium dwelling units prior to approval and recordation of 
the final map. 

URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

14. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a plot plan prepared by a reputable tree 
expert, indicating the location, size, type, and condition of all existing trees on the 
site shall be submitted for approval by the Department of City Planning. All trees 
in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry 
Division standards. 

Replacement by a minimum of one 24-inch box tree in the parkway and on the 
site for each non-protected street tree to be removed for the unavoidable loss of 
desirable trees on the site, and to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. (MM) 
Note: Removal of all trees in the public right-of-way shall require approval of the 
Board of Public Works. Contact: Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 485-5675. 
Failure to comply with this condition as written shall require the filing of a 
modification to this tract map in order to clear the condition. 

~14~ 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

15. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 

a. Limit the proposed development to the following uses, and/or as described 
in the Land Use Equivalency program Program pursuant to CPC-2008-
3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA: 

i. Residential: ~Jot to mmeed 492 residential dwelling units pursuant 
to adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program ; 

ii. Hotel: ~Jot to mmeed 200 hotel guest rooms pursuant to 
adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program ; 

iii. Office: ~Jot to exoeed 215,000 square feet (including 114,303 
within the Capitol Records building)and Gogerty buildings) pursuant 
to adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program ; 

iv. Restaurant: ~Jot to mmeed 34,000 square feet pursuant to 
adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program ; 

v. Fitness/Club Sport: ~Jot to mmeed d5, 100 35 000 square feet 
pursuant to adjustments permitted by the Land Use Equivalency 
Program ; 

vi. Retail: ~Jot to mmeed 15,000 square feet pursuant to adjustments 
permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program 

b. The design and development of the structure shall be in substantial 
conformance with the Development Regulations attached to CPC-2008-
3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

c. Provide a minimum of 1,918 parking spaeespursuant to the shared 
parking provisions of the Development Regulations, and/or as determined 
by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA to serve 
the project site. All guest spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently 
located, specifically reserved for guest parking, unless an automated 
parking system is implemented. posted and maintained satisfactory to the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be 
installed at the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly 
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posted. Tandem parking spaces shall not be used for guest parking, 
except in connection with an automated parking system. 

In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing 
off-street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning 
(200 North Spring Street, Room 750). 

eg. The applicant shall install aR-air filters capable of achieving a Minimum 
Efficiency Rating Value (MERV) of at least 8 or better in order to reduce 
the effects of diminished air quality on the occupants of the project. (MM) 

e. That a solar assess report shall be subRlitted to the satisfaotion of the 
Advisory Agonoy prior to obtaining a grading perRlit. 

f. That the subdivider considers the use of natural gas and/or solar energy 
and consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern 
California Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation 
measures. 

g. Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote 
recycling of paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable material. (MM) 

h. The applicant shall install shielded lighting to reduce any potential 
illumination affecting adjacent residential properties. (MM) 

16. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a 
copy of the CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD shall be submitted to the 
satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. In the event CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD is not approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract modification. 

17. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a 
copy of the CPC-2013-103-DA shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the 
Advisory Agency. In the event CPC-2013-103-DA is not approved, the subdivider 
shall submit a tract modification. 

18. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the subdivider shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), 
binding the subdivider to the following haul route conditions: (MM) 

a. The project is limited to the export of 244 ,000 333 515 cubic yards of 
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material= 

b. Streets to be used are limited to: Vine Street, Yucca Street, .J.vaf 
StreetlvarAvenue, Argyle Street Franklin Avenue, US-101, CA-170, 
Newhall Ranch Road, and Henry Maxo Drive. (Applicant request to add: 
However. in the event the Castaic landfill no longer accepts hauling. an 
alternate destination may be used so long as the local streets utilized 
remain Vine Street. Yucca Street. Ivar Street. and Argyle 
Avenue) lvarAvenue Franklin Avenue and Arayle Street) 

c. Except under a permitted exception all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

e. l=lauling hours of operation shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday 
through i;:riday, and g:oo a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Saturday. Truol<s shall not 
arrive at the eonstruetion site before the preseribed start time. 

eg. Trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel dump trucks or smaller. 

e. All staging shall be on-site. Alternatively, an off-site and off-street location 
shall be selected and trucks radioed into site. 

f. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

g. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

h. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

i. The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
dampened to control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times 
provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

j. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 
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k. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

I. All trucks are to be watered at the job site to prevent excessive blowing 
dirt. 

m. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. 
Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

n. The applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation, policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

o. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

p. Truck Crossing warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

q. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job and dump sites to assist 
the trucks in and out of the project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs 
shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of Work Area Traffic 
Control Handbook. 

r. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary No Parking signs posted along the route. 

s. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection 
Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

t. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

u. A surety bond shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond 
will be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding 
the bond may be obtained by calling 213. 977.6039. 
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19. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the 
City, its agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding 
against the City or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or 
annul this approval which action is brought within the applicable limitation period. 
The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding 
and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly 
notify the applicant of any claim action or proceeding, or if the City fails to 
cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES 

20. Prior to recordation of the final map the subdivider shall prepare and execute a 
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department requiring the subdivider to 
identify mitigation monitors who shall provide periodic status reports on the 
implementation of mitigation items required by Mitigation Condition Nos. 7c, 8, 
15d, 15g, 15h, 18, 21, and 22 of the Tract's approval satisfactory to the Advisory 
Agency. The mitigation monitors shall be identified as to their areas of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, 
postconstruction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation items. Also, the project's design features, identified in the 
EIR,s hall be iRlpler:nentes EIR shall be implemented as part of the project. 

21. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be 
enclosed within a fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the 
line of sight from the ground level of neighboring properties. Such 
barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout 
the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium 
Hollywood Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the 
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Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, 
Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the Development 
Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open 
terrace and tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to 
ensure that architectural, parking and security lighting does not spill onto 
adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting shall be in 
conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles 
Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fagades and windows shall be constructed or treated with 
low-reflective materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential 
properties and roadways are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 
Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 
include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 
identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot 
coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall 
also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states that at least 50% of the total 
floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 
Section 7 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 
include, but are not limited to, the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 
feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or 
longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7.5.1) Towers shall 
be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to contribute 
to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall 
be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, 
except the following which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are 
offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing 
one another, or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control 
measures required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of 
development, including but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures 
or break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least 
three times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking 
areas and staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from 
the Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous 
gusts) exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 

- An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each 
construction site that identifies the permitted construction hours and 
provides a telephone number to call and receive information about the 
construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive 
fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified 
within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project 
Applicant shall ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 
off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall 
use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that 
meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection Agency 
NOX standards), where commercially available. At a minimum, truck fleets 
used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year 
NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code. Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality 
emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low
flow water fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is 
estimated this shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste 
deposited at local landfills; and 

- All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed 
shall be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that 
equipment or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

~22~ 

RL0023790 



EM20593 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 23 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters 
meeting or exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting 
Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and 
Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project Site 
shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and 
maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 
Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be 
located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 
that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent that such placement is 
compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are 
located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit 
the use of operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 
common areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are 
permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions 
and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 
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8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 
alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or 
low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and 
preservation of any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are 
threatened with damage during construction. This plan shall conform to 
the performance standards contained in the Hollywood Walk of Fame 
Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted by the 
City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any 
construction activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame 
plan; Field inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan 
to ensure the protection of adjacent historic resources during construction 
from damage due to underground excavation, and general construction 
procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement due to the removal of 
adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to maintaining the Capitol 
Records Building underground recording studios and their special acoustic 
properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources and Department of Building and Safety prior to any 
construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall 
include the following: All new construction work shall be performed so as 
not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering 
structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be performed 
to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including 
the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to 
initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall 
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consist of video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible 
areas on the exterior and select interior fagades of the buildings 
immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the 
adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited 
to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent 
building and structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring 
program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as 
vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 
in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to 
stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of 
Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as 
part of the Project. However in the event any structural improvements are 
made to the Capitol Records Building during the life of the Project, such 
improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall 
be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to 
Capitol Records Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of 
the Project. However, in the event any structural improvements are made 
to the Gogerty Building during the life of the Project, such improvements 
shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be 
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subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Gogerty Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the 
Gogerty Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and 
surrounding area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in 
accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. 
Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a written 
documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of 
Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of 
Project development, all further development activity shall halt and: 
a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by 

contacting the South Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-
5395) located at California State University Fullerton, or a member 
of the Register of Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA
qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered material(s) 
and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, 
conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of 
the evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or 
report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building 
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permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file 
indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, 
or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of 
Project development, all further development activities shall halt and: 
a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by 

contacting the Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, 
California State University Los Angeles, California State University 
Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum -
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, 
study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, 
conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of 
the evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or 
report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los 
Angeles County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of 
any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the 
case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was 
discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, 
work at the specific construction site at which the remains have been 
uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works 
Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the 
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remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles 
County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native 
American Heritage Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform 
Building Code seismic standards as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant 
shall submit a final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil 
engineer or certified engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of the 
Department of Building and Safety. The final geotechnical report shall 
ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed structures given 
the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical 
report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, 
lateral movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as 
well as carry forward the applicable recommendations contained in the 
preliminary geotechnical report. The final geotechnical report shall include 
additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring wells, subsurface 
shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and 
inform compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of 
Department of Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a 
mat foundation, CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a 
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mat and pile foundation system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old 
Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and 
shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per 
pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings 
bearing in the Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 
2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as 
slab-on-grade. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a 
pressure slab and waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth 
pressures. Below-grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for 
active soil pressures. Seismic earth pressure and surcharge pressures 
shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall design. Hydrostatic 
pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 347. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent 
fluid pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade 
walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to 
minimize the potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the 
walls. Waterproofing shall be required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with 
tiebacks shall be required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade 
excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall 
be required depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits 
and proximity to these structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to 
document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the 
historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to 
construction activities. An adjacent structure monitoring program shall be 
developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall 
include the following: 
- All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely 

impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. 
Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to 
document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including 
the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

- As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and 
photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the 
exterior and select interior facades of the buildings immediately 
bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified 
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engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent 
structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, 
vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect 
adjacent building and structure from construction-related damage. The 
monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as 
well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, 
work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase 

II Subsurface Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for 
automobile fueling operations, to determine the extent to which soil or 
groundwater contamination, if any, beneath the Property has been 
impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination and underground 
storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation; Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and 
USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos
containing materials identified on the properties shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition 
permit 

RL0023799 



EM20602 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 32 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site 
structure, all lead-based paint identified on the properties shall be abated 
in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition 
permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a 
subsurface investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure 
(located on the 1720 North Vine Street parcel) noted during the 
geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or treatment of the structure 
during development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented 
shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; 
Field inspection sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a 
subsurface investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 
North Vine Street parcel) to ensure proper removal or treatment of the 
structures during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and 
federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; 
Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.F Hydrology and Water Quality 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather 
periods, to the extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season 
(October 15 through April 1 ), diversion dikes shall be constructed to 
channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels shall be lined with grass 
or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These measures 
include interceptor terraces, berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet 
structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the Los Angeles Building 
Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in 
areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or 
plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled 
recycling bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, water
based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and 
vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an 
appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent 
contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be washed away into the 
storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup 
methods shall be used whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall 
be placed under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management 
practices (BMPs) to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event 
producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. The design of structural 
BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate from 
a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed 
BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; 
Field inspection sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not 
exceed the estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible 
by using permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: 
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pervious concrete/asphalt, unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular 
materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is 
suitable for installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be 
stenciled with prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO 
OCEAN) and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in 
an enclosure, such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents 
contact with or spillage to the storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks 
and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a 
certified landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation 
for shrubs to limit excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based 
irrigation controller with rain shutoff; matched precipitation (flow) rates for 
sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; minimum irrigation system 
distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and 
agreement (Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to 
the Planning Department binding the Owner(s) to post construction 
maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of 
Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field 
inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit 
requirements (including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP 
requirements) at the Federal, State and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 
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H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
No. 144331 and 16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit 
the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses 
unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 
6:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or 
national holidays. No construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors 
and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as 
far as feasibly possible from all adjacent land uses. The use of those 
pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the 
greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high 
noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 
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H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling 
apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise 
shielding and muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 
extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site 
boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and 
surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible 
during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall 
avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations 
Ordinance No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be 
provided that includes the following information: job site address, permit 
number, name and phone number of the contractor and owner or owner's 
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agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval 
for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. 
The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to 
the start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to 
the public and approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, 
notification shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that 
discloses the construction schedule, including the various types of 
activities and equipment that shall be occurring throughout the duration of 
the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely 
impact or cause loss of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering 
structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed 
to document conditions of the on-site and neighboring/bordering buildings, 
including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art Deco 
Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring 
during construction. The performance standards of the adjacent structure 
monitoring plan shall include the following. All new construction work shall 
be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to 
neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are 
on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior fagades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
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monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction
related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and 
horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until 
measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent 
construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled 
are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled 
according to manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at 
the Project Site and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the 
nature of the noise and vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a 
combination loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. 
Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers shall be utilized during mass 
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excavation as necessary to facilitate timely completion of the excavation 
phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be 
provided to EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their 
submission to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol 
Records and Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the 
foundation or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo 
chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam liner 
shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to the 
EM I/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved 
for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if 
not so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) 
and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for drainage and 
waterproofing shall be installed per manufacturer recommendations. A 10 
to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall shall then be built to 
attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply 
with Section 112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which 
prohibits noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and 
filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level on the 
premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building 
Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall 
have an STC of at least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum 
STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 Noise 
Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound 
transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and 
limits allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 
45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways 
shall remain clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to 
occupancy of the Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the 
capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades 
shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD 
equipment and personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 
feet from an approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the 
path of travel, except for dwelling units, where travel distances shall be 
computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot 
plans for LAFD approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire 
hydrants in its final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior 
to occupancy of the Project for review and approval. The emergency 
response plan shall include but not be limited to the following: mapping of 
emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location 
of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any required modifications 
shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan 
by LAFD 

Section IV.J.2 Public Services - Police 
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J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial
grade, chain-link construction fences to protect construction zones on both 
the East and West Sites. The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to 
facilitate the ingress and egress of equipment and the work force. The 
bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where 
necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be 
maintained while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall 
be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be 
installed and maintained at the pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the 
site fence have to be removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers and 
or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public from unsafe 
conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to 
monitor and patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the 
phase of construction throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during 
construction through marked emergency access points approved by the 
LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD 
approval of marked access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen 
shall be used to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street 
closures are complete. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high 
visibility around the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect 
to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking 
areas in order to improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to 
its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be 
designed to ensure a high visibility of these areas, including the provision 
of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to 
review Project plans at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall 
incorporate any reasonable LAPD recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each 
portion of the Project Site, showing access routes and additional access 
information as requested by the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los 
Angeles Unified School District to offset the impact of additional student 
enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open 
space for each dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 
square feet for each dwelling unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 
square feet for each dwelling unit having more than three habitable rooms 
pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 (G). A minimum of 25 
percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground 
cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable 
dwelling unit tax shall be paid to the Department of Building and Safety 
and placed into a "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities Fund" to be 
used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and 
recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project 
Applicant shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles 
for the construction of condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and 
recordation of the final map. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

Section IV.J.5 Public Services - Libraries 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based 
on the projected resident population of the proposed development, to the 
Los Angeles Public Library to offset the potential impact of additional 
library facility demand in the Project Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City 
Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane 
and/or sidewalk closures during the construction period, the Project 
Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a Construction Management 
Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be approved by LADOT. 
The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of construction on 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the 
Project. The WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage 
for traffic flow as necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv 
through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the identification and signage of 
alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project. The 
Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs 
and access to abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic 
shall be restricted to off-peak hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related 
traffic shall be restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be 
incorporated into the WTCP: 
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i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 
9:29AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time 
restrictions for hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record 
and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General 
Form CP-6770), binding the Project Applicant to the following haul route 
conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck 
routes approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 
and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive 
receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and 
export) shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM 
to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be 
permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in consultation 
with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul 
activity time limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such 
as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably be 
completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be 
notified prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of 
each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval 
shall be available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
dampened to control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all 
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 
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ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating 
condition and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other 
appropriate means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to 
prevent excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed 
by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of 
California, Department of Transportation policy regarding 
movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of 
Motor Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied 
with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance 
of the exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the 
trucks in and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning 
signs shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of 
"Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning 
operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted 
along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by 
the concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon 
completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount 
satisfactory to the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route 
streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued by the Central 
District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of 
Building and Safety; Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading 
permit; Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control 
Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction 
activities that may impact Metro bus lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use 
development, located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine 
Metro Red Line Transit Station and allows immediate access to the Metro 
Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number of Metro and LADOT bus 
routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable 
walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded 
by numerous supporting and complementary uses, such as additional 
housing for employees and additional shopping for residents within 
walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. 
A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and provided for LADOT 
review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project and a 
final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance 
of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final 
development program for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program 
element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such 
time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly 
design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of 
Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program 
with an on-site transportation coordinator; 

- A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
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- Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements 
for the proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces 
for shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 

- A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law 
in all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for 
residents and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and 
shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated 
Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

- Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the 
central court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is 
currently being established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the 
Project Applicant explore the implementation of an on-demand van, 
shuttle or tram service that connects the Project to off-site transit stops 
based on the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents 
and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional measure in 
the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of 
building permit; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 
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K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) -
The Project shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by 
providing a meeting area and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). 
The Project owner shall participate in the TMO as a member. The TMO 
shall offer services to member organizations, which include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under
served by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area 
employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative 
transportation modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan 
and to expand the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate 
with LADOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location 
within or near the Project Site. The Project Applicant has offered to 
provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a project
specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The 
Project Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle 
parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working 
on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project 
that shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for Mobility Hub 
stations. The results of this study shall assist in determining the 
appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub at 
the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 
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K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly 
environment through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, 
and improved amenities such as landscaping and shading particularly 
along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the project 
to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements shall 
include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks 
along Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the 
HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station, and installing up to four 
transit shelters with benches at stops within a block of the Project Site, as 
deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation of locations shall 
be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time 
fixed-fee of $250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust 
Fund that is currently being established (CF 10- 2385-S5). These funds 
shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the Department of City 
Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies 
shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures 
implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with the General Plan 
Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb 
realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the 
funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in 
capacity, the Project funding may instead be used for the purchase of a 
shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the 
LADOT's Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated 
August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project 
be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic 
signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the 
Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of 
Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT 
to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, 
then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated 
cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant 
through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall 
be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed 
prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of 
occupancy; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue -
US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic 
impact at this intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) 
conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a 
left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane for the southbound 
approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane for the 
northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require 
the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and 
LADOT; Implementation of improvement 
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K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City 
Council recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The 
new plan includes revised street standards that provide an enhanced 
balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including 
transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building 
design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue 
and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 
35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is classified as a Local 
Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-
foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's 
Land Development Group to determine if there are any highway 
dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any 
necessary traffic signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations 
associated with the proposed transportation improvements described 
above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation improvements and 
associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Perm it process of the Bureau of Engineering, 
prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the 
issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of 
occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of 
the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project Applicant 
has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction 
of LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the 
developer's engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, 
at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the 
proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of 
occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the 
East Site, residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units 
and 675 reserved residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be 
closed for construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided 
that is no more than 500 feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all 
construction-related employees generated by the Project. No employees 
or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on surrounding residential 
streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no 
staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street 
for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging or 
parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, 
on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles 
shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 

Section IV.L.1 Utilities and Service Systems - Water 
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L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project 
Applicant shall employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, 
to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.L.3 Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's 
Bureau of Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle demolition and construction materials including: solvents, water
based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, 
wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable material such as 
broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be hauled by 
truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded 
at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling 
of paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of 
the Project. These bins shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and 
consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste 
disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

22. Construction Mitigation Conditions - Prior to the issuance of a grading or 
building permit, or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare 
and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form 
CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the 
subdivider and all successors to the following: 
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CM-1. That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint 
telephone number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording 
or voice mail, during all hours of construction, the construction site 
address, and the tract map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST 
THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN. 

a. Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or 
structure (if developed) so that the public can easily read it. The 
sign must be sturdily attached to a wooden post if it will be 
freestanding. 

b. Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of 
the applicant to assure that the notice is firmly attached, legible, 
and remains in that condition throughout the entire construction 
period. 

c. If the case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on 
each street frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (5) acres in 
size, a separate notice of posting will be required for each five (5) 
acres, or portion thereof. Each sign must be posted in a prominent 
location. 

CM-2. The applicant shall ensure the following construction Best Management 
Practices is incorporated within the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP): 

a. Chapter IX, Division ?Ob of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
addresses grading, excavations, and fills. All grading activities 
shall require grading permits from the Department of Building and 
Safety. 

b. Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry 
weather periods. If grading occurs during the rainy season 
(October 15 through April 1 ), diversion dikes shall be constructed to 
channel runoff around the site. Channels shall be lined with grass 
or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

c. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided 
to the satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These 
measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and 
inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the 
Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
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grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

d. Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps 
or plastic sheeting. 

e. All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled 
recycling bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, 
water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, 
wood, and vegetation. Non recyclable materials/wastes must be 
taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be discarded at 
a licensed regulated disposal site. 

f. Clean up leaks, drips and spills immediately to prevent 
contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be washed away into 
the storm drains. 

g. Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Use dry cleanup 
methods whenever possible. 

h. Store trash dumpsters either under cover and with drains routed to 
the sanitary sewer or use non-leaking or water tight dumpsters with 
lids. Wash containers in an area with properly connected sanitary 
sewer. 

i. Use gravel approaches where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil 
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

j. Conduct all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing 
away from storm drains. All major repairs are to be conducted off
site. Use drip pans or drop cloths to catch drips and spills. 

CM-3. The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
dampened to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all 
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

CM-4. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

CM-5. Ground cover in disturbed areas shall be quickly replaced. 

CM-6. All on-site haul roads shall be watered twice daily while in use during 
construction activities. 
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CM-7. Vehicle speed on unpaved roads shall be reduced to less than 15 miles 
per hour (mph). 

CM-8. The project developer shall provide temporary traffic control during all 
phases of construction to assist with the improvement of traffic flow. 

CM-9. The project developer shall require by contract specifications that all 
diesel-powered construction equipment and haul trucks used would be 
retrofitted with after-treatment products (e.g., engine catalysts) to the 
extent that it is economically feasible and readily available in the South 
Coast Air Basin. 

CM-10. The project developer shall require contract specifications that 
alternative fuel construction equipment (i.e., compressed natural gas, 
liquid petroleum gas, and unleaded gasoline) would be utilized to the 
extent that it is economically feasible and the equipment is readily 
available in the South Coast Air Basin. 

CM-11. The project developer shall utilize low-VOC paints on all portions of the 
proposed structures. 

CM-12. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions. 

CM-13. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
Nos. 144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which 
prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at 
adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

CM-14. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday. 

CM-15. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes 
high noise levels. 

CM-16. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 

CM-17. The project sponsor shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of 
Title 24 of the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable 
interior noise environment. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-STANDARD CONDOMINIUM CONDITIONS 

C-1. That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a 
sales office and off-street parking. Where the existing zoning is (T) or (Q) for 
multiple residential use, no construction or use shall be permitted until the final 
map has recorded or the proper zone has been effectuated. If models are 
constructed under this tract approval, the following conditions shall apply: 

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot 
plan for approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of 
City Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office 
and off-street parking. The sales office must be within one of the model 
buildings. 

2. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-
A, 10 and 11 and Section 17.05-0 of the LAMC shall be fully complied 
with satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety. 

C-2. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the 
payment of a park and recreation fee based on the latest fee rate schedule 
applicable. The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in 
accordance with LAMC Section 17 .12 and is to be paid and deposited in the trust 
accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund. 

C-3. Prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the 
final map, a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730. 

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation 
of the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency 
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be 
recorded. 

C-4. In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building 
permit for an apartment building. However, prior to issuance of a building permit 
for apartments, the registered civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor 
shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency that all applicable tract conditions 
affecting the physical design of the building and/or site, have been included into 
the building plans. Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. In addition. all 
of the applicable tract conditions shall be stated in full on the building plans and a 
copy of the plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency prior 
to submittal to the Department of Building and Safety for a building permit. 
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OR 

If a building permit for apartments will not be requested, the project civil engineer, 
architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency 
that the applicant will not request a permit for apartments and intends to acquire 
a building permit for a condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear 
this condition. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - STANDARD COMMERCIAL CONDOMINIUM 
CONDITIONS 

CC-1. prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the 
final map, a landscape plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730. 

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation 
of the final map, covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency 
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be 
recorded. 

CC-2. In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building 
permit for a commercial/industrial building. However, prior to issuance of a 
building permit for a commercial/industrial building, the registered civil engineer, 
architect or licensed land surveyor shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency 
that all applicable tract conditions affecting the physical design of the building 
and/or site, have been included into the building plans. Such letter is sufficient to 
clear this condition. In addition. all of the applicable tract conditions shall be 
stated in full on the building plans and a copy of the plans shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Advisory Agency prior to submittal to the Department of Building 
and Safety for a building permit. 

OR 

If a building permit for a commercial/industrial building will not be requested, the 
project civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to 
the Advisory Agency that the applicant will not request a permit for a 
commercial/industrial building and intends to acquire a building permit for a 
condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING -STANDARD CONDITIONS 

S-1. (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of 
the final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of 
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the LAMC. 

(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a 
manner satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California 
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative 
measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior submission 
of complete field notes in support of the boundary survey. 

(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System 
and the Power System of the Department of Water and Power with 
respect to water mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public 
utility easements. 

(d) That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting 
easements be dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site 
easements by separate instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of
Way and Land shall verify that such easements have been obtained. 
The above requirements do not apply to easements of off-site sewers to 
be provided by the City. 

(e) That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(f) That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as 
required, together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary 
topography of adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer. 

(g) That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map. 

(h) That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements 
of the Zoning Ordinance. 

(i) That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of 
incomplete public dedications and across the termini of all dedications 
abutting unsubdivided property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall 
include a restriction against their use of access purposes until such time 
as they are accepted for public use. 

U) That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated 
for public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be 
transmitted to the City Council with the final map. 

(k) That no public street grade exceeds 15%. 
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(I) That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 

S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the 
improvements constructed herein: 

(a) Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be 
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the 
setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be 
followed. 

(b) Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Transportation 
with respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs. 

(c) All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in 
connection with public improvements shall be performed within 
dedicated slope easements or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by 
the affected property owners. 

(d) All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and 
easements shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans 
and specifications approved by the Bureau of Engineering. 

(e) Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the 
final map. 

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the 
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed: 

(a) Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City 
Engineer. 

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 

(c) No Street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE 
improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and upgrade street lights 
as follows: 

1. Three (3) on Ivar Avenue 
2. Four (4) on Yucca Street 
3. Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
4. Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 
5. Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 
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Any depth greater than 5 feet below sidewalk grade would be acceptable 
with respect to clearance for street lighting facilities. 

(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets 
or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division 
of the Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be 
brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid 
for tree planting, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Urban 
Forestry Division (213-485-5675) upon completion of construction to 
expedite tree planting. 

(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City 
Engineer. 

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 

(i) That the following improvements be either constructed prior to 
recordation of the final map or that the construction be suitably 
guaranteed: 

NOTES: 

1. Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of 
any off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary 
reconstruction of the alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including 
any necessary removal and reconstruction of the existing 
improvements all satisfactory to Central District Engineering Office. 

2. That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to 
Geotechnical Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for 
review and approval. 

The Advisory Agonoy approval is the Rlm<iRlURl nuRlber of units perRlitted under the 
traot aotion. l=lowever the m<isting or proposed zoning Rlay not perRlit this nuRlber of 
~ 

The Advisorv Agency approval is for 492 residential units which can be adjusted as 
permitted by the Land Use Equivalency Program . Pursuant to Section 12.22A 18(a) of 
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the LAMC a development combining residential and commercial uses such as the 
project can utilize the density allowed in the R5 zone- one dwelling unit per 200 square 
feet of lot area. As the Project Site totals approximately 194 495 square feet 972 by
right dwelling units (194 495 square feet/200 square feet per unit = 972) would be 
allowed on the project site. 

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street 
trees in conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street 
Services Urban Forestry Division. 

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of 
power facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for 
the underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section 
17.05N. 

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is 
granted before the end of such period. 

The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, 
as required by the Subdivision Map Act. 

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy 
saving design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the 
subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the 
Department of Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to 
the subdivider upon his request. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

INTRODUCTION 

SM 10000 Property, LLC, (the Applicant) proposes to develop a residential project at 
10000 Santa Monica Boulevard within the Century City community of the City of Los 
Angeles. The project would provide up to 283 luxury residential units in a residential 
building that would be up to 39 stories and approximately 460 feet in height. The 
project would also include a smaller ancillary building that would be directly accessible 
from the residential building. The ancillary building would be up to nine stories (90 feet 
in height), and would contain parking and recreation/site amenities for project residents. 
Parking for approximately 708 vehicles would be provided within one partially
subterranean level and above grade parking in the ancillary building. Upon completion, 
the project would include approximately 469,575 square feet of floor area. The project 
would also include a large amount of open space, with approximately 43, 141 square 
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feet of ground-level landscaping, mostly located in a large garden area on the 
south/eastern part of the site; and approximately 27,579 square feet of open space on a 
landscaped recreation deck on top of the ancillary building. The 43, 141 square feet of 
ground level open space would comprise approximately 41 percent of the project site. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

The project was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Unit (serving as Lead Agency) in accordance with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub Resources 
Code §21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000 et seq.). An Initial Study was then 
prepared for the project and, in compliance with CEQA Section 21080.4, a Notice of 
Preparation ("NOP") was prepared by the City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
("Planning Department") and was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office of 
Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties. The NOP 
identified specific areas where the project could have adverse environmental effects 
and determined that an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") would need to be prepared 
to document these effects. The NOP was distributed for public comment to the State 
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other 
interested parties on April 12, 2011 for a review period ending on May 12, 2011. In 
addition, a public scoping meeting was held on April 27, 2011. The Draft EIR was 
published on September 15, 2011 and circulated for public review for a 45-day public 
comment period that ended on October 31, 2011. The Draft EIR for the project (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2011041042), incorporated herein by reference in full, was prepared 
pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency, and City of Los Angeles (City) CEQA Guidelines 
(Pub. Resources Code §21000, et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000, et seq.; City of 
Los Angeles Environmental Quality Act Guidelines). The Draft EIR evaluated in detail 
the potential effects of the proposed project. It also analyzed the effects of a reasonable 
range of four alternatives to the proposed project, including potential effects of a "No 
project" alternative. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los 
Angeles, as lead agency, reviewed all comments received during the review period for 
the Draft EIR and responded to each comment in Section Ill of the Final EIR. 

The Planning Department prepared a Final EIR for the project, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference in full. The Final EIR is intended to serve as an informational 
document for public agency decision-makers and the general public regarding the 
objectives and components of the proposed project. The Final EIR addresses the 
environmental effects associated with implementation of the proposed project, identifies 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or 
eliminate these impacts, and includes written responses to all comments received on 
the Draft EIR during the public review period. Responses were sent to all public 
agencies that made comments on the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to certification of 
the Final EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). In addition, all individuals 
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that commented on the Draft EIR also received a copy of the Final EIR. The Final EIR 
was also made available for review on the City's website. Hard copies of the Final EIR 
were also made available at libraries and the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Planning. Notices regarding availability of the Final EIR were sent to those within a 
500-foot radius of the project site as well as individuals who commented on the Draft 
EIR, attended the NOP scoping meeting and informational meeting, and provided 
comments during the NOP comment period. A duly noticed public hearing on the project 
was held jointly by the Zoning Administrator and Deputy Advisory Agency on January 
25, 2012. These findings represent the independent judgment of the Zoning 
Administrator and DeRuty Advisory Agency. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which 
the City of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City 
Planning, Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los 
Angeles California 90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA 
Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEADE AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant 
impacts of the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the 
significant impacts. The possible findings are: 

• "Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect 
as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1 )) 

• "Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes 
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by 
such other agency." State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. a (2)) 

• "Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in 
the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the project as 
fully set forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require 
findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially 
significant,'' these findings would nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified 
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in the Final EIR for the purpose of better understanding the full environmental scope of 
the project. For each of the significant impacts associated with the project, either before 
or after mitigation, the following sections are provided: 

a) Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental 
effects identified in the EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of 
the impact. 

b) Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are 
required as part of the project (numbering of the mitigation measures 
corresponds to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is 
included as Section IV of the Final EIR). 

c) Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA 
Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

d) Rationale for Finding - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft and Final EIR which includes 
the evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

SM 10000 Property, LLC, (the Applicant) proposes to develop a residential project at 
10000 Santa Monica Boulevard within the Century City community of the City of Los 
Angeles. Upon completion, the project would include approximately 469,575 square 
feet of floor area. The project would provide up to 283 luxury residential units in a 
building that would be up to 39 stories height, and comprised of approximately 458,243 
square feet. This building would be up to 460 feet above grade and located within the 
northern portion of the site along Santa Monica Boulevard, with a main entryway and 
lobby facing Santa Monica Boulevard. 

The proposed project would also include a smaller ancillary building to accommodate 
project parking and some of the project's site amenity/recreation facilities. The ancillary 
building would be directly accessible from the residential building and would be located 
toward the rear of the project site, away from the Santa Monica Boulevard and Moreno 
Drive frontages. Recreation facilities located in the ancillary building would include a 
large indoor lap pool and a landscaped roof deck with outdoor pool , sundeck, hot tub 
and tennis court facility. 

The project would include a large amount of open space, with approximately 43, 141 
square feet of ground-level landscaping, mostly located in a large garden area on the 
south/eastern part of the site; and approximately 27,579 square feet of open space on a 
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landscaped recreation deck on top of the ancillary building. The 43, 141 square feet of 
ground level open space would comprise approximately 41 percent of the project site. 

Vehicle access to the project site would be provided via Santa Monica Boulevard and 
Moreno Drive with internal access drives connecting with the parking garage and valet 
area. The western access driveway from Santa Monica Boulevard would provide for 
two-way right-turn inbound/right-turn outbound traffic only, while the eastern access 
driveway to Santa Monica Boulevard would provide for one-way right-turn outbound 
traffic only. The Moreno Drive entry would provide for full right-turn and left-turn ingress 
and egress; however the driveway would be closed to vehicular access during weekday 
morning and afternoon peak periods to facilitate traffic access to/from Beverly Hills High 
School. A valet drop-off and pick-up area would be located within the northern portion 
of the site for use by residents and visitors. Additionally, service entry and exit would be 
provided via the western access driveway along Santa Monica Boulevard, connecting 
with an enclosed loading area, not visible to the street that would serve the residential 
building within the northwestern portion of the site. The design of the service area 
would permit trucks to turn around on-site before departing the project site. 

The project would include approximately 708 parking spaces which would be provided 
within one partially-subterranean level and an above grade ancillary building. The 
parking would be provided with one of two project options: Under a Conventional 
Parking Option parking would be provided with one level of partially below grade 
parking and an additional nine floors of above grade parking. The parking arrangement 
within the parking structure would be similar to the standard arrangements commonly 
found in parking structures. With an Automated Parking Option, parking would be 
provided with an "automated parking system." Automated parking systems provide 
parking in a manner that reduces space requirements, reduces air quality emissions 
and saves energy. With an automated system, vehicles are driven onto a platform at 
the garage entryway where car engines are turned off. Through the system, a robotic 
platform is then dispatched to the vehicle to lift it and convey it to a storage space. 
When the driver is ready to leave the site, a request for the vehicle is entered into a 
computerized system which conveys the vehicle from its storage location back to the 
parking garage entryway. If the automated parking option is implemented the area 
required for parking would be reduced, and the size of the ancillary building would be 
reduced from nine stories to four stories above grade. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief 
statement indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were 
determined not to be significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial 
Study was prepared for the project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The 
Initial Study provides a detailed discussion of the potential environmental impact areas 
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and the reasons that each topical area is or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. The 
City of Los Angeles determined that the project would not result in potentially significant 
impacts related to Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources 
(Historic Resources), Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, and Uti lities (Solid 
Waste and Other Utilities and Service Systems). The basis for these conclusions is 
discussed below. 

~- Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The project site is not located on designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not convert Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Furthermore, the project 
site is designated Regional Center commercial in the General Plan and is zoned 
Commercial (C2-2-0). The C2 portion of indicates a zoning for commercial uses (multi
family residential uses are also permitted within this zone). The second part of this 
zoning designation, "2", indicates that the site is located in Height District No. 2, which 
includes a maximum FAR of 6.0:1 and unlimited building height. The third part of this 
zoning designation indicates that the project site is within a Supplemental Oil Drilling 
District (0). Agricultural uses are not permitted within C2-2-0, and the project site is not 
under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No agricultural 
resources or operations currently exist on or near the project site, which is located in 
Century City, a highly urbanized regional center. Therefore, the proposed project wou ld 
not involve changes in the existing environment that would result in the conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

B. Biological Resources 

The project site has previously been developed with office, restaurant and parking uses 
and is currently graded with very limited ornamental landscaping. Because of the 
urbanized nature of the project site and surrounding area, the site does not serve as a 
habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special status species. Furthermore, the project site 
does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities as indicated 
in the City or regional plans or in regulations by the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Hence, the project site is 
not located in or adjacent to a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) as defined by the City 
of Los Angeles nor does it contain any wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. In addition, the lack of a major water body and the limited number of trees 
does not contain substantial habitat for native resident or migratory species, or native 
nursery sites. No locally protected biological resources, such as oak trees or California 
walnut woodlands, exist on the site. The project site is not located within a habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, 
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regional, or State habitat conservation plan. As such, no impacts to biological 
resources would occur due to project development. 

C. Cultural Resources - Historic Resources 

Currently, the project site is vacant and has been graded and enclosed with 
construction fencing. The project site was previously occupied by a multi-story building 
containing approximately 130,500 square feet of office and restaurant space, and a two
story parking structure. These buildings were removed at the end of 2005 by a previous 
owner of the property. Due to the lack of structures on the project site, proposed 
development on the project site would not alter any defined historical resources. 
Furthermore, a records search conducted through the South Central Coastal 
Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University Fullerton (CSUF) revealed 
that there are no recorded historic resources within the project site. 

Development in Beverly Hills adjacent to the project site includes Beverly Hills High 
School on the south, and a multi-family residential area to the east, both lying along 
Moreno Drive. Several of the high school buildings within the school campus have been 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register as contributors to a district in 
surveys done for the Beverly Hills Unified School District in the 1990s. The High 
School's new Science and Technology Building located directly south of the project site 
is not included in this list of eligible buildings. While not designated as a historic 
resource, a 2004 Survey prepared for the City of Beverly Hills identified the multi-family 
residential area east of the project site as a potential local district known as the 
Speedway Tract (Tract 7710). The proposed project would not require demolition or 
alteration of any off-site structures including those of the school and residential 
neighborhood. Further, the proposed project lies within Century City, and is typical of 
high rise developments throughout Century City. Century City is a distinct area from the 
school and residential areas, and its existing setting character would not be altered. 
The foremost project feature adjacent to the high school and residential area is the 
project's large landscaped open space area, which provides buffering between the 
project buildings and surrounding uses. The view of the project site from Durant Drive 
would be toward the project's open space area with existing Century City high rise 
buildings in the background and the project's ancillary building blending in. Northward 
views of the project site from the school and along Moreno Drive would be toward the 
high school's new Science and Technology Building with the project's open space area 
lying beyond and the project's residential building laying adjacent to other high-rise 
buildings along Santa Monica Boulevard. The Beverly Hills Hotel, a historic resource, is 
located at a substantial distance from the project site, and is isolated from the project 
site due to intervening uses. As such, the proposed project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of historical resources as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 
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D. Mineral Resources 

The project site is not classified by the City of Los Angeles as an area containing 
significant mineral deposits, nor is the site designated as an existing mineral resource 
extraction area by the State of California. Additionally, the project site is designated for 
Regional Center Commercial uses within the City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Framework and the West Los Angeles Community Plan, and is not designated as a 
mineral extraction land use. Project implementation would not result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and residents of the 
State, nor of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. Hence, no impacts to 
mineral resources would occur. 

E. Population and Housing 

The proposed project site is vacant and devoid of existing residential development or 
site population. As such, the project would not cause the displacement of population, 
nor create a need for replacement housing. 

The proposed project would provide 283 new multi-family housing units, thereby 
implementing the multi-family housing goals of the West Los Angeles Community Plan. 
The City of Los Angeles currently estimates a total of 38,200 units in 2009 for the 
census tracts comprising the West Los Angeles Community Plan area. SCAG 
estimates a total of 48,596 households (residential units) by 2020 for the census tracts 
comprising the West Los Angeles Community Plan area, for an increase of 10,396 
housing units between 2009 and 2020. The project would represent approximately 2.7 
percent of the increase in residential units expected between 2009 and 2020. 

The project would be subject to the provisions of the CCNSP. The CCNSP provides 
phasing procedures to ensure the orderly growth of Century City consistent with the 
availability of new infrastructure to meet development needs. In particular, it establishes 
certain development rights for the entire Specific Plan area and a provision for the 
Transfer of Development Rights. These features allow Century City to develop in a way 
which fulfills its mission as a regional center, while at the same time capping the level of 
activity so as not to exceed the capacity of the planned infrastructure or otherwise 
anticipated environmental impacts. The CCNSP generally regulates development by 
assigning a certain number of Trips to properties within the CCNSP area that establish 
the development rights. The project site has a recorded covenant and agreement that 
provides for 2,143.4616 Replacement Trips under the CCNSP, and development of the 
project would not exceed those Replacement Trips. Therefore, the project development 
is accounted for and anticipated in the Specific Plan, and will be served by existing 
infrastructure (i.e., roadways, utility lines, etc.). As such, the project development is 
accounted for in regional planning projects in the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), which serve as the basis for provision of services at the regional level. The 
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proposed project would include infrastructure connections and minor improvements to 
accommodate project residents and improvements, but new infrastructure that could 
indirectly induce substantial population growth is not proposed. 

Additionally, as stated in governing regional and local planning documents, including the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Housing Element, the City is in need of new housing 
units to serve both the current population and the projected population. While the 
project would not eliminate the housing shortage in the City, it would promote the goal 
of generating more housing. Therefore, the project's impacts regarding population 
growth would be less than significant. 

F. Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Wastes and Other Utilities (Gas and 
Electric) 

Solid Waste 

Construction of the proposed project would require earthwork and construction of new 
buildings on the project site. No demolition would be required as the project site is 
currently vacant. Each of these activities would generate construction waste including 
but not limited to soil, wood, paper, glass, plastic, metals, and cardboard that would be 
disposed of in the County's unclassified landfills (or a private inert landfill as an option 
with less impact on the public system). Utilizing generation factors established by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (CIWMB), the amount of Construction waste anticipated to be generated by the 
project would be 11,550 tons of soil and 1, 780 tons of construction debris for a 
combined total of 13,330 tons of waste. These numbers do not take into account the 
amount of construction waste that could potentially be diverted via source reduction and 
recycling programs within the City. 

As described in the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Plan 2008 
Annual Report, the remaining disposal capacity for the County's unclassified landfills is 
57.215 million tons, exclusive of private facilities that also take in inert waste. The 
project's total solid waste disposal need during construction would represent 
approximately 0.2 percent of the 2008 estimated remaining capacity. Based on the 
average 2008 unclassified landfill disposal rate, unclassified landfills would have 
adequate capacity for the next 325 years and would not face capacity shortages. 
Therefore, the County's unclassified landfills would have adequate capacity to 
accommodate project-generated inert waste; and construction impacts relative to solid 
waste would be less than significant. 

The project would provide 283 residential units generating typical level of household 
waste. It is estimated that the proposed residential uses would generate approximately 
206.6 tons of waste material per year. These numbers do not take into account the 
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amount of solid waste that could potentially be diverted via source reduction and 
recycling programs within the City. The City is currently implementing policies aimed at 
achieving 70 percent to 90 percent reduction per year. The project's annual solid waste 
generation would be a negligible 0.0001 percent increment of the remaining 
154,386,000 ton capacity in the County's Class Ill landfills. The most recent Integrated 
Waste Management Plan annual report, the 2008 Annual Report, concluded that there 
is sufficient capacity to meet demand through 2014 under status quo conditions. 
Sufficient capacity to meet the needs through the 2023 will be available by permitting 
and developing all proposed in-County landfill expansions, utilizing available or planned 
out-of-County disposal capacity, developing the necessary infrastructure to facilitate 
exportation of waste to out-of-County landfills, and developing conversion and other 
alternative technologies. 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

Electricity transmission to the project site is provided and maintained by LADWP. 
Future plans regarding the provision of electrical services are presented in regularly 
updated Integrated Resources Plans (IRPs). These Plans identify future demand for 
services and provide a framework for how LADWP plans on continuing to meet future 
consumer demand. The LADWP April 2010 forecast, as presented in the 2010 IRP, 
indicates a 2017 demand for approximately 25,000 GWh per year. Based on generation 
factors provided in the 1993 SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the project's 
estimated energy consumption is 1,592 MWh per year. This would be approximately 
.006 percent that of the estimated 2017 demand of 25,000 GWh per year. This amount 
is negligible, and is within the anticipated service capabilities of LADWP, as presented 
in the IRP. 

Natural gas is provided to the project site by the Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCal Gas). Planning for the provision of natural gas occurs through the Integrated 
Energy Policy Report, and the Final Natural Gas Market Assessment which supports 
the development of that plan. Planning is performed for 10 year horizons. As indicated 
in the 2007 reports, during the 2007-2017 forecast periods, all major pipeline systems 
serving California, except the Kern River pipeline, would operate at usage rates 
between 60 and 70 percent. Due to the recent slowdown in the economy, gas 
consumption is reduced from the 2007 level. Based on the California Energy 
Commission 2007 Natural Gas Market Assessment, SoCal Gas is projected to have a 
supply of 2,399 million cubic feet per day (MMcfd) or 875.6 billion cubic feet per year 
(Bcfy) of natural gas supply in 2017 and a demand for use of 2,351 MMcfd or 858.1 
Bcfy. Based on generation factors provided in the 1993 SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook, the project's estimated use of natural gas is 13,623 kcfy per year. This 
amount would be approximately .0016 percent that of the estimated 2017 demand of 
858.1 Bcfy. This amount is negligible, and is within the anticipated service capabilities 
of SoCal Gas. 

~75~ 

RL0023843 



EM20646 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 76 

The electricity and natural gas demand estimates for the proposed project presented 
here do not take into account the energy conservation measures that would be 
incorporated into the project. Therefore, the actual electricity and natural gas demands 
of the proposed project are anticipated to be less than estimated. Furthermore, utility 
providers are required to plan for necessary upgrades and expansions to their systems 
to ensure that adequate service would be provided. As such, the proposed project 
would have a less than significant impact on the consumption of electricity and natural 
gas resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION 

A AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, and Shading per City CEQA 
thresholds 

1. Visual Character and Viewsheds - Operation, and Cumulative 

The area surrounding the project site is highly urbanized and the aesthetic character of 
the area is strongly influenced by the mid-and high-rise buildings of Century City. The 
predominant high-rise structures of Century City, which are visible from a great distance 
throughout the Los Angeles Basin, create a distinctive component of the west Los 
Angeles urban skyline. The project's proposed 460-foot tower would result in greater 
density and building mass at the project site than under existing conditions. However, 
the residential tower would complement existing modern building design in Century City 
and would be consistent the established high-rise character of Century City, which 
includes a variety of contrasting building heights between high-rise buildings and 
surrounding low-rise communities. 

Because of the deep setbacks, consistency with existing development patterns in the 
area, and landscaped gardens to soften interfacing between the project site and low
rise properties to the east and south, the project would not substantially detract from the 
visual character of the area or alter, degrade, or eliminate existing features that 
contribute to the visual character of the area. Therefore, the project would have a less 
than significant impact with respect to visual quality and aesthetic character. 

The nearest eight related projects in the vicinity of the project site have been, or would 
be, constructed according to high-quality architectural design and would not individually 
or cumulatively cause the existing visual character of the area to be substantially altered 
or degraded. In addition, because the City's high-rise clusters are considered to add to 
the quality of skyline views, the tower elements introduced by the project and related 
projects would not substantially detract from the visual character of an area. Therefore, 
the cumulative impact of the related projects, combined with the proposed project, 
would be less than significant with respect to aesthetic character. 
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2. View Obstruction - Operation 

While the proposed project's residential tower would be highly visible from numerous 
locations, it would not block public views of existing or unique scenic resources, it would 
be consistent with the cluster of high rise buildings characterizing Century City, and it 
would not alter or change the character of any scenic areas. Further, in many instance, 
the project would add interest and variety to the Century City skyline. Therefore, 
impacts of the proposed project on views would be less than significant. 

The high-rise elements in the related projects have the potential to block views from 
public streets and other vantage points, such as public parks, in and around the project 
vicinity. However, no scenic views through the Avenue of the Stars and Santa Monica 
Boulevard corridors, both locally designated scenic highways, would be blocked. The 
Related Projects tend to fall within different viewsheds than those of the proposed 
project. Therefore, the proposed project would not cumulatively contribute to blockages 
of valued public views. 

3. Light/Glare - Construction 

Construction activities would occur primarily during daylight hours and construction
related illumination would be used for safety and security purposes only, in compliance 
with LAMC light intensity requirements. Artificial light associated with construction 
activities would not significantly impact residential uses, substantially alter the character 
of off-site areas surrounding the construction area, or interfere with the performance of 
an off-site activity. Therefore, artificial light impacts associated with construction would 
be less than significant. 

Construction activities are not anticipated to result in flat, shiny surfaces that would 
reflect sunlight or cause other natural glare. Therefore, less than significant impacts 
with respect to reflected sunlight and natural glare are anticipated. 

4. Light/Glare - Operation 

New light sources would include light from windows of the residential tower during the 
evening hours. The increase in ambient lighting is not expected to interfere with 
activities in nearby residential neighborhoods, in which interior lighting follows a similar 
pattern (ceasing when residents retire for the night). In addition, the increase in ambient 
lighting resulting from interior lighting would not impact nearby office buildings or the 
Beverly Hills High School, which would generally not be operating during the late 
evening. 
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5. Shade - Operations (per City's CEQA Thresholds Guide) and 
Cumulative 

The project would cause off-site shading on surrounding land uses, however such 
shading would not exceed the significance durations at off-site sensitive uses that are 
established in the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide: more than three hours between the 
hours of 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. Pacific Standard Time (PST), between late October 
and early April or more than four hours between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. 

Pacific Daylight Time (PDT) between early April and late October. 

The Draft EIR identifies all shading that would occur on the Los Angeles Country Club 
golf course to the north of the project site, and determined that the project would cast 
new shadows on any given area within the golf course for substantially less time than 
three hours, and in fact no single location or green within the golf course would be 
continuously shaded by the project for more than two hours. In assessing the project's 
impacts on shading, the Draft EIR also analyzed potential impacts as they would affect 
golf course activities and operations, i.e. golf play and sod conditions. During those 
times when the project's greatest impacts would occur to golfers on the tees, fairways 
and greens, the project would generate a narrow band of shade across the playing 
areas, which in many cases would be off-set in areas that are already shaded. The 
width of the band would be a maximum of approximately 205 feet wide and golf players 
passing by would pass through the area in a very short time span. As the band of shade 
would move across the golf course, it would cause its effects to shift in location, but not 
to increase in time. That is, there would be no residual/phantom shading contributing to 
a longer shading effect for golfers passing through later in the day. This situation is 
different than shadow effects on uses such as a public swimming pool, a residential 
yard, or a picnic area in a public park where people congregate in one location in which 
access to direct sunlight is of high value. As indicated in the Draft EIR, "As a result, not 
only would impacts on golfers be limited, impacts on golf course sod which requires 
sunlight for photosynthesis would not be exposed to shading greater than two hours, 
thus leaving considerable sunlight throughout the majority of the day for photosynthesis. 
Therefore, shade impacts on the golf course would be less than significant." It may also 
be noted that the greatest impact on any vegetation would occur on the south face of 
trees along the southern edge of the project site, vegetation that is less sensitive than 
the sod, for no more than approximately 2.5 hours. For the reasons stated above, 
shadow sensitive uses would not be shaded for a greater time than the standards 
established in the CEQA Thresholds Guide, as analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

The related projects' high-rise components would also cast shadows on the surrounding 
area. However, the related projects are located such that shading from these projects 
would not contribute to cumulative shading effects with those of the proposed project. 
Therefore, cumulative shade impacts would be less than significant. 
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B. Air Quality 

1. Toxic Air Contaminants - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

A Health Risk Analysis (HRA) was conducted to evaluate the carcinogenic risk to 
students and staff at Beverly Hills High School and residents in nearby housing that 
would result from exposure to localized sources of TACs during construction of the 
project. The analysis indicates that the proposed project would not emit carcinogenic 
toxic air contaminants that would individually or cumulatively exceed the maximum 
individual cancer risk of ten in one million due to project construction or project 
operations. Therefore, impacts with regard to TACs would be less than significant. 

The primary sources of potential air toxics associated with proposed project operations 
include diesel particulate matter from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic on local streets 
and on-site truck idling) and emergency backup generators. Pursuant to SCAQMD 
guidelines, the project is therefore not considered to be a substantial source of diesel 
particulate matter. Further, the increase in potential localized air toxic impacts from on
site sources of diesel particulate emissions would be minimal since the proposed project 
does not involve use of heavy-duty trucks. The proposed project would likely include 
the installation and operation of diesel-fired generators for emergency power 
generation. Unless a blackout occurs, these generators would be operated for only a 
few hours per month for routine testing and maintenance purposes. The Applicant 
would be required to obtain a permit to construct and a permit to operate any standby 
generators under SCAQMD Rules 201, 202, and 203. Under SCAQMD Regulation XIII, 
all generators must meet BACT requirements to minimize emissions of PM10 (as well 
as CO, VOC, and NOX emissions). SCAQMD Regulation XIV requires operation prior 
to issuance of a permit, to demonstrate that operation of the proposed generators will 
not result in increased health risk due to TAC exposures above the established criteria. 
Therefore the installation and operation of back-up generators would result in less than 
significant impacts. 

CARB recommends that proximity to land uses that generate high levels of diesel 
particulate matter be considered in the siting of new sensitive land uses; and further 
recommends that site-specific project design improvements may help reduce air 
pollution exposures and should also be considered when siting new sensitive land uses. 
Because the project is not located sufficiently proximate to the listed sources of diesel 
particulate matter, the siting of residential uses on the project site would result in a less 
than significant impact with regard to the exposure of on-site residents to the TAC 
emission sources identified in ARB's siting recommendations (i.e., the project would not 
site residential uses in a high cancer risk area due to ambient air quality). 

The proposed project's contribution to cancer risk from construction activities would be 
less than significant. Related projects that have not already been built would not result 
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in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of TAC emissions with no residual 
emissions after construction and corresponding individual cancer risk. Thus, TAC 
emissions from the related projects are anticipated to be less than significant 
individually and cumulatively. 

With respect to TAC emissions, neither the project nor any of the identified related 
projects (which are largely residential, restaurant, and retail/commercial developments), 
would represent a substantial source of long-term TAC emissions. However, the project 
and each of the related projects would likely generate minimal TAC emissions related to 
the use of consumer products, landscape maintenance activities, among other things. 
SCAQMD rules have resulted in and will continue to result in substantial Basin-wide 
TAC emissions reductions. As such, cumulative TAC emissions during long-term 
operations would be less than significant. 

2. Regional Emissions - Operation, Cumulative 

Regional air pollutant emissions associated with proposed project operations would be 
generated by the consumption of electricity and natural gas, and by the operation of on
road vehicles. Pollutant emissions associated with energy demand (i.e., electricity 
generation and natural gas consumption) are classified by the SCAQMD as regional 
stationary source emissions. Analyses of operations impacts on air quality indicate that 
regional emissions resulting from operation of the project are substantially below 
applicable thresholds for VOC, NOx, SOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.s. As a result, impacts 
related to regional emissions from operation of the proposed project would be less than 
significant. 

Peak daily operation-related em1ss1ons would not exceed the SCAQMD regional 
significance thresholds. By applying SCAQMD's cumulative air quality impact 
methodology, implementation of the proposed project would not result in an addition of 
criteria pollutants such that cumulative impacts, in conjunction with related projects in 
the region, would occur. Therefore, the emissions of non-attainment pollutants and 
precursors generated by project operation in excess of the SCAQMD project-level 
thresholds would be cumulatively less than significant. 

3. Local Emissions - Operation 

The conservative estimates of on-site daily emissions for NOx, PM10, PM2.s, and CO for 
each phase of operation were compared to the applicable screening thresholds, which 
are based on site acreage and distance to closest sensitive receptor. The analysis 
indicates that the maximum localized operation emission estimates are substantially 
less than the LSTs for NOx or CO, PM10 and PM2.s. 
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The SCAQMD recommends an evaluation of potential localized CO impacts when 
vehicle to capacity (V/C) ratios are increased by two percent or more at intersections 
with a level of service (LOS) of C or worse. None of the project intersections would 
meet these criteria. Notwithstanding, localized CO impacts were analyzed for the 
project at two representative intersections based on the highest V/C ratios and proximity 
to the project site: South Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard, and 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard. The analysis indicates that project
generated traffic volumes are forecasted to have a negligible effect on the projected 1-
hour and 8-hour CO concentrations at the respective intersection locations. Since a 
significant impact would not occur at the intersections operating at the highest V/C ratio, 
no significant impacts would occur at any other analyzed roadway intersection as a 
result of weekday or weekend project-generated traffic volumes. Thus, the proposed 
project would not cause any new or exacerbate any existing CO hotspots, and, as a 
result, impacts related to localized mobile-source CO emissions would be less than 
significant. 

4. Odors - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the use of 
architectural coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile 
organic compounds from architectural coatings and solvents. Due to mandatory 
compliance with SCAQMD Rules, no construction activities or materials are proposed 
which would create objectionable odors. Therefore, no impact would occur and no 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, 
wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, 
refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The proposed project does not 
include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors. As the 
residential activities would not be a source of odors, potential odor impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Also similar to the proposed project, potential sources that may emit odors during 
construction activities at each related project would include the use of architectural 
coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic 
compounds from architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with 
SCAQMD Rules, it is anticipated that construction activities or materials used in the 
construction of the related projects would not create objectionable odors. Thus, odor 
impacts from the related projects are anticipated to be less than significant individually, 
as well as cumulatively in conjunction with the proposed project. 
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With respect to potential odor impacts, neither the proposed project nor any of the 
related projects (which include primarily general office, residential, retail, and restaurant 
uses) have a high potential to generate odor impacts. Furthermore, any related project 
that may have a potential to generate objectionable odors would be required by 
SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance) to implement BACT to limit potential objectionable odor 
impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, potential odor impacts from related 
projects are anticipated to be less than significant individually and cumulatively. 

5. SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Policy Analysis -
Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

The proposed project would be consistent with the SCAQMD policy analysis guidelines 
due to a number of project features and impacts. First, the proposed project would not 
result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, cause 
or contribute to new air quality violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality 
standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP. The proposed 
project would result in less than significant impacts with regard to CO, and S02, 
concentrations during project construction and less than significant for all pollutants 
during operations. While N02 and PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations during construction 
would exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold, prior to mitigation, the impact would 
be short-term in nature and would not have a long-term impact on the region's ability to 
meet State and federal air quality standards. 

Further, the proposed project would be consistent with population, housing and growth 
assumptions that were used in the development of the AQMP. Also, the proposed 
project would serve a number of land use policies of the City of Los Angeles and SCAG 
that are aimed at reducing air quality impacts. The proposed project, by virtue of its 
location and design, would provide benefits to the reduction of vehicle trips and vehicles 
miles traveled. It would provide a high density residential project in an existing highly 
urbanized commercial district and employment center located within the urbanized 
greater West Los Angeles area that is located near bus and transit facilities. It would 
also reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled by encouraging pedestrian activity 
through the location of residential population within walking distance of numerous 
employment, commercial/service and entertainment opportunities; and improvements 
to street-level pedestrian connectivity. 

While development of the project would result in short-term regional impacts, project 
development would not have a long-term impact on the region's ability to meet State 
and federal air quality standards. The project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 
and would implement all feasible mitigation measures for control of PM10 and PM2.5. 
Also, the project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the AQMP for control 
of fugitive dust. The project's long-term influence would also be consistent with the 
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goals and policies of the AQMP and is, therefore, considered consistent with the 
SCAQMD's AQMP. 

6. City of Los Angeles Policies - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

The project would also be consistent with the City of Los Angeles General Plan Air 
Quality Element and Clean Air Program policies since development of the proposed 
project at the proposed site location offers the opportunity to provide residential uses in 
the middle of a highly urbanized regional employment center and does so via the use of 
existing infrastructure, proximity to existing regional and local transit facilities, 
encouragement of pedestrian activity, and location near existing commercial uses that 
would meet many of the needs of the project's future residents. As the proposed project 
would be consistent with City of Los Angeles air quality policies, no significant impacts 
would occur as a result of project development with respect to compatibility with 
applicable air qualitY. policies as set forth in the City's General Plan Air Quality Element. 

C. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

Construction of the project is estimated to emit a total of 7,814 tons of C02e over the 36 
months of construction. When amortized across the 30 year lifetime of the proposed 
project, per SCAQMD methodology for analyzing impacts on global warming, the 
construction results in approximately 260 tons per year of C02e, which is a component 
of the project's overall contribution to the accumulation of greenhouse gases. The 
construction related greenhouse gas emissions are combined with the operations 
emissions to determine an overall project emissions level. That is construction impacts 
are not evaluated independently of the total emissions. 

Project operations would require the consumption of energy and related generation of 
greenhouse gas emissions due to construction, vehicles-travel, consumption of 
electricity and gas, water conveyance and waste processing. The project includes many 
design features that would reduce the amount of such greenhouse gas emissions. The 
project's placement of high density housing within a regional center with nearby work, 
retail and entertainment opportunities as well as access to public transportation would 
contribute to numerous regional planning policies aimed at reducing vehicle miles 
traveled. Further, the project would include many site specific measures that would 
support sustainability principles, and reduce the project's greenhouse gas emissions. 
The project design includes numerous design/LEED certification features to reduce 
emissions, as well as features that address strategies included in CalGreen, and LA 
Green Plan for reducing GHG emissions. These measures would be provided pursuant 
to and consistent with such policies and programs. 

The evaluation of the project impacts addresses how well this project would support 
State-wide targets established pursuant to AB-32 and California Air Resources Board, 
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which seek to reduce the amount of greenhouse gas emissions in 2020 by 28.4 percent 
from those that would occur under business as usual, without new actions to reduce 
such emissions. The project's design features would result in greenhouse gas 
emissions that are 34.6 percent less than what would occur under a business as usual 
scenario, thus exceeding the 28.4 percent standard. Therefore, the roject would result 
in a less than significant impact with regard to GHG emissions. 

Although the State requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations and other planning 
agencies to consider how region-wide planning decisions can impact global climate 
change, there is currently no established non-speculative method to assess the 
cumulative impact of proposed independent private-party development projects. 
Expected reductions in greenhouse gas emissions are expected to come from 
independent private-party developments as well as other reductions associated with 
transportation, and patterns of population and employment distribution. Although 
development under a reduced density scenario results in lower GHG emissions from the 
use of a particular parcel compared to what is currently or hypothetically allowed (e.g., 
by creating fewer units and fewer attributable vehicle trips), total regional greenhouse 
gas emissions will likely fail to decrease at the desired rate or, worse, increase if 
regional housing and employment needs of an area are met with a larger number of 
less-intensive development projects. Therefore, it is not simply a cumulative increase in 
regional development or the resultant GHG emissions that threatens GHG reduction 
goals. 

There exist numerous options for project developers to reduce their contribution to city-, 
county-, and State-wide greenhouse gas emissions, while helping to meet the region's 
future housing, jobs, and infrastructure needs. It is expected that other private 
development projects would include measures to reduce GHG emissions in compliance 
with applicable policies. Further, in addition to project specific items, there are 
CALGreen requirements that apply to all projects; and policies that address larger scale 
strategies such as reducing GHG emissions from automobiles, use of alternative fuels, 
performance standards for power plants, etc. 

It is not possible at this time to accurately quantify GHG emissions expected from 
related projects or all of the GHG reductions anticipated from the above-discussed 
strategies. Because of the complex physical, chemical and atmospheric mechanisms 
involved in global climate change, there is no basis for concluding that an emissions 
increase resulting from the project and related projects could actually cause a 
measurable increase in global GHG emissions sufficient to force global climate change. 
As indicated above, the proposed project would be consistent with State and City goals, 
and result in a greenhouse gas emission profile that reduces emissions 34.6 percent as 
compared to business as usual, exceeding the AB 32 reduction target of 28.5 percent 
reduction by 2020. Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative GHG emissions 
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would not be cumulatively considerable, and the project's cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant. 

D. Land Use - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

The proposed project would be subject to applicable policies of the Los Angeles 
General Plan Framework Element, the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission's Do 
Real Planning policies, the City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, the West Los 
Angeles Community Plan, the CCNSP, the Greening of Century City Pedestrian 
Connectivity Plan, applicable land use regulations of the City of Los Angeles Planning 
and Zoning Code, SCAG's 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, and SCAG's Compass 
Blueprint Growth Vision plan. The project would be substantially consistent with all of 
the applicable plan policies. 

The proposed project would be compatible with the predominant characteristics/mix of 
land uses in the surrounding area. Century City is an intensely developed urban 
community characterized by a mix of office, retail, hotel, restaurant, entertainment, and 
residential uses. The introduction of the project's residential uses in the northern part of 
Century City would foster a mixed-use environment in that area that would be consistent 
with the existing and growing residential character of the area. The residential use 
represented by the project would be consistent with other residential uses in the 
surrounding area and would represent a consistent land use relative to Beverly Hills 
High School to the south. Public K-12 schools are generally sited in residential areas 
and considered appropriate land uses in residential zones. With the deep setback of 
the tower and dense landscaping and gardens between the tower and the high school 
campus, the proposed project would be compatible with the adjacent school to the 
south and residential uses to the east. 

Century City is surrounded on all sides by lower-density land uses, which contributes to 
the aesthetic benefits of Century City as a series of towers rising above the low-profile 
landscape outside its boundaries. In addition, Century City incorporates a range of 
building heights, which contributes to the quality and interest of the skyline. The 
proposed project would continue this pattern of development by contributing to the 
variety of building heights within Century City, and in its greater height compared to 
immediately adjacent buildings outside Century City. The juxtaposition of the taller 
building and lower density uses in the adjacent City of Beverly Hills would be softened 
through effects of the project's landscaped setback and open space along Moreno 
Drive. The project is not out of character with existing land use patterns between 
Century City and adjacent lower-density residential neighborhoods. The proposed 
project would, therefore, not substantially and adversely change the existing 
relationships between numerous land uses or properties in the surrounding area, or 
have the long-term effect of adversely altering a neighborhood or community: through 
ongoing disruption, division or isolation. 
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Eight large-scale related projects are located in the near vicinity of the project site, 
and/or are located within CCNSP area of Century City, and would potentially contribute 
to a cumulative land use impact when combined with the project. The related projects 
would include a variety of uses including residential, office, commercial, and hotel uses. 
An increase in residential units in the jobs-rich Century City area would be consistent 
with the goals of the 2008 RTP to balance jobs and housing. This policy is expected to 
reduce commuting trips and miles traveled. As with the Century City area, the City of 
Beverly Hills in the vicinity of the Santa Monica Boulevard corridor is designated as a 
"2% Strategy Opportunity Area" (SCAG, Compass Blueprint Plan), which allows for 
growth consistent with the 2008 RTP. Therefore, the cumulative total increase in 
residential units in Century City and adjacent sites in Beverly Hills would be consistent 
with growth and jobs/housing balance policies for the area and would be less than 
significant. 

Furthermore, development of the eight nearby related projects is expected to occur in 
accordance with City of Los Angeles and City of Beverly Hills adopted plans and 
regulations. It is anticipated that any new projects would be subject to the project permit 
approval process and would incorporate any mitigation measures necessary to reduce 
potential land use impacts. Therefore, no significant cumulative land use impacts are 
anticipated. 

E. Noise - Construction 

1. Offsite 

In addition to on-site construction noise, haul trucks, delivery trucks, and construction 
workers would require access to the project site throughout the project's construction 
period. While construction workers would arrive from many parts of the region, and thus 
different directions, haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally access the site via a 
planned route intended to minimize noise impacts to areas south and east of the project 
site. All heavy truck traffic would come from the west on Santa Monica Boulevard and 
enter and exit the project site at its northwest corner. By limiting the access to the site 
for heavy trucks/equipment to its northwest corner, all such traffic would avoid passing 
in the proximity of the sensitive residential and school uses located along Moreno Drive. 
Therefore, the off-site noise from such traffic would be less than significant. 

F. Noise - Operation, Cumulative 

Operational project impacts to neighboring noise-sensitive receptor locations include 
noise that would be generated by off-site roadway noise, on-site mechanical 
equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash pick-up areas), parking facilities, 
outdoor recreation activities and rooftop helipad-related noise. Impacts due to project 
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operations would be typical of those associated with residential development and would 
be less than significant. The greatest increase in sound levels due to project-related 
traffic noise levels would be a negligible 0.5 dBA. 

The project's mechanical and electrical equipment would be typical for residential uses, 
including equipment such as air handling units, condenser units, exhaust fans, cooling 
towers, and electrical emergency power generators. Mechanical equipment would be 
shielded and loading activities would occur along Santa Monica Boulevard, within the 
project structures and isolated from sensitive uses. Vibration from passenger vehicle 
circulation within the proposed parking facilities, on-site refuse/delivery truck activity, 
and on-site loading dock/refuse collection area activity would be negligible and not felt 
at sensitive off-site locations. 

The project site and surrounding area have been developed with uses that have 
previously generated, and would continue to generate noise from a number of 
community noise sources including vehicle travel, mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC 
systems), and lawn maintenance activities. Each of the related projects that have been 
identified within the general project vicinity would also generate stationary-source and 
mobile-source noise as a result of ongoing day-to-day operations. The related projects 
are general residential, retail, commercial, or institutional in nature. Such uses are not 
typically associated with excessive exterior noise. While each project would produce 
traffic volumes that are capable of generating roadway noise impacts, the cumulative 
impact would be negligible, and less than significant. Due to LAMC provisions that limit 
stationary-source noise from items such as roof-top mechanical equipment and 
emergency generators, noise levels would be less than significant at the property line 
for each related project. 

G. Public Services 

1. Fire Protection - Construction 

Project construction would create a temporary increased demand for fire protection 
services. However, in compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) and Fire and Building Code requirements, construction managers and 
personnel would be trained in fire prevention and emergency response. Additionally, all 
project construction would comply with applicable existing codes and ordinances and 
fire suppression equipment specific to construction would be maintained on-site. 
Construction-related traffic on adjacent streets could potentially affect emergency 
access to the project site and neighboring uses; however, the impacts of such 
construction activity would be of short duration, on an intermittent basis, and controlled 
by project mitigation measures. Therefore, impacts regarding emergency access, and 
related safety would be less than significant. 
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2. Police Protection - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

There is potential for construction of the proposed project to create a temporary 
increased demand for police services. However, the impacts of such construction 
activity would be of short duration, on an intermittent basis, and would be coordinated 
with LAPD. Further, site safety measures would be implemented for the protection of 
the public. The perimeter of the project site would be surrounded by a 12-foot 
construction wall along the project boundary adjacent to Beverly Hills High School. All 
entry and exit points would be monitored during construction operations. A security 
guard would log all workers and vehicles into and out of the project site. 
Implementation of the project design features would help deter potential crime-related 
activity on-site and in the project vicinity during construction, thus reducing the demand 
on police protection services. Therefore, impacts to police protection services during 
construction of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

The project site is served by the West Los Angeles Community Police Station, which 
consists of approximately 214 sworn officers and 13 civilian employees. The residential 
component of the proposed project could potentially result in twenty eight additional 
crimes per year. This represents an increase of less than 0.2 percent of the crimes 
reported in the West Los Angeles Area. 

The project would provide extensive security features on-site including provision of 24 
hour video surveillance, 24-hour/7-day security personnel, controlled building and 
parking access, and implementation of a secure perimeter with a combination of 
fencing, lighting, and landscaping to prevent loitering or unauthorized access to the 
project site. The on-site security personnel would provide a deterrent and an on-site first 
responder capability for many security issues. Together, these security features would 
help reduce the potential for on-site crimes, including loitering, theft, and burglaries. 
Therefore, due to the minimal impact the proposed project would have on police 
protection services, the security personnel and features incorporated into the project 
and extra security patrols in Century City provided by the Century City Business 
Improvement District, the project would not result in demand for additional police 
protection services that would exceed the capability of the LAPD to serve the project 
site. The project would not require the provision of new or physically altered police 
stations in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives 
for police protection. Therefore, potential impacts to the capability: of existing police 

rotection services would be less than significant. 

Eighteen of the related projects that are anticipated to be developed within the vicinity of 
the project site are located within the West Los Angeles Community Police Station 
service area; and would contribute to the demand for police services. Projects located 
in other jurisdictions would be served by their respective police departments. However, 
related projects (particularly those of a larger nature) would likely be subject to 
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discretionary review on a case-by-case basis by the LAPD to ensure that sufficient 
security measures are implemented to reduce potential impacts to police protection 
services. Additionally, similar to the proposed project, related projects would generate 
revenue to the City's general fund that could be used to fund LAPD expenditures as 
necessary to offset the cumulative incremental impact on police services. Furthermore, 
larger projects would be likely to have on-site security personnel and safety features like 
those of the proposed project that would further reduce demand on police services. 
Therefore, cumulative impacts to the existing police protection services would be less 
than significant. 

3. Libraries - Operation, Cumulative 

The proposed project's 283 dwelling units would generate approximately 379 new 
residents. The City of Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) has identified the West Los 
Angeles Regional Branch Library, the Westwood Branch Library, the Robertson Branch 
Library, and the Palms-Rancho Park Branch Library as the libraries that would serve the 
project site. The West Los Angeles Regional Branch Library, the nearest to the project 
site, is currently adequately sized to accommodate the population residing in its service 
area; with an ability to accommodate an additional 5,853 residents. As a result, the 
project's 379 net new residents would only comprise 6.5 percent of the additional 
resident population that could be accommodated by the West Los Angeles Regional 
Branch Library. This represents a nominal increase in the demand at the West Los 
Angeles Branch Library and the library's existing service level would be able to be 
maintained without an additional library or alterations to the existing library. According 
to the LAPL, the populations being served at the other library facilities exceed the 
standards set forth in the 2007 Branch Facilities. Furthermore, project residents would 
be eligible to use the array of technical, arts, and general libraries on the UCLA campus, 
which is located less than two miles from the project site. As a result, the proposed 
project would not exceed the population level required for new facilities. 

The Beverly Hills Main Library, located approximately 1.2 miles from the project site, 
would also be available to serve residents of the proposed project. Given the proximity 
of the library to the project site, some project residents may also use this library. 
However, given the availability of other Los Angeles and regional libraries, the number 
of such library visitors would be negligible. 

It should also be noted that the project would generate revenue to the City's general 
fund that could be used for the provision of public services such as library facilities. 
Also, Los Angeles voters, recognizing the need to provide adequate library services, 
recently approved Measure L. Measure L increases library funding gradually to 0.03 
percent to keep libraries open longer and to improve library services; thereby providing 
LAPL a mechanism to address the needs of additional population. 
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Thus, the project would result in a nominal increase in the demand at library facilities 
serving the site and the project would not increase demand at library facilities serving 
the project site to the extent that a new library facility or alterations to an existing 
facilities would be required to maintain existing service levels. Impacts on library 
services would be less than significant. 

There are 20 related residential projects that would generate a population of 
approximately 3,759 people, increasing demand for library services. With the addition 
of the proposed project's estimated population of 379 residents, the total new residents 
would be 4, 138 residents. To the extent that these residents would utilize only one of 
the area's library's, the cumulative residential growth would not be sufficient enough to 
result in the need for a new branch library at any of the libraries (i.e., the service area 
population would not exceed 90,000 residents at any of the area facilities). Residents 
would likely visit the library most convenient to them (including libraries available at the 
UCLA campus) and use would be spread across these various libraries so no one 
facility would be significantly impacted. Similar to the proposed project, related projects 
would generate revenue to the City's general fund that could be used to fund LAPL 
expenditures as necessary to offset the cumulative incremental impact on library 
services. Therefore, cumulative growth anticipated in the community, including the 
proposed project, would not cause a future population that would exceed the expected 
service population of libraries serving the project site. 

H. Utilities and Service Systems 

1. Water Supply - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

The demand for water supplies for construction activities such as soil watering, clean 
up, masonry, painting, and other related activities would be minimal; and would not be 
expected to have any adverse impact on available water supplies or the existing water 
distribution system. Therefore, impacts associated with short-term construction activities 
would be less than significant. 

Development of the proposed project would result in an increase in long-term water 
demand for operational uses, maintenance, and other activities on the project site. The 
proposed project is estimated to use approximately 58, 139 gpd of water equating to 
65.1 AF per year. The proposed project would implement project design features to 
reduce water consumption, and would be compliant with the City's recommended water 
conservation measures. The use of such water conservation features is not taken into 
account in the conservative analysis of the project's water consumption. Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP)'s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP) provides water demand projections in five-year increments through 2035. 
According to LADWP, the City's water demand is estimated to reach 710,760 AF by 
2035, which is an increase of 164,989 AF, or 30 percent, from the 2010 consumption. 
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The 65.1 AF per year increase in water demand generated by the proposed project 
would constitute approximately 0.04 percent of the City's total increase in water demand 
through 2035, or approximately 0.01 percent of the City's projected water demand for 
2030 (710,760 AF). The proposed project would fall within the available and projected 
water supplies of LADWP's 2010 UWMP. Moreover, LADWP has stated they have 
water available to serve the proposed project and can supply water from the municipal 
system. The Applicant would be responsible for providing the necessary water 
infrastructure on the project site, as well as any extensions to connect the project site to 
existing water lines in the area. The proposed project would connect to the existing 12-
inch water mains located along Santa Monica Boulevard. Given that LADWP would be 
able to meet the water demand of the project, as well as the existing and planned future 
water demands of its service area, impacts associated with long-term operation of the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

Eighteen of the related projects are located within the City of Los Angeles and thus 
within the service area of LADWP. The City of Beverly Hills has their own water service 
provider, and therefore, related projects within Beverly Hills were not included in this 
cumulative analysis. The project in conjunction with related projects would yield a total 
average water demand of approximately 793.389 gpd equating to 889.2 AF per year 
with the project. LADWP's 2010 UWMP projects yearly water demand to reach 710,760 
AF by 2035, which is an increase of 30 percent from 2010 water demand. With the 
anticipated water demand increase of 793,528 gpd or 889.2 AF per year from the 
development of the proposed project and related projects, the demand for water would 
fall within the available and projected water demand of LADWP's 2010 UWMP. 

The City of Los Angeles is faced with various ongoing challenges in securing its future 
water supplies due to among other things droughts, environmental restrictions, and 
climate change. However, in response to uncertainties regarding water supply, the 
Mayor and LADWP released a Water Supply Action Plan entitled "Securing L.A.'s Water 
Supply" dated May 2008. The plan calls for the City to meet this future increased 
demand through water conservation and water recycling. Furthermore, given that the 
UWMP plans and provides for water supplies to serve existing and projected needs, 
including those of future growth and development as may occur through related 
projects, and that the requirements of SB 610, SB 221 and SB 7 provide means to 
ensure that the water supply needs of large development projects are carefully 
considered relative to LADWP's ability to adequately meet future needs, it is anticipated 
that LADWP would be able to supply the demands of the proposed project and related 
projects through the foreseeable future. In addition, compliance with the City's 
recommended water conservation measures would reduce the water consumption 
estimates of the proposed project and related projects, thereby reducing the demand on 
City supplies. LADWP would have adequate amounts of water to meet future water 
demands for the service area with the addition of the proposed project and related 
projects, and no significant cumulative impacts related to water demand would occur. 
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Development of the proposed project in conjunction with the related projects would 
cumulatively increase water demand on the existing water infrastructure system. 
However, each related project would be subject to discretionary review to assure that 
the existing public utility facilities would be adequate to meet the domestic and fire water 
demands of each project. Furthermore, LADWP as well as the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works conducts ongoing evaluations to ensure facilities are 
adequate. A new regulator station is currently funded with construction expected to be 
completed in June of 2012. This infrastructure improvement will greatly enhance water 
service capacity for a multitude of new projects. Therefore, cumulative impacts on the 
water infrastructure system would be less than significant. 

There are complex physical, chemical, and atmospheric mechanisms involved in global 
climate change that make it difficult to predict what the effects of global climate change 
will be, particularly at a State or local level. Due to this unpredictability, the secondary 
affects that global climate change may have on water supplies for a given region is even 
more difficult to predict. The science on global warming is still evolving and has not 
reached a point where it can be quantified and incorporated into delivery projections of 
the SWP. Furthermore, policy recommendations on how to incorporate potential 
changes to water supply due to climate change into water resource planning and 
management are still being developed. Therefore, consistent with studies prepared by 
DWR, it is considered premature to make an assessment of impacts under CEQA of 
how climate change will affect water availability for the project. 

2. Wastewater - Construction, Cumulative 

Wastewater generation from construction activities is not anticipated to cause a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and at a time when, a 
sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to 
become constrained. Additionally, construction is not anticipated to generate 
wastewater flows that would substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled 
capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those anticipated 
in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its elements. Therefore, 
construction impacts to the local wastewater conveyance and treatment system would 
be less than significant. 

All of the 40 related projects in the project vicinity would cumulatively contribute, in 
conjunction with the proposed project, to the wastewater generation in the project area. 
The estimated generation for the proposed project and the related uses would be a 
combined total of approximately 851947.6 gpd (0.85 mgd). The peak flow for the 
proposed project and related uses is anticipated to be approximately 1,448,310 gpd 
(Ll-5 mgd). The cumulative projects would contribute less than one percent to the HTP 
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flow. This wastewater flow is well within the capacity of the Hyperion Treatment 
Conveyance System. 

HTP currently meets applicable water quality standards as set forth by the NPDES. As 
such, the cumulative projects' wastewater effluent discharged to the Santa Monica Bay 
would have a less than significant impact on water quality. Implementation of the IRP, 
upgrades in the advanced treatment processes at HTP, and continual monitoring by the 
EMO would ensure that effluent discharged into Santa Monica Bay are within applicable 
limits. As was the case with the proposed project, all related projects in the City of Los 
Angeles would be subject to LAMC Section 64.15 requiring a determination by LADWP 
that there is allotted sewer capacity available for each project. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts on the local sewer infrastructure would be addressed, with required sewer 
improvements, if needed. The proposed project would not involve the use of Beverly 
Hills facilities, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute cumulative 
impacts on such facilities. For these reasons, the cumulative impacts of the project on 
wastewater services would be less than significant. 

VII. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION. 
WHERE MITIGATION NONETHELESS PROVIDED TO FURTHER REDUCE 
!IMPACTS 

~- AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, and Shading (Visual Character 
and Viewsheds - Construction, Operation) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Because of the short-term, temporary nature of the construction activities and the 
appearance of the site as a vacant, partially excavated construction site during the last 
several years, construction activities would not substantially alter, degrade, eliminate or 
generate long-term contrast with the visual character of the surrounding area or the 
existing project site. Therefore, impacts with respect to aesthetic value and character 
would be less than significant. Notwithstanding, a 12-foot construction wall with 
aesthetic treatments, which would be provided as a project feature, would screen views 
of ground-level activities during construction and would improve the visual effect created 
by the existing wall. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

A-1: The Applicant shall provide a 12-foot construction fence for 
neighborhood protection during construction of the project, which is 
covered with an aesthetic treatment. 
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A-2: The Applicant shall ensure through appropriate postings and daily 
visual inspections that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, 
and that such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a 
visually attractive manner throughout the construction period. 

A-3: The Applicant shall prepare a street tree plan to be reviewed and 
approved by the City's Department of Public Works, Street Tree 
Division. All plantings in the public right-of-way shall be installed in 
accordance with the approved street tree plan. 

A-4: All landscaped areas shall be maintained in accordance with a 
landscape plan, including an automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Planning. 

3. Findings 

Although the project would not result in significant impacts to aesthetics and visual 
resources prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, mitigation measures 
nonetheless have been incorporated into the project. These will ensure compliance with 
City requirements and allow the City to comment on the Applicant's proposed 
landscaping scheme and further reduce the less than significant aesthetic impacts 
relating to operation of the proposed project as identified in the Draft EIR 

4. Rationale for Findings 

Overall, the project will add to the established high-rise character of Century City, as 
well as the highly urbanized surroundings. The project would not remove valued 
elements of the area's current visual character, nor would it detract from the existing 
visual quality of the site and its surroundings. Construction of the project will not result in 
significant impacts to the visual character of the surrounding area because it will be 
short-term, and because a 12-foot construction wall with aesthetic treatment will be 
provided, to screen views of ground-level activities, as discussed in Mitigation Measure 
A-1. The proposed project's 460-foot residential tower would complement the mid-and 
high-rise skyline of century city. Furthermore, the project will take advantage of deep 
setbacks, consistency with existing development patterns, and landscaped gardens in 
order to blend smoothly with the urban and residential characteristic of the surrounding 
area, as proposed in Mitigation Measures A-3 and A-4. 

5. Reference 
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For a complete discussion of impacts to the AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, 
and Shading (Visual Character and Viewsheds - Construction, Operation), please see 
Section IV.A-1 of the Draft EIR. 

B. Transportation and Circulation - Construction 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Given the level of traffic at some of the study intersections near the project site, the 
combination of haul truck and employee traffic could cause temporary adverse impacts 
at some intersections during the construction period. LADOT does not consider 
temporary construction impacts to be significant and project construction is expected to 
generate fewer trips than the project when in operation. Further, construction impacts 
on traffic would be intermittent and of short-duration. Therefore, the project impact on 
traffic during the construction period is considered to be less than significant. 
Notwithstanding, mitigation measures are recommended to reduce construction 
impacts. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

K-1: Off-site construction truck staging shall not be located on a residential 
street. Truck queuing shall not occur in front of retail uses. The haul 
route to and from the project site shall be as follows: Enter and exit the 
west side of the project site from Santa Monica Boulevard; and use 
Santa Monica Boulevard for transit to and from the 1-405 Freeway. 
Trucks shall not be permitted to travel along other residential streets to 
the east and south of the project site nor along Moreno Drive south of 
Durant Drive adjacent to Beverly Hills High School. 

K-2: A flagman shall be placed at the truck entry and exit from the project 
site onto Santa Monica Boulevard to control the flow of exiting trucks, 
to ensure that the exiting trucks do not turn onto Moreno Drive, and to 
coordinate the exiting trucks with the traffic signals at Moreno Drive 
and Santa Monica Boulevard. 

K-3: Deliveries and pick-ups of construction materials shall be scheduled 
during non-peak travel periods and coordinated to reduce the potential 
of trucks waiting to load or unload for protracted periods of time. 

K-4: All heavy truck traffic and project workers shall enter and exit the 
project site via Santa Monica Boulevard near its northwest corner. Use 
of Moreno Drive as an entrance or exit shall be prohibited. 
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K-5: Access shall remain unobstructed for land uses in proximity of the 
project site during project construction. 

K-6: Full-time lane closures are not anticipated for the project. Temporary 
lane closures, when needed, shall be scheduled to avoid peak 
commute hours and peak school drop-off and pick-up hours to the 
extent possible. Lane closures shall not occur during peak holiday 
traffic. In the event of a lane closure, a worksite traffic control plan, 
approved by the City of Los Angeles, shall be implemented to route 
traffic around any such lane closures. 

K-7: A construction management plan shall be developed by the contractor 
and approved by the City of Los Angeles. The construction 
management plan shall include the measures identified above, which 
mitigate construction-related impacts, and other measures as may be 
deemed appropriate. The construction management plan shall identify 
the locations of the off-site truck staging and off-site worker parking to 
be provided and shall detail measures to ensure that trucks use the 
specified haul route, do not travel through nearby residential 
neighborhoods, and are scheduled to minimize conflict with peak drop
off and pick-up times for the adjacent Beverly Hills High School. 

3. Findings 

As construction-related traffic will be intermittent and of short-duration, project traffic 
during construction will not have a significant impact on surrounding traffic. 
Nonetheless, certain mitigation measures will be established in order to further reduce 
this less than significant impact. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

The short and intermittent nature of the proposed project's construction-related traffic 
indicates that the project will not have a significant impact on area traffic. Nonetheless, 
mitigation measures will be implemented to minimize this already less than significant 
impact. These measures include scheduled haul-truck pick-up and delivery, as well as 
coordination of truck access to Moreno Drive and Santa Monica Boulevard. Trucks will 
use a designated haul route, and will not be permitted to travel along other residential 
streets to the east and south of the project site nor along Moreno Drive south of Durant 
Drive adjacent to Beverly Hills High School. Incorporation of these mitigation measures 
would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

5. Reference 
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For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Transportation and Circulation -
Construction, please see Section IV.K-1 of the Draft EIR. 

C. Transportation and Circulation - Operation, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The scope of traffic study was developed in consultation with the City of Beverly Hills as 
well as the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation.The forty-two intersections 
most likely to be subject to project impacts were evaluated pursuant to procedures and 
thresholds established by LADOT and the City of Beverly Hills, as applicable. Twenty 
four of the study intersections are located within the City of Los Angeles and were 
analyzed against City of Los Angeles significant impact criteria, and thirteen 
intersections are located within the City of Beverly Hills and were analyzed using City of 
Beverly Hills significant impact criteria. Two intersections (Moreno Drive & South Santa 
Monica Boulevard and Moreno Drive & Durant Drive) are located on the borders of the 
Cities of Beverly Hills and Los Angeles, and were analyzed using both Cities' 
significance thresholds. Of the 42 intersections, 32 currently operate at acceptable 
service levels (LOS D or better) during one or both peak periods. Ten of the 
intersections operate at lesser levels of service (LOS E or F) during one or both peak 
periods. 

The proposed project is forecasted to generate 1, 189 daily trips: 96 during the A. M. peak 
hour and 108 during the P.M. peak hour. After applying the City of Los Angeles and City 
of Beverly Hills significance impact criteria, it was determined that the proposed 
project's contribution to the roadway traffic would not result in any significant impacts to 
study intersections under existing plus project conditions or under future plus project 
conditions. Since the project's trips would disburse even farther after moving past the 
analyzed intersections, intersections located even farther from the project would not 
have the potential to be significantly impacted. Based on the analysis included in the 
traffic study, the project would not result in a significant impact at any intersections, 
therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. Notwithstanding, Mitigation 
Measure K-8 has been proposed to further reduce project traffic through the support of 
transportation demand management programs. 

The analysis of traffic impacts on neighborhood streets addressed potential impacts at 
five nearby residential road segments. The analysis determined that there would be no 
increase in roadway traffic at two of the neighborhood segments: Robbins Drive east of 
Moreno Drive or Young Avenue east of Moreno Drive. With regard to the other three 
neighborhood road segments, the project is estimated to increase daily traffic on Durant 
Drive east of Moreno Drive by approximately 3.0 percent; increase daily traffic on 
Moreno Drive south of Durant Drive by approximately 3.9 percent; and increase daily 
traffic on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 1.7 percent. 
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Further, the project is estimated to increase AM. peak hour traffic on Durant Drive east 
of Moreno Drive by approximately 2.3 percent; AM. peak hour traffic on Moreno Drive 
south of Durant Drive by approximately 3.4 percent; and increase AM. peak hour traffic 
on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 3.4 percent. Finally, 
the project is estimated to increase P.M. peak hour traffic on Durant Drive east of 
Moreno Drive by approximately 2.7 percent; P.M. peak hour traffic on Moreno Drive 
south of Durant Drive by approximately 3.3 percent; and increase P.M. peak hour traffic 
on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 1.5 percent. 

The increases in neighborhood traffic would not exceed City of Beverly Hills significance 
impact criteria, and therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact with 
respect this issue. Since neighborhood traffic on residential streets nearest the project 
site (which would be more likely than more distant neighborhood streets to be impacted) 
would be less than significant, increases in neighborhood traffic on residential streets 
farther from the project site would also be less than significant. 

Two CMP arterial monitoring stations are located in the project study area. These 
include (1) the Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard intersection and (2) the 
Westwood Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard intersection. The project is expected 
to add approximately five trips in the AM. peak hour and three trips in the P.M. peak hour 
at Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevard and approximately 23 trips in the 
AM. peak hour and 26 trips in the P.M. peak hour. Because the project is not expected to 
add more than 50 vehicle trips during the peak hours at either of these intersections, it 
would not exceed CMP threshold criteria. 

Nevertheless, the CMP considers a project impact on a CMP arterial monitoring 
intersection to be regionally significant if the addition of project traffic increases the V/C 
ratio by 2 percent or more of capacity (.:::_0.020) at an intersection projected to operate at 
LOS F (after the addition of project traffic). Because both intersections are expected to 
operate at LOS E or F this threshold criteria would apply. However, the project would 
not increase the VIC ratio by 2 percent or more at these intersections, and therefore 
would not have a regionally significant impact under the CMP. 

The project site is located approximately 2.25-miles to the east of the 1-405 freeway and 
the nearest CMP freeway monitoring station is located at 1-405 at Venice Boulevard. 
According to the trip generation estimates and trip distribution estimates, the project is 
expected to result in an increase of 10 trips in the morning and 11 trips in the evening 
peak hour on 1-405, south of the Santa Monica Boulevard and an increase of 
approximately five trips in the morning and six trips in the evening peak hour on 1-405, 
north of Santa Monica Boulevard. Since fewer than 150 trips would be added during the 
AM. or P.M. peak hours in either direction at any of the freeway segments in the vicinity 
of the study area, no further analysis of the freeway segments is required for CMP 
purposes. 
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The proposed project is estimated to generate 14 transit trips during the AM. peak hour 
and 16 transit trips during the P.M. peak hour. These transit riders would be distributed 
to the numerous bus lines and buses passing through on an hourly basis, resulting in a 
few added riders to any individual bus. These numbers of riders are not expected to 
represent substantial new riders in excess of existing capacity or to conflict with adopted 
plans or programs supporting alternative transportation. Therefore, impacts on public 
transit are expected to be less than significant. 

The proposed project would provide three driveways, including two right-turn-only 
driveways along Santa Monica Boulevard and a full-access driveway (allowing both left 
and right turns for entering and exiting) on Moreno Drive, approximately mid-block 
between Santa Monica Boulevard and Durant Drive. All three driveways would be non
signalized and stop-controlled. The Moreno Drive Driveway is proposed to be closed to 
vehicular access during weekday morning and afternoon peak periods to facilitate traffic 
access to/from Beverly Hills High School. The evaluation of service levels at the project 
driveways is based on potential peak hour delays. The traffic analysis indicates that the 
two driveway locations open during the weekday morning and evening peak period are 
projected to operate at acceptable LOS levels (LOS B and LOS C) under future with 
project conditions. Impacts with respect to driveway access would be less than 
significant. 

The proposed Project would provide 708 parking spaces in a parking structure located 
adjacent to the residential building. The City Planning Department's "Residential 
Parking Policy for Division of Land - No. AA 2000-1," requires new residential 
condominium development to provide two spaces per unit plus 0.5 spaces per unit for 
guest parking in parking congested areas (the project area is considered to be "parking 
congested"), which would result in a requirement of 708 spaces. The project would 
provide 708 spaces and, therefore, would be consistent with the requirements of the 
City's "Residential Parking Policy," and respective LAMC requirements. 

As indicated, this analysis evaluates the project parking provisions against requirements 
established in the City Planning Department's "Residential Parking Policy for Division of 
Land - No. AA 2000-1." This policy provides an elevated parking requirement beyond 
the parking requirements otherwise established in the LAMC to conservatively 
accommodate project demand for parking. Therefore, parking per the City requirements 
is expected to meet demand; and would not exceed the significance threshold standard. 
Impacts with respect to parking would be less than significant. 

Major streets in the project area, including Santa Monica Boulevard, Avenue of the 
Stars, and Wilshire Boulevard, provide a network of designated bicycle lanes. The 
location of a high-density residential use in the proximity of these routes would 
encourage bicycle activity. The development of two driveways on Santa Monica 
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Boulevard and one driveway on Moreno Drive would not cause conflicts between 
driveways and respective bicycle lanes. In addition, the project would not allow on-street 
parking or other design features, such as line-of-sight obstruction, that would increase 
conflicts between cyclists and vehicles. Therefore, because the project would not result 
in a regular increase in bicycle/vehicle conflict, im 12acts with respect to bicy:cle access 
and safety would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would locate a high-density residential use within walking distance 
of a range of services, retail, restaurant, office, entertainment, hotel and other land uses 
and, as such, would increase pedestrian activity in the area. In addition, the project 
would improve the pedestrian environment by incorporating specific pedestrian 
amenities, such as landscaping visible from the street-level and a main entrance 
oriented to the Santa Monica Boulevard sidewalk. The project area has a mature 
network of crosswalks and pedestrian safety features, including signalized crosswalks 
on Moreno Drive. Sidewalks would include landscaped parkways that would separate 
pedestrians from the public street and, therefore, enhance pedestrian safety. 
Driveways would feature pavement treatment that would visually cue pedestrians to 
potential vehicle crossings. Because the project would support pedestrian safety with 
landscaped parkways and well-marked driveway crossings, it would not result in a 
regular increase in pedestrian/vehicle conflicts. Therefore, impacts with respect to 
pedestrian access and safety would be less than significant. 

The project would not result in significant impacts to the CMP arterial monitoring 
intersections or the CMP freeway monitoring locations. Thus, the project would be 
consistent with the CMP. Additionally, the proposed project would locate residential 
development in proximity to existing and future transit routes; would enhance the street 
frontage; and would not result in significant operational traffic impacts on any of the 
study intersections, residential street segments, or the freeway system, and thus, would 
be consistent with the West Los Angeles Community Plan goals to support public 
transit, encourage alternative modes of transportation, enhance bicycle routes, 
discourage non-residential traffic flow on residential streets, maintain safe and efficient 
street network, and maintain a desired level of service at all intersections. 

The proposed project would be consistent with the policies of SCAG and other relevant 
agencies which encourage the use of transit, by locating a high-density residential use 
adjacent to the Santa Monica Boulevard transit corridor. The project would not conflict 
with the implementation of adopted transportation Qrograms, Qlans, and policies; and as 
such, impacts would be less than significant. 

The estimates of cumulative (also known as future plus project) traffic growth for the 
study area intersections are based on regional ambient traffic growth and traffic 
generated by related projects in the vicinity of the project. Future study year conditions 
without the proposed project are known as "cumulative base conditions." During the 
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morning and/or afternoon peak hours during cumulative base conditions in 2016, 23 of 
the 42 study intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better. Nineteen of the 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse during one or both of the peak 
hours. The cumulative analysis indicates that, based on LADOT and Beverly Hills 
significance threshold criteria, the proposed project would not create significant traffic 
impacts at any of the analyzed intersections under cumulative plus project conditions. 

As noted above, the project would not add new traffic at two of the neighborhood street 
segments: Robbins Drive east of Moreno Drive or Young Avenue east of Moreno Drive. 
The project increase compared to the cumulative base would increase future daily traffic 
on Durant Drive east of Moreno Drive by approximately 2.8 percent; increase daily 
traffic on Moreno Drive south of Durant Drive by approximately 3. 7 percent; and 
increase daily traffic on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 1.7 
percent. The project is estimated to increase future AM. peak hour traffic on Durant 
Drive east of Moreno Drive by approximately 2.1 percent; AM. peak hour traffic on 
Moreno Drive south of Durant Drive by approximately 3.2 percent; and increase AM. 

peak hour traffic on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 2.1 
percent. The project is estimated to increase future P.M. peak hour traffic on Durant 
Drive east of Moreno Drive by approximately 2.5 percent; P.M. peak hour traffic on 
Moreno Drive south of Durant Drive by approximately 2.8 percent; and increase P.M. 

peak hour traffic on Spalding Drive north of Olympic Boulevard by approximately 1.3 
percent. 

These increases would not exceed City of Beverly Hills impact significance criteria for 
traffic impacts on neighborhood streets and, therefore, the project would have a less 
than significant impact with respect this issue. Since traffic on residential streets 
nearest the project site (which would be more likely than more distant neighborhood 
streets to be impacted) would be less than significant, any increases in future peak hour 
traffic on residential streets farther from the project site would also be less than 
significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

K-8: The Project shall support transportation demand management through 
such measures as participation in the Century City TMO, facilitation of 
ridesharing I ridematching by Project residents and employees, and/or 
the subsidization of transit passes for Project employees. 

3. Findings 

Although the project would not result in significant impacts to traffic intersections prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, a mitigation measure nonetheless has been 
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incorporated into the project which will further reduce the less than significant impacts 
relating to operation and cumulative impacts of the proposed project as identified in the 
Draft EIR. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

The Draft EIR fully analyzed impacts to intersections, neighborhood streets, regional 
traffic, public transit, project access, parking, bicycle and pedestrian access and safety, 
consistency with Plans, and cumulative impacts, and all impacts would be less than 
significant. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure K-8 has been included to ensure that 
impacts to intersections remain less than significant. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of im acts to Transportation and Circulation, please see 
Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANli 
AFTER MITIGATION 

A AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, and Shading (Light/Glare -
Operation) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Exterior lighting would consist of security and wayfinding lighting, as well architectural 
highlighting. Project-related signage would be discrete and commensurate with the 
high-quality architecture and landscaping. Lighting would be designed and strategically 
placed to minimize glare and light spill onto adjacent properties and all project lighting 
would comply with the LAMC requirements that have been established to limit light spill 
on light-sensitive (residential) uses. With the implementation of project design features 
and applicable LAMC regulations, impacts attributable to project-induced artificial 
lighting would be less than significant. 

The proposed residential tower would be constructed with materials that would not be 
notably reflective. In order to ensure that the residential tower's window glass and 
architectural materials would not cause glare from reflected sunlight at any other glare
sensitive locations, review of all building materials by the Department of Building and 
Safety to ensure that highly reflective materials are not utilized along the building 
facades is recommended as a mitigation measure. With the implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measure, potential glare from the building fagade would not 
substantially alter the character of off-site areas surrounding the project site. 
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2. Mitigation Measures 

A-5: All new street and pedestrian lighting within the public right-of-way 
shall be approved by the Bureau of Street Lighting and shall be tested 
in accordance with the reguirements of the Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A-6: All new street and pedestrian lighting shall be shielded and directed 
away from any light-sensitive off-site uses. 

A-7: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, architectural plans for all 
exterior lighting shall be submitted to the Department of Building and 
Safety for review to ensure that lighting has low reflectivity in 
accordance with Illuminating Engineers Society (IES) standards to 
minimize glare and limit light onto adjacent properties. 

A-8: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the type or categories of all 
exterior glass and architectural features on the building fagade and 
rooftop shall be submitted for review to the Department of Building and 
Safety to ensure that highly reflective materials are not utilized. 

3. Findings 

By using appropriate designs and building materials, potential impact from light spill and 
glare will be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

4. Rationale 

While the proposed project may cause light glare and spill over, by adhering to LAMC 
regulations, implementing project design features, and seeking relevant approval for the 
proposed project lighting as outlined in Mitigation Measures A-5 through A-8, impacts 
attributable to project-induced lighting would be less than significant. Furthermore, by 
selecting pre-approved, non-highly reflective building materials, potential glare from the 
building will also be reduced to a less than significant level. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with AestheticsNisual Resources, 
Light/Glare, and Shading (Light/Glare - Operation) please see Section IV.A-1 of the 
Draft EIR. 
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B. Cultural Resources (Archaeological, Paleontological, Native American -
Construction, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The project site is located within a highly urbanized area, and the entire site has been 
subject to disruption over the years. The project site has recently been graded and 
excavated. Thus, surficial archaeological resources that may have existed at one time 
have likely been previously disturbed. Nevertheless, the project proposes excavation of 
the project site which would extend beyond the fill material, thus encountering the 
underlying Quaternary Age Older Alluvium. While discovery of archaeological remains 
in the fill deposits on the project site are unlikely, excavation occurring below the fill 
levels could potentially encounter archaeological remains. Therefore, a Mitigation 
Measure is recommended to reduce the potential impact of the proposed project on 
archaeological resources to a less than significant level. 

Based on the paleontological records search, there are no vertebrate fossil localities 
that lie directly within the proposed project area. However, there are fossil localities 
nearby from the same Quaternary Alluvium sedimentary deposits that occur in the 
proposed project area. Given the previous disturbance of site soils, and the project's 
minimum excavation, the likelihood of encountering paleontological resources is 
extremely limited. However, because the project proposes excavation into older 
Quaternary Alluvium sediments, a Mitigation Measure is recommended to reduce the 
potential impact of the proposed project on paleontological resources to a less than 
significant level. 

The project is not expected to have impacts on any known sites containing Native 
American Resources. However, the project area has been cited as being sensitive for 
cultural resources. Although the project site has been graded and disrupted over the 
years, the proposed project would require excavation into native soils. Therefore, there 
may be a potential for the discovery of Native American cultural resources during 
excavation into previously undisturbed sediments. A Mitigation Measure is 
recommended to ensure identification of Native American cultural resources that might 
be encountered. If human remains are found, mitigation is recommended to ensure the 
potential impact of the proposed project on Native American remains is less than 
significant. 

Cumulative impacts associated with archaeological resources would be less than 
significant since, like the proposed project, each of the related projects would be 
required to comply with the regulations cited above in the event that archaeological 
resources are found including PRC Section 21083.2 or PRC Section 21084.1 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. In addition, with regard to paleontological and 
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Native American resources, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, 
project impacts would be less than significant. It would also be expected that other 
related projects would implement such mitigation measures on a case-by-case basis if 
deemed appropriate as part of their environmental review. Thus, cumulative impacts 
associated with paleontological and Native American resources would also be less than 
significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

C-1: A qualified archaeologist shall be retained by the Applicant to review 
grading plans and geotechnical information and prepare a monitoring 
plan for all ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed 
sediments. A qualified archaeologist is defined as an archaeologist 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualification 
Standards for Archaeology. Ground-disturbing activities include 
primary construction-related activities and any associated secondary 
activities for support services such as utilities. In the event that 
archaeological resources are identified during monitoring or 
unexpectedly during excavations in fill sediments, all work proximal to 
the discovery shall halt until the qualified archaeologist has evaluated 
the find. If the archaeologist determines that the find is significant or 
may qualify as significant, the archaeologist shall prepare a treatment 
plan. If the find is prehistoric or includes Native American materials, 
affiliated Native American groups shall be invited to contribute to the 
treatment plan. Results of monitoring and any archaeological treatment 
shall be reported in an appropriate technical report to be filed with the 
Applicant, the City, and the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS). The Applicant, in consultation with the Lead Agency 
and Archaeologist, shall designate repositories in the event that 
resources are recovered. 

C-2: A qualified paleontologist shall be retained by the Applicant to perform 
periodic inspections of excavation and grading activities on the project 
site where excavations into the older Quaternary Alluvium may occur. 
The frequency of inspections shall be based on consultation with the 
paleontologist and shall depend on the rate of excavation and grading 
activities, the materials being excavated, and if found, the abundance 
and type of fossils encountered. Monitoring shall consist of visually 
inspecting fresh exposures of rock for larger fossil remains and, where 
appropriate, collecting wet or dry screened sediment samples of 
promising horizons for smaller fossil remains. If a potential fossil is 
found, the paleontologist shall be allowed to temporarily divert or 
redirect grading and excavation activities in the area of the exposed 
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fossil to facilitate evaluation and, if necessary, salvage. At the 
paleontologist's discretion and to reduce any construction delay, the 
grading and excavation contractor shall assist in removing rock 
samples for initial processing. Any fossils encountered and recovered 
shall be prepared to the point of identification and catalogued before 
they are donated to their final repository. Accompanying notes, maps, 
and photographs shall also be filed at the repository. Following the 
completion of the above tasks, the paleontologist shall prepare a report 
summarizing the results of the monitoring and fossil finds, if any, the 
methods used in these efforts, as well as a description of the fossils 
collected and their significance, if any. The report shall be submitted 
by the Applicant to the City, the Natural History Museum of Los 
Angeles County, and representatives of other appropriate or 
concerned agencies. 

C-3: If human remains are unearthed during construction activities, State 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be 
of Native American descent, the County Coroner has 24 hours to notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall 
then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely Descendent of 
the deceased Native American, who shall then help determine what 
course of action shall be taken in dealing with the remains. The 
Applicant shall then take additional steps as necessary in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) and Assembly Bill 2641. 

3. Findings 

While potential impact to archaeological, paleontological, and Native American 
resources is likely to be minimal, upon implementation of the recommended mitigation 
measures outlined above, potential impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

The likelihood that construction of the project would disrupt archaeological resources is 
limited. This is because the project site has been disrupted over the years, and has 
recently been graded and excavated. Therefore, any archaeological resources 
contained within the project site have likely already been disrupted. While excavation 
will likely reach the Quaternary Age Older Alluvium, it is unlikely that archaeological 
resources will be encountered. Any impact associated with this unlikely possibility will 
be reduced to a less than significant level, however, as the Applicant shall attain a 
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qualified archaeologist to review grading plans and geotechnical information and 
prepare a monitoring plan for all ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed 
sediments, pursuant to Mitigation Measure C-1. In the event that archeological 
resources are discovered, excavation shall cease until the expert has evaluated the 
find. 

Potential impacts to paleontological resources will also be reduced to a less than 
significant level through consistent and careful monitoring and evaluation by a qualified 
paleontologist retained by Applicant, pursuant to Mitigation Measure C-2. While the 
project is not expected to impact any sites containing Native American resources, 
excavation would nonetheless occur into native soils. Any potential impact to Native 
American Resources would be reduced to less than significant because construction 
would halt, while any human remains are identified by the County Coroner. If these 
remains are determined to be Native American, the NAHC will then be called to identify 
the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely Descendant of the deceased, pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure C-3. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Cultural Resources 
(Archaeological, Paleontological, Native American-Construction, Cumulative), please 
see Section IV.C-1 of the Draft EIR. 

B. Geology - Construction, Operations, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The project site does not have geological/soil conditions that are unique to its setting 
nor found throughout Century City. The project site does not lie on a known active fault. 
This conclusion is based on extensive review of information regarding faulting in the 
project vicinity, site-specific geologic investigations, and review of the most recent 
geologic information provided in the Century City Fault Investigation Report prepared by 
Pasons Brinkerhoff for the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority ("Metro") for its 
Westside Subway Extension Project. The project site is subject to seismic shaking that 
is common to Los Angeles. Potential impacts regarding geology and soils would be 
typical of those that are addressed through standard/regulatory engineering practices. 
Mitigation measures have been recommended that require the project to present a 
Geotechnical Report to the Department of Building Safety demonstrating that the 
Project meets seismic safety and design requirements for foundations, retaining 
walls/shoring and excavation; and to have a qualified geotechnical engineer on-site 
during excavation, grading, and general site preparation activities to ensure the 
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implementation of the geotechnical mitigations contained in the final design-level 
geotechnical investigation. 

Impacts associated with geologic and soil issues are typically confined to a project site 
or within a very localized area and do not affect off-site areas associated with other 
projects. Cumulative development in the area would, however, increase the overall 
potential for exposure to seismic hazards by potentially increasing the number of people 
exposed to seismic hazards. Nevertheless, related projects would be subject to 
established guidelines and regulations pertaining to seismic hazards. As such, 
adherence to applicable building regulations and standard engineering practices would 
ensure that cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

2. Mitigation Measure 

D-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit for any portion of 
the project site, the applicant shall have a qualified geotechnical 
engineer and certified engineering geologist to prepare and submit to 
the Department of Building and Safety a final design-level 
geotechnical, geologic, and seismic hazards investigation that 
complies with all applicable state and local code requirements. The 
final design-level geotechnical investigation shall: 

a) Include an analysis of the expected ground motions at the site 
using accepted methodologies; 

b) Determine structural design requirements as prescribed by the 
most current version of the California Building Code and City of 
Los Angeles Building Code to ensure that structures can 
withstand expected ground accelerations for the Southern 
California region; and 

c) Determine the final design parameters for walls, foundations, 
foundation slabs, utilities, roadways, parking lots, sidewalks, 
and other surrounding related improvements. 

All project plans for foundation design, earthwork, and site preparation 
shall incorporate all of the recommendations in the final design level 
geotechnical investigation. All project plans submitted for the grading, 
foundation, structures, infrastructure, and all other relevant 
construction permits shall be reviewed by a qualified geotechnical 
engineer to ensure compliance with all geotechnical mitigations 
contained in the final design-level geotechnical investigation. The City 
shall review all project plans for the project's building and other 
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relevant permits to ensure compliance with the applicable final design
level geotechnical investigation and other applicable Code 
requirements. The project's structural engineer of record shall also 
review the final design-level geotechnical investigation, provide any 
additional necessary mitigation to meet Building Code requirements, 
and incorporate all applicable mitigations from the investigation into the 
structural design plans and shall ensure that all structural plans for the 
project meet current Building Code requirements. 

D-2: A qualified geotechnical engineer shall be retained by the Applicant to 
be present on the project site during excavation, grading, and general 
site preparation activities to ensure the implementation of the 
geotechnical mitigations contained in the final design-level 
geotechnical investigation. 

3. Findings 

While individual and cumulative potential impacts associated with geologic and soil 
issues are likely to be minimal, with adherence to applicable building regulations and 
standard engineering practices outlined in the proposed mitigation measures, potential 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

The Draft EIR includes the project's preliminary geotechnical report, which was 
prepared to determine the overall engineering feasibility of the project and to inform the 
project's preliminary designs. This preliminary geotechnical report, dated June 8, 2011, 
was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix D. As discussed in the Draft EIR and the 
June 8, 2011, geotechnical report, the project site is not located within a State
designated earthquake fault zone, and there are no known active faults on the property. 
As with most regions in the state, however, the project site is located within the 
seismically active region of southern California, with the Peak Ground Accelerations at 
the site for the Maximum Considered Earthquake estimated at 0.45g. The June 8, 
2011, geotechnical report contains preliminary design requirements to accommodate 
these geologic hazards, and Mitigation Measure D-1 requires that a final geotechnical 
investigation be undertaken to confirm the design requirements identified in the June 8, 
2011, geotechnical report. The project will be constructed consistent with these final 
design requirements and as approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety 
to ensure compliance with all regulatory requirements. As with all new development, 
the project would be built in conformance with all applicable state and local building 
codes. 
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As detailed in the December 15, 2011, report prepared by GeoDesign, Inc., which report 
is attached at Appendix D of the Final EIR, Metro's Century City Fault Investigation 
Report issued in October 2011 does not change the Draft EIR's conclusion that there 
are no active faults on the project site. Upon close analysis, and given the site-specific 
data presented in the Draft EIR, Metro's Century City Fault Investigation Report 
presents no compelling evidence that any active faults are present at the project site. 
An active fault, as defined under the Alquist-Priolo Act, is a fault that has shown 
evidence of movement within the past 11,000 years (i.e., Holocene). Potentially active 
faults are those that have shown evidence of movement between 11,000 and 1.6 million 
years ago (i.e., Pleistocene). Inactive faults are those that have not exhibited 
displacement younger than 1.6 million years before the present. 

Metro's Century City Fault Investigation Report was commissioned to analyze the 
potential for active faults along the proposed routes for the Westside Subway Extension 
Project including preferred subway station and tunnel locations in the Century City area. 
Metro's study was not undertaken to study the proposed project. Metro's public 
presentation of its study included graphics showing faults associated with the West 
Beverly Hills Lineament, which its graphics suggested could impact the project site. The 
Century City Fault Investigation Report based its conclusions on interpretations of 
regional data compiled for the purposes of Metro's study, the compilation and analysis 
of previous geotechnical investigations in the Century City area, and physical testing 
performed occurring outside of the project's proposed building envelope on the project 
site. None of the new physical testing performed by Metro analyzed in the Century City 
Fault Investigation Report was taken from within the building envelope proposed for the 
project site, meaning within the footprint of the project's proposed buildings. Rather, the 
Century City Fault Investigation Report includes graphics that depict the presence of 
faults on the project site based solely on data gathered from locations outside the 
building envelope. 

Expert interpretation of the Century City Fault Investigation Report's data and project 
site-specific data, including an analysis of previous geotechnical investigations done on 
the project site and within the proposed project's building envelope, concludes that 
there is no compelling evidence that active faults are present on the project site. Project 
site-specific data consists of 8 borings and 3 cone penetration tests, which are routinely 
used by geologists to evaluate the presence of active faults. Continuity in geologic 
strata is clearly demonstrated between the on-site borings and cone penetration data. 
Continuity in geologic strata precludes the presence of active faults at the project site. 
There is no indication in the Century City Fault Investigation Report that the data 
contained in Appendix D to the Draft EIR was reviewed as part of the Century City Fault 
Investigation Report. 

Metro's data cited in the Century City Fault Investigation Report data was focused on 
Metro's proposed subway station locations and subway tunnel locations. As to the 
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project site, it lacks the necessary resolution to determine the presence of and the 
activity of geologic features inferred at the project site because it does not appear to rely 
on the project site-specific data from the project's Draft EIR. Rather, any information in 
the Century City Fault Investigation Report as to the project site appears to relate 
entirely to data taken from locations outside the proposed building envelope. The 
project site-specific data allows for more precise determination regarding the presence 
of active faults at the project site. A reconciliation of the findings in the Century City 
Fault Investigation Report and the Draft EIR demonstrate that there is no compelling 
evidence of active faults on the project site. 

As part of the building permit process, the project will be designed in accordance with all 
appropriate seismic codes and regulations, including the City of Los Angeles Building 
Code as well as regulations of the Department of Building and Safety and the Bureau of 
Engineering. As required by Mitigation Measure D-1, which was revised in the Final 
EIR, a technical engineering geology report will be prepared, similar to the Century City 
Fault Investigation Report, which will be reviewed and ultimately require approval by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety's Grading Division (Grading 
Division). Further, Mitigation Measure D-2 requires that a qualified geotechnical 
engineer be present on the project site during excavation, grading, and general site 
preparation activities to ensure the implementation of the geotechnical mitigations 
contained in the final design-level geotechnical investigation. Such a process will ensure 
that the project meets all seismic and geotechnical requirements. 

The Draft EIR analyzed potential impacts from geologic hazards and found that any 
potentially significant impact would be mitigated to less than significant levels. As 
discussed above, the Century City Fault Investigation Report contains no new 
information resulting in a different conclusion. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Geology - Construction, 
Operation and Cumulative, please see Section IV.D-1 of the Draft EIR. 

D. Hydrology and Water Quality - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Construction of the proposed project would involve site preparation activities including 
excavation and grading. Such activities would temporarily alter the existing drainage 
patterns and water flows within the project site. Exposed and stockpiled soils could be 
subject to erosion and conveyance into nearby storm drains during storm events. In 
addition, on-site watering activities to reduce airborne dust could contribute to pollutant 
loading in runoff. However, as the construction site would be greater than one acre, the 
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project would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Construction Activity Permit. In accordance with the requirements of 
the permit, the project would implement a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SWPPP), which would specify BMPs and erosion control measures to be used during 
construction to prevent pollution. BMPs would include but not be limited to street 
sweeping and vacuuming, sand bag barriers, storm drain inlet protection, wind erosion 
control, and stabilized construction entrances and exits. These and other BMPs would 
eliminate or reduce pollutant levels in runoff during construction, consistent with 
regulatory requirements. In addition, the project would be required to comply with City 
grading permit regulations, which require necessary measures, plans, and inspections 
to reduce sedimentation and erosion. Mitigation measures are proposed to ensure the 
implementation of such compliance. 

The proposed project would alter the current vacant, pervious conditions of the project 
site with the proposed residential project, increasing the amount of impervious surface 
area on the project site. Water flows would run off impervious surfaces seeking outlet to 
the local drainage system. There are no known deficiencies within the storm drain 
system serving the project site. 

The project includes a system of biofilter planters that collect rainwater and treat it prior 
to discharge. Therefore, the project would not alter the run-off rates at the project site, 
and the project's drainage system has been designed to accommodate expected 50-
year flow volumes. General drainage patterns in the project area would not be altered 
and the stormwater collected on-site would be directed to the existing drainage system. 

Runoff from the proposed project has the potential to contain pollutants such as 
nutrients, pesticides, organic compounds, sediments, oil and grease, suspended solids, 
metals, gasoline, pathogens, and trash and debris among other pollutants. The project 
proposes to include biofilter planters on-site to minimize the introduction of pollutants to 
the stormwater system. The proposed biofilter planters would be constructed pursuant 
to standards established by the City of Los Angeles Watershed Protection Division to 
assure treatment of contaminants without allowing seepage into the underlying soil. 
Further, the site would be subject to the City's standard BMPs for project operations. 

The proposed project and related projects would be subject to State NPDES permit 
requirements for both construction and operation. Each project greater than one-acre in 
size would be required to develop SWPPPs and would be evaluated individually to 
determine appropriate BMPs and treatment measures to avoid impacts to water quality. 
Smaller projects would be minor infill projects with drainage characteristics similar to 
existing conditions, with negligible impacts. In addition, the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works reviews all construction projects on a case-by-case basis 
to ensure that sufficient local and regional drainage capacity is available. Thus, 
cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. 
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2. Mitigation Measures 

The proposed project would be subject to the NPDES requirements, including 
preparation of and compliance with a SWPPP and compliance with SUSMP 
requirements. Compliance with these requirements, in addition to the project design 
features outlined above, would ensure that impacts to hydrology and water quality are 
reduced to a less than significant level. While the proposed project is not anticipated to 
result in any significant impacts to hydrology and water quality, the following mitigation 
measures are proposed to further ensure that such impacts would be less than 
significant. 

G-1: Prior to the start of construction, a Notice of Intent (NOi) and 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared in 
order to fulfill the California SWRCB Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES 
General Permit No. CA000002 (General Construction Permit) and the 
City of Los Angeles SUSMP requirements as well as comply with the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 2006 Hydrology 
Manual. 

G-2: The project shall comply with the requirements of the applicable 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for 
stormwater discharge and with all applicable requirements of the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), and local agencies including the City of Los 
Angeles regarding water quality. As part of these requirements, the 
Applicant shall implement Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) requirements during construction of the project and shall 
prepare a Stormwater Prevention Pollution Plan (SWPPP) prior to 
construction of the project. 

G-3: The project shall implement biofiltration planters to provide treatment 
with a first flush discharge of 0.75 inches, pursuant to review and 
approval by the Department of Public Works. The biofilter planters 
shall be inspected regularly and maintained to provide proper 
functioning. On-going maintenance and replacement of filters shall be 
provided by the property's management according to Operations and 
Maintenance plans consistent with City of Los Angeles Storm Water 
Maintenance Requirements. 

G-4: All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be 
stenciled with prohibitive language (such as "NO DUMPING-DRAINS 
TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

;) 13~ 

RL0023881 



EM20684 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 114 

G-5: The legibility of signs and stencils discouraging illegal dumping shall be 
maintained. 

G-6: During operation of the project, materials used on-site with the 
potential to contaminate stormwater shall be: (1) placed in an 
enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar 
stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary 
containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs. 

3. Findings 

While the proposed project is not predicted to significantly impact hydrology and water 
quality, it would impact existing drainage patterns and water flows, as well as contribute 
to pollutant loading in runoff. As such, mitigation measures have been proposed to 
ensure compliance with national and city regulations designed to minimize these 
impacts. 

4. Rationale 

Mitigation measures G-1 and G-2 will ensure project compliance with applicable local 
and national regulatory provisions designed to minimize impacts to hydrology and water 
quality. Pursuant to approval from the Department of Public Works, biofiltration planters 
will also be installed to provide water treatment. Furthermore, storm drain inlet and 
catch basins within the project area will be labeled with language discouraging illegal 
dumping. The measures are proposed to ensure that the anticipated less than 
significant impacts to water quality and hydrology are further reduced. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Hydrology and Water Quality -
Construction, Operation, Cumulative, please see Section IV.G-1 of the Draft EIR. 

E. Public Services (Fire Protection - Operation and Cumulative) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Fire Station No. 92 is located closest to the project site and would be the "first-in" station 
to respond to an emergency. The proposed project's net new residents could potentially 
generate 72 additional incidents per year, constituting a 1.1 percent increase in annual 
incidents. A 1.1 percent increase in annual incidents is relatively low, and would only 
slightly increase the demand on LAFD fire protection and emergency medical services. 
The incremental increase in demand resulting from the proposed project would not be 
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substantial enough to require additional personnel at Fire Station No. 92 or other nearby 
stations and construction of an additional station or physical alterations to existing 
facilities would not be required. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures are recommended to 
help reduce the number of incidents. 

The project Applicant has been coordinating with LAFD during the development of the 
project design plans in order to ensure that emergency vehicles and equipment have 
adequate access to the project. In response to this coordination, a fire lane designed in 
accordance with LAFD requirements would be provided within the project site with 
access from Santa Monica Boulevard. Additional site access would be provided via 
Moreno Drive. A fire truck lane would be established at the eastern side of the project 
site, just outside the edge of the proposed cantilevered overhang. Water flow 
requirements would be sufficient to support the provision of fire hydrants required by the 
LAFD. Therefore, impacts regarding the provision of fire services would be less than 
significant. Notwithstanding, mitigation measures are proposed to ensure comRliance 
with regulations and standards for the protection of the public safety. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall consult 
with the Los Angeles Fire Department and incorporate fire prevention 
and suppression features and other life-saving equipment (e.g., 
defibrillators appropriate to the design of the project. 

J.1-2: The project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan, as 
well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan, unless otherwise approved. 

J.1-3: Prior to the issuance of building permits, project building plans 
including a plot plan and floor plan of the buildings shall be submitted 
for approval by the Los Angeles Fire Department. The plot plan shall 
include the following minimum design features: location and grade 
of access roads and fire lanes, roadway widths, distance of buildings 
from an edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or 
designated fire lane, turning areas, and fire hydrants. 

J.1-4: Prior to the occupancy of the proposed project, the Applicant shall 
install one on-site fire hydrant. The fire hydrant shall be subject to the 
approval of the Los Angeles Fire Department and Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power. 
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3. Findings 

While project impacts regarding the provision of fire services will likely be less than 
significant, measures have been P.roP.osed to further mitigate any imQact on fire services 
resulting from the project. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

It is estimated that the proposed project would generate 72 new incidents for Fire 
Station No. 92, the closest to the project site. This represents a 1.1 percent increase in 
demand on the LAFD fire protection and emergency medical services, a relatively low 
increase that would not require additional personnel or construction at any of the nearby 
stations. Nonetheless, mitigation measures are proposed so that the project can 
incorporate fire prevention and suppression features, and otherwise comply with 
relevant fire safety provisions, in order to ensure that impacts arising from the project 
are less than significant. 

Eleven of the related projects are located within Fire Station No. 92's "first-in" district. 
These related projects would cumulatively generate, in conjunction with the proposed 
project, the need for additional fire protection and emergency medical services. 
Although a cumulative increase in LAFD fire protection services would occur, 
cumulative project impacts on fire protection and emergency medical services would be 
reduced through regulatory compliance, similar to the proposed project. It should also 
be noted that the project, as well as related projects would generate revenue to the 
City's general fund in the form of net new property tax, direct (i.e., from on-site 
commercial uses) and indirect (i.e., from household spending) sales tax, utility user's 
tax, gross receipts tax, real estate transfer tax on residential initial sales and annual 
resales, and other miscellaneous household-related taxes (e.g., parking fines). This 
revenue could be used to fund LAFD expenditures as necessary to offset cumulative 
impacts to LAFD fire protection facilities and services. Therefore, cumulative impacts 
on fire protection and emergency medical services would be less than significant. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Public Services (Fire Protection
Operation), P. lease see Section IV.J.1-1 of the Draft EIR. 

F. Public Services Schools - Operation, Cumulative) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 
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Based on student generation factors provided by the LAUSD, the project is estimated to 
generate 32 elementary school students, 16 middle school students, and 20 high school 
students, for a total of 68 students. 

Students generated by the proposed project would attend Westwood Elementary 
School, Emerson Middle School, Webster Middle School, and University High School. 
When the conservative estimate of project-generated students is added to the projected 
seat availability at these schools, all school facilities serving the project site would be 
able to accommodate the new students with the exception of Westwood Elementary 
School. Westwood Elementary School would result in a shortage of 1 seat with the 
addition of the project, or a shortage of 31 seats below the 30 seat safety margin used 
by LAUSD for defining overcrowded schools. However, due to the anticipated 
demographics of the future residents of the project, the project's projected student 
generation is likely to be substantially less than the conservative estimate based on 
LAUSD student generation factors. Based on the expected site demographics, there 
would only be 10 elementary school students attending Westwood Elementary School, 
leaving a surplus of twenty seats. Potential school impacts would be off-site through the 
payment of developer fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995/SB-50. 

Eighteen of the related projects are located within the attendance boundaries of the 
schools serving the project site and are therefore included in the cumulative analysis. 
The proposed project in conjunction with related projects could generate 112 students 
at Westwood Elementary School, 103 students at Emerson Middle School, 58 students 
at Webster Middle School, and 96 students at University High School. Based on the 
2013 - 2014 estimates provide by LAUSD, all school facilities would be able to 
accommodate these new students with the exception of Westwood Elementary School. 
Westwood Elementary School would result in a shortage of 81 seats or 111 seats below 
the 30-seat safety factor with the addition of the proposed project and related projects. 
As with the proposed project, school impacts from related projects would be off-set 
through the payment of developer fees pursuant to Government Code Section 
65995/SB-50. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1: The project shall pay required school mitigation fees pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65995 and in compliance with SB 50 
(payment of develoQer fees} 

3. Findings 

While there is the potential for the project to generate significant impacts to schools, 
these can be reduced to a level that is less than significant via compliance with 
Mitigation Measure J.3-1. 
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4. Rationale for Findings 

The project is estimated to generate 32 elementary school students, 16 middle school 
students, and 20 high school students, for a total of 68 students. However, due to the 
anticipated demographics of the future residents of the project, the project's projected 
student generation is likely to be substantially less than the conservative estimate based 
on LAUSD student generation factors. Based on the expected site demographics, there 
would only be 10 elementary school students attending Westwood Elementary School, 
leaving a surplus of twenty seats. Potential school impacts would be off-site through the 
payment of developer fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995/SB-50. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Public Services (Parks and 
Recreation -Operation, Cumulative) please see Section IV.J.3-1 of the Draft EIR. 

G. Public Services (Parks and Recreation - Operation, Cumulative) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The proposed project's 283 dwelling units would generate approximately 379 new 
residents, increasing demand for park and recreation activity. To meet the project 
residents' need for park and recreation activities, the project would provide 
approximately 82,052 square feet (1.88 acres) of common open space and recreation 
area. This translates to a parkland-to-population ratio of 4.96 acres per 1,000 residents, 
thus exceeding both the City of Los Angeles long range and short/intermediate-range 
standards of 4.0 acres and 2.0 acres, respectively. The 82,052 square feet (1.88 acres) 
consists of approximately 70,720 square feet (1.62 acres) of common outdoor open 
space (ground-level open space and roof deck) and approximately 11,332 square feet 
(0.26 acre) of common indoor recreation area in the ancillary building. This level of open 
space and recreation service is substantially greater than the existing service levels of 
0.70 acres of neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 residents City wide, and 
0.77 acres of neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 residents in the West 
Los Angeles Community Plan area. The project's parkland-to-population ratio would 
also exceed the current Beverly Hills ratio of 2.24 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. 

The project's provision of open space would exceed the open space requirements 
established in Section 12.21 of the LAMC. Section 17.12 of the LAMC, the City's 
parkland dedication ordinance enacted under the Quimby Act, provides a formula for 
satisfying park and recreational uses through land dedication and/or the payment of in
lieu fees. Pursuant to Section 17 .12, 32 percent of the gross subdivision area would be 
required to be dedicated to the City of Los Angeles for park or recreational purposes. In 
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the case of the proposed project, this would equate to a land dedication of 0. 77 acre. 
Section 17 .12. F of the LAMC allows private recreational areas developed within a 
project site for use by the particular project's residents to be credited against the 
project's land dedication and/or in lieu fee requirement. 

Twenty related residential projects would contribute to increases in the need for 
additional parks and recreational facilities. The proposed project in conjunction with 
related projects could generate approximately 4, 138 residents. However, all related 
projects with residential uses would be required to comply with the requirements of the 
Quimby Act, and LAMC Sections 12.21 and 17.12. As such, potential cumulative 
impacts to parks and recreational facilities would be reduced to a less than significant 
level. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1: In the event that the project's amenities do not provide sufficient credit 
against the project's land dedication and/or in lieu fee requirement, the 
Applicant shall do one or more of the following at the discretion of the 
decision-maker: (1) dedicate additional parkland to meet the 
requirements of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 17 .12; (2) pay in
lieu fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall; or (3) provide 
on-site improvements equivalent in value to said in-lieu fees. 

3. Findings 

While there is the potential for the project to generate significant impacts to park and 
recreational facilities, these can be reduced to a level that is less than significant via 
compliance with Mitigation Measure J.5-1. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

While the proposed project would provide more common open space and recreation 
area per person than is required by the City of Los Angeles, it is possible that the 
project's amenities do not provide sufficient credit against the project's land dedication. 
To mitigate this impact, Mitigation Measure A-1 has been proposed which would allow 
the decision-maker to select the appropriate course of action to remedy the situation. 
These include the dedication of additional parkland to meet the requirements of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Section 17 .12, or paying in-lieu fees for any land dedication 
requirement shortfall. Therefore, potential significant impacts to park and recreational 
facilities associated with the proposed project would be reduced to a level that is less 
than significant via compliance with Mitigation Measure J.5-1. 

5. Reference 
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For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Public Services (Parks and 
Recreation -Operation, Cumulative) please see Section IV.J.5-1 of the Draft EIR. 

H. Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Construction, Operation, Cumulative 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Historical use of the project site may present a concern as contamination may have 
occurred from the former Union Oil Company portable island that occupied the site in 
the 1930s, or the former Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation stationary and print 
shop that occupied the site in the 1940s and 1950s. No agency records were found 
regarding these former uses. Therefore, Mitigation Measure F-1 is recommended in the 
event that contamination is found during excavation and grading. Project construction 
and operations would use typical construction and household products consistent with 
regulations for the ~rotection of the public from hazardous materials. 

The project site is located within a designated methane zone under the Los Angeles 
Methane Seepage Regulations and is therefore subject to soil gas testing and 
implementation of a methane mitigation system pursuant to the regulations. Mitigation 
Measures are proposed to ensure compliance with the City regulations, and to protect 
construction workers from methane exposure during the excavation of the project site. 

The project site is located within the primary area of the instrument approach to the 
Santa Monica Municipal Airport and within the Visual Flight Rule (VFR) Traffic Pattern 
Airspace. The maximum building height that would not affect operational procedures at 
the project site is 608 feet above ground level (AGL)/870 feet above mean sea level 
(AMSL), a substantially greater height than that of the proposed project. As such, the 
project would not affect operational procedures; however, the Applicant would file the 
appropriate forms subject to the approval of the FAA to ensure that the project would 
not result in significant impacts relative to airport safety. As a result, compliance with 
FAA guidelines would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant 
level. 

All development located within the vicinity of the project site would be subject to the 
same local, regional, State, and Federal regulations pertaining to hazards and 
hazardous materials. Therefore, with adherence to such regulations, the simultaneous 
development of the proposed project and related projects would not result in 
cumulatively significant impacts with regard to hazards and hazardous materials. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

F-1: If visual or olfactory indication of contamination is discovered during 
excavation or grading on-site, such activities shall be temporarily 
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halted and redirected around the area. The City of Los Angeles and 
appropriate regulatory agencies shall be notified and the appropriate 
evaluation and response measures implemented so as to render the 
area suitable for excavation and grading activities to resume. 

F-2: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall demonstrate 
compliance with Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
(LADBS) Methane Mitigation Standards for the appropriate Site Design 
Level pursuant to the City's Methane Seepage Regulations and to the 
satisfaction of the LADBS. 

F-3: During subsurface excavation activities, including borings, trenching, 
and grading, Cal-OSHA worker safety measures shall be implemented 
as required to preclude an exposure to unsafe levels of soil gases, 
including but not limited to methane. 

3. Findings 

All potentially significant impacts would be less than significant, with the implementation 
of the Mitigation Measures outlined in F-1 through F-3. 

4. Rationale 

Historic uses of the proposed project site indicate that prior contamination may have 
occurred. As no records were found describing these former uses, Mitigation Measure 
F-1 is recommended to alert site workers to watch for and address contamination that is 
found during excavation and grading. Furthermore, as the project site is located within a 
designated methane zone under the Los Angeles Methane Seepage Regulation, 
Mitigation Measure F-2 is proposed to ensure compliance with the City regulations, and 
to protect construction workers from methane exposure during the excavation. The 
project site is also located within the primary area of the instrument approach to the 
Santa Monica Municipal Airport and within the Visual Flight Rule (VFR) Traffic Pattern 
Airspace. As the proposed project is substantially lower than the maximum allowable 
building height compliant with aircraft operational procedures, the project will not result 
in significant impacts relative to airport safety. Nonetheless, to mitigate any potential 
impacts, the Applicant would file the appropriate forms, subject to FAA approval, to 
ensure that the Qroject is in compliance with relevant FAA guidelines. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
- Construction, Operation please see Section IV.F-1 of the Draft EIR. 
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I. Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater - Operation) 

1. Description of Environmental Effects 

Based on wastewater generation factors provided by LADWP, the proposed project is 
estimated to generate approximately 55,352 gpd (0.055 mgd) of wastewater on an 
average day and approximately 94,098 gpd (0.094 mgd) of wastewater on a peak day. 
This estimate is conservative as the project's water conservation features would reduce 
the wastewater generation further. 

The proposed project's wastewater would be conveyed via a new 250 foot long, 8-inch 
line to an existing 27-inch line on Century Boulevard East. LADWP has determined that 
the existing sewer infrastructure serving the project has sufficient capacity to serve the 
proposed project. The project would require construction of a new off-site line to meet 
to the sewer main-line in Century Park East. Mitigation Measure L.2-1, is included to 
ensure that the project infrastructure is consistent with the LADWP evaluation regarding 
capacity of the sewer network to meet project needs, and City regulations and 
standards for the provision of new sewer facilities. 

The wastewater generated by the proposed project would ultimately be conveyed via 
the Hyperion Treatment Conveyance System to HTP. The average dry water flow for 
the Hyperion Treatment Conveyance System service area is projected to be 
approximately 492.3 mgd in 2015, and 511.5 mgd in 2020. These forecasted increases 
in wastewater flows without the proposed project are well within the current Hyperion 
Treatment Conveyance System capacity of 550 mgd. According to these projections 
and based on existing capacity, the Hyperion Treatment Conveyance System would still 
have a capacity of 58 mgd (or 10 percent) in 2015, and 39 mgd (or 7 percent) in 2020; 
without considering a 20 mgd increase in capacity to 570 mgd expected with 
implementation of the City of Los Angeles Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) 
improvements. 

The proposed project's wastewater generation would contribute an average wastewater 
flow of 55,352 gpd (0.055 mgd) and a peak flow of 94,098 gpd (0.094 mgd). The 
amount could be easily accommodated within the projected available capacity. 
Furthermore, development of the project is consistent with the planned growth for the 
site under current zoning regulations. Therefore, development of the project site is 
within the anticipated growth projections taken into account by service providers such 
as LADWP. In addition, effluent conveyed to HTP would not have a significant effect on 
the Santa Monica Bay as HTP continually monitors all effluent, currently meets 
applicable water quality standards, and is required to comply with water quality 
standards established for beneficial uses. As such, the increase in wastewater flows 
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generated by the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on 
wastewater treatment facilities. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

L.2-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant shall provide 
plans for the proposed project's sewer infrastructure and main-line 
hook-up to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering for approval 
regarding adequacy of capacity and consistency with City sewer 
regulations and design standards. 

3. Findings 

While the increase in wastewater flows generated by the proposed project would have a 
less than significant impact on wastewater treatment facilities, a mitigation measure is 
proposed to ensure that the local sewer infrastructure has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the project's wastewater flow. 

4. Rationale 

The proposed project's wastewater generation can easily be accommodated within the 
projected available capacity. As development of the project is consistent with the 
anticipated growth for the site under current zoning regulations, the projected impacts 
arising from the project are likely to be less than significant. Nonetheless, pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure L.2-1, the Applicant will submit plans for the project's sewer 
infrastructure and main-line hook-up to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering 
for approval regarding adequacy of capacity and consistency with City sewer 
regulations and design standards. This mitigation measure will ensure that the local 
sewerage is sufficient to accommodate the project wastewater flow. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Wastewater - Operation, please 
see Section V.L.2-1 of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND 
UNAVOIDABLE 

A AestheticsNisual Resources, Light/Glare, and Shading (Shading -
Construction, Operations per the Century City North Specific Plan shading 
standard) 
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1. Description of Environmental Effects 

The proposed project would add new structures to the project site including the 460-foot 
residential tower. Limited shading would occur on the Los Angeles Country Club Golf 
Course across Santa Monica Boulevard from the proposed project site and on 
residential uses to the east of the project site. Shading at Beverly Hills High School, 
south of the project site, would be extremely limited. The shading would not exceed the 
significance durations at off-site sensitive uses that are established in the City's CEQA 
Thresholds Guide: more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 AM. and 3:00 P.M. 

Pacific Standard Time (PST), between late October and early April or more than four 
hours between the hours of 9:00 AM. and 5:00 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time (PDT) 
between early April and late October. 

Project shading would conservatively, however, exceed a Century City North Specific 
Plan (CCNSP) shading standard that seeks to avoid more than two-hours of shading 
between 8 AM. and 8 P.M. upon any detached single-family dwelling located outside of 
the Specific Plan Area. One single-family residential unit was identified that could be 
subject to shading in the project vicinity, however this unit is located in the City of 
Beverly Hills, on Durant Drive, in an area zoned multi-family and occupied by multi
family homes. Thus the single-family unit is an inconsistent use in a multi-family zoned 
area. Further, the City of Beverly Hills does not apply the CCNSP's shade standard - a 
City of Los Angeles policy - in EIRs for Beverly Hills' own projects. Based on the 
shading threshold used in recent Beverly Hills EIRs, the project would not have a 
significant impact on this Beverly Hills single-family unit. Beverly Hills has most recently 
applied the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide threshold in its EIRs, pursuant to which the 
project would result in a less than significant shade impact. Beverly Hills also applied a 
qualitative standard in the 9900 Wilshire project EIR, according to which "a project 
would have a significant impact if it would ... create a new source of shade or shadow 
which would adversely affect existing shade/shadow-sensitive structures or uses." 
Given that the single-family unit has a small outdoor area that is currently subject to 
shading from existing buildings and landscaping, particularly in the late afternoon; that 
shading effects would occur in limited times of the year; and, in particular, that such 
shading would occur in the summer and other warmer parts of the year when late 
afternoon shading can provide relief from heat buildup, the project would also not 
exceed this Beverly Hills shade/shadow threshold. 

However, conservatively applying the CCNSP's standard outside of the City of Los 
Angeles, the project would shade the single-family residential unit located in Beverly 
Hills for more than two hours between 8:00 AM. and 8:00 P.M. The greatest level of 
shading at that location occurs during the summer when shadows reach the single
fam ily unit at about approximately 2:45 in the afternoon and leave the unit at 
approximately 6:15 P.M. Thus, very conservatively applying a City of Los Angeles policy 
to a Beverly Hills home, which is an inconsistent use in a multi-family zoned area in 
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Beverly Hills, the project would result in significant shade/shadow impacts on one 
single-family residential unit for about half the year. The project would not result in any 
shade/shadow impacts to single-family homes located in the City of Los Angeles under 
this standard. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

There are no measures available/applicable to mitigate the impact the project would 
have on shade in the surrounding area. 

3. Findings 

The proposed project would exceed a CCNSP two-hour shading standard at one single
family residential unit in Beverly Hills, an impact for which there is no mitigation 
measure available/applicable. 

4. Rationale 

The project would shade the single-family residential unit located in Beverly Hills for 
more than two hours between 8:00 AM. and 8:00 P.M. However the actual shading 
effects occurring are considered negligible as the single-family unit has a small outdoor 
area that is currently subject to shading from existing buildings and landscaping, 
particularly in the late afternoon; shading effects would occur in limited times of the 
year; and, in particular, that such shading would occur in the summer and other warmer 
parts of the year when late afternoon shading can provide relief from heat buildup. 
Further, the single-family unit is an inconsistent use in a multi-family zoned area in 
Beverly Hills, which does not apply the CCNSP's shade standard - a City of Los 
Angeles policy. Off-site shading impacts would not exceed CEQA significance 
thresholds at any off-site sensitive location, and therefore would not significantly affect 
off-site shade sensitive activities. Further, the two-hour CCNSP standard is not included 
within Beverly Hills policies. Notwithstanding, exceeding the two-hour CCNSP standard 
has been conservatively identified as a potentially significant impact. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Shading impacts, please see 
Section IV.A-1 of the Draft EIR. 

B. Air Quality- Construction 

1. Description of Environmental Effect 
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Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create air quality impacts 
through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips 
generated from construction workers traveling to and from the project site. In addition, 
fugitive dust emissions would result from excavation and debris removal. Mobile source 
emissions, primarily NOx, would result from the use of construction equipment such as 
dozers, loaders, and cranes. During the finishing phase, paving operations and the 
application of architectural coatings (i.e., paints) and other building materials would 
release volatile organic compounds. Construction emissions can vary substantially from 
day-to-day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust 
the prevailing weather conditions. 

The analysis of construction impacts on air quality under conservative construction 
program assumptions indicates that construction-related daily maximum regional 
emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds for CO, PM2.5, 
VOC, or SOX. However, maximum regional emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
daily significance thresholds for NOx and PM10 during periods of heavy use of heavy
duty construction equipment. Therefore, regional construction emissions resulting from 
the project would result in a significant short-term impact. Impacts may be reduced due 
to (a less intensive buildout schedule (lower daily emissions occurring over a longer 
time interval) occurs. 

The maximum localized construction em1ss1on estimates do not exceed the local 
significance thresholds (LSTs) for any of the criteria pollutants for which local impacts 
were analyzed (NOx, CO, PM10 or PM2.5). The results of localized dispersion modeling 
show that the annual PM10 concentrations resulting from construction emissions would 
not exceed the threshold of 1 ug/m3 at the closest sensitive receptors. However, 
maximum N02 -1-hour and annual concentrations during construction activities would 
exceed the significance thresholds at the closest residential uses to the east of the 
project site and the high school to the south. As such, localized air quality impacts 
during construction would be significant for N02 and mitigation measures would be 
required. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

B-1: General contractors shall implement a fugitive dust control program 
pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403. 

B-2: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in 
accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

B-3: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions. 
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B-4: Construction em1ss1ons shall be phased and scheduled to avoid 
emissions peaks and discontinued during second-stage smog alerts. 

B-5: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline
powered generators shall be used, if ower 12oles are available. 

B-6: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five 
minutes, both on- and off-site. 

B-7: The Applicant shall utilize coatings and solvents that are consistent 
with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. 

B-8: The Applicant shall moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to 
moving soil or conduct whatever watering is necessary to prevent 
visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet in any direction. 

B-9: The Applicant shall apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to 
manufacturer's specifications to disturbed surface areas (completed 
grading areas) within five days of completing grading or apply non
toxic dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to maintain a stabilized 
surface. 

B-10: Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil dirt) with 5 percent or greater silt content 
shall be watered twice daily, enclosed, covered, or treated with non
toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturer's specifications. 

B-11: The Applicant shall water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or 
cover them with tarps, plastic sheets or other coverings. 

B-12: The Applicant shall water exposed surfaces at least three times a day 
under calm conditions. Water as often as needed on windy days when 
winds are less than 25 miles per hour or during very dry weather in 
order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the release of visible 
emissions from the construction site. 

B-13: All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials off-site shall 
be covered or wetted or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard 
(i.e., minimum vertical distance between the top of the material and the 
top of the truck). Wash mud-covered tires and under-carriages of 
trucks leaving construction sites. 

B-14: The Applicant shall sweep adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt 
dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be 
carried off by trucks departing the site. 
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B-15: The Applicant shall securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp on any 
truck leaving the construction site. 

B-16: The Applicant shall cease grading during Qeriods when winds exceed 
25 miles per hour. 

B-17: During construction, the Project shall use contractors with haul trucks 
meeting either EPA Model Year 2010 or EPA Model Year 2007 NOx 
emissions levels when such equipment is reasonably available to 
achieve a goal that at least 33 percent of the haul truck fleet meets this 
standard. 

B-18: On-site equipment greater than 250 horse power, which are on-site for 
six or more consecutive work days, shall meet Tier 3 or 4 emissions 
standards and be outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. If 
newer model year engines are not reasonably available, then older 
equipment engines may be retrofitted to meet Tier 3 or 4 emissions. A 
copy of each unit's certified tier specification and BACT documentation 
shall be available for inspection during construction. 

B-19: Construction contractors supplying heavy duty diesel equipment, 
greater than 50 hp, shall be encouraged to apply for AQMD SOON 
funds. Information including the AQMD website shall be provided to 
each contractor which uses heavy duty diesel for on-site construction 
activities. 

B-20: The Applicant shall reimburse Beverly Hills High School for the service 
needed to replace air filters along the northern side of the High School 
Science and Technology Center at three month intervals during project 
construction. 

3. Findings 

Regional construction emissions resulting from the project would result in a significant 
short-term impact during periods of high use of heavy-duty construction equipment. This 
use would see maximum regional emissions exceed the SCAQMD daily significance 
thresholds for NOx and PM10. Localized air quality impacts during construction would 
be significant for N02, as maximum N02 concentrations during construction activities 
would exceed the significance thresholds at the closest residential uses to the east of 
the project site and the high school to the south. Specific mitigation measures have 
been proposed, as outlined above, to mitigate these potentially significant impacts, 
however impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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4. Rationale 

Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create significant and 
unavoidable regional and local air quality impacts. While construction-related daily 
maximum regional emissions would likely not exceed the SCAQMD daily significance 
thresholds for CO, PM2.5, VOC, or SOX, NOx and PM10 emissions would exceed the 
SCAQMD regional daily significance thresholds during periods of high use of heavy
duty construction equipment. Furthermore, while dispersion modeling analysis indicates 
that the annual PM10 concentrations emitted during construction would not exceed the 
threshold of 1 ug/m3 at the closest sensitive receptors, maximum N02 concentrations 
during construction activities would exceed the allowable thresholds at the closest 
residential uses to the east and the high school to the south. These construction 
impacts are typical of those found during construction of similar size projects and are 
short-term and intermittent in nature. Specific mitigation measures have been proposed 
to mitigate these potentially significant impacts. These focus in part on the technologies 
used during construction, techniques used for storing and moving building materials, 
provision of air filters at the high school adjacent to the project site, as well as 
accounting for the effects of local weather on construction-related emissions. Despite 
the measures outlined above, these effects to air quality remain potentially significant 
and unavoidable. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Air Quality - Construction, please 
see Section IV.B-1 of the Draft EIR. 

C. Noise - Construction 

1. Description of Environmental Effect 

Noise impacts would occur during project construction due to the operation of 
construction equipment such as loaders, backhoes, excavators, dozers, drill rigs, 
concrete pump trucks, pavers, water trucks, generators, etc. No blasting or impact pile 
driving would be used. Construction of the proposed project is estimated to last 
approximately three years, during which time noise levels due to construction would be 
of varying, intermittent durations and intensities. Noise impacts would be most 
noticeable at nearby sensitive receptors including the residential neighborhood located 
across Moreno Drive in Beverly Hills (in particular, the nearest residential units, directly 
across Moreno Drive) and Beverly Hills High School (in particular, the high school 
Science and Technology Center building that is located adjacent to the project site). 
The estimated noise levels would exceed the significance thresholds at the sensitive 
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receptor locations, notwithstanding project design features to reduce such impacts, 
including the use of sound barriers. 

Project construction would generate varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on 
the construction procedures and the construction equipment used. The construction 
activities that typically generate the most severe vibrations, blasting and impact pile 
driving, would not be used for this project. The operation of construction equipment 
generates vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with 
distance from the source. The level of vibration due to project construction would not 
exceed significance thresholds related to the protection of buildings from damage. The 
level would just slightly exceed the most conservative vibration thresholds related to 
human annoyance, and that occurring at just the nearest residential unit across Moreno 
Drive and at the high school Science and Technology Center. The level of vibration 
would also exceed the significance threshold for the use of highly vibration sensitive 
scientific equipment, should such equipment be used in class-rooms along the northern 
side of the Science and Technology Center. Such potentially significant impacts would 
occur only at those infrequent times when the equipment types that create the greatest 
impacts are operating along the edge of the project site nearest to the sensitive 
receptors. Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce such potentially significant 
impacts. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

1-1: Exterior on-site construction activities shall be limited to Monday 
through Friday from 7:00 AM. to 9:00 P.M. 

1-2: The construction staging area shall be located within the project site. 

1-3: To avoid vibration impacts to the nearest residential unit to the project 
site, construction equipment within 75 feet of that unit (i.e. 15 feet 
within the project site) shall limit vibration equipment to machinery 
expected to generate no more than 85 VdB at 25 feet. (See Vibration 
Mitigation Zone 1 figure.) 

1-4: The Applicant shall designate a construction relations officer to serve 
as a liaison with surrounding property owners including Beverly Hills 
High School. The liaison shall be responsible for responding to 
concerns regarding construction noise or vibration. The liaison's 
te lephone number(s) shall be posted at multiple locations along the 
perimeter of the project site. In addition, the liaison shall coordinate 
with Beverly Hills High School administration in advance of, and 
throughout project construction to reduce disruption of class-room 
activities. The liaison shall work with the School administration to 
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identify opportunities to reduce conflicts with school activities through 
work scheduling and the arrangement of construction activities on the 
project site. 

1-5: To avoid vibration impacts on student activity: in the Science and 
Technology Center: 

a) High vibration construction activities shall be avoided within 35 feet 
of the Science and Technology Center (i.e. along the southern 10 
feet of the project site facing that building) during class-room 
sessions, when school is in session. (See Vibration Mitigation Zone 
2 Figure.) 

b) If based on consultation with the administrator at Beverly Hills High 
School it is determined that highly sensitive equipment, e.g. 
microscopes, are in use at the Science and Technology Center, high 
vibration activities within 100 feet of that building shall be 
coordinated through consultation between the construction relations 
officer and the school administrator to reduce impacts at times of 
equipment use through scheduling, staging and equipment control 
of construction activities. (See Vibration Mitigation Zone 3 Figure.) 

3. Findings 

Despite the use of design features, such as sound barriers, estimated noise levels 
would exceed the significance thresholds at the sensitive receptor locations after 
mitigation. Although this project would not use construction methods that produce high 
levels of vibrations, it would generate vibrations slightly in excess of the significant 
thresholds at sensitive receptor locations even after incorporation of mitigation 
measures. 

4. Rationale 

While no blasting or impact pile driving would be used, construction of the project would 
generate significant noise and vibration impacts. In order to mitigate the effect of 
construction noise on nearby sensitive receptors, design features have been 
implemented, including the use of sound barriers and control of on-site construction 
activity. Furthermore, the potentially significant noise-related impacts arising from 
construction of the proposed project would be mitigated through Mitigation Measures 1-1 
and 1-2. Mitigation Measures 1-3 and 1-5 are proposed to reduce vibration impacts. 
Mitigation Measure 1-4 would reduce both noise and vibration impacts through 
scheduling and arrangement of construction activities on the project site in a manner 
that would reduce impacts at adjacent properties. The later measure will require the 
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Applicant to designate a construction relations officer to serve as a liaison with 
surrounding property owners including Beverly Hills High School, in order to deal with 
any issues that may arise. Nonetheless, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Noise - Construction, please see 
Section IV.1-1 of the Draft EIR. 

X. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

A Summary of Findings 

Based upon the following analysis, the City finds, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15096(g)(2), that no alternative or feasible mitigation measure within its powers would 
substantially lessen or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the 
environment. 

B. Project Objectives 

An important consideration in the analysis of alternatives to the Project is the degree to 
which such alternatives would achieve the objectives of the Project. To facilitate this 
comparison, the objectives of the Project contained in Section I, Executive Summary, of 
the Final EIR, are re-stated below. 

1. Support regional mobility goals by maximizing housing within an existing activity 
center with existing infrastructure to reduce vehicle trips and infrastructure costs, 
consistent with policies of SCAG, SCAQMD and California AB-32. 

2. Provide high-density housing that contributes to the housing needs of the City, 
consistent with the development objectives of the West Los Angeles Community 
Plan. 

3. Assist Century City in achieving its original vision of being a well-balanced, urban 
community in which people can "live, work, and play." 

4. Maximize residential activity in the vicinity of the key public transit facilities serving 
the project site, including the numerous regional bus lines provided by six transit 
agencies and the proposed Metro Purple Line subway extension. 

5. Maximize the residential support base for the retail and entertainment activities in 
Century City. 
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6. Improve street-level pedestrian connectivity and activity as called for in the 2007 
Greening of Century City Pedestrian Connectivity Plan. 

7. Build a distinctive structure at a key gateway to the Century City. 

8. Create a secure, convenient, urban development with state-of-the-art recreation 
facilities and gardens to serve project residents. 

9. Provide a substantial amount of open space on-site to provide buffering from public 
byways. 

10. Incorporate sustainable elements of design, construction, and operation to meet the 
standards of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification by 
the U.S. Green Building Council. 

11. Maximize the site's in-fill development potential through the use of previously entitled 
Replacement Trips available at the project site. 

12. Strengthen the economic vitality of the region by maximizing work for the 
construction industry. 

13. Maximize future economic expansion by providing high density housing within a 
community that has the necessary infrastructure to support the development. 

C. Project Alternatives 

In addition to the project, the Draft EIR evaluated a reasonable range of four 
alternatives to the project. These alternatives are: (1) No Project/No Build Alternative; 
(2) Reduced Project- Residential/Hotel - With Existing Trips Alternative; (3) Reduced 
Project - Office - With Existing Trips Alternative; and (4) Reduced Density Residential 
Alternative. In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the project 
include "No project" alternatives and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant 
adverse impacts of the project. These alternatives and their impacts, which are 
summarized below, are more fully described in Section V of the Draft EIR. 

1. Alternative 1 - No Pro·ect I No Build Alternative 

a. Description of Alternative 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project/No Build Alternative for a 
development project on an identifiable property consists of the circumstance under 
which the project does not proceed. Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the Guidelines states 
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that, "in certain instances, the No Project/No Build Alternative means 'no build' wherein 
the existing environmental setting is maintained." Accordingly, for purposes of this 
analysis, the No Project/No Build Alternative (Alternative 1) assumes that no new 
development would occur within the project site. Thus, the 283 unit, up to 39 story 
residential building, with the ancillary building and site open space, would not be 
developed. The project site would continue to have the existing site entitlements 
associated with the 2, 143 Replacement Trips available for the project site. If residential 
development were not pursued at the project site it is likely that another project for the 
project site wishing to avail itself of the Replacement Trips would be proposed. 

Under Alternative 1, the project site would remain undeveloped and vacant. 
Environmental effects under this Alternative would be similar to the negligible effects for 
most issues associated with existing undeveloped site conditions, as described in the 
existing setting sections of each analysis in Section IV of the Draft EIR. 

b. Impact Summary of Alternative 1 

Implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative assumes that no new 
development would occur within the project site; and that the site would remain 
undeveloped and vacant. Environmental effects under this Alternative would be similar 
to the negligible effects for most issues associated with existing undeveloped site 
conditions. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in new environmental 
impacts, and overall would result in a reduced level of impact when compared to the 
proposed project. Additionally, the project's significant and unavoidable short-term 
construction impacts on air quality and noise/vibration would be avoided under this 
Alternative. However, under the No Project/No Build Alternative the majority of the 
objectives established for the project would not be attained. 

c. Finding 

With this Alternative, the new environmental impacts projected to occur from 
development of the project would be avoided or reduced. Therefore, this Alternative 
would be an environmentally superior alternative to the Project. However, this 
Alternative does not meet the objectives of the Project. It is found pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in Section XIII 
of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible the No 
Project/No Build Alternative described in the EIR. 

d. Rationale for Finding 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. It 
would not contribute high density housing to Century City and therefore would not meet 
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the key development objective's that support local and regional plans. It would not 
maximize housing within an existing activity center with existing infrastructure to reduce 
vehicle trips and infrastructure costs (Objective 1 ); or provide residential development to 
support the housing needs of the City (Objective 2). Further, it would not contribute to 
the development of Century City vision as a well-balanced, urban community in which 
people can "live, work, and play" (Objective 3). The alternative would also not maximize 
residential activity along public transit facilities (Objective 4), nor maximize the 
residential support base for the Century City retail and entertainment activities 
(Objective 5). 

By leaving the project site in its current underutilized disturbed condition, the No Project 
-- /No Build Alternative would not provide a distinctive structure at a key gateway to 
Century City (Objective 7); would not provide street-level pedestrian activity and 
connectivity as called for in the 2007 Greening of Century City Pedestrian Connectivity 
Plan (Objective 6); and would not contribute to sustainable development within the 
region (Objective 11 ). Further it would not provide a secure, convenient urban 
development with state of the art recreation facilities and gardens to serve project 
residents (Objective 8), or enhanced buffering with neighboring uses (Objective 9). 
Lastly, the alternative would not contribute to the project's economic objectives, as it 
includes no development and provides no economic benefit. It would not strengthen the 
regional economy through the provision of work for the construction industry (Objective 
12), maximize the site's in-fill development potential given the number of Replacement 
Trips available at the project site (Objective 11 ), or maximize economic expansion 
through the provision of high density housing (Objective 13). 

e. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 1, please see Section 
V of the Draft EIR. 

2. Alternative 2: Reduced Project - Residential/Hotel - With Existing 
Trips Alternative 

a. Description of Alternative 

Alternative 2, the Residential/Hotel Alternative would reduce the size of the project by 
replacing a large number of the residential units with hotel rooms. The alternative would 
have 100 residential units and 138 hotel rooms, the maximum unit count per the 
Replacement Trips available at the project site. The hotel component would also include 
10,000 sq.ft. of hotel related/support uses, the maximum allowed under a hotel/non
retail classification in the CCNSP. Support uses would include a restaurant/bar, a small 
banquet facility and provision for sundry sales. This alternative would reduce building 
area (and related construction impacts) from 469,575 sq.ft. to 289,500, a reduction of 
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approximately 38 percent. It is assumed that this alternative would use a site design 
similar to that of the proposed project, would reduce the amount of construction, and 
thus construction related impacts through a reduction in building heights. Accordingly, 
the residential and hotel uses would be provided in a roughly estimated 23 story tower, 
up to approximately 375 feet in height. Parking would be provided in a 4-story ancillary 
parking structure to provide the 319 parking spaces that would be required for such a 
project. The two buildings would have floor-plate areas and site locations similar to 
those of the proposed project. 

b. Impact Summary of Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 would have significant construction noise/vibration and air quality impacts 
similar to those of the proposed project, although the number of days during which they 
would occur would be reduced slightly. Further, this alternative would, like the proposed 
project, exceed the two-hour shading standard established in the Century City North 
Specific Plan. Long term operations impacts of this alternative would be greater on air 
quality/greenhouse gas emissions, land use, noise, police services and traffic. Impacts 
on other topics would be similar to or less than those of the proposed projects. This 
alternative would not fully meet most of the project objectives. 

c. Finding 

With this Alternative, the new environmental impacts projected to occur from 
development of Alternative 2 would be generally similar to those projected to occur from 
the proposed Project, with several areas resulting in greater impacts than the Project. 
Therefore, this Alternative would not be environmentally superior to the Project, and it is 
found pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in 
Section XIII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible 
the No Project/Development in Accordance with Existing Plans Alternative described in 
the EIR. 

d. Rationale for Finding 

The Reduced Project -- Residential/Hotel Alternative would provide less residential 
development than the proposed project and therefore would not meet the project's key 
development objectives that support local and regional plans. With less residential 
development, the alternative would not maximize housing within an existing activity 
center with existing infrastructure to reduce vehicle trips and infrastructure costs 
consistent with regional and state land use policies, and therefore would not achieve 
Objective 1. The alternative would also not provide high-density housing to the same 
extent as the project and therefore would not meet the housing needs of the City to the 
same extent as the project (Objective 2). The alternative would partially contribute to 
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support of the Century City vision as a well-balanced, urban community in which people 
can "live, work, and play" (Objective 3) by adding population and visitors to the land use 
mix. However, the alternative would not meet the objective as well as the proposed 
project, as it would not contribute the same opportunity for people to live in walking 
distance of their work, shopping and entertainment activities. The alternative would also 
not meet Objectives 4 or 5 as well as the proposed project as it would not maximize 
residential activity in the vicinity of key public transit facilities or maximize the residential 
support base for the retail and entertainment activities in the project area, although hotel 
visitors might partake in Century City activities. 

The Reduced Project -- Residential/Hotel Alternative could meet the proposed project's 
objective of creating a distinctive structure at a key gateway to Century City (Objective 
7), but with a lower building height might not contribute in the same manner as the 
proposed project. The alternative could provide street-level pedestrian activity and 
connectivity as called for in the 2007 Greening of Century City Pedestrian Connectivity 
Plan (Objective 6). However, the alternative would only partially meet the sustainability 
intent of Objective 10, due its lack of contribution to a land use pattern that better 
supports sustainability. The alternative would meet Objective 8 regarding provision of a 
secure, convenient urban development with state of the art recreation facilities and 
gardens to serve project residents (and hotel visitors), and Objective 9 regarding 
provision of buffering with neighboring uses. However, with the smaller full-time 
residential population, the alternative would likely not support the same extent of open 
space amenity as would the proposed project. The alternative would partially meet 
Objective 12 by contributing to the strengthening of the regional economy through the 
provision of work for the construction industry, but with its smaller building profile, not to 
the same extent as the proposed project. The alternative would maximize the site's in-fill 
development potential through utilization of all of the Replacement Trips available at the 
project site (Objective 11 ), but would not maximize economic expansion through the 
provision of high density housing (Objective 13). 

e. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 2, please see Section 
V of the Draft EIR. 

3. Alternative 3: Reduced Project - Office - With Existing Trips 
Alternative 

f. Description of Alternative 

The Reduced Project -- Office With Existing Trips Alternative would develop an office 
building in place of the proposed residential building. The 2, 143 Replacement Trips 
available for the site would allow for 153,000 sq.ft. of office space. This alternative is 
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proposed in response to the site's C2-2-0 zoning designation, the fact that this was the 
site's previous use, and it is indicative of a potential future use, if the proposed project 
does not proceed. This alternative would reduce the amount of building (and related 
construction impacts) required, reducing FAR area from 469,575 sq.ft. to 153,000 sq.ft., 
a reduction of approximately 67 percent. The office building would require 306 parking 
spaces. One potential arrangement would be a five story building inclusive of one 
subterranean level; and a floor-plate of approximately 250 feet by 210 feet (a lot 
coverage of about 50%). 

g. Impact Summary of Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 would have significant construction noise and air quality impacts similar to 
those of the proposed project, although the number of days during which they would 
occur would be reduced slightly. The alternative would reduce the amount of shading to 
a level that would be less than the two-hour shading standard established in the 
CCNSP. Long term operations impacts of this alternative would be greater on air 
quality/greenhouse gas emissions, land use, fire services, police services and traffic. 
Impacts on other topics would be similar to or less than those of the proposed project. 
This alternative would not fully meet most of the project objectives. 

h. Finding 

This Alternative results in generally similar impacts as compared to the project, although 
some of the environmental impacts projected to occur from development of the project 
would be greater and some areas would be reduced. However, this Alternative does 
not meet the objectives of the project. It is found pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations identified in Section XIII of these Findings 
(Statement of Overriding Considerations), make infeasible the Reduced Project 
Alternative described in the EIR. 

i. Rationale for Finding 

The Reduced Project -- Office with Existing Trips Alternative would not meet the 
project's key development objective's that support local and regional plans. The 
alternative would not contribute high density housing to Century City. It would not 
maximize housing within an existing activity center with existing infrastructure to reduce 
vehicle trips and infrastructure canst consistent with regional and state land use 
policies, and therefore would not achieve Objective 1. The alternative would also not 
provide high-density housing to meet the housing needs of the City (Objective 2). The 
alternative would partially contribute to support of the Century City vision as a well
balanced, urban community in which people can "live, work, and play" (Objective 3) by 
adding employees to the land use mix. However, the alternative would not meet the 
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objective as well as the proposed project. It would add a considerable number of 
employees to an area that would be well served by more housing. As discussed in the 
evaluation of Land Use impacts for this alternative above, this alternative would 
contribute more employment opportunities to an area that is jobs rich, where-as the 
proposed project, consistent with the objective, would add new population to the jobs 
rich area. Also, the alternative would not maximize residential activity in the vicinity of 
key public transit facilities (Objective 4), nor maximize the residential support base for 
the Century City retail and entertainment activities (Objective 5). 

j. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 3, please see Section 
V of the Draft EIR. 

4. Alternative 4: Reduced Density Residential Alternative 

k. Description of Alternative 

The Reduced Density Residential Alternative would reduce the amount of residential 
development within the project site by 25 percent. Such a reduction would reduce the 
number of residential units on the project site from 283 units to 212 units. The area of 
the residential tower would be reduced to 352, 181 square feet. The alternative would 
use only 1,607 of the available 2, 143 Replacement Trips. It is assumed that the 
reduction in size would be accommodated by reducing the height of the building by 
approximately 25 percent with the placement of buildings similar to that of the proposed 
project. The height of the alternative would be approximately 345 feet high. The 
alternative would require 531 parking spaces that would be provided within one semi
subterranean parking level and a six-story ancillary building at the same location as the 
proposed project's ancillary building. 

I. Impact Summary of Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 would have significant construction noise/vibration and air quality impacts 
similar to those of the proposed project, although the number of days during which they 
would occur would be reduced slightly. Further, this alternative would, like the proposed 
project, exceed the two-hour shading standard established in the CCNSP. Long term 
operations impacts of this alternative would generally be similar to or less than those of 
the proposed project. This alternative would not fully meet most of the project 
objectives. 

m. Finding 

;) 39~ 

RL0023907 



EM20710 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 140 

This Alternative results in generally similar impacts as compared to the project with the 
exception of traffic impacts and utilities and services impacts, which would be less 
under this Alternative. However, this Alternative does not meet the objectives of the 
Project. It is found pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section XIII of these Findings (Statement of Overriding Considerations), 
make infeasible the Modified Project Alternative described in the EIR. 

n. Rationale for Finding 

The Reduced Density Residential Alternative would provide less residential 
development than the proposed project and therefore would not meet the project's key 
development objectives that support local and regional plans. With less residential 
development, the alternative would not maximize housing within an existing activity 
center with existing infrastructure to reduce vehicle trips and infrastructure costs 
consistent with regional and state land use policies, and therefore would not achieve 
Objective 1. The alternative would also not provide high-density housing to the same 
extent as the project and therefore would not meet the housing needs of the City to the 
same extent as the project (Objective 2). The alternative would partially contribute to 
support of the Century City vision as a well-balanced, urban community in which people 
can "live, work, and play" (Objective 3) by adding population and visitors to the land use 
mix. However, the alternative would not meet the objective as well as the proposed 
project, as it would not contribute the same opportunity for people to live in walking 
distance of their work, shopping and entertainment activities. The alternative would also 
not maximize residential activity in the vicinity of key public transit facilities or maximize 
the residential support base for the retail and entertainment activities in the project area, 
and thus would not meet Objectives 4 or 5. 

The Reduced Density Residential Alternative could meet the proposed project's 
objective of creating a distinctive structure at a key gateway to Century City (Objective 
7). The alternative could provide street-level pedestrian activity and connectivity as 
called for in the 2007 Greening of Century City Pedestrian Connectivity Plan (Objective 
6). However, the alternative would only partially meet the sustainability intent of 
Objective 10, due its lack of contribution to a land use pattern that better supports 
sustainability. The alternative would meet Objective 8 regarding provision of a secure, 
convenient urban development with state of the art recreation facilities and gardens to 
serve project residents, and Objective 9 regarding Qrovision of buffering with 
neighboring uses. 

The alternative would not meet Objective 11 regarding maximization of the site's in-fill 
development potential through the use of the previously entitled Replacement Trips that 
are available at the project site, since the alternative would not use all of the 
Replacement Trips available for development of the site. The alternative would not meet 
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Objective 12 by contributing to the strengthening of the regional economy by 
maximizing work for the construction industry, since the alternative would build a 
reduced development as compared to the project. The alternative would also not meet 
Objective 13 regarding maximization of economic expansion through the provision of 
high density housing. 

o. Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts associated with Alternative 4, please see Section 
V of the Draft EIR. 

D. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives 
to a proposed project shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
alternatives evaluated in an EIR. The Guidelines also state that should it be determined 
that the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR shall 
identify another environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives. 
With respect to identifying an environmentally superior alternative among those 
analyzed in this Draft EIR, the range of feasible alternatives includes the No Project/No 
Build Alternative; the Reduced Project - Residential/Hotel Alternative, the Reduced 
Project - Office with Existing Trips Alternative, and the Reduced Density Residential 
Alternative. 

A comparative summary of the environmental impacts anticipated under each 
Alternative with the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project is 
provided in Section V. Alternatives of the Draft Environmental Impact Report. A more 
detailed description of the potential impacts associated with each alternative is provided 
above. Pursuant to Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis below 
addresses the ability of the Alternatives to "avoid or substantially lessen one or more of 
the significant effects" of the project. 

Of the Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, the No Project/No Build Alternative is 
considered the overall environmentally superior alternative as it would reduce the vast 
majority of the project impacts and avoid the project's significant short-term impacts on 
noise, vibration and air quality that would occur during project construction. However, 
as indicated above, this Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines requirement to identify an environmentally 
superior alternative other than the No Project Alternative, a comparative evaluation of 
the remaining alternatives indicates that the Reduced Project - Office with Existing 
Trips Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, relative to the other 
alternatives. It would reduce the project's potentially significant noise/vibration, air 
quality and shading impacts to a greater extent than the other alternatives. It would 

;) 41~ 

RL0023909 



EM20712 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 142 

reduce the two-hour CCNSP shading standard impact to a less than significant level; 
however the construction air quality and noise impacts would continue to be significant 
and unavoidable. Further, while this alternative does reduce some project impacts, it 
increases others. Most notably this alternative would generate more traffic than would 
the proposed project, and it would not contribute to the land use patterns in City and 
regional policies that favor the establishment of more residential development in 
Century City. Further, this alternative would not meet many of the objectives of the 
proposed project, and would only partially meet others. While the Reduced Density 
Residential Alternative would reduce some non-significant impacts of the project, it 
would not eliminate the significant shading impact as would the Reduced Project -
Office with Existing Trips Alternative; and would not reduce the significant construction 
noise/vibration and air quality impacts to the same extent as that alternative. 

XI. FINDINGS REGARDING OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A Growth Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to discuss the ways the 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth or the construction of 
additional housing, directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Growth
inducing impacts include the removal of obstacles to population growth (e.g., the 
expansion of a wastewater treatment plant allowing more development in a service 
area) and the development and construction of new service facilities that could 
significantly effect the environment individually or cumulatively. In addition, growth must 
not be assumed as beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

The proposed project would involve the development of 283 multi-family residential 
units at 10000 Santa Monica Boulevard in Century City. The development of new 
residential units would not cause a progression of growth beyond the project itself. The 
project site is located in a very urbanized area that is served by current infrastructure 
(e.g., roads and utilities), and community service facilities (e.g., police, fire, schools, and 
libraries). The project's only infrastructure improvements would consist of tie-ins to the 
existing utility main-lines already serving the project area. 

The proposed project's 283 residential units would generate a residential population of 
approximately 379 new residents. This generated population growth would not exceed 
the established SCAG regional forecast for the City of Los Angeles or the Century City 
Community Plan area. Further, the project is being developed consistent with the 
provisions of the CCNSP which includes a program to limit development within Century 
City under a system of Cumulative Automobile Trip Generation Potential (CATGP); and 
which ties growth allowed under the CATGP to the planned infrastructure that serves 
Century City. 
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Therefore, the project would not spur additional growth in Century City other than that 
already anticipated in the CCNSP, and would not eliminate impediments to growth. 
Therefore, the project would not foster growth inducing impacts. 

B. Significant Irreversible Impacts 

According to Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is 
required to address any significant irreversible environmental changes that would occur 
should the proposed project be implemented. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2(c) indicates: "Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued 
phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources 
makes removal or nonuse thereafter likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary 
impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a previously 
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible 
damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. 
Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 
consumption is justified." 

The project would necessarily consume limited, slowly renewable and non-renewable 
resources. This consumption would occur during the construction phase of the project 
and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Project development would 
require a commitment of resources that would include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel 
and operational materials/resources, and (3) the transportation of goods and people to 
and from the project site. Project construction would require the consumption of 
resources that are non-replenishable or may renew so slowly as to be considered non
renewable. These resources would include the following construction supplies: certain 
types of lumber and other forest products; aggregate materials used in concrete and 
asphalt such as sand, gravel and stone; metals such as steel, copper, and lead; 
petrochemical construction materials such as plastics; and water. Furthermore, 
nonrenewable fossil fuels such as gasoline and oil would also be consumed in the use 
of construction vehicles and equi12ment, as well as the transportation of goods and 
people to and from the project site. 

Project operation would continue to expend nonrenewable resources that are currently 
consumed within the City of Los Angeles. These include energy resources such as 
electricity and natural gas, petroleum-based fuels required for vehicle-trips, fossil fuels, 
and water. Fossil fuels would represent the primary energy source associated with both 
construction and ongoing operation of the project, and the existing, finite supplies of 
these natural resources would be incrementally reduced. Project operation would occur 
in accordance with Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations, as wells as 
numerous local regulations and proposed project design features which establish 
conservation practices that would limit the amount of energy consumed by the project. 

;) 43~ 

RL0023911 



EM20714 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 144 

However, the energy requirements associated with the project would still represent a 
long-term commitment of essentially nonrenewable resources. 

Continued use of such resources would be on a relatively small scale and consistent 
with regional and local growth forecasts in the area, as well as state and local goals for 
reductions in the consumption of such resources. Further, the project would not affect 
access to existing resources, nor interfere with the production or delivery of such 
resources. 

The project includes numerous project design features that would reduce the 
consumption of non-renewable resources. Most notably, the proposed project would 
provide high density housing within a mixed-use regional center containing commercial 
and entertainment activities, as well as residential and office high-rise towers. The 
project site is located within SCAG's 2% Strategy Opportunity Area, an area identified 
as preferred for high density development to reduce vehicle miles traveled and related 
consumption of renewable resources, among other goals. Given, its location, the project 
would support pedestrian access to a considerable range of retail and entertainment 
activities. The project also provides excellent access to the regional transportation 
system as it is located in proximity to numerous bus lines and the proposed extension of 
the Westside subway system (Purple Line). These factors would contribute to a land 
use pattern that is considered to reduce the consumption of non-renewable resources. 
Also, if implemented, the project's Automated Parking Option would further reduce the 
consumption of non-renewable resources. Hence, the consumption of the 
nonrenewable resources would not result in significant irreversible changes to the 
environment. 

XII. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

1. The City of Los Angeles (the "City"), acting through the Planning Department, is 
the "Lead Agency" for the project evaluated in the EIR. The City finds that the 
EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City 
finds that it has independently reviewed and analyzed the EIR for the project, that 
the Draft EIR which was circulated for public review reflected its independent 
judgment and that the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

2. The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental 
consequences of the project. The public review period provided all interested 
jurisdictions, agencies, private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to 
submit comments regarding the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the 
review period and responds to comments made during the public review period. 

3. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues 
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received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, 
the Planning Department prepared written responses describing the disposition 
of significant environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, 
good faith and reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department 
reviewed the comments received and responses thereto and has determined that 
neither the comments received nor the responses to such comments add 
significant new information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. 
The Lead Agency has based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, 
including all comments received up to the date of adoption of these findings, 
concerning the environmental impacts identified and analy:zed in the EIR. 

4. The EIR evaluated the following potential project and cumulative environmental 
impacts: AestheticsNisual Resources, Views, Light and Glare, and Shading; Air 
Quality; Cultural Resources; Geology and Soils; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Hydrology and Water Quality; Land Use; 
Noise; Fire Protection; Police Protection; Schools; Libraries; Parks and 
Recreation; Transportation and Circulation, Access and Parking; Water Supply; 
and Wastewater. Additionally, the EIR considered, in separate sections, 
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes, Growth Inducing Impacts and 
potential secondary effects of the project. The significant environmental impacts 
of the project were identified in the Draft and Final EIR. The significant 
environmental impacts of the project and the alternatives were also identified in 
the Draft and Final EIR. 

5. The mitigation measures which have been identified for the project were 
identified in the Draft and Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described 
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP"). Each of the 
mitigation measures identified in the MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is 
incorporated into the project. The City finds that the impacts of the project have 
been mitigated to the extent feasible by the mitigation measures identified in the 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

6. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision
makers for review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made 
every effort to notify the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of 
each textual change in the various documents associated with the project review. 
These textual refinements arose for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that 
draft documents would contain errors and would require clarifications and 
corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated in order to describe 
refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 

7. The responses to the comments on the Draft EIR, which are contained in the 
Final EIR, clarify and amplify the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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8. Having reviewed the information contained in the EIR and in the administrative 
record as well as the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines regarding 
recirculation of Draft EIRs, the City finds that there is no new significant 
information in the Final EIR and finds that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not 
required. 

9. CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the 
changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project 
approval in order to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during 
project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the EIR as certified 
by the City and included in the MMRP as adopted by the City serves that 
function. The MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR 
and adopted by the City in connection with the approval of the project and has 
been designed to ensure compliance with such measures during implementation 
of the project. In accordance with CEQA, the MMRP provides the means to 
ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance with the 
requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City hereby adopts the 
MMRP. 

10. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the 
City hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as 
conditions of approval for the project. 

11. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the Department of City 
Planning, Environmental Review Section, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles California 90012. 

12. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding 
made herein is contained in the EIR, which is incorporated herein by this 
reference, or is in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

13. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the 
entirety of the actions described in these Findings and in the EIR as comprising 
the project. It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken 
by other State and local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible 
agencies" under CEQA). Because the City is the Lead Agency for the project, 
the EIR is intended to be the basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the 
possible discretionary actions by other State and local agencies to carry out the 
project. 

14. The EIR is a project EIR for purposes of environmental analysis of the project. A 
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project EIR examines the environmental effects of a specific project. The EIR 
serves as the primary environmental compliance document for entitlement 
decisions regarding the project by the City of Los Angeles and the other 
regulatory jurisdictions. 

XIII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts that would result from 
implementation of the proposed project. Section 21081 of the California Public 
Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the 
decision of the public agency allows the occurrence of significant impacts that are 
identified in the EIR but are not at least substantially mitigated, the agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other 
information in the record. State CEQA Guidelines require, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093(b), that the decision maker adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that significant adverse 
environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be substantially 
mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations are based on substantial evidence in the record, including 
but not limited to the EIR, the reference library to the EIR, and documents and materials 
that constitute the record of proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level for the proposed 
project, as identified in the EIR: Construction Air Quality - the project would, on a 
temporary basis, exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for NOx and 
PM10 during the most intense construction periods, and exceed project construction 
NAAQS and CAAQS thresholds for localized N02 impacts. These impacts would also 
be short-term in nature. Construction Noise - project construction activities would 
intermittently increase the daytime noise levels above the 5-dBA significance criterion at 
both the Beverly Hills Science & Technology Center and multi-family residential uses. 
Further, it is conservatively noted that vibration significance levels may on occasion be 
exceeded at the Beverly Hills Science & Technology Center, particularly if vibration 
sensitive equipment is used within the northern-most parts of the Science and 
Technology Center. Shading - the project would cause shading on a single-family 
residential unit in the City of Beverly Hills for longer than a two-hour shading standard 
provided in the Los Angeles Century City North Specific Plan. The shading would not 
adversely affect shade-sensitive uses and would not exceed the CEQA significance 
shading thresholds of the Cities of Los Angeles or Beverly Hills. Further, the two-hour 
standard is not included within Beverly Hills policies. Notwithstanding, exceeding the 
two-hour standard has been conservatively identified as a significant shading impact. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The 
City recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from 
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implementation of the project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) 
rejected alternatives to the project discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, 
unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the project against the project's 
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh 
and override the significant unavoidable im P.acts for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the proposed 
project, and provide, in addition to the above findings, the detailed rationale for the 
benefits of the project. These overriding considerations of economic, social, aesthetic, 
and environmental benefits for the project justify adoption of the project and certification 
of the completed Final EIR. Many of these overriding considerations individually would 
be sufficient to outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the project and justify 
adoption of the project and certification of the completed EIR. In particular, achieving 
the underlying purpose for the project would be sufficient to override the significant 
environmental impacts of the project. 

1. The proposed project is a sustainable development that includes numerous green 
features. The project will provide new housing on the Century City I Beverly Hills 
border, locating residents and visitors in easy walking distance of shopping, 
entertainment, restaurants, and offices, thus reducing vehicle trips and air pollution. 
The project vicinity also includes a very high density of public transit options, 
including existing regional bus service and a planned subway stop, further reducing 
dependence on car trips. 

2. As additional green features, the project will promote use of natural ventilation, 
maximize use of daylight penetration, optimize energy performance of all mechanical 
systems, use energy efficient appliances and lighting, and implement controlled low 
pollution construction activity. The project will meet the standards of LEED 
certification. 

3. The project proposes to implement an automated parking system that would further 
reduce impacts to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions by allowing cars to turn 
off immediately upon entrance to the parking structure, thus reducing idling time and 
emissions associated with navigating parking structures. 

4. The proposed project will provide a large amount of open space with approximately 
43, 141 square feet of ground-level landscaping, comprising approximately 41 
percent of the project site. The project would also provide approximately 27,579 
square feet of open space on a landscaped recreation deck on top of the ancillary 
building. 

5. The proposed project will provide high-density housing, contributing to the housing 
needs of the City, consistent with the development objectives of the West Los 
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Angeles Community Plan. 

6. The proposed project will enhance the future economic vitality of the surrounding 
areas by providing a luxury high rise residential building on the border of Century 
City and Beverly: Hills. 

7. The proposed project will create approximately 1,950 construction and construction
related jobs. The proposed project will also create a positive economic impact on the 
regional economy of approximately $301 million from construction activity alone. 

8. The project will generate labor income of roughly $117.1 million, and will generate 
jobs in a variety of sectors including manufacturing, retail trade, real estate and 
rental, as well as professional, scientific and technical services. 

9. The proposed project will conservativelJ'. generate state and local tax revenues of 
approximately $11.8 million. 

10. The proposed project will contribute to Century City's iconic skyline with its modern, 
elegant, and chic design, without detracting from existing views or landscapes. 

11. The proposed project would promote the greening of Century City by providing a 
drought-tolerant plant palette of mature trees including California sycamores and 
evergreen elms, as well as drought-tolerant shrubs and groundcover such as 
succulents, Manzanita, and dwarf coyote brush throughout the site. 

12. The proposed project would also provide street trees and decorative sidewalk paving 
improvements along Santa Monica Boulevard to improve street-level pedestrian 
connectivity and activity, with a landscaped setback buffer between the sidewalk and 
the drop-off and pick-up area of the residential building. 

13. The proposed project would provide an extensive 24-hour/7-day security program to 
ensure the safety of its residents and site visitors. This would include measures such 
as controlled access, staff training, 24-hour video surveillance, and full time security 
personnel. 

XIV. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The Advisory Agency hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

XV. CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
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proceedings upon which the Advisory Agency's decision is based are located with the 
City of Los Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71387-CN, the 
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 6647 4.60, 
.61 and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), 
makes the prescribed findings as follows: 

(a) THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE/IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE 
GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

On February 24 June 19, 2012, the City Planning Commission Council adopted 
an update to the most resent Hollywood Community Plan, which designates 
maintains the designation of the subject property for Regional Center 
Commercial land uses with the corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, R5, P, 
and PB. The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific 
Plan- the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District. The property contains approximately 4. 46 4 .47 net 
acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the tract map, the 
applicant is seeking a vesting Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the 
tract map and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6: 1. 

As part of the recent adoption of the Hollywood Community f*aRPlan Update, the 
project site underwent a zone change from C4-2D-SN to [Q]C4-2D-SN. The 'Q' 
Qualified Permanent Condition permits residential uses if a project incorporates a 
minimum 0.5:1 FAR of a non-residential use (hotels exempt). The 'D' 
Development Limitation permits an FAR of up to 4.5:1, and which may exceed 
the 4.5:1 FAR and develop with a 6:1 FAR provided that the project is approved 
by the City Planning Commission and/or the City Council on appeal, conforms 
with the Hollywood Community Plan, and to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
of the Community Redevelopment Agency, whieh has sinee been disbanded 
<CRA). The CRA was dissolved and it authority now lies with the Designated 
Local Authority. 

In addition to the vesting Zone change and Height District Change, the applicant 
is requesting a Vesting Conditional Use to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of an 
R Zone, a eonditional use Conditional Use to permit eaffif-floor area averaging 
within a unified development, and a oonditional use Conditional Use to permit the 
sale and consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages along with patron 
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dancing and live entertainment on the site. Zone variances are sought to allow a 
restaurant use with an above-ground outdoor eating area and to provide parking 
for the sports/fitness facility with a reduced ratio of 2 parking spaces per 1,000 
square feet, and to locate parking across Vine Street, within the same 
development, but on a different parcel. 

The mixed-use development is subject to an exception available to projects that 
combine both residential and commercial uses. Los Angeles Municipal Code 
section 12.21-A, 18(a), permits any use in the R5 Zone and also the R5 density 
for any lot located in the C4, C1, C1 .5, C2, C4, or C5 Zones in a project that 
combines residential and commercial uses. The R5 Zone permits residential 
densities of 200 square feet per dwelling, or a maximum of 972 by right dwelling 
units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As proposed, the development currently 
does not exceed the maximum allowable density permitted under the existing of 
C4-2D-SN, or the proposed C2-2-SN Zone as both are included in the 
"Developments Combining Residential and Commercial uses" exception. 

The project consists of a range of uses, including residential dwelling units, hotel 
guest rooms, and commercial office, retail, and restaurant floor area ef-within two 
towers ranging in height between 220 feet and 585 feet. The project will be 
subject to the Design GuidelinesDevelopment Regulations , allowing flexibility in 
the massing and height of the two proposed towers together with a Land Use 
Equivalency Program, which will permit the development to adapt to market 
conditions, by allowing a controlled exchange of uses within with increases in the 
intensity and/or density of certain uses with decreases in others, all while being 
limited to the maximum trip count analyzed in the EIR (maximum trip cap of 
1, 498 of AM and PM Peal< l=lour Trips) . The maximum allmvable range and 
density of uses inoludes: 57 4 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips). 
The Project proposes to develop 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest 
rooms, 215,000 more than 100 000 square feet of new office space (inoluding the 
114,303 within the Capitol Records buildingand Gogerty buildings will remain), 
15,000 square feet of retail floor area, 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, and 
d5, 100 approximately 35 00 square feet of Fitness Center/Sports Club use. 

The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals for Regional 
Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance 
of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing 
growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The 
subject site is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for 
Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6:1 permitted on a case by 
case basis. 
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The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in 
the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in 
the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial 
and residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential 
development within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional 
Center land use designation to include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset 
Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing in the Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development 
in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development 
that includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in 
keeping with the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community 
Plan Update. Moreover, the provision of both residential and commercial uses 
contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for Regional Centers services 
by extensive public transit. 

Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address 
the needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, 
trade show, entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the 
local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. 
Complimenting these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large 
pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and 
entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing programmable 
open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote 
tourism, support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in 
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Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes 
and along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served 
by the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to 
incorporate uses and amenities which make it easier for residents to use 
alternative modes of transportation and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide 
bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider 
neighborhood-serving tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or 
rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro 
Red Line Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail 
system as \Nell as a . A number of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within 
walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 210, 217, 222, and 
780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To promote 
the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with LA DOT to 
provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with 
the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a 
shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand 
Management syster:n program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, 
car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for 
properties designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the 
preservation of historic resources, locating jobs and housing near major public 
transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The 
project also supports the applicable land use planning goals objectives policies 
and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan as 
well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 
Hollywood Community Plan objectives· Objective No. 1 - The project "furtherfsl 
the development of Hollywood as a major center of population employment 
retail service and entertainment"· Objective No. 3 - The project provides 
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"provisions for the housing required to satisfy the varying needs and desires of all 
economic segments of the Community maximizing the opportunity for individual 
choice"· and Objective No. 4 - The project "promotefsl economic well-being and 
public convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking 
deviations from, the regulations of Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

(b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

The project proposes the development of up to 492 residential units, a hotel with 
up to 200 hotel rooms, apprm<imately 215,000 more than 100 000 square feet of 
office space, 15,000 square feet of retail, and d5, 100 approximately 35 000 
square feet of fitness center/sports club use, across both the East and West sites 
under the provisions of the Land Use Equivalency Program and the Design 
Guidelines associated with the Development Agreement under both CPC 2008 
d4 40 VZC CUB CU ZV l=ID CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-
2013-103-DA. The Land Use Equivalency program provides flexibility to modify 
the types and intensity of the proposed land uses in an effort to accommodate 
the market volatility. 

As proposed, the development meets the land use objectives for Regional Center 
areas in the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and would contribute 
to the Plan's Update's long term objectives of promoting a jobs-housing balance. 
The site is well serviced by public transit and caters to several entertainment
related businesses and services, including office, hotel, retail, restaurant, and live 
entertainment venues. The Hollywood Community Plan Update has determined 
that this area along Vine Street (Subarea 4:3) is conducive to high density and 
mixed-use development with a by-right FAR of 4.5:1 with an FAR of up to 6:1 for 
being located in a FAR Incentive Area. 

(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

The project site consists of two separate sites, separated by Vine Street and 
bound by Yucca Street to the north. The eastern western parcel is a relatively 
flat, irregular-shaped, corner lot with approximately 78,629 square feet. It has a 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along 
Yucca Street to the north, a 200 foot frontage along Vine Street to the westeast, 
and a variable lot depth of 124 to 363 feet. The western eastern site has a 
frontage of approximately -1-4-7-171 feet along Argyle Avenue to the east, 194 feet 
along Yucca Street to the north, and 435 feet along Vine Street to the west, and 
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a variable lot depth of 153- to 344 feet. 

The north bound Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II 
dedicated to a 70-foot roadway width and with 15-foot sidewalk widths on both 
the east and west side of Vine Street. East west bound Yucca Street is a 
designated Secondary Highway along the northern street frontage of the West 
site and a Local Street along the northern frontage of the East site and dedicated 
with a 94-foot width. East west bound Ivar Avenue is a local street dedicated to a 
variable 70 to 7d foot 70-foot width along the West site's western street 
frontage. East west bound Argyle Avenue Street is a Local Street dedicated to a 
75-foot width along the East site's eastern street frontage. The Bureau of 
Engineering is requiring improvements along the alley adjoining the subdivision 
and the reconstruction of any off-grade concrete pavement and other existing 
improvements. The proposed project will provide 1,91 g on site parl~ing spaoes, 
v1hieh is eonsistent v1ith the redueed parl<ing provisions for properties loeated in 
the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone (Z1 2d74)parking to meet demand 
pursuant to the shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations and 
the requested parking variance . . As conditioned the design and improvements 
of the proposed project are consistent with the applicable General and Specific 
Plans. 

The project site occupies two half blocks along the northern portion of Vine Street 
and afO-is located between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The two 
parcels are differentiated as the "East" site and the "West" site, with the East site 
being located on the eastern side of Vine Street and the West site on the western 
side of Vine Street. The East site is improved with the 13-story Capitol Records 
Building along with ancillary studio recording uses, as well as the 2-story Gogerty 
Building together comprising the Capitol Records Complex. This will be 
maintained and preserved pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. 
The remainder of the East site contains surface parking, temporary structures, 
including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant kiosk, 
whereas the West site is improved with a 1,800 square-foot commercial structure 
currently occupied by a rental car business fronting Yucca Street, surface parking 
and parking attendant kiosk. 

The development of this tract is an infill of an otherwise high density and mixed
use Regional Center Commercial corridor within walking distance of several 
public transit options serving residents, employees, and tourists and other visitors 
to the area. 

The site is level and is not located in a slope stability study area, high erosion 
hazard area, or a fault-rupture study zone. Moreover, the site is not subject to the 
Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards (floodways, floodplains, mud 
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prone areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related erosion hazard areas). As 
conditioned, the proposed tract map is consistent with the intent and purpose of 
the applicable General and Specific Plans. 

The tract has been approved contingent upon the submittal of a comprehensive 
Geotechnical Report to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, 
Grading Division prior to the recordation of the map and issuance of any permits. 

(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the American Musical 
and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in the 
R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest 
corner of Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family 
residences, office space, and surface parking is located east of the project, 
across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-2D-SN Zones. To the south of the 
project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi-family residential, and 
surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone To the west of the project site, are 
studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-tam ily residences, and restaurant 
uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

The development of the high-rise and mixed-use structure will increase the 
availability of employment opportunities together with additional housing in the 
Hollywood area. A large portion of the project site is under-improved and 
underutilized as surface parking and would result in much-needed investment 
and physical improvements. The project is seeking additional entitlements to take 
advantage of the FAR lnoentives incentives provided -tef3-to mixed-use projects in 
designated Regional Center Commercial land use areas. Moreover, the 
development of this site, as proposed, would be consistent with the recently 
approved and developed projects in the immediate vicinity, including the mixed
use development at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 Hollywood Boulevard, 
6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-
1631 Del Mar Avenue which includes 28 joint live work units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums approved under Tract Map No. 67429. A 
property looated at 6252 l=lollywood Boulevard, the The City Planning 
Commission approved a mixed-use development ineluding at 6252 Hollywood 
Boulevard which includes 150 residential condominiums, 37 4 apartment units, 
300 hotel rooms and 61,500 square feet or retail and restaurant use with a 6: 1 
FAR. AtseAdditionally, a property located at 1800-1802 North Argyle and 6217 
and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street was granted a 6:1 FAR for the development 
of a 225-room hotel. 
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The project will be compatible with the recent pattern of high density and mi)<ed 
t!SeG--mixed-use development that characterizes the Regional Center areas of the 
Hollywood Community. It satisfies the intent of the recently adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan Update by providing an appropriate mix of residential and 
commercial uses conducive to job creation and increased housing opportunities 
while supporting the need to promote the identity of Hollywood as the center for 
entertainment in the City. Moreover, the Development Guidelines established for 
the project allow for the provision of increased open space with increased height, 
where the taller the structures, the greater the opportunity for additional open 
space, public plazas, and enhanced walkability. At a minimum, the total open 
space will constitute 5% of the project site with a height of 220 feet, or 12% with 
a tower height of up to 585 feet. The project will provide a total of 1,918 parl<ing 
spaces whieh is eonsistent with the parl<ing regulations established for mi)<ed use 
projects in Enterprise Zones located near mass transitproposed project will 
provide parking to meet demand pursuant to the shared parking provisions of the 
Development Regulations and the requested parking variance. Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code allows reduced parking at a ratio of 
two parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet of combined gross floor area of 
commercial, office, business, retail, restaurant, bar, and related uses, trade 
schools, or research and development buildings on any lot in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment area. In addition, LAMC Section 12.24-Y permits a 10% 
reduction in parking for projects located within 500 feet of mass transit. 
Moreover, a shared parking methodology will permit the project flexibility to 
accommodate parking demand while simultaneously taking into account the 
availability of mass transit in the area as well as retail, restaurant, health club, 
and office uses within the immediate vicinity that accounts for reduced parking 
demand. The proposed project will otherwise comply with aU-LAMC requirements 
with respect to minimum requirements for height, open space density, and 
setbacks. The Advisory Agency has conditioned the proposed tract map to be 
physically suitable for the proposed density of the development. 

(e) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR 
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR 
HABITAT. 

The project site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with 
structures and do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife. 
Therefore the project will not injure wildlife or habitat. 

(f) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEAL TH PROBLEMS. 
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There appear appears to be no potential public health problems caused by the 
design or improvement of the proposed subdivision. 

The development is required to be connected to the City's sanitary sewer system, 
where the sewage will be directed to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has 
been upgraded to meet Statewide ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of 
Engineering has reported that the proposed subdivision does not violate the 
existing California Water Code because the subdivision will be connected to the 
public sewer system and will have only a minor incremental impact on the quality 
of the effluent from the Hyperion Treatment Plant. 

(g) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT 
LARGE FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE 
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION. 

The subdivision includes easements for sewer access and pipe lines. Easements 
providing access through or use of the property do not exist on the site. 
Furthermore, needed public access for roads and utilities will be acquired by the 
City prior to recordation of the proposed tract. The Bureau of Engineering has 
included conditions of approval which requires that the applicant record a 
covenant and agreement to maintain all elements of those areas being merged 
with the public right-of-way, that the construction be guaranteed, and waivers of 
any damages that may occur as a result of such improvements. 

(h) THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE 
EXTENT FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR 
COOLING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1) 

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities 
in the proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted 
materials which consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the 
parcel(s) to be subdivided and other design and improvement requirements. 

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in 
reducing allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by 
a building or structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time 
the tentative map was filed. 

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of 
the north/south orientation. 

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or 
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natural heating and cooling opportunities. 

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider 
building construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of 
windows, insulation, exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the 
height of the buildings on the site in relation to adjacent development. 

These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

Michael LoGrande 
Advisory Agency 

JIM TOKUNAGA 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

JT:Ll:jq 

Note: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the 
decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the City 
Planning Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City Planning 
Department and appeal fees paid, prior to expiration of the above 10-day time 
limit. Such appeal must be submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at 
the Department's Public Offices, located at: 

Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213 482-7077 

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley 

Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
818 37 4-5050 

Forms are also available on-line at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code 
of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to 
that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which 
the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to 
seek judicial review. 
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If you have any questions, please call Subdivision staff at (213) 978-1362. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use development that 

spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between 

Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office 

uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the 

Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved and 

maintained and the rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix 

of land uses, including some combination of residential dw-elling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and 

associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City of Los 

Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development 

parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the development 

parameters set forth in the agreement. Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction 

with the proposed Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the 

requirements for development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain 

provisions, which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the 

zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development 

Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land 

use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared 

by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and 

Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. The NOP for the Draft 

ECR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft ECR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Office of 

Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested individuals for a 45-day 

public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles Department of 

City Planning, various City libraries, and via [nternet at http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft ECR 

analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public 

review period, written responses were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments 

on the Draft ECR and the responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final ECR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an [ntroduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 

Corrections and Additions to the Draft ECR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 

Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft ECR, makes up the Final ECR as defined in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 
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The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City of Los 

Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 6262 Van Nuys 

Boulevard, Room 351. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 2108l.6(a)(2). 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines 

require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of the project and 

make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 

identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(l)) 

B. The second possible finding is that ''[s]uch changes or alterations are within the responsibility and 

jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have 

been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency." (State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 

considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 

make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the environmental 

impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set forth therein. 

Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to address environmental 

impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these findings will nevertheless fully 

account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of the significant impacts associated with 

the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in the 

Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the evidence 

and discussion of the identified impact. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca Street, 

Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. Please see 

Figure II-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which 

thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the East Site, respectively. The 

West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the East Site is approximately 115,866 

square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of approximately 194,495 square feet (4.4 7 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units, 

luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail 

establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development Agreement would afford the developer 

flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing 

characteristics, also known as the Equivalency Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could 

respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the 

development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land 

uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed 

upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft EIR or exceed the maximum Floor 

Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of 

other permitted land uses under the proposed Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. 

Further, the maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be 

limited to 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of 

land uses for the Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement \vith regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one 

scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan 

provides an illustrative assemblage ofland uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the 

Development Agreement. The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was 

initially filed with the City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling 

units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 

(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space 

including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet 

of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and 

approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan \vould result in a total developed floor 

area of approximately l, 166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6: I. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 700,000 

square feet). The dwelling units \vould be located on both the East and West Sites. The proposed 
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Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), 

including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, hotel office, internal food 

and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will include a tract map to operate internal 

food and beverage uses as separate entities from the hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office 

space would be provided with the Concept Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of 

existing office and recording studio uses at the Capitol Records Complex that \vould remain. Vehicular 

ingress and egress to the Capitol Records Complex office space \vould continue to be provided through 

the existing Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses 

and approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the Concept 

Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to [var Avenue. Commercial 

uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine Street to Argyle A venue and 

fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street frontage. An approximately 35,100 

square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness 

center/sports club might include a spa that is open to the public and a child activity center for the benefit 

of members visiting the facility. The spa would include a full menu of services including massage, 

manicure and pedicure services, among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible 

to residents of the Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general 

public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial Scenario 

and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through implementation of the 

Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario \vould consist of approximately 461 residential 

dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 

190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 264,303 square feet of office space including the 

existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office 

use) approximately 100,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food 

and beverage uses, and an approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The 

Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 

987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 

114,303 square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 

25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 

and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the LAMC, 

and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual number of 

parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses constructed in accordance 

with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and restaurant uses the Project would 

provide at least t\vo (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, 

subject to the requested variance, t\vo (2) parking spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of 

floor area for the building. For the residential uses the Project would provide one (l) parking space for 

d\velling units of less than three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling 

units of three (3) habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more 
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habitable rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 

shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different parking 

requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared parking program 

is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand \vith complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in confonnance with all applicable laws and 

regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site is located 

within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is thus subject to the 

rules and regulations established in the Holly\'.-ood Signage SUD. The Project's signage will include 

directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, and informational signage as permitted 

by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in conformance with all applicable requirements of the 

Holly\'.-ood Signage SUD, the Building Code and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 

be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also enable important 

pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space \vill be 

designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 

outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The Development Regulations will ultimately 

determine the amount and placement of open space on the Project Site. In addition, the Development 

Regulations will set forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including 

areas to be accessible to the public (grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any 

observation deck-level rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential 

uses (common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor plates for the 

towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations respond to the 

Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to preserve public view 

corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the development of four various 

height zones, as identified in Figure II-8, Millennium Hollywood Site Plan Height Zone Overlay of the 

Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone and 

would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone and 

would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south of 

the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet above 

grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue and 

would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 
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In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant to the 

Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a pre-determined 

massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower massing standards in the 

Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above the curb level. 

The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of 

the proposed towers and their location on the Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For 

example, a tower located on the East Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a 

maximum floor plate of l 7,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In order to 

construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following discretionary actions 

from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live 

entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground 

floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking 

or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, Site Plan 

Review- for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as may be 

applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval should DLA 

authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 4.5:1 in accordance 

with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 
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III. IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which it 

determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the areas of 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. Therefore, these 

issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The rationale for the 

conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

A. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural uses, and is 

not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses (structures and parking lots) 

and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The Project Site does not have the potential 

to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not 

zoned for agricultural or forest use and as the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project 

would not conflict with a Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative 

impacts to agricultural or forestry resources. 

B. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open spaces or 

areas of significance, areas that might act a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement of any resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological resource value that may be 

suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or 

special status species identified in local plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of 

Fish and Game, the California Native Plant Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be 

expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are located on or 

adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to have a substantial 

adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are limited to the City of Los Angeles 

Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the Project Sites are common ornamental tree 

species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State 

habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project 

would have no impact on biological resources. 

C. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the region, 

residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral resource 

recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. Furthermore, as the 
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Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status with respect to the availability of 

mineral resources. 
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IV. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No 

Mitigation Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be less

than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

A. Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict \vith the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, policy, 

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site would not conflict 

with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and strategies applicable to the Project 

and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project under the Concept Plan would not be 

considered a regionally significant project pursuant to SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B. l Air Quality and IV.I 

Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft ECR, the Project is consistent with regional planning, 

transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to discourage urban sprawl. 

The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to lower urban sprawl and attendant air 

quality and congestion impacts by providing housing opportunities near existing employment and by 

providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. Specifically, the 

Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 RTP, and the Compass 

Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, density, lot area, setback, height and 

open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be consistent with the FAR zoning designation with 

the granting of the zone change/height district change. Further, the Project would be consistent with 

adopted local plans such as the City's General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community 

Plan and Update. The Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District 

and Franklin Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated into the 

Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and private realm 

to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, building frontages, on-site 

landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and lighting within the private realm would 

be consistent with the guidelines established in the Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do Real 

Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for building 

neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and promoting good planning 

initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives by enhancing walkability, 

offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, encouraging housing for every income, 
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locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, providing abundant landscaping and implementing 

smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to land use 

and planning, prior to mitigation. 

B. Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would introduce 

compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While the Project may be 

larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will introduce similar and 

compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open spaces, plazas, and pedestrian 

passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well as a link to surrounding uses and 

adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development of the Project Site would not result in the 

permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As such, no impacts associated with division of an 

established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including public 

facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to the east, a 

mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking to the south, and 

commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with associated parking to the west. The 

Project would not physically divide an established community and would be compatible with the 

surrounding land uses, density, and the overall urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, 

Project and cumulative impacts with regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established 

community would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

C. Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept Plan. These 

units would be added to the Hollyvwod Community Plan Area. Even with the increased residential units, 

the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 percent of the households forecasted for 

2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 

and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would generate 

approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's population estimate for the 

City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population growth forecasted between 2012 and 

2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, but not exceed, the population growth forecast 

for the City of Los Angeles, and would be consistent \vith regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, 

efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the 

reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to major 

employment centers. This additional density \vould be located in an area currently served by public 
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transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423), and would be 

located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls within the range of densities 

found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at densities that are consistent with the VMT 

reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative 

related population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

D. Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the information 

described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents approximately 0.086 percent 

of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, and approximately 0.95 percent of the 

employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's 

employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of SCAG's 

projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth related to the 

Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and employment forecasts. Thus, the 

Project would not result in substantial job-related grmvth that would cause adverse physical change in the 

environment and Project-specific and cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 

is required. 

E. Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the maximum 

potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total occupancy at the 

Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will accommodate the total flow for the 

Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from the Project Site would be subsequently 

conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which has a remaining treatment capacity of 

approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site 

uses represents approximately 0.2 percent of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has 

enough remaining capacity to accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact 

also confirmed by the City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the 

Sewer Allocation Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building 

permit is issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed the future 

scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the 

Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. [mpacts upon wastewater treatment 

capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as part of 

the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any reason, the local 

sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be required to build a secondary 
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line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The BOS identified the connection to be 

made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The 

construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in significant impacts as the construction 

would be of short duration and with the implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman 

during work in the public right of way during construction, \vould not significantly impact traffic or 

emergency access. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit \vill be made at the time of 

final building design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water drainage 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a measurable increase in 

wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity is already constrained or that 

would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, impacts related to the Project, and 

cumulative related projects, would be considered less than significant prior to mitigation. 

F. Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of electricity. 

The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 percent of the 

forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is within the anticipated 

demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies would be sufficient to support 

the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario would not require the acquisition of 

additional electricity resources beyond those that are anticipated by LAD WP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7,197 mw of power with a peak of 6,142 mw. 

Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional pmver capacity. If the Project demand of approximately 10,034 

mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 hours), it would be approximately 

1.14 mw of power. This represents 0 .11 percent of the additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak 

demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth 

projections, they would still not exceed the existing capacity of 7, l 97 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply 

capacity and the operational impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 

consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Projecfs energy conservation features. 

Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 cf/day) of 

natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the SCAQMD and without 

taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would reduce natural gas usage. SCG 

is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is 

approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The Project's demand is approximately 121,831 

cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. 

Peak demand is expected to grow to over 6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth 

projections, the Project's natural gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million 

cf/day. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 0.02 percent 

of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not require the acquisition of 

additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to energy 

and no mitigation is required. 

G. Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 

Operational) 

Constrnction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side of Ivar 

Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site boundary), the east and 

west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of Argyle Avenue fronting the 

Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the temporary displacement of 

approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four ( 4) spaces on the east side of Ivar 

Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the south side of Yucca Street fronting the West 

Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east 

side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine Street 

fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be conducted 

through the review and approval of the LA DOT permitting process. In the event that the entire Project 

Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would occur at the same time 

throughout the duration of the constrnction process. If constrnction is staggered such that concurrent 

constrnction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary displacement of on-street parking would be 

reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during the constrnction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces 

during the constrnction period for the East Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be 

temporary, Project impacts associated \vith temporary parking lane closures would be less than 

significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally consistent 

with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an exception to the 

LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, one parking space is 

required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness center/sports club use is located within 

a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) 

spaces per 1, 000 square feet of area. Under the proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the 

requested variance the requirement for the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other 

commercial uses and as for a fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, 

which is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial 
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Scenario, the fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of 

office space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, under 

the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness center/sports club parking 

would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet pursuant to the variance for the Residential 

Scenario or any other scenario developed based on the Equivalency Program and the Development 

Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is 

located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement 

is the requested two spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 

114,000 square feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be 

in the existing office building, the intent of the LAM C is met by having a sports club and office use as 

part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development Regulations and 

as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development Agreement and City Planning 

Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. As the shared parking analysis 

indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, 

depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The Development Regulations provide for the parking 

supply to be increased or decreased depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For 

example, the Residential Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to 

meet the parking demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code standards 

pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that affect the visibility of 

pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the visibility of cars to pedestrians 

and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than 

significant. 
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V. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 

LEVELS 

A. Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes with 

respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction activities would 

require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction activities could create 

unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and supplies, and construction equipment, 

all of which could occupy the field of view of passing motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. 

Thus, the existing visual character of the Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface 

parking lots to construction-related activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project 

Site would be visible by on-site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from 

the existing visual quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be partially 

visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project development. The 

Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor and smaller floor-plates for the 

towers as building height is increased up to the maximum permitted height. The Development 

Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed structures to address context with existing buildings 

and protect view corridors to varying degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the 

Capitol Records Building and other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on 

implementation of the Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement 

and ground floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and from 

vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present on the Project 

Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot occupied with vehicles during 

the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited to the ground surface level. The 

Project would include a high-rise development constructed of glass and other architectural materials that 

may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe pedestrian 

environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power requirements in the 

California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6, and design interior and 

exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves the Project Site. The Project would also 

be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels and uniformity ratios for lighting 
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Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Constrnction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a fenced or 

visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground level of neighboring 

properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout the 

constrnction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to constrnction, Site 

Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 

compatibility with the Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower levels of 

the exterior of the proposed strnctures to ensure that architectural, parking and security lighting 

does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance 

with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light 

pollution. 

A.1-4 The Projecfs fa9ades and windows shall be constrncted or treated with low-reflective materials 

such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A. l -1 and A. l -2 would be less than significant with 

respect to panoramic view obstrnctions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal 

view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related to light and glare with 

implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or alterations have been 

incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics -

Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A. l-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield constrnction 

equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of neighboring 

properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout the constrnction 

period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon discovery. The temporary nature of 

constrnction activities, combined with implementation of Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce 

potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, and to 

ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, Mitigation Measures 

A. l-2 and A. l-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are implemented and enforced as 

the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after mitigation would be less than significant 
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with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for 

focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure A. l-3 

would require that the Projecf s lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of 

Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fa9ades and windows are constrncted with low

reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A. I of the 

Draft EIR. 

B. Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast upon off-site 

properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the Project would not cast 

shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive receptors, for more than three 

consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the winter months. Specifically, the Concept 

Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow pattern between the hours of 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM 

during the winter months to certain sensitive receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be 

impacted by a continuous shadow for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the 

following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6. l. l, Tower Massing Standards: 

48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage 

between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 feet 

above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet above curb level. The 

Project shall also conform to Standard 6. l. 3, which states that at least 5 0% of the total floor area 

shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the 

following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be 

located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7 .5 .1) Towers shall 

be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as \vell as to contribute to an attractive 

skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all 
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other towers on the same parcel, except the following which shall meet Planning Code: l) the 

towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, 

or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow pnor to the 

implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated into 

the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow 

as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow- patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. During the 

summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. Cahuenga Boulevard. By 

1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the boundaries of the Project Site and the 

two commercial properties located immediately to the north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. 

These two properties would be partially shaded by the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 

5:00 PM. However, these properties are not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because 

they are commercial office and retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the 

surrounding properties located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east 

of the Project Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 

Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is shaded for 

more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with adherence to the 

Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade and shadow impacts would be 

mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 

Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the Draft EIR. 

C. Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emissions both during constrnction and during operation. Emissions 

during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 2011.1. l for each year of 

constrnction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by the SCAQMD, the Project's total 

GHG constrnction emissions were amortized over a 30-year lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual 

increase in GHG emissions from Project constrnction activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e 

MTY in 2016. This represents the highest annual level of constrnction intensity and GHG-producing 

activities. The total amount of constrnction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 

l 0, 707.76 C02e MTY, or approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 
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The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road mobile 

vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and generation of solid 

waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG-Reducing Measures scenario and a 

Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions 

generated by the Project without GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e 

MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would 

be approximately 19,091.63 C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the 

Project's GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the LA 

Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as identified in 

the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and its 

proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will promote 

energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the MTA Hollywood 

and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of the Project Site, and 

numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. The Project is also situated in 

a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which provides numerous neighborhood-serving 

establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and retail uses within walking distance. As such, the 

Project's trip generation and vehicle miles traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the 

Projecfs mixed-use nature and location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access 

and a project without mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be 

reduced as a function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions 

would be less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 

emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the mitigation 

measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the conclusion that the 

Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 
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D. Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily for 

surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources adjacent to the 

Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, development 

of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially impair the significance 

of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not propose the demolition, 

destrnction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of 

the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty 

Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the Walk of Fame along Vine Street during 

constrnction by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and 

Repair Guidelines. The Project will, however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both 

on the Project Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, 

as demonstrated in the Final EIR, such alterative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact grouping of 

properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important commercial street during 

Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project Site is located outside of the 

District and new construction will remain outside of the District boundaries. In order to protect the 

significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear separation between the District boundary 

and new construction on the Project Site. The combination of grade-level setback and massing standards 

ensures that the Project's bulk and height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the 

District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the City 

Planning Department, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or survey areas within 

the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records search was conducted in 

connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified on or within a 0.5-mile radius of 

the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of any 

portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during construction. 

This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the Hollywood Walk of Fame 

Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted by the City in March of 2011, 

and be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning Office of Historic 

Resources prior to any construction activities. 
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C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the protection 

of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to underground excavation, 

and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement due to the removal of 

adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to maintaining the Capitol Records Building 

underground recording studios and their special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure 

monitoring plan shall be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office 

of Historic Resources and Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. As 

a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fa9ades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the Project. 

However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol Records Building 

during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be 

subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior 

to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. However. in 

the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building during the life of the 

Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance \vith the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of 

the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation 

activities associated with the Gogerty Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding area) shall 

be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic American Building 

Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a 

written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 

Resources prior to any construction. 
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C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 

further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central Coastal 

Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University Fullerton, or a member 

of the Register of Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a RO PA-qualified archaeologist, who 

shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the 

impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if necessary, for 

the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating archaeologist, 

as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological survey, study or 

report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any 

building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, 

archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was 

discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior 

to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 

further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center for Public 

Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, California State University 

Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the 

discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if necessary, 

for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating paleontologist, 

as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological survey, study or 

report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance 

of any building pennit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, 

if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was 

discovered. 
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A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior 

to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the specific 

construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of 

L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains 

are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be 

adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to the 

implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated into 

the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon historic resources as identified 

in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed new 

development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project incorporates several 

design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and implements the Development 

Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and away from the on-site historic and adjacent 

off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately has a less than significant adverse impact because, 

overall, the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient 

integrity to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any 

Project development scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to 

existing conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and Development 

Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less than significant levels. 

The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the Gogerty Building. The Project 

does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The Project does, however, anticipate the 

temporary removal and relocation of portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project 

Site along Vine Street. The affected portion of the Walk of Fame \vould be re-installed after construction 

is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, commercial, and 

other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include the immediate 

rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed construction or 

operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 
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Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The Project 

together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for encountering 

archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all archaeological and 

paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an increase in the frequency of 

encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse impact. Moreover, each related project will 

be required to implement standard mitigation measures identical to or equivalent to those required in 

connection with the Project. For these reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the 

Final EIR, Project-specific and cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

E. Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including strnctures, 

paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils exposed at or increase 

the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During constrnction, however, particularly during excavation for 

the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for erosion to occur, and impacts would be 

potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. 

Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rnpture zone. The California Geological Survey 

(CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system (http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest 

fault to the Project Site with the potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. [t is 

located approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels at the 

Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on the City of Los 

Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site is located within an 

area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone 

Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The 

conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that 

the Project Site is suitable for development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and constrnction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code seismic 

standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 
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D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a final 

geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist to 

the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final geotechnical report 

shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed structures given the existing geologic 

conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical report shall make final design-level 

recommendations regarding liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of 

settlement, lateral movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as \vell as carry 

forward the applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The 

final geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring wells, 

subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure adequate 

geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform compliance with all 

applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, CIDH 

pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation system. Drilled pile 

bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and 

shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per pile or higher. 

Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the Old Alluvium shall range from about 

6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the Young 

Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 34 7 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. Subject to 

final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and waterproofing shall be required 

for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below-grade 

walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic earth pressure 

and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall design. Hydrostatic 

pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 347. Subject to final design

level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non

yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the potential 

accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be required for walls 

below about el 34 7. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be required 

to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required depending 

on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these structures. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 26 

RL0023956 



EM20759 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the 

Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure monitoring program shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating constrnction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent strncture monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrnmentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and strncture 

from constrnction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. ff the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent constrnction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, w-hich avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all on-site 

earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of Building and Safety, 

which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site preparation would comply with 

applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, which addresses grading, excavations, 

and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical report for the Project. With implementation of 

these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 

implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not cumulatively 

expose people or strnctures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, ground shaking, and 

cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 
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F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the existing 

uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of underground storage tanks, 

PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may be required. Moreover, these 

conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled appropriately prior to construction of the 

Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 

Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling operations, to 

determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, beneath the Property has 

been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination and underground storage tanks 

associated with such historical usage shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 

and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials identified 

on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 

regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site strncture, all lead-based paint 

identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and 

federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface investigation of 

the suspected subsurface steel strncture (located on the 1720 North Vine Street parcel) noted 

during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or treatment of the strncture during 

development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all 

applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface investigation of 

the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to ensure proper removal or 

treatment of the strnctures during development activities. Any removal or treatments 

implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing 

materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part of the Project, 

impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through 

implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures will 

also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials when the Project becomes 

operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with hazards and 

hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to evaluate for potential 

threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. Further, local 

municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws regarding hazardous materials and other 

hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and 

cumulative impacts for hazards and hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of the Draft 

EIR. 

G. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site discharges 

to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a stream or river. 

Accordingly, the Project \vould not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows across the site 

and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm drain system. The Project 

would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of development and modifying the 

elevations of the site, thus it will alter the stonn water runoff pattern. However, this alteration would not 

result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all rnnoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other 

storm drain infrastrncture that is developed in connection \vith the Project. Moreover, the amount of 

runoff associated with the Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by 

the Bureau of Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 

designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that \vould have the maximum potential storm 

water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by approximately ().()4 acres 

(approximately 1,742 square feet). However, the Project Site contains shallow, low permeability soil, as 

documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and 

Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly limit the potential for groundwater recharge 
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regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not 

substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or 

flow directions. Therefore, Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures are 

required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation measures meant to 

address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the extent 

feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), diversion dikes 

shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels shall be lined with grass 

or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 

Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee

channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the Los Angeles 

Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where 

construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle 

construction materials including: solvents, \Yater-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and 

concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an appropriate 

landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved 

surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 

whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed under a roof 

or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) to treat 

and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. 

The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management 

Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a California licensed 

civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold 

standard shall be required. 
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F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre

development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using permeable 

pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, unit pavers (e.g., turf 

block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with prohibitive 

language (such as NO DUMPfNG - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical icons to discourage 

illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, such as a 

cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the storm water 

conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified landscape 

contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; a 

SW AT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; matched precipitation (flow) 

rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; minimum irrigation system distribution 

uniformity of 7 5 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement (Planning 

Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the 

Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the 

Standard Urban Stonnwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 

(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State and local 

level. 

Findings 

Although the Project \vould not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality prior 

to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated 

into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon Hydrology and Water 

Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality 

as explained in the Draft ECR. The Project will be required to implement structural or treatment control 

BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed and approved by the City, and 

will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) standards contained in the City's Best 

Management Practices handbook. The Project together with related projects could impact hydrology in 

the area. However, when new construction occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional 

runoff, since related projects are also required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming 

from their respective sites. For these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, 

Project-specific and cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the Draft EIR. 

H. Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1. 7 dBA CNEL during the 

Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue between Yucca 

Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential 

uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 

unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

Thus, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential 

or open space uses fronting Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units 

with windows closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior 

noise levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 

dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be installed on 

the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. Nighttime noise limits would 

be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between the hours of l 0:00 PM and 7:00 AM. 

As such, this impact would be less than significant after mitigation. All new mechanical equipment 

associated with the Project would adhere to Section 112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise would be 

similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels from car alarms, 

horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these events would not occur 

consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to increase ambient noise levels by 5 

dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures would be considered less than significant 

and no mitigation measures are required. 
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The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, which are 

more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundbome vibration at the Project Site and 

immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. refuse trucks and transit 

buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses \vould not result in substantial increased use of 

these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses that travel along road\vays in the Project vicinity 

would also not substantially increase due to the Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with 

operation of the Project would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at-grade 

and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the proposed towers. 

Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the 

existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided between the podium 

levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing and/or proposed 

structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that 

Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site 

uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 112.02 of 

the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air conditioning, 

refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level 

on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.l of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior Noise 

Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 

windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 

Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission between 

dw-elling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable interior noise levels in new 

multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in the Final 

EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope shall 

have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Specifically, the 

Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA Green Building Code), 
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Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling assemblies making up the building 

envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any 

of the following building locations: l) within 1,000 ft. (300 m.) ofright of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 

mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at 

the property line regularly exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train 

horns, emergency vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate n01se 

muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise

sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to 

operate bet\veen the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact \vould be less than significant 

after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to ensure that all new mechanical equipment 

associated with the Project would adhere to Section 112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided bet\veen 

the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing and/or 

proposed structures that may block the line of sight bet\veen receptors and noise sources, it is not 

expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the ambient noise at 

surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

I. Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the extent 

that there \vould be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain acceptable service 

ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to the limited duration of 

construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, mitigation measures are 

proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the Commercial Scenario would 

introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This 

increase in population and employment at the Project Site would generate an increased demand for fire 

protection services over the existing Project Site conditions. General and emergency access to the Project 

would be provided from Vine Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft ECR for the Project. That 

response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency services, stated, in 

part: 'The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes from Fire Station 27. These 

response times meet the desired response distance standards of the LAFD." This response time is not 

limited to structure fires and as such medical response times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, 

Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although 
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operational impacts related to fire services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable 

Fire Code requirements set forth in Mitigation Measures J .1-1 to J .1-7, in conjunction with the proximity 

of the Project Site to area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction 

of new facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities \vould not be required to 

serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain clear and 

unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the Project, for 

review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site. 

Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and personnel 

to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an approved 

fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for dwelling units, 

where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD approval 

of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its final 

designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy of the 

Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but not be limited to 

the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, 

location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any required modifications shall be identified 

and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as identified in 

the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the Project Site in 

the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit the proposed plot plan for 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 35 

RL0023965 



EM20768 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire Code, City 

Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation 

Measure J.1-7, the Project Applicant would be required to submit an emergency response plan for 

approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that Project construction and operations would not impede fire 

access to and from the Project Site, w-hich would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. 

The emergency response plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, 

evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For 

these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 

impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J. l of the Draft EIR. 

J. Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police protection 

services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and appropriate during the 

phases and course of the construction process. This security includes perimeter fencing, lighting, and 

after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for LAPD services. The specific type and 

combination of construction site security features will depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, 

construction impacts as they relate to increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially 

significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the prov1s10n of LAPD police 

protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting police 

response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources of nuisances and 

hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly secured, construction sites 

can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more pressing matters that require their 

attention. This could result in an increase in demand for police protection services. Nevertheless, 

emergency access to the Project Site would be maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of l officer per 833 

residents (or 1.2 officers/l,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 residents under the 

Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the same ratio. The Hollywood 

Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The addition of 2 officers to maintain the 

existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand 

for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood Community Police Station to maintain current resident service 

ratios \vould not require the expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase crime. A 

poorly designed building with lmv visibility has the potential to increase crimes, especially thefts. By 
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providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access control 

(landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the Project can be 

designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a confusing layout. 

Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on-site street systems. City 

review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be based on an evaluation of 

requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, m1mmum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain-link 

construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. The perimeter 

fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of equipment and the work 

force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where necessary. 

Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when located within the construction zone. 

The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained while in place. Where applicable, the 

construction fence shall be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be 

installed and maintained at the pedestrian \valkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be 

removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and 

protect the public from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and patrol the 

Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction throughout the construction 

period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through marked 

emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used to 

facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around the 

buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to improve 

security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a high 

visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans at the 

plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD recommendations. 
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J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the Project Site, 

showing access routes and additional access information as requested by the LAPD, to facilitate 

police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as identified in 

the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project Site 

during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow during 

temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in Mitigation Measure 

J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access control 

(landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the Project can be 

designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to address security-through

design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to police services are less than 

significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the form of 

property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new police facilities 

and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design features as well as revenue to 

the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a confusing layout. 

To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project Site and buildings themselves 

would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

K. Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 1,966 

persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting from the Project 

and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools would increase the demand 
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for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the Project would result in 724 additional 

LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya Elementary 

would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over capacity by 219 

students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified School 

District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in the Final 

EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees in 

accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to school 

facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure J.3-1, Project 

impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

L. Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 1,966 

persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population ratio of four 

acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an additional 

approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six acres of regional 

parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 11.8 acres of regional 

parkland. The demand for approximately 19.7 acres of new neighborhood, community, and regional 

parks and recreational facilities in a currently underserved area would potentially increase the demand on 

existing parks and recreation facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 
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J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each dwelling 

unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling unit having three 

habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having more than three habitable 

rooms pursuant to the requirements ofLAMC Section 12.2l(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the 

common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, shrnbs, or trees and at least one 36-

inch box tree is required for every four d\velling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Constrnction Tax set 

forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(l). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be paid to the 

Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities 

Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant shall pay all 

applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the constrnction of condominium dwelling 

units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, as 

identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space and 

recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other publicly

accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space and recreational 

amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project Site, the Project would be 

subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the increased demands that are created by 

residential development projects. As such, the combination of the above described project design 

features, mandatory code compliance requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's 

impacts to Parks and Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

M. Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 1,966 

persons. Based on Planning Department estimates, the LAPL estimates the Hollywood Regional Branch 

service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 service population will be approximately 
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94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service population as above 90,000, which would warrant 

consideration of a second branch nearby, there are no planned improvements to add capacity through 

expansion or for development of any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of 

approximately 1,966 persons \vould be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 

2,514 persons through 2020. The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident population, it 

would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 

which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to library services \vould be less 

than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the projected 

resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public Library to offset the 

potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries pnor to the 

implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated into 

the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon Libraries as identified in the 

Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to LAPL) 

that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the Project would have 

individual Internet service, which provides information and research capabilities that studies have shown 

reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as discussed above, the Project Applicant \vould 

provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the $200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate 

from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund 

through development. Regular funding of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan 

and fluctuates with City priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures 

presented to voters. As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of 

Mitigation Measure J. 5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

N. Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 
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Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-3. 

Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated during the 

hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for specified 

hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for each traffic lane 

closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent construction staging for 

specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue. Further, although no bus 

stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby 

the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk closures 

during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a 

Construction Management Plan/W orksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be approved by 

LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of construction on vehicular and 

pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the 

public streets in the area of the Project. The WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and 

signage for traffic flow as necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in 

Measure K. l-3, and the identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk 

closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and 

access to abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off

peak hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period constrnction trips, constrnction related traffic shall be restricted 

to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i On \veekdays, w-ork shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3 :31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K. l-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the Project 

Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i All Project constrnction haul trnck traffic shall be restricted to trnck routes approved by the City 

of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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ii Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be during the 

hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the above time limits 

shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department 

of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only \vhen 

necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that can not reasonably be completed 

otherwise. 

iii Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities are 

permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the start of 

hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on the job 

site at all times. 

viii The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control dust caused 

by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled as 

required by law. 

x All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent spillage 

and dust. 

xi All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive blowing 

dirt. 

xii All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any material 

spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, Department of 

Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles pertaining to 

the hauling of earth shall be complied \vith. 

xv "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in each 

direction. 
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xvi One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of the Project 

area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of 

"Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213 .485 .2298, shall be 

notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs 

posted along the route. 

xviii Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 

governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before 

the change takes place. 

xix The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 72 hours 

prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon 

completion of hauling operations. 

xx A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City Engineer for 

maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued by the Central District 

Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further 

information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator 

at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -

Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K. l -1 through K. l -4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle and bus 

traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K. l-4 above was added in 

the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the flow of bus traffic during 

construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K. l of the Draft EIR. 

0. Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 
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Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking 

Based on a review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 

closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian access 

routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain unobstructed on the 

opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still be possible, but would require 

pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be 

maintained at all times and would not be impacted by the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures 

IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk 

routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts 

associated with temporary sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for construction 

workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and lay down areas will be 

on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below grade parking structure is completed. 

If the East and West Sites are built out separately, construction worker parking and staging will be at the 

undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If one Site's development has been completed, worker parking 

would occur at the completed parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a 

Construction Management Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts 

associated with construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for construction 

unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 feet greater in length 

than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-related 

employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on 

surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no 

staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the duration of all 

construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction vehicles, including 

vehicles that transport workers, on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction 

vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, as 

identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances associated with 
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alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, 

Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as required 

through Mitigation Measure K. l -1, parking impacts associated with construction worker parking would 

be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft EIR. 

P. Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total less existing 

uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to approximately 281 AFY of 

water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply Assessment included in the Draft EIR 

concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand generated by the Project falls within the 

available and projected water supplies for nonnal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and 

within the water demand grmvth projected in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a looped 

system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points to the existing 

12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The replacement or addition of 

infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street closures on Vine Street and Yucca 

Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be supplied with water from the municipal 

system. All infrastrncture improvements would be built to the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing 

Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow requirements against the existing water 

infrastrncture and determine that the existing system has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities 

that serve the Project Site currently has the capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. 

The Project's net increase of 222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available 

capacity) would be accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger 

the need for improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall employ 

flagmen during the constrnction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 
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Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service Systems -

Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L. l-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be installed per 

Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan check process, 

potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to create a significant 

impact to the physical environment because: ( l) any disruption of service would be of a short-term nature; 

(2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing 

infrastructure would be replaced \vith larger infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly 

disturbed. The Draft EIR determined that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable 

facilities, and conveyance systems were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant 

impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV.L. l of the 

Draft EIR. 

Q. Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would generate 

approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris associated with the Project 

would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in accordance with Ordinance 181519 

at one of the City certified construction and demolition waste processor facilities, which is most likely the 

Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 net tpd 

of solid \vaste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project will implement. 

The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent approximately 0.022 percent 

of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. 

Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project Site would continue to be subject to and support 

the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste 

from landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the 

Draft EIR, the Project would have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of Sanitation 

standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and construction materials 
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including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, 

metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable material such as broken asphalt 

and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non

recyclable materials/wastes shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall 

be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass, 

and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins shall be emptied and 

recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste 

disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste pnor to the 

implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been incorporated into 

the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon Utilities and Service Systems -

Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the SSRE. The 

Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and policies related to solid 

waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that all operational waste is disposed 

of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and objectives. Additionally, the estimated 

amount of construction/demolition waste could be accommodated by this and other facilities in 

accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers 

to obtain a City permit to discharge construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section CV.L.3 of 

the Draft ECR. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 48 

RL0023978 



EM20781 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

VI. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

A. Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Threshold~ Guide states that the 

degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) partial interruption; or 

( c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no development scenario of the 

Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records Building from the recognized viewpoint 

at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. As discussed below, however, the Project could 

result in varying degrees of visual blockage from this vantage point depending on the height and massing 

envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A. l-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the Project 

at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility of the Capitol 

Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is considered the 

vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal view. [n each rendering 

the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in View 6(a), which is the most 

impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing envelope results in a high degree of view 

interruption. From this vantage point, the Project would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol 

Records Building. However, even in this most impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz 

Mural remain visible at grade level due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-

foot structural setback along Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of 

Permitted Building Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of 

view blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 

massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would obstruct 

a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and 

Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, interruption of the focal view 

due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol Records Building's distinguishing 

architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-foot high massing envelope) could result in 

a significant visual impact based on the extent of view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol 

Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, Site 
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Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 

compatibility with the Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 

obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection view of 

Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to cumulative 

aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 

Regulations, w-hich implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view obstruction 

impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in the Development 

Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the extent feasible while still 

accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A. I of the 

Draft EIR. 

B. Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could enter the 

same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill development that would not 

be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, development of the Project, in 

conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the potential to contrast with the overall 

existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and densities. The Related Projects have the 

potential to block views from local streets and other vantage points throughout the Project area towards 

valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the 

existing Hollywood urban node. These new developments would be collectively visible from the 

Hollywood Hills and lend to the evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, 

although the Projecf s aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative 
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impact of the Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 

significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in confonnance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tmver Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to constrnction, Site 

Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 

compatibility with the Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in the same 

viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how 

the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not control the extent of 

development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby cannot feasibly reduce this 

cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A. I of the 

Draft EIR. 

C. Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building constrnction phase would exceed the regional 

threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG emissions would 

only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 
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B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures required and/or 

recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including but not limited to the 

following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 

• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 

• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 

• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 

• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging areas; 

• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 miles 

per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 

• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that identifies the 

permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information 

about the construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust 

generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall ensure all 

construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

B.l-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer truck fleets 

(e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year United States 

Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a 

minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year 

NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 

incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 

identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(l)) 

Rationale for Findings 
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Mitigation Measures B.l-1 through B.l-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to the 

maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with fugitive dust 

and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV.B.1-11 of the Draft EIR 

Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak daily emissions generated 

during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase would exceed the regional emission 

threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil 

hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented additional mitigation measures in response to a comment 

letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to 

Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to 

reduce this air quality impact to the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further 

this impact to less than significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing 

environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B. l of the Draft EIR. 

D. Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational em1ss1ons that would exceed the established 

SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and wintertime 

(non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As discussed in 

detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air Contaminates (TACs) in the 

vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) Freeway in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is an existing source of TACs. It 

creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the Project Site. Thus, due to the existing 

conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 

that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD 

threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health 

risks associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the 

Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that \vould 

expose sensitive receptors to elevated TA Cs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by the 

Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is considered significant 

and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 

Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
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• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 

• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use oflow-flow water fixtures; 

• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would achieve a 

minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 

• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be ENERGY 

STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or exceeding 

the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and maintained for 

the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on the roof 

of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the I 01 Freeway to the extent 

that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 500-feet of 

the I 0 l Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows and/or the orientation 

of outdoor balconies. 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for electric 

barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common areas per the 

Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively fueled 

sweepers with HEP A filters, and use \vater-based or low VOC cleaning products for maintenance 

of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B. l -4 through B. l -9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the maximum 

extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions associated with energy 

consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions associated with mobile vehicle 
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sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional operational emissions from the Project would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the Project 

vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 

that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of 

significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 

considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no mitigation measures or Project 

Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B. l of the Draft EIR. 

E. Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors identified 

in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including residential, hotels, and 

the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience temporary noise levels above 

applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive receptors 

identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction impacts would 

produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio 

recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway noise levels at 

distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to approximately 72. l dBA CNEL. 

All other locations where residential uses could be placed on the Project Site would front street segments 

with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine 

Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls 

within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 

Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the Project. 

Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed 

residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 
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Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 161574, 

and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain 

levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Constrnction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday 

through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No constrnction 

activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration constrnction activities whose specific location on the Project 

Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck 

idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all adjacent land uses. The use of those 

pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 

potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Constrnction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several pieces of 

equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, and 

jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and muffling 

devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight-feet high 

shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent 

land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during 

construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance No. 

178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the following 

information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the contractor and 

mvner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval for 

the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. The notice shall be posted 

and maintained at the construction site prior to the start of construction and displayed in a 

location that is readily visible to the public and approved by the City's Department of Building 

and Safety. 
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H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification shall be 

provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction schedule, 

including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the 

duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 

documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art 

Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and the Capitol 

Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring program shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the following. 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. As 

a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fac;ades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 

manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site and all 

construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and vibration mitigation 

measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination loader/excavator 

for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers shall be utilized 

during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely completion of the excavation phase of 

development. 
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H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 

EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or structural walls 

of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene 

foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol 

Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent product 

approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be 

applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall 

be installed per manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete 

wall will then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 112.02 of 

the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air conditioning, 

refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level 

of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior Noise 

Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 

windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 

Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission between 

dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable interior noise levels in new 

multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained \vorkers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the hours of 

construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques during construction 

at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be reduced to the maximum 

extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the identified mitigation measures, potential 

noise levels generated by Project construction would in some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, 

further reducing construction related noise levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the 

Final EIR, numerous additional mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to 

on-site and surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
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assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-1 7, potential groundbome vibration 

impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Nevertheless, 

because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site receptors would exceed 

the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne vibration impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration-related land 

use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further coordination between 

each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project's 

physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment would be considered 

significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

F. Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) With 

Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 

• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 study 

intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
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• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

• Gmver Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three additional 

intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 

• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 

• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly impacted by 

Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The additional impact 

would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the Horizon Year (2035) Plus 

Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year (2035) 

AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, which were 

also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard (Existing (2011), 
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Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) 

and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the Project. 

Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting from the relocation 

of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and West Sites. The square footages 

of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum East Site 

Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of office space, all 254 

hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 25,000 square 

feet ofretail space on the East Site. Development of the West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet 

of health club space, 288 residential dwelling units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking 

associated with each Project use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum West Site 

Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but not the office 

space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 square feet ofretail space, 

20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling units on the West Site. Development 

on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of office space (but not the office parking), 111 

residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet ofrestaurant space, and 5,000 square feet ofretail space. The 

parking associated with each Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the 

Site containing that use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios 

were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the traffic at the six 

intersections located at the comers of the blocks containing the East Site and West Site (the Affected 

Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 

11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 

12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 

17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 

19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
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Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 

Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing (2011) 

conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine Street and 

Holly\'.-ood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 

Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other significant traffic impacts 

were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 

Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 

Holly\'.-ood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would occur at 

intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) conditions (w-ith No 

Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Holly\'.-ood Boulevard) would be 

significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 

Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 

West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts would cause 

the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of the shift in location 

assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM peak-hour impact at the 

intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. With 

l 00% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street Access conditions), the impact at 

intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between the 

West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the intersections immediately 

surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was performed for the two scenarios that 

represent the maximum shift in location of the Project uses/components and parking. There would be 

changes to the conclusions/impacts for the Project at two intersections that would accompany the 

analyzed shifts in land uses. Those conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at 

intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and 

Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, located 

within a quarter mile radius of the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station and allows 

immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number of Metro and 

LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable walking 

distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project employees, visitors, residents and 

guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous supporting and complementary uses, such as 

additional housing for employees and additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly 

design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared 
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and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project 

and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of the first 

certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new land uses to be 

developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To the extent a TDM 

Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such time that new 

land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be 

acceptable to the Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, 

but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site 

transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 

• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 

• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the proposed 

residential uses, if constructed; 

• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 

• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 

• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 

• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 

• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees; 

• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, bicycle 

and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 

• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 

• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 

• Transit routing and schedule information; 

• Transit pass sales; 

• Rideshare matching services; 

• Bike and walk to \vork promotions; 
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• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of the 

Project Site; 

• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 

• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that 1s currently being 

established (CF l0-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant explore 

the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects the Project to off

site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents and 

visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional measure in the TDM program if it is 

deemed feasible and effective by the Project Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollvwood Communitv Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project shall 

join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area and initial 

staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the TMO as a 

member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 

• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by transit, but 

contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 

• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 

• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements (such as 

transit/bicycle lanes), and 

• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes in the 

Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand the 

City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a 

Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project Applicant has 

offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a project-specific amenity 

or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project Applicant shall also provide 

space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is 

currently working on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that 

shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this 

study shall assist in determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a 

Mobility Hub at the Project Site. 
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K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment through 

sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such as landscaping 

and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the 

project to the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements shall include 

reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the side\valks along Ivar Avenue and Argyle 

Avenue between the Project Site and the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station, and 

installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within a block of the Project Site, as 

deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation of locations shall be made in 

consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $250,000 

to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being established (CF l0-

2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the Department of City 

Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements within the Hollywood area. 

However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete streets 

and smart grmvth policies shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures 

implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. 

Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, 

may be included in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 

may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement the 

traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to the 

Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). 

Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic 

signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building pennit. These 

signal upgrades would be implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit 

process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to 

LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project 

Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 

LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. ff the upgrades are implemented by the Project 

Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be 

guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any 

certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 

Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection under both 

existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection 

to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum lane for the southbound approach 

and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final 

design of this improvement shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 
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K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently adopted the 

updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street standards that 

provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including 

transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, 

etc. Vine Street has been designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot 

half-width roadway \vithin a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue 

and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, w-hich requires a 35-foot half-width 

roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 

Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as 

Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 

right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 

determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for 

this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of [mprovements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall be 

responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 

modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation improvements 

described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation improvements and associated traffic 

signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of 

the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to 

the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be 

granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each 

case, the Project Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the 

satisfaction of LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 

engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a 

pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, residential 

development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K. l-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project-related 

traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the Mitigation 

Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 
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Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing (2011) 

conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) conditions, 

traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with implementation of the mitigation 

measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. 

18. 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin A venue 

Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

(PM peak hour) 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future (2020) 

conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under the Future (2020) 

conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the above mitigation measures 

at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 

15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollyw-ood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 

18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 

31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the intersection of 

Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario 

to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional three 

significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. Impacts at the 

intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential additional Project 

mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures would have 

benefits at the intersection ofivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not reduce the impact to 

a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less than significant level at this 

location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible additional 

measures were identified. As such, impacts at the intersection of I var A venue and Hollywood Boulevard 

would remain significant under the No Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 
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In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between the West Site 

and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the intersections immediately 

surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was performed for the two scenarios that 

represent the maximum shift in location of the Project uses/components and parking. There would be 

changes to the conclusions/impacts for the Project at two intersections that would accompany the 

analyzed shifts in land uses. Those conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at 

intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Holly\'.-ood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and 

Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin \vith a shift in the location of 20% of the trip generation of 

that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine Street access), impacts at 

intersection 19 - Argyle A venue and Holly\'.-ood Boulevard would no longer be able to be mitigated to 

less than significance and as such would remain significant. With essentially all of the Maximum East 

Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street 

Access) would be significant prior to mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than 

significant level with implementation of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site 

Development Scenario, starting with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be 

mitigated (at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West 

Site Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15l26.6(a) requires an ECR to: (l) describe a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of 

the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. Sections II.D 

and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the Project, which 

are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the 

Region. The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underntilized Project area primarily operated as surface parking 

into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a 

mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community

serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. Provide the mixture and 

density of uses necessary to ensure the Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, 

can sustain itself economically as well as support the long-term preservation of historic 

strnctures along Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce vehicular trips 

by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing transit and transportation 

infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives and creating pedestrian 

accessibility to the regional transit system and existing development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to support the 

continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring the Project has the 

necessary flexibility to respond to changing market conditions and consumer needs in the 

Holly\'.-ood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land use 

density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, resident, 

visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility necessary to 

ensure that the mix of uses developed \vill meet the needs of Hollywood at the time of 

development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the intersection of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern end of Hollywood 

Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 
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Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 

Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 

The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the energy 

and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built environment. Utilize 

vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street high-rise corridor to provide 

the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and thriving Hollywood while 

maintaining the setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol 

Records Complex and the historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 

District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces and 

connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, the regional 

transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, landscaped 

open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the pedestrian experience in 

Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and 

vibrant area that is attractive to residents and visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient design 

flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a set of 

development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure the Project will 

integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and complement the existing 

built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural 

features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability that promote the long

term development of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 

Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to regional 

transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive linkages 

between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary energy and vitality to 

make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 
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• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to create the 

critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, side\valks and other public spaces 

both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the mix of uses necessary to 

support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian experience safe and attractive will 

not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and modernization in 

the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource conservation, 

including \vaste reduction and conservation of electricity and water. Building design and 

construction will promote efficient use of materials and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and 

Providing a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the

Art Improvements. The Pro}ect aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and ex1stmg infrastructure including the 

Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by promoting 

walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along Vine Street, and 

providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. Support infrastructure 

improvements and implement a transportation demand management plan that reduces 

vehicular usage and promotes walkability and public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by increasing the 

property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales and possibly transient 

occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy necessary to support existing 

developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment of the 

public in context with a new- landmark development, the Capitol Records Complex, and 

the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. Enhance pedestrian 

circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout the Project Site and bet\veen 

the Project and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new- revenue sources for the City of Los Angeles. 

Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support itself and support 

existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure that this iconic 

intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial corridor for the 

community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 
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• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level of 

density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and pedestrian 

connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical mass of density 

that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active and vibrant environment 

that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 

Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 

New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood and the 

historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in the region and the 

changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor on 

Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of new temporary and permanent jobs, as 

well as direct and indirect economic benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax revenues, and 

providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses necessary to support both 

the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for Downtown 

Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new business relocation to 

Holly\'.-ood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes adequate 

density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary to sustain the 

Project and existing development within the Holly\'.-ood area. Maximizing density will 

ensure the development of a variety of land uses, including some combination of 

residential dwelling units, commercial uses, luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail 

establishments, sports club, parking facilities, and open space. Without the increased 

density, the necessary increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain 

Hollywood Boulevard will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 

Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 

and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate ground

floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street level and moderate 

overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves views to and from the Capitol 
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Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, 

and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment 

District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood community. Reinforce the 

urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the 

creation of an active street life focused on Vine Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to revitalize this 

historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, visitors, and businesses 

that promote economic vitality and preservation of the District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing context, 

including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and massing setbacks 

that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new buildings to be in a manner that 

is differentiated from but compatible \vith adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range of 

six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of uses 

and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5: 1 FAR 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: l FAR 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 

alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 

These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 

Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

G. Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

1. Description of the Alternative 
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The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 

would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on

site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 

Accordingly, the Project Site \vould continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 

parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 

would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 

including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 

would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the No 

Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

3. Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 

However, it is found pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 

that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 

considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 

infeasible Alternative l. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 

Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 

would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 

condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 

Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 

purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 

development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 

for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 

policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 

Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 

Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and cohesive 

development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to supporting local 

and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development. Since the 

Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not provide urban infill, as no 

hotel, retail, or office uses \vould be constructed. The Project Objective to generate maximum 

community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 

environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art improvements would also not 
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be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new development would occur under 

Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic growth of Hollywood through the 

development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting businesses, residents, and tourists 

and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the protection of the Capitol Records 

Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no development standards and guidelines 

for constrnction adjacent to the Capitol Records Complex would be incorporated, which would be 

designed to provide sensitive architectural treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, 

the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District would not occur 

because under the Project, new state of the art amenities and new uses would be provided in order 

to revitalize the historic section of Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 

impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the Project. 

On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

H. Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mmor the 

Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 

4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 

reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 

development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 

occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 

residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 

feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 

15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 

fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 

or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a 

part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized 

by the Project. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5: 1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 

impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 

and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 

also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
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impacts since this altemati ve requires less construction activity and results in less operational 

impacts because of its sensitive size. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 2. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

This alternative \vould not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with 

the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 

avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 

remam. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 

remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 

proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 

Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 

compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 

revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 

responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 

critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative would 

also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative would 

meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced office 

space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, 

therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The Project 

Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit

oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall square 

footage \vhen compared to the Project, Alternative 2 \vould not fully meet the Project Objective to 

generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a 

vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the above 

paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic grmvth of Hollywood through 

development of new amenities, which would, in tum, generate new revenue for the City of Los 

Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 

would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 

impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the Project. 

On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

5. Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

I. Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 

Concept Plan \vith respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 

across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6: 1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 

3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 

would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 

Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 

Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-

room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 

approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of quality 

food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use. 

This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific community 

benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, 

to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 

impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 

and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 

unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 

duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section CX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 3. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 

superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 

Hmvever, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 

unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 

would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
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modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 

maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 

vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the 

Project Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern 

mixed-use project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not 

provide the critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 

development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 

and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 

transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as 

the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 

regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 

degree than the Project. \\lnile Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 

provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 

street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 

square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 

Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 

opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 

Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 

intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 

not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would not 

generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and proposed 

business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 

under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 

significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

J. Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the ex1stmg 114,303-square-foot 

Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site to 

220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's Concept 

Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under 

the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net 

square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 residential units and 

a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of new office space, 

approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 square feet of 
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quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club 

use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., lower height with 

less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint under Alternative 4. 

This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific community 

benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, 

to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 

Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 

Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 

towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 

generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not meet 

Project objectives as discussed below. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 4. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

This alternative \vould not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 

development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 

any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 

traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 

density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 

Project Site as a vibrant and modem mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 

Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 

priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. \\Thile this alternative 

would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 

would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 

vibrant project that responds to the modem needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 

promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 

hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 

same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, \vould not meet the 

Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 

pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
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uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due 

to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would not 

meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 

community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 

environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 

height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities available. 

Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-tenn increase in tax revenue to the City, or 

create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood Area when 

compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 220-foot 

height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing would 

occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the Capitol 

Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In particular, 

the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower heights in 

order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the Development 

Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic character of the 

Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced under 

this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

K. Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-

square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5:1 FAR, 

including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 

ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 

development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1,100 square feet per 

residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 

specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 

the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 

Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 

support the residential dwelling units. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 

Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
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Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 

towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4. 5: l FAR which 

generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not meet 

Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant and 

unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 

significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 

Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 

density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 

housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 

addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 5. 

4. Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 

office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 

mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 

impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 

meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 

revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 

create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 

Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 

uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 

changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 

completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 

create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. Alternative 

5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail space 

would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, 

therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the proposed Project. By 

creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, Alternative 5 would 

not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the Project, since there 

would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and significantly fewer jobs 

generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, the urban and historical 

importance of the intersection of Holly\'.-ood and Vine by the creation of an active street life 

focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced under 

this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

L. Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

1. Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-

square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 

approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 

commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 

and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 FAR. 

Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 

residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 

the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 

Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 

the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

2. Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 

Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 

Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated \vith the Project 

towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR w-hich 

generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it \vould not meet 

Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant and 

unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 

significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 

Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 

what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 

Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 

uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 

lesser degree than would the Project. 

3. Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 2108 l(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified 

in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 6. 
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4. Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 

major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 

consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 

VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 

Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 

through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 

Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 

Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 

uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 

not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as the 

Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, and 

visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, and 

cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed uses 

and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 

development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 

Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 

Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 

but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 

opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 

during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that could 

become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will worsen 

the jobs/housing balance in the area, w-hich results in more overall car trips for the area. Creating 

a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area on a 24-

hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since there \vould 

be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. Nevertheless, there 

would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on an annual basis, 

although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax revenue to the 

level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. Nonetheless this 

alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of promoting the 

Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is responsive to the 

history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at an iconic 

intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol Records 

Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the main 

mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 

Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, and, on 

that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 
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5. Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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VII. FINDINGS REGARDING OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project area 

and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided during 

the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this grmvth \vill be consistent with area-wide 

population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 

although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 

of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 

area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 

Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water facilities, 

electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would not induce 

growth because it would only serve the Project. 

B. Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 

changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 

Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that '"[u]ses of 

nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible 

since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter likely. Primary 

impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides 

access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. 

Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. 

Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 

consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 

renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 

the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 

include: (l) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 

used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 

future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into consistency 

with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be consistent with 

growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 

additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 

rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
CEQA filndings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 85 

RL0024015 



EM20818 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 

elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 

resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 

changes that warrant further consideration. 
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VIII. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the 

"Lead Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final 

EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds 

that it has independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that 

the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision

makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 

of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 

private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding 

the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 

comments made during the public review· period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 

persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 

Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 

environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 

reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 

comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 

comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 

information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft ECR. The lead agency has 

based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 

to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts 

identified and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 

the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 

the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 

MMRP, and contained in the Final ECR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 

that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 

Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final 

EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 

review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to 

notify the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in 

the various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements 

arose for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain 

errors and will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications 

were necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 

participation process. 
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F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 

to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 

ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in 

the Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted 

by the City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation 

measures identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance 

during implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete 

MMRP provides the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully 

enforceable. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 

21081 .6, the City hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 

hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 

of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 

proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: 

Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles 

200 North Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 

herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or 

is in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 

determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 

that \vould have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 

reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 

evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the 

entirety of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising 

the Project. It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by 

other State and local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" 

under CEQA). Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is 

intended to be the basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible 

discretionary actions by other State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 
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IX. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from implementation of 

the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA 

Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency allows the occurrence of significant 

impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least substantially mitigated to an insignificant level 

or eliminated, the lead agency must state in writing the reasons to support its action based on the 

completed EIR and/or other information in the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA Guidelines 

contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and hereby requires, pursuant 

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that significant adverse environmental effects 

have been identified in the EIR which cannot be substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be 

eliminated. These findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of 

proceedings, including but not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute 

the record of proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: Aesthetics; Air 

Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to mitigate such impacts to 

a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City recognizes 

that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the Project. Having (i) 

adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible alternatives to the Projects discussed 

above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project 

against their significant and unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and 

override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and provide the 

rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of economic, social, 

aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to outweigh the adverse 

environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that increases 

density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and furthers sound 

planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional housing needs through 

the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the growth 

of Hollywood and the region. 
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3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site in 

context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 

cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through urban 

infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land 

use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces 

and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of Hollywood 

through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting businesses, residents, 

and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote the 

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development that is 

responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project \vill reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in 

close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of transportation 

and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian pathways/linkages within 

the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by the Project 

Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total of approximately 

$103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project \vould result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and uniform 

land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a whole. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28769 

Bryan Clark <sevenc7c@gmail.com > 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 6:03 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

We strongly protest the Millennium project for a number ofreasons: 
1. creates more traffic congestion 
2. is certain to cause back-ups entering the freeway ramps 
3. absence of any specifics about the project 
4. total disregard for the 150 foot height limit, that was observed by 
Hotel W and others 
5. 3 of 4 Neighborhood councils oppose this monstrosity 

Bryan Clark 
Josephine Clark 
Tom Whyte 
Kathleen Whyte 

Holly Hill Terrace, Hollywood 90068 

Bryan 

RL0024021 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28351 

afraijo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit.com > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 10:59 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Development Regulations 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 

Sergio, please see attached updated guidelines. 

1° ~Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 130307 3_ 13_ 13.docx 

Your file will expire on March 21, 2013 10:59 PDT unless 
you Save to folders, then you will have online access 
anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk ~ 

14-Day Trial 

© 2003-2012 YouSendlt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM28770 

David Reskin <davidreskin@hotmail.com> 

Sunday, March 17, 2013 6:07 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
In re VTTM 71837-CN 

I'm a 28-year Hollywood resident and I oppose the Millennium project. I'm not a homeowner, I'm a 
renter, so I'm not concerned about my property values going up, down or sideways because I don't 
have any. I'm concerned about the impact this project will have on the quality of life in our community 
and the deleterious effect it will have on our skyline, on pollution, parking, overcrowding and 
congestion in what is already a very dense part of Los Angeles. And last but not least how it will 
impact the special nature of Hollywood, a place unique to the world and a historical treasure. 

I fail to see how allowing a building higher than the 150 foot height of buildings like the iconic Capital 
Records and even the brand new W hotel will do anything but pollute our nice Hollywood ambiance. 
Then there's the question of trying to get around Hollywood. I like to shop at our local businesses, use 
the post office, the library and so forth. It's hard enough to maneuver the streets and find parking now. 
Imagine what it will be like when there are not one but two monstrous new skyscrapers and all their 
attendant residents and traffic? To say nothing of what all those additional cars will do to congestion 
on the Hollywood Freeway. 

I urge the City Planning Commission to support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely. 
David Reskin 
6122 Glen Oak Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
323 462-2275 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr. Williams, 

EM28771 

Joan Seidel <qed@earthlink.net> 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 6:55 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. The Millennium should be no more than 22 floors. 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of 

the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic 
height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale (Garcetti 
wanted that much higher). 

Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the project 
impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult 
maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up (they are already baking up), 
creating a potentially unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this 
project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

Joan Seidel 
2241 Hollyridge Dr. 
LA CA 90068 

323/466-2888 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM28352 

afraijo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit.com> 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 10:59 AM 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

Subject: Development Regulations 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 

Sergio, please see attached updated guidelines. 

1° ~Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 130307 3_ 13_ 13.docx 

Your file will expire on March 21, 2013 10:59 PDT unless 
you Save to folders, then you will have online access 
anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk ~ 

14-Day Trial 

© 2003-2012 YouSendlt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM28772 

Cicely Gargaro <cagargaro@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 7:13 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

This to let you know that I absolutely support the appeals AGAINST the Millennium Project. It is clearly 
designed to be the ruinization of our beloved city of Hollywood as we all know and love it. There is no need 
for a building to be 55 stories high especially in an area as busy and often congested as are the streets around 
Capitol Records. Please pay careful attention to the Caltrans objections as they are sane and sensible reasons 
why this project should not come about - ever! 

Sincerely, 

Cicely Gargaro 
Beachwood Canyon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM28773 

Jill Young-Manson <jillyoungm@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 7:27 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
re: The Millennium 

In short: No! Absolutely not! Wrong, wrong, wrong, wrong. Greedy, short sighted. A blight that 
will be the nasty gift that keeps on giving for generations to come. 

I vote, pay taxes and own various properties. 

Thanks for hearing me, 

Jill 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28774 

Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com > 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 7:58 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

Please do not let them build these awful Millennium Towers. There is so much traffic that I can hardly 
get to and from my 
home as it is. We are dying up here in the Hollywood Hills area. All of the development that has 
already been allowed 
is killing us up here: causing massive stress, traffic problems and delays. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Olivia Duke 
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EM28353 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Michael 
LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org > 

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 11:26 AM 
To: Dianna Watson/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Subject: City of LA & Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

Michael LoGrande has accepted this invitation. 

City of LA & Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

When 
Fri Mar 22, 2013 1 :30pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Conference room 13.049 (map) 
Calendar 
Dianna Watson/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Who 

Dianna Watson/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov - organizer 
Michael LoGrande - creator 
Alan Lin/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Aziz Elattar/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Elhami Nasr/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
Michael Miles/D07 /Caltrans/CAGov 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
tomas. carranza@lacity.org 
Sylvia Martinez/D07/Caltrans/CAGov - optional 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov because you are an 
attendee of this event. 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https://www.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130322T2030002 
DTEND:20130322T2130002 
DTSTAMP:20130314T1825462 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Dianna Watson/007/Caltrans/CAGov:mailto:dianna.watson@dot.ca.g 
ov 
U ID: FD021365FA4FCDC988257B2000760BE9-Lotus_Notes_ Generated 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Michae 
I LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130313T2143022 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130314T1825452 
LOCATION:Conference room 13.049 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:City of LA & Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-LOTUS-BROADCAST: FALSE 
X-LOTUS-U PDA TE-SEQ: 1 
X-LOTUS-UPDATE-WISL:$S: 1\;$L:1\;$8:1\;$R:1\;$E:1 
X-LOTUS-NOTESVERSION:2 
X-LOTUS-NOTICETYPE: I 
X-LOTUS-APPTTYPE:3 
X-LOTUS-CH I LD-U ID: FD021365FA4FCDC988257B2000760BE9 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM28355 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciraliamcp@yahoo.com > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 11:35 AM 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Millennium 

I am really trying to get out of the house, but I keep projectile coughing nasty things and my brain hurts. I meant 
to come in this afternoon, but I don't think it would be wise to come in at all. So Sergio, when you have the 
chance, can you forward me the DA CPC report? I wanted to add something to it about the benefits and the 
term. 

Also, we need to get labels ready for when we send this out to the people on the mailing list on Monday. 
Darlene made labels for us when we sent out the tract LOD. Everyone on those labels will need a copy of both 
cpc reports. The staff appeal report will go to the applicant and each of the appellants. We can also send a copy 
of the staff appeal report to everyone on the list, as I'm sure they will ask. In any event, I know Darlene is out 
on Mondays, so if we can get her help in preparing those labels before she leaves tomorrow, we'll just have to 
stuff envelopes ourselves and send them out on Monday. In addition to those on the list, we'll need 25 (or 28?) 
copies of everything for cpc and management due to the commission office on Monday as well. That's all I got 
on the brain at the moment.. .. 

Thanks, 
Luci 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28775 

Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com > 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 7:59 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Please do not let them build these awful Millennium Towers. There is so much traffic that I can 
hardly get to and from my 
home as it is. We are dying up here in the Hollywood Hills area. All of the development that has 
already been allowed 
is killing us up here: causing massive stress, traffic problems and delays. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Olivia Duke 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28776 

Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com > 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 8:05 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Fw: VTTM 71837-CN 

P.S. James, why are these buildings being allowed to be built? There is absolutely no need for them. 
They can't rent out the ones that have been allowed to be built already as it is. They are ugly 
and will detract from the whole beauty and look of Hollywood now. Thank you. 

----- Forwarded Message-----
From: Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 
Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2013 7:57 PM 
Subject: VTTM 71837-CN 

Please do not let them build these awful Millennium Towers. There is so much traffic that I can hardly 
get to and from my 
home as it is. We are dying up here in the Hollywood Hills area. All of the development that has 
already been allowed 
is killing us up here: causing massive stress, traffic problems and delays. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Olivia Duke 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28356 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 11:40 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium 

Luci: Lisa had asked that a paragraph be devoted to discussing all the public benefits in the Development 
Agreement staff report (as I may have emailed you yesterday) ..... . 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 11 :34 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciraliamcp@yahoo.com> wrote: 
I am really trying to get out of the house, but I keep projectile coughing nasty things and my brain hurts. I meant 
to come in this afternoon, but I don't think it would be wise to come in at all. So Sergio, when you have the 
chance, can you forward me the DA CPC report? I wanted to add something to it about the benefits and the 
term. 

Also, we need to get labels ready for when we send this out to the people on the mailing list on Monday. 
Darlene made labels for us when we sent out the tract LOD. Everyone on those labels will need a copy of both 
cpc reports. The staff appeal report will go to the applicant and each of the appellants. We can also send a copy 
of the staff appeal report to everyone on the list, as I'm sure they will ask. In any event, I know Darlene is out 
on Mondays, so if we can get her help in preparing those labels before she leaves tomorrow, we'll just have to 
stuff envelopes ourselves and send them out on Monday. In addition to those on the list, we'll need 25 (or 28?) 
copies of everything for cpc and management due to the commission office on Monday as well. That's all I got 
on the brain at the moment. ... 

Thanks, 
Luci 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28777 

Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com > 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 8:06 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Fw: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

P.S. Luciralia, why are these buildings being allowed to be built? There is absolutely no need for 
them. 
They can't rent out the ones that have been allowed to be built already as it is. They are ugly 
and will detract from the whole beauty and look of Hollywood now. Thank you. 

----- Forwarded Message-----
From: Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com> 
To: "luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2013 7:59 PM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Please do not let them build these awful Millennium Towers. There is so much traffic that I can 
hardly get to and from my 
home as it is. We are dying up here in the Hollywood Hills area. All of the development that has 
already been allowed 
is killing us up here: causing massive stress, traffic problems and delays. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Olivia Duke 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci: rest +get better .... 

EM28357 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 11:41 AM 
luciraliamcp@yahoo.com 
Re: Millennium 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciraliamcp@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 11:34 AM 
To: serqio.ibarra@lacitv.org <serqio.ibarra@lacitv.org> 
Cc: dan.scott@lacitv.org <dan.scott@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Millennium 

I am really trying to get out of the house, but I keep projectile coughing nasty things and my brain hurts. I meant 
to come in this afternoon, but I don't think it would be wise to come in at all. So Sergio, when you have the 
chance, can you forward me the DA CPC report? I wanted to add something to it about the benefits and the 
term. 

Also, we need to get labels ready for when we send this out to the people on the mailing list on Monday. 
Darlene made labels for us when we sent out the tract LOD. Everyone on those labels will need a copy of both 
cpc reports. The staff appeal report will go to the applicant and each of the appellants. We can also send a copy 
of the staff appeal report to everyone on the list, as I'm sure they will ask. In any event, I know Darlene is out 
on Mondays, so if we can get her help in preparing those labels before she leaves tomorrow, we'll just have to 
stuff envelopes ourselves and send them out on Monday. In addition to those on the list, we'll need 25 (or 28?) 
copies of everything for cpc and management due to the commission office on Monday as well. That's all I got 
on the brain at the moment. ... 

Thanks, 
Luci 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM28778 

Meryl Schwarz <meryl.schwarz@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, March 17, 2013 8:53 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I a writing to protest the new Millennium Project planned for Vine Street between Yucca and Hollywood Blvd. There is no 
reason for a 55 story building in the area. In addition to being completely out of sync with the architecture in the rest of the 
neighborhood, I have not seen any kind of a plan for handling the type of traffic that will inevitably result from the planned 
use of the space. I feel that much more thought has to be put into how the neighborhood will handle the influx of cars and 
people before I can support this project. 

The buildings should conform to the Historical Hollywood scale, which is a building height of 150 feet, or 12-14 stories. 

Thank you. 

Meryl Schwarz, M.A., M.Ed. 
Certified Professional Coach 
Grief Support Specialist 
818.679.5287 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Luci, 

EM18564 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 11:55 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Lisa Webber (lisa.webber@lacity.org); Jon Foreman; Dan Scott; Jerry Neuman 

Millennium Hollywood: DA 

Comparison Result #407722898v7Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood 

Draft 1 9 13 (compared with.pdf; Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood 
[Draft 2.6.13].DOCX 

The revised Development Agreement is attached for your review. The revisions reflect your comments as well as 
comments and input from Marcel Porras. The redline compares these changes to the Jan. gth draft version. 

Thank you for your continued attention to this matter. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 
213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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RECORDING REQlJESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

EM18565 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

NO RECORDING FEE- PUBLIC AGENCY - GOVERNMENT CODE §6103 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

by and among 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 

1750NORTH VINELLC, 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 

and 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC 

-1-

(Space above for Recorder's Use) 

OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024039 
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1.13 "Development Regulations" .... ................ ....... ....................................................... 3 

1...1 means the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: Design 
Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. ...... ................ ....... ......... ..... ......... 3 

1.14 "Discretionary Action" ............ ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 3 

1..2 means an action which requires the exercise of judgment, deliberation, or 
a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including any 
board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in 
the process of approving or disapproving a particular activity, as 
distinguished from an activity which merely requires the City and/or any 
City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been 
compliance with statutes, ordinances, or regulations .......... ....... ......... ..... ......... ....... 3 
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1.15 "East Parcel" ...... ....... ........ ....... ........ ........ ........ ...... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 3 

1...3. means the portion of the Propertv located to the east of Vine Street as 
depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto . ................................................................ 3 

1.16 "EIR" ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 3 

1.4 means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-_, certified by the City in 
accordance with the requirements of CEQA. .......................................... ....... .. ....... 3 

1.17 "Effective Date" ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 3 

1...S. is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the 
City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the 
City of Los Angeles ... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... 3 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" ........................................................................................ . 3 

.L..6. means the land use equivalency program, as more fully described in 
Section 3.2.5 of this AgreemeHt aHcl the Projeet AflflFOvals.3 below and 
Section 4.2 of the Development Guidelines, which allows land uses to be 
developed on the Property to be exchanged among the permitted land uses 
so long as the limitations of such equivalency program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum Floor Area. All permitted 
land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of other 
permitted land uses on the Property under the Equivalency Program once 
the maximum FAR is reached .......................................................................... ........ 3 

1.19 "Existing Improvements" ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ .4 

1..1 means the existing buildings, structures and improvements located within 
the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty 
Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced 
pursuant to this Agreement. ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ........ ....... .4 

1.20 "Fees" ......... .. ............ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ....... 4 

1....8. means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City .. ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ...... .4 

1.21 "First Phase" ...... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ................................................... .. 4 

1..2. means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the Property 
without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For 
clarification any modification to an existing improvement on the Property 
will NOT constitute construction of a new building in accordance with this 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 
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definition even if building permits are required in connection with such 
improvement ...... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ......... 4 

1.22 "Floor Area" ............. ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...................................................... .4 

1.10 means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code ....... ....... ....... ........ .4 

1.23 "General Plan" ....................................................................................................... 4 

1.11 means the General Plan of the City ... .................................................................. .... .4 

1.24 "Impact Fees" ......................................................................................................... 4 

1.12 means impact fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share 
charges or other similar impact fees or charges imposed on and in 
connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable 
Rules. Impact Fees do not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or 
(ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general applicability, provided that 
such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ......... ....... 4 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" .......... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... ... ...... .. ...... .. ..... .4 

1.13 in each instance will be deemed to be followed by the phrase "without 
limitation" .. ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... 4 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" ................................................................................... .4 

1.14 means the first Phase to be developed on the East Parcel... ..... ......... ....... ....... ........ .4 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" .................................................................................. .4 

1.15 means the first Phase to be developed on the West Parcel. ..... ........ ....... ........ ........ .4 

1.28 "Litigation" .............. .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .4 

1.16 means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, 
implementation or enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly 
relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, the EIR and/or the Project 
Approvals ................................................................................................................. 4 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" ..... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... .. 4 

1..11 means the permits, approvals, plans, inspections, certificates, documents, 
licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the City in order for 
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Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits 
and Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions ...... ....... ......... ..... ........ .4 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" ............. ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 5 

1.18 means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for each potential 
environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation 
monitoring program adopted as a condition of approval of the EIR and/or 
Project Approvals ..................................................................................................... 5 

1.31 "Mortgage" ...... ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.19 means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale leaseback, 
or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for 
fair value, encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or 
Developer's interest in this Agreement, given by Developer for the 
purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements 
thereon, or any other purpose ................................................................................... 5 

1.32 "Mortgagee" ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 5 

1.20 means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, any 
administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or 
(iii) with respect to any parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale
leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee title under a Mortgage who 
has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 6.1.4 
of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such 
holder, beneficiary or lessor ..................................................................................... 5 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" ... ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 5 

1.21 is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. .... ..................................................... 5 

1.34 "Municipal Code" ..... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...................................................... . 5 

1.22 means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the same may 
exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used 
in the context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code as of the Effective Date of this Agreement. .................... 5 

1.35 "Parties" .... ....... ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.23 means collectively Developer and the City ............................................................. 5 

1.36 "Party" ...... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... 5 

1.24 means any one of Developer or the City .... ....... ....................................................... 5 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-IV- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024043 



EM18570 

1.37 "Phase" ....... .. ............ ........ ........ ........ ......... ........ ...... ........ ........ ....... ........ ......... ........ 5 

1.25 means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction of 
replacement improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as 
a single construction project. For the pumoses of avoiding doubt 
renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will not constitute a Phase . .... ....... 5 

1.38 "Planning Commission" ........... ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 5 

1.26 means the City Planning Commission and the planning agency of the City 
pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code 
(Development Agreement Act) .. ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... 5 

1.39 "Planning Director" ............................................................................................... 5 

1.27 means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her designee .. ....................... 5 

1.40 "Proceeding" ........................................................................................................... 5 

1.28 is defined in Section 7. 9 .1 ........................................................................................ 5 

1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" ............................................................................. 6 

1.29 means all processing fees and charges required by the City or any City 
Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, project 
permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, 
encroachment permits, tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right 
lots, street vacations and certificates of occupancy which are necessary to 
accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. Expressly exempted 
from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted 
after the Effective Date, except as specifically provided for in this 
Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include those linkage fees, 
impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be 
calculated at time of payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and 
Charges to be applied in connection with the development of the Project 
shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time an 
application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is 
established by the City in a subsequent agreement.. ................................................ 6 

1.42 "Project" .... ....... .................................................................................................. ..... 6 

1.30 means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the Project 
Approvals and the Development Regulations .......................................................... 6 

1.43 "Project Approvals" ........ ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... 6 
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1.31 those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which have been 
requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are 
comprised of (1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the 
"D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 
12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; (2) Vesting 
Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a 
R Zone per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; 
(3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio averaging in a unified 
development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing 
per Municipal Code Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance 
from Municipal Code Section 12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with 
outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal Code § 12.27; 
(6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce 
parking required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) 
Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a project that creates 
a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; 
and (9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map dividing the Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" 
lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air space lots 
into a maximum 897 condominium units ................................................................ 6 

1....4..4. "Property" ........ ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 6 

1.32 shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally 
described in Exhibit A-2 attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, the Property 
shall not include the Third Party Property ....................................................... ........ 6 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" .......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 6 

1.33 means the rights and authority excepted from this Agreement's restrictions 
on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take 
future Discretionary Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement 
that may be in conflict with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals, 
but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and are 
generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural 
disasters as found by the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and 
similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to Chapter IX of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire 
Code) regarding the construction, engineering and design standards for 
private and public improvements and which are (a) necessary to the health 
and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally applicable on 
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a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of 
God); (3) are necessary to comply with state or federal laws and 
regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the Effective Date 
of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute 
Processing Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its 
actual costs in processing applications, permit requests and approvals of 
the Project or in monitoring compliance with permits issued or approvals 
granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the Project, 
unless otherwise waived by the City ........................................................................ 6 

1.46 "Term" ...... ....... ....................................................................................................... 7 

1.34 means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof ........................................................................ 7 

1.47 "Third Party Property" .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... 7 

1.35 means the portion of the Property that is not owned by Developer as of the 
Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 
attached hereto .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .. ...... 7 

1.48 "Transferee" ........................................................................................................... 7 

1.36 means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in interest, 
assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may 
include Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any 
individual residential dwelling unit developed on the Site will not be 
deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. ................................................................. 7 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" ..... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... 7 

1.37 means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 approved by the City on 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

, 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision 
of up to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units .... ....... ....... 7 

1.50 "West Parcel" ......................................................................................................... 7 

1.38 means the portion of the Property located to the west of Vine Street as 
depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto .. ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... 7 

1.51 "1720 Owner" ......................................................................................................... 7 

1.39 means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ..... ....... ......... 7 

1.52 "1749 Owner" ........... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..................................................... 7 
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1.40 means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company .... ........ ......... 7 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. .. .. ...... .. ..... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ....... 7 

2.1 State Enabling Statute ........................................................................................... 7 
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2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. .................................................................................. 8 

2.4 Applicability of the Agreement ...... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ........... ... 10 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES .............................................................................. 10 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer ..................................... ... 10 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City .......................................... 17 

3.3 Third Party Property .......................................................................................... .22 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .22 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is executed this 
____ day of , 2013, by and among the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), 1720 NORTH VINE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1720 Owner"), 1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1749 Owner"), 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Owner"), 1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Argyle Owner", and collectively with the 1720 Owner, the 1749 Owner, 
and the Capitol Records Building Owner, the "Property Owners" ), and MILLENNIUM 
HOLLYWOOD LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with the Property Owners, 
"Developer"), pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., and the 
implementing procedures of the City, with respect to the following: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer recognize that the further development of the 
Property will create significant opportunities for economic growth in the City of Los Angeles, 
the Southern California region and California generally; 

WHEREAS, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that the Project, as 
defined below, may be developed in accordance with the Project Approvals, as defined below, 
and the terms of this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, Developer will implement public benefits above and beyond the 
necessary mitigation for the Project, including benefits and other consideration as noted in 
Section 2.3 .1; 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will 
not be reduced in density, height, or use, or be subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or 
policies unless otherwise allowed by this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement, the City is encouraging the 
development of the Project as set forth in this Agreement in accordance with the goals and 
objectives of the City, while reserving to the City the legislative powers necessary to remain 
responsible and accountable to its residents; and 

WHEREAS, Developer intends to redevelop the 4.46-acre site (the "Property"), 
as set forth in Exhibits A-1 and A-2 attached hereto, located at 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 
1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, and 1770N. Vine Street; 6236, 
6270, and 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733 and 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; and 1746, 1748, 1754, 
1760, and 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90028; 

WHEREAS, Developer anticipates that the Project will be completely built-out 
and operational by the year 2020, but is requesting a longer term in this Agreement to allow 
sufficient time for development in the unlikely event of delays caused by unforeseen economic 
conditions and other unforeseen factors such as, but not limited to, unanticipated site conditions 
and the unavailability of materials or labor shortages; 
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WHEREAS, for the foregoing reasons, the Parties desire to enter into a 
development agreement for the Project pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, as defined 
below, and the City's charter powers upon the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development 
Agreement Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration of the premises and mutual 
promises and covenants herein contained and other valuable consideration the receipt and 
adequacy of which the Parties hereby acknowledge, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. DEFINITIONS. 

For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided or 
unless the context requires: 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Development Agreement, including all exhibits attached 
hereto and all amendments and modifications hereto. 

1.2 "Applicable Rules" means all of the rules, regulations, ordinances and officially 
adopted policies of the City in force as of the Effective Date, including, but not limited to, the 
Municipal Code, this Agreement (including the Development Regulations and all other 
attachments hereto) and Project Approvals. Additionally, notwithstanding the language of this 
Section or any other language in this Agreement, all specifications, standards and policies 
regarding the design and construction of public works facilities, if any, shall be those that are in 
effect at the time the applicable Project plans are being processed for approval and/or under 
construction but only to the extent not inconsistent with the Development Regulations or this 
Agreement. 

1.3 "Argyle Owner" means 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.4 "Assignment Agreement" means a written agreement between Developer (and/or 
any of them) and a Transferee of Developer (or any of them), consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement, in which the parties agree to specific obligations of this Agreement being transferred 
from such Developer to such Transferee. An Assignment Agreement may, but shall not be 
required to, allocate to the Transferee for its portion of the Property a defined portion of the 
Maximum Floor Area. 

1.5 "Capitol Records Building Owner" means 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company. 

1.6 "CEQA" means the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., Title 14, 
Sections 15000 et seq.). 

1.7 "City" means the City of Los Angeles, a charter City and municipal corporation. 
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1.8 "City Agency" means each and every agency, department, board, commission, 
authority, employee, and/or official acting under the authority of the City, including without 
limitation, the City Council and the Planning Commission. 

1.9 "City Council" means the City Council of the City and the legislative body of the 
City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code. 

1.10 "Conditions of Approval" means the conditions of approval issued in connection 
with the Project Approvals. 

1.11 "Denlopment PaFameteFs" meaHs , eolleetively, the DeveloIJmeHt RegulatioHs 
aHEi the BEJ:ttivaleHey Program. 

1.12 "Development Regulations" meaHs the MilleHHium Hollywooa, DeveloIJmeHt 
RegulatioHs: DesigH GuiaeliHes aHEi StaHEiaras attaehea as Exhibit B. 

1.11 "Developer" means, collectively or individually, as applicable, 1720 Owner, 
1749 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware 
liability company, and all of their respective Transferees. 

1.12 "Development Agreement Act" means means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of 
Division 1 of Title 7 (Sections 65864 et seq.) of the California Government Code. 

1.13 "Development Regulations" means the Millennium Hollywood Development 
Regulations: Design Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. 

.1...1A "Discretionary Action" means an action which requires the exercise of 
judgment, deliberation, or a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including 
any board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in the process of 
approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity which merely 
requires the City and/or any City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance with statutes, 
ordinances, or regulations. 

1.15 "East Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the east of Vine Street 
as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.16 "EIR" means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-_, certified by the City in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. 

1.17 "Effective Date" is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk 
of the City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" means the land use equivalency program, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2.5 of this AgreemeHt aHEi the Projeet AIJIJrO'i'als.3 below and Section 4.2 
of the Development Guidelines, which allows land uses to be developed on the Property to be 
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exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of such equivalency program 
are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum Floor Area. All permitted land use increases can 
be exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses on the Property under the 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. 

1.19 "Existing Improvements" means the existing buildings, structures and 
improvements located within the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

1.20 "Fees"means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City. 

1.21 "First Phase" means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the 
Property without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For clarification 
any modification to an existing improvement on the Property will NOT constitute construction of 
a new building in accordance with this definition even if building permits are required in 
connection with such improvement. 

1.22 "Floor Area" means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

1.23 "General Plan" means the General Plan of the City."Impact Fees" means impact 
fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share charges or other similar impact fees or 
charges imposed on and in connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable Rules. Impact Fees do 
not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or (ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general 
applicability, provided that such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" in each instance will be deemed to be 
followed by the phrase "without limitation". 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the East 
Parcel. 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the West 
Parcel. 

1.28 "Litigation" means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, implementation or 
enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, 
the EIR and/or the Project Approvals. 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" means the permits, approvals, plans, 
inspections, certificates, documents, licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the 
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City in order for Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits and 
Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions. 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for 
each potential environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation monitoring 
program adopted as a con di ti on of approval of the EIR and/ or Project Approvals. 

1.31 "Mortgage" means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale 
leaseback, or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for fair value, 
encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or Developer's interest in this Agreement, 
given by Developer for the purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements thereon, or any other 
purpose. 

1.32 "Mortgagee" means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, 
any administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or (iii) with respect to any 
parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale-leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee 
title under a Mortgage who has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 
6.1.4 of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such holder, beneficiary or 
lessor. 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. 

1.34 "Municipal Code" means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the 
same may exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used in the 
context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as of 
the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

1.35 "Parties" means collectively Developer and the City. 

1.36 "Party" means any one of Developer or the City. 

1.37 "Phase" shall hctv'e the meaHiHg Eleserisea iH SeetieH 3.2.1 efthis AgreemeHt. 

1.25 means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction ofreplacement 
improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as a single construction project. For 
the pumoses of avoiding doubt renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will not constitute 
a Phase. 

1.38 "Planning Commission" means the City Planning Commission and the planning 
agency of the City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code (Development 
Agreement Act). 

1.39 "Planning Director" means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her 
designee. 

1.40 "Proceeding" is defined in Section 7.9.1. 
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1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" means all processing fees and charges required 
by the City or any City Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, 
project permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, encroachment permits, 
tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right lots, street vacations and certificates of 
occupancy which are necessary to accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. 
Expressly exempted from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted after the Effective Date, 
except as specifically provided for in this Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include 
those linkage fees, impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be calculated at time of 
payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and Charges to be applied in connection with the 
development of the Project shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time 
an application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is established by the City 
in a subsequent agreement. 

1.42 "Project" means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the 
Project Approvals and the Development Regulations. 

1.43 "Project Approvals" those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which 
have been requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are comprised of 
(1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the "D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to 
C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; 
(2) Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a R Zone per 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; (3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio 
averaging in a unified development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing per Municipal Code 
Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance from Municipal Code Section 
12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal 
Code§ 12.27; (6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce parking 
required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) Authority for Reduced On-Site 
Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a 
project that creates a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; and 
(9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map dividing the 
Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up 
to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.44 "Property" shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally described in Exhibit A-2 
attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property 
by Developer, the Property shall not include the Third Party Property. 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" means the rights and authority excepted from this 
Agreement's restrictions on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take future Discretionary 
Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement that may be in conflict with the Applicable 
Rules and Project Approvals, but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and 
are generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by 
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the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to 
Chapter IX of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire Code) regarding the 
construction, engineering and design standards for private and public improvements and which 
are (a) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally 
applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or 
The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of God); (3) are necessary to 
comply with state or federal laws and regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the 
Effective Date of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute Processing 
Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its actual costs in processing 
applications, permit requests and approvals of the Project or in monitoring compliance with 
permits issued or approvals granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the 
Project, unless otherwise waived by the City. 

1.46 "Term" means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof 

1.47 "Third Party Property" means the portion of the Property that is not owned by 
Developer as of the Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 attached hereto. 

1.48 "Transferee" means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in 
interest, assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may include 
Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any individual residential dwelling 
unit developed on the Site will not be deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 
approved by the City on , 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air 
space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.50 "West Parcel" means the portion of the Property 1 ocated to the west of Vine 
Street as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.51 "1720 Owner" means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.52 "1749 Owner" means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. 

2.1 State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage 
private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act which 
authorizes any the City to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain 
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in this 
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows: 
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"The Legislature finds and declares that: 

"(a) The lack of certainty in the approval of 
development projects can result in a waste of resources, escalate 
the cost of housing and other development to the consumer, and 
discourage investment in and a commitment to comprehensive 
planning which would make maximum efficient utilization of 
resources at the least economic cost to the public. 

(a) (b) Assurance to the applicant for a development project that 
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in 
accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions 
of approval will strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 
participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic cost of 
development. 

(b) (c) The lack of public facilities, including, but not limited to, 
streets, sewerage, transportation, drinking water, school, and utility facilities, is a 
serious impediment to the development of new housing. Whenever possible, 
applicants and local governments may include provisions in agreements whereby 
applicants are reimbursed overtime for financing of public facilities." 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and accountable to its 
residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated by the 
Legislature, the City: (1) accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development 
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of 
the Parties; and (2) to offset these restraints, seeks public benefits which go beyond those 
obtained by traditional City controls and conditions imposed on development project 
applications. 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions. The City Planning Commission Action. The 
City Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended approval of 
this Agreement on , 2013. 

2.2.2 The City Council Action. The City Council on 
, 2013, after conducting a duly-noticed public 

hearing, adopted Ordinance No. __ , to become effective on the thirty-first day after 
publication, or on the forty-first day after posting, approving this Agreement, found that its 
provisions are consistent with the City's General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the 
Municipal Code, and authorized the execution of this Agreement. 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. 

2.3.1 Public Benefits. This Agreement provides assurances that the public 
benefits identified below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be 
achieved and developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with 
the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The Project will provide 
local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) promote 
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Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, and future transient 
occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business expansion and relocation in 
Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary and permanent jobs to improve the 
local and regional economy; (iv) provide the density necessary to support a new mix of uses in 
close proximity to mass transit; and other benefits as contained in Section 3.1.4. The Project will 
contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of land uses, which 
will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain Hollywood as a regional center 
and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

2.3.2 Developer Objectives. In accordance with the legislative findings set 
forth in the Development Agreement Act, and with full recognition of the City's policy of 
judicious restraints on its police powers, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that 
the Project may be developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals 
and with the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. In the absence 
of this Agreement, Developer would have no assurance that it can complete the Project for the 
uses and to the density and intensity of development set forth in this Agreement and the Project 
Approvals. This Agreement, therefore, is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will not 
be (1) reduced or otherwise modified in density, intensity or use from what is set forth in the 
Project Approvals, (2) subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or official policies or 
plans which are not adopted or approved pursuant to the City's Reserved Powers, or 
(3) subjected to delays for reasons other than Citywide health and safety enactments related to 
critical situations such as, but not limited to, the lack of water availability or sewer or landfill 
capacity. 

2.3.3 Mutual Objectives. Development of the Project in accordance with this 
Development Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property in accordance 
with the objectives set forth in the General Plan. Moreover, a development agreement for the 
Project will eliminate uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property, assure installation of necessary improvements, assure attainment of maximum efficient 
resource utilization within the City at the least economic cost to its citizens and otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the Development Agreement Act was enacted. The 
Parties believe that such orderly development of the Project will provide public benefits, as 
described in Section 2.3.1, to the City through the imposition of development standards and 
requirements under the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, including without 
limitation: increased tax revenues, installation of on-site and off-site improvements, 
redevelopment of an underutilized site, preservation of the historic Capitol Records building, a 
grade level pedestrian plaza, a mix of land uses including some or all of the following uses: 
residential, commercial and office within an existing activity center offering direct proximity to 
existing public transit and transportation infrastructure, the addition of retail and restaurant uses, 
approximately 2,900 construction-related jobs, and creation and retention of l,257 to 1,635 direct 
and indirect jobs for the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, although development of the Project 
in accordance with this Agreement will restrain the City's land use or other relevant police 
powers, this Agreement provides the City with sufficient Reserved Powers during the term 
hereof to remain responsible and accountable to its citizens. In exchange for these and other 
benefits to the City, Developer will receive assurance that the Project may be developed during 
the term of this Agreement in accordance with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals and 
Reserved Powers, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 
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2.4 Applicability of the Agreement. This Agreement does not: (1) grant height, 
density, or intensity in excess of that otherwise established in the Applicable Rules and Project 
Approvals; (2) eliminate future Discretionary Actions relating to the Project if applications 
requiring such Discretionary Action are initiated and submitted by the owner of the Property 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; (3) guarantee that Developer will receive any profits 
from the Project; (4) prohibit the Project's participation (with the consent of Developer, to the 
extent required under Applicable Rules) in any benefit assessment district that is generally 
applicable to surrounding properties; or (5) amend the City's General Plan. This Agreement has 
a fixed Term. Furthermore, in any subsequent Discretionary Actions applicable to the Property 
or any portion thereof, the City may apply the new rules, regulations and official policies as are 
contained in its Reserved Powers. 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES. 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer. In consideration for the 
City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry 
out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purposes, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, Developer hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.1.1 Project Development. Developer agrees that it will use its commercially 
reasonable efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into account market 
conditions and economic considerations, to undertake development of the Project in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including the Applicable Rules and the Project 
Approvals. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to require Developer to proceed with 
the construction of or any other implementation of the Project or any portion thereof. In 
addition, Developer agrees to the following: 

(1) Dedication of Land for Public Street Purooses. Provisions for the 
dedication of land for public purposes are set forth in the conditions of approval of the 
Project Approvals. 

(2) Description of Transportation Improvements. The transportation 
improvements to be included within the scope of the Project are set forth in the Project 
Approvals. 

(3) Maximum Height of the Project. The maximum height of the Project shall 
not exceed 585 feet and the Project shall comply with and be limited as set forth in the 
Project Approvals. 

(4) Maximum Floor Area of the Project. The maximum Floor Area 
("Maximum Floor Area") of the Project shall not exceed 1,166,970 net square feet 
(inclusive of Existing Improvements that are retained) and the Project shall comply with 
and be limited as set forth in the Project Approvals. 

3.1.2 Timing of Development. It is presently anticipated that the First Phase of 
the Project will be the Initial West Parcel Phase. Notwithstanding the foregoing Developer may 
construct the Project in any number of phases (eaeh a "Phase") Phases as Developer determines 
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on the Property, consistent with the Applicable Rules and the Project Approvals. The parties 
acknowledge that Developer cannot at this time predict when or at what rate the Property would 
be developed. These decisions depend upon numerous factors that are not all within the control 
of Developer, such as market orientation and demand, availability of financing, and competition. 
Because the California Supreme Court held in Pardee Construction Co. v. The City of Camarillo, 
37 Cal. 3d 465 (1984), that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of 
development permitted a later adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and 
controlling the Parties' agreement, Developer and the City do hereby acknowledge and provide 
for the right of Developer to develop the Project in an order and at a rate and times as Developer 
deems appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment, subject to 
any restrictions that may exist in the Project Approvals. The City acknowledges that this right is 
consistent with the intent, purpose, and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement. 

3.1.3 Additional Obligations of Developer as Consideration for this 
Agreement. In addition to the obligations identified in Sections 2.3 .1 and 3 .1.1 of this 
Agreement, in consideration for the City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for 
the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, 
and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in Section 2 of this 
Agreement, Developer hereby agrees as follows the responsibility for which may be allocated 
among the parties comprising the "Developer" as determined in the sole discretion of the parties 
comnrising the Developer: 

3.1.3.1 Project Labor Agreement. Develefler shallFor each Phase of the 
Project, er shall eause its CeHtraeter te, eHter iHte a "Project Labor Agreement" (herein so 
called) with the Building and Construction Trades Council fer eaeh Phase efthe Prejeet shall be 
in effect prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction of such Phase=. The purpose 
of eaeH-the Project Labor Agreement will be to promote efficiency of construction operation 
during tHe--construction ef sueh Phase and provide for the orderly settlement of labor disputes 
and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby assuring timely and economical completion 
of sueh Phase aHd the ealaHee ef the Phaseconstruction. Additionally, the Project Labor 
Agreement will reflect a commitment by all parties to diversity in the workforce hiring that 
reflects levels of minority, women and other worker utilization at levels which are representative 
of the relevant workforce of these groups in the Greater Los Angeles Area. The Project Labor 
Agreement will serve to identify the construction trade union(s) as the primary source of all craft 
labor employed eH the Phase efthe Prejeetin such construction. The union(s) will use their best 
efforts to recruit and identify individuals, particularly residents of the City of Los Angeles, for 
entrance into joining labor/management apprenticeship programs and to assist individuals in 
qualifying and becoming eligible for such programs. 

3.1.3.2 Local Hiring. For each Phase of the Project Developer shall 
work with the local construction trades and implement an apprenticeship and zip code 
identification program to prioritize local source hiring for Project construction from the 13th 
Council District of the City of Los Angeles, with priority given to construction workers from 
such area. This program shall be prepared in consultation with the PlaHHiHg DeflaFtmeHtMayor' s 
Office of Economic Development and the Council Office for the 13th Council District, no later 
than six months prior to the commencement of construction of the ffist-First Phase of the Project. 
Thereafter, on an annual basis as part of the required Annual Review for any year during which 
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construction activity occurred, a report detailing the demographic and geographic information of 
the Project's construction workers shall be included. 

3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of each Phase of the Project including core and 
shell construction shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as determined pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit 
proof of compliance with this obligation prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for 
the Proj eetsuch Phase. 

3.1.3.4 Community Organization Meeting Space. Developer shall 
provide ttp-te-not less than 1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project (the "Meeting 
Space") for use by Hollywood and community non-profit groups including, but not limited to, 
the local Neighborhood Council and other civic organizations, during reasonable business hours, 
as available. Subject to availability, meetiHg Sflaee the Meeting Space shall be provided to 
accommodate small gatherings, such as regularly scheduled community meetings, for a 
maximum of 30 occurrences per year. Subject to availability, groups shall be provided with 
access to sueh SIJaee the Meeting Space if they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a 
refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. 
Developer shall establish and- commencing upon issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
First Phase operate a publicly accessible reservation system whereby community groups can 
reserve the meetiHg SIJaee Meeting Space as available. This requirement shall include only the 
use of space and shall not include Developer's provision of security, food, beverage, equipment 
or other materials. The meetiHg Sflaee Meeting Space will be included in one of the Project 
buildings atttlat all times following the issuance of a final certificate of completion for the First 
Phase, subjeet to availaeility, although it need not be in its initial location. The Meeting Space 
shall include reasonable access to restroom facilities and shall be located within the first three 
floors of the building. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall 
include plans for the Meeting Space which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for 
conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.4. Subject to availability the 
Meeting Space may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project. The foregoing 
requirement is not intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to 
any particular space within the Project, and the location of any meetiHg SIJaee Meeting Space in 
the Project- subject to compliance with the requirements set forth in this subsection 3.1 3.4 may 
be changed at Developer's discretion from time to time. 

3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 
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CiFeulstoF Payment. DeveloIJer shall flFO'tide fuHdiHg iH the amouHt of 
0He HttHdred ThousaHd Dollars ($100,000) (the "CiFeulstoF Payment") te the 
City or its desigHee toward develoIJmeHt of loeal small eus shuttle serviee to 
flremete multi medal traHSfleFtatieH alternatives aHd faeilitate IJedestriaH traffie 
amoHg the Proj eet aHd desigHated areas withiH the Hollywood area iHeludiHg 
flueliely aeeessiele IJarkiHg lets aHd struetures iH Hellyweed aHd the hillside 
eemmuHity Herth ef the Proj eet Site. Proof ef flaymeHt ef the Cireulater PaymeHt 
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shall 6e submitted to the PlaHHiHg Direetor prior to issuaHee of a fiHal 
(s)eertifieate of oeeupaHey for the first Phase of the Proj eet 

(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of 
completion for the First Phase Developer shall procure and thereafter operate 
during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service providing for service 
between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. 
Such shuttle service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable 
hours generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to 
improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of 
the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes to the Project and 
the public transportation access points within two blocks of the Project" as such 
service will not be required to accommodate linkages between the Project and 
areas already adequately serviced by DASH and Metro. Developer shall not be 
obligated to expend more than $50 000 per year for the operation of such service. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such program. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the seeoHd First Phase of the Project, thereafter 
during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide or eause to 6e 
provided maintain bicycle amenities withiH the seeoHd Phase of Projeet, iHeludiHg 
short term 6ieyele storage raeks, loHg term 6ieyele storageat the Project in 
accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3 .S(b). Bicycle amenities 
in the First Phase of Project shall include in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space ef 
comnrising not less than MG--200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the 
Initial West Portion Phase shall include in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities,--=and wayfinding signage directing 
bicycle users to such facilities. The fiHal loeatioH of plans submitted by 
Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such bicycle 
facilities shall 6e mutually agreea6le to Developer aHd the Direetor of PlaHHiHg, 
iH their reasoHaele diseretioH which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning 
for conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3 .1.3 .5(b). As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program 
and provide information regarding use of such facilities . 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall 
pro·1ide fuHdiHg iH the amouHt of Fifty ThousaHd Dollars ($50,000) (the "TFsnsit 
Linltttge Payment") to the City or its desigHee toward developmeHt of eoHHeetioH 
meehaHisms from the Proj eet to puelie traHsit serviees eoHstrueted or 
implemeHted after the Bffeetive Date, iHeludiHg wayfiHdiHg sigHage, v1ithiH 1,000 
yards of the Property. Sueh paymeHt 'Nill 6e a eoHditioH to the He~<t Phase of the 
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Proj eet eoHstrueted 6y Developer fo11owiHg the earlier to oeeur of 
(i) eommeHeemeHt of eoHstruetioH 6y City, Metro or otherwise of aHy sueh 
eoHHeetioH meehaHisms that are im13ro'9'emeHts or (ii) eommeHeemeHt of serviee 
City, Metro or otherwise of aHy sueh eoHHeetioH meehaHisms that are serviees, 
sueh as 6us routes. Proof of 13aymeHt of the TraHsit LiHkage PaymeHt (a) cause to 
be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between the Project and all public 
transportation access points within a four block radius of the Project including 
bus stops DASH stops and the Red Line Station and (b) provide funding in the 
amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10 000) to the City' s Department of 
Transportation for the installation at the DASH access point nearest the Project of 
directional signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point 
and the Project and (c) provide funding in the amount of Twenty Five Thousand 
Dollars ($25 000) to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus and commuter 
train access points within a four block radius of the Project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and 
the Project (collectively the "Transit Linkage Payments") to the City and/or 
Metro for such installation. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payments 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate 
of occupancy for sueh--First Phase of the Project. 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50, 000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 
prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the seeoHd First Phase of 
the Project. 

(e) Vine Street ftftd-Metro CeeeeetieesConnection. Developer 
shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the 
Director of Planning-aftd-,,J he 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to 
prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a 
condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the 
Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the Hrst-First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of 
this Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. De'9'elo13er wi11 use its eommereially reasoHaele efferts to oetaiH a 
diseouHt from Metro for sueh 13assesln addition Developer shall purchase and 
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make available not less than 25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project (which passes may be distributed by Developer to such persons in its sole 
discretion). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this 
Agreement Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has 
implemented such program. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the fust-First Phase of the 
Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, 
within each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) 
"Park and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or 
occupants of the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro commuter 
train or bus for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall 
establish and maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure 
that such parking continue to meet such condition the results of which shall be 
submitted as part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this 
Agreement. 

(h) Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement Developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
non-residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services. As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program 
and provide information regarding use of such spaces. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building permit for the first Phase ef the 
Prejeet eH the Initial East Parcel (whieh area is cle13ietecl eH Exhieit A 1 attaehecl herete)Phase, 
Developer shall prepare in cooperation with the City' s Office of Historic Resources and submit 
to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written adjacent structure monitoring 
plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol Records Building, including the 
recording studios and underground echo chambers therein. Approval of such plan may be issued 
by the Director of Building and Safety, in his or her reasonable discretion. The Director shall not 
withhold its approval of the proposed plan if an officer ofEMI Music Ltd. dba Capitol Records., 
or the then tenant of the portions of the Capitol Records Building containing such recording 
studios and echo chambers ("Capitol Records") submits written confirmation that Capitol 
Records has approved such plan. Following its approval, such plan shall be implemented during 
construction (including reconstruction and replacement) of all improvements on the East Parcel. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such monitoring program. 

3.1.3.7 Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming. After 
issuance of a final certificate of completion for the Phase ef-on the Projeet East Parcel which 
includes the open public space to be constructed adjacent to the existing Jazz Mural (the "Art 
Plaza"), for a 13eriecl equal te the lesser efteH (10) years er the remaiHiHg term the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall conduct within the Art Plaza at least four ( 4) public events per year, 
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which may include musical, dramatic, comedic and/or dance performances, and art exhibitions= 
Programming will be developed in consultation with the City's Cultural Affairs Department the 
Hollywood Arts Council and the Hollywood Business Improvement District. Developer will 
pay for all costs associated with such public events, including planning, promotion, security, 
cleanup and insurance. Developer will obtain all permits required pursuant to applicable law, 
including assembly permits as may be required by the Municipal Code, in connection with each 
such public event. Developer will reasonably consider, but will not be bound to conduct, public 
events suggested by City and/or City Agencies. An annual schedule of such public events will 
be provided by Developer to the City Agency designated by the City to oversee such events. The 
foregoing will all be conducted at Developer's sole cost and expense. 

3.1.3.8 Parking Access Management System. Developer shall provide a 
parking access management system containing, among other things, overhead illuminated signs 
for each exit/entry driveway from public streets into non-residential parking areas of the Project. 
The final size and design of such parking access management system shall be mutually agreeable 
to Developer and the Director of PlaHHiHgBuilding and Safety, in their reasonable discretion. 

3.1.3.9 Pedestrian Improvements Contribution. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to the Hollywood Chamber 
of Commerce Walk of Fame Committee or otherwise as directed by the City (the "Pedestrian 
Payment") toward the renovation and upkeep of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements along Vine Street between the Project and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Such renovation and upkeep is intended to enhance the pedestrian experience for 
people in the vicinity of the Property. Proof of payment of the first half of the Pedestrian 
Payment shall be submitted to the PlaHHiHg Direeter 13rier te issttaHee ef a Department of 
Building and Safety as a condition to issuance of a building permit for the First Phase of the 
Project and proof of payment of the balance of the Pedestrian Payment shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building and Safety as a condition to issuance of the final certificate of 
occupancy for the ffi:st-First Phase of the Project. 

3.1.3.10 Music Appreciation Exhibit. Developer shall install 
publicly accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms within the 
ffi:st-First Phase of the Project (collectively, the "Music Appreciation Exhibit"). The Music 
Appreciation Exhibit shall be designed, decorated and programmed in a manner so as to 
celebrate music and entertainment. The Music Appreciation Exhibit plans (but not any proposed 
programming therein) shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning, in consultation with the 
Council Office, and approved by the Director of Planning, in his or her reasonable discretion. 
Developer's shall be entitled to credit to the Art Developments Fee otherwise payable by 
Developer under the Applicable Rules in connection with the Project for Developer's cost of 
installing such Music Appreciation Exhibit. The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be maintained 
by Developer, at its sole cost, to a standard at least as high as the balance of the Project. As part 
of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has programmed such Music Apnreciation Exhibit. 

3.1.3.11 Hollywood Central Park. CemmeHeiHg ttfl8H the A13ril 15 
Developer shall make a contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central Park in the amount of 
$50 000. Proof of such payment shall be submitted to the Planning Director as a condition to the 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-16- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024065 



EM18592 

issuance of the building permit for the First Phase. Thereafter commencing upon the Amil 1 
following the later of (a) issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the fu:st--First Phase of 
the Project or (b) the completion and commencement of operation of the proposed Hollywood 
Central Park, and thereafter on April 1 of each year during the remaining Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall make an annual contribution, in the amount of $50,000 to the City 
Department of Recreation and Parks or otherwise as directed by the City for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

3.1.3.12 Retail/RestauFant Diseount PFogFam. DuriHg the Term 
ef this AgreemeHt, Devele13er will use its eemmereially reaseHaele efferts te estaelish, "vith 
teHaHts ef the Prejeet, a diseeuHt 13regram effered ey retail aHd/er restauraHt teHaHts for the 
e eHefit ef em13leyees aHd resideHts ef the Prej eet. 

3.1.3.13 EleetFieal Cat' ReehaFging Station. Devele13er shall 
eeHstruet, maiHtaiH aHd e13erate v1ithiH the 13arkiHg faeilities efthe Prejeet, teH (10) 208/240 V 40 
am13, greuHded AC eutlets, iH additieH te the eutlets required ey a1313liea0le 13revisieHs ef the 
·M1:1Hiei13al Cede. 

3.1.3.12 3.1.3.14Affordable Housing. Prior to the issuance of any 
final certificate of occupancy for any new residential dwelling units in any Phase of the Project, 
Developer shall provide evidence to the Director of Planning that it has either: 

(a) Affordable Housing Payment. Contributed a fixed-fee payment 
to the City Housing Authority to support affordable housing (each and 
collectively, the "Affordable Housing Payment") in an amount equal to Seventy 
Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000) multiplied by fifteen percent (15%) of the total 
number of market rate residential dwelling units in such Phase as shown on the 
final approved building plans for such Phase,--~or 

(b) Affordable Project Contribution. Contributed an amount equal 
to the Affordable Housing Payment for such Phase to a developer of a Transit 
Affordable Housing Project. As used herein, the term "Transit Affordable 
Housing Project" means a multifamily development project located within 1,000 
yards of a commuter rail station or bus route containing "Affordable Units" (as 
defined below) iH the ameuHt ef He less thaH fifteeH 13ereeHt (15%) efthe tetal 
H1:1me er ef market rate resideHtial dwelliHg 1:1Hits iH s1:1eh Prej eet Phase. As used 
herein, the term "Affordable Units" means multifamily units subject to a 
regulatory agreement with the City and/or other governmental agency limiting 
rental thereto to low and/or very low income families, as defined in Section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended from time to time. 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City. In consideration for 
Developer entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to 
carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purpose, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, the City hereby 
agrees as follows: 
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3.2.1 Entitlement to Develop. Developer has the vested right to develop the 
Project containing up to Maximum Floor Area in, on, under and/or above the Property as 
contemplated by the EIR subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the A-fl13lieaele 
Ri:iles, Proj eet A1313rovals, (including the Equivalency Program and the Development 
Regulations) the Applicable Rules the Project Approvals and the Reserved Powers. The 
114 ,303 square feet of e~fistiHg Floor Area in the Existing Improvements Cl 14 303 square feet as 
of the Effective Date) shall be included as part of such maximum permitted density of the 
Project. The density of certain portions of the Property may exceed the pro-rata or average per 
acre density for the Property as a whole provided that (a) such density shall be subject to 
maximum height limitations applicable to each portion of the Property as set forth in the Project 
Approvals and Development Regulations, and (b) the total density for the Property shall not 
exceed Maximum Floor Area. Developer's vested rights under this Agreement shall include, 
without limitation, the right to remodel, renovate, rehabilitate, rebuild, or replace the Project or 
any portion thereof throughout the applicable Term for any reason, including, without limitation, 
in the event of damage, destruction, or obsolescence of the Project or any portion thereof, subject 
to the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, and Reserved Powers. Any and/or all Existing 
Improvements which comply with the Applicable Rules on the Property as of the Effective Date 
which are damaged or destroyed during the Term may be remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, 
repaired, rebuilt or replaced subject to the Applicable Rules (other than the Project Description 
set forth on Exhibit B) and the Reserved Powers. To the extent that all or any portion of the 
Project is remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, rebuilt, or replaced, Developer may locate that 
portion of the Project at any other location of the Property, subject to the requirements of the 
Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules, and the Reserved Powers. 

3.2.2 Consistency in Applicable Rules. Based upon all information made 
available to the City up to or concurrently with the execution of this Agreement, the City finds 
and certifies that no Applicable Rules prohibit or prevent or encumber the full completion and 
occupancy of the Project in accordance with the uses, densities, designs, heights, signage 
regulations, permitted demolition, and other development entitlements incorporated and agreed 
to herein and in the Project Approvals. 

3.2.3 Changes in Applicable Rules. 

3.2.3.1 Non-Application of Changes in Applicable Rules. Any change 
in, or addition to, the Applicable Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any 
applicable General Plan, zoning or building regulation, adopted, or becoming effective after the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by means of 
ordinance including but not limited to adoption of a specific plan or overlay zone, The City 
Charter amendment, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium, 
initiated, or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by the City, the Mayor, City 
Council, Planning Commission or any other Board, Commission, Department or Agency of the 
City, or any officer or employee thereof, or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, 
absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any 
way with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, or this Agreement, shall not be applied to the 
Project unless these changes represent an exercise of the City's Reserved Powers, or are 
otherwise agreed to in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may, in its 
sole discretion, give the City written notice of its election to have any subsequent change in the 
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Applicable Rules applied to some portion or all of the Property as it may own, in which case 
such subsequent change in the Applicable Rules shall be deemed to be contained within the 
Applicable Rules insofar as that portion of the Property is concerned. In the event of any conflict 
or inconsistency between this Agreement and the Applicable Rules, the provisions of this 
Agreement shall control. 

3.2.3.2 Changes in Building and Fire Codes. Notwithstanding any 
provision of this Agreement to the contrary, development of the Project shall be subject to 
changes occurring from time to time in the California Building Code and other uniform 
construction codes. In addition, development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring 
from time to time in Chapters V and IX of the Municipal Code regarding the construction, 
engineering, and design standards for both public and private improvements provided that these 
changes are (1) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are 
generally applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or City Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.3.3 Changes Mandated by Federal or State Law. This Agreement 
shall not preclude the application to the Project of changes in, or additions to, the Applicable 
Rules, including rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies, to the extent that these 
changes or additions are mandated to be applied to developments such as this Project by state or 
federal regulations, pursuant to the Reserved Powers. In the event state or federal laws or 
regulations prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, these 
provisions shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with state or federal 
laws or regulations. 

3.2.4 Subsequent Development Review. The City shall not require Developer 
to obtain any approvals or permits for the development of the Project in accordance with this 
Agreement other than those permits or approvals that are required by the Applicable Rules, the 
Reserved Powers, and/or the Project Approvals. Except as permitted by the Equivalency 
Program and by those changes and modifications as described in Section 3.2.5, any subsequent 
Discretionary Action initiated by Developer that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or 
Applicable Rules, which changes the uses, intensity, density, building height, or timing of the 
Project, or decreases the lot area, setbacks, yards, parking, or which increases entitlements 
allowed under the Project Approvals, shall be subject to rules, regulations, ordinances, and 
official policies of the City then in effect. The Parties agree that this Agreement does not 
modify, alter or change the City's obligations pursuant to CEQA and acknowledge that future 
Discretionary Actions may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. In the 
event that additional environmental review is required by CEQA, the City agrees to utilize tiered 
environmental documents to the fullest extent permitted by law, as determined by the City, and 
as provided in California Public Resources Code Sections 21093 and 21094. 

3.2.5 Development Pttt'ttmeteFsRegulations . 

3.2.5.1 Development Flexibility. The City acknowledges that the 
Development Parameters Regulations provide flexibility regarding modifications to Project's 
final development layout so that the Project can be built with a mix of uses and layout that 
responds to market demand and changing needs of the Southern California economy while 
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maintaining design quality and consistency. Developer shall have the right to modify the Project 
within the limits set forth in the Development ParametersRegulations. Implementation of the 
Development Parameters Regulations will not require any new or additional Discretionary 
Approvals from the City. 

3.2.5.2 Development Regulations. The Development Regulations permit 
design flexibility within a set of site-wide guidelines and standards that ensure the integrity of an 
overall master plan concept for the Site and protect the visual and environmental quality of the 
Project as a whole. The Development Regulations establish standards for use, bulk, parking and 
loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting and sustainability. 

3.2.5.3 Equivalency Program. The ::Equivalency Program-" (herein so 
called) is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while ensuring that a change 
in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. With respect to any 
proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange Phase") that would result in a build out of the 
Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project scenarios studied under the EIR 
under the Equivalency Program Developer may request a transfer or exchange of land uses for 
such Exchange Phase by a delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the 
City which request shall be accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use 
transfer/exchange that is being proposed for such Exchange Phase· (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in the Exchange Phase together with the Existing 
Improvements and the other Phases nreviously developed are consistent with the overall AM 
and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-3 Project Trip Cap from the EIR a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR (collectively an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). 
The Planning Director shall approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange 
Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in such Table 11-3 Project 
Trip Cap and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the 
EIR. 

3.2.5.4 EIR Analysis. Implementation of the Development Parameters 
Regulations will not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts as analyzed in the EIR. 
The Project including the development flexibility set forth in the Development Parameters 
Regulations were fully analyzed in the EIR. 

3.2.6 Special Taxes and Assessments. Developer shall have the right, to the 
extent permitted by law, to protest, oppose, and vote against any and all special taxes, 
assessments, levies, charges, and/or fees imposed with respect to any assessment districts, 
infrastructure financing, Mello-Roos or community facilities districts, community taxing 
districts, maintenance districts, or other similar districts. If Developer requests the formation of 
any such districts in connection with the Project, the City agrees to cooperate fully in their 
formation. 
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3.2. 7 Effective Development Standards. The City agrees that it is bound to 
permit the uses, intensity of use and density on this Property which are permitted by this 
Agreement and the Project Approvals, insofar as this Agreement and the Project Approvals so 
provide or as otherwise set forth in the Applicable Rules or the Reserved Powers. The City 
hereby agrees that it will not unreasonably withhold or unreasonably condition any Discretionary 
Action which must be issued by the City in order for the Project to proceed, provided that 
Developer reasonably and satisfactorily complies with all City-wide standard procedures, 
actions, payments of Processing Fees and Charges, and criteria generally required of developers 
by the City for processing Requests for development consistent with this Agreement. 

3.2.8 Interim Use. The City agrees that Developer may use the Property during 
the Term of this Agreement for any use which is otherwise permitted by the applicable zoning 
regulations and the General Plan in effect at the time of the interim use, except as expressly 
provided in this Development Agreement, or pursuant to any approvals, permits, other 
agreements between the City and Developer, or other entitlements previously granted and in 
effect as of the Effective Date. 

3.2.9 Moratoria or Interim Control Ordinances. In the event an ordinance, 
resolution, policy, or other measure is enacted, whether by action of the City, by initiative, or 
otherwise, which relates directly or indirectly to the Project or to the rate, amount, timing, 
sequencing, or phasing of the development or construction of the Project on all or any part of the 
Property, the City agrees that such ordinance, resolution, or other measure shall not apply to the 
Property or this Agreement, unless such changes: (1) are found by the City to be necessary to the 
public health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are generally applicable on a 
Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or the City 
Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.10 Time Period of Tentative Tract Map and Project Approvals. The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Project may be subject to unavoidable delays due to 
factors outside Developer's control. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
66452.6(a), the City agrees that the duration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and any new 
tract or parcel map which are consistent with the Project Approvals, shall automatically be 
extended for the Term of this Agreement. The City further agrees that the duration of all of the 
Project Approvals shall automatically be extended for the Term of this Agreement. 

3.2.11 Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees 
and Charges for Ministerial Permits and Approvals. 

3.2.12 Timeframes and Staffing for Processing and Review. The City agrees 
that expeditious processing of Ministerial Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions, if 
any, and any other approvals or actions required for the Project are critical to the implementation 
of the Project. In recognition of the importance of timely processing and review of Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals, the City agrees to work with Developer to establish time frames for 
processing and reviewing such Ministerial Permits and Approvals and to comply with 
timeframes established in the Project Approvals. The City agrees to expedite all Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions requested by Developer, if any. 
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3.2.13 Other Governmental Approvals. Developer may apply for such other 
permits and approvals as may be required for development of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement from other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Property. The City shall cooperate with Developer in its endeavors to 
obtain such permits and approvals. Each Party shall take all actions and do all things, and 
execute, with acknowledgment or affidavit, if required, any and all documents and writings that 
may be necessary or proper to achieve the purposes and objectives of this Agreement. 

3.2.14 Administrative Changes and Modifications. The Parties may determine 
as the development of the Project proceeds that refinements and changes are appropriate with 
respect to certain details of the Project and the performance of the Parties under this Agreement. 
The Parties desire to retain a certain degree of flexibility with respect to the details of the Project 
development and with respect to those items covered in general terms under this Agreement and 
under the Project Approvals. If and when the Parties find that "Substantially Conforming 
Changes," as herein defined, are necessary or appropriate, they shall, unless otherwise required 
by law, effectuate such changes or adjustments through administrative modifications approved 
by the Parties. As used herein, "Substantially Conforming Changes" are changes, 
modifications or adjustments that are substantially consistent with the Project Approvals, and 
that do not materially alter the overall nature, scope or design of the Project including, without 
limitation, minor changes to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, minor changes in building 
footprint configurations, locations, size or heights of buildings, architectural features or other 
Development PaFameteFs Regulations (subject in all cases to the maximum density intensity of 
use and height FestFietioH restrictions set forth in the Applicable Rules), signage or configuration 
and size of parcels or lots (including lot line adjustments). Stteh-Substantially Conforming 
Changes would not be considered Discretionary Actions, and would therefore not require a 
public hearing. 

3.3 Third Party Property. The Third Party Property, which may be acquired by 
Developer after the Effective Date, shall be subject to this Agreement upon acquisition thereof 
by Developer (or any of them or any entity controlled by, controlling or under common control 
with any of them), including without limitation the Development ParnmeteFSRegulations. 
Developer shall provide to the City (a) notice pursuant to Section 6.2 and Section 7.12 of this 
Agreement of the acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, and (ii) evidence of 
Developer's ownership or leasehold interest in the Third Party Property. Developer is in no way 
obligated to acquire or attempt to acquire the Third Party Property, and in the event that 
Developer does not acquire the Third Party Property, neither Developer nor the owner of the 
Third Party Property shall have any rights or obligations under the terms of this Agreement with 
respect to the Third Party Property. 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW. 

4.1 Annual Review. During the Term of this Agreement, the City shall review 
annually Developer's compliance with this Agreement by Developer, and/or any Transferee. 
This periodic review shall be limited in scope to good faith compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement as provided in the Development Agreement Act and Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, shall have the burden of demonstrating such good faith compliance relating solely to 
such parties' portion of the Property and any development located thereon. The Annual Review 
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shall be in the form of an Annual Report prepared and submitted by the Planning Director. The 
Report shall include: the number, type and square footage of and the status of the Project; any 
transfers of floor area; the total number of parking spaces developed; provisions for open space; 
any equivalency transfers; status of activities relating to streetscape improvements; and a 
summary of performance of Developer's obligations. For pumoses of this Section each 
Transferee shall be the "Developer" with respect to the portion of the Property owned by it. 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure. Submission by Developer, and/or Transferee, of 
evidence of compliance with this Agreement with respect to each such Party's portion of the 
Property, in a form which the Planning Director may reasonably establish, shall be made in 
writing and transmitted to the Planning Director not later than sixty (60) days prior to the yearly 
anniversary of the Effective Date. The public shall be afforded an opportunity to submit written 
comments regarding compliance to the Planning Director at least sixty (60) days prior to the 
yearly anniversary of the Effective Date. All such public comments and final staff reports shall, 
upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer, and/or any 
Transferees. 

4.2.1 Special Review. The City may order a special review of compliance with 
this Agreement, at any time. 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination. On or before the yearly anniversary of the 
Effective Date of the Agreement, the Planning Director shall make a determination regarding 
whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee, has complied in good faith with the provisions 
and conditions of this Agreement. This determination shall be made in writing with reasonable 
specificity, and a copy of the determination shall be provided to Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, in the manner prescribed in Section 7.120. 

4.4 Appeal by Developer. In the event the Planning Director makes a finding and 
determination of non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, shall be 
entitled to appeal that determination to the Planning Commission. After a public hearing on the 
appeal, the Planning Commission shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, has 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement. Nothing in this 
Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying or abrogating Los Angeles City 
Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and Board actions). 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance. If, as a result of this Annual Review 
procedure, it is found and determined by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission or 
The City Council, on appeal, that Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, has not 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, the City, after 
denial of any appeal or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal period 
described in Section 7.3, shall submit to Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, 
by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner 
prescribed in Section 7.11, stating with specificity those obligations of Developer and/or any 
Transferee, as the case may be, which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of 
non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, shall promptly 
commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the 
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notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty (60) days after 
receipt of the notice of default, or any longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
items of the default(s), by mutual consent of the City and Developer provided that Developer 
shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the item of default(s) is 
cured. 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure. If the Planning Director finds and 
determines that Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee (or any one of them) has not 
cured a default pursuant to this Section, and that the City intends to terminate or modify this 
Agreement or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
Planning Director shall make a report to the Planning Commission. The Planning Director shall 
then set a date for a public hearing before the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If after the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that (i) such Developer, or such Transferee has not cured a default pursuant to this 
Section, and (ii) subject to Sections 5.1. I and 5. I.4, the City may terminate or modify this 
Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
finding and determination shall be appealable to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3 
hereof In the event of a finding and determination of compliance, there shall be no appeal by 
any person or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying 
or abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council's review of Commission and 
Council actions). 

4. 7 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Subject to Sections 5. I. I and 
5. I .4, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights 
and obligations, as the case may be, after the final determination of noncompliance by the City 
Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal periods described in 
Section 7.3. There shall be no modifications of this Agreement unless the City Council acts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65867.5 and 65868, irrespective of whether an appeal is 
taken as provided in Section 7.3. 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs. Developer shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, 
reasonably and necessarily incurred, to accomplish the required annual review. 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the Property. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 4 or any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Transferee of all or any portion of the Property shall only be responsible for 
submitting evidence of compliance with this Agreement as it relates solely to that portion of the 
Property transferred, assigned, or conveyed to such Transferee in an Assignment Agreement 
authorized by Section 6.2 of this Agreement. 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer. The City's rights in 
Section 4 of this Agreement relating to compliance with this Agreement by Developer shall be 
limited to only those rights and obligations assumed by Developer under this Agreement and as 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement authorized by Section 6.2 of this 
Agreement. 
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4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation. From time to time, Developer 
of any portion of the Property may, separate from the annual review process, submit a written 
request for confirmation from the Planning Director that certain obligations of this Agreement 
have been satisfied. Subject to the time limits and process requirements of Section 4.3, the 
Planning Director shall issue a written confirmation stating either that such obligations have been 
satisfied or setting forth the reasons why subject obligation have not been satisfied. 

5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS. 

5.1 Default by Developer. 

5.1.1 Default. In the event Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee of 
any portion of the Property fails to perform its obligations under this Agreement applicable to its 
portion of the Property as specified in the applicable Assignment Agreement, in a timely manner 
and in compliance pursuant to Section 4 of this Agreement, the City shall have all rights and 
remedies provided for in this Agreement, including, without limitation, modifying or terminating 
this Agreement, provided that (a) such modification or termination shall relate solely and 
exclusively to the property of the defaulting Developer or Transferee, and (b) the City has first 
complied with all applicable notice and opportunity to cure provisions in Sections 5. I .2 and 6. I .5 
and given notice as provided in Sections 4.3, 4.6, 6. I .4 and/or 7.11 hereof, and (c) Developer 
may appeal such declaration in the manner provided in, and subject to all terms and provisions 
of, Sections 4.4 and 4.5. In no event shall a default by a Developer or a Transferee of any 
portion of the Property constitute a default by any non-defaulting Developer or Transferee with 
respect to such non-defaulting parties' obligations hereunder nor affect such non-defaulting 
parties' rights hereunder, or respective portion of the Property. 

5.1.2 Notice of Default. The City through the Planning Director shall submit to 
Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee, as applicable, by registered or certified mail, 
return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 7. I I, 
identifying with specificity those obligations of such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, 
which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, Developer or Transferee, 
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after 
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty 
(60) days after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
remedy the default(s), provided that Developer or Transferee, as applicable, shall continuously 
and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

5.1.3 Failure to Cure Default Procedures. If after the cure period has elapsed 
(Section 4.6), the Planning Director finds and determines that Developer (or any of them), or a 
Transferee, as the case may be, remains in default and that the City intends, subject to Section 
5. I. I and 5. I .4 of this Agreement, to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the Planning Director shall make a report to 
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Commission in accordance 
with the notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If 
after public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, remain(s) in default and that the City 
intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and 
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obligations, as the case may be, such Developer and such Transferee shall be entitled to appeal 
that finding and determination to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3. In the event 
of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be no appeal by any person 
or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying of 
abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and 
Board actions). 

5.1.4 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Upon default by 
Developer (or any of them) or a Transferee and the delivery of notice and expiration of all 
applicable cure periods, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations hereunder, as the case may be, relating solely to the defaulting 
Developer or Transferee and such defaulting party's portion of the Property, after such final 
determination of the City Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal 
periods described in Section 7.3 relating to the defaulting parties rights and obligations. There 
shall be no termination or modification of this Agreement unless the City Council acts pursuant 
to Section 7.3. 

5.2 Default by the City. 

5.2.1 Default. In the event the City does not accept, process, or render a 
decision on necessary development permits, entitlements, or other land use or building approvals 
for use as provided in this Agreement upon compliance with the requirements thereof, or as 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, or the City otherwise defaults under the provisions of this 
Agreement, Developer, and any Transferee, shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or 
by applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City's 
obligations under this Agreement provided that Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, has 
first complied with the procedures in Section 5.2.2. No part of this Agreement shall be deemed 
to abrogate or limit any immunities or defenses the City may otherwise have with respect to 
claims for monetary damages. 

5.2.2 Notice of Default. Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, shall first 
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations that have 
not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City shall promptly commence to 
cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the notice of default 
and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than one hundred and twenty (120) days 
after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
default(s), provided that the City shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times 
until the default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City has cured the default, 
the Parties shall submit the matter to arbitration pursuant to Section 7.5 of this Agreement. 

5.3 No Monetary Damages. It is acknowledged by the Parties that the City would 
not have entered into this Agreement if it were liable in monetary damages under or with respect 
to this Agreement or the application thereof. The Parties agree and recognize that, as a practical 
matter, it may not be possible to determine an amount of monetary damages which would 
adequately compensate Developer for its investment of time and financial resources in planning 
to arrive at the kind, location, intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate 
the consideration the City would require to enter into this Agreement to justify the exposure. 
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Therefore, the Parties agree that each of the Parties may pursue any remedy at law or equity 
available for any breach of any provision of this Agreement, except that the Parties shall not be 
liable in monetary damages and the Parties covenant not to sue for or claim any monetary 
damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. 

6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS. 

6.1.1 Encumbrances on the Property. The Parties hereto agree that this 
Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer (or any of them), or any Transferee, from 
encumbering the Property or any estate or interest therein, portion thereof, or any improvement 
thereon, together with the rights of Developer hereunder, in any manner whatsoever by one or 
more Mortgages with respect to the construction, development, use or operation of the Project 
and parts thereof. The City acknowledges that the Mortgagees may require certain Agreement 
interpretations and modifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with 
Developer and representatives of such lender(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for 
interpretation or modification. The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such 
requested interpretation or modification, provided such interpretation or modification is 
consistent with the intent and purposes of this Agreement. 

6.1.2 Mortgagee Protection. To the extent legally permissible, this Agreement 
shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property, or any portion thereof, 
including the lien of any Mortgage. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no breach of this Agreement 
shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and 
for value. Any acquisition or acceptance of title or any right or interest in or with respect to the 
Property or any portion thereof by a Mortgagee, pursuant to foreclosure, trustee's sale, deed in 
lieu of foreclosure, lease or sublease termination or otherwise, shall be subject to all of the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement applicable to the Property or such portion, as applicable, except 
that any such Mortgagee, including its affiliate, or any other entity (a "Mortgagee Successor") 
which acquires the Property or any portion thereof a result of the foreclosure of such Mortgage, 
by power of sale granted thereunder, by acceptance of a deed in lieu of foreclosure, pursuant to a 
bankruptcy proceeding or other such similar proceedings or otherwise as a result of the exercise 
of remedies under any Mortgage, shall be entitled to the benefits arising under this Agreement 
provided Mortgagee complies with Section 6.1.3 below. 

6.1.3 Mortgagee Not Obligated. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
Section 6, Mortgagee will not have any obligation or duty pursuant to the terms set forth in this 
Agreement to perform the obligations of Developer or other affirmative covenants of Developer 
hereunder, or to guarantee such performance, except that the Mortgagee or its Mortgagee 
Successor shall have no vested right to develop the Project without fully complying with the 
terms of this Agreement and executing and delivering to the City, in a form and with terms 
reasonably acceptable to the City, an assumption agreement of Developer's obligations 
hereunder relating to the portion of the Property acquired by such Mortgagee or Mortgagee 
Successor which in the case of unpaid monetary obligations shall be deemed allocated pro rata 
based upon the relation of the size of the land acquired to all of the land in the property unless 
otherwise agreed by such Mortgagee or Successor Mortgagee. 
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6.1.4 Request for Notice to Mortgage. The Mortgagee of any Mortgage or 
deed of trust encumbering the Property, or any part or interest thereof, who has submitted a 
request in writing to the City in the manner specified herein for giving notices shall be entitled to 
receive written notification from the City of any notice of non-compliance by Developer in the 
performance of Developer's obligations under this Agreement. As of the date hereof, HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as administrative agent for itself and certain other lenders 
("Existing Me.-tgagageeMortgagee") is the Mortgagee of the entire Property and there are no 
other Mortgagees. The City acknowledges that Existing Mortgagee has requested notices 
pursuant to this Section 6.1.4 and that Existing Mortgagee's addresses for notices are as follows: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
545 Washington Boulevard, I 0th Floor 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07310 
Attention: Commercial Mortgage Servicing 

Department 

with a copy to: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
601 Montgomery Street, 10th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Attention: Ms. Mee Mee Kiong 

6.1.5 Mortgagee's Time to Cure. If the City timely receives a request from a 
Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of non-compliance given to Developer under the 
terms of this Agreement, the City shall provide a copy of that notice to the Mortgagee within ten 
(10) days of sending the notice of non-compliance to Developer. The Mortgagee shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to cure the non-compliance for a period of one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the Mortgagee receives written notice, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
acquire possession of the Property or portion thereof (to the extent necessary to cure the default) 
and remedy the default(s), provided that Mortgagee shall continuously and diligently pursue the 
remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured::-

6.1.6 Disaffirmation. If this Agreement is terminated as to any portion of the 
Property by reason of (i) any default or (ii) as a result of a bankruptcy proceeding, or if this 
Agreement is disaffirmed by a receiver, liquidator, or trustee for Developer or its property, the 
City, if requested by any Mortgagee, shall negotiate in good faith with such Mortgagee (or if 
more than one Mortgage encumbers such portion of the Property, the Mortgagee holding the 
highest, or most senior priority Mortgage) for a new development agreement in substantially the 
same form as this Agreement for the Project or such portion of the Property acquired by such 
Mortgagee or its Successor Mortgagee. This Agreement does not require any Mortgagee to enter 
into a new development agreement pursuant to this Section. 

6.2 Assignment. The Property, as well as the rights and obligations of Developer 
under this Agreement, may be transferred or assigned in whole or in part by Developer to a 
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Transferee without the consent of the City, subject to the conditions set forth below in 
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.1 Conditions of Assignment. No such assignment shall be valid until and 
unless the following occur: 

(a) Written Notice of Assignment Required. Developer, or any 
successor transferor, gives prior written notice to the City of its intention to assign 
or transfer any of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement and a 
complete disclosure of the identity of the assignee or Transferee, including copies 
of the Articles of Incorporation in the case of corporations, the trust declaration in 
the case of non-public trusts, the names of individual members in the case of a 
limited liability company, and the names of individual partners in the case of 
partnerships. Any failure by Developer or any successor transferor to provide the 
notice shall be curable in accordance with the provisions in Section 5 .1. 

(b) Automatic Assumption of Obligations. Unless otherwise stated 
elsewhere in this Agreement to the contrary, a Transferee of Property or any 
portion thereof expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the rights and 
obligations of this Agreement (including an allocation of the Transferee's share of 
the Maximum Floor Area) transferred or assigned by Developer and which are 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement. 

6.2.2 Liability Upon Assignment. Each Developer of any portion of the 
Property shall be solely and only liable for performance of such Developer's obligations 
applicable to its portion of the Property under this Agreement as specified in the applicable 
Assignment Agreement. Upon the assignment or transfer of any portion of the Property together 
with any obligations assignable under this Agreement, the Transferee shall become solely and 
only liable for the performance of those assigned or transferred obligations so assumed and shall 
have the rights of a "Developer" under this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Property 
acquired; which such rights and obligations shall be set forth specifically in the Assignment 
Agreement, executed by the transferring Developer, and the Transferee, as of the date of such 
transfer, assignment or conveyance of the applicable portion of the Property. The failure of a 
Developer of any portion of the Property to perform such Developer's obligation set forth in the 
applicable Assignment Agreement may result, at the City's option, in a declaration that this 
Agreement has been breached and the City may, but shall not be obligated to, exercise its rights 
and remedies under this Agreement solely as it relates to the defaulting Developer's portion of 
the Property as provided for in Section 5.1 hereof, subject to such defaulting Developer's right to 
notice and opportunity to cure the default in accordance with provisions of SeetieH Sections 4.6 
and 5. 1 hereof 

6.2.3 Release of Developer. With respect to a transfer and assignment of all or 
a portion of a Developer's interest in the Property and the related rights and obligations 
hereunder, upon the effective date of any such transfer and assignment, as evidenced by the 
execution of an Assignment Agreement pursuant to this Section 6.2 between such Developer and 
the Transferee and delivery of such Assignment Agreement to the City, such Developer shall 
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automatically be released from any further obligations to the City under this Agreement with 
respect to the portion of the Property so transferred. 

6.2.4 Release of Property Transferee. A Transferee shall not be liable for any 
obligations to the City under this Agreement relating to any portion of the Property other than 
that portion transferred to such Transferee, and no default by a Developer under this Agreement 
with respect to such other portions of the Property shall be deemed a default by such Transferee 
with respect to the portion of the Property transferred to such Transferee. 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

7.1 Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date on which 
this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles after execution by 
Developer and Mayor of the City of Los Angeles. 

7.2 Term. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and 
shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless said Term is otherwise terminated or modified by 
circumstances set forth in this Agreement or by mutual consent of the Parties hereto. Following 
the expiration of this Term, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and effect; 
provided, however, that this termination shall not affect any right or duty arising from 
entitlements or approvals, including the Project Approvals on the Property, approved 
concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Effective Date of this Agreement. The Term of this 
Agreement shall automatically be extended for the period of time of any actual delay resulting 
from any enactments pursuant to the Reserved Powers or moratoria, or from legal actions or 
appeals which enjoin performance under this Agreement or act to stay performance under this 
Agreement (other than bankruptcy or similar procedures), or from any actions taken pursuant to 
Section 7.5 (Dispute Resolution), or from any litigation related to the Project Approvals, this 
Agreement or the Property. 

7.3 Appeals to City Council. Where an appeal by Developer, or its Transferees, as 
the case may be, to the City Council from a finding and/or determination of the Planning 
Commission is created by this Agreement, such appeal shall be taken, if at all, within twenty (20) 
days after the mailing of such finding and/or determination to Developer, or its successors, 
Transferees, and/or assignees, as the case may be. The City Council shall act upon the finding 
and/or determination of the Planning Commission within eighty (80) days after such mailing, or 
within such additional period as may be agreed upon by Developer, or its Transferees, as the case 
may be, and the City Council. The failure of the City Council to act shall not be deemed to be a 
denial or approval of the appeal, which shall remain pending until final the City Council action. 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, whenever a period of time, including a reasonable period of time, 
is designated within which either Party hereto is required to do or complete any act, matter or 
thing, the time for the doing or completion thereof shall be extended by a period of time equal to 
the number of days during which such Party is actually prevented from, or is unreasonably 
interfered with, the doing or completion of such act, matter or thing because of causes beyond 
the reasonable control of the Party to be excused, including: war; insurrection; riots; floods; 
earthquakes; fires; casualties; acts of God; litigation and administrative proceedings against the 
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Project (not including any administrative proceedings contemplated by this Agreement in the 
normal course of affairs (such as the Annual Review)); any approval required by the City (not 
including any period of time normally expected for the processing of such approvals in the 
ordinary course of affairs); restrictions imposed or mandated by other governmental entities; 
enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations; judicial decisions; the exercise of 
the City's Reserved Powers; or similar bases for excused performance which are not within the 
reasonable control of the Party to be excused (financial inability excepted). This Section shall 
not be applicable to any proceedings with respect to bankruptcy or receivership initiated by or on 
behalf of Developer or, if not dismissed within ninety (90) days, by any third parties against 
Developer. If written notice of such delay is given to either Party within thirty (30) days of the 
commencement of such delay, an extension of time for such cause will be granted in writing for 
the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.5 Dispute Resolution. 

7.5.1 Dispute Resolution Proceedings. The Parties may agree to dispute 
resolution proceedings to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes or questions of interpretation 
under this Agreement. These dispute resolution proceedings may include: (a) procedures 
developed by the City for expeditious interpretation of questions arising under development 
agreements; or (b) any other manner of dispute resolution which is mutually agreed upon by the 
Parties. 

7.5.2 Arbitration. Any dispute between the Parties that is to be resolved by 
arbitration shall be settled and decided by arbitration conducted by an arbitrator who must be a 
former judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court or Appellate Justice of the Second 
District Court of Appeals or the California Supreme Court. This arbitrator shall be selected by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

7.5.2.1 Arbitration Procedures. Upon appointment of the arbitrator, the 
matter shall be set for arbitration at a time not less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) days 
from the effective date of the appointment of the arbitrator. The arbitration shall be conducted 
under the procedures set forth in Code of Civil Procedure Section 638, et seq., or under such 
other procedures as are agreeable to both Parties, except that provisions of the California Code of 
Civil Procedure pertaining to discovery and the provisions of the California Evidence Code shall 
be applicable to such proceeding. 

7.5.3 Extension of Term. The Term of this Agreement as set forth in 
Section 7.2 shall automatically be extended for the period of time in which the Parties are 
engaged in dispute resolution to the degree that such extension of the Term is reasonably 
required because activities which would have been completed prior to the expiration of the Term 
are delayed beyond the scheduled expiration of the Term as the result of such dispute resolution. 

7.5.4 Legal Action. Either Party may, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or 
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance the obligations and rights of the Parties hereto. Notwithstanding the above, the 
City's right to seek specific performance shall be specifically limited to compelling Developer to 
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complete, demolish or make safe any particular improvement(s) on public lands which is 
required as a Mitigation Measure or Condition of Approval. Developer shall have no liability 
(other than the potential termination of this Agreement) if the contemplated development fails to 
occur. 

7.5.5 Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California, and the venue for any legal actions brought 
by any Party with respect to this Agreement shall be the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California for state actions and the Central District of California for any federal actions. 

7.6 Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual 
consent in writing of the Parties to this Agreement and each Mortgagee in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65868, and any Transferee of the Property or any portion thereof, in 
the event such amendment affects the rights and obligations of the Transferee under this 
Agreement in connection with the development, use and occupancy of its portion of the Property 
and/or any improvements located thereon. Any amendment to this Agreement which relates to 
the Term, permitted uses, substantial density or intensity of use, height, or size of buildings 
provisions (not otherwise permitted by the Development Parameters Regulations or changes and 
modifications pursuant to Section 3.2.5 or otherwise permitted by the Agreement) obligations for 
reservation and dedication of land, conditions, restrictions, and requirements relating to 
subsequent Discretionary Action or any conditions or covenants relating to the use of the 
Property, which are not provided for under the Applicable Rules or Project Approvals, shall 
require notice and public hearing before the Parties may execute an amendment thereto. 
Developer, or a Transferee as applicable, shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably 
and necessarily incurred, to review any amendments requested by Developer or a Transferee, 
including the cost of any public hearings. 

7.7 Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants which 
shall run with the land comprising the Property for the benefit thereof, subject to the provisions 
of any Assignment Agreement (if applicable), and the burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and 
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and all successors and assigns of the Parties, including 
any Transferee of Developer. 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation.Cooperation in the Event of Legal 
Challenge. In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other governmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the Parties hereby 
agree to affirmatively cooperate in defending said action. Developer and the City agree to 
cooperate in any legal action seeking specific performance, declaratory relief or injunctive relief, 
to set court dates at the earliest practicable date(s) and not cause delay in the prosecution/defense 
of the action, provided such cooperation shall not require any Party to waive any rights. 

7.8.2 Relationship of the Parties. It is understood and agreed by the Parties 
hereto that the contractual relationship created between the Parties hereunder is that Developer is 
an independent contractor and not an agent of the City. Further, the City and Developer hereby 
renounce the existence of any form of joint venture or partnership between them and agree that 
nothing herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making 
the City and Developer joint-venturers or partners. 
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7.9 Indemnification. 

7.9.1 Obligation to Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless: Developer 
hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, and 
employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding ("Proceeding") against the City or its agents, 
officers, or employees (i) to set aside, void, or annul, all or any part of any Project Approval, or 
(ii) for any damages, personal injury or death which may arise, directly or indirectly, from such 
Developer or such Developer's contractors, subcontractors', agents', or employees' operations in 
connection with the construction of the Project, whether operations be by such Developer or any 
of such Developer's contractors, subcontractors, by anyone or more persons directly or indirectly 
employed by, or acting as agent for such Developer or any of such Developer's contractors or 
subcontractors. In the event that the City, upon being served with a lawsuit or other legal 
process to set aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, fails to promptly notify 
Developer of the Proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense of the Proceeding, 
Developer shall thereafter be relieved of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. However, if 
Developer has actual notice of the Proceeding, it shall not be relieved of the obligations imposed 
hereunder, notwithstanding the failure of the City to provide prompt notice of the Proceeding. 
The City shall be considered to have failed to give prompt notification of a Proceeding if the 
City, after being served with a lawsuit or other legal process challenging the Approvals, 
unreasonably delays in providing notice thereof to the Applicant. As used herein, "unreasonably 
delays" shall mean any delay that materially adversely impacts Applicant's ability to defend the 
Proceeding. The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall apply notwithstanding any 
allegation or determination in the Proceedings that the City acted contrary to applicable laws. 
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean that Developer shall hold the City harmless 
and/or defend it from any claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, intentional misconduct or 
gross negligence in the performance of this Agreement. 

7.9.2 Defending the Project Approvals. Developer shall have the obligation 
to timely retain legal counsel to defend against any Proceeding to set aside, void, or annul, all or 
any part of any Project Approval. The City shall have the right if it so chooses, to defend the 
Proceeding utilizing in-house legal staff, in which case Developer shall be liable for all legal 
costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City, including charges for staff time charged. In the 
event of a conflict of interest which prevents Developer's legal counsel from representing the 
City, and in the event the City does not have the in-house legal resources to defend against the 
Proceeding, the City shall also have the right to retain outside legal counsel, in which case 
Developer shall be liable for all legal costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City. Provided 
that Developer is not in breach of the terms of this Section 7.9, the City shall not enter into any 
settlement of the Proceeding which involves modification to any Project Approval or otherwise 
results in Developer incurring liabilities or other obligations, without the consent of Developer. 

7.9.3 Breach of Obligations. Actions constituting a breach of the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9 shall include, but not be limited to: (i) the failure to timely retain 
qualified legal counsel to defend against the Proceedings; (ii) the failure to promptly pay the City 
for any attorneys' fees or other legal costs for which the City is liable pursuant to a judgment or 
settlement agreement in the Proceeding seeking to set aside, void or annul all or part of any 
Project Approval; or (iii) the breach of any other obligation imposed in this Section 7.9, in each 
case after written notice from the City and a reasonable period of time in which to cure the 
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breach, not to exceed thirty-days. For purposes of this Section 7.9, Developer shall be 
considered to have failed to timely retain qualified legal counsel if such counsel is not retained 
within fourteen (14) days following the City's provision of the notice of Proceedings to 
Developer required hereunder. As used herein, qualified legal counsel shall mean competent 
counsel retained by Developer that does not have a conflict of interest with the City as a result of 
representing Developer in the Proceeding. In the event that Developer breaches the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9, the City shall have no obligation to defend against the Proceedings, 
and by not defending against the Proceedings, the City shall not be considered to have waived 
any rights in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.4 Cooperation: The City shall cooperate with Developer in the defense of 
the Proceeding; provided however, that such obligation of the City to cooperate in its defense 
shall not require the City to (i) assert a position in its defense of the Proceeding which it has 
determined, in its sole discretion, has no substantial merit; (ii) advocate in its defense of the 
Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole discretion, lack substantial merit; or 
(iii) advocate in its defense of the Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole 
discretion, are contrary to its best interests, or to public policy. Nothing contained in this section 
shall require Developer to refrain from asserting in its defense of the Proceeding positions or 
legal theories that do not satisfy the foregoing requirements. 

7.9.5 Contractual Obligation: Developer acknowledges and agrees that the 
obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 are contractual in nature, and that the breach of any such 
obligation may subject Developer to a breach of contract claim by the City. 

7.9.6 Waiver of Right to Challenge: Developer hereby waives the right to 
challenge the validity of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.7 Survival: The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall survive any 
judicial decision invalidating the Project Approvals. 

7.9.8 Preparation of Administrative Record: Developer and the City 
acknowledge that upon the commencement of legal Proceedings, the administrative record of 
proceedings relating to the Project Approvals must be prepared. Those documents must also be 
certified as complete and accurate by the City. Developer, as part of its defense obligation 
imposed in this Section 7.9, shall prepare at its sole cost and expense the record of proceedings 
in a manner which complies with all applicable laws; in accordance with reasonable procedures 
established by the City; and subject to the City's obligation to certify the administrative record of 
proceedings and the City's right to oversee the preparation of such administrative record. 
Developer agrees that its failure to prepare the administrative record as set forth herein, and in 
compliance with all time deadlines imposed by law, shall constitute a breach of its obligation to 
defend the City. In the event that Developer fails to prepare the administrative record, the City 
may do so, in which event the City shall be entitled to be reimbursed by Developer for all 
reasonable costs associated with preparation of the administrative record, including reasonable 
charges for staff time. 

7.9.9 Termination. Developer shall have the right, without City's prior 
approval but only with the prior written consent of all Mortgagees, in the event of and during the 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

-34- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024083 



EM18610 

continuation of any Litigation, to terminate this Agreement or renounce the Project Approvals, 
provided, however, that the provisions of this Section 7.9 shall survive any such termination. 

7.10 Deposit. Following the filing of a lawsuit, or other legal process seeking to set 
aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, Developer shall be required, following 
written demand by the City, to place funds on deposit with the City, which funds shall be used to 
reimburse the City for expenses incurred in connection with defending the Project Approvals. 
For Project Approvals which included the certification of an environmental impact report by the 
City, the amount of said deposit shall be ten thousand ($10,000) dollars. For all other Project 
Approvals, the amount of the deposit shall be five thousand ($5,000) dollars. The City, at its 
sole discretion, may require a larger deposit upon a detailed showing to Developer of the basis 
for its determination that the above stated amounts are insufficient. Any unused portions of the 
deposit shall be refunded to Developer within thirty (30) days following the resolution of the 
challenge to the Project Approvals. All Deposits must be paid to the City within thirty (30) days 
of Developer's receipt of the City's written demand for the Deposit. 

7.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between the City or 
Developer must be in writing, and shall be given either personally or by registered or certified 
mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail, the same shall be deemed 
to have been given and received on the first to occur of (i) actual receipt by any of the addressees 
designated below as the Party to whom notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a 
registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is 
deposited in the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have 
been given when delivered to the Party to whom it is addressed. Any Party hereto may at any 
time, by giving ten (10) days' written notice to the other Party hereto, designate any other 
address in substitution of the address, or any additional address, to which such notice or 
communication shall be given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at 
their addresses set forth below: 

If to the City: 

Director of City Planning 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

If to Developer: 

1720 North Vine LLC 
1749 North Vine LLC 
1750 North Vine LLC 
1733 North Argyle LLC 
Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Suite 1000 
1680 North Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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with copies to 

City Attorney 
City of Los Angeles 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
700 The City Hall East, 200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

with copies to 

Millennium Partners 
1195 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 
Attn: Chief Financial Officer 

And with copies to 
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Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

And with copies to 

Paul Hastings JaHofosky & 'Nalker LLP 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
75 East 55th Street 
New York, NY 10022 
Attn: Eric R. Landau, Esq. 

7.12 Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, this Agreement 
shall be recorded with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles within ten (10) days 
following its execution by all Parties. Developer shall provide the City Clerk with the fees for 
such recording prior to or at the time of such recording, should the City Clerk effectuate the 
recordation. 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance. Every person who now or hereafter owns 
or acquires any right, title, interest in or to any portion of the Property, is and shall be 
conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to every provision contained herein, whether 
or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person 
acquired an interest in the Property. 

7.14 Successors and Assignees. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties any subsequent owner of all or any portion of 
the Property and their respective Transferees, successors, and assignees, subject to applicable 
Assignment Agreements. 

7.15 Severability. If any provisions, conditions, or covenants of this Agreement, or 
the application thereof to any circumstances of either Party, shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such provision, condition, 
or covenant to persons or circumstances other than those as to whom or which it is held invalid 
or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest 
extent permitted by law. 

7.16 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence for each provision of this 
Agreement of which time is an element. 

7.17 Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless 
in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom enforcement 
of a waiver is sought and refers expressly to this Section. No waiver of any right or remedy with 
respect to any occurrence or event shall be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy with respect 
to any other occurrence or event. 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-36- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024085 



EM18612 

7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries. The only Parties to this Agreement are the City 
and Developer and their successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries (other than 
Mortgagees) and this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be construed to benefit or be 
enforceable by any other person whatsoever. 

7.19 Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth and contains the entire 
understanding and agreement of the Parties and there are no oral or written representations, 
understandings or ancillary covenants, undertakings or agreements which are not contained or 
expressly referred to herein and no testimony or evidence of any such representations, 
understandings, or covenants shall be admissible in any proceedings of any kind or nature to 
interpret or determine the provisions or conditions of this Agreement. 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents. Each 
Party acknowledges that it has received independent legal advice from its attorneys with respect 
to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the provisions hereof The 
provisions of this Agreement shall be construed as to their fair meaning, and not for or against 
any Party based upon any attribution to such Party as the source of the language in question. The 
headings and table of contents used in this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only 
and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate. At any time, and from time to time, Developer may deliver 
written notice to the City and the City may deliver written notice to Developer requesting that 
such Party certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying Party (i) this Agreement is in 
full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this Agreement has not been 
amended, or if amended, the identity of each amendment, and (iii) the requesting Party is not in 
breach of this Agreement, or if in breach, a description of each such breach (an "Estoppel 
Certificate"). The Planning Director shall be authorized to execute, on behalf of the City, any 
Estoppel Certificate requested by Developer which complies with this Section 7.21. The City 
acknowledges that an Estoppel Certificate may be relied upon by Transferees or successors in 
interest to Developer who requested the certificate and by Mortgagees holding an interest in the 
portion of the Property in which that Developer has a legal interest. 

7.22 Counterparts. This Agreement is executed in duplicate originals, each of which 
is deemed to be an original. This Agreement, not counting the Cover Page and Table of 
Contents, consists of_ pages and 6 Attachments which constitute the entire understanding and 
agreement of the Parties. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as 
of the date first written above. 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corpora ti on of the State of California 

By: _________ _ 
Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor 

DATE: 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A TRUTANICH, City Attorney 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: 

ATTEST: 
JUNELAGMAY 

By: _________ _ 

Deputy 
DATE 
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1720 Owner 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

1749 Owner 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

Capital Records Building Owner 

L 750 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 
By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 
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Argyle Owner 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE 
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MORTGAGEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ("Mortgagee"), is 
the current beneficiary of record under the following deeds of trust (collectively, the 
"Mortgages"): (a) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of 
December_, 2012, made by CPH 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), as trustor, in favor of Title 
Company, as trustee ("Trustee"), for the benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on 

, 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the Official Records 
----------
of Los Angeles County, California ("Official Records"), (b) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents 
and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012, made by 1749 North Vine Street LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company ("1749 Owner"), as trustor, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records; and (c) Deed of Trust, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012,, made by 1733 North Argyle 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ("Argyle Owner"), 1720 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company ("1720 Owner"), 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), as trustors, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records. 

The Mortgages encumber the "Property" other than the "Third Party Property", as such 
terms are defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 
(the "Development Agreement"), executed by and among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation, 1749 Owner, Argyle Owner, 1720 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner. and 
Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware liability company. 

Mortgagee has reviewed and approved the Development Agreement, and hereby consents 
to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Mortgagee further heresy sueorclim1tes the 
lieHs of the Mortgages to all of the terms, eoHclitioHs, eoveHaHts, aHcl easemeHts eoHtaiHecl iH the 
DeveloIJmeHt AgreemeHt. 

Executed as of 
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--------- '2013: 

MORTGAGEE: 

HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: -------------
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GROUND LESSEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), is the tenant of record under that certain Ground 
Lease dated December_, 2012 (the "Ground Lease"), between 1750 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, as ground lessor ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), and 
Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee, as ground lessee, a memorandum of which was 
recorded on , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the 
Official Records of Los Angeles County, California. 

The Ground Lease encumbers a portion (the "Leased Premises") of the "Property", as 
defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 (the 
"Development Agreement"), executed by among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation (the "City"), 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 
North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, Capitol Records Building Owner, 1733 
North Argyle, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a 
Delaware liability company. 

Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee has reviewed and approved the Development 
Agreement, and hereby consents to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Capitol 
Records Building Ground Lessee further hereby subordinates its leasehold interest in the Leased 
Premises to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the Development 
Agreement. 

Executed as of 
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---------~ 
'2013: 

CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING GROlJND 
LESSEE: 

CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: ___________ _ 
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EXHIBIT A-1 

DIAGRAM OF THE PROPERTY 

-1- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024093 



SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

EM18620 

EXHIBIT A-2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE THIRD PARTY PROPERTY 
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EXHIBITB 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
[Attached] 

-1- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024096 



Land Use Catei:;ory 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NIA Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 
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EXHIBIT C 

PROJECT TRIP CAP 

Table 11-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Use Size AM Peak Hour Trim 

461 du 165 trips 
254 rm 121 trips 

80 ksf 63 trips 
150 ksf 137 trips 
100 ksf 78 trips 
25 ksf 13 trips 
-8 ksf ru trips 

574 trips 

-1-

PM Peak Hour Trim 

151 trips 
128 trips 
156 trips 
54 trips 

321 trips 
121 trips 
m trips 

924 trips 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is executed this 
____ day of , 2013, by and among the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), 1720 NORTH VINE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1720 Owner"), 1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1749 Owner"), 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Owner"), 1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Argyle Owner", and collectively with the 1720 Owner, the 17 49 Owner, 
and the Capitol Records Building Owner, the "Property Owners" ), and MILLENNIUM 
HOLLYWOOD LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with the Property Owners, 
"Developer"), pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., and the 
implementing procedures of the City, with respect to the following: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer recognize that the further development of the 
Property will create significant opportunities for economic growth in the City of Los Angeles, 
the Southern California region and California generally; 

WHEREAS, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that the Project, as 
defined below, may be developed in accordance with the Project Approvals, as defined below, 
and the terms of this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, Developer will implement public benefits above and beyond the 
necessary mitigation for the Project, including benefits and other consideration as noted in 
Section 2.3. l; 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will 
not be reduced in density, height, or use, or be subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or 
policies unless otherwise allowed by this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement, the City is encouraging the 
development of the Project as set forth in this Agreement in accordance with the goals and 
objectives of the City, while reserving to the City the legislative powers necessary to remain 
responsible and accountable to its residents; and 

WHEREAS, Developer intends to redevelop the 4.46-acre site (the "Property"), 
as set forth in Exhibits A-1 and A-2 attached hereto, located at 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 
1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, and 1770N. Vine Street; 6236, 
6270, and 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733 and 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; and 1746, 1748, 1754, 
1760, and 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90028; 

WHEREAS, Developer anticipates that the Project will be completely built-out 
and operational by the year 2020, but is requesting a longer term in this Agreement to allow 
sufficient time for development in the unlikely event of delays caused by unforeseen economic 
conditions and other unforeseen factors such as, but not limited to, unanticipated site conditions 
and the unavailability of materials or labor shortages; 
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WHEREAS, for the foregoing reasons, the Parties desire to enter into a 
development agreement for the Project pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, as defined 
below, and the City's charter powers upon the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development 
Agreement Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration of the premises and mutual 
promises and covenants herein contained and other valuable consideration the receipt and 
adequacy of which the Parties hereby acknowledge, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. DEFINITIONS. 

For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided or 
unless the context requires: 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Development Agreement, including all exhibits attached 
hereto and all amendments and modifications hereto. 

1.2 "Applicable Rules" means all of the rules, regulations, ordinances and officially 
adopted policies of the City in force as of the Effective Date, including, but not limited to, the 
Municipal Code, this Agreement (including the Development Regulations and all other 
attachments hereto) and Project Approvals. Additionally, notwithstanding the language of this 
Section or any other language in this Agreement, all specifications, standards and policies 
regarding the design and construction of public works facilities, if any, shall be those that are in 
effect at the time the applicable Project plans are being processed for approval and/or under 
construction but only to the extent not inconsistent with the Development Regulations or this 
Agreement. 

1.3 "Argyle Owner" means 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.4 "Assignment Agreement" means a written agreement between Developer (and/or 
any of them) and a Transferee of Developer (or any of them), consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement, in which the parties agree to specific obligations of this Agreement being transferred 
from such Developer to such Transferee. An Assignment Agreement may, but shall not be 
required to, allocate to the Transferee for its portion of the Property a defined portion of the 
Maximum Floor Area. 

1.5 "Capitol Records Building Owner" means 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company. 

1.6 "CEQA" means the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., Title 14, 
Sections 15000 et seq.). 

1.7 "City" means the City of Los Angeles, a charter City and municipal corporation. 
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1.8 "City Agency" means each and every agency, department, board, commission, 
authority, employee, and/or official acting under the authority of the City, including without 
limitation, the City Council and the Planning Commission. 

1.9 "City Council" means the City Council of the City and the legislative body of the 
City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code. 

1.10 "Conditions of Approval" means the conditions of approval issued in connection 
with the Project Approvals. 

1.11 "Developer" means, collectively or individually, as applicable, 1720 Owner, 
1749 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware 
liability company, and all of their respective Transferees. 

1.12 "Development Agreement Act" means means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of 
Division 1 of Title 7 (Sections 65864 et seq.) of the California Government Code. 

1.13 "Development Regulations" means the Millennium Hollywood, Development 
Regulations: Design Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. 

1.14 "Discretionary Action" means an action which requires the exercise of 
judgment, deliberation, or a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including 
any board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in the process of 
approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity which merely 
requires the City and/or any City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance with statutes, 
ordinances, or regulations. 

1.15 "East Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the east of Vine Street, 
as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.16 "EIR" means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-~ certified by the City in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQ A 

1.17 "Effective Date" is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk 
of the City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" means the land use equivalency program, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2.5.3 below and Section 4.2 of the Development Guidelines, which allows 
land uses to be developed on the Property to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so 
long as the limitations of such equivalency program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed 
upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum 
Floor Area. All permitted land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of 
other permitted land uses on the Property under the Equivalency Program once the maximum 
FAR is reached. 
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1.19 "Existing Improvements" means the existing buildings, structures and 
improvements located within the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

1.20 "Fees"means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City. 

1.21 "First Phase" means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the 
Property, without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For clarification, 
any modification to an existing improvement on the Property will NOT constitute construction of 
a new building in accordance with this definition, even if building permits are required in 
connection with such improvement. 

1.22 "Floor Area" means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

1.23 "General Plan" means the General Plan of the City."Impact Fees" means impact 
fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share charges or other similar impact fees or 
charges imposed on and in connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable Rules. Impact Fees do 
not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or (ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general 
applicability, provided that such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" in each instance will be deemed to be 
followed by the phrase "without limitation". 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the East 
Parcel. 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the West 
Parcel. 

1.28 "Litigation" means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, implementation or 
enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, 
the EIR and/or the Project Approvals. 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" means the permits, approvals, plans, 
inspections, certificates, documents, licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the 
City in order for Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits and 
Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions. 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for 
each potential environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation monitoring 
program adopted as a condition of approval of the EIR and/or Project Approvals. 
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1.31 "Mortgage" means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale 
leaseback, or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for fair value, 
encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or Developer's interest in this Agreement, 
given by Developer for the purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements thereon, or any other 
purpose. 

1.32 "Mortgagee" means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, 
any administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or (iii) with respect to any 
parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale-leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee 
title under a Mortgage who has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 
6 .1. 4 of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such holder, beneficiary or 
lessor. 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. 

1.34 "Municipal Code" means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the 
same may exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used in the 
context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as of 
the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

1.35 "Parties" means collectively Developer and the City. 

1.36 "Party" means any one of Developer or the City. 

1.37 "Phase" means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction of 
replacement improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as a single construction 
project. For the purposes of avoiding doubt, renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will 
not constitute a Phase. 

1.38 "Planning Commission" means the City Planning Commission and the planning 
agency of the City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code (Development 
Agreement Act). 

1.39 "Planning Director" means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her 
designee. 

1.40 "Proceeding" is defined in Section 7. 9 .1. 

1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" means all processing fees and charges required 
by the City or any City Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, 
project permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, encroachment permits, 
tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right lots, street vacations and certificates of 
occupancy which are necessary to accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. 
Expressly exempted from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted after the Effective Date, 
except as specifically provided for in this Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include 
those linkage fees, impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
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amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be calculated at time of 
payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and Charges to be applied in connection with the 
development of the Project shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time 
an application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is established by the City 
in a subsequent agreement. 

1.42 "Project" means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the 
Project Approvals and the Development Regulations. 

1.43 "Project Approvals" those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which 
have been requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are comprised of 
(1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the "D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to 
C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; 
(2) Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a R Zone per 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; (3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio 
averaging in a unified development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W. l 9; ( 4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing per Municipal Code 
Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance from Municipal Code Section 
12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal 
Code§ 12.27; (6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce parking 
required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) Authority for Reduced On-Site 
Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a 
project that creates a maximum of 1, 116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; and 
(9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map dividing the 
Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up 
to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.44 "Property" shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally described in Exhibit A-2 
attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property 
by Developer, the Property shall not include the Third Party Property. 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" means the rights and authority excepted from this 
Agreement's restrictions on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take future Discretionary 
Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement that may be in conflict with the Applicable 
Rules and Project Approvals, but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and 
are generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by 
the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to 
Chapter IX of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire Code) regarding the 
construction, engineering and design standards for private and public improvements and which 
are (a) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally 
applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or 
The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of God); (3) are necessary to 
comply with state or federal laws and regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the 
Effective Date of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute Processing 
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Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its actual costs in processing 
applications, permit requests and approvals of the Project or in monitoring compliance with 
permits issued or approvals granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the 
Project, unless otherwise waived by the City. 

1.46 "Term" means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof 

1.47 "Third Party Property" means the portion of the Property that is not owned by 
Developer as of the Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 attached hereto. 

1.48 "Transferee" means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in 
interest, assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may include 
Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any individual residential dwelling 
unit developed on the Site will not be deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 
approved by the City on , 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air 
space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.50 "West Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the west of Vine 
Street, as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.51 "1720 Owner" means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.52 "1749 Owner" means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. 

2.1 State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage 
private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act which 
authorizes any the City to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain 
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in this 
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows: 
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"The Legislature finds and declares that: 

"(a) The lack of certainty in the approval of 
development projects can result in a waste of resources, escalate 
the cost of housing and other development to the consumer, and 
discourage investment in and a commitment to comprehensive 
planning which would make maximum efficient utilization of 
resources at the least economic cost to the public. 
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(a) (b) Assurance to the applicant for a development project that 
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in 
accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions 
of approval will strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 
participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic cost of 
development. 

(b) ( c) The lack of public facilities, including, but not limited to, 
streets, sewerage, transportation, drinking water, school, and utility facilities, is a 
serious impediment to the development of new housing. Whenever possible, 
applicants and local governments may include provisions in agreements whereby 
applicants are reimbursed overtime for financing of public facilities." 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and accountable to its 
residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated by the 
Legislature, the City: (1) accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development 
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of 
the Parties; and (2) to offset these restraints, seeks public benefits which go beyond those 
obtained by traditional City controls and conditions imposed on development project 
applications. 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions. The City Planning Commission Action. The 
City Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended approval of 
this Agreement on , 2013. 

2.2.2 The City Council Action. The City Council on 
________________ , 2013, after conducting a duly-noticed public 
hearing, adopted Ordinance No. __ , to become effective on the thirty-first day after 
publication, or on the forty-first day after posting, approving this Agreement, found that its 
provisions are consistent with the City's General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the 
Municipal Code, and authorized the execution of this Agreement. 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. 

2.3.1 Public Benefits. This Agreement provides assurances that the public 
benefits identified below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be 
achieved and developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with 
the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The Project will provide 
local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) promote 
Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, and future transient 
occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business expansion and relocation in 
Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary and permanent jobs to improve the 
local and regional economy; (iv) provide the density necessary to support a new mix of uses in 
close proximity to mass transit; and other benefits as contained in Section 3 .1.4. The Project will 
contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of land uses, which 
will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain Hollywood as a regional center 
and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 
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2.3.2 Developer Objectives. In accordance with the legislative findings set 
forth in the Development Agreement Act, and with full recognition of the City's policy of 
judicious restraints on its police powers, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that 
the Project may be developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals 
and with the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. In the absence 
of this Agreement, Developer would have no assurance that it can complete the Project for the 
uses and to the density and intensity of development set forth in this Agreement and the Project 
Approvals. This Agreement, therefore, is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will not 
be (1) reduced or otherwise modified in density, intensity or use from what is set forth in the 
Project Approvals, (2) subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or official policies or 
plans which are not adopted or approved pursuant to the City's Reserved Powers, or 
(3) subjected to delays for reasons other than Citywide health and safety enactments related to 
critical situations such as, but not limited to, the lack of water availability or sewer or landfill 
capacity. 

2.3.3 Mutual Objectives. Development of the Project in accordance with this 
Development Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property in accordance 
with the objectives set forth in the General Plan. Moreover, a development agreement for the 
Project will eliminate uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property, assure installation of necessary improvements, assure attainment of maximum efficient 
resource utilization within the City at the least economic cost to its citizens and otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the Development Agreement Act was enacted. The 
Parties believe that such orderly development of the Project will provide public benefits, as 
described in Section 2.3.1, to the City through the imposition of development standards and 
requirements under the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, including without 
limitation: increased tax revenues, installation of on-site and off-site improvements, 
redevelopment of an underutilized site, preservation of the historic Capitol Records building, a 
grade level pedestrian plaza, a mix of land uses including some or all of the following uses: 
residential, commercial and office within an existing activity center offering direct proximity to 
existing public transit and transportation infrastructure, the addition of retail and restaurant uses, 
approximately 2,900 construction-related jobs, and creation and retention of 1,257 to 1,635 direct 
and indirect jobs for the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, although development of the Project 
in accordance with this Agreement will restrain the City's land use or other relevant police 
powers, this Agreement provides the City with sufficient Reserved Powers during the term 
hereof to remain responsible and accountable to its citizens. In exchange for these and other 
benefits to the City, Developer will receive assurance that the Project may be developed during 
the term of this Agreement in accordance with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals and 
Reserved Powers, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

2.4 Applicability of the Agreement. This Agreement does not: ( 1) grant height, 
density, or intensity in excess of that otherwise established in the Applicable Rules and Project 
Approvals; (2) eliminate future Discretionary Actions relating to the Project if applications 
requiring such Discretionary Action are initiated and submitted by the owner of the Property 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; (3) guarantee that Developer will receive any profits 
from the Project; (4) prohibit the Project's participation (with the consent of Developer, to the 
extent required under Applicable Rules) in any benefit assessment district that is generally 
applicable to surrounding properties; or ( 5) amend the City's General Plan. This Agreement has 
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a fixed Term. Furthermore, in any subsequent Discretionary Actions applicable to the Property 
or any portion thereof, the City may apply the new rules, regulations and official policies as are 
contained in its Reserved Powers. 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES. 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer. In consideration for the 
City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry 
out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purposes, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, Developer hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.1.1 Project Development. Developer agrees that it will use its commercially 
reasonable efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into account market 
conditions and economic considerations, to undertake development of the Project in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including the Applicable Rules and the Project 
Approvals. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to require Developer to proceed with 
the construction of or any other implementation of the Project or any portion thereof. In 
addition, Developer agrees to the following: 

(1) Dedication of Land for Public Street Purposes. Provisions for the 
dedication of land for public purposes are set forth in the conditions of approval of the 
Project Approvals. 

(2) Description of Transportation Improvements. The transportation 
improvements to be included within the scope of the Project are set forth in the Project 
Approvals. 

(3) Maximum Height of the Project. The maximum height of the Project shall 
not exceed 585 feet and the Project shall comply with and be limited as set forth in the 
Project Approvals. 

(4) Maximum Floor Area of the Project. The maximum Floor Area 
("Maximum Floor Area") of the Project shall not exceed 1,166,970 net square feet 
(inclusive of Existing Improvements that are retained) and the Project shall comply with 
and be limited as set forth in the Project Approvals. 

3.1.2 Timing of Development. It is presently anticipated that the First Phase of 
the Project will be the Initial West Parcel Phase. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may 
construct the Project in any number of Phases as Developer determines on the Property, 
consistent with the Applicable Rules and the Project Approvals. The parties acknowledge that 
Developer cannot at this time predict when or at what rate the Property would be developed. 
These decisions depend upon numerous factors that are not all within the control of Developer, 
such as market orientation and demand, availability of financing, and competition. Because the 
California Supreme Court held in Pardee Construction Co. v. The City of Camarillo, 37 Cal. 3d 
465 ( 1984 ), that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of development 
permitted a later adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and controlling the 
Parties' agreement, Developer and the City do hereby acknowledge and provide for the right of 
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Developer to develop the Project in an order and at a rate and times as Developer deems 
appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment, subject to any 
restrictions that may exist in the Project Approvals. The City acknowledges that this right is 
consistent with the intent, purpose, and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement. 

3.1.3 Additional Obligations of Developer as Consideration for this 
Agreement. In addition to the obligations identified in Sections 2.3.1 and 3.1.1 of this 
Agreement, in consideration for the City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for 
the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, 
and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in Section 2 of this 
Agreement, Developer hereby agrees as follows, the responsibility for which may be allocated 
among the parties comprising the "Developer" as determined in the sole discretion of the parties 
comprising the Developer: 

3.1.3.1 Project Labor Agreement. For each Phase of the Project, a 
"Project Labor Agreement" (herein so called) with the Building and Construction Trades 
Council shall be in effect prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction of such 
Phase .. The purpose of the Project Labor Agreement will be to promote efficiency of 
construction operation during construction and provide for the orderly settlement of labor 
disputes and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby assuring timely and economical 
completion of construction. Additionally, the Project Labor Agreement will reflect a 
commitment by all parties to diversity in the workforce hiring that reflects levels of minority, 
women and other worker utilization at levels which are representative of the relevant workforce 
of these groups in the Greater Los Angeles Area. The Project Labor Agreement will serve to 
identify the construction trade union( s) as the primary source of all craft labor employed in such 
construction. The union(s) will use their best efforts to recruit and identify individuals, 
particularly residents of the City of Los Angeles, for entrance into joining labor/management 
apprenticeship programs and to assist individuals in qualifying and becoming eligible for such 
programs. 

3.1.3.2 Local Hiring. For each Phase of the Project, Developer shall 
work with the local construction trades and implement an apprenticeship and zip code 
identification program to prioritize local source hiring for Project construction from the 13th 

Council District of the City of Los Angeles, with priority given to construction workers from 
such area. This program shall be prepared in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Economic 
Development and the Council Office for the 13th Council District, no later than six months prior 
to the commencement of construction of the First Phase of the Project. Thereafter, on an annual 
basis as part of the required Annual Review for any year during which construction activity 
occurred, a report detailing the demographic and geographic information of the Project's 
construction workers shall be included. 

3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of each Phase of the Project including core and 
shell construction shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as determined pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit 
proof of compliance with this obligation prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for 
such Phase. 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

-11-

RL0024115 



EM18642 

3.1.3.4 Community Organization Meeting Space. Developer shall 
provide not less than 1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project (the "Meeting Space") for 
use by Hollywood and community non-profit groups including, but not limited to, the local 
Neighborhood Council and other civic organizations, during reasonable business hours, as 
available. Subject to availability, the Meeting Space shall be provided to accommodate small 
gatherings, such as regularly scheduled community meetings, for a maximum of 30 occurrences 
per year. Subject to availability, groups shall be provided with access to the Meeting Space if 
they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and 
provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. Developer shall establish and, commencing upon 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the First Phase, operate a publicly accessible 
reservation system whereby community groups can reserve the Meeting Space as available. This 
requirement shall include only the use of space and shall not include Developer's provision of 
security, food, beverage, equipment or other materials. The Meeting Space will be included in 
one of the Project buildings at all times following the issuance of a final certificate of completion 
for the First Phase, although it need not be in its initial location. The Meeting Space shall 
include reasonable access to restroom facilities, and shall be located within the first three floors 
of the building. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include 
plans for the Meeting Space, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for 
conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.4. Subject to availability, the 
Meeting Space may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project. The foregoing 
requirement is not intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to 
any particular space within the Project, and the location of any Meeting Space in the Project, 
subject to compliance with the requirements set forth in this subsection 3 .1.3 .4, may be changed 
at Developer's discretion from time to time. 

3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 
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(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of 
completion for the First Phase, Developer shall procure and thereafter operate 
during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. 
Such shuttle service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable 
hours, generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to 
improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of 
the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes, to the Project and 
the public transportation access points within two blocks of the Project; as such 
service will not be required to accommodate linkages between the Project and 
areas already adequately serviced by DASH and Metro. Developer shall not be 
obligated to expend more than $50,000 per year for the operation of such service. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such program. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the Project 
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in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3 .1.3. 5(b ). Bicycle 
amenities in the First Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
parking facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant 
space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the 
Initial West Portion Phase shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing 
bicycle users to such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check 
with the City shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be 
reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3.l.3.5(b). As part ofthe Annual Review process required by 
Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning 
Director how it has implemented such program, and provide information 
regarding use of such facilities. 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall (a) 
cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the Project 
directional signage showing pedestrian routes between the Project and all public 
transportation access points within a four block radius of the Project, including 
bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the 
amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) to the City's Department of 
Transportation for the installation at the DASH access point nearest the Project of 
directional signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point 
and the Project and ( c) provide funding in the amount of Twenty Five Thousand 
Dollars ($25,000) to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus and commuter 
train access points within a four block radius of the Project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and 
the Project (collectively, the "Transit Linkage Payments") to the City and/or 
Metro for such installation. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payments 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate 
of occupancy for First Phase of the Project. 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50,000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 
prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the 
Project. 

(e) Vine Street Metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban 
planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, 
the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study of the 
design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood 
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Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be completed and 
delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a condition to, the 
issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. In addition, Developer shall purchase and make available not less 
than 25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the Project (which passes may 
be distributed by Developer to such persons in its sole discretion). As part of the 
Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, 
thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, within 
each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) "Park 
and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of 
the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro commuter train or bus 
for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall establish and 
maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure that such 
parking continue to meet such condition, the results of which shall be submitted 
as part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement. 

(h) Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
non-residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services. As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, 
and provide information regarding use of such spaces. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building permit for the Initial East Parcel 
Phase, Developer shall prepare in cooperation with the City's Office of Historic Resources and 
submit to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written adjacent structure 
monitoring plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol Records Building, 
including the recording studios and underground echo chambers therein. Approval of such plan 
may be issued by the Director of Building and Safety, in his or her reasonable discretion. The 
Director shall not withhold its approval of the proposed plan if an officer ofEMI Music Ltd. dba 
Capitol Records or the then tenant of the portions of the Capitol Records Building containing 
such recording studios and echo chambers ("Capitol Records") submits written confirmation 
that Capitol Records has approved such plan. Following its approval, such plan shall be 
implemented during construction (including reconstruction and replacement) of all 
improvements on the East Parcel. As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

-14-

RL0024118 



EM18645 

of this Agreement, Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such monitoring program. 

3.1.3.7 Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming. After 
issuance of a final certificate of completion for the Phase on the East Parcel which includes the 
open public space to be constructed adjacent to the existing Jazz Mural (the "Art Plaza"), for the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall conduct within the Art Plaza at least four (4) public 
events per year, which may include musical, dramatic, comedic and/or dance performances, and 
art exhibitions. Programming will be developed in consultation with the City's Cultural Affairs 
Department, the Hollywood Arts Council, and the Hollywood Business Improvement District. 
Developer will pay for all costs associated with such public events, including planning, 
promotion, security, cleanup and insurance. Developer will obtain all permits required pursuant 
to applicable law, including assembly permits as may be required by the Municipal Code, in 
connection with each such public event. Developer will reasonably consider, but will not be 
bound to conduct, public events suggested by City and/or City Agencies. An annual schedule of 
such public events will be provided by Developer to the City Agency designated by the City to 
oversee such events. The foregoing will all be conducted at Developer's sole cost and expense. 

3.1.3.8 Parking Access Management System. Developer shall provide a 
parking access management system containing, among other things, overhead illuminated signs 
for each exit/entry driveway from public streets into non-residential parking areas of the Project. 
The final size and design of such parking access management system shall be mutually agreeable 
to Developer and the Director of Building and Safety, in their reasonable discretion. 

3.1.3.9 Pedestrian Improvements Contribution. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to the Hollywood Chamber 
of Commerce Walk of Fame Committee or otherwise as directed by the City (the "Pedestrian 
Payment") toward the renovation and upkeep of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements along Vine Street between the Project and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Such renovation and upkeep is intended to enhance the pedestrian experience for 
people in the vicinity of the Property. Proof of payment of the first half of the Pedestrian 
Payment shall be submitted to the Department of Building and Safety as a condition to issuance 
of a building permit for the First Phase of the Project and proof of payment of the balance of the 
Pedestrian Payment shall be submitted to the Department of Building and Safety as a condition 
to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project. 

3.1.3.10 Music Appreciation Exhibit. Developer shall install 
publicly accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms within the 
First Phase of the Project (collectively, the "Music Appreciation Exhibit"). The Music 
Appreciation Exhibit shall be designed, decorated and programmed in a manner so as to 
celebrate music and entertainment. The Music Appreciation Exhibit plans (but not any proposed 
programming therein) shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning, in consultation with the 
Council Office, and approved by the Director of Planning, in his or her reasonable discretion. 
Developer's shall be entitled to credit to the Art Developments Fee otherwise payable by 
Developer under the Applicable Rules in connection with the Project for Developer's cost of 
installing such Music Appreciation Exhibit. The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be maintained 
by Developer, at its sole cost, to a standard at least as high as the balance of the Project. As part 
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of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has programmed such Music Appreciation Exhibit. 

3.1.3.11 Hollywood Central Park. Developer shall make a 
contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central Park in the amount of $50,000. Proof of such 
payment shall be submitted to the Planning Director as a condition to the issuance of the building 
permit for the First Phase. Thereafter, commencing upon the April 1 following the later of 
(a) issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project or (b) the 
completion and commencement of operation of the proposed Hollywood Central Park, and 
thereafter on April 1 of each year during the remaining Term of this Agreement, Developer shall 
make an annual contribution, in the amount of $50,000 to the City Department of Recreation and 
Parks or otherwise as directed by the City for the operation and maintenance of the Hollywood 
Central Park. 

3.1.3.12 Affordable Housing. Prior to the issuance of any final 
certificate of occupancy for any new residential dwelling units in any Phase of the Project, 
Developer shall provide evidence to the Director of Planning that it has either: 

(a) Affordable Housing Payment. Contributed a fixed-fee payment 
to the City Housing Authority to support affordable housing (each and 
collectively, the "Affordable Housing Payment") in an amount equal to Seventy 
Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000) multiplied by fifteen percent (15%) of the total 
number of market rate residential dwelling units in such Phase as shown on the 
final approved building plans for such Phase; or 

(b) Affordable Project Contribution. Contributed an amount equal 
to the Affordable Housing Payment for such Phase to a developer of a Transit 
Affordable Housing Project. As used herein, the term "Transit Affordable 
Housing Project" means a multifamily development project located within 1,000 
yards of a commuter rail station or bus route containing "Affordable Units" (as 
defined below). As used herein, the term "Affordable Units" means multifamily 
units subject to a regulatory agreement with the City and/or other governmental 
agency limiting rental thereto to low and/or very low income families, as defined 
in Section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended from time to 
time. 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City. In consideration for 
Developer entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to 
carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purpose, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, the City hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.2.1 Entitlement to Develop. Developer has the vested right to develop the 
Project containing up to Maximum Floor Area in, on, under and/or above the Property as 
contemplated by the EIR subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement (including the 
Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations), the Applicable Rules, the Project 
Approvals and the Reserved Powers. The Floor Area in the Existing Improvements (114,303 
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square feet as of the Effective Date) shall be included as part of such maximum permitted density 
of the Project. The density of certain portions of the Property may exceed the pro-rata or average 
per acre density for the Property as a whole provided that (a) such density shall be subject to 
maximum height limitations applicable to each portion of the Property as set forth in the Project 
Approvals and Development Regulations, and (b) the total density for the Property shall not 
exceed Maximum Floor Area. Developer's vested rights under this Agreement shall include, 
without limitation, the right to remodel, renovate, rehabilitate, rebuild, or replace the Project or 
any portion thereof throughout the applicable Term for any reason, including, without limitation, 
in the event of damage, destruction, or obsolescence of the Project or any portion thereof, subject 
to the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, and Reserved Powers. Any and/or all Existing 
Improvements which comply with the Applicable Rules on the Property as of the Effective Date 
which are damaged or destroyed during the Term may be remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, 
repaired, rebuilt or replaced subject to the Applicable Rules (other than the Project Description 
set forth on Exhibit B) and the Reserved Powers. To the extent that all or any portion of the 
Project is remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, rebuilt, or replaced, Developer may locate that 
portion of the Project at any other location of the Property, subject to the requirements of the 
Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules, and the Reserved Powers. 

3.2.2 Consistency in Applicable Rules. Based upon all information made 
available to the City up to or concurrently with the execution of this Agreement, the City finds 
and certifies that no Applicable Rules prohibit or prevent or encumber the full completion and 
occupancy of the Project in accordance with the uses, densities, designs, heights, signage 
regulations, permitted demolition, and other development entitlements incorporated and agreed 
to herein and in the Project Approvals. 

3.2.3 Changes in Applicable Rules. 

3.2.3.1 Non-Application of Changes in Applicable Rules. Any change 
in, or addition to, the Applicable Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any 
applicable General Plan, zoning or building regulation, adopted, or becoming effective after the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by means of 
ordinance including but not limited to adoption of a specific plan or overlay zone, The City 
Charter amendment, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium, 
initiated, or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by the City, the Mayor, City 
Council, Planning Commission or any other Board, Commission, Department or Agency of the 
City, or any officer or employee thereof: or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, 
absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any 
way with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, or this Agreement, shall not be applied to the 
Project unless these changes represent an exercise of the City's Reserved Powers, or are 
otherwise agreed to in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may, in its 
sole discretion, give the City written notice of its election to have any subsequent change in the 
Applicable Rules applied to some portion or all of the Property as it may own, in which case 
such subsequent change in the Applicable Rules shall be deemed to be contained within the 
Applicable Rules insofar as that portion of the Property is concerned. In the event of any conflict 
or inconsistency between this Agreement and the Applicable Rules, the provisions of this 
Agreement shall control. 
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3.2.3.2 Changes in Building and Fire Codes. Notwithstanding any 
provision of this Agreement to the contrary, development of the Project shall be subject to 
changes occurring from time to time in the California Building Code and other uniform 
construction codes. In addition, development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring 
from time to time in Chapters V and IX of the Municipal Code regarding the construction, 
engineering, and design standards for both public and private improvements provided that these 
changes are (1) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are 
generally applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or City Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.3.3 Changes Mandated by Federal or State Law. This Agreement 
shall not preclude the application to the Project of changes in, or additions to, the Applicable 
Rules, including rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies, to the extent that these 
changes or additions are mandated to be applied to developments such as this Project by state or 
federal regulations, pursuant to the Reserved Powers. In the event state or federal laws or 
regulations prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, these 
provisions shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with state or federal 
laws or regulations. 

3.2.4 Subsequent Development Review. The City shall not require Developer 
to obtain any approvals or permits for the development of the Project in accordance with this 
Agreement other than those permits or approvals that are required by the Applicable Rules, the 
Reserved Powers, and/or the Project Approvals. Except as permitted by the Equivalency 
Program and by those changes and modifications as described in Section 3.2.5, any subsequent 
Discretionary Action initiated by Developer that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or 
Applicable Rules, which changes the uses, intensity, density, building height, or timing of the 
Project, or decreases the lot area, setbacks, yards, parking, or which increases entitlements 
allowed under the Project Approvals, shall be subject to rules, regulations, ordinances, and 
official policies of the City then in effect. The Parties agree that this Agreement does not 
modify, alter or change the City's obligations pursuant to CEQA and acknowledge that future 
Discretionary Actions may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. In the 
event that additional environmental review is required by CEQA, the City agrees to utilize tiered 
environmental documents to the fullest extent permitted by law, as determined by the City, and 
as provided in California Public Resources Code Sections 21093 and 21094. 

3.2.5 Development Regulations. 

3.2.5.1 Development Flexibility. The City acknowledges that the 
Development Regulations provide flexibility regarding modifications to Project's final 
development layout so that the Project can be built with a mix of uses and layout that responds to 
market demand and changing needs of the Southern California economy while maintaining 
design quality and consistency. Developer shall have the right to modify the Project within the 
limits set forth in the Development Regulations. Implementation of the Development 
Regulations will not require any new or additional Discretionary Approvals from the City. 

3.2.5.2 Development Regulations. The Development Regulations permit 
design flexibility within a set of site-wide guidelines and standards that ensure the integrity of an 
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overall master plan concept for the Site and protect the visual and environmental quality of the 
Project as a whole. The Development Regulations establish standards for use, bulk, parking and 
loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting and sustainability. 

3.2.5.3 Equivalency Program. The "Equivalency Program" (herein so 
called) is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while ensuring that a change 
in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. With respect to any 
proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange Phase") that would result in a build out of the 
Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project scenarios studied under the EIR, 
under the Equivalency Program Developer may request a transfer or exchange of land uses for 
such Exchange Phase by a delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the 
City, which request shall be accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use 
transfer/exchange that is being proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the Existing 
Improvements and the other Phases previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM 
and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap from the EIR, a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C; and ( c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR (collectively, an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). 
The Planning Director shall approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange 
Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in such Table II-3, Project 
Trip Cap, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the 
EIR. 

3.2.5.4 EIR Analysis. Implementation of the Development Regulations 
will not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts as analyzed in the EIR. The 
Project including the development flexibility set forth in the Development Regulations were fully 
analyzed in the EIR. 

3.2.6 Special Taxes and Assessments. Developer shall have the right, to the 
extent permitted by law, to protest, oppose, and vote against any and all special taxes, 
assessments, levies, charges, and/or fees imposed with respect to any assessment districts, 
infrastructure financing, Mello-Roos or community facilities districts, community taxing 
districts, maintenance districts, or other similar districts. If Developer requests the formation of 
any such districts in connection with the Project, the City agrees to cooperate fully in their 
formation. 

3.2. 7 Effective Development Standards. The City agrees that it is bound to 
permit the uses, intensity of use and density on this Property which are permitted by this 
Agreement and the Project Approvals, insofar as this Agreement and the Project Approvals so 
provide or as otherwise set forth in the Applicable Rules or the Reserved Powers. The City 
hereby agrees that it will not unreasonably withhold or unreasonably condition any Discretionary 
Action which must be issued by the City in order for the Project to proceed, provided that 
Developer reasonably and satisfactorily complies with all City-wide standard procedures, 
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actions, payments of Processing Fees and Charges, and criteria generally required of developers 
by the City for processing Requests for development consistent with this Agreement. 

3.2.8 Interim Use. The City agrees that Developer may use the Property during 
the Term of this Agreement for any use which is otherwise permitted by the applicable zoning 
regulations and the General Plan in effect at the time of the interim use, except as expressly 
provided in this Development Agreement, or pursuant to any approvals, permits, other 
agreements between the City and Developer, or other entitlements previously granted and in 
effect as of the Effective Date. 

3.2.9 Moratoria or Interim Control Ordinances. In the event an ordinance, 
resolution, policy, or other measure is enacted, whether by action of the City, by initiative, or 
otherwise, which relates directly or indirectly to the Project or to the rate, amount, timing, 
sequencing, or phasing of the development or construction of the Project on all or any part of the 
Property, the City agrees that such ordinance, resolution, or other measure shall not apply to the 
Property or this Agreement, unless such changes: (1) are found by the City to be necessary to the 
public health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are generally applicable on a 
Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or the City 
Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.10 Time Period of Tentative Tract Map and Project Approvals. The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Project may be subject to unavoidable delays due to 
factors outside Developer's control. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
66452.6(a), the City agrees that the duration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and any new 
tract or parcel map which are consistent with the Project Approvals, shall automatically be 
extended for the Term of this Agreement. The City further agrees that the duration of all of the 
Project Approvals shall automatically be extended for the Term of this Agreement. 

3.2.11 Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees 
and Charges for Ministerial Permits and Approvals. 

3.2.12 Timeframes and Staffing for Processing and Review. The City agrees 
that expeditious processing of Ministerial Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions, if 
any, and any other approvals or actions required for the Project are critical to the implementation 
of the Project. In recognition of the importance of timely processing and review of Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals, the City agrees to work with Developer to establish time frames for 
processing and reviewing such Ministerial Permits and Approvals and to comply with 
timeframes established in the Project Approvals. The City agrees to expedite all Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions requested by Developer, if any. 

3.2.13 Other Governmental Approvals. Developer may apply for such other 
permits and approvals as may be required for development of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement from other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Property. The City shall cooperate with Developer in its endeavors to 
obtain such permits and approvals. Each Party shall take all actions and do all things, and 
execute, with acknowledgment or affidavit, if required, any and all documents and writings that 
may be necessary or proper to achieve the purposes and objectives of this Agreement. 
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3.2.14 Administrative Changes and Modifications. The Parties may determine 
as the development of the Project proceeds that refinements and changes are appropriate with 
respect to certain details of the Project and the performance of the Parties under this Agreement. 
The Parties desire to retain a certain degree of flexibility with respect to the details of the Project 
development and with respect to those items covered in general terms under this Agreement and 
under the Project Approvals. If and when the Parties find that "Substantially Conforming 
Changes," as herein defined, are necessary or appropriate, they shall, unless otherwise required 
by law, effectuate such changes or adjustments through administrative modifications approved 
by the Parties. As used herein, "Substantially Conforming Changes" are changes, 
modifications or adjustments that are substantially consistent with the Project Approvals, and 
that do not materially alter the overall nature, scope or design of the Project including, without 
limitation, minor changes to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, minor changes in building 
footprint configurations, locations, size or heights of buildings, architectural features or other 
Development Regulations (subject in all cases to the maximum density, intensity of use and 
height restrictions set forth in the Applicable Rules), signage or configuration and size of parcels 
or lots (including lot line adjustments). Substantially Conforming Changes would not be 
considered Discretionary Actions, and would therefore not require a public hearing. 

3.3 Third Party Property. The Third Party Property, which may be acquired by 
Developer after the Effective Date, shall be subject to this Agreement upon acquisition thereof 
by Developer (or any of them or any entity controlled by, controlling or under common control 
with any of them), including without limitation the Development Regulations. Developer shall 
provide to the City (a) notice pursuant to Section 6.2 and Section 7.12 of this Agreement of the 
acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, and (ii) evidence of Developer's ownership 
or leasehold interest in the Third Party Property. Developer is in no way obligated to acquire or 
attempt to acquire the Third Party Property, and in the event that Developer does not acquire the 
Third Party Property, neither Developer nor the owner of the Third Party Property shall have any 
rights or obligations under the terms of this Agreement with respect to the Third Party Property. 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW. 

4.1 Annual Review. During the Term of this Agreement, the City shall review 
annually Developer's compliance with this Agreement by Developer, and/or any Transferee. 
This periodic review shall be limited in scope to good faith compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement as provided in the Development Agreement Act and Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, shall have the burden of demonstrating such good faith compliance relating solely to 
such parties' portion of the Property and any development located thereon. The Annual Review 
shall be in the form of an Annual Report prepared and submitted by the Planning Director. The 
Report shall include: the number, type and square footage of and the status of the Project; any 
transfers of floor area; the total number of parking spaces developed; provisions for open space; 
any equivalency transfers; status of activities relating to streetscape improvements; and a 
summary of performance of Developer's obligations. For purposes of this Section, each 
Transferee shall be the "Developer" with respect to the portion of the Property owned by it. 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure. Submission by Developer, and/or Transferee, of 
evidence of compliance with this Agreement with respect to each such Party's portion of the 
Property, in a form which the Planning Director may reasonably establish, shall be made in 
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writing and transmitted to the Planning Director not later than sixty (60) days prior to the yearly 
anniversary of the Effective Date. The public shall be afforded an opportunity to submit written 
comments regarding compliance to the Planning Director at least sixty (60) days prior to the 
yearly anniversary of the Effective Date. All such public comments and final staff reports shall, 
upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer, and/or any 
Transferees. 

4.2.1 Special Review. The City may order a special review of compliance with 
this Agreement, at any time. 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination. On or before the yearly anniversary of the 
Effective Date of the Agreement, the Planning Director shall make a determination regarding 
whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee, has complied in good faith with the provisions 
and conditions of this Agreement. This determination shall be made in writing with reasonable 
specificity, and a copy of the determination shall be provided to Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, in the manner prescribed in Section 7.120. 

4.4 Appeal by Developer. In the event the Planning Director makes a finding and 
determination of non-compliance, Developer, and/ or any Transferee as the case may be, shall be 
entitled to appeal that determination to the Planning Commission. After a public hearing on the 
appeal, the Planning Commission shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, has 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement. Nothing in this 
Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying or abrogating Los Angeles City 
Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and Board actions). 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance. If, as a result of this Annual Review 
procedure, it is found and determined by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission or 
The City Council, on appeal, that Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, has not 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, the City, after 
denial of any appeal or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal period 
described in Section 7.3, shall submit to Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, 
by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner 
prescribed in Section 7.11, stating with specificity those obligations of Developer and/or any 
Transferee, as the case may be, which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of 
non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, shall promptly 
commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the 
notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty (60) days after 
receipt of the notice of default, or any longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
items of the default(s), by mutual consent of the City and Developer provided that Developer 
shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the item of default(s) is 
cured. 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure. If the Planning Director finds and 
determines that Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee (or any one of them) has not 
cured a default pursuant to this Section, and that the City intends to terminate or modify this 
Agreement or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

-22-

RL0024126 



EM18653 

Planning Director shall make a report to the Planning Commission. The Planning Director shall 
then set a date for a public hearing before the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If after the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that (i) such Developer, or such Transferee has not cured a default pursuant to this 
Section, and (ii) subject to Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.4, the City may terminate or modify this 
Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
finding and determination shall be appealable to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3 
hereof In the event of a finding and determination of compliance, there shall be no appeal by 
any person or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying 
or abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council's review of Commission and 
Council actions). 

4.7 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Subject to Sections 5.1.1 and 
5 .1.4, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights 
and obligations, as the case may be, after the final determination of noncompliance by the City 
Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal periods described in 
Section 7.3. There shall be no modifications of this Agreement unless the City Council acts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65867.5 and 65868, irrespective of whether an appeal is 
taken as provided in Section 7.3. 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs. Developer shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, 
reasonably and necessarily incurred, to accomplish the required annual review. 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the Property. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 4 or any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Transferee of all or any portion of the Property shall only be responsible for 
submitting evidence of compliance with this Agreement as it relates solely to that portion of the 
Property transferred, assigned, or conveyed to such Transferee in an Assignment Agreement 
authorized by Section 6.2 of this Agreement. 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer. The City's rights in 
Section 4 of this Agreement relating to compliance with this Agreement by Developer shall be 
limited to only those rights and obligations assumed by Developer under this Agreement and as 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement authorized by Section 6.2 of this 
Agreement. 

4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation. From time to time, Developer 
of any portion of the Property may, separate from the annual review process, submit a written 
request for confirmation from the Planning Director that certain obligations of this Agreement 
have been satisfied. Subject to the time limits and process requirements of Section 4.3, the 
Planning Director shall issue a written confirmation stating either that such obligations have been 
satisfied or setting forth the reasons why subject obligation have not been satisfied. 
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5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS. 

5.1 Default by Developer. 

5.1.1 Default. In the event Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee of 
any portion of the Property fails to perform its obligations under this Agreement applicable to its 
portion of the Property as specified in the applicable Assignment Agreement, in a timely manner 
and in compliance pursuant to Section 4 of this Agreement, the City shall have all rights and 
remedies provided for in this Agreement, including, without limitation, modifying or terminating 
this Agreement, provided that (a) such modification or termination shall relate solely and 
exclusively to the property of the defaulting Developer or Transferee, and (b) the City has first 
complied with all applicable notice and opportunity to cure provisions in Sections 5.1.2 and 6.1.5 
and given notice as provided in Sections 4.3, 4.6, 6.1.4 and/or 7.11 hereof, and (c) Developer 
may appeal such declaration in the manner provided in, and subject to all terms and provisions 
ot: Sections 4.4 and 4.5. In no event shall a default by a Developer or a Transferee of any 
portion of the Property constitute a default by any non-defaulting Developer or Transferee with 
respect to such non-defaulting parties' obligations hereunder nor affect such non-defaulting 
parties' rights hereunder, or respective portion of the Property. 

5.1.2 Notice of Default. The City through the Planning Director shall submit to 
Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee, as applicable, by registered or certified mail, 
return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 7 .11, 
identifying with specificity those obligations of such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, 
which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, Developer or Transferee, 
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after 
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default( s) not later than sixty 
( 60) days after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
remedy the default(s), provided that Developer or Transferee, as applicable, shall continuously 
and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

5.1.3 Failure to Cure Default Procedures. If after the cure period has elapsed 
(Section 4.6), the Planning Director finds and determines that Developer (or any of them), or a 
Transferee, as the case may be, remains in default and that the City intends, subject to Section 
5 .1. l and 5 .1. 4 of this Agreement, to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the Planning Director shall make a report to 
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Commission in accordance 
with the notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If 
after public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, remain(s) in default and that the City 
intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and 
obligations, as the case may be, such Developer and such Transferee shall be entitled to appeal 
that finding and determination to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3. In the event 
of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be no appeal by any person 
or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying of 
abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and 
Board actions). 
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5.1.4 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Upon default by 
Developer (or any of them) or a Transferee and the delivery of notice and expiration of all 
applicable cure periods, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations hereunder, as the case may be, relating solely to the defaulting 
Developer or Transferee and such defaulting party's portion of the Property, after such final 
determination of the City Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal 
periods described in Section 7.3 relating to the defaulting parties rights and obligations. There 
shall be no termination or modification of this Agreement unless the City Council acts pursuant 
to Section 7.3. 

5.2 Default by the City. 

5.2.1 Default. In the event the City does not accept, process, or render a 
decision on necessary development permits, entitlements, or other land use or building approvals 
for use as provided in this Agreement upon compliance with the requirements thereof, or as 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, or the City otherwise defaults under the provisions of this 
Agreement, Developer, and any Transferee, shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or 
by applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City's 
obligations under this Agreement provided that Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, has 
first complied with the procedures in Section 5.2.2. No part of this Agreement shall be deemed 
to abrogate or limit any immunities or defenses the City may otherwise have with respect to 
claims for monetary damages. 

5.2.2 Notice of Default. Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, shall first 
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations that have 
not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City shall promptly commence to 
cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the notice of default 
and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than one hundred and twenty (120) days 
after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
default(s), provided that the City shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times 
until the default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City has cured the default, 
the Parties shall submit the matter to arbitration pursuant to Section 7. 5 of this Agreement. 

5.3 No Monetary Damages. It is acknowledged by the Parties that the City would 
not have entered into this Agreement if it were liable in monetary damages under or with respect 
to this Agreement or the application thereof. The Parties agree and recognize that, as a practical 
matter, it may not be possible to determine an amount of monetary damages which would 
adequately compensate Developer for its investment of time and financial resources in planning 
to arrive at the kind, location, intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate 
the consideration the City would require to enter into this Agreement to justify the exposure. 
Therefore, the Parties agree that each of the Parties may pursue any remedy at law or equity 
available for any breach of any provision of this Agreement, except that the Parties shall not be 
liable in monetary damages and the Parties covenant not to sue for or claim any monetary 
damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. 
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6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS. 

6.1.1 Encumbrances on the Property. The Parties hereto agree that this 
Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer (or any of them), or any Transferee, from 
encumbering the Property or any estate or interest therein, portion thereof, or any improvement 
thereon, together with the rights of Developer hereunder, in any manner whatsoever by one or 
more Mortgages with respect to the construction, development, use or operation of the Project 
and parts thereof. The City acknowledges that the Mortgagees may require certain Agreement 
interpretations and modifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with 
Developer and representatives of such lender(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for 
interpretation or modification. The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such 
requested interpretation or modification, provided such interpretation or modification is 
consistent with the intent and purposes of this Agreement. 

6.1.2 Mortgagee Protection. To the extent legally permissible, this Agreement 
shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property, or any portion thereof, 
including the lien of any Mortgage. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no breach of this Agreement 
shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and 
for value. Any acquisition or acceptance of title or any right or interest in or with respect to the 
Property or any portion thereof by a Mortgagee, pursuant to foreclosure, trustee's sale, deed in 
lieu of foreclosure, lease or sublease termination or otherwise, shall be subject to all of the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement applicable to the Property or such portion, as applicable, except 
that any such Mortgagee, including its affiliate, or any other entity (a "Mortgagee Successor") 
which acquires the Property or any portion thereof a result of the foreclosure of such Mortgage, 
by power of sale granted thereunder, by acceptance of a deed in lieu of foreclosure, pursuant to a 
bankruptcy proceeding or other such similar proceedings or otherwise as a result of the exercise 
of remedies under any Mortgage, shall be entitled to the benefits arising under this Agreement 
provided Mortgagee complies with Section 6.1.3 below. 

6.1.3 Mortgagee Not Obligated. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
Section 6, Mortgagee will not have any obligation or duty pursuant to the terms set forth in this 
Agreement to perform the obligations of Developer or other affirmative covenants of Developer 
hereunder, or to guarantee such performance, except that the Mortgagee or its Mortgagee 
Successor shall have no vested right to develop the Project without fully complying with the 
terms of this Agreement and executing and delivering to the City, in a form and with terms 
reasonably acceptable to the City, an assumption agreement of Developer's obligations 
hereunder relating to the portion of the Property acquired by such Mortgagee or Mortgagee 
Successor, which, in the case of unpaid monetary obligations shall be deemed allocated pro rata 
based upon the relation of the size of the land acquired to all of the land in the property, unless 
otherwise agreed by such Mortgagee or Successor Mortgagee. 

6.1.4 Request for Notice to Mortgage. The Mortgagee of any Mortgage or 
deed of trust encumbering the Property, or any part or interest thereof, who has submitted a 
request in writing to the City in the manner specified herein for giving notices shall be entitled to 
receive written notification from the City of any notice of non-compliance by Developer in the 
performance of Developer's obligations under this Agreement. As of the date hereof: HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as administrative agent for itself and certain other lenders 
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("Existing Mortgagee") is the Mortgagee of the entire Property and there are no other 
Mortgagees. The City acknowledges that Existing Mortgagee has requested notices pursuant to 
this Section 6.1.4 and that Existing Mortgagee's addresses for notices are as follows: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
545 Washington Boulevard, 10th Floor 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07310 
Attention: Commercial Mortgage Servicing 

Department 

with a copy to: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
60 I Montgomery Street, I 0th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Attention: Ms. Mee Mee Kiong 

6.1.5 Mortgagee's Time to Cure. If the City timely receives a request from a 
Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of non-compliance given to Developer under the 
terms of this Agreement, the City shall provide a copy of that notice to the Mortgagee within ten 
(I 0) days of sending the notice of non-compliance to Developer. The Mortgagee shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to cure the non-compliance for a period of one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the Mortgagee receives written notice, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
acquire possession of the Property or portion thereof (to the extent necessary to cure the default) 
and remedy the default(s), provided that Mortgagee shall continuously and diligently pursue the 
remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

6.1.6 Disaffirmation. If this Agreement is terminated as to any portion of the 
Property by reason of (i) any default or (ii) as a result of a bankruptcy proceeding, or if this 
Agreement is disaffirmed by a receiver, liquidator, or trustee for Developer or its property, the 
City, if requested by any Mortgagee, shall negotiate in good faith with such Mortgagee (or if 
more than one Mortgage encumbers such portion of the Property, the Mortgagee holding the 
highest, or most senior priority Mortgage) for a new development agreement in substantially the 
same form as this Agreement for the Project or such portion of the Property acquired by such 
Mortgagee or its Successor Mortgagee. This Agreement does not require any Mortgagee to enter 
into a new development agreement pursuant to this Section. 

6.2 Assignment. The Property, as well as the rights and obligations of Developer 
under this Agreement, may be transferred or assigned in whole or in part by Developer to a 
Transferee without the consent of the City, subject to the conditions set forth below in 
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.1 Conditions of Assignment. No such assignment shall be valid until and 
unless the following occur: 
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(a) Written Notice of Assignment Required. Developer, or any 
successor transferor, gives prior written notice to the City of its intention to assign 
or transfer any of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement and a 
complete disclosure of the identity of the assignee or Transferee, including copies 
of the Articles of Incorporation in the case of corporations, the trust declaration in 
the case of non-public trusts, the names of individual members in the case of a 
limited liability company, and the names of individual partners in the case of 
partnerships. Any failure by Developer or any successor transferor to provide the 
notice shall be curable in accordance with the provisions in Section 5 .1. 

(b) Automatic Assumption of Obligations. Unless otherwise stated 
elsewhere in this Agreement to the contrary, a Transferee of Property or any 
portion thereof expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the rights and 
obligations of this Agreement (including an allocation of the Transferee's share of 
the Maximum Floor Area) transferred or assigned by Developer and which are 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement. 

6.2.2 Liability Upon Assignment. Each Developer of any portion of the 
Property shall be solely and only liable for performance of such Developer's obligations 
applicable to its portion of the Property under this Agreement as specified in the applicable 
Assignment Agreement. Upon the assignment or transfer of any portion of the Property together 
with any obligations assignable under this Agreement, the Transferee shall become solely and 
only liable for the performance of those assigned or transferred obligations so assumed and shall 
have the rights of a "Developer" under this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Property 
acquired; which such rights and obligations shall be set forth specifically in the Assignment 
Agreement, executed by the transferring Developer, and the Transferee, as of the date of such 
transfer, assignment or conveyance of the applicable portion of the Property. The failure of a 
Developer of any portion of the Property to perform such Developer's obligation set forth in the 
applicable Assignment Agreement may result, at the City's option, in a declaration that this 
Agreement has been breached and the City may, but shall not be obligated to, exercise its rights 
and remedies under this Agreement solely as it relates to the defaulting Developer's portion of 
the Property as provided for in Section 5.1 hereof, subject to such defaulting Developer's right to 
notice and opportunity to cure the default in accordance with provisions of Sections 4.6 and 5.1 
hereof 

6.2.3 Release of Developer. With respect to a transfer and assignment of all or 
a portion of a Developer's interest in the Property and the related rights and obligations 
hereunder, upon the effective date of any such transfer and assignment, as evidenced by the 
execution of an Assignment Agreement pursuant to this Section 6.2 between such Developer and 
the Transferee and delivery of such Assignment Agreement to the City, such Developer shall 
automatically be released from any further obligations to the City under this Agreement with 
respect to the portion of the Property so transferred. 

6.2.4 Release of Property Transferee. A Transferee shall not be liable for any 
obligations to the City under this Agreement relating to any portion of the Property other than 
that portion transferred to such Transferee, and no default by a Developer under this Agreement 
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with respect to such other portions of the Property shall be deemed a default by such Transferee 
with respect to the portion of the Property transferred to such Transferee. 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

7.1 Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date on which 
this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles after execution by 
Developer and Mayor of the City of Los Angeles. 

7.2 Term. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and 
shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless said Term is otherwise terminated or modified by 
circumstances set forth in this Agreement or by mutual consent of the Parties hereto. Following 
the expiration of this Term, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and effect; 
provided, however, that this termination shall not affect any right or duty arising from 
entitlements or approvals, including the Project Approvals on the Property, approved 
concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Effective Date of this Agreement. The Term of this 
Agreement shall automatically be extended for the period of time of any actual delay resulting 
from any enactments pursuant to the Reserved Powers or moratoria, or from legal actions or 
appeals which enjoin performance under this Agreement or act to stay performance under this 
Agreement (other than bankruptcy or similar procedures), or from any actions taken pursuant to 
Section 7.5 (Dispute Resolution), or from any litigation related to the Project Approvals, this 
Agreement or the Property. 

7 .3 Appeals to City Council. Where an appeal by Developer, or its Transferees, as 
the case may be, to the City Council from a finding and/or determination of the Planning 
Commission is created by this Agreement, such appeal shall be taken, if at all, within twenty (20) 
days after the mailing of such finding and/or determination to Developer, or its successors, 
Transferees, and/or assignees, as the case may be. The City Council shall act upon the finding 
and/or determination of the Planning Commission within eighty (80) days after such mailing, or 
within such additional period as may be agreed upon by Developer, or its Transferees, as the case 
may be, and the City Council. The failure of the City Council to act shall not be deemed to be a 
denial or approval of the appeal, which shall remain pending until final the City Council action. 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, whenever a period of time, including a reasonable period of time, 
is designated within which either Party hereto is required to do or complete any act, matter or 
thing, the time for the doing or completion thereof shall be extended by a period of time equal to 
the number of days during which such Party is actually prevented from, or is unreasonably 
interfered with, the doing or completion of such act, matter or thing because of causes beyond 
the reasonable control of the Party to be excused, including: war; insurrection; riots; floods; 
earthquakes; fires; casualties; acts of God; litigation and administrative proceedings against the 
Project (not including any administrative proceedings contemplated by this Agreement in the 
normal course of affairs (such as the Annual Review)); any approval required by the City (not 
including any period of time normally expected for the processing of such approvals in the 
ordinary course of affairs); restrictions imposed or mandated by other governmental entities; 
enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations; judicial decisions; the exercise of 
the City's Reserved Powers; or similar bases for excused performance which are not within the 
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reasonable control of the Party to be excused (financial inability excepted). This Section shall 
not be applicable to any proceedings with respect to bankruptcy or receivership initiated by or on 
behalf of Developer or, if not dismissed within ninety (90) days, by any third parties against 
Developer. If written notice of such delay is given to either Party within thirty (30) days of the 
commencement of such delay, an extension of time for such cause will be granted in writing for 
the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.5 Dispute Resolution. 

7.5. l Dispute Resolution Proceedings. The Parties may agree to dispute 
resolution proceedings to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes or questions of interpretation 
under this Agreement. These dispute resolution proceedings may include: (a) procedures 
developed by the City for expeditious interpretation of questions arising under development 
agreements; or (b) any other manner of dispute resolution which is mutually agreed upon by the 
Parties. 

7.5.2 Arbitration. Any dispute between the Parties that is to be resolved by 
arbitration shall be settled and decided by arbitration conducted by an arbitrator who must be a 
former judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court or Appellate Justice of the Second 
District Court of Appeals or the California Supreme Court. This arbitrator shall be selected by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

7.5.2.1 Arbitration Procedures. Upon appointment of the arbitrator, the 
matter shall be set for arbitration at a time not less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) days 
from the effective date of the appointment of the arbitrator. The arbitration shall be conducted 
under the procedures set forth in Code of Civil Procedure Section 638, et seq., or under such 
other procedures as are agreeable to both Parties, except that provisions of the California Code of 
Civil Procedure pertaining to discovery and the provisions of the California Evidence Code shall 
be applicable to such proceeding. 

7.5.3 Extension of Term. The Term of this Agreement as set forth in 
Section 7.2 shall automatically be extended for the period of time in which the Parties are 
engaged in dispute resolution to the degree that such extension of the Term is reasonably 
required because activities which would have been completed prior to the expiration of the Term 
are delayed beyond the scheduled expiration of the Term as the result of such dispute resolution. 

7.5.4 Legal Action. Either Party may, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or 
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance the obligations and rights of the Parties hereto. Notwithstanding the above, the 
City's right to seek specific performance shall be specifically limited to compelling Developer to 
complete, demolish or make safe any particular improvement(s) on public lands which is 
required as a Mitigation Measure or Condition of Approval. Developer shall have no liability 
(other than the potential termination of this Agreement) if the contemplated development fails to 
occur. 
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7.5.5 Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California, and the venue for any legal actions brought 
by any Party with respect to this Agreement shall be the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California for state actions and the Central District of California for any federal actions. 

7.6 Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual 
consent in writing of the Parties to this Agreement and each Mortgagee in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65868, and any Transferee of the Property or any portion thereof, in 
the event such amendment affects the rights and obligations of the Transferee under this 
Agreement in connection with the development, use and occupancy of its portion of the Property 
and/or any improvements located thereon. Any amendment to this Agreement which relates to 
the Term, permitted uses, substantial density or intensity of use, height, or size of buildings 
provisions (not otherwise permitted by the Development Regulations or changes and 
modifications pursuant to Section 3.2.5 or otherwise permitted by the Agreement) obligations for 
reservation and dedication of land, conditions, restrictions, and requirements relating to 
subsequent Discretionary Action or any conditions or covenants relating to the use of the 
Property, which are not provided for under the Applicable Rules or Project Approvals, shall 
require notice and public hearing before the Parties may execute an amendment thereto. 
Developer, or a Transferee as applicable, shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably 
and necessarily incurred, to review any amendments requested by Developer or a Transferee, 
including the cost of any public hearings. 

7.7 Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants which 
shall run with the land comprising the Property for the benefit thereof, subject to the provisions 
of any Assignment Agreement (if applicable), and the burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and 
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and all successors and assigns of the Parties, including 
any Transferee of Developer. 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation.Cooperation in the Event of Legal 
Challenge. In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other governmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the Parties hereby 
agree to affirmatively cooperate in defending said action. Developer and the City agree to 
cooperate in any legal action seeking specific performance, declaratory relief or injunctive relief, 
to set court dates at the earliest practicable date(s) and not cause delay in the prosecution/defense 
of the action, provided such cooperation shall not require any Party to waive any rights. 

7.8.2 Relationship of the Parties. It is understood and agreed by the Parties 
hereto that the contractual relationship created between the Parties hereunder is that Developer is 
an independent contractor and not an agent of the City. Further, the City and Developer hereby 
renounce the existence of any form of joint venture or partnership between them and agree that 
nothing herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making 
the City and Developer joint-venturers or partners. 

7.9 Indemnification. 

7.9.1 Obligation to Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless: Developer 
hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, and 
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employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding ("Proceeding") against the City or its agents, 
officers, or employees (i) to set aside, void, or annul, all or any part of any Project Approval, or 
(ii) for any damages, personal injury or death which may arise, directly or indirectly, from such 
Developer or such Developer's contractors, subcontractors', agents', or employees' operations in 
connection with the construction of the Project, whether operations be by such Developer or any 
of such Developer's contractors, subcontractors, by anyone or more persons directly or indirectly 
employed by, or acting as agent for such Developer or any of such Developer's contractors or 
subcontractors. In the event that the City, upon being served with a lawsuit or other legal 
process to set aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, fails to promptly notify 
Developer of the Proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense of the Proceeding, 
Developer shall thereafter be relieved of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. However, if 
Developer has actual notice of the Proceeding, it shall not be relieved of the obligations imposed 
hereunder, notwithstanding the failure of the City to provide prompt notice of the Proceeding. 
The City shall be considered to have failed to give prompt notification of a Proceeding if the 
City, after being served with a lawsuit or other legal process challenging the Approvals, 
unreasonably delays in providing notice thereof to the Applicant. As used herein, "unreasonably 
delays" shall mean any delay that materially adversely impacts Applicant's ability to defend the 
Proceeding. The obligations imposed in this Section 7. 9 shall apply notwithstanding any 
allegation or determination in the Proceedings that the City acted contrary to applicable laws. 
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean that Developer shall hold the City harmless 
and/or defend it from any claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, intentional misconduct or 
gross negligence in the performance of this Agreement. 

7.9.2 Defending the Project Approvals. Developer shall have the obligation 
to timely retain legal counsel to defend against any Proceeding to set aside, void, or annul, all or 
any part of any Project Approval. The City shall have the right if it so chooses, to defend the 
Proceeding utilizing in-house legal staff, in which case Developer shall be liable for all legal 
costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City, including charges for staff time charged. In the 
event of a conflict of interest which prevents Developer's legal counsel from representing the 
City, and in the event the City does not have the in-house legal resources to defend against the 
Proceeding, the City shall also have the right to retain outside legal counsel, in which case 
Developer shall be liable for all legal costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City. Provided 
that Developer is not in breach of the terms of this Section 7.9, the City shall not enter into any 
settlement of the Proceeding which involves modification to any Project Approval or otherwise 
results in Developer incurring liabilities or other obligations, without the consent of Developer. 

7.9.3 Breach of Obligations. Actions constituting a breach of the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9 shall include, but not be limited to: (i) the failure to timely retain 
qualified legal counsel to defend against the Proceedings; (ii) the failure to promptly pay the City 
for any attorneys' fees or other legal costs for which the City is liable pursuant to a judgment or 
settlement agreement in the Proceeding seeking to set aside, void or annul all or part of any 
Project Approval; or (iii) the breach of any other obligation imposed in this Section 7.9, in each 
case after written notice from the City and a reasonable period of time in which to cure the 
breach, not to exceed thirty-days. For purposes of this Section 7.9, Developer shall be 
considered to have failed to timely retain qualified legal counsel if such counsel is not retained 
within fourteen (14) days following the City's provision of the notice of Proceedings to 
Developer required hereunder. As used herein, qualified legal counsel shall mean competent 
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counsel retained by Developer that does not have a conflict of interest with the City as a result of 
representing Developer in the Proceeding. In the event that Developer breaches the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9, the City shall have no obligation to defend against the Proceedings, 
and by not defending against the Proceedings, the City shall not be considered to have waived 
any rights in this Section 7. 9. 

7.9.4 Cooperation: The City shall cooperate with Developer in the defense of 
the Proceeding; provided however, that such obligation of the City to cooperate in its defense 
shall not require the City to (i) assert a position in its defense of the Proceeding which it has 
determined, in its sole discretion, has no substantial merit; (ii) advocate in its defense of the 
Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole discretion, lack substantial merit; or 
(iii) advocate in its defense of the Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole 
discretion, are contrary to its best interests, or to public policy. Nothing contained in this section 
shall require Developer to refrain from asserting in its defense of the Proceeding positions or 
legal theories that do not satisfy the foregoing requirements. 

7.9.5 Contractual Obligation: Developer acknowledges and agrees that the 
obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 are contractual in nature, and that the breach of any such 
obligation may subject Developer to a breach of contract claim by the City. 

7.9.6 Waiver of Right to Challenge: Developer hereby waives the right to 
challenge the validity of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.7 Survival: The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall survive any 
judicial decision invalidating the Project Approvals. 

7.9.8 Preparation of Administrative Record: Developer and the City 
acknowledge that upon the commencement of legal Proceedings, the administrative record of 
proceedings relating to the Project Approvals must be prepared. Those documents must also be 
certified as complete and accurate by the City. Developer, as part of its defense obligation 
imposed in this Section 7.9, shall prepare at its sole cost and expense the record of proceedings 
in a manner which complies with all applicable laws; in accordance with reasonable procedures 
established by the City; and subject to the City's obligation to certify the administrative record of 
proceedings and the City's right to oversee the preparation of such administrative record. 
Developer agrees that its failure to prepare the administrative record as set forth herein, and in 
compliance with all time deadlines imposed by law, shall constitute a breach of its obligation to 
defend the City. In the event that Developer fails to prepare the administrative record, the City 
may do so, in which event the City shall be entitled to be reimbursed by Developer for all 
reasonable costs associated with preparation of the administrative record, including reasonable 
charges for staff time. 

7.9.9 Termination. Developer shall have the right, without City's prior 
approval but only with the prior written consent of all Mortgagees, in the event of and during the 
continuation of any Litigation, to terminate this Agreement or renounce the Project Approvals, 
provided, however, that the provisions of this Section 7.9 shall survive any such termination. 
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7.10 Deposit. Following the filing of a lawsuit, or other legal process seeking to set 
aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, Developer shall be required, following 
written demand by the City, to place funds on deposit with the City, which funds shall be used to 
reimburse the City for expenses incurred in connection with defending the Project Approvals. 
For Project Approvals which included the certification of an environmental impact report by the 
City, the amount of said deposit shall be ten thousand ($10,000) dollars. For all other Project 
Approvals, the amount of the deposit shall be five thousand ($5,000) dollars. The City, at its 
sole discretion, may require a larger deposit upon a detailed showing to Developer of the basis 
for its determination that the above stated amounts are insufficient. Any unused portions of the 
deposit shall be refunded to Developer within thirty (30) days following the resolution of the 
challenge to the Project Approvals. All Deposits must be paid to the City within thirty (30) days 
of Developer's receipt of the City's written demand for the Deposit. 

7.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between the City or 
Developer must be in writing, and shall be given either personally or by registered or certified 
mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail, the same shall be deemed 
to have been given and received on the first to occur of (i) actual receipt by any of the addressees 
designated below as the Party to whom notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a 
registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is 
deposited in the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have 
been given when delivered to the Party to whom it is addressed. Any Party hereto may at any 
time, by giving ten (10) days' written notice to the other Party hereto, designate any other 
address in substitution of the address, or any additional address, to which such notice or 
communication shall be given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at 
their addresses set forth below: 

If to the City: 

Director of City Planning 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

If to Developer: 

1720 North Vine LLC 
1749 North Vine LLC 
1750 North Vine LLC 
1733 North Argyle LLC 
Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Suite 1000 
1680 North Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Attn: Mario Palumbo 
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with copies to 

City Attorney 
City of Los Angeles 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
700 The City Hall East, 200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

with copies to 

Millennium Partners 
1195 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 
Attn: Chief Financial Officer 

And with copies to 
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Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

And with copies to 

Paul Hastings LLP 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
75 East 551

h Street 
New York, NY 10022 
Attn: Eric R. Landau, Esq. 

7.12 Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, this Agreement 
shall be recorded with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles within ten (10) days 
following its execution by all Parties. Developer shall provide the City Clerk with the fees for 
such recording prior to or at the time of such recording, should the City Clerk effectuate the 
recordation. 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance. Every person who now or hereafter owns 
or acquires any right, title, interest in or to any portion of the Property, is and shall be 
conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to every provision contained herein, whether 
or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person 
acquired an interest in the Property. 

7.14 Successors and Assignees. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties any subsequent owner of all or any portion of 
the Property and their respective Transferees, successors, and assignees, subject to applicable 
Assignment Agreements. 

7.15 Severability. If any provisions, conditions, or covenants of this Agreement, or 
the application thereof to any circumstances of either Party, shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such provision, condition, 
or covenant to persons or circumstances other than those as to whom or which it is held invalid 
or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest 
extent permitted by law. 

7 .16 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence for each provision of this 
Agreement of which time is an element. 

7.17 Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless 
in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom enforcement 
of a waiver is sought and refers expressly to this Section. No waiver of any right or remedy with 
respect to any occurrence or event shall be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy with respect 
to any other occurrence or event. 
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7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries. The only Parties to this Agreement are the City 
and Developer and their successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries (other than 
Mortgagees) and this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be construed to benefit or be 
enforceable by any other person whatsoever. 

7.19 Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth and contains the entire 
understanding and agreement of the Parties and there are no oral or written representations, 
understandings or ancillary covenants, undertakings or agreements which are not contained or 
expressly referred to herein and no testimony or evidence of any such representations, 
understandings, or covenants shall be admissible in any proceedings of any kind or nature to 
interpret or determine the provisions or conditions of this Agreement. 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents. Each 
Party acknowledges that it has received independent legal advice from its attorneys with respect 
to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the provisions hereof The 
provisions of this Agreement shall be construed as to their fair meaning, and not for or against 
any Party based upon any attribution to such Party as the source of the language in question. The 
headings and table of contents used in this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only 
and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate. At any time, and from time to time, Developer may deliver 
written notice to the City and the City may deliver written notice to Developer requesting that 
such Party certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying Party (i) this Agreement is in 
full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this Agreement has not been 
amended, or if amended, the identity of each amendment, and (iii) the requesting Party is not in 
breach of this Agreement, or if in breach, a description of each such breach (an "Estoppel 
Certificate"). The Planning Director shall be authorized to execute, on behalf of the City, any 
Estoppel Certificate requested by Developer which complies with this Section 7.21 . The City 
acknowledges that an Estoppel Certificate may be relied upon by Transferees or successors in 
interest to Developer who requested the certificate and by Mortgagees holding an interest in the 
portion of the Property in which that Developer has a legal interest. 

7.22 Counterparts. This Agreement is executed in duplicate originals, each of which 
is deemed to be an original. This Agreement, not counting the Cover Page and Table of 
Contents, consists of_ pages and 6 Attachments which constitute the entire understanding and 
agreement of the Parties. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as 
of the date first written above. 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corporation of the State of California 

By: _________ _ 
Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor 

DATE: 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A TRUT ANICH, City Attorney 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: 

ATTEST: 
JUNELAGMAY 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy 

DATE 
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1720 Owner 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

1749 Owner 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

Capital Records Building Owner 

1750 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 
By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 
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Argyle Owner 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE 
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MORTGAGEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ("Mortgagee"), is 
the current beneficiary ofrecord under the following deeds of trust (collectively, the 
"Mortgages"): (a) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of 
December_, 2012, made by CPH 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), as trustor, in favor of Title 
Company, as trustee ("Trustee"), for the benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on 

, 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the Official Records 
----------
of Los Angeles County, California ("Official Records"), (b) Deed of Trust, Assignment ofRents 
and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012, made by 1749 North Vine Street LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company ("1749 Owner"), as trustor, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records; and (c) Deed of Trust, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012,, made by 1733 North Argyle 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ("Argyle Owner"), 1720 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company ("1720 Owner"), 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), as trustors, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records. 

The Mortgages encumber the "Property" other than the "Third Party Property", as such 
terms are defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 
(the "Development Agreement"), executed by and among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation, 1749 Owner, Argyle Owner, 1720 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner. and 
Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware liability company. 

Mortgagee has reviewed and approved the Development Agreement, and hereby consents 
to the recordation of the Development Agreement. 

Executed as of 

SMRH:407722898.10 
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--------- '2013: 

MORTGAGEE: 

HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ------------
Title: ___________ _ 
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GROUND LESSEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), is the tenant of record under that certain Ground 
Lease dated December_, 2012 (the "Ground Lease"), between 1750 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, as ground lessor ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), and 
Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee, as ground lessee, a memorandum of which was 
recorded on , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the 
Official Records of Los Angeles County, California. 

The Ground Lease encumbers a portion (the "Leased Premises") of the "Property", as 
defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 (the 
"Development Agreement"), executed by among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation (the "City"), 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 
North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, Capitol Records Building Owner, 1733 
North Argyle, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a 
Delaware liability company. 

Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee has reviewed and approved the Development 
Agreement, and hereby consents to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Capitol 
Records Building Ground Lessee further hereby subordinates its leasehold interest in the Leased 
Premises to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the Development 
Agreement. 

Executed as of 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

--------- '2013: 

CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING GROUND 
LESSEE: 

CPH 1750NORTHVINELLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: ___________ _ 
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EXHIBIT A-1 

DIAGRAM OF THE PROPERTY 

Holl Y"loOO Blv.ci 

A-1 

n 
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EXHIBIT A-2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 

A-2 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE THIRD PARTY PROPERTY 
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EXHIBITB 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
[Attached] 

B 
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Land Use Category 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 <:eneral Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NIA Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 
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EXHIBIT C 

PROJECT TRIP CAP 

Table H-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Use Size AM Peak Hour Trim PM Peak Hour Trim 

461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
254 rm 121 trips 128 trips 

80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 
-8 ksf .GD trips 0 trips 

574 trips 924 trips 

c 
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From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:00 PM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Subject: Re: FW: File Delivered: Development Regulations 

Thank you Alfred, I have received it. 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 11 :00 AM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good morning Sergio, 

Please let me know if you received the guidelines. 

Thank you. 

From: YouSendlt [mailto:deliverv@yousendit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 10:59 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: File Delivered: Development Regulations 

Delivery provided by YouSendlt 

~ 
I 0 ~ Your file has been sent! 

~ 
Subject: Development Regulations 
To: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org , luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Message:Sergio, please see attached updated guidelines. 

~ 
Millennium Hollywood_ Design 

~ ~ Guidelines and Standards 130307 
L.:::::Jj @] 3_ 13_ 13.docx 

Size: 40.95 MB 
Expires: March 21, 2013 10:59 PDT 

If the above link does not work, you can paste the following address into your 
browser: 
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http://wVNV.yousendit.com/download/UVJpZEUrcT JRWUpwdmNUQw 

~ 
Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all 
Files ~ 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk 14-Day Trial 

~ 
~ YouSendlt, Inc. I Privacy Policy 

1919 S. Bascom Ave., Campbell, CA 95008 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Nate, 

EM20823 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Friday, February 15, 2013 3:19 PM 
Nathan Baird 
Marcel Porras 
Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
Comparison Result #407722898v7Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood 
Draft 1 9 13 (compared with.pdf 

Here is the language in the Community Benefits of the Development Agreement for Hollywood Millennium. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. As we discussed, let me 
know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it 
was already included in the TDM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative 
solutions to achieve the intent of these community benefits. 

(a) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First 
Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities 
at the Project in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3 .S(b). Bicycle amenities in the First 
Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development 
Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the Initial West Portion Phase 
shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated 
bicycle ways between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle users to 
such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such 
bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, and provide 
information regarding use of such facilities. 

Thanks! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 
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Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

NO RECORDING FEE- PUBLIC AGENCY - GOVERNMENT CODE §6103 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

by and among 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 

1750NORTH VINELLC, 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 

and 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC 

-1-
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1.15 "East Parcel" ...... ....... ........ ....... ........ ........ ........ ...... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 3 

1...3. means the portion of the Propertv located to the east of Vine Street as 
depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto . ................................................................ 3 

1.16 "EIR" ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 3 

1.4 means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
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permitted land uses on the Property under the Equivalency Program once 
the maximum FAR is reached .......................................................................... ........ 3 

1.19 "Existing Improvements" ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ .4 

1..1 means the existing buildings, structures and improvements located within 
the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty 
Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced 
pursuant to this Agreement. ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ........ ....... .4 

1.20 "Fees" ......... .. ............ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ....... 4 

1....8. means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City .. ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ...... .4 

1.21 "First Phase" ...... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ................................................... .. 4 

1..2. means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the Property 
without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For 
clarification any modification to an existing improvement on the Property 
will NOT constitute construction of a new building in accordance with this 
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definition even if building permits are required in connection with such 
improvement ...... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ......... 4 

1.22 "Floor Area" ............. ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...................................................... .4 

1.10 means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code ....... ....... ....... ........ .4 

1.23 "General Plan" ....................................................................................................... 4 

1.11 means the General Plan of the City ... .................................................................. .... .4 

1.24 "Impact Fees" ......................................................................................................... 4 

1.12 means impact fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share 
charges or other similar impact fees or charges imposed on and in 
connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable 
Rules. Impact Fees do not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or 
(ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general applicability, provided that 
such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ......... ....... 4 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" .......... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... ... ...... .. ...... .. ..... .4 

1.13 in each instance will be deemed to be followed by the phrase "without 
limitation" .. ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... 4 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" ................................................................................... .4 

1.14 means the first Phase to be developed on the East Parcel... ..... ......... ....... ....... ........ .4 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" .................................................................................. .4 

1.15 means the first Phase to be developed on the West Parcel. ..... ........ ....... ........ ........ .4 

1.28 "Litigation" .............. .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .4 

1.16 means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, 
implementation or enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly 
relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, the EIR and/or the Project 
Approvals ................................................................................................................. 4 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" ..... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... .. 4 

1..11 means the permits, approvals, plans, inspections, certificates, documents, 
licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the City in order for 
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Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits 
and Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions ...... ....... ......... ..... ........ .4 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" ............. ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 5 

1.18 means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for each potential 
environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation 
monitoring program adopted as a condition of approval of the EIR and/or 
Project Approvals ..................................................................................................... 5 

1.31 "Mortgage" ...... ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.19 means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale leaseback, 
or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for 
fair value, encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or 
Developer's interest in this Agreement, given by Developer for the 
purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements 
thereon, or any other purpose ................................................................................... 5 

1.32 "Mortgagee" ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 5 

1.20 means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, any 
administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or 
(iii) with respect to any parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale
leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee title under a Mortgage who 
has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 6.1.4 
of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such 
holder, beneficiary or lessor ..................................................................................... 5 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" ... ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 5 

1.21 is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. .... ..................................................... 5 

1.34 "Municipal Code" ..... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...................................................... . 5 

1.22 means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the same may 
exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used 
in the context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code as of the Effective Date of this Agreement. .................... 5 

1.35 "Parties" .... ....... ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.23 means collectively Developer and the City ............................................................. 5 

1.36 "Party" ...... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... 5 

1.24 means any one of Developer or the City .... ....... ....................................................... 5 
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1.37 "Phase" ....... .. ............ ........ ........ ........ ......... ........ ...... ........ ........ ....... ........ ......... ........ 5 

1.25 means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction of 
replacement improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as 
a single construction project. For the pumoses of avoiding doubt 
renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will not constitute a Phase . .... ....... 5 

1.38 "Planning Commission" ........... ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 5 

1.26 means the City Planning Commission and the planning agency of the City 
pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code 
(Development Agreement Act) .. ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... 5 

1.39 "Planning Director" ............................................................................................... 5 

1.27 means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her designee .. ....................... 5 

1.40 "Proceeding" ........................................................................................................... 5 

1.28 is defined in Section 7. 9 .1 ........................................................................................ 5 

1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" ............................................................................. 6 

1.29 means all processing fees and charges required by the City or any City 
Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, project 
permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, 
encroachment permits, tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right 
lots, street vacations and certificates of occupancy which are necessary to 
accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. Expressly exempted 
from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted 
after the Effective Date, except as specifically provided for in this 
Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include those linkage fees, 
impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be 
calculated at time of payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and 
Charges to be applied in connection with the development of the Project 
shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time an 
application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is 
established by the City in a subsequent agreement.. ................................................ 6 

1.42 "Project" .... ....... .................................................................................................. ..... 6 

1.30 means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the Project 
Approvals and the Development Regulations .......................................................... 6 

1.43 "Project Approvals" ........ ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... 6 
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1.31 those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which have been 
requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are 
comprised of (1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the 
"D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 
12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; (2) Vesting 
Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a 
R Zone per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; 
(3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio averaging in a unified 
development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing 
per Municipal Code Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance 
from Municipal Code Section 12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with 
outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal Code § 12.27; 
(6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce 
parking required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) 
Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a project that creates 
a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; 
and (9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map dividing the Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" 
lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air space lots 
into a maximum 897 condominium units ................................................................ 6 

1....4..4. "Property" ........ ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 6 

1.32 shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally 
described in Exhibit A-2 attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, the Property 
shall not include the Third Party Property ....................................................... ........ 6 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" .......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 6 

1.33 means the rights and authority excepted from this Agreement's restrictions 
on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take 
future Discretionary Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement 
that may be in conflict with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals, 
but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and are 
generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural 
disasters as found by the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and 
similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to Chapter IX of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire 
Code) regarding the construction, engineering and design standards for 
private and public improvements and which are (a) necessary to the health 
and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally applicable on 
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a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of 
God); (3) are necessary to comply with state or federal laws and 
regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the Effective Date 
of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute 
Processing Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its 
actual costs in processing applications, permit requests and approvals of 
the Project or in monitoring compliance with permits issued or approvals 
granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the Project, 
unless otherwise waived by the City ........................................................................ 6 

1.46 "Term" ...... ....... ....................................................................................................... 7 

1.34 means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof ........................................................................ 7 

1.47 "Third Party Property" .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... 7 

1.35 means the portion of the Property that is not owned by Developer as of the 
Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 
attached hereto .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .. ...... 7 

1.48 "Transferee" ........................................................................................................... 7 

1.36 means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in interest, 
assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may 
include Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any 
individual residential dwelling unit developed on the Site will not be 
deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. ................................................................. 7 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" ..... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... 7 

1.37 means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 approved by the City on 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

, 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision 
of up to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units .... ....... ....... 7 

1.50 "West Parcel" ......................................................................................................... 7 

1.38 means the portion of the Property located to the west of Vine Street as 
depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto .. ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... 7 

1.51 "1720 Owner" ......................................................................................................... 7 

1.39 means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ..... ....... ......... 7 

1.52 "1749 Owner" ........... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..................................................... 7 
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1.40 means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company .... ........ ......... 7 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. .. .. ...... .. ..... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ....... 7 

2.1 State Enabling Statute ........................................................................................... 7 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions ... ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ..... .. ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... 8 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. .................................................................................. 8 

2.4 Applicability of the Agreement ...... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ........... ... 10 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES .............................................................................. 10 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer ..................................... ... 10 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City .......................................... 17 

3.3 Third Party Property .......................................................................................... .22 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .22 

4.1 Annual Review .................................................................................................... .22 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .23 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination ....... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .23 

4.4 Appeal by Developer ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ..... .. .... .. ....... .. ...... ... ..... .. ...... ... ...... .... .23 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance ....................................................................... .23 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure ................................................... .24 

4.7 Termination or Modification of Agreement ... .................................................. .24 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs ..................................................................................... .24 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the 
Property ............................................................................................................... .24 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer .................................... .24 

4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation .... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .25 

5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS ................................................................................................ .25 

5.1 Default by Developer ...... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .25 

5.2 Default by the City ............ ....... ....... ......... ....... .................................................... .26 
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5.3 No Monetary Damages .... ....... ........ ........ ........ ...... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ...... .26 

6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS ....... ........ ........ ........ ....... ........ ...... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ...... .27 

6.2 Assignment. .......................................................................................................... .28 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ....... ......... ...... 30 

7.1 Effective Date ....................................................................................................... 30 

7.2 Term ... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... 30 

7.3 Appeals to City Council ....................................................................................... 30 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance ..................................... ... 30 

7.5 Dispute Resolution .......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ..................................................... 31 

7.6 Amendments ......................................................................................................... 32 

7.7 Covenants .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... 32 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation ...................................................................... 32 

7.9 Indemnification . ....... .. ..... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ..... 33 

7.10 Deposit ......... .. ..... ....... .. ...... .. ...... ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ..... 35 

7.11 Notices ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ..... 35 

7.12 Recordation .......................................................................................................... 36 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance ...... ......... ................................................... 36 

7.14 Successors and Assignees ........ ....... ......... ....... ..................................................... 36 

7.15 Severability ........................................................................................................... 36 

7.16 Time of the Essence .. ............................................................................................ 36 

7.17 Waiver ................................................................................................................... 36 

7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries .. ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ..... 37 

7.19 Entire Agreement ..... ................ ....... ......... ....... ..................................................... 37 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents ........ ...... 37 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ...... ......... ........ ....... ........ ........ ....... 37 
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7.22 Counterparts ..... ....... ........ ....... ........ ........ ......... ...... ........ ........ ........ ....... ........ ....... 37 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is executed this 
____ day of , 2013, by and among the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), 1720 NORTH VINE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1720 Owner"), 1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1749 Owner"), 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Owner"), 1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Argyle Owner", and collectively with the 1720 Owner, the 1749 Owner, 
and the Capitol Records Building Owner, the "Property Owners" ), and MILLENNIUM 
HOLLYWOOD LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with the Property Owners, 
"Developer"), pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., and the 
implementing procedures of the City, with respect to the following: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer recognize that the further development of the 
Property will create significant opportunities for economic growth in the City of Los Angeles, 
the Southern California region and California generally; 

WHEREAS, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that the Project, as 
defined below, may be developed in accordance with the Project Approvals, as defined below, 
and the terms of this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, Developer will implement public benefits above and beyond the 
necessary mitigation for the Project, including benefits and other consideration as noted in 
Section 2.3 .1; 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will 
not be reduced in density, height, or use, or be subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or 
policies unless otherwise allowed by this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement, the City is encouraging the 
development of the Project as set forth in this Agreement in accordance with the goals and 
objectives of the City, while reserving to the City the legislative powers necessary to remain 
responsible and accountable to its residents; and 

WHEREAS, Developer intends to redevelop the 4.46-acre site (the "Property"), 
as set forth in Exhibits A-1 and A-2 attached hereto, located at 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 
1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, and 1770N. Vine Street; 6236, 
6270, and 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733 and 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; and 1746, 1748, 1754, 
1760, and 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90028; 

WHEREAS, Developer anticipates that the Project will be completely built-out 
and operational by the year 2020, but is requesting a longer term in this Agreement to allow 
sufficient time for development in the unlikely event of delays caused by unforeseen economic 
conditions and other unforeseen factors such as, but not limited to, unanticipated site conditions 
and the unavailability of materials or labor shortages; 
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WHEREAS, for the foregoing reasons, the Parties desire to enter into a 
development agreement for the Project pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, as defined 
below, and the City's charter powers upon the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development 
Agreement Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration of the premises and mutual 
promises and covenants herein contained and other valuable consideration the receipt and 
adequacy of which the Parties hereby acknowledge, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. DEFINITIONS. 

For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided or 
unless the context requires: 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Development Agreement, including all exhibits attached 
hereto and all amendments and modifications hereto. 

1.2 "Applicable Rules" means all of the rules, regulations, ordinances and officially 
adopted policies of the City in force as of the Effective Date, including, but not limited to, the 
Municipal Code, this Agreement (including the Development Regulations and all other 
attachments hereto) and Project Approvals. Additionally, notwithstanding the language of this 
Section or any other language in this Agreement, all specifications, standards and policies 
regarding the design and construction of public works facilities, if any, shall be those that are in 
effect at the time the applicable Project plans are being processed for approval and/or under 
construction but only to the extent not inconsistent with the Development Regulations or this 
Agreement. 

1.3 "Argyle Owner" means 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.4 "Assignment Agreement" means a written agreement between Developer (and/or 
any of them) and a Transferee of Developer (or any of them), consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement, in which the parties agree to specific obligations of this Agreement being transferred 
from such Developer to such Transferee. An Assignment Agreement may, but shall not be 
required to, allocate to the Transferee for its portion of the Property a defined portion of the 
Maximum Floor Area. 

1.5 "Capitol Records Building Owner" means 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company. 

1.6 "CEQA" means the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., Title 14, 
Sections 15000 et seq.). 

1.7 "City" means the City of Los Angeles, a charter City and municipal corporation. 
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1.8 "City Agency" means each and every agency, department, board, commission, 
authority, employee, and/or official acting under the authority of the City, including without 
limitation, the City Council and the Planning Commission. 

1.9 "City Council" means the City Council of the City and the legislative body of the 
City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code. 

1.10 "Conditions of Approval" means the conditions of approval issued in connection 
with the Project Approvals. 

1.11 "Denlopment PaFameteFs" meaHs , eolleetively, the DeveloIJmeHt RegulatioHs 
aHEi the BEJ:ttivaleHey Program. 

1.12 "Development Regulations" meaHs the MilleHHium Hollywooa, DeveloIJmeHt 
RegulatioHs: DesigH GuiaeliHes aHEi StaHEiaras attaehea as Exhibit B. 

1.11 "Developer" means, collectively or individually, as applicable, 1720 Owner, 
1749 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware 
liability company, and all of their respective Transferees. 

1.12 "Development Agreement Act" means means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of 
Division 1 of Title 7 (Sections 65864 et seq.) of the California Government Code. 

1.13 "Development Regulations" means the Millennium Hollywood Development 
Regulations: Design Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. 

.1...1A "Discretionary Action" means an action which requires the exercise of 
judgment, deliberation, or a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including 
any board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in the process of 
approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity which merely 
requires the City and/or any City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance with statutes, 
ordinances, or regulations. 

1.15 "East Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the east of Vine Street 
as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.16 "EIR" means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-_, certified by the City in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. 

1.17 "Effective Date" is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk 
of the City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" means the land use equivalency program, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2.5 of this AgreemeHt aHEi the Projeet AIJIJrO'i'als.3 below and Section 4.2 
of the Development Guidelines, which allows land uses to be developed on the Property to be 
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exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of such equivalency program 
are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum Floor Area. All permitted land use increases can 
be exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses on the Property under the 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. 

1.19 "Existing Improvements" means the existing buildings, structures and 
improvements located within the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

1.20 "Fees"means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City. 

1.21 "First Phase" means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the 
Property without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For clarification 
any modification to an existing improvement on the Property will NOT constitute construction of 
a new building in accordance with this definition even if building permits are required in 
connection with such improvement. 

1.22 "Floor Area" means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

1.23 "General Plan" means the General Plan of the City."Impact Fees" means impact 
fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share charges or other similar impact fees or 
charges imposed on and in connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable Rules. Impact Fees do 
not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or (ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general 
applicability, provided that such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" in each instance will be deemed to be 
followed by the phrase "without limitation". 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the East 
Parcel. 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the West 
Parcel. 

1.28 "Litigation" means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, implementation or 
enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, 
the EIR and/or the Project Approvals. 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" means the permits, approvals, plans, 
inspections, certificates, documents, licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the 
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City in order for Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits and 
Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions. 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for 
each potential environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation monitoring 
program adopted as a con di ti on of approval of the EIR and/ or Project Approvals. 

1.31 "Mortgage" means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale 
leaseback, or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for fair value, 
encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or Developer's interest in this Agreement, 
given by Developer for the purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements thereon, or any other 
purpose. 

1.32 "Mortgagee" means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, 
any administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or (iii) with respect to any 
parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale-leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee 
title under a Mortgage who has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 
6.1.4 of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such holder, beneficiary or 
lessor. 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. 

1.34 "Municipal Code" means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the 
same may exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used in the 
context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as of 
the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

1.35 "Parties" means collectively Developer and the City. 

1.36 "Party" means any one of Developer or the City. 

1.37 "Phase" shall hctv'e the meaHiHg Eleserisea iH SeetieH 3.2.1 efthis AgreemeHt. 

1.25 means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction ofreplacement 
improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as a single construction project. For 
the pumoses of avoiding doubt renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will not constitute 
a Phase. 

1.38 "Planning Commission" means the City Planning Commission and the planning 
agency of the City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code (Development 
Agreement Act). 

1.39 "Planning Director" means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her 
designee. 

1.40 "Proceeding" is defined in Section 7.9.1. 
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1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" means all processing fees and charges required 
by the City or any City Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, 
project permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, encroachment permits, 
tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right lots, street vacations and certificates of 
occupancy which are necessary to accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. 
Expressly exempted from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted after the Effective Date, 
except as specifically provided for in this Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include 
those linkage fees, impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be calculated at time of 
payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and Charges to be applied in connection with the 
development of the Project shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time 
an application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is established by the City 
in a subsequent agreement. 

1.42 "Project" means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the 
Project Approvals and the Development Regulations. 

1.43 "Project Approvals" those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which 
have been requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are comprised of 
(1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the "D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to 
C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; 
(2) Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a R Zone per 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; (3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio 
averaging in a unified development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing per Municipal Code 
Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance from Municipal Code Section 
12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal 
Code§ 12.27; (6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce parking 
required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) Authority for Reduced On-Site 
Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a 
project that creates a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; and 
(9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map dividing the 
Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up 
to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.44 "Property" shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally described in Exhibit A-2 
attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property 
by Developer, the Property shall not include the Third Party Property. 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" means the rights and authority excepted from this 
Agreement's restrictions on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take future Discretionary 
Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement that may be in conflict with the Applicable 
Rules and Project Approvals, but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and 
are generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by 
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the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to 
Chapter IX of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire Code) regarding the 
construction, engineering and design standards for private and public improvements and which 
are (a) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally 
applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or 
The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of God); (3) are necessary to 
comply with state or federal laws and regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the 
Effective Date of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute Processing 
Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its actual costs in processing 
applications, permit requests and approvals of the Project or in monitoring compliance with 
permits issued or approvals granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the 
Project, unless otherwise waived by the City. 

1.46 "Term" means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof 

1.47 "Third Party Property" means the portion of the Property that is not owned by 
Developer as of the Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 attached hereto. 

1.48 "Transferee" means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in 
interest, assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may include 
Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any individual residential dwelling 
unit developed on the Site will not be deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 
approved by the City on , 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air 
space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.50 "West Parcel" means the portion of the Property 1 ocated to the west of Vine 
Street as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.51 "1720 Owner" means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.52 "1749 Owner" means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. 

2.1 State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage 
private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act which 
authorizes any the City to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain 
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in this 
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows: 
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"The Legislature finds and declares that: 

"(a) The lack of certainty in the approval of 
development projects can result in a waste of resources, escalate 
the cost of housing and other development to the consumer, and 
discourage investment in and a commitment to comprehensive 
planning which would make maximum efficient utilization of 
resources at the least economic cost to the public. 

(a) (b) Assurance to the applicant for a development project that 
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in 
accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions 
of approval will strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 
participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic cost of 
development. 

(b) (c) The lack of public facilities, including, but not limited to, 
streets, sewerage, transportation, drinking water, school, and utility facilities, is a 
serious impediment to the development of new housing. Whenever possible, 
applicants and local governments may include provisions in agreements whereby 
applicants are reimbursed overtime for financing of public facilities." 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and accountable to its 
residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated by the 
Legislature, the City: (1) accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development 
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of 
the Parties; and (2) to offset these restraints, seeks public benefits which go beyond those 
obtained by traditional City controls and conditions imposed on development project 
applications. 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions. The City Planning Commission Action. The 
City Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended approval of 
this Agreement on , 2013. 

2.2.2 The City Council Action. The City Council on 
, 2013, after conducting a duly-noticed public 

hearing, adopted Ordinance No. __ , to become effective on the thirty-first day after 
publication, or on the forty-first day after posting, approving this Agreement, found that its 
provisions are consistent with the City's General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the 
Municipal Code, and authorized the execution of this Agreement. 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. 

2.3.1 Public Benefits. This Agreement provides assurances that the public 
benefits identified below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be 
achieved and developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with 
the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The Project will provide 
local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) promote 
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Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, and future transient 
occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business expansion and relocation in 
Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary and permanent jobs to improve the 
local and regional economy; (iv) provide the density necessary to support a new mix of uses in 
close proximity to mass transit; and other benefits as contained in Section 3.1.4. The Project will 
contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of land uses, which 
will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain Hollywood as a regional center 
and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

2.3.2 Developer Objectives. In accordance with the legislative findings set 
forth in the Development Agreement Act, and with full recognition of the City's policy of 
judicious restraints on its police powers, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that 
the Project may be developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals 
and with the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. In the absence 
of this Agreement, Developer would have no assurance that it can complete the Project for the 
uses and to the density and intensity of development set forth in this Agreement and the Project 
Approvals. This Agreement, therefore, is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will not 
be (1) reduced or otherwise modified in density, intensity or use from what is set forth in the 
Project Approvals, (2) subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or official policies or 
plans which are not adopted or approved pursuant to the City's Reserved Powers, or 
(3) subjected to delays for reasons other than Citywide health and safety enactments related to 
critical situations such as, but not limited to, the lack of water availability or sewer or landfill 
capacity. 

2.3.3 Mutual Objectives. Development of the Project in accordance with this 
Development Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property in accordance 
with the objectives set forth in the General Plan. Moreover, a development agreement for the 
Project will eliminate uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property, assure installation of necessary improvements, assure attainment of maximum efficient 
resource utilization within the City at the least economic cost to its citizens and otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the Development Agreement Act was enacted. The 
Parties believe that such orderly development of the Project will provide public benefits, as 
described in Section 2.3.1, to the City through the imposition of development standards and 
requirements under the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, including without 
limitation: increased tax revenues, installation of on-site and off-site improvements, 
redevelopment of an underutilized site, preservation of the historic Capitol Records building, a 
grade level pedestrian plaza, a mix of land uses including some or all of the following uses: 
residential, commercial and office within an existing activity center offering direct proximity to 
existing public transit and transportation infrastructure, the addition of retail and restaurant uses, 
approximately 2,900 construction-related jobs, and creation and retention of l,257 to 1,635 direct 
and indirect jobs for the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, although development of the Project 
in accordance with this Agreement will restrain the City's land use or other relevant police 
powers, this Agreement provides the City with sufficient Reserved Powers during the term 
hereof to remain responsible and accountable to its citizens. In exchange for these and other 
benefits to the City, Developer will receive assurance that the Project may be developed during 
the term of this Agreement in accordance with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals and 
Reserved Powers, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 
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2.4 Applicability of the Agreement. This Agreement does not: (1) grant height, 
density, or intensity in excess of that otherwise established in the Applicable Rules and Project 
Approvals; (2) eliminate future Discretionary Actions relating to the Project if applications 
requiring such Discretionary Action are initiated and submitted by the owner of the Property 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; (3) guarantee that Developer will receive any profits 
from the Project; (4) prohibit the Project's participation (with the consent of Developer, to the 
extent required under Applicable Rules) in any benefit assessment district that is generally 
applicable to surrounding properties; or (5) amend the City's General Plan. This Agreement has 
a fixed Term. Furthermore, in any subsequent Discretionary Actions applicable to the Property 
or any portion thereof, the City may apply the new rules, regulations and official policies as are 
contained in its Reserved Powers. 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES. 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer. In consideration for the 
City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry 
out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purposes, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, Developer hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.1.1 Project Development. Developer agrees that it will use its commercially 
reasonable efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into account market 
conditions and economic considerations, to undertake development of the Project in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including the Applicable Rules and the Project 
Approvals. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to require Developer to proceed with 
the construction of or any other implementation of the Project or any portion thereof. In 
addition, Developer agrees to the following: 

(1) Dedication of Land for Public Street Purooses. Provisions for the 
dedication of land for public purposes are set forth in the conditions of approval of the 
Project Approvals. 

(2) Description of Transportation Improvements. The transportation 
improvements to be included within the scope of the Project are set forth in the Project 
Approvals. 

(3) Maximum Height of the Project. The maximum height of the Project shall 
not exceed 585 feet and the Project shall comply with and be limited as set forth in the 
Project Approvals. 

(4) Maximum Floor Area of the Project. The maximum Floor Area 
("Maximum Floor Area") of the Project shall not exceed 1,166,970 net square feet 
(inclusive of Existing Improvements that are retained) and the Project shall comply with 
and be limited as set forth in the Project Approvals. 

3.1.2 Timing of Development. It is presently anticipated that the First Phase of 
the Project will be the Initial West Parcel Phase. Notwithstanding the foregoing Developer may 
construct the Project in any number of phases (eaeh a "Phase") Phases as Developer determines 
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on the Property, consistent with the Applicable Rules and the Project Approvals. The parties 
acknowledge that Developer cannot at this time predict when or at what rate the Property would 
be developed. These decisions depend upon numerous factors that are not all within the control 
of Developer, such as market orientation and demand, availability of financing, and competition. 
Because the California Supreme Court held in Pardee Construction Co. v. The City of Camarillo, 
37 Cal. 3d 465 (1984), that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of 
development permitted a later adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and 
controlling the Parties' agreement, Developer and the City do hereby acknowledge and provide 
for the right of Developer to develop the Project in an order and at a rate and times as Developer 
deems appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment, subject to 
any restrictions that may exist in the Project Approvals. The City acknowledges that this right is 
consistent with the intent, purpose, and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement. 

3.1.3 Additional Obligations of Developer as Consideration for this 
Agreement. In addition to the obligations identified in Sections 2.3 .1 and 3 .1.1 of this 
Agreement, in consideration for the City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for 
the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, 
and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in Section 2 of this 
Agreement, Developer hereby agrees as follows the responsibility for which may be allocated 
among the parties comprising the "Developer" as determined in the sole discretion of the parties 
comnrising the Developer: 

3.1.3.1 Project Labor Agreement. Develefler shallFor each Phase of the 
Project, er shall eause its CeHtraeter te, eHter iHte a "Project Labor Agreement" (herein so 
called) with the Building and Construction Trades Council fer eaeh Phase efthe Prejeet shall be 
in effect prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction of such Phase=. The purpose 
of eaeH-the Project Labor Agreement will be to promote efficiency of construction operation 
during tHe--construction ef sueh Phase and provide for the orderly settlement of labor disputes 
and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby assuring timely and economical completion 
of sueh Phase aHd the ealaHee ef the Phaseconstruction. Additionally, the Project Labor 
Agreement will reflect a commitment by all parties to diversity in the workforce hiring that 
reflects levels of minority, women and other worker utilization at levels which are representative 
of the relevant workforce of these groups in the Greater Los Angeles Area. The Project Labor 
Agreement will serve to identify the construction trade union(s) as the primary source of all craft 
labor employed eH the Phase efthe Prejeetin such construction. The union(s) will use their best 
efforts to recruit and identify individuals, particularly residents of the City of Los Angeles, for 
entrance into joining labor/management apprenticeship programs and to assist individuals in 
qualifying and becoming eligible for such programs. 

3.1.3.2 Local Hiring. For each Phase of the Project Developer shall 
work with the local construction trades and implement an apprenticeship and zip code 
identification program to prioritize local source hiring for Project construction from the 13th 
Council District of the City of Los Angeles, with priority given to construction workers from 
such area. This program shall be prepared in consultation with the PlaHHiHg DeflaFtmeHtMayor' s 
Office of Economic Development and the Council Office for the 13th Council District, no later 
than six months prior to the commencement of construction of the ffist-First Phase of the Project. 
Thereafter, on an annual basis as part of the required Annual Review for any year during which 
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construction activity occurred, a report detailing the demographic and geographic information of 
the Project's construction workers shall be included. 

3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of each Phase of the Project including core and 
shell construction shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as determined pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit 
proof of compliance with this obligation prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for 
the Proj eetsuch Phase. 

3.1.3.4 Community Organization Meeting Space. Developer shall 
provide ttp-te-not less than 1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project (the "Meeting 
Space") for use by Hollywood and community non-profit groups including, but not limited to, 
the local Neighborhood Council and other civic organizations, during reasonable business hours, 
as available. Subject to availability, meetiHg Sflaee the Meeting Space shall be provided to 
accommodate small gatherings, such as regularly scheduled community meetings, for a 
maximum of 30 occurrences per year. Subject to availability, groups shall be provided with 
access to sueh SIJaee the Meeting Space if they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a 
refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. 
Developer shall establish and- commencing upon issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
First Phase operate a publicly accessible reservation system whereby community groups can 
reserve the meetiHg SIJaee Meeting Space as available. This requirement shall include only the 
use of space and shall not include Developer's provision of security, food, beverage, equipment 
or other materials. The meetiHg Sflaee Meeting Space will be included in one of the Project 
buildings atttlat all times following the issuance of a final certificate of completion for the First 
Phase, subjeet to availaeility, although it need not be in its initial location. The Meeting Space 
shall include reasonable access to restroom facilities and shall be located within the first three 
floors of the building. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall 
include plans for the Meeting Space which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for 
conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.4. Subject to availability the 
Meeting Space may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project. The foregoing 
requirement is not intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to 
any particular space within the Project, and the location of any meetiHg SIJaee Meeting Space in 
the Project- subject to compliance with the requirements set forth in this subsection 3.1 3.4 may 
be changed at Developer's discretion from time to time. 

3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 
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shall 6e submitted to the PlaHHiHg Direetor prior to issuaHee of a fiHal 
(s)eertifieate of oeeupaHey for the first Phase of the Proj eet 

(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of 
completion for the First Phase Developer shall procure and thereafter operate 
during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service providing for service 
between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. 
Such shuttle service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable 
hours generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to 
improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of 
the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes to the Project and 
the public transportation access points within two blocks of the Project" as such 
service will not be required to accommodate linkages between the Project and 
areas already adequately serviced by DASH and Metro. Developer shall not be 
obligated to expend more than $50 000 per year for the operation of such service. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such program. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the seeoHd First Phase of the Project, thereafter 
during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide or eause to 6e 
provided maintain bicycle amenities withiH the seeoHd Phase of Projeet, iHeludiHg 
short term 6ieyele storage raeks, loHg term 6ieyele storageat the Project in 
accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3 .S(b). Bicycle amenities 
in the First Phase of Project shall include in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space ef 
comnrising not less than MG--200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the 
Initial West Portion Phase shall include in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities,--=and wayfinding signage directing 
bicycle users to such facilities. The fiHal loeatioH of plans submitted by 
Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such bicycle 
facilities shall 6e mutually agreea6le to Developer aHd the Direetor of PlaHHiHg, 
iH their reasoHaele diseretioH which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning 
for conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3 .1.3 .5(b). As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program 
and provide information regarding use of such facilities . 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall 
pro·1ide fuHdiHg iH the amouHt of Fifty ThousaHd Dollars ($50,000) (the "TFsnsit 
Linltttge Payment") to the City or its desigHee toward developmeHt of eoHHeetioH 
meehaHisms from the Proj eet to puelie traHsit serviees eoHstrueted or 
implemeHted after the Bffeetive Date, iHeludiHg wayfiHdiHg sigHage, v1ithiH 1,000 
yards of the Property. Sueh paymeHt 'Nill 6e a eoHditioH to the He~<t Phase of the 
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Proj eet eoHstrueted 6y Developer fo11owiHg the earlier to oeeur of 
(i) eommeHeemeHt of eoHstruetioH 6y City, Metro or otherwise of aHy sueh 
eoHHeetioH meehaHisms that are im13ro'9'emeHts or (ii) eommeHeemeHt of serviee 
City, Metro or otherwise of aHy sueh eoHHeetioH meehaHisms that are serviees, 
sueh as 6us routes. Proof of 13aymeHt of the TraHsit LiHkage PaymeHt (a) cause to 
be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between the Project and all public 
transportation access points within a four block radius of the Project including 
bus stops DASH stops and the Red Line Station and (b) provide funding in the 
amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10 000) to the City' s Department of 
Transportation for the installation at the DASH access point nearest the Project of 
directional signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point 
and the Project and (c) provide funding in the amount of Twenty Five Thousand 
Dollars ($25 000) to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus and commuter 
train access points within a four block radius of the Project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and 
the Project (collectively the "Transit Linkage Payments") to the City and/or 
Metro for such installation. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payments 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate 
of occupancy for sueh--First Phase of the Project. 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50, 000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 
prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the seeoHd First Phase of 
the Project. 

(e) Vine Street ftftd-Metro CeeeeetieesConnection. Developer 
shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the 
Director of Planning-aftd-,,J he 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to 
prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a 
condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the 
Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the Hrst-First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of 
this Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. De'9'elo13er wi11 use its eommereially reasoHaele efferts to oetaiH a 
diseouHt from Metro for sueh 13assesln addition Developer shall purchase and 
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make available not less than 25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project (which passes may be distributed by Developer to such persons in its sole 
discretion). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this 
Agreement Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has 
implemented such program. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the fust-First Phase of the 
Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, 
within each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) 
"Park and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or 
occupants of the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro commuter 
train or bus for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall 
establish and maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure 
that such parking continue to meet such condition the results of which shall be 
submitted as part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this 
Agreement. 

(h) Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement Developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
non-residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services. As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program 
and provide information regarding use of such spaces. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building permit for the first Phase ef the 
Prejeet eH the Initial East Parcel (whieh area is cle13ietecl eH Exhieit A 1 attaehecl herete)Phase, 
Developer shall prepare in cooperation with the City' s Office of Historic Resources and submit 
to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written adjacent structure monitoring 
plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol Records Building, including the 
recording studios and underground echo chambers therein. Approval of such plan may be issued 
by the Director of Building and Safety, in his or her reasonable discretion. The Director shall not 
withhold its approval of the proposed plan if an officer ofEMI Music Ltd. dba Capitol Records., 
or the then tenant of the portions of the Capitol Records Building containing such recording 
studios and echo chambers ("Capitol Records") submits written confirmation that Capitol 
Records has approved such plan. Following its approval, such plan shall be implemented during 
construction (including reconstruction and replacement) of all improvements on the East Parcel. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such monitoring program. 

3.1.3.7 Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming. After 
issuance of a final certificate of completion for the Phase ef-on the Projeet East Parcel which 
includes the open public space to be constructed adjacent to the existing Jazz Mural (the "Art 
Plaza"), for a 13eriecl equal te the lesser efteH (10) years er the remaiHiHg term the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall conduct within the Art Plaza at least four ( 4) public events per year, 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-15- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024180 



EM20850 

which may include musical, dramatic, comedic and/or dance performances, and art exhibitions= 
Programming will be developed in consultation with the City's Cultural Affairs Department the 
Hollywood Arts Council and the Hollywood Business Improvement District. Developer will 
pay for all costs associated with such public events, including planning, promotion, security, 
cleanup and insurance. Developer will obtain all permits required pursuant to applicable law, 
including assembly permits as may be required by the Municipal Code, in connection with each 
such public event. Developer will reasonably consider, but will not be bound to conduct, public 
events suggested by City and/or City Agencies. An annual schedule of such public events will 
be provided by Developer to the City Agency designated by the City to oversee such events. The 
foregoing will all be conducted at Developer's sole cost and expense. 

3.1.3.8 Parking Access Management System. Developer shall provide a 
parking access management system containing, among other things, overhead illuminated signs 
for each exit/entry driveway from public streets into non-residential parking areas of the Project. 
The final size and design of such parking access management system shall be mutually agreeable 
to Developer and the Director of PlaHHiHgBuilding and Safety, in their reasonable discretion. 

3.1.3.9 Pedestrian Improvements Contribution. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to the Hollywood Chamber 
of Commerce Walk of Fame Committee or otherwise as directed by the City (the "Pedestrian 
Payment") toward the renovation and upkeep of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements along Vine Street between the Project and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Such renovation and upkeep is intended to enhance the pedestrian experience for 
people in the vicinity of the Property. Proof of payment of the first half of the Pedestrian 
Payment shall be submitted to the PlaHHiHg Direeter 13rier te issttaHee ef a Department of 
Building and Safety as a condition to issuance of a building permit for the First Phase of the 
Project and proof of payment of the balance of the Pedestrian Payment shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building and Safety as a condition to issuance of the final certificate of 
occupancy for the ffi:st-First Phase of the Project. 

3.1.3.10 Music Appreciation Exhibit. Developer shall install 
publicly accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms within the 
ffi:st-First Phase of the Project (collectively, the "Music Appreciation Exhibit"). The Music 
Appreciation Exhibit shall be designed, decorated and programmed in a manner so as to 
celebrate music and entertainment. The Music Appreciation Exhibit plans (but not any proposed 
programming therein) shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning, in consultation with the 
Council Office, and approved by the Director of Planning, in his or her reasonable discretion. 
Developer's shall be entitled to credit to the Art Developments Fee otherwise payable by 
Developer under the Applicable Rules in connection with the Project for Developer's cost of 
installing such Music Appreciation Exhibit. The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be maintained 
by Developer, at its sole cost, to a standard at least as high as the balance of the Project. As part 
of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has programmed such Music Apnreciation Exhibit. 

3.1.3.11 Hollywood Central Park. CemmeHeiHg ttfl8H the A13ril 15 
Developer shall make a contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central Park in the amount of 
$50 000. Proof of such payment shall be submitted to the Planning Director as a condition to the 
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issuance of the building permit for the First Phase. Thereafter commencing upon the Amil 1 
following the later of (a) issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the fu:st--First Phase of 
the Project or (b) the completion and commencement of operation of the proposed Hollywood 
Central Park, and thereafter on April 1 of each year during the remaining Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall make an annual contribution, in the amount of $50,000 to the City 
Department of Recreation and Parks or otherwise as directed by the City for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

3.1.3.12 Retail/RestauFant Diseount PFogFam. DuriHg the Term 
ef this AgreemeHt, Devele13er will use its eemmereially reaseHaele efferts te estaelish, "vith 
teHaHts ef the Prejeet, a diseeuHt 13regram effered ey retail aHd/er restauraHt teHaHts for the 
e eHefit ef em13leyees aHd resideHts ef the Prej eet. 

3.1.3.13 EleetFieal Cat' ReehaFging Station. Devele13er shall 
eeHstruet, maiHtaiH aHd e13erate v1ithiH the 13arkiHg faeilities efthe Prejeet, teH (10) 208/240 V 40 
am13, greuHded AC eutlets, iH additieH te the eutlets required ey a1313liea0le 13revisieHs ef the 
·M1:1Hiei13al Cede. 

3.1.3.12 3.1.3.14Affordable Housing. Prior to the issuance of any 
final certificate of occupancy for any new residential dwelling units in any Phase of the Project, 
Developer shall provide evidence to the Director of Planning that it has either: 

(a) Affordable Housing Payment. Contributed a fixed-fee payment 
to the City Housing Authority to support affordable housing (each and 
collectively, the "Affordable Housing Payment") in an amount equal to Seventy 
Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000) multiplied by fifteen percent (15%) of the total 
number of market rate residential dwelling units in such Phase as shown on the 
final approved building plans for such Phase,--~or 

(b) Affordable Project Contribution. Contributed an amount equal 
to the Affordable Housing Payment for such Phase to a developer of a Transit 
Affordable Housing Project. As used herein, the term "Transit Affordable 
Housing Project" means a multifamily development project located within 1,000 
yards of a commuter rail station or bus route containing "Affordable Units" (as 
defined below) iH the ameuHt ef He less thaH fifteeH 13ereeHt (15%) efthe tetal 
H1:1me er ef market rate resideHtial dwelliHg 1:1Hits iH s1:1eh Prej eet Phase. As used 
herein, the term "Affordable Units" means multifamily units subject to a 
regulatory agreement with the City and/or other governmental agency limiting 
rental thereto to low and/or very low income families, as defined in Section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended from time to time. 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City. In consideration for 
Developer entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to 
carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purpose, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, the City hereby 
agrees as follows: 
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3.2.1 Entitlement to Develop. Developer has the vested right to develop the 
Project containing up to Maximum Floor Area in, on, under and/or above the Property as 
contemplated by the EIR subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the A-fl13lieaele 
Ri:iles, Proj eet A1313rovals, (including the Equivalency Program and the Development 
Regulations) the Applicable Rules the Project Approvals and the Reserved Powers. The 
114 ,303 square feet of e~fistiHg Floor Area in the Existing Improvements Cl 14 303 square feet as 
of the Effective Date) shall be included as part of such maximum permitted density of the 
Project. The density of certain portions of the Property may exceed the pro-rata or average per 
acre density for the Property as a whole provided that (a) such density shall be subject to 
maximum height limitations applicable to each portion of the Property as set forth in the Project 
Approvals and Development Regulations, and (b) the total density for the Property shall not 
exceed Maximum Floor Area. Developer's vested rights under this Agreement shall include, 
without limitation, the right to remodel, renovate, rehabilitate, rebuild, or replace the Project or 
any portion thereof throughout the applicable Term for any reason, including, without limitation, 
in the event of damage, destruction, or obsolescence of the Project or any portion thereof, subject 
to the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, and Reserved Powers. Any and/or all Existing 
Improvements which comply with the Applicable Rules on the Property as of the Effective Date 
which are damaged or destroyed during the Term may be remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, 
repaired, rebuilt or replaced subject to the Applicable Rules (other than the Project Description 
set forth on Exhibit B) and the Reserved Powers. To the extent that all or any portion of the 
Project is remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, rebuilt, or replaced, Developer may locate that 
portion of the Project at any other location of the Property, subject to the requirements of the 
Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules, and the Reserved Powers. 

3.2.2 Consistency in Applicable Rules. Based upon all information made 
available to the City up to or concurrently with the execution of this Agreement, the City finds 
and certifies that no Applicable Rules prohibit or prevent or encumber the full completion and 
occupancy of the Project in accordance with the uses, densities, designs, heights, signage 
regulations, permitted demolition, and other development entitlements incorporated and agreed 
to herein and in the Project Approvals. 

3.2.3 Changes in Applicable Rules. 

3.2.3.1 Non-Application of Changes in Applicable Rules. Any change 
in, or addition to, the Applicable Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any 
applicable General Plan, zoning or building regulation, adopted, or becoming effective after the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by means of 
ordinance including but not limited to adoption of a specific plan or overlay zone, The City 
Charter amendment, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium, 
initiated, or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by the City, the Mayor, City 
Council, Planning Commission or any other Board, Commission, Department or Agency of the 
City, or any officer or employee thereof, or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, 
absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any 
way with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, or this Agreement, shall not be applied to the 
Project unless these changes represent an exercise of the City's Reserved Powers, or are 
otherwise agreed to in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may, in its 
sole discretion, give the City written notice of its election to have any subsequent change in the 
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Applicable Rules applied to some portion or all of the Property as it may own, in which case 
such subsequent change in the Applicable Rules shall be deemed to be contained within the 
Applicable Rules insofar as that portion of the Property is concerned. In the event of any conflict 
or inconsistency between this Agreement and the Applicable Rules, the provisions of this 
Agreement shall control. 

3.2.3.2 Changes in Building and Fire Codes. Notwithstanding any 
provision of this Agreement to the contrary, development of the Project shall be subject to 
changes occurring from time to time in the California Building Code and other uniform 
construction codes. In addition, development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring 
from time to time in Chapters V and IX of the Municipal Code regarding the construction, 
engineering, and design standards for both public and private improvements provided that these 
changes are (1) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are 
generally applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or City Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.3.3 Changes Mandated by Federal or State Law. This Agreement 
shall not preclude the application to the Project of changes in, or additions to, the Applicable 
Rules, including rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies, to the extent that these 
changes or additions are mandated to be applied to developments such as this Project by state or 
federal regulations, pursuant to the Reserved Powers. In the event state or federal laws or 
regulations prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, these 
provisions shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with state or federal 
laws or regulations. 

3.2.4 Subsequent Development Review. The City shall not require Developer 
to obtain any approvals or permits for the development of the Project in accordance with this 
Agreement other than those permits or approvals that are required by the Applicable Rules, the 
Reserved Powers, and/or the Project Approvals. Except as permitted by the Equivalency 
Program and by those changes and modifications as described in Section 3.2.5, any subsequent 
Discretionary Action initiated by Developer that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or 
Applicable Rules, which changes the uses, intensity, density, building height, or timing of the 
Project, or decreases the lot area, setbacks, yards, parking, or which increases entitlements 
allowed under the Project Approvals, shall be subject to rules, regulations, ordinances, and 
official policies of the City then in effect. The Parties agree that this Agreement does not 
modify, alter or change the City's obligations pursuant to CEQA and acknowledge that future 
Discretionary Actions may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. In the 
event that additional environmental review is required by CEQA, the City agrees to utilize tiered 
environmental documents to the fullest extent permitted by law, as determined by the City, and 
as provided in California Public Resources Code Sections 21093 and 21094. 

3.2.5 Development Pttt'ttmeteFsRegulations . 

3.2.5.1 Development Flexibility. The City acknowledges that the 
Development Parameters Regulations provide flexibility regarding modifications to Project's 
final development layout so that the Project can be built with a mix of uses and layout that 
responds to market demand and changing needs of the Southern California economy while 
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maintaining design quality and consistency. Developer shall have the right to modify the Project 
within the limits set forth in the Development ParametersRegulations. Implementation of the 
Development Parameters Regulations will not require any new or additional Discretionary 
Approvals from the City. 

3.2.5.2 Development Regulations. The Development Regulations permit 
design flexibility within a set of site-wide guidelines and standards that ensure the integrity of an 
overall master plan concept for the Site and protect the visual and environmental quality of the 
Project as a whole. The Development Regulations establish standards for use, bulk, parking and 
loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting and sustainability. 

3.2.5.3 Equivalency Program. The ::Equivalency Program-" (herein so 
called) is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while ensuring that a change 
in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. With respect to any 
proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange Phase") that would result in a build out of the 
Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project scenarios studied under the EIR 
under the Equivalency Program Developer may request a transfer or exchange of land uses for 
such Exchange Phase by a delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the 
City which request shall be accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use 
transfer/exchange that is being proposed for such Exchange Phase· (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in the Exchange Phase together with the Existing 
Improvements and the other Phases nreviously developed are consistent with the overall AM 
and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-3 Project Trip Cap from the EIR a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR (collectively an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). 
The Planning Director shall approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange 
Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in such Table 11-3 Project 
Trip Cap and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the 
EIR. 

3.2.5.4 EIR Analysis. Implementation of the Development Parameters 
Regulations will not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts as analyzed in the EIR. 
The Project including the development flexibility set forth in the Development Parameters 
Regulations were fully analyzed in the EIR. 

3.2.6 Special Taxes and Assessments. Developer shall have the right, to the 
extent permitted by law, to protest, oppose, and vote against any and all special taxes, 
assessments, levies, charges, and/or fees imposed with respect to any assessment districts, 
infrastructure financing, Mello-Roos or community facilities districts, community taxing 
districts, maintenance districts, or other similar districts. If Developer requests the formation of 
any such districts in connection with the Project, the City agrees to cooperate fully in their 
formation. 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-20- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024185 



EM20855 

3.2. 7 Effective Development Standards. The City agrees that it is bound to 
permit the uses, intensity of use and density on this Property which are permitted by this 
Agreement and the Project Approvals, insofar as this Agreement and the Project Approvals so 
provide or as otherwise set forth in the Applicable Rules or the Reserved Powers. The City 
hereby agrees that it will not unreasonably withhold or unreasonably condition any Discretionary 
Action which must be issued by the City in order for the Project to proceed, provided that 
Developer reasonably and satisfactorily complies with all City-wide standard procedures, 
actions, payments of Processing Fees and Charges, and criteria generally required of developers 
by the City for processing Requests for development consistent with this Agreement. 

3.2.8 Interim Use. The City agrees that Developer may use the Property during 
the Term of this Agreement for any use which is otherwise permitted by the applicable zoning 
regulations and the General Plan in effect at the time of the interim use, except as expressly 
provided in this Development Agreement, or pursuant to any approvals, permits, other 
agreements between the City and Developer, or other entitlements previously granted and in 
effect as of the Effective Date. 

3.2.9 Moratoria or Interim Control Ordinances. In the event an ordinance, 
resolution, policy, or other measure is enacted, whether by action of the City, by initiative, or 
otherwise, which relates directly or indirectly to the Project or to the rate, amount, timing, 
sequencing, or phasing of the development or construction of the Project on all or any part of the 
Property, the City agrees that such ordinance, resolution, or other measure shall not apply to the 
Property or this Agreement, unless such changes: (1) are found by the City to be necessary to the 
public health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are generally applicable on a 
Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or the City 
Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.10 Time Period of Tentative Tract Map and Project Approvals. The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Project may be subject to unavoidable delays due to 
factors outside Developer's control. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
66452.6(a), the City agrees that the duration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and any new 
tract or parcel map which are consistent with the Project Approvals, shall automatically be 
extended for the Term of this Agreement. The City further agrees that the duration of all of the 
Project Approvals shall automatically be extended for the Term of this Agreement. 

3.2.11 Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees 
and Charges for Ministerial Permits and Approvals. 

3.2.12 Timeframes and Staffing for Processing and Review. The City agrees 
that expeditious processing of Ministerial Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions, if 
any, and any other approvals or actions required for the Project are critical to the implementation 
of the Project. In recognition of the importance of timely processing and review of Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals, the City agrees to work with Developer to establish time frames for 
processing and reviewing such Ministerial Permits and Approvals and to comply with 
timeframes established in the Project Approvals. The City agrees to expedite all Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions requested by Developer, if any. 
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3.2.13 Other Governmental Approvals. Developer may apply for such other 
permits and approvals as may be required for development of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement from other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Property. The City shall cooperate with Developer in its endeavors to 
obtain such permits and approvals. Each Party shall take all actions and do all things, and 
execute, with acknowledgment or affidavit, if required, any and all documents and writings that 
may be necessary or proper to achieve the purposes and objectives of this Agreement. 

3.2.14 Administrative Changes and Modifications. The Parties may determine 
as the development of the Project proceeds that refinements and changes are appropriate with 
respect to certain details of the Project and the performance of the Parties under this Agreement. 
The Parties desire to retain a certain degree of flexibility with respect to the details of the Project 
development and with respect to those items covered in general terms under this Agreement and 
under the Project Approvals. If and when the Parties find that "Substantially Conforming 
Changes," as herein defined, are necessary or appropriate, they shall, unless otherwise required 
by law, effectuate such changes or adjustments through administrative modifications approved 
by the Parties. As used herein, "Substantially Conforming Changes" are changes, 
modifications or adjustments that are substantially consistent with the Project Approvals, and 
that do not materially alter the overall nature, scope or design of the Project including, without 
limitation, minor changes to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, minor changes in building 
footprint configurations, locations, size or heights of buildings, architectural features or other 
Development PaFameteFs Regulations (subject in all cases to the maximum density intensity of 
use and height FestFietioH restrictions set forth in the Applicable Rules), signage or configuration 
and size of parcels or lots (including lot line adjustments). Stteh-Substantially Conforming 
Changes would not be considered Discretionary Actions, and would therefore not require a 
public hearing. 

3.3 Third Party Property. The Third Party Property, which may be acquired by 
Developer after the Effective Date, shall be subject to this Agreement upon acquisition thereof 
by Developer (or any of them or any entity controlled by, controlling or under common control 
with any of them), including without limitation the Development ParnmeteFSRegulations. 
Developer shall provide to the City (a) notice pursuant to Section 6.2 and Section 7.12 of this 
Agreement of the acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, and (ii) evidence of 
Developer's ownership or leasehold interest in the Third Party Property. Developer is in no way 
obligated to acquire or attempt to acquire the Third Party Property, and in the event that 
Developer does not acquire the Third Party Property, neither Developer nor the owner of the 
Third Party Property shall have any rights or obligations under the terms of this Agreement with 
respect to the Third Party Property. 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW. 

4.1 Annual Review. During the Term of this Agreement, the City shall review 
annually Developer's compliance with this Agreement by Developer, and/or any Transferee. 
This periodic review shall be limited in scope to good faith compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement as provided in the Development Agreement Act and Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, shall have the burden of demonstrating such good faith compliance relating solely to 
such parties' portion of the Property and any development located thereon. The Annual Review 
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shall be in the form of an Annual Report prepared and submitted by the Planning Director. The 
Report shall include: the number, type and square footage of and the status of the Project; any 
transfers of floor area; the total number of parking spaces developed; provisions for open space; 
any equivalency transfers; status of activities relating to streetscape improvements; and a 
summary of performance of Developer's obligations. For pumoses of this Section each 
Transferee shall be the "Developer" with respect to the portion of the Property owned by it. 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure. Submission by Developer, and/or Transferee, of 
evidence of compliance with this Agreement with respect to each such Party's portion of the 
Property, in a form which the Planning Director may reasonably establish, shall be made in 
writing and transmitted to the Planning Director not later than sixty (60) days prior to the yearly 
anniversary of the Effective Date. The public shall be afforded an opportunity to submit written 
comments regarding compliance to the Planning Director at least sixty (60) days prior to the 
yearly anniversary of the Effective Date. All such public comments and final staff reports shall, 
upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer, and/or any 
Transferees. 

4.2.1 Special Review. The City may order a special review of compliance with 
this Agreement, at any time. 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination. On or before the yearly anniversary of the 
Effective Date of the Agreement, the Planning Director shall make a determination regarding 
whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee, has complied in good faith with the provisions 
and conditions of this Agreement. This determination shall be made in writing with reasonable 
specificity, and a copy of the determination shall be provided to Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, in the manner prescribed in Section 7.120. 

4.4 Appeal by Developer. In the event the Planning Director makes a finding and 
determination of non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, shall be 
entitled to appeal that determination to the Planning Commission. After a public hearing on the 
appeal, the Planning Commission shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, has 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement. Nothing in this 
Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying or abrogating Los Angeles City 
Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and Board actions). 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance. If, as a result of this Annual Review 
procedure, it is found and determined by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission or 
The City Council, on appeal, that Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, has not 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, the City, after 
denial of any appeal or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal period 
described in Section 7.3, shall submit to Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, 
by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner 
prescribed in Section 7.11, stating with specificity those obligations of Developer and/or any 
Transferee, as the case may be, which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of 
non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, shall promptly 
commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the 
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notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty (60) days after 
receipt of the notice of default, or any longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
items of the default(s), by mutual consent of the City and Developer provided that Developer 
shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the item of default(s) is 
cured. 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure. If the Planning Director finds and 
determines that Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee (or any one of them) has not 
cured a default pursuant to this Section, and that the City intends to terminate or modify this 
Agreement or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
Planning Director shall make a report to the Planning Commission. The Planning Director shall 
then set a date for a public hearing before the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If after the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that (i) such Developer, or such Transferee has not cured a default pursuant to this 
Section, and (ii) subject to Sections 5.1. I and 5. I.4, the City may terminate or modify this 
Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
finding and determination shall be appealable to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3 
hereof In the event of a finding and determination of compliance, there shall be no appeal by 
any person or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying 
or abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council's review of Commission and 
Council actions). 

4. 7 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Subject to Sections 5. I. I and 
5. I .4, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights 
and obligations, as the case may be, after the final determination of noncompliance by the City 
Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal periods described in 
Section 7.3. There shall be no modifications of this Agreement unless the City Council acts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65867.5 and 65868, irrespective of whether an appeal is 
taken as provided in Section 7.3. 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs. Developer shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, 
reasonably and necessarily incurred, to accomplish the required annual review. 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the Property. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 4 or any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Transferee of all or any portion of the Property shall only be responsible for 
submitting evidence of compliance with this Agreement as it relates solely to that portion of the 
Property transferred, assigned, or conveyed to such Transferee in an Assignment Agreement 
authorized by Section 6.2 of this Agreement. 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer. The City's rights in 
Section 4 of this Agreement relating to compliance with this Agreement by Developer shall be 
limited to only those rights and obligations assumed by Developer under this Agreement and as 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement authorized by Section 6.2 of this 
Agreement. 
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4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation. From time to time, Developer 
of any portion of the Property may, separate from the annual review process, submit a written 
request for confirmation from the Planning Director that certain obligations of this Agreement 
have been satisfied. Subject to the time limits and process requirements of Section 4.3, the 
Planning Director shall issue a written confirmation stating either that such obligations have been 
satisfied or setting forth the reasons why subject obligation have not been satisfied. 

5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS. 

5.1 Default by Developer. 

5.1.1 Default. In the event Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee of 
any portion of the Property fails to perform its obligations under this Agreement applicable to its 
portion of the Property as specified in the applicable Assignment Agreement, in a timely manner 
and in compliance pursuant to Section 4 of this Agreement, the City shall have all rights and 
remedies provided for in this Agreement, including, without limitation, modifying or terminating 
this Agreement, provided that (a) such modification or termination shall relate solely and 
exclusively to the property of the defaulting Developer or Transferee, and (b) the City has first 
complied with all applicable notice and opportunity to cure provisions in Sections 5. I .2 and 6. I .5 
and given notice as provided in Sections 4.3, 4.6, 6. I .4 and/or 7.11 hereof, and (c) Developer 
may appeal such declaration in the manner provided in, and subject to all terms and provisions 
of, Sections 4.4 and 4.5. In no event shall a default by a Developer or a Transferee of any 
portion of the Property constitute a default by any non-defaulting Developer or Transferee with 
respect to such non-defaulting parties' obligations hereunder nor affect such non-defaulting 
parties' rights hereunder, or respective portion of the Property. 

5.1.2 Notice of Default. The City through the Planning Director shall submit to 
Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee, as applicable, by registered or certified mail, 
return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 7. I I, 
identifying with specificity those obligations of such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, 
which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, Developer or Transferee, 
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after 
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty 
(60) days after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
remedy the default(s), provided that Developer or Transferee, as applicable, shall continuously 
and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

5.1.3 Failure to Cure Default Procedures. If after the cure period has elapsed 
(Section 4.6), the Planning Director finds and determines that Developer (or any of them), or a 
Transferee, as the case may be, remains in default and that the City intends, subject to Section 
5. I. I and 5. I .4 of this Agreement, to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the Planning Director shall make a report to 
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Commission in accordance 
with the notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If 
after public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, remain(s) in default and that the City 
intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and 
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obligations, as the case may be, such Developer and such Transferee shall be entitled to appeal 
that finding and determination to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3. In the event 
of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be no appeal by any person 
or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying of 
abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and 
Board actions). 

5.1.4 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Upon default by 
Developer (or any of them) or a Transferee and the delivery of notice and expiration of all 
applicable cure periods, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations hereunder, as the case may be, relating solely to the defaulting 
Developer or Transferee and such defaulting party's portion of the Property, after such final 
determination of the City Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal 
periods described in Section 7.3 relating to the defaulting parties rights and obligations. There 
shall be no termination or modification of this Agreement unless the City Council acts pursuant 
to Section 7.3. 

5.2 Default by the City. 

5.2.1 Default. In the event the City does not accept, process, or render a 
decision on necessary development permits, entitlements, or other land use or building approvals 
for use as provided in this Agreement upon compliance with the requirements thereof, or as 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, or the City otherwise defaults under the provisions of this 
Agreement, Developer, and any Transferee, shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or 
by applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City's 
obligations under this Agreement provided that Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, has 
first complied with the procedures in Section 5.2.2. No part of this Agreement shall be deemed 
to abrogate or limit any immunities or defenses the City may otherwise have with respect to 
claims for monetary damages. 

5.2.2 Notice of Default. Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, shall first 
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations that have 
not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City shall promptly commence to 
cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the notice of default 
and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than one hundred and twenty (120) days 
after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
default(s), provided that the City shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times 
until the default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City has cured the default, 
the Parties shall submit the matter to arbitration pursuant to Section 7.5 of this Agreement. 

5.3 No Monetary Damages. It is acknowledged by the Parties that the City would 
not have entered into this Agreement if it were liable in monetary damages under or with respect 
to this Agreement or the application thereof. The Parties agree and recognize that, as a practical 
matter, it may not be possible to determine an amount of monetary damages which would 
adequately compensate Developer for its investment of time and financial resources in planning 
to arrive at the kind, location, intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate 
the consideration the City would require to enter into this Agreement to justify the exposure. 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-26- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024191 



EM20861 

Therefore, the Parties agree that each of the Parties may pursue any remedy at law or equity 
available for any breach of any provision of this Agreement, except that the Parties shall not be 
liable in monetary damages and the Parties covenant not to sue for or claim any monetary 
damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. 

6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS. 

6.1.1 Encumbrances on the Property. The Parties hereto agree that this 
Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer (or any of them), or any Transferee, from 
encumbering the Property or any estate or interest therein, portion thereof, or any improvement 
thereon, together with the rights of Developer hereunder, in any manner whatsoever by one or 
more Mortgages with respect to the construction, development, use or operation of the Project 
and parts thereof. The City acknowledges that the Mortgagees may require certain Agreement 
interpretations and modifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with 
Developer and representatives of such lender(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for 
interpretation or modification. The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such 
requested interpretation or modification, provided such interpretation or modification is 
consistent with the intent and purposes of this Agreement. 

6.1.2 Mortgagee Protection. To the extent legally permissible, this Agreement 
shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property, or any portion thereof, 
including the lien of any Mortgage. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no breach of this Agreement 
shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and 
for value. Any acquisition or acceptance of title or any right or interest in or with respect to the 
Property or any portion thereof by a Mortgagee, pursuant to foreclosure, trustee's sale, deed in 
lieu of foreclosure, lease or sublease termination or otherwise, shall be subject to all of the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement applicable to the Property or such portion, as applicable, except 
that any such Mortgagee, including its affiliate, or any other entity (a "Mortgagee Successor") 
which acquires the Property or any portion thereof a result of the foreclosure of such Mortgage, 
by power of sale granted thereunder, by acceptance of a deed in lieu of foreclosure, pursuant to a 
bankruptcy proceeding or other such similar proceedings or otherwise as a result of the exercise 
of remedies under any Mortgage, shall be entitled to the benefits arising under this Agreement 
provided Mortgagee complies with Section 6.1.3 below. 

6.1.3 Mortgagee Not Obligated. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
Section 6, Mortgagee will not have any obligation or duty pursuant to the terms set forth in this 
Agreement to perform the obligations of Developer or other affirmative covenants of Developer 
hereunder, or to guarantee such performance, except that the Mortgagee or its Mortgagee 
Successor shall have no vested right to develop the Project without fully complying with the 
terms of this Agreement and executing and delivering to the City, in a form and with terms 
reasonably acceptable to the City, an assumption agreement of Developer's obligations 
hereunder relating to the portion of the Property acquired by such Mortgagee or Mortgagee 
Successor which in the case of unpaid monetary obligations shall be deemed allocated pro rata 
based upon the relation of the size of the land acquired to all of the land in the property unless 
otherwise agreed by such Mortgagee or Successor Mortgagee. 
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6.1.4 Request for Notice to Mortgage. The Mortgagee of any Mortgage or 
deed of trust encumbering the Property, or any part or interest thereof, who has submitted a 
request in writing to the City in the manner specified herein for giving notices shall be entitled to 
receive written notification from the City of any notice of non-compliance by Developer in the 
performance of Developer's obligations under this Agreement. As of the date hereof, HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as administrative agent for itself and certain other lenders 
("Existing Me.-tgagageeMortgagee") is the Mortgagee of the entire Property and there are no 
other Mortgagees. The City acknowledges that Existing Mortgagee has requested notices 
pursuant to this Section 6.1.4 and that Existing Mortgagee's addresses for notices are as follows: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
545 Washington Boulevard, I 0th Floor 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07310 
Attention: Commercial Mortgage Servicing 

Department 

with a copy to: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
601 Montgomery Street, 10th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Attention: Ms. Mee Mee Kiong 

6.1.5 Mortgagee's Time to Cure. If the City timely receives a request from a 
Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of non-compliance given to Developer under the 
terms of this Agreement, the City shall provide a copy of that notice to the Mortgagee within ten 
(10) days of sending the notice of non-compliance to Developer. The Mortgagee shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to cure the non-compliance for a period of one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the Mortgagee receives written notice, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
acquire possession of the Property or portion thereof (to the extent necessary to cure the default) 
and remedy the default(s), provided that Mortgagee shall continuously and diligently pursue the 
remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured::-

6.1.6 Disaffirmation. If this Agreement is terminated as to any portion of the 
Property by reason of (i) any default or (ii) as a result of a bankruptcy proceeding, or if this 
Agreement is disaffirmed by a receiver, liquidator, or trustee for Developer or its property, the 
City, if requested by any Mortgagee, shall negotiate in good faith with such Mortgagee (or if 
more than one Mortgage encumbers such portion of the Property, the Mortgagee holding the 
highest, or most senior priority Mortgage) for a new development agreement in substantially the 
same form as this Agreement for the Project or such portion of the Property acquired by such 
Mortgagee or its Successor Mortgagee. This Agreement does not require any Mortgagee to enter 
into a new development agreement pursuant to this Section. 

6.2 Assignment. The Property, as well as the rights and obligations of Developer 
under this Agreement, may be transferred or assigned in whole or in part by Developer to a 
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Transferee without the consent of the City, subject to the conditions set forth below in 
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.1 Conditions of Assignment. No such assignment shall be valid until and 
unless the following occur: 

(a) Written Notice of Assignment Required. Developer, or any 
successor transferor, gives prior written notice to the City of its intention to assign 
or transfer any of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement and a 
complete disclosure of the identity of the assignee or Transferee, including copies 
of the Articles of Incorporation in the case of corporations, the trust declaration in 
the case of non-public trusts, the names of individual members in the case of a 
limited liability company, and the names of individual partners in the case of 
partnerships. Any failure by Developer or any successor transferor to provide the 
notice shall be curable in accordance with the provisions in Section 5 .1. 

(b) Automatic Assumption of Obligations. Unless otherwise stated 
elsewhere in this Agreement to the contrary, a Transferee of Property or any 
portion thereof expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the rights and 
obligations of this Agreement (including an allocation of the Transferee's share of 
the Maximum Floor Area) transferred or assigned by Developer and which are 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement. 

6.2.2 Liability Upon Assignment. Each Developer of any portion of the 
Property shall be solely and only liable for performance of such Developer's obligations 
applicable to its portion of the Property under this Agreement as specified in the applicable 
Assignment Agreement. Upon the assignment or transfer of any portion of the Property together 
with any obligations assignable under this Agreement, the Transferee shall become solely and 
only liable for the performance of those assigned or transferred obligations so assumed and shall 
have the rights of a "Developer" under this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Property 
acquired; which such rights and obligations shall be set forth specifically in the Assignment 
Agreement, executed by the transferring Developer, and the Transferee, as of the date of such 
transfer, assignment or conveyance of the applicable portion of the Property. The failure of a 
Developer of any portion of the Property to perform such Developer's obligation set forth in the 
applicable Assignment Agreement may result, at the City's option, in a declaration that this 
Agreement has been breached and the City may, but shall not be obligated to, exercise its rights 
and remedies under this Agreement solely as it relates to the defaulting Developer's portion of 
the Property as provided for in Section 5.1 hereof, subject to such defaulting Developer's right to 
notice and opportunity to cure the default in accordance with provisions of SeetieH Sections 4.6 
and 5. 1 hereof 

6.2.3 Release of Developer. With respect to a transfer and assignment of all or 
a portion of a Developer's interest in the Property and the related rights and obligations 
hereunder, upon the effective date of any such transfer and assignment, as evidenced by the 
execution of an Assignment Agreement pursuant to this Section 6.2 between such Developer and 
the Transferee and delivery of such Assignment Agreement to the City, such Developer shall 
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automatically be released from any further obligations to the City under this Agreement with 
respect to the portion of the Property so transferred. 

6.2.4 Release of Property Transferee. A Transferee shall not be liable for any 
obligations to the City under this Agreement relating to any portion of the Property other than 
that portion transferred to such Transferee, and no default by a Developer under this Agreement 
with respect to such other portions of the Property shall be deemed a default by such Transferee 
with respect to the portion of the Property transferred to such Transferee. 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

7.1 Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date on which 
this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles after execution by 
Developer and Mayor of the City of Los Angeles. 

7.2 Term. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and 
shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless said Term is otherwise terminated or modified by 
circumstances set forth in this Agreement or by mutual consent of the Parties hereto. Following 
the expiration of this Term, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and effect; 
provided, however, that this termination shall not affect any right or duty arising from 
entitlements or approvals, including the Project Approvals on the Property, approved 
concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Effective Date of this Agreement. The Term of this 
Agreement shall automatically be extended for the period of time of any actual delay resulting 
from any enactments pursuant to the Reserved Powers or moratoria, or from legal actions or 
appeals which enjoin performance under this Agreement or act to stay performance under this 
Agreement (other than bankruptcy or similar procedures), or from any actions taken pursuant to 
Section 7.5 (Dispute Resolution), or from any litigation related to the Project Approvals, this 
Agreement or the Property. 

7.3 Appeals to City Council. Where an appeal by Developer, or its Transferees, as 
the case may be, to the City Council from a finding and/or determination of the Planning 
Commission is created by this Agreement, such appeal shall be taken, if at all, within twenty (20) 
days after the mailing of such finding and/or determination to Developer, or its successors, 
Transferees, and/or assignees, as the case may be. The City Council shall act upon the finding 
and/or determination of the Planning Commission within eighty (80) days after such mailing, or 
within such additional period as may be agreed upon by Developer, or its Transferees, as the case 
may be, and the City Council. The failure of the City Council to act shall not be deemed to be a 
denial or approval of the appeal, which shall remain pending until final the City Council action. 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, whenever a period of time, including a reasonable period of time, 
is designated within which either Party hereto is required to do or complete any act, matter or 
thing, the time for the doing or completion thereof shall be extended by a period of time equal to 
the number of days during which such Party is actually prevented from, or is unreasonably 
interfered with, the doing or completion of such act, matter or thing because of causes beyond 
the reasonable control of the Party to be excused, including: war; insurrection; riots; floods; 
earthquakes; fires; casualties; acts of God; litigation and administrative proceedings against the 
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Project (not including any administrative proceedings contemplated by this Agreement in the 
normal course of affairs (such as the Annual Review)); any approval required by the City (not 
including any period of time normally expected for the processing of such approvals in the 
ordinary course of affairs); restrictions imposed or mandated by other governmental entities; 
enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations; judicial decisions; the exercise of 
the City's Reserved Powers; or similar bases for excused performance which are not within the 
reasonable control of the Party to be excused (financial inability excepted). This Section shall 
not be applicable to any proceedings with respect to bankruptcy or receivership initiated by or on 
behalf of Developer or, if not dismissed within ninety (90) days, by any third parties against 
Developer. If written notice of such delay is given to either Party within thirty (30) days of the 
commencement of such delay, an extension of time for such cause will be granted in writing for 
the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.5 Dispute Resolution. 

7.5.1 Dispute Resolution Proceedings. The Parties may agree to dispute 
resolution proceedings to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes or questions of interpretation 
under this Agreement. These dispute resolution proceedings may include: (a) procedures 
developed by the City for expeditious interpretation of questions arising under development 
agreements; or (b) any other manner of dispute resolution which is mutually agreed upon by the 
Parties. 

7.5.2 Arbitration. Any dispute between the Parties that is to be resolved by 
arbitration shall be settled and decided by arbitration conducted by an arbitrator who must be a 
former judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court or Appellate Justice of the Second 
District Court of Appeals or the California Supreme Court. This arbitrator shall be selected by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

7.5.2.1 Arbitration Procedures. Upon appointment of the arbitrator, the 
matter shall be set for arbitration at a time not less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) days 
from the effective date of the appointment of the arbitrator. The arbitration shall be conducted 
under the procedures set forth in Code of Civil Procedure Section 638, et seq., or under such 
other procedures as are agreeable to both Parties, except that provisions of the California Code of 
Civil Procedure pertaining to discovery and the provisions of the California Evidence Code shall 
be applicable to such proceeding. 

7.5.3 Extension of Term. The Term of this Agreement as set forth in 
Section 7.2 shall automatically be extended for the period of time in which the Parties are 
engaged in dispute resolution to the degree that such extension of the Term is reasonably 
required because activities which would have been completed prior to the expiration of the Term 
are delayed beyond the scheduled expiration of the Term as the result of such dispute resolution. 

7.5.4 Legal Action. Either Party may, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or 
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance the obligations and rights of the Parties hereto. Notwithstanding the above, the 
City's right to seek specific performance shall be specifically limited to compelling Developer to 
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complete, demolish or make safe any particular improvement(s) on public lands which is 
required as a Mitigation Measure or Condition of Approval. Developer shall have no liability 
(other than the potential termination of this Agreement) if the contemplated development fails to 
occur. 

7.5.5 Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California, and the venue for any legal actions brought 
by any Party with respect to this Agreement shall be the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California for state actions and the Central District of California for any federal actions. 

7.6 Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual 
consent in writing of the Parties to this Agreement and each Mortgagee in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65868, and any Transferee of the Property or any portion thereof, in 
the event such amendment affects the rights and obligations of the Transferee under this 
Agreement in connection with the development, use and occupancy of its portion of the Property 
and/or any improvements located thereon. Any amendment to this Agreement which relates to 
the Term, permitted uses, substantial density or intensity of use, height, or size of buildings 
provisions (not otherwise permitted by the Development Parameters Regulations or changes and 
modifications pursuant to Section 3.2.5 or otherwise permitted by the Agreement) obligations for 
reservation and dedication of land, conditions, restrictions, and requirements relating to 
subsequent Discretionary Action or any conditions or covenants relating to the use of the 
Property, which are not provided for under the Applicable Rules or Project Approvals, shall 
require notice and public hearing before the Parties may execute an amendment thereto. 
Developer, or a Transferee as applicable, shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably 
and necessarily incurred, to review any amendments requested by Developer or a Transferee, 
including the cost of any public hearings. 

7.7 Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants which 
shall run with the land comprising the Property for the benefit thereof, subject to the provisions 
of any Assignment Agreement (if applicable), and the burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and 
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and all successors and assigns of the Parties, including 
any Transferee of Developer. 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation.Cooperation in the Event of Legal 
Challenge. In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other governmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the Parties hereby 
agree to affirmatively cooperate in defending said action. Developer and the City agree to 
cooperate in any legal action seeking specific performance, declaratory relief or injunctive relief, 
to set court dates at the earliest practicable date(s) and not cause delay in the prosecution/defense 
of the action, provided such cooperation shall not require any Party to waive any rights. 

7.8.2 Relationship of the Parties. It is understood and agreed by the Parties 
hereto that the contractual relationship created between the Parties hereunder is that Developer is 
an independent contractor and not an agent of the City. Further, the City and Developer hereby 
renounce the existence of any form of joint venture or partnership between them and agree that 
nothing herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making 
the City and Developer joint-venturers or partners. 
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7.9 Indemnification. 

7.9.1 Obligation to Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless: Developer 
hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, and 
employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding ("Proceeding") against the City or its agents, 
officers, or employees (i) to set aside, void, or annul, all or any part of any Project Approval, or 
(ii) for any damages, personal injury or death which may arise, directly or indirectly, from such 
Developer or such Developer's contractors, subcontractors', agents', or employees' operations in 
connection with the construction of the Project, whether operations be by such Developer or any 
of such Developer's contractors, subcontractors, by anyone or more persons directly or indirectly 
employed by, or acting as agent for such Developer or any of such Developer's contractors or 
subcontractors. In the event that the City, upon being served with a lawsuit or other legal 
process to set aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, fails to promptly notify 
Developer of the Proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense of the Proceeding, 
Developer shall thereafter be relieved of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. However, if 
Developer has actual notice of the Proceeding, it shall not be relieved of the obligations imposed 
hereunder, notwithstanding the failure of the City to provide prompt notice of the Proceeding. 
The City shall be considered to have failed to give prompt notification of a Proceeding if the 
City, after being served with a lawsuit or other legal process challenging the Approvals, 
unreasonably delays in providing notice thereof to the Applicant. As used herein, "unreasonably 
delays" shall mean any delay that materially adversely impacts Applicant's ability to defend the 
Proceeding. The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall apply notwithstanding any 
allegation or determination in the Proceedings that the City acted contrary to applicable laws. 
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean that Developer shall hold the City harmless 
and/or defend it from any claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, intentional misconduct or 
gross negligence in the performance of this Agreement. 

7.9.2 Defending the Project Approvals. Developer shall have the obligation 
to timely retain legal counsel to defend against any Proceeding to set aside, void, or annul, all or 
any part of any Project Approval. The City shall have the right if it so chooses, to defend the 
Proceeding utilizing in-house legal staff, in which case Developer shall be liable for all legal 
costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City, including charges for staff time charged. In the 
event of a conflict of interest which prevents Developer's legal counsel from representing the 
City, and in the event the City does not have the in-house legal resources to defend against the 
Proceeding, the City shall also have the right to retain outside legal counsel, in which case 
Developer shall be liable for all legal costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City. Provided 
that Developer is not in breach of the terms of this Section 7.9, the City shall not enter into any 
settlement of the Proceeding which involves modification to any Project Approval or otherwise 
results in Developer incurring liabilities or other obligations, without the consent of Developer. 

7.9.3 Breach of Obligations. Actions constituting a breach of the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9 shall include, but not be limited to: (i) the failure to timely retain 
qualified legal counsel to defend against the Proceedings; (ii) the failure to promptly pay the City 
for any attorneys' fees or other legal costs for which the City is liable pursuant to a judgment or 
settlement agreement in the Proceeding seeking to set aside, void or annul all or part of any 
Project Approval; or (iii) the breach of any other obligation imposed in this Section 7.9, in each 
case after written notice from the City and a reasonable period of time in which to cure the 
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breach, not to exceed thirty-days. For purposes of this Section 7.9, Developer shall be 
considered to have failed to timely retain qualified legal counsel if such counsel is not retained 
within fourteen (14) days following the City's provision of the notice of Proceedings to 
Developer required hereunder. As used herein, qualified legal counsel shall mean competent 
counsel retained by Developer that does not have a conflict of interest with the City as a result of 
representing Developer in the Proceeding. In the event that Developer breaches the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9, the City shall have no obligation to defend against the Proceedings, 
and by not defending against the Proceedings, the City shall not be considered to have waived 
any rights in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.4 Cooperation: The City shall cooperate with Developer in the defense of 
the Proceeding; provided however, that such obligation of the City to cooperate in its defense 
shall not require the City to (i) assert a position in its defense of the Proceeding which it has 
determined, in its sole discretion, has no substantial merit; (ii) advocate in its defense of the 
Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole discretion, lack substantial merit; or 
(iii) advocate in its defense of the Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole 
discretion, are contrary to its best interests, or to public policy. Nothing contained in this section 
shall require Developer to refrain from asserting in its defense of the Proceeding positions or 
legal theories that do not satisfy the foregoing requirements. 

7.9.5 Contractual Obligation: Developer acknowledges and agrees that the 
obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 are contractual in nature, and that the breach of any such 
obligation may subject Developer to a breach of contract claim by the City. 

7.9.6 Waiver of Right to Challenge: Developer hereby waives the right to 
challenge the validity of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.7 Survival: The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall survive any 
judicial decision invalidating the Project Approvals. 

7.9.8 Preparation of Administrative Record: Developer and the City 
acknowledge that upon the commencement of legal Proceedings, the administrative record of 
proceedings relating to the Project Approvals must be prepared. Those documents must also be 
certified as complete and accurate by the City. Developer, as part of its defense obligation 
imposed in this Section 7.9, shall prepare at its sole cost and expense the record of proceedings 
in a manner which complies with all applicable laws; in accordance with reasonable procedures 
established by the City; and subject to the City's obligation to certify the administrative record of 
proceedings and the City's right to oversee the preparation of such administrative record. 
Developer agrees that its failure to prepare the administrative record as set forth herein, and in 
compliance with all time deadlines imposed by law, shall constitute a breach of its obligation to 
defend the City. In the event that Developer fails to prepare the administrative record, the City 
may do so, in which event the City shall be entitled to be reimbursed by Developer for all 
reasonable costs associated with preparation of the administrative record, including reasonable 
charges for staff time. 

7.9.9 Termination. Developer shall have the right, without City's prior 
approval but only with the prior written consent of all Mortgagees, in the event of and during the 
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continuation of any Litigation, to terminate this Agreement or renounce the Project Approvals, 
provided, however, that the provisions of this Section 7.9 shall survive any such termination. 

7.10 Deposit. Following the filing of a lawsuit, or other legal process seeking to set 
aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, Developer shall be required, following 
written demand by the City, to place funds on deposit with the City, which funds shall be used to 
reimburse the City for expenses incurred in connection with defending the Project Approvals. 
For Project Approvals which included the certification of an environmental impact report by the 
City, the amount of said deposit shall be ten thousand ($10,000) dollars. For all other Project 
Approvals, the amount of the deposit shall be five thousand ($5,000) dollars. The City, at its 
sole discretion, may require a larger deposit upon a detailed showing to Developer of the basis 
for its determination that the above stated amounts are insufficient. Any unused portions of the 
deposit shall be refunded to Developer within thirty (30) days following the resolution of the 
challenge to the Project Approvals. All Deposits must be paid to the City within thirty (30) days 
of Developer's receipt of the City's written demand for the Deposit. 

7.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between the City or 
Developer must be in writing, and shall be given either personally or by registered or certified 
mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail, the same shall be deemed 
to have been given and received on the first to occur of (i) actual receipt by any of the addressees 
designated below as the Party to whom notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a 
registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is 
deposited in the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have 
been given when delivered to the Party to whom it is addressed. Any Party hereto may at any 
time, by giving ten (10) days' written notice to the other Party hereto, designate any other 
address in substitution of the address, or any additional address, to which such notice or 
communication shall be given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at 
their addresses set forth below: 

If to the City: 

Director of City Planning 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

If to Developer: 

1720 North Vine LLC 
1749 North Vine LLC 
1750 North Vine LLC 
1733 North Argyle LLC 
Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Suite 1000 
1680 North Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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with copies to 

City Attorney 
City of Los Angeles 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
700 The City Hall East, 200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

with copies to 

Millennium Partners 
1195 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 
Attn: Chief Financial Officer 

And with copies to 
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Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

And with copies to 

Paul Hastings JaHofosky & 'Nalker LLP 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
75 East 55th Street 
New York, NY 10022 
Attn: Eric R. Landau, Esq. 

7.12 Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, this Agreement 
shall be recorded with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles within ten (10) days 
following its execution by all Parties. Developer shall provide the City Clerk with the fees for 
such recording prior to or at the time of such recording, should the City Clerk effectuate the 
recordation. 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance. Every person who now or hereafter owns 
or acquires any right, title, interest in or to any portion of the Property, is and shall be 
conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to every provision contained herein, whether 
or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person 
acquired an interest in the Property. 

7.14 Successors and Assignees. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties any subsequent owner of all or any portion of 
the Property and their respective Transferees, successors, and assignees, subject to applicable 
Assignment Agreements. 

7.15 Severability. If any provisions, conditions, or covenants of this Agreement, or 
the application thereof to any circumstances of either Party, shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such provision, condition, 
or covenant to persons or circumstances other than those as to whom or which it is held invalid 
or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest 
extent permitted by law. 

7.16 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence for each provision of this 
Agreement of which time is an element. 

7.17 Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless 
in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom enforcement 
of a waiver is sought and refers expressly to this Section. No waiver of any right or remedy with 
respect to any occurrence or event shall be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy with respect 
to any other occurrence or event. 
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7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries. The only Parties to this Agreement are the City 
and Developer and their successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries (other than 
Mortgagees) and this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be construed to benefit or be 
enforceable by any other person whatsoever. 

7.19 Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth and contains the entire 
understanding and agreement of the Parties and there are no oral or written representations, 
understandings or ancillary covenants, undertakings or agreements which are not contained or 
expressly referred to herein and no testimony or evidence of any such representations, 
understandings, or covenants shall be admissible in any proceedings of any kind or nature to 
interpret or determine the provisions or conditions of this Agreement. 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents. Each 
Party acknowledges that it has received independent legal advice from its attorneys with respect 
to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the provisions hereof The 
provisions of this Agreement shall be construed as to their fair meaning, and not for or against 
any Party based upon any attribution to such Party as the source of the language in question. The 
headings and table of contents used in this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only 
and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate. At any time, and from time to time, Developer may deliver 
written notice to the City and the City may deliver written notice to Developer requesting that 
such Party certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying Party (i) this Agreement is in 
full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this Agreement has not been 
amended, or if amended, the identity of each amendment, and (iii) the requesting Party is not in 
breach of this Agreement, or if in breach, a description of each such breach (an "Estoppel 
Certificate"). The Planning Director shall be authorized to execute, on behalf of the City, any 
Estoppel Certificate requested by Developer which complies with this Section 7.21. The City 
acknowledges that an Estoppel Certificate may be relied upon by Transferees or successors in 
interest to Developer who requested the certificate and by Mortgagees holding an interest in the 
portion of the Property in which that Developer has a legal interest. 

7.22 Counterparts. This Agreement is executed in duplicate originals, each of which 
is deemed to be an original. This Agreement, not counting the Cover Page and Table of 
Contents, consists of_ pages and 6 Attachments which constitute the entire understanding and 
agreement of the Parties. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as 
of the date first written above. 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corpora ti on of the State of California 

By: _________ _ 
Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor 

DATE: 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A TRUTANICH, City Attorney 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: 

ATTEST: 
JUNELAGMAY 

By: _________ _ 

Deputy 
DATE 
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1720 Owner 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

1749 Owner 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

Capital Records Building Owner 

L 750 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 
By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 
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Argyle Owner 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE 
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MORTGAGEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ("Mortgagee"), is 
the current beneficiary of record under the following deeds of trust (collectively, the 
"Mortgages"): (a) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of 
December_, 2012, made by CPH 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), as trustor, in favor of Title 
Company, as trustee ("Trustee"), for the benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on 

, 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the Official Records 
----------
of Los Angeles County, California ("Official Records"), (b) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents 
and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012, made by 1749 North Vine Street LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company ("1749 Owner"), as trustor, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records; and (c) Deed of Trust, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012,, made by 1733 North Argyle 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ("Argyle Owner"), 1720 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company ("1720 Owner"), 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), as trustors, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records. 

The Mortgages encumber the "Property" other than the "Third Party Property", as such 
terms are defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 
(the "Development Agreement"), executed by and among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation, 1749 Owner, Argyle Owner, 1720 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner. and 
Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware liability company. 

Mortgagee has reviewed and approved the Development Agreement, and hereby consents 
to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Mortgagee further heresy sueorclim1tes the 
lieHs of the Mortgages to all of the terms, eoHclitioHs, eoveHaHts, aHcl easemeHts eoHtaiHecl iH the 
DeveloIJmeHt AgreemeHt. 

Executed as of 
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MORTGAGEE: 

HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: -------------
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GROUND LESSEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), is the tenant of record under that certain Ground 
Lease dated December_, 2012 (the "Ground Lease"), between 1750 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, as ground lessor ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), and 
Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee, as ground lessee, a memorandum of which was 
recorded on , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the 
Official Records of Los Angeles County, California. 

The Ground Lease encumbers a portion (the "Leased Premises") of the "Property", as 
defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 (the 
"Development Agreement"), executed by among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation (the "City"), 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 
North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, Capitol Records Building Owner, 1733 
North Argyle, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a 
Delaware liability company. 

Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee has reviewed and approved the Development 
Agreement, and hereby consents to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Capitol 
Records Building Ground Lessee further hereby subordinates its leasehold interest in the Leased 
Premises to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the Development 
Agreement. 

Executed as of 
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'2013: 

CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING GROlJND 
LESSEE: 

CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: ___________ _ 
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EXHIBIT A-1 

DIAGRAM OF THE PROPERTY 

-1- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024209 



SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

EM20879 

EXHIBIT A-2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE THIRD PARTY PROPERTY 
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EXHIBITB 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
[Attached] 
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Land Use Catei:;ory 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NIA Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 
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EXHIBIT C 

PROJECT TRIP CAP 

Table 11-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Use Size AM Peak Hour Trim 

461 du 165 trips 
254 rm 121 trips 

80 ksf 63 trips 
150 ksf 137 trips 
100 ksf 78 trips 
25 ksf 13 trips 
-8 ksf ru trips 

574 trips 

-1-

PM Peak Hour Trim 

151 trips 
128 trips 
156 trips 
54 trips 

321 trips 
121 trips 
m trips 

924 trips 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr Williams-

EM28779 

Suzan Hanson <suzhanson@aol.com > 

Sunday, March 17, 2013 9:23 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

! support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 
Having been a resident of Hollywood for over 20 years, I agree to the Hollywood heritage standards : 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is 

probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. 
They complied with the historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non
conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot 
scale 

I oppose the construction of any 50 story building in Hollywood. Not only for the reasons stated above but 
because the traffic infrastructure cannot handle the potential increase in population. 

Thank you for your time and consideration 
Suzan Hanson 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Great, thank you. I can wait. 

EM18678 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 12:04 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: Millennium FEIR - production 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11 :53 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Yes. We will be requiring several hard copies, actually, for distribution to management, etc. I think it would be 
OK if we get them sometime early next week; we just need the 3 initial copies to give 2 sets to the City Clerk's 
office, and a set to have on hand in this office if anyone comes in to review them. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11 :43 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
If possible, I'd like a hard copy of the both the draft and the final. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11 :29 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Chris, 

To answer Seth's questions: 

ALL public agencies receive a CD, whether they commented on the DEIR or not. 

ALL public commenters receive a CD, provided we have a mailing address; if not, e-mail them an NOA 

For the City's 3 hardcopies; 1 hardcopy set of appendices and 2 on CDs will be fine. 

In addition, libraries receive CDs. 

Also, please make sure that the CDs of the FEIR also contain the DEIR 

Srimal 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 5:46 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
See below 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 
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From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: February 5, 2013, 5:43:36 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - production 

Chris, 

We have the following questions for Srimal, when you speak with her: 

1. Are all Draft EIR agencies (whether or not they provided a comment) getting a CD? 

The agencies that commented on the DEIR will get a CD. 

2. Are all non-agency, (ie the public commenters) getting a CD or just the NOA? 

3. For the City's 3 hardcopies? does Srimal want 3 appendices, or 1 and the rest on CD? 

Seth 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM18680 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear James, 

EM28780 

beachwoodcottage@mac.com 

Sunday, March 17, 2013 10:07 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Millennium project is so wrong and must be stopped!! 

The neighborhood does not want this so-called Millennium Project. It is not only a ridiculously out of scale eyesore, it is 
downright ugly in design. Not to mention that underneath the world famous Capitol Studios lie four one-of-a-kind echo 
chambers built by Les Paul himself, which cannot withstand the digging and excavating which will be mere feet away. 
There are no other recording studios like it anywhere globally and it is why artists like Paul McCartney still choose to 
record there today. 

And regarding the traffic congestion ... just recently there was a fire on the Caheunga Pass which shut it down. Off peak 
hours created havoc all the way down Cahuenga, Ivar and Vine. ( I can only imagine what rush hour would have done.) 
The backup in traffic went all the way to Fountain and I waited over 1/2 hour to get up the hill on Vine so I could go 
home. Trader Joes and the W Hotel traffic are all ready bad enough as it is. How can this monstrosity be built without 
backing up the ramps to the 101 where Argyle joins Franklin and where Vine crosses that same ramp? This is beyond 
poor civic planning. This will be constant grid lock. Tourists aren't going to be safe wither as the weave through cars 
caught in intersections as things back up. The cops can't even handle the traffic two cranes have caused on Argyle and 
Yucca, one can only imagine the permanent nightmare the construction and two buildings will cause. 

And the other "luxury" housing blocks away are still sitting at half capacity years after they were supposedly 
"regenerating" the area. The bottom line is if you can afford an apartment in the Millennium building, you wouldn't be 
living on a block known for it's homeless, drug addicts, and throngs of tourists. Not to mention the constant hum and 
grime of the 101. Nobody will be moving in, trust me. 

This is being built out of nothing other than pure greed. Who is taking money and glad-shaking this deal in anyway? 

Not one person I have spoken to who lives or works in Hollywood or Beachwood Canyon is for this. Do something about 
it, and shut it down, please!!! 

Thank you. 

A more than concerned neighbor
Barbara McDonough 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org > 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Friday, February 15, 2013 3:21 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Meet to discuss Rec Rpt (Millennium) 

Sergio Ibarra has accepted this invitation. 

Meet to discuss Rec Rpt (Millennium) 

When 
Tue Feb 19, 2013 2pm - 3pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130219T220000Z 
DTEND:20130219T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130215T232122Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
U I D:2q5n92v5nvq 1 ielo306goakvj8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Sergio 

lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130215T212305Z 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130215T232122Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY: Meet to discuss Rec Rpt (Millennium) 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciraliamcp@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:01 PM 

To: Dan Scott 
Subject: Re: Millennium 

That's what I had intended to do. Thanks, Dan 

--- On Thu, 3/14/13, Dan Scott <dan.scott{ii)Jacity.org> wrote: 

From: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Millennium 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra" <luciraliamcp@yahoo.com> 
Date: Thursday, March 14, 2013, 11:39 AM 

Luci: Lisa had asked that a paragraph be devoted to discussing all the public benefits in the Development 
Agreement staff report (as I may have emailed you yesterday) ..... . 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 11 :34 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciraliamcp@yahoo.com> wrote: 
I am really trying to get out of the house, but I keep projectile coughing nasty things and my brain hurts. I meant 
to come in this afternoon, but I don't think it would be wise to come in at all. So Sergio, when you have the 
chance, can you forward me the DA CPC report? I wanted to add something to it about the benefits and the 
term. 

Also, we need to get labels ready for when we send this out to the people on the mailing list on Monday. 
Darlene made labels for us when we sent out the tract LOD. Everyone on those labels will need a copy of both 
cpc reports. The staff appeal report will go to the applicant and each of the appellants. We can also send a copy 
of the staff appeal report to everyone on the list, as I'm sure they will ask. In any event, I know Darlene is out 
on Mondays, so if we can get her help in preparing those labels before she leaves tomorrow, we'll just have to 
stuff envelopes ourselves and send them out on Monday. In addition to those on the list, we'll need 25 (or 28?) 
copies of everything for cpc and management due to the commission office on Monday as well. That's all I got 
on the brain at the moment. ... 

Thanks, 
Luci 
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From: 
Sent: 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciraliamcp@yahoo.com > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:01 PM 

To: Dan Scott 
Subject: Re: Millennium 

Thanks, Dan! I will 

--- On Thu, 3/14/13, Dan Scott <dan.scott{ii)Jacity.org> wrote: 

From: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Millennium 
To: luciraliamcp@yahoo.com 
Date: Thursday, March 14, 2013, 11:41 AM 

Luci: rest+ get better. ... 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciraliamcp@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 11 :34 AM 
To: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: dan.scott@lacity.org <dan.scott@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium 

I am really trying to get out of the house, but I keep projectile coughing nasty things and my brain hurts. I meant 
to come in this afternoon, but I don't think it would be wise to come in at all. So Sergio, when you have the 
chance, can you forward me the DA CPC report? I wanted to add something to it about the benefits and the 
term. 

Also, we need to get labels ready for when we send this out to the people on the mailing list on Monday. 
Darlene made labels for us when we sent out the tract LOD. Everyone on those labels will need a copy of both 
cpc reports. The staff appeal report will go to the applicant and each of the appellants. We can also send a copy 
of the staff appeal report to everyone on the list, as I'm sure they will ask. In any event, I know Darlene is out 
on Mondays, so if we can get her help in preparing those labels before she leaves tomorrow, we'll just have to 
stuff envelopes ourselves and send them out on Monday. In addition to those on the list, we'll need 25 (or 28?) 
copies of everything for cpc and management due to the commission office on Monday as well. That's all I got 
on the brain at the moment. ... 

Thanks, 
Luci 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hi Lisa, 

EM28781 

Stacy <slmunoz92@gmail.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
Lisa Webber 
RE: Regina meeting regarding Hollywood Millennium 

Regina sent me an email saying she could do this meeting at 4 instead of 3. I can't change it from my end but if you open 
the invite and adjust the time it will resend itself. · 

From: Lisa Webber 
Sent: 3/15/2013 4:44 PM 
To: Stacy Munoz 
Subject: Regina meeting regarding Hollywood Millennium 

Hi Stacy - I saw that Regina declined the meeting invitation for the Thursday afternoon meeting for us to talk all 
things Hollywood Millennium. Big sigh. Can you try again? This meeting is really critical and needs to 
happen next week before she receives the CPC packet next weekend. Again, she said that early morning and 
late afternoons work best. I know my schedule is crazy, but I will miss PLUM to make this happen, or my 
weekly meeting with Linn. 

Thanks Stacy - good luck! 

Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28782 

Patty Heideman <pheideman@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 6:31 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

As a resident and taxpayer in Hollywood, I vehemently oppose the Millennium Project proposed for Hollywood. 

The project will have a major negative impact on the quality of life for those of us who chose to live in the area with the 
substantial increase in traffic congestion and destroying the charm and feel of the neighborhood. Those who purchased 
property with a view did so understanding the current zoning. Not only is their view in jeopardy, but so is their property 
value along with the property values of all of us who have worked hard to own a home. 

This project will dwarf our historic Capitol Building. It is a slap in the face to all of the developers who have conformed 
with current limits such as the W Hotel and the Blvd6200 project. 

When the city wants revenue, "they" raise parking meter rates, impose new "fees," and increase property taxes while 
reducing services. This project is another transparent attempt to fill the coffers while ignoring those who stretch their 
budgets to be able to afford to keep up with the city's inability to manage its own budget. 

Listen to the residents. Listen to those who pay the bills. Do NOT move forward with this project. 

Respectfully, 

Patricia Heideman 
2493 N. Gower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM20886 

James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com > 
Friday, February 15, 2013 3:37 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Alternatives Feasibility Assessment 

Economic Feasibility Analysis.pdf 

Luci - please see the attached report. It is referenced in the Staff Report and is for the City file. Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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MEMORANDUM 
DATE: February 13, 2013 

TO: Millennium Hollywood Partners, LLC 

FROM: Robert J. Gardner and Todd R. Castagna, RCLCO 

SUBJECT: Millennium Hollywood Project - Economic Feasibility Analysis 

RCLCO (Robert Charles Lesser & Co.) performed an economic analysis of the Millennium Hollywood 
Project at the request of Millennium Hollywood Partners, LLC. The report assesses the economic 
feasibility of the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) and the alternatives proposed in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the Project. 

STUDY BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

The Project would involve the construction and operation of a new mixed-use and transit-oriented 
development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that would transform a series of 
underutilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an approximately 4.47 acre site 
(Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (City). 

The Draft EIR has proposed and analyzes six (6) alternatives to the Project, including: 

• Alternative #1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 

• Alternative #2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 

• Alternative #3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 

• Alternative #4: Reduced Height Development 

• Alternative #5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

• Alternative #6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Against this background, the purpose of this analysis is to estimate and compare the financial feasibility 
performance as measured by investment return between the Project and the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Multiple alternatives to the Project are evaluated in this report: 

• Alternative #1 - The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes 
that the Project would not be implemented; 

• Alternative #2 - The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would 
mirror the Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of 
development to a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to 6:1 FAR under the 
Project; 

• Alternative #3 - The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would 
mirror the Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of 
development to a 3:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the 
Project; 

RCLCO AUSTIN. Los ANGELES. ORLANDO. WASHINGTON, D.C. 233 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 370 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

TEL 3109141800 FAX 3109141810 
www.rclco.com 
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• Alternative #4 - The Reduced Height Development Alternative would limit development height of 
towers on the Project Site to 220 feet. Alternative #4 would develop the same mix of land uses 
as under the Project's Concept Plan and would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all the land use 
categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project; 

• Alternative #5 - The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the 
existing 114,303 square foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 
4.5:1 FAR, including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square 
feet of ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of 
new development; 

• Alternative #6 - The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the 
existing 114,303 Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 FAR. 

STUDY TASKS 

RCLCO performed several tasks in the course of this study, including the following: 

• Reviewed pertinent information regarding the Project, notably the proposed development 
program for the Project and the alternatives to the Project with respect to the proposed uses and 
their development magnitudes (floor area). 

• Created a financial model to incorporate development costs and key assumptions relating to 
revenues and net operating income for the income-producing uses. 

• Incorporated inputs to the financial model from a range of sources including Millennium 
Hollywood Partners, secondary publications and in-house (RCLCO) knowledge. 

• Reviewed the financial inputs with Millennium Hollywood Partners to ensure their 
appropriateness. 

• Evaluated the feasibility and likely performance of each proposed alternative by comparing the 
financial results with benchmark measures. 

STUDY RESOURCES 

As indicated above, RCLCO relied upon myriad sources of information for this economic analysis, 
including but not limited to Millennium Hollywood Partners' inputs, RCLCO's in-house knowledge of 
operations performance in the Los Angeles area, and institutional secondary data. 

APPROACH TO ANALYZING PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Using all available inputs from Millennium Hollywood Partners and other relevant sources, RCLCO 
created a financial analysis for the Project and the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. More 
specifically, RCLCO projected the net operating income (NOi) for each property type within each 
alternative and divided the NOi by construction/land costs. This "cash-on-development cost" metric was 
then compared to prevailing market capitalization rates adjusted upwards to reflect a development risk 
premium. The for-rent property types with NOi on cost rates above the hurdle rate (cap rate + 
development premium) are considered to be potentially profitable investment opportunities. For the 
residential for-sale condominium component of the Project, net profit as a percent of total cost was 
compared relative to industry expectations for risk-adjusted returns. A 15% net profit as a percent of total 
costs is generally considered adequate for condominium projects. 

The returns calculated in this analysis rely on certain assumptions about construction costs, revenues, 
and operating costs. Also, this analysis recognizes that the Project may be implemented in phases and 

RC LCD Page 2 
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that developed land uses may be adjusted pursuant to the land use equivalency program discussed in the 
Draft EIR. Thus, market conditions and financial assumptions used in this analysis could fluctuate over 
time. Nonetheless, the assumptions used in this report represent current market conditions as of the 
writing of this report and include revenue per square foot and costs per square foot assumptions. 

ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study is to analyze the economic feasibility of the Project and alternatives presented 
in the Draft EIR. In addition to pure economic factors, it is our understanding that a determining factor for 
economic feasibility of alternatives is not whether a Project proponent can afford the proposed alternative, 
but whether the projected returns on the proposed alternatives are substantial enough to warrant the 
taking of development risks. 

An evaluation of the financial performance of each alternative and the Project follows. The returns for 
each property type can be compared to the hurdle rates below to assess financial desirability and ultimate 
feasibility of developing the Project or the proposed alternatives. 

Project 

Alternate# 2 - Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative (4.5:1 FAR) 7.6% 4.4% 5.5% 3.9% 

Alternate# 3 -Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative (3:1 FAR) 2.9% 4.2% 5.3% 3.8% 

Alternate# 4 -Reduced Height Alternative (4.5:1 FAR) 7.6% 4.4% 5.5% 3.9% 

Alternate# 5 Residential-Focused Alternative 9.3% 4.5% 3.9% 

Alternate# 6 Commercial-Focused Alternative 5.5% 3.9% 

Cap Rates - Los Angeles Area (Average from Various Sources) 1 4.5% 6.1% 5.8% 

Hurdle Rates - 15% Develo ment Yield Premium over Cap Rates 2 15.0% 5.1% 7.0% 6.7% 

1 
Sources include CBRE, REIS, and NCREIF 

2 
For the Residential - For-sale Condominiums, a 15% Hurdle Rate is assumed, as the market historically requires this return to consider development 
For all other property types, a 15% development yield premium over cap rates is required in today's market to consider development 

NOTE: Blue numbers indicate returns above the hurdle rate; red numbers indicate returns below the hurdle rate 

5.7% 

5.4% 

5.7% 

5.8% 

5.7% 

6.0% 

6.9% 

Project: the Project achieves returns above the hurdle rate for Condominiums, Hotel, and Retail space. 
Apartment returns nearly reach the hurdle rate while Office returns, in the current market environment, lag 
below the hurdle rate. 

Alterative #1: this is a no-build alternative and therefore does not require analysis. 

Alternatives #2 through #6: the returns for Condominiums (although projected to be positive) run well 
below the 15-18% threshold that developers require on a project of this magnitude. For all alternatives, 
returns for Apartments, Hotel, Office, and Retail space fall below current market hurdle rates for 
development. 

CONCLUSIONS 

RCLCO found in its analysis that the Project provides satisfactory financial performance considering the 
inherent development costs and risks. Furthermore, the estimates of potential income and costs support 
the conclusion that the Project is the only proposed alternative that is considered economically feasible. 

ASSUMPTIONS AND GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS 

RCLCO has made considerable effort to confirm the accuracy and timeliness of the information contained 
in this study. Such information was compiled from a variety of sources, including Millennium Hollywood 
Partners, RCLCO in-house proprietary knowledge, and other third-party data deemed to be reliable. 
Although RCLCO believes all information in this study is correct, it assumes no responsibility for 
inaccuracies in the information provided by third parties. 
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The accompanying projections and analyses are based on estimates and assumptions developed in 
connection with the study. These assumptions and related economic estimates were developed using 
currently available economic data and other relevant information. Due to the nature of economic 
modeling, however, certain assumptions may not materialize, and unanticipated events and 
circumstances may occur. Therefore, actual results achieved during development could vary from the 
projections presented herein. 

This report may not be used for any purpose other than that for which it is prepared. The contents of this 
study shall not be disseminated for advertising, public relations, news media, or sales media without prior 
written consent and approval of RCLCO. 

Appendix: Economic Feasibility Spreadsheets 
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Appendix: Financial Feasibility Spreadsheets 
Millennium Hollywood 
Hollywood, California 

Millennium Hollywood, LLC. I February 13, 2013 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 

Exhibit 1 

Exhibit 2 

Exhibit 3 

Exhibit 4 

Exhibit 5 

Exhibit 6 

Exhibit 7 

Exhibit 8 

RCL 11 n 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 

Comparative Financial Returns - Project and Development Alternatives; Millennium Hollywood; 
Hollywood, CA; February 13, 2013 

Model Assumptions; Millennium Hollywood; Hollywood, CA; February 13, 2013 

Project Financial Summary; Millennium Hollywood; Hollywood, CA; February 13, 2013 

Alternative #2 Financial Summary; Millennium Hollywood; Hollywood, CA; February 13, 2013 

Alternative #3 Financial Summary; Millennium Hollywood; Hollywood, CA; February 13, 2013 

Alternative #4 Financial Summary; Millennium Hollywood; Hollywood, CA; February 13, 2013 

Alternative #5 Financial Summary; Millennium Hollywood; Hollywood, CA; February 13, 2013 

Alternative #6 Financial Summary; Millennium Hollywood; Hollywood, CA; February 13, 2013 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 
COMPARATIVE FINANCIAL RETURNS -- PROJECT AND DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 

Alternate# 2 - Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative (4.5:1 FAR) 

Alternate# 3 -Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative (3:1 FAR) 

Alternate# 4 -Reduced Height Alternative (4.5:1 FAR) 

Alternate # 5 Residential-Focused Alternative 

Alternate# 6 Commercial-Focused Alternative 

Cap Rates - Los Angeles Area (Average from Various Sources)' 

Hurdle Rates - 15% Development Yield Premium over Cap Rates 2 

1 Sources include CBRE, REIS, and NCREIF 

HOLLYWOOD, CA 
FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

Net Profit as % of 
Costs 

7.6% 

2.9% 

7.6% 

9.3% 

15.0% 

NOi-on-Cost Return 

4.2% 5.3% 3.8% 

4.4% 5.5% 3.9% 

4.5% 3.9% 

5.5% 3.9% 

4.5% 6.1% 5.8% 

5.1% 7.0% 6.7% 

2 For the Residential - For-sale Condominiums, a 15% Hurdle Rate is assumed, as the market historically requires this return to consider development 
For all other property types, a 15% development yield premium over cap rates is required in today's market to consider development 

NOTE: Blue numbers indicate returns above the hurdle rate; red numbers indicate returns below the hurdle rate 

RCL 11 n 

5.4% 

5.7% 

5.8% 

5.7% 

6.0% 

6.9% 

Returns Summary 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 
MODEL ASSUMPTIONS 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
HOLLYWOOD, CA 

FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

Residential - Residential -
For-sale For-rent 

Financial Inputs Assumption Source Condos Apartments Hotel Office Retail 

Soft Costs as % of Building Costs Millennium Assumption 29% 29% 29% 29% 29% 

Average Occupancy RCLCO Assumption 95% 80% 90% 95% 

Rent (sales price) per sq ft - Project Millennium Assumption $775 .0 $4.25 $280.0 $42.0 $45.0 
Rent (sales price) per sq ft -Alternatives Millennium Assumption $650.0 $3.5 $200.0 $35.0 $36.0 

Operating Costs as % of Revs RCLCO Assumption 33% 75% 33% 0% 

Parking Hard Costs per Space Millennium Assumption $41,117 $41,117 $41,117 $41,117 $41,117 

Average Occupancy RCLCO Assumption 95% 80% 95% 95% 

Parking Revenues per Space - Annual RCLCO Assumption $0 $0 $0 $1,989 $0 

Parking Revs as % of Rental Revs - Project RCLCO Assumption 14.4% 
Parking Revs as % of Rental Revs - Alternatives RCLCO Assumption 10.9% 

Other Income% of Total Hotel Revs - Project RCLCO Assumption 40% 
Other Income% of Total Hotel Revs - Alternatives RCLCO Assumption 35% 

Project 
Building Costs per sq. ft . (excluding parking) Millennium Assumption $305 $305 $305 $257 $255 

Alternative #2 
Building Costs per sq. ft. (excluding parking) Millennium Assumption $249 $249 $249 $249 $249 

Alternative #3 
Building Costs per sq. ft. (excluding parking) Millennium Assumption $223 $223 $223 $223 $223 

Alternative #4 
Building Costs per sq. ft. (excluding parking) Millennium Assumption $249 $249 $249 $249 $249 

Alternative #5 
Building Costs per sq ft (excluding parking) Millennium Assumption $248 $248 $248 $248 

Alternative #6 
Building Costs per sq. ft. (excluding parking) Millennium Assumption $251 $251 $251 

RCL 11 n 
ROBERT CHARLES LESSER & CO. 

Foundation for Assumption 

Millennium Assumptions and Market Comps 

Marcus & Millichap - Los Angeles 

Market Comparables 
Market Comparables 

Market Comparables 

Subterranean Parking Market Comparables 

Market Comparables m 
s: 

RCLCO Analysis from Economic Study I\) 
0 

Market Comparables co 
Market Comparables CD 

.i=a. 
Market Comparables 
Market Comparables 

Millennium provided 

Millennium provided - Avg of all land types 

Millennium provided - Avg of all land types 

Millennium provided - Avg of all land types 

Millennium provided - Avg of all land types 

Millennium provided - Avg of all land types 

Assumptions 
U1-11550.04 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 

Project 

PROJECT FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 

HOLLYWOOD, CA 
FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

Residential - Residential - Retail (Incl. Food & 
DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS For-sale Condos For-rent Apartments Hotel Office Bev, Fitness) Total 

Gross Building Area 
Net Rentable/Salable Area 
Rent (sales price) per sq ft 
Building Costs per sq ft (excluding parking) 
Average Occupancy 
Ops Cost as % of Revenues 
Parking Spaces 
Parking Hard Costs per Space 
Total Soft Costs as % of Building Costs 
Total Units/Rooms 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS (OOOs) 

402,500 
350,000 

$775.00 
$305.21 

0% 
0% 
647 

$41,117 
28.7% 

246 

402,500 
350,000 

$4.25 
$305.21 

95% 
33% 
647 

$41,117 
28.7% 

246 

193,051 115,802 
167,870 100,700 

$280.00 $42.00 
$305.27 $256.77 

80% 90% 
75% 33% 
310 186 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

200 

79,465 
69,100 

$45.00 
$255.31 

95% 
0% 
128 

$41,117 
28.7% 

1,193,318 
1,037,670 

1,918 

Land Costs $35,078,663 I $35,078,663 I $16,824,773 I $10,092,311 I $6,925,530 I I $104,ooo,ooo I 
Construction Costs 

Site 
Building $122,848,079 $122,848,079 $58,932,971 $29,734,360 $20,288,505 
Building Costs - Parking $26,602,449 $26,602,449 $12,746, 150 $7,647,690 $5,262,926 
Contingency 
Subtotal $149,450.528 $149,450.528 $71,679, 121 $37,382.050 $25,551,431 

Soft Costs 
-S-u-bt-o-ta-l~~~~~~~~~~~~-$~4-2-,9-4-8-,3-2-1~~~~~-$~4-2-,9-4-8-,3-2-1~~~~$-20-,5-9-8-,7-7-6~~~~$-1-0,-7-42-,-66-0~~~~~$-7,-3-42-,-83-8-

Total Development Costs 

NET OPERATING INCOME (OOOs) 

Net Operating Income 

FINANCIAL RETURNS 
Net Sales Proceeds 
Total Development Costs 
Net Profits 
Net Operating Income 
Net Profit as % of Costs 
Cash-on-Cash Return 

RCL 11 n 

$227,477,511 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
~ ~ 

$0 

$271,250,000 
$227,477,511 

$43, 772,489 
---

19.24% 
---

$227,477,511 

$16,957,500 
$0 
$0 

($5,595,975) 
$11,361,525 

---
$227,477,511 

---
$11,361,525 

---
4.99% 

$109, 102,669 $58,217,081 $39,819,800 

$16,352,000 $3,806,460 $2,954,025 
$2,350,000 $369,932 $0 

$12,468,000 $0 $0 
($23 ,377,500) ($ 1,378 ,209) $0 

$7,792,500 $2,798,183 $2,954,025 

--- --- ---
$109, 102,669 $58, 217, 081 $39,819,800 

--- --- ---
$7,792,500 $2,798, 183 $2,954,025 
--- --- ---

7.14% 4.81% 7.42% 

$354,651,994 
$78,861,664 

$433,513,658 

$124,580,916 

$662,094,574 

$40,069,985 
$2,719,932 

$12,468,000 
($30 ,351,684) 
$24,906,233 

$271,250,000 
$662,094,574 

$43,772,489 
$24,906,233 

Project 
U1-11550.04 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 
ALTERNATIVE #2 FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
HOLLYWOOD, CA 

FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

Alternative #2: Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative (4.5:1 FAR) 
Residential - Residential - Retail (Incl. Food & 

DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS For-sale Condos For-rent Apartments Hotel Office Bev, Fitness) Total 

Gross Building Area 
Net Rentable/Salable Area 
Rent (sales price) per sq ft 
Building Costs per sq ft (excluding parking) 
Average Occupancy 
Ops Cost as % of Revenues 
Parking Spaces 
Parking Hard Costs per Space 
Total Soft Costs as % of Building Costs 
Total Units/Rooms 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS (OOOs) 

276,288 276,287 
240,250 240,250 

$650.00 $3.50 
$248.72 $248.72 

0% 95% 
0% 33% 
449 449 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

164 164 

129,375 258,750 
112,500 225,000 

$200.00 $35.00 
$248.72 $248.72 

80% 90% 
75% 33% 
210 421 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

150 

65,812 
57,228 

$36.00 
$248.72 

95% 
0% 
107 

$41,117 
28.7% 

1,006,512 
875,228 

1,637 

Land Costs $28,548,041 I $28,547,938 I $13,367,945 I $26,735,891 I $6,800,185 I I $104,ooo,ooo I 
Construction Costs 

Site 
Building $68,718,199 $68,717,950 $32,178,079 $64,356,157 $16,368,774 
Building Costs - Parking $18,461,359 $18,461,359 $8,634,489 $17,310,094 $4,399,478 
Contingency $4,373,387 $4,373,374 $2,047,374 $4,096,810 $1,041,845 
Subtotal $91,552,945 $91,552,684 $42,859.941 $85,763,062 $21,810.097 

Soft Costs 
-S-u-bt-o-ta-1~~~~~~~~~~~~~$2-5-,0-5-3-,2-1-1~~~~~~$2-5-,0-5-3-,1-4-0~~~~$-11-,-72-8-,5-0-5~~~~$-2-3,-4-68-,-82-6~~~~~$-5,-9-68-,-27-3-

Total Development Costs 

NET OPERATING INCOME (OOOs) 

Net Operating Income 

FINANCIAL RETURNS 
Net Sales Proceeds 
Total Development Costs 
Net Profits 
Net Operating Income 
Net Profit as % of Costs 
Cash-on-Cash Return 

RCL 11 n 

$145,154,198 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
~ ~ 

$0 

$156, 162,500 
$145, 154, 198 

$11,008,302 
--

7.58% 
---

$145,153,762 

$9,585,975 
$0 
$0 

($3, 163,372) 
$6,422,603 

---
$145, 153,762 

---
$6,422,603 

---
4.42% 

$67,956,391 $135,967,778 $34,578,554 

$8,760,000 $7,087,500 $1,957,198 
$955,716 $837,320 $0 

$5,231,539 $0 $0 
($11 ,210,442) ($2,615,191) $0 

$3,736,814 $5,309,629 $1,957,198 

--- --- ---
$67,956,391 $135,967,778 $34,578,554 
--- --- ---
$3,736,814 $5,309,629 $1,957, 198 
--- --- ---

5.50% 3.91% 5.66% 

$250,339'160 
$67,266,779 
$15,932,790 

$333,538,729 

$91,271,954 

$528,810,683 

$27,390,673 
$1,793,036 
$5,231,539 

($16,989,004' 
$17,426,244 

$156,162,500 
$528,810,683 

$11,008,302 
$17,426,244 

Alternative #2 
U1-11550.04 

Printed: 2/14/2013 

m 
s: 
I\) 
0 
co 
CD 
en 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
..j:::., 
I\.) 
c..v 

'"""" 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 
ALTERNATIVE #3 FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
HOLLYWOOD, CA 

FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

Alternative #3: Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative (3:1 FAR) 
Residential - Residential - Retail (Incl. Food & 

DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS For-sale Condos For-rent Apartments Hotel Office Bev, Fitness) Total 

Gross Building Area 
Net Rentable/Salable Area 
Rent (sales price) per sq ft 
Building Costs per sq ft (excluding parking) 
Average Occupancy 
Ops Cost as % of Revenues 
Parking Spaces 
Parking Hard Costs per Space 
Total Soft Costs as % of Building Costs 
Total Units/Rooms 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS (OOOs) 

148,638 148,637 
129,250 129,250 

$650.00 $3.50 
$222.85 $222.85 

0% 95% 
0% 33% 
260 260 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

86 86 

129,375 189,750 
112,500 165,000 

$200.00 $35.00 
$222.85 $222.85 

80% 90% 
75% 33% 
226 332 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

150 

54,608 
47,485 

$36.00 
$222.85 

95% 
0% 
96 

$41,117 
28.7% 

671,008 
583,485 

1,174 

Land Costs $23,037,516 I $23,037,361 I $20,051,929 I $29,409,496 I $8,463,697 I I $104,ooo,ooo I 
Construction Costs 

Site 
Building $33,123,988 $33, 123,765 $28,831,227 $42,285,800 $12,169,341 
Parking $10,690,319 $10 ,690,319 $9,292,355 $13,650,715 $3,947,195 
Contingency $2, 197,957 $2, 197,946 $1,912,480 $2,806,071 $808,490 
Subtotal $46,012,265 $46,012,031 $40,036.062 $58,742,587 $16,925.026 

Soft Costs 
-S-u-bt-o-ta-1~~~~~~~~~~~~~$1_2_,5_9_1_,1_2_9~~~~~~$1_2_,5_9_1_,0_6_5~~~~$-10-,-95-5-,7-5-8~~~~$-1-6,-0-74-,-74-7~~~~~$-4,-6-31-,-48-7-

Total Development Costs 

NET OPERATING INCOME (OOOs) 

Net Operating Income 

FINANCIAL RETURNS 
Net Sales Proceeds 
Total Development Costs 
Net Profits 
Net Operating Income 
Net Profit as % of Costs 
Cash-on-Cash Return 

RCL 11 n 

$81,640,910 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
~ ~ 

$0 

$84,012,500 
$81,640,910 

$2,371,590 
--

2.90% 
---

$81,640,457 

$5, 157,075 
$0 
$0 

($1,701,835) 
$3,455,240 

---
$81,640,457 

---
$3,455,240 

---
4.23% 

$71,043, 750 $104,226,830 $30,020,209 

$8,760,000 $5, 197,500 $1,623,987 
$955,716 $660,309 $0 

$5,231,539 $0 $0 
($11,210,442) ($1,933,077) $0 

$3,736,814 $3,924,732 $1,623,987 

--- --- ---
$71,043,750 $104,226,830 $30,020,209 
--- --- ---
$3,736,814 $3,924,732 $1,623,987 
--- --- ---

5.26% 3.77% 5.41% 

$149,534, 122 
$48,270,904 

$9,922,944 
$207,727,970 

$56,844,187 

$368,572, 157 

$20,738,562 
$1,616,025 
$5,231,539 

($14,845,353' 
$12,740,773 

$84,012,500 
$368,572,157 

$2,371,590 
$12,740,773 

Alternative #3 
U1-11550.04 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 
ALTERNATIVE #4 FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
HOLLYWOOD, CA 

FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

Alternative #4: Reduced Height Alternative (4.5:1 FAR) 
Residential - Residential - Retail (Incl. Food & 

DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS For-sale Condos For-rent Apartments Hotel Office Bev, Fitness) Total 

Gross Building Area 
Net Rentable/Salable Area 
Rent (sales price) per sq ft 
Building Costs per sq ft (excluding parking) 
Average Occupancy 
Ops Cost as % of Revenues 
Parking Spaces 
Parking Hard Costs per Space 
Total Soft Costs as % of Building Costs 
Total Units/Rooms 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS (OOOs) 

276,288 276,287 
240,250 240,250 

$650.00 $3.50 
$248.72 $248.72 

0% 95% 
0% 33% 
449 449 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

164 164 

129,375 258,750 
112,500 225,000 

$200.00 $35.00 
$248.72 $248.72 

80% 90% 
75% 33% 
210 421 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

150 

65,812 
57,228 

$36.00 
$248.72 

95% 
0% 
107 

$41,117 
28.7% 

1,006,512 
875,228 

1,637 

Land Costs $28,548,041 I $28,547,938 I $13,367,945 I $26,735,891 I $6,800,185 I I $104,ooo,ooo I 
Construction Costs 

Site 
Building $68,718,199 $68,717,950 $32,178,079 $64,356,157 $16,368,774 
Parking $18,461,359 $18,461,359 $8,634,489 $17,310,094 $4,399,478 
Contingency $4,373,387 $4,373,374 $2,047,374 $4,096,810 $1,041,845 
Subtotal $91,552,945 $91,552,684 $42,859.941 $85,763,062 $21,810.097 

Soft Costs 
-S-u-bt-o-ta-1~~~~~~~~~~~~~$2-5-,0-5-3-,2-1-1~~~~~~$2-5-,0-5-3-,1-4-0~~~~$-11-,-72-8-,5-0-5~~~~$-2-3,-4-68-,-82-6~~~~~$-5,-9-68-,-27-3-

Total Development Costs 

NET OPERATING INCOME (OOOs) 

Net Operating Income 

FINANCIAL RETURNS 
Net Sales Proceeds 
Total Development Costs 
Net Profits 
Net Operating Income 
Net Profit as % of Costs 
Cash-on-Cash Return 

RCL 11 n 

$145,154,198 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
~ ~ 

$0 

$156, 162,500 
$145, 154, 198 

$11,008,302 
--

7.58% 
---

$145,153,762 

$9,585,975 
$0 
$0 

($3, 163,372) 
$6,422,603 

---
$145, 153,762 

---
$6,422,603 

---
4.42% 

$67,956,391 $135,967,778 $34,578,554 

$8,760,000 $7,087,500 $1,957,198 
$955,716 $837,320 $0 

$5,231,539 $0 $0 
($11 ,210,442) ($2,615,191) $0 

$3,736,814 $5,309,629 $1,957,198 

--- --- ---
$67,956,391 $135,967,778 $34,578,554 
--- --- ---
$3,736,814 $5,309,629 $1,957, 198 
--- --- ---

5.50% 3.91% 5.66% 

$250,339'160 
$67,266,779 
$15,932,790 

$333,538,729 

$91,271,954 

$528,810,683 

$27,390,673 
$1,793,036 
$5,231,539 

($16,989,004' 
$17,426,244 

$156,162,500 
$528,810,683 

$11,008,302 
$17,426,244 

Alternative #4 
U1-11550.04 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 

Alternative #5: Residential-Focused Alternative 

ALTERNATIVE #5 FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 

HOLLYWOOD, CA 
FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

Residential - Residential - Retail (Incl. Food & 
DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS For-sale Condos For-rent Apartments Hotel Office Bev, Fitness) Total 

Gross Building Area 
Net Rentable/Salable Area 
Rent (sales price) per sq ft 
Building Costs per sq ft (excluding parking) 
Average Occupancy 
Ops Cost as % of Revenues 
Parking Spaces 
Parking Hard Costs per Space 
Total Soft Costs as % of Building Costs 
Total Units/Rooms 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS (OOOs) 

431,782 431,782 
375,463 375,462 

$650.00 $3.50 
$248.35 $248.35 

0% 95% 
0% 33% 
642 642 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

341 341 

0 131,448 
0 114,303 

$200.00 $35.00 
$0.00 $248.35 

80% 90% 
75% 33% 

0 196 
$41,117 $41,117 

28.7% 28.7% 
0 

11,500 
10,000 

$36.00 
$248.35 

95% 
0% 
17 

$41,117 
28.7% 

1,006,512 
875,228 

1,497 

Land Costs $44,614,776 I $44,614,776 I $0 I $13,582,185 I $1,188,262 ! I $104,ooo,ooo I 
Construction Costs 

Site 
Building $107,234,743 $107,234,743 $0 $32,645,735 $2,856,070 
Parking $26,396,865 $26,396,865 $0 $8,058,856 $698,982 
Contingency $6,703,667 $6,703,667 $0 $2,041,957 $178,340 
Subtotal $140,335,276 $140,335,276 $0 $42,746,548 $3,733.392 

Soft Costs 
-S-u-bt-o-ta-1~~~~~~~~~~~~~$3-8-,4-0-2-,3-6-2~~~~~~$3-8-,4-0-2-,3-6-2~~~~~~~$-0~~~~$-1-1,-6-97-,-47-5~~~~~$-1,-0-21-,-63-3-

Total Development Costs 

NET OPERATING INCOME (OOOs) 

Net Operating Income 

FINANCIAL RETURNS 
Net Sales Proceeds 
Total Development Costs 
Net Profits 
Net Operating Income 
Net Profit as % of Costs 
Cash-on-Cash Return 

RCL 11 n 

$223,352,414 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
~ ~ 

$0 

$244, 050, 950 
$223,352,414 

$20,698,536 
--

9.27% 

---

$223,352,414 

$14,980,934 
$0 
$0 

($4,943,708) 
$10,037,226 

---
$223,352,414 

---
$10,037,226 

---
4.49% 

$0 $68,026,209 $5,943,287 

$0 $3,600,545 $342,000 
$0 $389,821 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 ($1,316,821) $0 
$0 $2,673,545 $342,000 

--- --- ---
$0 $68,026,209 $5,943,287 

--- --- ---
$0 $2,673,545 $342,000 

--- --- ---
0.00% 3.93% 5.75% 

$249,971,291 
$61,551,570 
$15,627,631 

$327, 150,492 

$89,523,831 

$520,674,323 

$18,923,478 
$389,821 

$0 
($6,260,529' 

$13,052,771 

$244,050,950 
$520,674,323 

$20,698,536 
$13,052,771 

Alternative #5 
U1-11550.04 

Printed: 2/14/2013 

m 
s: 
I\) 
0 
co 
CD 
CD 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
..j:::., 
I\.) 
..j:::., 
0 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD, LLC 

Alternative #6: Commercial-Focused Alternative 

ALTERNATIVE #6 FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 

HOLLYWOOD, CA 
FEBRUARY 13, 2013 

Residential - Residential - Retail (Incl. Food & 
DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS For-sale Condos For-rent Apartments Hotel Office Bev, Fitness) Total 

Gross Building Area 
Net Rentable/Salable Area 
Rent (sales price) per sq ft 
Building Costs per sq ft (excluding parking) 
Average Occupancy 
Ops Cost as % of Revenues 
Parking Spaces 
Parking Hard Costs per Space 
Total Soft Costs as % of Building Costs 
Total Units/Rooms 

DEVELOPMENT COSTS (OOOs) 

0 0 
0 0 

$650.00 $3.50 
$0.00 $0.00 

0% 95% 
0% 33% 

0 0 
$41,117 $41,117 

28.7% 28.7% 

386,400 287,500 
336,000 250,000 

$200.00 $35.00 
$250.88 $250.88 

80% 90% 
75% 33% 
608 452 

$41,117 $41,117 
28.7% 28.7% 

448 

332,612 
289,228 
$36.00 

$250.88 
95% 

0% 
523 

$41,117 
28.7% 

1,006,512 
875,228 

1,584 

Land Costs $0 I $0 I $39,925,597 I $29,706,545 I $34,367,858 I I $104,ooo,ooo I 
Construction Costs 

Site 
Building $0 $0 $96,941,782 $72' 129 ,302 $83,447,255 
Parking $0 $0 $24,998,901 $18,584,709 $21,503,989 
Contingency $0 $0 $6,117,188 $4,550,694 $5,264,908 
Subtotal $0 $0 $128,057,871 $95,264,705 $110,216.152 

Soft Costs 
-S-u-bt-o-ta-1~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~$-0~~~~~~~~~$-0~~~~$-35-,-04-2-,6-8-4~~~~$-2-6,-0-68-,-92-4~~~~~$-3-0,-1-60-,-34-7-

Total Development Costs 

NET OPERATING INCOME (OOOs) 

Net Operating Income 

FINANCIAL RETURNS 
Net Sales Proceeds 
Total Development Costs 
Net Profits 
Net Operating Income 
Net Profit as % of Costs 
Cash-on-Cash Return 

RCL 11 n 

--

---

$0 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
~ ~ 

$0 

$0 ---
$0 
$0 ---

0.00% ---

$0 $203,026, 152 

$0 $26,163,200 
$0 $2,854,405 
$0 $15,624,864 
$0 ($33,481,852) 
~ ~ 

$0 $11, 160,617 

---
$0 $203, 026, 152 

---
$0 $11, 160,617 

---
0.00% 5.50% 

$151,040,174 $174,744,357 

$7,875,000 $9,891,598 
$898,975 $0 

$0 $0 
($2,895,412) $0 
$5,878,564 $9,891,598 

-- ---
$151,040, 174 $174,744,357 

-- ---
$5,878,564 $9,891,598 

--- ---
3.89% 5.66% 

$252 ,518 ,340 
$65,087,598 
$15,932,790 

$333,538,729 

$91,271,954 

$528,810,683 

$43,929,798 
$3,753,381 

$15,624,864 
($36 ,377,264' 
$26,930,778 

$0 
$528,810,683 

$0 
$26,930,778 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28783 

mas4reel@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 6:51 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. To me it is a project based on developer greed not thoughtful 
community planning. 

I am against the Advisory Agency decision to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and against the entire 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based on the 
zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have not yet been 
approved, so the decision is invalid. 

I support the objections by Caltrans to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the 
project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult 
maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. 
Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as adequately identifying and mitigating 
the its impacts on the state highway facilities. As a member of the affected community, the traffic problems that will be 
created by the oversized Millennium Project will greatly affect abilities of myself and my neighbors to get to work, to 
school and back home. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written to allow any 
combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the Millennium project following a presentation 
by the project promoters. 
Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured almost exclusively artist drawings of promised open space while 
including almost no details about the buildings themselves. 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 
Neighborhood News & Upcoming Events 

Your voice is needed! 

Is this the Hollywood of tomorrow? 

Reminders: 
The City Planning Commission hearing on the Millennium project is on Thursday, March 28th (Time and location to be 
announced). Six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report (EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map 
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was based on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is seeking. However, those changes 
have not yet been approved, so the decision is invalid. 

Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: 
Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, 
unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a 
potentially unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as adequately 
identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written to allow any 
combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 3S times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 
Please get emails to James.K.Williams@lacity.org to support the appeals against the Millennium Project. Type this in 
your subject line: VTIM 71837-CN 

The City recommended that any additional objections to the project be added to the appeals by tomorrow, Monday, 
March 18th, 10 days prior to the March 28th hearing. They will be included with the Planning Department staff 
recommendation package submitted to the Central Planning Commission. Please send the email TODAY! 

Rally neighbors, friends, and family to come to the March 28th hearing. 
The Millennium administrative record will remain open until the City Council votes, so you can still submit comments, 
research information, etc. Send them to luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. Use subject line: 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D. 
Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the Millennium project following a presentation 
by the project promoters. 
Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured almost exclusively artist drawings of promised open space while 
including almost no details about the buildings themselves. 
Tom La Bonge has consistently said that he objects to the SS-story design. At the February hearing Tom La Bonge 
proposed a 22-story maximum. However, at the Community Leadership meeting this month, he proposed a 29-story 
maximum. He said that the lower number of stories was more difficult for him to negotiate with the rest of the City 
Council members. He heard from many at that meeting asking him to not retreat from the original number. Labonge 
said that we all have to state specifically what height is acceptable in our comments. So, be very specific about what 
heights are acceptable. 

The Millennum Project wants a height of SS stories, which is grossly about the Historic scale which other developers 
have conformed to. 

Need I remind the Central Planning Commission that: 

The area was always 1SO feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 
stories) 

Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 

Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 1SO feet. 

The W Hotel conformed to 1SO feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of the many reasons 
they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic height and Millennium will OUT 
VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 
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The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 
22 or 29 stories do not comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 

A large number of groups oppose this project: 

The Hollywood Heritage website is also in opposition to Millennium projects. The website can be viewed for more 
information as to why they oppose it. 
http://www.hollywoodheritage.com/preservation/preservation.html 

The LA Conservancy opposes the project and is concerned is about the buildings being so close to the historic Capitol 
Records building. 

Three neighborhood councils, out of four that voted, so far, in addition to the Hillside Federation voted to oppose the 
Millennium project. At the Hillside Federation meeting, lawyers for the Millennium Project said that if they don't get the 
6:1 floor area ratio they are seeking then they would abandon the project. It is time that they abandon this project!!! 
The people of Hollywood don;t want it. 

3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM23853 

Czerwinski, Ellen < ECzerwinski@manatt.com > 

Monday, March 04, 2013 5:10 PM 
'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org' 

De la Cruz, Victor 
Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 5 of 5) 

Attachments: Exhibit M - Quarry Creek Master Plan - 2013 - SCH# 2012021039.pdf; Exhibit N -
Foothill College Facilities Master Plan - 2008 - SCH# 2007091014.pdf; Exhibit L -
Stanford University Medical Centers Facilities - 2010 - SCH# 2007082130.pdf 

For inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged . If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt.com or by telephone at (310) 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 
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5.11 Noise 

5.11 NOISE 

This section summarizes the ex1stmg conditions, describes the regulatory framework, and discusses 
potential impacts with regards to noise as a result of implementation of the proposed project. The 
following document was used to analyze the potential impacts from the proposed project: 

• Noise Study, Quarry Creek Master Plan, Ldn Consulting, Inc. (Appendix N of this EIR). 

The technical appendices are included on the attached CD found on the back cover of this EIR. 

5.11.1 Existing Conditions 

Noise is defined as umvanted or annoying sound which interferes with or disrupts normal activities. 
Exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause hearing loss. The individual human 
response to environmental noise is based on the sensitivity of that individual, the type of noise that 
occurs, and when the noise occurs. 

Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale consisting of sound pressure levels knmvn as a decibel (dB). 
The sounds heard by humans typically do not consist of a single frequency but of a broadband of 
frequencies having different sound pressure levels. The method for evaluating all the frequencies of the 
sound is to apply an A-weighting (dBA) to reflect how the human ear responds to the different sound 
levels at different frequencies. The A-weighted sound level adequately describes the instantaneous noise 
whereas the equivalent sound level depicted as Equivalent Continuous Noise Level (Leq) represents a 
steady sound level containing the same total acoustical energy as the actual fluctuating sound level over a 
given time interval. 

The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is the 24-hour A-weighted average for sound \vith 
corrections for evening and nighttime hours. The corrections require an addition of 5 decibels to sound 
levels in the evening hours between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and an addition of I 0 dBs to sound levels at 
nighttime hours between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. These additions are made to account for the increased 
sensitivity during the evening and nighttime hours when sound appears louder. 

A vehicle's noise level is a combination of the noise produced by a vehicle's engine, exhaust, and tires. 
The cumulative traffic noise levels along a roadway segment are based on three primary factors: the 
amount of traffic, the travel speed of the traffic, and the vehicle mix ratio or number of medium and 
heavy trucks. The intensity of traffic noise is increased by higher traffic volumes, greater speeds, and 
increased number of trucks. 

Because mobile/traffic noise levels are calculated on a logarithmic scale, a doubling of the traffic noise or 
acoustical energy results in a noise level increase of 3 dBA. Therefore, the doubling of the traffic volume, 
without changing the vehicle speeds or mix ratio, results in a noise increase of 3 dBA. Mobile noise levels 
radiate in an almost oblique fashion from the source and drop off at a rate of 3 dBA for each doubling of 
distance under hard site conditions and at a rate of 4.5 dBA for soft site conditions. Hard site conditions 
consist of concrete, asphalt, and hard pack dirt while soft site conditions exist in areas having slight grade 
changes, landscaped areas, and vegetation. Alternately, fixed/point sources radiate outward uniformly as 
it travels away from the source. Their sound levels attenuate or drop off at a rate of 6 dBA for each 
doubling of distance. 

Quarry Creek Master Plan 
Final EIR 

5.11-1 City of Carlsbad 
January 2013 
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5.11 Noise 

The most effective noise reduction methods consist of controlling the noise at the source and blocking the 
noise transmission with barriers. Any or all of these methods may be required to reduce noise levels to an 
acceptable level. To be effective, a noise barrier must have enough mass to prevent significant noise 
transmission through it and high enough and long enough to shield the receiver from the noise source. A 
safe minimum surface weight for a noise barrier is 3 .5 pounds/square foot (equivalent to %-inch 
plywood), and the barrier must be carefully constructed so that there are no cracks or openings. 

Barriers constructed of wood or as a wooden fence must have minimum design considerations as follows: 
the boards must be %-inch thick and free of any gaps or knot holes. The design must also incorporate 
either: (1) overlapping the boards at least 1 inch; or (2) utilizing a tongue-and-grove design for this to be 
achieved. 

Vibration 

Vibration is a trembling or oscillating motion of the ground. Like noise, vibration is transmitted in waves, 
but in this case through the ground or solid objects. Unlike noise, vibration is typically felt rather than 
heard. Vibration can be either natural as in the form of earthquakes, volcanic eruptions; or manmade as 
from explosions, heavy machinery, or trains. Both natural and manmade vibration may be continuous, 
such as from operating machinery; or infrequent, as from an explosion. 

As with noise, vibration can be described by both its amplitude and frequency. Amplitude may be 
characterized in three ways: displacement, velocity, and acceleration. Particle displacement is a measure 
of the distance that a vibrated particle travels from its original position and for the purposes of soil 
displacement is typically measured in inches or millimeters. Particle velocity is the rate of speed at which 
soil particles move in inches per second or millimeters per second. Particle acceleration is the rate of 
change in velocity with respect to time and is measured in inches per second or millimeters per second. 
Typically, particle velocity (measured in inches or millimeters per second) and/or acceleration (measured 
in gravities) are used to describe vibration. Table 5 .11-1 shows the human reaction to various levels of 
peak particle velocity. 

Table 5.11-1. Human Reaction to Typical Vibration Levels 

Vibration Level Peak 
Particle Velocity 

(inches/sec) Human Reaction Effect on Buildings 

0.006-0.019 Threshold of perception, possibility of intrusion Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of any type 

0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible Recommended upper level of vibration to which 
ruins and ancient monuments should be subjected 

0.1 Level at which continuous vibration begins to Virtually no risk of "architectural" (i.e., not structural) 
annoy people damage to normal buildings 

0.2 Vibrations annoying to people in buildings Threshold at which there is a risk to "architectural" 
damage to normal dwelling - houses with plastered 
walls and ceilings 

0.4-0.6 Vibrations considered unpleasant by people Vibrations at a greater level than normally expected 
subjected to continuous vibrations and from traffic, but would cause "architectural" damage 
unacceptable to some people walking on and possibly minor structural damage 
bridges 

Source: Caltrans, Division of Environmental Analysis, Transportation Related Earthborne Vibration, Caltrans Experiences, Technical 
Advisory, Vibration, TAV-02-01-R9601, 2002. 

Quarry Creek Master Plan 
Final EIR 

5.11-2 City of Carlsbad 
January 2013 
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5.11 Noise 

Vibrations also vary in frequency and this affects perception. Typical construction vibrations fall in the 
10 to 30 hertz (Hz) range and usually occurring around 15 Hz. Hertz is the unit of frequency equal to one 
cycle per second. Traffic vibrations exhibit a similar range of frequencies; however, due to their 
suspension systems, it is less common, to measure traffic frequencies above 30 Hz. Propagation of 
ground-borne vibrations is complicated and difficult to predict because of the endless variations in the soil 
through which the waves travel. There are three main types of vibration propagation: surface, 
compression, and shear waves. Surface waves, or Rayleigh waves, travel along the ground's surface. 
These waves carry most of their energy along an expanding circular wave front, similar to ripples 
produced by dropping an object into water. P-waves, or compression waves, are waves that carry their 
energy along an expanding spherical wave front. The particle motion in these waves is longitudinal. 
S-waves, or shear waves, are also body waves that carry energy along an expanding spherical wave front. 
However, unlike P-waves, the particle motion is transverse, or side-to-side and perpendicular to the 
direction of propagation. 

As vibration waves propagate from a source, the energy is spread over an ever-increasing area such that 
the energy level is reduced with the distance from the energy source. This geometric spreading loss is 
inversely proportional to the square of the distance. Wave energy is also reduced with distance as a result 
of material damping in the form of internal friction, soil layering, and special voids. The amount of 
attenuation provided by material damping varies with soil type and condition as well as the frequency of 
the wave. 

Existing On-site Noise Environment 

Noise measurements were taken on-site in the afternoon hours of Tuesday, August 16, 2012 using a 
Larson-Davis Model LxT Type 1 precision sound level meter, programmed, in "slow" mode, to record 
noise levels in "A" weighted form. The sound level meter and microphone were mounted on a tripod, five 
feet above the ground and equipped with a windscreen during all measurements. The sound level meter 
was calibrated before and after the monitoring using a Larson-Davis calibrator, Model CAL 200. 

Monitoring location 1 (MLl) was located in the future location of Lot 2 (Planning Area R-2); monitoring 
location 2 (ML2) was located in the future location of Lot 3 (Planning Area R-3). Monitoring 
location 3 (ML3) was located in the future location of Lot 4 (Planning Area R-4); monitoring location 4 
(ML4) was located in the future location of Lot 15 (Planning Area OS-2). The results of the noise level 
measurements are presented in Table 5 .11-2. The noise monitoring locations are provided graphically in 
Figure 5.11-1. 

Table 5.11-2. Existing On-site Noise Levels 

Measurement 
Identification Description Time 

M1 Lot 2/PA R-2 7:05-7:35 p.m. 

M2 Lot 3/PA R-3 5:08-5:43 p.m. 

M3 Lot 4/PA R-4 5:48-6:18 p.m. 

M4 Lot 15/PA OS-2 6:22-7:03 p.m. 

Source: Ldn Consulting, Inc., August 16, 2012. 

Quarry Creek Master Plan 
Final EIR 

Noise Levels (dBA) 

Leq Lmax Lmin L10 

50.8 65.4 47.4 52.4 

49.4 58 46.1 50.8 

48 61.4 44.3 50 

50.6 63.6 45.9 52.6 

5.11-3 

L50 L90 

50.1 48.6 

48.9 47.5 

47.1 45.7 

49.5 47.7 

City of Carlsbad 
January 2013 
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5.11 Noise 

The noise measurements were monitored for a time period of 30 minutes during heavy traffic conditions. 
The existing noise levels in the project area consisted primarily as a result of traffic from State Route 78 
(SR-78). The ambient Leq noise levels measured in the project site during the afternoon hours were found 
to be 48 to 50.8 dBA. The statistical indicators Lmax, Lmin, LIO, L50 and L90, are given for the 
monitoring location. As can be seen from the L90 data, 90 percent of the time the noise level is 
approximately 45.7 to 48.6 dBA from SR-78. The lower noise levels are due to the vertical off set 
between SR-78 and the project site (the roadway is located 50 feet or more above the site). 

The project site is located approximately 3.6 miles north of McClellan-Palomar Airport; no private 
airstrips are located within close proximity to the project site. The project site is not located within the 
noise contours, as defined in the McClellan-Palomar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). 
However, the project site is located within the Noise Impact Notification Area (NINA) and may be 
subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences associated with proximity to airport operations. All 
new residential projects located within the overflight area shall be required to record a notice informing of 
the potential environmental impacts related to the aircraft, and that the property is subject to overflight, 
sight and sound of aircraft operating from the McClellan-Palomar Airport (FAA 2011 ). 

Existing Off-site Traffic Noise Levels 

The existing noise levels and reference distances to the 60 dBA CNEL contours for the roadways in the 
vicinity of the project site are provided in Table 5.11-3. 

Table 5.11-3. Existing Off-site Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment ADT1 

El Camino Real - Via Las Rosas to Vista Way 36,675 

El Camino Real - Vista Way to SR-78 WB Ramps 53,859 

College Blvd. - Barnard Dr. to Vista Way 37,572 

College Blvd. - Vista Way to Plaza Dr. 44,884 

College Blvd. - Plaza Dr. to Marron Rd. 36,219 

College Blvd. - Marron Rd. to South City Limit 24,475 

Vista Way - Jefferson St. to El Camino Real 15,579 

Vista Way - El Camino Real to Rancho Del Oro Rd. 15,330 

Vista Way - Rancho Del Oro Rd. to College Blvd. 20,300 

Vista Way - College Blvd. to SR-78 WB Ramps 28,000 

Vista Way - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 16,097 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Driveway to College Blvd. 16,907 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - College Blvd. to Thunder Dr. 13,813 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Thunder Dr. to Sundown Lane 14,800 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - Driveway to College Blvd. 1,510 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - College Blvd. to SR-78 WB Ramps 22,063 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 11,965 

Rancho Del Oro Rd. - Vista Way to Tournament Dr. 13,900 

Source: Project Traffic study prepared by Urban Systems Associates, 2012. 

Quarry Creek Master Plan 
Final EIR 

5.11-4 

Vehicle Noise Level 
Speeds at 50 feet 
(MPH) (dBA CNEL) 

45 73.8 

45 75.5 

45 73.9 

45 74.7 

45 73.8 

35 69.2 

35 67.3 

35 67.2 

35 68.4 

35 69.8 

35 67.4 

30 66.1 

30 65.2 

30 65.5 

30 55.6 

30 67.2 

30 64.6 

30 65.2 

60 dBA CNEL 
Contour Distance 

(feet) 

417 

539 

424 

477 

414 

206 

152 

151 

182 

225 

156 

127 

111 

116 

25 

152 

101 

112 

City of Carlsbad 
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5.11 Noise 

Sensitive Receptors 

According to the City's Noise Guidelines Manual, noise sensitive land uses can be either residential or 
non-residential. Generally, the typical noise sensitive land uses to be analyzed would be those utilized for 
living or dwelling units. The following land uses are considered to be noise sensitive in the City of 
Carlsbad: single family residential use or multi-family residential uses. Other noise sensitive land uses 
may include, but are not limited to: hotels, motels, hospitals, board and care facilities, convalescent 
facilities, nursing or rest homes, boarding schools, convents, churches, and emergency services living 
quarters. There are no sensitive receptors currently located within the project site. 

Sensitive receptors off-site consist of the residential development located off Vancouver Street, Simsbury 
Court, Seabury Street, and Milford Place, Tamarack Avenue and Carlsbad Village Drive to the south and 
the Marron-Hayes Adobe residence located north of the project site. The Kinder Care Leaming Center is 
located approximately 0.24 miles east of the project site and Hope Elementary School is located 
approximately 0.42 miles south of the project site. Additionally, Larwin Park is located less than one
quarter mile west of the project site. Senior living facilities are located east of the project site along 
College Boulevard and residential uses are located along College Boulevard. TriCity Medical Center, 
Mira Costa College, and ABC Children's Center are located just over 0.25 to 0.5 mile of the project site 
to the east, north, and west, respectively. 

5.11.2 Regulatory Setting 

State of California Code of Regulations Title 24 

The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Noise Insulation Standards, states that multi-family 
dw·ellings, hotels, and motels located where the CNEL exceeds 60 dBA must obtain an acoustical analysis 
showing that the proposed design will limit interior noise to less than 45 dBA CNEL. The maximum 
noise levels, either existing or future, must be used for this determination. Future noise levels must be 
predicted at least ten years from the time of building pennit application. 

City of Carlsbad General Plan - Noise Element 

The City of Carlsbad General Plan Noise Element identifies and defines ex1stmg and future 
environmental noise levels from sources of noise within or adjacent to the City of Carlsbad. The Noise 
Element establishes goals, objectives and policies to address these impacts, and provides action programs 
to implement these goals, objectives and policies. 

City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual 

The following City of Carlsbad noise standards are applicable to the proposed project. These standards 
are defined in the City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual (City of Carlsbad 1995). 

A. Exterior and Interior Residential Noise Standards: Sixty (60) dBA CNEL is the acceptable 
exterior noise level to which residential uses must be mitigated, except for areas impacted by the 
McClellan-Palomar Airport, which must be mitigated to a 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level. 

According to City standards, interior noise levels for all residential units must be mitigated to a 45 dBA 
CNEL level when openings to the exterior of the residence are closed. If openings are required to be 
closed to meet the interior noise standard, then mechanical ventilation shall be provided. 

L "9""'\~ Quarry Creek Master Plan 
.I.LI~\. Final EIR 
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5.11 Noise 

B. Construction Noise Standards: Carlsbad City Ordinance 8.48.010 prohibits construction before 
7:00 a.m. and after sunset, Monday through Friday and between 8:00 a.m. and sunset on 
Saturday. No construction is allowed on Sunday or city recognized holidays. No construction 
noise threshold level (in dBA) has been established by the City of Carlsbad. However, for the 
purposes of this EIR., a 75-dBA Leq-8h threshold has been applied. This standard is used by both 
the County and City of San Diego. 

County of San Diego Vibration Standards 

San Diego Code Section 36.410, "Sound Level Limitations on Impulsive Noise," regulates impulsive 
noise. The code limit for residential, village zoning or civic use is a I-minute maximum sound level of 
82 dBA for 75 percent of the minutes within a measurement period (one-hour minimum period), but 
exceedences of any level are allowed for 25 percent of the minutes. Construction blasting could exceed 
the limit at certain locations, but blasting will be planned to occur infrequently enough that it does not 
exceed the limit for more than 15 minutes of any hour or 25 percent of any hour. 

The County of San Diego 2009 Consolidated Fire Code regulates explosives and blasting. The code 
requires issuance of a blasting permit for a single specific site. The Issuing Officer Sherriff will make the 
detennination whether the blast is "Major" or "Minor" according to the definition of Minor Blasting 
under Section 330 l.2.1. 

Section 3301.2.6 of the Fire Code additionally limits blasting operations to "Monday though Saturday, 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. or Yz hour before sunset, whichever occurs first." Additional 
operational requirements identified in Section 3301.2. 7 of the fire code include, among other 
requirements, further requirements to deal with potential blast-noise and vibration, including: 

• Written notice is required at the time of permit issuance to all businesses and residences, 
including mobile homes, within a prescribed radius ( 600 feet for major blast locations and 
300 feet for minor blast locations). 

• A second notice is required to the same recipients within one week, but more than 24 hours 
before the blasting operation. This second notice "shall be in a form approved by the Issuing 
Officer." 

• For major blasting operations, a pre-blast inspection is required for each structure within 300 feet 
of the blast site, including mobile homes. The inspector is required to be retained by the blaster. 
The purpose of the inspection is expressly limited to, "determining the existence of any visible or 
reasonably recognizable preexisting defects or damages in any structure." The owner or the 
occupant is free to waive the pre-blast inspection in writing, or implicitly by refusal to allow 
inspection. 

• If any complaint of property damage is made within 60 days of the blasting operations, or if the 
blaster ''has knowledge of alleged property damage independent of the written complaint," then 
the fire code requires a post-blast inspection of the same property, and reports provided to the 
issuing officer and the person who made the original complaint. 

The extra measures of protection required by the fire code will be included in the overall precautions for 
blasting operations. 
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5.11.3 Project Impacts 

5.11.3.1 Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines is used to provide direction for determination of a significant noise 
impact from the proposed project. For the purpose of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would: 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome noise 
levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project; 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; 

• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within t\vo miles of a public airport or public use airport, \vould the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or 

• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

Blasting and Vibration Standards 

The City of Carlsbad and the City of Oceanside have not yet adopted vibration criteria. The United States 
Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides criteria for acceptable 
levels of groundbome vibration for various types of special buildings that are sensitive to vibration. For 
purposes of identifying potential project related vibration impacts, the FTA criteria were used. The human 
reaction to various levels of vibration is highly subjective. The upper end of the range shown for the 
threshold of perception, or roughly 65 vibration velocity (VdB), may be considered annoying by some 
people. Vibration below 65 VdB may also cause secondary audible effects, such as a slight rattling of 
doors, suspended ceilings/fixtures, windows, and dishes, any of which may result in additional 
annoyance. Table 5.11-4 shows the FTA groundbome vibration and noise impact criteria for human 
annoyance. 

In addition to the vibration annoyance standards presented above, the FTA also applies the following 
standards for construction vibration damage. As shown in Table 5 .11-5, structural damage is possible for 
typical commercial construction when the peak particle velocity (PPV) exceeds 0.3 inch per second. This 
criterion is the threshold at which there is a risk of damage to normal dwellings. 
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Table 5.11-4. Groundborne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria (Human Annoyance) 

Groundborne Vibration 
Impact Levels Groundborne Noise Impact Levels 

(VdB re 1 microinch/second) (dB re 20 micropascals) 

Frequent Occasional Infrequent Frequent Occasional Infrequent 
Category Events1 Events2 Events3 Events1 Events2 Events3 

Category 1: Buildings where low 65 VdB4 65 VdB4 65 VdB4 NfA4 NfA4 NfA4 
ambient vibration is essential for interior 
operations. 

Category 2: Residences and buildings 72VdB 75VdB 80VdB 35dBA 38dBA 43dBA 
where people normally sleep. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with 75VdB 78VdB 83VdB 40 dBA 43dBA 48dBA 
primarily daytime use. 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, June 2006. 
1 "Frequent Events" are defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most rapid transit projects fall into this category. 
2 Occasional Events" are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most commuter truck lines have this 

many operations. 
3 Infrequent Events" are defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day. This category includes most commuter rail branch 

lines 
4 This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes. 

Vibration-sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower 
vibration levels in a building often requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors. 

5 Vibration-sensitive equipment is not sensitive to groundborne noise. 

Table 5.11-5. Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria (Structural Damage) 

PPV 
Building Capacity (inches/second) VdB 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

Ill. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 
June 2006. 

Note: RMS velocity calculated from vibration level (VdB) using the reference of one microinch/second. 

Methodology 

Construction Noise 

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on the ambient noise levels. Noise generated by 
construction equipment includes haul trucks, water trucks, graders, dozers, loaders, and scrapers and can 
reach relatively high levels . Grading activities typically represent one of the highest potential sources for 
noise impacts. The most effective method of controlling construction noise is through local control of 
construction hours and by limiting the hours of construction to normal weekday working hours. 
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Because the Cities of Oceanside and Carlsbad do not have property line standards for construction, the 
County of San Diego Noise Ordinance 36.409 standard is utilized in the analysis. The County Noise 
Ordinance states that with the exception of an emergency, it should be unlawful to conduct any 
construction activity so as to cause, at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned residential, an 
average sound level greater than 75 decibels from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has compiled data regarding the noise generating 
characteristics of specific types of construction equipment. Noise levels generated by heavy construction 
equipment can range from 60 dBA to in excess of 100 dBA when measured at 50 feet. However, these 
noise levels diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 75 dBA measured at 50 feet from the noise source to 
the receptor would be reduced to 69 dBA at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduced to 
63 dBA at 200 feet from the source. 

Using a point-source noise prediction model, calculations of the expected construction noise levels were 
completed. The essential model input data for these performance equations include the source levels of 
the equipment, source to receiver horizontal and vertical separations, the amount of time the equipment is 
operating in a given day (also referred to as the duty-cycle), and any transmission loss from topography or 
barriers. 

Future On-site Noise 

The critical model input parameters, which determine the projected vehicular traffic noise levels, include 
vehicle travel speeds, the percentages of automobiles, medium trucks and heavy trucks in the roadway 
volume, the site conditions (hard or soft) and the peak hour traffic volume. The peak hour traffic volumes 
along most roadways range between 6-12 percent of the average daily traffic (ADT) and 10 percent is 
generally acceptable for noise modeling purposes. The capacity in a single freeway lane is 1,800 vehicles 
per hour due to shortened headways between vehicles (Caltrans 2011). Thus, peak hour traffic values 
along SR-78 were calculated using a worst-case scenario capacity of 1,800 vehicles per hour per lane 
operating at a Level of Service (LOS) C. 

Table 5 .11-6 presents the roadway parameters used in the analysis including the average daily traffic 
volumes, vehicle speeds and the hourly traffic flow distribution (vehicle mix) for both the existing and 
future conditions. The vehicle mix provides the hourly distribution percentages of automobile, medium 
trucks and heavy trucks for input into the Sound32 Model. A standard City traffic mix of 97.89/1.83/0.28 
was utilized on Marron Road and a mix of 95.1/2.3/2.6 was utilized for SR-78 based on Caltrans Annual 
Average Truck Trip volumes on SR-78. 

Table 5.11-6. Traffic Parameters 

Average Daily 
Traffic 

Roadway Year (ADT) 

Marron Road 2030 20,2001 

State Route 78 2030 144,000 

Source: Ldn Consulting, August 2012. 
1 Urban Systems Associates Traffic Impact Analysis. 
2 Peak vehicles per lane per hour (Caltrans). 

Peak Hour 
Volume 

2,020 

1,4402 

3 Vehicle Mixed defined in City of Carlsbad Noise Guideline Manual. 
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Modeled 
Speeds 
(MPH) 

30 

65 

Auto 

97.893 

95.1 

Vehicle Mix % 

Medium Heavy 
Trucks Trucks 

1.833 0.283 

2.3 2.6 
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The required coordinate information necessary for the Sound32 traffic noise prediction model input was 
taken from the preliminary site plans provided by Project Design Consultants July 20, 2012. To predict 
the future noise levels the preliminary site plans were used to identify the pad elevations, the roadway 
elevations, and the relationship between the noise source(s) and the receptor areas. Traffic was 
consolidated into a single lane for each directional flow of SR-78 and into a single lane for both 
directional flows of traffic on Marron Road. The roadway segment was extended a minimum of 300 feet 
beyond the observer locations. To evaluate the potential noise impacts on the proposed development, 
outdoor observers were placed five feet above the pad elevation and located \vithin each use area. The 
Buildout conditions includes the future year 2030 traffic volume forecasts provided in the traffic impact 
analysis performed by Urban Systems Associates and the peak hour traffic volumes from Caltrans as 
shown in Table 5.11-6. 

Off-site Project-Related Transportation Noise Levels 

The off-site project-related roadway segment noise levels projected were calculated using the methods in 
the Highway Noise Model published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA Highway Traffic 
Noise Prediction Model, FHWA-RD-77-108, December 1978). The FHWA Model uses the traffic 
volume, vehicle mix, speed, and roadway geometry to compute the equivalent noise level. A spreadsheet 
calculation was used which computes equivalent noise levels for each of the time periods used in the 
calculation of CNEL. Weighting these equivalent noise levels and summing them gives the CNEL for the 
traffic projections. The noise contours are then established by iterating the equivalent noise level over 
many distances until the distance to the desired noise contour(s) are found. 

Because mobile/traffic noise levels are calculated on a logarithmic scale, a doubling of the traffic noise or 
acoustical energy results in a noise level increase of 3 dBA. Therefore the doubling of the traffic volume, 
without changing the vehicle speeds or mix ratio, results in a noise increase of 3 dBA. Mobile noise levels 
radiate in an almost oblique fashion from the source and drop off at a rate of 3 dBA for each doubling of 
distance under hard site conditions and at a rate of 4.5 dBA for soft site conditions. Hard site conditions 
consist of concrete, asphalt, and hard pack dirt, while soft site conditions exist in areas having slight grade 
changes, landscaped areas, and vegetation. Hard site conditions, to be conservative, were used to develop 
the identified noise contours and analyze noise impacts along all roadway segments. The future traffic 
noise model utilizes a typical, City of Carlsbad vehicle mix 97.89 percent autos, 1.83 percent medium 
trucks, and 0.28 percent heavy trucks for all analyzed road\vay segments. The vehicle mix provides the 
hourly distribution percentages of automobile, medium trucks, and heavy trucks for input into the FHW A 
Model. 

Community noise level changes greater than 3 dBA are often identified as audible and considered 
potentially significant, while changes less than l dBA will not be discernible to local residents. In the 
range of l to 3 dBA, residents who are very sensitive to noise may perceive a slight change. There is no 
scientific evidence available to support the use of 3 dBA as the significance threshold; community noise 
exposures are typically over a long time period rather than the immediate comparison made in a 
laboratory situation. Therefore, the level at which changes in community noise levels become discernible 
is likely greater than l dBA and 3 dBA appears to be appropriate for most people. 

For the purposes for this analysis, direct or cumulative roadway noise impacts would be considered 
significant if the project increases noise levels for a noise sensitive land use by 3 dBA CNEL and ifthe 
project increases noise levels above an unacceptable noise level per the City's Guideline Manual in a 
sensitive use area adjacent to the roadway segment. The project related direct roadway noise level 
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increases are analyzed below. Cumulative project noise levels were analyzed in Section 7.0, Long Term 
Effects, of this EIR. 

5.11.3.2 Environmental Impacts 

Noise levels in excess of established noise standards and existing ambient noise levels 

Construction Noise 

Based on the EPA noise emissions, empirical data and the amount of equipment needed, worst case noise 
levels from the construction equipment operations would occur during the base operations (grading/site 
preparation). The construction schedule identifies that grading activities will occur in a single phase all at 
the same time, with anticipated equipment including eight scrapers, three water trucks, two dozers, one 
grader, six highway trucks, three drill rigs, one excavator, and one loader. Due to physical constraints and 
normal site preparation operations, most of the equipment will be spread out over the site. For example, 
the rock drills may be working in the eastern portion of the site while the dozers, tractors and scrapers are 
operating in the western or southern portions of the site. Some of the equipment will then move to bring 
the blasted material to areas where fill is needed. Due to the size of the site some equipment could be 
operating near the property line while the rest of the equipment may be located over 1,000 feet from the 
same property line. This would result in an acoustical center for the grading operation at approximately 
500 feet from the nearest property line. Therefore, if all the equipment was operating in the same location, 
which is not physically possible, at a distance as close as 310 feet from the nearest property line, the point 
source noise attenuation from construction activities is -15.8 dBA. This would result in an anticipated 
worst-case combined noise level of 75 dBA at the property line. Given this and the spatial separation of 
the equipment, the noise levels will comply with the 75 dBA standard at all project property lines. As a 
result, no impacts will occur and no mitigation measures are required. The noise levels utilized in this 
analysis are shown in Table 5 .11-7. 

Equipment Type 

Tractor/Backhoe/Loader 

Dozer D9 Cat 

Grader 

Water Trucks 

Highway Trucks 

Paver/Blade 

Excavator 

Scraper 

Drill Rig 

Combined Cumulative Level 

Distance to Sensitive Use 

Noise Reduction due to Distance 

Property Line Noise Level 

Source: Ldn Consulting, August 2012. 
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Table 5.11-7. Construction Noise Levels 

Noise Level at 50 feet 
Quantity Used (dBA) 

1 72 

2 74 

1 73 

3 70 

6 75 

1 75 

1 72 

8 75 

3 83 

5.11-13 

Cumulative Noise 
Level at 50 feet 

(dBA) 

72 

77 

73 

74.8 

82.8 

75 

72 

84 

87.8 

90.8 

310 

-15.8 

75.0 
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Future On-site Noise 

The modeling results for the project site are quantitatively shown in Table 5.11-8 below for the projected 
outdoor noise levels on the project site. The modeled observer locations for each Lot/Planning Area are 
presented in Figure 5.11-2. Based upon these findings, and the proposed site layout, the future ground 
level noise levels were found to be at or below 60 dBA CNEL and no noise mitigation is required to 
comply with the City of Carlsbad Noise standards. Mitigation Measure N-1 requires that a site specific 
noise study to be prepared for each residential Lot based upon the final site design (i.e., site plan for each 
residential project within the Master Plan), building orientation, and pad elevations to ensure compliance 
with the City's exterior noise thresholds. 

Table 5.11-8. Traffic Related Exterior Noise Levels 

Receptor Unmitigated Ground Floor Levels Second Floor Facade Noise Levels 
Number Description (dBA CNEL) (dBA CNEL) 

1 Lot 1/PA R-1 56 61 

2 Lot 1/PA R-1 57 62 

3 Lot 2/PA R-2 60 63 

4 Lot 2/PA R-2 60 65 

5 Lot 3/PA R-3 55 61 

6 Lot 3/PA R-3 57 62 

7 Lot 7/PA P-2 55 60 

8 Lot 4/PA P-3 59 63 

9 Lot 4/PA R-4 59 64 

10 Lot4/PA R-4 59 62 

11 Lot4/PA R-4 57 60 

12 Lot5/PA R-5 56 59 

13 Lot 10/PA P-5 56 61 

Source: Ldn Consulting, October 2012. 

In addition, second floor receptors were also modeled at 15 feet above the pad elevations to determine 
noise levels at the building facades. Based on these findings, the second level building facades are 
anticipated to be above 60 dBA CNEL at Lots 1 (PA R-1), 2 (PA R-2), 3 (PA R-3), and 4 (PA R-4). 
Mitigation Measure N-2 requires that a final interior noise assessment be prepared based on final building 
design (i.e., architectural and building plans). This final report will identify the interior noise requirements 
based upon architectural and building plans. It should be noted that interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL 
can easily be obtained with conventional building construction methods and providing a closed window 
condition requiring a means of mechanical ventilation (e.g., air conditioning) for each building and 
upgraded windows for all sensitive rooms (e.g., bedrooms and living areas). 

The modeling results are quantitatively shown in Table 5 .11-8 for both the ground level outdoor receptors 
and the second level building facades. Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2 will reduce 
the on-site noise impact to a level less than significant. 
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Direct Traffic Noise Levels 

To determine if direct off-site noise level increases associated with the development of the project will 
create noise impacts, the noise levels for the existing conditions were compared with the noise level 
increase as a result of traffic generated at the level associated with build out of the Master Plan. Utilizing 
the traffic analysis for the proposed project (Urban Systems Associates 2012) noise contours were 
developed for the following traffic scenarios: 

• Existing: Current day noise conditions without construction of the project. 
• Existing plus Project: Current day noise conditions plus the completion of the project. 
• Existing vs. Existing plus Project: Comparison of the project related noise level increases. 

The existing noise levels and reference distances to the 60 dBA CNEL contours for the roadways in the 
vicinity of the project site are shown in Table 5 .11-3. The Existing plus Project Scenario is shown in 
Table 5.11-9. 

Table 5.11-9. Existing plus Project Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

El Camino Real - Via Las Rosas to Vista Way 

El Camino Real - Vista Way to SR-78 WB Ramps 

College Blvd. - Barnard Dr. to Vista Way 

College Blvd - Vista Way to Plaza Dr. 

College Blvd. - Plaza Dr. to Marron Rd. 

College Blvd. - Marron Rd. to South City Limit 

Vista Way - Jefferson St. to El Camino Real 

Vista Way - El Camino Real to Rancho Del Oro Rd. 

Vista Way - Rancho Del Oro Rd. to College Blvd. 

Vista Way - College Blvd. to SR-78 WB Ramps 

Vista Way - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Driveway to College Blvd. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - College Blvd. to Thunder Dr. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Thunder Dr. to Sundown Lane 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - Driveway to College Blvd. 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - College Blvd to SR-78 WB Ramps 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 

Rancho Del Oro Rd. - Vista Way to Tournament Dr. 

Source: Quarry Creek Noise Report 2012. 
1 Urban Systems Associates, 2012. 
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Vehicle Noise Level at 
Speeds 50 feet 

ADT1 (MPH) (dBA CNEL) 

36,783 45 73.8 

53,967 45 75.5 

33,331 45 73.4 

47,662 45 75 

38,842 45 74.1 

25,885 35 69.5 

15,633 35 67.3 

15,446 35 67.2 

20,544 35 68.5 

29,206 35 70 

16,260 35 67.4 

19,619 30 66.7 

14,084 30 65.3 

15,017 30 65.6 

3,950 30 59.8 

22,754 30 67.4 

12, 128 30 64.6 

13,954 30 65.2 

5.11-17 

60 dBA CNEL 
Contour Distance 

(feet) 

418 

540 

391 

497 

433 

214 

153 

151 

183 

232 

157 

140 

113 

117 

48 

155 

102 

112 
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The overall roadway segment noise levels will increase from -0.5 dBA CNEL to 4.2 dBA CNEL with the 
development of the project as shown in Table 5.11-10. Traffic generated by the proposed project does 
create a direct noise increase of more than 3 dBA CNEL on Haymar Drive/Plaza Drive between the 
project driveways to College Boulevard. This segment of road is comprised of commercial uses and no 
noise sensitive receptors are present. Therefore, the impact is less than significant. Additionally, the 
existing plus project noise level is below 60 dBA CNEL. Therefore, the project's direct contributions to 
off-site roadway noise increases will not cause any significant impacts to any existing or future noise 
sensitive land uses. The impact associated with traffic generated roadway noise as a result of the 
proposed project is less than significant. Note that the values given do not take into account the effect of 
any noise barriers, structures, or topography that may affect roadway noise levels. 

Table 5.11-10. Existing vs. Existing plus Project Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

El Camino Real - Via Las Rosas to Vista Way 

El Camino Real - Vista Way to SR-78 WB Ramps 

College Blvd. - Barnard Dr. to Vista Way 

College Blvd. - Vista Way to Plaza Dr. 

College Blvd. - Plaza Dr. to Marron Rd. 

College Blvd. - Marron Rd. to South City Limit 

Vista Way - Jefferson St. to El Camino Real 

Vista Way - El Camino Real to Rancho Del Oro Rd. 

Vista Way - Rancho Del Oro Rd. to College Blvd. 

Vista Way - College Blvd. to SR-78 WB Ramps 

Vista Way - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Driveway to College Blvd. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - College Blvd. to Thunder Dr. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Thunder Dr. to Sundown Lane 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - Driveway to College Blvd. 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - College Blvd to SR-78 WB Ramps 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 

Rancho Del Oro Rd. - Vista Way to Tournament Dr. 

Source: Quarry Creek Noise Report 2012 Noise. 
1 Urban Systems Associates 2012. 

Existing Noise 
Level @ 50 feet 

(dBA CNEL) 

73.8 

75.5 

73.9 

74.7 

73.8 

69.2 

67.3 

67.2 

68.4 

69.8 

67.4 

66.1 

65.2 

65.5 

55.6 

67.2 

64.6 

65.2 

Note: Bold text indicates a 3 dBA audible noise increase that could result in impacts. 

Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne Noise Levels 

Grading Activities 

Existing + Project 
Noise Level @ 50 feet 

(dBA CNEL) 

73.8 

75.5 

73.4 

75 

74.1 

69.5 

67.3 

67.2 

68.5 

70 

67.4 

66.7 

65.3 

65.6 

59.8 

67.4 

64.6 

65.2 

Difference 
(dBA CNEL) 

0 

0 

-0.5 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0 

0 

0.1 

0.2 

0 

0.6 

0.1 

0.1 

4.2 

0.2 

0 

0 

The nearest vibration-sensitive structures are located to the east of the project site, 100 feet or more from 
the proposed construction limits. Table 5 .11-11 lists the average vibration levels that would be 
experienced at the nearest vibration sensitive land uses to the east as a result of the temporary 
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construction activities. Loaded trucks will be traveling along the western portion of the site and were 
assessed at a minimum distance of 100 feet to be conservative. 

Table 5.11-11. Vibration Levels from Construction Activities 

Approximate Velocity Approximate RMS Approximate Velocity Approximate RMS 
Level at 25 Feet Velocity at 25 Feet Level at 100 Feet Velocity at 100 Feet 

Equipment (VdB) (inches/second) (VdB) (inches/second) 

Small bulldozer 58 0.003 40 0.0004 

Jackhammer 79 0.035 61 0.0044 

Loaded trucks 86 0.076 68 0.0095 

Large bulldozer 87 0.089 69 0.0111 

FT A Criteria 88 0.3 

Significant Impact? No No 

Source: Ldn Consulting, August 2012. 
Note: PPVat Distance D = PPVrefx (25/0)15 . 

The FT A has determined vibration levels that would cause annoyance to a substantial number of people 
and potential damage to building structures. The FTA criterion for vibration induced structural damage is 
0.30 inches/second for the peak particle velocity (PPV) for "engineered concrete and masonry buildings." 
Project construction activities would result in PPV levels below the FTA's criteria for vibration induced 
structural damage. Therefore, project construction activities would not result in vibration induced 
structural damage to residential buildings near the demolition and construction areas. The FTA criterion 
for infrequent vibration induced annoyance is 83 VdB for commercial type uses. Construction activities 
would generate levels of vibration that would not exceed the FTA criteria for nuisance for nearby 
residential uses. Therefore, vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

Blasting Vibration 

Blasting for construction projects typically results in an RMS vibration velocity of about 100 V dB at 
50 feet from the blast based on FTA findings . This is equivalent to a peak particle velocity of about 
0.4 inches/second. The locations of the potential areas that may require blasting are shown in 
Figure 5 .11-3. As discussed previously, the smallest distance between existing commercial uses and the 
blasting activity was assumed to be 100 feet. Given attenuation of vibration velocities with distance, the 
RMS vibration velocity and peak particle velocity at the nearest existing structure would be about 88 VdB 
and 0.15 inch per second, respectively . 

Based on the construction vibration damage criteria published by the FTA, the threshold for vibration 
levels to damage "Engineered concrete and masonry buildings" are 98 VdB and 0.30 inches per second. 
Therefore, the effect of the blasting activity on nearby residential structures will not be significant. On the 
other hand, the human annoyance criterion of 83 V dB would be slightly exceeded when blasting occurred 
within about 100 feet of existing uses. If blasting is required within 100 feet of existing commercial 
structures, the potential annoyance may not be completely avoided but can be minimized by following the 
proper blasting procedures and with proper notice annoyances can be avoided. However, the nearest 
residential uses are located more than 1,000 feet from the potential blasting locations and vibration 
sources. Based on this distance separation no vibration impacts are anticipated from the proposed 
project's construction or blasting operations. It should also be noted that no rock crushing is proposed. 
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Airport Noise 

As previously presented in Section 5.11.1, the project is not located within the identified McClellan
Palomar Airport noise contours; however, the project site is located within the NINA. This area may be 
subject to some annoyances or inconveniences associated with airport operations. All new residential 
projects located within the NINA shall be required to record a notice informing of the potential 
environmental impacts related to the aircraft, and that the property is subject to overflight, sight and sound 
of aircraft operating from the McClellan-Palomar Airport (FAA 2007). As a part of a residential sale, this 
information will be provided to potential buyers as part of required disclosure process. No impact due to 
airport noise is identified. 

Off-site Improvements 

Implementation of the proposed project will involve the constmction of off-site improvements as 
described in EIR Section 3.0. These improvements include the construction of sewer lines/connections, 
water and reclaimed water lines/connections, trailhead improvements, improvements to Haymar Drive 
to improve the street to local street standards, and off-site grading in two areas immediately east of the 
project site. \\Thile connections for sewer and water and immediately adjacent to the project site, the 
construction of the reclaimed water line will occur in a segment of Tamarack A venue extending from 
Harwick Drive to the Quarry Creek Master Plan project site (east of the eastern Simsbury Court cul-de
sac). Also, off-site improvements include one of the project's proposed public use trailheads, which 
would be located at the easterly tenninus of Marron Road for that portion of the road within the City of 
Carlsbad located east of El Camino Real (east of the Vons shopping center). As shown in Figure 3-10, 
this off-site trailhead would include a vehicular tum-around and trail parking lot which would be provided 
within the existing right-of-way. In addition to utility and trailhead improvements, there will be minimal 
grading in the parcel immediately east of Planning Area R-1, outside of the project site boundary, 
however, no sensitive noise receptors are located in this area of off-site grading. 

Construction of off-site sewer and water connections, as well as the reclaimed water connection within 
Tamarack Avenue, would occur within residential neighborhoods. Also, residential uses are located in 
the vicinity of the Marron Road trailhead improvements. Heavy equipment, such as bulldozers and 
scrapers would not be required for these improvements. The installation of the reclaimed water pipeline 
would require trenching equipment, including a backhoe. The construction noise associated with this 
utility installation would be temporary, and would be similar to other utility improvements that are 
common throughout the City. Adherence to the City's noise ordinance which limits construction hours 
Monday through Friday between 7:00 a.m. and sunset, and on Saturday to between 8:00 a.m. and sunset 
would ensure that this temporary impact associated with off-site utility construction is less than 
significant. 

5.11.4 level of Significance Before Mitigation 

As previously discussed, the future ground level noise levels were found to be at or below 60 dBA CNEL 
and no noise mitigation is required to comply with the City of Carlsbad Noise standards. The project will, 
however, require a site-specific noise study be prepared for each residential lot based upon the final site 
design, building orientation, and pad elevations to ensure compliance with the City's exterior noise 
thresholds. 
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5.11 Noise 

In addition, second floor receptors were also modeled at 15 feet above the pad elevations to determine 
noise levels at the building facades. Based on these findings, the second level building facades are 
anticipated to be above 60 dBA CNEL at Lots 1-4 (PAs R-1, R-2, R-3, and R-4), which would be above 
the applicable noise standards. 

5.11.5 Environmental Mitigation Measures 

N-1 The project proponent shall prepare a site specific noise study for each residential lot based 
upon the final site design (i.e., site plan for each residential project within the Master Plan), 
building orientation, and pad elevations. The site specific noise study shall demonstrate that 
the outside noise levels are below 60 dBA CNEL. 

N-2 For residential uses within PAs R-1, R-2, R-3, and R-4 architectural features needed to 
achieve the interior noise standard shall be noted on the building plans. A statement 
certifying that the required architectural features have been incorporated into the building 
plans, signed by the acoustical analyst/acoustician shall be located on the building plans. The 
architect shall also include his registration stamp in addition to the required signature. All 
noise level reduction architectural components shall be shown on the architectural building 
plans, and shall be approved. This measure shall be implemented prior to the issuance of 
building permits for residential projects located within PAs R-1, R-2, R-3, and R-4 and 
verified by the City of Carlsbad Building and Planning DivisionsDel'Jaitmeffis . 

5.11.6 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure N-1 will require a site specific noise study to be prepared for all residential lots based 
upon the final site design to determine that the all outdoor usable areas noise levels comply with the 
60 dBA CNEL threshold. Mitigation Measure N-2 will require architectural features needed to achieve 
the interior noise standard shall be noted on the building plans for residential uses within PAs R-1, R-2, 
and R-3, and R-4. A statement certifying that the required architectural features have been incorporated 
into the building plans, signed by the acoustical analyst/acoustician shall be located on the building plans. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2 would reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The subject of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) is the Foothill College Facilities 

Master Plan ("proposed Project") (hereinafter Facilities Master Plan). The Facilities Master Plan was 

prepared to provide a guide for future campus development at Foothill College (College). In addition to 

analyzing the potential impacts of campus growth under the Facilities Master Plan at a program level, this 

Draft EIR addresses the Project-specific environmental effects associated with the construction of near

term projects as described in Section III (Project Description). 

The lead agency for this Project is the Foothill-De Anza Community College District, located at 12345 El 

Monte Road, Los Altos Hills, CA 94022-4599. A detailed description of the proposed Project is 

contained in Section III (Project Description) of this Draft EIR. 

Because the proposed Project will require approval of certain discretionary actions by the Foothill-De 

Anza Community College District (District) and other governmental agencies, the proposed Project is 

subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Based on the preparation of a detailed 

Initial Study (refer to Appendix A to this Draft EIR), it was determined that the proposed Project may 

have a significant effect on the environment and that an EIR should be prepared. 

B. PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

The College has commissioned this EIR on the Facilities Master Plan for the following purposes: 

• To satisfy CEQA requirements 

• To inform the general public; the local community; and responsible, trustee, and state and federal 

agencies of the nature of the Facilities Master Plan, its potentially significant environmental 

effects, feasible mitigation measures to mitigate those effects, and its reasonable and feasible 

alternatives 

• To enable the District to consider the environmental consequences of approving the Facilities 

Master Plan and the near-term projects 

• To provide a basis for preparation of any future environmental documents 

• For consideration by responsible agencies in issuing pennits and approvals for the proposed 

Project 

As described in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty to avoid or 

substantially lessen significant environmental impacts, where feasible. In discharging this duty, a public 

agency has an obligation to balance the project's significant impacts on the environment with other 
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conditions, including economic, social, technological, legal and other benefits. This Draft EIR is an 

informational document, the purpose of which is to identify the potentially significant impacts of the 

proposed Project on the environment and to indicate the manner in which those significant impacts can be 

avoided or significantly lessened; to identify any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot 

be mitigated; and to identify reasonable and feasible alternatives to the proposed Project that would 

eliminate any significant adverse environmental impacts or reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant 

level. 

The lead agency is required to consider the information in the EIR, along with any other relevant 

information, in making its decision on the Facilities Master Plan and the specific projects. Although the 

EIR does not determine the ultimate decision that will be made regarding implementation of the project, 

CEQA requires the Dist1ict to consider the information in the EIR and make findings regarding each 

significant effect in the EIR. 

The District will certify the EIR for the College. Once certified, the EIR will serve as the base 

environmental document for the Foothill campus and will be used as a basis for decisions on campus 

growth and development. Other agencies may also use this EIR in their review and approval process. 

This Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines which defines 

the standards for EIR adequacy: 

"An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers 

with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account 

of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed 

project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of 

what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 

inadequate, but the EIR would summarize the main points of disagreement among the 

experts. The courts have looked not for perfection; but for adequacy, completeness, and a 

good faith effort at fill! disclosure. " 

C. PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed Project involves the renovation and construction of campus facilities on the existing 136-

acre Foothill College campus, which is located in Los Altos Hills, approximately thirty-five miles south 

of San Francisco. Serving more than 18,000 day and evening students, the College is a multicultural 

institution committed to meeting the evolving educational, economic and cultural needs of an increasingly 

technology-based global community. 

In June 2006 the voters approved a $490.8 million dollar District-wide bond (Measure C) to continue the 

renovation and replacement of aging facilities as well as upgrade technology on the campus. The 2007 

Facilities Master Plan is intended to inform the direction of Measure C. This plan is driven by the 

demands of future growth, instructional and student support program analyses, and the expectations of a 
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technologically savvy student community, and will serve the unmet needs of the 1999 Facilities Master 

Plan. The Master Plan and accompanying illustrations provide a vision of the recommendations for 

campus development and renovations over the next five-to-ten year period. 

With the adoption of the Facilities Master Plan, the College would establish a framework to guide the 

physical development of the campus over the next ten years. Jn addition to the renovation and repair of 

outdated buildings and infrastructure upgrades described above, the Facilities Master Plan consists of the 

addition of two new buildings: the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC) and the Scene 

Shop. The proposed new buildings are described in Section III (Project Description). The Project 

proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 square feet of building space, 

including approximately 41,500 square feet of assignable space. 

D. TYPE OF EIR 

The Facilities Master Plan is both a conceptual architectural build-out plan of the campus and a statement 

about the buildings and their function. A plan typically includes building locations, uses, traffic 

circulation, parking, utilities, drainage, environmental issues, and a discussion about the look and 

character of the campus. It is not an implementation plan, and its adoption does not constitute a 

commitment to any specific project, construction schedule, or funding priority. Rather, the Master Plan 

and accompanying illustrations provide a vision of the recommendations for campus development and 

renovations over the next five-to-ten year period. Each project undertaken during the planning horizon of 

the Facilities Master Plan must be approved individually by the College, in compliance with CEQA. This 

Facilities Master Plan EIR is a First Tier/Program EIR that evaluates the effects of the entire Facilities 

Maser Plan at a program level. 

Section 15168(a) of the CEQA Guidelines defines a Program EIR as an EIR which may be prepared on a 

series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: 1) geographically; 2) 

as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; 3) in connection with the issuance of rules, 

regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or 4) as 

individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having 

generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. 

Section 15168(b) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that use of a Program EIR can provide the following 

advantages. The Program EIR can: 

1) Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than would be 

practical in an EIR on an individual action; 

2) Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; 

3) Avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations; 
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4) Allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and programwide mitigation 

measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or 

cumulative impacts; and 

5) Allow reduction in paperwork. 

As stated earlier, this EIR is also a project EIR that evaluates near-term projects that are proposed for 

implementation as part of the Facilities Master Plan. As required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, 

the project EJR examines all phases of the near-term projects, including planning, construction, operation, 

and reasonably foreseeable phases. 

With respect to other development projects that may be proposed during the Facilities Master Plan 

planning horizon, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines state that subsequent projects should be examined in 

light of the Program EIR to determine whether additional environmental documentation must be prepared. 

If no new significant effects would occur, all significant effects have been adequately addressed and no 

new mitigation measures would be required, the subsequent projects within the scope of the Facilities 

Master Plan could rely on the environmental analysis provided in the Program EIR, and no additional 

environmental documentation must be prepared. The subsequent documents may also rely on the 

Program EIR, as appropriate, for general discussions and for the analysis and cumulative impacts, but 

would be tiered to allow the subsequent documents to focus on more project- and site-specific impacts. In 

either case, CEQA findings must be made for subsequent projects. 

E. AL TERL~ATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

Three alternatives are evaluated in Section VJ. (Alternatives to the Proposed Project): the No Project/No 

Build, Reduced Intensity, and Alternate Site Plan Configuration alternatives. All alternatives are located 

on the Project site. Differences between the build alternatives include the number and/or average size of 

the buildings and changes to internal roadway configurations. The alternatives to be analyzed in 

comparison to the proposed Project include: 

Alternative A: No Project/No Build Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Intensity 

Alternative C: Alternate Site Plan Configuration 

F. ElR REVIEW PROCESS 

The Initial Study was circulated from September 5, 2007to October 5, 2007 for public review and is 

included as Appendix A to this Draft EIR. This Initial Study evaluated a slightly different site plan that 

included (but was not limited to) the following components: Loop Road realignment and the construction 

of a new science and engineering building on the north slope of the Project site immediately south of 
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Building 4000. (The new science and engineering building is called the North Slope Complex in the 

2007 Facilities Master Plan.) 

The District received comments on the Project from local agencies and the public on vanous 

environmental areas of concern. In response to those comments, the District has chosen to modify the 

Project from what was originally proposed and studied in the Initial Study. These revisions include 

eliminating the proposed realignment of the Loop Road to the outer edge of campus and relocation of the 

proposed the new science and engineering building, which is now know as the PSCE. Because the Loop 

Road realignment is no longer a part of the Project and the Loop Road will remain in its current location, 

the proposed location of the PSEC was revised to an area south of Parking Lot 4. Consequently, the 

North Slope Science Building was renamed the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center. Two 

pedestrian connections/footbridges over the Loop Road have been added to the Project in Parking Lot 3 

and from the PSEC. Additionally, the expansion of Parking Lot 4 has been reduced from 2.25 acres to 

0.5 acres to allow for the PSEC. All other Project components as desc1ibed in the Initial Study remain the 

same. The 2.25-acre Parking Lot 4 would be resurfaced and expanded to approximately 2.75 acres in size 

to add up to 50 additional parking spaces. 

Notice of Preparation 

Comments from identified responsible and trustee agencies, as well as interested parties on the scope of 

the EIR, were solicited through a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR process. The NOP for the EIR 

was circulated for a 30-day review period starting on September 5, 2007 to October 5, 2007. A public 

scoping meeting was also held on September 18, 2007 at Foothill College, Appreciation Hall (Building 

1500), 12345 El Monte Road, Los Altos Hills, CA 94022-4599 to solicit input from agencies, individuals, 

and organizations. A copy of the NOP is included in Appendix A to this Draft EIR. Comments 

submitted in response to the NOP are included in Appendix B to this Draft EIR. 

Environmental Review Process 

The Draft EIR will be circulated for review and comment by the public and other interested parties, 

agencies, and organizations for 45 days. All comments or questions about the Draft EIR should be 

addressed to: 

Foothill De Anza College 

Facilities, Operations, and Construction Management 

ATTN: Charles Allen 

12345 El Monte Road, Los Altos Hills, CA 94022-4599 

(650) 949-6150, (650) 948-5194 (Fax) 
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Project Approvals 

Following the close of the public and agency comment period, responses to all comments that raised 

significant environmental issues regarding the Project will be prepared for publication in the Final EIR. 

The Final EJR will be prepared as a separate document from the Draft EIR, and will be considered by the 

District at a public meeting and certified if it is determined to comply with CEQA. Upon certification of 

the EIR, the District will consider the Facilities Master Plan for approval. Some or all of the near-term 

projects may be considered for approval by the District. 

CEQA Findings and Mitigation Monitoring 

CEQA requires that when a public agency makes findings based on an EIR, the public agency must adopt 

a reporting or monitoring program for those measures that it has adopted or made a condition of Project 

approval in order to mitigate for those measures that it has adopted or made a condition of Project 

approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The reporting or monitoring 

program must be designed to ensure compliance during Project implementation. 

G. USES OF THE FACILITIES MASTER PLAN EIR 

This document serves three purposes. The Dist1ict will use this EIR to evaluate the environmental 

implications of adopting the Facilities Master Plan and approving the near-term projects. If the Facilities 

Master Plan is approved, this EIR will be used to focus environmental review of subsequent campus 

projects. Lastly, this document may be used as a source of information by responsible agencies with 

permitting or approval authority over the Project. 

H. LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

This EIR uses a variety of terms to describe the levels of significance of adverse impacts identified during 

the course of the environmental analysis. The following are definitions of terms used in this EIR: 

• Less-than-significant impact: Impacts that are adverse, but that do not exceed the specified 

standards of significance. 

• Potentially significant impact: Significant impacts that may ultimately be determined to be less 

than significant; the level of significance may be reduced in the future through further definition 

of the project detail. Potentially significant impacts may also be impacts about which there is not 

enough information to draw a final conclusion; however, for the purpose of this EIR, they are 

considered significant. Such impacts are equivalent to significant impacts and require the 

identification of feasible mitigation measures. 
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• Significant impact: Impacts that exceed the defined standards of significance and that can be 

eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of feasible 

mitigation measures. 

• Significant and unavoidable impact: Impacts that exceed the defined standards of significance 

and that cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through the 

implementation of feasible mitigation measures. 

I. ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR 

This Draft EIR is organized into eight sections as follows: 

Section I (Introduction): This section provides an introduction and a description of the intended uses of 

the EIR and the review and certification process. 

Section II (Summary): This section includes a summary of the Project description, environmental 

impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed Project, proposed mitigation measures, 

and the level of significance of the impact before and after mitigation. 

Section III (Project Description): This section presents a complete description of the proposed Project 

including Project location, Project characteristics, and Project objectives. This section also provides an 

overview of the study area's environmental setting including a description of existing and surrounding 

land uses, and histo1y and background of the Project site and College. 

Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis): This section is the primary focus of this Draft EIR. Each 

environmental issue contains a discussion of existing conditions for the Project area, an assessment and 

discussion of the significance of impacts associated with the proposed Project, proposed mitigation 

measures, cumulative impacts, and level of impact significance after mitigation. 

Section V (General Impact Categories): This section provides a discussion of the potential growth 

inducement of the proposed Project as well as a summary of any significant unavoidable impacts 

associated with the proposed Project. 

Section VI (Alternatives to the Proposed Project): This section includes an analysis of a range of 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project to provide informed decision making in accordance with 

Section 15126(£) of the CEQA Guidelines. The range of alternatives selected is based on their ability to 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project and avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the Project. 

Section VII (Preparers of the EIR and Persons Consulted): This section presents a list of lead agency, 

other agencies and consultant team members that contributed to the preparation of the Draft EIR. This 

section also identifies persons consulted during preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

I Introduction 

PageI-7 

RL0024283 



EM23893 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Section VIII (References): This section provides full references of sources cited in the Draft EIR. 

Section IX (Acronyms): This section provides the definitions of acronyms referenced in the Draft EIR. 
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II. SUMMARY 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This summary provides a brief description of the proposed Project, areas of known controversy, including 

issues raised by agencies and the public; and unresolved issues. The summary also identifies which 

impacts are significant, what specific mitigation measures have been identified to reduce each significant 

impact, and the level of significance of the impact both before and after mitigation. This summary is 

intended as an overview and should be used in conjunction with a thorough reading of the Draft EIR. The 

text of this Draft EIR, including figures, tables, and appendices, serves as the basis for this summaiy. 

B. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The subject of this Draft EIR is the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan ("proposed Project") 

(hereinafter Facilities Master Plan). The Facilities Master Plan was developed in support of the mission 

and goals of the College as contained in the Educational Master Plan 2005-2015 and provides a 

framework to guide the physical development of the campus over the next ten years. In addition to 

analyzing the potential impacts of campus growth under the Facilities Master Plan at a program level, this 

Draft EIR addresses the project-specific environmental effects associated with the construction of near

term projects as described in Section III (Project Description). 

In June 2006 the voters approved a $490.8 million dollar District-wide bond (Measure C) to continue the 

renovation and replacement of aging facilities as well as upgrade technology on the campus. These 

construction, renovation, and improvements are needed to accommodate an estimated increase in 

enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the next ten years. The Dist1ict prepared 

the 2007 Foothill College Facilities Master Plan (Project), which provides direction of projects that would 

be funded under Measure C. The development of the Facilities Master Plan took into account the 

College's needs from a wide range of college planning documents, including the 2006 Master Plan Bond 

Cost Summary, 2006 Five Year Construction Plan, 2006 State of the College, 2005 Educational Master 

Plan, 2004 District Planning Guidelines, and 1999 Foothill De Anza Facilities Master Plan. 

The Facilities Master Plan involves the renovation and construction of campus facilities on the existing 

136-acre Foothill campus. With the completion of the Facilities Master Plan, Foothill College will 

establish a ten-year vision that would transform the campus' educational environment and enhance the 

manner in which the College offers courses, programs, and cultural events to the community. In addition 

to the construction of new buildings, parking lots, road and access improvements, and pedestrian/bike 

paths, the Facilities Master Plan also proposes to renovate and repair outdated buildings with 

infrastructure upgrades. In total, the proposed Project may involve the construction of a Scene Shop, as 

well as a small complex of three closely spaced buildings for the Physical Sciences and Engineering 

Center, providing approximately 62,500 square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 

square feet of assignable space. 
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C. AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 

Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to identify areas of controversy known to the lead 

agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public, and issues to be resolved. The comments 

received on the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation of an EIR, the areas of known controversy were 

primarily related to the realignment of Loop Road and the associated noise, air quality, and traffic 

impacts. However, this is no longer a part of the proposed Project. Thus, there are also no known issues 

of controversy to be resolved. 

D. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

CEQA requires a discussion of potentially significant, irreversible environmental changes that could 

result from the project. Examples include projects that generally commit future generations to similar 

uses, irreversible damage that may result from accidents associated with a project, or irretrievable 

commitments of resources. 

The College has been at its present location for almost 50 years. The majority of the renovation and 

repair of existing facilities as well as the constrnction of new facilities and buildings proposed by the 

Facilities Master Plan is anticipated on the portions of campus that are currently developed. Significant 

and unavoidable cumulative impacts with regard to air quality have been identified. 

E. APPROACH TO THE CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 

Section l 5130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that EIRs consider the significant environmental effects 

of a proposed project as well as "cumulative impacts." "Cumulative impacts" refer to two or more 

individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase 

other environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) 

states: 

"The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their 

likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is 

provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided 

by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative 

impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other 

projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. " 

Cumulative impacts may be analyzed by considering a list of past, present, and probable future projects 

producing related or cumulative impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b][l][A]). In addition, CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15130(b )(1 )(B) allows lead agencies to rely on a summaiy of projections contained in 

an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has 

been adopted or ce1tified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions conh·ibuting to 
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the cumulative impact. The cumulative impact discussions provided within each individual impact 

category relies on the year 2015 build-out as the cumulative condition. 

F. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

Table II-1 presents a summary of project impacts, recommended mitigation measures, and level of 

significance both before and after mitigation. 
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Table ll-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Imnact Miti2ation Measures 
AESTHETICS 

Impact IV.A-AES.I Mitigation Measure IV.A-AES.I 

The Project would not create a new source of'substantial light or glare Prior to the installation of lighting fixtures, the District shall revise the 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. existing Lighting Plan or prepare a new Lighting Plan for the Project 

site. While the design of exterior lighting standards shall be 

sympathetic to the scale, materials, and design of the 1961 campus 

light fixtures, typical lighting should include low mounted, downward 

casting and shielded lights that do not cause spillover onto adjacent 

properties. Low intensity, indirect light sources shall be encouraged. 

No flood lights shall be utilized. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Impact IV.A-GEO.I 

The Project would not be located within a state-designated Alquist-Priolo 
Zone or other designated.fault zone. 

Impact IV.A-GE0.2 

The Project would not be located in an area identified as having a high risk 
of'ground.failure, including liquefaction. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Mitigation Measure IV.A-GEO.I 

All structures shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the 

earthquake resistant provisions of the California Building Code. 

California Building Code site seismic parameters necessary for design 

shall be based on a site specific geotechnical investigation. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.2a 

The District would conduct a site-specific geotechnical investigation 

prior to construction of each building project. The investigations 

would provide detailed geotechnical recommendations for the 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 

conditions of a particular development site. The geotechnical 

investigation would consider the potential for liquefaction hazards, in 

particular for projects within the current or historic Adobe Creek 

floodplain and the Purissima Creek. The District would implement all 

feasible measures identified in the geotechnical investigation to avoid 

or minimize liquefaction potential. The individual project design and 

construction would incorporate and implement all of the feasible 

recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical investigations. 

These recommendations could typically include some or all of the 

following: 

a. All grading and earthwork for each project would be 

performed under the observation of the geotechnical consultant. 

c. Surface runoff would be collected near the top of the new 

slopes by means of drainage swales , area drains or berms, which 

collect and direct water into approved drainage facilities. 

f. The geotechnical consultant would provide soil engineering 

observation and testing services during the grading and foundation 

installation phases of the new construction. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.2b 

Typical options to address liquefiable soils shall consist of the 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

August 2008 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures Miti2ation 

Impact IV.A-GE0.3 

The Project would not be built on an unstable geologic unit or in an 
unstable area that could potentially result in on-and off site landsliding, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

following: a) remove and replace potentially liquefiable soils with 

engineered fill; b) densify potentially liquefiable soils with an in-situ 

ground improvement technique such as deep dynamic compaction, 

vibro-compaction, vibro-replacement, compaction grouting, or other 

similar methods; c) support the proposed structures on a pile 

foundation system, which extends below the zone of potential 

liquefaction; d) strengthen foundations (e.g., post-tensioned slab, 

reinforced mat or grid foundation, or other similar system) to resist 

excessive differential settlement associated with seismically-induced 

liquefaction; and, e) support the proposed structures on an engineered 

fill pad in order to reduce differential settlement resulting from 

seismically-induced liquefaction and post-seismic pore pressure 

dissipation. The required mitigation for design shall be based on a site 

specific geotechnical investigation. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.3 

Landslide risk will depend on the precise location and type of the 

planned development as well as the extent of earthwork needed to 

provide desired finished grades. The required mitigation for design 

shall be based on a site specific geotechnical investigation, which may 

include recommendations for setbacks from any potentially unstable 

slope. 

Less than 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 
Impact IV.A-GE0.4 

The Project would not expose large areas to the erosional effects of' wind or 
water/or a protracted period of' time. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Miti2ation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.4 

Ground-disturbing activity shall require the consideration of erosion 

control measures such that minimal erosion and sedimentation is 

allowed outside the building footprint and construction area. Prior to 

development of the proposed Project, the District would develop an 

erosion control plan. During each individual project, construction 

personnel would implement all relevant and feasible measures of the 

plan during earthmoving and other construction activities. The plan 

would include, but not be limited to, the following measures: 

a. To the extent feasible, restricting earthmoving activities to the 

dry season and providing erosion protection measures for each project 

prior to the onset of winter rains. 

b. Minimizing the amount of soil exposed at any one time 

(through scheduling, prompt completion of grading, and use of staged 

stabilization). 

c. Preserving existing vegetation to the extent feasible (through 

marking and protection). 

d. Designating soil stockpile areas on the construction plans and 

covering and protecting soil stockpiles by a plastic membrane during 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.A-GE0.5 

The Project would not pose a hazard to life and property by building on 
expansive soils without proper site preparation or design .features to provide 
adequate.foundations/or Project buildings. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Miti2ation Measures 
the rainy season. 

e. Revegetating disturbed areas, utilizing such measures as 

planting of native grasses, plants and shrubs and the installation of jute 

netting and hydroseeding in areas of more difficult revegetation. 

f. Implementing the dust control mitigation measures Section 

IV.B (Air Quality). 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.5 

Expansive soils risks will depend on the precise location and type of 

the planned development as well as the types of underlying soils and 

the extent of earthwork needed to provide desired finished grades. The 

required mitigation shall consist of one or a combination of: 

a. Careful moisture conditioning and compaction control during 

site preparation and placement of engineered fills; 

b. Removal and replacement with non-expansive fill; or 

c. Chemical treatment with lime to lower the expansion potential 

and/or decrease the moisture content. Landscape and irrigation 

controls shall also be required. 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
The final recommendations for design shall be based on a site-specific 

geotechnical investigation 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Impact IV.A-HAZ.l 

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

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.la 

A specification produced by a California Certified Asbestos Consultant 

for the abatement of the ACM, ACCM and RACM shall be prepared 

and should be the basis for selecting contractors to perform the 

proposed abatement work. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lb 

A State of California licensed asbestos abatement contractor shall be 

retained to perform the asbestos abatement of the ACM, ACCM and 

RACM noted at the site. The general contractor for the renovation 

project may be a source for local licensed abatement contractors. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lc 

Contractors performing work that disturbs ACM, ACCM and RACM 

at the site shall implement appropriate work practices in accordance 

with applicable California Occupational Safety & Health 

Administration (Cal-OSHA) worker exposure regulations as well as 

the regulatory requirements of the Asbestos Hazard Emergency 

Level of 
Impact 
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Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
Response Act. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.ld 

A California DHS Certified Lead Project Designer shall prepare a 

specification for the abatement of the LBP identified in the LBP 

survey. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.le 

A State of California licensed lead abatement contractor shall be 

retained to perform the abatement of the LBP. The general contractor 

for the renovation work can be a source for local licensed abatement 

contractors. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lf 

Contractors performing work that disturbs painted components at the 

site shall implement appropriate work practices in accordance with 

applicable Cal-OSHA worker exposure regulations. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lg 

Any repainting or renovation activities shall be conducted in a cautious 

manner, using methods that minimize the disturbance of LBP. 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
Practices used shall not cause airborne concentrations of lead to exceed 

the applicable OSHA Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) for airborne 

lead. In particular, any cutting, torching, grinding, or dry sanding of 

the painted components covered by the LBP shall not be performed, as 

these activities could contribute to airborne lead concentrations above 

the applicable PEL. Personal air monitoring of renovation workers 

could be conducted to assess airborne lead concentrations during work 

activities that disturb the LBP or lead containing paints. 

HYDROLOGY 
Impact IV.A-HYD.l 

The Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements nor would it otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.la 

Prior to development of individual projects, the District shall be 

required to submit and oversee implementation of a Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the respective project or 

project components as they are constructed, in accordance with the 

NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated 

with Construction Activity. The SWPPP shall detail the treatment 

measures and best management practices (BMPs) to control pollutants 

and an erosion control plan that outlines erosion and sediment control 

measures that would be implemented during the construction and post-

construction phases of project development. In addition, the SWPPP 

shall include construction-phase housekeeping measures for control of 

contaminants such as petroleum products, paints and solvents, 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
detergents, fertilizers, and pesticides. It shall also describe the post

construction BMPs used to reduce pollutant loadings in runoff and 

percolate once the site is occupied (e.g., grassy swales, wet ponds, and 

educational materials) and shall set forth the BMP monitoring and 

maintenance schedule and responsible entities during the construction 

and post-construction phases. The SFBR WQCB and District shall 

enforce compliance with the regulatory requirements of the General 

Permit. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.lb 

As individual projects are designed, the District would incorporate 

features (such as on-site detention) into the projects or elsewhere on 

the site to reduce future peak runoff flows leaving the site to or below 

existing levels. The College would consult with the Santa Clara Valley 

Water District regarding the District's requirements for runoff control. 

The College District would incorporate its runoff control features into 

any future College project that would result in an increase in peak 

runoff leaving the Project site. 

For every project resulting in changes to the storm water collection 

system, the District shall include a system of source control, structural 

improvements, and treatment systems to protect long-term water 

quality. These measures to treat runoff shall be designed to meet the 

maximum extent practicable (MEP) treatment standard in the Clean 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

August 2008 

Miti2ation Measures Miti2ation 
Water Act consistent with the MEP standard as defined in the Santa 

Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program Provision 

C.3 of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

Municipal Stormwater Permit. BMPs that shall be considered include: 

1. Grass strips and grassy swales where feasible to reduce 

runoff and provide initial storm water treatment. 

2. Storm drains will discharge to natural surfaces or swales 

where possible to avoid excessive concentration and channelization of 

storm water. 

3. If necessary, small retention or detention basins will be 

considered to maximize the retention time for settling of fine particles. 

To meet the MEP standard, treatment BMPs shall be constructed that 

incorporate, at a minimum, the following hydraulic sizing design 

criteria to treat stormwater runoff. This sizing shall consider local 

rainfall data to design appropriately sized BMPs. 

Volume Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary 

mode of action depends on volume capacity, such as 

detention/retention units or infiltration structures, shall be designed to 

treat stormwater runoff equal to: 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
1. The maximized stormwater quality capture volume for the 

area, based on historical rainfall records, determined using the formula 

and volume capture coefficients set forth in Urban Runoff Quality 

Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCEManual of 

Practice No. 87, (1998), pages 175-178 (e.g., approximately the 85th 

percentile 24-hour storm runoff event); or 

2. the volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or 

more capture, determined in accordance with the methodology set forth 

in Appendix D of the California Stormwater Best Management 

Practices Handbook, (1993), using local rainfall data. 

Flow Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode 

of action depends on flow capacity, such as swales, sand filters, or 

wetlands, shall be sized to treat: 

1. 10 percent of the 50-year peak flow rate; or 

2. the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least 

two times the 85th percentile hourly rainfall intensity for the applicable 

area, based on historical records of hourly rainfall depths; or 

3. the flow of runoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 

0.2 inches per hour intensity. 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.A-HYD.2 

The Project would not involve a substantial alteration of' drainage patterns 
that results in a substantial increase in erosion or siltation during 
construction or operation of'the Project. 

Impact IV.A-HYD.3 

The Project would not result in increased runoff' volumes during 
construction or operation of' the project that would result in.flooding 
conditions affectinf!. the Proiect site or nearby properties. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.lc 

Alternatively, the District would prepare a Master Drainage Plan for 

the Project site. The Plan would incorporate the information on 

existing and anticipated future drainage patterns, existing drainage 

problems, and the existing storm drain system. The analysis of future 

drainage patterns would take into account the contribution of the 

remainder of the Adobe Creek watershed. The College would include 

drainage controls for all projects that result in an increase in 

impervious surfaces, to keep peak runoff rates at or below pre-project 

levels for the 100-year storm (or for a lesser design storm, ifthe Water 

District uses such a storm in its flood control planning for individual 

project sites). The College would consult with the Santa Clara Valley 

Water District regarding the District's requirements for runoff control. 

See Mitigation Measures IV.A- HYD.la through IV.A-HYD.lc 

See Mitigation Measures IV.A- HYD.la through IV.A-HYD.lc 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.A-HYD.4 

The Project would not create or contribute runoff' water which would exceed 
the capacity of' existing or planned stormwater drainage systems nor provide 
substantial additional sources ofpolluted runoff' 

Impact IV.A-HYD.5 

The Project would not place structures within a 100-yearflood plain which 
would impede or redirect.flood.flows, nor would it expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of'/oss, inquiry or death involving.flooding, 
including.flooding as a result of'thefailure of'a levee or dam. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Miti2ation Measures 

See Mitigation Measures IV.A- HYD.la through IV.A-HYD.lc 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.ld 

Prior to any building activity along the northern or southern boundaries 

of the Project site, the District shall review the location to verify 

whether any structures are within the current FEMA 100 year flood 

plain. lf they are, the District shall take action to revise the current 

FEMA FIRM to reflect existing elevations in the vicinity of the 

proposed building areas. This action shall include a detailed 

computerized flood hazard analysis in accordance with current 

standards set forth by FEMA. lf the detailed analysis shows that the 

proposed development area is outside of the 100-year flood plain and 

floodway, the development could be constructed in the area proposed 

with no further mitigation. lf the analysis does not show that the 

proposed development area is outside of the 100-year flood plain and 

floodway, appropriate flood plain management measures should be 

incorporated into the location and design of new buildings or 

roadways. The determination of the appropriate mitigation measures 
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Foothill De Anza Community College District 

Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
shall be made by a qualified civil engineer or hydrologist. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 
Impact IV.A-PUB SERV.l Mitigation Measure IV.A-PUB SERV.l 

The Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact Fire sprinklers shall have a minimum flow of 1,500 gallons per minute 
associated with the provision offire services and the need.for new or at 20 pounds per square inch (psi). 
physically altered.fire.facilities. 

UTILITIES AND PUBLIC SERVICES 
Impact IV.A-UTIL.l 

The Project would increase water consumption or wastewater generation to 
such a degree that the capacity offacilities currently serving the project site 
would be exceeded. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-UTIL.la 

The District shall consult with the City of Los Altos as projects are 

designed and prior to construction to determine if the District will need 

to purchase additional capacity to accommodate flows resulting from 

the Project. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.lb 

Recommended water conservation features shall be installed, such as 
low-flow showerheads, toilets, and urinals, low-flow faucet aerators in 

sink faucets, and water-conserving clothes washers and dishwashers. 

Level of 
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Miti2ation 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 
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Foothill De Anza Community College District 

Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.lc 

Drought-tolerant, low water consuming plant varieties shall be selected 

where feasible and appropriate. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.ld 

A landscape irrigation system that provides uniform irrigation 
coverage for each landscape zone to the maximum extent feasible, with 
sprinkler head patterns adjusted to minimize over spray onto walkways 
and streets, shall be designed and implemented. 

Impact IV.A-UTIL.2 See Mitigation Measures IV.A-UTIL.la through IV.A-UTIL.ld 

The Project site would not require or result in the construction of' new storm 
drain .facilities serving the Project site. 

Impact IV.A-UTIL.3 See Mitigation Measures IV.A-UTIL.la through IV.A-UTIL.ld 

The proposed Project would increase wastewater generation to such a 
degree that the capacity a/facilities currently serving the Project site would 
be exceeded. 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact IV.B-1: 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Measure IV .B-la 

The following mitigation measures apply to activities associated with 

the proposed construction and are intended to reduce the temporary 
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Foothill De Anza Community College District 

Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 
Project Construction Would Result in Emissions of' Criteria Pollutants. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
generation of fugitive dust to a less-than-significant level. The 

measures to reduce construction- related PM 10 emissions reflect basic 

and optional dust control measures recommended by BAAQMD: 

• All active construction areas shall be watered at least twice 
daily. 

• All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall 
be covered with tarpaulins or other effective covers. 

• All unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
the construction site shall be paved; otherwise, water or non
toxic soil stabilizers shall be applied to all unpaved access 
roads. In addition, paved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas shall be swept daily with a water sweeper. 
Streets shall be swept daily with a water sweeper in areas 
where visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public 
streets. 

• The applicant shall hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil 
stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously graded 
area inactive for ten days or more). 

• The applicant shall enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply 
non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

• The applicant shall limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 
miles per hour. 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

August 2008 

Miti2ation Measures Miti2ation 
• The applicant shall install sandbags or other erosion control 

measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways. 

• The applicant shall replant vegetation in disturbed areas as 
quickly as possible. 

• The applicant shall install wheel washers for all trucks leaving 
the sight and wash all truck wheel before they leave the site 

• During periods when trucks are transporting soil to or from 
the site, dirt that may have been tracked off the site shall be 
removed daily from the street. The area to be cleaned is to 
extend to the limit of noticeable dirt tracked from the site or 
for a distance of 7 5 feet on each side of a vehicle entrance or 
exit, whichever is greater. If water is used to clean the street, 
then the quantity of water used shall not result in sediment 
being washed into the storm sewer catch basins. Street 
sweepings shall be disposed of as a waste along with waste 
soil in accordance with applicable regulations. 

• The applicant shall terminate excavation and grading 

activities when winds exceed 25 mph or when fugitive dust 

emissions are visible for a distance of at least 100 feet from 

the origin of such emissions, and there is visible evidence of 

wind driven fugitive dust. Wind speed would be determined 

when an on-site anemometer registers at least two wind gusts 

in excess of25 miles per hour within a consecutive 30-minute 

II. Summary 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
period. 

Mitigation Measure IV.B-lb 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce 

short-term exhaust emissions from construction-related equipment to a 
less-than-significant level: 

• The idling time of all construction equipment used at the site 
shall not exceed five minutes. 

• The applicant shall limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty 
equipment and/or the amount of equipment in use. 

• All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturer's specifications. Emissions 
from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the 
Project site shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than 
three minutes in any hour. Any equipment found to exceed 
40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired 
immediately. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment 
shall be made at least weekly throughout the duration of the 
Project construction. A record of the inspection shall be 
maintained on-site. The BAAQMD and/or other officials 
may conduct periodic site inspections to determine 
compliance. 

• The applicant shall require construction contractors to install 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
particulate traps when appropriate on diesel engines. . The applicant shall use the minimum practical engine size for 
construction equipment. . Gasoline-powered equipment shall be equipped with catalytic 

converters, where feasible 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts from any new greenhouse gas emissions on climate change are 

not known and therefore the cumulative impacts associated with the 

Project on climate change would be considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact IV.C-1: Mitigation Measure IV.C-la 

The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either If grading/construction/demolition-related activities are to occur within 

directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 

candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in 

policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

local or regional plans, 

300 feet of Adobe Creek or the Purissima Creek, a pre-

construction/grading/demolition survey for red-legged frogs, tiger 

salamanders and western pond turtles shall be conducted by a qualified 

biologist. The survey area would include the creek and/or drainage as 

well as the grading/construction/demolition zone within 300 feet of the 

creek/drainage. If California red-legged frogs, California tiger 

salamander, or western pond turtles were to be observed within the 

surveyed creek/drainage, the District shall install temporary fencing 

adjacent to the riparian zone of the creek/drainage that is designated to 

August 2008 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

August 2008 

Miti2ation Measures Miti2ation 
prevent red-legged frogs, California tiger salamanders or western pond 

turtles from leaving the riparian zone and entering area where 

grading/construction would occur. The fencing would extend along 

the creek drainage for 1,000 feet above and below the construction 

zone, or to the Project site boundary. The fencing would be 

maintained and monitored by the District for the duration of the 

grading/construction period. If California tiger salamanders or western 

pond turtles are observed within the grading/construction zone, they 

shall be relocated by the monitoring biologist in coordination with 

CDFG, to a suitable area outside of the construction zone. Suitable 

areas would include nearby creeks and lakes with appropriate habitat 

(e.g., Adobe Creek, San Franciquito Creek, and Lake Lagunitas). If 

red-legged frogs are observed, grading/construction activities shall be 

postponed and the USFWS shall be consulted to determine the extent 

of potential impacts to individual frogs and to identify measures to 

avoid these impacts. The USFWS shall consider any direct or indirect 

impacts to individual frogs (including capture or translocation), to be a 

"take" under the FESA. Consultation with the USFWS will result in 

either a determination of the need to obtain a permit to allow this 

"take" or in the identification of measures such as trapping and 

translocation ofred-legged frogs to avoid harm to these animals. 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-lb 

To prevent the take of nesting native bird species, all clearing and 

grubbing of the Project site shall take place from September through 

February. Winter site clearing shall ensure that nesting birds are not 

present and impacted. If construction is scheduled or ongoing near the 

perimeter of the grading footprint during bird nesting season (March 1 

to September 15), qualified biologists shall survey the area within 200 

feet (or up to 3 00 feet depending on topography or other factors and 

500 feet for raptors) of the grading activity to determine if grading is 

disturbing nesting birds. If nesting activity is being compromised, 

construction shall be suspended in the vicinity of the nest until fledging 

is complete. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-lc 

Site development would potentially result in mortality of burrowing 

owls, should any be nesting on the site at the time of Project 

construction. Mitigation measures that protect burrowing owls from 

possible direct mortality or nest failure are warranted. Therefore, the 

Project applicant shall implement the following measures to ensure 

that burrowing owl mortality from Project construction is avoided. 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
Pre-construction Survey 

A pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 

for Burrowing Owls within 30 days of the on-set of construction. This 

survey shall be conducted according to methods described in the Staff 

Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 1995). All suitable 

habitats of the study area shall be covered during this survey. 

Avoidance a/Active Nest Burrows 

If pre-construction surveys undertaken during the breeding season 

(February through August) locate active nest burrows within or near 

construction zones, these nests, and an appropriate buffer around them 

(as determined by a qualified biologist) shall remain off-limits to 

construction until the breeding season is determined over. Setbacks 

from occupied nest burrows of 250 feet where construction would 

result in the loss of foraging habitat shall be required. 

Relocation 

During the non-breeding season (August 31 through January 1 ), 

resident owls may be relocated to alternative habitat. The relocation of 

resident ow ls shall be according to a relocation plan prepared by a 

qualified biologist. Passive relocation shall be the preferred method of 

relocation. This plan must provide for the owl's relocation to nearby 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 

August 2008 

II. Summary 

Pagell-26 

RL0024310 



Foothill De Anza Community College District 

Environmental Impact 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

EM23920 

Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
lands possessing available nesting and foraging habitat. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-ld 

The District shall monitor construction activities to ensure that 

incidental construction impacts on riparian vegetation and special

status wildlife species are avoided or minimized. Responsibilities of 

the construction biological monitor include the following: 

• Attend all pre-construction meetings to ensure that the timing 

and location of construction activities do not conflict with 

other mitigation requirements (i.e. , seasonal surveys for 

nesting birds). Conduct meetings with the contractor and 

other key construction personnel describing the importance of 

restricting work to designated areas. 

• Discuss procedure for minimizing harm/harassment of 

wildlife encountered during construction with appropriate 

construction personnel. 

• Review/designate the construction area in the field with the 

contractor in accordance with the final grading plan. Haul 

roads, access roads, and on-site staging and storage areas shall 

be sited within grading areas to minimize degradation of creek 

and drainage habitat adjacent to these areas. If activities 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
outside these limits are necessary, they shall be evaluated to 

ensure no special-status species or stream habitat will be 

affected. 

• Conduct a field review of the staking (to be set by surveyor) 

designating the limits of all construction activity. Any 

construction activity areas immediately adjacent to riparian 

areas or other special-status resources (such as bird nests) may 

be flagged or temporarily fenced by the monitor, at his/her 

discretion 

• Periodically visit the site during construction to coordinate 

and monitor compliance with the above provisions. The 

monitor would be present on the site during and grading 

and/or construction activity within or immediately adjacent to 

areas of suitable habitat for sensitive wildlife species along 

Adobe Creek and other on-site drainages. If special-status are 

observed, the monitor shall halt all activities potentially 

affecting the animals and take the appropriate action (i.e., 

translocate the animal, consult with USFWS if a red-legged 

frog) to ensure that no take of the animal will occur. 

The implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld 

have been designed to protect plants and animals and their habitats and 

would reduce potential impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
special-status species to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact IV.C-4 See Mitigation Measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld 

The proposed Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of' 
any native resident or migratory.fish and wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of'native 
wildlife nursery sites. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Impact IV.D-1 

The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of'an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-la 

The schematic plans of the Project are expected to evolve to a greater 

level of detail. As such, a qualified historic architect shall monitor the 

design, plans, and construction of the Project to ensure that the Project 

is compatible in height, scale, massing, design, materials, and color in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and existing 

College architecture. To the extent feasible, landscaping features that 

contribute to the historic character of the potential district shall be 

maintained. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-lb 

Trees that were part of the 1961 Campus Plan shall be retained rather 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.D-2 

The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of'an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
than replaced whenever possible. When replacement is necessary, the 

trees shall be replaced in kind. Historic campus plans provide 

information on the original design intent. Similarly, in keeping with 

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards, site furniture from the 1961 

Campus Plan shall be repaired rather than replaced. Any new site 

furniture shall be consistently uniform throughout the campus and 

designed such that they are sympathetic to the simplified form, 

materials, and design of the 1961 campus site furniture, but not exact 

replications. Their designs shall refrain from historic interpretations. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-lc 

New signage and lighting fixtures shall be constructed that reflect the 

defined architectural vocabulary of the 1 961 campus but do not exactly 

replicate 1961 features. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-2a 

If buried cultural or paleontological materials (e.g., bone, brick, etc.) 

are exposed during construction, work shall be halted in the immediate 

vicinity of the find until a qualified archaeologist can assess their 

significance. 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.D-4 

The proposed Project would not disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside offormal cemeteries. 

Impact IV.E-1 

The proposed Project may result in the exposure of'persons to or generation 
of' noise levels in excess of'standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of' other agencies. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.D-2b 

If the finds are determined to be significant, the archaeologist shall be 

permitted to remove the items in a professional manner for further 

laboratory evaluation. 

Mitigation Measure IV .D-4 

If human remains are unearthed during construction, no further 

disturbance shall occur until the Santa Clara County Medical 

Examiner-Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and 

disposition in accordance with California Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5. If the remains are determined to be those of a Native 

American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in 

Sacramento shall be contacted before the remains are removed in 

accordance with Section 21083.2 of the California Public Resources 

Code. 

NOISE 
Mitigation Measure IV .E-la 

The Project shall restrict construction and demolition activities to the 

hours of7:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday through Saturday. 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.E-lb 

Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid 

operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes 

high noise levels. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lc 

The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 

methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be 

minimized to the extent feasible. Examples include the use of drills, 

jackhammers, and pile drivers. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-ld 

Noise-generating construction activities whose specific location on the 

site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, 

cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 

possible from the nearest noise-sensitive land uses, and natural and/or 

manmade barriers (e.g., intervening construction trailers) shall be used 

to screen propagation of noise from such activities towards these land 

uses to the maximum extent possible. 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.E-2 

The proposed Project would not result in the exposure of'persons to or 
f!.eneration of'excessive f!.roundborne vibration or f!.roundborne noise levels. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.E-le 

Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas 
shall be located a minimum of 150 feet from the active classroom and 
laboratory uses. 

Mitigation Measure IV .E-lf 

The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lg 

Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling 
apparatuses and drill rigs used within the Project site, if sensitive 
receptors are located at, or within, 100 feet. 

Mitigation Measure IV .E-lh 

Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at any of the 
project sites, notification must be provided to students and faculty 
disclosing the construction schedule, including the various types of 
activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the 
duration of the construction period. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-2a 

The District shall require by contract specifications that construction 
staging areas along with the operation of earthmoving equipment on 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
the project site be located as far away from vibration-sensitive sites as 
possible. Contract specifications shall be included in the project 
construction documents, which shall be reviewed by the District prior 
to issuance of a grading permit. 
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III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. OVERVIE\V OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section of the Draft EJR provides a brief overview of the Project site's existing regional and local 

setting. Additional descriptions of the environmental setting as it relates to each of the environmental 

issues analyzed in Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis) of this Draft EJR are included in the 

environmental setting discussions contained within Sections IV.B through IV.E. 

Regional and Local Setting 

The Foothill College Campus (Project site) is located in the Town of Los Altos Hills in Santa Clara 

County, approximately thirty-five miles south of San Francisco and twenty miles north of downtown San 

Jose, on the San Francisco peninsula. Foothill College (College) began operations on a temporary 

campus on El Camino Real in Mountain View in 1958 as part of the newly formed Foothill Junior 

College District. The main campus, located in Los Altos Hills, opened in September 1961. Serving more 

than 18,000 day and evening students, the College is a multicultural institution committed to meeting the 

evolving educational, economic and cultural needs of an increasingly technology-based global 

community. 

The Project site is immediately southwest ofinterstate 280 (I-280) and is bounded by El Monte Road to 

the south, Crescent Lane and Elena Road to the west, and Josefa Lane to the northwest. Local access is 

currently provided from El Monte Road and regional access is provided from I-280. Figure III-1 

illustrates the regional and Project site location. An aerial photograph of the Project site is shown in 

Figure III-2. 

Project Site 

The Project site is almost entirely developed with buildings, parking lots, roadways, pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities, athletic fields, and landscaping. The Project site is comprised of approximately 136 

acres. Existing instructional buildings are located primarily in the central core of the campus and are 

surrounded by College Loop Road and parking lots. Physical education facilities (pool, gym, and locker 

rooms) are located on the eastern edge of the campus, outside of College Loop Road. Existing sports 

facilities are located in the southeast, northeast, and northwest comers of the site and include the 

baseball/softball/soccer field, stadium (football/track), tennis courts, and a swimming pool. The 

Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) for the Project site is 175-41-10. An existing map of the Project site is 

shown in Figure III-3. Views of the Project site and a corresponding photo location map are shown in 

Figure III-4 through Figure III-8. 

Existing building space at the College totals 304,340 square feet of assignable space and 431,684 square 

feet of gross space. Table III-1 shows the existing campus buildings, year built, and assignable and gross 

square footage. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
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View 1: Looking east across Loop Road and Parking Lot 1. 

View 2: Looking west toward wooden sculpture and Building 3400. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-4 
Views 1-2 
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View 3: Looking southwest toward open area and Library. 

View 4: Looking northeast toward Parking Lot 2. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-5 
Views 3-4 
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View 5: Looking northwest toward Krause Center for Innovation. 

View 6: Looking southwest toward Building 5300. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-6 
Views 5-6 
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View 7: Looking southwest toward Building 1000. 

View 8: Looking west across Parking Lots 2 and 3. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-7 
Views 7-8 
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View 9: Looking southwest across Parking Lot 2. 

View 10: Looking southwest across the softball/soccer field. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-8 
Views 9-10 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District 

Table 111-1 
Existing Foothill College Buildings 

Building 
Number Building Name 

1900 Administration 

1000 Smithwich Theater 

3200 BSS General Classrooms 

3100 Travel Careers 

300 BSS Division Offices 

1300 Choral Rehearsal Hall 

4200 CTIS General Classrooms 

4300 Computer Center 

4100 CTIS & PSME Division Offices 

2900 Field House 

1600 Art Classrooms 

1800 Art Classrooms 

1400 Studio Theater 

1100 Band Room 

1700 FA Division Offices 

1200 Practice Rooms 

1500 Appreciation Hall 

5000 Forum 

5700 Ornamental Horticulture 

4400 Lath House 

4400 Greenhouse 

4400 Horticulture Equipment Storage 

6300 Language Lab 

6400 LA General Classrooms 

6500 LA General Classrooms 

6000 LA Division Offices 

3500 Library and ISC 

6200 Radio Station 

6100 Photography 

5300 Health Technology 

5100 Biology 

5200 BHS Division Offices 

2600 Main Gym 

2500 Auxiliary Gym 

2800 Locker Rooms 

2700 PE Division Offices 

5500 PSME General Classrooms 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Year Built 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

64 

61 

61 

61 

72 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

65 

71 

71 

71 

58 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

August 2008 

Assignable Gross 
Square 

Feet 
(ASF) 

13,047 

16,981 

4,015 

4,007 

3,266 

3,317 

11,676 

7,658 

4,341 

2,836 

3,602 

3,568 

3,542 

3,693 

2,029 

4,261 

2,175 

7,040 

2,614 

389 

2,416 

75 

3,922 

3,994 

3,988 

3,430 

44,531 

2,618 

3,827 

7,729 

7,271 

3,316 

16,128 

16,051 

17,444 

2,195 

2,903 

Square 
Feet 

(GSF) 

23,209 

24,460 

5,801 

5,801 

5,886 

5,496 

14,797 

10,192 

6,650 

3,974 

5,239 

5,284 

5,260 

5,460 

2,699 

6,135 

4,318 

11,113 

3,050 

1,681 

2,618 

893 

5,752 

5,752 

5,752 

5,771 

54,455 

3,092 

5,752 

10,221 

10,244 

5,962 

19,322 

20,722 

23,596 

3,469 

4,133 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District 

Table 111-1 (Continued) 
Existing Foothill College Buildings 

Building 
Number Building Name Year Built 

5400 Physics 61 

5600 Chemistry 61 

3400 BSS General Classrooms 61 

3300 BSS General Classrooms 61 

4000 Astronomy Observatory 64 

4000 Center For Innovation 68 

4400 Horticulture Classroom 75 

5800 Television Studio 61 

3030 Grounds & Custodial 72 

4500 Veterinary Technology 76 

6600 Japanese Cultural Center 81 

Footbridge & Transit Center 61 

2800 Locker Rooms 61 

4050 STEP 2 80 

2602 PE Snack Bar & Storage 72 

4052 Print Shop 91 

4057 STEP 1 91 

2910 Stadium Snack Bar 72 

2910 Stadium Press Box 88 

5910 Swing Space 00 

6700 Health Technologies 03 

2920 Field Locker Rooms 06 

2912 Stadium Restrooms 06 

Current Total 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

August 2008 

Assignable Gross 
Square Square 

Feet Feet 
(ASF) (GSF) 

7,502 10,199 

11,154 15,277 

2,838 4,318 

4,004 5,801 

732 1,012 

11,196 17,111 

600 716 

2,396 4,254 

1,425 1,511 

1,309 1,533 

641 972 

0 3,970 

1,066 2,927 

882 1,030 

1,119 1,322 

963 1,229 

820 987 

529 1,088 

620 742 

858 1,030 

2,607 3,701 

4,407 5,076 

102 1,867 

304,340 431,684 

The College is owned and operated by the Foothill-De Anza Community College District (District). The 

Project site also includes buildings used by the District to provide services to the College and to De Anza 

College in Cupertino. The District buildings on the Project site are located in two areas: the District 

Administration Cluster northwest of the stadium, and the Plant Services Cluster east of the stadium 

(between the stadium and I-280). Existing District building space on the Project site totals 65,339 gross 

square feet, 50,646 of which are assignable space. Existing District building square footages are shown in 

Table III-2. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District 

Table III-2 
Existing District Buildings 

Building 
Number Buildin2 Name Year Built 

Dl30 Griffin House 1901 

Dl20 District Offices 1969 

Dl40 District Annex 

Dl70 Plant and Material Services 1962 

Dl60 Plant Services Annex 1920 

Dl82 Mechanical Storage 1930 

Dl81 Paint Shop 1965 

Dl80 Old Barn 1970 

DlOO Carriage House 1901 

Dl83 New Barn 1990 

TS Temporary Storage 

T-7 Construction Trailer 2002 

D210 Mechanics Shop 2005 

Dl91 Service Shops 1 2006 

D201 Service Shops 2 2006 

Current Total 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

August 2008 

Assignable Gross 
Square Square 

Feet Feet 
(ASF) (GSF) 

5,953 7,486 

8,856 13,348 

1,630 2,361 

9,048 11,132 

3,345 5,028 

1,179 1,389 

1,666 2,087 

3,068 3,299 

3,582 5,333 

5,546 6,062 

840 982 

596 664 

673 750 

2,178 2,528 

2,486 2,890 

50,646 65,339 

The Project site is located in a suburban to rural residential area. Surrounding land uses include I-280, to 

the north, single-family residential to the south and east, and rural residential uses to the west. Rural 

residential uses to the west (and northwest) are sparsely developed with houses located on large lots. 

Single-family residential uses to the south and southeast are more intensely developed, but separated from 

the College by El Monte Road. 

B. FOOTHILL-DE ANZA COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 2007 FACILITIES 

MASTER PLAN 

The College and De Anza College (located in Cupertino) are owned and operated by the District. The 

District recently prepared a master plan for both colleges: the Foothill-De Anza Community College 

District 2007 Facilities Master Plan (Master Plan). The Master Plan includes two sections: the Foothill 

College 2007 Facilities Master Plan and De Anza College 2007 Facilities Master Plan. The Master Plan 

is bound together in one document to represent the District Facilities Master Plan, but can also be 

separated into two standalone documents to serve as planning tools and assist in decision making at each 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District August 2008 

College. This EIR addresses only the Foothill College 2007 Master Plan, which, for the purposes of this 

EIR, is considered the Project. 

Planning Background 

1999 Foothill De Anza Community College District Facilities Master Plan 

In 1999 voters approved the passage of a $248 million District-wide bond (Measure E) to renovate as well 

as construct new facilities. The District previously prepared the 1999 Foothill De Anza Community 

College District Facilities Master Plan, which provided direction for implementing Measure E new 

construction and renovations on the campuses of both colleges. New facilities constructed under Measure 

E were driven by the need to meet the enrollment, pedagogical and social needs of the campus 

community. Table III-3 shows the Measure E projects and building square footage on the Project site. 

Building 
Number 

2000-2300 

8000-8600 

7400 

Total 

Table 111-3 
Measure E Projects 

Year 
Building Name Built 

Campus Center 07 

Lower Campus Complex 07 

Central Plant 06 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

Assignable 
Square Feet 

(ASF) 

31,815 

59,134 

0 

90,949 

2007 Foothill De Anza Community College District Facilities Master Plan 

Gross 
Square 

Feet (GSF) 
46,910 

89,972 

1,680 

138,562 

In June 2006 the voters approved a $490.8 million District-wide bond (Measure C) to continue the 

renovation and replacement of aging facilities as well as upgrade technology on the campus. The Master 

Plan is intended to inform the direction of Measure C. The Master Plan is driven by the demands of 

future growth, instructional and student support program analyses, and the expectations of a 

technologically savvy student community, and will serve the unmet needs of the 1999 Foothill De Anza 

Community College District Facilities Master Plan. The Master Plan and accompanying illustrations 

provide a vision of the recommendations for campus development and renovations over the next five-to

ten year period. 

The Master Plan is the result of a participatory planning process involving several members of the District 

and each of the colleges. The process began at the District level with the review of a number of previous 

planning studies including: 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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• 2006 Facilities Master Plan Update 

• 2006 State of the College 

• 2005 Educational Master Plan 

• 2004 District Planning Guidelines 

• 2001 Foothill College Master Plan 

• 1999 Foothill De Anza Facilities Master Plan 

Each college then implemented a planning process that included the analysis of a number of factors 

including: 

• Results of Measure E Bond Program 

• Updated Educational Planning Forecasts 

• Site and Facility Needs (at the completion of Measure E) 

Based on the review and analysis, the colleges defined their Facilities Master Plan goals and explored a 

series of options for future development. The recommendations were presented in the Master Plan. 

Recent Project History 

In September 2007, the Lead Agency published and circulated the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial 

Study for public review, which are included in Appendix A to this Draft EJR. The NOP and Initial Study 

were made available for a 30-day public review period starting on September 5, 2007 and ending on 

October 5, 2007. Written comments were requested during the public review period and a public scoping 

meeting was held on September 18, 2007. Comments submitted in response to the NOP are included in 

Appendix B. 

The District received comments on the Project from local agencies and the public on vanous 

environmental areas of concern. In response to those comments, the District has chosen to modify the 

Project from what was originally proposed and studied in the Initial Study. These revisions include 

eliminating the proposed realignment of the Loop Road to the outer edge of campus and relocation of the 

proposed Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC). Because the Loop Road realignment is no 

longer a part of the Project and the Loop Road will remain in its current location, the proposed location of 

the PSEC was revised to an area south of Parking Lot 4. Two pedestrian connections/footbridges over the 

Loop Road have been added to the Project in Parking Lot 3 and from the PSEC. Additionally, the 

expansion of Parking Lot 4 has been reduced from 2.25 acres to 0.5 acres to allow for the PSEC. All 

other project components as described in the Initial Study remain the same. The 2.25-acre Parking Lot 4 

would be resurfaced and expanded to approximately 2.75 acres in size to add up to 50 additional parking 

spaces. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Therefore, the analysis of less than significant impacts as presented in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to Be 

Less Than Significant, has been revised from the analysis of the Project provided in the Initial Study to 

accurately reflect the revised project description. 

C. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. Table III-4 

shows proposed building square footage that would be constructed under the Project. The Foothill 

College Master Plan is shown in Figure III-9. 

Table 111-4 
2007 Facilities Master Plan Construction 

Assignable Gross 
Year Square Feet Square 

Building Name Built (ASF) Feet (GSF) 

Measure C Construction 

Physical Sciences and Engineering Center 2010 37,040 56,985 

Scene Shop 2011-12 4,328 5,511 

Total 2007 Facilities Master Plan Construction 41,368 62,496 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

Once the Project is completed, building space on the Project site would total approximately 699,000 

square feet, including approximately 487,000 square feet of assignable space. Total building square 

footage on the Project site upon completion of the Project is shown in Table III-5. 

Circulation and parking improvements include improvements to the Loop Road and PE Access Road, 

various circulation improvements and three footbridge connections to reduce traffic conflicts and improve 

pedestrian and bicycle safety, parking lot expansion and resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 

240 parking spaces. 

Site improvements include various utility, landscaping, signage, lighting, and site improvements and 

upgrades; renovation of sport facilities and campus buildings; and ongoing Americans with Disabilities 

Act (ADA) improvements. Some new construction projects will provide the opportunity to replace or 

renovate existing spaces. Proposed renovations will support recommended program changes and/or 

accommodate the secondary effects that occur as a result of building demolition and relocation into new 

facilities. All facilities would be developed within the existing Foothill College campus boundaries. 
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Table III-5 
Proposed Foothill College Building Square Footage 

Assignable Gross 
Square Feet Square 

Buildin2s (ASF) Feet (GSF) 
Existing and Approved Buildings 

Total Current Foothill College Buildings 304,340 431,684 

Total Current District Buildings 50,646 65,339 

Measure E Projects 90,949 138,562 

Total Existing and Approved Building Square Footage 445,935 635,585 

Project Buildings 

Total Project Buildings 41,368 62,496 

Total Building Square Footage at the End of Project 487,303 698,585 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

Building Construction 

• Physical Sciences and Engineering Center. A new two-story approximately 57,000 square foot 

Physical Sciences and Engineering Center would be constructed to meet the instructional and 

support space requirements of chemistry, physics, engineering and nanotechnology. 

• Scene Shop. A new one-story approximately 5,500 square foot Scene Shop would be 

constructed. 

Roadway Improvements 

• Campus-Wide Circulation Improvements. Construction to improve vehicular, pedestrian and 

bicycle traffic flow and traffic safety would take place at various sections of Loop Road. 

Improvements would include lighting, guard rails, crossings, curbs, lane markings, resurfacing, 

and changes in traffic patterns. 

• PE Access Road Improvements. The approximately 12-foot wide PE Access Road would be 

widened to 20-feet wide and re-paved to safely accommodate vehicles, or provided with a 

separate pedestrian pathway. 
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Parking Lot Improvements 

• Parking Lot 1 Pedestrian Footbridge. A pedestrian connection would be developed to span 

Loop Road to provide a pedestrian connection between the parking lot and the campus pedestrian 

pathway that traverses the slope and provides access to Building 1000. This connection would 

consist of a set of stairs and an elevator housed in a core that attaches to a skyway spanning the 

road. The skyway would connect to the main campus pathway system and would provide ADA 

accessibility to the campus core while eliminating traffic/pedestrian conflicts on the Loop Road. 

• Parking Lot 1-H. The existing 1.25-acre Parking Lot 1-H would be resurfaced and expanded to 

2 acres in size to add 140 additional parking spaces. The Lot lH expansion would include an 

extension of existing bioswales to infiltrate stormwater. 

• Parking Lot 2 and 3 Security Improvements. Planters and barriers would be installed to 

prevent illegal and unsafe use oflots. Parking Lot 2 and 3 would be reslurried and restriped. No 

additional parking spaces would be constructed in Parking Lot 2 and 3. 

• Parking Lot 2 and 3 Pedestrian Footbridge. A pedestrian connection would be developed to 

span Loop Road to provide a pedestrian connection between the parking lots and the campus 

pedestrian pathway that traverses the slope and provides access to the central campus area. This 

connection would consist of a set of stairs and an elevator housed in a core that attaches to a 

skyway spanning the road. The skyway would connect to the main campus pathway system and 

would provide ADA accessibility to the campus core while eliminating traffic/pedestrian conflicts 

on the Loop Road. 

• Parking Lot 4. The 2.25-acre Parking Lot 4 would be regraded, resurfaced and expanded to 

approximately 2.75 acres in size to add up to 50 additional parking spaces. Bioswales would be 

constructed to match lot improvements made previously under Measure E, consisting of planted 

infiltration strips between rows of parking. 

• Parking Lot 4 Pedestrian Connection/Footbridge. A pedestrian connection would be 

developed to span Loop Road adjacent to the PSEC to provide a pedestrian connection between 

the Center and the campus pedestrian pathways near Buildings 4300 and 5600. 

• Parking Lot 5/6. Parking Lot 6 would be resurfaced and restriped to add up to 50 additional 

parking spaces. Bioswales would be constructed to match lot improvements made previously 

under Measure E, consisting of planted infiltration strips between rows of parking. 

Site Improvements 

• Utility Improvements. The main line irrigation system would be improved. Some storm drains 

around buildings would be replaced campus-wide, including the restoration of infiltration 

trenches for roof drain water. Bird barriers on buildings would be replaced. Fire alarm systems 

would be upgraded. Photovoltaic arrays campus-wide would be installed. Install wireless 
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infrastructure campus-wide. Utilities campus-wide would be upgraded and minor repairs to 

campus fountain would be made. 

• Campus-Wide Landscaping and Site Improvements. Some non-native Eucalyptus trees would 

be removed, preventative maintenance of existing campus oak trees would be performed, and 

diseased trees would be culled, as required. New trees, including oaks and other native species, 

would be installed campus-wide. Campus site furniture would be improved. Landscape 

renovations would be undertaken and would improve infiltration in what are now compacted soil 

areas, mostly in the central campus area. 

• Signage, Wayfinding, and Lighting. Additional signage throughout the campus and pedestrian 

and exterior lighting would be installed. 

• Campus-Wide Americans with Disabilities Act Improvements. Phase 2 of removal of 

architectural baniers to accommodate disabled users. 

• Soccer, Baseball and Softball Complex. Existing fields at the northwestern portion of the 

campus would be renovated to include new artificial turf and additional support facilities would 

be constructed, including dugouts, restrooms, grounds maintenance facility, bleachers and a 

concession stand. 

• Tennis Court Improvements. Tennis courts would be resurfaced, and fences would be repaired. 

Renovation 

• District Offices (D120 Building). The D120 Building, cunently used as the Dish·ict Offices, 

would be renovated. 

• TV Center (5800 Building). The existing Building 5800, cunently used as instructional support 

space would be renovated, including minor improvements to roofs and interior spaces. 

• Japanese Cultural Center (6600 Building). Minor renovations and improvements, including 

roofs and interior renovations. 

• Stadium. The existing press box and support system would be removed and new facilities 

constructed on the opposite side of the field. The existing snack area would be renovated to meet 

cunent codes and for ADA accessibility. 

• Swim Pool Area Storage. Minor renovations to storage building. 

• Campus-Wide Building System and Infrastructure Upgrades. Building infrastrncture 

upgrades that began under Measure E would be continued, including upgrades to mechanical, 

electrical and plumbing systems. 

Measure E Carryover Projects 

The Master Plan shows the proposed changes of use and existing buildings to be renovated listed below. 

These activities were proposed as Measure E projects and are described as secondary and tertiary effects 
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in the Master Plan. The impacts of these activities were previously analyzed in the 2002 Foothill College 

Projects Draft EIR and are listed here only for completeness; therefore, no additional analysis is included 

in this EIR for these activities. 

Proposed Change of Use 

• Adaptive Learning Center (5400 Building). Renovation of the 5400 Building to accommodate 

all of the College's Adaptive Leaming programs into a single location. 

• Learning Support Center (5600 Building). Renovation of the 5600 Building to provide space 

for the Leaming Suppmt Center. 

• Radio Station (5700 Building). Renovation of the 5700 Building to accommodate the campus 

radio station (KFJC). 

• Language Arts Office/Classrooms (6200 Building). Renovation of the 6200 Building to 

provide space for the Language Arts Division Office and two general classrooms. 

Existing to be Demolished 

• Building 1300 

Existing to be Renovated 

• Building 1000 • Building 5300 

• Building l 900 (Administration) • Building 5500 

• Building 2900 • Building 6300 

• Building 3500 (Library) • Building 6400 

• Building 5000 • Building 6500 

• Building 51 00 

Utilities and Grading 

Specific grading plans would be developed as each project is designed. Some of the areas proposed for 

development are relatively flat, while other areas are sloped. Drainage from the proposed facilities would 

be routed to connect to the existing drainage system. Water and wastewater lines for the proposed 

facilities would connect to the existing campus lines or to the City of Los Altos systems. 

Project Phasing 

The Project as proposed in the Master Plan presents an overall picture of the future developed campus and 

includes proposed sites for new facilities, recommendations for renovations of existing facilities, and site 

development projects. While drawings in the Master Plan appear specific, the forms are conceptual 
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sketches that highlight the location and purpose of improvements. The final design of each site and 

facility project will take place as projects are funded and detailed programming and design occurs. The 

anticipated implementation period for the Project is 2008-2015. 

D. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Master Plan addresses the primary goals identified during the planning process: 

• Renovate aging facilities to address current educational needs and technological advances. 

• Provide additional instructional space for growing programs including chemistry, physics, 

nanotechnology, life and health science programs, adaptive learning, and learning communities. 

• Ensure the safety of students, faculty and staff through the development of safe and accessible 

vehicular and pedestrian paths. 

• Consolidate related programs into "clusters" in order to maximize resources and to provide easier 

access to students, faculty and staff. 

• Enhance the overall appearance of the campus by replacing temporary buildings (portables, 

modulars, etc.) with permanent facilities. 

E. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

As defined by CEQA, a Lead Agency is the public agency with the principal responsibility for canying 

out or approving a project. The Dist1ict is the Lead Agency for approval of the Project. The District has 

held public hearings on the Master Plan and reviewed and approved the Master Plan that is the subject of 

this EIR. Upon completion of the EIR process, the District will certify the Final EIR for the College. 

Specific development projects will be reviewed for consistency with the Master Plan prior to start of 

constrncti on. 
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A list of the required discretionary permits and approvals that may be required is shown in Table III-6. 

Agency/Provider 
Foothill-De Anza Community College District 
Division of the State Architect (DSA) 

City of Los Altos 
Santa Clara Valley Fire Department 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Purissima Hills Water District 
California Transportation Department 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Source: Foothill-De Anza College District, 2008. 
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Permit/ Annroval 
Certify Addendum EIR 
Approval of buildings, handicap accessibility, fire, and life 
safety 
Aomoval for sewer 
Aooroval of fire suooression systems 
Water Supply 
Aooroval for new water hook-ups 
Aomoval for proximity to 1-280 
Approval of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) General Permit 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 
D. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR provides a description of historic and cultural resources within the existing 

136-acre Foothill College campus, information on regulations relating to these issues, and an analysis of 

potential impacts related to historic and cultural resources resulting from implementation of the Foothill 

College Facilities Master Plan. Information used to prepare this section was taken from the Foothill 

College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report - March 2002, and the Foothill College Historic 

Resource Evaluation, Draft - Ap1il 2008 prepared by Architectural Resources Group (ARG) (included as 

Appendix D to this Draft EIR). 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Ethnographic Background 

The earliest known residents of the area that would become Los Altos Hills were the Ohlone Indians. The 

Central California region extending from San Francisco south to Big Sur lies within the ethnographic 

territmy of the Ohlone Indians. The Ohlone are believed to have occupied the region since 500 A.D., and 

speakers of the Hokan language previously occupied at least part of the region. The Project area lies 

within the currently recognized ethnographic territory of the Costanoan (often called Ohlone) Linguistic 

group. 

The Costanoan followed a hunter-gatherer subsistence pattern with pmtial dependence on the natural 

acorn crop and utilized only the native flora and fauna, with the exception of one domesticate, the dog. 

The abundance and high quality of natural resources allowed them to settle in semi-sedentmy villages. 

The Costanoan were organized in triblets, autonomous social units composed of 100 to 250 members. A 

triblet refers to one or more permanent villages with smaller villages in relatively close proximity. Parties 

would leave major villages at different times of the year to obtain various resources from within the tribal 

territory. Occupation sites can be expected most often at the confluence of streams, other areas of similar 

topography along streams, or in the vicinity of springs. These original sources of water may no longer be 

present or adequate. Also, resource gathe1ing and processing areas, and associated temporary campsites, 

are frequently found on the coast and in other locations containing resources utilized by the group. 

Factors that influence the location of these sites include the presence of suitable exposures of rock for 

bedrock mmtars or other milling activities, ecotones (zones of transition between vegetation 

communities), the presence of specific resources (oak groves, marshes, quarries, game trails, trade routes, 

etc.), proximity to water, and the availability of shelter. Temporary camps or other activity areas can also 

be found along ridges or other travel corridors. 
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Prehistoric Resources 

According to the 2002 Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, there appear to be 

no formally prepared archaeological field studies for the Project site and there are no prehistoric 

archaeological sites on the site or in the Project vicinity. There were no archaeological sites recorded on 

the Project site. The field inspection of the open lands inside the Project site revealed the presence of 

potential cultural resources deposits associated with the Tea House site. The visual inspection also 

identified areas now covered by parking lots, landscaping and/or buildings that have the potential for 

containing additional cultural materials. 

Historic Background 

By the late nineteenth century, the land on which the campus now sits was part of two Mexican land 

grants: the Rancho Purisima Concepcion, on the north side of what is now called Adobe Creek, and 

Rancho San Antonio, to the south. Jose Gorgonio and his son Jose Ramon, owners of Purisima 

Concepcion, sold the property to Juana Briones de Miranda in 1844. Martin Murphy Jr. acquired 2,800 

acres of the property in 1857 and gave the land to his daughter Elizabeth Yuba Murphy upon her marriage 

to William Taaffe. The Taaffes subdivided the land into smaller parcels and sold one of these portions to 

Daniel T. Ames, who operated a frnit ranch called the Lake Grove on the property at the tum of the 

century. In 1901 Ames fmther subdivided the land into two parcels; the western 60 acres he sold to 

Henry F. Dana, and the eastern 98 acres to Willard M. Griffin. The Dana prope1ty was eventually owned 

by Grace Holt, who married Ralph Lohman. 

The newly-formed Foothill-De Anza Community College District (District) attempted to buy the 

remaining 51 acres of the Lohman Estate in April 1959. John Lohman rejected their offer, but the District 

obtained the property by eminent domain. The District had already negotiated the purchase of the 

neighboring Griffin Estate, and in 1961 the District finalized the acquisition of the two properties, which 

included 122 acres, two houses (the Lohman and Griffin residences), carriage house, barn, and gazebo. 

Physical Setting 

History of Foothill College Buildings 

The College was founded in 1957 during the post World War II period when numerous community 

colleges were built throughout the United States, particularly in California. The College's first classes 

were held at the Highway Grammar School on El Camino Real in Mountain View on September 15, 1958 

under the leadership of the College's new president, Dr. Calvin C. Flint. The school was accredited the 

next year, in March 1959. On May 20, 1958, voters in Santa Clara County approved a $10.4 million bond 

for a two-year college to accommodate 3,500 students. On September 15, 1958, the Board of Trustees 

selected the site in Los Altos Hills. 

To design the new campus, the College hired Ernest J. Kump and Masten & Hurd, Associated Architects, 

and Sasaki, Walker & Associates, Landscape Architects. The team was charged with creating an entire 
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campus; the only existing buildings on the site were two residences and associated outbuildings. The site 

for the campus included two low hills separated by a ravine. The design of most of the campus buildings 

was based on the repetition of a three-dimensional architectural unit, the "modular space unit," a 60- by 

68-foot volume. The campus was (and still is) known for this unit approach. The buildings were 

designed with massive concrete comer buttresses suppo1ting large roofs with crested parapets and very 

wide, flared eaves. The walls were fitted with redwood panels or glazing. Circulation was 

accommodated on exterior walkways that bordered the buildings, and intimate courtyards provided 

transition spaces between buildings. The new College campus opened its doors September 5, 1961, to 

3,500 day and 4,500 evening students. 

Almost immediately, the design for the College attracted national attention. In 1960 the unbuilt project 

was given a Citation as part of the Progressive Architecture 7th Annual Design Awards. The campus has 

the unique distinction of receiving the only national American Institute of Architects First Honor Award 

awarded by the 1962 jury. The campus also received the American Institute of Architects Award of Merit 

in 1963 and Special Commendation in 1980. 1 

The 1961 Campus Plan created an entire campus, including landscaping, circulation, and all the buildings 

necessary for a post-secondary educational institution. Stylistically, the thirty-six buildings and structures 

from the 1961 Campus Plan were part of the Second Bay Tradition, a regional movement incorporating 

local materials, integration of outdoor spaces, and modern design principles. In the decades following the 

implementation of the 1961 Campus Plan, several additional buildings were constructed including 

classrooms (1964 and 1965), an observatory (1964), and district headquarters (1969). Although similar in 

style, form, and materials to the 1961 buildings, these buildings deviated from the original building 

designs. For example, the overall form and materials of Building 5000 are very similar to the 1961 

Campus Plan buildings, however, instead of clerestory windows, the windows are tall and narrow, 

changing the overall emphasis of the exterior walls from horizontal to vertical. 

The 1999 Foothill De Anza Community College District Facilities Master Plan implemented construction 

projects approved and funded by voters in Measure E. The new facilities were needed to meet the 

increasing enrollment, pedagogical, and social needs of the campus community. Buildings consh·ucted as 

part of this campaign, such as the Campus Center Complex and the Lower Campus Complex, diverge 

from the 1961 campus buildings in scale and fonn, but use compatible building materials such as wood 

shingles, concrete, and panels of glazing. The Campus Center Complex also utilizes a modified crested 

parapet roof form and overhanging eaves. 

Previously Ident~fied Historic Buildings 

Currently there is one building, the Griffin House (and its associated Carriage House) on the Foothill 

College campus that is listed on the National Register. As the Griffin House is a National Register 

Foothill College, Early History, website: wwwfoothill.edu/newsljh-history, January 16, 2008. 
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property, by default, it is also listed on the California Register of Historical Resources. The Griffin House 

was listed on the National Register in 1972. ARG's Historic Resource Evaluation for the 2001 Foothill 

College EIR found that the Old Barn at the east edge of campus appeared to be over fifty years old, but 

because it was been completely re-sided and altered, it did not retain integrity and was not eligible for 

listing. 

1961 Campus Plan Resources 

The Foothill College 1961 Campus Plan Historic Resources Survey prepared by ARG in July 2007 found 

that the buildings and landscape elements of the 1961 Campus Plan appeared to be significant under 

National Register Criterion C (and corresponding California Register Criterion 3), districts, sites, 

buildings, structures, and objects that embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values. The College 

campus is an ensemble of site plan, buildings, and landscaping that are exceptionally valuable as 

representative of the work of masters, in this case Ernest J. Kump and Masten & Hurd, Associated 

Architects, and Sasaki, Walker & Associates, Landscape Architects. The campus design brought together 

these leading architects and landscape architects to create an integrated and harmonious campus, which 

has influenced architecture and landscape architecture for decades. Unlike many college campuses, the 

College was primarily built at one time according to a comprehensive campus master plan. The largely 

undeveloped site and recent creation of the college, gave these noted designers great latitude. 

In architecture and site plan, the designers chose a Modern approach that departed from the classically 

inspired buildings and site planning principals of pre-war colleges. In designing the buildings, Kump 

employed his "space module" concept, an approach to campus planning he had been developing since the 

1930s. Each structure was based on a 60-by-68 foot space module, a three-dimensional architectural unit 

and was self-sufficient with utilities housed in a crested parapet roof. Kump's design for the College is 

often considered one of his most notable projects. Drawing on their campus and master plan experience, 

Sasaki, Walker & Associates' scheme for the campus plan and landscaping was an "acropolis" - all 

educational buildings were located on the top of two connected hills. Pedestrian and vehicular traffic 

were separated, with cars limited to the lots at the base of the hills and the loop road. For landscaping, 

Peter Walker divided the campus into five zones, ranging from natural wild grass areas similar to the 

surrounding hills, undulating mounds and curvilinear walkways, and rectilinear courtyards between 

buildings. 

The buildings and landscape features remammg intact from the 1961 Campus Plan appear to be 

contributors to a potential historic dish·ict, with a period of significance the year of construction, 1961. 

The earlier buildings on the site, such as the Griffin House, do not represent the same design aesthetic or 

use. Similarly, buildings constructed after the original campus plan vary in details and relationship to the 

building groups. Neither the earlier buildings nor the additions to the campus would be district 

contributors. However, it should be noted that many of the post- l 961 buildings are compatible with the 

district contributors in design, scale, and materials. The potential district boundaries align with those of 
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the original campus: El Monte Road to the south, Crescent Lane and Elena Road to the west, and Josefa 

Lane to the northwest. 

Most of the buildings, structures, and landscape elements from the 1961 Campus Plan have a high degree 

of integrity and clearly communicate the original design intent. Some, particularly the office blocks, have 

had additions or changes in fenestration but still appear to retain sufficient integrity to be considered 

district contributors. Only one 1961 structure, the Footbridge and Transit Center, has been altered to the 

degree that it does not appear to be a dist1ict contributor. A major elevator addition on the main elevation 

of the structure obscures the building. The landscape elements - overall layout circulation, walkways, 

and courtyards - were all part of the original design, retain a high degree of integrity, and are also 

potential historic district contributors. Campus buildings and structures that appear eligible as 

contributors to a potential National and California Register district are listed in Table JV.D-1 and 

displayed in Figure IV.D-1. Campus buildings and structures that appear ineligible as contributors to a 

potential National and California Register district are listed in Table JV.D-2. 

The buildings and landscape of the 1961 Campus Plan are cunently 47 years of age. Ordinarily, 

properties that have achieved significance within the past fifty years would not be considered eligible for 

the National and California Registers. However, such properties will qualify if they are, "[a] property 

achieving significance within the past fifty years if it is of exceptional importance." According to the 

National Register Bulletin, "[i]t may be represented by a building or structure whose developmental or 

design value is quickly recognized as historically significant by the architectural or engineering 

profession." Given the immediate and extensive recognition the architecture and landscape architecture 

professions gave the 1961 Campus Plan, the College appears to qualify. In addition, it is anticipated that 

projects funded by Measure C will be completed in the next five years, at which time the resources will be 

51 years of age. 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

National Register of Historic Places 

Primarily Section 106 of the National Histo1ic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 governs federal 

regulations for cultural resources. Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the 

effects of their undertakings on historic prope1ties and affords the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. The Council's implementing 

regulations, "Protection of Historic Properties," are found in 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 

800. The goal of the Section 106 review process is to offer a measure of protection to sites, which are 

determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), which is the nation's 

master inventory of known historic resources. The NRHP is administered by the National Park Service. 

The NRHP includes listings of buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, 

architectural, engineering, archaeological, or cultural significance at the national, state, or local level. 
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Table IV.D-1 
Potential District Contributors, Buildings 

I Building No. I Current Building Name 
1900 Administration 
1000 Smithwich Theater 
3200 BSS Classrooms 
3100 Travel Careers 
3000 BSS Division Offices 
4200 CTIS General Classrooms 
4300 Computer Center 
4100 CTIS & PSME Division Offices 
1600 Art Classrooms 
1800 Art Classrooms 
1400 Studio Theatre 
1100 Band Room 
1700 FA Division Offices 
1200 IDEA Center & Practice Rooms 
1500 Aooreciation Hall 
6300 Larnmage Lab 
6400 LA General Classrooms 
6500 LA General Classrooms 
6000 LA Division Offices 
3500 Library and ISC 
6200 Radio Station 
6100 Photograohy 
5300 Health Technology 
5100 Biology 
5200 BHS Division Offices 
2600 Main Gym 
2500 Auxiliary Gym 
2800 Locker Rooms 
2700 PE Division Offices 
5500 PSME General Classrooms 
5400 Physics 
5600 Chemistry 
3400 BSS General Classrooms 
3300 BSS General Classrooms 
5800 Television Studio 
2800 Locker Rooms 

Stadium 
Source: Architectural Resources Group, Foothill College Historic Resource 
Evaluation: Foothill Colle,e;e Facilities Master Plan, April 2008. 
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Table IV.D-2 
Potential District Non-Contributors, Buildings 

I Building No. I Current Building Name I 
- Footbridge and Transit Center 

1300 Choral Rehearsal Hall 
2602 PE Snack Bar & Storage 
2900 Field House 
2911 Stadium Snack Bar 
2915 Stadium Press Box 
2912 Stadium Restrooms 
2920 Field Locker Rooms 
3030 Grounds & Custodial 
4001 Astronomy Observatory 
4000 Center for Innovation 
4057 STEP2 
4052 Print Shop 
4050 STEP 1 
4400 Horticulture Equipment Storage 
4400 Lath House 
4400 Greenhouse 
4400 Horticulture Classroom 
4500 Veterinary Technology 
5000 Forum 
5700 Ornamental Horticulture 
5910 Swing Space 
6600 Japanese Cultural Center 
6700 Health Technologies 
DlOO Carriage House 
Dl20 District Offices 
Dl30 Griffin House 
Dl40 District Annex 
Dl60 Plant Services Annex 
Dl70 Plant & Material Services 
Dl80 Old Barn 
Dl81 Paint Shop 
Dl82 Mechanical Storage 
Dl83 New Barn 
Dl91 Services Shops 1 
D201 Service Shops 2 
D210 Mechanics Shop 
T-7 Construction Trailer 
T-S Temporary Storage 

Source: Architectural Resources Group, Foothill College Historic Resource 
Evaluation: Foothill College Facilities Master Plan, April 2008. 

Resources (structures, sites, buildings, districts and objects) over fifty years of age can be listed on the 

NRHP. However, properties under fifty years of age that are of exceptional importance or are 
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contributors to a district can also be included on the NRHP. The following list of definitions is relevant 

to any discussion of the NRHP. 

• A structure is a work made up of interdependent and interrelated parts in a definite pattern of 

organization. Generally constructed by man, it is often an engineering object large in scale. 

• A site is defined as the location of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic occupation or 

activity, or a building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or vanished, where the location itself 

maintains historical or archaeological value regardless of the value of any existing structure. 

• Buildings are defined as structures created to shelter human activity. 

• A district is a geographically definable area-urban or rural, small or large- possessing a 

significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, and/or objects 

united by past events or aesthetically by plan or physical development. A district may also 

comprise individual elements separated geographically but linked by association or history. 

• An object is a material thing of functional, aesthetic, cultural, historical, or scientific value that 

may be, by nature or design, moveable yet related to a specific setting or environment. 

There are four criteria under which a structure, site, building, district or object can be considered 

significant for listing on the NRHP. These include resources that: 

1) Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

history (such as a Civil War Battlefield or a Naval Ship Building Center); 

2) Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (such as Thomas Jefferson's 

Monticello or the Susan B. Anthony Bi1thplace ); 

3) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 

and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction (such as Frank 

Lloyd Wright's Taliesin or the Midwestern Native American Indian Mounds); 

4) Have yielded or may likely yield information important in prehistory or history (such as 

prehistoric ruins in Arizona or the archaeological sites of the first European settlements in St. 

Augustine, Florida, or at the Presidio of San Francisco). 

A resource can be considered significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 

culture. Once a resource has been identified as significant and potentially eligible for the NRHP, its 

historic integrity must be evaluated. Integrity involves seven aspects: location, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling and association. These aspects closely relate to the resource's significance and 

must be intact for NRHP eligibility. 
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When nominating a resource to the NRHP, the significance of that resource must be clearly evaluated and 

stated. A resource can be individually eligible for listing on the NRHP for any of the above four c1iteria. 

A resource can also be listed as contributing to a group ofresources that are listed on the NRHP. In other 

words, the resource is part of an historic district, as defined above. 

Districts are comprised of resources that are contributing and non-contributing. Some resources within 

the boundaries of the district may not meet the criteria for contributing to the historic character of the 

district but the resource is within the district boundaries. 

State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Historical Architectural Resources 

Pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a historical resource (including both built 

environment and prehist01ic archaeological resources) is presumed significant if the structure is listed on 

the California Register of Histo1ical Resources (CRHR) or has been determined to be eligible for listing 

by the State Histo1ical Resources Commission. A historical resource may also be considered significant 

if the lead agency determines, based on substantial evidence, that the resource meets the criteria for 

inclusion in the CRHR. The criteria are as follows: 

1. The resource is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

2. The resource is associated with lives of persons important in our past; 

3. The resource embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic 

values; or 

4. The resource has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Archaeological Resources 

Pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, archaeological resources, not otherwise determined 

to be histo1ical resources, may be significant if they are unique. Pursuant to Public Resources Code 

Section 21083.2, a unique archaeological resource is defined as an archaeological artifact, object, or site 

about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 

there is a high probability that it meets one of the following criteria: 

1. The resource contains information needed to answer important scientific questions and there is a 

demonstrable public interest in that information; 
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2. The resource has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest of its type or the best 

available example of its type; or 

3. The resource is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic 

event or person. 

A non-unique archaeological resource means an archaeological artifact, object, or site that does not meet 

the above criteria. Non-unique archaeological resources receive no further consideration under CEQA. 

Human Remains 

According to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, all human remains are a significant resource. 

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines also assigns special importance to human remains and specifies 

procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. These procedures are spelled out 

under Public Resources Code Section 5097. 

Paleontological Resources 

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project could have a significant effect if it would 

directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. 

California Historic Register 

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) maintains the California Register of Historic Resources 

(CRHR). The CRHR is the State's authoritative guide to significant California historical and 

archeological resources. The State Historical Resources Commission (SHRC) has designed this program 

for use by state and local agencies, private groups and citizens to identify, evaluate, register and protect 

California's historical resources. The CRHR program encourages public recognition and protection of 

resources of architectural, historical, archeological and cultural significance, identifies historical resources 

for state and local planning purposes, determines eligibility for state historic preservation grant funding, 

and affords certain protections under CEQA. 

Types of resources eligible for nomination for listing in the CRHR are buildings, sites, structures, objects, 

or historic districts. All resources listed in or formally determined eligible for the NRHP are eligible for 

the CRHR. An historical resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or 

more of the following criteria that are defined in the California Code of Regulations Title 14, Division 3, 

Chapter 11.5, Section 4850: 

1) It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United 

States; or 

2) It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history; or 
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3) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of a master, or possesses high aitistic values; or 

4) It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of 

the local area, California or the nation. 

The CRHR criteria are similar to NRHP criteria. Any resource that meets the above criteria is considered 

a historical resource under CEQA. 

Native American Consultation 

Government Code Section 65352.3 requires local governments to consult with California Native 

Ame1ican tribes identified by the California Native Ame1ican Heritage Commission prior to the adoption 

or amendment of a general plan or specific plan. The purpose of this consultation is to preserve or 

mitigate impacts to cultural places. 

Local 

The College is part of the California Community College System and, therefore, the Los Altos Hills 

General Plan and the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code do not have jurisdictional authority over the 

Project site. However, the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan is discussed below for informational 

purposes. 

Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan 

The Conservation Element (adopted April 26, 2007) of the Los Altos Hills General Plan establishes the 

goals, policies, programs, and guidelines to protect, manage, and conserve natural and community 

resources, including historic sites. Appendix A to the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan includes an 

inventory of historic sites and structures in the Los Altos Hills planning area. The following are policies 

related to cultural resources: 

Policy 10.1 

Policy 10.2 

Preserve, protect and enhance the historic resources of the planning area because they are 

unique and valuable assets for the community and region. 

Promote community awareness of local history and historic resources for the education, 

pleasure and welfare of the people of the Town. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

In order to evaluate the eligibility and significance of the 1961 Campus Plan resources, ARG conducted a 

survey of the entire Project site prior to this evaluation. 
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To be eligible for either the National or California Registers, properties must have either reached 50 years 

of age or be of "exceptional impo1tance." The resources of the 1961 Campus Plan are currently 47 years 

of age. It is anticipated that the projects of the 2007 Facilities Master Plan will be completed in the next 

five years, at which time the resources will be 51 years of age. In addition, as the college campus is 

widely recognized for its significance with/in the architecture and landscape architecture, it meets the 

"exceptional importance" criteria necessary for properties under fifty years of age. 

Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines mandates a finding of significance if a project would eliminate 

important examples of major periods of California history or prehisto1y. In addition, pursuant to Section 

15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a project could have a significant effect on the environment if it "may 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource." A "substantial adverse 

change" means "physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 

surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource is impaired." Material impairment means 

altering "in an adverse manner those characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 

significance and its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources." 

Impacts to historical resources not determined to be significant according to any of the significance 

criteria described above are not considered significant for the purposes of CEQA. Generally, under 

CEQA, a project that follows The Secretary of the Interior's Standard-; for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic 

Buildings or The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 

Historic Structures is considered to have mitigated impacts to a historical resource to a less-than

significant level (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5). Section 15126.4(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines 

notes that in some circumstances, documentation of a historical resource may not mitigate the effects to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project would have a significant 

impact related to cultural resources if it would: 

(a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined in 

Section 15064.5; 

(b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

Section 15064.5; 

( c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature; 

or 

(d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 
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Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact IV.D-1: The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5. 

As described above, there is a potential Foothill College Historic District that appears to be eligible for 

the National Register and therefore the California Register. The proposed Project would not result in the 

demolition of any potential district contributors or other historic resources. However, alterations to or 

construction near potential district contributors is proposed and potential impacts are described in Table 

IV.D-3. 

The proposed Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC) would be located in close proximity to 

potential district contributors and could impact the historic setting. Because the proposed Project is 

conceptual in nature, many of the specific elements have not been thoroughly developed and construction 

of the PSEC constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of construction of the 

PSEC related to a change in significance of an historical resource would be less than significant with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.D-1 a. 

Circulation improvements would include guard rails, crossing, curbs, lane markings, resurfacing, and 

changes in traffic patterns. Loop Road would be repaired and resurfaced and new lighting would be 

installed for safety. Depending on variables such as design, location, and number, the circulation 

improvements and installation of lights constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact 

of circulation improvements related to a change in significance of an historical resource would be less 

than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.D-1 a. 

The main line irrigation system would be improved and some storm drains would be replaced campus

wide. Bird barriers on buildings would be replaced and fire alann systems would be upgraded. 

Photovoltaic arrays and wireless infrastructure would be installed campus-wide. Utilities campus-wide 

would be upgraded and minor repairs to campus fountains would be made. Most of these project 

elements do not have the potential to impact the potential historic dist1ict. However, depending on 

variables such as design, location, and number, the installation of lights, bird barriers, and photovoltaic 

cells constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of utility improvement related to a 

change in significance of an historical resource would be less than significant with implementation of 

Mitigation Measures JV.D-la. 
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Table IV.D-3 
Potential Impacts to Historic Resources by the Project 

Pro.iect Potential Impact 
New Construction 
Physical Sciences and Engineering Center Yes, in close proximity to potential district contributors (see analysis 

below). 
Scene Shop No not in close proximity to potential district contributors. 
Roadway Improvements 
Campus-Wide Circulation Improvements Yes, in close proximity to potential district contributors (see analysis 

below). 
PE Access Road Improvement No, improvements will not impact potential district contributors. 
Parking Lot Improvements 
Parking Lot 1 Pedestrian Footbridge No, not in close proximity to potential district contributors. In addition 

the footbridge would be located downhill from district contributors and 
would be screened by trees. ADEIR regarding the footbridge notes, 
"The design details of this project are conceptual and undefined at this 
point." 

Parking Lot 1-H No, parking lots not in close proximity to potential district contributors. 
Parking Lots 2 and 3 Security Improvements No, parking lots not in close proximity to potential district contributors. 
Parking Lot 3 Pedestrian Footbridge No, not in close proximity to potential district contributors. In addition 

the footbridge would be located downhill from district contributors and 
would be screened by trees. 

Parking Lot 4 No, the new parking lot area expands the lot to the southwest and the 
potential district contributors are to the east. 

Parking Lot 4 Pedestrian Yes, in close proximity to potential district contributors. In addition, 
Connection/Footbridge this footbridge, unlike the other proposed footbridges, is level with 

district contributors and is only minimally screened by trees. 
Parking Lot 6 Resurfacing No, parking lot not in close proximity to potential district contributors. 
Site Improvements 
Utility Improvements Yes, would likely occur within potential district and on potential 

district contributors (see analysis below). 
Campus-Wide Landscaping and Site Yes, would likely occur within potential district (see analysis below). 
Improvements 
Signage, W ayfinding, and Lighting Yes, would likely occur within potential district (see analysis below). 
Campus-Wide Americans with Disabilities Yes, would likely occur within potential district (see analysis below). 
Act (ADA) Improvements 
Soccer, Baseball and Softball Complex No. 
Tennis Court Improvements No. 
Demolition 
Ornamental Horticulture Buildings No, not a potential district contributor. 
Veterinary Technology Buildings No, not a potential district contributor. 
Demolish Modular Buildings No, not a potential district contributor. 
Renovation 
District Offices (D 120 Building) No, not a potential district contributor. 
5800 TV Center Yes, potential district contributor (see analysis below). 
6600 Japanese Cultural Center No. 
Stadium Yes, potential district contributor (see analysis below). 
2602 Swim Pool Area Storage No. 
Source: Architectural Resources Group, Foothill College Historic Resource Evaluation: Foothill College Facilities Master Plan, 
April 2008 
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Some non-native Eucalyptus trees would be removed, preventative maintenance of existing campus oak 

trees would be performed, and diseased trees would be culled as required. New trees, including oaks and 

other native species would be installed campus-wide and campus site furniture would be improved. It 

should be noted that while oaks were noted in the 1961 plans, eucalyptuses were not. Trees and site 

furniture were an integral part of the 1961 Campus Plan and, depending on variables such as location and 

number, their removal constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of campus-wide 

landscaping and site improvements related to a change in significance of an historical resource would be 

less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.D-1 a and IV.D-1 b. 

Additional signage throughout the campus and pedestrian and exterior lighting would be installed. Site 

elements were an integrated pmt of the 1961 Campus Plan and, depending on variables such as location 

and number, installation constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of signage, 

wayfinding and lighting related to a change in significance of an historical resource would be less than 

significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.D-1 a and IV.D-lc. 

ADA improvements would consist of the removal of architectural barriers to accommodate disabled 

users. These features could be located in close proximity to potential district contributors and could 

impact the historic setting. Therefore, the impact of ADA improvements related to a change in 

significance of an historical resource would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure IV.D-1 a. 

The existing Building 5800, currently used as instrnctional support space would be renovated, including 

minor improvements to roof and interior spaces. Building 5800 is a potential district contributor, and 

roofs are a major character-defining feature of the building and minor improvements constitute a 

potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of the roof improvements to Building 5800 related 

to a change in significance of an historical resource would be less than significant with implementation 

of Mitigation Measure IV.D-1 a. 

The existing press box and support system on the opposite side of the field would be reconstrncted. The 

existing snack area would be renovated to meet current codes and for ADA accessibility. The stadium 

was part of the 1961 Campus Master Plan and is a potential district contributor. However, the press box 

does not use the "space unit" concept of the other potential district contributors, and the western 

concession stands/restroom does not retain integrity. Additionally, the stadium is not in close proximity 

to the other district contributors, which are all located at the top of the two hills. For these reasons, 

renovation of the stadium would have a less-than-significant impact related to histo1ic resources. 

1Yitigation 1Yeasure IV.D-la 

The schematic plans of the Project are expected to evolve to a greater level of detail. As such, a qualified 

historic architect shall monitor the design, plans, and constrnction of the Project to ensure that the Project 

is compatible in height, scale, massing, design, materials, and color in accordance with the Secretary of 

the Interior's Standards and existing College architecture. To the extent feasible, landscaping features 

that contribute to the historic character of the potential district shall be maintained. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.D-lb 

Trees that were part of the 1961 Campus Plan shall be retained rather than replaced whenever possible. 

When replacement is necessary, the trees shall be replaced in kind. Historic campus plans provide 

information on the original design intent. Similarly, in keeping with The Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards, site furniture from the 1961 Campus Plan shall be repaired rather than replaced. Any new site 

furniture shall be consistently uniform throughout the campus and designed such that they are 

sympathetic to the simplified form, materials, and design of the 1961 campus site furniture, but not exact 

replications. Their designs shall refrain from histo1ic interpretations. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-lc 

New signage and lighting fixtures shall be constructed that reflect the defined architectural vocabulary of 

the 1961 campus but do not exactly replicate 1961 features. 

Impact IV.D-2: The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. 

All proposed facilities would be constructed within the mostly developed Project site. The Project site 

contains no recorded Native American cultural resources according to a cultural resource evaluation 

conducted in August 2000 by the Northwest Information Center (Sonoma State University). 2 Several 

archaeological sites have been recorded upstream along Adobe Creek and the Santa Clara Valley is 

known for having buried archaeological resources. Excavations could reveal unidentified cultural 

resources, constituting a potentially significant impact. Project impacts related to a change in significance 

of an archaeological resource would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

IV.D-2a and IV.D-2b. 

~Mitigation Measure IV.D-2a 

If buried cultural or paleontological materials (e.g., bone, brick, etc.) are exposed during construction, 

work shall be halted in the immediate vicinity of the find until a qualified archaeologist can assess their 

significance. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-2b 

If the finds are determined to be significant, the archaeologist shall be permitted to remove the items in a 

professional manner for further laboratory evaluation. 

2 2001 Foothill College Revised Facilities Master Plan and District Facilities Projects Initial Study, October 26, 
2001. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

!VD. Cultural Resources 

Page!VD-17 

RL0024357 



EM23967 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Impact IV.D-3: The proposed Project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. 

As shown in the regional geologic mapping of the Los Altos Hills area by Cotton and Associates (1978), 

the dominant rock type mapped in the Project vicinity is Jurassic-Cretaceous age Franciscan Assemblage. 

No paleontological assessment of the Project site has been conducted and, therefore, it must be assumed 

that unique paleontological resources may be present in the areas underlain by bedrock, constituting a 

potentially significant impact. Project impacts related to the destruction of a unique paleontological 

resource would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.D-2a and IV.D-

2b. 

Impact IV.D-4: The proposed Project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside o.f formal cemeteries. 

While there is no evidence that human remains are present on the Project site, there is still the potential 

that the construction phase of the Project could encounter human remains, which in tum could result in a 

potentially significant cultural resource impact. Project impacts related to a disturbance of human 

remains would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.D-4. 

1Yitigation 1Yeasure IV.D-4 

If human remains are unearthed during construction, no further disturbance shall occur until the Santa 

Clara County Medical Examiner-Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition in 

accordance with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the remains are determined to be 

those of a Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento shall be 

contacted before the remains are removed in accordance with Section 21083.2 of the California Public 

Resources Code. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Impacts related to historical resources tend to be site-specific and are assessed on a site-by-site basis. The 

Town of Los Altos Hills would require the applicants of future development subject to CEQA to assess, 

determine, and mitigate any potential impacts related to historical resources that could occur as a result of 

development, as necessmy. Through compliance with the existing laws and the mitigation measures 

listed previously, Project impacts associated with historic resources, archaeological resources, 

paleontological resources, unique geologic features, and human remains would be less than significant. 

The occurrence of these less-than-significant impacts would be limited to the Project site and would not 

contribute to any potentially significant cultural resources impacts that could occur at the sites of future 

development subject to CEQA. As such, the proposed Project would not cont1ibute to any potential 

cumulative impacts related to cultural resources. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to cultural 

resources would be less than significant. 
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures JV.D-la through IV.D-4 identified m this section would 

adequately mitigate all potential impacts related to cultural resources. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 

E. NOISE 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR provides a description of noise within the Project site, information on 

regulations relating to this issue, and an analysis of potential impacts related to noise resulting from 

implementation of the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan. Information used to prepare this section 

was taken from the Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report - March 2002, and 

noise monitoring conducted by Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, Februaiy 28, 2008. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch). The standard unit 

of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB). The decibel scale is a logarithmic scale that 

describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound. The pitch of the sound 

is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to a 

given sound level at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate 

noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by 

discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. 

Noise, on the other hand, is typically defined as unwanted sound. A typical noise environment consists of 

a base of steady ambient noise that is the sum of many distant and indistinguishable noise sources. 

Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from individual local sources. These can vary from 

an occasional aircran or train passing by to virtually continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a 

major highway. Table IV.E-1 illustrates representative noise levels in the environment. 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on people. 

Because environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise upon 

people is largely dependent upon the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as the time of 

day when the noise occurs. The Leq is a measure of ambient noise of an arbitrary duration, while the Lc1n 

and Community Noise Exposure Levels (CNEL) are 24 hour average measures of community noise. 

Each is applicable to this analysis and defined as follows: 

• Leq, the equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated 

period of time. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the same if 

they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure. For evaluating community 

impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or 

the night. 
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Table IV.E-1 
Representative Environmental Noise Levels 

Noise Level 
Common Outdoor Activities (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

-110- Rock band 
Jet fly-over at 100 feet 

-100-
Gas lawnmower at 3 feet 

-90-
Food blender at 3 feet 

Diesel truck going 50 mph at 50 feet -80- Garbage disposal at 3 feet 
Noisy urban area during daytime 
Gas lawnmower at 100 feet -70- Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet 
Commercial area Normal speech at 3 feet 
Heavv traffic at 300 feet -60-

Large business office 
Quiet urban area during daytime -50- Dishwasher in next room 

Quiet urban area during nighttime -40- Theater, large conference room (background) 
Quiet suburban area during nighttime 

-30- Library 
Quiet rural area during nighttime Bedroom at night, concert hall (background) 

-20-
Broadcast/recording studio 

-10-

Lowest threshold of human hearing -0- Lowest threshold of human hearing 
I Source: California Dep_artment of Transp_ortation, 1998. I 

• Lctrn the Day-Night Average Level, is a 24-hour average Leg with a 10 dBA "weighting" added to 

noise during the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in the 

nighttime. The logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24 hour Leg would result in 

a measurement of 66.4 dBA Lctn· 

• CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, is a 24-hour average Leg with a 5 dBA 

"weighting" during the hours of 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. and a 10 dBA "weighting" added to 

noise during the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening 

and nighttime, respectively. The logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24 hour 

Leg would result in a measurement of 66. 7 dBA CNEL. 

• Lmirn the minimum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 

• Lmax, the maximum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 
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Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented by median noise 

levels during the day, night, or over a 24-hour period. Environmental noise levels are generally 

considered low when the Ldn is below 60 dBA, moderate in the 60 to 70 dBA range, and high above 70 

dBA. Noise levels greater than 85 dBA can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss. Examples of low 

daytime levels are isolated, natural settings with noise levels as low as 20 dBA and quiet suburban 

residential streets with noise levels around 40 dBA. Noise levels above 45 dBA at night can disrupt 

sleep. Examples of moderate level noise environments are urban residential or semi-commercial areas 

(typically 55 to 60 dBA) and commercial locations (typically 60 dBA). People may consider louder 

environments adverse, but some will accept the higher levels associated with more noisy urban residential 

or residential-commercial areas (60 to 75 dBA) or dense urban or industrial areas (65 to 80 dBA). 

When evaluating changes in 24-hour community noise levels, a difference of 3 dBA is a barely 

perceptible increase to most people. A 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, while a difference of 10 dBA 

would be perceived as a doubling ofloudness. 

Noise levels from a particular source decline as distance to the receptor increases. Other factors, such as 

the weather and reflecting or shielding, also help intensify or reduce the noise level at any given location. 

A commonly used rule of thumb for roadway noise is that for every doubling of distance from the source, 

the noise level is reduced by about 3 dBA at acoustically "hard" locations (i.e., the area between the noise 

source and the receptor is nearly complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other solid materials) 

and 4.5 dBA at acoustically "soft" locations (i.e., the area between the source and receptor is earth or has 

vegetation, including grass). 

Noise from stationary or point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance at 

acoustically hard and soft locations, respectively. Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening 

structures; generally, a single row of buildings between the receptor and the noise source reduces the 

noise level by about 5 dBA, while a solid wall or berm reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA. Standard 

California construction methods typically provide a reduction of exterior-to-interior noise levels of about 

20 to 25 dBA with closed windows and about 15 dBA with open windows. 

Community Response to Changes in Noise Levels 

The potential for adverse community response tends to increase as an intrusive noise becomes more 

noticeable above existing background noise levels. For example, if an intrusive noise has an average 

level that is comparable to existing average ambient noise levels, then the intrusive sound would tend to 

blend in with the ambient noise. However, if the intrusive sound is significantly greater than the ambient 

noise then the intrusive sound would be more noticeable and potentially more annoying as it can interfere 

with rest, working efficiency, social interaction and general tranquility. 
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In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 3 dB is just noticeable, a 

change of 5 dB clearly noticeable and a change of 10 dB would be perceived as a doubling (or halving) of 

loudness. 1 

Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne Vibration 

Groundborne vibration is radiated through the ground, and is an oscillatory motion that can be described 

in terms of the displacement, velocity, or acceleration. The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of 

room surfaces is called groundborne noise. This normally only occurs in subterranean rooms adjacent to 

subways. Sources of groundborne vibrations include natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes, volcanic 

eruptions, sea waves, landslides), or man-made causes (e.g., explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, 

construction equipment). Vibration sources may be continuous, such as factory machinery, traffic, trains, 

and most construction vibrations (with the exception of pile driving, blasting, and some other types of 

construction/demolition), or transient, such as explosions. 2 

Ground motion caused by vibration can be measured as particle velocity in inches per second. The peak 

particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the 

vibration signal. The PPV threshold of perception for humans falls approximately in the 0.006-0.019 

inch/second range. 3 Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as 

operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of doors. Typical outdoor 

sources of perceptible groundbome vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 

on rough roads. If a roadway is smooth, the groundborne vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Construction Vibration 

The general human reaction to various continuous vibration levels, as well as their potential damage to 

buildings, is described in Table IV.E-2. As shown, 0.08 inch/second PPV is the level at which continuous 

vibrations are readily perceptible by people, and 0.10 inch/second PPV is the level at which continuous 

vibrations begin to annoy people in buildings. It should be noted, however, that the annoyance levels in 

Table IV.E-2 need to be interpreted with care. Depending on the activity (or inactivity) a person is 

engaged in, vibrations may be am1oying at much lower levels than those shown in Table IV.E-2. In 

particular, elderly, retired, or ill people staying mostly at home, people reading in a quiet environment, 

and people involved in vibration-sensitive hobbies or other activities are examples of people that are 

potentially annoyed by much lower vibration levels. 4 

Cowen, Handbook of Environmental Acoustics, 1994. 
2 California Department of Transportation, Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations, Technical Advisory 

Number TAV-02-0J-R9601, February 20, 2002. 

!bid. 

Ibid. 
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Table IV.E-2 
Reaction of People and Damage to Buildings at Various Continuous Vibration Levels 

Vibration Level 
(Peak Particle 

Velocity-
in./sec.)a Human Reaction Effect on Buildin2s 

0.006-0.019 
Threshold of perception; possibility of Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of any type. 
intrusion. 
Vibrations readily perceptible. Recommended upper level of the vibration to which 

0.08 
ruins and ancient monuments should be subjected. 
This criterion level may also be used for historical 
buildings, or buildings that are in poor condition. 

0.10 
Level at which continuous vibrations Virtually no risk of "architectural" damage to 
begin to annoy people. normal buildings. 
Vibrations annoying to people in Threshold at which there is a risk of "architectural" 
buildings (this agrees with the levels damage to normal dwelling-houses with plastered 

0.20 established for people standing on walls and ceilings. Special types of finish such as 
bridges and subjected to relatively lining of walls, flexible ceiling treatment, etc., 
short periods of vibrations). would minimize "architectural" damage. 
Vibrations considered unpleasant by 

Vibrations at a greater level than normally expected 
0.4-0.6 

people subjected to continuous 
from traffic, but would cause "architectural" 

vibrations and unacceptable to some 
damage and possibly minor structural damage. people walking on bridges. 

a The vibration levels are based on peak particle velocity in the vertical direction. Where human reactions are concerned, 
the value is at the point at which the person is situated. For buildings, the value refers to the ground motion. No 
allowance is included for the amplifying effect, if any, of standard components. 

Source: California Department of Transportation, Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations, Technical Advisory 
Number TAV-02-0l-R9601, February 20, 2002. 

Existing Noise Levels 

On-Site Noise Levels 

College facilities currently include (among others) academic and administrative buildings, a library, 

student center, athletic fields, and associated parking lots. Principal vehicular traffic routes near the 

Project site include I-280 and El Monte Road, and are considered to be the dominant source of noise on, 

and in the vicinity of, the Project site. The parking lots located throughout the site are the dominant point 

(stationary) sources of noise. Other sources of noise heard throughout the Project site are generally 

composed of normal student and staff activities. 

Point sources of noise are generated by on-site student and staff activities. Typical noise levels heard on 

the site are relatively low and consist of sources such as people talking, doors closing, landscaping and 

maintenance equipment operation, car/personal stereos, occasional auto alarms, domestic animals, etc. 
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Athletic facilities in the southeast, northeast, and northwest parts of the campus are used by students and 

community members for team practices and games, and other recreational activities. Recreational 

facilities include the baseball/ athletic field, softball/soccer field, stadium (football/ track), tennis courts, 

and a swimming pool. Noise is generally limited to people talking, crowds cheering at athletic events, 

and coaches' whistles and instructions. An amplified public address system is used at sports events held 

at the stadium during the afternoon and evening. 

Existing noise levels were monitored at seven locations, listed in Table IV.E-3, on the Project site by 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates on February 28, 2008. These locations are identified in Figure IV.E

l. On-site noise levels are characteristic of a campus environment. Noise monitoring data is included in 

Appendix E. 

Table IV.E-3 
Sound Level Measurements in dBA at Selected Locations On-Site 

Location Noise Level (dBA) 
1. South Side of Building Dl20 53.4 
2. Northeast Side of Building 2400 59.9 
3. West of building 2000 50.2 
4. "C" Location 49.8 
5. South Side of Library 3500 47.4 
6. Bamboo Garden 52.9 
7. South Side of Building 4400 59.2 
Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2008. 

Although aircraft overflights could be heard occasionally in the background, the dominant sources of 

noise heard during the noise monitoring included vehicles in parking areas, people talking, cellular 

phones, and maintenance equipment. 

Existing Off-Site Noise Levels 

Vehicular traffic is the dominant source of noise affecting the noise-sensitive uses in the immediate 

vicinity of the Project site. Project traffic would primarily affect land uses adjacent to El Monte Road. 

Noise-sensitive receptors located in proximity to this roadway include single-family homes. Vehicular 

traffic noise levels were calculated in order to characterize the existing ambient noise environment at 

these locations. The existing average noise levels identified through these calculations are shown in 

Table IV.E-4. The noise levels shown for these locations are calculated based on the distance from the 

center of the roadway to the nearest existing building. Correspondingly, homes located farther from the 

roadway would be exposed to lower noise levels. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

!VE. Noise 

Page!VE-6 

RL0024366 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
..j:::.. 
c..v 
Q') 

"""" 

Source: Foothill College Revised Facilities Master Plan and District Projects EIR, Google Earth , Christopher A Joseph & Associates , 2008 

Figure IV.E-1 
Noise Measurement Locations 

m 
s: 
I\) 
w co 
....... 
en 



EM23977 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Table IV.E-4 
Existing Roadway Noise Levels Off site 

dBA 
Roadway Roadway Segment Land Use CNEL 

Moody Road 
West of Elena Road/El Monte Road Residential 58.1 
East of Elena Road/El Monte Road Parking Lot 44.9 

Elena Road North of Moody Road Residential 56.9 
South of Moody Road Residential 57.6 
West of College Loop Road Rural 56.1 
East of College Loop Road Rural/Track Field 60.9 

El Monte Road West of Stonebrook Road Rural/Track Field 61.5 
East of Stonebrook Road Rural/College 66.2 
West of Foothill Expressway Residential 67.5 
East of Foothill Expressway Residential 64.2 

College Loop Road North of El Monte Road Parking Lot 56.9 
Stonebrook Road South of El Monte Road Residential 56.0 
Source: Christopher A Joseph and Associates, 2008. Calculation data and results are provided in Appendix E. 

As shown, based on noise modeling, existing exterior noise levels at all single-family residences along El 

Monte Road are below 67.5 dBA CNEL. As noted above, these noise levels are based on the distance 

from the center of the roadway to the edge of the nearest existing building. Due to the variations in 

setbacks and designs for many of the buildings along Project area roadways, this analysis does not 

attempt to precisely determine the ambient noise level at each noise-sensitive use. Rather, the noise levels 

noted above are intended to serve as a baseline to which the increase in noise from Project traffic can be 

compared. Attenuation from a solid barrier (e.g., a building, wall or fence) would be expected to reduce 

exterior noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA. Given these factors, the noise levels obtained from the modeling 

probably overstate the actual ambient noise level at outdoor living or use areas at the noise-sensitive uses. 

The estimated noise levels along El Monte Road near Stonebrook Drive do not reflect the noise from 

traffic on I-280, the travel lanes of which are about 0.2 miles east of and above Stonebrook Drive. These 

noise levels on El Monte Road near I-280 would be mostly "masked" by the noise from I-280 (if two 

sound levels differ by 10 dB or more, the lower sound level is masked by the higher sound level). 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Noise 

No federal plans, policies, regulations or laws related to noise are applicable to the proposed Project. 
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Groundborne Vibration 

This analysis uses the FTA's vibration impact criteria for sensitive buildings, residences, and institutional 

land uses near railroads. The thresholds for residences and buildings where people normally sleep (e.g., 

nearby residences) are 72 VdB for frequent events (more than 70 events of the same source per day), 75 

V dB for occasional events (30 to 70 vibration events of the same source per day), and 80 V dB for 

infrequent events (fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day). 

State 

Noise 

The State's guidelines for noise and land use compatibility crite1ia, summarized in Table IV.E-5, are to be 

considered by local governments when setting standards for human exposure to noise and preparing noise 

elements for general plans. 

As shown in Table IV.E-5, residential land uses and other noise-sensitive receptors generally should be 

located in areas where outdoor ambient noise levels do not exceed 65 to 70 dBA (Ldn or community noise 

equivalent level [CNEL]). For single-family, duplex, and mobile homes, an exterior noise level up to 60 

dBA (Ldn or CNEL) is considered to be a "normally acceptable" noise level, which is based on the 

assumption that any buildings involved are of normal construction that would not require special noise 

insulation. For multi-family homes, motels, and hotels, an exterior noise level up to 65 dBA (Lctn or 

CNEL) is considered to be a "normally acceptable" noise level. Between these noise values and 70 dBA 

(Lctn or CNEL), exterior noise levels for these land uses would be considered to be "conditionally 

acceptable," where construction should only occur after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction 

requirements is made and needed noise attenuation features are included in the Project. Conventional 

construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally 

suffice. For commercial uses, exterior noise levels up to 70 dBA (Lctn or CNEL) are considered to be a 

"normally acceptable" noise level, while exterior noise levels up to 77 dBA (Lc1n or CNEL) are considered 

to be a "conditionally acceptable" noise level. 

The State establishes minimum noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, motels, 

dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings as set forth in 

Appendix Chapter 1208A.8.4 of the California Building Code. The noise limit is a maximum interior 

noise level of 45 dBA Lc1n· Where exterior noise levels exceed 60 dBA Ldn, a report must be submitted 
with the building plans describing the noise control measures that have been incorporated into the design 

of the Project to meet the noise limit. 
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Table IV.E-5 
State Noise and Land Use Compatibility Criteria 

Community Noise Exposure (Ldn or CNEL, dB) 

Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Land Use Acceptable a Acceptableb Unacceptable c Unacceptabled 

Single-family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50 - 60 55 - 70 70 - 75 above 70 

Multi-Family Homes 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 75 above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 
50 - 70 60 - 70 70 - 80 above 80 

Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 80 above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
--- 50 - 70 --- above 65 

Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports --- 50 - 75 --- above 70 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 - 70 --- 67 - 75 above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
50 - 75 --- 70 - 80 above 80 

Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 
50 - 70 67 - 77 above 75 ---

Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
50 - 75 70 - 80 above 75 ---

Agriculture 

a Normallv Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal 
conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

b Conditionallv Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but 
with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

" Normally_ Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation 
features included in the design. 

d Clearly_ Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines, 2003, page 250. 

Groundbome Vibration 

No state plans, policies, regulations or laws related to groundbome vibration are applicable to the 

proposed Project. However, Caltrans has adopted guidance for construction vibrations and this guidance 

is used in this analysis to address construction vibrations. 

Local 

The College 1s part of the California Community College System and, therefore, the Los Altos Hills 

General Plan and the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code do not have jurisdictional authority over the 
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Project site. However, the Town's noise guidelines are pertinent because the Project could affect off-site 

uses that are located within the Town's jurisdiction. 

Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan 

The California Government Code Section 65302(g) requires that a noise element be included in the 

General Plan of each county and city in the State. The Noise Element of the Town of Los Altos Hills 

General Plan is intended to identify sources of noise and provide objectives and policies that ensure that 

noise from various sources does not create an unacceptable noise environment. Overall, the Town's 

Noise Element describes the noise environment (including noise sources) in the Town, addresses noise 

mitigation regulations, strategies, and programs as well as delineating federal, State, and Town 

jurisdiction relative to rail, automotive, aircraft, and nuisance noise. It is a tool that planners use to 

achieve and maintain compatible land uses with environmental noise levels. As shown below in Table 

IV.E-6, land use types within the Town of Los Altos Hills are subject to the following Land Use and 

Noise Compatibility Guidelines: 

Table IV.E-6 
Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan Land Use and Noise Compatibility Criteria 

Community Noise Exposure (Ldn or CNEL, dB) 

Normally Conditionally Normally 
Land Use Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable 

Single-family Residential and Open Space 50 - 60 60 - 75 Above 75 

Outdoor Sports and Recreation, 
50 - 65 -65 - 80 -Above 80 

Neighborhood Parks and Playgrounds 

Schools, Libraries, Museums, Hospitals, 
50 - 60 60 - 75 -Above 75 

Personal Care, Meeting Halls, Churchs 

Office Buildings, Business Commercial, 
-50 - 70 70 - 80 -Above 80 

and Professional (such as Town Hall( 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
--- 50 - 75 Above 75 

Amphitheaters 

Source: website http://www.losaltoshills.ca.gov/documentslgeneral _ylan/general _ylan _noise_ element.pd/ 

Los Altos Hills Municipal Code 

The Town's Noise Ordinance identifies a series of noise sources and specifies the maximum decibel 

levels for daytime (defined as the period between 7:00 A.M. and sunset) and nighttime (defined as the 

period between sunset and 6:59 A.M.). Table IV.E-7 displays the maximum allowable decibels for noise 

sources during the day and night as stipulated by Section 5-2.02 of the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code. 

The Town's Noise Ordinance does not contain maximum allowable levels for mechanical equipment 

noise. 
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Table IV.E-7 
Los Altos Hills Municipal Code Maximum Decibels Noise Sources Day/Night 

Maximum Decibels (dB) Maximum Decibels (dB) 
Source Day Night Source Day Night 

Aircraft* 60 50 Motor vehicles 82 70 
Motor vehicle repairing, 

Animals 50 40 rebuilding, modernizing, 82 40 
and testing 

Farm tractor 82 40 Persons 50 40 
Implements of husbandry 65 40 Powered model vehicle 60 40 
Machines, tools, or 

50 40 
Sound producing device 

50 40 
appliances 
* 1, 000 feet from affected property. 

Source: Los Altos Hills Municipal Code, Section 5-2.02. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

Implementation of the proposed Project could result in the introduction of noise levels that may exceed 

permitted Town noise levels. The primary sources of noise associated with the proposed Project would 

be construction activities at the Project site and Project-related traffic volumes associated with operation 

of the proposed commercial development. Secondary sources of noise would include new stationary 

sources (such as heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units) and increased human activity throughout 

the Project site. The net increase in Project site noise levels generated by these activities and other 

sources have been quantitatively estimated and compared to the applicable noise standards and thresholds 

of significance. 

Aside from noise levels, groundbome vibration would also be generated during the construction phase of 

the proposed Project by various construction-related activities and equipment. Thus, the groundbome 

vibration levels generated by these sources have also been quantitatively estimated and compared to 

applicable thresholds of significance. 

Construction Noise Levels 

Construction noise levels were estimated by data published by the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (USEPA). Potential noise levels are identified for off-site locations that are sensitive 

to noise, including existing residences. 
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Groundborne Vibration Associated with Construction Equipment 

Groundbome vibration levels resulting from construction activities occurring within the Project site were 

estimated by data published by Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. for the Federal Transit Administration. 

Potential vibration levels resulting from construction of the proposed Project are identified for off-site 

locations that are sensitive to vibration, including existing residences. 

Roadway Noise Levels 

Roadway noise levels have been calculated for selected study intersection locations around the Project 

site. The noise levels were calculated using the FHW A-RD-77-108 model and traffic volumes from the 

Project traffic analysis. The average vehicle noise rates (energy rates) utilized in the FHWA Model have 

been modified to reflect average vehicle noise rates identified for California by the State Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans). 

Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project would result in significant 

noise impacts if it would result in: 

(a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

(b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome noise 

levels; 

( c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project; 

(d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project; 

( e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing or working in 

the project area to excessive noise levels; or 

(f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in the 

project area to excessive noise levels. 

As discussed in the Initial Study that was prepared for the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix A to this 

Draft EIR), there would be no impact with respect to the Thresholds ( e) and (f) because the College is 

neither located within an airport land use plan area nor within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Accordingly, the following discussion focuses on Thresholds (a), (b), (c) and (d). 
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The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which groundborne vibration or groundborne noises are 

considered "excessive." This analysis uses the FT A's vibration impact crite1ia for sensitive buildings, 

residences, and institutional land uses. The thresholds for residences and buildings where people 

normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences) are 72 V dB for frequent events (more than 70 events of the same 

source per day), 75 VdB for occasional events (30 to 70 vibration events of the same source per day), and 

80 V dB for infrequent events (less than 30 vibration events of the same source per day). 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which permanent increases in ambient noise are 

considered "substantial." As discussed previously in this section, a noise level increase of 3 dBA is 

barely perceptible to most people, a 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, and a difference of 10 dBA 

would be perceived as a doubling of loudness. Based on this information, an increase in the Lctn noise 

level resulting from the Project at noise-sensitive land uses of 3 dBA Lctn or greater would be considered a 

significant impact when projected noise levels would exceed those considered satisfactory for the affected 

land use (e.g., 60 dBA Ldn for single-family residential land uses). If the noise environment at the 

sensitive land use would remain below normally acceptable noise levels, a 5 dBA Lctn increase in noise 

levels would be considered significant. 

Project Impacts 

Impact IV.E-1: The proposed Project may result in the exposure ofpersons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies. 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. 

Circulation and parking improvements include improvements to the PE Access Road, various circulation 

improvements and three footbridge connections to reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and 

bicycle safety, parking lot resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 240 parking spaces. 

Construction Noise 

Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition, site 

grading and excavation, installation of utilities, paving, and building fabrication. Development activities 

would also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise. During each 

stage of development, there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would vaiy 

based on the type and amount of equipment in operation and the location of the activity. The range for 

noise levels generated by typical, individual pieces of construction equipment is provided in Table IV.E-

8. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has also compiled data regarding the noise generating 

characteristics of typical construction activities, both with and without the use of equipment mufflers. 
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These data, which represent composite construction noise, are presented in Table IV.E-9. These noise 

levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA 

per doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 84 dBA Leg measured at 50 feet from the noise 

source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA Leg at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduce 

by another 6 dBA Leg to 72 dBA Leg at 200 feet from the source to the receptor. 

In general, the site excavation and grading activities at the Project site, which would involve the use of 

loaders and scrapers, would generate the loudest noise levels during construction of the proposed Project. 

As shown above in Table IV.E-8, the operation of scrapers could generate a maximum noise level of 89 

dBA at 50 feet, while loaders could generate a maximum of 85 dBA at 50 feet, during excavation. The 

campus would continue to observe the current schedule, including class times and before and after-school 

related activities during construction and following buildout. Therefore, during construction of the 

proposed Project, the nearest and most notable sensitive receptors to the Project site would be the existing 

classrooms and other existing school related facilities which may be located as close as 50 feet from 

active construction sites. 

Table IV.E-8 
Noise Levels of Typical Construction Equipment 

I Construction Egui~ment I Noise Levels in dBA Leg at 50 feet b I 
Loader 85 
Trucks 88 
Cranes (moveable) 83 
Cranes (derrick) 88 
Concrete Vibrator 76 
Saws 76 
Pneumatic Tool 85 
Jackhammers 88 
Pumps 76 
Generators 81 
Air Compressors 81 
Concrete Mixers 85 
Concrete Pumps 82 
Back Hoe 80 
Pile Driving (Impact) 101 
Pile Driving (Sonic) 96 
Dozer 85 
Scraper 89 
Grader 85 
Paver 89 
a Machinery equipped with noise control devices or other noise-reducing design features does not 

generate the same level of noise emissions as that shown in this table. 
h The Leq noise levels for each piece of construction equipment represent noise levels generated over a 

time period of one hour under free-field conditions (i.e., topography and ground effects are ignored). 

Source: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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Table IV.E-9 
Typical Outdoor Construction Noise Levels 

Noise Levels at 50 Noise Levels at 60 Noise Levels at 100 Noise Levels at 200 
Construction Feet with Mufflers Feet with Mufflers Feet with Mufflers Feet with Mufflers 

Phase (dBA Len) (dBA Len) (dBA Len) (dBA Len) 
Ground Clearing 82 80 76 70 
Excavation, 

86 84 80 74 
Grading 
Foundations 77 75 71 65 
Structural 83 81 77 71 
Finishing 86 84 80 74 
Source: United States Environmental Protection A,l;?'encv, 1971. 

The Town's Noise Ordinance limits construction activities to between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:30 

P.M., Monday through Saturday while grading operations are limited to the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:30 

P.M., Monday through Friday. Construction is not anticipated to generate significant noise impacts; 

therefore this impact would be less than significant. However, since construction could occur 

immediately adjacent to existing classrooms and other student related facilities, where quiet environments 

are required, this impact is considered potentially significant. Project impacts related to construction 

noise would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.E-1 a through IV.E-

1 h. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-la 

The Project shall restrict construction and demolition activities to the hours of 7:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. 

Monday through Saturday. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lb 

Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of 

equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lc 

The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise 

generation potential shall be minimized to the extent feasible. Examples include the use of drills, 

jackhammers, and pile drivers. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-ld 

Noise-generating construction activities whose specific location on the site may be flexible (e.g., 

operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far 

as possible from the nearest noise-sensitive land uses, and natural and/or manmade barriers (e.g., 
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intervening construction trailers) shall be used to screen propagation of noise from such activities towards 

these land uses to the maximum extent possible. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-le 

Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas shall be located a minimum of 150 

feet from the active classroom and laboratory uses. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lf 

The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and 

muffling devices. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lg 

Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatuses and drill rigs used within the 

Project site, if sensitive receptors are located at, or within, 100 feet. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lh 

Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at any of the project sites, notification must be 

provided to students and faculty disclosing the construction schedule, including the various types of 

activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Impact IV.E-2: The proposed Project would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of 

excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 

Construction activities that would occur within the Project site would include grading, which would have 

the potential to generate low levels of groundbome vibration. Table IV.E-10 identifies various vibration 

velocity levels for the types of construction equipment that would operate during the construction of the 

proposed Project. Based on the information presented in Table IV.E-10, vibration levels could reach as 

high as approximately 87 V dB within 25 feet of the Project site from the operation of construction 

equipment. 

Table IV.E-10 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

I Construction Egui~ment I 
Large Bulldozer 
Caisson Drilling 
Loaded Trucks 
Jackhammer 
Small Bulldozer 
Source: Harris Miller Miller Hanson, 
Assessment, May 2006. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

A~~roximate V dB at 25 feet 
87 
87 
86 
79 
58 

Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 

I 

!VE. Noise 

Page!VE-17 

RL0024377 



EM23987 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Due to the use of construction equipment during the construction phase, the proposed Project would 

expose the existing classrooms and school related facilities as well as the residential uses located to the 

west of the Project site to increased vibration levels. As discussed under Thresholds of Significance 

above, the 80 V dB threshold for residences and buildings where people normally sleep was utilized in this 

analysis and 83 V dB for institutional uses. 

Due to the use of construction equipment during the construction phase, the proposed Project would 

expose sensitive uses to groundborne vibration levels. Such equipment could include large bulldozers, 

caisson drilling rigs, loaded trucks and small bulldozers, which would generate the vibration levels shown 

in Table IV.E-10. Due to the close proximity of classrooms and other student related facilities, vibration 

levels may meet or exceed 87 V db as shown above. Therefore, these vibration levels would exceed the 

83 V dB threshold for institutional uses and this impact would be considered potentially significant. 

Project impacts related to excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome noise levels during 

construction would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure JV.E-2a. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-2a 

The District shall require by contract specifications that consh·uction staging areas along with the 

operation of earthmoving equipment on the project site be located as far away from vibration-sensitive 

sites as possible. Contract specifications shall be included in the project construction documents, which 

shall be reviewed by the District prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Impact IV.E-3: The proposed Project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 

Long-term noise concerns from the development of the proposed Project have the potential to affect 

offsite locations, resulting primarily from vehicular traffic utilizing the local roadways along affected 

roadway segments analyzed in the Project traffic study. These concerns were addressed using the FHWA 

Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108), which calculates the CNEL noise level 

for a particular reference set of input conditions, based on site-specific traffic volumes, distances, speeds 

and/or noise barriers. Based on the traffic report prepared for the proposed Project, included as Appendix 

E to this Draft EIR, in combination with an analysis of the surrounding land uses, roadway noise levels 

were forecasted to determine if the proposed Project's vehicular traffic would result in a significant 

impact at offsite, noise-sensitive receptor locations during the weekday peak hour. The increases in noise 

levels at noise-sensitive locations along the study-area roadway segments are identified in Table IV.E-11. 

As shown, the proposed Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of 0.4dBA CNEL for 

several roadway segments. Because the increase in local noise levels at all of the analyzed roadway 

segments resulting from implementation of the proposed Project would not exceed the 3.0 dBA CNEL 

threshold, they would not represent a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Therefore, 

this impact would be less than significant. 
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Table IV.E-11 
Project Traffic Noise Impacts Offsite 

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL 
Future Future 
without Plus Significance 

Roadway Roadway Segment Pro.iect Pro.iect Increase Threshold Significant? 
West of Elena Road/El 

58.1 58.4 0.3 3.0 No 
Monte Road 

Moody Road 
East of Elena Road/El 
Monte Road 

46.6 46.8 0.2 3.0 No 

Elena Road North of Moody Road 56.9 57.3 0.4 3.0 No 
South of Moody Road 57.7 58.1 0.4 3.0 No 
West of College Loop 

56.2 56.6 0.4 3.0 No 
Road 
East of College Loop 

61.4 61.8 0.4 3.0 No 
Road 

El Monte Road West of Stonebrook Road 62.4 62.7 0.3 3.0 No 
East of Stonebrook Road 66.9 67.3 0.4 3.0 No 
West of Foothill 

67.8 68.1 0.3 3.0 No 
Expressway 
East of Foothill 

64.2 64.6 0.4 3.0 No 
Expressway 

College Loop Road North of El Monte Road 58.0 58.3 0.3 3.0 No 
Stonebrook Road South of El Monte Road 56.0 56.4 0.4 3.0 No 
Traffic Information Source: Crain & Associates, 2007. 
Table Source: Christopher A. Joseph and Associates, 2008 

Impact IV.E-4: The proposed Project would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 

in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 

HV AC Systems 

Upon buildout of the proposed Project, new sources of noise would include stationary sources (such as, 

rooftop heating, ventilation, and air conditioning [HV AC] systems). Large HV AC systems associated 

with the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center and Scene Shop could result in peak noise levels that 

average between 25 to 30 dBA L50 at the nearest sensitive receptors, and 35 to 40 dBA L50 at the property 

line based on the setback of the fans within the building footprint, the setback of the building from the 

Project property line, and the presence of an architectural parapet wall around the roofline, in which the 

major mechanical units will be placed. Lower noise levels are anticipated during periods of lower 

mechanical demand (variable air volume). For sources with relatively few transient noise events, such as 

with the fan usage pattern anticipated for use with the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center, the 

hourly Leg levels due to fan noise will equal the L50 levels. As 24-hour CNEL noise levels are more than 

9 dBA above the projected HV AC noise emission levels, the project HV AC systems could produce peak 

noise levels that average between 34 to 39 dBA L50 at the nearest sensitive receptors, and 44 to 49 dBA 

Lso at the property line. 
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These noise levels would not exceed the State's exterior noise level standard of 70 dBA CNEL for 

schools, as shown in Table IV.E-6 or the Town's General Plan recommendation for 75 dBA CNEL as 

shown in Table IV.E-6. In addition, the noise levels generated by the operation of the HVAC units would 

not exceed the State's exterior noise level standard of 70 dBA CNEL for residential uses, as shown in 

Table IV.E-7 or the Town's General Plan recommendation for 75 dBA CNEL as shown in Table IV.E-6. 

Therefore, this impact would be less than significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The continued development throughout the Town would result in intermittent, short-term noise impacts 

area wide. Construction activities could result in significant short-term noise impacts on sensitive land 

uses in the vicinity of the Project site, such as residences. The duration of these localized impacts would 

be limited to the construction phases of the individual projects. All construction activities of any other 

projects taking place within the City would be subject to the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan as 

well as the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code. 

In addition, future development projects would require exterior walls to be constructed to provide a Sound 

Transmission Class of 50 of greater as defined in UBC No. 35-1, 1979 edition or any amendment thereto, 

or to mitigate interior noise levels below a CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room. Conformance with 

these requirements would reduce operational-related noise. As such the proposed Project would not 

contribute to a cumulatively considerable noise impact and cumulative noise impacts would be expected 

to be less than significant. In addition, with Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan and Los Altos Hills 

Municipal Code compliance, the combined impact of the operational noise levels from the proposed 

Project and existing noise levels on interior and exterior noise levels on adjacent properties would be less 

than significant and, therefore, not cumulatively considerable. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.E-la through IV.E-lh and IV.E-2a identified in this section 

would adequately mitigate all potential impacts related to noise. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 
A. IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

INTRODUCTION 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

"An EJR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible 

significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not 

discussed in detail in the EIR. " 

An Initial Study (IS) was prepared for the proposed project in September 2007 and is included in 

Appendix A. The District received comments on the Project from local agencies and the public on 

various environmental areas of concern. In response to those comments, the District has chosen to 

modify the Project from what was originally proposed and studied in the Initial Study. These revisions 

include eliminating the proposed realignment of the Loop Road to the outer edge of campus and 

relocation of the proposed Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC). Because the Loop Road 

realignment is no longer a part of the Project and the Loop Road will remain in its current location, the 

proposed location of the PSEC was revised to an area south of Parking Lot 4. Two pedestrian 

connections/footbridges over the Loop Road have been added to the Project in Parking Lot 3 and from the 

PSEC. Additionally, the expansion of Parking Lot 4 has been reduced from 2.25 acres to 0.5 acres to 

allow for the PSEC. All other Project components as described in the Initial Study remain the same. The 

2.25-acre Parking Lot 4 would be resurfaced and expanded to approximately 2.75 acres in size to add up 

to 50 additional parking spaces. 

Based on the analysis contained in the Initial Study, it was determined that implementation of the 

proposed Project would not result in significant environmental impacts to the topics listed below and, 

therefore, these issues are not discussed in detail in Section IV of this EIR. 

AESTHETICS 

The Project would not create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. All proposed buildings would 

be similar in scale and character to existing facilities and would not significantly affect scenic views from 

or to the Project site. The Project site is generally not visible from vehicle corridors to the east, south, and 

west. The Project site is visible from nearby residential areas to the northwest, west, and southwest. 

Views of the Project site from Interstate 280 (I-280) are mostly screened from motorists view by existing 

roadside landscaping, are available for only b1ief flashes due to vehicle speed, and are therefore only 

minimally visible from I-280. 1 However, the Project site is already developed as an educational facility 

and additional development proposed by the project would be in similar scale and character to the existing 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, Site Visit, May 17, 2007. 
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development on the Project site. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this 

issue is warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not substantial(v damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 2 I-280 is designated by Caltrans as a 

state scenic highway. Portions of the Project site are visible from I-280. However, the Project would not 

have a significant impact on views from I-280, as views are screened from motorists' view by existing 

roadside landscaping that contains minimal gaps, are available for only brief flashes due to vehicle speed, 

and are therefore only minimally visible from I-280. 3 Areas of rock outcroppings are located at the 

campus entry. 4 However, no development is proposed in areas with rock outcroppings nor are those areas 

visible from I-280. 

The Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings. Implementation of the Master Plan would result in the infilling of new buildings and 

infrastructure on the existing Project site. This infill development would be designed to compliment and 

be compatible with the architectural style of the existing buildings. Although the expansion of Parking 

Lots lH and 4 would incrementally increase the amount of paved surface visible from within the Project 

site, this increase would be minimal in an area that is already developed with school facilities. The 

Project would not significantly degrade the visual quality of the site and no additional analysis of this 

issue is wananted in the EIR. However, the potential for significant impacts related to tree removal will 

be evaluated in the Biological Resources section of the EIR. 

The Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day 

or nighttime views in the area. The Project includes the installation of lighting similar to the type of 

lighting present in most areas of the Project site. At night, light and glare may be caused by vehicle use. 

Light sources and intensity may shift in portions of the Project site due to new construction, renovation of 

buildings, and site improvements. Given the developed nature of the campus, these changes would not 

represent a new source of substantial light. Implementation of the mitigation measure below would 

reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A-AES.1 

Prior to the installation of lighting fixtures, the District shall revise the existing Lighting Plan or prepare a 

new Lighting Plan for the Project site. While the design of exterior lighting standards shall be 

2 California Department of hamportation, "The California Scenic Highway System: A List of Eligible and 
Officially Designated Routes," website: http:l!www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/cahL1ys.htm, Accessed June 
2, 2007. 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, Site Visit, May 17, 2007. 

Ibid. 
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sympathetic to the scale, materials, and design of the 1961 campus light fixtures, typical lighting should 

include low mounted, downward casting and shielded lights that do not cause spillover onto adjacent 

properties. Low intensity, indirect light sources shall be encouraged. No flood lights shall be utilized. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

The Project would not result in the conversion o.fstate-designated agricultural landfrom agricultural use 

to another non-agricultural use. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), 

the Project site is designated as urban or built-up land and does not contain prime farmland, unique 

farmland, or farmland of statewide importance. 5 Therefore, development of the proposed Project would 

not result in any impacts related to the conversion of important farmland. No significant impact would 

occur. 

The Project would not result in the conversion of land zoned for agricultural use or land under a 

Williamson Act contract from agricultural use to non-agricultural use. No lands on the Project site are 

zoned for agricultural use nor is the site subject to a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, development of 

the proposed Project would not conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No 

significant impacts would occur. 

The Project would not involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. As stated above, development of 

the proposed Project would not convert any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance to a non-agricultural use. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would not result in 

any impacts to agricultural resources as related to conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. No 

significant impacts would occur. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The Project would not be located within a state-designated Alquist-Priolo Zone or other designated fault 

zone. The potentially active Monta Vista fault traverses the Project site in an approximately east-west 

direction. Although the Monta Vista fault is not considered active by the State of California or designated 

as an Alquist-Priolo Zone, it is generally considered to be potentially active. 6 Final design and location of 

proposed structures has not been determined; therefore, geotechnical studies have not been undertaken for 

the Project. Preliminary locations of both buildings proposed by the Project would be constructed with at 

least a 50-foot setback from the fault and, therefore, outside of the area of concern. Additionally, all 

building and structure designs and plans are reviewed by the State Architect and California Division of 

California Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland A1apping and A1onitoring Program Overview, 
website: http:!lwww.consrv.ca.gov/dlrp/FMlvJP!overviewlsurvey _area_ map.htm, Accessed June 2, 2007. 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Proiects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

IV.A. Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant 

Page IV.A-3 

RL0024383 



EM23993 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Mines and Geology for compliance with safety standards for public school buildings. Implementation of 

the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not represent an increased risk to public safety or destruction of property by exposing 

people, property or infrastructure to seismically induced ground shaking hazard-;. The San Francisco 

Bay Area is recognized by geologists and seismologists as one of the most active seismic regions in the 

United States. Potential sources of seismic shaking on the Project site include the potentially active 

Altamont, Berrocal, and Monta Vista faults. 7 A major earthquake on any of the faults in the San 

Francisco Bay Area would subject the Project site to seismic shaking. Final design and location of the 

proposed buildings has not been determined; therefore, geotechnical studies have not been undertaken for 

the Project. However, Project design and construction techniques would comply with the California 

Building Code's requirements for public school facilities, which are more stringent than those for general 

structures and should reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. The Project would increase 

the number of students and employees on the campus. However, there would not be an increased iisk on 

the Project site when compared to the risk to public safety or destruction of property present throughout 

the Bay Area. This risk has been found to be acceptable within the planning community and by regional 

governments. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not be located in an area identified as having a high risk of groundfailure, including 

liquefaction. Liquefaction, lateral spreading, ground surface subsidence, and collapsible soils can result 

from seismic shaking. Final designs and exact locations of proposed structures and parking lot 

expansions have not been detennined; therefore, geotechnical studies have not been undertaken for the 

Project. Sections of the Project site are underlain by sands that could be prone to liquefaction, lateral 

spreading, ground surface subsidence, and collapsible soils during moderate to strong ground shaking. 8 

However, alluvial materials found on the north side of the Project site in the vicinity of Purissima Creek 

have a low susceptibility to liquefaction. 9 Implementation of the mitigation measures below would 

reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not be built on an unstable geologic unit or in an unstable area that could potentially 

result in on-and ojf-site landsliding, lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse. A majority of the campus 

is located on a hill and adjacent knoll that is circled by Loop Road. As stated above, final design and 

location of proposed structures has not been determined; therefore, geotechnical studies have not been 

undertaken for the Project. Previous geotechnical investigations of the campus have identified that 

natural and graded slopes with observed gradients of 2: 1 (horizontal to vertical) or flatter in most areas 

2001 Foothill College Revised Facilities Master Plan and District Facilities Projects Initial Study, October 26, 
2001. 

200I Foothill College Revised Facilities Master Plan and District Facilities Projects Initial Study, October 26, 
200I. Original Source: Cleary Consultants, New Firehouse at Foothill Community College Geotechnical 
Investigation, July 1991. 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Proiects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 
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are generally performing satisfactorily, that geologic site reconnaissance did not identify evidence of 

deep-seated soil movement or other landslide movement, and that no landslide hazards within the Project 

site were previously identified by the geotechnical consultant. 10 Implementation of the mitigation 

measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not expose large areas to the erosional effects of wind or water for a protracted period 

of time. There is moderate potential for soil erosion for most of the Project site's soils. 11 Project 

components, including those associated with the construction of buildings and parking lot expansions 

would require grading activities on developed and undeveloped land. However, final designs and 

locations of the proposed structures and parking lot expansions have not been determined; therefore, 

geotechnical studies have not been undertaken for the Project. Soil deposition could occur at the storm 

drainage channels on the Project site as well as in Adobe Creek and Purissima Creek before being 

transported and deposited downstream. Project-related activities near these surface waters could intensify 

local erosion and bank slippage. 12 Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not pose a hazard to life and property by building on expansive soils without proper 

site preparation or design features to provide adequate foundations for Project buildings. Changes in 

soil moisture content can result from rainfall, landscape inigation, utility leakage, roof drainage, perched 

groundwater, drought, or other factors and may cause unacceptable settlement or heave of structures, 

concrete slabs supported-on-grade, or pavements supported over these materials. Depending on the 

extent and location below finished subgrade, these soils could have a detrimental impact on the proposed 

construction. The Project is programmatic in scale and, therefore, no specific grading or drainage plans 

are available. Localized slope instabilities may be caused by the use of steep and/or large manufactured 

slopes or inadequate drainage. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would be located in an area not served by an existing sewer system. The Town of Los Altos 

Hills provides wastewater collection and treatment for the Project site and, therefore, alternative 

wastewater disposal systems would not be required as a result of Project implementation. No significant 

impact would occur. 

JO Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 

11 

12 

!bid. 

Ibid. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.1 

All structures shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the earthquake resistant provisions of 

the California Building Code. California Building Code site seismic parameters necessary for design 

shall be based on a site specific geotechnical investigation. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.2a 

The District would conduct a site-specific geotechnical investigation prior to construction of each 

building project. The investigations would provide detailed geotechnical recommendations for the 

conditions of a particular development site. The geotechnical investigation would consider the potential 

for liquefaction hazards, in particular for projects within the current or historic Adobe Creek floodplain 

and the Purissima Creek. The District would implement all feasible measures identified in the 

geotechnical investigation to avoid or minimize liquefaction potential. The individual project design and 

construction would incorporate and implement all of the feasible recommendations in the site-specific 

geotechnical investigations. These recommendations could typically include some or all of the following: 

a. All grading and earthwork for each project would be performed under the observation of the 

geotechnical consultant. 

c. Surface runoff would be collected near the top of the new slopes by means of drainage 

swales, area drains or berms, which collect and direct water into approved drainage facilities. 

f. The geotechnical consultant would provide soil engineering observation and testing services 

during the grading and foundation installation phases of the new construction. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.2b 

Typical options to address liquefiable soils shall consist of the following: a) remove and replace 

potentially liquefiable soils with engineered fill; b) densify potentially liquefiable soils with an in-situ 

ground improvement technique such as deep dynamic compaction, vibro-compaction, vibro-replacement, 

compaction grouting, or other similar methods; c) support the proposed structures on a pile foundation 

system, which extends below the zone of potential liquefaction; d) strengthen foundations (e.g., post

tensioned slab, reinforced mat or grid foundation, or other similar system) to resist excessive differential 

settlement associated with seismically-induced liquefaction; and, e) support the proposed structures on an 

engineered fill pad in order to reduce differential settlement resulting from seismically-induced 

liquefaction and post-seismic pore pressure dissipation. The required mitigation for design shall be based 

on a site specific geotechnical investigation. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.3 

Landslide risk will depend on the precise location and type of the planned development as well as the 

extent of earthwork needed to provide desired finished grades. The required mitigation for design shall 

be based on a site specific geotechnical investigation, which may include recommendations for setbacks 

from any potentially unstable slope. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.4 

Ground-disturbing activity shall require the consideration of erosion control measures such that minimal 

erosion and sedimentation is allowed outside the building footprint and constrnction area. Prior to 

development of the proposed Project, the District would develop an erosion control plan. During each 

individual project, constrnction perso1mel would implement all relevant and feasible measures of the plan 

during earthmoving and other constrnction activities. The plan would include, but not be limited to, the 

following measures: 

a. To the extent feasible, restricting eaiihmoving activities to the dry season and providing 

erosion protection measures for each project prior to the onset of winter rains. 

b. Minimizing the amount of soil exposed at any one time (through scheduling, prompt 

completion of grading, and use of staged stabilization). 

c. Preserving existing vegetation to the extent feasible (through marking and protection). 

d. Designating soil stockpile areas on the constrnction plans and covering and protecting soil 

stockpiles by a plastic membrane during the rainy season. 

e. Revegetating disturbed areas, utilizing such measures as planting of native grasses, plants and 

shrubs and the installation of jute netting and hydroseeding in areas of more difficult 

revegetati on. 

f. Implementing the dust control mitigation measures Section IV.B (Air Quality). 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.5 

Expansive soils risks will depend on the precise location and type of the planned development as well as 

the types of underlying soils and the extent of earthwork needed to provide desired finished grades. The 

required mitigation shall consist of one or a combination of: 

a. Careful moisture conditioning and compaction control during site preparation and placement 

of engineered fills; 

b. Removal and replacement with non-expansive fill; or 
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c. Chemical treatment with lime to lower the expansion potential and/or decrease the moisture 

content. Landscape and irrigation controls shall also be required. 

The final recommendations for design shall be based on a site-specific geotechnical investigation. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The Project would not create a significant hazard through the routine tramport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials as part of its routine operations. A significant impact may also occur if the Project 

would potentially pose a hazard to nearby sensitive receptors by releasing hazardous materials into the 

environment through accident or upset conditions. The Project would utilize limited quantities of 

hazardous materials such as common cleaning and maintenance materials, which will be stored, used and 

disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. In addition, chemicals will be used in the PSEC. 

These chemicals would be used for educational purposes, would be used in small quantities, and under the 

supervision of an instructor trained in the proper use, storage, and disposal of these chemicals. The 

College would continue to follow County, State, and federal requirements to minimize exposure and 

ensure safe use, storage, and disposal. The College District maintains an Office of Environmental Health 

and Safety that oversees the regulatory process and serves as a liaison with regulatory agencies. Based on 

the amount stored, nature of packaging, materials involved, and the proposed project's required 

compliance with applicable regulations, the risk of hazard through the routine transport, use, or disposal 

of hazardous materials is considered less than significant. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonab(v 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment. California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires various state agencies to compile 

lists of hazardous waste disposal facilities, unauthorized releases from underground storage tanks, 

contaminated drinking water wells and solid waste facilities from which there is known migration of 

hazardous waste and submit such information to the Secretary for Environmental Protection on at least an 

annual basis. According to the Dist1ict, there are no known hazardous materials sites on the Project site. 

No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. The 

buildings proposed for renovation (0120 Building, 5800 Building, Japanese Cultural Center, Stadium, 

Swim Pool Area Storage) could contain Asbestos Containing Mate1ials (ACM), Asbestos Containing 

Construction Materials (ACCM), Regulated Asbestos Containing Materials (RACM), and/or lead based 

paint (LBP). If asbestos or LBP is found, standard safety procedures would be implemented to prevent 

worker exposure. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less

than-significant level. 

The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. The Project proposes the 

expansion of an existing college campus. Any hazardous materials uncovered during renovation are 

addressed above. No significant impact would occur. 
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The Project is not located on a site included on a list of hazardous materials sites. Therefore, no 

significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not be located within a public airport land use plan area, or within two miles of a 

public airport, would not result in a safety hazard to people residing or working in the project area. The 

Project site is not located within two miles of a public airport and no significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and would not subject area 

residents and workers to a safety hazard. The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, and therefore the Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 

Project area. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not interfere with roadway operations used in conjunction with an emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan nor would it generate traffic congestion that would inte1jere 

with the execution of such a plan. The Project would not involve changes to the existing surrounding 

arterial street network, including emergency routes. However, the Project proposes changes to circulation 

around the Project site, including safety improvements and PE Access Road improvements. The 

improvements would reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, thereby 

potentially improving emergency access. Therefore, there are no direct impacts to emergency response 

planning. However, an increase in congestion on area streets, including streets used for emergency routes 

could be caused by the increase in enrollment and employment as a result of Project implementation. The 

potential for significant impacts related to emergency response planning indirectly through an increase in 

congestion will be evaluated in Section IV.F (Transportation/Traffic) the Draft EIR. 

The Project would be located in proximity to wildland areas that could pose a potential fire hazard and 

could affect persons or structures in the area in the event of afire. Foothill College is located in what is 

presently designated by the Town of Los Altos Hills and by Santa Clara County Fire as the local 

Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Area (WUI). Both the Town and Santa Clara County Fire have maps that 

delineate the borders the WUI. The provisions of CBC Chapter 7 A apply to Local Agency Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zones as designated by Cal Fire or areas designated by the enforcing agency to be at 

a significant risk from wildfire (WUI). Foothill College is considered to be in an area of significant risk 

from wildfire. 

While the "draft" Cal Fire maps have not been finalized by the State or adopted locally as of this date and, 

therefore, are not applicable, when those maps are ready for local adoption, the Town of Los Altos Hills 

and Santa Clara County Fire intend to add the areas of and around Foothill College as being within the 

local WUI. Therefore, any new construction on the campus would be required to comply with the 

provisions of CBC Chapter 7 A and this impact would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.la 

A specification produced by a California Certified Asbestos Consultant for the abatement of the ACM, 

ACCM and RACM shall be prepared and should be the basis for selecting contractors to perform the 

proposed abatement work. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lb 

A State of California licensed asbestos abatement contractor shall be retained to perform the asbestos 

abatement of the ACM, ACCM and RACM noted at the site. The general contractor for the renovation 

project may be a source for local licensed abatement contractors. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- JI AZ.le 

Contractors performing work that disturbs ACM., ACCM and RACM at the site shall implement 

appropriate work practices in accordance with applicable California Occupational Safety & Health 

Administration (Cal-OSHA) worker exposure regulations as well as the regulatory requirements of the 

Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- HAZ.ld 

A California DHS Certified Lead Project Designer shall prepare a specification for the abatement of the 

LBP identified in the LBP survey. 

~Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.le 

A State of California licensed lead abatement contractor shall be retained to perform the abatement of the 

LBP. The general contractor for the renovation work can be a source for local licensed abatement 

contractors. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- HAZ. lf 

Contractors performing work that disturbs painted components at the site shall implement appropriate 

work practices in accordance with applicable Cal-OSHA worker exposure regulations. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- HAZ.lg 

Any repainting or renovation activities shall be conducted in a cautious manner, using methods that 

minimize the disturbance of LBP. Practices used shall not cause airborne concentrations of lead to 

exceed the applicable OSHA Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) for airborne lead. In particular, any 

cutting, torching, grinding, or dry sanding of the painted components covered by the LBP shall not be 

performed, as these activities could contribute to airborne lead concentrations above the applicable PEL. 
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Personal air monitoring of renovation workers could be conducted to assess airborne lead concentrations 

during work activities that disturb the LBP or lead containing paints. 

HYDROLOGY 

The Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements nor would it 

otherwise substantially degrade water quality. As discussed above, the Project site is bordered to the 

south by Adobe Creek and to the north by the Purissima Creek. Adobe Creek originates in the 

northeastern slopes of the Santa Crnz Mountains and ultimately flows into the San Francisco Bay through 

the Palo Alto Flood Basin. The Purissima Creek is a seasonal earthen drainage that helps to treat 

pollutants in site rnnoff before the runoff flows into Adobe Creek east of I-280. Adobe Creek conveys 

rnnoff from the southerly half of the Project site and the Purissima Creek conveys runoff from the 

nmtherly half of the Project site and nearby residential neighborhoods. 13 

The Project would include extension of existing bioswales to infiltrate stormwater in Lot lH. Lots 4 and 

516 would include construction of bioswales and infiltration strips to match lot improvements made under 

Measure E, and which would capture runoff from the parking lots. Infiltration trenches surrounding 

buildings that receive roof drain water would be improved to capture rooftop runoff. Additionally, 

landscape renovations are planned for areas in what are now compacted soil areas, in the central campus 

area and would improve infiltration of rainfall into soils. Design features would be incorporated into the 

Project to capture rnn-off from the site and operation of the proposed Project would not include activities 

which would result in point source discharges of contaminants to surface or subsurface waters. 

However, construction of the Project would require grading which would expose surface soils to erosion 

and could potentially result in sediment discharges to surface water. Construction activities would not 

take place in the immediate vicinity of the Adobe Creek or Purissima Creek. Potential adverse effects of 

non-point source (i.e., diffuse) sediment discharges include increases in suspended sediment load of 

streams draining the Project. Increased sediment loads could possibly degrade habitat within the streams 

or cause sedimentation which may affect hydraulic conditions (e.g., flood capacity or erosion hazards). 

Without proper mitigation, the proposed Project could contribute to the degradation of existing surface 

water quality conditions, primarily due to: 1) potential erosion and sedimentation during the grading 

phase; 2) automobile/street-generated pollutants (i.e., oil and grease, tire wear, etc.); 3) fertilizers 

associated with landscaping; and 4) particulate matter from dirt and dust generated on the site. The 

proposed buildings would primarily be located on previously paved surfaces in Parking Lots 4 and 5/6. 

Final designs and locations of the proposed buildings and extensions ofbioswales and infiltration strips in 

parking lots have not been determined; therefore, hydrological studies or plans have not been undertaken 

for the Project. Because the Adobe Creek Watershed falls within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 

Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB), stormwater runoff would be managed to 

13 Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 
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adhere to the SFBRWQCB requirements and, if applicable, the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES). Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less

than-significant level. 

The Project would not include deep excavations resulting in the potential to interfere with groundwater 

movement nor involve withdrawal of groundwater or substantial paving of existing permeable swfaces 

important to groundwater recharge. The Project site is already mostly developed and the Project would 

be similar to existing uses. According to the Purissima Hills Water District, water for the Project site is 

supplied from the Retch Hetchy reservoir. 14 As such, the proposed Project would not substantially 

deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not involve a substantial alteration of drainage patterns that results in a substantial 

increase in erosion or siltation during construction or operation of the Project. The area proposed for 

construction of the Scene Shop is currently paved and used as a parking lot. Therefore, construction of 

this building would not result in the alternation of drainage patterns on the site. Most of the areas 

proposed for construction of the PSEC are currently covered with buildings and paving. Because most of 

the existing uses on the Project site would remain in their current locations and the proposed buildings 

would be located on previously paved areas of Parking Lots 4 and 5/6, the position of the proposed 

buildings and individual projects would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns. Final designs 

and locations of the proposed buildings and parking lot expansions have not been determined; therefore, 

hydrological studies or plans have not been undertaken for the Project. Implementation of the mitigation 

measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not result in increased runoff volumes during construction or operation of the project 

that would result in flooding conditions affecting the Project site or nearby properties. Grading and 

construction activities may change the existing drainage patterns of the site. If not properly designed, the 

proposed Project could result in flooding during runoff conditions. The Project would include extension 

of existing bioswales to infiltrate stormwater in Lot 1 H. Lots 4 and 5/6 would include construction of 

bioswales and infiltration strips to match lot improvements made under Measure E, and which would 

capture runoff from the parking lots. Infiltration trenches surrounding buildings that receive roof drain 

water would be improved to capture rooftop runoff on site. Additionally, landscape renovations are 

planned for areas in what are now compacted soil areas, in the central campus area and would improve 

infiltration of rainfall into soils. Final designs and locations of the proposed buildings and parking lot 

expansions have not been determined; therefore, hydrological studies or plans have not been undertaken 

for the Project. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less

than-significant level. 

The Project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems nor provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff The 

14 Phone correspondence with Patrick Walter, General lvfanager, Purissima Hills Water District, June 7, 2007. 
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Project site collects stormwater via three systems: dry wells and rockbed dry wells, swales, and drop 

inlets. Dry wells collect water from building gutters and rainwater leaders, swales collect water from 

building rainwater leaders and from overland flow, and drop inlets collect water into an underground 

storm drain system. The primary storm drain system on the Project site consists of 4-, 6-, 8-, 10-, 12-, and 

18-inch storm drain pipes. 15 In addition to the replacement of some storm drains around buildings 

campus-wide, the Project proposes the renovation of existing drainage facilities as well as expansion and 

construction of bioswales and infiltration strips in the parking lots. Development of the PSEC building 

and Scene Shop would occur for the most part on the previously developed, impervious surfaces of Lots 4 

and 5/6 and would result in a small increase in impermeable surface on the Project site. Although this 

increase in runoff would be minimal, implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood zone. No housing is proposed as part of the 

Project. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood plain which would impede or redirect 

flood flows, nor would it expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, inquiry or death 

involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or darn. Areas adjacent to 

Adobe Creek and Purissima Creek, primarily along the northern and southern boundary of the project site, 

are within a 100-year flood hazard area. 16 Neither the PSEC nor the Scene Shop would be constructed 

within a 100-year floodplain. The construction footprint of the pedestrian bridge from Parking Lot 1 has 

not yet been detennined. However, the bridge could be located close to Adobe Creek. Implementation of 

the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project site would not be sufficiently close to the ocean or other water body to be potentially at risk 

of the impacts of seismically-induced tidal phenomena (seiche and tsunami) nor would it be located 

adjacent to a hillside area with soil characteristics that would indicate potential susceptibility to 

mudslides or mudflows. Seiches are standing waves created by seismically induced ground shaking (or 

volcanic eruptions or explosions) that occur in large, freestanding bodies of water. Tsunamis, or seismic 

tidal waves, are caused by off-shore earthquakes which can trigger large, destructive sea waves. The 

nearest enclosed body of water, Felt Lake, is located approximately four miles northwest of the Project 

site, San Francisco Bay is located approximately seven miles north of the Project site, and the Pacific 

15 

]() 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FElvfA), FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Los Altos Hills, San 
Mateo County, California, Community Panel Number 0603420002B, website: 
http://mapl.mscfema.gov/idms/lntraView.cgi?ROT=O&O_X=9115&0_Y=2966&0_ZM=0.078386&0_SX=87 
O&O SY=465&0 DPl=400&0 TH=65111580&0 EN=65120669&0 PG=l&O MP=l&CT=O&DI=O&W - - - - - -
D= l 4839&HT= 10206&JX= 1008&JY= 525&MPT=O&MPS=O&ACT=O&KEY=65JJ0042&1TElv1=1 &PICK V 
IEW_CENTER.x=36l&PICK_VIEW_CE1VTER.y=l66&Rl=VIN, Accessed June 28, 2007. 
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Ocean is located approximately sixteen miles west of the Project site. 17 There would be no significant 

impact as a result of seiches or tsunamis because of the Project site is not located sufficiently close to 

these bodies of water. There would be no significant impact as a result of mudflow because a majority of 

the Project site is located on a hill. No significant impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.la 

Prior to development of individual projects, the District shall be required to submit and oversee 

implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the respective project or project 

components as they are constructed, in accordance with the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of 

Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity. The SWPPP shall detail the treatment measures and 

best management practices (BMPs) to control pollutants and an erosion control plan that outlines erosion 

and sediment control measures that would be implemented during the construction and post-construction 

phases of project development. Jn addition, the SWPPP shall include construction-phase housekeeping 

measures for control of contaminants such as petroleum products, paints and solvents, detergents, 

fertilizers, and pesticides. It shall also describe the post-construction BMPs used to reduce pollutant 

loadings in runoff and percolate once the site is occupied (e.g., grassy swales, wet ponds, and educational 

materials) and shall set forth the BMP monitoring and maintenance schedule and responsible entities 

during the construction and post-construction phases. The SFBRWQCB and District shall enforce 

compliance with the regulatory requirements of the General Permit. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.lb 

As individual projects are designed, the District would incorporate features (such as on-site detention) 

into the projects or elsewhere on the site to reduce future peak runoff flows leaving the site to or below 

existing levels. The College would consult with the Santa Clara Valley Water District regarding the 

District's requirements for runoff control. The College District would incorporate its runoff control 

features into any future College project that would result in an increase in peak runoff leaving the Project 

site. 

For every project resulting in changes to the storm water collection system, the District shall include a 

system of source control, structural improvements, and treatment systems to protect long-term water 

quality. These measures to treat runoff shall be designed to meet the maximum extent practicable (MEP) 

treatment standard in the Clean Water Act consistent with the MEP standard as defined in the Santa Clara 

Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program Provision C.3 of the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Stormwater Permit. BMPs that shall be considered include: 

17 Google Earth, 2007. 
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1. Grass strips and grassy swales where feasible to reduce runoff and provide initial storm water 

treatment. 

2. Storm drains will discharge to natural surfaces or swales where possible to avoid excessive 

concentration and channelization of storm water. 

3. If necessary, small retention or detention basins will be considered to maximize the retention time 

for settling of fine particles. 

To meet the MEP standard, treatment BMPs shall be constructed that incorporate, at a minimum, the 

following hydraulic sizing design criteria to treat stonmvater runoff. This sizing shall consider local 

rainfall data to design appropriately sized BMPs. 

Volume Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode of action depends on volume 

capacity, such as detention/retention units or infiltration structures, shall be designed to treat stormwater 

runoff equal to: 

1. The maximized stormwater quality capture volume for the area, based on historical rainfall 

records, determined using the formula and volume capture coefficients set forth in Urban Runoff 

Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCEManual of Practice No. 87, (1998), 

pages 175~ 178 (e.g., approximately the 85th percentile 24-hour storm runoff event); or 

2. the volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or more capture, determined in 

accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D of the California Stonnwater Best 

Management Practices Handbook, (1993), using local rainfall data. 

Flow Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primaiy mode of action depends on flow 

capacity, such as swales, sand filters, or wetlands, shall be sized to treat: 

1. 10 percent of the 50-year peak flow rate; or 

2. the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th percentile hourly 

rainfall intensity for the applicable area, based on historical records of hourly rainfall depths; or 

3. the flow of runoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour intensity. 

~Mitigation Measure IV.A- HYD.lc 

Alternatively, the District would prepare a Master Drainage Plan for the Project site. The Plan would 

incorporate the information on existing and anticipated future drainage patterns, existing drainage 

problems, and the existing storm drain system. The analysis of future drainage patterns would take into 

account the contribution of the remainder of the Adobe Creek watershed. The College would include 

drainage controls for all projects that result in an increase in impervious surfaces, to keep peak runoff 

rates at or below pre-project levels for the 100-year storm (or for a lesser design storm, if the Water 
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District uses such a storm in its flood control planning for individual project sites). The College would 

consult with the Santa Clara Valley Water District regarding the District's requirements for runoff control. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- JIYD.2 

Prior to any building activity along the northern or southern boundaries of the Project site, the District 

shall review the location to verify whether any structures are within the current FEMA 100 year flood 

plain. If they are, the Dist1ict shall take action to revise the current FEMA FIRM to reflect existing 

elevations in the vicinity of the proposed building areas. This action shall include a detailed 

computerized flood hazard analysis in accordance with current standards set forth by FEMA. If the 

detailed analysis shows that the proposed development area is outside of the 100-year flood plain and 

floodway, the development could be constructed in the area proposed with no further mitigation. If the 

analysis does not show that the proposed development area is outside of the 100-year flood plain and 

floodway, appropriate flood plain management measures should be incorporated into the location and 

design of new buildings or roadways. The determination of the appropriate mitigation measures shall be 

made by a qualified civil engineer or hydrologist. 

LAND USE & PLANNING 

The Project would not physically divide an established community. Because the Project proposes 

construction, renovation, and site improvements within a Project site that does not have an existing 

residential community, implementation of the proposed Project would not create a physical barrier within 

an established community. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is 

warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the project. The College is part of the California Community College System and, 

therefore, the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan does not have jurisdictional authority over the Project 

site. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EJR. 

The Project site would not be located within an area governed by a habitat conservation plan or natural 

communi(v conservation plan. As stated in the discussion under Biological Resources, the Project site is 

not a part of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or State 

habitat conservation plan. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is 

warranted in the E1 R. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

The Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 

to the region and the residents of the state nor would it result in the loss of availability of a locally

important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land 

use plan. The Project site is not designated by the State in the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan as 
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an area of mineral resource. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is 

warranted in the EIR. 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

The Project would not locate new development such as homes, businesses or infrastructure, with the 

effect of substantially inducing growth that would otherwise not have occurred as rapidly or in as great a 

magnitude. Employment opportunities provided by constrnction of the proposed Project would not likely 

result in household relocation by construction workers to the area. Construction workers would likely be 

drawn from the construction employment labor force already residing in the region. It is not likely that 

construction workers would relocate their place of residence as a consequence of working on the 

proposed project. Therefore, impacts on population and housing resulting from the construction of 

proposed Project would be less than significant. No significant impact would occur and no additional 

analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

Community college students typically attend colleges that are within an easy commute distance from their 

existing places of residence. Therefore, the proposed Project would not create a need for new housing 

units, the construction of which could cause an environmental impact. The proposed infrastructure 

improvements at the Project site would not induce growth because it would only serve the projected 

student and staff population. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would not indirectly induce 

substantial population growth and impacts related to population and housing would be less than 

significant. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the 

EIR. 

The Project would not result in displacement of existing housing units or substantial numbers a/people, 

necessitating construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The Project site does not contain any 

residential land uses and the Project does not propose expansion of the campus beyond the existing site. 

As such, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the displacement of housing and no 

additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

The Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of fire 

services and the need for new or physically alteredfire facilities. Implementation of the proposed Project 

would result in the construction of additional campus facilities and improvement of existing facilities, 

which may increase demand for fire protection services at the Project site. However, the Santa Clara 

County Fire District (SCCFD) has indicated that the proposed Project would not be expected to require 

additional fire facilities or staffing. The performance standards for the SCCFD include a response time 

goal of seven minutes 90 percent of the time and, for emergency medical services calls, a response time 

goal for a fire company with at least one paramedic to arrive in less than seven minutes 90 percent of the 
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time. 18 Should a fire or medical emergency occur at the Project site, the SCCFD estimates that the 

response time would be approximately four minutes, and would, therefore, satisfy the relevant response 

time goal. 19 The El Monte Fire Station is located on the Project site and the Project is within the desired 

service radius. The Project proposes to improve circulation to improve pedestrian safety, widen PE 

Access Road, and install pedestrian and exterior lighting. These components of the Project would 

improve emergency access to the Project site and potentially reduce the risk of injury to pedestrians, 

motorists, and bicyclists, and, therefore, the need for medical response. With respect to fire flow and 

pressure, Purissima Hills Water District has indicated it receives 100 percent of its water from the San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and is 25 to 35 percent over the SFPUC supply 

assurance. While this situation may affect irrigation water availability for landscaping purposes, it would 

not affect water pressure on campus with respect to fire hydrants. 20 The SCCFD has indicated that as a 

result of facilities upgrades, adequate fire flow and pressure are available at the Project site. 21 However, 

fire flow and pressure vary throughout the Project site due to topographical changes. Implementation of 

the mitigation measure below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of 

police sen1ices and the need for new or physically altered police facilities. Implementation of the 

proposed Project would result in the construction of additional campus facilities and improvement of 

existing facilities, which may increase demand for police protection services at the Project site. The 

Project site is served by the Foothill-De Anza Police Department (FHDAPD) Foothill Campus Main 

Station located on the Project site. The FHDAPD has indicated that the proposed Project would not be 

expected to require additional police facilities. The FHDAPD is currently understaffed and additional 

staffing would be required to serve the Project. 22 However, the increase in staffing typically does not 

require construction of police facilities as officers are patrolling the majority of their time on duty. Due to 

the Foothill Campus Main Station's location on the Project site, the relatively small area of the Project 

site, and the use of pah·ol vehicles, response times to requests for police assistance are minimal. As 

discussed above, the improvements to circulation on the Project site could increase the efficiency and 

safety of traffic and pedestrians, potentially reducing the need for police assistance. The Project site has a 

histo1y of relatively little criminal activity, with 57 crimes and 9 arrests reported in 2004. 23 As discussed 

above, pedestrian and exterior lighting would be installed throughout the Project site. Reducing the 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Email correspondence with Steve Prziborowski, Chief, Santa Clara County Fire District, July 25, 2007. 

Ibid, 

Email correspondence with Patrick Walter, General Afanager, Purissima Hills Water District, June 14, 2007. 

Phone correspondence with Fred Amadkani, Water and Access Deputy, Santa Clara County Fire District, 
August 1, 2007. 

Phone correspondence with Ron Levine, Chief of Police, Foothill-De Anza Community College District Police 
Department, June 22, 2007. 

Foothill College, Summary Reports, website: http://www.foothill.edu/services/studentrightl .html, Accessed 
June 12, 2007. 
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amount of unlit areas that could attract criminal activity on the Project site could potentially deter criminal 

activity and, therefore, the need for police assistance. No significant impact would occur and no 

additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of 

school services and the need for new or physically altered school facilities. The Project is an expansion 

of community college school services, which are analyzed in this EIR. The Project would not include 

substantial employment or population growth, which could generate demand for other elementary, 

middle, or high school facilities that exceeds the capacity of the school district(s) responsible for serving 

the Project site. Public education within Los Altos Hills is administered by the Palo Alto Unified School 

District (PAUSD), the Los Altos School District (LASD), and the Mountain View- Los Altos Union High 

School District (MVLA). Students from the northern section of Los Altos Hills attend schools in the 

PAUD and students from the southern section of Los Altos Hills attend schools in the LASD and 

MVLAS. 24 The proposed Project would not be expected to generate an influx of new Project-related 

residents (students or employees) to any of the school districts previously mentioned. Therefore, the 

proposed Project would not require the construction of new school facilities. No significant impact would 

occur and no additional analysis of this issue is wananted in the EIR. 

The Project would not include substantial employment or population growth that generates a demand for 

park or recreational facilities, which would require the construction of new parks or result in non

attainment of goals related to the provision of parklands. Although the Project would increase the 

number of students and employees on the campus, it would not directly increase the number of residents 

in the area. Students attending classes on campus would likely only use school recreational facilities and 

would not be expected to use any Town of Los Altos Hills recreational facilities unless they are already 

residents of the Town. Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause a significant impact with regard 

to the demand for recreational facilities or parks. No significant impact would occur and no additional 

analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not generate a demand for other public facilities (such as libraries) that exceeds the 

available capacities. As stated in the discussion under Population and Housing, the proposed Project 

does not include any residential uses that could directly increase population within the sunounding area, 

thereby increasing the demands for library services. No significant impact would occur and no additional 

analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-PUB SERV.1 

Fire sprinklers shall have a minimum flow of 1,500 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch (psi). 

24 City of Los Altos Hills, School Districts, website: http://www.losaltoshills.ca.gov/government/support
agencies.html, Accessed June 7, 2007. 
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RECREATION 

The Project would not include substantial employment or population growth which could generate a 

demand for park or recreational facilities that exceeds the capacity of existing parks or recreational 

facilities and causes premature deterioration of the facilities. The Project would increase the number of 

students and employees on the campus. Rancho San Antonio County Park is the closest park to the 

Project site (approximately one mile southeast). However, it is unlikely that students and employees 

would use this park when similar facilities are already available on the Project site. As discussed above 

under Public Services, the proposed Project would not cause a significant impact with regard to the 

demand for recreational facilities or parks. As the proposed Project's demand for park services is 

considered to be less than significant, Project impacts on maintenance of those facilities would likewise 

be less than significant. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is 

warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not include the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, and therefore 

would not have a significant impact on the environment. The Project proposes to renovate existing fields 

at the northwestern portion of the Project site to include new artificial turf and construction of additional 

support facilities, including dugouts, restrooms, bleachers, and a concession stand in addition to 

resurfacing the tennis courts and repairing fences. These facilities would replace existing facilities on the 

site or augment existing uses located in developed areas. Overall, the proposed on-site recreational 

facility improvements would serve to enhance the existing recreational facilities at the campus, but are not 

anticipated to attract substantial numbers of new users or spectators to the Project site. No significant 

impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EJR. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

The Project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board. This issue would typically apply to properties served by private sewage disposal systems, such as 

septic tanks. Section 13260 of the California Water Code states that persons discharging or proposing to 

discharge waste that could affect the quality of the waters of the State, other than into a community sewer 

system, shall file a Repo1i of Waste Discharge (ROWD) containing information which may be required 

by the approp1iate Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The RWQCB then authorizes a 

NPDES pennit that ensures compliance with wastewater treatment and discharge requirements. The 

SFRWQCB enforces wastewater treatment and discharge requirements for prope1iies in the Project area. 

The City of Los Altos provides sewer service to the already-developed Project site. 25 Uses proposed by 

the Project would be similar to existing uses on the Project site and, therefore, no uses are proposed (e.g., 

industrial uses) that would generate wastewater in exceedence of RWQCB treatment requirements. No 

significant impact is would occur. 

25 Phone correspondence with Larry Lind, Associate Civil Engineer, City ofLos Altos, June 7, 2007. 
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The Project would increase water consumption or wastewater generation to such a degree that the 

capacity of facilities currently serving the project site would be exceeded. A significant impact may also 

occur if the proposed Project would increase water consumption to such a degree that new water sources 

would need to be identified, or that existing resources would be consumed at a pace greater than planned 

for by purveyors, distributors, and service providers. Implementation of the proposed Project would 

result in the construction of additional campus facilities which would increase the amount of sewage 

generated at the Project site. The City of Los Altos has indicated that there are no deficiencies in the 

Project area's sewer systems and that the eight-inch sanitary sewer main has adequate capacity to handle 

the proposed Project. The City of Los Altos has been allotted a capacity of 3.6 million gallons per day 

(mgd) for treatment of wastewater at the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant (PARWQCP) 

and is currently using 3.22 mgd; thus, 0.38 mgd of wastewater treatment capacity remains. The District 

buys capacity rights based on a maximum flow rate from the City of Los Altos for flows to the 

PARWQCP. Treated water is discharged in the San Francisco Bay or used as recycled water to irrigate 

parks and golf courses. 26 27 According to the City of Los Altos, the District may need to purchase 

remaining capacity from the City of Los Altos for the PAR WQCP to serve the demands of the proposed 

Project. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than

significant level. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the construction of additional campus facilities 

which would increase the amount of potable water consumed at the Project site. As stated in the 

discussion under Hydrology and Water Quality, water from the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir and Sunol Valley 

Water Treatment Plant is provided to the Project site by Purissima Hills Water District (PHWD) from the 

Zone 3 distribution system pressurized by the Altamont Tank at approximately 790 feet above mean sea 

level. The PHWD has indicated that there is a shortage of water in the Project area. However, the 

PHWD has indicated that the Zone 3 distribution system has adequate capacity to handle the proposed 

Project and that the proposed Project would be adequately served by existing SFPUC water supplies and 

treatment facilities. The PHWD receives 100 percent of its water from the SFPUC and is 25 to 35 percent 

over the SFPUC supply assurance. During a drought irrigation water may not be available which may 

seriously impact landscapes. 28 Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed above, the PHWD has indicated that existing water supplies would be able to adequately 

serve the proposed Project. Therefore, no new or expanded water entitlements would be required. No 

significant impact would occur. 

26 

27 

28 

City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant: Process Tour, website: 
http:!lwww.city.palo-alto.ca.us!depts!pubworks!waterquality!tour!index.html, Accessed June 8, 2007. 

City of Palo Alto, Regional Water Quality Control Plant: Water Reuse Program, website: http://www.city.palo
alto.ca.us!waterreuse/, Accessed June 8, 2007. 

Email correspondence with Patrick Walter, General lvfanager, Purissima Hills Water District, June 14, 2007. 
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The Project site would not require or result in the construction of new storm drain facilities serving the 

Project site. Jmplementation of the proposed Project would result in an increase in the amount of 

impermeable surfaces on the Project site. The Project proposes to construct two new buildings, widen PE 

Access Road, expand Parking Lots 1-H and 4, and install artificial turf at the soccer, baseball, and softball 

complex. Development of the PSEC building and Scene Shop would occur for the most part on the 

previously developed, impervious surfaces of Lots 4 and 5/6 and would result in a small increase in 

impermeable surface on the Project site. The Project would include extension of existing bioswales to 

infiltrate stormwater in Lot lH. Lots 4 and 5/6 would include construction of bioswales and infiltration 

strips to match lot improvements made under Measure E, and which would capture runoff from the 

parking lots. Infiltration trenches surrounding buildings that receive roof drain water would be improved 

to capture rooftop runoff on site. Additionally, landscape renovations are planned for areas in what are 

now compacted soil areas, in the central campus area and would improve infiltration of rainfall into soils. 

To minimize the amount of runoff during project operation, the Project would be required to incorporate a 

number of source control BMPs. Final designs and locations of the proposed buildings and parking lot 

expansions have not been determined; therefore, hydrological studies or plans have not been undertaken 

for the Project. However with incorporation of required BMPs, runoff amounts would not be increased 

over existing amounts on the site and there would be no increase in runoff from the Project site requiring 

the construction of new storm drainage facilities. With the implementation of the mitigation measures 

listed under Hydrology and Water Quality, impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. 

The proposed Project would increase wastewater generation to such a degree that the capacity of 

facilities currently serving the Project site would be exceeded. As discussed above, the City of Los Altos 

has indicated that the District may need to purchase remaining capacity from the City of Los Altos to 

accommodate additional flows to the PARWQCP. Implementation of the mitigation measures below 

would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not increase solid waste generation to a degree that existing and projected landfill 

capacities would be insufficient to accommodate the additional solid waste. Implementation of the 

proposed Project would result in the construction of additional campus facilities which would increase the 

amount of solid waste generated at the Project site. Los Altos Garbage Company, the private hauler that 

provides solid waste collection and transportation services to the Project site, transports solid waste from 

the Project site to the Newby Island Landfill located at 1601 Dixon Landing Road in the City of 

Milpitas. 29 The Newby Island Landfill, which is expected to close in 2025, has a total remaining capacity 

of 18,274,953 cubic yards and an allowable daily capacity of 4,000.00 tons per day. 30 The Project 

proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 41,368 assignable square feet of 

building space. According to the California Jntegrated Waste Management Board, the generation rate for 

29 

30 

Phone correspondence with John Candau, Operations Manager, Los Altos Garbage Company, June 8, 2007. 

California Integrated Waste Management Board, Facility/Site Summary Details, website: 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/detail.asp?PG=DET&SITESCH=43-AN-0003&0UT=HTML, Accessed June 
13, 2007. 
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education/school sources is 0.0013 tons I square feet I year. 31 Therefore, operation of the additional 

building space proposed by the Project is expected to produce approximately 53.8 tons of solid waste per 

year. This increase in solid waste on a daily basis would be a very small percentage of the daily waste 

handled by the landfill and the proposed Project would not be expected to exceed the capacity of or 

significantly impact the Newby Island Landfill. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not generate solid waste that is not disposed of in accordance with applicable 

regulations. Solid waste generated on-site would be required to be disposed of in accordance with all 

applicable federal and State regulations related to solid waste. No significant impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-UTIL.la 

The District shall consult with the City of Los Altos as projects are designed and prior to construction to 

detennine if the District will need to purchase additional capacity to accommodate flows resulting from 

the Project. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.lb 

Recommended water conservation features shall be installed, such as low-flow showerheads, toilets, and 

urinals, low-flow faucet aerators in sink faucets, and water-conserving clothes washers and dishwashers. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- UTlL.lc 

Drought-tolerant, low water consuming plant varieties shall be selected where feasible and appropriate. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.ld 

A landscape irrigation system that provides uniform irrigation coverage for each landscape zone to the 

maximum extent feasible, with sprinkler head patterns adjusted to minimize over spray onto walkways 

and streets, shall be designed and implemented. 

31 California Integrated Waste lvfanagement Board, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates for Institutions, 
website: http:!lwww.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/lnstitution.htm, Accessed June 13, 2007. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

B. AIR QUALITY 

This section describes existing air quality conditions in the region and potential project impacts to local and 

regional air quality. Mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potentially significant air quality impacts are 

identified, where appropriate. This section has been prepared using methodologies and assumptions 

recommended in the air quality impact assessment guidelines of the Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD). 1 The EIR preparers reviewed the BAAQMD permit application for the proposed 

project, which is included in Appendix B of this Draft EIR. 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. Once the 

Project is completed, building space on the Project site would total approximately 699,000 square feet, 

including approximately 487,000 square feet of assignable space. Circulation and parking improvements 

include improvements to the Loop Road and PE Access Road, various circulation improvements and three 

footbridge connections to reduce h·affic conflicts and improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, parking lot 

expansion and resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 240 parking spaces. 

AIR QUALITY SETTING 

The Project site is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (Basin). The Basin encompasses 

approximately 5,600 square miles and includes all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, 

Santa Clara, and San Mateo counties, the western portion of Solano County, and the southern portion of 

Sonoma County. 

Climate and Meteorology 

The Basin is large and shallow and is adjacent to both the Pacific Ocean and the San Francisco Bay. The 

Basin is surrounded by coastal mountain ranges with sheltered inland valleys. Marine air coming into the 

Basin from the Pacific Ocean creates cool summers, mild winters, and infrequent rainfall. The average 

temperature in Los Altos ranges from 62 to 78 degrees Fahrenheit (F0
). The highest temperatures generally 

BAAQMD, 1999, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans, December. 
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occur in late summer or early fall, and can reach into the 80s. Low temperatures, around 38F0
, generally occur 

in December and January. 2 

The Town of Los Altos Hills is located within the County of Santa Clara, which is situated in the south

eastern portion of the Basin. The Town is bordered on the east by the San Francisco Bay, the south by the 

Santa Crnz mountains, and the west by the Pacific Ocean. The Town has relatively good air quality despite 

its extensive urbanized area, vehicles, and the degree of industrial sources in the vicinity. The Bay Area's 

coastal location and favorable meteorology help to keep its pollution levels low most of the time. 3 

The highest ozone levels and concentrations of other pollutants typically are recorded in the inland areas of 

the Basin, such as Livennore, Concord, Los Gatos, and Gilroy. However, when there are no ocean breezes 

and temperatures are hot, the levels of ozone and other pollutants can exceed the standards. According to the 

CARB, air quality has been improving steadily over the past decade, with steadily declining total volatile 

organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions over time4 

REGULATORY SETTING 

In recognition of the adverse effects of degraded air quality, Congress and the California Legislature enacted 

the federal and California Clean Air Acts, respectively. As a result of these laws, the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established ambient air 

quality standards for what are commonly referred to as "criteria pollutants", because they set the criteria for 

attainment of good air quality. Criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur 

dioxide, and particulate matter. 5 

Air Quality Standards 

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of1970, and subsequent Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 

1977 and 1990, required the establishment ofnational ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for six "criteria 

pollutants" (Table IV.B-1 ). The standards are intended to protect all aspects of the public health and welfare 

with a reasonable margin of safety. The criteria pollutants are ozone, particulate matter, carbon monoxide 

(CO), nitrogen dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead. The CAA and CAAA require the states to 

designate areas as attainment or non-attainment for each c1iteria pollutant NAAQS (Table IV.B-2). 

4 

World Climate, http://www. worldcl imate. com, Source, averages derivedfrom l, 015 months between 1893 and 1996. 

California Air Resource Board. 2001. The Biogenic Emission Inventory Geographic Information System 
www.ladco.org/biogenicslbeigis/presentatonlbeigis _coding_ demo/index. htm 

Ibid. 

Additionally, state standards have been promulgated for lead, sulphates, hydrogen sulphide and visibility reducing 
particles. The state also recognizes vinyl chloride as a toxic air contaminant. Discussion of these criteria pollutants 
will not be discussed in detail as the Project is not expected to emit them. 
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Particulate matter has two separate standards: respiratory particulate matter (PM10)
6 and fine particulate 

matter (PM25). 
7 The CAA and CAAA also require that states develop State Implementation Plans (SIP) for 

areas that are in non-attainment for any of the NAAQS. 

Table IV.B-1 
California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Averaging California National Violation Criteria 

Pollutant Time Standard Standard California National 

03 I-hour 0.09 ppm -O.I2 If exceeded If exceeded on more than 3 days in 3 years. 

8-hour 0.070 ppm 0.08 ppm If exceeded If the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a 
year, averaged over 3 years, is exceeded. 

PM10 24-hour 50 µg/m3 I50 µg/m3 If exceeded If expected number of days with average 24-
hr concentration is over one. 

Annual 30 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 If exceeded If exceeded. 
mean 

PM2.s 24-hour -50 µg/m3 65 µg/m3 If exceeded If 98% of average 24-hour daily 
concentration, averaged over 3 years, is 
exceeded. 

Annual 50 µg/m3 I5 µg/m3 If exceeded If exceeded. 
mean 

co I-hour 20ppm 35 ppm If exceeded Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 

8-hour 9.0ppm 9ppm If exceeded Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 

N02 I-hour 0.25 ppm - If equaled or NA 
exceeded 

Annual - 0.053 ppm NA Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 
mean 

S02 I-hour 0.25 ppm - If equaled or NA 
exceeded 

24-hour 0.04 ppm O.I4 ppm If equaled or Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 
exceeded 

Annual - 0.03 ppm NA Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 
mean 

Source: CARE Ambient Air Quality Standards Table, 29 November 2005. 

Notes: ppm= parts per million.g/m3 =micrograms per cubic meter."-"= no standard. NA =not applicable. 

At or smaller than ten microns in size. 

At or smaller than 2.5 microns in size. 
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Table IV.B-2 
Ambient Air Quality Attainment Status for San Francisco Air Basin 

Pollutant State-Level Attainment Status National-Level Att 

Ozone (I-hour) Non-attainment (serious) NIA 
Ozone (8-hour) Unclassified Non-attainment (marginal) 
Respiratory Particulates (PM10) Non-attainment Attainment 
Fine Particulates (PM25) Non-attainment Attainment 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment 
Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) Attainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (S02) Attainment Attainment 
Hydrogen Sulfide Attainment NIA 
Vinyl Chloride No information available NIA 
Visibility Reducing Particles Attainment NIA 
Note: NIA = not applicable 

Source: CARE, http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm, updated February 3, 2006. 

Analogous to the CAA and CAAA, the 1988 California Clean Air Act (CCAA) establishes California ambient 

air quality standards (CAAQS) (Table IV.B-1) and also requires areas of the state to be designated as 

attainment or non-attainment areas for the CAAQS (Table IV.B-2). In addition to standards for the criteria 

pollutants identified under the CAA, the CCAA includes standards for hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and 

visibility reducing particles. Under the CCAA, air districts not meeting CAAQS for ozone, CO, S02, or N02 

are required to prepare attainment plans intended to improve air quality and attain the standards. 

In California, the task of air quality management and development of regulations has been legislatively 

granted to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and local air quality management districts. The 

BAAQMD is the local air quality management district for the Project. The BAAQMD coordinates with 

CARB in the effort to ensure that the Basin complies with both national and state standards. 

Hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) or toxic air contaminants (TA Cs) are a category of air pollutants regulated 

separately from criteria pollutants. The TA Cs are suspected, or known, to cause cancer, birth defects, 

neurological damage, or death. There are no established ambient air quality standards for TA Cs; instead they 

are managed on a case-by-case basis depending on the quantity and type of emissions, and proximity to 

potential receptors. Their effects tend to be localized and directly attributable to specific stationary sources. 

Air Quality Planning and Attainment Status 

The CARB is responsible for oversight of air quality management in the state, including establishing 

emissions standards and regulations for certain mobile sources (e.g., autos, light duty trucks) and overseeing 

the efforts of local air quality management districts. At the local level, the BAAQMD is responsible for 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draji Environmental Impact Report 

IV.B. Air Quality 

Page IV.B-4 

RL0024408 



EM24018 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

demonstrating that attainment of the ambient air quality standards is either achieved, based on data from air 

monitoring stations, or will be achieved through regional planning. BAAQ MD directly regulates stationary 

emission sources through its permit authority and indirectly manages emissions from mobile sources through 

coordination with regional municipalities and transportation planning agencies. Air plans for the Basin are 

prepared by BAAQMD in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 

The Bay Area Air Basin is currently classified as a "non-attainment" area for the 8-hour national ozone 

standard and the I-hour ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 state standards. For all other criteria pollutants, the Bay Area 

is classified as either in "attainment" or "unclassified." The air quality standards and attainment status are 

summarized in Table IV.B-2. 

As a serious non-attainment area for the CAAQS for ozone, the Basin is required to adopt measures requiting 

best available retrofit conh·ol technology (BARCT) on existing sources of air pollution, and best available 

control technology (BACT) for new and modified sources with a potential to emit ten pounds per day or more 

of ozone precursors. The CCAA does not require planning documents for PM10 or PM2.5 non-attainment 

areas; however, CARB is aggressively pursuing policies to reduce particulate matter emissions from mobile 

sources. On a statewide basis, diesel exhaust is estimated to account for one percent of the airborne PM 10 and 

two percent of the airborne PM2.5 . 
8 

The BAAQMD works with CARB to prepare plans for attaining and maintaining ambient air quality 

standards in the Basin, adopt and enforce rules and regulations concerning air pollutant sources, issue permits 

for stationary sources of air pollutants, inspect stationary sources of air pollutants, monitor ambient air quality 

and meteorological conditions, award grants to reduce motor vehicle emissions, and conduct public education 

campaigns. The Bay Area Clean Air Plan (CAP) and subsequent updates are developed in cooperation with 

MTC and the ABAG. The ABAG develops projections of future population and transportation trends, which 

are used to develop and evaluate strategies to bring the Basin into compliance with national and state air 

quality standards. The first CAP was adopted in 1991, and updates to the CAP occurred in 1994, 1997, and, 

most recently, 2000. 

Criteria Pollutant Health Effects 

Air pollutants come from stationary sources, area-wide sources, mobile sources, and natural sources. Much of 

the degradation of ambient air quality in the Basin is due to emission of criteria air pollutants from intensive 

use of motor vehicles (mobile sources). 9 Stationary sources (emissions from industry or urban development) 

contribute significantly less c1iteria pollutants to the ambient air. The primary pollutants of concern for the 

Basin are ozone, carbon monoxide, and paiticulate matter (PM10 and PM25). 

CARE, 2006, The California Almanac ofEmissions and Air Quality. 

!bid 
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Ozone 

Ozone is not emitted directly into the environment, but generated from complex chemical reactions in the 

presence of sunlight. The primary chemicals involved in these reactions are nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

reactive organic gases (ROG); these components are often referred to as ozone precursors. The single largest 

source of ozone precursors in the Basin is motor vehicle exhaust. Ozone exposure causes eye irritation and 

damage to lung tissue in humans. Ozone also harms vegetation, reduces crop yields, and accelerates 

deterioration of paints, finishes, rubber products, plastics, and fabrics. The Basin is in non-attainment for the 

national and state ozone standards. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

CO is released directly into the atmosphere by stationary and mobile sources. CO is an odorless, colorless gas 

formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels. The primary source of CO is motor vehicle emissions. The 

CO combines with hemoglobin in the blood and reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood when 

inhaled at high concentrations. Symptoms from exposure to high levels of CO include headaches, fatigue, 

slow reflexes, and dizziness. 10 The Basin is currently in attainment for the national and state CO standards. 

In contrast to ozone, which is a regional pollutant, CO has a localized impact because it dissipates fairly 

quickly as the distance increased from the source. 11 For this reason, CO is evaluated where it is likely to 

create high concentrations or "hot spots", such as highly congested intersections, where there are nearby 

human receptors. 

PM10 is also released directly into the atmosphere by stationary and mobile sources. The PM10 consists of a 

wide range of solid and liquid particles, including smoke, dust, aerosols, and metallic oxides. Similar to 

ozone precursors and CO, the single largest source of PM10 is motor vehicles. Approximately 50 percent of 

the particulate matter in the Basin is due to motor vehicles. PM10 is emitted from automobile tailpipes, brake 

pad and tire wear, and movement of road dust from vehicle travel. PM10 is among the most harmful of all air 

pollutants. PMrn evades the respiratory system's natural defenses and can lodge deep in the lungs when 

inhaled. PM 10 can aggravate chronic respiratory diseases and can cause health problems for everyone, 

although children, the elderly, and those suffering from asthma, bronchitis, heart disease, or lung disease are 

more vulnerable. Long-term exposure to PM 10 at levels exceeding state standards can lead to an increase in 

respiratory and cardiac illness, exacerbation of asthma and chronic bronchitis, and increased death rates. 

Short-term exposure to PM10 may lead to increased emergency room visits and an increase in days of 

restricted activity. The Basin is currently in attainment for the national PM10 standard, but is in non

attainment for the state PM10 standard. 

10 Ibid. 

ll Ibid. 
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Fine pmticulate matter, PM25, are those particles with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 

microns. PM2.5 is classified as either primary or secondary pmticulates. Primary PM2.5 is either carbonaceous 

or geological (crustal), but predominantly consists of carbonaceous PM25, which is generated from 

combustion of fossil fuels or biomass. Carbonaceous PM2.5 combustion sources include gasoline and diesel 

exhaust, wood stoves and fireplaces, land clearing, prescribed burning of wild land, and wild fires. 

Geological (crustal) PM25 , which makes up a minor amount of primary PM25 , is generated from fugitive 

emission sources, including paved and unpaved roads, dust, crustal material from construction activities, 

agricultural tilling, and wind erosion. Secondary PM2.5 is created through ahnospheric heterogeneous (gas to 

particle) reactions of gaseous oxides of sulfur (SOx) and NOx precursor emissions. The reactions involve 

chemical and physical interactions with the precursor emissions in the atmosphere. 

Exposure to fine particulate matter has been linked to a vmiety of health problems; including bronchitis, acute 

and chronic respiratory symptoms (e.g., shortness of breath and painful breathing), and premature death. 

People with existing heart or lung disease (e.g., chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, congestive heart 

disease, ischemic heart disease) are at risk of premature death or admission to hospitals or emergency rooms 

when exposed to PM2.5 . The elderly, individuals with cardiopulmonary disease, and children appear to be at 

greatest risk. Most of the premature deaths are among the elderly because their immune systems are generally 

weaker due to age or other health problems. Children are also susceptible to the health risks of PM25 because 

their immune and respiratory systems have not yet matured. In addition, PM2.5 particles are a major source of 

visibility impairment in most parts of the United States. The Basin is currently unclassified for the national 

PM2.5 standard, but in non-attainment for the state PM2.5 standard. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

The Legislature enacted the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act, AB 2588 (Toxics Hot 

Spots Act), in September 1987. This law requires stationary sources to report the types and quantities of 

certain substances their facilities routinely release into the air. Emissions of interest are those that result from 

the routine operation of a facility or that are predictable, including but not limited to continuous and 

intermittent releases and process upsets or leaks. The goals of the Air Toxics Hot Spots Act are to collect 

emission data, identify facilities having localized impacts, ascertain health risks, and notify nearby residents 

of significant risks based on estimated cancer and non-cancer health risks. Senate Bill 1731 amended the 

Toxics Hot Spots Act in 1992 to require owners of facilities that produce emissions resulting in significant 

health risks to the public to reduce their impact on air quality to an acceptable level. 

The BAAQMD's Toxics Hot Spots Program is intended to identify and reduce ambient concentrations of 

TACs. TA Cs are non-criteria air pollutants. CARB identifies 192 substances as TA Cs (CCR §93001). The 

Toxics Hot Spots program includes the evaluation of health risks due to routine and predictable TAC 

emissions from industrial and commercial facilities. The BAAQMD has established specific public 

notification measures for various levels ofrisk identified under the program (Levels 1, 2, and 3). Level 3 

corresponds to a cancer risk greaterthan 500 people in a population of one million (500 per million); Level 2 
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corresponds to a cancer risk between 100 and 500 per million; and Level 1 corresponds to a cancer risk 

between 10 and 100 per million. 

Approximately 90 percent of the health risk from TA Cs in the Bay Area is due to diesel particulate matter 

(DPM), benzene, and 1,3-butadiene, primarily from mobile sources. 12 The majority of that risk is from DPM, 

which CARB identified as a TAC in 1998. Mobile sources such as trucks, buses, automobiles, trains, ships, 

and farm equipment are the largest source of diesel emissions. 

Diesel Particulate }vfatter 

In 2000, the EPA identified DPM as a "likely human carcinogen." The EPA established a comprehensive 

national control program to regulate diesel fuel and heavy-duty diesel vehicles. The program includes new 

regulatory standards based on the use of alternative fuels and high-efficiency exhaust emission control 

devices. The standards include the following major requirements: 

• Promulgated particulate matter emissions standard for new heavy-duty engines of 0.01 gram per 
brake-horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr), were initiated in 2007. 

• Required refiners to produce diesel fuel for use in highway vehicles with sulfur content of no more 
than 15 parts per million (ppm) was regulated as of June 1, 2006. By June 2007, refiners were 
required to produce low-sulfur (500 ppm) diesel fuel for off-road, locomotive, and marine diesel 
engines. Besides reducing emissions from the existing diesel fleet, these clean fuels will enable the 
use of advanced after-treatment technologies such as catalytic reduction systems on new engines. 

• Required technologies like particulate h·aps, capable of emission reductions of 90 percent, under new 
standards set to begin phasing into the highway sector in 2007 and into the off-road sector in 2011. 

Although the new EPA standards will improve diesel emissions in the future, these standards will p1imaiily 

impact new engines. Because of their durability and long life, older uncontrolled diesel engines would 

continue to make up a significant portion of the heavy-duty vehicle fleet for years to come. As a result, 

efforts are underway to improve emissions from diesel engines already in operation and include a variety of 

strategies from fuel reformulation to engine retrofit through the Voluntary Diesel Retrofit Program. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines as a 

toxic air contaminant (TAC) in August 1998. In California, mobile sources, such as trucks, buses, 

automobiles, trains, ships, and farm and construction equipment, are the largest source of diesel emissions. 

On-road engines account for about 27 percent of the emissions, off-road engines about 66 percent, and 

12 Ibid. 
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stationary and portable engines for the remaining seven percent. 13 CARB estimates that diesel engine 

emissions are responsible for a majority of California's estimated cancer risk attributable to air pollution. 14 

The California Air Resources Board formed the Diesel Advisory Committee consisting of staff from CARB, 

EPA, state and local agencies, industry, environmental groups, and interested public to study this issue. With 

the help of the committee, CARB developed a Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce particulate matter 

emissions from diesel-fueled engines and vehicles, which was approved on September 28, 2000. 15 The Diesel 

Risk Reduction Plan calls for reducing diesel PM 7 5 percent by 2010 and 85 percent by 2020 from the 2000 

level. The plan contains the following components: 

• New regulato1y standards for all new on-road, off-road, and stationary diesel-fueled engines and 
vehicles to reduce diesel PM emissions by about 90 percent, overall, from current levels; 

• New retrofit requirements for existing on-road, off-road, and stationary diesel-fueled engines and 
vehicles where detennined to be technically feasible and cost effective; and 

• New Phase 2 diesel fuel regulations to reduce the sulfur content of diesel fuel to no more than 15 
parts per million to provide the quality of diesel fuel needed by the advanced diesel PM emission 
controls. 

Although the new EPA standards will improve diesel emissions in the future, these standards will primarily 

impact new engines. Because of their durability and long life, older diesel engines will continue to make up a 

significant portion of the heavy-duty vehicle fleet for years to come. As a result, efforts are underway to 

improve emissions from diesel engines already in operation and include a variety of strategies from fuel 

reformulation to engine retrofit through the Voluntary Diesel Retrofit Program. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases. The major concern is that increases in 

greenhouse gases as a result of human activity are contributing to Global Climate Change. Global Climate 

Change is a change in the average weather on earth that can be measured by wind patterns, storms, 

precipitation and temperature. Although there is tremendous disagreement as to the speed of global warming 

and the extent of the impacts attributable to human activities, most agree that there is a direct link between 

increased emission of so-called greenhouse gases and long-term global temperature. What greenhouse gases 

have in common is that they allow sunlight to enter the atmosphere, but trap a portion of the outward-bound 

infrared radiation and warm up the air. The process is similar to the effect greenhouses have in raising the 

13 

14 

15 

CARE, 2000, Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and 
Vehicles, 28 September. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 
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internal temperature, hence the name greenhouse gases. Both natural processes and human activities emit 

greenhouse gases. The accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere regulates the earth's temperature, 

but emissions from human activities such as electricity production and motor vehicles have elevated the 

concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. 

This accumulation of greenhouse gases has contributed to an increase in the temperature of the earth's 

atmosphere and contributed to Global Climate Change, also known as global warming. The principal 

greenhouse gases are carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), 

perfluorocarbons (PFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and water vapor (H20). Carbon dioxide is the 

reference gas for climate change because it is the most prevalent greenhouse gas. To account forthe warming 

potential of greenhouse gases, emissions of all greenhouse gases are often quantified and repmted as C02 

equivalents (C02E). Large emission sources are reported in million metric tons of C02 equivalents. 

State Standards 

In 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a series of target 

dates by which statewide emission of greenhouse gases would be progressively reduced, as follows: 

• By 2010, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels; 

• By 2020, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and 

• By 2050, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of2006 (Assembly Bill No. 32, or 

AB 32; Health and Safety Code, Sections 38500, et seq.). AB 32 identifies global warming as a serious 

environmental threat with the potential to exacerbate air quality problems, reduce the quantity and supply of 

water from the Sien-a snowpack, cause a rise in sea levels, damage marine ecosystems, and increase human 

health-related problems. AB 32 requires CARB to adopt rules and regulations that, by 2020, would achieve 

greenhouse gas ( GHG) emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990. On April 20, 2007, CARB published 

Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California, a list of discrete greenhouse gas emission 

reduction measures that can be implemented. Emission reductions shall include carbon sequestration projects 

and best management practices that are technologically feasible and cost-effective. As defined under AB 32, 

GHGs include carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons, 

perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. By January 1, 2009, CARB must design and adopt an overall plan 

to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels, including the recommendation of a de minimis threshold for GHG 

emissions below which emission reduction requirements would not apply. CARB has until January l, 2011 to 

adopt the necessary regulations to implement that plan. Implementation begins no later than January 1, 2012 

and the emissions reduction target must be fully achieved by Januaiy 1, 2020. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draji Environmental Impact Report 

IV.B. Air Quality 

Page IVB-10 

RL0024414 



EM24024 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Under the law, CARB, the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (Energy 

Commission), and the California Climate Action Registry all have responsibilities with respect to the control 

of emissions of greenhouse gases, and the Secretary for Environmental Protection is required to coordinate 

emission reductions of greenhouse gases and climate change activity in state government. AB 32 does not 

indicate what role local land use planning should play in the statewide strategy, however, nor identifies 

implications to environmental review under CEQA. Guidelines on how to prepare an impact assessment for a 

project's GHG emissions contribution to Global Climate Change (GCC), or identified a significance threshold 

for project impacts have yet to be developed by CARB, the California EPA, the U.S. EPA, or any other 

appropriate governmental organizations. 

The CARB is proposing "Early Action Measures" in three groups: discrete early action measures; additional 

greenhouse gas reduction strategies; and criteria and air toxic control measures. Together these measures will 

make a substantial contribution to the overall 2020 statewide GHG emission reduction goal of approximately 

174 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent16 gases. 17 These measures that would relate to potential 

climate change impacts from the proposed Project are summarized as follows. It should be noted that none of 

the early action measures address how local agencies should address GHG emissions associated with land use 

approvals. The Early Action Measures are discussed in more detail below: 

Group 1: Discrete Early Action Measures 

Three new GHG-only regulations are proposed to meet the narrow legal definition of "discrete early action 

GHG reduction measures": a low-carbon fuel standard, reduction ofrefrigerant losses from motor vehicle air 

conditioning system maintenance, and increased CH4 capture from landfills. These regulations are expected 

to take effect by January 1, 2010. 

• Measure 1-1, Low carbon fuel standard. 

Group 2: Additional Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies 

The CARB is initiating work on 23 other GHG emission-reducing measures in the 2007 to 2009 time period 

with rulemaking to occur as soon as possible, where applicable. These GHG measures relate to the following 

sectors: agriculture, commercial, education, energy efficiency, fire suppression, forestry, oil and gas, and 

transportation. 

16 

• Measure 2-6 and 2-7, Education: Guidance/protocols for local governments and businesses to 
facilitate GHG emission reductions. 

The term "carbon dioxide equivalent" is used to account for the differences in global warming potential among the 
six greenhouse gases. 
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• Measures 2-14, Transportation: Heavy-duty vehicle emission reductions, efficiency improvements. 

• Measure 2-20, Transportation: Tire inflation program. 

Group 3: Criteria and Air Toxic Control Measures 

The CARB is initiating work on ten conventional air pollution controls aimed at criteria and toxic air 

pollutants, but with concunent climate co-benefits through reductions in C02 or non-Kyoto pollutants (i.e., 

diesel particulate matter, other light-absorbing compounds, and/or ozone precursors) that contribute to global 

warming. 

• Measure 3-1, Fuels: Diesel- Commercial harbor craft rule. 

• Measure 3-2, Fuels: Diesel - Privately owned on-road trucks. 

• Measure 3-3, Fuels: Diesel- Vessel speed reductions. 

• Measure 3-4, Fuels: Diesel - Offroad equipment (non-agricultural). 

• Measure 3-10, Fuels: Evaporative standards for aboveground tanks. 

In consultation with CARB and the California Public Utilities Commission, the California Energy 

Commission (CEC) is cunently establishing a GHG emission performance standard for local, public-owned 

elech·ic utilities (pursuant to Senate Bill No. 1368). This standard will limit the rate of GHG emissions to a 

level that is no higher than the rate of emissions of GHGs for combined-cycle natural gas base-load 

generation. The rulemaking shall consider, but not necessarily be limited to, establishing a GHG emission 

performance standard for baseload generation facilities, which has been in operation since June 30, 2007, a 

process for calculating the emissions of GHGs from baseload facilities and enforcing the standard, and a 

process for reevaluating and revising as necessary the GHGs emission performance standard. This standard 

must take into consideration the effect of the standard on rates, reliability, and financial resources, while 

recognizing the Legislature's intent to encourage use ofrenewable resources and its goal of environmental 

improvement. 

In 2007, Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB 97, which requires the California Resources Agency, by 2010, 

to adopt guidelines for the mitigation of GHG emissions and their effects, including effects associated with 

transportation. SB 97 also amended CEQA to state that the failure to adequately analyze the effects of GHG 

emissions in a CEQA document for certain transpo1tation projects shall not create a cause of action for a 

violation of the statute until 2010 or later. 

17 CARB, 2007, Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California, 20 April. 
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On June 19, 2008 the California Office of Planning and Research issued the Technical Advismy titled 

"CEQA and CLIMATE CHANGE: Addressing Climate Change Through CEQA Review". This technical 

advisory was published to provide Professional Planners, Land use Officials and CEQA practitioners with a 

basic guidance for addressing the emerging role of CEQA in addressing climate change and Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions within CEQA documents. 

AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS - STATIONARY SOURCES 

Federal Regulations 

Title V Operating Permit 

Title V was added to the Clean Air Act in 1990, and introduced an operating permit program. It requires EPA 

to promulgate regulations setting forth provisions under which states would develop operating permit 

programs for major facilities and submit them to the EPA for approval. A major facility is defined as "any 

stationaiy source or group of stationary sources located within a contiguous area and under common control 

that emits or has the potential to emit ten tons per year or more of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per 

year or more of any combination of hazardous air pollutants". 18 The BAAQMD is the local agency with 

permit authority over most types of stationary emission sources, which the BAAQMD exercises through its 

Rules and Regulations. 

Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources 

Section 111 of the Clean Air Act, "Standards of Performance of New Stationary Sources," requires U.S. EPA 

to establish national emission standards for source categories, which cause or contribute significantly to air 

pollution. These standards are intended to promote use of the best air pollution control technologies, taking 

into account the cost of such technology and any other non-air quality, health, and environmental impact and 

energy requirements. The U.S. EPA has established New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for several 

source categories (40 CFR 60). The New Source Performance Standards program is implemented by the 

BAAQMD. 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) process requires states in their SIPs to ensure that areas 

already in compliance with the national ambient air quality standards do not deteriorate to, or above, those 

standards at a rapid rate. Such areas, depending upon the quality of their air in a baseline year, must control 

the emissions of certain pollutants such that the concentration of those pollutants increases no more than the 

allowable increment as set forth in the CAA. Before any new source may be built or any existing source may 

18 Clean Air Act, Sec. 112. Hazardous Air Pollutants. 
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be modified, such sources must apply for and be issued a PSD permit, which demonstrates that they will 

comply with the PSD program. The BAAQMD also administers this program through Rules and Regulations. 

BAAQMD Regulations 

The CEQA Guidelines 19 state that "each public agency should, in its implementing regulations or ordinances, 

provide an identification or itemization of its projects and actions which are deemed ministerial under the 

applicable laws and ordinances." The BAAQMD has determined that the issuance of permits following 

prescribed procedures is a ministerial activity. 20 

BAA QMD Permits 

Permits, prepared in accordance with the BACT/TBACT Workbook and Permit Handbook, are deemed 

"ministerial" for the purposes of CEQA. Permits that deviate from these documents, or permits for sources 

not covered by either document, will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis for compliance with CEQA. 21 The 

air emission achievement standards for hot mix asphalt plants using BACT are: 

• 12 parts per million by volume (ppmv) NOx at 15 percent oxygen (02) dry; 

• 133 ppmv CO at 15 percent 0 2 dry; and 

• 0.01 grain per dry standard cubic foot 

BAA QMD 's Rules and Regulations that Apply to the Proposed Project 

Regulation 1 General Provisions and Definitions 

This regulation contains the general provisions and definitions of the terms used in the BAAQMD's rnles. 

The standard for violations of air pollution regulations are defined as a public nuisance, i.e., "No person shall 

discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause 

injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or the public; or which 

endangers the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which causes, or has a 

natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property." For purposes of this section, three or 

more violation notices validly issued in a 30 day period to a facility for public nuisance shall give rise to a 

rebuttable presumption that the violations resulted from negligent conduct. 

19 

20 

21 

Title 14, CCR, Chapter 3, Guidelines jar Implementation of California Environmental Quality Act. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Permit Handbook Chapters, retrieved from website: 
www.baaqmd.gov/pmt/handbook/dejault.htm 

Ibid. 
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Regulation 2, Rule 1 Permits - General Requirements 

The BAAQMD's Regulation 2, Rule 1 describes the permit requirements for sources of air pollution. In 

general, any equipment or operation that emits pollutants into the atmosphere requires a Permit to Operate 

from the BAAQMD unless it is excluded from BAAQMD Regulations per Regulation 1 or exempted from 

BAAQMD pennit requirements by a specific section of Regulation 2 Rule 1. According to BAAQMD 

Regulation 1Rule2-1-113.2.11 Teaching laborato1ies are exempt from the requirements of sections 2-1-301 

and 302. Sections 2-1-301 and 302 are the Standards for the Authority to Constrnct and Permit to Operate 

respectively. 

Regulation 7 Odorous Substances 

This Regulation places general limitations on odorous substances and specific emission limitations on certain 

odorous compounds. A person must meet all limitations of this Regulation, but meeting such limitations shall 

not exempt such person from any other requirements of the BAAQMD, state or federal law. The limitations 

of this regulation shall not be applicable until the BAAQMD receives odor complaints from ten or more 

complainants within a 90-day period, alleging that a person has caused odors perceived at or beyond the 

property line of such person and deemed to be objectionable by the complainants in the normal course of their 

work, travel, or residence. When the limits of this regulation become effective, as a result of citizen 

complaints described above, the limits shall remain effective until such time as no citizen complaints have 

been received by BAAQMD for one year. The limits of this Regulation shall become applicable again when 

the BAAQMD receives odor complaints from five or more complainants within a 90-day period. 

Regulation 8 Organic Compounds Rule 2 - Miscellaneous Operations 

This regulation incorporates the provisions of the federal regulations for the reduction of precursor organic 

compounds emissions from miscellaneous operations. According to 8-2-116.9, laboratory equipment used 

exclusively for chemical or physical analysis and bench scale laboratory equipment are exempt. 

Regulation 10 Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources 

This regulation incorporates the provisions of the federal regulations for new stationary source review (Title 

40 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 60; Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources) as 

discussed earlier. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Air Quality - Santa Clara County 

Mobile sources, such as motor vehicles, produce most of the air pollutants in the County. The state regulates 

air pollution from mobile sources through exhaust emissions standards, while local agencies can reduce 

emissions through improvement in the transportation system to reduce trips or traffic congestion. Stationary 
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sources include mining operations, industrial and agricultural activities, and lumber mills. The BAAQMD 

regulates stationary sources through the Title V permitting process. 

BAAQMD operates a network of air monitoring sites within the Basin. The monitoring stations nearest to the 

Project site are in Mountain View and, approximately 5 miles east of the Project site, and Sunnyvale 

Ticonderoge approximately 6 miles south east of the Project site. The ambient air concentrations of hydrogen 

sulfide and sulfur dioxide are not monitored at these stations because they are not expected to exceed air 

quality standards. Table IV.B-3 and Table IV.B-4 summarize air quality data for the criteria pollutants 

measured from these monitoring stations during the 2004-2006 reporting period. Table IV.B-3 presents the 

available data from the nearest monitoring station (Sunnyvale), while Table IV.B-4 presents the data from the 

nearest station reporting 5 of the criteria pollutants (Redwood City). The tables also summarize the number of 

days that the state or national standards were exceeded. The tables show that the state 1 hour ozone standard 

was exceeded each of the years presented from the Sunnyvale station, but only for the 2004 report for the 

Redwood City report. The data indicate the monitoring stations have exceeded the measured state 24-hour 

PM10 State Standard each year presented and the PM2.5 standard in 2006. None of the other national and state 

standards was exceeded during the past three years. 

Table IV.B-3 
Sunnyvale - Ambient Air Monitoring Station 

Pollutant Measurement 2004 2005 2 

Highest I-hour average (ppm) 0.10 0.097 0.106 

Highest 8-hour average (ppm) 0.08 0.073 0.078 

Days over State I-hour standard (0.09 ppm) 1 1 3 

Days over National I-hour standard (0.12 ppm) 0 - -

Ozone Days over National 8-hour standard (0.08 ppm) 0 0 0 

Notes: (µg/m 3
) =micrograms per cubic meter ppm =part per million - = insufficient data NA = not available 

Source: CARE website http://www.arb.ca.gov 
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Table IV.B-4 
Redwood City - Ambient Air Monitoring Station 

Pollutant Measurement 2004 2005 2006 

Highest I-hour average (ppm) 0.10 0.084 0.085 

Highest 8-hour average (ppm) 0.07 0.06I 0.063 

Days over State I-hour standard (0.09 ppm) I 0 0 

Days over National I-hour standard (O.I2 ppm) 0 0 0 

Ozone Days over National 8-hour standard (0.08 ppm) 0 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide Highest 8-hour average (ppm) 2.I 2.3 2.4 

Highest State 24-hour average (µg/m3
) 65 8I 70 

Highest National 24-hour average (µg/m3
) - - -

Days over State 24-hour standard (50 µg/m3
) I 2 2 

PM10 Days over National 24-hour average (150 µg/m3
) 0 0 0 

Highest National 24-hour average (µg/m3
) 36 30.9 75.3 

3-year State annual average (µg/m3
) 32 27.8 29.4 

PM25 Days over National 24-hour standard (65 (µg/m3
) 0 0 I 

Highest I-hour measurement (ppm) 0.06 0.062 0.069 

Annual average (ppm) O.G15 O.G15 O.OI4 

Nitrogen Dioxide Days over State I-hour standard (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0 

Notes: (µg/m 3
) =micrograms per cubic meter ppm =part per million - = insufficient data NA = not available 

Source: CARE website http://www.arb.ca.gov 

The California Air Resources Board's (CARB) stationary source facility database indicates that the facilities 

shown in Table IV.B-5 are major air pollutant dischargers in Los Altos Hills. The data represent emission 

inventory estimates for the year 2006. 

CARB maintains emission inventory data from stationary sources within the County. Table IV.B-6 presents 

the emission inventory for ROG, CO, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 for Santa Clara County in 2006. The inventory 

indicates that, as stated earlier, motor vehicles are the largest contributor to degradation of the air quality in 

the County. For non-mobile sources, consumer products and farming operations are the largest contributors 

to ROG, residential fuel consumption and food and agricultural processing are the largest contributors to CO 

and NOx, and residential fuel consumption and construction and demolition are the largest contributors to 

PM10 and PM2.s. 
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Table IV.B-5 
Existing Facilities in Los Altos Hills, Emission Inventory (tons/year) 

Facility Name Address ROG co NOx SOx PM10 

Albertsons 2175 Grant Road 0 0 0 0 0 

California Water Service Company 1555 Miramonte Avenue 0 0 0 0 0 

California Water Service Company Magdalena A venue - 0 0.2 0 0 

Chevron Products Company 470 S. San Antonia Road 0.7 0 0 0 0 

Foothill De Anza Community College 12345 El Monte Road 0.1 0.7 2.6 0 0.1 

61 N San Antonio 
Pacific Bell Avenue - 0 0 0 0 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Direct Point Sources, website: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ei/areasrclpointsources.htm, July 

2, 2008. 

Table IV.B-6 
Santa Clara County- 2006 Estimated Annual Average Stationary Sources Emissions (tons/day) 

Category 

Stationary Sources 

Fuel Combustion 

Waste Disposal 

Cleaning and Surface Coating 

Petroleum Production and Marketing 

Industrial Processes 

Total Stationary Sources 

Area Wide Sources 

Solvent Evaporation 

Miscellaneous Processes 

Total Areawide Sources 

Mobile Sources 

On-Road Motor Vehicles 

Other Mobile Sources 

Total Mobile Source 

Santa Clara County Total 

1r=nn· r, "· ·- A;,, Dn°~' rces Board, California Counties, website: 
llwww.arb.ca.gov/eilmapslstatemaplcntymap.htm, July 2, 2008. 
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0.48 11.82 

0.91 0.00 

7.56 0.00 

2.76 -

1.79 11.84 

13.51 11.84 

18.12 -

3.24 37.59 

21.36 37.59 

31.00 294.11 

15.19 114.62 

46.19 408.73 

81.05 458.17 

NOx 

7.86 

0.04 

0.00 

-

8.82 

8.82 

-

4.59 

4.59 

51.07 

34.27 

85.34 

98.75 

PM10 PM2.5 

0.60 0.59 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 -

- -

2.73 1.83 

2.73 1.83 

- -

43.58 11.58 

43.58 11.58 

2.40 1.68 

1.85 1.67 

4.25 3.35 

50.55 16.76 
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Sensitive Receptors 

Ambient air quality standards have been established to identify air quality levels considered sufficient, with 

an adequate margin of safety, to protect pub I ic health and welfare. They are designed to protect that segment 

of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children under 14, the elderly over 65, persons 

engaged in strenuous work or exercise, and people with cardiovascular and acute to chronic respiratory 

diseases. Areas of specific concern are where sensitive receptors are to be found, such as facilities that house 

or attract children, the elderly, or people with illnesses; or places where people engage in strenuous work or 

exercise. 

The nearest school and daycare center to the proposed Project is the Project site itself. There will be students 

attending class and participating in athletic activities during the construction and operation of the Project. 

These sensitive receptor locations are situated all around the Project site. The nearest off site sensitive 

receptors are the residents of the homes along the southwest edge of the campus, approximately 70 feet. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The proposed Project would affect air quality during construction and operation. The criteria of significance 

for air quality impacts are identified below and are followed by a discussion of impacts. 

Thresholds of Significance 

According to the environmental checklist in the CEQA Guidelines, 22 a project could have a potentially 

significant air quality impact if it would: 

22 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation; 

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable national or state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

California Code ofRegulations (CCR), 2004. Title 14, Chapter 3, Guidelines to Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, Appendix G, 6 February. 
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BAAQMD has developed thresholds of significance for ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions from Project 

operations as the result of vehicle trips and area source emissions (Table IV.B-7). Project related ROG, NOx, 

or PM10 emissions would be considered significant if they would were to exceed BAAQMD thresholds. 

Table IV.B-7 
BAAQMD Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant Pounds/Day T 

ROG 80 15 

NOx 80 15 

80 15 

I Source: BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, 1999. 

BAAQMD recognizes that construction equipment emit ozone precursors, but that these emissions are 

temporary and are generally accounted for in the emission inventory projections that provide the basis for 

regional air quality plans. 23 Therefore, temporary ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions during construction are not 

expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone standards in the Bay Area. 

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines emphasize implementation of effective and comprehensive control of PM10 

emissions ratherthan a detailed quantification of construction emissions. 24 The BAAQMD does not consider 

air quality impacts resulting from construction activities significant if appropriate construction control 

mitigation measures listed in the BAAQMD guidelines are incorporated. 25 The BAAQMD guidelines specify 

that an evaluation of the potential for CO "hot spots" at intersections as a result of a project should be 

performed where: 

23 

24 

25 

• Vehicle emissions of CO would exceed 550 pounds per day; 

• Project traffic would impact intersections or roadway links operating at Levels of Service (LOS) D, 
E, or F or would cause LOS to decline to D, E, or F; or 

• Project traffic would increase traffic volumes on nearby roadways by ten percent or more. CO 
concentrations need not be estimated if the increase in traffic volume is less than 100 vehicles per 
hour. 

BAAQMD, I999, op. cit. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 
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Under the guidelines, projects contributing to CO concentrations exceeding the CAAQS of nine parts per 

million (ppm) averaged over eight hours and 20 ppm for one hour (i.e., if it creates a "hot spot") would be 

considered to have a significant air quality impact. The BAAQMD's Risk Management Policy has set a 

health risk threshold for significance impacts due to TA Cs at the "probability of contracting cancer for the 

maximally exposed individual exceeds ten in one million" and a "ground-level concentration of non

carcinogenic toxic air contaminants would result in a hazard index (HI) greater than one". 26 

Project Impacts 

Impact IV.B-1 Project Construction Would Result in Emissions of Criteria Pollutants 

Constrnction activities associated with development of the start-up and full build out phases of the Project 

would include site preparation, soil excavation, backfilling, grading, and equipment vehicular traffic on paved 

and possibly unpaved roads. Soil disturbance caused by constrnction activities could be exacerbated by wind 

erosion. As a result, short-term dust emissions could cause a temporary increase in localized PM 10 emissions. 

PM10 generated from constrnction-related activities is highly dependent on several factors, including activity 

level, specific operations, equipment type, and weather conditions. The operation of construction equipment 

would also result in the emission of crite1ia pollutants PM25, ROG, NOx, and CO. Construction activities 

associated with Project development would also result in short-term exhaust emissions from constrnction

related equipment. The primary pollutants associated with exhaust emissions from construction equipment 

are ozone precursors (ROG and NOx), CO, and PM 10. 

BAAQMD considers PM10 emissions to be the greatest pollutant of concern associated with construction 

activities and has established feasible control measures for PM10 emissions from construction-related 

activities. There are several levels of appropriate control measures based on the size of the construction 

project. BAAQMD recommends that further optional control measures be implemented at construction areas 

that are large in area, located near sensitive receptors, or may for any other reason be warranted. 

Project sizes that are greater than four acres are recommended to use enhanced control measures. BAAQMD 

would consider Project construction activities to result in a significant impact. However after the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.B-1 a and IV.B-1 b, the level of impact would be reduced to a level 

of less than significant. 

26 The HJ is calculated by summing the hazard quotients for substances that affect the same target organ or organ 
system (e.g., re,1piratory system). The hazard quotient is the ratio of'potential exposure to the substance and the 
level at which no adverse health effects are expected An HI of less than 1 indicates no adverse health effects are 
expected as a result of' exposure and an HI greater than 1 indicates adverse health effects are possible. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.B-la 

The following mitigation measures apply to activities associated with the proposed construction and are 

intended to reduce the temporary generation of fugitive dust to a less-than-significant level. The measures to 

reduce construction- related PM10 emissions reflect basic and optional dust control measures recommended by 

BAAQMD: 

• All active construction areas shall be watered at least twice daily. 

• All h·ucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered with tarpaulins or other 
effective covers. 

• All unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at the construction site shall be paved; 
otherwise, water or non-toxic soil stabilizers shall be applied to all unpaved access roads. In addition, 
paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas shall be swept daily with a water sweeper. 
Streets shall be swept daily with a water sweeper in areas where visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent public streets. 

• The applicant shall hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded area inactive for ten days or more). 

• The applicant shall enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed 
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

• The applicant shall limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 

• The applicant shall install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways. 

• The applicant shall replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

• The applicant shall install wheel washers for all trucks leaving the sight and wash all truck wheel 
before they leave the site 

• Dming periods when trucks are transporting soil to or from the site, di1t that may have been tracked 
off the site shall be removed daily from the street. The area to be cleaned is to extend to the limit of 
noticeable dirt tracked from the site or for a distance of 7 5 feet on each side of a vehicle entrance or 
exit, whichever is greater. If water is used to clean the street, then the quantity of water used shall not 
result in sediment being washed into the storm sewer catch basins. Street sweepings shall be 
disposed of as a waste along with waste soil in accordance with applicable regulations. 

• The applicant shall terminate excavation and grading activities when winds exceed 25 mph or when 
fugitive dust emissions are visible for a distance of at least 100 feet from the origin of such emissions, 
and there is visible evidence of wind driven fugitive dust. Wind speed would be detennined when an 
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on-site anemometer registers at least two wind gusts in excess of 25 miles per hour within a 
consecutive 30-minute period. 

Mitigation Measure IV.B-lb 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce short-term exhaust emissions from 

construction-related equipment to a less-than-significant level: 

• The idling time of all construction equipment used at the site shall not exceed five minutes. 

• The applicant shall limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount of 
equipment in use. 

• All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer's 
specifications. Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the Project site shall 
not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any hour. Any equipment found to 
exceed 40 percent opacity (or R ingelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately. A visual survey of all 
in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly throughout the duration of the Project 
construction. A record of the inspection shall be maintained on-site. The BAAQMD and/or other 
officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. 

• The applicant shall require construction contractors to install particulate traps when appropriate on 
diesel engines. 

• The applicant shall use the minimum practical engine size for construction equipment. 

• Gasoline-powered equipment shall be equipped with catalytic converters, where feasible. 

Impact IV.B-2 Project Operation Would Result in Emissions of Criteria Pollutants 

Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result from normal day-to-day 

activities on the Project site after occupation. Stationary area source emissions would be generated by the 

consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices and cooking appliances, the operation of 

landscape maintenance equipment, the use of consumer products, and the application of architectural coatings 

(paints). Mobile emissions would be generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the Project site. 

The analysis of daily operational emissions has been prepared utilizing the URBEMIS 2007 computer model 

recommended by BAAQMD. Hearth emissions during winter months were not included in the analysis, as 

the proposed Project would not include fireplaces or wood stoves. The results of these calculations are 

presented in Table IV.B-8. As shown, the proposed Project would not generate a net increase in average daily 

emissions that exceeds the thresholds of significance recommended by the BAAQMD. Therefore, impacts 

from mass daily operational emissions would be less than significant. 
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Table IV.B-8 
Estimated Daily Operational Emissions - Proposed Project 

Emissions Source 
Emissions in Pounds per Dav 

ROG NO, co so, PM10 PM2.5 
Summertime Emissions 
Natural Gas 0.04 0.60 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Landscape Maintenance Equipment 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 
Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- --
Architectural Coatings 0.37 -- -- -- -- --
Motor Vehicles 22.55 29.07 283.16 0.26 43.80 8.46 
Total Net Increase 22.55 29.07 283.16 0.26 43.80 8.46 
BAAOMD Threshold~ 80 80 NE NE 80 NE 
Simificant Impact? No No No No No No 
Wintertime Emissions 
Natural Gas 0.04 0.60 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- --
Architectural Coatings 0.37 -- -- -- -- --
Motor Vehicles 27.26 38.94 297.74 0.21 43.80 8.46 
Total Net Increase 27.67 39.54 298.25 0.21 43.80 8.46 
BAAOMD Threshold~ 80 80 NE NE 80 NE 
Simificant Impact? No No No No No No 
Note: Subtotals may not appear to add up due to rounding in the URBEMIS 2007 model. 

Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2007. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix C to this Draft EIR. 

All calculated emissions are below the established BAAQMD thresholds; therefore, no mitigation measures 
were assigned and the air quality impacts from the operations of the proposed facility is considered less than 
significant. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Generally, an individual project does not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to influence global 

climate change because it is the increased accumulation of greenhouse gases which may result in global 

climate change. However, an individual project may contribute an incremental amount of overall GHG 

emissions. For most projects, the main contribution of GHG emissions is from motor vehicles, but how much 

of those emissions are "new" is uncertain. New projects do not create new drivers and, therefore, do not 

create a new mobile source of emissions. Rather, new projects only redistribute the existing traffic patterns. 

Larger projects will certainly affect a larger geographic area, but again, would not necessarily cause the 

creation of new drivers. Some mixed-use and transportation-oriented projects could actually reduce the 

number of vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project includes the installation of photovoltaic cells through 

out the campus, and thus reducing the amount of greenhouses emitted for the generation of electricity to be 

used by the project. 
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Compliance with 2006 CAT Report Strategies 

The consistency of the proposed Project with the strategies from the 2006 CAT Report is evaluated in Table 

IV.B-9. As shown, the Project would be consistent with all feasible and applicable strategies to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions in California. Therefore, the impact of the proposed Project would be less than 

significant. 

Table IV.B-9 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy I Project Consistency 

California Air Resources Board 

Vehicle Climate Change Standards 

AB 1493 (Pavley) required the state to develop and 
adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and 
cost-effective reduction of climate change emissions 
emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. 
Regulations were adopted by the ARB I September 
2004. 

Diesel Anti-Idling 

In July 2004, the ARB adopted a measure to limit diesel-
fueled commercial motor vehicle idling. 

Hydrofluorocarbon Reduction 

1) Ban retail sale of HFC in small cans. 

2) Require that only low GWP refrigerants be used in 
new vehicular systems. 

3) Adopt specifications for new commercial 
refrigeration. 

4) Add refrigerant leak-tightness to the pass criteria for 
vehicular inspection and maintenance programs. 

5) Enforce federal ban on releasing HFCs. 

Trans11ortation Refrigeration Units, Off-Road 
Electrification, Port Electrification (shi11 to shore) 

Require all new transportation refrigeration units (TRU) 
to be equipped with electric standby. 

Require cold storage facilities to install electric 
infrastructure to support electric standby TRUs. 

Off-road Electrification 

Port Electrification 

Manure Management 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draji Environmental Impact Report 

Consistent 

The vehicles that travel to and from the Project site on 
public roadways would be in compliance with ARB 
vehicle standards that are in effect at the time of 
vehicle purchase. 

Consistent 

Current State law restricts diesel truck idling to five 
minutes or less. Diesel trucks making deliveries to the 
Project site are subject to this State-wide law. 

Consistent 

This strategy applies to consumer products which may 
be sold on the Foothill Campus. All applicable 
products purchased by Project residents and tenants 
would comply with the regulations that are in effect at 
the time of manufacture. 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy 

Improved management practices, manure handling 
practices, and lagoon/liquid waste control options. 

Semi Conductor Industrv Targets 

Emission reduction rules for semiconductor operations. 

Alternative Fuels: Biodiesel Blends 

ARB would develop regulations to require the use of 1 
to 4 percent biodiesel displacement of California diesel 
fuel. 

Alternative Fuels: Ethanol 

Increased use of E-85 fuel. 

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction Measures 

Increased efficiency in the design of heavy duty vehicles 
and an education program for the heavy duty vehicle 
sector. 

Reduced Venting and Leaks on Oil and Gas Systems 

Improved management practices in the production, 
processing, transport, and distribution of oil and natural 
gas. 

Hydrogen Highway 

The California Hydrogen Highway Network (CA H2 
Net) is a State initiative to promote the use of hydrogen 
as a means of diversifying the sources of transportation 
energy. 

Achieve 50% Statewide Recycling Goal 

Achieving the State's 50 percent waste diversion 
mandate as established by the Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989, (AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, 
Statutes of 1989), will reduce climate change emissions 
associated with energy intensive material extraction and 
production as well as methane emission from landfills. 
A diversion rate of 48% has been achieved on a 
statewide basis. Therefore, a 2% additional reduction is 
needed. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draji Environmental Impact Report 

Pro.iect Consistency 

Not applicable 

Consistent 

The diesel vehicles that travel to and from the Project 
site on public roadways could utilize this fuel once it is 
commercially available. 

Consistent 

Students and faculty of the proposed Project could 
purchase flex-fuel vehicles and utilize this fuel once it 
is commercially available in the region and local 
vicinity. 

Consistent 

The heavy-duty vehicles that travel to and from the 
Project site on public roadways would be subject to all 
applicable ARB efficiency standards that are in effect 
at the time of vehicle manufacture. 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Consistent 

The Project would divert at least 50 percent of its solid 
waste after the recyclable content is diverted. 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Pro.iect Consistency 

Landfill Methane Capture Not applicable 

Install direct gas use or electricity projects at landfills to 
capture and use emitted methane. 

Zero Waste - High Recycling Consistent 

Efforts to exceed the 50 percent goal would allow for The Project would divert at least 50 percent of its solid 
additional reductions in climate change emissions. waste after the recyclable content is diverted. 

Department of Forestry 

Forest Management Not applicable 

Increasing the growth of individual forest trees, the 
overall age of trees prior to harvest, or dedicating land to 
older aged trees. 

Forest Conservation Not applicable 

Provide incentives to maintain an undeveloped forest 
landscape. 

Fuels Management/Biomass Not applicable 

Reduce the risk ofwildland fire through fuel reduction 
and biomass development. 

Urban Forestry Consistent 

A new statewide goal of planting 5 million trees in urban The landscaping proposed for the Project would 
areas by 2020 would be achieved through the expansion include new trees within the open space areas of the 
of local urban forestry programs. site. 

Afforestation/Reforestation Not applicable 

Reforestation projects focus on restoring native tree 
cover on lands that were previously forested and are now 
covered with other vegetative types. 

Department of Water Resources 

Water Use Efficiency Consistent 

Approximately 19 percent of all electricity, 30 percent of The proposed Project would be constructed in 
all natural gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are used accordance with all applicable water conservation 
to convey, treat, distribute and use water and measures mandated by the City and the State. 
wastewater. Increasing the efficiency of water transport 
and reducing water use would reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Energy Commission (CEC) 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy 

Progress 

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

A1mliance Energ::i::: Efficienc::i::: Standards in Place and in 
Progress 

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Energy 
Commission to adopt and periodically update its 
appliance energy efficiency standards (that apply to 
devices and equipment using energy that are sold or 
offered for sale in California). 

Fuel-Efficient Replacement Tires & Inflation Programs 

State legislation established a statewide program to 
encourage the production and use of more efficient tires. 

Cement Manufacturing 

Cost-effective reductions to reduce energy consumption 
and to lower carbon dioxide emissions in the cement 
industry. 

Municipal Utilit::i::: Energ::i::: Efficienc::i::: Programs/Demand 
Response 

Includes energy efficiency programs, renewable 
portfolio standard, combined heat and power, and 
transitioning away from carbon-intensive generation. 

Municipal Utilit::i::: Renewable Portfolio Standard 

California's Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), 
established in 2002, requires that all load serving entities 
achieve a goal of 20 percent of retail electricity sales 
from renewable energy sources by 201 7, within certain 
cost constraints. 

Municipal Utilit::i::: Combined Heat and Power 

Cost effective reduction from fossil fuel consumption in 
the commercial and industrial sector through the 
application of on-site power production to meet both 
heat and electricity loads. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draji Environmental Impact Report 

Pro.iect Consistency 

The Project would be required to be constructed in 
compliance with the standards of Title 24 that are in 
effect at the time of development. 

Consistent 

Under State law, appliances that are purchased for the 
Project - both pre- and post-development - would be 
consistent with energy efficiency standards that are in 
effect at the time of manufacture. 

Consistent 

Students and faculty of the Project site could purchase 
tires for their vehicles that comply with State programs 
for increased fuel efficiency. 

Not applicable 

Consistent 

By generating electricity on site the proposed project 
aids the Municipal Utilities in achieving efficiency 
program goals. 

Not applicable, but the Project would not preclude the 
implementation of this strategy by municipal utility 
providers. 

Consistent 

The project includes on site photovoltaic cells .. 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Pro.iect Consistency 

Municipal Utility Electricity Sector Carbon Policy Not applicable 

State agencies to address ways to transition investor-
owned utilities away from carbon-intensive electricity 
sources. 

Alternative Fuels: Non-Petroleum Fuels Consistent 

Increasing the use of non-petroleum fuels in California's Students and faculty of the proposed Project could 
transportation sector, as recommended as recommended purchase alternative fuel vehicles and utilize these fuels 
in the CEC's 2003 and 2005 Integrated Energy Policy once they are commercially available in the region and 
Reports. local vicinity. 

Business, Transportation and Housing 

Measures to Improve Transportation Energy Efficiency 

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

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation Systems 
CITS) 

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

ITS is the application of advanced technology systems 
and management strategies to improve operational 
efficiency of transportation systems and movement of 
people, goods and services. 

The Governor is finalizing a comprehensive 10-year 
strategic growth plan with the intent of developing ways 
to promote, through state investments, incentives and 
technical assistance, land use, and technology strategies 
that provide for a prosperous economy, social equity and 
a quality environment. 

Smart land use, demand management, ITS, and value 
pricing are critical elements in this plan for improving 
mobility and transportation efficiency. Specific 
strategies include: promoting jobs/housing proximity and 
transit-oriented development; encouraging high density 
residential/commercial development along transit/rail 
corridor; valuing and congestion pricing; implementing 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Consistent 

The location of the Project promotes fuel conservation 
through pedestrian activity and nearby access to public 
transportation. 

Consistent 

The Project locates new educational uses within 
walking distance of existing commercial and residential 
uses. The Project site is also located along a transit 
corridor with opportunities for the Project residents and 
students to use public transit rather than automobiles. 

The Project would provide services to resident, 
students, and employees located at and near the Project 
site, thereby improving the efficiency of goods 
movement. 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Pro.iect Consistency 

intelligent transportation systems, traveler 
information/traffic control, incident management; 
accelerating the development of broadband 
infrastructure; and comprehensive, integrated, 
multimodal/intermodal transportation planning. 

Department of Food and Agriculture 

Conservation Tillage/Cover Crops Not applicable 

Conservation tillage and cover crops practices are used 
to improve soil tilth and water use efficiency, and to 
reduce tillage requirements, labor, fuel, and fertilizer 
requirements. 

Enteric Fermentation Not applicable 

Cattle emit methane from digestion processes. Changes 
in diet could result in a reduction in emissions. 

State and Consumer Services Agency 

Green Buildings Initiative Consistent 

Green Building Executive Order, S-20-04 (CA 2004), As discussed previously, the Project would be required 
sets a goal ofreducing energy use in public and private to be constructed in compliance with the standards of 
buildings by 20 percent by the year 2015, as compared Title 24 that are in effect at the time of development. 
with 2003 levels. The Executive Order and related The current 2005 Title 24 standards are approximately 
action plan spell out specific actions state agencies are to 8.5 percent more efficient than those of the 2001 
take with state-owned and -leased buildings. The order standards. 
and plan also discuss various strategies and incentives to 
encourage private building owners and operators to 
achieve the 20 percent target. 

Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 

Accelerated Renewable Portfolio Standard 

The Governor has set a goal of achieving 33 percent 
renewable in the State's resource mix by 2020. The joint 
PUC/Energy Commission September 2005 Energy 
Action Plan II (EAP 11) adopts the 33 percent goal. 

California Solar Initiative 

The solar initiative includes installation of 1 million 
solar roofs or an equivalent 3,000 MW by 2017 on 
homes and businesses, increased use of solar thermal 
systems to offset the increasing demand for natural gas, 
use of advanced metering in solar applications, and 
creation of a funding source that can provide rebates 
over 10 years through a declining incentive schedule. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Not applicable, but the Project would not preclude the 
implementation of this strategy by energy providers. 

Consistent 

By generating electricity on site the proposed Project 
aids the Municipal Utilities in achieving efficiency 
program goals. 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Pro.iect Consistency 

Investor-Owned Utility Programs Not applicable 

These strategies include energy efficiency programs, 
combined heat and power initiative, and electricity 
sector carbon policy for investor owned utilities. 

Sources: Climate Action Team, 2006 and Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2007. 

The GHG emissions generated by the Proposed Project have been calculated in metric tons per year and are 

shown in Table IV.B-10, Predicted Proposed Project Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Also included 

in Table IV.B-10 is the California Energy Commission's estimated 2004 State-wide inventory, the latest year 

for which data are available. As shown in Table IV.B-10 the net increase in GHG emissions from vehicle, 

electrical, and natural gas usage is approximately 0.0013 percent of the 2004 emission level. 

Emitting GHGs into the atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental effect. Rather, it is the increased 

accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere that may result in global climate change; the consequences of which 

may result in adverse environmental effects. However, it is not possible to predict the specific impact, if any, 

to global climate change from the relatively small incremental increase in emissions associated with one 

general development project. Therefore the Project-level climate impacts are considered less than 

significant. 

Table IV.B-10 
Predicted Proposed Project Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Emissions Source C02e Emissions in Metric Tons per Year 

Proposed Land Uses 

Proposed Project 

Natural Gas Consumption 132.31 
Landscaping 0.51 
Motor Vehicles 4,455.19 

Subtotal 4,588.01 

2004 Statewide Total" 364,000,000 
Net Increase as a Percentage of 2004 Statewide 0.0013 
Total 
a Statewide totals were derived from the California Energy Commission:. 

Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2008. 
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Impact IV.B-3 CO Hot Spots 

The estimated net increase in daily CO emissions (Table B-8) is 298.25 pounds per day, which is less than the 

550 per day threshold of significance. Therefore, impacts related to CO "hot spots" would be less than 

significant. 

Project Operation Emissions of TA Cs 

Operation of the facility could produce emissions of various materials that can be harmful to human health at 

high concentrations. BAAQMD requires permits for facilities that emit pollutants into the air from stationary 

sources. BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 specifies that all permit applications for new and modified sources 

must be screened for TACs. 27 If any project emits a TAC in an amount that exceed a listed trigger, then 

BAAQMD staff must complete a site-specific Health Risk Screening Analysis. 28 Estimates of public 

exposure and off-site worker receptor locations are then compared to BAAQ MD risk standards (Regulation 2-

5-301and302). Under regulation 2-5-301, the Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (TBACT) 29 

requirements, the applicant shall apply TBA CT to any new or modified source of TA Cs where the cancer risk 

is greater than 1.0 in one million (1o-6
),

30 and/or a chronic hazard index greater than 0.2. 31 Under regulation 

2-5-302, an Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate for any new or modified source ofTACs, the pennit 

shall be denied if the Project risk exceeds any of the following risk limits: a cancer risk of 10.0 in one million 

(Hr5
); a chronic hazard index of 1.0; and acute hazard index of 1.0. 32 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

A toxic air contaminant (TAC) is defined by BAAQMD as air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase 
in mortality or in serious illness or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health (BAAQlvfD Website 
www.baaqmd.gm~. reviewed online 23 February 2006. 

Health Risk Screening Analysis guidelines generally conform to the Health Risk Assessment Guidelines adopted by 

California Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHAfor use 

in the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program (BAAQMD Website www.baaqmd.gov). 

Best Available Control Technologv for Toxics (TBA CT) requirements. The BAAQMD requires that an applicant 
shall apply TBA CT to any new or modified source of TAC where the source risk is a cancer risk greater than 1.0 in 
one million (10-6) and/or a chronic hazard index greater than 0.20 (BAAQMD Websitewww.baaqmd.gov), reviewed 
online 23 February 2006. 

Cancer risk is an estimate of"the probabili~v that an individual will develop cancer as a result of lifetime exposure to 

emitted carcinogens at a given location. A one in one million cancer risk represents one additional lifetime cancer 

developed from the exposure condition evaluated among one million persons exposed. 

The hazard quotient is a measure of the non-carcinogenic toxicity ofa compound (not a probability). The chronic 

hazard quotient is the ratio of the estimated does .from exposure to compoun& in air to a value, which is not 

believed to produce chronic adverse health effects. Adding all of these hazard quotients together results in the 

chronic hazard index. 

BAAQMD Website, www.baaqmd.gov, reviewed online 23 February 2006. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

IV.B. Air Quality 

Page IVB-32 

RL0024436 



EM24046 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

A review of the specific chemicals potentially stored in the proposed facility was provided and compared with 

Table 2-5-1 from Rule 5 and even though several of the compounds stored at the facility are found on Table 

2-5-1 it is unlikely that any will be stored in quantities that could violate the triggering thresholds of Table 2-

5-1. If the Table 2-5-1 trigger thresholds are exceeded, the BAAQMD will require the facility to comply with 

the conditions of Regulation 2 Rule 5, thus insuring the safety of the general public and maintaining a healthy 

environment. Impacts related to TA Cs would be less than significant. 

Impact IV.B-4 Odors 

The BAAQMD has listed sources of potential odors in the 1999 CEQA Guidelines and this type proposal is 

not listed, furthermore there is no reason to suspect that nuisance from odors is likely to be caused from the 

project. Impacts related to odors would be less than significant. 

Impact IV.B-5 Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of an Applicable Air Quality Plan 

The Project is consistent with the projections of employment and population forecasts identified by ABAG 

and are considered consistent with the Plans growth projections. 

The construction, renovation, and site improvement projects proposed by the Project are do not result in a 

population increase in the surrounding area because the College generally draws its student population from 

local residents. Because the proposed Project is consistent with the Public Facility land use designation for 

the site, would not result in an increase in population and, therefore, would not exceed the Town of Los Altos 

Hills' population projections, impacts would be less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Criteria Pollutants 

The exceedance of air quality standards is a region-wide problem with a multitude of stationary and mobile 

sources contributing to the problem. The Basin is currently in non-attainment for the state PM10 standard and 

the state and national ozone standards. The proposed project, in combination with pending development 

elsewhere in the Town of Los Altos Hills or Santa Clara County, would contribute to the cumulative 

degradation of regional air quality. 

Based on predictions of future emission inventories, which include the effect of adopting further rules and 

regulations to limit air pollutant emissions, the BAAQMD is formulating plans and strategies necessary to 

meet the state one-hour and the national eight-hour ozone standards. However, the BAAQMD CEQA 

Guidelines state that any proposed project that would individually have a significant air quality impact would 

also be considered to have a significant cumulative air quality impact. Therefore, cumulative impacts relative 

to regional air quality emissions would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative GHG Emissions 

As estimated above, the Project would result in the emissions of approximately 4,455 tons ofC02 equivalents 

per year from on-site operations. The Project would not qualify as a major source of greenhouse gas 

emissions. In fact, under the new greenhouse gas mandatory reporting regulation now being developed by 

CARB, the Project would not be required to report its emissions, since they would be only about 32 percent of 

the lower reporting limit of 25,000 metric tons per year. Furthermore, the Project would account for only 

approximately 0.0013 percent of the state's emission reduction goal of 174 million tons by 2020. However, 

as previously discussed the impacts from any new greenhouse gas emissions on climate change are not known 

and therefore the cumulative impacts associated with the Project on climate change would be considered 

significant and unavoidable. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The proposed project would not exceed the regional thresholds for any of the criteria pollutants, and therefore 

the air quality impacts would be considered less than sign~ficant. The project would contribute cumulatively 

to Greenhouse gas emissions and would be considered significant and unavoidable. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 
C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR provides a description of the biological resources on the Project site, 

information on regulations relating to this issue, and an analysis of potential impacts related to biological 

resources resulting from implementation of the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan. The 2008 

California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) on-line 

electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California were reviewed for both known and 

potential occurrences of special-status plants and animals in the Project area. 

Sources of information for this report included California's Wildlife, Volumes I, II, and III, 1 California 

Natural Diversity Database, 2 Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, 3 Annual Report on the 

Status of California State Listed Threatened and Endangered Animals and Plants, 4 and CNPS' s Inventory 

of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California. 5 A reconnaissance site visit was conducted 

August 15, 2007 to assess the habitat onsite and to analyze any potential biological constraints that may 

affect the Project. A habitat assessment survey was conducted on December 5, 2007 to determine suitable 

habitat for the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) and the California tiger salamander 

(Ambystoma californiense). Additional supporting information used to prepare this section was taken 

from the Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report - March 2002. 

2 

Zeiner DC., Laudenslayer WF,Mayer K.E, White M Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume I, amphibians and 
reptiles. Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 272 pp. 

Zeiner DC., Laudenslayer WF,Mayer K.E, White M Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume 11, bird~·. 

Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 7 31 pp. 

Zeiner DC., Laudenslayer WF,Mayer KE, White M Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume JI/, mammals. 
Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 407 pp. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2008. California natural diversity database. The Resources 
Agency, Sacramento, CA. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2008. California fish and game code. Gould Publications. 
Binghamton, NY. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2004. Annual report on the status of California state listed 
threatened and endangered animals and plants. The Resources Agency, Sacramento, CA. 204 pp. 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2008. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v7-
08b). California Native Plant Society. Sacramento, CA. Accessed on Mon, Jun. 16, 2008 from 
http:/ lwww.cnps.org/inventory. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Physical Setting 

Regional and Local Setting 

Foothill College (the College) is located in the Town of Los Altos Hills in Santa Clara County, 

approximately thi1ty-five miles south of San Francisco and twenty miles north of downtown San Jose, on 

the San Francisco peninsula. The campus is immediately southwest of Interstate 280 (I-280), and is 

bounded by El Monte Road to the south, Crescent Lane and Elena Road to the west, and Josefa Lane to 

the northwest. Local access is currently provided from El Monte Road and regional access is provided 

from I-280. Adobe Creek runs through the southern portion of the Foothill College site and Purissima 

Creek traverses the site's northern boundary. The Project site is located within Section 31, of Township 6 

south, Range 2 west, of the Mindego Hill California U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 

topographic quadrangle map. 

Existing Conditions 

Much of the Project site within the College has been developed. As a result, natural habitat conditions 

have been altered and the Project site consists of buildings, paved areas, and landscaping with mostly 

non-native ornamental trees, shrubs, lawn, and other ground cover vegetation. Two general vegetation 

communities are present on the Foothill College site: upland/landscaping and mixed riparian. The 

landscaped areas included heavily managed lawns and recreational fields that are dominated by native and 

non-native ornamental trees and shrubs. The mixed riparian community runs along Adobe Creek and the 

Purissima Creek, and is dominated by willows and non-native invasive species. 

1Yixed Riparian 

Adobe Creek is located within a flat area in the southern portion of the Project site and runs between the 

I-280 and El Monte Road (Figure IV.C-1 ). Adobe Creek is a perennial creek that originates west of the 

Project site in the Santa Cruz Mountains. From its origins, it heads in a northeastern direction. Within 

the Project site the Adobe Creek is channelized, and it continues to travel northeast until it exits the site 

under I-280 and eventually converges with the Charleston Slough before running into the San Francisco 

Bay. 

The length of Adobe Creek on the Project site is approximately 0.6 miles and largely contains non-native 

forbs and grasses, although there are three areas of mature riparian habitat with some riparian scrub and 

emergent perennial wetland species lining and/or submerged within specific segments of the channel. 

The average bank-full width of Adobe Creek is approximately 20 feet. Small quantities of substrate 

consisting of small sized gravel and cobbles were found submerged within the Creek at the segments 

where water was present, while coarse sand to medium cobbles were abundant in the dry stretches of the 

Creek. It appeared that many of the larger cobbles observed in the creek occurred as a result of bank 

erosion rather than being transported by a substantial ephemeral flow. 
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The Purissima Creek is located on the boundary in the northwesterly portion of the Project site (Figure 

IV.C-1 ), and traverses approximately 0.5 miles of the Project site. The low gradient of the drainage is 

such that any water present would likely seep into the groundwater table rather than flow through the 

drainage. It appears that Purissima Creek receives runoff from ephemeral drainages from the College's 

campus roads, parking lots, and the hills that surround the lower portion of the creek. The drainage 

becomes subterranean off-site thus inhibiting connectivity between Purisima Creek, the nearest ephemeral 

water, and any other of the ephemeral water features in the vicinity. No water was flowing during the 

December 2007 survey and the majority of the creek was dry even though precipitation had fallen in the 

72 hours previous to the survey. The presence of outflow pipes along several reaches of the dry creek 

along with precipitation would be the major source of water for the drainage. 

Both features contain riparian vegetation mixed with non-native ruderal species. The riparian habitat that 

runs along stretches of Adobe Creek is more mature than in the Purissima Creek and has more clearly 

defined strata, albeit marginal. Canopy layers of both Adobe and O'Keefe riparian habitats are dominated 

by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), willow (Salix sp.), and California bay ( Umbellularia californica). 

The herbaceous layer was largely composed of curly dock (Rumex crispus}. fireweed (Epilobium 

brachycarpum), sedge (Carex sp.), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), watercress (Rorippa 

nasturtium var. aquaticum), common cattail (Typha lat[folia), and hog fennel (Lomatium utriculatum). 

[]pl and/Landscaped 

The upland area onsite is interspersed with landscaped areas as much of the Project site has been altered 

and is currently managed. The upland areas were largely dominated by non-native grass and forbs 

species. Grasses observed onsite included Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum) and soft chess (Bromus 

hordeaceus). Forbs observed included black mustard (Brassica nigra), curly dock, yellow star thistle 

(Centaurea solstitialis), field bindweed (Convolvulus mvensis), horseweed (Conyza canadensis), and 

goosefoot (Chenopodium sp.). 

Special-Status Plants and Animals 

Several species of plants and animals within the state of California have low populations, limited 

distributions, or the combination of the two. Such species may be considered "rare" and are vulnerable to 

extirpation as the state's human population grows and the habitats these species occupy are converted to 

agricultural and urban uses. State and federal laws have provided the California Department of Fish and 

Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), with a mechanism for conserving and 

protecting the diversity of plant and animal species native to the state. A sizable number of native plants 

and animals have been formally designated as threatened or endangered under state and federal 

endangered species legislation. Others have been designated as "candidates" for such listing. Still others 

have been designated as "species of special concern" by the CDFG. The CNPS has developed its own set 

of lists of native plants considered rare, threatened or endangered (2006). Collectively, these plants and 

animals are referred to as "special-status species." 
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A number of special-status plants and animals occur in the vicinity of the study area. These species, and 

their potential to occur in the study area, are listed in Table IV.C-1 and Table IV.C-2 on the following 

pages. Sources of infonnation for this table included California's Wildlife, Volumes I, II, and HJ, 6 

California Natural Diversity Database,7 Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants,g Annual Report 

on the Status of California State Listed Threatened and Endangered Animals and Plants, 9 and CNPS' s 

Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California. 10 A nine quadrangle search of the 

CNDDB and the CNPS on-line electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California was 

conducted. Quadrangles searched included Mendigo Hill, Castle Rock Ridge, Big Basin, La Honda, 

Woodside, Franklin Point, Cupertino, Mountain View, and Palo Alto (see Tables IV.C-1 and IV.C-2). 

As shown in Table IV.C-1, there are a total of 16 special-status plants that have the potential to occur on 

the Project site based on the geographic location, and upon the surveyed habitats present on the site. 

Three of the species on the list are either restricted to or are often associated with serpentine grasslands; 

another two of the species are associated with wetland habitats; one species is associated with coastal 

habitat and the rest are dependent upon grasslands. Due to the disturbed nature, the degree of human 

activity, and the limited extent of natural habitat due to the landscaped nature of the site, it is unlikely that 

a viable population of any of the special-status plant species would be present. Neither of the special

status plant species that would be blooming during the August or December field surveys (Santa Cruz 

manzanita, Congdon's tarplant), were observed during the August or December 2007 field surveys and no 

occurrences of any of the other special-status plant species have been recorded on-site in the CNDDB 

database. 

As shown in Table IV.C-2, there are a total of 23 special-status wildlife species that have been recorded in 

the CNDDB database in the Project vicinity that could potentially occur within the Project area as 

detennined by the available habitat. Animals that are recorded as having a moderate to high potential to 

Zeiner DC, Laudenslayer WF,Mayer K.E, FVhite M Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume I, amphibians and 
reptiles. Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 272 pp. 

Zeiner DC, Laudemlayer WF,A1ayer K.E, White M Ed. 1988. CaliftJrnia 's wildlife, volume ll, bird~·. 

Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 7 31 pp. 

Zeiner DC, Lauden.~layer WF,Mayer K.E, White M. Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume JI!, mammals. 
Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 407 pp. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2008. California natural diversity database. The Resources 
Agency, Sacramento, CA. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2008. California fish and game code. Gould Publications. 
Binghamton, NY. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2004. Annual report on the status of California state listed 
threatened and endangered animals and plants. The Resources Agency, Sacramento, CA. 204 pp. 

1° California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2008. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v7-
08b). California Native Plant Society. Sacramento, CA. Accessed on Mon, Jun. 16, 2008 from 
http:/ lwww.cnps.org/inventory. 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

San Mateo 
Acanthomintha duttonii 

Thom Mint 

Blasdale' s Bent 
Agrostis blasdalei 

Grass 

Allium peninslare var. 
.fi'anciscanum 

Franciscan Onion 

Arcostaphylos andersnii 
Santa Cruz 
Manzanita 

Arctostaphylos glutinosa 
Schreiber's 
Manzanita 

Arctostaphylos Kings Mountain 
Regismontana Manzanita 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Administrative Drafi Environmental Impact Report 
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Table IV.C-1 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Plant Species 

Status 

FED STATE CNPS Habitat Requirement 
Restricted to serpentine soils of 
chaparral and valley and 
foothill grasslands in San 
Mateo County. The species 

FE lB.l occupies slopes and flats with 
deep, heavy-clay soil 
inclusions. Species is an 
aromatic annual herb and 
flowers from April-July. 
Coastal Strand, Coastal Prairie, 

lB.2 Northern Coastal Scrub 

Cismontane woodland, valley 
and foothill grassland, clay or 

lB.2 often serpentine soils. Species 
is a perennial herb and flowers 
from May-June. 
Broadleaved upland forest, 

lB.2 
chaparral. Species is an 
evergreen shrub and flowers 
from November-April. 
Shrub found in chaparral, often 

CT lB.2 
found in coast redwood forests. 
Flowers from January to 
February. 
Shrub found in chaparral, 

lB.2 mixed evergreen forest, north 
coastal coniferous forest 

August 2008 

Potential to Occur on Project site 
No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on-site, i.e., no serpentine 
soils are present on the Project site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on-site, i.e., no scrub habitat 
is present on the Project site. 
No Potential. No suitable habitat for 
this species exists on the Project 
site , i.e., no serpentine soils are 
present on the Project site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat for 
this species exists on the Project 
site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat for 
this species exists on the Project 
site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

Bonny Doo 
Arctostaphylos silvicola 

Manzanita 

Astragalus pycnostachyus Coastal Marsh 
var. pycnostachyus Milk Vetch 

Astragalus tener var tener Alkali Milk Vetch 

Centromadia parryi ssp. Congdon's 
Congdon ii Tarplant 

Collinsia multicolor 
San Francisco 

Collinsia 
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Table IV.C-1 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Plant Species 

Status 

FED STATE CNPS Habitat Requirement 

Marine sand deposits. 
Chaparral, closed-cone 

lB.2 coniferous forest, lower 
montane coniferous forest. 
Elevation: 120 - 600 meters. 
Well-drained soils ofopen sites 
in coastal habitats, often on 
bluffs or flats near bodies of 

FE lB.2 brackish water or with a 
relatively high water table, in 
association with dune or coastal 
shrub land vegetation. 
Playas, valley and foothill 
grassland (adobe clay), vernal 

lB. pools (alkaline). Species is an 
annual herb and flowers from 
March-June 
Valley and foothill grassland 

csc lB (alkaline). This species is an 
annual herb June-November 
Closed-cone coniferous forest, 

lB 
coastal scrub. This species is an 
annual herb and flowers from 
March-May. 

August 2008 

Potential to Occur on Project site 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species, i.e., no 
dune or coastal shrub land 
vegetation 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species, i.e. , no 
alkaline or adobe clay soils. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

Chorizanthe pungens var. Ben Lomond 
hartwegiana Spineflower 

Cirsium.fontinale var. 
Fountain Thistle 

.fontinale 

Western 
Dirca occidentalis 

Leatherwood 

Fritill aria liliacea Fragrant Fritillary 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 
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Table IV.C-1 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Plant Species 

Status 

FED STATE CNPS Habitat Requirement 

Sandy zayante soils, bounded 
by the communities of Ben 
Lomond, Glenwood, Scotts 
Valley, and Felton. Outlying 

FE CE lB.l 
populations are located near 
Bonny Doon, Boulder Creek, 
Big Basin State Park, and Gray 
Whale Ranch State Parle Shade 
intolerant and flowers from 
April-May. 
Perennial herb found within 

FE CE lB.l chaparral and valley grassland 
seeps and openings. 
Broadleaved upland forest, 
closed cone coniferous forest, 
chaparral, cismontane, 
woodland, North Coast 

lB.2 coniferous forest, riparian 
scrub, riparian woodland 
(mesic). Species is a deciduous 
shrub and flowers from 
January-April 
Cismontane woodland, coastal 
prairie, coastal scrub, valley 

FSC lB.2 
and foothill grassland (often 
serpentine). This species is a 
perennial herb and flowers 
from February-April 

August 2008 

Potential to Occur on Project site 

No Potential. Habitat for this species 
is restricted to specific soil types. 
None of the appropriate soil types 
occur on the Project site. 

No Potential. Habitat for this species 
is absent from the Project site. 

Low Potential. Although suitable 
habitat exists on site for this species, 
it is marginal. Due to the disturbed 
nature of the site, and the lack of 
current recorded observations of the 
species it is determined that it has a 
low to no potential of occurring on 
the site. 

Low Potential. Habitat for this 
species exists on site but the highly 
disturbed nature, No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 

JVC. Biological Resources 

PageJVC-8 

RL0024446 



Foothill De Anza Community College District 

EM24056 

Table IV.C-1 (Continued) 
Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Plant Species 

Status 

August 2008 

Scientific Name Common Name FED STATE CNPS Habitat Requirement Potential to Occur on Project site 

Tropidocarpum 
capparideum 

Caper Fruited 
Tropidocarpum 

FSC 
lB.l 

Valley and foothill grasslands 
(alkaline hills). This species is 
an annual herb and flowers 
from March-Aoril 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species as no 
alkaline soils are present. 

Federal; Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended) 
Endangered~ Any species, including subspecies, in danger of extinction through all or a significant portion of its range. 
Threatened~ Any species likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 
Species of Concern ~ 

State; Cal!fornia Endangered Species Act of 1984 (as amended) 
Endangered= Any native species 1rho 's survival and reproduction are in immediatejeopardy.fi-om one or more causes. 
Threatened = Any native species, although not presently threatened 1,vifh extinction, is likely to become an endangered species 1,vifhin the .fOreseeahle fitture in the absence cf special 
protection and management efforts of the state. 
Rare = Any native species, although not presently threatened 1,vith extinction, is in such small numbers throughout its range that it may become endangered (fits present environment 
1,vorsens. 

CNPS (California Native Plant Society); Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California, Special Publication No. JI Sixth Edition I August 2001. 
IE ~List I B -Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. 
2= List 2 -Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in Cal(/Ornia, hut more common elsnvhere 
3 =List 3 -Plants about 1,vhich more infOrmation is needed, a revie1r list. 
4 ~List 4 -Plants of'/imited distribution - a watch list. 
(.I ~ seriously endangered in CA, .2 ~fairly endangered in CA, .3 ~ not very endangered in CA) 

Potential Occurrence on Site: 
No Potential= Plant communities, soils, or elevations that this is typically associated 1,vith this plant do not occur 1,vithin the Planning Area. 
Low Potential= Typical plant communities/habitat types associated with this plant are of marginal quality, very limited extent, within the Planning Area. 
Moderate Potential= Typical plant communities or habitat types this plant is associated 1,vith are common on the site hut ~/'marginal quality 1,vithin the Planning Area. 

Hizh Potential ~ Typical plant communities or habitat types this plant is associated with are common within the Planninz Area and of high quality and zood health. 
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Table IV.C-2 
Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Bay Checkerspot 
Euphydryas editha bayensis 

Butterfly 

Zayante Band-
Trimerotropis infantilis 

Windged Grasshopper 

Steelhead-Central 
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus 

California ES U 

Onchorhynchus kisutch 
Coho Salmon - Central 
California Coast ESU 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Administrative Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Status 

FT 

FE 

FE,CE 

FT,CE 

Habitat Affinities 
Invertebrates 

This species is restricted to serpentine derived 
soils at all stages of its life history. The host 
plants are very specific to the life history of 
this species, (i.e., Plantago erecta, Castilleja 
exserta spp. exserta) 
Open sandy area with sparse, low annual and 
perennial herbs on high ridges with sparse 
ponderosa pine. 

Fish 

Species requires streams with deep low-
velocity pools for resting and rearing, clean 
spawning gravels, and high dissolved oxygen 
concentrations. It is only found in coastal and 
SF Bay Area streams where urbanization has 
not destroyed important spawning, rearing , 
and migration habitat. 
Occurs from Punta Gorda, in northern 
California, to the San Lorenzo River, in Santa 
Cruz County, and includes coho salmon 
populations from several tributaries of San 
Francisco Bay (e.g., Corte Madera and Mill 
Vallev Creek). 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

No Potential. No serpentine derived soils 
are present on the site. In addition, none of 
the specific host plants were present on the 
site. No suitable habitat exists on site for 
this species. 
No Potential. This species occupies a 
specific niche in Zayante sandy soils 
habitat that is absent from the site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat exists 
onsite to support this species. The Adobe 
creek is not sufficiently deep to support the 
various life history stages of this species. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat exists 
for this species onsite. 
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Scientific Name 

Ambystoma californiense 

Rana aurora draytonii 

Actinemys marmorata 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Common Name Status Habitat Affinities 
Amphibians 

Found primarily in annual grass lands but, 
requires vernal pools, ephemeral ponds for 
breeding and rodent burrows for refuge and 
aestivation habitat. 

California Tiger 
Salamander 

FT,CSC 

Range occurs from northern Sonoma County 
to British Columbia. Inhabit perennial and 

California Red-legged 
ephemeral streams with quiet waters and dense 

FT,CSC emergent vegetation. 
Frog 

Reptiles 

Prefers permanent, slow-moving creeks, 
streams, ponds, rivers, marshes and irrigation 
ditches with basking sites and a vegetated 
shoreline. Requires upland sites for egg laying. 

Western Pond Turtle SC,CSC 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

Low Potential. Riparian ponds (i.e., the 
stream pools) in which this species breeds 
and rodent burrows necessary for 
aestivation are present on the site, albeit of 
low quality. The stream ponds may not 
pool for the necessary length of time for 
successful breeding (longer than four 
months). Habitat assessment surveys were 
conducted onsite and the habitat was 
deemed too degraded to support a viable 
population of this species. 
Low Potential. Suitable habitat for this 
species is present on site but is highly 
disturbed and of poor quality. A Habitat 
Assessment Survey concluded that it could 
not be ruled out, it had low potential to 
occur and that this species would be likely 
not be present on the site. 

Low Potential. Although this species was 
found in Foss Creek Grant Road (CNDDB 
2007), riparian ponds (i.e., the stream 
pools) in which this species breeds and 
rodent burrows necessary for aestivation 
are of poor quality on the site. The stream 
ponds may not pool for the necessary 
length of time for successful breeding 
(longer than four months). Habitat 
assessment surveys were conducted onsite 
and the habitat was deemed too degraded to 
likely support a viable population of this 
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Scientific Name 

Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia 

Asia otus 

Athene cunicularia 

Brachyramphus marmoratus 

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Common Name Status Habitat Affinities 

This species is reclusive and lives in wetlands 
or grasslands near ponds, marshes, and soughs, 

San Francisco Garter 
where they are likely to retreat into water when 

Snake 
FT,CT disturbed. Usually found around ponds and 

marshes that support large frog populations. 

Birds 
Species inhabits open woodlands, forest edges, 
riparian strips along rivers, hedgerows, juniper 
thickets, woodlots, and wooded ravines and 
gullies. Breeding habitat must include thickly 

Long Eared Ow 1 csc wooded areas for nesting and roosting with 
nearby open spaces for hunting. During winter, 
they need dense conifer groves or brushy 
thickets to roost in. Roosting sites are usually 
in the heaviest forest cover available. 
Found in open, dry grasslands, deserts and 

Burrowing Owl csc ruderal areas. Requires suitable burrows. 

The general habitat is near coastal waters, tide-
rips, bays, and mountains. Nest sites are large, 

Marbled Murrelet FT,CE moss covered, horizontal branches with an 
average height of 45 meters. The sites are 
often a substantial distance from the coast 
Sandy beaches, salt pond levees & shores of 

Western Snowy Plover FT,CSC large alkali lakes, needs sandy, gravelly, or 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

species. 

Low potential. Due to the secretive nature 
of this species and the specific habitat 
requirements that are absent from the site, 
or are present but in a degraded condition, 
this species would not be expected to 
occur. 

Low Potential. This species would at most 
forage over the study area from the 
surrounding area. Breeding habitat is 
present but the proximity to human activity, 
1-280, and abundance of suitable habitat 
within 5 miles of the site mean its unlikely 
to inhabit the site. 

No potential. Marginal suitable habitat 
exists onsite No direct or indirect 
observations were observed during 
December 2007 field survey. 
No potential. No suitable habitat exists 
onsite to support the specific nesting 
requirements for this species. 

No potential. No suitable habitats exists 
onsite to support the nesting requirements 
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Scientific Name 

Circus cyaneus 

Dendroica petechia 

£/anus leucurus 

Falco peregrinus 

Falco columbarius 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Common Name Status Habitat Affinities 
friable soils for nesting 

This species inhabits open grasslands, 
meadows and emergent wetlands, where it 
nests on the ground in shrubby vegetation. 

Northern Harrier csc 

Riparian woodland with open to medium-
density canopy of willows or cottonwoods 

Yellow Warbler csc 

This species occupies open vegetation and uses 
dense woodland for cover. Nesting occurs in 
riparian woodlands where it uses oak trees and 

White-tailed Kite CFP sycamore trees for nest sites 

Individuals breed on cliffs in the Sierra or in 
Peregrine Falcon CE coastal habitats; occurs in many habitats of the 

state during migration and winter. 
This falcon, which breeds in Canada, winters 

Merlin csc in a variety of Californian habitats including 
grasslands, savannahs, wetlands, etc 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

of this species. 

Low Potential. Individuals may 
occasionally pass over the site, or even 
forage on the site. However, the preferred 
breeding habitat is of marginal quality on 
site and due to the amount of daily human 
activity it is unlikely this species would be 
breeding on the site. 
Low Potential. Although suitable habitat 
for this species exists on site, it is degraded 
and marginal. It is possible this species 
could be present, but it is unlikely in view 
of the abundance of suitable higher quality 
habitat in the surrounding areas of the site. 
Low Potential. Individuals may 
occasionally pass over the site, or even 
forage on the site. However, the preferred 
breeding habitat is of marginal quality on 
site and due to the amount of daily human 
activity it is unlikely this species would be 
breeding on the site. 
No potential. This species would at most 
forage over the study area during 
migration. Breeding habitat is absent. 
Low Potential. Wintering individuals may 
occasionally pass over the site, or even 
forage on the site. However, breeding 
habitat is absent. 
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Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Lanius ludovicianus Loggerhead Shrike 

Antrozous palldus Pallid Bat 

Townsend's Western 
Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii 

Bat 

Eumops perotis californicus California Mastiff Bat 

Las iurus cinereus Hoary Bat 

USFWS Designations: 
FE~ listed as Endangered 
FT~ listed as Threatened 
FPE ~proposed as Endangered 
FPT ~ proposed as Threatened 
FSS ~ federal sensitive species, as listed by ELM and USFS 
SC1 ~ Species of Concern 
MB~ Migratory non-game protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Status Habitat Affinities 
This species occurs in grasslands with 
scattered shrubs, trees, fences or other perches. 

csc Nesting habitat includes coastal scrub lands. 

Mammals 
This species typically inhabits arid habitats 
including grasslands, shrub lands, woodlands, 

csc and forests. It prefers rocky outcrops, cliff, 
and crevices with access to open habitats for 
foraging. 
This species is most abundant in mesic 
habitats, It is commonly known to roost in 

csc caves, tunnels, mines and buildings. 

This species primarily inhabits arid lowlands 
csc and uses tunnels, trees and crevices to roost. 

This species prefers trees at the edge of 

SC 
clearings, but have been found in trees in 
heavy forests, open wooded glades, and shade 
trees along urban streets and in city parks 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

Low Potential. Although suitable habitat 
for this species exists on site, it is degraded 
and marginal. It is possible this species 
could be present, but it is unlikely in view 
of the abundance of suitable higher quality 
habitat in the surrounding areas of the site. 

No Potential. Suitable habitat for this 
species is absent from the Project site. 

Low Potential. Although suitable , 
marginal habitat exists on the site for this 
species, no documented occurrences have 
been recorded in proximity to the site and it 
is not expected to occur. 
Low Potential. Suitable habitat for this 
species is absent from the Project site. 

Low Potential. Potential habitat is present 
on the site for this species, albeit marginal. 
It is likely this species forages over the site. 
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Scientific Name 
CDFG Designations: 
CE = Listed as Endangered 
CR = Listed as Rare 
CT= Listed as Threatened 
CP E =Proposed.for I isling as Endangered 
CSC = California Special Concern Species 

I 

EM24062 

Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Common Name Status I Habitat Affinities 

* = Taxa restricted in distribution, declining throughout their range, or associated 1,vifh declining habitats in Cal(/Ornia. 
CFP =Fully protected under the Cal. Fish and Game Code. 

Potential Occurrence on Site: 
Present = Reported or observed. 
Possible = Suitable habitat present, although no individuals observed or reported. 
Unlikely= Suitable habitat either marginal or absent, and likelihood ~foccurrence on the site is lmr to nonexistent. 
Absent= Absent due to lack of habitat and natural resources 

August 2008 

I 
Potential of Occurrence and Reported 

Localities in Plannin2 Area 

Source: CNDDB database search of the Mindego Hill, Castle Rock Ridge, Big Basin, La Honda, Woodside, Franklin Point, Cupertino, Mountain View and Palo Alto USGS Quadrangles, February 
2008. 
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occur within the Project site are based on the presence of potential habitat. Due to the disturbed nature of 

the Project site, the site's value to most wildlife species would be considered quite low. 

There are a number (>25) of rodent burrows and a healthy insect population, which is evidence that a 

suitable prey base is present to support a viable food chain. The rodent burrows present in the northeast 

portion of the Project site would constitute suitable burrowing owl habitat, although the distance of the 

burrows from running water would preclude their suitability as aestivation habitat for any special-status 

amphibian species. The only special-status amphibian species that could potentially occur within the 

Project area as determined by the available habitat is the California Red-legged frog (Rana aurora 

draytonii). It would be unlikely that this species would occur onsite as the suitable habitat along 

Purissima Creek is absent and along Adobe Creek is marginal in addition lack of connectivity to any of 

the ephemeral waters in the vicinity of the site. The riparian and landscaped habitat of the Project site 

provides marginal cover (roosting/nesting habitat) and abundant foraging habitat for local sensitive 

species. These include the possible occurrence of the white-tailed kite (Elanus leucums), the northern 

harrier (Circus cyaneu:-.), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), yellow warbler (Dendorica petechia), 

merlin (Alco columbarius), Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii), long eared 

owl (Asia otus), and the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). Many of these species may forage over the 

site from time to time, but it is unlikely they would breed, as high quality suitable nesting/roosting habitat 

does not exist on site. 

The only reptile species that could potentially be present on the site as determined by available habitat 

would be the western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata). Although the western pond turtle was recorded 

in the CNDDB as being present in Foss Creek Grant Road (i.e., present within the nine USGS quadrangle 

search), riparian ponds (i.e., the stream pools) in which this species breeds and rodent burrows necessary 

for aestivation, are of poor quality on the site. Although stream ponds are present they may not pool for 

the necessary length of time for successful breeding (longer than four months). Habitat assessment 

surveys were conducted onsite and the habitat was deemed too degraded to likely support a viable 

population of this species. 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973, as amended, provides the regulato1y framework for 

the protection of plant and animal species (and their associated critical habitats), which are formally 

listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as endangered or threatened under the FESA. The 

FESA has four major components: provisions for listing species, requirements for consultation with the 

USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries), prohibitions against "taking" of 

listed species, and provisions for permits that allow incidental "take." The FESA also discusses recovery 

plans and the designation of critical habitat for listed species. Both the USFWS and the NOAA Fisheries 
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share the responsibility for administration of the FESA. During the CEQA review process, each agency is 

given the opportunity to comment on the potential of the Project to affect listed plants and animals. 

Clean Water Act Section 404 & 401 

The Corps and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulate the discharge of dredged or fill 

material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

(CWA) (33 U.S.C. 1344). Waters of the United States are defined in Title 33 CFR Part 328.3(a) and 

include a range of wet environments such as lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), 

mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds. The 

lateral limits of jurisdiction in those waters may be divided into three categories - territorial seas, tidal 

waters, and non-tidal waters - and is determined depending on which type of waters is present (Title 33 

CFR Part 328.4(a), (b), (c)). Activities in waters of the United States regulated under Section 404 include 

fill for development, water resource projects (such as dams and levees), infrastructure developments (such 

as highways and airports) and mining projects. Section 404 of the CWA requires a federal license or 

permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into waters of the United States, unless the 

activity is exempt from Section 404 regulation (e.g., certain farming and forestry activities). 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1341) requires any applicant for a federal license or 

permit to conduct any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States 

to obtain a certification from the state in which the discharge originates or would originate, or, if 

appropriate, from the interstate water pollution control agency having jurisdiction over the affected waters 

at the point where the discharge originates or would originate, that the discharge will comply with the 

applicable effluent limitations and water quality standards. A certification obtained for the construction 

of any facility must also pertain to the subsequent operation of the facility. The responsibility for the 

protection of water quality in California rests with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 

and its nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (R WQCBs ). 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. Sections 661-667e, March 10, 1994, as amended 

1946, 1958, 1978, and 1995) requires that whenever waters or channel of a stream or other body of water 

are proposed or authorized to be modified by a public or private agency under a federal license or permit, 

the federal agency must first consult with the USFWS and/or NOAA Fisheries and with the head of the 

agency exercising administration over the wildlife resources of the state where construction will occur (in 

this case the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)), with a view to conservation of birds, 

fish, mammals and all other classes of wild animals and all types of aquatic and land vegetation upon 

which wildlife is dependent. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act & Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), Title 50 Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR) Part 10, prohibits taking, killing, possessing, transporting, and importing of migratory 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

IV C. Biological Resources 

PageIVC-17 

RL0024455 



EM24065 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

birds, parts of migratory birds, and their eggs and nests, except when specifically authorized by the 

Department of the Interior. As used in the act, the term "take" is defined as meaning, "to pursue, hunt, 

capture, collect, kill or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect or kill, unless the context otherwise 

requires." With a few exceptions, most birds are considered migratory under the MBTA. Disturbances 

that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effo1t or loss of habitat upon which these birds 

depend would be in violation of the MBTA. 

The Bald Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668) was passed in 1940 to protect bald eagles and was later 

amended to include golden eagles. Under the act it is unlawful to import, export, take, sell, purchase, or 

barter any bald eagle or golden eagle, their parts, products, nests, or eggs. Take includes pursuing, 

shooting, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, molesting, or disturbing eagles. 

State 

California Endangered Species Act 

The State of California enacted similar laws to the FESA, the California Native Plant Protection Act 

(NPPA) in 1977 and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984. The CESA expanded upon 

the original NPP A and enhanced legal protection for plants, but the NPP A remains part of the California 

Fish and Game Code. To align with the FESA, CESA created the categories of "threatened" and 

"endangered" species. It converted all "rare" animals into the CESA as threatened species, but did not do 

so for rare plants. Thus, these laws provide the legal framework for protection of California-listed rare, 

threatened, and endangered plant and animal species. The CDFG implements NPPA and CESA, and its 

Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch maintains the CNDDB, a computerized inventory of 

information on the general location and status of California's rarest plants, animals, and natural 

communities. During the CEQA review process, the CDFG is given the opportunity to comment on the 

potential of the Project to affect listed plants and animals. 

Fully Protected California Species & California Species of Special Concern 

The classification of "fully protected" was the CDFG's initial effort to identify and provide additional 

protection to those animals that were rare or faced possible extinction. Lists were created for fish, 

amphibian and reptiles, birds, and mammals. Most of the species on these lists have subsequently been 

listed under CESA and/or FESA. The Fish and Game Code sections (fish at §5515, amphibian and 

reptiles at §5050, birds at §3511, and mammals at §4700) dealing with "fully protected" species states 

that these species " ... may not be taken or possessed at any time and no provision of this code or any other 

law shall be constrned to authorize the issuance of permits or licenses to take any fully protected species," 

although take may be authorized for necessmy scientific research. This language makes the "fully 

protected" designation the strongest and most restrictive regarding the "take" of these species. In 2003, 

the code sections dealing with fully protected species were amended to allow the CDFG to authorize take 

resulting from recovery activities for state-listed species. 
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Species of special concern are broadly defined as animals not listed under the FESA or CESA, but which 

are nonetheless of concern to the CDFG because are declining at a rate that could result in listing or 

histo1ically occuned in low numbers and known threats to their persistence cunently exist. This 

designation is intended to result in special consideration for these animals by the CDFG, land managers, 

consulting biologist, and others, and is intended to focus attention on the species to help ave1t the need for 

costly listing under FESA and CESA and cumbersome recovery efforts that might ultimately be required. 

This designation also is intended to stimulate collection of additional information on the biology, 

distribution, and status of poorly known at-risk species, and focus research and management attention on 

them. Although these species generally have no special legal status, they are given special consideration 

under the CEQA during Project review. 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 & 3513 

According to Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code it is unlawful to take, possess, or 

needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird except English sparrows (Passer domesticus) and 

European starlings (Stumus vulgaris). Section 3503.5 specifically protects birds in the orders 

Falconiformes and Strigiformes (birds-of-prey). Section 3513 essentially overlaps with the MTBA, 

prohibiting the take or possession of any migratory non-game bird. Disturbance that causes nest 

abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort is considered "take" by the CDFG. 

Cal~fomia Native Plant Society 

CNPS publishes and maintains an Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California in 

both hard copy and electronic version. 11 The Inventory assigns plants to the following categories: 

• lA- Presumed extinct in California 

• lB - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

• 2 - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 

• 3 - Plants for which more information is needed 

• 4 - Plants of limited distribution 

Additional endangerment codes are assigned to each taxa as follows: 

JI 

• 1 - Seriously endangered in California (over 80 percent of occurrences threatened/high degree 

of immediacy of threat). 

• 2 - Fairly endangered in California (20-80 percent occurrences threatened). 

• 3 - Not very endangered in California (<20 percent of occurrences threatened or no current 

threats known). 

California Native Plant Society, Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v7-06d), 
http://cnps.org/inventory, November 6, 2007. 
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Plants on Lists IA, lB, and 2 of the CNPS Inventory consist of plants that may qualify for listing, and are 

given special consideration under CEQA during project review. Although plants on List 3 and 4 have 

little or no protection under CEQA, they are usually included in the project review for completeness. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

Waters of the State are defined by the Porter-Cologne Act as "any surface water or groundwater, 

including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state." The RWQCB protects all waters in its 

regulatory scope, but has special responsibility for isolated wetlands and headwaters. These waterbodies 

have high resource value, are vulnerable to filling, and may not be regulated by other programs, such as 

Section 404 of the CW A. Waters of the State are regulated by the RWQCB under the State Water Quality 

Certification Program, which regulates discharges of dredged and fill material under Section 401 of the 

CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Projects that require a Corps permit, or fall 

under other federal jurisdiction, and have the potential to impact waters of the State are required to 

comply with the terms of the Water Quality Certification Program. If a proposed project does not require 

a federal license or permit, but does involve activities that may result in a discharge of harmful substances 

to waters of the State, the RWQCB has the option to regulate such activities under its State authority in 

the form of Waste Discharge Requirements or Certification of Waste Discharge Requirements. 

California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 

Streams, lakes, and riparian vegetation as habitat for fish and other wildlife species, are subject to 

jurisdiction by the CDFG under Sections 1600-1616 of the California Fish and Game Code. Any activity 

that will do one or more of the following: 1) substantially obstruct or divert the natural flow of a river, 

stream, or lake; 2) substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of a river, 

stream, or lake; or 3) deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or 

ground pavement where it can pass into a river, stream, or lake; generally require a l 602 Lake and 

Streambed Alteration Agreement. The term "stream," which includes creeks and rivers, is defined in the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR) as follows: "a body of water that flows at least periodically or 

intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This includes 

watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation" (14 

CCR 1. 72). In addition, the term stream can include ephemeral streams, dry washes, watercourses with 

subsurface flows, canals, aqueducts, inigation ditches, and other means of water conveyance if they 

support aquatic life, riparian vegetation, or stream-dependent tenestrial wildlife. 12 Riparian is defined as, 

"on, or pertaining to, the banks of a stream;" therefore, riparian vegetation is defined as, "vegetation 

which occurs in and/or adjacent to a sh·eam and is dependent on, and occurs because of, the stream 

12 California Department of Fish and Game, Environmental Services Division, A Field Guide to Lake and 
Streambed Alteration Agreements, Sections 1600-1607, California Fish and Game Code, 1994. 
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itself." 13 Removal of riparian vegetation also requires a Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration 

Agreement from the CDFG. 

Sensitive Vegetation Communities 

Sensitive vegetation communities are natural communities and habitats that are either unique, of relatively 

limited distribution in the region, or of particularly high wildlife value. These resources have been 

defined by federal, state, and local conservation plans, policies or regulations. The CDFG ranks sensitive 

communities as "threatened" or "very threatened" and keeps records of their occurrences in its CNDDB. 

Sensitive vegetation communities are also identified by CDFG on its List of California Natural 

Communities Recognized by the CNDDB. Impacts to sensitive natural communities and habitats 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by federal or state agencies must be 

considered and evaluated under the CEQA (CCR: Title 14, Div. 6, Chap. 3, Appendix X). 

Regional/Local 

Town ofLos Altos Hills Tree Protection Regulations 

The Town of Los Altos Hills Municipal Code, Section 12-2-112 regulates the preservation of heritage 

oaks. A heritage oak is defined as any tree of the genus Quercus that has a trunk or multiple trunk thirty

six (36) inches or greater in circumference. The Town of Los Altos Hills requires that a permit be 

obtained prior to the removal of, or damage to, any heritage oak. The Town of Los Altos Hills however, 

does not have jurisdictional authority over the Foothill College Campus, as the Campus District is under 

the jurisdiction of the State of California. 

Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan 

The Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan contains several general policies pertinent to protecting 

biological resources. Specifically, there is an emphasis on protecting areas rich in wildlife or, of a fragile 

ecological nature (e.g., areas of special-status plants and wildlife, riparian areas, etc). The Town of Los 

Altos Hills General Plan does not have jurisdictional authority over the Foothill Campus site, as the 

College District is under the jurisdiction of the State of California. 

Coun(v of Santa Clara Tree Ordinance 

The County of Santa Clara Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (County Code Section C16.1 to 

Section C17.17) serves to protect all trees having a trunk that measures 37.7 inches or more in 

circumference (12 inches in diameter) at the height of 4.5 feet above the ground or immediately below the 

lowest branch, whichever is lower, or in the case of multi trunk trees a trunk size of 75.4 inches in 

circumference or more (24 inches or more in diameter). These tree protection measures apply to certain 

13 Ibid. 
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areas, specifically design review zones and Hillside parcels of less than three acres. In addition, any tree 

that because of its histo1y, girth, height, or species or other unique quality, is considered significant to the 

community or recommended by the historic commission can be designated as heritage tree and, therefore, 

deemed protected and preserved. 

Although permits are not required for tree removal necessary to carry out building site approval or other 

land use applications already approved by the County, the number of trees removed must, however, be 

established as the minimum number necessary to cany out the building or grading action. In addition, the 

approved plans must be available for inspection by County staff if requested. The County does not have 

jurisdictional authority over the Foothill Campus site, as the College District is under the Jmisdiction of 

the State of California. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

Direct impacts of the proposed Project on biological resources can take several forms, but typically 

involve the loss, modification, or disturbance of natural habitat (i.e., vegetation communities or other 

naturally occurring areas) which in tum, directly affects plant and wildlife species dependent upon that 

particular resource. To determine areas of expected impact on biological resources, the proposed 

activities were evaluated and overlain on an aerial photograph of the Project site. The level of 

significance of potential impacts on habitat area is determined by an evaluation of the overall biological 

value of a habitat area with respect to significance threshold criteria (described below). The relative value 

of each of the vegetation communities present on the site is measured by such factors as disturbance 

histo1y, biological diversity, its importance to particular plant and wildlife species, it's uniqueness or 

sensitivity status, the surrounding environment, and the presence of special-status resources. The 

significance of impacts with respect to direct impacts on individuals or populations of plant and animal 

species takes into consideration the number of individual plants or animals potentially affected, how 

common or uncommon they species is both n the Project site and from a regional perspective, and the 

sensitivity if the species is considered a species of special concern by resource agencies. These factors 

are evaluated based on the results of on-site biological surveys and studies, results of literature and 

database reviews, discussions with biological experts, and established and recognized ecological and 

biodiversity theory and assumptions. Surveys and research conducted for the Project are satisfactory to 

determine potential impacts of the Project and to meet standards specified by the CEQA. 

Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project would have a significant 

impact related to biological resources if it would: 

(a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS; 
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(b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS; 

( c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 

CW A (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 

filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

( d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish and wildlife 

species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 

native wildlife nursery sites; 

( e) Conflict with any local polices or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance; or 

(f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community 

conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

As discussed in the Initial Study that was prepared for the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix A to this 

Draft EIR), there would be no impact with respect to the Threshold (e) because the College is within the 

California Community College System and, therefore, local tree ordinances do not apply to the Project 

site. There would be no impact with respect to the Threshold (f) because the Project site is not a part of 

any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or State habitat 

conservation plan. Accordingly, the following discussion focuses on Thresholds (a), (b), (c) and (d). 

Additionally, the District is guided by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, which directs lead agencies 

to find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it has the potential to 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 

below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; or substantially reduce 

the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species. 

Impact IV.C-1: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS. 

Of the 16 plant species that would potentially occur on the Project site (as determined by available 

habitat), only one species (Dirca occidentalis) has a low potential to occur on the site, the rest have no 

potential due to lack of habitat or soil type. The observation of Dirca occidentalis recorded in the 

CNDDB Rarefind as within the Project site vicinity are not historically current and were documented in 

1961, 1969, 1971, 1979. No recent observations have been recorded since that time, and no records 

indicate any specimens being observed on the Project site. Furthermore, this species would have been 

blooming at the time of the December 2007 field survey, and was not identified as being on the Project 

site by the Project biologist. Since this species would only potentially occur in the ripaiian areas of the 

Project site, which are marginal, and the creeks will not be impacted during the construction of the 
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Project, there will be no impacts to this species, even if it were to be present. Though, with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld, requiring avoidance of ground 

disturbing activities during breeding season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the 

nesting season, this potential impact will be reduced to less than significant There are a total of 23 

special-status wildlife species that have been recorded in the CNDDB database in the Project vicinity that 

could potentially occur within the Project area as determined by the available habitat. Animals that are 

recorded as having a moderate to high potential to occur within the Project site are based on the presence 

of potential habitat. Due to the disturbed nature of the Project site, the site's value to most wildlife 

species would be considered quite low. 

Two special-status fish species that are known to occur within the segment of Adobe Creek that runs 

offsite but through Palo Alto to the east, are coho salmon and the steelhead salmon, both of these species 

are California listed species. Adobe Creek provides some suitable habitat, albeit marginal, for these 

species, but the lack of connectivity to other ephemeral waters in the vicinity, the lack of current records 

of these species within the Project area, and the moderate to high levels of development throughout the 

reach of Adobe Creek onsite likely preclude its presence. Since this species would only potentially occur 

in Adobe Creek, whose habitat is marginal, and this Creek will not be impacted during the construction of 

the Project, there will be less-than-significant impacts to this species, even if it were to be present. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.C-la through IV.C-ld requiring avoidance of ground 

disturbing activities during breeding season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the 

nesting season would ensure this impact remains less than significant. 

Of the native amphibians known to occur within the watershed only the California red-legged frog is 

associated with the Adobe Creek. California tiger salamanders are found in seasonal wetlands located 

within the overall watershed of the Project site, but are not typically associated with its creeks, 

specifically Adobe Creek. The California red-legged frog is chiefly a pond frog that can be found in quiet 

permanent waters of ponds, pools, streams, springs, marshes and lakes. Moist woodlands, forest clearings 

and grasslands also provide suitable habitat in the non-breeding season. 14 The Adobe creek lacks water 

with dense vegetation that could provide good cover, although they can be found in unvegetated waters as 

well. There are no current records of California red-legged frogs occurring within the Project Area and 

the species is believed to be extinct from the lower reaches of the Adobe Creek. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-la through IV.C-1d requiring avoidance of ground disturbing activities during 

breeding season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the nesting season would ensure 

this impact remains less than-significant. 

Two reptile species have low to no potential to occur on the Project site, the western pond turtle and the 

San Francisco garter snake. The western pond turtle are most commonly found in areas with large rocks 

and boulders where they are able to bask. Adobe Creek does not possess suitable basking habitat, which 

14 Stebbins, R. C 1985 A Field Guide of the Western Retiles and Amphibians 3rd Ed. Houghton 1'v1ifflin Co., Boston, 
Massachusetts, USA 
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would reduce the likelihood of this species occurring in the Creek. Previous development and associated 

flood conh·ol projects have encroached upon the watershed and the creek up and down stream of the 

Project site. There is little to no potential for either of these reptile species to occur within the Project 

site. Implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.C-la through IV.C-ld requiting avoidance of ground 

disturbing activities during breeding season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the 

nesting season would ensure this impact remains less than significant. 

Because potential bunowing owl habitat is present on the site, albeit marginal, it will be necessary to 

conduct pre-construction surveys. Project construction activities commonly result in the destruction of 

active bunowing owl nests during removal of vegetation or grading, or may result in the abandonment of 

active nests due to noise and increased activity, without pre-consh·uction surveys. These potential 

impacts to nesting birds may be considered significant. Though, with the implementation of Mitigation 

Measure IV.C-1 a through IV.C-1 d requiring avoidance of ground disturbing activities during nesting 

season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the nesting season, this potential impact 

will be reduced to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-la 

If grading/construction/demolition-related activities are to occur within 300 feet of Adobe Creek or the 

Purissima Creek, a pre-construction/grading/demolition survey for red-legged frogs, tiger salamanders 

and western pond turtles shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. The survey area would include the 

creek and/or drainage as well as the grading/construction/demolition zone within 300 feet of the 

creek/drainage. If California red-legged frogs, California tiger salamander, or western pond tmtles were 

to be observed within the surveyed creek/drainage, the District shall install temporary fencing adjacent to 

the riparian zone of the creek/drainage that is designated to prevent red-legged frogs, California tiger 

salamanders or western pond turtles from leaving the riparian zone and entering area where 

grading/ construction would occur. The fencing would extend along the creek drainage for 1, 000 feet 

above and below the construction zone, or to the Project site boundary. The fencing would be maintained 

and monitored by the District for the duration of the grading/construction period. If California tiger 

salamanders or western pond turtles are observed within the grading/construction zone, they shall be 

relocated by the monitoring biologist in coordination with CDFG, to a suitable area outside of the 

construction zone. Suitable areas would include nearby creeks and lakes with appropriate habitat (e.g., 

Adobe Creek, San Franciquito Creek, and Lake Lagunitas ). If red-legged frogs are observed, 

grading/construction activities shall be postponed and the USFWS shall be consulted to determine the 

extent of potential impacts to individual frogs and to identify measures to avoid these impacts. The 

USFWS shall consider any direct or indirect impacts to individual frogs (including capture or 

translocation), to be a "take" under the FESA. Consultation with the USFWS will result in either a 

determination of the need to obtain a permit to allow this "take" or in the identification of measures such 

as trapping and translocation ofred-legged frogs to avoid harm to these animals. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.C-lb 

To prevent the take of nesting native bird species, all clearing and grubbing of the Project site shall take 

place from September through February. Winter site clearing shall ensure that nesting birds are not 

present and impacted. If construction is scheduled or ongoing near the perimeter of the grading footprint 

during bird nesting season (March 1 to September 15), qualified biologists shall survey the area within 

200 feet (or up to 300 feet depending on topography or other factors and 500 feet for raptors) of the 

grading activity to determine if grading is disturbing nesting birds. If nesting activity is being 

compromised, construction shall be suspended in the vicinity of the nest until fledging is complete. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-lc 

Site development would potentially result in mortality of burrowing owls, should any be nesting on the 

site at the time of Project construction. Mitigation measures that protect burrowing owls from possible 

direct mortality or nest failure are warranted. Therefore, the Project applicant shall implement the 

following measures to ensure that burrowing owl mortality from Project construction is avoided. 

Pre-construction Survey 

A pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for Burrowing Owls within 30 days 

of the on-set of construction. This survey shall be conducted according to methods described in the Staff 

Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 1995). All suitable habitats of the study area shall be 

covered during this survey. 

Avoidance of Active Nest Burrows 

If pre-construction surveys undertaken during the breeding season (February through August) locate 

active nest burrows within or near construction zones, these nests, and an appropriate buffer around them 

(as determined by a qualified biologist) shall remain off-limits to construction until the breeding season is 

determined over. Setbacks from occupied nest burrows of 250 feet where construction would result in the 

loss of foraging habitat shall be required. 

Relocation 

Dming the non-breeding season (August 31 through Januaiy 1 ), resident owls may be relocated to 

alternative habitat. The relocation of resident owls shall be according to a relocation plan prepared by a 

qualified biologist. Passive relocation shall be the prefened method of relocation. This plan must 

provide for the owl's relocation to nearby lands possessing available nesting and foraging habitat. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-ld 

The District shall monitor construction activities to ensure that incidental construction impacts on riparian 

vegetation and special-status wildlife species are avoided or minimized. Responsibilities of the 

construction biological monitor include the following: 
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• Attend all pre-construction meetings to ensure that the timing and location of consh·uction 

activities do not conflict with other mitigation requirements (i.e., seasonal surveys for nesting 

birds). Conduct meetings with the contractor and other key construction personnel describing the 

importance of restricting work to designated areas. 

• Discuss procedure for minimizing harm/harassment of wildlife encountered during construction 

with appropriate construction personnel. 

• Review/designate the construction area in the field with the contractor in accordance with the 

final grading plan. Haul roads, access roads, and on-site staging and storage areas shall be sited 

within grading areas to minimize degradation of creek and drainage habitat adjacent to these 

areas. If activities outside these limits are necessary, they shall be evaluated to ensure no special

status species or stream habitat will be affected. 

• Conduct a field review of the staking (to be set by surveyor) designating the limits of all 

construction activity. Any construction activity areas immediately adjacent to riparian areas or 

other special-status resources (such as bird nests) may be flagged or temporarily fenced by the 

monitor, at his/her discretion 

• Periodically visit the site during construction to coordinate and monitor compliance with the 

above provisions. The monitor would be present on the site during and grading and/or 

construction activity within or immediately adjacent to areas of suitable habitat for sensitive 

wildlife species along Adobe Creek and other on-site drainages. If special-status are observed, 

the monitor shall halt all activities potentially affecting the animals and take the appropriate 

action (i.e., translocate the animal, consult with USFWS if a red-legged frog) to ensure that no 

take of the animal will occur. 

The implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld have been designed to protect 

plants and animals and their habitats and would reduce potential impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or 

special-status species to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact lV.C-2: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS. 

Sensitive natural communities within the Project area are limited to the riparian areas along Adobe Creek 

and Purissima Creek. Riparian habitats are considered sensitive communities because of their value for 

wildlife habitat, as well as providing other important functions and values such as ground water recharge, 

sediment and toxicant reduction, flood flow alteration, and nutrient removal and accretion. Additionally 

the CDFG regulates this sensitive habitat under Section 1600, Lake and Streambed Alteration Program 

which states that any person, state or local governmental agency, or public agency is required by law to 

notify the Department of Fish and Game before beginning an activity that will substantially modify a 

river, stream, or lake. The proposed Project would not impact any of the riparian areas present on the 
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Project site and therefore, the proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact on riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations 

by CDFG or USFWS. However if the Proposed project were to change and the sensitive natural 

communities within the Project area were to be impacted, the following pennits shall be issued and/or 

reports approved (or exemptions issued) by the respective resource agency, and any associated conditions 

of approval shall be agreed upon, prior to the initiation of any ground disturbing activities associated with 

the proposed development: 

• Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the Corps, 

• Streambed Alteration Agreement under Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code from CDFG; 

• Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Ce1iification from the RWQCB; and 

Impact IV.C-3: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 

No areas within the Project site that are proposed for development have the potential to support federally

protected wetlands or other water features potentially subject to Section 404 jurisdiction (such as creeks). 

However, if the Project were to potentially impact either Adobe Creek or Purissima Creek it would be 

necessary, prior to development, to conduct a delineation of wetlands and waters of the U.S. and the state. 

Adobe Creek and Purissima Creek are considered to be "waters of the United States" and well as being 

waters of the State and are subject to jurisdiction by the Corps, the RWQCB, and CDFG. Prior to 

development, a delineation of wetland features, waters of the U.S., and waters of the state would be 

required if these features were to be impacted or encroached upon. The federal and state governments 

have a no net loss of wetlands policy. Jmplementation of the federal and state regulations under the Clean 

Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act would require obtaining permits from the Corps and the RWQCB 

for the placement of fill into any feature covered by Section 404 of the CW A. These permits would 

identify impacts and mitigation measures. No potentially jurisdictional wetland or waters areas within the 

Project site would be impacted as a result of the proposed Project and therefore, there would be no impact 

related to federally protected wetlands. 

Impact IV.C-4: The proposed Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any 

native resident or migratory fish and wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 

wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

Adobe Creek is the primary route facilitating wildlife movement to, from, and through the Project area. 

The proposed Project would not impact either Adobe Creek or the Purissima Creek and would preserve 

the existing riparian vegetation along these creeks. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project 

would not significantly reduce movement of any wildlife species that currently make use of the Adobe 

Creek as part of their home range or local movements in search of food, water, and shelter. Given that the 

Project site is currently developed and that eastward movement, other than via Adobe Creek, of wildlife is 
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limited due to I-280, the development of the proposed Project would not further reduce wildlife 

movement. Implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.C-la through IV.C-ld would reduce impacts to 

wildlife movement to a less-than-significant level. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative biological resources impacts consists of Santa 

Clara County. All future development that may occur in this geographic region would be subject to 

existing federal, state and local regulations. Land uses and development consistent with the proposed 

Project and additional fifteen cities and cumulative projects, could result in a significant loss of 

populations and/or essential habitat for special-status plant and animal species, loss of sensitive natural 

communities, and wildlife habitat and result in the obstruction of wildlife movement opportunities. 

However, the proposed Project does not involve the loss of a substantial amount of existing natural 

habitat, as the majority of the Project involves development within previously developed areas. Given the 

amount of existing development on and around the Project site, it is likely that the potential minimal 

impacts to biological resources on-site would not be considered cumulatively considerable when 

evaluated with other potential projects in the region. Therefore cumulative biological impacts of the 

proposed Project would be less than significant. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of mitigation measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld identified m this section would 

adequately mitigate all potential impacts related to biological resources. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 

F. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

INTRODUCTION 

The information in this section is based primarily on the Foothill College Master Plan EIR Traffic Impact 

Analysis Administrative Draft EIR Report, DKS Associates, May 28 2008 (included in Appendix F). 

Study Intersections and Forecast Scenarios 

The following intersections were analyzed as part of the traffic impact analysis during the weekday A.M. 

(7:00 A.M. - 9:00 A.M.), Midday (11:00 A.M. - 1:00 P.M.) and P.M. (4:00 P.M. - 6:00 P.M.) peak 

periods: 

1. College Loop Road & Foothill College Road 

2. El Monte Road - Elena Road & Moody Road 

3. El Monte Road & Foothill College Road 

4. El Monte Road & Stonebrook Drive 

5. El Monte Road & I-280 SB Ramps (qualitative discussion of operation only) 

6. El Monte Road & I-280 NB Ramps (qualitative discussion of operation only) 

7. El Monte Road & Foothill Expressway 1 

Figure IV.F-1, Existing Lane Geometry and Traffic Conh·ol, illustrates the study intersections, existing 

intersection lane geometry, and traffic control at each of the study intersections. Operations of the 

surrounding intersections were evaluated for the following scenarios: 

Scenaiio 1 

Scenario 2 

Existing Condition - Level of service based on existing peak hour volumes and existing 

intersection configurations. 

Project Condition - Existing condition plus the proposed project generated traffic. This 

scenario evaluates the traffic conditions based on an increase of 2,839 students. 

CMP intersection. 
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Scenario 3 Near-Term Cumulative Condition- Existing peak-hour volumes plus a 1.2 percent traffic 

growth per year to year 2015 estimated in the vicinity of the project plus proposed project 

generated traffic. 

The Congestion Management Agency (CMA) in Santa Clara County oversees the Santa Clara Valley 

Transportation Authority's (VTA) Congestion Management Program (CMP). The Santa Clara County 

CMP defines methodologies and procedures for determining the impact of a potential project on their 

facilities. The following are CMP facilities within the study area and their functional classification. 

• Freeway: U.S. 101 and I-280 

• Expressway and Arterials: Foothill Expressway and El Monte Road 

• Intersections: El Monte Road and Foothill Expressway 

Traffic-related impacts to the surrounding freeway system were also analyzed. A freeway segment is 

required to be included in the transportation impact analysis if it meets any of the following requirements. 

1. The proposed development project is adjacent to one of the freeway segment's access or egress 

points; or 

2. Based on engineering judgment, lead agency staff determines that the freeway segment should 

be included in the analysis. 

Based on these requirements, the following freeway segments were analyzed: 

Interstate 280 

• Page Mill Road to La Barranca Road 

• La Barranca Road to El Monte Rd 

• El Monte Road to Magdalena A venue 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section provides an evaluation of h·affic and transportation issues related to the proposed Project. A 

description of the exiting transportation system facilities including roadways, intersections, transit service, 

bicycles, pedestrians, and parking is provided below. 
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Roadway Network 

Regional access to the project area is provided by I-280, Foothill Expressway, El Camino Real and El 

Monte Avenue. The system of major roadways surrounding the Town of Los Altos Hills is part of the 

regional system serving traffic generated by the Town of Los Altos Hills and neighboring communities. 

Regional Roadway Facilities 

Interstate 280 (Junipero Serra Freeway) is an eight-lane freeway in the project area under the jurisdiction 

of Caltrans. It runs in the north-south direction and includes three mixed-flow lanes and a High 

Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction near the project site. This freeway provides access to 

the project site via its interchange with El Monte Road. 

Foothill Expressway extends between Page Mill Road in the north and I-280 in the south. Foothill 

Expressway runs parallel to U.S. 101 and has interchange with I-280 in the south. Based on the 2005 

Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program - Monitoring and Conformance Report, Foothill 

Expressway has an average travel speed of 31 mph in the northbound direction and 32.6 mph in the 

southbound direction during the A.M. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, Foothill Expressway has an 

average travel speed of 26.9 mph in the northbound direction and 31.6 mph in the southbound direction. 

El Camino Real (State Route 82) is an arterial that runs in the north-south direction from San Francisco to 

San Jose. El Camino Real is a six-lane road in the vicinity of the project, parallel to U.S. 101 and I-280. 

El Monte Avenue is a two- to four-lane undivided arterial that operates in the east-west direction; it runs 

perpendicular to I-280, US l 01 and El Camino Real. El Monte Road extends from El Camino Real to the 

east to its terminus at Moody Road in the west. It has a posted speed limit range of 25 mph to 40 mph. 

Local Access 

The primary streets that provide access within the study area are discussed below. These streets provide 

access to the study area as well as the local roadway network. The major intersections within the study 

area are controlled by traffic signals with the exception of College Loop Road/Foothill College Road, El 

Monte Road-Moody Road/Elena Road, El Monte Road/I-280 SB ramps and El Monte Road/I-280 NB 

ramps. 

College Loop Road is a one-way, two-lane road located in the Foothill College campus. College Loop 

Road can be access from its intersection with Moody Road/Elena Road and Foothill College Road. It has 

a posted speed limit of 20 mph. 

Foothill College Road is p1imaiily a four-lane road (two-lanes in each direction) located in the Foothill 

College campus. It provides access to the campus via El Monte Road. Foothill College Road extends 

from El Monte Road to its terminus at College Loop Road. 
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Elena Road is a two-lane roadway (one lane in each direction) that serves the northern boundary of the 

campus, as well as an entry directly into the campus. This roadway operates in the n01th-south direction 

and runs parallel to I-280. It extends from El Monte Road/Moody Road in the south to Avila Court in the 

nmth. 

Transit Facilities2 

The VTA is the primary provider of bus public transit in Santa Clara County. VTA currently operates two 

bus lines within the vicinity of the proposed project. Figure IV.F-2, Transit Network, illustrates the bus 

routes in the study area. 

Line 40 

Line 40 provides service between Foothill College and La Avenua/Jndigo in Mountain View. Weekday 

service is provided from 6:36 A.M. to 10:06 P.M. in the northbound direction at 30-40 minute headways 

in the A.M. peak period and at 30 minute headways during the P.M. peak period. An earlier bus departs 

from the San Antonio Transit Center at 6:22 A.M. In the southbound direction, service is provided from 

5:30 A.M. to 9:40 P.M. at 30 minute headways in the A.M. peak period and at 30-40 minute headways 

during the P.M. peak hour. Weekend service is also provided. Line 40 travels along Foothill Expressway, 

El Monte Avenue, and Foothill College Loop Road. 

Line 52 

Line 52 provides service between Foothill College and Downtown Mountain View. Weekday service is 

provided from 7:22 A.M. to 4:53 P.M. in the nmthbound direction at 30-40 minute headways in the A.M. 

peak period and at 50-60 minute headways during the P.M. peak period. Jn the southbound direction, 

service is provided from 7:00 A.M. to 4:28 P.M. at 25-30 minute headways in the A.M. peak period and 

at I-hour headways during the P.M. peak hour. No weekend service is provided. Line 52 travels along El 

Monte Avenue and Foothill College Loop Road. 

Bicycle Facilities 

The 2008 Santa Clara Valley Bikeways Map indicates bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project. The 

existing system consists of three classifications of bicycle facilities: 

• Class I facilities (Bicycle Paths off-street) - A completely separated paved right-of-way (shared with 

pedestrians) which excludes general motor vehicle traffic. 

• Class II facilities (Bicycle Lanes on -street) -A striped lane for one-way bike h·avel on a roadway . 

2 Based on VTA 's schedule effective dates oflanuary 14, 2008. 
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• Bike Boulevards - Typically a street with low traffic volumes and speeds, with measure for 

preferential bike treatment. 

The bikeways map identified El Monte Road from the I-280 NB on/off ramps in the south to the 

intersection of Springer and El Monte Boulevard as a Class II bicycle facility. Figure IV.F-3, Bicycle 

Facilities, illustrates the location of bicycle facilities in the study area. 

The Bicycle Facilities figure also illustrates a number of "rated streets". Rated streets are "streets 

frequently used by bicyclists, where they share the roadway with motorist and merge with motor vehicles. 

These include city-designated Class III bike routes. Street ratings are based on the following types of 

characteristics: Extreme Caution, Alert, and Moderate. 

The bicycle facilities map identifies El Monte Road from I-280 NB on/off ramps to I-280 SB on/off 

ramps as "Extreme Caution" street. El Monte Road (from I-280 SB on/ off ramps to Elena Road) and 

Elena Road as "Alert" streets. Bicycles are permitted along Foothill Expressway. Bicycle parking is 

provided on campus in various locations. 

Pedestrian activity was observed to be light within the vicinity of the project site. However, a number of 

bicyclists and pedestrians were observed along Foothill Expressway. A limited number of crosswalks and 

Pedestrian signals are located throughout the campus and surrounding area. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

Other Improvements 

The El Monte Road/Moody Road Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Project consists of five (5) roadway segments 

along El Monte Road and Moody Road. The project encompasses portions of the Foothill College 

Entrance Road (loop road). The project outlines several improvements along the corridor that would 

encourage bicycle and pedestrian use. The improvements include pedestrian paths, additional bike lanes, 

shoulders and signal modifications. Appendix C includes an illustration of these improvements. Some of 

these improvements are currently under construction and not funded nor part of the proposed project. 

Intersection Operation 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

To evaluate traffic conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of conditions before and after 

project-generated traffic is added to the street system, intersection Level of Service (LOS) analysis was 

evaluated at five study intersections. 
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Per the Town of Los Altos Hills and Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

requirements, traffic conditions for four of the five study intersections were evaluated using the 

methodologies provided in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000). The designated intersection 

level of service software analysis program is TRAFFJX. For reference purposes, LOS as defined in the 

HCM is a quality measure describing operating conditions within a traffic stream, generally in terms of 

such service measures as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort 

and convenience. 

In addition, the intersection of Foothill College Entrance and College Loop Road was evaluated with the 

software SIDRA Intersection, using the methodologies provided in the HCM 2000. SIDRA was used 

since this intersection was recently reconfigured to a roundabout. 

Level of Service (LOS) Definition 

The LOS evaluation indicates the degree of congestion that occurs during peak travel periods and is the 

principal measure of roadway and intersection performance. Level of Service can range from "A" 

representing free-flow conditions, to "F" representing extremely long delays. LOS B and C signify stable 

conditions with acceptable delays. LOS D is typically considered acceptable for a peak hour in urban 

areas. LOS E is approaching capacity and LOS F represents conditions at or above capacity. 

Since TRAFFIX is also the CMP-designated intersection Level of Service software analysis program the 

Town of Los Altos Hills methodology embodies the CMP default values for the analysis parameters. 

Signalized Intersections 

At signalized intersections, level of service is evaluated on the basis of average stopped delay for all 

vehicles at the intersection. Table IV.F-1 defines the levels of service for signalized intersections. 

Unsignalized Intersections 

At unsignalized intersections each approach to the intersection is evaluated separately and assigned a 

LOS. The level of service is based on the delay at the worst approach for two-way stop controlled 

intersections. Total delay is defined as the total elapsed time from when a vehicle stops at the end of the 

queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line. This time includes the time required for the vehicle to 

travel from the last-in-queue position to the first-in queue position. Table IV.F-2 provides definitions of 

LOS for unsignalized intersections. 

Roundabouts 

The intersection of Foothill College Entrance and College Loop Road was analyzed using SID RA. Note 

that HCM does not provide level of service criteria for vehicle traffic at roundabouts. In SIDRA 

Intersection, the signalized intersection LOS criteria are applied to roundabouts. Therefore, the level of 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental impact Report 

lV.F. Transportation/Circulation 

Page IV.F-9 

RL0024477 



EM24087 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

service is evaluated on the basis of average stopped delay for all vehicles at the intersection. Table IV.F-3 

provides definitions of LOS for roundabouts. 

Table IV.F-1 
Signalized Intersection LOS Thresholds 

Level of Average Stopped Delay Description 
Service (seconds/vehicle) 

A Delay :SlO.O Free flow; minimal to no delay 

B+ 10.0< Delay :Sl2.0 
B 12.0< Delay :Sl8.0 Stable flow, but speeds are beginning to be restricted by traffic 
B- 18.0< Delay :S20.0 condition; slight delays. 

C+ 20.0 <Delay ::;23.0 
c 23.0 <Delay :S32.0 Stable flow, but most drivers cannot select their own speeds and 
C- 32.0 <Delay :S35.0 feel somewhat restricted; acceptable delays. 

D+ 35.0 <Delay :S 39.0 
D 39.0 <Delay :S 51.0 Approaching unstable flow, and drivers have difficulty 
D- 51.0 <Delay :S 55.0 maneuvering; tolerable delays. 

E+ 55.0 <Delay :S60.0 
E 60.0 <Delay :S 75.0 Unstable flow with stop and go; delays 
E- 75.0 <Delay :S 80.0 

F Delay> 80.0 Total breakdown; congested conditions with excessive delays. 

Source: Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program - Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines. December 1, 2006 
(draft). 

Notes: 1 Control Delay per vehicle (in second~ per vehicle) 

Table IV.F-2 
Unsignalized Intersections - LOS Thresholds 

Level of Expected Delay 
Service 

A Little or no delay 

B Short traffic delay 

c Average traffic delays 

D Long traffic delays 

E Very long traffic delays 

F Extreme delays potentially affecting other traffic 
movements in the intersection 

Source: Transportation Research Board, Special Report 
Intersections, 2000. 

Notes: Worst Approach Delay (in seconds per vehicle) 
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Average Control Delay 

:SlO 

>10 and :S 15 

>15 and :S 25 

>25 and :S 35 

>35 and :S 50 

> 50 

Capacity Manual, Chapter 17 Unsignalized 
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Freeway Level of Service 

Table IV.F-3 
Roundabouts - LOS Thresholds 

Level of Service Control Delay ( d) 

A :SlO 

B 10<d:S20 

c 20 < d '.S 35 

D 35 < d '.S 55 

E 55 < d '.S 80 

F 80 <d 

Source: SIDRA Intersection 

Notes: Control Delay (in second~ per vehicle) 

August 2008 

To evaluate the existing freeway traffic conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of 

conditions before and after project-generated traffic is added to the freeway system, the Level of Service 

(LOS) was evaluated at segments along nearby freeway facilities using the operational analysis 

procedures from the Transportation Research Board's 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, as required by the 

Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program. 

As described in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, the determination of LOS for freeway segments is 

based on density, with density calculated as: 

d=VINxS 

where, d: density (vehicles per mile per lane, vpmpl) 

V: peak hour volume (vehicles per hour, vph) 

N: number of travel lanes (lanes) 

S: average travel speed (miles per hour, mph) 

Table IV.F-4 identifies the ranges density used to define levels of service for freeway segments. LOS 

ranges from LOS A, or free-flow conditions, to LOS F, or highly congested conditions. The density 

values from the LOS A/B, BIC and CID thresholds are based on values from HCM 2000. The LOS DIE 

and E/F thresholds are modified from the values in HCM 2000 to reflect Santa Clara County conditions. 
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Table IV.F-4 
Freeway Segment LOS Thresholds 

Level of Service Density Speed (miles/hr) 

I 

Description of Traffic 
Condition 

A Density '.Sll.O 67.0 '.S speed Free flow operations 

B 11.0 <density '.S 18.0 66.5 '.S speed< 67.0 Reasonably free-flow, and 
free- flow speeds are 

maintained 

c 18.0 <density '.S 26.0 66.0 '.S speed< 66.5 Flow with speeds and or 
near the free- flow speed 

D 26.0 <density '.S 46.0 46.0 '.S speed< 46.0 Level at which speed 
begin to decline with 

increasing flow 

E 46.0 <density '.S 58.0 35.0 '.S speed< 46.0 Operation at capacity 

F 58.0 <density Speed< 35.0 Breakdowns in vehicular 
flow 

Source: Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program - Traffic LOS Analysis Guidelines, December 1, 2006 

*Density based on passenger cars per mile per lane (pcpmpl). 

Thresholds of Significance 

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines, the standards of 

significance for traffic impacts for a project are: 

(a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 

of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 

V /C ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections); 

(b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a LOS standard established by the county congestion 

management agency for designated roads or highways; 

( c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 

in location that results in substantial safety risks; 

(d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

( e) Result in inadequate emergency access; 

(f) Result in inadequate parking capacity; or 
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(g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 

turnouts, bicycle racks). 

According to the County of Santa Clara, the performance standard of intersection is LOS "D" during the 

A.M. and P.M. peak hours. The level of service methodology is based on critical movements. At CMP 

facilities, the LOS standard is LOS "E." The level of service at CMP intersection is based on evaluations 

of all intersection movements. 

For CMP intersections, a significant impact for a project is defined as: 

• When addition of project traffic causes intersection's LOS under background scenano to 

deteriorate from acceptable level to LOS "F," or 

• If an intersection under background conditions scenario already operates at LOS "F", and under 

project conditions scenarios, critical movement delay increased by 4 seconds or more; and 

• Project traffic increases the critical v/c value by 0.01 or more. 

If there is a decrease (negative change) in critical delay or v/c with the added traffic, then only one of the 

two criteria need to apply to determine the impact of the proposed project. 

For CMP freeway segment, a significant impact for a project is defined as: 

• When addition of project traffic under the project condition causes a freeway segment LOS to 

deteriorate from acceptable level to LOS "F," or 

• If a freeway segment already operates at LOS "F," and under the project condition scenario, 

traffic increases by 1 percent or more of capacity. 

The Town of Los Altos Hills determines a significant impact for intersections based on the County of 

Santa Clara guidelines. 

Based on the Town of Los Altos Hills level of service standards, an acceptable operating level of service 

(LOS) is defined as LOS D or better at all signalized and unsignalized intersections during the peak hours 

except for one intersection. 

According to the County of Santa Clara, the performance standard at Congestion Management Program 

(CMP) facilities is LOS "E." The level of service at CMP intersection is based on evaluations of all 

intersection movements. 

As discussed in the Jnitial Study (refer to Appendix A), there would be no impact with respect to the 

Threshold ( c) because the Project site is not within the safety areas for any of the area airports. 

Accordingly, the following discussion focuses on Thresholds (a), (b), (d), (e), (f), and (g). 
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Project Impacts 

Impact IV.F-1 The project would not cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system or exceed, either individually 
or cumulatively, a LOS standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways. 

Existing Intersection Operation 

Vehicle turning movement counts were conducted at all five study intersections in May 2007. Counts 

were conducted during a typical weekday A.M. period of 7:00-9:00 A.M., Midday period 11 :00 A.M. -

1 :00 P.M. and during the P.M. peak period of 4:00-6:00 P.M. Intersection counts were recently conducted 

at the intersection of Foothill College Entrance and College Loop Road (#1) in May 2008, as this 

intersection was recently reconfigured from a t-intersection to a roundabout. All counts were conducted 

when Foothill College was in session to represent typical traffic conditions in the study area. 

The intersections and their corresponding existing levels of service are presented in Table IV.F-5. 

According to the Town of Los Altos Hills and the Santa Clara County CMP intersection level of service 

standards, all study intersections operate at acceptable levels of service under the existing condition. 

Trip generation of the proposed project was based on the Institute of Transp01iation Engineers Trip 

Generation Manual, 7th Edition (2003), as summarized in Table JV.F-6, for the A.M., Midday and P.M. 

peak hours, respectively. Based on the addition of 2,839 students to the Foothill College campus, the 

proposed project would generate 3 ,407 daily new trips, including 341 A. M. peak hour trips (221 in, 119 

out), 341 Midday peak hours (85 in, 256 out) and 341 P.M. peak hour trips (187 in, 153 out). 

Trip Distribution 

The direction of approach and departure for Project trips of the proposed Project was estimated based on 

existing h·avel patterns, a projection of likely travel patterns for Project-generated trips, the locations of 

Foothill College access points, existing and proposed parking, and the locations of complementary land 

uses. DKS reviewed traffic volumes, turning movements at intersections, and locations of various land 

uses as part of this analysis. Figure JV.F-4, Project Trip Distribution, illustrates the trip distribution for 

the A.M. Peak hour, Midday peak hour and P.M. peak hour. 

Trip Assignment 

Project-generated trips were assigned to the roadway network based on access points, trip dist1ibution 

assumptions and likely travel patterns. The proportion of these trips that would h·avel through the study 

intersections was used for the intersection LOS analysis under the project condition. 
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Table IV.F-5 
Level of Service Analysis Summary Existing Condition 

A.M.Peak Midday P.M.Peak 
No. Intersection 

Traffic 
Control Avg. LOSb Avg. LOSb Avg. LO Sb 

Delaya V/C Delaya V/C Delaya V/C 

College Loop 

1. 
Road& Round-

3.4 A 3.4 A 3.4 A 
Foothill about 

- - -

College Road 

El Monte 

2. 
Road-Elena Unsignaliz 

10.7 B 11.5 B 11.7 B 
Road& ed 

- - -

Moody Road 

El Monte 

3. 
Road& 

Signal 16.0 0.296 c 21.7 0.472 c 25.7 0.582 c 
Foothill 

College Road 

El Monte 

4. 
Road& 

Signal 10 0.426 A 7.6 0.331 A 25.0 0.514 c 
Stonebrook 

Drive 

El Monte 

5. 
Road& 

Signal 60.1 0.578 E 43.2 0.336 D 50.2 0.705 D 
Foothill 

Expresswayc 

Note: Average Delay is measured in second~ per vehicle, VIC: Volume to Capacity Ratio 

a For signalized intersections, delays>80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
Methodologies. For unsignalized intersections, delays> 50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under 
the HCM 2000 methodologies. For roundabouts, the average delay is based on the worst approach delay. 

h For signalized intersections, LOS based on Average Control Delay (in seconds per vehicle) . For unsignalized intersections, LOS 
is based on worst approach delay. 

" CMP intersection 

Source: Foothill College Master Plan EIR Traffic Impact Analysis Administrative Draft EIR Report, DKS Associates, May 28 
2008 

Project Condition - Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

All intersections were evaluated under each of the significance criteria as outlined earlier in this section. 

Intersection operational levels of service along with their associated critical and average delays are 

summarized in Table IV.F-7. 

According to the Town of Los Altos Hills and the Santa Clara County CMP intersection level of service 

standards, all study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service under the 

project condition. 
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Table IV.F-6 
Proposed Project Trip Generation 

Daily A.M.Peak Midday Peak P.M. Peak 

Land Use Size Units Percent Trips Percent Trips Percent Trips 
Rate Trips Rate Rate Rate 

In Ont In Ont In Ont In Ont In Ont In Ont 

Community 2,839 Students 1.2 3,407 0.12 65% 35% 221 119 0.12 25% 75% 85 256 0.12 55% 45% 187 153 
College 

Total 3,407 221 119 85 256 187 153 

Source: institute of' Transportation Engineers -Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition 2003. Land Use Code 540-.Junior/Community College-Peak Hour of' Generator. 
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Table IV.F-7 
Level of Service Analysis Summary (Project Condition) 

A.M.Peak Midday P.M.Peak 

# Intersection 
Traffic 
Control Avg. 

V/C LOSb Avg. 
V/C LOSb Avg. 

V/C LOSb 
Delaya Delaya Delaya 

1. College Unsignalized 3.4 - A 3.4 - A 3.4 - A 
Loop Rd & 

Foothill 
College Rd 

2. El Monte Rd Unsignalized 10.7 - B 11.4 - B 11.5 - B 
-Elena Rd 

&MoodyRd 

3. El Monte Rd Signal 20.3 0.337 c 21.1 0.559 c 27.0 0.642 c 
& Foothill 
College Rd 

4. El Monte Rd Signal 9.4 0.494 A 7.1 0.409 A 24.5 0.602 c 
& 

Stonebrook 
Dr 

5. El Monte Rd Signal 65.1 0.611 E 43.9 0.379 D 52.2 0.737 D 
& Foothill 

Expressway c 

Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 

Notes: Average Delay: in seconds per vehicle VIC: Volume to Capacity Ratio LOS: Level of Service 

a For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies. For unsignalized intersections, delays > 50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under 
the HCM 2000 methodologies. 

h For signalized intersections, LOS based on Average Control Delay (in seconds per vehicle). For unsignalized intersections. 
LOS is based on worst approach delay. 

" CMP intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2007. 

In order to evaluate the overall near-term (cumulative) condition, a growth rate of 1.2 percent per year (to 

year 2015), was added to the Existing Condition turning movement volumes at the study intersection. No 

vehicular traffic that would be generated by pending projects in the neighboring area was considered, as 

no pending projects were identified that would impact any of the study intersections. In addition, the 

proposed project trips were added to the near-term cumulative baseline condition. The growth rate 

accounts for traffic growth that may occur due to speculative developments and ambient traffic growth in 

the neighboring areas. 

Intersection operational levels of service along with their associated average delays are summarized in 

Table IV.F-8. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

IV.F. Transportation/Circulation 

Page IV.F-18 

RL0024486 



EM24096 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Table IV.F-8 
Level of Service Analysis Summary (Near-Term Cumulative) 

# Intersection Traffic A.M.Peak Midday P.M.Peak 
Control Avg. V/C LOSb Avg. V/C LOSb Avg. V/C LOSb 

Delaya Delaya Delaya 

1. College Unsignalized 3.4 - A 3.4 - A 3.4 - A 
Loop Rd & 

Foothill 
College Rd 

2. El Monte Rd Unsignalized 11.3 - B+ 12.2 - B 12.4 - A 
-Elena Rd 

&MoodyRd 

3. El Monte Rd Signal 20.3 0.365 C+ 22.0 0.604 c 28.3 0.693 c 
& Foothill 
College Rd 

4. El Monte Rd Signal 9.6 0.535 A 7.3 0.441 A 25.7 0.650 c 
& 

Stonebrook 
Dr 

5. El Monte Rd Signal 77.2 0.666 E- 44.7 0.412 D 55.8 0.805 E 
& Foothill 

Expressway c 

Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 

Notes: Average Delay: in seconds per vehicle VIC: Volume to Capacity Ratio LOS: Level of Service 

a For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies. For unsignalized intersections, delays > 50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under 
the HCM 2000 methodologies. 

h For signalized intersections, LOS based on Average Control Delay (in seconds per vehicle). For unsignalized intersections, 
LOS is based on worst approach delay. 

" CMP intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2007. 

According to the Town of Los Altos Hills and the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program 

intersection level of service standards, all study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable 

levels of service under the near-term condition. Therefore, the proposed project's impact on cumulative 

roadway LOS would be less than significant. 

Freeway Segment Operation 

According the 2005 Santa Clara County Freeway Monitoring Report, three of the mixed-flow freeway 

segments currently operate at an unacceptable level of service "F" during the P .M. peak hour. Table IV.F -

9 lists the existing mixed-flow freeway segments A.M. Peak Level of Service. Table IV.F-10 lists the 

existing mixed-flow freeway segments P.M. Peak Level of Service. 
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Table IV.F-9 
Existing Freeway LOS Summary - A.M. Peak 

Freeway Segment Direction Miles Lanes Max LOS Speed Flow 

From To Density (Density) 

1-280 Page Mill La EB 1.76 4 25 c 66 6,600 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La El Monte EB 1.60 4 18 B 67 4,820 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

1-280 El Monte Magdalena EB 0.95 4 22 c 66 5,810 
Rd Ave 

1-280 Magdalena El Monte WB 0.95 4 35 D 62 8,680 
Ave Rd 

1-280 El Monte La WB 1.60 4 39 D 57 8,890 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Page Mill WB 1.76 4 31 D 65 8,060 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

Source: Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program. 2005 Monitoring & Conformance Report. Table 4.10 

Table IV.F-10 
Existing Freeway LOS Summary - P.M. Peak 

Freeway Segment Direction Miles Lanes Max LOS Speed Flow 

From To Density (Density) 

1-280 Page Mill La EB 1.76 4 66 F 29 7,660 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Barranca El Monte EB 1.60 4 82 F 20 6,560 
Rd Rd 

1-280 El Monte Rd Magdalena EB 0.95 4 91 F 17 6,190 
Ave 

1-280 Magdalena El Monte WB 0.95 4 23 c 66 6,070 
Ave Rd 

1-280 El Monte Rd La WB 1.60 4 22 c 66 5,810 
Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Barranca Page Mill WB 1.76 4 26 c 66 6,860 
Rd Rd 

Source: Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program. 2005 Monitoring & Conformance Report. Table 4.11. 
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I-280 on/off ramps operation 

Based on recent field observations, vehicles traveling in the westbound direction through the Stonebrook 

Drive/El Monte Road intersection spillback past the El Monte Road/I-280 southbound offramp to 

westbound El Monte Road, which in tum results in a vehicle queue on the off-ramp. 

Similarly, vehicles traveling in the eastbound direction at the Voorhees Drive/El Monte Road intersection 

spillback past the El Monte Road/I-280 northbound off-ramp to east El Monte Road, which results in a 

vehicle queue on the off-ramp. There are designated merge lanes prior to maneuvering onto and off of El 

Monte Road for motorists using one of the cloverleaf ramps. Even in cases where the on- or off-ramp 

volume is relatively heavy, no spillbacks were observed that resulted in queues on El Monte Road. 

The expected moderate increase in vehicular traffic volumes along El Monte Road and the on/off ramps is 

not anticipated to significantly impact the operation of the ramp junctions. Therefore the proposed 

projects impact traffic load, capacity of the street system, and LOS would be less than significant. 

Congestion Management Program 

Freeway segments operational levels of service along with their associated densities are summarized in 

Table IV.F-11 for the A.M. peak hour and Table IV.F-12 for the P.M. peak hour. 

Table N.F-11 
Freeway LOS Summary - A.M. Peak (Project Condition) 

Freeway 
Segment 

Dir. 
From To 

1-280 Page Mill La EB 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La El Monte EB 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

1-280 El Monte Magdalena EB 
Rd Ave 

1-280 Magdalena El Monte WB 
Ave Rd 

1-280 El Monte La WB 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Page Mill WB 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

Source: DKS Associate, 2008. 
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4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Avg. 
Vol. 

Pro.iect 
Speed Trips 

66 6,600 44 

67 4,820 44 

66 5,810 48 

62 8,680 88 

57 8,890 24 

65 8,060 24 

Density LOS 
Percent Significant 

Capacity Impact 

25.2 c 0.48% No 

18.1 c 0.48% No 

22.2 c 0.52% No 

35.4 D 0.96% No 

39.1 D 0.26% No 

31.1 D 0.26% No 
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Table N.F-12 
Freeway LOS Summary - P.M. Peak (Project Condition) 

Freeway 
Segment 

Dir. Lanes 
Avg. 

Vol. 
Project 

Density LOS 
Percent Significant 

From To Speed Trips Capacity Impact 

1-280 Page Mill La EB 4 29 7,660 37 66.4 F 0.40% No 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La El Monte EB 4 20 6,560 37 82.5 F 0.40% No 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

1-280 El Monte Magdalena EB 4 17 6,190 61 91.9 F 0.66% No 
Rd Ave 

1-280 Magdalena El Monte WB 4 66 6,070 75 23.3 c 0.82% No 
Ave Rd 

1-280 El Monte La WB 4 66 5,810 31 22.1 c 0.34% No 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Page Mill WB 4 66 6,860 31 26.1 D 0.34% No 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

I Source: DKS Associates, 2008. 

As show in Table IV.F-11 and Table IV.F-12, the addition of traffic generated by the proposed project 

would not result in an increase of more than 1 percent of capacity for the freeway segments. Thus, the 

proposed project's impact on freeway LOS would be less than significant. 

Impact IV.F-3 The project would not cause an increase in hazards due to a design feature. 

Project access and circulation was analyzed for the proposed project to assess operational issues. The site 

plan (Figure III-2) indicates vehicular access to the project site from El Monte Boulevard and Elena 

Road-Moody Road, with full-access in and out of the site. 

The Facilities Master Plan includes campus-wide circulation improvements such as guard rails, crossings, 

curbs, and bicycle and pedestrian paths along the Loop Road. The Loop Road would also be repaired and 

resurfaced and new lighting would be installed for safety. In addition, various pedestrian footbridges 

would be constructed between the parking lots and the campus pedestrian pathways. No adverse internal 

circulation impacts related to the proposed project are anticipated. Pedestrian safety would continue to be 

maintained and vehicular access would continue to be facilitated in a safe and efficient manner. The 

project would not increase hazards due to a design feature, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Impact IV.F-4 The project would not result in inadequate emergency access. 

As discussed, the site plan (Figure III-2) indicates vehicular access to the project site from El Monte 

Boulevard and Elena Road-Moody Road, with full-access in and out of the site. The Facilities Master 

Plan includes campus-wide circulation improvements such as guard rails, crossings, curbs, and bicycle 

and pedestrian paths along the Loop Road. The Loop Road would also be repaired and resurfaced and 

new lighting would be installed for safety. 

Emergency access is not expected to be significantly impacted by the proposed project. Throughout 

construction activities, the streets surrounding the proposed project would be open, allowing adequate 

access for emergency vehicles. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency 

access and impacts would be less than sign~ficant. 

Impact IV.F-5 The project would not result in inadequate parking capacity. 

Proposed parking improvements include parking lot expansion and resurfacing. It is anticipated that the 

parking improvement would add approximately 240 parking spaces, for a total of 3,501 parking spaces. 

Currently there are 3,261 parking spaces available on campus. Using a "rule of thumb" estimate for 

community colleges of a 1 :6 parking ratio, the minimum parking demand for the proposed project would 

be 2,978 parking spaces, based on a population of 17,869 students plus staff. The parking needs of the 

project would be accommodated on-site with the provision of 3,501 parking spaces. Therefore, no parking 

deficit is anticipated in the long term and impacts related to parking capacity would be less than 
significant. 

Impact IV.F-6 The project would not result in a conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation. 

The expected moderate increase in vehicular traffic volumes at the study intersections would not 

significantly impact the pedestrian movements. Also, the additional pedestrian movements generated by 

the proposed project would continue to be accommodated by existing sidewalks (within the project site). 

In addition, the proposed project includes the construction of three footbridge connections and relocation 

of pedestrian paths to reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and bicycle safety. As shown in 

Figure III-2, the pedestrian footbridges would be constructed at Parking Lot 1, Parking Lot 2 and 3 and 

Parking Lot 4. 

As described, the signalized study intersections are equipped with pedestrian crossing signals, push 

buttons, and crosswalks to accommodate pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the project. Based on 

the presence and current condition of sidewalks, pedestrian amenities and crosswalks, no adverse 

pedestrian impacts are anticipated due to the project-generated additional pedestrians that would be 

spread throughout the day. In addition, the proposed project would not interfere with operation of the 

local transit services or result in the alteration or removal of bike racks, turnouts, or bus stops. Therefore, 
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the proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 

transportation and impacts would be less than sign~ficant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

As previously discussed, the potential impacts caused by implementation of the proposed project were 

compared to the near term cumulative base conditions. A growth rate of 1.2 percent per year (to year 

2015) was added to the existing traffic volumes in order to evaluate the near term cumulative condition. 

The project-specific impacts as analyzed above for year 2015 also serve as the cumulative analysis and 

the impacts are identical. Therefore the proposed project's contribution to cumulative transportation and 

circulation impacts is less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Because no impacts have been identified, no mitigation measures are required or recommended. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

All transportation/traffic impacts would be less than significant. 
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V. GENERAL IMPACT CATEGORIES 

A. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT UNA VOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts which 

cannot be avoided. Specifically, Section 15126.2(b) states: 

"Describe any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced to a 

level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without imposing an 

alternative design, their implications and the reason why the project is being proposed, 

notwithstanding their effect, should be described." 

Based on the analysis contained in Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis) of this Draft EIR, the 

proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact with respect to air 

quality. 

B. GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a proposed action 

could be growth inducing. This includes ways in which the project would foster economic or population 

growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 

environment. Specifically, Section 15126.2( d) states: 

"Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could/aster economic or population growth, or 

the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 

environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a 

major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction 

in service areas). Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities, 

requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Also 

discuss the characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities 

that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be 

assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to 

the environment. " 

The proposed Project would foster minimal economic growth by increasing the number of faculty, staff, 

and students on the project site, who would in tum, also patronize local businesses and services in the 

area. However, most all of this economic growth would occur at the campus regardless of 

implementation of the proposed Project. Also, this demand would be somewhat offset by the services 

already offered by the campus. 

The proposed Project does not include any residential land uses that would result in a direct population 

increase within the Town of Los Altos Hills. Employment opportunities provided by construction of the 
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proposed Project would not likely result in household relocation by construction workers to the City. The 

construction indust1y differs from most other industry sectors in several important ways: 

• Construction employment has no regular place of business. Rather, construction workers 

commute to job sites that may change several times a year. 

• Many construction workers are highly specialized (e.g., crane operators, steel workers, masons) 

and move from job site to job site as dictated by the demand for their skills. 

• The work requirements of most construction projects are also highly specialized and workers are 

employed on a job site only as long as their skills are needed to complete a particular phase of the 

construction process. 

Construction workers would likely be drawn from the construction employment labor force already 

residing in the region. It is not likely that construction workers would relocate their place of residence as 

a consequence of working on the proposed project. 

As of the fall quarter for the 2007-2008 fiscal year, there are 18,522 credit students at the College. 1 

Student enrollment in the fall quarter has increased since the 2004-2005 fiscal year. The Master Plan 

used the 2005-2006 Long Range Enrollment and Weekly Student Contact Hours (WSCH) Forecast, 

which represents approximately a 1.5 percent annual growth rate. Based on this annual growth rate, the 

Master Plan and accompanying illustrations provide a vision of the recommendations for campus 

development and renovations over the next five-to-ten year period. 

Based on cunent enrollment information, the majority of students attending the College within Santa 

Clara County and nearby counties such as San Mateo County, Santa Cruz County, and Alameda County. 

Community college students typically attend colleges that are within an easy commute distance from their 

existing place of residence. It is not anticipated that students would relocate to the Town of Los Altos 

Hills to attend the College. Therefore, the proposed Project would not create a need for new housing 

units, the construction of which could cause an environmental impact. The proposed infrastructure 

improvements at the College would not induce growth because it would only serve the projected student 

and staff population. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would not indirectly induce 

substantial population grmvth. 

The project site is located in a developed area served by an extensive roadway system. Wastewater from 

the project site is conveyed to the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant via an eight-inch 

sanitary sewer provided by the City of Los Altos. Water service to the site is provided by the Purissima 

Hills Water District, and water is obtained from the Retch Hetchy Reservoir and Sunol Valley Water 

Treatment Plant. The proposed project would connect to existing water and wastewater lines. According 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Institutional Research & Planning, website: 
http://researchfhda.edu/jactbook/TrendData/Tables!Foothill _Headcount_ by_ Term.pd/, l'vfay 27, 2008. 
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to the utility service providers mentioned above, utility infrastructure, water supplies, and 

water/wastewater treatment capacities are adequate to serve the project, and no additional infrastructure, 

sources of water, or treatment capacity would be required. 2 

Fire, police protection, school, and parks and recreational services that are provided to the project area 

(including the project site) are accommodated by the Santa Clara County Fire Department, the Foothill

De Anza Community College District Police Department, the Palo Alto Unified School District, the Los 

Altos School District, the Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School District, and the Town of Los 

Altos Hills Parks and Recreation Department, respectively. According to these public service providers, 

the project's demand for public services can be accommodated without the need for new or altered 

facilities. 3 

Because the project would not result in a removal of obstacles to population growth or require the 

construction of new or expanded utility or public facilities off-site, the project would not be considered 

growth-inducing. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that significant irreversible environmental changes 

associated with a proposed project shall be discussed, including the following: 

• Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project that may 

be in·eversible because a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse 

thereafter unlikely; 

• Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement that 

provides access to a previously inaccessible area), which generalzy commitfilture generations to 

similar uses; and 

• Irreversible damage that could result from environmental accidents associated with the project. 

Construction of the proposed project would require the use of nomenewable resources (i.e., wood, metals, 

sand, gravel, fossil fuels) for building materials and to fuel construction vehicles and equipment. 

Subsequent use and maintenance of the project would also require the long-term consumption of these 

nonrenewable resources at reduced levels. However, there are currently no shmtages to the extent that 

would preclude the construction of the project, nor are shortages anticipated in the future, of the resources 

required to build and maintain the proposed project. 

2 Refer to the Initial Study found in Appendix A for a discussion of the Project's potential impacts related to 
utilities and service systems. 

Refer to the Initial Study found in Appendix A for a discussion of the Project's potential impacts related to 
public services. 
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The proposed project includes the construction of two buildings totaling 62,496 gross square feet of 

building space, as well as vaiious utility, landscaping, signage, lighting, and site improvements and 

upgrades; renovation of sport facilities and campus buildings; and ongoing Americans with Disabilities 

Act (ADA) improvements. The proposed Project would permanently convert lands previously improved 

with buildings and a parking lot. It would be possible to revert the land use to a parking lot. The College 

is part of the California Community College System and, therefore, the Town of Los Altos Hills General 

Plan and the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code do not have jurisdictional authority over the Project site. 

However, the proposed Project is consistent with the College's Facilities Master Plan goals and would 

therefore be consistent with the District's vision of use for the site. 

Irreversible changes to the physical environment could occur from accidental releases of hazardous 

materials associated with development. However, compliance with hazardous materials regulations, 

policies and mitigation measures (as outlined in the Initial Study included as Appendix A to this Draft 

EIR) is expected to maintain this potential impact as less than significant. No other irreversible changes 

would result from the adoption and implementation of the proposed Project. 
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VI. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

A. PURPOSE 

The purpose of the alternatives analysis of this EIR is to assess a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

proposed Project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project and to evaluate the comparative me1its of 

the alternatives ( CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6). The Guidelines state that the selection of alternatives 

should be governed by a "rule of reason." CEQA also states that, "[t]he EIR shall include sufficient 

information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 

proposed project." Generally, significant impacts of an alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail 

than the proposed Project, and should provide decision makers perspective as well as a reasoned choice. 

B. ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY 

To develop Project alternatives, the EIR preparers considered the Project objectives and reviewed the 

significant impacts in Section IV of this EIR to identify those significant impacts that could be avoided or 

reduced substantially through an alternative (refer to Table VI-1 at the end of this section). 

The objectives of the Project are as follows: 

• Renovate aging facilities to address current educational needs and technological advances; 

• Provide additional instructional space for growing programs including chemistry, physics, 

nanotechnology, life and health science programs, adaptive learning, and learning communities; 

• Ensure the safety of students, faculty and staff through the development of safe and accessible 

vehicular and pedestrian paths; 

• Consolidate related programs into "clusters" in order to maximize resources and to provide easier 

access to students, faculty and staff; and 

• Enhance the overall appearance of the campus by replacing temporary buildings (portables, 

modulars, etc.) with permanent facilities. 

Impacts associated with the following topics would be significant without the implementation of 

mitigation measures, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level if the mitigation measures 

recommended in this EIR are implemented. 

• Biological Resources 

• Cultural Resources 

• Noise 

The Project would result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts related to air quality 

(greenhouse gas) even with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 
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The following discussion is provided to meet the requirement of the CEQA Guidelines and provide the 

public and decision makers with information that will help them understand the adverse impacts and 

benefits associated with the three potential alternatives to the proposed Project. These alternatives were 

chosen for their ability to reduce or avoid impacts resulting from the Project to air quality, biological 

resources, cultural resources, noise, and transportation/circulation. A discussion of the environmentally 

superior alternative is also provided. 

Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

Alternate Project Site Alternative 

This alternative considered implementation of the proposed Project on an alternate District-owned site 

within the District area. However, this alternative was rejected for fmiher analysis because the District 

does not own any other prope1ty that would be feasible for this Project and can not "reasonably acquire, 

control or otherwise have access to [an] alternative site" (refer to § 15126.[f][l] of the CEQA Guidelines). 

Thus, this alternative was deemed infeasible. 

C. SELECTED ALTERNATIVES 

Overview of Selected Alternatives 

Three alternatives are evaluated in this analysis: the No Project/No Build, Reduced Intensity, and 

Alternate Site Plan Configuration alternatives. All alternatives are located on the Project site. Differences 

between the build alternatives include the number and/or average size of the buildings and changes to 

internal roadway configurations. A more thorough description of each of the alternatives is provided 

below. The alternatives to be analyzed in comparison to the proposed Project include: 

Alternative A: No Project/No Build Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Jntensity 

Alternative C: Alternate Site Plan Configuration 

Assumptions and Methodology 

A project may have the potential to generate significant impacts, but considerations in project design may 

also afford the opportunity to avoid or reduce such impacts. The alternatives analysis is presented as a 

comparative analysis to the proposed Project. The following alternatives analysis compares the potential 

significant environmental impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed Project for each of 

the environmental topics analyzed in detail in Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis) of the EIR. 
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Alternative A- No Project/No Build Alternative 

As required by CEQA, this subsection analyzes a "No Project" Alternative (Alternative A). Under 

Alternative A, the proposed Project would not be constructed, and the Project site would remain in its 

current condition. The analysis of Alternative A assumes the continuation of existing conditions including 

use of the existing 304,340 square feet (sf) of assignable space and 431,684 of gross sf that houses the 

existing campus buildings. No additional buildings or parking areas would be developed and circulation 

improvements would not be implemented. 

Specifically, under Alternative A, the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC), the Scene Shop, 

and an additional 240 parking spaces would not be constructed. Campus-wide circulation improvements 

would not take place and no utility improvements would occur. Renovations to the District Offices, TV 

Center, Japanese Cultural Center, Stadium, and Swim Pool Area Storage would also not occur. However, 

under Alternative A the student population at the College would continue to increase, ultimately resulting 

in the overcrowding of existing facilities. In addition, the integrity of historic structures could be degraded 

under Alternative A since renovations required for overall building structures and facilities maintenance 

would not occur. 

Air Quality 

Alternative A would not require construction; therefore, no emissions would be generated by construction 

vehicles, demolition, grading, or through construction-worker vehicle trips. Operational emissions from 

new buildings would not occur and no additional stationary area source emissions from the consumption 

of natural gas for space and water heating devices or the operation of landscape maintenance equipment 

would occur. However, similar to the Project, operational and greenhouse gas emissions from normal 

day-to-day activities on the Project site would increase under Alternative A due to the continued rise in 

student population. Although impacts to air quality under Alternative A would be incrementally less than 

under the Project, cumulative impacts from greenhouse gas emissions would remain similar to the Project 

and, therefore, significant and unavoidable. 

Biological Resources 

Under Alternative A, none of the special-status species at the site would be affected. No impact would 

occur to the potentially occurring wildlife species at the Project site. Further, impacts to wildlife 

movement, although minor under the Project, would not occur under Alternative A. Similar to the Project, 

Alternative A would not result in impacts to riparian habitat or federally protected wetlands. 

Cultural Resources 

The buildings and landscape features on the campus appear to be contributors to a potential historic 

district. Under Alternative A, no additional development would occur on the campus and no 

improvements would take place. Thus, no potential less than significant impacts to historic resources 

would occur because no renovation would occur and no additional development would be sited in close 
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proximity to potential district contributors. However, the integrity of historic structures could be degraded 

under Alternative A since renovations required for overall building structures and facilities maintenance 

would not occur. Under Alternative A, no grading would occur and therefore no impacts to 

archaeological or paleontological resources would occur under Alternative A. Impacts to cultural 

resources under Alternative A would be greater than under the Project due to the lack of building 

renovation required to maintain the conditions of the existing buildings. 

Noise 

Under Alternative A, no construction would occur and there would be no demolition or construction that 

would create construction-generated noise or groundbome vibration. Alternative A would not construct 

any new buildings on the site and there would not be any on-site operational noise generated by rooftop 

heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV AC) systems, or noise from campus operations. However, 

similar to the Project, Alternative A would result in any increase in traffic-generated noise due to 

anticipated increases in student enrollment on the Project site. Therefore, impacts to noise under 

Alternative A would be the same as under the Project. 

Transportation/Circulation 

Under Alternative A, no new development on the Project site would occur. However, student enrollment 

would continue to increase resulting in the generation of traffic trips. Thus, Alternative A would result in 

the same less-than-significant impacts related to intersections operation and freeway operation as the 

Project. Impacts to transportation/circulation under Alternative A would be the same as under the Project. 

Relationship of Alternative A to the Project Objectives 

Alternative A would not meet any of the Project objectives, as they are focused on upgrading the campus 

to meet new demands. Specifically, the objectives include renovating aging facilities; providing additional 

instructional space; ensuring the safety of students, faculty, and staff; and consolidating programs into 

"clusters". Alternative A would not enhance the overall appearance of the campus. For these reasons, 

Alternative A would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Alternative B - Reduced Intensity 

Limited renovation and infrastructure improvements would take place under Alternative B. Under 

Alternative B, the Dish·ict would still need to accommodate an increasing student body and, therefore, 

would still need to expand instructional opportunities. Under this Alternative, the PSEC and Scene Shop 

would not be constructed and no new parking areas would be provided. However, it is assumed that the 

District would address increased enrollment by housing students in leased facilities offsite or by 

expanding the online class options. The location of these facilities is not known and for the purposes of 

this analysis, but it is assumed that additional growth would occur off campus. Since some of increased 

demand for education services would be accommodated through online classes, this Alternative assumes 

that approximately half of the square footage proposed under the Project would need to be provided off 
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site. Therefore, approximately 30,000 square feet of gross square feet would need to be provided in leased 

facilities. Limited site improvements that would occur under Alternative B include: Utility Improvements; 

Campus-Wide American with Disabilities Act (ADA) Improvements; and Signage, Wayfinding, and 

Lighting Improvements. These improvements would be included under Alternative B because they would 

be the minimum improvements required to maintain safety standards at the campus. The following 

improvements would not occur under Alternative B: Campus-Wide Landscaping and Site Improvements; 

Soccer, Baseball, and Softball Complex Improvements; and Tennis Courts Improvements. Finally, only 

limited renovation activities would occur under Alternative B including: renovations to the Stadium to 

meet cunent codes and for ADA accessibility and campus-wide infrastructure upgrades to mechanical, 

electrical, and plumbing systems. The change of use to the Adaptive Leaming Center, Leaming Supp01i 

Center, Radio Station, and Language Arts Office/Classrooms would take place. 

Air Quality 

Similar to the Project, construction of Alternative B would generate pollutant emissions from construction 

vehicles, demolition, grading, or construction-worker vehicles. In addition, stationary area source 

emissions (consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices, and the operation of 

landscape maintenance equipment) associated with the Project would still be generated. However, due to 

the fact that less development, improvements, and renovations would occur, these emissions would be 

incrementally reduced. 

Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result from nonnal day-to

day activities on the campus after implementation of the proposed Project. Mobile emissions would be 

generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the Project site. Under Alternative B, stationary 

source emissions would be generated and Project-related trips would occur. Due to the reduced intensity 

of Alternative B, these trips would be reduced in number to the Project site, but would still be undertaken 

to the location of leased facilities. Increases in enrollment for on-line course could potentially 

incrementally decrease vehicle trips. Thus, impacts related to stationary and mobile pollutant sources 

would be less under Alternative B than under the Project. However, although Alternative B would result 

in less development, cumulative impacts related to greenhouse gases would still be significant and 

unavoidable, similar to the Project. 

Biological Resources 

Under Alternative B, impacts to special-status species would be less than under the Project because the 

PSEC and Scene Shop would not be constructed. However, these impacts would not be completely 

eliminated because limited renovations and improvements would still take place. Similar to the Project, 

Alternative B would have a less-than-significant impact on riparian habitat because activities under 

Alternative B would not affect the drainage areas of the campus. With respect to movement of wildlife, 

impacts under Alternative B would also be less than under the Project. 
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Cultural Resources 

The buildings and landscape features on the campus appear to be contributors to a potential historic 

district. Under Alternative B, the PSEC and Scene Shop would not be constructed, but limited 

renovations and improvements would take place. Under the Project, impacts to the potential historic 

district would occur due to Project activities in close proximity to potential district contributors. Because 

development under Alternative B would be less intense, impacts would be incrementally less than under 

the Project. Similarly, impacts to archaeological or paleontological resources would be less under 

Alternative B than under the Project. 

Noise 

Under Alternative B, renovation and site improvements would occur on the campus, which would create 

some construction-generated noise or groundborne vibration. However, because the PSEC and Scene 

Shop would not be constructed, noise-related impacts particularly with regard to construction would be 

reduced. Similar to the Project, Alternative B would still be required to accommodate some additional 

students off site which would result in traffic-generated noise at off-site leased facilities. Because 

additional students would be accommodated off site and the additional parking areas would not be 

developed, traffic noise would be incrementally less under Alternative B than under the Project. 

Transportation/Circulation 

The PSEC, Scene Shop, and additional parking areas would not be constructed under Alternative B. The 

trip generation for the Project is based on the number of students attending classes, impacts to intersection 

and freeway operations would be less under Alternative B because the increase in students would be 

accommodated either off site or online. Jncreases in enrollment for on-line course could potentially 

incrementally decrease vehicle trips. Due to the reduced intensity of Alternative B, these trips would be 

reduced in number to the Project site, but would still be undertaken to the location of leased facilities. 

However, lacking an alternative leased facilities site, changes in traffic patterns resulting from this 

alternative would be impossible to predict at this point. Parking impacts would be the same as the under 

the Project, however, because even without the additional 240 parking spaces, the campus currently has 

more parking than what is required using the standard ratio of parking needed for community colleges. 

Impacts related to traffic would be incrementally less under Alternative B than under the Project. 

Relationship of Alternative B to the Project Objectives 

Alternative B would meet some of the Project objectives, but not all. For instance, Alternative B would 

provide additional instructional space but the space would likely be provided off campus and through 

online classes. Since some renovation would take place, Alternative B would meet the objective to 

renovate aging facilities. However, Alternative B would not allow the consolidation of related programs 

into "clusters" because it is assumed that the "change of use" (which would not occur under Alternative 
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B) would facilitate the clusters. Furthennore, Alternative B would not enhance the overall appearance of 

the campus and the safety of students, faculty, and staff would not be protected by upgrades to buildings. 

Alternative C - Alternate Site Plan 

Alternative C proposes the relocation of the PSEC to the northern area of the campus, north of the 4100 

Building and south of Parking Lot 3 and the Loop Road, on a sloping hillside. Parking Lot 4 would be 

expanded as envisioned in the original master plan, since that site would not be used by the PSC, thus the 

Project would include a total of approximately 400 spaces. Other aspects of Alternative C would be 

similar to the Project. Jmprovements to the overall site as well as renovation of several of the existing 

buildings on the campus and change of use for identified buildings. The Scene Shop would be constructed 

under Alternative C in the same location as the Project. 

Air Quality 

Similar to the Project, construction of Alternative C would generate pollutant emissions from construction 

vehicles, demolition, grading, or construction-worker vehicles. In addition, stationary area source 

emissions (consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices, and the operation of 

landscape maintenance equipment) associated with the Project would still be generated. These emissions 

would not be incrementally reduced because the same amount of construction would occur under 

Alternative C. 

Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result from nonnal day-to

day activities on the campus after implementation of the proposed Project. Mobile emissions would be 

generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the Project site. Under Alternative C, the same 

amount of stationary source emissions would be generated and the same amount of trips would be 

generated. Thus, air quality impacts under Alternative C (including significant and unavoidable 

cumulative impacts) would be the same under Alternative C as the Project. 

Biological Resources 

Under Alternative C, all Project activities would occur, but the PSEC would be relocated to the n01thern 

portion of the site, south of Parking Lot 3 and Loop Road. Under Alternative C, the currently 

undeveloped hillside area would be graded and and two large oak trees would be removed. Although 

impacts related to biological resources are primarily related to proximity to one of the two drainages on 

the campus, the loss of trees and grading of undeveloped areas would be an increase in impacts to 

biological resources. Therefore, Alternative C would result in more impacts to biological resources than 

the Project. 

Cultural Resources 

Under Alternative C, all Project activities would occur, but the PSEC would be relocated to the n01thern 

portion of the site, south of Parking Lot 3 and Loop Road. Jmpacts to the potential historic district would 
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be greater than under the Project because under Alternative C the PSEC would be in closer proximity to 

potential contributors to the historic site (Building 4100 [CTJS & PSME Division Offices], Building 4200 

[CTIS General Classrooms], and Building 4300 [Computer Center]) than if the PSEC were located in the 

western portion of the site. Further, the steep hillside site would not be conducive to design consistent 

with the existing historic style. Because Alternative C would result in the same amount of development, 

impacts to archaeological or paleontological resources would also be similar to the Project. Overall, 

impacts to cultural resources would be greater under Alternative C than the Project. 

Noise 

Under Alternative C, construction and demolition would occur on the site, which would create 

construction-generated noise or groundborne vibration. Similar to the Project, Alternative C would 

constrnct new buildings on the site and there would be on-site operational noise generated by rooftop 

heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV AC) systems, and noise from campus operations. However, 

because activities would be the same as under the Project (with the exception of the relocation of the 

PSEC and expansion of parking lot 4), impacts would be similar to the Project under Alternative C with 

the exception of potential noise impacts to nearby residential uses. The relocation of the PSEC from the 

western portion of the campus (outside Loop Road) to the northern portion of the campus (inside Loop 

Road) would provide greater distance between the stationary noise sources and residential uses to the 

west of the campus, however use of this building site would allow parking lot 4 to be expanded as 

originally envisioned in the master plan, locating vehicular noise closer to residential uses. Thus, impacts 

related to noise are the same under Alternative C as the Project. 

Transportation/Circulation 

Under Alternative C, all Project activities would occur but the PSEC would be relocated to the northern 

portion of the site, south of Parking Lot 3 and Loop Road. The alternate location of this building would 

not change any of the conclusions related to traffic impacts and Alternative C would result in similar 

impacts as the Project. 

Relationship of Alternative C to the Project Objectives 

Alternative C would meet all of the Project's objectives including renovation of aging facilities; providing 

instruction space, ensuring the safety of students, faculty, and staff; consolidation of related programs into 

"clusters," and enhancing the overall appearance of the campus. 

D. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA requires that an EIR alternatives analysis include designation of an "environmentally superior" 

alternative. Alternative A, the No Project/No Build Alternative, would result in greatest reduction in 

project impacts and would be the environmentally superior alternative. However, CEQA requires that if 

the environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
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environmentally superior alternative from another the other alternatives. Alternative B, Reduced Intensity, 

would reduce most environmental impacts resulting from the Project. However, Alternative B would not 

reduce the significant unavoidable impact to air quality. 
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Key: s . 
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+ 

=Significant Impact 
= Less-than-Significant Impact 
=Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation 

= Impact greater than the Project 

=Impact similar to the Prqject 

= Impact less than the Project 
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CNPS California Native Plant Society 

co carbon monoxide 

Corps United States Army Corps of Engineers 

csc California Special Concern Species 

CUP Conditional Use Permit 

cu.yd. cubic yards 

CWA Clean Water Act 

DFG California Department of Fish and Game 

DHS Department of Health Services 

DMV California Department of Motor Vehicles 

DOF Department of Finance 

DSA Division of the State Architect 
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FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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FHDAPD Foothill-De Anza Police Department 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Maps 

FMMP Fann land Mapping and Monitoring Program 
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gpd gallons per day 

gpm gallons per minute 
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HCM Highway Capacity Manual 

HOV high occupancy vehicles 

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 

I-280 Interstate 280 

IS Initial Study 

ISWMO Integrated Solid Waste Management Office 

ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers 

LASD Los Altos School District 

LOS level of service 

mgd million gallons per day 

MMP mitigation monitoring program 
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MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

mph miles per hour 

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

MTS Metropolitan Transpo1tation System 

MVLASD Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School District 

NCRD Napa Community Resources Department 

NCTPA Napa County Transportation Planning Agency 

NESHAPs National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

NFD Napa Fire Department 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminish·ation 
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OHWM Ordinary High Water Mark 
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OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

PAUSD Palo Alto Unified School District 

PHWD Purissima Hills Water District 

PM particulate matter 
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PMlO coarse particulates 

PM2.5 fine particulates 

PRC Public Resources Code 

PSEC Physical Sciences and Engineering Center 

PSI pounds per square inch 

RACM Regulated Asbestos Containing Material 

ROW right-of-way 

ROWD Report of Waste Discharge 

RTIP Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

sf square feet 

SFBRWQCB San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SF PUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 

sq.ft. square feet 

SR State Route 

STIP State Transportation Improvement Program 

SWPPP Stonn Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWRCB California State Water Resources Control Board 

TCM Transportation Control Measures 

TDA Article 13 Transportation Development Act Article 13 

TDM transportation demand management 

TFCA Transportation Funds for Clean Air 
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TIA Transportation Impact Assessment 

TLC Transportation for Livable Communities 

TRB Transportation Research Board 

TSM transportation system management 

TTAP Traffic Engineer Technical Assistance Program 

UBC Uniform Building Code 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

voe Volatile Organic Compound 

US ACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
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3.7 NOISE 

Introduction 

This section of the EIR evaluates the potential for noise and ground-borne vibration impacts resulting 

from implementation of the SUMC Project. The description of the noise environment is based on noise 
measurements taken by PBS&J. Projected increases in noise levels in and around the SUMC Sites can 

be expected from additional traffic, increased medical helicopter flights associated with the SUMC 

Project, new mechanical systems installed at the new facilities, and construction activities. These noise 
sources are evaluated to determine whether they would cause a substantial temporary and/or permanent 

increase in ambient noise levels in and around the SUMC Sites; exposure of people to excessive noise 
levels or ground-borne vibration; and/or exceedances of standards established in the City of Palo Alto 

Comprehensive Plan, Noise Ordinance, or any other applicable standards . Standards of impact 
significance on which to base the assessment of potential noise/vibration impacts are identified later in 

this section. Mitigation measures intended to reduce identified noise impacts are provided. 

This section of the EIR is based on traffic data provided in the Transportation Impact Analysis 
prepared by AECOM Transportation (Appendix C), the traffic and helicopter noise modeling and 

stationary source noise analysis conducted by PBS&J for the SUMC Project. Sources consulted for the 
preparation of this section include the City of Palo Alto's Comprehensive Plan and Noise Ordinance, 

and other reference documents by the Federal Transit Administration (FT A), 1 the Federal Interagency 

Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN),2 the U.S. Department of Transportation,3 and the World 
Health Organization. 4 

Noise issues/comments identified in letters responding to the NOP and in oral and written comments 
received during the Planning and Transportation Commission and City Council public scoping meetings 

for the SUMC Project were considered in preparing this analysis. Comments requested an analysis of 
ambulance, helicopter, vehicular traffic, and construction noise; an analysis of noise related to the 

Emergency Department (ED); and an analysis of noise levels throughout the day. These comments 
were submitted by members of the Planning and Transportation Commission, the Crescent Park 

Neighborhood Association, and private residents from Palo Alto and Menlo Palo. These issues are 
considered in this section. 

Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006. 
Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN), Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakenings from 
Sleep, June 1997. 
US Department of Transportation, General Health Effects of Transportation Noise, June 2002. 
World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, 2000. 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR - Noise 3. 7-1 

RL0024521 



EM24131 

Characteristics of Sound, Noise, and Vibration 

Sound 

Sound is created when vibrating objects produce pressure variations that move rapidly outward into the 
surrounding air. The main characteristics of these air pressure waves are amplitude, which we 

experience as a sound's "loudness," and frequency, which we experience as a sound's "pitch." The 
standard unit of sound amplitude is the decibel (dB); it is a measure of the physical magnitude of the 

pressure variations relative to the human threshold of perception. The human ear's sensitivity to sound 
amplitude is frequency-dependent; it is more sensitive to sound with a frequency at or near 1,000 

cycles per second than to sound with much lower or higher frequencies. 

Most "real world" sounds (e.g., a dog barking, a car passing, etc.) are complex mixtures of many 
different frequency components. When the average amplitude of such sounds is measured with a sound 

level meter, it is common for the instrument to apply different adjustment factors to each of the 
measured sound's frequency components. These factors account for the differences in perceived 

loudness of each of the sound's frequency components relative to those to which the human ear is most 
sensitive (i.e., those at or near 1,000 cycles per second). This practice is called "A-weighting." The 

unit of A-weighted sound amplitude is also the decibel. But in reporting measurements to which A

weighting has been applied, an "A" is appended to dB (i.e., dBA) to make this clear. Table 3.7-1 lists 
representative environmental sounds levels. 

Table 3.7-1 
Representative Environmental Sound Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities 

Jet Fly-over at 100 feet 

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet 

Diesel Truck going 50 mph at 50 feet 
Noisy Urban Area during Daytime 

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet 
Commercial Area 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet 

Quiet Urban Area during Daytime 

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime 
Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime 

Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime 

Threshold of Human Hearing 

Sound Level 
(dBA) 
-110-

-100-

-90-

-80-

-70-

-60-

-50-

-40-

-30-

-20-

-10-

-0-

Common Indoor Activities 
Rock Band 

Food Blender at 3 feet 
Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 
Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Large Business Office 
Dishwasher in Next Room 

Theater, Large Conference Room (background) 

Library 
Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (background) 

Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: California Department of Transportation, 1998. 
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Noise 

Noise is the term generally given to the "unwanted" aspects of intrusive sound. Many factors 
influence how a sound is perceived and whether it is considered annoying to a listener. These factors 
include the physical characteristics of a sound (e.g., amplitude, frequency, duration, etc.), but also 

non-acoustic factors (e.g., the acuity of a listener's hearing ability, the activity of the listener during 
exposure, etc.) that can influence the judgment of listeners regarding the degree of "unwantedness" of 
a sound. Excessive noise can negatively affect the physiological or psychological well-being of 
individuals or communities. 

All quantitative descriptors used to measure environmental noise exposure recognize the strong 
correlation between the high acoustical energy content of a sound (i.e., its loudness and duration) and 
the disruptive effect it is likely to have as noise. Because environmental noise fluctuates over time, 
most such descriptors average the sound level over the time of exposure, and some add "penalties" 
during the times of day when intrusive sounds would be more disruptive to listeners. The most 
commonly used descriptors are: 

• Leq, the equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of noise over any 
chosen exposure time. 5 The Leq is the constant noise level that would deliver the same 
acoustic energy to the ear as the actual time-varying noise over the same exposure time. Leq 
does not depend on the time of day during which the noise occurs. 

• Ldn, the day-night average noise level, is a 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA "penalty" 
added to noise during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for increased nighttime 
noise sensitivity. Because of this penalty, the Ldn would always be higher than its 
corresponding 24-hour Leq (e.g., a constant 60 dBA noise over 24 hours would have a 60 dBA 
Leq, but a 66.4 dBA Ldn). 

• CNEL, the community noise equivalent level, is an Ldn with an additional 5 dBA "penalty" 
for the evening hours between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

• SEL, the sound exposure level, is the constant noise level that would deliver the same acoustic 
energy to the ear of a listener during a one-second exposure as the actual time-varying noise 
would deliver over its entire time of occurrence. 6 

Community noise exposures typically are represented by descriptors, such as a peak-hour Leq, Ldn, or 
CNEL. One-hour and shorter-period Leq are useful for characterizing noise caused by short-term 
activities, such as the operation of construction or ventilation equipment. SEL most commonly is used 

Averaging sound levels on the decibel scale is not done by standard arithmetic averaging, but according to 
the following rule: Leq = 10 x log( (1/n) x (lOuito + 10L2ito + ... + lOLn/to )); where Lt, Li, Ln are n 
individual sound levels. For example, the Leq of the sound levels Lt = 60 dBA and L2 = 70 dBA is 67.4 
dBA (not 65 as it would be using standard arithmetic averaging). The higher individual sound levels 
contribute much more substantially to the Leq than they would to an average done in the standard way. 
For a sound lasting longer than one second, its SEL will be higher than that of the largest of the shorter 
duration component sounds that make up the total. For example, the SEL of a ten-second-long sound made 
up of 10 one-second-long component sounds, each of 60 dBA amplitude, would be 70 dBA. 
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to characterize the disruptive potential of noise from aircraft fly-overs, and train and heavy truck pass

bys. 

Vibration 

Vibrating objects in contact with the ground radiate energy through the ground; if a vibrating object is 
massive enough and/or close enough to the observer, its vibrations are perceptible. The ground motion 

caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second and is referenced as vibration 
decibels (VdB). 

The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually around 50 VdB. The vibration 
velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration velocity level 

of 75 V dB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels 

for many people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings such as the 
operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of doors. Typical outdoor 

sources of perceptible groundbome vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and 

traffic on rough roads. If a roadway is smooth, the groundbome vibration from traffic is rarely 

perceptible. The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is the typical background 
vibration velocity level, to 100 V dB, which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in 

fragile buildings. 

The general human response to different levels of groundbome vibration velocity levels is described in 

Table 3.7-2. 

65 VdB 

75 VdB 

85 VdB 

Table 3.7-2 
Human Response to Different Levels of Groundborne Vibration 

Human Reaction 

Approximate threshold of perception for many people. 

Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. 
Many people find that transportation-related vibration at this level is 
unacceptable. 

Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events per day. 

Source: PTA, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006. 

Health and Welfare Effects of Noise Exposure 

Environmental noise has a number of documented undesirable effects on human health and welfare. 

These effects are psychological, including annoyance and speech interference, and physiological, 
including hearing impairment and sleep disturbance. The following summaries of such effects were 

excerpted from two general reference sources by the U.S. Department of Transportation 7 and the 
World Health Organization. 8 

US Department of Transportation, General Health Effects of Transportation Noise, June 2002. 
World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, 2000. 
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Annoyance. Annoyance is a general term for the overall feeling of displeasure produced by the 

various effects of noise, including speech interference, disturbance to comfort and peace of mind, sleep 
disruption, etc. The most relevant study of the effect on human annoyance was conducted by Theodore 

Schultz, who examined 11 major social surveys that related reported annoyance by people exposed to 
transportation noise. 9 The so-called "Schultz curve" relates the observed average noise level in 

different communities to reported annoyance. Since its publication, the Schultz curve has been used 
nationally and internationally as the nominal response curve for characterizing the average community 

response to transportation noise. 

Speech Interference. Speech interference occurs when speech is masked by other sounds occurring 

simultaneously. Speech intelligibility is often adversely affected by noise. As the sound pressure level 
of noise increases, the speaker compensates by increasing voice volume, which makes additional 

demands on the listener. When speaker and listener are about a meter apart, relaxed conversation can 
occur as long as the ambient noise level is less than about 55 dBA, while conversing with raised voices 

is increasingly necessary as noise levels rise to 65 dBA and higher. Noise may mask not only speech, 

but also other acoustical signals (e.g., door bells, telephones, alarm clocks, fire alarms, music, etc.). 

Hearing Impairment/Loss. Prolonged exposure to high levels of noise can cause hearing impairment, 
though most cases of hearing impairment were found to be related to occupational, rather than 

environmental, noise exposure. Outside of occupational noise exposure, deterioration of the hearing 

capability is caused by diseases, head trauma, hereditary factors, and normal aging. 

Sleep Disturbance. It is estimated that only 10 to 20 percent of the reported cases of sleep disturbance 
are for reasons relating to transportation noise. The majority of sleep-disturbance research related to 

transportation-noise has focused on aircraft noise. Most studies focus on investigating possible 

secondary effects of sleep disturbance, including reduced perceived sleep quality, increased fatigue, 

depressed mood or well-being, and decreased performance. Although no specific long-term health 

effects have been clearly linked to sleep disturbance, it is recognized as intrinsically undesirable and, 
thus, is considered an adverse noise impact in and of itself. 

Sleep disturbance studies have developed predictive models of transportation source noise-induced 
awakenings using SEL as the descriptor of choice. Two such models and selected values for the 

predicted awakening percentage as a function of aircraft-related SEL (as experienced indoors) are 
shown in Table 3.7-3. 

Schultz, Theodore J. Synthesis of Social Surveys on Noise Annoyance, Journal of the Acoustical Society of 
America 64. pp. 377-405, August 1978. 
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Table 3.7-3 
Sleep Disturbance Frequency as a Function of Aircraft Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 

Indoor SEL Average Percent Awakened• Maximum Percent Awakenedb 

45 dBA 0.8% 1.1 % 

50dBA 1.0% 1.9% 

55 dBA 1.2% 2.8% 

60dBA 1.5% 3.8% 

65 dBA 1.8% 5.1 % 

70dBA 2.2% 6.4% 

75 dBA 2.8% 7.9% 

80dBA 3.4% 9.6% 

85 dBA 4.2% 11.3% 
Sources: 
a. Finegold and Bartholomew, A Predictive Model of Noise Induced Awakenings from Transportation Noise Sources, Noise 

Control Engineering Journal, 2001; The formula: %Awakened = 0.58 + (4.30 * 10 8
) * SEL411 was found to give the 

best-fit to the data. 
b. Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) in Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakenings from Sleep, June 

1997. 
Note that the tabulated awakening percentages (Pinct) apply only to a single aircraft noise event. The occurrence of multiple 
aviation noise events during a night (or day) would result in a higher compound awakening percentage for those exposed 
than that expected for one event. This compound awakening percentage (Ptot) would increase as the individual SEL and 
the number of events (n) increase according to the following formula: 

Ptot = 1 - (1- Pinct)" 
For example, if the individual awakening probability for one event is 5 percent, with 10 such events per night the 
compound awakening probability would be 40 percent. 

Existing Conditions 

Noise Measurements 

Noise measurements were made at five locations by PBS&J on July 31, 2008 between the hours of 
11:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at surrounding land uses that would be considered sensitive to traffic noise. 

Measurements at a sixth location were added on December 4, 2008 at the closest residential use (i.e., 
the 1100 Welch apartments) to the Main SUMC Site. And two long-term (i.e., 48 consecutive hours) 

measurements were taken in September 2009. The first was on the SUMC campus along the SUMC 
Promenade, next to the 1089 Hospital Modernization Project Building and below its roof-top heliport. 

The second was at a roadside location near the 1100 Welch Road apartments. Examples of noise
sensitive uses are residences, motels and other uses where people would sleep; schools; hospitals; 

churches; public libraries; and parks. The land uses adjacent to the SUMC Sites include the Stanford 
University campus, commercial uses, park uses, and residential land uses. Single-family and multiple

family homes are located adjacent to and north of Sand Hill Road across from the SUMC Sites. An 

aerial map that depicts the noise measurement locations is provided as Figure 3. 7 -1. 
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The first six measurement locations represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would be most 

affected by noise from traffic increases associated with the SUMC Project and/or noise from roadways 
within the Study Area that have the highest existing and future total traffic volumes. The two long

term measurements were added to characterize the daily temporal noise level variation typical at 

locations on and near the SUMC Sites. Measurement location #8 is representative of on-campus noise 

levels at locations without close exposure to traffic on major roadways, but exposed to the influence of 
noise from garage activity and medical helicopter flights. Measurement location #9 is representative of 

noise levels experienced at locations adjacent to major roadways, but this particular location is also 

adjacent to the SUMC campus and so has the potential to be influenced by existing and future on-site 
stationary noise sources. The closest public park to the SUMC Sites, El Camino Park, is located 

across El Camino Real from the Stanford Shopping Center. Noise was not measured or modeled there 
because its exposure to traffic noise is similar to that of the Stanford Inn (measurement location #2). 

El Camino Park is also the closest noise-sensitive use to the Hoover Pavilion Site, which is 135 feet 
south of the Park across El Camino Real. The noise measurement data at the sensitive receptors were 

used to calibrate the Federal Highway Administration's (FHW A's) Traffic Noise Model (TNM), which 

was used to model the traffic noise impacts associated with the SUMC Project. 

As shown in Table 3. 7-4, the Ldn at the 1100 Welch Road apartments (measurement location #9) 

currently exceeds the City's "Normally Acceptable" standard of 60 dBA Ldn for residential land uses 
set in the Comprehensive Plan. The day-time LeqS at measurement locations #2 through #6 also exceed 

60 dBA by a substantial margin, which is strong evidence for the common exceedance of the City Ldn 

standard in areas adjacent to high traffic volume roadways. 10 These locations are at the Stanford Inn 
along El Camino Real, 1200 Embarcadero Road at Emerson Street, the East Palo Alto Residential Area 
at Michigan A venue and University A venue, residences at Alma Street and Lincoln A venue, and the 

1100 Welch Road apartments. While the measurements include noise from all sources in these areas, 

the primary source of noise at most receptors (except possibly measurement location #8, which is at 
ground-level below the SUMC heliport) is traffic. 

10 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Fr A May 2006), Appendix D: Determining Existing Noise 
FT A recommends that Ldn can be approximated with adequate precision by a measurement of hourly Leq 
during the day of interest. For an hourly Le measurements made between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Ldn = Leq -
2dBA. 
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Table 3.7-4 
Existing Ambient Noise Measurements (dBA) 

Noise 
Receptor 
Map rn• Land Use Description 

1 Stanford West Apartments (Apt. 275) 
Along Sand Hill Road - residential use 

2 Stanford Inn - motel use 

3 1200 Embarcadero/Emerson -
residential use 

4 East Palo Alto Residential Area -
Michigan/University Avenue 

5 Alma and Lincoln A venue -
residential use 

6 1100 Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 

7 1100 Welch Road apartments 
(backyard fence) 

8 On SUMC campus along Promenade 
(near heliport) 

9 1100 Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 
Notes: 

Noise Level 

Duration Leq Lmm 
10 min. 55.2 42.9 

10 min. 74.5 51.3 

10 min. 70.4 50.8 

10 min. 68.4 50.2 

10 min. 67.7 49.0 

10 min. 64.7 51.9 

10 min. 53.5 43.9 

48 hrs. 59.4* 48.2 

48 hrs. 70.1 * 45.5 

Lmax Primary Noise Source 
68.1 Traffic along Sand 

Hill Road 
84.0 Traffic along El 

Camino Real 
85.9 Traffic along 

Embarcadero Road 
80.3 Traffic along 

University Avenue and 
Michigan A venue 

86.8 Traffic along Alma 
Street 

79.2 Traffic along Welch 
Road 

56.9 Traffic along Welch 
and Sand Hill Roads 

89.3 Distant traffic, garage 
activity, medical 
helicopters 

113.7 Traffic along Welch 
Road 

All noise level statistics are reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA), the standard unit of sound intensity. Leq is the average noise level 
over the measurement period, Lmin is the minimum instantaneous noise level measured during this period, while Lmax is the maximum 
instantaneous noise level measured during this period. 
* These are direct measurements of Lctn. 
a. Refer to Figure 3.7-1. 

Vehicular Noise 

Existing peak hour traffic Leq at local noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to roadways that would be used 
by people traveling to and from the SUMC Sites were estimated using the FHWA's TNM model. This 

model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, 
roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The locations for the near-roadway, short-term 

noise measurements were selected because they represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would 

be most affected by traffic noise increases associated with the SUMC Project or by traffic noise from 
the busiest roadways within the Study Area for the Transportation Impact Analysis. TNM was 

calibrated by counting traffic volumes during each measurement and adjusting the modeled noise levels 
to match the measured noise levels at each location. The existing peak-hour traffic Leq were calculated 

using the calibrated TNM model and the peak-hour traffic volumes provided in the Transportation 

Impact Analysis (see Appendix C). 

The exposure of selected local noise-sensitive land uses to modeled existing peak-hour Leq noise levels 

is presented in Table 3. 7-5. These noise levels represent only the traffic-related noise component and 
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do not include noise from other sources. The modeled results are in close accord with the noise 

measurements at the selected locations (refer to Table 3.7-4). The differences were caused by 
variations between the receptors' and measurement locations' distances from the adjacent roadways and 

by variations between traffic volumes during the measurement periods and those during the peak traffic 
hour. According to the PTA, a measured or modeled value of peak-hour Leq is about 2 dBA higher 

than Ldn if traffic noise is the dominant influence on the total ambient noise level. 11 

Table 3.7-5 
Modeled Motor Vehicle Noise Levels - Peak Hour Leq at 

Selected Locations (Existing) ( dBA)3·b 

Roadway Segment Modeled Receptor 
Sand Hill Road, east of Pasteur Drive Residential 

(Location 1 on Figure 3.7-1) 
El Camino Real, south of Cambridge Motel 

(Location 2 on Figure 3.7-1) 
Embarcadero, south of El Camino Real Residential 

(Location 3 on Figure 3.7-1) 
University Avenue, north of Bay Road Residential 

(Location 4 on Figure 3.7-1) 
Alma Street, south of Hamilton A venue Residential 

(Location 5 on Figure 3.7-1) 
Welch Road, north of Pasteur Drive Residential 

(Location 6 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Source: PBS&J, 2010. 

Notes: 

Existing 
57.4 

75.3 

70.4 

70.7 

66.6 

65.6 

a. Traffic volumes provided in the Transportation Impact Analysis by AECOM Transportation, provided as Appendix C to 
this EIR. 

b. Noise levels were calculated with TNM at the measured setbacks of the existing residential buildings. 

Mechanical Equipment and Loading Noise 

Loading. Other sources of noise within the area are generated from mechanical equipment and loading 

area noise. Currently, one shared loading dock serves SHC and LPCH at the Main SUMC Site; it is 
located along Quarry Road (see Figure 2-5 in Section 2, Project Description). There are currently 

approximately 32,850 annual deliveries (105 deliveries per day based upon loading activity six days per 
week) at the Main SUMC Site; this total is divided into 24,638 (75 percent) for SHC and 8,212 (25 

percent) for LPCH. 12 The percentage of loading vehicle trips by vehicle types is as follows: tractor 

trailers (53 feet long), 25 percent; box trucks/cab-overs (18 feet to 48 feet long), 30 percent; parcel 
delivery vehicles (10 feet to 18 feet long), 20 percent; and courier vans and trucks (10 feet to 18 feet 

long), 25 percent. 13 

11 

12 

13 

Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006, Appendix D. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
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Loading activities involving small- to medium-sized trucks (i.e., the box trucks/cab overs, parcel 

delivery vehicles and courier vans, as noted above) generate noise levels in the range of 60 to 65 dBA 
at 50 feet (e.g., during idling, backing, and use of hydraulic lift gates). Loading activities involving 

larger trucks (i.e., the tractor trailers, as noted above) generate noise in the range of 70 to 75 dBA at 
50 feet. Trash compaction and collection typically generate noise levels ranging from 70 to 75 dBA at 

50 feet. Traffic circulation and parking lot noise levels typically range from 60 to 65 dBA at 50 feet. 14 

Mechanical Equipment. Equipment serving the existing SUMC is installed at many locations on-site 

and at Stanford's Central Energy Facility (CEF), which provides steam and chilled water to the SUMC 

and is located about 800 feet west of the Main SUMC Site on the Stanford University campus. The 
CEF is being expanded, but that expansion would be permitted separately from the SUMC Project and 

its effects are not included in this noise impact analysis. There are 12 emergency generators on the 
SUMC Site plus a back-up generator. 15 Rooftop heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

equipment is located on all SUMC buildings. Noise levels associated with existing SUMC HVAC 
equipment were measured on December 4, 2008; the measurement locations are listed in Table 3.7-6. 

Table 3.7-6 
Measurements of Noise from Existing SUMC Rooftop HV AC Equipment 

Noise Noise Level (dBA) Equipment; 
Receptor Duration Distance to Meter; 
Map ID Measurement Location• (minutes) Leq Lmm Lmax Noise Control 

1 Hospital Modernization 10 63.9 62.0 75.3 3 HV AC units; 
Project Building (next to 50 - 100 feet 
heliport) All units enclosed 

2 Core Expansion Building 10 65.3 62.9 75.3 Exhaust fan; 
30 feet; 
No enclosure 

3 Hospital Modernization 10 75.1 73.0 81.2 HVAC; 
Project Building (D Pod) 25 feet 

Full enclosure 
4 Advanced Medicine Center 10 65.4 63.8 74.1 HVAC; 

25 feet 
Sound walls 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 

Notes: 

All noise level statistics are reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA), the standard unit of sound intensity. Leq is the average 
noise level over the measurement period, Lmin is the minimum instantaneous noise level measured during this period, while 
Lmax is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during this period. 
a. Refer to Figure 2-5. 

14 

15 

Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc., Balfour Center Safeway Noise Analysis - Brentwood, California, June 6, 
2002. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 6. 
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Ambulance and Helicopter Operations 

Sources of ambient noise in and around the SUMC Sites include helicopters and ambulances 

transporting patients to and from the Main SUMC Site. 

Helicopter Operations. Currently there are about 2, 120 helicopter trips per year (about six daily) 

associated with hospital operations. 16 Approximately half of the helicopter trips are associated with 
patient and organ transport, and approximately half are for the purpose of refueling. Five to six flights 

per year are to travel offsite for maintenance. There are currently four paths for helicopter approach 

and departure to the SUMC heliport. 17 In all the paths, the helicopters are initially maneuvered in a 
circular motion directly above the Stanford University Arboretum, in order to change altitude for the 
purpose of minimizing the noise impacts on the surrounding area. The pilots generally rise to an 

altitude of 1,500 feet prior to flying out of the vicinity of the SUMC Sites. 18 Figure 3.7-2 and Figure 

3.7-3 show the existing Ldn (i.e., the 24-hour noise level with a penalty added to nighttime noise 
events) and SEL (i.e., the noise energy level from a typical helicopter approach/departure compressed 

into one second) noise contours from existing helicopter operations, as determined by PBS&J noise 

modeling. The 60 dBA Ldn contour does not extend into the residential areas north of Sand Hill Road; 

note also that 60 dBA Ldn is the "Normally Acceptable" residential noise exposure compatibility 

standard set in the Comprehensive Plan. A single helicopter would produce a maximum SEL of 85 
dBA, as shown by the SEL contours, which result from a helicopter flying at 1,500 feet as it 
approaches/departs the heliport. The SEL contour does not "close" around the heliport as the Ldn 

contour because it assumes that helicopters would not gain additional altitude as they approach/ depart 

the heliport and, thus, reduce the maximum SEL at ground level. 

Ambulance Activity. The existing ED, where ambulance trips are destined, is located at the south 

side of the Hospital Core Expansion, off Quarry Road. Most ambulance trips end at the SHC 

emergency ward near the terminus of Quarry Road. In 2006, there were 8,331 ground ambulance trips 
(about 23 trips per day) to the SHC ED. The total ambulance trips comprise 19.6 percent of the total 

42,522 ED visits for that year. Of the total ambulance trips, approximately 10 percent are "Code 3" 
trips, meaning that they involve the use of lights and a siren. 19 A typical SEL of an ambulance passby, 

which lasts about 12 seconds, is 112 dBA with an Lmax of about 106 dBA, if the siren is engaged. The 

City's Noise Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 9 .10. 050) exempts noise associated with 
"emergencies" from its standards and penalties. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
Catherine Palter, Stanford University Land Use and Environmental Planning, Memorandum: Data Needs for 
SUMC Project EIR- Response, February 20, 2008. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
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FIGURE 3.7-2 
Existing Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) Noise Contours 
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Applicable Plans and Regulations 

For this analysis, the primary applicable plans and regulations pertaining to noise are from the City's 
Comprehensive Plan and Noise Ordinance. However, there are cases where these local plans and 

regulations do not contain quantitative thresholds to evaluate the impact of certain types of noise 

emissions or vibration. In those cases, quantitative standards specified by comparable federal or State 

standards are utilized. For example, the City's Comprehensive Plan does not specify a numeric 
threshold for unacceptable vibration emissions. In this case, this analysis considers the vibration 

thresholds specified in the Federal Transit Administration's Transit Noise Impact and Vibration 

Assessment (PTA Guidelines). These standards provide a qualitative framework for analyzing whether 

the SUMC Project is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Noise policies. 

City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan 

The Natural Environment Element of the Comprehensive Plan establishes Goal N-8, which aims to 

create "an environment that minimizes the adverse impacts of noise." The following Comprehensive 

Plan policies are relevant to the evaluation of the SUMC Project and specify CEQA noise significance 

criteria are specifically included in this EIR's Standards of Significance: 

Policy N-39. Encourage the location of land uses in areas with compatible noise environments using 

the guidelines in the Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment table (included below) 
to determine compatibility. 

• The guideline for maximum outdoor noise levels in residential areas is an Ldn of 60 dBA. This 

level is a guideline for the design and location of future development and a goal for the 
reduction of noise in existing development. However, 60 dBA Ldn is a guideline which cannot 

necessarily be reached in all residential areas within the constraints of economic or aesthetic 
feasibility. This guideline will be primarily applied where outdoor use is a major consideration 

(e.g., backyards in single family housing developments, and recreational areas in multiple 
family housing projects). Where the City determines that providing 60 dBA Ldn or lower 

outdoors is not feasible, the noise level in outdoor areas intended for recreational use should be 
reduced to as close to the standard as feasible through project design. 

• The indoor noise level as required by the State of California Noise Insulation Standards must 
not exceed 45 dBA Ldn in multiple-family dwellings. This indoor criterion shall also apply to 

new single family homes in Palo Alto. 

• Interior noise levels in new single family and multiple family residential units exposed to an 

exterior Ldn of 60 dBA or greater should be limited to a maximum instantaneous noise level of 
50 dBA in the bedrooms. Maximum instantaneous noise levels in other rooms should not 

exceed 55 dBA. 
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Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment 

Land Use Category 
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Policy N-41. When a proposed project is subject to CEQA, the noise impact of the project on existing 

residential land uses should be evaluated in terms of the increase in existing noise levels and potential 

for adverse community impact, regardless of existing background noise levels. If an area is below the 

applicable maximum noise guideline, an increase in noise up to the maximum should not necessarily be 

allowed. A project should be considered to cause a significant degradation of the noise environment if 

it meets any of the following criteria: 

• The project would cause the Ldn to increase by 5.0 dBA or more in an existing residential area, 

even if the Ldn would remain below 60 dBA; 

• The project would cause the Ldn to increase by 3.0 dBA or more in an existing residential area, 

thereby causing the Ldn in the area to exceed 60 dBA; and 

• The project would cause an increase of 3. 0 dBA or more in an existing residential area where 

the Ldn currently exceeds 60 dB. 

City of Palo Alto Noise Ordinance 

Protection of the population of Palo Alto from "excessive, unnecessary, and unreasonable noises from 

any and all sources in the community" is implemented through the City's Noise Ordinance (Chapter 

9.10 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code). The following sections of the Noise Ordinance are relevant to 

the evaluation of the SUMC Project. 
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9.10.040 Commercial and Industrial Property Noise Limits.20 No person shall produce, 

suffer or allow to be produced by any machine or device, or any combination of same, on commercial 
or industrial property, a noise level more than eight dB above the local ambient21 at any point outside 

of the property plane. 

9.10.060 Special provisions. 

a) General Daytime Exception. Any noise source which does not produce a noise level exceeding 70 
dBA at a distance of 25 feet under its most noisy condition of use shall be exempt from the 

provisions of Section 9.10.040 between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Monday through 
Friday, 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Saturday, except Sundays and holidays, when the exemption 

herein shall apply between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 

b) Construction. Construction, alteration and repair activities on non-residential property which are 

authorized by valid City building permit shall be prohibited on Sundays and holidays and shall be 
prohibited except between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 9:00 

a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturday provided that the construction, demolition or repair activities 

during those hours meet the following standards: 

20 

21 

1) No individual piece of equipment shall produce a noise level exceeding 110 dBA at a distance 

of 25 feet. If the device is housed within a structure on the property, the measurement shall be 
made out-side the structure at a distance as close to twenty-five feet from the equipment as 

possible. 

2) The noise level at any point outside of the property plane of the project shall not exceed 110 
dBA. 

3) The holder of a valid construction permit for a construction project in a non-residential zone 

shall post a sign at all entrances to the construction site upon commencement of construction, 
for the purpose of informing all contractors and subcontractors, their employees, agents, 

material men and all other persons at the construction site, of the basic requirements of this 
chapter. 

A. Said sign(s) shall be posted at least five feet above ground level, and shall be of a white 

background, with black lettering, which lettering shall be a minimum of one and one-half 
inches in height. 

B. Said sign shall read as follows: Construction hours for non-residential property; (Includes 

Any and All Deliveries); Monday - Friday 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.; Saturday 9:00 a.m. to 

Sections 9.10.030, 9.10.040 and 9.10.050 of the Noise Ordinance specify limits for noise sources located on 
residential, commercial/industrial, and public properties, respectively. Only the limits for commercial/ 
industrial properties are included in this EIR because, from the perspective if noise emissions, the 
commercial/industrial land use type is the most similar or applicable to that of the SUMC Project. 
"Local ambient" by Noise Ordinance definition means the "lowest sound level repeating itself during a six
minute period as measured with a precision sound level meter, using slow response and "A" weighting ... in 
no case shall the local ambient be considered or determined to be less than thirty dBA for interior noise or 
Forty dBA in all cases." 
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6:00 p.m., Sunday/holidays Construction prohibited. Violation of this Ordinance is a 

misdemeanor punishable by a maximum of six months in jail, $1,000 fine, or both; 
Violators will be prosecuted. 

c) Emergencies. Emergencies (e.g., noise associated with ambulance sirens, medical helicopter 

operations, etc.) are exempt from Noise Ordinance limits and provisions. 

Finally, the implementation of Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 10.48 requires that construction

related trucks use specified truck routes to access the site and that projects follow standard construction 
techniques and best management practices, including the development of a Construction Management 

Plan, which would identify measures to reduce construction noise and consequent annoyance at 

sensitive receptors. 

Advisory Guidance, Regulations, and Standards of Federal and State Agencies 

Federal Standards. The FT A has developed methodology and significance criteria to evaluate noise 

and vibration impacts from surface transportation modes (i.e., passenger cars, trucks, buses, and rail) 

as presented in Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment (PTA Guidelines). The PTA criteria, 
shown in Table 3. 7 -7, are based on limiting annoyance in communities exposed to vibration from 
transportation sources and construction activity. 

Table 3.7-7 
Federal Transit Administration Ground-Borne Vibration (GBV) 

Impact Criteria for General Assessment 

G VB Impact Levels (V dB) 

Land Use Category Frequent Events• Occasional Eventsb Infrequent Events< 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration 65d 
would interfere with interior operations 

Category 2: Residences and buildings 
72 

where people normally sleep 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with 75 
primarily daytime uses 

Source: FT A, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006. 

Notes: 

65d 

75 

78 

a. "Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
b. "Occasional Events" is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c. "Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day. 

65d 

80 

83 

d. This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical 
microscopes. Vibration-sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable 
vibration levels. 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations (i.e., Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility 

Planning) prescribe the methodology governing the development, submission, and review of 
airport/heliport noise exposure maps and noise compatibility programs. The noise exposure maps use 

average annual Ldn or CNEL contours around the airport/heliport as the primary noise descriptor. To 
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the FAA, all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 dBA Ldn 

or CNEL. At higher noise exposures, increasing restrictions are applied to development within the 
aircraft noise contours depending upon the noise-sensitivity of the land use and the degree of noise 

attenuation required in the structures' interior spaces. 

The FAA also recommends the use of supplemental metrics in environmental documents to further 

describe aircraft noise impacts with respect to specific adverse noise effects on specific populations or 

activities. 22 Among the most commonly recognized adverse noise effects are increases in community 
annoyance, sleep disturbance, speech interference and disruption of learning in schools. The effect of 

aviation noise on sleep is often a particular concern of communities located near airports. Based on 
research carried out on sleep disturbance, the Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise 

(FICAN) has recommended the adoption of a dose-response curve based on single-event aviation noise 
events (as quantified by SEL) for predicting the percent of an exposed population (not including 

children) expected to be awakened in long-term residential settings, as shown in Table 3.7-3. In order 
to reduce potential aviation-related sleep disruption to acceptable levels in areas near airports/heliports, 

it may be necessary to install additional acoustic insulation above what would be required to 

attain/maintain the 45 dBA interior Ldn/CNEL standard required by FAA Part 150. 

State Standards. The California Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of Regulations, Title 25, 
Section 1092) establishes uniform minimum noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, 

motels, dormitories, apartment houses and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings. 

Specifically, Title 25 states that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 
dBA Ldn or CNEL in any habitable room of new dwellings. Acoustical studies must be prepared for 

proposed multiple unit residential and hotel/motel structures where outdoor Ldn or CNEL is 60 dBA or 
greater. The studies must demonstrate that the design of the building will reduce interior noise to 45 

dBA Ldn or CNEL, or lower. Dwellings are to be designed so that interior noise levels will meet this 

standard for at least ten years from the time of building permit application. Interior noise levels can be 
reduced through the use of noise insulating windows, and by using sound isolation materials when 
constructing walls and ceilings. The primary means to achieve this standard is through the use of noise 

insulating windows, and/or sound isolation materials when constructing walls and ceilings. (It should 

be noted that Comprehensive Plan Policy N-39 applies the Title 25 standard to all single- and multi
family residential uses in the City). 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Methodology 

The analysis of the existing and future noise environments is based on noise-level monitoring, noise
prediction computer modeling, and empirical observations of receptor noise exposure characteristics. 

Existing noise levels were monitored at selected locations in and around the SUMC Sites (see Table 
3.7-4 with Figure 3.7-1, and Table 3.7-6) using a Larson-Davis Model 820 sound level meter, which 

22 Federal Aviation Administration, Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions, October 2007, Table 
17 .1. 
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satisfies the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for general environmental noise 

measurement instrumentation. 

Traffic noise modeling procedures involved the calculation of existing and future vehicular noise levels 

at selected noise-sensitive uses in and around the SUMC Sites. This task was accomplished using the 

FHWA TNM. The model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic 

volumes, average speeds, roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The average vehicle 
noise rates (energy rates) utilized in TNM reflect the latest measurements of average vehicle noise rates 

for all vehicle classes. Traffic volumes utilized as data inputs in the noise prediction model were 

provided through the traffic analysis prepared for this EIR. 

Helicopter noise levels were estimated using the FAA Integrated Noise Model (INM). INM was 

initialized with project-specific data on helicopter type, number of daily flight operations at SUMC, 
their approach/departure routes, and the existing and proposed future heliport locations. The noise 

analysis produced existing and future-with-project Ldn and SEL noise contours for the vicinity of the 

SUMC Sites. 

Construction noise and vibration levels were quantified using equipment noise reference levels and 

modeling techniques developed by the FT A. 

Standards of Significance 

Based on thresholds specified in the Natural Environment Element of the Comprehensive Plan, the City 
of Palo Alto Noise Ordinance, and other thresholds specified by the City as appropriate to CEQA 

documents; and based on supplementary standards from the FTA (specifically for vibration) and 
FAA/FICAN (specifically for aircraft noise), the SUMC Project would result in a significant noise 

impact if it would: 

During SUMC Project Construction 

• Generate construction noise exceeding the daytime background Leq at sensitive receptors by 10 
dBA or more; or 

• Expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibrations during construction as 

determined according to FTA vibration criteria (shown in Table 3.7-4). 

During SUMC Project Operation 

• For SUMC-related traffic, ambulance operations and medical helicopter flights, cause Ldn to: 

3. 7-20 

Increase by 5 dBA or more in an existing residential area, even if the Ldn would remain 

below 60 dBA; 

Increase by 3 dBA or more in an existing residential area, thereby causing the Ldn in the 

area to exceed 60 dB; or 

Increase by 3 dBA or more in an existing residential area where the Ldn currently exceeds 

60 dBA (all as specified in CP Policy N-41). 
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• For SUMC-related medical helicopter flights, cause substantial increases in sleep disturbance in 
residential neighborhoods as determined according to FI CAN SELi A wakening data (as 

specified in Table 3. 7 -3. 

• Cause an increase in noise from on-site, SUMC Project stationary sources or activities (i.e., 

HVAC equipment, emergency generator testing, loading dock activity, etc., all of which fit the 

definition of "any machine, animal, or device, or any combination of same, on commercial or 

industrial property," as specified by Noise Ordinance Section 9 .10. 040) of 8 dBA or more 

above the local ambient at any point outside the property plane of the project site, unless the 
Ordinance's General Daytime Exception applies (i.e., source noise level less than 70 dBA at a 

distance of 25 feet during the hours specified in Noise Ordinance Section 9.10.060(b)). 

Environmental Analysis 

N0-1. Construction Noise. Construction of the SUMC Project would create a substantial temporary 

increase in ambient noise levels on the SUMC Sites compared to existing ambient noise levels. 

The noise increase would be a significant impact to the sensitive uses (i.e., patients) on the 

Main SUMC Site during construction. (S) 

23 

Construction of the SUMC Project is anticipated to occur over approximately 12 years. 

Approximately 1.2 million square feet of existing buildings would be demolished. Construction 
activities would include demolition, site preparation, grading, placement of infrastructure, 

placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and 
construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, excavating and grading 

equipment, concrete breakers, concrete mixers, and other types of mobile and stationary 

construction equipment. 

The SUMC Project application23 indicates that heavy-duty equipment such as excavators, a drill 
rig, concrete mixers, and pump trucks would be used during the demolition of existing 

buildings, foundations, and below-grade work. Table 3.7-8 provides average noise levels for 
standard construction equipment. 

The noise impacts of a project are usually defined as effects on sensitive receptors outside the 

project boundaries, rather than those on the project site itself. However, because the SHC and 
LPCH would continue to operate during construction, hospital patients, visitors, and SUMC 

employees at the Main SUMC Site would experience construction noise and must be considered 
sensitive receptors for purposes of analyzing construction noise associated with the SUMC 

Project. The closest off-site sensitive land use that could be affected by noise from 

construction activities is the 1100 Welch Road apartments, approximately 200 feet from the 

Main SUMC Site. The Stanford West Apartments, located approximately 500 feet from the 
Main SUMC Site, across Sand Hill Road, could also be affected. 

Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 8. 
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Table 3.7-8 
Average Noise Levels and Abatement Potential of Construction Equipment Noise 

at 50 and 100 Feet ( dBA) 

Noise Level at With Feasible Noise Level at 
25 Feet Noise Control" 50 Feet With Feasible 
(Before (After (Before Noise Control" 

Equipment Mitigation) Mitigation) Mitigation) (After Mitigation) 
Earthmoving 

Front Loaders 85 81 79 75 

Backhoes 91 81 85 75 

Doze rs 86 81 80 75 

Tractors 86 81 80 75 

Scrapers 94 86 88 80 

Graders 91 81 85 75 

Trucks 97 81 91 75 

Pavers 95 86 89 80 

Materials Handling 

Concrete Mixer 91 81 85 75 

Concrete Pump 88 81 82 75 

Crane 89 81 83 75 

Derrick 94 81 88 75 

Stationary 

Pumps 82 81 76 75 

Generator 84 81 78 75 

Compressors 87 81 81 75 

Impact 

Jack Hammers 94 81 88 75 

Pneumatic Tools 92 86 86 80 

Other 

Saws 84 81 78 75 

Soil Vibrators/ 82 81 76 75 
Compactors 

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, December 1971. 
Note: 
a. Feasible noise control methods include selection of quieter procedures or machines and implementation of noise-

control features requiring no major redesign or extreme cost, such as equipment mufflers. 
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On-site construction activities would expose on-site noise-sensitive uses (especially the in
patient hospital uses at SHC and LPCH) to high noise levels from operation of multiple pieces 

of construction equipment working simultaneously. Measurements of background noise levels 
on the Main SUMC Site indicate that the average hourly daytime noise levels range between 55 

dBA and 60 dBA in areas not close to the Main SUMC Site access roads. Construction noise 

levels could easily and often be 10 dBA or more higher than existing ambient when 

construction is occurring nearby and be an on-going source of annoyance for patients, visitors, 
and workers. Therefore, construction noise would be significant for on-site noise-sensitive 

receptors, especially patients. 

In contrast, the closest off-site sensitive receptors would be farther from the loci of typical 
construction activity on-site and daytime background noise levels there would be higher 

because they are adjacent to major access roads. At 1100 Welch Road apartments, the current 
average hourly daytime background noise levels range between 65 dBA and 70 dBA. Noise 

from most construction equipment ranges in the mid-80s dBA at 50 feet and decreasing to the 

low 70s dBA at 200 feet (see Table 3.7-8). Thus, the maximum incremental effect of typical 

construction noise on ambient noise levels at the nearest off-site noise-sensitive use would be 
less than 10 dBA (e.g., with a background noise level of 65 dBA, and a construction noise 

effect of 73 dBA, both worst-case assumptions, the combined noise level would be 74 dBA, a 

less-than-10 dBA increase). Thus, the maximum incremental effect of construction activity on 
ambient noise levels at the nearest off-site noise-sensitive use would be less than 10 dBA, 

which is a less-than-significant impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. The following mitigation measures would not reduce construction 

noise impacts to on-site sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels, although they would 

lessen construction-related noise. (SU) 

N0-1.1 Implement Best Management Practices to Reduce Construction Noise. The SUMC 
Project sponsors shall incorporate the following practices into the construction 

documents to be implemented by the SUMC Project contractor: 

a. Provide enclosures such as heavy-duty mufflers for stationary equipment, 
shrouding or shielding for impact tools, and barriers around particularly noisy 

operations on the site. 

b. Use quiet construction equipment whenever possible, particularly air 
compressors. 

c. Provide sound-control devices on equipment no less effective than those 

provided by the manufacturer. 

d. Locate stationary equipment, material stockpiles, and vehicle staging areas as 

far as practicable from sensitive receptors. 

e. Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines. 
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f. Require applicable construction-related vehicles and equipment to comply with 

the City's truck route ordinance. 

g. Designate a noise disturbance coordinator who shall be responsible for 

responding to complaints about noise during construction. The telephone 

number of the noise disturbance coordinator shall be conspicuously posted at 

the construction site and shall be provided to the City. Copies of the 

construction schedule shall also be posted at nearby noise-sensitive areas. 

N0-2. Construction Vibration. Construction of the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant 

vibration impacts. (LTS) 

3. 7-24 

Vibration Annoyance. Construction activities cause varying degrees of ground vibration 

depending on the equipment and methods employed. Such ground vibrations diminish in 
strength with distance from the source. Ground vibrations from construction activities can be 

strong enough to damage adjacent existing structures in some case, but their effects are more 

usually limited to annoyance to occupants of nearby buildings. Annoyance potential is 
generally related to vibration velocity levels expressed in vibration decibels (V dB). 

The vibration velocity levels for typical construction equipment are shown below in Table 
3.7-9. Construction equipment, including large bulldozers, could operate immediately adjacent 

to SoM research facilities and farther (25 feet for more) from buildings in use by hospital 
inpatients and outpatients. Vibration levels from heavy equipment operating adjacent to SUMC 

buildings could reach as high as approximately 87 VdB on site, as shown in Table 3.7-9, while 
vibration levels at the 200-foot setback of the 1100 Welch Road apartments, which is the 

closest offsite sensitive receptor to the potential pile driving location, would be about 60 V dB. 

Table 3.7-9 
Vibration Decibel Levels for Construction Equipment (V dB) 

Construction Equipment 

Large Bulldozer 

Truck 

Jackhammer 

Small Bulldozer 

Approximate V dB at 25 feet 

87 

86 

79 

58 

Source: FT A, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, 2006. 

On the Main SUMC Site, vibration levels of 87 V dB would be considered significant, even if it 

were infrequent, because it would exceed 80 V dB at buildings where people normally sleep and 
83 V dB at institutional buildings. These vibration levels would not, however, be expected to 

occur at night in close proximity to the hospital buildings, and the SoM can adjust its research 
operations to avoid any effects from construction vibration on the Main SUMC Site. As such, 

the annoyance impact of general construction vibration on the Main SUMC Site and at sensitive 
receptors off site would be less than significant. 
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Vibration Damage. Construction vibration can also cause structural damage in nearby 

buildings if the vibration levels are strong enough. Table 3. 7 -10 summarizes the ground motion 
caused by various types of construction equipment. The lowest vibration level at which 

construction activity would begin to cause damage in fragile buildings (which includes, but is 
not limited to, historic buildings) is 0.120 inch per second. This damage threshold could be 

exceeded if large bulldozers were to operate within 20 feet of a fragile structure. For more 
robust structures, the damage threshold is higher, for example 0.3 inch per second for 

"engineered concrete and masonry" buildings, as defined and recommended by the PTA. This 
latter damage threshold could be exceeded only if impact pile drivers were to operate within 50 

feet of an engineered concrete or masonry building. 

Table 3.7-10 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Large Bulldozer 

Loaded Truck 

Jackhammer 

Small Bulldozer 

Peak Particle Velocity at 25 Feet (in/sec) 

0.089 

0.076 

0.035 

0.003 

Source: PTA, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, Chapter 12, 2006. 

There is little potential for structural damage to the closest off-site structures (i.e., the 1100 

Welch Road apartments), which are about 200 feet away from the nearest construction site, or 
to on-site structures, which in all cases (except for the Hoover Pavilion building, as discussed 
below) would have at least a 25-to-50-foot buffer zone between them and any construction site. 

Thus, the potential for vibration damage to any on- or off-site structures would be less than 

significant. 

Potential vibration effects on the historic Hoover Pavilion building are addressed in 

Section 3.8, Cultural Resources. 

N0-3. Operational Noise Impacts from Transportation Sources. Increased traffic and helicopter noise 

levels due to implementation of the SUMC Project would be less than significant. However, 

noise from ambulances due to implementation of the SUMC Project would increase along Sand 

Hill Road west of El Camino Real, and would increase roadside noise levels by an amount 

considered unacceptable under the policies of the City Comprehensive Plan. (S) 

Vehicular Traffic. Traffic noise is of most concern in areas where noise-sensitive receptors 
(e.g., residential areas) are adjacent to major SUMC Project access roads. For this analysis, 

the roadway segments of most concern are Sand Hill Road, El Camino Real, Embarcadero 

Road, University Avenue, Alma Street, and Welch Road. According to the Transportation 
Impact Analysis prepared for the SUMC Project (see Appendix C), the SUMC Project would 

increase traffic volumes along these roads, which would result in a corresponding increase in 
traffic noise. Existing traffic noise levels along the identified roadway segments are presented 
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in Table 3. 7 -11, which shows that noise levels along all but Sand Hill Road already exceed the 

City's guideline of 60 dBA for residential land uses. The changes in noise levels expected by 
the year 2025 are also shown. The SUMC Project-related traffic would increase noise levels 

along roadways most affected by SUMC Project traffic by a maximum of 0.3 dBA Ldn along 
Welch Road. The increase in noise would not exceed the City of Palo Alto Comprehensive 

Plan's 3 dBA standard. Therefore, the SUMC Project's traffic noise impacts would be less 
than significant along these roadways. 

Table 3.7-11 
Modeled Motor Vehicle Noise Levels (Ldn) at 

Selected Locations (2025) ( dBA)a 

2025 2025 Increase 
Without Baseline over SUMC 

Roadway Segment Receptor Existing Project plus SUMC Existing Contribution 

Sand Hill Road, east of Pasteur Drive Residential 55.4 56.2 56.5 1.1 0.3 
(Location 1 on Figure 3.7-1) 

El Camino Real, south of Cambridge Residential 73.3 73.7 73.9 0.6 0.2 
(Location 2 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Galvez, west of El Camino Real Residential 68.4 68.8 68.9 0.5 0.1 
(Location 3 on Figure 3.7-1) 

University Avenue, east of Bay Road Residential 68.7 69.1 69.2 0.5 0.1 
(Location 4 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Alma Street, south of Hamilton A venue Residential 64.6 65.4 65.4 0.8 0.0 
(Location 5 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Welch Road, north of Pasteur Drive Residential 63.6 63.0 63.3 -0.3 0.3 
(Location 6 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 

Note: 

a. Traffic volumes provided by AECOM Transportation (see Appendix C). 

Heliport Operations. Under the SUMC Project, heliport operations would increase by 28 

percent by 2025, specifically from the existing 2, 120 annual helicopter trips (six daily trips) to 
2,714 (seven daily trips, an increase of about one trip per day). 24 These helicopter trips could 
occur during daytime or nighttime because they are emergency-related. Trips associated with 

refueling and maintenance are included in these projections. 

24 

The helicopter approach and departure paths would generally remain the same as current paths. 
That is, departures would proceed northward initially, just short of Sand Hill Road, where the 

helicopter would tum to the southwest over the Stanford University campus. The approach 
path to the heliport is from the southwest. According to the SUMC Project application, flight 

Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
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paths are designed to avoid residential areas where possible. To help minimize noise concerns, 

the helicopter is typically flown at a minimum height of 1,500 feet until descent within the 
immediate SUMC Sites area. This pattern would continue with implementation of the SUMC 

Project. As shown in Figure 2-10 in Section 2, Project Description, the new heliport would be 
located on the roof of the new SHC hospital building at a height of 130 feet. As previously 

stated, the existing heliport is designed to accommodate one helicopter arrival or departure at a 
time, and the maximum helicopter size is 57 feet long and 12,000 pounds. It is anticipated that 

helicopters regularly using the new heliport would be the same size as existing helicopters. 

However, the new heliport would be constructed to accommodate a helicopter of up to 22,000 
pounds due to requirements at a hospital, to be able to accommodate larger helicopters in the 

event of a natural disaster or other large-scale emergency. The SUMC Project sponsors 
anticipate that the existing heliport could remain operational after project construction in order 

to accommodate organ transport to LPCH. Retention of the existing heliport would not 
increase the number or frequency of helicopter flights to the SUMC compared with a scenario 

in which the existing heliport is decommissioned. This is because helicopter trips are 

correlated with the patient census, not the number of landing pads. The new heliport would be 
the primary heliport, and would be used for patient transfer to the ED. 

The noise analysis assumes all helicopter trips would occur at the new heliport. This is a 
conservative assumption because it concentrates the trips in a new location, which would tend 

to maximize the degree of difference in impacts compared with the existing condition. 

Helicopter noise modeling was performed to identify the areas most affected by helicopter 

operations. As previously stated, helicopter operations involve medical emergencies, which 
could occur anytime during day or night. Figure 3. 7 -2 and Figure 3. 7 -4 provide the existing 

and future noise contours from heliport operations, which show that the existing and future 60 

dBA Ldn helicopter noise contours do not and would not extend into the residential areas north 
of Sand Hill Road, although the future 60 dBA Ldn contour would just include the easternmost 

portion of the 1100 Welch Road apartments. However, the future increase in Ldn at the 1100 

Welch Road apartments if all helicopter flights were shifted from the existing to the proposed 
heliport site would very likely be less than 1 dBA, 25 and if the existing heliport remains in 

service along with the proposed heliport, noise impacts at the 1100 Welch Road apartments 
would be even less because fewer flights would land at the new heliport. 

A comparison of Figure 3. 7 -3 and Figure 3. 7 -5 shows that the exposure of the surrounding 
area to maximum helicopter noise at or above 85 dBA SEL would stay approximately the same 

as existing because the approach/ departure paths of the helicopters would not change 

substantially with the SUMC Project. The standard noise reduction achieved by older 

Based on the distance between the 55 dBA contour and the 60 dBA contour, as seen in Figure 3.7-5, in 
comparison with the small portion of the 60 dBA contour that includes the 1100 Welch Road apartments. 
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FIGURE 3.7-4 
Future Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) Noise Contours 
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residential buildings is typically about 20 dBA from exterior to interior noise. 26 Therefore, it 

can be assumed that residences within the 85 dBA SEL contour shown in Figure 3. 7 -3 and 
Figure 3. 7 -5 would experience an interior noise level of 65 dBA SEL during an individual 

worst-case helicopter flyover. As shown in Table 3.7-3, the average probability of sleep 

disturbance associated with this flyover would be about two percent. Although FICAN does 

not specify an acceptable level of sleep disturbance from increased aircraft overflights, 
increased helicopter operations associated with the SUMC Project would amount to about one 

additional flight per day and such a single-digit increase in the sleep disturbance in surrounding 

residential neighborhoods could be considered insubstantial by a lead agency. Thus, the 
helicopter noise increase associated with the SUMC Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact. 

It also bears noting that the City's Noise Ordinance (Section 9.10.050) exempts noise 

associated with "emergencies" from its standards and penalties. 

Emergency Department (Ambulance) Operations. As previously stated, the ED would be 

expanded from 11,700 square feet to 47,892 square feet, 27 and the number of treatment spaces 

would be increased from 38 to 51. In 2006, there were 8,331 ground ambulance trips (23 trips 
per day) associated with SUMC activities. Based on this increase in size and treatment spaces, 
SUMC anticipates annual ED visits to increase from the current 42,522 (8,331 annual ground 

ambulance trips or 23 trips per day) to 72,675 (14,244 annual ground ambulance trips or 39 

trips per day) by full occupancy of the hospitals. 28 

The ED relocation would reroute some of the ambulance trips coming from El Camino Real to 

use Sand Hill Road (east of Durand Way), in contrast to their current access route via Quarry 
Road (see Figure 3.7-6 and Figure 3.7-7). The other current ambulance routes (i.e., from El 

Camino Real via Arboretum Road, and from 1-280 via Pasteur Drive/Welch Road) would not 
change. This route change would be motivated by the ED relocation and the new two-lane 

connector road, Durand Way, which would be constructed to provide alternative ambulance 
access from Sand Hill Road. Residential land uses, including the Stanford West Apartments, 

and other noise-sensitive uses, including the Hyatt Classic Residences for senior living and the 

Ronald McDonald House, are located along the section of Sand Hill Road between El Camino 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, http://www.hud.gov/utilities/intercept.cfm?/offices/ 
cpd/ energy environ/ environment/resources/ guidebooks/noise/preface. pdf, The Noise Guidebook, accessed 
August 29, 2008. 
The 36,192-square-foot increase in ED size includes 25,000 square feet of "right-sizing" or decompression 
space, which refers to expanded floor area to serve on treatment space. The right-sizing or decompression 
trend is typically seen in modernizing hospitals as modem treatment standards require increased floor area 
per bed or treatment space, compared to older hospital facilities. As such, only 11, 192 square feet of the ED 
expansion would be associated with an increased level of operations. 
The future estimated ambulance trips were calculated based upon the proportion of ambulance trips to 
emergency department visits at SHC. Ambulance trips account for 19.6 percent of total visits to the ED. 
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Real and Durand Way, and at one location on Welch Road (i.e., the 1100 Welch Road 

apartments). A typical SEL of an ambulance pass by with the siren engaged, which lasts about 
12 seconds, is 112 dBA with an Lmax of about 106 dBA. 

Increased ambulance operations would increase the daily average noise levels (i.e., Ldn) along 

the ambulance routes. Assuming that about one-third of the 39 daily ambulance trips could 

occur along this section of Sand Hill Road, and that of those trips one-tenth would use their 
sirens, and that about one ambulance trip per day would pass by this section of Sand Hill Road 

using sirens, there would be a resulting increase in Ldn of about 8 dBA from an existing Ldn of 

about 55 dBA at the Stanford West Apartments. It should be noted that this estimate is based 
on available current data, not on mandatory requirements to be placed on future ambulance 

access to the new ED. It is likely that more of the future ambulance trips would use the routes 
connecting with El Camino Real because the population density in areas along El Camino Real 

is higher than areas along 1-280/Sand Hill Road. Also, there is no assurance that overall siren 
use by ambulances in the future would not change, or that there would not be substantial day

to-day variation of siren use by ambulances. As such, the "one ambulance trip per day" along 

the El Camino Real-Sand Hill Road route mentioned above would not be a mandatory upper 
bound. There could be multiple future daily ambulance siren events along this route with 

consequent higher siren noise increments to the noise-sensitive land uses along it. 

There would be no comparable project-related ambulance noise impact at the 1100 Welch Road 

apartments because this portion of Welch Road is an existing ambulance route and the 
ambulance noise impacts would occur here regardless of whether the SUMC Project is 

approved. However, the Sand Hill Road ambulance noise increment would be project-related 
and greater than the 5 dBA increase that the Comprehensive Plan defines as the allowable limit 

for residential uses. As such, the increased ambulance noise along the new ambulance route on 

Sand Hill Road would be a significant impact. 

It should be noted that while the Comprehensive Plan threshold is technically triggered, the 

Noise Ordinance Section 9 .10. 050 exempts noise associated with "emergencies" from its 
standards and penalties. The above analysis conservatively includes ambulance noise in the Ldn 

calculation, but recognizes that this noise source is intermittent and largely unavoidable due to 
the SUMC Project's relocation of the SUMC ED. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. No mitigation measure (short of forbidding ambulance access to the 

new emergency room via the Durand Way access route; a measure that may be practically 

impossible given the emergency nature of ambulance activity) would prevent or reduce the 

identified SUMC Project-related ambulance noise impact at the noise-sensitive uses along Sand 
Hill Road. As such, the impact would be significant unavoidable impact. (SU) 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR - Noise 3.7-33 

RL0024553 



" 

/ 
l 

Palo Alto Boundary 

c::::::J SUMC Sites Boundary 

FIGURE 3.7-8 

EM24163 

i 
; 
i 
i 
i 
i 
L._, 
c;i; 

r·-·~ 

i 
I 

/ihJ 
! ,,,.._ "' 
I 

i 
i 
i 
I 

i 
i 
i 

0 

Q Stanford University Central Energy Plan for Steam and Chilled Water 

• Rooftop Mechanical Equipment 

Q Medical Gas Tank Farm PROJECT 
NORTH 

Source: SUMC, 2010 . 

Mechanical Equipment Locations 

041357.00 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR 

RL0024554 



EM24164 

N0-4. Operational Stationary Source Noise Impacts . Operational stationary source noise generated 

by the SUMC Project could potentially increase ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 

SUMC Sites and result in a significant impact. (S) 

29 

Mechanical Equipment. HVAC equipment would be installed at rooftop locations at most of 

the proposed buildings (see Figure 3. 7 -8), and emergency generators would be installed at 

several ground-level locations (see Figure 2-17 in Section 2, Project Description). 

The noise generated by HVAC equipment can vary substantially according to the type, size, 

and capacity of the equipment. Benchmark noise levels were obtained from rooftop 
measurements of existing HV AC equipment (as included in Figure 2-17, which is assumed to 

be representative of the new equipment). In general, HY AC-generated noise levels, as 
measured near the edge of several buildings at roof-top level, ranged between the mid 60s dBA 

and the mid 70s dBA. Most existing HVAC equipment is completely enclosed in penthouses or 
surrounded by walls, a major purpose of which is to substantially reduce the intensity of the 

noise radiated from the equipment. Consequently, at the time noise measurement were taken, 

no HVAC noise was audible at on-site or off-site ground-level locations. The proposed HVAC 
equipment would likely achieve the same inaudible levels with proper choice of equipment and 

acoustical shielding. 

The SUMC Project would add 13 new emergency generators (and remove two generators) to 

the SUMC Sites as shown in Figure 2-17 in Section 2, Project Description. Seven SHC 
hospital emergency generators would be located across Welch Road from existing residential 

receptors at 1100 Welch Road. Existing ambient noise at the Welch Road apartments was 

measured to be 64.7 dBA during the daytime hours (as shown in Table 3.7-4). 

SUMC's existing emergency generators are typically run periodically for very limited times for 

equipment tests and maintenance. The new generators would likely have characteristics similar 
to the current models in type and size with each to be tested once per week for 30 minutes. 29 

Since the SUMC, where the generators would be located, would be considered a "commercial 

or industrial property" for the purposes of the City Noise Ordinance, Section 9.10.040 would 
limit generator noise intrusions on nearby residential property to 8 dBA above local ambient. 
This limit could be waived under the General Daytime Exception (Section 9.10.60 (a)) if the 

generators did not produce noise levels exceeding 70 dBA, as measured at a 25-foot reference 

distance. 

If generator operation would increase noise levels at the nearest residential property by the 8 

dBA, as permitted by the Noise Ordinance, this would raise daytime ambient noise levels at the 
nearest residential property to approximately 70 dBA. While such operations would be in 

compliance with the Noise Ordinance, the generators would create a noticeable increase in 

Catherine Palter, Stanford University Land Use and Environmental Planning, Memorandum: Data Needs for 
SUMC Project EIR- Response #3, January 30, 2008. 
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noise levels at the residences, which could be a recurring annoyance to nearby residents when 

the generators are tested. This could be a significant noise impact. 

Loading Activity. As shown in Figure 2-5, a single existing loading area, located off Quarry 

Road, serves SHC and LPCH at the Main SUMC Site. This existing loading area would be 

retained and two more would be added, as shown in Figure 2-10 in Section 2, Project 

Description, one to serve as a technology dock (access would be provided from the new 
interior driveway off of Welch Road), the other to serve the LPCH (truck access to the loading 

dock would be accessed via a driveway from Quarry Road, just north of Medical Drive). The 
demand for deliveries is closely related to the size of the hospital patient population. 

Approximately 50 percent of the delivery demand at full buildout would be met by trucks that 

would be filled to a greater capacity than they are at present. The remaining demand would be 
met by increased truck deliveries to the existing loading area at SHC and the new loading area 

at LPCH, for a total of nine daily deliveries at full buildout and occupancy. (The technology 
dock would be used infrequently for major equipment deliveries such as MRI equipment.) 

Noise sources at loading areas may include maneuvering and idling trucks, truck refrigeration 
units, forklifts, banging of equipment (i.e., hand carts and roll-up doors), noise from public 

address systems, and voices of truck drivers and employees. The maximum noise levels of 
slow-moving heavy and small trucks range between 70 and 73 dBA at 50 feet. The maximum 

noise level associated with loading docks is typically 73 dBA at 75 feet. However, the closest 

residential uses (i.e., 1100 Welch Road) are more than several hundred feet to the west of any 
loading dock and the existing or proposed SUMC buildings would block noise propagation 

from the loading docks to the apartments. No matter what the noise reference level near the 
docks or the frequency of loading activity, there would be little potential for this noise to be 

audible at off-site noise-sensitive uses. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

Parking Facilities. The majority of the new parking facilities would be underground parking. 

Noise generated at the underground parking garages would not be audible to on-site or off-site 
sensitive noise receptors. The parking facility proposed near the SHC Hospital site would be an 

underground garage and its operation would have no noise impact on the 1100 Welch 
apartments, the closest off-site noise-sensitive use to the SUMC Project site. There would be 

one new under- and above-ground parking facility: the 1,085-space structure at the Hoover 
Pavilion Site. Noise from the motor vehicles using this garage would not be audible at off-site 

sensitive noise receptors considering the distance to off-site sensitive uses and existing local 

ambient levels there. As such, noise from parking facilities would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. The following mitigation measure would reduce noise impacts to 

sensitive receptors from HVAC equipment and emergency generators proposed for SUMC 

Project. Implementation of this measure would reduce the SUMC Project's noise impacts at 
1100 Welch Road. (LTS) 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR - Noise 

RL0024556 



N0-4.1 

EM24166 

Shield or Enclose HVAC Equipment and Emergency Generators. Noise levels 

from mechanical equipment shall be minimized to the degree required by the City 
Noise Ordinance by proper siting and selection of such equipment and through 

installation of sufficient acoustical shielding or noise emission controls. Noise 
levels for the emergency generators near Welch Road shall be reduced such that 

noise levels do not exceed the City's General Daytime Exception standard of 70 
dBA at 25 feet. An acoustical analysis shall be prepared by a qualified professional 

to ensure that the new mechanical equipment is in compliance with noise standards 

of the Noise Ordinance. 

Cumulative Analysis 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts from localized construction and stationary source noise 
and vibration is the area immediately surrounding the SUMC Sites, including adjacent areas within 

Palo Alto and the Stanford University campus. Noise from any sources in more distant areas would 
not influence noise levels in geographic context. For cumulative vehicular noise impacts, the 

geographic context is the Transportation Impact Analysis Study Area, where traffic flows would be 
influenced by the SUMC Project and by other developments in the surrounding communities. No 

cumulative analysis is presented for helicopter or ambulance noise because no reasonably foreseeable 
probable future projects have been identified that would increase helicopter overflights or ambulance 

siren noise. 

N0-5. Cumulative Construction Noise Impacts. If other foreseeable construction in the immediate 

vicinity of the SUMC Sites would occur simultaneously with the proposed SUMC Project 

construction, then significant cumulative noise impacts to adjacent residential and other noise

sensitive uses could occur. The SUMC Project's contribution would likely be cumulatively 

considerable. (S) 

The only reasonably foreseeable probable future projects in close proximity to the SUMC Sites 

are: (1) approved but unconstructed development under the Stanford University CP/GUP, 

which would include additional academic facilities, housing units, parking, and associated 
utilities, roadways and bikeways in the adjacent Stanford University property; and (2) 

demolition of existing structures and construction of a three-story medical office building at 
777 Welch Road. 

Construction noise from other foreseeable projects could combine with construction noise from 
the SUMC Project. The Stanford University CP/GUP, includes construction of additional 

academic facilities, housing units, parking, and associated utilities, roadways and bikeways on 
the adjacent campus property. As indicated in the Stanford University CP/GUP, the Campus 

Center and Quarry Development Districts, which are located directly adjacent to the SUMC 

Sites would include 1,655,000 additional square feet of academic land uses and 350 housing 
units. 
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Also, construction noise from 777 Welch Road (see Appendix B) could combine with 

construction noise from the SUMC Project. Noise impacts from construction sources are 
relatively localized in nature because noise intensity decreases substantially with distance (i.e., 

by 6 dBA with each doubling of source-receptor distance). Thus, substantial cumulative 
construction-related noise could affect only sensitive receptors in close proximity to two or 

more individual project construction sites. 

The nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the Main SUMC Site are 1100 Welch Road and the 

Stanford West Apartments. 1100 Welch Road is within 200 feet of Main SUMC Site 

development (the widening of Welch Road would be the nearest activity) and approximately 
300 feet from the nearest potential CP/GUP construction activity. If both Main SUMC Site 

and CP/GUP construction proceeded simultaneously near 1100 Welch Road, the cumulative 
construction noise impact would likely be significant and the contribution of the SUMC Project 

would be cumulatively considerable. 

The Stanford West Apartments are across Sand Hill Road from the SUMC Main Site and all 

cumulative project sites. It is at least 500 feet from the nearest SUMC Project construction site 

and even farther from the 777 Welch Road site. Given these distances and the intervening 
Sand Hill Road, no significant cumulative construction noise impact would be expected at the 

Stanford West Apartments. 

El Camino Park is across El Camino Real from all SUMC Project and cumulative project sites. 

It is approximately 135 feet from the Hoover Pavilion Site. Given these distances and the 
intervening El Camino Real, no significant cumulative construction noise impact would be 

expected at El Camino Park. 

As is noted under Impact N0-1 above, hospital patients would continue to use the Main SUMC 

Site during SUMC Project construction, and would experience some increased noise due to that 

construction. These patients could also experience increased noise from the nearby 777 Welch 
Road construction and more the distant CP/GUP project construction. The cumulative impacts 

at on-site receptors would be significant. The contribution of SUMC Project noise to this 
cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. 

If construction activity on the Hoover Pavilion site proceeded simultaneously with construction 
of the HST project tracks through Palo Alto, there could be a cumulative construction noise 

level increase at the Hoover Pavilion Site. However, there would be no noise-sensitive 

receptors on this site during its construction. Also, since there are no noise-sensitive uses 

adjacent or very close to the Hoover Pavilion site, noise from construction on this site would 

be less than significant at noise-sensitive sites (mainly north of El Camino Real) where HST 
project construction noise levels would be highest. Thus, the cumulative noise impact between 

the SUMC Project and HST project would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. Although measures under Mitigation Measure N0-1.1 would lessen 
the resulting noise contribution from the construction of the SUMC Project at 1100 Welch 
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Road and on-site receptors, the contribution of the SUMC Project construction noise would 

remain cumulatively considerable. (SU) 

N0-6. Cumulative Construction Vibration Impacts. Vibration during construction activities under the 

cumulative scenario would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. (LTS) 

Ground borne vibration dissipates very rapidly over distance as the energy is absorbed by the 

ground. Thus, high vibration levels associated with construction activities would be isolated 
within close proximity to the individual construction sites. Unless an SUMC Project 

construction site were adjacent to another construction site in Palo Alto, cumulative 

construction vibration impacts would be very unlikely to affect any nearby vibration-sensitive 
receptors. Cumulative vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

N0-7. Cumulative Operational Transportation Source Noise Impacts. Cumulative development would 

result in less-than-significant cumulative noise impacts. (LTS) 

Cumulative traffic volume growth in the City and in the vicinity of the SUMC Project site 

would increase traffic noise levels along area access roads as shown in Table 3. 7-11 (in the 

"Increase Over Existing" column). None of these cumulative increments exceed the City 3 
dBA significance criterion. It is not expected that the combined noise from the SUMC Project 

and HTS project would be cumulatively significant; that is; SUMC Project traffic noise would 
not be significant in areas close to the HST tracks, and HST noise that would combine with 

noise at the Hoover Pavilion Site would not be readily audible at sensitive receptors. The small 
increase (i.e., about one per day) in the number of medical helicopter fights to/from the SUMC 

heliport would not have a considerable effect on helicopter noise levels or sleep disturbance in 

the residential neighborhoods. 

N0-8. Cumulative Operational Stationary Source Noise Impacts. Cumulative development would not 

result in a significant increase in cumulative noise levels from operational stationary sources at 

sensitive receptors. (LTS) 

Cumulative projects would also introduce the use of stationary equipment that would increase 

noise levels within the immediate vicinities of those sources. Stationary (operational) noise 

from mechanical equipment can typically be mitigated using sound attenuation techniques. 
Loading activities can also be attenuated using proper circulation, delivery scheduling and 

sound barrier designs. It is anticipated that similar sources at other cumulative developments 
would also be subject to noise abatement measures, as required by existing regulations. Also, 

stationary noise from sources such as parking, mechanical equipment, and loading activities, is 

typically limited to areas in close proximity to the source. There are no other reasonably 

foreseeable probable future projects in the vicinity of the 1100 Welch Road apartments, the 

Stanford West Apartments, or El Camino Park and having stationary equipment producing 
noise that could cumulate with that from the SUMC Project. Thus, cumulative operational 

stationary source noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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Henry Chu < henry.chu@lacity.org > 
Friday, February 15, 2013 4:43 PM 

James Williams; Don Jefferson 
CPC-2008-4604 cover 

CPC-2008-4604 STAFF Cover.doc 

See the attached for the cover pages for the CPC report for the Castlen Sepulveda Project scheduled for 2/28 in 
the Valley. 

Thanks! 

Henry 

Henry Chu 

Major Projects 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

email: henry.chu@lacity.org 
phone: (213) 978-1324 
fax: (213) 978-1343 

RL0024561 



EM20902 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

las Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~-· 

RL0024562 



EM20903 

Case No. CPC-2008-4604-GPA-ZC-HD-CUB-DB-SPR 

City Planning Commission 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

February 28, 2013 
After 8:30 A.M. 
Van Nuys City Hall 
Council Chambers, Second Floor 
14410 Sylvan Street, 
Room 201, Council Chamber 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

Public Hearing 
Completed: 

December 5, 2012 

Appeal Status: 
Expiration Date: 
Multiple Approval: 

Appealable to City Council 
March 13, 2013 
General Plan Amendment, Zone 
Change and Height District, 
Conditional Use for Alcoholic 
Beverage, Density Bonus, Site Plan 
Review Concurrent Processing of 
Multiple Approvals pursuant to 
12.36 E. 

P-1 

Case No.: CPC-2008-4604-GPA-ZC-
H D-CU B-DB-SPR 

CEQA No.: ENV-2008-3989-EIR 
Incidental Cases: VTT 70805-GB 

Related Cases: None 
Council No.: 5 - Hon. Paul Koretz; 

11- Hon. Bill Rosendahl 
Plan Area: West Los Angeles 
Specific Plan: West Los Angeles 

Transportation lmprovemen1 
and Mitigation Specific Plan 

Certified NC: Westside 
General Plan: Light Manufacturing and 

Public Facilities 
Zone: M2-1-0; PF-1XL 

Applicant: Casden West LA, LLC and 
Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA) 

Representative: Howard Katz, Casden West 
LA, LLC 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

11122 W. Pico Boulevard; 2431-2441 S. Sepulveda Boulevard, West Los Angeles, CA 90064 
ADD AREA: 11240, 11250, 11120, 11160, 11110 W. Pico Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90064 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

Demolition of an operational concrete plant, a building materials supply store, and accessor) 
buildings, approximately 7,000 square feet, for the development of a 785,564 square-foot, 
mixed-use project consisting of 638 dwelling units (71 of which will be set aside for Very LoVli 
Income Senior Housing), 160,000 square feet of retail uses, consisting of approximatel~ 
110,000 square feet of retail space and a 50,000 square-foot of grocery market, with a total o1 
1, 795 parking spaces provided within six subterranean parking levels. The gross floor area tc 
be constructed will be approximately 785,564 square feet on a project site of 284,078 square 
feet (6.52 acres). 

ADD AREA: No project is proposed. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

1. Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, Certification 
of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), ENV-2008-3989-EIR, SCH No. 2009061041, for 
the above-referenced project, and the following: 
a. Adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations setting forth the reason and 

benefits of adopting the EIR with full knowledge that significant impacts may remain. 
b. Adoption of the proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and the 

required Findings for the adoption of the EIR. 
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2. 11122 W. Pico Boulevard; 2431-2441 S. Sepulveda Boulevard: Pursuant to Section 11.5.6 
of the Municipal Code, a General Plan Amendment to the West Los Angeles Community 
Plan land use from Light Manufacturing Industrial and Public Facilities to Community 
Commercial; 

3. ADD AREA located at 11110, 11240, 11250, 11200 and 11160 W. Pico Boulevard: 
Pursuant to Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code, a General Plan Amendment to the 
West Los Angeles Community Plan land use from Light Manufacturing Industrial and 
Public Facilities to Community Commercial; 

4. 11122 W. Pico Boulevard; 2341-2441 S. Sepulveda Boulevard only: Pursuant to Section 
12.32 of the Municipal Code, a Zone Change from M2-1-0 (Light Manufacturing) and PF-
1XL (Public Facilities) to (T)(Q)C2-1-0 (Community Commercial); 

5. 11122 W. Pico Boulevard; 2341-2441 S. Sepulveda Boulevard only: Pursuant to Section 
12.32 of the Municipal Code, a Height District Change for the PF portion of the site from 
Height District 1XL to Height District 1; 

6. Pursuant to Section 12.24 W.1 of the Municipal Code, a Conditional Use to permit the 
off-site sales of a full-line of alcoholic beverages for one grocery tenant; 

7. Pursuant to Section 12.24 W.1 of the Municipal Code, a Conditional Use to permit the 
off-site sales of a full-line of alcoholic beverages for one retail tenant; 

8. Pursuant to Section 12.22 A 25 in consideration of providing 71 of the dwelling units (about 
11 percent) as restricted affordable units to Very Low Income Senior Households with one 
Affordable Housing Incentive to permit a 3: 1 floor area ratio instead of the otherwise 
permitted 1.5: 1 floor area ratio; and 

9. Pursuant to Section 16.05 of the Municipal Code, a Site Plan Review approval for a 
development which will result in an increase of more than 50,000 square feet of non
residential floor area and a development which results in an increase of 50 or more 
dwelling units. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Certify that it has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Report, and Errata, Environmental Clearance No. ENV-2008-3989-
EIR, (SCH. No. 2009061041). 
a. Adopt the Statement of Overriding Considerations setting forth the reasons and benefits 

of adopting the EIR with full knowledge that significant impacts may occur; and 
b. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Adopt the related 

Environmental Findings; 
2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a General Plan Amendment to the West Los 

Angeles Community Plan land use from Light Manufacturing Industrial and Public Facilities 
to Community Commercial for the property located at 11122 W. Pico Boulevard; 2431-2441 
S. Sepulveda Boulevard; 

3. Recommend that the City Council Disapprove a General Plan Amendment to the West 
Los Angeles Community Plan for the ADD AREAS located at ADD AREA located at 11110, 
11240. 11250, 11200 and 11160 W. Pico Boulevard; 

4. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Zone Change from M2 and PF to (T)(Q)C2; 
5. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Height District Change from Height 

District 1XL to Height District 1; 
6. Approve the requested Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for off-site consumption for one grocery tenant; 
7. Approve the requested Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for off-site consumption for one retail tenant; 
8. Approve a Density Bonus to allow 71 Very Low Income Senior Household units with 36 

parking spaces, utilizing Parking Option, with one on-menu incentive to permit a floor area 
ratio of 3: 1; 

9. Approve the Site Plan Review; 
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10. Advise the Applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6, the City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are 
implemented and maintained throughout the life of the project and the City may require any 
necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring. 

11. Advise the Applicant that pursuant to the State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish 
and Game and/or Certificate of Game Exemption is now required to be submitted to the 
County Clerk prior to or concurrent with the Environmental Notices and Determination 
(NOD) filing. 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

<SIGNATURE VERSION IN CASE FOLDER> 
FOLDER> 

Daniel M. Scott, Principal City Planner 

<SIGNATURE VERSION IN CASE FOLDER> 
FOLDER> 

Henry Chu, Hearing Officer, City Planner 
Telephone: (213) 978-1324 

<SIGNATURE VERSION IN CASE 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 

<SIGNATURE VERSION IN CASE 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there 
may be several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, 
200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are 
given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent out the week prior to the Commission's 
meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or 
someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered 
to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title 11 of the Americans with Disabilities 
Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable 
accommodation to ensure equal access to this programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM28786 

mas4reel@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 7:07 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Fwd: VTTM 71837-CN 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. To me it is a project based on developer greed not thoughtful 
community planning. 

I am against the Advisory Agency decision to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and against the entire 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based on the 
zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have not yet been 
approved, so the decision is invalid. 

I support the objections by Caltrans to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the 
project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult 
maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. 
Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as adequately identifying and mitigating 
the its impacts on the state highway facilities. As a member of the affected community, the traffic problems that will be 
created by the oversized Millennium Project will greatly affect abilities of myself and my neighbors to get to work, to 
school and back home. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written to allow any 
combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the Millennium project following a presentation 
by the project promoters. 
Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured almost exclusively artist drawings of promised open space while 
including almost no details about the buildings themselves. 

The Millennum Project wants a height of 55 stories, which is grossly about the Historic scale which other developers 
have conformed to. 

Need I remind the Central Planning Commission that: 

The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 
stories) 

Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 

Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 

The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of the many reasons 
they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic height and Millennium will OUT 
VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 
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The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 
22 or 29 stories do not comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 

A large number of groups oppose this project: 

The Hollywood Heritage website is also in opposition to Millennium projects. The website can be viewed for more 
information as to why they oppose it. 
http://www.hollywoodheritage.com/preservation/preservation.html 

The LA Conservancy opposes the project and is concerned is about the buildings being so close to the historic Capitol 
Records building. 

Three neighborhood councils, out of four that voted, so far, in addition to the Hillside Federation voted to oppose the 
Millennium project. At the Hillside Federation meeting, lawyers for the Millennium Project said that if they don't get the 
6:1 floor area ratio they are seeking then they would abandon the project. It is time that they abandon this project!!! 
The people of Hollywood don't want it. 

Mary Ann Skweres 
Hollywood Resident 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Gerger, 

EM20906 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Friday, February 15, 2013 4:46 PM 
Terri Gerger 
Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Luciralia Ibarra; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
HDCA Comment Letter on Millennium Hollywood Project 

We have received your letter but it was received after the close of the comment period and after the Final EIR 
had been prepared, as the original letter had an incorrect mailing address and the e-mailed copy was sent to an 
incorrect e-mail address. Your letter will be included in both the Environmental case file and the Entitlement 
case file. The hearing officer will consider all communications pertaining to the project in making the 
recommendations to the Planning Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 

RL0024568 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM24170 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 04, 2013 5:24 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Re: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 

Yes, of course. perhaps before or following our DA working group meeting 

On Mon, Mar 4, 2013 at 4:50 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
fyi ..... we can chat about this tomorrow. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Elhami Nasr <elhami.nasr@dot. ca.gov> 
Date: Fri, Mar 1, 2013 at 3:46 PM 
Subject: Meeting with Caltrans Regarding the Millennium Project 
To: Michael. LoGrande@lacity.org, Lisa.Web ber@lacity.org, Tomas. Carranza@lacity.org 

Michael, Lisa, Thomas, 

The Caltrans District Director and Planning Executive team would like to meet with just the three of 
you at this time regarding the Millennium Project. The purpose of this meeting is discuss some of the 
issues and concerns and make sure that we are all on the same page. 

Please let us know what your availability is for early next week so that we can get this accomplished 
as soon as possible. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you. 

Elhami Nasr, PMP 
Office Chief 
Caltrans - District 7 
Division of Planning, Public Transportation and Local Assistance 
Office of Transportation Planning 
Office - 12.041 
Tel. 213.897.0227 
Fax. 213.897.0381 
Cell 213.792.2505 
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Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM24171 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Ms. Czerwinski, 

EM24172 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 11:45 AM 
Czerwinski, Ellen 
Luciralia Ibarra; Karen Hoo 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 1 of 5) 

I am forwarding your e-mail to the case manager for this project, Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is being copied in 
this e-mail. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Mon, Mar 4, 2013 at 5:05 PM, Czerwinski, Ellen <ECzerwinski@manatt.com> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, 

We submitted the attached appeal today in opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 71837-CN. The attached contains excerpts of DEIRs and NoiseNibration studies. I 
will be forwarding the full sections to you for inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Thank you, 
Ellen 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission , and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged . If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt.com or by telephone at (31 Ol 231 -5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM28788 

Suzanne Friedline <suzannefriedline@yahoo.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 7:09 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

High 

I am emailing to support the appeals AGAINST the Millennium Project. They have not done enough research or field 
studies, and the height going over the 150ft historic guidelines (14 story maximum) is not being upheld. As a long-time 
Hollywood Dell resident, I am horrified. PLEASE help us keep Hollywood beautiful and a great place to live. I am all for 
"new" but this Millennium Project is way out of control. 

Thank you kindly, 
Suzanne Friedline Ferber 
323-559-1994 cell 

Ferber home 
2264 La Granada Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Suzanne Friedline 
Hey Suz Productions 

www.suzannefriedline.com 
Email: suzannefriedline@yahoo.com 

Cell/text: (323) 559-1994 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM20907 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
<fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com > on behalf of Beachwood Canyon 

Neighborhood Association < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net > 
Saturday, February 16, 2013 7:56 AM 
maritza@marvista.org 

Millennium Project Hearing - Please attend! Or write! 

Having trouble viewing this email? Click here 

Millennium Hearing - Time to Step UP! 

There is going to be a public hearing by the City Planning Department on the proposed 
Millennium project. 

Tuesday, February 19, 2013, 9:00 a.m. 
Los Angeles City Hall 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

They are going to be asking for the following variances from the zoning rules: 

1. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32-F, a Vesting Zone Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN; 

2. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.3-Q, removal of the 'D' Limitation in Height 
District '2D', to correspond with the proposed Zone Change; 

3. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W,24 and 12.24-T, a Vesting Conditional 
Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W,19 a Conditional Use to allow floor area 
averaging in a unified development; 

5. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code 12.24-W,1 and 12.24-W, 18(a), a Conditional Use to 
permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages and live entertainment and 
dancing; 

6. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.27, a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating 

RL0024573 



EM20908 

areas above the ground floor; 

7. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.27, a Zone Variance to allow less than the 
required parking for the sports club/fitness facility; 

8. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.21-A,4(y), City Planning Commission Authority 
for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow 
for shared/reduced on-site parking. 

The unseemly aspect about this hearing is that there is no actual project design being submitted. 
They are only asking for variances from the existing zoning regulations. The public is being asking to 
sign off on an unknown. Without any plans it is impossible for anyone to make an intelligent decision 
regarding the consequences of the variances being sought by the Millennium project. 

The hearing will also consider: 

1. Pursuant to Section 21082.l(c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification and 
adoption of Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR, including the findings, mitigation 
monitoring program, and Statement of Overriding Considerations setting forth the reasons and 
benefits of adopting the EIR with full knowledge that significant impacts may remain; 

2. Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15, Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the merger and re-subdivision 
of the subject property into 41 lots for the construction of 492 residential units with up to 200 hotel 
rooms, and 215,000 square feet of office space, including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capital 
Records building, and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, 35,100 square feet of 
fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use on a 6.01 acre site. 

Many of the neighborhood councils and the neighborhood associations asked for more time to make 
public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report submitted by the Millennium in order to 
obtain expert opinion on the traffic mitigation and other environmental impacts from the project to 
be included in the Final EIR but Councilman Garcetti refused to allow it. The City Planning 
Department has issued the Final EIR but it is still possible to introduce public comments into the 
Administrative Record. Several of the neighborhood councils and neighborhood associations are 
currently seeking a planning expert to add the necessary analysis of the EIR to the Administrative 
Record. 

Click here to view the Draft EIR 

Click here to view the Final EIR 

Councilman Garcetti is gung-ho on the project and he is also seeking to allow the Millennium project 
to hold the entitlements listed above beyond the normal 5-year period. The hearing will consider: 
Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, to enter into a Development 
Agreement 

We all know that this project will be a disaster for the residents - more traffic, more congestion, 
more density and two more hideous monstrosities ruining the Hollywood skyline. So many of these 
projects have been business failures but the developers don't care. Once it is built they just take the 
money and run, leaving the community with the mess. 

Please come to the hearing and/or submit your public comment. You can submit your written 
comments to: 

luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org 

With a subject line: 

2 
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CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Return to top 

: Jorn the mailmg hst! ~ L.::J : . . . . 

Have a Happy and Safe Holiday! 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
beachwoodca nyon@sbcg loba I. net 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email was sent to maritza@marvista.org by beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net I 
Update Profile/Email Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning ... 

EM28789 

AC <ajc408@aol.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 7:45 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I represent a high rise condo, located not far from the proposed monstrosity call Millennium. We support the Appeals to 
the approval of this project. 
We see the problems that WILL be coming to all of us and regret the way this has been handled, to date. 

Thank you for your help in getting the facts clearly stated. 

Andrew J Carroll man 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM20910 

marlane meyer <marlane@earthlink.net> 

Saturday, February 16, 2013 8:35 AM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Traffic and congestion in this area is terrible and these buildings will wreck the view and make Hollywood, which is just 
beginning to come back economically, a disaster for tourism due to the heavy construction. 

I am not in favor of it and will vote against Mr. Garcetti if he pushes this project forward. Comcast/NBC is spending 
millions to put a good face on it for the public. If they're for it, I'm against it. Because it will be all about the money and 
have nothing to do with the people who pay taxes and have to live here. 

Marlane Meyer 
2590 Dearborn Dr. 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM28362 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:12 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium 
CPC-2013-103-DA.doc 

Here is the DA report. I've made all but a few edits. Those left are questions that were directed to you in 
sections you completed so we can discuss tomorrow. A few items, 
1. Do you want the 25 copies of the CPC report printed today? 
2. I'll ask Darlene about the labels. 
3. We still need to go over a few items on the Appeal Report before we finalize. 
Hope you feel better! 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 11 :34 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciraliamcp@yahoo.com> wrote: 
I am really trying to get out of the house, but I keep projectile coughing nasty things and my brain hurts. I meant 
to come in this afternoon, but I don't think it would be wise to come in at all. So Sergio, when you have the 
chance, can you forward me the DA CPC report? I wanted to add something to it about the benefits and the 
term. 

Also, we need to get labels ready for when we send this out to the people on the mailing list on Monday. 
Darlene made labels for us when we sent out the tract LOD. Everyone on those labels will need a copy of both 
cpc reports. The staff appeal report will go to the applicant and each of the appellants. We can also send a copy 
of the staff appeal report to everyone on the list, as I'm sure they will ask. In any event, I know Darlene is out 
on Mondays, so if we can get her help in preparing those labels before she leaves tomorrow, we'll just have to 
stuff envelopes ourselves and send them out on Monday. In addition to those on the list, we'll need 25 (or 28?) 
copies of everything for cpc and management due to the commission office on Monday as well. That's all I got 
on the brain at the moment. ... 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

las Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~-· 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2013-103-DA 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 
Not Further Appealable 
April 23, 2013 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

The applicant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (concluding in 
2035), allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the 
development, and in exchange will provide community benefits. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c) of the California Public Resources Code, the Certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: 

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into a 
Development Agreement with the applicant. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
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CPC-2013-103-DA Page 2 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the proposed Development Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the Developer and the City of Los 
Angeles, as amended, subject to the terms of the agreement attached as Exhibit A-1, for a term of 
approximately 22 years. 

3. Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance, attached as Exhibit A-2, and subject to review 
by the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development 
Agreement. 

4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings. 

5. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee 
and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ANALYSIS 

Summary 

The Development Agreement process, described in Sections 65864-65869.5 of the State's 
Government Code, allows the City to enter into development agreements with any person 
having a legal or equitable interest in real property for the development of the property. The 
procedures of Section 65865 include provisions requiring periodic review at least every 12 
months, upon which the applicant must demonstrate good faith compliance with the terms of the 
agreement, and in the event the City finds that no evidence substantiates a good faith effort, the 
City may terminate the agreement. 

The purpose of the development agreement is to: "specify the duration of the agreement, the 
permitted uses of the property, the density or intensities of use, the maximum height and size of 
the proposed buildings, and provisions for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes." 

The applicant is requesting a development agreement with a term of 22 years, concluding in 
2035. The permitted uses as well as the density and intensity of said uses will be dictated by the 
Land Use Equivalency Program (Exhibit D). The development may include 492 residential 
dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury 
hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square 
feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 
approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 
square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use 
for a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166, 970 square feet, which yields a floor area 
ratio (FAR) of 6:1 as was approved with Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another program meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all which have been analyzed within the scope of the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR). The Land Use Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip 
cap that has been established by the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the 
intensity and types of land uses on the project site, including residential, hotel, commercial 
office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand while not being 
permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency 
Program defines a framework within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for other 
permitted, and previously analyzed, land uses so long as the limitations of the Development 
Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would occur above those 
addressed as part of the environmental review for the project as set forth in the EIR. 

The Development Regulations governs development of the project site with a set of site-wide 
guidelines and standards which establish minimum and maximum requirements with respect to 
height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, parking, and signage, all of which have 
been analyzed in the EIR. The development criteria provide assurance that a quality 
development will be gained while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate 
market demand. Where the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 
requirements that are different from, or are more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the LAMC, the Development Regulations shall prevail. In those instances where 
the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and the governing land use policies of the 
General Plan shall prevail. 
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In sum, the Development Regulations: 
• Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 

treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability. 
• Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 

ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the Project. 
• Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 

integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

• Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls for the development of the 
Project Site. 

• Ensure compliance with the development objectives. 

Issue: 

At the public hearing held on February 19, 2013, several speakers voiced their concern 
regarding the ambiguity of the project description, citing the Land Use Equivalency and 
Development Regulations provided no assurance about what exactly would be constructed on 
the project site. 

The intent of the development regulations is to accommodate a mix and intensity of uses 
conducive to a Regional Center Commercial land use, to provide development standards which 
speak to the unique characteristics of the site, including the preservation of the historic Capital 
Records and Gogerty Buildings, and to acknowledge that development is still subject to 
fluctuating market conditions. 

The project proposes up to two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in height, and 
up to two additional towers not exceeding 220 feet per site. Towers at these heights are not 
anticipated to impair the integrity of the historic structures or compromise their eligibility for 
listing in national, state, or local registers. Under the development regulations, the taller the 
structures, the smaller the massing at the ground level, resulting in greater setbacks from the 
property line, providing greater visual accessibility to the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings. Moreover, the heights proposed for the project, including the maximum height 
scenario (585 feet) will create a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet architecturally 
varied structures that act as a much-needed focal point for the Hollywood area and introduces 
contemporary architecture to an urban environment currently identified as surface parking. 

The Hollywood Community Plan envisioned the possibility of high rise towers on the project site, 
as well as surrounding properties, demonstrated by the no height limitations under the Height 
District and Regional Center Commercial land use designation. As part of our General Plan 
Framework chapter, Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional 
commerce, identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional 
Centers to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest tower(s) 
in the neighborhood, introducing an exciting, modern skyline as envisioned in the Hollywood 
Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that the towers will be elegant and slim, 
comparable in massing to the Capitol Records building and other nearby historic structures. As 
the height of tower(s) increases, it is followed by a complimentary decrease in the maximum 
tower lot coverage (see table 6.1.1 of Exhibit C). 

Several speakers were concerned that the proposal does not have definitive standards that 
approximate what the project may look like at a future point in time. However, the development 
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regulations have comprehensive standards that permit design flexibility while establishing a set 
of controls that guide development on the project site. One of the objectives of the project, for 
example, is to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records 
tower by creating grade level open space on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and 
Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is 
achieved by creating a site plan with grade level open space predetermined based on the height 
of the towers as seen in Figures 8.1.2 through Figure 8.1.4 of the Development Regulations. As 
the height of the towers increases, the amount of grade level open space also increases, from 
5% to 12% of the entire site (see Section 8.2 of the Development Regulations). Whether the 
open space is 5% of the project site or 12%, open space is required adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and across from the Capitol Records buildings fronting Vine Street. 

For the East Site containing Capitol Records, a triangular shaped plaza is formed (See figures 
8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, and 8.1.4 of Exhibit C), preserving views from Hollywood Boulevard of the 
Capitol Records building, another key vantage point. On the West Site, at-grade open space is 
organized as a rectangular plaza set back from the property line, ranging from 5% to 12% of the 
total site area depending on the height of the towers, in order to preserve views of the 
Hollywood Playhouse and create additional views directly across from the Capitol Records 
building. Furthermore, on both the West and East sites, mid-block, at-grade passageways 
through the entire site, traversing Vine Street create new vantage points for the Capitol Records 
building at a pedestrian level. 

The massing of the towers is regulated such that towers become slimmer as their height 
increases so as to minimize massing adjacent to the historic structures, including the Capitol 
Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that the taller towers are slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. In exchange for taller towers, additional open space must be provided within 
the ground-level public realm, thus accommodating a more positive pedestrian experience. 

In the instance where two towers are proposed for one site, Spacing Standards (Section 7.5 of 
the Development Regulations) dictate that the two towers shall be spaced at least 80 feet from 
all other towers on the same parcel. This will prevent the possibility of placing two towers within 
close proximity likely resulting in a collective mass of structures which overwhelm the Capitol 
Records Building and surrounding historic structures. 

Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers is regulated based on height. A tower proposed 
in the maximum height scenario, or 585 feet (see Table 6.1.1), would limit the maximum tower 
lot coverage for all towers on a given site (East or West) to 11.5 percent of the site. In this 
maximum height scenario, the allotted maximum tower lot coverage allows for one tower that is 
approximately the same size as the Capitol Records building or two towers that are slimmer 
than the Capitol Records building. For the minimum height scenario at 220 feet, a tower would 
be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height to the 242 foot Capitol 
Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, while occupying a larger 
percentage of the site, would be broken up by the jagged site plan itself, with a large portion of 
the tower being tucked to the side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller 
portion to the side of it (see Figure 6.1.2a.1 of Exhibit C). The 220 foot tower becomes a 
backdrop to the Capitol Records Building (see Exhibit D). Every height scenario is illustrated in 
the Development Regulations, as seen in figures 6.1.2.a.1 through 6.1.2.d.2 of the Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C). In addition, Axonometric diagrams within the Development Regulations 
illustrate every height scenario with a conceptual rendering describing what the project may look 
like (see Exhibit F). 
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In addition to regulating the design of towers, the Development Regulations regulate the podium 
or street wall around the towers. The street wall, as defined in the Development Regulations, is 
described as "a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open 
space". Regulating the street wall is another way of ensuring that the massing of the project 
respects the historic buildings adjacent to the project. Building heights in Hollywood, particularly 
historic buildings, are predominantly limited to 150 feet. In an effort to respect the historic 
datum, the maximum height allowed for a street wall, or podium, is 150 feet, although height is 
further limited in the project where adjacent historic structures exist. For example, in order to be 
compatible with the historic Yucca Street Commercial building on the West Site, the street wall 
can only be built to 30 feet. However, the street wall can be built to a maximum of 150 feet after 
providing a 10 foot setback. Along Vine Street on the West Site, the maximum street wall height 
is 40 feet, ensuring compatibility with the adjacent Hollywood Playhouse. Street walls are to be 
located a minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site, creating additional open space and differentiating the 
project from the historic street wall. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations, with required setbacks, open space and varying 
limitations on tower lot coverage per height scenario, provide a clear understanding of what type 
of project may occupy the site. In every scenario, the City must enforce these rigorous design 
guidelines to ensure quality control over the entire development. Moreover, the project and its 
programmatic components, including the Development Regulations, were presented to the 
Professional Volunteers Program under the coordination of the Urban Design Studio, where it 
was received favorably. 

Conclusion 

The proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements associated with 
the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard life of the entitlements 
(36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and quasi-judicial approvals) in 
exchange for the provision of community benefits. These community benefits are above and 
beyond required mitigation measures, and no nexus is required. Rather, the proposed 
community benefits serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the applicant as to his/her 
commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these benefits is an additional 
incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the much-needed 
redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of downtown, 
historic Hollywood. 
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FINDINGS 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT REQUEST AND FINDINGS 

State Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5 authorize municipalities to enter into 
binding development agreements with persons having legal or equitable interest in real property 
for the development of such property. 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted rules and regulations establishing procedures and 
requirements for consideration of development agreements under Citywide Development 
Agreement Procedures (CF 85-2313-S3). In addition, on November 19, 1992, the City Planning 
Commission adopted new guidelines for the processing of development agreement applications 
(CPC No. 86-404 MSC). 

Hollywood Millennium, LLC ("Applicant") has requested that the City consider entering into a 
development agreement (the "Development Agreement") with respect to the development of the 
project, also referred to as "Hollywood Millennium." The development agreement process was 
initiated by the Director, and all proceedings have been taken in accordance with the City's 
adopted procedures. 

1. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the objectives, policies 
and programs specified in the General Plan. The Project Site is regulated under 
the Community Plan, a component of the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

The Development Agreement, which will vest the Millennium Hollywood Project's 
("Project") development rights, will be consistent with the General Plan, the Community 
Plan, and the Community Plan Update for the following reasons: 

The proposed Development Agreement will allow the applicant to create a mixed-use 
project within the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles and will permit the attendant 
job creation and additional investment in the surrounding Hollywood area. The 
Community Plan and Community Plan Update both recognize the critical role that 
tourism and entertainment play in the commercial activity of Los Angeles and the 
Hollywood area in particular. The project will revitalize the neighborhood with additional 
housing, restaurant and other commercial development, as well as newly created jobs 
for residents in the area. The expanded commercial, restaurant, entertainment, hotel, 
office, and other business activities will serve to further complement and benefit the 
tourism, hotel and entertainment industries in the immediate project vicinity, as well as 
throughout Hollywood and the City as a whole. The project will also help sustain and 
grow the existing retail base along the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street Corridor by 
attracting visitors and new businesses to the area. 

The project design will bring cohesiveness to the Project site, thereby creating continuity 
with adjacent improvements of the surrounding area. One of the land use objectives of 
the project is to create an urban environment designed to a pedestrian scale that 
activates adjacent streets, encourages public pedestrian access, promotes walkability of 
and around the project, and which creates pedestrian connections to the surrounding 
area, particularly nearby transit stops and stations. The open space and pedestrian 
connections within the project will serve to accomplish this goal. 

Given its location in Hollywood, the project will also promote the use of the public 
transportation system. The property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, 
and is less than 500 feet from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
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Both Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DOT), including the MTA Metro Rapid 
Busses, that stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
Additionally, an MTA Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. The project's proximity to a comprehensive transit system 
would encourage and facilitate transit use and a 24-hour Hollywood. The project will 
maintain the Capitol Records Tower and will reflect the bold architecture and design that 
has historically characterized Hollywood. At the same time, however, the inclusion of 
substantial public and common open space to activate the ground levels and sidewalks 
throughout the project will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering areas 
and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

2. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the applicable Specific 
Plan. 

The Project site is not located within a Specific Plan area. 

3. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the City's Planning and 
Zoning Code and other relevant City ordinances. 

Approval of the Development Agreement, along with the requested discretionary actions 
and associated conditions of approval under City Planning case numbers, CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D and VTT-71837-CN, ensure that the project conforms to the 
requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

4. The proposed Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety and general welfare. 

The Development Agreement includes prov1s1ons which specifically permit the 
application of rules and regulations as necessary to protect public health and safety. 

The Development Agreement provides assurances that the public benefits identified 
below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be achieved and 
developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with the 
terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The project will 
provide local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) 
promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, 
and future transient occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business 
expansion and relocation in Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary 
and permanent jobs to improve the local and regional economy; and (iv) provide the 
density necessary to support a new mix of uses in close proximity to mass transit. The 
project will contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of 
land uses, which will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain 
Hollywood as a regional center, create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

5. The proposed Development Agreement will promote the orderly development of 
the Project Site in accordance with good land use practice. 
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As previously discussed, the project is consistent with the policies and provisions of the 
General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. The proposed Development Agreement vests the Applicant's rights to develop the 
Project site as analyzed in the EIR No.2011041094 and as delineated in the requested 
discretionary approvals. The proposed Development Agreement provides assurances 
that the proposed project will proceed in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations 
and conditions, and strengthens the public planning process by encouraging private 
participation in comprehensive planning and reducing the economic costs of 
development to the applicant and the public. Furthermore, the proposed Development 
Agreement reflects the development of a comprehensive project consistent with all 
applicable provisions of the LAMC, General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and that is therefore is consistent with good land use practice. The proposed 
Development Agreement complies in form and substance with all applicable City and 
State regulations governing development agreements. The proposed Development 
Agreement further complies with the guidelines adopted by the City: 

a. The Development Agreement shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless the 
term is otherwise terminated or modified by circumstances set forth in the 
Development Agreement or by mutual consent of the parties. 

b. The proposed Development Agreement is being processed with the processing 
of other Project entitlements, including City Planning Case number CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D. 

c. The proposed Development Agreement will provide public benefits not otherwise 
obtainable, and for which no nexus exist under the Project's environmental 
clearance, that will benefit the surrounding residents of the Project site and the 
City as a whole. 

d. The proposed Development Agreement contains all the provisions, terms and 
conditions which, in addition to those required by law, are deemed to be 
necessary and or desirable in order to implement the City's General Plan. 

e. Based upon the above findings, the recommended Development Agreement 
action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
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flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final 
EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
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finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
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the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios as part of the Land 
Use Equivalency Program, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be 
developed on the Project Site through implementation of the Development Agreement. The 
Commercial Scenario would consist of approximately 461 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 
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190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 264,303 square feet of office space including 
the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square 
feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness 
center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential 
dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no 
increase in office space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exists in 
the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 
10,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD) (Ord. No. 181340, 
LAMC Section 13.11), and is thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the 
Hollywood Signage SUD. The Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on
site tenant identification signs, and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. 
The Project will be in conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage 
SUD, the Building Code and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 
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Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south 
of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet 
above grade. 

Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports Club 
use). 

Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live 
entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

Haul Route Approval. 

Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, Site 
Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 
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Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

Downtown LA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area 
as may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 4.5: 1 
in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
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Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
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building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
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Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The Project 
is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 
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Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 

RL0024598 



EM28383 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-14 

south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated with 
temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 
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VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
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appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fa9ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
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not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG em1ss1ons both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 
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The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 
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The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;:ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
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the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
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C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
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1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Findings 
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Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
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treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
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Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 
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F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
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standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
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dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 
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J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 
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The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 
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J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
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Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 
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J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
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J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 

RL0024622 



EM28407 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-38 

necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 
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xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 
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Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 
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In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 
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Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 
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Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
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densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed 
the regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted 
that ROG emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating 
activities. 

Mitigation Measures 
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B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 
pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 
areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 
miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 
identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and 
receive information about the construction project or to report complaints regarding 
excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 
hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts 
to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated 
with fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table 
IV.B.1-11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the 
mitigated peak daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and 
excavation phase would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the 
SCAQMD for NOx largely due to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In 
addition, the Applicant implemented additional mitigation measures in response to a comment 
letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. See 
Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has 
been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to the extent feasible. There are no 
mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than significant considering the 
localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate 
air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the 
HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the 
Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City 
Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose 
sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by 
the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 
achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 
ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 
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B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
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the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
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schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;:ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
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(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 
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Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood 
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Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
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Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on
site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 
program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
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Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 
employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 
the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 
transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 
(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 
in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
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shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
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30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
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16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 
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State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both day 
and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the Project, 
including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically as well as 
support the long-term preservation of historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard. 

Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce vehicular 
trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing transit and 
transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives and creating 
pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing development. 

Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to support 
the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring the Project 
has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market conditions and consumer 
needs in the Hollywood area. 

Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land use 
density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, resident, 
visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility necessary to 
ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of Hollywood at the time 
of development. 

Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern end 
of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Obiectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built environment. 
Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street high-rise corridor 
to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and thriving 
Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and 
highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the historic Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District. 

RL0024644 



EM28429 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-60 

Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces and 
connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, the 
regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater Hollywood 
community. 

Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density necessary 
to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and visitors. 

Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient design 
flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a set of 
development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure the Project 
will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and complement the 
existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, 
architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability that 
promote the long-term development of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive linkages 
between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary energy and 
vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to create 
the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and other public 
spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the mix of uses 
necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian experience safe 
and attractive will not be achieved. 

Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource conservation, 
including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and water. Building design 
and construction will promote efficient use of materials and energy. 

Public Benefit Obiectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including the 
Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by promoting 
walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along Vine Street, and 
providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. Support infrastructure 
improvements and implement a transportation demand management plan that 
reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and public transportation. 
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Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by increasing 
the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales and possibly 
transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy necessary to support 
existing developments in the area. 

Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment of 
the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. Enhance 
pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout the Project 
Site and between the Project and the community. 

Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los Angeles. 
Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support itself and 
support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure that this 
iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial corridor for the 
community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level of 
density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and pedestrian 
connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical mass of 
density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active and vibrant 
environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood and 
the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in the region 
and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and its commercial 
corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of new temporary and 
permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic benefits for surrounding 
commercial uses. 

Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax revenues, 
and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses necessary to 
support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new business 
relocation to Hollywood. 

Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary to 
sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. Maximizing 
density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, luxury hotel rooms, office 
space, retail establishments, sports club, parking facilities, and open space. Without 
the increased density, the necessary increase in businesses and pedestrian activity 
that sustain Hollywood Boulevard will not be achieved. 

Preservation Obiectives 
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PresetVe the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street level 
and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves views to and 
from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. 

Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood community. 
Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and 
Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine Street. 

Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to revitalize 
this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, visitors, and 
businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the District. 

Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing context, 
including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and massing 
setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new buildings to be in a 
manner that is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 
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The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development-4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
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transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 
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Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
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under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
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particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
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mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative S's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
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significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as the 
Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, and 
visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, and 
cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed uses 
and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

RL0024655 



EM28440 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-71 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 
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A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, good faith and reasoned 
responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the comments received 
and responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments received nor the 
responses to such comments add significant new information regarding environmental 
impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has based its actions on full appraisal of all 
viewpoints, including all comments received up to the date of adoption of these findings, 
concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated 
in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
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G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

F. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 
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11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 4:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 5:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: rfreer@oxy.edu; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

This event has been changed. 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Changed: Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
rfreer@oxy.edu 
Who 

lisa.webber@lacity.org - organizer 
stacy.munoz@lacity.org - creator 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
Regina Freer 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28791 

You are receiving this email at the account rfreer@oxy.edu because you are 
subscribed for updated invitations on calendar rfreer@oxy.edu. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTSTAMP:20130318T1524532 
ORGANIZER;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Regina Freer;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VI EW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqN DBiOGVoN HZlbHJybT AgcmZyZWVyQG94eS51ZH U&to 
k=Mjljb 

GlzYS53ZWJ iZXJAbG FjaXR5Lm9yZ2 M3ZDUxNTFkN DlyNTFm NjA 1 Mm YwMTk3ZDAwY2Vi M 
2Y3MjA1 
MjFhZGl&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130318T152452Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Thursday, March 14, 2013 2:20 PM 
To: Lisa Webber 
Subject: Re: Stuff 

Who's chairing the 28th mtg? 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Mar 12, 2013, at 1:20 PM, "Lisa Webber" <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

>re HM, luci and I mtg with Michael Lagrand this afternoon to prep him 
> on DA deal pts for mtg with Phil later this week. All good on that front. 

> 
> Re Casden, we will wait to see what you come up with ..... 

> 
> Re Ponte Vista, you are out of loop .... new alt site plans to possibly 
>be considered in Final EIR submitted to staff on Friday .... and the 
>mixed use project has all sorts of goodies!!!! :) 

> 
> Not sure breakfast will work ... let me check. 

> 
>-----Original Message-----
>From: Richard Lichtenstein [mailto:Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com] 
>Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 01:10 PM 
>To: 'Lisa Webber' <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
> Subject: RE: Stuff 

> 
> Hey ..... how's your Thursday morning look? Want to have breakfast at 
> 101 Cafe (Franklin just off Freeway)? As for Luci's report I've bits and 
>pieces and she's a "star". Not sure if it's for public consumption but 
> Michael and Phil visiting privately this week (Mike's request). We're 
>doing CD 13 Design Review Thursday night with Marcel. On Friday I 
>have 2 PC meetings set (trying for a third). Understand Barbara is 
>going to run the meeting on 28th. 
> Regarding Casden, Alan and I are meeting with Paul this afternoon. 
>Word has it Paul was looking for a 25% reduction in the residential 
>but not sure what that relates to. Can't just be arbitrary. Alan 
>might reduce unit count by 5-10% just to get PK on board. Will keep you posted. 
>Now for Ponte Vista ..... the one that should have been the easiest of all. 
>You reduce the density from 2300 to 1100 and agree that the preferred 
>alternative of 835 works just fine. And can't get through CEQA review 
> -- OMG ! Not sure I even remember the "mixed" use alternative with 
>library, retail, etc. but never going to happen. If you remember this 
>was a work piece of property for I star. After extensive market 
>analysis the office, retail (and even Senior Housing) were removed 
>from the plans. It will never pencil or get built without the economics of the residential plans. 
>The community claims to want all these other uses but no traffic. 
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>Can't make it all happen in this one project. Happy to talk schedule 
>and happy to bring Owners Representative Dennis Cavallari to an all 
>hands meeting next week. 
> Let me know about Breakfast and if we should find time for Erin, 
> Henry, et al. Thanks. 
>R 
> 
> p.s. seeing Paul and Amy Saturday night before they head back to Hawaii. 

> 
> 
>-----Original Message-----
> From: Lisa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
> Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 12:33 PM 
>To: Richard Lichtenstein 
> Subject: Stuff 

> 
>We've got some things to chat about ... l'm in the PVP now for Ponte 
> Vista ..... and I'm loving the new mixed use alternative with the 
>library, retail, park, office, etc. Is this in the realm of reason?? 
>A big improvement to the current project and a strong and very 
>positive response to community concerns and desires 

> 
> Need to talk Ponte Vista schedule however. We need to make some 
> adjustments. 

> 
> Luci has prepared staff reports for Millennium .... beautifully written 
>documents .... you will be very pleased. 

> 
>Any updates with Casden Sepulveda? 

> 
>Also, unrelated to your projects, need to chat about the dept 
>consolidation proposal on the table that the mayor has introduced ..... . 

> 
>Talk soon, 

> 
>Lisa 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear LA City Planners, 

EM20911 

Suzanne Baker < hootiebebe@aol.com > 

Saturday, February 16, 2013 12:26 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

We are Hollywood homeowners and residents. 
We are strongly opposed to the Millennium Project. 
This project will be a disaster for residents. It will create more traffic, more congestion, more density and huge buildings 
which will ruin the iconic Hollywood skyline. 
We urge you to hear our opinion and shut this project down. 
We will not be voting for Garcetti in the upcoming election. 
Thank you, 
Suzanne Baker 
6070 Rodgerton Dr. 
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Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 4:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 5:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: dan.scott@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra; Michael LoGrande; rfreer@oxy.edu 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

This event has been changed. 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Changed: Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Who 

lisa.webber@lacity.org - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28794 

You are receiving this email at the account dan.scott@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for updated invitations on calendar dan.scott@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTSTAMP:20130318T1524532 
ORGANIZER;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 
CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VIEW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgZGFulnNjb3ROQGxhY210eS5 
vcmc&t 

ok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzhkYTUxNzJmMDcyNGFmNTcwMTdkZGNjOG 
Q4YWQ5 
OWQ3ZjEzMDM3Yzl&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130318T152452Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28448 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 2:46 PM 
Richard Lichtenstein 
Re: Stuff 

I just learned that Regina will be at the meeting on the 28th - she will be the chair 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 2:19 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 
Who's chairing the 28th mtg? 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Mar 12, 2013, at 1 :20 PM, "Lisa Webber" <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

> re HM, luci and I mtg with Michael Lagrand this afternoon to prep him on 
>DA deal pts for mtg with Phil later this week. All good on that front. 
> 
> Re Castlen, we will wait to see what you come up with ..... 
> 
>Re Ponte Vista, you are out of loop .. .. new alt site plans to possibly be 
>considered in Final EIR submitted to staff on Friday .... and the mixed use 
>project has all sorts of goodies!!!! :) 
> 
> Not sure breakfast will work. . .let me check. 
> 
> ----- Original Message -----
>From: Richard Lichtenstein [mailto:RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com] 
>Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 01:10 PM 
>To: 'Lisa Webber' <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
> Subject: RE: Stuff 
> 
> Hey ..... how's your Thursday morning look? Want to have breakfast at 101 
>Cafe (Franklin just off Freeway)? As for Luci's report I've bits and 
>pieces and she's a "star". Not sure if it's for public consumption but 
>Michael and Phil visiting privately this week (Mike's request). We're 
> doing CD 13 Design Review Thursday night with Marcel. On Friday I have 2 
>PC meetings set (trying for a third). Understand Barbara is going to run 
> the meeting on 28th. 
> Regarding Castlen, Alan and I are meeting with Paul this afternoon. Word 
> has it Paul was looking for a 25% reduction in the residential but not 
>sure what that relates to . Can't just be arbitrary. Alan might reduce 
> unit count by 5-10% just to get PK on board. Will keep you posted. 
>Now for Ponte Vista ..... the one that should have been the easiest of all. 
> You reduce the density from 23 00 to 1100 and agree that the preferred 
> alternative of 83 5 works just fine. And can't get through CEQA review -
> OMG! Not sure I even remember the "mixed" use alternative with library, 
> retail, etc. but never going to happen. If you remember this was a work 

RL0024671 



EM28449 

> piece of property for Istar. After extensive market analysis the office, 
> retail (and even Senior Housing) were removed from the plans. It will 
> never pencil or get built without the economics of the residential plans. 
> The community claims to want all these other uses but no traffic. Can't 
>make it all happen in this one project. Happy to talk schedule and happy 
> to bring Owners Representative Dennis Cavallari to an all hands meeting 
>next week. 
> Let me know about Breakfast and if we should find time for Erin, Henry, et 
>al. Thanks. 
>R 
> 
> p.s. seeing Paul and Amy Saturday night before they head back to Hawaii. 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Lisa Webber [mailto :lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
>Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 12:33 PM 
>To: Richard Lichtenstein 
> Subject: Stuff 
> 
> We've got some things to chat about. .. I'm in the PVP now for Ponte 
>Vista .. ... and I'm loving the new mixed use alternative with the library, 
> retail, park, office, etc. Is this in the realm of reason?? A big 
> improvement to the current project and a strong and very positive response 
> to community concerns and desires 
> 
>Need to talk Ponte Vista schedule however. We need to make some 
> adjustments. 
> 
>Luci has prepared staff reports for Millennium .... beautifully written 
> documents .... you will be very pleased. 
> 
>Any updates with Castlen Sepulveda? 
> 
> Also, unrelated to your projects, need to chat about the dept 
> consolidation proposal on the table that the mayor has introduced ..... . 
> 
>Talk soon, 
> 
>Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 

2 

RL0024672 



EM28450 

(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM20912 

Anastasia Mann <Anastasia@corniche.com > 

Saturday, February 16, 2013 4:07 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Attachments: imageOOl.jpg; image002.png; image003.png; image004.jpg; image005.jpg; 

image006.png 

Good morning, 

I am the president of the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council. We have not taken a final formal 
position on the Millennium project as yet, but this hot topic is on our agenda for a vote this coming Wednesday, 
Feb. 201h, the day after your hearing. The motion is listed on our agenda to NOT support the project in its 
current form as per the recommendations of our PLUM Committee which met on this subject in November. 

As a resident of Hollywood for my entire life, I can currently tell you that as an individual I do not support this 
project because of the extraordinary heights of the proposed structures. I recognize that development in that 
area is needed but Hollywood, north of Sunset Blvd., is not intended for skyscrapers. We are not downtown LA 
nor are we Century City, areas clearly designated for this type of growth and building heights. These structures 
would dwarf the Capitol Records Tower making it look more like a short stack of pancakes, rather than the 
Landmark building that it is for our community. 

Please hold off and give our NC and others time to reflect on the proposed development and to provide our 
constructive comments. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. 

Anastasia Mann 
President 
HHWNC 

Resident: 
7220 Outpost Cove Drive 
Hollywood Hills, CA 90068 

Anastasia Mann 
Chairman/ CEO 

8721 West Sunset Boulevard Ste. 200 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

anastasia@corniche.com 

(310) 854-6000 - Main 
(310) 659-0311 - Fax 
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www.corniche.com 
www.anastasiasafrica.com 
www.cornicheentertainment.com 

Tci.ifor-Mtt<{e Ajric.ci.n jvurneip, FM Fmn MM5 Tvuri5tn 
CST: 2017857-10 

EM20913 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM20914 

Anne Pierce <anne@martinpierce.com > 
Saturday, February 16, 2013 5:21 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

I am writing to strongly object to the request for variances being made in the above case. 

I live in Hollywood and think these requests are not in the interests ofresidents or of the existing businesses in 
the area 

My primary concerns are; 

1, By permitting a lesser on site parking ratio to be offset by off site parking you will be adding to the parking 
problems we currently experience when visiting shops and restaurants. 

Why would the City Council even consider making a bad parking situation worse? 

Currently, the parking fees and valet fees already act as a disincentive to my shopping locally and this has a bad 
impact on existing businesses. 

2. By allowing the towers to flaunt the current height restrictions you will be allowing a project of huge scale to 
be built with resulting traffic grid lock. 

At present I have difficulty traveling down Vine and going across Franklin due to the current traffic congestion 
but what I experience now will pale by comparison to what 

this project would create. 

3, The scale of this project cannot be supported by the infrastructures we currently have. 

4. The scale of this project will dwarf the existing historical buildings and in particular Capitol Records making. 

I am NOT opposed to development but I am opposed to this project which is out of step with sensible 
thoughtful community sensitive planning. 
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EM20915 

I hope that you will carefully consider my objections. 

Thank you, 

Anne Lauder 

6228 Primrose Ave 

Los Angeles, CA90068 

2 
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EM28796 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 4:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 5:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: michael.logrande@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; rfreer@oxy.edu 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

This event has been changed. 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Changed: Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
michael. logrande@lacity.org 
Who 

lisa.webber@lacity.org - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 

RL0024678 



Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28797 

You are receiving this email at the account michael.logrande@lacity.org because you 
are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar michael.logrande@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0024679 



EM28798 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTSTAMP:20130318T1524532 
ORGANIZER;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VI EW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2Vq N DBiOGVoN HZlbHJyb T AgbWljaG FlbC5sb2dyYW5kZU B 
sYWNpd 

Hkub3Jn&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzQ4MzEOZmYONzJhZWNiMmRkNjQ 
wYTN 
jYmUxN21zOWQ3MTcwODUyYTA&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130318T152452Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28451 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 2:52 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; Stacy Munoz 
Meeting with Regina Freer next week re: Hollywood Millennium 

Hi there - I just got off the phone with MLG and then with Regina regarding Hollywood Millennium. She is in 
the dark about this project and needs some time with us to digest the components. This is what we want to do: 

1. Schedule a meeting with her for next week to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA 
public benefits, conditions, etc. 

2. Regina reviews the full CPC package over the weekend. 

3. We have our regular CPC briefing on Wednesday, March 27 to go over her issues, questions, follow ups 
from previous week's meeting. 

MLG wants to ensure we are very prepped on the Hollywood Community Plan, housing issues, etc. Regina will 
chair the meeting on the 28th. 

Stacy - could you take the lead in scheduling the meeting with Regina next week. She said that early morning 
or late afternoon times are best due to her teaching schedule. I will move other items on my calendar to 
accommodate this. Thursday afternoon would work for me (I will miss the Westfield meeting). 

Thanks, 
Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM20916 

SaveHollywood.org <info=savehollywood.org@mail124.us2.mcsv.net> on behalf of 
SaveHollywood.org <info@savehollywood.org > 
Saturday, February 16, 2013 7:00 PM 
MARITZA@MARVIST A.O RG 

Millennium Project Hearing THIS Tuesday, February 19, 2013 

Millennium Project Hearing - Please 
Attend or Write!!! 

There is going to be a public hearing by the City 

Planning Department on the proposed 

Millennium project. 

CONNECT WITH US 

1 0 j Friend us on Facebook 

1 0 j Follow us on Twitter 

1 0 j Read our blog 

I [!] j Forward this to a Friend 

RL0024682 



EM20917 

Tuesday, February 19, 2013, 9:00 a.m. 

Los Angeles City Hall 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 350 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

They are going to be asking for the following 

variances from the zoning rules: 

1. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 

12.32-F, a Vesting Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to 

C2-2-SN; 

2. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 

12.3-Q, removal of the 'D' Limitation in Height 

District '20', to correspond with the proposed Zone 

Change; 

3. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 

12.24-W,24 and 12.24-T, a Vesting Conditional Use 

to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 

12.24-W,19 a Conditional Use to allow floor area 

averaging in a unified development; 

5. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code 12.24-W,1 

and 12.24-W, 18(a), a Conditional Use to permit the 

sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic 

beverages and live entertainment and dancing; 

6. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 

12.27, a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating 

areas above the ground floor; 

7. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 

12.27, a Zone Variance to allow less than the 

required parking for the sports club/fitness facility; 

8. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 

12.21-A,4(y), City Planning Commission Authority for 

2 

SHARE THIS EMAIL 

DOWNLOAD 

Save Hollywood Flyer (pdf) 

Outreach Letter ( pdf) 

Fact Sheet: What's Wrong With 

This Plan? (pdf) 

Alternative Plan (pdf) 

Hollywood Community Plan 

CPC Determination Letter (pdf) 

READ SOME POSTS 

We Have Something to Fight For 

Diminished Fire Resources - NBC 

Video 

How Did Garcetti Get the 

Hollywood Plan Sooooo Wrong? 

The Hollywood Community Plan 

Update - a Fiasco in the Making 

Why They Built the Pruitt-Igoe 

Project 

The Hollywood Community Plan 

Update - From Bad to Worse 

and more articles HERE 
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EM20918 

Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-Site 

Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for 

shared/reduced on-site parking. 

The unseemly aspect about this hearing is that there 

is no actual project design being submitted. They are 

only asking for variances from the existing zoning 

regulations. The public is being asking to sign off on 

an unknown. Without any plans it is impossible for 

anyone to make an intelligent decision regarding the 

consequences of the variances being sought by the 

Millennium project. 

The hearing will also consider: 

1. Pursuant to Section 21082.l(c) of the California 

Public Resources Code, the certification and adoption 

of Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-

EIR, including the findings, mitigation monitoring 

program, and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

setting forth the reasons and benefits of adopting the 

EIR with full knowledge that significant impacts may 

remain; 

2. Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15, Vesting Tentative 

Tract Map for the merger and re-subdivision of the 

subject property into 41 lots for the construction of 

492 residential units with up to 200 hotel rooms, and 

215,000 square feet of office space, including the 

existing 114,303 square-foot Capital Records 

building, and approximately 34,000 square feet of 

restaurant use, 35, 100 square feet of fitness/club 

sport use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use on a 

6.01 acre site. 

Many of the neighborhood councils and the 

neighborhood associations asked for more time to 

make public comment on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report submitted by the Millennium in order 

to obtain expert opinion on the traffic mitigation and 

other environmental impacts from the project to be 

3 
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EM20919 

included in the Final EIR but Councilman Garcetti 

refused to allow it. The City Planning Department has 

issued the Final EIR but it is still possible to introduce 

public comments into the Administrative Record. 

Several of the neighborhood councils and 

neighborhood associations are currently seeking a 

planning expert to add the necessary analysis of the 

EIR to the Administrative Record. 

Click here to view the Draft EIR 

Click here to view the Final EIR 

Councilman Garcetti is gung-ho on the project and he 

is also seeking to allow the Millennium project to hold 

the entitlements listed above beyond the normal 5-

year period. The hearing will consider: 

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 

65864-65869.5, to enter into a Development 

Agreement 

We all know that this project will be a disaster for the 

residents - more traffic, more congestion, more 

density and two more hideous monstrosities ruining 

the Hollywood skyline. So many of these projects 

have been business failures but the developers don't 

care. Once it is built they just take the money and 

run, leaving the community with the mess. 

Please come to the hearing and/or submit your public 

comment. You can submit your written comments to: 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

With a subject line: 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

675-EIR 

ENV-2011-

4 
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EM20920 

follow on Twitter I friend on Facebook I read our blog I forward to a friend 

5 
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EM28799 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 4:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 5:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande; rfreer@oxy.edu 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

This event has been changed. 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Changed: Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

lisa.webber@lacity.org - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 

RL0024687 



Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28800 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for updated invitations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0024688 



EM28801 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTSTAMP:20130318T1524522 
ORGANIZER;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 
CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VIEW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBs 
YWNpd 

Hkub3Jn&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzkOYTkyZThjYWRhYzc5YjFjMjE3Mjh 
iZTQ20DdhODE1 MDg20DhiZmY&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130318T152452Z 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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EM28452 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 3:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 4:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: dan.scott@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra; Michael LoGrande; rfreer@oxy.edu 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 

RL0024690 



rfreer@oxy.edu 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28453 

You are receiving this email at the account dan.scott@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar dan.scott@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM28454 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T220000Z 
DTEND:20130321 T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130314T215802Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 
CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VIEW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgZGFulnNjb3ROQGxhY210eS5 
vcmc&t 

ok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzhkYTUxNzJmMDcyNGFmNTcwMTdkZGNjOG 
Q4YWQ5 
OWQ3ZjEzMDM3Yzl&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130314T215802Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

EM20921 

Peter Wentzel <pcwentzel@gmail.com> 
Sunday, February 17, 2013 7:58 AM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

I am writing to express my STRONG OPPOSITION to the proposed zoning variances requested by the Millennium project. 

There is no actual project design being submitted. They are only asking for variances from the existing zoning 
regulations. The public is being asking to sign off on an unknown. Without any plans it is impossible for anyone to make 
an intelligent decision regarding the consequences of the variances being sought by the Millennium project. 

This project will be a disaster for the residents - more traffic, more congestion, more density and two more hideous 
monstrosities ruining the Hollywood skyline. So many of these projects have been business failures but the developers 
don't care. Once it is built they just take the money and run, leaving the community with the mess. 

Please postpone further consideration of this development until complete designs and details are available for review, 
consideration and voting by the residents so deeply impacted by this project. 

Thank you. 

Peter Wentzel 
2895 Belden Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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EM28455 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 3:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 4:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: michael.logrande@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; rfreer@oxy.edu 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
michael. logrande@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 

RL0024694 



rfreer@oxy.edu 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28456 

You are receiving this email at the account michael.logrande@lacity.org because you 
are subscribed for invitations on calendar michael.logrande@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0024695 



EM28457 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T220000Z 
DTEND:20130321 T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130314T215802Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 
CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VI EW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2Vq N DBiOGVoN HZlbHJyb T AgbWljaG FlbC5sb2dyYW5kZU B 
sYWNpd 

Hkub3Jn&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzQ4MzEOZmYONzJhZWNiMmRkNjQ 
wYTN 
jYmUxN21zOWQ3MTcwODUyYTA&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130314T215802Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0024696 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM20922 

Martin < martin@martinpierce.com > 
Sunday, February 17, 2013 9:45 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Sketch 2012-12-24 21_28_55.png 

I am writing to strongly object to the request for variances being made in the above case.I live in 
Hollywood and think these requests are not in the interests of residents or of the existing businesses in 
the area 

My primary concerns are; 

1, By permitting a lesser on site parking ratio to be offset by off site parking you will be adding to the 
parking problems we currently experience when visiting shops and restaurants. 

Why would the City Council even consider making a bad parking situation worse?Currently, the parking 
fees and valet fees already act as a disincentive to my shopping locally and this has a bad impact on 
existing businesses. 

2. By allowing the towers to flaunt the current height restrictions you will be allowing a project of huge 
scale to be built with resulting traffic grid lock.At present I have difficulty traveling down Vine and 
going across Franklin due to the current traffic congestion but what I experience now will pale by 
comparison to what this project would create. 

3, The scale of this project cannot be supported by the infrastructures we currently have. 

4. The scale of this project will dwarf the existing historical buildings and in particular Capitol Records. 

I am NOT opposed to development but I am opposed to this project which is out of step with sensible 
thoughtful community sensitive planning. 

I hope that you will carefully consider my objections. 

Thank you, 

Martin Pierce 

RL0024697 



6228 Primrose Ave 

Los Angeles, CA90068 

Sent from my iPad 

EM20923 

2 
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EM20924 

Astrigal~ 

~·~--1--

Strike ____.-:7 fixed door 

Reveal 

~ 
Latch 

Door hardware 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM28802 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 8:26 AM 
Stacy 
Re: Regina meeting regarding Hollywood Millennium 

Okay, thank you Stacy - I just did it. You poor thing. You must be miserable. It's always the three day 
rule .... .let's see, who were you around three days ago with a gooey cold :) :) 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 6:01 AM, Stacy <slmunoz92@gmail. com> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 
Regina sent me an email saying she could do this meeting at 4 instead of 3. I can't change it from my end but if you open 
the invite and adjust the time it will resend itself. · 

From: Lisa Webber 
Sent: 3/15/2013 4:44 PM 
To: Stacy Munoz 
Subject: Regina meeting regarding Hollywood Millennium 

Hi Stacy - I saw that Regina declined the meeting invitation for the Thursday afternoon meeting for us to talk all 
things Hollywood Millennium. Big sigh. Can you try again? This meeting is really critical and needs to 
happen next week before she receives the CPC packet next weekend. Again, she said that early morning and 
late afternoons work best. I know my schedule is crazy, but I will miss PLUM to make this happen, or my 
weekly meeting with Linn. 

Thanks Stacy - good luck! 

Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 

RL0024700 



200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

EM28803 

2 
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EM28458 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 3:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 4:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: lisa.webber@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande; 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Who 

lisa.webber@lacity.org - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 

RL0024702 



Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28459 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0024703 



EM28460 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T220000Z 
DTEND:20130321 T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130314T215802Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 
CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VI EW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2Vq N DBiOGVoN HZlbHJyb T AgbGlzYS53ZWJ iZXJAbG FjaXR 
5Lm9yZ 

w&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZ2VmNGMyOGE5NmNiMjgzMmEwYjk20DJj 
ZjliY 
2YxYWRjNzMzOTA 1 Zml&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130314T215802Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0024704 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 

EM29109 

whiterabbitdesigncompany@gmail.com on behalf of Steve Hardie 
< steve@whiterabbitdesigncompany.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:40 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Subject: VTTM 71837-CN millenium project 

This project is absurdly out of sync with the existing structures of Hollywood, for all the 
reasons that I'm sure are clear to you, both aesthetically and legally. 
While I'm not opposed to extreme architecture, this project is not particularly inspired 
and may be better placed elsewhere. It seems ironic that such a building may attract 
people to Hollywodd while at the same time destroying what that Hollywood is . 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories . 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet . 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This 

is probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the 
last hearing. They complied with the historic height and Millennium will OUT 
VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 
150 foot scale. 

www.whiterabbitdesigncompany.com 

Steve Hardie 
6867 Camrose Drive 
LACA 90068 
m: 323 363 5649 
h: 323 874 6487 

RL0024705 



EM28804 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Michael 
LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org > 

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 8:33 AM 
To: lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Michael LoGrande has declined this invitation. 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

mm 
invite .ics 

RL0024706 



EM28805 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T2300002 
DTEND:20130322T0000002 
DTSTAMP:20130318T1532392 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=DECLINED;CN=Michae 
I LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130314T2158022 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130318T1532392 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525 _ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0024707 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28806 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 8:33 AM 
Lisa Webber 
Declined: Hollywood Millennium 

I have to travel to west side that day. Can we do it earlier? 

RL0024708 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28807 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 8:45 AM 
Darlene Navarrete 
Millennium 

D: what time do the copies get delivered to us?? 

I can come up and help you stuff ........................... . 

RL0024709 



EM28461 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 3:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 4:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande; rfreer@oxy.edu 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgbHVjaXJhbGlhlm 
liYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzkOYTkyZT 
hjYWRhYzc5YjFjMjE3MjhiZTQ20DdhODE1 MDg20DhiZmY&ctz=America/Los Angeles 
&hl=en> 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map <http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Planning-CH525 

ECR&hl=en>) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

RL0024710 



Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Going? 

EM28462 

Yes <https ://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VgNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgbHVjaXJ 
hbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=1 
&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzkOYTkyZThjYWRhYzc5YjFjMjE3Mj 
hiZTQ20DdhODE1 MDg20DhiZmY&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VgNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgbHVjaXJ 
hbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=3 
&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzkOYTkyZThjYWRhYzc5YjFjMjE3Mj 
hiZTQ20DdhODE1 MDq20DhiZmY&ctz=America/Los Anqeles&hl=en> -
No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VgNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgbHVjaXJ 
hbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=2 
&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzkOYTkyZThjYWRhYzc5YjFjMjE3Mj 
hiZTQ20DdhODE1 MDg20DhiZmY&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> more 
options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgbHVjaXJhbGlhlm 
liYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzkOYTkyZT 
hjYWRhYzc5YjFjMjE3MjhiZTQ20DdhODE1 MDg20DhiZmY&ctz=America/Los Angeles 
&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0024711 



EM28463 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T220000Z 
DTEND:20130321 T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130314T215802Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 
CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VIEW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBs 
YWNpd 

Hkub3Jn&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzkOYTkyZThjYWRhYzc5YjFjMjE3Mjh 
iZTQ20DdhODE1 MDg20DhiZmY&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130314T215802Z 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0024712 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29110 

Alex Schemmer <schemmer@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:40 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

My name is Alex Schemmer. I am a resident and property owner in Hollywod and am writing to 
support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

I understand that six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to 
approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based 
on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is 
seeking. However, those changes have not yet been approved, so the decision 
is invalid. 

Caltrans also objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium, as they are 
concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans cannot recognize 
this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state 
highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. 
It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed 
that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the 
phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

I would like you to know that I and the other residents of my neighborhood are very 
concerned and are paying attention. We oppose what seems like the railroading of this 
Millenium Project, which would be destructive to the neighborhoods and city that we 
have come to love. 

Thanks for your time, 
Alex 

Alex Schemmer 

RL0024713 



( e) schemmer@gmail.com 
(m) 310.909.3254 
(w) www.alexschemmer.com 

EM29111 

2 

RL0024714 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sir 

EM28808 

Roz Bernstein <rozzib@earthlink.net> 

Monday, March 18, 2013 8:51 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CNi 

The invidious thing about the Millennium Project is that there is no turning back. 

In addition to the numerous problems such a high-rise building would cause (and there are already many groups who 
have outlined these), there will be no way to deny the flood of similar applications that will be submitted, once you 
have allowed this building. 

Thank you, 
Roslyn Bernstein 

6387 lvarene Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2821 

RL0024715 



EM28464 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Planning-CH525 
_ECR < lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672d43483532355f454352 
@resource.calendar.google.com > 

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 2:58 PM 
To: lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Planning-CH525_ECR has accepted this invitation. 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

RL0024716 



EM28465 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T220000Z 
DTEND:20130321 T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130314T215803Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Planning 
-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672d43483532355f4 
54352@resource.calendar.google.com 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130314T215802Z 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29112 

Fredrica Cooper <write2hha@aol.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:43 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 
website%201ogo%202.jpg 

We are writing in support of the appeals in opposition to the Mi llennium Project. Many citizen groups, 
government agencies, officials and civic minded individuals have voiced their objections to the current 

specifications of the project. It is incumbent upon the City Planning Commission to not grant permission for 
this project until all of the legal objections have been reviewed . 

Yours truly, 
Fredrica Cooper 

***visit our website: www.fw{{ywooc£fieigfits.org*** 

frecfrica cooyer 
lio{{ywoocf liei91its association 
y.o. 6ox 931034 
fio{{ywood; ca 90093-1034 

For a printable membership application, go to: 
membership registration 

To unsubscribe from these e-mails, please reply with 
your first and last name and the word "unsubscribe 
in the subject line. 

P.5. Please help us spread the word about this e-mail list, 
to your friends and neighbors. Any resident or property owner 
can be added to this list by sending their name and details to: 

write2hha@aol.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM24173 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 11:46 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 1 of 5) 

AMDA Tract Map Appeal.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Czerwinski, Ellen <ECzerwinski@manatt.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 4, 2013 at 5:05 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email I of 5) 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "De la Cruz, Victor" <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 

Dear Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, 

We submitted the attached appeal today in opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 71837-CN. The attached contains excerpts of DEIRs and NoiseNibration studies. I 
will be forwarding the full sections to you for inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Thank you, 
Ellen 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged . If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt.com or by telephone at (31 Ol 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 
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MASTER APPEAL FORM 

City of Los Angeles - Deportment of City Planning 

APPEAL TO THE: City Planning Commission 
(DIRECTOR, AREA PlANNING COMMISSION, CITY PIANNING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCILi 

REGARDING CASE#: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 1770-1770 Vine; 1745-1753 Vine; 1746-1770 Ivar; 1733-1741Argyle;6236, 6270, 6334 Yucca 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 2013 ------------------------------------------
TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. Q Appeal by Applicant 

2. lil Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved 

3. Q Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 
of Building and Safety 

APPELLANT INFORMATION - Please print clearly 

Name: AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

• Are you fifing for yourself or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

la Self 0 Other: ---------------------

Address: 6305 Yucca Street and 1777 Vine Street 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90028 

Telephone: (323) 469-3300 
E-mail: ------------------

• Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

Cl Ves la No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: Victor De la Cruz - Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Address: 11355 West Olympic Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90064 

Telephone: ___ (3_1_0_) _3_12_-4_3_0_5 _ _ _ E -ma 11: vdelacruz@manatt.com 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING - Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

la Entire 0 Part 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal • How you are aggrieved by the decision 

Speclflcaliy the points at issue Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

·Ainount 

• Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

• Master Appeal Form 
Justification/Reason for Appealing document 

• Original Determination Letter · 

• Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee. 

• Original applicants must pay malling fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

Applicants filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations'' are considered original applicants 
and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be flied within 10 days of the written determination of the Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc .•. ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appealable. 

"if a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental Impact report, appro11es a 
negative dedarotion or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project Is not subject to thl's division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected dec/slon·making body, If any. N 

-CA Public Resources Code§ 11151 (c) 

Date: _ ,"3>_/_!.f .,......,/1_~--

Pkmnlnf! Staff USe Only 
"·.' . 

Rev,Jewed .ahd Atatpted by· · · oat~ 

Receipt N.o. 0et!11teC1 complete by Date 

a Determinatlon Auttiority Notified O· · Original Receipt a~d BTC Re·c~fpt (If original applicant) 

CP-7769 {11/09/09) 

RL0024721 



EM24176 

"Millennium Hollywood representatives said that if the 
school were for children, city law would require them to 

reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the 
students are adults, there are no such requirements. " 

- Laura J. Nelson, "Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood 
clears a hurdle" in Los Angeles Times, Feb. 19, 2013 
(describing the closing arguments of Millennium's legal 
counsel at the Advisory Agency hearing for Millennium's tract 
map). 
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APPEAL OF VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN 

AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMDA") appeals the City of 
Los Angeles ("the City") Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN (the "Tract Map") for the Hollywood Millennium Project (the "Project"). This appeal 
is limited to a single, major inadequacy in the Environmental Impact Report (the "EIR") for the 
Project that renders the Tract Map approval legally deficient under the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") and the California Subdivision Map Act - Millennium's position 
(shockingly unquestioned by the City thus far) that AMDA is not a noise-sensitive receptor and 
that Millennium need not mitigate construction and operational noise impacts to a level that will 
allow AMDA to keep its campus open during and after the Project's multi-year construction. 1 

After AMDA invested hundreds of millions of dollars making Hollywood its home (well 
before Hollywood was thriving, in effect paving the way for Millennium), Millennium's failure 
to protect AMDA through mere compliance with the law is astounding. Every year, AMDA 
educates hundreds of young artists that come from every state in the nation and multiple 
countries around the world, to study music, dance, and drama in Los Angeles. What will the 
City tell these students when they come to AMDA and cannot hear clearly enough to tune a 
violin or a piano, harmonize their voices, or hear themselves during breathing exercises - all 
because the City failed to question the Applicant's ludicrous position that AMDA was not a 
noise-sensitive receptor requiring special construction-related mitigation? And if the City 
responds with the Applicant's most recent assertion (that only schools with young children are 
noise-sensitive receptors), what will the City tell those students when confronted with other City 
EIRs that have identified ITT Technical Institute, the University of Southern California, Loyola 
Law School, Occidental College, and a host of other institutions of higher learning, as sensitive 
receptors? 

This appeal is common sense. CEQA classifications matter. Just as the City could not 
defend an EIR that treated a nesting site for the California Condor no different than it treated a 
nesting site for a pigeon (on the theory that the California Condor is not a protected species), the 
City will not have complied with CEQA until AMDA, a school, is treated as the noise-sensitive 
receptor that it is. The City must revise the EIR so that it adequately discloses, analyzes, and 
mitigates its impacts on AMDA, a sensitive receptor. And for CEQA's informational and 
participatory mandates to be met, the City must re-circulate the EIR and afford AMDA the 
opportunity to comment on the Project's proposed mitigation. 

1 A more detailed letter setting forth AMDA's concerns about the Project, generally, and problems with its other 
discretionary actions (e.g., the variance, the Development Agreement) and the Final EIR will be filed separate from 
this appeal. AMDA also has concerns about other aspects of the Tract Map approval's compliance with the 
California Subdivision Map Act, which AMDA intends to raise on appeal to the Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee of the City Council, if necessary. The need to limit this appeal to one issue - construction 
noise - is necessary to provide focus on a matter that is of critical importance to the life of the institution. It does 
not mean that AMDA is not concerned about other Project impacts such as parking and operational noise. 

11355West01ympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 

Albany I Los Angeles I New York I Orange County I Palo Alto I Sacramento J San Francisco I Washington, D.C. 
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I. BACKGROUND ON AMDA COLLEGE AND CONSERVATORY OF THE 
PERFORMING ARTS. 

AMDA has been located at the intersection of Yucca and Vine in Hollywood for over ten 
years. As one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, AMDA's 
two campuses in New York City and Los Angeles have launched some of the most successful 
careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited by the National Association of Schools 
of Theatre, AMDA's Los Angeles campus enrolls approximately 700 full-time students from 
throughout the world and offers both four-year Bachelor of Fine Arts Programs and various 
Certificate Programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus has been a thriving community 
of young artists engaged daily in everything from general education courses typical of more 
traditional four-year colleges, to intense professional-level artist training in musical theatre, 
multiple dance styles, and vocal recital presentations. 

AMDA' s campus is comprised of several buildings in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Vine Tower, AMDA's main building, is kitty-corner from the proposed Project and 
houses administrative offices, classrooms, studio spaces, a costume shop, a stage combat armory, 
a computer lab, the AMDA Cafe, the campus store and performance spaces. AMDA' s 1777 
Vine Street Building across the street from the Vine Tower, and sharing a property line with the 
Project site, is a five-story facility with 23 classrooms, 11 private voice studios, acting rehearsal 
rooms, a student lounge, the film production office, the scene shop, and other ancillary AMDA 
uses. An outdoor performance space, a campus piazza where students congregate and eat and 
perform, a performing arts library, and film, television and editing facilities are also located on 
campus. 

Finally, six residential buildings, primarily on the same block as the Vine Tower, have 
been purchased, or.are otherwise controlled by AMDA, for student housing (The Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the All view Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows"). 

Simply stated, AMDA's investment in, and commitment to the Hollywood community is 
sustained and substantial. 

II. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT'S NOISE IMPACTS ON AMDA. 

While AMDA would like to support the proposed Project, the Project may require 
AMDA, a sensitive receptor, to close its doors due to the Applicant's complete failure to identify 
AMDA as a sensitive receptor in the Project's EIR and to address AMDA's concerns in 
connection with the Project's multi-year construction period. The Applicant's complete 
disregard for AMDA's required mitigation is unacceptable. As will be made clear in this appeal, 
the scope of AMDA's operations and the proposed Project's construction impacts are 
fundamentally incompatible. As proposed, all Project construction would take place at the 

2 
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property line with AMDA (i.e., not even the most minor of setbacks) without a single mitigation 
measure tailored specifically to AMDA 's operations. 

The Project's EIR indicates that construction would reach a dBA of 113.9 Leq· 
According to the Project's EIR, these noise levels would be louder than a jet flying overhead at a 
height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an indoor concert. 
(See DEIR, Table IV.H-1.) Moreover, because the proposed Project would take approximately 
three years to construct, or even more if built out in phases as allowed by the Development 
Agreement, which spans decades, AMDA would not be able to carry out its basic functions as an 
educational institution for years. Please make no mistake about it - it will not be possible for 
AMDA to keep its doors open while the proposed Project is constructed unless the City complies 
with CEQA before granting any entitlements. 

Construction is to be expected in highly urbanized areas. However, the construction of 
over a million square feet in 585-foot towers and multiple levels of subterranean parking, over a 
span of multiple years - without any mitigation for a sensitive receptor - is not to be expected. 
This is not a simple by-right project, but one that is asking for a Development Agreement, 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Vesting Zone Change, Height District Change, Conditional Use 
Permits, Variances, etc., and therefore requires compliance with CEQA, in part through the 
protection of sensitive receptors. 

III. THE APPLICANT'S FAILURE TO IDENTIFY AMDA AS A SENSITIVE 
RECEPTOR IN THE EIR. 

The proposed Project's EIR failed to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor 
notwithstanding CEQA's clear mandate that schools be identified as such. 2 As discussed in this 
appeal, the Applicant has doubled-down on its position that AMDA is not a sensitive receptor. 
(Acknowledging that AMDA is a noise-sensitive receptor under CEQA would not only require 
recirculation of the EIR, but would trigger mitigation that the Applicant may not want to 
provide.) 

To be perfectly clear, AMDA is the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within AMDA's 
1777 Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not taking classes such as "Harmony 
Review Lab," "Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing their 
singing in a private voice room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing breathing 
exercises with a voice tutor. (See Exhibit A, Class Schedule for 1777 Building.) Every day, the 
AMDA campus is a thriving hub of productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early 
morning until about 11 :30 p.m., and in summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple 
productions. 

2 CEQA is geared at identifying sensitive receptors and sensitive environmental conditions so that appropriate 
mitigation can eliminate (or minimize to the maximum extent feasible) a project's significant impacts to those 
resources. Thus, the Applicant's failure to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor contravenes CEQA. 
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Millennium's unwillingness to concede that AMDA is a sensitive receptor is 
unacceptable, and the litany of excuses as to why AMDA was not identified as a sensitive 
receptor are absurd. More importantly, these excuses do nothing to remedy the EIR's 
deficiencies and its utter failure to comply with CEQA's informational mandates. 

IV. A HOST OF EXCUSES AS TO WHY AMDA WAS NOT IDENTIFIED AS A 
SENSITIVE RECEPTOR, BUT THE DE.FICIENCIES REMAIN. 

When the Applicant was first asked why AMDA was not identified as a sensitive 
receptor, the Applicant responded that it thought the 1777 Vine Building was vacant - that 
Project consultants had no idea that AMDA was using it. Putting aside the fact that the Vine 
Tower across the street was also not identified as a sensitive receptor, the Applicant's position as 
to 1777 Vine was ridiculous. Every school day, one thousand students, faculty, and staff cross 
Yucca Street between the Vine Tower and the 1777 Vine Building. Furthermore, the President 
of AMDA has sat on the Board of Directors of the Hollywood Property Owners Alliance 
together with the Applicant for several years, and members of the Applicant have been guests of 
AMDA at concerts and recitals on the AMDA campus. 

When the "we thought the building was vacant story" became untenable, the Project's 
Final EIR offered yet another story, responding that the AMDA buildings were not identified as 
sensitive receptors because the Planning Department's ZIMAS database did not identify AMDA 
as a school. (Final EIR, Response to Comment 9-11, pp. III-B.45 -46.) This response too was 
unacceptable - sensitive receptors are not identified based on what a ZIMAS report says -
AMDA either exists or it does not exist. (Just imagine if sensitive species were identified based 
on what old history books said about a site, rather than a biological survey; there is no question 
that the Project's EIR consultant did a site-survey of surrounding buildings.) Given AMDA's 
large student and teacher population, its open and active operations, and its proximity to the 
Project, its omission is inexcusable. 

Subsequently, the Applicant suggested to AMDA that AMDA was not identified as a 
sensitive receptor because Millennium wanted to protect AMDA - namely that AMDA is not a 
permitted use and the Applicant did not want to get AMDA in trouble. This, again, is also 
entirely erroneous - the C4 zoning on AMDA' s property allows educational institutions and 
music conservatories by right - no use permits are needed for AMDA to legally operate there. 

Finally, at the February 19, 2013, Advisory Agency hearing for the Tract Map, after 
AMDA refuted all of the above excuses which had been proffered by the Applicant, 
Millennium's counsel denied that they had ever used any of the above excuses - even though the 
Final EIR included two of those excuses. Instead, the Applicant's counsel proffered an entirely 
new theory - one that was never mentioned in the Final EIR - declaring without any justification 
or legal support that schools are only considered to be sensitive receptors if they are for young 
children. This excuse was heard by those at the hearing and received coverage in the Los 
Angeles Times. ("Millennium Hollywood representatives said that if the school were for 
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children, city law would require them to reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the 
students are adults, there are no such requirements.")(See Exhibit B.) For the reasons set forth 
below, this new excuse is equally disingenuous and false. 

V. PUTTING TO REST THE FOURTH EXCUSE ABOUT WHY AMDA WAS NOT 
IDENTIFIED AS A SENSITIVE RECEPTOR. 

1. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, 
Make Clear that AMDA is a Sensitive Receptor. 

The Applicant's new excuse as to why AMDA is not a sensitive receptor is completely 
unavailing because the City indisputably considers schools (regardless of student age) to be 
sensitive to construction noise: 

• The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include 
"residences, transient lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, 
auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks." (L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide, p. I.1-3.) 

• The Noise Element of the General Plan defines noise sensitive uses as "single-family and 
multi-unit dwellings, long-term care facilities (including convalescent and retirement 
facilities), dormitories, motels, hotels, transient lodgings and other residential uses; 
houses of worship; hospitals; libraries; schools; auditoriums; concert halls; outdoor 
theaters; nature and wildlife preserves, and parks." (General Plan Noise Element, p. 4-1.) 

If Millennium's legal counsel is conect that only uses with children are considered sensitive to 
noise, then why do the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide and the Noise Element of the General 
Plan identify dwellings, motels, hotels, houses of worship, libraries, auditoriums, concert halls, 
and theaters as sensitive uses? These uses do not necessarily include more children than adults; 
they are considered sensitive to noise simply because of the activities that take place there. Even 
the Project's own Draft EIR acknowledges that schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are 
sensitive receptors. (Draft EIR, p. IV.H-15.) It does not at any point in the document qualify 
sensitive uses based on the age of the occupants/visitors. 

In short, AMDA, a school use, is unquestionably a sensitive receptor. AMDA also 
contains noise sensitive rehearsal rooms, studios, and voice rooms - all of which are similar (in 
terms of activities involved and acceptable noise exposure) to auditoriums and concert halls, 
which the City also has deemed to be sensitive receptors. Notably, none of the City documents 
above qualify the sensitivity of the sensitive receptors, much less indicate that only schools with 
children are sensitive to noise. (Moreover, other cities, like San Francisco, explicitly use the 
word "colleges" to provide examples of noise-sensitive receptors.)(See Exhibit C.) If the 
presence of children were somehow the determining factor for sensitive receptors, it would lead 
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to the nonsensical result that residential homes, dormitories, hotels, churches, auditoriums, 
concert halls, and amphitheatres should also be eliminated from this category as well. 

2. EIRs Within and Outside of the City Make Clear that AMDA is a Sensitive 
Receptor. 

As demonstrated below, EIRs conducted by the City and other jurisdictions all support 
the irrefutable fact that schools are sensitive receptors for construction noise, regardless of the 
age of the students. Moreover, auditoriums, concert halls and similar uses are also considered to 
be sensitive receptors. 

• EIR for the Convention and Event Center Project (City of Los Angeles, 2012, SCH# 
2011031049, pp. IV.E-50) - identified the Loyola Law School and Nokia Theatre as a 
sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit D.) 

• EIR for Occidental College Specific Plan (City of Los Angeles, 2008, SCH# 
2006081153, p. 3H-4) - identified the classrooms and library at Occidental College 
during construction activities as sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit E.) 

• EIR for the Lakeside Park Project (City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and 
Parks, 2011, Noise and Vibration Study, p. 11) - identified ITT Technical Institute as a 
sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit F.) 

• EIR for the Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project (City of Los Angeles, 2010, SCH# 
2009071035, pp. IV.C-17) - identified the Jonathan Club as a noise sensitive receptor. 
(See Exhibit G.) 

• EIR for USC Development Plan (City of Los Angeles, 2010, SCH# 200901101, p. IV.H-
11) - identified the Shrine Auditorium as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit H.) 

• EIR for Cedars-Sinai Medical Center West Tower Project (City of Los Angeles, 2008, 
SCH# 2008031040, pp. 134) - identified a medical office building as a sensitive 
receptor. (See Exhibit I.) 

• EIR for USC Health Sciences Campus Project (City of Los Angeles, 2005, SCH# 
2004101084, pp. 243-247) - identified the Los Angeles County College of Nursing and 
Allied Health as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit J.) 

• EIR/EIS for Mid-City/Westside Transit Project (Metropolitan Transit Authority, 2010, 
SCH# 2000051058, pp. 3.9-2 - 23) - identified the USC Marshall School of Business, 
Exposition Park, and the Rancho La Brea Tar Pits as a sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit 
K.) 
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• EIR for the Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project (City of Palo Alto, 2010, SCH# 2007082130, pp. 3.7-6) - identified the adjacent 
Stanford University campus as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit L.) 

• Final EIR for the Quarry Creek Master Plan (City of Carlsbad, 2013, SCH# 2012021039, 
p. 5 .11-7) - identified Mira Costa College as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit M.) 

• EIR for the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan (Foothill De Anza Community 
College District, 2008, SCH# 2007091014, pp. IV.E-15) - identified the existing 
classrooms and other school related facilities at Foothill College as sensitive receptors. 
(See Exhibit N.) 

3. Not a Single Case Supports the Absurd Proposition that Only Children are 
Sensitive to Noise. 

Finally, not a single case supports the proposition that only schools with children are 
sensitive noise receptors. To the contrary, the case law makes clear that uses are considered 
noise-sensitive based on the types of activities that take place there. Clyde v. City of Palm 
Desert, 2004 Cal. Unpub. LEXIS 11521, *37 n.4 (Dec. 20, 2004) ("Sensitive receptors are 
defined as those land uses that are particularly sensitive to noise intrusion, including residences, 
schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, and other health care facilities."). Also see 
Save Strawberry Canyon v. U.S. Dep't of Energy, 830 F. Supp. 2d 737, 748-50 (N.D. Cal. 
201 l)(referring to the Nyingma Institute [http://www.nyingmainstitute.com], which offers adult 
training in mediation, Buddhist studies, and Tibetan language, as a sensitive receptor). 

VI. CONCLUSION. 

The EIR's omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor, and the Tract Map's complete 
disregard of AMDA-related mitigation, are material errors. AMDA-specific concerns and other 
impacts of the Project are more particularly described in our "Comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project," submitted to Ms. Srimal 
P. Hewawitharana at the Department of City Planning on December 10, 2012. (See Exhibit 0.) 
The Final EIR has offered only excuses as to why AMDA is not a sensitive receptor and why the 
Project's impacts on AMDA do not need to be specifically analyzed or mitigated. This is 
unacceptable and renders the Project's Tract Map findings under Government Code Sections 
66474.61 (a), (b), (c), (e), and (f) completely lacking in substantial evidence. We respectfully 
request that you grant this appeal and revoke the Tract Map until appropriate CEQA analysis and 
mitigation is provided for AMDA. 
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Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood clears a hurdle - latimes.com Page 1 of 2 

latimes.com/news/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-20130220,0,6352502.story 

la times.com 

Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood clears a hurdle 

Over objections, the planning agency approves the proposed $664-million 
Millennium Hollywood development that will consist of two towers flanking the 
iconic Capitol Records Tower. 

By Laura J. Nelson, Los Angeles Times 

7:45 PM PST, February 19, 2013 

A proposal for two skyscrapers that would flank the Capitol Records tower in Hollywood advertisement 

gained the approval of the city's planning department Tuesday despite push-back from 
dozens of disgruntled residents. 

The Millennium Hollywood plans are the most ambitious in a string of revitalization projects in the 
area, including the W Hotel and the Hollywood & Highland Center. The $664-million mixed-use 
development could include more than 1 million square feet of apartment, office and retail space. 

The proposal comes less than a year after the L.A. City Council approved new zoning guidelines for 
Hollywood that allow more and taller buildings near transit hubs. The strategy is part of a vision to 
cluster new development around bus stops and Metro stations - a theory that Mayor Antonio 
Villaraigosa calls "elegant density." 

In architectural renderings, balconies jut from the thin towers like a teetering game of Jenga. The 4.5-
acre lot from which the skyscrapers would rise would also include green space, a pool and an outdoor 
library. 

The site is one block from the Metro Red Line's Hollywood and Vine station, and developers say they 
would install bike lanes and lockers. 

Nearby residents say Millennium Hollywood would make Hollywood's notoriously bad traffic worse, 
lengthening commutes and response times from police and firefighters. Construction noise and dust 
could hurt seniors and students living in the area, said Jan Martin, the president and chief executive of 
the American Musical and Dramatic Academy, which is next to the site. The college has nearly 1,000 
students and faculty who cross Vine Street daily, steps from where the construction would occur. 

"You could not possibly tune a violin with that kind of noise going on," Martin said. 

Millennium Hollywood representatives said that ifthe school were for children, city law would 
require them to reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the students are adults, there are no 
such requirements. 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-2013 0220, 0,65 905 5 ,print.... 3/4/2013 
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Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood clears a hurdle - latimes.com Page 2 of2 

Residents also said they were concerned that the skyscrapers would spoil their million-dollar views 
from the Hollywood Hills. According to plans, the towers coµld be as tall as 485 and 585 feet - more 
than twice the tallest building in Hollywood. 

"You go too far from that, you've changed the district," said City Councilman Tom LaBonge, who 
took a break from a council meeting down the hall to come to the hearing. Then he turned to city 
planner Jim Tokunaga. "What's your favorite building in Hollywood?" 

"Uh, Capitol Records," Tokunaga responded. 

LaBonge nodded and looked at Tokunaga long and hard. The audience laughed. 

The personality of Hollywood may favor shorter buildings now, said Phillip Aarons, an attorney 
representing the development, but the new skyscrapers represent the future. There has never been a 
height limit in the area, he said. 

"Hollywood evolves," Aarons said. "That's its nature." 

The Planning Commission will consider the development next month. 

laura.nelson@latimes.com 

Copyright© 2013, Los Angeles Times 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-20130220,0,659055,print.... 3/4/2013 
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CEQA Categorical Exemption 
Determination 
Property Information/Project Description 

i PROJECT ADDRESS I BLOCK,l\.OT(S) I 
i 
! 
I 

h "" !> -
o~~ 

l CASE NO.--- -- / PERMIT NO. ! ·-PLANS DATED • 1 
~' -·--- ------·----------·--·----'-! -'-~.o \ .1 - . o~ \ '-> -:2 '1_}_~---~--~-\1.~JJ~ . 
D Addition/ Alteration (detailed below) D Demolition (requires HRER 1f over 50 D New Construction 

years old) · 

(ii§ijt EXEMPTION CLASS 

ss 1: Existing Facilities · 
ior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq.ft.; ·change of use if principally 

milted or with a CU. . 

D Class 3: New Construction 
Up to three (3) single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; 
commercial/office structures under 10,000 sq.ft.; accessory structures; utility extensions. 

Jii#ii CEQA IMPACTS (To be completed by Project Planner) 

If ANY box is initialed below an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

Transportation: .Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking 
spaces or residential units? Does the project have the potential to adversely 
affect transit. pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of 
nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, 
schools, colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential 
dwellings [subject to Article 38 of the Health Code), and senior-care 
facilities)? 

Hazardous Materials: Would the project involve 1) change of use 
(including tenant improvements) and/or 2) soil disturbance; on a site with a 
former gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or 
on a site with underground storage tanks? 
Phase I Environmental Sile Assessment required for CEQA dear.iice (E.P. initials rcquircil) 

Soll Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in the soil 
disturbance/modification greater than two (2) feet below grade in an 
archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in non-archeological sensitive 
areas? 

Refer to: EP ArcM•p > CEQA Cat Ex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive Areas 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, 
colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and 
senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation area? 

Refer to: EPArcMap > CEQA Cat Ex Delermination Loyers >Noise Mitig•tion Ana 

Subdivision/Lot-Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a 
subdivision or lot-line adjustment on a lot with a slope of 20% or more? 

Refer to: EP ArcMap > CEQA CatE• Determination Layers >Topography 

NOTE: 
If neither class applies, 
ari. Environmental 
Evaluation Application is 
required. 

NOTE: 
Project Planner must 
initial box below before 
proceeding to Step 3. 

Project Can Proceed 
· With Categorical · 
Exemption Review. 

Ttie project does not 
trigger any of the CEQA 
Impacts and can proceed 
with categorical exemption 
review. 
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IV.E Noise 

Guide (2006) states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks 
are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. Twenty-six 
(26) noise-sensitive receptors were selected for the noise analysis, representing the 
various noise sensitive land uses (i.e., residential, hospital, school, hotel/motel, auditorium, 
religious institution, and parks uses) in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

(2) Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the selected 26 off-site locations in the 
vicinity of the Project Site for a typical weekday and weekend. The off-site noise 
measurement locations range from approximately 90 feet (R2-residences located on Pico 
Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street) to approximately 1,940 feet (R22-residences located 
on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street) from the Project Site. The noise measurement 
locations are described in Table IV.E-6 on page IV.E-50 and are shown in Figure IV.E-1 on 
page IV.E-120. For the weekday measurements, long-term (24-hour) measurements were 
conducted at nine (9) measurement locations and three short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were conducted at each of the remaining 17 locations. For the short-term 
measurements, two measurements were made during the daytime hours (between the 
hours of 9:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M.) and one during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. 

and 1 :00 A.M.). For the weekend ambient measurements, two short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were made at all 26 locations during the daytime hours (between 1 :00 P.M. 

and 4:00 P.M.) and during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. and 12:00 A.M.). The 
weekday ambient noise measurements were conducted between July 19 and July 28, 
2011, and between October 20 and October 21, 2011. The weekend ambient noise 
measurements were conducted on January 14, 22, and 29, 2012, and February 4, 2012. 

The ambient noise monitoring program was conducted using several Quest 
Technologies Model 2900 Integrating/logging Sound Level Meters, these sound level 
meters meet and exceed the minimum industry standard performance requirements for 
'Type 2" standard instruments, as defined in the American National Standard Institute 
(ANSI) S1 .4. These sound level meters also meet the requirement specified in Section 
111.01 (I) of the LAMC that the instruments be 'Type S2A" standard instruments or better. 
The sound level meters were set up to collect the average (leq) noise levels over a 
15-minute period. For the 24-hour noise measurements, the sound level meters were also 
set up to register the ambient noise levels on a 15-minute basis (i.e., 96 15-minute leq 
levels for a 24-hour measurement). In accordance with the City's noise ordinance, the 
ambient noise measurements were conducted continuously for a period of a minimum of 
15 minutes. 

Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. Detailed noise measurement data are provided in Appendix l to 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-5 
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IV.E Noise 

this Draft EIR. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the current ambient 
noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular traffic 
on local roadways and the SR-110 Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft 
flyovers, and other typical urban noise. In general, the ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the Project Site currently exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient 
noise standards, as presented in Table IV.E-2 on page IV.E-47. Therefore, the measured 
existing ambient noise levels are appropriate for use as the baseline conditions for the 
purposes of determining Project impacts. 

Twenty-four-hour CNEL levels were calculated for the short-term (15-minute) 
measurement locations based on the measured Leq noise levels. The CNEL levels were 
calculated based on the 15-minute Leq levels following the calculation procedures 
prescribed by the FTA. As indicated in Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52, the existing noise 
environments at the 26 off-site sensitive receptors are classified, based on the standards 
set forth in Table IV.E-3 on page IV.E-48, as follows: (1) ambient noise levels at locations 
R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), R21 (residences on Park 
Grove Avenue, south of Washington Boulevard) and R23 (residences on 14th Street, east 
of Union Avenue) are within the "normally acceptable" range; (2) ambient noise levels at 
locations R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE), R3 (residences 
on Flower Street), R4 (residences on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R5 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R7 (residences on 
11th Street, east of Albany Street), R8 (10th Street Elementary School on Valencia Street, 
south of Olympic Boulevard), R9 (residences on Albany Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard), R 13 (residences at the northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets), R 14 
(residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand Avenue), R15 (residences on 
Hope Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R17 (religious use at the northeast corner of 
Hope Street and Washington Boulevard), R19 (residences and religious uses on 18th 
Street, east of Georgia Street), R20 (residences on Bonsalio Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard), R22 (residences located on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street), R24 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Union Avenue), R25 (residences on 12th Street, 
east of Union Avenue) and R26 (residences on Wright Street, north of Venice Boulevard) 
are within the "conditionally acceptable" range; (3) ambient noise levels at locations R2 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street), R11 (residences on 9th Street, 
east of Flower Street), R12 (residences on Olympic Boulevard, west of Hope Street), and 
R18 (high school on 17th Street) are within the "normally unacceptable" range; and 
(4) ambient noise levels at locations R10 (hotel use on Figueroa Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard) and R16 (residences located at the northeast corner of Grand Avenue and 
Venice Boulevard) are within the "clearly unacceptable" range. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-6 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-6 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Site3 Nearby Sensitive 

Location At Grade Level Outside of and Adjacent to (feet) Land Uses Receptor 

R1 Ritz Hotel and Residences/Marriott 300 Residential/ Yes 
Hotel/Nokia Theatre located on Georgia Hotel/ 
Street, north of Chick Hearn Court Auditorium 

R2 Multi-fami ly residentia l uses located on Pico 90 Residential Yes 
Boulevard , east of Figueroa Street 

R3 Multi-fami ly residential uses located on Flower 275 Residential Yes 
Street 

R4 Single-family residential uses located on Oak 490 Residential Yes 
Street, north of Venice Boulevard 

R5 Single-fami ly residential uses located on 890 Residential Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard 

R6 Multi-family residential uses located on 12th 275 Residential Yes 
Place, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R7 Multi-family residential uses located on 11th 250 Residential Yes 
Street, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R8 10th Street Elementary School , located on 1,200 School Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Olympic Bou levard 

R9 Multi-family residential uses located on Albany 1,200 Residential/ Yes 
StreeVLoyola Law School/Olympic Primary School 
Center (school), north of Olympic Boulevard 

R10 Figueroa Hotel/Residential use located on 775 Residential/ Yes 
Figueroa Street, north of Olympic Boulevard Hotel 

R11 Multi-family residentia l uses located on 9th 1,460 Residential Yes 
Street, east of Flower Street 

R1 2 Multi-family residential uses located on 1,040 Residential Yes 
Olympic Street, west of Hope Street 

R13 Multi-family residential uses located at the 520 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets 

R14 Multi-family residentia l uses located at the 1,100 Residential Yes 
northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand 
Avenue 

R15 Multi-fam ily residential and hospita l (California 820 Residentia l/ Yes 
Hospital Medical Center) uses located on Hospital 
Hope Street, north of Venice Boulevard 

R16 Multi-family residentia l uses located at the 1,400 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Grand Avenue and Venice 
Boulevard 

R17 Religious use located at the northeast corner 1,450 Rel igious Yes 
of Hope Street and Washington Bou levard 

R18 High school located on 17th Street, east of 475 School Yes 
Georg ia Street 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
Apri l 5, 2012 
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R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

EM24201 

Table IV.E-6 (Continued) 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Sitea Nearby 

At Grade level Outside of and Adjacent to {feet) land Uses 

Multi-family residential and religious uses on 840 Residential/ 
18th Street, east of Georgia Street Religious 

Single-family residential uses located on 1,715 Residential 
Bonsallo Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,840 Residential 
located on Park Grove Avenue, south of 
Washington Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,940 Residential/ 
located on Toberman Street, nortp of 18th Park 
Street 

Single-family residential uses located on 14th 1,480 Residential 
Street, east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses on Pico 1,250 Residential 
Boulevard, east of Union Avenue 

Single-family residential uses on 12th Street, 1,250 Residential 
east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses at Wright Street 200 Residential 
cul-de-sac, north of Venice Boulevard 

IV.E Noise 

Sensitive 
Receptor 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

a Distances are estimated based on Google Earth , map and are referenced to the Project nearest 
boundary. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

TABLE 3H-1 
SUMMARY OF AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA 

Location Date Duration Noise Level Noise Sources 

Campus Road behind B. Bell Field August 3, 2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL 
Traffic, Recreational 

activities 
Campus Road behind Physical, 

Traffic, Recreational 
Earth, And Environmental Sciences August 3, 2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL activities 
Center 

Near Anderson Field August 3, 2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:55 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 11 :03 PM 
activities 

Near Soccer Field August3,2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:00 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 9:35 PM 
activities 

Near Eaton Street August 3, 2001 10 minutes 51 CNEL at 3:30 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 10:19 PM 
activities 

Existing Vibration Sources 

Similar to ambient noise levels, any vibration environment in the project area is dominated by 
traffic from nearby roadways. However, existing vibration levels at the proposed project area are 
typically not perceptible. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted 
sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, 
libraries , churches, nursing homes , auditoriums, concert halls , amphitheaters, playgrounds and 
parks are considered noise-sensitive. 

Figure 3H.2 shows the location of sensitive receptors near the project site. The nearest sensitive 
receptors to the project site are single-family residences located along the northern and 
northwestern , southern, western, and eastern regions of the project area boundary , as well as the 
Yosemite Recreation Center located about 1,200 feet from the northeast project boundary. Figure 
3H.2 identifies all sensitive receptors located within a one-half mile from the center of the project 
site. These are in addition to the residential neighborhoods bordering the project site and the 
students at the College attending classes or using the campus library during construction 
activities. Some residents, particularly those near Building Opportunity Sites (BOS) 1, 5, 8, 20, 
24, 28, all located along the perimeter of the site, are either adjacent to potential construction or 
across narrow rights-of-way (see Figure 2.3 for a map of the BOS). Residences are approximately 
50 feet to 100 feet from proposed Building Opportunity Sites. 

Occidental College Specific Plan 

Draft EIR 
3H-4 ESA I 0205278 

September 2008 
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Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

Effects of Vibration 

EM24206 

3.0 Noise and Vibration 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, 
ground-borne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider 
ground-borne vibration to be an annoyance that may affect concentration or disturb sleep. In 
addition, high levels of ground-borne vibration may damage fragile buildings or interfere with 
equipment that is highly sensitive to ground-borne vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). To 
counter the effects of ground-borne vibration, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to the FTA, non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per 
second without experiencing structural damage. 6 

Perceptible Vibration Changes 

In contrast to noise, ground-borne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people experience 
every day. The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or 
lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans which is around 65 RMS. 7 Most 
perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of 
perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 
on rough roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Applicable Regulations 

There are no adopted City standards for ground-borne vibration. 

3.2 EXISTING SETTING 

3.2.1 Existing Noise Environment 

The existing noise environment at the project site is characterized by vehicular traffic along the 
Interstate 405 Freeway. Additional sources of noise are typical of urban environments and 
include car alarms, barking dogs, siren, or aircrafts. 

Sound measurements were taken using a SoundPro DL Sound Level Meter between 12:30 p.m. 
and 2:50 p.m. on July 21, 2011 to determine existing ambient daytime off-peak noise levels in 
the project vicinity. Nighttime noise measurements were taken on July 26, 2011 at 9:00 p.m. 
These readings were used to establish existing ambient noise conditions and to provide a 
baseline for evaluating construction and operational noise impacts. Noise monitoring locations 
are shown in Figure 3-2. As shown in Table 3-1, existing daytime ambient sound levels range 
between 48.8 and 60.1 dBA Leq· Existing nighttime ambient sound levels range between 50.2 
and 58.6 dBA Leq· The nighttime noise levels were louder than the daytime noise levels at 
locations 3 and 4. This may due to the fact that there are few daytime noise sources in the 
project area and the freeway is the main noise source. Variations in freeway traffic volumes 
likely caused the difference in daytime and nighttime noise levels. A 24-hour noise 
measurement was also taken on the project site from 11 :00 a.m. July 11, 2011 to 11 :00 a.m. 
July 12, 2011. The existing project site 24-hour noise level was approximately 61.2 dBA CNEL. 

6 /bid. 
71bid. 

taha 2009-08 l 9 
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LEGEND: 

Project Site 

O Noise Monitoring Locations 

1. ITT Technical Institute 4. Single-Family Residences on Golden Court 
2 . Single-Family Residences on Ryan Street 5. El Dorado Avenue Elementary School 
3 . Single-Family Residences on Lakeside Street 

SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

APPROX , 

SCALE 

FIGURE 3-2 , Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
,......w~ Noise Impact Report 

NOISE MONITORING LOCATIONS 
taha 2009-08 I AECOM 
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Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

TABLE 3-1: EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

Key to Figure 3-2 Noise Monitoring Location 

1 12601 Encinitas Avenue (Single-Family Residences) 

2 15435 Ryan Streel(Single-Family Residences) 

3 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-Family Residences) 

4 15291 Golden Court (Single-Family Residences) 

5 El Dorado Avenue Elementary School 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011 . 

3.2.2 Existing Vibration Environment 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

Sound Level (dBA, L.,.q) 

Daytime Nighttime 

60.1 57.3 

52.6 50.2 

48.8 50.5 

55.3 58.6 

58.5 -

There are no stationary sources of vibration located near the project site. Heavy-duty trucks 
can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending on vehicle type and weight, and 
pavement conditions. However, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not typically 
perceptible at the project site. 

3.2.3 Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the 
presence of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, 
hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered 
noise- and vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding 
noise. As shown in Figure 3-3, sensitive receptors near the project site include the following : 

• Single-family residences located adjacent to the north, east, and south of the pro'ect site 
• ITT Technical Institute located approximately 420 feet northwest of the project site. 
• El Dorado Avenue Elementary School buildings located approximately 525 feet east of 

the project site. 

The above sensitive receptors represent the nearest noise sensitive receptors with the potential 
to be impacted by the proposed project. Additional sensitive receptors are located further from 
the project site in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the project site and 
would be less impacted by the proposed project than the above sensitive receptors 

taha 2009-081 11 
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City of Los Angeles July 2010 

4. City of Los Angeles Vibration Standards 

The City does not currently have any adopted standards, guidelines, or thresholds relative to groundbome 

vibration for Project construction and operations. 

d. Existing Noise Conditions 

i. Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to intrusive noise than others based on the types of 

activities typically involved at the receptor location. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 
residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, 

auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 

commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive receptors were selected in accordance with the L.A. 

CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria and to provide a representative sampling of the surrounding 
noise environment. Sensitive receptors in the Project area include the following : 

• Various multi- and single-family residential land uses (refer to Table IV.C-8); 

• Los Angeles Central Library, various schools and educational facilities; 

• Various hotels and private clubs; and 

• Good Samaritan Hospital. 

ii. Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the Project Site and at 19 nearby off-site locations. The off-site 
noise measurements locations range from 60 feet to approximately 6,000 feet from the Project Site 

representing residential, schools, commercial, and religious land uses. The description of the noise 

measurement locations is provided in Table IV.C-8 (Description of Noise Measurement Locations) and 

Figure IV.C-1 (Noise Measurement Locations) shows the locations of the noise measurement locations, 

which are identified as Pl (Project Site) and RO through Rl8 (off-site locations). The nearest off-site noise 

sensitive receptors (i .e., multi-family residential uses) to the Project Site include: The Jonathan Club 

(Rl7), The Pegasus apartments (near RI 1), Roosevelt Lofts (near RlO), The Piero apartments (R4), and 

1010 Wilshire apartments (near R4 and R6), which are located approximately 500 feet away from the 

Project Site. Schools are located at noise receptor locations R15 and R18, and the Jonathan Club is 

located at noise receptor location Rl 7. The noise measurement location P 1 was selected to quantify the 

existing ambient noise level at the Project Site and to detennine the land use compatibility of the Project's 

land uses. Long-term (24-hour) measurements were conducted at the Project Site (location Pl) and the noise 

metering device was placed on the roof of the existing on-site building. Generally, at th.e roof elevation the 

ambient sound level is few decibels higher than that of the grade level noise environment. At the building 

roof elevation, over 160 feet high (i .e., the roof of the existing on-site building), the noise meter has a 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
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Table IV.C-8 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description 

Pl On the roof level of the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel 
and Centre, at the northwest corner of the building 

RO Office building at 1000 Wilshire Blvd., across from the 
Project Site 

RI In front of the office building at 9 I 5 Wilshire Blvd., 
across from the Project Site 

R2 In front of the office building at 654 Figueroa St., across 
from the Project Site 

R3 In front of the office building at 725 Figueroa St., across 
from the Project Site 

R4 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of St. Paul Ave., just north of Wilshire Blvd. 

R5 In front of the multi-family building, on the south 
sidewalk of 7th St., east of Bixel St. 

R6 In front of the multi-family building, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St., just south of Wilshire Blvd. 

R7 In front of the Sheraton Hotel, on the west sidewalk of 
Hope St., south of 7lh St. 

R8 In front of the Westin Bonaventure Hotel and Suites, on 
the east sidewalk of Figueroa St., north of 5th St. 

R9 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Figueroa St. (north of Olympic Blvd.) 

RIO In front of the multi-story building, on the south 
sidewalk of Wilshire Blvd ., just west of Hope St. 

Rll In front of the Standard Hotel, on the east sidewalk of 
Flower St., just north of 6tb St. 

Rl2 In front oftbe multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Flower St. (between 8'h and 9th Sts.) 

RI3 In front of the Good Samaritan Hospital, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St. 

Rl4 In front of the single-family residential building, on the 
north sidewalk of Colton St., west of Glendale Blvd. 

Rl5 9th Street Elementary School, on the west sidewalk of 
Stanford Ave., between 81h and 9th Sts. 

RI6 In front of the multi-family residential building, on the 
east sidewalk of Beacon Ave., south of8th St. 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Project Site 

(Feet)" 

on-site 

60 

80 

75 

85 

500 

700 

I,000 

800 

I,300 

I,500 

800 

700 

1,200 

I,700 

5,000 

6,000 

3,800 

July 2010 

Sensitive 
Representing Receptor 

Nearby ? 
Land Uses 

Commercial NIA 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hospital Yes 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

School/ Yes 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 
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Table IV.C-8 

Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate Sensitive 
Distance to Representing Receptor 
Project Site Nearby ? 

Location Description (Feett Land Uses 

Rl7 In front oftbe Jonathan Club building at 545 Figueroa 450 Hotel/ Yes 
St. Commercial 

R18 In front of the Miguel Contreras Leaming Center, on the 2,200 School/ Yes 
north sidewalk of 4tli St., between Bixel St. and Lucas Residential 
Ave. 

a Distances are based on Google Earth map. 
So1ll'ce: Acoustical Engineering Services, 20 I 0 (refer to Appendix JV. C. 1). 

direct line-of-sight to the nearby Interstate 110 (the "Harbor Freeway"). Thus, the meter on the roof 

would likely register slightly higher noise levels as compared with the ambient levels at the grade level. 

Three short-te1m (15-minute) measurements were conducted at each of the 19 off-site locations during the 

daytime hours (two measurements between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.) and nighttime hours (one 

measurement between 10:00 p.m. and 1 :00 a.m.). 

Table IV.C-8 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site, using the 

noise measurement locations as indicators Based on field observation and measured sound data, the 

cmTent ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular 

traffic on local roadways and the Harbor Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft flyovers, and 

other typical urban noise. At the Project Site (P 1 ), the daytime ambient noise levels ranged from 69 .1 

dBA (Lcq) to 75.3 dBA (Lcq). The existing ambient noise levels at all measurement locations currently 

exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient noise standards, as indicated in Table IV.C-9 

(Measured Ambient Noise Levels). 

iii. Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements in tl1e vicinity of the Project Site, the existing traffic noise 

on local roadways near the Project Site was calculated to quantify the 24-hour CNEL noise levels, using 
information taken from the Project's transportation study (refer to the Appendix IV.B). The 

transportation study area, which encompasses approximately l 0 square miles, is bounded by Cesar E. 
Chavez Avenue/Temple Street on the north, Washington Boulevard on the south, Soto Street on the east, 

and Hoover Street and Alvarado Street on the west. A total of 42 intersections were analyzed as part of 

the transportation study. Twenty-eight roadway segments were selected for the existing noise analysis, 

based on proximity to noise sensitive uses along the roadway segments and potential increases in traffic 

volume from the Project. The traffic noise level was calculated using the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) and traffic volume data from the Project's traffic 

study. The TNM traffic noise prediction model calculates the hourly Leq noise levels based on specific 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-7 
Caltrans Guidelines - Typical Vibration Damage Thresholds 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 
--------- ---

Transient Continuous/Frequent 
Structure and Condition Sources a Intermittent Sources b 

Extremely fragile buildings, ruins ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 

Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 

New residential structures 1.00 0.50 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.00 0.50 

a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat 

equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: Ca/trans, 2004. 

c. Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The predominant sources of noise in the vicinity of the Project site are associated 
traffic on roadways including the Harbor Freeway (1-110), Figueroa Street, Exposition 
Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard and Vermont Avenue. Other noise sources in the vicinity 
of the Project site include mechanical equipment from buildings, occasional emergency 
vehicles (i.e., siren sounds) and aircraft flyovers. 

( 1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to intrusive noise than others based 
on the types of activities typically involved at the receptor location. The City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, 
religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, 
and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. 

Noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity were identified based on the relative 
distance from the receptors to the Project site (i.e., within 500 feet), in accordance with the 
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria. Existing noise receptors 
that represent sensitive uses within 500 feet of the Project site include: 

• Residential Uses - There are single- and multi-family uses west of the Project 
site located behind the commercial uses along Vermont Avenue and north of the 
Project site north of 31st Street, east of Hoover Street, and north of 32nd Street. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Page IV.H-10 
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These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1, R2, RB, R9 and R10 shown in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. 

• Schools - There are several schools located within a SOO feet radius of the 
Project site including Hoover intergenerational care (Pre School), John Mack 
Elementary School, 32nd Street Elementary, William Jefferson Clinton Middle 
School, Science Center School, and Animo Jackie Robinson Charter High 
School. Measurements locations R3, RS, and R7 are representative of these 
noise sensitive receptors . 

• Auditorium - The Shrine Auditorium located on Jefferson Boulevard 
approximately 100 feet north of the Project's site, as represented by 
measurement location R6. 

• Religious Institutions - There are several re ligious institutions in the vicinity of the 
Project site, including St. Mark's Lutheran Church and Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter Day Saints along S. Vermont Avenue, the USC Catholic Center, the 
United University Church and the Unity Church of Truth on Figueroa Street. 
These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1, R4, and R7. 

• Parks - The Jesse Brewer Jr. Park is located at the southeast corner of Vermont 
Avenue and Exposition Boulevard. In addition, Exposition Park is located to the 
south of the Project site. Measurement location R3 represents these sensitive 
receptors. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were made at 10 locations that represent the nearby 
land uses in the vicinity of the Project site. These measurement locations are described in 
Table IV.H-8 on page IV.H-13, and depicted in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. Long-term 
24-hour measurements were conducted at location R4 and short-term measurements were 
recorded at the remaining 9 locations. The ambient noise measurements at locations R4, 
RS, R7 and R9 were made between February 12, 2008 and February 14, 2008. Ambient 
noise measurements at locations R1 to R3, R6, R8 and R10 were conducted on 
January 12, 2010. 

Noise measurements were conducted using a Larson-Davis 820 Precision 
Integrated Sound Level Meter (SLM). The Larson-Davis 820 SLM is a Type 1 standard 
instrument as defined in the American National Standard Institute (ANSI) S1 .4. In 
accordance with standard industry practices, all instruments were calibrated and operated 
according to the manufacturer's specifications and the microphone was placed at five feet 
above the local grade. 

City of Los Ange les 
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Table IV.H-8 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description Nearbv Land Uses 

R1 Located adjacent to Vermont Avenue, just south of Jefferson Boulevard. Residential/Religious/ 
This measurement location represents the existing noise environment at the School 
mu lti -family residential uses west of the Project site. 

R2 Located on West 3ih Place approximately 300 feet west of Vermont Residential 
Avenue. Location R2 represents the existing noise environment at the 
residential uses southwest of the Project site . 

R3 Located on the south side of Exposition Boulevard near the Science Center School/Park 
School. This measurement location represents the public education and 
park uses adjacent to the Project site. 

R4 Northwest corner of Figueroa Street and Exposition Boulevard. R4 Commercial with Future 
represents the future site of the proposed mixed-use development. Residential 

R5 Located on South Grand Avenue near the Central Los Angeles Middle School/Industrial 
School. This measurement location represents the existing noise 
environment for public educational uses along Grand Avenue. 

R6 Located on the north side of Jefferson Boulevard approximately 300 feet School/Commercial and 
northwest of Figueroa Street. This measurement location represents the Future Residential 
future residential uses. 

R7 Located on South University Avenue near the 32"d Street Elementary School/Commercial/ 
School. Location R7 represents the existing noise environment for public 
educational (32"d Street Elementary School and the Hoover 

Institutional 

Intergenerational Care Preschool) and nearby institutional uses (USC 
Cathol ic Center located along University Avenue and United University 
Church located just south of the Hoover Street and Jefferson Boulevard 
intersection). 

RB Located on the east side of Hoover Street in front of the Hoover House Residential/Commercial 
building at 3036 Hoover Street. This measurement location represents the 
nearest residential northeast of the Project site. 

R9 Located on West 28th Street approximately 300 feet from the northwest Residential 
corner of W. 28th Street and University Avenue. Location R9 represents the 
existing noise environment for the residential uses along 28th Street. 

R10 Located on the north side of West 31 st Street, between Orchard Avenue and Residential 
McClintock Avenue , across from the Project site. Location R 10 represents 
the existing noise environment for residential uses along West 31st Street. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services (AES) , 2009 and 2010. 

Table IV.H-9 on page IV.H-14 presents the existing noise environment in the 
Project's vicinity. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the existing noise 
environment in the vicinity of the Project site is primarily influenced by the auto traffic, 
nearby construction activities, and occasional aircraft flyovers. As shown on Table IV.H-9, 
the measured noise levels ranged from 56.9 to 69.6 dBA Leq and 54.4 to 69.7 Leq during the 
daytime and nighttime hours, respectively , in the vicinity of the Project site. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

(c) Ambient Vibration Levels 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
C. NOISE 

Similar to the environmental setting for noise, the vibration environment is dominated by traffic 
from nearby roadways. Heavy trucks can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending 
on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions. Existing ground-borne vibration in the 
Project vicinity is largely related to heavy truck traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 
Based on field observations, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not perceptible at the 
Project Site. 

(d) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence 
of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, 
guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered noise- and 
vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding noise. As 
shown in Figure 30: Sensitive Receptor Locations, sensitive receptors near the Project Site 
include the following: 

• Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site; 

• Cedars-Sinai buildings (including the North and South Patient Towers and medical 
offices) located approximately 50 feet east and southeast of the Project Site; 

• Single-family residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of 
the Project Site; 

• Multi-family residences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the 
Project Site; and 

• Multi-family residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of 
the Project Site. 

The above sensitive receptors occupy the nearest residential and medical land uses with the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. Additional single-family and multi-family residences are 
located in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the Project Site. These land 
uses would be impacted to a lesser degree than the identified sensitive receptors, as they are 
farther away from the Project Site. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) City of Los Angeles Standards and Guidelines 

The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning the generation and 
control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noise sensitive land uses. Regarding 
construction, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) indicates that no construction or repair 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
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I Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Office Towers (including the hospital) located approximately 50 feet east and southeast of the Project Site 
Single-family residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of the Project Site 

CD Multi-family residences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the Project Site 
G Multi-family residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of the Project Site 

FIGUBE30 
SENSITIVE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

SOURCE: T£RRY A. HAYES AND ASSOCIATES 
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IV.E. Noise 

Table 20 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES LAND USE COMPATIBILITY J?OR COMMUNITY NOISE 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Land Use 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 
Homes 

Multi-Family Homes 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging---Motels, Hotels 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 
Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 
Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

Normally 
Acceptable 

50 to 60 

50 to 65 

50 to 70 

50 to 65 

50 to 70 

50 to 75 

50 to 70 

50 to 75 

Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

55 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

60 to 70 70 to 75 Above70 

60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

50 to 70 Above 65 

50 to 75 Above70 

67 to 75 Above72 

70 to 80 Above 80 

67 to 77 Above 75 

70 to 80 Above 75 

Normally Accevtable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the 
design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning will normally suffice. 

Normallv Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be 
made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 1998. 

(1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the amount of 
noise exposure and the types of activities typically involved at the receiver location. The 
Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 

University of Southern California 
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commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive land uses (sensitive receiver locations) in 
the Project vicinity are shown in Figure 25 on page 245, and include the following: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. This hospital/trauma center is located approximately 
500 feet southeast of Development Site C, on the south side of Zonal Avenue at 
Biggy Street. All other Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet 
(Development Site D) to 2,525 feet (Development Site E) from the LA County-USC 
Hospital. 

• USC University Hospital. The USC University Hospital is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 500 feet northwest of the hospital. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 825 feet (Development Site E) to 2,600 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC University Hospital. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). The USC HCC is located south and/or 
east of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 175 feet north-northwest of the HCC. AH other Development Sites are 
located approximately 525 feet (Development Site G) to 2,250 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC HCC. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II. The USC HCCII is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 375 feet north of the HCCII. All other Development Sites are 
approximately 600 feet (Development Site E) to 2,500 feet (Development Site C) 
from the USC HCClI. 

• Doheny Eye Institute. The Doheny Eye Institute is located south and/or east of the 
seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located approximately 
325 feet north of the Doheny Eye Institute. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 500 feet (Development Site A) to 2, 150 feet (Development Site C) 
from the Doheny Eye Institute. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. The Francisco Bravo M.D. 
Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the Health Sciences Campus 
on the east side of Cornwell Street. Development Site A is located approximately 
875 feet north of this high school. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,500 feet (Development Site D) to 2,125 feet (Development Site C) 
from this High School campus location. 

University of Sonthern California 
PCR Services Corporation 
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• Residential Neighborhood (A). Residential uses are situated on the eastern portion of 
the HSC, along Playground Avenue. Development Site B is located approximately 
750 feet northwest of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 800 feet (Development Site E) to 3,075 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood CB). A residential neighborhood is located east of Soto 
Street. Development Site E is located approximately 1,300 feet northwest of this 
residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,325 feet 
(Development Site B) to 3,250 feet (Development Site C) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (C). A residential neighborhood is located north of Main 
Street. Development Site C is located approximately 875 feet south of this residential 
area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,3 75 feet 
(Development Site G) to 2,000 feet (Development Site E) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (D). A residential neighborhood is located south of 
Marengo Street. Development Site C is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 
this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site D) to 3,550 feet (Development Site E) from this 
residential area. 

• Residential Neighl'lorhood (E). A residential neighborhood is located north of 
Marengo Street. Development Site D is located approximately 1, 150 feet northwest 
of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site A) to 2,600 feet (Development Site F) from this 
residential area. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. The Women and Children's Hospital is located 
south of Zonal Avenue. Development Site C is located approximately 375 feet 
northeast of this hospital use. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,225 feet (Development Site D) to 3,025 feet (Development Site E) away from this 
hospital use. 

• Nursing College. The Nursing College is located north of Mission Road. 
Development Site C is located approximately 475 feet southeast of this land use. All 
other Development Sites are located approximately 1,425 feet (Development Site D) 
to 2,750 feet (Development Site E) away from this land use. 

• Hazard Park. Hazard Park is located south and/or east of the seven proposed 
Development Sites and is located south of Norfolk Street and east of San Pablo 
Street. Development Site A is located approximately 475 feet northwest of Hazard 
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Park. All other Development Sites are located approximately 825 feet (Development 
Site B) to 2,025 feet (Development Site C) from Hazard Park. 

• Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated 
from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to, and 
south of, Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult 
recreational programs including fishing in the lake within the park. Development 
Sites E and F are the nearest Project components to this sensitive land use, and are 
located approximately 475 and 550 feet south of Lincoln Park, respectively. All other 
Development Sites are located approximately 925 feet (Development Site B) to 
1,650 feet (Development Site D) from Lincoln Park. 

• Child Daycare Center. The Children's Daycare Center is located along Playground 
A venue, south of Alcazar Street. Development Site B is located approximately 
900 feet east-northeast of this land use. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,125 feet (Development Site E) to 3,025 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this land use. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

A two-day continuous ambient sound measurement was conducted on Wednesday, 
June 9, and Thursday, June 10, 2004, to characterize the existing noise environment in the 
Project vicinity. The sound level meter was placed at the northwest corner of San Pablo Street 
and Eastlake Avenue, as depicted earlier in Figure 25 on page 245. A summary of the sound 
measurement data collected from this location is provided in Table 21 on page 248. As shown 
therein, the measured CNEL was 65.9 dBA and 64.9 dBA on the two measurement days. Based 
on the City of Los Angeles community noise/land use compatibility criteria provided earlier in 
Table 20 on page 243, this noise environment is considered "normally acceptable."51 

In addition to the two-day continuous sound measurement discussed above, short-term 
(15-minute) measurements were conducted at seven additional locations that are also depicted in 
Figure 25 on page 245. These seven locations were selected based on their proximity to noise 
sensitive receptor locations that are present within the area that may potentially be affected by 
proposed Project noise sources. In addition to the Leq (15-minute) noise level that is based on 
actual measurement data, Table 22 on page 249 also provides a forecast of CNELs for each 
location that was extrapolated by comparing the 15-minute measurement data collected at each 

51 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2-l), Commercial-manufacturing (CM-1) and Public Facilities (PF-1), 
but would be developed with school and hospital uses. As such, the Project Site may be classified as 'Office 
Buildings, Business and Professional Commercial' or 'Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes' 
(see Table 20 on page 243). 
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to nearby buildings. The resulting building vibration is referred to as ground-borne or strncturc
bomc vibration. The ground-borne vibration may be perceived by building occupants as the 
vibration of the floors or the rattling of windows, items on shelves or items hanging on the 
walls. The vibration may also result in ground-borne noise inside buildings, a low-frequency 
"rumble" radiated by vibrating room surfaces. 

• Construction noise and vibration. Construction noise and vibration are temporary impacts that 
do not have any long-term effects on communities. The potential noise and vibration impacts 
from construction activities are discussed in Section 3.9.5. 

3.9.2 Affected Environment 

General descriptions of the land use and existing noise sources along the Wilshire and Exposition 
project routes are given below: 

Wilshire Route. Although the land use along Wilshire Boulevard is predominantly commercial, there 
are a number of noise-sensitive receptors including residences, hotels, schools, places of worship, 
parks, and museums and theaters. The greatest concentration of residences is in the Westwood area 
near everly Glen oulevard, where there are numerous high-rise residential buildings; smaller 
pockets of single-family or multi-family residences are located in West Los Angeles, Beverly Hills 
and Hancock Park. Overall, the existing noise levels along Wilshire Boulevard are relatively high, 
due to the heavy volume of traffic on this major arterial road. 

Exposition Route. Summary descriptions of the land use and noise environment along the route, from 
east to west, are as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The eastern-most segment, running along Figueroa Street for the BRT alternative and along 
either Hill Street or Flower Street for the LRT alternative, traverses a primarily commercial and 
industrial area. Noise-sensitive land use is limfred to a hospital, a school and a few buildings 
that include residential units. TI1e noise environment in this area is dominated by local street 
traffic, Harbor Freeway traffic and commercial activities. 

The route turns west at Exposition Boulevard, passing The University of Southern California 
(USq and Exposition Park. West of Vermont Avenue, the route continues along Exposition 
Bo evard to a rea Avenue through a predominantly single-family residential area with 
schools and parks. Between Vermont Avenue and Arlington Avenue, the noise environment is 
dominated by high volumes of traffic on the lanes of Exposition Boulevard located both north 
and south of the alignment. West of Arlington Avenue, Exposition Boulevard runs along the 
north side of the route, and thus noise levels are higher on the north side than on the south side 
of the route. 

From La Brea Avenue to Venice Boulevard, the route runs along the south side of first 
Jefferson Boulevard and tl1en National Boulevard, continuing through a predominantly single
family residential area. Traffic on these streets is the dominant noise source in the area, with 
higher noise levels on the north side of the route. 

Continuing west, the route follows Venice Boulevard from National Boulevard to Sepulveda 
Boulevard. The land use along this segment is primarily commercial, with some single-family 
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and multi-family residential buildings as well as one church. Existing noise levels are fairly high 
in this area due to traffic on Venice Boulevard. 

At Sepulveda Boulevard, the route turns north and follows Sepulveda Boulevard to Exposition 
Boulevard through a mixed commercial and residential area with one school. The residential 
land use primarily includes large, multi-family buildings, with some single-family units near the 
north end of this segment where the route passes under the Santa Monica Freeway. Existing 
noise levels are fairly high in this area due to traffic on Sepulveda Boulevard. 

At Exposition Boulevard, the route turns west again, crossing under the San Diego Freeway and 
following Exposition Boulevard along the north side of a single-family residential neighborhood 
of West Los Angeles. Because this section of Exposition Boulevard is lightly traveled, the 
existing noise levels are relatively low. 

Crossing into Santa Monica, the route trans1t1ons to the western-most segment along and 
parallel to Olympic Boulevard. Land use in this area is primarily commercial, and noise
sensitive receptors are limited to one park and one school. The existing noise environment in 
this area is dominated by traffic on Olympic Boulevard. 

A noise-monitoring program was performed in July and August 2000 to determine existing levels of 
noise exposure at noise-sensitive receptors along the routes. Estimating existing noise exposure is 
an important step in the noise impact assessment since, as discussed below in Section 3.9.3, the 
thresholds for noise impact are based on the existing levels of noise exposure. Most of the noise 
monitoring was performed using unattended monitors that were left in place for 24 hours at 
representative sites to document the variation of noise exposure over a complete day. The 24-hour 
monitoring was supplemented with short-term noise measurements using a sound level meter. Most 
of the short-term measurements were made along busy arterial streets, and traffic counts were made 
at the same time to provide a means of correlating traffic volumes with ambient noise levels. 

All of the measurement sites were located in noise-sensitive areas, and were selected to represent the 
range of existing noise conditions along the routes. Figure 3. 9-1 shows the general locations of the 
monitoring sites. 

The noise monitors sample the A-weighted sound level one or more times per second and can be 
programmed to provide a wide variety of statistics. For this study, the monitors were programmed 
to collect hourly and daily noise statistics along with information about particularly loud noise 
events. The daily results are summarized in Table 3.9-1 in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level and 
the Equivalent Sound Level over the daytime and nighttime hours. The short-term noise survey 
results are summarized in Table 3.9-2 in terms of 30 to 60-minute equivalent sound levels. These 
terms are defined below: 

• A-We~hted Sound Level- To approximate the way the humans respond to sound, a filter circuit 
with frequency characteristics similar to the human hearing system is built into sound 
measurement equipment. Measurements with this filter enabled are referred to as A-1ve~hted 
sound levels, expressed in decibels (dBA). Community noise is almost always characterized in 
terms of A-weighted levels. In relative terms, a noise increase of 3 decibels would be only 
barely perceptible outside the laboratory, whereas a noise increase of 10 decibels would 
generally be perceived as an approximate "doubling'' of loudness. 
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Insert Figure 3.9-1 Noise Monitoring Sites 
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TABLE3.9-1 
LONG-TERM (24-HR) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site 
Start 

Ldn 
Leq (dBA) 

No.+ 
Location (East to West)++ 

(dBA) Night* 
Date Time Day* 

* 
WILSHIRE ROUTE 

LT-12 ~02 Trenton Drive, Beverly Hills 65 61 58 

EXPOSITION ROUTE 

LT-13 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 08/03/00 15:00 70 66 62 

LT-4 1250 Exposition Blvd 07/10/00 16:00 69 67 61 

LT-8 164 7 Exposition Blvd 07/11/00 18:00 67 67 58 

LT-7 2531 Exposition Pla·ce*u 07/ 11/00 17:00 58 57 49 

LT-11 13719 Eiqiosition Blvd 07/ 12/00 "19:00 65 64 57 

LT-10 3500 Muirfield Road 07 / 12/00 18:00 60 58 52 

LT-3 3420 Sycamore Ave 07 / 10/00 14:00 59 55 53 

LT-6 15539 Jefferson Blvd 07 / 11 /00 16:00 68 66 60 

LT-2 13437 Caroline Ave, Culver City 07/10/00 13:00 62 60 54 

LT-9 10316 Venice Blvd 07/12/00 17:00 73 71 66 

LT-5 l3251 / 3261 Sepulveda Blvd 07 /11/00 15:00 67 66 58 

LT-1 11808 Exposition Blvd, W. Los Angeles 07 /10/00 12:00 58 57 49 

* Day: 7 am to 10 pm 
** ight: 10 pm to 7 am 
*H Lein and Leq values estimated &om L33 to exclude non-representative intermittent noise. 
' Sites are shown on Figure 3.9-1. 
++ Land uses of these survey locations are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
>Ource: Harris Miller l'vlillcr & Hanson Inc., 2000 

TABLE3.9-2 
SHORT-TERM (30-60 MIN) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site Start Leq 
No.+ 

Location (East to West)++ 
dBA) 

Date Time 

WILSHIRE ROUTE 

ST-6 Wilshire United Methodist Church - Wilshire & P lymouth Blvd 07/ 12/00 12:30 72 

ST-5 Rancho La Brea Tar Pits - Page Museum, Wilshire Blvd 07/ 12/00 11:20 63 

ST-7 Westwood United Methodist Church - Wilshire & Warner Ave 07 / 13/00 10:45 71 

ST-4 Douglas Park - Wilshire I31vd & Chelsea Ave, Santa 1-..fouica 07/12/00 09:25 70 

EXPOSITION CORRIDOR 

ST-8 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 07/13/00 15:15 68 

ST-9 ohn Adams Junior I-Iigh School - Ijill Street, 28'h - 3Q<h St 07/ 13/ 00 16:25 66 

ST-1 USC, Marshall School of Business - 701 Exposition Blvd 07/10/00 17:20 63 

ST-10 Dorsey High School - Sout11 of Exposition Blvd 07/13 / 00 17:45 56 

ST-3 ::::hamock Road School - Sepulveda Blvd & Chamock Rd 07/11/00 10:55 68 

ST-2 'Memorial Park - Olympic Blvd & ]4th St, Santa Monica 07/11/00 09:45 62 
+ Sites are shown in Figure 3. 9-1 . 
' ' Land uses of these survey locations arc shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
Source: I farris Miller i'vl.ilkr & I [anson T nc., 2000 
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Equivalent Sound Level (Leq): Leq is a measure of sound energy over a period of time. It is 
referred to as the equivalent sound level because it is equivalent to the level of a steady sound, 
which, over a referenced duration and location, has the same A-weighted sound energy as the 
fluctuating sound. Leg's for periods of one hour, the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours 
are commonly used in environmental assessments. Because Leq is a measure of the total sound 
energy, any new community noise source will cause Leq to increase. To estimate how transit 
operations in the Mid-City/Westside Corridor will increase Leq, it is necessary to know the 
existing Leq and to add in the sound energy that would be generated by all of the transit 
operations. The more transit operations and the louder the vehicles, the more sound energy is 
added to the existing Leq. 

Dqy-Night Sound Level (Ldn): Ldn, also abbreviated DNL, is a 24-hour Leq, but with a 10-decibel 
penalty added to noise events occurring at night. Nighttime is defined as 10 pm to 7 am. The 
effect of this penalty is that, in the calculation of Ldn, an event during nighttime hours is 
equivalent to an event during the daytime hours that is 10 decibels louder, or to 10 events at the 
same sound level during the daytime hours. This strongly weights Ldn toward nighttime noise, 
since most people are more easily annoyed by noise during the nighttime hours when both 
background noise is lower and most people are sleeping. Ldn is often used to characterize 
community noise when assessing community noise impacts. Almost all urban and suburban 
neighborhoods are in the range of Ldn 50 to 70. An Ldn of 70 dBA represents a relatively 
noisy area, which might be found near a freeway or a busy surface street. Residential 
neighborhoods that are not near major sound sources are usually in the range of Ldn 50 to 60 
dBA. If there is a freeway or moderately busy arterial nearby, or any substantial nighttime 
noise, Ldn is usually in the range of 60 to 65 dBA. 

The 24-hour noise monitoring results were generalized to estimate the existing Ldn at all residences 
and noise-sensitive receptors where people normally sleep, and the short-term measurement results 
were used to estimate the existing Leq at specific institutional land uses with primarily daytime use. 
The results serve as a basis for the noise impact assessment described below in Section 3.9.3. 

With regard to vibration, the primary existing sources along the routes are trucks and buses. Except 
for sensitive receptors located very dose to rough roads, ground-borne vibration from these sources 
is generally below the threshold of human perception. As described below in Section 3.9.4, the 
vibration impact assessment is based on absolute criteria, and does not depend on existing levels of 
ground-borne vibration. 

3.9.3 Noise Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Noise impact for this project is based on the criteria as defined in the U. S. Federal Transit 
Administration (PTA) guidance manual Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA Report 
DOT-T-95-16, April 1995). The FfA noise impact criteria are founded on well-documented 
research on community reaction to noise and are based on change in noise exposure using a sliding 
scale. Although more transit noise is allowed in neighborhoods with high levels of existing noise, 
smaller increases in total noise exposure are allowed with increasing levels of existing noise. 
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The Fr A Noise Impact Criteria group noise sensitive land uses into the following three categories: 

• 

• 

• 

Category 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose . 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This includes residences, 
hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost 
importance. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This category 
includes schools, libraries, and churches. 

Ldn is used to characterize noise exposure for residential areas (Category 2). For other noise 
sensitive land uses such as parks and school buildings (Categories 1 and 3), the maximum 1-hour 
Leq during the facility's operating period is used. 

There are two levels of impact included in the FrA criteria. The interpretation of these two levels 
of impact are summarized below: 

• 

• 

Severe: Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" as this term is used in the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations. Noise mitigation will 
normally be specified for severe impact areas unless there is no practical method of mitigating 
the noise. 

Impact: Sometimes referred to as moderate impact, in this range of noise impact, other project
specific factors must be considered to determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for 
mitigation. These other factors can include the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the 
types and number of noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound 
insulation, and the cost effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels. 

The noise impact criteria are summarized in Table 3.9-3. The first column shows the existing noise 
exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure from the transit project 
that would cause either moderate or severe impact. The future noise exposure would be the 
combination of the existing noise exposure and the additional noise exposure caused by the transit 
project. 

TABLE3.9-3 
FTANOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 

Existing Noise 
Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds, Ldn or Leq, (1) 

dBA 
Exposure Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 

Leq or Ldn 
Impact Severe Impact Impact Severe Impact 

<43 Amb.+10 Amb.+15 Amb.+15 Amb.+20 
43 52 58 57 63 
44 52 59 57 64 
45 52 59 57 64 
46 52 59 57 64 
47 52 59 57 64 
48 53 59 58 64 
49 53 59 58 64 
50 53 60 58 65 
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The results of the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-5 for representative noise
sensitive sites with FTA Category 2 and Category 3 land use. These results indicate that no noise 
impact is projected at these representative locations. Due to the high existing traffic volumes on 
Wilshire Boulevard, the effect of the added buses is expected to be minimal, with overall noise 
exposure increases of one decibel or less. Therefore, less than significant noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Wilshire BRT, and mitigation is not required. 

TABLE 3.9-5 
SUMMARY OF SITE-SPECIFIC NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

WILSHIRE BRT 

Representative FTA Cateizory 2 Land Use Site 

Bus Exist. Project Lin ( dBA) 
Future 

Dist. 
Site Description 

(ft) 
Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Bus Ldn Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise (dBA) 

._,T -12: S. F. Residence-
602 Trenton Drive, 140 35 65 61 66 57 66 None 
Beverlv Hills 

Representative FTA Cateizorv 3 Land Use Sites 

Bus Exist. Project Leq (h) (dBA) 
Future 

Dist. 
Site Description 

(ft) 
Speed Leq (h) Impact Threshold Bus Leq (h) Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe 
Noise (dBA) 

)T-4: Douglas Park, -
IWilshjre Rlvd & Chelsea 65 35 70 70 74 60 70 None 
Av~ Santa Mollica 
ST-5: Rancho La Brea 
rl'ar Pits - Page Museum, 110 35 63 65 70 58 64 N one 
l\Xfilshire Blvd 
~T-6: Wilshire Uruted 
Methorust Church - 75 35 72 71 76 59 72 None 
Wilsillre & Plymouth Blvd 
3T-7: Westwood Uruted 
Methoclist Church - 120 35 71 71 75 57 71 Ione 
Wilsillre & Warner Ave 
>ourcc: Harris MiUcr l\,lillcr & I l ~nson Inc.. 2(K)(J 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

The median adjacent design option would not result in a substantial change from noise levels 
estimated for Alternative 1 shown in Table 3.9-5. As a result, no significant impacts are anticipated. 
Specifically, the Alternative 1 sound level estimate is based on the two-way BRT operations within a 
center median guideway on Wilshire Boulevard. The bus noise values in Table 3.9-5 would increase 
by 1 to 2 dB for Alternative 1A, but they would still be well below the impact threshold. 

In the case of a 100-foot Wilshire Boulevard cross section with a receiver located 69 feet from the 
edge of the curb the equivalent Jane distance for the BRT guideway is approximately 99 feet. For 
Alternative 1A where the medians on Wilshire are retained and bus lanes in either direction are 
constructed outside the median, the equivalent lane distance for the same receiver as Alternative 1 
would increase to approximately 104 feet (a 5-foot increase distance). This increase of 5 feet in the 
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only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 

TABLE 3.9-7 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Bus Exist Project Leq (h) (dBA) Future 
Distance 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Leq (b) Impact Threshold Bus Leq Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise (h)(dBA) 

3T-8: 2400 S. Flower St. 
44 30 68 68 73 64 69 None 

Orthopedic Hospital) 
3T-9: John Adams JLUuor 
f-Lgh School - Hill Street, so 30 66 68 72 63 68 None 
~8tb_3ou• St 

~ T-1: USC, Marshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 6S 70 S7 64 one 
701 Exposition Blvd 
ST-10: Dorsey High 
!School - South 62 so S6 61 67 61 62 Impact 
~f Exposition Blvd 

lrhe four sites above apply to both Altematives 2 and 2A 

ST-3: Chamuck Road 
School - Sepulveda Rlvd 66 50 68 68 73 61 69 None 
~ Chamock Rd 
ST-2: 1.femorial Park -
P lympic Blvd & 14th St, 38 3S 62 64 69 61 65 None 
Santa Monica 

rT11e two sites above apply only to ltemative 2. 
~ourcc: Horris l\liller Miller & Hanson Inc., 2000 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MO S) 

Alternative 2A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition BRT 
MOS. The impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition BRT 
MOS, the impacts are similar, but not as extensive, as those described above for the Exposition BRT 
alternative. The results in Table 3.9-6 indicate that without mitigation, 430 residential noise impacts 
are anticipated for the Exposition BRT MOS, including 346 with moderate impact and 84 with 
severe impact. Of the moderate impacts, 308 are at single-family residences and 38 are at multi
family buildings; of the severe impacts, 81 are at single-family residences and only 3 are at multi
family buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-7 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate impact at 
only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 
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For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition Corridor. The results indicate that 
no noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 

TABLE 3.9-10 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION LRT ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

Train Exist 
Project Leq(h) (dBA) Future 

Site Description 
Distance 

Speed Leq(h) Impact Threshold Train Leq(h) Impact 
(ft) 

(mph) (dBA) 
Impact Severe Noise 

(dBA) 

)T-8: 2400 S. Flower St. 
44 35 68 68 73 60 68 

Orthopedic Hospital) 
one 

)T-9: John Adams Junior 
High School - Hill Street, so 35 66 68 72 59 66 None 
28tl•-30<h St 
) T-1: USC, Marshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 65 70 49 63 None 
701 Exposition Blvd 
~T-10: DorSC)' High 
ISchool - South 62 50 56 61 67 58 59 None 
iofExposition Blvd 

rrhe four sites above apply to both Alternatives 3 and 3A. 

ST-3: Charnock Road 
ISchool - Sepulveda Blvd 66 55 68 68 73 59 68 None 
& Charnock Rd 
) T-2: Memorial Park -
Olympic Blvd & 14th St, 38 35 62 64 69 58 63 None 
)an ta Monica 

The two sites above apply to Alternative 3 only. 
>Ourcc: I lanson l'v!iller Mlller Hanson lnc., 2000 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Alternative 3A includes the impacts associated with. the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT 
MOS. The impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition LRT 
MOS, the results in Table 3.9-9 indicate that without mitigation, 118 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition LRT MOS, including 91 with moderate impact and 27 with severe 
impact. Of the moderate impacts, 85 are at single-family residences and 6 are at multi-family 
buildings; of the severe impacts, 25 are at single-family residences and only 2 are at multi-family 
buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate that no 
noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 
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residential land uses are within 100 feet of the yard site, and significant impact would therefore be 
anticipated. Measures to mitigate such impact will be developed during preliminary engineering if 
either of the latter sites is selected. 

Subway Design Option at USC/Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

With the exception of the use of heavy excavating equipment during the period of construction, no 
long-term noise impacts affecting either the University of Southern California or Exposition 
Park/Museums are anticipated from BRT or LRT operations within a subway tunnel between 
Figueroa and Vermont. 

3.9.4 Vibration Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Although there has been relatively little research into human response to building vibration, there is 
considerable experience with ground-borne vibration from rail systems and other common vibration 
sources. Some conclusions are: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Ground-borne vibration from transit trains should be characterized in terms of the R...'v.fS 

vibration velocity amplitude, with a one-second time constant. This is in contrast to vibration 
from blasting and other construction activities that have the potential to cause building damage. 
For building damage criteria, ground-borne vibration is almost always expressed in terms of the 
peak particle velocity (PPV). 

The threshold of vibration perception for most humans is around 65 V dB, levels in the 70 to 7 5 
V dB range are often noticeable but acceptable, and levels in excess of 80 V dB are often 
considered unacceptable. 

For urban transit systems with 10-20 trains per hour over a day, limits for acceptable levels of 
residential ground-borne vibration are usually between 70 and 7 5 V dB. 

For human annoyance, there is some relationship between the number of events and the degree 
of annoyance caused by the vibration. It is intuitive to expect that more frequent vibration 
events, or events that last longer, will be more annoying to building occupants. Because of the 
limited amount of information available, there is no clear basis for defining this tradeoff. To 
account for most commuter rail systems having many fewer daily operations than the typical 
urban transit line, the criteria in the FTA Guidance Manual include an 8 VdB higher impact 
threshold if there are fewer than 70 trains per day. 

It is very rare that ground-borne vibration from any type of train operations will be high enough 
to cause any sort of building damage, even minor cosmetic damage. The only real concern is 
that the vibration will be intrusive to building occupants or interfere with vibration sensitive 
equipment. 

Tables 3.9-12 and 3.9-13 summarize the FTA impact criteria for ground-borne vibration. These 
criteria are based on previous standards, criteria, and design goals including ANSI S3.29 (!lmerican 
National Standard: Guide to the Evaluation ef Human Exposure to Vibration in Buildings, ANSI S3.29-
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1983), and the vibration guidelines of the American Public Transit Association (Guidelines for Design of 
Rail Transit Facilities, APTA, 1981). 

There are some buildings, such as concert halls, TV and recording studios, and theaters that can be 
very sensitive to vibration but do not fit into any of the three categories listed in Table 3.9-12. 
Because of the sensitivity of these buildings, they usually warrant special attention during the 
environmental assessment of a transit project. Table 3.9-13 gives criteria for acceptable levels of 
ground-borne vibration for various types of special buildings. 

TABLE 3.9-12 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 

Land Use Category 
(VdB re 1 micro inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Category 1: Buildings where low ambient vibration is 
65 VdB3 65 VdB3 

essential for interior operations. 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 
72VdB 80VdB nom1ally sleep. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 
75VdB 83 VdB daytime use. 

1. "I'requent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. i\fost rapid transit 
projects fall into this category. 

2. "Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. Th.is category includes 
most commuter rail systems. 

3. Th.is criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipmenl 
such as optical m.ic[oscopes. Vibration sensitive manufactu.ri.ng or research 'l.vi.11 require detailed 
evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building 
often requires special design of the HV AC systems and stiffened floors. 

Source: IT A. 1995 

TABLE 3.9-13 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA FOR SPECIAL 

BUILDINGS 

Type of Building or Room 
Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels (VdB re 1 micro-inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Concert Halls 65 Vd.B 65VdB 
TV Studios 65 VdB 65 VdB 
Recordir.w: Studios 65VdB 65 VdB 
Auditoriums 72VdB 80VdB 
Theaters 72VdB 80VdB 
1. "Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. J\fost transit projects fall into 

this category. 
2. "Lifrequeut Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This category includes most 

commuter rail systems. 
3. If the building will rarely be occupied when the [rains are operating, there is no need to consider impact. 

r\s an example consider locating a commuter rail line next to a concert hall. If no commuter trains will 
operate after 7 pm, it should be rare that the trains interfere with the use of the hall. 

Soutce: f·T A, 1995 
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Table 3.7-3 
Sleep Disturbance Frequency as a Function of Aircraft Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 

Indoor SEL Average Percent A wakened" Maximum Percent Awakenedb 

45 dBA 0.8% 1.1 % 

50 dBA 1.0% 1.9% 

55 dBA 1.2% 2.8% 

60dBA 1.5% 3.8% 

65 dBA 1.8 % 5.1% 

70 dBA 2.2% 6.4% 

75 dBA 2.8% 7.9% 

80 dBA 3.4% 9.6% 

85 dBA 4.2% 11.3 % 
Sources: 
a. Finegold and Barlholomew, A Prediclive Model of Noise Induced Awakenings from Transportation Noise Sources , Noise 

Control Engineering Journal, 2001; The formula : %Awakened = 0.58 + (4.30 * 10·8) * SEL4
•

11 was foWld to give the 
best-fit to I.he data. 

b. Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) in Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakenings from Sleep, June 
1997. 
Note that the tabulated awakening percentages (Pind) apply only to a single aircraft noise event. The occurrence of multiple 
aviation noise events during a night (or day) would result in a higher compound awakening percentage for those exposed 
than that expected for one event. This compound awakening percentage (P101) would increase as the individual SEL and 
the number of events (n) increase according to the following formu la: 

Pw1 = l - (1- Pind)" 
For example, if the individual awakening probabi lity for one event is 5 percent, with 10 such events per night the 
compound awakening probability wou ld be 40 percent. 

Existing Conditions 

Noise Measurements 

Noise measurements were made at five locations by PBS&J on July 31 , 2008 between the hours of 

11:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at surrounding land uses that would be considered sensitive to traffic noise . 

Measurements at a sixth location were added on December 4, 2008 at the closest residential use (i.e. , 

the 1100 Welch apartments) to the Main SUMC Site. And two long-term (i.e ., 48 consecutive hours) 

measurements were taken in September 2009. The first was on the SUMC campus along the SUMC 

Promenade, next to the 1089 Hospital Modernization Project Building and below its roof-top heliport. 

The second was at a roadside location near the 1100 Welch Road apartments. Examples of noise

sensitive uses are residences, motels and other uses where people would sleep; schools; hospitals; 

churches; public libraries; and parks . The land uses adjacent to the SUMC Sites include the Stanford 

University campus, commercial uses, park uses , and residential land uses . Single-family and multiple

family homes are located adjacent to and north of Sand Hill Road across from the SUMC Sites. An 

aerial map that depicts the noise measurement locations is provided as Figure 3. 7-1. 

3.7-6 Stanford Universily Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draji E/R - Noise 

RL0024787 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
-i:::.. 
"""-.I 
CX> 
CX> 

~/ 
I 

_____./ 

Pl5J" FIGURE 3.7-1 
Noise Measurement Locations 

041357.00 

0 Noise Measurement Locations 

, , [ J SUMC Sites 

( ., ... 
(/ 

i 
() 

Source: Stanford Univeristy Land Use & Environmental Planning, 2009. 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Project 

m s: 
I\) 
~ 
I\) 
~ 
I\) 



EM24243 

The first six measurement locations represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would be most 
affected by noise from traffic increases associated with the SUMC Project and/or noise from roadways 

within the Study Area that have the highest existing and future total traffic volumes. The two long

term measurements were added to characterize the daily temporal noise level variation typical at 
locations on and near the SUMC Sites. Measurement location #8 is representative of on-campus noise 

levels at locations without close exposure to traffic on major roadways, but exposed to the influence of 
noise from garage activity and medical helicopter flights. Measurement location #9 is representative of 

noise levels experienced at locations adjacent to major roadways, but this particular location is also 
adjacent to the SUMC campus and so has the potential to be influenced by existing and future on-site 
stationary noise sources. The closest public park to the SUMC Sites, El Camino Park, is located 
across El Camino Real from the Stanford Shopping Center. Noise was not measured or modeled there 

because its exposure to traffic noise is similar to that of the Stanford Inn (measurement location #2). 
El Camino Park is also the closest noise-sensitive use to the Hoover Pavilion Site, which is 135 feet 
south of the Park across El Camino Real. The noise measurement data at the sensitive receptors were 
used to calibrate the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) Traffic Noise Model (TNM), which 

was used to model the traffic noise impacts associated with the SUMC Project. 

As shown in Table 3.7-4, the Lctn at the 1100 Welch Road apartments (measurement location #9) 
currently exceeds the City's "Normally Acceptable" standard of 60 dBA Lctn for residential land uses 

set in the Comprehensive Plan. The day-time LeqS at measurement locations #2 through #6 also exceed 

60 dBA by a substantial margin, which is strong evidence for the common exceedance of the City Lctn 

standard in areas adjacent to high traffic volume roadways. 10 These locations are at the Stanford Inn 
along El Camino Real, 1200 Embarcadero Road at Emerson Street, the East Palo Alto Residential Area 

at Michigan A venue and University A venue, residences at Alma Street and Lincoln A venue, and the 
1100 Welch Road apartments. While the measurements include noise from all sources in these areas, 

the primary source of noise at most receptors (except possibly measurement location #8, which is at 
ground-level below the SUMC heliport) is traffic. 

JO Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FT A May 2006), Appendix D: Determining Existing Noise 
FT A recommends that Lctn can be approximated with adequate precision by a measurement of hourly Lq 
during the day of interest. For an hourly Le measurements made between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Lctn = Leq -
2dBA. 
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Table 3.7-4 
Existing Ambient Noise Measurements (dBA) 

Noise 
Receptor 
Map ID" 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Land Use Description 

Stanford West Apartments (Apt. 275) 
Along Sand Hill Road - residential use 
Stanford Inn - motel use 

1200 Embarcadero/Emerson -
residential use 
East Palo Alto Residential Area -
Michigan/University Avenue 

Alma and Lincoln A venue -
residential use 
1100 Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 
1100 Welch Road apartments 
(backyard fence) 
On SUMC campus along Promenade 
(near heliport) 

llOO Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 
Notes: 

Noise Level 

Duration J_,eq Lmin Lmax 

10 min. 55.2 42.9 68.1 

lOmin. 74.5 51.3 84.0 

lOmin. 70.4 50.8 85.9 

lOmin. 68.4 50.2 80.3 

lOmin. 67.7 49.0 86.8 

10 min. 64.7 51.9 79.2 

lOmin. 53.5 43.9 56.9 

48 hrs. 59.4* 48.2 89.3 

48 hrs. 70.1* 45.5 113.7 

Primary Noise Source 

Traffic along Sand 
Hill Road 
Traffic along El 
Camino Real 
Traffic along 
Embarcadero Road 
Traffic along 
University Avenue and 
Michigan A venue 
Traffic along Alma 
Street 
Traffic along Welch 
Road 
Traffic along Welch 
and Sand Hill Roads 
Distant traffic, garage 
activity, medical 
helicopters 
Traffic along Welch 
Road 

All noise level statistics are reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA), the standard unit of sound intensity. Leq is the average noise level 
over the measurement period, Lmin is the minimum instantaneous noise level measured during this period, while Lmax is the maximum 
instantaneous noise level measured during this period. 
* These are direct measurements of Lctn. 

a. Refer to Figure 3.7-1. 

Vehicular Noise 

Existing peak hour traffic Leq at local noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to roadways that would be used 

by people traveling to and from the SUMC Sites were estimated using the FHWA's TNM model. This 

model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, 

roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The locations for the near-roadway, short-term 

noise measurements were selected because they represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would 

be most affected by traffic noise increases associated with the SUMC Project or by traffic noise from 

the busiest roadways within the Study Area for the Transportation Impact Analysis. TNM was 

calibrated by counting traffic volumes during each measurement and adjusting the modeled noise levels 

to match the measured noise levels at each location. The existing peak-hour traffic Leq were calculated 

using the calibrated TNM model and the peak-hour traffic volumes provided in the Transportation 

Impact Analysis (see Appendix C). 

The exposure of selected local noise-sensitive land uses to modeled existing peak-hour Leq noise levels 

is presented in Table 3. 7-5. These noise levels represent only the traffic-related noise component and 
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5.11 Noise 

Sensitive Receptors 

According to the City's Noise Guidelines Manual, noise sensitive land uses can be either residential or 
non-residential. Generally, the typical noise sensitive land uses to be analyzed would be those utilized for 
living or dwelling units. The following land uses are considered to be noise sensitive in the City of 
Carlsbad: single family residential use or multi-family residential uses. Other noise sensitive land uses 
may include, but are not limited to: hotels, motels, hospitals, board and care fac ilities, convalescent 
facilities, nursing or rest homes, boarding schools, convents, churches, and emergency services living 
quarters. There are no sensitive receptors cun-ently located with in the project site. 

Sensitive receptors off-site consist of the residential development located off Vancouver Street, Simsbury 
Comi, Seabury Street, and Milford Place, Tamarack Avenue and Carlsbad Vi llage Drive to the south and 
the Man-on-Hayes Adobe res idence located north of the project site. The Kinder Care Leaming Center is 
located approximately 0.24 miles east of the project site and Hope Elementary School is located 
approximately 0.42 miles south of the project site. Additionally, Larwin Park is located less than one
quarter mile west of the project site. Senior living faci lities are located east of the project site along 
College Boulevard and residential uses are located along College Boulevard. TriCity Medical Center, 
Mira Costa College, and ABC Children's Center are located just over 0.25 to 0.5 mile of the project site 
to the east, nmih, and west, respectively. 

5.11.2 Regulatory Setting 

State of California Code of Regulations Title 24 

The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Noise Insulation Standards, states that multi-family 
dwellings, hotels, and motels located where the CNEL exceeds 60 dBA must obtain an acoustical analysis 
showing that the proposed design will limit interior noise to less than 45 dBA CNEL. The maximum 
noise levels, either existing or future, must be used for this determination. Future noise levels must be 
predicted at least ten years from the time of building permit application. 

City of Carlsbad General Plan - Noise Element 

The City of Carlsbad General Plan Noise Element identifies and defines existing and future 
environmental noise levels from sources of noise within or adjacent to the City of Carlsbad. The Noise 
Element establishes goals , objectives and policies to address these impacts, and provides action programs 
to implement these goals, objectives and policies. 

City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual 

The fo llowing City of Carlsbad noise standards are applicable to the proposed project. These standards 
are defined in the City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual (City of Carlsbad 1995). 

A. Exterior and Interior Residential Noise Standards: Sixty (60) dBA CNEL is the acceptable 
exterior noise level to which residential uses must be mitigated, except for areas impacted by the 
McClellan-Palomar Airport, which must be mitigated to a 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level. 

According to City standards, interior noise levels for all residential units must be mitigated to a 45 dBA 
CNEL level when openings to the exterior of the residence are closed. If openings are required to be 
closed to meet the interior noise standard, then mechanical ventilation shall be provided. 

'[_ T"'\~ Quarry Creek Master Plan 
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The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which groundbome vibration or groundbome noises are 

considered "excessive." This analysis uses the FT A's vibration impact criteria for sensitive buildings, 
residences, and institutional land uses. The thresholds for residences and buildings where people 

normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences) are 72 Vd.B for frequent events (more than 70 events of the same 
source per day), 75 VdB for occasional events (30 to 70 vibration events of the same source per day), and 

80 VdB for infrequent events (less than 30 vibration events of the same source per day). 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which permanent increases in ambient noise are 

considered "substantial." As discussed previously in this section, a noise level increase of 3 dBA is 

barely perceptible to most people, a 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, and a difference of 10 dBA 

would be perceived as a doubling of loudness. Based on this information, an increase in the Ldn noise 

level resulting from the Project at noise-sensitive land uses of 3 d.BA Ldn or greater would be considered a 
significant impact when projected noise levels would exceed those considered satisfactory for the affected 

land use (e.g., 60 d.BA Ldn for single-family residential land uses). If the noise environment at the 

sensitive land use would remain below normally acceptable noise levels, a 5 d.BA Ldn increase in noise 

levels would be considered significant. 

Project Impacts 

Impact IV.E-1: The proposed Project may result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies. 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. 

Circulation and parking improvements include improvements to the PE Access Road, various circulation 

improvements and three footbridge connections to reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and 
bicycle safety, parking lot resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 240 parking spaces. 

Construction Noise 

Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition, site 

grading and excavation, installation of utilities, paving, and building fabrication. Development activities 

would also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise. During each 

stage of development, there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would vary 

based on the type and amount of equipment in operation and the location of the activity. The range for 

noise levels generated by typical, individual pieces of construction equipment is provided in Table IV.E-

8. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has also compiled data regarding the noise generating 

characteristics of typical construction activities, both with and without the use of equipment mufflers. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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These data, which represent composite construction noise, are presented in Table IV.E-9. These noise 
levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA 
per doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 84 dBA Leq measured at 50 feet from the noise 

source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA Lcq at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduce 
by another 6 dBA Leq to 72 dBA Lcq at 200 feet from the source to the receptor. 

In general, the site excavation and grading activities at the Project site, which would involve the use of 
loaders and scrapers, would generate the loudest noise levels during construction of the proposed Project. 
As shown above in Table IV.E-8, the operation of scrapers could generate a maximum noise level of 89 
dBA at 50 feet, while loaders could generate a maximum of 85 dBA at 50 feet, during excavation. The 
campus would continue to observe the current schedule, including class times and before and after-school 
related activities during construction and following buildout. Therefore, during construction of the 
proposed Project, the nearest and most notable sensitive receptors to the Project site would be the existing 
classrooms and other existing school related facilities which may be located as close as 50 feet from 
active construction sites. 

Table IV.E-8 
Noise Levels of Typical Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA Lon at SO feet D 

Loader 85 
Trucks 88 
Cranes (moveable) 83 
Cranes (derrick) 88 
Concrete Vibrator 76 
Saws 76 
Pnewnatic Tool 85 
Jackhammers 88 
Pumps 76 
Generators 81 
Air Compressors 81 
Concrete Mixers 85 
Concrete Pumps 82 
Back Hoe 80 
Pile Driving (Impact) 101 
Pile Driving (Sonic) 96 
Dozer 85 
Scraper 89 
Grader 85 
Paver 89 
a Machine1y equipped with noise control devices or other noise-reducing design f eatures does not 

generate the same level of noise emissions as that shown in this table. 
b The l eq noise levels for each piece of constniction equipment represent noise levels generated over a 

time period of one hour under free-field conditions (i.e., topography and ground effects are ignored) . 

Source: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc .. Transit Noise and Vibration impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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Environmental Specialist II 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
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Victor S. De la Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Direct Dial: (310) 312-4305 
E-mail: VDelaCruz@Manatt.com 

Clicnt-Mat1cr: 46782-060 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium 
Hollywood Project (Case Number: ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

This firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
("AMDA"). On behalf of AMDA, thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the 
"Project"). The proposed Project would be constructed directly adjacent to AMDA's 

' approximately 2-acre campus in Hollywood. In particular, AMDA's building at 1777 Vine 
Street ("AMDA's 1777 Vine "Street Building"), a five-story facility housing the majority of 
AMDA's classrooms, acting rehearsal rooms, dance studios, and private voice rooms, shares a 
property line with the Project where one of the two proposed 585-foot high towers could be built 
without even the most minor of setbacks. Thus, the impacts of the proposed Project's 
construction alone could be catastrophic to AMDA if not properly mitigated in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

As one of the key players in Hollywood's revitalization, first purchasing and 
painstakingly restoring 6305 Yucca Street, an eight-story Art Deco building (the "Vine Tower") 
that serves as the administrative and student hub of AMDA's campus, and then building a 
fonnidable presence on the block bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street, Ivar Avenue, and U.S. 
101 (the "Hollywood Freeway"), much of which is now used for student residences, AMDA is 
not opposed to the continued development and revitalization of the neighborhood it is so proud 
to call home. AMDA welcomes responsible development and looks forward to working with 
community stakeholders on the continued improvement of Hollywood. 

However, a massive one million-plus square foot project needs to be appropriately 
analyzed and mitigated under CEQA, something which this DEIR fails to do. As a threshold 

11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 
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matter, although the DEIR acknowledges that schools are sensitive receptors, it does not identify 
AMDA as a sensitive receptor. This is unacceptable; all of the Project's potentially significant 
impacts to AMDA must be disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 
Likewise, CEQA requires an accurate, stable, and finite project description, yet the DEIR's 
equivalency program would allow virtually any type of development to be built, irrespective of 
what the DEIR renderings and vague development regulations (the "Development Regulations") 
might indicate. Greater specificity about the project is necessary for the public to meaningfully 
participate in the approval process for the Project. 

In short, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA's minimum legal requirements in several 
respects and must be revised and re-circulated. 

I. AMDA AND ITS HOLLYWOOD CAMPUS. 

AMDA is one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, 
with its two campuses in New York City and Los Angeles recognized internationally for 

·launching some of the most successful careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited 
by the National Association of Schools of Theater ("NAST")1

, AMDA's Los Angeles campus 
enrolls approximately 700 students from throughout the world and offers both a 4-year bachelor 
of fine arts and various 2-year certificate programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus 
has been a thriving community of young artists engaged daily in everything from general 
education courses typical of more traditional 4-year colleges, to musical theater, dance studios, 
and voice recitals. 

AMDA's campus is comprised of several buildings in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Vine Tower, AMDA's main building, is kitty-comer from the Project and houses 
administrative offices, classrooms, studio spaces, a costume shop, a stage combat armory, a 
computer lab, the AMDA Cafe, the campus store and a black box theatre. AMDA's 1777 Vine 
Street Building across the street from the Vine Tower, and sharing a property line with the 
Project site, is a five-story facility with 23 classrooms, 11 private voice studios, acting rehearsal 
rooms, a student lounge, the film production office, the scene shop, and other ancillary AMDA 
uses. An outdoor performance space, a campus piazza, a performing arts library, and film, 
television and editing facilities are also located on campus. 

1 NAST has been designated by the United States Department of Education as the agency responsible for the 
accreditation throughout the United States of freestanding institutions and units offering theatre and theatre-related 

. programs (both degree-and non-degree-granting). NAST cooperates with the six regional associations in the process 
of accreditation and, in the field of teacher education, with the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education. NAST consults with the American Alliance for Theatre and Education, the Association for Theatre in 
Higher Education, and similar organizations in the development of NAST standards and guidelines for accreditation. 
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Finally, six residential buildings, primarily on the same block as the Vine Tower, have 
been purchased, or are otherwise controlled by AMDA, for student housing (The Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows"). 

Simply stated, AMDA's investment in, and commitment to the Hollywood community is 
sustained and substantial. 

II. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT. 

The DEIR has several flaws and must be revised and re-circulated to comply with CEQA. 
Set forth below are our specific comments on the DEIR. 

A. The DEIR's Equivalency Program is Much Too Broad To Apprise the Public of the 
Project's Impacts. 

As a threshold matter, the DEIR is more a program-level EIR than a project-level EIR. 
The ultimate project that could be built under this DEIR could be almost all apartments, all 
condominiums, all hotel, all health/fitness club, all office, all restaurant, or all retail- so long as 
the total vehicle trip count falls within a cap set forth in the DEIR. As explained in greater detail 
throughout this comment letter, protection of the environment is about more than vehicle trip 
counts. Although CEQA does not foreclose equivalency program analysis, there comes a point 
when an equivalency program is so over-ambitious that the public has no idea what type of uses 
will ultimately be built, where on the site they will be, what their general design will be, and 
what the ultimate environmental impacts will be. 

That is the case here. The DEIR'.s attempt to analyze every possible development 
scenario results in an environmental analysis that fails to disclose and analyze the most basic of 
things - like project driveways and ingress and egress from the Project's approximately 4.5 acre 
site. Will left-turns be allowed out of the Project's Vine driveways (assuming there will be Vine 
driveways)? The answer to that simple question can have a dramatic impact on traffic 
circulation in one of Hollywood's most congested areas, but the DEIR is silent on these basics. 
Likewise, the DEIR is completely inconsistent with the project that has been applied for, and 
which could be built under the proposed Development Agreement. For example, the Project 
applications call for approximately seven stories of above-ground parking. (See Exhibit A.) The 
DEIR, however, says there will likely be three. (See Exhibit B.) In other instances, key Project 
components, including a night-club and an outdoor viewing deck with a cafe and alcohol sales; 
are completely missing from the DEIR's environmental analysis. (See Exhibit C.) The DEIR's 
renderings and discussion about the "Development Regulations" might imply good design, but 

RL0024799 



manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
December 10, 2012 
Page 4 

EM24254 

the plans submitted with the application would indicate that huge podium parking structures with 
large, massive, undifferentiated walls are back in vogue. (See Exhibit D.) Ultimately, because 
the Project Development Agreement and Development Regulations are so vague, nothing in the 
DEIR would prevent the absurd, say twenty stories above-ground parking. 

The case law on equivalency programs is limited, but the general principles behind 
CEQA are clear. First, an accurate, stable, and consistent project desc1iption is required for a 
legally sufficient EIR. Inconsistencies in the project description, including "using variable 
figures" can be fatal. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 
Cal.App.4th 645, 653 (holding that the failure to provide a stable and consistent project 
description invalidated the EIR); also see City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal. 
App. 3d 1438, 1454-55 (concluding that an EIR that did not contain an accurate, stable, and 
finite project description could not "adequately apprise all interested parties of the true scope of 
the project for intelligent weighing of the environmental consequences."). 

In short, we have no idea what will be built, except that it will likely be massive. And 
even if the DEIR analyzed ingress and egress for the Concept Plan, for example, that analysis 
would be meaningless because the Applicant has no obligation to build the Concept Plan or a 
project that looks anything like it. An EIR cannot stultify CEQA's public disclosure 
requirements. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 198 ("A 
curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws a red herring across the path of public 
input."); also see Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California 
(1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 405 ("An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable those who did not 
participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the 
proposed project."). 

The DEIR fails to provide a meaningful understanding of the Project. By analyzing the 
Concept Plan, the DEIR gives the public the impression that something approaching that plan 
will be built even though the Development Agreement allows different parts of the Project site to 
be sold to different developers who may choose to build something that bears no real 
resemblance to the Concept Plan. (See Development Agreement, Section 6.8.1.)(Exhibit E.) 
This is all the more shocking given that the Development Agreement also provides that no 
subsequent approvals/environmental review would be required for any subsequent build-out of 
the Project. (See Development Agreement, Section 3.1.5.)(Exhibit F.) Without discussing 
things as simple as ingress and egress (required analysis for much smaller projects), or what will 
ultimately be built, the DEIR's enigmatic project description has the effect of cutting the public 
out of some of the more important questions about the Project. And it certainly cannot provide 
the City Council with enough information to support a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
CEQA requires more. 
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B. The DEIR Excludes Analysis and Mitigation of Clearly Significant and Adverse 
Noise and Vibration Impacts to AMDA and Avoids Meaningful Analysis and 
Mitigation of Noise and Vibration Impacts, Generally. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Disclose and Analyze AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include residences, 
transient lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert 
halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. l.1-2.) 
Although the DEIR acknowledges that schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are sensitive 
receptors at page IV.H-15, inexplicably AMDA- which shares a property line with the Project
is excluded from the list of sensitive land uses adjacent to the Project site.2 The DEIR's 
omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor is a material error in the DEIR that has prevented 
significant impacts from being disclosed and mitigated . 

. To be perfectly clear, AMOA is a school and the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not talcing classes such as 
"Harmony Review Lab," "Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing 
their singing in a private voice room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing 
breathing exercises with a voice tutor. Every day, the AMDA campus is a thriving hub of 
productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early morning until about 11 :30 p.m., and in 
summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple productions. How all this could continue 
to happen with the immediately adjacent construction of over one million square feet of towers is 
something the DEIR cannot ignore. 

2. The DEIR Must Disclose, Analyze, and Mitigate Significant Construction Noise 
Impacts to AMOA 

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of construction and 
operational noise impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would 
reduce those impacts. It is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts to 
AMDA because the DEIR ignored analysis of AMDA altogether, but there can be no question 
that the impacts will be extremely significant and adverse. Table IV.H-9 of the DEIR, for 
example, reveals that noise levels at the Pantages and A val on Theaters, both of which are 
anywhere from two to ten feet from the Project, will skyrocket from 69.8 dBA Leq to 113.9 dBA 

2 AMDA has been a prominent member of the Hollywood community since 2003 and various principals of 
Millennium Hollywood LLC (the "Applicant") have been familiar with AMDA for several years, all of which makes 
the omission very confusing to AMDA. Moreover, since 20 I 0, well before issuance of the DEIR's Notice of 
Preparation, all of AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building was being used by the college. 
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Leq· As DEIR Table IV.H-1 indicates, a dBA of 113.9 Leq would be louder than ajet flying 
overhead at a height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an 
indoor conceit. This is troubling because the DEIR would allow construction next to AMDA at 
a similar distance from the Pantages Theater. There is no way that AMDA could continue 
operating in such an environment without specific mitigation that deals with AMDA as a 
sensitive receptor. Putting aside the fact that no school could teach music in the middle of a rock 
concert, the Project would be putting AMDA students and faculty in an environment that the 
DEIR states can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss. ("Frequent exposure to noise levels 
greater than 85 dBA over time can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss.") (DEIR, p. 
IV.H-3.) Mitigation of these impacts on AMDA are of the utmost necessity. 

Furthermore, mitigation must address multiple different construction impacts - not just 
construction machinery. For example, the DEIR notes that "[t]he Yucca street parking curb lane 
will be retained for construction vehicle waiting and staging for the duration of Project 
construction during all hours ... " (DEIR, p. IV.K.2-22.) A revised DEIR should disclose that 
this truck staging area would literally divide AMDA's main campus area (i.e., the Vine Tower 
and AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building) and consider whether the noise impacts from this 
staging area can be relocated away from a sensitive receptor. 

3. The DEIR's Use of the Equivalent Noise Level (L~) for Construction-Related 
Noise Hides the Project's True Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to fully disclose Project impacts by only reporting Leq and not the full range 
of dBA increases that would result from the project. Leq, or the equivalent energy noise level, "is 
the average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated period of time." (DEIR, p. IV.H-2.) 
The DEIR is required to not only disclose the average dBA over a period of time, but the full 
range of dBA (i.e., what will be the loudest noises that will be occurring throughout 
construction). Disclosure of the full range of dBA is important for many reasons. First, the L.A. 
CEQA Thresholds Guide provides that a Project will have a significant impact if construction 
activities lasting more than a day would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 10 dBA 
or more at a noise-sensitive use, or 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use for construction 
activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period. (DEIR, p. IV.H-20.) The 
thresholds are not based on Leq- they are based on dBA alone. By only disclosing Leq, the DEIR 
underreports the true range and magnitude of significant impacts. 

Second, the aforementioned distinction between Leq and dBA is about more than technical 
legal compliance with the CEQA threshold; the loudest noises that may occur at any given time 
matter. Particularly loud construction episodes, for example, would undoubtedly interrupt 
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courses, recitals, and other AMDA activities to a greater extent than the already high average 
noise levels. All feasible mitigation must be imposed for these high noise incidents. 

Finally, the Leq reported in the DEIR could be masking the true noise impacts of the Project 
because the DEIR fails to disclose the period of time over which construction noise is being 
averaged (e.g., the Leq period may be including nighttime noise when no construction is taking 
place, break times, or other similar non-representative time periods). 

4. The DEIR's Noise Section Is Rendered Meaningless by Failure to Report Post
Mitigation Noise Impacts and Failure to Define Mitigation Measures with any 

Precision or Certainty. 

Despite reporting Project noise impacts that are clearly unacceptable, the DEIR fails to 
indicate what the Project's noise impacts will be after mitigation. This approach is not only 
contrary to the approach taken in the DEIR's Air Quality and Traffic sections, it is contrary to 
the City's practice for other environmental impact reports. (See Exhibit G.) Disclosure of 
impact levels after mitigation is required, and the Applicant must be required to abide by the 
post-mitigation noise levels that are set forth in the DEIR. Indeed, without post-mitigation noise 
projections, community members and stakeholders affected by the Project have no way of 
knowing with any certainty if the mitigation measures in the DEIR are, in fact, effective in 
reducing noise levels, and if they are, by how much noise levels will be reduced. The DEIR 
must disclose the resulting (i.e., post-mitigation) noise levels at the relevant property lines so that 
AMOA and the public can determine if the mitigation measures truly reduce noise to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Part of the reason for the DEIR's failure to provide any information about post-mitigation 
noise levels may be that many of the noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are illusory. For 
example, many of the mitigation measures are tempered with phrases like "as far as feasibly 
possible" or other language that actually has the effect of creating an inordinate amount of 
flexibility for the Applicant and/or depriving the measure of any certainty. Examples of 
deficient noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are set forth below, followed by a discussion of 
how each mitigation measure is legally deficient: 

• Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 

generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far 
as feasibly possible from the nearest noise- and vibration- sensitive land 

uses. (Mitigation Measure H-3) (Emphasis added.) 
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• Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high 
noise levels. (Mitigation Measure H-4) (Emphasis added.) 

• The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state
of-the-art noise shielding and mujjling devices as available. (Mitigation 
Measure H-6) (Emphasis added.) 

• Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 
extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary 
to minimize the amount of noise on the surrounding noise-sensitive 

receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. (Mitigation 
Measure H-7) (Emphasis added.) 

• All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall 
avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to tile extent feasible. 
(Mitigation Measure H-8) (Emphasis added.) 

All the bolded language above serves to remove any assurances or standards from the mitigation. 
For example, relative to Mitigation Measure H-3, there is no reason that the DEIR should not 
disclose exactly where flexible noise-generating equipment will be located to reduce impacts to 
AMDA and other sensitive uses (and the resulting post-mitigation noise levels at the property 
line). A mere representation that the activities will be conducted "as far as feasibly possible" 
deprives the public of the ability to comment on whether the Applicant truly is mitigating "as far 
as feasibly possible." 

In fact, when the Applicant's cunent tenant, EMI, was previously concerned about 
impacts to Capitol Records from a nearby construction project at 6941 Yucca (the "Yucca 
Condominium Project"), it secured mitigation measures such as the following: 

• No stationary equipment will be operated within 40 feet of the west project 
site property line with EMI/Capital [sic] Records. Tower cranes and 
personnel lifts shall be positioned near Argyle on the eastern edge of the 
project site. (Mitigation Measure Supp 18) (Emphasis added.) 
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• Construction materials shall be stock-piled at distant portions of the site, at 
least 40 feet from the western project site property line with EMI/Capitol 
Records. The equipment warm-up areas, water tanks and equipment storage 
areas described in Mitigation Measure I-5 above shall also be located at least 
40 feet from the western project site property line with EMI/Capitol Records. 
(Mitigation Measure Supp 19) (Emphasis added.) 

• Within 40 feet of the western project site property line with EMI/Capital [sic] 
Records, demolition, excavation and construction activities at or below the 
street level of the project site (including loading of demolition refuse), grading 
equipment and activities, augured pile driving, vibratory rollers, jumping jack 
compactors, and other excavation and construction equipment and activities 
shall be prohibited after 10:00 a.m. Mondays through Saturdays, unless one 
of the following exceptions apply ... (Mitigation Measure Supp 12) 
(Emphasis added.) 

A complete list of mitigation measures for the Yucca Condominium Project is attached as 
Exhibit H for reference. 

The precision that EMI/Capitol Records previously received to protect itself from noise 
and vibration impacts needs to be reflected in the other mitigation measures for this Project too -
not just Measure H-3. For example, Mitigation Measure H-4 must disclose which construction 
equipment will not be operated simultaneously.3 The same goes for Mitigation Measure H-6. If 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices are too expensive, or being used at another 
constrnction site, does this mean that the noise levels need not be mitigated? With respect to 
Mitigation Measure H-7, how will an eight-foot noise barrier be enough to mitigate noise 
impacts to the maximum extent feasible, and why not disclose the full gamut of noise attenuation 
barriers available given that one can do better than plywood structures? Most importantly, why 
did the Yucca Condominium Project (112,917 square feet of construction) next door to the 
Capitol Records Tower require noise barriers of 16 feet in height, whereas this 1,052,667 net 
square foot project only requires eight-foot barriers? (See Exhibit I.) (The DEIR also needs to 
consider special mitigation for the Project's high-rise towers, such as sound wall baniers as 
construction proceeds to the upper floors.) Finally, with respect to Mitigation Measure H-8, 
aside from it being impermissible deferred mitigation, how can the DEIR state that constrnction 

3 The scheduling of different construction activities and their resulting noise levels needs to be disclosed as part of 
the public review process. Otherwise, how would a decision to stop operating multiple pieces of equipment be made 
on the construction site after the Project has already been approved, especially if the DEIR has no standards (just 
vague "as feasible" language)? 
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truck traffic will avoid sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible, and then in another 
section state that construction truck staging will be right outside AMDA? 

Ultimately, the DEIR needs to establish specific mitigation measures and post-mitigation 
noise standards that can be measured and adhered to. As drafted, the DEIR says nothing about 
how loud Project noise will be after the imposition of mitigation measures, renders the little 
mitigation there is meaningless with vague, imprecise language, and does not commit the 
Applicant to any specific noise standard. 

5. The DEIR's CNEL Baseline Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR states that noise measurements were recorded by Parker Environmental 
Consultants staff on April 19, 2011, at six locations in the vicinity of the Project Site/or a period 
of 15 minutes per location, between the hours of2:50 PM and 4:30 PM. (DEIR, p. IV.H-5.) 
Somehow, despite only taking measurements for 15 minutes, the DEIR established dBA CNEL 
baselines for the five studied roadways. CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, "is a 
24-hour average Leq·" (DEIR, p. IV.H-3.) The DEIR needs to disclose how a 24-hour average 
was derived for the baseline from a mere 15 minute measurement. Given the role that the CNEL 
baseline plays in establishing the Project's operational impacts, coupled with the large scope of 
this Project, anything less than a true understanding of the Project area's CNEL renders the 
DEIR's noise analysis meaningless. 

6. The DEIR Fails to Study those Roadways That May Be Most Impacted By Traffic
Related Noise and Masks True Roadway Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR's analysis of roadway traffic impacts is highly deficient. As a threshold matter, 
the DEIR fails to consider whether there are residential streets that may be most impacted by 
traffic noise, even if those streets will not receive the most Project traffic. The DEIR states that 
"[t]he roadway segments selected for analysis are considered to be those that are expected to be 
most directly impacted by project-related traffic, which for the purpose of this analysis, includes 
the roadways that are nearest to the Project site." (DEIR, p. IV.H-14.) This selection of streets 
for roadway noise impacts, while appealing at first blush, has the effect of potentially masking 
significant impacts along nearby residential roadways that may receive lower project-related 
traffic, but have a lower significance threshold (3 dBA CNEL rather than the 5 dBA CNEL 
streets studied in the DEIR's noise analysis). As such, further analysis of streets more sensitive 
to noise is required. 

Moreover, the traffic noise analysis suffers from other methodological problems. In 
addition to the previously discussed concerns about the CNEL baseline, which appears to be 
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based on a 15-minute measurement, the DEIR's traffic analysis grossly underreports the 
Project's true traffic impacts. Accordingly, it is very likely that the higher traffic impacts will 
lead to higher, and significant, roadway noise impacts. The DEIR therefore needs to be re
circulated with disclosure of actual noise impacts from Project traffic. 

7. The DEIR Must Analyze and Mitigate Vibration Impacts on AMDA's Building. 

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of the Project's 
construction and operational vibration impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation 
measures that would reduce those impacts to a level less than significant. The DEIR completely 
ignores vibration impacts on AMDA's classroom building despite making clear elsewhere that 
vibration impacts from construction on buildings further away would be significant. Based on 
Table IV.H-11 and Table IV.H-12, impacts to the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, and the 
Capitol Records Tower (all of which have similar distances to the Project as AMDA), it appears 
that construction-related vibration impacts at AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would range 
from approximately 119.9 VdB to 162 VdB and 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV - impacts that wildly 
exceed the significance thresholds of65 VdB and 0.12 PPV. There is little question that 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would suffer significant damage from such high vibration 
levels. (The DEIR states that 100 VdB is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in 
a fragile building yet Project-related VdB on AMDA's building is expected to be approximately 
120 VdB to 162 VdB.) (DEIR, p. IV.H-4). Likewise, given the types of activities that occur in 
AMDA's building (e.g., breathing exercises, music classes, ballet), AMDA would be considered 
a Category 1 Building (65 V dB threshold) more akin with university research operations than a 
typical school building (7 5 V dB threshold) with respect to operational vibration annoyance 
impacts. Irrespective of what threshold is applied, however, the vibration impacts on AMDA's 
building are significant and must be mitigated. 

8. The DEIR Avoids Required Analysis of the Project's Impacts on the Capitol 
Records Echo Chambers and Recording Studios. 

CEQA does not allow an impact on the environment to be ignored if only the Applicant's 
property would be directly affected. This is obvious, yet that appears to be the position taken by 
the DEIR with respect to the Project's noise and vibration impacts on the Capitol Records 
recording studios and historic echo chambers - a City-designated Historic Cultural Monument 
("HCM"). The DEIR states that the Capitol Records underground echo chambers are located 
approximately 20 feet north of the proposed limits of excavation for the Project and that Capitol 
Records Recording Studios A, B, and Care approximately 0.08 feet away from the Project. 
(DEIR, pp. IV.H-16 and IV.H-29.) Despite the proximity of these uses, and the fact that the 
DEIR identifies vibration impacts as significant, the DEIR brushes off any meaningful impact 
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analysis or mitigation on the ground that these sensitive receptors are owned by the Applicant. 
(DEIR, p. IV.H-29.) The DEIR goes on to state that "[v]ibration-related impacts upon these uses 
will be addressed through agreements between the owner and the tenant, with the intent of 
minimizing noise-related impacts on the uses." (Id.) 

The DEIR's analysis is akin to a statement that no historic resource analysis for the 
demolition of an HCM is necessary if it is the owner that wishes to demolish the building. 
Interestingly, the Applicant's tenant has previously stated in connection with other adjacent 
construction (the aforementioned Yucca Condominium Project) that significant impacts to the 
echo chambers would "basically render unusable the Echo Chambers at the Capitol Records 
property." (Exhibit J.) Simply put, the same level of analysis and mitigation that the City has 
previously required for other projects needs to be imposed here- especially because the 
Applicant may now have an economic interest in not protecting these historic monuments. 

9. The DEIR's Mitigation for Groundborne Vibration Damage to Adjacent Buildings 
is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

Even though estimated vibration levels from construction of the Project are expected to range 
from 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV and the threshold of significance is 0.12 PPV, the DEIR provides 
that groundborne vibration damage to adjacent buildings will be reduced to insignificance 
because Mitigation Measure H-11 "requires the Project Applicant to perform all construction 
work without damaging or causing the loss of support for on-site and adjacent structures." 
(DEIR, p. IV .H-31 ). But is that even possible? Can an impact of 491.66 PPV be reduced to a 
level below 0.12 PPV? Exactly how will adjacent buildings not be damaged? One would not 
know from the DEIR because the one proffered mitigation measure to address this impact is 
completely conclusory. 

10. The DEIR Mentions a Rooftop Observation Deck But Provides No Analysis of its 
Potential Noise Impacts. 

The Project's application and the DEIR mention a rooftop observation deck, but the 
DEIR does not analyze its noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. Oddly enough, even 
though the application states the rooftop deck will be outdoors, will have alcohol service, and 
that special events with live entertainn1ent could conceivably occur, the DEIR is completely 
silent on the noise impacts of that deck. The DEIR does not even disclose that the deck will be 
outdoors. Likewise, the Project's application makes clear that other outdoor decks may be 
incorporated into the Project. These decks must be analyzed and their impacts mitigated to the 
maximum extent feasible in a re-circulated DEIR. 
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11. The DEIR Must Fully Analyze Potential Impacts From Above-Ground Parking 
Structures. 

Nothing in the DEIR prevents the construction of an above-ground parking structure 
adjacent to AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building or other sensitive receptors. Should this occur, 
the Project would be raising vehicles from a street-level parking lot to be directly adjacent to 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building's windows on multiple levels. (The DEIR "envisions" three 
levels of above-grade parking, but the equivalency program would not prevent above-grade 
parking structures from being significantly taller.) The DEIR must analyze noise from car 
alarms, tire squealing, honking, and other loud parking structure noises that might impact 
AMDA. 

12. The Project Would Expose AMDA to Interior Noise Levels Beyond Regulatory 
Standards. 

The DEIR states that "the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise 
levels for any proposed residentfal or open space uses fronting Vine Street .... Therefore, future 
interior noise levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City 
standard 45.0 dBA for interior residential uses." (DEIR, p. IV.H-37.) To mitigate this impact to 
a level less than significant, the DEIR requires Project buildings to include sound-proof windows 
and noise insulation. Therefore, because AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building is a sensitive 
receptor fronting Vine Street, the DEIR must provide similar upgrades to AMDA's 1777 Vine 
Street Building. In addition, because this impact was not disclosed as significant in the DEIR, 
this is yet another reason the DEIR must be re-circulated. 

C. The DEIR's Traffic Analysis Has Multiple Material Flaws and is Not Supported By 
Substantial Evidence. 

1. The DEIR' s Eguivalency Program Makes It Impossible to Understand the Full 
Range of Possible Uses and Configurations, All of Which Would Affect Traffic in 
Different Ways. 

The DEIR provides the impression that CEQA traffic analysis begins and ends at total 
trips, and that no further analysis is required so long as total trips are maintained below a certain 
number. This is not the case; the imprecise nature of the DEIR's equivalency program means 
that the DEIR fails to provide a true understanding of the Project's impacts. Because the DEIR 
does not disclose precise driveway points and what specific uses those driveways would be 
serving, the public is not afforded an understanding of the peak hour usage of those driveways, 
how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may create hazards or create internal 
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parking structure queuing, or how driveways at specific access points may back up traffic behind 
vehicles making a left-hand turn into the Project. (Granted, the DEIR does not even discuss if 
left-hand turns into the Project will be allowed because of the multiple scenarios that could 
conceivably result from the equivalency program.) At one point, the DEIR's traffic study 
provides a glimmer of hope on specificity when it states that "[a] preliminary analysis concludes 
that the driveways as shown on the conceptual plans (Figure 3) will not introduce any unusual 
adverse hazards." (Traffic Study, p. 9.) But only a glimmer; a review of the aforementioned 
Figure 3 does not show a single driveway or Project access lane. (See Exhibit K.) Without an 
understanding of traffic circulation immediately around the Project, it is impossible to know if 
turns, queuing, and other vehicular conflicts will create trickle-down impacts to multiple 
intersections. 

In a similar vein, the traffic analysis takes credits via "internal capture" for Project uses 
that may never be built. For example, the DEIR claims a separate 15% internal capture reduction 
in trips for the fitness/sports center, for the retail, and for the restaurants (presumably because of 
the onsite office and residential uses). But what if the office and residential space that is actually 
built is significantly less than that analyzed in the DEIR or disappears altogether? What if the 
Applicant uses the DEIR to pursue a 100% retail project? In this case, the Applicant would 
obtain a 15% trip reduction for nothing. 

Simply put, the DEIR's traffic analysis is not supported by substantial evidence. As 
stated earlier, the DEIR' s traffic analysis is more consistent with that of a program-level EIR. It 
cannot legally comport with CEQA's disclosure requirements until greater Project specificity is 
provided. 

2. The Traffic Study's Trip Distribution Needs to Account for the Separate Project 
Uses. 

As stated previously, the DEIR's equivalency program has the effect of making much of 
the Project's impact analysis ilTelevant. While CEQA does not prohibit equivalency program 
environmental analysis, the analysis can become highly problematic in connection with complex 
projects that have several potential uses, all of which can be located in various different locations 
throughout a large project site. In this case, the equivalency program's broad-strokes description 
of potential project uses and their location on the Project site makes it impossible to capture and 
understand the Project's ultimate trip distribution. 

4 Although the Traffic Study does provide a general discussion of driveway locations, these driveway locations are 
hypothetical in nature only. (See Traffic Study, p. 38.) As the Project's Development Regulations provide, 
"parking, open space, and related development requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in 
any location within the Project Site." (See Development Regulations, p. 10.) 
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The DEIR's traffic analysis assigns a trip distribution based on one specific project 
iteration (the Concept Plan) and this trip distribution remains constant irrespective of what uses 
may ultimately be incorporated into the Project and where on the site they are located. This 
leads to a highly simplistic and flawed trip distribution. Hotels, for example, have a very 
different trip distribution than a fitness center or condominiums, yet the DEIR makes no attempt 
to account for the fact that the project that may ultimately be built will have no resemblance 
whatsoever to the Concept Plan (e.g., the Project could be almost entirely residential). Likewise, 
we know that vehicles will choose one route over another based on their points of ingress and 
egress. The DEIR's trip distributions, which are guided by a completely random allocation for 
one project iteration that does not have to be built, are therefore highly flawed. 

Indeed, the Applicant's traffic consultant has previously taken the position in connection 
with other EIRs that a traffic study would be deficient ifthe trip distribution for individual uses 
was not specifically assigned. They said: 

... recent traffic studies for large mixed-use projects approved by LADOT ... 
have used discrete trip distribution patterns and percentages for individual uses in 
order to more accurately assign trips to study intersections and routes. For 
example, office, residential, hotel and retail uses generally have different trip 
distributions, as their origins and destinations are different. Utilizing one generic 
trip distribution for dissimilar proposed and existing uses can result in project 
trips and impacts being underestimated at study locations, as well as some 
locations not being considered for analysis because they have been assigned a low 
number of trips. (See Exhibit L.) 

Given the fact that the DEIR's own traffic consultant has cautioned against generic trip 
distribution, it is difficult to understand why this DEIR does not account for all the multiple uses 
and configurations that could ultimately be built under the equivalency program. Without an 
appropriate trip distribution, the DEIR cannot be supported by substantial evidence. 

3. The DEIR Must Analyze Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts and Construction and 
Operational Traffic Impacts Arising From AMDA's Location. 

The DEIR fails to analyze the Project's neighborhood intrusion impacts. Of particular 
importance, the DEIR did not analyze the Project's traffic impacts on AMDA and its students 
and faculty. AMDA's presence adjacent to the Project site creates various specific conditions 
that have not been analyzed, and which may require a Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Program. For example, large groups of students cross Yucca Street between the Vine Tower and 
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AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building when classes let out throughout the day, yet the DEIR did 
not take pedestrian counts to understand how large groups of students might impact left- and 
right-hand turns on Yucca, or how traffic may create hazards for AMDA students and faculty. 5 

Likewise, the DEIR neglected to analyze the Project's traffic impacts on various 
residential street segments. I var A venue between Yucca Street and Franklin A venue (a great 
portion of which is lined with AMDA student housing), for example, will no doubt experience 
significant traffic impacts because northbound travel on Yucca will be one of the most efficient 
ways of accessing the northbound Hollywood Freeway from the Project's Ivar Avenue access 
point (Ivar to Franklin and then Franklin to Argyle/the Hollywood Freeway). Several other 
likely cut-through routes have not been identified and necessitate further study. 

In short, the DEIR needs to critically address cut-through traffic and its impact on 
residential street segments, analyze AMDA-specific traffic issues, and provide appropriate 
mitigation for both construction and operational traffic. 

4. The DEIR Must Analyze Traffic Impacts During the Hollywood Bowl Summer 
Season and Performances at the Pantages Theater, As Well As Ascertain Whether 
the P.M. Peak Hours Are Truly 3:00 P.M.-6:00 P.M. 

The DEIR has dramatically underreported traffic impacts by not including manual counts 
taken on high traffic-volume days. Specifically, the DEIR states that "[t]raffic volumes for 
existing conditions at the 3 7 study intersections were obtained from manual traffic counts 
conducted in March, April, May, September, and October 2011." (DEIR, p. IV.K-1-12.) The 
three-month break over the months of June, July, and August is highly suspect because it 
coincides precisely with the Hollywood Bowl summer concert season, which elevates traffic 
throughout Hollywood quite significantly. 6 (Why else would counts have stopped for three 
months?) With an occupancy of approximately 18,000, the Hollywood Bowl is the largest 

5 The DEIR cannot ignore multiple site-specific variables just because the City's thresholds do not address them. 
See Mejia v. City of Los Angeles, (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 322, 342. ("We conclude that the city improperly relied 
on a threshold of significance despite substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project may have a 
significant impact on traffic on Wheatland Avenue. In light of the public comments and absent more careful 
consideration by city engineers and planners, the evidence supports a fair argument that the increased traffic on 
Wheatland A venue as a result of the project would be substantial considering the uses of the road."). 

6 Further elevating our suspicions about the date selection for manual traffic counts is that when manual counts 
were reinstated in September, a month when there were still a few Hollywood Bowl concerts remaining on calendar, 
the DEIR's traffic consultant only took manual traffic counts in the morning, not afternoon. (See DEIR, Appendix 
IV.K.l, Appendix B.) 
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natural amphitheater in the United States, and summer concert nights (at the tail-end of June and 
almost every night in July and August) often create traffic havoc throughout the area of 
Hollywood near the Project site. In fact, the Highland exit from the southbound Hollywood 
Freeway is often so congested during Hollywood Bowl summer events that traffic is directed to 
the Cahuenga off-ramp, with ensuing trickle-down impacts in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project site. The DEIR cannot pick and choose convenient days for manual traffic counts. It is 
crucial that the Project's traffic baseline include Hollywood Bowl traffic so that Project traffic 
impacts are understood and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

Likewise, the Project directly abuts the Pantages Theater, which has a seating capacity of 
almost 3,000. The DEIR needs to analyze the Project's traffic in conjunction with Pantages 
theater vehicular traffic, the latter of which would be circling the vicinity looking for parking at 
approximately the same time (i.e., the one hour period before the performance start time). 

Finally, given the scale of the proposed Project, the DEIR should analyze traffic impacts up 
to 7 p.m., and include this hour as part of the peak hour if conditions wa:tTant. Security guards 
stationed at the entrance to AMDA's parking lot on Yucca Street have related to us that traffic in 
this particular area is at its worst from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. (not necessarily 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. ). If this 
is the case, then the DEIR has failed to analyze the correct peak hour that applies to this 
particular neighborhood. Los Angeles Department of Transportation ("LADOT") peak hour 
reporting requirements alone are not substantial evidence unless they are supported by facts 
specific to the Project's location. 

5. The DEIR Must Analyze Operational Traffic Impacts In Conjunction with Partial 
Construction Traffic. 

The DEIR significantly underreports the Project's construction traffic impacts by 
ignoring the development phasing allowed by the proposed Development Agreement. The 
DEIR's construction traffic section assumes that the entire Project will all be built at once 
purportedly in order to provide a conservative analysis of construction impacts. However, 
ignoring the much more likely scenario that the Project will be built in phases7 has the result of 
severely undercounting total traffic impacts and problems that would be posed by construction 
traffic in conjunction with operational traffic from a half-complete Project. The traffic impacts 
of a partially built Project, together with construction elsewhere on the site, would create a 
significant impact that has not been analyzed. CEQA requires that the Project's combined traffic 
impacts be analyzed. 

7 "The Project includes a Development Agreement that would allow the long-term phased buildout of the Project." 
(DEIR, p. II-34.) 
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6. The DEIR's Trip Cap Eirnneously Combines AM. Trips and P.M. Trips. 

As the DEIR's Traffic section demonstrates, the City differentiates between a.m. and 
p.m. peak hour impacts (e.g., an intersection can be significantly impacted in the a.m. peak hour, 
but not the p.m. peak hour). Despite the City's requirement of a separate impact analysis for the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours, the equivalency program's trip cap of 1,498 combines a.m. and p.m. 
peak hour trips. CEQA requires that one trip cap be created for the a.m. peak hour and that 
another trip cap be created for the p.m. peak hour to keep impacts consistent with the DEIR's 
impact envelope. If this is not done, the Applicant will be afforded the ability to create a greater 
impact than that which the DEIR has disclosed for one of the peak hours. For example, ITE rate 
931 (Quality Restaurant) generates virtually no trips in the a.m. peak hour, but has particularly 
high traffic generation rates in the p.m. peak hour. If the Applicant were to provide a significant 
amount of restaurant space in the Project, but only measured the resulting restaurant trips against 
a combined peak hour trip cap, the restaurants' inordinate p.m. peak hour impacts would be 
masked, and p.m. peak hour impacts on nearby intersections could not be analyzed. As a result, 
the DEIR may fail to disclose the specific a.m. or p.m. peak hour trip impacts that could result 
from the Project. 

7. The DEIR Provides No Substantial Evidence in Support ofits Approximately 30% 
Vehicle Trip Reduction for Public Transit Use. 

The DEIR's traffic study assumes an approximately 30% reduction in vehicle trips due to 
public transit use. First it adjusts the trip generation rates by 15% (Table IV.K.1-4) and then, in 
what is arguably double-dipping, takes another 15% reduction on the back-end for public transit 
usage in connection with the Transportation Demand Management ("TDM") program. 8 (DEIR, 
p. IV.K.1-55.) While TDM programs may be effective in reducing total vehicle trips, the DEIR 
does not support the high 30% total trip reduction related to public transit with substantial 
evidence. For a Project that does not include any affordable units (in fact, the views from the 
proposed 55-story towers will command multi-million dollar prices) and whose office and hotel 
uses will likely be tied in great part to the entertainment industry, it is not clear how 30% of 
Project trips will be bus and Metro Red Line trips (the Metro Red Line, while very convenient to 
the Project, still only covers a very small portion of the sprawling Greater Los Angeles area). 
The DEIR needs to provide evidence in the form of similar transit-adjacent Los Angeles projects 
to support the assumptions regarding trip reductions. Likewise, much of the TDM program 
currently lacks any enforcement mechanisms or objective performance standards by which the 

8 Some of the 15% reduction from the TDM program would presumably come from bicycle usage and other vehicle 
trip reduction measures. However, the DEIR has not shown that this particular project could deliver a total 30% 
reduction either way. 
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success of the TDM program can be measured. As drafted, the TDM program is impermissible 
deferred mitigation. 

8. The DEIR's Significance Determination for Construction Traffic Impacts is Not 
Supported By Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR's significance determination for construction traffic impacts is not supported 
by substantial evidence. For example, none of the Project's construction trips were assigned to 
the street system to determine whether construction traffic would exceed LADOT impact 
thresholds. With respect to the DEIR's trip cap, it cannot be relied upon because construction 
traffic patterns will bear no resemblance to the Project's operational uses. (And if the trip cap 
could be used, the DEIR fails to show how construction traffic trips fall under the total trip cap.9

) 

In addition, the construction traffic mitigation measures do not demonstrate how impacts 
will be reduced to a level less than significant. If anything, Mitigation Measures K.1-1 and K. l-
3 impermissibly defer mitigation by leaving determinations on sidewalk closures, haul routes, 
traffic detours, etc. to a future point in time and by providing that the haul route "shall avoid 
residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible." (Emphasis added.) As the 
Project's haul route requires discretionary approval from the City, the DEIR must analyze now -
not later - whether a haul route can be created that will not impact sensitive receptors. If the 
Project proposes to use a haul route that passes AMDA, then the DEIR must first demonstrate 
that other routes are infeasible rather than leave that determination to a future point in time. Of 
course, should the haul route pass AMDA, this would be yet another new significant impact 
requiring recirculation of the DEIR. 

9. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Cumulative Construction Traffic Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to consider that several projects are being built, or will be built, in the 
immediate vicinity of the Project (e.g., the BLVD 6200 Project, the Yucca Condominium 
Project). In addition to the combined traffic trips, many of these other development projects 
require, or will require, the same construction staging areas and haul routes. The DEIR needs to 
consider contingency plans in the likelihood of concurrent development and analyze total 
construction impacts accordingly. 

9 The DEIR points to Table IV.K.1-12 for the proposition that "the level of trip-making activity from the Project 
Site during the combined peak hours will be 1,068 trips, which is more than one-quarter below the Trip Cap of 1,498 
trips." (DEIR, p. IV.K.1-43.) While the DEIR may be correct that total peak hour construction trips would be 1,068, 
Table IV.K.l-12 does not demonstrate this. 
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l 0. The Traffic Study's Use ofITE Code 492 Is Not Supported by Substantial 
Evidence. 

If there ever was an ITE traffic generation rate that should be used with great caution, it is 
Land Use Code 492 (Health/Fitness Club). This ITE rate, unlike most ITE rates which are based 
on multiple observations throughout the country and rigorous peer review, was developed based 
on one observation. It is also unclear where this one observation was conducted, when it was 
conducted, and why it would bear any meaningful relationship to the traffic generation rate for a 
gym in an urban area of the country that has consistently generated higher trip rates for gyms. 
For Code 492, ITE's Trip Generation itself states that"[ u]sers are cautioned to use data with 
care because of the small sample size." (See Exhibit M). Furthermore, each data plot and 
equation in the traffic manual notes, in bold: "Caution - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size." 
(Exhibit N). Given this language, it is incumbent on the DEIR's traffic consultant to provide 
evidence substantiating how the ITE data has been used appropriately and cautiously. If such 
evidence is unavailing, in order to have a legally defensible document the DEIR must provide a 
generation rate that is based on traffic counts from existing fitness clubs within the City, or that 
is otherwise appropriate. 

11. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Traffic Impacts of the Rooftop Viewing Platform. 

One would not know anything about this from the DEIR, but the Applicant intends to 
create a major tourist destination at the Project site that has been completely omitted from 
environmental study. (See Exhibit 0.) ("The 8,300 square foot rooftop observation deck 
[accessed by a dedicated public-accessible elevator] on the East Site will create an open, 
publicly-accessible attraction that will serve as a new landmark Hollywood experience for area 
residents and visitors. The observation deck will feature a full service cafe, outdoor seating, 
attractive hardscapes and landscaping that will set the feature apart from other observation decks 
across the country.") If, as the Project's entitlement application notes, this observation deck will 
be a major draw for tourists and residents alike, how have its impacts been evaluated? The DEIR 
fails to discuss traffic impacts from this deck, which will include tour bus traffic and parking 
impacts that must be analyzed. 

12. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Project's Traffic Impacts on Weekend Nights. 

It is unclear why only weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours were studied for this Project. 
Many projects of the scale proposed by the Applicant include weekend impact analysis. In this 
case, given the high amount of night club, restaurant, retail, hotel, and observation deck uses that 
may be active in the Project during weekend nights, the DEIR must analyze Friday and Saturday 
night traffic impacts. This area of Hollywood is literally the center of Los Angeles nightlife on 
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weekends, with vehicles creating gridlock from approximately 9 p.m. to 3:00 a.m. (often at 
levels that by far exceed weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours). The traffic study cannot be 
complete until weekend impacts are studied and all feasible mitigation reduces those impacts to a 
level less than significant. 

13. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate Queuing Impacts on the Hollywood Freeway. 

Despite a request from the California Department of Transportation, in response to the 
DEIR's Notice of Preparation, that the DEIR study the queuing of vehicles using off-ramps that 
will back into the mainline through lanes of the Hollywood Freeway, the DEIR is completely 
silent on the Project's potential significant impacts due to queuing. Especially on weekend 
nights, the exits off the Hollywood Freeway into Hollywood become extremely backed up, 
creating impacts on mainline segments as well. The DEIR cannot ignore this significant impact. 

14. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation for the Project's Significant 
Traffic Impacts. 

Given the major deficiencies identified in practically every component of the DEIR's 
traffic study, the traffic analysis needs to be redone. The DEIR identified restriping at one 
intersection as the only roadway improvement mitigation measure for this massive Project. This 
cannot possibly be the only feasible road improvement; thus, AMDA may suggest additional 
feasible mitigation measures once the Project's plans for ingress and egress are disclosed and the 
traffic study is redone so as to reasonably identify the Project's traffic impacts. One thing is 
clear at this point, however. Given the Project's significant impacts at multiple intersections, the 
DEIR needs to identify the mitigation measures that were supposedly discarded and deemed 
infeasible for the DEIR's conclusions about infeasibility to be supported by substantial evidence. 

D. The DEIR Fails to Completely Analyze the Project's Parking Impacts on the 
Surrounding Community. · 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will not have significant operational impacts on 
parking because the Project will presumably have enough parking for its own internal uses. 
Assuming this is true, the DEIR still fails to account for the Project's displacement of public 
parking lots used by Pantages Theater patrons and other area visitors. Furthermore, from a 
cumulative impacts standpoint, the other parking lots in the area used for Pantages Theater 
parking have been entitled for other projects, one of which is already under construction. The 
DEIR needs to analyze the displacement of public parking spaces used for the Pantages (and 
other nearby uses) and mitigate parking impacts accordingly. The trickle-down impacts from the 
Pantages lacking parking for approximately 3 ,000 patrons for any given performance is also 
likely to create significant traffic congestion on area streets. Other projects in the vicinity, like 
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the Hollywood Tower Terrace project at Franklin and Gower, have provided significant public 
parking components to mitigate such impacts. The proposed Project needs to do the same. 

Likewise, street parking in the area is used by AMDA students and visitors. AMDA is 
concerned about the street parking displacement that will occur as a result of the Project during 
construction and operations. The DEIR also needs to disclose whether or not the Project's 
commercial parking will be free of charge. If parking will not be free of charge, the DEIR needs 
to analyze parking validation options and off-site parking spillage that will occur as a result of 
Project visitors who are unable or unwilling to pay for parking. 

E. The DEIR's Analysis of Aesthetics Conceals and Inappropriately Minimizes the 
Impacts of the Proposed Project. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Identify AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor and Fails to Identify 
Significant Shade-Shadow Impacts to AMDA. 

Once again, the DEIR fails to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor, in the process 
concealing the Project's significant shade-shadow impacts on AMDA. (See DEIR, Table 
IV.A.2-1.) Not only would the Project's shade-shadow impacts surpass the threshold for 
AMDA's buildings, they would create significant shadows in the key outdoor areas of the 
AMDA campus, such as the AMDA piazza and outdoor stage. (See Figures IV.A.2-1 through 
IV.A.2-7, demonstrating that AMDA's campus would be shaded by both Project's towers from 
9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. during the winter solstice). This is a significant impact not disclosed in 
the DEIR. Should the Project be constructed as proposed, AMDA students will essentially no 
longer have any sunlight on their campus. The DEIR needs to identify these impacts and 
mitigate them to a level less than significant in a re-circulated DEIR. 

2. The DEIR Does Nothing to Mitigate Significant Impacts to Focal Views. 

The DEIR states that the impacts to focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Tower 
would be significant and unavoidable, but fails to provide any mitigation for this impact. CEQA 
requires all feasible mitigation to be imposed. A simple solution would be to reduce the floor 
plate of a 220-foot building adjacent to the Capitol Records Tower and create an absolute 
minimum setback requirement (there is no reason a 220-foot building must have a floor plate that 
blocks views of the Capitol Records Tower). 10 A determination that mitigation of impacts to the 
Capitol Records Tower is infeasible cannot be supported by substantial evidence. 

10 It should be noted that this mitigation is not to be viewed as an expression of support for a taller tower. The 
taller towers create their own type of significant impact that must be mitigated. 
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3. New Visual Simulation Renderings of the Proposed Project and View Impacts on 
the Capitol Records Tower are Required. 

The DEIR's visual simulations improperly obscure views of the Capitol Records Tower 
and minimize the iconic role that it currently plays in the Hollywood skyline. (See Exhibit P.) 
For some reason, the DEIR's view simulations are by and large extremely small and the 
photographs are taken from very great distances that would make it appear that the Capitol 
Records Tower is not seen from various vantage points. In particular, the view simulations of 
the Project from the Hollywood Freeway, which currently has one of the most iconic views of 
the Capitol Records Tower and signal the entrance to Hollywood, appear designed to hide and 
minimize the building. (The photographs are also taken from the opposite side of the freeway 
from which views would be experienced.) 

One only need to look at the view simulations in the April, 2007 Draft EIR for the Yucca 
Street Condominium Project (the last Draft EIR where views of the Capitol Records Tower were 
at issue) to see that the Capitol Records Tower views are very substantial. (See Exhibit Q.) This 
Draft EIR for a much smaller project included multiple photographs that actually showed 
meaningful views of the Capitol Records Tower in full-size photographs, juxtaposed with visual 
simulations of the proposed project, and subsequent analysis of each photograph. Given how 
previous environmental impact reports have treated the Capitol Records Tower, this DEIR's 
exclusion of meaningful and prominent Capital Records Tower views raises serious questions 
about potential DEIR bias and renders the analysis insufficient to support the DEIR's finding of 
insignificance. 

4. The DEIR's Equivalency Program Renders Meaningful Aesthetics Analysis 
Impossible. 

For a Project being built directly adjacent to one of the City's most important 
monuments, near one of the most famous intersections in the world, the vagueness and 
uncertainty created by the DEIR's equivalency program is completely inappropriate for 
environmental analysis of aesthetics. The Project's Development Regulations state that 
"parking, open space and related development requirements for any component of the Project 
may be developed in any location within the Project site." (Development Regulations, p. 10.) 
(Emphasis added.) Thus, the public really has no idea what the ultimate project will look like. 

Likewise, many Project elements do not bear any resemblance to what is described in the 
DEIR and in many cases the Project could be much more impactful on aesthetics than what was 
analyzed in the DEIR. For example, the DEIR states that "the Project would include up to three 
levels of above-grade parking within the podium structures." (DEIR, p. II-31.) But the Project's 
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Development Agreement would not commit the Applicant to this. In fact, the Project 
applications filed with the City state that the Project will have "around seven stories of above
grade parking." (See Exhibit A.) And more importantly, if the Applicant wanted to do all above
ground parking in 15-stories, the Development Regulations would do nothing to prevent this 
either. 

5. The DEIR's Analysis of Temporary Construction Impacts is Inadequate. 

The DEIR's analysis of temporary construction impacts is very cursory. For example, no 
reference is made whatsoever to truck staging areas, which the DEIR notes elsewhere would be 
on Yucca Street, in what is essentially the middle of AMDA's campus. The DEIR must analyze 
the aesthetic impact of construction on student life at AMOA over the course of three years if the 
Project is built in one phase (longer if it is multi-phased) and mitigate those impacts to a level 

. less than significant. The one mitigation measure that has been provided (a fence) is far from 
sufficient. 

F. The DEIR's Air Quality Analysis Is Inadequate. 

1. Since the Traffic Study Artificially Minimizes Project Trips, the Air Quality 
Analysis is Similarly Flawed. 

Given all the flaws in the traffic study discussed above, when the traffic study is redone, 
the air quality impacts must be recalculated with the correct traffic inputs. As presently drafted, 
by severely underestimating the Project's traffic impacts, the DEIR fails to measure the Project's 
true air quality impacts. 

2. The DEIR Must Analyze the Project's Specific Air Quality Impacts on AMOA, 

Including Localized CO and Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts. 

As stated previously, AMOA is a sensitive receptor adjacent to the Project that has not 
been identified as such. Furthermore, AMDA's "piazza," an outdoor courtyard that is the central 
gathering place for AMOA students and a component of AMDA's cafeteria, is at the comer of 
Yucca Street and Vine Avenue (and closer than 25 feet from the road), yet the DEIR fails to 
analyze CO hotspot impacts on students at this location. As a sensitive receptor, AMOA must be 
studied for CO hotspots, toxic air contaminants, and other localized emissions impacts. This 
analysis must include construction impacts, as well as the potential operational impacts of an 
above-ground parking structure at the property line with AMOA. 
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3. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation Measures for ROG, NOx, and 
PM2.5. 

Despite regional significant and unavoidable reactive organic gas ("ROG") and nitrogen 
oxide ("NOx'') impacts, the DEIR fails to impose all feasible mitigation for these particulates. 
For example, the DEIR does not consider best practices to reduce construction worker trips, 
fu1iher reductions in construction vehicle idling times, Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, 
electric powered compressor engines in lieu of fuel combustion sources, alternative fuels, 
minimization of traffic conflicts during construction, electricity usage from power poles in lieu 
of diesel or gasoline generators, low-VOC coatings, etc. Simply put, the DEIR has not 
established that other mitigation measures that would further reduce the significant impacts are 
infeasible. Finally, with respect to localized on-site daily construction emissions, the DEIR fails 
to impose all feasible mitigation to further reduce PM2.s levels to a level less than significant. 

G. The DEIR's Climate Change Threshold Is Completely Counter to the Instructions 
of the California Natural Resources Agency and Violates CEQA. 

The DEIR's impact determination is based on a comparison of the Project to "business as 
usual." (DEIR, p. IV.B.2-16). Such an approach is legally incorrect and goes directly counter to 
the instructions of the Natural Resources Agency, the State agency that was responsible for 
amending the CEQA Guidelines to address climate change. As stated in the Natural Resources 
Agency's Final Statement of Reasons accompanying the amended CEQA Guidelines: 

This section's reference to the "existing environmental setting" reflects existing 
law requiring that impacts be compared to the environment as it currently exists. 
(State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15125.) This clarification is necessary to avoid a 
comparison of the project against a "business as usual" scenario as defined by 
ARB in the Scoping Plan. Such an approach would confuse "business as usual" 
projections used in ARB's Scoping Plan with CEQA's separate requirement of 
analyzing project effects in comparison to the environmental baseline. (Compare 
Scoping Plan, at p. 9 ("The foundation of the Proposed Scoping Plan's strategy is 
a set of measures that will cut greenhouse gas emissions by nearly 30 percent by 
the year 2020 as compared to business as usual") with Fat v. County of 
Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278 (existing environmental 
conditions normally constitute the baseline for environmental analysis); see also 
Center for Bio. Diversity v. City of Desert Hot Springs, Riverside Sup. Ct. Case 
No. RIC464585 (August 6, 2008) (rejecting argument that a large subdivision 
project would have a "beneficial impact on C02 emissions" because the homes 
would be more energy efficient and located near relatively uncongested 
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freeways).) Business as usual may be relevant, however, in the discussion of the 
"no project alternative" in an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6(e)(2) (no 
project alternative should describe what would reasonably be expected to occur in 
the future in the absence of the project).) (Exhibit R.) 

By comparing the Project's greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions to "business as usual," the DEIR 
completely undercounts GHGs and utilizes the wrong baseline, which is the issuance of the 
Notice of Preparation. 11 Admittedly, no single development project will create significant 
climate change impacts on its own. However, the DEIR must analyze Project emissions in 
accordance with legal requirements, since individual development projects may have a 
cumulatively significant impact that needs to be seriously analyzed. 

H. The DEIR's Analysis of Impacts to Cultural Resources ls Not Supported By 
Substantial Evidence. 

1. The DEIR First Needs to Analyze and Disclose the Significance of the Capitol 
Records Tower Before Any Meaningful Analysis of Project Impacts Can Be Made. 

One would not know from the DEIR that the Capitol Records Tower was the first round 
office tower in the world, the first skyscraper built in Hollywood after World War II, that many 
view the building as "the symbol of recorded music on the West Coast," and perhaps most 
importantly, that the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument ("HCM") application for 
the building identified the Capitol Records Tower as "literally the beacon of Hollywood." (See 
Exhibit S.) Whereas the City's HCM file makes clear that the Capitol Records Tower is an 
iconic and integral facet of the Hollywood (and Los Angeles) skyline- not just any historic 
building..,.. the DEIR fails to discuss and analyze the cultural resource impacts on the Hollywood 
and City skyline should over one million square feet of development envelop the Capitol 
Records Tower and forever change its historic role as the beacon of Hollywood. 

One of the key inquiries relative to Cultural Resources is whether a project will reduce 
the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity. (See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.S(b )(1)) ("A substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

. historic resource means ... alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 

11 The DEIR also does not disclose where the erroneous threshold originated from. Under CEQA, "[t]hresholds of 
significance to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency's environmental review must be adopted by 
ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by 
substantial evidence" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.?)(Emphasis added). To our knowledge, the City has not 
adopted this erroneous threshold through any public review process, nor is the threshold supported by substantial 
evidence. The DEIR therefore must be revised to include a discussion of how GHG emission thresholds comply 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7. 
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significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.") (Emphasis added.) The 
DEIR must provide an analysis of how the Project can affect the historic nature of a City 
monument that is literally a "beacon" and symbolizes an entire region and/or idea. Specifically, 
the DEIR must include a good-faith discussion of when an adjacent development can be so 
massive in scale relative to a monument of worldwide importance that such a monument is 
materially impaired. The DEIR appears to take the position that mere visibility is the only thing 
that matters, such that a ten-foot setback renders impacts less than significant. The CEQA 
Guidelines indicate otherwise. 

2. The Lack of a Defined Project Renders Analysis of Impacts to the Capitol Records 

Tower Impossible. 

The lack of a specific design (including basic configuration or massing details) for the 
Project makes it impossible to analyze the Project's consistency with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards and Cultural Resources under CEQA, generally. The DEIR must be revised 
to include designs that would be used in connection with the proposed equivalency program, 
which is much too vague to allow for any meaningful environmental review. For example, one 
of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards requires that for related new construction "new work 
shall be differentiated from the old .... " However, it is impossible to understand the Project's 
consistency with the Standard given the lack of a Project design and the very broad language in 
the Development Regulations, which allow innumerable Project permutations that conflict with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards (See Development Regulation 7.1.5.) ("Generally, 
buildings over 150 feet tall ... shall not be historicized. They are contemporary forms in the 
skyline and shall appear as such."). The vagueness (use of the word "generally") and exemption 
for development lower than 150 feet in height in this instance shows how the Development 
Regulations fail to provide meaningful historic resource protections. 

The Development Regulations also fail to provide sufficient protections for the Capitol 
Records Tower from a massing standpoint. For example, the DEIR finds impacts to historic 
resources less than significant because the Development Regulations "help reduce potential 
adverse effects of mass and scale by reducing the bulk of buildings as height increases and 
pushing tower elements toward the center of the block, and away from historic resources .... In 
this way, important views from Vine Street and the Hollywood Freeway are protected." (DEIR, 
p. IV.C-39.) However, this language from the DEIR assumes a configuration for the Project that 
does not necessarily have to be built. For example, the DEIR does not disclose that if a building 
less than 150-feet high is built along the east side of Vine street, then no open space need be 
provided along Vine. (See Development Regulation 6.1.1 ). Likewise, the Development 
Regulations allow parking to be built anywhere on the Project site, without consideration for 
historic resource impacts. (Development Regulation 4.1.) Several other potential configurations 
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for the Project would be completely insensitive to the Capitol Records Tower, the DEIR 
representations notwithstanding. 

I. The DEIR's Land Use Section Does Not Accurately or Fully Analyze the Project's 
Impacts. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Accurately Identify the Project Site's Applicable Planning and 

Land Use Regulations. 

Starting with the DEIR' s Project Description, and carrying through its Land Use Planning 
environmental impact analysis, there are numerous errors and inconsistencies pertaining to the 
current planning and land use regulations that apply to the Project site. For example, the DEIR 
states that all square footage numbers for the Project are calculated using the definition of "net 
square feef' as defined in LAMC Section 14.5.3. (DEIR, p. II-23, fn. 4.) No such definition 
appears in the LAMC, and the referenced section of the LAMC pertains to transfers of floor area 
in Downtown Los Angeles. The DEIR also refers to "net developed floor area," which is also 
allegedly defined by the LAMC (DEIR, p. II-24, Table II-4, note b), but again, no such defined 
term exists. The DEIR's erroneous references to purportedly defined terms renders it impossible 
for the public to assess the true scale and impacts of the proposed Project. 

2. The DEIR Does Not Demonstrate the Project's Conformance with Critical 

Community Plan Goals and Policies. 

(a) The Project Does Not Provide a Range of Housing Opportunities. 

The Community Plan includes several policies regarding the importance of providing 
housing opportunities within Hollywood, including the importance of providing housing 
opportunities for households of all income levels and needs. (Community Plan Policy LU.2.17.) 
The DEIR asserts that the Project will comply with this policy by including one-, two-, and three 
bedroom residential units, which "range of units" will provide housing opportunities for a 
"variety of family sizes and income levels." (DEIR, p. IV.G-39.) This claim is not based in 
reality - while a one-bedroom unit in a new high-rise development will almost certainly 
command a lower price than a three-bedroom unit in that same project, there is no rational reason 
to assume that a lower-income individual or family could afford the rent or purchase price for 
that one-bedroom unit. Therefore, the Applicant must provide an accurate representation of the 
Project's consistency in a re-circulated DEIR. 

(b) The Project Does Not SpecifY How Pedestrian And Vehicular Traffic Will 
Be Separated 
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Community Plan Policies LU.3.4, LU.3.5, and LU.3.6 are intended to ensure that 
conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles are minimized, in recognition of one of the 
Community Plan's overall goals of promoting a safe and navigable urban streetscape for 
pedestrians. These policies require that sidewalks be designed to make pedestrians feel safe, 
discourage curb cuts near high pedestrian traffic areas, and discourage the siting of parking areas 
next to busy sidewalks. However, the DEIR only addresses the first of these three policies, and 
states that by providing straight (or, alternately, "relatively straight") sidewalks, pedestrian safety 
would be ensured. (DEIR, p. IV.G-40.) The DEIR does not cite or discuss Policies LU.3.5 and 
LU.3.6 regarding curb cuts and the parking areas, and, as discussed elsewhere in this letter, the 
DEIR does not disclose any precise driveway points for the Project. This lack of information not 
only precludes an understanding of how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may 
create hazards, but it also prevents the City from finding that the Project complies with these 
Community Plan Policies regarding pedestrian safety. An accurate representation of this 
Community Plan inconsistency must be provided in a re-circulated DEIR. 

(c) The DEIR Misrepresents the Project's Proposed Open Space and 
Passageway Development Regulations. 

Community Plan Policy LU.3.23 encourages large commercial projects to be designed 
with pedestrian connections, plazas, greenspace, and other related design features so as to avoid 
"superblocks." Commw1ity Plan Policy LU.4.19 similarly encourages the construction of public 
plazas, in addition to greenspace. The DEIR, in affirming the Project's compliance with 
Community Plan Policy LU.3.23, cites the Project's proposed Development Regulations, and 
states that "open space will enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections 
for the Project." (DEIR, p. IV.G-42.) The DEIR further states that: "Grade level open space will 
be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design 
features and outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities." (Id) This response 
appears to demonstrate the Project's compliance with these two Community Plan Policies. 
However, an examination of the proposed Development Regulations indicates that if the Project 
is developed so as not to exceed 150 feet in height (i.e., without any "towers" as defined by the 
Development Regulations), there is no required amount of grade-level open space (Development 
Regulation 6.1.1) and there is no minimum amount of "publicly accessible passageway area" 
(Development Regulation 8.3.4 a(i)). This serves to emphasize the difficulty of assessing the 
environmental impacts of a project with no fixed design - if the Project is built at a height above 
150 feet, the DEIR's claims about open space and passageways may be correct, but if a shorter 
project is built, these claims are no longer accurate. Given the Community Plan's clear 
recommendation to design projects that provide open space, pedestrian access, and greenspace, 
the DEIR must provide a more detailed analysis of how the Project will comply with these 
policies, regardless of the ultimate height that is proposed for the Project. 
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J. The DEIR's Public Services Analysis Is Legally Inadequate. 

1. The DEIR Improperly Categorizes the Project's Fire Code Land Use for Maximum 
Response Distance and Fire Flow Requirements. 

The City's Fire Code specifies maximum response distances that are allowed between 
project locations and fire stations, based upon land use and fire-flow requirements. (LAMC 
Section 57.09.06, Table 9-C.) When response distances exceed these requirements, all structures 
must be equipped with automatic fire sprinkler systems and any other fire protection devices and 
systems deemed necessary by the City. For the Project's proposed high-rise construction, these 
additional required fire protection devices and systems could include standpipe systems, fire 
alarm systems with emergencr communication system, standby power systems, and an 
emergency command center. 1 

The DEIR correctly notes that Table 9-C of the Fire Code identifies four types ofland 
uses with corresponding maximum response distances from the nearest fire station -Low Density 
Residential, High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial, Industrial/Commercial, and 
High Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers). However, despite 
the Project's proposed location in the center of the Hollywood business center within a Regional 
Center land use designation, and despite the fact that the Project would contain more than one 
million square feet of high-rise residential and commercial floor area, the DEIR asserts that the 
proper land use category for purposes of Table 9-C is High Density Residential/Neighborhood 
Commercial. As a result of this categorization, the DEIR claims that the applicable maximum 
response distance from the nearest fire station is 1.5 miles, and that two City fire stations are 
located within this maximum distance (Station No. 27 at 0.7 miles from the Project, and Station 
No. 82 at 0.8 miles from the Project). 

While the Project, in several of its many configurations, would contain high density 
residential land uses, there is no configuration that could appropriately be classified as 
"neighborhood" commercial. The equivalency program would also allow a completely 
commercial scenario. Given the location and immense size of the Project, the appropriate Table 
9-C land use category should unquestionably be High Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal 
Business Districts or Centers), which has a corresponding maximum response distance of 0. 7 5 
miles from the nearest engine company, and 1 mile from the nearest truck company. Only 
Station No. 27 is within 0.75 miles, and by only 0.05 miles. Moreover, Station No. 27 is a "light 

12 National Fire Protection Association, "High Rise Building Fires," December 2011, p. 17. 
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force" truck and engine company, with a single aerial ladder truck and a single engine. 13 These 
details pertaining to response distances must be clarified in the DEIR to properly classify the 
Project's proposed land uses, and to describe the impacts resulting from the relatively limited 
availability of fire protection services in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 

In addition to maximum response distances, Table 9-C also sets forth minimum required 
fire flows for the same four land use categories discussed above. Confusingly, while the DEIR 
claims that the Project is appropriately categorized as High Density Residential/Neighborhood 
Commercial for purposes of determining maximum response distances, elsewhere the DEIR 
claims that the Project only requires a fire flow of 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute from four to 
six hydrants flowing simultaneously, which corresponds to the Industrial/Commercial land use 
designation. (DEIR p. IV.J.1-11.) Again, given the location and proposed size of the Project, 
the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should be High Density Industrial/Commercial 
(Principal Business Districts or Centers). This land use category requires a minimum fire flow of 
12,000 gallons per minute, available to any block. This fire flow requirement could be even 
higher, for Table 9-C requires that, where local conditions indicate that consideration must be 
given to simultaneous fires, an additional 2,000 to 8,000 g.p.m. will be required. Given the 
densely developed nature of the properties surrounding the Project site, the possibility of 
simultaneous fires seems reasonable. The DEIR must provide more analysis of how the Project 
is being analyzed for potential impacts to fire protection services, and must not arbitrarily assign 
the Project to two inappropriate Table 9-C land use categories. 

2. The DEIR Completely Fails to Properly Analyze Fire Depa1tment Response Times. 

The DEIR contains a cursory, and inaccurate, analysis of average Fire Department 
response times. The DEIR states that the Fire Department "prefers" to arrive on the scene of all 
types of emergencies (fire and/or medical) within 5 minutes in 90 percent of cases, and to have 
an advanced life support unit arrive to all high risk medical incidents within 8 minutes in 90 
percent of cases. (DEIR, p. IV.J.1-4.) The DEIR then reports that average response times for 
Station Nos. 27 and 82 are 4:43 and 4: 18, respectively, while the average response time for the 
slightly more distant Station No. 41 is 5:09. (DEIR, Table IV.J.1-3, p. IV.J.1-7.) Given the fact 
that two of the three discussed fire stations appear to meet the Fire Department's response time 
goal of 5 minutes, the DEIR concludes that the impact of the Project upon emergency response 
times would be less than significant. 

However, the DEIR's stated response times, which were reported by the Fire Department 
to the Applicant's CEQA consultant, cover responses to structure fires only, and do not include 

13 DEIR p. IV.J.1-3, City of Los Angeles Fire Department website (http://lafd.org/apparatus/I 11-fire-a-rescue
resources/294-lafd-truck-company), accessed December 5, 2012. 
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response times to medical emergencies. This presents an inaccurate picture of what the true Fire 
Department response times are today, and what they might be in the future if the Project is 
constructed. In addition, the DEIR itself contains a reference to a broader problem with its 
analysis of Fire Department response times - in May 2012, the City Controller issued an audit of 
the Fire Department's claimed response times, and found that the Department had produced 
inaccurate response time data fqr a number of years, making it impossible to determine proper 
emergency response times, as measured against national standards. (City Controller, Analysis of 
the Los Angeles Fire Department's Response Times, May 18, 2012, p. 3.) Furthermore, this 
audit stated that, to the extent that the Department's data could be properly analyzed, it showed 
that medical response times had been increasing. (Id) 

The DEIR itself refers to the Controller's audit of Fire Department response times - in a 
footnote, the audit's finding that medical response times had increased is acknowledged. But the 
footnote goes on to state: "Nevertheless, this audit is presented for informational purposes only, 
and the written response from the LAFD (dated December 14, 2011) regarding response times is 
used in the analysis presented in this DEIR." (DEIR, p. IV.J.l-4, fn. 7.) This is completely 
inadequate analysis - the Controller's audit noted that the Fire Department had been keeping 
inaccurate response time data for years, which means that any "written response" issued by the 
Department prior to the audit is extremely suspect. Furthermore, even if the response time data 
provided by the Fire Department could be treated as accurate, it would only be accurate for 
responses to structure fires only, and not for medical responses. And, as the audit demonstrates, 
recent medical response times have been increasing. The DEIR completely fails to provide any 
context or analysis of this issue, and this cannot be allowed to occur - any proposal to add over 
one million square feet ofresidential and commercial uses in the heart of Hollywood will have a 
dramatic impact on the demand for fire and medical services. If the DEIR cannot provide an 
accurate analysis of the Fire Department's ability to meet current demand, there is no substantial 
evidence for its assertion that the Project will not result in any new significant impacts. This 
analysis must be completely redone to reflect the current state of affairs regarding the City's Fire 
Department. 

3. The DEIR's Analysis of Police Services Impacts Fails to Acknowledge the 
Project's Alcohol-Serving and Entertainment Uses. 

The DEIR briefly discusses the Project's potential impacts on existing police protection 
services, proposes minimal mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction and 
operation of the Project, and concludes that the Project would not create any significant 
environmental impacts. However, this analysis fails to accurately portray the uses proposed for 
the Project, some of which will produce additional impacts which must be analyzed in the DEIR. 
Specifically, the DEIR's Project Description notes that the Applicant will be seeking conditional 
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use approvals for on-site consumption of alcohol and live entertainment at the Project, including 
a night-club. However, despite being included in the Project Description, these proposed uses 
are not discussed anywhere else in the DEIR. Moreover, given the Project's proposed 
equivalency program, there is no way of knowing if one bar/restaurant will be developed, or if 
ten will be proposed. The proposed live entertainment use could include a small jazz club, or a 
sprawling nightclub with events seven nights a week. Regardless of the specific mix of uses that 
the Applicant eventually decides upon, alcohol and entertainment uses will have a direct impact 
on police services in the community, and without providing more information and analysis 
regarding these uses, the DEIR's conclusion that no significant impacts will exist is conclusory 
and not supported by substantial evidence. 

K. The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems Analysis Does Not Correctly Account for 
the Equivalency Program and Cumulative Impacts. 

The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section analyzes the DEIR's Concept Plan, 
Commercial Scenario, and/or Residential Scenario to determine the Project's total potential 
impacts on utilities and service systems. In doing so, the DEIR neglects to analyze the true 
intensity of uses that could conceivably be developed at the Project site. For example, although 
the DEIR's Residential Scenario has more residential units than either the Concept Plan and 
Commercial Scenario, nothing prevents the Applicant from building even more residential units 
than the amount set forth in the Residential Scenario because of the Project's equivalency 
program. If the Applicant were to build more residential units than that in the Residential 
Scenario, then total Project impacts to those areas where residential uses are more impactful 
(like solid waste generation) have not been disclosed. This applies to every use, across every 
impact area (restaurants have greater water usage, for example, yet nothing in the DEIR or. 
proposed Development Agreement creates a cap on restaurant space). Accordingly, all of the· 
numbers in the DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section are misleadingly low. 

The DEIR also states that "the potential need for the related projects to upgrade water 
lines to accommodate their water needs is site-specific and there is little, if any, relationship 
between the development of the Project and the related projects in relation to this issue as none 
of the related projects within the LADWP service area are located in proximity to the Project 
Site." (DEIR, p. IV.L.-1-20.) This is false. Immediately acijacent to the Project are the BLVD 
6200 Project and the Yucca Condominium Project, for example. The DEIR must analyze the 
immediate impacts of these projects and other related projects in close proximity. 
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L. The DEIR's Alternatives Analysis Fails to Comply with CEQA. 

1. The DEIR Does Not Provide a Reasonable and Legally Sufficient Range of 
Alternatives. 

The DEIR's Alternatives section provides several alternative projects, but all of them 
(with the obvious exception of the required "No Project" alternative) appear to have been 
provided as part of a pro forma attempt to appear compliant with CEQA rather than to actually 
comply with CEQA. In practice, the DEIR does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives to 
comply with CEQA's minimum requirements for alternatives analysis. Four out of the five 
development alternatives provide for 875,228 net square feet of development (reduced from the 
proposed Project's 1, 166,970 net square feet). In other words, four out of the five development 
alternatives provide exactly the same development square footage, with almost exactly the same, 
if not worse, impacts to aesthetics, air quality (construction), cultural resources (had it been 
correctly identified as significant), and noise (construction)- key significant impacts of the 
Project. 14 With respects to AMDA's concerns about noise and vibration, for example, the DEIR 
has provided four alternatives that would not alleviate impacts on AMDA in the slightest. This 
is not a reasonable range of alternatives in legal compliance with CEQA. 

Likewise, all five of the development alternatives fail to either significantly reduce or 
eliminate the Project's significant impacts to areas such as aesthetics, transportation, and air 
quality. In fact, none of the alternatives completely eliminate a single significant impact. (As 
Table VI-70 of the DEIR demonstrates, despite the DEIR's identification of multiple significant 
and unavoidable impacts, not one impact was reduced to insignificance by a single alternative.) 
The DEIR's failure to eliminate a single significant impact makes little sense. For example, in 
connection with the reduced FAR alternative of 3: 1, the DEIR provides that "impacts related to 
focal view obstruction under Alternative 3 would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the 
impact identified under the Project." (DEIR, p. VI-44.) However, this alternative, which has 
583,485 less square feet than the Project, and is on the same approximately 4.5 acres, should 
have no difficulty reducing the focal view impact to a level less than significant. The DEIR 
could not conceivably provide substantial evidence in support of the proposition that there is no 
other place on the site to build, but on Vine Street, so as to block the view of the Capitol Records 
Tower from the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. Obviously, it is feasible to push a building 

14 Although the DEIR does not identify the impacts as worse, the impacts are in actuality worse in some cases 
because the DEIR purposefully removed public benefits from the Alternatives to make them appear unattractive. 
The removal of public benefits from the alternatives in and of itself makes them completely unrealistic. The 
Applicant would be hard-put to find another 583,485 square foot-plus project with a 20-plus year development 
agreement that has previously been approved by the City and has not been required to provide public benefits 
similar to those that magically disappear from the various alternatives. 
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back a bit after the total development envelope has shrunk by 583,485 square feet. AMDA can 
(and will, if necessary) provide several 583,485 square foot concept plans that would satisfy all 
the Project objectives and avoid significant impacts to focal views. 

2. The DEIR Has Not, And Cannot, Show that A Further Reduced FAR Alternative is 
Infeasible. 

The DEIR states that development of the Project site at a density lower than a 3: 1 FAR 
was rejected for further review as an alternative to the Project because it would be economically 
infeasible and would not satisfy the project objectives. Given that the lowest FAR alternative 
evaluated in the DEIR is a large 583,485 square foot project, yet City discretionary review would 
be triggered by Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.05 at a mere 50,000 square feet of 
nonresidential floor area (or 50 residential units), the DEIR's range of alternatives is far from 
reasonable. The DEIR has to evaluate a significantly reduced Project. This is especially so 
because, as stated above, the DEIR's alternatives fail to eliminate or significantly reduce the 
Project's significant impacts. With respect to a 3: I FAR project being infeasible in this area of 
Hollywood, this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other projects in 
the area have been built at less than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson at Hollywood Project on 
Highland and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace Project at Franklin and Gower). 

Given the presence of multiple buildings in the area built at less than a 3:1 FAR, some of 
them quite recent, the DEIR must provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility. 
Financial data is critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely less 
profitable, since CEQA does not permit an alternative to be rejected on profitability grounds. See 
Citizens oJGoleta Valley v. Board a/Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 ("The fact 
that an alternative may be ... less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is 
financially infoasible."). The DEIR must provide specific evidence to support its finding of 
infeasibility. For example, in vacating an inadequate EIR and requiring the University of 
California to re-start the CEQA process, the Court stated that the University must "explain in 
meaningful detail in a new EIR a range of alternatives to the project and, if [found] to be 
infeasible, the reasons and facts that...support its conclusion." Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406. In short, the 
DEIR's statement that anything less than 3:1 would be infeasible is completely conclusory, and 
must be supported with specific evidence and financial information. 

3. The DEIR Must Include Footprint-Based Alternatives. 

Given the significant noise, air quality, and shade-shadow impacts on AMDA due in 
great part to the Project's footprint, which places the Project's most intensive construction 
directly adjacent to AMDA, the DEIR must consider footprint alternatives that would have the 

RL0024831 



manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
December 10, 2012 
Page 36 

EM24286 

ability to significantly reduce, if not eliminate, many of the Project's significant impacts. None 
of the alternatives consider a setback from AMDA or less intense development around AMDA 
There is little question that the Project site is large enough to permit flexibility for buffer areas 
and/or the relocation of the most intense development to other sections of the Project site. As 
none of the DEIR's alternatives mitigate noise, air quality, and shade-shadow impacts to AMDA, 
revised Project footprints that would significantly mitigate those impacts must be incorporated 
into the DEIR. 

4. The Analysis of Each of the Alternatives is Highly Flawed. 

The critique of the DEIR's Project analysis is hereby applied by reference to all of the 
alternatives, which suffer from the same analytical problems. Since the alternative scenarios 
need to be redone in their entirety, there is no need to individually discuss the analysis for each 
of them. 

III. CONCLUSION. 

We hope you agree that a project of this magnitude requires a thorough vetting of the 
issues with accurate information, thoughtful responses, and compliance with basic CEQA 
requirements. For the reasons set forth above, the numerous inadequacies in the DEIR require 
significant revisions and re-circulation of the DEIR. 

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28809 

tim <tim@allydog.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 9:54 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of 
the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not comply with 
that historic 150-foot scale. 

Why would the City Council allow blatant disregard for established limitations respected by past developers in an 
effort to maintain quality of life for existing residents and businesses? 

Unbelievable ... 

Thank you, 

Tim Lawlor 
ALLYDOG ART 
818-980-9846 work 
818-439-3908 cell 
tim@allydog.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18681 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 12:14 PM 
Marcel Porras 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood: DA 

Attachments: Comparison Result #407722898v7Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood 
Draft 1 9 13 (compared with.pdf; Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood 
[Draft 2.6.13].DOCX 

Hi Marcel, 
Just keeping you in the loop. Our hearing is on the 19th, so we should meet soon. Let me know when you're 
available. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11:55 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: DA 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Lisa Webber (lisa.webber@lacity. org)" <lisa.webber@lacity. org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity. org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, 

The revised Development Agreement is attached for your review. The revisions reflect your comments as well 
as comments and input from Marcel Porras. The redline compares these changes to the Jan. 9th draft version. 

Thank you for your continued attention to this matter. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
21 3. 617.5567 I direct 

21 3.443. 2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 
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SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM18682 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 
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RECORDING REQlJESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 
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Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

NO RECORDING FEE- PUBLIC AGENCY - GOVERNMENT CODE §6103 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

by and among 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 

1750NORTH VINELLC, 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 

and 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC 

-1-

(Space above for Recorder's Use) 

OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 
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1.15 "East Parcel" ...... ....... ........ ....... ........ ........ ........ ...... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 3 

1...3. means the portion of the Propertv located to the east of Vine Street as 
depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto . ................................................................ 3 

1.16 "EIR" ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 3 

1.4 means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-_, certified by the City in 
accordance with the requirements of CEQA. .......................................... ....... .. ....... 3 
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1.18 "Equivalency Program" ........................................................................................ . 3 

.L..6. means the land use equivalency program, as more fully described in 
Section 3.2.5 of this AgreemeHt aHcl the Projeet AflflFOvals.3 below and 
Section 4.2 of the Development Guidelines, which allows land uses to be 
developed on the Property to be exchanged among the permitted land uses 
so long as the limitations of such equivalency program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum Floor Area. All permitted 
land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of other 
permitted land uses on the Property under the Equivalency Program once 
the maximum FAR is reached .......................................................................... ........ 3 

1.19 "Existing Improvements" ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ .4 

1..1 means the existing buildings, structures and improvements located within 
the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty 
Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced 
pursuant to this Agreement. ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ........ ....... .4 

1.20 "Fees" ......... .. ............ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ....... 4 

1....8. means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City .. ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ...... .4 

1.21 "First Phase" ...... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ................................................... .. 4 

1..2. means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the Property 
without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For 
clarification any modification to an existing improvement on the Property 
will NOT constitute construction of a new building in accordance with this 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-11- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024838 



EM18686 

definition even if building permits are required in connection with such 
improvement ...... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ......... 4 

1.22 "Floor Area" ............. ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...................................................... .4 

1.10 means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code ....... ....... ....... ........ .4 

1.23 "General Plan" ....................................................................................................... 4 

1.11 means the General Plan of the City ... .................................................................. .... .4 

1.24 "Impact Fees" ......................................................................................................... 4 

1.12 means impact fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share 
charges or other similar impact fees or charges imposed on and in 
connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable 
Rules. Impact Fees do not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or 
(ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general applicability, provided that 
such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ......... ....... 4 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" .......... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... ... ...... .. ...... .. ..... .4 

1.13 in each instance will be deemed to be followed by the phrase "without 
limitation" .. ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... 4 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" ................................................................................... .4 

1.14 means the first Phase to be developed on the East Parcel... ..... ......... ....... ....... ........ .4 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" .................................................................................. .4 

1.15 means the first Phase to be developed on the West Parcel. ..... ........ ....... ........ ........ .4 

1.28 "Litigation" .............. .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .4 

1.16 means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, 
implementation or enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly 
relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, the EIR and/or the Project 
Approvals ................................................................................................................. 4 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" ..... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... .. 4 

1..11 means the permits, approvals, plans, inspections, certificates, documents, 
licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the City in order for 
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Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits 
and Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions ...... ....... ......... ..... ........ .4 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" ............. ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 5 

1.18 means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for each potential 
environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation 
monitoring program adopted as a condition of approval of the EIR and/or 
Project Approvals ..................................................................................................... 5 

1.31 "Mortgage" ...... ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.19 means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale leaseback, 
or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for 
fair value, encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or 
Developer's interest in this Agreement, given by Developer for the 
purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements 
thereon, or any other purpose ................................................................................... 5 

1.32 "Mortgagee" ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 5 

1.20 means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, any 
administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or 
(iii) with respect to any parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale
leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee title under a Mortgage who 
has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 6.1.4 
of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such 
holder, beneficiary or lessor ..................................................................................... 5 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" ... ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 5 

1.21 is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. .... ..................................................... 5 

1.34 "Municipal Code" ..... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...................................................... . 5 

1.22 means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the same may 
exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used 
in the context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code as of the Effective Date of this Agreement. .................... 5 

1.35 "Parties" .... ....... ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.23 means collectively Developer and the City ............................................................. 5 

1.36 "Party" ...... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... 5 

1.24 means any one of Developer or the City .... ....... ....................................................... 5 
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1.37 "Phase" ....... .. ............ ........ ........ ........ ......... ........ ...... ........ ........ ....... ........ ......... ........ 5 

1.25 means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction of 
replacement improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as 
a single construction project. For the pumoses of avoiding doubt 
renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will not constitute a Phase . .... ....... 5 

1.38 "Planning Commission" ........... ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 5 

1.26 means the City Planning Commission and the planning agency of the City 
pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code 
(Development Agreement Act) .. ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... 5 

1.39 "Planning Director" ............................................................................................... 5 

1.27 means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her designee .. ....................... 5 

1.40 "Proceeding" ........................................................................................................... 5 

1.28 is defined in Section 7. 9 .1 ........................................................................................ 5 

1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" ............................................................................. 6 

1.29 means all processing fees and charges required by the City or any City 
Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, project 
permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, 
encroachment permits, tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right 
lots, street vacations and certificates of occupancy which are necessary to 
accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. Expressly exempted 
from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted 
after the Effective Date, except as specifically provided for in this 
Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include those linkage fees, 
impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be 
calculated at time of payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and 
Charges to be applied in connection with the development of the Project 
shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time an 
application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is 
established by the City in a subsequent agreement.. ................................................ 6 

1.42 "Project" .... ....... .................................................................................................. ..... 6 

1.30 means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the Project 
Approvals and the Development Regulations .......................................................... 6 

1.43 "Project Approvals" ........ ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... 6 
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1.31 those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which have been 
requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are 
comprised of (1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the 
"D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 
12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; (2) Vesting 
Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a 
R Zone per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; 
(3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio averaging in a unified 
development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing 
per Municipal Code Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance 
from Municipal Code Section 12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with 
outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal Code § 12.27; 
(6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce 
parking required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) 
Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a project that creates 
a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; 
and (9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map dividing the Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" 
lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air space lots 
into a maximum 897 condominium units ................................................................ 6 

1....4..4. "Property" ........ ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 6 

1.32 shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally 
described in Exhibit A-2 attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, the Property 
shall not include the Third Party Property ....................................................... ........ 6 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" .......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 6 

1.33 means the rights and authority excepted from this Agreement's restrictions 
on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take 
future Discretionary Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement 
that may be in conflict with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals, 
but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and are 
generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural 
disasters as found by the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and 
similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to Chapter IX of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire 
Code) regarding the construction, engineering and design standards for 
private and public improvements and which are (a) necessary to the health 
and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally applicable on 
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a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of 
God); (3) are necessary to comply with state or federal laws and 
regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the Effective Date 
of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute 
Processing Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its 
actual costs in processing applications, permit requests and approvals of 
the Project or in monitoring compliance with permits issued or approvals 
granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the Project, 
unless otherwise waived by the City ........................................................................ 6 

1.46 "Term" ...... ....... ....................................................................................................... 7 

1.34 means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof ........................................................................ 7 

1.47 "Third Party Property" .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... 7 

1.35 means the portion of the Property that is not owned by Developer as of the 
Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 
attached hereto .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .. ...... 7 

1.48 "Transferee" ........................................................................................................... 7 

1.36 means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in interest, 
assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may 
include Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any 
individual residential dwelling unit developed on the Site will not be 
deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. ................................................................. 7 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" ..... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... 7 

1.37 means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 approved by the City on 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

, 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision 
of up to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units .... ....... ....... 7 

1.50 "West Parcel" ......................................................................................................... 7 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is executed this 
____ day of , 2013, by and among the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), 1720 NORTH VINE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1720 Owner"), 1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1749 Owner"), 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Owner"), 1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Argyle Owner", and collectively with the 1720 Owner, the 1749 Owner, 
and the Capitol Records Building Owner, the "Property Owners" ), and MILLENNIUM 
HOLLYWOOD LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with the Property Owners, 
"Developer"), pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., and the 
implementing procedures of the City, with respect to the following: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer recognize that the further development of the 
Property will create significant opportunities for economic growth in the City of Los Angeles, 
the Southern California region and California generally; 

WHEREAS, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that the Project, as 
defined below, may be developed in accordance with the Project Approvals, as defined below, 
and the terms of this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, Developer will implement public benefits above and beyond the 
necessary mitigation for the Project, including benefits and other consideration as noted in 
Section 2.3 .1; 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will 
not be reduced in density, height, or use, or be subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or 
policies unless otherwise allowed by this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement, the City is encouraging the 
development of the Project as set forth in this Agreement in accordance with the goals and 
objectives of the City, while reserving to the City the legislative powers necessary to remain 
responsible and accountable to its residents; and 

WHEREAS, Developer intends to redevelop the 4.46-acre site (the "Property"), 
as set forth in Exhibits A-1 and A-2 attached hereto, located at 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 
1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, and 1770N. Vine Street; 6236, 
6270, and 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733 and 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; and 1746, 1748, 1754, 
1760, and 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90028; 

WHEREAS, Developer anticipates that the Project will be completely built-out 
and operational by the year 2020, but is requesting a longer term in this Agreement to allow 
sufficient time for development in the unlikely event of delays caused by unforeseen economic 
conditions and other unforeseen factors such as, but not limited to, unanticipated site conditions 
and the unavailability of materials or labor shortages; 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

-1- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024847 



EM18695 

WHEREAS, for the foregoing reasons, the Parties desire to enter into a 
development agreement for the Project pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, as defined 
below, and the City's charter powers upon the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development 
Agreement Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration of the premises and mutual 
promises and covenants herein contained and other valuable consideration the receipt and 
adequacy of which the Parties hereby acknowledge, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. DEFINITIONS. 

For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided or 
unless the context requires: 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Development Agreement, including all exhibits attached 
hereto and all amendments and modifications hereto. 

1.2 "Applicable Rules" means all of the rules, regulations, ordinances and officially 
adopted policies of the City in force as of the Effective Date, including, but not limited to, the 
Municipal Code, this Agreement (including the Development Regulations and all other 
attachments hereto) and Project Approvals. Additionally, notwithstanding the language of this 
Section or any other language in this Agreement, all specifications, standards and policies 
regarding the design and construction of public works facilities, if any, shall be those that are in 
effect at the time the applicable Project plans are being processed for approval and/or under 
construction but only to the extent not inconsistent with the Development Regulations or this 
Agreement. 

1.3 "Argyle Owner" means 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.4 "Assignment Agreement" means a written agreement between Developer (and/or 
any of them) and a Transferee of Developer (or any of them), consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement, in which the parties agree to specific obligations of this Agreement being transferred 
from such Developer to such Transferee. An Assignment Agreement may, but shall not be 
required to, allocate to the Transferee for its portion of the Property a defined portion of the 
Maximum Floor Area. 

1.5 "Capitol Records Building Owner" means 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company. 

1.6 "CEQA" means the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., Title 14, 
Sections 15000 et seq.). 

1.7 "City" means the City of Los Angeles, a charter City and municipal corporation. 
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1.8 "City Agency" means each and every agency, department, board, commission, 
authority, employee, and/or official acting under the authority of the City, including without 
limitation, the City Council and the Planning Commission. 

1.9 "City Council" means the City Council of the City and the legislative body of the 
City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code. 

1.10 "Conditions of Approval" means the conditions of approval issued in connection 
with the Project Approvals. 

1.11 "Denlopment PaFameteFs" meaHs , eolleetively, the DeveloIJmeHt RegulatioHs 
aHEi the BEJ:ttivaleHey Program. 

1.12 "Development Regulations" meaHs the MilleHHium Hollywooa, DeveloIJmeHt 
RegulatioHs: DesigH GuiaeliHes aHEi StaHEiaras attaehea as Exhibit B. 

1.11 "Developer" means, collectively or individually, as applicable, 1720 Owner, 
1749 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware 
liability company, and all of their respective Transferees. 

1.12 "Development Agreement Act" means means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of 
Division 1 of Title 7 (Sections 65864 et seq.) of the California Government Code. 

1.13 "Development Regulations" means the Millennium Hollywood Development 
Regulations: Design Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. 

.1...1A "Discretionary Action" means an action which requires the exercise of 
judgment, deliberation, or a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including 
any board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in the process of 
approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity which merely 
requires the City and/or any City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance with statutes, 
ordinances, or regulations. 

1.15 "East Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the east of Vine Street 
as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.16 "EIR" means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-_, certified by the City in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. 

1.17 "Effective Date" is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk 
of the City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" means the land use equivalency program, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2.5 of this AgreemeHt aHEi the Projeet AIJIJrO'i'als.3 below and Section 4.2 
of the Development Guidelines, which allows land uses to be developed on the Property to be 
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exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of such equivalency program 
are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum Floor Area. All permitted land use increases can 
be exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses on the Property under the 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. 

1.19 "Existing Improvements" means the existing buildings, structures and 
improvements located within the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

1.20 "Fees"means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City. 

1.21 "First Phase" means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the 
Property without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For clarification 
any modification to an existing improvement on the Property will NOT constitute construction of 
a new building in accordance with this definition even if building permits are required in 
connection with such improvement. 

1.22 "Floor Area" means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

1.23 "General Plan" means the General Plan of the City."Impact Fees" means impact 
fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share charges or other similar impact fees or 
charges imposed on and in connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable Rules. Impact Fees do 
not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or (ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general 
applicability, provided that such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" in each instance will be deemed to be 
followed by the phrase "without limitation". 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the East 
Parcel. 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the West 
Parcel. 

1.28 "Litigation" means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, implementation or 
enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, 
the EIR and/or the Project Approvals. 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" means the permits, approvals, plans, 
inspections, certificates, documents, licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the 
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City in order for Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits and 
Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions. 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for 
each potential environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation monitoring 
program adopted as a con di ti on of approval of the EIR and/ or Project Approvals. 

1.31 "Mortgage" means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale 
leaseback, or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for fair value, 
encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or Developer's interest in this Agreement, 
given by Developer for the purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements thereon, or any other 
purpose. 

1.32 "Mortgagee" means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, 
any administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or (iii) with respect to any 
parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale-leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee 
title under a Mortgage who has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 
6.1.4 of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such holder, beneficiary or 
lessor. 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. 

1.34 "Municipal Code" means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the 
same may exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used in the 
context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as of 
the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

1.35 "Parties" means collectively Developer and the City. 

1.36 "Party" means any one of Developer or the City. 

1.37 "Phase" shall hctv'e the meaHiHg Eleserisea iH SeetieH 3.2.1 efthis AgreemeHt. 

1.25 means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction ofreplacement 
improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as a single construction project. For 
the pumoses of avoiding doubt renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will not constitute 
a Phase. 

1.38 "Planning Commission" means the City Planning Commission and the planning 
agency of the City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code (Development 
Agreement Act). 

1.39 "Planning Director" means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her 
designee. 

1.40 "Proceeding" is defined in Section 7.9.1. 
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1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" means all processing fees and charges required 
by the City or any City Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, 
project permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, encroachment permits, 
tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right lots, street vacations and certificates of 
occupancy which are necessary to accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. 
Expressly exempted from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted after the Effective Date, 
except as specifically provided for in this Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include 
those linkage fees, impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be calculated at time of 
payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and Charges to be applied in connection with the 
development of the Project shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time 
an application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is established by the City 
in a subsequent agreement. 

1.42 "Project" means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the 
Project Approvals and the Development Regulations. 

1.43 "Project Approvals" those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which 
have been requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are comprised of 
(1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the "D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to 
C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; 
(2) Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a R Zone per 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; (3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio 
averaging in a unified development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing per Municipal Code 
Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance from Municipal Code Section 
12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal 
Code§ 12.27; (6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce parking 
required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) Authority for Reduced On-Site 
Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a 
project that creates a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; and 
(9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map dividing the 
Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up 
to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.44 "Property" shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally described in Exhibit A-2 
attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property 
by Developer, the Property shall not include the Third Party Property. 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" means the rights and authority excepted from this 
Agreement's restrictions on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take future Discretionary 
Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement that may be in conflict with the Applicable 
Rules and Project Approvals, but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and 
are generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by 
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the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to 
Chapter IX of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire Code) regarding the 
construction, engineering and design standards for private and public improvements and which 
are (a) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally 
applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or 
The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of God); (3) are necessary to 
comply with state or federal laws and regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the 
Effective Date of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute Processing 
Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its actual costs in processing 
applications, permit requests and approvals of the Project or in monitoring compliance with 
permits issued or approvals granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the 
Project, unless otherwise waived by the City. 

1.46 "Term" means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof 

1.47 "Third Party Property" means the portion of the Property that is not owned by 
Developer as of the Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 attached hereto. 

1.48 "Transferee" means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in 
interest, assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may include 
Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any individual residential dwelling 
unit developed on the Site will not be deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 
approved by the City on , 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air 
space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.50 "West Parcel" means the portion of the Property 1 ocated to the west of Vine 
Street as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.51 "1720 Owner" means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.52 "1749 Owner" means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. 

2.1 State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage 
private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act which 
authorizes any the City to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain 
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in this 
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows: 
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"The Legislature finds and declares that: 

"(a) The lack of certainty in the approval of 
development projects can result in a waste of resources, escalate 
the cost of housing and other development to the consumer, and 
discourage investment in and a commitment to comprehensive 
planning which would make maximum efficient utilization of 
resources at the least economic cost to the public. 

(a) (b) Assurance to the applicant for a development project that 
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in 
accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions 
of approval will strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 
participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic cost of 
development. 

(b) (c) The lack of public facilities, including, but not limited to, 
streets, sewerage, transportation, drinking water, school, and utility facilities, is a 
serious impediment to the development of new housing. Whenever possible, 
applicants and local governments may include provisions in agreements whereby 
applicants are reimbursed overtime for financing of public facilities." 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and accountable to its 
residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated by the 
Legislature, the City: (1) accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development 
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of 
the Parties; and (2) to offset these restraints, seeks public benefits which go beyond those 
obtained by traditional City controls and conditions imposed on development project 
applications. 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions. The City Planning Commission Action. The 
City Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended approval of 
this Agreement on , 2013. 

2.2.2 The City Council Action. The City Council on 
, 2013, after conducting a duly-noticed public 

hearing, adopted Ordinance No. __ , to become effective on the thirty-first day after 
publication, or on the forty-first day after posting, approving this Agreement, found that its 
provisions are consistent with the City's General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the 
Municipal Code, and authorized the execution of this Agreement. 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. 

2.3.1 Public Benefits. This Agreement provides assurances that the public 
benefits identified below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be 
achieved and developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with 
the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The Project will provide 
local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) promote 
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Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, and future transient 
occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business expansion and relocation in 
Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary and permanent jobs to improve the 
local and regional economy; (iv) provide the density necessary to support a new mix of uses in 
close proximity to mass transit; and other benefits as contained in Section 3.1.4. The Project will 
contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of land uses, which 
will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain Hollywood as a regional center 
and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

2.3.2 Developer Objectives. In accordance with the legislative findings set 
forth in the Development Agreement Act, and with full recognition of the City's policy of 
judicious restraints on its police powers, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that 
the Project may be developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals 
and with the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. In the absence 
of this Agreement, Developer would have no assurance that it can complete the Project for the 
uses and to the density and intensity of development set forth in this Agreement and the Project 
Approvals. This Agreement, therefore, is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will not 
be (1) reduced or otherwise modified in density, intensity or use from what is set forth in the 
Project Approvals, (2) subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or official policies or 
plans which are not adopted or approved pursuant to the City's Reserved Powers, or 
(3) subjected to delays for reasons other than Citywide health and safety enactments related to 
critical situations such as, but not limited to, the lack of water availability or sewer or landfill 
capacity. 

2.3.3 Mutual Objectives. Development of the Project in accordance with this 
Development Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property in accordance 
with the objectives set forth in the General Plan. Moreover, a development agreement for the 
Project will eliminate uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property, assure installation of necessary improvements, assure attainment of maximum efficient 
resource utilization within the City at the least economic cost to its citizens and otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the Development Agreement Act was enacted. The 
Parties believe that such orderly development of the Project will provide public benefits, as 
described in Section 2.3.1, to the City through the imposition of development standards and 
requirements under the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, including without 
limitation: increased tax revenues, installation of on-site and off-site improvements, 
redevelopment of an underutilized site, preservation of the historic Capitol Records building, a 
grade level pedestrian plaza, a mix of land uses including some or all of the following uses: 
residential, commercial and office within an existing activity center offering direct proximity to 
existing public transit and transportation infrastructure, the addition of retail and restaurant uses, 
approximately 2,900 construction-related jobs, and creation and retention of l,257 to 1,635 direct 
and indirect jobs for the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, although development of the Project 
in accordance with this Agreement will restrain the City's land use or other relevant police 
powers, this Agreement provides the City with sufficient Reserved Powers during the term 
hereof to remain responsible and accountable to its citizens. In exchange for these and other 
benefits to the City, Developer will receive assurance that the Project may be developed during 
the term of this Agreement in accordance with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals and 
Reserved Powers, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

-9- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024855 



EM18703 

2.4 Applicability of the Agreement. This Agreement does not: (1) grant height, 
density, or intensity in excess of that otherwise established in the Applicable Rules and Project 
Approvals; (2) eliminate future Discretionary Actions relating to the Project if applications 
requiring such Discretionary Action are initiated and submitted by the owner of the Property 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; (3) guarantee that Developer will receive any profits 
from the Project; (4) prohibit the Project's participation (with the consent of Developer, to the 
extent required under Applicable Rules) in any benefit assessment district that is generally 
applicable to surrounding properties; or (5) amend the City's General Plan. This Agreement has 
a fixed Term. Furthermore, in any subsequent Discretionary Actions applicable to the Property 
or any portion thereof, the City may apply the new rules, regulations and official policies as are 
contained in its Reserved Powers. 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES. 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer. In consideration for the 
City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry 
out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purposes, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, Developer hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.1.1 Project Development. Developer agrees that it will use its commercially 
reasonable efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into account market 
conditions and economic considerations, to undertake development of the Project in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including the Applicable Rules and the Project 
Approvals. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to require Developer to proceed with 
the construction of or any other implementation of the Project or any portion thereof. In 
addition, Developer agrees to the following: 

(1) Dedication of Land for Public Street Purooses. Provisions for the 
dedication of land for public purposes are set forth in the conditions of approval of the 
Project Approvals. 

(2) Description of Transportation Improvements. The transportation 
improvements to be included within the scope of the Project are set forth in the Project 
Approvals. 

(3) Maximum Height of the Project. The maximum height of the Project shall 
not exceed 585 feet and the Project shall comply with and be limited as set forth in the 
Project Approvals. 

(4) Maximum Floor Area of the Project. The maximum Floor Area 
("Maximum Floor Area") of the Project shall not exceed 1,166,970 net square feet 
(inclusive of Existing Improvements that are retained) and the Project shall comply with 
and be limited as set forth in the Project Approvals. 

3.1.2 Timing of Development. It is presently anticipated that the First Phase of 
the Project will be the Initial West Parcel Phase. Notwithstanding the foregoing Developer may 
construct the Project in any number of phases (eaeh a "Phase") Phases as Developer determines 
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on the Property, consistent with the Applicable Rules and the Project Approvals. The parties 
acknowledge that Developer cannot at this time predict when or at what rate the Property would 
be developed. These decisions depend upon numerous factors that are not all within the control 
of Developer, such as market orientation and demand, availability of financing, and competition. 
Because the California Supreme Court held in Pardee Construction Co. v. The City of Camarillo, 
37 Cal. 3d 465 (1984), that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of 
development permitted a later adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and 
controlling the Parties' agreement, Developer and the City do hereby acknowledge and provide 
for the right of Developer to develop the Project in an order and at a rate and times as Developer 
deems appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment, subject to 
any restrictions that may exist in the Project Approvals. The City acknowledges that this right is 
consistent with the intent, purpose, and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement. 

3.1.3 Additional Obligations of Developer as Consideration for this 
Agreement. In addition to the obligations identified in Sections 2.3 .1 and 3 .1.1 of this 
Agreement, in consideration for the City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for 
the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, 
and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in Section 2 of this 
Agreement, Developer hereby agrees as follows the responsibility for which may be allocated 
among the parties comprising the "Developer" as determined in the sole discretion of the parties 
comnrising the Developer: 

3.1.3.1 Project Labor Agreement. Develefler shallFor each Phase of the 
Project, er shall eause its CeHtraeter te, eHter iHte a "Project Labor Agreement" (herein so 
called) with the Building and Construction Trades Council fer eaeh Phase efthe Prejeet shall be 
in effect prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction of such Phase=. The purpose 
of eaeH-the Project Labor Agreement will be to promote efficiency of construction operation 
during tHe--construction ef sueh Phase and provide for the orderly settlement of labor disputes 
and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby assuring timely and economical completion 
of sueh Phase aHd the ealaHee ef the Phaseconstruction. Additionally, the Project Labor 
Agreement will reflect a commitment by all parties to diversity in the workforce hiring that 
reflects levels of minority, women and other worker utilization at levels which are representative 
of the relevant workforce of these groups in the Greater Los Angeles Area. The Project Labor 
Agreement will serve to identify the construction trade union(s) as the primary source of all craft 
labor employed eH the Phase efthe Prejeetin such construction. The union(s) will use their best 
efforts to recruit and identify individuals, particularly residents of the City of Los Angeles, for 
entrance into joining labor/management apprenticeship programs and to assist individuals in 
qualifying and becoming eligible for such programs. 

3.1.3.2 Local Hiring. For each Phase of the Project Developer shall 
work with the local construction trades and implement an apprenticeship and zip code 
identification program to prioritize local source hiring for Project construction from the 13th 
Council District of the City of Los Angeles, with priority given to construction workers from 
such area. This program shall be prepared in consultation with the PlaHHiHg DeflaFtmeHtMayor' s 
Office of Economic Development and the Council Office for the 13th Council District, no later 
than six months prior to the commencement of construction of the ffist-First Phase of the Project. 
Thereafter, on an annual basis as part of the required Annual Review for any year during which 
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construction activity occurred, a report detailing the demographic and geographic information of 
the Project's construction workers shall be included. 

3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of each Phase of the Project including core and 
shell construction shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as determined pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit 
proof of compliance with this obligation prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for 
the Proj eetsuch Phase. 

3.1.3.4 Community Organization Meeting Space. Developer shall 
provide ttp-te-not less than 1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project (the "Meeting 
Space") for use by Hollywood and community non-profit groups including, but not limited to, 
the local Neighborhood Council and other civic organizations, during reasonable business hours, 
as available. Subject to availability, meetiHg Sflaee the Meeting Space shall be provided to 
accommodate small gatherings, such as regularly scheduled community meetings, for a 
maximum of 30 occurrences per year. Subject to availability, groups shall be provided with 
access to sueh SIJaee the Meeting Space if they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a 
refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. 
Developer shall establish and- commencing upon issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
First Phase operate a publicly accessible reservation system whereby community groups can 
reserve the meetiHg SIJaee Meeting Space as available. This requirement shall include only the 
use of space and shall not include Developer's provision of security, food, beverage, equipment 
or other materials. The meetiHg Sflaee Meeting Space will be included in one of the Project 
buildings atttlat all times following the issuance of a final certificate of completion for the First 
Phase, subjeet to availaeility, although it need not be in its initial location. The Meeting Space 
shall include reasonable access to restroom facilities and shall be located within the first three 
floors of the building. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall 
include plans for the Meeting Space which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for 
conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.4. Subject to availability the 
Meeting Space may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project. The foregoing 
requirement is not intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to 
any particular space within the Project, and the location of any meetiHg SIJaee Meeting Space in 
the Project- subject to compliance with the requirements set forth in this subsection 3.1 3.4 may 
be changed at Developer's discretion from time to time. 

3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 
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CiFeulstoF Payment. DeveloIJer shall flFO'tide fuHdiHg iH the amouHt of 
0He HttHdred ThousaHd Dollars ($100,000) (the "CiFeulstoF Payment") te the 
City or its desigHee toward develoIJmeHt of loeal small eus shuttle serviee to 
flremete multi medal traHSfleFtatieH alternatives aHd faeilitate IJedestriaH traffie 
amoHg the Proj eet aHd desigHated areas withiH the Hollywood area iHeludiHg 
flueliely aeeessiele IJarkiHg lets aHd struetures iH Hellyweed aHd the hillside 
eemmuHity Herth ef the Proj eet Site. Proof ef flaymeHt ef the Cireulater PaymeHt 
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shall 6e submitted to the PlaHHiHg Direetor prior to issuaHee of a fiHal 
(s)eertifieate of oeeupaHey for the first Phase of the Proj eet 

(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of 
completion for the First Phase Developer shall procure and thereafter operate 
during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service providing for service 
between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. 
Such shuttle service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable 
hours generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to 
improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of 
the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes to the Project and 
the public transportation access points within two blocks of the Project" as such 
service will not be required to accommodate linkages between the Project and 
areas already adequately serviced by DASH and Metro. Developer shall not be 
obligated to expend more than $50 000 per year for the operation of such service. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such program. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the seeoHd First Phase of the Project, thereafter 
during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide or eause to 6e 
provided maintain bicycle amenities withiH the seeoHd Phase of Projeet, iHeludiHg 
short term 6ieyele storage raeks, loHg term 6ieyele storageat the Project in 
accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3 .S(b). Bicycle amenities 
in the First Phase of Project shall include in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space ef 
comnrising not less than MG--200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the 
Initial West Portion Phase shall include in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities,--=and wayfinding signage directing 
bicycle users to such facilities. The fiHal loeatioH of plans submitted by 
Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such bicycle 
facilities shall 6e mutually agreea6le to Developer aHd the Direetor of PlaHHiHg, 
iH their reasoHaele diseretioH which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning 
for conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3 .1.3 .5(b). As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program 
and provide information regarding use of such facilities . 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall 
pro·1ide fuHdiHg iH the amouHt of Fifty ThousaHd Dollars ($50,000) (the "TFsnsit 
Linltttge Payment") to the City or its desigHee toward developmeHt of eoHHeetioH 
meehaHisms from the Proj eet to puelie traHsit serviees eoHstrueted or 
implemeHted after the Bffeetive Date, iHeludiHg wayfiHdiHg sigHage, v1ithiH 1,000 
yards of the Property. Sueh paymeHt 'Nill 6e a eoHditioH to the He~<t Phase of the 
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Proj eet eoHstrueted 6y Developer fo11owiHg the earlier to oeeur of 
(i) eommeHeemeHt of eoHstruetioH 6y City, Metro or otherwise of aHy sueh 
eoHHeetioH meehaHisms that are im13ro'9'emeHts or (ii) eommeHeemeHt of serviee 
City, Metro or otherwise of aHy sueh eoHHeetioH meehaHisms that are serviees, 
sueh as 6us routes. Proof of 13aymeHt of the TraHsit LiHkage PaymeHt (a) cause to 
be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between the Project and all public 
transportation access points within a four block radius of the Project including 
bus stops DASH stops and the Red Line Station and (b) provide funding in the 
amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10 000) to the City' s Department of 
Transportation for the installation at the DASH access point nearest the Project of 
directional signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point 
and the Project and (c) provide funding in the amount of Twenty Five Thousand 
Dollars ($25 000) to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus and commuter 
train access points within a four block radius of the Project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and 
the Project (collectively the "Transit Linkage Payments") to the City and/or 
Metro for such installation. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payments 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate 
of occupancy for sueh--First Phase of the Project. 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50, 000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 
prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the seeoHd First Phase of 
the Project. 

(e) Vine Street ftftd-Metro CeeeeetieesConnection. Developer 
shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the 
Director of Planning-aftd-,,J he 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to 
prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a 
condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the 
Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the Hrst-First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of 
this Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. De'9'elo13er wi11 use its eommereially reasoHaele efferts to oetaiH a 
diseouHt from Metro for sueh 13assesln addition Developer shall purchase and 
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make available not less than 25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project (which passes may be distributed by Developer to such persons in its sole 
discretion). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this 
Agreement Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has 
implemented such program. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the fust-First Phase of the 
Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, 
within each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) 
"Park and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or 
occupants of the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro commuter 
train or bus for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall 
establish and maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure 
that such parking continue to meet such condition the results of which shall be 
submitted as part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this 
Agreement. 

(h) Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement Developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
non-residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services. As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program 
and provide information regarding use of such spaces. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building permit for the first Phase ef the 
Prejeet eH the Initial East Parcel (whieh area is cle13ietecl eH Exhieit A 1 attaehecl herete)Phase, 
Developer shall prepare in cooperation with the City' s Office of Historic Resources and submit 
to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written adjacent structure monitoring 
plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol Records Building, including the 
recording studios and underground echo chambers therein. Approval of such plan may be issued 
by the Director of Building and Safety, in his or her reasonable discretion. The Director shall not 
withhold its approval of the proposed plan if an officer ofEMI Music Ltd. dba Capitol Records., 
or the then tenant of the portions of the Capitol Records Building containing such recording 
studios and echo chambers ("Capitol Records") submits written confirmation that Capitol 
Records has approved such plan. Following its approval, such plan shall be implemented during 
construction (including reconstruction and replacement) of all improvements on the East Parcel. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such monitoring program. 

3.1.3.7 Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming. After 
issuance of a final certificate of completion for the Phase ef-on the Projeet East Parcel which 
includes the open public space to be constructed adjacent to the existing Jazz Mural (the "Art 
Plaza"), for a 13eriecl equal te the lesser efteH (10) years er the remaiHiHg term the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall conduct within the Art Plaza at least four ( 4) public events per year, 
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which may include musical, dramatic, comedic and/or dance performances, and art exhibitions= 
Programming will be developed in consultation with the City's Cultural Affairs Department the 
Hollywood Arts Council and the Hollywood Business Improvement District. Developer will 
pay for all costs associated with such public events, including planning, promotion, security, 
cleanup and insurance. Developer will obtain all permits required pursuant to applicable law, 
including assembly permits as may be required by the Municipal Code, in connection with each 
such public event. Developer will reasonably consider, but will not be bound to conduct, public 
events suggested by City and/or City Agencies. An annual schedule of such public events will 
be provided by Developer to the City Agency designated by the City to oversee such events. The 
foregoing will all be conducted at Developer's sole cost and expense. 

3.1.3.8 Parking Access Management System. Developer shall provide a 
parking access management system containing, among other things, overhead illuminated signs 
for each exit/entry driveway from public streets into non-residential parking areas of the Project. 
The final size and design of such parking access management system shall be mutually agreeable 
to Developer and the Director of PlaHHiHgBuilding and Safety, in their reasonable discretion. 

3.1.3.9 Pedestrian Improvements Contribution. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to the Hollywood Chamber 
of Commerce Walk of Fame Committee or otherwise as directed by the City (the "Pedestrian 
Payment") toward the renovation and upkeep of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements along Vine Street between the Project and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Such renovation and upkeep is intended to enhance the pedestrian experience for 
people in the vicinity of the Property. Proof of payment of the first half of the Pedestrian 
Payment shall be submitted to the PlaHHiHg Direeter 13rier te issttaHee ef a Department of 
Building and Safety as a condition to issuance of a building permit for the First Phase of the 
Project and proof of payment of the balance of the Pedestrian Payment shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building and Safety as a condition to issuance of the final certificate of 
occupancy for the ffi:st-First Phase of the Project. 

3.1.3.10 Music Appreciation Exhibit. Developer shall install 
publicly accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms within the 
ffi:st-First Phase of the Project (collectively, the "Music Appreciation Exhibit"). The Music 
Appreciation Exhibit shall be designed, decorated and programmed in a manner so as to 
celebrate music and entertainment. The Music Appreciation Exhibit plans (but not any proposed 
programming therein) shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning, in consultation with the 
Council Office, and approved by the Director of Planning, in his or her reasonable discretion. 
Developer's shall be entitled to credit to the Art Developments Fee otherwise payable by 
Developer under the Applicable Rules in connection with the Project for Developer's cost of 
installing such Music Appreciation Exhibit. The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be maintained 
by Developer, at its sole cost, to a standard at least as high as the balance of the Project. As part 
of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has programmed such Music Apnreciation Exhibit. 

3.1.3.11 Hollywood Central Park. CemmeHeiHg ttfl8H the A13ril 15 
Developer shall make a contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central Park in the amount of 
$50 000. Proof of such payment shall be submitted to the Planning Director as a condition to the 
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issuance of the building permit for the First Phase. Thereafter commencing upon the Amil 1 
following the later of (a) issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the fu:st--First Phase of 
the Project or (b) the completion and commencement of operation of the proposed Hollywood 
Central Park, and thereafter on April 1 of each year during the remaining Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall make an annual contribution, in the amount of $50,000 to the City 
Department of Recreation and Parks or otherwise as directed by the City for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

3.1.3.12 Retail/RestauFant Diseount PFogFam. DuriHg the Term 
ef this AgreemeHt, Devele13er will use its eemmereially reaseHaele efferts te estaelish, "vith 
teHaHts ef the Prejeet, a diseeuHt 13regram effered ey retail aHd/er restauraHt teHaHts for the 
e eHefit ef em13leyees aHd resideHts ef the Prej eet. 

3.1.3.13 EleetFieal Cat' ReehaFging Station. Devele13er shall 
eeHstruet, maiHtaiH aHd e13erate v1ithiH the 13arkiHg faeilities efthe Prejeet, teH (10) 208/240 V 40 
am13, greuHded AC eutlets, iH additieH te the eutlets required ey a1313liea0le 13revisieHs ef the 
·M1:1Hiei13al Cede. 

3.1.3.12 3.1.3.14Affordable Housing. Prior to the issuance of any 
final certificate of occupancy for any new residential dwelling units in any Phase of the Project, 
Developer shall provide evidence to the Director of Planning that it has either: 

(a) Affordable Housing Payment. Contributed a fixed-fee payment 
to the City Housing Authority to support affordable housing (each and 
collectively, the "Affordable Housing Payment") in an amount equal to Seventy 
Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000) multiplied by fifteen percent (15%) of the total 
number of market rate residential dwelling units in such Phase as shown on the 
final approved building plans for such Phase,--~or 

(b) Affordable Project Contribution. Contributed an amount equal 
to the Affordable Housing Payment for such Phase to a developer of a Transit 
Affordable Housing Project. As used herein, the term "Transit Affordable 
Housing Project" means a multifamily development project located within 1,000 
yards of a commuter rail station or bus route containing "Affordable Units" (as 
defined below) iH the ameuHt ef He less thaH fifteeH 13ereeHt (15%) efthe tetal 
H1:1me er ef market rate resideHtial dwelliHg 1:1Hits iH s1:1eh Prej eet Phase. As used 
herein, the term "Affordable Units" means multifamily units subject to a 
regulatory agreement with the City and/or other governmental agency limiting 
rental thereto to low and/or very low income families, as defined in Section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended from time to time. 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City. In consideration for 
Developer entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to 
carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purpose, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, the City hereby 
agrees as follows: 
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3.2.1 Entitlement to Develop. Developer has the vested right to develop the 
Project containing up to Maximum Floor Area in, on, under and/or above the Property as 
contemplated by the EIR subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the A-fl13lieaele 
Ri:iles, Proj eet A1313rovals, (including the Equivalency Program and the Development 
Regulations) the Applicable Rules the Project Approvals and the Reserved Powers. The 
114 ,303 square feet of e~fistiHg Floor Area in the Existing Improvements Cl 14 303 square feet as 
of the Effective Date) shall be included as part of such maximum permitted density of the 
Project. The density of certain portions of the Property may exceed the pro-rata or average per 
acre density for the Property as a whole provided that (a) such density shall be subject to 
maximum height limitations applicable to each portion of the Property as set forth in the Project 
Approvals and Development Regulations, and (b) the total density for the Property shall not 
exceed Maximum Floor Area. Developer's vested rights under this Agreement shall include, 
without limitation, the right to remodel, renovate, rehabilitate, rebuild, or replace the Project or 
any portion thereof throughout the applicable Term for any reason, including, without limitation, 
in the event of damage, destruction, or obsolescence of the Project or any portion thereof, subject 
to the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, and Reserved Powers. Any and/or all Existing 
Improvements which comply with the Applicable Rules on the Property as of the Effective Date 
which are damaged or destroyed during the Term may be remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, 
repaired, rebuilt or replaced subject to the Applicable Rules (other than the Project Description 
set forth on Exhibit B) and the Reserved Powers. To the extent that all or any portion of the 
Project is remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, rebuilt, or replaced, Developer may locate that 
portion of the Project at any other location of the Property, subject to the requirements of the 
Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules, and the Reserved Powers. 

3.2.2 Consistency in Applicable Rules. Based upon all information made 
available to the City up to or concurrently with the execution of this Agreement, the City finds 
and certifies that no Applicable Rules prohibit or prevent or encumber the full completion and 
occupancy of the Project in accordance with the uses, densities, designs, heights, signage 
regulations, permitted demolition, and other development entitlements incorporated and agreed 
to herein and in the Project Approvals. 

3.2.3 Changes in Applicable Rules. 

3.2.3.1 Non-Application of Changes in Applicable Rules. Any change 
in, or addition to, the Applicable Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any 
applicable General Plan, zoning or building regulation, adopted, or becoming effective after the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by means of 
ordinance including but not limited to adoption of a specific plan or overlay zone, The City 
Charter amendment, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium, 
initiated, or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by the City, the Mayor, City 
Council, Planning Commission or any other Board, Commission, Department or Agency of the 
City, or any officer or employee thereof, or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, 
absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any 
way with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, or this Agreement, shall not be applied to the 
Project unless these changes represent an exercise of the City's Reserved Powers, or are 
otherwise agreed to in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may, in its 
sole discretion, give the City written notice of its election to have any subsequent change in the 
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Applicable Rules applied to some portion or all of the Property as it may own, in which case 
such subsequent change in the Applicable Rules shall be deemed to be contained within the 
Applicable Rules insofar as that portion of the Property is concerned. In the event of any conflict 
or inconsistency between this Agreement and the Applicable Rules, the provisions of this 
Agreement shall control. 

3.2.3.2 Changes in Building and Fire Codes. Notwithstanding any 
provision of this Agreement to the contrary, development of the Project shall be subject to 
changes occurring from time to time in the California Building Code and other uniform 
construction codes. In addition, development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring 
from time to time in Chapters V and IX of the Municipal Code regarding the construction, 
engineering, and design standards for both public and private improvements provided that these 
changes are (1) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are 
generally applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or City Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.3.3 Changes Mandated by Federal or State Law. This Agreement 
shall not preclude the application to the Project of changes in, or additions to, the Applicable 
Rules, including rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies, to the extent that these 
changes or additions are mandated to be applied to developments such as this Project by state or 
federal regulations, pursuant to the Reserved Powers. In the event state or federal laws or 
regulations prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, these 
provisions shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with state or federal 
laws or regulations. 

3.2.4 Subsequent Development Review. The City shall not require Developer 
to obtain any approvals or permits for the development of the Project in accordance with this 
Agreement other than those permits or approvals that are required by the Applicable Rules, the 
Reserved Powers, and/or the Project Approvals. Except as permitted by the Equivalency 
Program and by those changes and modifications as described in Section 3.2.5, any subsequent 
Discretionary Action initiated by Developer that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or 
Applicable Rules, which changes the uses, intensity, density, building height, or timing of the 
Project, or decreases the lot area, setbacks, yards, parking, or which increases entitlements 
allowed under the Project Approvals, shall be subject to rules, regulations, ordinances, and 
official policies of the City then in effect. The Parties agree that this Agreement does not 
modify, alter or change the City's obligations pursuant to CEQA and acknowledge that future 
Discretionary Actions may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. In the 
event that additional environmental review is required by CEQA, the City agrees to utilize tiered 
environmental documents to the fullest extent permitted by law, as determined by the City, and 
as provided in California Public Resources Code Sections 21093 and 21094. 

3.2.5 Development Pttt'ttmeteFsRegulations . 

3.2.5.1 Development Flexibility. The City acknowledges that the 
Development Parameters Regulations provide flexibility regarding modifications to Project's 
final development layout so that the Project can be built with a mix of uses and layout that 
responds to market demand and changing needs of the Southern California economy while 
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maintaining design quality and consistency. Developer shall have the right to modify the Project 
within the limits set forth in the Development ParametersRegulations. Implementation of the 
Development Parameters Regulations will not require any new or additional Discretionary 
Approvals from the City. 

3.2.5.2 Development Regulations. The Development Regulations permit 
design flexibility within a set of site-wide guidelines and standards that ensure the integrity of an 
overall master plan concept for the Site and protect the visual and environmental quality of the 
Project as a whole. The Development Regulations establish standards for use, bulk, parking and 
loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting and sustainability. 

3.2.5.3 Equivalency Program. The ::Equivalency Program-" (herein so 
called) is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while ensuring that a change 
in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. With respect to any 
proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange Phase") that would result in a build out of the 
Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project scenarios studied under the EIR 
under the Equivalency Program Developer may request a transfer or exchange of land uses for 
such Exchange Phase by a delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the 
City which request shall be accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use 
transfer/exchange that is being proposed for such Exchange Phase· (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in the Exchange Phase together with the Existing 
Improvements and the other Phases nreviously developed are consistent with the overall AM 
and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-3 Project Trip Cap from the EIR a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR (collectively an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). 
The Planning Director shall approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange 
Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in such Table 11-3 Project 
Trip Cap and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the 
EIR. 

3.2.5.4 EIR Analysis. Implementation of the Development Parameters 
Regulations will not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts as analyzed in the EIR. 
The Project including the development flexibility set forth in the Development Parameters 
Regulations were fully analyzed in the EIR. 

3.2.6 Special Taxes and Assessments. Developer shall have the right, to the 
extent permitted by law, to protest, oppose, and vote against any and all special taxes, 
assessments, levies, charges, and/or fees imposed with respect to any assessment districts, 
infrastructure financing, Mello-Roos or community facilities districts, community taxing 
districts, maintenance districts, or other similar districts. If Developer requests the formation of 
any such districts in connection with the Project, the City agrees to cooperate fully in their 
formation. 
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3.2. 7 Effective Development Standards. The City agrees that it is bound to 
permit the uses, intensity of use and density on this Property which are permitted by this 
Agreement and the Project Approvals, insofar as this Agreement and the Project Approvals so 
provide or as otherwise set forth in the Applicable Rules or the Reserved Powers. The City 
hereby agrees that it will not unreasonably withhold or unreasonably condition any Discretionary 
Action which must be issued by the City in order for the Project to proceed, provided that 
Developer reasonably and satisfactorily complies with all City-wide standard procedures, 
actions, payments of Processing Fees and Charges, and criteria generally required of developers 
by the City for processing Requests for development consistent with this Agreement. 

3.2.8 Interim Use. The City agrees that Developer may use the Property during 
the Term of this Agreement for any use which is otherwise permitted by the applicable zoning 
regulations and the General Plan in effect at the time of the interim use, except as expressly 
provided in this Development Agreement, or pursuant to any approvals, permits, other 
agreements between the City and Developer, or other entitlements previously granted and in 
effect as of the Effective Date. 

3.2.9 Moratoria or Interim Control Ordinances. In the event an ordinance, 
resolution, policy, or other measure is enacted, whether by action of the City, by initiative, or 
otherwise, which relates directly or indirectly to the Project or to the rate, amount, timing, 
sequencing, or phasing of the development or construction of the Project on all or any part of the 
Property, the City agrees that such ordinance, resolution, or other measure shall not apply to the 
Property or this Agreement, unless such changes: (1) are found by the City to be necessary to the 
public health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are generally applicable on a 
Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or the City 
Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.10 Time Period of Tentative Tract Map and Project Approvals. The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Project may be subject to unavoidable delays due to 
factors outside Developer's control. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
66452.6(a), the City agrees that the duration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and any new 
tract or parcel map which are consistent with the Project Approvals, shall automatically be 
extended for the Term of this Agreement. The City further agrees that the duration of all of the 
Project Approvals shall automatically be extended for the Term of this Agreement. 

3.2.11 Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees 
and Charges for Ministerial Permits and Approvals. 

3.2.12 Timeframes and Staffing for Processing and Review. The City agrees 
that expeditious processing of Ministerial Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions, if 
any, and any other approvals or actions required for the Project are critical to the implementation 
of the Project. In recognition of the importance of timely processing and review of Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals, the City agrees to work with Developer to establish time frames for 
processing and reviewing such Ministerial Permits and Approvals and to comply with 
timeframes established in the Project Approvals. The City agrees to expedite all Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions requested by Developer, if any. 
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3.2.13 Other Governmental Approvals. Developer may apply for such other 
permits and approvals as may be required for development of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement from other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Property. The City shall cooperate with Developer in its endeavors to 
obtain such permits and approvals. Each Party shall take all actions and do all things, and 
execute, with acknowledgment or affidavit, if required, any and all documents and writings that 
may be necessary or proper to achieve the purposes and objectives of this Agreement. 

3.2.14 Administrative Changes and Modifications. The Parties may determine 
as the development of the Project proceeds that refinements and changes are appropriate with 
respect to certain details of the Project and the performance of the Parties under this Agreement. 
The Parties desire to retain a certain degree of flexibility with respect to the details of the Project 
development and with respect to those items covered in general terms under this Agreement and 
under the Project Approvals. If and when the Parties find that "Substantially Conforming 
Changes," as herein defined, are necessary or appropriate, they shall, unless otherwise required 
by law, effectuate such changes or adjustments through administrative modifications approved 
by the Parties. As used herein, "Substantially Conforming Changes" are changes, 
modifications or adjustments that are substantially consistent with the Project Approvals, and 
that do not materially alter the overall nature, scope or design of the Project including, without 
limitation, minor changes to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, minor changes in building 
footprint configurations, locations, size or heights of buildings, architectural features or other 
Development PaFameteFs Regulations (subject in all cases to the maximum density intensity of 
use and height FestFietioH restrictions set forth in the Applicable Rules), signage or configuration 
and size of parcels or lots (including lot line adjustments). Stteh-Substantially Conforming 
Changes would not be considered Discretionary Actions, and would therefore not require a 
public hearing. 

3.3 Third Party Property. The Third Party Property, which may be acquired by 
Developer after the Effective Date, shall be subject to this Agreement upon acquisition thereof 
by Developer (or any of them or any entity controlled by, controlling or under common control 
with any of them), including without limitation the Development ParnmeteFSRegulations. 
Developer shall provide to the City (a) notice pursuant to Section 6.2 and Section 7.12 of this 
Agreement of the acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, and (ii) evidence of 
Developer's ownership or leasehold interest in the Third Party Property. Developer is in no way 
obligated to acquire or attempt to acquire the Third Party Property, and in the event that 
Developer does not acquire the Third Party Property, neither Developer nor the owner of the 
Third Party Property shall have any rights or obligations under the terms of this Agreement with 
respect to the Third Party Property. 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW. 

4.1 Annual Review. During the Term of this Agreement, the City shall review 
annually Developer's compliance with this Agreement by Developer, and/or any Transferee. 
This periodic review shall be limited in scope to good faith compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement as provided in the Development Agreement Act and Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, shall have the burden of demonstrating such good faith compliance relating solely to 
such parties' portion of the Property and any development located thereon. The Annual Review 
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shall be in the form of an Annual Report prepared and submitted by the Planning Director. The 
Report shall include: the number, type and square footage of and the status of the Project; any 
transfers of floor area; the total number of parking spaces developed; provisions for open space; 
any equivalency transfers; status of activities relating to streetscape improvements; and a 
summary of performance of Developer's obligations. For pumoses of this Section each 
Transferee shall be the "Developer" with respect to the portion of the Property owned by it. 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure. Submission by Developer, and/or Transferee, of 
evidence of compliance with this Agreement with respect to each such Party's portion of the 
Property, in a form which the Planning Director may reasonably establish, shall be made in 
writing and transmitted to the Planning Director not later than sixty (60) days prior to the yearly 
anniversary of the Effective Date. The public shall be afforded an opportunity to submit written 
comments regarding compliance to the Planning Director at least sixty (60) days prior to the 
yearly anniversary of the Effective Date. All such public comments and final staff reports shall, 
upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer, and/or any 
Transferees. 

4.2.1 Special Review. The City may order a special review of compliance with 
this Agreement, at any time. 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination. On or before the yearly anniversary of the 
Effective Date of the Agreement, the Planning Director shall make a determination regarding 
whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee, has complied in good faith with the provisions 
and conditions of this Agreement. This determination shall be made in writing with reasonable 
specificity, and a copy of the determination shall be provided to Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, in the manner prescribed in Section 7.120. 

4.4 Appeal by Developer. In the event the Planning Director makes a finding and 
determination of non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, shall be 
entitled to appeal that determination to the Planning Commission. After a public hearing on the 
appeal, the Planning Commission shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, has 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement. Nothing in this 
Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying or abrogating Los Angeles City 
Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and Board actions). 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance. If, as a result of this Annual Review 
procedure, it is found and determined by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission or 
The City Council, on appeal, that Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, has not 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, the City, after 
denial of any appeal or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal period 
described in Section 7.3, shall submit to Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, 
by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner 
prescribed in Section 7.11, stating with specificity those obligations of Developer and/or any 
Transferee, as the case may be, which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of 
non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, shall promptly 
commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the 
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notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty (60) days after 
receipt of the notice of default, or any longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
items of the default(s), by mutual consent of the City and Developer provided that Developer 
shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the item of default(s) is 
cured. 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure. If the Planning Director finds and 
determines that Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee (or any one of them) has not 
cured a default pursuant to this Section, and that the City intends to terminate or modify this 
Agreement or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
Planning Director shall make a report to the Planning Commission. The Planning Director shall 
then set a date for a public hearing before the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If after the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that (i) such Developer, or such Transferee has not cured a default pursuant to this 
Section, and (ii) subject to Sections 5.1. I and 5. I.4, the City may terminate or modify this 
Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
finding and determination shall be appealable to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3 
hereof In the event of a finding and determination of compliance, there shall be no appeal by 
any person or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying 
or abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council's review of Commission and 
Council actions). 

4. 7 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Subject to Sections 5. I. I and 
5. I .4, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights 
and obligations, as the case may be, after the final determination of noncompliance by the City 
Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal periods described in 
Section 7.3. There shall be no modifications of this Agreement unless the City Council acts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65867.5 and 65868, irrespective of whether an appeal is 
taken as provided in Section 7.3. 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs. Developer shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, 
reasonably and necessarily incurred, to accomplish the required annual review. 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the Property. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 4 or any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Transferee of all or any portion of the Property shall only be responsible for 
submitting evidence of compliance with this Agreement as it relates solely to that portion of the 
Property transferred, assigned, or conveyed to such Transferee in an Assignment Agreement 
authorized by Section 6.2 of this Agreement. 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer. The City's rights in 
Section 4 of this Agreement relating to compliance with this Agreement by Developer shall be 
limited to only those rights and obligations assumed by Developer under this Agreement and as 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement authorized by Section 6.2 of this 
Agreement. 
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4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation. From time to time, Developer 
of any portion of the Property may, separate from the annual review process, submit a written 
request for confirmation from the Planning Director that certain obligations of this Agreement 
have been satisfied. Subject to the time limits and process requirements of Section 4.3, the 
Planning Director shall issue a written confirmation stating either that such obligations have been 
satisfied or setting forth the reasons why subject obligation have not been satisfied. 

5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS. 

5.1 Default by Developer. 

5.1.1 Default. In the event Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee of 
any portion of the Property fails to perform its obligations under this Agreement applicable to its 
portion of the Property as specified in the applicable Assignment Agreement, in a timely manner 
and in compliance pursuant to Section 4 of this Agreement, the City shall have all rights and 
remedies provided for in this Agreement, including, without limitation, modifying or terminating 
this Agreement, provided that (a) such modification or termination shall relate solely and 
exclusively to the property of the defaulting Developer or Transferee, and (b) the City has first 
complied with all applicable notice and opportunity to cure provisions in Sections 5. I .2 and 6. I .5 
and given notice as provided in Sections 4.3, 4.6, 6. I .4 and/or 7.11 hereof, and (c) Developer 
may appeal such declaration in the manner provided in, and subject to all terms and provisions 
of, Sections 4.4 and 4.5. In no event shall a default by a Developer or a Transferee of any 
portion of the Property constitute a default by any non-defaulting Developer or Transferee with 
respect to such non-defaulting parties' obligations hereunder nor affect such non-defaulting 
parties' rights hereunder, or respective portion of the Property. 

5.1.2 Notice of Default. The City through the Planning Director shall submit to 
Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee, as applicable, by registered or certified mail, 
return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 7. I I, 
identifying with specificity those obligations of such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, 
which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, Developer or Transferee, 
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after 
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty 
(60) days after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
remedy the default(s), provided that Developer or Transferee, as applicable, shall continuously 
and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

5.1.3 Failure to Cure Default Procedures. If after the cure period has elapsed 
(Section 4.6), the Planning Director finds and determines that Developer (or any of them), or a 
Transferee, as the case may be, remains in default and that the City intends, subject to Section 
5. I. I and 5. I .4 of this Agreement, to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the Planning Director shall make a report to 
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Commission in accordance 
with the notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If 
after public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, remain(s) in default and that the City 
intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and 
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obligations, as the case may be, such Developer and such Transferee shall be entitled to appeal 
that finding and determination to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3. In the event 
of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be no appeal by any person 
or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying of 
abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and 
Board actions). 

5.1.4 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Upon default by 
Developer (or any of them) or a Transferee and the delivery of notice and expiration of all 
applicable cure periods, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations hereunder, as the case may be, relating solely to the defaulting 
Developer or Transferee and such defaulting party's portion of the Property, after such final 
determination of the City Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal 
periods described in Section 7.3 relating to the defaulting parties rights and obligations. There 
shall be no termination or modification of this Agreement unless the City Council acts pursuant 
to Section 7.3. 

5.2 Default by the City. 

5.2.1 Default. In the event the City does not accept, process, or render a 
decision on necessary development permits, entitlements, or other land use or building approvals 
for use as provided in this Agreement upon compliance with the requirements thereof, or as 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, or the City otherwise defaults under the provisions of this 
Agreement, Developer, and any Transferee, shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or 
by applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City's 
obligations under this Agreement provided that Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, has 
first complied with the procedures in Section 5.2.2. No part of this Agreement shall be deemed 
to abrogate or limit any immunities or defenses the City may otherwise have with respect to 
claims for monetary damages. 

5.2.2 Notice of Default. Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, shall first 
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations that have 
not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City shall promptly commence to 
cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the notice of default 
and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than one hundred and twenty (120) days 
after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
default(s), provided that the City shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times 
until the default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City has cured the default, 
the Parties shall submit the matter to arbitration pursuant to Section 7.5 of this Agreement. 

5.3 No Monetary Damages. It is acknowledged by the Parties that the City would 
not have entered into this Agreement if it were liable in monetary damages under or with respect 
to this Agreement or the application thereof. The Parties agree and recognize that, as a practical 
matter, it may not be possible to determine an amount of monetary damages which would 
adequately compensate Developer for its investment of time and financial resources in planning 
to arrive at the kind, location, intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate 
the consideration the City would require to enter into this Agreement to justify the exposure. 
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Therefore, the Parties agree that each of the Parties may pursue any remedy at law or equity 
available for any breach of any provision of this Agreement, except that the Parties shall not be 
liable in monetary damages and the Parties covenant not to sue for or claim any monetary 
damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. 

6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS. 

6.1.1 Encumbrances on the Property. The Parties hereto agree that this 
Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer (or any of them), or any Transferee, from 
encumbering the Property or any estate or interest therein, portion thereof, or any improvement 
thereon, together with the rights of Developer hereunder, in any manner whatsoever by one or 
more Mortgages with respect to the construction, development, use or operation of the Project 
and parts thereof. The City acknowledges that the Mortgagees may require certain Agreement 
interpretations and modifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with 
Developer and representatives of such lender(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for 
interpretation or modification. The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such 
requested interpretation or modification, provided such interpretation or modification is 
consistent with the intent and purposes of this Agreement. 

6.1.2 Mortgagee Protection. To the extent legally permissible, this Agreement 
shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property, or any portion thereof, 
including the lien of any Mortgage. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no breach of this Agreement 
shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and 
for value. Any acquisition or acceptance of title or any right or interest in or with respect to the 
Property or any portion thereof by a Mortgagee, pursuant to foreclosure, trustee's sale, deed in 
lieu of foreclosure, lease or sublease termination or otherwise, shall be subject to all of the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement applicable to the Property or such portion, as applicable, except 
that any such Mortgagee, including its affiliate, or any other entity (a "Mortgagee Successor") 
which acquires the Property or any portion thereof a result of the foreclosure of such Mortgage, 
by power of sale granted thereunder, by acceptance of a deed in lieu of foreclosure, pursuant to a 
bankruptcy proceeding or other such similar proceedings or otherwise as a result of the exercise 
of remedies under any Mortgage, shall be entitled to the benefits arising under this Agreement 
provided Mortgagee complies with Section 6.1.3 below. 

6.1.3 Mortgagee Not Obligated. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
Section 6, Mortgagee will not have any obligation or duty pursuant to the terms set forth in this 
Agreement to perform the obligations of Developer or other affirmative covenants of Developer 
hereunder, or to guarantee such performance, except that the Mortgagee or its Mortgagee 
Successor shall have no vested right to develop the Project without fully complying with the 
terms of this Agreement and executing and delivering to the City, in a form and with terms 
reasonably acceptable to the City, an assumption agreement of Developer's obligations 
hereunder relating to the portion of the Property acquired by such Mortgagee or Mortgagee 
Successor which in the case of unpaid monetary obligations shall be deemed allocated pro rata 
based upon the relation of the size of the land acquired to all of the land in the property unless 
otherwise agreed by such Mortgagee or Successor Mortgagee. 
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6.1.4 Request for Notice to Mortgage. The Mortgagee of any Mortgage or 
deed of trust encumbering the Property, or any part or interest thereof, who has submitted a 
request in writing to the City in the manner specified herein for giving notices shall be entitled to 
receive written notification from the City of any notice of non-compliance by Developer in the 
performance of Developer's obligations under this Agreement. As of the date hereof, HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as administrative agent for itself and certain other lenders 
("Existing Me.-tgagageeMortgagee") is the Mortgagee of the entire Property and there are no 
other Mortgagees. The City acknowledges that Existing Mortgagee has requested notices 
pursuant to this Section 6.1.4 and that Existing Mortgagee's addresses for notices are as follows: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
545 Washington Boulevard, I 0th Floor 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07310 
Attention: Commercial Mortgage Servicing 

Department 

with a copy to: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
601 Montgomery Street, 10th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Attention: Ms. Mee Mee Kiong 

6.1.5 Mortgagee's Time to Cure. If the City timely receives a request from a 
Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of non-compliance given to Developer under the 
terms of this Agreement, the City shall provide a copy of that notice to the Mortgagee within ten 
(10) days of sending the notice of non-compliance to Developer. The Mortgagee shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to cure the non-compliance for a period of one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the Mortgagee receives written notice, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
acquire possession of the Property or portion thereof (to the extent necessary to cure the default) 
and remedy the default(s), provided that Mortgagee shall continuously and diligently pursue the 
remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured::-

6.1.6 Disaffirmation. If this Agreement is terminated as to any portion of the 
Property by reason of (i) any default or (ii) as a result of a bankruptcy proceeding, or if this 
Agreement is disaffirmed by a receiver, liquidator, or trustee for Developer or its property, the 
City, if requested by any Mortgagee, shall negotiate in good faith with such Mortgagee (or if 
more than one Mortgage encumbers such portion of the Property, the Mortgagee holding the 
highest, or most senior priority Mortgage) for a new development agreement in substantially the 
same form as this Agreement for the Project or such portion of the Property acquired by such 
Mortgagee or its Successor Mortgagee. This Agreement does not require any Mortgagee to enter 
into a new development agreement pursuant to this Section. 

6.2 Assignment. The Property, as well as the rights and obligations of Developer 
under this Agreement, may be transferred or assigned in whole or in part by Developer to a 
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Transferee without the consent of the City, subject to the conditions set forth below in 
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.1 Conditions of Assignment. No such assignment shall be valid until and 
unless the following occur: 

(a) Written Notice of Assignment Required. Developer, or any 
successor transferor, gives prior written notice to the City of its intention to assign 
or transfer any of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement and a 
complete disclosure of the identity of the assignee or Transferee, including copies 
of the Articles of Incorporation in the case of corporations, the trust declaration in 
the case of non-public trusts, the names of individual members in the case of a 
limited liability company, and the names of individual partners in the case of 
partnerships. Any failure by Developer or any successor transferor to provide the 
notice shall be curable in accordance with the provisions in Section 5 .1. 

(b) Automatic Assumption of Obligations. Unless otherwise stated 
elsewhere in this Agreement to the contrary, a Transferee of Property or any 
portion thereof expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the rights and 
obligations of this Agreement (including an allocation of the Transferee's share of 
the Maximum Floor Area) transferred or assigned by Developer and which are 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement. 

6.2.2 Liability Upon Assignment. Each Developer of any portion of the 
Property shall be solely and only liable for performance of such Developer's obligations 
applicable to its portion of the Property under this Agreement as specified in the applicable 
Assignment Agreement. Upon the assignment or transfer of any portion of the Property together 
with any obligations assignable under this Agreement, the Transferee shall become solely and 
only liable for the performance of those assigned or transferred obligations so assumed and shall 
have the rights of a "Developer" under this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Property 
acquired; which such rights and obligations shall be set forth specifically in the Assignment 
Agreement, executed by the transferring Developer, and the Transferee, as of the date of such 
transfer, assignment or conveyance of the applicable portion of the Property. The failure of a 
Developer of any portion of the Property to perform such Developer's obligation set forth in the 
applicable Assignment Agreement may result, at the City's option, in a declaration that this 
Agreement has been breached and the City may, but shall not be obligated to, exercise its rights 
and remedies under this Agreement solely as it relates to the defaulting Developer's portion of 
the Property as provided for in Section 5.1 hereof, subject to such defaulting Developer's right to 
notice and opportunity to cure the default in accordance with provisions of SeetieH Sections 4.6 
and 5. 1 hereof 

6.2.3 Release of Developer. With respect to a transfer and assignment of all or 
a portion of a Developer's interest in the Property and the related rights and obligations 
hereunder, upon the effective date of any such transfer and assignment, as evidenced by the 
execution of an Assignment Agreement pursuant to this Section 6.2 between such Developer and 
the Transferee and delivery of such Assignment Agreement to the City, such Developer shall 
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automatically be released from any further obligations to the City under this Agreement with 
respect to the portion of the Property so transferred. 

6.2.4 Release of Property Transferee. A Transferee shall not be liable for any 
obligations to the City under this Agreement relating to any portion of the Property other than 
that portion transferred to such Transferee, and no default by a Developer under this Agreement 
with respect to such other portions of the Property shall be deemed a default by such Transferee 
with respect to the portion of the Property transferred to such Transferee. 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

7.1 Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date on which 
this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles after execution by 
Developer and Mayor of the City of Los Angeles. 

7.2 Term. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and 
shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless said Term is otherwise terminated or modified by 
circumstances set forth in this Agreement or by mutual consent of the Parties hereto. Following 
the expiration of this Term, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and effect; 
provided, however, that this termination shall not affect any right or duty arising from 
entitlements or approvals, including the Project Approvals on the Property, approved 
concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Effective Date of this Agreement. The Term of this 
Agreement shall automatically be extended for the period of time of any actual delay resulting 
from any enactments pursuant to the Reserved Powers or moratoria, or from legal actions or 
appeals which enjoin performance under this Agreement or act to stay performance under this 
Agreement (other than bankruptcy or similar procedures), or from any actions taken pursuant to 
Section 7.5 (Dispute Resolution), or from any litigation related to the Project Approvals, this 
Agreement or the Property. 

7.3 Appeals to City Council. Where an appeal by Developer, or its Transferees, as 
the case may be, to the City Council from a finding and/or determination of the Planning 
Commission is created by this Agreement, such appeal shall be taken, if at all, within twenty (20) 
days after the mailing of such finding and/or determination to Developer, or its successors, 
Transferees, and/or assignees, as the case may be. The City Council shall act upon the finding 
and/or determination of the Planning Commission within eighty (80) days after such mailing, or 
within such additional period as may be agreed upon by Developer, or its Transferees, as the case 
may be, and the City Council. The failure of the City Council to act shall not be deemed to be a 
denial or approval of the appeal, which shall remain pending until final the City Council action. 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, whenever a period of time, including a reasonable period of time, 
is designated within which either Party hereto is required to do or complete any act, matter or 
thing, the time for the doing or completion thereof shall be extended by a period of time equal to 
the number of days during which such Party is actually prevented from, or is unreasonably 
interfered with, the doing or completion of such act, matter or thing because of causes beyond 
the reasonable control of the Party to be excused, including: war; insurrection; riots; floods; 
earthquakes; fires; casualties; acts of God; litigation and administrative proceedings against the 
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Project (not including any administrative proceedings contemplated by this Agreement in the 
normal course of affairs (such as the Annual Review)); any approval required by the City (not 
including any period of time normally expected for the processing of such approvals in the 
ordinary course of affairs); restrictions imposed or mandated by other governmental entities; 
enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations; judicial decisions; the exercise of 
the City's Reserved Powers; or similar bases for excused performance which are not within the 
reasonable control of the Party to be excused (financial inability excepted). This Section shall 
not be applicable to any proceedings with respect to bankruptcy or receivership initiated by or on 
behalf of Developer or, if not dismissed within ninety (90) days, by any third parties against 
Developer. If written notice of such delay is given to either Party within thirty (30) days of the 
commencement of such delay, an extension of time for such cause will be granted in writing for 
the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.5 Dispute Resolution. 

7.5.1 Dispute Resolution Proceedings. The Parties may agree to dispute 
resolution proceedings to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes or questions of interpretation 
under this Agreement. These dispute resolution proceedings may include: (a) procedures 
developed by the City for expeditious interpretation of questions arising under development 
agreements; or (b) any other manner of dispute resolution which is mutually agreed upon by the 
Parties. 

7.5.2 Arbitration. Any dispute between the Parties that is to be resolved by 
arbitration shall be settled and decided by arbitration conducted by an arbitrator who must be a 
former judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court or Appellate Justice of the Second 
District Court of Appeals or the California Supreme Court. This arbitrator shall be selected by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

7.5.2.1 Arbitration Procedures. Upon appointment of the arbitrator, the 
matter shall be set for arbitration at a time not less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) days 
from the effective date of the appointment of the arbitrator. The arbitration shall be conducted 
under the procedures set forth in Code of Civil Procedure Section 638, et seq., or under such 
other procedures as are agreeable to both Parties, except that provisions of the California Code of 
Civil Procedure pertaining to discovery and the provisions of the California Evidence Code shall 
be applicable to such proceeding. 

7.5.3 Extension of Term. The Term of this Agreement as set forth in 
Section 7.2 shall automatically be extended for the period of time in which the Parties are 
engaged in dispute resolution to the degree that such extension of the Term is reasonably 
required because activities which would have been completed prior to the expiration of the Term 
are delayed beyond the scheduled expiration of the Term as the result of such dispute resolution. 

7.5.4 Legal Action. Either Party may, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or 
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance the obligations and rights of the Parties hereto. Notwithstanding the above, the 
City's right to seek specific performance shall be specifically limited to compelling Developer to 
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complete, demolish or make safe any particular improvement(s) on public lands which is 
required as a Mitigation Measure or Condition of Approval. Developer shall have no liability 
(other than the potential termination of this Agreement) if the contemplated development fails to 
occur. 

7.5.5 Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California, and the venue for any legal actions brought 
by any Party with respect to this Agreement shall be the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California for state actions and the Central District of California for any federal actions. 

7.6 Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual 
consent in writing of the Parties to this Agreement and each Mortgagee in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65868, and any Transferee of the Property or any portion thereof, in 
the event such amendment affects the rights and obligations of the Transferee under this 
Agreement in connection with the development, use and occupancy of its portion of the Property 
and/or any improvements located thereon. Any amendment to this Agreement which relates to 
the Term, permitted uses, substantial density or intensity of use, height, or size of buildings 
provisions (not otherwise permitted by the Development Parameters Regulations or changes and 
modifications pursuant to Section 3.2.5 or otherwise permitted by the Agreement) obligations for 
reservation and dedication of land, conditions, restrictions, and requirements relating to 
subsequent Discretionary Action or any conditions or covenants relating to the use of the 
Property, which are not provided for under the Applicable Rules or Project Approvals, shall 
require notice and public hearing before the Parties may execute an amendment thereto. 
Developer, or a Transferee as applicable, shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably 
and necessarily incurred, to review any amendments requested by Developer or a Transferee, 
including the cost of any public hearings. 

7.7 Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants which 
shall run with the land comprising the Property for the benefit thereof, subject to the provisions 
of any Assignment Agreement (if applicable), and the burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and 
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and all successors and assigns of the Parties, including 
any Transferee of Developer. 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation.Cooperation in the Event of Legal 
Challenge. In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other governmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the Parties hereby 
agree to affirmatively cooperate in defending said action. Developer and the City agree to 
cooperate in any legal action seeking specific performance, declaratory relief or injunctive relief, 
to set court dates at the earliest practicable date(s) and not cause delay in the prosecution/defense 
of the action, provided such cooperation shall not require any Party to waive any rights. 

7.8.2 Relationship of the Parties. It is understood and agreed by the Parties 
hereto that the contractual relationship created between the Parties hereunder is that Developer is 
an independent contractor and not an agent of the City. Further, the City and Developer hereby 
renounce the existence of any form of joint venture or partnership between them and agree that 
nothing herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making 
the City and Developer joint-venturers or partners. 
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7.9 Indemnification. 

7.9.1 Obligation to Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless: Developer 
hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, and 
employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding ("Proceeding") against the City or its agents, 
officers, or employees (i) to set aside, void, or annul, all or any part of any Project Approval, or 
(ii) for any damages, personal injury or death which may arise, directly or indirectly, from such 
Developer or such Developer's contractors, subcontractors', agents', or employees' operations in 
connection with the construction of the Project, whether operations be by such Developer or any 
of such Developer's contractors, subcontractors, by anyone or more persons directly or indirectly 
employed by, or acting as agent for such Developer or any of such Developer's contractors or 
subcontractors. In the event that the City, upon being served with a lawsuit or other legal 
process to set aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, fails to promptly notify 
Developer of the Proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense of the Proceeding, 
Developer shall thereafter be relieved of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. However, if 
Developer has actual notice of the Proceeding, it shall not be relieved of the obligations imposed 
hereunder, notwithstanding the failure of the City to provide prompt notice of the Proceeding. 
The City shall be considered to have failed to give prompt notification of a Proceeding if the 
City, after being served with a lawsuit or other legal process challenging the Approvals, 
unreasonably delays in providing notice thereof to the Applicant. As used herein, "unreasonably 
delays" shall mean any delay that materially adversely impacts Applicant's ability to defend the 
Proceeding. The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall apply notwithstanding any 
allegation or determination in the Proceedings that the City acted contrary to applicable laws. 
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean that Developer shall hold the City harmless 
and/or defend it from any claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, intentional misconduct or 
gross negligence in the performance of this Agreement. 

7.9.2 Defending the Project Approvals. Developer shall have the obligation 
to timely retain legal counsel to defend against any Proceeding to set aside, void, or annul, all or 
any part of any Project Approval. The City shall have the right if it so chooses, to defend the 
Proceeding utilizing in-house legal staff, in which case Developer shall be liable for all legal 
costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City, including charges for staff time charged. In the 
event of a conflict of interest which prevents Developer's legal counsel from representing the 
City, and in the event the City does not have the in-house legal resources to defend against the 
Proceeding, the City shall also have the right to retain outside legal counsel, in which case 
Developer shall be liable for all legal costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City. Provided 
that Developer is not in breach of the terms of this Section 7.9, the City shall not enter into any 
settlement of the Proceeding which involves modification to any Project Approval or otherwise 
results in Developer incurring liabilities or other obligations, without the consent of Developer. 

7.9.3 Breach of Obligations. Actions constituting a breach of the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9 shall include, but not be limited to: (i) the failure to timely retain 
qualified legal counsel to defend against the Proceedings; (ii) the failure to promptly pay the City 
for any attorneys' fees or other legal costs for which the City is liable pursuant to a judgment or 
settlement agreement in the Proceeding seeking to set aside, void or annul all or part of any 
Project Approval; or (iii) the breach of any other obligation imposed in this Section 7.9, in each 
case after written notice from the City and a reasonable period of time in which to cure the 
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breach, not to exceed thirty-days. For purposes of this Section 7.9, Developer shall be 
considered to have failed to timely retain qualified legal counsel if such counsel is not retained 
within fourteen (14) days following the City's provision of the notice of Proceedings to 
Developer required hereunder. As used herein, qualified legal counsel shall mean competent 
counsel retained by Developer that does not have a conflict of interest with the City as a result of 
representing Developer in the Proceeding. In the event that Developer breaches the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9, the City shall have no obligation to defend against the Proceedings, 
and by not defending against the Proceedings, the City shall not be considered to have waived 
any rights in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.4 Cooperation: The City shall cooperate with Developer in the defense of 
the Proceeding; provided however, that such obligation of the City to cooperate in its defense 
shall not require the City to (i) assert a position in its defense of the Proceeding which it has 
determined, in its sole discretion, has no substantial merit; (ii) advocate in its defense of the 
Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole discretion, lack substantial merit; or 
(iii) advocate in its defense of the Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole 
discretion, are contrary to its best interests, or to public policy. Nothing contained in this section 
shall require Developer to refrain from asserting in its defense of the Proceeding positions or 
legal theories that do not satisfy the foregoing requirements. 

7.9.5 Contractual Obligation: Developer acknowledges and agrees that the 
obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 are contractual in nature, and that the breach of any such 
obligation may subject Developer to a breach of contract claim by the City. 

7.9.6 Waiver of Right to Challenge: Developer hereby waives the right to 
challenge the validity of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.7 Survival: The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall survive any 
judicial decision invalidating the Project Approvals. 

7.9.8 Preparation of Administrative Record: Developer and the City 
acknowledge that upon the commencement of legal Proceedings, the administrative record of 
proceedings relating to the Project Approvals must be prepared. Those documents must also be 
certified as complete and accurate by the City. Developer, as part of its defense obligation 
imposed in this Section 7.9, shall prepare at its sole cost and expense the record of proceedings 
in a manner which complies with all applicable laws; in accordance with reasonable procedures 
established by the City; and subject to the City's obligation to certify the administrative record of 
proceedings and the City's right to oversee the preparation of such administrative record. 
Developer agrees that its failure to prepare the administrative record as set forth herein, and in 
compliance with all time deadlines imposed by law, shall constitute a breach of its obligation to 
defend the City. In the event that Developer fails to prepare the administrative record, the City 
may do so, in which event the City shall be entitled to be reimbursed by Developer for all 
reasonable costs associated with preparation of the administrative record, including reasonable 
charges for staff time. 

7.9.9 Termination. Developer shall have the right, without City's prior 
approval but only with the prior written consent of all Mortgagees, in the event of and during the 
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continuation of any Litigation, to terminate this Agreement or renounce the Project Approvals, 
provided, however, that the provisions of this Section 7.9 shall survive any such termination. 

7.10 Deposit. Following the filing of a lawsuit, or other legal process seeking to set 
aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, Developer shall be required, following 
written demand by the City, to place funds on deposit with the City, which funds shall be used to 
reimburse the City for expenses incurred in connection with defending the Project Approvals. 
For Project Approvals which included the certification of an environmental impact report by the 
City, the amount of said deposit shall be ten thousand ($10,000) dollars. For all other Project 
Approvals, the amount of the deposit shall be five thousand ($5,000) dollars. The City, at its 
sole discretion, may require a larger deposit upon a detailed showing to Developer of the basis 
for its determination that the above stated amounts are insufficient. Any unused portions of the 
deposit shall be refunded to Developer within thirty (30) days following the resolution of the 
challenge to the Project Approvals. All Deposits must be paid to the City within thirty (30) days 
of Developer's receipt of the City's written demand for the Deposit. 

7.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between the City or 
Developer must be in writing, and shall be given either personally or by registered or certified 
mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail, the same shall be deemed 
to have been given and received on the first to occur of (i) actual receipt by any of the addressees 
designated below as the Party to whom notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a 
registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is 
deposited in the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have 
been given when delivered to the Party to whom it is addressed. Any Party hereto may at any 
time, by giving ten (10) days' written notice to the other Party hereto, designate any other 
address in substitution of the address, or any additional address, to which such notice or 
communication shall be given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at 
their addresses set forth below: 

If to the City: 

Director of City Planning 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

If to Developer: 

1720 North Vine LLC 
1749 North Vine LLC 
1750 North Vine LLC 
1733 North Argyle LLC 
Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Suite 1000 
1680 North Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-35-

with copies to 

City Attorney 
City of Los Angeles 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
700 The City Hall East, 200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

with copies to 

Millennium Partners 
1195 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 
Attn: Chief Financial Officer 

And with copies to 
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Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

And with copies to 

Paul Hastings JaHofosky & 'Nalker LLP 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
75 East 55th Street 
New York, NY 10022 
Attn: Eric R. Landau, Esq. 

7.12 Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, this Agreement 
shall be recorded with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles within ten (10) days 
following its execution by all Parties. Developer shall provide the City Clerk with the fees for 
such recording prior to or at the time of such recording, should the City Clerk effectuate the 
recordation. 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance. Every person who now or hereafter owns 
or acquires any right, title, interest in or to any portion of the Property, is and shall be 
conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to every provision contained herein, whether 
or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person 
acquired an interest in the Property. 

7.14 Successors and Assignees. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties any subsequent owner of all or any portion of 
the Property and their respective Transferees, successors, and assignees, subject to applicable 
Assignment Agreements. 

7.15 Severability. If any provisions, conditions, or covenants of this Agreement, or 
the application thereof to any circumstances of either Party, shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such provision, condition, 
or covenant to persons or circumstances other than those as to whom or which it is held invalid 
or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest 
extent permitted by law. 

7.16 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence for each provision of this 
Agreement of which time is an element. 

7.17 Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless 
in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom enforcement 
of a waiver is sought and refers expressly to this Section. No waiver of any right or remedy with 
respect to any occurrence or event shall be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy with respect 
to any other occurrence or event. 
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7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries. The only Parties to this Agreement are the City 
and Developer and their successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries (other than 
Mortgagees) and this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be construed to benefit or be 
enforceable by any other person whatsoever. 

7.19 Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth and contains the entire 
understanding and agreement of the Parties and there are no oral or written representations, 
understandings or ancillary covenants, undertakings or agreements which are not contained or 
expressly referred to herein and no testimony or evidence of any such representations, 
understandings, or covenants shall be admissible in any proceedings of any kind or nature to 
interpret or determine the provisions or conditions of this Agreement. 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents. Each 
Party acknowledges that it has received independent legal advice from its attorneys with respect 
to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the provisions hereof The 
provisions of this Agreement shall be construed as to their fair meaning, and not for or against 
any Party based upon any attribution to such Party as the source of the language in question. The 
headings and table of contents used in this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only 
and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate. At any time, and from time to time, Developer may deliver 
written notice to the City and the City may deliver written notice to Developer requesting that 
such Party certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying Party (i) this Agreement is in 
full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this Agreement has not been 
amended, or if amended, the identity of each amendment, and (iii) the requesting Party is not in 
breach of this Agreement, or if in breach, a description of each such breach (an "Estoppel 
Certificate"). The Planning Director shall be authorized to execute, on behalf of the City, any 
Estoppel Certificate requested by Developer which complies with this Section 7.21. The City 
acknowledges that an Estoppel Certificate may be relied upon by Transferees or successors in 
interest to Developer who requested the certificate and by Mortgagees holding an interest in the 
portion of the Property in which that Developer has a legal interest. 

7.22 Counterparts. This Agreement is executed in duplicate originals, each of which 
is deemed to be an original. This Agreement, not counting the Cover Page and Table of 
Contents, consists of_ pages and 6 Attachments which constitute the entire understanding and 
agreement of the Parties. 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

[SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGES] 

-37- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0024883 



EM18731 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as 
of the date first written above. 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corpora ti on of the State of California 

By: _________ _ 
Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor 

DATE: 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A TRUTANICH, City Attorney 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: 

ATTEST: 
JUNELAGMAY 

By: _________ _ 

Deputy 
DATE 
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1720 Owner 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

1749 Owner 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

Capital Records Building Owner 

L 750 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 
By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 
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Argyle Owner 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

EM18733 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE 
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MORTGAGEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ("Mortgagee"), is 
the current beneficiary of record under the following deeds of trust (collectively, the 
"Mortgages"): (a) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of 
December_, 2012, made by CPH 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), as trustor, in favor of Title 
Company, as trustee ("Trustee"), for the benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on 

, 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the Official Records 
----------
of Los Angeles County, California ("Official Records"), (b) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents 
and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012, made by 1749 North Vine Street LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company ("1749 Owner"), as trustor, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records; and (c) Deed of Trust, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012,, made by 1733 North Argyle 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ("Argyle Owner"), 1720 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company ("1720 Owner"), 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), as trustors, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records. 

The Mortgages encumber the "Property" other than the "Third Party Property", as such 
terms are defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 
(the "Development Agreement"), executed by and among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation, 1749 Owner, Argyle Owner, 1720 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner. and 
Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware liability company. 

Mortgagee has reviewed and approved the Development Agreement, and hereby consents 
to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Mortgagee further heresy sueorclim1tes the 
lieHs of the Mortgages to all of the terms, eoHclitioHs, eoveHaHts, aHcl easemeHts eoHtaiHecl iH the 
DeveloIJmeHt AgreemeHt. 

Executed as of 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

--------- '2013: 

MORTGAGEE: 

HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: -------------
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GROUND LESSEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), is the tenant of record under that certain Ground 
Lease dated December_, 2012 (the "Ground Lease"), between 1750 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, as ground lessor ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), and 
Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee, as ground lessee, a memorandum of which was 
recorded on , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the 
Official Records of Los Angeles County, California. 

The Ground Lease encumbers a portion (the "Leased Premises") of the "Property", as 
defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 (the 
"Development Agreement"), executed by among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation (the "City"), 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 
North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, Capitol Records Building Owner, 1733 
North Argyle, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a 
Delaware liability company. 

Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee has reviewed and approved the Development 
Agreement, and hereby consents to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Capitol 
Records Building Ground Lessee further hereby subordinates its leasehold interest in the Leased 
Premises to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the Development 
Agreement. 

Executed as of 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

---------~ 
'2013: 

CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING GROlJND 
LESSEE: 

CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: ___________ _ 
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EXHIBIT A-1 

DIAGRAM OF THE PROPERTY 
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EXHIBIT A-2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE THIRD PARTY PROPERTY 
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EXHIBITB 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
[Attached] 
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Land Use Catei:;ory 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NIA Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 
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EXHIBIT C 

PROJECT TRIP CAP 

Table 11-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Use Size AM Peak Hour Trim 

461 du 165 trips 
254 rm 121 trips 

80 ksf 63 trips 
150 ksf 137 trips 
100 ksf 78 trips 
25 ksf 13 trips 
-8 ksf ru trips 

574 trips 

-1-

PM Peak Hour Trim 

151 trips 
128 trips 
156 trips 
54 trips 

321 trips 
121 trips 
m trips 

924 trips 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is executed this 
____ day of , 2013, by and among the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), 1720 NORTH VINE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1720 Owner"), 1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1749 Owner"), 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Owner"), 1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Argyle Owner", and collectively with the 1720 Owner, the 17 49 Owner, 
and the Capitol Records Building Owner, the "Property Owners" ), and MILLENNIUM 
HOLLYWOOD LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with the Property Owners, 
"Developer"), pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., and the 
implementing procedures of the City, with respect to the following: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer recognize that the further development of the 
Property will create significant opportunities for economic growth in the City of Los Angeles, 
the Southern California region and California generally; 

WHEREAS, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that the Project, as 
defined below, may be developed in accordance with the Project Approvals, as defined below, 
and the terms of this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, Developer will implement public benefits above and beyond the 
necessary mitigation for the Project, including benefits and other consideration as noted in 
Section 2.3. l; 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will 
not be reduced in density, height, or use, or be subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or 
policies unless otherwise allowed by this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement, the City is encouraging the 
development of the Project as set forth in this Agreement in accordance with the goals and 
objectives of the City, while reserving to the City the legislative powers necessary to remain 
responsible and accountable to its residents; and 

WHEREAS, Developer intends to redevelop the 4.46-acre site (the "Property"), 
as set forth in Exhibits A-1 and A-2 attached hereto, located at 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 
1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, and 1770N. Vine Street; 6236, 
6270, and 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733 and 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; and 1746, 1748, 1754, 
1760, and 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90028; 

WHEREAS, Developer anticipates that the Project will be completely built-out 
and operational by the year 2020, but is requesting a longer term in this Agreement to allow 
sufficient time for development in the unlikely event of delays caused by unforeseen economic 
conditions and other unforeseen factors such as, but not limited to, unanticipated site conditions 
and the unavailability of materials or labor shortages; 
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WHEREAS, for the foregoing reasons, the Parties desire to enter into a 
development agreement for the Project pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, as defined 
below, and the City's charter powers upon the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development 
Agreement Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration of the premises and mutual 
promises and covenants herein contained and other valuable consideration the receipt and 
adequacy of which the Parties hereby acknowledge, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. DEFINITIONS. 

For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided or 
unless the context requires: 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Development Agreement, including all exhibits attached 
hereto and all amendments and modifications hereto. 

1.2 "Applicable Rules" means all of the rules, regulations, ordinances and officially 
adopted policies of the City in force as of the Effective Date, including, but not limited to, the 
Municipal Code, this Agreement (including the Development Regulations and all other 
attachments hereto) and Project Approvals. Additionally, notwithstanding the language of this 
Section or any other language in this Agreement, all specifications, standards and policies 
regarding the design and construction of public works facilities, if any, shall be those that are in 
effect at the time the applicable Project plans are being processed for approval and/or under 
construction but only to the extent not inconsistent with the Development Regulations or this 
Agreement. 

1.3 "Argyle Owner" means 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.4 "Assignment Agreement" means a written agreement between Developer (and/or 
any of them) and a Transferee of Developer (or any of them), consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement, in which the parties agree to specific obligations of this Agreement being transferred 
from such Developer to such Transferee. An Assignment Agreement may, but shall not be 
required to, allocate to the Transferee for its portion of the Property a defined portion of the 
Maximum Floor Area. 

1.5 "Capitol Records Building Owner" means 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company. 

1.6 "CEQA" means the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., Title 14, 
Sections 15000 et seq.). 

1.7 "City" means the City of Los Angeles, a charter City and municipal corporation. 

SMRH:407722898.10 -2-
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1.8 "City Agency" means each and every agency, department, board, commission, 
authority, employee, and/or official acting under the authority of the City, including without 
limitation, the City Council and the Planning Commission. 

1.9 "City Council" means the City Council of the City and the legislative body of the 
City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code. 

1.10 "Conditions of Approval" means the conditions of approval issued in connection 
with the Project Approvals. 

1.11 "Developer" means, collectively or individually, as applicable, 1720 Owner, 
1749 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware 
liability company, and all of their respective Transferees. 

1.12 "Development Agreement Act" means means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of 
Division 1 of Title 7 (Sections 65864 et seq.) of the California Government Code. 

1.13 "Development Regulations" means the Millennium Hollywood, Development 
Regulations: Design Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. 

1.14 "Discretionary Action" means an action which requires the exercise of 
judgment, deliberation, or a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including 
any board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in the process of 
approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity which merely 
requires the City and/or any City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance with statutes, 
ordinances, or regulations. 

1.15 "East Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the east of Vine Street, 
as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.16 "EIR" means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-~ certified by the City in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQ A 

1.17 "Effective Date" is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk 
of the City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" means the land use equivalency program, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2.5.3 below and Section 4.2 of the Development Guidelines, which allows 
land uses to be developed on the Property to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so 
long as the limitations of such equivalency program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed 
upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum 
Floor Area. All permitted land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of 
other permitted land uses on the Property under the Equivalency Program once the maximum 
FAR is reached. 
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1.19 "Existing Improvements" means the existing buildings, structures and 
improvements located within the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

1.20 "Fees"means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City. 

1.21 "First Phase" means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the 
Property, without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For clarification, 
any modification to an existing improvement on the Property will NOT constitute construction of 
a new building in accordance with this definition, even if building permits are required in 
connection with such improvement. 

1.22 "Floor Area" means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

1.23 "General Plan" means the General Plan of the City."Impact Fees" means impact 
fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share charges or other similar impact fees or 
charges imposed on and in connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable Rules. Impact Fees do 
not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or (ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general 
applicability, provided that such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" in each instance will be deemed to be 
followed by the phrase "without limitation". 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the East 
Parcel. 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the West 
Parcel. 

1.28 "Litigation" means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, implementation or 
enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, 
the EIR and/or the Project Approvals. 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" means the permits, approvals, plans, 
inspections, certificates, documents, licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the 
City in order for Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits and 
Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions. 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for 
each potential environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation monitoring 
program adopted as a condition of approval of the EIR and/or Project Approvals. 
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1.31 "Mortgage" means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale 
leaseback, or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for fair value, 
encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or Developer's interest in this Agreement, 
given by Developer for the purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements thereon, or any other 
purpose. 

1.32 "Mortgagee" means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, 
any administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or (iii) with respect to any 
parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale-leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee 
title under a Mortgage who has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 
6 .1. 4 of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such holder, beneficiary or 
lessor. 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. 

1.34 "Municipal Code" means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the 
same may exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used in the 
context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as of 
the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

1.35 "Parties" means collectively Developer and the City. 

1.36 "Party" means any one of Developer or the City. 

1.37 "Phase" means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction of 
replacement improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as a single construction 
project. For the purposes of avoiding doubt, renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will 
not constitute a Phase. 

1.38 "Planning Commission" means the City Planning Commission and the planning 
agency of the City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code (Development 
Agreement Act). 

1.39 "Planning Director" means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her 
designee. 

1.40 "Proceeding" is defined in Section 7. 9 .1. 

1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" means all processing fees and charges required 
by the City or any City Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, 
project permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, encroachment permits, 
tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right lots, street vacations and certificates of 
occupancy which are necessary to accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. 
Expressly exempted from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted after the Effective Date, 
except as specifically provided for in this Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include 
those linkage fees, impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
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amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be calculated at time of 
payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and Charges to be applied in connection with the 
development of the Project shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time 
an application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is established by the City 
in a subsequent agreement. 

1.42 "Project" means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the 
Project Approvals and the Development Regulations. 

1.43 "Project Approvals" those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which 
have been requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are comprised of 
(1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the "D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to 
C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; 
(2) Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a R Zone per 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; (3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio 
averaging in a unified development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W. l 9; ( 4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing per Municipal Code 
Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance from Municipal Code Section 
12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal 
Code§ 12.27; (6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce parking 
required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) Authority for Reduced On-Site 
Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a 
project that creates a maximum of 1, 116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; and 
(9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map dividing the 
Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up 
to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.44 "Property" shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally described in Exhibit A-2 
attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property 
by Developer, the Property shall not include the Third Party Property. 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" means the rights and authority excepted from this 
Agreement's restrictions on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take future Discretionary 
Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement that may be in conflict with the Applicable 
Rules and Project Approvals, but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and 
are generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by 
the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to 
Chapter IX of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire Code) regarding the 
construction, engineering and design standards for private and public improvements and which 
are (a) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally 
applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or 
The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of God); (3) are necessary to 
comply with state or federal laws and regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the 
Effective Date of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute Processing 
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Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its actual costs in processing 
applications, permit requests and approvals of the Project or in monitoring compliance with 
permits issued or approvals granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the 
Project, unless otherwise waived by the City. 

1.46 "Term" means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof 

1.47 "Third Party Property" means the portion of the Property that is not owned by 
Developer as of the Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 attached hereto. 

1.48 "Transferee" means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in 
interest, assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may include 
Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any individual residential dwelling 
unit developed on the Site will not be deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 
approved by the City on , 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air 
space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.50 "West Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the west of Vine 
Street, as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.51 "1720 Owner" means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.52 "1749 Owner" means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. 

2.1 State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage 
private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act which 
authorizes any the City to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain 
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in this 
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows: 
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"The Legislature finds and declares that: 

"(a) The lack of certainty in the approval of 
development projects can result in a waste of resources, escalate 
the cost of housing and other development to the consumer, and 
discourage investment in and a commitment to comprehensive 
planning which would make maximum efficient utilization of 
resources at the least economic cost to the public. 
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(a) (b) Assurance to the applicant for a development project that 
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in 
accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions 
of approval will strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 
participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic cost of 
development. 

(b) ( c) The lack of public facilities, including, but not limited to, 
streets, sewerage, transportation, drinking water, school, and utility facilities, is a 
serious impediment to the development of new housing. Whenever possible, 
applicants and local governments may include provisions in agreements whereby 
applicants are reimbursed overtime for financing of public facilities." 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and accountable to its 
residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated by the 
Legislature, the City: (1) accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development 
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of 
the Parties; and (2) to offset these restraints, seeks public benefits which go beyond those 
obtained by traditional City controls and conditions imposed on development project 
applications. 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions. The City Planning Commission Action. The 
City Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended approval of 
this Agreement on , 2013. 

2.2.2 The City Council Action. The City Council on 
________________ , 2013, after conducting a duly-noticed public 
hearing, adopted Ordinance No. __ , to become effective on the thirty-first day after 
publication, or on the forty-first day after posting, approving this Agreement, found that its 
provisions are consistent with the City's General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the 
Municipal Code, and authorized the execution of this Agreement. 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. 

2.3.1 Public Benefits. This Agreement provides assurances that the public 
benefits identified below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be 
achieved and developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with 
the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The Project will provide 
local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) promote 
Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, and future transient 
occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business expansion and relocation in 
Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary and permanent jobs to improve the 
local and regional economy; (iv) provide the density necessary to support a new mix of uses in 
close proximity to mass transit; and other benefits as contained in Section 3 .1.4. The Project will 
contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of land uses, which 
will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain Hollywood as a regional center 
and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 
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2.3.2 Developer Objectives. In accordance with the legislative findings set 
forth in the Development Agreement Act, and with full recognition of the City's policy of 
judicious restraints on its police powers, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that 
the Project may be developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals 
and with the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. In the absence 
of this Agreement, Developer would have no assurance that it can complete the Project for the 
uses and to the density and intensity of development set forth in this Agreement and the Project 
Approvals. This Agreement, therefore, is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will not 
be (1) reduced or otherwise modified in density, intensity or use from what is set forth in the 
Project Approvals, (2) subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or official policies or 
plans which are not adopted or approved pursuant to the City's Reserved Powers, or 
(3) subjected to delays for reasons other than Citywide health and safety enactments related to 
critical situations such as, but not limited to, the lack of water availability or sewer or landfill 
capacity. 

2.3.3 Mutual Objectives. Development of the Project in accordance with this 
Development Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property in accordance 
with the objectives set forth in the General Plan. Moreover, a development agreement for the 
Project will eliminate uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property, assure installation of necessary improvements, assure attainment of maximum efficient 
resource utilization within the City at the least economic cost to its citizens and otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the Development Agreement Act was enacted. The 
Parties believe that such orderly development of the Project will provide public benefits, as 
described in Section 2.3.1, to the City through the imposition of development standards and 
requirements under the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, including without 
limitation: increased tax revenues, installation of on-site and off-site improvements, 
redevelopment of an underutilized site, preservation of the historic Capitol Records building, a 
grade level pedestrian plaza, a mix of land uses including some or all of the following uses: 
residential, commercial and office within an existing activity center offering direct proximity to 
existing public transit and transportation infrastructure, the addition of retail and restaurant uses, 
approximately 2,900 construction-related jobs, and creation and retention of 1,257 to 1,635 direct 
and indirect jobs for the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, although development of the Project 
in accordance with this Agreement will restrain the City's land use or other relevant police 
powers, this Agreement provides the City with sufficient Reserved Powers during the term 
hereof to remain responsible and accountable to its citizens. In exchange for these and other 
benefits to the City, Developer will receive assurance that the Project may be developed during 
the term of this Agreement in accordance with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals and 
Reserved Powers, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

2.4 Applicability of the Agreement. This Agreement does not: ( 1) grant height, 
density, or intensity in excess of that otherwise established in the Applicable Rules and Project 
Approvals; (2) eliminate future Discretionary Actions relating to the Project if applications 
requiring such Discretionary Action are initiated and submitted by the owner of the Property 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; (3) guarantee that Developer will receive any profits 
from the Project; (4) prohibit the Project's participation (with the consent of Developer, to the 
extent required under Applicable Rules) in any benefit assessment district that is generally 
applicable to surrounding properties; or ( 5) amend the City's General Plan. This Agreement has 
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a fixed Term. Furthermore, in any subsequent Discretionary Actions applicable to the Property 
or any portion thereof, the City may apply the new rules, regulations and official policies as are 
contained in its Reserved Powers. 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES. 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer. In consideration for the 
City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry 
out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purposes, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, Developer hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.1.1 Project Development. Developer agrees that it will use its commercially 
reasonable efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into account market 
conditions and economic considerations, to undertake development of the Project in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including the Applicable Rules and the Project 
Approvals. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to require Developer to proceed with 
the construction of or any other implementation of the Project or any portion thereof. In 
addition, Developer agrees to the following: 

(1) Dedication of Land for Public Street Purposes. Provisions for the 
dedication of land for public purposes are set forth in the conditions of approval of the 
Project Approvals. 

(2) Description of Transportation Improvements. The transportation 
improvements to be included within the scope of the Project are set forth in the Project 
Approvals. 

(3) Maximum Height of the Project. The maximum height of the Project shall 
not exceed 585 feet and the Project shall comply with and be limited as set forth in the 
Project Approvals. 

(4) Maximum Floor Area of the Project. The maximum Floor Area 
("Maximum Floor Area") of the Project shall not exceed 1,166,970 net square feet 
(inclusive of Existing Improvements that are retained) and the Project shall comply with 
and be limited as set forth in the Project Approvals. 

3.1.2 Timing of Development. It is presently anticipated that the First Phase of 
the Project will be the Initial West Parcel Phase. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may 
construct the Project in any number of Phases as Developer determines on the Property, 
consistent with the Applicable Rules and the Project Approvals. The parties acknowledge that 
Developer cannot at this time predict when or at what rate the Property would be developed. 
These decisions depend upon numerous factors that are not all within the control of Developer, 
such as market orientation and demand, availability of financing, and competition. Because the 
California Supreme Court held in Pardee Construction Co. v. The City of Camarillo, 37 Cal. 3d 
465 ( 1984 ), that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of development 
permitted a later adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and controlling the 
Parties' agreement, Developer and the City do hereby acknowledge and provide for the right of 
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Developer to develop the Project in an order and at a rate and times as Developer deems 
appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment, subject to any 
restrictions that may exist in the Project Approvals. The City acknowledges that this right is 
consistent with the intent, purpose, and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement. 

3.1.3 Additional Obligations of Developer as Consideration for this 
Agreement. In addition to the obligations identified in Sections 2.3.1 and 3.1.1 of this 
Agreement, in consideration for the City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for 
the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, 
and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in Section 2 of this 
Agreement, Developer hereby agrees as follows, the responsibility for which may be allocated 
among the parties comprising the "Developer" as determined in the sole discretion of the parties 
comprising the Developer: 

3.1.3.1 Project Labor Agreement. For each Phase of the Project, a 
"Project Labor Agreement" (herein so called) with the Building and Construction Trades 
Council shall be in effect prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction of such 
Phase .. The purpose of the Project Labor Agreement will be to promote efficiency of 
construction operation during construction and provide for the orderly settlement of labor 
disputes and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby assuring timely and economical 
completion of construction. Additionally, the Project Labor Agreement will reflect a 
commitment by all parties to diversity in the workforce hiring that reflects levels of minority, 
women and other worker utilization at levels which are representative of the relevant workforce 
of these groups in the Greater Los Angeles Area. The Project Labor Agreement will serve to 
identify the construction trade union( s) as the primary source of all craft labor employed in such 
construction. The union(s) will use their best efforts to recruit and identify individuals, 
particularly residents of the City of Los Angeles, for entrance into joining labor/management 
apprenticeship programs and to assist individuals in qualifying and becoming eligible for such 
programs. 

3.1.3.2 Local Hiring. For each Phase of the Project, Developer shall 
work with the local construction trades and implement an apprenticeship and zip code 
identification program to prioritize local source hiring for Project construction from the 13th 

Council District of the City of Los Angeles, with priority given to construction workers from 
such area. This program shall be prepared in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Economic 
Development and the Council Office for the 13th Council District, no later than six months prior 
to the commencement of construction of the First Phase of the Project. Thereafter, on an annual 
basis as part of the required Annual Review for any year during which construction activity 
occurred, a report detailing the demographic and geographic information of the Project's 
construction workers shall be included. 

3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of each Phase of the Project including core and 
shell construction shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as determined pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit 
proof of compliance with this obligation prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for 
such Phase. 
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3.1.3.4 Community Organization Meeting Space. Developer shall 
provide not less than 1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project (the "Meeting Space") for 
use by Hollywood and community non-profit groups including, but not limited to, the local 
Neighborhood Council and other civic organizations, during reasonable business hours, as 
available. Subject to availability, the Meeting Space shall be provided to accommodate small 
gatherings, such as regularly scheduled community meetings, for a maximum of 30 occurrences 
per year. Subject to availability, groups shall be provided with access to the Meeting Space if 
they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and 
provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. Developer shall establish and, commencing upon 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the First Phase, operate a publicly accessible 
reservation system whereby community groups can reserve the Meeting Space as available. This 
requirement shall include only the use of space and shall not include Developer's provision of 
security, food, beverage, equipment or other materials. The Meeting Space will be included in 
one of the Project buildings at all times following the issuance of a final certificate of completion 
for the First Phase, although it need not be in its initial location. The Meeting Space shall 
include reasonable access to restroom facilities, and shall be located within the first three floors 
of the building. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include 
plans for the Meeting Space, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for 
conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.4. Subject to availability, the 
Meeting Space may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project. The foregoing 
requirement is not intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to 
any particular space within the Project, and the location of any Meeting Space in the Project, 
subject to compliance with the requirements set forth in this subsection 3 .1.3 .4, may be changed 
at Developer's discretion from time to time. 

3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 
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(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of 
completion for the First Phase, Developer shall procure and thereafter operate 
during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. 
Such shuttle service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable 
hours, generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to 
improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of 
the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes, to the Project and 
the public transportation access points within two blocks of the Project; as such 
service will not be required to accommodate linkages between the Project and 
areas already adequately serviced by DASH and Metro. Developer shall not be 
obligated to expend more than $50,000 per year for the operation of such service. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such program. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the Project 
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in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3 .1.3. 5(b ). Bicycle 
amenities in the First Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
parking facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant 
space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the 
Initial West Portion Phase shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing 
bicycle users to such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check 
with the City shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be 
reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3.l.3.5(b). As part ofthe Annual Review process required by 
Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning 
Director how it has implemented such program, and provide information 
regarding use of such facilities. 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall (a) 
cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the Project 
directional signage showing pedestrian routes between the Project and all public 
transportation access points within a four block radius of the Project, including 
bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the 
amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) to the City's Department of 
Transportation for the installation at the DASH access point nearest the Project of 
directional signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point 
and the Project and ( c) provide funding in the amount of Twenty Five Thousand 
Dollars ($25,000) to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus and commuter 
train access points within a four block radius of the Project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and 
the Project (collectively, the "Transit Linkage Payments") to the City and/or 
Metro for such installation. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payments 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate 
of occupancy for First Phase of the Project. 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50,000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 
prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the 
Project. 

(e) Vine Street Metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban 
planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, 
the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study of the 
design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood 
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Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be completed and 
delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a condition to, the 
issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. In addition, Developer shall purchase and make available not less 
than 25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the Project (which passes may 
be distributed by Developer to such persons in its sole discretion). As part of the 
Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, 
thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, within 
each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) "Park 
and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of 
the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro commuter train or bus 
for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall establish and 
maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure that such 
parking continue to meet such condition, the results of which shall be submitted 
as part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement. 

(h) Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
non-residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services. As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, 
and provide information regarding use of such spaces. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building permit for the Initial East Parcel 
Phase, Developer shall prepare in cooperation with the City's Office of Historic Resources and 
submit to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written adjacent structure 
monitoring plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol Records Building, 
including the recording studios and underground echo chambers therein. Approval of such plan 
may be issued by the Director of Building and Safety, in his or her reasonable discretion. The 
Director shall not withhold its approval of the proposed plan if an officer ofEMI Music Ltd. dba 
Capitol Records or the then tenant of the portions of the Capitol Records Building containing 
such recording studios and echo chambers ("Capitol Records") submits written confirmation 
that Capitol Records has approved such plan. Following its approval, such plan shall be 
implemented during construction (including reconstruction and replacement) of all 
improvements on the East Parcel. As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 
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of this Agreement, Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such monitoring program. 

3.1.3.7 Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming. After 
issuance of a final certificate of completion for the Phase on the East Parcel which includes the 
open public space to be constructed adjacent to the existing Jazz Mural (the "Art Plaza"), for the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall conduct within the Art Plaza at least four (4) public 
events per year, which may include musical, dramatic, comedic and/or dance performances, and 
art exhibitions. Programming will be developed in consultation with the City's Cultural Affairs 
Department, the Hollywood Arts Council, and the Hollywood Business Improvement District. 
Developer will pay for all costs associated with such public events, including planning, 
promotion, security, cleanup and insurance. Developer will obtain all permits required pursuant 
to applicable law, including assembly permits as may be required by the Municipal Code, in 
connection with each such public event. Developer will reasonably consider, but will not be 
bound to conduct, public events suggested by City and/or City Agencies. An annual schedule of 
such public events will be provided by Developer to the City Agency designated by the City to 
oversee such events. The foregoing will all be conducted at Developer's sole cost and expense. 

3.1.3.8 Parking Access Management System. Developer shall provide a 
parking access management system containing, among other things, overhead illuminated signs 
for each exit/entry driveway from public streets into non-residential parking areas of the Project. 
The final size and design of such parking access management system shall be mutually agreeable 
to Developer and the Director of Building and Safety, in their reasonable discretion. 

3.1.3.9 Pedestrian Improvements Contribution. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to the Hollywood Chamber 
of Commerce Walk of Fame Committee or otherwise as directed by the City (the "Pedestrian 
Payment") toward the renovation and upkeep of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements along Vine Street between the Project and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Such renovation and upkeep is intended to enhance the pedestrian experience for 
people in the vicinity of the Property. Proof of payment of the first half of the Pedestrian 
Payment shall be submitted to the Department of Building and Safety as a condition to issuance 
of a building permit for the First Phase of the Project and proof of payment of the balance of the 
Pedestrian Payment shall be submitted to the Department of Building and Safety as a condition 
to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project. 

3.1.3.10 Music Appreciation Exhibit. Developer shall install 
publicly accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms within the 
First Phase of the Project (collectively, the "Music Appreciation Exhibit"). The Music 
Appreciation Exhibit shall be designed, decorated and programmed in a manner so as to 
celebrate music and entertainment. The Music Appreciation Exhibit plans (but not any proposed 
programming therein) shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning, in consultation with the 
Council Office, and approved by the Director of Planning, in his or her reasonable discretion. 
Developer's shall be entitled to credit to the Art Developments Fee otherwise payable by 
Developer under the Applicable Rules in connection with the Project for Developer's cost of 
installing such Music Appreciation Exhibit. The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be maintained 
by Developer, at its sole cost, to a standard at least as high as the balance of the Project. As part 
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of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has programmed such Music Appreciation Exhibit. 

3.1.3.11 Hollywood Central Park. Developer shall make a 
contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central Park in the amount of $50,000. Proof of such 
payment shall be submitted to the Planning Director as a condition to the issuance of the building 
permit for the First Phase. Thereafter, commencing upon the April 1 following the later of 
(a) issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project or (b) the 
completion and commencement of operation of the proposed Hollywood Central Park, and 
thereafter on April 1 of each year during the remaining Term of this Agreement, Developer shall 
make an annual contribution, in the amount of $50,000 to the City Department of Recreation and 
Parks or otherwise as directed by the City for the operation and maintenance of the Hollywood 
Central Park. 

3.1.3.12 Affordable Housing. Prior to the issuance of any final 
certificate of occupancy for any new residential dwelling units in any Phase of the Project, 
Developer shall provide evidence to the Director of Planning that it has either: 

(a) Affordable Housing Payment. Contributed a fixed-fee payment 
to the City Housing Authority to support affordable housing (each and 
collectively, the "Affordable Housing Payment") in an amount equal to Seventy 
Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000) multiplied by fifteen percent (15%) of the total 
number of market rate residential dwelling units in such Phase as shown on the 
final approved building plans for such Phase; or 

(b) Affordable Project Contribution. Contributed an amount equal 
to the Affordable Housing Payment for such Phase to a developer of a Transit 
Affordable Housing Project. As used herein, the term "Transit Affordable 
Housing Project" means a multifamily development project located within 1,000 
yards of a commuter rail station or bus route containing "Affordable Units" (as 
defined below). As used herein, the term "Affordable Units" means multifamily 
units subject to a regulatory agreement with the City and/or other governmental 
agency limiting rental thereto to low and/or very low income families, as defined 
in Section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended from time to 
time. 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City. In consideration for 
Developer entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to 
carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purpose, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, the City hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.2.1 Entitlement to Develop. Developer has the vested right to develop the 
Project containing up to Maximum Floor Area in, on, under and/or above the Property as 
contemplated by the EIR subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement (including the 
Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations), the Applicable Rules, the Project 
Approvals and the Reserved Powers. The Floor Area in the Existing Improvements (114,303 
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square feet as of the Effective Date) shall be included as part of such maximum permitted density 
of the Project. The density of certain portions of the Property may exceed the pro-rata or average 
per acre density for the Property as a whole provided that (a) such density shall be subject to 
maximum height limitations applicable to each portion of the Property as set forth in the Project 
Approvals and Development Regulations, and (b) the total density for the Property shall not 
exceed Maximum Floor Area. Developer's vested rights under this Agreement shall include, 
without limitation, the right to remodel, renovate, rehabilitate, rebuild, or replace the Project or 
any portion thereof throughout the applicable Term for any reason, including, without limitation, 
in the event of damage, destruction, or obsolescence of the Project or any portion thereof, subject 
to the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, and Reserved Powers. Any and/or all Existing 
Improvements which comply with the Applicable Rules on the Property as of the Effective Date 
which are damaged or destroyed during the Term may be remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, 
repaired, rebuilt or replaced subject to the Applicable Rules (other than the Project Description 
set forth on Exhibit B) and the Reserved Powers. To the extent that all or any portion of the 
Project is remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, rebuilt, or replaced, Developer may locate that 
portion of the Project at any other location of the Property, subject to the requirements of the 
Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules, and the Reserved Powers. 

3.2.2 Consistency in Applicable Rules. Based upon all information made 
available to the City up to or concurrently with the execution of this Agreement, the City finds 
and certifies that no Applicable Rules prohibit or prevent or encumber the full completion and 
occupancy of the Project in accordance with the uses, densities, designs, heights, signage 
regulations, permitted demolition, and other development entitlements incorporated and agreed 
to herein and in the Project Approvals. 

3.2.3 Changes in Applicable Rules. 

3.2.3.1 Non-Application of Changes in Applicable Rules. Any change 
in, or addition to, the Applicable Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any 
applicable General Plan, zoning or building regulation, adopted, or becoming effective after the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by means of 
ordinance including but not limited to adoption of a specific plan or overlay zone, The City 
Charter amendment, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium, 
initiated, or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by the City, the Mayor, City 
Council, Planning Commission or any other Board, Commission, Department or Agency of the 
City, or any officer or employee thereof: or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, 
absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any 
way with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, or this Agreement, shall not be applied to the 
Project unless these changes represent an exercise of the City's Reserved Powers, or are 
otherwise agreed to in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may, in its 
sole discretion, give the City written notice of its election to have any subsequent change in the 
Applicable Rules applied to some portion or all of the Property as it may own, in which case 
such subsequent change in the Applicable Rules shall be deemed to be contained within the 
Applicable Rules insofar as that portion of the Property is concerned. In the event of any conflict 
or inconsistency between this Agreement and the Applicable Rules, the provisions of this 
Agreement shall control. 
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3.2.3.2 Changes in Building and Fire Codes. Notwithstanding any 
provision of this Agreement to the contrary, development of the Project shall be subject to 
changes occurring from time to time in the California Building Code and other uniform 
construction codes. In addition, development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring 
from time to time in Chapters V and IX of the Municipal Code regarding the construction, 
engineering, and design standards for both public and private improvements provided that these 
changes are (1) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are 
generally applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or City Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.3.3 Changes Mandated by Federal or State Law. This Agreement 
shall not preclude the application to the Project of changes in, or additions to, the Applicable 
Rules, including rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies, to the extent that these 
changes or additions are mandated to be applied to developments such as this Project by state or 
federal regulations, pursuant to the Reserved Powers. In the event state or federal laws or 
regulations prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, these 
provisions shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with state or federal 
laws or regulations. 

3.2.4 Subsequent Development Review. The City shall not require Developer 
to obtain any approvals or permits for the development of the Project in accordance with this 
Agreement other than those permits or approvals that are required by the Applicable Rules, the 
Reserved Powers, and/or the Project Approvals. Except as permitted by the Equivalency 
Program and by those changes and modifications as described in Section 3.2.5, any subsequent 
Discretionary Action initiated by Developer that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or 
Applicable Rules, which changes the uses, intensity, density, building height, or timing of the 
Project, or decreases the lot area, setbacks, yards, parking, or which increases entitlements 
allowed under the Project Approvals, shall be subject to rules, regulations, ordinances, and 
official policies of the City then in effect. The Parties agree that this Agreement does not 
modify, alter or change the City's obligations pursuant to CEQA and acknowledge that future 
Discretionary Actions may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. In the 
event that additional environmental review is required by CEQA, the City agrees to utilize tiered 
environmental documents to the fullest extent permitted by law, as determined by the City, and 
as provided in California Public Resources Code Sections 21093 and 21094. 

3.2.5 Development Regulations. 

3.2.5.1 Development Flexibility. The City acknowledges that the 
Development Regulations provide flexibility regarding modifications to Project's final 
development layout so that the Project can be built with a mix of uses and layout that responds to 
market demand and changing needs of the Southern California economy while maintaining 
design quality and consistency. Developer shall have the right to modify the Project within the 
limits set forth in the Development Regulations. Implementation of the Development 
Regulations will not require any new or additional Discretionary Approvals from the City. 

3.2.5.2 Development Regulations. The Development Regulations permit 
design flexibility within a set of site-wide guidelines and standards that ensure the integrity of an 
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overall master plan concept for the Site and protect the visual and environmental quality of the 
Project as a whole. The Development Regulations establish standards for use, bulk, parking and 
loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting and sustainability. 

3.2.5.3 Equivalency Program. The "Equivalency Program" (herein so 
called) is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while ensuring that a change 
in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. With respect to any 
proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange Phase") that would result in a build out of the 
Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project scenarios studied under the EIR, 
under the Equivalency Program Developer may request a transfer or exchange of land uses for 
such Exchange Phase by a delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the 
City, which request shall be accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use 
transfer/exchange that is being proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the Existing 
Improvements and the other Phases previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM 
and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap from the EIR, a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C; and ( c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR (collectively, an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). 
The Planning Director shall approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange 
Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in such Table II-3, Project 
Trip Cap, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the 
EIR. 

3.2.5.4 EIR Analysis. Implementation of the Development Regulations 
will not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts as analyzed in the EIR. The 
Project including the development flexibility set forth in the Development Regulations were fully 
analyzed in the EIR. 

3.2.6 Special Taxes and Assessments. Developer shall have the right, to the 
extent permitted by law, to protest, oppose, and vote against any and all special taxes, 
assessments, levies, charges, and/or fees imposed with respect to any assessment districts, 
infrastructure financing, Mello-Roos or community facilities districts, community taxing 
districts, maintenance districts, or other similar districts. If Developer requests the formation of 
any such districts in connection with the Project, the City agrees to cooperate fully in their 
formation. 

3.2. 7 Effective Development Standards. The City agrees that it is bound to 
permit the uses, intensity of use and density on this Property which are permitted by this 
Agreement and the Project Approvals, insofar as this Agreement and the Project Approvals so 
provide or as otherwise set forth in the Applicable Rules or the Reserved Powers. The City 
hereby agrees that it will not unreasonably withhold or unreasonably condition any Discretionary 
Action which must be issued by the City in order for the Project to proceed, provided that 
Developer reasonably and satisfactorily complies with all City-wide standard procedures, 
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actions, payments of Processing Fees and Charges, and criteria generally required of developers 
by the City for processing Requests for development consistent with this Agreement. 

3.2.8 Interim Use. The City agrees that Developer may use the Property during 
the Term of this Agreement for any use which is otherwise permitted by the applicable zoning 
regulations and the General Plan in effect at the time of the interim use, except as expressly 
provided in this Development Agreement, or pursuant to any approvals, permits, other 
agreements between the City and Developer, or other entitlements previously granted and in 
effect as of the Effective Date. 

3.2.9 Moratoria or Interim Control Ordinances. In the event an ordinance, 
resolution, policy, or other measure is enacted, whether by action of the City, by initiative, or 
otherwise, which relates directly or indirectly to the Project or to the rate, amount, timing, 
sequencing, or phasing of the development or construction of the Project on all or any part of the 
Property, the City agrees that such ordinance, resolution, or other measure shall not apply to the 
Property or this Agreement, unless such changes: (1) are found by the City to be necessary to the 
public health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are generally applicable on a 
Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or the City 
Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.10 Time Period of Tentative Tract Map and Project Approvals. The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Project may be subject to unavoidable delays due to 
factors outside Developer's control. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
66452.6(a), the City agrees that the duration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and any new 
tract or parcel map which are consistent with the Project Approvals, shall automatically be 
extended for the Term of this Agreement. The City further agrees that the duration of all of the 
Project Approvals shall automatically be extended for the Term of this Agreement. 

3.2.11 Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees 
and Charges for Ministerial Permits and Approvals. 

3.2.12 Timeframes and Staffing for Processing and Review. The City agrees 
that expeditious processing of Ministerial Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions, if 
any, and any other approvals or actions required for the Project are critical to the implementation 
of the Project. In recognition of the importance of timely processing and review of Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals, the City agrees to work with Developer to establish time frames for 
processing and reviewing such Ministerial Permits and Approvals and to comply with 
timeframes established in the Project Approvals. The City agrees to expedite all Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions requested by Developer, if any. 

3.2.13 Other Governmental Approvals. Developer may apply for such other 
permits and approvals as may be required for development of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement from other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Property. The City shall cooperate with Developer in its endeavors to 
obtain such permits and approvals. Each Party shall take all actions and do all things, and 
execute, with acknowledgment or affidavit, if required, any and all documents and writings that 
may be necessary or proper to achieve the purposes and objectives of this Agreement. 
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3.2.14 Administrative Changes and Modifications. The Parties may determine 
as the development of the Project proceeds that refinements and changes are appropriate with 
respect to certain details of the Project and the performance of the Parties under this Agreement. 
The Parties desire to retain a certain degree of flexibility with respect to the details of the Project 
development and with respect to those items covered in general terms under this Agreement and 
under the Project Approvals. If and when the Parties find that "Substantially Conforming 
Changes," as herein defined, are necessary or appropriate, they shall, unless otherwise required 
by law, effectuate such changes or adjustments through administrative modifications approved 
by the Parties. As used herein, "Substantially Conforming Changes" are changes, 
modifications or adjustments that are substantially consistent with the Project Approvals, and 
that do not materially alter the overall nature, scope or design of the Project including, without 
limitation, minor changes to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, minor changes in building 
footprint configurations, locations, size or heights of buildings, architectural features or other 
Development Regulations (subject in all cases to the maximum density, intensity of use and 
height restrictions set forth in the Applicable Rules), signage or configuration and size of parcels 
or lots (including lot line adjustments). Substantially Conforming Changes would not be 
considered Discretionary Actions, and would therefore not require a public hearing. 

3.3 Third Party Property. The Third Party Property, which may be acquired by 
Developer after the Effective Date, shall be subject to this Agreement upon acquisition thereof 
by Developer (or any of them or any entity controlled by, controlling or under common control 
with any of them), including without limitation the Development Regulations. Developer shall 
provide to the City (a) notice pursuant to Section 6.2 and Section 7.12 of this Agreement of the 
acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, and (ii) evidence of Developer's ownership 
or leasehold interest in the Third Party Property. Developer is in no way obligated to acquire or 
attempt to acquire the Third Party Property, and in the event that Developer does not acquire the 
Third Party Property, neither Developer nor the owner of the Third Party Property shall have any 
rights or obligations under the terms of this Agreement with respect to the Third Party Property. 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW. 

4.1 Annual Review. During the Term of this Agreement, the City shall review 
annually Developer's compliance with this Agreement by Developer, and/or any Transferee. 
This periodic review shall be limited in scope to good faith compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement as provided in the Development Agreement Act and Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, shall have the burden of demonstrating such good faith compliance relating solely to 
such parties' portion of the Property and any development located thereon. The Annual Review 
shall be in the form of an Annual Report prepared and submitted by the Planning Director. The 
Report shall include: the number, type and square footage of and the status of the Project; any 
transfers of floor area; the total number of parking spaces developed; provisions for open space; 
any equivalency transfers; status of activities relating to streetscape improvements; and a 
summary of performance of Developer's obligations. For purposes of this Section, each 
Transferee shall be the "Developer" with respect to the portion of the Property owned by it. 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure. Submission by Developer, and/or Transferee, of 
evidence of compliance with this Agreement with respect to each such Party's portion of the 
Property, in a form which the Planning Director may reasonably establish, shall be made in 
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writing and transmitted to the Planning Director not later than sixty (60) days prior to the yearly 
anniversary of the Effective Date. The public shall be afforded an opportunity to submit written 
comments regarding compliance to the Planning Director at least sixty (60) days prior to the 
yearly anniversary of the Effective Date. All such public comments and final staff reports shall, 
upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer, and/or any 
Transferees. 

4.2.1 Special Review. The City may order a special review of compliance with 
this Agreement, at any time. 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination. On or before the yearly anniversary of the 
Effective Date of the Agreement, the Planning Director shall make a determination regarding 
whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee, has complied in good faith with the provisions 
and conditions of this Agreement. This determination shall be made in writing with reasonable 
specificity, and a copy of the determination shall be provided to Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, in the manner prescribed in Section 7.120. 

4.4 Appeal by Developer. In the event the Planning Director makes a finding and 
determination of non-compliance, Developer, and/ or any Transferee as the case may be, shall be 
entitled to appeal that determination to the Planning Commission. After a public hearing on the 
appeal, the Planning Commission shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, has 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement. Nothing in this 
Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying or abrogating Los Angeles City 
Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and Board actions). 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance. If, as a result of this Annual Review 
procedure, it is found and determined by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission or 
The City Council, on appeal, that Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, has not 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, the City, after 
denial of any appeal or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal period 
described in Section 7.3, shall submit to Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, 
by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner 
prescribed in Section 7.11, stating with specificity those obligations of Developer and/or any 
Transferee, as the case may be, which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of 
non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, shall promptly 
commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the 
notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty (60) days after 
receipt of the notice of default, or any longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
items of the default(s), by mutual consent of the City and Developer provided that Developer 
shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the item of default(s) is 
cured. 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure. If the Planning Director finds and 
determines that Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee (or any one of them) has not 
cured a default pursuant to this Section, and that the City intends to terminate or modify this 
Agreement or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
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Planning Director shall make a report to the Planning Commission. The Planning Director shall 
then set a date for a public hearing before the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If after the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that (i) such Developer, or such Transferee has not cured a default pursuant to this 
Section, and (ii) subject to Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.4, the City may terminate or modify this 
Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
finding and determination shall be appealable to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3 
hereof In the event of a finding and determination of compliance, there shall be no appeal by 
any person or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying 
or abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council's review of Commission and 
Council actions). 

4.7 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Subject to Sections 5.1.1 and 
5 .1.4, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights 
and obligations, as the case may be, after the final determination of noncompliance by the City 
Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal periods described in 
Section 7.3. There shall be no modifications of this Agreement unless the City Council acts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65867.5 and 65868, irrespective of whether an appeal is 
taken as provided in Section 7.3. 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs. Developer shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, 
reasonably and necessarily incurred, to accomplish the required annual review. 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the Property. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 4 or any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Transferee of all or any portion of the Property shall only be responsible for 
submitting evidence of compliance with this Agreement as it relates solely to that portion of the 
Property transferred, assigned, or conveyed to such Transferee in an Assignment Agreement 
authorized by Section 6.2 of this Agreement. 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer. The City's rights in 
Section 4 of this Agreement relating to compliance with this Agreement by Developer shall be 
limited to only those rights and obligations assumed by Developer under this Agreement and as 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement authorized by Section 6.2 of this 
Agreement. 

4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation. From time to time, Developer 
of any portion of the Property may, separate from the annual review process, submit a written 
request for confirmation from the Planning Director that certain obligations of this Agreement 
have been satisfied. Subject to the time limits and process requirements of Section 4.3, the 
Planning Director shall issue a written confirmation stating either that such obligations have been 
satisfied or setting forth the reasons why subject obligation have not been satisfied. 
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5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS. 

5.1 Default by Developer. 

5.1.1 Default. In the event Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee of 
any portion of the Property fails to perform its obligations under this Agreement applicable to its 
portion of the Property as specified in the applicable Assignment Agreement, in a timely manner 
and in compliance pursuant to Section 4 of this Agreement, the City shall have all rights and 
remedies provided for in this Agreement, including, without limitation, modifying or terminating 
this Agreement, provided that (a) such modification or termination shall relate solely and 
exclusively to the property of the defaulting Developer or Transferee, and (b) the City has first 
complied with all applicable notice and opportunity to cure provisions in Sections 5.1.2 and 6.1.5 
and given notice as provided in Sections 4.3, 4.6, 6.1.4 and/or 7.11 hereof, and (c) Developer 
may appeal such declaration in the manner provided in, and subject to all terms and provisions 
ot: Sections 4.4 and 4.5. In no event shall a default by a Developer or a Transferee of any 
portion of the Property constitute a default by any non-defaulting Developer or Transferee with 
respect to such non-defaulting parties' obligations hereunder nor affect such non-defaulting 
parties' rights hereunder, or respective portion of the Property. 

5.1.2 Notice of Default. The City through the Planning Director shall submit to 
Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee, as applicable, by registered or certified mail, 
return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 7 .11, 
identifying with specificity those obligations of such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, 
which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, Developer or Transferee, 
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after 
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default( s) not later than sixty 
( 60) days after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
remedy the default(s), provided that Developer or Transferee, as applicable, shall continuously 
and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

5.1.3 Failure to Cure Default Procedures. If after the cure period has elapsed 
(Section 4.6), the Planning Director finds and determines that Developer (or any of them), or a 
Transferee, as the case may be, remains in default and that the City intends, subject to Section 
5 .1. l and 5 .1. 4 of this Agreement, to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the Planning Director shall make a report to 
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Commission in accordance 
with the notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If 
after public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, remain(s) in default and that the City 
intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and 
obligations, as the case may be, such Developer and such Transferee shall be entitled to appeal 
that finding and determination to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3. In the event 
of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be no appeal by any person 
or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying of 
abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and 
Board actions). 
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5.1.4 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Upon default by 
Developer (or any of them) or a Transferee and the delivery of notice and expiration of all 
applicable cure periods, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations hereunder, as the case may be, relating solely to the defaulting 
Developer or Transferee and such defaulting party's portion of the Property, after such final 
determination of the City Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal 
periods described in Section 7.3 relating to the defaulting parties rights and obligations. There 
shall be no termination or modification of this Agreement unless the City Council acts pursuant 
to Section 7.3. 

5.2 Default by the City. 

5.2.1 Default. In the event the City does not accept, process, or render a 
decision on necessary development permits, entitlements, or other land use or building approvals 
for use as provided in this Agreement upon compliance with the requirements thereof, or as 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, or the City otherwise defaults under the provisions of this 
Agreement, Developer, and any Transferee, shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or 
by applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City's 
obligations under this Agreement provided that Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, has 
first complied with the procedures in Section 5.2.2. No part of this Agreement shall be deemed 
to abrogate or limit any immunities or defenses the City may otherwise have with respect to 
claims for monetary damages. 

5.2.2 Notice of Default. Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, shall first 
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations that have 
not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City shall promptly commence to 
cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the notice of default 
and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than one hundred and twenty (120) days 
after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
default(s), provided that the City shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times 
until the default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City has cured the default, 
the Parties shall submit the matter to arbitration pursuant to Section 7. 5 of this Agreement. 

5.3 No Monetary Damages. It is acknowledged by the Parties that the City would 
not have entered into this Agreement if it were liable in monetary damages under or with respect 
to this Agreement or the application thereof. The Parties agree and recognize that, as a practical 
matter, it may not be possible to determine an amount of monetary damages which would 
adequately compensate Developer for its investment of time and financial resources in planning 
to arrive at the kind, location, intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate 
the consideration the City would require to enter into this Agreement to justify the exposure. 
Therefore, the Parties agree that each of the Parties may pursue any remedy at law or equity 
available for any breach of any provision of this Agreement, except that the Parties shall not be 
liable in monetary damages and the Parties covenant not to sue for or claim any monetary 
damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. 
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6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS. 

6.1.1 Encumbrances on the Property. The Parties hereto agree that this 
Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer (or any of them), or any Transferee, from 
encumbering the Property or any estate or interest therein, portion thereof, or any improvement 
thereon, together with the rights of Developer hereunder, in any manner whatsoever by one or 
more Mortgages with respect to the construction, development, use or operation of the Project 
and parts thereof. The City acknowledges that the Mortgagees may require certain Agreement 
interpretations and modifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with 
Developer and representatives of such lender(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for 
interpretation or modification. The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such 
requested interpretation or modification, provided such interpretation or modification is 
consistent with the intent and purposes of this Agreement. 

6.1.2 Mortgagee Protection. To the extent legally permissible, this Agreement 
shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property, or any portion thereof, 
including the lien of any Mortgage. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no breach of this Agreement 
shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and 
for value. Any acquisition or acceptance of title or any right or interest in or with respect to the 
Property or any portion thereof by a Mortgagee, pursuant to foreclosure, trustee's sale, deed in 
lieu of foreclosure, lease or sublease termination or otherwise, shall be subject to all of the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement applicable to the Property or such portion, as applicable, except 
that any such Mortgagee, including its affiliate, or any other entity (a "Mortgagee Successor") 
which acquires the Property or any portion thereof a result of the foreclosure of such Mortgage, 
by power of sale granted thereunder, by acceptance of a deed in lieu of foreclosure, pursuant to a 
bankruptcy proceeding or other such similar proceedings or otherwise as a result of the exercise 
of remedies under any Mortgage, shall be entitled to the benefits arising under this Agreement 
provided Mortgagee complies with Section 6.1.3 below. 

6.1.3 Mortgagee Not Obligated. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
Section 6, Mortgagee will not have any obligation or duty pursuant to the terms set forth in this 
Agreement to perform the obligations of Developer or other affirmative covenants of Developer 
hereunder, or to guarantee such performance, except that the Mortgagee or its Mortgagee 
Successor shall have no vested right to develop the Project without fully complying with the 
terms of this Agreement and executing and delivering to the City, in a form and with terms 
reasonably acceptable to the City, an assumption agreement of Developer's obligations 
hereunder relating to the portion of the Property acquired by such Mortgagee or Mortgagee 
Successor, which, in the case of unpaid monetary obligations shall be deemed allocated pro rata 
based upon the relation of the size of the land acquired to all of the land in the property, unless 
otherwise agreed by such Mortgagee or Successor Mortgagee. 

6.1.4 Request for Notice to Mortgage. The Mortgagee of any Mortgage or 
deed of trust encumbering the Property, or any part or interest thereof, who has submitted a 
request in writing to the City in the manner specified herein for giving notices shall be entitled to 
receive written notification from the City of any notice of non-compliance by Developer in the 
performance of Developer's obligations under this Agreement. As of the date hereof: HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as administrative agent for itself and certain other lenders 
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("Existing Mortgagee") is the Mortgagee of the entire Property and there are no other 
Mortgagees. The City acknowledges that Existing Mortgagee has requested notices pursuant to 
this Section 6.1.4 and that Existing Mortgagee's addresses for notices are as follows: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
545 Washington Boulevard, 10th Floor 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07310 
Attention: Commercial Mortgage Servicing 

Department 

with a copy to: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
60 I Montgomery Street, I 0th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Attention: Ms. Mee Mee Kiong 

6.1.5 Mortgagee's Time to Cure. If the City timely receives a request from a 
Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of non-compliance given to Developer under the 
terms of this Agreement, the City shall provide a copy of that notice to the Mortgagee within ten 
(I 0) days of sending the notice of non-compliance to Developer. The Mortgagee shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to cure the non-compliance for a period of one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the Mortgagee receives written notice, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
acquire possession of the Property or portion thereof (to the extent necessary to cure the default) 
and remedy the default(s), provided that Mortgagee shall continuously and diligently pursue the 
remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

6.1.6 Disaffirmation. If this Agreement is terminated as to any portion of the 
Property by reason of (i) any default or (ii) as a result of a bankruptcy proceeding, or if this 
Agreement is disaffirmed by a receiver, liquidator, or trustee for Developer or its property, the 
City, if requested by any Mortgagee, shall negotiate in good faith with such Mortgagee (or if 
more than one Mortgage encumbers such portion of the Property, the Mortgagee holding the 
highest, or most senior priority Mortgage) for a new development agreement in substantially the 
same form as this Agreement for the Project or such portion of the Property acquired by such 
Mortgagee or its Successor Mortgagee. This Agreement does not require any Mortgagee to enter 
into a new development agreement pursuant to this Section. 

6.2 Assignment. The Property, as well as the rights and obligations of Developer 
under this Agreement, may be transferred or assigned in whole or in part by Developer to a 
Transferee without the consent of the City, subject to the conditions set forth below in 
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.1 Conditions of Assignment. No such assignment shall be valid until and 
unless the following occur: 
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(a) Written Notice of Assignment Required. Developer, or any 
successor transferor, gives prior written notice to the City of its intention to assign 
or transfer any of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement and a 
complete disclosure of the identity of the assignee or Transferee, including copies 
of the Articles of Incorporation in the case of corporations, the trust declaration in 
the case of non-public trusts, the names of individual members in the case of a 
limited liability company, and the names of individual partners in the case of 
partnerships. Any failure by Developer or any successor transferor to provide the 
notice shall be curable in accordance with the provisions in Section 5 .1. 

(b) Automatic Assumption of Obligations. Unless otherwise stated 
elsewhere in this Agreement to the contrary, a Transferee of Property or any 
portion thereof expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the rights and 
obligations of this Agreement (including an allocation of the Transferee's share of 
the Maximum Floor Area) transferred or assigned by Developer and which are 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement. 

6.2.2 Liability Upon Assignment. Each Developer of any portion of the 
Property shall be solely and only liable for performance of such Developer's obligations 
applicable to its portion of the Property under this Agreement as specified in the applicable 
Assignment Agreement. Upon the assignment or transfer of any portion of the Property together 
with any obligations assignable under this Agreement, the Transferee shall become solely and 
only liable for the performance of those assigned or transferred obligations so assumed and shall 
have the rights of a "Developer" under this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Property 
acquired; which such rights and obligations shall be set forth specifically in the Assignment 
Agreement, executed by the transferring Developer, and the Transferee, as of the date of such 
transfer, assignment or conveyance of the applicable portion of the Property. The failure of a 
Developer of any portion of the Property to perform such Developer's obligation set forth in the 
applicable Assignment Agreement may result, at the City's option, in a declaration that this 
Agreement has been breached and the City may, but shall not be obligated to, exercise its rights 
and remedies under this Agreement solely as it relates to the defaulting Developer's portion of 
the Property as provided for in Section 5.1 hereof, subject to such defaulting Developer's right to 
notice and opportunity to cure the default in accordance with provisions of Sections 4.6 and 5.1 
hereof 

6.2.3 Release of Developer. With respect to a transfer and assignment of all or 
a portion of a Developer's interest in the Property and the related rights and obligations 
hereunder, upon the effective date of any such transfer and assignment, as evidenced by the 
execution of an Assignment Agreement pursuant to this Section 6.2 between such Developer and 
the Transferee and delivery of such Assignment Agreement to the City, such Developer shall 
automatically be released from any further obligations to the City under this Agreement with 
respect to the portion of the Property so transferred. 

6.2.4 Release of Property Transferee. A Transferee shall not be liable for any 
obligations to the City under this Agreement relating to any portion of the Property other than 
that portion transferred to such Transferee, and no default by a Developer under this Agreement 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

-28-

RL0024929 



EM18777 

with respect to such other portions of the Property shall be deemed a default by such Transferee 
with respect to the portion of the Property transferred to such Transferee. 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

7.1 Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date on which 
this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles after execution by 
Developer and Mayor of the City of Los Angeles. 

7.2 Term. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and 
shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless said Term is otherwise terminated or modified by 
circumstances set forth in this Agreement or by mutual consent of the Parties hereto. Following 
the expiration of this Term, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and effect; 
provided, however, that this termination shall not affect any right or duty arising from 
entitlements or approvals, including the Project Approvals on the Property, approved 
concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Effective Date of this Agreement. The Term of this 
Agreement shall automatically be extended for the period of time of any actual delay resulting 
from any enactments pursuant to the Reserved Powers or moratoria, or from legal actions or 
appeals which enjoin performance under this Agreement or act to stay performance under this 
Agreement (other than bankruptcy or similar procedures), or from any actions taken pursuant to 
Section 7.5 (Dispute Resolution), or from any litigation related to the Project Approvals, this 
Agreement or the Property. 

7 .3 Appeals to City Council. Where an appeal by Developer, or its Transferees, as 
the case may be, to the City Council from a finding and/or determination of the Planning 
Commission is created by this Agreement, such appeal shall be taken, if at all, within twenty (20) 
days after the mailing of such finding and/or determination to Developer, or its successors, 
Transferees, and/or assignees, as the case may be. The City Council shall act upon the finding 
and/or determination of the Planning Commission within eighty (80) days after such mailing, or 
within such additional period as may be agreed upon by Developer, or its Transferees, as the case 
may be, and the City Council. The failure of the City Council to act shall not be deemed to be a 
denial or approval of the appeal, which shall remain pending until final the City Council action. 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, whenever a period of time, including a reasonable period of time, 
is designated within which either Party hereto is required to do or complete any act, matter or 
thing, the time for the doing or completion thereof shall be extended by a period of time equal to 
the number of days during which such Party is actually prevented from, or is unreasonably 
interfered with, the doing or completion of such act, matter or thing because of causes beyond 
the reasonable control of the Party to be excused, including: war; insurrection; riots; floods; 
earthquakes; fires; casualties; acts of God; litigation and administrative proceedings against the 
Project (not including any administrative proceedings contemplated by this Agreement in the 
normal course of affairs (such as the Annual Review)); any approval required by the City (not 
including any period of time normally expected for the processing of such approvals in the 
ordinary course of affairs); restrictions imposed or mandated by other governmental entities; 
enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations; judicial decisions; the exercise of 
the City's Reserved Powers; or similar bases for excused performance which are not within the 
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reasonable control of the Party to be excused (financial inability excepted). This Section shall 
not be applicable to any proceedings with respect to bankruptcy or receivership initiated by or on 
behalf of Developer or, if not dismissed within ninety (90) days, by any third parties against 
Developer. If written notice of such delay is given to either Party within thirty (30) days of the 
commencement of such delay, an extension of time for such cause will be granted in writing for 
the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.5 Dispute Resolution. 

7.5. l Dispute Resolution Proceedings. The Parties may agree to dispute 
resolution proceedings to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes or questions of interpretation 
under this Agreement. These dispute resolution proceedings may include: (a) procedures 
developed by the City for expeditious interpretation of questions arising under development 
agreements; or (b) any other manner of dispute resolution which is mutually agreed upon by the 
Parties. 

7.5.2 Arbitration. Any dispute between the Parties that is to be resolved by 
arbitration shall be settled and decided by arbitration conducted by an arbitrator who must be a 
former judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court or Appellate Justice of the Second 
District Court of Appeals or the California Supreme Court. This arbitrator shall be selected by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

7.5.2.1 Arbitration Procedures. Upon appointment of the arbitrator, the 
matter shall be set for arbitration at a time not less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) days 
from the effective date of the appointment of the arbitrator. The arbitration shall be conducted 
under the procedures set forth in Code of Civil Procedure Section 638, et seq., or under such 
other procedures as are agreeable to both Parties, except that provisions of the California Code of 
Civil Procedure pertaining to discovery and the provisions of the California Evidence Code shall 
be applicable to such proceeding. 

7.5.3 Extension of Term. The Term of this Agreement as set forth in 
Section 7.2 shall automatically be extended for the period of time in which the Parties are 
engaged in dispute resolution to the degree that such extension of the Term is reasonably 
required because activities which would have been completed prior to the expiration of the Term 
are delayed beyond the scheduled expiration of the Term as the result of such dispute resolution. 

7.5.4 Legal Action. Either Party may, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or 
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance the obligations and rights of the Parties hereto. Notwithstanding the above, the 
City's right to seek specific performance shall be specifically limited to compelling Developer to 
complete, demolish or make safe any particular improvement(s) on public lands which is 
required as a Mitigation Measure or Condition of Approval. Developer shall have no liability 
(other than the potential termination of this Agreement) if the contemplated development fails to 
occur. 
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7.5.5 Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California, and the venue for any legal actions brought 
by any Party with respect to this Agreement shall be the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California for state actions and the Central District of California for any federal actions. 

7.6 Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual 
consent in writing of the Parties to this Agreement and each Mortgagee in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65868, and any Transferee of the Property or any portion thereof, in 
the event such amendment affects the rights and obligations of the Transferee under this 
Agreement in connection with the development, use and occupancy of its portion of the Property 
and/or any improvements located thereon. Any amendment to this Agreement which relates to 
the Term, permitted uses, substantial density or intensity of use, height, or size of buildings 
provisions (not otherwise permitted by the Development Regulations or changes and 
modifications pursuant to Section 3.2.5 or otherwise permitted by the Agreement) obligations for 
reservation and dedication of land, conditions, restrictions, and requirements relating to 
subsequent Discretionary Action or any conditions or covenants relating to the use of the 
Property, which are not provided for under the Applicable Rules or Project Approvals, shall 
require notice and public hearing before the Parties may execute an amendment thereto. 
Developer, or a Transferee as applicable, shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably 
and necessarily incurred, to review any amendments requested by Developer or a Transferee, 
including the cost of any public hearings. 

7.7 Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants which 
shall run with the land comprising the Property for the benefit thereof, subject to the provisions 
of any Assignment Agreement (if applicable), and the burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and 
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and all successors and assigns of the Parties, including 
any Transferee of Developer. 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation.Cooperation in the Event of Legal 
Challenge. In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other governmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the Parties hereby 
agree to affirmatively cooperate in defending said action. Developer and the City agree to 
cooperate in any legal action seeking specific performance, declaratory relief or injunctive relief, 
to set court dates at the earliest practicable date(s) and not cause delay in the prosecution/defense 
of the action, provided such cooperation shall not require any Party to waive any rights. 

7.8.2 Relationship of the Parties. It is understood and agreed by the Parties 
hereto that the contractual relationship created between the Parties hereunder is that Developer is 
an independent contractor and not an agent of the City. Further, the City and Developer hereby 
renounce the existence of any form of joint venture or partnership between them and agree that 
nothing herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making 
the City and Developer joint-venturers or partners. 

7.9 Indemnification. 

7.9.1 Obligation to Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless: Developer 
hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, and 
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employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding ("Proceeding") against the City or its agents, 
officers, or employees (i) to set aside, void, or annul, all or any part of any Project Approval, or 
(ii) for any damages, personal injury or death which may arise, directly or indirectly, from such 
Developer or such Developer's contractors, subcontractors', agents', or employees' operations in 
connection with the construction of the Project, whether operations be by such Developer or any 
of such Developer's contractors, subcontractors, by anyone or more persons directly or indirectly 
employed by, or acting as agent for such Developer or any of such Developer's contractors or 
subcontractors. In the event that the City, upon being served with a lawsuit or other legal 
process to set aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, fails to promptly notify 
Developer of the Proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense of the Proceeding, 
Developer shall thereafter be relieved of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. However, if 
Developer has actual notice of the Proceeding, it shall not be relieved of the obligations imposed 
hereunder, notwithstanding the failure of the City to provide prompt notice of the Proceeding. 
The City shall be considered to have failed to give prompt notification of a Proceeding if the 
City, after being served with a lawsuit or other legal process challenging the Approvals, 
unreasonably delays in providing notice thereof to the Applicant. As used herein, "unreasonably 
delays" shall mean any delay that materially adversely impacts Applicant's ability to defend the 
Proceeding. The obligations imposed in this Section 7. 9 shall apply notwithstanding any 
allegation or determination in the Proceedings that the City acted contrary to applicable laws. 
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean that Developer shall hold the City harmless 
and/or defend it from any claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, intentional misconduct or 
gross negligence in the performance of this Agreement. 

7.9.2 Defending the Project Approvals. Developer shall have the obligation 
to timely retain legal counsel to defend against any Proceeding to set aside, void, or annul, all or 
any part of any Project Approval. The City shall have the right if it so chooses, to defend the 
Proceeding utilizing in-house legal staff, in which case Developer shall be liable for all legal 
costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City, including charges for staff time charged. In the 
event of a conflict of interest which prevents Developer's legal counsel from representing the 
City, and in the event the City does not have the in-house legal resources to defend against the 
Proceeding, the City shall also have the right to retain outside legal counsel, in which case 
Developer shall be liable for all legal costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City. Provided 
that Developer is not in breach of the terms of this Section 7.9, the City shall not enter into any 
settlement of the Proceeding which involves modification to any Project Approval or otherwise 
results in Developer incurring liabilities or other obligations, without the consent of Developer. 

7.9.3 Breach of Obligations. Actions constituting a breach of the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9 shall include, but not be limited to: (i) the failure to timely retain 
qualified legal counsel to defend against the Proceedings; (ii) the failure to promptly pay the City 
for any attorneys' fees or other legal costs for which the City is liable pursuant to a judgment or 
settlement agreement in the Proceeding seeking to set aside, void or annul all or part of any 
Project Approval; or (iii) the breach of any other obligation imposed in this Section 7.9, in each 
case after written notice from the City and a reasonable period of time in which to cure the 
breach, not to exceed thirty-days. For purposes of this Section 7.9, Developer shall be 
considered to have failed to timely retain qualified legal counsel if such counsel is not retained 
within fourteen (14) days following the City's provision of the notice of Proceedings to 
Developer required hereunder. As used herein, qualified legal counsel shall mean competent 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

-32-

RL0024933 



EM18781 

counsel retained by Developer that does not have a conflict of interest with the City as a result of 
representing Developer in the Proceeding. In the event that Developer breaches the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9, the City shall have no obligation to defend against the Proceedings, 
and by not defending against the Proceedings, the City shall not be considered to have waived 
any rights in this Section 7. 9. 

7.9.4 Cooperation: The City shall cooperate with Developer in the defense of 
the Proceeding; provided however, that such obligation of the City to cooperate in its defense 
shall not require the City to (i) assert a position in its defense of the Proceeding which it has 
determined, in its sole discretion, has no substantial merit; (ii) advocate in its defense of the 
Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole discretion, lack substantial merit; or 
(iii) advocate in its defense of the Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole 
discretion, are contrary to its best interests, or to public policy. Nothing contained in this section 
shall require Developer to refrain from asserting in its defense of the Proceeding positions or 
legal theories that do not satisfy the foregoing requirements. 

7.9.5 Contractual Obligation: Developer acknowledges and agrees that the 
obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 are contractual in nature, and that the breach of any such 
obligation may subject Developer to a breach of contract claim by the City. 

7.9.6 Waiver of Right to Challenge: Developer hereby waives the right to 
challenge the validity of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.7 Survival: The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall survive any 
judicial decision invalidating the Project Approvals. 

7.9.8 Preparation of Administrative Record: Developer and the City 
acknowledge that upon the commencement of legal Proceedings, the administrative record of 
proceedings relating to the Project Approvals must be prepared. Those documents must also be 
certified as complete and accurate by the City. Developer, as part of its defense obligation 
imposed in this Section 7.9, shall prepare at its sole cost and expense the record of proceedings 
in a manner which complies with all applicable laws; in accordance with reasonable procedures 
established by the City; and subject to the City's obligation to certify the administrative record of 
proceedings and the City's right to oversee the preparation of such administrative record. 
Developer agrees that its failure to prepare the administrative record as set forth herein, and in 
compliance with all time deadlines imposed by law, shall constitute a breach of its obligation to 
defend the City. In the event that Developer fails to prepare the administrative record, the City 
may do so, in which event the City shall be entitled to be reimbursed by Developer for all 
reasonable costs associated with preparation of the administrative record, including reasonable 
charges for staff time. 

7.9.9 Termination. Developer shall have the right, without City's prior 
approval but only with the prior written consent of all Mortgagees, in the event of and during the 
continuation of any Litigation, to terminate this Agreement or renounce the Project Approvals, 
provided, however, that the provisions of this Section 7.9 shall survive any such termination. 
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7.10 Deposit. Following the filing of a lawsuit, or other legal process seeking to set 
aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, Developer shall be required, following 
written demand by the City, to place funds on deposit with the City, which funds shall be used to 
reimburse the City for expenses incurred in connection with defending the Project Approvals. 
For Project Approvals which included the certification of an environmental impact report by the 
City, the amount of said deposit shall be ten thousand ($10,000) dollars. For all other Project 
Approvals, the amount of the deposit shall be five thousand ($5,000) dollars. The City, at its 
sole discretion, may require a larger deposit upon a detailed showing to Developer of the basis 
for its determination that the above stated amounts are insufficient. Any unused portions of the 
deposit shall be refunded to Developer within thirty (30) days following the resolution of the 
challenge to the Project Approvals. All Deposits must be paid to the City within thirty (30) days 
of Developer's receipt of the City's written demand for the Deposit. 

7.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between the City or 
Developer must be in writing, and shall be given either personally or by registered or certified 
mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail, the same shall be deemed 
to have been given and received on the first to occur of (i) actual receipt by any of the addressees 
designated below as the Party to whom notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a 
registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is 
deposited in the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have 
been given when delivered to the Party to whom it is addressed. Any Party hereto may at any 
time, by giving ten (10) days' written notice to the other Party hereto, designate any other 
address in substitution of the address, or any additional address, to which such notice or 
communication shall be given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at 
their addresses set forth below: 

If to the City: 

Director of City Planning 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

If to Developer: 

1720 North Vine LLC 
1749 North Vine LLC 
1750 North Vine LLC 
1733 North Argyle LLC 
Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Suite 1000 
1680 North Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Attn: Mario Palumbo 
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with copies to 

City Attorney 
City of Los Angeles 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
700 The City Hall East, 200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

with copies to 

Millennium Partners 
1195 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 
Attn: Chief Financial Officer 

And with copies to 
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Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

And with copies to 

Paul Hastings LLP 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
75 East 551

h Street 
New York, NY 10022 
Attn: Eric R. Landau, Esq. 

7.12 Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, this Agreement 
shall be recorded with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles within ten (10) days 
following its execution by all Parties. Developer shall provide the City Clerk with the fees for 
such recording prior to or at the time of such recording, should the City Clerk effectuate the 
recordation. 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance. Every person who now or hereafter owns 
or acquires any right, title, interest in or to any portion of the Property, is and shall be 
conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to every provision contained herein, whether 
or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person 
acquired an interest in the Property. 

7.14 Successors and Assignees. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties any subsequent owner of all or any portion of 
the Property and their respective Transferees, successors, and assignees, subject to applicable 
Assignment Agreements. 

7.15 Severability. If any provisions, conditions, or covenants of this Agreement, or 
the application thereof to any circumstances of either Party, shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such provision, condition, 
or covenant to persons or circumstances other than those as to whom or which it is held invalid 
or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest 
extent permitted by law. 

7 .16 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence for each provision of this 
Agreement of which time is an element. 

7.17 Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless 
in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom enforcement 
of a waiver is sought and refers expressly to this Section. No waiver of any right or remedy with 
respect to any occurrence or event shall be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy with respect 
to any other occurrence or event. 

SMRH:407722898.10 
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7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries. The only Parties to this Agreement are the City 
and Developer and their successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries (other than 
Mortgagees) and this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be construed to benefit or be 
enforceable by any other person whatsoever. 

7.19 Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth and contains the entire 
understanding and agreement of the Parties and there are no oral or written representations, 
understandings or ancillary covenants, undertakings or agreements which are not contained or 
expressly referred to herein and no testimony or evidence of any such representations, 
understandings, or covenants shall be admissible in any proceedings of any kind or nature to 
interpret or determine the provisions or conditions of this Agreement. 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents. Each 
Party acknowledges that it has received independent legal advice from its attorneys with respect 
to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the provisions hereof The 
provisions of this Agreement shall be construed as to their fair meaning, and not for or against 
any Party based upon any attribution to such Party as the source of the language in question. The 
headings and table of contents used in this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only 
and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate. At any time, and from time to time, Developer may deliver 
written notice to the City and the City may deliver written notice to Developer requesting that 
such Party certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying Party (i) this Agreement is in 
full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this Agreement has not been 
amended, or if amended, the identity of each amendment, and (iii) the requesting Party is not in 
breach of this Agreement, or if in breach, a description of each such breach (an "Estoppel 
Certificate"). The Planning Director shall be authorized to execute, on behalf of the City, any 
Estoppel Certificate requested by Developer which complies with this Section 7.21 . The City 
acknowledges that an Estoppel Certificate may be relied upon by Transferees or successors in 
interest to Developer who requested the certificate and by Mortgagees holding an interest in the 
portion of the Property in which that Developer has a legal interest. 

7.22 Counterparts. This Agreement is executed in duplicate originals, each of which 
is deemed to be an original. This Agreement, not counting the Cover Page and Table of 
Contents, consists of_ pages and 6 Attachments which constitute the entire understanding and 
agreement of the Parties. 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

[SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGES] 

-36-

RL0024937 



EM18785 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as 
of the date first written above. 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corporation of the State of California 

By: _________ _ 
Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor 

DATE: 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A TRUT ANICH, City Attorney 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: 

ATTEST: 
JUNELAGMAY 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy 

DATE 

-37-
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1720 Owner 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

1749 Owner 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

Capital Records Building Owner 

1750 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 
By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

-38-
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Argyle Owner 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE 

SMRH:407722898.10 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE 

-39-
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MORTGAGEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ("Mortgagee"), is 
the current beneficiary ofrecord under the following deeds of trust (collectively, the 
"Mortgages"): (a) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of 
December_, 2012, made by CPH 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), as trustor, in favor of Title 
Company, as trustee ("Trustee"), for the benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on 

, 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the Official Records 
----------
of Los Angeles County, California ("Official Records"), (b) Deed of Trust, Assignment ofRents 
and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012, made by 1749 North Vine Street LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company ("1749 Owner"), as trustor, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records; and (c) Deed of Trust, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012,, made by 1733 North Argyle 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ("Argyle Owner"), 1720 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company ("1720 Owner"), 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), as trustors, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records. 

The Mortgages encumber the "Property" other than the "Third Party Property", as such 
terms are defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 
(the "Development Agreement"), executed by and among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation, 1749 Owner, Argyle Owner, 1720 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner. and 
Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware liability company. 

Mortgagee has reviewed and approved the Development Agreement, and hereby consents 
to the recordation of the Development Agreement. 

Executed as of 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

--------- '2013: 

MORTGAGEE: 

HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ------------
Title: ___________ _ 
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GROUND LESSEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), is the tenant of record under that certain Ground 
Lease dated December_, 2012 (the "Ground Lease"), between 1750 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, as ground lessor ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), and 
Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee, as ground lessee, a memorandum of which was 
recorded on , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the 
Official Records of Los Angeles County, California. 

The Ground Lease encumbers a portion (the "Leased Premises") of the "Property", as 
defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 (the 
"Development Agreement"), executed by among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation (the "City"), 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 
North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, Capitol Records Building Owner, 1733 
North Argyle, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a 
Delaware liability company. 

Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee has reviewed and approved the Development 
Agreement, and hereby consents to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Capitol 
Records Building Ground Lessee further hereby subordinates its leasehold interest in the Leased 
Premises to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the Development 
Agreement. 

Executed as of 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 

--------- '2013: 

CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING GROUND 
LESSEE: 

CPH 1750NORTHVINELLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: ___________ _ 
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EXHIBIT A-1 

DIAGRAM OF THE PROPERTY 

Holl Y"loOO Blv.ci 

A-1 

n 
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EXHIBIT A-2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 

A-2 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE THIRD PARTY PROPERTY 

SMRH:407722898.10 
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EXHIBITB 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
[Attached] 

B 
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Land Use Category 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 <:eneral Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NIA Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 

SMRH:407722898.10 
020413 
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EXHIBIT C 

PROJECT TRIP CAP 

Table H-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Use Size AM Peak Hour Trim PM Peak Hour Trim 

461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
254 rm 121 trips 128 trips 

80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 
-8 ksf .GD trips 0 trips 

574 trips 924 trips 

c 
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Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 3:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 4:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: rfreer@oxy.edu; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
rfreer@oxy.edu 
Who 

lisa.webber@lacity.org - organizer 
stacy.munoz@lacity.org - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 

RL0024949 



Regina Freer 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM28467 

You are receiving this email at the account rfreer@oxy.edu because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar rfreer@oxy.edu. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0024950 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T220000Z 
DTEND:20130321 T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130314T215803Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=lisa.webber@lacity.org;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP=TR 
UE;CN=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672 
d43483532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE; CN= Michael LoGrande;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: michael. logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Regina Freer;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VI EW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqN DBiOGVoN HZlbHJybT AgcmZyZWVyQG94eS51ZH U&to 
k=Mjljb 

GlzYS53ZWJ iZXJAbG FjaXR5Lm9yZ2 M3ZDUxNTFkN DlyNTFm NjA 1 Mm YwMTk3ZDAwY2Vi M 
2Y3MjA1 
MjFhZGl&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130314T215802Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM29113 

Mercu ryi nd@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 1:43 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

We are property owners at 2217 Willetta Ave in Hollywood and we want to go on record for supporting the appeals 
against the Millennium Project and all the related issues that this project it will create. 
We are for sensible grow in Hollywood that maintains the Historic Value and Integrity of the City, along with its Historic 
Height Scale for buildings. 
Thank you for your attention regarding this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Guillermo & Louise Benitez 

RL0024952 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Luci, 

EM24287 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 11 :46 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Caltrans 

If the Millennium Project will be the subject of discussion at the Caltrans meeting, we would like to attend if 
possible. Also, per our meeting last week, CAJA will be sending to Srimal responses to the latest letter. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 
213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28810 

tim <tim@allydog.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 9:56 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of 
the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not comply with 
that historic 150-foot scale. 

Why would the City Council allow blatant disregard for established limitations respected by past developers in an 
effort to maintain quality of life for existing residents and businesses? 

Unbelievable ... 

Thank you, 

Tim Lawlor 
ALLYDOG ART 
818-980-9846 work 
818-439-3908 cell 
tim@allydog.com 

RL0024954 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear City Council, 

EM29114 

nancy magathan < nmagathan@yahoo.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:46 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

RE: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Please fight against the rvfillenium Project. Their disregard of the Historic Scale of 150 feet is an aimed desecration of Hollywood's 
charm. 

The Historic Integrity of Hollywood is part of an unshakeable core of Hollywood's appeal. Anyone who cannot see this is incapable 
of insuring Hollywood's attraction for the millions to come in the new millenium: may the City of Hollywood never allow those who 
would break its core to build within its home! 

Besides the obvious trespass of the Historic core of Hollywood, how anyone could defy Caltrans, not to mention all the others 
against this project, meets the seven deadly sins of pride, greed, and gluttony. May such selfish companies not contaminate our 
borders. 

Sincerely, 
Nancy Magathan 

RL0024955 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Edgar, 

EM18796 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 12:56 PM 

Edgar Garcia 

CHC Cases 

I hope you are doing well. I have a favor to ask. . .is there any way to grab the CHC cases covering the Capitol 
Records and Gogerty Building? We're prepping for CPC on the Millennium project and I want to make sure I'm 
well-versed on the issues. Per ZIMAS, the case numbers are: CHC-2006-3592 and CHC-2006-3557. Of course, 
these case numbers could be wrong, and if so, I apologize. Thank you so much for your help. 

Best, 
Luci 

Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Regina Freer 
< rfreer@oxy.edu > 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thursday, March 14, 2013 5:38 PM 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium 

Regina Freer has declined this invitation. 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T220000Z 
DTEND:20130321 T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130315T003752Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=DECLINED;CN=rfreer 
@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130315T003751 Z 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525 _ECR 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18797 

James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 2:42 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Millennium 

Srimal. I am on my way to meet you with CAJA. Bringing the documents. See you in a few minutes. Jim Pugh. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any 
attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding 
tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein 
(or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 

attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28811 

jp o'connor <jpoc61@aol.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 9:57 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

I am a bit enraged about about the proposed The Millennium Project that will drastically change the skyline of 
Hollywood and deminish the arcitectual importance of the Capitol Building. 

JP O'Connor 
6134 Glen Oak 
Los Angeles 
CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams. 

EM29115 

Anne Pierce <anne@martinpierce.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:47 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I am writing to support the appeals that have been made to overturn the Advisory Agency's tentative tract 
map and variance permission that were given to the Millennium project. 
I attended the Advisory agency public hearing and object in person to the variances and was frankly amazed 
that provisional approval was given. 

It is clear to me that the Millennium Project will have disastrous ramifications for traffic in the surrounding 
streets and on the on/off ramps to the 101 Freeway. The congestion it will create is contrary to the interest of 
public safety. 

Please overturn this provisional approval. I am a resident in the Hollywood neighborhood and will be directly 
impacted if this scale of project is allowed to proceed. 

Thank you, 

Anne Pierce 

Martin Pierce Hardware Inc. 
5433 W. Washington Blvd 
Los Angeles 
CA 90016 
Tel: 323 939 5929 
www.martinpierce .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29116 

Wickgro@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 1:49 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

This e-mail is to register my objection to the Millennium Project. I do not wish these buildings to be constructed. They are 
not meant to enhance our neighborhood but, in fact, will do just the opposite. 

Harry Groener (resident of Hollywood) 
6226 Primrose Ave 
LA, CA. 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18798 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 2:45 PM 
James Pugh 
Re: Millennium 

Great. See you when you get here. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 2:41 PM, James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
Srimal. I am on my way to meet you with CAJA. Bringing the documents. See you in a few minutes. Jim Pugh. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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EM28812 

From: 
Sent: 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 9:59 AM 

To: Stephen Bayutas 
Subject: Okay ... 

Millennium is spelled with two "n's" nowadays ... 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Chris, 

EM18799 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 5:36 PM 
Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert; James Pugh; Andrea@ceqa
nepa.com 
Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; Lisa Webber 
Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

The 3rd Screencheck of the Mil. Hollywood FEIR was reviewed by me and gone over with James Pugh and 
Seth Wulkan, this afternoon, between 3:00 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. 

There were some corrections and edits which were done on the spot as the document was reviewed and the 
changes have been accepted. 

The FEIR is OK to be finalized and printed. 

A web-ready CD of the document is due to this office by 2:30 p.m., tomorrow, (Thursday, Feb. 7), in order to 
post it on the City's web on Friday. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

EM28813 

Adam Eastwood < adameastwood@mac.com > 

Monday, March 18, 2013 10:14 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

I am aware of the Hollywood Millenium Project and was unable to attend the meeting. Would like to state that I am 
against the egregiously overscaled project. I am in favor of a denser Hollywood, but this project seems entirely out of 
scale for the site. Please let me know if there is something that can be done to temper what appears to be a rather 
avaricious attempt by developers to maximize profits at the expense of the community. I am not aware of any petitions. 

Kindest regards, 

Adam Eastwood 

Resident Hollywood 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM28814 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:16 AM 
Adam Eastwood 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 10: 14 AM, Adam Eastwood <adameastwood@mac.com> wrote: 
To whom it may concern, 

I am aware of the Hollywood Millenium Project and was unable to attend the meeting. Would like to state that I 
am against the egregiously overscaled project. I am in favor of a denser Hollywood, but this project seems 
entirely out of scale for the site. Please let me know if there is something that can be done to temper what 
appears to be a rather avaricious attempt by developers to maximize profits at the expense of the community. I 
am not aware of any petitions. 

Kindest regards, 

Adam Eastwood 

Resident Hollywood 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Ibarra. 

EM29117 

Marion Hack <marionhack323@gmail.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:50 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

I am a resident of Hollywood and I am writing to express my objection 
to the Millennium Project. The fact that the project has moved 
forward as much as it has is rather shocking. There is no credible or reasonable basis to allow a variance from the 
current height 
restrictions in Hollywood. Further, the traffic impact of the 
project would be absurd in an already extremely congested area. 
During rush hour the Argyle/Franklin area is completely jammed with cars trying get on the 101. Adding this amount of 
density would make an already bad situation untenable. 

The Historic Scale should not be changed in any way. The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale 
of the area. The 
Blvd6200 project is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale. 
Why should those projects have to conform and this one receive an exemption? The reason is simple, the infrastructure 
in the area cannot maintain a higher level of density. This area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-
14 stories). The Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 
150 feet. Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not comply with 
that historic 150-foot scale. The Historic Scale should be maintained in order to not destroy the architectural character 
of Hollywood and the surrounding area. 

There is serious questions whether buildings of this height will be even occupied by residents. There are several tall 
building all over Los Angeles that remain vacant while lower height buildings are at full occupancy. The last thing 
Hollywood needs is vacant towers such blight it has experienced in the past. 

For the record, there would be no impact to my view regarding this project. The impact would be the degradation of the 
Historic nature of Hollywood with this ill conceived project and further the absurd over loading of the streets in the area. 
To believe that public transportation will mitigate these impacts is foolish. I take the very buses every date that the City 
hopes to mitigate traffic in the area. 
The buses are already at capacity during rush hour and, frankly, are not that pleasant at times. If the City expects 
occupants of a luxury building to take Line 217 then maybe people at the City should ride that line to see that no one 
who pays $1M for housing will be on that bus. 

This is an impractical project for the area. I urgently request the 
City Planning department to keep the Historical Scale and not allow any deviation thereto. Thank you. 

Marion Hack 
2167 Broadview Terrace 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM18800 

Chris Joseph < chris@ceqa-nepa.com > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 5:47 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 

Cc: Seth Wulkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert; James Pugh; Andrea Schultz; Karen Hoo; 
Jon Foreman; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; Lisa Webber 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

Thank you!!!! 

Sent from my iPad 

On Feb 6, 2013, at 5:35 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

>Hi Chris, 

> 
>The 3rd Screencheck of the Mil. Hollywood FEIR was reviewed by me and gone over with James Pugh and Seth 
Wulkan, this afternoon, between 3:00 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. 

> 
>There were some corrections and edits which were done on the spot as the document was reviewed and the changes 
have been accepted. 

> 
>The FEIR is OK to be finalized and printed. 

> 
>A web-ready CD of the document is due to this office by 2:30 p.m., tomorrow, (Thursday, Feb. 7), in order to post it on 
the City's web on Friday. 

> 
>Thank you. 

> 
> Srimal 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28815 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:17 AM 
tim 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Good Morning, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 9:55 AM, tim <tim@allydog.com> wrote: 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of 
the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not comply with 
that historic 150-foot scale. 

Why would the City Council allow blatant disregard for established limitations respected by past developers in an 
effort to maintain quality of life for existing residents and businesses? 

Unbelievable ... 

Thank you, 

Tim Lawlor 
ALLYDOG ART 
818-980-9846 work 
818-439-3908 cell 
tim@allydog.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM28816 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:18 AM 
Olivia Duke 
Re: Fw: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Your e-mails have been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 8:06 PM, Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com> wrote: 
P.S. Luciralia, why are these buildings being allowed to be built? There is absolutely no need for 
them. 
They can't rent out the ones that have been allowed to be built already as it is. They are ugly 
and will detract from the whole beauty and look of Hollywood now. Thank you. 

----- Forwarded Message-----
From: Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com> 
To: "luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2013 7:59 PM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Please do not let them build these awful Millennium Towers. There is so much traffic that I can 
hardly get to and from my 
home as it is. We are dying up here in the Hollywood Hills area. All of the development that has 
already been allowed 
is killing us up here: causing massive stress, traffic problems and delays. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Olivia Duke 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29118 

Wickgro@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 1:52 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

This e-mail is to register my support of the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Harry Groener (resident of Hollywood) 
6226 Primrose Ave 
LA, CA. 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29119 

Wickgro@aol.com 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1 :55 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

This e-mail is to register my support for the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Dawn Didawick (resident of Hollywood) 
6226 Primrose Ave 
LA, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM28817 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:18 AM 
Paul Darrigo 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 5:32 PM, Paul Darrigo <fedguy2@pacbell.net> wrote: 

To whom it may Concern, 

I would like to state my opinion on the Millennium Project that I am 
vehemently against such development large sky scrapers in Hollywood. 
I am a resident of over 14 years, highly involved in the care of our city 
and reject the concept that we must expand to such extremes to survive. 

Please reject any further development of such a nature as it dos not 
represent the collective best interest. 

Thank you 

Paul Darrigo 

--- Sent via my mac 

--- Sent via my mac 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28818 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Rich, 

EM18801 

Lambert Giessinger < lambert.giessinger@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 5:53 PM 
Richard Lichtenstein 
Ken Bernstein 
Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Ken will be out of town for the next few weeks. Call or email me so we can discuss the presentation. 

Lambert 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 8:59 AM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 
We are able to confirm the 7th of March. Lets chat next week about your expectations for our presentation. Thanks. r 

From: Ken Bernstein [ken.bernstein@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 5:27 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Cc: Lambert Giessinger 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Rich, 

I connected with our staff here, and we've all agreed that it makes sense to schedule the informational 
presentation for CHC on Hollywood Millennium in advance of the CPC discussion of March 28th. Our 
preferred date would be the March 7 CHC meeting, 10:00 a.m. in Room 1010 of City Hall. Would that work 
for your team? 

Ken 

Ken Bernstein, AICP 
Manager, Office of Historic Resources & 
Principal City Planner, Policy Planning 
Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-118 1 
ken. bernstein@lacity.org 
www. preservation. lacity. org 
www.planning.lacity.org 
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Lambert M. Giessinger 
Historic Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1183 
(213) 978-0017 Fax 
lambert. giessinger@lacity.org 
www. preservation. lacity. org 

EM18802 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29120 

Marian Dodge < president@hillsidefederation.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:52 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Eric Garcetti; Tom LaBonge 
VTTM 71837-CN Millennium Hollywood Project 

Attachments: pastedGraphic.pdf; ATT06188.htm; Millennium Hollywood 31813.pdf; ATT06191.htm 

Dear James, 

Please distribute the attached letter from the Hillside Federation regarding the Millennium Hollywood project to 
the City Planning Commission for 
VTTM 71837-CN to be heard on March 28. 

As always, thank you. 

Marian Dodge, President 
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations 
www. hi llsidefederation. org 
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EM29123 

P.O. Box 27 404 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 
323-663-1031 
president@hillsidefederation.ora 
www.hillsidefederation.ora 

... 11111 11,lllll 1 

TH.E FEDERATION 
OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSOCIATIONS, INC. 

PRESIDENT 
Marian Dodge 
CHAIRMAN 
Charley Mims 
VICE PRESIDENTS 
Mark Stratton 
Wendy-Sue Rosen 
SECRETARY 
Donna Messinger 
TREASURER 
Don Andres 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood 
Bel Air Knolls Property Owners 

Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners 
Bel Air Ridge Association 

Benedict Canyon Association 

Brentwood Hills Homeowners 
Brentwood Residents Coalition 

Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 
Canyon Back Alliance 

Crests Neighborhood Assn. 

Franklin Ave./Hollywood Bl. West 
Franklin Hills Residents Assn. 

Highlands Owners Assn. 
Hollywood Dell Civic Assn. 

Hollywood Heights Assn. 

Hollywoodland Homeowners 
Holmby Hills Homeowners Assn. 

Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 
Lake Hollywood HOA 

Laurel Canyon Assn. 

Lookout Mountain Alliance 
Los Feliz Improvement Assn. 

Mt. Olympus Property Owners 
Mt. Washington Homeowners All. 

Nichols Canyon Assn. 

N. Beverly Dr./Franklin Canyon 
Oak Forest Canyon Assn. 

Oaks Homeowners Assn. 
Outpost Estates Homeowners 

Pacific Palisades Residents Assn. 

Residents of Beverly Glen 
Roscomare Valley Assn. 

Shadow Hills Property Owners 
Sherman Oaks HO Assn. 

Studio City Residents Assn. 

Sunset Hills Homeowners Assn. 
Tarzana Property Owners Assn. 

Torreyson Flynn Assn. 
Upper Mandeville Canyon 

Whitley Heights Civic Assn. 

CHAIRPERSONS EMERITUS 
Shirley Cohen 
Jerome C. Daniel 
Patricia Bell Hearst 
Alan Kishbaugh 
Gordon Murley 
Steve Twining 
Polly Ward 

CHAIRMAN IN MEMORIUM 
Brian Moore 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
Clo City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

March 18, 2013 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 
Case No.: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 
CEQANo.: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Project Location: 1720-1770 N. Vine St.; 1745-1753 N. Vine St.; 
1733-1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236, 6270 & 6334 W. Yucca St., Hollywood, CA 
Advisory Agency's Determination Letter for Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 719=837-CN 

Dear Commissioners: 

The Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc., representing 40 
resident and homeowner associations spanning the Santa Monica Mountains and 
over 200,000 constituents, opposes the Millennium Hollywood Project as 
currently proposed. At its March 13 meeting, the developer of the Millennium 
Hollywood project made a presentation to the Federation. Federation members 
unanimously passed a motion opposing the current Project because it is out-of
scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and 
will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and 
infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their 
Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals 
regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and 
zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's 
impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in 
relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

The Federation strongly urges you to reconsider the cumulative impacts of a 
project of this size in an area that is already a choke point. Thank you for your 
consideration of our request. 

Sincerely, 

'Marian 'Dodf3e-' 

Marian Dodge 

cc: Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
Councilmember Tom LaBonge 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM28819 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:19 AM 

ALAN BRACKETT 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 4:08 PM, ALAN BRACKETT <alan brackett@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
I am for inforcing the 150' height limit on the Millenium Project as has been adhered to by every other project I know of including the 
W Hotel. Why should they have a different special regard? Money cannot deter our environment from being preserved at a level the 
community is comfortable with. Do what the people want and stop this project unless it changes it's profile and effect on the people. 

The traffic situation is already bad in Beachwood Canyon - Hollywoodland - and will only be made worse by people in this new 
project wanting to go to a "green" area. They will head straight up the hill and add to our already unmanageable traffic 
problems. These must be addressed before any further ingestion of people to the area occurs. 

Alan Brackett 
Chair HHA Safety/Traffic Committee 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM18803 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 6:39 PM 

To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; chris@ceqa-nepa.com; seth@ceqa-nepa.com; 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com; Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com; JPugh@sheppardmullin.com; 
Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Thank-you Srimal. 

karen.hoo@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org; 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

From: Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na [ mai Ito: sri ma I. hewawitha ra na@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 05:35 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>; Ryan Luckert < Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>; James Pugh <JPuqh@sheppardmullin.com>; 
Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com <Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org>; Jon Foreman < jon.foreman@lacity.org>; Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

Hi Chris, 

The 3rd Screencheck of the Mil. Hollywood FEIR was reviewed by me and gone over with James Pugh and 
Seth Wulkan, this afternoon, between 3:00 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. 

There were some corrections and edits which were done on the spot as the document was reviewed and the 
changes have been accepted. 

The FEIR is OK to be finalized and printed. 

A web-ready CD of the document is due to this office by 2:30 p.m., tomorrow, (Thursday, Feb. 7), in order to 
post it on the City's web on Friday. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Luci, 

EM28471 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 6:28 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Jerry Neuman 
RE: Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood [Draft 3.14.13]).docx 
[Modified Document] Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood [Draft 
3.14.13].pdf 

Per our prior discussion, Jerry and I followed up with the Housing Department to discuss the affordable 

housing benefit for the project. The attached DA draft includes an updated provision on the subject for 
Planning's consideration (it is the only change to the DA since the prior submittal). 

I'm available to discuss at your convenience. 

Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

EM28472 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

NO RECORDING FEE- PUBLIC AGENCY - GOVERNMENT CODE §6103 

SMRH:407722898.1 l 
031413 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

by and among 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 

1750 NOR TH VINE LLC, 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 

and 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC 

(Space above for Recorder's Use) 

23LV-161717 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is executed this 
____ day of , 2013, by and among the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), 1720 NORTH VINE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1720 Owner"), 1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1749 Owner"), 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Owner"), 1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Argyle Owner", and collectively with the 1720 Owner, the 1749 Owner, 
and the Capitol Records Building Owner, the "Property Owners" ), and MILLENNIUM 
HOLLYWOOD LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with the Property Owners, 
"Developer"), pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., and the 
implementing procedures of the City, with respect to the following: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer recognize that the further development of the 
Property will create significant opportunities for economic growth in the City of Los Angeles, 
the Southern California region and California generally; 

WHEREAS, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that the Project, as 
defined below, may be developed in accordance with the Project Approvals, as defined below, 
and the terms of this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, Developer will implement public benefits above and beyond the 
necessary mitigation for the Project, including benefits and other consideration as noted in 
Section 2.3 .1; 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will 
not be reduced in density, height, or use, or be subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or 
policies unless otherwise allowed by this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement, the City is encouraging the 
development of the Project as set forth in this Agreement in accordance with the goals and 
objectives of the City, while reserving to the City the legislative powers necessary to remain 
responsible and accountable to its residents; and 

WHEREAS, Developer intends to redevelop the 4.46-acre site (the "Property"), 
as set forth in Exhibits A-1 and A-2 attached hereto, located at 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 
1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, and 1770N. Vine Street; 6236, 
6270, and 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733 and 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; and 1746, 1748, 1754, 
1760, and 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90028; 

WHEREAS, Developer anticipates that the Project will be completely built-out 
and operational by the year 2020, but is requesting a longer term in this Agreement to allow 
sufficient time for development in the unlikely event of delays caused by unforeseen economic 
conditions and other unforeseen factors such as, but not limited to, unanticipated site conditions 
and the unavailability of materials or labor shortages; 
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WHEREAS, for the foregoing reasons, the Parties desire to enter into a 
development agreement for the Project pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, as defined 
below, and the City's charter powers upon the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development 
Agreement Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration of the premises and mutual 
promises and covenants herein contained and other valuable consideration the receipt and 
adequacy of which the Parties hereby acknowledge, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. DEFINITIONS. 

For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided or 
unless the context requires: 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Development Agreement, including all exhibits attached 
hereto and all amendments and modifications hereto. 

1.2 "Applicable Rules" means all of the rules, regulations, ordinances and officially 
adopted policies of the City in force as of the Effective Date, including, but not limited to, the 
Municipal Code, this Agreement (including the Development Regulations and all other 
attachments hereto) and Project Approvals. Additionally, notwithstanding the language of this 
Section or any other language in this Agreement, all specifications, standards and policies 
regarding the design and construction of public works facilities, if any, shall be those that are in 
effect at the time the applicable Project plans are being processed for approval and/or under 
construction but only to the extent not inconsistent with the Development Regulations or this 
Agreement. 

1.3 "Argyle Owner" means 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.4 "Assignment Agreement" means a written agreement between Developer (and/or 
any of them) and a Transferee of Developer (or any of them), consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement, in which the parties agree to specific obligations of this Agreement being transferred 
from such Developer to such Transferee. An Assignment Agreement may, but shall not be 
required to, allocate to the Transferee for its portion of the Property a defined portion of the 
Maximum Floor Area. 

1.5 "Capitol Records Building Owner" means 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company. 

1.6 "CEQA" means the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., Title 14, 
Sections 15000 et seq.). 

1.7 "City" means the City of Los Angeles, a charter City and municipal corporation. 
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1.8 "City Agency" means each and every agency, department, board, commission, 
authority, employee, and/or official acting under the authority of the City, including without 
limitation, the City Council and the Planning Commission. 

1.9 "City Council" means the City Council of the City and the legislative body of the 
City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code. 

1.10 "Conditions of Approval" means the conditions of approval issued in connection 
with the Project Approvals. 

1.11 "Developer" means, collectively or individually, as applicable, 1720 Owner, 
1749 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware 
liability company, and all of their respective Transferees. 

1.12 "Development Agreement Act" means means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of 
Division 1 of Title 7 (Sections 65864 et seq.) of the California Government Code. 

1.13 "Development Regulations" means the Millennium Hollywood, Development 
Regulations: Design Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. 

1.14 "Discretionary Action" means an action which requires the exercise of 
judgment, deliberation, or a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including 
any board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in the process of 
approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity which merely 
requires the City and/or any City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance with statutes, 
ordinances, or regulations. 

1.15 "East Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the east of Vine Street, 
as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.16 "EIR" means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-_, certified by the City in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. 

1.17 "Effective Date" is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk 
of the City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" means the land use equivalency program, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2.5.3 below and Section 4.2 of the Development Guidelines, which allows 
land uses to be developed on the Property to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so 
long as the limitations of such equivalency program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed 
upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum 
Floor Area. All permitted land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of 
other permitted land uses on the Property under the Equivalency Program once the maximum 
FAR is reached. 
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1.19 "Existing Improvements" means the existing buildings, structures and 
improvements located within the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

1.20 "Fees"means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City. 

1.21 "First Phase" means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the 
Property, without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For clarification, 
any modification to an existing improvement on the Property will NOT constitute construction of 
a new building in accordance with this definition, even if building permits are required in 
connection with such improvement. 

1.22 "Floor Area" means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

1.23 "General Plan" means the General Plan of the City."Impact Fees" means impact 
fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share charges or other similar impact fees or 
charges imposed on and in connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable Rules. Impact Fees do 
not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or (ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general 
applicability, provided that such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" in each instance will be deemed to be 
followed by the phrase "without limitation". 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the East 
Parcel. 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the West 
Parcel. 

1.28 "Litigation" means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, implementation or 
enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, 
the EIR and/or the Project Approvals. 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" means the permits, approvals, plans, 
inspections, certificates, documents, licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the 
City in order for Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits and 
Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions. 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for 
each potential environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation monitoring 
program adopted as a con di ti on of approval of the EIR and/ or Project Approvals. 
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1.31 "Mortgage" means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale 
leaseback, or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for fair value, 
encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or Developer's interest in this Agreement, 
given by Developer for the purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements thereon, or any other 
purpose. 

1.32 "Mortgagee" means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, 
any administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or (iii) with respect to any 
parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale-leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee 
title under a Mortgage who has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 
6.1.4 of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such holder, beneficiary or 
lessor. 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. 

1.34 "Municipal Code" means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the 
same may exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used in the 
context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as of 
the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

1.35 "Parties" means collectively Developer and the City. 

1.36 "Party" means any one of Developer or the City. 

1.37 "Phase" means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction of 
replacement improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as a single construction 
project. For the purposes of avoiding doubt, renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will 
not constitute a Phase. 

1.38 "Planning Commission" means the City Planning Commission and the planning 
agency of the City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code (Development 
Agreement Act). 

1.39 "Planning Director" means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her 
designee. 

1.40 "Proceeding" is defined in Section 7.9.1. 

1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" means all processing fees and charges required 
by the City or any City Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, 
project permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, encroachment permits, 
tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right lots, street vacations and certificates of 
occupancy which are necessary to accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. 
Expressly exempted from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted after the Effective Date, 
except as specifically provided for in this Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include 
those linkage fees, impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
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amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be calculated at time of 
payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and Charges to be applied in connection with the 
development of the Project shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time 
an application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is established by the City 
in a subsequent agreement. 

1.42 "Project" means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the 
Project Approvals and the Development Regulations. 

1.43 "Project Approvals" those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which 
have been requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are comprised of 
(1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the "D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to 
C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; 
(2) Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a R Zone per 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; (3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio 
averaging in a unified development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing per Municipal Code 
Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance from Municipal Code Section 
12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal 
Code§ 12.27; (6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce parking 
required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) Authority for Reduced On-Site 
Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a 
project that creates a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; and 
(9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map dividing the 
Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up 
to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.44 "Property" shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally described in Exhibit A-2 
attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property 
by Developer, the Property shall not include the Third Party Property. 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" means the rights and authority excepted from this 
Agreement's restrictions on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take future Discretionary 
Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement that may be in conflict with the Applicable 
Rules and Project Approvals, but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and 
are generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by 
the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to 
Chapter IX of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire Code) regarding the 
construction, engineering and design standards for private and public improvements and which 
are (a) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally 
applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or 
The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of God); (3) are necessary to 
comply with state or federal laws and regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the 
Effective Date of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute Processing 
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Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its actual costs in processing 
applications, permit requests and approvals of the Project or in monitoring compliance with 
permits issued or approvals granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the 
Project, unless otherwise waived by the City. 

1.46 "Term" means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof 

1.47 "Third Party Property" means the portion of the Property that is not owned by 
Developer as of the Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 attached hereto. 

1.48 "Transferee" means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in 
interest, assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may include 
Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any individual residential dwelling 
unit developed on the Site will not be deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 
approved by the City on , 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air 
space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.50 "West Parcel" means the portion of the Property 1 ocated to the west of Vine 
Street, as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.51 "1720 Owner" means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.52 "1749 Owner" means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. 

2.1 State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage 
private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act which 
authorizes any the City to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain 
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in this 
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows: 
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(a) (b) Assurance to the applicant for a development project that 
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in 
accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions 
of approval will strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 
participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic cost of 
development. 

(b) (c) The lack of public facilities, including, but not limited to, 
streets, sewerage, transportation, drinking water, school, and utility facilities, is a 
serious impediment to the development of new housing. Whenever possible, 
applicants and local governments may include provisions in agreements whereby 
applicants are reimbursed overtime for financing of public facilities." 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and accountable to its 
residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated by the 
Legislature, the City: (1) accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development 
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of 
the Parties; and (2) to offset these restraints, seeks public benefits which go beyond those 
obtained by traditional City controls and conditions imposed on development project 
applications. 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions. The City Planning Commission Action. The 
City Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended approval of 
this Agreement on , 2013. 

2.2.2 The City Council Action. The City Council on 
, 2013, after conducting a duly-noticed public 

hearing, adopted Ordinance No. __ , to become effective on the thirty-first day after 
publication, or on the forty-first day after posting, approving this Agreement, found that its 
provisions are consistent with the City's General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the 
Municipal Code, and authorized the execution of this Agreement. 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. 

2.3.1 Public Benefits. This Agreement provides assurances that the public 
benefits identified below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be 
achieved and developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with 
the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The Project will provide 
local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) promote 
Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, and future transient 
occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business expansion and relocation in 
Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary and permanent jobs to improve the 
local and regional economy; (iv) provide the density necessary to support a new mix of uses in 
close proximity to mass transit; and other benefits as contained in Section 3.1.4. The Project will 
contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of land uses, which 
will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain Hollywood as a regional center 
and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 
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2.3.2 Developer Objectives. In accordance with the legislative findings set 
forth in the Development Agreement Act, and with full recognition of the City's policy of 
judicious restraints on its police powers, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that 
the Project may be developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals 
and with the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. In the absence 
of this Agreement, Developer would have no assurance that it can complete the Project for the 
uses and to the density and intensity of development set forth in this Agreement and the Project 
Approvals. This Agreement, therefore, is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will not 
be (1) reduced or otherwise modified in density, intensity or use from what is set forth in the 
Project Approvals, (2) subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or official policies or 
plans which are not adopted or approved pursuant to the City's Reserved Powers, or 
(3) subjected to delays for reasons other than Citywide health and safety enactments related to 
critical situations such as, but not limited to, the lack of water availability or sewer or landfill 
capacity. 

2.3.3 Mutual Objectives. Development of the Project in accordance with this 
Development Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property in accordance 
with the objectives set forth in the General Plan. Moreover, a development agreement for the 
Project will eliminate uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property, assure installation of necessary improvements, assure attainment of maximum efficient 
resource utilization within the City at the least economic cost to its citizens and otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the Development Agreement Act was enacted. The 
Parties believe that such orderly development of the Project will provide public benefits, as 
described in Section 2.3.1, to the City through the imposition of development standards and 
requirements under the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, including without 
limitation: increased tax revenues, installation of on-site and off-site improvements, 
redevelopment of an underutilized site, preservation of the historic Capitol Records building, a 
grade level pedestrian plaza, a mix of land uses including some or all of the following uses: 
residential, commercial and office within an existing activity center offering direct proximity to 
existing public transit and transportation infrastructure, the addition of retail and restaurant uses, 
approximately 2,900 construction-related jobs, and creation and retention of 1,257 to 1,635 direct 
and indirect jobs for the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, although development of the Project 
in accordance with this Agreement will restrain the City's land use or other relevant police 
powers, this Agreement provides the City with sufficient Reserved Powers during the term 
hereof to remain responsible and accountable to its citizens. In exchange for these and other 
benefits to the City, Developer will receive assurance that the Project may be developed during 
the term of this Agreement in accordance with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals and 
Reserved Powers, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

2.4 Applicability of the Agreement. This Agreement does not: (1) grant height, 
density, or intensity in excess of that otherwise established in the Applicable Rules and Project 
Approvals; (2) eliminate future Discretionary Actions relating to the Project if applications 
requiring such Discretionary Action are initiated and submitted by the owner of the Property 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; (3) guarantee that Developer will receive any profits 
from the Project; (4) prohibit the Project's participation (with the consent of Developer, to the 
extent required under Applicable Rules) in any benefit assessment district that is generally 
applicable to surrounding properties; or (5) amend the City's General Plan. This Agreement has 
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a fixed Term. Furthermore, in any subsequent Discretionary Actions applicable to the Property 
or any portion thereof, the City may apply the new rules, regulations and official policies as are 
contained in its Reserved Powers. 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES. 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer. In consideration for the 
City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry 
out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purposes, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, Developer hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.1.1 Project Development. Developer agrees that it will use its commercially 
reasonable efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into account market 
conditions and economic considerations, to undertake development of the Project in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including the Applicable Rules and the Project 
Approvals. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to require Developer to proceed with 
the construction of or any other implementation of the Project or any portion thereof. In 
addition, Developer agrees to the following: 

(1) Dedication of Land for Public Street Purposes. Provisions for the 
dedication of land for public purposes are set forth in the conditions of approval of the 
Project Approvals. 

(2) Description of Transportation Improvements. The transportation 
improvements to be included within the scope of the Project are set forth in the Project 
Approvals. 

(3) Maximum Height of the Project. The maximum height of the Project shall 
not exceed 585 feet and the Project shall comply with and be limited as set forth in the 
Project Approvals. 

(4) Maximum Floor Area of the Project. The maximum Floor Area 
("Maximum Floor Area") of the Project shall not exceed 1,166,970 net square feet 
(inclusive of Existing Improvements that are retained) and the Project shall comply with 
and be limited as set forth in the Project Approvals. 

3.1.2 Timing of Development. It is presently anticipated that the First Phase of 
the Project will be the Initial West Parcel Phase. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may 
construct the Project in any number of Phases as Developer determines on the Property, 
consistent with the Applicable Rules and the Project Approvals. The parties acknowledge that 
Developer cannot at this time predict when or at what rate the Property would be developed. 
These decisions depend upon numerous factors that are not all within the control of Developer, 
such as market orientation and demand, availability of financing, and competition. Because the 
California Supreme Court held in Pardee Construction Co. v. The City of Camarillo, 37 Cal. 3d 
465 (1984), that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of development 
permitted a later adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and controlling the 
Parties' agreement, Developer and the City do hereby acknowledge and provide for the right of 
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Developer to develop the Project in an order and at a rate and times as Developer deems 
appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment, subject to any 
restrictions that may exist in the Project Approvals. The City acknowledges that this right is 
consistent with the intent, purpose, and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement. 

3.1.3 Additional Obligations of Developer as Consideration for this 
Agreement. In addition to the obligations identified in Sections 2.3 .1 and 3 .1.1 of this 
Agreement, in consideration for the City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for 
the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, 
and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in Section 2 of this 
Agreement, Developer hereby agrees as set forth in this Section 3 .1.3, the responsibility for 
which agreements may be allocated among the parties comprising the "Developer" as determined 
in the sole discretion of the parties comprising Developer. Nothing in this Section 3 .1.3 is 
intended to impose any obligations on Developer until the EIR has been certified and the Project 
Approvals have been finally issued by City, no longer subject to administrative appeal, and all 
statutory periods for challenging any of the Project Approvals and/or the EIR shall have expired 
without the filing of any lawsuit, and if any such lawsuit is timely filed, such lawsuit shall have 
been dismissed with prejudice or otherwise definitively resolved in a manner satisfactory to 
Developer in its sole discretion. 

3.1.3.1 Project Labor Agreement. For each Phase of the Project, a 
"Project Labor Agreement" (herein so called) with the Building and Construction Trades 
Council shall be in effect prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction of such 
Phase .. The purpose of the Project Labor Agreement will be to promote efficiency of 
construction operation during construction and provide for the orderly settlement oflabor 
disputes and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby assuring timely and economical 
completion of construction. Additionally, the Project Labor Agreement will reflect a 
commitment by all parties to diversity in the workforce hiring that reflects levels of minority, 
women and other worker utilization at levels which are representative of the relevant workforce 
of these groups in the Greater Los Angeles Area. The Project Labor Agreement will serve to 
identify the construction trade union(s) as the primary source of all craft labor employed in such 
construction. The union(s) will use their best efforts to recruit and identify individuals, 
particularly residents of the City of Los Angeles, for entrance into joining labor/management 
apprenticeship programs and to assist individuals in qualifying and becoming eligible for such 
programs. 

3.1.3.2 Local Hiring. For each Phase of the Project, Developer shall 
work with the local construction trades and implement an apprenticeship and zip code 
identification program to prioritize local source hiring for Project construction from the 131

h 

Council District of the City of Los Angeles, with priority given to construction workers from 
such area. This program shall be prepared in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Economic 
Development and the Council Office for the 13th Council District, no later than six months prior 
to the commencement of construction of the First Phase of the Project. Thereafter, on an annual 
basis as part of the required Annual Review for any year during which construction activity 
occurred, a report detailing the demographic and geographic information of the Project's 
construction workers shall be included. 
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3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of each Phase of the Project including core and 
shell construction shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as determined pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit 
proof of compliance with this obligation prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for 
such Phase. 

3.1.3.4 Community Organization Meeting Space. Developer shall 
provide not less than 1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project (the "Meeting Space") for 
use by Hollywood and community non-profit groups including, but not limited to, the local 
Neighborhood Council and other civic organizations, during reasonable business hours, as 
available. Subject to availability, the Meeting Space shall be provided to accommodate small 
gatherings, such as regularly scheduled community meetings, for a maximum of 30 occurrences 
per year. Subject to availability, groups shall be provided with access to the Meeting Space if 
they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and 
provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. Developer shall establish and, commencing upon 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the First Phase, operate a publicly accessible 
reservation system whereby community groups can reserve the Meeting Space as available. This 
requirement shall include only the use of space and shall not include Developer's provision of 
security, food, beverage, equipment or other materials. The Meeting Space will be included in 
one of the Project buildings at all times following the issuance of a final certificate of completion 
for the First Phase, although it need not be in its initial location. The Meeting Space shall 
include reasonable access to restroom facilities, and shall be located within the first three floors 
of the building. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include 
plans for the Meeting Space, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for 
conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.4. Subject to availability, the 
Meeting Space may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project. The foregoing 
requirement is not intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to 
any particular space within the Project, and the location of any Meeting Space in the Project, 
subject to compliance with the requirements set forth in this subsection 3. l.3.4, may be changed 
at Developer's discretion from time to time. 

3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 
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(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of 
completion for the First Phase, Developer shall procure and thereafter operate 
during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. 
Such shuttle service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable 
hours, generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to 
improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of 
the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes, to the Project and 
the public transportation access points within two blocks of the Project; as such 
service will not be required to accommodate linkages between the Project and 
areas already adequately serviced by DASH and Metro. Developer shall not be 
obligated to expend more than $50,000 per year for the operation of such service. 
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As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such program. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the Project 
in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3. l.3.5(b). Bicycle 
amenities in the First Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
parking facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant 
space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the 
Initial West Portion Phase shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing 
bicycle users to such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check 
with the City shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be 
reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3. l .3 .5(b). As part of the Annual Review process required by 
Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning 
Director how it has implemented such program, and provide information 
regarding use of such facilities. 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall (a) 
cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the Project 
directional signage showing pedestrian routes between the Project and all public 
transportation access points within a four block radius of the Project, including 
bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the 
amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) to the City's Department of 
Transportation for the installation at the DASH access point nearest the Project of 
directional signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point 
and the Project and ( c) provide funding in the amount of Twenty Five Thousand 
Dollars ($25,000) to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus and commuter 
train access points within a four block radius of the Project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and 
the Project (collectively, the "Transit Linkage Payments") to the City and/or 
Metro for such installation. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payments 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate 
of occupancy for First Phase of the Project. 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50,000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 
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prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the 
Project. 

(e) Vine Street Metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban 
planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, 
the l31

h Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study of the 
design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood 
Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be completed and 
delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a condition to, the 
issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. In addition, Developer shall purchase and make available not less 
than 25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the Project (which passes may 
be distributed by Developer to such persons in its sole discretion). As part of the 
Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, 
thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, within 
each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) "Park 
and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of 
the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro commuter train or bus 
for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall establish and 
maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure that such 
parking continue to meet such condition, the results of which shall be submitted 
as part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement. 

(h) Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
non-residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services. As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, 
and provide information regarding use of such spaces. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building permit for the Initial East Parcel 
Phase, Developer shall prepare in cooperation with the City's Office of Historic Resources and 
submit to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written adjacent structure 
monitoring plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol Records Building, 
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including the recording studios and underground echo chambers therein. Approval of such plan 
may be issued by the Director of Building and Safety, in his or her reasonable discretion. The 
Director shall not withhold its approval of the proposed plan if an officer ofEMI Music Ltd. dba 
Capitol Records or the then tenant of the portions of the Capitol Records Building containing 
such recording studios and echo chambers ("Capitol Records") submits written confirmation 
that Capitol Records has approved such plan. Following its approval, such plan shall be 
implemented during construction (including reconstruction and replacement) of all 
improvements on the East Parcel. As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4. 1 
of this Agreement, Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such monitoring program. 

3.1.3.7 Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming. After 
issuance of a final certificate of completion for the Phase on the East Parcel which includes the 
open public space to be constructed adjacent to the existing Jazz Mural (the "Art Plaza"), for the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall conduct within the Art Plaza at least four (4) public 
events per year, which may include musical, dramatic, comedic and/or dance performances, and 
art exhibitions. Programming will be developed in consultation with the City's Cultural Affairs 
Department, the Hollywood Arts Council, and the Hollywood Business Improvement District. 
Developer will pay for all costs associated with such public events, including planning, 
promotion, security, cleanup and insurance. Developer will obtain all permits required pursuant 
to applicable law, including assembly permits as may be required by the Municipal Code, in 
connection with each such public event. Developer will reasonably consider, but will not be 
bound to conduct, public events suggested by City and/or City Agencies. An annual schedule of 
such public events will be provided by Developer to the City Agency designated by the City to 
oversee such events. The foregoing will all be conducted at Developer's sole cost and expense. 

3.1.3.8 Parking Access Management System. Developer shall provide a 
parking access management system containing, among other things, overhead illuminated signs 
for each exit/entry driveway from public streets into non-residential parking areas of the Project. 
The final size and design of such parking access management system shall be mutually agreeable 
to Developer and the Director of Building and Safety, in their reasonable discretion. 

3.1.3.9 Pedestrian Improvements Contribution. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to the Hollywood Chamber 
of Commerce Walk of Fame Committee or otherwise as directed by the City (the "Pedestrian 
Payment") toward the renovation and upkeep of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements along Vine Street between the Project and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Such renovation and upkeep is intended to enhance the pedestrian experience for 
people in the vicinity of the Property. Proof of payment of the first half of the Pedestrian 
Payment shall be submitted to the Department of Building and Safety as a condition to issuance 
of a building permit for the First Phase of the Project and proof of payment of the balance of the 
Pedestrian Payment shall be submitted to the Department of Building and Safety as a condition 
to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project. 

3.1.3.10 Music Appreciation Exhibit. Developer shall install 
publicly accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms within the 
First Phase of the Project (collectively, the "Music Appreciation Exhibit"). The Music 
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Appreciation Exhibit shall be designed, decorated and programmed in a manner so as to 
celebrate music and entertainment. The Music Appreciation Exhibit plans (but not any proposed 
programming therein) shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning, in consultation with the 
Council Office, and approved by the Director of Planning, in his or her reasonable discretion. 
Developer's shall be entitled to credit to the Art Developments Fee otherwise payable by 
Developer under the Applicable Rules in connection with the Project for Developer's cost of 
installing such Music Appreciation Exhibit. The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be maintained 
by Developer, at its sole cost, to a standard at least as high as the balance of the Project. As part 
of the Annual Review process required by Section 4. l of this Agreement, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has programmed such Music Appreciation Exhibit. 

3.1.3.11 Hollywood Central Park. Developer shall make a 
contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central Park in the amount of $50,000. Proof of such 
payment shall be submitted to the Planning Director as a condition to the issuance of the building 
permit for the First Phase. Thereafter, commencing upon the April l following the later of 
(a) issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project or (b) the 
completion and commencement of operation of the proposed Hollywood Central Park, and 
thereafter on April l of each year during the remaining Term of this Agreement, Developer shall 
make an annual contribution, in the amount of $50,000 to the City Department of Recreation and 
Parks or otherwise as directed by the City for the operation and maintenance of the Hollywood 
Central Park. 

3.1.3.12 Affordable Housing. Developer shall pay an amount 
equal to $4,800,000 for the development of 100 new affordable housing units as provided in this 
Section 3 .1.3 .12. Such amount is intended to replace the amounts previously designated by 
City's Housing Department ("LAHD") toward the development of two affordable housing 
projects (collectively, the "HCHC Projects" and each, an "HCHC Project"), being developed 
by Hollywood Community Housing Corporation ("HCHC") for families with income below 
50% Area Median Income. The HCHC Projects are (a) the Westlake Theater Project, containing 
52 large family units, to which LAHD previously allocated $2,400,000, and (b) Coronel Project, 
containing 54 large family units, to which LAHD previously allocated $2,400,000. Such 
amounts shall be paid as follows: 
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(a) Developer HCHC Project Contributions. Within ninety (90) 
days after its receipt of written notice from LAHD that the HCHC Project 
Commitment Date (as defined below) has occurred for each HCHC Project, 
Developer shall pay $2,400,000 (each, a "Developer HCHC Project 
Contribution") to LAHD to be used by LAHD for the financing of the 
development and construction of such HCHC Project. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, if directed by LAHD, such amount shall be paid to HCHC or to the 
HCHC controlled entity that owns the applicable HCHC Project. As used herein, 
"HCHC Project Commitment Date" means, with respect to the applicable 
HCHC Project, HCHC has (i) received written commitments from the providers 
of a grant(s ), debt and equity financings in an aggregate amount that, when added 
to the Developer HCHC Project Contribution and (ii), is sufficient to complete 
such HCHC Project. LAHD is hereby authorized to use each Developer HCHC 
Project Contribution received from Developer for the applicable HCHC Project. 
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(b) Developer LAHD Contribution. If the HCHC Project 
Commitment Date has not occurred with respect to either HCHC Project, or both, 
by the date upon which Developer submits an application for a building permit for 
the first new building within the Project that includes residential dwelling units, 
then the Developer shall pay an amount (the "LAHD Developer Contribution") 
equal to the HCHC Project Contribution for such HCHC Project (or both, as 
applicable), to LAHD as a condition to the issuance of such building permit. 

(c) LAHD Use of Developer LAHD Contribution. LAHD is hereby 
authorized to pay all or part of the Developer LAHD Contribution (i) to HCHC 
for costs (including pre-development costs) associated with the remaining 
unfunded HCHC Project (or both if applicable) and/or other HCHC affordable 
housing projects, or other HCHC expenses that may subsequently be funded out 
of the financing of an another HCHC affordable housing development project), or 
(ii) for other costs associated with the production of affordable housing units, 
provided that in either case LAHD reasonably determines that such funding is 
reasonably likely to result in the production of at least 100 affordable housing 
units in or around the Hollywood area. 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City. In consideration for 
Developer entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to 
carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purpose, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, the City hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.2.1 Entitlement to Develop. Developer has the vested right to develop the 
Project containing up to Maximum Floor Area in, on, under and/or above the Property as 
contemplated by the EIR subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement (including the 
Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations), the Applicable Rules, the Project 
Approvals and the Reserved Powers. The Floor Area in the Existing Improvements (114,303 
square feet as of the Effective Date) shall be included as part of such maximum permitted density 
of the Project. The density of certain portions of the Property may exceed the pro-rata or average 
per acre density for the Property as a whole provided that (a) such density shall be subject to 
maximum height limitations applicable to each portion of the Property as set forth in the Project 
Approvals and Development Regulations, and (b) the total density for the Property shall not 
exceed Maximum Floor Area. Developer's vested rights under this Agreement shall include, 
without limitation, the right to remodel, renovate, rehabilitate, rebuild, or replace the Project or 
any portion thereof throughout the applicable Term for any reason, including, without limitation, 
in the event of damage, destruction, or obsolescence of the Project or any portion thereof, subject 
to the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, and Reserved Powers. Any and/or all Existing 
Improvements which comply with the Applicable Rules on the Property as of the Effective Date 
which are damaged or destroyed during the Term may be remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, 
repaired, rebuilt or replaced subject to the Applicable Rules (other than the Project Description 
set forth on Exhibit B) and the Reserved Powers. To the extent that all or any portion of the 
Project is remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, rebuilt, or replaced, Developer may locate that 
portion of the Project at any other location of the Property, subject to the requirements of the 
Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules, and the Reserved Powers. 
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3.2.2 Consistency in Applicable Rules. Based upon all information made 
available to the City up to or concurrently with the execution of this Agreement, the City finds 
and certifies that no Applicable Rules prohibit or prevent or encumber the full completion and 
occupancy of the Project in accordance with the uses, densities, designs, heights, signage 
regulations, permitted demolition, and other development entitlements incorporated and agreed 
to herein and in the Project Approvals. 

3.2.3 Changes in Applicable Rules. 

3.2.3.1 Non-Application of Changes in Applicable Rules. Any change 
in, or addition to, the Applicable Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any 
applicable General Plan, zoning or building regulation, adopted, or becoming effective after the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by means of 
ordinance including but not limited to adoption of a specific plan or overlay zone, The City 
Charter amendment, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium, 
initiated, or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by the City, the Mayor, City 
Council, Planning Commission or any other Board, Commission, Department or Agency of the 
City, or any officer or employee thereof, or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, 
absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any 
way with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, or this Agreement, shall not be applied to the 
Project unless these changes represent an exercise of the City's Reserved Powers, or are 
otherwise agreed to in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may, in its 
sole discretion, give the City written notice of its election to have any subsequent change in the 
Applicable Rules applied to some portion or all of the Property as it may own, in which case 
such subsequent change in the Applicable Rules shall be deemed to be contained within the 
Applicable Rules insofar as that portion of the Property is concerned. In the event of any conflict 
or inconsistency between this Agreement and the Applicable Rules, the provisions of this 
Agreement shall control. 

3.2.3.2 Changes in Building and Fire Codes. Notwithstanding any 
provision of this Agreement to the contrary, development of the Project shall be subject to 
changes occurring from time to time in the California Building Code and other uniform 
construction codes. In addition, development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring 
from time to time in Chapters V and IX of the Municipal Code regarding the construction, 
engineering, and design standards for both public and private improvements provided that these 
changes are (1) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are 
generally applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or City Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.3.3 Changes Mandated by Federal or State Law. This Agreement 
shall not preclude the application to the Project of changes in, or additions to, the Applicable 
Rules, including rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies, to the extent that these 
changes or additions are mandated to be applied to developments such as this Project by state or 
federal regulations, pursuant to the Reserved Powers. In the event state or federal laws or 
regulations prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, these 
provisions shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with state or federal 
laws or regulations. 
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3.2.4 Subsequent Development Review. The City shall not require Developer 
to obtain any approvals or permits for the development of the Project in accordance with this 
Agreement other than those permits or approvals that are required by the Applicable Rules, the 
Reserved Powers, and/or the Project Approvals. Except as permitted by the Equivalency 
Program and by those changes and modifications as described in Section 3.2.5, any subsequent 
Discretionary Action initiated by Developer that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or 
Applicable Rules, which changes the uses, intensity, density, building height, or timing of the 
Project, or decreases the lot area, setbacks, yards, parking, or which increases entitlements 
allowed under the Project Approvals, shall be subject to rules, regulations, ordinances, and 
official policies of the City then in effect. The Parties agree that this Agreement does not 
modify, alter or change the City's obligations pursuant to CEQA and acknowledge that future 
Discretionary Actions may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. In the 
event that additional environmental review is required by CEQA, the City agrees to utilize tiered 
environmental documents to the fullest extent permitted by law, as determined by the City, and 
as provided in California Public Resources Code Sections 21093 and 21094. 

3.2.5 Development Regulations. 

3.2.5.1 Development Flexibility. The City acknowledges that the 
Development Regulations provide flexibility regarding modifications to Project's final 
development layout so that the Project can be built with a mix of uses and layout that responds to 
market demand and changing needs of the Southern California economy while maintaining 
design quality and consistency. Developer shall have the right to modify the Project within the 
limits set forth in the Development Regulations. Implementation of the Development 
Regulations will not require any new or additional Discretionary Approvals from the City. 

3.2.5.2 Development Regulations. The Development Regulations permit 
design flexibility within a set of site-wide guidelines and standards that ensure the integrity of an 
overall master plan concept for the Site and protect the visual and environmental quality of the 
Project as a whole. The Development Regulations establish standards for use, bulk, parking and 
loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting and sustainability. 

3.2.5.3 Equivalency Program. The "Equivalency Program" (herein so 
called) is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while ensuring that a change 
in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. With respect to any 
proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange Phase") that would result in a build out of the 
Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project scenarios studied under the EIR, 
under the Equivalency Program Developer may request a transfer or exchange of land uses for 
such Exchange Phase by a delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the 
City, which request shall be accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use 
transfer/exchange that is being proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the Existing 
Improvements and the other Phases previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM 
and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap from the EIR, a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C; and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental 
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impacts identified in the EIR (collectively, an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). 
The Planning Director shall approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange 
Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in such Table II-3, Project 
Trip Cap, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the 
EIR. 

3.2.5.4 EIR Analysis. Implementation of the Development Regulations 
will not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts as analyzed in the EIR. The 
Project including the development flexibility set forth in the Development Regulations were fully 
analyzed in the EIR. 

3.2.6 Special Taxes and Assessments. Developer shall have the right, to the 
extent permitted by law, to protest, oppose, and vote against any and all special taxes, 
assessments, levies, charges, and/or fees imposed with respect to any assessment districts, 
infrastructure financing, Mello-Roos or community facilities districts, community taxing 
districts, maintenance districts, or other similar districts. If Developer requests the formation of 
any such districts in connection with the Project, the City agrees to cooperate fully in their 
formation. 

3.2. 7 Effective Development Standards. The City agrees that it is bound to 
permit the uses, intensity of use and density on this Property which are permitted by this 
Agreement and the Project Approvals, insofar as this Agreement and the Project Approvals so 
provide or as otherwise set forth in the Applicable Rules or the Reserved Powers. The City 
hereby agrees that it will not unreasonably withhold or unreasonably condition any Discretionary 
Action which must be issued by the City in order for the Project to proceed, provided that 
Developer reasonably and satisfactorily complies with all City-wide standard procedures, 
actions, payments of Processing Fees and Charges, and criteria generally required of developers 
by the City for processing Requests for development consistent with this Agreement. 

3.2.8 Interim Use. The City agrees that Developer may use the Property during 
the Term of this Agreement for any use which is otherwise permitted by the applicable zoning 
regulations and the General Plan in effect at the time of the interim use, except as expressly 
provided in this Development Agreement, or pursuant to any approvals, permits, other 
agreements between the City and Developer, or other entitlements previously granted and in 
effect as of the Effective Date. 

3.2.9 Moratoria or Interim Control Ordinances. In the event an ordinance, 
resolution, policy, or other measure is enacted, whether by action of the City, by initiative, or 
otherwise, which relates directly or indirectly to the Project or to the rate, amount, timing, 
sequencing, or phasing of the development or construction of the Project on all or any part of the 
Property, the City agrees that such ordinance, resolution, or other measure shall not apply to the 
Property or this Agreement, unless such changes: (1) are found by the City to be necessary to the 
public health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are generally applicable on a 
Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or the City 
Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 
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3.2.10 Time Period of Tentative Tract Map and Project Approvals. The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Project may be subject to unavoidable delays due to 
factors outside Developer's control. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
66452.6(a), the City agrees that the duration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and any new 
tract or parcel map which are consistent with the Project Approvals, shall automatically be 
extended for the Term of this Agreement. The City further agrees that the duration of all of the 
Project Approvals shall automatically be extended for the Term of this Agreement. 

3.2.11 Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees 
and Charges for Ministerial Permits and Approvals. 

3.2.12 Timeframes and Staffing for Processing and Review. The City agrees 
that expeditious processing of Ministerial Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions, if 
any, and any other approvals or actions required for the Project are critical to the implementation 
of the Project. In recognition of the importance of timely processing and review of Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals, the City agrees to work with Developer to establish time frames for 
processing and reviewing such Ministerial Permits and Approvals and to comply with 
timeframes established in the Project Approvals. The City agrees to expedite all Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions requested by Developer, if any. 

3.2.13 Other Governmental Approvals. Developer may apply for such other 
permits and approvals as may be required for development of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement from other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Property. The City shall cooperate with Developer in its endeavors to 
obtain such pennits and approvals. Each Party shall take all actions and do all things, and 
execute, with acknowledgment or affidavit, if required, any and all documents and writings that 
may be necessary or proper to achieve the purposes and objectives of this Agreement. 

3.2.14 Administrative Changes and Modifications. The Parties may determine 
as the development of the Project proceeds that refinements and changes are appropriate with 
respect to certain details of the Project and the performance of the Parties under this Agreement. 
The Parties desire to retain a certain degree of flexibility with respect to the details of the Project 
development and with respect to those items covered in general terms under this Agreement and 
under the Project Approvals. If and when the Parties find that "Substantially Confonning 
Changes," as herein defined, are necessary or appropriate, they shall, unless otherwise required 
by law, effectuate such changes or adjustments through administrative modifications approved 
by the Parties. As used herein, "Substantially Conforming Changes" are changes, 
modifications or adjustments that are substantially consistent with the Project Approvals, and 
that do not materially alter the overall nature, scope or design of the Project including, without 
limitation, minor changes to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, minor changes in building 
footprint configurations, locations, size or heights of buildings, architectural features or other 
Development Regulations (subject in all cases to the maximum density, intensity of use and 
height restrictions set forth in the Applicable Rules), signage or configuration and size of parcels 
or lots (including lot line adjustments). Substantially Conforming Changes would not be 
considered Discretionary Actions, and would therefore not require a public hearing. 
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3.3 Third Party Property. The Third Party Property, which may be acquired by 
Developer after the Effective Date, shall be subject to this Agreement upon acquisition thereof 
by Developer (or any of them or any entity controlled by, controlling or under common control 
with any of them), including without limitation the Development Regulations. Developer shall 
provide to the City (a) notice pursuant to Section 6.2 and Section 7.12 of this Agreement of the 
acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, and (ii) evidence of Developer's ownership 
or leasehold interest in the Third Party Property. Developer is in no way obligated to acquire or 
attempt to acquire the Third Party Property, and in the event that Developer does not acquire the 
Third Party Property, neither Developer nor the owner of the Third Party Property shall have any 
rights or obligations under the terms of this Agreement with respect to the Third Party Property. 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW. 

4.1 Annual Review. During the Term of this Agreement, the City shall review 
annually Developer's compliance with this Agreement by Developer, and/or any Transferee. 
This periodic review shall be limited in scope to good faith compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement as provided in the Development Agreement Act and Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, shall have the burden of demonstrating such good faith compliance relating solely to 
such parties' portion of the Property and any development located thereon. The Annual Review 
shall be in the form of an Annual Report prepared and submitted by the Planning Director. The 
Report shall include: the number, type and square footage of and the status of the Project; any 
transfers of floor area; the total number of parking spaces developed; provisions for open space; 
any equivalency transfers; status of activities relating to streetscape improvements; and a 
summary of performance of Developer's obligations. For purposes of this Section, each 
Transferee shall be the "Developer" with respect to the portion of the Property owned by it. 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure. Submission by Developer, and/or Transferee, of 
evidence of compliance with this Agreement with respect to each such Party's portion of the 
Property, in a form which the Planning Director may reasonably establish, shall be made in 
writing and transmitted to the Planning Director not later than sixty (60) days prior to the yearly 
anniversary of the Effective Date. The public shall be afforded an opportunity to submit written 
comments regarding compliance to the Planning Director at least sixty (60) days prior to the 
yearly anniversary of the Effective Date. All such public comments and final staff reports shall, 
upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer, and/or any 
Transferees. 

4.2.1 Special Review. The City may order a special review of compliance with 
this Agreement, at any time. 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination. On or before the yearly anniversary of the 
Effective Date of the Agreement, the Planning Director shall make a determination regarding 
whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee, has complied in good faith with the provisions 
and conditions of this Agreement. This determination shall be made in writing with reasonable 
specificity, and a copy of the determination shall be provided to Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, in the manner prescribed in Section 7.120. 
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4.4 Appeal by Developer. In the event the Planning Director makes a finding and 
determination of non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, shall be 
entitled to appeal that determination to the Planning Commission. After a public hearing on the 
appeal, the Planning Commission shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, has 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement. Nothing in this 
Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying or abrogating Los Angeles City 
Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and Board actions). 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance. If, as a result of this Annual Review 
procedure, it is found and determined by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission or 
The City Council, on appeal, that Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, has not 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, the City, after 
denial of any appeal or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal period 
described in Section 7.3, shall submit to Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, 
by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner 
prescribed in Section 7. I I, stating with specificity those obligations of Developer and/or any 
Transferee, as the case may be, which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of 
non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, shall promptly 
commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the 
notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty (60) days after 
receipt of the notice of default, or any longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
items of the default(s), by mutual consent of the City and Developer provided that Developer 
shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the item of default(s) is 
cured. 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure. If the Planning Director finds and 
determines that Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee (or any one of them) has not 
cured a default pursuant to this Section, and that the City intends to terminate or modify this 
Agreement or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
Planning Director shall make a report to the Planning Commission. The Planning Director shall 
then set a date for a public hearing before the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If after the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that (i) such Developer, or such Transferee has not cured a default pursuant to this 
Section, and (ii) subject to Sections 5.1. I and 5. I.4, the City may terminate or modify this 
Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
finding and determination shall be appealable to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3 
hereof In the event of a finding and determination of compliance, there shall be no appeal by 
any person or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying 
or abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council's review of Commission and 
Council actions). 

4. 7 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Subject to Sections 5. I. I and 
5. I .4, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights 
and obligations, as the case may be, after the final determination of noncompliance by the City 
Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal periods described in 
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Section 7.3. There shall be no modifications of this Agreement unless the City Council acts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65867.5 and 65868, irrespective of whether an appeal is 
taken as provided in Section 7.3. 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs. Developer shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, 
reasonably and necessarily incurred, to accomplish the required annual review. 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the Property. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 4 or any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Transferee of all or any portion of the Property shall only be responsible for 
submitting evidence of compliance with this Agreement as it relates solely to that portion of the 
Property transferred, assigned, or conveyed to such Transferee in an Assignment Agreement 
authorized by Section 6.2 of this Agreement. 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer. The City's rights in 
Section 4 of this Agreement relating to compliance with this Agreement by Developer shall be 
limited to only those rights and obligations assumed by Developer under this Agreement and as 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement authorized by Section 6.2 of this 
Agreement. 

4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation. From time to time, Developer 
of any portion of the Property may, separate from the annual review process, submit a written 
request for confirmation from the Planning Director that certain obligations of this Agreement 
have been satisfied. Subject to the time limits and process requirements of Section 4.3, the 
Planning Director shall issue a written confirmation stating either that such obligations have been 
satisfied or setting forth the reasons why subject obligation have not been satisfied. 

5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS. 

5.1 Default by Developer. 

5.1.1 Default. In the event Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee of 
any portion of the Property fails to perform its obligations under this Agreement applicable to its 
portion of the Property as specified in the applicable Assignment Agreement, in a timely manner 
and in compliance pursuant to Section 4 of this Agreement, the City shall have all rights and 
remedies provided for in this Agreement, including, without limitation, modifying or terminating 
this Agreement, provided that (a) such modification or termination shall relate solely and 
exclusively to the property of the defaulting Developer or Transferee, and (b) the City has first 
complied with all applicable notice and opportunity to cure provisions in Sections 5.1.2 and 6.1.5 
and given notice as provided in Sections 4.3, 4.6, 6.1.4 and/or 7.11 hereof, and (c) Developer 
may appeal such declaration in the manner provided in, and subject to all terms and provisions 
of, Sections 4.4 and 4.5. In no event shall a default by a Developer or a Transferee of any 
portion of the Property constitute a default by any non-defaulting Developer or Transferee with 
respect to such non-defaulting parties' obligations hereunder nor affect such non-defaulting 
parties' rights hereunder, or respective portion of the Property. 

5.1.2 Notice of Default. The City through the Planning Director shall submit to 
Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee, as applicable, by registered or certified mail, 

SMRH:407722898. l l 
031413 

-24-
23LV-161717 

RL0025015 



EM28502 

return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 7.11, 
identifying with specificity those obligations of such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, 
which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, Developer or Transferee, 
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after 
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty 
(60) days after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
remedy the default(s), provided that Developer or Transferee, as applicable, shall continuously 
and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

5.1.3 Failure to Cure Default Procedures. If after the cure period has elapsed 
(Section 4.6), the Planning Director finds and determines that Developer (or any of them), or a 
Transferee, as the case may be, remains in default and that the City intends, subject to Section 
5 .1.1 and 5 .1.4 of this Agreement, to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the Planning Director shall make a report to 
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Commission in accordance 
with the notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If 
after public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, remain(s) in default and that the City 
intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and 
obligations, as the case may be, such Developer and such Transferee shall be entitled to appeal 
that finding and determination to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3. In the event 
of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be no appeal by any person 
or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying of 
abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and 
Board actions). 

5.1.4 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Upon default by 
Developer (or any of them) or a Transferee and the delivery of notice and expiration of all 
applicable cure periods, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations hereunder, as the case may be, relating solely to the defaulting 
Developer or Transferee and such defaulting party's portion of the Property, after such final 
determination of the City Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal 
periods described in Section 7.3 relating to the defaulting parties rights and obligations. There 
shall be no termination or modification of this Agreement unless the City Council acts pursuant 
to Section 7.3. 

5.2 Default by the City. 

5.2.1 Default. In the event the City does not accept, process, or render a 
decision on necessary development permits, entitlements, or other land use or building approvals 
for use as provided in this Agreement upon compliance with the requirements thereof, or as 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, or the City otherwise defaults under the provisions of this 
Agreement, Developer, and any Transferee, shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or 
by applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City's 
obligations under this Agreement provided that Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, has 
first complied with the procedures in Section 5.2.2. No part of this Agreement shall be deemed 
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to abrogate or limit any immunities or defenses the City may otherwise have with respect to 
claims for monetary damages. 

5.2.2 Notice of Default. Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, shall first 
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations that have 
not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City shall promptly commence to 
cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the notice of default 
and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than one hundred and twenty (120) days 
after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
default(s), provided that the City shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times 
until the default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City has cured the default, 
the Parties shall submit the matter to arbitration pursuant to Section 7.5 of this Agreement. 

5.3 No Monetary Damages. It is acknowledged by the Parties that the City would 
not have entered into this Agreement if it were liable in monetary damages under or with respect 
to this Agreement or the application thereof. The Parties agree and recognize that, as a practical 
matter, it may not be possible to determine an amount of monetary damages which would 
adequately compensate Developer for its investment of time and financial resources in planning 
to arrive at the kind, location, intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate 
the consideration the City would require to enter into this Agreement to justify the exposure. 
Therefore, the Parties agree that each of the Parties may pursue any remedy at law or equity 
available for any breach of any provision of this Agreement, except that the Parties shall not be 
liable in monetary damages and the Parties covenant not to sue for or claim any monetary 
damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. 

6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS. 

6.1.1 Encumbrances on the Property. The Parties hereto agree that this 
Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer (or any of them), or any Transferee, from 
encumbering the Property or any estate or interest therein, portion thereof, or any improvement 
thereon, together with the rights of Developer hereunder, in any manner whatsoever by one or 
more Mortgages with respect to the construction, development, use or operation of the Project 
and parts thereof. The City acknowledges that the Mortgagees may require certain Agreement 
interpretations and modifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with 
Developer and representatives of such lender(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for 
interpretation or modification. The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such 
requested interpretation or modification, provided such interpretation or modification is 
consistent with the intent and purposes of this Agreement. 

6.1.2 Mortgagee Protection. To the extent legally permissible, this Agreement 
shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property, or any portion thereof, 
including the lien of any Mortgage. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no breach of this Agreement 
shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and 
for value. Any acquisition or acceptance of title or any right or interest in or with respect to the 
Property or any portion thereof by a Mortgagee, pursuant to foreclosure, trustee's sale, deed in 
lieu of foreclosure, lease or sublease termination or otherwise, shall be subject to all of the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement applicable to the Property or such portion, as applicable, except 
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that any such Mortgagee, including its affiliate, or any other entity (a "Mortgagee Successor") 
which acquires the Property or any portion thereof a result of the foreclosure of such Mortgage, 
by power of sale granted thereunder, by acceptance of a deed in lieu of foreclosure, pursuant to a 
bankruptcy proceeding or other such similar proceedings or otherwise as a result of the exercise 
of remedies under any Mortgage, shall be entitled to the benefits arising under this Agreement 
provided Mortgagee complies with Section 6.1.3 below. 

6.1.3 Mortgagee Not Obligated. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
Section 6, Mortgagee will not have any obligation or duty pursuant to the terms set forth in this 
Agreement to perform the obligations of Developer or other affirmative covenants of Developer 
hereunder, or to guarantee such performance, except that the Mortgagee or its Mortgagee 
Successor shall have no vested right to develop the Project without fully complying with the 
terms of this Agreement and executing and delivering to the City, in a form and with terms 
reasonably acceptable to the City, an assumption agreement of Developer's obligations 
hereunder relating to the portion of the Property acquired by such Mortgagee or Mortgagee 
Successor, which, in the case of unpaid monetary obligations shall be deemed allocated pro rata 
based upon the relation of the size of the land acquired to all of the land in the property, unless 
otherwise agreed by such Mortgagee or Successor Mortgagee. 

6.1.4 Request for Notice to Mortgage. The Mortgagee of any Mortgage or 
deed of trust encumbering the Property, or any part or interest thereof, who has submitted a 
request in writing to the City in the manner specified herein for giving notices shall be entitled to 
receive written notification from the City of any notice of non-compliance by Developer in the 
performance of Developer's obligations under this Agreement. As of the date hereof, HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as administrative agent for itself and certain other lenders 
("Existing Mortgagee") is the Mortgagee of the entire Property and there are no other 
Mortgagees. The City acknowledges that Existing Mortgagee has requested notices pursuant to 
this Section 6. 1 .4 and that Existing Mortgagee's addresses for notices are as follows: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
545 Washington Boulevard, 10th Floor 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07310 
Attention: Commercial Mortgage Servicing 

Department 

with a copy to: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
601 Montgomery Street, 10th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Attention: Ms. Mee Mee Kiong 

6.1.5 Mortgagee's Time to Cure. If the City timely receives a request from a 
Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of non-compliance given to Developer under the 
terms of this Agreement, the City shall provide a copy of that notice to the Mortgagee within ten 
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(10) days of sending the notice of non-compliance to Developer. The Mortgagee shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to cure the non-compliance for a period of one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the Mortgagee receives written notice, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
acquire possession of the Property or portion thereof (to the extent necessary to cure the default) 
and remedy the default(s), provided that Mortgagee shall continuously and diligently pursue the 
remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

6.1.6 Disaffirmation. If this Agreement is terminated as to any portion of the 
Property by reason of (i) any default or (ii) as a result of a bankruptcy proceeding, or if this 
Agreement is disaffirmed by a receiver, liquidator, or trustee for Developer or its property, the 
City, if requested by any Mortgagee, shall negotiate in good faith with such Mortgagee (or if 
more than one Mortgage encumbers such portion of the Property, the Mortgagee holding the 
highest, or most senior priority Mortgage) for a new development agreement in substantially the 
same form as this Agreement for the Project or such portion of the Property acquired by such 
Mortgagee or its Successor Mortgagee. This Agreement does not require any Mortgagee to enter 
into a new development agreement pursuant to this Section. 

6.2 Assignment. The Property, as well as the rights and obligations of Developer 
under this Agreement, may be transferred or assigned in whole or in part by Developer to a 
Transferee without the consent of the City, subject to the conditions set forth below in 
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.1 Conditions of Assignment. No such assignment shall be valid until and 
unless the following occur: 

(a) Written Notice of Assignment Required. Developer, or any 
successor transferor, gives prior written notice to the City of its intention to assign 
or transfer any of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement and a 
complete disclosure of the identity of the assignee or Transferee, including copies 
of the Articles of Incorporation in the case of corporations, the trust declaration in 
the case of non-public trusts, the names of individual members in the case of a 
limited liability company, and the names of individual partners in the case of 
partnerships. Any failure by Developer or any successor transferor to provide the 
notice shall be curable in accordance with the provisions in Section 5 .1. 

(b) Automatic Assumption of Obligations. Unless otherwise stated 
elsewhere in this Agreement to the contrary, a Transferee of Property or any 
portion thereof expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the rights and 
obligations of this Agreement (including an allocation of the Transferee's share of 
the Maximum Floor Area) transferred or assigned by Developer and which are 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement. 

6.2.2 Liability Upon Assignment. Each Developer of any portion of the 
Property shall be solely and only liable for performance of such Developer's obligations 
applicable to its portion of the Property under this Agreement as specified in the applicable 
Assignment Agreement. Upon the assignment or transfer of any portion of the Property together 
with any obligations assignable under this Agreement, the Transferee shall become solely and 
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only liable for the performance of those assigned or transferred obligations so assumed and shall 
have the rights of a "Developer" under this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Property 
acquired; which such rights and obligations shall be set forth specifically in the Assignment 
Agreement, executed by the transferring Developer, and the Transferee, as of the date of such 
transfer, assignment or conveyance of the applicable portion of the Property. The failure of a 
Developer of any portion of the Property to perform such Developer's obligation set forth in the 
applicable Assignment Agreement may result, at the City's option, in a declaration that this 
Agreement has been breached and the City may, but shall not be obligated to, exercise its rights 
and remedies under this Agreement solely as it relates to the defaulting Developer's portion of 
the Property as provided for in Section 5.1 hereof, subject to such defaulting Developer's right to 
notice and opportunity to cure the default in accordance with provisions of Sections 4.6 and 5.1 
hereof 

6.2.3 Release of Developer. With respect to a transfer and assignment of all or 
a portion of a Developer's interest in the Property and the related rights and obligations 
hereunder, upon the effective date of any such transfer and assignment, as evidenced by the 
execution of an Assignment Agreement pursuant to this Section 6.2 between such Developer and 
the Transferee and delivery of such Assignment Agreement to the City, such Developer shall 
automatically be released from any further obligations to the City under this Agreement with 
respect to the portion of the Property so transferred. 

6.2.4 Release of Property Transferee. A Transferee shall not be liable for any 
obligations to the City under this Agreement relating to any portion of the Property other than 
that portion transferred to such Transferee, and no default by a Developer under this Agreement 
with respect to such other portions of the Property shall be deemed a default by such Transferee 
with respect to the portion of the Property transferred to such Transferee. 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

7.1 Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date on which 
this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles after execution by 
Developer and Mayor of the City of Los Angeles. 

7.2 Term. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and 
shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless said Term is otherwise terminated or modified by 
circumstances set forth in this Agreement or by mutual consent of the Parties hereto. Following 
the expiration of this Term, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and effect; 
provided, however, that this termination shall not affect any right or duty arising from 
entitlements or approvals, including the Project Approvals on the Property, approved 
concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Effective Date of this Agreement. The Term of this 
Agreement shall automatically be extended for the period of time of any actual delay resulting 
from any enactments pursuant to the Reserved Powers or moratoria, or from legal actions or 
appeals which enjoin performance under this Agreement or act to stay performance under this 
Agreement (other than bankruptcy or similar procedures), or from any actions taken pursuant to 
Section 7.5 (Dispute Resolution), or from any litigation related to the Project Approvals, this 
Agreement or the Property. 
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7.3 Appeals to City Council. Where an appeal by Developer, or its Transferees, as 
the case may be, to the City Council from a finding and/or determination of the Planning 
Commission is created by this Agreement, such appeal shall be taken, if at all, within twenty (20) 
days after the mailing of such finding and/or determination to Developer, or its successors, 
Transferees, and/or assignees, as the case may be. The City Council shall act upon the finding 
and/or determination of the Planning Commission within eighty (80) days after such mailing, or 
within such additional period as may be agreed upon by Developer, or its Transferees, as the case 
may be, and the City Council. The failure of the City Council to act shall not be deemed to be a 
denial or approval of the appeal, which shall remain pending until final the City Council action. 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, whenever a period of time, including a reasonable period of time, 
is designated within which either Party hereto is required to do or complete any act, matter or 
thing, the time for the doing or completion thereof shall be extended by a period of time equal to 
the number of days during which such Party is actually prevented from, or is unreasonably 
interfered with, the doing or completion of such act, matter or thing because of causes beyond 
the reasonable control of the Party to be excused, including: war; insurrection; riots; floods; 
earthquakes; fires; casualties; acts of God; litigation and administrative proceedings against the 
Project (not including any administrative proceedings contemplated by this Agreement in the 
normal course of affairs (such as the Annual Review)); any approval required by the City (not 
including any period of time normally expected for the processing of such approvals in the 
ordinary course of affairs); restrictions imposed or mandated by other governmental entities; 
enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations; judicial decisions; the exercise of 
the City's Reserved Powers; or similar bases for excused performance which are not within the 
reasonable control of the Party to be excused (financial inability excepted). This Section shall 
not be applicable to any proceedings with respect to bankruptcy or receivership initiated by or on 
behalf of Developer or, if not dismissed within ninety (90) days, by any third parties against 
Developer. If written notice of such delay is given to either Party within thirty (30) days of the 
commencement of such delay, an extension of time for such cause will be granted in writing for 
the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.5 Dispute Resolution. 

7.5.1 Dispute Resolution Proceedings. The Parties may agree to dispute 
resolution proceedings to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes or questions of interpretation 
under this Agreement. These dispute resolution proceedings may include: (a) procedures 
developed by the City for expeditious interpretation of questions arising under development 
agreements; or (b) any other manner of dispute resolution which is mutually agreed upon by the 
Parties. 

7.5.2 Arbitration. Any dispute between the Parties that is to be resolved by 
arbitration shall be settled and decided by arbitration conducted by an arbitrator who must be a 
former judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court or Appellate Justice of the Second 
District Court of Appeals or the California Supreme Court. This arbitrator shall be selected by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 
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7.5.2.1 Arbitration Procedures. Upon appointment of the arbitrator, the 
matter shall be set for arbitration at a time not less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) days 
from the effective date of the appointment of the arbitrator. The arbitration shall be conducted 
under the procedures set forth in Code of Civil Procedure Section 638, et seq., or under such 
other procedures as are agreeable to both Parties, except that provisions of the California Code of 
Civil Procedure pertaining to discovery and the provisions of the California Evidence Code shall 
be applicable to such proceeding. 

7.5.3 Extension of Term. The Term of this Agreement as set forth in 
Section 7.2 shall automatically be extended for the period of time in which the Parties are 
engaged in dispute resolution to the degree that such extension of the Term is reasonably 
required because activities which would have been completed prior to the expiration of the Term 
are delayed beyond the scheduled expiration of the Term as the result of such dispute resolution. 

7.5.4 Legal Action. Either Party may, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or 
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance the obligations and rights of the Parties hereto. Notwithstanding the above, the 
City's right to seek specific performance shall be specifically limited to compelling Developer to 
complete, demolish or make safe any particular improvement(s) on public lands which is 
required as a Mitigation Measure or Condition of Approval. Developer shall have no liability 
(other than the potential termination of this Agreement) if the contemplated development fails to 
occur. 

7.5.5 Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California, and the venue for any legal actions brought 
by any Party with respect to this Agreement shall be the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California for state actions and the Central District of California for any federal actions. 

7.6 Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual 
consent in writing of the Parties to this Agreement and each Mortgagee in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65868, and any Transferee of the Property or any portion thereof, in 
the event such amendment affects the rights and obligations of the Transferee under this 
Agreement in connection with the development, use and occupancy of its portion of the Property 
and/or any improvements located thereon. Any amendment to this Agreement which relates to 
the Term, permitted uses, substantial density or intensity of use, height, or size of buildings 
provisions (not otherwise permitted by the Development Regulations or changes and 
modifications pursuant to Section 3.2.5 or otherwise permitted by the Agreement) obligations for 
reservation and dedication of land, conditions, restrictions, and requirements relating to 
subsequent Discretionary Action or any conditions or covenants relating to the use of the 
Property, which are not provided for under the Applicable Rules or Project Approvals, shall 
require notice and public hearing before the Parties may execute an amendment thereto. 
Developer, or a Transferee as applicable, shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably 
and necessarily incurred, to review any amendments requested by Developer or a Transferee, 
including the cost of any public hearings. 
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7.7 Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants which 
shall run with the land comprising the Property for the benefit thereof, subject to the provisions 
of any Assignment Agreement (if applicable), and the burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and 
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and all successors and assigns of the Parties, including 
any Transferee of Developer. 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation.Cooperation in the Event of Legal 
Challenge. In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other governmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the Parties hereby 
agree to affirmatively cooperate in defending said action. Developer and the City agree to 
cooperate in any legal action seeking specific performance, declaratory relief or injunctive relief, 
to set court dates at the earliest practicable date(s) and not cause delay in the prosecution/defense 
of the action, provided such cooperation shall not require any Party to waive any rights. 

7.8.2 Relationship of the Parties. It is understood and agreed by the Parties 
hereto that the contractual relationship created between the Parties hereunder is that Developer is 
an independent contractor and not an agent of the City. Further, the City and Developer hereby 
renounce the existence of any form of joint venture or partnership between them and agree that 
nothing herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making 
the City and Developer joint-venturers or partners. 

7.9 Indemnification. 

7.9.1 Obligation to Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless: Developer 
hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, and 
employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding ("Proceeding") against the City or its agents, 
officers, or employees (i) to set aside, void, or annul, all or any part of any Project Approval, or 
(ii) for any damages, personal injury or death which may arise, directly or indirectly, from such 
Developer or such Developer's contractors, subcontractors', agents', or employees' operations in 
connection with the construction of the Project, whether operations be by such Developer or any 
of such Developer's contractors, subcontractors, by anyone or more persons directly or indirectly 
employed by, or acting as agent for such Developer or any of such Developer's contractors or 
subcontractors. In the event that the City, upon being served with a lawsuit or other legal 
process to set aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, fails to promptly notify 
Developer of the Proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense of the Proceeding, 
Developer shall thereafter be relieved of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. However, if 
Developer has actual notice of the Proceeding, it shall not be relieved of the obligations imposed 
hereunder, notwithstanding the failure of the City to provide prompt notice of the Proceeding. 
The City shall be considered to have failed to give prompt notification of a Proceeding if the 
City, after being served with a lawsuit or other legal process challenging the Approvals, 
unreasonably delays in providing notice thereof to the Applicant. As used herein, "unreasonably 
delays" shall mean any delay that materially adversely impacts Applicant's ability to defend the 
Proceeding. The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall apply notwithstanding any 
allegation or determination in the Proceedings that the City acted contrary to applicable laws. 
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean that Developer shall hold the City harmless 
and/or defend it from any claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, intentional misconduct or 
gross negligence in the performance of this Agreement. 
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7.9.2 Defending the Project Approvals. Developer shall have the obligation 
to timely retain legal counsel to defend against any Proceeding to set aside, void, or annul, all or 
any part of any Project Approval. The City shall have the right if it so chooses, to defend the 
Proceeding utilizing in-house legal staff, in which case Developer shall be liable for all legal 
costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City, including charges for staff time charged. In the 
event of a conflict of interest which prevents Developer's legal counsel from representing the 
City, and in the event the City does not have the in-house legal resources to defend against the 
Proceeding, the City shall also have the right to retain outside legal counsel, in which case 
Developer shall be liable for all legal costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City. Provided 
that Developer is not in breach of the terms of this Section 7.9, the City shall not enter into any 
settlement of the Proceeding which involves modification to any Project Approval or otherwise 
results in Developer incurring liabilities or other obligations, without the consent of Developer. 

7.9.3 Breach of Obligations. Actions constituting a breach of the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9 shall include, but not be limited to: (i) the failure to timely retain 
qualified legal counsel to defend against the Proceedings; (ii) the failure to promptly pay the City 
for any attorneys' fees or other legal costs for which the City is liable pursuant to a judgment or 
settlement agreement in the Proceeding seeking to set aside, void or annul all or part of any 
Project Approval; or (iii) the breach of any other obligation imposed in this Section 7.9, in each 
case after written notice from the City and a reasonable period of time in which to cure the 
breach, not to exceed thirty-days. For purposes of this Section 7.9, Developer shall be 
considered to have failed to timely retain qualified legal counsel if such counsel is not retained 
within fourteen (14) days following the City's provision of the notice of Proceedings to 
Developer required hereunder. As used herein, qualified legal counsel shall mean competent 
counsel retained by Developer that does not have a conflict of interest with the City as a result of 
representing Developer in the Proceeding. In the event that Developer breaches the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9, the City shall have no obligation to defend against the Proceedings, 
and by not defending against the Proceedings, the City shall not be considered to have waived 
any rights in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.4 Cooperation: The City shall cooperate with Developer in the defense of 
the Proceeding; provided however, that such obligation of the City to cooperate in its defense 
shall not require the City to (i) assert a position in its defense of the Proceeding which it has 
determined, in its sole discretion, has no substantial merit; (ii) advocate in its defense of the 
Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole discretion, lack substantial merit; or 
(iii) advocate in its defense of the Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole 
discretion, are contrary to its best interests, or to public policy. Nothing contained in this section 
shall require Developer to refrain from asserting in its defense of the Proceeding positions or 
legal theories that do not satisfy the foregoing requirements. 

7.9.5 Contractual Obligation: Developer acknowledges and agrees that the 
obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 are contractual in nature, and that the breach of any such 
obligation may subject Developer to a breach of contract claim by the City. 

7.9.6 Waiver of Right to Challenge: Developer hereby waives the right to 
challenge the validity of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. 
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7.9.7 Survival: The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall survive any 
judicial decision invalidating the Project Approvals. 

7.9.8 Preparation of Administrative Record: Developer and the City 
acknowledge that upon the commencement of legal Proceedings, the administrative record of 
proceedings relating to the Project Approvals must be prepared. Those documents must also be 
certified as complete and accurate by the City. Developer, as part of its defense obligation 
imposed in this Section 7.9, shall prepare at its sole cost and expense the record of proceedings 
in a manner which complies with all applicable laws; in accordance with reasonable procedures 
established by the City; and subject to the City's obligation to certify the administrative record of 
proceedings and the City's right to oversee the preparation of such administrative record. 
Developer agrees that its failure to prepare the administrative record as set forth herein, and in 
compliance with all time deadlines imposed by law, shall constitute a breach of its obligation to 
defend the City. In the event that Developer fails to prepare the administrative record, the City 
may do so, in which event the City shall be entitled to be reimbursed by Developer for all 
reasonable costs associated with preparation of the administrative record, including reasonable 
charges for staff time. 

7.9.9 Termination. Developer shall have the right, without City's prior 
approval but only with the prior written consent of all Mortgagees, in the event of and during the 
continuation of any Litigation, to terminate this Agreement or renounce the Project Approvals, 
provided, however, that the provisions of this Section 7.9 shall survive any such termination. 

7.10 Deposit. Following the filing of a lawsuit, or other legal process seeking to set 
aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, Developer shall be required, following 
written demand by the City, to place funds on deposit with the City, which funds shall be used to 
reimburse the City for expenses incurred in connection with defending the Project Approvals. 
For Project Approvals which included the certification of an environmental impact report by the 
City, the amount of said deposit shall be ten thousand ($10,000) dollars. For all other Project 
Approvals, the amount of the deposit shall be five thousand ($5,000) dollars. The City, at its 
sole discretion, may require a larger deposit upon a detailed showing to Developer of the basis 
for its determination that the above stated amounts are insufficient. Any unused portions of the 
deposit shall be refunded to Developer within thirty (30) days following the resolution of the 
challenge to the Project Approvals. All Deposits must be paid to the City within thirty (30) days 
of Developer's receipt of the City's written demand for the Deposit. 

7.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between the City or 
Developer must be in writing, and shall be given either personally or by registered or certified 
mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail, the same shall be deemed 
to have been given and received on the first to occur of (i) actual receipt by any of the addressees 
designated below as the Party to whom notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a 
registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is 
deposited in the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have 
been given when delivered to the Party to whom it is addressed. Any Party hereto may at any 
time, by giving ten (10) days' written notice to the other Party hereto, designate any other 
address in substitution of the address, or any additional address, to which such notice or 
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communication shall be given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at 
their addresses set forth below: 

If to the City: 

Director of City Planning 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

If to Developer: 

1720 North Vine LLC 
1749 North Vine LLC 
1750 North Vine LLC 
1733 North Argyle LLC 
Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Suite 1000 
1680 North Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Attn: Mario Palumbo 

with copies to 

City Attorney 
City of Los Angeles 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
700 The City Hall East, 200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

with copies to 

Millennium Partners 
1195 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 
Attn: Chief Financial Officer 

And with copies to 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

And with copies to 

Paul Hastings LLP 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
75 East 55th Street 
New York, NY 10022 
Attn: Eric R. Landau, Esq. 

7.12 Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, this Agreement 
shall be recorded with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles within ten (10) days 
following its execution by all Parties. Developer shall provide the City Clerk with the fees for 
such recording prior to or at the time of such recording, should the City Clerk effectuate the 
recordation. 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance. Every person who now or hereafter owns 
or acquires any right, title, interest in or to any portion of the Property, is and shall be 
conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to every provision contained herein, whether 
or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person 
acquired an interest in the Property. 

SMRH:407722898. l l 
031413 

-35-
23LV-161717 

RL0025026 



EM28513 

7.14 Successors and Assignees. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties any subsequent owner of all or any portion of 
the Property and their respective Transferees, successors, and assignees, subject to applicable 
Assignment Agreements. 

7.15 Severability. If any provisions, conditions, or covenants of this Agreement, or 
the application thereof to any circumstances of either Party, shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such provision, condition, 
or covenant to persons or circumstances other than those as to whom or which it is held invalid 
or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest 
extent permitted by law. 

7.16 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence for each provision of this 
Agreement of which time is an element. 

7.17 Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless 
in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom enforcement 
of a waiver is sought and refers expressly to this Section. No waiver of any right or remedy with 
respect to any occurrence or event shall be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy with respect 
to any other occurrence or event. 

7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries . The only Parties to this Agreement are the City 
and Developer and their successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries (other than 
Mortgagees) and this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be construed to benefit or be 
enforceable by any other person whatsoever. 

7.19 Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth and contains the entire 
understanding and agreement of the Parties and there are no oral or written representations, 
understandings or ancillary covenants, undertakings or agreements which are not contained or 
expressly referred to herein and no testimony or evidence of any such representations, 
understandings, or covenants shall be admissible in any proceedings of any kind or nature to 
interpret or determine the provisions or conditions of this Agreement. 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents. Each 
Party acknowledges that it has received independent legal advice from its attorneys with respect 
to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the provisions hereof The 
provisions of this Agreement shall be construed as to their fair meaning, and not for or against 
any Party based upon any attribution to such Party as the source of the language in question. The 
headings and table of contents used in this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only 
and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate. At any time, and from time to time, Developer may deliver 
written notice to the City and the City may deliver written notice to Developer requesting that 
such Party certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying Party (i) this Agreement is in 
full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this Agreement has not been 
amended, or if amended, the identity of each amendment, and (iii) the requesting Party is not in 
breach of this Agreement, or if in breach, a description of each such breach (an "Estoppel 
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Certificate"). The Planning Director shall be authorized to execute, on behalf of the City, any 
Estoppel Certificate requested by Developer which complies with this Section 7.21. The City 
acknowledges that an Estoppel Certificate may be relied upon by Transferees or successors in 
interest to Developer who requested the certificate and by Mortgagees holding an interest in the 
portion of the Property in which that Developer has a legal interest. 

7.22 Counterparts. This Agreement is executed in duplicate originals, each of which 
is deemed to be an original. This Agreement, not counting the Cover Page and Table of 
Contents, consists of_ pages and 6 Attachments which constitute the entire understanding and 
agreement of the Parties. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as 
of the date first written above. 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corpora ti on of the State of California 

By: _________ _ 
Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor 

DATE: 

SMRH:407722898.1 l 
031413 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A TRUTANICH, City Attorney 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: 

ATTEST: 
JUNELAGMAY 

By: _________ _ 

Deputy 
DATE 
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1720 Owner 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

1749 Owner 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

Capital Records Building Owner 

L 750 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 
By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 
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Argyle Owner 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE 
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MORTGAGEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ("Mortgagee"), is 
the current beneficiary of record under the following deeds of trust (collectively, the 
"Mortgages"): (a) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of 
December_, 2012, made by CPH 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), as trustor, in favor of Title 
Company, as trustee ("Trustee"), for the benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on 

, 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the Official Records 
~~~~~~~~~-

of Los Angeles County, California ("Official Records"), (b) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents 
and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012, made by 1749 North Vine Street LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company ("1749 Owner"), as trustor, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records; and (c) Deed of Trust, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012,, made by 1733 North Argyle 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ("Argyle Owner"), 1720 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company ("1720 Owner"), 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), as trustors, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records. 

The Mortgages encumber the "Property" other than the "Third Party Property", as such 
terms are defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 
(the "Development Agreement"), executed by and among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation, 1749 Owner, Argyle Owner, 1720 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner. and 
Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware liability company. 

Mortgagee has reviewed and approved the Development Agreement, and hereby consents 
to the recordation of the Development Agreement. 

Executed as of 

SMRH:407722898.1 l 
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'2013: 

MORTGAGEE: 

HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: -------------
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GROUND LESSEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), is the tenant of record under that certain Ground 
Lease dated December_, 2012 (the "Ground Lease"), between 1750 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, as ground lessor ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), and 
Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee, as ground lessee, a memorandum of which was 
recorded on , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the 
Official Records of Los Angeles County, California. 

The Ground Lease encumbers a portion (the "Leased Premises") of the "Property", as 
defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 (the 
"Development Agreement"), executed by among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation (the "City"), 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 
North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, Capitol Records Building Owner, 1733 
North Argyle, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a 
Delaware liability company. 

Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee has reviewed and approved the Development 
Agreement, and hereby consents to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Capitol 
Records Building Ground Lessee further hereby subordinates its leasehold interest in the Leased 
Premises to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the Development 
Agreement. 

Executed as of 
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--------~ 
'2013: 

CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING GROlJND 
LESSEE: 

CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: ___________ _ 

-43-
23LV-161717 
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SMRH:407722898. l l 
031413 
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EXHIBIT A-1 

DIAGRAM OF THE PROPERTY 

A-1 
23LV-161717 
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EXHIBIT A-2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 

A-2 
23LV-161717 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE THIRD PARTY PROPERTY 

SMRH:407722898.1 l 
031413 

A-3 
23LV-161717 
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EXHIBITB 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
[Attached] 

B 
23LV-161717 
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Land Use Category 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 Goneral Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NIA Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 

SMRH:407722898.1 l 
031413 

EM28525 

EXHIBIT C 

PROJECT TRIP CAP 

Table H-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Use Size AM Peak Hour Trim PM Peak Hour Trim 

461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
254 nn 121 trips 128 trips 

80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 
-8 ksf ru trips m trips 

574 trips 924 trips 

c 
23LV-161717 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ladies and Gentlemen 

EM29125 

Hans Schurig < hans.schurig@dslextreme.com > 

Monday, March 18, 2013 1:58 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN Hollywood Millennium Project 

As residents in the Hollywood community for 34 years, we concur with the appeals 
filed against the Hollywood Millennium Project by SaveHollywood.org, and 
support the following organizations and neighborhood associations that have 
expressed concerns about this projects attempt for zoning changes, variances and 
conditional uses: 

• Caltrans 

• the Los Angeles Conservancy 

• Hollywood Heritage Inc. 

• the Hillside Federation 

• Six neighborhood groups 

• People for Livable Communities L.A. 

A major issue for us is increased traffic, not only during construction, but also in 
light of the fact that both Paramount Studios and Universal Studios are also 
planning to expand, with thousands of additional commuting employees. The 
thought that two high-rise buildings are under consideration in the center of 
Hollywood is sobering. Let us instead consider a more sensible and realistic 
development within the historic building height limit of approximately 150 feet, 
that will preserve the environment that is Hollywood today. 

Hans and Ingrid Schurig 
2244 Holly Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 

323-463-4981 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29127 

Wickgro@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 1:59 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

This e-mail is to register my objection to the Millennium Project. I do not wish these buildings to be constructed. They are 
not meant to enhance our neighborhood but, in fact, will do just the opposite. 

Dawn Didawick (resident of Hollywood) 
6226 Primrose Ave 
LA, CA. 90068 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 10:19 AM 
To: lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Luciralia Ibarra has accepted this invitation. 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

mm 
invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T2300002 
DTEND:20130322T0000002 
DTSTAMP:20130318T1718592 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Lucira 
lia I barra;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130314T2158022 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130318T1718592 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525 _ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28526 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
kevi n.kel ler@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to kevin.keller@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you 

EM28822 

Paul Darrigo <fedguy2@pacbell.net> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:20 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Paul Darrigo <fedguy2@pacbell.net> 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 10:18 AM 
Subject: Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Good Morning, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 5:32 PM, Paul Darrigo <fedguy2@pacbell.net> wrote: 

To whom it may Concern, 

I would like to state my opinion on the Millennium Project that I am 
vehemently against such development large sky scrapers in Hollywood. 
I am a resident of over 14 years, highly involved in the care of our city 
and reject the concept that we must expand to such extremes to survive. 

Please reject any further development of such a nature as it dos not 
represent the collective best interest. 

Thank you 

Paul Darrigo 

--- Sent via my mac 

--- Sent via my mac 

RL0025048 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28823 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM18804 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 6:59 PM 
Jon Foreman 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; chris@ceqa-nepa.com; seth@ceqa-nepa.com; 
Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com; James Pugh; Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com; karen.hoo@lacity.org; 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

Thank you so much Srimal. 

Best regards, 
Alfred 

www.sheppardmullin.com/afrai jo 

On Feb 6, 2013, at 6:38 PM, "Jon Foreman" <jon.foreman@lacity.org> wrote: 

Thank-you Srimal. 

From: Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na [ mai Ito: sri ma I. hewawitha ra na@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 05:35 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
< afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>; Ryan Luckert < Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>; James Pugh 
<JPuqh@sheppardmullin.com>; Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com <Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacitv.org>; Jon Foreman < jon.foreman@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

Hi Chris, 

The 3rd Screencheck of the Mil. Hollywood FEIR was reviewed by me and gone over with 
James Pugh and Seth Wulkan, this afternoon, between 3:00 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. 

There were some corrections and edits which were done on the spot as the document was 
reviewed and the changes have been accepted. 

The FEIR is OK to be finalized and printed. 

A web-ready CD of the document is due to this office by 2:30 p.m., tomorrow, (Thursday, Feb. 
7), in order to post it on the City's web on Friday. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
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EM18805 

transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29128 

Schelley Kiah <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:40 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 9th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium H ollvwood Project. So far, 10 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

I am not against development; but it needs to be sensitive to and compatible with the surrounding 
community, infrastructure, services, aesthetics and security. This project would wreak havoc on 
Hollywood, its international allure and its history!!! 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/ deliver pdf.html ?job id=779814&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

Schelley Kiah 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, 

EM28824 

niseb 7@earthlink.net 

Monday, March 18, 2013 10:25 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Millennium Project 

I live in Altadena but I work near the Capital Records building. 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. To me it is a 
project based on developer greed not thoughtful community planning. 

I am against the Advisory Agency decision to approve the Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map and against the entire Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was 
based on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which 
Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have not yet been 
approved, so the decision is invalid. 

I support the objections by Caltrans to the traffic study prepared by 
the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may 
result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, 
unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned 
that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe 
condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot 
recognize this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its 
impacts on the state highway facilities. As a member of the affected 
community, the traffic problems that will be created by the oversized 
Millennium Project will greatly affect abilities of myself and my 
neighbors to get to work, to school and back home. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics 
about the project. It's written to allow any combination of office, 
hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was 
reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the phrase 
"worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much 
latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will 
be! 

Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the 
Millennium project following a presentation by the project promoters. 
Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured almost exclusively 
artist drawings of promised open space while including almost no 
details about the buildings themselves. 

The Millennum Project wants a height of 55 stories, which is grossly 
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about the Historic scale which other developers have conformed to. 

Need I remind the Central Planning Commission that: 

The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 
stories) 

Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 

Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 

The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the 
area. (This is probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against 
Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic height 
and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 

The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the 
historic 150 foot scale 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 
22 or 29 stories do not comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 

A large number of groups oppose this project: 

The Hollywood Heritage website is also in opposition to Millennium 
projects. The website can be viewed for more information as to why they 
oppose it. 
http ://www. holl ywoodheritage. com/preservation/preservation. html 

The LA Conservancy opposes the project and is concerned is about the 
buildings being so close to the historic Capitol Records building. 

Three neighborhood councils, out of four that voted, so far, in 
addition to the Hillside Federation voted to oppose the Millennium 
project. At the Hillside Federation meeting, lawyers for the Millennium 
Project said that if they don't get the 6: 1 floor area ratio they are 
seeking then they would abandon the project. It is time that they 
abandon this project!!! The people of Hollywood don't want it. 

Denise Brassard 
Altadena, CA 91001 

Sent from my iPad 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18806 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Wednesday, February 06, 2013 7:12 PM 
'lambert.giessinger@lacity.org' 

Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

You around in late AM? I will be in Bldg for a 10 am and can pop up. R 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lambert Giessinger <lambert.giessinger@lacity.org> 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Cc: Ken Bernstein <ken.bernstein@lacity.org> 
Sent: Wed Feb 06 17:52:33 2013 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Hi Rich, 

Ken will be out of town for the next few weeks. Call or email me so we can discuss the presentation. 

Lambert 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 8:59 AM, Richard Lichtenstein <Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

We are able to confirm the 7th of March. Lets chat next week about your expectations for our presentation. 
Thanks. r 

From: Ken Bernstein [ken.bernstein@lacity.org] 

Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 5:27 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Cc: Lambert Giessinger 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Rich, 

I connected with our staff here, and we've all agreed that it makes sense to schedule the informational 
presentation for CHC on Hollywood Millennium in advance of the CPC discussion of March 28th. Our preferred date 
would be the March 7 CHC meeting, 10:00 a.m. in Room 1010 of City Hall. Would that work for your team? 

Ken 

Ken Bernstein, AICP 
Manager, Office of Historic Resources & 
Principal City Planner, Policy Planning 
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Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1181 <tel:%28213%29%20978-1181> 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 

www.preservation.lacity.org 

www.planning.lacity.org 

Lambert M. Giessinger 
Historic Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1183 
(213) 978-0017 Fax 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
www.preservation.lacity.org <http://www.preservation.lacity.org/> 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28529 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to estineh.mailian@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28826 

Beachwoodca@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 10:35 AM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium Project - No! 

Hello. As a resident of Beachwood Canyon for the past 35 years, I want to register a resounding "No!" to the Millennium 
Project and the building of highrises in Hollywood. In addition to ruining the atmosphere and feeling of Hollywood, this will 
only cause more congestion and more traffic, which is unbearable now. No! No! No! Darryl Denning 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29129 

Dot Fahn <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:40 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 7th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium H ollvwood Project. So far, 10 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

STRONGLY SUGGEST RECONSIDERING, BASED ON THE ENORMITY OF NEGATIVE IMPACT 
TO THE COMMUNITY. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=779815&target type=custom&target id=19225 

DotFahn 
Mar Vista, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28532 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood 
supports teen robotics team 

EaCaAlley 
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Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29130 

suzanne friedline ferber <signon-noreply@signon.org> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1 :40 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 10th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium H ollvwood Project. So far, 10 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

Please stop the milennium project. Their building heights are out of control. They need to follow the 
historic guidelines. Thank you. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=779817&target type=custom&target id=19225 

suzanne friedline ferber 
los angeles, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM28827 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:37 AM 
Beachwoodca@aol.com 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project - No! 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 
On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 10:34 AM, <Beachwoodca@aol.com> wrote: 
Hello. As a resident of Beachwood Canyon for the past 35 years, I want to register a resounding "No!" to the Millennium 
Project and the building of highrises in Hollywood. In addition to ruining the atmosphere and feeling of Hollywood, this will 
only cause more congestion and more traffic, which is unbearable now. No! No! No! Darryl Denning 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18808 

Lambert Giessinger < lambert.giessinger@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, February 06, 2013 8:58 PM 
RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com 

Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

No. In Commission tomorrow. Let's connect next week. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Richard Lichtenstein [mailto:Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 07:11 PM 
To: 'lambert.giessinger@lacity.org' <lambert.giessinger@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

You around in late AM? I will be in Bldg for a 10 am and can pop up. R 

-----Original Message-----

From: Lambert Giessinger <lambert.giessinger@lacity.org> 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Cc: Ken Bernstein <ken.bernstein@lacity.org> 
Sent: Wed Feb 06 17:52:33 2013 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Hi Rich, 

Ken will be out of town for the next few weeks. Call or email me so we can discuss the presentation. 

Lambert 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 8:59 AM, Richard Lichtenstein <Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

We are able to confirm the 7th of March. Lets chat next week about your expectations for our presentation. 
Thanks. r 

From: Ken Bernstein [ken.bernstein@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 5:27 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Cc: Lambert Giessinger 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Rich, 
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I connected with our staff here, and we've all agreed that it makes sense to schedule the informational 
presentation for CHC on Hollywood Millennium in advance of the CPC discussion of March 28th. Our preferred date 
would be the March 7 CHC meeting, 10:00 a.m. in Room 1010 of City Hall. Would that work for your team? 

Ken 

Ken Bernstein, AICP 
Manager, Office of Historic Resources & 
Principal City Planner, Policy Planning 
Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1181 <tel :%28213%29%20978-1181> 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
www.preservation.lacity.org 

www.planning.lacity.org 

Lambert M. Giessinger 
Historic Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1183 
(213) 978-0017 Fax 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
www.preservation.l acity.org <http://www.preservation.lacity.org/> 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28535 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Gotcha 

-----Original Message-----

EM18810 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Wednesday, February 06, 2013 9:39 PM 
'lambert.giessinger@lacity.org' 

Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

From: Lambert Giessinger <lambert.giessinger@lacity.org> 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Sent: Wed Feb 06 20:58:19 2013 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

No. In Commission tomorrow. Let's connect next week. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Richard Lichtenstein [mailto:Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 07:11 PM 
To: 'lambert.giessinger@lacity.org' <lambert.giessinger@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

You around in late AM? I will be in Bldg for a 10 am and can pop up. R 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lambert Giessinger <lambert.giessinger@lacity.org> 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Cc: Ken Bernstein <ken.bernstein@lacity.org> 
Sent: Wed Feb 06 17:52:33 2013 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Hi Rich, 

Ken will be out of town for the next few weeks. Call or email me so we can discuss the presentation. 

Lambert 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 8:59 AM, Richard Lichtenstein <Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

We are able to confirm the 7th of March. Lets chat next week about your expectations for our presentation. 
Thanks. r 

From: Ken Bernstein [ken.bernstein@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 5:27 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
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Cc: Lambert Giessinger 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium at CHC 

Rich, 

I connected with our staff here, and we've all agreed that it makes sense to schedule the informational 
presentation for CHC on Hollywood Millennium in advance of the CPC discussion of March 28th. Our preferred date 
would be the March 7 CHC meeting, 10:00 a.m. in Room 1010 of City Hall. Would that work for your team? 

Ken 

Ken Bernstein, AICP 
Manager, Office of Historic Resources & 
Principal City Planner, Policy Planning 
Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1181 <tel :%28213%29%20978-1181> 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 

www.preservation.lacity.org 

www.planning.lacity.org 

Lambert M. Giessinger 
Historic Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1183 
(213) 978-0017 Fax 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
www.preservation.l acity.org <http://www.preservation.lacity.org/> 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29131 

Mary Led ding <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:40 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 4th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium H ollvwood Project. So far, 10 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

This project did not get CAL TRANS approval. Traffic is a major issue in Hollywood and by-passing 
CAL TRANS is wrong. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=779816&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

Mary Ledding 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM24288 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 11:46 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 2 of 5) 

Attachments: Exhibit D - Convention and Event Center Project - 2012 - SCH# 2011031049.pdf; 

Exhibit E - Occidental College Specific Plan - 2008 - SCH# 2006081153.pdf; Exhibit F -

Lakeside Park Project - 2011.pdf; Exhibit G - Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project -
2010 - SCH# 2009071035.pdf; Exhibit H - USC Development Plan - 2010 - SCH# 

200901101.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Czerwinski, Ellen <ECzerwinski@manatt.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 4, 2013 at 5:06 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 2 of 5) 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "De la Cruz, Victor" <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 

For inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 9 14-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@m anatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt .com or by telephone at (31 Ol 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 

RL0025075 
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IV. Environmental Impact Analysis 
E.. Noise 

1. Introduction 

This section evaluates the potential for noise and groundborne vibration impacts 
resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project. This analysis includes the potential 
for the Proposed Project to result in impacts associated with a temporary and/or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site; exposure of persons in 
the vicinity of the Project Site to excessive noise levels, groundborne vibration, or 
groundborne noise levels; and whether this exposure is in excess of standards established 
in the City's general plan, noise ordinance, or CEQA Thresholds Guide. Finally, mitigation 
measures intended to reduce impacts to noise and vibration are proposed, where 
appropriate, to avoid or reduce significant impacts of the Proposed Project. This section is 
based on the technical report titled "Noise Impact Study-Convention Center 
Modernization & Farmers Field Project," prepared by Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 
March 2012. A complete copy of this report is provided as Appendix L to this Draft EIR. In 
contrast to other sections in this Draft EIR, the related tables and figures noted throughout 
the text below are attached to the end of this section. 

Data used to prepare this analysis was obtained from the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Noise Element and the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC"), and by 
measuring and modeling existing and future noise levels at the Project Site and the 
surrounding land uses. Traffic information contained in the traffic study prepared for the 
Proposed Project (see Appendix I to this Draft EIR) was used to prepare the noise 
modeling for vehicular sources. 

2. Environmental Setting 

a. Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency 
(pitch). The standard unit of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel ("dB"). The dB 
scale is a logarithmic scale that describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations 
that make up any sound. The pitch of the sound is related to the frequency of the pressure 
vibration. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to a given sound level at all 
frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-1 
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IV.E Noise 

to human sensitivity. The A-weighted dB scale ("dBA") corresponds to the way the human 
ear perceives sound. Examples of various sound levels in different environments are 
provided in Table IV.E-1 on page IV.E-46. 

Because the Proposed Project includes entertainment noise sources, the analysis 
analyzes entertainment noise sources using the C-Weighted sound pressure level (dBC) in 
addition to addressing conditions in terms of dBA levels. The dBC level is used when a 
project includes the type of amplified sound system and pyrotechnic displays that would 
occur at the Event Center, to account for both low frequency sounds (i.e., bass) and the 
high sound levels of the noise source. 

Noise is typically defined as unwanted sound. Noise is commonly defined as sound 
that is undesirable because it interferes with speech communication, and hearing, causing 
sleep disturbance, or is otherwise annoying (unwanted sound). People judge the relative 
magnitude of sound sensation by subjective terms such as "loudness" or "noisiness." To 
the normal hearing a change in sound level of 3 dB is considered "just perceptible," a 
change in sound level of 5 dB is considered "clearly noticeable," and a change (i.e., 
increase) of 10 dB is generally recognized as "twice as loud." 

(1) Outdoor Sound Propagation 

In an outdoor environment, sound levels attenuate (reduce) through the air as a 
function of distance. Such attenuation is commonly referred to as "distance loss" or 
"geometric spreading," and is based on the noise source configuration (e.g., point source, 
or line source). For a point source, such as a piece of mechanical/electrical/construction 
equipment (e.g., air conditioner, electrical transformer, or bull dozer) the rate of sound 
attenuation is about 6 dB per doubling of distance from the noise source. For example, an 
outdoor condenser fan that generates a sound level of 60 dBA at a distance of 5 feet would 
attenuate to 54 dBA at a distance of 10 feet. For a line source, such as a constant flow of 
traffic on a roadway, the rate of sound attenuation is about 3 dB per doubling of distance. 

In addition, structures (e.g., buildings and solid walls) and natural topography (e.g., 
hills) that obstruct the line-of-sight between a noise source and a receptor further reduce 
the noise level if the receptor is located within the "shadow" of the obstruction, such as 
behind a sound wall. This type of sound attenuation is known as "barrier insertion loss." If 
a receptor is located behind the wall but still has a view of the source (i.e., line-of-sight is 
not fully blocked), some barrier insertion loss would still occur, however to a lesser extent. 
Additionally, a receptor located on the same side of the wall as a noise source may actually 
experience an increase in the perceived noise level as the wall reflects noise back to the 
receptor, thereby compounding the noise. Noise barriers can provide noise level 
reductions ranging from approximately 5 dBA (where the barrier just breaks the line-of-sight 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

between the noise source and receiver) to an upper range of 20 dBA with a more 
substantial barrier. 

(2) Environmental Noise Descriptors 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of 
community noise on people. Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales 
consider the total acoustical energy content, as well as the time and duration of 
occurrence. The most frequently used noise descriptors, including those used by the City, 
are summarized below. 

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq). Leq is a measurement of the acoustic energy 
content of noise averaged over a specified time period. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying 
sound and that of a steady sound are the same if they deliver the same amount of energy 
to the receptor's ear during exposure. LeqS for 1-hour periods, during the daytime or 
nighttime hours, and 24 hours are commonly used in environmental noise assessments. 
Leq can be measured for any time period, but is typically measured for an increment of no 
less than 15 minutes for environmental studies. For evaluating community impacts, this 
rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or night. 

Maximum Sound Level (LmaxJ. Lmax represents the maximum A-weighted sound 
level measured during a measurement period. It is a measure of the highest sound level at 
a particular point in time. Lmax is generally used to evaluate short-duration/intermittent 
noise sources. For this analysis, it is used to evaluate noise effects from stadium 
operations (i.e., sound system and crowd cheering), parking garage operations (i.e., car 
alarms/horns), and firework display shows. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL is the time average of all 
A-weighted sound levels for a 24-hour day period with a 10 dBA adjustment (increase) 
added to the sound levels that occur in the nighttime hours (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 AM.) and a 
5 dBA adjustment (increase) added to the sound levels that occur in the evening hours 
(7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M.). These penalties attempt to account for increased human 
sensitivity to noise during the quieter nighttime periods, when the ambient background 
noise is less and where sleep is the most probable activity. In comparison, the 24-hour 
CNEL is approximately equal to the Leq plus 7 dBA, for noise sources that are constant 
throughout the day, such as, mechanical equipment operating on a 24-hour basis. The 
CNEL has been adopted by the State of California to define the community noise 
environment for development of the community noise element of a General Plan and is 
also used by the City for land use planning (i.e., the City's General Plan Noise Element) 
and to describe noise impacts in its L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006). 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Day-Night Average Level (Ldn or DNL). Ldn, like CNEL, is the weighted 24-hour 
average noise level that accounts for peoples increased annoyance to noise occurring in 
the nighttime hours. It is the average equivalent A-Weighted sound level during a 24-hour 
day, calculated after adding ten (10) dBA to sound levels that occur after 10:00 P.M. and 
before 7:00 AM. Typically, the Ldn is within 1 dBA of the CNEL. 

b. Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne 
Vibration 

Vibration is commonly defined as an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in 
which the motion's amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or 
acceleration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) or the root-mean-square (RMS) velocity is 
usually used to describe vibration amplitudes. PPV is defined as the maximum 
instantaneous peak of the vibration signal, while RMS is defined as the square-root of the 
average of the squared amplitude of the signal. PPV is typically used for evaluating 
potential building damage, whereas RMS is typically more suitable for evaluating human 
response to ground-borne vibration. The RMS vibration velocity level can be presented in 
inches per second or in VdB (a decibel unit referenced to 1 micro-inch per second). 
Commonly, ground-borne vibration generated by man-made activities (i.e., road traffic, 
construction activity) attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. 

c. Regulatory Framework 

There are numerous federal, State, and local regulations and standards regarding 
noise that are relevant to the Proposed Project. These regulations are provided in 
Appendix L of this Draft EIR. As discussed therein, federal noise standards have been set 
forth by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for residential 
uses, while the State of California has established specific General Plan Guidelines that set 
forth acceptable noise categories for various types of land use. In addition, the City of Los 
Angeles has established guidelines and regulations regarding noise within the Noise 
Element of its General Plan as well as within its Noise Regulation. As discussed in 
Appendix L, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) have established standards for vibration that have been used in 
this analysis. 

d. Existing Conditions 

(1) Noise Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others based on the 
types of activities typically involved at the receptor location. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

City of Los Angeles 
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IV.E Noise 

Guide (2006) states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks 
are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. Twenty-six 
(26) noise-sensitive receptors were selected for the noise analysis, representing the 
various noise sensitive land uses (i.e., residential, hospital, school, hotel/motel, auditorium, 
religious institution, and parks uses) in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

(2) Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the selected 26 off-site locations in the 
vicinity of the Project Site for a typical weekday and weekend. The off-site noise 
measurement locations range from approximately 90 feet (R2-residences located on Pico 
Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street) to approximately 1,940 feet (R22-residences located 
on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street) from the Project Site. The noise measurement 
locations are described in Table IV.E-6 on page IV.E-50 and are shown in Figure IV.E-1 on 
page IV.E-120. For the weekday measurements, long-term (24-hour) measurements were 
conducted at nine (9) measurement locations and three short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were conducted at each of the remaining 17 locations. For the short-term 
measurements, two measurements were made during the daytime hours (between the 
hours of 9:00 AM. and 4:00 P.M.) and one during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. 

and 1:00 AM.). For the weekend ambient measurements, two short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were made at all 26 locations during the daytime hours (between 1 :00 P.M. 

and 4:00 P.M.) and during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. and 12:00 AM.). The 
weekday ambient noise measurements were conducted between July 19 and July 28, 
2011, and between October 20 and October 21, 2011. The weekend ambient noise 
measurements were conducted on January 14, 22, and 29, 2012, and February 4, 2012. 

The ambient noise monitoring program was conducted using several Quest 
Technologies Model 2900 Integrating/Logging Sound Level Meters, these sound level 
meters meet and exceed the minimum industry standard performance requirements for 
"Type 2" standard instruments, as defined in the American National Standard Institute 
(ANSI) S1 .4. These sound level meters also meet the requirement specified in Section 
111.01 (I) of the LAMC that the instruments be "Type S2A" standard instruments or better. 
The sound level meters were set up to collect the average (Leq) noise levels over a 
15-minute period. For the 24-hour noise measurements, the sound level meters were also 
set up to register the ambient noise levels on a 15-minute basis (i.e., 96 15-minute Leq 
levels for a 24-hour measurement). In accordance with the City's noise ordinance, the 
ambient noise measurements were conducted continuously for a period of a minimum of 
15 minutes. 

Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. Detailed noise measurement data are provided in Appendix L to 
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this Draft EIR. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the current ambient 
noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular traffic 
on local roadways and the SR-110 Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft 
flyovers, and other typical urban noise. In general, the ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the Project Site currently exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient 
noise standards, as presented in Table IV.E-2 on page IV.E-47. Therefore, the measured 
existing ambient noise levels are appropriate for use as the baseline conditions for the 
purposes of determining Project impacts. 

Twenty-four-hour CNEL levels were calculated for the short-term (15-minute) 
measurement locations based on the measured Leq noise levels. The CNEL levels were 
calculated based on the 15-minute Leq levels following the calculation procedures 
prescribed by the FTA As indicated in Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52, the existing noise 
environments at the 26 off-site sensitive receptors are classified, based on the standards 
set forth in Table IV.E-3 on page IV.E-48, as follows: (1) ambient noise levels at locations 
R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), R21 (residences on Park 
Grove Avenue, south of Washington Boulevard) and R23 (residences on 14th Street, east 
of Union Avenue) are within the "normally acceptable" range; (2) ambient noise levels at 
locations R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE), R3 (residences 
on Flower Street), R4 (residences on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), RS 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R7 (residences on 
11th Street, east of Albany Street), RB (10th Street Elementary School on Valencia Street, 
south of Olympic Boulevard), R9 (residences on Albany Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard), R 13 (residences at the northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets), R 14 
(residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand Avenue), R 15 (residences on 
Hope Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R17 (religious use at the northeast corner of 
Hope Street and Washington Boulevard), R19 (residences and religious uses on 18th 
Street, east of Georgia Street), R20 (residences on Bonsalio Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard), R22 (residences located on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street), R24 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Union Avenue), R25 (residences on 12th Street, 
east of Union Avenue) and R26 (residences on Wright Street, north of Venice Boulevard) 
are within the "conditionally acceptable" range; (3) ambient noise levels at locations R2 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street), R11 (residences on 9th Street, 
east of Flower Street), R12 (residences on Olympic Boulevard, west of Hope Street), and 
R18 (high school on 17th Street) are within the "normally unacceptable" range; and 
(4) ambient noise levels at locations R10 (hotel use on Figueroa Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard) and R16 (residences located at the northeast corner of Grand Avenue and 
Venice Boulevard) are within the "clearly unacceptable" range. 
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(3) Existing Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, the 
existing traffic noise on local roadways in the surrounding areas near the Project Site was 
calculated using information taken from the Project transportation study (see Appendix I to 
this Draft EIR). The transportation study area is generally bounded by the 101 Freeway/ 
College Street on the north, Exposition Boulevard/37th Street on the south, Central Avenue 
on the east, and Arlington Street on the west. A total of 177 intersections were analyzed as 
part of the transportation study. Eighty-one (81) roadway segments were selected for the 
existing noise analysis, based on proximity to noise sensitive uses and the traffic volume 
from the Proposed Project (segments forecast to receive the highest volumes of Project 
traffic were selected). 

Traffic noise levels were calculated using the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) and traffic volume data from the Project transportation 
study. The TNM traffic noise prediction model calculates the hourly Leq noise levels based 
on specific information, including the hourly traffic volume, vehicle type mix, vehicle speed, 
and distance between the noise receptor and the roadway. A traffic noise model calibration 
test was performed to establish the noise prediction model's accuracy. Seven road 
segments were used to calibrate the Project's traffic noise model. The traffic counts, 
including vehicle mix, were entered into the noise model along with the observed speed 
and distance to the roadway to calculate the traffic noise levels. The results of the traffic 
noise model calibration are provided in Appendix L. The noise model results are within 
±1 dBA of the measured noise levels, which is within the standard tolerance of the noise 
prediction model, per Caltrans guidelines (TeNS). 

The calculated existing traffic noise levels (during the Pre-Event and Post-Event 
hours) for typical Weekday, Saturday, and Sunday conditions are provided in Table IV.E-8 
on page IV.E-59. The existing traffic noise levels for a Sunday along the majority of the 
analyzed roadway segments (with residential uses) would fall within the "conditionally 
acceptable" land use category (i.e., 60 to 70 dBA CNEL for multi-family residential uses) at 
a majority of the studied residential areas. However, there are also roadway segments with 
traffic noise levels that would be classified as "normally unacceptable" (i.e., 70 to 75 dBA 
CNEL for multi-family residential uses), including Alvarado Street (between 8th Street and 
Pico Boulevard), Union Avenue (North of Olympic Boulevard), and Adams Boulevard (West 
of Flower Street). The existing traffic noise levels for a Saturday would exceed the 
"normally acceptable" range (i.e., 65 dBA CNEL or lower for multi-family residential uses) 
along a majority of the studied roadway segments. The existing traffic noise levels for a 
Weekday would also exceed the "normally acceptable" range (i.e., 65 dBA CNEL or lower 
for multi-family residential uses) along a majority of the studied roadway segments. 
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(4) Existing Ground-Borne Vibration Environment 

Based on field observations, the primary source of existing ground-borne vibration in 
the Project Site vicinity is vehicular travel (i.e., automobile, trucks, and transit buses) on 
local roadways. According to the FTA technical study "Federal Transit Administration: 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessments," typical road traffic induced vibration 
levels are unlikely to be perceptible by people. Trucks and buses typically generate 
ground-borne vibration velocity levels of around 63 VdB (at 50 feet distance), and these 
levels could reach 72 VdB when trucks and buses pass over bumps in the road, which 
would be below the level of perceptibility (as indicated in Table IV.E-5 on page IV.E-49). 
Other ground-borne vibration sources in the Project area would be the Metro light rail lines 
along Flower Street and Washington Boulevard, which is part underground and part above 
ground. Based on the FTA's published vibration data, typical rapid transit (light rail) 
systems would generate vibration levels of approximately 70 VdB (lower range) to 80 VdB 
(upper range) at a distance of 50 feet. By comparison, 75 VdB is the dividing line between 
barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. 

3. Environmental Impacts 

a. Methodology 

(1) Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts were evaluated by calculating the construction-related 
noise level at selected representative sensitive receptor locations (i.e., receptor locations 
R1 to R26) and comparing these construction-related noise levels to the existing ambient 
noise levels (i.e., noise levels without construction noise from the Project). Construction 
noise associated with the Project was analyzed using a Project-specific construction 
equipment inventory, construction duration, and construction phasing, provided by ICON 
Venue Group and is included in Appendix L to this Draft EIR. The construction noise 
model for the Project is based on construction equipment noise levels published by the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) "Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 
2006)." The ambient noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptor locations were based 
on actual field measurement data. The construction noise levels were then calculated for 
sensitive receptor locations based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation 
factor of 6.0 dBA for each doubling of distance. Additional noise attenuation was assigned 
to receptor locations where their line-of-sight to the Project Site was interrupted by the 
presence of intervening structures. 

Project related off-site construction trucks noise impacts were analyzed using the 
FHWA's Traffic Noise Model (TNM). The construction related off-site truck volumes were 
provided by ICON Venue Group. The TNM noise model calculates the hourly Leq noise 
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levels generated by construction-related trucks. Noise impacts were determined by 
comparing the predicted noise level with that of the existing ambient noise levels. 

(2) Construction Ground-borne Vibration 

Ground-borne vibration impacts due to construction activities were evaluated by 
identifying potential vibration sources (i.e., construction equipment), estimating the vibration 
levels at the affected receptor, and comparing these vibration levels with the Project 
significance thresholds, as described below. The vibration source levels for various types 
of equipment, as used in this study, were based on data provided by the FTA (2006) and 
Caltrans (2004). 

(3) Operation Noise 

(a) Off-Site Mobile Noise Sources 

Off-site roadway noise was analyzed using the FHWA's TNM, based on the roadway 
traffic data provided in the Project's transportation study. The TNM is the current Caltrans 
standard computer noise model for traffic noise studies. The model allows for the input of 
roadway parameters, noise receivers, and sound barriers (if any). Roadway noise 
attributable to the Project ("future with project") was calculated and compared to baseline 
noise levels that would occur under the "future without project" condition, to determine 
Project noise impacts. 

Noise impacts attributable to the public transit system (e.g., Metro Blue Line and bus 
lines) were analyzed based on the anticipated increase in the number of train cars/buses 
that would be needed to accommodate the Project's peak capacity event. Noise impacts 
were forecasted based on the forecasted increase in transit operations compared to the 
future condition without the Proposed Project. 

(b) On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

Stationary point-source noise impacts were evaluated by identifying the noise levels 
generated by outdoor stationary noise sources such as mechanical equipment, loading 
dock activities, Event Center operations (sound system and crowd cheering), and the 
outdoor plazas (crowds), calculating the hourly Leq and/or the maximum Lmax noise levels 
from each noise source at surrounding sensitive receiver property line locations, and 
comparing these noise levels to existing ambient noise levels. 
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(c) Event Center Sound System 

The sound system to be used for major spectator events at the Event Center, is 
anticipated to be comprised of a series of distributed line-array speakers. The speakers 
would be suspended from the fixed roof structure or the underside of the seating overhang. 
Line-array speakers are used for their superior vertical acoustical coverage pattern control, 
allowing sound to be directed more efficiently to seating areas, and not to the roof, upper 
walls, and other surfaces that can produce reflections that affect sound quality and speech 
intelligibility. The sound system would be capable of producing a maximum sound level of 
105 dBA (Lmax) at the seating areas. The following assumptions were used for the noise 
analysis of the Event Center sound system: 

• A total of twelve (12) to twenty (20) line-arrays would be suspended from the roof 
structure with small "fill" speakers placed on the seating structure to provide 
sound to the seating that is shadowed from the line array clusters. 

• The in-house sound system produces a sound pressure level of 105 dBA at the 
seating areas. 

The sound system for concerts would rely upon temporary, touring sound systems to 
provide sound from the stage to the majority of the seats. For a typical capacity attendance 
sized concert, "delay" speakers would be used to provide sound to the far end of the Event 
Center (opposite the stage). Sound levels for a typical concert range from 98 dBA to 
105 dBA, averaged over 30 minutes at the audience seating areas. The following 
assumptions were used for the noise analysis of the concert touring sound system: 

• Four line-arrays would be located at the stage, with each array composed of 
16 speakers serving the Front of House (FOH), for a total of 64 speakers. 

• Two towers would be placed at midfield (approx. 50 yard line), serving the far 
end of the Event Center. Each tower would include two line-arrays with 
8 speakers each for a total of 32 speakers. 

• The concert sound system would produce a sound pressure level of 105 dBA at 
all of the Event Center seating areas. 

( d) Composite Noise Levels 

The Project composite noise level was calculated to evaluate the potential increase 
in noise levels that may occur at the analyzed noise-sensitive receptor locations. The 
composite noise level is comprised of the contributions from each individual noise source 
associated with the daily operation of the Proposed Project. The noise analyses for the 
individual Project-related noise sources were made using various noise descriptors (i.e., 
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24-hour CNEL, 1-hour Leq, and Lmax). The majority of the individual Project-related noise 
sources would occur at various times of the day. The central plant would operate 
throughout most of the day. In addition, noise sources associated with a typical event day 
(i.e., traffic, outdoor plazas, stadium sound system and crowd cheering, and fireworks) 
would occur at different hours of the day. Therefore, in order to evaluate the combined 
noise effect of all noise sources, a common noise descriptor, CNEL, was used. The 
Project composite noise level was determined by combining the noise levels from individual 
Project-related noise sources (in terms of CNEL), at each of the analyzed noise receptors. 
Noise impacts were determined by comparing the composite noise levels with existing 
ambient noise levels. 

(4) Operational Ground-borne Vibration 

The primary sources of Project operation-related vibration would include passenger 
vehicle circulation within the proposed parking facilities, on-site delivery truck activity 
(which would be similar to the existing conditions, including the existing on-site 
subterranean parking structures that would remain under the Proposed Project) and 
roadways adjacent to the Project Site. In addition, Project-related off-site traffic, including 
auto traffic and delivery trucks traveling on roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site would 
generate similar vibration levels as existing traffic (i.e., auto, bus, and truck). The Project 
would also include typical commercial-grade stationary mechanical and electrical 
equipment, such as air handling units, condenser units, cooling towers, exhaust air fans, 
and electrical power generators that would produce vibration similar to the existing 
Convention Center facilities. Other on-site vibration source includes the operation of the 
Event Center deployable roof (i.e., an electrical motor would be used to open/close the roof 
structure). 

Typically, ground-borne vibration attenuates rapidly as a function of distance from 
the vibration source. Furthermore, the majority of the Project's operational-related vibration 
sources, such as mechanical and electrical equipment, would incorporate vibration 
attenuation mounts, as required by the particular equipment specifications. In addition, the 
Event Center deployable roof would generate vibration during opening/closing of the roof 
structure. However, the design of the deployable roof (i.e., the slow movement of the roof 
motor/track system) would limit the vibration generated through the building structure and 
transferred to the ground. Therefore, Project operations would not increase the existing 
vibration levels in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site, and as such vibration impacts 
associated with Project operations would be less than significant. As such, the ground
borne vibration analysis presented in this EIR is limited to Project-related construction 
activities. 
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(5) Cumulative Impacts 

(a) Construction Noise 

Construction activities from the Project combined with future related projects was 
analyzed to evaluate potential cumulative noise impacts. The potential for cumulative 
noise impacts to occur is in part, based on the distance between the Project and each of 
the related projects, and the magnitude/intensity of construction activities at each of the 
project sites. Noise from construction activities would normally affect the areas 
immediately adjacent to each of the construction sites, specifically areas that are less than 
500 feet from a construction site (500 feet distance is identified by the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide as the Screening Criteria with respect to construction activities). That 
is, cumulative noise impacts could occur at receptor locations that are within 500 feet of 
two different construction sites. Therefore, based on the 500-foot screening criteria 
distance, cumulative construction noise impact analysis is limited to related projects within 
1,000 feet of the Project Site. The 1,000-foot distance is based on an assumption that a 
noise sensitive receptor would be located halfway between the Project Site and the related 
project. 

(b) Construction Vibration 

Due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of ground-borne vibration, the potential 
for a cumulative construction vibration impact (with respect to building damage) would be 
limited to related projects that are located close to (within 100 feet of) the Project Site. 
Furthermore, construction vibration impacts were analyzed based on the instantaneous 
peak vibration level produced by each type of construction equipment. 

(c) Operations Noise 

With respect to long-term operations, the Project and the related projects in the 
surrounding area would generate noise that would contribute to cumulative noise from a 
number of community noise sources, including off-site vehicle travel and on-site sources 
such as mechanical equipment and other operational noise sources. Similar to the 
cumulative on-site construction noise, operational noise impacts from on-site sources 
attributable to cumulative development of the related projects and the Project depend on 
the distances between the Project and the related projects, as well as, the noise levels 
generated by the related projects. Detailed information regarding the on-site noise sources 
from the related projects is typically not available at this stage of the project. However, 
each related project would be designed (including mitigation measures as required) to meet 
the City's exterior noise limits at the property line. In addition, each related project would 
produce traffic volumes (off-site vehicles) that are capable of generating roadway noise 
impacts. Cumulative noise impacts due to off-site vehicle traffic were analyzed by 
comparing the projected increase in traffic noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future 
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cumulative" conditions to the applicable significance criteria. The off-site vehicle traffic 
noise analysis methodology is described above. Future cumulative conditions include 
traffic volumes from future ambient growth, related development projects, and the Project. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, a significant impact 
could occur if a project results in: 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Project above levels existing without the Project; and 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 

Based on the regulatory framework described above, thresholds provided by the 
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, and in accordance with significance criteria established by 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the following thresholds of significance were 
used to evaluate the Project's noise and vibration impacts: 

if: 

(1) Construction Noise 

A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from construction 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient 
exterior sound levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three-month period would 
exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise
sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 3 dBA at a noise
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through 
Friday, before 8:00 A.M. or after 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, or Sunday. Although the 
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide provides a significance threshold of 5 dBA for 
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nighttime hours, the 3 dBA threshold is used as a conservative analysis, which 
reflects the qualitative limits set forth in Section 41.40 of the LAMC. 

(2) Operations Noise 

As discussed above a wide range of noise sources are analyzed and different 
thresholds apply depending on the duration and source of noise. Within this analysis, 
sources are evaluated as follows: (1) on a 24-hour basis, (2) averaged over a 1-hour time 
period, and (3) averaged over a 15-minute period. Sources analyzed over a 24-hour period 
include the composite noise analysis (i.e., all individual noise sources analyzed together), 
as well as the off-site roadway analysis. Sources averaged over a 1-hour period include 
building mechanical equipment, loading dock operations, on-site bus operations, activity 
within the on-site public plazas, and pyrotechnic displays within the Event Center. Sources 
averaged over a 15-minute period include spectator events (sound system), crowd noise 
(sporting and concert events) and parking operations. This analytic structure is 
conservative as the sources that are evaluated over a 15-m inute period are based on the 
Lmax noise levels for these sources. 

The CNEL standards are those set forth within the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 
and use a sliding scale depending on the existing CNEL levels and the type of land use 
affected. 

As discussed above with respect to the community noise environment, changes in 
outdoor noise levels less than 3 dBA generally are not discernible, while changes greater 
than 5 dBA are readily noticeable. Therefore, a significance threshold of 5 dBA (CNEL) is 
used where existing ambient noise conditions fall within the City's acceptable noise 
environment, whereas a more stringent threshold of 3 dBA (CNEL) increase, is utilized as 
the threshold in areas with higher existing noise levels (i.e., within the "normally 
unacceptable" or higher range). This threshold is therefore conservative, as it sets a 
significant impact at the onset of audibility in areas with relatively high existing noise levels. 

The Lmax and Leq criteria are based on the City's Municipal Code. Per the City's 
Noise Regulation, a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing ambient noise level 
(minimum 15 minutes in any 1-hour period) is considered a noise level violation. In 
addition, the noise limit for noise levels that last less than 15 minutes in any 1 hour is 
10 dBA above the ambient noise levels. Although the City's Noise Ordinance does not 
specifically describe limits in terms of the Lmax level, the Lmax levels described in this 
analysis apply to sound sources that would occur less than 15 minutes in any 1-hour 
period. 
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Therefore, the Project would have a significant noise impacts if any of the following 
events were to occur: 

• Project operations cause the ambient noise level measured at the property line of 
affected noise-sensitive uses to increase by 5 dBA CNEL within the "normally 
acceptable" or "conditionally acceptable" category, when Project conditions do 
not change the receptor's land use compatibility category. 

• Project operations cause the ambient noise level measured at the property line of 
the affected noise-sensitive uses to increase by 3 dBA CNEL within the "normally 
unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category, where existing ambient noise 
conditions already fall above the City's acceptable noise environment. 

• Mobile sources associated with Project operations (i.e., traffic, helicopter and 
public transit) increase the ambient noise level by 5 dBA (hourly Leq). As 
described above, the LAMC does not regulate mobile sources on public streets 
and the threshold provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide is established in 
terms of CNEL. Therefore, this threshold is based on a 5 dBA change in Leq 
noise levels, Caltrans' threshold for when changes in motor vehicle noise levels 
are significant. This is consistent with the City's limits for other noise sources 
(i.e., 5 dBA above ambient). In addition, the significance threshold in terms of 
hourly Leq is more conservative than the 24-hour CNEL significance threshold as 
provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide for this Project since most of the 
Project-related traffic occurs in a 2-hour period (1 hour before and 1 hour after 
the event). Using a 24-hour CNEL significance threshold would average the 
impact that would occur over the two-hour period over a 24-hour period, resulting 
in less impacts than the hourly Leq-

• Project-related operational (i.e., non-roadway) noise sources such as, outdoor 
building mechanical/electrical equipment and loading dock/refuse collection, 
increase the ambient noise level (hourly Leq) at noise sensitive uses by 5 dBA, 
thus causing a violation of the City Noise Ordinance. 

• The maximum noise level (Lmax) generated from the operation of the parking 
garage exceeds the average ambient noise level (Leq) by 5 dBA. This is the most 
conservative threshold, as it is based on the nighttime allowance by the Noise 
Regulations, while most of the parking garage operations would occur during the 
daytime hours (7 A.M. 10 P.M.). 

• The maximum noise level (Lmax) generated from the Event Center (crowd and 
sound system) exceeds the average ambient noise level (Leq) at the off-site noise 
sensitive receptor by 10 dBA (for a sporting event) or 5 dBA (for a concert event). 
The noise limit for a concert event (i.e., concert sound system) is 5 dBA lower, 
due to the impulsive nature of sound (i.e., music bass drum sound). 
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• The maximum noise level (Lmax) generated from the firework display show 
exceeds the average ambient noise level (Leq) at the off-site noise sensitive 
receptors by 5 dBA. The noise limit for the firework display takes into account 
the impulsive sound (e.g., explosion) penalty of 5 dBA. 

(3) Ground-Borne Vibration (Construction) 

The City has not adopted a significance threshold to assess construction vibration 
impacts. Thus, the FTA standards described earlier are used to evaluate potential impacts 
related to Project construction. Based on this FTA guidance, impacts relative to ground
borne vibration associated with potential building damage would be considered significant if 
any of the following future events were to occur: 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 
0.5 inch per second (PPV) at the nearest off-site reinforced-concrete, steel or 
timber building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 
0.3 inch per second (PPV) at the nearest off-site engineered concrete and 
masonry building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 
0.2 inch per second (PPV) at the nearest off-site non-engineered timber and 
masonry building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 
0.12 inch per second (PPV) at buildings extremely susceptible to vibration 
damage, such as historic buildings. 

The Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide also does not define the levels at which 
construction-related ground-borne vibration would cause human annoyance at sensitive 
uses. Therefore, in terms of ground-borne vibration impacts associated with human 
annoyance during Project construction, the analysis uses the FTA's guidelines shown on 
Table IV.E-5 on page IV.E-49. Thus, construction vibration impacts associated with human 
annoyance would be significant if the following were to occur. 

• Project construction activities would cause ground-borne vibration levels to 
exceed 72 VdB at off-site sensitive uses, including residential, hotel, hospital, 
and auditorium/theater (Nokia Theatre L.A. LIVE [Nokia Theatre]) uses. 
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c. Project Design Features 

The following Project design features would avoid or reduce project-related noise 
effects, and therefore, were taken into account during the analysis of potential Project 
impacts. 

(1) Construction 

• Project construction would utilize drilled piles during the late evening hours 
(between 9 P.M. and 12 A.M.) in lieu of driven piles (that would be used during the 
daytime hours, between 7 A.M. and 9 P.M.), in order to reduce potential 
construction noise and vibration impacts. 

• The Project contractor shall equip all construction equipment used at the Project 
Site with properly operated and maintained, commercially available noise 
shielding and/or muffling devices that are consistent with the manufacturer's 
standards. 

(2) Operation 

• The Event Center in-house sound system would utilize a distributed speakers 
system capable of aiming the sound toward the seating areas, to minimize sound 
spillage to the exterior of the Event Center. 

• Building mechanical/electrical equipment would be designed to meet the noise 
limit requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02. 

• Loading dock and trash/recycling areas for the Event Center and STAPLES 
Center would be located in the subterranean level, which would preclude noise 
from this source at exterior locations. 

• All rooftop mechanical equipment would be enclosed or screened from view with 
appropriate screening walls. 

d. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Noise & Vibration Impacts 

(a) On-Site Construction Noise Sources 

Noise impacts from Project construction activities occurring within or adjacent to the 
Project Site would be a function of the noise generated by construction equipment, the 
location of the equipment, the timing and duration of the noise-generating construction 
activities, and the distance to noise sensitive receptors. Construction activities would 
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include site demolition, excavation and shoring and building construction. Each stage of 
construction would involve the use of various types of construction equipment and would, 
therefore, have its own distinct noise characteristics. Site demolition generally involves the 
use of backhoes, front-end loaders, and heavy-duty trucks. Excavation and shoring 
typically requires the use of earth moving equipment, such as excavators, front-end 
loaders, and heavy-duty trucks. Building construction typically involves the use of cranes, 
forklifts, concrete trucks, and delivery trucks. Noise from construction equipment would 
generate both steady-state and episodic noise that could be heard within and adjacent to 
the Project Site. 

The Project's overall construction is currently programmed to be completed in 
approximately 48 consecutive months, starting with the construction of the Bond Street 
Garage, the New Hall, the L.A. Live Way Garage, and finishing with the Event Center. It is 
anticipated that overlapping construction of the four Project's components would occur. 
The Project's preliminary construction phasing would be as follows: 

(a) Bond Street Garage-This construction phase would include the demolition of 
the existing Bond Street Parking Lot followed by the construction of the 
proposed new Bond Street Garage. Construction of the Bond Street Garage 
would be completed in approximately 10 months. 

(b) New Hall-Construction of the New Hall, based on current plans, would 
commence with site demolition at approximately the same time as the start of 
the Bond Street Garage construction (during the Bond Street Garage's 
framing/structure construction phase). Construction of the New Hall would be 
completed in approximately 18 months. 

(c) L.A. Live Way Garage-Construction of the L.A. Live Way Garage would 
commence at the completion of the Bond Street Garage. Construction of this 
Project component would include demolition of the existing two-level Cherry 
Street Garage and construction of the new parking garage. Construction of the 
L.A. Live Way Garage would be completed in approximately 15 months. 

(d) Event Center-Construction of the Event Center would commence with the 
demolition of the existing Convention Center West Hall. Construction of the 
Event Center would be completed in approximately 33 months. 

Individual pieces of construction equipment that would be used for construction 
would produce maximum noise levels of 75 dBA to 101 dBA at a reference distance of 
50 feet from the noise source, as shown in Table IV.E-9 on page IV.E-63. The construction 
equipment noise levels at a distance of 50 feet from the equipment (Referenced Maximum 
Noise Levels) are based on the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User's Guide 
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(RCNM, 2006), which is a technical report containing actual measured noise data for 
construction equipment. The maximum noise levels would occur when the equipment is 
operating under full power conditions. However, since equipment used on construction 
sites often operates at less than full power, an acoustical usage factor is applied. The 
acoustical usage factor is a percentage of time that a particular piece of equipment is 
anticipated to be in full power operation during a typical construction day. These acoustical 
usage factors are estimates and would vary based on the actual construction activities and 
duration. 

To more accurately characterize construction-period noise levels, the average 
(hourly Leq) noise level was calculated based on the quantity, type, and usage factors for 
each type of equipment that would be used during each construction phase and are 
typically attributable to multiple pieces of equipment operating simultaneously. Information 
with respect to the type and quantity of equipment anticipated to be utilized was provided 
by ICON Venue Group (included in Appendix L to this Draft EIR). 

Project construction activities would occur between the daytime hours of 7 AM. and 
9 P.M. and the late evening hours of 9 P.M. and 12 AM. As part of the Project Design 
Features, drilled piles would be used (in lieu of driven piles) during the late evening hours 
to minimize noise and vibration impacts. In addition, haul trucks during the site demolition 
and excavation phases would only occur during the daytime hours. Project construction 
activities would occur for more than 10 days in a three-month period. Therefore, the 5 dBA 
significance threshold is used for daytime hours (7 A.M. and 9 P.M.) impact analysis and the 
3 dBA significance threshold is used for the late evening hours (9 P.M. and 12 AM.) impact 
analysis. Table IV.E-10 on page IV.E-64 provides a summary of construction noise levels 
by receptor location and stages of construction activities for the Bond Street Garage. 
Detailed construction noise calculation data sheets, including assumptions and procedures, 
are provided in Appendix L to this Draft EIR. The estimated noise levels represent a 
conservative scenario because construction activities are analyzed as if they were 
occurring along the perimeter of the Project Site, whereas construction would typically 
occur throughout the Project Site and may be at a further distance from the receptor. The 
noise sensitive receptors that are located further away from the Project Site would also 
experience less construction noise, as sound diminishes as a function of distance from the 
source. In addition, the intervening buildings between the source and receiver act as 
sound barriers, and as a result further reduce the sound levels. As indicated in Table IV. E-
10, noise levels attributable to construction of the Bond Street Garage at all off-site 
receptors would be 1.0 dBA (at R26) to 33.2 dBA (at R12) below the significance threshold 
for the daytime and 0. 7 dBA (at R26) to 29.4 dBA (at R 10) below the significance threshold 
for late evening hours during the loudest phase of construction (foundation). As such, 
noise impacts associated with the construction of the Bond Street Garage would be less 
than significant. 
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The noise levels associated with construction of the New Hall at the off-site 
receptors are presented in Table IV.E-11 on page IV.E-66. As described above, driven 
piles would only be used during the daytime hours (7 AM. to 9 P.M.) and drilled piles would 
be used during the late evening hours (9 P.M. to 12 AM.). As indicated in Table IV.E-11, 
construction-related noise levels at all off-site receptors with the exception of receptors R6 
(residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street) and R26 (residences on Wright 
Street, north of Venice Boulevard) would be below the significance threshold during 
daytime hours (by 0.6 dBA at R1 to 22.2 dBA at R12) and during late evening hours (by 
1.1 dBA at R5 to 22.3 dBA at R10) during the loudest phase of construction (foundation 
during the day and interior/exterior during the evening). The estimated noise levels at 
receptor R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street) would exceed the 
daytime significance threshold by 1.5 dBA (during the foundation phase) and the late 
evening significance threshold by 1.7 dBA (during the interior/exterior phase). The 
estimated noise levels at receptor R26 would exceed the daytime significance threshold by 
up to 6.7 dBA (during the foundation phase) when piles are driven and the late evening 
significance threshold by 3.2 dBA (during the interior/exterior phase). As such, noise 
impacts associated with construction of the New Hall would be significant. 

Table IV.E-12 on page IV.E-68 presents construction-related noise levels associated 
with the building of the L.A. Live Way Garage at the off-site receptors. As indicated therein, 
the noise levels at all off-site sensitive receptors with the exception of Receptor R6 
(residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street) would be below the significance 
threshold during daytime hours (by 4.7 dBA at R26 to 30.3 dBA at R12) and during late 
evening hours (by 0.1 dBA at R7 to 26.4 dBA at R18) during the loudest phase of 
construction (concrete/steel/precast frame). The estimated construction-related noise 
levels at Receptor R6 would exceed the daytime significance threshold by 1.5 dBA and the 
late evening significance threshold by 5.4 dBA during the concrete/steel/precast frame 
phase. As such, noise impacts associated with construction of the L.A. Live Way Garage 
would be significant. 

The estimated construction noise levels for the Event Center are provided in Table 
IV.E-13 on page IV.E-70. With the exception of receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences 
and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE) and R6, construction-related noise levels at all off-site 
receptors would be below the daytime significance threshold (by 2.5 dBA at R5 and R7 to 
21.9 dBA at R16) and below the late evening significance threshold (by 1.5 dBA at R7 to 
23.2 dBA at R18) during the loudest phase of construction (shoring/foundation during the 
day and interior/exterior during the late evening). At receptor Location R1, Event Center 
construction-related noise levels would exceed the significance threshold by up to 7.9 dBA 
during daytime hours (foundation phase) and up to 6.4 dBA during late evening hours 
(interior/exterior phase). At receptor R6, the estimated construction-related noise levels 
would exceed both the daytime and late evening significance threshold by 1.7 dBA during 
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the foundation phase (daytime) and the interior/exterior phase (late evening). Therefore, 
noise impacts associated with Event Center construction would be significant. 

The four Project components, as described above, would be constructed in a 
sequential order with overlapping of various construction stages. As a result, construction 
noise levels at a particular receptor could increase due to overlapping construction 
activities. Table IV.E-14 on page IV.E-72 and Table IV.E-15 on page IV.E-74 present the 
estimated construction noise levels with overlapping construction activities for daytime and 
late evening hours, respectively. As indicated in Table IV.E-14, the estimated noise levels 
due to overlapping construction activities would exceed the daytime significance threshold 
at receptors R1, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7, and R26 by 0.2 dBA (at R4) to 10.3 dBA (at R1 ). 
During the late evening hours, the overlapping construction would exceed the significance 
threshold at receptors R1, R4, R5, R6, R7, R23, and R26 by 1.9 dBA (at R23) to 9.6 dBA 
(at R1 ). 

(b) Off-Site Construction Noise Sources 

(i) Construction Trucks 

In addition to on-site construction activities, off-site construction noise sources such 
as noise attributable to construction trucks (delivery, concrete mix, and haul trucks) and 
construction worker vehicles could also affect the 26 analyzed noise locations. Typically, 
construction trucks generate higher noise levels than construction worker-related traffic. 
While construction workers would arrive from many parts of the region, and thus, different 
directions, haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally access the Project Site via the 
regional transportation network and the planned staging areas off of L.A. Live Way (at the 
Bond Street and L.A. Live Way Garages). The following haul routes, subject to City 
approval, have been identified for the haul trucks and construction delivery trucks to access 
the Project Site: 

(a) Haul Route Option 1: Empty haul trucks would travel from the 1-110 Freeway 
south of the Project Site, exit northbound onto L.A, Live Way, head north on L.A. 
Live Way to access the Project Site. Upon departure from the Project Site, 
loaded haul trucks would exit the Project Site via L.A. Live Way (heading north), 
travel west on 11th Street, and onto the SR-110 Freeway southbound. 

(b) Haul Route Option 2: Empty haul trucks would travel from the 1-110 Freeway 
south of the Project Site, exit northbound onto L.A. Live Way, and head north on 
L.A. Live Way to access the Project Site. Upon departure from the Project Site, 
loaded haul trucks would exit the Project Site via Pico Boulevard (heading east), 
travel south on Grand Avenue, west on 17th Street, and onto the 1-10 Freeway 
west bound which provides access to the regional freeway system. 
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(c) Haul Route Option 3: Empty haul trucks would travel from the 1-10 Freeway 
east of the Project Site, exit northbound onto L.A. Live Way from the 1-110 
Freeway northbound ramp, and head north on L.A. Live Way to access the 
Project Site. Upon departure from the Project Site, loaded haul trucks would 
exit the Project Site via L.A. Live Way (heading north), travel east on Chick 
Hearn Court, heading south on Flower Street, and onto the 1-10 eastbound. 

(d) Haul Route Option 4: Empty haul trucks would travel from the 1-10 Freeway 
east of the Project Site, exit northbound onto L.A. Live Way from the 1-110 
Freeway northbound ramp, and head north on L.A. Live Way to access the 
Project Site. Upon departure from the Project Site, loaded haul trucks would 
exit the Project Site via Pico Boulevard (heading east), travel south on Flower 
Street, and onto the 1-10 eastbound. 

Based on the Project's construction plan, the majority of construction truck 
movements would occur during excavation (haul trucks) and concrete framing (delivery and 
concrete trucks). Table IV.E-16 on page IV.E-76 presents the estimated numbers of 
construction trucks (i.e., haul, delivery, and concrete) per day and per hour for the various 
construction stages. As indicated in Table IV.E-16, the maximum number of haul trucks 
would occur during the excavation phase and maximum number of delivery/concrete trucks 
would occur during the framing phase. The level of construction-related truck activity would 
be less than that occurring during the excavation and concrete pouring phases. Therefore, 
to present a conservative analysis, the off-site construction truck traffic noise impacts are 
based on the haul truck trips during a typical day during excavation and the delivery 
concrete trucks during the concrete framing phase (concrete pouring). Haul truck activities 
during the site demolition and excavation phases would only occur during the daytime 
hours between 7 A.M. and 9 P.M. Delivery trucks would occur between 7 A.M. and 12 A.M. 

However, only concrete deliveries would occur after 7 P.M. 

The estimated noise levels generated by the off-site construction trucks for the four 
haul routes, Options 1, 2, 3 and 4, are provided on Table IV.E-17, Table IV.E-18, Table 
IV.E-19, and Table IV.E-20 on pages IV.E-77, IV.E-79, IV.E-81, and IV.E-83, respectively. 
As shown in these tables, noise associated with off-site construction trucks would be a 
minimum of 1.2 dBA (Option 1 ), 4.8 dBA (Option 2), 7.3 dBA (Option 3), and 6.0 dBA 
(Option 4) below the daytime significance thresholds at the off-site receptor locations 
during the two construction phases with the highest number of trucks (haul trucks and 
concrete/delivery trucks), for all four construction truck route options. The estimated noise 
levels from concrete trucks (used during concrete pouring) would be a minimum of 4.6 dBA 
(Option 1 ), 4.8 dBA (Option 2), 14.3 dBA (Option 3), and 8.6 dBA (Option 4) below the late 
evening significance threshold. In addition, haul truck would not occur during the late 
evening hours. As such, noise impacts associated with off-site construction trucks during 
the late evening hours would be less than significant. 
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(ii) Construction Staging 

As mentioned above, construction haul/concrete trucks would be queuing and idling 
at one of two planned staging areas (the Bond Street Parking and the L.A. Live Way 
Parking areas). It is estimated that a maximum of 10 haul/concrete trucks would be lined 
up within the Bond Parking area or 20 haul/concrete trucks at the L.A. Live Way Parking 
staging areas at any given time. The estimated noise levels generated from the 
construction staging areas at the off-site receptors are provided in Table IV.E-21 on page 
IV.E-85. Based on the data presented in Table IV.E-21, construction staging noise levels 
from the Bond Street Garage would be 11.1 dBA (at R6) to 37.5 dBA (at R12) below the 
stated significance thresholds during daytime hours and 7.2 dBA (at R6) to 33.7 dBA (at 
R10) below the threshold during late evening hours. Similarly, noise levels from 
construction staging at the L.A. Live Way Garage would be 5.8 dBA (at R6) to 33.0 dBA (at 
R12) below the significance thresholds for daytime hours and 1.9 dBA (at R6) to 29.2 dBA 
(at R18) below the significance thresholds for late evening hours. As such, significant 
noise impacts are not anticipated due to activities at the designated construction staging 
areas. 

(iii) Pico Station Second Platform 

As set forth in Mitigation Measure B.1-1 in Section IV.B, Transportation of this Draft 
EIR, a second platform to the existing Metro Blue Line Station (Pico Station), located at 
Flower and 12th Street would be added. The second platform would be constructed, 
parallel to and adjacent to the existing platform. The new platform would be approximately 
12 feet wide by 400 feet long, approximately 100 feet longer than the existing platform, to 
facilitate passenger boarding before and after events. Table IV.E-22 on page IV.E-86 
presents the estimated noise levels generated from the Pico Station construction at the off
site receptors. As indicated in Table IV.E-22, construction noise would be below the stated 
significance thresholds for both daytime and late evening hours at all off-site receptors (by 
5.5 dBA at R13 during late evening hours to 34.4 dBA at R24 during daytime hours), 
except for receptors R2 and R3. The estimated construction noise levels at receptor R2 
would exceed the daytime and late evening significance thresholds by 3.7 dBA (Leq) and 
10.5 dBA (Leq), respectively. At receptor R3, the estimated construction noise levels would 
exceed the daytime significance threshold by 1.4 dBA (Leq) and the late evening 
significance threshold by a maximum of 3.4 dBA. As such, significant noise impacts would 
be expected from the Pico Station construction activities at these locations. 

(c) Composite Noise Levels from Project Construction 

An evaluation of the potential composite noise level increase due to Project 
construction activities, including on-site construction equipment and off-site construction 
haul trucks, was conducted to determine the overall noise impacts. As analyzed above, the 
highest on-site construction noise would occur during the foundation phase for the Bond 
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Street Garage, the New Hall and the Event Center construction, and during the concrete/ 
steel/precast framing phase for the L.A. Live Way Garage construction. Therefore, to 
present a conservative analysis, a composite noise analysis from all construction sources 
during the foundation phase for the Bond Street Garage, the New Hall and the Event 
Center construction and during the concrete/steel/precast/framing phase for the L.A. Live 
Way Garage was conducted. 

Table IV.E-23 on page IV.E-87 provides the composite construction noise levels at 
the off-site noise-sensitive receptors during the construction of the Bond Street Garage. As 
indicated in Table IV.E-23, the composite construction noise due to the Bond Street 
Garage construction would exceed the daytime ambient noise levels by a maximum of 
5.6 dBA (Leq) at receptor R26 (residences located on Wright Street, north of Venice 
Boulevard), which would exceed the daytime significance threshold. At all other receptors, 
the increase in ambient noise levels due to composite construction would be below the 
significance threshold for construction occurring during the daytime hours. The estimated 
composite construction noise levels would exceed the late evening significance thresholds 
at off-site receptors R4 (residences on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R5 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R6 (residences located 
on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), and R26 (residences on Wright Street, north of 
Venice Boulevard), from 3.4 dBA (at R4) to 5.6 dBA (at R6), which would be significant 
impacts. 

The composite construction noise levels during the New Hall construction are 
presented in Table IV.E-24 on page IV.E-89. The composite construction noise due to the 
New Hall construction would exceed the daytime ambient noise levels by between 5.2 dBA 
and 12.0 dBA at receptors R1, R3, R5 (residences located on Valencia Street, south of 
Pico Boulevard), R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), and R26 
(residential uses on Wright Street, north of Venice Boulevard), which would exceed the 
5 dBA significance threshold. During the late evening hours the composite construction 
noise levels would exceed ambient noise levels at off-site receptors R1, R3, R4 (residential 
uses on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R5, R6, R7 (residences on 11th Street, 
east of Albany Street), R21 (residences on Park Grove Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard), R23 (residences on 14th Street, east of Union Avenue), R25 (residences on 
12th Street, east of Union Avenue), and R26 by 3.4 dBA (at R25) to 10.4 dBA (at R26), 
which would exceed the 3 dBA significance threshold during the late evening hours. 
Therefore, composite construction impacts would be significant during the late evening 
hours. 

Table IV.E-25 on page IV.E-91 presents the composite construction noise levels due 
to composite construction of the L.A. Live Way Garage. As indicated in Table IV.E-25, the 
estimated composite construction noise levels would be below the daytime significance 
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threshold at all off-site noise-sensitive receptors except for R6 (residences located on 12th 
Place, west of Albany Street). The composite construction noise levels would increase the 
ambient noise levels at Receptor R6 by a maximum of 7.7 dBA (Leq), which would exceed 
the daytime significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq). As such, composite construction noise 
impacts associated with the L.A. Live Way Garage would be significant during the daytime 
hours. During the late evening hours composite construction noise levels would exceed 
the ambient noise levels by 4.3 to 9.4 dBA (Leq) at the following off-site receptors: R5 
(residential uses located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R6, and R7 
(residences on 11th Street, east of Albany Street). These increases would exceed the 
applicable 3 dBA significance threshold. Therefore, the composite construction nighttime 
construction impacts would be significant during the late evening hours. 

The composite construction levels at the off-site noise sensitive receptors 
attributable to Event Center construction are provided in Table IV.E-26 on page IV.E-93. 
With the exception of Receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. 
LIVE), R5 (residential uses located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R6 
(residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), and R7 (residences on 11th 
Street, east of Albany Street), the estimated increase in daytime ambient noise due to 
composite construction noise levels at all off-site receptors would be below the daytime 
significance threshold. The composite construction noise levels would increase the 
ambient noise levels by 5.0 to 13.1 dBA (Leq) at receptors R1, R5, R6, and R7, which would 
exceed the daytime significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq). As such, noise impacts from the 
Event Center composite construction noise would be significant during the daytime hours. 
The composite construction noise levels during the late evening hours would increase the 
ambient noise by 3.1 to 13.5 dBA (Leq) at the following off-site receptor locations: R1, R3 
through R8, R21, R23, and R25. The estimated increases would exceed the late evening 
significance threshold of 3 dBA and would represent significant impacts at these nine 
receptor locations. The estimated increases in late evening ambient noise due to 
composite construction noise levels at all other off-site receptors would be below the 
significance thresholds. 

Table IV.E-27 on page IV.E-95 and Table IV.E-28 on page IV.E-97 present the 
estimated composite construction noise levels (including overlapping Project-related 
construction activities plus ambient noise levels) for daytime and late evening hours, 
respectively. As indicated in Table IV.E-27, the composite noise levels due to overlapping 
construction activities would exceed the daytime significance threshold (i.e., increase the 
ambient noise levels by 5 dBA Leq or more) at receptors R1, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7, R9, and 
R26, by 0.3 dBA (at R9) to 10.4 dBA (at R1 ). During the late evening hours, the 
overlapping construction activities would exceed the significance threshold (i.e., increase 
the ambient noise levels by 3 dBA Leq or more) at receptors R1 through R8, R16, R20, 
R21, R22, R23, R25, and R26 by 0.5 dBA (at R20) to 11.3 dBA (at R6). 
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(d) Construction Vibration 

Construction activities can generate varying degrees of ground-borne vibration, 
depending on the construction procedures and the type of construction equipment used. 
The operation of construction equipment generates vibrations that spread through the 
ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the source. The effect on buildings 
located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil type, ground 
strata, and construction characteristics of the receptor buildings. The results from vibration 
can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds 
and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels. Unless 
heavy construction activities are conducted extremely close (within a few feet) to the 
neighboring structures, ground-borne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach the 
levels that damage structures. 

The FTA has published standard vibration velocity levels for various construction 
equipment operations. The reference vibration levels (peak particle velocities at a distance 
of 25 feet from the equipment) for construction equipment pieces anticipated to be used 
during Project construction are listed in Table IV.E-29 on page IV.E-99. As indicated in 
Table IV.E-29, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations 
that would be used during construction of the Project would range from 0.003 (small 
bulldozer) to 0.644 (impact pile driver) inch per second (PPV) at a distance of 25 feet from 
the equipment based on the FTA data. Project construction would utilize two different 
types of pile driving system for the placement of piles for the New Hall and Event Center. 
Driven piles (i.e., using an impact pile driver) would be used during the daytime hours 
(7 AM. and 9 P.M.) and drilled piles (i.e., using auger to drill the hole for the piles) would be 
used during the late evening hours (9 P.M. to 12 AM.). Pile driving would not be required 
for the Bond Street and L.A. Live Way Garages. Caisson drilling, as shown in 
Table IV.E-29, would be used in connection with temporary shoring of the excavated areas. 

The off-site building structures nearest to each of the Project building components 
include: the LAUSD building (located on the south side of Pico Boulevard just west of the 
110 Freeway) approximately 400 feet from the Bond Street Garage, the commercial 
building (located on Pico Boulevard, just west of the 110 Freeway) approximately 530 feet 
from the New Hall, the commercial building (located at the end of the 12th Place cul-de
sac) approximately 250 feet from the L.A. Live Way Garage, and the Nokia Theater located 
approximately 100 feet north of the Event Center construction site. The estimated vibration 
levels due to construction equipment (major powered equipment) at the nearest off-site 
buildings are provided in Table IV.E-29 on page IV.E-99. Construction vibration impacts 
are based on the instantaneous peak vibration level produced by a single piece of 
equipment with the highest vibration level in any given phase of the construction. With 
regard to the construction activities proposed by the Project, the highest levels of ground
borne vibration would be generated during the use of an impact pile driver on site. 
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Table IV.E-4 on page IV.E-49 provides vibration criteria set forth by the FTA. As 
indicated in Table IV.E-29, the estimated ground-borne vibration levels at the nearest 
off-site building structure (Nokia Theatre), approximately 100 feet from the nearest on-site 
construction equipment, would be approximately 0.0004 inch per second (PPV) (due to 
small bulldozer) to 0.0805 inch per second (PPV) (due to vibratory roller). In addition to the 
on-site construction equipment, the construction trucks (loaded haul trucks) along the 
Project haul routes would generate vibration levels up to 0.076 inch per second (PPV) at 
the nearby building structures (25 feet from the haul trucks travel pathways). As each of 
the estimated vibration levels at the nearest off-site building structure is below the 0.12 inch 
per second (PPV) significance threshold (most stringent criteria), vibration impacts (with 
respect to building damage) associated with construction equipment would be less than 
significant. 

Table IV.E-30 on page IV.E-100 presents the estimated ground-borne vibration 
levels due to construction equipment at the nearest off-site sensitive uses to the various 
Project construction areas. The off-site sensitive uses nearest to each of the Project 
building components include: the single-family residence located at the southwest corner 
of 14th Street and Oak Street, approximately 400 from the Bond Street Garage; the multi
family residential use located at the southeast corner of Pico Boulevard and Figueroa 
Street, approximately 550 feet from the New Hall; the single-family residential use located 
near the 12th Place cul-de-sac, approximately 250 feet from the L.A. Live Way Garage; 
and the Nokia Theatre, located approximately 100 feet from the Event Center construction 
site. As indicated in Table IV.E-30, the estimated ground-borne vibration levels at the 
nearest off-site sensitive uses would be below the significance threshold during the 
construction of the Bond Street Garage and the New Hall. The vibration levels generated 
by the impact pile driver would range from 7 4 VdB (L.A. Live Way Garage construction) to 
86 VdB (Event Center construction) at the Nokia Theatre (nearest off-site sensitive 
receptor), which would exceed the 72 VdB significance threshold. The ground-borne 
vibration from the impact pile driver would be reduced to 71 VdB (below the significance 
threshold) when the impact pile driver is operating at a minimum 320 feet distance from the 
Nokia Theatre building. In addition, the estimated vibration level of 76 VdB, due to a 
vibratory roller operating 100 feet from the Nokia Theatre building, which would exceed the 
human perception significance threshold of 72 VdB. The ground-borne vibration would be 
reduced to 71 VdB (below the significance threshold) when the vibratory roller is operating 
at a minimum 150 feet distance from the Nokia Theatre building. Vibration generated by 
other construction equipment would be below the significance threshold at the Nokia 
Theatre. 

Operation of construction equipment used for the Pico Station Second Platform, 
such as a bulldozer or loader would generate ground-borne vibration in close proximity to 
the construction equipment. The off-site structures nearest the Pico Station Second 
Platform construction area include commercial buildings located on the east side of Flower 
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Street, approximately 50 feet from the construction area. Ground-borne vibration 
generated by the construction equipment at these structures would be up to 0.032 inch per 
second (PPV), which would be below the 0.12 inch per second (PPV) significance 
threshold (i.e., the most stringent criteria) with respect to building damage. The off-site 
sensitive uses closest to the construction area are the residential use along Pico Boulevard, 
just west of Flower Street (adjacent to R2), which is approximately 100 feet from the 
construction boundary and the Multi-family residential uses located at the southeast corner of 
Pico Boulevard and Figueroa Street (R2), which are approximately 350 from the construction 
boundary. The estimated ground-borne vibration levels at the nearest off-site sensitive uses 
would be 53 VdB (at 350 feet distance) and 69 VdB (at 100 feet distance), which would be 
below the 72 VdB significance threshold. As such, vibration impacts (with respect to human 
perception) associated with construction activities from the Pico Station Second Platform 
would be less than significant. 

(2) Operation Impacts 

As the Project builds out, on- and off-site noise levels could increase with 
contributions from Project-related on-site noise sources including: building mechanical 
equipment (central plant and outdoor mounted exhaust fans), parking garage operations, 
loading dock and refuse collection operations (i.e., delivery trucks and trash compactors), 
outdoor plazas uses (crowd noise), Event Center operations (crowd, public address 
system, concert sound system, and fireworks), and off-site noise sources including Project
generated traffic, increase in metro transit operations, and overhead helicopters (during 
Event Center events). These potential noise impacts are discussed below. 

(a) On-Site Noise Sources 

(i) Building Mechanical Equipment 

Project operation would require building mechanical equipment, including indoor air 
handling units, outdoor cooling towers, chillers, and exhaust-air fans to support the 
intended functions of the Project. The Project's major building mechanical equipment, 
including chillers and pumps, would be placed inside a dedicated central plant building. 
Cooling towers and exhaust air fans would be located outside of the building. The Project 
would replace the existing central plants serving the Convention Center and the STAPLES 
Center with two new central plants, one serving the Convention Center and one serving the 
Event Center and STAPLES Center. The central plant serving the Convention Center 
would be located at the southwest corner of New Hall (Ground Level) and the central plant 
serving the Event Center/STAPLES Center would be located at the southeast corner of the 
Event Center (at Level 1 ). The chillers and pumps would be located within the enclosed 
central plant rooms, which would contain the equipment generated noise. The cooling 
towers, however, would be located outdoors. The building exhaust fans (serving the New 
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Hall and the Pico Passage) would be located on the roof level of the New Hall. Sound 
levels generated by the Project's mechanical equipment were estimated based on 
forecasted mechanical equipment capacity. Table IV.E-31 on page IV.E-101 presents the 
estimated mechanical equipment noise levels at the off-site receptors. The significance 
thresholds shown on Table IV.E-31 are based on the lowest measured ambient noise 
levels (daytime and nighttime) plus 5 dBA to provide a conservative analysis since ambient 
noise levels are typically lower during the nighttime hours. As shown on Table IV.E-31, the 
noise levels generated by the new central plants and exhaust fans would be 6.5 dBA (at 
R23) to 43.8 dBA (at R12) below the stated significance thresholds for both daytime and 
nighttime hours. As such, noise impacts associated with building mechanical equipment 
operations would be less than significant. 

(ii) Parking 

The Project includes two new parking garages, the Bond Street Garage, which 
would replace the existing Bond Street surface parking lot and the L.A. Live Way Garage, 
which would replace the existing Cherry Street Garage. The Bond Street Garage would 
have seven above grade parking levels, with 928 parking spaces. The L.A. Live Way 
Garage would have eight above grade and one below grade parking levels, with 
2,967 parking spaces. Various noise events would occur periodically from the parking 
facilities. Such periodic events would include activation of car alarms, sounding of car 
horns, slamming of car doors, engine revs, and tire squeals. Automobile movements would 
comprise the most continuous noise source and would generate a noise level of 
approximately 69 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. Car alarm and horn noise events generate 
sound levels as high as 83 dBA at a reference distance of 25 feet. 

Table IV.E-32 on page IV.E-102 presents the estimated maximum noise levels at 
the off-site noise sensitive receptors from the operations of the Bond Street and the L.A. 
Live Way Garages. As indicated in Table IV.E-32, the estimated maximum noise levels 
generated by the proposed parking garages would be below the significance threshold 
during the daytime hours (7 A.M. to 10 P.M.) at all off-site receptors, except for receptors R5 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard) and R6 (residences 
located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street). The estimated maximum noise levels at 
receptors R5 and R6 would exceed the daytime significance threshold by 1.8 and 6.7 dBA, 
respectively. The estimated noise levels from the parking operations would exceed the late 
evening significance threshold by 1.3 dBA to up to 8.6 dBA at sensitive receptors R4, R5, 
R6, R7, R23, and R25. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the proposed parking 
garage operations would be potentially significant at these locations. Noise impacts, 
however, would only occur intermittently in an event of car alarm triggered (which would 
typically be shut off in a few minutes). 
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(iii) Loading Dock and Refuse Collection Operations 

The Project includes three loading dock areas, one for the Event Center, one for the 
New Hall, and one involving an expansion to the existing South Hall loading dock. The 
new loading dock for the Event Center would be located at the northeast corner of the 
building on Level 1, which is below grade and would be effectively shielded from off-site 
receptors. The Event Center loading dock would provide space for up to 10 delivery trucks. 
Access to the Event Center loading dock would be from the Pico Boulevard. In addition, 
the existing STAPLES Center loading dock access and location would be reconfigured and 
accessed using the same driveway as the Event Center. Under the Proposed Project, the 
existing South Hall loading dock would be expanded (at the southwest side of the New 
Hall) to provide additional loading docks for the New Hall. The expanded loading dock at 
the South Hall would serve both the South Hall and the New Hall, and would include 
21 additional spaces for delivery trucks. The third loading dock (with four spaces) would be 
located on the north side of Pico Boulevard to primarily serve the New Hall's central kitchen 
facilities. This loading dock is accessed off the driveway that provides access to the Event 
Center and STAPLES Center loading docks. 

The refuse collection (i.e., trash compactors) for the Event Center and New Hall 
would be located at the loading dock areas. Based on measured noise levels from loading 
dock facilities, delivery trucks (while idling at the loading dock) would generate noise levels 
of approximately 64 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 100 feet. In addition, trash compactors 
would generate noise levels of approximately 66 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 50 feet. 

Table IV.E-33 on page IV.E-103 presents the noise levels as generated by the 
Project loading docks and refuse collection operations at the off-site receptors. Although, 
loading dock activity would occur during daytime hours (with the peak hour between 
8:00 A.M. and 9:00 A.M.), the noise analysis evaluated potential impacts for both daytime 
and nighttime hours. As shown on Table IV.E-33, the noise levels generated by the 
loading dock and refuse collection operations would be 9.7 dBA (at R26) to 52.5 dBA (at 
R12) below the significance thresholds for both daytime and nighttime hours (based on 
which of the two operations yields the higher noise level at each given receptor). As such, 
noise impacts associated with loading dock and refuse collection operations would be less 
than significant. 

(iv) Buses (Convention Center) 

The existing bus loading areas at the Gilbert Lindsay Plaza would be relocated to a 
new area along the Pico Passage (under the New Hall). It is anticipated that there would 
be up to 20 buses loading/unloading along the Pico Passage at any given time. Noise from 
the buses would mostly be shielded from the off-site receptor as this area is located toward 
the middle of the Pico Passage. Table IV.E-34 on page IV.E-104 presents the estimated 
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noise levels from the buses idling within the Pico Passage at the off-site receptors. It is 
anticipated that bus operations (i.e., loading and unloading passengers) would occur 
primarily during the daytime hours. Nevertheless, the analysis evaluated noise impacts for 
both daytime and nighttime hours. As shown on Table IV.E-34, the noise levels generated 
by bus operations would be 12.5 dBA (at R3) to 53.2 dBA (at R10) below the significance 
thresholds for daytime hours and 12.5 dBA (at R3) to 48.3 dBA (at R18) below the 
significance thresholds for nighttime hours. As such, noise impacts associated with bus 
operations would be less than significant. 

(v) Outdoor Plazas 

Gilbert Lindsay Plaza, Event Center Plaza, and L.A. Live Way Plaza all provide 
outdoor gathering places for visitors to the Event Center and would be used during the Pre
Event and Post-Event hours. For the purposes of this analysis, it is forecasted that up to 
20,000 people could gather within the Event Center and Gilbert Lindsay Plazas (i.e., 
10,000 at the Event Center Plaza and 10,000 at the Gilbert Lindsay Plaza). Sound levels 
generated by the people in the plazas would vary depending on the background 
environments (e.g., amplified sound, traffic), the result of the sport event (e.g., local team 
win or lose), and individuals' voice efforts (e.g., loud voice, laughing, shouting). Sound 
levels generated by an individual's voice effort vary from 50 dBA (Leq at 3.3 feet) for a 
female speaking in casual voice to 88 dBA (Leq at 3.3 feet) for a male person in shouting 
voice. 1 To represent a conservative scenario, the upper range noise levels of 88 dBA and 
82 dBA (Leq at 3.3 feet distance) for a male and female shouting, respectively, were used 
for analyzing noise from the use of these areas. Also, to present a worst-case analysis, it 
was assumed that all of the patrons (75 percent male and 25 percent female) would be 
talking (in a shouting voice) at the same time. In addition to noise from the patrons (i.e., 
people talking), other potential noise sources would include amplified program sound 
(music or other spoken sound broadcast through a loudspeaker system). This program 
sound could be broadcast during the Pre-Event and Post-Event hours and could include, 
but is not limited to, music sound and announcements intended to be heard by patrons in 
the immediate vicinity of the of the outdoor plazas. To evaluate noise levels from the 
amplified program sound, it was assumed that the speaker systems (distributed within the 
outdoor plaza areas) would be designed with an output sound level of 90 dBA (Leq) at a 
distance of 50 feet. Table IV.E-35 on page IV.E-105 presents the estimated noise levels 
from the outdoor plazas at the off-site sensitive receptors. It is anticipated that outdoor 
plazas activities would occur primarily during the daytime hours. However, as a 
conservative analysis, the forecasted noise levels were compared with both daytime and 
nighttime ambient noise levels to determine potential noise impacts. As shown in 

1 Refer to Page 129 of Appendix L. 
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Table IV.E-35, the estimated noise levels would exceed the daytime significance threshold 
at R1, R2, R3 and R13, by 7.4 dBA at R13 (residences at the northeast corner of Flower 
and 11th Streets) to 13.7 dBA at receptor R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel 
at L.A. LIVE). The estimated outdoor plazas noise levels would exceed the nighttime 
significance threshold at receptors R1, R2, R3, R13, and R14 (residences at northwest 
corner of 12th Street and Grand Avenue), from 6.5 dBA at R14 to 16.1 dBA at R2. 
Therefore, impacts associated with the outdoor plazas would be potentially significant at 
these locations. 

(vi) Event Center-Sport Event 

Table IV.E-36 on page IV.E-106 presents the estimated noise levels from a typical 
sports event occurring within the Event Center at the off-site noise-sensitive receptors. It is 
anticipated that sports events at the Event Center would occur primarily during daytime 
hours. However, as a conservative analysis, the estimated noise levels from the sport 
events were compared with both the daytime and the nighttime ambient noise levels to 
determine potential noise impacts. As indicated in Table IV.E-36, sound levels from the 
in-house sound system used during the sports event would exceed the daytime 
significance thresholds at receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at 
L.A. LIVE), R3 (residences located Flower Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R5 (residences 
located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R6 (residences located on 
12th Place, west of Albany Street), and R9 (residences located on Albany Street, north of 
Olympic Boulevard) by up to 3.2 dBA (Lmax). The crowd cheering noise levels would 
exceed the daytime significance thresholds at receptors R1, R5, R6 (residences located on 
12th Place, west of Albany Street), R7 (residences located on 11th Street, east of Albany 
Street) and R8 (10th Street Elementary School) by up to 7. 7 dBA (Lmax). At other 
receptors, both the sound system and crowd related noise levels would be below the 
daytime significance threshold. When compared with the nighttime significance threshold, 
the in-house sound system would exceed the nighttime significance threshold at receptors 
R1, R3 (residences on Flower Street), R5 through R9 (residences on Albany Street, north 
of Olympic Boulevard), R14 (residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand 
Avenue), R21 (residences on Park Grove Avenue, south of Washington Boulevard), R23 
(residences on 14th Street, east of Union Avenue), and R25 (residences on 12th Street, 
east of Union Avenue) by up to 6.9 dBA (Lmax). The crowd cheering noise levels would 
exceed the nighttime significance thresholds at receptors R 1, R5 through R9, R 13, R23, 
R24 (residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Union Avenue), and R25 by up to 8.1 dBA 
(Lmax). Therefore, noise levels associated with a sports event at the Event Center would 
result in potentially significant impacts at these locations. 
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(vii) Event Center-Concert Event 

For a typical concert, the touring company will use a temporary touring sound 
system in lieu of the Event Center in-house sound system. As previous described, sound 
levels associated with a typical concert would range from 98 dBA to 105 dBA, averaged 
over 30 minutes. For the noise analysis, it was assumed that the touring sound system 
would generate a sound level of up to 105 dBA at all of the Event Center seating areas. In 
addition, the noise analysis was based on typical rock/hip-hop types of music, which 
typically has a higher low frequency sound spectrum. 2 The estimated noise levels at the 
off-site noise-sensitive receptors from a concert touring sound system at the Event Center 
are shown in Table IV.E-37 on page IV.E-107. The estimated noise levels in terms of dBC 
(Lmax) are provided for information purpose only. Sound levels from audiences (i.e., crowd 
cheering noise) for a music concert would be similar or lower than those analyzed for the 
sports event, which was analyzed in the previous section. It is estimated that the sound 
levels from the concert touring sound system (at the Event Center) would exceed the 
daytime significance thresholds at receptors R1, R3 through R9, R17, R21, R22, R23, R25, 
and R26 by 0.4 dBA (at R22) to 10.5 dBA (at R9). When compared with the late evening 
hours, the sound levels from the concert touring sound system would exceed the 
significance thresholds at receptors R1 through R10, R14, R15, R17, and R21 through 
R26, by 0.5 dBA (at R24 and R26) to 13.0 dBA (at R9). Crowd noise levels are estimated 
to be similar to those of the sports event, which would exceed the significance thresholds at 
receptors R1, R5, R6, R7, RB, R9, R13, R23, R24, and R25, as described above. As such, 
noise impacts associated with the music concert event at the Event Center would be 
potentially significant at these locations. 

(viii) Event Center-Fireworks 

It is anticipated that there would be up to 35 firework shows annually associated with 
events occurring at the Event Center. Each show would not exceed 20 minutes in duration. 
Based on a literature review and actual measurements, firework shows would generate 
noise levels on the order of 90 to 105 dBA (A-weighted maximum sound level, Lmax) and 
125 to 135 dBC (C-weighted peak sound level). The upper range of the reference sound 
levels were used for this analysis as a conservative assumption. The height of the firework 
display would be approximately 15 feet to 200 feet high, relative to the Event Center 
ground elevation. Table IV.E-38 on page IV.E-108 presents the predicted noise levels from 
a firework show at the Event Center at the off-site noise receptors. The firework shows 
would occur before 11 :30 P.M. however, the analysis includes both daytime and nighttime 

2 Refer to page 132 of Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field Project, 
included as Appendix L. 
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hours. As indicated in Table IV.E-38, the predicted noise levels at the off-site receptors 
ranged from 80.2 dBA (Lmax) at receptor R15 (residences on Hope Street, north of Venice 
Boulevard) to 101.3 dBA (Lmax) at receptor R3 (residences on Flower Street). The 
C-weighted peak sound levels (dBC) from the firework display would vary from 106.2 dBC 
(peak) at receptor R15 to 127.3 dBC (peak) at receptor R3. The estimated dBC sound 
levels are provided for informational purposes. The firework noise levels would exceed the 
stated significance threshold at all off-site receptors by 8.9 dBA (at R12) to 45.4 dBA (at 
R5) and would result in temporary and intermittent but significant impacts. 

(b) Off-Site Mobile Noise Sources 

(i) Motor Vehicle Travel 

Future roadway noise levels were calculated along 81 off-site roadway segments in 
the vicinity of the Project Site. As described above, the roadway segments selected for the 
noise analysis were based the proximity to noise sensitive uses along the roadway 
segments and with the most increases in traffic volume from the proposed Project, to 
represent the worst case conditions. According to the Project transportation study, the 
Project is expected to generate approximately 19,560 inbound and 19,560 outbound trips 
for a typical event. The majority of the Project generated trips would occur during the Pre
and Post-Event hours. The inbound trips during the Pre-Event hour would be 
approximately 50 percent of the total trips on all event days. The outbound trips during the 
Post-Event hour would be about 75 percent of the total trips for all event days. Therefore, 
noise impacts are evaluated based on the potential increase in traffic volumes during the 
Pre-Event and Post-Event hours. The off-site traffic noise impacts for an event on a typical 
Saturday, Sunday, and Weekday are presented in Table IV.E-39 on page IV.E-109. 
Additional scenarios (i.e., Project with Convention Center Dark and Project concurrent with 
Coliseum and Dodger Stadium events) are presented in detail in Appendix L, and 
summarized below. 

Roadway noise levels would be less than significant on most segments for all 
analysis scenarios (Proposed Project and Proposed Project with Convention Center Dark), 
event days (Sunday, Saturday, and weekday), and time periods. However, significant 
roadway noise impacts are forecasted on five roadway segments, as discussed below. 

1. Grand Avenue-between 17th Street and Washington Avenue: 

• Sunday Event Day (Post-Event Hour)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 5.0 dBA increase). 

• Weekday Event Day (Post-Event Day)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 5.8 dBA increase). 
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2. West 11th Street-between Blaine Street and L.A. Live Way: 

• Weekday Event Day (Post-Event Day)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 6.1 dBA increase). 

3. West 18th Street-West of Flower Street: 

• Sunday Event Day (Post-Event Hour)-Proposed Project (up to 6.8 dBA 
increase) and Proposed Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 
7.6 dBA). 

4. West 18th Street-West of Grand Avenue: 

• Sunday Event Day (Post-Event Hour)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 7.0 dBA increase). 

5. West 39th Street-east of 1-110 Freeway: 

• Weekday Event Day (Post-Event Day)-Proposed Project and Proposed 
Project with Convention Center Dark (up to 5.5 dBA increase). 

(ii) Public Transit 

As described in the Project's Transportation Study, it is estimated that 20 percent of 
the Event Center's patrons would use public transit on a weekday and 15 percent would 
use public transit on a weekend. Similar to the roadway traffic analysis, the increase in the 
use of the public transit systems would occur generally in the hours immediately before 
(Pre-Event) and after (Post-Event) the events. Indirect noise impacts from the Project 
would occur from increases in public transit usage (i.e., noise associated with an increased 
number of train or bus trips that would otherwise not occur if the Project was not 
constructed). The Metro Red Line, Purple Line, and part of the Blue and Gold Lines 
operate as underground subway systems; therefore, any noise generated by these rail
systems would be contained within the underground structure and would not impact any 
noise-sensitive receptors. 

The estimated additional Metro rail cars and buses that would be needed for the 
Pre-Event and Post-Event hours are provided on Table IV.E-40 on page IV.E-112. As 
indicated in this table, the estimated increase in noise from the transit operations during the 
Pre-Event hour would be 4.8 dBA (hourly Leq) or less, which would be below the 
significance threshold. The estimated maximum increase in noise from the Red Line 
during the Weekday Post-Event hour would be 3.2 dBA (hourly Leq). However, the Red 
Line is an underground subway system, and as such the noise from the Red Line operation 
would be contained within the underground subway structure. Thus, significant noise 
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impacts would not be expected from the increase in the number of cars for the Red Line. 
The estimated maximum increase in noise from the Green Line during the Weekday 
Post-Event hour would be 4.8 dBA. However, the Green Line is located along the center of 
the 105 Freeway (with high ambient noise levels) and currently has no nearby sensitive 
receptors. Therefore, noise impacts from the increase in the Green Line operation would 
be less than significant. The increase in the number of buses along the Silver Line would 
result in a maximum increase of 6.0 dBA (hourly Leq), from the bus operation only, as 
compared to the future without Project condition. The estimated noise level from the bus 
operation alone would be up to 57 dBA (hourly Leq), which would be lower than the existing 
ambient noise levels along the bus line (as the bus lines are along major roadways such as 
Figueroa Street, with high ambient noise levels from existing traffic volumes). The Expo 
and Blue Lines would result in an increase of 4.3 dBA and 6.0 dBA (hourly Leq) along the 
lines, respectively. The increase to the Blue Line would exceed the stated significance 
threshold and result in a significant impact. The noise impacts would occur for sensitive 
receptors that are located along the Blue Line, approximately 300 feet (unobstructed) or 
175 feet (with intervening buildings between the rail and the receptors) from the rail center 
line. 

(iii) Helicopters 

Although not operated by the Project Applicants, it is anticipated that there would be 
media helicopters flying near the Event Center for news or event coverage. Based on 
measurements from a nearby stadium (Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum), helicopter noise 
levels during a football game was measured at up to 70 dBA in the adjacent residential 
community. Therefore, noise from helicopters would be anticipated to be at an equivalent 
level in the communities adjacent to the Event Center. These noise levels would be similar 
to existing conditions when there is media coverage for events at the STAPLES Center, 
Nokia Theatre, L.A. LIVE and the Convention Center). The noise levels from media 
helicopters to the nearby noise sensitive receptors are expected to be similar to existing 
conditions; however, it is anticipated that the number of media helicopters would increase 
due to the events at the Event Center. Helicopter noise would be temporary in nature but 
would exceed the ambient noise levels at all nearby noise sensitive receptors by 5 dBA 
(Leq) or more, on a temporary and intermittent basis, which would exceed the stated 
significance threshold. Therefore, noise impacts associated with media helicopters would 
be considered significant. 

(c) Composite Noise Level Impacts from Project Operations 

An evaluation of composite noise levels, including all Project-related noise sources 
plus the existing ambient level, was conducted to identify the potential Project-related noise 
level increase that may occur at studied noise-sensitive receptor locations. The overall 
sound environment at the areas surrounding the Project Site would include contributions 
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from each on-site and off-site individual noise source associated with the typical event day 
operation of the Project. Principal on-site noise sources associated with the Project for a 
typical event day would include mechanical equipment, parking facilities, loading docks, 
outdoor plazas, and Event Center crowds and sound systems. The noise analysis for the 
various Project noise sources was made using various noise descriptors (i.e., Leq and 
instantaneous Lmax). In addition, noise from various sources would occur at different times 
(i.e., traffic/parking/outdoor plazas noise would occur during the Pre-Event/Post-Event 
hours, and Event Center related noise would occur in between). In order to evaluate the 
combined noise effect of all noise sources, a common noise descriptor, CNEL, is used. 
The composite noise analysis was performed for two typical event days, one with and one 
without a firework show. For the event day without the firework show, the analysis 
assumed that the event would occur during the daytime hours and would end before 
10 P.M. To evaluate a worst-case scenario, the event day with a firework show assumed 
the event would occur in the evening hours with the firework show ending by 11 :30 P.M. 

Table IV.E-41 on page IV.E-113 presents the estimated composite noise at the 
off-site noise sensitive receptors for typical event days without a firework show. As 
indicated in Table IV.E-41, the Project's composite noise impacts would be below 3 dBA at 
all off-site noise-sensitive receptors, except for receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences 
and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE), R2 (residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa 
Street), R3 (residences on Flower Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R13 (residences at the 
northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets), and R23 (residences on 14th Street, east of 
Union Avenue). The Project would result in a maximum increase of 3.1 dBA CNEL at 
receptor R23, to 4.0 dBA CNEL at receptor R13, 7.8 dBA CNEL at receptor R3, 8.1 dBA 
CNEL at receptor R1, and 8.2 dBA CNEL at receptor R2, respectively. The increase in 
ambient noise levels at receptor R23 would be below the 5 dBA significance threshold, 
which would not result in a significant impact. However, the increase in ambient noise 
levels at receptors R1, R2, R3, and R13 would be above the significance threshold of 
3 dBA CNEL, as the ambient noise levels with the Project would be within the "normally 
unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" land use category. Therefore, the composite noise 
level impacts due to the Project would be significant at four receptor locations for typical 
event days without a fireworks show. 

Table IV.E-42 on page IV.E-115 presents the composite operation noise levels for 
an event day with fireworks at the off-site noise sensitive receptors. The estimated 
composite noise levels would increase the ambient noise level by less than 3 dBA at 
receptors R10, R12, R15 and R18, which would be below the stated significance 
thresholds. However, the increase in estimated composite noise levels at receptors R1 
through R9, R11, R13, R14, R16, R17, and R19 through R26 as compared to ambient 
noise levels would range from 4.5 dBA CNEL (at R11) to 17.9 dBA CNEL (at R3), which 
would be above the applicable significance thresholds. Therefore, the composite operation 
noise levels would result in potentially significant impacts at these locations. 
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4. Cumulative Impacts 

The Project, together with the related projects, would contribute to cumulative noise 
impacts. The potential for cumulative noise impacts to occur is specific to the distance 
between each related project and its stationary noise sources, including the cumulative 
traffic that these projects would add to the surrounding roadway network. 

a. Construction Noise 

Noise from construction activities would normally affect the areas immediately 
adjacent to the Project Site, meaning those that are less than 500 feet from the 
construction site, due to sound attenuation provided by the distance and the intervening 
buildings located between the construction sites and the noise sensitive receptors. 
Therefore, noise from construction activities for two projects within 1,000 feet of each other 
could contribute to a cumulative noise impact for receptors located between the two 
construction sites or near the construction sites if the construction sites are close together. 

As indicated in the Project's transportation study, a total of 133 related projects have 
been identified. While the majority of these related projects are located farther than 
1,000 feet from the Project Site, there are four related projects within 1,000 feet of the 
Project construction areas. These include Related Project No. 27, the Los Angeles Sports 
and Entertainment District, a mixed-use development at Figueroa Street and 11th Street 
(which is partially completed); Related Project No. 60, a high rise condominium project at 
1360 Figueroa Street (approximately 100 feet west of the Project Site); Related Project 
No. 64, a condominium/restaurant project located at 1133 Hope Street (approximately 
700 feet west of the Project Site); and Related Project No. 91, a condominium development 
located at 1360 Figueroa Street (approximately 100 feet west of the Project Site). 

Since the timing of the construction activities for these related projects cannot be 
defined, any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects 
would be entirely speculative. Concurrent construction activities from the nearby related 
projects would generate noise at each site and cumulative construction noise could exceed 
ambient noise levels at the nearest noise sensitive uses between the Project and the 
related project sites. Most of the construction of Related Project No. 27 has been 
completed with the exception of 600 KSF office building to be built on the north side of 
Olympic between Georgia and Francisco. If construction of the office building (of the 
Related Project No. 27) was to occur concurrently with the Project construction, the 
construction noise from the Related Project No. 27 and the Project could together 
contribute to a cumulative impact on the nearby noise sensitive receptors R1 (Ritz Hotel 
and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE) and R10 (hotel use on Figueroa Street, 
north of Olympic Boulevard) (as these two receptors are located within 500 feet of either 
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the Related Project No. 27 or the Project). If construction of Related Project No. 60 and 
Related Project No. 91 were to occur concurrently with Project construction, the 
construction noise from these related projects and the Project could together contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact on the noise-sensitive receptors closest to these project sites, 
specifically Receptors R2 (residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street) and R3 
(residences on Flower Street). Receptors R13 (residences at the northeast corner of 
Flower and 11th Streets) and R14 (residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and 
Grand Avenue) are located approximately 300 feet from Related Project No. 64. 
Therefore, if construction of Related Project No. 64 were to occur concurrently with Project 
construction, the construction noise from Related Project No. 64 and the Project could 
together contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the noise-sensitive receptors 
closest to these project sites (R 13 and R 14 ). However, as with the Project, construction
related noise levels from the related projects would be intermittent, temporary, and would 
comply with time restrictions and other relevant provisions in the City's Municipal Code. As 
required of the Project, noise associated with cumulative construction activities would be 
reduced through proposed mitigation measures for each individual related project and 
through compliance with locally adopted and enforced noise ordinances. Construction 
activities for each of the other related projects in the vicinity would be required to comply 
with the City's Noise Ordinance and would be temporary. Even so, if construction of the 
nearest related projects were to occur concurrently with the Project's construction, the 
Project's contribution to cumulative construction related noise impacts could be 
considerable and would thus represent a significant cumulative impact. 

In addition to on-site construction activities, noise from off-site construction 
haul/deliver trucks could contribute to the cumulative noise impacts. It is anticipated that 
due to the size and locations of the related projects, construction management plans would 
be prepared and submitted to LADOT for approval. The construction traffic management 
plans would be based on the nature and timing of the specific construction and other 
projects in the vicinity of the Project Site. Even so, if construction trucks from the related 
projects were to travel on the same routes and within the same hours as the Project, the 
Project's contribution to cumulative off-site construction related truck traffic noise impacts 
could be considerable and would thus represent a significant cumulative impact. 

Based on the analysis presented above, construction noise from the Project together 
with the Related Projects could increase ambient noise levels at receptors that are located 
within 500 feet from the construction sites by 5 dBA or more. Therefore, it is conservatively 
concluded that the Project's construction noise impacts could be cumulatively considerable, 
even after imposition of mitigation measures. However, the occurrence of this impact is 
uncertain at this time, as it would depend upon the timing of the related projects' 
construction, which is currently unknown. 
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b. Construction Vibration 

As previously discussed, ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. 
Potential vibration impacts due to construction activities are generally limited to 
buildings/structures that are located in close proximity to the construction site (i.e., less 
than 25 feet). As indicated above, the nearest related project is approximately 100 feet 
away from the Project Site. Therefore, due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of 
ground-borne vibration, there is no potential for a cumulative construction impact with 
respect to building damages from the ground-borne vibration. However, ground-borne 
vibration from heavy construction equipment, such as impact pile drivers and vibratory 
rollers, could impact nearby vibration-sensitive uses (i.e., residential uses or the Nokia 
Theater), if used within 320 feet of this vibration sensitive use. Although there could be 
construction equipment operating at a related project site and the Project site (assuming 
concurrent construction), the vibration levels from each piece of construction equipment 
would likely not be additive (in terms of the maximum levels), due to the rapid rate that 
vibration levels attenuate and the likelihood of multiple pieces of equipment impacting the 
ground surface with the same vibration characteristics (i.e., frequency and amplitude) and 
at the same time is low, if not improbable. Therefore, cumulative construction impacts with 
respect to vibration sensitive uses would be less than significant. 

c. Operation Noise 

Once developed, the Project along with overall development in the surrounding area 
would generate noise that would contribute to cumulative noise from a number of 
community noise sources, including vehicle travel and mechanical equipment (e.g., 
heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning systems). Noise levels from stationary sources, 
such as outdoor air-conditioning equipment, would be less than significant at the property 
line for each related project due to the City's exterior noise limits. However, since noise 
from the Project's on-site stationary-sources (i.e., Event Center operations including 
crowds, use of sound systems, parking garage operations, and use of outdoor plazas) 
would potentially result in significant impacts and there are related projects within 500 feet 
of the Project Site (Related Project Nos. 60 and No. 91 ), on-site stationary-sources noise 
impacts attributable to cumulative development of the related projects and the Project 
would potentially result in significant impacts at noise-sensitive receptors located between 
the Project and these related projects. 

The Project and other related development in the area would produce traffic 
volumes (off-site mobile sources) that would generate roadway noise. Cumulative noise 
impacts due to off-site traffic were analyzed by comparing the projected increase in traffic 
noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future cumulative" conditions to the applicable 
significance criteria. Future cumulative conditions include traffic volumes from future 
ambient growth, and related development projects, with and without the Project. 
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The calculated traffic noise levels under "existing" and "future cumulative" conditions 
for the Sunday, Saturday, and Weekday scenarios are presented in Table IV.E-43 on 
page IV.E-117. Additional scenarios are presented in Appendix L, (e.g., Project with 
Convention Center Dark and Project events concurrent with Coliseum and Dodger Stadium 
events). As indicated in this table, significant cumulative noise impacts would occur at 11 
analyzed roadway segments for the Sunday scenario, with a maximum increase of 9.9 dBA 
along 18th Street (west of Grand Avenue). For the Saturday scenario, significant 
cumulative noise impacts would occur at eight roadway segments, with a maximum 
increase of up to 8.5 dBA along 11th Street (west of Grand Avenue). In addition during the 
Weekday scenario, significant cumulative noise impacts would occur at 12 roadway 
segments, with a maximum increase of 8.8 dBA along Grand Avenue (between 17th Street 
and Washington Avenue). Therefore, cumulative traffic from the Project and the related 
projects would result in significant cumulative noise impacts. 

5. Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures 

a. Project Design Features 

(1) Construction 

Project Design Feature E-1: Project construction shall utilize drilled piles during 
the late evening hours (between 9 P.M. and 12 A.M.), in order to 
reduce potential construction noise and vibration impacts. 

Project Design Feature E-2: Project contractor shall equip all construction 
equipment used at the Project Site with properly operated and 
maintained, commercially available noise shielding and/or muffling 
devices that are consistent with the manufacturer's standards. 

(2) Operation 

Project Design Feature E-3: The Event Center in-house sound system would 
utilize a distributed speakers system capable of aiming the sound 
toward the seating areas, to minimize sound spillage to the exterior 
of the Event Center. 

Project Design Feature E-4: Building mechanical/electrical equipment shall be 
designed to meet the noise limit requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, 
Section 112.02. 

Project Design Feature E-5: Loading dock and trash/recycling areas for the Event 
Center and STAPLES Center shall be located in the subterranean 
level, which shall preclude noise from this source at exterior 
locations. 
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Project Design Feature E-6: All rooftop mechanical equipment shall be enclosed 
or screened from view with appropriate screening walls. 

b. Mitigation Measures 

(1) Construction 

Project construction-related noise has the potential to result in significant impacts. 
Thus, the following measures are recommended to reduce the construction-related noise 
impact. 

Mitigation Measure E-1: A temporary, continuous and impermeable noise barrier 
shall be provided as follows: 

A) During the Event Center constriction, a noise barrier wall 
providing a minimum 5 dBA noise reduction at the first-floor 
level shall be erected along the Project northern boundary along 
the Project northern boundary between the Event Center 
construction area and Receptor R 1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences 
and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE). 

B) During construction of the New Hall, a noise barrier wall 
providing a minimum 7 dBA noise reduction shall be erected 
between the New Hall construction area and off-site noise 
sensitive receptor R26 (southern boundary of New Hall 
construction area). 

C) During construction of the Pico Station Second Platform, a noise 
barrier wall providing a minimum 11 dBA noise reduction shall be 
erected between the Pico Station Second Platform construction 
area and off-site noise sensitive receptors R2 and R3, along Pico 
Boulevard (southern construction area boundary) and a portion 
of Flower Street (extending approximately 100 feet from Pico 
Boulevard). 

Mitigation Measure E-2: Power construction equipment shall be equipped with 
noise shielding and muffling devices. All equipment shall be properly 
maintained to assure that no additional noise, due to worn or 
improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 

Mitigation Measure E-3: Stationary source construction equipment that may 
have a flexible specific location on-site (e.g., generators and 
compressors) shall be located so as to maintain the greatest 
distance from sensitive land uses and unnecessary idling of 
equipment shall be prohibited. 
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Mitigation Measure E-4: Engine idling from construction equipment such as 
bulldozers and haul trucks shall be limited. Idling of haul trucks shall 
be limited to five (5) minutes at any given location as established by 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Mitigation Measure E-5: The use of vibratory rollers within 150 feet, or impact 
pile driving within 320 feet, of the Nokia Theatre shall be limited to 
time periods that do not coincide with events occurring at the Nokia 
Theatre. 

Mitigation Measure E-6: The use of impact pile drivers within 320 feet of the 
Nokia Theater shall be coordinated with the Nokia Theatre to avoid 
conflicts. 

6. Level of Significance After Mitigation 

a. Construction Noise 

Compliance with the recommended mitigation measures would reduce Project and 
cumulative construction noise levels to the extent feasible. In particular, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure J-1 would reduce construction-related noise at receptor R1 (Ritz Hotel 
and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE) by a minimum 5 dBA, at receptor R26 
(residences at Wright Street) by 7 dBA, and R2 (residences on Pico Boulevard, between 
Figueroa Street and Flower Street) and R3 (residences on Flower Street, south of Pico 
Boulevard) by 11 dBA. The recommended noise barriers would reduce the noise impacts 
at R2, R3 and R26 to a less than significant level. However, the temporary construction 
noise barrier would only be effective in reducing the construction noise impacts at the 
ground level. It would not be technically feasible to construct a noise barrier that would 
effectively reduce the construction-related noise to the upper floors of the Ritz Hotel and 
Residences and Marriott Hotel (Receptor R1 ). Noise sensitive receptors R4, R5, R6, R7 
and R23 are located west of the elevated 1-110 Freeway and, thus, are shielded from the 
Project Site by the intervening freeway structure. Therefore, it would not be technically 
feasible to construct a noise barrier that would provide additional noise reduction (in 
addition to the noise reduction provided by the 1-110 Freeway structure) to the receptors 
west of the 1-110 Freeway. Noise level reductions attributable to Mitigation Measures J-2 
and J-3, although not easily quantifiable, would also provide that the noise impacts 
associated with construction activities would be reduced to the extent practicable. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure J-4 would further limit the noise generated by hauling 
trucks idling at the staging areas. Vibration impacts at the Nokia Theatre associated with 
the use of impact pile driver and vibratory roller for the Event Center construction would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. Implementation of all described mitigation 
measures would reduce noise impacts associated with Project construction activities to the 
extent feasible; however, such impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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As previously discussed, if the identified related projects were to occur concurrently 
with the Project's construction, cumulative construction noise impacts could be significant. 
Noise impacts would be reduced through proposed mitigation measures for each individual 
related project and compliance with locally adopted and enforced noise ordinances. 
Therefore, the noise impacts generated by the construction activities for each of the related 
projects would likely be reduced, but given the dense urban environment found within the 
Project area, impacts of the related projects are likely to be significant and, thus, 
cumulative impacts would be significant as well. 

b. Operation Noise 

Implementation of Project design features would provide that the on-site building 
mechanical equipment, bus loading at the Pico Passage, and loading docks would not 
result in any significant noise impacts to off-site noise sensitive receptors during long-term 
Project operations. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the outdoor amplified sound 
system or crowd cheering noise to a less than significant level. Noise mitigation in the form 
of barriers would reduce the potential noise impacts from the outdoor plazas to the off-site 
sensitive receptors. However, the noise barriers would be constructed along the Project 
Site to block the line-of-site between the sound sources and the off-site receptors, which 
would not be feasible with respect to architectural/functional design of the outdoor plazas. 
Other mitigation measures, such as limiting the sound levels from the outdoor amplified 
sound system would preclude creating the environment required pursuant to the Project 
objectives. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the outdoor plazas would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts from the 
Event Center operations to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures in the form of 
specifications to limit the in-house sound system (to reduce the impacts associated with the 
sound-system) or fully enclosing the stadium with a solid roof structure (to reduce both 
crowd and sound system noise) would not be feasible for the following reasons: 
(a) enclosing the stadium with a solid roof would not meet the basic Project objective of 
developing an Event Center with an open roof design that takes advantage of the Southern 
California climate; and (b) limiting the sound levels from the sound system would not allow 
for the intended operation of the Event Center for sporting events and concerts pursuant to 
the Project objectives. Therefore, noise impacts associated with Event Center operations 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce impacts associated 
with the parking garage and firework displays to a less than significant level. Impacts 
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related to fireworks displays would be limited (up to 35 shows per year) and of short 
duration (up to 20 minutes per display show) but would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation measures such as the construction of noise barrier walls to reduce the off
site traffic noise impacts would not be feasible as the barriers would obstruct access to 
private property. In addition, construction of noise barriers to reduce the impacts along the 
Metro Lines would be not feasible, as the Applicants have no control over the properties 
adjacent to the lines. There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the media 
helicopter noise to a less than significant level since the Applicants do not control the 
operation of media helicopters in the area. As such, noise impacts from Project operations 
would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Common Outdoor Activities 

Jet Fly-Over at 1,000 feet 

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 feet 

Diesel Truck at 50 feet at 50 mph 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime 

Gas Lawn Mower at 100 feet 

Commercial Area 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet 

Quiet Urban Daytime 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

EM24334 

Table IV.E-1 
Typical Noise levels 

Noise levels 
(dBA) 

110 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

IV.E Noise 

Common Indoor Activities 

Rock Band 

Food Blender at 3 feet 

Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Large Business Office 

Dishwasher Next Room 

Theater, Large Conference Room 

(Background) 

Library 

Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 

(Background) 

Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: Ca/trans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), 2009. 
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Table IV.E-2 
City of Los Angeles Presumed Ambient Noise Levels 

Zone 

Residential, School, Hospital, Hotels 

Commercial 

Manufacturing (M1, MR1 and MR2) 

Heavy Manufacturing (M2 and M3) 

Source: LAMC, Section 111. 03. 
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60 55 
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Table IV.E-3 
City of Los Angeles land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Noise level (dBA) Acceptable a Acceptable 15 Unacceptablec Unacceptabled 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 50 to 60 55 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 
Homes 

Multi-Family Homes 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 50 to 70 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging-Motels, Hotels 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, - 50 to 70 - Above 65 
Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator - 50 to 75 - Above 70 
Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 to 70 - 67 to 75 Above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 50 to 75 - 70 to 80 Above 80 
Water Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 50 to 70 67 to 77 Above 75 -
Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 50 to 75 70 to 80 Above 75 -
Agriculture 

a Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

b Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in 
the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning will normally suffice. 

c Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements 
must be made and necessary noise insulation features included in the design. 

d Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
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Table IV.E-4 
FTA Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

PPV RMS in decibels 
Building Category (inch per second) (VdB) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

111. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 

Source: Refer to page 24 of Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field 
Project, included as Appendix L. 

Table IV.E-5 
FTA Ground-Borne Vibration Criteria for Sensitive Uses 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels, VdB 
(referenced 1 micro-inch per second) 

Frequent Occasional Infrequent 
Land Use Category Events a Eventsb Eventsc 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration would interfere 65d 65d 65d 
with interior operations 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 72 75 80 
normally sleep 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 75 78 83 
daytime use 

Auditoriums 72 80 80 

a "Frequent Events" are defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
b "Occasional Events" are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c "Infrequent Events" are defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day. 
d This criterion limit is based on the levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment 

such as optical microscopes. 

Source: Refer to page 25 of Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field 
Project, included as Appendix L. 
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Table IV.E-6 
Description of Noise Measurement locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Sitea Nearby Sensitive 

location At Grade level Outside of and Adjacent to (feet) land Uses Receptor 

R1 Ritz Hotel and Residences/Marriott 300 Residential/ Yes 
Hotel/Nokia Theatre located on Georgia Hotel/ 
Street, north of Chick Hearn Court Auditorium 

R2 Multi-family residential uses located on Pico 90 Residential Yes 
Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street 

R3 Multi-family residential uses located on Flower 275 Residential Yes 
Street 

R4 Single-family residential uses located on Oak 490 Residential Yes 
Street, north of Venice Boulevard 

RS Single-family residential uses located on 890 Residential Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard 

R6 Multi-family residential uses located on 12th 275 Residential Yes 
Place, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R7 Multi-family residential uses located on 11th 250 Residential Yes 
Street, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R8 10th Street Elementary School, located on 1,200 School Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Olympic Boulevard 

R9 Multi-family residential uses located on Albany 1,200 Residential/ Yes 
Street/Loyola Law School/Olympic Primary School 
Center (school), north of Olympic Boulevard 

R10 Figueroa Hotel/Residential use located on 775 Residential/ Yes 
Figueroa Street, north of Olympic Boulevard Hotel 

R11 Multi-family residential uses located on 9th 1,460 Residential Yes 
Street, east of Flower Street 

R12 Multi-family residential uses located on 1,040 Residential Yes 
Olympic Street, west of Hope Street 

R13 Multi-family residential uses located at the 520 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets 

R14 Multi-family residential uses located at the 1,100 Residential Yes 
northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand 
Avenue 

R15 Multi-family residential and hospital (California 820 Residential/ Yes 
Hospital Medical Center) uses located on Hospital 
Hope Street, north of Ven ice Boulevard 

R16 Multi-family residential uses located at the 1,400 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Grand Avenue and Venice 
Boulevard 

R17 Religious use located at the northeast corner 1,450 Religious Yes 
of Hope Street and Washington Boulevard 

R18 High school located on 17th Street, east of 475 School Yes 
Georgia Street 
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R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 
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Table IV.E-6 (Continued) 
Description of Noise Measurement locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Sitea Nearby 

At Grade level Outside of and Adjacent to (feet) land Uses 

Multi-family residential and religious uses on 840 Residential/ 
18th Street, east of Georgia Street Religious 

Single-family residential uses located on 1,715 Residential 
Bonsal lo Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,840 Residential 
located on Park Grove Avenue, south of 
Washington Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,940 Residential/ 
located on Toberman Street, north of 18th Park 
Street 

Single-family residential uses located on 14th 1,480 Residential 
Street, east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses on Pico 1,250 Residential 
Boulevard, east of Union Avenue 

Single-family residential uses on 12th Street, 1,250 Residential 
east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses at Wright Street 200 Residential 
cul-de-sac, north of Venice Boulevard 

IV.E Noise 

Sensitive 
Receptor 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

a Distances are estimated based on Google Earth map and are referenced to the Project nearest 
boundary. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Measurement 
location Duration 

R1 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R2 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R3 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

10/21/2011 
10/20/2011 
10/20/2011 

1/14/2012 

7/27/2011 

1/22/2012 

7/27/2011 

1/22/2012 

EM24340 

Table IV.E-7 
Existing Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10P.M.tO 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

9:15-9:30 A.M. 63.5 -
1 :45-2:00 P.M. 62.2 -

11:00-11:15 P.M. - 61.8 

12:47-1 :02 P.M. 62.6 -
11 :33-11 :48 P.M. - 64.5 

9:35-9:50 A.M. 76.1 -
1 :31-1 :46 P.M. 68.7 -

10:36-10:51 P.M. - 67.4 

1 :26 - 1 :41 P.M. 68.9 -
10:02-10:17 P.M. - 63.9 

9:14-9:29 A.M. 65.2 -
1:13-1:18 P.M. 62.2 -

10:36-10:51 P.M. - 56.8 

2:03-2:18 P.M. 56.2 -
10:21-10:36 P.M. - 56.2 

Page IV.E-52 

IV.E Noise 

lowest Ambient Noise 
levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
late Existing land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNElb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to levelc 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

66.7 62.2 61.8 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

68.9 

74.3 68.7 63.9 Normally 
Unacceptable 

70.1 

64.0 56.2 56.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

60.9 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R4 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

RS 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R6 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R7 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

7/25/2011 

1/29/2012 

7 /21 /2011 to 
7/22/2011 

1/29/2012 

7/25/2011 

1/14/2012 

7/25/2011 

1/14/2012 

EM24341 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
Leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10P.M.tO 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

11 :35-11 :50 A.M. 60.1 -
2:35-2:50 P.M. 60.1 -

11:46 P.M.- - 56.2 
12:01 A.M. 

2:19-2:34 P.M. 58.9 -
11 :11-11 :26 P.M. - 56.9 

12:00 P.M.- 54.3-67.2 50.6-59.8 
12:00 P.M. 

1 :59-2:14 P.M. 61.3 -
10:51-11 :06 P.M. - 52.1 

9:48-10:03 A.M. 56.1 -
2:59-3:14 P.M. 57.7 -

10:47-11 :03 P.M. - 54.2 

1 :48-2:03 P.M. 59.7 -
11 :01-11 :16 P.M. - 58.0 

10:12-10:27 A.M. 63.5 -
1 :10-1 :25 P.M. 64.9 -

10:28-10:43 P.M. - 60.6 

1 :05-1 :20 P.M. 66.6 -
11 :41-11 :58 P.M. - 71.3 

Page IV.E-53 

IV.E Noise 

Lowest Ambient Noise 
Levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Leve le 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

61.9 58.9 56.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

62.0 

64.3 54.3 52.1 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

60.6 

59.6 56.1 54.2 Normally 
Acceptable 

63.1 

66.3 63.5 60.6 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

75.4 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R8 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R9 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R10 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R11 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

7/25/2011 

1/14/2012 

7 /21 /2011 to 
7/22/2011 

1/14/2012 

712012011 to 
7/21/2011 

1/14/2012 

7/27/2011 

1/14/2012 

EM24342 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
Leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10P.M.tO 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

10:31-10:46 A.M. 59.5 -
1 :28-1 :43 P.M. 60.0 -

10:04-10:19 P.M. - 56.8 

12:37-12:52 P.M. 57.3 -
10:20-10:35 P.M. - 56.2 

1:00 P.M. to 62.6-67.0 54.5-62.2 
1:00 P.M. 

12:17-12:32 P.M. 57.0 -
10:01-10:16 P.M. - 59.3 

11 :00 A.M.- 69.7-78.8 62.9-72.4 
11 :00 A.M. 

1 :12-1 :27 P.M. 69.7 -
10:01-10:16 P.M. - 68.9 

9:59-10:14 A.M. 67.1 -
2:22-2:37 P.M. 67.4 -

11:26-11:41 P.M. - 65.2 

1 :35-1 :50 P.M. 66.7 -
10:27-10:42 P.M. - 66.9 

Page IV.E-54 

IV.E Noise 

Lowest Ambient Noise 
Levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Leve le 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

62.2 57.3 56.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

61.1 

67.6 57.0 59.3 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

63.6 

76.1 69.7 68.1 Clearly 
Unacceptable 

73.7 

70.4 66.7 65.2 Normally 
Unacceptable 

71.5 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R12 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R13 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R14 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R15 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

7/27/2011 

1/14/2012 

7/27/2011 

7/28/2011 

1/14/2012 

712012011 to 
7/21/2011 

1/22/2012 

7 /19/2011 to 
7/20/2011 

1/22/2012 

EM24343 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
Leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10P.M.tO 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

10:40-10:55 A.M. 69.5 -
2:41-2:56 P.M. 68.8 -

11 :44-11 :59 P.M. - 64.1 

1 :57-2:12 P.M. 68.9 -
10:49-11 :04 P.M. - 68.1 

10:20-10:35 A.M. 67.0 -
2:02-2:17 P.M. 67.2 -

12:03-12:18 A.M. - 62.4 

2:17-2:32 P.M. 65.2 -
11 :09-11 :24 P.M. - 65.7 

12:00 P.M. to 62.3-72.3 53.0-65.2 
12:00 P.M. 

3:12-3:27 P.M. 68.3 -
11 :22-11 :37 P.M. - 59.6 

10:00 A.M.- 61.4-66.4 57.6-63.0 
10:00 A.M. 

2:26-2:41 P.M. 61.5 -
10:42-10:57 P.M. - 58.4 

Page IV.E-55 

IV.E Noise 

Lowest Ambient Noise 
Levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Leve le 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

70.3 68.8 64.1 Normally 
Unacceptable 

72.9 

68.5 65.2 62.4 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

70.3 

69.3 62.3 59.6 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

67.8 

67.7 61.5 58.4 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

63.9 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R16 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R17 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R18 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R19 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

712012011 to 
7/21/2011 

1/22/2012 

7/26/2011 

2/4/2012 

7 /19/2011 to 
7/20/2011 

2/4/2012 

7/26/2011 

7/27/2011 

2/4/2012 

EM24344 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
Leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10P.M.tO 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

12:00 P.M.- 67.9-74.9 62.7-73.2 
12:00 P.M. 

2:47-3:02 P.M. 68.4 -
11 :01-11 :16 P.M. - 63.0 

10:25-10:40 A.M. 61.3 -
2:02-2:17 P.M. 59.7 -

10:20-20:35 P.M. - 58.1 

1 :32-1 :47 P.M. 60.4 -
10:04-10:19 P.M. - 62.2 

11 :00 A.M. to 67.2-71.8 66.9-72.7 
11 :00 A.M. 

1 :54-2:09 P.M. 70.3 -
10:23-10:38 P.M. - 69.4 

10:25-10:40 A.M. 61.2 -
2:02-2:17 P.M. 66.8 -

12:51-1 :06 A.M. - 59.2 

2:12-2:27 P.M. 61.7 -
10:41-10:56 P.M. - 59.6 

Page IV.E-56 

IV.E Noise 

Lowest Ambient Noise 
Levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Leve le 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

76.1 67.9 63.0 Clearly 
Unacceptable 

69.4 

63.4 59.7 58.1 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

66.6 

76.2 67.2 68.7 Normally 
Unacceptable 

74.3 

65.7 61.2 59.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

64.8 
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Measurement 
Location Duration 

R20 24-Hour 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R21 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 

(Weekend) 

R22 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

R23 15-Minute 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 
(Weekend) 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Measurement 
Date 

7 /19/2011 to 
7/20/2011 

2/4/2012 

7/26/2011 

7/27/2011 

2/4/2012 

7/26/2011 

7/27/2011 

1/29/2012 

7/25/2011 

1/29/2012 

EM24345 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
Leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10P.M.tO 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

11 :00 A.M.- 59.6-66.0 58.3-66.1 
11 :00 A.M. 

2:33-2:48 P.M. 57.0 -
11 :03-11 :18 P.M. - 58.6 

10:04-10:19 A.M. 55.0 -
1 :42-1 :57 P.M. 57.1 -

12:33-12:48 A.M. - 49.2 

2:58-3:13 P.M. 55.2 -
11 :23-11 :38 P.M. - 54.7 

9:42-9:57 A.M. 63.1 -
1:19-1:34 P.M. 64.1 -

12:10-12:25 A.M. - 54.2 

1:10-1:25 P.M. 61.6 -
10:08-10:23 P.M. - 62.1 

10:52-11 :07 A.M. 57.5 -
1 :53-2:08 P.M. 56.7 -

11 :08-11 :23 P.M. - 49.5 

1 :35-1 :50 P.M. 59.4 -
10:27-10:42 P.M. - 55.0 

Page IV.E-57 

IV.E Noise 

Lowest Ambient Noise 
Levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Leve le 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

68.9 57.0 58.6 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

63.0 

56.3 55.0 49.2 Normally 
Acceptable 

59.5 

62.8 61.6 54.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

66.7 

57.0 56.7 49.5 Normally 
Acceptable 

60.9 
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Measurement Measurement 
Location Duration Date 

R24 15-Minute 7/25/2011 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 1/14/2012 
(Weekend) 

R25 24-Hour 712512011 to 
(Weekday) 7/26/2011 

15-Minute 1/14/2012 
(Weekend) 

R26 15-Minute 11/10/2011 
(Weekday) 

15-Minute 1/29/2012 
(Weekend) 

EM24346 

Table IV.E-7 (Continued) 
Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Measured Noise levelsa 
Leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

Time of (7 A.M. to (10P.M.tO 
Measurement 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

11 :12-11 :27 A.M. 66.4 -
2:13-2:28 P.M. 68.1 -

11 :27-11 :42 P.M. - 60.2 

2:06-2:21 P.M. 66.5 -

11 :19-11 :34 P.M. - 62.3 

10:00 A.M.- 57.6-64.7 49.9-63.5 
10:00 A.M. 

1 :28-1 :43 P.M. 56.3 -

10:39-10:54 P.M. - 54.9 

10:35-10:50 A.M. 64.1 -
1:00-1:15 P.M. 63.3 -

10:20-10:35 P.M. - 63.1 

2:40-2:55 P.M. 60.1 -

11 :33-11 :48 P.M. - 61.8 

a Detailed measured noise data, including hourly Leq levels, are included in Appendix L. 

IV.E Noise 

Lowest Ambient Noise 
Levels during Project 

Anticipated Construction 
Hours dBA (Leq) Compatibility 

Based on 
Late Existing Land 

Daytime Evening Use and 
Hours Hours Ambient Noise 

CNELb (7 A.M. to (9 P.M. to Leve le 
(dBA) 9 P.M.) 12 A.M.) (from Table 6) 

67.4 66.4 60.2 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

68.2 

63.3 56.3 54.5 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

59.9 

67.9 60.1 61.8 Conditionally 
Acceptable 

66.2 

b The 24-hour average CNEL levels for the 24-hour measurement locations were calculated based on the measured 24 hourly Leq levels. For the short-
term measurement locations, the CNEL levels were estimated based on the short-term measurements using the FTA (2006) procedures. 

c Land use noise compatibility is based on the more stringent land use, where there are multiple land uses. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Roadway Segment 

Grand Avenue 

North of 1st St. 

South of 1st St. 

North of 11th St. 

Between 11th and 12th St. 

Between 12th St. and Venice Ave. 

Between Venice Ave. and 17th St. 

Between 17th St. and Washington Ave. 

South of Washington Ave. 

Figueroa Street 

Between 2nd St. and 5th St. 

Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Between Wilshire Blvd. and 9th St. 

Between 9th St. and Olympic Blvd. 

Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 

South of Pico Blvd. 

Flower Street 

North of 6th St. 

Between 6th St. and 8th St. 

Between 8th and Pico Blvd. 

South of Pico Blvd. 

South of 18th St. 

Hope Street 

North of 1st St. 

South of 1st St. 

1st Street 

Between Hope St. and Grand Ave. 

2nd Street 

West of Figueroa St. 

East of Figueroa St. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Approximate 
Distance to 12:00-

Adjacent Roadway 1 :00 P.M. 

Noise-Sensitive Centerline Hour Leq 
Land Uses (feet) (dBA) 

Concert Hall 45 66.5 

Concert Hall 45 66.0 

Residential 45 65.3 

Residential 35 66.3 

Residential/Hospital 35 66.6 

Residential 35 66.6 

Religious 35 65.6 

School 35 66.8 

Residential/Hotel 45 67.9 
Officeb 45 70.1 

Hotel 45 69.2 

Residential/Hotel 45 69.5 

Hotel 45 70.3 

Residential 45 70.7 

Residential 45 65.5 

Residential 40 67.5 

Residential 40 66.9 

Hotel 30 67.1 

Residential 30 64.4 

Concert Hall 40 64.7 

Concert Hall 45 64.9 

Concert Hall 50 67.4 

Residential 50 69.1 

Residential 45 68.1 

EM24347 

Table IV.E-8 
Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levelsa 

Saturday Sunday 

4:30- 12:00- 4:30-
5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 1 :00 P.M. 5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 
Hour Leq CNEL Hour Leq Hour Leq CNEL 

(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

68.1 67.2 67.1 66.8 65.9 

67.0 66.1 66.8 66.6 65.6 

65.6 64.7 64.2 64.0 63.0 

66.6 65.6 65.1 64.9 64.0 

66.6 65.6 65.0 65.4 64.5 

66.8 65.8 65.3 65.9 64.9 

65.0 64.0 64.2 64.0 63.0 

65.8 64.8 63.7 64.2 63.2 

68.3 67.3 67.6 68.4 67.4 

71.1 70.1 68.6 69.1 68.1 

70.9 69.9 67.7 68.2 67.2 

70.6 69.7 67.5 67.7 66.7 

71.6 70.6 68.2 68.6 67.7 

72.0 71.0 68.7 69.2 68.3 

67.3 66.3 65.2 64.6 63.6 

68.5 67.5 66.8 67.5 66.5 

67.1 66.1 65.2 65.6 64.6 

67.7 66.8 65.2 66.6 65.6 

64.9 64.0 61.7 62.5 61.5 

66.4 65.4 65.9 66.7 65.7 

65.5 64.5 64.6 66.7 65.7 

68.7 67.7 67.3 67.5 66.5 

69.3 68.3 65.7 66.0 65.0 

68.1 67.1 65.1 65.8 64.8 

Page IV.E-59 

4:30-
5:30 P.M. 

Hour Leq 
(dBA) 

72.2 

71.2 

70.6 

71.8 

72.0 

72.2 

70.2 

70.6 

73.2 

73.7 

72.1 

71.2 

71.7 

72.3 

70.6 

71.7 

70.9 

71.8 

69.8 

70.5 

70.8 

71.3 

70.3 

69.2 

IV.E Noise 

Weekday 

9:00- Compatibility Based on 
10:00 P.M. 24-Hour Existing 
Hour Leq CNEL Land Use and Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA) Noise Level 

65.5 71.2 Normally Unacceptable 

64.4 70.2 Normally Unacceptable 

63.7 69.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.2 70.9 Normally Unacceptable 

64.2 71.0 Normally Unacceptable 

64.4 71.3 Normally Unacceptable 

62.0 69.2 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.8 69.7 Conditionally Acceptable 

68.0 72.2 Normally Unacceptable 

69.4 72.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

67.1 71.2 Normally Unacceptable 

65.8 70.2 Normally Unacceptable 

66.3 70.7 Normally Unacceptable 

66.4 71.4 Normally Unacceptable 

65.5 69.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.5 70.7 Normally Unacceptable 

64.2 69.9 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.9 70.8 Normally Unacceptable 

63.7 68.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.6 69.5 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.1 69.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.5 70.3 Normally Unacceptable 

65.4 69.3 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.5 68.3 Conditionally Acceptable 
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Roadway Segment 

6th Street 

West of Lucas Ave. 

Between Lucas Ave. & Bixel St. 

East of Bixel St. 

East of Flower St. 

West of Main St. 

East of Main St. 

Olympic Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St. 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave. 

Between Union Ave. & Blaine St. 

Between Blaine St. & Georgia St. 

Between Georgia St. & Francisco St. 

Between Francisco St. & Figueroa St. 

Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

East of Flower St. 

W. 11th Street 

West of Blaine St. 

Between Blaine St. & LA Live Wy. 

East of L A Live Wy. 

West of Grand Ave. 

East of Grand Ave. 

Pico Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St. 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave. 

Between Union Ave. & Figueroa St. 

Between Figueroa St. & Flower St. 

East of Hill St. 

Blaine Street 

North of 1-110 SB Off-Ramp 

Between 1-110 SB Off-Ramp & 11th St. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Approximate 
Distance to 12:00-

Adjacent Roadway 1 :00 P.M. 

Noise-Sensitive Centerline Hour Leq 
Land Uses (feet) (dBA) 

Hospital 30 71.4 

Residential 30 71.0 

Residential 30 71.1 

Residential 30 71.3 

Residential 30 70.1 

Residential 30 69.4 

Commercialb 50 72.1 

Religious 50 71.8 

School/Religious 50 71.6 

School 50 71.9 

Residential/Hotel 50 71.9 

Hotel 50 71.6 

Commercialb 45 71.8 

Residential 45 71.0 

Residential 30 66.3 

Residential 30 68.3 

Auditorium 40 66.3 

Residential 30 64.1 

Residential 30 62.0 

Religious 40 71.5 

Commercialb 40 71.5 

Residential 40 71.0 

Residential/Hotel 45 68.3 

Motel 35 68.5 

Residential 30 69.8 

Residential 30 68.7 

EM24348 

Table IV.E-8 (Continued) 
Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levelsa 

Saturday Sunday 

4:30- 12:00- 4:30-
5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 1 :00 P.M. 5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 
Hour leq CNEL Hour Leq Hour Leq CNEL 

(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

71.1 70.1 69.9 70.0 69.0 

70.5 69.6 69.1 69.4 68.4 

70.7 69.7 68.8 69.1 68.1 

70.9 69.9 70.2 68.4 67.4 

69.3 68.3 69.3 67.9 66.9 

68.6 67.6 68.7 66.7 65.7 

71.6 70.6 70.6 70.8 69.9 

71.1 70.1 70.5 70.4 69.4 

70.9 69.9 69.9 69.7 68.7 

71.4 70.4 70.2 69.6 68.6 

71.6 70.6 70.5 69.6 68.6 

71.5 70.6 70.2 69.7 68.7 

71.4 70.5 70.3 69.7 68.7 

70.6 69.7 69.3 68.8 67.9 

67.8 66.9 66.6 66.1 65.1 

69.4 68.4 68.0 67.3 66.3 

67.1 66.2 64.8 62.5 61.5 

65.6 64.6 63.9 63.5 62.6 

65.2 64.2 63.3 62.9 61.9 

71.5 70.6 71.0 70.8 69.8 

71.5 70.5 71.4 71.2 70.2 

71.0 70.1 70.2 70.4 69.4 

68.8 67.9 67.6 68.3 67.3 

67.6 66.6 66.9 66.2 65.3 

69.2 68.2 68.6 67.3 66.3 

68.8 67.8 68.5 67.6 66.6 

Page IV.E-60 

4:30-
5:30 P.M. 

Hour Leq 
(dBA) 

73.4 

73.4 

73.1 

72.0 

70.9 

70.5 

73.0 

72.6 

72.1 

71.8 

71.8 

71.9 

72.0 

71.3 

67.6 

68.8 

64.6 

67.0 

67.2 

71.9 

71.9 

72.3 

71.3 

70.0 

69.0 

69.1 

IV.E Noise 

Weekday 

9:00- Compatibility Based on 
10:00 P.M. 24-Hour Existing 
Hour Leq CNEL Land Use and Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA) Noise Level 

69.2 72.4 Normally Unacceptable 

68.4 72.4 Normally Unacceptable 

67.7 72.1 Normally Unacceptable 

68.9 71.1 Normally Unacceptable 

66.9 70.0 Normally Unacceptable 

65.5 69.5 Conditionally Acceptable 

69.1 72.1 Conditionally Acceptable 

69.0 71.7 Normally Unacceptable 

68.2 71.1 Normally Unacceptable 

68.2 70.8 Normally Unacceptable 

68.3 70.8 Normally Unacceptable 

68.1 70.9 Normally Unacceptable 

67.6 71.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.6 70.3 Normally Unacceptable 

64.7 66.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.6 67.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

60.1 63.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

61.8 66.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

60.0 66.3 Conditionally Acceptable 

67.7 70.9 Normally Unacceptable 

67.7 71.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.6 71.3 Normally Unacceptable 

64.0 70.3 Normally Unacceptable 

61.0 69.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

67.3 68.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.7 68.1 Conditionally Acceptable 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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Roadway Segment 

Venice Boulevard 

East of Olive St. 

W. 12th Street 

West of Grand Ave. 

E. 17th Street 

West of Grand Ave. 

W. 1 8th Street 

West of Flower St. 

West of Grand Ave. 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Flower St. 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave. 

Between Grand Ave. & Los Angeles St. 

East of Los Angeles St.. 

W. 39th Street 

West of 1-110 Freeway 

East of 1-110 Freeway 

Alvarado Street 

North of 8th St. 

Between 8th St. & Olympic Blvd. 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd. 

Between Pico Blvd. & Hoover St. 

Union Avenue 

North of Olympic Blvd. 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd. 

South of Pico Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

North of 6th St. 

South of 6th St. 

Bixel Street 

North of 8th St. 

Between 8th St. & Wilshire Blvd. 

Between Wilshire Blvd. & 6th St. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Approximate 
Distance to 12:00-

Adjacent Roadway 1 :00 P.M. 

Noise-Sensitive Centerline Hour Leq 
Land Uses (feet) (dBA) 

School 30 67.6 

Residential 30 62.7 

Residential 30 70.3 

Residential 30 58.9 

Church 30 58.1 

School/Religious 50 70.2 

School/Religious 50 69.7 

School/Religious 50 69.1 

Residential 50 68.8 

Residential 45 64.7 

Residential 35 64.5 

Commercial/Park 40 71.6 

Motel 40 71.7 

Residential 40 71.3 

Residential/Religious 40 70.5 

Religious 30 71.8 

Residential 30 71.2 

Residential 30 70.2 

Residential/School 30 66.0 

Hospital 30 64.4 

Residential 30 65.7 

Residential 30 66.4 

Residential 30 69.0 

EM24349 

Table IV.E-8 (Continued) 
Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levelsa 

Saturday Sunday 

4:30- 12:00- 4:30-
5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 1 :00 P.M. 5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 
Hour leq CNEL Hour Leq Hour Leq CNEL 

(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

66.9 65.9 66.3 65.6 64.7 

61.1 60.2 59.8 59.5 58.5 

70.3 69.3 68.9 68.7 67.8 

60.8 59.8 56.5 56.4 55.4 

60.5 59.6 56.5 55.7 54.7 

69.7 68.7 68.9 68.1 67.1 

69.0 68.1 68.1 67.3 66.3 

68.5 67.5 67.4 66.7 65.7 

68.1 67.2 67.0 66.3 65.3 

65.2 64.2 62.9 64.1 63.1 

64.6 63.6 61.8 63.1 62.1 

71.6 70.6 70.8 71.7 70.7 

71.7 70.7 70.8 71.4 70.4 

71.4 70.5 70.7 71.0 70.1 

70.8 69.8 70.2 70.7 69.7 

71.3 70.3 71.0 71.7 70.7 

70.9 69.9 70.9 71.6 70.6 

69.6 68.6 70.9 71.4 70.4 

66.6 65.6 66.0 66.0 65.0 

64.2 63.3 64.1 64.4 63.4 

65.1 64.1 63.8 63.9 62.9 

66.4 65.4 65.0 64.9 64.0 

68.7 67.8 68.1 68.5 67.5 

Page IV.E-61 

4:30-
5:30 P.M. 

Hour Leq 
(dBA) 

70.7 

63.8 

73.3 

59.7 

60.8 

71.4 

70.8 

71.2 

71.5 

69.0 

69.5 

72.7 

72.6 

71.9 

71.7 

72.3 

71.7 

70.8 

70.4 

69.7 

68.7 

69.5 

69.6 

IV.E Noise 

Weekday 

9:00- Compatibility Based on 
10:00 P.M. 24-Hour Existing 
Hour Leq CNEL Land Use and Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA) Noise Level 

62.0 69.7 Conditionally Acceptable 

60.0 62.9 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.7 72.3 Normally Unacceptable 

54.4 58.7 Normally Acceptable 

52.3 59.8 Normally Acceptable 

66.2 70.4 Normally Unacceptable 

65.1 69.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.8 70.2 Normally Unacceptable 

64.2 70.5 Normally Unacceptable 

60.0 68.0 Conditionally Acceptable 

59.4 68.5 Conditionally Acceptable 

69.2 71.7 Normally Unacceptable 

68.9 71.6 Normally Unacceptable 

68.0 70.9 Normally Unacceptable 

68.1 70.7 Normally Unacceptable 

68.2 71.3 Normally Unacceptable 

67.6 70.7 Normally Unacceptable 

66.3 69.9 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.6 69.4 Conditionally Acceptable 

62.2 68.8 Conditionally Acceptable 

63.2 67.7 Conditionally Acceptable 

64.7 68.5 Conditionally Acceptable 

68.3 68.6 Conditionally Acceptable 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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Approximate 
Distance to 

Adjacent Roadway 
Noise-Sensitive Centerline 

Roadway Segment Land Uses (feet) 

Adams Boulevard 

West of Flower St. Religious 35 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave. Hospital 35 

Between Grand Ave. & Main St. Commercialb 35 

East of Main St. Residential 35 

Wilshire Boulevard 

West of Bixel St. Residential 35 

Between Bixel St. & Figueroa St. Residential/Hotel 35 

East of Figueroa St. Officeb 35 

a Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Appendix L. 

b Not considered as noise-sensitive uses, per LA CEQA Threshold Guides. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

12:00-
1 :00 P.M. 

Hour Leq 
(dBA) 

72.7 

71.6 

70.9 

70.8 

70.4 

69.9 

68.6 

EM24350 

Table IV.E-8 (Continued) 
Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levelsa 

Saturday Sunday 

4:30- 12:00- 4:30-
5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 1 :00 P.M. 5:30 P.M. 24-Hour 
Hour leq CNEL Hour Leq Hour Leq CNEL 

(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

72.8 71.8 71.0 71.1 70.1 

71.4 70.4 70.0 69.9 68.9 

70.0 69.0 69.4 68.9 67.9 

69.8 68.8 69.2 68.7 67.7 

70.4 69.5 69.8 69.9 68.9 

70.0 69.1 69.2 69.2 68.3 

68.8 67.8 67.9 67.8 66.8 

Page IV.E-62 

4:30-
5:30 P.M. 

Hour Leq 
(dBA) 

73.9 

72.5 

71.6 

71.4 

72.6 

72.4 

71.3 

IV.E Noise 

Weekday 

9:00- Compatibility Based on 
10:00 P.M. 24-Hour Existing 
Hour Leq CNEL Land Use and Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA) Noise Level 

70.0 73.0 Normally Unacceptable 

68.2 71.6 Normally Unacceptable 

66.6 70.7 Conditionally Acceptable 

66.7 70.4 Normally Unacceptable 

68.9 71.7 Normally Unacceptable 

68.5 71.4 Normally Unacceptable 

67.7 70.3 Normally Unacceptable 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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EM24351 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-9 
Noise Emission Reference levels and Usage Factors 

Reference Maximum 
Acoustical Noise levels 

Usage Factor at 50 Feee lmax 
Type of Equipment (%) (dBA) 

Backhoe 40 78 

Concrete Pump 20 81 

Concrete Truck 40 79 

Crane, Mobile 16 81 

Dozer 40 82 

Drill Rig 20 84 

Excavator 40 81 

Forklift 50 75 

Impact Pile Driver 20 101 

Loader 40 79 

Skid Steer Loader 40 79 

Dump/Haul/Delivery Truck 40 76 

Water Truck 20 82 

a Construction equipment noise levels are based on the FHWA RCNM. These levels are based on 
actual measurement of construction equipment made in the 1990s for the Central Artery/Tunnel 
project in Boston, Massachusetts, which are newer data than those published in the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide, which is based on the 1971 EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) 
document. Use of FHWA RCNM noise data is consistent with the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide 
allowance for the use of other applicable references. 

Source: Refer to page 89 of Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers 
Field Project, included as Appendix L. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-63 

RL0025138 



Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

location (feet) 

R1 1,700 

R2 1,400 

R3 1,530 

R4 525 

RS 900 

R6 590 

R7 1,315 

R8 1,945 

R9 2,190 

R10 2,655 

R11 3,120 

R12 3,000 

R13 2,435 

R14 2,590 

R15 2,105 

R16 2,745 

R17 2,895 

R18 1,575 

R19 1,880 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

EM24352 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-10 
Construction Noise levels-Bond Street Garage 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl,) 

0 

41.7 

43.4 

42.6 

51.9 

47.2 

50.9 

43.9 

40.5 

39.5 

37.8 

36.4 

36.8 

38.6 

38.0 

39.8 

37.5 

37.1 

42.4 

40.8 

!:: 
0 Cl 

',+:; c: 
m ·-> "C mm u .... 
>< (!) 
w 

42.1 

43.7 

43.0 

52.3 

47.6 

51.2 

44.3 

40.9 

39.9 

38.2 

36.8 

37.1 

38.9 

38.4 

40.2 

37.9 

37.4 

42.7 

41.2 

c: 
0 

',+:; 
m 
"C 
c: 
::I 
0 
LL 

45.6 

47.3 

46.5 

55.8 

51.1 

54.8 

47.8 

44.4 

43.4 

41.7 

40.3 

40.6 

42.5 

41.9 

43.7 

41.4 

41.0 

46.2 

44.7 

43.8 

45.4 

44.7 

54.0 

49.3 

52.9 

46.0 

42.6 

41.6 

39.9 

38.5 

38.8 

40.6 

40.1 

41.9 

39.6 

39.1 

44.4 

42.9 

;;:: 0 
0 ··- .... .... Cl,) 
w
- >< .s w 

42.4 

44.1 

43.3 

52.6 

47.9 

51.6 

44.6 

41.2 

40.2 

38.5 

37.1 

37.5 

39.3 

38.8 

40.6 

38.3 

37.8 

43.1 

41.5 
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Cl 
- c: .:.:: ·-.... c.. o m 
;: u 
Cl,) Cl) 

- "'C ·- c: r.n m 
..J 

44.8 

46.4 

45.7 

55.0 

50.3 

53.9 

47.0 

43.6 

42.6 

40.9 

39.5 

39.8 

41.6 

41.1 

42.9 

40.6 

40.1 

45.4 

43.9 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

1110 
'-o ::I •• 
00'> 

::C I. -
Cl,) 2! ~ 
E c:e a: 

',+:; 0 
>oo m .. 
o!::::.. 

67.2 

73.7 

61.2 

63.9 

59.3 

61.1 

68.5 

62.3 

62.0 

74.7 

71.7 

73.8 

70.2 

67.3 

66.5 

72.9 

64.7 

72.2 

66.2 

64.8 

66.9 

59.2 

59.2 

55.1 

57.2 

63.6 

59.2 

62.3 

71.1 

68.2 

67.1 

65.4 

62.6 

61.4 

66.0 

61.1 

71.7 

62.2 

Significant Impacts? 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 
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Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

location (feet) 

R20 2,425 

R21 2,450 

R22 1,865 

R23 1,510 

R24 1,395 

R25 1,515 

R26 640 

EM24353 

Table IV.E-10 (Continued) 
Construction Noise levels-Bond Street Parking Garage 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl,) 

0 

38.6 

38.5 

40.9 

42.7 

43.4 

42.7 

60.2 

39.0 

38.9 

41.2 

43.1 

43.8 

43.1 

60.5 

c: 
0 

',+:; 
m 

"'C 
c: 
::I 
0 
LL 

42.5 

42.4 

44.8 

46.6 

47.3 

46.6 

64.1 

40.7 

40.6 

42.9 

44.8 

45.5 

44.8 

62.2 

;;:: 0 
0 ··- .... .... Cl,) 
w
- >< .s w 

39.3 

39.2 

41.6 

43.4 

44.1 

43.4 

60.9 

Cl 
- c: ..:.:: ·-.... c.. o m 
;: u 
Cl,) Cl) 

- "'C ·- c: r.n m 
..J 

41.7 

41.6 

44.0 

45.8 

46.5 

45.8 

63.2 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

1110 
'-o ::I •• 
00'> 

::C I. -
Cl,) 2! ~ 
E c:e a: 

',+:; 0 
;:...o m .. 
o!::::.. 

62.0 

60.0 

66.6 

61.7 

71.4 

61.3 

65.1 

61.6 

52.2 

57.2 

52.5 

63.2 

57.5 

64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

a Represents shortest distance between the noise-sensitive receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 

b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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location 

R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

RS 
R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

R11 

R12 

R13 

R14 

R15 

R16 

R17 

R18 

R19 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

(feet) 

1,247 

620 

880 

755 

1,090 

625 

1,065 

1,830 

1,965 

1,990 

2,701 

2,220 

1,630 

1,755 

1,400 

2,150 

2,640 

1,520 

1,855 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

EM24354 

Table IV.E-11 
Construction Noise levels-New Hall 

IV.E Noise 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

Significant 
Impacts? 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl.) 

c 

59.0 

55.1 

52.0 

53.4 

50.2 

55.0 

50.4 

45.7 

45.1 

45.0 

42.3 

44.0 

46.7 

46.0 

48.0 

44.3 

42.5 

47.3 

45.6 

c: 
0 Cl 
+:: c: 
!'iS ·-> "C 
!'iS !'iS 
(..) ..... 
>< (!) 
w 

57.2 

53.3 

50.2 

51.5 

48.4 

53.2 

48.6 

43.8 

43.2 

43.1 

40.5 

42.2 

44.9 

44.2 

46.2 

42.4 

40.7 

45.5 

43.7 

66.6 58.2 59.0 

62.7 54.2 55.1 

59.7 51.2 52.0 

61.0 52.5 53.4 

57.8 49.3 50.2 

62.6 54.2 55.0 

58.0 49.5 50.4 

53.3 44.8 45.7 

52.7 44.2 45.1 

52.6 44.1 45.0 

49.9 41.4 42.3 

51.6 43.2 44.0 

54.3 45.8 46.7 

53.7 45.2 46.0 

55.6 47.2 48.0 

51.9 43.4 44.3 

50.1 41.6 42.5 

54.9 46.4 47.3 

53.2 44.7 45.6 
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>:: 0 
0 ··- ..... ..... Cl.) 

Cl.) -- >< .E w 

62.9 

58.9 

55.9 

57.2 

54.0 

58.9 

54.2 

49.5 

48.9 

48.8 

46.1 

47.8 

50.5 

49.9 

51.8 

48.1 

46.3 

51.1 

49.4 

Cl 
- c: ..:.:: ·-... c. 
0 !'ii 
3: (,) 
Cl) II) 

...... "C 
·- c: 
"' !'ii ..J 

58.0 

54.1 

51.0 

52.4 

49.2 

54.0 

49.4 

44.7 

44.0 

43.9 

41.3 

43.0 

45.7 

45.0 

47.0 

43.3 

41.5 

46.3 

44.5 

67.2 

73.7 

61.2 

63.9 

59.3 

61.1 

68.5 

62.3 

62.0 

74.7 

71.7 

73.8 

70.2 

67.3 

66.5 

72.9 

64.7 

72.2 

66.2 

64.8 No No 

66.9 No No 

59.2 No No 

59.2 No No 

55.1 No No 

57.2 Yes Yes 

63.6 No No 

59.2 No No 

62.3 No No 

71.1 No No 

68.2 No No 

67.1 No No 

65.4 No No 

62.6 No No 

61.4 No No 

66.0 No No 

61.1 No No 

71.7 No No 

62.2 No No 
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Location 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

(feet) 

2,555 

2,595 

2,090 

1,720 

1,600 

1,590 

690 

EM24355 

Table IV.E-11 (Continued) 
Construction Noise Levels-New Hall 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl.) 

c 

42.8 

42.6 

44.5 

46.2 

46.8 

46.9 

64.2 

c: 
0 Cl 
+:: c: 
!'iS ·-> "C 
!'iS !'iS 
(..) .... 
>< (!) 
w 

41.0 

40.8 

42.7 

44.4 

45.0 

45.1 

62.3 

50.4 41.9 

50.3 41.8 

52.2 43.7 

53.9 45.4 

54.5 46.0 

54.5 46.1 

71.8 63.3 

42.8 

42.6 

44.5 

46.2 

46.8 

46.9 

64.2 

>:: 0 
0 ··- .... .... Cl.) 

Cl.) -- >< .E w 

46.6 

46.5 

48.4 

50.1 

50.7 

50.7 

68.0 

Cl 
- c: ..:.:: ·-... c. 
0 !'ii 
3: u 
Cl) II) 

...... "C 
·- c: 
"' !'ii ..J 

41.8 

41.6 

43.5 

45.2 

45.8 

45.9 

63.1 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

62.0 61.6 

60.0 52.2 

66.6 57.2 

61.7 52.5 

71.4 63.2 

61.3 57.5 

65.1 64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant 
Impacts? 

No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 

Yes Yes 

a Represents shortest distance between the noise-sensitive receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 

b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

location (feet) 

R1 855 

R2 1,455 

R3 1,700 

R4 890 

RS 810 

R6 275 

R7 250 

R8 1,155 

R9 1,080 

R10 1,925 

R11 2,710 

R12 2,480 

R13 2,065 

R14 2,570 

R15 1,450 

R16 2,670 

R17 3,280 

R18 2,015 

R19 2,315 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

EM24356 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-12 
Construction Noise levels-LA. Live Way Garage 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl) 

c 

52.4 

47.8 

46.5 

52.1 

52.9 

62.3 

63.1 

49.8 

50.4 

45.4 

42.4 

43.2 

44.8 

42.9 

47.9 

42.6 

40.8 

45.0 

43.8 

c: 
0 Cl :.;:::; c: 
m ·;:: 
> 0 m .c: 
;;] en 
LU 

51.9 

47.3 

46.0 

51.6 

52.4 

61.8 

62.6 

49.3 

49.9 

44.9 

41.9 

42.7 

44.3 

42.4 

47.4 

42.1 

40.3 

44.5 

43.3 

c: 
0 

:.;:::; 
m 
"C 
c: 
::I 
0 
LL 

51.5 

46.9 

45.6 

51.2 

52.0 

61.4 

62.2 

48.9 

49.5 

44.5 

41.5 

42.3 

43.9 

42.0 

47.0 

41.7 

39.9 

44.1 

42.9 

52.8 

48.2 

46.8 

52.4 

53.3 

62.6 

63.5 

50.2 

50.8 

45.7 

42.8 

43.5 

45.1 

43.2 

48.2 

42.9 

41.1 

45.3 

44.1 

I:: 0 
0 ··- ..... ..... Cl) 
Cl) .... 
.... >< 
,E LU 

48.8 

44.2 

42.8 

48.5 

49.3 

58.7 

59.5 

46.2 

46.8 

41.8 

38.8 

39.6 

41.1 

39.2 

44.2 

38.9 

37.1 

41.4 

40.2 
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Cl 
- c: ~ ·-..... c.. 
0 !ti 
3:: u 
Cl) II) 

..... "C 
·- c: en m 

..J 

51.0 

46.4 

45.1 

50.7 

51.5 

60.9 

61.7 

48.4 

49.0 

44.0 

41.0 

41.8 

43.4 

41.5 

46.5 

41.2 

39.4 

43.6 

42.4 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
leq (dBA) 

67.2 64.8 

73.7 66.9 

61.2 59.2 

63.9 59.2 

59.3 55.1 

61.1 57.2 

68.5 63.6 

62.3 59.2 

62.0 62.3 

74.7 71.1 

71.7 68.2 

73.8 67.1 

70.2 65.4 

67.3 62.6 

66.5 61.4 

72.9 66.0 

64.7 61.1 

72.2 71.7 

66.2 62.2 

Significant Impacts? 

No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 

Yes Yes 

No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-12 (Continued) 
Construction Noise Levels-LA. LIVE Way Parking Garage 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
Leq (dBA) Significant Impacts? 

location (feet) 

R20 2,910 

R21 2,925 

R22 2,190 

R23 1,495 

R24 1,235 

R25 1,210 

R26 1,120 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl) 

c 

41.8 

41.8 

44.3 

47.6 

49.3 

49.4 

60.1 

41.3 

41.3 

43.8 

47.1 

48.8 

48.9 

59.6 

c: 
0 

',+:; 
m 

"'C 
c: 
::I 
0 
LL 

40.9 

40.9 

43.4 

46.7 

48.4 

48.5 

59.2 

42.1 

42.1 

44.6 

47.9 

49.6 

49.8 

60.4 

I:: 0 
0 ··- ..... ..... Cl) 
Cl) .... 
.... >< 
..E w 

38.2 

38.1 

40.6 

44.0 

45.6 

45.8 

56.5 

Cl 
- c: ~ ·-..... c.. o m 
3:: u 
Q,) II) 

..... "C 
·- c: Ch m 

..J 

40.4 

40.4 

42.9 

46.2 

47.9 

48.0 

58.7 

62.0 61.6 No 
60.0 52.2 No 
66.6 57.2 No 
61.7 52.5 No 
71.4 63.2 No 
61.3 57.5 No 
65.1 64.8 No 

a Represent shortest distance between the noise-sensitive receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 

b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
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Location 

R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

RS 
R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

R11 

R12 

R13 

R14 

R15 

R16 

R17 

R18 

R19 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

(feet) 

465 

680 

1,125 

1,220 

1,215 

610 

420 

1,385 

1,270 

1,300 

2,075 

1,725 

1,245 

1,730 

1,575 

2,365 

2,965 

2,000 

2,365 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

EM24358 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-13 
Construction Noise Levels-Event Center 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
Leq (dBA) 

Significant 
Impacts? 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl) 

c 

67.3 

54.0 

49.6 

48.9 

48.9 

54.9 

58.2 

47.8 

48.6 

48.4 

44.3 

45.9 

48.7 

45.9 

46.7 

43.2 

41.2 

44.6 

43.2 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
!ti 
(,.) 

>< 
LU 

68.2 

54.9 

50.5 

49.8 

49.9 

55.8 

59.1 

48.7 

49.5 

49.3 

45.2 

46.8 

49.6 

46.8 

47.6 

44.1 

42.1 

45.5 

44.1 

75.1 

61.8 

57.5 

56.8 

56.8 

62.8 

66.0 

55.7 

56.4 

56.2 

52.2 

53.8 

56.6 

53.7 

54.6 

51.0 

49.1 

52.5 

51.0 

66.2 68.3 

52.9 55.0 

48.5 50.6 

47.8 49.9 

47.9 50.0 

53.9 56.0 

57.1 59.2 

46.7 48.8 

47.5 49.6 

47.3 49.4 

43.2 45.3 

44.8 46.9 

47.7 49.8 

44.8 46.9 

45.6 47.7 

42.1 44.2 

40.1 42.2 

43.5 45.6 

42.1 44.2 
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;;:: 0 
0 ··- ..... ..... Cl) 

Cl) -- >< ,S LU 

71.2 

57.9 

53.5 

52.8 

52.9 

58.9 

62.1 

51.7 

52.5 

52.3 

48.2 

49.8 

52.7 

49.8 

50.6 

47.1 

45.1 

48.5 

47.1 

Cl 
- c: ..lil:: ·-..... c.. 
0 !ti 
:ii: (,.) 
Cl) Ill 

- "C ·- c: en !ti 
..J 

68.2 

54.9 

50.5 

49.8 

49.8 

55.8 

59.1 

48.7 

49.5 

49.3 

45.2 

46.8 

49.6 

46.8 

47.6 

44.1 

42.1 

45.5 

44.1 

67.2 

73.7 

61.2 

63.9 

59.3 

61.1 

68.5 

62.3 

62.0 

74.7 

71.7 

73.8 

70.2 

67.3 

66.5 

72.9 

64.7 

72.2 

66.2 

64.8 Yes Yes 
66.9 No No 
59.2 No No 
59.2 No No 
55.1 No No 
57.2 Yes Yes 
63.6 No No 
59.2 No No 
62.3 No No 
71.1 No No 
68.2 No No 
67.1 No No 
65.4 No No 
62.6 No No 
61.4 No No 
66.0 No No 
61.1 No No 
71.7 No No 
62.2 No No 
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Location 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

Distance to 
Project's 
Nearest 

Boundary of 
Construction 

Site a 

(feet) 

3,115 

3,155 

2,555 

1,905 

1,590 

1,530 

1,250 

EM24359 

Table IV.E-13 (Continued) 
Construction Noise Levels-Event Center 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Construction Activities 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

c: 
0 
E 
0 
E 
Cl) 

c 

40.8 

40.7 

42.5 

45.0 

46.6 

46.9 

48.7 

c: 
0 

~ 
> 
!ti 
(,.) 

>< 
LU 

41.7 

41.6 

43.4 

46.0 

47.5 

47.9 

49.6 

48.6 39.7 

48.5 39.6 

50.3 41.4 

52.9 44.0 

54.5 45.5 

54.8 45.9 

56.6 47.6 

41.8 

41.7 

43.5 

46.1 

47.6 

48.0 

49.7 

;;:: 0 
0 ··- .... .... Cl) 

Cl) -- >< ,S LU 

44.7 

44.6 

46.4 

49.0 

50.5 

50.9 

52.6 

Cl 
- c: ..lil:: ·-.... c.. 
0 !ti 
:ii: (,.) 
Cl) Ill 

- "C ·- c: en !ti 
..J 

41.7 

41.6 

43.4 

45.9 

47.5 

47.8 

49.6 

Significance 
Thresholdb 
Leq (dBA) 

62.0 61.6 

60.0 52.2 

66.6 57.2 

61.7 52.5 

71.4 63.2 

61.3 57.5 

65.1 64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant 
Impacts? 

No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 

a Represent shortest distance between the noise-sensitive receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 

b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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Table IV.E-14 
Overlapping Construction Noise levels-Daytime Hours (7:00 A.M.-9:00 P.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activitiesa 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

R1 59.2 61.3 61.3 67.1 66.6 67.3 67.3 68.7 68.7 64.5 64.7 64.7 64.9 64.8 63.2 69.2 69.2 69.1 

R2 55.7 57.7 57.7 63.2 62.8 63.5 63.5 64.8 64.8 60.7 60.6 60.6 60.8 60.8 59.2 61.5 61.5 61.3 

R3 52.9 54.9 54.9 60.3 59.8 60.5 60.5 61.9 61.9 57.8 57.7 57.7 58.0 57.9 56.3 58.4 58.4 58.2 

R4 57.4 58.7 58.7 62.2 61.8 62.4 62.4 64.1 64.1 60.9 59.6 59.6 60.2 60.1 58.2 60.3 60.3 59.8 

RS 53.3 54.8 54.8 58.8 58.4 59.0 59.0 60.6 60.6 57.2 57.4 57.4 58.6 58.4 56.1 58.9 58.9 58.0 

R6 57.6 59.2 59.2 63.5 63.0 63.7 63.7 65.3 65.3 61.7 64.5 64.5 66.3 66.0 63.3 66.6 66.6 65.0 

R7 52.1 53.8 53.8 58.7 58.3 58.9 58.9 60.4 60.4 56.5 63.8 63.8 66.3 65.9 62.8 66.9 66.9 65.1 

RS 47.8 49.5 49.5 54.1 53.7 54.3 54.3 55.8 55.8 52.1 53.5 53.5 54.9 54.6 52.2 55.6 55.6 54.5 

R9 47.1 48.8 48.8 53.5 53.0 53.7 53.7 55.2 55.2 51.4 53.4 53.4 55.0 54.7 52.2 55.8 55.8 54.7 

R10 46.5 48.3 48.3 53.3 52.8 53.5 53.5 54.9 54.9 51.0 51.5 51.5 52.4 52.2 50.2 53.7 53.7 53.2 

R11 44.2 45.9 45.9 50.6 50.2 50.9 50.9 52.3 52.3 48.6 48.8 48.8 49.6 49.4 47.4 50.6 50.6 50.0 

R12 45.4 47.3 47.3 52.3 51.8 52.5 52.5 53.9 53.9 50.0 50.3 50.3 51.0 50.8 48.9 52.0 52.0 51.5 

R13 47.9 49.8 49.8 54.9 54.5 55.2 55.2 56.6 56.6 52.6 52.8 52.8 53.3 53.2 51.4 54.5 54.5 54.1 

R14 47.2 49.1 49.1 54.3 53.9 54.5 54.5 56.0 56.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.4 52.3 50.6 53.1 53.1 52.8 

R15 49.2 51.1 51.1 56.2 55.8 56.5 56.5 57.9 57.9 53.9 54.4 54.4 55.2 55.0 53.0 55.6 55.6 55.0 

R16 45.9 47.6 47.6 52.6 52.1 52.8 52.8 54.3 54.3 50.4 50.4 50.4 51.0 50.9 49.0 51.5 51.5 51.0 

R17 44.5 46.2 46.2 50.9 50.4 51.1 51.1 52.6 52.6 48.8 48.6 48.6 49.2 49.1 47.2 49.7 49.7 49.2 

R18 49.5 51.2 51.2 55.7 55.3 55.9 55.9 57.4 57.4 53.8 53.3 53.3 53.8 53.7 51.9 54.1 54.1 53.7 

R19 47.9 49.5 49.5 54.0 53.6 54.2 54.2 55.8 55.8 52.1 51.7 51.7 52.3 52.2 50.3 52.6 52.6 52.1 

R20 45.3 46.9 46.9 51.3 50.8 51.5 51.5 53.0 53.0 49.4 49.0 49.0 49.7 49.6 47.6 50.1 50.1 49.5 

R21 45.2 46.8 46.8 51.2 50.7 51.4 51.4 52.9 52.9 49.3 48.9 48.9 49.6 49.5 47.6 50.0 50.0 49.4 

R22 47.3 48.9 48.9 53.1 52.7 53.3 53.3 54.9 54.9 51.4 50.9 50.9 51.7 52.3 50.8 52.7 52.7 51.4 

R23 49.1 50.6 50.6 54.8 54.4 55.0 55.0 56.6 56.6 53.1 53.0 53.0 54.0 53.8 51.7 54.4 54.4 53.6 

R24 49.7 51.2 51.2 55.4 55.0 55.6 55.6 57.2 57.2 53.7 54.0 54.0 55.1 54.9 52.7 55.6 55.6 54.7 

R25 49.4 51.0 51.0 55.4 54.9 55.6 55.6 57.1 57.1 53.5 54.0 54.0 55.2 55.0 52.7 55.7 55.7 54.8 

R26 66.8 68.4 68.4 72.7 72.3 72.9 72.9 74.4 74.4 70.9 70.0 70.0 70.4 70.3 68.5 70.2 70.2 69.8 

a Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule .. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
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19 20 21 22 

70.9 70.0 76.3 76.3 

58.0 57.2 63.1 63.2 

54.0 53.4 58.9 59.0 

55.4 55.0 59.0 59.4 

55.9 55.6 59.2 59.7 

64.0 63.8 66.3 67.0 

65.7 65.4 68.7 69.2 

53.8 53.3 57.7 58.0 

54.5 54.0 58.4 58.7 

52.8 52.1 57.6 57.8 

49.0 48.4 53.7 53.8 

50.4 49.7 55.2 55.4 

53.0 52.3 58.0 58.1 

50.3 49.7 55.1 55.3 

52.3 51.8 56.4 56.7 

48.2 47.6 52.6 52.8 

46.3 45.7 50.7 50.9 

49.9 49.4 54.2 54.5 

48.6 48.1 52.8 53.0 

46.3 45.8 50.4 50.7 

46.3 45.8 50.4 50.6 

48.4 47.9 52.3 52.6 

51.2 50.8 55.0 55.3 

52.9 52.4 56.6 56.9 

53.1 52.7 56.9 57.2 

61.0 60.9 62.3 63.3 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Significant 

23 24 leq (dBA) Impacts? 

76.3 76.9 67.2 Yes 

63.2 63.8 73.7 No 
59.0 59.6 61.2 Yes 

59.4 59.8 63.9 Yes 

59.7 60.1 59.3 Yes 

67.0 67.4 61.1 Yes 

69.2 69.6 68.5 Yes 

58.0 58.5 62.3 No 
58.7 59.2 62.0 No 
57.8 58.3 74.7 No 
53.8 54.4 71.7 No 
55.4 55.9 73.8 No 
58.1 58.7 70.2 No 
55.3 55.8 67.3 No 
56.7 57.2 66.5 No 
52.8 53.4 72.9 No 
50.9 51.5 64.7 No 
54.5 55.0 72.2 No 
53.0 53.6 66.2 No 
50.7 51.2 62.0 No 
50.6 51.1 60.0 No 
52.6 53.1 66.6 No 
55.3 55.8 61.7 No 
56.9 57.4 71.4 No 
57.2 57.7 61.3 No 
63.3 63.5 65.1 Yes 
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Table IV.E-14 (Continued) 
Overlapping Construction Noise levels-Daytime Hours (7:00 A.M.-9:00 P.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activitiesa 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

location 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 

R1 76.9 76.9 76.9 76.9 76.9 77.5 77.2 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 71.2 71.2 71.2 71.2 

R2 63.7 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 64.2 63.9 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 57.9 57.9 57.9 57.9 

R3 59.5 59.3 59.3 59.3 59.3 59.8 59.5 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 

R4 59.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 59.1 58.8 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 52.8 52.8 52.8 52.8 

RS 59.8 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 59.1 58.9 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 52.9 52.9 52.9 52.9 

R6 66.9 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.6 65.1 64.9 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 58.9 58.9 58.9 58.9 

R7 69.2 67.8 67.8 67.8 67.8 68.4 68.1 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 62.1 62.1 62.1 62.1 

R8 58.3 57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 58.0 57.7 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 51.7 51.7 51.7 51.7 

R9 59.0 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.8 58.5 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 52.5 52.5 52.5 52.5 

R10 58.3 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.0 58.5 58.3 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 

R11 54.3 54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 54.5 54.2 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 

R12 55.9 55.6 55.6 55.6 55.6 56.1 55.8 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 49.8 49.8 49.8 49.8 

R13 58.6 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.9 58.7 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 

R14 55.8 55.5 55.5 55.5 55.5 56.1 55.8 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 49.8 49.8 49.8 49.8 

R15 57.0 56.4 56.4 56.4 56.4 56.9 56.6 52.4 52.4 52.4 52.4 52.4 52.4 52.4 52.4 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 

R16 53.3 52.8 52.8 52.8 52.8 53.4 53.1 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 47.1 47.1 47.1 47.1 

R17 51.3 50.9 50.9 50.9 50.9 51.4 51.1 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 45.1 45.1 45.1 45.1 

R18 54.8 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.8 54.5 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 48.5 48.5 48.5 48.5 

R19 53.4 52.8 52.8 52.8 52.8 53.4 53.1 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 47.1 47.1 47.1 47.1 

R20 51.1 50.4 50.4 50.4 50.4 51.0 50.7 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 44.7 44.7 44.7 44.7 

R21 51.0 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.8 50.6 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 44.6 44.6 44.6 44.6 

R22 52.9 52.1 52.1 52.1 52.1 52.7 52.4 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 

R23 55.6 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 55.2 55.0 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 49.0 49.0 49.0 49.0 

R24 57.2 56.3 56.3 56.3 56.3 56.8 56.5 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 50.5 50.5 50.5 50.5 

R25 57.5 56.6 56.6 56.6 56.6 57.1 56.9 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 50.9 50.9 50.9 50.9 

R26 62.7 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.9 58.6 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 52.6 52.6 52.6 52.6 

a Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule .. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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44 45 46 47 

71.2 73.0 73.0 73.0 

58.1 59.8 59.8 59.8 

53.8 55.5 55.5 55.5 

53.1 54.8 54.8 54.8 

53.2 54.8 54.8 54.8 

59.1 60.8 60.8 60.8 

62.3 64.0 64.0 64.0 

52.0 53.7 53.7 53.7 

52.8 54.5 54.5 54.5 

52.6 54.3 54.3 54.3 

48.6 50.2 50.2 50.2 

50.1 51.8 51.8 51.8 

53.0 54.6 54.6 54.6 

50.2 51.8 51.8 51.8 

50.9 52.6 52.6 52.6 

47.5 49.1 49.1 49.1 

45.5 47.1 47.1 47.1 

48.9 50.5 50.5 50.5 

47.5 49.1 49.1 49.1 

45.1 46.8 46.8 46.8 

45.0 46.7 46.7 46.7 

46.8 48.4 48.4 48.4 

49.4 51.0 51.0 51.0 

50.9 52.5 52.5 52.5 

51.3 52.9 52.9 52.9 

53.0 54.6 54.6 54.6 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Maximum Significant 

48 leq (dBA) Exceedance Impacts? 

68.2 67.2 10.3 Yes 

54.9 73.7 0.0 No 
50.5 61.2 0.7 Yes 

49.8 63.9 0.2 Yes 

49.8 59.3 1.3 Yes 

55.8 61.1 6.3 Yes 

59.1 68.5 1.1 Yes 

48.7 62.3 0.0 No 
49.5 62.0 0.0 No 
49.3 74.7 0.0 No 
45.2 71.7 0.0 No 
46.8 73.8 0.0 No 
49.6 70.2 0.0 No 
46.8 67.3 0.0 No 
47.6 66.5 0.0 No 
44.1 72.9 0.0 No 
42.1 64.7 0.0 No 
45.5 72.2 0.0 No 
44.1 66.2 0.0 No 
41.7 62.0 0.0 No 
41.6 60.0 0.0 No 
43.4 66.6 0.0 No 
45.9 61.7 0.0 No 
47.5 71.4 0.0 No 
47.8 61.3 0.0 No 
49.6 65.1 9.3 Yes 
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Table IV.E-15 
Overlapping Construction Noise levels-late Evening Hours (9:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activitiesa 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

R1 59.2 61.3 61.3 60.8 58.4 61.7 61.7 65.4 65.4 64.5 64.7 64.7 64.9 64.8 63.2 69.2 69.2 69.1 70.9 

R2 55.7 57.7 57.7 57.1 54.7 57.9 57.9 61.6 61.6 60.7 60.6 60.6 60.8 60.8 59.2 61.5 61.5 61.3 58.0 

R3 52.9 54.9 54.9 54.2 52.1 55.0 55.0 58.7 58.7 57.8 57.7 57.7 58.0 57.9 56.3 58.4 58.4 58.2 54.0 

R4 57.4 58.7 58.7 57.6 56.3 58.1 58.1 61.7 61.7 60.9 59.6 59.6 60.2 60.1 58.2 60.3 60.3 59.8 55.4 

RS 53.3 54.8 54.8 53.8 52.3 54.4 54.4 58.0 58.0 57.2 57.4 57.4 58.6 58.4 56.1 58.9 58.9 58.0 55.9 

R6 57.6 59.2 59.2 58.2 56.6 58.9 58.9 62.5 62.5 61.7 64.5 64.5 66.3 66.0 63.3 66.6 66.6 65.0 64.0 

R7 52.1 53.8 53.8 53.0 51.1 53.8 53.8 57.4 57.4 56.5 63.8 63.8 66.3 65.9 62.8 66.9 66.9 65.1 65.7 

R8 47.8 49.5 49.5 48.6 46.8 49.3 49.3 53.0 53.0 52.1 53.5 53.5 54.9 54.6 52.2 55.6 55.6 54.5 53.8 

R9 47.1 48.8 48.8 47.9 46.1 48.6 48.6 52.3 52.3 51.4 53.4 53.4 55.0 54.7 52.2 55.8 55.8 54.7 54.5 

R10 46.5 48.3 48.3 47.5 45.5 48.3 48.3 51.9 51.9 51.0 51.5 51.5 52.4 52.2 50.2 53.7 53.7 53.2 52.8 

R11 44.2 45.9 45.9 45.1 43.2 45.8 45.8 49.4 49.4 48.6 48.8 48.8 49.6 49.4 47.4 50.6 50.6 50.0 49.0 

R12 45.4 47.3 47.3 46.5 44.5 47.3 47.3 50.9 50.9 50.0 50.3 50.3 51.0 50.8 48.9 52.0 52.0 51.5 50.4 

R13 47.9 49.8 49.8 49.1 46.9 49.8 49.8 53.5 53.5 52.6 52.8 52.8 53.3 53.2 51.4 54.5 54.5 54.1 53.0 

R14 47.2 49.1 49.1 48.4 46.4 49.2 49.2 52.9 52.9 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.4 52.3 50.6 53.1 53.1 52.8 50.3 

R15 49.2 51.1 51.1 50.4 48.3 51.2 51.2 54.8 54.8 53.9 54.4 54.4 55.2 55.0 53.0 55.6 55.6 55.0 52.3 

R16 45.9 47.6 47.6 46.8 44.9 47.6 47.6 51.3 51.3 50.4 50.4 50.4 51.0 50.9 49.0 51.5 51.5 51.0 48.2 

R17 44.5 46.2 46.2 45.4 43.5 46.1 46.1 49.7 49.7 48.8 48.6 48.6 49.2 49.1 47.2 49.7 49.7 49.2 46.3 

R18 49.5 51.2 51.2 50.3 48.5 51.0 51.0 54.6 54.6 53.8 53.3 53.3 53.8 53.7 51.9 54.1 54.1 53.7 49.9 

R19 47.9 49.5 49.5 48.6 46.9 49.3 49.3 52.9 52.9 52.1 51.7 51.7 52.3 52.2 50.3 52.6 52.6 52.1 48.6 

R20 45.3 46.9 46.9 46.0 44.4 46.7 46.7 50.3 50.3 49.4 49.0 49.0 49.7 49.6 47.6 50.1 50.1 49.5 46.3 

R21 45.2 46.8 46.8 45.9 44.3 46.5 46.5 50.2 50.2 49.3 48.9 48.9 49.6 49.5 47.6 50.0 50.0 49.4 46.3 

R22 47.3 48.9 48.9 47.9 46.3 48.5 48.5 52.2 52.2 51.4 50.9 50.9 51.7 52.3 50.8 52.7 52.7 51.4 48.4 

R23 49.1 50.6 50.6 49.7 48.1 50.3 50.3 53.9 53.9 53.1 53.0 53.0 54.0 53.8 51.7 54.4 54.4 53.6 51.2 

R24 49.7 51.2 51.2 50.3 48.8 50.9 50.9 54.6 54.6 53.7 54.0 54.0 55.1 54.9 52.7 55.6 55.6 54.7 52.9 

R25 49.4 51.0 51.0 50.1 48.5 50.8 50.8 54.4 54.4 53.5 54.0 54.0 55.2 55.0 52.7 55.7 55.7 54.8 53.1 

R26 66.8 68.4 68.4 67.4 65.8 68.1 68.1 71.7 71.7 70.9 70.0 70.0 70.4 70.3 68.5 70.2 70.2 69.8 61.0 

a Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule .. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 3 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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20 21 22 

70.0 71.5 71.6 

57.2 58.6 58.8 

53.4 54.6 54.9 

55.0 55.8 56.5 

55.6 56.2 57.0 

63.8 64.2 65.3 

65.4 66.0 66.9 

53.3 54.2 54.8 

54.0 54.9 55.5 

52.1 53.4 53.7 

48.4 49.5 49.9 

49.7 50.9 51.3 

52.3 53.6 53.8 

49.7 50.9 51.2 

51.8 52.8 53.3 

47.6 48.7 49.1 

45.7 46.8 47.2 

49.4 50.4 50.9 

48.1 49.1 49.6 

45.8 46.8 47.4 

45.8 46.7 47.3 

47.9 48.8 49.4 

50.8 51.6 52.3 

52.4 53.2 53.9 

52.7 53.5 54.2 

60.9 61.1 62.4 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Significant 

23 24 leq (dBA) Impacts? 

71.6 73.2 64.8 Yes 

58.8 60.3 66.9 No 
54.9 56.2 59.2 No 
56.5 57.4 59.2 Yes 

57.0 57.8 55.1 Yes 

65.3 65.8 57.2 Yes 

66.9 67.6 63.6 Yes 

54.8 55.8 59.2 No 
55.5 56.5 62.3 No 
53.7 55.1 71.1 No 
49.9 51.2 68.2 No 
51.3 52.6 67.1 No 
53.8 55.3 65.4 No 
51.2 52.6 62.6 No 
53.3 54.4 61.4 No 
49.1 50.3 66.0 No 
47.2 48.4 61.1 No 
50.9 52.0 71.7 No 
49.6 50.7 62.2 No 
47.4 48.4 61.6 No 
47.3 48.3 52.2 No 
49.4 50.4 57.2 No 
52.3 53.3 52.5 Yes 

53.9 54.8 63.2 No 
54.2 55.2 57.5 No 
62.4 62.6 64.8 Yes 
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Table IV.E-15 (Continued) 
Overlapping Construction Noise levels-late Evening Hours (9:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activitiesa 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

location 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 

R1 73.2 73.2 73.2 73.2 73.2 74.4 73.8 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 73.0 

R2 60.2 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 61.1 60.5 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 59.7 

R3 56.1 55.5 55.5 55.5 55.5 56.7 56.1 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 

R4 56.9 54.8 54.8 54.8 54.8 56.0 55.4 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 

RS 57.3 54.9 54.9 54.9 54.9 56.1 55.5 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 

R6 65.0 60.8 60.8 60.8 60.8 62.1 61.5 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 

R7 66.9 64.1 64.1 64.1 64.1 65.3 64.7 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 

R8 55.4 53.7 53.7 53.7 53.7 54.9 54.3 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 53.5 

R9 56.1 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 55.7 55.1 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 

R10 54.9 54.3 54.3 54.3 54.3 55.5 54.9 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 54.1 

R11 51.0 50.2 50.2 50.2 50.2 51.4 50.8 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 

R12 52.4 51.8 51.8 51.8 51.8 53.0 52.4 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 

R13 55.1 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 55.9 55.3 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 54.5 

R14 52.4 51.8 51.8 51.8 51.8 53.0 52.4 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 51.6 

R15 54.0 52.6 52.6 52.6 52.6 53.8 53.2 52.4 52.4 52.4 52.4 52.4 

R16 50.1 49.1 49.1 49.1 49.1 50.3 49.7 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 

R17 48.1 47.1 47.1 47.1 47.1 48.3 47.7 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 46.9 

R18 51.7 50.5 50.5 50.5 50.5 51.7 51.1 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 50.3 

R19 50.4 49.1 49.1 49.1 49.1 50.3 49.7 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 48.9 

R20 48.1 46.7 46.7 46.7 46.7 47.9 47.3 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 

R21 48.0 46.6 46.6 46.6 46.6 47.8 47.2 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 46.4 

R22 50.0 48.4 48.4 48.4 48.4 49.6 49.0 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 48.2 

R23 52.8 51.0 51.0 51.0 51.0 52.2 51.6 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 50.8 

R24 54.4 52.5 52.5 52.5 52.5 53.7 53.1 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 52.3 

R25 54.7 52.9 52.9 52.9 52.9 54.1 53.5 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 52.7 

R26 61.7 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 55.8 55.2 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 54.4 

a Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule .. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 3 dBA. {Note to City: 3dBA is used for late evening hours} 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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37 

73.0 

59.7 

55.3 

54.6 

54.7 

60.7 

63.9 

53.5 

54.3 

54.1 

50.0 

51.6 

54.5 

51.6 

52.4 

48.9 

46.9 

50.3 

48.9 

46.5 

46.4 

48.2 

50.8 

52.3 

52.7 

54.4 

38 39 40 41 42 

73.0 73.0 71.2 71.2 71.2 

59.7 59.7 57.9 57.9 57.9 

55.3 55.3 53.5 53.5 53.5 

54.6 54.6 52.8 52.8 52.8 

54.7 54.7 52.9 52.9 52.9 

60.7 60.7 58.9 58.9 58.9 

63.9 63.9 62.1 62.1 62.1 

53.5 53.5 51.7 51.7 51.7 

54.3 54.3 52.5 52.5 52.5 

54.1 54.1 52.3 52.3 52.3 

50.0 50.0 48.2 48.2 48.2 

51.6 51.6 49.8 49.8 49.8 

54.5 54.5 52.7 52.7 52.7 

51.6 51.6 49.8 49.8 49.8 

52.4 52.4 50.6 50.6 50.6 

48.9 48.9 47.1 47.1 47.1 

46.9 46.9 45.1 45.1 45.1 

50.3 50.3 48.5 48.5 48.5 

48.9 48.9 47.1 47.1 47.1 

46.5 46.5 44.7 44.7 44.7 

46.4 46.4 44.6 44.6 44.6 

48.2 48.2 46.4 46.4 46.4 

50.8 50.8 49.0 49.0 49.0 

52.3 52.3 50.5 50.5 50.5 

52.7 52.7 50.9 50.9 50.9 

54.4 54.4 52.6 52.6 52.6 
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43 44 

71.2 71.2 

57.9 58.1 

53.5 53.8 

52.8 53.1 

52.9 53.2 

58.9 59.1 

62.1 62.3 

51.7 52.0 

52.5 52.8 

52.3 52.6 

48.2 48.6 

49.8 50.1 

52.7 53.0 

49.8 50.2 

50.6 50.9 

47.1 47.5 

45.1 45.5 

48.5 48.9 

47.1 47.5 

44.7 45.1 

44.6 45.0 

46.4 46.8 

49.0 49.4 

50.5 50.9 

50.9 51.3 

52.6 53.0 

45 46 47 

73.0 73.0 73.0 

59.8 59.8 59.8 

55.5 55.5 55.5 

54.8 54.8 54.8 

54.8 54.8 54.8 

60.8 60.8 60.8 

64.0 64.0 64.0 

53.7 53.7 53.7 

54.5 54.5 54.5 

54.3 54.3 54.3 

50.2 50.2 50.2 

51.8 51.8 51.8 

54.6 54.6 54.6 

51.8 51.8 51.8 

52.6 52.6 52.6 

49.1 49.1 49.1 

47.1 47.1 47.1 

50.5 50.5 50.5 

49.1 49.1 49.1 

46.8 46.8 46.8 

46.7 46.7 46.7 

48.4 48.4 48.4 

51.0 51.0 51.0 

52.5 52.5 52.5 

52.9 52.9 52.9 

54.6 54.6 54.6 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Maximum Significant 

48 leq (dBA) Exceedance Impacts? 

68.2 64.8 9.6 Yes 

54.9 66.9 0.0 No 
50.5 59.2 0.0 No 
49.8 59.2 2.5 Yes 

49.8 55.1 3.8 Yes 

55.8 57.2 9.4 Yes 

59.1 63.6 4.0 Yes 

48.7 59.2 0.0 No 
49.5 62.3 0.0 No 
49.3 71.1 0.0 No 
45.2 68.2 0.0 No 
46.8 67.1 0.0 No 
49.6 65.4 0.0 No 
46.8 62.6 0.0 No 
47.6 61.4 0.0 No 
44.1 66.0 0.0 No 
42.1 61.1 0.0 No 
45.5 71.7 0.0 No 
44.1 62.2 0.0 No 
41.7 61.6 0.0 No 
41.6 52.2 0.0 No 
43.4 57.2 0.0 No 
45.9 52.5 1.9 Yes 

47.5 63.2 0.0 No 
47.8 57.5 0.0 No 
49.6 64.8 6.9 Yes 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-16 
Off-Site Construction Truck Volumes 

Maximum Numbers of Construction Trucks (Haul/Concrete/Delivery) 
Number of Trucks per Day/Number of Trucks per Houra 

Construction Caisson/ Interior/ Playing Land-
Component Demolition Excavation Foundation Shoring Framing Exterior Field scaping 

Bond Street 11/2 4/1 13/2 N/A 25/3 2/1 N/A 6/1 
Garage 

New Hall 12/2 37/5 23/2 N/A 37/4 24/2 N/A 10/1 

L.A. Live Way 27/4 160/20 13/2 N/A 33/3 4/1 N/A 8/1 
Garage 

Event Center 84/11 256/32 37/4 15/2 72/6 12/1 14/2 6/1 

a The number of trucks per hour for the Demolition and Excavation phases (primarily haul trucks) are based 
on the daily volumes divided by 8 hours per day and the number of trucks per hour for all other phases 
(primarily concrete trucks and delivery trucks) are based on the daily volumes divided by 12 hours per day. 
Although construction activities would extend from 7 A.M. to 12 A.M. (17 hours), the number of haul trucks 
were averaged over an 8-hour period and the concrete/delivery trucks were average over a 12-hour period 
to represent a conservative analysis (on an hourly basis). 

Source: ICON and Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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Bond Street 
Garage 

c:: 
0 

'.;::; 
l'tl 
> 
l'tl u 
>< 

Receptor LU 

R1 28.0 

R2 8.8 

R3 27.6 

R4 42.7 

RS 38.4 

R6 44.8 

R7 50.5 

R8 33.7 

R9 34.3 

R10 17.6 

R11 17.5 

R12 12.9 

R13 21.8 

R14 21.0 

R15 21.6 

R16 23.2 

R17 26.5 

R18 39.4 
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31.0 

11.8 

30.6 

45.7 

41.4 

47.8 

53.5 

36.7 

37.3 

20.6 

20.5 

15.9 

24.8 

24.0 

24.6 

26.2 

29.5 

42.4 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-17 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise levels-Option 1 

Calculated Noise levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(leq) 

LA. live Way 
New Hall Garage Event Center 

c:: c:: c:: 
0 <!.) 

Cl 0 .S:! Cl 0 .S:! Cl 
'.;::; 

...... 
'.;::; '.;::; <!.) c:: <!.) c:: Cl.) c:: 

l'tl .... ·- !'ti .... ·- l'tl .... ·-
> u .... > u .... > u .... 
l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l 
u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 
>< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. 

LU LU LU 

35.0 34.0 41.0 32.8 43.1 35.8 

15.8 14.8 21.8 13.6 23.9 16.6 

34.6 33.6 40.6 32.4 42.7 35.4 

49.7 48.7 55.7 47.5 57.8 50.5 

45.4 44.4 51.4 43.2 53.5 46.2 

51.8 50.8 57.8 49.6 59.9 52.6 

57.5 56.5 63.5 55.3 65.6 58.3 

40.7 39.7 46.7 38.5 48.8 41.5 

41.3 40.3 47.3 39.1 49.4 42.1 

24.6 23.6 30.6 22.4 32.7 25.4 

24.5 23.5 30.5 22.3 32.6 25.3 

19.9 18.9 25.9 17.7 28.0 20.7 

28.8 27.8 34.8 26.6 36.9 29.6 

28.0 27.0 34.0 25.8 36.1 28.8 

28.6 27.6 34.6 26.4 36.7 29.4 

30.2 29.2 36.2 28.0 38.3 31.0 

33.5 32.5 39.5 31.3 41.6 34.3 

46.4 45.4 52.4 44.2 54.5 47.2 
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Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

Cl Cl 
1- c:: I -:- 1- c:: I -:-

<!.) •• ·- . ~ <!.) •• ·- . ~ 
E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( 

'.;::; :::l c::t: c... > :::l c... '.;::; :::l c::t: c... > :::l c... 
>- 0 0 0 LUO o o >- 0 0 0 LUO o o 
~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... 

..J ..J 

67.2 64.8 No No 
73.7 66.9 No No 
61.2 59.2 No No 
63.9 59.2 No No 
59.3 55.1 No No 
61.1 57.2 No No 
68.5 63.6 No No 
62.3 59.2 No No 
62.0 62.3 No No 
74.7 71.1 No No 
71.7 68.2 No No 
73.8 67.1 No No 
70.2 65.4 No No 
67.3 62.6 No No 
66.5 61.4 No No 
72.9 66.0 No No 
64.7 61.1 No No 
72.2 71.7 No No 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-17 (Continued) 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise levels-Option 1 

Calculated Noise levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(leq) 
Significance 

Bond Street LA. live Way Thresholda 
Garage New Hall Garage Event Center dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 
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> u .... > u .... > u .... > u .... '.;::; :::l c::t: c.. > :::l c.. '.;::; :::l c::t: c.. > :::l c.. 
l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l >- 0 0 0 LUO o o >- 0 0 0 LUO o o 
u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ >< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. 

Receptor LU LU LU LU !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... 

..J ..J 

R19 41.0 44.0 48.0 47.0 54.0 45.8 56.1 48.8 66.2 62.2 No No 
R20 41.4 44.4 48.4 47.4 54.4 46.2 56.5 49.2 62.0 61.6 No No 
R21 38.7 41.7 45.7 44.7 51.7 43.5 53.8 46.5 60.0 52.2 No No 
R22 33.9 36.9 40.9 39.9 46.9 38.7 49.0 41.7 66.6 57.2 No No 
R23 33.7 36.7 40.7 39.7 46.7 38.5 48.8 41.5 61.7 52.5 No No 
R24 34.4 37.4 41.4 40.4 47.4 39.2 49.5 42.2 71.4 63.2 No No 
R25 33.4 36.4 40.4 39.4 46.4 38.2 48.5 41.2 61.3 57.5 No No 
R26 45.5 48.5 52.5 51.5 58.5 50.3 60.6 53.3 65.1 64.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Bond Street 
Garage 

Receptor 

R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

RS 
R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

R11 

R12 

R13 

R14 

R15 

R16 

R17 

R18 

c:: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
u 
>< w 

26.5 

50.6 

36.3 

40.0 

31.3 

26.1 

31.8 

24.1 

26.3 

24.1 

21.3 

20.8 

29.2 

31.7 

35.2 

49.9 

31.4 

39.2 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

.S:! C'l 
CL) c:: .... ·-u .... 
c:: ::I 
0 0 (.) a. 

29.5 

53.6 

39.3 

43.0 

34.3 

29.1 

34.8 

27.1 

29.3 

27.1 

24.3 

23.8 

32.2 

34.7 

38.2 

52.9 

34.4 

42.2 

EM24367 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-18 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise levels-Option 2 

Calculated Noise levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(leq) 

New Hall 

c:: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
u 
>< w 

33.5 

57.6 

43.3 

47.0 

38.3 

33.1 

38.8 

31.1 

33.3 

31.1 

28.3 

27.8 

36.2 

38.7 

42.2 

56.9 

38.4 

46.2 

.S:! C'l 
CL) c:: .... ·-
~ 5 
0 0 (.) a. 

32.5 

56.6 

42.3 

46.0 

37.3 

32.1 

37.8 

30.1 

32.3 

30.1 

27.3 

26.8 

35.2 

37.7 

41.2 

55.9 

37.4 

45.2 

LA. live Way 
Garage 

c:: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
u 
>< w 

39.5 

63.6 

49.3 

53.0 

44.3 

39.1 

44.8 

37.1 

39.3 

37.1 

34.3 

33.8 

42.2 

44.7 

48.2 

62.9 

44.4 

52.2 

.S:! C'l 
CL) c: .... ·-u .... 
c:: ::I 
0 0 (.) a. 

31.3 

55.4 

41.1 

44.8 

36.1 

30.9 

36.6 

28.9 

31.1 

28.9 

26.1 

25.6 

34.0 

36.5 

40.0 

54.7 

36.2 

44.0 

Page IV.E-79 

Event Center 

c: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
u 
>< w 

41.6 

65.7 

51.4 

55.1 

46.4 

41.2 

46.9 

39.2 

41.4 

39.2 

36.4 

35.9 

44.3 

46.8 

50.3 

65.0 

46.5 

54.3 

.S:! C'l 
CL) c:: .... ·-(..) .... 
c:: ::I 
0 0 (.) a. 

34.3 

58.4 

44.1 

47.8 

39.1 

33.9 

39.6 

31.9 

34.1 

31.9 

29.1 

28.6 

37.0 

39.5 

43.0 

57.7 

39.2 

47.0 

Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (leq) 

67.2 64.8 

73.7 66.9 

61.2 59.2 

63.9 59.2 

59.3 55.1 

61.1 57.2 

68.5 63.6 

62.3 59.2 

62.0 62.3 

74.7 71.1 

71.7 68.2 

73.8 67.1 

70.2 65.4 

67.3 62.6 

66.5 61.4 

72.9 66.0 

64.7 61.1 

72.2 71.7 

Significant Impacts? 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 
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Receptor 

R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

Bond Street 
Garage 

c:: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
u 
>< w 

40.8 

42.1 

39.6 

35.0 

30.7 

28.3 

26.5 

44.5 

.S:! C'l 
CL) c:: .... ·-u .... 
c:: ::I 
0 0 (.) a. 

43.8 

45.1 

42.6 

38.0 

33.7 

31.3 

29.5 

47.5 

EM24368 

Table IV.E-18 (Continued) 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise levels-Option 2 

Calculated Noise levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(leq) 

New Hall 

c:: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
u 
>< w 

47.8 

49.1 

46.6 

42.0 

37.7 

35.3 

33.5 

51.5 

.S:! C'l 
CL) c:: .... ·-
~ 5 
0 0 (.) a. 

46.8 

48.1 

45.6 

41.0 

36.7 

34.3 

32.5 

50.5 

LA. live Way 
Garage 

c:: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
u 
>< w 

53.8 

55.1 

52.6 

48.0 

43.7 

41.3 

39.5 

57.5 

.S:! C'l 
CL) c:: .... ·-(..) .... 
c:: ::I 
0 0 (.) a. 

45.6 

46.9 

44.4 

39.8 

35.5 

33.1 

31.3 

49.3 

Event Center 

c:: 
0 

~ 
> n:s 
u 
>< w 

55.9 

57.2 

54.7 

50.1 

45.8 

43.4 

41.6 

59.6 

.S:! C'l 
CL) c:: .... ·-(..) .... 
c:: ::I 
0 0 (.) a. 

48.6 

49.9 

47.4 

42.8 

38.5 

36.1 

34.3 

52.3 

Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (leq) 

66.2 62.2 

62.0 61.6 

60.0 52.2 

66.6 57.2 

61.7 52.5 

71.4 63.2 

61.3 57.5 

65.1 64.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
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Bond Street 
Garage 

c:: 
0 

'.;::; 
l'tl 
> 
l'tl u 
>< 

Receptor LU 

R1 35.4 

R2 34.8 

R3 36.6 

R4 35.3 

RS 26.8 

R6 26.4 

R7 34.9 

R8 25.0 

R9 26.9 

R10 27.4 

R11 25.0 

R12 24.1 

R13 42.0 

R14 28.7 

R15 34.0 

R16 36.9 

R17 37.7 

R18 33.2 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

.S:! Cl 
<!.) c:: .... ·-u .... 
c:: :::l 
0 0 (.) a. 

38.4 

37.8 

39.6 

38.3 

29.8 

29.4 

37.9 

28.0 

29.9 

30.4 

28.0 

27.1 

45.0 

31.7 

37.0 

39.9 

40.7 

36.2 

EM24369 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-19 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise levels-Option 3 

Calculated Noise levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(leq) 

LA. live Way 
New Hall Garage Event Center 

c:: c:: c:: 
0 <!.) 

Cl 0 .S:! Cl 0 .S:! Cl 
'.;::; 

...... 
'.;::; '.;::; <!.) c:: <!.) c:: Cl.) c:: 

l'tl .... ·- !'ti .... ·- l'tl .... ·-
> u .... > u .... > u .... 
l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l 
u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 
>< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. 

LU LU LU 

42.4 41.4 48.4 40.2 50.5 43.2 

41.8 40.8 47.8 39.6 49.9 42.6 

43.6 42.6 49.6 41.4 51.7 44.4 

42.3 41.3 48.3 40.1 50.4 43.1 

33.8 32.8 39.8 31.6 41.9 34.6 

33.4 32.4 39.4 31.2 41.5 34.2 

41.9 40.9 47.9 39.7 50.0 42.7 

32.0 31.0 38.0 29.8 40.1 32.8 

33.9 32.9 39.9 31.7 42.0 34.7 

34.4 33.4 40.4 32.2 42.5 35.2 

32.0 31.0 38.0 29.8 40.1 32.8 

31.1 30.1 37.1 28.9 39.2 31.9 

49.0 48.0 55.0 46.8 57.1 49.8 

35.7 34.7 41.7 33.5 43.8 36.5 

41.0 40.0 47.0 38.8 49.1 41.8 

43.9 42.9 49.9 41.7 52.0 44.7 

44.7 43.7 50.7 42.5 52.8 45.5 

40.2 39.2 46.2 38.0 48.3 41.0 

Page IV.E-81 

Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

Cl Cl 
1- c:: I -:- 1- c:: I -:-

<!.) •• ·- . ~ <!.) •• ·- . ~ 
E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( 

'.;::; :::l c::t: c... > :::l c... '.;::; :::l c::t: c... > :::l c... 
>- 0 0 0 LUO o o >- 0 0 0 LUO o o 
~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... 

..J ..J 

67.2 64.8 No No 
73.7 66.9 No No 
61.2 59.2 No No 
63.9 59.2 No No 
59.3 55.1 No No 
61.1 57.2 No No 
68.5 63.6 No No 
62.3 59.2 No No 
62.0 62.3 No No 
74.7 71.1 No No 
71.7 68.2 No No 
73.8 67.1 No No 
70.2 65.4 No No 
67.3 62.6 No No 
66.5 61.4 No No 
72.9 66.0 No No 
64.7 61.1 No No 
72.2 71.7 No No 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

RL0025156 



EM24370 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-19 (Continued) 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise levels-Option 3 

Calculated Noise levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(leq) 
Significance 

Bond Street LA. live Way Thresholda 
Garage New Hall Garage Event Center dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

c:: c:: c:: c:: Cl Cl 
1- c:: I -:- 1- c:: I -:-

0 .S:! Cl 0 <!.) 
Cl 0 .S:! Cl 0 .S:! Cl <!.) •• ·- . ~ <!.) •• ·- . ~ 

'.;::; '.;::; 
...... 

'.;::; '.;::; E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( <!.) c:: <!.) c:: Cl.I c:: <!.) c:: 
l'tl .... ·- l'tl .... ·- !'ti .... ·- l'tl .... ·-
> u .... > u .... > u .... > u .... '.;::; :::l c::t: c.. > :::l c.. '.;::; :::l c::t: c.. > :::l c.. 
l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l >- 0 0 0 LUO o o >- 0 0 0 LUO o o 
u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ >< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. 

Receptor LU LU LU LU !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... 

..J ..J 

R19 34.0 37.0 41.0 40.0 47.0 38.8 49.1 41.8 66.2 62.2 No No 
R20 24.7 27.7 31.7 30.7 37.7 29.5 39.8 32.5 62.0 61.6 No No 
R21 26.4 29.4 33.4 32.4 39.4 31.2 41.5 34.2 60.0 52.2 No No 
R22 27.8 30.8 34.8 33.8 40.8 32.6 42.9 35.6 66.6 57.2 No No 
R23 25.5 28.5 32.5 31.5 38.5 30.3 40.6 33.3 61.7 52.5 No No 
R24 25.4 28.4 32.4 31.4 38.4 30.2 40.5 33.2 71.4 63.2 No No 
R25 24.3 27.3 31.3 30.3 37.3 29.1 39.4 32.1 61.3 57.5 No No 
R26 42.7 45.7 49.7 48.7 55.7 47.5 57.8 50.5 65.1 64.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Bond Street 
Garage 

c:: 
0 

'.;::; 
l'tl 
> 
l'tl u 
>< 

Receptor LU 

R1 24.1 

R2 50.5 

R3 40.1 

R4 35.2 

RS 26.2 

R6 25.5 

R7 31.9 

R8 21.4 

R9 26.5 

R10 26.1 

R11 21.7 

R12 20.8 

R13 30.0 

R14 28.6 

R15 35.6 

R16 37.1 

R17 37.7 

R18 33.3 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

.S:! Cl 
<!.) c:: .... ·-u .... 
c:: :::l 
0 0 (.) a. 

27.1 

53.5 

43.1 

38.2 

29.2 

28.5 

34.9 

24.4 

29.5 

29.1 

24.7 

23.8 

33.0 

31.6 

38.6 

40.1 

40.7 

36.3 

EM24371 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-20 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise levels-Option 4 

Calculated Noise levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(leq) 

LA. live Way 
New Hall Garage Event Center 

c:: c:: c:: 
0 <!.) 

Cl 0 .S:! Cl 0 .S:! Cl 
'.;::; 

...... 
'.;::; '.;::; <!.) c:: <!.) c:: Cl.) c:: 

l'tl .... ·- !'ti .... ·- l'tl .... ·-
> u .... > u .... > u .... 
l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: ::::! l'tl c:: ::::! 
u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 
>< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. 

LU LU LU 

31.1 30.1 37.1 28.9 39.2 31.9 

57.5 56.5 63.5 55.3 65.6 58.3 

47.1 46.1 53.1 44.9 55.2 47.9 

42.2 41.2 48.2 40.0 50.3 43.0 

33.2 32.2 39.2 31.0 41.3 34.0 

32.5 31.5 38.5 30.3 40.6 33.3 

38.9 37.9 44.9 36.7 47.0 39.7 

28.4 27.4 34.4 26.2 36.5 29.2 

33.5 32.5 39.5 31.3 41.6 34.3 

33.1 32.1 39.1 30.9 41.2 33.9 

28.7 27.7 34.7 26.5 36.8 29.5 

27.8 26.8 33.8 25.6 35.9 28.6 

37.0 36.0 43.0 34.8 45.1 37.8 

35.6 34.6 41.6 33.4 43.7 36.4 

42.6 41.6 48.6 40.4 50.7 43.4 

44.1 43.1 50.1 41.9 52.2 44.9 

44.7 43.7 50.7 42.5 52.8 45.5 

40.3 39.3 46.3 38.1 48.4 41.1 

Page IV.E-83 

Significance 
Thresholda 
dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

Cl Cl 
1- c:: I -:- 1- c:: I -:-

<!.) •• ·- . ~ <!.) •• ·- . ~ 
E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( 

'.;::; :::l c::t: c... > :::l c... '.;::; :::l <I: c... > :::l c... 
>- 0 0 0 LUO o o >- 0 0 0 LUO o o 
~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... 

..J ..J 

67.2 64.8 No No 

73.7 66.9 No No 

61.2 59.2 No No 

63.9 59.2 No No 

59.3 55.1 No No 

61.1 57.2 No No 

68.5 63.6 No No 

62.3 59.2 No No 

62.0 62.3 No No 

74.7 71.1 No No 

71.7 68.2 No No 

73.8 67.1 No No 

70.2 65.4 No No 

67.3 62.6 No No 

66.5 61.4 No No 

72.9 66.0 No No 

64.7 61.1 No No 

72.2 71.7 No No 
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EM24372 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-20 
Off-Site Construction Truck Noise levels-Option 4 

Calculated Noise levels Generated by 
Project-Related Construction Trucks, dBA 

(leq) 
Significance 

Bond Street LA. live Way Thresholda 
Garage New Hall Garage Event Center dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

c:: c:: c:: c:: Cl Cl 
1- c:: I -:- 1- c:: I -:-

0 .S:! Cl 0 <!.) 
Cl 0 .S:! Cl 0 .S:! Cl <!.) •• ·- . ~ <!.) •• ·- . ~ 

'.;::; '.;::; 
...... 

'.;::; '.;::; E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( E !!! ~ ~ ail!!~<( <!.) c:: <!.) c:: <!.) c:: Cl.) c:: 
l'tl .... ·- l'tl .... ·- !'ti .... ·- l'tl .... ·-
> u .... > u .... > u .... > u .... '.;::; :::l c::t: c... > :::l c... '.;::; :::l c::t: c... > :::l c... 
l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l l'tl c:: :::l >- 0 0 0 LUO o o >- 0 0 0 LUO o o 
u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 u 0 0 ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ ~:cc::? c::? .S:! :c ~ ~ >< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. >< (.) a. 

Receptor LU LU LU LU !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... !::::.. O'> l'tl _ ..... 

..J ..J 

R19 34.2 37.2 41.2 40.2 47.2 39.0 49.3 42.0 66.2 62.2 No No 
R20 24.8 27.8 31.8 30.8 37.8 29.6 39.9 32.6 62.0 61.6 No No 
R21 26.4 29.4 33.4 32.4 39.4 31.2 41.5 34.2 60.0 52.2 No No 
R22 27.7 30.7 34.7 33.7 40.7 32.5 42.8 35.5 66.6 57.2 No No 
R23 25.0 28.0 32.0 31.0 38.0 29.8 40.1 32.8 61.7 52.5 No No 
R24 24.6 27.6 31.6 30.6 37.6 29.4 39.7 32.4 71.4 63.2 No No 
R25 22.9 25.9 29.9 28.9 35.9 27.7 38.0 30.7 61.3 57.5 No No 
R26 42.7 45.7 49.7 48.7 55.7 47.5 57.8 50.5 65.1 64.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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EM24373 

Table IV.E-21 
Construction Staging Noise Levels 

Estimated Noise Levels from the Significance Thresholds, 
Construction Staging, dBA (Leq) dBA (Leq)c 

Daytime Late Evening 
Staging at the Hours Hours 

Staging at the L.A. Live Way (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Bond Garagea Garageb 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R1 41.2 43.9 67.2 64.8 

R2 42.8 45.2 73.7 66.9 

R3 42.1 43.9 61.2 59.2 

R4 50.9 49.2 63.9 59.2 

RS 46.5 49.9 59.3 55.1 

R6 50.0 55.3 61.1 57.2 

R7 43.3 58.6 68.5 63.6 

R8 40.0 47.1 62.3 59.2 

R9 39.0 47.6 62.0 62.3 

R10 37.4 42.9 74.7 71.1 

R11 36.0 40.1 71.7 68.2 

R12 36.3 40.8 73.8 67.1 

R13 38.1 42.3 70.2 65.4 

R14 37.6 40.5 67.3 62.6 

R15 39.4 45.3 66.5 61.4 

R16 37.1 40.2 72.9 66.0 

R17 36.6 38.4 64.7 61.1 

R18 41.8 42.5 72.2 71.7 

R19 40.3 41.4 66.2 62.2 

R20 38.2 39.5 62.0 61.6 

R21 38.1 39.4 60.0 52.2 

R22 40.4 41.8 66.6 57.2 

R23 42.2 45.0 61.7 52.5 

R24 42.8 46.6 71.4 63.2 

R25 42.1 46.7 61.3 57.5 

R26 49.3 47.3 65.1 64.8 

a Maximum 10 trucks queuing/idling at any given time. 
b Maximum 20 trucks queuing/idling at any given time. 
c Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Late Evening 
Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

City of Los Angeles 
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EM24374 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-22 
Pico Station Construction Noise levels 

Significance Thresholds, dBA 
(leq)a Significant Impacts? 

Estimated Noise late Evening late Evening 
levels from the Daytime Hours Hours Daytime Hours Hours 

Construction (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Staging, dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R1 47.8 67.2 64.8 No No 
R2 77.4 73.7 66.9 Yes Yes 

R3 62.6 61.2 59.2 Yes Yes 

R4 39.8 63.9 59.2 No No 
RS 38.8 59.3 55.1 No No 
R6 40.1 61.1 57.2 No No 
R7 40.5 68.5 63.6 No No 
R8 37.3 62.3 59.2 No No 
R9 37.8 62.0 62.3 No No 
R10 43.9 74.7 71.1 No No 
R11 41.8 71.7 68.2 No No 
R12 45.1 73.8 67.1 No No 
R13 59.9 70.2 65.4 No No 
R14 51.8 67.3 62.6 No No 
R15 49.3 66.5 61.4 No No 
R16 44.5 72.9 66.0 No No 
R17 39.8 64.7 61.1 No No 
R18 41.8 72.2 71.7 No No 
R19 40.1 66.2 62.2 No No 
R20 37.0 62.0 61.6 No No 
R21 36.8 60.0 52.2 No No 
R22 36.3 66.6 57.2 No No 
R23 36.8 61.7 52.5 No No 
R24 37.0 71.4 63.2 No No 
R25 37.0 61.3 57.5 No No 
R26 42.8 65.1 64.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA during the daytime hours and ambient plus 3 dBA 
during the late evening hours. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering SeNices, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-23 
Composite Construction Noise Levels-Bond Street Garage 

Individual Construction 
Component Noise Levelsa 

On-Site 
Receptor Equipment 

R1 45.6 

R2 47.3 

R3 46.5 

R4 55.8 

RS 51.1 

R6 54.8 

R7 47.8 

R8 44.4 

R9 43.4 

R10 41.7 

R11 40.3 

R12 40.6 

R13 42.5 

R14 41.9 

R15 43.7 

R16 41.4 

R17 41.0 

R18 46.2 

R19 44.7 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (Leq) 

Haul Off-Site 
Trucks Haul 
Staging Trucksb 

43.9 38.4 

45.2 53.6 

43.9 43.1 

49.2 45.7 

49.9 41.4 

55.3 47.8 

58.6 53.5 

47.1 36.7 

47.6 37.3 

42.9 30.4 

40.1 28.0 

40.8 27.1 

42.3 45.0 

40.5 34.7 

45.3 38.6 

40.2 52.9 

38.4 40.7 

42.5 42.4 

41.4 44.0 

Ambient Noise Levels 
dBA (Leq) 

Late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Construction Hours Hours 
Noise Levels, (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

dBA (Leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

48.3 62.2 61.8 

55.0 68.7 63.9 

49.5 56.2 56.2 

57.0 58.9 56.2 

53.8 54.3 52.1 

58.5 56.1 54.2 

60.1 63.5 60.6 

49.2 57.3 56.2 

49.3 57.0 59.3 

45.5 69.7 68.1 

43.3 66.7 65.2 

43.8 68.8 64.1 

48.2 65.2 62.4 

44.7 62.3 59.6 

48.1 61.5 58.4 

53.4 67.9 63.0 

45.0 59.7 58.1 

48.9 67.2 68.7 

48.4 61.2 59.2 

Page IV.E-87 

Composite 
Construction +Ambient Increase Due to Project 

Noise Levels Construction 
dBA (Leq) dBA (Leq) 

Late Late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

62.4 62.0 0.2 0.2 

68.9 64.4 0.2 0.5 

57.0 57.0 0.8 0.8 

61.1 59.6 2.2 3.4 

57.1 56.1 2.8 4.0 

60.4 59.8 4.3 5.6 

65.1 63.4 1.6 2.8 

57.9 57.0 0.6 0.8 

57.7 59.7 0.7 0.4 

69.7 68.1 0.0 0.0 

66.7 65.2 0.0 0.0 

68.8 64.1 0.0 0.0 

65.3 62.6 0.1 0.2 

62.4 59.7 0.1 0.1 

61.7 58.8 0.2 0.4 

68.1 63.5 0.2 0.5 

59.8 58.3 0.1 0.2 

67.3 68.7 0.1 0.0 

61.4 59.5 0.2 0.3 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-23 (Continued) 
Composite Construction Noise levels-Bond Street Parking Garage 

Composite 
Individual Construction Construction +Ambient Increase Due to Project 

Component Noise levelsa Ambient Noise levels Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late late 
Composite Daytime Evening Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 

Haul Off-Site Construction Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours 
On-Site Trucks Haul Noise levels, (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Equipment Staging Trucksb dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R20 42.5 39.5 45.1 47.7 57.0 58.6 57.5 58.9 0.5 0.3 

R21 42.4 39.4 42.6 46.5 55.0 49.2 55.6 51.1 0.6 1.9 

R22 44.8 41.8 38.0 47.1 61.6 54.2 61.8 55.0 0.2 0.8 

R23 46.6 45.0 36.7 49.1 56.7 49.5 57.4 52.3 0.7 2.8 

R24 47.3 46.6 37.4 50.2 66.4 60.2 66.5 60.6 0.1 0.4 

R25 46.6 46.7 36.4 49.9 56.3 54.5 57.2 55.8 0.9 1.3 

R26 64.1 47.3 48.5 64.3 60.1 61.8 65.7 66.2 5.6 4.4 

a Project construction-related noise levels during concrete/structural framing phase. 
b Based on the highest noise levels generated by one of the proposed construction truck routes. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-24 
Composite Construction Noise levels-New Hall 

Individual Construction 
Component Noise levelsa 

On-Site 
Receptor Equipment 

R1 66.6 

R2 62.7 

R3 59.7 

R4 61.0 

RS 57.8 

R6 62.6 

R7 58.0 

R8 53.3 

R9 52.7 

R10 52.6 

R11 49.9 

R12 51.6 

R13 54.3 

R14 53.7 

R15 55.6 

R16 51.9 

R17 50.1 

R18 54.9 

R19 53.2 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (leq) 

Haul Off-Site 
Trucks Haul 
Staging Trucksb 

43.9 38.4 

45.2 53.6 

43.9 43.1 

49.2 45.7 

49.9 41.4 

55.3 47.8 

58.6 53.5 

47.1 36.7 

47.6 37.3 

42.9 30.4 

40.1 28.0 

40.8 27.1 

42.3 45.0 

40.5 34.7 

45.3 38.6 

40.2 52.9 

38.4 40.7 

42.5 42.4 

41.4 44.0 

Ambient Noise levels 
dBA (leq) 

late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Construction Hours Hours 
Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

66.6 62.2 61.8 

63.3 68.7 63.9 

59.9 56.2 56.2 

61.4 58.9 56.2 

58.5 54.3 52.1 

63.5 56.1 54.2 

62.0 63.5 60.6 

54.3 57.3 56.2 

54.0 57.0 59.3 

53.1 69.7 68.1 

50.4 66.7 65.2 

52.0 68.8 64.1 

55.0 65.2 62.4 

54.0 62.3 59.6 

56.1 61.5 58.4 

55.6 67.9 63.0 

50.8 59.7 58.1 

55.4 67.2 68.7 

53.9 61.2 59.2 

Page IV.E-89 

Composite 
Construction +Ambient Increase Due to Project 

Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

68.0 67.9 5.8 6.1 

69.8 66.6 1.1 2.7 

61.4 61.4 5.2 5.2 

63.3 62.5 4.4 6.3 

59.9 59.4 5.6 7.3 

64.2 63.9 8.1 9.7 

65.8 64.4 2.3 3.8 

59.1 58.4 1.8 2.2 

58.8 60.4 1.8 1.1 

69.8 68.2 0.1 0.1 

66.8 65.3 0.1 0.1 

68.9 64.4 0.1 0.3 

65.6 63.1 0.4 0.7 

62.9 60.6 0.6 1.0 

62.6 60.4 1.1 2.0 

68.1 63.7 0.2 0.7 

60.2 58.8 0.5 0.7 

67.5 68.9 0.3 0.2 

61.9 60.3 0.7 1.1 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-24 (Continued) 
Composite Construction Noise levels-New Hall 

Composite 
Individual Construction Construction +Ambient Increase Due to Project 

Component Noise levelsa Ambient Noise levels Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late late 
Composite Daytime Evening Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 

Haul Off-Site Construction Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours 
On-Site Trucks Haul Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Equipment Staging Trucksb dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R20 50.4 39.5 45.1 51.8 57.0 58.6 58.1 59.4 1.1 0.8 

R21 50.3 39.4 42.6 51.3 55.0 49.2 56.5 53.4 1.5 4.2 

R22 52.2 41.8 38.0 52.7 61.6 54.2 62.1 56.5 0.5 2.3 

R23 53.9 45.0 36.7 54.5 56.7 49.5 58.7 55.7 2.0 6.2 

R24 54.5 46.6 37.4 55.2 66.4 60.2 66.7 61.4 0.3 1.2 

R25 54.5 46.7 36.4 55.2 56.3 54.5 58.8 57.9 2.5 3.4 

R26 71.8 47.3 48.5 71.8 60.1 61.8 72.1 72.2 12.0 10.4 

a Project construction-related noise levels during concrete/structural framing phase. 
b Based on the highest noise levels generated by one of the proposed construction truck routes. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-25 
Composite Construction Noise levels-LA. live Way Garage 

Individual Construction 
Component Noise levelsa 

On-Site 
Receptor Equipment 

R1 52.8 

R2 48.2 

R3 46.8 

R4 52.4 

RS 53.3 

R6 62.6 

R7 63.5 

R8 50.2 

R9 50.8 

R10 45.7 

R11 42.8 

R12 43.5 

R13 45.1 

R14 43.2 

R15 48.2 

R16 42.9 

R17 41.1 

R18 45.3 

R19 44.1 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (leq) 

Haul Off-Site 
Trucks Haul 
Staging Trucksb 

41.2 40.2 

42.8 55.4 

42.1 44.9 

50.9 47.5 

46.5 43.2 

50.0 49.6 

43.3 55.3 

40.0 38.5 

39.0 39.1 

37.4 32.2 

36.0 29.8 

36.3 28.9 

38.1 46.8 

37.6 36.5 

39.4 40.4 

37.1 54.7 

36.6 42.5 

41.8 44.2 

40.3 45.8 

Ambient Noise levels, 
dBA (leq) 

late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Construction Hours Hours 
Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

53.3 62.2 61.8 

56.3 68.7 63.9 

49.8 56.2 56.2 

55.5 58.9 56.2 

54.5 54.3 52.1 

63.0 56.1 54.2 

64.1 63.5 60.6 

50.9 57.3 56.2 

51.3 57.0 59.3 

46.5 69.7 68.1 

43.8 66.7 65.2 

44.4 68.8 64.1 

49.4 65.2 62.4 

44.9 62.3 59.6 

49.3 61.5 58.4 

55.0 67.9 63.0 

45.5 59.7 58.1 

48.8 67.2 68.7 

48.7 61.2 59.2 

Page IV.E-91 

Composite 
Construction +Ambient Increase due to Project 

Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

62.7 62.4 0.5 0.6 

68.9 64.6 0.2 0.7 

57.1 57.1 0.9 0.9 

60.5 58.9 1.6 2.7 

57.4 56.4 3.1 4.3 

63.8 63.6 7.7 9.4 

66.8 65.7 3.3 5.1 

58.2 57.3 0.9 1.1 

58.0 59.9 1.0 0.6 

69.7 68.1 0.0 0.0 

66.7 65.2 0.0 0.0 

68.8 64.1 0.0 0.0 

65.3 62.6 0.1 0.2 

62.4 59.7 0.1 0.1 

61.8 58.9 0.3 0.5 

68.1 63.6 0.2 0.6 

59.9 58.3 0.2 0.2 

67.3 68.7 0.1 0.0 

61.4 59.6 0.2 0.4 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-25 (Continued) 
Composite Construction Noise levels-LA. LIVE Way Parking Garage 

Composite 
Individual Construction Construction +Ambient Increase due to Project 

Component Noise levelsa Ambient Noise levels, Noise levels Construction 
dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) dBA (leq) 

late late late 
Composite Daytime Evening Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 

Haul Off-Site Construction Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours 
On-Site Trucks Haul Noise levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Equipment Staging Trucksb dBA (leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R20 42.1 38.2 46.9 48.5 57.0 58.6 57.6 59.0 0.6 0.4 

R21 42.1 38.1 44.4 47.0 55.0 49.2 55.6 51.2 0.6 2.0 

R22 44.6 40.4 39.8 46.9 61.6 54.2 61.7 54.9 0.1 0.7 

R23 47.9 42.2 38.5 49.3 56.7 49.5 57.4 52.4 0.7 2.9 

R24 49.6 42.8 39.2 50.7 66.4 60.2 66.5 60.7 0.1 0.5 

R25 49.8 42.1 38.2 50.7 56.3 54.5 57.4 56.0 1.1 1.5 

R26 60.4 49.3 50.3 61.1 60.1 61.8 63.6 64.5 3.5 2.7 

a Project construction-related noise levels during concrete/structural framing phase. 
b Based on the highest noise levels generated by one of the proposed construction truck routes .. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-26 
Composite Construction Noise Levels-Event Center 

Individual Construction 
Component Noise Levelsa 

On-Site 
Receptor Equipment 

R1 75.1 

R2 61.8 

R3 57.5 

R4 56.8 

RS 56.8 

R6 62.8 

R7 66.0 

R8 55.7 

R9 56.4 

R10 56.2 

R11 52.2 

R12 53.8 

R13 56.6 

R14 53.7 

R15 54.6 

R16 51.0 

R17 49.1 

R18 52.5 

R19 51.0 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (Leq) 

Haul Off-Site 
Trucks Haul 
Staging Trucksb 

43.9 38.4 

45.2 53.6 

43.9 43.1 

49.2 45.7 

49.9 41.4 

55.3 47.8 

58.6 53.5 

47.1 36.7 

47.6 37.3 

42.9 30.4 

40.1 28.0 

40.8 27.1 

42.3 45.0 

40.5 34.7 

45.3 38.6 

40.2 52.9 

38.4 40.7 

42.5 42.4 

41.4 44.0 

Ambient Noise Levels 
dBA (Leq) 

Late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Construction Hours Hours 
Noise Levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

dBA (Leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

75.1 62.2 61.8 

62.5 68.7 63.9 

57.8 56.2 56.2 

57.8 58.9 56.2 

57.7 54.3 52.1 

63.6 56.1 54.2 

66.9 63.5 60.6 

56.3 57.3 56.2 

57.0 57.0 59.3 

56.4 69.7 68.1 

52.5 66.7 65.2 

54.0 68.8 64.1 

57.0 65.2 62.4 

54.0 62.3 59.6 

55.2 61.5 58.4 

55.2 67.9 63.0 

50.0 59.7 58.1 

53.3 67.2 68.7 

52.2 61.2 59.2 

Page IV.E-93 

Composite 
Construction +Ambient Increase due to Project 

Noise Levels Construction 
dBA (Leq) dBA (Leq) 

Late Late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

75.3 75.3 13.1 13.5 

69.6 66.3 0.9 2.4 

60.1 60.1 3.9 3.9 

61.4 60.1 2.5 3.9 

59.3 58.8 5.0 6.7 

64.3 64.1 8.2 9.9 

68.6 67.8 5.1 7.2 

59.8 59.3 2.5 3.1 

60.0 61.3 3.0 2.0 

69.9 68.4 0.2 0.3 

66.9 65.4 0.2 0.2 

68.9 64.5 0.1 0.4 

65.8 63.5 0.6 1.1 

62.9 60.6 0.6 1.0 

62.4 60.1 0.9 1.7 

68.1 63.7 0.2 0.7 

60.1 58.7 0.4 0.6 

67.4 68.8 0.2 0.1 

61.7 60.0 0.5 0.8 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

RL0025168 



EM24382 

Table IV.E-26 (Continued) 
Construction Noise Levels-Event Center 

IV.E Noise 

Composite 
Individual Construction Construction +Ambient Increase due to Project 

Component Noise levelsa Ambient Noise Levels 
dBA (Leq) dBA (Leq) 

Late 
Composite Daytime Evening 

Haul Off-Site Construction Hours Hours 
On-Site Trucks Haul Noise Levels (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

Receptor Equipment Staging Trucksb dBA (Leq) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

R20 48.6 39.5 45.1 50.6 57.0 58.6 

R21 48.5 39.4 42.6 49.9 55.0 49.2 

R22 50.3 41.8 38.0 51.1 61.6 54.2 

R23 52.9 45.0 36.7 53.6 56.7 49.5 

R24 54.5 46.6 37.4 55.2 66.4 60.2 

R25 54.8 46.7 36.4 55.5 56.3 54.5 

R26 56.6 47.3 48.5 57.7 60.1 61.8 

a Project construction-related noise levels during concrete/structural framing phase. 
b Based on the highest noise levels generated by one of the proposed construction truck routes. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Page IV.E-94 

Noise levels Construction 
dBA (Leq) dBA (Leq) 

late Late 
Daytime Evening Daytime Evening 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

(7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.- (7:00 A.M.- (9:00 P.M.-

9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 9:00 P.M.) 12:00 A.M.) 

57.9 59.2 0.9 0.6 

56.2 52.6 1.2 3.4 

62.0 55.9 0.4 1.7 

58.4 55.1 1.7 5.6 

66.7 61.4 0.3 1.2 

58.9 58.0 2.6 3.5 

62.1 63.2 2.0 1.4 
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Table IV.E-27 
Overlapping Composite Construction Noise levels-Daytime Hours (7:00 A.M.-9:00 P.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activitiesa 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

R1 64.1 64.9 64.9 68.4 68.0 68.5 68.5 69.7 69.7 66.6 66.7 66.7 66.9 66.9 65.8 70.1 70.1 70.0 71.4 

R2 69.3 69.6 69.6 70.3 70.0 70.3 70.3 70.8 70.8 69.8 69.9 69.9 70.9 70.8 69.4 70.5 70.5 70.3 71.3 

R3 58.7 59.5 59.5 62.2 61.7 62.3 62.3 63.4 63.4 60.8 60.7 60.7 61.6 61.5 59.7 61.5 61.5 61.2 60.8 

R4 62.2 62.8 62.8 64.6 64.1 64.6 64.6 66.0 66.0 64.0 63.3 63.3 64.5 64.4 62.3 64.4 64.4 63.8 63.5 

RS 59.1 59.7 59.7 61.4 60.7 61.5 61.5 63.0 63.0 61.0 60.6 60.6 61.8 61.6 59.3 61.9 61.9 61.3 60.9 

R6 63.3 64.1 64.1 66.0 65.1 66.1 66.1 67.6 67.6 65.4 66.3 66.3 68.1 67.9 64.9 68.3 68.3 67.2 67.1 

R7 67.1 67.6 67.6 68.0 66.9 67.9 67.9 69.2 69.2 68.1 68.6 68.6 70.6 70.3 67.3 70.6 70.6 69.8 71.0 

R8 58.8 59.0 59.0 59.9 59.5 59.9 59.9 60.8 60.8 59.7 59.5 59.5 60.2 60.1 58.9 60.5 60.5 60.1 60.0 

R9 58.7 58.9 58.9 59.7 59.2 59.7 59.7 60.6 60.6 59.5 59.4 59.4 60.1 60.0 58.7 60.5 60.5 60.1 60.1 

R10 69.7 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.9 69.9 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 

R11 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.9 66.9 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 

R12 68.8 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 69.0 69.0 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 

R13 65.4 65.6 65.6 65.8 65.7 65.8 65.8 66.1 66.1 65.7 65.7 65.7 66.1 66.0 65.5 66.0 66.0 65.9 66.3 

R14 62.5 62.6 62.6 63.0 63.0 63.1 63.1 63.4 63.4 62.8 62.8 62.8 62.9 62.9 62.6 63.0 63.0 62.9 62.8 

R15 62.1 62.2 62.2 63.0 62.7 63.0 63.0 63.5 63.5 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.9 62.8 62.2 62.9 62.9 62.8 62.6 

R16 68.3 68.5 68.5 68.7 68.4 68.6 68.6 68.8 68.8 68.5 68.6 68.6 69.7 69.6 68.2 69.1 69.1 69.0 70.3 

R17 60.1 60.2 60.2 60.6 60.4 60.6 60.6 60.9 60.9 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.8 60.8 60.1 60.7 60.7 60.6 61.0 

R18 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.6 67.5 67.6 67.6 67.8 67.8 67.5 67.5 67.5 67.7 67.6 67.4 67.6 67.6 67.6 67.6 

R19 61.7 61.9 61.9 62.4 62.1 62.4 62.4 62.8 62.8 62.1 62.1 62.1 62.8 62.7 61.8 62.5 62.5 62.4 63.0 

R20 58.1 58.6 58.6 59.2 58.6 59.1 59.1 59.7 59.7 58.8 58.9 58.9 60.5 60.3 58.1 59.8 59.8 59.5 61.2 

R21 56.2 56.7 56.7 57.5 57.0 57.5 57.5 58.2 58.2 57.1 57.1 57.1 58.5 58.4 56.3 58.0 58.0 57.7 59.1 

R22 61.9 62.0 62.0 62.4 62.3 62.4 62.4 62.7 62.7 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.4 62.4 62.1 62.5 62.5 62.3 62.3 

R23 58.2 58.4 58.4 59.5 59.1 59.6 59.6 60.5 60.5 59.1 58.9 58.9 59.5 59.4 58.3 59.6 59.6 59.3 59.0 

R24 66.6 66.7 66.7 66.9 66.8 66.9 66.9 67.1 67.1 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.9 66.9 66.7 66.9 66.9 66.9 66.8 

R25 58.2 58.5 58.5 59.7 59.3 59.8 59.8 60.8 60.8 59.4 59.1 59.1 59.8 59.7 58.4 60.1 60.1 59.7 59.3 

R26 67.9 69.3 69.3 73.0 72.6 73.2 73.2 74.8 74.8 71.4 70.6 70.6 71.2 71.2 69.3 71.0 71.0 70.6 66.1 

a Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule .. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Page IV.E-95 

20 21 22 

70.8 76.5 76.5 

71.0 71.6 71.6 

60.4 62.3 62.5 

63.2 64.4 64.6 

60.6 62.3 62.7 

66.8 68.5 69.0 

70.6 72.1 72.4 

59.8 61.4 61.6 

59.9 61.7 61.9 

69.8 70.0 70.0 

66.8 67.0 67.0 

68.9 69.0 69.0 

66.2 66.7 66.7 

62.7 63.3 63.3 

62.5 63.2 63.3 

70.0 70.2 70.2 

60.9 61.2 61.2 

67.6 67.7 67.8 

62.8 63.2 63.2 

60.8 61.2 61.2 

58.7 59.2 59.3 

62.2 62.6 62.6 

58.8 60.0 60.1 

66.8 67.1 67.1 

59.1 60.7 60.9 

65.8 66.4 67.0 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Significant 

23 24 leq (dBA) Impacts? 

76.5 77.1 67.2 Yes 

71.6 71.9 73.7 No 
62.5 62.9 61.2 Yes 

64.6 65.1 63.9 Yes 

62.7 63.2 59.3 Yes 

69.0 69.5 61.1 Yes 

72.4 72.9 68.5 Yes 

61.6 62.0 62.3 No 
61.9 62.3 62.0 Yes 

70.0 70.1 74.7 No 
67.0 67.0 71.7 No 
69.0 69.1 73.8 No 
66.7 66.9 70.2 No 
63.3 63.4 67.3 No 
63.3 63.5 66.5 No 
70.2 70.5 72.9 No 
61.2 61.4 64.7 No 
67.8 67.8 72.2 No 
63.2 63.5 66.2 No 
61.2 61.6 62.0 No 
59.3 59.7 60.0 No 
62.6 62.7 66.6 No 
60.1 60.5 61.7 No 
67.1 67.2 71.4 No 
60.9 61.3 61.3 No 
67.0 67.3 65.1 Yes 
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Table IV.E-27 (Continued) 
Overlapping Composite Construction Noise levels-Daytime Hours (7:00 A.M.-9:00 P.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activitiesa 
Hourly leq (dBA) 

location 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 

R1 77.0 77.0 77.0 77.0 77.0 77.6 77.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 

R2 71.8 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 70.7 70.4 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.7 69.1 69.1 69.1 69.1 69.3 

R3 62.9 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.1 61.7 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.7 

R4 64.9 64.2 64.2 64.2 64.2 63.3 62.9 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.3 60.8 

RS 63.0 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.0 61.4 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 59.1 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 58.4 

R6 69.1 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.3 66.8 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 63.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 63.0 

R7 72.7 72.1 72.1 72.1 72.1 71.3 70.7 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 67.6 

R8 61.9 61.5 61.5 61.5 61.5 61.5 61.2 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 59.1 

R9 62.2 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.5 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 59.1 

R10 70.1 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.0 70.1 70.0 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 69.8 

R11 67.0 67.0 67.0 67.0 67.0 67.0 67.0 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 

R12 69.1 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.1 69.0 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 68.9 

R13 66.9 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.8 66.4 66.3 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.7 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.6 

R14 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.3 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.6 

R15 63.5 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.2 63.0 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 62.3 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 62.1 

R16 70.4 70.3 70.3 70.3 70.3 68.9 68.6 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.0 68.0 68.0 68.0 68.2 

R17 61.4 61.3 61.3 61.3 61.3 60.7 60.6 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 60.2 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 60.0 

R18 67.8 67.8 67.8 67.8 67.8 67.6 67.5 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.4 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 67.3 

R19 63.4 63.2 63.2 63.2 63.2 62.4 62.2 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.4 61.6 

R20 61.5 61.3 61.3 61.3 61.3 59.4 59.0 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 57.8 

R21 59.6 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 57.7 57.3 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 55.6 55.6 55.6 55.6 55.9 

R22 62.7 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.4 62.3 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.9 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.9 

R23 60.4 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 59.8 59.5 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 58.2 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.9 

R24 67.2 67.1 67.1 67.1 67.1 67.0 67.0 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.6 66.6 66.6 66.6 66.6 

R25 61.1 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.3 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 58.6 57.8 57.8 57.8 57.8 58.2 

R26 66.9 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 63.9 63.5 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 62.2 61.1 61.1 61.1 61.1 61.6 

a Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule .. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Page IV.E-96 

45 46 47 

73.3 73.3 73.3 

69.5 69.5 69.5 

59.5 59.5 59.5 

61.5 61.5 61.5 

59.5 59.5 59.5 

64.4 64.4 64.4 

68.7 68.7 68.7 

59.7 59.7 59.7 

59.9 59.9 59.9 

69.9 69.9 69.9 

66.8 66.8 66.8 

68.9 68.9 68.9 

65.7 65.7 65.7 

62.8 62.8 62.8 

62.3 62.3 62.3 

68.2 68.2 68.2 

60.1 60.1 60.1 

67.4 67.4 67.4 

61.7 61.7 61.7 

58.1 58.1 58.1 

56.3 56.3 56.3 

62.0 62.0 62.0 

58.4 58.4 58.4 

66.7 66.7 66.7 

58.9 58.9 58.9 

62.1 62.1 62.1 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Maximum Significant 

48 leq (dBA) Exceedance Impacts? 

69.2 67.2 10.4 Yes 

69.0 73.7 0.0 No 
57.5 61.2 2.2 Yes 

59.9 63.9 2.1 Yes 

56.7 59.3 3.9 Yes 

60.6 61.1 8.4 Yes 

65.9 68.5 4.4 Yes 

58.2 62.3 0.0 No 
58.1 62.0 0.3 Yes 

69.7 74.7 0.0 No 
66.7 71.7 0.0 No 
68.8 73.8 0.0 No 
65.4 70.2 0.0 No 
62.5 67.3 0.0 No 
61.8 66.5 0.0 No 
68.0 72.9 0.0 No 
59.8 64.7 0.0 No 
67.3 72.2 0.0 No 
61.4 66.2 0.0 No 
57.3 62.0 0.0 No 
55.4 60.0 0.0 No 
61.7 66.6 0.0 No 
57.3 61.7 0.0 No 
66.5 71.4 0.0 No 
57.3 61.3 0.0 No 
60.8 65.1 9.7 Yes 
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Table IV.E-28 
Overlapping Composite Construction Noise Levels-Late Evening Hours (9:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activitiesa 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

R1 63.8 64.7 64.7 64.5 63.6 64.9 64.9 67.1 67.1 66.5 66.6 66.6 66.8 66.8 65.6 70.0 70.0 69.9 71.4 70.7 

R2 65.4 66.2 66.2 66.3 65.3 66.2 66.2 67.3 67.3 66.7 66.9 66.9 68.6 68.5 65.8 67.9 67.9 67.7 69.3 68.8 

R3 58.7 59.5 59.5 59.4 58.3 59.6 59.6 61.5 61.5 60.8 60.7 60.7 61.6 61.5 59.7 61.5 61.5 61.2 60.8 60.4 

R4 61.2 61.9 61.9 61.5 60.4 61.7 61.7 64.1 64.1 63.3 62.5 62.5 63.9 63.7 61.3 63.7 63.7 63.1 62.8 62.4 

RS 58.5 59.2 59.2 58.8 57.5 59.0 59.0 61.3 61.3 60.6 60.1 60.1 61.4 61.3 58.7 61.6 61.6 60.9 60.5 60.1 

R6 63.0 63.8 63.8 63.5 61.9 63.6 63.6 66.2 66.2 65.3 66.2 66.2 68.0 67.8 64.7 68.2 68.2 67.0 66.9 66.7 

R7 66.1 66.6 66.6 66.7 65.2 66.6 66.6 68.2 68.2 67.3 67.9 67.9 70.1 69.8 66.3 70.2 70.2 69.3 70.7 70.2 

R8 58.1 58.3 58.3 58.2 57.6 58.3 58.3 59.5 59.5 59.1 58.9 58.9 59.6 59.5 58.2 60.0 60.0 59.6 59.4 59.2 

R9 60.4 60.5 60.5 60.5 60.1 60.5 60.5 61.3 61.3 60.9 60.9 60.9 61.4 61.3 60.4 61.7 61.7 61.4 61.4 61.2 

R10 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.3 68.3 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.3 68.3 68.2 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 

R11 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.4 65.4 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.4 65.4 65.3 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.3 

R12 64.2 64.3 64.3 64.2 64.2 64.3 64.3 64.4 64.4 64.3 64.3 64.3 64.4 64.4 64.3 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.3 64.3 

R13 62.9 63.1 63.1 63.1 62.8 63.1 63.1 63.5 63.5 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.9 63.9 62.9 63.8 63.8 63.7 64.3 64.1 

R14 60.0 60.2 60.2 60.1 59.9 60.2 60.2 60.7 60.7 60.5 60.5 60.5 60.7 60.6 60.2 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.5 60.4 

R15 59.5 59.8 59.8 59.7 59.3 59.8 59.8 60.8 60.8 60.4 60.3 60.3 60.9 60.8 59.8 60.9 60.9 60.7 60.4 60.3 

R16 64.1 64.7 64.7 64.8 64.0 64.7 64.7 65.2 65.2 64.7 64.9 64.9 67.1 66.9 64.0 66.1 66.1 65.8 68.2 67.7 

R17 58.6 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.5 58.8 58.8 59.3 59.3 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.7 59.6 58.6 59.4 59.4 59.3 59.9 59.7 

R18 68.8 68.9 68.9 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 69.0 69.0 68.9 68.9 68.9 69.0 69.0 68.8 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 

R19 60.0 60.3 60.3 60.3 59.9 60.3 60.3 61.0 61.0 60.6 60.6 60.6 61.5 61.4 60.1 61.2 61.2 61.0 61.8 61.5 

R20 59.4 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.3 59.7 59.7 60.3 60.3 59.9 60.0 60.0 61.3 61.1 59.4 60.7 60.7 60.5 61.9 61.5 

R21 52.7 53.8 53.8 53.8 52.4 53.8 53.8 55.3 55.3 54.4 54.4 54.4 56.8 56.6 52.9 55.9 55.9 55.5 57.6 57.0 

R22 55.8 56.2 56.2 56.0 55.5 56.1 56.1 57.4 57.4 56.9 56.7 56.7 57.5 57.6 56.2 57.6 57.6 57.1 57.2 56.9 

R23 54.4 55.0 55.0 54.7 53.6 55.0 55.0 57.2 57.2 56.4 55.9 55.9 57.0 57.0 54.7 57.3 57.3 56.7 56.2 55.8 

R24 61.1 61.3 61.3 61.2 60.9 61.2 61.2 62.0 62.0 61.7 61.6 61.6 62.0 61.9 61.2 62.1 62.1 61.9 61.7 61.6 

R25 57.2 57.6 57.6 57.4 56.6 57.5 57.5 59.1 59.1 58.6 58.3 58.3 59.1 58.9 57.4 59.4 59.4 58.9 58.4 58.2 

R26 68.2 69.5 69.5 68.8 67.5 69.3 69.3 72.3 72.3 71.6 70.8 70.8 71.4 71.3 69.5 71.1 71.1 70.8 66.6 66.4 

a Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule .. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 3 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Page IV.E-97 

21 22 

72.0 72.0 

69.0 69.1 

60.8 61.0 

62.9 63.3 

60.8 61.3 

67.2 67.9 

70.7 71.1 

59.7 60.0 

61.6 61.8 

68.3 68.3 

65.4 65.4 

64.4 64.4 

64.3 64.3 

60.6 60.6 

60.6 60.7 

67.8 68.0 

59.8 59.9 

69.0 69.0 

61.7 61.8 

61.7 61.8 

57.3 57.5 

57.2 57.4 

56.5 56.9 

61.8 62.0 

58.8 59.1 

66.6 67.0 

IV.E Noise 

Significanc 
e 

Thresholdb Significant 
23 24 Leq (dBA) Impacts? 

72.0 73.6 64.8 Yes 

69.1 69.6 66.9 Yes 

61.0 61.7 59.2 Yes 

63.3 63.8 59.2 Yes 

61.3 62.0 55.1 Yes 

67.9 68.5 57.2 Yes 

71.1 71.8 63.6 Yes 

60.0 60.6 59.2 Yes 

61.8 62.3 62.3 No 

68.3 68.4 71.1 No 

65.4 65.4 68.2 No 

64.4 64.5 67.1 No 

64.3 64.6 65.4 No 

60.6 60.9 62.6 No 

60.7 61.1 61.4 No 

68.0 68.4 66.0 Yes 

59.9 60.1 61.1 No 

69.0 69.1 71.7 No 

61.8 62.1 62.2 No 

61.8 62.1 61.6 Yes 

57.5 58.0 52.2 Yes 

57.4 57.9 57.2 Yes 

56.9 57.5 52.5 Yes 

62.0 62.3 63.2 No 

59.1 59.7 57.5 Yes 

67.0 67.3 64.8 Yes 
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Table IV.E-28 (Continued) 
Overlapping Composite Construction Noise Levels-Late Evening Hours (9:00 P.M.-12:00 A.M.) 

Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Month with Overlapping of Construction Activitiesa 
Hourly Leq (dBA) 

Location 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 

R1 73.6 73.5 73.5 73.5 73.5 74.6 74.1 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 73.3 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 71.7 

R2 69.5 69.4 69.4 69.4 69.4 67.3 66.7 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1 65.5 

R3 61.5 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 60.4 60.0 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.3 58.7 

R4 63.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 61.4 60.7 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5 59.3 

RS 61.8 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.2 59.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 56.7 56.7 56.7 56.7 57.7 

R6 68.1 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2 65.6 64.7 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 63.6 61.5 61.5 61.5 61.5 62.7 

R7 71.6 70.7 70.7 70.7 70.7 69.5 68.6 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 67.7 65.6 65.6 65.6 65.6 66.6 

R8 60.4 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.9 59.4 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 57.9 57.9 57.9 57.9 58.4 

R9 62.1 61.7 61.7 61.7 61.7 61.7 61.4 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 61.0 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.7 

R10 68.4 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.4 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.3 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 68.2 

R11 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.4 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 65.3 

R12 64.5 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.5 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.3 64.3 64.3 64.3 64.3 

R13 64.6 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 63.8 63.6 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 63.4 62.9 62.9 62.9 62.9 63.1 

R14 60.8 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.6 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.4 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.2 

R15 61.0 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.7 60.4 60.2 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.3 59.3 59.3 59.3 59.5 

R16 68.2 68.1 68.1 68.1 68.1 65.3 64.8 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 64.4 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.7 

R17 60.1 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.9 59.1 58.9 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.4 58.5 

R18 69.1 69.0 69.0 69.0 69.0 68.9 68.9 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 68.8 

R19 62.0 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 60.6 60.3 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 60.1 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.8 

R20 62.0 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 60.1 59.8 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.6 58.9 58.9 58.9 58.9 59.2 

R21 57.8 57.5 57.5 57.5 57.5 54.7 53.9 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 53.2 51.1 51.1 51.1 51.1 52.0 

R22 57.7 57.3 57.3 57.3 57.3 56.6 56.2 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.8 55.1 55.1 55.1 55.1 55.4 

R23 57.4 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.2 55.5 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 54.6 53.0 53.0 53.0 53.0 53.9 

R24 62.2 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.8 61.7 61.5 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 61.2 60.8 60.8 60.8 60.8 61.0 

R25 59.5 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.8 58.7 58.3 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 56.6 56.6 56.6 56.6 57.1 

R26 67.0 65.6 65.6 65.6 65.6 64.1 63.7 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 63.3 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.5 62.9 

a Refer to Table 18 of the Noise Study provided in Appendix L for the Project construction schedule ... 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 3 dBA. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Page IV.E-98 

45 46 47 

73.3 73.3 73.3 

66.0 66.0 66.0 

59.5 59.5 59.5 

60.2 60.2 60.2 

59.0 59.0 59.0 

64.2 64.2 64.2 

68.0 68.0 68.0 

59.1 59.1 59.1 

61.2 61.2 61.2 

68.3 68.3 68.3 

65.4 65.4 65.4 

64.4 64.4 64.4 

63.3 63.3 63.3 

60.4 60.4 60.4 

59.9 59.9 59.9 

64.0 64.0 64.0 

58.7 58.7 58.7 

68.8 68.8 68.8 

60.0 60.0 60.0 

59.4 59.4 59.4 

52.9 52.9 52.9 

55.9 55.9 55.9 

55.0 55.0 55.0 

61.4 61.4 61.4 

58.0 58.0 58.0 

63.2 63.2 63.2 

IV.E Noise 

Significance 
Thresholdb Maximum Significant 

48 Leq (dBA) Exceedance Impacts? 

69.1 64.8 9.8 Yes 

64.6 66.9 2.7 Yes 

57.5 59.2 2.5 Yes 

57.9 59.2 4.9 Yes 

55.6 55.1 6.9 Yes 

60.0 57.2 11.3 Yes 

64.5 63.6 8.2 Yes 

57.4 59.2 1.4 Yes 

60.0 62.3 0.0 No 

68.2 71.1 0.0 No 

65.3 68.2 0.0 No 

64.2 67.1 0.0 No 

62.7 65.4 0.0 No 

59.9 62.6 0.0 No 

59.0 61.4 0.0 No 

63.3 66.0 2.4 Yes 

58.3 61.1 0.0 No 

68.7 71.7 0.0 No 

59.5 62.2 0.0 No 

58.8 61.6 0.5 Yes 

50.6 52.2 5.8 Yes 

54.8 57.2 0.7 Yes 

52.1 52.5 5.0 Yes 

60.6 63.2 0.0 No 

55.9 57.5 2.2 Yes 

62.3 64.8 7.5 Yes 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-29 
Construction Vibration Impacts-Building Damage 

Estimated Vibration levels at the Nearest Off-Site 

Reference 
Buildings to the Project Construction Sites 

PPVa ( inch per second) 
Construction Vibration 
Equipment levels at Bond Street LA. live Event Significance 

(major powered 25 feet Garage New Hall Way Garage Center Threshold, 
equipment) PPV (400 feet) (530 feet) (250 feet) (100 feet) PPVb 

Impact Pile 0.644 0.0101 0.0066 0.0204 0.0805 0.12 to 0.50 
Driver (typical) 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 0.0033 0.0022 0.0066 0.0263 0.12 to 0.50 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.0014 0.0009 0.0028 0.0111 0.12to0.50 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.0014 0.0009 0.0028 0.0111 0.12to0.50 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.0012 0.0008 0.0024 0.0095 0.12 to 0.50 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.0005 0.0004 0.0011 0.0044 0.12 to 0.50 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0001 0.0004 0.12 to 0.50 

a PPV at distance D = PPVref x (2510)1 5
. Distance shown is a distance from the nearest off-site building to 

the closest point of the construction area. 
b Significance thresholds are based on the construction conditions of the affected building structures, as 

described in Section 4.2.3 of the Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field 
Project, included as Appendix L. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-30 
Construction Vibration Impacts-Sensitive Uses 

Estimated Vibration levels at the Nearest Off-Site 
Vibration Sensitive Uses to the Project Construction 

Sites 
Reference VdB ( inch per second)a 

Construction Vibration 
Equipment levels at Bond Street LA. live Event Significance 

(major powered 25 feet Garage New Hall Way Garage Center Threshold 
equipment) VdB (400 feet) (550 feet) (250 feet) (100 feet) VdBb 

Impact Pile 104 68 64 74 86 72 
Driver 

Vibratory Roller 94 57 54 62 76 72 

Large Bulldozer 87 50 47 55 69 72 

Caisson Drilling 87 50 47 55 69 72 

Loaded Trucks 86 49 46 54 68 72 

Jackhammer 79 42 39 47 61 72 

Small Bulldozer 58 21 18 26 40 72 

a VdB at distance D = VdBref- 30*Log (0125). 
b Significance thresholds are based on the construction conditions of the affected building structures, as 

described in Section 4.2.3 of the Noise Impact Study. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-31 
Building Mechanical Equipment Noise levels 

Estimated Noise levels Significance Thresholda 
dBA (lea) dBA (lea) Significant Impacts? 

New Hall and 
Pico Central Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 

Passage Plant+ Hours Hours Hours Hours 
Central Exhaust Exhaust (7 A.M- (10 P.M.- (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

location Plant Fans Fans 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

R1 34.3 20.3 34.5 67.2 66.8 No No 

R2 47.6 30.4 47.7 73.7 68.9 No No 

R3 47.1 33.4 47.3 61.2 61.2 No No 

R4 52.3 25.1 52.3 63.9 61.2 No No 

RS 47.3 25.5 47.3 59.3 55.6 No No 

R6 39.4 24.1 39.5 61.1 59.2 No No 

R7 33.8 16.9 33.9 68.5 65.6 No No 

R8 32.1 18.3 32.3 62.3 61.2 No No 

R9 42.5 18.5 42.5 62.0 59.5 No No 

R10 33.1 17.3 33.2 74.7 67.9 No No 

R11 35.1 19.6 35.2 71.7 70.2 No No 

R12 29.9 14.4 30.0 73.8 69.1 No No 

R13 46.4 28.2 46.5 70.2 67.4 No No 

R14 46.3 30.8 46.4 67.3 58.0 No No 

R15 33.0 17 .1 33.1 66.4 62.6 No No 

R16 43.6 27.3 43.7 72.9 67.7 No No 

R17 45.6 23.2 45.6 64.7 63.1 No No 

R18 43.0 22.6 43.0 72.2 71.9 No No 

R19 45.9 23.2 45.9 66.2 64.2 No No 

R20 45.1 23.6 45.1 62.0 63.3 No No 

R21 45.0 23.9 45.0 60.0 54.2 No No 

R22 46.8 24.9 46.8 66.6 59.2 No No 

R23 48.0 25.0 48.0 61.7 54.5 No No 

R24 39.6 25.7 39.8 71.4 65.2 No No 

R25 35.3 26.4 35.8 61.3 54.9 No No 

R26 53.0 24.8 53.0 65.1 66.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are provided 
in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-32 
Parking Operations Noise levels 

Significance Threshold 3 

dBA (lmax) Significant Impacts? 
Estimated Parking Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 
Operations Noise Hours Hours Hours Hours 

levels (7 A.M- (10 P.M.- (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

location dBA Clmaxl 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

R1 55.1 67.2 66.8 No No 

R2 39.4 73.7 68.9 No No 

R3 37.6 61.2 61.2 No No 

R4 62.5 63.9 61.2 No Yes 

RS 61.1 59.3 55.6 Yes Yes 

R6 67.8 61.1 59.2 Yes Yes 

R7 68.1 68.5 65.6 No Yes 

R8 57.4 62.3 61.2 No No 

R9 56.8 62.0 59.5 No No 

R10 42.7 74.7 67.9 No No 

R11 41.2 71.7 70.2 No No 

R12 32.0 73.8 69.1 No No 

R13 35.3 70.2 67.4 No No 

R14 33.7 67.3 58.0 No No 

R15 34.4 66.4 62.6 No No 

R16 32.6 72.9 67.7 No No 

R17 42.1 64.7 63.1 No No 

R18 42.4 72.2 71.9 No No 

R19 46.3 66.2 64.2 No No 

R20 48.5 62.0 63.3 No No 

R21 48.4 60.0 54.2 No No 

R22 52.1 66.6 59.2 No No 

R23 55.9 61.7 54.5 No Yes 

R24 58.0 71.4 65.2 No No 

R25 57.5 61.3 54.9 No Yes 

R26 59.0 65.1 66.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is based on ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels 
are provided in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-33 
loading Dock and Refuse Collection Operations Noise levels 

Estimated Noise 
levels Significance Thresholdc 

dBA (leq) dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Nighttime Nighttime 
loading Refuse Hours Hours Daytime Hours Hours 

location Docka Collectionb (7 A.M-10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) (7 A.M.-10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 

R1 29.3 22.7 67.2 66.8 No No 

R2 34.1 22.7 73.7 68.9 No No 

R3 31.9 21.5 61.2 61.2 No No 

R4 40.9 36.5 63.9 61.2 No No 

RS 31.4 22.9 59.3 55.6 No No 

R6 33.2 24.2 61.1 59.2 No No 

R7 28.3 18.9 68.5 65.6 No No 

R8 23.8 15.2 62.3 61.2 No No 

R9 23.0 14.3 62.0 59.5 No No 

R10 22.7 13.3 74.7 67.9 No No 

R11 19.5 10.6 71.7 70.2 No No 

R12 21.3 11.9 73.8 69.1 No No 

R13 24.6 14.5 70.2 67.4 No No 

R14 24.4 14.4 67.3 58.0 No No 

R15 27.5 17.4 66.4 62.6 No No 

R16 23.5 14.6 72.9 67.7 No No 

R17 33.0 25.5 64.7 63.1 No No 

R18 33.9 21.1 72.2 71.9 No No 

R19 34.4 19.2 66.2 64.2 No No 

R20 32.3 25.7 62.0 63.3 No No 

R21 32.8 28.0 60.0 54.2 No No 

R22 36.0 33.2 66.6 59.2 No No 

R23 27.0 18.8 61.7 54.5 No No 

R24 27.1 19.1 71.4 65.2 No No 

R25 25.4 17.0 61.3 54.9 No No 

R26 55.4 29.1 65.1 66.8 No No 

a Based on maximum of 10 delivery trucks at the new Event Center loading dock, 21 delivery trucks at the 
expanded South Hall loading dock, and 4 delivery trucks at the new Kitchen loading dock (inside Pico 
Passage). 

b Based on maximum of 4 trash compactors at the new Event Center loading dock and 4 trash compactors 
at the expanded South Hall loading dock. 

c Significance threshold is based on ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are 
provided in Table IVE-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-34 
Convention Center Buses Noise levels 

Estimated 
Significance Thresholda 

Convention Center 
dBA (leq) Significant Impacts? 

Buses Operations Nighttime Daytime Hours Nighttime 
Noise levels Daytime Hours Hours (7 A.M.- Hours 

location dBA (leq) (7 A.M-10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 

R1 24.8 67.2 66.8 No No 
R2 56.3 73.7 68.9 No No 
R3 48.7 61.2 61.2 No No 
R4 27.5 63.9 61.2 No No 
RS 26.7 59.3 55.6 No No 
R6 30.6 61.1 59.2 No No 
R7 26.9 68.5 65.6 No No 
R8 21.4 62.3 61.2 No No 
R9 21.9 62.0 59.5 No No 
R10 21.5 74.7 67.9 No No 
R11 24.2 71.7 70.2 No No 
R12 21.2 73.8 69.1 No No 
R13 41.1 70.2 67.4 No No 
R14 35.5 67.3 58.0 No No 
R15 26.1 66.4 62.6 No No 
R16 27.0 72.9 67.7 No No 
R17 31.7 64.7 63.1 No No 
R18 23.6 72.2 71.9 No No 
R19 21.9 66.2 64.2 No No 
R20 28.6 62.0 63.3 No No 
R21 29.1 60.0 54.2 No No 
R22 19.5 66.6 59.2 No No 
R23 22.0 61.7 54.5 No No 
R24 32.3 71.4 65.2 No No 
R25 22.2 61.3 54.9 No No 
R26 28.0 65.1 66.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is based on ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are 
provided in Table IVE-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Estimated Outdoor 
Plazas Noise 

levels 
location dBA (leq) 

R1 80.9 

R2 85.0 

R3 74.8 

R4 50.6 

RS 49.9 

R6 54.0 

R7 59.1 

R8 58.6 

R9 57.4 

R10 64.7 

R11 52.5 

R12 53.8 

R13 77.6 

R14 64.5 

R15 54.1 

R16 54.1 

R17 56.2 

R18 49.4 

R19 47.5 

R20 43.9 

R21 43.4 

R22 44.4 

R23 46.5 

R24 48.2 

R25 48.3 

R26 52.7 

EM24393 

Table IV.E-35 
Outdoor Plazas Noise levels 

Significance Thresholda 
dBA (leq) 

Nighttime 
Daytime Hours Hours 
(7 A.M.-10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 

67.2 66.8 

73.7 68.9 

61.2 61.2 

63.9 61.2 

59.3 55.6 

61.1 59.2 

68.5 65.6 

62.3 61.2 

62.0 59.5 

74.7 67.9 

71.7 70.2 

73.8 69.1 

70.2 67.4 

67.3 58.0 

66.4 62.6 

72.9 67.7 

64.7 63.1 

72.2 71.9 

66.2 64.2 

62.0 63.3 

60.0 54.2 

66.6 59.2 

61.7 54.5 

71.4 65.2 

61.3 54.9 

65.1 66.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Hours Nighttime 
(7 A.M.- Hours 
10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

Yes Yes 

No Yes 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

a Significance threshold is based on ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are provided 
in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-36 
Event Center-Sports Event Noise Levels 

Estimated Noise Levels Significance Thresholda 
dBA (Lmax) dBA (Lmax) Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 
Event Center Hours Hours Hours Hours 

In-House Crowd (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.- (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

Location Sound System Cheering 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

R1 73.3 79.9 72.2 71.8 Yes Yes 

R2 67.4 66.2 78.7 73.9 No No 

R3 67.1 62.4 66.2 66.2 Yes Yes 

R4 65.1 62.2 68.9 66.2 No No 

RS 67.5 66.4 64.3 60.6 Yes Yes 

R6 66.9 68.2 66.1 64.2 Yes Yes 

R7 72.1 75.9 73.5 70.6 Yes Yes 

R8 67.1 71.1 67.3 66.2 Yes Yes 

R9 67.6 64.6 67.0 64.5 Yes Yes 

R10 58.6 61.4 79.7 72.9 No No 

R11 63.7 60.0 76.7 75.2 No No 

R12 50.8 58.6 78.8 74.1 No No 

R13 63.8 73.0 75.2 72.4 No Yes 

R14 64.7 59.7 72.3 63.0 No Yes 

R15 49.8 59.6 71.4 67.6 No No 

R16 62.1 57.0 77.9 72.7 No No 

R17 59.6 53.3 69.7 68.1 No No 

R18 57.5 59.4 77.2 76.9 No No 

R19 60.7 58.9 71.2 69.2 No No 

R20 60.2 56.7 67.0 68.3 No No 

R21 59.7 55.8 65.0 59.2 No Yes 

R22 61.4 54.9 71.6 64.2 No No 

R23 64.2 66.4 66.7 59.5 No Yes 

R24 65.7 70.5 76.4 70.2 No Yes 

R25 65.2 60.1 66.3 59.9 No Yes 

R26 61.4 62.8 70.1 71.8 No No 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient noise levels plus 10 dBA. The ambient noise levels are 
provided in Table IVE-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-37 
Event Center-Concert Event Noise levels 

Estimated Noise levels from Concert Significance Thresholda 
Touring Sound System dBA (lmax) Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Nighttime Hours Hours 

A-Weighted C-Weighted (7 A.M.- Hours (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-
location dBA (lmax) dBC (lmax) 10 P.M.) (10 P.M.-7 A.M.) 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

R1 73.7 92.2 67.2 66.8 Yes Yes 

R2 70.0 89.2 73.7 68.9 No Yes 

R3 67.8 87.6 61.2 61.2 Yes Yes 

R4 71.6 91.5 63.9 61.2 Yes Yes 

RS 67.0 86.5 59.3 55.6 Yes Yes 

R6 71.5 90.4 61.1 59.2 Yes Yes 

R7 74.6 93.9 68.5 65.6 Yes Yes 

R8 66.7 86.2 62.3 61.2 Yes Yes 

R9 72.5 92.4 62.0 59.5 Yes Yes 

R10 71.6 91.5 74.7 67.9 No Yes 

R11 68.8 88.7 71.7 70.2 No No 

R12 64.9 84.5 73.8 69.1 No No 

R13 67.4 86.8 70.2 67.4 No No 

R14 65.5 85.0 67.3 58.0 No Yes 

R15 65.4 85.2 66.4 62.6 No Yes 

R16 62.8 82.7 72.9 67.7 No No 

R17 65.9 85.9 64.7 63.1 Yes Yes 

R18 64.3 84.2 72.2 71.9 No No 

R19 63.3 83.2 66.2 64.2 No No 

R20 61.4 81.3 62.0 63.3 No No 

R21 61.2 81.2 60.0 54.2 Yes Yes 

R22 67.0 86.9 66.6 59.2 Yes Yes 

R23 64.2 83.9 61.7 54.5 Yes Yes 

R24 65.7 85.2 71.4 65.2 No Yes 

R25 65.8 85.3 61.3 54.9 Yes Yes 

R26 67.3 86.9 65.1 66.8 Yes Yes 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are provided 
in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Location 

R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

RS 

R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

R11 

R12 

R13 

R14 

R15 

R16 

R17 

R18 

R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

EM24396 

Table IV.E-38 
Firework Display Noise Levels 

Estimated Noise Levels from Significance Thresholda 
Firework Display Shows dBA (Lmax) 

A-Weighted C-Weighted Daytime Nighttime 
Maximum Peak Sound Hours Hours 

Sound Level Level (7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

dBA (Lmax) dBC 10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

90.9 116.9 67.2 66.8 

100.3 126.3 73.7 68.9 

101.3 127.3 61.2 61.2 

101.0 127.0 63.9 61.2 

101.0 127.0 59.3 55.6 

96.4 122.4 61.1 59.2 

93.1 119.1 68.5 65.6 

100.2 126.2 62.3 61.2 

100.6 126.6 62.0 59.5 

92.3 118.3 74.7 67.9 

96.7 122.7 71.7 70.2 

82.7 108.7 73.8 69.1 

97.1 123.1 70.2 67.4 

99.0 125.0 67.3 58.0 

80.2 106.2 66.4 62.6 

95.5 121.5 72.9 67.7 

93.5 119.5 64.7 63.1 

94.2 120.2 72.2 71.9 

96.0 122.0 66.2 64.2 

93.4 119.4 62.0 63.3 

93.2 119.2 60.0 54.2 

94.9 120.9 66.6 59.2 

97.5 123.5 61.7 54.5 

99.4 125.4 71.4 65.2 

99.4 125.4 61.3 54.9 

99.0 125.0 65.1 66.8 

IV.E Noise 

Significant Impacts? 

Daytime Nighttime 
Hours Hours 

(7 A.M.- (10 P.M.-

10 P.M.) 7 A.M.) 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

a Significance threshold is equal to ambient noise levels plus 5 dBA. The ambient noise levels are provided 
in Table IV.E-7. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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Roadway Segment 

Grand Avenue 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St 

North of 11th St 

Between 11th and 12th St 

Between 12th St. and Venice Ave. 

Between Venice Ave. and 17th St. 

Between 17th St. and Washington Ave. 

South of Washington Ave. 

Figueroa Street 

Between 2nd St and 5th St. 

Between 5th St and Wilshire Blvd. 

Between Wilshire Blvd. and 9th St 

Between 9th St. and Olympic Blvd. 

Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 

South of Pico Blvd. 

Flower Street 

North of 6th St 

Between 6th St. and 8th St 

Between 8th and Pico Blvd. 

South of Pico Blvd. 

South of 18th St 

Hope Street 

North of 1st St. 

South of 1st St. 

1st Street 

Between Hope St and Grand Ave. 

2nd Street 

West of Figueroa St. 

East of Figueroa St 

6th Street 

West of Lucas Ave. 

Between Lucas Ave. & Bixel St 

East of Bixel St 

East of Flower St. 

West of Main St 

East of Main St 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Adjacent Land 
Uses 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential/ 
Hospital 

Residential 

Church 

School 

Residential/Hotel 
Officeb 

Hotel 

Residential/Hotel 

Hotel 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Hotel 

Residential 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Residential 

Residential 

Hospital 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

EM24397 

Table IV.E-39 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Future Without Project Traffic Noise Levels3 Future With Project Traffic Noise Levelsa 
dBA (Hourly Leq) dBA (Hourly Leq) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

68.8 69.8 69.0 69.0 73.1 67.6 70.2 71.6 70.3 71.0 73.7 70.4 

69.2 69.6 69.2 69.1 72.6 67.1 70.5 69.6 70.6 69.1 73.3 67.1 

68.1 68.2 67.2 67.3 72.1 66.0 68.4 69.4 67.5 68.2 72.2 66.8 

69.8 69.9 68.9 69.0 73.5 67.8 70.6 72.1 69.9 71.1 74.1 70.6 

69.8 69.9 68.7 69.1 73.6 67.8 70.1 73.3 68.8 72.6 73.9 72.0 

69.7 69.8 68.8 69.2 73.8 67.8 70.3 74.0 68.8 73.5 73.9 72.7 

67.8 67.5 66.4 66.3 71.8 65.0 68.2 71.6 66.6 71.3 72.1 70.8 

68.4 67.6 65.5 66.0 71.9 66.0 68.7 69.8 66.3 68.8 72.0 69.5 

69.3 69.6 68.9 69.5 73.8 69.2 69.9 72.7 69.4 72.4 74.0 72.3 

71.8 72.5 70.5 70.8 74.8 70.9 72.0 74.8 70.6 73.7 75.0 73.2 

71.1 72.4 69.9 70.2 73.3 69.3 72.2 74.1 71.3 72.8 73.8 71.8 

71.6 72.3 70.0 70.2 72.6 68.8 72.3 72.5 70.8 70.7 73.1 69.7 

72.3 73.1 70.5 70.8 73.1 69.2 72.8 72.9 71.5 71.0 73.3 69.2 

72.3 73.1 70.5 70.9 73.4 68.7 72.8 73.1 71.7 71.5 73.7 69.1 

67.9 68.9 67.3 66.9 71.5 67.1 69.9 69.0 69.5 67.0 72.6 67.3 

70.3 70.7 69.2 69.6 73.0 68.8 72.6 71.3 72.0 70.3 74.2 69.5 

69.9 70.0 68.7 68.7 72.4 67.6 70.7 70.6 69.5 69.6 72.9 68.0 

70.6 70.9 69.7 69.9 73.4 68.4 70.8 72.5 69.4 71.9 73.4 70.2 

68.9 69.2 67.9 67.7 72.0 67.6 68.9 70.7 67.9 69.8 72.0 69.9 

66.8 67.9 67.3 67.9 71.5 65.8 69.0 70.1 69.3 70.1 72.3 69.0 

66.3 66.7 65.6 67.5 71.6 65.8 68.5 67.4 68.0 67.8 72.3 66.2 

70.0 70.8 69.4 69.6 72.9 67.3 70.1 71.4 69.6 70.2 73.0 68.3 

69.4 69.6 66.2 66.5 70.6 65.9 69.4 71.2 66.3 69.1 70.7 68.9 

68.5 68.4 65.6 66.2 69.6 65.0 68.5 68.7 65.7 66.7 69.7 65.8 

73.1 73.0 71.6 71.6 74.7 70.7 73.2 73.1 71.7 71.7 74.7 70.7 

73.3 73.1 71.6 71.8 75.0 70.7 73.8 73.2 72.2 71.9 75.3 70.7 

73.5 73.3 71.6 71.7 74.9 70.4 74.0 73.5 72.2 71.9 75.2 70.5 

72.7 72.3 71.6 70.1 73.4 70.2 73.9 73.1 73.1 71.3 74.7 71.1 

71.6 70.9 70.8 69.6 72.2 68.6 71.6 72.0 70.8 70.9 72.2 70.4 

70.8 69.9 70.0 68.3 71.5 67.3 70.8 70.0 70.0 68.4 71.5 67.3 
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IV.E Noise 

Increase in Traffic Noise Levels due to Project 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

1.4 1.8 

1.3 0.0 

0.3 1.2 

0.8 2.2 

0.3 3.4 

0.6 4.2 

0.4 4.1 

0.3 2.2 

0.6 3.1 

0.2 2.3 

1.1 1.7 

0.7 0.2 

0.5 -0.2 

0.5 0.0 

2.0 0.1 

2.3 0.6 

0.8 0.6 

0.2 1.6 

0.0 1.5 

2.2 2.2 

2.2 0.7 

0.1 0.6 

0.0 1.6 

0.0 0.3 

0.1 0.1 

0.5 0.1 

0.5 0.2 

1.2 0.8 

0.0 1.1 

0.0 0.1 

dBA (Hourly Leq) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?0 

1.3 2.0 0.6 2.8 No 

1.4 0.0 0.7 0.0 No 

0.3 0.9 0.1 0.8 No 

1.0 2.1 0.6 2.8 No 

0.1 3.5 0.3 4.2 No 

0.0 4.3 0.1 4.9 No 

0.2 5.0 0.3 5.8 Yes 

0.8 2.8 0.1 3.5 No 

0.5 2.9 0.2 3.1 No 

0.1 2.9 0.2 2.3 No 

1.4 2.6 0.5 2.5 No 

0.8 0.5 0.5 0.9 No 

1.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 No 

1.2 0.6 0.3 0.4 No 

2.2 0.1 1.1 0.2 No 

2.8 0.7 1.2 0.7 No 

0.8 0.9 0.5 0.4 No 

-0.3 2.0 0.0 1.8 No 

0.0 2.1 0.0 2.3 No 

2.0 2.2 0.8 3.2 No 

2.4 0.3 0.7 0.4 No 

0.2 0.6 0.1 1.0 No 

0.1 2.6 0.1 3.0 No 

0.1 0.5 0.1 0.8 No 

0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 No 

0.6 0.1 0.3 0.0 No 

0.6 0.2 0.3 0.1 No 

1.5 1.2 1.3 0.9 No 

0.0 1.3 0.0 1.8 No 

0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 No 
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Roadway Segment 

Olympic Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St. 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave. 

Between Union Ave. & Blaine St 

Between Blaine St & Georgia St 

Between Georgia St. & Francisco St. 

Between Francisco St. & Figueroa St. 

Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

East of Flower St 

W 11th Street 

West of Blaine St. 

Between Blaine St. & LA Live Wy. 

East of LA Live Wy. 

West of Grand Ave. 

East of Grand Ave. 

Pico Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St. 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave. 

Between Union Ave. & Figueroa St. 

Between Figueroa St. & Flower St. 

East of Hill St. 

Blaine Street 

North of 1-110 SB Off-Ramp 

Between 1-110 SB Off-Ramp & 11th St. 

Venice Boulevard 

East of Olive St. 

W 12th Street 

West of Grand Ave. 

E. 17th Street 

West of Grand Ave. 

W 18th Street 

West of Flower St. 

West of Grand Ave. 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Flower St. 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave. 

Between Grand Ave. & Los Angeles St. 

East of Los Angeles St.. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Adjacent Land 
Uses 

Commercialb 

Religious 

School/Religious 

School 

Residential/Hotel 

Hotel 

Commercialb 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Auditorium 

Residential 

Residential 

Religious 

Commercialb 

Residential 

Residential/Hotel 

Motel 

Residential 

Residential 

School 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Church 

School/Religious 

School/Religious 

School/Religious 

Residential 

EM24398 

Table IV.E-39 (Continued) 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Future Without Project Traffic Noise Levels3 Future With Project Traffic Noise Levelsa 
dBA (Hourly Leq) dBA (Hourly Leq) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

72.9 72.5 71.4 71.6 73.7 70.5 73.2 73.1 71.9 72.2 74.1 71.5 

72.8 72.2 71.4 71.4 73.6 70.5 73.4 72.9 72.3 72.1 74.0 71.4 

72.6 72.1 71.0 70.9 73.1 70.0 73.4 73.0 72.1 71.6 73.8 71.0 

73.0 72.7 71.4 71.1 73.2 70.3 74.1 74.1 72.8 72.4 73.8 71.4 

72.9 72.6 71.6 70.9 72.8 70.2 74.1 73.9 72.8 72.1 73.4 71.1 

72.9 72.8 71.5 71.1 73.3 70.3 74.4 74.3 73.3 72.9 74.3 71.6 

73.0 72.7 71.5 71.2 73.5 70.0 74.3 74.3 72.9 72.8 74.4 71.2 

72.4 72.1 70.8 70.6 72.8 69.3 73.4 73.4 72.2 71.5 73.5 70.2 

66.6 68.0 66.8 66.3 67.8 64.9 65.4 66.3 67.0 63.3 64.5 62.4 

69.5 70.4 69.0 68.5 69.8 65.9 67.6 72.0 68.4 72.0 68.3 72.0 

68.0 68.5 66.7 65.2 66.6 63.7 64.2 66.6 63.1 65.7 63.4 65.0 

68.9 69.4 67.9 67.8 69.7 67.0 68.2 68.2 67.5 66.2 68.9 65.7 

69.5 70.0 68.8 68.4 70.5 67.7 70.5 69.9 70.2 68.1 71.7 68.4 

72.1 72.1 71.6 71.4 72.5 68.6 72.4 72.5 71.9 71.9 72.8 69.6 

72.1 72.1 71.9 71.7 72.5 68.6 72.7 72.8 72.6 72.8 73.4 70.5 

71.8 71.8 71.0 71.1 72.8 67.9 72.5 72.4 72.0 72.1 73.5 70.2 

69.5 69.9 68.7 69.3 71.9 65.8 70.8 70.4 70.5 70.3 72.5 68.4 

69.6 68.8 68.1 67.4 71.0 64.4 70.4 69.5 69.0 68.3 71.4 66.3 

70.8 70.2 69.5 68.5 70.3 68.5 72.0 72.1 70.6 70.3 70.3 69.0 

69.4 69.6 69.1 68.6 70.1 67.8 71.8 69.5 72.0 69.5 73.2 68.4 

68.0 67.3 66.6 66.2 70.9 62.9 69.7 72.4 69.3 72.3 71.9 71.7 

66.9 66.6 65.2 65.2 66.8 65.5 66.9 67.9 65.2 67.0 66.7 66.5 

71.9 71.9 70.8 70.7 74.4 69.4 72.4 74.2 71.3 72.9 74.7 71.4 

61.1 62.1 59.7 58.9 61.2 57.6 61.6 62.5 61.6 65.7 64.1 57.6 

60.7 61.9 59.7 58.6 62.0 56.7 61.2 62.3 61.6 65.6 64.5 56.7 

70.7 70.3 69.5 68.7 71.9 67.8 71.1 72.2 69.9 71.2 72.5 70.1 

70.4 69.8 68.8 68.1 71.5 67.6 70.8 71.6 69.2 70.7 71.9 69.5 

69.9 69.4 68.2 67.6 71.8 66.9 70.2 70.7 68.7 69.5 72.1 68.8 

69.5 69.0 67.8 67.2 71.9 65.7 69.7 70.5 68.2 69.1 72.1 68.5 
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IV.E Noise 

Increase in Traffic Noise Levels due to Project 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

0.3 0.6 

0.6 0.7 

0.8 0.9 

1.1 1.4 

1.2 1.3 

1.5 1.5 

1.3 1.6 

1.0 1.3 

-1.2 -1.7 

-1.9 1.6 

-3.8 -1.9 

-0.7 -1.2 

1.0 -0.1 

0.3 0.4 

0.6 0.7 

0.7 0.6 

1.3 0.5 

0.8 0.7 

1.2 1.9 

2.4 -0.1 

1.7 5.1 

0.0 1.3 

0.5 2.3 

0.5 0.4 

0.5 0.4 

0.4 1.9 

0.4 1.8 

0.3 1.3 

0.2 1.5 

dBA (Hourly Leq) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?0 

0.5 0.6 0.4 1.0 No 

0.9 0.7 0.4 0.9 No 

1.1 0.7 0.7 1.0 No 

1.4 1.3 0.6 1.1 No 

1.2 1.2 0.6 0.9 No 

1.8 1.8 1.0 1.3 No 

1.4 1.6 0.9 1.2 No 

1.4 0.9 0.7 0.9 No 

0.2 -3.0 -3.3 -2.5 No 

-0.6 3.5 -1.5 6.1 Yes 

-3.6 0.5 -3.2 1.3 No 

-0.4 -1.6 -0.8 -1.3 No 

1.4 -0.3 1.2 0.7 No 

0.3 0.5 0.3 1.0 No 

0.7 1.1 0.9 1.9 No 

1.0 1.0 0.7 2.3 No 

1.8 1.0 0.6 2.6 No 

0.9 0.9 0.4 1.9 No 

1.1 1.8 0.0 0.5 No 

2.9 0.9 3.1 0.6 No 

2.7 6.1 1.0 8.8 No 

0.0 1.8 -0.1 1.0 No 

0.5 2.2 0.3 2.0 No 

1.9 6.8 2.9 0.0 Yes 

1.9 7.0 2.5 0.0 Yes 

0.4 2.5 0.6 2.3 No 

0.4 2.6 0.4 1.9 No 

0.5 1.9 0.3 1.9 No 

0.4 1.9 0.2 2.8 No 
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Table IV.E-39 (Continued) 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Future Without Project Traffic Noise Levels3 Future With Project Traffic Noise Levelsa 

Saturday 

Adjacent Land Pre- Post-
Roadway Segment Uses Event Event 

W. 39th Street 

West of 1-110 Freeway Residential 65.3 65.7 

East of 1-110 Freeway Residential 64.6 64.7 

Alvarado Street 

North of 8th St Commercial/Park 72.4 72.4 

Between 8th St & Olympic Blvd. Motel 72.4 72.4 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd. Residential 72.2 72.4 

Between Pico Blvd. & Hoover St. Residential/ 71.3 71.5 
Religious 

Union Avenue 

North of Olympic Blvd. Religious 71.9 71.4 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd. Residential 71.2 70.9 

South of Pico Blvd. Residential 70.3 69.7 

Lucas Ave. 

North of 6th St Residential/ 69.1 69.4 
School 

South of 6th St Hospital 67.9 68.1 

Bixel Street 

North of 8th St Residential 66.6 66.2 

Between 8th St & Wilshire Blvd. Residential 67.5 67.6 

Between Wilshire Blvd. &6th St Residential 70.1 69.9 

Adams Boulevard 

West of Flower St Religious 73.1 73.1 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave. Hospital 72.1 71.9 

Between Grand Ave. & Main St. Commercialb 71.5 70.7 

East of Main St. Residential 71.2 70.3 

Wilshire Boulevard 

West of Bixel St. Residential 71.9 72.0 

Between Bixel St. & Figueroa St Residential/Hotel 71.4 71.6 

East of Figueroa St. Officeb 69.7 70.0 

a Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Appendix L. 
b Not considered noise-sensitive uses, per LA CEQA Threshold Guides. 
c Significance threshold is equal to an increase of 5 dBA or more. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

dBA (Hourly Leq) 

Sunday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

63.6 64.7 

61.9 63.1 

71.4 72.3 

71.5 72.0 

71.5 71.8 

70.8 71.3 

71.1 71.8 

71.0 71.6 

71.0 71.4 

68.2 68.2 

66.6 67.0 

64.9 65.1 

66.4 66.3 

69.1 69.4 

71.5 71.5 

70.6 70.4 

69.9 69.5 

69.6 69.2 

70.9 71.0 

70.3 70.5 

68.8 68.8 

dBA (Hourly Leq) 

Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

69.2 60.1 65.6 66.4 64.0 65.7 69.3 61.8 

69.5 59.5 66.1 66.5 64.7 65.5 70.3 65.0 

73.3 69.9 72.5 72.6 71.6 72.5 73.4 70.2 

73.2 69.7 72.5 72.8 71.5 72.4 73.3 70.4 

72.9 69.1 72.8 73.1 72.1 72.4 73.3 70.4 

72.4 68.9 71.8 72.0 71.3 71.7 72.7 69.8 

72.4 68.3 71.9 71.4 71.3 71.8 72.4 68.5 

71.8 67.6 71.4 71.2 71.4 71.8 72.3 68.0 

70.9 66.4 70.3 69.7 71.2 71.6 71.2 66.7 

71.9 66.7 70.8 69.7 70.1 68.7 72.8 67.0 

71.3 65.0 68.8 68.5 68.1 67.6 71.6 65.4 

69.3 64.2 66.6 66.2 64.9 65.1 69.3 64.2 

70.1 65.8 67.5 67.9 66.4 66.7 70.1 66.0 

70.9 68.8 70.1 70.4 69.1 69.9 70.9 69.0 

74.2 70.4 73.1 73.2 71.6 71.5 74.3 70.4 

73.1 68.8 73.0 72.2 71.8 70.8 73.8 69.6 

72.3 67.4 72.3 70.9 71.0 69.7 72.9 67.7 

71.7 67.3 71.2 70.3 69.6 69.2 71.7 67.3 

73.7 70.0 72.4 72.2 71.5 71.2 74.0 70.4 

73.7 69.8 71.9 72.0 71.1 71.0 74.0 70.3 

72.3 68.7 70.8 70.9 70.3 69.8 72.9 69.9 
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IV.E Noise 

Increase in Traffic Noise Levels due to Project 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

0.3 0.7 

1.5 1.8 

0.1 0.2 

0.1 0.4 

0.6 0.7 

0.5 0.5 

0.0 0.0 

0.2 0.3 

0.0 0.0 

1.7 0.3 

0.9 0.4 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.3 

0.0 0.5 

0.0 0.1 

0.9 0.3 

0.8 0.2 

0.0 0.0 

0.5 0.2 

0.5 0.4 

1.1 0.9 

dBA (Hourly Leq) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?0 

0.4 1.0 0.1 1.7 No 

2.8 2.4 0.8 5.5 Yes 

0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 No 

0.0 0.4 0.1 0.7 No 

0.6 0.6 0.4 1.3 No 

0.5 0.4 0.3 0.9 No 

0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 No 

0.4 0.2 0.5 0.4 No 

0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 No 

1.9 0.5 0.9 0.3 No 

1.5 0.6 0.3 0.4 No 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No 

0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 No 

0.0 0.5 0.0 0.2 No 

0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 No 

1.2 0.4 0.7 0.8 No 

1.1 0.2 0.6 0.3 No 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No 

0.6 0.2 0.3 0.4 No 

0.8 0.5 0.3 0.5 No 

1.5 1.0 0.6 1.2 No 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

RL0025186 



EM24400 

IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-40 
Off-Site Transit Noise Impacts 

Estimated Increase Noise Levelsb 
(dBA) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Transit line Event Event Event Event Event Event Impacts? 

Reda 0.2 1.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 3.2 No 
Purple a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No 
Red/Purplea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 No 

Blue 1.0 2.0 0.8 1.9 0.0 6.0 Yes 

Expo 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 No 
Green (East) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 No 

Green (West) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 No 
Gold (Pasadena) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 No 

Gold (East LA) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 No 
Metro link 0.0 0.8 1.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 No 
Silver Line (Artesia T.C.) 1.8 3.0 4.8 6.0 0.0 3.0 Noa 

Silver Line (El Monte) 1.2 2.2 3.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 Noa 

Metro Bus 
Rapid 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 2.7 No 

Express 1.0 1.5 2.2 2.4 0.0 5.4 No 
Local 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No 

a Underground subway system. 
b Represent the increase in noise from public transit component (i.e., rail, bus) only, not the ambient 

noise levels. 

Source: The Mobility Group, 2001; Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-112 

RL0025187 



.... «; 
0 u • !:::? - if c: Q. 

l'tS Cl,) 
~ u ..c: 

Cl,) I- u 
0:: Cl,) 

::2: 

R1 61.7 41.1 

R2 62.9 54.4 

R3 57.3 54.0 

R4 54.1 59.0 

RS 50.0 54.0 

R6 51.2 46.2 

R7 54.1 40.6 

R8 50.5 38.9 

R9 51.5 49.2 

R10 61.9 39.9 

R11 56.4 41.9 

R12 62.4 36.7 

R13 56.4 53.1 

R14 64.8 53.1 

R15 52.8 39.8 

R16 69.1 50.4 

R17 53.7 52.3 

R18 49.2 49.7 

R19 50.8 52.6 

R20 52.2 51.8 

R21 52.5 51.7 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-41 
Composite Operation Noise levels-Without Firework Show 

Individual Component Noise levels 
dBA (CNEL) 

.... 
Cl,) Composite Ci Cl,) 

.... -C'l Ill 0 Ill c: Noise c: c: Ill Cl.I 0 l'tS Cl,) 

:£2 ·-::I Ill "C N (.) levels "C .... .... l'tS Cl,) ::I - l'tS -l'tS ::::i-.3 0:: 00 0 a.. c: dBA a.. Cl,) 

> (CNEL) w 
35.3 21.1 18.4 73.3 64.1 74.1 

22.2 25.4 49.6 77.4 53.2 77.6 

21.2 23.3 42.0 67.2 51.7 67.9 

42.1 32.8 21.0 43.0 50.2 60.8 

41.2 22.9 20.2 42.3 53.3 57.8 

47.0 24.6 24.0 46.4 53.9 57.1 

47.0 20.0 20.4 51.5 60.7 62.2 

38.2 16.1 15.2 51.0 55.9 58.1 

37.6 15.5 15.7 49.8 52.7 57.1 

24.8 15.2 15.3 57.1 46.6 63.3 

24.6 13.1 17.8 44.9 48.6 57.5 

16.8 14.2 15.1 46.2 42.6 62.6 

19.4 16.7 34.4 69.9 56.8 70.4 

19.2 16.5 28.8 56.8 49.2 65.8 

17.1 19.2 19.6 46.5 43.4 54.2 

19.9 15.9 20.5 46.5 46.6 69.2 

25.1 24.6 25.1 48.6 43.8 57.0 

28.2 25.1 17.2 41.8 44.9 53.5 

30.0 25.6 15.7 39.9 46.2 55.5 

30.9 24.0 22.0 36.3 45.1 55.5 

30.8 24.8 22.5 35.8 44.5 55.5 

Page IV.E-113 

Ambient Composite+ Increase 
Noise Ambient due to 
levels Noise Project 
dBA levels dBA Significant 

(CNEL) dBA (CNEL) (CNEL) lmpacts?a 

66.7 74.8 8.1 Yes 

70.1 78.3 8.2 Yes 

60.9 68.7 7.8 Yes 

61.9 64.4 2.5 No 
60.6 62.4 1.8 No 
59.6 61.5 1.9 No 
66.3 67.7 1.4 No 
61.1 62.9 1.8 No 
63.6 64.5 0.9 No 
73.7 74.1 0.4 No 
70.4 70.6 0.2 No 
70.3 71.0 0.7 No 
68.5 72.5 4.0 Yes 

67.8 69.9 2.1 No 
63.9 64.3 0.4 No 
69.4 72.3 2.9 No 
63.4 64.3 0.9 No 
74.3 74.3 0.0 No 
64.8 65.3 0.5 No 
63.0 63.7 0.7 No 
56.3 58.9 2.6 No 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-41 (Continued) 
Composite Operation Noise levels-Without Firework Show 

.... 
0 -Q. 
Cl,) 
(,J 
Cl,) 

c::: 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

51.1 53.5 

48.7 54.7 

63.1 46.4 

45.5 42.5 

55.5 59.7 

Individual Component Noise levels 
dBA (CNEL) 

33.8 28.3 

36.8 18.9 

38.6 19.0 

38.2 17.5 

38.7 46.4 

Ill 
Cl.I 
Ill 
::I 
00 

13.6 

15.8 

25.7 

16.0 

21.4 

36.8 

38.9 

40.6 

40.7 

45.0 

.... 
Cl,) -c: 
Cl,) 
(.) -c: 
Cl,) 

> w 
45.6 

51.8 

55.1 

49.7 

48.5 

Composite 
Noise 
levels 
dBA 

(CNEL) 

56.0 

57.3 

63.9 

52.2 

61.6 

Ambient Composite + 
Noise Ambient 
levels Noise 
dBA levels 

(CNEL) dBA (CNEL) 

62.8 63.6 

57.0 60.1 

67.4 69.0 

59.9 60.6 

66.2 67.5 

Increase 
due to 
Project 

dBA 
(CNEL) 

0.8 

3.1 

1.6 

0.7 

1.3 

Significant 
lmpacts?a 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

a Significance threshold is equal to an increase of 3 dBA or more when the composite + ambient noise levels falls within the "normally 
unacceptable" range or higher (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL for residential use) and 5 dBA or more when the composite +ambient noise levels remains 
within the "conditionally acceptable" range or lower (i.e., below 70 dBA CNEL for residential uses). 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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.... «; 
0 (,J 

(,J - ·c: c. IE CL! (ti 

~ ..c: (,J 

CL! I- (,J 

c::: <!.) 

::2: 

R1 61.7 41.1 

R2 62.9 54.4 

R3 57.3 54.0 

R4 54.1 59.0 

RS 50.0 54.0 

R6 51.2 46.2 

R7 54.1 40.6 

R8 50.5 38.9 

R9 51.5 49.2 

R10 61.9 39.9 

R11 56.4 41.9 

R12 62.4 36.7 

R13 56.4 53.1 

R14 64.8 53.1 

R15 52.8 39.8 

R16 69.1 50.4 

R17 53.7 52.3 

R18 49.2 49.7 

R19 50.8 52.6 

R20 52.2 51.8 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-42 
Composite Operation Noise levels-With Firework Show 

Individual Component Noise levels 
dBA (CNEl) 

.... 
Cl.I Composite 

Ci CL! 
.... - ..::.:: Cl Ill 0 Ill c: 0 ~ Noise c:: c: Ill CL! CL! 0 (ti :;:: ·-::I Ill "'C N (.) ~ 0 levels .... "'C .... 

::I - (ti CL! .c: 
(ti (ti Cl.I ::::i- ...... 

.3 c::: ID c: .!:: en dBA CL. 0 CL. CL! LL > (CNEl) w 
40.3 21.1 22.2 78.3 66.7 67.1 79.0 

27.1 25.4 53.7 82.4 55.8 76.5 83.4 

26.1 23.3 46.1 72.2 54.3 77.5 78.7 

47.1 32.8 24.9 48.0 52.9 77.2 77.3 

46.2 22.9 24.1 47.3 56.0 77.2 77.3 

52.0 24.6 28.0 51.4 56.6 72.6 72.8 

52.0 20.0 24.3 56.5 63.4 69.3 70.6 

43.2 16.1 18.8 56.0 58.5 76.4 76.5 

42.6 15.5 19.3 54.8 55.3 76.8 76.9 

29.8 15.2 18.9 62.1 49.2 68.5 70.1 

29.6 13.1 21.6 49.9 51.2 72.9 73.0 

21.5 14.2 18.6 51.2 45.2 58.9 64.3 

24.2 16.7 38.5 74.9 59.5 73.3 77.3 

24.0 16.5 32.9 61.8 51.9 75.2 75.8 

21.8 19.2 23.5 51.5 46.0 56.4 59.1 

24.7 15.9 24.4 51.5 49.2 71.7 73.7 

30.1 24.6 29.1 53.6 46.5 69.7 70.0 

33.2 25.1 21.0 46.8 47.5 70.4 70.5 

35.0 25.6 19.3 44.9 48.9 72.2 72.3 

35.9 24.0 26.0 41.3 47.8 69.6 69.8 
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Ambient Composite+ Increase 
Noise Ambient due to 
levels Noise Project 
dBA levels dBA Significant 

(CNEl) dBA (CNEl) (CNEl) lmpacts?a 

66.7 79.2 12.5 Yes 

70.1 83.6 13.5 Yes 

60.9 78.8 17.9 Yes 

61.9 77.4 15.5 Yes 

60.6 77.3 16.7 Yes 

59.6 73.0 13.4 Yes 

66.3 72.0 5.7 Yes 

61.1 76.6 15.5 Yes 

63.6 77.1 13.5 Yes 

73.7 75.3 1.6 No 

70.4 74.9 4.5 Yes 

70.3 71.3 1.0 No 

68.5 77.8 9.3 Yes 

67.8 76.4 8.6 Yes 

63.9 65.1 1.2 No 

69.4 75.0 5.6 Yes 

63.4 70.9 7.5 Yes 

74.3 75.8 1.5 No 

64.8 73.0 8.2 Yes 

63.0 70.6 7.6 Yes 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-42 (Continued) 
Composite Operation Noise levels-With Firework Show 

.... 
0 -c. 
Q) 
(,.) 
Q) 

c::: 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 

Individual Component Noise levels 
dBA (CNEl) 

52.5 51.7 35.8 24.8 26.5 

51.1 53.5 38.8 28.3 16.9 

48.7 54.7 41.8 18.9 19.4 

63.1 46.4 43.6 19.0 29.7 

45.5 42.5 43.2 17.5 19.6 

55.5 59.7 43.7 46.4 25.4 

40.8 

41.8 

43.9 

45.6 

45.7 

50.0 

.... 
Q) -c:: 
Q) 
(.) -c:: 
Q) 

> w 
47.2 

48.2 

54.4 

57.7 

52.3 

51.1 

~ 

0 ~ 
~ 0 
Q) .c: 

.!::: Cl) 
LL 

69.4 

71.1 

73.7 

75.6 

75.6 

75.2 

Composite 
Noise 
levels 
dBA 

(CNEl) 

69.6 

71.2 

73.8 

75.9 

75.6 

75.4 

Ambient Composite + 
Noise Ambient 
levels Noise 
dBA levels 

(CNEl) dBA (CNEl) 

56.3 69.8 

62.8 71.8 

57.0 73.9 

67.4 76.5 

59.9 75.7 

66.2 75.9 

Increase 
due to 
Project 

dBA 
(CNEl) 

13.5 

9.0 

16.9 

9.1 

15.8 

9.7 

Significant 
lmpacts?a 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

a Significance threshold is equal to an increase of 3 dBA or more when the composite + ambient noise levels falls within the "normally 
unacceptable" range or higher (i.e., 70 dBA CNEL for residential use) and 5 dBA or more when the composite +ambient noise levels remains 
within the "conditionally acceptable" range or lower (i.e., below 70 dBA CNEL for residential uses). 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 
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Roadway Segment 

Grand Avenue 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St. 

North of 11th St. 

Between 11th and 12th St 

Between 12th St. and Venice Ave. 

Between Venice Ave. and 17th St. 

Between 17th St. and Washington Ave. 

South of Washington Ave. 

Figueroa Street 

Between 2nd St and 5th St 

Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Between Wilshire Blvd. and 9th St. 

Between 9th St. and Olympic Blvd. 

Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 

South of Pico Blvd. 

Flower Street 

North of 6th St. 

Between 6th St. and 8th St. 

Between 8th and Pico Blvd. 

South of Pico Blvd. 

South of 18th St 

Hope Street 

North of 1st St 

South of 1st St. 

1st Street 

Between Hope St. and Grand Ave. 

2nd Street 

West of Figueroa St. 

East of Figueroa St. 

6th Street 

West of Lucas Ave. 

Between Lucas Ave. & Bixel St 

East of Bixel St. 

East of Flower St. 

West of Main St. 

East of Main St. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Adjacent 
land Uses 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential/ 
Hospital 

Residential 

Church 

School 

Residential/Hotel 

Officeb 

Hotel 

Residential/Hotel 

Hotel 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Hotel 

Residential 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Concert Hall 

Residential 

Residential 

Hospital 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

EM24405 

Table IV.E-43 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Existing Traffic Noise levelsa Future Cumulative Traffic Noise levelsa 
dBA (Hourly leq) dBA (Hourly leq) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

66.5 68.1 67.1 66.8 72.2 65.5 70.2 71.6 70.3 71.0 73.7 70.4 

66.0 67.0 66.8 66.6 71.2 64.4 70.5 69.6 70.6 69.1 73.3 67.1 

65.3 65.6 64.2 64.0 70.6 63.7 68.4 69.4 67.5 68.2 72.2 66.8 

66.3 66.6 65.1 64.9 71.8 64.2 70.6 72.1 69.9 71.1 74.1 70.6 

66.6 66.6 65.0 65.4 72.0 64.2 70.1 73.3 68.8 72.6 73.9 72.0 

66.6 66.8 65.3 65.9 72.2 64.4 70.3 74.0 68.8 73.5 73.9 72.7 

65.6 65.0 64.2 64.0 70.2 62.0 68.2 71.6 66.6 71.3 72.1 70.8 

66.8 65.8 63.7 64.2 70.6 63.8 68.7 69.8 66.3 68.8 72.0 69.5 

67.9 68.3 67.6 68.4 73.2 68.0 69.9 72.7 69.4 72.4 74.0 72.3 

70.1 71.1 68.6 69.1 73.7 69.4 72.0 74.8 70.6 73.7 75.0 73.2 

69.2 70.9 67.7 68.2 72.1 67.1 72.2 74.1 71.3 72.8 73.8 71.8 

69.5 70.6 67.5 67.7 71.2 65.8 72.3 72.5 70.8 70.7 73.1 69.7 

70.3 71.6 68.2 68.6 71.7 66.3 72.8 72.9 71.5 71.0 73.3 69.2 

70.7 72.0 68.7 69.2 72.3 66.4 72.8 73.1 71.7 71.5 73.7 69.1 

65.5 67.3 65.2 64.6 70.6 65.5 69.9 69.0 69.5 67.0 72.6 67.3 

67.5 68.5 66.8 67.5 71.7 66.5 72.6 71.3 72.0 70.3 74.2 69.5 

66.9 67.1 65.2 65.6 70.9 64.2 70.7 70.6 69.5 69.6 72.9 68.0 

67.1 67.7 65.2 66.6 71.8 63.9 70.8 72.5 69.4 71.9 73.4 70.2 

64.4 64.9 61.7 62.5 69.8 63.7 68.9 70.7 67.9 69.8 72.0 69.9 

64.7 66.4 65.9 66.7 70.5 63.6 69.0 70.1 69.3 70.1 72.3 69.0 

64.9 65.5 64.6 66.7 70.8 64.1 68.5 67.4 68.0 67.8 72.3 66.2 

67.4 68.7 67.3 67.5 71.3 64.5 70.1 71.4 69.6 70.2 73.0 68.3 

69.1 69.3 65.7 66.0 70.3 65.4 69.4 71.2 66.3 69.1 70.7 68.9 

68.1 68.1 65.1 65.8 69.2 64.5 68.5 68.7 65.7 66.7 69.7 65.8 

71.4 71.1 69.9 70.0 73.4 69.2 73.2 73.1 71.7 71.7 74.7 70.7 

71.0 70.5 69.1 69.4 73.4 68.4 73.8 73.2 72.2 71.9 75.3 70.7 

71.1 70.7 68.8 69.1 73.1 67.7 74.0 73.5 72.2 71.9 75.2 70.5 

71.3 70.9 70.2 68.4 72.0 68.9 73.9 73.1 73.1 71.3 74.7 71.1 

70.1 69.3 69.3 67.9 70.9 66.9 71.6 72.0 70.8 70.9 72.2 70.4 

69.4 68.6 68.7 66.7 70.5 65.5 70.8 70.0 70.0 68.4 71.5 67.3 

Page IV.E-117 

IV.E Noise 

Cumulative Increase in Traffic Noise levels 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

3.7 3.5 

4.5 2.6 

3.1 3.8 

4.3 5.5 

3.5 6.7 

3.7 7.2 

2.6 6.6 

1.9 4.0 

2.0 4.4 

1.9 3.7 

3.0 3.2 

2.8 1.9 

2.5 1.3 

2.1 1.1 

4.4 1.7 

5.1 2.8 

3.8 3.5 

3.7 4.8 

4.5 5.8 

4.3 3.7 

3.6 1.9 

2.7 2.7 

0.3 1.9 

0.4 0.6 

1.8 2.0 

2.8 2.7 

2.9 2.8 

2.6 2.2 

1.5 2.7 

1.4 1.4 

dBA (Hourly leq) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?0 

3.2 4.2 1.5 4.9 No 
3.8 2.5 2.1 2.7 No 
3.3 4.2 1.6 3.1 No 
4.8 6.2 2.3 6.4 Yes 
3.8 7.2 1.9 7.8 Yes 

3.5 7.6 1.7 8.3 Yes 
2.4 7.3 1.9 8.8 Yes 
2.6 4.6 1.4 5.7 No 

1.8 4.0 0.8 4.3 No 
2.0 4.6 1.3 3.8 No 
3.6 4.6 1.7 4.7 No 
3.3 3.0 1.9 3.9 No 
3.3 2.4 1.6 2.9 No 
3.0 2.3 1.4 2.7 No 

4.3 2.4 2.0 1.8 No 
5.2 2.8 2.5 3.0 Yes 
4.3 4.0 2.0 3.8 No 
4.2 5.3 1.6 6.3 Yes 
6.2 7.3 2.2 6.2 Yes 

3.4 3.4 1.8 5.4 Yes 
3.4 1.1 1.5 2.1 No 

2.3 2.7 1.7 3.8 No 

0.6 3.1 0.4 3.5 No 
0.6 0.9 0.5 1.3 No 

1.8 1.7 1.3 1.5 No 
3.1 2.5 1.9 2.3 No 
3.4 2.8 2.1 2.8 No 
2.9 2.9 2.7 2.2 No 
1.5 3.0 1.3 3.5 No 
1.3 1.7 1.0 1.8 No 
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Roadway Segment 

Olympic Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St. 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave. 

Between Union Ave. & Blaine St. 

Between Blaine St. & Georgia St. 

Between Georgia St. & Francisco St. 

Between Francisco St. & Figueroa St. 

Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

East of Flower St. 

W. 11th Street 

West of Blaine St. 

Between Blaine St. & LA Live Wy. 

East of LA Live Wy. 

West of Grand Ave. 

East of Grand Ave. 

Pico Boulevard 

West of Alvarado St. 

Between Alvarado St. & Union Ave. 

Between Union Ave. & Figueroa St. 

Between Figueroa St. & Flower St. 

East of Hill St. 

Blaine Street 

North of 1-110 SB Off-Ramp 

Between 1-110 SB Off-Ramp & 11th St. 

Venice Boulevard 

East of Olive St. 

W. 12th Street 

West of Grand Ave. 

E. 17th Street 

West of Grand Ave. 

W. 18th Street 

West of Flower St. 

West of Grand Ave. 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Flower St. 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave. 

Between Grand Ave. & Los Angeles St. 

East of Los Angeles St.. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Adjacent 
land Uses 

Commercialb 

Religious 

School/Religious 

School 

Residential/Hotel 

Hotel 

Commercialb 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Auditorium 

Residential 

Residential 

Religious 

Commercialb 

Residential 

Residential/Hotel 

Motel 

Residential 

Residential 

School 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 

Church 

School/Religious 

School/Religious 

School/Religious 

Residential 

EM24406 

Table IV.E-43 (Continued) 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Existing Traffic Noise levelsa Future Cumulative Traffic Noise levelsa 
dBA (Hourly leq) dBA (Hourly leq) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

72.1 71.6 70.6 70.8 73.0 69.1 73.2 73.1 71.9 72.2 74.1 71.5 

71.8 71.1 70.5 70.4 72.6 69.0 73.4 72.9 72.3 72.1 74.0 71.4 

71.6 70.9 69.9 69.7 72.1 68.2 73.4 73.0 72.1 71.6 73.8 71.0 

71.9 71.4 70.2 69.6 71.8 68.2 74.1 74.1 72.8 72.4 73.8 71.4 

71.9 71.6 70.5 69.6 71.8 68.3 74.1 73.9 72.8 72.1 73.4 71.1 

71.6 71.5 70.2 69.7 71.9 68.1 74.4 74.3 73.3 72.9 74.3 71.6 

71.8 71.4 70.3 69.7 72.0 67.6 74.3 74.3 72.9 72.8 74.4 71.2 

71.0 70.6 69.3 68.8 71.3 66.6 73.4 73.4 72.2 71.5 73.5 70.2 

66.3 67.8 66.6 66.1 67.6 64.7 65.4 66.3 67.0 63.3 64.5 62.4 

68.3 69.4 68.0 67.3 68.8 63.6 67.6 72.0 68.4 72.0 68.3 72.0 

66.3 67.1 64.8 62.5 64.6 60.1 64.2 66.6 63.1 65.7 63.4 65.0 

64.1 65.6 63.9 63.5 67.0 61.8 68.2 68.2 67.5 66.2 68.9 65.7 

62.0 65.2 63.3 62.9 67.2 60.0 70.5 69.9 70.2 68.1 71.7 68.4 

71.5 71.5 71.0 70.8 71.9 67.7 72.4 72.5 71.9 71.9 72.8 69.6 

71.5 71.5 71.4 71.2 71.9 67.7 72.7 72.8 72.6 72.8 73.4 70.5 

71.0 71.0 70.2 70.4 72.3 66.6 72.5 72.4 72.0 72.1 73.5 70.2 

68.3 68.8 67.6 68.3 71.3 64.0 70.8 70.4 70.5 70.3 72.5 68.4 

68.5 67.6 66.9 66.2 70.0 61.0 70.4 69.5 69.0 68.3 71.4 66.3 

69.8 69.2 68.6 67.3 69.0 67.3 72.0 72.1 70.6 70.3 70.3 69.0 

68.7 68.8 68.5 67.6 69.1 66.7 71.8 69.5 72.0 69.5 73.2 68.4 

67.6 66.9 66.3 65.6 70.7 62.0 69.7 72.4 69.3 72.3 71.9 71.7 

62.7 61.1 59.8 59.5 63.8 60.0 66.9 67.9 65.2 67.0 66.7 66.5 

70.3 70.3 68.9 68.7 73.3 66.7 72.4 74.2 71.3 72.9 74.7 71.4 

58.9 60.8 56.5 56.4 59.7 54.4 61.6 62.5 61.6 65.7 64.1 57.6 

58.1 60.5 56.5 55.7 60.8 52.3 61.2 62.3 61.6 65.6 64.5 56.7 

70.2 69.7 68.9 68.1 71.4 66.2 71.1 72.2 69.9 71.2 72.5 70.1 

69.7 69.0 68.1 67.3 70.8 65.1 70.8 71.6 69.2 70.7 71.9 69.5 

69.1 68.5 67.4 66.7 71.2 64.8 70.2 70.7 68.7 69.5 72.1 68.8 

68.8 68.1 67.0 66.3 71.5 64.2 69.7 70.5 68.2 69.1 72.1 68.5 
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IV.E Noise 

Cumulative Increase in Traffic Noise levels 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

1.1 1.5 

1.6 1.8 

1.8 2.1 

2.2 2.7 

2.2 2.3 

2.8 2.8 

2.5 2.9 

2.4 2.8 

-0.9 -1.5 

-0.7 2.6 

-2.1 -0.5 

4.1 2.6 

8.5 4.7 

0.9 1.0 

1.2 1.3 

1.5 1.4 

2.5 1.6 

1.9 1.9 

2.2 2.9 

3.1 0.7 

2.1 5.5 

4.2 6.8 

2.1 3.9 

2.7 1.7 

3.1 1.8 

0.9 2.5 

1.1 2.6 

1.1 2.2 

0.9 2.4 

dBA (Hourly leq) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?0 

1.3 1.4 1.1 2.4 No 
1.8 1.7 1.4 2.4 No 
2.2 1.9 1.7 2.8 No 
2.6 2.8 2.0 3.2 No 
2.3 2.5 1.6 2.8 No 
3.1 3.2 2.4 3.5 No 
2.6 3.1 2.4 3.6 No 
2.9 2.7 2.2 3.6 No 

0.4 -2.8 -3.1 -2.3 No 
0.4 4.7 -0.5 8.4 Yes 

-1.7 3.2 -1.2 4.9 No 
3.6 2.7 1.9 3.9 No 
6.9 5.2 4.5 8.4 Yes 

0.9 1.1 0.9 1.9 No 
1.2 1.6 1.5 2.8 No 
1.8 1.7 1.2 3.6 No 
2.9 2.0 1.2 4.4 No 
2.1 2.1 1.4 5.3 Yes 

2.0 3.0 1.3 1.7 No 
3.5 1.9 4.1 1.7 No 

3.0 6.7 1.2 9.7 No 

5.4 7.5 2.9 6.5 Yes 

2.4 4.2 1.4 4.7 No 

5.1 9.3 4.4 3.2 Yes 
5.1 9.9 3.7 4.4 Yes 

1.0 3.1 1.1 3.9 No 
1.1 3.4 1.1 4.4 No 
1.3 2.8 0.9 4.0 No 
1.2 2.8 0.6 4.3 No 
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Table IV.E-43 (Continued) 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Existing Traffic Noise levelsa Future Cumulative Traffic Noise levelsa 
dBA (Hourly leq) dBA (Hourly leq) 

Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday 

Adjacent Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Roadway Segment land Uses Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event Event 

W. 39th Street 

West of 1-110 Freeway Residential 64.7 65.2 62.9 64.1 69.0 60.0 65.6 66.4 64.0 65.7 

East of 1-110 Freeway Residential 64.5 64.6 61.8 63.1 69.5 59.4 66.1 66.5 64.7 65.5 

Alvarado Street 

North of 8th St. Commercial/Park 71.6 71.6 70.8 71.7 72.7 69.2 72.5 72.6 71.6 72.5 

Between 8th St. & Olympic Blvd. Motel 71.7 71.7 70.8 71.4 72.6 68.9 72.5 72.8 71.5 72.4 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd. Residential 71.3 71.4 70.7 71.0 71.9 68.0 72.8 73.1 72.1 72.4 

Between Pico Blvd. & Hoover St. Residential/ 70.5 70.8 70.2 70.7 71.7 68.1 71.8 72.0 71.3 71.7 
Religious 

Union Avenue 

North of Olympic Blvd. Religious 71.8 71.3 71.0 71.7 72.3 68.2 71.9 71.4 71.3 71.8 

Between Olympic Blvd. & Pico Blvd. Residential 71.2 70.9 70.9 71.6 71.7 67.6 71.4 71.2 71.4 71.8 

South of Pico Blvd. Residential 70.2 69.6 70.9 71.4 70.8 66.3 70.3 69.7 71.2 71.6 

Lucas Ave. 

North of 6th St. Residential/ 66.0 66.6 66.0 66.0 70.4 64.6 70.8 69.7 70.1 68.7 
School 

South of 6th St. Hospital 64.4 64.2 64.1 64.4 69.7 62.2 68.8 68.5 68.1 67.6 

Bixel Street 

North of 8th St. Residential 65.7 65.1 63.8 63.9 68.7 63.2 66.6 66.2 64.9 65.1 

Between 8th St. & Wilshire Blvd. Residential 66.4 66.4 65.0 64.9 69.5 64.7 67.5 67.9 66.4 66.7 

Between Wilshire Blvd. &6th St. Residential 69.0 68.7 68.1 68.5 69.6 68.3 70.1 70.4 69.1 69.9 

Adams Boulevard 

West of Flower St. Religious 72.7 72.8 71.0 71.1 73.9 70.0 73.1 73.2 71.6 71.5 

Between Flower St. & Grand Ave. Hospital 71.6 71.4 70.0 69.9 72.5 68.2 73.0 72.2 71.8 70.8 

Between Grand Ave. & Main St. Commercialb 70.9 70.0 69.4 68.9 71.6 66.6 72.3 70.9 71.0 69.7 

East of Main St. Residential 70.8 69.8 69.2 68.7 71.4 66.7 71.2 70.3 69.6 69.2 

Wilshire Boulevard 

West of Bixel St. Residential 70.4 70.4 69.8 69.9 72.6 68.9 72.4 72.2 71.5 71.2 

Between Bixel St. & Figueroa St. Residential/Hotel 69.9 70.0 69.2 69.2 72.4 68.5 71.9 72.0 71.1 71.0 

East of Figueroa St. Officeb 68.6 68.8 67.9 67.8 71.3 67.7 70.8 70.9 70.3 69.8 

a Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Noise Impact Study-Convention Center Modernization & Farmers Field Project, included as Appendix L. 
b Not considered noise-sensitive uses, per LA CEQA Threshold Guides. 
c Significance threshold is equal to an increase of 5 dBA or more. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc .. 2012. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Page IV.E-119 

Weekday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

69.3 61.8 

70.3 65.0 

73.4 70.2 

73.3 70.4 

73.3 70.4 

72.7 69.8 

72.4 68.5 

72.3 68.0 

71.2 66.7 

72.8 67.0 

71.6 65.4 

69.3 64.2 

70.1 66.0 

70.9 69.0 

74.3 70.4 

73.8 69.6 

72.9 67.7 

71.7 67.3 

74.0 70.4 

74.0 70.3 

72.9 69.9 

IV.E Noise 

Cumulative Increase in Traffic Noise levels 

Saturday 

Pre- Post-
Event Event 

0.9 1.2 

1.6 1.9 

0.9 1.0 

0.8 1.1 

1.5 1.7 

1.3 1.2 

0.1 0.1 

0.2 0.3 

0.1 0.1 

4.8 3.1 

4.4 4.3 

0.9 1.1 

1.1 1.5 

1.1 1.7 

0.4 0.4 

1.4 0.8 

1.4 0.9 

0.4 0.5 

2.0 1.8 

2.0 2.0 

2.2 2.1 

dBA (Hourly leq) 

Sunday Weekday 

Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Significant 
Event Event Event Event lmpacts?0 

1.1 1.6 0.3 1.8 Yes 
2.9 2.4 0.8 5.6 Yes 

0.8 0.8 0.7 1.0 No 
0.7 1.0 0.7 1.5 No 
1.4 1.4 1.4 2.4 No 
1.1 1.0 1.0 1.7 No 

0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3 No 
0.5 0.2 0.6 0.4 No 
0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4 No 

4.1 2.7 2.4 2.4 No 

4.0 3.2 1.9 3.2 No 

1.1 1.2 0.6 1.0 No 
1.4 1.8 0.6 1.3 No 
1.0 1.4 1.3 0.7 No 

0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 No 
1.8 0.9 1.3 1.4 No 
1.6 0.8 1.3 1.1 No 
0.4 0.5 0.3 0.6 No 

1.7 1.3 1.4 1.5 No 
1.9 1.8 1.6 1.8 No 
2.4 2.0 1.6 2.2 No 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

This section presents information on existing noise conditions in the vicinity of the project site, 
identifies potential impacts associated with noise and vibration due to the construction and 
operation of the proposed project, as well as potential significant impacts and mitigation. 

Noise Definition 

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air. 
Noise can be defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that 
include the rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the 
pressure level or energy content (amplitude). In particular, the sound pressure level has become 
the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound level. The 
decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive 
to all frequencies within the entire spectrum, noise measurements are weighted more heavily 
within those frequencies of maximum human sensitivity in a process called "A-weighting," 

referred to as dBA. In general, a difference of more than 3 dBA is a perceptible change in 
environmental noise, while a 5 dBA difference typically causes a change in community reaction. 
An increase of 10 dBA is perceived by people as a doubling of loudness (USEPA, 1974). 

Because sound pressure can vary over one trillion times within the range of human hearing, a 
logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and 
manageable level. Therefore, the cumulative noise level from two or more sources will combine 
logarithmically, rather than linearly (i.e., simple addition). For example, if two identical noise 
sources produce a noise level of 50 dBA each, the combined noise level would be 53 dBA, not 
100 dBA. 

Several methods have been devised to relate noise exposure over time to human response. A 

commonly used noise metric for this type of study is the Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL). The CNEL, originally developed for use in the California Airport Noise Regulation, 
adds a 5-dBA penalty to noise occurring during evening hours from 7 PM to 10 PM, and a 10-dBA 
penalty to sounds occurring between the hours of 10 PM to 7 AM to account for the increased 
sensitivity to noise events that occur during the quiet late evening and nighttime periods. Thus, 
the CNEL noise metric provides a 24-hour average of A-weighted noise levels at a particular 
location, with an evening and a nighttime adjustment, which reflects increased sensitivity to noise 
during these times of the day. The Day Night Level (DNL) and the CNEL are similar noise 
descriptors in most urban traffic-dominated environments. These descriptors are best used for 
measuring average increases in overall noise over a daily period and not single event noises, 
which are best described as unique events. 

Figure 3H.1 displays typical sound levels measured in the environment and the subjective human 
response to the various intensities of noise. 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

Vibration Definition 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's amplitude can 
be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. There are several different 
methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the 
maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe 

vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to 
describe the affect of vibration on the human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average 
of the squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel notation (vdb) is commonly used to measure 
RMS. The decibel notation acts to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration.1 

Typically, groundborne vibration generated by man-made activities attenuates rapidly with 
distance from the source of the vibration. Man-made vibration issues are therefore usually 
confined to short distances (i.e., 500 feet or less) from the source. Sensitive receptors for 
vibration are the same as sensitive receptors for noise: residences, schools, motels, hotels, 
libraries, religious institutions, hospitals and similar uses .. 

3H.1 Environmental Setting 

Existing Noise Sources 

The proposed project area is located in a residential setting. Existing residences are located 
directly adjacent to the proposed project primarily on the north (northwestern), west, and south. 
Existing outdoor activity areas on campus include: a multi-purpose athletic facility located on the 
west side of the proposed project area; a baseball field located along the southeast of the project 
area; and a soccer field to the south side of the project area. 

The noise environment in and around the proposed project area is typical of a college or 
university setting, and activity at the athletic fields and vehicular traffic in and around the 
proposed project area is considered to be consistent with this setting. 

Noise monitoring was conducted to ascertain the existing ambient daytime and night time noise 
levels in the project area.2 A summary of noise measurement data is provided in Table 3H-1. To 
quantify the existing noise environment in the project area, sound level measurements were taken 
at five residential locations around the perimeter of the proposed project area. 

The average existing noise levels based on the measurement data in Table 3H-1is52.5 CNEL, 
well below the City's allowed ambient noise level of 70 CNEL. 

I Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995. 
2 Noise levels were measured using a calibrated Metrosonic dB-308A Sound Analyzer. 
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Gas Lawn Mower at 3 Ft. 
- -00------------------------------------

Food Blender at 3 Ft. Diesel Truck at 50 Ft. 

Garbage Disposal at 3 Ft. Noisy Urban Daytime 
- -so------------------------------------

Shouting at 3 Ft. 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 Ft. Gas Lawn Mower at 100 Ft. 
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Commercial Area 
Heavy Traffic at 300 Ft. 
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- - 50 - -Dishwasher Next Room - - - - - - - - - - - ·Quiet Urban Daytime · - - - - -
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

TABLE 3H-1 
SUMMARY OF AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA 

Location Date Duration Noise Level Noise Sources 

Campus Road behind B. Bell Field August3,2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL 
Traffic, Recreational 

activities 
Campus Road behind Physical, 

Traffic, Recreational 
Earth, And Environmental Sciences August3,2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL activities 
Center 

Near Anderson Field August3,2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:55 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 11 :03 PM 
activities 

Near Soccer Field August3,2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:00 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 9:35 PM 
activities 

Near Eaton Street August3,2001 10 minutes 51 CNEL at 3:30 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 10:19 PM 
activities 

Existing Vibration Sources 

Similar to ambient noise levels, any vibration environment in the project area is dominated by 
traffic from nearby road ways. However, existing vibration levels at the proposed project area are 
typically not perceptible. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted 
sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, 
libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds and 
parks are considered noise-sensitive. 

Figure 3H.2 shows the location of sensitive receptors near the project site. The nearest sensitive 
receptors to the project site are single-family residences located along the northern and 
northwestern, southern, western, and eastern regions of the project area boundary, as well as the 
Yosemite Recreation Center located about l ,200 feet from the northeast project boundary. Figure 
3H.2 identifies all sensitive receptors located within a one-half mile from the center of the project 
site. These are in addition to the residential neighborhoods bordering the project site and the 
students at the College attending classes or using the campus library during construction 
activities. Some residents, particularly those near Building Opportunity Sites (BOS) 1, 5, 8, 20, 
24, 28, all located along the perimeter of the site, are either adjacent to potential construction or 
across narrow rights-of-way (see Figure 2.3 for a map of the BOS). Residences are approximately 

50 feet to 100 feet from proposed Building Opportunity Sites. 
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Sensitive Receptor Locations I Distance from Project Site 

0 College Vista Convalescent Hospital - .46mi 

f) American Montessori Preschool & Kindergarden - .48mi 

Q American Montessori Preschool & Elementary - .50mi 

0 Eagle Rock High School - .48mi 

Q Angel's in Play Family Childcare - .40mi 

0 Pathways Child Development Center - .40mi 

0 Westminster Child Center - .50mi 

Q Highland Park Motel - .37mi 

Cl) York Motel - .35mi 

~ Yosemite Recreation Center - .50mi 
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Figure 3H.2 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

3H.2 Regulatory Background 

Federal 

Federal Noise Policies 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has set a goal of 45 dBA Ldn as 
a desirable maximum interior noise standard for HUD-assisted residential units.3 

Federal Vibration Policies 

The Federal Railway Administration (FRA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to FRA, fragile buildings (including 
historic monuments) can be exposed to groundborne vibration levels of 0 .5 PPV without 
experiencing structural damage .4 The FT A has identified the human annoyance response to 
vibration levels as 80 V dB .5 

State 

State Noise Policies 

The Department of Health Services (DHS) has adopted guidelines based, in part, on the 
community noise compatibility guidelines established by DHS for use in assessing the 
compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels.6 An exterior noise level up to 
65 dBA CNEL is "normally acceptable" for residential uses, without special noise insulation 
requirements. A noise level of 65 to 70 dBA CNEL or more is identified as "conditionally 
acceptable" for residential uses. A "conditionally acceptable" designation indicates that 
conventional construction, with closed windows and fresh air supply systems (e.g., air 
conditioning) normally suffice for noise insulation. A noise level of 70 to 75 dBA CNEL is 
identified as "normally unacceptable" for multi-family residential uses and requires an analysis to 

demonstrate potential noise mitigation measures. 

Title 24, Part 2 of the California Code of Regulations contains requirements for the construction 
of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family 
dwellings intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These 
requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards. For limiting 
noise transmitted from exterior sources, the Standards set forth an interior standard of 45 Ldn in 
any habitable room with all doors and windows closed, and require an acoustical analysis 
demonstrating how dwelling units have been designed to meet this interior standard (where such 
units are proposed in areas subject to transportation noise levels greater than 60 Ldn). 

3 The Ldn and the CNEL are similar noise descriptors and rarely differ by more than 1 dBA. 
4 Federal Railway Administration, High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 

December 1998. 
5 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April ] 995. 
6 California Department of Health Services, Office of Noise Control, February 1976. 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

State Vibration Policies 

There are no adopted state policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Caltrans does 
recommend that extreme care be taken when sustained pile driving occurs within 7 .5 meters 
(25 feet) of any building, and 15 to 30 meters (50 to 100 feet) of a historic building or a building 
in poor condition. 

Local 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element. The City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise 
Element outlines guidelines for noise and land use compatibility for development and planning 
purposes (City of Los Angeles, 1999). The Noise Element has adopted local guidelines based, in 
part, on the community noise compatibility guidelines established by DHS for use in assessing 
the compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels. These guidelines are 
presented in Table 3H-2. 

TABLE 3H-2 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES GUIDELINES FOR NOISE COMPATIBLE LAND USE 

Day-Night Average Exterior Sound Level (CNEL dB) 

Land Use Category 50 55 60 65 70 75 

Residential Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Home A c c c N u 

Residential Multi-Family A A c c N u 

Transient Lodging, Motel, Hotel A A c c N u 

School, Library, Church, Hospital, Nursing Home A A c c N N 

Auditorium, Concert Hall, Amphitheater c c c C/N u u 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports c c c c C/U u 

Playground, Neighborhood Park A A A A/N N NIU 

Golf Course, Riding Stable, Water Recreation, Cemetery A A A A N A/N 

Office Building, Business, Commercial, Professional A A A A/C c C/N 

Agriculture, Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities A A A A AIC C/N 

A= Normally acceptable. Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon assumption buildings involved are conventional construction, without 
any special noise insulation. 

C = Conditionally acceptable. New construction or development only after a detailed analysis of noise mitigation is made and needed noise 
insulation features are included in project design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning normally will suffice. 

N = Normally unacceptable. New construction or development generally should be discouraged. A detailed analysis of noise insulation 
features included in the design of a project. 

U = Clearly unacceptable. New construction or development generally should not be undertaken. 

City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance. The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) codifies the 
City's noise policies. LAMC indicates that no construction or repair work shall be performed 
between the hours of 9 PM and 7 AM the following day, Monday through Friday, since such 
activities would generate loud noises and disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in any 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment or other place of residence.7 No person, other than an 
individual homeowner engaged in the repair or construction of his/her single-family dwelling, 
shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind or perform such work within 500 feet 
of land so occupied before 8 AM or after 6 PM on any Saturday or on a federal holiday or at any 
time on any Sunday. Under certain conditions, the City may grant a waiver to allow limited 

construction activities to occur outside of the limits described above. 

According to the Noise Ordinance: 

[N]o person shall operate or cause to be operated any machinery, equipment, tools, or other 
mechanical or electrical device, or engage in any other activity in such a manner as to 
create any noise which would cause the noise level on the premises of any other occupied 
property, or, if a condominium, apartment house, duplex, or attached business, within any 
adjoining unit, to exceed the ambient noise level by more than five decibels.8 

The LAMC also specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment or powered hand 
tools.9 Any powered equipment or hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 
75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet is prohibited. However, this noise limitation does not apply where 

compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means that the above noise limitation 
cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other noise reduction 
device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

3H.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Methodology 

Construction and operational point source noise impacts were evaluated by comparing anticipated 
noise levels to the guidelines set forth in the LAMC. Roadway noise impacts were projected 
using the FHWA-RD-77-10810 prediction model. This methodology allows the user to define 

roadway configurations, barrier information (if any), and receiver locations. Roadway-noise 
attributable to project development was calculated and compared to baseline noise levels that 
would occur under the "no project" condition to determine significance. 

Groundborne vibration impacts were evaluated by identifying potential vibration sources, 
measuring the distance between vibration sources and surrounding structure locations, and 
making a significance determination. 

Criteria for Determining Significance 

The criteria used to determine the significance of an impact are based on the Initial Study 
Checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide11 and City 

7 LAMC, Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40, January 29, 1984; and Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.04, 
August 8, 1996. 

8 Ibid. 
9 LAMC, Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05. August 8, 1996. 
1 O FHWA is the abbreviation for the Federal Highway Administration. 
11 LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, Your Resource for Preparing CEQA Analyses in Los Angeles, 2006 

Occidental College Specific Plan 
Draft EIR 

3H-8 ESA I 0205278 

September 2008 

RL0025203 



EM24417 

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

precedent. Please refer to the Initial Study (Appendix A) for further clarification. Based on the 
CEQA Guidelines, and the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide the proposed project would be deemed to 
have a significant effect on the environment with respect to noise and/or groundborne vibration if 
it would result in: 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in 

the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project; and/or 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient exterior 
noise levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three month period would exceed 
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise sensitive 
use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. 
or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or at anytime on Sunday. 

A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from project operations 
if the project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected uses 
to increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the "normally unacceptable" or "clearly 
unacceptable" category, or any 5 dBA or greater noise increase (see the chart below). 

A change in noise levels of less than 3 dBA is not discernible to the general population; an 
increase in average noise levels of 3 dBA is considered barely perceptible, while an increase of 
5 dBA is considered readily perceptible to most people. 

Project Impacts 

Construction Noise 

Noise impacts from construction activities occurring within the project site would be a function of 
the noise generated by construction equipment, the equipment location, and the timing and 
duration of the noise-generating activities. Construction activities would include five stages: 
(1) demolition; (2) site preparation; (3) foundation; (4) structural; and (5) finishing and cleanup. 
Each stage involves the use of different kinds of construction equipment and, therefore, has its 

own distinct noise characteristics. The anticipated noise level associated with each construction 
phase appears in Table 3H-3. In addition, typical noise levels generated by individual pieces of 
equipment are displayed in Table 3H-4. 

The construction noise levels presented in Table 3H-3 represent conservative conditions in which 
the maximum amount of construction equipment would be operating during a one-hour period. 
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These estimated noise levels would not be continuous, nor would they be typical of noise levels 
throughout the construction period. As indicated in Table 3H-3, due to the type of construction 
equipment, the highest level of construction noise would be expected to occur during the site 
clearing and finishing and cleanup phases. Composite equipment use during these phases would 
generate a noise level of 89 dBA (without mufflers) at a distance of 50 feet from construction 

activity. Sensitive receptors within the project area would be about 50 feet from the closest 
anticipated construction. These sensitive receptors would include students attending classes at the 
College during construction. 

TABLE 3H-3 
ESTIMATED NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Construction Phase 

Ground Clearing 

Excavation 

Foundations 

Construction 

Finishing 

Noise level (dBA, leq") 

84 

89 

78 
85 

89 

' Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of equipment associated with a given phase of 
construction and 200 feet from the rest of the equipment associated with that phase. 

SOURCE: Bolt, Baranek, and Newman, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations. Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 

Construction Equipment 

Dump Truck 

Portable Air Compressor 

Concrete Mixer (Truck) 

Jack Hammer 

Dozer 

Paver 

Generator 

Pneumatic Tools 

Concrete Pump 

Backhoe 

TABLE 3H-4 
NOISE LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Noise Level (dBA, leq at 50 feet) 

88 

81 

85 

88 

87 

89 

76 

85 

82 

85 

SOURCE: Cunniff, Environmental Noise Pollution, 1977; U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise 
and Vibration Impact Assessment, 1995. 

Earth-moving equipment used during the grading phase of construction is typically the noisiest of 
the construction equipment, generating noise levels up to approximately 89 dBA at 50 feet from 

the source. The noise levels shown in Table 3H-4 represent noise levels for equipment under full 
load rather than chronic (hourly or longer) noise levels. Average construction noise would be 
approximately 80 dBA at 50 feet during construction work hours. Earth-moving equipment is 
anticipated to be used for approximately two to four months during the grading and site 
preparation phase of each individual project. 
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3H. Noise 

Table 3H-5 shows how sound would be attenuated with distance. 

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels. Noise generated by 
construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable 
generators can reach high levels. The greatest construction noise levels are typically generated by 
heavy grading equipment. 

TABLE 3H-5 
ATTENUATION OF CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AWAY FROM SOURCES 

Distance (feet) 

50 

100 

200 
400 
800 

Noise Levels (dBA, Leq) 

76-89 

70-83 

64-77 

58-71 

52-65 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 1995. 

The peak noise level for most of the equipment that would be used during project construction is 
70 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. These noise levels are based upon worse case conditions. 

The equipment used for demolition and site grading would generate the highest construction 
noise levels. The peak noise level generated by the equipment that would be used during grading 
could range from 70 dBA to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. At 150 feet, peak construction noise 
levels could range from 61 to 86 dBA. At 1,000 feet, peak noise levels would range from 44 to 
69 dBA. Note again that these noise levels are based upon worse-case conditions. Typically, 
noise levels near a construction site would be less. Typically, noise levels are reduced by 26 dBA 

inside structures. 

In some areas within the project area, construction and grading may occur directly adjacent to 
residences. In other areas, construction and grading would occur well away from sensitive 
receptors. When construction occurs directly adjacent to homes and/or schools, high noise levels 
can occur ( 100 dBA), but for very short periods of time as a piece of equipment operates directly 
adjacent to a sensitive receptor. As the equipment moves away from a single receptor, the noise 
level at that receptor would drop. Average noise levels depend on the construction site's 
proximity to sensitive receptors and the level of activity. Higher levels of activity with more 
equipment operating concurrently would generate higher noise levels than if only a few pieces of 
equipment are operated intermittently. 

To put these noise levels in perspective, the typical sound level that permits relaxed conversation 
with 100 percent intelligibility is 45 dBA. This drops to 60 percent intelligibility at 70 dBA. In 
addition, 50 percent of people report that noise levels of 75 dBA disturb sleep. 
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3H. Noise 

The City of Los Angeles has specific limitations on construction noise levels. The LAMC 
specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment or powered hand tools. 12 Any powered 
equipment or hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 75 dBA at a distance of 
50 feet from a sensitive receptor is prohibited. However, this noise limitation does not apply 
where compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means that the above noise 

limitation cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other noise 
reduction device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

Construction activity would occur within the time confines set forth within the Noise Ordinance 
and construction activity would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the Noise Ordinance. 

Unmitigated maximum construction noise levels are potentially significant. Noise attenuation can 
be achieved by installing noise barriers along the perimeter of project sites that are located 
adjacent to sensitive receptors. Installation of an eight-foot noise wall could achieve up to a 
10 dBA decrease in construction noise at the closest sensitive receptor. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3H.1 through 3H.7 would result in less than significant impacts related to 

construction noise. 

Operational Noise 

The City of Los Angeles identifies two separate types of permanent noise sources: (1) mobile 
(vehicles) and (2) stationary (outside recreational activities, parking lot noise, car alarm noise, 
vehicle horns, etc). To control transportation related noise sources such as arterial roads, 
freeways, airports and railroads, the City has established guidelines for acceptable community 
noise levels in the Noise Element of the General Plan (see Table 3H-1 ). 

The proposed project operation phase would not result in substantial increases in traffic levels in 
the project area. A doubling of traffic is typically needed to cause an audible increase in roadway 

noise levels. However, the proposed project would not double the traffic on any roadway. 

Noise associated with the operation of the proposed project would include service delivery/supply 
vehicles, activities at loading areas, outside recreational activities, parking lot noise, car alarm 
noise, vehicle horns and mechanical equipment (air conditioners, trash compactors, emergency 
generators, etc.). Although several noise sources would be introduced by the proposed project, 
many of them would operate for only brief time periods, such as delivery truck movements and 
trash compactors, which are located in the loading dock area. These types of sources usually do 
not operate concurrently and occurs intermittently. Other noise sources, such as air conditioning 
equipment, operate for comparatively longer periods of time but do not cause significant and 
disturbing noise. 

Noise is also associated with athletic events, which for softball, baseball and soccer, are attended 
by small crowds (approximately 50 people). The National Collegiate Athletic Association 
(NCAA) has rules that require its soccer referees to use whistles and time to be signaled by air 

12 LAMC. Chapter Xl, Article 2, Section I 12.05. August 8, 1996. 
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3H. Noise 

horns so that there is no confusion. This noise is periodic throughout an athletic event, and applies 
to existing athletic facilities. Activities on existing athletic fields would not change substantially 
as a result of the Specific Plan, except at BOS 7 and Anderson Field where night games would be 
possible as a result of the new permanent lighting. It is not anticipated that noise associated with 
recreational activities and sports would change substantially from existing conditions, except at 

BOS 5, where any proposed sports field activities would be new to that area of the campus and 
would be heard by residents across Avenue 50. These noises would be during day-time hours at 
BOS 5 (since night lighting would be prohibited -see Mitigation Measure 3A.5), and would be 
similar to noise heard in other residences near sports facilities on Campus Road. Less than 
significant impacts are anticipated to result from proposed new activities on BOS 5 and extended 
hours of play on BOS 5 and 7. 

Groundborne Vibration 

Both construction and operation of development projects can generate groundborne vibration. In 
general, demolition of structures during construction generates the highest vibrations. Vibratory 
compactors or rollers, pile drivers, and pavement breakers can generate perceptible vibration. 

Heavy trucks can also generate groundbome vibration, which varies depending on vehicle type, 
weight, and pavement conditions. The FTA has published standard vibration velocities for 
construction equipment operations. The Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) for various pieces of 
construction equipment are listed in Table 3H-6. 

TABLE 3H-6 
VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment 

Large bulldozer 

Caisson drilling 

Loaded trucks 

Jackhammer 

Small bulldozer 

Data reflects typical vibration level. 

Approximate Peak 
Particle Velocity at 

50 feet, inch/second 

0.031 

0.031 

0.027 

0.012 

0.001 

SOURCE: USDOT Federal Transit Administration, 1995; Terry A. Hayes Associates, 2006. 

Approximate Peak 
Particle Velocity at 

125 feet, inch/second 

0.008 

0.008 

0.007 

0.003 

0.0003 

The use of heavy equipment (e.g., a large bulldozer) generates vibration levels of0.089 PPV at a 
distance of 50 feet. The nearest residences to the project area are located along the northern (and 
northwestern), southern, western and eastern project area boundary, some of which are as little as 
approximately 65 feet from the edge of the project site. These residences could experience 

vibration levels of approximately 0.031 PPV. Groundborne vibration attenuates quickly with 
distance and the PPV level from heavy equipment would be approximately 0.008 at 125 feet. The 
majority of construction activity would be more than 125 feet from residential structures and 
would not be considered a disturbance that would require mitigation. 
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The project would not introduce any significant sources of groundborne vibration during 
operation that would potentially impact adjacent land uses. Groundborne vibration resulting from 
operation of the proposed project would primarily be generated by trucks making periodic 
deliveries to the proposed project site. However, these types of deliveries would be consistent 
with regular industrial deliveries that are currently made along adjacent roadways and would not 

increase groundborne vibration above existing levels. Thus, groundborne vibration impacts 
resulting from long-term project operations are anticipated to be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

All of the following mitigation measures shall be applied to the proposed project to reduce project 
related noise. 

Measure 3H.1: The proposed project shall comply with City of Los Angeles Noise 
Ordinance such that construction activities shall be performed in accordance with the 
applicable City of Los Angeles noise standards. The construction contract shall specify that 
noise intensive construction or repair work shall be prohibited between the hours of 9 PM 

and 7 AM on any weekday, before 8 AM or after 6 PM on Saturday or on a national holiday, 
or at any time on Sundays. 

Measure 3H.2: The proposed project shall require all construction equipment, stationary 
and mobile, to be equipped with properly operating and maintained muffling devices. 

Measure 3H.3: During construction activities, construction managers and inspectors shall 
serve as the contact persons in the event that noise levels become disruptive to local 
residents. A sign will be posted at the construction site with contact phone number, at all 
times. 

Measure 3H.4: The proposed project shall provide advanced notification to adjacent 
residences where construction will take place by posting notices adjacent to the project area 
with regard to the schedule of construction activities. The notice shall include contact 
numbers of the construction managers and inspectors. 

Measure 3H.5: The proposed project shall require stationary construction equipment and 
vehicle staging areas to be placed such that noise is directed away from sensitive receptors. 

Measure 3H.6: The proposed project shall erect a temporary sound barrier such that the 
line-of-sight between sensitive receptors located within 100 feet of construction activities 
and construction activity is blocked. This wall shall extend along the southeastern and 
southwestern borders of the project area. 

Measure 3H.7: Heavy equipment shall be located as far away from sensitive receptors as 
possible. 
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3H.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Construction 

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels. Noise generated by 
construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable 

generators can reach high levels. Grading activities typically represent one of the highest potential 
sources for noise impacts. The most effective method of controlling construction noise levels is 
through local control of construction hours and by limiting the hours of construction based on 
City ordinances. While overlapping construction projects are anticipated within the proposed 
project, as well as cumulative projects, compliance with City ordinances and implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3H.l through 3H.7 would reduce this potential impact to a level of less than 
significant. 

Operational 

Cumulative projects may result in increased traffic on local roadways. However, future conditions 
with the project compared to existing conditions would not result in substantial increases in noise 

levels as a doubling of traffic is typically needed to cause an audible increase in roadway noise 
levels. However, the proposed project would not double the traffic on any roadway. 

3H.5 Significance after Mitigation 
Less than significant. 
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1.0 Summary of Findings 

Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. has completed a Noise Impact Report for the Lakeside 
Recreation Complex Project. Key findings are listed below. 

• Construction activity would result in a significant and unavoidable noise impact at 
adjacent residences. Mitigation Measures N1 through N9 are recommended to reduce 
construction noise. 

N1 All construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers and other suitable 
noise attenuation devices. 

N2 Grading and construction contractors shall use quieter equipment as opposed to 
noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than metal-tracked 
equipment). 

N3 The construction contractor shall locate construction staging areas away from 
sensitive uses. 

N4 Construction haul truck and materials delivery traffic shall avoided residential 
areas, as feasible. 

NS The construction contractor shall schedule high noise-producing activities 
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to minimize disruption to sensitive 
uses. 

N6 The construction contractor shall use on-site electrical sources to power 
equipment rather than diesel generators where feasible. 

N7 All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall be sent a 
notice regarding the construction schedule of the proposed project. A sign, 
legible at a distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the construction site. All 
notices and the signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction 
activities, as well as provide a telephone number where residents can inquire 
about the construction process and register complaints. 

N8 A "noise disturbance coordinator" shall be established. The disturbance 
coordinator shall be responsible for responding to any local complaints about 
construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of the 
noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall be required to 
implement reasonable measures such that the complaint is resolved. All notices 
that are sent to residential units within 500 feet of the construction site and all 
signs posted at the construction site shall list the telephone number for the 
disturbance coordinator. 

N9 The construction contractor shall coordinate with administrators at El Dorado 
Avenue Elementary School to minimize student exposure to noise during periods 
of heavy construction activity. 
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1.0 Summary of Findings 

• Operational activity associated with athletic fields, on-road vehicles, and parking would 
result in a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation measures are required. 

• Operational activity associated with the amphitheater would result in a less-than
significant impact after implementation of the following mitigation measure: 

N10 Amplified noise levels at the amphitheater shall be prohibited from exceeding 67 
dBA Leq at 50 feet. 

• Construction vibration would result in a less-than-significant impact after implementation 
of the following mitigation measure: 

N11 Heavy-duty construction equipment operating on-site during site clearing and 
grading activities shall be located further than 15 feet from residential land uses, 
as feasible. 
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2. 0 Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the potential for noise impacts of the proposed 
Lakeside Recreation Complex Project. Potential noise levels are analyzed for construction and 
operation of the proposed project. Mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts are 
recommended when appropriate to reduce noise and vibration levels. 

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LARAP) is proposing to construct a 
recreational facility on the Lakeside Debris Basin (Lakeside) property in the Sylmar community of 
the City of Los Angeles. The proposed project involves an approximately 36-acre community park 
on the existing 68-acre Lakeside property. The proposed project would provide surrounding 
community members with needed recreational facilities. 

The proposed project would include five baseball fields to accommodate various age levels of play 
and four full-size soccer fields. The proposed facility would also include a skate park, playground, 
picnic area, a natural outdoor amphitheater, bleachers with shade structures, concession stands, 
restrooms, a community meeting room and pedestrian trails. Entry to the facility would be 
provided from the north end of the Lakeside property at the intersection of Encinitas Avenue and 
Bledsoe Street. A second access location would be provided from the northeastern end of the 
Lakeside property at the terminus of Lakeside Street located about 330 feet west of Telfair 
Avenue. A paved parking area would be provided to accommodate 400 vehicles. Figure 2-1 
shows the project site plan. 
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3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

This section evaluates noise and vibration levels associated with the implementation of the 
proposed project. The noise and vibration analysis in this section assesses existing noise and 
vibration conditions at the project site and its vicinity, as well as short-term construction and 
long-term operational noise and vibration impacts associated with the proposed project. 
Mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts are recommended when appropriate to 
reduce noise and vibration levels. 

3.1 NOISE AND VIBRATION CHARACTERISTICS AND EFFECTS 

3.1.1 Noise 

Characteristics of Sound 

Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch) of the 
sound. The standard unit of measurement for sound is the decibel (dB). The human ear is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. The "A-weighted scale," abbreviated dBA, reflects 
the normal hearing sensitivity range of the human ear. On this scale, the range of human 
hearing extends from approximately 3 to 140 dBA. Figure 3-1 provides examples of A
weighted noise levels from common sounds. 

Noise Definitions 

This noise analysis discusses sound levels in terms of Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) and Equivalent Noise Level (Leq). 

Community Noise Equivalent Level. CNEL is an average sound level during a 24-hour 
period. CNEL is a noise measurement scale, which accounts for noise source, distance, single 
event duration, single event occurrence, frequency, and time of day. Human reaction to sound 
between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. is as if the sound were actually 5 dBA higher than if it 
occurred from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. From 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., humans perceive sound as 
if it were 10 dBA higher due to the lower background level. Hence, the CNEL is obtained by 
adding an additional 5 dBA to sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 10 
dBA to sound levels in the night from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Because CNEL accounts for 
human sensitivity to sound, the CNEL 24-hour figure is always a higher number than the actual 
24-hour average. 

Equivalent Noise Level. Leq is the average noise level on an energy basis for any specific time 
period. The Leq for one hour is the energy average noise level during the hour. The average 
noise level is based on the energy content (acoustic energy) of the sound. Leq can be thought of 
as the level of a continuous noise which has the same energy content as the fluctuating noise 
level. The equivalent noise level is expressed in units of dBA. 
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3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. The degree to which noise can impact the 
human environment ranges from levels that interfere with speech and sleep (annoyance and 
nuisance) to levels that cause adverse health effects (hearing loss and psychological effects). 
Human response to noise is subjective and can vary greatly from person to person. Factors 
that influence individual response include the intensity, frequency, and pattern of noise, the 
amount of background noise present before the intruding noise, and the nature of work or 
human activity that is exposed to the noise source. 

Audible Noise Changes 

Studies have shown that the smallest perceptible change in sound level for a person with 
normal hearing sensitivity is approximately 3 dBA. A change of at least 5 dBA would be 
noticeable and would likely evoke a community reaction. A 10-dBA increase is subjectively 
heard as a doubling in loudness and would cause a community response. 

Noise levels decrease as the distance from the noise source to the receiver increases. Noise 
generated by a stationary noise source, or "point source," will decrease by approximately 6 dBA 
over hard surfaces (e.g., reflective surfaces such as parking lots or smooth bodies of water) and 
7.5 dBA over soft surfaces (e.g., absorptive surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered 
bushes and trees) for each doubling of the distance. For example, if a noise source produces a 
noise level of 89 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, then the noise level would be 83 dBA at 
a distance of 100 feet from the noise source, 77 dBA at a distance of 200 feet, and so on. 
Noise generated by a mobile source will decrease by approximately 3 dBA over hard surfaces 
and 4.5 dBA over soft surfaces for each doubling of the distance. 

Generally, noise is most audible when traveling by direct line-of-sight. 1 Barriers, such as walls, 
berms, or buildings that break the line-of-sight between the source and the receiver greatly 
reduce noise levels from the source since sound can only reach the receiver by bending over 
the top of the barrier (diffraction). Sound barriers can reduce sound levels by up to 20 dBA. 
However, if a barrier is not high or long enough to break the line-of-sight from the source to the 
receiver, its effectiveness is greatly reduced. 

Applicable Regulations 

The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning the generation and 
control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noise sensitive land uses. Regarding 
construction, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) indicates that no construction or repair 
work shall be performed between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. the following day, since 
such activities would generate loud noises and disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in 
any adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment or other place of residence. 2 No person, other than an 
individual home owner engaged in the repair or construction of his/her single-family dwelling, 
shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind or perform such work within 500 feet of 
land so occupied before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday or on a federal holiday, or 
at any time on any Sunday. Under certain conditions, the City may grant a waiver to allow 
limited construction activities to occur outside of the limits described above. 

1 Line-of-sight is an unobstructed visual path between the noise source and the noise receptor. 
2LAMC, Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40, January 29, 1984 and Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.04, 

August 8, 1996. 
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The LAMC also specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment or powered hand 
tools. 3 Any powered equipment or hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 
75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet is prohibited. However, this noise limitation does not apply 
where compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means the above noise 
limitation cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other 
noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

The LAMC limits the use of sound amplifying equipment in order to protect the community from 
public nuisance of loud and unnecessary noise. The operation or use of sound amplifying 
equipment for noncommercial purposes in all residential zones and within 500 feet thereof, 
except when used for regularly scheduled operative functions by any school or for the usual and 
customary purposes of any church, is prohibited between the hours of 4:30 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. 
of the following day. In all other zones, the operation or use of sound amplifying equipment for 
noncommercial purposes is prohibited between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. of the 
following day. The only sound permitted shall be either music, human speech, or both. Sound 
emanating from sound amplifying equipment shall not be audible at a distance in excess of 200 
feet from the sound equipment. The sound shall not be loud and raucous or unreasonably 
jarring, disturbing, annoying or a nuisance to reasonable persons of normal sensitiveness within 
the area of audibility. 

The City of Los Angeles has published significance thresholds to be used in noise analyses 
associated with the California Environmental Quality Act. 4 The significance thresholds, which 
are further discussed below, include thresholds for construction and operational noise levels. 

3.1.2 Vibration 

Characteristics of Vibration 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's amplitude can be 
described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration can be a serious 
concern, causing buildings to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard. In contrast to noise, 
vibration is not a common environmental problem. It is unusual for vibration from sources such 
as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. Some common 
sources of vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and construction activities, such as 
blasting, pile driving, and heavy earth-moving equipment. 

Vibration Definitions 

There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle 
velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV 
is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings and is usually measured in 
inches per second. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe 
the effect of vibration on the human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the 
squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel notation (Vdb) is commonly used to measure RMS. 
The decibel notation acts to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration. 5 

3LAMC, Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05, August 8, 1996. 
4City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
5Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, 
ground-borne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider 
ground-borne vibration to be an annoyance that may affect concentration or disturb sleep. In 
addition, high levels of ground-borne vibration may damage fragile buildings or interfere with 
equipment that is highly sensitive to ground-borne vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). To 
counter the effects of ground-borne vibration, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to the FTA, non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per 
second without experiencing structural damage. 6 

Perceptible Vibration Changes 

In contrast to noise, ground-borne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people experience 
every day. The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or 
lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans which is around 65 RMS. 7 Most 
perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of 
perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 
on rough roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Applicable Regulations 

There are no adopted City standards for ground-borne vibration. 

3.2 EXISTING SETTING 

3.2.1 Existing Noise Environment 

The existing noise environment at the project site is characterized by vehicular traffic along the 
Interstate 405 Freeway. Additional sources of noise are typical of urban environments and 
include car alarms, barking dogs, siren, or aircrafts. 

Sound measurements were taken using a SoundPro DL Sound Level Meter between 12:30 p.m. 
and 2:50 p.m. on July 21, 2011 to determine existing ambient daytime off-peak noise levels in 
the project vicinity. Nighttime noise measurements were taken on July 26, 2011 at 9:00 p.m. 
These readings were used to establish existing ambient noise conditions and to provide a 
baseline for evaluating construction and operational noise impacts. Noise monitoring locations 
are shown in Figure 3-2. As shown in Table 3-1, existing daytime ambient sound levels range 
between 48.8 and 60.1 dBA Leq· Existing nighttime ambient sound levels range between 50.2 
and 58.6 dBA Leq· The nighttime noise levels were louder than the daytime noise levels at 
locations 3 and 4. This may due to the fact that there are few daytime noise sources in the 
project area and the freeway is the main noise source. Variations in freeway traffic volumes 
likely caused the difference in daytime and nighttime noise levels. A 24-hour noise 
measurement was also taken on the project site from 11 :00 a.m. July 11, 2011 to 11 :00 a.m. 
July 12, 2011. The existing project site 24-hour noise level was approximately 61.2 dBA CNEL. 
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LEGEND: 

Project Site 

() Noise Monitoring Locations 

1. ITT Technical Institute 4. Single-Family Residences on Golden Court 
2. Single-Family Residences on Ryan Street 5. El Dorado Avenue Elementary School 

3. Single-Family Residences on Lakeside Street 

SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 
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TABLE 3-1: EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

Key to Figure 3-2 Noise Monitoring Location 

1 12601 Encinitas Avenue (Single-Family Residences) 

2 15435 Ryan Street (Single-Family Residences) 

3 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-Family Residences) 

4 15291 Golden Court (Single-Family Residences) 

5 El Dorado Avenue Elementary School 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

3.2.2 Existing Vibration Environment 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

Sound Level (dBA, Leq) 

Daytime Nighttime 

60.1 57.3 

52.6 50.2 

48.8 50.5 

55.3 58.6 

58.5 --

There are no stationary sources of vibration located near the project site. Heavy-duty trucks 
can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending on vehicle type and weight, and 
pavement conditions. However, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not typically 
perceptible at the project site. 

3.2.3 Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the 
presence of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, 
hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered 
noise- and vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding 
noise. As shown in Figure 3-3, sensitive receptors near the project site include the following: 

• Single-family residences located adjacent to the north, east, and south of the project site 
• ITT Technical Institute located approximately 420 feet northwest of the project site. 
• El Dorado Avenue Elementary School buildings located approximately 525 feet east of 

the project site. 

The above sensitive receptors represent the nearest noise sensitive receptors with the potential 
to be impacted by the proposed project. Additional sensitive receptors are located further from 
the project site in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the project site and 
would be less impacted by the proposed project than the above sensitive receptors 
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Vehicular traffic is the predominant noise source in the project vicinity. Using existing traffic 
volumes provided by the project traffic consultant and the Traffic Noise Model Look-Up 
Program, the Leq was calculated for various roadway segments near the project site. Existing 
weekday and weekend mobile noise levels are shown in Table 3-2. Mobile noise levels in the 
project area range from 56.3 to 62.?dBA peak hour Leq· 

Roadway Segment 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 61.8 

Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 59.1 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 60.5 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.7 

Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 59.6 

Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 56.3 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 58.3 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.1 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

3.3 METHODLOGY AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

3.3.1 Methodology 

The analysis considers construction and operational activities. Construction noise levels are 
based on information obtained from the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 8 Mobile source noise 
levels were calculated based on information provided in the traffic study prepared by KOA 
Corporation Planning & Engineering and using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Traffic Noise (TNM) Version 2.5 Look-Up Program. The FHWA TNM Version 2.5 Look-Up 
Tables provide a reference of pre-calculated FHWA TNM results for simple highway geometries. 
The calculations are for an infinitely long, straight roadway over flat ground, with a receiver set 
at a height of five feet (1.5 meters) above the ground. Operational noise levels were calculated 
based on information provided in the traffic study and stationary noise sources located on the 
project site (e.g., mechanical equipment). Vibration levels were estimated based on information 
provided by the FT A. 9 

3.3.2 Noise Significance Criteria 

Construction Phase Significance Criteria 

Based on the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Threshold Guide, the proposed project would 
result in significant noise impacts if: 

8City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
9Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient noise 
levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period would exceed 
existing ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; and/or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise 
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, 
before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or anytime on Sunday. 

Operational Phase Significance Criteria 

A significant operational noise impact would result if: 

• The proposed project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of 
the affected uses to increase by 3 dBA to or within the "normally unacceptable" or 
"clearly unacceptable" categories, as shown in Table 3-3, or any 5-dBA or more increase 
in noise level. 

3.3.3 Ground-borne Vibration Significance Criteria 

There are no adopted State or City of Los Angeles ground-borne vibration standards. Based on 
federal guidelines, the proposed project would result in a significant construction or operational 
vibration impact if: 

• The proposed project would expose buildings to the FTA building damage threshold level 
of 0.2 inches per second for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings. 
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TABLE 3-3: LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS 

Community Noise Exposure (dBA, CNEL) 

Land Use Category 55 60 65 70 75 80 

Residential - Low Density Single-Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Homes 11111111111 

Residential - Multi-Family 11111111111 

Transient Lodging - Motels Hotels 111111111 1111111111 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing 
Homes 111111111 1111111111 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters ~ 
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports ,.. 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

1111 111111111 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 
Cemeteries 

111111111 11111111 

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and II I 

Professional 11111111 111111111 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 11111111 111111111 

~Normally Acceptable - Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional 
construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

DConditionally Acceptable - New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction 
requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and 
fresh air supply system or air conditionally will normally suffice. 

IIIill Normally Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development does 
proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design . 

• Clearly Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

SOURCE: California Office of Noise Control, Department of Health Services. 

taha 2009-081 15 

RL0025229 



Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

3.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

3.4.1 Noise Impacts 

Construction Phase Noise Impacts 
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Construction activity would result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels in the project 
area on an intermittent basis. Noise levels would fluctuate depending on the construction 
phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between the noise source and receptor, 
and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers. Typical noise levels from various types 
of equipment that may be used during construction are listed in Table 3-4. The table shows 
noise levels at distances of 50 and 100 feet from the construction noise source. 

TABLE 3-4: MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS OF COMMON CONSTRUCTION MACHINES 
Noise Level (dBA) 

Noise Source 50 Feet 100 Feet /al 

Front Loader 80 72.5 

Trucks 89 81.5 

Cranes (derrick) 88 80.5 

Jackhammers 90 82.5 

Generators 77 69.5 

Back Hoe 84 76.5 

Tractor 88 80.5 

Scraper/Grader 87 79.5 

Paver 87 79.5 

Impact Pile Driving 101 93.5 

Auger Drilling 77 69.5 
!al Assumed a soft-site attenuation rate of 7.5 dB for every doubling of distance. 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

The noise levels shown in Table 3-5 take into account the likelihood that more than one piece of 
construction equipment would be in operation at the same time and lists the typical overall noise 
levels that would be expected for each phase of construction. The highest noise levels are 
expected to occur during the grading/excavation and finishing phases of construction. A typical 
piece of noisy equipment is assumed to be active for 40 percent of the eight-hour workday 
(consistent with the USEPA studies of construction noise), generating a noise level of 89 dBA 
Leq at a reference distance of 50 feet. Project noise levels can generally be characterized by 
ground clearing and grading activities. 

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in April 2013 and would continue for 
approximately 24 months to April 2015. Construction would proceed in two general phases, with 
a 6-month duration for the first phase and an approximate 18-month duration for the second as 
follows: (1) clearing and rough grading; and (2) park and facilities construction including the ball 
fields and soccer fields, skate plaza, bleachers with shade structures, concession stands, a 
community meeting room, restrooms, lighting, an equipment storage room and a maintenance 
yard. The second construction phase would also include finishing (including plantings, trail 
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development, picnic areas, playground, parking lots and its vegetated swales). All construction 
activities would occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. 

TABLE 3-5: TYPICAL OUTDOOR CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS 

Construction Phase Noise Level At 50 Feet (dBA) 

Ground Clearing 84 

Grading/Excavation 89 

Foundations 78 

Structural 85 

Finishing 89 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

Table 3-6 presents the estimated noise levels at sensitive receptors during construction activity. 
Construction noise level increases would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at residential 
land uses adjacent to the project site. Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project would 
result in a significant impact related to construction noise. 

It is important to note that the construction activity would occur throughout the approximately 70-
acre project site. Construction noise levels would decrease at adjacent land uses as activity 
moves towards the center of the project site. However, the above analysis presents worst-case 
conditions at the adjacent residences. 

TABLE 3-6: CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS- UNMITIGATED 

Maximum 
Construction Existing New 

Location Distance Noise Level Ambient Ambient 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ (dBA, Leq} (dBA, Leq} Increase 

Noise Monitor 1 
ITT Technical 

420 60.5 60.1 63.3 3.2 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family Adjacent 89.0 52.6 89.0 36.4 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single- Adjacent 89.0 48.8 89.0 40.2 

Family Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 120 79.5 55.3 79.5 24.2 

Residences) 

Noise Monitor 5 El Dorado Avenue 525 53.6 58.5 59.7 1.2 
Elementary School 

!al Distance of noise source from receptor. 
/bi Construction noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
!cl Pre-construction activity ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

The Los Angeles Unified School District El Dorado Avenue Elementary School is located near 
the project site. As shown in Table 3-6, general construction activity would not increase noise 
levels by 5 dBA at the School. However, construction activity on the eastern portion of the 

taha 2009-081 17 

RL0025231 



Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

EM24445 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

project site may occasionally generate audible noise that could disrupt school activities. 
Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project would result in a significant impact related to 
construction noise at El Dorado Avenue Elementary School. 
Construction activity would generate on-road truck noise along Encinitas Avenue. It was 
assumed that up to 18 trucks per hour would be traveling to and from the project site. A truck 
noise analysis was completed using FHWA TNM Version 2.5 Look-Up Program. Construction
related truck travel would increase noise levels along Encinitas Avenue by up to 1.6 dBA, and 
would not exceed the 5 dBA significance threshold. Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to on-road truck noise. 

Construction Phase Noise Mitigation Measures 

N1 All construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers and other suitable noise 
attenuation devices. 

N2 Grading and construction contractors shall use quieter equipment as opposed to noisier 
equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than metal-tracked equipment). 

N3 The construction contractor shall locate construction staging areas away from sensitive 
uses. 

N4 Construction haul truck and materials delivery traffic shall avoided residential areas, as 
feasible. 

NS The construction contractor shall schedule high noise-producing activities between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to minimize disruption to sensitive uses. 

N6 The construction contractor shall use on-site electrical sources to power equipment 
rather than diesel generators where feasible. 

N7 All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall be sent a notice 
regarding the construction schedule of the proposed project. A sign, legible at a 
distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the construction site. All notices and the 
signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as well as provide a 
telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction process and 
register complaints. 

N8 A "noise disturbance coordinator" shall be established. The disturbance coordinator 
shall be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. 
The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., 
starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall be required to implement reasonable 
measures such that the complaint is resolved. All notices that are sent to residential 
units within 500 feet of the construction site and all signs posted at the construction site 
shall list the telephone number for the disturbance coordinator. 

N9 The construction contractor shall coordinate with administrators at El Dorado Avenue 
Elementary School to minimize student exposure to noise during periods of heavy 
construction activity. 
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Mitigation Measure N1 would reduce noise levels by at least 3 dBA. Mitigation Measures N2 
through N9, although difficult to quantify, would assist in attenuating construction noise levels. 
Table 3-7 shows mitigated construction noise levels. Mitigated construction noise levels would 
still exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at multiple sensitive receptors. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to construction 
noise. 

TABLE 3-7: CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT- MITIGATED 

Maximum 
Construction Existing New 

Location Distance Noise Level Ambient Ambient 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) /a/ (dBA) /b/ (dBA, Leq} (dBA, Leq} Increase 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 420 57.5 60.1 62.0 1.9 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family Adjacent 86.0 52.6 86.0 33.4 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family Adjacent 86.0 48.8 86.0 37.2 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 120 76.5 55.3 76.5 21.2 

Residences) 

Noise Monitor 5 
El Dorado Avenue 

525 50.6 58.5 59.1 0.6 
Elementary School 

!al Distance of noise source from receptor. 
/b/ Construction noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

Operational Phase Noise Impacts 

Vehicular Noise. To determine off-site noise impacts, traffic was modeled utilizing traffic study 
prepared by KOA Corporation Planning & Engineering and FHWA TNM Version 2.5 Look-Up 
Program. The proposed project would generate 810 weekday trips, including 215 trips during 
PM peak hour. The proposed project would generate 1,704 daily trips on Saturday, including 
321 trips during the mid-day peak hour. Weekday PM peak hour and Saturday mid-day PM 
peak hour results of the analysis are summarized in Tables 3-8 and 3-9. The greatest project
related noise increase would be 2.0 dBA and would occur along Telfair Avenue between 
Lakeside and Ryan Streets. 
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TABLE 3-8: EXISTING ESTIMATED MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS 

Estimated dBA, Leq 

Existing Existing Plus Project 
Roadway Segment (2011) Project (2011) Impact 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 61.8 61.8 0.0 

Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 59.1 59.9 0.8 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 60.5 60.9 0.4 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.7 63.0 0.3 
Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 59.6 59.7 0.1 
Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 56.3 58.3 2.0 
Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 58.3 59.2 0.9 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.1 62.6 0.5 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011 

TABLE 3-9: FUTURE 2016 ESTIMATED MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS 

Estimated dBA, Leq 

No Project Project 
Roadway Segment (2016) Project (2016) Impact 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 62.2 62.2 0.0 
Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 59.5 60.3 0.8 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 61.1 61.4 0.3 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 63.1 63.4 0.3 
Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 60.0 60.1 0.1 
Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 56.7 58.6 1.9 
Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 58.7 59.6 0.9 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.6 62.9 0.3 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

Mobile noise generated by the proposed project would not cause the ambient noise level 
measured at the property line of the affected uses to increase by 3 dBA to or within the 
"normally unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category (Table 4-3) or any 5-dBA or more 
increase in noise level. Vehicular noise would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Outdoor Activity Noise. The project site would include an outdoor recreation area. The 
closest sensitive receptors to outdoor activity areas include the residential land uses adjacent to 
the project site. Outdoor activity could include athletes, skateboarders, children, joggers and 
other similar uses and support buildings. Athletic activity would generate a noise level of 
approximately 67 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet. 10 As shown in Table 3-10, daytime outdoor 
activity would not exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at the identified sensitive land uses. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to daytime 
outdoor activity noise. 

10City of San Rafael, San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility Draft Environmental Impact Report, March 
2009. 
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TABLE 3-10: OPERATIONAL NOISE IMPACT- DAYTIME 

Maximum 
Location Distance Noise Level 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 575 35.8 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family 200 51.9 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family 400 44.4 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 1,000 34.5 

Residences) 

Noise Monitor 5 El Dorado Avenue 900 26.9 
Elementary School 

la/ Distance from center of source to receptor. 

Existing 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq} /c/ 

60.1 

52.6 

48.8 

55.3 

58.5 

/b/ Operational noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
/cl Existing ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

New 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq} Increase 

60.1 0.0 

55.3 2.7 

50.2 1.4 

55.3 0.0 

58.5 0.0 

The proposed project would include field lights and nighttime activities. As shown in Table 3-
11, daytime outdoor activity would not exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at the identified 
sensitive land uses. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to nighttime outdoor activity noise. 

TABLE 3-11: OPERATIONAL NOISE IMPACT - NIGHTTIME 

Maximum Existing New 
Location Distance Noise Level Ambient Ambient 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ (dBA, Leq} /c/ (dBA, Leq} Increase 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 575 35.8 57.3 57.3 0.0 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family 200 51.9 50.2 54.2 4.0 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family 400 44.4 50.5 51.5 1.0 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 1,000 34.5 58.6 58.6 0.0 

Residences) 
la/ Distance from center of source to receptor. 
/b/ Operational noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
/cl Existing ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

The proposed project would include a natural amphitheater that may have amplified sound. The 
Los Angeles Municipal Code prohibits the operation or use of sound amplifying equipment 
within 500 feet residences between the hours of 4:30 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. of the following day. In 
addition, sound emanating from sound amplifying equipment shall not be audible at a distance 
in excess of 200 feet from the sound equipment. Studies have shown that the smallest 
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3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

perceptible change in sound level for a person with normal hearing sensitivity is approximately 3 
dBA. Based on a 52.6 dBA Leq ambient noise level, amplified sound would need to be limited to 
67 dBA Leq at 50 feet to be inaudible at 200 feet. It is common for amplified sound at outdoor 
events to exceed 67 dBA Leq at 50 feet. Amphitheater noise may be audible beyond 200 feet 
from the source and may exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold. Therefore, without 
mitigation, the proposed project would result in a significant impact related to daytime amplified 
noise. 

Amplified noise would be prohibited after 4:30 p.m. per the LAMC. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to nighttime amplified noise. 

Land Use Noise Compatibility. The City's Land Use for Community Noise Environments is 
shown in Table 3-3, above. Neighborhood Parks land uses within the City are compatible with 
ambient noise levels less than 70 dBA CNEL. A 24-hour noise measurement taken on the 
project site indicated that the ambient CNEL is 61.2 dBA. This noise level is less than the 
compatible 70 dBA CNEL listed in Table 3-3, above, for neighborhood parks. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to land use and noise 
compatibility. 

Parking Noise. The proposed project would include for approximately 400 vehicles throughout 
the project site (see Figure 2-1, above). Automobile parking activity typically generates a noise 
level of approximately 58.1 dBA Leq at 50 feet (e.g., tire noise, engine noise, and door slams). 11 

As shown in Tables 3-12 and 3-13, parking activity would not increase ambient noise levels at 
sensitive receptors by more than the 5 dBA significance threshold. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to parking noise. 

TABLE 3-12: PARKING NOISE IMPACT- DAYTIME 

Maximum Existing New 
Location Distance Noise Level Ambient Ambient 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ (dBA, Leq} /c/ (dBA, Leq} Increase 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 208 35.7 60.1 60.1 0.0 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family 497 33.2 52.6 52.6 0.0 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family 252 40.5 48.8 49.4 0.6 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 1,050 25.0 55.3 55.3 0.0 

Residences) 

Noise Monitor 5 El Dorado Avenue 1,040 16.7 58.5 58.5 0.0 
Elementary School 

la/ Distance from center of source to receptor. 
/b/ Operational noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
/cl Existing ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

11 The reference parking noise level is based on a series of noise measurements completed 50 feet from 
vehicles accessing a multi-level parking structure. 
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TABLE 3-13: PARKING NOISE IMPACT - NIGHTTIME 

Maximum 
Location Distance Noise Level 
(Figure 3-2) Sensitive Receptor (feet) !al (dBA) /b/ 

Noise Monitor 1 ITT Technical 208 35.7 
Institute 

15435 Ryan Street 
Noise Monitor 2 (Single-Family 497 33.2 

Residences) 

15278 Lakeside 
Noise Monitor 3 Street (Single-Family 252 40.5 

Residences) 

15291 Golden Court 
Noise Monitor 4 (Single-Family 1,050 25.0 

Residences) 
Jal Distance from center of source to receptor. 

Existing 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq} /c/ 

57.3 

50.2 

50.5 

58.6 

/b/ Operational noise source's sound level at receptor location with distance and line-of-sight adjustment. 
/cl Existing ambient sound level at receptor location. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011. 

Operational Phase Noise Mitigation Measures 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

New 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq} Increase 

57.3 0.0 

50.3 0.1 

50.9 0.4 

58.6 0.0 

N10 Amplified noise levels at the amphitheater shall be prohibited from exceeding 67 dBA Leq 

at 50 feet. 

Impacts After Mitigation 

The impact related to daytime amplified noise was determined to be significant without 
mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure N10 would reduce the impact to less than 
significant. 

3.4.2 Ground-borne Vibration Impacts 

Construction Phase Ground-borne Vibration Impacts 

As shown in Table 3-14, use of heavy equipment (e.g., a large bulldozer) generates vibration 
levels of 0.089 inches per second at a distance of 25 feet. Residential land uses are located 
adjacent to the project site and heavy-duty equipment would operate in close vicinity to these 
residences. Based on FTA calculation methodologies, heavy-duty construction equipment 
activity within 15 feet of residences would generate vibration levels that exceed the 0.2 inches 
per second significance threshold. Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project would 
result in a significant impact related to construction vibration. 

TABLE 3-14: VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment PPV at 25 feet (Inches/Second) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 
SOURCE: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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Construction Phase Ground-borne Vibration Mitigation Measures 

3. 0 Noise and Vibration 

N11 Heavy-duty construction equipment operating on-site during site clearing and grading 
activities shall be located further than 15 feet from residential land uses, as feasible. 

Impacts After Mitigation 

The impact related to construction vibration was determined to be significant without mitigation. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure N11 would reduce the impact to less than significant. 

Operational Phase Ground-borne Vibration Impacts 

The proposed project would not include significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, 
such as heavy equipment operations. Operational ground-borne vibration in the project vicinity 
would be generated by vehicular travel on the local roadways. However, similar to existing 
conditions, project-related traffic vibration levels would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. 
Thus, operational vibration would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Operational Phase Ground-borne Vibration Mitigation Measures 

Operational ground-borne vibration impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

Impacts After Mitigation 

Not applicable. The project-related operational ground-borne vibration would result in a less
than-significant impact without mitigation. 

3.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

When calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic consultant took 17 additional projects into 
consideration. Thus, the future traffic results without and with the proposed project already 
account for the cumulative impacts from these other projects. Since the noise impacts are 
generated directly from the traffic analysis results, the future without project and future with 
project noise impacts described in this report already reflect cumulative impacts. 

Table 3-15 presents the cumulative increase in future traffic noise levels at intersections (i.e., 
2016 "No Project "conditions plus proposed project traffic). The maximum cumulative roadway 
noise increase would be 2.3 dBA CNEL and would occur along Telfair Avenue between 
Lakeside Street and Ryan Street. This would be less than the 3-dBA significance threshold, 
and cumulative mobile noise would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
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TABLE 3-15: ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS 

Estimated dBA, Leq 

Cumulative 
Roadway Segment Existing Project Impact 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 61.8 62.2 0.4 

Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 59.1 60.3 1.2 

Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 60.5 61.4 0.9 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.7 63.4 0.7 
Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour 

Polk Street between Telfair Avenue and North Sunrise Ridge Road 59.6 60.1 0.5 
Telfair Avenue between Lakeside Street and Ryan Street 56.3 58.6 2.3 
Encinitas Avenue between El Cajon Street and Cobalt Street 58.3 59.6 1.3 

Bledsoe Street between Bledsoe Street and Haddon Avenue 62.1 62.9 0.8 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011 

The predominant vibration source near the project site is heavy trucks traveling on the local 
roadways. Neither the proposed project nor related projects would substantially increase 
heavy-duty vehicle traffic near the project site and would not cause a substantial increase in 
heavy-duty trucks on local roadways. The proposed project would not add to a cumulative 
vibration impact. 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

276.6 
30.0 

18.2 
30.0 

9.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.1 

file:///Jl/. .. 20Complex%20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%2020 l l-Telfair%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:05 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

516.9 
30.0 

34.1 
30.0 

17.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.8 

file:/// JI!. . .ion%20Complex%20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%2020 l l-Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:07 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 1.0 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

141.1 
30.0 

9.3 
30.0 

4.7 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 56.3 

file:/// JI!. .. roject%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%202011 %20Saturday-%20Telfair"/o20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:07 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

309.4 
30.0 

20.4 
30.0 

10.2 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.6 

file:///Jl/. .. 20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020ll/Existing%202011 %20Saturday-%20Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:06 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

227.5 
30.0 

15.0 
30.0 

7.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.3 

file:///Jl/. .. oject%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020ll/Existing%202011 %20Saturday-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:07 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

738.0 
15.0 

48.7 
15.0 

24.3 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.1 

file:/// JI!. .. ject%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%202011 %20Saturday-%20Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:06 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

386.8 
30.0 

25.5 
30.0 

12.8 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.5 

file:/// JI!. .. mplex%20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%2020 l l/Existing%2020 l l-%20Haddon%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:04 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

842.7 
15.0 

55.6 
15.0 

27.8 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.7 

file:///Jl/. .. plex%20Project%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20201 l/Existing%2020 l l -%20Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1 :09:05 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

335.8 
30.0 

22.1 
30.0 

11.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.9 

file:/// JI!. .. ct%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project-Telfair"/o20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 30 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour - Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

523.3 
30.0 

34.5 
30.0 

17.3 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.8 

file:/// JI!. .. roject%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project-Polk%20St. txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 30 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

425.9 
30.0 

28.1 
30.0 

14.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.9 

file:/// JI!. .. t%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project-Haddon%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 30 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

895.4 
15.0 

59.0 
15.0 

29.5 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.0 

file:/// JI!. .. %202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project-Encinitas%20A ve.txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 30 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Satuday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

228.4 
30.0 

15.1 
30.0 

7.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.3 

file:/// JI!. .. 08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project%20Sat%20-Telfair"/o20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 10:31 PM] 

RL0025254 



EM24468 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

318.5 
30.0 

21.0 
30.0 

10.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.7 

file:/// JI!. .. 009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project%20Sat%20-Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1: 10:31 PM] 

RL0025255 



EM24469 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

285.7 
30.0 

18.8 
30.0 

9.4 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.2 

file:/// JI!. .. 8 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project%20Sat%20-Haddon%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 10: 31 PM] 

RL0025256 



EM24470 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing Plus Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

816.3 
15.0 

53.8 
15.0 

26.9 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.6 

file:/// JI!. .. l/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Existing%20Plus%20Project/Existing%20Plus%20Project%20Sat%20-Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 10:29 PM] 

RL0025257 



EM24471 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

304.6 
30.0 

20.1 
30.0 

10.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.5 

file:///Jl/. .. oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project-%20Telfair%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :44 PM] 

RL0025258 



EM24472 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

156.5 
30.0 

10.3 
30.0 

5.2 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 56.7 

file:/// JI!. .. NM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20W ith%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project%20Sat-%20Telfair%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :44 PM] 

RL0025259 



EM24473 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

342.2 
30.0 

22.6 
30.0 

11.3 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.0 

file:///Jl/. .. se/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project%20Sat-%20Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :44 PM] 

RL0025260 



EM24474 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

251.2 
30.0 

16.6 
30.0 

8.3 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.7 

file:///Jl/. .. M%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project%20Sat-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7 /28/2011 1: 11 :45 PM] 

RL0025261 



EM24475 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future With No Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

814.5 
15.0 

53.7 
15.0 

26.9 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.6 

file:///Jl/. .. %20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project%20Sat-%20Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :45 PM] 

RL0025262 



EM24476 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

570.6 
30.0 

37.6 
30.0 

18.8 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.2 

file:///Jl/. .. 8l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project-%20Polk%20St.txt[7 /28/2011 1: 11 :45 PM] 

RL0025263 



EM24477 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

440.4 
30.0 

29.0 
30.0 

14.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.1 

file:///Jl/. .. oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%202016%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :45 PM] 

RL0025264 



EM24478 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With No Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

930.0 
15.0 

61.3 
15.0 

30.7 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.1 

file:/// JI!. . .ise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20No%20Project/Future%20No%20Project-%20Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 11 :44 PM] 

RL0025265 



EM24479 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

364.0 
30.0 

24.0 
30.0 

12.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.3 

file:/// JI!. .. -081/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project-%20Telfair"/o20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 13: 30 PM] 

RL0025266 



EM24480 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

243.9 
30.0 

16.1 
30.0 

8.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 58.6 

file:/// JI!. . .ise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project%20Sat-%20Telfair"/o20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :30 PM] 

RL0025267 



EM24481 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

351.3 
30.0 

23.2 
30.0 

11.6 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.1 

file:/// JI!. .. l/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project%20Sat-%20Polk%20St.txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :30 PM] 

RL0025268 



EM24482 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

309.4 
30.0 

20.4 
30.0 

10.2 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.6 

file:/// JI!. .. se/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project%20Sat-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :31 PM] 

RL0025269 



EM24483 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

829.7 
15.0 

58.9 
15.0 

29.4 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.9 

file:/// JI!. . ./TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project%20Sat-%20Encinitas%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 13: 31 PM] 

RL0025270 



EM24484 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

576.9 
30.0 

38.0 
30.0 

19.0 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.2 

file:/// JI/ ... 009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project-%20Polk%20St. txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :31 PM] 

RL0025271 



EM24485 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

479.6 
30.0 

31.6 
30.0 

15.8 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.4 

file:/// JI!. .. 8 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project-%20Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :30 PM] 

RL0025272 



EM24486 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Future 2016 With Project Weekday PM Peak Hour- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

982.8 
15.0 

64.8 
15.0 

32.4 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receptor 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.4 

file:/// JI!. .. l/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Future%2020 l 6%20With%20Project/Future%20With%20Project-%20Encinitas%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 13 :30 PM] 

RL0025273 



EM24487 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

276.6 
30.0 

18.2 
30.0 

27.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.2 

file:/// JI!. .. 02009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20with%200ff'/o20Site%20Truck-Telfair%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:46 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

516.9 
30.0 

34.1 
30.0 

35.1 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.1 

file:/// JI!. .. t%202009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Truck-Polk%20St. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:46 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

386.8 
30.0 

25.5 
30.0 

30.8 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 62.2 

file:/// JI!. .. 2009-081/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Truck-Haddon%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:45 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Weekday PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

842.7 
15.0 

55.6 
15.0 

45.8 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 64.1 

file:/// JI!. .. 009-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Tmck/Existing%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Tmck-Encinitas%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:45 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Telfair Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

141.1 
30.0 

9.3 
30.0 

22.6 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 59.8 

file:/// JI!. .. 8 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20Sat%20with%200ff'/o20Site%20Truck-Telfair%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:46 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Polk St 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

309.4 
30.0 

20.4 
30.0 

28.2 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 61.5 

file:/// JI!. .. 09-08 l/Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Tmck/Existing%20Sat%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Tmck-Polk%20St. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:43 PM] 

RL0025279 



EM24493 

* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Haddon Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

227.5 
30.0 

15.0 
30.0 

25.5 
30.0 

30.0 
1.0 

30.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 60.8 

file:/// JI!. .. l/N oise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20Sat%20with%200ff'/o20Site%20Truck-Haddon%20Ave.txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:46 PM] 
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* * * * CASE INFORMATION * * * * 

* * * * Results calculated with TNM Version 2.5 * * * * 

Existing 2011 Saturday Mid-Day PM Peak Hour with Off-Site Truck- Encinitas Ave 

* * * * TRAFFIC VOLUME/SPEED INFORMATION * * * * 

Automobile volume (v/h): 
Average automobile speed (mph): 
Medium truck volume (v/h): 
Average medium truck speed (mph): 
Heavy truck volume (v/h): 
Average heavy truck speed (mph): 
Bus volume (v/h): 
Average bus speed (mph): 
Motorcycle volume (v/h): 
Average Motorcycle speed (mph): 

1.0 

738.0 
15.0 

48.7 
15.0 

42.3 
15.0 

15.0 
1.0 

15.0 

* * * * TERRAIN SURF ACE INFORMATION * * * * 

Terrain surface: soft 

* * * * RECEIVER INFORMATION * * * * 

DESCRIPTION OF RECEIVER # 1 

Receiver 1 

Distance from center of 12-ft wide, single lane roadway (ft): 50.0 
A-weighted Hourly Equivalent Sound Level without Barrier (dBA): 63.7 

file:/// JI!. . ./Noise/TNM%20LookUp%200utput/Off-Site%20Truck/Existing%20Sat%20with%200ff"/o20Site%20Truck-Encinitas%20Ave. txt[7/28/2011 1: 14:45 PM] 
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Appendix B 

Noise Calculation 

RL0025282 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
01 
I\.) 
00 
c..v 

CONSTRUCTION - UNMITIGATED 
Reference Noise Distance 
Reference Noise Level 

Sensitive Receotor 

Noise Monitor 1- ITT Technical Institute 

Noise Monitor 2- 15435 Ryan Street (Single-
Family Homes) 

Noise Monitor 3- 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-
Family Homes) 

Noise Monitor 4- 15291 Golden Court (Single-
Family Residential Homes) 

El Dorado Ave Elementary School 

CONSTRUCTION - MITIGATED 
Reference Noise Distance 
Reference Noise Level 

Sensitive Receptor 
Noise Monitor 1- ITT Technical Institute 
Noise Monitor 2- 15435 Ryan Street (Single-
Family Homes) 
Noise Monitor 3- 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-
Family Homes) 
Noise Monitor 4- 15291 Golden Court 
(Single-Family Residential Homes) 
El Dorado Ave Elementary School 

50 
89 

Distance 
(feet) 

420 

50 

50 

120 

525 

50 
89 

Distance 
(feet) 

420 

50 

50 

120 
525 

Maximum 
Construction 

Attenuation Noise Level 
Factors (dBAl 

10 60.5 

0 89.0 

0 89.0 

0 79.5 

15 53.6 

Mitigation Attenuation 
Factors Factors 

3 10.0 

3 0.0 

3 0.0 

3 0.0 
3 15.0 

Existing 
Ambient New Ambient 

(dBA, Leal (dBA, Leal 

60.1 63.3 

52.6 89.0 

48.8 89.0 

55.3 79.5 

58.5 59.7 

Maximum 
Construction 
Noise Level Existing Ambient 

(dBA) (dBA, Leq) 
57.5 60.1 

86.0 52.6 

86.0 48.8 

76.5 55.3 
50.6 58.5 

Increase 

3.2 

36.4 

40.2 

24.2 

1.2 

New Ambient 
(dBA, Leq) 

62.0 

86.0 

86.0 

76.5 
59.1 

Increase 
1.9 

33.4 

37.2 

21.2 
0.6 

m 
s: 
I\) 
~ 
~ 
CD 
en 
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r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
01 
I\.) 
00 
.,j:::., 

PARKING - DAYTIME 
Reference Noise Distance 
Reference Noise Level 

Sensitive Receptor 

Noise Monitor 1- ITT Technical Institute 

Noise Monitor 2- 15435 Ryan Street (Single-
Family Homes) 

Noise Monitor 3- 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-
Family Homes) 

Noise Monitor 4- 15291 Golden Court (Single-
Family Residential Homes) 

El Dorado Ave Elementary School 

PARKING - NIGHTTIME 
Reference Noise Distance 
Reference Noise Level 

Sensitive Receptor 
Noise Monitor 1- ITT Technical Institute 
Noise Monitor 2- 15435 Ryan Street (Single-
Family Homes) 
Noise Monitor 3- 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-
Family Homes) 
Noise Monitor 4- 15291 Golden Court (Single-
Family Residential Homes) 

50 
58.1 

Distance Attenuation 
(feet) Factors 

208 10 

497 0 

252 0 

1,050 0 

1,040 15 

50 
58.1 

Distance Attenuation 
(feet) Factors 

208 10 

497 0 

252 0 

1,050 0 

Existing 
Maximum Noise Ambient 

Level (dBAl (dBA, LeQ) 

35.7 60.1 

33.2 52.6 

40.5 48.8 

25.0 55.3 

16.7 58.5 

Existing 
Maximum Noise Ambient 

Level (dBA) (dBA, LeQ) 
35.7 57.3 

33.2 50.2 

40.5 50.5 

25.0 58.6 

New Ambient 
(dBA, LeQ) 

60.1 

52.6 

49.4 

55.3 

58.5 

New Ambient 
(dBA, LeQ) 

57.3 

50.3 

50.9 

58.6 

Increase 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

Increase 
0.0 

0.1 

0.4 

0.0 

m 
s: 
I\) 
~ 
~ 
CD 
........ 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

C. NOISE 

This Section evaluates the potential for noise and groundborne vibration impacts resulting from 

implementation of the Project. This includes the potential for the Project to result in impacts associated 

with a substantial temporary and/or pennanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 

Project Site; exposure of people in the vicinity of the Project Site to excessive noise levels, groundbome 

vibration, or groundbome noise levels; and whether this exposure is in excess of established standards. 

Finally, mitigation measures intended to reduce impacts to noise and vibration are proposed, where 

appropriate, to avoid or reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

Data used to prepare this analysis were obtained from the City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise 

Element, the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), and by measuring and modeling existing and 

future noise levels at the Project Site and the surrounding land uses. Traffic information contained in the 

transportation study prepared for the Project was used to prepare the noise modeling for vehicular sources 

(refer to Appendix IV.B). 

The information in this Section 1s summarized from the following reports, which can be found m 

Appendix IV. C to this EIR: 

• Noise Impact Study. Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project, prepared by Acoustical Engineering 

Services, May 2010 (Appendix IV.C.1) 

• Helicopter Noise Technical Memorandum for the Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project, 

prepared by Heliport Consultants, May 2010 (Appendix IV.C.2) 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

i. Outdoor Sound Propagation 

ii. Environmental Noise Descriptors 

b. Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne Vibration 

c. Regulatory Framework 

i. Federal 

1. Noise Standards 

(a) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(b) Federal Aviation Administration 

(i) Land Use Compatibilitv 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-1 
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City of Los Angeles 

(ii) Sleep Disturbance 

2. Vibration Standard~ 

ii. State of California 

1. Noise Standards 

2. Vibration Standards 

iii. City of Los Angeles 

1. 1997 Los Angeles Un~fzed School District Noise Guidelines 

2. City ofLos Angeles Noise Element 

3. City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

4. City of Los Angeles Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

d. Existing Noise Conditions 

i. Sensitive Receptors 

ii. Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

iii. Traffic Noise Levels 

e. Existing Groundborne Vibration 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Thresholds of Significance 

i. Construction Noise 

ii. Operational Noise 

1. Traffic Noise and On-Site Noise Sources 

2. Helicopter Noise 

(a) Land Use Compatibility 

(b) Sleep Disturbance 

3. School Uses 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

July 2010 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-2 
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City of Los Angeles 

4. Summary of Operational Noise Significance Thresholds 

iii. Groundborne Vibration (Construction) 

b. Methodology 

i. Ambient Noise Measurement 

ii. Construction Noise 

iii. Operational Noise 

1. Off-Site Roadway Noise 

2. On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

3. Helistop Operation 

iv. Groundborne Vibration (Construction) 

c. Project Design Features 

i. Construction 

ii. Operation 

d. Project Impacts 

i. Construction Noise and Vibration Impacts 

1. Construction Noise 

2. Off-Site Noise Sources (Constntction Trucks) 

3. Groundborne Vibration 

ii. Operational Noise 

1. On-Site Noise Sources Noise 

(a) Building Mechanical Equipment 

(b) Parking Facility 

( c) Loading and Trash/Recycling Areas 

(d) Outdoor Services 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

July 2010 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-3 
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City of Los Angeles 

2. Helistop 

(a) Land Use Compatibilitv 

(b) Sleep Disturbance 

3. Off-Site Traffic (Mobile Sources) 

4. Alternative Traffic Impact 

5. Composite Noise Level Impacts from Project Operations 

iii. Site Compatibility.for New Buildings 

e. Land Use Equivalency Program 

f. Design Flexibility Program 

3. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

a. Construction Noise 

b. Construction Vibration 

c. Operational Noise 

4. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. Construction 

b. Operation 

c. Cumulative Construction 

5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

a. Construction Noise 

b. Operational Noise 

c. Groundborne Vibration 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 

July 2010 

JV.C. Noise 

Page JV.C-4 
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City of Los Angeles July 2010 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch). The standard unit 

of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB). The decibel scale is a logarithmic scale that 

describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound. The pitch of the sound 

is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to a 

given sound level at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate 

noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by filtering 

the noise signal in a manner that corresponds to the way a human ear perceives sound. 

Noise, on the other hand, is typically defined as unwanted sound. A typical noise environment consists of 

a base of steady ambient noise that is the sum of many distant and indistinguishable noise sources. 

Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from individual local sources. These can vary from 

an occasional aircraft or train passing by to virtually continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a 

major highway. Table IV.C-1 (Representative Environmental Noise Levels) illustrates representative 

noise levels in the environment. 

People judge the relative magnitude of sound sensation by subjective terms such as "loudness" or 

"noisiness." A change in sound level of 3 dB is considered ')ust perceptible," a change in sound level of 

5 dB is considered "clearly noticeable," and an increase of 10 dB is recognized as 'lwice as loud."1 

Generally speaking, the human ear is physiologically incapable of discerning a difference in the noise 

environment for a change of less than 3 dBA in a normal hearing environment (i.e., not in a laboratory or 

diagnostic setting). 

1. Outdoor Sound Propagation 

In an outdoor environment, sound levels attenuate (reduce) through the air as a function of distance. Such 

attenuation is commonly referred to as "distance loss" or "geometric spreading," and is based on the noise 

source configuration, point source, or line source. For a point source, such as a piece of 

mechanical/electrical/constrnction equipment (e.g., air conditioner, electrical transformer, or bull dozer) 

the rate of sound attenuation is 6 dB per doubling of distance from the noise source. For example, an 

outdoor condenser fan that generates a sound level of 60 dBA at a distance of five feet would attenuate to 

54 dBA at a distance of 10 feet. For a line source, such as a constant flow of traffic on a roadway, the rate 

of sound attenuation is 3 dB per doubling of distance. 2 

In addition, structures (e.g., buildings and solid walls) and natural topography (e.g., hills) that obstruct the 

line-of-sight between a noise source and a receptor further reduce the noise level if the receptor is located 

2 

Engineering Noise Control, Bies & Hansen, 1988. 

Ca/trans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998. 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Drap Environmental Impact Report 
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City of Los Angeles July 2010 

Table IV.C-1 

Representative Environmental Noise Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 
-llO- Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 100 feet 
-100-

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet 
-90-

Noisy Urban Area during Daytime Food Blender at 3 feet 
Diesel Truck going 50 mph at 50 feet -80- Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet -70- Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 
Commercial Area Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet -60-
Large Business Office 

Quiet Urban Area during Daytime -50- Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime -40- Theater, Large Conference Room (background) 
Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime 

-30- Librarv 
Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (background) 

-20-
Broadcast/Recording Studio 

-10-

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing ---0- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 
Source: California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement: A Technical Supplement to the Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, October 1998, page 18. 

within the "shadow" of the obstruction, such as behind a sound wall. This type of sound attenuation is 

known as "barrier insertion loss." If a receptor is located behind the wall but still has a view of the source 

(i.e., line-of-sight is not fully blocked), some barrier insertion loss would still occur, although to a lesser 

extent. Additionally, a receptor located on the same side of the wall as a noise source may actually 

experience an increase in the perceived noise level as the wall reflects noise back to the receptor, thereby 

compounding the noise. Noise barriers can provide noise level reductions ranging from approximately 5 

dBA (where the barrier just breaks the line-of-sight between the noise source and receiver) to an upper 

range of 20 dBA with a more substantial barrier.3 

ii. Environmental Noise Descriptors 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on people. 

Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise on people is 

Ibid. 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
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City of Los Angeles July 2010 

largely dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as the time of day when the 

noise occurs. Those that are applicable to this analysis are as follows: 

• Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) - An Leq is the average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated 

period of time. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the same if 

they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure. Leq for one-hour periods, during 

the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours are commonly used in environmental noise 

assessments. Leq can be measured for any time period, but is typically measured for an increment 

of no less than 15 minutes for environmental studies. For evaluating community impacts, this 

rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or the night. 

• Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) - The maximum instantaneous noise level measured during a given 

period of time. Lmaxis a measure of highest sound level at a particular point in time. Lmax is used 
to evaluate noise effects from helicopter operations on noise sensitive land uses such as schools. 

• Sound Exposure Level (SEL) ··· SEL is primarily used to evaluate noise effects from the operation 

of a helistop (i.e., helicopter flight noise) on noise sensitive land uses such as residential. SEL is 

an energy-based sum of the noise experienced during a single noise event, normalized to one 

second duration. For a single helicopter flight to the facility (i.e., one arrival and departure), the 

timeframe of the noise event reflected in the SEL encompasses the approach, landing, idling, 

takeoff and departure activities of the aircraft. SEL takes into account both intensity and duration 

of the sound generated during the event. Typically, SEL for aircraft noise is 10 dBA higher than 

• Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) - CNEL is the time average of all A-weighted sound 

levels for a 24-hour day period with a 10 dBA adjustment (upward) added to the sound levels 

which occur in the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) and a 5 dBA adjustment (upward) 

added to the sound levels which occur in the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to I 0:00 p.m.). These 

penalties attempt to account for increased human sensitivity to noise during the quieter nighttime 

periods, particularly where sleep is the most probable activity. CNEL has been adopted by the 

State of California to define the community noise environment for development of the 

community noise element of a General Plan and is also used by the City for land use planning and 

to describe noise impacts in its 2006 Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (L.A. CEQA 

Thresholds Guide).4
•
5 

• Day-Night Average Level (Ldn or DNL). Ldn, like CNEL, is the weighted 24-hour average noise 

level in an environment which accounts for peoples increased annoyance to noise occurring in the 

nighttime hours. It is the average equivalent A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day, 

State of California, General Plan Guidelines, 2003. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Ciuide is available al 
http:/ lwww. laci ly. orgl ead/ environmentla/prograrns!thresholdsguide. him. 
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City of Los Angeles July 2010 

calculated after adding JO decibels to sound levels which occur in the night after I 0:00 p.m. and 

before 7:00 a.m. Typically, Ldn levels are within l dBA of CNEL levels. 

b. Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne Vibration 

Vibration is commonly defined as an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's 

amplitude can be described in tenns of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. The peak particle velocity 

(PPV) or the root-mean-square (RMS) velocity is usually used to describe vibration amplitudes. PPV is 

defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal, while RMS is defined as the square

root of the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. PPV is typically used for evaluating potential 

building damage, whereas RMS is typically more suitable for evaluating human response to groundbome 

vibration.6 The RMS vibration velocity level can be presented in inches per second or in VdB (a decibel 

unit referenced to l micro-inch per second( Commonly, groundbome vibration generated by man-made 

activities (i.e., road traffic, construction operations) attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the 

vibration. 

c. Regulatory Framework 

i. Federal 

1. Noise Standards 

(a) U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides noise standards for residential 

units developed under HUD funding. The HUD noise standards are included in Title 24 Part 51B of the 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). HUD has set a goal of 65 dBA Lctn (65 dBA CNEL for projects in 

California) as "acceptable" exterior noise standard for residential development and 45 dBA Lctn (45 dBA 

CNEL for projects in California) as a desirable maximum interior noise standard for residential units. 

Although HUD noise standards are not required for non-federally funded projects, the standards are 

consistent with other federal agencies, such as the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), as well as the 

State of California and City of Los Angeles noise standards and building construction codes. 

(b) Federal Aviation Administration 

The FAA establishes the aircraft noise analysis methodology and significance thresholds that are 

applicable to federally funded projects that have an aviation noise component. The guidelines contained 

in FAA documents are considered the industry standard used by the State of California and City of Los 

Angeles noise standards and building construction codes. These standards address potential aircraft noise 

6 Federal Transit Administration (FTA), "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment," Afay 2006, Section 
7.1.2. 

VdB (velocity level in decibel) = 20 x Log (VI Vre}, where Vis the Rl'vfS' velocity amplitude in inch per second 
and Vref is the reference velocity amplitude of lxl o-6 inch per second (I micro-inch per second) 
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in two different ways. First, land use compatibility is addressed through consideration of changes in the 

24-hour noise environment, measured in CNEL. Second, the potential for sleep disturbance is assessed 

through application of the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) associated with individual helicopter events. 

(i) Land Use Compatibility 

CFR Title 14 Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning, provides guidelines for land use 

compatibility around airports and states that, in general, residential uses are not compatible within the 65 

dBA Ldn contour or above and that all types of land uses are compatible in areas below 65 dBA Ldn (65 

dBA CNEL for projects in California). [n addition, the FAA's Order 1050.lE, Environmental Impacts: 

Policies and Procedures, as well as in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, establishes a screening threshold 

of a 1.5 dBA Ldn (or 1.5 dBA CNEL for projects in California) increase in noise in any sensitive area 

located within the 65 dBA Ldn (or 65 dBA CNEL for projects in California) contour. In practice, it has 

been found that unless a proposed airport project will cause at least a 1.5 dB increase within the 65 dB 

CNEL or greater area, a 3 dB or greater (i.e., audible) increase in the 60-65 dB CNEL area will not 

occur.8 

(ii) Sleep Disturbance 

In addition to changes in the 24-hour average noise level, aviation operations have the potential to affect 

individuals through the disturbance of sleep. The effects of single event aircraft noise (SEL) are utilized 

to assess the effects of aviation noise on sleep. Research has been done which examines the correlation 

between single event noise levels and the prediction of "annoyance" due to sleep or speech interference. 

In 1992, the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (PICON) recommended an interim dose-response 

curve ("the 1992 PICON interim curve") to predict the percent of the exposed population expected to be 

awakened as a function of the SEL level. Much of the research reflected in the 1992 PICON interim 

curve was based on studies conducted in the laboratory. After 1992, substantial field research in the area 

of sleep disturbance was completed, using a variety of test methods, and in a number of locations. The 

successor to PICON, the Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (PICAN), analyzed several 

sleep studies regarding the relationship between SEL and sleep disturbance as measured by number of 

awakenings. 9 

The post-1992 research showed a consistent pattern, with considerably less of the exposed population 

expected to be behaviorally awakened than had been shown with laboratory studies. Based on the 

research available through 1997, FICAN developed a curve (the "PICAN 1997 curve") that represents a 

conservative dose-response relationship for aircraft noise and sleep disturbance. This curve predicts the 

maximum percent of the exposed population that would be expected to be behaviorally awakened under 

different interior SEL levels. For instance, according to the FICAN 1997 curve, an interior single event 

8 

9 

Federal Aeencv Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues. Federal lnteragency Committee on Noise, 
August 1992. 

Effects ofAviation Noise on Awakenings from Sleep. Federal lnteragency Committee on Aviation Noise, June 
1997. 
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noise level of approximately 81 dBA (interior SEL) would be expected to result in the awakening of 

about 10 percent of the affected population. 10 

With respect to classroom disruption, a maximum interior noise level of 55 dBA (Lmax) for classrooms is 

recommended. The classroom interior noise standard of 55dBA (Lmax) was used in the Los Angeles 

International Airport, South Airfield Improvement Project EIR., which was based on the review of the 

EPA 1974 document "Levels Document", the ANSI standard Sl2.60, and the FICON 1992 report. 11
· 

12
· 

13
· 

14 

2. Vibration Standards 

There are no adopted federal policies or standards for groundborne vibration. In most circumstances, 

common vibrations related to roadway traffic and construction activities pose no threat to buildings or 

structures. The following guidelines from federal and state agencies are utilized in assessing potential 

groundborne vibration impacts due to Project construction activities. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published a technical manual titled Transit Noise and 

Vibration Impacts Assessment that provides groundbome vibration impact criteria with respect to building 

damage during construction activities. 15 With respect to potential building damage, the FTA provides 

guidelines for evaluating potential groundbome vibration damage applicable to various building 

categories. Table IV.C-2 (Construction Vibration Damage Criteria) provides the FTA vibration criteria 

applicable to construction activities. According to FTA guidelines, a vibration damage criterion of 0.20 

inch per second PPV should be considered for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings. 

Furthermore, structures or buildings constructed of reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber, have vibration 

damage criteria of 0.50 inch per second pursuant to the FTA guidelines. Buildings of a historical nature 

have lower vibration tolerances, PPV of 0.12 inch per second, pursuant to FTA Vibration Damage 

Criteria. 

10 Percent of Awakening= 0.0087 x (SEL - 30)1'1. 79, .from FICAN, Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakening (tom 
Sleep. June 1997. 

11 Los Angeles International Airport, South Airfield Improvement Project EIR, Appendix Ai, August 2005. 
12 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect 

Public Health and f1ie/fare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, EPAIONAC 55019-N-004, March 1974. 
13 ANS1 Standard SJ 2.60-2002 (R2009), Acoustical Performance Criteria, Design Requirements, and Guidelines for 

Schools. 
14 Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICOlv), Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis 

Issues, August 1992. 
15 Transit Noise and Vibration impact Assessment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006. 
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Table IV.C-2 
Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

PPV RMS in Decibels 
Buildin2 Cate2orv (inches/second) (VdB) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 
II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 
III. Non-engineered timber and masonrv buildings 0.2 94 
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 
PPV =peak particle velocity RlvfS = root-mean square 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Imvact Assessment, Mav 2006, Table 12-3. 

In addition to the FTA Construction Vibration Damage Criteria listed in Table IV.C-2, the FTA guidance 

manual also provides a vibration perception threshold for humans related to ground vibration. According 

to FTA guidelines, the human "threshold of perception" related to ground vibration is approximately 65 

VdB (RMS). 16 Although the perceptibility threshold is about 65 VdB, human response to vibration is not 

usually significant unless the vibration exceeds 70 VdB. Table IV.C-3 provides the human response to 

different groundbome vibration levels per the FTA guidance manual. As indicated in IV.C-3, ground 

vibration level of 78 VdB would be barely perceptible and up to 90 VdB would be distinctly perceptible. 

Table IV.C-3 

FTA Human Response to Groundborne Vibration Criteria 

Vibration 
Velocity Level, 

VdB Human Response 

65 Approximate threshold of perception for many humans 
72 Vibration not feelable 
75 Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible 
78 Barely feelable vibration 
84 Feelable vibration 
90 Distinctly feelable vibration 

Source: "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment" (FTA, 2006), Table 7-1 and Table 8-3. 

ii. State of California 

1. Noise Standards 

The California Department of Health Services (DHS) has established guidelines for evaluating the 

compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure. The level of acceptability 

16 The human "threshold of perception" as defined by FTA is not used as significance threshold under CEQA 
analysis. 
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of the noise environment is dependent on the activity associated with the particular land use. Table IV.C-

4 (Community Noise Exposure [CNEL]) shows the exterior noise standard associated with various land 

uses, as described by the State of California land use compatibility for community noise environment. 

Table IV.C-4 

Community Noise Exposure (CNEL) 

Normally Conditionally Normally 
Land Use Acceptablea Acceptableh Unacceptable c 

Single-family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50 - 60 55 - 70 70 - 75 
Multi-Family Homes 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 75 
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 

50 - 70 60 - 70 70 - 80 
Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 80 
Auditoriums, Concert Halls, --- 50 - 70 ---Amphitheaters 
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports --- 50 - 75 ---
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 - 70 --- 67 - 75 
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 

50 - 75 --- 70 - 80 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 
50 - 70 67 -77 above 75 Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
50 - 75 70 - 80 above 75 

Agriculture 

Clearly 
Unacceptabled 

above 75 
above 75 

above 80 

above 75 

above 70 

above 75 
above 75 

above 80 

---

---
a Normally_ Accerz.table: Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings involved are of 

normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 
b Conditionally_ Accerz.table: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the 

noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional 
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

c Normally_ Unaccerz.table: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 
insulation features included in the design. 

d Clearly_ Unaccerz.table: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: City of Los AnReles General Plan Noise Element, adopted February 1999. 

As shown in Table IV.C-4, an exterior noise environment up to 65 dBA CNEL is "normally acceptable" 

for multi-family residential and hotel uses, without special noise insulation requirements, while 75 dBA 

CNEL and 80 dBA CNEL are identified as "clearly unacceptable" noise level for residential and hotel 

uses, respectively. 

With respect to the Project's proposed helistop, the Airport Noise Regulations found in Title 21 of the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR) are utilized. 17 The Airport Noise Regulations are based in part on 

the FAA Part 150 guidelines, which set noise limits for specific aircraft and provide guidance for land use 

compatibility around airports. These regulations state that the aircraft noise level in a residential setting 

should be no greater than 65 dBA CNEL. 

17 Section 5000, as adopted in 1970 and are administered by the California Department of Transportation 
(Ca/trans) Division of Aeronautics. 
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Noise issues with regard to the building sound isolations are addressed in Title 24 of the CCR, as well as 

local noise standards that are based on state codes. 18 Title 24 specifies exterior to interior sound 

transmission control requirements for new multi-family residential development and hotel rooms, as 

follows: 

• Section 1208A.8.2 - Allowable Interior Noise Levels, states: 

Interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 dB in any habitable 

room. The noise metric shall be either the Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ld,J or the 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). consistent with the noise element of the local general 

plan. 

Worst-case noise levels, either existing or fi1ture, shall be used as the basis for determining 

compliance with this section. Future noise levels shall be predicted for a period of at least 10 

years from the time of building permit application. 

• Section 1208A.8.4 - Other Noise Sources, states: 

Residential structures to be located where the Ldn or CNEL exceed 60 dBA shall require an 

acoustical analysis showing that the proposed design will limit exterior noise to the prescribed 

allowable interior noise. The noise element of the local general plan shall be used to the greatest 

extent possible to identifY sites with noise levels potentially greater than 60 dBA. 

2. Vibration Standards 

There are no state vibration standards applicable to the Project. However, the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) provides guidelines/recommendations to limit groundbome vibration based on 

the age and/or physical condition of the structures that are located in close proximity to construction 

activity. 19 Table IV.C-5 (Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria) presents the 

Caltrans guidelines \vith respect to vibration damage threshold criteria. Although modem 

industrial/commercial buildings can endure ground vibration levels up to a maximum of 0.5 inch per 

second PPV, older structures have a much lower vibration tolerance of Cl.3 inch per second PPV. 

Furthermore, buildings of a historical nature, such as the existing Engine Company No. 28 located east of 

the Project Site, or extremely fragile structures have an even lower vibration damage threshold of 0.08 to 

0.25 inch per second PPV as shown in Table IV.C-5. Table IV.C-5 also includes the vibration criteria for 

underground tunnels, which would be applicable for the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority (Metro) Red Line subway tunnels, located beneath ]1h Street adjacent to the Project Site. 

18 

19 

2001 California Building Code, Division IIA Sound Transmission Control. If the City adopts the International 
Building Code (!BC) prior to issuance of the building permit for the Project, the requirements of the !BC would 
supersede the California Building Code. 

Transportation- and Construction-induced Vibration Guidance Manual, Ca/trans, 2004. 
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Table IV.C-5 

Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 

Continuous/Frequent 
Structure and Condition Transient Sourcesa Intermittent Sourcesb 
Extremely fragile buildings, ruins 
ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 
Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 
Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 
Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 
New residential structures 1.00 0.50 
Underground tunnels 1.20° 0.50° 
Modem industrial/commercial 
buildings 2.00 0.50 
a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. 
b Continuous(frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat 

equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 
c Vibration criteria based on the Swiss Association of Standardization. 
Source: Transportation and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual, Ca/trans, 2004, Table 10 and 

Table 19. 

With respect to human response, studies by Caltrans show vibration velocity levels of 0.01 inch per 

second PPV would be barely perceptible by humans and levels greater than 0.04 inch per second PPV 

would be distinctly perceptible, as shown in Table IV.C-6. Also shown on Table IV.C-6 are Caltrans' 

criteria in terms of RMS level (VdB). As stated previously, typically, human response to ground 

vibration is described in terms of V dB criteria. As such, Caltrans PPV threshold criteria (Table IV. C-6) 

are also presented in VdB levels. 

Table IV.C-6 

Caltrans Guideline Vibration Annoyance Potential Threshold Criteria 

Maximum Vibration Velocity, inch/second 
Continuous/Frequent 

Transient Sources a Intermittent Sources b 
Human Response PPV /VdBc PPV /VdBc 

Barely Perceptible 0.04 I 80 0.01I68 

Distinctly Perceptible 0.25 I 96 0.04 I 80 

Strongly Perceptible 0.90 I 107 0.10 I 88 

Severe 2.00 /114 0.40 I 100 
a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory 

pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 
c VdB limits are calculated based on PPV limits and a crest-factor of 4, per FTA, 2006. VdB ~ 20*Log(PPV*l,000,000/4). 
Source: "Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration GuidanceManual"(Caltrans, 2004), Table 20. 
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iii. City of Los Angeles 

1. City of Los Angeles Noise Element 

The Noise Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan (General Plan) establishes CNEL guidelines 

for land use compatibility and includes a number of goals, objectives, and policies for land use planning 

purposes. The City also has policies and regulations to control unnecessary, excessive, and annoying 

noise, as cited by LAMC Chapter XI, Noise Regulations. In addition, the L.A. CEQA l71resholds Guide 

provides guidelines for determining Project impacts and CNEL guidelines for land use noise 

compatibility. These plans and regulations are described later in this Section. 

The overall purpose of the Noise Element of a General Plan is to protect citizens from the harmful and 

annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise. The following Noise Element policies are applicable to 

the Project: 20 

• Policy 2.2: Enforce and/or implement applicable City, state, and federal regulations intended 
to mitigate proposed noise producing activities, reduce intrusive noise, and alleviate noise 
that is deemed a public nuisance. 

• Policy 3. l: Develop land use policies and programs that would reduce or eliminate potential 
and existing noise impacts. 

2. City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

Chapter XI of the LAMC establishes acceptable ambient sound levels to regulate intrusive noises (e.g., 

stationary mechanical equipment and vehicles other than those traveling on public streets) within specific 

land use zones. In accordance with the LAMC, a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing ambient 

noise level at an adjacent property line is considered a noise violation. To account for people's increased 

tolerance for short-duration noise events, the LAMC allows an additional 5 dBA increase for a noise 

lasting more than five, but less than 15 minutes, in any one-hour period (for a total of a l 0 dBA increase 

above the ambient noise level), and an additional 5 dBA increase (for a total of a 15 dBA increase above 

the ambient noise level) for a noise lasting five minutes or less in any one-hour period.21 

The ambient noise, as defined by the LAMC, is the measured noise level averaged over a period of at 

least 15 minutes (Leg[lS-rninuteJ). For purposes of determining whether or not a violation of the noise 
regulations is occurring, the sound level measurements of an offending noise are be averaged over a 

minimum duration of 15-minutes, and compared with the baseline ambient noise levels. The baseline 

ambient noise is the actual measured ambient noise level or the City's presumed ambient noise level as 

shown in Table IV.C-7 (City of Los Angeles Presumed Ambient Noise Levels), whichever is greater. In 

cases in which the actual measured ambient noise level is not known, the City's presumed ambient noise 

20 Noise Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, adopted February 3, 1999. 
21 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chap I er XI, Article I, Section 111. 02-(b ). 
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level will be used as the baseline. As indicated in Table IV.C-7, the City's presumed daytime (7:00 a.m. 

to 10:00 p.m.) minimum ambient noise level for properties zoned residential is 50 dBA, while the 

nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) presumed minimum ambient noise level is 40 dBA. The presumed 

daytime minimum ambient noise level for properties zoned commercial is 60 dBA, while the nighttime 

presumed minimum ambient noise level is 55 dBA. 

Table IV.C-7 

City of Los Angeles Presumed Ambient Noise Levels 

Daytime Nighttime 
(7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 

Zone Leq (dBA) Leq (dBA) 
Residential, School, Hospital, Hotel 50 40 
Commercial 60 55 
Manufacturing (Ml, MRI and MR2) 60 55 
Heavy Manufacturing (M2 and M3) 65 65 
Source: LAA1C, Section 111.03. 

In addition, the LAMC also limits noise from construction equipment located within 500 feet of a 

residential zone to 75 dBA, measured at a distance of 50 feet from the source, unless compliance with this 

limitation is technically infeasible.22 Furthermore, the LAMC prohibits construction noise between the 

hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, and on Saturday before 8:00 a.m. and after 6:00 

p.m., and all day on Sundays.23 

3. City of Los Angeles Noise Compatibility Guidelines 

The City has adopted local guidelines based, in part, on the community noise compatibility guidelines 

established by the State Department of Health Services for use in assessing the compatibility of various 

land use types with a range of noise levels. These guidelines are set forth in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

Guide in terms of the CNEL. CNEL guidelines for specific land uses are classified into four categories: 

"normally acceptable;" "conditionally acceptable;" "normally unacceptable;" and "clearly unacceptable." 

As presented in Table IV.C-3, a CNEL value of 70 dBA is the upper limit of what is considered a 

"normally acceptable" noise environment for educational uses. For more sensitive uses such as multi

family residential, the upper limit of what is considered "normally acceptable" is set at 65 dBA CNEL.24 

22 In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Regulations (Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 112. 05), 
'technically infeasible' means that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, 
shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the operation of the 
equipment. 

23 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 41.40. 
24 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, Section 1.2, 2006. 
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4. City of Los Angeles Vibration Standards 

The City does not currently have any adopted standards, guidelines, or thresholds relative to groundbome 

vibration for Project construction and operations. 

d. Existing Noise Conditions 

i. Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sens1t1ve to intrusive noise than others based on the types of 

activities typically involved at the receptor location. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 

residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, 

auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 

commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive receptors were selected in accordance with the L.A. 

CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria and to provide a representative sampling of the surrounding 

noise environment. Sensitive receptors in the Project area include the following: 

• Various multi- and single-family residential land uses (refer to Table IV.C-8); 

• Los Angeles Central Library, various schools and educational facilities; 

• Various hotels and private clubs; and 

• Good Samaritan Hospital. 

ii. Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the Project Site and at 19 nearby off-site locations. The off-site 

noise measurements locations range from 60 feet to approximately 6,000 feet from the Project Site 

representing residential, schools, commercial, and religious land uses. The description of the noise 

measurement locations is provided in Table IV.C-8 (Description of Noise Measurement Locations) and 

Figure IV.C-1 (Noise Measurement Locations) shows the locations of the noise measurement locations, 

which are identified as Pl (Project Site) and RO through Rl8 (off-site locations). The nearest off-site noise 

sensitive receptors (i.e., multi-family residential uses) to the Project Site include: The Jonathan Club 

(Rl 7), The Pegasus apartments (near Rl l), Roosevelt Lofts (near RI 0), The Piero apartments (R4), and 

l 0 I 0 Wilshire apartments (near R4 and R6), which are located approximately 500 feet away from the 

Project Site. Schools are located at noise receptor locations Rl5 and Rl8, and the Jonathan Club is 

located at noise receptor location Rl 7. The noise measurement location Pl was selected to quantify the 

existing ambient noise level at the Project Site and to determine the land use compatibility of the Project's 

land uses. Long-term (24-hour) measurements were conducted at the Project Site (location Pl) and the noise 

metering device was placed on the roof of the existing on-site building. Generally, at the roof elevation the 

ambient sound level is few decibels higher than that of the grade level noise environment. At the building 

roof elevation, over 160 feet high (i.e., the roof of the existing on-site building), the noise meter has a 
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Table IV.C-8 

Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description 

Pl On the roof level of the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel 
and Centre, at the northwest comer of the building 

RO Office building at 1000 Wilshire Blvd., across from the 
Project Site 

Rl In front of the office building at 915 Wilshire Blvd., 
across from the Project Site 

R2 In front of the office building at 654 Figueroa St., across 
from the Project Site 

R3 In front of the office building at 725 Figueroa St., across 
from the Project Site 

R4 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of St. Paul Ave., just north of Wilshire Blvd. 

R5 In front of the multi-family building, on the south 
sidewalk of 7th St., east of Bixel St. 

R6 In front of the multi-family building, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St., just south of Wilshire Blvd. 

R7 In front of the Sheraton Hotel, on the west sidewalk of 
Hope St., south of 7th St. 

R8 In front of the Westin Bonaventure Hotel and Suites, on 
the east sidewalk of Figueroa St., north of 5th St. 

R9 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Figueroa St. (north of Olympic Blvd.) 

RIO In front of the multi-story building, on the south 
sidewalk of Wilshire Blvd., just west of Hope St. 

Rll In front of the Standard Hotel, on the east sidewalk of 
Flower St., just north of 6th St. 

Rl2 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Flower St. (between 8th and 9th Sts.) 

Rl3 In front of the Good Samaritan Hospital, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St. 

Rl4 In front of the single-family residential building, on the 
north sidewalk of Colton St., west of Glendale Blvd. 

Rl5 9th Street Elementary School, on the west sidewalk of 
Stanford Ave., between 8th and 9th Sts. 

Rl6 In front of the multi-family residential building, on the 
east sidewalk of Beacon Ave., south of 8th St. 
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Sensitive 
Representing Receptor 

Nearby ? 
Land Uses 

Commercial NIA 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hospital Yes 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

School/ Yes 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 
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Table IV.C-8 

Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate Sensitive 
Distance to Representing Receptor 
Project Site Nearby ? 

Location Description (Feet)3 Land Uses 
Rl7 In front of the Jonathan Club building at 545 Figueroa 450 Hotel/ Yes 

St. Commercial 
Rl8 In front of the Miguel Contreras Learning Center, on the 2,200 School/ Yes 

north sidewalk of 4th St., between Bixel St. and Lucas Residential 
Ave. 

a Distances are based on Google Earth map. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix lV.C.1). 

direct line-of-sight to the nearby Interstate 110 (the "Harbor Freeway"). Thus, the meter on the roof 

would likely register slightly higher noise levels as compared with the ambient levels at the grade level. 

Three short-term (15-minute) measurements were conducted at each of the 19 off-site locations during the 

daytime hours (two measurements between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.) and nighttime hours (one 

measurement between 10:00 p.m. and 1:00 a.m.). 

Table IV.C-8 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site, using the 

noise measurement locations as indicators Based on field observation and measured sound data, the 

current ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular 

traffic on local roadways and the Harbor Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft flyovers, and 

other typical urban noise. At the Project Site (Pl), the daytime ambient noise levels ranged from 69.1 

dBA (Leq) to 75.3 dBA (Leq). The existing ambient noise levels at all measurement locations currently 

exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient noise standards, as indicated in Table IV.C-9 

(Measured Ambient Noise Levels). 

iii. Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, the existing traffic noise 

on local roadways near the Project Site was calculated to quantify the 24-hour CNEL noise levels, using 

information taken from the Project's transportation study (refer to the Appendix IV.B). The 

transportation study area, which encompasses approximately 10 square miles, is bounded by Cesar E. 

Chavez Avenue!femple Street on the north, Washington Boulevard on the south, Soto Street on the east, 

and Hoover Street and Alvarado Street on the west. A total of 42 intersections were analyzed as part of 

the transportation study. Twenty-eight roadway segments were selected for the existing noise analysis, 

based on proximity to noise sensitive uses along the roadway segments and potential increases in traffic 

volume from the Project. The traffic noise level was calculated using the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHW A) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) and traffic volume data from the Project's traffic 

study. The TNM traffic noise prediction model calculates the hourly Leq noise levels based on specific 
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Legend 
Noise Measurement Locations 

Yellow - Within Project Site 

Green - Receptor location falls under City's definition of a sensitive receptor (i.e., residential, 
school, hotel, religious) 

Blue - Office/Commercial uses (non-sensitive receptor) 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010. 
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Figure IV.C-1 
Noise Measurement Locations 

RL0025304 



City of Los Angeles 

Measurement 
Location Date 

Pl 712212009 
7/23/2009 
7/24/2009 

RO 12/17/2009 

Rl 7/23/2009 

R2 7/23/2009 

R3 7/23/2009 

R4 7/23/2009 

R5 7/23/2009 

R6 7/23/2009 

R7 712212009 & 
7/23/2009 

R8 7/23/2009 & 
7/24/2009 

R9 7/23/2009 

RIO 712212009 & 
7/23/2009 

Rll 7/23/2009 

Rl2 712212009 & 
7/23/2009 

Rl3 7/23/2009 

Rl4 712212009 & 
7/24/2009 

Rl5 712212009 & 
7/24/2009 

Rl6 712212009 & 
7/24/2009 

Rl7 1/12/2010 

Rl8 1/12/2010 

EM24518 

Table IV.C-9 

Measured Ambient Noise Levels 

Measured Noise Levels, a 

Leq (dBA) 

Daytime Nighttime 
(7 a.m. to (10 p.m. to 
10 p.m.) 7 a.m.) 

69.5 - 73 .5 72.2 - 73.5 
69.1- 75.3 67.7 - 75.4 
72.1- 74.7 69.1- 75.3 

67.7-68.9 66.7 

71.4 - 72.1 65.0 

73.8 - 74.4 70.4 

70.9-71.3 65.8 

64.5 -70.9 61.0 

72.3 - 73.6 69.3 

70.8-71.1 66.0 

66.2 -68.1 63.1 

72.7 -74.6 67.1 

70.0 70.9 

70.6 -71.2 64.0 

73.4 - 75.9 64.1 

68.5 -69.7 65.3 

62.9 - 64.1 60.9 

56.0 - 58.6 58.4 

62.5 - 64.4 55.8 

57.8 - 58.4 57.3 

65.9-66.9 65.3 

58.2-59.0 54.5 

a Detailed measured noise data, including hourly Leq levels, are included in Appendix IV.Cl. 
h Calculated based on the short-term measurements. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.Cl). 

July 2010 

CNEL Sensitive 
(dBA) Receptor? 

78.8 
78.5 
80.8 NIA 
71.7b No 
72.0b No 
76.1 b No 
72.1 b No 

68.6 b Yes 
75.0 b Yes 
72.2 b Yes 
68.9 b 

Yes 
74.1 b 

Yes 
75.4 b Yes 
71.1 b 

Yes 
73.7b Yes 
71.0b 

Yes 
66.2 b Yes 
62.9 b 

Yes 
63.4 b 

Yes 
62.1 b 

Yes 
70.2b Yes 
60.3b Yes 

information including, the hourly traffic volume, vehicle type mix, vehicle speed, and distance between 

the noise receptor and the roadway. To calculate the 24-hour CNEL levels, the hourly Leq levels were 

calculated during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.), the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.), 

and the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). 
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Table IV.C-10 (Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels) provides the calculated CNEL for the analyzed 

local roadway segments based on existing traffic volumes. As shown therein, the existing CNEL due to 

surface street traffic volumes ranged from 66.2 dBA CNEL along Francisco Street (between 7th Street and 

Wilshire Boulevard) to 73 .6 dBA CNEL along Figueroa Street (between 5th Street and Wilshire 

Boulevard). Currently, the existing traffic related noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors to each 

analyzed roadway segment exceed normally acceptable (i.e., 65 dBA CNEL or lower) noise levels at a 

majority of the studied residential areas. 

Table IV.C-10 

Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

Glendale Blvd. 
- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St. 
- Between 7th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 
- Between 3rd St. and 6th St. 

- Between 6th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 
- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 

- East of Olive St. 

7th St. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda 
Blvd. 

Figueroa St. 
- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Exiting 
Traffic 

Volume, 
ADT 

25,770 

5,155 

9,670 

7,065 

20,545 

19,290 

17,035 

11,430 

10,525 

9,207 

12,280 

7,359 

7,444 

8,145 

8,518 

7,466 

30,300 

32,835 

Calculated 
Distance to Traffic 
Roadway Noise 

Centerline, Levels,a 
feet CNEL 

35 73.2 

25 66.2 

25 70.2 

25 68.8 

40 71.6 

40 71.3 

40 70.8 

40 69.0 

35 69.3 

35 68.7 

35 70.0 

35 67.7 

35 67.8 

35 68.2 

35 68.4 

35 67.8 

40 73.3 

40 73.6 

Adjacent 
Land Uses 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Residential/ 
School 

Hospital 

School 

Residential 

Hotel/Office 

School 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Park 

Residential/ 
School 

Residential 

Hotel/Office 

Hotel 

Religious 

Hotel 

Office/Private 

Existing Noise 
Exposure 

Compatibility 
Category b 

2 

1 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 
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Table IV.C-10 

Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

Calculated 
Exiting Distance to Traffic Existing Noise 
Traffic Roadway Noise Exposure 

Volume, Centerline, Levels,a Adjacent Compatibility 
Roadway Segment ADT feet CNEL Land Uses Category b 

Club 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 23,705 40 72.2 Hotel/Office 3 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 19,270 40 71.3 Residential 3 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 20,485 40 71.6 Residential 3 

Flower St. 
- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 17,460 40 70.9 Hotel 3 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 16,030 40 70.5 Office 2 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 8th St. 19,410 40 71.3 Office 2 

- South of 8th St. 17,170 40 70.8 Residential 3 

Grand Ave. 
- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 12,495 40 69.4 Church 2 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 15,885 40 70.5 Office 2 

- South of 7th St. 13,880 40 69.9 Residential 3 
a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix IV.Cl. 
h 1 =Normally Acceptable, 2 = Conditionally Acceptable, 3 =Normally Unacceptable, 4 = Clearly Unacceptable. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.Cl). 

e. Existing Groundborne Vibration 

Based on field observations, the primary source of existing groundbome vibration in the Project vicinity is 

vehicular travel (i.e., refuse trucks, delivery trucks, school buses, and transit buses) on local roadways. 

According to the FTA technical study "Federal Transit Administration: Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts 

Assessments," typical road traffic induced vibration levels are unlikely to be perceptible by people. In part, 

the FTA study reports "it is unusual for vibration from traffic including buses and trucks to be perceptible, 

even in locations close to major roads."25 Therefore, based on the FTA's published vibration data, the 

existing ground vibration environment in the vicinity of the Project Site would be below the perceptible 

level. 

25 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Chapter 7, FTA, 2006. 
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Thresholds of Significance 

Based on thresholds provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and Appendix G to the State CEQA 

Guidelines the following thresholds of significance were developed to evaluate Project noise and 

vibration impacts: 

i. Construction Noise 

A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from construction if one or more of 

the following were to occur: 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient exterior 
sound levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than l 0 days in a three-month period would exceed 
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise-sensitive 
use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. or 
after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or at anytime on Sunday. 

ii. Operational Noise 

1. Traffic Noise and On-Site Noise Sources 

As discussed previously with respect to the community noise assessment, changes in noise levels less 

than 3 dBA are generally not discernable to most people, while changes greater than 5 dBA are readily 

noticeable and would be considered a significant increase. Therefore, the significance threshold for 

Project-related on-site stationary and off-site noise sources is based on aforementioned changes in noise 

levels (increases), with consideration of existing ambient noise conditions and the City's land use noise 

compatibility guidelines. A threshold of a 5 dBA increase is used where existing ambient noise 

conditions fall within the City's acceptable noise environment. Otherwise, \vhere the existing ambient 

noise level exceeds the City's acceptable noise levels, a 3 dBA increase together with other relevant 

circumstances is utilized as a threshold. This threshold is therefore conservative, as it accounts for the 

current noise environment. 

As noted in Table IV.C-4, community noise levels of up to 70 dBA CNEL are considered conditionally 

acceptable for the residential land uses located downtown in the vicinity of the Project. However, as 

indicated in Table IV. C-7, existing measured noise levels at all receptor locations in the immediate 

vicinity of the Project (Measurement Locations Pl and Rl through Rl2 and Rl 7) are either already above 

70 dBA or would be above 70 dBA with a 3 dBA increase. Therefore, to be conservative, this EIR 

utilizes the threshold of 3 dBA CNEL increase in noise levels together with other relevant circumstances 

to identify a significant impact from traffic and on-site operational noise sources associated with the 
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Project at these locations. In the case of the alternate traffic impact scenario (see Page IV.C-53), a 

threshold of 5 dBA was used for commercial uses along Francisco Street. 

2. Helicopter Noise 

(a) Land Use Compatibility 

As discussed previously, the FAA has identified a screening threshold for determining whether aviation 

operations could be incompatible with residential uses that are located within the 65 dBA Ldn contour or 

lower (65 dBA CNEL for projects in California). Under this threshold, unless a project causes a 1.5 dBA 

increase or less within the 65 dBA CNEL or greater area, there \vill not be a 3 dBA or greater (i.e., 

audible) increase in the 60-65 dBA CNEL area. TI1e City of Los Angeles has adopted this threshold in 

the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

(b) Sleep Disturbance and Speech Interference 

As described previously, with respect to the helicopter noise, in addition to the land use compatibility 

(i.e., CNEL) significance threshold, the effects of single-event noise are also used to evaluate the potential 

noise impact with regard to sleep disturbance at noise-sensitive uses. No specific thresholds for an 

evaluation of the effect of single-event aircraft noise in addition to time-averaged levels have been 

developed by state or federal agencies. For purposes of the analysis in this EIR, the SEL value that 

represents 10 percent of the population being awakened was considered appropriate, because this level 

would reflect the relatively small subset of the general population that may be particularly sensitive to 

single-event noise as a cause of nighttime awakening. As noted previously, the FICAN 1997 curve 

predicts that, at an interior SEL of 81 dBA, I 0 percent of the affected population would be awakened. 

For purposes of the analysis in this EIR, the SEL significance threshold conservatively assumes that 

nearby residential, hotel, and hospital uses have openable windows, which provide a maximum 13 dB 

noise reduction from exterior noise levels. To the extent that nearby residential, hotel, and hospital 

usesdo not have openable windows, the exterior-to-interior noise reduction would be greater. With a 13 

dB noise exterior-to-interior noise reduction, exterior SEL of up to 94 dBA would be permissible without 

exceeding the 81 dbA interior SEL threshold. Although the SEL significance criterion is intended in 

determining the potential for sleep disturbance, it is utilized to identify the impacts on sensitive land uses 

at any time during the 24-hour period, as a conservative threshold. 

Based upon a literature search conducted for the Project, it was noted that the effects of single event 

aircraft noise has been utilized in CEQA analyses prepared for airport and heliport projects in 

California.26
· 

27
· 

28 In these analyses, the single event noise impacts assessments focused primarily on the 

effects of aviation noise on sleep and classroom speech interference. 

26 Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee vs. Board of Port Commissioners, (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4111 1344. 
27 UCSF A1edical Center at Afission Bay Final EIR, Chapter ./.5 "Noise", September 2008. 
28 Los Angeles International Airport, South Airfield Improvement Project EJR, August 2005. 
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A noise criterion in terms of Lmax is used to evaluate potential impacts on speech interference, with 

respect to school uses. The nearest known schools to the Project Site are the Miguel Contreras High 

School and the Evelyn Thunnan Gratts Elementary School, which are located approximately 2,200 feet 

north of the Project Site. These school sites are represented by receptor Rl8. These schools are newly 

constructed and likely include indoor mechanical air conditioning systems, allowing classroom windows 

to remain closed during daily operation. The school's building shell structures, including windows in a 

closed position, are estimated to provide a minimum of 25 dBA exterior to interior noise reduction. As 

previously discussed, a maximum noise level (Lrnax) of 55 dBA is recommended at the interior of the 

school classroom.29 Therefore, based on the estimated minimum 20 dBA noise reduction provided by the 

school building structures and the recommended interior noise level of 55 dBA (Lmax), the Project 

helicopter operation-related noise level at the school site should be limited to 80 Lmax 

3. Summary of Operational Noise Significance Thresholds 

Based on each of the considerations discussed previously, Project operations could have significant noise 

impacts if one or more of the following would occur: 

• Project operations will cause the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected 
noise-sensitive uses to increase by 5 dBA CNEL \vithin the "normally acceptable" or 
"conditionally acceptable" category, where existing ambient noise conditions fall within the 
City's acceptable noise environment. 

• Project operations, considering all relevant circumstances, will cause the ambient noise level 
measured at the property line of the affected noise-sensitive uses to increase by 3 dBA CNEL 
within the "normally acceptable" or "conditionally acceptable" category, where existing 
ambient noise conditions already fall above the City's acceptable noise environment. 

• Project helistop operation would cause a significant noise impact if a noise sensitive land use 
is already experiencing existing noise levels at or above CNEL 65 dBA and would experience 
an increase in level of 1.5 dBA or greater due to helistop operations; 

• Project helistop operation would generate a SEL of 94 dBA or greater at the exterior of noise
sensitive (i.e., residential, hotel, and hospital) structures in the vicinity of the Project Site; and 

• Project helistop operation \vould generate Lmax of 80 dBA or greater at the exterior of school 
structures in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

iii. Groundborne Vibration (Construction and Operation) 

The City currently does not have a significance threshold to assess construction vibration impacts. Thus, 

the FTA and Caltrans' standards described earlier are used to evaluate potential vibration impacts 

29 })?vironmenlal Protection Agency (EPA), Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect 
Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate A1argin of Safety, March 1974. 
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associated with Project construction. Therefore, Project construction activities could have significant 

vibration impacts ifthe following were to occur: 

• Project construction activities cause a PPV groundbome vibration level to exceed 0.5 inch per 
second at any off-site structures (above and below ground structures) with the exception of 
the Mullen Building/Historic Fire Station No. 28, in which a PPV of 0.1 inch per second 
would be used. 

The primary sources of Project operation-related vibration would include passenger vehicle circulation 

within the proposed parking facility and on-site delivery truck activity, which would be similar to the 

existing conditions, including the existing on-site subterranean parking structure and roadways adjacent to 

the Project Site. In addition, the Project would include typical commercial-grade stationary mechanical 

and electrical equipment such as air handling units, condenser units, cooling towers, exhaust air fans, and 

electrical power generators that would produce vibration similar to the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel and 

Centre. Typically, ground-borne vibration attenuates rapidly as function of distance from the vibration 

source. Furthennore, most of the Project's operational-related vibration sources, such as mechanical and 

electrical equipment, would incorporate vibration attenuation mounts, as required by the particular 

equipment specifications. Therefore, the proposed Project operations would not increase the existing 

vibration levels in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site, and as such vibration impacts associated 

with Project operation would be less than significant. Therefore, ground-borne vibration analysis is 

limited to Project-related construction activities. 

b. Methodology 

i. Ambient Noise Measurement 

Noise measurements were conducted using Larson-Davis 820 Precision Integrated Sound Level Meter 

(SLM). The Larson-Davis 820 SLM is a Type l standard instrument as defined in the American National 

Standard Institute (ANSI) S 1.4. All instruments were calibrated and operated according to the 

manufacturer's written specifications. The microphone was placed at a height of five feet above the local 

grade, with the exception oflocation Pl where the microphone was placed at the roof level of the existing 

Wilshire Grand Hotel and Centre. The sound level meters \Vere setup to collect the average (Leq) noise 

levels over a minimum 15-minute period. In accordance with the City's noise ordinance, the ambient 

noise measurements were conducted continuously for a period of a minimum of 15 minutes. 

ii. Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts were evaluated by calculating the construction-related noise level at various 

locations in the Project area (i.e., receptor locations RO to Rl8), including noise-sensitive locations, and 

comparing these construction-related noise levels to the existing ambient noise levels. Construction noise 

associated with the Project was assessed using specified construction equipment inventory, construction 

durations, and construction phasing. Construction information was provided by Turner Construction, 

included in Appendix IV.C. l. The construction noise model for the Project is based on construction 

equipment noise levels as published by FHW A. The existing ambient noise levels at surrounding 
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sensitive receptor locations were estimated based on field measurement data. The estimated noise levels 

that would occur during the Project's construction phase were then calculated for the selected noise 

receptor locations based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation factor of 6.0 dBA for 

each doubling of distance. Additional noise attenuations were assigned to receptor locations where their 

line-of-sight to the Project Site was interrupted by the presence of intervening structures. 

iii. Operational Noise 

1. Off-Site Roadway Noise 

Off-site roadway noise was assessed using the FHW A's TNM, constructed based on the roadway traffic 

data provided in the Project's transportation study (refer to Appendix IV.B). The TNM is the current 

Caltrans standard computer noise model for traffic noise studies. The model allmvs for the input of 

roadway, noise receivers, and sound barriers (if any) locations. Roadway noise under the "Future with 

Project" scenario was calculated and compared to baseline noise levels that would occur under the 

"Future without Project" scenario, to determine the Project noise impacts. 

Project-related off-site construction truck noise impacts were assessed using the TNM computer noise 

model. The construction related off-site trnck volumes were obtained from the Project's transportation 

study (refer to Appendix IV.B). The TNM noise model calculates the hourly Leg noise levels generated 

by construction-related trucks. Noise impacts were determined by comparing the predicted noise levels 

with that of the existing ambient noise levels. 

2. On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

Stationary point-source noise impacts were assessed by identifying the noise levels generated by outdoor 

stationary noise sources, such as rooftop mechanical equipment and loading dock activities, calculating 

the hourly Leq noise level from each noise source at surrounding noise-sensitive receiver property line 

locations, and comparing such noise levels to existing ambient noise levels. 

3. Helistop Operation 

Helicopter operation-related noise contours were calculated using the FAA Integrated Noise Model 

(INM) Version 7.0a. The INM Version 7.0a model is the latest noise model from the FAA that includes 

noise analysis for helicopter operations. The INM input information includes: three dimensional flight 

tracks (departure and approach), helicopter flight procedures, number and type of helicopters, and daily 

operations (number of flights by hours). This information \Vas provided by Heliport Consultants and is 

detailed in Appendix IV.C.2. The INM noise model calculates helicopter operations related CNEL and 

SEL noise levels at a particular receptor location. 

4. Composite Noise Levels 

The Project composite noise level was calculated to evaluate the potential increase in noise levels that 

may occur at the analyzed noise-sensitive receptor locations. TI1e composite noise level includes 
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contributions from each individual noise source associated with the typical daily operation of the Project. 

Primary noise sources associated with the Project would include off-site vehicular traffic, and the on-site 

mechanical equipment, parking facility, outdoor services, and use of the Helistop. The noise analyses for 

the individual Project-related noise sources were made using various noise descriptors (i.e., 24-hour 

CNEL, I-hour Leq, SEL and Lmax). However, in order to evaluate the combined noise effect of all noise 

sources, a common noise descriptor, CNEL, is used. The Project composite noise level was determined 

by combining the noise levels from individual Project-related noise sources (in tenns of CNEL), at each 

of the analyzed noise receptors. Noise impacts were detennined by comparing the composite noise levels 

with that of the existing ambient noise levels. 

5. Cumulative Impacts (Construction) 

Cumulative noise level impacts due to construction activities from the Project combined with the related 

projects (see Section III., Environmental Setting) were analyzed to evaluate potential cumulative noise 

impacts. The potential for cumulative noise impacts to occur is based on the distance between the Project 

and each of the related projects. Noise from construction activities would normally affect the areas 

immediately adjacent to each of the construction sites, specifically areas that are less than 500 feet from a 

construction site (500 feet distance is identified by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide as the Screening 

Criteria with respect to construction activities). That is, cumulative noise impacts could occur at receptor 

locations that are \vithin 500 feet from two different construction sites. Therefore, based on the 500 feet 

screening criteria distance, the cumulative construction noise impact analysis is limited to related projects 

within 1,000 feet of the Project Site. The 1,000 feet distance is based on an assumption that a noise 

sensitive receptor would be located halfway between the Project Site and the related project. 

6. Cumulative Impacts (Construction Vibration) 

Due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of ground-borne vibration, the potential for a cumulative 

construction vibration impact (with respect to building damage) would be limited to related projects that 

are located in close proximity (within 100 feet) of the Project Site. Furthermore, construction vibration 

impacts were analyzed based on the instantaneous peak vibration level produced by each piece of 

construction equipment. 

7. Cumulative Impacts (Operation) 

With respect to long-term operation, the Project and the related projects in the surrounding area would 

generate noise that would contribute to cumulative noise from a number of community noise sources 

including off-site vehicle travel and on-site sources such as mechanical equipment. Detail information 

regarding the on-site noise sources from the related projects is typically not available at this stage of the 

project. Hmvever, each related project would be designed (including mitigation measures as required) to 

meet the City's exterior noise limits at the property line. Therefore, noise impacts attributable to 

cumulative development of the related projects and the Project would result in less than significant 

impacts. However, each related project would produce traffic volumes (off-site vehicle) that are capable 

of generating roadway noise impacts. Cumulative noise impacts due to off-site vehicle traffic were 
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analyzed by comparing the projected increase in traffic noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future 

cumulative" conditions with the Project to the applicable significance criteria. The off-site vehicle traffic 

noise analysis methodology is described above. Future cumulative conditions include traffic volumes 

from future ambient growth, related development projects, and the Project. 

iv. Groundborne Vibration (Construction) 

Groundbome vibration impacts due to construction activities were assessed by identifying potential 

vibration sources, estimating the vibration levels at the affected receptor, and comparing with the Project 

significance thresholds. The vibration levels for various types of equipment that could be used during the 

Project's construction phase were based on data provided by the FTA. 

c. Project Design Features 

The following listed project design features would avoid or reduce Project-related noise effects, and 

therefore, were taken into account during the analysis of potential Project impacts. 

i. Construction 

• Project construction would not include the use of pile driving, to reduce construction 

noise and vibration impacts. 

• A temporary six-foot-tall noise barrier wall would be installed at the construction area 

along the Francisco Street where construction trucks are lining up prior to entering the 

Project's construction site. The barrier would be placed on the top of the two-foot-tall K

rail that would increase the effective height of the noise barrier to eight feet. 

ii. Operation 

• All mechanical equipment would be enclosed and designed to meet the requirements of 

LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02. The building mechanical/electrical equipment shall 

be designed not to exceed 63 dBA Leq (or 70 dBA CNEL) noise level at the Project Site 

property line. The building mechanical design shall be reviewed by a qualified acoustical 

consultant to ensure that the design shall meet the Project noise criteria. 

• The sound output of the proposed outdoor amplified sound systems for the outdoor pool 

and bar areas would be limited to a maximum sound level of 80 dBA Leq as calculated in 

Section 5.4.1.4. The design of the outdoor amplified sound systems would be reviewed 

by a qualified acoustical consultant to ensure that the design would meet the Project noise 

criteria.. 

• The sound output of the proposed outdoor amplified sound systems for the outdoor plaza 

would be limited to a maximum sound level of 70 dBA (Leq) at 50 feet as calculated in 

Section 5 .4 .1.4. The design of the outdoor amplified sound systems would be reviewed 
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by a qualified acoustical consultant to ensure that the design would meet the Project noise 

criteria. 

• The podium and rooftop parapets for areas that include an outdoor amplified sound 

system shall be of solid panel constmction to provide sound attenuation. 

• If the proposed loading docks and trash/recycling areas would be located outside of the 

enclosed parking strncture, all outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas shall be 

fully or partially enclosed such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any 

adjacent noise sensitive receptor shall be obstrncted. 

• Building shell constrnction (i.e., exterior wall, window and door) would provide adequate 

sound insulation to meet the acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, as required 

by the Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 

• Unless required for safety precautions, the Project's related helicopters shall use the 

recommended flight paths as described in the Heliport Consultant Report (refer to 

Appendix IV.C.2). 

d. Project Impacts 

i. Construction Noise and Vibration Impacts 

1. Construction Noise 

Noise impacts from Project constrnction activities occurring within or adjacent to the Project Site would 

be a function of the noise generated by construction equipment, the location of the equipment, the timing 

and duration of the noise-generating construction activities, and the relative distance to noise sensitive 

receptors. Construction activities would include site demolition, excavations and shoring, and building 

construction. Each stage of construction would involve the use of various types of construction 

equipment and therefore, each stage would have its own distinct noise characteristics. Site demolition 

generally involves the use of backhoes, front-end loaders, and heavy-duty trucks. Excavation and shoring 

typically requires the use of earth moving equipment, such as excavators, front-end loaders, and heavy

duty trucks. Building construction typically involves the use of cranes, forklifts, concrete trucks, and 

delivery trucks. Noise from constmction equipment would generate both steady-state and episodic noise 

that could be heard within and adjacent to the Project Site. 

Construction of the Project would occur over 54 consecutive months and would generally follow the 

following stages: 

• Site Demolition and Abatement (removal of existing buildings); 

• Excavation and Shoring (for the subterranean garage and building foundation); 
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• Construction of the garage, hotel/office buildings, and on-site/off-site improvements 

(driveways and landscape). 

Individual pieces of construction equipment that would be used for construction produce maximum noise 

levels of 75 dBA to 84 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet from the noise source, as shown in Table 

IV.C-11 (Noise Levels Generated by Typical Construction Equipment). The construction equipment 

noise levels at 50 feet distance (Referenced Maximum Noise Levels) are based on the FHW A Roadway 

Construction Noise Model User's Guide (RCNM), which is a report containing actual measured noise 

data for construction equipment. The maximum noise levels would occur when the equipment is 

operating under full power conditions. However, since equipment used on construction sites often 

operates at less than full power, an acoustical usage factor is applied. The acoustical usage factor is a 

percentage of time that a particular piece of equipment is anticipated to be in full power operation during 

a typical construction day. These acoustical usage factors are estimates and will vary based on the actual 

construction activities and duration. 

Table IV.C-11 

Noise Emission Reference Levels and Usage Factors 

Reference Maximum Noise 
Levels at 50 Feet,a Lmax 

Type of Equipment Acoustical Usage Factor(%) (dBA) 

Backhoe 40 78 
Concrete Pump 20 81 
Concrete Truck 40 79 

Crane, Mobile 16 81 
Dozer 40 82 
Drill Rig 20 84 

Excavator 40 81 
Forklift 50 75 

Loader 40 79 
Skid Steer Loader 40 79 
Dump/ Haul/ Delivery Truck 40 76 

Water Truck 20 82 
a Constroction equipment noise levels are based on the FHWA RCNM. These levels are based on actual 

measurement of constroction equipment made in the 1990s for the Central Artery/Tunnel project in 
Boston, Massachusetts, which are newer data than those published in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 
which is based on the 1971 EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) document. 

Source: FHWA Roadway Constroction Noise Model User's Guide, Table 1, 2006; Acoustical Engineering 
Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.Cl). 

To more accurately characterize construction-period noise levels, the average (Hourly Leq) noise level 

associated with each construction stage was calculated based on the quantity, type, and usage factors for 

each type of equipment that would be used during each construction stage and are typically attributable to 

multiple pieces of equipment operating simultaneously. Information with respect to construction 
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equipment that would be used was provided by the Project construction management consultant, Turner 

Construction (refer to Appendix CV. C. l). 

Table IV.C-12 (Construction Noise Impacts) provides a summary of construction-related noise levels that 

would occur at the receptor locations during the different phases of Project construction activity, based on 

existing ambient noise levels and distance of the receptor from the boundary of the Project Site. With 

respect to the Project construction activities, the highest levels of noise would be generated primarily 

during site demolition and excavation and shoring. Soft demolition of the building interior would 

proceed from the top level down. Soft items, such as drywall, insulation, adhesives, etc, would be 

demolished and removed using bobcat tractors. Excavators, backhoes and a crane could be used to take 

down the concrete and steel structure. The concrete encased steel beams would be stripped of the 

concrete on-site using a jackhammer mounted to a backhoe. Since the proposed parking structure is 

deeper than the existing parking structure, the demolition of the existing parking structure \vould occur in 

phases with the installation of temporary lagging and shoring. All construction debris would be directed 

to the pool/courtyard area for export. A ramp \vould be built with access to Francisco Street to allow 

trucks and equipment to drive into the demolition and excavation area. Trucks would be queued along 

Francisco Street, no more than five trucks at a time. As described in the project design features, a sound 

barrier would be built along Francisco Street to reduce the construction noise. 

Detailed calculations data sheets, including assumptions and procedures, are included in Appendix 

IV. C.1. The estimated noise levels represent a conservative scenario, because construction activities were 

assessed as if they were occurring along the perimeter of the Project Site (e.g., shoring within the 

excavated pit of the subterranean garage), whereas construction would typically occur throughout the site 

and at a further distance from the affected receptor. In addition, the noise receptors that are located 

further away from the Project Site would experience less construction noise, because sound diminishes as 

a function of not only distance from the source (which was taken into consideration in the calculations in 

Table IV.C-12), but also due to intervening buildings between the source and receiver (which were not 

taken into consideration). 

As indicated in Table CV.C-12, the estimated construction-related noise levels at all off-site locations 

would be at or below the existing daytime ambient noise levels, with the exception of locations RO, Rl, 

R2, and R3, which are immediately adjacent to the Project Site. Furthermore, at the receptors located 

1,000 feet or greater from the Project Site (R6, R8, R9, Rl2 through Rl6, and Rl8), construction-related 

noise would be masked by the existing ambient noise levels. Although the construction-related noise 

would exceed the daytime ambient noise levels by up to 15 dBA at locations RO, Rl, R2, and R3, these 

locations are not considered noise sensitive based on the City's definition or noise-sensitive uses,30 

because these locations contain commercial land uses and limited outdoor uses (i.e., outdoor plazas). 

Noise levels for RO, Rl, R2, and R3 are provided for informational purposes only. Therefore, Project 

impacts associated with construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant. 

30 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Ciuide, Section B. Air Quality, 2006, page B.2-.4. 
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Table IV.C-12 

Construction Noise Levels for the Project 

Distance to Estimated Construction Noise Levels by Construction Activity 
Project's Measured Hourly Leq ( dBA) 
Nearest Existing 

boundary of Daytime On site 
Construction Ambient Site Shoring/ Garage Utilities/ 

Location Site (ft)3 Levels, ( dBA) Demolition Excavation Construction Landscape 
RO 12 67.6 94 94 89 85 

Rl 80 71.4 85 83 81 83 

R2 75 73.8 86 84 82 83 

R3 85 70.9 85 82 80 82 

R4 500 64.5 64 62 60 62 

R5 700 72.3 61 59 57 59 

R6 1,000 70.8 48 46 44 46 

R7 800 66.2 60 58 56 58 

R8 1,300 72.7 41 39 37 39 

R9 1,500 70.0 40 38 36 37 

RIO 800 70.6 50 48 46 48 

Rll 700 73.4 51 49 47 49 

Rl2 1,200 68.5 42 39 37 39 

Rl3 1,700 62.9 39 36 34 36 

Rl4 5,000 56.0 29 27 25 27 

Rl5 6,000 62.5 28 26 24 25 

Rl6 3,800 57.8 32 29 28 29 

Rl7 450 65.9 55 53 51 53 

Rl8 2,200 58.2 36 34 32 34 
a Represent shortest distance between the receptor and construction area. Estimated based on Google Earth Map. 
b Significance threshold is equal to ambient plus 5 dB (dBA values are rounded up to the nearest whole number). 
n/a - not applicable as these receptors are not considered noise sensitive per L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

ft= feet 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV. C. J) . 
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2. Off-Site Noise Sources (Constntction Trucks) 

In addition to on-site construction noise sources, other major noise sources would include off-site noise 

sources such as construction trucks (delivery, concrete mix, and haul trucks) and construction worker 

vehicles. Typically, construction trucks generate higher noise levels than construction worker-related 

traffic especially since construction workers arrive at the Project Site before the morning commute peak 

period (before 6:00 A.M) and would leave the Project Site during the afternoon commute peak period 

(after 4:00 P.M.). In addition, the construction worker commute program for the Project assumes that 20 

percent of the workers would use public transit to commute to the site, 40 percent would drive alone, and 

40 percent would carpool (two workers per vehicle). Based on the Project's construction plan and the 

transportation study prepared for the Project, the peak period of truck movements would occur during site 

excavation \vhen there would be up to 32 haul truck trips per hour (on an average hourly basis, assuming 

a uniform distribution of trips over the IO-hour work day). The average haul truck traffic would be 320 

haul trucks trips (entering and exiting the Project Site) per day. During Project Site excavation, the 

staging area for the haul trucks would be along Wilshire Boulevard and 7th Street. 

Haul trucks and delivery trucks would also access the site during other construction phases of the Project 

(e.g., demolition and building construction). During construction of the building foundation/garage (e.g., 

concrete pour), approximately 28 concrete mix trucks (56 trips) per hour \vould be required. Large 

concrete pours \vould occur on the weekends \vith the staging area along Figueroa Street. As for 

construction delivery trucks, peak traffic would occur during the construction of the garage and would last 

approximately 36 months. During this period, a total of approximately 72 truck trips would occur per day 

and staging for typical delivery trucks would occur along Francisco Street with no more than five trucks 

queuing at a time. On an average hourly basis, assuming a uniform distribution of trips over the 10-hour 

workday, these daily delivery truck trip totals would translate to approximately seven trips per hour, 

which is significantly less than the number of haul trucks during site excavation. Therefore, Project 

construction-related haul trucks during excavation were evaluated to provide the most conservative 

assessment of off-site construction noise impacts. 

Trucks would generally enter and exit the Project Site via Francisco Street, Wilshire Boulevard, 7th Street, 

Figueroa Street, via 5th and 6th Streets, to James M. Wood Boulevard to the Harbor Freeway. There are 

noise sensitive uses (i.e., hotel/residential uses on Figueroa Street), which have direct line-of-sight to the 

construction truck route. Hourly average noise generated by construction trucks along the roadways 

leading to the Project Site would be approximately 67 dBA (Leq) during site demolition and excavation 

and 69 dBA (Leq) during building construction (concrete pour of foundation/garage), which would be 

consistent with the existing daytime hourly ambient noise levels of 66 - 74 dBA (measured ambient at 

R2, R8, R9, and Rl 7) along the truck routes. In addition, construction truck traffic, with the exception of 

those rare occasions where continuous concrete pouring is required, would not occur during the noise

sensitive late evening and nighttime hours. As such, significant noise impacts would not be expected 

from off-site construction traffic and impacts would be less than significant. 
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3. Groundborne Vibration 

Construction activities can generate varying degrees of groundbome vibration, depending on the construction 

procedures and the construction equipment used. The operation of construction equipment generates 

vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the source. The 

effect on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil type, ground 

strata, and construction characteristics of the receptor buildings. The results from vibration can range from 

no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibration at 

moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels. Unless heavy construction activities are conducted 

extremely close to the neighboring structures, groundbome vibrations from construction activities rarely 

reach the levels that damage structures. 

The FTA has published standard vibration velocity levels for construction equipment operations. The 

reference vibration levels (PPV) for construction equipment pieces that would be used during Project 

construction are listed in Table IV.C-13 (Construction Vibration Impacts). The nearest off-site above ground 

building structures include the office tower (1000 Wilshire Boulevard), located approximately 60 feet west of 

the Project Site. If Francisco Street is vacated, excavation for the proposed subterranean parking garage 

could extend underneath Francisco Street within two feet of the sidewalk, on the west side of Francisco 

Street. The estimated vibration levels due to construction equipment at 12 feet distance are included in Table 

IV. C-13. Construction vibration impacts are based on the instantaneous peak vibration level produced by 

each of the construction equipment. With regard to the construction activities proposed by the Project, the 

highest levels of groundbome vibration would be generated primarily during site demolition and 

grading/excavation activities on site. 

Table IV.C-13 

Construction Vibration Impacts 

Estimated Vibration Levels at Indicated Distance, 
PPV ( inch per second)b 

Construction Reference Vibration 75 feet 
Equipment Levels at 25 feet, 12 feet c (Nearest Off-Site 
(major powered PPV ( inch per (Nearest Off-Site Historic Building 
equipment) second)3 Building Structure) Structure) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.268 0.017 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.268 0.017 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.229 O.ol5 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.105 0.007 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.009 0.001 
a FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration lmpactAssessment, Table 12-2, 2006. 
b PPV at distance D = PPVref x (251D/ 5

. 

c 12 feet is the shortest distance between Project Site and off-site building structures (RO). 

Source: FTA, 2006, Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.Cl). 
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Groundbome vibration decreases rapidly with distance. As indicated in Table fV.C-1 l, vibration 

velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that would be used during construction 

of the Project would range from 0.003 to 0.089 inch/sec (PPV) at 25 feet from the equipment based on the 

FTA data. Project construction would not use pile driving methods and as such, pile driving vibration is not 

included in this construction vibration analysis. At 12 feet (the distance between the closest off-site above 

ground building (RO) and the Project Site construction area) from the source of activity, vibration 

velocities would be reduced to 0.009 to 0.268 inch per second (PPV). The construction trucks along 

Francisco Street would generate vibration levels up to 0.076 inch/second (PPV) at the outside of and 

adjacent to the nearest off-site building. As each of these values is below- the 0.5 inch per second (PPV) 

significance threshold, vibration impacts associated with construction would be less than significant at the 

nearest off-site building structure. 

The Mullen Building/Historic Fire Station No. 28 is located approximately 75 feet from the Project Site, 

at 644 South Figueroa Street. The Project construction activities would generate vibration levels up to 

0.017 inch per second (PPV) at the Historic Fire Station No. 28, as indicated in Table IV.C-13. The 

estimated vibration level is below the significance threshold of 0.25 inch per second (PPV) for historic 

buildings. As such, construction vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

In addition to the above ground off-site building structures, the existing Metro Red Line sub\vay tunnels 

are located underneath 7th Street adjacent to the Project Site. The Project's excavation activities for the 

construction of the proposed subterranean garage would likely occur within five feet from existing Metro 

tunnel wall structure. The Metro Red Line subway tunnels would be exposed to vibration levels up to 1.0 

inch per second (PPV) during site excavation when the construction activities are within five feet of the 

Metro tunnel structures. The estimated ground vibration level would exceed the significance threshold of 

0.5 inch per second (PPV). Therefore, construction-related groundbome vibration impacts to the Metro 

tunnel near the Project Site would be potentially significant. Therefore, mitigation measure 4 is included 

in this EIR to reduce the potential vibration impacts to less than significant. As the excavation 

construction activities move further away from the Metro tunnel structures (greater than five feet), the 

Project's construction induced-ground vibration would be below the significance threshold of 0.5 inch per 

second (PPV). 

In addition to groundbome vibration generated by operation of construction equipment machinery, 

groundbome vibration would be generated from construction debris, falling onto the ground during site 

demolition activities. The demolition of the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel and Centre would proceed 

from the top level down. Soft items, such as drywall, insulation, adhesives, etc, would be removed using 

bobcat tractors and deposited via a debris chute to one collection point (e.g. existing pool/courtyard area). 

Hard items, such as concrete and steel material would be taken down using excavators, backhoes, and/or a 

crane. Any hard items that weigh approximately 2,000 pounds or greater would be lower to the ground 

using construction crane equipment.31 Occasionally, smaller constrnction pieces (i.e., less than 2,000 

pounds) may be dropped down (from various floor heights up to the 161
h floor) to the ground elevation at 

31 Turner Construction, emails dated 311512010 and 312.//2010. 
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a predetermined collection point. Groundbome vibration generated by the impact from the construction 

debris falling on to the collection point would vary depending on: a) the weight of the debris; b) the 

height of the drop; and c) the distance from impact point to the receptor of the ground vibration. 

Table IV.C-14 presents the estimated groundbome vibration levels due to falling debris and as a function 

of drop height, weights, and distances from the point of impact to the receptor of the ground vibration. 

The highest vibration level is anticipated to occur when the heaviest debris (i.e., estimated 2,000 pounds) 

is dropped from the height of 16th floor and lands near the Project property line. As indicated by Table 

IV.C-14, the groundbome vibration generated by the impact from construction debris would reach 

maximum 0.65 inch per second (PPV) at the nearest off-site building (RO), which would exceed the 0.5 

inch per second (PPV) significance threshold. At a distance of 100 feet, from the point of impact the 

groundbome vibration would be attenuated to below the 0 .5 inch per second (PPV) threshold. 

Construction debris drop would occur approximately 165 feet from the Mullen Building/Historic Fire 

Station No. 28 (R2) and would generate vibration levels up to 0.27 inch per second (PPV). The estimated 

vibration levels at R2 would exceed the significance threshold of 0.25 inch per second (PPV) for historic 

buildings. Therefore, vibration impacts due to the construction debris falling would be significant at the 

nearest above-grade buildings. 

Table IV.C-14 

Estimated Groundborne Vibration due to Construction Debris Falling 

Estimated Vibration Levels at distances from Drop Impact 
Point, inch per second (PPV) 

Debris 75 feet 100 feet 125 feet 165 feet 
Drop (Approx. (Approx. (Approx. (Approx. 

Weight, distance to distance to distance to distance to 
Drop Height," feet pounds RO) Rl) R3) R2) 
192 ft (16th Floor) 2,000 0.65 0.47 0.37 0.27 

1,500 0.56 0.41 0.32 0.24 
1,000 0.46 0.33 0.26 0.19 

120 ft (10th Floor) 2,000 0.51 0.37 0.29 0.21 
1,500 0.44 0.32 0.25 0.19 
1,000 0.36 0.26 0.21 0.15 

24 ft (2nct Floor) 2,000 0.23 0.17 0.13 0.10 
1,500 0.20 0.14 0.11 0.08 
1,000 0.16 0.12 0.09 0.07 

a Estimated average of 12 feet high per floor. l 61h floor is the highest elevation with 1 O'h floor 
representing the mid level elevation and the 2nd floor is the shortest drop elevation that debris from demolition 
activities may be dropped. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 

The Metro tunnel is located approximately 50 feet below grade (underneath 7th Street). The vibration 

generated by falling construction debris's impact onto the collection point (e.g. the pool/courtyard area) 

would travel through the ground strata in vertical and horizontal directions. While the majority of the 

vibration energy would travel as surface wave (travel in the horizontal direction), some of the impact 

energy would also propagate downward (vertical direction). Technical vibration information provided by 
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Caltrans indicates that with most of the vibration energy (about 67 percent) is transmitted as surface wave 

(Rayleigh Wave) near the surface of the ground.32 The remaining energy (about 33 percent) would be 

transmitted through the ground in a vertical direction. It is estimated that construction debris falling 

during the site demolition would generate vibration levels up to 0.43 inch per second (PPV) at the Metro 

tunnel. The estimated vibration levels would be below the significance threshold of 0.5 inch per second. 

Table IV.C-15 provides the estimated distance at which the construction equipment induced ground 

vibration levels would be below the threshold of human perception (from FTA). As indicated in Table 

IV. C-15, at a distance of 140 feet or greater, Project related construction activities using large equipment 

such as a large bulldozer or caisson drilling would be below the threshold of perception. For smaller 

equipment, such as a jackhammer or small bulldozer, the groundbome vibration created by this equipment 

would be below the threshold of perception at a distance of approximately 75 feet. 

Table IV.C-15 

Construction Vibration Impacts - Building Damage 

Distance at which 
Construction Vibration would be 
Equipment Reference Vibration Threshold of Perception, below Threshold of 

(major powered Levels at 25 feet, a 
b Perception, 

equipment) VdB VdB feet 
Large Bulldozer 87 65 140 
Caisson Drilling 87 65 140 
Loaded Trucks 86 65 130 
Jackhammer 79 65 75 
Small Bulldozer 58 65 15 
a FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006, Table 12-2. 
b FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006, Section 7.1.2. 
Source: FTA, 2006, Acoustical Enzineerinz Services, 2010 

ii. Operational Noise 

Once the Project is operational, on- and off-site noise levels could increase with contributions from 

Project-related on-site noise sources including building mechanical equipment, parking structure use, and 

amenities located outdoors, the helistop (helicopter), and off-site noise sources including Project

generated traffic . These potential noise impacts are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

1. On-Site Noise Sources Noise 

(a) Building Mechanical Equipment 

The Project would include building services mechanical equipment to condition and ventilate the indoor 

air environment, such as air handling units, cooling towers, chillers, and exhaust-air fans to support the 

32 Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual, Ca/trans, 2004. 
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intended functions of the Project. The mechanical equipment would be enclosed and likely located within 

a mechanical room/central plant in the subterranean garage or the podium level, and the location of the 

cooling towers is proposed for the rooftop of the office building or the podium. 

The ambient noise levels surrounding the Project Site ranged from 71.7 to 76.1 dBA CNEL (ambient 

noise at RO, Rl, R2, and R3). Therefore, to ensure the Project mechanical equipment noise would not 

exceed the significance threshold (an increase of maximum 3 dBA CNEL) at these off-site locations, the 

noise generated by the Project's mechanical equipment would be limited, as a project design feature, to a 

maximum of 63 dBA Leq (70 dBA CNEL) at the Project property line. Limiting the Project's mechanical 

equipment noise to 70 dBA CNEL would result in a maximum increase of 2.3 dBA at the nearest receptor 

(RO), from 71.7 dBA CNEL to 74 dBA CNEL, which would be below the Project significance threshold 

of a 3 dBA CNEL increase. Furthermore, the Project mechanical equipment noise levels at noise

sensitive receptors that are located farther away \vould be lmver due to additional sound attenuation 

resulting from the greater distance and intervening buildings. Additionally, the design and construction of 

the Project would be required to comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of the CCR, 

which ensure an acceptable interior noise environment (45 dBA) for the hotel and residential uses of the 

Project. Therefore, with implementation of the project design features, noise impacts associated with 

mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 

(b) Parking Facility 

The Project includes an eight level subterranean parking structure. The subterranean parking facility 

(fully enclosed structure) could be accessed from ]1h Street and Francisco Street. Various noise events 

would periodically occur from the parking facilities including activation of car alarms, sounding of car 

horns, slamming of car doors, and tire squeals. Automobile movements would comprise the most 

continuous noise source and would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 25 

feet. 33 Car alarm and horn noise events would generate maximum noise levels of as high as 75 dBA at a 

reference distance of 25 feet. The subterranean parking facility would be fully shielded to the exterior 

and thus, would provide effective noise shielding to all on-site and off-site noise-sensitive receptors. 

Therefore, Project noise impacts associated with the subterranean parking facility would be less than 

significant. 

In addition, the Project parking operation would include valet parking services located on the south side, 

along ib Street. Typically, valet parking related noise levels are lower than those generated by the 

parking circulation. Noise sources associated with a use of valet drop off area include low speed traffic 

and car door closing. Noise levels generated by the valet parking area would be lower than the existing 

traffic noise and ambient noise levels, and would be similar to the noise levels generated by the existing 

valet parking service. Therefore, Project noise impacts associated with valet parking would be less than 

significant. 

33 Based on actual measurements at various parking structures (refer to Appendix JV. C-1). 
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(c) Loading and Trash/Recycling Areas 

The loading docks and trash/recycling areas for the Project would be located within the structure (refer to 

Figure U-5, Conceptual Plan - Level l, in Section IL, Project Description). Delivery and trash/recycling 

trucks would enter the structure from Francisco Street, and all loading/unloading would occur within the 

structure; none of these activities would occur outside of the proposed structure. Sources of noise 

associated with loading/unloading activities for the Project include engines, doors opening and closing, 

items being loaded into or unloaded out of trucks, dumping of garbage/recycling bins, and back-up 

beeping. Noises associated with these sources are temporary and intermittent. All noises associated with 

the loading/unloading activities would be attenuated from off-site sources by the walls and other 

infrastructure of the proposed structure. In the event that the loading docks and trash/recycling areas 

would be located outside of the enclosed parking structure, all outdoor loading docks and trash/recycling 

areas shall be fully or partially enclosed such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any 

adjacent noise sensitive receptor shall be obstructed. No off-site sensitive receptors are located near the 

western boundary of the Project Site. Additionally, the design and construction of the Project would be 

required to comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of the CCR, which would ensure an 

acceptable interior noise environment (45 dBA) for the hotel and residential uses of the Project. For these 

reasons, no substantial noise increases associated with the loading docks and trash/recycling areas would 

occur and Project impacts would be less than significant. 

(d) Outdoor Services 

The Project would include an outdoor pool and bar, which \vould be located at the top of the podium 

structure or the rooftop of the hotel building, and an outdoor plaza, which \vould be at street level and 

oriented toward the comer of ?1h Street and Figueroa Street. In addition to noise from use and activities, 

other potential noise associated with the outdoor pool, bar, and plaza \vould include amplified program 

sound (music or other sound broadcast through a loudspeaker system). This sound could be broadcast 

during the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. and could include, but is not limited to, music, television sound, 

and announcements intended to be heard by patrons in the immediate vicinity of the outdoor pool and bar 

and the outdoor plaza. The closest off-site noise sensitive receptors to the outdoor pool and bar area are 

the multi-family residential receptors located approximately 500 feet to the northwest (R4) of the Project 

Site. The existing ambient noise level at location R4 was 68.6 dBA CNEL. Therefore, the Project 

includes a project design feature (discussed previously) that would ensure the amplified program sound 

would not exceed the significance threshold (an increase of 3 dBA CNEL) at the off-site noise-sensitive 

receptors by limiting the amplified program sound planned for the outdoor pool and bar areas to a 

maximum 80 dBA (Leq (hrJ) at a distance of 50 feet from the amplified sound system. The closest off-site 

noise sensitive receptor to the street level outdoor plaza \vould be the Jonathan Club (Rl 7), which is 

located approximately 450 feet north of the Project Site. The existing ambient noise level at location Rl 7 

was 70.2 dBA CNEL. Similar to the outdoor pool and bar areas, the amplified program sound at the 

outdoor plaza would be designed to have a noise limit of a maximum 70 dBA (Leg [hrl) at a distance of 50 

feet from the amplified sound system to ensure that the amplified program sound would not exceed the 

significance threshold (an increase of 3 dBA CNEL) at the off-site noise-sensitive receptor. 
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In addition to the amplified program sound, there would be sound generated by the patrons at the outdoor 

pool and bar areas. It is anticipated that there would be up to 500 people gathering around the outdoor 

pool and bar areas at any given time. Reference noise levels of 75 dBA and 71 dBA (Leq at 3.3 feet 

distance) for a ma.le and female speaking in loud voice, respectively, were used for the patrons' noise 

ana.lysis.34 In order to assess a typical noise scenario, it was assumed that up to 50 percent of the patrons 

(50 percent ma.le and 50 percent female) would be talking at the same time. Based on distance 

attenuation and noise reduction provided by the podium or rooftop parapet w-hich would be of solid panel 

construction according to the previously described project design features, noise from patrons talking at 

the nearest off site noise-sensitive receptor (R4) is estimated to reach 44 dBA Leq· The overall noise from 

the outdoor services (including both amplified program sound and patrons talking sound) at the nearest 

off-site noise sensitive receptor (R4) would be 65 dBA CNEL, which would be below the existing 

ambient noise level of 68.6 dBA CNEL. 

With respect to all noise sources generated by the outdoor services, as mentioned previously, the design 

and construction of the Project would be required to comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 

24 of the CCR, which ensure an acceptable interior noise environment (45 dBA) for the hotel and 

residential uses of the Project. Therefore, with implementation of the project design features, noise 

impacts associated with outdoor services would be less than significant. 

2. Helistop 

The Project would include a helistop on the rooftop of the new· office building. Heliport Consultants has 

provided a detailed report regarding the helistop operations including; helicopter flight paths, type of 

helicopters, helicopter flight profiles, and daily operations (included in Appendix IV.C.2). The helistop 

would be located at the rooftop of the 65-story office building, at an elevation of approximately 1,368 feet 

relative to mean sea level (msl)35 or 1,090 feet relative to local grade elevations. The Project includes a 

project design feature that requires the Project's helicopters to use the recommended flight paths as 

described in the Heliport Consultant Report (Appendix IV.C.2), unless a different path is required for 

safety precautions. [n accordance with this project design feature the helistop would be accessed along 

two different proposed flight paths, one for departure and the other for arrival. The arrival (approach) 

flight path would generally follow the Harbor Freeway from the north and the departure flight pa.th would 

follow the Harbor Freeway to the south, as illustrated in Figure IV.C-2 (Helicopter Flight Tracks). The 

location of the Project's office building allows the helicopter to approach and depart the helistop along a 

flight path that follows the freeway in a northeast and southwest direction and avoids traveling over any 

residential and noise-sensitive areas, and these flight paths would be assured by implementation of project 

design features. 

34 Handbook of Acoustical A1easurements and Noise Control, Table 16.1, Cyril Af. Harris, Third Edition, 1991. 
35 Mean sea level (msl) is the level of the surface of the sea at its mean position midway between high and low 

tide. 
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It is difficult to predict the number of helicopter operations since this facility would be used on an on

demand basis and would not have regularly scheduled operations. However, it is estimated that the 

charter operation of the helistop would provide service as follows: an average of two flights per day, 

occurring on average five days per week and 20 days during a 30-day month. Based on the average of 

two flights per day over the 20 days, it is estimated that the helistop would provide a maximum of 480 

flights per year36 Notwithstanding the number of landings per day, all flights, on average, are expected to 

be distributed over 24 hours. Of the estimated two flights per day, 80 percent of the flight would occur 

during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.), 15 percent during the evening hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 

p.m.) and five percent during the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Therefore, on an operation

day with two flights, the flight distribution per hour would be; 1.6 flights during daytime hours, 0.3 flight 

during the evening hours, and 0.1 flights during nighttime hours. The helistop could accommodate 

various helicopter types such as the single engine Bell 206L, and Eurocopter AS350 Astar, as well as the 

twin engine Agusta 109, and the Sikorsky S76. Table IV.C-16 (Helistop Helicopter Operation) provides 

the summary of the helicopter operations at the helistop, distributed by helicopter types and hours. 

Table IV.C-16 

Helistop Helicopter Operation 

Flights per Time Perioda 

Daytime Evening Nighttime 
Helicopter Flights/ Flights/ (7 a.m. to (7 p.m. to (10 p.m. to 
Type Year Day 7p.m.) 10 p.m.) 7 a.m.) 

Bell 206L 236 0.98 0.7840 0.1470 0.0490 

AS 350 236 0.98 0.7840 0.1470 0.0490 

Sikorsky S76 2 0.01 0.0080 0.0015 0.0005 

AgustaA109 6 0.03 0.0240 0.0045 0.0015 

Total Flights 480 2.00 1.6000 0.3000 0.1000 

Notes: 
a A helicopter flight includes one departure and one arrival, two operations. 
Source: Heliport Consultants, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.C.2), Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer 

to Appendix IV.C. l). 

(a) Land Use Compatibility 

Table IV.C-17 (Summary of Helistop Noise Impacts - Land Use Compatibility Analysis ) presents the 

predicted CNEL noise levels generated by the proposed helistop operations at the 19 off-site noise 

receptors. As indicated on Table IV.C-17, the helistop operations would generate noise levels from 26.0 

dBA CNEL at Rl5 (approximately 6,000 feet from the Project Site) to 44.7 dBA CNEL at Rl and R2 

(adjacent to the Project Site), but would not contribute to a measurable increase in the ambient noise 

levels at any receptor location. The relatively low 24-hour average (CNEL) noise levels associated with 

these operations are reflective of the relative infrequency of the flights and the predominance of flight 

36 A helicopter flight includes one departure and one arrival, two operations. 
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occurrence during daytime hours. The existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site and 

along the helicopter flight paths are well above 65 dBA CNEL. The predicted helistop operations noise at 

the off-site noise receptors would be a minimum of 23 .6 dBA below the existing ambient noise levels (in 

terms ofCNEL). Therefore, the helistop operations would cause no measurable increase over the existing 

ambient noise levels (CNEL levels) at the noise sensitive receptors, and the noise increase associated with 

the helistop operations would not exceed the significance threshold of a 1.5 dBA increase. In addition, as 

mentioned previously, the design and construction of the Project would be required to comply with the 

Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of the CCR, which ensure an acceptable interior noise environment 

(45 dBA) for the hotel and residential uses of the Project. As such, from a land use compatibility 

standpoint, with implementation of the project design features, the Project would not result in 

incompatible residential uses being located within the 65 dBA CNEL contour or above. Therefore, the 

noise impacts associated with the proposed helistop operations would be less than significant. 

Table IV.C-17 

Summary of Helistop Noise Impacts - Land Use Compatibility Analysis 

Predicted Existing 
Helistop Existing Ambient 

Operations Ambient Plus Project 
Longitudinal Noise Noise Helistop 

Distance Levels, a Levels,b Operations, 
from Project CNEL CNEL CNEL 

Location Site, feet (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

RO 60 44.1 71.7 71.7 

Rl 80 44.7 72.0 72.0 

R2 75 44.7 76.1 76.1 

R3 85 44.2 72.1 72.1 

R4 500 42.9 68.6 68.6 

R5 700 41.5 75.0 75.0 

R6 1,000 40.4 72.2 72.2 

R7 800 41.7 68.9 68.9 

R8 1,300 40.9 74.1 74.1 

R9 1,500 37.8 75.4 75.4 

RIO 800 42.6 71.1 71.1 

Rll 700 42.8 73.7 73.7 

Rl2 1,200 39.6 71.0 71.0 

Rl3 1,700 38.0 66.2 66.2 

Rl4 5,000 30.8 62.9 62.9 

Rl5 6,000 26.0 63.4 63.4 

Rl6 3,800 32.2 62.1 62.1 

Rl7 450 43.9 71.1 71.1 

Rl8 2,200 36.8 60.4 60.4 

Notes: 
a Predicted noise level at ground level. 
b From Table IV.C-7. 
c Maximum of 1.5 dBA increase in ambient noise levels in terms of CNEL. 
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Table IV.C-17 

Summary of Helistop Noise Impacts - Land Use Compatibility Analysis 

I Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.C. l). 

(b) Sleep Disturbance and Speech Interference 

In addition to the land use compatibility analysis, the INM model calculates the noise levels generated 

during a single aircraft event in terms of SEL and Lmax· The single event noise analysis provides the 

average noise levels that would be experienced at a receptor location resulting from a single helicopter 

event, over the course of the event, regardless of the number of flights per day. The AS350 and Bell 

206L helicopters represent 98 percent of the anticipated helistop operation. However, the Bell 206L 

generates higher noise levels than the AS350. Therefore, the helicopter type Bell 206L was used to assess 

the single event noise levels. 

Table IV.C-18 (Helicopter Single-Event Noise Analysis [SEL]) presents the predicted SEL from the Bell 

206L at the off-site noise receptor locations. Noise levels were calculated at the ground and upper levels 

of the high-rise buildings, in the vicinity of the receptor location, to quantify the helicopter noise at the 

lower and upper levels of the affected buildings. As indicated in Table IV.C-18, the predicted SEL levels 

at the ground level at all receptor locations would be below the 94 dBA SEL threshold (for residential, 

hotel, and hospital uses), ranging from 72 dBA SEL at Rl5 to 91 dBA SEL at RI, R2, and R3. At the 

upperlevels, with the exception of the existing office buildings at RO, RI, R2 and R3, which are not noise 

sensitive receptors, the predicted SEL levels are also below the 94 dBA SEL threshold. At all off-site 

residential, hotel, and hospital locations where potential sleep disturbance could occur, predicted SEL 

levels would be below the 94 dBA SEL threshold. Therefore, potential impacts due to single-event noise 

from the proposed helistop would be less than significant. 

With respect to the school sites, the Bell 206L would generate maximum noise levels of 54 dBA Lmax and 

68 dBA Lmax at noise receptor locations Rl5 (9th Street Elementary School) and Rl8 (Miguel Contreras 

Leaming Center and Evelyn Thurman Gratts Elementary School), respectively. The predicted Lmax levels 

at the school sites would be below the 80 dBA Lmax threshold (for school uses). Therefore, noise impacts 

due to Helistop operations would be less than significant. 

3. Off-Site Traffic (Mobile Sources) 

Future roadway noise levels were calculated along 28 off-site roadway segments in the vicinity of the 

Project Site. According to the Project transportation study, the Project is expected to generate 3,624 net 

new daily trips (Average Daily Trips) by the Project's anticipated full occupancy year of 2020.37 As 

indicated in the Project traffic study, Project-related traffic would increase the traffic volumes along the 

37 Gibson Transportation Consulting Inc, 2010 (refer to Appendix JVB). 
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Table IV.C-18 

Helicopter Single-Event Noise Analysis (SEL) 

Predicted Helicopter (Bell 

Longitudinal 206L) Single-Event Noise 

Distance from Levels, SEL (dBA) 

Project Site, At Ground At Building Significance Sensitive 
Location feet Level Roof Level Land Use Threshold Receptor? 

RO 60 90 93 Commercial --a No 
Rl 80 91 94 Commercial --a No 
R2 75 91 95 Commercial --a No 

R3 85 91 96 Commercial --a No 
R4 500 89 89 Residential/ Office 94 Yes 
R5 700 88 88 Residential/ Office 94 Yes 

R6 
1,000 86 88 

Residential/ 
94 Yes 

Commercial 

R7 800 88 90 Hotel/ Commercial 94 Yes 
R8 1,300 86 89 Hotel/ Commercial 94 Yes 

R9 
1,500 84 84 

Hotel/ Residential/ 
94 Yes 

Commercial 
RIO 

800 89 90 
Residential/ 

94 Yes 
Commercial 

Rll 700 89 90 Hotel/ Commercial 94 Yes 

Rl2 
1,200 86 86 

Residential/ 
94 Yes 

Commercial 
Rl3 1,700 84 84 Hospital 94 Yes 
Rl4 

5,000 76 b Residential/ 94 Yes --
Commercial 

Rl5 6,000 72 b School/ Commercial a Yes -- --
Rl6 

3,800 77 b Residential/ 
94 Yes -- Commercial 

Rl7 450 90 91 Hotel 94 Yes 
Rl8 

2,200 82 b School/ 
94° Yes --

Residential 
Notes: 
a Not applicable to Commercial and School land uses. 
b Not Calculated for buildings with fewer than three stories. 
c Significance threshold is applicable to the residential uses at RI 8, not applicable to the school uses. 
n/a - Not calculated for buildings with less than three stories. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010. 

28 study roadway segments over existing and future without Project. The increase in roadway traffic was 

assessed to determine if any traffic-related noise impacts would result from the Project. The Project

related traffic noise impact was determined by comparing the increase in noise levels from the "future 

without project" (2020 baseline) to "future with project" (2020 baseline plus Project-related traffic) to the 

significance threshold. The 2020 baseline condition includes existing traffic volumes plus traffic volumes 
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from future growth and known related projects volumes. The "future with project" includes the 2020 

baseline plus the Project-related traffic. Table IV.C-19 (Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts) 

provides a summary of the off-site roadway noise analysis. However, it should be noted that the 

calculated CNEL levels are conservative as these predicted noise levels are calculated in front of the 

roadways and do not account for the presence of any sound barriers or intervening structures. As shown 

in Table IV.C-19, the Project would result in a maximum of a 2.1 dBA increase in traffic noise along 

Francisco Street between ?1h Street and Wilshire Bouelvard. At all other study roadway segments, the 

increase due to Project-related traffic would be lower (less than 1.0 dBA), as Project-related traffic would 

disperse to various nearby roadways away from the Project Site. The incremental changes in Project

related traffic noise level would be negligible in the existing exterior noise environment. In addition, the 

change would be below the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold, which is considered to be an increase 

barely perceptible to the human ear. Therefore, for all the reasons discussed previously, off-site traffic 

noise impacts associated with the Project would be less than significant. 

Table IV.C-19 

Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Roadway Segment 

Glendale Blvd. 

- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St. 
- Between i 11 St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and 6th St. 

- Between 6th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 

- East of Olive St. 

7th St. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 
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Roadway 

Centerline, 
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35 

25 

25 

25 

40 

40 

40 

40 

35 

35 

35 

35 

Calculated Traffic 
Noise Levels, a CNEL 

2020 
Baseline 2020 
(Without With 
Project) Project 

73.9 73.9 

66.5 68.6 

71.2 71.2 

69.7 69.9 

72.4 72.5 

72.3 72.4 

71.8 72.5 

69.6 69.8 

69.9 69.9 

69.2 69.2 

70.7 70.7 

68.4 68.5 

Adjacent 
Land Uses 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Residential/ 
School 

Hospital 

School 

Residential 

Hotel/Office 

School 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Park 

Residential/ 

Increase 
in Noise 
Levels 
due to 

Project, 
CNEL 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.7 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 
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Table IV.C-19 

Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Increase 
Noise Levels, a CNEL in Noise 

Distance to 2020 Levels 
Roadway Baseline 2020 due to 

Centerline, (Without With Adjacent Project, 
Roadway Segment feet Project) Project Land Uses CNEL 

School 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 35 68.6 68.9 Residential 0.3 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 35 68.9 69.5 Hotel/Office 0.6 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 35 69.0 69.5 Hotel 0.5 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda Blvd. 35 68.7 69.0 Religious 0.3 

Figueroa St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 73.9 74.1 Hotel 0.2 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 74.4 74.7 Office 0.3 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 73.0 73.1 Hotel/Office 0.1 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 40 72.2 72.2 Residential 0.0 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 40 72.2 72.3 Residential 0.1 

Flower St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 71.4 71.6 Hotel 0.2 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 71.2 71.3 Office 0.1 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 8th St. 40 72.0 72.1 Office 0.1 

- South of 8th St. 40 71.4 71.5 Residential 0.1 

Grand Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 70.2 70.2 Church 0.0 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 71.3 71.4 Office 0.1 

- South of 7th St. 40 70.7 71.0 Residential 0.3 
a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix IV.Cl. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.Cl). 

4. Alternate Traffic Impact 

Roadway traffic noise impacts were also analyzed based on an Alternate Traffic Impact analysis The 

Alternate Traffic Impact analysis takes into account actual traffic counts conducted at the Project 

driveways that showed that the actual existing number of vehicle trips in and out of the project site was 

less than the ITE trip generation rate credit for the existing land uses on the project site discussed in the 

Transportation Study. Therefore, the Project-related traffic under this Alternate Traffic Impact analysis is 

greater than the traffic volume calculated above. Table IV.C-20 provides the calculated off-site traffic 

noise levels based on the Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis. As indicated in Table IV.C-20, Off-Site 
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Table IV.C-20 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis" 

Roadway Segment 

Glendale Blvd. 

- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St. 

- Between 7th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and 6th St. 

- Between 6th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 

- East of Olive St. 

7th St. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 
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Distance to 
Roadway 

Centerline, 
feet 

35 

25 

25 

25 

40 

40 

40 

40 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, a 

CNEL 

2020 Baseline 2020 Adjacent 
(Without Project) With Project Land Uses 

73.9 73.9 Commercial 

68.2 69.8 Commercial 

71.2 71.2 Residential/ 

School 

69.8 70.0 Hospital 

72.5 72.6 School 

72.4 72.5 Residential 

72.3 72.9 Hotel/Office 

69.8 70.1 School 

69.9 69.9 Commercial 

69.2 69.2 Commercial 

70.7 70 .. 7 Park 

68.4 68.5 Residential/ 

School 

68.7 69.0 Residential 

69.4 70.0 Hotel/Office 

Increase in 
Noise Levels 

due to 
Project, 
CNEL 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.6 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.3 

0.6 
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Table IV.C-20 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis" 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, a 

Distance to CNEL 
Roadway 

Centerline, 2020 Baseline 2020 
Roadway Segment feet (Without Project) With Project 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 35 69.4 69.9 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda 35 69.0 69.2 
Blvd. 

Figueroa St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 74.0 74.2 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 74.5 74.9 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 73.1 73.1 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 40 72.3 72.3 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 40 72.3 72.4 

Flower St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 71.5 71.7 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 71.3 71.5 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 8th St. 40 72.0 72.2 

- South of 8th St. 40 71.5 71.6 

Grand Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 70.3 70.3 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 71.3 71.5 

- South of 7th St. 40 70.9 71.2 

a Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Appendix B of the noise study in Appendix IV.C. l. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 
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Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis," the Project-related traffic would 

result in a maximum of 1.6 dBA CNEL increase in traffic noise along Francisco Street 7th Street and 

Wilshire Boulevard. At all other analyzed roadway segments, the increase due to project-related traffic 

would be lower (less than 1 dBA). The increase in traffic noise levels due to the Project would be below 

the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold. Therefore, off-site traffic noise impacts associated with the 

Project would be less than significant, under the Project Alternate Traffic Impact scenario. 

5. Composite Noise Level Impacts from Project Operations 

An evaluation of composite noise levels, including all Project-related noise sources plus the existing 

ambient levels, was conducted to identify the potential maximum Project-related noise level increase that 

may occur at the noise-sensitive receptor locations. The overall sound environment at the areas 

surrounding the Project Site comprises contributions from each individual noise source associated with 

the typical daily operation of the Project. Principal on-site noise sources associated with the Project 

would include mechanical equipment, the parking facility, outdoor services, and the helistop. Table 

IV.C-21 (Composite Noise Impacts) presents the estimated noise from Project-related noise sources in 

terms of CNEL; noise calculation details are provided in Appendix IV.C. l. The composite noise impacts 

would be similar to the Project under the Alternate Traffic Impact scenario previously described. As 

indicated in Table IV.C-21, the Project would result in a maximum increase of 1.9 to 2.9 dBA CNEL at 

receptors adjacent to the Project Site (RO, Rl, R2, and R3), none of which are noise-sensitive receptors. 

At all sensitive receptor locations, the Project's composite noise impacts would be less than 1 dBA. The 

increases in noise levels due to the Project at all off-site receptors would be negligible in the existing 

noise environment. In addition, the increases would be below the significance threshold of a 3 dBA 

CNEL increase, which is an increase that is barely perceptible to the human ear. For all of these reasons, 

the composite noise level impacts due to the Project operation would be less than significant. 

Table IV.C-21 

Composite Noise Impacts 

Existing Calculated Project-Related Noise Sources, CNEL 
Ambient 

Noise 
Levels, 

Location CNEL Traffic a Mechanical 

RO 71.7 64.3 

Rl 72.0 64.3 

R2 76.1 53.4 

R3 72.1 60.8 

R4* 68.6 56.7 

R5* 75.0 57.0 

R6* 72.2 55.8 

R7* 68.9 56.1 

R8* 74.1 61.0 

R9* 75.4 50.2 

RIO* 71.1 57.3 
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70.0 

70.0 

70.0 

67.5 

48.6 

45.6 

37.5 

27.5 

25.3 

22.0 

29.5 

Parking Outdoor 
Facility Services Helistop 

53.7 61.1 44.1 

51.7 61.4 44.7 

51.7 70.8 44.7 

51.7 68.8 44.2 

35.3 55.6 42.9 

32.3 52.7 41.5 

29.2 40.3 40.3 

29.2 41.0 41.7 

27.0 38.3 40.9 

23.7 35.0 37.8 

31.2 42.7 42.6 

Composite 
Noise 

Levels,b 
CNEL 

74.6 

74.8 

78.0 

74.9 

69.1 

75.1 

72.3 

69.1 

74.3 

75.4 

71.3 

Increase 
in Noise 
Levels 
due to 

Project 

2.9 

2.8 

1.9 

2.8 

0.5 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 
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Table IV.C-21 

Composite Noise Impacts 

Existing Calculated Project-Related Noise Sources, CNEL 
Ambient 

Noise 
Levels, Parking Outdoor 

Location CNEL Traffic a Mechanical Facility Services Helistop 

Rll* 73.7 57.3 29.5 31.2 42.7 42.8 

Rl2* 71.0 56.3 24.9 26.6 38.1 39.6 

Rl3* 66.2 56.9 22.7 24.4 35.6 38.0 

Rl4* 62.9 51.0 13.6 15.3 26.6 30.8 

Rl5* 63.4 40.03 12.0 13.7 25.0 26.0 

Rl6* 62.1 40.03 15.9 17.6 29.0 32.1 

Rl7* 70.2 63.2 39.5 36.2 54.2 43.9 

Rl8* 60.3 43.3 20.7 22.4 33.6 36.8 

Notes: 
a Due to Project-related traffic only. 

Composite 
Noise 

Levels,b 
CNEL 

73.8 

71.2 

66.7 

63.2 

63.4 

62.1 

71.1 

60.4 

b Composite noise levels including all Project-related noise sources plus existing ambient noise levels. 

July 2010 

Increase 
in Noise 
Levels 
due to 

Project 

0.1 

0.2 

0.5 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.9 

0.1 

c Estimated as no traffic analysis was made near these receptors, as they are located far away from the Project Site. 

* Receptor location falls under the City's definition of a sensitive receptor. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.C. l). 

iii. Site Compatibility for New Buildings 

As discussed previously, the noise environment that currently exists surrounding the Project Site would 

also affect the Project's proposed on-site residential and hotel uses. Residential and hotel uses are 

proposed at the southwestern portion of the Project Site, primarily facing 7th Street. As indicated by the 

noise measurement data presented in Table IV.C-9, the Project Site is currently exposed to noise levels 

from 71.7 (ambient at RO) up to 76.1 dBA CNEL (ambient at R2), due primarily to traffic on adjacent 

roadways and the Harbor Freeway. Currently, the baseline ambient noise level at times exceeds the City

recommended noise standard used for multi-family residential and hotel developments (65 dBA CNEL) 

for the Project Site. In addition, the Project's proposed on-site residential and hotel uses would be 

exposed to the Project's stationary noise sources, particularly from the mechanical equipment, outdoor 

services and helistop. However, with inclusion of the project design feature that requires the building 

construction to provide adequate sound insulation in the design of the residential and hotel building, to 

meet the acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, impacts associated with the introduction of 

residential and hotel uses into the noise environment would be less than significant. 

e. Land Use Equivalency Program 

As described in Section II (Project Description), the Project would include the Land Use Equivalency 

Program to maintain flexibility of Project land uses and floor areas in order for the Project to respond to 

the changing needs of the Southern California economy. The Land Use Equivalency Program is designed 
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to direct how development will occur on the Project Site and allow for flexibility so that land uses can be 

exchanged for other permitted land uses such that no additional traffic generation would result from any 

exchange that is consistent with the Land Use Equivalency Program. 

The exchange of office/commercial, retail, hotel, and/or residential land uses would be accomplished 

within the same building parameters, and the overall character of development would be the same as the 

Project uses analyzed. Regardless of the resultant mix of land uses under the Land Use Equivalency 

Program that would occur at the Project Site, the Project would generate construction noise and vibration 

levels consistent with those described previously, and through compliance with applicable building 

standards and the listed project design features and mitigation measures, impacts related to construction 

noise and vibration under the Land Use Equivalency Program would be less than significant. 

Under the Land Use Equivalency Program, operational noise sources associated with building mechanical 

equipment, parking facilities, loading and trash/recycling areas outdoor services, and the helistop would 

occur within the same building parameters, and the overall character of development would be the same 

under the Project. Regardless of the resultant mix of land uses under the Land Use Equivalency Program 

that would occur at the Project Site, the Project would generate noise levels from these sources consistent 

with those described previously, and through compliance with applicable building standards and the listed 

mitigation measures, impacts related to these noise sources under the Land Use Equivalency Program 

would be less than significant. Under the Land Use Equivalency Program, the level of daily traffic 

generation could increase under some land use exchanges. This could potentially increase off-site 

roadway traffic noise impacts slightly. However, because the calculated traffic noise levels for the 

Project are well below the applicable 3 dBA threshold, increased noise levels from traffic would not have 

the potential to cause this threshold to be exceeded. Therefore, implementation of the Land Use 

Equivalency Program would have no additional significant impacts with respect to traffic noise. 

f. Design Flexibility Program 

The design of the Project as a conceptual plan allows for flexibility in the finalized building design within 

a detennined set of parameters. Implementation of the Design Flexibility Program may result in changes 

to the location of the structures on the Project Site than those identified in the Conceptual Plan. 

Specifically, the location of the proposed helistop would not change in such a way as to create any new or 

increased impacts on sensitive receptors. Regardless of the placement of buildings on the Project Site, or 

uses within those buildings, under the Design Flexibility Program, the Project would generate noise levels 

consistent with those described previously, and through compliance with applicable building standards 

and the listed project design features and mitigation measures, impacts related to noise under the Design 

Flexibility Program would be less than significant. 

3. CUMULATIVEIMPACTS 

The Project together \vith the related projects, \vould contribute to cumulative noise impacts. The 

potential for cumulative noise impacts to occur is specific to the distance between each related project and 
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its stationary n01se sources including the cumulative traffic that these projects would add to the 

surrounding roadway network. 

a. Construction Noise 

As indicated in the Project's transportation study, a total of 92 related projects are identified in the 

vicinity of the Project Site. While the majority of these related projects are located a substantial distance 

from the Project Site, there are four related projects \vithin 1,000 feet of the Project Site, including 

Related Project No. 36, a Mixed-Use Development at 1027 Wilshire Boulevard (approximately 600 feet 

from the Project Site), Related Project No. 10, a Residential Development at 1067 6th Street 

(approximately 900 feet from the Project Site), Related Project No. 44, a Mixed-Use Development at 

1111 Wilshire Boulevard (approximately 1,000 feet from the Project Site), and Related Project No. 92, a 

Mixed-use Development at 755 Figueroa Street (approximately 175 feet from the Project Site). Noise 

from construction activities would normally affect the areas immediately adjacent to the Project Site, 

meaning those that are less than 500 feet from the construction site, due to sound attenuation provided by 

the distance and the intervening buildings located between the construction sites and the noise sensitive 

receptors. TI1erefore, the noise from construction activities for two projects within 1,000 feet from each 

other could contribute to a cumulative noise impact for receptors located between the two construction 

sites. 

Since the timing of the construction activities for these related projects cannot be defined, any quantitative 

analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects \vould be entirely speculative. 

Construction activities from at least four related projects \vould generate noise at each site and cumulative 

construction noise could exceed ambient noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive uses. If construction 

of the nearest mixed-use developments were to occur concurrently with Project construction, the 

construction noise from these related projects could, in combination \vith the construction noise 

associated with the Project, contribute to a cumulative impact on the noise-sensitive receptors closest to 

these related project sites (the multi-family residential uses along Wilshire Boulevard and St. Paul 

Avenue, represented by R4). 

In addition to the on-site construction activities, noise from off-site construction haul/deliver trucks could 

contribute to the cumulative noise impacts. As indicated in the Project transportation study (see 

Appendix CV.B), each project applicant would be required to prepare construction management plans and 

submit to LADOT for approval. The construction traffic management plans would be based on the nature 

and timing of the specific construction and other projects in the vicinity of the Project Site. Furthermore, 

each project applicant would be required to schedule construction-related deliveries, other than concrete 

and earthwork-related deliveries, to reduce travel during peak travel periods, which would minimize the 

noise impacts. Even so, if construction trucks from the related projects were to travel on the same routes 

and within the same hours as the Project, the Project's contribution to cumulative off-site construction 

related truck traffic noise impacts could be considerable. 

Construction-related noise levels from the related projects would be intermittent, temporary, and would 

comply with time restrictions and other relevant provisions in the LAMC. As required of the Project, 
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noise associated with cumulative construction activities would be reduced through proposed mitigation 

measures for each individual related project and through compliance with locally adopted and enforced 

noise ordinances. Similar to the Project, construction activities for each of the related projects would be 

required to comply with the City's allowable construction hours as described previously and would be 

temporary. Even so, if construction of the nearest related projects were to occur concurrently with the 

Project's construction, the Project's contribution to cumulative construction related noise impacts could 

be considerable. Therefore, it is conservatively concluded that the Project's construction noise effects 

could be cumulatively considerable, even after mitigation. However, the occurrence of this impact is 

speculative at this time, as it would depend on the timing of the related projects' construction, which is 

currently unknown. 

b. Construction Vibration 

As previously discussed, ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. Potential vibration 

impacts due to construction activities are generally limited to buildings/structures that are located in close 

proximity of the construction site (i.e., within 100 feet). As indicated previously, the nearest related 

project is approximately 175 feet away from the Project. Therefore, due to the rapid attenuation 

characteristics of ground-borne vibration, there is no potential for a cumulative construction impact with 

respect to ground-borne vibration. 

c. Operational Noise 

Once developed, the Project and development in the surrounding area would generate noise that would 

contribute to cumulative noise from a number of community noise sources including vehicle travel, 

mechanical equipment (e.g., heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning systems), and lawn maintenance 

activities. Noise levels from stationary sources would be less than significant at the property line for each 

related project due to the City's requirements that limit noise from on-site stationary-source noise such as 

outdoor air-conditioning equipment. Since the Project's on-site stationary-sources' (i.e., building 

mechanical equipment, parking facility, and outdoor services) impacts would result in less than 

significant impacts, stationary-sources noise impacts attributable to cumulative development of the related 

projects and the Project \vould also result in less than significant impacts. 

The Project and other related development in the area \vould produce traffic volumes (off-site mobile 

sources) that would generate roadway noise. Cumulative noise impacts due to off-site traffic were 

analyzed by comparing the projected increase in traffic noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future 

cumulative" conditions to the applicable significance criteria. Future cumulative conditions include 

traffic volumes from future ambient growth, and related development projects, with and without the 

Project. The calculated traffic noise levels under "existing" and "future cumulative" conditions are 

presented in Table IV.C-22 (Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts). It again should be 

noted that the calculated CNEL levels are conservative as these predicted noise levels are calculated in 

front of the roadways and do not account for the presence of any sound barriers or intervening structures. 

Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a maximum increase of 2.4 dBA CNEL along Francisco 

Street between ?1h Street and Wilshire Boulevard, which is adjacent to the Project Site. At all other 
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analyzed roadway segments, the increase in cumulative traffic n01se would be lower. The highest 

increase along a roadway segment with noise-sensitive uses would be 1. 7 dBA CNEL. All of the 

cumulative noise level increases would be negligible in the existing noise environment. In addition, all of 

the increases would be less than the 3 dBA significance threshold, which is an increase that is barely 

perceptible to the human ear. For all of these reasons, the Project's contribution to noise impacts due to 

off-site mobile noise sources (vehicular traffic) would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Cumulative off-site traffic noise impacts were also analyzed based on the Project's Alternate Traffic 

Impact analysis as summarized in Table IV.C-23. The cumulative traffic volumes based on the Project 

Alternate Traffic Impact analysis would result in a maximum increase of 3 .6 dBA CNEL along Francisco 

Street between 7th Street and Wilshire Boulevard. The increase in noise level along Francisco Street 

would be below the 5 dBA CNEL significance threshold and thereby would remain within the "normally 

acceptable" category. The increase in cumulative traffic noise at all other analyzed roadway segments 

would be below the significance threshold of 3 dBA CNEL. As such, the Project's contribution to noise 

impacts due to off-site mobile noise sources (vehicular traffic) would not be cumulatively considerable. 

In addition to the on-site stationary noise sources and the off-site traffic noise sources, the Project's 

helistop would contribute to the overall cumulative noise. However, as discussed previously, the 

Project's helistop operation related noise would be a minimum of 23.5 dBA below the existing ambient 

noise levels (in terms of CNEL levels), which would not increase the ambient noise levels in the vicinity 

of the Project Site. For all of the reasons discussed, the Project's contribution to noise impacts due to off

site mobile noise sources (vehicular traffic) and helistop operations would not be cumulatively 

considerable. 

Table IV.C-22 

Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Roadway Segment 
Glendale Blvd. 

- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St. 
- Between 7th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and 6th St. 

- Between 6th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 
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Roadway 

Centerline, 
feet 

35 

25 

25 

25 

40 

Calculated Traffic 
Noise Levels, a CNEL 

Future 
Existing Cumulative Adjacent 
(2009) (2020)b Land Uses 

73.2 73.9 Commercial 
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70.2 71.2 Residential/ 
School 

68.8 69.9 Hospital 

71.6 72.5 School 

Increase in 
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Cumulative 
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Table IV.C-22 

Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic 
Noise Levels, a CNEL 

Distance to 
Roadway Future 

Centerline, Existing Cumulative Adjacent 
Roadway Segment feet (2009) (2020)b Land Uses 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 40 71.3 72.4 Residential 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 40 70.8 72.5 Hotel/Office 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 40 69.0 69.8 School 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 35 69.3 69.9 Commercial 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 35 68.7 69.2 Commercial 

- East of Olive St. 35 70.0 70.7 Park 

7th St. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 35 67.7 68.5 Residential/ 

School 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 35 67.8 68.9 Residential 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 35 68.2 69.5 Hotel/Office 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 35 68.4 69.5 Hotel 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda Blvd. 35 67.8 69.0 Religious 

Figueroa St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 73.3 74.1 Hotel 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 73.6 74.7 Office 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 72.2 73.1 Hotel/Office 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 40 71.3 72.2 Residential 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 40 71.6 72.3 Residential 

Flower St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 70.9 71.6 Hotel 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 70.5 71.3 Office 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 8th St. 40 71.3 72.1 Office 

- South of 8th St. 40 70.8 71.5 Residential 

Grand Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 69.4 70.2 Church 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 70.5 71.4 Office 

- South of 7th St. 40 69.9 71.0 Residential 
a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix IV.Cl. 
b Includes traffic volumes from existing condition plus future growth, known related projects and Project-related. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix IV.Cl). 
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Table IV.C-23 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis" 

Roadway Segment 

Glendale Blvd. 

- Between Temple St. and Beverly Blvd. 

Francisco St. 

- Between 7th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Lucas Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and 6th St. 

- Between 6th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 

Wilshire Blvd. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Lucas Ave. 

- Between Lucas Ave. and Beaudry Ave. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 

6th St. 

- Between Figueroa St. and Flower St. 

- Between Flower St. and Olive St. 

- East of Olive St. 

7th St. 

- Between Alvarado St. and Bixel St. 

- Between Bixel St. and Francisco St. 

- Between Francisco St. and Figueroa St. 
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Distance to 
Roadway 

Centerline, 
feet 

35 

25 

25 

25 

40 

40 

40 

40 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

35 

Calculated Traffic Noise 
Levels,a CNEL 

Future 
Existing Cumulative Adjacent 
(2009) (2020)b Land Uses 

73.2 73.9 Commercial 

66.2 69.8 Commercial 

70.2 71.2 Residential/ 

School 

68.8 70.0 Hospital 

71.6 72.6 School 

71.3 72.5 Residential 

70.8 72.9 Hotel/Office 

69.0 70.1 School 

69.3 69.9 Commercial 

68.7 69.2 Commercial 

70.0 70.7 Park 

67.7 68.5 Residential/ 

School 

67.8 69.0 Residential 

68.2 70.0 Hotel/Office 

Noise 
Sensitive 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

July 2010 

Increase in 
Noise Levels 

due to 
Cumulative 

Traffic, CNEL 

0.7 

3.6 

1.0 

1.2 

1.0 

1.2 

2.1 

1.1 

0.6 

0.5 

0.7 

0.8 

1.2 

1.8 
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Table IV.C-23 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts - "Alternate Traffic Impact Analysis" 

Calculated Traffic Noise 

Distance to Levels,a CNEL 

Roadway Future 
Centerline, Existing Cumulative 

Roadway Segment feet (2009) (2020)b 

- Between Figueroa St. and Grand Ave. 35 68.4 69.9 

- Between Grand Ave. and Alameda Blvd. 35 67.8 69.2 

Figueroa St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 73.3 74.2 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 73.6 74.9 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 72.2 73.1 

- Between 7th St. and Olympic Blvd. 40 71.3 72.3 

- Between Olympic Blvd. and Pico Blvd. 40 71.6 72.4 

Flower St. 

- Between 3rd St. and 5th St. 40 70.9 71.7 

- Between 5th St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 70.5 71.5 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 8th St. 40 71.3 72.2 

- South of 8th St. 40 70.8 71.6 

Grand Ave. 

- Between 3rd St. and Wilshire Blvd. 40 69.4 70.3 

- Between Wilshire Blvd. and 7th St. 40 70.5 71.5 

- South of 7th St. 40 69.9 71.2 

a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix B of the noise study in Appendix IV.C. l. 
b Includes traffic volumes from existing condition plus future growth, known related projects and Project-related. 
Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, 2010 
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Hotel 
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Hotel 

Office 

Hotel/Office 
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Residential 

Hotel 

Office 

Office 

Residential 

Church 

Office 

Residential 

Noise 
Sensitive 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

July 2010 

Increase in 
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4. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

As previously discussed, the following listed project design features would avoid or reduce Project

related noise effects: 

PDF-1: Project construction shall not include the use of pile driving, to reduce construction noise and 

vibration impacts. 

PDF-2: A temporary six-foot-tall noise barrier wall would be installed at the construction area along 

Francisco Street where construction trucks are lining up prior to entering the Project's 

construction site. The barrier shall be placed on the top of the two-foot-tall K- rail that shall 

increase the effective height of the noise barrier to eight feet. 

PDF-3: During operation, all mechanical equipment shall be enclosed and designed to meet the 

requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02. The building mechanical/electrical 

equipment shall be designed not to exceed 63 dBA Leq (or 70 dBA CNEL) noise level at the 

Project Site property line. The building mechanical design shall be reviewed by a qualified 

acoustical consultant to ensure that the design shall meet the Project noise criteria. 

PDF-4: The sound output of the proposed outdoor amplified sound systems for the outdoor pool and bar 

areas would be limited to a maximum sound level of 80 dBA Leq as calculated in Section 5.4.1.4. 

The design of the outdoor amplified sound systems would be review-ed by a qualified acoustical 

consultant to ensure that the design would meet the Project noise criteria. 

PDF-5: The sound output of the proposed outdoor amplified sound systems for the outdoor plaza would 

be limited to a maximum sound level of 70 dBA (Leq) at 50 feet as calculated in Section 5.4. l.4. 

The design of the outdoor amplified sound systems \vould be reviewed by a qualified acoustical 

consultant to ensure that the design would meet the Project noise criteria. 

PDF-6: The podium and rooftop parapets for areas that include an outdoor amplified sound system shall 

be of solid panel construction to provide sound attenuation. 

PDF-7: If the proposed loading docks and trash/recycling areas would be located outside of the enclosed 

parking structure, all outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas shall be fully or partially 

enclosed such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any adjacent noise sensitive 

receptor shall be obstructed. 

PDF-8: Building construction (i.e., exterior wall, window and door) shall provide adequate sound 

insulation to meet the acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, as required by Title 24 of 

the California Code of Regulations. 

PDF-9: Unless required for safety precautions, the Project's related helicopters shall use the 

recommended flight paths as shown in Figure IV.C-2. 
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Although Project-related construction 1s not anticipated to have significant n01se impacts on the 

surrounding noise-sensitive land uses, the following Project mitigation measures are recommended to 

ensure the noise impacts would be less than significant: 

a. Construction 

MM-1: With the exception ofrequired continuous concrete pours, construction activities shall be limited 

to Monday through Friday from 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M., and from 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on 

Saturdays. No construction activities shall occur on Sundays or national holidays. 

MM-2: Power construction equipment shall be equipped with state-of-the-art noise shielding and 

muffling devices. All equipment shall be properly maintained to assure that no additional noise, 

due to worn or improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 

MM-3: Stationary source construction equipment that may have a flexible specific location on-site (e.g., 

generators and compressors) shall be located so as to maintain the greatest distance from sensitive 

land uses and unnecessary idling of equipment shall be prohibited. 

MM-4: To ensure that construction phase vibration impacts are less than significant, the Applicant or its 

successor shall comply with the specific requirements of the Metro construction design manual 

(MTA Design Criteria and Standard. Volume III, Adjacent Construction Design Manual, Section 

2.3 - 2.4, R92-DE303-3.00, Revision 9: 02.02.99), \vhen excavation is within 25 feet of the 

Metro subway tunnel. 

MM-5: The Applicant shall implement the follmving requirements during construction activities m 

connection with the on-site building demolitions: 

a. Construction materials/debris in excess of 2,000 pounds shall be lowered via a crane. 

b. Construction materials/debris drop shall be performed in accordance with Table IV.C-15, 

with the consideration given to the estimated drop weight and height, as required to maintain 

a maximum of 0.5 inch per second (PPV) at off-site receptors RO, Rl, and R3 and a 

maximum of 0.25 inch per second (PPV) at off-site receptor R2. 

b. Operation 

As discussed previously, \vith implementation of the project design features, operation of the Project 

would result in a less than significant impact to the off-site and the future on-site noise-sensitive uses. 

Therefore, no mitigation measures are required for the Project's long-term operations. 

c. Cumulative Construction 

As discussed previously, construction noise impacts from construction of the Project with concurrent 

construction of the related projects is conservatively concluded to be significant. Mitigation measures are 
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described to reduce the Project's construction noise levels. Similar mitigation measures would likely be 

imposed upon each related project. No additional mitigation measures for the related projects can be 

known at this time. 

5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

a. Construction Noise 

While construction noise impacts are less than significant, compliance with the recommended mitigation 

measures would ensure a reduction of construction noise. Mitigation measure l would preclude 

construction noise impacts from occurring during the noise-sensitive nighttime periods, or at any time on 

Sundays and national holidays, in compliance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation. Noise 

level reductions attributable to mitigation measures 2 and 3, although not easily quantifiable, would 

ensure the noise impacts associated with construction activities would be reduced to the extent 

practicable. 

As previously discussed, if the identified related projects were to occur concurrently with the Project's 

construction, cumulative construction noise impacts could be significant, albeit speculative. However, 

noise impacts would be reduced through proposed mitigation measures for each individual related project 

and compliance with locally adopted and enforces noise ordinances. Therefore, the noise impacts 

associated with construction activities for each of the related projects likely would be reduced to a less 

than significant level. However, it is conservatively concluded that the Project's construction noise 

effects could be cumulatively considerable, even after mitigation. 

b. Operational Noise 

Implementation of the project design features would ensure that the Project would not result in any 

significant noise impacts to on-site or off-site noise sensitive receptors during long-term Project 

operations. As such, operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

As discussed previously, the cumulative noise impacts from stationary sources at the Project and other 

related projects would not result in a significant noise impact, based on the assumption that each of the 

related projects would implement project specific mitigation measures or noise control as required to meet 

the City's requirements. In addition, as discussed previously, the Project's traffic noise impacts and 

helistop operation noise impacts would also not be cumulatively considerable. As such, cumulative noise 

impacts would be less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures. 

c. Groundborne Vibration 

Implementation of mitigation measure 4 would ensure that construction activities (i.e., site excavation 

associated with the garage) would be carried out in accordance with Metro requirements for construction 

work located near the Metro facilities (i.e., Metro subway tunnel), and the impact would be less than 

significant. Additionally, mitigation measure 5 would ensure that vibration impacts during construction 

would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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IV. Environmental Impact Analysis 
H.. Noise 

1. Introduction 

This section evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts that would result 
from the proposed Project. Specifically, the analysis describes the existing noise 
environment within the Project area, estimates future noise and vibration levels at 
surrounding land uses resulting from construction and operation of the proposed Project, 
identifies the potential for significant impacts, and provides mitigation measures to address 
significant impacts. In addition, an evaluation of the potential cumulative noise impacts of 
the proposed Project together with related projects and future project growth is also 
provided. Noise calculation worksheets are included in Appendix I of this Draft EIR. 

2. Environmental Setting 

a. Noise and Vibration Basics 

(1) Noise 

(a) Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Noise is commonly defined as sound that is undesirable because it interferes with 
speech communication, and hearing, causes sleep disturbance or is otherwise annoying 
(unwanted sound). The decibel (dB) is a conventional unit for measuring the amplitude of 
sound as it accounts for the large variations in sound pressure amplitude and reflects the 
way people perceive changes in sound amplitude. 1 The human hearing system is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. Therefore, to approximate this human 
frequency-dependent response, the A-weighted filtering system is used to adjust measured 
sound levels (dBA). The term "A-weighted" refers to filtering the noise signal in a manner 
that corresponds to the way the human ear perceives sound. Examples of various sound 
levels in different environments are shown in Table IV.H-1 on page IV.H-2. 

1 All sound levels measured in decibel (dB), in this study are relative to 2x10-5 N/m2
. 
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Table IV.H-1 
Typical Noise levels 

Noise levels, 
Common Outdoor Activities dBA 

110 

Jet Fly-over at 1000 feet 

100 

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 feet 

90 
Diesel Truck at 50 feet at 50 mph 

80 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime 

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 00 feet 70 

Commercial Area 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet 60 

Quiet Urban Daytime 50 

Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime 

30 

Quiet Rural Nighttime 

20 

10 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 0 

Source: Ca/trans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), 1998. 

IV.H Noise 

Common Indoor Activities 

Rock Band 

Food Blender at 3 feet 

Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Large Business Office 

Dishwasher Next Room 

Theater, Large Conference Room 

(Background) 

Library 

Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 

(Background) 

Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

People commonly judge the relative magnitude of sound sensation using subjective 
terms such as "loudness" or "noisiness." A change in sound level of 3 dB is considered 
"just perceptible," a change in sound level of 5 dB is considered "clearly noticeable," and a 
change (increase) of 10 dB is typically recognized as "twice as loud."2 

2 Engineering Noise Control, Bies & Hansen, 1988. 
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(b) Outdoor Sound Propagation 

In an outdoor environment, sound energy attenuates through the air as a function of 
distance. Such attenuation is called "distance loss" or "geometric spreading," and is based 
on the type of source configuration (i.e., a point source, or a line source). The rate of 
sound attenuation for a point source, such as a piece of equipment (e.g., air conditioner or 
bull dozer), is 6 dB per doubling of distance from the noise source. For example, an 
outdoor condenser fan that generates a sound level of 60 dBA at a distance of five feet 
would attenuate to 54 dBA at a distance of 10 feet. The rate of sound attenuation for a line 
source, such as a constant flow of traffic on a roadway, is 3 dB per doubling of distance. 3 

In addition, structures (e.g., buildings and solid walls) and natural topography 
(e.g., hills) that obstruct the line-of-sight between a noise source and a receptor further 
reduce the noise level if the receptor is located within the "shadow" of the obstruction, such 
as behind a sound wall. This type of sound attenuation is known as "barrier insertion loss." 
If a receptor is located behind the wall but still has a view of the source (i.e., the line-of
sight is not fully blocked), some barrier insertion loss would still occur, however to a lesser 
extent. Additionally, a receptor located on the same side of the wall as a noise source may 
actually experience an increase in the perceived noise level as the wall reflects noise back 
to the receptor, thereby compounding the noise. Noise barriers can provide noise level 
reductions ranging from approximately 5 dBA (where the barrier just breaks the line-of-sight 
between the source and receiver) to an upper range of 20 dBA with a more substantial 
barrier. 4 

(c) Environmental Noise Descriptors 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of 
community noise on people. Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales 
consider that the effect of noise is dependent upon the total acoustical energy content, as 
well as the time and duration of occurrence. The most frequently used noise descriptors, 
including those used by the City of Los Angeles, are summarized below. 

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq). Leq is a measurement of the acoustic energy content 
of noise averaged over a specified time period. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying sound and 
that of a steady sound are the same if they deliver the same amount of energy to the 
receptor's ear during exposure. Leq for one-hour periods, during the daytime or nighttime 
hours, and 24-hour periods are commonly used in environmental assessments. For 

3 Ca/trans, Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), 1998. 

Ibid. 
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evaluating community impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the 
noise occurs during day or night. 

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax). Lmax represents the maximum sound level measured 
during a measurement period. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL is the time average of all A
weighted sound levels for a 24-hour period with a 10 dBA adjustment (upward) added to 
the sound levels that occur between the hours of 10:00 P. M. and 7:00 A. M., and a 5 dBA 
adjustment (upward) added to the sound levels which occur between the hours of 7:00 P.M. 

and 10: 00 P. M. These penalties attempt to account for increased human sensitivity to noise 
during the quieter nighttime periods, particularly where sleep is the most probable activity. 
CNEL has been adopted by the State of California to define the community noise 
environment for development of the community noise element of a General Plan. 5 CNEL is 
also used by the City of Los Angeles (City) for land use planning and to describe noise 
impacts in its City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. 6 

Day-Night Average Level (Ldn or DNL). Ldn, like CNEL, is the weighted 24-hour 
average noise level in an environment which accounts for people's increased annoyance to 
noise occurring in the nighttime hours. It is the average equivalent A-Weighted sound level 
during a 24-hour day, calculated after adding 10 decibels to sound levels which occur after 
10:00 P.M. and before 7:00 AM. Typically, Ldn levels are within 1 dBA of CNEL levels. 

(2) Ground-Borne Vibration 

Vibration is commonly defined as an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in 
which the motion's amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or 
acceleration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) or the root-mean-square (RMS) velocity is 
commonly used to describe vibration amplitudes. PPV is defined as the maximum 
instantaneous peak of the vibration signal, while RMS is defined as the square-root of the 
average of the squared amplitude of the signal. PPV is typically used for evaluating 
potential building damage, whereas RMS is typically more suitable for evaluating human 
response to ground-borne vibration. The RMS vibration velocity level can be presented in 
inch per second or in VdB (referenced to 1 micro-inch per second). 7 Ground-borne 
vibration generated by man-made activities (i.e., road traffic, construction operations) 
typically attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. 

5 State of California, General Plan Guidelines, 2003. 
6 City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
7 VdB = 20Log (Velocity level in micro-inch per second). 
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b. Regulatory Framework 

(1) City of Los Angeles Noise Standards and Guidelines 

(a) City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

Chapter XI of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (Noise Regulation) 
establishes acceptable ambient sound levels to regulate intrusive noises (e.g., stationary 
mechanical equipment and vehicles, other than those traveling on public streets) within 
specific land use zones. In accordance with the Noise Regulation, a noise level increase of 
5 dBA over the existing ambient noise level at an adjacent property line is considered a 
noise violation. To account for people's increased tolerance for short-duration noise 
events, the Noise Regulation provides a 5 dBA allowance for noise source occurring more 
than five but less than 15 minutes in any one-hour period (for a total of 10 dBA above the 
ambient), and an additional 5 dBA allowance (total of 15 dBA above the ambient) for noise 
source occurring five minutes or less in any one-hour period. 8 

Ambient noise, as defined by the Noise Regulation, is the measured noise level 
averaged over a period of at least 15 minutes (Leq(1s-minute)). For purposes of determining 
whether or not a violation of the noise regulations are occurring, the sound level 
measurements of an offending noise shall be averaged over a minimum 15-minute 
duration, and compared with the baseline ambient noise levels (without the offending noise 
source). The baseline ambient noise shall be the actual measured ambient noise level or 
the City's presumed ambient noise level as shown in Table IV.H-2 on page IV.H-6, 
whichever is greater. In cases in which the actual measured ambient noise level is not 
known, the City's presumed ambient is used as the baseline. As indicated in Table IV.H-2, 
the City's presumed daytime (7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) minimum ambient noise level for 
properties zoned residential is 50 dBA, while the nighttime (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.) 

presumed minimum ambient noise level is 40 dBA. For commercially zoned properties, the 
presumed daytime minimum ambient noise level is 60 dBA, while the nighttime presumed 
minimum ambient noise level is 55 dBA. 

In addition, the City's noise regulations also limit noise from construction equipment 
located within 500 feet of a residential zone to 75 dBA, measured at a distance of 50 feet 
from the source, unless compliance with this limitation is technically infeasible. 9 The noise 

8 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, Article I, Section 111.02-(b). 
9 In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Regulations (Los Angeles Municipal Code, 

Section 112.05), 'technically infeasible' means that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite 
the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the 
operation of the equipment. 
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Table IV.H-2 
City of Los Angeles Presumed Ambient Noise Levels 

Daytime Nighttime 
Zone (7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.) 

Residential 50 40 

Commercial 60 55 

Manufacturing (M1, MR1 and MR2) 60 55 

Heavy Manufacturing (M2 and M3) 65 65 

Source: LAMC, Section 111.03. 

regulations prohibit construction noise between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. 

Monday through Friday, and on Saturday before 8:00 A.M. and after 6:00 P.M., and do not 
allow construction noise on Sunday. 10 

(b) City of Los Angeles CNEL Guidelines 

The City has adopted local guidelines based, in part, on the community noise 
compatibility guidelines established by the State Department of Health Services for use in 
assessing the compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels. These 
guidelines are set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide in terms of the 
CNEL. CNEL guidelines for specific land uses are classified into four categories: "normally 
acceptable;" "conditionally acceptable;" "normally unacceptable;" and "clearly 
unacceptable." As presented in Table IV.H-3 on page IV.H-7, a CNEL value of 70 dBA is 
the upper limit of what is considered a "normally acceptable" noise environment for 
educational uses. For more sensitive uses such as multi-family residential uses, the upper 
limit of what is considered "normally acceptable" is set at 65 dBA CNEL. 11 

(2) Ground-Borne Vibration Regulations 

The City does not currently have any adopted standards, guidelines or thresholds 
relative to ground-borne vibration. As such, policies and guidelines from federal, state, and 
other local governmental agencies are utilized to assess impacts due to ground-borne 
vibration. In most circumstances common ground-induced vibrations related to roadway 
traffic and construction activities pose no threat to buildings or structures. 

10 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 41.40. 
11 City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, Section 1.2, 2006. 
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Table IV.H-3 
City of Los Angeles land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly 
land Use Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50-60 55-70 70-75 Above 70 

Multi-Family Homes 50-65 60-70 70-75 Above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing 50-70 60-70 70-80 Above 80 
Homes 

Transient Lodging-Motels, Hotels 50-65 60-70 70-80 Above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters - 50-70 - Above 65 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports - 50-75 - Above 70 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50-70 - 67-75 Above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 50-75 - 70-80 Above 80 
Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and Professional 50-70 67-77 Above 75 -
Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 50-75 70-80 Above 75 -

Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of 
normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 
Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the 
noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional 
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 
Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 
insulation features included in the design. 
Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

(a) Federal Transit Administration Vibration Standards 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published a technical manual titled, 
"Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessment," that provides ground-borne vibration 
impact criteria with respect to human annoyance and building damage during construction 
activities. 12 With respect to human annoyance, the FTA provides criteria for various land 
use categories and based on the frequency of vibration events, as indicated in Table IV.H-4 
on page IV. H-8. With respect to potential building damage (primarily from construction 
activities), the FTA provides guidelines for the evaluation of potential ground-borne 

12 Federal Transit Administration, "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment", May 2006. 
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Table IV.H-4 
FTA Vibration Impact Criteria - Typical Human Annoyance levels 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 
VdB (referenced 1 micro-inch per second) 

Frequent Occasional Infrequent 
land Use Category Events a Events b Events c 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration would 65 VdB d 65 VdB d 65 VdB d 

interfere with interior operations 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where 72 VdB 75 VdB 80 VdB 
people normally sleep 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 75 VdB 78 VdB 83 VdB 
daytime use 

a "Frequent Events" are defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
b "Occasional Events" are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c "Infrequent Events" are defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day. 
d This criterion limit is based on the levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment 

such as optical microscopes. 

Source: FTA, 2006. 

vibration damage applicable to various building categories. Table IV.H-5 on page IV.H-9 
provides the FTA vibration criteria applicable to building type. As indicated therein, a 
vibration criterion of 0.20 inch per second should be considered for non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings. Furthermore, structures or buildings constructed of reinforced
concrete, steel, or timber, have vibration damage criteria of 0.50 inch per second. 

(b) Ca/trans Vibration Standards 

With respect to human annoyance, a study by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) shows that vibration velocity levels greater than 0.04 inch per 
second (PPV) for continuous/frequent intermittent sources are distinctly perceptible to 
humans as shown in Table IV.H-6 on page IV.H-9. Vibration velocity levels for 
continuous/frequent intermittent sources become strongly perceptible when reaching 0.10 
inch per second (PPV) as shown in Table IV.H-6 on page IV.H-9. Caltrans provides 
guidelines/recommendations to limit ground-borne vibration based on the age and/or 
physical condition of the structures that are located in close proximity to construction 
activity. Therefore, the building damage threshold with respect to ground-borne vibration 
varies depending on the age and physical condition of the structure in question. 
Table IV.H-7 on page IV.H-10 presents the Caltrans guidelines with respect to vibration 
damage threshold criteria. As indicated therein, while modern industrial/commercial 
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Table IV.H-5 
FTA Vibration Impact Criteria - Typical levels for Building Damage 

Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

Building Category PPV (inch per second) RMS (VdB) 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

Ill. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 

Source: FTA, 2006. 

Table IV.H-6 
Caltrans Guidelines - Typical Vibration Annoyance Thresholds 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 

Transient Continuous/Frequent 
Human Response Sources a Intermittent Sources b 

Barely Perceptible 0.04 0.01 

Distinctly Perceptible 0.25 0.04 

Strongly Perceptible 0.90 0.10 

Severe 2.00 0.40 

a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-

seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: Ca/trans, 2004. 

buildings can endure vibration levels up to a maximum of 0.5 inch per second PPV, historic 
structures have a much lower vibration tolerance of 0.25 inch per second PPV. 

(c) Los Angeles County Vibration Standard 

The Los Angeles County Noise Regulation (LACMC Section 12.08.350) provides a 
presumed perception threshold of 0.01 inch per second RMS; however, this threshold 
applies to ground-borne vibrations from long-term operational activities, such as traffic and 
not to short-term activities such as construction. Therefore, the 0.01 inch per second RMS 
vibration criteria is used in connection with the Project's operational-related vibration 
impacts. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Page IV.H-9 

USC Development Plan 
May 2010 

RL0025356 



EM24570 

IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-7 
Caltrans Guidelines - Typical Vibration Damage Thresholds 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 

Transient Continuous/Frequent 
Structure and Condition Sources a Intermittent Sources b 

Extremely fragile buildings, ruins ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 

Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 

New residential structures 1.00 0.50 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.00 0.50 

a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat 

equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: Ca/trans, 2004. 

c. Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The predominant sources of noise in the vicinity of the Project site are associated 
traffic on roadways including the Harbor Freeway (1-110), Figueroa Street, Exposition 
Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard and Vermont Avenue. Other noise sources in the vicinity 
of the Project site include mechanical equipment from buildings, occasional emergency 
vehicles (i.e., siren sounds) and aircraft flyovers. 

(1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to intrusive noise than others based 
on the types of activities typically involved at the receptor location. The City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, 
religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, 
and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. 

Noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity were identified based on the relative 
distance from the receptors to the Project site (i.e., within 500 feet), in accordance with the 
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria. Existing noise receptors 
that represent sensitive uses within 500 feet of the Project site include: 

• Residential Uses - There are single- and multi-family uses west of the Project 
site located behind the commercial uses along Vermont Avenue and north of the 
Project site north of 31st Street, east of Hoover Street, and north of 32nd Street. 
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These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1, R2, RB, R9 and R10 shown in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. 

• Schools - There are several schools located within a 500 feet radius of the 
Project site including Hoover intergenerational care (Pre School), John Mack 
Elementary School, 32nd Street Elementary, William Jefferson Clinton Middle 
School, Science Center School, and Animo Jackie Robinson Charter High 
School. Measurements locations R3, R5, and R7 are representative of these 
noise sensitive receptors. 

• Auditorium - The Shrine Auditorium located on Jefferson Boulevard 
approximately 100 feet north of the Project's site, as represented by 
measurement location R6. 

• Religious Institutions - There are several religious institutions in the vicinity of the 
Project site, including St. Mark's Lutheran Church and Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter Day Saints along S. Vermont Avenue, the USC Catholic Center, the 
United University Church and the Unity Church of Truth on Figueroa Street. 
These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1, R4, and R7. 

• Parks - The Jesse Brewer Jr. Park is located at the southeast corner of Vermont 
Avenue and Exposition Boulevard. In addition, Exposition Park is located to the 
south of the Project site. Measurement location R3 represents these sensitive 
receptors. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were made at 10 locations that represent the nearby 
land uses in the vicinity of the Project site. These measurement locations are described in 
Table IV.H-B on page IV.H-13, and depicted in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. Long-term 
24-hour measurements were conducted at location R4 and short-term measurements were 
recorded at the remaining 9 locations. The ambient noise measurements at locations R4, 
R5, R7 and R9 were made between February 12, 200B and February 14, 200B. Ambient 
noise measurements at locations R1 to R3, R6, RB and R10 were conducted on 
January 12, 2010. 

Noise measurements were conducted using a Larson-Davis B20 Precision 
Integrated Sound Level Meter (SLM). The Larson-Davis 820 SLM is a Type 1 standard 
instrument as defined in the American National Standard Institute (ANSI) S1 .4. In 
accordance with standard industry practices, all instruments were calibrated and operated 
according to the manufacturer's specifications and the microphone was placed at five feet 
above the local grade. 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-8 
Description of Noise Measurement locations 

location Description Nearby land Uses 

R1 Located adjacent to Vermont Avenue, just south of Jefferson Boulevard. Residential/Religious/ 
This measurement location represents the existing noise environment at the School 
multi-family residential uses west of the Project site. 

R2 Located on West 3ih Place approximately 300 feet west of Vermont Residential 
Avenue. Location R2 represents the existing noise environment at the 
residential uses southwest of the Project site. 

R3 Located on the south side of Exposition Boulevard near the Science Center School/Park 
School. This measurement location represents the public education and 
park uses adjacent to the Project site. 

R4 Northwest corner of Figueroa Street and Exposition Boulevard. R4 Commercial with Future 
represents the future site of the proposed mixed-use development. Residential 

RS Located on South Grand Avenue near the Central Los Angeles Middle School/Industrial 
School. This measurement location represents the existing noise 
environment for public educational uses along Grand Avenue. 

R6 Located on the north side of Jefferson Boulevard approximately 300 feet School/Commercial and 
northwest of Figueroa Street. This measurement location represents the Future Residential 
future residential uses. 

R7 Located on South University Avenue near the 32nd Street Elementary School/Commercial/ 
School. Location R7 represents the existing noise environment for public Institutional 
educational (32nd Street Elementary School and the Hoover 
Intergenerational Care Preschool) and nearby institutional uses (USC 
Catholic Center located along University Avenue and United University 
Church located just south of the Hoover Street and Jefferson Boulevard 
intersection). 

R8 Located on the east side of Hoover Street in front of the Hoover House Residential/Commercial 
building at 3036 Hoover Street. This measurement location represents the 
nearest residential northeast of the Project site. 

R9 Located on West 28th Street approximately 300 feet from the northwest Residential 
corner of W. 28th Street and University Avenue. Location R9 represents the 
existing noise environment for the residential uses along 28th Street. 

R10 Located on the north side of West 31st Street, between Orchard Avenue and Residential 
McClintock Avenue, across from the Project site. Location R10 represents 
the existing noise environment for residential uses along West 31st Street. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services (AES), 2009 and 2010. 

Table IV.H-9 on page IV.H-14 presents the existing noise environment in the 
Project's vicinity. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the existing noise 
environment in the vicinity of the Project site is primarily influenced by the auto traffic, 
nearby construction activities, and occasional aircraft flyovers. As shown on Table IV.H-9, 
the measured noise levels ranged from 56.9 to 69.6 dBA Leq and 54.4 to 69.7 Leq during the 
daytime and nighttime hours, respectively, in the vicinity of the Project site. 
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R1 

R2 

R3 

R4 

RS 

R6 

R7 

R8 

R9 

R10 

EM24574 

Table IV.H-9 
Measured Ambient Noise levels 

Measured Noise levels, 

Daytime Nighttime 
(7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.) 

Measurement Date/Time leq (dBA) leq (dBA) 

1/12/2010 68.6 65.9 
11 :47 A.M. -12:02 P.M. 
11 :08 P.M. - 11 :23 P.M. 

1/12/2010 56.9 55.0 
11:19A.M. -11:34A.M. 
11 :34 P.M. - 11 :49 P.M. 

1/12/2010 62.1 57.6 
12:20 P.M. -12:35 P.M. 
11 :53 P.M. -12:08 A.M. 

11 :00 A.M. of 2/13/2008 through 59.5 - 65.4b 54.9 - 63.7b 
2:00 P.M. of2/14/2008. 

2/13/2008 65.0 62c 
9:06 A.M. to 9:21 A.M. 

1/12/2010 69.6 69.7 
10:13 A.M. - 10:28 A.M. 
10:03 P.M. -10:18 P.M. 

2/13/2008 62.2 59d 
11:58 A.M. to 12:13 P.M. 

1/12/2010 67.4 64.0 
9:49 A.M. - 10:04 A.M. 

10:24 P.M. -10:39 P.M. 

2/13/2008 57.4 54.4d 
12:22 P.M. to 12:37 P.M. 

1/12/2010 61.8 59.0 
10:50 A.M. - 11 :05 A.M. 
10:43 P.M. - 10:58 P.M. 

IV.H Noise 

24-Hour 
CNEl 

71 a 

60 a 

64 a 

67.7 

67 a 

74 a 

65 a 

70 a 

60a 

64 a 

CNEL noise levels were estimated based on the short-term readings and the FTA procedure. CNEL calculation 
methodology is provided in Appendix I. 
Range of noise levels are shown, noise level fluctuations (decibels vs. time of day) are provided in Appendix I. 
Nighttime noise level is estimated based on the actual noise measurements registered at nearby receptor, R4. 
Nighttime noise level is estimated based on the actual noise measurements registered at the nearby receptor, RB. 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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IV.H Noise 

(3) Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements conducted in the vicinity of the 
Project site, the existing traffic noise on local roadways in the surrounding areas near the 
Project site was calculated to quantify the 24-hour CNEL noise levels. Fifty (50) roadway 
segments were selected for the existing noise analysis, based on the proximate locations 
to noise sensitive uses along the roadway segments and potential increase in traffic 
volume from the proposed Project. The traffic noise was calculated using a spreadsheet 
noise model constructed based on mathematical equations provided in the Caltrans 
Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) document and traffic volume data from the Project's 
Traffic Study (refer to Appendix I). The traffic noise prediction model calculates the 24-hour 
CNEL noise levels based on specific information including, average daily traffic volume 
(ADT), percentages of day, evening and nighttime traffic volumes relative to ADT, vehicle 
speed, and distance between the noise receptor and the roadway. 

A model calibration test was performed to establish the noise prediction model's 
accuracy. Five road segments were used to calibrate the traffic noise model including: 
McClintock Avenue north of Jefferson Boulevard, Hoover Boulevard north of 32nd Street, 
20th Street west of University Avenue, Grand Avenue between 35th Street and 3ih Street, 
and Jefferson Boulevard east of Vermont Avenue. The road's traffic counts were entered 
into the noise model along with the observed speed, lane configuration, and approximate 
distance from receptor location to the roadway to calculate the traffic noise levels. The 
results of the traffic noise model calibration are provided in Table IV.H-10 on page IV.H-16. 
As indicated, the noise model results are within less than 1 dBA of the measured noise 
levels, which is within the industry standard tolerance of the noise prediction model. 

Table IV.H-11 on page IV.H-17 provides the calculated 24-hour CNEL noise levels 
for the analyzed roadway segments based on existing traffic volumes. As shown therein, 
the existing CNEL due to surface street traffic volumes only, ranges from 54.2 CNEL along 
29th Street (west of Vermont Avenue) to 69.9 CNEL along Figueroa Street (between 
23rd Street and Adams Boulevard). Currently, the existing traffic related noise levels at the 
nearest sensitive receptors along the major thoroughfares (e.g., Normandie Avenue, 
Vermont Avenue, Hoover Street, and Jefferson Boulevard) are conditionally acceptable, as 
they exceed normally acceptable noise levels at a majority of the studied residential areas 
(i.e., 65 dBA CNEL). 

(4) Existing Ground-Borne Vibration Environment 

Based on field observations, currently the only source of substantial ground-borne 
vibration in the Project vicinity is vehicular travel (e.g., refuse trucks, delivery trucks, school 
buses, and transit buses) on local roadways. According to the FTA technical study, 
"Federal Transit Administration; Transit Noise and Vibration Impacts Assessments," typical 
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Roadway Segment 

McClintock Avenue - North of W. Jefferson Boulevard 

Hoover Boulevard - North of W. 32nd Street 

W. 201h Street - West of University Avenue 

S. Grand Avenue - between 351h Street and 3ih Street 

W. Jefferson Boulevard - East of S. Vermont Avenue 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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Table IV.H-10 
Traffic Noise Model Calibration 

Traffic Counts During the 
15-Minute Noise Readings 

Medium Heavy 
Auto Truck Truck 

160 4 0 

204 11 2 

80 1 0 

140 7 2 

262 3 4 

Page IV.H-16 

Measured Noise 
levels, Leq 

(dBA) 

62.8 

66.3 

57.4 

65.0 

64.4 

IV.H Noise 

Difference between 
Predicted Noise Predicted and 

levels, leq 
(dBA) 

63.5 

66.6 

57.4 

65.0 

65.0 

Measured levels, 
dBA 

0.7 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 
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Table IV.H-11 
Calculated Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels (24-hour CNEL) 

Roadways 

Normandie A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 
South of Exposition Boulevard 

Vermont A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 
South of Exposition Boulevard 

Hoover Street 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & 30th Street 
Between 30th Street & 32nd Street 
Between 32nd Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Figueroa Street 
Between 23'd Street & Adams Boulevard 
Between Adams Boulevard & 30th Street 
Between 30th Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 
South of Exposition Boulevard 

Exposition Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Fiqueroa Street 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Calculated Traffic 
Noise Levels, a 

Adjacent Land Uses CNEL 

Residential 69.8 

Residential 69.2 

Residential 68.9 

Residential/Reliqious Institution 69.3 

Residential 69.3 

School 69.6 

Commercial 69.2 

Residential/School/Religious Institution 69.5 

Residential/ Religious Institution 69.9 

Park 68.4 

Commercial 68.7 

School/Religious Institution 69.5 

Residential/ Religious Institution 68.1 

Commercial 67.0 

School/Religious Institution 66.7 

School/ Religious Institution 69.9 

Reliqious Institution 69.7 

Commercial 69.7 

Residential/ Hotel 69.6 

Residential 68.3 

Residential 68.2 

Residential 68.0 

Residential/Park/Hiqher Educational Facilities b 68.8 
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IV.H Noise 

Existing Noise Exposure 
Compatibility Category 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
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Table IV.H-11 (Continued) 
Calculated Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels (24-hour CNEL) 

Roadways 

Grand A venue 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & 3y!h Street 

3ih Street 

East of Grand Avenue 

Jefferson Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & McClintock Avenue 
Between McClintock Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 

Adams Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Fiqueroa Street 
East of Figueroa Street 

361h Place 

West of Vermont Avenue 

McClintock A venue 
North of Jefferson Boulevard 

301h Street 

Between Hoover Street & Fiaueroa Street 
West of Hoover Street 

32nd Street 

East of Hoover Street 

2ih Street 

West of Vermont Avenue 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Calculated Traffic 
Noise levels, a 

Adjacent land Uses CNEL 

School 62.5 

School (Playfield) 61.0 

Residential 68.3 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 67.8 

Residential 68.5 
Hiqher Educational Facilities b 68.0 

School/ Auditorium 69.2 

Residential/ Religious Institution 67.5 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 68.0 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 68.5 

Residential/School/ Reliqious Institution 68.7 
Religious Institution 68.8 

Residential/ School 59.0 

Residential 61.8 

Residential 59.5 
Residential 60.8 

Residential/ School 58.4 

Residential/ School 56.8 
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Existing Noise Exposure 
Compatibility Category 

Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 
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Table IV.H-11 (Continued) 
Calculated Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels (24-hour CNEL) 

Roadways 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street 
East of Hoover Street 

29th Street 

East of Vermont Avenue 

Wet of Vermont Avenue 

Hill Street 
North of Jefferson Boulevard 
South of Jefferson Boulevard 

241
h Street 

West of Hoover Street 

Broadway 

North of Jefferson Boulevard 
South of Jefferson Boulevard 

a Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix I. 
b USC residential housings and on site University buildings. 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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Calculated Traffic 
Noise levels, a 

Adjacent land Uses CNEL 

Commercial 67.8 
School/ Reliaious Institution 68.1 

Commercial 68.5 

Residential 56.4 

Residential 54.2 

School 66.0 
School 66.1 

Residential 57.7 

School 67.2 
School 61.9 
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Existing Noise Exposure 
Compatibility Category 

Normally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 

Normally Acceptable 

Conditionally Acceptable 
Conditionally Acceptable 
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road traffic induced vibration levels are unlikely to be perceptible by people. In part, FTA 
indicates "it is unusual for vibration from traffic including buses and trucks to be perceptible, 
even in locations close to major roadways." 13 Therefore, based on FTA published vibration 
data, the existing ground vibration environment in the vicinity of the Project site would be 
below the level that is typically perceptible. 

3. Environmental Impacts 

a. Methodology 

(1) On-Site Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts were evaluated by calculating the Project-related 
construction noise levels at nearby sensitive receptor locations and comparing these 
construction-related noise levels to measured existing ambient noise levels (i.e., noise 
levels without construction noise). Construction noise associated with the Project was 
analyzed using the Project construction equipment inventory, estimated durations of 
construction, and estimated construction phasing. The Project construction noise model is 
based on construction equipment noise levels as published by Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) "Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2006)." As described 
above, the ambient noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptor locations were estimated 
based on field measurement data. The construction noise level was then calculated for 
sensitive receptor locations based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation 
factor of 6.0 dBA for each doubling of distance. Additional noise attenuations due to 
intervening buildings (existing structures) were assigned, where such buildings occur. 

(2) Off-Site Roadway Noise (During Construction and Project 
Operations) 

Roadway traffic noise levels were calculated utilizing a computer spreadsheet noise 
model based on the FHWA-RD-77-108 methodology as described in the Caltrans TeNS 
procedure and traffic data provided in the Project's Traffic Study. Consistent with the level 
of Project-related technical information currently available, and to present a conservative 
analysis (worst-case noise scenario), the noise model assumes a "hard" site condition 
(i.e., allowing the least amount of noise attenuation, 3 dBA attenuation per doubling of 
distance) and no barriers between the roadway and receivers. Traffic noise levels were 
calculated for sensitive receptors at distances of 25 feet from the nearest edge of the road. 
Roadway noise impacts were evaluated by comparing the roadway-noise attributable to 

13 FTA "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment," Chapter 7, 2006. 
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Project development "future with Project" with the baseline noise levels that would occur 
under the "future without Project" conditions to determine significance. 

(3) Stationary Point-Source Noise (During Project Operations) 

Outdoor stationary noise impacts have been evaluated by first identifying the noise 
levels generated by outdoor stationary noise sources such as outdoor mounted mechanical 
equipment (i.e., building rooftop equipment), on site loading dock activities, use of parking 
structures, use of a rooftop athletic area and use of an outdoor plaza. Hourly Leq noise 
levels from each noise source at the surrounding sensitive receptor locations were then 
calculated and compared to existing ambient noise levels. As part of this analysis, noise 
performance criteria have been specified to meet the City's noise standards where detailed 
information for the aforementioned noise source was not available. 

(4) Ground-Borne Vibration (During Project Construction) 

Ground-borne vibration impacts were evaluated by identifying potential vibration 
sources, estimating the vibration levels at the affected receptor, and comparing the Project
related ground vibration levels with the Project significance thresholds, as described below. 
The vibration source levels for the various types of equipment anticipated to be used were 
based on data provided by the FTA (2006). 

b. Significance Thresholds 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that 
address impacts with regard to noise. These questions are as follows: 

Would the project result in: 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project above levels existing without the project; 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project. 

• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
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the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

In the context of these questions from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the City 
of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide includes specific thresholds for determining 
whether noise impacts associated with construction and operation of a project would be 
significant. These thresholds are included below. 

(1) Construction Noise 

Based on the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally 
have a significant impact on noise levels during construction if: 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient 
exterior sound levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three-month period would 
exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise 
sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise 
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through 
Friday, before 8:00 A.M. or after 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, or at any time on Sunday. 

(2) Noise from Project Operations 

The thresholds for project operation are based on criteria set forth in the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and the City's Noise Ordinance, with the most restrictive 
provisions of the two applied. The proposed Project would have a significant impact on 
noise levels from project operations if: 

• The project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of 
affected uses to increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the "normally 
unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category (see Table IV.H-3 on page 
IV.H-7), or by 5 dBA in CNEL within the "normally acceptable" or "conditionally 
acceptable" category; 

• Project-related operational (i.e., non-roadway) noise sources such as outdoor 
building mechanical/electrical equipment increase ambient noise level (Leq) by 
5 dBA, thus causing a violation of the City Noise Ordinance; 
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• The maximum noise (Lmax) generated from the operation of a parking structure 
(i.e., a car alarm) exceed the average ambient noise level (Leq) by 10 dBA 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide does not recommend a significant 
threshold for interior residential noise levels. However, the City of Los Angeles Building 
Code states that the interior noise level within residential structures attributable to the 
exterior noise sources shall not exceed a maximum 45 dBA (CNEL). Therefore, a 
significant interior noise impact would result if: 

• Proposed Project's residential uses are exposed to an exterior noise level of 
greater than 65 dBA CNEL for outdoor living areas (excluding balconies) or an 
interior noise level of greater than 45 dBA CNEL. 

(3) Construction Vibration 

The City of Los Angeles currently does not have a significance threshold to assess 
vibration impacts from construction activities. Thus, the following threshold has been 
utilized to evaluate construction vibration based on the FTA and Caltrans' standards 
described above: 

• Project construction activities cause a P PV ground-borne vibration level to exceed 
0.3 inch per second at any off-site structures, with the exception of the historic 
structures, if any, where a PPV vibration limit of 0.12 inch per second is utilized. 

(4) Ground-Borne Vibration from Project Operations 

The City of Los Angeles currently does not have a specific significance threshold to 
assess vibration impacts due to long-term project operations. Thus, the County of Los 
Angeles standard for human perception described earlier is used to evaluate potential 
impacts related to project operations. Therefore, impacts relative to ground-borne vibration 
would be considered significant if the following future event were to occur: 

• Project operational activities generate a ground-borne vibration level of 
0.01 inches per second RMS or higher at any off-site structure. 

c. Project Design Features 

The following Project Design Features have a potential to influence Project-related 
noise characteristics, and therefore, were considered in the analysis of potential impacts. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Page IV.H-23 

USC Development Plan 
May 2010 

RL0025370 



EM24584 

IV.H Noise 

(1) Project Construction 

• Project construction would not utilize the use of driven pile systems. 

• Project construction contractor(s) would equip all construction equipment, fixed 
or mobile, with properly operating and maintained noise mufflers, consistent with 
the equipment manufacturers' standards. 

(2) Project Operations 

• Residential and hotel buildings design and construction would incorporate 
materials/ systems and technology required to provide adequate sound insulation 
to meet the acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, as required by the 
City's Building Code. 

• Building mechanical/electrical equipment would be designed to meet the noise 
limit requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02. 

• All outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas would be fully or partially 
enclosed such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any 
adjacent noise sensitive land use would be obstructed. 

• All rooftop parking areas would include a parapet wall of adequate height 
(e.g., minimum 36 inches above the parking level roof elevation) designed to 
screen parking related noises from vehicles. 

• All rooftop mechanical equipment would be enclosed or screened from view with 
appropriate screening walls. 

• Parking structure floor surfaces will incorporate appropriate finishes to prevent 
excessive tire related squeal noise. 

d. Analysis of Proposed Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Noise 

(a) On-Site Construction Activities 

Noise impacts from construction activities occurring within the Project site would be 
a function of the noise generated by construction equipment, the equipment location, the 
timing and duration of the noise-generating activities, and the relative distance to noise 
sensitive receptors. Construction activities typically include site demolition, 
grading/excavation, building construction, and site work. Each stage involves the use of 
different kinds of construction equipment and, therefore, has its own distinct noise 
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characteristics. Demolition generally involves the use of backhoes, front-end loaders, and 
heavy-duty trucks. Site grading and excavation typically require the use of earth moving 
equipment, such as excavators, front-end loaders and heavy-duty trucks. Building 
construction typically involves the use of cranes, forklifts, generators, compressors, 
concrete trucks and delivery trucks. Site work would typically include site utilities and 
would involve the use of a small bulldozer and trencher. Noise from construction 
equipment would generate both steady-state and episodic noise that could be heard both 
on and off the Project site. 

Individual pieces of construction equipment that would be used for Project 
construction would produce maximum noise levels of 75 dBA to 89 dBA at a reference 
distance of 50 feet from the noise source, as shown in Table IV.H-12 on page IV.H-26. 
These construction equipment reference noise levels are based on the FHWA Roadway 
Construction Noise Model User's Guide (RCNM, 2006), which is a report containing actual 
measured noise data for various construction equipment utilized in major construction 
sites. 14 It is important to note that these maximum noise levels would occur when 
equipment is operating under full power conditions. However, equipment used on 
construction sites typically operates at less than full power. Specifically, the estimated 
acoustical usage factor (i.e., the percentage of time that particular equipment is anticipated 
to be in full power operation during a typical construction day) is shown in Table IV.H-12. 
Thus, the noise levels that are presented in Table IV.H-12 are conservative. 

To characterize construction-period noise levels, the average (Hourly Leq) noise level 
associated with each construction stage was calculated based on the quantity, type, and 
usage factors for each type of equipment that would be used during each construction 
stage. These noise levels are typically associated with multiple pieces of equipment 
operating simultaneously. Information with respect to the type and quantity of equipment 
anticipated to be utilized is provided in Appendix I. 

As discussed in Section 11, Project Description, the Project site includes three 
subareas: Subarea 1, Subarea 2, and Subarea 3. Descriptions for each of the Subareas 
are as follows: 

Subarea 1 is the largest of the subareas and is generally bound by Jefferson 
Boulevard to the north, Vermont Avenue to the west, Exposition Boulevard to the south, 
and Flower Street to the east. As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of this EIR, 
potential development sites are spread throughout this subarea and include academic and 
housing structures. In addition, Fire Station No. 15 currently located within Subarea 3 may 

14 FHWA-HEP-05-054 DOT-VNTSC-FHWA-05-01. 
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Table IV.H-12 
Noise levels Generated by Typical Construction Equipment 

Acoustical Use Factor Reference Maximum Noise 
Type of Equipment (%) levels at 50 Feet, lmax (dBA) 

Air Compressor 40 78 

Backhoe 40 78 

Concrete Pump 20 79 

Concrete Truck 40 81 

Crane, Mobile 16 81 

Dozer 40 82 

Drill Rig 20 79 

Excavator 40 81 

Forklift 20 75 

Jack Hammer 20 89 

Loader 40 79 

Skid Steer Loader 40 79 

Dump/ Haul/ Delivery Truck 40 76 

Water Truck 40 76 

Source: FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User's Guide, Table 1, 2006. 

be relocated within the vicinity of what is currently referred to as Parking Lot 1 within 
Subarea 1. Existing land uses immediately adjacent to the Subarea 1 include commercial 
and residential uses to the west; museums, educational and recreational uses to the south 
commercial and residential facilities to the north; and Flower Street and the 1-110 Freeway 
to the east. 

Subarea 2 is located east of the 1-110 Freeway across from the University's campus. 
This area is bounded by Jefferson Boulevard to the north, Hill Street to the east, the Metro 
right-of-way/extension of Exposition Boulevard to the south, and Hope Street to the west. 
Proposed improvements within Subarea 2 include academic-related uses. Current land 
uses in the vicinity of Subarea 2 include the William Jefferson Clinton Middle School, the 
Animo Jackie Robinson High School, commercial/ industrial uses to the north and east and 
the 1-110 Freeway to the west. The nearest residential uses are located approximately 
1,000 feet to the southeast of Subarea 2. 

Subarea 3 is generally bound by Jefferson Boulevard to the south, Hoover Street to 
the east, Vermont Avenue to the west and the alley southerly of 30th Street between 
Vermont Avenue and McClintock Avenue and 30th Street from McClintock Avenue to 
Hoover Street to the north. With the exception of the Jessie L. Terry Manor senior housing 
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development, the buildings within Subarea 3 would be replaced with a new mix of 
University-affiliated uses. These improvements would include University uses, 
retail/commercial uses, housing uses, a hotel and conference center and potentially a 
University-affiliated laboratory, K-8 school and community educational academy. The 
nearest sensitive receptors to Subarea 3 include residential uses to the north, northeast 
and southwest, the USC Catholic Center, and the Hoover Intergenerational Care to the 
east (represented by receptors R1, R7, R8, and R10). 

Construction of the proposed improvements within all three Subareas is anticipated 
to occur between year 2011 and 2030 with some overlap of construction activities between 
the subareas. Therefore, to present the worse-case construction noise-scenario, an 
analysis of the noise levels associated with simultaneous construction at all three Subareas 
is provided. While construction of improvements within Subareas 1 and 2 is anticipated to 
occur through 2030, construction activities within Subarea 3 (which is divided into two 
phases, A and B) are anticipated to occur as early as 2011 and completed by 2015. 
Subarea 3-Phase A, which includes improvements within the eastern portion of the 
subarea is expected to be developed as early as 2011 and continues through 2013 and 
construction of Subarea 3-Phase B, which includes the western portion of the subarea is 
expected to be developed as early as 2013 through 2015. Based on this approximate 
phasing, construction related noise levels are presented for three time durations as follows; 
2011 through 2013 (Subareas 1, 2, and 3-Phase A), 2013 through 2015 (Subareas 1, 2, 
and 3-Phase B), and 2015 through 2030 (Subareas 1 and 2). 

Table IV.H-13 on page IV.H-28 provides the estimated noise levels associated with 
the conservative scenario of simultaneous construction activities within Subareas 1, 2 and 
3-Phase A The analysis assumed a worst case scenario in which construction activities 
would occur at the perimeter at each of the Subareas closest to the affected off-site 
receptor locations. As indicated in Table IV.H-13, with the exception of land uses 
represented by receptor locations R2 and R9, construction activities noise levels would 
exceed the significance threshold of 5 dBA above the existing ambient noise levels at all 
off-site sensitive receptors. The highest noise levels would be generated during the site 
grading/excavation phase, which would generate noise levels up to 82 dBA (Leq) at 
receptor R7. 

Table IV.H-14 on page IV.H-29 provides the estimated construction related noise 
levels associated with the conservative scenario of simultaneous construction activities 
within Subareas 1, 2, and 3-Phase B. As indicated in Table IV.H-14, noise levels 
generated by Project construction would exceed the Project's significance threshold at all 
off-site sensitive receptors, with the exception of land uses represented by receptor 
locations R2, R8, and R9. 
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Table IV.H-13 
Construction Noise Impacts - Development Within Subareas 1, 2 and 3-Phase A 

Approximate Estimated Construction Noise Levels by 
Distance Construction Phases, Leq (dBA) 

from Nearest 
Receptor to 

Project Site Significance Significant 
Construction Grading/ Building Threshold, b Impact Prior 

Location Area, feet a Demolition Excavation Construction Site Work Leq (dBA) to Mitigation 

R1 200 78 79 75 72 74 Yes 

R2 600 59 59 56 53 62 No 

R3 250 76 77 73 71 67 Yes 

R4 200 78 79 75 72 65 Yes 

RS 400 72 73 69 66 70 Yes 

R6 200 78 79 75 72 75 Yes 

R7 200 81 82 78 75 67 Yes 

R8 200 78 79 75 72 72 Yes 

R9 1800 43 43 40 37 62 No 

R10 200 78 79 75 72 67 Yes 

a All distances are measured using Google Earth, 2010. 
b Existing daytime ambient noise level plus 5 dBA. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

Table IV.H-15 on page IV.H-30 provides the estimated noise levels associated with 
simultaneous construction activities within Subareas 1 and 2 that are anticipated to occur 
after completion of development in Subarea 3. As indicated in Table IV.H-15, land uses 
represented by receptor locations R1 and R3 through R7 would be exposed to Project
related construction noise levels that would exceed the significance threshold. At all other 
off-site receptors, Project- related construction noise levels would be below the existing 
daytime ambient noise levels. As previously discussed, the noise analysis assumed a 
worst-case analysis where construction activities were assumed to be at the perimeter of 
the Subarea closest to the affected receptors. With respect to the off-site receptor 
locations, additional noise attenuation would occur as the construction activities would 
move farther away from the Subarea's perimeter facing a particular receptor. 

Although the Project construction schedule would span from 2011 to 2030, each 
individual construction project (i.e., buildings) would be completed in a much shorter period 
(e.g., typically less than two years). Therefore, noise impacts at each of the off-site 
receptors would be limited to the duration for each of the building(s) to be constructed 
closest to the affected receptor. Nevertheless, Project-related construction activities would 
result in a significant noise impact. 
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Table IV.H-14 
Construction Noise Impacts - Development Within Subareas 1, 2 and 3-Phase B 

Approximate Estimated Construction Noise Levels by 
Distance Construction Phases, Leq (dBA) 

from Nearest 
Receptor to 

Project Site Significance Significant 
Construction Grading/ Building Threshold, b Impact Prior 

Location Area, feet a Demolition Excavation Construction Site Work Leq (dBA) to Mitigation 

R1 200 79 79 76 73 74 Yes 

R2 600 59 59 56 53 62 No 
R3 250 76 77 73 71 67 Yes 

R4 200 78 79 75 72 65 Yes 

RS 400 72 73 69 66 70 Yes 

R6 200 78 79 75 72 75 Yes 

R7 200 78 79 75 72 67 Yes 

RS 900 48 49 45 42 72 No 
R9 1800 42 43 39 36 62 No 

R10 200 78 79 75 72 67 Yes 

a All distances are measured using Google Earth, 2010. 
b Existing daytime ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

(b) Off-Site Construction Trucks 

In addition to on-site construction noise sources, delivery, concrete mix, and haul 
trucks (trucks) and construction worker vehicles would require access to the Project site 
during the construction phase. The major noise sources associated with the off-site 
construction trucks would be from delivery/concrete mix/haul trucks, as construction worker 
related traffic is limited to daytime hours (early morning and arrival at the site and early 
evening departure from the site). Construction related trucks would generally access the 
western portion of Subarea 1 and Subarea 3 of the Project site via the Santa Monica 
Freeway (1-10). Trucks would enter/exit the Project site via Vermont Avenue, Exposition 
Boulevard, or Jefferson Boulevard. Construction vehicles arriving and leaving the eastern 
portion of Subarea 1 and Subarea 2 would travel via Jefferson Boulevard to the 1-110 
Freeway or via northbound Figueroa Street to the 1-10. The trucks would avoid passing by 
the 32nd Street School and the Science Center School located at the corner of Exposition 
Boulevard and Figueroa Street. There are noise sensitive uses (i.e., residential and school 
uses) along the roadways between the Project site and the 1-10 Freeway, which would 
have direct line-of-sight to the construction truck route. 
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Table IV.H-15 
Construction Noise Impacts -Development Within Subareas 1 and 2 

Approximate Estimated Construction Noise Levels by 
Distance Construction Phases, Leq (dBA) 

from Nearest 
Receptor to Significant 

Project Site Significance Impact Prior 
Construction Grading/ Building Threshold, b to 

Location Area, feet a Demolition Excavation Construction Site Work Leq (dBA) Mitigation 

R1 200 78 79 75 72 74 Yes 

R2 600 59 59 56 53 62 No 

R3 250 76 77 73 71 67 Yes 

R4 200 78 79 75 72 65 Yes 

RS 400 72 73 69 66 70 Yes 

R6 200 78 79 75 72 75 Yes 

R7 200 78 79 75 72 67 Yes 

R8 900 45 46 42 39 72 No 

R9 1800 41 42 38 35 62 No 

R10 600 49 49 46 43 67 No 

a All distances are measured using Google Earth, 2010. 
b Existing daytime ambient plus 5 dBA. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

Based on the Project's construction plan, the peak period of truck movements would 
be during grading operations for Subarea 3 where there would be up to 200 haul trucks 
(400 trips) per day. Based on a 10-hour work day and on an average hourly basis, there 
would be a maximum of 40 trucks trips (entering and exiting the Project site) per hour. 
Hourly average noise generated by construction trucks along the roadways leading to the 
Project site would be approximately 66 dBA (Leq(hrJ), which would be consistent with the 
existing daytime hourly ambient noise levels of 62 - 70 dBA, as measured along Exposition 
Boulevard (R3), Vermont Avenue (R1 ), and Jefferson Boulevard (R6). As such, noise 
impacts from Project-related off-site construction traffic would be less than significant. 

(2) Construction Vibration 

Construction activities can generate varying degrees of ground vibration, depending 
on the construction procedures and the construction equipment used. The operation of 
construction equipment generates vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish 
in amplitude (strength) with distance from the source (construction equipment). The effect 
on buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil 
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type, ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receptor buildings. The results 
from vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low 
rumbling sounds and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the 
highest levels. Ground-borne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach the levels 
that damage structures. The FTA has published standard vibration velocities for 
construction equipment operations. The reference vibration levels (peak particle velocities, 
PPV) for construction equipment pieces anticipated to be used during Project construction 
are listed in Table IV.H-16 on page IV.H-32. With regard to the Project, high levels of 
ground-borne vibration would be generated primarily during site demolition and 
grading/excavation activities on site. 

Ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. As indicated in Table IV.H-16, 
vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that would be used 
during Project construction range from 0.003 to 0.089 inch/sec PPV at 25 feet from the 
equipment, based on the FTA data. At 50 feet (this is the distance between the closest on
site construction equipment and the off-site structure) from the source of activity, vibration 
velocities would be reduced to 0.001 to 0.031 inch per second PPV. As each of these 
values is well below the 0.3 and 0.12 inch per second PPV significance threshold for older 
residential and historic structures, vibration impacts associated with construction would be 
less than significant 

(3) Operational Noise 

As the proposed Project builds out, on- and off-site noise levels would increase as a 
result of contributions from Project-related on-site and off-site noise sources. On-site noise 
sources would include building mechanical equipment, parking facilities, loading areas 
typical institutional/educational related activities including outdoor plazas, and athletic 
fields, the K-8 laboratory school, fire station, and emergency rooftop helipads. In addition, 
off, site auto traffic would contribute to noise levels. These potential noise impacts are 
discussed below. 

(a) On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

(i) Building Mechanical Equipment 

Operation of the Project would require a use of building mechanical equipment to 
condition and ventilate the indoor air environment. This equipment would be expected to 
include air handling units, cooling towers, chillers, and exhaust-air fans. The mechanical 
equipment would be located inside an enclosed mechanical room/central plant or on 
building rooftops and would be shielded from off-site noise sensitive receptors. In addition, 
as described above (Project Design Features), the equipment would be designed to meet 
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Estimated Vibration levels at Indicated 
Reference Vibration Distance, PPV (inch/second) b 

levels at 25 feet, PPV 
Construction Equipment (inch/second) a 50 feet 100 feet 

Large bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.004 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.031 0.004 

Loaded trucks 0.076 0.027 0.003 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.002 

Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 <0.001 

a FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Table 12-2, 2006. 
b PPV at a given distance; D = PPVref x (2510) 15

. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

the requirements of LAMC, Chapter XI, Section 112.02 which requires that building 
mechanical equipment shall not increase the existing ambient noise levels on adjacent 
property by more than five (5) decibels in terms of hourly Leq and 3 dBA in terms of 24-hour 
CNEL levels. As such, impacts associated with mechanical equipment would be less than 
significant. 

(ii) Parking Facilities 

To provide parking to meet the Project demand, additional parking structures and 
surface parking areas may be constructed within each of the Subareas. Subarea 3 is 
anticipated to be developed with new parking facilities that would form a podium for the 
development of various uses above. In addition, new parking structures may also be 
developed within Subareas 1 and 2, particularly within the later stages of implementation of 
the Project. As described above, the parking facilities would be constructed such that all 
rooftop parking areas would include a parapet wall to screen parking related noises from 
vehicles. However, in several instances, particularly within Subarea 3, the new parking 
structures may be located across from off-site sensitive uses with an intervening roadway 
in between. 

Various noise events would periodically occur from the new parking facilities 
including: activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming of car doors and tire 
squeals. Automobile movements would comprise the most continuous noise source and 
would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA (Lmax) at a distance of 25 feet. 
Furthermore, car alarm and horn noise events would generate maximum noise levels of as 
high as 75 dBA (Lmax) at a reference distance of 25 feet. 
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Two parking structures are proposed within Subarea 3, one located at the eastern 
portion and the other at the western portion, to serve the parking needs of the proposed 
uses. The eastern parking structure would be multi-level (above grade) and would 
generally be shielded from off-site noise sensitive receptors by new buildings and existing 
adjacent development. Based on the conceptual site plan presented in Section 11, Project 
Description of this EIR, the open portion of the eastern parking structure within the 
northeastern portion of Subarea 3 would be a minimum of approximately 150 feet from the 
nearest off-site residential buildings. Based on distance attenuation, the maximum noise 
from automobile movement within the parking structure at the nearest of-site residential 
use would be reduced to a maximum noise level of 50 dBA (Lmax), which would be below 
the existing nighttime ambient noise level of 59 dBA (based on measured ambient noise 
levels at receptor R 10). The intermittent noise from car alarms or horns, would reach as 
high as 60 dBA (Lmax), which would be a maximum 1 dBA above the measured nighttime 
ambient noise levels of 59 dBA (Leq). 

The parking structure within the western portion of Subarea 3 would be located to 
the east of the existing senior housing (located within the Project site) and to the south of 
existing off-site residential uses. Based on the Project conceptual site plan, the parking 
structure would be fully enclosed, with the exception of the entrance/exit, which would 
provide adequate sound attenuation to adjacent senior housing and the off-site noise 
receptors (R10). Based on an estimated minimum noise insulation of 25 dBA provided by 
the enclosed structure, parking related noise would reduce to approximately 50 dBA (Lmax) 
at the senior housing uses to the west and off-site residential uses to the north (R10) 15

. 

Therefore, noise from car alarms and/or horns would comply with the City's Noise 
Regulation. Furthermore, car alarms and horn associated noise levels at the nearest off
site receptor would be consistent with the existing ambient sound environment, based on 
the measured nighttime ambient noise levels. As such, noise impacts associated with the 
proposed parking structures would be less than significant. 

(iii) Loading Areas 

The proposed Project would include loading docks to be located at various locations 
within the proposed Subareas. Based on measured noise levels from similar loading dock 
facilities, delivery trucks (while idling at the loading dock) would generate noise levels of 
approximately 71 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 50 feet. 16 However, as discussed above, the 
loading and unloading facilities would be fully or partially enclosed such that the line-of
sight between these noise sources and any adjacent noise sensitive land use would be 

15 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to 
Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, 197 4. 

16 Based on measurement of previous projects (See Appendix I for list of previous projects). 
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obstructed. Thus, noise levels related to typical loading and unloading activities would be 
contained and noise impacts would be less than significant. 

(iv) Outdoor Plazas and Athletic Fields 

The proposed Project would include new plazas and athletic fields. In particular, 
Subarea 3 would include a new central plaza at grade level as well as a rooftop athletic 
field. The athletic events at the rooftop field, located approximately 180 feet from the 
nearest off-site sensitive noise receptor, would typically occur until 10:00 P. M. The majority 
of the off-site sensitive receptors would be buffered from noise from the central plaza by 
intervening buildings. In addition, the central plaza would be approximately 400 feet from 
the nearest off-site residential uses along 31st Street to the north (R 10). Noise from the 
central plaza would normally be generated by voices associated with people gathering. A 
typical male and female speaking in a loud voice would generate sound levels of 
approximately 75 dBA and 71 dBA (Leq at a distance of 3.3 feet), respectively. 17 

Therefore, based on distance attenuation and the minimum noise reduction that would be 
provided by the surrounding buildings, in order to reach a significant impact noise threshold 
at the nearest off-site sensitive receptor (R10), approximately 3,000 people would be 
required to be gathering within the Subarea 3 central plaza. However, the anticipated 
number of people that would gather within the central plaza would be well below 3,000. 
Thus, significant impacts would not occur. Similarly, noise from the proposed plazas and 
open spaces within Subareas 1 and 2 would not result in significant impacts as these areas 
are located further away from the nearest off-site sensitive receptors than that of the 
Subarea 3 central plaza. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the outdoor plaza in 
Subarea 3 and other outdoor areas within Subareas 1 and 2 would be less than significant. 

The outdoor athletic field would be located on top of the Subarea 3 parking 
structure, approximately 50-feet above local grade. In addition, the outdoor athletic field 
would be partially shielded from the off-site sensitive receptors by the parapet wall at the 
roof top level. Noise associated with an athletic field generally includes sounds from 
interaction of players and spectators cheering. The Project outdoor athletic field is not 
anticipated to have large number of spectators. The athletic field operations would 
generate noise levels of approximately 72 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 20 feet, based on 
previous noise measurements of various outdoor athletic activities, including tennis, softball 
and football games. 18 The nearest noise sensitive receptors to the proposed outdoor 
athletic field are residential uses along 31st Street, which would be a minimum of 180 feet 
away (R10). Based on a minimum distance attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of 
distance, the outdoor athletic field related noise at the nearest residential use would be 
approximately 53 dBA (Leq), which would be below the existing nighttime ambient noise 

17 Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control, Table 16. 1, Cyril M. Harris, Third Edition, 1991. 
18 Based on previous noise measurements of school projects (See Appendix I for list of previous projects). 
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level of 59 dBA Therefore, noise impacts associated with the proposed outdoor athletic 
field would be less than significant. 

(v) K-8 Laboratory School 

The proposed Project may also include a K-8 laboratory school and community 
educational academy comprised of up to approximately 80,000 square feet developed 
within Subarea 3. On-site noise sources associated with the proposed K-8 laboratory 
school would include building mechanical equipment, student activity on site, and the use 
of school bells. With the exception of building mechanical equipment, these sources would 
generate short-term and intermittent noise that generally would be limited to the school 
campus and immediate vicinity. In addition, these sources of noise would occur during 
daytime hours only. With the exception of Project outdoor mounted mechanical 
equipment, the majority of noise (student activity and school's bells) would be generated 
within the building interior and the school's outdoor play-field/yard. As previously 
discussed, the building mechanical equipment would be designed to meet the City's 
exterior noise standard. In addition, outdoor student activities on play-fields would 
generate noise levels of approximately 72 dBA (Leq) at a distance of 20 feet. 19 The 
sensitive receptors to the nearest boundary of Subarea 3 where the school may be placed 
are residential uses along 31st Street. At the closest point, Subarea 3 is approximately 
50 feet from these residential uses. Based on a distance attenuation rate of minimum 6 
dBA per doubling of distance, the school's play-field related noise at the nearest residential 
use would be approximately 64 dBA, which is consistent with the existing daytime ambient 
noise level of approximately 62 dBA (based on daytime ambient noise level measured at 
receptor R10). It is important to note that the estimated 64 dBA play-field noise level is 
represents a worst case noise scenario, as it assumes all play field related noise activities 
would occur near the Subarea boundary line closest to the neighboring residential uses. 
Therefore, noise impacts associated with the proposed K-8 laboratory school would be less 
than significant. 

(vi) Fire Station 

As discussed above, Fire Station No. 15 may be relocated from Subarea 3 to within 
the vicinity of what is currently referred to as Parking Lot 1 within Subarea 1. Typical on
site noise sources associated with a fire station include outdoor mechanical equipment 
mounted on buildings, an emergency generator and the use of an outdoor public address 
system. As previously discussed, outdoor building mechanical equipment would be 
designed to meet the City's exterior noise standard. Thus, noise levels generated by off
site mechanical equipment would be consistent with the existing ambient sound level. It is 

19 Based on previous noise measurements of school projects (See Appendix I for list of previous projects). 
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anticipated that the outdoor public address system would only be used during the daytime 
hours to broadcast emergency messages. The use of the public address system for 
emergency uses is excluded from the City's noise limits. In addition, the fire station 
emergency generator would only be used during power outages and tested on a regular 
basis during daytime hours to ensure the operational readiness of the generator. 
Therefore, significant noise impacts would not be expected from on-site noise sources 
within the relocated fire station. 

In addition to the on-site noise sources, sirens from emergency vehicles would 
generate high noise levels along the response routes, which would likely exceed the 
existing ambient noise levels. Noise generated by sirens, however, would be occasional 
and short-lived, typically lasting less than a few seconds as the fire engine passes through 
the local streets. In addition, siren use would be at the discretion of the emergency vehicle 
operator except at controlled intersections where use of the siren is mandatory. 
Furthermore, noise from the fire engine siren (used for emergency basis) is excluded from 
the City's Noise Limits. As such, noise impacts associated with the relocated fire station 
would be less than significant. 

(vii) Emergency Rooftop Helipad Noise Levels 

The proposed new buildings may have heights of up to 150 feet. Thus, these 
buildings would require an emergency helipad pursuant to LAMC requirements. 20 Use of 
the helipad would be for emergency purposes only. Thus, based on the infrequent and 
emergency nature of such a use, adverse noise impacts related to helipad uses would be 
less than significant. 

(b) Off-Site Traffic (Mobile Sources) 

Future roadway traffic noise levels were calculated along 50 off-site roadway 
segments in the vicinity of the Project site. According to the Traffic Study, the proposed 
Project is expected to generate a net increase of 13,57 4 daily trips by the Project build-out 
year of 2030. 21 The increase in roadway traffic was analyzed to determine if any traffic
related noise impacts would result from the proposed Project. The Project-related traffic 
noise impact was determined by comparing the increase in noise levels from the "future 

2° City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57. 118. 12 requires that buildings over 7 5 feet in height be 
equipped with an emergency helipad. 

21 Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, Traffic Impact Analysis, 2010. 
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without Project" (2030 baseline) to "future with Project" (2030 baseline plus Project-related 
traffic) with the significance threshold. 22 

Table IV.H-17 on page IV.H-38 provides a summary of the off-site roadway noise 
analysis. The CNEL noise levels are calculated at a 25 foot distance from the edge of the 
roadway and do not account for the presence of sound barriers or intervening structures, if 
any. As shown in Table IV.H-17, the Project would result in a maximum of a 0.8 dBA 
increase in traffic noise along Hoover Street (between 30th Street and 32nd Street) and 
2y!h Street (west of Vermont Avenue). The increase in noise level is considered negligible 
in an exterior noise environment. Typically, a minimum 3 dBA change in noise 
environment (increase and/or decrease) is considered as a threshold of human perception. 
At all other analyzed roadway segments, the increase due to Project-related traffic would 
be lower (less than 0.8 dBA). The incremental change in Project-related traffic noise level 
would be below both the 3 dBA and 5 dBA (CNEL) significance thresholds. Therefore, off
site traffic noise impacts due to the Project would be less than significant. 

(c) Composite Noise Levels Impacts from Proposed Project Operations 

An evaluation of noise from all proposed Project sources (i.e., composite noise 
levels) was conducted to conservatively ascertain the potential maximum Project-related 
noise level increase that may occur at the noise-sensitive receptor locations included in this 
analysis. The overall sound environment at the areas surrounding the Project site is 
comprised of contributions from each individual noise source associated with the typical 
daily operation of the proposed Project. As described above, primary noise sources 
associated with the proposed Project would include vehicular traffic, mechanical 
equipment, parking facilities, loading/unloading activities, use of outdoor plazas/outdoor 
athletic areas and the proposed K-8 laboratory school. 

Based on a review of the noise-sensitive receptors and the proposed Project's noise 
sources, the primary noise-sensitive locations wherein composite noise impacts could 
occur are residential uses north of W. 31st Street (R10). Due to a combination of distance 
and the presence of intervening structures other off-site sensitive receptors are effectively 
shielded from the Project-related noise sources, with the exception of off-site roadway 
traffic. Road- way traffic noise impacts are fully analyzed above. 

22 The 2030 baseline includes existing traffic volumes plus future growth and known related projects 
volumes. The "future with Project" includes the 2030 baseline plus the Project-related traffic. 
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Normandie A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 

Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Vermont A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 

Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Hoover Street 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & 30th Street 

Between 30th Street & 32"d Street 

Between 32"d Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Figueroa Street 
Between 23'd Street & Adams Boulevard 

Between Adams Boulevard & 30th Street 

Between 30th Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Table IV.H-17 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a 

2030 Without Project 2030 
Adjacent Land Uses (Baseline) With Project 

Residential 69.8 69.8 

Residential 69.3 69.3 

Residential 69.1 69.2 

Residential/Reliqious Institution 69.4 69.5 

Residential 69.5 69.5 

School 70.2 70.2 

Commercial 69.6 69.6 

Residential/School/ 69.6 69.8 
Reliqious Institution 

Residential/Reliqious Institution 69.9 70.0 

Park 68.6 68.7 

Commercial 68.9 68.9 

School/Reliaious Institution 69.7 69.9 
Residential/Reliqious Institution 68.5 68.7 

Commercial 67.1 67.9 
School/Reliqious Institution 67.0 67.7 

School/ Reliqious Institution 70.2 70.3 

Reliqious Institution 69.9 70.0 

Commercial 69.9 69.9 

Residential/ Hotel 70.0 70.0 

Residential 68.5 68.5 
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Increase in Noise 
Levels due to 
Project, CNEL 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.8 

0.7 
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0.0 

0.0 

USC Development Plan 
May 2010 

m s:: .....,, 
~ 
en 
CD 
00 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
01 
c..v 
00 
Q') 

Exposition Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Figueroa Street 

Grand A venue 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & 3yth Street 

3ih Street 

East of Grand Avenue 

Jefferson Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & McClintock Avenue 
Between McClintock Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 

Adams Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 

East of Fiqueroa Street 

361h Place 

West of Vermont Avenue 

McClintock Avenue 
North of Jefferson Boulevard 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Table IV.H-17 (Continued) 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a 

2030 Without Project 2030 
Adjacent Land Uses (Baseline) With Project 

Residential 68.5 68.6 
Residential 68.7 68.8 

Residential b/Park/ 69.4 69.5 
Hiqher Educational b 

School 62.7 62.7 

School (Playfield) 62.0 62.2 

Residential 68.5 68.5 
Residential/Religious Institution 68.2 68.3 

Residential 69.4 69.1 
Hiqher Educational b 69.2 69.5 

School/ Auditorium/ Religious 69.9 69.9 
Institution 

Residential/ ReliQious Institution 68.0 68.2 
Residential/ ReliQious Institution 68.5 68.7 
Residential/ Religious Institution 69.0 69.1 

Residential/School/ 69.1 69.2 
Reliqious Institution 
Reliqious Institution 69.1 69.2 

Residential/School 61.0 61.4 

Residential 61.5 -- c 
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Increase in Noise 
Levels due to 
Project, CNEL 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 
0.1 
-0.3 
0.3 
0.0 

0.2 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 

0.1 

0.4 

c --
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Table IV.H-17 (Continued) 
Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a 

2030 Without Project 
Adjacent Land Uses (Baseline) 

30th Street 

Between Hoover Street & Fiqueroa Street Residential 60.5 
West of Hoover Street Residential 61.8 

32nd Street 

East of Hoover Street Residential/School 59.1 

2ih Street 

West of Vermont Avenue Residential/ School 57.8 

Washington Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue Commercial 68.5 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street School/Reliqious Institution 69.1 
East of Hoover Street Commercial 69.4 

29th Street 

East of Vermont Avenue Residential 58.0 
Wet of Vermont Avenue Residential 58.6 

Hill Street 
North of Jefferson Boulevard School 66.3 
South of Jefferson Boulevard School 66.4 

24th Street 

West of Hoover Street Residential 58.0 

Broadway 

North of Jefferson Boulevard School 67.5 
South of Jefferson Boulevard School 62.4 

a Calculated noise level at 25 feet from roadway traffic only. Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix I. 
b Existing USC's student residence hall/ apartments and classroom buildings. 
c This roadway segment would be vacated and become part of the Project; therefore, no calculation was made. 

Source: AES, 2010. 
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2030 
With Project 

60.5 
61.8 

59.3 

58.6 

68.7 
69.3 
69.5 

58.5 
58.6 

66.4 
66.4 

58.0 

67.6 
62.7 
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Increase in Noise 
Levels due to 
Project, CNEL 

0.0 
0.0 

0.2 

0.8 

0.2 
0.2 
0.1 

0.5 
0.0 

0.1 
0.0 

0.0 

0.1 
0.3 
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IV.H Noise 

The noise analyses for the Project-related noise sources (i.e., off-site traffic, on-site 
mechanical equipment, parking facilities, central plazas/outdoor athletic areas, 
loading/unloading activities, and K-8 laboratory school) were made using various noise 
descriptors (i.e., 24-hour CNEL, 1-hour Leq, and instantaneous Lmax). However, in order to 
evaluate the combined noise effect of all noise sources, a common noise descriptor, CNEL, 
is used. Based on the Project-related noise analysis above, the Project-related off-site 
traffic would not result in an increase in traffic noise level at receptor R 10. Project-related 
mechanical equipment, as described above, would be shielded from all noise sensitive 
receptors through Project Design Features that would meet the City's Noise Ordinance 
(i.e., allowing a maximum of 5 dBA increase over the lowest ambient noise levels in terms 
of hourly Leq and/or the 3 dBA increase in CNEL, whichever is more stringent). Based on 
the measured ambient noise levels, the existing CNEL at receptor R10 is 64 dBA CNEL. 
Therefore, the Project's mechanical equipment noise levels would be designed to meet 
62 dBA CNEL at off-site sensitive receptors represented by R10, in order to limit the 
increase in ambient noise level to less than 3 dBA CNEL. 

With respect to the parking structures at Subarea 3, the western parking structure is 
fully enclosed therefore parking related noises will be less than significant. The parking
related activities at the eastern parking structure are estimated to generate maximum noise 
levels of 60 dBA (Lmax) at R 10. Because of the intermittent/infrequent noise events (e.g., 
car alarm and horn events) associated with the parking facilities, the parking facility-related 
noise level at R10 is estimated to be 57 dBA CNEL, which would be 7 dBA below the 
existing CNEL. 

The central plaza and recreational areas, as analyzed above, are not expected to 
increase the existing ambient noise levels based on the hourly Leq basis. Furthermore, the 
central plaza and recreational areas would not be operating (occupied) during the late night 
hours. Therefore, noise associated with the central plaza and the recreational area would 
not increase the ambient noise levels in terms of CNEL. 

As previously mentioned, the loading docks would be located within enclosed 
buildings, which will not have any unobstructed openings that face toward any noise
sensitive receptor location. Therefore, noise associated with the loading docks at R 10 
would be negligible and would not increase the overall ambient noise levels. 

The use of outdoor field associated with the daily operation of proposed K-8 
laboratory school is estimated to generate 53.5 dBA (CNEL) at receptor location R10. 

In summary, Project-related off-site traffic is not expected to increase the ambient 
noise at the residential uses directly north of Subarea 3 (R10). The on-site noise sources, 
including mechanical equipment, central plaza/outdoor athletic areas, parking facilities, 
loading docks, and the K-8 laboratory school are expected to increase the existing ambient 
noise level at receptor R10 by a maximum of 2.9 dBA (CNEL). Therefore, the overall noise 
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level from all Project sources will have a less than 3 dBA CNEL contribution to the 
composite noise environment at the nearest residential uses (R10), which would be below 
the 3 dBA significance threshold. Composite noise impacts at all other receptors are 
expected to be lower, as they are located further from the Project on-site noise sources. 
As such, the composite noise level impact due to the proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 

(4) Operational Vibration 

The Project would include typical commercial-grade stationary mechanical and 
electrical equipment such as air handling units, condenser units, and exhaust fans, which 
would produce vibration. In addition, the primary sources of transient vibration would 
include passenger vehicle circulation within proposed parking facilities and on-site delivery 
truck activity. Ground-borne vibration generated by each of the above-mentioned activities 
would be similar to the existing sources (i.e., traffic on adjacent roadways) adjacent to the 
Project site, which would be below the significance threshold of 0.01 inch/second (RMS). 
Therefore, potential vibration impacts from all Project sources at all off-site receptors would 
be less than the significance threshold of 0.01 inches per second RMS for perceptibility. 
As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant. 

(5) Site Compatibility for New Buildings 

(a) Noise 

The Project would develop a mix of building uses including student housing, 
academic uses and commercial uses. The primary source of noise that these uses would 
be exposed to is traffic noise from adjacent roadways. Table IV.H-18 on page IV.H-43, 
provides the projected traffic noise levels for roadway segments adjacent to the proposed 
development as function of distance, including both 25 feet and 50 feet from the edge of a 
given roadway. The Project's traffic noise model assumes straight line 
attenuations/reductions in noise levels of 3 dBA per doubling distance (including the 
distance from the edge of the roadway to the road centerline) with no intervening 
structures. As indicated on Table IV.H-18, the Project's new buildings that are located 
within 25 feet from the adjacent roadways (i.e., Jefferson Boulevard, Figueroa Street, 
W. 30th Street) would be exposed to noise levels that range from 61.8 CNEL to 70.0 CNEL 
which would exceed the City's exterior noise standard of 65 CNEL for multi-family 
residential and hotel development. The estimated exterior noise environment (i.e., 
61.8 CNEL to 70.0 CNEL), however, would be compatible for school and 
business/commercial developments with respect to the City's land use noise compatibility 
(normally acceptable up to 70 CNEL). Also shown on Table IV.H-18 on page IV.H-43 are 
the estimated distances at which traffic related noise levels would drop to 65 CNEL and 
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Table IV.H-18 
Roadway Noise Impacts at Proposed Planning Areas at Project Build-out (2030) 

Calculated Traffic Noise levels at Calculated Distance from 
Reference Distance from the Edge the Edge of the Nearest 

of the Nearest Roadway, CNEl Roadway to CNEl Noise 
(dBA) Contour, (feet)a 

Planning Area Adjacent Roadways 25 feet 50 feet 65 CNEl 70 CNEl 

Subarea 1 Jefferson Boulevard 69.9 68.3 150 25 
Figueroa Street 70.0 68.5 150 25 
Exposition Boulevard 69.5 67.9 125 20 
Vermont Avenue 70.0 68.4 150 20 

b -Jefferson Boulevard 67.5 66.0 70 
Subarea 2 b W. Grand Avenue 62.7 60.9 10 -

S. Hill Street 66.4 64.8 50 b -

Subarea 3 
Jefferson Boulevard 69.5 67.9 125 20 

b S. Hoover Street 67.0 65.5 75 -
W. 30m Street 61.8 60.1 b b - -

a The calculated CNEL noise contour distances (feet) do not include noise attenuation from structures (barriers 

b 
and buildings), which would further reduce the noise levels. 
Noise level is met at roadway right-of-way (rlw). 

Source: AES, 2010. 

70 CNEL. The 65 CNEL noise level is identified by the City of Los Angeles's exterior land 
use/noise compatibility guideline chart (Table IV.H-3 on page IV.H-7) as the "normally 
acceptable" level for noise sensitive uses such as multi-family residential and hotel 
developments. Therefore, the Project Design Features will include appropriate noise 
insulation in the design of the residential and hotel building, to reduce the exterior noise 
level to 45 dBA CNEL at the interior of the building, as required by City's building code. 
Incorporation of the Project Design Features would reduce potential noise impacts 
associated with the introduction of residential and hotel uses to a less than significant level. 

(b) Vibration 

The metro light rail (Expo Line) is currently under construction along Exposition 
Boulevard approximately 50 feet to the south from the Project site. Based on the FTA 
screening guidelines, residential uses at distances greater than 150 feet from the rail road 
tracks, would have little possibility of experiencing significant adverse vibration impacts. 23 

However, the future Expo Line along Exposition Boulevard would be approximately 50 feet 

23 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. 
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from the nearest Project buildings. Based on the Expo Line project's Final SEIS/SEIR 
findings, the predicted ground-borne vibration due to the future light rail, along Exposition 
Boulevard adjacent to the Project site, would be 75 VdB and would meet the FTA vibration 
criteria for institutional uses. 24 Therefore, the proposed buildings would not be expected to 
experience excessive ground-borne vibration impacts from the existing and future rail 
operation. No mitigation measures are required. 

(6) Transfers of Floor Area 

The proposed Project would include flexibility to allow for transfers of floor area for 
academic/University uses and student housing between Subarea 1 and Subarea 3A on a 
per square foot basis. While transfers of floor area across Subareas would be permitted, 
the maximum amount of floor area would not exceed 30 percent of the Subarea total for 
Subarea 1 and 15 percent of the Subarea total for Subarea 3A In addition, the maximum 
Project total of 5,230,000 square feet may not be exceeded. Floor area transfers would not 
result in new impacts with regard to noise. Floor area transfers would not change the 
construction noise sources and operational stationary noise sources from what was 
analyzed within this Draft EIR section. Additionally, as analyzed in Section IV.K.1, 
Transportation and Circulation, floor area transfers for academic/University land uses and 
student housing would be trip neutral. Specifically, floor area transfers would not cause the 
number of total trips to exceed the estimated number of Project vehicle trips (approximately 
13,57 4 net new daily trips at maximum including 732 trips A. M. peak hour and 1,057 trips 
P.M. peak hour trips) as analyzed in this Draft EIR. Therefore, as floor area transfers would 
be trip neutral, off-site traffic noise levels would be similar to those analyzed herein. In 
summary, floor area transfers would not alter the conclusions with regard to noise impacts. 
Should academic/University or student residential floor area be transferred across the 
Subareas, the resulting impacts would be similar to those evaluated herein. 

4. Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project together with future related projects would contribute to 
cumulative noise impacts. The potential for cumulative noise impacts to occur is based on 
the distance between each related project and their stationary noise sources including the 
cumulative traffic that these projects and future anticipated growth would add on to the 
surrounding roadway network. 

24 Mid-City/Exposition LRT Project Final EISIEIR, Chapter 4. 6 Noise and Vibration, Metro, October 2005. 
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(1) Construction Noise and Vibration 

As discussed in Section Ill, Environmental Setting of this EIR, future growth 
including the development of 30 related projects is anticipated in the Project vicinity through 
the year 2030. Noise from construction activities associated with this future growth 
together with Project-related construction activities could contribute to the cumulative noise 
impact for receptors located between the two construction sites. However, cumulative 
construction-related noise levels from future development would be intermittent and 
temporary. In addition, like the Project, it is anticipated that future construction of related 
projects in the vicinity would comply with time restrictions and other relevant provisions in 
the City's Municipal Code. In addition, noise associated with cumulative construction 
activities would be reduced to the degree reasonably and technically feasible through 
proposed mitigation measures for the related project. However, even with proposed 
mitigation measures, significant and unavoidable cumulative construction noise impacts 
could result at the nearby noise sensitive receptors. 

Due to the rapid attenuation characteristics of ground-borne vibration and distance 
of the related projects to the proposed Project, there is no potential for a cumulative 
construction-period impact with respect to ground-borne vibration. 

(2) long-Term Operations 

The Project site and surrounding area have been developed with uses that have 
previously generated, and will continue to generate, noise from a number of community 
noise sources including vehicle travel, mechanical equipment, and outdoor maintenance 
activities. Future projects would also generate stationary-source and mobile-source noise 
as a result of ongoing day-to-day operations. These future related projects are generally 
residential, retail, commercial, or institutional in nature. Such uses are not typically 
associated with excessive exterior noise. In addition, noise levels would be less than 
significant at the property line for each related project due to City provisions that limit on
site stationary-source noise such as outdoor air-conditioning equipment. However, each 
related project would produce traffic volumes (off-site mobile sources) that are capable of 
generating roadway noise impacts. 

Cumulative noise impacts due to off-site traffic were analyzed by comparing the 
projected increase in traffic noise levels from "existing" conditions to "future cumulative" 
conditions to the applicable significance criteria. Future cumulative conditions include 
traffic volumes from future ambient growth, related development projects, and the Project. 
The calculated traffic noise levels under "existing" and "future cumulative" conditions are 
presented in Table IV.H-19 on page IV.H-46. Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a 
maximum increase of 4.4 dBA along 29th Street just west of Vermont Avenue, from 
54.2 CNEL under existing conditions to 58.6 CNEL under 2030 cumulative traffic 
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Table IV.H-19 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Normandie A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 

Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Vermont A venue 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 

Between Adams Street & Jefferson Boulevard 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Hoover Street 
North of 1-10 

Between 1-10 & Adams Street 
Between Adams Street & 30th Street 

Between 30th Street & 32nd Street 

Between 32nd Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Figueroa Street 
Between 23'd Street & Adams Boulevard 

Between Adams Boulevard & 30th Street 

Between 30th Street & Jefferson Boulevard 

Between Jefferson Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard 

South of Exposition Boulevard 

Exposition Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 

Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 

Between Vermont Avenue & Fiaueroa Street 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

Adjacent Land Uses 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 
Residential/Reliqious Institution 

Residential 

School 

Commercial 
Residential/School/Religious Institution 

Residential/Religious Institution 

Park 

Commercial 
School/Reliqious Institution 

Residential/Religious Institution 

Commercial 

School/Religious Institution 

School/ Religious Institution 

Reliaious Institution 

Commercial 

Residential/ Hotel 

Residential 

Residential 

Residential 
Residential 0 /Park/Hiaher Educational c 

Page IV.H-46 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a Increase in Noise 

Existing 2030 Cumulative b 

69.8 69.8 

69.2 69.3 

68.9 69.2 

69.3 69.5 

69.3 69.5 

69.6 70.2 

69.2 69.6 

69.5 69.8 

69.9 70.0 

68.4 68.7 

68.7 68.9 

69.5 69.9 

68.1 68.7 

67.0 67.9 

66.7 67.7 

69.9 70.3 

69.7 70.0 

69.7 69.9 

69.6 70.0 

68.3 68.5 

68.2 68.6 

68.0 68.8 

68.8 69.5 

Levels due to 
Project and Future 

Growth, CNEL 

0.0 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.6 

0.4 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.9 

1.0 

0.4 

0.3 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.4 

0.8 

0.7 

USC Development Plan 
May 2010 

m s:: .....,, 
~ 
en 
0 
en 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
01 
c..v 
<O 
..j:::.. 

Grand A venue 
Between Jefferson Boulevard & 3yth Street 

3ih Street 

East of Grand Avenue 

Jefferson Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & McClintock Avenue 
Between McClintock Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 

Adams Boulevard 
West of Normandie Avenue 
Between Normandie Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street 
Between Hoover Street & Fiqueroa Street 
East of Fiqueroa Street 

361h Place 

West of Vermont Avenue 

McClintock Avenue 
North of Jefferson Boulevard 

301h Street 

Between Hoover Street & Figueroa Street 
West of Hoover Street 

32nd Street 

East of Hoover Street 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-19 (Continued) 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a Increase in Noise 

Adjacent Land Uses Existing 

School 62.5 

School (Plavfield) 61.0 

Residential 68.3 
Residential/Reliqious Institution 67.8 

Residential 68.5 
Hiqher Educational 0 68.0 

School/ Auditorium/ Religious Institution 69.2 

Residential/ Reliaious Institution 67.5 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 68.0 
Residential/ Reliqious Institution 68.5 

Residential/School/Reliqious Institution 68.7 
Reliqious Institution 68.8 

Residential/School 59.0 

Residential 61.8 

Residential 59.5 
Residential 60.8 

Residential/School 58.4 

Page IV.H-47 

2030 Cumulative b 

62.7 

62.2 

68.5 
68.3 
69.1 
69.5 
69.9 

68.2 
68.7 
69.1 
69.2 
69.2 

61.4 

d -

60.5 
61.8 

59.3 

Levels due to 
Project and Future 

Growth, CNEL 

0.2 

1.2 

0.2 
0.5 
0.6 
1.5 
0.7 

0.7 
0.7 
0.6 
0.5 
0.4 

2.4 

d -

1.0 
1.0 

0.9 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-19 (Continued) 
Cumulative Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Impacts 

Calculated Traffic Noise Levels, CNEL a Increase in Noise 

Adjacent Land Uses Existing 

2ih Street 

West of Vermont Avenue Residential/ School 56.8 

Washinaton Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue Commercial 67.8 
Between Vermont Avenue & Hoover Street School/Reliqious Institution 68.1 

East of Hoover Street Commercial 68.5 

29th Street 

East of Vermont Avenue Residential 56.4 
West of Vermont Avenue Residential 54.2 

Hill Street 
North of Jefferson Boulevard School 66.0 

South of Jefferson Boulevard School 66.1 

241h Street 

West of Hoover Street Residential 57.7 

Broadwav 

North of Jefferson Boulevard School 67.2 

South of Jefferson Boulevard School 61.9 

a Calculated noise level at 25 feet from roadway traffic only. Detailed calculation worksheets, are included in Appendix I. 
b Includes traffic volumes from existing condition plus future growth, known related projects and project-related. 
c Existing USC's student residence hall/ apartments and classroom buildings. 
d This roadway segment would be vacated and become part of the Project; therefore, no calculation was made. 

Source: AES, 2010. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 
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IV.H Noise 

conditions. However, the increase in cumulative traffic noise would be below the 
significant threshold of 5 dBA (CNEL), where the estimated noise levels fall within the land 
use categories of "normally acceptable" or "conditionally acceptable" (i.e., below 
65 CNEL). At all other analyzed roadway segments, the increase in cumulative traffic 
noise would be less than the 3 dBA (CNEL) significance threshold. As such, cumulative 
noise impacts due to on-site stationary noise sources and off-site mobile noise sources 
(vehicular traffic) would be less than significant. 

5. Mitigation Measures 

a. Construction 

Project-level and cumulative construction-related noise has the potential to result in 
significant impacts at sensitive receptors. Thus, the following measures are recommended 
to minimize construction-related noise impacts: 

Mitigation Measure H-1: A temporary, continuous and impermeable minimum 
10 feet high, sound barrier wall shall be erected between the Project 
construction area and adjacent off-site noise sensitive receptors 
when construction activities are within 250 feet of the noise sensitive 
receptors and there are no intervening buildings between the 
construction area and the noise receptors. 

Mitigation Measure H-2: Construction activities shall not occur beyond the 
City's allowable daytime hours of 7:00 AM. to 9:00 P.M. Monday 
through Friday, on Saturday before 8:00 AM. and after 6:00 P.M, and 
no construction activities shall occur on Sundays or any national 
holidays. 

Mitigation Measure H-3: Power construction equipment shall be equipped with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. All equipment 
shall be properly maintained to assure that no additional noise due to 
worn or improperly maintained parts would be generated. 

Mitigation Measure H-4: Stationary source equipment that is flexible with 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 

regard to relocation (e.g., generators and compressors) shall be 
located so as to maintain the greatest distance possible from 
sensitive land uses and unnecessary idling of equipment shall be 
prohibited. 
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IV.H Noise 

Mitigation Measure H-5: Loading and unloading of heavy construction materials 
shall be located on-site and away from noise-sensitive uses, to the 
extent feasible. 

b. Operation 

As discussed above, with implementation of the Project Design Features, Project 
operation would result in a less than significant impact to the off- and the future on-site 
noise sensitive uses. In addition, cumulative operation noise impacts would also be less 
than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. 

6. Level of Significance After Mitigation 

a. Construction 

Compliance with the recommended mitigation measures would reduce Project and 
cumulative construction noise levels to the extent feasible. In particular, Mitigation 
Measure H-1 would provide a minimum 10 dBA reduction. This would reduce the 
construction related noise from 79 dBA to 69 dBA at the nearest off-site residential uses 
along W. 31st Street (R10), and from 82 dBA to 72 dBA at the nearby off-site institutional 
uses along Hoover Street (R7) (during the site demolition and excavation). Noise level 
reductions attributable to Mitigation Measures H-2 through H-5, although not easily 
quantifiable, would also ensure the noise impacts associated with construction activities 
would be reduced to the extent practicable. Although a 10 dBA reduction is a substantial 
reduction, temporary Project-level and cumulative construction noise impacts would remain 
significant. 

b. Operation 

Implementation of Project Design Features would ensure that future on-site 
residential and hotel uses would not be exposed to high noise levels from off-site vehicle 
traffic noise. Thus, potential noise impacts associated with the proposed residential and 
hotel uses in an existing urban environment would be less than significant. In addition, 
cumulative noise impacts would also be less than significant and no mitigation measures 
would be required. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29132 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 2:06 PM 
sig non-anon+ em-2515839-20130401-wAkU7K@signon.org 
Re: I'm the 7th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Please do not forward the petition to this email. I can not handle the volume of a petition and the individual 
comments. Petitions should be submitted as a list and not individual pages. I am printing the individual 
comments as fast as they come in. I will have to delete the repetitive petition. 

Please submit as a complete list of all petitioners. 

Thank you for your understanding. 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :39 PM, Dot Fahn <signon-noreply@signon.org> wrote: 
Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium H ollvwood Project. So far, 10 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

STRONGLY SUGGEST RECONSIDERING, BASED ON THE ENORMITY OF NEGATIVE IMPACT 
TO THE COMMUNITY. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=779815&target type=custom&target id= l9225 

DotFahn 
Mar Vista, CA 

RL0025398 
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This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29134 

Margaret Avery < margaret.avery@yahoo.com > 

Monday, March 18, 2013 2:16 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM71837-CN 

APPEAL AGAINST THE MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 

I live in Beachwood Canyon. Franklin Ave. is the only street that allows me to get to 
Beachwood Ave., the route to my home. Franklin is generally horrible beginning at 2pm 
week days. This is generally because people traveling east and west are destined for 
the 101 Hollywood freeway entrance located at Franklin and Argyle Streets. They come 
from 
as far East as Western Ave, as far west as Cahuenga, and as far south as Wilshire. 
Currently, the cross streets Gower, Argyle, and Vine have anxious drivers caught in the 
intersection, thus blocking through traffic. 
Please do not allow the Millenium Project to contribute to an existing traffic jam. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Margaret Avery, a 40 yr. home owner 
2807 Pelham Place 
Hollywood, Ca. 90068 

Margaret Avery 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28538 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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EM28539 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to Ben.Mathias@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alfred, 

EM18812 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 

Thursday, February 07, 2013 6:40 AM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Re: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

I don't usually ask this, but I believe that Srimal has done an exceptional job on this project and has given her all 
to ensure that we have met your expectations and at the same time deliver a quality product under extreme 
deadlines. I think it would really be nice if she were commended for her performance with a letter to the 
director that could be placed in her personnel file. This simple gesture is very meaningful to city employees as 
we do not get bonuses or any other expressions of gratitude for a job well done. 

Sincerely, 
Karen Hoo 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 6:59 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
Thank you so much Srimal. 

Best regards, 
Alfred 

www.sheppardmullin.com/afrai jo 

On Feb 6, 2013, at 6:38 PM, "Jon Foreman" <jon.foreman@lacity. org> wrote: 

Thank-you Srimal. 

From: Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na [ mai Ito: sri ma I. hewawitha ra na@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 05:35 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>; Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>; James Pugh 
<JPuqh@sheppardmullin.com>; Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com <Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacitv.org>; Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

Hi Chris, 

The 3rd Screencheck of the Mil. Hollywood FEIR was reviewed by me and gone over with 
James Pugh and Seth Wulkan, this afternoon, between 3:00 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. 

There were some corrections and edits which were done on the spot as the document was 
reviewed and the changes have been accepted. 

The FEIR is OK to be finalized and printed. 

RL0025404 



EM18813 

A web-ready CD of the document is due to this office by 2:30 p.m., tomorrow, (Thursday, Feb. 
7), in order to post it on the City's web on Friday. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29135 

ronald bailey <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 2:28 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 14th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium H ollvwood Project. So far, 16 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

this project is out of date you need to look at the inpact 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=779892&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

ronald bailey 
london, United Kingdom 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alfred, 

EM18814 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 

Thursday, February 07, 2013 6:40 AM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Re: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

I don't usually ask this, but I believe that Srimal has done an exceptional job on this project and has given her all 
to ensure that we have met your expectations and at the same time deliver a quality product under extreme 
deadlines. I think it would really be nice if she were commended for her performance with a letter to the 
director that could be placed in her personnel file. This simple gesture is very meaningful to city employees as 
we do not get bonuses or any other expressions of gratitude for a job well done. 

Sincerely, 
Karen Hoo 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 6:59 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
Thank you so much Srimal. 

Best regards, 
Alfred 

www.sheppardmullin.com/afrai jo 

On Feb 6, 2013, at 6:38 PM, "Jon Foreman" <jon.foreman@lacity. org> wrote: 

Thank-you Srimal. 

From: Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na [ mai Ito: sri ma I. hewawitha ra na@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 05:35 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>; Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>; James Pugh 
<JPuqh@sheppardmullin.com>; Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com <Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacitv.org>; Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

Hi Chris, 

The 3rd Screencheck of the Mil. Hollywood FEIR was reviewed by me and gone over with 
James Pugh and Seth Wulkan, this afternoon, between 3:00 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. 

There were some corrections and edits which were done on the spot as the document was 
reviewed and the changes have been accepted. 

The FEIR is OK to be finalized and printed. 
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A web-ready CD of the document is due to this office by 2:30 p.m., tomorrow, (Thursday, Feb. 
7), in order to post it on the City's web on Friday. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

2 

RL0025408 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29136 

ABRAHAM LABO RIEL JR <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 2:28 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 16th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium H ollvwood Project. So far, 16 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

We are concerned for our safety & for the adverse impact a project of this scale will have on our 
neighborhood! 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=779893&target type=custom&target id=19225 

ABRAHAM LABORIEL JR 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hi Jae, 

EM18816 

Henry Chu < henry.chu@lacity.org > 
Thursday, February 07, 2013 8:48 AM 

Jae Kim 
VTT-70805 

I stopped by to look for you. I borrowed the case folder for VTT-70805 to take a look at their request. I'll stop 
by later today to return it. 

Thanks! 

Henry Chu 

Major Projects 

City of Los Angeles, Depa1tment of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

email: henry.chu@lacity.org 
phone: (213) 978-1324 
fax: (213) 978-1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28541 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
bud.ovrom@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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EM28542 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to bud.ovrom@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29137 

Suzanne Baker < hootiebebe@mac.com > 

Monday, March 18, 2013 2:34 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

As a homeowner in Hollywoodland, I oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project. The Project is out-of-scale 
and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative 
negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside 
communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing 
any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map 
adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to 
the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community 
Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne Baker 

RL0025414 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Begin forwarded message: 

EM29138 

Suzanne Baker < hootiebebe@mac.com > 

Monday, March 18, 2013 2:35 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Fwd: VTTM 71837-CN 

From: Suzanne Baker <hootiebebe@mac.com> 
Subject: VTTM 71837-CN 
Date: March 18, 2013 2:33:42 PM PDT 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

As a homeowner in Hollywoodland, I oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project. The Project is out-of-scale 
and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative 
negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside 
communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing 
any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map 
adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to 
the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community 
Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne Baker 

RL0025415 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28544 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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EM28545 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM18817 

Paul Garry <paul.garry@psomas.com> 
Thursday, February 07, 2013 10:44 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
FW: Revised Millennium Tentaitve Map (VTT-71837) 

As a follow-up to a voice message I just left for you, do you have three full size copies of the revised map, that are 
stamped that can be sent to BOE. I am not sure if you had already distributed the revised map to various departments. If 
not I would be happy to walk them over or bring you additional copies to be stamped. Can you please call me so I can 
help facilitate getting BOE what they need so they can proceed with the review of the revised map. 

Thank you. 

Paul Garry 
P S 0 M A S I Balancing the Natural and Built Environment 
Planner 
Planning and Entitlements 
555 So. Flower Street, Suite 4300 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 I 213.223.1400 
Direct: 213.223.1451 
Cell: 310-663-1467 
Fax: 213.223.1444 
paul .garry@psomas.com 
www.psomas.com 

From: Joseph Gnade [mailto:joseph.gnade@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 10:35 AM 
To: Paul Garry 
Cc: Edmond Yew; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Carol Burle; Phillip Tate (PTate@sheppardmullin.com); Georgie Avanesian; Marcos 
Marin; Mark Oborne; Gregg Vandergriff; Carl Mills; Terry Phan 
Subject: Re: Revised Millennium Tentaitve Map (VTT-71837) 

OK, 

We can proceed with the understanding that the tunnel is no longer a part of the tract, but before we release our 
report to Planning we will need an official distribution from Planning with a stamp date. To facilitate this 
process you may want to obtain a stamp date on at least three copies from Planning and deliver to my office and 
we can distribute to Central District and Geotechnical Engineering. 

On Thu, Feb 7, 2013 at 10: 17 AM, Paul Garry <paul.garry@psomas.com> wrote: 

Hi Edmond and Joe, 

In the interests of time and to address the issue of how the proposed tunnel under Vine Street is analyzed in the 
Draft EIR, the applicant has removed the tunnel from the Tentative Map. Attached for your review is a revised 
Tentative Map that removed the tunnel and just includes a dashed line and a note to indicate where a possible 
future tunnel might be located. 
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We have also submitted this map to Luci Ibarra in the Planning Department for her review and have requested 
that the Advisory Agency consider this map for approval instead of the original map that included the tunnel. 
The Planning Department is preparing their staff report on this basis and I would like to request that BOE 
review this revised map for purposes of issuing its department report. 

We understand that if the revised map is approved without the tunnel and the developer desires to add it back at 
a later date that additional environmental review will be required along with a Tract Map Modification that 
would have to be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency with input from BOE. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns about the revised Tentative Map. 

Thank you, 

Paul Garry 

P S 0 M A S I Balancing the Natural and Built Environment 

Planner 
Planning and Entitlements 
555 So. Flower Street, Suite 4300 

Los Angeles, CA 90071 I 213.223.1400 

Direct: 213.223.1451 

Cell: 310-663-1467 

Fax: 213.223.1444 

paul.garry@psomas.com 

www.psomas.com 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29139 

Scott Thoelke <thoelke@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 2:37 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

As long time Hollywood residents we support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

This horrible project would destroy our neighborhoods and ruin old town Hollywood. 

There is already to many empty spaces in Hollywood now. 

The Capital Records building would fall into the shadows of these monstrosities. 

I hope the Millennium fails because it's far to large for this area. 

Scott Thoelke 
Hollywood resident for over 20 years. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29140 

ABRAHAM LABORIEL <abecito@mac.com> 

Monday, March 18, 2013 2:40 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

As a home owner in Hollywoodland, I oppose the Millenium Hollywood Project. The Project is out-of-scale and 
character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative negative 
impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing 
any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map 
adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to 
the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community 
Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

-abe laboriel jr. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18819 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:03 PM 
Jon Foreman 
Re: OHR 

According to Ken Bernstein earlier this week, he wants to do an informal "look see" at the CHC prior to 
CPC. He acknowledged they do not have any authority until such time as the project is going through Plan 
Check and attempting to pull building permits, and I guess at that time they can call it up to discuss issues or 
conditions (which is not likely to happen). I think that Ken B wants to check the box that we "touched base" 
with CHC if issues arise in the future. As things go, this won't be a big deal - the applicant will make their 
presentation, and no staff report is needed. We can include a blurb in the CPC staff report. 

On Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 10:44 AM, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 
Just met with Luci and Srimal on wanting millennium. Srimal said the when OHR reviewed the historic they 
made no mention of any need for entitlement review by Cultural Commission. Luci said her understanding was 
that there was no authority for Cultural Commission review? Is this wrong? We are following up with them, or 
is there another reason?? 
Jon 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213 -978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
j on. foreman@lacity.org 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28547 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
Michael 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood 
supports teen robotics team 

EaCaAlley 
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Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29141 

Katharine Paull <signon-noreply@signon.org> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 2:45 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 17th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium H ollvwood Project. So far, 18 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

The project is unrealistic and will have ramifications that will be detrimental to many. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/ deliver pdf.html ?job id=77993 2&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

Katharine Paull 
Sylmar, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM18820 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:08 PM 
Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan; Ryan Luckert 
Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra 
Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

Received, this morning, from Seth: 

1 Web ready CD 
5 CDs 
1 hard copy of Appendices 
5 hard copies of the FEIR 

Please also provide this office with 5 additional hard copies of the FEIR (plus 5 CDs) for distribution to upper 
management, on Monday, Feb. 11, if possible. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28550 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM18821 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 

Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:11 PM 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; chris@ceqa-nepa.com; afraijo@sheppardmullin.com; 

seth@ceqa-nepa.com; Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Srimal: outstanding!! 

karen.hoo@lacity.org; jon.foreman@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org; 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

Re: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

From: Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na [ mai Ito: sri ma I. hewawitha ra na@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:08 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa
nepa.com>; Ryan Luckert < Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacitv.org>; Jon Foreman < jon.foreman@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

Received, this morning, from Seth: 

I Web ready CD 
5 CDs 
I hard copy of Appendices 
5 hard copies of the FEIR 

Please also provide this office with 5 additional hard copies of the FEIR (plus 5 CDs) for distribution to upper 
management, on Monday, Feb. 11, if possible. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Luciralia, 

EM29142 

Marian Dodge < president@hillsidefederation.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 2:41 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Antonio Villaraigosa; Ed Reyes; Paul Krekorian; Dennis Zine; Paul Koretz; Tony 
Cardenas; Richard Alarcon; Bernard Parks; Jan Perry; Joe Buscaino; Herb Wesson, Jr.; 

Bill Rosendahl; <Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org > Englander; Jose Huizar 
VTTM 71837-CN Millennium Hollywood project appeal 
pastedGraphic.pdf; ATT04873.htm; Millennium Hollywood 31813.pdf; ATT04876.htm 

Please add the attached letter from the Hillside Federation regarding the Millennium Hollywood to the appeal 
file 
VTTM 71837-CN to be heard on March 28. 

As always, thank you. 
Marian Dodge, President 
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations 
www. hi llsidefederation. org 
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P.O. Box 27 404 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 
323-663-1031 
president@hillsidefederation.ora 
www.hillsidefederation.ora 

... 11111 11,lllll 1 

TH.E FEDERATION 
OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSOCIATIONS, INC. 

PRESIDENT 
Marian Dodge 
CHAIRMAN 
Charley Mims 
VICE PRESIDENTS 
Mark Stratton 
Wendy-Sue Rosen 
SECRETARY 
Donna Messinger 
TREASURER 
Don Andres 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood 
Bel Air Knolls Property Owners 

Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners 
Bel Air Ridge Association 

Benedict Canyon Association 

Brentwood Hills Homeowners 
Brentwood Residents Coalition 

Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 
Canyon Back Alliance 

Crests Neighborhood Assn. 

Franklin Ave./Hollywood Bl. West 
Franklin Hills Residents Assn. 

Highlands Owners Assn. 
Hollywood Dell Civic Assn. 

Hollywood Heights Assn. 

Hollywoodland Homeowners 
Holmby Hills Homeowners Assn. 

Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 
Lake Hollywood HOA 

Laurel Canyon Assn. 

Lookout Mountain Alliance 
Los Feliz Improvement Assn. 

Mt. Olympus Property Owners 
Mt. Washington Homeowners All. 

Nichols Canyon Assn. 

N. Beverly Dr./Franklin Canyon 
Oak Forest Canyon Assn. 

Oaks Homeowners Assn. 
Outpost Estates Homeowners 

Pacific Palisades Residents Assn. 

Residents of Beverly Glen 
Roscomare Valley Assn. 

Shadow Hills Property Owners 
Sherman Oaks HO Assn. 

Studio City Residents Assn. 

Sunset Hills Homeowners Assn. 
Tarzana Property Owners Assn. 

Torreyson Flynn Assn. 
Upper Mandeville Canyon 

Whitley Heights Civic Assn. 

CHAIRPERSONS EMERITUS 
Shirley Cohen 
Jerome C. Daniel 
Patricia Bell Hearst 
Alan Kishbaugh 
Gordon Murley 
Steve Twining 
Polly Ward 

CHAIRMAN IN MEMORIUM 
Brian Moore 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
Clo City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

March 18, 2013 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 
Case No.: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 
CEQANo.: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Project Location: 1720-1770 N. Vine St.; 1745-1753 N. Vine St.; 
1733-1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236, 6270 & 6334 W. Yucca St., Hollywood, CA 
Advisory Agency's Determination Letter for Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 719=837-CN 

Dear Commissioners: 

The Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc., representing 40 
resident and homeowner associations spanning the Santa Monica Mountains and 
over 200,000 constituents, opposes the Millennium Hollywood Project as 
currently proposed. At its March 13 meeting, the developer of the Millennium 
Hollywood project made a presentation to the Federation. Federation members 
unanimously passed a motion opposing the current Project because it is out-of
scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and 
will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and 
infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their 
Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals 
regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and 
zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's 
impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in 
relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

The Federation strongly urges you to reconsider the cumulative impacts of a 
project of this size in an area that is already a choke point. Thank you for your 
consideration of our request. 

Sincerely, 

'Marian 'Dodf3e-' 

Marian Dodge 

cc: Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
Councilmember Tom LaBonge 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28553 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on behalf of 
Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28828 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 11 :13 AM 
James Williams 
Reports 

Attachments: Millenium CPC Report (Luci).doc; CPC-2013-103-DA.doc; Millennium - Appeal Report 
3-12-13-elvaeditsCompleted.docx 

Hi James, 
As you requested ... 
Thank you! 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

las Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~-· 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: Zone Change/Height District 

Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

(T)(Q)C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

Expiration Date: 

Conditional Use and Zone Variance 
request are appealable to the City 
Council (LAMC Section 12.36-C). 
April 23, 2013 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with the construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 
square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 
34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of 
the uses from those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will be provided 
for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade level open space for 
buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's Development Regulations. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D: 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2; 
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2. Pursuant to Section 12.32.Q, a Height District Change from '20' to '2', removing the "D" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel 
use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 
a. allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19); 
b. permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1 ); 
c. permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W, 18(a)). 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
b. allow less than the required parking for the sports club/fitness facility; and 
c. allow Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives (12.21-A,4(y)). 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR is presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to certification of the EIR and recommending the project for approval, as well as 
all other information in the record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 
from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6:1, 

3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 

4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow floor area averaging of a unified development to allow the use 
of the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 

5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 

7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared 
on-site parking. 
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10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 luxury hotel rooms, 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail use for a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, 
which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated with the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed in the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand. Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development 
Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall 
prevail. 
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The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against AM and PM vehicular trip caps that have been 
established by the EIR, with a maximum of 574 AM peak hour and 924 PM peal hour vehicular 
trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the project site, including residential, 
hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand 
while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program defines a framework within which proposed land uses can be exchanged 
for certain other permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Development Regulations 
are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would occur above those identified as part 
of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in the EIR. 

Background 

The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No. 2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the project site in the General Plan. The C4-2D-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 2D. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "D" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" Development 
Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3: 1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted 
Supplemental Sign Use District ("SN") pursuant to Ordinance No. 176, 172. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
RS Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted. 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with direct 
access to a major public transit station (Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fac;ade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story and approximate 1,800 square-foot rental 
car business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 
is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. 
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The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing parking uses related to 
the American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings 
in the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D and 
[T][Q]C4-2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, 
multi-family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the 
project site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and 
restaurant uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and western halves of the project site. 

Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision 
consisting of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 
office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, aproximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the 
existing office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square 
feet), approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency 
on February 22, 2013 with an appeal period end date of March 4, 2013. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the 
entitlements in VTT-71837 and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-HD-ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Map Symbols, Footnotes, 
Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 
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CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, with adoption by the 
City Council, so as to improve the regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as 
well as the location of and coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; conditional 
use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the RS Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a zone change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13, 790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District and project permit compliance for signage, and conditional 
uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption 
in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, and restaurant 
uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a property located at 
6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a zone change from C4-2D, C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D and 
[T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a height district change to modify the "D" limitation to permit a 
maximum floor area ratio of 4.5: 1; a zone variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL parcel in lieu of 
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the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a zone variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No. 3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a zone variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where 
the main use is in the C4 Zone; zoning administrator adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and site plan review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has not been allowed to 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use for the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
zone and height district change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a floor area ratio between 4.5: 1 and 6: 1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in height from 75 to 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment units, a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a conditional 
use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expanded 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
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11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a conditional use permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

Walkability 

The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, Guidance for Entitlement Review (Walkability 
Checklist) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning 
and specifies urban design guidelines that are generally applicable to all projects requiring 
discretionary approval for new construction. Consisting of objectives, goals, and implementation 
strategies, the Walkability Checklist cites various design elements intended to improve the 
pedestrian environment, protect neighborhood character, and promote high-quality urban form. 
Such topics as sidewalks, crosswalks/street crossings, on-street parking, utilities, building 
orientation, off-street parking and driveways, on-site landscaping, building fa9ades, and building 
signage and lighting are addressed and should be considered in the design of a project. 

The project satisfies various relevant elements of the Walkability Checklist, including the 
following: 

Sidewalks: The project will preserve the Hollywood Walk of Fame along Vine Street, and 
improve sidewalks along Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue, and Ivar Avenue. In addition, the 
project will include pedestrian connections transitioning the public right-of-way with mid
block connections throughout the project, allowing path of travel from Ivar Avenue 
across Vine Street, and reaching the project's eastern project frontage along Argyle 
Avenue. The pathways within pedestrian level public plazas will include street furniture, 
pedestrian-friendly lighting, and landscaping with a consistent use of materials, colors, 
and furnishings throughout, which will enhance the pedestrian experience. 

Building Orientation: The Development Regulations associated with the project include 
provisions that ensure active street-level frontages with entrances that are visible from 
the street and sidewalk, and developed to the property line, consistent with the pattern of 
development in the immediate vicinity. 

Off-Street Parking & Driveways: Curb cuts for vehicular driveways shall be located no 
closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets unless approved by DOT to be a leg 
of the intersection, access driveways to parking facilities not located at signalized 
intersections will not exceed 28 feet in width, parking and loading access shall be shared 
where feasible and priority placement within parking structures will be given to bike 
parking, car-share parking, and other alternative vehicles. Moreover, pedestrian access 
to parking facilities shall be directly from the street or from within the building from an 
underground garage. 

On-Site Landscaping: The Development Regulations provide for a minimum of 10% of 
grade level open space to be landscaped with softscape or water features, and calls for 
the use of a seasonally diverse use of plant material with 30 percent of all landscaping to 
be California Native or drought tolerant. The open space is characterized to be planted 
as a single area or multiple areas with each single area having a minimum size of 100 
square feet. 
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Building Facade & Lighting: The Development Regulations provide Street Wall 
standards which include the use of articulation, consisting of massing, fenestration, 
varied textures, openings, recesses, and design accents. Also, architectural elements, 
such as balconies, verandas, and porches will add additional character. 

The project further enhances Walkability standards through the retention of the historic Capitol 
Records and Gogerty Buildings, which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior 
Standards. Complimenting these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large 
pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in 
the community while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire to 
provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which promotes 
the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Moreover, the project's Walkability factor is enhanced by its location, within a quarter mile radius 
of the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station, which allows immediate access to the 
Metro Red Line rail system and numerous Metro and LADOT bus routes, including bus lines 
180, 181, 206, 210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and 
CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant has been conditioned to 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub 
program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a 
shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand Management 
program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service 
bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and other services. 

Issues 

The pubic comment period on the Draft EIR concluded on December 10, 2012, and the public 
hearing on the project was held on February 19, 2013. The following discussion is a summary 
of the recurring issues that were raised during both the environmental review as well as the 
testimony received at the hearing. 

Traffic: Numerous letters and speakers, predominantly hillside residents, cited existing traffic 
conditions in their neighborhoods and expressed concerns over the potentially detrimental 
conditions that may result from the intensity and density of development, particularly along 
Franklin Avenue, which serves as a parallel east-west route along the US-101 Freeway. 

Traffic for this proposed project was analyzed in the same manner as comparable projects 
throughout the City. In this instance, the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR for the project studied 
37 intersections. In response to comments, two additional intersections were analyzed and the 
results were included in the Final EIR. Under existing traffic conditions, (2011), all 39 
intersections (37 original study intersections, plus the two additional) operate at acceptable 
levels of service (LOS) of A through D during the AM Peak Hour, as determined by DOT. During 
the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion with 
some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic 
signal does not provide for protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are 
considered unacceptable. With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 24 of the 39 
studied intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service of A through D. 
The remaining 15 intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable levels of E or F during 
one or both peak hours with or without the project. 
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The traffic analysis accounted for the addition of the project traffic to the Critical Movement 
Analysis (CMA) values in the future (2020) at all study intersections during both peak hours. 
There would be no 2020 CMA value increase at one study intersection. 

Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project
related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F, 0.020 or more when the final LOS 
is D, or 0.040 when the final LOS is C. Prior to mitigation, the project contribution to the LOS E 
or F conditions was considered significant at 13 of the study intersections. Of the impacted 13 
LOS E or F intersections, the impacts at five study intersections would remain at significant level 
even with the implementation of mitigation measures, in other words, there would be a 
remaining impact to the CMA from the mitigated project of 0.010 or greater. 

While residents expressed concern about the traffic impacts, the analysis has determined that 
the area will nonetheless experience diminished levels of service even without the project, and 
there is feasible mitigation to address the project-related impacts at the majority of the 
significantly impacted intersections. 

Height/FAR Increase 

Several speakers at the public hearing, including Councilman Tom LaBonge (CD 4), cited 
concerns with the proposed height and scale of the project, which is proposed under the 
Development Regulations to range from 220 feet to 585 feet (approximately 55 stories). The 
tallest existing structures within the Hollywood Community Plan area stand at approximately 20 
stories, including the Sunset Vine Tower, and an office building at 6265 Sunset Boulevard. In 
addition, speakers stated that allowing an FAR of 6:1 would set a precedent not previously 
experienced in Hollywood. 

The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) and 
the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation is intended to 
accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential density, recognizing the need to 
promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, while simultaneously addressing "the 
needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment, and tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 165,659, limits 
buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, with allowance to exceed a 3: 1 
FAR if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program 
and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any Designs for Development 
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan allowed a 4.5:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA approval. Although the CRA has since been 
dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties located in the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation and which have been approved by the City Planning Commission. 

Despite opposition to the 6:1 FAR, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6: 1 
FAR, including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
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Use permits to allow a hotel use within SOO feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review 
for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAAITT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable S- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10 percent reduction of the total off-street parking 
space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ratio between 4.S: 1 and 
6: 1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 1 SO residential 
condominiums, 37S apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,SOO square feet of retail 
and restaurant use for a property located at 62S0-62S2 Hollywood Boulevard. 

Density 

The project was approved under VTT-71837-CN for the development of 492 residential 
condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 21S,OOO square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new 
and 114,303 square feet of existing office space, 3S,OOO square feet of fitness/sports club use, 
and 1S,OOO square feet of restaurant use. The project is subject to an exception in LAMC 
Section 12.22-A, 18(a), which permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, 
C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per 
dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. As such, the project, 
as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project site. 

AMOA - Sensitive Receptor 

The American Musical and Dramatic Academy, College of the Performing Arts ("AMOA") is 
adjacent to the proposed project with an approximate 2-acre campus in Hollywood, which 
includes a structure at 1777 Vine Street. AMOA is a performing arts instution and the mid
century 1777 Vine Street building includes classrooms in addition to studios, office, computer 
lab and lounge. At the public hearing, a legal representative for AMOA, as well as AMOA staff 
and students, voiced their concerns about potential impacts the proposed project would have on 
AMOA and the functions associated at 1777 Vine Street. AMOA contends that due to the types 
of activities that occur at this site, it should be considered a sensitive receptor and that 
additional mitigation is needed to safeguard AMOA from noise/vibration and air quality impacts 
during the construction period. According to the testimony of an AMOA representative, certain 
rooms have been altered to facilitate noise attenuation for certain music and voice activities, and 
an air filtration system for the building has been installed. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive 
receptors. In this instance, AMOA is located in a heavily urbanized and heavily trafficked area, 
approximately one block south of the US-101 Freeway. It is located adjacent to a surface 
parking lot (West Site), which has the inherent expectation for high intensity development by 
virtue of its location in the Hollywood area, its Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation, and the permitted uses and densities allowed in the C4 Zone. 
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A sensitive receptor, as defined in the Guidance Documents of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), which has jurisdiction in L.A. County, is "a person in the 
population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to exposure to an air 
contaminant." Land uses where these sensitive receptors are typically located include: 

Schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers; 
Long-term health care facilities; 
Rehabilitation centers; 
Convalescent centers; 
Hospitals; 
Retirement homes; and 
Residences. 

The property at 1777 Vine Street does not include a school, playground, or childcare center or 
medical-based services or operations which would warrant designation as a sensitive receptor 
as it pertains to air quality. It should also be noted that the mitigation measures contained in the 
Draft EIR meet and exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development 
projects in the City of Los Angeles. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
also submitted comments regarding air quality mitigation measures. As a result, additional air 
quality mitigation measures were added to the EIR. 

With respect to noise and vibration, page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's student 
housing facilities are located north of the project site across Yucca Street, within the Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMOA student housing in 
the EIR, and which have been identified as noise-sensitive receptors. Short-term construction 
noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses were considered significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation. However, the EIR included the most stringent available mitigation 
measures that would minimize noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses, 
including AMOA, to the maximum extent feasible, irrespective of the land use designation or 
sensitive receptor identification. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for noise and 
vibration, again for the short-term construction impacts that were deemed significant and 
unavoidable, two mitigation measures, H-3 and H-7, were amended to address AMDA's 
concerns to include all immediately adjacent structures, including 1777 Vine Street, in the 
mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on 
the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from tRe 
nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 
potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

In addition, the Final EIR contained a feasibility analysis that analyzed all of the noise mitigation 
measures suggested by AMOA in its comment letter on the Draft EIR. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted, the testimony received at the public hearing, and the 
proposed project's compliance with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
the former Hollywood Community Plan (1988), and the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 
the Department of City Planning is recommending that the City Planning Commission: 

Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 to permit the use of a sports club/fitness facility 
on the project site, not otherwise allowed in the C4 Zone. The provision of a highly desirable 
amenity, such as a sports club/fitness facility, within a mixed-use development for both residents 
and employees of the project site is not only convenient but promotes the health and welfare of 
the community. 

Approve a Height District Change from '2D' to '2', by removing the "D" Limitation to allow a Floor 
Area Ratio of 6: 1, consistent with the FAR incentive provided for in the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation of the Hollywood Community Plan, and with other 
developments previously approved under the CRA's approval process for 6:1 FAR. 

Approve the Conditional Use requests to allow live entertainment and on-site sales of alcohol 
within the development. These uses would satisfy the Hollywood Community Plan's objectives 
of encouraging the nightlife activity in Hollywood, by providing uses which extend commercial 
operating hours thereby enhancing pedestrian activity and promoting Hollywood as an 
entertainment destination for residents and tourists alike. 

Approve a conditional use to allow floor area averaging across a unified development as it will 
ensure that the project, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, is constructed as a single project 
with guarantees, consistency in design elements and related improvements will be continuously 
maintained. Section 12.24-W,19 requires that the applicant file a covenant running with the land 
guaranteeing the continued operation and maintenance of the development as a unified 
development. 

Approve the associated variances for above ground-floor outdoor dining allowing the project to 
provide an amenity to hotel guests, residents, and visitors that take advantage of the Los 
Angeles climate, skyline views, and which reinforces Hollywood as a destination for nightlife and 
entertainment. 

Approve the related variance for reduced parking for the fitness use and for shared and reduced 
on-site parking for transportation alternatives for the entire project, recognizing that the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the parking requirements of the code, including reductions for 
mixed-use projects, projects located within the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, a State 
Enterprise Zone, and projects located in proximity to mass transit. 

The requested entitlements would redevelop and intensify an underutilized site predominantly 
improved with surface parking. It will preserve the iconic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings 
while creating a high-quality mixed-use development that satisfies the Community Plan's jobs
housing balance while recognizing the need to offer entertainment-related uses that identify the 
character of Hollywood, encourage a critical mass of economic activity, and improve the 
aesthetic character of community. Moreover, the project will redevelop underutilized parcels with 
a mixed-use development that not only offers an appropriate jobs and housing balance, but 
which preserves 'old' Hollywood. 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

2. Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 

RL0025458 



EM28846 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D T-3 

E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 

RL0025459 



EM28847 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D T-4 

D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted an approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

0. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 
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(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 151 Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on any one site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 
Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

6. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No. 2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W,19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No. 1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

6. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

7. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations to serve, and which may be shared, among all the uses on the 
site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 

15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
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activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transit/ridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
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Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

20. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

21. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

22. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

23. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 
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24. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

25. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

26. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

27. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

28. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-6 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
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Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a 
minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 
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Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 
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C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at 
California State University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, 
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study 
or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 
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c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, 
if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University 
Los Angeles, California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating 
what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

RL0025474 



EM28862 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D Q-13 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 
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The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction 
conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on 
or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 
movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or 
exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures 
have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

Q-15 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

Q-16 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-18 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 
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H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-20 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
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to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-25 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-27 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 
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x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 
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In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 
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K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Q-33 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
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hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaaina for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of the 
development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the floor area 
potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying design 
elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by the 
Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food service 
at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cate to be located 
on the observation deck of the hotel, and on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live entertainment and 
dancing. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, and within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited under 
this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual operator from 
securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Admininstrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 1 a through 1 c of this section. The Plan 
Approval application shall be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees and must 
be accepted as complete by the Planning Department. Mailing labels shall be provided 
by the applicant for all abutting owners, for the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council 
and for the Los Angeles Police Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol 
sales and consumption, the Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by 
the applicant or suggested by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing 
conditions, as applicable, on the following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum 
seating capacity, valet parking, noise, character and nature of operation, food service 
and age limits. Entertainment-related and other specific conditions of operation, 
including the length of a term grant and security, shall be determined as part of the plan 
approval determination. 
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4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Within [six months] of the effective date of this action, all employees involved with the 
sale of alcoholic beverages shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department 
"Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR)." Upon completion of such training, 
the applicant shall request the Police Department to issue a letter identifying which 
employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the letter from 
the Police Department to the Zoning Administrator as evidence of compliance. In the 
event there is a change in the licensee, within one year of such change, this training 
program shall be required for all new staff. 

7. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

8. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

9. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

10. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

11. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

12. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

13. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

14. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high-
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risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

15. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 

16. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

17. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

18. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

19. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

20. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

21. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

22. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

23. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 
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24. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

25. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

26. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

27. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. 

28. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant. The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the building is prohibited. 

29. Within 60 days of the opening of the restaurants, all employees of the business shall 
receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) and LEAD programs regarding 
alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los Angeles Police Department and 
State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control Department at least two times per year or 
to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police Department. The applicant shall transmit a 
copy of the completion of such training to the Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the 
file. 

30. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

31. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

32. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

33. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 
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34. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 

35. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and sets forth specific 
land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood area. The 
Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the subject property 
as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, RS, P, and PB. 
The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of 
commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project 
would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. This type of 
development would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 
The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property 
contains approximately 4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the 
tract map, the applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-
2D-SN to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance of 
increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing growth in 
locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and incentives for new 
mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site is located in an FAR 
Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR 
of 6: 1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the recently 
adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6: 1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that includes a 
range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with the Regional 
Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the provision of both 
residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for 
Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 

RL0025502 



EM28890 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-2 

Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.48: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, which 
will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting these structures, 
the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals 
addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing 
programmable open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote tourism, 
support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit 
Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. A number of Metro and 
LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 
210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To 
promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with DOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with the provision of a shared car 
system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project 
will incorporate a Transit Demand Management program meant to promote the use of 
carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic resources, 
locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian 
activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable land use planning goals, 
objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community 
Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a major 
population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential units, 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail 
uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood community. Development of the 
project would be consistent with growth projections for the Community Plan Area through the 
year 2010, as identified by the Department of City Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the 
EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 492 new residential units and their estimated 
population of approximately 1,078 persons, representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's 
population forecast for the Subregion between 2010 and 2030. Development of the Project 
would provide approximately 492 residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, 
providing housing necessary for the growing community. In addition, development of the project 
would not result in the removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. 
Development of the project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of 
which would provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long
range planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the site, 
which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much-needed 
housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance objectives of the 
Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was 
adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The 
Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues 
as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, 
transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few under
improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an otherwise mix-use 
neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in close proximity to jobs 
and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and associated Height 
District Change would be consistent with several goals and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting policies 
relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to provide for the stability 
and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 
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Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi-family 
residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing Element of the 
General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element includes objectives and 
policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities in a manner that addresses the 
safety and public welfare of the City. The project would satisfy many objectives and policies 
listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2. 1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2. 1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2. 1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2. 1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 
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4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 

The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No. 2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "D" Limitation in the existing Height District 2D 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the 'D' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
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of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1, 918 parking spaces, consistent with the proposed Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help bring critical 
investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating associated blight 
and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic environment that 
fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home ownership 
opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the 'D' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1, 163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 
ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 
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The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Susses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU. 1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2. 15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 
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Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods." 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts, and promotes public safety and the general welfare. 
Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of the "D" Limitation is 
beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, and is 
representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the ''T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 

RL0025509 



EM28897 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-9 

development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 
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Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 

17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
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growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 
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Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, Live Entertainment. Reduced/Shared Parking) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 
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Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 
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The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

The location of the project and FAR averaging across the development will be desirable 
to the public convenience and welfare because it facilitates a beneficial mix of uses and 
a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty 
Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the project allows for 
the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building 
sites because it permits the development of two new structures with massing that better 
relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project site also allows for an 
open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and enhances walkability. 
The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial and sports club uses 
will meet the demand from local residents and allow project residents and office 
employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within the property. 
Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the design of the 
project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are ultimately built 
in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the Capitol Records 
Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified development including a 
combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections and 
common architectural and landscape features, which constitute distinctive design 
elements of the development. The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site 
that are designed to work together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and 
the vehicular connections are designed to promote walkability through functional 
linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and wayfinding features) within the 
Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the neighborhood beyond. The new 
structures on the East and West Sites are required to be designed to complement each 
other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood 
and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features and open space are also 
designed to flow continuously between and connect the East and West Sites and create 
cohesion by repeating common features and themes. Accordingly, the averaging of FAR 
across the project is compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade 
adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare because it is representative of the other live entertainment 
venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community Plan's objective of 

RL0025515 



EM28903 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-15 

extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and cafes, along 
commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity and enhancing 
Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors alike. The area 
surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and is largely 
developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood Boulevard is 
designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan as 
well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and its dancing and live 
entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the immediate area, but 
will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

Hotel Use 

The construction of a hotel within the mixed-use development will not be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate area. The hotel use, if 
built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the development of 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will not be materially detrimental 
to the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. Rather, it will permit 
development of the project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site 
and to the surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create 
a project design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a 
beneficial and efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting 
development will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and 
create beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

Live Entertainment 

The project is consistent with the nature of the Hollywood area and will fill an existing 
need through the creation of a mixed-use development that furthers the vision for 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the future residents, employees and 
visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in the immediate neighborhood. The 
property is currently underutilized with a substantial portion of the site used for surface 
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parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of beneficial uses, be welcoming to 
pedestrians and easily accessible by public transportation. Moreover, the City will have 
the opportunity to ensure that each establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering 
live entertainment will operate in a manner that is not detrimental to the character of the 
neighborhood through the required plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator 
subsequent to the grant of a master conditional use permit for these uses. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoor dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
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least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the 
associated Development Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) and Development Regulations 
(Exhibit C) incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would share parking 
spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand 
patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
TOM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the provision of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 
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Other prov1s1ons of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director'' under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking variance, the project will meet parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with 
these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 
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Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 
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The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red Line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a manner consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above-
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ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will not improve the existing conditions, but will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
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immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.100 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
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side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 
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A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 
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The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
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would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
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rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 
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• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
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the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
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lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

RL0025531 



EM28919 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-31 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 
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Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
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6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
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the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
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Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 
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Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fa9ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 

RL0025537 



EM28925 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-37 

shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG em1ss1ons both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 
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The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14,174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 
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Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
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and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 
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A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
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scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the 
proposed construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
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Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 
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D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 
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The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
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feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1,742 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
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the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
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matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Storrnwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of storrnwater corning from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
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levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10, 000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
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Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
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vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
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The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
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Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 

RL0025556 



EM28944 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-56 

requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 
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xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

1. Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
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replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
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approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 
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Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
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view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
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highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 
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B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV. B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 
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Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
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environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

RL0025569 



EM28957 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-69 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 
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With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

RL0025573 



EM28961 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-73 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 
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Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
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employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-SS). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 
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K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 
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K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cao. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 
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The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Obiectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
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Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Obiectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
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lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Obiectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
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itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
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community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
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that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
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occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development-4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 
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The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 

RL0025586 



EM28974 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-86 

vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 

RL0025587 



EM28975 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-87 

towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
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completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative S's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 
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It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 
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The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 
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B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
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City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

l. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, 
3rd Floor, Room 350, Los Angeles, CA 90012 on Wednesday, February 19, 2013 at 9:00 AM. 

Summary of the Public Hearing Testimony 

The hearing covered the Advisory Agency's consideration of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN and the Hearing Officer's receipt of testimony under the public hearing requirements 
of CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

The public hearing began with an introduction by the Advisory Agency as to the purpose and 
procedures of the Tract Map hearing as well as the Hearing Officer's statements regarding the 
preparation of the staff report with the Department of City Planning's recommendation to the 
City Planning Commission. The applicant (Phil Aarons, Millennium Partners) and the applicant's 
representatives (Jerry Neuman and Alfred Fraijo of Sheppard Mullin) presented the project by 
discussing the development features, including the intent to develop the project with the use of a 
Land Use Equivalency Program and Development Regulations to provide a mix of uses that 
maximizes the utility of the site with development standards that allow sufficient flexibility to 
respond to market conditions. The applicant's representative stated the project's compliance 
with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including the use of the 6:1 FAR 
incentive permitted in Regional Center Commercial land use areas. The shared parking 
variance request reflects the development's intent to de-couple the parking from the dwelling 
units as per the City Planning Commission's practice, and to provide parking to the various uses 
of the site with the understanding that certain uses demand parking at specific times of the day. 
The applicant also stated that the dwelling units would be constructed to condominium 
standards, but may be made available as apartments if it is determined that the market is more 
receptive. 

Upon the conclusion of the applicant and the applicant's representative, the public hearing was 
open to the public. Approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and opposition 
to the project. The members represented residents, labor groups, neighborhood councils, 
homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce, and affected 
business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the Montalban Theater and 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 
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Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 
Not Further Appealable 
April 23, 2013 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

The applicant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (concluding in 
2035), allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the 
development, and in exchange will provide community benefits. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c) of the California Public Resources Code, the Certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: 

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into a 
Development Agreement with the applicant. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the proposed Development Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the Developer and the City of Los 
Angeles, as amended, subject to the terms of the agreement attached as Exhibit A-1, for a term of 
approximately 15 years. 

3. Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance, attached as Exhibit A-2, and subject to review 
by the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development 
Agreement. 

4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings. 

5. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee 
and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ANALYSIS 

Summary 

The Development Agreement process, described in Sections 65864-65869.5 of the State's 
Government Code, allows the City to enter into development agreements with any person 
having a legal or equitable interest in real property for the development of the property. The 
procedures of Section 65865 include provisions requiring periodic review at least every 12 
months, upon which the applicant must demonstrate good faith compliance with the terms of the 
agreement, and in the event the City finds that no evidence substantiates a good faith effort, the 
City may terminate the agreement. 

The purpose of the development agreement is to: "specify the duration of the agreement, the 
permitted uses of the property, the density or intensities of use, the maximum height and size of 
the proposed buildings, and provisions for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes" 
(California Government Code Section 65864.2). 

The applicant is requesting a development agreement with a term of 22 years, concluding in 
2035. The permitted uses as well as the density and intensity of said uses will be dictated by the 
Land Use Equivalency Program (Exhibit D). The development may include 492 residential 
dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury 
hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square 
feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 
approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 
square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use 
for a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166, 970 square feet, which yields a floor area 
ratio (FAR) of 6:1 as was approved with Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another program meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all which have been analyzed within the scope of the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR). The Land Use Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip 
cap that has been established by the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the 
intensity and types of land uses on the project site, including residential, hotel, commercial 
office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand while not being 
permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency 
Program defines a framework within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for other 
permitted, and previously analyzed, land uses so long as the limitations of the Development 
Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would occur above those 
addressed as part of the environmental review for the project as set forth in the EIR. 

The Development Regulations governs development of the project site with a set of site-wide 
guidelines and standards which establish minimum and maximum requirements with respect to 
height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, parking, and signage, all of which have 
been analyzed in the EIR. The development criteria provide assurance that a quality 
development will be gained while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate 
market demand. Where the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 
requirements that are different from, or are more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the LAMC, the Development Regulations shall prevail. In those instances where 
the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and the governing land use policies of the 
General Plan shall prevail. 
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In sum, the Development Regulations: 
• Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 

treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability. 
• Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 

ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the Project. 
• Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 

integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

• Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls for the development of the 
Project Site. 

• Ensure compliance with the development objectives. 

Issues 

At the public hearing held on February 19, 2013, several speakers voiced their concern 
regarding the ambiguity of the project description, citing the Land Use Equivalency and 
Development Regulations provided no assurance about what exactly would be constructed on 
the project site. 

The intent of the development regulations is to accommodate a mix and intensity of uses 
conducive to a Regional Center Commercial land use, to provide development standards which 
speak to the unique characteristics of the site, including the preservation of the historic Capital 
Records and Gogerty Buildings, and to acknowledge that development is still subject to 
fluctuating market conditions. 

The project proposes up to two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in height, and 
up to two additional towers not exceeding 220 feet per site. Towers at these heights are not 
anticipated to impair the integrity of the historic structures or compromise their eligibility for 
listing in national, state, or local registers. Under the development regulations, the taller the 
structures, the smaller the massing at the ground level, resulting in greater setbacks from the 
property line, providing greater visual accessibility to the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings. Moreover, the heights proposed for the project, including the maximum height 
scenario (585 feet) will create a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet architecturally 
varied structures that act as a much-needed focal point for the Hollywood area and introduces 
contemporary architecture to an urban environment currently identified as surface parking. 

The Hollywood Community Plan envisioned the possibility of high rise towers on the project site, 
as well as surrounding properties, demonstrated by the no height limitations under the Height 
District and Regional Center Commercial land use designation. As part of our General Plan 
Framework chapter, Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional 
commerce, identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional 
Centers to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest tower(s) 
in the neighborhood, introducing an exciting, modern skyline as envisioned in the Hollywood 
Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that the towers will be elegant and slim, 
comparable in massing to the Capitol Records building and other nearby historic structures. As 
the height of tower(s) increases, it is followed by a complimentary decrease in the maximum 
tower lot coverage (see table 6.1.1 of Exhibit C). 
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Several speakers were concerned that the proposal does not have definitive standards that 
approximate what the project may look like at a future point in time. However, the development 
regulations have comprehensive standards that permit design flexibility while establishing a set 
of controls that guide development on the project site. One of the objectives of the project, for 
example, is to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records 
tower by creating grade level open space on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and 
Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is 
achieved by creating a site plan with grade level open space predetermined based on the height 
of the towers as seen in Figures 8.1.2 through Figure 8.1.4 of the Development Regulations. As 
the height of the towers increases, the amount of grade level open space also increases, from 
5% to 12% of the entire site (see Section 8.2 of the Development Regulations). Whether the 
open space is 5% of the project site or 12%, open space is required adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and across from the Capitol Records buildings fronting Vine Street. 

For the East Site containing Capitol Records, a triangular shaped plaza is formed (See figures 
8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, and 8.1.4 of Exhibit C), preserving views from Hollywood Boulevard of the 
Capitol Records building, another key vantage point. On the West Site, at-grade open space is 
organized as a rectangular plaza set back from the property line, ranging from 5% to 12% of the 
total site area depending on the height of the towers, in order to preserve views of the 
Hollywood Playhouse and create additional views directly across from the Capitol Records 
building. Furthermore, on both the West and East sites, mid-block, at-grade passageways 
through the entire site, traversing Vine Street create new vantage points for the Capitol Records 
building at a pedestrian level. 

The massing of the towers is regulated such that towers become slimmer as their height 
increases so as to minimize massing adjacent to the historic structures, including the Capitol 
Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that the taller towers are slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. In exchange for taller towers, additional open space must be provided within 
the ground-level public realm, thus accommodating a more positive pedestrian experience. 

In the instance where two towers are proposed for one site, Spacing Standards (Section 7.5 of 
the Development Regulations) dictate that the two towers shall be spaced at least 80 feet from 
all other towers on the same parcel. This will prevent the possibility of placing two towers within 
close proximity likely resulting in a collective mass of structures which overwhelm the Capitol 
Records Building and surrounding historic structures. 

Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers is regulated based on height. A tower proposed 
in the maximum height scenario, or 585 feet (see Table 6.1.1), would limit the maximum tower 
lot coverage for all towers on a given site (East or West) to 11.5 percent of the site. In this 
maximum height scenario, the allotted maximum tower lot coverage allows for one tower that is 
approximately the same size as the Capitol Records building or two towers that are slimmer 
than the Capitol Records building. For the minimum height scenario at 220 feet, a tower would 
be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height to the 242 foot Capitol 
Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, while occupying a larger 
percentage of the site, would be broken up by the jagged site plan itself, with a large portion of 
the tower being tucked to the side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller 
portion to the side of it (see Figure 6.1.2a.1 of Exhibit C). The 220 foot tower becomes a 
backdrop to the Capitol Records Building (see Exhibit D). Every height scenario is illustrated in 
the Development Regulations, as seen in figures 6.1.2.a.1 through 6.1.2.d.2 of the Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C). In addition, Axonometric diagrams within the Development Regulations 
illustrate every height scenario with a conceptual rendering describing what the project may look 
like (see Exhibit F). 
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In addition to regulating the design of towers, the Development Regulations regulate the podium 
or street wall around the towers. The street wall, as defined in the Development Regulations, is 
described as "a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open 
space". Regulating the street wall is another way of ensuring that the massing of the project 
respects the historic buildings adjacent to the project. Building heights in Hollywood, particularly 
historic buildings, are predominantly limited to 150 feet. In an effort to respect the historic 
datum, the maximum height allowed for a street wall, or podium, is 150 feet, although height is 
further limited in the project where adjacent historic structures exist. For example, in order to be 
compatible with the historic Yucca Street Commercial building on the West Site, the street wall 
can only be built to 30 feet. However, the street wall can be built to a maximum of 150 feet after 
providing a 10 foot setback. Along Vine Street on the West Site, the maximum street wall height 
is 40 feet, ensuring compatibility with the adjacent Hollywood Playhouse. Street walls are to be 
located a minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site, creating additional open space and differentiating the 
project from the historic street wall. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations, with required setbacks, open space and varying 
limitations on tower lot coverage per height scenario, provide a clear understanding of what type 
of project may occupy the site. In every scenario, the City must enforce these rigorous design 
guidelines to ensure quality control over the entire development. Moreover, the project and its 
programmatic components, including the Development Regulations, were presented to the 
Professional Volunteers Program under the coordination of the Urban Design Studio, where it 
was received favorably. 

Community Benefits 

Section 3 of the Development Agreement includes the proposed draft Community Benefits, 
consisting of: 

Project Labor Agreement & Prevailing Wage- Together with the Building and Construction 
Trades Council, the PLA will include a commitment that each phase of the project provides 
prevailing wage rates pursuant to Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. 

Local Hiring - The implementation of an apprenticeship and zip code identification program 
prioritizing local source hiring for project construction from the 13th Council District 

Community Organization Space - The provision of 1,200 square feet of meeting space 
within the project and with reasonable access to restroom facilities. The use of the space 
shall be made available to the Hollywood and community non-profit groups, including the 
local neighborhood council and other civic organizations during reasonable business hours 
and will operate on a first-come, first-serve basis with a $500 deposit and $300 clean-up fee 
and a publically accessible reservation system. 

Transportation Improvements -
Circulation shuttle to serve a 2 mile radius to/from the project site on an "on-call" basis 
with a maximum expenditure of $50,000; 

Bicycle Amenities Plan - In addition to the bicycle facilities required by the recently 
adopted ordinance, the applicant shall provide a 200 square foot kiosk or tenant space 
for bicycle repair services in the 1st phase of the project. In addition, bicycle signage 
wayfinding to/from all bicycle-related facilities. 
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Linkages to Future Public Transit - Shall fund the installation of pedestrian signage 
providing direction to transportation access points, providing $10,000 to LA DOT to 
install a DASH access point near the project, and $25,000 to Metro for the installation of 
additional signage within a four block radius directing pedestrian routes to/from the 
project site and the Hollywood/Vine Metro station. 

Parking Tracking Services - Applicant shall provide a fixed-fee amount of $50,000 
towards the implementation of DOT's Express Park program within the Hollywood area. 

Metro Passes - The applicant shall provide 25 transit passes to residents/tenants and 
employees of the project. 

Monthly Parking for Transit Commuters - The provision of no less than 10 "Park and 
Ride" parking spaces for non-residents/non-tenants utilizing transit. 

Shared Vehicle Parking - The applicant shall identify and provide for the tenancy of a 
car-share service (i.e., Zip Car), with up to 10 vehicles available for both project and 
area residents. 

Parking Access Management System - The implementation of parking management 
system for the non-residential parking areas with overhead signs informing the 
availability of parking spaces for each level. 

Protection of Capitol Records, Recording Studios and Echo Chambers - To preserve the 
existing recording studios and underground echo chambers. 

Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming - The developer shall pay for the 
programming of a minimum of 12 regularly scheduled events within the plaza areas within 
the project site. 

Pedestrian Improvements Contribution - A contribution of $50,000 towards the renovation 
and upkeep of the Hollywood Walk of Fame. 

Music Appreciation Exhibit - The installation and maintenance of an on-going and publicly 
accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition within the project site. 

Hollywood Central Park - A contribution of $50,000 to the Friends of Hollywood Central 
Park, and an annual contribution of $50,000 towards the operation and maintenance of the 
park. 

Affordable Housing - $4,800,000 towards the development of 100 affordable units to be 
developed by the Hollywood Community Housing Corporation (HCHC). 

In addition, the Department of City Planning recommends that the developer provide the 
following: 

Funds towards the improvement of the Franklin/Ivar Park, located adjacent to the 
US-101 Freeway. The park is in need of landscaping, lighting, park furniture, etc. 
Extension of the project's streetscape improvements to include those frontages of 
Ivar, Yucca, and Argyle, which are not within project site, but which are surrounded 
by the project boundaries. 
That the local source hiring commitments for construction be extended to operations. 
Increase the availability of transit passes to a minimum of 100 passes for project 
residents/tenants. 
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Conclusion 

The proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements associated with 
the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard life of the entitlements 
(36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and quasi-judicial approvals) in 
exchange for the provision of community benefits. These community benefits are above and 
beyond required mitigation measures, and no nexus is required. Rather, the proposed 
community benefits serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the applicant as to his/her 
commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these benefits is an additional 
incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the much-needed 
redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of downtown, 
historic Hollywood. 
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FINDINGS 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT REQUEST AND FINDINGS 

State Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5 authorize municipalities to enter into 
binding development agreements with persons having legal or equitable interest in real property 
for the development of such property. 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted rules and regulations establishing procedures and 
requirements for consideration of development agreements under Citywide Development 
Agreement Procedures (CF 85-2313-S3). In addition, on November 19, 1992, the City Planning 
Commission adopted new guidelines for the processing of development agreement applications 
(CPC No. 86-404 MSC). 

Hollywood Millennium, LLC ("Applicant") has requested that the City consider entering into a 
development agreement (the "Development Agreement") with respect to the development of the 
project, also referred to as "Hollywood Millennium." The development agreement process was 
initiated by the Director, and all proceedings have been taken in accordance with the City's 
adopted procedures. 

1. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the objectives, policies 
and programs specified in the General Plan. The Project Site is regulated under 
the Community Plan, a component of the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

The Development Agreement, which will vest the Millennium Hollywood Project's 
("Project") development rights, will be consistent with the General Plan, the Community 
Plan, and the Community Plan Update for the following reasons: 

The proposed Development Agreement will allow the applicant to create a mixed-use 
project within the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles and will promote further job 
creation and additional investment in the surrounding Hollywood area. The Community 
Plan and Community Plan Update both recognize the critical role that tourism and 
entertainment play in the commercial activity of Los Angeles and the Hollywood area in 
particular. The project will revitalize the neighborhood with additional housing, restaurant 
and other commercial development, as well as newly created jobs for residents in the 
area. The expanded commercial, restaurant, entertainment, hotel, office, and other 
business activities will serve to further complement and benefit the tourism, hotel and 
entertainment industries in the immediate project vicinity, as well as throughout 
Hollywood and the City as a whole. The project will also help sustain and grow the 
existing retail base along the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street Corridor by attracting 
visitors and new businesses to the area. 

The project design will bring cohesiveness to the Project site, thereby creating continuity 
with adjacent improvements of the surrounding area. One of the land use objectives of 
the project is to create an urban environment designed to a pedestrian scale that 
activates adjacent streets, encourages public pedestrian access, promotes walkability of 
and around the project, and which creates pedestrian connections to the surrounding 
area, particularly nearby transit stops and stations. The open space and pedestrian 
connections within the project will serve to accomplish this goal. 

Given its location in Hollywood, the project will also promote the use of the public 
transportation system. The property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, 
and is less than 500 feet from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
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Both Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DOT), including the MTA Metro Rapid 
Busses, that stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
Additionally, an MTA Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. The project's proximity to a comprehensive transit system 
would encourage and facilitate transit use and a 24-hour Hollywood. The project will 
maintain the Capitol Records Tower and will reflect the bold architecture and design that 
has historically characterized Hollywood. At the same time, however, the inclusion of 
substantial public and common open space to activate the ground levels and sidewalks 
throughout the project will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering areas 
and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

2. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the applicable Specific 
Plan. 

The Project site is not located within a Specific Plan area. 

3. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the City's Planning and 
Zoning Code and other relevant City ordinances. 

Approval of the Development Agreement, along with the requested discretionary actions 
and associated conditions of approval under City Planning case numbers, CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D and VTT-71837-CN, ensure that the project conforms to the 
requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

4. The proposed Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety and general welfare. 

The Development Agreement includes prov1s1ons which specifically permit the 
application of rules and regulations as necessary to protect public health and safety. 

The Development Agreement provides assurances that the public benefits identified 
below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be achieved and 
developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with the 
terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The project will 
provide local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) 
promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, 
and future transient occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business 
expansion and relocation in Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary 
and permanent jobs to improve the local and regional economy; and (iv) provide the 
density necessary to support a new mix of uses in close proximity to mass transit. The 
project will contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of 
land uses, which will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain 
Hollywood as a regional center, create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

5. The proposed Development Agreement will promote the orderly development of 
the Project Site in accordance with good land use practice. 
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As previously discussed, the project is consistent with the policies and provisions of the 
General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. The proposed Development Agreement vests the Applicant's rights to develop the 
Project site as analyzed in the EIR No.2011041094 and as delineated in the requested 
discretionary approvals. The proposed Development Agreement provides assurances 
that the proposed project will proceed in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations 
and conditions, and strengthens the public planning process by encouraging private 
participation in comprehensive planning and reducing the economic costs of 
development to the applicant and the public. Furthermore, the proposed Development 
Agreement reflects the development of a comprehensive project consistent with all 
applicable provisions of the LAMC, General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and that is therefore is consistent with good land use practice. The proposed 
Development Agreement complies in form and substance with all applicable City and 
State regulations governing development agreements. The proposed Development 
Agreement further complies with the guidelines adopted by the City: 

a. The Development Agreement shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless the 
term is otherwise terminated or modified by circumstances set forth in the 
Development Agreement or by mutual consent of the parties. 

b. The proposed Development Agreement is being processed with the processing 
of other Project entitlements, including City Planning Case number CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D. 

c. The proposed Development Agreement will provide public benefits not otherwise 
obtainable, and for which no nexus exist under the Project's environmental 
clearance, that will benefit the surrounding residents of the Project site and the 
City as a whole. 

d. The proposed Development Agreement contains all the provisions, terms and 
conditions which, in addition to those required by law, are deemed to be 
necessary and or desirable in order to implement the City's General Plan. 

e. Based upon the above findings, the recommended Development Agreement 
action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
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flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final 
EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
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finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
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the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios as part of the Land 
Use Equivalency Program, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be 
developed on the Project Site through implementation of the Development Agreement. The 
Commercial Scenario would consist of approximately 461 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 
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190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 264,303 square feet of office space including 
the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square 
feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness 
center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential 
dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no 
increase in office space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exists in 
the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 
10,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD) (Ord. No. 181340, 
LAMC Section 13.11), and is thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the 
Hollywood Signage SUD. The Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on
site tenant identification signs, and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. 
The Project will be in conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage 
SUD, the Building Code and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 
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Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south 
of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet 
above grade. 

Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports Club 
use). 

Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live 
entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

Haul Route Approval. 

Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, Site 
Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 
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Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

(CRA) - Designated Local Authority design review for projects within the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area as may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking 
approval from the Designated Local Authority, or City approval should the Designated Local 
Authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 4.5: 1 in 
accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 

RL0025615 



EM29003 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-10 

areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 
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The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
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Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The Project 
is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
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impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
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temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated with 
temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
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visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 
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A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 
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Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
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Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG em1ss1ons both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14,174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
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combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 
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C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 
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A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
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measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

RL0025629 



EM29017 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-24 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
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been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 
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E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 
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The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 
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F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
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have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
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refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
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ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 
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J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 
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Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 
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J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 
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Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 
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Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
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be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 
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Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 
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viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
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surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 
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Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
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asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
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considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed 
the regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted 
that ROG emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating 
activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 
pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 
areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 
miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 
identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and 
receive information about the construction project or to report complaints regarding 
excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 
hours of their receipt. 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts 
to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated 
with fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table 
IV.B.1-11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the 

RL0025652 



EM29040 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-47 

mitigated peak daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and 
excavation phase would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the 
SCAQMD for NOx largely due to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In 
addition, the Applicant implemented additional mitigation measures in response to a comment 
letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. See 
Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has 
been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to the extent feasible. There are no 
mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than significant considering the 
localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate 
air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the 
HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the 
Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City 
Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose 
sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by 
the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 
achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 
ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
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residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 
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Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 
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H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 
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With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 
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Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
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Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 
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Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on
site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 
program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 
employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 
the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 
transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 
(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 
in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
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project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 
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K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 
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4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
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Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Obiectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both day 
and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the Project, 
including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically as well as 
support the long-term preservation of historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard. 

Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce vehicular 
trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing transit and 
transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives and creating 
pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing development. 

Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to support 
the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring the Project 
has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market conditions and consumer 
needs in the Hollywood area. 

Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land use 
density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, resident, 
visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility necessary to 
ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of Hollywood at the time 
of development. 

Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern end 
of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 
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Design Obiectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built environment. 
Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street high-rise corridor 
to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and thriving 
Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and 
highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the historic Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District. 

Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces and 
connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, the 
regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater Hollywood 
community. 

Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density necessary 
to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and visitors. 

Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient design 
flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a set of 
development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure the Project 
will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and complement the 
existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, 
architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability that 
promote the long-term development of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive linkages 
between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary energy and 
vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to create 
the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and other public 
spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the mix of uses 
necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian experience safe 
and attractive will not be achieved. 

Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource conservation, 
including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and water. Building design 
and construction will promote efficient use of materials and energy. 
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Public Benefit Obiectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including the 
Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by promoting 
walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along Vine Street, and 
providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. Support infrastructure 
improvements and implement a transportation demand management plan that 
reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and public transportation. 

Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by increasing 
the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales and possibly 
transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy necessary to support 
existing developments in the area. 

Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment of 
the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. Enhance 
pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout the Project 
Site and between the Project and the community. 

Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los Angeles. 
Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support itself and 
support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure that this 
iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial corridor for the 
community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level of 
density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and pedestrian 
connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical mass of 
density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active and vibrant 
environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood and 
the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in the region 
and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and its commercial 
corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of new temporary and 
permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic benefits for surrounding 
commercial uses. 

Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax revenues, 
and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses necessary to 
support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new business 
relocation to Hollywood. 
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Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary to 
sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. Maximizing 
density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, luxury hotel rooms, office 
space, retail establishments, sports club, parking facilities, and open space. Without 
the increased density, the necessary increase in businesses and pedestrian activity 
that sustain Hollywood Boulevard will not be achieved. 

Preservation Obiectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street level 
and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves views to and 
from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. 

Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood community. 
Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and 
Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine Street. 

Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to revitalize 
this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, visitors, and 
businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the District. 

Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing context, 
including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and massing 
setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new buildings to be in a 
manner that is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
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treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development-4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 
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Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
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unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 
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The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
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uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative S's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
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Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as the 
Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, and 
visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, and 
cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed uses 
and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
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there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

RL0025677 



EM29065 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-72 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides adequate, good faith and reasoned 
responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the comments received 
and responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments received nor the 
responses to such comments add significant new information regarding environmental 
impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has based its actions on full appraisal of all 
viewpoints, including all comments received up to the date of adoption of these findings, 
concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify the 
decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated 
in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 
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F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

F. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
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a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
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transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 
square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 
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entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will 
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provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, 
or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. 
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STAFF APPEAL REPORT 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and supplemental uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Case Background 

The public hearing for the Tract Map was held before the Advisory Agency on February 19, 
2013. The concurrent public hearing was also heard before the Hearing Officer, who took 
testimony on behalf of the City Planning Commission for CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

Following a presentation by the applicant and the applicant's representatives, the public hearing 
was open to the public where approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and 
opposition to the project. The public speakers represented residents, labor groups, 
neighborhood councils, homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of 
Commerce, and affected business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the 
Montalban Theater and American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 
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For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 

On February 22, 2013, the Advisory Agency issued a letter of determination approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, permitting a 41-lot subdivision and the construction of two 
buildings with 492 residential dwelling units, 200 luxury hotel rooms, approximately 215,000 
square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 
approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 
square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use 
for a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166, 970 square feet, which yields a floor area 
ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. These uses and densities are subject to the Development Regulations and 
Land Use Equivalency Program under CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU-CUB-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-
103-DA. 
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THE APPEALS 

Appellants: (1) AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts; 
(2) Annie Geoghan; 
(3) Argyle Civic Association; 
(4) Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; 
(5) Hollywood Dell Civic Association; 
(6) Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

APPEAL POINTS: 

Page 6 

1. Failure to identify AMOA as a sensitive receptor in respect to noise. As a result, the EIR 
does not provide adequate mitigation in regards to noise. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. While the list of sensitive receptors in the Draft EIR did not identify 
AMDA's commercial building at 1777 Vine Street as a noise and vibration sensitive 
receptor for the project, this designation would not change the impact determinations 
disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the Draft EIR 
provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration increases 
occurring within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site, which includes the 
AMOA property. As shown on page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's student 
housing facilities were identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptor No. 1 
included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across Yucca. This 
includes the Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, 
Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are 
described as AMOA student housing. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon 
adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive 
mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible, regardless 
of any sensitive receptor designations. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for 
noise and vibration, the EIR amended two Mitigation Measures, H-3 and H-7, to address 
AMDA's concerns, to include all adjacent structures, including AMDA's building at 1777 
Vine Street, for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 
feasibly possible from the nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land 
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods 
with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise- sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Additionally, the Final EIR contained a feasibility analysis that analyzed all of the 
mitigation measures suggested by AMOA in its comment letter on the Draft EIR. 

2. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, make clear that 
AMOA is a Sensitive Receptor. CEQA has a clear mandate to identify schools as a 
sensitive receptor. 

EIR's within and outside of the City make clear that AMOA is a sensitive receptor. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. The City of Los Angeles, as Lead Agency, has the responsibility to 
determine the sensitivity of the receptor. Although schools are typically listed as a noise
sensitive use within 500 feet of a project site, other factors including but not limited to, 
location, school type, and hours of operation, among others, help determine whether a 
use is considered sensitive. In this case, the Lead Agency determined that AMOA was 
not considered a sensitive receptor under air quality, due to not having underage 
children, its location one block south of the US-101 Freeway, the nature of the classes 
held, and the hours of operation. This determination, however, did not deter the Lead 
Agency from disclosing that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon 
adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation, and 
modified mitigation measures to ensure that noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent 
land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 

Again, the EIR does identify 1777 Vine Street building as a noise-sensitive receptor and 
includes mitigation measures which addressed the significant, but short-term, noise 
impacts. These mitigation measures would be incorporated for all adjacent land uses 
irrespective of their designations as sensitive receptors. While the mitigation measures 
may not fully eliminate the associated noise impacts during construction, these 
mitigation measures represent feasible mitigation intended to reduce noise and vibration 
of AMDA's and other adjoining commercial structures. 

3. Nowhere does the Determination letter clearly state that the Advisory Agency has in fact 
approved VTTM No. 71837. 

The Advisory Agency's letter of determination issued a determination of VTT-71837-CN 
with a "Decision Date" of February 22, 2013 and an "Appeal Period Ends" date of March 
4, 2013. Further, the letter of determination states "[t]he Advisory Agency approval is 
subject to the following conditions:" at the bottom of the first page. This clearly shows 
that the Advisory Agency has approved VTT-71837-CN. The grant clause, which was 
inadvertently carried over from the staff report, reads as: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03 of the, the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval. ... " 

Instead, the grant clause should read as: 
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"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03, the Advisory Agency approves .... " 

Typically, a letter of correction is issued following the end of the appeal period to correct 
typographical errors. However, this tract was appealed and therefore the correction to 
the grant clause will be amended in accordance with the City Planning Commission's 
action on the tract map appeal. 

4. The Advisory Agency has granted the project a significant reduction from its parking 
requirement of 2.5 stalls per residential unit without the Determination Letter even 
acknowledging that a deviation has been requested or approved. 

In accordance with Condition 14c of the Letter of Determination for Tract Map No. 
71837-CN, the approval of the development of 1,918 parking spaces, is subject to the 
shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations and/or as determined by 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and/or CPC-2013-103-DA, to serve the project 
site. The deviation from the LAMC parking requirements is found in the Department of 
City Planning's Condition No. 14 which states, "Approved herein is the development of 
1, 918 parking spaces, subject to the shared parking provisions of the Development 
Regulations." The condition correctly identifies shared parking will be based on the 
Development Regulations, and as attached to the shared/reduced parking request 
pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-A,4(y) in CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

The intent of a shared parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by 
matching parking demand with complementary uses. A shared parking program, as 
applied, would also be consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and 
Community Plan Update, given that parking has different parking requirements and 
different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. 

5. The Advisory Agency's decision letter clearly violates the California Subdivision Map Act 
by approving a tentative tract map inconsistent with the existing zoning. By issuing its 
approvals prior to City Planning Commission review and consideration of the requested 
entitlements or even before release of the Planning Department's Staff 
Recommendation Report, the Advisory Agency has in effect determined that the 
Commission's approval is a foregone conclusion. The Advisory Agency is not a 
legislative body and is without legal authorization to adopt the EIR and its Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 

Pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act, the Advisory Agency has the authority to act on 
subdivision matters. The Advisory Agency is the decision-maker, and as such also has 
the authority to certify the EIR, adopt the MMRP, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. Furthermore, the LAMC authorizes the Advisory Agency's determination 
to be appealed to the City Planning Commission. The Commission will make its own 
recommendation on the case in an impartial and objective manner. 

Furthermore, the project site is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center Commercial 
land use designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses that are 
consistent with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book store, 
bakeries, bicycle sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); office, 
and restaurants (bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), and 
permits residential densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. The project is 
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subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A,18(a), however, which permits any use 
in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot 
is located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional Center Commercial, or 
High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project area approved by the 
City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per dwelling unit, 
or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot site. 

The fitness/sports club use is not explicitly allowed in the C4 Zone, however, similar 
uses, such as recreation buildings, commercial swimming pools, and private and no
profit clubs are permitted. The applicant is seeking a Zone Change from C4 to C2 to 
permit the operation, use, and maintenance of a fitness/sports club, where the C2 Zone 
expressly allows gymnasiums and health clubs. Allowing a fitness/sports club use would 
be similar to the LA Fitness that was approved through a variance (ZA-2003-SS47-ZV) at 
7021 Hollywood Boulevard, with an additional variance for reduced parking for S3 
parking spaces in lieu of 263 parking spaces. As such, the sports/fitness club is 
therefore not a significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere in the 
neighborhood. 

6. The City cannot approve the VTTM and the Project, and instead should deny it as a 
result of the fact that the proposed map is inconsistent with the applicable zoning. The 
underlying zoning restricts the subject site FAR to 3: 1 and limits the type of uses at the 
site. The Advisory Agency cannot approve a map inconsistent with what's permissible 
both in scale and uses in the subject site. The project's proposed FAR of 6: 1 is a 
theoretical figure that doesn't clarify exactly what would be built, what the total square 
footage would be, how many residential units there would be, or how tall the skyscrapers 
ultimately will be. The C4-20-SN zoning restricts C4 uses to R4 uses. R4 zoning allows 
one unit per 400 square feet of lot area. 

The Hollywood Community Plan and Update, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) 
and the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. As such, there is no height limit 
on the project site and the requested heights are permitted in both the current and 
proposed zones. Moreover, under the Hollywood Community Plan Update, the Regional 
Center Commercial land use designation is intended to accommodate land use intensity 
as well as high residential density, recognizing the need to promote a mix of uses that 
generate jobs and housing, while simultaneously addressing "the needs of visitors who 
come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade shows, entertainment, and 
tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under Ordinance No. 16S,6S9, limits buildings on the lot to three times 
the buildable area of the lot., Additional FAR over 3: 1 may be granted if the project 
conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program and the 
Hollywood Boulevard District Urban Design Program, and any Designs for Development 
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan provided for a range in floor area ratios between 4.S:1 up to a 6:1 
with CRA approval. Although the CRA has since been dissolved, the CRA's FAR 
incentive was captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, where it changed 'D' 
Limitation on the project site to a 4.S:1 FAR, and which allowed for a 6:1 FAR for 
properties in the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and with CPC 
approval. Furthermore, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-
A, 18(a), which permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or 
CS Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
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Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment 
project area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 
square feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot 
site. As such, the project, as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project 
site. 

Moreover, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6:1 FAR, 
including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a 
Height District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 
6: 1; Conditional Use permits to allow a hotel use within SOO feet of a residential 
zone and on-site alcohol consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning 
Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-
inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard 
setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review for a project located at 
1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-200S-43S8-ZC-ZAA/TT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a 
Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable S- to 8- foot side yards for 
interior lot lines abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total 
off-street parking space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area 
ratio between 4.S:1 and 6:1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up 
to 1 SO residential condominiums, 37S apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 
61,SOO square feet of retail and restaurant use for a property located at 62S0-
62S2 Hollywood Boulevard. 

The Appellant states that the project's proposed 6: 1 FAR that does not explicitly clarify 
what would be built, the total square footage, the number of residential units, or the 
height of the structures. The units density and intensity of uses are subject to the Land 
Use Equivalency Program where the maximum square footage of the project is 
determined by the building heights, which is expected to range from 220 feet and S8S 
feet. The appellant further states that the R4 Zoning allows one unit per 400 square feet 
of lot area, however the letter of determination clearly states that the unit density is 
based on the RS zone under the exception permitted to mixed use projects under LAMC 
Section 12.22-A, 18(a). 

7. The projects residential parking component is almost 500 spaces less than required by 
the Advisory Agency, which for condominiums is 2.5 parking spaces per unit instead of 
the 1.5 parking spaces proposed. Nowhere in the Determination Letter is there an 
analysis of the parking reduction or acknowledgement that they are granting the 
deviation. Other nearby Hollywood projects have provided a surplus of parking, such as 
the nearby Blvd. 6200 project. The reduction of parking for a sports club further 
exacerbates the lack of parking. In addition, parking should be provided on-site to 
accommodate both the businesses intended to operate on the site, their visitors, patrons 
and support workers. 
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Condition No. 14( c) of the Tract determination approved the development of 1, 918 
parking spaces to serve the project "subject to the shared parking provisions of the 
Development Regulations and/or as determined by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-ZV-HD 
and/or CPC-2013-103-DA." The tract determination recognizes that a shared parking 
request and a reduced parking request will be considered by the City Planning 
Commission in its review of the requested variances. Nevertheless, the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the standard parking requirements otherwise imposed 
on standard residential development projects. For example, pursuant to Section 12.24Y 
of the LAMC, the Project's location of less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station 
at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, allows for a 10% reduction from the Code
required parking. Additionally, because the project is located in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project area and within a State Enterprise Zone, Section 12.21-A,4(x)(3) 
of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square feet of 
combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and 
related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As such, 
the reduced parking for the sports club, and the reduced parking for being located within 
a mixed-use development within proximity of major transit satisfies the intent of the 
LAMC. 

8. The project is not compatible in size, bulk, scale and height with surrounding historic 
buildings, proposed buildings and other buildings existing. Other projects are not 
comparable in size and height. 

The project proposes two towers ranging from 220 feet to 585 feet in height. Alteration 
of the surroundings of the historic structures, however, will not reduce the integrity of 
historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local registers 
will be materially impaired. The Project has the potential to add height and density to an 
Entertainment District in an already highly urbanized environment. The heights proposed 
for the project, including the maximum height scenario, creates a vibrant, mixed-use 
community with modern, yet architecturally varied structures that act as a focal point for 
the Hollywood area and introduces contemporary architecture to an existing urban 
environment. The Hollywood Community Plan envisioned the possibility of towers in the 
project site, demonstrated by no height limitations pursuant to the existing zoning. As 
part of the General Plan Framework, Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the 
focal points of regional commerce, identity, and activity. Physically, the Framework 
Element anticipates Regional Centers to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up 
to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of 
these structures should induce considerable pedestrian activity. Although the project has 
the potential to develop the tallest tower(s) in the neighborhood, the building height will 
add to an exciting, modern skyline envisioned in the Hollywood Community Plan. The 
development regulations and the aesthetic and historic resource analyses in the Draft 
EIR indicate that the towers could be elegant and slim, integrating the Capitol Records 
building and other nearby historic structures into the overall site design. As the tower 
height increases, there is a complimentary decrease in the maximum tower lot coverage 
allowed (see Exhibit C). This design approach provides physical and visual setbacks 
from adjacent historic resources. Although the Hollywood skyline currently peaks with a 
building measuring approximately 22 stories or 297 feet, the Hollywood Community Plan 
envisions a transit-oriented, urban district with an evolving dynamic skyline. 

The development regulations have comprehensive standards for bulk that permits 
design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the development for 
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the project site. One of the objectives of the project is to preserve public views from 
certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records tower by creating grade level open 
space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and 
West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is achieved by creating a site plan with 
grade level open space predetermined based on the height of the towers as seen on 
Table 6.1.1.of Exhibit C In every height scenario, whether the open space is 5% of the 
project site or 12%, a triangular shaped plaza is formed on the East Site adjacent to the 
Capitol Records building (See Figures 8.1.1 to 8.1.4 of Exhibit C). This triangular plaza 
preserves views from Hollywood Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, a key 
vantage point. On the West Site, at grade open space is organized as a rectangular 
plaza set back from the property line, ranging from 5 percent to 12 percent of the total 
site area depending on the height of the towers, in order to preserve views of the 
Hollywood Playhouse. In addition, the rectangular plaza provides additional views 
directly across from the Capitol Records building. In addition on both the West and East 
sites, at-grade passageways through the entire site running east to west are required, 
creating new vantage points for the Capitol Records building at a pedestrian level and 
scale. 

The massing of the towers is regulated so that towers are slimmer in bulk as height 
increases as a means of not overpowering the massing of the historic structures in the 
area, including the Capitol Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that towers 
have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and appear slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. In addition, in the case where two towers are proposed for one site, 
the Spacing Standards (section 7.5 of Exhibit C) provide that if two towers are on a 
single site, they shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same 
parcel. This will prevent the possibility of two towers adjacent to each other from 
creating a collective mass that overwhelms the Capitol Records building and 
surrounding historic structures. Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are 
regulated based on height. If a tower is proposed in the maximum height scenario, such 
as 585 feet (see Table 6.1.1 of Exhibit C), then the maximum tower lot coverage is 11.5 
percent of the site, for both towers on a given site. This creates two towers that are 
approximately the same size as the Capitol Records building. For the minimum height 
scenario at 220 feet, a tower would be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be 
comparable in height to the 242-foot Capitol Records tower (as measured with an 82 
foot trylon). The tower, although occupying a larger percentage of the site, would be 
broken up by the linear site plan itself, with a large portion of the tower being tucked to 
the side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller portion directly to the 
side of it (see figure 6.1.2a.1 ). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the Capitol 
Records Building (see Exhibit E). 

In every tower height scenario the space not occupied by grade level open space may 
be occupied by a podium which is regulated in massing by the Development 
Regulations. Street wall standards are sensitive to the adjacent historic buildings and are 
intended to differentiate newer buildings from the historic street wall along the corridor. 
A street wall (or podium) is required to be setback by a minimum 10 feet from the 
property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the 
West Site. The street wall can range in height from 30 feet to a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level, the historic height limit in the district. The limitation of 150 feet for 
the street wall ensures that the street level massing is consistent with the surrounding 
buildings, creating a consistent visual scale for the pedestrian and maintaining a 
continuous rhythm in massing in the district. Additionally along Yucca, the street wall will 
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be limited to a maximum of 30 feet in height with a 10 foot setback in order to coincide 
with the height of the historic retail shops along the street. 

In addition, the Draft EIR contained a historic resource report that analyzed the project's 
impacts using the Secretary of Interior's standards and the applicable CEQA thresholds. 
The report concluded that the project does not have a significant impact on surrounding 
historic resources based on the project design, development regulations, and proposed 
mitigation measures. 

9. The project site is not suitable for the proposed density. The project is not comparable 
in size to other nearby projects, such as Blvd. 62. Nothing in the vicinity is the density of 
the proposed project. 

As previously, stated, the project is zoned C4-2D-SN with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation in the Hollywood Community Plan, which allows uses 
that are consistent with those approved in the tract map, including retail uses (book 
store, bakeries, bicycle sales, beauty stores, dry goods, jewelry and music stores, etc.); 
office, and restaurants (bakeries, cafes, cafeterias, sandwich shops, restaurants, etc.), 
and permits residential densities with the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone. 
Moreover, the project is subject to an exception in LAMC Section 12.22-A, 18(a), that 
permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, C4, or CS Zones 
provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, Regional 
Center Commercial, High Intensity Commercial or located within any redevelopment 
project area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 
square feet per dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,49S square-foot 
site. 

The project's existing and proposed Height District, 2D, and 2, respectively, include no 
height limitation. Further, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission 
with a 6:1 FAR, including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within SOO feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review 
for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAAITT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable S- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10 percent reduction of the total off-street parking 
space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ratio between 4.S: 1 and 
6: 1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 1 SO residential 
condominiums, 37S apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,SOO square feet of retail 
and restaurant use for a property located at 62S0-62S2 Hollywood Boulevard. 
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10. The increased Traffic generated from the Project will essentially landlock the local 
neighborhood, particularly along Franklin A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard during rush 
hour. Additional traffic was not considered in the Traffic Study, such as "tourist traffic" or 
the "observation deck". The Traffic Study was formulated on inaccurate future population 
estimates and based on unsubstantiated manual formulas that underestimate the actual 
Project's impact of traffic trips and congestion on both local street and freeway on/off 
ramps. The Traffic Study did not use maximum build out or study cut -through traffic in 
the residential area. 

Traffic for this proposed project was analyzed in the same manner as comparable 
projects throughout the City. In this instance, the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR for the 
project studied 37 intersections. In response to comments, two additional intersections 
were analyzed and the results were included in the Final EIR. Under existing traffic 
conditions, (2011), all 39 intersections (37 original study intersections, plus the two 
additional) operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A through D during the AM 
Peak Hour, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates 
at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical 
approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for 
protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. 
With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 24 of the 39 studied intersections 
would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service of A through D. The remaining 
15 intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable levels of E or F during one or 
both peak hours with or without the project. 

The traffic analysis accounted for the addition of the project traffic to the Critical 
Movement Analysis (CMA) values in the future (2020) at all study intersections during 
both peak hours. There would be no 2020 CMA value increase at one study intersection. 

Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an increase in the CMA value due to 
project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F, 0.020 or more when 
the final LOS is D, or 0.040 when the final LOS is C. Prior to mitigation, the project 
contribution to the LOS E or F conditions was considered significant at 13 of the study 
intersections. Of the impacted 13 LOS E or F intersections, the impacts at five study 
intersections would remain at significant level even with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, in other words, there would be a remaining impact to the CMA from the 
mitigated project of 0.01 O or greater. 

11. The inaccurate traffic data leads to inaccurate and understated air quality and health 
data. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential regional and localized construction and 
operational air quality impacts. The Draft EIR analysis was supported by an air quality 
technical report based on correct modeling assumptions. Mitigation measures contained 
in the Draft EIR meet and exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for 
development projects in the City of Los Angeles. SCAQMD suggests conducting a CO 
hotspots analysis for any intersection where a proposed project would worsen the LOS 
to any level below C, and for any intersection rated D or worse where the proposed 
project would increase the V/C ratio by two percent or more. Intersections that do not 
meet the analysis criteria would not have the potential to exceed their respective national 
or state ambient air quality standards. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality 

RL0025696 



EM29084 

VTT-71837-CN-1A -Appeal Page 15 

Management District also submitted comments regarding air quality mitigation 
measures. Additional air quality mitigation measures have been added to the Final EIR. 

12. Noise and light generated from outdoor venues above the ground floor proposed for the 
project will transmit into our neighborhood. Our neighborhood is located less than 500' 
from the Project. 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people 
and activities and events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and 
observation decks. Specifically, page IV.H-40 of the Draft EIR states the Project is 
anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at
grade, above the ground floor on the podium levels, and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space 
areas, swimming pools, poolside seating and outdoor dining. The Draft EIR specifically 
concludes that the Project would not have significant operational noise impacts 
associated with people and activities and events within the common outdoor spaces, 
podium levels and observation decks. Furthermore, the Draft EIR notes that the Project 
must comply with the applicable noise sections of the LAMC, which thereby prevents 
noise levels from exceeding City standards for this location and ensures potential noise 
impacts on off-site sensitive uses would be less than significant. 

It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people talking, swimming pool 
activity, and occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements during 
special events. As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively 
high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided between the podium 
levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing 
and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise 
sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. In addition, the Project would be 
required to comply with Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would ensure outdoor eating 
and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at 
surrounding off site uses. 

Mitigation measure A.1-3 accounts for podium level outdoor lighting with the following 
mitigation, "A.1-3: The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open 
terrace and tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that 
architectural, parking and security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential 
properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution." Similar to the 
ambient noise environment, there are relatively high levels of ambient light in the project 
vicinity because of its urbanized setting. The project does not propose high-intensity 
lighting that would result in a significant light or glare impact on the surrounding 
community. 

13. It is impossible for the Advisory Agency to responsibly address concerns raised in the 
Public Hearing within 3 to 4 days, with any significant detail. 

The Advisory Agency's determination to approve the tract map is based on the 
administrative record and findings of the Subdivision Map Act. The Subdivision Map Act 
require that the Advisory Agency find that the proposed map as well as the design and 
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improvement of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the applicable general and 
specific plans, that the site is physically suitable for the type and density of development, 
that the design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause 
substantial environmental damage or injure fish, wildlife, or their habitat, cause serious 
public health problems, conflict with easements acquired by the public at large and 
provides feasible access to passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities. In 
approving the tract map, the Advisory Agency determined that the project and it's design 
was consistent with the general plan, included a mix and intensity of uses conducive to 
the urban setting and Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and in acting 
on the EIR, determined that while significant impacts were present, the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations affirmed the benefits of the project would otherwise outweigh 
the adverse environmental impacts. 

14. The project is inconsistent with the development guidelines defined by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency. The height should be based on the CRA Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

The Draft EIR analyzed &-how the project would impact the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan. Please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR for a full 
discussion of the Project's consistency with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and its 
consistency with the existing scale of surrounding development. Further, the Hollywood 
Community Plan and Update, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) and the proposed 
zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. As such, there is no height limit on the project 
site and this the project heights are allowed in the current and proposed zones. 

15. Failure of the City to comply with CEQA requirements to have a cumulative analysis of 
the impacts of the Project and the other 57 known projects either approved or proposed 
for the development in the Hollywood Area. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the EIR "discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable." The EIR does include an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the project 
together with the other 57 known projects approved or proposed for development in the 
Hollywood area. The analyses of cumulative impacts was described throughout the text 
of the EIR and was individually addressed for those categories that were considered to 
have a potentially significant impact. 

16. Inadequate public benefits and mitigations that are required to be provided by the 
Developer for the surrounding communities based on the impact the Project will have on 
the surrounding communities, partly due to the city not pursuing a nexus study. 

The project EIR included various mitigation measures meant to address the 
environmental impacts resulting from the construction and/or operation of the proposed 
development. Those mitigation measures were included in the conditions of approval 
under the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), and which are required 
of the developer. The provision of public benefits is not required under CEQA or the 
Subdivision Map Act. As such, no nexus study would substantiate the allocation of public 
benefits under the Advisory Agency's decision. In addition, the project includes a 
development agreement that provides public benefits in addition to the mitigation 
measures included in the Draft and Final EIR. 
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17. The project does not have an adequate assessment of infrastructure impacts due to the 
city not properly sequencing studies. 

The Draft EIR analyzed potential land use planning impacts, and infrastructure capacity 
issues, associated with the location of the Project Site. Please see Sections IV.G, Land 
Use Planning, and IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems for a detailed discussion of these 
topics. The Draft EIR and Appendices included many studies, including air quality, 
historic resources, noise, traffic, parking, public services, utilities including infrastructure 
and water supply. The CEQA process is designed to "provide public agencies and the 
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is 
likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a 
project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project." (CEQA 
Statute § 21061). According to CEQA Guidelines 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA 
are to: (1) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities; (2) identify the ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) prevent significant, 
avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use 
of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes 
to be feasible; and (4) disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency 
approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects 
are involved. The Draft EIR complied with these CEQA requirements. 

18. FAR Averaging would allow massing to be spread out unevenly between both sites. 

The project is regulated by both the total floor area allowed in the project and the 
Development Regulations, which control the massing of structures under different height 
scenarios. The maximum height scenario, for both the east and west sites, at 585 feet, 
require specific standards as to the total allowable tower area, as well as setbacks 
regulating the placement of the towers and related podiums, so that key views are 
preserved and the compatibility with nearby historic structures is maintained. Therefore, 
under the maximum height scenario, the maximum square footage allowed for both sites 
is maintained. Moreover, CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD, has conditioned the 
project such that a tower on either the East or West Site, will be accompanied by a 
second tower that is within 15% of the height of the first tower. 

19. A Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages 
and live entertainment and dancing would remove any public hearings and prevent 
scrutiny from nearby residents which might be as near as 500 feet. 

The consideration of conditional use permits allowing live entertainment and the sale 
and dispensation for the sale alcoholic beverages was not before the Advisory Agency. 
No action was taken on this matter, which will be under consideration before the City 
Planning Commission. 

20. The duration of the DA should be limited to a 5 year time period. Development 
Agreements for projects of similar proposed size and scope have not been provided DA 
durations longer than 5 years. 

The proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 
associated with the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard 
life of the entitlements (36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and 
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quasi-judicial approvals) in exchange for the provision of community benefits. These 
community benefits are above and beyond those which are required as conditions of 
approval or as mitigation measures, and no nexus is required. Rather, the proposed 
community benefits serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the applicant as to his/her 
commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these benefits is an 
additional incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the much
needed redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. Moreover, the City is entitled to negotiate the terms of 
development agreements. 

21. The EIR fails to use maximum build out in study of impacts on infrastructure. 

Flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land 
uses, siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all 
potential land uses, the maximum FAR (6:1), and all potential environmental impacts 
associated with development under the most conservative development scenarios. In 
addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed 
Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could 
respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among 
the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are 
satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed maximum levels of environmental impacts that 
are identified in the EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. It does not allow the Applicant to 
propose land uses that were not identified and studied in the EIR, nor does it allow any 
use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the analysis of the 
Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the 
Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each 
environmental issue area, including impacts on infrastructure. 

22. The development doesn't ensure that views to and from the Hollywood Hills are, to the 
extent practical, preserved, per the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

Section IV.A.1 in the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of potential view impacts 
(both from a focal view and panoramic view perspective) on the Capitol Records Building 
and other visual resources. The Final EIR also included detailed responses regarding 
the potential view impacts from the Hollywood Hills towards the project and from the 
project to the Hollywood Hills. In addition, the Draft EIR's analysis of the Project's 
potential aesthetics impacts is supported by an Aesthetics Impacts Report, which was 
prepared by Roschen Van Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IV.A of the Draft 
EIR, which presents additional evidence regarding the Project's potential aesthetic 
impacts on the Capitol Records Building. As further discussed below, the Draft EIR and 
the Aesthetics Impacts Report conclude that the Project only has a significant impact on 
one focal view perspective (i.e., View 6) of the Capitol Records Building. The Draft EIR 
also concludes that the Project would have a less than significant impact on views of the 
Capitol Records Building from panoramic view perspectives from the Hollywood Hills. 
The information below, and in the Draft EIR, further supports these conclusions. 

To be aesthetically sensitive to the Capitol Records Building, the Project has been 
designed with setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol 
Records Building. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Project Development 
Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (included as Appendix II to the Draft EIR) in 
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Section 1.2.2(b) state that one of the objectives of the Project is to: Preserve public 
views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Building by creating grade 
level open space I civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol 
Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records Building. To illustrate 
how the Project design preserves view corridors to the Capitol Records Building, the 
Draft EIR includes Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records View Corridors. This figure 
illustrates that there are three wide view corridors, which allow the Capitol Records 
Building to be visible even after development of the Project. The corridors are generally 
along Hollywood Boulevard west of Vine Street; generally along the Hollywood Freeway 
east of Argyle Avenue; and generally along the Hollywood Freeway west of Vine Street. 
In addition, the Draft EIR includes several figures (Figures 11-9, Conceptual Architectural 
Rendering of the Project looking West along Argyle Avenue, 11-10, Conceptual 
Architectural Rendering of the Project looking North from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street, and 11-11, Conceptual Architectural Rendering of the Project looking East from 
Vine Street) that demonstrate how the Capitol Records Building remains visible from 
adjacent streets, including Argyle Avenue, the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street, and Vine Street. These images demonstrate how the Project is aesthetically 
compatible with the Capitol Records Building and how it has been used as a centerpiece 
of the Project's design. 

As thoroughly discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project can be implemented in a variety of 
height and massing permutations. The Draft EIR presents numerous view simulations 
(as shown in Figure IV.A.1- 11 through Figure IV.A.1-20) that disclose the level of 
aesthetic impacts and view obstructions that could occur if the Project was developed at 
any of the proposed height and massing scenarios. These various view simulations 
indicate that there are no development scenarios that would fully block views of the 
Capitol Records Building from the street-level perspectives, especially at the Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street intersection. 

Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have less than significant 
visual obstruction impacts to focal views of the Capitol Records Building according to the 
550-foot-high and 585-foot-high massing envelopes. To present the most conservative 
analysis, and in accordance with the aesthetic elements of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would result in a significant visual 
obstruction of the Capitol Records Building when viewed from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street according to the 220-foot high and 400-foot high massing 
envelopes, which create more bulk (and thereby view obstruction of the Capitol Records 
Building) at the street level. 

The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measures to ensure the Project is developed in a 
manner consistent with the aesthetic images and environmental impact analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. These measures ensure preservation of valued focal views of 
the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, Mitigation Measure A.1-2 is included in the 
Draft EIR to ensure that the Development Regulations are implemented and enforced as 
the Project is developed. It states: 

The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium 
Hollywood Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the 
Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to 
construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to 
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the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

In addition, Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR contains an analysis of view 
impacts both to and from the Hollywood Hills. As noted above, the project has been 
designed (pursuant to the development regulations) to preserve view corridors into the 
Hollywood Hills, and the mitigation measure proposed in the Draft EIR further 
complements the project design features regarding view impacts. 

23. The design of the subdivision will likely impact a cultural resource. 

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, correctly concludes that the mitigation 
measures included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to 
a less-than-significant level under all development scenarios. These conclusions are 
supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources Report 
circulated as an appendix to the Draft EIR. This conclusion stands because overall the 
Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
and Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street 
(which are all considered historic resources) would retain sufficient integrity after Project 
development to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California 
Register. In other words, development of the Project consistent with the Development 
Regulations would not impair the significance of any onsite or offsite historical resources. 
Further, the Project is compatible with the surrounding historic environment, as the 
Project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of any 
historic resource either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The 
Project would preserve in place the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building. 
The Project would also protect the portion of the Walk of Fame along Vine Street during 
construction by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, 
Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Draft EIR recognizes and discloses the fact that 
the Project will, however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources on the 
Project Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. 
Further still, based on the project design, the incorporated mitigation measires, and the 
historic resource technical reports in the administrative record, theh project does not 
have a significant impact on historic resource. 

24. The project will create significant, unmitigated impacts to Aesthetics of views, light and 
glare, construction and operation Air Quality, construction and operational Noise levels, 
and operational Traffic, and as a result create substantial environmental impacts and 
cannot under the Map Act be approved. 

As stated on Page 1-7 in the Introduction/Summary of the Draft EIR, and thereafter 
throughout each subsequent chapter, the Draft EIR "analyzes the greatest potential 
environmental impact of the Project for each issue area. The Project may not exceed 
these maximum impacts for each issue area." The Draft EIR informs the public as to the 
extent of the maximum potential impacts and, where feasible, the mitigation measures 
used to reduce each of those impacts below a level of significance. The Draft EIR 
thereby complies with the CEQA mandate that requires review of "entirety of the project," 
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4Th 645, 654, 
57 Cal. Rptr. 3d 663, 671 (5th Dist. 2007), including all reasonably foreseeable uses. 
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25. The City fails to include an economic feasibility analysis of Project Alternatives in the 
administrative record before the start of the public comment period. 

Under CEQA, economic and social effects may be included in the EIR, but "shall not be 
treated as significant impacts on the environment" (Section 15131). Moreover, economic 
and social information shall be submitted to Lead Agency in whatever form the Lead 
Agency desires. In addition, economic information about the feasibility of the project 
alternatives does need to be included in the Draft or Final EIR. Nevertheless, an 
Economic Feasibility Analysis, dated February 13, 2013, was submitted to the case and 
is attached herein for reference (Exhibit 3). 

26. The EIR fails to include a downsized Alternative in the DEIR as a reasonable alternative, 
particularly an alternative less than 3:1 FAR. 

The Draft EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives, based on the urban context, 
the land use designation, and underlying zone, and is not required to include every 
possible alternative. The project site is designated for Regional Center Commercial uses 
and is located in a highly urbanized environment consisting of office, commercial, 
entertainment, and high density residential uses. The Hollywood Community Plan 
includes land use goals and objectives promoting incentives in Regional Center 
Commercial land use areas to encourage mixed-use and transit-friendly projects, such 
as: 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and 
along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by 
the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate 
uses and amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative 
modes of transportation and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide 
bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider 
neighborhood-serving tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental 
car options. 

The EIR does include two Reduced Density Mixed-Use Alternatives utilizing a 3:1 and 
4.5:1 FAR. The development of the site with a FAR of less than 3:1 would be 
inconsistent with the intent of the aforementioned land use policies of the Hollywood 
Community Plan and would not result in a high quality development that reflects the 
identity of Hollywood as a tourist destination and as an entertainment and economic 
center of the City. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18822 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 

Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:13 PM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

OK, who in upper management wants a hard copy of the FEIR and why? 

On Thu, Feb 7, 2013 at 12: 11 PM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
Srimal: outstanding!! 

From: Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na [ mai Ito: sri ma I. hewawitha ra na@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:08 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa
nepa.com>; Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacitv.org>; Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

Received, this morning, from Seth: 

1 Web ready CD 
5 CDs 
1 hard copy of Appendices 
5 hard copies of the FEIR 

Please also provide this office with 5 additional hard copies of the FEIR (plus 5 CDs) for distribution to upper 
management, on Monday, Feb. 11, if possible. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29091 

wendy green < casaverde@mac.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 11:35 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

PLEASE support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Thank you 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28556 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail180.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 6:00 AM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: City Planning Commission Hearing March 28th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning 

process. Two weeks from now, the City Planning Commission is holding an important 

hearing, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will 

transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly 

development which will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelenos to 

live, work, dine and play, and for the rest of the world to visit. Please remind ... 

Millennium Hollywood EaCaAlley 

2 
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supports teen robotics team 

Millennium Hollywood is doing "The 

Robot." Rather, we're sponsoring a 

talented group of Helen Bernstein High 

School students who are making their 

own robot. The students, led by Helen 

Bernstein physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk, 30, will soon be headed 

to the FIRST Robotics Competition (FRC) 

regionals in Long Beach, March 21 

through 23. A "varsity sport for the mind," 

students who compete in FRC are 

awarded more than $16 million in 

scholarships ... 

Happy 1st Anniversary to Hollywood's 

first pedestrian thoroughfare, the EaCa 

Alley! Located just north of Selma Ave 

and East of Cahuenga, what was once a 

trash dump and homeless encampment 

now serves as outdoor seating for several 

busy restaurants and bars along the 

Cahuenga Corridor, including 

Fukuburger, Kitchen24, and St. Felix. 

Just over a year ago, March 9, 2012, 

Councilman Eric Garcetti cut the ribbon 

on one of Hollywood's best reclamation 

projects ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to av.perez@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ladies and Gentlemen 

EM29147 

Hans Schurig < hans.schurig@dslextreme.com > 

Monday, March 18, 2013 2:54 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium Project 

As residents in the Hollywood community for 34 years, we concur with the appeals 
filed against the Hollywood Millennium Project by SaveHollywood.org, and 
support the following organizations and neighborhood associations that have 
expressed concerns about this projects attempt for zoning changes, variances and 
conditional uses: 

• Caltrans 

• the Los Angeles Conservancy 

• Hollywood Heritage Inc. 

• the Hillside Federation 

• Six neighborhood groups 

• People for Livable Communities L.A. 

A major issue for us is increased traffic, not only during construction, but also in 
light of the fact that both Paramount Studios and Universal Studios are also 
planning to expand, with thousands of additional commuting employees. The 
thought that two high-rise buildings are under consideration in the center of 
Hollywood is sobering. Let us instead consider a more sensible and realistic 
development within the historic building height limit of approximately 150 feet, 
that will preserve the environment that is Hollywood today. 

Hans and Ingrid Schurig 
2244 Holly Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 

323-463-4981 
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From: wendy green < casaverde@mac.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 11:38 AM Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Please oppose the millenium project because: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of 

the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic 
height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale (Garcetti 
wanted that much higher). 

Thank you 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM18823 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 

Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:15 PM 
karen.hoo@lacity.org 

Re: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

Karen: I don't know-- not me!!! Maybe you know who ....... ... . 

From: Karen Hoo [mailto: karen.hoo@lacitv.org ] 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:12 PM 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

OK, who in upper management wants a hard copy of the FEIR and why? 

On Thu, Feb 7, 2013 at 12: 11 PM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
Srimal: outstanding!! 

From: Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na [ mai Ito: sri ma I. hewawitha ra na@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:08 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa
nepa.com>; Ryan Luckert < Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacitv.org>; Jon Foreman < jon.foreman@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacitv.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

Received, this morning, from Seth: 

1 Web ready CD 
5 CDs 
1 hard copy of Appendices 
5 hard copies of the FEIR 

Please also provide this office with 5 additional hard copies of the FEIR (plus 5 CDs) for distribution to upper 
management, on Monday, Feb. 11, if possible. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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(213) 978-1331 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28559 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 7:42 AM 
darlene.navarrete@lacity.org 
Luci 

Darlene: you are going to need to help luci w millennium today please!! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29149 

Barry Michlin < michlinlight@hotmail.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 2:56 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-LN 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. Sincerely, Barry Michlin 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28560 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 7:58 AM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org; shana.bonsti n@lacity.org 
Quick DA Question 

Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 
20 years?? MLG needs to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are proposing 22 years and 
MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29093 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 11:58 AM 
wendy green 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Your e-mail has been received and will be included in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 11 :37 AM, wendy green <casaverde@mac.com> wrote: 
Please oppose the millenium project because: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of 

the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic 
height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale (Garcetti 
wanted that much higher). 

Thank you 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29150 

Sharonh1999@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 2:57 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

Dear Central Planning Commission, 

This letter is in protest to the planned Millennum Project in Hollywood for the following reasons: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably 

one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied 
with the historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale 
(Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not 
comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 
The Hollywood Heritage website has a great letter about their opposition to Millennium projects and 
why they oppose it: http://www.hollywoodheritage.com/preservation/preservation.html 
(Also, there's good information on their site about preservation and historic Hollywood issues.) 

L.A. Conservancy also has part of their website dedicated to the Millennium projects. Look in 
"Preservation Advocate" section. Here's a link: 
http://www.laconservancy.org/issues/issues capitolrecords. php 

Their concern is about the buildings being so close to the historic Capitol Records building. Here's 
their letter to the Planning Dept: L.A. Conservancy Letter 
Three neighborhood councils. out of four that voted. so far. and the Hillside Federation voted to 
oppose the Millennium project. 

Our community requests that you reconsider your decisions and comply with the residents 
who live and work here, and the Hollywood businesses who are concerned about 
the preservation of the historical value of Hollywood. We plead with you to "do the right 
thing!" 

Sincerely, 
Sharon Hollingsworth 
(a long-time Hollywood resident and member of the Hollywood Heights Association) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM18825 

ggg@copper.net 

Thursday, February 07, 2013 3:35 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

hollywood fault.docx 

Please add the attached doc to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -
ENV-2011-675-EIR. 
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EM18826 

3.2 Earthquake Hits Hollywood Fault- UPDATE: New 3.4 
quake 

Published on September 4, 2012 by Livable Communities in Earthquake Fault in Hollywood 
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20 e ..... u I e• on hu p A minor earthquake occurred at 3 : 26: 5 6 AM 
(PDT) on Monday, September 3, 2012. The magnitude 3.3 event occurred 1 km (1 miles) ENE 
(62 degrees) of Beverly Hills, CA The hypocentral depth is 0.1 km (0.1 miles). 

The Hollywood Fault runs along Hollywood Blvd and is directly under the land where 
Millennium want to build two tall skyscrapers. The Hollywood Community Plan calls for many 
more tall buildings in this area. 

Earthquake Shake Map 

The Hollywood Community Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report states: 

"Hollywood Fault. The Hollywood fault is located along the southern base of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, beneath northern Hollywood. Rupture of the entire Hollywood fault could 
produce a magnitude 6.6 earthquake (Dolan et al., 1997). The active Hollywood fault trends 
approximately east-west along the base of the Santa Monica Mountains from the Beverly Hills 
area to the Los Feliz area of Los Angeles (Dolan et al., 2000). Studies by several investigators 
have indicated that the fault is active, based on geomorphic evidence, stratigraphic correlation 
between exploratory borings, and fault trenching studies (Dolan et al., 2000). The fault is also 
considered active by the State Geologist. However, there is an absence of well-defined surface 
fault traces. For this reason, an Alquist-Priolo zone has not been established for this fault." 
[emphasis added] 
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UPDATE: A minor earthquake occurred at 0:03:09 AM (PDT) on Friday, September 7, 2012. 
The magnitude 3.4 event occurred 1 km (0 miles) SE of Beverly Hills, CA The hypocentral 
depth is 2 km (1 mile). The quake was 1.6 times stronger than the one last week. 

New Earthquake Shake Map 

The earthquake faults in Hollywood are described in this report from the Southern California 
Earthquake Center: 

Active Faults in the Los Angeles Metropolitan Region 

Santa Monica fault 

The Santa Monica fault extends east from the coastline in Pacific Palisades through 
Santa Monica and West Los Angeles and merges with the Hollywood fault at the West Beverly 
Hills Lineament in Beverly Hills, west of the crossing of Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire 
Boulevard, where its strike is northeast. 

Hollywood fault 

The Hollywood fault extends ENE for a distance of 14 km through Beverly Hills, 
West Hollywood, and Hollywood to the Los Angeles River and Interstate 5. It is truncated on the 
west by the NNW-striking West Beverly Hills Lineament (WBHL ), which marks a left step of 
1.2 km between the Santa Monica fault and Hollywood fault (Dolan et al., 2000a). The 
lineament, located in Beverly Hills immediately east of the Los Angeles Country Club, is on 
trend with, and may be the northwest continuation of the Newport-Inglewood fault. 

Raymond fault 

The Raymond fault extends 25 km from the Los Angeles River east of Griffith Park east to east
northeast across the San Gabriel Valley through South Pasadena, Pasadena, San Marino, 
Arcadia, and Monrovia to a junction with the Sierra Madre fault at the foot of the San Gabriel 
Mountains 

SCEC video (Santa Monica, Hollywood, Raymond Fault Relationship) from USC showing the 
faults. 

http://scec.usc.edu/internships/sites/scec.usc.edu.internships.useit/files/videos/group5 _3 _ vdo _ 6:2 
6:09 _ Brian.mp4 

The Santa Monica fault is shown in blue, the Hollywood fault is shown in yellow and the 
Raymond fault is shown in green. 

Beverly Hills Earthquake Hit at Intersection of 2 Major Faults 
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"The earthquakes that hit this week - a 3 .2 on Monday, centered near Doheny Drive and 
Wilshire Boulevard, and a 3 .4 after midnight Friday, centered near Wilshire Boulevard and 
Beverly Drive - were relatively shallow. "As a result, they were strongly felt," [U.S. 
Geological Survey geophysicist Doug] Given said." 

Doheny Drive and Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard are both east 
of the West Beverly Hills Lineament (WBHL) immediately east of the Los Angeles Country 
Club. This places the quakes on the Hollywood fault. 

http ://www. saveholl ywood. org/?p=960 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28561 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 8:13 AM 
david.weintraub@lacity.org; charlie.rausch@lacity.org 
Fw: Quick DA Question 

David and Charlie .. ! have a feeling u know the answer to this question too .... not sure Shana or Luci will be in 
today ... could you give me your best guess on the ttypical length of time? See below! 

Thanks! 
Lisa 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 07:58 AM 
To: 'luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org' <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>; 'shana.bonstin@lacity.org' <shana.bonstin@lacity.org> 
Subject: Quick DA Question 

Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 
20 years?? MLG needs to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are proposing 22 years and 
MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29151 

Shelley Meals <shelleyandkurt@me.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 2:59 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

PLEASE support appeals against the Millennium Project! 

I have been a Hollywood homeowner for 16 years and nothing in this project will positively impact our 
community. 

• The area was always 150 feet and to maintain the Historic Scale it should be 12-14 stories 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. 
• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale even 

though Garcetti wanted it much higher. 

Shelley Meals 
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From: Tris Caserio <trisc@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 12:03 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D. 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

As a Hollywood Resident for over 25 years I object to the Millennium Project. 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 
stories) 

• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the 

area. (This is probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against 
Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic height and 
Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the 
historic 150 foot scale (Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 
29 stories do not comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 

The Hillside Federation is against this project and so am I. We need to maintain 
the Historic Scale. Don't ruin our Hollywood. 
Tris Caserio 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28562 

Charlie Rausch < charlie.rausch@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 8:45 AM 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Re: Quick DA Question 

Usually 20 years for large multi phased projects. 15 for smaller 1 or 2 
building projects. I've seen up to 30. Charlie 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 08:13 AM 
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org <david.weintraub@lacity.org>; charlie.rausch@lacity.org <charlie.rausch@lacity.org> 
Subject: Fw: Quick DA Question 

David and Charlie .. ! have a feeling u know the answer to this question too .... not sure Shana or Luci will be in 
today ... could you give me your best guess on the ttypical length of time? See below! 

Thanks! 
Lisa 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 07:58 AM 
To: 'luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org' <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>; 'shana.bonstin@lacity.org' <shana.bonstin@lacity.org> 
Subject: Quick DA Question 

Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 
20 years?? MLG needs to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are proposing 22 years and 
MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM18830 

ggg@copper.net 

Thursday, February 07, 2013 3:42 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

group5_3_vdo_6_26_09_Brian.mp4 

Please add the attached mp4 to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -
ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

George Abrahams 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM18830 

ggg@copper.net 

Thursday, February 07, 2013 3:42 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

group5_3_vdo_6_26_09_Brian.mp4 

Please add the attached mp4 to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -
ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

George Abrahams 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29095 

David Landau <davidlandau302@gmail.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 12:20 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

this is to voice my strong support for the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

sincerely, 

David Landau 
1900 vine street #302 
Los Angeles Ca 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29152 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:03 PM 
Mercu ryi nd@aol.com 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :21 PM, <Mercuryind@aol.com> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Ibarra: 
This is regarding the Millennium Towers Project in Hollywood. 
We are property owners at 2217 Willetta Ave. in Hollywood and we totally support and agree with Mr.Tom Labonge, The 
Hillside Federation and the Neighbor Councils in their opposition to the Millennium Project. We support the 22-story 
maximum height limit to maintain the Historic Scale Height and Relevance to the adjacent Hollywood buildings. 
We are extremely concerned about Traffic Congestion, Safety Issues, and related problems if this project is allowed to 
proceed with uncontrolled height limitations and variances. 
Hollywood should maintain its Integrity and Historical Value and should be allowed to grow sensibly with the whole of the 
community in mind. 

The 22-story maximum height for the Millennium Project seems a sensible, workable height. 
Thank you for your attention regarding this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Guillermo & Louise Benitez 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thx Charlie ... just what I needed 

-----Original Message-----

EM28563 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 8:47 AM 
charlie.rausch@lacity.org 
Re: Quick DA Question 

From: Charlie Rausch [mailto:charlie.rausch@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 08:45 AM 
To: lisa.webber@lacity.org <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Quick DA Question 

Usually 20 years for large multi phased projects. 15 for smaller 1 or 2 
building projects. I've seen up to 30. Charlie 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 08:13 AM 
To: david.weintraub@lacity.org <david.weintraub@lacity.org>; charlie.rausch@lacity.org <charlie.rausch@lacity.org> 
Subject: Fw: Quick DA Question 

David and Charlie .. ! have a feeling u know the answer to this question too .... not sure Shana or Luci will be in 
today ... could you give me your best guess on the ttypical length of time? See below! 

Thanks! 
Lisa 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 07:58 AM 
To: 'luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org' <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>; 'shana.bonstin@lacity.org' <shana.bonstin@lacity.org> 
Subject: Quick DA Question 

Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 
20 years?? MLG needs to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are proposing 22 years and 
MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi George, 

EM29309 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 3:41 PM 
ggg@copper.net 
Sergio Ibarra 
Tract Appeal 

I realize you just received the document today and are still reviewing it, and I understand you may have a lot of 
questions about how we responded to the appeal points for the tract map for Millennium. In the interest of time, 
it would help us better address your concerns if we had all of your comments at once. That way we can manage 
our continued work and time against our other internal deadlines in advance of next week's hearing. Again, once 
you've had a chance to review the report, feel free to let us know what these issues are and we'd be happy to try 
and address them. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29096 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 12:28 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Meeting today 

Hi Luci - not sure if you are in the office today but I wanted to invite you to my weekly meeting with Dan at 
I :30 today ..... we can use the time to talk about the Devt Agreement and Supplemental Report and any other 
issues related to Hollywood Millennium. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29153 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:03 PM 
Conrad Schoeffter 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :37 PM, Conrad Schoeffter <cervin@earthlink.net> wrote: 
Dear Mrs. Ibarra: 

As a resident property owner in Hollywood, I wish to express my strong opposition to the Millenium Project. I 
cannot think of a single argument in favor of this ill-conceived tower of Babel. 

Several large-scale apartment and mixed-use projects have been built and are anticipated in Hollywood. Evvery 
one of them adheres to a height limit of 5 to max. 7 floors. 

If the Millenium Project were allowed to exceed a height limit of 150 feet, it would be a slap in the face of more 
respectful and decent developers and inflict permanent damage to the appearance of world-famous, historic 
Hollywood. 

The Millenium Project is not the future of Hollywood. It is an unforgivable, greedy excess. 

Sincerely, 
Conrad Schoeffter 
6880 Alta Loma Terrace 
Hollywood, CA 90068-3123 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0025735 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28564 

Darlene Navarrete < darlene.navarrete@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 8:47 AM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Luci 

She said that she is finalizing the reports and she is going to send them to the consultants who will make the 
copies over the weekend and have them here on Monday. She said they will mail them out and give to the 
Commission on Monday. Monday is my day off I can switch it to a different day next week if you need me on 
Monday? 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 7:41 AM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity. org> wrote: 
Darlene: you are going to need to help luci w millennium today please!! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29097 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 12:36 PM 

Tris Caserio 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 12:03 PM, Tris Caserio <trisc@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
As a Hollywood Resident for over 25 years I object to the Millennium Project. 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 
stories) 

• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the 

area. (This is probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against 
Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic height and 
Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the 
historic 150 foot scale (Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 
29 stories do not comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 

The Hillside Federation is against this project and so am I. We need to maintain 
the Historic Scale. Don't ruin our Hollywood. 
Tris Caserio 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29154 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:04 PM 
Alex Schemmer 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at I :40 PM, Alex Schemmer <schemmer@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hello, 

My name is Alex Schemmer. I am a resident and property owner in Hollywod and am writing to 
support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

I understand that six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to 
approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based 
on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is 
seeking. However, those changes have not yet been approved, so the decision 
is invalid. 

Caltrans also objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium, as they are 
concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans cannot recognize 
this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state 
highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. 
It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed 
that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the 
phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

I would like you to know that I and the other residents of my neighborhood are very 
concerned and are paying attention. We oppose what seems like the railroading of this 
Millenium Project, which would be destructive to the neighborhoods and city that we 
have come to love. 

Thanks for your time, 
Alex 
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Alex Schemmer 
( e) schemmer@gmail.com 
(m) 310.909.3254 
(w) www.alexschemmer.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29155 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29098 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 12:47 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Re: Meeting today 

Lisa: Luci came in on her day off; she will come with me at 130. 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 12:28 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci - not sure if you are in the office today but I wanted to invite you to my weekly meeting with Dan at 
1 :30 today ..... we can use the time to talk about the Devt Agreement and Supplemental Report and any other 
issues related to Hollywood Millennium. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(21 3) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Lucy, 

EM29310 

ggg@copper.net 

Tuesday, March 19, 2013 4:05 PM 

Luciralia Ibarra 

Re: Tract Appeal VTT-71837-CN-lA 

The Appeal Staff Report response to appeal point 21 was unresponsive to 
the grievance. The grievance clearly objected to the failure to use to 
"maximum build-out" instead of the "current conditions" as a base for the 
impact of the project. However, the response referred to the "build-out 
duration of the development". In the FEIR the "current conditions" did not 
refer to the conditions of "the development" but to the conditions of the 
surrounding area. There is no possible way that the maximum build-out 
could have referred to "the development" because the FEIR purpose was to 
study the impact of a 6:1 FAR project that exceeded the maximum 4.5:1 
build-out upon the surrounding area allowable by the zoning. The response 
was a complete evasion of the facts. 

The Appeal Staff Report failed to provide any response to Grievance III of 
the Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association appeal and to Grievance IV 
of the Argyle Civil Association appeal. There is absolutely no mention of 
using actual transit mode usage evidence to determine vehicle trip 
generation in the Appeal Points. 

The Appeal Staff Report failed to provide any response to Grievance IV of 
the Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association appeal and to Grievance IV 
of the Argyle Civil Association appeal. There is absolutely no mention of 
a traffic study based on the maximum build-out or cut-through traffic in 
the Appeal Points. 

Please add this email to the administrative record for case CPC-2008-3440-
ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR -- CPC-2013-103-DA and to the appeal 
for VTT-71837-CN-lA. 

Regards, 

George 

--- luciralia . i b arra@laci t y . org wrote: 
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EM29311 

From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia . ibarra@laci t y . org> 
To: ggg@copper . ne t 
Cc: Sergio Ibarra <se r g i o . i barr a@ l ac i ty . o r g > 
Subject: Tract Appeal 
Date: Tue, 19 Mar 2013 15:41:19 -0700 

Hi George, 

I realize you just received the document today and are still reviewing it, 
and I understand you may have a lot of questions about how we responded to 
the appeal points for the tract map for Millennium. In the interest of 
time, it would help us better address your concerns if we had all of your 
comments at once. That way we can manage our continued work and time 
against our other internal deadlines in advance of next week's hearing. 
Again, once you've had a chance to review the report, feel free to let us 
know what these issues are and we'd be happy to try and address them. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, 

EM29099 

david menin <david.menin@yahoo.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 12:58 PM 
undisclosed recipients: 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I'm David Menin, living in Hollywood height, and I'm against this Millennium project . No rise building, 
it's enough. 
Thanks. David 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa, 

EM28565 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 8:55 AM 
Lisa Webber 
shana.bonstin@lacity.org 
Re: Quick DA Question 

The terms we have on file have a range from 10 years (St. Vincent's Medical Center) to 25 years 
(Catellus/Union Station; Howard Hughes; STAPLES) A majority of our DA's are in the range of 15 years 
(Columbia Sq; Dayton Canyon, Cedars Sinai; Porter Ranch; Park La Brea) and 20 years (Metropolis City 
Center; Loyola Marymount, LA Center; LASED). Westfield Topanga was granted a 15 year term. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 7:58 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical 
length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 20 years?? MLG needs 
to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are 
proposing 22 years and MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be 
better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello, 

EM29156 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:04 PM 
Fredrica Cooper 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 
website%201ogo%202.jpg 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at I :42 PM, Fredrica Cooper <write2hha@aol.com> wrote: 

We are writing in support of the appeals in opposition to the Mi llennium Project. Many citizen groups, 
government agencies, officials and civic minded individuals have voiced their objections to the current 
specifications of the project. It is incumbent upon the City Planning Commission to not grant permission for 
this project until all of the legal objections have been reviewed. 

Yours truly, 
Fredrica Cooper 

***visit our website: www.fio{{ywooafieigfits.org*** 

frecfrica cooyer 
lio{{ywoocf liei91its association 
y.o. 6ox 931034 

fio{{ywood; ca 90093-1034 

For a printable membership application, go to: 
membership registration 

To unsubscribe from these e-mails, please reply with 
your first and last name and the word "unsubscribe 
in the subject line. 

P.S. Please help us spread the word about this e-mail list, 
to your friends and neighbors. Any resident or property owner 
can be added to this list by sending their name and details to: 
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write2hha@aol.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29157 

2 

RL0025746 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29100 

Fredrica Cooper <write2hha@aol.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:16 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Richard Loyd; Jay Troyka; Malcolm S. McNeil; Joyce Dyrector; Naomi Kobrin; Tracey 
Paulk; Lisa & Thomas Thurnauer; Satya de la Manitou; Bronni Stein; Nathaniel 
Chiappa; Victoria Hochberg; Thomas Reiber; Chip Butterman; Jonathan Franklin 
VTTM 71837-CN 

Attachments: website%201ogo%202.jpg 

We are writing in support of the appeals in opposition to the Millennium Project. Many citizen groups, 

government agencies, officials and civic minded individuals have voiced their objections to the current 

specifications of the project. It is incumbent upon the City Planning Commission to not grant permission for 

this project until all of the legal objections have been reviewed. 

Yours truly, 
Fredrica Cooper 

***visit our website: www.fw{{ywooc£fieigfits.org*** 

fretfrica cooyer 
lio{{ywootf liei91its association 
y.o. 6ox 931034 
fio{{ywood; ca 90093-1034 

For a printable membership application, go to: 
membership registration 

To unsubscribe from these e-mails, please reply with 
your first and last name and the word "unsubscribe 
in the subject line. 

P.S. Please help us spread the word about this e-mail list, 
to your friends and neighbors. Any resident or property owner 
can be added to this list by sending their name and details to: 
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EM29101 

write2hha@aol.com 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29312 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 4:19 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Luci - so bear with me while I attempt to walk through the next few days ..... . 

Meeting Wednesday, March 20 with Alfred to discuss modifications to the DA benefits. 

Edits made to the attached document, which will be submitted as an exhibit to CPC with supplemental staff 
report (timing?) 

Meeting with Marcel Wednesday, March 20 (2 PM) to review project details and discuss DA benefits/deal 
points 

Meeting on Thursday, March 21 (4 PM) with Regina to review project details and discuss DA benefits 

Final edits made to supplemental staff report and deal points before submitting to Commission Office for 
reproduction (Thursday? Friday?) 

Monday, March 25 - Holiday - City Hall Closed 

Tuesday, March 26 - City Attorney briefing (8:30 AM) 

Wednesday, March 27 - CPC briefing with Regina & Bob Lessin (9: 15 AM) 

Thursday, March 28 - CPC Hearing 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:35 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Fyi ... the matrix of benefits to date 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 
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Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

EM29313 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

2 
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Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

EM29314 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

EM29102 

Mercu ryi nd@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 1:22 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

This is regarding the Millennium Towers Project in Hollywood. 
We are property owners at 2217 Willetta Ave. in Hollywood and we totally support and agree with Mr.Tom Labonge, The 
Hillside Federation and the Neighbor Councils in their opposition to the Millennium Project. We support the 22-story 
maximum height limit to maintain the Historic Scale Height and Relevance to the adjacent Hollywood buildings. 
We are extremely concerned about Traffic Congestion, Safety Issues, and related problems if this project is allowed to 
proceed with uncontrolled height limitations and variances. 
Hollywood should maintain its Integrity and Historical Value and should be allowed to grow sensibly with the whole of the 
community in mind. 

The 22-story maximum height for the Millennium Project seems a sensible, workable height. 
Thank you for your attention regarding this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Guillermo & Louise Benitez 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29158 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:04 PM 
nancy magathan 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :46 PM, nancy magathan <nmagathan@yahoo.com> wrote: 
Dear City Council, 

Please fight against the Millenium Project. Their disregard of the Historic Scale of 150 feet is an aimed desecration of Hollywood's 
charm. 

The Historic Integrity of Hollywood is part of an unshakeable core of Hollywood's appeal. Anyone who cannot see this is incapable 
of insuring Hollywood's attraction for the millions to come in the new millenium: may the City of Hollywood never allow those who 
would break its core to build within its home! 

Besides the obvious trespass of the Historic core of Hollywood, how anyone could defy Caltrans, not to mention all the others 
against this project, meets the seven deadly sins of pride, greed, and gluttony. May such selfish companies not contaminate our 
borders. 

Sincerely, 
Nancy Magathan 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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EM28566 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 

Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 8:56 AM 
To: lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Luciralia Ibarra has accepted this invitation. 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

mm 
invite .ics 

RL0025754 



EM28567 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T220000Z 
DTEND:20130321 T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130315T155541 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Lucira 
lia I barra;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130315T1555402 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525 _ECR 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams. 

EM29103 

Marion Hack <marionhack323@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1 :32 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
tom. labonge@lacity.org; Write2hha@aol .com 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I am a resident of Hollywood and I am writing to express my objection 
to the Millennium Project. The fact that the project has moved 
forward as much as it has is rather shocking. There is no credible or reasonable basis to allow a variance from the 
current height 
restrictions in Hollywood. Further, the traffic impact of the 
project would be absurd in an already extremely congested area. 
During rush hour the Argyle/Franklin area is completely jammed with cars trying get on the 101. Adding this amount of 
density would make an already bad situation untenable. 

The Historic Scale should not be changed in any way. The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale 
of the area. The 
Blvd6200 project is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale. 
Why should those projects have to conform and this one receive an exemption? The reason is simple, the infrastructure 
in the area cannot maintain a higher level of density. This area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-
14 stories). The Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 
150 feet. Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not comply with 
that historic 150-foot scale. The Historic Scale should be maintained in order to not destroy the architectural character 
of Hollywood and the surrounding area. 

There is serious questions whether buildings of this height will be even occupied by residents. There are several tall 
building all over Los Angeles that remain vacant while lower height buildings are at full occupancy. The last thing 
Hollywood needs is vacant towers such blight it has experienced in the past. 

For the record, there would be no impact to my view regarding this project. The impact would be the degradation of the 
Historic nature of Hollywood with this ill conceived project and further the absurd over loading of the streets in the area. 
To believe that public transportation will mitigate these impacts is foolish. I take the very buses every date that the City 
hopes to mitigate traffic in the area. 
The buses are already at capacity during rush hour and, frankly, are not that pleasant at times. If the City expects 
occupants of a luxury building to take Line 217 then maybe people at the City should ride that line to see that no one 
who pays $1M for housing will be on that bus. 

This is an impractical project for the area. I urgently request the 
City Planning department to keep the Historical Scale and not allow any deviation thereto. Thank you. 

Marion Hack 
2167 Broadview Terrace 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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EM29315 

From: 
Sent: 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 4:19 PM 

To: Dan Scott 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 4:19 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Luci - so bear with me while I attempt to walk through the next few days .. ... . 

Meeting Wednesday, March 20 with Alfred to discuss modifications to the DA benefits. 

Edits made to the attached document, which will be submitted as an exhibit to CPC with supplemental staff 
report (timing?) 

Meeting with Marcel Wednesday, March 20 (2 PM) to review project details and discuss DA benefits/deal 
points 

Meeting on Thursday, March 21 (4 PM) with Regina to review project details and discuss DA benefits 

Final edits made to supplemental staff report and deal points before submitting to Commission Office for 
reproduction (Thursday? Friday?) 

Monday, March 25 - Holiday - City Hall Closed 

Tuesday, March 26 - City Attorney briefing (8:30 AM) 

Wednesday, March 27 - CPC briefing with Regina & Bob Lessin (9: 15 AM) 

Thursday, March 28 - CPC Hearing 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:35 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Fyi ... the matrix of benefits to date 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:30 PM 
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EM29316 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 

2 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

EM29317 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Calvin, 

EM29318 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 4:21 PM 
Hollis, Calvin 
Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28568 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 8:57 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Re: Quick DA Question 

Great just forwarded info to Mike .... how r u feeling today? 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 08:54 AM 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Cc: sha na. bonsti n@lacitv.org < sha na. bonsti n@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Re: Quick DA Question 

Hi Lisa, 

The terms we have on file have a range from 10 years (St. Vincent's Medical Center) to 25 years 
(Catellus/Union Station; Howard Hughes; STAPLES) A majority of our DA's are in the range of 15 years 
(Columbia Sq; Dayton Canyon, Cedars Sinai; Porter Ranch; Park La Brea) and 20 years (Metropolis City 
Center; Loyola Marymount, LA Center; LASED). Westfield Topanga was granted a 15 year term. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 7:58 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical 
length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 20 years?? MLG needs 
to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are 
proposing 22 years and MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be 
better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29104 

Shelley <shelleyfein@gmail.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:37 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

Hi"' I have lived in Hollywood for almost 
50 years. What is happening with the building of tall high rises is a disgrace! 
The Millennium project should NOT be 
approved. We do not need more housing & shops when there are empty stores all over the 
place. Traffic is currently gridlocked at many times during the day. There is also no parking 
available anywhere. 

Please do not approve this project & keep on ruining our city. 
Thank you. 
Shelley Feinman 
323/469-5592 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29159 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:05 PM 
Marion Hack 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :50 PM, Marion Hack <marionhack323@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Ibarra. 

I am a resident of Hollywood and I am writing to express my objection 
to the Millennium Project. The fact that the project has moved 
forward as much as it has is rather shocking. There is no credible or 
reasonable basis to allow a variance from the current height 
restrictions in Hollywood. Further, the traffic impact of the 
project would be absurd in an already extremely congested area. 
During rush hour the Argyle/Franklin area is completely jammed with 
cars trying get on the 101. Adding this amount of density would make 
an already bad situation untenable. 

The Historic Scale should not be changed in any way. The W Hotel 
conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. The 
Blvd6200 project is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale. 
Why should those projects have to conform and this one receive an 
exemption? The reason is simple, the infrastructure in the area 
cannot maintain a higher level of density. This area was always 150 
feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. ( 12-14 stories) . The Capitol 
Records Building is 12-14 stories. Hollywood Blvd. is historically 
designated for no higher than 150 feet. Only Millennium wants to 
exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not 
comply with that historic 150-foot scale. The Historic Scale should 
be maintained in order to not destroy the architectural character of 
Hollywood and the surrounding area. 

There is serious questions whether buildings of this height will be 
even occupied by residents. There are several tall building all over 
Los Angeles that remain vacant while lower height buildings are at 
full occupancy. The last thing Hollywood needs is vacant towers such 
blight it has experienced in the past. 

For the record, there would be no impact to my view regarding this 
project. The impact would be the degradation of the Historic nature 
of Hollywood with this ill conceived project and further the absurd 
over loading of the streets in the area. To believe that public 
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EM29160 

transportation will mitigate these impacts is foolish. I take the very 
buses every date that the City hopes to mitigate traffic in the area. 
The buses are already at capacity during rush hour and, frankly, are 
not that pleasant at times. If the City expects occupants of a luxury 
building to take Line 217 then maybe people at the City should ride 
that line to see that no one who pays $IM for housing will be on that 
bus. 

This is an impractical project for the area. I urgently request the 
City Planning department to keep the Historical Scale and not allow 
any deviation thereto. Thank you. 

Marion Hack 
2167 Broadview Terrace 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 
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EM29319 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org > 

Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 4:22 PM 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

Sergio Ibarra has accepted this invitation. 

Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

When 
Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 7 550 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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EM29320 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130320T1630002 
DTEND:20130320T1730002 
DTSTAMP:20130319T2321482 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
U ID: p90b8fh8c23ns5jvplv8q03dkO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Sergio 

lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130319T2024022 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130319T2321472 
LOCATION:Rm 7550 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Mrs. Ibarra: 

EM29105 

Conrad Schoeffter <cervin@earthlink.net> 

Monday, March 18, 2013 1:38 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Orrin Feldman; write2hha@aol.com 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

As a resident property owner in Hollywood, I wish to express my strong opposition to the Millenium Project. I cannot 
think of a single argument in favor of this ill-conceived tower of Babel. 

Several large-scale apartment and mixed-use projects have been built and are anticipated in Hollywood. Evvery one of 
them adheres to a height limit of 5 to max. 7 floors. 

If the Millenium Project were allowed to exceed a height limit of 150 feet, it would be a slap in the face of more 
respectful and decent developers and inflict permanent damage to the appearance of world-famous, historic Hollywood. 

The Millenium Project is not the future of Hollywood. It is an unforgivable, greedy excess. 

Sincerely, 
Conrad Schoeffter 
6880 Alta Loma Terrace 
Hollywood, CA 90068-3123 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29161 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:05 PM 
Wickgro@aol.com 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :58 PM, <Wickgro@aol.com> wrote: 

This e-mail is to register my objection to the Millennium Project. I do not wish these buildings to be constructed. They are 
not meant to enhance our neighborhood but, in fact, will do just the opposite. 

Dawn Didawick (resident of Hollywood) 
6226 Primrose Ave 
LA, CA. 90068 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28569 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 8:56 AM 
michael.logrande@lacity.org 

Fw: Quick DA Question 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 08:54 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Cc: sha na. bonsti n@lacitv.org < sha na. bonsti n@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Re: Quick DA Question 

Hi Lisa, 

The terms we have on file have a range from 10 years (St. Vincent's Medical Center) to 25 years 
(Catellus/Union Station; Howard Hughes; STAPLES) A majority of our DA's are in the range of 15 years 
(Columbia Sq; Dayton Canyon, Cedars Sinai; Porter Ranch; Park La Brea) and 20 years (Metropolis City 
Center; Loyola Marymount, LA Center; LASED). Westfield Topanga was granted a 15 year term. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 7:58 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical 
length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 20 years?? MLG needs 
to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are 
proposing 22 years and MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be 
better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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EM29321 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Regina Freer 
< rfreer@oxy.edu > 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tuesday, March 19, 2013 4:30 PM 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium 

Regina Freer has accepted this invitation. 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

mm 
invite .ics 
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EM29322 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTSTAMP:20130319T232952Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=rfreer 
@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130319T232951 Z 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525 _ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir: 

EM29106 

PRUDENCE FENTON <pfent8@mac.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1 :38 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

Please support the appeals against the millenium project: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of 

the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the 
historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale 
(Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

• the height proposed is obscene and insane. 

sincerely, Prudence Fenton 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29162 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:05 PM 
Suzanne Baker 
Re: VTTM 71837-CN 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:33 PM, Suzanne Baker <hootiebebe@mac.com> wrote: 
As a homeowner in Hollywoodland, I oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project. The Project is out-of-scale 
and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative 
negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside 
communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing 
any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map 
adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to 
the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community 
Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne Baker 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28570 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 9:01 AM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Hollywood Millennium traffic 

Thanks Tomas! I appreciate it. I was out sick Wednesday afternoon and all day yesterday. I'll look out for Wes' 
comments. And yes, you should spend time with your daughters on their spring break. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 10:29 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
OK - I just realized that I probably won't get to this today so I've asked Wes to review and send you his 
comments by week's end. 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 10:15 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas. carranza@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Things are well - just way too busy. Things must be good for you - I just noticed your title 
change. Congratulations! Either I or Wes Pringle will attend the commission meeting - I need to figure out my 
schedule first. My daughters are on spring break the last week of March and I may take some days off 

I'll review your write-up and will try to get you comments by the end of today (I hope!). 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 1 :29 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tomas, 

How are you? Well, I hope. I wanted to give you a head's up that this project is going to Commission on 3/28 
and I wanted to find out if you may be available to attend in the event there are any specific questions about the 
traffic analysis in the EIR. 

Also, I currently have a brief description in my staff report that I tried to summarize in a way the common 
person, such as myself, may understand it. Do you mind looking it over in case I've made any glaring mistakes? 
Or if there is anything else I should add? 

"The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic conditions, 
(2011), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) of A 
through D, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as 
"Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if 
traffic signal does not provide for protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered 
unacceptable. The addition of the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future at 
all study intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an 
increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F. 
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EM28571 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections would continue to 
operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 intersections are anticipated to operate at Levels 
ofE or F during one or both peak hours with or without the project. With the addition of project and the project
related traffic mitigation measures, however, the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. Of these, 
five study intersections would remain at a significant level even with the implementation of mitigation 
measures, meaning there was minimal improvement to the CMA (less than 0.010). 

In the year 2035, 16 intersections would have significant project traffic impacts during one or both peak hours. 
In addition to the 13 intersections that would be impacted by the project (with mitigation) in 2020, three 
additional intersections, including Cahuenga Boulevard/Yucca Street, Vine Street/Selma Avenue, and Vine 
Street/De Longpre Avenue. 

Although levels of service are anticipated to diminish with and without the project, the traffic analysis has 
conclude that the implementation of traffic mitigation would reduce affected intersections from 15 to 13 in the 
year 2020, and would only increase the number of affected intersections from 15 intersections (without the 
project) to 16 intersections with the project and project-related traffic and mitigation." 

Thank you! 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
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EM28572 

Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa, 

EM29323 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 4:30 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

See below for my responses .... hope it helps 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 4:19 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci - so bear with me while I attempt to walk through the next few days ..... . 

Meeting Wednesday, March 20 with Alfred to discuss modifications to the DA benefits. 
Meeting tomorrow with Marcel has been moved to 930. The meeting will cover the DA but also 
preparations for CPC 

Edits made to the attached document, which will be submitted as an exhibit to CPC with supplemental staff 
report (timing?) I am working on the supplemental staff report on the recommendations/changes to the 
benefits (potentially with an amended DA attached - I am still waiting to hear from Metro and DOT on 
some issues, and from Laura as to form and legality) . The edts/changes to the attached matrix will be 
informed by the discussions we have this week with Marcel (and any progress made on griffith park idea 
with LaBonge, etc.) 

Meeting with Marcel Wednesday, March 20 (2 PM) to review project details and discuss DA benefits/deal 
points. I advised Alfred to forward the Matrix to Marcel in advance of tomorrows 2pm mtg with Marcel 

Meeting on Thursday, March 21 (4 PM) with Regina to review project details and discuss DA benefits. Has 
this meeting been confirmed? I know you were awaiting Regina's confirmation last we spoke. but I am 
still preparing for it. 

Final edits made to supplemental staff report and deal points before submitting to Commission Office for 
reproduction (Thursday? Friday?) My goal is to have a draft for your and Dan's review Thursday before 
the Regina Meeting 

Monday, March 25 - Holiday - City Hall Closed 

Tuesday, March 26 - City Attorney briefing (8:30 AM) 

Wednesday, March 27 - CPC briefing with Regina & Bob Lessin (9: 15 AM) 

Thursday, March 28 - CPC Hearing 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:35 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Fyi ... the matrix of benefits to date 
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EM29324 

----------Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617. 5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29325 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29163 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:05 PM 
ABRAHAM LABORIEL 
Re: VTTM 71837-CN 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:40 PM, ABRAHAM LABORIEL <abecito@mac.com> wrote: 
As a home owner in Hollywoodland, I oppose the Millenium Hollywood Project. The Project is out-of-scale and 
character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative negative 
impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing 
any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map 
adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to 
the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community 
Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

-abe laboriel jr. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29107 

Alex Schemmer <schemmer@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 1:39 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

My name is Alex Schemmer. I am a resident and property owner in Hollywod and am writing to 
support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

I understand that six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to 
approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based 
on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is 
seeking. However. those changes have not yet been approved, so the decision 
is invalid. 

Caltrans also objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium, as they are 
concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans cannot recognize 
this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state 
highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. 
It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed 
that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the 
phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

I would like you to know that I and the other residents of my neighborhood are very 
concerned and are paying attention. We oppose what seems like the railroading of this 
Millenium Project, which would be destructive to the neighborhoods and city that we 
have come to love. 

Thanks for your time, 
Alex 

Alex Schemmer 
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( e) schemmer@gmail.com 
(m) 310.909.3254 
(w) www.alexschemmer.com 

l0 j 0 ~ 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa, 

EM28573 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 9:02 AM 

Lisa Webber 
Re: Quick DA Question 

Much better than I did yesterday. I still sound terrible though. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 8:56 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Great just forwarded info to Mike .... how r u feeling today? 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 08:54 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Cc: sha na. bonsti n@lacitv.org < sha na. bonsti n@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Re: Quick DA Question 

Hi Lisa, 

The terms we have on file have a range from 10 years (St. Vincent's Medical Center) to 25 years 
(Catellus/Union Station; Howard Hughes; STAPLES) A majority of our DA's are in the range of 15 years 
(Columbia Sq; Dayton Canyon, Cedars Sinai; Porter Ranch; Park La Brea) and 20 years (Metropolis City 
Center; Loyola Marymount, LA Center; LASED). Westfield Topanga was granted a 15 year term. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 7:58 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci and Shana .... based on your research to date, what is the typical 
length of devt agreements in the City of LA? 15 to 20 years?? MLG needs 
to know before meeting with the Millennium owner today .... they are 
proposing 22 years and MLG is thinking a shorter time period would be 
better, but needs this info. Thanks! Lisa 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28574 
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EM29326 

Subject: Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

Location: Rm 7550 

Start: 3/20/2013 9:30 AM 

End: 3/20/2013 10:30 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: lisa.webber@lacity.org; Sergio Ibarra 

Resources: Rm 7550 

more details » 

Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

When 
Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 7 550 (map) 
Calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Sergio Ibarra 
Lisa Webber 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are 
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EM29327 

subscribed for invitations on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:l/www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM29328 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130320T1630002 
DTEND:20130320T1730002 
DTSTAMP:20130319T2333402 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
U ID: p90b8fh8c23ns5jvplv8q03dkO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130319T2024022 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 

VIEW&eid=cDkwYjhmaDhjMjNuczVqdnBsdjhxMDNkazAgbGlzYS532WJi2XJAbGFjaXR5Lm9 
yZw 

&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnYWMwOTMwODYxN2JjMTBkODZiNj 
JiY2 
YzMmQyNTIONDcyZTlkMGJkNg&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130319T233339Z 
LOCATION:Rm 7550 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Kevin, 

EM28575 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 2013 9:10 AM 
Kevin Keller 
Hollywood DA benefits 

I hope you are doing well. I am writing to follow up with you on an inquiry Jon was to have had. I am not sure 
if he was able to touch base with you prior to his leave, but he had intended to pick your brain for ideas on some 
benefits that we could pull into the Millennium DA 
Any ideas would be much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Lucrialia, 

EM29616 

Jesus Garber <jesusgarber@mac.com > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 11:34 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood in the subject line. 

As you well know, hollywood has been improving for the last twenty five years. Which has been a very good thing. 
However, as a result the traffic is rush hour like at any time of the day or night seven days a week. To approve these 
buildings is just not something that the streets can handle. This would be an eye soar from anyway you look at it from. 
These kind of buildings would fit more correctly in the downtown area than in the hollywood area. Please take into 
consideration the people who live here in the hollywood area. We clearly do not want the city of Los Angeles to approve 
this project. 

Sincerely, 

Jesus Garber 
3307 Ledgewood Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
323-469-1504 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29164 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:06 PM 
Marian Dodge 
Re: VTTM 71837-CN Millennium Hollywood project appeal 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:41 PM, Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org> wrote: 
Dear Luciralia, 

Please add the attached letter from the Hillside Federation regarding the Millennium Hollywood to the appeal 
file 
VTTM 71837-CN to be heard on March 28. 

As always, thank you. 
Marian Dodge, President 
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations 
www. hi llsidefederation. org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacity.org > 

Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 4:54 PM 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

Lisa Webber has replied "Maybe" to this invitation. 

Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

When 
Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 7 550 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Sergio Ibarra 
Lisa Webber 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar . 

.J' 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130320T1630002 
DTEND:20130320T1730002 
DTSTAMP:20130319T2354232 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
U ID: p90b8fh8c23ns5jvplv8q03dkO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=TENTATIVE;CN=Lisa 
Webber;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130319T2024022 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130319T2354222 
LOCATION:Rm 7550 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29165 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:06 PM 
Hans Schurig 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:54 PM, Hans Schurig <hans.schurig@dslextreme.com> wrote: 

Ladies and Gentlemen 

As residents in the Hollywood community for 34 years, we concur with the appeals 
filed against the Hollywood Millennium Project by SaveHollywood.org, and 
support the following organizations and neighborhood associations that have 
expressed concerns about this projects attempt for zoning changes, variances and 
conditional uses: 

• Caltrans 

• the Los Angeles Conservancy 

• Hollywood Heritage Inc. 

• the Hillside Federation 

• Six neighborhood groups 

• People for Livable Communities L.A. 
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A major issue for us is increased traffic, not only during construction, but also in 
light of the fact that both Paramount Studios and Universal Studios are also 
planning to expand, with thousands of additional commuting employees. The 
thought that two high-rise buildings are under consideration in the center of 
Hollywood is sobering. Let us instead consider a more sensible and realistic 
development within the historic building height limit of approximately 150 feet, 
that will preserve the environment that is Hollywood today. 

Hans and Ingrid Schurig 

2244 Holly Drive 

Hollywood, CA 90068 

323-463-4981 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Dan, 

EM28576 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 9:13 AM 
Dan Scott 
Fwd: Hollywood DA benefits 

Looks like Kevin is out and Mike wanted me to follow up with him on some DA ideas we could pull into on 
Millennium. I know Jon had meant to ask Kevin, but I am not sure if he had. Kevin is out through the 27th. Do 
you have any idea who we could ask that is well versed on Hollywood. Mary R, perhaps? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 9: 10 AM 
Subject: Hollywood DA benefits 
To: Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 

Hi Kevin, 

I hope you are doing well. I am writing to follow up with you on an inquiry Jon was to have had. I am not sure 
if he was able to touch base with you prior to his leave, but he had intended to pick your brain for ideas on some 
benefits that we could pull into the Millennium DA 
Any ideas would be much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28577 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you. 

EM29617 

ellen vinitsky <evedeane@earthlink.net> 
Saturday, March 23, 2013 7:43 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: opposition to Millennium 

On Mar 22, 2013, at 10:46 AM, Luciralia Ibarra wrote: 

Good Morning, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 7:44 AM, ellen vinitsky <evedeane@earthlink.net> wrote: 
It is outrageous how much opposition there is and yet the plan for Millennium appears to be breezing through. It 
will be a disaster for those of us who actually live here already, not to mention the additional taxes we will be 
hit with when the streets and sewers and other services are tapped beyond capacity and need replacement or 
upgrades. 

This is just gross! Garcetti and the developers clearly have the money and have been systematically buying the 
various opponents and neighborhood councils with bull-crap projects like green space or throwing money at the 
police and firemen and other charity or pet projects to appease and silence them. WHO IS SPEAKING UP FOR 
THE RESIDENTS AND SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OF HOLLYWOOD WHO WILL ULTIMATELY 
PAY THE TAB FOR THIS?????? 

There are height limitations for practical and aesthetic reasons. Why can Millennium not work within those 
bounds, even if at the higher numbers? Why must they exceed beyond beyond? Immediate profit outweighing 
longterm impact? 

Why is there no voice of either opposition or compromise? Why do we the residents has literally no say? What 
are City Council meetings during the week when only a few people can go? Why am I paying outrageous 
property taxes when the city if reducing the benefits of living here in the Hollywood Dell. 

Who is going to ease traffic down the road when it already takes almost 20 minutes to go up Cahuenga or Vine 
from Melrose? The Millennium project,once completed, could possibly be such a traffic nightmare that it will 
be easier to go into Studio City for everything versus Hollywood? Navigating the 101 Freeway is already easier 
than Hollywood; why add to it? And how will the small businesses other than those affiliated with Millennium 
benefit from traffic being diverted because of the inconvenience? How will this add coherency? 

Your response is welcome. 

Sincerely, Ellen Vinitsky 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29618 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29331 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 5:02 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Thanks Luci - Stacy is back in the office tomorrow so she can help confirm Regina. I doubt I will make your 
meeting at 9:30 tomorrow - going to CCA with Mike to talk consolidation, so tied up at least until 10. 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 4:30 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 
See below for my responses ... . hope it helps 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 4:19 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci - so bear with me while I attempt to walk through the next few days ..... . 

Meeting Wednesday, March 20 with Alfred to discuss modifications to the DA benefits. 
Meeting tomorrow with Marcel has been moved to 930. The meeting will cover the DA but also 
preparations for CPC 

Edits made to the attached document, which will be submitted as an exhibit to CPC with supplemental staff 
report (timing?) I am working on the supplemental staff report on the recommendations/changes to the 
benefits (potentially with an amended DA attached - I am still waiting to hear from Metro and DOT on 
some issues, and from Laura as to form and legality) . The edts/changes to the attached matrix will be 
informed by the discussions we have this week with Marcel (and any progress made on griffith park idea 
with LaBonge, etc.) 

Meeting with Marcel Wednesday, March 20 (2 PM) to review project details and discuss DA benefits/deal 
points. I advised Alfred to forward the Matrix to Marcel in advance of tomorrows 2pm mtg with Marcel 

Meeting on Thursday, March 21 (4 PM) with Regina to review project details and discuss DA benefits. Has 
this meeting been confirmed? I know you were awaiting Regina's confirmation last we spoke. but I am 
still preparing for it. 

Final edits made to supplemental staff report and deal points before submitting to Commission Office for 
reproduction (Thursday? Friday?) My goal is to have a draft for your and Dan's review Thursday before 
the Regina Meeting 

Monday, March 25 - Holiday - City Hall Closed 

Tuesday, March 26 - City Attorney briefing (8:30 AM) 

Wednesday, March 27 - CPC briefing with Regina & Bob Lessin (9: 15 AM) 

Thursday, March 28 - CPC Hearing 
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On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:35 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Fyi ... the matrix of benefits to date 

----------Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617. 5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
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you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978.1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

EM29334 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Srimal, 

EM29167 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:08 PM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 
Re: millennium FEIR 

When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 
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i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
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On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29170 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28578 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 9:17 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Hollywood DA benefits 

I'll come up with MARY right now .................... . 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 9: 12 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dan, 
Looks like Kevin is out and Mike wanted me to follow up with him on some DA ideas we could pull into on 
Millennium. I know Jon had meant to ask Kevin, but I am not sure if he had. Kevin is out through the 27th. Do 
you have any idea who we could ask that is well versed on Hollywood. Mary R, perhaps? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 9: 10 AM 
Subject: Hollywood DA benefits 
To: Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 

Hi Kevin, 

I hope you are doing well. I am writing to follow up with you on an inquiry Jon was to have had. I am not sure 
if he was able to touch base with you prior to his leave, but he had intended to pick your brain for ideas on some 
benefits that we could pull into the Millennium DA 
Any ideas would be much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM28579 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29619 

Joan Seidel <qed@earthlink.net> 
Saturday, March 23, 2013 8:37 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennim Hollywood 

I oppose the Millennium Hollwyood 

1) I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of 

the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic 
height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale (Garcetti 
wanted that much higher). 

2) I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3) I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4) and I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans 
is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due 
to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult 
maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back 
up (they are already backing up), creating a potentially unsafe condition. 
Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this 
project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the 
state highway facilities. Just go to Franklin Ave. and Gower, Argyle, it is 
bumper to bumper traffic and this only one of the over congested area. 
These building will make it impossible to move. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29335 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 5:06 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Okay. We should be meeting through 10:30, but I will let you know how it goes if you are not able to join us. 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 5:01 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks Luci - Stacy is back in the office tomorrow so she can help confirm Regina. I doubt I will make your 
meeting at 9:30 tomorrow - going to CCA with Mike to talk consolidation, so tied up at least until 10. 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 4:30 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 
See below for my responses ... . hope it helps 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 4:19 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci - so bear with me while I attempt to walk through the next few days ..... . 

Meeting Wednesday, March 20 with Alfred to discuss modifications to the DA benefits. 
Meeting tomorrow with Marcel has been moved to 930. The meeting will cover the DA but also 
preparations for CPC 

Edits made to the attached document, which will be submitted as an exhibit to CPC with supplemental staff 
report (timing?) I am working on the supplemental staff report on the recommendations/changes to the 
benefits (potentially with an amended DA attached - I am still waiting to hear from Metro and DOT on 
some issues, and from Laura as to form and legality) . The edts/changes to the attached matrix will be 
informed by the discussions we have this week with Marcel (and any progress made on griffith park idea 
with LaBonge, etc.) 

Meeting with Marcel Wednesday, March 20 (2 PM) to review project details and discuss DA benefits/deal 
points. I advised Alfred to forward the Matrix to Marcel in advance of tomorrows 2pm mtg with Marcel 

Meeting on Thursday, March 21 (4 PM) with Regina to review project details and discuss DA benefits. Has 
this meeting been confirmed? I know you were awaiting Regina's confirmation last we spoke. but I am 
still preparing for it. 

Final edits made to supplemental staff report and deal points before submitting to Commission Office for 
reproduction (Thursday? Friday?) My goal is to have a draft for your and Dan's review Thursday before 
the Regina Meeting 

Monday, March 25 - Holiday - City Hall Closed 

Tuesday, March 26 - City Attorney briefing (8:30 AM) 

RL0025810 



EM29336 

Wednesday, March 27 - CPC briefing with Regina & Bob Lessin (9: 15 AM) 

Thursday, March 28 - CPC Hearing 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:35 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Fyi ... the matrix of benefits to date 

----------Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617. 5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
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transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
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Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29338 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28580 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 9:21 AM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Hollywood DA benefits 

ML just called me into a mtg at 930 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 9: 16 AM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
I'll come up with MARY right now .. ......... ....... .. . 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 9: 12 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dan, 
Looks like Kevin is out and Mike wanted me to follow up with him on some DA ideas we could pull into on 
Millennium. I know Jon had meant to ask Kevin, but I am not sure if he had. Kevin is out through the 27th. Do 
you have any idea who we could ask that is well versed on Hollywood. Mary R, perhaps? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 9: 10 AM 
Subject: Hollywood DA benefits 
To: Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 

Hi Kevin, 

I hope you are doing well. I am writing to follow up with you on an inquiry Jon was to have had. I am not sure 
if he was able to touch base with you prior to his leave, but he had intended to pick your brain for ideas on some 
benefits that we could pull into the Millennium DA 
Any ideas would be much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM28581 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Ibarra, 

EM29620 

David Reskin <davidreskin@hotmail.com> 

Saturday, March 23, 2013 10:04 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I'm a 28-year Hollywood resident and I oppose the Millennium project - CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB
CU-ZV-HD; the 22-year development agreement - CPC-2013-103-DA; and certification of the 
Environment Impact Report - ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

I support the appeals - VTT-71837-CN-1A. 

Buildings of this size belong in downtown LA or Century City. Not only will they destroy the Hollywood 
skyline and the small town ambience we cherish, but the increased traffic and congestion will make 
getting around the area supremely difficult. I urge that the project be shelved. 

For the record I am a renter; so I'm not in this to protect my property values as I have none to protect. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
David Reskin 
6122 Glen Oak Dr. 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
323 462-2275 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM29621 

Harley Land <harleyl@earthlink.net> 

Saturday, March 23, 2013 10:31 AM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Millennium Project 

As a home-owner in the Hollywood Dell area, I oppose the Millennium Project for the following reasons: 

1. The height of the buildings will be more than 3x the Historic 
Scale designation for the high-rises in Hollywood. Except for these, 
new high-rises in Hollywood are all complying with the Historic Scale 

of 150 feet. 

2. In an already congested area, the impact due to increased traffic 

both during the lengthy construction period and once built will be 
huge. Developers say they are unable to mitigate the traffic problems 
on the two key east-west streets or around the freeway ramps. 

3. The buildings only allocate parking spaces for the apartments but 
not for the 100,000 square feet of office space or the restaurants 
and retail areas. 

4. Transformation of the Hollywood skyline. 

5. Blocking of the Hollywood sign from various city locations. 

6. No planning for any additions to infrastructure, water, police or fire. 

7. Approval of the Millennium Project as presented does not lock them 
into executing exactly what they are proposing. 

Please stop this project. 

Thank you. 

Harley Land 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Srimal, 

EM29171 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:08 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Fwd: millennium FEIR 

When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@ gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@ gmail.com> wrote: 
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EM29172 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
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On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29174 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28582 

Regina Freer < rfreer@oxy.edu > 
Thursday, March 14, 2013 5:39 PM 
Stacy Munoz 
Re: Invitation: Hollywood Millennium @ Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm 
(rfreer@oxy.edu) 

Unfortunately, I have a meeting on campus at Oxy at 2:30, so could not make it by 3pm. Is it possible for us to 
do it from 4-Spm? 
Regina 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 2:58 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

more details » 
Hollywood Millennium 
Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When Thu Mar 21, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning-CH525_ECR C!r@Q) 

Calendar rfreer@oxy.edu 

Who • lisa.webber@lacity.org - organizer 

• stacy.munoz@lacity.org - creator 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Dan Scott 

• Michael LoGrande 

• Regina Freer 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account rfreer@oxy.edu because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar rfreer@oxy.edu. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John: 

EM29339 

Mary Richardson < mary.richardson@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 5:35 PM 
JOHN GITTELSOHN 
Re: Bloomberg article on Hollywood Millennium 

I am sending you a link to Exhibit G: Proposed Zone Change Ordinance and Maps, and 
Hollywood Community Plan Revisions for Council Consideration (see below). 

http: /lcityplanni nq . lacity.orq/cpu/hollywood/Ju ne21/Exhi bit0/o20G Proposed 0/o20Zone0/o 
20Chanqe0/o200rdinance0/o20and 0/o20Maps0/o20-
0/o20with0/o20revisions0/o20for0/o20Council 0/o20consideration.pdf 

http:// cityplanning. lacity. org/ cpu/holl ywood/June2 l /Holl ywood%20Community%20Plan%20Revisions%20for 
%20Council%20Considerationl .pdf 

This is what was adopted in June. For more information on the Plan Update go to the City's website, 
www.lacity.org, and look under "What's New?" on the Planning Department's webpage. 

http :// cityplanning. lacity. org/ 

The Plan adopted in June raised the allowed Floor Area Ratio in the area around Hollywood and Vine from 3: 1 
to 4.5: 1. However, in both the previous Plan and the current Plan, Floor Area Ratios up to 6: 1 were/are allowed 
on a case by case basis with approval of the City Planning Commission. 

For more information on this project, you should speak with the planners who are handling this case. They are 
Sergio Ibarra at 213 978-1333 and Lucy Ibarra at 213 978-1378. 

Mary 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 3 :32 PM, JOHN GITTELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 
<johngitt@bloomberg.net> wrote: 
Ms. Richardson, 
I'm writing an article on the Hollywood Millennium proposal. Can you give me a call or let me know where I 
can find information on height and density limits for the Hollywood community, specifically the area near 
Hallwood and Vine? 
Also, what's the official role of the neighborhood councils in this process? 
Thanks 

JOHN GITTELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
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Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 

Mary Richardson 
Associate Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
LA, CA 90012 
213 978-1478 
FAX 213 978-1477 
Mary.Ri chardson@lacity.org 

EM29340 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29622 

Teresa Garber <tcgarber@pacbell.net> 
Saturday, March 23, 2013 10:54 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Milennium Hollywood 

1) We support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

2) We oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 

3) We oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 

4) We oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Thank you, 
Teresa Garber 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Conni, 

EM28583 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 15, 201310:11 AM 
Conni Pallini 
Dan Scott 
Hollywood Traffic Impact Fee 

I am working on the Millennium DA, and Mary mentioned a Traffic Impact Study, that had a nexus study 
attached, that would be potentially implemented in Hollywood. I mentioned it to Michael, and he requested 
additional info. If it's not too much to ask, could you provide us with a summary of what the nexus study 
concluded, what DOT's assessment of it was (assuming it has been vetted by them), and what the gap in funding 
is towards implementing it? 

You assistance is much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29623 

Chele Welsh <chelewelsh@gmail.com> 
Saturday, March 23, 2013 12:37 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net 
Millennium Hollywood 

I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
I opppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM24611 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 11:47 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 3 of 5) 

Attachments: Exhibit I - Cedars-Sinai Medical Center West Tower Project - 2008 - SCH# 

2008031040.pdf; Exhibit K - Mid-City Westside Transit Project - 2010 - SCH# 

2000051058.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Czerwinski, Ellen <ECzerwinski@manatt.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 4, 2013 at 5:06 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 3 of 5) 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "De la Cruz, Victor" <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 

For inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged . If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt.com or by telephone at (31 Ol 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 
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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
A. PROJECT SUMMARY 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") Guidelines Section 
15123, this Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report ("SEIR") contains a brief 
summary of the proposed project, the proposed actions, areas of controversy known to the lead 
agency and issues to be resolved, and a summary of significant impacts and proposed mitigation 
measures or alternatives that would reduce or avoid those effects. Detailed information 
regarding the proposed project and its potential environmental effects are provided in the 
following sections of this Draft SEIR. This Draft SEIR has been prepared by the City of Los 
Angeles (the "City" or "Lead Agency") to analyze and disclose the potential impacts of the 
proposed Project to amend the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center ("CSMC") Master Plan (the "Master 
Plan"), as proposed by CSMC (the "Applicant"), in their application dated February 19, 2008. 

A. PROJECT SUMMARY 

1. LEAD AGENCY AND APPLICANT 

The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the preparation of this Draft SEIR; all inquiries 
regarding the Draft SEIR should be directed to the City. Key contacts are as follows: 

Lead Agency: 

Owner/ Applicant: 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: Adam Villani 

Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 
8720 Beverly Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 
Attention: Larry Colvin 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION OVERVIEW 

In 1993, the City approved a Zone and Height District Change, Development Agreement and 
Master Plan for the addition of 700,000 square feet of medical center and related uses to the then 
existing CSMC Campus, located on approximately 24.1 net acres of land at 8720 Beverly 
Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to a certified EIR. In connection with 
implementation of the Master Plan, the Applicant is proposing revisions to the Master Plan to 
improve the efficiency of CSMC's use of its property and to add 100 inpatient beds to be 
accommodated within 200,000 square feet of floor area (the "Project"). 1 A detailed description 
of the Project is provided in Section II: Project Description of this Draft SEIR. The Project is an 

1 "Floor area" is that area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a building but not including the area of 
the following: exterior walls, stainvays, shafts, rooms housing building-operating equipment or machinery, parking 
areas with associated driveways and ramps, space for the landing and storage of helicopters, and basement storage 
areas (Added by Ordinance No. 163.617, effective 6/21/1988). 
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amendment to the previously approved Master Plan development analyzed in the EIR and 
certified by the City in 1993 (the "Original EIR"), and is not an entirely new project. 

The approved Master Plan includes a component to construct a 127,500 square-foot building (the 
"Approved Building") and a 650-space parking structure with four sub-grade levels (the 
"Approved Parking Structure") at the northwest corner of George Burns Road and Gracie Allen 
Drive (the "Project Site") on the CSMC Campus, which have not been built. The Master Plan 
also includes demolition of the existing surface parking lot (the "Existing Parking Lot") at the 
Project Site to accommodate the development of the Approved Building and Approved Parking 
Structure. 

The Project is intended to serve the growing demand for medical services as the area's 
population increases, as well as to accommodate updated medical technologies and increase 
efficiency within the CSMC Campus. To attain these objectives, the Applicant requests approval 
of the Project to add 100 new inpatient beds (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area of 
new medical center uses) within a proposed 460,650 square-foot building (the "West Tower") 
located at the Project Site. The West Tower would be comprised of 200,000 square feet of floor 
area pursuant to this application, 170,650 square feet of previously approved and vested 
development remaining (but not yet built) under the previous Master Plan entitlement, and 
90,000 square feet of floor area offset from an existing building at 8723 Alden Drive (the 
"Existing Building") to be demolished for the West Tower. To date, approximately 133,350 
square feet of infill development has occurred at the CSMC Campus. An additional 396,000 
square feet of vested development rights will be used for the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion 
(the "Pavilion") (construction to start first quarter 2009). 170,650 square feet is the balance of 
development rights available after construction of the Pavilion. The 200,000 square feet of new 
floor area within the proposed Project thus represents the "net" Project analyzed in this Draft 
SEIR. 

The West Tower is anticipated to be 11 stories and 185 feet high. An attached seven-level 
parking structure (three subterranean levels, one level at grade and three levels above grade) that 
will provide approximately 700 parking spaces, will also be constructed at the Project Site. Since 
approval of the Master Plan, the Approved Parking Structure has been redesigned to be a free
standing structure with only three subterranean levels, and to include 50 additional parking 
spaces. Figures showing the proposed site plan are provided in Section II: Project Description of 
the Draft SEIR. 

Certain components of the West Tower and the 700-space parking structure have already been 
analyzed in the Original EIR. Although the Existing Parking Lot will be demolished to 
accommodate the West Tower, that demolition was approved in 1993 as part of the Master Plan 
and Original EIR, and therefore is not part of the Project. Landscaping and hardscape (i.e., 
sidewalks, plazas and planter walls), directional and tenant signage, and security, ambient and 
accent lighting would be installed for the West Tower, but these components were also 
previously approved in the Original EIR. 
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• Addition of 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services totaling 200,000 new square 
feet of floor area for medical uses; 

• Demolition of the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building; and 

• Construction of a 7-level (700 space) parking structure; 

This Draft SEIR' s analyses include implementation of certain components of the Master Plan at 
the Project Site (demolition of the Existing Parking Lot, development of the remaining 170,650 
square feet of entitlement and the Approved Parking Structure) and replacement of existing uses 
(the Existing Building) in addition to Project development. However, the significance 
determinations are based on the impacts of the Project's revisions to the Master Plan (i.e., the 
Project) and the analyses will examine the incremental impact of the Project beyond those 
impacts that were previously determined for the approved Master Plan development. 

Implementation of the Project would require various approvals, including but not limited to: 
approval of a Zone Change and Height District Change to revise the conditions of the current 
[T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and an amendment to the existing Development Agreement 
and Master Plan to permit an additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (equivalent to 
200,000 square feet), and parking on the CSMC Campus. The Project includes requests for the 
following entitlements and approvals: 

• Zone Change to amend the conditions of the [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and 
to approve an additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent 
of 200, 000 square feet of floor area) of development entitlement; 

• Height District Change to amend the permitted floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.46: 1 to 
2.71 :l 

• Amendments to the existing Development Agreement and Master Plan to permit an 
additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent of 200,000 
square feet of floor area for medical uses) and related parking; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• B-Permit for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements; 

• Grading Permits; 

• Demolition Permits; 

• Building Permits; 
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• Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for 
the construction or operation of the Project. 

The Project will incorporate many "sustainable" or "green" strategies that target sustainable site 
development, water savings, energy efficiency, green-oriented materials selection, and improved 
indoor environmental quality. Implementation of a variety of design and operational features 
(i.e., Project Design Features ["PDFs"])2 into the Project to achieve energy conservation, water 
efficiency and other sustainable practices, will directly and proactively reduce impacts to noise, 
air quality, traffic and waste. Specific "sustainable strategies" incorporated into the Project are 
identified in Section 11.F: Project Characteristics of this Draft SEIR. 

2 Project Design Features ("PDFs") are specific design and/or operational characteristics proposed by the Project 
Applicant that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or reduce its potential enviromnental effects. The role of 
PDFs in this analysis is discussed in Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis of this Draft SEIR. 
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B. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify areas of controversy and 
issues to be resolved which are known to the Lead Agency, including issues raised by other 
agencies and the public. Potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the City's 
decision-makers include those environmental issue areas where the potential for a significant 
unavoidable impact has been identified and/or an area where community concerns elevate the 
project's perceived effects beyond reasonable threshold criteria. 

Areas of controversy associated with the Project are made known through comments received 
during the Notice of Preparation ("NOP") process (see Section I.A: Environmental Review 
Process of this Draft SEIR), as well as input solicited during the public scoping meeting and an 
understanding of the community issues in the Project area. Areas of known controversy, 
including issues raised by some members of the community are: neighborhood intrusion; traffic 
trip generation and roadway capacity; traffic circulation and the potential for "cut-through" 
traffic in surrounding neighborhoods; congestion to local business accesses; on-site parking 
supply; loss of on-street parking spaces; construction-related traffic, noise, dust and air quality 
impacts; adequacy of public services and infrastructure; and the effect on the local water table. 
The areas of known controversy noted above are analyzed, either directly or as indirect 
(secondary) effects, in Section JV: Environmental Impact Analysis, and/or in Appendix A-2: 
Initial Study. In addition, the public comment letters received on the Project are attached as 
Appendix A-3: NOP Written Comments and Appendix A-4: Public Scoping Meeting Comments. 
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C. ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE OR AVOID SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 require 
that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives, including a "No Project" alternative that 
may potentially attain most of the basic Project objectives and could possibly avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects of the Project. The CEQA 
Guidelines state that only those alternatives necessary to permit a "reasoned choice" are required. 
Based on the analysis of alternatives, an environmentally superior option must be designated. A 
complete analysis of Project alternatives, including an explanation of alternatives considered but 
not evaluated, is provided in Section V- Alternatives of this Draft SEIR and is summarized 
below. 

Three alternatives, in addition to the Project, were evaluated, and an Environmentally Superior 
Alternative was identified. These alternatives are summarized as follows: 

Alternative A: No Project (Existing Entitlement-Approved Master Plan) Alternative. The 
"No Project" Alternative typically assumes that no changes to a project site or existing structures 
would occur. For this Draft SEIR, a modified No Project Alternative is considered. The No 
Project Alternative assumes that the entire 700,000 square feet of the Master Plan would be 
developed, but that no additional medical center uses beyond the 700,000 square feet evaluated 
in the Original EIR, would occur. 

Under the modified No Project Alternative, the Existing Building would not be demolished and 
up to 170,650 square feet of remaining entitled uses would be constructed on a building footprint 
limited to the Existing Parking Lot located at the Project Site or implemented as infill 
development throughout the CSMC Campus. On the Project Site, the new construction scale and 
design would be essentially equivalent to that described for the Approved Building and 
Approved Parking Structure (on Site 2) in the Original EIR for the Master Plan. Under the No 
Project Alternative, the resultant physical and operational conditions described in the approved 
Master Plan are anticipated. This Alternative satisfies a direct requirement in CEQA for a "No 
Project" alternative comparison. 

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not result in new environmental impacts 
beyond those identified in the Original EIR. Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in 
a reduced level of impact when compared to the Project due to the decreased level 
(approximately 40% reduction) of build-out and intensity of uses. 

Alternative B: Reduced Project (Net Increase of 150,000 square feet) Alternative. The 
"Reduced Project" Alternative would consist of build-out of the 700,000 square feet approved 
and vested under the Master Plan and an additional 150,000 square feet (or the equivalent to 75 
inpatient beds) of new floor area for medical center uses. The Reduced Project Alternative 
represents a 25% reduction of the proposed "net" Project, with no reduction in the approved 
Master Plan. Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the Existing Building would be demolished 
and the Project Site would be redeveloped with approximately 410,650 square feet of medical 
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center uses (90,000 square feet from the Existing Building, 170,650 square feet of development 
rights remaining under the Master Plan, and 150,000 square feet of new development rights) in a 
IO-story building. The associated parking structure to be developed on the Project Site would 
reflect a reduction in the parking requirement of approximately 75 spaces; however, it is 
assumed that the overall scale and configuration of the proposed seven-level parking structure 
would not change substantially, although the footprint may be slightly reduced. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would require entitlements similar to those requested for the 
Project, except that the overall increases in intensity would be reduced proportionately. 
Specifically, the Zone and Height District Changes, and the Development Agreement and Master 
Plan amendment would be limited to the addition of 150,000 square feet of floor area (or 75 
inpatient beds) and for a maximum FAR of2.65:1. 

This Alternative would allow implementation of the Master Plan and has the potential to 
accomplish many of the Project objectives by increasing the medical center intensity at the 
Project Site. The Reduced Project Alternative has the potential to result in reduced impacts for 
impacts related to construction (i.e., air quality and noise) and long-term traffic. However, it 
would result in similar or reduced environmental impacts for most issue areas compared to the 
Project (including those that would already be less than significant). Moreover, the Reduced 
Project Alternative would not satisfy one of the objectives of the Project to provide an additional 
100 inpatient beds in the Southern California region, and may not satisfy several objectives to the 
extent desired due to the reduction in inpatient and building space, including the provision to 
support improved medical technologies and to provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment 
facilities. 

Alternative C: Change in Use (Outpatient) Alternative. The "Change In Use" Alternative 
would consist of build-out of the Master Plan plus build-out of an additional 200, 000 square feet 
of floor area of new medical center uses dedicated for outpatient services. The Change in Use 
Alternative would entail the addition of outpatient uses with no substantial change in the uses 
already entitled by the approved Master Plan. The 200,000 square feet of outpatient services 
would replace the 200,000 square feet for 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services requested by 
the Project; however, up to 200 inpatient beds may still be incorporated on the CSMC Campus 
per the previous entitlement. Under the Change in Use Alternative, the 90,000 square-foot 
Existing Building would be demolished and the Project Site would be redeveloped with 
approximately 460,650 square feet of medical center uses and a seven-level (or more) parking 
structure. The exterior building massing and design for the Change in Use Alternative is 
assumed to be essentially identical to that for the Project, although minor modifications may be 
necessary to address appropriate access and security for the outpatient services. 

The Change in Use Alternative would require entitlements that are similar to those requested for 
the Project, except that the increases in intensity would be tied specifically to square footage 
increases for the purpose of outpatient services. Specifically, the Zone and Height District 
Changes, and the Development Agreement and Master Plan amendment, would be for the 
addition of 200,000 square feet of floor area for outpatient services and would allow a maximum 
FAR of2.71:1. 
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The Change in Use Alternative would allow full implementation of the Master Plan and has the 
potential to accomplish many of the Project objectives by increasing the medical center intensity 
at the Project Site. Further, it has the potential to reduce impacts resulting from the change in 
use to outpatient services, possibly for operational impacts (i.e., noise) and aesthetic impacts 
(i.e., nighttime illumination). However, it was discovered that implementation of the Change in 
Use Alternative would result in increased impacts for long-term traffic and the related 
operational air quality impacts. Moreover, the Change In Use Project Alternative would not 
satisfy one of the objectives of the Project to provide an additional 100 inpatient beds in the 
Southern California region, but would satisfy a different need for outpatient services in the 
community. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. The impacts of the three selected alternatives are 
evaluated in comparison to the impacts of the Project in Section V: Alternatives. As required by 
CEQA, an environmentally superior alternative has been identified. The environmentally 
superior alternative is the one which results in substantially reduced impacts to either all 
environmental issue areas or within one or several key environmental issue areas. 

Of the alternatives analyzed in this Draft SEIR (Section V Alternatives), the No Project 
Alternative is considered the overall environmentally superior alternative as it would reduce (or 
avoid) the vast majority of the significant or potentially significant impacts that are anticipated to 
occur under the Project. However, the No Project Alternative would not substantially satisfy the 
objectives of the Project. 

Aside from the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Project (150K) Alternative would also be 
considered an Environmentally Superior Alternative since it would reduce more of the Project 
impacts than any other of the remaining alternatives. Impacts that would be reduced include 
minor reductions to construction related impacts associated with air quality and noise and long
term operational impacts associated with traffic. However, the Project objective to provide 100 
inpatient beds in the region would not be fulfilled under this Alternative and Project objectives to 
support improved medical technologies and to provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment 
facilities may not be fulfilled to the extent desired due to the reduction in inpatient and building 
space. 
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D. SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS 

Section IV: Environmental Analysis of this Draft SEIR includes a detailed analysis of the 
following environmental topics: Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Air Quality, Noise, 
Transportation and Circulation, and Cumulative Effects. A summary of the impacts addressed, 
and identification of the recommended mitigation measures, is presented below. 

As discussed in Section II: Pr~ject Description of this Draft SEIR, in 1993, the City of Los 
Angeles approved the addition of 700,000 square feet (i.e., the Master Plan) of additional floor 
area for medical uses, with associated parking, at the CSMC Campus. In conjunction with that 
approval, the Original EIR was prepared and certified as a Project EIR. A full summary of the 
Original EIR impacts and mitigation measures is included as Appendix B: 1993 CSMC Master 
Plan EIR Summary Chart to this Draft SEIR. The Original EIR, which is fully incorporated 
herein, addressed the entire 700,000 square-foot Master Plan development, including the 170,650 
square feet of vested development rights that remain unbuilt under the Master Plan. The Original 
EIR formed the basis of the "baseline" used during the Initial Study review for this current 
Project to characterize the "net" impact for the additional LOO inpatient beds and ancillary 
services (i.e., equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area for medical uses) and related 
parking comprising the Project. 

The Original EIR concluded that development of the Master Plan would result in significant 
adverse and unavoidable impacts for the following environmental issues: geologic (seismic) 
hazards, air quality, fire protection, police protection, water supply, sewer system capacity, solid 
waste disposal, hazardous materials generation, and traffic. The Original EIR was certified, and 
the Master Plan adopted, along with Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
which acknowledged these significant impacts. All other environmental issues were found to be 
less than significant with the incorporation of the mitigation measures that were adopted with 
approval of the Master Plan. 

Consistent with CEQA, the analyses in this Draft SEIR supplies the minor additions or changes 
necessary to make the Original EIR adequately apply to the Master Plan, as amended and/or 
revised by the Project. 

1. AESTHETICS 

The aesthetic characteristics due to implementation of the Project are detailed in Section IVA: 
Aesthetics of this Draft SEIR and summarized below. 

Visual Quality and Character. The visual character of the area is that of a high density urban 
center having a high concentration of medical center and commercial uses and surrounded by 
lower intensity residential neighborhoods. Implementation of the Project would result in the 
replacement of the 2-story Existing Building and the adjacent surface parking lot with an 11-
story, modern-style medical tower. The West Tower would be similar in size and mass to the 
existing North and South Towers on the CSMC Campus. The new development would help 
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unify the visual character of the CSMC Campus and would be consistent with the existing style 
and image of the area. Because the Project is complementary to the existing and intended visual 
character of the CSMC Campus, and the Project's architectural design is compatible with 
development in the surrounding area, the Project's impact to the area's aesthetic value and image 
would be less than significant. 

During construction activities for the Project, the visual character of the Project Site will reflect 
short-term changes as some of the construction activities will be visible from adjacent land uses. 
As the majority of the demolition and construction will be located internal to the CSMC Campus, 
much of the construction activities will be screened by existing structures on-site. Although 
construction-related structures and activities would create a notable change to the visual 
character, these changes would extend only for the duration of the construction activities 
(approximately 36 months). Following the completion of construction, the CSMC Campus 
would resume a visual character similar to what currently exists. 

Views. Implementation of the Project would increase visibility of development at the Project 
Site. The proposed West Tower would increase the building footprint and massing beyond the 
Approved Building under the Master Plan by incorporating one additional story (for a total of 11 
stories) and replacing the Existing Building at the Project Site with a parking structure (up to 4 
levels above grade). However, visibility of the West Tower from surrounding areas would be 
limited due to obstruction of views from the surrounding existing development. The height and 
massing of the Project would be consistent with the adjacent CSMC Campus North and South 
Towers, would incorporate many of the architectural elements of the existing CSMC Campus 
structures, and would appear as a continuation of existing background features. Overall views 
from surrounding areas would not be significantly impacted due to the existing development 
surrounding the Project Site, which already obscures or limits views to and from the Project Site. 
Although the immediate views of the Project Site would be of the intensified development, the 
West Tower would be visually consistent with the surrounding CSMC structures. Therefore, no 
significant impacts to existing viewsheds are expected. 

Light, Glare and Nighttime Illumination. The Project would provide additional sources of 
nighttime illumination with security lighting, parking structure lighting, and interior building 
lighting. Night lighting from the West Tower would be visible at adjacent CSMC Campus 
structures and from commercial development along Beverly Boulevard. Lighting from the 
Project would not significantly impact commercial development on Beverly Boulevard as the 
street is already brightly lit at night. Lighting of the upper building levels may be visible to 
residences on Bonner Drive and residential areas outside of the immediate surrounding area that 
may have views toward the "Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center."3 Due 
to the existing developed nature of the Project Site and the CSMC Campus, as well as other 
existing commercial development in the area, the Project will not substantially change new 

3 According to the Wilshire Community Plan, the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center is an 
approximately 60-acre area centered around Alden Drive [now Gracie Allen Drive] and San Vicente Boulevard, 
generally bounded by Beverly Boulevard (north), 3rd Street (south), La Cienega Boulevard (east), and Robertson 
Boulevard (west). The area is primarily improved with high-rise medical and office buildings, hotels, apartment 
towers, entertainment centers, and regional shopping complexes. 
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sources of lighting and glare from existing conditions. No significant adverse illumination 
impacts are expected to occur. 

The West Tower fa;ade will be treated with a combination of stone and glass. Compliance with 
the LAMC Section 93.0117 (reflective materials design standards), which limit reflective surface 
areas and the reflectivity of architectural materials used, would reduce any adverse impact for 
building material glare. Implementation of the Project would not produce glare that would create 
a visual nuisance and, therefore, would not result in a significant impact. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies. The Project is consistent with the Community 
Plan and has long been recognized by the community as an established use in this area. The 
Project directly contributes to the furtherance of the Urban Design policies and guideline 
identified in the Community Plan (i.e., through physical site improvements) and indirectly 
supports those policies by not creating obstacles for their realization (i.e., such as gateway 
identification for the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center area). The 
Project implements many of the site planning, building height, pedestrian-orientation, parking 
structure design, lighting and landscaping guidelines identified in the Urban Design section of 
the Community Plan. The Project would result in a less than significant impact to aesthetic
related and urban design consistency and compatibility issues in the Project area as demonstrated 
by the Project's consistency with applicable policies and programs of the Community Plan. 

Cumulative Impacts. Development of the Related Projects would incrementally increase the 
intensity and urbanization of the Project area. As required by the City of Los Angeles, City of 
Beverly Hills and City of West Hollywood, the project design must be reviewed by the Los 
Angeles City Department of Planning for consistency with applicable City codes and regulations 
prior to final plan approval. 

Comparison to Original EIR The Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan would have an 
adverse impact by moderately increasing the visibility of the CSMC Campus relative to the 
surrounding area due to the increased density of development and increased visual prominence. 
The net incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar 
to that already addressed in the Original EIR. The Original EIR concluded that impacts to short
range views/viewsheds was less than significant because existing adjacent structures already 
block views, and moderately adverse relative to longer-range views from more distant vantage 
points because of the overall increased visual prominence. Similarly, the impact of nighttime 
lighting and glare was less than significant against the existing ambient conditions. The net 
incremental impact of the Project relative to aesthetic issues, including visual character, views, 
lighting and glare, would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already 
addressed in the Original EIR. 

Also, the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 3 .2.g) required that CSMC contribute up to 
$40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the area generally bounded by Robertson 
Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the 
Urban Design Program is to create a more pedestrian-oriented environment in the area and 
provide a program of unifying themes and implementation program. Compared to the Master 
Plan project, the net change in Project conditions that might affect consistency is negligible. 

PAGE xi 

RL0025849 



EM24633 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
D. SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS 

Further, as concluded in the analysis above, implementation of the Project would result in an 
insignificant impact because it complies with applicable urban design guidelines. 

l\tlitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, 
project design features, and previously adopted mitigation measures (listed below) would reduce 
all aesthetic impacts to less than significant levels. No additional mitigation measures are 
introduced in this SEIR as impacts related to aesthetics are already reduced to less than 
significant levels. 

MMAES-1: 

MMAES-2: 

MMAES-3: 

MMAES-4: 

MM AES-5: 

MMAES-6: 

MMAES-7: 

MM AES-8: 

MMAES-9: 

MMAES-10: 

As required by LAMC Section 12.40, the site will be required to prepare a 
Landscape Plan which will address replacement of removed trees. 

The owners shall maintain the subject property clean and free of debris and 
rubbish and to promptly remove any graffiti from the walls, pursuant to 
LAMC Section 91.8104. 

The Project is subject to the City of Los Angles Zoning Code, Lighting 
Regulations, Chapter 9, Article 3, Section 93.0117, which limits reflective 
surface areas and the reflectivity of architectural materials used. 

Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties. 

All open areas not used for the building, driveways, walls, or similar features 
shall be attractively landscaped in accordance with a landscape plan prepared 
by a licensed landscape architect and approved by the appropriate agencies. 
All landscaped areas shall be maintained in a first class condition at all times. 

The landscaped area along the property borders shall include trees spaced a 
minimum of 15 feet apart, measured from the center of each tree. Trees 
should be no less than 24-inch-boxes in size. 

Rooftop structures should be screened from view and utilities should be 
installed underground, where feasible. 

The project should avoid the inclusion of large, blank walls. 

Connection between the parking structures and the medical facilities should be 
physically integrated to provide a non-hazardous and aesthetically pleasing 
pedestrian entry into the main building. 

After obtaining project permit approval, the Applicant shall submit final site 
plans and elevations to the Department of City Planning prior to the issuance 
of a Building Permit. The Department of City Planning shall compare the 
final plans with those approved by the City Planning Commission. If the 
Department of City Planning determines that the final site plans or elevations 
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MMAES-11: 

MM AES-12: 

MMAES-13: 

MMAES-14: 

MMAES-15: 

MM AES-16: 

MMAES-17: 

MMAES-18: 

contain substantial changes, the applicant shall submit the final plans to the 
City Planning Commission for review and approval. 

All lighting shall be designed and placed in accordance with applicable 
Bureau of Engineering and Department of Public Works requirements. 

Provision shall be made to include exterior parking structure walls to shield 
direct glare from automobile headlights into residential areas. 

All outdoor lighting, other than signs, should be limited to that required for 
safety, securing, highlighting, and landscaping. 

Low level security lighting should be used in outdoor areas. 

Security lighting, as well as both outdoor lighting and indoor parking structure 
lighting, should be shielded such that the light source will not be visible from 
off-site locations. 

Lighting should be directed on site and light sources shall be shielded so as to 
minimize visibility from surrounding properties. 

Exterior windows should be tinted or contain an interior light-reflective film 
to reduce visible illumination levels from the building. 

Per the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 3.2.g), CSMC must contribute 
up to $40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the area generally 
bounded by Robertson Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San 
Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the Urban Design Program is to create a 
more pedestrian-oriented environment in the area and provide a program of 
unifying themes and implementation program. 

2. AIR QUALITY 

The emissions associated with the construction and operational phases of the Project, and 
cumulative future emissions, are detailed in Section IV Environmental Impact Analysis: B-Air 
Quality of this Draft SEIR and summarized below. 

Construction Activity. Construction of the Project will create air quality impacts through the 
use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated by construction 
workers traveling to and from the Project Site. Fugitive dust emissions would primarily result 
from demolition and site preparation (e.g., excavation) activities. Nitrogen oxide (NOx) 
emissions would primarily result from the use of construction equipment. During the finishing 
phase, paving operations and the application of architectural coatings (e.g., paints) and other 
building materials would release volatile organic compounds (VOCs ). Demolition activities 
have the potential to release asbestos-containing materials ("ACMs") and lead-based paint. 
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Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of 
activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. 

Construction of the Project would result in maximum mitigated daily regional emissions of 
approximately 71 pounds per day ("ppd") of VOCs, 206 ppd of NOx, 154 ppd of carbon 
monoxide (CO), less than 1 ppd of sulfur oxides (SOx), 29 ppd of particulate matter 2.5 microns 
or less in diameter (PM2.5), and 91 ppd of particulate matter ten microns or less in diameter 
(PM10). 

Daily NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from construction are anticipated to be greater than the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District's (the "SCAQMD") regional significance 
thresholds and, as such, would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. The regional 
construction analysis assumed the Project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive 
dust control. It is mandatory for all construction projects in the South Coast Air Basin to comply 
with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust. Specific Rule 403 control requirements include, but 
are not limited to, applying water in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust 
plumes, applying soil binders to uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover as quickly as 
possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle 
undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site, and maintaining effective cover over exposed 
areas. Compliance with Rule 403 would reduce regional PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated 
with construction activities by approximately 61 percent. The SCAQMD significance thresholds 
for VOC, CO, SOx, would not be exceeded and regional construction emissions for these 
pollutants would not result in a significant impact. 

Implementation of standard conditions and regulatory requirements, previously adopted 
mitigation measures, and additional recommended mitigation measures (listed below) would 
ensure proper implementation of Rule 403 and reduce NOx and VOC emissions during 
construction. However, even as mitigated, Project NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would 
exceed the SCAQMD regional significance threshold and construction activity would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact. Implementation of mitigation measure would reduce toxic 
air contaminants ("TAC") impacts associated with construction activities to less-than-significant 
levels. 

Long-Term Operation. Long-term Project emissions would be generated by area sources, such 
as natural gas combustion and consumer products (e.g., aerosol sprays) and mobile sources. 
Motor vehicle trips generated by the Project would be the predominate source of long-term 
Project emissions. Mobile and area source emissions were estimated using URBEMIS2007. 

Operation of the Project would result in total daily emissions of approximately 35 ppd of VOC, 
52 ppd of NOx, 436 ppd of CO, less than one ppd of SOx, 27 ppd of PM2.s, and 137 ppd of PM10. 
Daily operational emissions are anticipated to be less than the SCAQMD regional significance 
thresholds and, as such, would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
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Emissions for the localized air quality analysis of CO were also assessed by using Localized 
Significance Thresholds ("LST") methodology promulgated by the SCAQMD.4 One-hour CO 
concentrations due to Project conditions would be approximately 2 parts per million (ppm) at 
worst-case sidewalk receptors. Eight-hour CO concentrations due to the Project would range 
from approximately 1.2 ppm to 1.7 ppm. The State of California one- and eight-hour standards 
of 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively, would not be exceeded. Thus, a less-than-significant 
impact is anticipated. 

The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to significant emissions of TAC as a result of 
activities associated with Project operations and impacts associated with TAC emissions during 
operations would be less than significant. The Project would not expose people to objectionable 
odors. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies. The SCAQMD's 2007 Air Quality 
Management Plan ("AQMP") establishes goals and policies to reduce long-term emissions in the 
South Coast Air Basin. A project is consistent with the AQMP if it is consistent with the 
population, housing, and employment assumptions that were used in the development of the 
AQMP. The Project would not include new housing and is consistent with growth assumptions 
included in the AQMP. The Project would be consistent with the AQMP Consistency Criteria 
No. 1 and No. 2, and, therefore, a less-than-significant impact is anticipated. 

Climate Change Gas Emissions. Global climate change, which refers to historical variance in 
the Earth's meteorological conditions and has received substantial public attention for more than 
15 years, has recently been addressed through passage of Assembly Bill 325 (AB 32) resulting in 
the state-wide regulation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Some GHGs are emitted naturally 
(water vapor, carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20)), while others are 
exclusively human-made (e.g., gases used for aerosols and emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion). 

GHG emissions would result from the combustion of fossil fuels to provide energy (electricity 
and natural gas sources) for the Project. Further, the provision of potable water used by the 
Project, which requires large amounts of energy associated with source and conveyance, 
treatment, distribution, end use, and wastewater treatment, contributes toward GHG emissions. 6 

Also, GHG emissions from mobile sources are a function of vehicle miles traveled ("VMT"). 

The Project would result in net carbon equivalent emissions of 5, 986 tons per year of C02, 6 tons 
per year of CH4, and 36 tons per year of N02 . Because the Project is typical urban infill 
development, would not generate a disproportionate amount of vehicle miles traveled, and would 
not have unusually high fuel consumption characteristics, it would have a negligible effect on 
any increase in regional and national greenhouse gas emissions. 

4 The concentrations of S02 are not estimated because construction activities would generate a small amount of SOx 
emissions. No State standard exists for VOC. As such, concentrations for VOC were not estimated. 
5 AB 32 refers to the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 which was introduced during the 2006 California 
Legislative Session. 
6 Construction-related water usage would be de minimis when compared to overall water usage and was not factored 
into the analysis. 
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Cumulative Impacts. Based on SCAQMD's methodology, a project would have a significant 
cumulative air quality impact if the ratio of daily Project-related employment VMT to daily 
countywide VMT exceeds the ratio of Project-related employment to countywide employment. 
The proposed Project to countywide VMT ratio of 0.000048 is not greater than the proposed 
Project to countywide employment ratio of 0.00011 l. As such, the proposed Project would not 
significantly contribute to cumulative emissions and would have a less than significant impact. 

Comparison to Original EIR. Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master 
Plan would have an adverse impact by mobile (construction and traffic-related) impact and a less 
than significant stationary impact, the net incremental impact of the Project would be 
insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already addressed in the Original EIR. The 
Original EIR concluded that mobile-source impacts related to implementation of the Master Plan 
would be significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of the adopted mitigation 
measures. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would have a significant 
adverse impact related to TACs, even with compliance to federal, state and local regulations, the 
net incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to 
that already addressed in the Original EIR. Overall the Master Plan impacts remain significant. 

Mitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, 
project design features, previously adopted mitigation measures, and additional recommended 
mitigation measures would reduce all air quality impacts due to the Project, except for those 
during the construction phase, to less than significant levels. 

MM AQ-1: The Project will comply with applicable California Air Resources Board 
("CARB") regulations and standards. CARB is responsible for setting emission 
standards for vehicles sold in California and for other emission sources, such as 
consumer products and certain off-road equipment. CARB oversees the functions 
of local air pollution control districts and air quality management districts, which 
in turn administer air quality activities at the regional and county levels. 

MM AQ-2: The Project will comply with applicable SCAQMD regulations and standards. 
The SCAQMD is responsible for monitoring air quality, as well as planning, 
implementing, and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain State and 
federal ambient air quality standards in the District. Programs that were 
developed include air quality rules and regulations that regulate stationary 
sources, area sources, point sources, and certain mobile source emissions. 
SCAQMD is also responsible for establishing stationary source permitting 
requirements and for ensuring that new, modified, or relocated stationary sources 
do not create net emission increases. 

MM AQ-3: The Project will be designed to reduce exposure of sens1t1ve receptors to 
excessive levels of degraded air quality. Also, the Project will incorporate many 
"sustainable" or "green" strategies that target sustainable site development, water 
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savings, energy efficiency, green-oriented materials selection, and improved 
indoor environmental quality, which in tum serve to directly and proactively 
reduce GHG and other air pollutant emissions. Project Design Features to be 
incorporated by the Project shall include, but are not limited to, the following or 
their equivalent: 

• The CSMC Campus, including the Project Site, is conveniently located with 
respect to public transit opportunities. Given the Project Site's location within 
an established urban area, access to a number of existing Los Angeles Metro bus 
lines is available, and a potential Metro Rail station at the northeast comer of the 
CSMC Campus may be available in the future, thereby reducing traffic, air 
quality, noise, and energy effects. 

• Storm water within the Property, including at the Project Site, is collected, 
filtered, and re-used for landscaping irrigation within the CSMC Campus, 
thereby reducing water and energy consumption. 

• The West Tower design incorporates light-colored roofing and paving materials 
which serve to reduce unwanted heat absorption and minimize energy 
consumption. 

• Building materials and new equipment associated with the West Tower are 
selected to avoid materials that might incorporate atmosphere-damaging 
chemicals. 

• The West Tower energy performance is designed to be 14% more effective than 
required by California Title 24 Energy Design Standards, thereby reducing 
energy use, air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The West Tower will generate 2.5% of the building's total energy use through 
on-site renewable energy sources. On-site renewable energy sources can include 
a combination of photovoltaic, wind, hydro, wave, tidal and bio-fuel based 
electrical production systems, as well as solar thermal and geothermal energy 
systems. 

• The West Tower will use materials with recycled content such that the sum of 
post-consumer content plus one-half of the pre-consumer content constitutes at 
least 10% (based on cost) of the total value of the materials in the Project. 

• Lighting systems within the West Tower will be controllable to achieve 
maximum efficiency (e.g., uniform general ambient lighting, augmented with 
individually controlled task lighting that accommodates user-adjustable lighting 
levels and automatic shutoff switching). 

• The West Tower will be designed to provide occupant thermal comfort 
dissatisfaction levels above 85%. 
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MM AQ-4: Haul trucks shall be staged in non-residential areas and called to the site by a 
radio dispatcher. A Haul Route Permit shall be required before haul truck 
operations are conducted. 

MM AQ-5: Diesel-powered equipment shall be located as far as possible from sensitive 
receptors. 

MM AQ-6: A temporary wall of sufficient height to reduce windblown dust shall be erected 
on the perimeter of the construction site. 

MM AQ-7: Ground wetting shall be required during grading and construction, pursuant to 
SCAQMD Rule 403. This measure can reduce windblown dust a maximum of 50 
percent. 

MM AQ-8: Contractors shall cover stockpiles of soil, sand, and similar materials to reduce 
wind pick-up. 

MM AQ-9: Construction equipment shall be shut off to reduce idling for extended periods of 
time when not in use. 

MM AQ-10: Low sulfur fuel should be used to power construction equipment. 

MM AQ-11: Construction activities shall be discontinued during second stage smog alerts. 

MM AQ-12: The proposed project shall implement a Transportation Demand Management 
program consistent with the provisions of SCAQMD Regulation XV. 

MM AQ-13: The Medical Center should reduce, to the extent possible, its reliance on 
hazardous materials. 

MM AQ-14: The Medical Center should analyze the effect of stack design and exhaust velocity 
on the dispersion of air toxics. 

MM AQ-15: New exhaust systems should be designed to place vents at or above the roof level 
of nearby buildings. 

MM AQ-16: Conservation with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and [The Gas 
Company] to determine feasible energy conservation features that could be 
incorporated into the design of the proposed project. 

MM AQ-17: Compliance with Title 24, established by the California Energy Commission 
regarding energy conservation standards. Those standards relate to insulation 
requirements and the use of caulking, double-glazed windows, and weather 
stripping. 
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MM AQ-18: Thermal insulation which meets or exceeds standards established by the State of 
California and the Department of Building and Safety should be installed in walls 
and ceilings. 

MM AQ-19: Tinted or solar reflected glass would be used on appropriate exposures. 

MM AQ-20: Heat-reflecting glass on the exterior-facing, most solar-exposed sides of the 
building, should be used to reduce cooling loads. 

MM AQ-21: Interior and exterior fluorescent [halogen, or other energy efficient type] lighting 
should be used in place of less efficient incandescent lighting. 

MM AQ-22: A variable air volume system which reduces energy consumption for air cooling 
and heating for water heating should be used where permitted. 

MM AQ-23: Air conditioning which will have a l 00 percent outdoor air economizer cycle to 
obtain free cooling during dry outdoor climatic periods should be used. 

MM AQ-24: Lighting switches should be equipped with multi-switch provisions for control by 
occupants and building personnel to permit optimum energy use. 

MM AQ-25: Public area lighting, both interior and exterior, should be used, time controlled, 
and limited to that necessary for safety. 

MM AQ-26: Department of Water and Power recommendations on the energy efficiency ratios 
of all air conditioning equipment installed should be followed. 

MM AQ-27: A carefully established and closely monitored construction schedule should be 
used to coordinate construction equipment movements, thus minimizing the total 
number of pieces of equipment and their daily movements. This would reduce 
fuel consumption to a minimum. 

MM AQ-28: Water or a stabilizing agent shall be applied to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

MM AQ-29: Track-out shall not extend 25 feet or more from an active operation, and track-out 
shall be removed at the conclusion of each workday. 

MM AQ-30: A wheel washing system shall be installed and used to remove bulk material from 
tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the Project Site. 

MM AQ-31: All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall maintain at least 
six inches of freeboard in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 
23114. 
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MM AQ-32: All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered (e.g., 
with tarps or other enclosures that would reduce fugitive dust emissions). 

MM AQ-33: Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 

MM AQ-34: Operations on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25 miles 
per hour. 

MM AQ-35: Heavy equipment operations shall be suspended during first and second stage 
smog alerts. 

MM AQ-36: On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty materials shall be covered or watered at 
least twice per day. 

MM AQ-37: Contractors shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel 
or gasoline generators, as feasible. 

MM AQ-38: Architectural coating shall have a low VOC content, per SCAQMD guidance. 

MM AQ-39: Prior to issuance of demolition permits, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey 
shall be conducted. If ACMs are detected, these materials shall be removed by a 
licensed abatement contractor and in accordance with all applicable federal, State, 
and local regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 1403 prior to demolition. If lead
based paint is identified, federal and State construction worker health and safety 
regulations (including applicable California Division of Occupational Safety and 
Health ("Cal/OSHA") and United States Environmental Protection Agency 
("USEPA") regulations) shall be followed during demolition activities. Lead
based paint shall be removed by a qualified lead abatement contractor and 
disposed of in accordance with existing hazardous waste regulations. If lead
based paint is identified on the building structure to be demolished, near-surface 
soil samples shall be collected around the structure to determine the potential for 
residual soil lead contamination, and appropriate remediation shall be completed 
prior to building construction. 

The Project will result in net significant unavoidable construction (short-term) air quality impacts 
related to NOx, PM10 and PM2.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15092 and 15093, and 
in the event the Project is approved, the City of Los Angeles must adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations acknowledging these outstanding significant adverse impacts and 
stating the reason(s) for accepting these impacts in light of the whole environmental record as 
weighed against the benefits of the Project. 

3. NOISE 

The noise levels associated with the construction and operational phases of the Project, and 
cumulative future noise levels, are detailed in Section IVC: Noise of this Draft SEIR and 
summarized below. 
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Construction (Short-Term) Noise. Construction of the Project would result in temporary 
increases in ambient noise levels in the Project area on an intermittent basis. The highest noise 
levels are expected to occur during the grading/excavation and finishing phases of construction. 
These noisiest phases occur for approximately one to two months each. Construction activity 
would comply with the guidelines set forth in the Noise Ordinance of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. Construction noise and ground-borne vibration may, however, result in annoyance to 
nearby sensitive receptors. Implementation of the mitigation program would reduce construction 
noise and ground-borne vibration and provide a way for Project-related community noise 
complaints to be addressed. Construction-related noise would exceed the five-dBA (decibels) 
significance threshold at various sensitive receptors even with implementation of mitigation 
measures and, as such, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable construction 
(short-term) noise impact. 

Operational (Long-Term) Noise. The predominant operational noise source for the Project is 
vehicular traffic. The greatest Project-related mobile noise increase would be 1.1 dBA 
Community Noise Equivalent Level ("CNEL") and would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen 
Drive, between Robertson Boulevard and George Bums Road. The roadway noise increase 
attributed to the Project would be less than the 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold at all 
analyzed segments. As such, there would not be a perceptible change in audible noise as a result 
of increased traffic. 

Potential stationary noise sources related to the long-term operations of the Project include 
mechanical equipment (e.g., parking structure air vents and heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning ("HVAC") equipment.) Mechanical equipment would be designed so as to be 
within an enclosure or confined to the rooftop of the West Tower. In addition, mechanical 
equipment would be screened from view as necessary to comply with the City of Los Angeles 
Noise Ordinance requirements for both daytime (50 dBA) and nighttime ( 40 dBA) noise levels at 
residential land uses. Non-vehicular noise generated by Project operation (e.g. mechanical 
equipment and parking activity) would not increase ambient noise levels by more than the 5-dBA 
significance threshold. As such, non-vehicular noise would result in a less-than-significant 
impact. 

The Approved Parking Structure, which was approved as part of the Master Plan, will increase 
by 50 parking spaces under the proposed Project. Even with the addition of 50 parking spaces, 
activity within the Project parking structure would not incrementally increase ambient noise 
levels by 5 dBA or more; thus, noise associated with the parking facilities would result in a less 
than significant impact. 

The Project will also incorporate a loading dock and ambulatory service area, which will be 
located in the parking structure and accessed primarily from Gracie Allen Drive. The loading 
dock and ambulatory service area would be internal to the parking structure. Thus these areas 
would be shielded from sensitive receptors by Project structures, which would act as noise 
barriers preventing an increase of ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA at off-site sensitive 
receptors. The Project would result in a less than significant operational noise impact due to 
loading dock or service access operations. 
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Siren noise from emergency vehicles leaving from and amvmg at the Project Site would 
constitute a short-term and intermittent noise source and result in a less than significant impact. 

Vibration. Use of heavy equipment (e.g., a sonic pile driver) typically used during construction 
generates vibration. Operation of the Project would not include significant stationary sources of 
ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment operations. Operational ground-borne 
vibration in the project vicinity would be generated by vehicular travel on the local roadways. 
However, similar to existing conditions, traffic-related vibration levels would not be perceptible 
by sensitive receptors. The Project would not include any significant sources of ground-borne 
vibration. The ground-borne vibration operational impact would be less than significant. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies. The Noise Element of the Los Angeles General 
Plan indicates that interior operational noise for hospitals should be 45 dBA or lower. Typical 
construction of building walls provides a noise reduction of approximately 26 dBA. The Project 
would also be constructed with windows that cannot be opened. As such, interior noise levels 
would be at least 26 dBA less than exterior noise levels and would be less than the 45 dBA 
CNEL. Residential uses, which have lower ambient noise levels than the Project Site, would be 
less affected by Project-related noise since these residential uses are located farther away from 
the Project Site than the adjacent medical uses. Because the Project would be consistent with the 
Noise Element, impacts related to consistency with applicable noise-related plans and policies 
are less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts. The Project would result in less than significant operational (long-term) 
noise and vibration impacts and thus would not significantly contribute to cumulative operational 
noise or vibration impacts in the area. However, the construction (short-term) noise impacts 
resulting from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. With the addition of 
construction noise generated by the nearest Related Project, the increase in ambient noise levels 
would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold and would result in significant cumulative 
construction (short-tenn) noise impacts as well. 

Comparison to Original EIR. The Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan would have 
adverse construction (short-term) noise impacts due to demolition and construction activities, 
and less than significant operational (long-term) impacts with implementation of mitigation 
measures (from either mobile or stationary sources). The net incremental impact of the Project 
beyond the Master Plan would be considered less than significant and the overall impact is 
similar to that already addressed in the Original EIR. 

Mitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, 
project design features, previously adopted mitigation measures, and additional recommended 
mitigation measures would reduce all noise impacts, except for construction phase impacts to 
adjacent sensitive receptors, to less than significant levels. 

MM NOI-1: The Project will comply with the City's Noise Ordinance to ensure that 
construction activities are conducted in accordance with the LAMC 
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MM NOI-2: Specify the use of quieted equipment in compliance with the applicable 
provisions of the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 156,363. 

MM NOI-3: Route trucks hauling debris through non-residential areas by approval of the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

MM NOI-4: The use of quieted equipment would reduce noise levels by an additional 3 to 6 
dBA 

MM NOI-5: Limit demolition activities to the hours of 7:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday and from 8:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M. on Saturday. 

MM NOI-6: Construct a temporary noise barrier wall along the property line, where feasible, 
as determined by the Department of Building and Safety. 

MM NOI-7: Specify that all sound-reducing devices and restrictions be properly maintained 
throughout the construction period. 

MM NOI-8: Where temporary noise barriers are infeasible, portable noise panels to contain 
noise from powered tools shall be used. 

MM NOI-9: Use rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment. 

MM NOI-10: Limit the hours of construction to between 7:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday and between 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday. 

MM NOI-11: Keep loading and staging areas on site within the perimeter protected by the 
recommended temporary noise barrier and away from the noise-sensitive sides of 
the site. 

MM NOI-12: If feasible, use alternate pile placement methods other than impact pile driving 
(See MM NOI-22 for a detailed discussion of the feasibility of alternate pile 
placement methods). 

MM NOI-13: Installation of sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical 
equipment, and providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into the 
design. 

MM NOI-14: Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment be equipped 
with mufflers and other suitable noise attenuation devices. 

MM NOI-15: Grading and construction contractors shall use quieter equipment as opposed to 
noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment). 
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MM NOI-16: Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight feet in height shall be erected around the perimeter of the Project Site to the 
extent feasible, to minimize the construction noise. 

MM NOI-17: Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatus and drill 
rigs used within the Project Site, to the extent feasible. 

MM NOI-18: The construction contractor shall establish designated haul truck routes. The haul 
truck routes shall avoid noises sensitive receptors, including, but are not limited to 
residential uses and schools. 

MM NOI-19: All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall be sent a 
notice regarding the construction schedule of the Project. A sign, legible at a 
distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the construction site. All notices and 
signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as well as 
provide a telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction 
process and register complaints. 

MM NOI-20: The construction contractor shall establish a "noise disturbance coordinator" shall 
be established. The disturbance coordinator shall be responsible for responding to 
any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator 
would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad 
muffler, etc.) and would be required to implement reasonable measures such that 
the complaint is resolved. All notices that are sent to residential units within 500 
feet of the construction site and all signs posted at the construction site shall list 
the telephone number for the disturbance coordinator. 

MM NOI-21: The applicant shall conduct an acoustical analysis to confirm that the materials to 
be used for the proposed Project would reduce interior noise levels by to dBA. If 
the analysis detennines that additional noise insulation features are required, the 
acoustical analysis shall identify the type of noise insulation features that would 
be required to reduce the interior noise levels by to dBA, and the applicant shall 
incorporate these features into the proposed Project. 

MM NOI-22: Pile driving activity shall be limited based on the distance of vibration sensitive 
buildings to the Project Site. For buildings within 35 feet of pile driving activity, 
contractors shall use caisson drilling to drive piles. For buildings 35 to 55 feet 
from pile driving activity, contractors shall use sonic or vibratory pile drivers to 
drive piles. For buildings 55 feet and beyond pile driving activity, contractors 
may use impact pile drivers. 

The Project will result in net significant unavoidable impacts related to construction (short-term) 
noise impacts at sensitive receptors. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15092 and 15093, 
and in the event the Project is approved, the City of Los Angeles must adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations acknowledging these outstanding significant adverse impacts and 
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stating the reason(s) for accepting these impacts in light of the whole environmental record as 
weighed against the benefits of the Project. 

4. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The traffic and parking effects associated with the construction and operational phases of the 
Project, and cumulative future traffic levels, are detailed in Section JV.D: Transportation and 
Circulation of this Draft SEIR and summarized below. 

Construction Activity. During the construction phase, traffic would be generated by activities 
including construction equipment, crew vehicles, haul trucks and trucks delivering building 
materials. Hauling of debris would be restricted to a haul route approved by the City of Los 
Angeles. The City will approve specific haul routes for the transport of materials to and from the 
Project Site during demolition and construction. 

It is assumed that heavy construction equipment would be located on-site during grading 
activities and would not travel to and from the Project Site on a daily basis. However, truck trips 
would be generated during the demolition, grading, and export period, so as to remove material 
(from demolition) from the Project Site. Trucks are expected to carry the export material to a 
receptor site located within 20 miles of the Project Site. 

During the construction phase, local traffic may experience a temporary increase as additional 
construction-related trips (comprising commuting construction personnel and haul trucks) would 
be added to the area in addition to traffic generated by the existing uses. Ingress and egress from 
the Project Site would be designed pursuant to City code requirements. Nevertheless, it will be 
necessary to develop and implement a construction traffic control plan, including the designated 
haul route and staging area, traffic control procedures, emergency access provisions, and 
construction crew parking to mitigate the traffic impact during construction. The construction 
traffic control plan would also address interim traffic staging and parking for the CSMC 
Campus. Because a construction traffic and interim traffic control plan will be in force, and 
because the temporary increase and disruption to the local traffic area due to construction activity 
would be short-term and not permanent, the resulting impact to traffic would be less than 
significant with implementation of the traffic control plans and the City's approval of the haul 
routes. 

Long-Term Operation. Traffic generation is expressed in vehicle trip ends, defined as one-way 
vehicular movements, either entering or exiting the generating land use. Traffic volumes 
expected to be generated by the Project were based upon rates per number of hospital beds. The 
proposed Project is expected to generate 113 net new vehicle trips (79 inbound trips and 34 
outbound trips) during the A.M. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the Project is expected 
to generate 130 net new vehicle trips (47 inbound trips and 83 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour 
period, the Project is forecasted to generate 1,181 net new daily trip ends during a typical 
weekday (approximately 592 inbound trips and 592 outbound trips). 

PAGExxv 

RL0025863 



EM24647 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
D. SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS 

With traffic generated from ambient growth and Related Projects taken into consideration, the 
proposed Project is anticipated to create significant impacts at the following two study 
intersections: 

Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. for AM. and P.M. peak hours 
Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. for P.M. peak hour 

However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the impacts at the above two study 
intersections may be reduced to less than significant levels. It should be noted that Intersection 
No. 6 must be implemented with approval and cooperation from the City of West Hollywood. If 
the City of West Hollywood does not approve the implementation of the mitigation measures, 
the impacts at Intersection No. 6 would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Parking. The proposed Project will modify the existing parking supply on the CSMC Campus 
through removal of 217 parking spaces in the Existing Parking Lot and development of the new 
700-space adjoining parking structure to be constructed as part of the Project. No other 
modifications to the CSMC parking supply are planned as part of the Project. As such, the 
parking supply at the Project Site will increase by an approximate net change of 483 spaces. 

Parking supply for the CSMC Campus will increase from an existing parking supply of 7,275 
spaces (including 547 spaces to be provided as part of the Pavilion) to a total of 7,758 spaces. 
Based on the parking requirements for the planned development program, the future City parking 
requirement for the CSMC Campus will be 7,669 spaces. This is based on the existing City 
requirement of 6,706 spaces and the future Code requirement of 963 spaces for the planned 
development program (6,706 + 963 = 7,669 spaces). Therefore, the planned CSMC Campus 
parking supply of 7, 758 spaces will exceed the City parking requirement of 7,669 spaces by a 
total of 89 spaces. 

Loss of on-street parking spaces on Robertson Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard to implement 
traffic mitigation measures (i.e., intersection improvements) for the two impacted intersections 
noted above could have an adverse impact to businesses in the Project area which depend on this 
on-street parking. 

Transit System. As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles 
County, a review has been made of the CMP transit service, which is currently provided in the 
Project vicinity. Pursuant to the CMP guidelines, the Project is forecast to generate demand for 6 
transit trips (4 inbound and 2 outbound trips) during the weekday AM. peak hour and 7 transit 
trips (3 inbound trips and 4 outbound trips) during the weekday P.M. peak hour. Over a 24-hour 
period, the Project is forecast to generate demand for 58 daily transit trips. 

Therefore, with continuation of the 11 existing bus lines currently running in the Project area, 
peak hour transit trips would correspond to less than one additional Project-related transit rider 
per bus. Therefore, it is anticipated that the existing transit service in the Project area would 
adequately accommodate the Project-generated transit trips. Given the low number of generated 
transit trips per bus, less than significant impacts on existing or future transit services in the 
Project area are expected to occur as a result of the Project. 
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Pedestrian Environment. The pedestrian access and environment on the CSMC Campus 
includes a network of private internal streets, sidewalks, crosswalks, signage, ground-level 
entrance to all structures, public transit stops and elevated pedestrian bridge connections between 
most buildings. 

All new buildings constructed on the CSMC Campus are to be designed to provide appropriate 
access and include those necessary street and sidewalk improvements to comply with all 
Building Code and Municipal Code regulations. The proposed Project will improve access at the 
Campus by allowing easy movement between facilities through a pedestrian bridge to the 
existing North Tower. The Project will not affect existing pedestrian access on the Campus and 
no mitigation is required as the Project will, in fact, improve pedestrian access to a beneficial 
level. The proposed Project is anticipated to be consistent with the pedestrian orientation 
policies, goals and objectives, as suggested in the Urban Design guidelines of the Wilshire 
Community Plan. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans and Polices. The Project does not propose any change to 
adopted Plans or policies, nor reclassification of applicable designations. The Project is 
consistent with the transportation-related goals, objectives and policies because the Project will 
either directly contribute toward the furtherance of those policies (i.e., intersection improvements 
or off-street parking resources) or indirectly supports those policies through not creating 
obstacles for their realization (e.g., such as enhanced public transit and pedestrian orientation). 
Therefore, the Project will result in a less than significant impact to transportation in the Project 
area due to conflicts with policies and programs supporting public transit, alternative 
transportation modes, transportation systems, congestion management, and parking. 

Cumulative Impacts. See Long-Term Operation above. The analysis of cumulative impacts was 
completed concurrent with the Project analysis (existing conditions plus ambient growth plus 
Related Projects development plus Project with mitigation measures). 

Comparison to Original EIR. The Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan would have 
less than significant impacts with implementation of mitigations at all study intersections with 
the exception of Sherbourne Drive/Third Street, which resulted in a significant and unavoidable 
impact even with mitigations. The loss of on-street parking under the Master Plan was 
determined to be significant; however, with implementation of mitigation measures, off-street 
parking on the CSMC Campus resulted in no significant impacts. With implementation of all 
code requirements and mitigation measures, no significant impacts were anticipated on 
pedestrian or vehicular access either. The net incremental impact on traffic, parking, access and 
public transit resulting from the Project beyond the Master Plan would be considered less than 
significant and the overall impact is similar to that already addressed in the Original EIR. 

Mitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, 
project design features, previously adopted mitigation measures, and additional recommended 
mitigation measures would reduce all transportation impacts, including construction traffic, to 
less than significant levels. 
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MM TRF-1: In accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.70067, hauling of 
construction materials shall be restricted to a haul route approved by the City. The 
City of Los Angels will approve specific haul routes for the transport of materials 
to and from the Project Site during demolition and construction. 

MM TRF-2: The Applicant shall submit site plans to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation and the Bureau of Engineering for approval prior to the issuance of 
any foundation permit. The site plans shall include highway easements, access 
locations, and adjacent street improvements. 

MM TRF-3: Applicant shall prepare and submit a Transportation Demand Management 
("TDM") plan to LADOT which will contain measures to achieve a 19 percent 
reduction in overall P.M. peak hour trips for the entire Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center. This plan shall be submitted to and must be approved by LADOT prior to 
the issuance of any building permits. The TDM Plan shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following features: transportation allowance, provision of 
preferential parking for carpools/vanpools, additional financial incentives, 
purchase of bicycles and related equipment for employees, increased employee 
participation in Compressed Work Week schedules, expanded employee benefits, 
visitor transit incentives, and a Guaranteed Ride Home program for ridesharers. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall execute and record 
a covenant to the satisfaction of DOT guaranteeing implementation of the DOT 
approved TDM Plan. 

MM TRF-4: Driveway plans shall be prepared for approval by the appropriate District Office 
of the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation. 

MM TRF-5: Access for the handicapped shall be located in accordance with the requirements 
of the Handicapped Access Division of the Department of Building and Safety. 

MM TRF-6: Adequate access to site for police shall be provided. A diagram of the site shall be 
sent to the Police Department for their review, and their recommendations and 
requirements shall be incorporated into the final design. 

MM TRF-7: Adequate access to site for fire protection service vehicles and personnel shall be 
provided. A diagram of the site shall be sent to the Fire Department for their 
review. Emergency access and exit plans shall comply with the recommendation 
and requirements of the Fire Department. 

MM TRF-8: The applicant should provide safe pedestrian/auto junctures to the satisfaction of 
the Department of Transportation and the Bureau of Engineering at key 
intersections, driveway locations, entry points, and within parking areas of the 
Medical Center. 
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MM TRF-9: Sheltered waiting areas shall be provided by the applicant at bus stops adjacent to 
the perimeter of the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center campus where no shelter 
currently exists. 

MM TRF-10: Applicant shall coordinate with DOT to identify sidewalks and pedestrian access 
points for improvement of access from transit stops. 

MM TRF-11: Parking/driveway plan. A parking area and driveway plan shall be prepared for 
approval by the appropriate District Offices of the Bureau of Engineering and the 
Department of Transportation. 

MM TRF-12: The design of the on-site parking shall integrate safety features, such as, signs, 
lights, and striping pursuant to Section 12.2l.A5 of the Municipal Code. 

MM TRF-13: The Driveway and Parking Plan review for the project should be coordinated with 
the Citywide Planning Coordination Section. 

MM TRF-14: Off-street parking should be provided for all construction-related employees 
generated by the proposed Project. No employees or sub-contractors should be 
allowed to park on the surrounding residential streets for the duration of all 
construction activities. 

MM TRF-15: Off-street parking shall be provided free of charge for all construction-related 
personnel and employees, including without limitation independent contractors, 
consultants and agents, during the construction phases of the project. 

MM TRF-16: Coordinate temporary location for bus stops on Third Street and Alden Drive with 
SCRTD [now Metro] during project construction. 

MM TRF-17: Maps of surrounding bus services should be posted at bus stops and other 
locations where people are likely to view the information, particularly near the 
Outpatient Diagnostic and Treatment Center [now referred to as the Advanced 
Health Sciences Pavilion], where over 75 percent of the daily new trips are 
assigned. Information shown should include the location of the closest bus stops, 
hours of operation, frequency of service, fares, and SCRTD [now Metro] 
telephone information numbers. 

MM TRF-18: Sheltered waiting areas should be provided at major bus stops where no shelter 
currently exists. 

MM TRF-19: The Medical Center shall coordinate with LADOT to identify sidewalks which 
should be widened within the campus to encourage pedestrian activity and 
improve access to transit stops. 
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MM TRF-20: Any planned retail sites such as pharmacies, newspaper stands, or food and 
beverage stands should be located adjacent to major bus stops in order to improve 
the convenience of using transit. 

MM TRF-21: Coordinate relocation of underground utility lines in the event of encroachment 
upon same by construction related to proposed Project. 

MM TRF-22: The Project Applicant will prepare and implement an Interim Traffic Control Plan 
("TCP") during construction. 

MM TRF-23: Prior to obtaining a demolition and/or grading permit, the Project Applicant shall 
prepare a Construction Traffic Control Plan ("Construction TCP") for review and 
approval by the LADOT. The Construction TCP shall include the designated haul 
route and staging area, traffic control procedures, emergency access provisions, 
and construction crew parking to mitigate the traffic impact during construction. 
The Construction TCP will identify a designated off-site parking lot at which 
construction workers will be required to park. 

MM TRF-24: Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. Provide a right-turn
only lane at the northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard at the Alden Drive
Gracie Allen Drive intersection, as well as a right-tum-only lane at the westbound 
approach of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive at the intersection. The resultant 
lane configurations at the northbound approach to the intersection will be one 
exclusive left-tum lane, one through lane and one right-tum-only lane. The 
resultant lane configurations at the westbound approach to the intersection will be 
one shared left-turn/through lane and one right-tum-only lane. These 
improvement measures would require restriping both the northbound and 
southbound approaches to the intersection; widening the westbound approach 
along the north side of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive by 2.5 feet for a distance 
of approximately 100 feet (not including the transition length back to the existing 
sidewalk width), thereby reducing sidewalk width from the existing 12.5 feet to 
10 feet; as well as the removal of on-street parking along the eastside of 
Robertson Boulevard south of the intersection for a distance of approximately 130 
feet (approximately 6 spaces). If implemented, the mitigation measure shall be 
executed in two phases. First, Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive shall be widened 
and restriped as proposed above. Second, a traffic warrant analysis shall be 
perfonned 2 years after full occupancy of the Project to determine the need for a 
right-tum-only lane at the northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard. If a 
right-tum-only lane is warranted, the lane shall be implemented as proposed 
above. 

MM TRF-25: Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. Provide a right-tum-only lane at 
the eastbound approach of Beverly Boulevard at the George Burns Road 
intersection, as well as two lanes at the northbound approach of George Burns 
Road at the intersection. The resultant lane configurations at the eastbound 
approach to the intersection will be one two-way left-tum lane, two through lanes 
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and one right-tum-only lane. The resultant lane configurations at the northbound 
approach to the intersection will be one shared left-tum/through lane and one 
right-tum-only lane. These improvement measures would require widening along 
the south side of Beverly Boulevard west of the intersection by approximately 
three feet and the removal of on-street parking for a distance of approximately 55 
feet to accommodate the installation of the eastbound right-tum-only lane 
(approximately 4 spaces). The three-foot widening would also reduce the existing 
sidewalk width from 15 feet to the minimum required 12 feet for a Major 
Highway Class II for a distance of approximately 100 feet (not including the 
transition length back to the existing sidewalk width). It must be noted that this 
intersection is located in the City of West Hollywood, therefore implementation 
of the recommended mitigation will require approval and cooperation with the 
City of West Hollywood. 

5. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

In summary, the proposed Project and the Related Projects in the area have the potential to result 
in cumulative impacts related to public services (i.e., fire protection and police protection) and 
utilities (i.e., water supply and water conservation). The Original EIR determined that the Master 
Plan would result in unavoidable adverse significant impacts for fire protection, police 
protection, water supply, sewer system and solid waste disposal. Thus, these Master Plan project
related significant impacts were anticipated to incrementally contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts related to the provision of these services and utilities. The proposed Project was 
determined to have less than significant impacts on public services and utilities and, thus, is not 
anticipated to significantly contribute to the already significant cumulative impacts determined in 
the Original EIR for the Master Plan. The net incremental cumulative impacts of the proposed 
Project in combination with all Related Projects relative to public services and utilities would 
further be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of Project-specific 
mitigation measures, citywide General Plan Framework mitigation measures, and compliance 
with all applicable laws and regulations. 

Mitigation Program and Net Impact. Implementation of standard conditions of approval and 
project design features would reduce net cumulative impacts from the Project and would prevent 
a significant incremental impact contribution to the already significant cumulative impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for the Master Plan. 

MMCUM-1: Unless otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, the Applicant shall install high-efficiency toilets 
(maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, and high-efficiency 
urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all 
restrooms as appropriate. Rebates may be offered through the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs of these 
installations. 
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MMCUM-2: 

MMCUM-3: 

MMCUM-4: 

MMCUM-5: 

Unless otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, the Applicant shall install restroom faucets with a 
maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute. 

As otherwise restricted by state or federal regulations, single-pass cooling 
equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use. Prohibition of such equipment 
shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant lease 
agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of potable water to extract 
heat form process equipment, e.g. vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the 
water through equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary 
wastewater system). 

Unless otherwise required, all restroom faucets shall be of a self-closing 
design, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the landscape 
plan shall incorporate the following: 

• Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
• Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; 
• Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate; 
• Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; 
• Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 

tolerant plan materials; and 

A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and master valve shutoff shall be installed for 
irrigated landscape areas totaling 5,000 sf and greater, to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building Safety. 

6. GROWTH INDUCING 

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss the growth inducing 
impact of a proposed project, including "ways in which the proposed project could foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment." The California Department of Transportation 
("Caltrans") requires similar analysis for Projects located along state highways, including the 
proposed Project. 

The proposed Project is not expected to generate growth in the area beyond the intensification of 
the Project Site. Development of the Project will result in an increase in short-term construction 
and long-term employment opportunities. However, it is not expected that any significant 
number of employees will move to the area specifically because of the Project. Further, no 
additional infrastructure would be constructed that could generate additional population growth 
in the Project area. 

Surrounding land uses and businesses may experience secondary effects through stimulated 
economic activity and growth due to an increased need for commercial support services in the 
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general vicinity of the Project Site due to the incremental increase in the number of employees 
and patrons at the CSMC Campus. Although the proposed Project would directly provide 
employment growth at the Project Site, and indirectly stimulate economic growth in the 
surrounding area, such growth is not outside the scope of what has been anticipated and planned 
for in the Wilshire Community Plan area. Further, in conducting a "First-cut Screening" analysis 
of the Project, utilizing criteria set forth by Cal trans relating to accessibility, Project type, Project 
location, growth pressure, and geography, it has been determined that the Project is unlikely to 
cause direct or indirect growth-related impacts. 7 Therefore, no significant growth inducing 
impacts are anticipated. 

7 California Department of Transportation, Guidance for Preparers of Growth-related, Indirect Impact Analyses, 
May 2006. 
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A Mitigation Monitoring Program ("MMP") has been prepared in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21081 .6, which requires a Lead or Responsible Agency that approves or 
carries out a project where an EIR has identified significant environmental effects to adopt a 
"reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a 
condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment." A Final MMP will be adopted at the conclusion of the SEIR process and will 
reflect the final set of required mitigation measures to address Project impacts. The MMP is 
described in Section VI.E: Mitigation Monitoring Program of this Draft SEIR, and a draft MMP 
is included in Appendix G: Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

PAGExxxiv 

RL0025873 



EM24657 

RL0025874 



EM24658 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

1. OVERVIEW OF THE CEQA PROCESS 

I. INTRODUCTION 
A. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, Sections 21000-
21177) requires that all public agencies within the State of California, having land use approval 
over project activities that have the potential to affect the quality of the environment, shall 
regulate such activities so that impacts to the environment can be prevented to the extent 
feasible. Such activity is reviewed and monitored through the CEQA process, as provided in the 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 
15000-15387). CEQA distinguishes varied levels of documentation and public review based on 
a project's anticipated level of effect on the environment. 

When it is determined through preliminary review that a project may likely have one or more 
significant effects upon the environment, then an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") must be 
prepared. The "scope" of the EIR may be determined through preparation of an Initial Study 
and a public scoping process. The EIR should consider both the potential project-specific (direct 
and indirect) and cumulative environmental impacts that could result from the implementation of 
the proposed project. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, the EIR is primarily an informational document 
intended to inform the public agency decision-makers and the general public of the potentially 
significant effects of a proposed project. The EIR should disclose all known potentially 
significant impacts; identify feasible means to minimize or mitigate those effects; and, consider a 
number of feasible alternatives to the project that might further reduce significant impacts while 
still attaining the project objectives. The decision-makers must consider the information in an 
EIR before taking action on the proposed project. The EIR may constitute substantial evidence 
in the record to support the agency's action on the project. 

The EIR is prepared by or under the direction of the Lead Agency, which for the proposed 
Project is the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. The Department of City 
Planning is the public agency which has the primary responsibility for approving or carrying out 
the Project. Further, Responsible Agencies, which are public agencies that have a level of 
discretionary approval over some component of the proposed Project, may rely upon the EIR 
prepared by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning. 

An EIR is prepared in two key stages. First, a Draft EIR is prepared and distributed for public 
and agency review. Once comments on the Draft EIR are received, responses to those comments 
and any additional relevant project information are prepared and compiled in a Final EIR. Both 
of these documents (i.e., the Draft EIR and the Final EIR), along with any related technical 
appendices, represent the complete record of the EIR. Throughout this document, the term EIR 
or Draft EIR may be used interchangeable since both are part of the ultimate EIR record; 
however, "Draft EIR" may be used specifically when referring to information provided 
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specifically in that volume. Similarly, these stages apply to a Supplemental EIR, which is a 
specific type of EIR to be prepared under specific circumstances (which are discussed below). 

The Final EIR is used by the recommending bodies (i.e., hearing officer and City Planning 
Commission) and the final decision-makers (City Council) to weigh the environmental impacts 
against the proposed project. 

2. PROJECT EIR PROCESS 

This Supplemental EIR ("SEIR") has been prepared at the direction of and under the supervision 
of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning in accordance with CEQA and the Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006). 

As discussed in Section II: Project Description, in 1993, the City of Los Angeles approved the 
addition of 700,000 square feet (i.e., the Master Plan) of additional floor area for medical center 
uses, with associated parking, at the CSMC Campus. In conjunction with that approval, the 
CSMC Master Plan EIR (the "Original EIR") (State Clearinghouse No. 90010839) was prepared 
and certified as a Project EIR. A full summary of the Original EIR impacts and mitigation 
measures is included as Appendix B: 1993 CSMC Master Plan E1R Summary Table to this Draft 
SEIR. 

The Original EIR, which is fully incorporated herein, addressed the entire 700,000 square-foot 
Master Plan development, including the 170,650 square feet of vested development rights that 
remain unbuilt under the Master Plan and which will be combined with the proposed 200,000 
square feet of floor area in the proposed Project. The 170,650 square feet of residual 
development rights were fully analyzed in the Original EIR. The Original EIR formed the basis 
of the "baseline" used during the Initial Study review for this current Project to characterize the 
"net" impact for the additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (i.e., equivalent of 
200,000 square feet of floor area for medical uses) and related parking comprising the Project. 

The current Project is an amendment to the previously approved Master Plan, which was fully 
evaluated in the certified Original EIR. Because the Project has a clear connection to an earlier 
project, and is a modification to a previously considered project, the previously certified Original 
EIR has been incorporated by reference in this EIR. The previously approved Zone and Height 
District Change, Master Plan and associated Development Agreement, along with the Original 
EIR and associated ordinances, resolutions and findings are available for review at the City of 
Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Environmental Review Section located at City Hall, 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

Based on the Initial Study and EIR scoping process (see Section I.A.4: Initial Study and NOP 
Process, below), which relied upon information and conclusions from the Original EIR as well 
as current information, the Lead Agency determined that a SEIR should be prepared. Consistent 
with Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 (governing the 
preparation and use of a Supplemental EIR), the purpose of this SEIR is to provide minor 
additions and changes necessary to update the Original EIR to make it adequately apply to the 
Master Plan as revised by the Project. The City determined that implementation of the Project 
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may, either by itself and/or in conjunction with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the Project vicinity, have additional significant environmental effect on some 
environmental issues not fully addressed in the Original EIR. 

3. PROJECT APPROVAL AND INTENDED USES OF THIS EIR 

In accordance with CEQA and its implementing guidelines, the purpose of this SEIR is to 
identify all potentially significant effects of the Project on the physical environment, to 
determine the extent to which those effects can be reduced or avoided and to identify and 
evaluate feasible alternatives to the Project. The City of Los Angeles will use this information 
when considering action on the Project. The SEIR itself is not a decision document and does not 
determine whether the Project will be approved. Rather, the SEIR is an informational and 
disclosure document to be taken under consideration during the decision-making process. 

The City of Los Angeles, including its individual departments, and any Responsible Agencies 
providing approvals or permits will use the information contained in this EIR while determining 
whether to grant permits and approvals as described in the preceding section. 

All of the square footage, except the 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services (i.e., 
equivalent of 200,000 square feet of floor area), to be incorporated into the West Tower was 
fully analyzed by the Original EIR. The Original EIR also considered development of a parking 
structure with 650 parking spaces (the "Approved Parking Structure") at the Project Site, 
demolition of the existing surface parking lot (the "Existing Parking Lot"), landscaping and 
hardscape at the Project Site, directional and tenant signage for the Project Site, and security, 
ambient and accent lighting for the Project Site. Nonetheless, this SEIR considers the physical 
construction effects due to the similar levels of demolition and construction at the Project Site, as 
well as the "net" operational change in land use associated with the addition of 200,000 square 
feet of medical center (100 inpatient beds) uses. 

4. INITIAL STUDY AND NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, the City conducted an Initial Study of the Project and 
determined that an EIR would be required, and more specifically, that an SEIR (see Section 
I.A.2: Project EIR Process, above) would be the appropriate environmental document to analyze 
the Project's potential impacts on the environment, as there have been additions and changes to 
the CSMC Master Plan development, but they would not require major revisions to the 1993 
Original EIR. The Initial Study identified a preliminary range of potential impact issues to be 
analyzed. 

A Notice of Preparation ("NOP") was distributed to responsible and interested agencies/persons 
for the Project on March 7, 2008 for a 30-day review period as required by CEQA, to solicit 
comments on the proposed scope of the SEIR. Written comments were received on the NOP and 
have been reviewed and incorporated or discussed in this Draft SEIR. In addition, a public 
scoping meeting was held on March 27, 2008 at the CSMC Campus in Los Angeles, California 
to solicit additional input on the environmental review process. A copy of the NOP, Initial 
Study, and all written comments received relating to the NOP are included in Appendix A-1: 

PAGE3 

RL0025877 



EM24661 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

I. INTRODUCTION 
A. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

Notice of Preparation (NOP), Appendix A-2: Initial Study, Appendix A-3: NOP Written 
Comments and Appendix A-./: Public Scoping Meeting Comments of this Draft SEIR, 
respectively. NOP responses were received from the following: 

Federal and State Agencies 

• California Native American Heritage Commission 
• California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Regional, County, and Local Agencies 

• City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
• Los Angeles County Metro (Metropolitan Transportation Authority) 
• South Coast Air Quality Management District 
• Southern California Association of Governments 

Organizations and Special Interest Groups 

• Robertson Properties Group (representing The Decurion Corporation) 
• Lake & Lake Consulting, Inc. 
• West Hollywood West Residents Association 

Based on the scoping process, which considered conclusions from the previously certified 
Original EIR, current conditions and public input, this Draft Supplemental EIR is focused on the 
following topical issue sections: 

Aesthetics 
Air Quality 
Noise 
Transportation and Circulation 
Cumulative Effects 

Section IV.A 
Section IV.B 
Section IV.C 
Section IV.D 
Section IV.E 

This SEIR includes analysis of the above environmental impacts and recommends mitigation 
measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15128, other possible effects of the Project, which were determined to be not significant 
through the Initial Study review and NOP scoping process, are not discussed in detail in this EIR. 
Those possible effects that did not warrant detailed analyses are identified in Section VJ: Other 
Environmental Considerations: A-Effects Not Found To Be Sign?ficant of the Draft SEIR. 

5. REVIEW OF THE DRAFT SEIR 

This Draft SEIR was distributed to responsible and other affected agencies, surrounding 
jurisdictions, interested parties, and others who requested a copy of the document in accordance 
with the Public Resources Code Section 21092. The Notice of Completion ("NOC") of this 
Draft SEIR was also distributed as required by CEQA. The Draft SEIR will be available for 
public review for not less than 45 days, pursuant to Section 15105 of the State CEQA 
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Guidelines. During this public review period, the Draft SEIR including its technical appendices 
is available for review at the following location: 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Written comments on the Draft SEIR should be addressed to Adam Villani at the Environmental 
Review Section of the Department of City Planning (Lead Agency) at the address provided 
above. Upon completion of the 45-day public review period and conclusion of public hearings 
on the Project, written responses will be prepared to address comments received on the Draft 
SEIR and will be made available for review at least ten days prior to when certification of the 
SEIR is considered by the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission and ultimately the City 
Council. These environmental comments and their responses will be included as part of the 
environmental record for consideration by the decision-makers for the Project and will constitute 
the Final SEIR. 
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B. RELATIONSHIP TO PREVIOUS EIR 

As discussed above and in Section II: Project Description of this Draft SEIR, in 1993, the City 
approved the CSMC Master Plan comprised of 700,000 square feet of floor area for additional 
medical uses, with associated parking, at the existing CSMC Campus. In conjunction with the 
Master Plan, the Original EIR was prepared and certified as a Project EIR. A full summary of 
the Original EIR impacts and mitigation measures is included as Appendix B: 1993 CSMC 
Master Plan EIR Summary Chart to this Draft SEIR. 

The Project (described in Section II: Project Description of this Draft SEIR) proposes a Master 
Plan Amendment to address the addition of LOO inpatient beds and ancillary services within 
200,000 square feet of additional floor area, the construction of a 700-space adjoining parking 
structure, and the demolition of the Existing Building currently on the Project Site. If the Project 
is approved, the Master Plan as amended would include a total of 900,000 square feet of floor 
area and 3,250 parking spaces. 

In accordance with CEQA Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163, the 
City considered whether the Project's proposed amendment to the approved Master Plan would 
(1) require major revisions to the Original EIR, because the Project would create either new 
significant environmental impacts not previously studied in the Original EIR or a substantial 
increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original 
EIR;(2) substantially change the circumstances under which the Master Plan is undertaken so as 
to require major revisions of the Original EIR due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects;(3) bring to light new information of substantial importance, which was not known and 
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the Original EIR 
was certified as complete, meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3). 

Based on its review, as documented in the Initial Study (see Appendix A-2: Initial Study of this 
Draft SEIR), which relied on information and conclusions from the Original EIR as well as 
current information, the City determined that an SEIR should be prepared. Consistent with 
Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 (governing the 
preparation and use of a Supplemental EIR), the purpose of this SEIR is to provide minor 
additions and changes necessary to update the Original EIR to make it adequately apply to the 
Master Plan as amended by the Project. 

Because the current Project is a revision of the Master Plan, which was fully evaluated in the 
previously certified Original EIR, and not a new project, the previously certified Original EIR 
has been incorporated by reference in this Draft SEIR. 

The Original EIR is used in this SEIR to establish the "baseline" against which the Project is 
evaluated. A full description of the baseline is provided in Section III.C: Project Baseline of this 
Draft SEIR. Specifically, the Original EIR is used to: 1) identify impacts that are already known 
to be less than significant; 2) quantify and/or summarize the level of impact associated with the 
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previously approved 170,650 square feet of remaining unbuilt entitlement under the approved 
Master Plan; 3) establish the previously accepted level of impact, to which the incremental 
effects of the Project will be considered; and 4) define and evaluate a reasonable range of Project 
alternatives. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
C. ORGANIZATION OF THIS SEIR 

This Draft SEIR conforms to the content requirements stated in Sections 15120 through 15130 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines. A list of the overall document sections and a brief description of 
their content is provided here to assist the reader in locating information. 

Section 0: Executive Summary: Located at the front of this document, the Executive 
Summary provides a brief description of the Project, including an overview of the impact 
analysis, recommended mitigation measures, and net residual impact. Summary 
information of alternatives and key conclusions are also provided. 

Section I: Introduction: The Introduction provides a general orientation to the purpose 
of CEQA and this Draft SEIR, including the scoping of this Draft SEIR, availability of 
documents, and review process. 

Section II: Project Description: Section II presents a statement of the Project 
objectives, a detailed description of the Project's physical development characteristics, 
and related information on phasing and implementation. 

Section III: General Overview and Environmental Setting: This section discusses the 
location and general characteristics of the Project Site within a regional setting context. 
It also provides an overview of the site-specific environmental setting and immediate 
surrounding area. 

Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis: This section analyzes the potential 
impacts from implementation of the Project. The impact discussion is organized by 
topical issues as outlined in the Initial Study. A summary of applicable Original EIR 
conclusions is provided for each topical issue discussed in this Draft SEIR. Background 
information has been updated as appropriate, and a Project-specific level of analysis is 
provided to address implementation of the Project. Mitigation Measures are 
recommended as necessary. 

Section VI: Alternatives: The Alternatives section includes a discussion and analysis of 
alternatives to the proposed Project pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Alternatives are analyzed that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
Project, but would avoid or lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. The 
comparative merits of each alternative are evaluated. 

Section V: Other Environmental Considerations: Section V evaluates the contextual 
impacts related to growth-inducing effects and cumulative growth. Impacts found not to 
be significant, unavoidable adverse impacts, and irreversible impacts are also 
summarized. 
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Section VII: Persons and Organizations Consulted: Section VIII lists persons that 
directly contributed to the preparation of this Draft SEIR. 

Section VIII: References: This section includes a listing of sources of information 
referenced for the analyses contained within this Draft SEIR. 
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A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the proposed Project is Cedars-Sinai Medical Center, a California non-profit 
public benefit corporation ("CSMC" or "Applicant"), located at 8720 Beverly Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90048. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed project (the "Project") is located within the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Campus 
(the "CSMC Campus" or the "Property"), which is comprised of approximately 24.1 net acres 
located at 8720 Beverly Boulevard in the Wilshire Community Plan Area of the City of Los 
Angeles (see Figure 1: Regional Location). The CSMC Campus is generally bounded by 
Beverly Boulevard to the north, San Vicente Boulevard to the east, Third Street to the south, and 
Robertson Boulevard to the west (see Figure 2: Local Vicinity). The CSMC Campus contains an 
internal network of vacated private streets, including George Bums Road, Sherboume Drive, and 
Gracie Allen Drive, which provide access to facilities within the CSMC Campus. 

Specifically, the Project is proposed on approximately 2.65 net acres at the northwest corner of 
Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road (the "Project Site"), which is currently occupied by a 
90,000 square-foot, two-story medical service building (the "Existing Building") and a surface
level, visitor parking lot ("Existing Parking Lot"). 

Uses surrounding the CSMC Campus include medical buildings located to the south and 
connected to the CSMC Campus by a bridge, containing several CSMC programs but not owned 
by CSMC; commercial and residential uses to the north, east, and west; and the City of West 
Hollywood border to the north (see Figure 3: Aerial Overview and Surrounding Uses). Several 
commercial uses are located directly adjacent to the western and southern edges of the CSMC 
Campus. The Beverly Center shopping complex is located directly east of the Property, across 
San Vicente Boulevard. A more detailed discussion of the on-site and surrounding land uses is 
provided in Section III: General Description of Environmental Setting and Section IVA: 
Aesthetics of this Draft SEIR. 
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SOURCE: MAPS.GOOGLE.COM 

PROJECT SITE 

FIGURE 1 
REGIONAL LOCATION 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
C. BACKGROUND 

The Project Site is located within the Wilshire Planning District. The Wilshire Community Plan, 
which serves as a guide for development and land uses in the area, establishes a land use 
designation for the Project Site as both Regional Commercial and Health Center (see Figure 4: 
Community Plan Designation). 

In August of 1993, the City of Los Angeles (the "City") approved a Master Plan for the CSMC 
Campus (the "Master Plan"), which allows 700,000 square feet of floor area1 of additional 
development to the established CSMC on the Property (see Figure 5: Master Plan Site Plan). 
The City approved the Master Plan through a Zone Change and Height District Change ordinance 
(City Council Ordinance 168847, CPC No. 87-759-ZC, CPC No. 87-760-HD) (the "Zone 
Change"). The Zone Change consisted of a change of the zoning and height district from the 
previous [Q]C2-2D-O, [Q]C2-l-O, and C2-l-O to the current [T][Q]C2-2D-O for the whole 
CSMC Campus (see Figure 6: Zoning Map). The City also entered into a Development 
Agreement with CSMC that vested development of 700,000 square feet of entitlement for 15 
years, until August 2008 (City Council Ordinance 168848, CPC No. 92-0530-ZC, CPC No. 92-
0533-HD, CPC No. 92-0534-DA), and certified an environmental impact report (the "Original 
EIR") for the expansion of the CSMC Campus (EIR No. 90-0643-ZC-HD). The Original EIR is 
fully incorporated herein. Appendix B: 1993 CSMC Master Plan EIR Summary Chart, provides a 
summary of the impacts and adopted mitigation measures from the Original EIR. More detailed 
discussions of the Original EIR and comparative descriptions relative to the Project are provided 
as appropriate, in the analysis sections in Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis of this 
Draft SEIR. 

On August 10, 2007 the City approved an amendment to the Development Agreement to extend 
the term of the 700,000 square feet of entitlements under the Development Agreement for an 
additional 15 years, until August 11, 2023 (City Council Ordinance 178,866, CPC No. 1992-534-
DA-Ml). All entitlements approved under the Master Plan and the Development Agreement are 
vested until 2023. A copy of the adopted Development Agreement, as amended, is included for 
reference as Appendix C: 199 3 CSMC Development Agreement of the Draft SEIR. 

The Master Plan and Development Agreement, which provided for the development of an 
integrated medical center comprised of multiple buildings in a campus-style setting (see Figure 
5: Master Plan Site Plan), approved three new structures and certain expansion areas for the 
Property: 

• Outpatient Treatment and Diagnostic Center (340,000 square feet of Medical Suites, 
Diagnostic, and Support uses); 

1 "Floor area" (square feet or "sf') is calculated as defined in Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.03. Floor area 
is that area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a building but not including the area of the following: 
exterior walls. stairways, shafts. rooms housing building-operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with 
associated driveways and ramps, space for the landing and storage of helicopters, and basement storage areas 
(Added by Ordinance No. 163,617, effective 6/21/1988). 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
C. BACKGROUND 

• Organ Transplant Wing (170,000 square feet with up to 110 hospital beds); and 

• Approved Building (127,500 square feet with up to 200 hospital beds). 

The Master Plan also approved infill space: 

• Administration space (23,300 square feet); 

• Emergency Room expansion (3,700 square feet); and 

• Computer Services facility (14,500 square feet). 

As a result of damage incurred to the Property by the 1994 Northridge earthquake, CSMC 
focused its subsequent development efforts on reconstructing buildings damaged in the 
earthquake, rather than on implementation of the comprehensive development scheme permitted 
through the Master Plan. To date, CSMC has completed a number of infill projects (totaling 
approximately 73,501 square feet) approved under the Master Plan. In the first quarter of 2009, 
CSMC anticipates initiating construction of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (the 
"Pavilion") on a site within the CSMC Campus, just south of Gracie Allen Drive between 
Sherbourne Drive and San Vicente Boulevard, pursuant to the Master Plan. The 396,000 square
foot Pavilion, which is being built pursuant to the Master Plan, will be 185 feet tall, with 11 
stories, including 381 new parking spaces.2 After construction of the Pavilion, a total of 170,650 
square feet of development rights will remain under the Master Plan. An overview of 
development completed pursuant to the Master Plan is provided in Table I: Summary of Master 
Plan Development Completed Through 2008. 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT COMPLETED THROUGH 2008 

Original Pediatric Emergency Existing Saperstein 
Advanced 

Remaining 
Computer Health Sciences 

Development Grant 
Room 

Balcony Room Imaging Bldg. Buildin!! Critical 
Pavilion 

Development 
(square feet [sf] per 

Development 
Enclosure Expansion Development Elevator Care 

(Construction 
Rights In 2008 

Master Plan) Installation Tower 
be2innin2 2009) 

Medical Suites 
121,100 87,900 

(209,000 sf) 
Diagnostic 

12,000 44,500 33,500 
(90,000 sf) 

Support 
14,378 15,600 11,022 

(41,000 sf) 
Organ 

Transplant 59,849 110,151 0 
(170,000 sf) 

Rehabilitation 
94,500 33,000 

(127,500 sf) 
Imaging 

21,000 0 
(21,000 sf) 

2 The new 381 parking spaces accounts for demolition of the existing 166-space parking lot at the Advanced Health 
Sciences Pavilion site and construction of 547 new parking spaces (547 - 166 = 381 net additional new spaces). 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
C. BACKGROUND 

SUMMARY OF MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT COMPLETED THROUGH 2008 

Original Pediatric Emergency Existing Saperstein 
Advanced 

Remaining 
Computer Health Sciences 

Development Grant 
Room 

Balcony Room Imaging Bldg. Building Critical 
Pavilion 

Development 
(square feet [sf) per 

Development 
Enclosure Expansion Development Elevator Care 

(Construction 
Ri!!hts In 2008 

Master Plan) Installation Tower 
be!!innill!! 2008) 

Administrative 
1,000 6,405 628 10,149 5,118 

(23,300 sf) 
Emergency 

Room 3,590 110 
(3,700 sf) 
Computer 

Service 14,500 0 
(14,500 sf) 

Total 14,500 1,000 9,995 47,378 628 59,849 396,000 170,650 

As summarized in Table I: Summary of Master Plan Development Completed Through 2008, a 
total of 170,650 square feet of vested development rights, which were fully analyzed in the 
Original EIR, will remain under the Master Plan after construction of the Pavilion. The Original 
EIR, including the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations is incorporated by 
reference in this SEIR and is available for public review at the City of Los Angeles, Department 
of City Planning, Environmental Review Section located at City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 
Room 750, Los Angeles, California, 90012. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

D. STATEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
D. STATEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

In accordance with Section 15124(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall include "a 
statement of objectives sought by the proposed project." Section 15124(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines further clarifies that "the statement of objectives should include the underlying 
purpose of the project." 

The Applicant proposes a Master Plan Amendment, to address expansion of existing CSMC 
Campus facilities, through a Zone Change, Height District Change, and amendment to the 
adopted Development Agreement to add 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services 
(equivalent to an additional 200,000 square feet of floor area), to serve the growing demand for 
medical services as the area's population increases and to accommodate updated medical 
technologies at the CSMC Campus. The Applicant's Project has the following objectives: 

• To continue to provide high quality medical services and advanced research capabilities 
at the CSMC Campus; 

• To accomplish better utilization of limited CSMC Campus space; 

• To provide an additional 100 inpatient beds in the Southern California region, which has 
been consistently losing beds and other inpatient medical services over the last decade;3 

• To provide a public benefit and fulfill a healthcare need for the community and region; 

• To facilitate a balanced distribution of healthcare, emergency room and trauma services 
throughout the Los Angeles region; 

• To support improved medical technologies that will enhance CSMC's ability to provide 
high quality medical care to the community; 

• To provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment facilities, research facilities, 
medical suites, and administrative space to support customer and community demand for 
these services; 

• To remain committed to fulfilling the intent of the Master Plan and demonstrating 
consistency with the City of Los Angeles comprehensive planning programs; 

• To provide development that is thoughtfully designed, reflects a refined cohesive image 
of the CSMC Campus as an integrated complex of buildings and functions, and which 
balances with the surrounding community; 

3 According to the California Office of Statewide Healthcare Planning and Development (OSHPD), from the year 
1995 to 2006, the total number of licensed beds in Los Angeles Comity has decreased by 17 .8%. Additionally. in 
terms of medical services, the number of hospital closures between 1997 and 2007 totals 28 in Los Angeles County 
(Cousineau, Michael R., Healthcare Summit, 2008). 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
D. STATEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

• To provide adequate and convenient parking for each CSMC Campus component, 
including the Project; and 

• To provide improvements to the pedestrian and vehicular circulation patterns within the 
CSMC Campus that will maintain and improve accessibility, safety, efficiency and 
convenience for patients, visitors, and staff 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
E. REQUESTED ACTIONS AND ENTITLEMENTS 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

E. REQUESTED ACTIONS AND ENTITLEMENTS 

The Applicant requests approval of a Zone Change and Height District Change to revise the 
conditions of the current [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and an amendment to the existing 
Development Agreement and Master Plan to permit an additional 100 inpatient beds and 
ancillary services (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area), and parking on the CSMC 
Campus. 

This Draft SEIR may be used by various governmental decision-makers for the following 
discretionary permits and actions that are necessary or may be requested in connection with the 
Project, as well as any other discretionary permits and actions that may be identified during the 
environmental review and entitlement process: 

• Zone Change to amend the conditions of the [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and 
to approve an additional LOO inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent 
of 200,000 square feet of floor area) of development entitlement; 

• Height District Change to amend the permitted floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.46: 1 to 
2.71 :l 

• Amendments to the existing Development Agreement and Master Plan to permit an 
additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent of 200,000 
square feet of floor area for medical uses) and related parking; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• B-Permit4 for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements; 

• Grading Permits; 

• Demolition Permits; 

• Building Permits; and 

• Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for 
the construction or operation of the Project. 

4 B-Pennits are permits for development of public improvements (i.e., streets, sewers. stonn drains. and street 
lights) within the public right-of-way issued by the Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

Zone Change (Conditions and Height District) 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
E. REQUESTED ACTIONS AND ENTITLEMENTS 

The Applicant is requesting a Zone Change to amend the conditions of adopted Ordinance No. 
168,847. This Zone Change will authorize the addition of 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary 
services, or the equivalent of 200,000 square feet of development entitlement, on the CSMC 
Campus and would be consistent with the proposed amendments to the Development Agreement 
and Master Plan. The Existing Building site and associated surface parking lot at the northwest 
corner of George Burns Road and Gracie Allen Drive (i.e., the "Project Site") is the proposed 
location for the additional floor area. 

The entire Property is currently zoned [T][Q]C2-2D-O with a maximum building height of 185 
feet above grade. The requested Zone Change with new and revised conditions will be 
consistent with the Wilshire Community Plan and the established zoning on the Property. The 
established zoning of [T][Q]C2-2D-O over the building site and campus supports the use, 
density, and height of the Project, including the additional 100 inpatient beds (equivalent to 
200,000 square feet of floor area) over the Master Plan approval. Only the conditions imposed on 
the current zoning will be revised. 

Development Agreement and Master Plan Amendments 

On August 12, 1993, the City of Los Angeles entered into a Development Agreement with the 
Applicant that approved the Master Plan and vested expansion of 700,000 square feet of 
authorized development on the Property for 15 years, until August 2008 (City Council Ordinance 
168848, CPC No. 92-0530-ZC, CPC No. 92-0533-HD, CPC No. 92-0534-DA). On August 10, 
2007 the City approved an amendment to the Master Plan and Development Agreement to 
extend the term for an additional 15 years, until August 11, 2023 (City Council Ordinance 
178866, CPC No. 1992-534-DA-Ml). 

The Development Agreement exempts development under the Master Plan from further 
discretionary approvals by the City. In particular, Section 3.5 of the Development Agreement 
exempts future Master Plan approvals from the Site Plan Review provisions of LAMC Section 
16.05. 

The proposed amendments to the Development Agreement and Master Plan would vest an 
additional 100 inpatient beds and ancillary services including parking (or the equivalent of 
200,000 square feet of floor area for new medical center uses) proposed by the Project. 

Construction Related Permits 

Construction of the Project will require that the Applicant obtain the appropriate demolition, 
grading, building, and service connection permits. In furtherance of obtaining these permits, the 
Applicant will submit and obtain approval of various informational and engineering documents, 
including information for truck and hauling routes to be used during the construction phase. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Overview 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The Project consists of a Zone Change, Height District Change, Master Plan Amendment and 
Development Agreement Amendment to increase medical center uses at the CSMC Campus by 
100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services (or the equivalent of 200,000 square feet of floor 
area), including an adjoining parking structure. With the additional 100 inpatient beds (200,000 
square feet of development entitlement) proposed by the Project, the Applicant plans to build a 
facility that is 460,650 square feet in floor area (the "West Tower"), along with an adjoining 7-
level (700 space) parking structure. Specifically, only 200,000 square feet of the total 460,650 
square feet of the new construction would be "new" floor area not previously approved under 
existing entitlements. The remaining floor area comprising the West Tower will come from the 
residual 170,650 square feet of previously approved and vested development remaining under 
the Master Plan (after completion of the Pavilion), and 90,000 square feet "credit" from the 
Existing Building (after it is demolished). 

The 100 new inpatient beds will be contained in the West Tower, which is anticipated to be 11 
stories and 185 feet high, to be used for medical purposes. The attached 7-level parking structure, 
to include three subterranean levels, one level at grade and three levels above grade, would 
provide 700 parking spaces. 

In summary, the Project consists of the following elements: 

• Addition of 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services (200,000 square feet of floor 
area for medical center uses), to be combined with the residual 170,650 square feet 
previously approved and vested by the CSMC Master Plan and Development 
Agreement and 90,000 square feet from the Existing Building to construct the new 
West Tower facility, with pedestrian bridge connections to the adjacent North Tower; 

• Demolition of the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building and adjacent Existing Parking 
Lot; 

• Construction of a 7-level (700 space) adjoining parking structure; 

Proposed Land Uses 

The Project involves the addition of 100 new inpatient beds (200,000 square feet of medical 
center uses). All the square footage to be contained in the West Tower, except the new 200,000 
square feet, was fully analyzed by the Original EIR. This SEIR analyzes the net change in land 
use, as well as the demolition and construction related impacts associated with the West Tower. 

The West Tower will accommodate a mix of medical center uses, as shown in Table 2: Summmy 
of U<;es and Square _Footages in Project. 
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TABLE2 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

SUMMARY OF USES AND SQUARE FOOTAGES IN PROJECT 

Floor 
Total SF 

Proposed Replacement of Existing Previously Approved & 
Proposed 

(LAMC Floor Additional 
Level 

Area) 
Functions Building Vested Development 

Development 

Bl 41,022 
Research 

Research 30,000 
Support Support 11,022 

Ground 40,610 
Diagnostic/ER 

Administrative 7,000 Diagnostic/ER 33,610 
Administrative 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

41,118 
Research 

Administrative 23,000 
Rehabilitation 13,000 

Administrative Administrative 5,118 

39,900 
Research Rehabilitation 20,000 

Medical Suites Medical Suites 19,900 

41,000 Inpatient Inpatient 41,000 

41,000 Inpatient Inpatient 41,000 

37,000 Inpatient Inpatient 37,000 

37,000 Inpatient Inpatient 37,000 

37,000 Inpatient Inpatient 37,000 

37,000 
Medical Suites 

Medical Suites 30,000 
Inpatient Inpatient 

34,000 Medical Suites Medical Suites 34,000 

34,000 Medical Suites Medical Suites 34,000 

The floor area ratio ("FAR") for the Project will not exceed 6: 1 on the Project Site, nor exceed 
2.71:1 net FAR for the entire CSMC Campus (i.e., Master Plan area). The total gross floor area 
contained in all buildings on the CSMC Campus would not exceed 2.62 million square feet. 

The new 100 inpatient beds, or 200,000 square feet of additional authorized floor area on the 
CSMC Campus will permit expansion of vital functions and services for patients of CSMC and 
the surrounding community located in a central and convenient location within the CSMC 
Campus. 

Site Plan Layout, Circulation and Access 

Figure 7: Proposed Site Plan, shows the Project relative to the existing structures within the 
CSMC Campus. Generally, the new parking structure will be located on the site of the Existing 
Building at the western portion of the Project Site, and the West Tower structure will be situated 
on the eastern portion of the Project Site, on an area currently occupied by the Existing Parking 
Lot. 

Providing an additional 100 inpatient beds, or 200,000 square feet of expanded hospital space, at 
this location will utilize the Project Site at a more appropriate intensity and size. Currently, the 
Existing Building and Existing Parking Lot at this central Campus location are considered 
underutilized by the Applicant based on existing Campus- wide zoning and the current Master 
Plan. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Therefore, limited acreage on the CSMC Campus will be used more efficiently and consistently 
relative to existing development intensities. Accommodating a higher intensity of development 
at the centrally-located Project Site will allow for a more efficient use of the Property's space 
and a more cohesive core of inpatient services. 

The new facility will have two vehicular access points leading to the parking facilities. These 
access driveways will be located on Gracie Allen Drive, between George Bums Road and 
Robertson Boulevard. Access to the West Tower and the revised CSMC Campus circulation is 
shown on Figure 8: Site Access and Pedestrian Circulation. The circulation plan considers a 
ground-level vehicular access program through the existing network of private streets, a ground
level pedestrian plan, which utilizes a series of public and private sidewalks, walkways and 
external street-level and internal parking-level entrances. In addition, the Campus Plan 
incorporates an inter-building circulation program through a series of pedestrian bridges and 
public building corridors. 

Building Elevations and Architectural Treatment 

Figure 9: Proposed Building Section, Figure JO: Proposed Building Plan 1, and Figure 11: 
Proposed Building Plan 2, show the general configuration for the West Tower and attached 
parking structure. The West Tower will be 11 stories tall and up to 185 feet in height. The 
adjoining parking structure garage will be seven levels and 35 feet tall. The main entrance of the 
building will face George Burns Road. The West Tower will be connected via a pedestrian 
bridge (at Level 3) extending over George Bums Road to the existing inpatient buildings (North 
Tower) to the east. The bridge will allow inpatient services at the hospital to operate in a more 
efficient manner. Containing all inpatient care within a cohesive core of inter-connected facilities 
will improve the efficiency of patient transfers and emergency room services, as well as 
convenience to doctors, staff, patients, and visitors. 

No building or structure on the subject property shall exceed 185 feet in height above grade as 
defined by Los Angeles Municipal Code Sections 12.2 l. l-B.3a and b. The West Tower fa<;ade 
will be treated with a combination of stone and glass as shown in Figure 12: Proposed Building 
Per.spectives: View From Gracie Allen Drive and Figure 13: Proposed Building Per:-.pectives: 
View From Beverly Boulevard. 

The Project will be designed in accordance with the LAMC with regards to graffiti removal and 
deterrence. Specifically, the first nine feet of exterior walls and doors, measured from grade, and 
all of any walls enclosing the property will be built and maintained with a graffiti-resistant finish 
consisting of either hard, smooth, impermeable surfaces such as ceramic tile, baked enamel or a 
renewable coating of an approved, anti-graffiti material or a combination of both. Additionally, 
portions of exterior non-glass walls may be covered with clinging vines, screened by oleander 
trees or similar vegetation capable of covering or screening entire walls up to the height of at 
least 9 feet, and will be coordinated through the Landscape Plan. 
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The Project will provide a 35-foot tall parking structure with seven levels of parking, three of 
which would be located below grade, one level at grade, and three levels above grade. A total of 
700 parking spaces will be provided within the structure. The new parking structure will replace 
the 217-space Existing Parking Lot at the Project Site. 

The Master Plan requires on-site parking ratios for the Property to be provided as follows: 

• Medical Suites - 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area 

• Diagnostic, Support, Computer Center, Emergency Room, MRI, and Administrative 
Space - 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area 

• Rehabilitation Center/Organ Transplant - 2.5 spaces per bed 

A minimum of 33% of the parking spaces will be reserved for short-tenn (e.g., visitor, outpatient 
and guest) parking. Secure, convenient bicycle, moped and motorcycle parking areas will be 
provided at a ratio of one space for twenty (20) automobile parking spaces provided for the 
Project. 

The Project includes construction of the parking structure with approximately 483 net new 
parking spaces that will be built for use by employees, staff, visitors and patients. After 
construction of the Project, there will be 97 more parking spaces on the CSMC Campus than the 
Master Plan requires (per LAMC requirements), as shown in Table 32: Future CSMC Campus 
Parking Summary in Section IV.D: Transportation and Circulation. The Original EIR analyzed 
construction of a 650-space parking structure, so the proposed Project consists of an additional 
50 spaces within the new adjoining parking structure. 

Transit access is readily available through the Metropolitan Transit Authority (the "Metro") bus 
service stops along adjacent roadways. CSMC has also prepared and executed a Covenant and 
Agreement with the City and Metro agreeing to provide an easement within the CSMC Campus 
for a portal to a Metro Rail station at the southwest comer of San Vicente Boulevard and Beverly 
Boulevard, provided that the easement does not adversely impact the operation of CSMC. 
Figure 14: Transit Plan shows the existing and proposed transit stops that serve the CSMC 
Campus. 

Proiect Landscaping/Lighting/Signage 

The proposed landscaping is generally illustrated in Figure 15: Conceptual Landscape Plan. 
Though the Master Plan does not specify the number of square feet of landscaping required on 
the Property, it does require that all open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 
recreational facilities, or walkways be attractively landscaped and irrigated. 

The main entrance of the West Tower, fronting on George Burns Road, and the building 
perimeter would be landscaped in a manner consistent with the existing landscaping on the 
CSMC Campus. The landscaping plan proposes street trees along Gracie Allen Drive and along 
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George Burns Road in addition to planters and landscaping along those same streets. There will 
also be new colored concrete sidewalks on the east and south edges of the project area. A 
landscaped outdoor terrace plaza on Level Two is also proposed, which will contain colored 
concrete, planting areas, trees and seating areas. 

All signs would be of an identifying or directional nature only and shall be arranged and located 
so as not to be a distraction to vehicular traffic. Animated or flashing signs are not proposed. 
Installation of lighting, signage and landscaping on the Project Site was analyzed in the Original 
EIR. 

Project Utilities and Service Access 

The Project Site is currently served by City of Los Angeles infrastructure, including sanitary 
sewer, water, and roadway. No unplanned expansion of infrastructure in the community is 
proposed. 

Operational Characteristics 

The operational characteristics of the Project will be similar to those operational characteristics 
currently observed by existing CSMC Campus operations. Employees, patients, visitors, 
deliveries and services accessing the site will be consistent with typical medical center hours and 
are addressed under the original Master Plan approval. 

The Project design and operational characteristics incorporate Project Design Features ("PDFs")5 

that minimize or avoid adverse impacts. Because PDFs are already incorporated into the Project, 
they do not constitute mitigation measures, but nonetheless are credited toward reducing 
potential impacts. Typical examples of PDFs include urban stormwater runoff source controls, 
low impact development concepts, and treatment control best management practices ("BMPs") 
that reduce urban runoff and associated pollutants. In addition to the standard BMPs, the Project 
incorporates many "sustainable" or "green" strategies that target sustainable site development, 
water savings, energy efficiency, green-oriented materials selection, and improved indoor 
environmental quality. Project sustainable strategies include the following: 

• The CSMC Campus, including the Project Site, is conveniently located with respect to 
public transit opportunities. Given the Project Site's location within an established 
urban area, access to a number of existing Los Angeles Metro bus lines is available, 
and a potential Metro Rail station at the northeast comer of the CSMC Campus may be 
available in the future, thereby reducing traffic, air quality, noise, and energy effects. 

• Storm water within the Property, including at the Project Site, is collected, filtered and 
re-used for landscaping irrigation within the CSMC Campus, thereby reducing water 
and energy consumption. 

5 Project design features (PDFs) are specific design and/or operational characteristics proposed by the Project 
Applicant that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or reduce its potential enviromnental effects. The role of 
PDFs in the analysis for this SEIR is discussed in Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis of this Draft SEIR. 
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• The West Tower design incorporates light-colored roofing and paving materials which 
serve to reduce unwanted heat absorption and minimize energy consumption. 

• Exterior lighting associated with the West Tower is designed to reduce unwanted light 
spill, thereby minimizing nighttime illumination. 

• Building materials and new equipment associated with the West Tower are selected to 
avoid materials that might incorporate atmosphere-damaging chemicals. 

• The West Tower energy performance is designed to be 14% more effective than 
required by California Title 24 Energy Design Standards, thereby reducing energy use, 
air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The West Tower will generate 2.5% of the building's total energy use through on-site 
renewable energy sources. On-site renewable energy sources can include a 
combination of photovoltaic, wind, hydro, wave, tidal and bio-fuel based electrical 
production systems, as well as solar thermal and geothermal energy systems. 

• At least 75% of all non-hazardous construction and demolition debris will be recycled 
and/or salvaged. 

• The West Tower will use materials with recycled content such that the sum of post
consumer content plus one-half of the pre-consumer content constitutes at least 10% 
(based on cost) of the total value of the materials in the Project. 

• Lighting systems within the West Tower will be controllable to achieve maximum 
efficiency (e.g., uniform general ambient lighting, augmented with individually 
controlled task lighting that accommodates user-adjustable lighting levels and 
automatic shutoff switching). 

• The West Tower will be designed to provide occupant thermal comfort satisfaction 
levels above 85%. 

• A Sustainable Building Education Program will be established in the West Tower, 
which will include a kiosk in the lobby and special tours of facilities focusing on the 
sustainable and green components. 

Grading, Construction and Phasing 

Although an exact construction schedule is not known at this time, pursuant to the existing 
Development Agreement and Master Plan, as proposed for amendment, the West Tower is 
anticipated to be operational by year 2023. Demolition and construction of the West Tower is 
anticipated to take approximately 36 months. 

Three primary construction phases are anticipated: 1) demolition of existing development (i.e., 
Existing Building and Existing Parking Lot) at the Project Site; 2) excavation, grading and 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
F. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

preparation of the Project Site; and 3) construction of the West Tower and parking structure at 
the Project Site. 

Demolition of the Existing Building and Existing Parking Lot will generate construction waste. 
During construction activities, the Applicant will recycle a considerable portion of demolition 
and construction materials, therefore reducing waste materials being transported to landfills 
serving the Project area. In order to minimize construction waste to be taken to landfills, the 
Applicant will require primary construction contractors to provide separate receptacles for 
materials that can be recycled such as wood scraps, metal scraps, and cardboard. Individual 
contractors will be required to emphasize diversion planning to ensure that the maximum amount 
of recyclable materials are separated and placed in the appropriate bins. Some of these materials 
may be temporarily stockpiled at the Project Site until they are either incorporated into the new 
construction and/or removed for off-site recycling. 

Grading of the Project Site is expected to entail minor cuts and fills from the existing grades to 
establish the building pads and to provide surface drainage for the site. Soils are not expected to 
be imported to the Project Site; however, an estimated 64,000 cubic yards of earth materials 
excavation will be required. 

Construction activities generating noise are limited to the hours between 7 AM. and 6 P.M. from 
Monday through Friday and between 8 AM. and 6 P.M. on Saturday. The City of Los Angeles 
Noise Control Ordinance (No. 144,331), which applies to construction activities being 
undertaken within 500 feet of a residential zone, prohibits noise that is "loud, unnecessary, and 
unusual, and substantially exceeds the noise customarily and necessarily attendant to the 
reasonable and efficient performance of work." Construction activities will be scheduled in 
compliance with City regulations. 

Proiect Assumptions 

The Project Description, and hence the analysis in this SEIR, assumes that, unless otherwise 
stated, the Project will be designed, constructed and operated following all applicable laws, 
regulations, ordinances and formally adopted City standards (e.g., Los Angeles Municipal Code 
and Bureau of Engineering Standard Plans). Because the Project will include inpatient uses, the 
Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development ("OSHPD") will issue building and 
related permits. The Project will comply with all applicable statewide regulations. Also, this 
analysis assumes that construction will follow the unifonn practices established by the Southern 
California Chapter of the American Public Works Association (e.g., Standard Specifications for 
Public Works Construction and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook) as specifically 
adapted by the City of Los Angeles (e.g., The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
Additions and Amendments to the Standard Specifications For Public Works Construction (AKA 
"The Brown Book," formerly Standard Plan S-610)). 

Further, it is assumed that all of the adopted mitigation measures from the Original EIR (see 
Appendix B: 1993 CSMC Master Plan EIR Summwy Chart) and required conditions of the 
Development Agreement (see Appendix C: 1993 CSMC Development Agreement) would be 
carried forward under the current Project, unless noted otherwise. 
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Other Project assumptions related to the analysis "baseline" and other Related (cumulative) 
Projects are discussed in Section III: General Overview and Environmental Setting of this Draft 
SEIR, and Project "net" and "credit" assumptions are discussed in Section IV: Environmental 
Impact Analysis. 

As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los 
Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability and, upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services, and activities. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

G. INTENDED USES OF THIS EIR 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
G. INTENDED USES OF THIS EIR 

This Draft SEIR will be used by the City during its determination to grant permits and approvals 
as described in the preceding section. This Draft SEIR may also be used by Responsible 
Agencies during their determination to grant any necessary permits. 
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III. GENERAL OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A. OVERVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

1. GEOGRAPHIC SETTING AND ACCESS 

The Project Site is located within the main CSMC Campus located in the Wilshire Community 
Plan (the "Community Plan") Area within the City of Los Angeles (the "City"). This area is 
approximately 13 miles west of downtown Los Angeles, nine miles east of the Pacific Ocean, 
adjacent to the south border of the City of West Hollywood and just east of the City of Beverly 
Hills (see Figure I: Regional Location, provided in Section II: Project Description). The 24. l
net acre CSMC Campus is generally bounded by Beverly Boulevard on the north, San Vicente 
Boulevard on the east, Third Street on the south, and Robertson Boulevard on the west (see 
Figure 2: Local Vicinity, provided in Section II: Project Description). The Project Site, on which 
the West Tower will be constructed, comprises approximately two acres at the northwest comer 
of Gracie Allen Drive and George Burns Road. 

Regional access to the CSMC Campus is provided by Interstate 10 (Santa Monica/Rosa Parks) 
Freeway, Interstate 405 (San Diego) Freeway and US 101 (Hollywood/Ventura) Freeway. 
Interstate 10 is approximately three miles south of the Project Site, Interstate 405 is 
approximately 4.4 miles west, and U.S. Highway 101 is approximately 5.4 miles northeast of the 
Project Site. Local access is provided via Robertson Boulevard, Third Street, Beverly 
Boulevard, and San Vicente Boulevard. 

The Project Site is located on a relatively flat parcel that slopes (downgrade) gently to the 
southeast and is at an elevation of approximately 170 feet above sea level. 

2. EXISTING DEVELOPMENT AND SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Uses surrounding the CSMC Campus include medical buildings to the south, containing several 
CSMC programs and connected to, but not owned by, the Applicant; commercial and residential 
uses to the north, east, and west; and the City of West Hollywood border to the north (see Figure 
3: Aerial Overview and Surrounding Uses, provided in Section II: Project Description). 
Specifically, the Project Site is currently occupied by the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building 
and the Existing Parking Lot. The Existing Building includes approximately 30,000 square feet 
of research space, 30,000 square feet of administrative space, and 30,000 square feet of medical 
suites. The adjacent Existing Parking Lot provides approximately 217 parking spaces. 

The Beverly Center shopping complex is located to the east of the CSMC Campus across San 
Vicente Boulevard. A condominium tower and single-story retail buildings are located along 
Third Street, to the south of the Campus, as are medical buildings connected to the CSMC 
Campus by a bridge and containing several CSMC programs, but not owned by CSMC. Single
story retail buildings, restaurants and the multi-story Pacific Theatres office building are located 
to the west of the CSMC Campus. One- to three-story retail and office buildings are located 
along Beverly Boulevard, north of the Project Site. The City of West Hollywood borders the 
Project Site to the north. 
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The CSMC Campus is comprised of a collection of medical facility buildings on 24. l net 
(approximately 26 gross) acres (see Figure 5: Master Plan Site Plan, provided in Section II: 
Project Description). The currently existing CSMC Campus includes approximately 1.86 
million square feet of floor area for hospital and hospital-related uses, including approximately 
1,545,014 square feet of hospital uses supporting 952 beds, approximately 122,826 square feet of 
administrative space, approximately 188,010 square feet of laboratory and research space, and 
6, 729 parking spaces1 in surface parking lots and parking structures. An additional 396,000 
square feet of hospital development, known as the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (the 
"Pavilion"), and 547 associated parking spaces will be constructed at the CSMC Campus 
beginning in the first quarter of 2009 at the southwest comer of Gracie Allen Drive and San 
Vicente Boulevard. Thus, for the purposes of this Draft SEIR, the existing CSMC Campus will 
be considered as inclusive of the Pavilion development, which will have been built by the start of 
construction for the proposed Project. With inclusion of the Pavilion, the existing CSMC 
Campus includes approximately 2.25 million square feet of floor area for hospital and hospital
related uses, including approximately 1,915,265 square feet of hospital uses supporting 952 beds, 
approximately 148,575 square feet of administrative space, approximately 188,010 square feet of 
laboratory and research space, and 7,275 parking spaces in surface parking lots and parking 
structures. 

3. PHYSICAL SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The visual character of the Project Site and surrounding area is that of a fully developed urban 
commercial district, developed with a mix of medical, retail, commercial, and residential uses. 
Development along the major streets in the Project vicinity, including Beverly Boulevard, Third 
Street, La Cienega Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard and Robertson Boulevard, is dominated by 
low-rise (one and two stories) and mid-rise (three to eleven stories) retail and commercial uses. 
Notable structures are the eight-story Beverly Center shopping mall, east of San Vicente 
Boulevard across from the CSMC Campus; the Pacific Design Center, with a nine-story building 
and a six-story building, located one-half mile north of the Project Site; the ten-story Sofitel 
Hotel, on the north side of Beverly Boulevard across from the Beverly Center; the 15-story 
CSMC Medical Office Towers along Third Street; an 11-story apartment complex at San Vicente 
Boulevard and Burton Way; and the 11-story Pacific Theatres office building west of the Project 
Site. Development away from major thoroughfares in the Project vicinity is dominated by low
and mid-rise residences. Residential development in the Project vicinity includes both single and 
multi-family residential development. Vegetation on the Project Site is limited to landscaping 
associated with the Existing Building and Existing Parking Lot. The visual character of the 
Project Site is described in greater detail in Section IVA: Aesthetics, of this Draft SEIR. 

The Project Site overlies a portion of the Salt Lake Oil Field. Oil is currently being extracted via 
slant drilling under the CSMC Campus from a portion of the oil field to the east of the Project 
Site, across San Vicente Boulevard. Abandoned oil wells are located throughout the Salt Lake 
Oil Field, including five known abandoned wells within the boundaries of the CSMC Campus. 

1 Currently existing parking count excludes 166 parking spaces in Parking Lot 7 to be removed for construction of 
the Advanced Healtl1 Sciences Pavilion at tlle soutllwest comer of Gracie Allen Drive and San Vicente Boulevard. 
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East-west circulation in the Project area is provided by Santa Monica Boulevard and Beverly 
Boulevard to the north of the Project Site and Third Street and Wilshire Boulevard to the south 
of the Project Site. North-south circulation is provided by Robertson Boulevard to the west of 
the Project Site and San Vicente Boulevard, La Cienega Boulevard, and Fairfax Avenue to the 
east of the Project Site. The CSMC Campus internal circulation system, which provides access 
to on-site parking and medical facilities, includes: Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive, a continuous 
street which provides east-west access between Robertson Boulevard and San Vicente 
Boulevard; Sherbourne Drive, which provides north-south access between Third Street and 
Gracie Allen Drive; and George Burns Road, which provides north-south access between Third 
Street and Beverly Boulevard. 

The Project area, being fully urbanized, is fully serviced for all public utilities and public 
services. Electricity and water at the Project Site are currently provided by the City of Los 
Angeles, Department of Water and Power (the "LADWP"). Natural gas at the Project Site is 
currently provided by the Southern California Gas Company (the "Gas Company"). The Project 
Site is located within the Hyperion Water Treatment Plant (the "HWTP") Service Area. 

A comprehensive discussion of the setting and impacts for the issues listed below is found in 
Sections of this Draft EIR as follows: 

Aesthetics 
Air Quality 
Noise 
Transportation and Circulation 
Cumulative Effects 

4. LAND USE AND PLANNING CONTEXT 

Section IV.A 
Section IV.B 
Section IV.C 
Section IV.D 
Section IV.E 

The Project Site is located within the Wilshire Community Plan Area within the City of Los 
Angeles. The intent of the Wilshire Community Plan is to guide development and land use in the 
area. According to the Community Plan (update adopted September 19, 2001 ), the Project Site is 
located in the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center and is designated in the 
General Plan Framework Element and the Community Plan Land Use Diagram as a Regional 
Commercial Center. The Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center is 
approximately 60 acres in size and is generally bounded by Beverly Boulevard on the north, 
Third Street on the south, La Cienega Boulevard on the east, and Robertson Boulevard on the 
west. 

The Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element defines Regional Commercial Centers as 
typically high-density places whose physical form is substantially differentiated from the lower
density neighborhoods of the City. Generally, regional centers will range from FAR 1.5:1to6:1 
and are characterized by six- to twenty-story (or higher) buildings as determined in the 
Community Plan. 
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III. GENERAL OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

B. RELATED PROJECTS 

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that EIRs analyze cumulative impacts of a 
project. The analysis of cumulative impacts need not be as in-depth as what is provided relative 
to the proposed project, but rather is to "be guided by the standards of practicality and 
reasonableness." CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 further defines cumulative impacts as "two 
or more individual projects, which when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase the environmental impacts." 

Cumulative impacts are anticipated impacts of the Project along with foreseeable growth. The 
forecast of future conditions is clarified in Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, 
the CEQA Guidelines provide that foreseeable growth may be based on either of the following: 

(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of 
the [lead] agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted 
or certified, which described or evaluated regional or areawide conditions 
contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be 
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead 
agency. 

The analysis of cumulative impacts may be based on an analysis of the geographical area that is 
relevant to a particular environmental issue. Hence, the cumulative study area may vary slightly 
depending on the issue under analysis. For example, a cumulative assessment of visual impacts 
will generally focus on the more immediate surrounding area, while traffic impacts may consider 
a broader range of roadways that may be used by the Project. 

For purposes of the Project, a list of potential Related Projects which are generally representative 
of foreseeable growth was developed in coordination with the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation ("LADOT") and the Planning Department. The Related Projects research was 
based on information on file on March 20, 2008 at the City of Los Angeles Departments of 
Planning and Transportation. The location of the Related Projects is shown in Figure 16: 
Location of Related Projects. The list of Related Projects in the Project area is presented in 
Table 3: List of Related Projects. The list of Related Projects was submitted to LADOT and the 
Planning Department staff for review and approval on March 20, 2008. 

The Related Projects listed are considered, to the extent that they are appropriate and relevant in 
the context of incremental impacts of the Project, in the cumulative impact analysis of each 
environmental issue evaluated in this Draft SEIR. 
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ENV 2008-0620-EIR B. RELATED PROJECTS 

TABLE3 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
MAP 

FILE 
PROJECT NAME 

NO. 
PROJECT 

LOCATION 
LAND USE SIZE STATUS 

NUMBER 

LAI EAF 2000-3349 9051 W Pico Bl 
Private School 

42,000 SF Proposed 
(Pre- K to 5th grade) 

LA2 EAF 2001-4993 1016 S La Cienega Bl Auto Body Shop 17,036 SF Proposed 

LA3 EAF 2004-1143 801 NFairfaxAv Apartments 93DU Proposed 

LA4 EAF 2004-1804 329 S La Cienega Bl Private School 140 Students Proposed 

Condominiums 62DU Proposed 

LAS EAF 2004-5880 100 N La Cienega Bl 
Apartments 177DU 

High Turnover Restaurant 38,739 SF 
Retail 316,279 SF 

Park La Brea 
LA6 Apartment Addition 6298 W 3rd St Apartments 300DU Proposed 

EAF 2004-7359 

Wilshire Skyline 
Retail 29,060 SF Proposed 

LA7 
2003-CEN-463 

6411 W Wilshire Bl Fast-Food Restaurant 2,500 SF 
Apartments 130DU 

LAS 
Sunset Legacy 

7950 W Sunset Bl 
Condominiums 183 DU Proposed 

Lofts Retail 12,891 SF 

LA9 ENV2005-6605MN 8525 W Pico Bl 
Apartments 39DU Proposed 

Retail 11,327 SF 

LAlO TT-61512 1518 S Shenandoah St Condominiums 16DU Proposed 

LAll 
ENV 2004-6237-

357 N Hayworth Ave Condominiums 16DU Proposed 
MND 

LA12 ZA-2005-749-ZAA 820 S Bedford St Condominiums 12DU Proposed 

LA13 ZA-2005-922-CU 603 N Fairfax Av Hotel 17Rooms Proposed 

LA14 
ENV 2005-6481-

428 S Willaman Dr Condominiums 14DU Proposed 
EAF 

LAIS 
ENV 2005-4869-

600 S Ridgeley Dr Condominiums 22DU Proposed 
MND 

LA16 
ZA 2005-6576-

8108 W 3rd St Restaurant 42 Seats Proposed 
CUB 

LA17 VTT 64813 746 S MasselinAve Condominiums 60DU Proposed 

LA18 VTT 63482 842 NHayworthAve Condominiums 28DU Proposed 

LA19 TT 64919 418 S Hamel Rd Condominiums 8DU Proposed 

LA20 TT 63481 111 S Croft Ave Condominiums lODU Proposed 

LA21 TT 66142 751 S Curson Ave Condominiums lODU Proposed 

LA22 EAF 1998-0305 6120 W Pico Bl Retail 7,929 SF Proposed 

LA23 EAF 1995-0059 1461 S La Cienega Bl 
Fast Food Restaurant 

1,600 SF Proposed 
w/ Drive-Thru 

LA24 EAF 1995-0063 1742 S La Cienega Bl 
Fast Food Restaurant 

3,160 SF Proposed 
w/ Drive-Thru 

LA25 EAF 1995-0123 431 S Fairfax Av Food Court 11,023 SF Proposed 

LA26 8305 W Sunset Bl 
Retail 2,972 SF Proposed 

Restaurant 10,300 SF 

LA27 
CPC 2004-1906-

111 S The Grove Dr Self-storage facility 139,200 SF Proposed 
ZC-GPA-CU 

LA28 
ZA 2005-9141-

189 S The Grove Dr Restaurant 150 Seats Proposed 
CUB 

LA29 EAF 2003-1206 145 N La Brea Avenue Shopping Center 18, 610 SF Proposed 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

LA30 

LA31 

LA32 

LA33 

LA34 ENV2006-6209EA 

LA35 

LA36 

LA37 

LA38 

LA39A 

LA39B 

LA40 2004-CEN-1000 

LA41 2007-CEN-4579 

BHl 

BH2 

BH3 

BH4 

BH5 

BH6 

BH7 

BH8 

BH9 

BHlO 

BHll 
Young Israel 
Synagogue 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

9760 W Pico Boulevard Private School Addition 

5500 W Wilshire Boulevard Apartments 

7600 W Beverly Boulevard Museum 

Condominiums 
101 S La Brea A venue Retail 

Restaurant 

725 S Curson A venue 
Office 

Restaurant 

5863 W 3rd Street Apartments 

Office 
5900 W Wilshire Boulevard High Turnover Restaurant 

Restaurant 

300 S Wetherly Drive Condominiums 

1042-1062 S Robertson 
School Expansion 

Boulevard 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 

Medical Suites 
Advanced Health 
Sciences Pavilion 

Hospital 

Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 
(Remaining Entitled Medical Suites 

Development under Ordinance Hospital 
No. 168,847) 

Apartments 
5600 W Wilshire Boulevard Restaurant 

Retail 
Apartments 

375 N La Cienega Boulevard Retail 
Retail 
Office 

8800 Burton Way Retail 
Existing Office 

Retail 
8800 W Wilshire Bl Office 

Existing Office 

9590 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 

Retail 

9200 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 

Retail/Restaurant 

8600 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 
Medical Office 

231 N Beverly Dr Office/Entertainment 

317-325 S Ehn Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

447 N Doheny Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

313-317 S Reeves Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

154-168 N La Peer Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

9261 Alden Dr 
Sanctuary 

Multi-Purpose Room 
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B. RELATED PROJECTS 

SIZE STATUS 

22,000 SF Proposed 

175 DU Proposed 

8,400 SF Proposed 

118 DU Proposed 
26,400 SF 
3,000 SF 

28,800 SF Proposed 
800 SF 

60DU Proposed 

7,000 SF Proposed 
3,500 SF 
15,613 SF 

140DU Proposed 

38,240 SF Proposed 

121,100 SF 
Proposed 

274,900 SF 

87,900 SF 
Proposed 

82,750 SF 

288DU Proposed 
4,000 GSF 

8,500 GLSF 
125 DU Proposed 

22,300 GLSF 
(19,200 GLSF) 

11,700 SF Proposed 
2,870 SF 

(1,260 SF) 
2,870 SF Proposed 
11,700 SF 
(1,260 SF) 

60DU 
Proposed 

12,000 SF 
53DU 

Proposed 
14,000 SF 

21 DU 
Proposed 

4,800 SF 

201,000 SF Proposed 

25DU 
Proposed (8 DU) 

23DU 
Proposed 

(16 DU) 
lODU 

Proposed (4DU) 
16DU 

Proposed 
(6 DU) 

14,811 SF 
Proposed 

1,254 SF 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

Beverly Hills 
BH12 Public Gardens/ 

Montage Hotel 

BH13 

BH14 Gagossian Gallery 

BH15 

BH16 

BH17 

BH18 
Beverly Hills 

Cultural Center 

BH19 
Mercedes-Benz 
Service facility 

BH20 

BH21 BMW 

BH22 

BH23 

BH24 

BH25 

BH26 

BH27 

BH28 

BH29 

BH30 

BH31 

BH32 

BH33 

BH34 

BH35 

HB36 

BH37 

BH38 

BH39 

BH40 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

Hotel 
Condominiums 

202-240 N Beverly Dr 
Retail/Restaurants 

Public Garden 

265 N Beverly Dr Office 

456 N Camden Dr Retail Expansion 

Medical Office 
257 N Canon Dr Surgery Center 

Retail 

338 N Canon Dr Retail 

131-191 N Crescent Dr 
Apartments 
Retail/Office 

469 N Crescent Dr Cultural Center 

400 Foothill Rd Service Facility 

50 N La Cienega Bl 
Medical Office 
Existing Office 

9001 Olympic Bl New Car Dealer 

326 N Rodeo Dr Retail 

8536 Wilshire Bl 
Medical Office 

Retail 

8601 Wilshire Bl Condominiums 

8767 Wilshire Bl Retail/Office 

143-149 N Amaz Dr Condominiums 

216-220 S Amaz Dr Condominiums 

201 N Crescent Dr Assisted Care Facility 

155-157 N Hamilton Dr Condominiums 

225 S Hamilton Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

140-144 S Oakhurst Dr Condominiums 

432 N Oakhurst Dr Condominiums 

450-460 N Palm Dr Condominiums 

437-443 N Palm Dr Condominiums 

Retail 
146 Clark Dr Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

9844 Wilshire Boulevard 
Commercial 

Existing Retail 

9754 Wilshire Boulevard 
Office 

Medical Office 
Residential 

9876 Wilshire Boulevard 
Existing Non-Hotel Office 

Existing Hotel Support 
Existing Hotel 

129 S. Linden Drive Senior Congregation 

Condominiums 
9900 Wilshire Boulevard Retail 

Restaurant 
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B. RELATED PROJECTS 

SIZE STATUS 

214 Rooms Proposed 
25DU 

27,000 SF 
33,279 SF 

41,500 SF Proposed 

1,750 SF Proposed 

23,139 SF Proposed 
13,609 SF 
8,148 SF 

11,900 SF Proposed 

88DU 
Proposed 

40,000 SF 

34,000 SF Proposed 

53,000 SF Proposed 

14,000 SF 
Proposed 

(14,000 SF) 

39,700 SF Proposed 

4,550 SF Proposed 

12,445 SF 
Proposed 

12,445 SF 

37DU Proposed 

75,000 SF Proposed 

23DU Proposed 

16DU Proposed 

80DU Proposed 

11 DU Proposed 

27DU 
Proposed (14 DU) 

11 DU Proposed 

34DU Proposed 

38DU Proposed 

13DU Proposed 

500 SF Proposed 
6DU 

(1 DU) 
95,000 SF 

Proposed 
(9,633 SF) 
24,566 SF 

Proposed 
7,977 SF 
120DU 

(13,030 SF) 
Proposed 

(1,804 SF) 
(47 Rooms) 

76DU Proposed 

252DU 
15,600 SF Proposed 
4,800 SF 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

WHl TT-62042 

WH2 
ENV 2005-

2427-CE 
Beverly West 

WH3 
Square Commercial 

Center 
TIS 1996-0923 

Sunset Millennium 
WH4 Project 

TIS 1999-0722 

WH5 DMP-004-026 

WH6 DVP-03-10 

WH7 DVP-04-21 

WH8 DMP 004-013 

WH9 CUP-005-012 

WHlO TTM-005-014 

WHll TTM-005-024 

WH12 DVP 04-26 

WH13 TTM006-001 

WH14 DMP 005-036 

WH15 DMP 005-035 

WH16 DMP-005-014 

WH17 DMP-005-004 

WH18 DMP-005-040 

WH19 DVP-004-002 

WH20 DVP-00-56 

WH21 DMP-005-033 

Mixed-Use Project 
WH22 

DMP-006-008 

WH23 DMP-006-014 

WH24 DVP-004-018 

WH25 

WH26 

WH27 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

928 N Croft Ave Condominiums 

141 SClarkDr Condominiums 

Beverly Bl & Doheny Bl Retail Center 

Hotel 
La Cienega Bl & Sunset Bl Retail/Restaurant 

Condominiums 

8900 Beverly Bl 
Retail 

Existing Condominiums 
Retail 

901 HancockAve Condominiums 
Restaurant 

1351 Havenhurst Dr Condominiums 

1342 Hayworth Ave 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 

723 Huntley Dr Day Care Center 

1248 Laurel Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1238 Larrabee St 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 

1343 Laurel Ave Senior Housing 

1350 Hayworth Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

8580 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Retail 

8590 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Retail 

9061 Nemo St 
Mixed-Use (Retail, Office, 

Condominiums) 

923 Palm Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

8120 Santa Monica Bl 
Retail 

Condominiums 

8631 Santa Monica Bl Retail 

8788 Shoreham Dr Condominiums 

8760 Shoreham Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 
Retail/Restaurant/Office 

9040 Sunset Bl Condominiums 
Apartments 

612 Westmont Dr 
Retail 

Townhomes 

612-616 Croft A venue 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1200 Alta loma Rd Hotel Addition 

8783 Bonner Dr Retail 

1042-1050 N Edinburgh Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 
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B. RELATED PROJECTS 

SIZE STATUS 

12DU Proposed 

105DU Proposed 

94,000 SF Proposed 

296 Rooms Proposed 
39,440 SF 
189DU 

39,178 SF 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
12,500 SF Proposed 

40DU 
3,200 SF 

12DU Proposed 

16DU 
Proposed 

(10 DU) 

28 Children Proposed 

16DU 
Proposed 

(6 DU) 
15DU 

Proposed 
(13 DU) 

35DU Proposed 

17DU 
Proposed 

(16 DU) 
9,995 SF 

Proposed 
(6,475 SF) 
6,905 SF 

Proposed 
(3,523 SF) 

9,990 SF Proposed 

20DU 
Proposed (8 DU) 

13,830 SF 
Proposed 

28DU 

4,200 SF Proposed 

15DU Proposed 

12DU 
Proposed 

(1 DU) 
190,350 SF 

61 DU Proposed 
15DU 

2,900 SF 
Proposed 

6DU 
11 DU 

Proposed 
(2 SF) 

40 Rooms Proposed 

1,000 SF Proposed 

18DU 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

WH28 

WH29 

WH30 

WH31 

WH32 

WH33 

WH34 

WH35 

WH36 

WH37 Melrose Triangle 

WH38 

WH39 

WH40 

WH41 Sunset Olive 

WH42 

WH43 

WH44 

WH45 

WH46 

WH47 

WH48 TTM03-0l 

WH49 TTM-006-003 

WH50 DMP-006-011 

WH51 DVP-005-059 

WH52 DVP-006-006 

WH53 

WH54 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

1433 HavenhurstDr 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 
Condominiums 

8465 Holloway Dr Hotel 
Restaurant 

825 N Kings Rd 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1136-1142 N La Cienega Bl 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1037-1051 NLaurelAve 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

8448 Melrose Ave Retail 

8525 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Single-Family Home 

8687 Melrose Ave Office 

8750 Melrose Ave Medical Office 

Condominiums 

9040-9098 Santa Monica Bl 
Retail 

Self-storage Facility 
Existing Retail 

8121 Norton Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1220 N Orange Grove Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 
Retail/Restaurant 

8474-8544 W. Sunset Boulevard Hotel 
Residential 

8430 W Sunset Bl 
Retail 

Condominiums 

8746 W Sunset Bl Retail 

8873 W Sunset Bl Retail 

8950-8970 W Sunset Bl 
Hotel 

Condominiums 

9016 W Sunset Bl 
Medical Office 
Existing Retail 

841-851 Westmount Dr Condominiums 

310 N Huntley Dr Private School 

1146 Hacienda Place 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1236 Harper Avenue Condominiums 

Condominiums 

9001 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Retail 

Restaurant 
Five Existing Lots 

Apartments 

914 Wetherly Drive 
Condominiums 
Senior Housing 

Existing Single-Family Home 

8969 Santa Monica Boulevard Supermarket 

8849 W. Sunset Boulevard Retail 

1140N. FormosaAvenue Condominiums 
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B. RELATED PROJECTS 

SIZE STATUS 

24DU 
Proposed 

(3 DU) 
16DU 

20 Rooms Proposed 
4,619SF 

18DU 
Proposed 

(1 DU) 
16DU 

Proposed 
(2DU) 
16DU 

Proposed 
(10 DU) 

4,000 SF Proposed 

9,206 SF 
Proposed (2DU) 

400,000 SF Proposed 

120,000 SF Proposed 

191 DU Proposed 
71,000 SF 
327,000 SF 
(90,000 SF) 

16DU 
Proposed 

(3 DU) 
12DU 

Proposed 
(1 DU) 

39,440 SF 
296 Rooms Proposed 

189DU 
35,000 SF 

Proposed 
138DU 

2,323 SF Proposed 

9,995 SF Proposed 

196 Rooms 
Proposed 

4DU 
107,900 SF 

Proposed 
(11,400 SF) 

16DU Proposed 

170 Student Proposed 

lODU 
Proposed 

(1 SF) 

40DU Proposed 

42DU Proposed 

28DU Proposed 
2DU 

26DU 
(2 SF) 

65,325 SF Proposed 

7,726 SF Proposed 

11 DU Proposed 
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MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

WH55 

WH56 

WH57 

WH58 

WH59 

[l] Sources: 

TABLE 3 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

329 N. La Cienega Boulevard Private School 

9062 Nemo Street 
Retail 

Condominiums 

365 N. San Vicente Boulevard 
Condominiums 
Senior Housing 

8989 Santa Monica Boulevard Commercial 

8305 W. Sunset Boulevard 
Retail 

Restaurant 

- City of Los Angeles Departments of Planning and Transportation 
- City of Beverly Hills Planning and Community Development Department 
- City of West Hollywood Planning and Community Development Department 

SIZE 

140 Stds. 

20,105 SF 
4DU 

135 DU 
42DU 

70,000 SF 

2,972 SF 
10,300 SF 

- Draft Environmental Report, Volume 1, for 9900 Wilshire Project, prepared by Impact Sciences, Inc., August 2007 
-Traffic Impact Study, Westfield Century City for New Centurv Plan, prepared by LLG Engineers, September 2007 
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STATUS 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 
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III. GENERAL OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

C. PROJECT BASELINE 

"Baseline" refers to the environmental setting conditions that establish the background against 
which a project is compared. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 establishes that a project's 
environmental baseline is typically established by the physical conditions that exist within the 
project area at the time the Lead Agency issues the NOP (i.e., at the beginning of the 
environmental review). However, the Lead Agency has some discretion in defining the baseline 
when supported by substantial evidence of the administrative record. For example, the Lead 
Agency may recognize a "credit" for conditions that may already exist but would be replaced by 
a project, or for conditions that may not actually exist (at the time of the project's environmental 
review) but have been previously approved, and in theory, could be undertaken without further 
discretionary permits. 

The Project's baseline is established as a combination of the current existing physical conditions 
near the period of March 2008 and projected future conditions for Build-out Year 2023. For this 
SEIR analysis, the baseline is adjusted accordingly to account for the following factors: 

I) Allowed uses under applicable permits and/or which could exist without further 
discretionary approval (i.e., the 170,650 square feet remainder Master Plan entitlement 
through the 1993 Zone Change, Height District Change and Development Agreement); 

2) Uses which have previously existed (i.e., the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building to be 
demolished and incorporated into (i.e., credited to) the West Tower); and 

3) Uses for which prior CEQA review has occurred (i.e., the 170,650 square feet residual 
Master Plan entitlement. 

The role of each of the factors in defining an acceptable background "credit" for the Project 
and/or establishing the "net" incremental effect of the Project is discussed in Section IV
Environmental Impact Analysis of this Draft SEIR. 

Further, it is assumed that all of the adopted mitigation measures from the Original EIR (see 
Appendix B: Master Plan EIR Summary Chart) and required conditions of the Development 
Agreement (see Appendix C: 1993 CSMC Development Agreement) would be carried forward 
under the current Project, unless noted otherwise. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

1. EIR IMPACT METHODOLOGY 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Consistent with CEQA, the analysis in this Draft SEIR supplies the minor additions or changes 
necessary to make the Original EIR adequately apply to the Master Plan, as amended and/or 
revised by the Project, which is the "net change" in impacts resulting from the addition of 100 
inpatient beds and ancillary services (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area for 
additional medical center uses) and a 700-space adjoining parking structure, and demolition of 
the Existing Building. The analysis employs a three-tiered approach that considers: 

1) Impacts, set in the context of current baseline, related to demolition of the 90,000 square
foot Existing Building and the adjacent Existing Parking Lot on the Project Site, followed 
by construction and operation of the entire West Tower (460,650 square feet+ 7-level, 
700-space parking structure) at the Project Site in target Year 2023; 

2) Incremental change of CSMC Campus Master Plan impacts due to the net impact of the 
Project (100 inpatient beds and ancillary services within approximately 200,000 square 
feet of floor area and a 700-space adjoining parking structure); and 

3) Comparison of impacts identified in the certified 1993 Original EIR relative to those 
defined through this SEIR. 

2. ANALYSIS SECTION FORMAT 

Each topical analysis section is organized and defined as provided below. 

Introduction - provides a brief explanation of the "scope" of the analysis section and identifies 
key references used for the section analysis. 

Environmental Conditions - provides an overview of the existing conditions and defines the 
baseline (see Section 111.C: Project Baseline of this Draft SEIR) relevant to the scope of the 
particular environmental topic. The Environmental Conditions section is subdivided into three 
sections: 

Physical Setting - provides a description of the applicable physical conditions at the Project 
Site and surrounding area, and may include information related to the existing land uses, 
structures and operational characteristics of those existing developments. 

Regulatory and Policy Setting - provides information about policies, procedures, regulations 
and requirements that were in place at the time the NOP was published and/or were in effect 
at the time the Master Plan, Development Agreement and/or Zoning conditions were 
approved in 1993, and would be applicable to the proposed Project. 

CSMC Campus Background and Approvals - provides a brief summary of the relevant 
information and conclusions from the Original EIR and applicable provisions of the 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Development Agreement, as amended in 2007 (See Appendix C: 1993 CSMC Development 
Agreement). This discussion is intended to provide context for the significance 
determinations. 

Environmental Impacts - provides the three-tiered analysis (as described above) and an 
assessment of the cumulative impacts. The Environmental Impacts section has four subsections: 

Methodology - summarizes the methods, procedures and techniques used to estimate Project 
impacts. 

Thresholds of Significance - identifies and explains the thresholds of significance and any 
additional criteria used to determine the significance of the Project's impacts. 

Project Impacts - discusses the potential impacts of the Project. A summary of the Original 
EIR' s conclusions are provided as needed to clarify the impact discussion. 

Cumulative Impacts - discusses the extent to which the Project may create cumulative 
impacts. 

Mitigation Program - where it is determined that the Project would generate potentially 
significant impacts, mitigation measures are recommended that would reduce the level of those 
potential impacts. The Mitigation Program includes a combination of standard conditions of 
approval ("SCAs"), mitigation measures carried forward from the approval of the Master Plan, 
and additional mitigation measures to address the incremental "net" impact of the Project. 

PDFs and SCAs - CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(A), states "The discussion of 
mitigation measures shall distinguish between the measures which are proposed by project 
proponents to be included in the project and other measures proposed ... which are not 
included but the lead agency determines could reasonably be expected to reduce adverse 
impacts if required as conditions of approving the project." This SEIR distinguishes between 
Project Design Features ("PDFs"), which are features incorporated into the design of the 
Project to minimize or avoid adverse impacts, and Standard Conditions of Approval 
("SCAs"), which are imposed by the City or by regulatory agencies. PDFs and SCAs, as 
used herein, are defined more specifically as follows: 

Project Design Features - PDFs are specific design and/or operational characteristics 
proposed by the Project Applicant that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or 
reduce its potential environmental effects. Because PDFs are incorporated into the 
Project, they do not constitute mitigation measures. Even so, PDFs are incorporated into 
the Mitigation Program to ensure that they are implemented as a part of the Project. 

Standard Conditions of Approval - SCAs are existing requirements and standard 
conditions that are based on local, state, or federal regulations or laws that are frequently 
required independently of CEQA review and serve to offset or prevent specific impacts. 
Typical standard conditions and requirements include compliance with the provisions of 
the Uniform Building Code, South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules, local 
agency fees, etc. The City may impose additional conditions during the approval process, 
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as appropriate. Because SCAs are neither Project specific nor a result of development of 
the Project Site, they are not considered to be either PDFs or Mitigation Measures. 
However, since these regulations are required by law, they will be incorporated as part of 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to ensure compliance. 

Previous Mitigation (Carried Forward) - These mitigation measures from the Original EIR 
and approval of the Master Plan continue to bind implementation of the Master Plan, and 
therefore, would bind Project development. Those mitigation measures already completed 
under the Master Plan will not be required for the proposed Project. 

Additional Project Mitigation Measures - Some mitigation measures from the Original EIR 
remain applicable to the Project, but may require modification to update the measure to meet 
current situational needs. Modified Mitigation Measures are written to provide an 
equivalent, or more effective, level of mitigation than that provided by the original measure. 
Additional mitigation measures are recommended when the Project would result in a 
significant environmental effect even taking the PDFs, applicable SCAs and previous 
mitigation measures into account. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation - provides a summary of the significance conclusions 
regarding the Project's impacts after implementation of all mitigating measures. 

3. REFERENCES AND RESOURCES 

The background information and analyses to support this Draft SEIR are based on a combination 
of CSMC Campus-wide studies from previous environmental studies and current site-specific 
technical reports. Information used also includes collaboration with resource agencies and 
various regional policy documents and reference materials. Key relevant EIR-level technical 
studies are included as Technical Appendices to this SEIR, unless they were previously 
incorporated into the Original EIR, which is on file with the City of Los Angeles. Engineering
level documents may be found with the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. 
Other more general or published documents may be obtained through the authoring agency. 

The Original EIR, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Master Plan EIR No. 90-0643(ZC)(HD) (SCH 
No. 90010839), is incorporated herein by reference, as are the Zone Change and Height District 
Ordinance, and the Master Plan and Development Agreement, as amended, all of which are on 
file with the City of Los Angeles. Interested persons can review these documents at City of Los 
Angeles, Department of City Planning, Environmental Review Section located at City Hall, 200 
N. Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, California 90012. In addition, two key policy 
planning documents are referenced throughout this Draft SEIR and provide a critical 
understanding of the context of the Project. These policy planning documents are: 

City of Los Angeles General Plan and Framework - State law requires that local and municipal 
governments prepare and enforce a comprehensive general plan document, and that land use 
development be guided by and conforms to the general plan. The General Plan of the City of 
Los Angeles is a policy document originally adopted in 1974 that serves as a comprehensive 
strategy for long-term growth and development in the City and is the primary land use plan for 
the City. The General Plan was updated and refined through adoption of the General Plan 
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Framework Element in 1995, and re-adopted in August 2001. The Framework Element sets 
forth a citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy. It defines citywide policies that will 
be implemented through subsequent amendments of the City's community plans, zoning 
ordinances, and other pertinent programs. The General Plan is on file with the City of Los 
Angeles Planning Department and available online through the City's Planning website at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/. 

Wilshire Community Plan - As discussed in Section III: General Overview qf the Environmental 
Setting of this Draft EIR, the Project Site is located within the Wilshire Community Plan area. 
The Wilshire Community Plan (update adopted September 19, 2001), a component of the 
General Plan, is the primary planning document for the project site area. The Community Plan 
implements city-wide land use policy standards of the General Plan, as well as establishes 
specific policies to address the unique character of the Wilshire District community. The 
Community Plan is on file with the City of Los Angeles Planning Department and available 
online through the City's Planning website at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/. 

The analysis in this Draft EIR assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the Project will be designed, 
constructed and operated following all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances and formally 
adopted City standards (e.g., Los Angeles Municipal Code and Bureau of Engineering Standard 
Plans), as well as all applicable statewide regulations. It is also assumed that construction will 
follow the uniform practices established by the Southern California Chapter of the American 
Public Works Association (e.g., Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction and the 
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook) as specifically adapted by the City of Los Angeles (e.g., 
The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Additions and Amendments to the 
Standard Specifications For Public Works Construction (AKA "The Brown Book," formerly 
Standard Plan S-610)). 

A complete list of References used for this Draft SEIR is provided in Section VIII: References. 
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A. AESTHETICS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

Aesthetics, views, nighttime illumination, and daytime glare are related elements in the visual 
environment. Aesthetics generally refers to the identification of visual resources, the quality and 
character of what can be seen, and the overall visual perception of the environment. View refers 
to the visual access to important focal points or panoramic views from an area. Nighttime 
illumination addresses the extent to which a use' s nighttime lighting (either interior or exterior) 
is visible from the surrounding area. Glare refers to the effect from reflective surfaces or 
lighting that may result in a safety or nuisance concern to drivers or surrounding uses. 1 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

a. Physical Setting 

(1) Existing Visual Character 

The Project Site is located in the Wilshire Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles and 
specifically within an area known as the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial 
Center. The visual character of the Project Site and surrounding area is that of a fully developed 
urban center, developed with a mix of medical, retail, commercial, and residential uses within the 
core and along roadway corridors leading to the center. 

The major streets in the project vicinity include Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, La Cienega 
Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard and Robertson Boulevard. Development along these streets is 
dominated by low-rise (one and two stories) and mid-rise (three to eleven stories) retail and 
commercial uses (see Figure 3: Aerial Overview and Surrounding Uses, in Section II: Project 
Description). The majority of commercial development fronting on the surrounding streets 
consists of low-rise buildings, and low-rise residential buildings dominate the nearby residential 
streets. Notable structures are the eight-story Beverly Center shopping mall, east of San Vicente 
Boulevard across from the Project Site; the Pacific Design Center, with a nine-story and a six
story buildings, located one-half mile north of the site; the ten-story Sofitel Hotel, on the north 
side of Beverly Boulevard across from the Beverly Center; the 15-story CSMC Medical Office 
Towers along Third Street; an 11-story apartment complex at San Vicente Boulevard and Burton 
Way; and the 11-story Pacific Theaters building west of the Project Site. Figure: 17: Views of 
Urban Character: San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street, Figure: 18: Views of Urban Character: 
Third Street/George Burns Road, Figure: 19: Views of Urban Character: Robertson 
Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Alden Drive, Figure: 20: Views of Urban Character: Beverly 
Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard, Figure: 21: Views of Urban Character: Beverly Boulevard/San 
Vicente Boulevard, and Figure: 22: Views of Urban Character: San Vicente Boulevard/Gracie 
Allen Drive demonstrate views which typify the surrounding urban character. 

1 City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2006). 
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LOOKING NORTHWEST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 17 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: SAN VICENTE BOULEVARDffHIRD STREET 

PAGE60 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

RL0025945 



EM24729 

RL0025946 



CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

SOURCE: PLANNING ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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LOOKING NORTH TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 18 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: THIRD STREET/GEORGE BURNS ROAD 
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SOURCE: PLANNING ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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LOOKING EAST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 19 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: ROBERTSON BOULEVARD/GRACIE ALLEN DRIVE-ALDEN DRIVE 
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LOOKING SOUTHEAST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 20 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: BEVERLY BOULEVARD/ROBERTSON BOULEVARD 

PAGE63 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

RL0025951 



EM24735 

RL0025952 



CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

SOURCE: PLANNING ASSOCIATES, INC. 

EM24736 

LOOKING SOUTHWEST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 21 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: BEVERLY BOULEVARD/SAN VICENTE BOULEVARD 
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LOOKING WEST TOWARD CSMC CAMPUS 

FIGURE 22 
VIEWS OF URBAN CHARACTER: SAN VICENTE BOULEVARD/GRACIE ALLEN DRIVE 
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The CSMC Campus is currently developed with several medical tower and mid-rise structures 
accommodating approximately 1. 7 million square feet of medical office, research, and hospital 
space. The CSMC Campus structures include two 172-foot tall inpatient towers (the North and 
South Towers), the 185-foot tall Professional Tower, the 185-foot tall Saperstein Critical Care 
Tower, the 77-foot high Thalians Community Health Center, and a 177-foot tall research 
building. The Project Site is currently developed with the two-story, 80-foot high existing 
building at 8723 Alden Drive (the "Existing Building") and a surface visitor parking lot. 

(2) Existing Viewsheds 

According to the Wilshire Community Plan, the Project Site is not located within an important 
scenic viewshed. Due to the local topography and intensity of development in this commercial 
center, the opportunities for long distance views are limited. In all directions, except to the 
north, the long-range visual horizon is obstructed (and dominated) by existing man-made 
features in the foreground. Views to the north include limited intennittent long-range views of 
portions of the Santa Monica Mountain range known as the Hollywood Hills, with foreground 
views dominated by existing urban development. 

The primary views of the Project Site are generally from within the CSMC Campus, in the 
immediate area bounded by Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road. Views of the Project 
Site from Beverly Boulevard or Robertson Boulevard are blocked or partially obstructed by 
adjacent buildings. The Project Site may be visible from vantage points from the Hollywood 
Hills and taller structures in the vicinity. 

(3) Night Lighting 

The CSMC Campus is located in a densely developed urban area. Commercial development and 
traffic along Beverly Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard, and La Cienega Boulevard provide the 
greatest sources of local illumination. A major source of nighttime illumination in the immediate 
Project vicinity is the Beverly Center, adjacent and east of the CSMC Campus, which generates 
lighting from parking structures, exterior building lighting, and vehicle headlights. The Sofitel 
Hotel, located on Beverly Boulevard and several retail shopping centers, located on La Cienega 
Boulevard east of the CSMC Campus, are also sources of nighttime illumination and vehicle 
headlights. The nearest residences to the Project Site are located approximately 400 feet to the 
north on Bonner Drive in the City of West Hollywood. 

Current sources of illumination on the CSMC Campus include street lighting, interior building 
lighting, lighting in parking structures, and security lighting. Sources of illumination from the 
Project Site are not highly visible and are not projected off-site since most of the lighting is 
shielded by the incorporation of directional lighting and the obstruction caused by surrounding 
structures. Windows from the Existing Building are tinted, thereby reducing the amount of light 
escaping from the building. Nighttime traffic entering and exiting the CSMC Campus does not 
significantly contribute to the existing illumination of the area because visiting hours are limited 
in the late evening hours. 
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Glare may be caused directly by intense illumination or indirectly from the reflection of light off 
building surfaces. The presence of glare is frequently a subjective issue; however, when glare is 
excessive, it can cause discomfort, reduction of visibility, and even momentary loss of vision. A 
common source of adverse glare includes buildings with exterior facades incorporating highly 
reflective glass or mirror-like surface materials, which can reflect light when the sun is at a low 
angle. To a minor extent, evening glare can also be a factor due to vehicle headlights reflecting 
off reflective surfaces at street level. 

The Existing Building has a brick and stucco fo;ade with non-reflective glass windows. Due to 
the composition of building materials, the low height of the building and the proximity to taller 
surrounding structures, the Existing Building is not a source of significant glare. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) Wilshire Community Plan 

Often spoken of as the "mid-city" section of Los Angeles, the maJonty of the Wilshire 
Community Plan (the "Community Plan") area consists of gently sloping plains located about 6 
miles westerly of downtown Los Angeles and also abutting the Cities of Beverly Hills and West 
Hollywood. The Community Plan area has a pattern of low to medium density residential uses 
interspersed with areas of higher density uses, including regional commercial centers. 

The Community Plan does not identify any significant visual and/or scenic resources within or 
immediately adjacent to the Project Site. However, the Community Plan does provide 
generalized urban design policies and standards to ensure that projects, public spaces and rights
of-way incorporate specific elements of good design. The Community Plan acknowledges that a 
community's identity can be enhanced by individual projects through improvements to the 
streetscape and landscaping in public spaces and rights-of-way. Urban Design policies in the 
Community Plan generally seek to: 2 

• Orient commercial structures toward the main commercial street where a parcel is 
located and avoid pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. 

• Provide for massing, proportion and scale of all new buildings and remodels that is at 
a pedestrian scale. 

• Provide articulated architecture (and/or landscaping) that offers variation and visual 
interest, and enhances the streetscape by providing continuity and avoiding 
opportunities for graffiti. 

• Utilize building materials to provide relief to untreated portions of exterior building 
facades and avoid large sterile expanses of building walls that are out of harmony 
with the surrounding neighborhood. 

2 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community Plan (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2001), Chapter V. 
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• Design parking structures to be integrated with the design of the buildings they serve. 

• Provide landscaping within surface parking areas. 

• Provide appropriate exterior lighting to enhance pedestrian access and safety, while 
avoiding spillover on adjacent residential uses. 

Generally, the Community Plan sets forth planning goals and objectives to maintain the 
community's visual character by: 1) improving the function, design and economic vitality of 
commercial areas; 2) preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing uses 
which provide the foundation for community identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and 
appearance; and 3) improving the quality of the built environment through design guidelines, 
streetscape improvements, and other physical improvements which enhance the appearance of 
the community. 

More specifically, the Community Plan includes the following objectives and policies addressing 
visual character in commercially designated areas:3 

Objective 2-3: Enhance the visual appearance and appeal of commercial districts. 

Policy 2-3 .1: Improve streetscape identity and character through appropriate controls of signs, 
landscaping, and streetscape improvements; and require that new development be 
compatible with the scale of adjacent neighborhoods. 

The Community Plan also includes Urban Design guidelines that address individual land uses as 
well as the overall community design. The design policies establish a minimum level of design 
required in private projects and recommendations for public space improvements. Urban design 
policies applicable to the Project Site include: 

Site Planning. Structures shall be oriented toward the main commercial street where a parcel is 
located and avoid pedestrian/vehicular conflicts by: 

• Minimize the number of driveways/curb cuts which provide access from Major and 
Secondary Highways. 

• Maximize pedestrian oriented retail and commercial service uses along street grade level 
frontages along commercial boulevards. 

• Provide front pedestrian entrances for businesses which front on main commercial streets, 
with building facades and uses designed to promote customer interest, such as outdoor 
restaurants, and inviting public way extensions. 

3 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community Plan (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2001), Chapter V, p. V-3. 
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• Prohibit driveway openings, or garage or parking lot entries in exterior frontage walls of 
buildings, or between frontage buildings, unless the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation determines that driveways cannot be practically placed elsewhere. 

• Encourage pedestrian-only walkway openings, or entries (require at least one ground floor 
pedestrian entry), in exterior frontage walls of buildings, or between frontage buildings to 
plazas or courtyards with outdoor dining, seating, water features, kiosks, paseos, open air 
vending, or craft display areas. 

• Provide fully landscaped and maintained unused building setback areas, and strips between 
driveways and walkways which allow safe and inviting pedestrian access to the rear of 
properties. 

• Provide speed bumps for driveways which parallel walkways, or which are longer than 50 
linear feet. 

• Provide underground new utility service, including Internet services. 

• Screen all mechanical and electrical equipment from public view. 

• Screen all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view. 

• Require the enclosure of trash areas behind buildings for all projects. 

Pedestrian-Oriented Building Design. In Regional Commercial Centers, the mass, proportion 
and scale of all new buildings and remodels must encourage pedestrian orientation. The design 
of all proposed projects must be articulated to provide variation and visual interest, and must 
enhance the streetscape and preclude opportunities for criminal activity and graffiti. Building 
materials should provide relief to untreated portions of building facades. The purpose of these 
provisions is to ensure that a project does not result in large sterile expanses of blank building 
walls, is harmonious with the surrounding neighborhood, and creates a stable environment with a 
pleasant and desirable character. The following policies are suggested to address pedestrian 
orientation: 4 

• For building frontages, require the use of offset building masses, recessed pedestrian 
entries, articulations, and surface perforations, or porticoes. Also require transparent 
windows (non-reflective, non-tinted glass for maximum visibility from sidewalks into 
building interiors). Also require recessed doors, entryways or courtyards, decorative 
planters, pedestrian scale murals or public art, mosaic tiles, or other means of creating 
visual interest, to break up long, flat building facades and free-standing blank walls greater 
than ten feet wide. 

• Require each new building to have a pedestrian-oriented ground floor, and maximize the 
building area devoted to ground level display windows and display cases, store front glass, 

4 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community Plan (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2001), Chapter V, p. V-4. 
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doors, windows and other transparent elements on front facades to afford pedestrian views 
into retail, office, and lobby space, and those building surfaces facing rear parking areas. 

• Require each new building to have building frontage on the floor immediately above the 
ground floor to be differentiated from the ground floor by recessed windows, balconies, 
offset planes, awnings, or other architectural details, but on buildings with pedestrian 
walkway openings, require continuity of an architectural feature on the facade, to retain 
continuity of the building wall at the ground floor. 

• Provide color, lighting, and surface texture accents and complementary building materials 
to building walls and facades, consistent with adjacent neighborhood architectural themes. 

• Maximize the applications of architectural features and articulations to building facades. 

• Locate surface and above-grade parking areas to the rear of buildings, with access 
driveways on side streets, or from rear streets where project buildings cover the majority of 
block areas. 

• Integrate landscaping within pedestrian-friendly plazas, green space, pocket parks, and 
other open space compliments. 

Parking Structures. Parking structures should be integrated with the design of buildings they 
serve through the following: 5 

• Design parking structure exteriors to match the style, materials, texture, and color of the 
main building(s). 

• Landscape areas to screen parking structures and areas, which are not otherwise 
architecturally integrated with the main building(s). 

• Utilize decorative walls and landscaping to buffer adjacent residential uses from parking 
structures. 

Lighting.6 

• Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian walkways and vehicular access ways. 

• Shield and direct on-site lighting down onto driveways and walkways, away from adjacent 
residential uses. 

Community Design and Landscaping. In addition to the establishment of Design Standards for 
individual projects, improvements to the streetscape and landscaping of public spaces, roadway 
medians, and other rights-of-way create an attractive and orderly public realm and contribute to 

5 City of Los Angeles, Wilshire Community P Lan (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 200 l ), Chapter V, p. V-5. 
6 Ibid. 
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the overall urban aesthetic of a community. It is the intent of these guidelines to improve the 
environment, both aesthetically and physically, as opportunities in the Wilshire Community Plan 
Area occur which involve public improvements or other public and/or private projects that affect 
public spaces and right-of-ways. Further, the Community Plan identifies the need to establish 
primary entry and individual commercial area identity improvements in the "Cedars Sinai
Beverly Center" vicinity on San Vicente Boulevard and Burton Way at the southern entry, and at 
Beverly Boulevard at the northern entry. 

(2) Los Angeles Municipal Code 

The Project Site is not subject to any special design or restricted height districts, except that the 
Project Site is within Height District 2, which permits structures up to six stories and 185 feet in 
height. Most properties surrounding the CSMC Campus are zoned Height District 1 with 
building height limits ranging between 45 and 75 feet. 

As it pertains to this analysis, additional Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") requirements 
regulate such aspects of development as the design of parking facilities, and site plan design. 
Requirements regulating land use controls (that may, in turn, influence the visual character at the 
Project Site) were previously considered with past approvals for the CSMC Campus. 

LAMC Sections 91.8101-F, 91.8904.1 and 91.1707-E, address graffiti removal and deterrence. 
Specifically, the first nine feet of exterior walls and doors, measured from grade, and all of any 
walls enclosing the property must be built and maintained with a graffiti-resistant finish 
consisting of either hard, smooth, impermeable surfaces such as ceramic tile, baked enamel or a 
renewable coating of an approved, anti-graffiti material or a combination of both. Additionally, 
portions of exterior non-glass walls may be covered with clinging vines, screened by oleander 
trees or similar vegetation capable of covering or screening entire walls up to the height of at 
least nine feet. 

Also, the Project is subject to the City of Los Angles Zoning Code, Lighting Regulations, 
Chapter 9, Article 3, Section 93.0117, which limits reflective surface areas and the reflectivity of 
architectural materials used. Further, outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with 
shielding, so that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties. 

c. CSMC Campus Background and 1993 Approvals 

The Original EIR considered the visual character (i.e., height, mass, architectural design and 
color) of the Master Plan development, and viewsheds. It was concluded that implementation of 
the Master Plan at the Project Site would change the visual character of development on the west 
side of George Bums Drive to that similar to the current visual character of Alden Drive-Gracie 
Allen Drive. The Master Plan anticipated that the architectural design for new buildings would 
incorporate architectural elements similar to the existing CSMC Campus medical towers and 
unify the visual character within the Property. It was determined that the Master Plan 
development would be consistent with the existing development patterns and character of the 
immediate area. Further, although the Master Plan development would increase the visibility of 
the Property relative to the surrounding area, due to the already limited viewing area of the 
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Project Site and context amongst existing urban development of similar heights, short-range 
views from surrounding uses would not be affected. Partial obstruction of views from uses at a 
greater distance (i.e., further than 1,000 feet) from the Project Site was determined to be likely 
and adverse, but not significant. Although significant impacts to visual character and viewsheds 
were not anticipated with the Master Plan development, mitigation measures were recommended 
to further reduce potential negative effects. 

The Original EIR evaluated artificial light (nighttime illumination and glare) and natural light 
(shade and shadow) conditions. It was concluded that the approved Master Plan would provide 
additional sources of nighttime illumination from new security lighting, parking structure 
lighting, and interior building lighting. Further, it was determined that nighttime lighting from 
the proposed development on the Project Site would be visible to the existing CSMC, 
commercial development on Beverly Boulevard, and residences on Bonner Drive. Interior and 
exterior lighting from a structure at this location, as well as other Master Plan development, 
would increase the overall nighttime illumination of the project area; however, no significant 
impacts were anticipated to result because of the existing levels of ambient illumination that 
already occur in the vicinity. Nonetheless, measures to reduce any negative effects from the 
introduction of artificial lighting were recommended and adopted. Due to the location of 
affected residences with respect to the Project Site, and the with the implementation of the 
mitigation measures, development of the Master Plan was determined to result in a less than 
significant impact. 

In addition, the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 3 .2.g) required that CSMC contribute up 
to $40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the area generally bounded by Robertson 
Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the 
Urban Design Program is to create a more pedestrian-oriented environment in the area and 
provide a program of unifying themes and implementation program. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

This analysis considers the overall visual effect anticipated with the net increase of 200,000 
square feet of floor area for medical uses within an overall building development envelope (i.e., 
the West Tower) consisting of an approximate 460,650 square foot, 185 feet high, 11-story 
medical tower with attached 7-level parking structure. The new building will contain the 200,000 
square feet requested in this application, along with the 90,000 square feet of floor area 
contained in the Existing Building and the 170,650 square feet of floor area remaining under the 
Master Plan. The floor area in the Existing Building and the remaining floor area under the 
Master Plan were both considered in the Original EIR and are used as the baseline against which 
the net Project change is compared. 
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In accordance with Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have 
significant impact on aesthetics if it would cause any of the following conditions to occur: 7 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

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

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

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

Furthermore, as set forth in the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide_, the 
determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following: 

a) The amount or relative proportion of existing features or elements that substantially 
contribute to the valued visual character or image of a neighborhood, community, or 
localized area, which would be removed, altered, or demolished; 

b) The amount of natural open space to be graded or developed; 

c) The degree to which proposed structures in natural open space areas would be effectively 
integrated into the aesthetics of the site, through appropriate design, etc.; 

d) The degree of contrast between proposed features and existing features that represent the 
area's valued aesthetic image; 

e) The degree to which a proposed zone change would result in buildings that would detract 
from the existing style or image of the area due to density, height, bulk, setbacks, 
signage, or other physical elements; 

f) The degree to which the project would contribute to the area's aesthetic value; 

g) Applicable guidelines and regulations; 

h) The nature and quality of recognized or valued views (such as natural topography, 
settings, man-made or natural features of visual interest, and resources such as mountains 
or the ocean); 

7 State of California, California Environmental Quality Act: Guidelines, 
http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env _law/ceqa/ guidelines (May 2008). 

PAGE 73 

RL0025964 



EM24748 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. AESTHETICS 

i) Whether the project affects views from a designated scenic highway, corridor, or 
parkway; 

j) The extent of obstruction (e.g., total blockage, partial interruption, or mmor 
diminishment); and 

k) The extent to which the project affects recognized views available from a length of a 
public roadway, bike path, or trail, as opposed to a single, fixed vantage point. 

1) The change in ambient illumination levels as a result of project sources; and 

m) The extent to which project lighting would spill off the project site and effect adjacent 
light-sensitive areas. 

c. Project Impacts 

(1) Visual Character/Aesthetics 

The Project proposes the addition of 100 new inpatient beds (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of 
floor area for medical uses and ancillary services). This additional square footage will be 
combined with the remaining 170,650 square feet of approved entitlement under the Master Plan 
and the 90,000 square feet contained in the Existing Building to permit construction of a new 
medical use facility (including the additional 100 inpatient beds proposed by the Project) 
referred to as the West Tower. 

Implementation of the Project would result in the replacement of the 2-story, architecturally non
descript Existing Building and the adjacent Existing Parking Lot with an I I-story, modern-style 
medical tower. The Existing Building is neither historic nor part of a historic district and is not 
noted or valued for its visual character. Demolition of the Existing Building would not 
substantially alter the valued visual character or image of the immediate area from what was 
previously entitled for this site. As a result, the impact of eliminating existing structures on the 
Project Site would be less than significant. 

The West Tower Project would be similar in size and mass to the existing North and South 
Towers on the CSMC Campus. The design of the new West Tower structure would incorporate 
many of the architectural elements of the existing CSMC Campus structures to enhance a unified 
campus design theme. Figure 9: Proposed Building Section, Figure JO: Proposed Building 
Floor Plan 1, and Figure 11, Proposed Building Floor Plan 2 (in Section II: Project 
Description), show the proposed general configuration of the West Tower and attached parking 
structure. The West Tower facility will be 11 stories tall and up to I85 feet in height. The 
adjoining 35-foot tall parking structure garage will have a total of seven levels, three of which 
will be underground, one of which is at ground level and three of which are above-ground. The 
main entrance of the building would face George Burns Road. The West Tower will be 
connected via a pedestrian bridge (at Level 3) extending over George Burns Road to the existing 
inpatient buildings (North Tower) to the east. The bridge will allow inpatient services at the 
hospital to operate in a more efficient manner. Containing all inpatient care within a cohesive 
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core of inter-connected facilities will improve the efficiency of patient transfers and emergency 
room services, as well as convenience to doctors, staff, patients, and visitors. 

No building or structure on the subject property shall exceed one hundred eighty five (185) feet 
in height above grade as defined by LAMC Sections 12.21.1-B .3a and b and as included in the 
existing zoning. 

The West Tower fa<;:ade will be treated with a combination of stone and glass as shown in Figure 
12: Proposed Building Perspectives: View from Gracie Allen Drive and Figure 13: Proposed 
Building Perspectives: View from Beverly Boulevard in Section 11: Project Description. Al so, 
the Project will be designed in accordance with the LAMC Sections 91.8101-F, 91.8904.l and 
91.1707-E, addressing graffiti removal and deterrence. Specifically, the first nine feet of exterior 
walls and doors, measured from grade, and all of any walls enclosing the property will be built 
and maintained with a graffiti-resistant finish consisting of either hard, smooth, impermeable 
surfaces such as ceramic tile, baked enamel or a renewable coating of an approved, anti-graffiti 
material or a combination of both. Additionally, portions of exterior non-glass walls may be 
covered with clinging vines, screened by oleander trees or similar vegetation capable of covering 
or screening entire walls up to the height of at least nine feet, and will be coordinated through the 
Landscape Plan. 

A pedestrian bridge over George Burns Road would visually link the development on both sides 
of the street. As with the currently entitled buildings on the Project Site, the new development 
would help unify the visual character of the CSMC Campus and would be consistent with the 
existing style and image of the area. Because the Project is complementary to the existing and 
intended visual character of the CSMC Campus, and the Project's architectural design is 
attractive and compatible with development in the surrounding area, the Project's impact to the 
area's aesthetic value and image would be less than significant. 

During construction activities for the Project, the visual character of the Project Site will reflect 
short-term changes as some of the construction activities will be visible from adjacent land uses. 
As the majority of the demolition and construction will be located internal to the CSMC Campus, 
much of the construction activities will be screened by existing structures on-site. However, 
construction security fencing, noise barriers, and staging areas may be located closer to the 
Project Site edges and therefore more visible during the short-term construction phase. 

During construction, equipment and materials would be stored on-site, and temporary facilities 
(such as construction trailers, staging sites and portable toilets) would be stored on-site but 
screened by temporary construction fencing. Because of the ongoing CSMC uses, it is 
anticipated that efforts will be made to continue to present an attractive community presence 
throughout the duration of the construction activities, and that to enhance safety concerns, 
construction areas will be clearly partitioned and visually segregated from public areas. 

Although construction-related structures and activities would create a notable change to the 
visual character, these changes would extend only for the duration of the construction activities 
(approximately 36 months). Following the completion of construction, the CSMC Campus 
would resume a visual character similar to what currently exists. 
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Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would have an adverse 
impact by moderately increasing the visibility of the CSMC Campus relative to the surrounding 
area due to the increased density of development and increased visual prominence, the net 
incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that 
already analyzed in the Original EIR. 

(2) Viewsheds 

Implementation of the Project would increase visibility of development at the Project Site. The 
two-story Existing Building, which is relatively obscured from view by the surrounding 
development, would be replaced with an 11-story structure that would be taller than some of the 
surrounding development off the CSMC Campus. 

Under the Master Plan, a 127,500 square-foot building was proposed and approved for the 
Project Site. It was anticipated that the previously approved development under the Master Plan 
would be comprised of a 10-story above grade complex, including a pedestrian bridge over 
George Burns Road. The proposed West Tower would increase the building footprint and 
massing beyond the initial approval by incorporating one additional story (for a total of 11 
stories) and replacing the Existing Building with a parking structure (up to 4 levels above grade). 
The overall building massing of the West Tower would be wider and more rectangular to 
accommodate the increase in square footage (up to 460,650 square feet) in the West Tower. 
However, overall, the West Tower will generally be of similar height, massing, location and 
orientation to the development that was previously approved under the Master Plan. Moreover, 
the proposed parking structure will contain one less underground level than analyzed in the 
Original EIR. Figure 12: Proposed Building Perspectives: View from Gracie Allen Drive and 
Figure 13: Proposed Building Perspectives: View ft·om Beverly Boulevard in Section II: Project 
Description, demonstrate the scale of the Project in the context of other development on the 
CSMC Campus. 

Even with an increase in building height and massing, visibility of the West Tower from 
surrounding areas would be limited due to obstruction of views from the surrounding existing 
development. Figure: 23: Views qf Project Site: Southeast Corner of George Burns 
Road/Gracie Allen Drive, Figure: 24: Views of Project Site: South of Beverly Boulevard on 
George Burns Road, and Figure: 25: Views of Prqiect Site: East of Robertson Boulevard on 
Gracie Allen Drive, shows viewsheds toward the Project Site and demonstrate the context of the 
urban development in the Project area. With the development of the Project, the upper stories of 
the new structure would be visible from the more outlying areas, such as the intersection of 
Robertson Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard (see Figure 20: Views of Urban Character: Beverly 
Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard). 

Figure 23: Views of Project Site: Southeast Corner of George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive 
demonstrates the view looking northwest from the intersection of Gracie Allen Drive and George 
Burns Road. Views of the existing surface parking lot and the Existing Building are found in the 
foreground with limited views of the Hollywood Hills in the background. With the development 
of the Project, the new structure would be prominent in the foreground and obscure some of the 
already limited background views. 
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EM24752 

LOOKING NORTHWEST TOWARD PROJECT SITE 

FIGURE 23 
VIEWS OF PROJECT SITE: SOUTHEAST CORNER OF GEORGE BURNS ROAD/GRACIE ALLEN DRIVE 
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LOOKING SOUTHWEST TOWARD PROJECT SITE 

FIGURE 24 
VIEWS OF PROJECT SITE: SOUTH OF BEVERLY BOULEVARD ON GEORGE BURNS ROAD 
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LOOKING NORTHEAST TOWARD PROJECT SITE 

FIGURE 25 
VIEWS OF PROJECT SITE: EAST OF ROBERTSON BOULEVARD ON GRACIE ALLEN DRIVE 
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Figure 19: Views of Urban Character: Robertson Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Alden Drive 
shows the view looking east, generally from the intersection of Robertson Boulevard and Gracie 
Allen Drive. Views of the foreground and background are limited to the existing buildings along 
Robertson Boulevard. With the development of the Project, the upper stories of the new structure 
would be visible from this vantage point. 

The height and massing of the Project would be consistent with the adjacent CSMC Campus 
North and South Towers. As the Project would incorporate many of the architectural elements of 
the existing CSMC Campus structures, the Project would appear as a continuation of existing 
background features. Overall views from surrounding areas would not be significantly impacted 
due to the existing development surrounding the Project Site, which already obscures or limits 
views to and from the Project Site. Although the immediate views of the Project Site would be 
of the intensified development, the West Tower would be visually consistent with the 
surrounding CSMC structures. Therefore, less than significant impacts to existing viewsheds are 
expected. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would have a less than 
significant effect on short-range views/viewsheds because existing adjacent structures already 
block views, and a moderately adverse impact on longer-range views from more distant vantage 
points because of the overall increased visual prominence, the net incremental impact of the 
Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already analyzed in the 
Original EIR. 

(3) Nighttime Illumination 

The Project would provide additional sources of nighttime illumination with security lighting, 
parking structure lighting, and interior building lighting. Project lighting would be similar to that 
of the existing buildings and parking structures within the CSMC Campus and will be designed 
to minimize any adverse impacts. The West Tower would incorporate tinted exterior windows, 
which would reduce the intensity of the lighting visible to the surrounding area. All new exterior 
lighting would be directed downward for illumination on-site and shielded to minimize light 
spillover for areas off-site. 

Night lighting from the West Tower would be visible at adjacent CSMC Campus structures and 
from commercial development along Beverly Boulevard. Lighting from the Project would not 
significantly impact commercial development on Beverly Boulevard as the street is already 
brightly lit at night. Lighting of the upper building levels may be visible to residences on Bonner 
Drive and residential areas outside of the immediate surrounding area that may have views 
toward the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Commercial Center. Nonetheless, the Project would not 
significantly impact residences on Bonner Drive and other outlying areas due to the distance of 
these areas from the CSMC Campus and the cumulative illumination effect from the intervening 
commercial development on Beverly Boulevard (i.e., the incremental effect of additional lighting 
due to the Project would be negligible at these distances). Therefore, no significant adverse 
illumination impacts are expected to occur. 
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Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would result in an increase 
in nighttime lighting that would be visible but insignificant to nearby residences, the net 
incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that 
already analyzed in the Original EIR. 

( 4) Daytime Glare 

The West Tower fa;ade will be treated with a combination of stone and glass. The surface area 
of the lower levels of the West Tower would be broken up by entrances, landscaping and 
architectural detailing, thereby minimizing the potential for glare from surfaces at street level. 
The upper stories of the West Tower would be treated with reduced-reflective glass surfaces that 
minimize the potential for glare from early morning or late afternoon sun. Compliance with the 
LAMC Section 93.0117 (reflective materials design standards), which limit reflective surface 
areas and the reflectivity of architectural materials used, would reduce any adverse impact for 
building material glare. Implementation of the Project would not produce glare that would create 
a visual nuisance and, therefore, would not result in a significant impact. 

The Original EIR did not specifically address daytime glare from building surfaces. However, 
compared to the Master Plan project, the net change in Project conditions that might affect glare 
is negligible. Further, as concluded in the analysis above, implementation of the Project would 
result in an insignificant impact because it would not produce glare that would create a visual 
nmsance. 

(5) Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies 

The Community Plan designates the Project Site as a Regional Commercial land use. The 
Project is consistent with the Community Plan, in part due to the fact that the CSMC has long 
been recognized by the community as an established use in this area. Further, the Project is 
consistent because it furthers the Urban Design policies and guideline identified above (i.e., as 
through physical site improvements) and indirectly supports those policies by not creating 
obstacles for their realization (i.e., such as gateway identification for the Beverly Center-Cedars 
Sinai Regional Commercial Center area). The Project implements many of the site planning, 
building height, pedestrian-orientation, parking structure design, lighting and landscaping 
guidelines identified in the Urban Design section of the Community Plan. Pedestrian-orientation 
is also addressed in detail in Section !VD: Transportation and Circulation of this Draft SEIR. 
The Project would result in a less than significant impact to aesthetic-related and urban design 
consistency and compatibility issues in the project area as demonstrated by the Project's 
consistency with applicable policies and programs of the Community Plan. 

The Original EIR did not specifically address consistency with aesthetic-related and urban design 
policies and guidelines. However, as noted above, the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 
3.2.g) required that CSMC contribute up to $40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the 
area generally bounded by Robertson Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San 
Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the Urban Design Program is to create a more pedestrian
oriented environment in the area and provide a program of unifying themes and implementation 
program. Compared to the Master Plan project, the net change in Project conditions that might 
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affect consistency is negligible. Further, as concluded in the analysis above, implementation of 
the Project would result in an insignificant impact because it complies with applicable urban 
design guidelines. 

d. Cumulative Impacts 

Development of the Related Projects would incrementally increase the intensity and urbanization 
of the Project area. As required by the Cities of Los Angeles, Beverly Hills and West 
Hollywood, the project design must be reviewed by the Los Angeles City Department of 
Planning for consistency with applicable Los Angeles codes and regulations prior to final plan 
approval. 

(1) Visual Character 

Impacts to aesthetics are generally site specific and localized. As discussed above, the Project is 
anticipated to result in a less than significant aesthetic impact to the visual character along all 
Property frontages. The Project is located within an urban center that is dominated by dense 
commercial development and low and mid-rise structures. With the exception of the proposed 
Beverly Connection (a 240-unit condominium/apartment and retail project) to be located 
approximately 114 mile east of the Project Site on La Cienega Boulevard near Beverly Boulevard 
(EAF 2004-5880), none of the Related Projects are located within the immediate Project area. 
The Beverly Connection would be constructed consistent with the Community Plan standards 
and the proposed use is consistent with the surrounding area. Development of the Project in 
conjunction with the Related Projects would result in redevelopment or infilling of residential 
and commercial land uses throughout the community. As a result, the Project would not 
contribute to a potential cumulative impact to visual character in the project vicinity. 
Furthermore, a separate, site-specific environmental analysis will be prepared for Related 
Projects to determine and, if necessary, mitigate Related Project-specific potential impacts to 
visual character. Therefore, cumulative visual character impacts of Related Projects are 
considered to be less than significant. 

(2) Alteration of Views 

Although aesthetic impacts are generally site specific to the local setting, impacts that may affect 
panoramic viewsheds or recognized visual resources can have an effect on a broader area. As 
discussed above, the Project is anticipated to result in a less than significant impact to views 
from surrounding development. With the exception of a few Related Projects that would exceed 
six stories in height, the majority of the Related Projects would not be at a scale or height to 
impact views. The proposed 240-unit condominium/apartment and retail Beverly Connection 
project at La Cienega Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard, the proposed 296-room Sunset 
Millennium Hotel at La Cienega Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard, and the proposed 214-room 
Montage Hotel at Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard would be larger-scale developments, of 
a height and mass that would be visible components of the skyline, and each may affect views in 
their immediate surrounding area. These Related Projects are each located approximately 1h mile 
from each other and are not closely concentrated in a single area. There are no viewpoints in 
which the Project and the Beverly Connection are visible in the foreground; both sites are only 
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visible from viewpoints where they are part of the background. The Montage Hotel and the 
Sunset Millennium projects are each more than 1h mile from the Project Site. Therefore, these 
projects are not anticipated to have a significant cumulative impact to views within the Project 
area. The Project would not contribute to a potential cumulative impact to views or viewsheds 
in the Project vicinity. Furthermore, a separate, site-specific environmental analysis will be 
prepared for Related Projects to determine and, if necessary, mitigate Related Project-specific 
potential impacts to aesthetics. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to viewsheds affected by 
Related Projects are considered to be less than significant. 

(3) Lighting and Glare 

Build-out of Related Projects in the Project area will contribute to the overall levels of nighttime 
illumination and glare in the Wilshire Community, as well as in the surrounding communities of 
Beverly Hills and West Hollywood. Nighttime illumination would cumulatively increase with 
these developments; however, the Related Projects are located within and spread throughout a 
highly urbanized area with a high degree of existing nighttime illumination. The additional glow 
from these projects is considered negligible and not cumulatively considerable, based on 
comparison to the existing conditions for the densely developed area. Glare and direct lighting 
are site-specific concerns that would be addressed through the separate, site-specific 
environmental analysis prepared for each Related Project and, if necessary, mitigated 
appropriately. Further, the Project and the Related Projects are subject to the LAMC Section 
93.0117 reflective materials design standards, which limit reflective surface areas and materials 
that could contribute to glare. Thus, potential glare created from these Related Projects is not 
cumulatively considerable. Such mitigation would contribute to the reduction of nighttime 
illumination as well. Because the Project would not contribute significantly toward increased 
nighttime lighting levels in the immediate area, its cumulative contribution to lighting is 
considered to be less than significant. 

4. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

a. Regulatory Requirements, Standard Conditions, and Project Design Features 

MMAES-1: 

MM AES-2: 

MMAES-3: 

MMAES-4: 

As required by LAMC Section 12.40, the site will be required to prepare a 
Landscape Plan which will address replacement of removed trees. 

The owners shall maintain the subject property clean and free of debris and 
rubbish and to promptly remove any graffiti from the walls, pursuant to 
LAMC Sections 91.8101and91.8904. 

The Project is subject to the City of Los Angles Zoning Code, Lighting 
Regulations, Chapter 9, Article 3, Section 93.0117, which limits reflective 
surface areas and the reflectivity of architectural materials used. 

Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties. 
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b. 1993 Mitigation Measures (Carried Forward) 

MM AES-5: 

MM AES-6: 

MM AES-7: 

MMAES-8: 

MMAES-9: 

MMAES-10: 

MMAES-11: 

MMAES-12: 

MMAES-13: 

MMAES-14: 

MMAES-15: 

MMAES-16: 

All open areas not used for the building, driveways, walls, or similar features 
shall be attractively landscaped in accordance with a landscape plan prepared 
by a licensed landscape architect and approved by the appropriate agencies. 
All landscaped areas shall be maintained in a first class condition at all times. 

The landscaped area along the property borders shall include trees spaced a 
minimum of 15 feet apart, measured from the center of each tree. Trees 
should be no less than 24-inch-boxes in size. 

Rooftop structures should be screened from view and utilities should be 
installed underground, where feasible. 

The project should avoid the inclusion oflarge, blank walls. 

Connection between the parking structures and the medical facilities should be 
physically integrated to provide a non-hazardous and aesthetically pleasing 
pedestrian entry into the main building. 

After obtaining project permit approval, the Applicant shall submit final site 
plans and elevations to the Department of City Planning prior to the issuance 
of a Building Permit. The Department of City Planning shall compare the 
final plans with those approved by the City Planning Commission. If the 
Department of City Planning determines that the final site plans or elevations 
contain substantial changes, the applicant shall submit the final plans to the 
City Planning Commission for review and approval. 

All lighting shall be designed and placed in accordance with applicable 
Bureau of Engineering and Department of Public Works requirements. 

Provision shall be made to include exterior parking structure walls to shield 
direct glare from automobile headlights into residential areas. 

All outdoor lighting, other than signs, should be limited to that required for 
safety, securing, highlighting, and landscaping. 

Low level security lighting should be used in outdoor areas. 

Security lighting, as well as both outdoor lighting and indoor parking structure 
lighting, should be shielded such that the light source will not be visible from 
off-site locations. 

Lighting should be directed on site and light sources shall be shielded so as to 
minimize visibility from surrounding properties. 
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MMAES-17: 

MMAES-18: 

Exterior windows should be tinted or contain an interior light-reflective film 
to reduce visible illumination levels from the building. 

Per the 1993 Development Agreement (Section 3.2.g), CSMC must contribute 
up to $40,000 towards an Urban Design Program for the area generally 
bounded by Robertson Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, and San 
Vicente Boulevard. The purpose of the Urban Design Program is to create a 
more pedestrian-oriented environment in the area and provide a program of 
unifying themes and implementation program. 

c. Recommended Modified and Additional Mitigation Measures 

No other mitigation measures are required as adherence to existing regulations, previously 
required mitigation measures, and the current Project design would already reduce all impacts to 
less than significant levels. 

5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, project design features, and previously 
adopted mitigation measures (listed above) would reduce all aesthetic impacts to less than 
significant levels. Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts related to 
visual character, viewsheds, nighttime lighting and glare. Construction impacts would be short
term and would not be significant. No additional mitigation measures are introduced in this 
SEIR as impacts related to aesthetics are already reduced to less than significant levels. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that development of the Master Plan would add 
adverse impacts by increasing the visibility of the CSMC Campus and no significant impact on 
views or nighttime light due to existing ambient conditions, the net incremental impact of the 
Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already addressed in the 
Original EIR, which was reduced to less than significant with implementation of the adopted 
mitigation measures. 
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B. AIR QUALITY 

1. INTRODUCTION 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AIR QUALITY 

The following analysis of air quality impacts is based primarily upon the Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, prepared by Terry A Hayes Associates and 
dated August 2008, and which is incorporated herein. The air quality report, including the 
applicable calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D: Air Quality & Noise Impact Report of 
this Draft SEIR. In addition, the analysis includes conclusions of the air quality environment 
regarding air quality impacts that were reached in the Original EIR, as appropriate. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

a. Physical Setting 

(1) Air Quality Terms and Characteristics 

There are three sources of air pollutants, including mobile sources (on- and off-road motor 
vehicles), area sources (e.g., water heaters, natural gas consumption, and consumer products), 
and stationary sources (e.g., industrial and manufacturing processes, boilers, under-fired broilers 
used in restaurants, and emergency generators). These sources and their pollutants are discussed 
below. 

Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have 
established ambient air quality standards or criteria for outdoor concentrations to protect public 
health. The federal criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (03), nitrogen 
dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), 

particulate matter ten microns or less in diameter (PM10), and lead (Pb). The State criteria 
pollutants include the seven federal criteria pollutants and, in addition, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, 
visibility-reducing particles, and vinyl chloride. The federal and state standards have been set at 
levels above which concentrations may be harmful to human health and welfare. These 
standards are designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or discomfort. These 
pollutants are discussed below. Background information for these pollutants was obtained from 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District ("SCAQMD") CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 1 

Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless and odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of 
fossil fuels. CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, 
industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. In urban areas such as the Project location, motor 
vehicle exhaust accounts for the majority of CO emissions. CO is a non-reactive air pollutant 
that dissipates relatively quickly, so ambient CO concentrations generally follow the spatial and 
temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced by local 
meteorological conditions, primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. CO 

1South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Diamond Bar: 
SCAQMD 1993). 
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from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-based temperature 
inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, a typical situation at dusk in urban 
areas between November and February. 2 The highest levels of CO typically occur during the 
colder months of the year when inversion conditions are more frequent. In terms of health, CO 
competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus reducing the blood's ability to 
transport oxygen to vital organs. The results of excess CO exposure can be dizziness, fatigue, 
and impairment of central nervous system functions. 

Ozone. 0 3 is a colorless gas that is formed in the atmosphere when reactive organic gases 
(ROG), also referred to as volatile organic compounds (VOC), and nitrogen oxides (NOx) react 
in the presence of ultraviolet sunlight. 0 3 is not a primary pollutant; it is a secondary pollutant 
formed by complex interactions of two pollutants directly emitted into the atmosphere. The 
primary sources of ROG and NOx emissions, which are the components of 0 3, are motor vehicle 
exhaust and industrial sources. Meteorology and terrain also play major roles in 0 3 formation. 
Ideal conditions for ozone formation occur during summer and early autumn, on days with low 
wind speeds or stagnant air, warm temperatures, and cloudless skies. Motor vehicle emissions 
are the greatest source of 0 3-producing gases. 

Exposure to 0 3 at levels typically observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern 
changes, reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of 
the lung tissue, and some immunological changes. 

Nitrogen Dioxide. N02, like 0 3, is not directly emitted into the atmosphere but is formed by an 
atmospheric chemical reaction between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen. The primary 
source of NO emissions is the combustion of fossil fuel. NO and N02 are collectively referred 
to as NOx and are major contributors to 0 3 formation. N02 also contributes to the formation of 
PM10 . High concentrations of N02 can cause breathing difficulties and result in a brownish red 
cast to the atmosphere with reduced visibility. There is some indication of a relationship 
between N02 and chronic pulmonary fibrosis. Some increase of bronchitis in children (two and 
three years old) has also been observed at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million ("ppm"). 

Sulfur Dioxide. S02 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur
containing fossil fuels. Currently, the main sources of S02 emissions are coal and oil used in 
power plants and industries. Generally, the highest levels of S02 are found near large industrial 
complexes such as power plants. In recent years, S02 concentrations have been reduced by the 
increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary source emissions of S02 as well as limits on 
the sulfur content of fuels. S02 is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs causing acute 
respiratory symptoms and diminished ventilator function. S02 can also yellow plant leaves and 
erode iron and steel. 

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles 
floating in the air. Naturally occurring particulate matter can include smoke, soot, dust, and 
salts. Particulate matter also forms when gases emitted from industries and motor vehicles 
undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere. PM2.5 and PM10 represent fractions of particulate 

2 "Inversion" is an atmospheric condition in which a layer of warm air traps cooler air near the surface of the earth, 
preventing the nom1al rising of surface air. 
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matter. Fine particulate matter, or PM2.5, is roughly 1/28 the diameter of a human hair. PM2.5 

results from fuel combustion (e.g. motor vehicles, power generation, and industrial facilities), 
residential fireplaces, and wood stoves. In addition, PM2.5 can be formed in the atmosphere from 
gases such as S02, NOx, and VOC. "Inhalable" particulate matter, or PM10, is about 1/7 the 
thickness of a human hair. Major sources of PM10 include crushing or grinding operations; dust 
stirred up by vehicles traveling on roads; wood burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from 
construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning, industrial sources, 
windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. 

PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When inhaled, these tiny 
particles can penetrate the human respiratory system's natural defenses and damage the 
respiratory tract PM2.5 and PM10 can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause 
or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases, and reduce the body's ability to fight infections. 
Very small particles of substances, such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates can cause lung damage 
directly. These substances can be absorbed into the blood stream and cause damage elsewhere in 
the body. These substances can transport absorbed gases, such as chlorides or ammonium, into 
the lungs and cause injury. Whereas PM10 tends to collect in the upper portion of the respiratory 
system, PM2.5 is so tiny that it can penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung tissues. 
Suspended particulates also damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle, as well as 
produce haze and reduce regional visibility. 

Lead. Pb in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter. Current sources of lead include 
manufacturers of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics, ammunition and secondary lead smelters. Prior 
to 1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of atmospheric lead; however, between 1978 
and 1987, the phase-out of leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by 
nearly 95 percent With the phase-out of leaded gasoline, secondary lead smelters, battery 
recycling, and manufacturing facilities are now becoming lead-emission sources of greater 
concern. 

Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health. Health effects 
associated with exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, kidney disease, 
and in severe cases, neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction. Of particular concern are low
level lead exposures during infancy and childhood. Such exposures are associated with 
decrements in neurobehavioral performance, including intelligence quotient performance, 
psychomotor performance, reaction time, and growth. 

Sulfates. Sulfates are the fully oxidized ionic form of sulfur. Sulfates occur in combination with 
metal and/or hydrogen ions. In California, emissions of sulfur compounds occur primarily from 
the combustion of petroleum-derived fuels (e.g., gasoline and diesel fuel) that contain sulfur. 
This sulfur is oxidized to S02 during the combustion process and subsequently converted to 
sulfate compounds in the atmosphere. The conversion of S02 to sulfates takes place 
comparatively rapidly and completely in urban areas of California due to regional meteorological 
features. 

The state sulfates standard is designed to prevent aggravation of respiratory symptoms. Effects 
of sulfate exposure at levels above the standard include a decrease in ventilatory function, 
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aggravation of asthmatic symptoms, and an increased risk of cardio-pulmonary disease. Sulfates 
are particularly effective in degrading visibility, and, due to fact that they are usually acidic, can 
harm ecosystems and damage materials and property. 

The SCAQMD does not have a standard or emissions threshold for sulfates. Instead, the 
SCAQMD provides methodology to analyze S02, which includes emissions threshold. 
Accordingly, this analysis provides a quantification of S02 emissions and not sulfates. 

Hydrogen Sulfides. Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) is a colorless gas with the odor of rotten eggs. It is 
formed during bacterial decomposition of sulfur-containing organic substances. Also, it can be 
present in sewer gas and some natural gas, and can be emitted as the result of geothermal energy 
exploitation. Breathing H2S at levels above the standard will result in exposure to a disagreeable 
odor. 

Visibility-Reducing Particles. Visibility-reducing particles consist of suspended particulate 
matter, which is a complex mixture of tiny particles that consists of dry solid fragments, solid 
cores with liquid coatings, and small droplets of liquid. These particles vary greatly in shape, 
size, and chemical composition, and can be made up of many different materials such as metals, 
soot, soil, dust, and salt. The statewide standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity 
of visibility impairment due to regional haze. A separate standard for visibility-reducing 
particles that is applicable only in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is based on reduction in scenic 
quality. The SCAQMD does not have a standard, emissions threshold, or analysis methodology 
for visibility-reducing particles and, as such, further analysis is not required. 

Vinyl Chloride. Vinyl chloride ("chloroethene"), a chlorinated hydrocarbon, is a colorless gas 
with a mild, sweet odor. Most vinyl chloride is used to make polyvinyl chloride plastic and vinyl 
products. Vinyl chloride has been detected near landfills, sewage plants, and hazardous waste 
sites, due to microbial breakdown of chlorinated solvents. Short-term exposure to high levels of 
vinyl chloride in air causes central nervous system effects, such as dizziness, drowsiness, and 
headaches. Long-term exposure to vinyl chloride through inhalation and oral exposure causes 
liver damage. Cancer is a major concern from exposure to vinyl chloride via inhalation. Vinyl 
chloride exposure has been shown to increase the risk of angiosarcoma, a rare form of liver 
cancer in humans. 

Toxic Air Contaminants. An air pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in 
mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health, 
is identified as a toxic air contaminant ("TAC"). Sources of TA Cs include diesel engines, 
boilers, char-broilers, and automobile painting. TACs are identified by state and federal agencies 
based on a review of available scientific evidence. In the State of California, TA Cs are identified 
through a two-step process that was established in 1983 under the Toxic Air Contaminant 
Identification and Control Act, Assembly Bill 1807, Tanner. This two-step process of risk 
identification and risk management was designed to protect residents from the health effects of 
toxic substances in the air. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (the "SCAQMD"), the district with air quality 
jurisdiction over the Project, has a long and successful history of reducing air toxics and criteria 
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emissions in the South Coast Air Basin (the "Basin").3 SCAQMD has an extensive control 
program, including traditional and innovative rules and policies. These policies can be viewed in 
the SCAQMD'sAir Toxics Control Plan.fbr the Next Ten Years (March 2000). 

(2) Regional Air Quality 

(a) Climate 

The Project Site is located within the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin. Ambient 
pollution concentrations recorded in Los Angeles County are among the highest in the four 
counties comprising the Basin. 

The Basin is in an area of high air pollution potential due to its climate and topography. The 
general region lies in the semi-permanent high pressure zone of the eastern Pacific, resulting in a 
mild climate tempered by cool sea breezes with light average wind speeds. This Basin 
experiences warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate 
humidity. This usually mild climatological pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of 
extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. The Basin is a coastal plain with 
connecting broad valleys and low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and high 
mountains around the rest of its perimeter. The mountains and hills within the area contribute to 
the variation of rainfall, temperature, and winds throughout the region. 

The Basin experiences frequent temperature inversions. Temperature typically decreases with 
height. However, under inversion conditions, temperature increases as altitude increases, 
thereby preventing air close to the ground from mixing with the air above it. As a result, air 
pollutants are trapped near the ground. During the summer, air quality problems are created due 
to the interaction between the ocean surface and the lower layer of the atmosphere. This 
interaction creates a moist marine layer. An upper layer of warm air mass forms over the cool 
marine layer, preventing air pollutants from dispersing upward. Additionally, hydrocarbons and 
N02 react under strong sunlight, creating smog. Light, daytime winds, predominantly from the 
west, further aggravate the condition by driving air pollutants inland, toward the mountains. 
During the fall and winter, air quality problems are created due to CO and N02 emissions. CO 
concentrations are generally worse in the morning and late evening (around 10:00 p.m.). In the 
morning, CO levels are relatively high due to cold temperatures and the large number of cars 
traveling. High CO levels during the late evenings are a result of stagnant atmospheric 
conditions trapping CO in the area. Since CO is produced almost entirely from automobiles, the 
highest CO concentrations in the Basin are associated with heavy traffic. Similarly to CO 
diurnal trends, N02 levels are also generally higher during fall and winter days. 

3 The "Basin" is a subregion of the SCAQMD and covers an area of 6,745 square miles. The Basin includes all of 
Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Basin is 
bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west; the San Gabriel, San Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains to the north 
and east; and the San Diego County line to the south. 
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As required by the federal Clean Air Act (the "CAA"), National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) have been established for seven major air pollutants: CO, N02, 03, PM2.s, PM10, S02, 
and Pb. The CAA requires the United States Environmental Projection Agency (the "USEPA") 
to designate areas as either attainment or nonattainment for each criteria pollutant based on 
whether the NAAQS have been achieved. The federal standards are summarized in Table 4: 
State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The USEP A has classified the Basin as 
nonattainment for 0 3, PM2.5, and PM10 and attainment for N02, S02 and Pb. As a result of State 
and local control strategies, the Basin has not exceeded the federal CO standard since 2002. As 
such, the Basin is a maintenance area for CO. In March 2005, the SCAQMD adopted a CO 
Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan that provides for maintenance of the federal CO 
air quality standard until at least 2015 and commits to revising the Plan in 2013 to ensure 
maintenance through 2025. The SCAQMD also adopted a CO emissions budget that covers 
2005 through 2015. 

The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (the "CAAQS") are generally more stringent than 
the corresponding federal standards (the "NAAQS") and, as such, are used as the comparative 
standard in the air quality analysis contained in this analysis. The State standards are also 
summarized in Table 4: State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

The California Clean Air Act (the "CCAA") requires the California Air Resources Board 
("CARB") to designate areas within California as either attainment or nonattainment for each 
criteria pollutant based on whether the CAAQS have been achieved. Under the CCAA, areas are 
designated as nonattainment for a pollutant if air quality data shows that a State standard for the 
pollutant was violated at least once during the previous three calendar years. Exceedances that 
are affected by highly irregular or infrequent events are not considered violations of a State 
standard and are not used as a basis for designating areas as nonattainment. Under the CCAA, 
the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin is designated as a nonattainment area for 0 3, PM2.5, 

and PM10 and attainment for CO, N02, S02, Pb, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.4 

TABLE 4 
STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS Ul 

AVERAGING 
CALIFORNIA FEDERAL 

POLLUTANT 
PERIOD ATTAINMENT ATTAINMENT STANDARDS 

STATUS 
STANDARDS 

STATUS 

I-hour 
0.09 ppm 

Nonattaimnent -- --
Ozone (03) 

(180 ue:/m3
) 

0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm 
8-hour 

(137 ue:/m3
) 

n/a 
(147 ue:/m3

) 
Nonattaimnent 

Respirable 
24-hour 50 µg/m3 Nonattaimnent 150 µg/m3 Nonattaimnent 

Particulate Annual 

Matter (PM10) Arithmetic 20 µg/m3 Nonattaimnent -- --
Mean 

4 California Air Resources Board (CARB), http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm (July 31, 2007). 
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STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS [l] 

AVERAGING CALIFORNIA FEDERAL 
POLLUTANT 

PERIOD ATTAINMENT ATTAINMENT STANDARDS 
STATUS 

STANDARDS 
STATUS 

Fine 
24-hour -- -- 35 µg/m3 Nonattainment 

Particulate Annual 

Matter (PM2s) Arithmetic I2 µg/m3 Nonattainment I5 µg/m3 Nonattainment 
Mean 

Carbon 8-hour 
9.0ppm 

Attainment 
9ppm 

Maintenance 
Monoxide 

(10 ug/m3) (10 mg/m3) 

(CO) I-hour 
20ppm 

Attainment 
35ppm 

Maintenance 
(23 ug /m3) (40 mg/m3) 

Annual 
0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 

Nitrogen 
Arithmetic 

(56 µg /m3) 
Attainment 

(100 µg/m3) 
Attainment 

Mean 
Dioxide (N02) O.I8 ppm 

I-hour 
(338 ug /m3) 

Attainment -- --

Annual 
0.030 ppm 

Arithmetic -- -- Attainment 
Mean 

(80 µg/m3) 

Sulfur Dioxide 24-hour 
0.04ppm 

Attainment 
O.I4 ppm 

Attainment 
(S02) (105 ug/m3) (365 ug/m3) 

3-hour -- -- -- --

I-hour 
0.25 ppm 

Attainment -- --
(655 ug/m3) 

30-day 
1.5 µg/m3 Attainment -- --

Lead (Pb) 
average 
Calendar 
Quarter 

-- -- 1.5 µg/m3 Attainment 

Sulfates 24-hour 25 µg /m3 Attainment -- --
Hydrogen 

I-hour 
0.03 ppm 

Attainment -- --
Sulfide (42 ug /m3

) 

Vinyl Chloride 24-hour 
0.01 ppm 

Attainment -- --
(26 ug /m3

) 

Visibility-
Visibility of ten 

Reducing 8-hour miles or more Unclassified -- --
Particulates 

[1] Source: CARB, Ambient Air Quality Standards, April 1, 2008. 

(3) Local Meteorology 

The mountains and hills within the Basin contribute to the variation of rainfall, temperature, and 
winds throughout the region. Within the Project Site and its vicinity, the average wind speed, as 
recorded at the Downtown Los Angeles Wind Monitoring Station, is approximately 3 miles per 
hour, with calm winds occurring approximately 55 percent of the time. Wind in the vicinity of 
the Project Site predominately blows from the southwest. 5 

5SCAQMD Website, http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/metdata/MeteorologicalData.html (April 24, 2008). 
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The annual average temperature in the project area is 65 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). The project 
area experiences an average winter temperature of approximately 58°F and an average summer 
temperature of approximately 72°F. Total precipitation in the project area averages 
approximately 15 inches annually. Precipitation occurs mostly during the winter and relatively 
infrequently during the summer. Precipitation averages approximately 8.9 inches during the 
winter, approximately 3.7 inches during the spring, approximately 2.0 inches during the fall, and 
less than I inch during the summer. 6 

(4) Local Air Quality 

The SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at 38 locations throughout the Basin. The Project 
Site is located in SCAQMD's Northwest Coastal Los Angeles County Air Monitoring 
Subregion, which is served by the West Los Angeles Monitoring Station. The West Los Angeles 
Monitoring Station is located approximately four miles west of the Project Site. Historical data 
from the West Los Angeles Monitoring Station were used to characterize existing conditions in 
the vicinity of the project area. Criteria pollutants monitored at the West Los Angeles 
Monitoring Station include 0 3, CO, and N02. However, this monitoring station does not monitor 
PM2.s, PM10, and S02. The nearest, most representative monitoring station that gathers PM2.s, 
PM10, and S02 data is located approximately nine miles east of the Project Site at the Downtown 
Los Angeles Monitoring Station. The locations of the relevant air monitoring stations are shown 
in Figure 26: Air Monitoring Areas. 

Table 5: Ambient Air Quality Data in Project Vicinity shows pollutant levels, the State standards, 
and the number of exceedances recorded at the West Los Angeles and Downtown Monitoring 
Stations from 2004 to 2006.7 The CAAQS for the criteria pollutants are also shown in the table. 
As Table 5: Ambient Air Quality Data in Project Vicinity indicates, criteria pollutants CO, N02, 
and S02 did not exceed the CAAQS during the 2004 through 2006 period. However, the one
hour State standard for 0 3 was exceeded three to seven times during this period, and the eight
hour State standard for 0 3 was exceeded zero to eight times. The annual State standard for PM2.5 

was exceeded in 2004, 2005, and 2006. The 24-hour State standard for PM10 was exceeded five 
times in 2004, four times in 2005, and three times in 2006, and the PM2.5 annual average was 
exceeded each year from 2004 to 2006. 

TABLE 5 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA IN PROJECT VICINITY rl l 

NUMBER OF DAYS 
POLLUTANT 

POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION ABOVE STATE STANDARD 
AND STANDARDS 

2004 
Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.11 
Days> 0.09 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 5 

Ozone 
Maximum 8-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.09 

Days> 0.07 nnm (State 8-hr standard) 8 

6Westem Regional Climate Center Website,http://www.wrcc.dri.edu (Accessed May 12, 2008). 
7Year 2007 SCAQMD data were not available at the time this analysis was completed. 
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15 

LEGEND: t" West Los Angeles Monitoring Station 1f Los Angeles Monitoring Station 

Air Monitoring Areas in Los Angeles County: 

1. Central Los Angeles 9. East San Gabriel Valley 
2. Northwest Coastal (West LA) 10. Pomona/Walnut Valley 
3. Southwest Coasta l (Hawthorne) 11. South San Gabriel Val ley 
4. South Coastal (Long Beach) 12. South Central Los Angeles 
5. Southeast Los Angeles County 13. Santa Clarita Valley 
6. West San Fernando Valley 14. Antelope Valley 
7. East San Fernando Valley 15. San Gabriel Mountains 
8. West San Gabriel Valley 

SOURCE: South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Monitoring Areas Map, 1989 

FIGURE 26 
AIR MONITORING AREAS 
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AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA IN PROJECT VICINITY [l] 
NUMBER OF DAYS 

POLLUTANT POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION ABOVE STATE STANDARD 
AND STANDARDS 

2004 2005 2006 
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 4 3 3 
Days> 20 ppm (Statel-hr standard) 0 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide 
Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 2.3 2.1 2.0 
Days> 9.0 ppm (State 8-hr standard) 0 0 0 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.09 0.08 0.05 
Days> 0.18 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 0 0 0 

PM10 
Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3

) 72 70 59 
Estimated Days > 50 µg/m3 (State 24-hr standard) 5 4 3 

PM2s 
Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3

) 20 18 16 
Exceed Standard (12 µg/m3 Annual Aritlnnetic Mean)? Yes Yes Yes 

Sulfur Dioxide 
Maximum 24-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.01 0.01 0.00 
Days> 0.04 ppm (State 24-hr standard) 0 0 0 

[1] Source : Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August2008. 

There is a direct relationship between traffic/circulation congestion and CO impacts because 
exhaust fumes from vehicular traffic are the primary source of CO. CO is a localized gas that 
dissipates very quickly under normal meteorological conditions. Therefore, CO concentrations 
decrease substantially as distance from the source (intersection) increases. The highest CO 
concentrations are typically found in areas directly adjacent to congested roadway intersections. 

An exceedance of the State CO standards at an intersection is referred to as a "CO hotspot." The 
SCAQMD recommends a CO hotspot evaluation of potential localized CO impacts when V/C 
ratios are increased by two percent at intersections with a LOS of D or worse. SCAQMD also 
recommends a CO hotspot evaluation when an intersection decreases in LOS by one level, 
beginning when LOS changes from C to D. 

For purposes of this assessment, the ambient, or background, CO concentration must first be 
established. SCAQMD defines the background level as the highest reading over the past three 
years. A review of data from the West Los Angeles Monitoring Station for the 2004 to 2006 
period indicates that the highest one- and eight-hour background concentrations are 
approximately 4 and 2.3 ppm, respectively. Accordingly, the existing one- and eight-hour 
background concentrations do not exceed the State CO standard of 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, 
respectively and therefore are in attainment. 

From the 22 intersections analyzed in the traffic study,8 CO concentrations adjacent to 13 
intersections were modeled for existing conditions. In accordance with SCAQMD' s 
recommendations, the study intersections were selected to be representative of the Project area 

8 Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
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and were based on traffic volume to capacity ("V/C") ratio and the traffic level of service 
("LOS") as indicated in the traffic analysis.9 The selected intersections are as follows: 

• Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard- P.M. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive -P.M. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way -P.M. Peak Hour 
• George Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard-P.M. Peak Hour 
• George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive - AM. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard -P.M. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Burton Way -P.M. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard-P.M. Peak Hour 

At each intersection, traffic-related CO contributions were added to background CO conditions. 
Traffic CO contributions were estimated using the USEPA CAL3QHC dispersion model, which 
utilizes traffic volume inputs and CARB EMF AC2007 emissions factors. Consistent with the 
California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") CO protocol, receptors for the analysis 
were 1 ocated three meters (approximate! y ten feet) from each intersection corner. 10 Existing 
conditions at the study intersections are shown in Table 6: Existing Carbon Monoxide 
Concentrations. One-hour CO concentrations range from approximately 4 to 6 ppm and eight
hour CO concentrations range from approximately 3.1 ppm to 3.9 ppm. Presently, none of the 
study intersections exceed the State one- and eight-hour CO standards of 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, 
respectively, and therefore are in attainment. 

TABLE 6 
EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS n l r11 

INTERSECTION 1-HOUR 8-HOUR 

Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 5 3.5 

Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive 5 3.2 

Robertson Boulevarcl!Third Street 5 3.4 

Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way 5 3.5 

George Bums Road/Beverly Boulevard 5 3.5 

George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive 4 3.1 

San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 5 3.6 

San Vicente Boulevarcl!Third Street 5 3.6 

San Vicente Boulevard/Burton Way 5 3.6 

9 "Level of service" (LOS) is used to indicate the quality of traffic flow on roadway segments and at intersections. 
Level of service ranges from LOS A (free flow, little congestion) to LOS F (forced flow, extreme congestion). 
10 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, 
1997. 
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TABLE 6 (CONTINUED) 

EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS (1] [2] 
INTERSECTION 1-HOUR 8-HOUR 

San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 5 3.7 

La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 5 3.7 

La Cienega Boulevarcl!Third Street 5 3.6 

La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard 6 3.9 

State Standard 20 9.0 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
f21 All concentrations include one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 4 ppm and 2.3 ppm, respectively. 

(5) Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on 
the population groups and the activities involved. CARB has identified the following groups 
who are most likely to be affected by air pollution: children under 14, the elderly over 65 years 
of age, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. According to 
the SCAQMD, sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, 
athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, 
retirement homes and similar facilities that support the groups most at risk. As shown in Figure 
27: Sensitive Air Quality Receptors, sensitive receptors near the Project Site include the 
following: 

• Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site; 

• Cedars-Sinai Medical Towers (including hospital facilities) located approximately 50 
feet east and southeast of the Project Site; 

• Single-family residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of 
the Project Site; 

• Multi-family residences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the 
Project Site; and 

• Multi-family residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of 
the Project Site. 

The above sensitive receptors occupy the nearest residential and medical land uses with the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. Additional single-family residences, multi-family 
residences, and CSMC Campus uses (e.g., the Thalians Mental Health Center, the North Patient 
Tower, and the South Patient Tower) are located in the surrounding community within one
quarter mile of the Project Site. Due to their distance from the Project Site, the sensitive 
receptors occupying these land uses would be impacted to a lesser degree than the identified 
sensitive receptors. 
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The CAA governs air quality in the United States. In addition to being subject to the 
requirements of CAA, air quality in California is also governed by more stringent regulations 
under the CCAA. At the federal level, CAA is administered by the USEP A In California, the 
CCAA is administered by the CARB at the State level and by the air quality management 
districts and air pollution control districts at the regional and local levels. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency. USEPA is responsible for enforcing the 
federal CAA USEPA is also responsible for establishing the NAAQS. NAAQS are required 
under the 1977 CAA and subsequent amendments. USEP A regulates emission sources that are 
under the exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain types 
of locomotives. USEPA has jurisdiction over emission sources outside State waters (e.g., 
beyond the outer continental shelf) and establishes various emission standards, including those 
for vehicles sold in States other than California. Automobiles sold in California must meet 
stricter emission standards established by CARB. 

California Air Resources Board. CARB, which became part of the California Environmental 
Protection Agency ("CalEPA") in 1991, is responsible for meeting the State requirements of the 
federal CAA, administering the CCAA, and establishing the CAAQS. The CCAA, as amended 
in 1992, requires all air districts in the State to endeavor to achieve and maintain the CAAQS. 
The CAAQS are generally more stringent than the corresponding federal standards and 
incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility 
reducing particles. CARB regulates mobile air pollution sources, such as motor vehicles. CARB 
is responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for other 
emission sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road equipment. CARB established 
passenger vehicle fuel specifications, which became effective on March 1996. CARB oversees 
the functions of local air pollution control districts and air quality management districts, which in 
turn administer air quality activities at the regional and county levels. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District SCAQMD monitors air quality within the 
project area. SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10, 7 43 square miles, 
consisting of Orange County; the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino Counties; and the Riverside County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave 
Desert Air Basin. The 1977 Lewis Air Quality Management Act created SCAQMD to 
coordinate air quality planning efforts throughout Southern California. This Act merged four 
county air pollution control agencies into one regional district to better address the issue of 
improving air quality in Southern California. Under the Act, renamed the Lewis-Presley Air 
Quality Management Act in 1988, SCAQMD is the agency principally responsible for 
comprehensive air pollution control in the Basin. Specifically, SCAQMD is responsible for 
monitoring air quality, as well as planning, implementing, and enforcing programs designed to 
attain and maintain State and federal ambient air quality standards in the district. Programs that 
were developed include air quality rules and regulations that regulate stationary sources, area 
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sources, point sources, and certain mobile source emissions. SCAQMD is also responsible for 
establishing stationary source permitting requirements and for ensuring that new, modified, or 
relocated stationary sources do not create net emission increases. 

All areas designated as nonattainment under the CCAA are required to prepare plans showing 
how the area would meet the State air quality standards by its attainment dates. The Air Quality 
Management Plan (the "AQMP") is the region's plan for improving air quality in the region. It 
addresses CAA and CCAA requirements and demonstrates attainment with State and federal 
ambient air quality standards. The AQMP is prepared by SCAQMD and the Southern California 
Association of Governments ("SCAG"). The AQMP provides policies and control measures that 
reduce emissions to attain both State and federal ambient air quality standards by their applicable 
deadlines. Environmental review of individual projects within the Basin must analyze whether 
the proposed project's daily construction and operational emissions would exceed thresholds 
established by the SCAQMD. The environmental review must also analyze whether individual 
projects would not increase the number or severity of existing air quality violations. 

The 2007 AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD on June 1, 2007 and by the CARB on 
September 27, 2007. The 2007 AQMP proposes attainment demonstration of the federal PM2.5 

standards through a more focused control of SOx, directly-emitted PM2.5, and NOx 
supplemented with VOC by 2015. The eight-hour ozone control strategy builds upon the PM2.5 

strategy, augmented with additional NOx and VOC reductions to meet the standard by 2024. 
The 2007 AQMP also addresses several federal planning requirements and incorporates 
significant new scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient 
measurements, new meteorological episodes, and new air quality modeling tools. The 2007 
AQMP is consistent with and builds upon the approaches taken in the 2003 AQMP. However, 
the 2007 AQMP highlights the significant amount of reductions needed and the urgent need to 
identify additional strategies, especially in the area of mobile sources, to meet all federal criteria 
pollutant standards within the time frames allowed under the CAA 

(2) Global Climate Change 

Global climate change refers to variances in Earth's meteorological conditions, which are 
measured by wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. There is general scientific 
agreement that the Earth's average surface temperature has increased by 0.3 to 0.6 degrees 
Celsius over the past century .11 The reasons behind the increase in temperature are not well 
understood and are the subject of intense research activity. Many scientific studies have been 
completed to determine the extent that greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions from human sources 
(e.g., fossil fuel combustion) affect the Earth's climate. The interrelationships between 
atmospheric composition, chemistry, and climate change are very complex. For example, 
historical records indicate a natural variability in surface temperature. 12 Historical records also 
indicate that atmospheric concentrations of a number of GHG have increased significantly since 

11 Finlayson-Pitts, Barbara J., and James N. Pitts, Jr., Chemistry of the Upper and Lower Atmosphere (Fawnskin, 
California: Academic Press, 1999). 
12 Ibid. 
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the beginning of the industrial revolution. 13 As such, significant attention is being given to 
anthropogenic (human-made) GHG emissions. 

GHGs allow sunlight to enter the atmosphere freely. When sunlight strikes the Earth's surface, 
some of it is reflected back towards space as infrared radiation (heat). GHGs absorb this infrared 
radiation and trap the heat in the atmosphere. Over time, the amount of energy sent from the sun 
to the Earth's surface should be approximately equal to the amount of energy radiated from Earth 
back into space, leaving the temperature of the Earth's surface roughly constant. Some GHGs 
are emitted naturally (water vapor, carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CI-Lt), and nitrous oxide 
(N20)), while others are exclusively human-made (e.g., gases used for aerosols). According to 
the California Energy Commission (the CEC), emissions from fossil fuel consumption represent 
approximately 81 percent of GHG emissions and transportation creates 41 percent of GHG 
emissions in California. 14 

California Legislation, Orders and Regulations. The State of California has traditionally been a 
pioneer in efforts to reduce air pollution, dating back to 1963 when the California New Motor 
Vehicle Pollution Control Board adopted the nation's first motor vehicle emission standards. 
Likewise, California has a long history of actions undertaken in response to the threat posed by 
climate change. 

Assembly Bill ("AB") 1493, signed by California's governor in July 2002, requires passenger 
vehicles and light duty trucks to achieve maximum feasible reduction of GHG emissions by 
model year 2009. 15 AB 1493 was enacted based on recognition that passenger cars are 
significant contributors to the State's GHG emissions. Following the passage of the bill, the 
CARB was tasked to determine the reduction targets based on CARB's analysis of available and 
near-term technology and cost. After evaluating the options, the CARB established limits that 
will result in approximately a 22-percent reduction in GHG emissions from new vehicles by 
2012, and approximately a 30-percent reduction by 2016. 16 

CARB's regulations were challenged in December 2004 in federal court by the Alliance of 
Automobile Manufacturers, who claimed that the law attempted to regulate vehicle fuel 
economy, a matter that lies within the exclusive jurisdiction of the federal government. 17 

However, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California issued a decision 
in December 2007 that rejected key elements of the Alliance's challenge and concluded that 
CARB' s regulations are neither precluded nor preempted by federal statutes and policies. Even 
so, for California to implement a modification such as that represented in AB 1493, it must 
request a waiver pursuant to Section 209 of the Federal Clean Air Act. The United States 

13 Ibid. 
14 California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 200-/., 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-600-2006-0l3/CEC-600-2006-013-SF .PDF (December 2006). 
15 State of California, AB 1493, July 22, 2002. 
16 Green Car Congress, EPA Concludes Public Hearings on Cal~fornia Waiver for New Vehicle C02 Regulations, 
http://www.greencarcongress.com/2007/05/epa_concludes_p.html (May 2007). 
17 The Federal Clean Air Act reserves the control of emissions from motor vehicles to the federal government, with 
the exception of California due to its early activity and special conditions (i.e., high density of motor vehicles, and 
topography conducive to pollution formation in heavily populated basins such as Los Angeles and the San Joaquin 
Valley), and any states that opt for the California regulations. 
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Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") has denied California's request for a waiver, and 
California has challenged that denial in court with a decision pending. As a result, CARB' s 
proposed implementation schedule will not be implemented until and unless the pending 
litigation is resolved. 

Title 24, adopted by the CEC on November 5, 2003, is the 2005 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings ("2005 Standards"). Title 24 is 
considered to be one of the most stringent sets of regulations for energy conservation in new 
buildings in the country. Mandatory measures in Title 24 requirements include, but are not 
limited to, minimum ceiling, wall, and raised floor insulation, minimum Heating, Ventilating and 
Air Conditioning ("HV AC"), and minimum water heating equipment efficiencies. The 2005 
Standards are expected to reduce electricity use state-wide by 478 gigawatt-hours per year 
(GWh/y) and reduce the growth in natural gas use by 8.8 million therms per year. 18 The savings 
attributable to new nonresidential buildings are 163.2 GWh/y of electricity savings and 0.5 
million therms of natural gas. 19 Additional savings would result from the application of the 2005 
Standards on building alterations. In particular, requirements for cool roofs, lighting and air 
distribution ducts are expected to save about 175 GWh/y of electricity.20 The State's 2005 
Standards represent an important strategy that can make an important contribution to the 
reduction of GHG emissions. 

On June 1, 2005, the Governor signed Executive Order S-3-05, establishing statewide GHG 
emissions reduction targets. The Order provides that by 2010, emissions must be reduced to 
2000 levels; by 2020, emissions must be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions must be 
reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels. The Secretary of the California Environmental 
Protection Agency ("CalEPA"), charged with coordinating oversight of efforts to meet these 
targets, formed California's Climate Action Team ("CAT") to carry out the Executive Order. 
The CAT member agencies21 are collaborating to develop programs and strategies that can be 
implemented over the next two years to meet the Executive Order's emissions targets. 

Several of these programs are relevant to new construction, as ways to mitigate air pollutants, 
including GHG emissions: 

• Anti-idling: Construction vehicles will be regulated by CARB's anti- idling measures, 
which became effective on February 1, 2005. The measures are aimed at unnecessary 
engine idling within several classes of diesel-fueled commercial vehicles with a gross 
vehicular weight rating greater than 10,000 pounds. CARB estimates that over 
400,000 vehicles will be affected, and GHG emissions will be reduced by 1.2 million 
tons C02 equivalent (MMtC02e) in 2020. 

18 California Eneq,>y Commission, 2005 Building Energv Efficiency Standards Nonresidential Compliance A1anual, 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-400-2005-006/CEC-400-2005-006-CMF.PDF (March 2005). 
19 Ibid. 
20 Ibid. 
21 The CAT is comprised of representatives of the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, Department of 
Food and Agriculture, Resources Agency, Air Resources Board, Energy Commission, Integrated Waste 
Management Board, and Public Utilities Commission. 
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• Recycling: By providing recycling facilities within residential buildings and 
communities, developers can assist California in achieving its recycling goals. The 
Integrated Waste Management Board estimates that by achieving the 50 percent 
statewide recycling goal, established by the Integrated Waste Management Act of 
1989, GHG emissions "associated with energy intensive material extraction and 
production as well as methane emission from landfills" will be reduced by 3 
MMtC02e in 2020. Exceeding that goal could reduce emissions by as much as 3 
additional MMtC02e in 2020. 

• Building energy efficiency standards: New development will be subject to the Energy 
Commission's building energy efficiency standards, adopted and updated pursuant to 
Public Resources Code section 25402. The Commission estimates that the standards 
already in place will reduce GHG emissions by 2 MMtC02e in 2020. New standards 
will go into effect in 2008, and will further reduce emissions. 

• Green Buildings initiative: California's Green Buildings initiative, established by 
Executive Order S-20-04, aims to reduce energy use in commercial buildings by 20 
percent from 2003 levels by 2015. Although compliance with the Green Building 
Action Plan is mandatory only for state-owned and -leased buildings, the initiative 
encourages the participation of private developers and building owners/operators. The 
State and Consumer Services Agency estimates that the initiative will reduce GHG 
emissions by 1.8 MMtC02e in 2020. 

• Water use efficiency: By implementing water-saving technologies and features, new 
construction can assist the Department of Water Resources (DWR) in its plan to 
reduce urban water use by l. l to 2.3 million acre feet per year. CAT' s report notes 
that "19 percent of all electricity, 30 percent of all natural gas, and 88 million gallons 
of diesel are used to convey, treat, distribute and use water and wastewater. The 
California Energy Commission (CEC) estimates that 44 million tons of C02 emissions 
are expelled annually on average to provide the 44 million acre feet (MAF) of water 
used statewide." DWR estimates that the plan to increase water-use efficiency will 
reduce GHG emissions by 1.2 MMtC02e in 2020. 

On August 31, 2006, the California Senate passed Senate Bill (SB) 1368 (signed into law on 
September 29), requiring the Public Utilities Commission ("PUC") to develop and adopt a 
"greenhouse gases emission performance standard" by February 1, 2007, for the private electric 
utilities under its regulation. The PUC adopted an interim standard on January 25, 2007. The 
Energy Commission then adopted a consistent standard for the local publicly owned electric 
utilities under its regulation. These standards apply to all long-term financial commitments 
entered into by electric utilities. ("Long-term financial commitment" is defined as "either a new 
ownership investment in baseload generation or a new or renewed contract with a term of five or 
more years, which includes procurement of baseload generation." In turn, "baseload generation" 
is defined as "electricity generation from a powerplant that is designed and intended to provide 
electricity at an annualized plant capacity factor of at least 60 percent.") The performance 
standards must set an emissions rate equal to or less than that of combined-cycle natural gas 
baseload generation. 
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On September 27, 2006, AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, was 
enacted by the State of California.22 In that statute, the Legislature stated that "Global warming 
poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the 
environment of California." AB 32 seeks to, among other things, cap California's GHG 
emissions at 1990 levels by 2020. Relevant gases defined by AB 32 as GHG pollutants include 
C02, CH4, N20. 23 While acknowledging that national and international actions will be necessary 
to fully address the issue of global warming, AB 32 lays out a program to inventory and reduce 
GHG emissions in California. This bill represents the first enforceable Statewide program in the 
United States to cap all GHG emissions from major industries and include penalties for non
compliance. 

AB 32 charges CARB with the responsibility to monitor and regulate sources of GHG emissions 
in order to reduce those emissions. On June 1, 2007, the CARB adopted three discrete "early 
action measures" to reduce GHG emissions. These measures involve complying with a low 
carbon fuel standard, reducing refrigerant loss from motor vehicle air conditioning maintenance 
and increasing methane capture from landfills.24 On October 25, 2007, the CARB tripled the set 
of previously approved early action measures, as a result of which 44 GHG reduction strategies 
are now in place; these measures are either currently underway or are to be initiated by CARB in 
the 2007-2012 timeframe.25 The newly approved measures include Smartway truck efficiency 
(i.e., reducing aerodynamic drag), port electrification, reducing perfluorocarbons from the 
semiconductor industry, reducing propellants in consumer products, promoting proper tire 
inflation in vehicles, and reducing sulfur hexaflouride emissions from the non-electricity sector. 

CARB is mandated by AB 32 to meet additional deadlines. Emission measures that cannot be 
initiated in the 2007-2012 timeframe will be considered in CARB's Scoping Plan, which CARB 
is now beginning to outline. AB 32 requires CARB to adopt the Scoping Plan prior to January 1, 
2009 for achieving reductions in GHG emissions, and regulations by January 1, 2011 for 
reducing GHG emissions to achieve the emissions cap by 2020,26 which rules would take effect 
no later than 2012.27 In designing emission reduction measures, CARB must aim to minimize 
costs, maximize benefits, improve and modernize California's energy infrastructure, maintain 
electric system reliability, maximize additional environmental and economic benefits for 
California, and complement the State's ongoing efforts to improve air quality. AB 32 also 
directs CARB to "recommend a de minimis threshold of greenhouse gas emissions below which 

22 State of California, Health and Safety Code, Division 25.5 (California Global Wanning Solutions Act of 2006), 
September 27, 2006. 
23 AB 32 also defines hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexaflouride as GHG pollutants but these 
gases would not be emitted by the proposed Fashion Square expansion project. 
24 California Air Resources Board (CARE), Proposed Early Actions to lvfitigate Climate Change in California, 
www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action _team/reports/2007-04-20 _ARE_ early _action _report.pdf (April 20, 
2007). 
25 California Air Resources Board (CARE), Expanded List ofEarly Action AJeasures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions in California Recommended for Board Consideration, October 2007. 
26 State of California, Health and Safety Code, Division 25.5 (California Global Wanning Solutions Act of 2006), 
September 27, 2006 
27 Ibid. 
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emissions reduction requirements will not apply" by January 1, 2009.28 CARB has suggested a 
25,000 metric tonnes emissions level as a possible de minimis threshold. 

California Senate Bill (SB) 97, passed in August 2007, is designed to work in conjunction with 
CEQA and AB 32.29 CEQA requires the State Office of Planning and Research ("OPR") to 
prepare and develop guidelines for the implementation of CEQA by public agencies. SB 97 
requires OPR by July l, 2009 to prepare, develop, and transmit to the State Resources Agency its 
proposed guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA, 
including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy consumption. The 
Resources Agency is required to certify and adopt the guidelines by January 1, 2010, and OPR is 
required to periodically update the guidelines to incorporate new information or criteria, such as 
those established by the CARB pursuant to AB 32. SB 97 would apply to any proposed or draft 
environmental impact report, negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or other 
document prepared under CEQA that has not been certified or adopted by the CEQA lead agency 
as of the effective date of the new guidelines. In addition, SB 97 exempts transportation projects 
funded under the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 
2006, or projects funded under the Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 
2006. 

At this time, the USEP A does not regulate GHG em1ss10ns. However, in the case of 
Massachusetts v. USEPA, the United States Supreme Court issued a ruling (April 2007) that 
reviewed a USEP A decision not to regulate GHG emissions from cars and trucks under the 
CAA. The case, which focused on Section 202 of the CAA, resolved the following legal issues: 
(l) the Clean Air Act grants the USEPA authority to regulate GHG emissions, and (2) USEPA 
did not properly exercise its lawful discretion in deciding not to promulgate regulations 
concerning GHG emissions. 

In addition to the State regulations, the City of Los Angeles has issued guidance promoting green 
building to reduce GHG emissions. The goal of the Green LA Action Plan (the "Plan") is to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions 35 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.30 The Plan identifies a 
concrete set of objectives and actions designed to make the City a leader in confronting global 
climate change. The measures would reduce emissions directly from municipal facilities and 
operations and create a framework to address Citywide GHG emissions. The Plan lists various 
focus areas in which to implement GHG reduction strategies. Focus areas listed in the Plan 
include energy, water, transportation, land use, waste, port, airport, and adaptation. The Plan 
discusses City goals for each focus area as follows: 

Energy 

• Increase the generation of renewable energy; 
• Develop sustainable construction guidelines; 
• Increase Citywide energy efficiency; and 
• Promote energy conservation. 

28 HSC § 3856l(e). 
29 State of California, SB 97, August 21, 2007. 
3° City of Los Angeles, Green LA: An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Warming, May 2007 
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Water 

• Decrease per capita water use to reduce electricity demand associated with water 
pumping and treatment. 

Transportation 

• Power the City vehicle fleet with alternative fuels; and 
• Promote alternative transportation (e.g., mass transit and rideshare ). 

Other Goals 

• Create a more livable City through land use regulations; 
• Increase recycling, reducing emissions generated by activity associated with the Port 

of Los Angeles and regional airports; 
• Create more city parks, promoting the environmental economic sector; and 
• Adapt planning and building policies to incorporate climate change policy. 

c. CSMC Campus Background and 1993 Approvals 

Air quality conditions have changed since 1993 when the Master Plan was evaluated. Overall, 
ambient air quality has improved due to progress toward attainment of AQMP goals and the 
influence of cleaner operating vehicles. The Original EIR considered a range of air quality 
impacts in the context of rules, regulations, and ambient conditions in effect at that time. The 
Original EIR evaluated mobile, stationary and area-wide emissions generated during both the 
construction and operational phases of the Master Plan project. 

The Original EIR concluded that grading activities would result in the production of dust (i.e., 
PM10), which would result in a significant impact. Other construction-related air quality 
measures were concluded to be less than significant. 

Long-term vehicular emissions from Master Plan related traffic was found to incrementally 
contribute to regional emissions, decreasing the regional air quality and exceeding SCAQMD 
thresholds for CO, NOx and total organic gases (i.e., VOCs). Even with the adopted mitigation 
measures, the Original EIR concluded that implementation of the Master Plan would result in a 
residual significant adverse impact. 

The Original EIR evaluated stationary sources due to activities at the project site and regional 
emissions due to consumption of electricity. The Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan 
would contribute stationary-source emissions, but that these impacts overall would be 
insignificant. Nonetheless, incorporation of energy conservation measures was recommended to 
further reduce stationary-source emissions. 

The Original EIR also evaluated TACs and concluded that compliance with federal, state, and 
local regulations (governing hazardous materials and TACs) would reduce the risk associated 
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with these substances to acceptable levels; however, the overall resultant impact would be 
significant. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

This air quality analysis is consistent with the methods described in the SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook (1993 edition)("SCAQMD Handbook"), as well as the updates to the 
SCAQMD Handbook, as provided on the SCAQMD website. 31 The City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guide incorporates the SCAQMD criteria; therefore, the SCAQMD criteria presented 
here are consistent with those criteria established by the City of Los Angeles. Analyzed 
pollutants were selected based on guidance provided in the SCAQMD Handbook. 

Regional and localized construction emissions were analyzed for the Project. The majority of 
construction emissions (i.e., demolition, site preparation, and building construction) were 
calculated using CARB's URBEMIS2007 model. Regional emissions were compared to 
SCAQMD regional thresholds to determine Project impact significance. The localized 
construction analysis followed guidelines published by the SCAQMD in the Localized 
Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations (SCAQMD Localized Significance 
Threshold ["LST"] Guidance Document).32 The SCAQMD has supplemented the SCAQMD 
LST Guidance Document with Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres 
in Size and Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and PM 2.5 Significance 
Thresholds. 33 Emissions for the localized construction air quality analysis of PM2.5, PM10, CO, 
and N02 were compiled using LST methodology promulgated by the SCAQMD.34 Localized 
on-site emissions were calculated using similar methodology as the regional emission 
calculations. On-site emissions are generated by the use of heavy equipment and fugitive dust. 
LS Ts were developed based upon the size or total area of the emissions source, the ambient air 
quality in each source receptor area, and the distance to the sensitive receptor. LSTs for CO and 
N02 were derived by using an air quality dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions per 
day that would cause or contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality standard for a 
particular source receptor area. Construction PM10 and PM2.5 LSTs were derived using a 
dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions necessary to exceed a concentration equivalent 
to 50 µg/m3 over five hours, which is the SCAQMD Rule 403 control requirement. 

URBEMIS2007 was also used to calculate operational emissions (i.e., mobile and area). 
Localized CO emissions were calculated utilizing USEPA's CAL3QHC dispersion model and 
CARB's EMFAC2007 model. EMFAC2007 is the latest emission inventory model that 
calculates emission inventories and emission rates for motor vehicles operating on roads in 

31 SeAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hdbk.html (August l, 2007). 
32SeAQMD, Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations, June 2003. 
33SeAQMD, Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in Size. January 2005 and 
SeAQMD, Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter (Plvl) 2.5 and Plvf 2.5 Significance Thresholds, October 
2006. 
34The concentrations of S02 are not estimated because construction activities would generate a small amount of SOx 
emissions. No State standard exists for VOe. As suclL concentrations for VOe were not estimated. 
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California. This model reflects the CARB's current understanding of how vehicles travel and 
how much they pollute. The El\1F AC2007 model can be used to show how California motor 
vehicle emissions have changed over time and are projected to change in the future. CAL3QHC 
is a model developed by USEP A to predict CO and other pollutant concentrations from motor 
vehicles at roadway intersections. The model uses a traffic algorithm for estimating vehicular 
queue lengths at signalized intersections. The Project would not include significant stationary 
sources of emissions. Therefore, localized stationary source emissions were not analyzed. 

The potential cumulative impact was analyzed based on Table A9-l 4 in the SCAQMD 
Handbook. The analysis compares the ratio of daily project-related employment vehicle miles 
traveled to daily countywide vehicle miles traveled to determine if it exceeds the ratio of Project
related employment to countywide employment. 

No one methodology for projecting a project's net increase in GHG levels has been adopted. 
Therefore, for this analysis, GHG emissions were calculated using a combination of computer 
modeling, SCAQMD guidance, and the California Climate Action Registry's General Reporting 
Protocol. 35 Mobile and area source C02 emissions were obtained from the URBEMIS2007 
model. Mobile source CH4 and N20 emissions were calculated based on the El\1F AC2007 
model. CH4 and N20 area source emissions were calculated using natural gas and electricity 
usage rates from the SCAQMD Handbook and emission rates from the General Reporting 
Protocol. 

Project construction and operational emissions were compared to the emissions presented in the 
air quality section of the Original EIR. For construction activity, emissions associated with 
demolition of 90,000 square feet and 477,650 square feet of new construction were analyzed. 
However, for determination of impact significance levels, a net 290,000 square feet of new 
construction were compared to the emissions calculated in the Original EIR. For operational 
activity, emissions from 477,650 square feet of new construction were analyzed, but 200,000 
new square feet were compared to operational emissions calculated in the Original EIR and were 
utilized in determining impact levels of significance. 

The Project does not contain lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride em1ss10ns sources. 
Therefore, emissions and concentrations related to this pollutant are not analyzed in this Draft 
SEIR.36 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

The following are the significance criteria SCAQMD has established to determine project 
impacts. 

35Califomia Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol, March 2007. 
36Prior to 1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of lead resulting in air concentrations. Between 1978 and 
1987, the phase-out of leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by nearly 95 percent. 
Currently, industrial sources are the primary source of lead resulting in air concentrations. Since the proposed 
project does not contain an industrial component, lead emissions are not analyzed in this report. 
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Localized construction emission thresholds were developed by the SCAQMD to regulate criteria 
pollutants in the Basin. LS Ts were developed based upon the size or total area of the emissions 
source, the ambient air quality in each source receptor area, and the distance to the sensitive 
receptor. LSTs for CO and N02 were derived by using an air quality dispersion model to back
calculate the emissions per day that would cause or contribute to a violation of any ambient air 
quality standard for a particular source receptor area. Construction PM10 and PM2.5 LSTs were 
derived using a dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions necessary to exceed a 
concentration equivalent to 50 µg/m 3 over five hours, which is the SCAQMD Rule 403 control 
requirement. 

Based on this SCAQMD guidance, the proposed Project would have a significant impact if: 

• Daily regional and localized construction emissions were to exceed SCAQMD 
construction emissions thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM2.s, or PM10, as 
presented in Table 7: SCAQMD Daily Construction Emissions Thresholds; 

• The proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to a carcinogenic risk that 
exceeds ten cases in a population of one million people or a noncarcinogenic risk that 
exceeds a health hazard index value of 1.0; or 

• The proposed Project would create, or be subjected to, an objectionable odor that 
could impact sensitive receptors and would not comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 
(Nuisance). 

TABLE 7 
SCAQMD DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

REGIONAL LOCALIZED 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS EMISSIONS 

(POUNDS PER DAY) rt l (POUNDS PER DAY) r2l 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) [3] 75 --
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 208 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 658 

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 --
Fine Particulates (PM25) 55 4 

Particulates (PM10) 150 19 
[!] SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993 
[2] SCAQMD, Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in Size, February 2005; SCAQMD, Final Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter 
(PM) 2.5 and PM 2.5 Significance Thresholds, October 2006 
[3]VOC is a subset of ROG. For purposes of this analysis, VOC is equivalent to ROG 
SOURCE SCAQMD, 2007 

Operations Phase Significance Criteria 

Operational emission thresholds have been developed by SCAQMD to regulate criteria 
pollutants in the Basin. Based on this SCAQMD guidance, the project would have a significant 
impact if: 
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• Daily operational em1ss10ns were to exceed SCAQMD operational em1ss10ns 
thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM2.5, or PM10, as presented in Table 8: 
SCAQMD Daily Operational Emissions Thresholds; 

• Project-related traffic causes CO concentrations at study intersections to violate the 
CAAQS for either the one- or eight-hour period. The CAAQS for the one- and eight
hour periods are 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively. If CO concentrations currently 
exceed the CAAQS, then an incremental increase of 1.0 ppm over "no Project" 
conditions for the one-hour period would be considered a significant impact. An 
incremental increase of 0.45 ppm over the "no Project" conditions for the eight-hour 
period would be considered significant37

; 

• The proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to a carcinogenic risk that 
exceeds ten cases in a population of one million people or a noncarcinogenic risk that 
exceeds a health hazard index value of 1.0; 

• The proposed Project would have the potential to create, or be subjected to, an 
objectionable odor that could impact sensitive receptors, and would not comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance); and 

• The proposed Project would not be consistent with the AQMP if it would (1) result in 
an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or 
contribute to new violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or 
the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP, or (2) exceed the 
assumptions in the AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of Project build
out phase. 

TABLE 8 
SCAQMD DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS rlJ 

CRITERIA POLLUTANT POUNDS PER DAY 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 55 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 55 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 

Fine Particulates (PM25) 55 

Particulates (PM10) 150 

[1] Source: SCAQMD, 2007 

37 Consistent with the SCAQMD Regulation XIII definition of a significant impact. 
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Based on SCAQMD guidance, the proposed Project would have a significant cumulative impact 
if: 

The ratio of daily Project-related employment vehicle miles traveled to daily countywide 
vehicle miles traveled would exceed the ratio of Project-related employment to 
countywide employment. 

c. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Activity 

(a) Regional Impacts 

Construction of the Project (i.e., demolition of the ex1stmg 90,000 square-foot building; 
replacement of the 90,000 square feet of floor area that will be demolished; construction of the 
remaining entitlement under the existing Master Plan, which consists of 170,650 square feet of 
floor area; and construction of 200,000 square feet of new additional floor area) has the potential 
to create air quality impacts through the use of heavy-duty equipment, haul/delivery truck trips, 
worker commute trips, and fugitive dust from excavation and grading activity. Based on the size 
of the Project Site and the type of development proposed, the following conservative 
assumptions were used for the air quality analysis: 

• Use of seven pieces of equipment operating simultaneously for eight hours during 
each day of construction; 

• Generation of 2,000 cubic yards of demolition debris per day over a 4 to 5 week 
period for demolition of the Existing Building; 

• A maximum disturbed area of two acres per day during excavation and/or grading; 
• Generation of 100 delivery/haul truck trips per day; 
• 100 workers per day; and 
• Application of architectural coating over a six-month time period. 

Although construction of the West Tower may not be initiated until Year 2018 or later, the 
construction emissions for the Project were analyzed for Year 2010. This year represents a 
conservative, "worst-case" maximum emissions scenario because harmful equipment and vehicle 
exhaust emissions will decrease in future years due to improved emissions technology and 
legislative and regulatory mandates. Construction activity, including demolition, is assumed to 
occur over an approximate 36-month time period. Per URBEMIS2007, fugitive dust emissions 
were calculated based on an emission rate of 20 pounds per disturbed acre. In addition, it was 
assumed that construction stages would not overlap since each stage must be completed to allow 
the next stage to begin. 

Table 9: Estimated Daily Construction Emissions - Unmitigated shows the estimated maximum 
unmitigated daily construction emissions associated with the demolition of the existing 90,000 
square-foot building, replacement of the 90, 000 square feet of floor area that will be demolished, 
the construction of the 170,650 square feet of floor area from a previously approved Master Plan, 
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and the construction of 200,000 square feet of new additional floor area. Analysis of PM10 

emissions assumed compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 and applicable mitigation measures 
adopted in connection with the Master Plan. It is mandatory for all construction projects in the 
Basin to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust. As shown, daily construction 
emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds for CO, SOx, PM2.5, and PM10. 

However, the maximum daily construction emissions would exceed the significance thresholds 
for VOC and NOx due primarily to architectural coating and haul truck emissions. As such, the 
Project would result in a short-term construction air quality impact from VOC and NOx 
emissions without implementation of mitigation measures. 

TABLE 9 
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS - UNMITIGATED (1] 

POUNDS PER DAY 

voe NOx co SOx PM2.s [2] PM10 [2] 

Daily Demolition Emissions 69 234 154 <l 29 91 

Daily Grading/Excavation 
69 234 154 <l 28 84 Emissions 

Daily Building Construction 
79 70 33 <l 3 3 Emissions 

Maximum Daily Emissions 79 234 154 <l 29 91 

SCAQMD Regional 
Si2nificance Threshold 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? Yes Yes No No No No 

Maximum On-Site Total 79 70 27 <l 19 80 

Localized Significance 
Threshold r3l -- 208 658 -- 4 19 

Exceed Threshold? -- No No -- Yes Yes 

[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Assumes implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 and the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the Master Plan approval. URBEMIS2007 
emissions for fugitive dust were adjusted to account for a 61 percent control efficiency associated with SCAQMD Rule 403. 
f31 The localized significance thresholds were developed using a two-acre Proiect Site and a 25-meter (82-foot) receptor distance. 

Implementation of the Mitigation Program (see below) would reduce fugitive dust emissions by 
approximately 61 percent, so that daily PM2.5 and PM10 emissions would be less than the 
SCAQMD threshold of 150 pounds per day. Further, the mitigation measure would reduce VOC 
from architectural coating by 10 percent. As demonstrated in Table I 0: Estimated Daily 
Construction Emissions - Mitigated, regional construction emissions of VOC, CO, SOx, PM2.5 

and PM10 would be less than the SCAQMD significance thresholds. However, a significant and 
unavoidable regional NOx impact would occur during the maximum estimated construction 
phase of 36 months. 

As identified in the Original EIR, construction activity due to implementation of the Master Plan 
would result in a total emission of 38 ppd ofVOC, 253 ppd ofNOx, 114 ppd of CO, 41 ppd of 
SOx, and 145 ppd of PM10. The emissions would be generated from fugitive dust, construction 
equipment and machinery, and haul trucks. Emissions for PM2.5 were not calculated since 
SCAQMD did not require the analysis of PM2.5 and did not provide a methodology to analyze 
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PM2.5 when the Original EIR was prepared. Daily VOC and CO emissions during construction 
of the Master Plan were lower than the proposed project, and daily NOx, SOx, and PM10 
emissions were higher than the proposed project. According to the Original EIR, NOx would 
exceed the SCAQMD NOx threshold. The Original EIR concluded that build-out of the Master 
Plan would result in significant and unavoidable impacts due to grading and excavation. 

TABLE 10 
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS - MITIGATED (1] 

POUNDS PER DAY 

voe NOx co SOx PM2.s [2] PM10 [2] 

Daily Demolition Emissions 69 234 154 <l 29 91 

Daily Grading/Excavation 
69 234 154 <l 28 84 Emissions 

Daily Building Construction 
71 70 33 <l 3 3 Emissions 

Maximum Daily Emissions 71 234 154 <l 29 91 

SCAQMD Regional 
Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No No No 

Maximum On-Site Total 71 70 27 <l 19 80 

Localized Significance 
Threshold r3l - 208 658 -- 4 19 

Exceed Threshold? -- No No -- Yes Yes 

[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Assumes implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 and the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the Master Plan approval. URBEMIS2007 
emissions for fugitive dust were adjusted to account for a 61 percent control efficiency associated with SCAQMD Rule 403. 
[3] Assumed a two-acre project site and a 25-meter (82-foot) receptor distance. This is the smallest distance between source and receptor to be analyzed 
under the SCAQMD LST methodology. 

(b) Localized Impacts 

As explained above, emissions for the localized construction air quality analysis of PM2.5, PM10, 

CO, and N02 were compiled using LST methodology promulgated by the SCAQMD. Localized 
on-site emissions were calculated using similar methodology and assumptions as were used in 
the regional emission calculations. On-site emissions are generated by the use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment and fugitive dust, as discussed under "Regional Impacts," above. 

Table 9: Estimated Daily Construction Emissions - Unmitigated (above) shows the estimated 
localized emissions associated with construction. As shown, localized construction emissions 
would not exceed the SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOx or CO. However, localized 
construction emissions would exceed the significance thresholds for PM2.5 and PM10, and, as 
such, localized construction emissions would result in a short-term air quality impact without 
implementation of mitigation measures. Localized construction emissions were not analyzed in 
the Original EIR. 
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Asbestos-containing materials ("ACMs") were widely used in structures built between 1945 and 
1980. Lead-based paint was primarily used from the 1920s through 1978. According to the Los 
Angeles County Office of the Assessor, the Existing Building on the Project Site was built in 
1947. Thus, the Existing Building, which would be demolished as part of the proposed Project, 
is likely to have ACMs and lead-based paint. Demolition activities have the potential to result in 
the accidental release of ACMs and lead into the atmosphere. As such, demolition activities may 
potentially result in significant impacts without implementation of mitigation measures 
addressing ACMs and lead-based paint. 

The greatest potential for TAC emissions during grading/excavation and building construction 
activities would be diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations. 
According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually 
described in terms of individual cancer risk. "Individual Cancer Risk" is the likelihood that a 
person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract 
cancer based on the use of standard risk assessment methodology. Assuming a short-term 
construction schedule of approximately 36 months, the Project would not result in a long-term 
(i.e., 70 years) source of TAC emissions, or to long-term exposure of TAC emissions. The 
associated risk would be below the carcinogenic risk of ten chances in a population of one 
million people and below the noncarcinogenic health hazard index value of 1.0. As such, 
Project-related construction TAC emission would result in a less than significant impact. 
Construction TAC emissions were not analyzed in the Original EIR. 

( d) Odor Impacts 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include equipment exhaust 
and architectural coatings. Odors from these sources would be localized and generally confined 
to the Project Site. The Project would utilize typical construction techniques that reduce odors, 
and any remaining odors would be typical of most construction sites and temporary. As such, 
Project construction would not cause an odor nuisance, and construction odors would result in a 
less than significant impact. Construction odor impacts were not discussed in the Original EIR. 

(2) Long-Term Operation 

The Project will implement a variety of design and operational features (i.e., PDFs) to achieve 
energy efficiency, which in turn serve to directly and proactively reduce GHG and other air 
pollutant emissions. Implementation of the "sustainable strategies" described in Section 11.F: 
Project Characteristics of this Draft SEIR would directly reduce project-related energy use and 
address indoor air quality conditions. For the air quality analysis, these PDFs are assumed to be 
incorporated into the Project and the effective reduction credit accounted for in the project-level 
impact assessment. Examples of design features to be implemented for the Project to achieve 
enhanced energy efficiency (and thereby reduce air quality impacts) include, but are not limited 
to, the following or their equivalent: 
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• The CSMC Campus, including the Project Site, is conveniently located with respect to 
public transit opportunities. Given the Project Site's location within an established 
urban area, access to a number of existing Los Angeles Metro bus lines is available, 
and a potential Metro Rail station at the northeast corner of the CSMC Campus may be 
available in the future, thereby reducing traffic, air quality, noise, and energy effects. 

• Storm water within the Property, including at the Project Site, is collected, filtered and 
re-used for landscaping irrigation within the CSMC Campus, thereby reducing water 
and energy consumption. 

• The West Tower design incorporates light-colored roofing and paving materials which 
serve to reduce unwanted heat absorption and minimize energy consumption. 

• Building materials and new equipment associated with the West Tower are selected to 
avoid materials that might incorporate atmosphere-damaging chemicals. 

• The West Tower energy performance is designed to be 14% more effective than 
required by California Title 24 Energy Design Standards, thereby reducing energy use, 
air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The West Tower will generate 2.5% of the building's total energy use through on-site 
renewable energy sources. On-site renewable energy sources can include a 
combination of photovoltaic, wind, hydro, wave, tidal and bio-fuel based electrical 
production systems, as well as solar thermal and geothermal energy systems. 

• The West Tower will use materials with recycled content such that the sum of post
consumer content plus one-half of the pre-consumer content constitutes at least l 0% 
(based on cost) of the total value of the materials in the Project. 

• Lighting systems within the West Tower will be controllable to achieve maximum 
efficiency (e.g., uniform general ambient lighting, augmented with individually 
controlled task lighting that accommodates user-adjustable lighting levels and 
automatic shutoff switching). 

• The West Tower will be designed to provide occupant thermal comfort dissatisfaction 
levels above 85%. 

(a) Regional Impacts 

Long-term Project emissions would be generated by area sources, such as natural gas combustion 
and consumer products (e.g., aerosol sprays) and mobile sources. Motor vehicles generated by 
the Project would be the predominate source of long-term Project emissions. According to the 
traffic report, the additional 200,000 square feet of floor area, or 100 new inpatient beds, would 
generate 1,181 daily vehicle trips per day. Concurrently, the 170,650 square feet remaining 
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under the Master Plan would generate 5,324 daily vehicle trips per day.38 These trips were 
analyzed in the Original EIR. The 90,000 square feet of floor area associated with the Existing 
Building would result in vehicle trip volumes similar to those currently generated. 

Mobile and area source emissions were estimated using URBEMIS2007, assuming a Year 2023 
operational date, by which time the Project is expected to be fully operational and fully occupied. 
The Project would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures adopted in 
connection with approval of the Master Plan, which includes implementing a Transportation 
Demand Management program consistent with the provisions of SCAQMD Regulation XV. 
Daily operational emissions for Year 2023 are shown in Table 11: Estimated Daily Operational 
Regional Emissions. As shown, regional operational emissions from area sources and from 
mobile sources would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds, and, as such, would result 
in a less than significant impact. 

The Original EIR stated that the Master Plan would result in a total of 192 ppd of ROG, 593 ppd 
ofNOx, 1,795 ppd of CO, 9 ppd of SOx, and 3 ppd of PM10 .

39 Mobile sources would result in 
approximately 190 ppd of ROG, 480 ppd of NOx, and 1,776 ppd of CO. These emissions are 
associated with motor vehicles. Area (or stationary sources) would result in approximately 2 ppd 
of ROG, 114 ppd of NOx, 20 ppd of CO, 9 ppd of SOx, and 3 ppd of PM10. The Original EIR 
identified significant regional air quality impacts during operations since the Master Plan that 
was analyzed at the time exceeded the SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, CO, and NOx. Therefore, 
the impacts associated with operation of the Project as analyzed in this air quality analysis would 
be less than the impacts identified in the Original EIR. The Original EIR did not identify 
emissions associated with SOx, PM2.5, and PM10 and emissions associated with area sources. 

TABLE 11 
ESTIMATED DAILY OPERATIONAL REGIONAL EMISSIONS Ul 

EMISSION SOURCE 
POUNDS PER DAY 

voe NOx co SOx PM2.s PM10 

SCAQMD 55 55 550 150 55 150 
Re2ional Threshold 

Remaining Master Plan (170,650 square feet) 

Mobile Sources 23 33 282 <l 18 90 

Area Sources [2] <l 1 3 <l <l <l 

Total Emissions 23 34 285 <l 18 90 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

Existing Building (90,000 square feet) 

Mobile Sources 7 10 84 <l 5 27 

Area Sources [2] <l 1 2 <l <l <l 

Total Emissions 7 11 86 <l 5 27 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

Master Plan Amendment (100 inpatient beds equivalent to 200,000 square feet) 

38Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
39 Emissions may not add up due to rounding. 
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TABLE 11 (CONTINUED) 

ESTIMATED DAILY OPERATIONAL REGIONAL EMISSIONS [l] 
POUNDS PER DAY 

EMISSION SOURCE 
I I I I I voe NOx co SOx PM2.s PM10 

Mobile Sources 5 7 63 <l 4 20 

Area Sources [2] <l <l 2 <l <l <l 

Total Emissions 5 7 65 <l 4 20 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 
Total West Tower Project (460,650 square feet= 90,000 sf+ 170,650 sf+ 200,000 st) 

Mobile Sources 35 50 429 <l 27 137 

Area Sources [2] <l 2 7 <l <l <l 

Total Emissions 35 52 436 <l 27 137 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August2008. 

f21 Area sources include emissions from natural gas combustion and consumer product (e.g., aerosol sprays). 

(b) Localized Impacts 

The Project would not include substantial stationary sources of localized emissions. However, 
the State one- and eight-hour CO standards may potentially be exceeded at congested 
intersections with high traffic volumes in Year 2023. Based on the traffic study, the selected 
intersections are as follows: 

• Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard -P.M. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive -P.M. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way-P.M. Peak Hour 
• George Bums Road/Beverly Boulevard - P.M. Peak Hour 
• George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive - AM. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard - P.M. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Burton Way - P.M. Peak Hour 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard- AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/Third Street - AM. Peak Hour 
• La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard - P.M. Peak Hour 

The USEPA CAL3QHC micro-scale dispersion model was used to calculate CO concentrations 
for the Year 2023 "No Project" and "Project" conditions. The "No Project" conditions represent 
Year 2023 cumulative conditions without the implementation of the Project, but include the 
remaining Master Plan build-out (i.e., 170,650 square feet), the existing 90,000 square-foot 
building, as well as Related Projects within the vicinity of the Project Site, and ambient traffic 
growth through 2023. "Project" conditions include the addition of 200,000 square feet of floor 
area for medical uses, or 100 beds, and Year 2023 "No Project" conditions. CO concentrations 
at the five study intersections are shown for the peak hours in Table 12: Carbon Monoxide 
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Concentrations. As indicated, one-hour CO concentrations under "Project" conditions would be 
approximately 2 ppm at worst-case sidewalk receptors. Eight-hour CO concentrations under 
"Project" conditions would range from approximately 1.2 ppm to 1.7 ppm. The State one- and 
eight-hour standards of 20 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively, would not be exceeded at the 13 study 
intersections. Thus, the CO hotspots analysis demonstrates that the Project would result in a 
less-than-significant CO hotspot impact. 

Because CO is a gas that disperses quickly, CO concentrations at sensitive receptor locations at 
2023 are expected to be much lower than CO concentrations adjacent to the roadway 
intersections. Additionally, the intersections were selected for the CO hotspots analysis based on 
poor LOS and high traffic volumes. Sensitive receptors that are located away from congested 
intersections or are located near roadway intersections with better LOS would be exposed to 
lower CO concentrations than concentrations modeled at the intersections. As shown in Table 
12: Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, CO concentrations would not exceed the State one- and 
eight-hour standards. Thus, no significant increase in CO concentrations at sensitive receptor 
locations is expected, resulting in a less than significant impact. 

In the Original EIR, one-hour CO concentrations under "Project" conditions ranged from 12.7 
ppm to 18.2 ppm projected in 2005, which were below the State one-hour standard. Eight-hour 
CO concentrations under "Project" conditions ranged from 7.9 ppm to 10.9 ppm projected in 
2005. The Original EIR identified four intersections that would exceed the State eight-hour 
standard. The estimated one- and eight-hour CO concentrations for the Master Plan and the 
Project in 2023 are much lower than the CO concentrations identified in the Original EIR due to 
stringent State and federal mandates for lowering vehicle emissions. The CO impact associated 
with the Project when compared to the Master Plan is less than the impact identified in the 
Original EIR. 

TABLE 12 
CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 1H2l 

1-HOUR 8-HOUR 
(PARTS PER MILLION) (PARTS PER MILLION) 

INTERSECTION NO NO 
EXISTING 

PROJECT 
PROJECT EXISTING 

PROJECT 
PROJECT 

(2007) 
(2023) 

(2023) (2007) 
(2023) 

(2023) 

Robertson Boulevard/Beverly 
5 2 2 3.5 1.3 1.3 

Boulevard 
Robertson Boulevard/ Alden Drive-

5 2 2 3.2 1.5 1.5 
Gracie Allen Drive 

Robertson Boulevard/Third Street 5 2 2 3.4 1.4 1.4 

Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way 5 2 2 3.5 1.5 1.5 

George Bums Road/Beverly Boulevard 5 2 2 3.5 1.4 1.4 

George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive 4 2 2 3.1 1.2 1.2 

San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Blvd. 5 2 2 3.6 1.5 1.5 

San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street 5 2 2 3.6 1.5 1.5 

San Vicente Boulevard/Burton Way 5 2 2 3.6 1.5 1.5 
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TABLE 12 (CONTINUED) 

CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS [1][2] 
1-HOUR 8-HOUR 

INTERSECTION 
(PARTS PER MILLION) (PARTS PER MILLION) 

NO NO 
EXISTING 

PROJECT 
PROJECT EXISTING 

PROJECT 
PROJECT 

(2007) 
(2023) 

(2023) (2007) 
(2023) 

(2023) 

San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire 
5 2 2 3.7 1.6 1.6 

Boulevard 
La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly 

5 2 2 3.7 1.6 1.6 
Boulevard 

La Cienega Boulevard/Third Street 5 2 2 3.6 1.5 1.5 

La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente 
6 2 2 3.9 1.7 1.7 

Boulevard 

State Standard 20 9.0 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Existing concentrations include year 2007 one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 4.0 ppm and 2.3 ppm, respectively. No Project and 
Project concentrations include year 2023 one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 2 ppm and 1.1 ppm, respectively. 

The Project would not include significant stationary source or on-site mobile equipment 
emissions and, as such, operational emissions were not analyzed using SCAQMD LST 
methodology. 

(c) Toxic Air Contaminant ("TAC'') Impacts 

The SCAQMD recommends that health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of 
diesel particulate matter emissions (e.g., truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities), which 
is considered to be a TAC, and has provided guidance for analyzing these mobile source diesel 

. . . 40 
engme em1ss10ns. 

The Project would establish medical uses on the Project Site, including 100 new inpatient beds 
and associated ancillary services. The primary source of potential TA Cs associated with Project 
operations would be diesel particulate matter emissions from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic 
on local streets and on-site truck idling). The medical uses themselves are not anticipated to 
generate a substantial number of new daily truck trips because the Project, like the rest of the 
CSMC Campus, would be served by Central Services. Therefore, the number of additional 
heavy-duty trucks (e.g., delivery trucks) accessing the Project Site on a daily basis as a result of 
the Project would be minimal, consistent with the CARB anti-idling regulation, the trucks that do 
visit the site would not idle on-site for more than five minutes. Based on the limited additional 
TAC emissions generated by the Project, the Project would not be a substantial source of diesel 
particulate matter emissions so as to warrant the need for a health risk assessment associated 
with on-site activities. The associated risk would be below the carcinogenic risk of ten chances 
in a population of one million people and below the noncarcinogenic health hazard index value 
of 1.0. As such, potential TAC impacts would be less than significant. 

40 SCAQMD, Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Emissions, 
December 2002. 
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Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous TACs include industrial manufacturing 
processes and automotive repair facilities. The Project would not include any of these potential 
sources, although minimal emissions may result from the use of consumer products (e.g., aerosol 
sprays). The Project may increase the amount of medical waste incinerated on the CSMC 
Campus. The Original EIR, which included mitigation measures to reduce reliance on hazardous 
materials, discussed regulations and impacts associated with medical waste incineration (e.g., 
dioxin emissions). However, CSMC has replaced the incinerator with two steam sterilizers. The 
steam sterilizers dispose of medical waste without generating dioxin emissions. 41 As such, the 
Project would not release substantial amounts of TACs, and no significant impact on human 
health would occur. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that the Master Plan would have a significant 
adverse impact related to TACs, even after compliance with federal, state and local regulations, 
the net incremental impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar 
to that already addressed in the Original EIR. Overall the Master Plan impacts remain 
significant. 

( d) Odor Impacts 

According to the SCAQMD Handbook, land uses and industrial operations that are associated 
with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing 
plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies and fiberglass molding. The 
Project Site would be developed with hospital uses, not land uses that are typically associated 
with odor complaints. On-site trash receptacles would have the potential to create adverse odors. 
As trash receptacles would be located and maintained in a manner that promotes odor control, no 
adverse odor impacts are anticipated from these types of land uses. In addition, the Project 
would comply with regulations contained in SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance). As such, 
operational odors would result in a less than significant impact. 

Operational odor impacts discussed in the Original EIR were associated with the operation of an 
on-site waste incinerator to be located west of Sherboume Drive, between Alden Drive and Third 
Street. According to the Original EIR, the waste incinerator would not violate the SCAQMD 
limit of 1, 000 pounds per hour of waste. The portion of the original project analyzed in this air 
quality analysis does not include a waste incinerator. 

(e) Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies 

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and 
Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook. The AQMP establishes goals and 
policies to reduce long-term emissions in the Basin. Thus, this analysis focuses on long-term 
operational emissions. There are two key indicators of consistency. These indicators are 
discussed below. 

41 Health Care Without Hann, Toolkit 7, Alternatives to Aiedical Waste Incineration: Stopping the Toxic Threat, 
2002. 
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• Consistency Criterion No. 1: The Project will not result in an increase in the 
frequency or severity qf existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new 
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim 
emissions reductions specified in the AQMP. 

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the CAAQS. Operational CO 
emissions were used for assessing local area air quality impacts because CO is 
primarily emitted by motor vehicles, and it does not readily react with other 
pollutants.42 In addition, as shown in Table 11: Estimated Daily Operational 
Regional Emissions, mobile CO emissions would account for the majority of 
operational emissions. As such, CO was utilized as an indicator for AQMP 
consistency. Based on methodologies set forth by SCAQMD, one measure to 
determine whether the Project would cause or contribute to a violation of an air 
quality standard would be based on the estimated CO concentrations at intersections 
that would be affected by the Project.43 The CO hotspot analysis indicates that the 
Project would not result in an exceedance of the State one- and eight-hour CO 
concentration standards. In addition, the proposed project would not result in long
term significant VOC, NOx, SOx, PM2.s, or PM10 impact. As such, the proposed 
project would not impede attainment of the CAAQS and would comply with 
Consistency Criterion No. 1. 

• Consistency Criterion No. 2: The Project will not exceed the assumptions in the 
AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of Project build-out phase. 

Consistency Criterion No. 2 requires an assessment of whether the Project would 
exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. A project is considered to be consistent with 
the AQMP if it is consistent with the population, housing, and employment 
assumptions that were used in the development of the AQMP.44 The 2007 AQMP 
uses SCAG's forecasts on population and employment. The most recent SCAG 
Regional Transportation Plan ("R TP") published at the time the 2007 AQMP was 
completed was the 2004 RTP.45'46 The 2004 RTP is based on growth assumptions 
through 2030 developed by each of the cities and counties in the SCAG region. 

SCAG locates the Project Site within the Los Angeles City subregion. The Project 
would not include new housing and, as such, would be consistent with the RTP 
housing and population growth assumptions. The Project, which would add 660 
employees, represents less than one percent of the 278,264 new employees projected 
in SCAG's RTP between 2007 and 2023 for the Los Angeles City subregion.47 Such 
levels of employment growth are within employment growth forecasts for the 
subregion as adopted by SCAG. In addition, operations of the Project would not 

42 SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
43 Ibid. 
44SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
45 SCAQMD, Final Socioeconomic Report for the 2007 AQMP, Page C-1, June 2007. 
46SCAG, 2004 Regional Transportation Plan: Destination 2030 http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2004/2004/finalplan.htm 
(April 2004). 
47 Provided by the Project Applicant, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center. 
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exceed the SCAQMD thresholds or the State one- and eight-hour CO standards. 
Thus, the Project is consistent with growth assumptions included in the AQMP, and 
the Project would comply with Consistency Criterion No. 2. 

The Project complies with Consistency Criteria No. 1 and No. 2. Therefore, the Project is 
consistent with the AQMP. 

(/) Climate Change Gas Emissions 

The SCAQMD, State, and federal agencies have not developed methodology to ascertain project
level impacts on global warming and climate change based on a project's net increase in GHGs 
over existing levels. Additionally, no significance thresholds have as yet been established to 
determine specific project effects. 

Worldwide population growth and the consequent use of energy is the primary reason for GHG 
emission increases. The market demand for goods and services and the use of land is directly 
linked to population changes and economic development trends within large geographies (e.g., 
regional, Statewide, national, worldwide). Individual site-specific projects have a negligible 
effect on these macro population-driven and growth demand factors. Whether an individual site
specific project is constructed or not has little effect on GHG emissions. This is because the 
demand for goods and services in question would be provided in some other location to satisfy 
the demands of a growing population if not provided on the Project Site. The only exception to 
this basic relationship between population growth, development, energy consumption and GHG 
emissions would occur if the site-specific project (1) embodied features that were not typical of 
urban environment or developing communities, and (2) generated a disproportionate amount of 
vehicle miles of travel or had other unique and disproportionately high fuel consumption 
characteristics. The Project does not fall within these exceptions. It is a typical infill 
development project located in an urban area. As such, the Project would have a negligible, and 
less than significant, effect on any increase in regional and national GHG emissions. 

GHG emissions were not discussed in the Original EIR; however, Table 13: Estimated Annual 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions shows the net carbon equivalent values associated with the Project 
uses. GHG emissions were calculated from mobile sources, natural gas usage, and electricity 
generation. As shown on Table 13: Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Project 
would result in carbon equivalent emissions of 5,851 tons per year of C02, 6 tons per year of 
CH4, and 36 tons per year ofN02 per year. 

TABLE 13 
ESTIMATED ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS U l 

CARBON EQUIVALENT 
(TONS PER YEAR) 

SCENARIO C02[2J CH4 [3J N20[3J 

Mobile Emissions 2,187 2 29 

Natural Gas Consumption Emissions 14 3 1 

Electricity Consumption Emissions 3,785 1 6 

Total Emissions 5986 6 36 
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ESTIMATED ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS [l] 
CARBON EQUIVALENT 

(TONS PER YEAR) 

SCENARIO C02[2J I CH4 [3J I N20[3J 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Mobile and natural gas emissions were obtained from URBEMIS2007. Electricity emissions were obtained from California Climate Action 
Registry General Reporting Protocol (Jv1 arch 2007). 
f31 Emissions were obtained from California Climate Action Rezistrv General Revortinz Protocol (March 2007). 

d. Cumulative Impacts 

The SCAQMD has set forth both a methodological framework, as well as significance 
thresholds, for the assessment of a project's cumulative air quality impacts.48 SCAQMD's 
approach is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in 
accordance with the requirements of the federal and State Clean Air Acts. In turn, the 2007 
AQMP is based on SCAG' s forecasted future regional growth. As such, the analysis of 
cumulative impacts focuses on determining whether the Project is consistent with forecasted 
future regional growth. 

Based on SCAQMD's methodology, a project would have a significant cumulative air quality 
impact if the ratio of daily project-related vehicle miles traveled ("VMT") to daily countywide 
vehicle miles traveled exceeds the ratio of project-related employment to countywide 
employment.49 As shown in Table 14: Cumulative Air Quality Analysis, the Project-related 
VMT to countywide VMT ratio does not exceed the Project-related employment to countywide 
employment ratio. The Project would not significantly contribute to cumulative emissions and 
would have a less than significant impact. 

A localized CO impact analysis was also completed for cumulative traffic (i.e., Related Projects 
and ambient growth through 2023). When calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic 
consultant took 141 additional projects into consideration. 50 Thus, the future traffic results 
already account for the cumulative impacts from these other projects. As shown in Table 12: 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, the Project with cumulative traffic would not violate CO 
standards at local intersections. As such, the Project would not contribute to cumulative air 
quality impacts. 

TABLE 14 
CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS [l] 

DAILY VEHICLE MILES 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled For Project Employment [2] 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide [3] 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Ratio 

Project Employment [4] 

Countywide Employment [5] 

48SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
49Jbid. 

11,589 

239,765,000 

0.000048 

606 

5,458,829 

50Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
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TABLE 14 (CONTINUED) 

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS [l] 

DAILY VEHICLE MILES 

Employment Ratio 0.000111 

Significance Test 
No 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Ratio Greater Than Employment Ratio 
[1] Source: Terry A Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Data obtained from URBEMIS 2007. 
[3] Data obtained from EMFAC2007. 
[4] Provided by the Project Applicant. 
f51 Data obtained from SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan, Socioeconomic Projections, 2004. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(5)(c) states that with "some projects, the only feasible 
mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather 
than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis." The assessment and mitigation 
of cumulative impacts as they relate to global climate change fall into this category since the 
causes and effects are worldwide. Accordingly, the only feasible mitigation to address issues 
related to global warming will be CARB's adoption of regulations and thresholds pursuant to AB 
32, which will be implemented by local air quality management agencies (e.g., SCAQMD), to 
limit GHG emissions in the State. By law, the Project would be required to comply with all AB 
32-related regulations. Based on the Project analysis above, cumulative impacts related to global 
warming would be considered less than significant. 

The cumulative impact analysis in the Original EIR is different from the cumulative impact 
analysis for the Project. The cumulative impact analysis in the Original EIR estimated mobile 
emissions from 87 Related Projects within the City of Los Angeles, West Hollywood, and 
Beverly Hills. The Original EIR found that the Master Plan would account for 11.7 percent of 
the cumulative emissions for ROG, 10.4 percent of the cumulative emissions for CO, and 13.0 
percent of the cumulative emissions for NOx. 

4. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

a. Regulatory Requirements, Standard Conditions, and Project Design Features 

MM AQ-1: The Project will comply with applicable CARB regulations and standards. CARB 
is responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for 
other emission sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road 
equipment. CARB oversees the functions of local air pollution control districts 
and air quality management districts, which in tum administer air quality 
activities at the regional and county levels. 

MM AQ-2: The Project will comply with applicable SCAQMD regulations and standards. 
The SCAQMD is responsible for monitoring air quality, as well as planning, 
implementing, and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain State and 
federal ambient air quality standards in the District. Programs that were 
developed include air quality rules and regulations that regulate stationary 
sources, area sources, point sources, and certain mobile source em1ss10ns. 
SCAQMD is also responsible for establishing stationary source permitting 
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requirements and for ensuring that new, modified, or relocated stationary sources 
do not create net emission increases. 

MM AQ-3: The Project will be designed to reduce exposure of sens1t1ve receptors to 
excessive levels of air quality. Also, the Project will incorporate many 
"sustainable" or "green" strategies that target sustainable site development, water 
savings, energy efficiency, green-oriented materials selection, and improved 
indoor environmental quality, which in turn serve to directly and proactively 
reduce GHG and other air pollutant emissions. Project Design Features to be 
incorporated by the Project shall include, but are not limited to, the following or 
their equivalent: 

• The CSMC Campus, including the Project Site, is conveniently located with 
respect to public transit opportunities. Given the Project Site's location within 
an established urban area, access to a number of existing Los Angeles Metro bus 
lines is available, and a potential Metro Rail station at the northeast comer of the 
CSMC Campus may be available in the future, thereby reducing traffic, air 
quality, noise, and energy effects. 

• Storm water within the Property, including at the Project Site, is collected, 
filtered and re-used for landscaping irrigation within the CSMC Campus, 
thereby reducing water and energy consumption. 

• The West Tower design incorporates light-colored roofing and paving materials, 
which serve to reduce unwanted heat absorption and minimize energy 
consumption. 

• Building materials and new equipment associated with the West Tower are 
selected to avoid materials that might incorporate atmosphere-damaging 
chemicals. 

• The West Tower energy performance is designed to be 14% more effective than 
required by California Title 24 Energy Design Standards, thereby reducing 
energy use, air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The West Tower will generate 2.5% of the building's total energy use through 
on-site renewable energy sources. On-site renewable energy sources can include 
a combination of photovoltaic, wind, hydro, wave, tidal and bio-fuel based 
electrical production systems, as well as solar thermal and geothermal energy 
systems. 

• The West Tower will use materials with recycled content such that the sum of 
post-consumer content plus one-half of the pre-consumer content constitutes at 
least 10% (based on cost) of the total value of the materials in the Project. 
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• Lighting systems within the West Tower will be controllable to achieve 
maximum efficiency (e.g., uniform general ambient lighting, augmented with 
individually controlled task lighting that accommodates user-adjustable lighting 
levels and automatic shutoff switching). 

• The West Tower will be designed to provide occupant thermal comfort 
dissatisfaction levels above 85%. 

b. 1993 Mitigation Measures (Carried Forward) 

(1) Construction 

MM AQ-4: Haul trucks shall be staged in non-residential areas and called to the site by a 
radio dispatcher. A Haul Route Permit shall be required before haul truck 
operations are conducted. 

MM AQ-5: Diesel-powered equipment shall be located as far as possible from sensitive 
receptors. 

MM AQ-6: A temporary wall of sufficient height to reduce windblown dust shall be erected 
on the perimeter of the construction site. 

MM AQ-7: Ground wetting shall be required during grading and construction, pursuant to 
SCAQMD Rule 403. This measure can reduce windblown dust a maximum of 50 
percent. 

MM AQ-8: Contractors shall cover stockpiles of soil, sand, and similar materials to reduce 
wind pick-up. 

MM AQ-9: Construction equipment shall be shut off to reduce idling for extended periods of 
time when not in use. 

MM AQ-10: Low sulfur fuel should be used to power construction equipment. 

MM AQ-11: Construction activities shall be discontinued during second stage smog alerts. 

(2) Long-Term Operational 

MM AQ-12: The proposed project shall implement a Transportation Demand Management 
program consistent with the provisions of SCAQMD Regulation XV. 

MM AQ-13: The Medical Center should reduce, to the extent possible, its reliance on 
hazardous materials. 

MM AQ-14: The Medical Center should analyze the effect of stack design and exhaust velocity 
on the dispersion of air toxics. 

PAGE 126 

RL0026021 



EM24805 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AIR QUALITY 

MM AQ-15: New exhaust systems should be designed to place vents at or above the rooflevel 
of nearby buildings. 

(3) Energy Conservation Measures that Reduce Air Pollutant Emissions 

MM AQ-16: Conservation with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and [The Gas 
Company] to determine feasible energy conservation features that could be 
incorporated into the design of the proposed project. 

MM AQ-17: Compliance with Title 24, established by the California Energy Commission 
regarding energy conservation standards. Those standards relate to insulation 
requirements and the use of caulking, double-glazed windows, and weather 
stripping. 

MM AQ-18: Thermal insulation which meets or exceeds standards established by the State of 
California and the Department of Building and Safety should be installed in walls 
and ceilings. 

MM AQ-19: Tinted or solar reflected glass would be used on appropriate exposures. 

MM AQ-20: Heat-reflecting glass on the exterior-facing, most solar-exposed sides of the 
building, should be used to reduce cooling loads. 

MM AQ-21: Interior and exterior fluorescent [halogen, or other energy efficient type] lighting 
should be used in place of less efficient incandescent lighting. 

MM AQ-22: A variable air volume system which reduces energy consumption for air cooling 
and heating for water heating should be used where permitted. 

MM AQ-23: Air conditioning which will have a 100 percent outdoor air economizer cycle to 
obtain free cooling during dry outdoor climatic periods should be used. 

MM AQ-24: Lighting switches should be equipped with multi-switch provisions for control by 
occupants and building personnel to permit optimum energy use. 

MM AQ-25: Public area lighting, both interior and exterior, should be used, time controlled, 
and limited to that necessary for safety. 

MM AQ-26: Department of Water and Power recommendations on the energy efficiency ratios 
of all air conditioning equipment installed should be followed. 

MM AQ-27: A carefully established and closely monitored construction schedule should be 
used to coordinate construction equipment movements, thus minimizing the total 
number of pieces of equipment and their daily movements. This would reduce 
fuel consumption to a minimum. 
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MM AQ-28: Water or a stabilizing agent shall be applied to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

MM AQ-29: Track-out shall not extend 25 feet or more from an active operation, and track-out 
shall be removed at the conclusion of each workday. 

MM AQ-30: A wheel washing system shall be installed and used to remove bulk material from 
tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the Project Site. 

MM AQ-31: All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall maintain at least 
six inches of freeboard in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 
23114. 

MM AQ-32: All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered (e.g., 
with tarps or other enclosures that would reduce fugitive dust emissions). 

MM AQ-33: Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 

MM AQ-34: Operations on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25 miles 
per hour. 

MM AQ-35: Heavy equipment operations shall be suspended during first and second stage 
smog alerts. 

MM AQ-36: On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty materials shall be covered or watered at 
least twice per day. 

MM AQ-37: Contractors shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel 
or gasoline generators, as feasible. 

MM AQ-38: Architectural coating shall have a low VOC content, per SCAQMD guidance. 

MM AQ-39: Prior to issuance of demolition pennits, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey 
shall be conducted. If ACMs are detected, these materials shall be removed by a 
licensed abatement contractor and in accordance with all applicable federal, State, 
and local regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 1403 prior to demolition. If lead
based paint is identified, federal and State construction worker health and safety 
regulations (including applicable CalOSHA and USEPA regulations) shall be 
followed during demolition activities. Lead-based paint shall be removed by a 
qualified lead abatement contractor and disposed of in accordance with existing 
hazardous waste regulations. If lead-based paint is identified on the building 
structure to be demolished, near-surface soil samples shall be collected around the 
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structure to determine the potential for residual soil lead contamination, and 
appropriate remediation shall be completed prior to building construction. 

(2) Long-Term Operational 

Operational air quality impacts would be less than significant with the implementation of 
applicable standards and regulations, and implementation of the applicable mitigation measures 
adopted in connection with the Original EIR. Hence, no additional mitigation measures are 
required. 

5. SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the standard conditions of approval, project design features, and previously 
adopted mitigation measures (listed above) would reduce all air quality impacts, except for 
construction-phase impacts, to less than significant levels. 

Implementation of the mitigation measures would ensure that fugitive dust emissions would be 
reduced by approximately 61 percent, thereby reducing daily PM2.5 and PM10 emissions, and that 
NOx emissions from heavy-duty construction equipment would be reduced by 40 percent. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures would also reduce VOC from architectural coating by 
10 percent. With implementation of the recommended Mitigation Measures, regional 
construction emissions of VOC, CO, SOx, PM2.5 and PM10 would be less than the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds. However, a significant and unavoidable regional NOx impact would 
occur. Localized construction emissions of NOx and CO would be less than the localized 
significance thresholds. However, a significant and unavoidable localized PM2.5 and PM10 

impact would occur. Implementation of the mitigation program would ensure proper removal of 
ACMs and lead-based paint, thus reducing impacts associated with TACs to less than significant 
levels. 

The Project will result in a net significant unavoidable impacts related to construction (short
term) air quality impacts related to NOx, PM10 and PM2.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15092 and 15093, and in the event the Project is approved, the City of Los Angeles 
must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations acknowledging these outstanding 
significant adverse impacts and stating the reason(s) for accepting these impacts in light of the 
whole environmental record as weighed against the benefits of the Project. 

Compared to the Original EIR, which concluded that development of the Master Plan would 
result in an adverse impact by increasing mobile-source and TAC emissions, the net incremental 
impact of the Project would be insignificant and the overall impact is similar to that already 
analyzed in the Original EIR. Even though the net incremental increase would be insignificant, 
the overall Project impact remains significant for the reasons discussed above. 
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The following analysis of noise impacts is based primarily upon the Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, prepared by Terry A. Hayes Associates, 
dated August 2008, and incorporated fully herein. The noise report, including the applicable 
noise calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D: Air Quality and Noise of this Draft SEIR. 
In addition, the analysis includes conclusions previously reached in the Original EIR regarding 
noise impacts. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

a. Physical Setting 

The following discussion focuses on providing noise and ground-borne vibration background 
information. In addition, existing noise and ground-borne conditions are characterized. 

(1) Characteristics of Sound 

Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch) of the 
sound. The standard unit of measurement for sound is the decibel (dB). The human ear is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. The "A-weighted scale," abbreviated dBA, reflects 
the normal hearing sensitivity range of the human ear. On this scale, the range of human hearing 
extends from approximately 3 to 140 dBA. 1 Figure 28: A-Weighted Noise Levels provides 
examples of A-weighted noise levels from common sounds. 

In general, there are two types of noise sources: (1) point sources, such as stationary equipment 
or individual motor vehicles; and (2) line sources, such as a roadway with a large number of 
point sources (motor vehicles). 

(a) Noise 

This noise analysis discusses sound levels m terms of Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) and Equivalent Noise Level (Leq). 

Community Noise Equivalent Level. CNEL is an average sound level during a 24-hour period. 
CNEL is a noise measurement scale, which accounts for noise source, distance, single event 
duration, single event occurrence, frequency, and time of day. Humans perceive sound between 
7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. as if the sound were actually 5 decibels higher than if it occurred from 
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. From 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., humans perceive sound as if it were lO 
dBA higher due to the lower background level. Hence, the CNEL is obtained by adding an 

1City of Los Angeles, LA CEQA Thresholds Guide. 2006. 
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additional 5 decibels to sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 10 dBA to 
sound levels in the night before 7:00 a.m. and after 10:00 p.m. Because CNEL accounts for 
human sensitivity to sound, the CNEL 24-hour figure is always a higher number than the actual 
24-hour average. 

Equivalent Noise Level. Leq is the average A-weighted sound (i.e., adjusted to sensitivity range 
of typical human ear) level measured over a given time interval. Leq can be measured over any 
time period, but is typically measured for I-minute, 15-minute, or I-hour periods. Leq is 
expressed in dBA. 

(i) Effects of Noise 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. The degree to which noise can impact the human 
environment ranges from levels that interfere with speech and sleep (annoyance and nuisance) to 
levels that cause adverse health effects (hearing loss and psychological effects). Human 
response to noise is subjective and can vary greatly from person to person. Factors that influence 
individual responses include the intensity, frequency, and pattern of noise, the amount of 
background noise present before the intruding noise, and the nature of work or human activity 
that is exposed to the noise source. 

Audible Noise Changes 

Studies have shown that the smallest perceptible change in sound level for a person with normal 
hearing sensitivity is approximately 3 dBA. A change of at least 5 dBA would be noticeable and 
would likely evoke a community reaction. A 10-dBA increase is subjectively heard as a 
doubling in loudness.2 

Noise levels decrease as the distance from the noise source to the receiver increases. Noise 
generated by a stationary noise source, or "point source," (e.g., mechanical equipment or loading 
docks) will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces and 7.5 dBA over soft surfaces 
for each doubling of the distance.3 For example, if a noise source produces a noise level of 89 
dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, then the noise level would be 83 dBA at a distance of I 00 
feet from the noise source, 77 dBA at a distance of 200 feet, and so on. Sound generated by a 
line source typically attenuates (i.e., becomes less) at a rate of 3.0 dBA and 4.5 dBA per 
doubling of distance from the source to the receptor for hard and soft sites, respectively.4 

Generally, noise is most audible when traveling by direct line-of-sight5
. Barriers, such as walls, 

berms, or buildings, that break the line-of-sight between the source and the receiver, as well as 
elevational differences, greatly reduce noise levels from the source since sound can only reach 
the receiver by bending over the top of the barrier (diffraction). Sound barriers can reduce sound 

2Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998, pp. 16-18, 41-43. 
3Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998, pp. 24-29. Examples of acoustically "hard" or reflective sites include 
asphalt, concrete, and hard and sparsely vegetated soils. Examples of acoustically "soft" or absorptive sites include 
soft sand, plowed farmland, grass, crops, heavy ground cover, etc. 
4Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998, pp. 24-29. 
5 Line-of-sight is an unobstructed visual path between the noise source and the noise receptor. 
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levels by up to 20 dBA. However, if a barrier is not high or long enough to break the line-of
sight from the source to the receiver, its effectiveness is greatly reduced. In situations where the 
source or the receiver is located three meters (approximately 9.84 feet) above the ground, or 
whenever the line-of-sight averages more than three meters above the ground, sound levels 
would be reduced by approximately three decibels for each doubling of distance.6 

(b) Ground-borne Vibration 

(i) Characteristics o.f Vibration 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion's amplitude can 
be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration can be a serious 
concern, causing buildings to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard. In contrast to noise, 
vibration is not a common environmental problem. It is unusual for vibration from sources such 
as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. Some common 
sources of vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and construction activities, such as blasting, 
pile driving, and heavy earth-moving equipment. 

(ii) Measurement of Vibration 

There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle 
velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV 
is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean square (RMS) 
amplitude is most frequently used to describe the affect of vibration on the human body. The 
RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel 
notation (V db) is commonly used to measure RMS. The decibel notation acts to compress the 
range of numbers required to describe vibration.7 

(iii) Effects of Vibration 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, in 
general, ground-borne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider 
ground-borne vibration to be an annoyance that may affect concentration or disturb sleep. In 
addition, high levels of ground-borne vibration may damage fragile buildings or interfere with 
equipment that is highly sensitive to ground-borne vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). 

To counter the effects of ground-borne vibration, the Federal Railway Administration (FRA) has 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to the FRA, fragile buildings can be 
exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.5 PPV without experiencing structural damage. 8 

In contrast to noise, ground-borne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people experience 
every day. The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or 

6Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998, pp. 33-40, 123-131. 
7 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995. 
8 Federal Railway Administration. High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 
December 1998. 
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lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans, which is around 65 RMS.9 Most 
perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of 
perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 
on rough roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

(2) Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The existing noise environment of the Project area is characterized by vehicular traffic and 
noises typical to a dense urban area (e.g., people conversing). Vehicular traffic is the primary 
source of noise in the Project vicinity. 

(a) Ambient Noise Levels 

Sound measurements were taken using a Quest Q-400 Noise Dosimeter between 8:00 a.m. and 
12:20 p.m. on August 7 and August 8, 2007, to ascertain existing ambient exterior daytime noise 
levels in the Project vicinity. These readings were used to establish existing ambient exterior 
noise conditions and to provide a baseline for evaluating noise impacts. Noise monitoring 
locations are shown in Figure 29: Noise Monitoring Positions. As shown in Table 15: Existing 
Noise Levels, existing ambient sound levels range between 60.2 and 72.4 dBA (Leq). Based on 
the Noise Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan (see Section IV.C.2.b below), 10 

existing noise levels at nearby residential, commercial and medical uses are within the 
"conditionally acceptable" range. The conditionally acceptable noise levels for residential uses 
range from 55 to 70 dBA (low density, single-family, and duplexes) and from 60 to 70 dBA 
(multi-family), those for medical uses range from 60 to 70 dBA (hospitals) and from 67.5 to 77.5 
dBA (professional offices), and those for commercial uses range from 67.5 to 77.5 dBA. No 
existing noise levels fall within the "normally unacceptable" range. 

TABLE 15 
EXISTING NOISE LEVELS [l] 

KEY TO 
FIGURE29: 

NOISE MONITORING LOCATION 
NOISEMONITORING 

POSITIONS 

1 Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive, South of Project Site (Conunercial Uses) 

2 George Bums Road, East of Project Site (Medical Uses) 

3 Beverly Boulevard, North of Project Site (Conunercial Uses) 

4 Robertson Boulevard, West of Project Site (Conunercial Uses) 

5 Third Street, South of Project Site (Conunercial Uses) 

6 Hamel Road, Southeast of Project Site (Residential) 

7 Clark Drive/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen, West of Project Site (Residential) 

9 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995. 
10City of Los Angeles, Noise Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, 1999. 
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KEY TO 
FIGURE29: 

NOJSEMONITORING 
POSITIONS 

8 

TABLE 15 (CONTINUED) 

EXISTING NOISE LEVELS [l] 

NOISE MONITORING LOCATION 

Bonner Drive, North of Project Site (Residential) 

SOUND LEVEL 
(DBA,LEQ) 

55.4 

[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, March 2008. 

(b) Roadway Noise 

As stated earlier, vehicular traffic is the predominant noise source in the Project vicinity. Using 
existing traffic volumes provided by the Project traffic consultant and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A) RD-77-108 noise calculation formulas, CNEL was calculated for 
various roadway segments that would be most affected by the Project. Table 16: Existing 
Estimated Community Noise Equivalent Level presents the existing mobile noise levels at the 
affected roadway segments, as well as the land uses adjacent to the analyzed roadway segments. 
As shown in Table 16: Existing Estimated Community Noise Equivalent Level, existing mobile 
noise levels in the Project area range from 64.0 to 72.9 dBA (CNEL). Modeled vehicle noise 
levels are typically lower than the noise measurements along similar roadway segments as 
modeled noise levels do not take into account additional noise sources (e.g., pedestrians). 

TABLE 16 
EXISTING ESTIMATED COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL n l r11 

ROADWAY SEGMENT (ADJACENT USES) 
ESTIMATED 

CNELDBA r3l 

Beverly Boulevard from Robertson Boulevard to George Bums Road 
71.9 

(Commercial and Single-family uses) 

Beverly Boulevard from George Bums Road to San Vicente Boulevard (Commercial uses) 71.9 

Beverly Boulevard from San Vicente Boulevard to La Cienega Boulevard (Commercial uses) 72.9 

Robertson Boulevard from Beverly Boulevard to Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (Commercial uses) 69.8 

Robertson Boulevard from Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive to Third Street (Commercial uses) 66.7 

George Bums Road from Beverly Boulevard to Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (Medical uses) 67.0 

George Bums Road from Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive to Third Street (Medical uses) 67.6 

Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive from Robertson Boulevard to George Bums Road (Medical uses) 65.2 

Third Street from Robertson Boulevard to George Bums Road (Medical and Commercial uses) 65.7 

Third Street from George Bums Road to Sherboume Drive (Medical and Commercial uses) 70.5 

La Cienega Boulevard from Wilshire Boulevard to Third Street (Residential and Commercial uses) 69.0 

[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] The predicted CNELs were calculated as peak hour Leq aud converted into CNEL using the California Department of Transportation Technical 
Supplement (October 1998). The conversion involved making a correction for peak hour traffic volumes as a percentage of average daily traffic and a 
nighttime penalty correction. The peak hour traffic was assumed to be ten percent of the average daily traffic. 
[3] CNEL is at 50 feet from the roadway right-of-way. 
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Similar to the environmental setting for noise, the vibration environment is dominated by traffic 
from nearby roadways. Heavy trucks can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending 
on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions. Existing ground-borne vibration in the 
Project vicinity is largely related to heavy truck traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 
Based on field observations, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not perceptible at the 
Project Site. 

(d) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence 
of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, 
guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered noise- and 
vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding noise. As 
shown in Figure 30: Sensitive Receptor Locations, sensitive receptors near the Project Site 
include the following: 

• Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site; 

• Cedars-Sinai buildings (including the North and South Patient Towers and medical 
offices) located approximately 50 feet east and southeast of the Project Site; 

• Single-family residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of 
the Project Site; 

• Multi-family residences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the 
Project Site; and 

• Multi-family residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of 
the Project Site. 

The above sensitive receptors occupy the nearest residential and medical land uses with the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. Additional single-family and multi-family residences are 
located in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the Project Site. These land 
uses would be impacted to a lesser degree than the identified sensitive receptors, as they are 
farther away from the Project Site. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) City of Los Angeles Standards and Guidelines 

The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning the generation and 
control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noise sensitive land uses. Regarding 
construction, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) indicates that no construction or repair 
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work shall be performed between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, since such 
activities would generate loud noises and disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in any 
adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment or other place of residence11

. No person, other than an 
individual home owner engaged in the repair or construction of his/her single-family dwelling, 
shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind or perform such work within 500 feet 
of land so occupied before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday or on a federal holiday, 
or at any time on any Sunday. 

The LAMC also specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment. 12 Any powered 
equipment that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet is 
prohibited. However, this noise limitation does not apply where compliance is technically 
infeasible. Technically infeasible means the above noise limitation cannot be met despite the use 
of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other noise reduction device or techniques during 
the operation of equipment. 

(2) California Noise Standards and Guidelines 

The California Office of Noise Control has developed guidelines showing a range of noise 
standards for various land use categories. Cities within the state, including the City of Los 
Angeles, have incorporated this compatibility matrix into their General Plan noise elements. 
This matrix is presented in Table 17: Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Environments and is meant to maintain acceptable noise levels in a community setting based on 
the type of land use. Noise compatibility by different types of land uses is ranged from 
"Normally Acceptable" to "Clearly Unacceptable" levels. The guidelines are used by cities 
within the state to help determine the appropriate land uses that could be located within an 
existing or anticipated ambient noise level. 

TABLE 17 
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS 1 

COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE (DBA, CNEL) 
LAND USE CATEGORY 

Residential - Low Density 
Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 

Residential - Multi-Family 

Transient Lodging - Motels Hotels 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters 

55 60 65 70 75 80 

11 LAMC, Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40, January 29, 1984 and Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.04, August 
8, 1996. 
12 LAMC, Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05, August 8, 1996. 
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LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS [l] 

COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE (DBA, CNEL) 
LAND USE CATEGORY 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 
Water Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, 
Business Commercial and Professional 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 

Key: 

D Normally Acceptable 

55 60 65 70 75 80 

Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional construction without any 
special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable 

New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed 
noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply system or air 
conditionally will normally suffice. 

Normally Unacceptable 

New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of 
the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design . 

• Clearly Unacceptable 

New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

[1] Source: California Office of Noise Control, Department of Health Services 

c. CSMC Campus Background and 1993 Approvals 

The Original EIR evaluated both mobile and stationary noise for both the construction and 
operational phases of the Master Plan project. The Original EIR concluded overall that 
temporary noise impacts during construction would be significant, while long-term operational 
noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Specifically, the Original EIR concluded that demolition and construction activities would result 
in a temporary adverse impact at nearby residences. Even with implementation of the adopted 
mitigation measures, it was determined that short-term demolition and construction activities 
would still result in temporary significant increases in noise levels at the apartment building 
located on the southwest comer of San Vicente Boulevard and Third Street. 

Long-term increases in vehicular-based noise due to Master Plan traffic would not be significant 
and specific mitigation measures were not recommended. The Original EIR concluded that 
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stationary noise sources, such as mechanical equipment, would result in long-term noise impacts. 
With implementation of the adopted mitigation measures, however, long-term noise impacts 
from stationary sources would be less than significant. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

The noise measurements that were used to characterize existing ambient exterior daytime noise 
levels in the Project vicinity were used to assess construction and operational noise impacts. The 
noise level during the construction period at each receptor location was calculated by (1) making 
a distance adjustment to the construction source sound level and (2) logarithmically adding the 
adjusted construction noise source level to the ambient noise level. 

To estimate operational noise impacts, the traffic report prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, 
was used to identify the roadway segments that would be most affected by the Proj ect. 13 The 
FHW A RD-77-108 noise calculation formulas were used to calculate the CNEL for the affected 
roadway segments. 

The Federal Transit Authority, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (April 1995) was 
used to identify the potential vibration sources that are associated with the proposed project and 
to estimate the potential vibration levels at various distances of the Project Site. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

Based on the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance (LAMC Chapter XI), the City of Los 
Angeles LA CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) and the State Land Use Compatibility Matrix 
(Table 17: Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments), 14 a proposed project 
would result in significant noise impacts if it would generate noise levels in excess of the 
following thresholds. 

Construction Phase Significance Criteria 

A significant construction noise impact would result if: 

Construction activity would occur outside of the hours permitted by the City's noise 
ordinance (i.e., between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, before 8:00 
a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or anytime on Sunday); and 
Construction activity would occur within 500 feet of a residential zone on Saturday 
unless an after-hours construction permit has been issued by the City. An after-hours 
permit could be issued by the City for low noise level construction activities (e.g., 
painting and interior improvements). 

13Linscott, Law & Greenspan., Engineers. Traffic Impact Study: Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
14California Office of Noise Control, Department of Health Services. 
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Construction activity would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or 
more at a noise sensitive use. 

Operational Phase Significance Criteria 

A significant operational noise impact would result if: 

The proposed project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of the 
affected uses to increase by 3 dBA CNEL to or within the "normally unacceptable" or 
"clearly unacceptable" category (Table 4-3) or any 5-dBA or more increase in noise 
level. As shown in Table 17: Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise 
Environments, "normally unacceptable" ranges from 70 to 75 dBA CNEL for single
family and multi-family residences, and 70 to 80 dBA CNEL for medical uses, which 
include hospitals and medical offices. "Clearly unacceptable" ranges from 70 to 85 dBA 
CNEL or greater for single-family and multi-family residences, and 80 dBA CNEL or 
greater for medical uses. 

Ground-borne Vibration Significance Criteria 

There are no adopted State or City of Los Angeles ground-borne vibration standards. Based on 
federal guidelines, the proposed project would result in a significant construction or operational 
vibration impact if: 

The proposed project would expose buildings to the FRA fragile building damage 
threshold level of0.5 PPV. 15 

c. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction (.5/wrt-Term) Noise 

Construction of the Project would result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels in the 
Project area on an intermittent basis. The increase in noise would likely result in a temporary 
annoyance to nearby residents during the construction period. Noise levels would fluctuate 
depending on equipment type and duration of use, distance between the noise source and 
receptor, and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers. 

Construction activities require the use of noise-generating equipment, such as jackhammers, 
pneumatic impact equipment, saws, pile drivers, and tractors. Typical noise levels from various 
types of equipment that may be used during construction are listed in Table 18: Noise Levels<?! 
Typical Construction Equipment. The table shows noise levels at distances of 50 and l 00 feet 
from the construction noise source. 

15Federal Railway Administration, High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 
December 1998. 
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TABLE 18 
NOISE LEVELS OF TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT [l] 

NOISE SOURCE Noise Level (dBA) at 50 feet 

Front Loader 73-86 
Trucks 82-95 
Cranes (moveable) 75-88 
Cranes (derrick) 86-89 
Saws 72-82 
Pneumatic Impact Equipment 83-88 
Jackhammers 81-98 
Concrete Pumps 81-85 
Generators 71-83 
Compressors 75-87 
Concrete Mixers 75-88 
Backhoe 73-95 
Pile Driving (peaks) 95-107 
Tractor 77-98 
Scraper/Grader 80-93 
Paver 85-88 
Caisson Drilling 84 
Source: USEPA, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances, PB 206717, 1971; Federal 
Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-V A-90-1003-06, May 2006 

Whereas Table 18: Noise Levels of Typical Common Construction Equipment shows the noise 
level of each equipment, the noise levels shown in Table 19: Outdoor Construction Noise Levels 
take into account the likelihood that more than one piece of construction equipment would be in 
operation at the same time and lists the typical overall noise levels that would be expected for 
each phase of construction. These noise levels are based on surveys conducted by the USEP A in 
the early 1970s. Since 1970, regulations have been enforced to improve noise generated by 
certain types of construction equipment to meet worker noise exposure standards. However, 
many older pieces of equipment are still in use. Thus, the construction phase noise levels 
indicated in Table 19: Outdoor Construction Noise Levels represent worst-case conditions. As 
the table shows, the highest noise levels are expected to occur during the grading/excavation and 
finishing phases of construction. The noise source is assumed to be active for 40 percent of the 
eight-hour workday (consistent with the EPA studies of construction noise), generating a noise 
level of 89 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet. 

TABLE 19 
OUTDOOR CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS U l 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE NOISE LEVEL AT 50 FEET (DBA) 

Ground Clearing 84 

Excavation 89 

Foundations 78 

Erection 85 
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TABLE 19 (CONTINUED) 

OUTDOOR CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS [l] 
CONSTRUCTION PHASE NOISE LEVEL AT 50 FEET (DBA) 

Finishing 89 
[1] Source: Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances, 

PB 206717 1971. 

The noise level during the construction period at each receptor location was calculated by (1) 
making a distance adjustment to the construction source sound level and (2) logarithmically 
adding the adjusted construction noise source level to the ambient noise level. The estimated 
construction noise levels at sensitive receptors are shown in Table 20: Construction Noise 
Impact-Unmitigated. The construction noise levels presented in Table 20: Construction Noise 
Impact-Unmitigated are applicable to the additional 200,000 square feet, the demolition and 
construction of the 90,000 square feet of floor area from the Existing Building, and the 170,650 
square-foot addition that is entitled under the Master Plan. The Project would be required to 
implement the mitigation measures that were adopted in connection with the approval of the 
Master Plan. These mitigation measures are listed in the Mitigation Program below. 

As shown in Table 20: Construction Noise Impact-Unmitigated, construction activity would 
potentially increase ambient exterior noise levels at sensitive receptors by 4.8 to 23 .8 dBA Leq, 

respectively. Typical building construction provides a noise reduction of approximately 12 dBA 
with windows open and a minimum 26 dBA with windows closed. 16 The adjacent medical 
offices and hospitals do not have operating windows. As such, interior noise levels at the 
adjacent medical offices and hospital would be approximately 63 dBA. At the nearest residential 
use to the Project Site (single-family residences on Bonner Drive, north of the Project Site) the 
interior noise levels would be approximately 59 dBA with windows open and 45 dBA with 
windows closed. It is important to note that construction activity would occur intermittently 
during the day and would not occur within noise sensitive hours (9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). 

The Project would include excavation for the Project parking structure. The excavated area 
would serve as a noise barrier to street-level sensitive receptors as the depth of excavation 
increases because noise levels are directly related to the "line-of-sight" or visibility factor of the 
noise source. For example, depending on the location of the sensitive receptors in relation to the 
excavated area, when 15 feet of excavation has occurred, construction activities within the 
excavated area may not be visible (and hence less audible) to street-level sensitive receptors. In 
addition, once the structural framing and the exterior building walls have been completed, the 
majority of construction activity would take place within the structure and would not 
substantially increase interior noise levels at sensitive receptors. 

16 American Society for Testing of Materials, Standard Classification for Determination of Outdoor-Indoor 
Transmission Class, 2003. 
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TABLE20 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS- UNMITIGATED [l] 

KEY TO 
MAXIMUM 

EXISTING NEW 
FIGURE29: 

DISTANCE CONSTRUCTION 
AMBIENT AMBIENT 

NOISE MONITORING 
(FEET) NOISE LEVEL 

(DBA,LEQ) (DBA, LEQ) 
INCREASE 

[2] (DBA) 
POSITIONS 

r31 
[4] [5] 

Medical Office Building, 
North of Project Site 50 89.0 70.5 89.1 18.7 

Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Towers, East of Project 
Site 50 89.0 65.2 89.0 23.8 

Single-Family Residences 
on Bonner Drive, North of 
Project Site 400 70.9 55.4 71.1 15.7 

Multi-Family Residences 
on Clark Drive, West of 
Project Site 475 64.5 [6] 61.1 66.1 5.0 

Multi-Family Residences 
on Burton Way, South of 
Project Site 975 58.2 [6] 60.2 65.0 4.8 
[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. 
[2] Distance of noise source from receptor. 
[3] Construction noise source's sound level at receptor location, with distance and building adjustment. 
[4] Pre-construction activity ambient sound level at receptor location. 
[5] New sound level at receptor location during the construction period, including noise from construction activity. 
f 61 Includes a 5-dBA reduction for intervening buildings 

An office building is located adjacent and to the west of the Project Site. Office buildings are 
not typically considered to be sensitive receptors. However, it should be noted that the office 
building would be exposed to similar construction noise levels as the adjacent medical office 
building. 

The noise limitation of the LAMC does not apply where compliance is technically infeasible. 17 

"Technically infeasible" means that the noise standard cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, 
shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the operation 
of equipment. For example, it would not be feasible to utilize an 11-story sound blanket to 
reduce construction noise levels. Freestanding sound blankets and sound walls cannot extend 11 
stories. Hanging a sound blanket off the side of the proposed building would interfere with 
construction activity. In addition, solid sound walls only block a portion of construction noise 
(typically 5 to 8 dBA, depending on height) from ground-level noise generators. 

As shown in Table 20: Construction Noise Impact-Unmitigated, noise levels related to 
construction activity would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at nearby sensitive 
receptors, with the exception of the multi-family residences on Burton Way, south of the Project 
Site. As such, the Project would result in a significant impact without incorporation of 
mitigation measures. The significant impact would occur intermittently over approximately 36 

17 City of Los Angeles, LAMC, Chapter IX Article 2, Section 122. 05. 
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months (the length of construction) and would only occur when there is moderate or greater 
construction activity on the Project Site. This significant impact would occur during 
construction activities associated with the development of the Project and the remainder 
development under the Master Plan. 

During construction, it is assumed that 100 delivery/haul trucks and 90 construction worker 
vehicles18 would be traveling to and from the project site daily. For an eight-hour construction 
workday, it is assumed that approximately 12 to 13 delivery/haul trucks per hour would be 
traveling on the surrounding streets. It is assumed that construction worker vehicles would be 
traveling on the roadways during the AM and PM peak hours. The construction worker vehicles 
would be distributed throughout the roadways within the vicinity of the project site. Generally, 
noise levels increase by 3 dBA when the number of similar noise sources double. 19 When 
compared to the traffic volumes identified in the traffic report, the increase in delivery/haul 
trucks and construction worker vehicle trips are not anticipated to double the amount of traffic 
that currently exist in the surrounding area. As such, the increase in delivery/haul trucks and 
worker vehicles in the surrounding roadways is not anticipated to incrementally increase noise 
levels in the surrounding area by 3 dBA or more. 

The Original EIR concluded that temporary construction noise impacts associated with 
development of the Master Plan would be significant and unavoidable. Construction noise 
associated with the remaining 170,650 square feet that is entitled under the Master Plan was 
analyzed in the Original EIR and included in the approvals for the Master Plan in 1993. 

(2) Operational (Long-Term) Noise 

Vehicular Noise 

The predominant long-term noise source for the Project is vehicular traffic. According to the 
traffic report prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, the Project would generate 1,181 daily 
vehicle trips. 20 The remaining entitlement allowed under the Master Plan (i.e., the 170,650-
square feet) would generate 5,324 daily vehicle trips per day. 21 No net change in traffic 
associated with the 90,000 square-foot Existing Building was assumed. 

To ascertain off-site noise impacts, traffic was modeled under future year (2023 or year of 
Project buildout) "No Project" and "With Project" conditions utilizing FHWA RD-77-108 noise 
calculation formulas. The "No Project" conditions include the remaining square footage allowed 
under the Master Plan (i.e., the 170,650-square feet) with associated parking, as well as Related 
Projects within the vicinity of the Project Site. "With Project" conditions include the Project 
(i.e., the addition of an equivalent of 200,000 square feet of floor area for medical uses, or 100 
inpatient beds) and the Master Plan with associated parking, and Related Projects within the 
vicinity of the Project Site. 

18 Assumes 100 construction workers per day with an average vehicle ridership of 1.1. 
19Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplemen( 1998. 
20Linscott, Law & Greenspan., Engineers. Traffic Impact Study: Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
21 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers. Traffic Impact Study: Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
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Results of the analysis are summarized in Table 21: 2007 and 2023 Estimated Community Noise 
Equivalent Level. The greatest Project-related noise increase would be 0.4 dBA CNEL and 
would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive between Robertson Boulevard and George 
Burns Road. Roadway noise levels attributed to the Project would increase by less than 3 dBA 
CNEL at all other analyzed segments. 

Mobile noise generated by the Project would not cause the ambient noise level measured at the 
property line of the noise-sensitive receptor sites to increase by 3 dBA CNEL to or within the 
"normally unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category (Table 17: Land Use Compatibility 
for Community Noise Environments) or any 5-dBA or more increase in noise level. Therefore, 
the Project would result in a less than significant mobile source noise impact. 

The Original EIR concluded that operation of the Master Plan would result in a less than 
significant increase in ambient noise levels in the area. Therefore, the Project's impact is similar 
to the impact identified in the Original EIR, and does not involve a new significant noise impact 
or a substantial increase in the severity of noise the impact previously identified in the Original 
EIR. 

TABLE21 

2007 AND 2023 ESTIMATED COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL Ul 
ESTIMATED DBA, CNEL [2] 

ROADWAY SEGMENT 
Existing No Project Project Project Cumulative 
(2007) (2023) (2023) Impact Impact 

Beverly Boulevard from Robertson Boulevard 
to George Burns Road (Commercial and Single- 71.9 73.4 73.4 0.0 1.5 
family uses) 
Beverly Boulevard from George Burns Road to 

71.9 73.6 73.6 0.0 1.7 San Vicente Boulevard (Commercial uses) 
Beverly Boulevard from San Vicente Boulevard to 

72.9 74.6 74.7 0.1 1.8 La Cienega Boulevard (Commercial uses) 
Robertson Boulevard from Beverly Boulevard to 

69.8 72.5 72.5 0.0 2.7 Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (Commercial uses) 
Robertson Boulevard from Alden Drive-Gracie 

66.7 69.4 69.4 0.0 2.7 Allen Drive to Third Street (Commercial uses) 
George Bums from Beverly Boulevard to 

67.0 68.3 68.5 0.2 1.5 Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (Medical uses) 
George Bums from Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive 

67.5 68.5 68.7 0.2 1.2 to Third Street (Medical uses) 
Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive from Robertson 

64.0 66.8 67.2 0.4 3.2 Boulevard to George Bums Road (Medical uses) 
Third Street from Robertson Boulevard to 

65.7 68.0 68.0 0.0 2.3 George Bums Road (Medical and Commercial uses) 
Third Street from George Bums Road to 

70.5 72.6 72.7 0.1 2.2 Sherboume Drive (Medical and Commercial uses) 
La Cienega Boulevard from Wilshire Boulevard to 

69.0 71.0 71.1 0.1 2.1 Third Street (Residential and Commercial uses) 
[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, August 2008. The 
predicted CNEL were calculated as peak hour Leq and converted into CNEL using the California Department of Transportation Technical 
Noise Supplement (October 1998). The conversion involved making a correction for peak hour traffic volumes as a percentage of average 
daily traffic and a nighttime penalty correction. The peak hour traffic was assumed to be ten percent of the average daily traffic. 
f21 CNEL is at 50 feet from the roadway right-of-way. 
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Siren Noise 

Siren noise from emergency vehicles leaving from and amvmg at the West Tower would 
constitute a short-term and intermittent noise source. However, the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, Chapter XI Noise Regulation, Article I and II, exempts any emergency vehicle noise 
generated within the City limits. 22 Siren noise would be short-term and intermittent and would 
result in a less-than-significant impact. Noise impacts associated with sirens were not discussed 
in the Original EIR. 

Stationary Noise 

Potential stationary noise sources related to the long-term operations of the Project include 
mechanical equipment and parking areas. Mechanical equipment (e.g., parking structure air 
vents and heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment) may generate noise 
levels ranging from 48 dBA to 66 dBA. The applicable mitigation measures adopted in 
connection with the Master Plan include installing sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, 
enclosing mechanical equipment, and providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into 
the design of this equipment. Also, mechanical equipment would be designed so as to be located 
within an enclosure or confined to the rooftop of the proposed structure. In addition, mechanical 
equipment would be screened from view as necessary to comply with provisions of the LAMC 
for on-site stationary sources. Enclosing and screening the mechanical equipment from view 
would reduce mechanical equipment noise levels by at least three dBA. The medical office 
building north of the Project Site has an existing ambient noise level of approximately 70.5 dBA, 
and the medical towers east of the Project Site have an existing ambient noise level of 
approximately 65.2 dBA. Assuming that the mechanical equipment would generate noise levels 
of approximately 66 dBA, the LAMC requirement to enclose and screen the mechanical 
equipment from view would reduce the mechanical equipment noise levels to approximately 63 
dBA. As a result, the ambient noise level would incrementally increase by less than one dBA at 
the medical office building and by approximately 2 dBA at the medical towers east of the Project 
Site. Operation of mechanical equipment would not be anticipated to incrementally increase 
ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more. Therefore, stationary noise due to the Project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact. 

The Original EIR found that stationary noise sources associated with the Master Plan would be 
required to comply with the City of Los Angeles noise ordinance. This requirement would also 
apply with implementation of the Project. Therefore, the Project's stationary source noise 
impact is similar to the impact identified in the Original EIR and does not involve a new 
significant noise impact or substantial increase in the severity of the noise impact previously 
identified for the Master Plan. 

22 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI Noise Regulation, Article I and II, 
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=templates&fn=default.htm&vid=ainlegal:lamc_ca. 
accessed on November 20, 2007. 
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The 650-space Approved Parking Structure was approved at the Project Site as part of the Master 
Plan; construction of the Approved Parking Structure is associated with the implementation of 
the Master Plan is not considered a new development and would not be part of the 200,000 
square feet of new development. Even so, noise monitoring at an existing parking structure 
south of the Project Site indicated that activity at the existing parking structure results in a noise 
level of approximately 65.8 dBA L~q at 20 feet. Based on this monitored noise level, the 
adjacent medical office building to the south of the Project Site would be exposed to 65.9 dBA, 
or 0.1 dBA over the existing noise level. The other medical buildings (including the hospital) 
surrounding the Project Site would be further away from the parking structure and, thus, 
incremental increases in noise levels at these buildings would be less than the adjacent medical 
office buildings. Additionally, the 11-story building that would be constructed for the Project 
would shield sensitive receptors to the east of the proposed parking structure from parking
related noise. As the parking structure activity would not incrementally increase ambient noise 
levels by 5 dBA or more, parking noise would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Loading Docks and Service Access Areas 

The West Tower project will incorporate a loading dock and ambulatory service area. These 
facilities will be located in the parking structure and accessed primarily from Gracie Allen Drive. 
The loading dock would continue to operate between the same hours and under similar 
circumstances as already observed on the CSMC Campus. Because the loading dock and 
ambulatory service area would be internal to the parking structure, these areas would be shielded 
from sensitive receptors by Project structures. The structures would act as a noise barrier and 
would prevent increased ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA from the proposed loading 
docks at off-site sensitive receptors. The Project would not result in additional noise sources due 
to the operation of the loading docks or ambulatory services. The Project would result in a less 
than significant operational noise impact due to loading dock or service access operations. 

Land Use Compatibility 

The Noise Element of the General Plan indicates that interior noise for hospitals should be 45 
dBA or lower. Typical construction of building walls provides a noise reduction of 
approximately 26 dBA. The medical facility on the Project Site would be constructed with fresh 
air ventilation systems and windows that cannot be opened. As such, interior noise levels would 
be at least 26 dBA less than exterior noise levels. As shown in Table 16: Existing Estimated 
Community Noise Equivalent Level, the maximum exterior noise level at and adjacent to the 
Project Site is approximately 65.8 dBA. This would result in interior noise level of 
approximately 39.8 dBA. Interior noise levels would be less than the 45 dBA CNEL. 
Residential uses, which have lower ambient noise levels than the Project Site, would be less 
affected by Project-related noise since these residential uses are located farther away from the 
Project Site than the adjacent medical uses. 
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As with the Original EIR, existing ambient noise levels within the Project Site and in its 
surrounding area exceed 60 dBA. As such, the State Building Code will require an acoustical 
analysis showing that the interior noise levels for the West Tower would be 45 dBA or less. 
Impacts associated with the Project are similar to the impact identified in the Original EIR, and 
the Project does not involve a new significant noise impact or a substantial increase in the 
severity of the noise impact previously identified in the Original EIR. 

(3) Vibration 

(a) Construction 

Ground-borne vibration could occur adjacent to the medical office building north of the Project 
Site. As shown in Table 22: Vibration Velocities for Construction Equipment, typical heavy 
equipment (e.g., a large bulldozer) generates vibration levels of 0.352 PPV at a distance of ten 
feet. Loaded haul trucks generate vibration levels of 0.300 PPV at the same distance. These 
vibration levels would be less than the 0.5 inches per second significance threshold. As such, 
vibration due to construction of the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, 
presuming that driven piles are not necessary for new construction. However, there is the 
potential that vibration levels would exceed the threshold of significance should driven piles be 
used for the Project. Therefore, mitigation is required to ensure that any potential impacts are 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Vibration impacts were not analyzed in the Original EIR. However, mitigation measures 
required to reduce the Project's vibration impacts are also applicable to the Master Plan project. 

(b) Operation 

The Project would not include significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, such as 
heavy equipment operations. Operational ground-borne vibration in the Project vicinity would 
be generated by vehicular travel and delivery trucks on the local roadways. Based on field 
observations, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not perceptible at the Project Site. 
Similar to existing conditions, traffic-related vibration levels would not be perceptible by 
sensitive receptors. Thus, operational vibration would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
Vibration impacts were not analyzed in the Original EIR. 

TABLE22 

VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT U l 

EQUIPMENT 
PPV AT 10 FEET PPV AT 35 FEET PPV AT 55 FEET 

(INCHES/SECOND) r2l (INCHES/SECOND) r2l (INCHES/SECOND) r2l 

Pile Driver (impact) 6.000 0.916 0.465 

Pile Driver (sonic) 2.901 0.443 0.225 

Large Bulldozer 0.352 0.054 0.027 

Caisson Drilling 0.352 0.054 0.027 

Loaded Trucks 0.300 0.046 0.023 
[1] Source: Federal Transit Authority, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995. 
f21 Fragile buildings can be exposed to ground-home vibration levels of0.5 PPV without experiencing structural damage. 
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Regarding cumulative construction noise, the nearest Related Project is located approximately 
300 feet north of the Project Site along Bonner Drive in the City of West Hollywood. The 
medical office building north of the Project Site and along Beverly Boulevard would be the 
nearest sensitive receptor exposed to construction noise from the proposed Project and nearest 
Related Project. It is anticipated that construction of the nearest Related Project would occur 
before construction of the proposed Project, however, should construction activities occur 
simultaneously, significant impacts may result. 

It is assumed that the nearest Related Project would generate a similar maximum construction 
noise level as the proposed Project. As such, the construction noise level from the nearest 
Related Project would be 89 dBA at 50 feet (without mitigation implementation). The medical 
office building (nearest sensitive receptor) is approximately 200 feet from the nearest Related 
Project construction activity. At this distance, construction noise would be reduced to 
approximately 77 dBA.23 Additionally, the nearest Related Project would be shielded from the 
medical office building by existing buildings along Beverly Boulevard, which would reduce 
construction noise by at least 10 dBA, resulting in a final construction noise level of 67 dBA at 
the medical office building. 24 

Adding the nearest Related Project construction noise level of 67 dBA to the Project construction 
noise level of 79 dBA (with mitigation) would result in a new construction noise level of 79.3 
dBA at the medical office building. This would increase the ambient noise levels in the Project 
area by 9.3 dBA.25 Therefore, cumulative construction noise would exceed the 5-dBA 
significance threshold and, as such, the Project would result in a cumulative construction noise 
impact. 

Regarding cumulative operational noise, when calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic 
consultant took 141 additional projects into consideration. Thus, the future traffic results with 
and without the Project already account for the cumulative impacts from these other projects. 
Since the operational noise impacts are generated directly from the traffic analysis results, the 
future without Project and future with Project noise impacts described in this report already 
reflect cumulative impacts. 

Table 21: 2007 and 2032 Es-timated Community Noise Equivalent Level presents the cumulative 
increase in future traffic noise levels at various intersections (i.e., 2023 "No Project "conditions 
plus Project traffic). The maximum cumulative roadway noise increase would be 3.2 dBA 
CNEL and would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive between Robertson Boulevard 
and George Bums Road in a commercial area. The cumulative roadway noise levels would 
exceed the 3-dBA threshold increment. However, the new mobile noise level would not be 
within the "normally unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category as shown in Table 17: 
Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments. Therefore, the Project would not 

23 Terry A. Hayes and Associates email to Planning Associates, Inc., July 2, 2008. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid. 
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result in a cumulatively considerable exterior or interior noise impact with respect to roadway 
n01se. 

The predominant vibration source near the Project Site is heavy trucks traveling on the local 
roadways. Neither the Project nor the Related Projects would substantially increase heavy-duty 
vehicle traffic near the Project Site or cause a substantial increase in heavy-duty trucks on local 
roadways since the Related Projects would develop residential and commercial uses that would 
not generate substantial amounts of heavy-duty truck trips. Related Projects would not include 
land uses that are associated with unusually high volumes of heavy-duty truck trips (e.g., 
shipping or warehouse facilities). 26 As such, the Project would not add to a cumulative vibration 
impact. Therefore, no significant cumulative impact from long-term noise sources would occur. 

(1) Consistency with Applicable Plans and Policies 

Consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed above in subsection (2) Operational 
Impacts, Land Use Compatibility. As noted above, Project-related noise levels are consistent 
with the standards established for hospital uses (on-site) and residential uses (off-site) as 
provided in the Noise Element of the General Plan. Because the Project would be consistent 
with the Noise Element, impacts related to consistency with applicable noise-related plans and 
policies are less than significant. 

4. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

a. Regulatory Requirements, Standard Conditions, and Project Design Features 

MM NOI-1: The Project will comply with the City's Noise Ordinance to ensure that 
construction activities are conducted in accordance with the LAMC. 

b. 1993 Mitigation Measures (Carried Forward) 

(1) Construction Noise 

MM NOI-2: Specify the use of quieted equipment in compliance with the applicable 
provisions of the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 156,363. 

MM NOI-3: Route trucks hauling debris through non-residential areas by approval of the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

MM NOI-4: The use of quieted equipment would reduce noise levels by an additional 3 to 6 
dBA 

MM NOI-5: Limit demolition activities to the hours of 7:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday, and 8:00 AM. to 6:00 P.M., Saturday. 

26 Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study: Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center Projec( June 23, 
2008. 
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MM NOI-6: Construct a temporary noise barrier wall along the property line, where feasible, 
as determined by the Department of Building and Safety. 

MM NOI-7: Specify that all sound-reducing devices and restrictions be properly maintained 
throughout the construction period. 

MM NOI-8: Where temporary noise barriers are infeasible, portable noise panels to contain 
noise from powered tools shall be used. 

MM NOI-9: Use rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment. 

MM NOI-10: Limit the hours of construction to between 7:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday and between 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday. 

MM NOI-11: Keep loading and staging areas on site within the perimeter protected by the 
recommended temporary noise barrier and away from the noise-sensitive sides of 
the site. 

MM NOI-12: If feasible, use alternate pile placement methods other than impact pile driving. 
(See MM NOI-22 for a detailed discussion of the feasibility of alternate pile 
placement methods). 

(2) Operational Noise 

MM NOI-13: Installation of sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical 
equipment, and providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into the 
design. 

c. Recommended Additional Mitigation Measures 

(1) Construction Noise 

MM NOI-14: Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment be equipped 
with mufflers and other suitable noise attenuation devices. 

MM NOI-15: Grading and construction contractors shall use quieter equipment as opposed to 
noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment). 

MM NOI-16: Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight feet in height shall be erected around the perimeter of the Project Site to the 
extent feasible, to minimize the construction noise. 

MM NOI-17: Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatus and drill 
rigs used within the Project Site, to the extent feasible. 
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MMNOI-18: The construction contractor shall establish designated haul truck routes. The haul 
truck routes shall avoid noises sensitive receptors, including, but are not limited to 
residential uses and schools. 

MM NOI-19: All residential units located within 500 feet of the construction site shall be sent a 
notice regarding the construction schedule of the Project. A sign, legible at a 
distance of 50 feet shall also be posted at the construction site. AU notices and 
signs shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as well as 
provide a telephone number where residents can inquire about the construction 
process and register complaints. 

MM NOI-20: The construction contractor shall establish a "noise disturbance coordinator" shall 
be established. The disturbance coordinator shall be responsible for responding to 
any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator 
would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad 
muffler, etc.) and would be required to implement reasonable measures such that 
the complaint is resolved. All notices that are sent to residential units within 500 
feet of the construction site and all signs posted at the construction site shall list 
the telephone number for the disturbance coordinator. 

(2) Operational Noise 

MM NOI-21: The applicant shall conduct an acoustical analysis to confirm that if the materials 
to be used for the proposed Project would reduce interior noise levels to 45 dBA. 
If the analysis determines that additional noise insulation features are required, the 
acoustical analysis shall identify the type of noise insulation features that would 
be required to reduce the interior noise levels to 45 dBA, and the applicant shall 
incorporate these features into the proposed project. 

(3) Vibration 

MM NOI-22: Pile driving activity shall be limited based on the distance of vibration sensitive 
buildings to the Project Site. For buildings within 35 feet of pile driving activity, 
contractors shall use caisson drilling to drive piles. For buildings 35 to 55 feet 
from pile driving activity, contractors shall use sonic or vibratory pile drivers to 
drive piles. For buildings 55 feet and beyond pile driving activity, contractors 
may use impact pile drivers. 

5. SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the Mitigation Program would reduce construction noise levels. Several of 
the mitigation measures would each reduce construction noise by approximately 5 to 10 dBA.27 

The noise disturbance coordinator would endeavor to resolve all noise complaints promptly. As 
shown in Table 23: Construction Noise Impact - Mitigated, construction activity would 
potentially increase ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors by 0.3 to 14.0 dBA Leq, 

27USEPA, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 
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respectively. Construction-related noise would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at 
various sensitive receptors, and, as such, the Project would result in a temporary significant and 
unavoidable construction noise impact. Because the Original EIR also found that temporary 
construction noise impacts would result from construction of the Master Plan, construction of the 
Project would not result in new significant noise impacts or a substantial increase in the severity 
of significant noise impacts previously identified in the Original EIR. This is particularly true 
since much of the construction analyzed in this section represents implementation of the 
previously approved Master Plan, rather than of the Project. 

TABLE23 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT- MITIGATED [l] 

KEY TO 
MAXIMUM 

EXISTING NEW 
FIGURE29: 

DISTANCE CONSTRUCTION 
AMBIENT AMBIENT 

NOISE MONITORING 
(FEET) NOISE LEVEL 

(DBA,LEQ) (DBA, LEQ) 
INCREASE 

[2] (DBA) 
POSITIONS 

rJ1 
[4] [5] 

Medical Office Building, 
North of Project Site 50 79.0 70.5 79.6 9.1 

Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Towers, East of Project 
Site 50 79.0 65.2 79.2 14.0 

Single-Family Residences 
on Bonner Drive, North of 
Project Site 400 60.9 55.4 62.0 6.6 

Multi-Family Residences 
on Clark Drive, West of 
Project Site 475 54.5 [6] 61.1 62.0 0.9 

Multi-Family Residences 
on Burton Way, South of 
Project Site 975 48.2 [6] 60.2 60.5 0.3 
[1] Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Air Quality and Noise Impact Report, April 2008. 
[2] Distance of noise source from receptor. 
[3] Construction noise source's sound level at receptor location, with distance and building adjustment. 
[4] Pre-construction activity ambient sound level at receptor location. 
[5] New sound level at receptor location during the construction period, including noise from construction activity. 
f 61 Includes a 5-dBA reduction for intervening buildings 

The Project-related operational noise would result in a less than significant impact with 
mitigation. The Original EIR also concluded that operation of the Master Plan would result in 
less than significant impacts. Therefore, operation of the Project would not result in new 
significant noise impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of significant noise impacts as 
compared to the impacts previously found in the Original EIR. 

Implementation of the Mitigation Program would ensure that construction-related vibration 
would result in a less than significant impact and that no adjacent building will be impacted by 
vibration sources during Project Site construction by restricting the distance at which pile-driving 
activities would occur and what type of equipment may be operated at specific distances. These 
restrictions would effectively reduce the potential for adjacent building damage to a less-than
significant impact. Operational ground-borne vibration impacts would be less than significant, 
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The Project will result in a net significant unavoidable impact (including cumulatively) related to 
construction (short-term) noise at sensitive receptors. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15092 and 15093, and in the event the Project is approved, the City of Los Angeles must adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations acknowledging these outstanding significant adverse 
impacts and stating the reason(s) for accepting these impacts in light of the whole environmental 
record as weighed against the benefits of the Project. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

This section is based on a traffic and parking impact study that was prepared for the proposed 
CSMC West Tower Project by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, dated June 23, 2008 (see 
Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study), which report is incorporated fully herein. The traffic impact 
study has been prepared through coordination with and reviewed by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"). This section discusses potential impacts on 
transportation facilities and parking resulting from the proposed Project. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

a. Physical Setting 

(1) Local Street and Freeway System 

The City of Los Angeles utilizes the roadway categories recognized by regional, state and federal 
transportation agencies. There are four categories in the roadway hierarchy, ranging from 
freeways, with the highest capacity, to two-lane undivided roadways, with the lowest capacity. 
The roadway categories are summarized as follows: 

Freeways. Limited-access and high-speed travel ways included in the state and federal highway 
systems. Their purpose is to carry regional through-traffic. Access is provided by interchanges 
with typical spacing of one mile or greater. No local access is provided to adjacent land uses. 
There are no regional freeways in the immediate Project area. Within a radius of several miles, 
however, the Hollywood (101) Freeway runs north-south to the east of the Project Site, the Santa 
Monica/Rosa Parks (10) Freeway runs east-west to the south of the Project Site and the San 
Diego (405) Freeway runs north-south to the west of the Project Site. 

Arterial. Major streets that primarily serve through-traffic and provide access to abutting 
properties as a secondary function. Arterials are generally designed with two to six travel lanes 
and their major intersections are signalized. This roadway type is divided into two categories: 
principal and minor arterials. For the City of Los Angeles, these are referred to as Major 
Highways Class II and Secondary Highways, respectively. Principal arterials (Major Highway 
Class II) are typically four-or-more lane roadways and serve both local and regional through
traffic. Minor arterials (Secondary Highways) are typically two-to-four lane streets that service 
local and commuter traffic. San Vicente Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard are examples of 
principal arterials or Major Highways. Robertson Boulevard and Third Street are examples of 
secondary arterials or Secondary Highways. 

Collector. Streets that provide access and traffic circulation within residential and non
residential (e.g., commercial and industrial) areas. They connect local streets to arterials and are 
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typically designed with two through travel lanes (i.e., one through travel lane in each direction) 
that may accommodate on-street parking and/or provide access to abutting properties. 

Local. Roadways that distribute traffic within a neighborhood or similar adjacent neighborhoods 
and are not intended for use as a through-street or a link between higher capacity facilities such 
as collector or arterial roadways. Local streets are generally fronted by residential uses and do 
not typically serve commercial uses. 

Brief descriptions of the important roadways in the Project Site vicinity are provided below: 

Robertson Boulevard. A north-south oriented roadway that is located immediately adjacent to 
the west of the CSMC Campus. Robertson Boulevard is designated as a Secondary Highway in 
the City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element. One through travel lane is 
provided in each direction on Robertson Boulevard north of Burton Way, and two lanes are 
provided in each direction on the roadway south of Burton Way. Two hour parking between the 
hours of 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. is generally provided along both sides of Robertson Boulevard 
near the CSMC Campus. Robertson Boulevard is posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit 
within the Project study area. 

George Burns Road. A north-south oriented roadway that bisects the CSMC Campus, extending 
between Beverly Boulevard and Third Street. George Bums Road is a private roadway within the 
CSMC Campus, as designated by the City of Los Angeles. The roadway serves as a primary 
access point to the CSMC Campus, including access to the North and South Towers, the Davis 
Research Building and the Project Site. One through travel lane is provided in each direction on 
the roadway and speed humps are provided between Beverly Boulevard and Gracie Allen Drive. 
The George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive intersection is currently all-way stop sign 
controlled. Parking is prohibited along both sides of George Bums Road within the CSMC 
Campus. George Burns Road becomes Hamel Road to the south of Third Street outside of the 
CSMC Campus. 

Willaman Drive. A north-south oriented roadway that extends between Third Street and 
Gregory Way. Willaman Drive is designated as a Local roadway in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Transportation Element. One through travel lane is provided in each direction on 
Willaman Drive in the Project vicinity. Two hour parking between the hours of 8:00 AM. and 
6:00 P.M. is generally provided along both sides of Willaman Drive near the CSMC Campus. 
There is no posted speed limit on this segment of Willaman Drive in the Project vicinity, thus it 
is assumed to have a prim a facie speed limit of 25 miles per hour. 

Sherbourne Drive. A north-south oriented roadway that extends southerly from Gracie Allen 
Drive on the CSMC Campus to Clifton Way. Within the CSMC Campus (i.e., between Gracie 
Allen Drive and Third Street), Sherbourne Drive is a private CSMC roadway. South of Third 
Street, Sherboume Drive is designated as a Collector roadway in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Transportation Element. One through travel lane is provided in each direction on 
Sherboume Drive in the Project vicinity. Parking is prohibited along both sides of Sherboume 
Drive north of Third Street within the CSMC Campus. South of Third Street, two hour parking 
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between the hours of 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. is generally provided along both sides of the 
roadway. 

San Vicente Boulevard. A northwest-to-southeast oriented roadway that borders the CSMC 
Campus to the east. San Vicente Boulevard is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element. Two through travel lanes are 
provided in each direction on San Vicente Boulevard in the Project vicinity. Parking is 
prohibited along both sides of San Vicente Boulevard south of Beverly Boulevard. North of 
Beverly Boulevard, two hour parking between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. is generally 
provided along both sides of the roadway. San Vicente Boulevard is posted for a 35 miles per 
hour speed limit within the Project study area. 

La Cienega Boulevard. A north-south oriented roadway that is located east of the CSMC 
Campus. La Cienega Boulevard is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Transportation Element. Two through travel lanes are provided in each 
direction on La Cienega Boulevard in the Project vicinity. Parking is prohibited along both sides 
of the roadway in the vicinity of the CSMC Campus. La Cienega Boulevard is posted for a 35 
miles per hour speed limit within the Project study area. 

Beverly Boulevard. An east-west oriented roadway that borders the CSMC Campus to the 
north. Beverly Boulevard is designated as a Maj or Highway Class II in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Transportation Element. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction 
on Beverly Boulevard in the Project vicinity. Two hour parking between the hours of 8:00 AM. 
and 6:00 P.M. is generally provided along both sides of the roadway near the CSMC Campus. 
Beverly Boulevard is posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit within the Project study area. 

Gracie Allen Drive. An east-west oriented roadway that bisects the CSMC Campus, extending 
between Robertson Boulevard and San Vicente Boulevard. Gracie Allen Drive is a private 
roadway within the CSMC Campus, as designated by the City of Los Angeles. Gracie Allen 
Drive serves as a primary access point to the CSMC Campus, including access to the S. Mark 
Taper Foundation Imaging Center, the emergency entrance to the North Tower, and the Project 
Site. One to two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Gracie Allen Drive in the 
Project vicinity. The George Bums Road/Gracie Allen Drive intersection is currently all-way 
stop sign controlled. Parking is prohibited along both sides of Gracie Allen Drive within the 
CSMC Campus. Gracie Allen Drive becomes Alden Drive between George Burns Road and 
Robertson Boulevard and continues as Alden Drive west of Robertson Boulevard. 

Third Street. An east-west oriented roadway that borders the CSMC Campus to the south. 
Third Street is designated as a Secondary Highway in the City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Transportation Element. One through travel lane is provided in each direction on Third Street 
near the CSMC Campus, although two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on the 
roadway as a result of weekday peak commuter period curbside parking restrictions. Parking is 
prohibited along the north side of Third Street adjacent to the CSMC Campus. Two hour parking 
between the hours of 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM, however, is generally provided along the south side 
of Third Street near the CSMC Campus. Third Street is posted for a 30 miles per hour speed 
limit within the Project study area. 
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Burton Way. An east-west oriented roadway that is located south of the CSMC Campus. 
Burton Way is designated as a Secondary Highway in the City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Transportation Element. A raised median island is provided on the roadway within the Project 
area. Three through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Burton Way in the vicinity of 
the CSMC Campus. Two hour parking between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. is 
generally provided along both sides of Burton Way within the Project area. Burton Way is 
posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit within the Project study area. 

Wilshire Boulevard. An east-west oriented roadway that is located south of the CSMC Campus. 
Wilshire Boulevard is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Transportation Element. Three through travel lanes are provided in each direction 
on Wilshire Boulevard within the Project area. One hour parking between the hours of 10:00 
AM and 3 :00 PM is generally provided along both sides of Wilshire Boulevard within the 
Project area. Wilshire Boulevard is posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit within the Project 
study area. 

(2) Traffic Conditions and Levels of Service 

The traffic analysis study area is generally comprised of locations that have the greatest potential 
to experience significant traffic impacts due to the Project, as defined by the Lead Agency. In the 
traffic engineering practice, the study area generally includes those intersections that are: 

a. Immediately adjacent or in close proximity to the project site; 

b. In the vicinity of the project site that are documented to have current or 
projected future adverse operational issues; and 

c. In the vicinity of the project site that are forecast to experience a relatively 
greater percentage of project-related vehicular turning movements (e.g., at 
freeway ramp intersections). 

(a) Study Intersections 

After conferencing with City of Los Angeles staff, twenty-two (22) study intersections were 
identified for evaluation of potential Project impacts during the weekday morning ("A.M.") and 
afternoon ("P.M."). A traffic sub-consultant, Accutek Traffic Data, Inc., conducted manual 
counts at the study intersections during October 2007 and observed peak hour traffic volumes 
were increased at an annual rate of one percent (1 %) per year to reflect year 2008 existing 
conditions. The 22 following study intersections were selected for analyses in consultation with 
LADOT staff in order to determine potential impacts related to the proposed Project: 

Int. No. 1: Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard. 1 

Int. No. 2: Robertson Boulevard/ Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive.2 

1 City of West Hollywood study intersection. 
2 City of Los Angeles study intersection. 
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Int. No. 3: 
Int. No. 4: 
Int. No. 5: 
Int. No. 6: 
Int. No. 7: 
Int. No. 8: 
Int. No. 9: 
Int. No. 10: 
Int. No. 11: 
Int. No. 12: 
Int.No.13: 
Int.No.14: 
Int. No. 15: 
Int. No. 16: 
Int. No. 17: 
Int. No. 18: 
Int. No. 19: 
Int. No. 20: 
Int. No. 21 
Int. No. 22 

Robertson Boulevard/Third Street.2 

Robertson Boulevard/Burton Way.3 
Robertson Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.4 

George Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard. 1 

George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive.5 

George Burns Road-Hamel Road/Third Street.2 
Willaman Drive/Third Street.2 

Willaman Drive/Wilshire Boulevard. 4 

Sherbourne Drive/Third Street.2 

San Vicente Boulevard/Melrose Avenue. 1 

San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard. 1 

San Vicente Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Beverly Center.2 

San Vicente Boulevard/Third Street.2 

San Vicente Boulevard-Le Doux Road/Burton Way. 2 

San Vicente Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.3 

La Cienega Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard.2 
La Cienega Boulevard/Third Street.2 
La Cienega Boulevard/San Vicente Boulevard.2 
La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard.4 

Orlando A venue/Third Street. 2 

The general location of the Project in relation to the study locations and surrounding street 
system is presented in Figure 31: Study Intersection Map. The existing weekday AM. and P.M. 
peak commuter period manual counts of turning vehicles at the study intersections are 
summarized in Table 2-f.: Existing Traffic Volumes. The existing traffic volumes at the study 
intersections during the weekday AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours are shown in Figure 32: 
Existing Traffic Volumes -A.M Peak Hour and Figure 33: Existing Traffic Volumes - P.M Peak 
Hour, respectively. Summary data worksheets of the manual traffic counts at the study 
intersections are contained in Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study. 

A total of 21 of the study intersections are controlled by traffic signals. The remaining study 
intersection (Intersection No. 7, George Burns Road/Gracie Allen Drive) is controlled by all-way 
stop signs. The existing lane configurations at the 22 study intersections are displayed in Figure 
34: Existing Lane Configuration at Study Intersections. 

3 Shared City of Los Angeles/City of Beverly Hills study intersection. 
4 City of Beverly Hills study intersection. 
5 CSMC privately controlled study intersection. 

PAGE 161 

RL0026057 



CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

I- f5 WY IQ 8i 

~ °' "' "" "" c .. 
<t c L.U :s 
"- CLIF ON 2t'. WY '-' 

:z :z 

~ Cl<'. 

"" "" 
Cl 

Q Cl rs BL D 

,... 
"" 

--' "" :1!'! n "" Cl ~ w Q :z: w °' ~ --' :x: I.LI 

~ 
I- LLJ --' -< ~ c.. w 

WY 
0 
::;o 

V> !./') !./') --' 
~ 

LEGEND: 

• STUDY INTERSECTION * PROJECT SITE 

EM24841 

~ 
--' 
UJ 

~ ~ 
VI 

I-I- I-
VI VI VI 

ME S 

D 
D 
D 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

FIGURE 31 
NORTH 

STUDY INTERSECTION MAP ~ SOURCE: LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, ENGINEERS 

PAGE 162 

RL0026058 



EM24842 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE24 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES [l] 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. INTERSECTION DATE DIR 
BEGAN VOLUME BEGAN VOLUME 

NB 507 690 
1 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/09/2007 SB 8:00 750 4:30 565 

Beverly Boulevard 
EB 1,029 1,330 

WB 1,542 1,121 

NB 593 712 
2 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/09/2007 SB 8:15 654 4:45 57 

Alden Drive-Gracie 
Allen Drive EB 145 174 

WB 128 194 

NB 699 694 
3 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/09/2007 SB 8:15 595 4:45 592 

Third Street 
EB 395 533 

WB 949 633 

NB 758 768 
4 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/17/2007 SB 8:30 732 5:00 719 

Burton Way 
EB 779 1,201 

WB 1,540 1,043 

NB 982 888 
5 Robertson Boulevard/ 10/17/2007 SB 8:30 852 5:00 862 

Wilshire Boulevard 
EB 1,251 1,978 

WB 2,177 1,511 

NB 115 469 
6 George Bums Road/ 10/10/2007 SB 8:00 9 4:30 73 

Beverly Boulevard 
EB 1,018 1,314 

WB 1,790 1,129 

NB 212 415 
7 George Bums Road/ 10/10/2007 SB 7:45 373 4:30 227 

Gracie Allen Drive 
EB 167 307 

WB 213 216 

NB 169 54 
8 George Bums Road- 10/10/2007 SB 8:00 212 4:30 640 

Hamel Road/ 
Third Street EB 644 705 

WB 1,207 718 
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NO. INTERSECTION 

9 Wilaman Drive/ 
Third Street 

10 Willaman Drive/ 
Wilshire Boulevard 

11 Sherboume Drive/ 
Third Street 

12 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Melrose Avenue 

13 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Beverly Boulevard 

14 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Gracie Allen Drive-
Beverly Center 

15 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Third Street 

16 San Vicente Boulevard-
Le Doux Road/ 
Burton Way 

TABLE 24 (CONTINUED) 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES [l] 
AM PEAK HOUR 

DATE DIR 
BEGAN VOLUME 

NB 269 
10/10/2007 SB 8:30 0 

EB 527 

WB 1,237 

NB 340 
10/17/2007 SB 8:30 218 

EB 1,267 

WB 2,036 

NB 75 
10/10/2007 SB 8:15 55 

EB 682 

WB 1,444 

NB 813 
10/17/2007 SB 8:15 635 

EB 547 

WB 1,082 

NB 891 
10/11/2007 SB 8:30 1,076 

EB 728 

WB 1,552 

NB 931 
10/11/2007 SB 8:30 955 

EB 192 

WB 16 

NB 810 
10/11/2007 SB 8:15 755 

EB 551 

WB 1,472 

NB 20 
10/16/2007 SB 8:30 712 

EB 537 

WB 2,056 
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PM PEAK HOUR 

BEGAN VOLUME 

359 
4:45 0 

943 

738 

265 
5:00 336 

1,758 

1,452 

61 
4:45 354 

1,178 

715 

1,095 
5:00 908 

972 

872 

1,072 
4:15 940 

1,331 

1,026 

930 
5:00 969 

494 

375 

802 
5:00 1,162 

1,321 

738 

65 
4:45 1,070 

1,198 

1,336 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
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NO. INTERSECTION 

17 San Vicente Boulevard/ 
Wilshire Boulevard 

18 La Cienega Boulevard/ 
Beverly Boulevard 

19 La Cienega Boulevard/ 
Third Street 

20 La Cienega Boulevard/ 
San Vicente Boulevard 

21 La Cienega Boulevard/ 
Wilshire Boulevard 

22 Orlando Avenue/ 
Third Street 

TABLE 24 (CONTINUED) 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES [l] 

DATE DIR 
AM PEAK HOUR 

BEGAN VOLUME 

NB 1,722 
10/18/2007 SB 8:15 1,061 

EB 1,322 

WB 1,448 

NB 1,019 
10/18/2007 SB 8:45 1,528 

EB 779 

WB 1,515 

NB 1,305 
10/16/2007 SB 8:00 1,437 

EB 535 

WB 1,457 

NB 1,389 
10/16/2007 SB 8:00 1,570 

EB 1,183 

WB 2,040 

NB 1,723 
10/18/2007 SB 8:15 1,334 

EB 1,275 

WB 1,841 

NB 185 
10/10/2007 SB 8:15 480 

EB 600 

WB 1,373 

PM PEAK HOUR 

BEGAN VOLUME 

969 
5:00 1,448 

1,519 

1,446 

1,719 
5:00 1,276 

1,649 

1,104 

1,687 
5:00 1,318 

1,323 

856 

1,626 
5:00 1,346 

2,216 

1,476 

1,585 
5:00 1,545 

1,653 

1,509 

485 
5:00 245 

1,291 

798 
[1] Counts conducted by Accutek. NOTE: Year 2007 manual traffic counts were adjusted by a 1.0 percent (1.0%) ambient growth factor to reflect 
year 2008 existing conditions. 

PAGE 165 

RL0026061 



EM24845 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
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(b) Level of Service 

Methodology 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The 22 study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") 
method, which detennines the Volume-to-Capacity ("VIC") ratio on a critical lane basis. The 
T//C ratio is a measure of an intersection's traffic (existing or projected) as compared to the 
theoretical (design) capacity of the intersection. The overall intersection V/C ratio is 
subsequently assigned a Level of Service ("LOS") value to describe intersection operations. LOS 
is a qualitative indicator of an intersection's operating conditions, which is used to represent 
various degrees of congestion and delay. LOS varies from LOS A (free flow with little or no 
delay) to LOS F Gammed conditions resulting from extreme congestion). A more detailed 
description of the CMA method and values and explanation of corresponding Levels of Service 
are provided in Appendix B of Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study. The relationship between 
CMA V/C ratios and LOS for intersection capacity calculations is generally as follows: 

VIC RATIO LOS 
0 to 0.60 A 

0.61 to 0.70 B 
0.71to0.80 c 
0.81to0.90 D 
0.91 to l.00 E 
2: 1.00 F 

Existing Intersection LOS 

Eighteen of the 22 study intersections are presently operating at LOS D or better during the 
weekday AM. and P.M. peak hours under existing conditions, as will be discussed in more detail 
in a later section. The following four study intersections are currently operating at LOS E during 
the weekday peak hours as shown below: 

• Int. No. 1: Robertson Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

• Int. No. 5: Robertson Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

• Int. No. 18: La Cienega Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

• Int. No. 21: La Cienega Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

(3) Access and Local Circulation 

AM. Peak Hour: V/C=0.914, LOSE 

AM. Peak Hour: V/C=0.957, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: V/C=0.990, LOSE 

P.M. Peak Hour: V/C=0.989, LOSE 

AM. Peak Hour: V/C=0.976, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: V/C=0.996, LOSE 

The CSMC Campus and Project Site may be accessed through a combination of the local public 
street system and the private CSMC Campus internal streets, as shown on Figure 35: CSMC 
Campus Access. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
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External vehicular access to the CSMC Campus is provided via five key intersections that are 
presently traffic signal controlled and are located on the periphery of the CSMC Campus. Left
tum lanes are provided at all of the subject intersections to facilitate access into the CSMC 
Campus. The five key CSMC Campus access intersections are: 

• Robertson Boulevard/ Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive 
• George Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard 
• George Burns Road-Hamel Road/Third Street 
• Sherboume Drive/Third Street 
• San Vicente Boulevard/Gracie Allen Drive-Beverly Center 

Internal circulation within the CSMC Campus is primarily facilitated by three private roadways 
that provide access to the CSMC Campus parking facilities and medical buildings: the north
south oriented George Bums Road, the east-west oriented Gracie Allen Drive and the north
south oriented Sherboume Drive. 

Two external CSMC Campus driveways are provided on the south side of Beverly Boulevard 
between George Bums Road and San Vicente Boulevard and two are provided on the west side 
of San Vicente Boulevard between Gracie Allen Drive and Third Street. All of the remaining 
CSMC Campus driveways providing access to parking facilities and medical buildings are 
situated within the CSMC Campus. 

This Project contains no planned changes to the five CSMC Campus key access intersections or 
the external CSMC Campus driveways as they were approved under the Master Plan. The 
existing internal driveway, located at the northwest corner of George Bums Road and Gracie 
Allen Drive that accesses the Project Site, will be removed; however, access to the planned 
adjoining parking structure will be provided via a new driveway along the north side of Gracie 
Allen Drive. 

(4) Parking 

A total of 6,894 parking spaces are currently provided on the CSMC Campus, in accordance with 
the City parking requirements approved under Ordinance No. 168,847. This total includes 5,240 
spaces in parking facilities controlled by CSMC and a total of 1,654 parking spaces in the two 
Medical Office Tower parking structures located south of the CSMC Campus along Third Street. 
After completion of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (construction beginning in the first 
quarter of 2009), a net additional 3 81 parking spaces6 will be provided on the Campus, bringing 
the total amount of parking provided on the Campus to 7,275 parking spaces by the start of the 
construction/demolition process for the Project. For purposes of this Draft SEIR, the 7,275 
parking spaces resulting after construction of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion will be 
considered as the currently existing parking count. 

6 The net additional 3 81 parking spaces accounts for demolition of the existing 166-space parking lot at the 
Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion site and construction of 54 7 new parking spaces ( 54 7 - 166 = 3 81 net additional 
spaces). 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

(5) Public Transit 

The Metro, LADOT and the City of West Hollywood currently provide public bus transit service 
within the CSMC Campus area. A summary of existing transit routes that serve the Project 
vicinity is provided in Table 25: Existing Public Transit Routes and illustrated in Figure 36: 
Existing Public Transit Routes. 

TABLE25 

EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSIT ROUTES [l] 
NO.OF BUSES 

ROUTE DESTINATIONS ROADWAY NEAR SITE 
DURING PEAK 

HOUR 

DIR AM PM 

Metro 14 Beverly Hills to Downtown Los Angeles Beverly Boulevard 
EB 6 6 
WB 7 5 

Metro 16 
Century City to Downtown Los Angeles 

Third Street 
EB 10 11 

(via Hancock Park, Westlake) WB 12 15 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center to 

NB 4 3 
Metro 218 Studio City (via Beverly Hills, Park La Third Street 

SB 4 3 
Brea, West Hollywood) 

Metro 220 
Culver City to West Hollywood 

Robertson Boulevard 
NB 2 2 

(via Beverly Hills) SB 2 2 

Metro 316 
Century City to Downtown Los Angeles 

Third Street 
EB 7 6 

(via Hancock Park, Westlake) WB 6 4 
Willowbrook to Westwood 

Metro 305 
(via Watts, South LA, Crenshaw 

San Vicente Boulevard 
NB 2 2 

District, Mid-City, Miracle Mile, West SB 2 2 
Hollywood, Beverly Hills) 
San Pedro to West Hollywood 

Metro 550 
(via Harbor City, Harbor Gateway, Los 

San Vicente Boulevard 
NB 2 3 

Angeles Exposition Park, Mid-City, SB 3 2 
Beverly Hills) 

Metro 714 Beverly Hills to Downtown Los Angeles Beverly Boulevard 
EB 4 4 
WB 4 4 

Dash-
Wilshire Boulevard to Robertson 

EB 4 4 
Fairfax [2] 

Boulevard (Fairfax Avenue., Melrose Third Street 
WB 4 4 

Avenue, La Cienega Boulevard) 
Dash-
Hollywood/ 

Hollywood to West Hollywood Gracie Allen Drive 
EB 4 4 

West WB 4 4 
Hollywood [2] 
West 
Hollywood City Hollywood to Beverly Hills 

San Vicente Boulevard 
EB 0 2 

Line Route (via West Hollywod) WB 0 2 
A/B [3] 
[l] Sources: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) Website, http://www.metro.net/default.asp. 
[2] Sources: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Website, http://www.ladottransit.com. 
f31 Sources: City of West Hollywood Website, http://www.weho.org. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The location of the CSMC Campus facilitates pedestrian activity, bicycle usage and use of public 
transit services, particularly due to the proximity of nearby commercial corridors. Regional and 
local public bus transit stops are provided on the periphery of the CSMC Campus, as well as 
within the Campus along George Bums Road and Gracie Allen Drive. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) General Plan Circulation Element and Community Plan 

The Wilshire Community Plan (the "Community Plan") was adopted on September 19, 2001 to 
guide the development in the Project area. The Community Plan includes goals, objectives and 
policies pertaining to transportation issues, which focus predominantly on public transit, 
alternative transportation modes, transportation systems and congestion management, and 
parking. 

The Community Plan notes that some of the major public transportation opportunities within the 
Community Plan area relate to the MTA rail transit lines and bus transit service. The 
Community Plan recognizes that the operation of a safe, convenient, and efficient mass transit 
line would also lessen regional dependence on the private automobile and the need for additional 
traffic capacity. 

With regard to transportation demand management ("TDM"), it is the City's objective that the 
traffic LOS on the street system not exceed LOS D. TDM is a program designed to encourage 
people to change their mode of travel from single occupancy automotive vehicles to more 
efficient transportation modes. People are given incentives to utilize TDM measures such as 
public transit, ridesharing, modified work schedules, van pools, telecommuting, and non
motorized transportation modes such as the bicycle. The City actively enforces TDM 
requirements through a City-wide TDM Ordinance, participation in regional transportation 
management programs, and formation of localized transportation management associations. 

(2) Regional Transportation System 

The Congestion Management Program (the "CMP") is a state-mandated program that was 
enacted by the State Legislature with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990 to address the 
impact of local growth on the regional transportation system. The MTA developed the 2004 
CMP Traffic Impact Analysis ("TIA") guidelines for Los Angeles County (July 2004), which 
require that intersection and/or freeway monitoring locations be examined if a proposed project 
will add 50 or 150 more trips, respectively, during the AM. or P.M. weekday peak periods. 

The following CMP intersection monitoring locations in the Project area have been identified 
and will be discussed later: 

CMP Station Designation 
Int. No. 5 
Int. No. 6 
Int. No. 161 

Intersection 
Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 
Wilshire Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard (Study Int. No. 21) 
Santa Monica Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard 
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c. CSMC Campus Background and 1993 Approvals 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

On June 23, 1993, the Los Angeles City Council passed Ordinance Nos. 168,847 and 168,848 
approving a Development Agreement, Master Plan, and Zone/Height District Change for the 
CSMC Campus. The CSMC Master Plan includes 700,000 square feet of medical space floor 
area, as analyzed and certified in the Original EIR, of which 529,350 square feet will have been 
built at the time of Project construction (including the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion to 
begin construction in first quarter of 2009). Thus, the Master Plan currently contains 170,650 
square feet of remaining entitlements that are un-built. The proposed Project includes an 
amendment to the Master Plan to accommodate 100 additional inpatient beds within 200,000 
additional square feet of inpatient floor area on the CSMC Campus. The Original EIR examined 
the transportation impacts associated with development of the Approved Building on the Project 
Site under the Master Plan; therefore, several findings discussed in the Original EIR will 
reasonably apply to the transportation impact analysis for the proposed Project below. Therefore, 
the findings of the Original EIR will be referenced and used for comparison when reasonably 
applicable in the transportation analysis of this Draft SEIR. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

(1) Construction Analysis 

To estimate the construction traffic impacts of the CSMC West Tower Project, certain 
construction assumptions must be made, which are detailed in the construction analysis below. 
After assumptions are made, construction traffic trip generations are calculated for daily 
construction trips associated with worker vehicles, haul trucks and miscellaneous trucks used 
during the construction process. A standard percentage of the daily construction trips generated 
are then assumed to be traveling during the weekday A.M. peak hour and P.M. peak hour. For 
miscellaneous construction trucks, a Passenger Car Equivalency ("PCE") has been determined 
and has been applied to the truck trips to estimate the number of passenger vehicle trips that 
would be associated with these trucks. The final estimated weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hour 
trips are expressed in PCE vehicle trips. 

(2) Intersection Analysis 

To estimate the traffic impacts of the West Tower Project, a multi-step process was utilized. 
First, trip generation estimates are used to calculate the total arriving and departing traffic 
volumes on a peak hour (i.e., A.M. and P.M.) and daily basis. The traffic generation potential is 
forecast by applying the appropriate vehicle trip generation equations or rates to the Project 
development tabulation (i.e., 100 inpatient beds). 

Second, trip distribution identifies the origins and destinations of inbound and outbound Project 
traffic volumes. These origins and destinations are typically based on demographics and 
existing/anticipated travel patterns in the study area. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
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Third, traffic assignment involves the allocation of Project traffic to study area streets and 
intersections. Traffic assignment is typically based on minimization of travel time, which may or 
may not involve the shortest route, depending on prevailing operating conditions and travel 
speeds. Traffic distribution patterns are indicated by general percentage orientation, while traffic 
assignment allocates specific volume forecasts to individual roadway links and intersection 
turning movements throughout the study area. 

With the forecasting process complete and project traffic assignments developed, the impact of 
the Project is isolated by comparing operational (i.e., LOS) conditions at the selected key 
intersections using expected future traffic volumes with and without the forecasted Project 
traffic. The need for site-specific and/or cumulative local area traffic improvements can then be 
evaluated and the significance of the Project's impacts identified. 

As previously explained, the 22 study intersections were evaluated using the CMA method of 
analysis. The relative impact of the added traffic volumes to be generated by the Project during 
the AM. and P.M. peak hours was evaluated based on analysis of future operating conditions at 
the 22 study intersections, with and without the forecasted Project traffic. The previously 
discussed capacity analysis procedures were utilized to evaluate the future VIC relationships and 
LOS characteristics at each study intersection. 

Traffic impacts at the study intersections were analyzed for the following conditions: 

[a] Existing conditions. 

[b] Condition [a] plus 1.0 percent (1.0%) ambient traffic growth through year 2023 
("Existing With Ambient Growth Conditions"). 

[c] Condition [b] with completion and occupancy of the Related Projects ("Future Pre
Project Conditions"). 

[d] Condition [c] with completion and occupancy of the Project ("Future With Project 
Conditions"). 

[e] Condition [d] with implementation of Project mitigation measures, where necessary 
("Future Project with Mitigation Conditions"). 

The traffic volumes for each new condition were added to the volumes in the prior condition to 
determine the change in capacity utilization at the 22 study intersections. Thus, the Future With 
Project Conditions analyze the cumulative impact of the proposed Project and provide a 
conservative and comprehensive analysis of the future conditions in the study area after 
anticipated full occupancy of the proposed Project in year 2023. Summaries of the forecast VIC 
ratios and LOS values for the study intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours are shown 
in Table 26: Summary of Volume-To-Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service. The traffic analysis 
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TABLE26 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

SUMMARY OF VOLUME To CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 
[2] [3] [4] [5] 

[1] YEAR2023 YEAR2023 YEAR2023 YEAR2023 
INTERSECTION 

PEAK EXISTING W/AMBIENT W/RELATED W/PROPOSED CHANGE W/PROJECT CHANGE 
SIGNIF. MITI-HOUR GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT V/C MITIGATION V/C 
IMPACT GATED 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 
([4] - [3]) 

V/C LOS 
([5] - [3]) 

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.914 E 1.031 F 1.316 F 1.320 F 0.004 NO 1.320 F 0.004 -

Beverly Boulevard PM 0.740 c 0.832 D 1.232 F 1.239 F 0.007 NO 1.239 F 0.007 -

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.481 A 0.534 A 0.825 D 0.872 D 0.022 YES 0.827 D -0.023 YES 
Alden Drive-

Gracie Allen Drive PM 0.572 A 0.639 B 1.034 F 1.063 F 0.029 YES 0.946 E -0.088 YES 

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.701 c 0.787 c 1.182 F 1.191 F 0.009 NO 1.191 F 0.009 -

Third Street PM 0.659 B 0.739 c 1.223 F 1.227 F 0.004 NO 1.227 F 0.004 -

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.824 D 0.928 E 1.262 F 1.266 F 0.004 NO 1.266 F 0.004 -

Burton Way PM 0.872 D 0.983 E 1.287 F 1.295 F 0.008 NO 1.295 F 0.008 -

Robertson Boulevard/ AM 0.957 E 1.101 F 1.397 F 1.400 F 0.003 NO 1.400 F 0.003 -

Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.990 E 1.138 F 1.481 F 1.484 F 0.003 NO 1.484 F 0.003 -

George Burns Road/ AM 0.523 A 0.582 A 0.676 B 0.715 c 0.020 NO 0.646 B -0.049 -

Beverly Boulevard PM 0.656 B 0.735 c 0.929 E 0.951 E 0.022 YES 0.918 E -0.011 YES 

George Burns Road/ AM 0.455 A 0.523 A 0.633 B 0.714 c 0.039 NO 0.714 c 0.039 -

Gracie Allen Drive PM 0.534 A 0.614 B 0.699 B 0.783 c 0.031 NO 0.783 c 0.031 -

George Burns Road- AM 0.635 B 0.710 c 0.834 D 0.853 D 0.012 NO 0.853 D 0.012 -

Hamel Road/ 
Third Street PM 0.436 A 0.482 A 0.630 B 0.678 B 0.017 NO 0.678 B 0.017 -

Willaman Drive/ AM 0.416 A 0.459 A 0.571 A 0.587 A 0.007 NO 0.587 A 0.007 -

Third Street PM 0.484 A 0.537 A 0.676 B 0.699 B 0.006 NO 0.699 B 0.006 -

Willaman Drive/ AM 0.713 c 0.820 D 0.941 E 0.941 E 0.000 NO 0.941 E 0.000 -

Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.668 B 0.768 c 0.898 D 0.898 D 0.000 NO 0.898 D 0.000 -

Sherbourne Drive/ AM 0.469 A 0.520 A 0.686 B 0.704 B 0.006 NO 0.704 c 0.006 -

Third Street PM 0.442 A 0.489 A 0.625 B 0.647 B 0.007 NO 0.647 B 0.007 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.814 D 0.937 E 1.120 F 1.121 F 0.001 NO 1.121 F 0.001 -

Melrose Avenue PM 0.772 c 0.888 D 1.233 F 1.235 F 0.002 NO 1.235 F 0.002 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.723 c 0.811 D 1.050 F 1.057 F 0.007 NO 1.057 F 0.007 -

Beverly Boulevard PM 0.746 c 0.838 D 1.100 F 1.109 F 0.009 NO 1.109 F 0.009 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.353 A 0.387 A 0.475 A 0.494 A 0.006 NO 0.494 A 0.005 -

Gracie Allen Drive-
Beverlv Center PM 0.565 A 0.630 B 0.749 c 0.769 c 0.005 NO 0.769 c 0.005 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.741 c 0.832 D 1.119 F 1.125 F 0.006 NO 1.125 F 0.006 -

Third Street PM 0.709 c 0.796 c 1.035 F 1.049 F 0.004 NO 1.049 F 0.004 -
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TABLE 26 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

SUMMARY OF VOLUME To CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 
[2] [3] [4] [5] 

[1] YEAR2023 YEAR2023 YEAR2023 YEAR2023 
INTERSECTION 

PEAK EXISTING W/AMBIENT W/RELATED W/PROPOSED CHANGE W/PROJECT CHANGE 
SIGNIF. MITI-HOUR GROWTH PROJECTS PROJECT V/C MITIGATION V/C 
IMPACT GATED 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 
([4] - [3]) 

V/C LOS 
([5] - [3]) 

San Vicente Boulevard- AM 0.493 A 0.547 A 0.703 c 0.708 c 0.003 NO 0.708 c 0.003 -

Le Doux Road/ 
Burton Way PM 0.585 A 0.653 B 0.901 E 0.906 E 0.005 NO 0.906 E 0.005 -

San Vicente Boulevard/ AM 0.759 c 0.853 D 1.060 F 1.065 F 0.005 NO 1.065 F 0.005 -

Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.721 c 0.810 D 1.010 F 1.013 F 0.003 NO 1.013 F 0.003 -

La Cienega Boulevard/ AM 0.882 D 0.994 E 1.192 F 1.201 F 0.009 NO 1.201 F 0.009 -

Beverly Boulevard PM 0.989 E 1.118 F 1.580 F 1.583 F 0.003 NO 1.583 F 0.003 -

La Cienega Boulevard/ AM 0.825 D 0.929 E 1.216 F 1.221 F 0.005 NO 1.221 F 0.005 -

Third Street PM 0.873 D 0.984 E 1.369 F 1.372 F 0.003 NO 1.372 F 0.003 -

La Cienega Boulevard/ AM 0.822 D 0.925 E 1.231 F 1.234 F 0.003 NO 1.234 F 0.003 -

San Vicente Boulevard PM 0.732 c 0.822 D 1.192 F 1.197 F 0.005 NO 1.197 F 0.005 -

La Cienega Boulevard/ AM 0.976 E 1.122 F 1.450 F 1.453 F 0.003 NO 1.453 F 0.003 -

Wilshire Boulevard PM 0.996 E 1.145 F 1.501 F 1.503 F 0.002 NO 1.503 F 0.002 -

Orlando A venue/ AM 0.740 c 0.831 D 0.958 E 0.959 E 0.001 NO 0.959 E 0.001 -

Third Street PM 0.706 c 0.793 c 1.003 F 1.009 F 0.002 NO 1.009 F 0.002 -
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follows the City of Los Angeles traffic study guidelines7 and is consistent with traffic impact 
assessment guidelines set forth in the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program. 8 

This traffic analysis evaluates potential Project-related impacts at the 22 study intersections in 
the vicinity of the Project Site. 

The forecast of future conditions was prepared in accordance with procedures outlined in Section 
15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines provide two options for 
developing the future traffic volume forecast: 

"(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of 
the [lead] agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted 
or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions 
contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be 
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead 
agency." 

Accordingly, the traffic analysis provides a highly conservative estimate of future traffic 
volumes as it incorporates both the "A" and "B" options outlined in CEQA Guidelines for 
purposes of developing the forecast. 

(3) Comparative Analysis 

When applicable in the impact analysis, references and comparisons have been made to the 
Master Plan development entitlement (i.e., 700,000 square feet) analyzed in the Original EIR. 
The resulting net Project traffic impacts to LOS at the 22 study intersections (of which 18 were 
studied in the Original EIR as discussed below), parking, access, public transit, plan and policy 
consistency and cumulative impacts will be compared to the environmental impacts resulting 
from development of the adopted Master Plan. This comparison will determine the incremental 
impact of the Project and will analyze the substantiality of the Project's net transportation 
impacts above those determined for the Master Plan considered in the Original EIR. 

It should be noted that the traffic impacts associated only with the proposed Project have been 
isolated in the traffic impact study to determine the true net impact of the Project beyond the 
impacts of the Master Plan addressed in the Original EIR. The residual 170,650 square feet of 
Master Plan entitlement, encompassed as part of the West Tower, have been analyzed in the 
traffic impact study as a Related Project (Related Project No. LA39 as shown in Table 29: List ~f 
Related Projects [page 194]). Doing so allows the impact analysis to account for the traffic 
impacts of this residual Master Plan entitlement on a cumulative basis, while still allowing for 

7 City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, 
http://www.lacity.org/LADOT/TrafficStudyGuidelines.pdf (March 2002). 
8 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2004 Congestion Aianagement Program for Los 
Angeles County, http://www.metro.net/images/cmp_2004.pdf (July 2004). 
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the isolation of impact findings for the proposed Project. Therefore, the impacts of full build-out 
of the Master Plan are forecast through the Future Pre-Project Conditions; subsequently, the net 
incremental impact of the Project is then added to that condition to forecast Future With Project 
Conditions. The 90,000 square feet of space incorporated from the Existing Building into the 
West Tower will continue to be considered as existing pre-Master Plan development. 
Consequently, the impacts of the Existing Building uses were considered as existing traffic 
conditions for the Master Plan in the Original EIR and all impacts associated with this 
component have already been considered. Therefore, transportation impacts of all components of 
the 460,650 square foot West Tower will have been considered in this Draft SEIR. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (as adopted 2006), the project would 
have significant impact on transportation and circulation if it would cause any of the following 
conditions to occur: 

(1) Construction Thresholds 

The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the 
following factors: 

Temporary Traffic Impacts: 

• Length of time of temporary street closures or closures of two or more traffic lanes; 
• Classification of the street affected; 
• Existing traffic levels and LOS on the affected streets and intersections; 
• Whether the affected street directly leads to a freeway on- or off-ramp or other state 

highway; 
• Potential safety issues involved with street or lane closures; and 
• Presence of emergency services located nearby that regularly use the affected street. 

Temporary Loss of Access: 

• Length of time of any loss of vehicular or pedestrian access to a parcel fronting the 
construction area; 

• Availability of alternative vehicular or pedestrian access within 1;4 mile of the lost access; 
and 

• Type of land uses affected, and related safety, convenience, and/or economic issues. 

Temporary Loss of Bus Stops 

• Length of time that an existing bus stop would be unavailable or that existing service 
would be interrupted; 

• Availability of a nearby location (within 1;4 mile) to which the bus stop or route can be 
temporarily relocated; 
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• Existence of other bus stops or routes with similar routes/destinations within a 114 mile 
radius of the affected stops or routes; and 

• Whether the interruption would occur on a weekday, weekend or holiday, and whether 
the existing bus route typically provides service that/those day(s). 

Temporary Loss of On-Street Parking 

• Current utilization of existing on-street parking; 
• Availability of alternative parking locations or public transit options within 114 mile of the 

project site; and 
• Length of time that existing parking spaces would be unavailable. 

(2) Intersection Traffic Thresholds 

The significance of the potential impacts of Project generated traffic at each study intersection 
was identified using the traffic impact criteria set forth in LADOT' s Traffic Study Policies and 
Procedures, (March 2002). According to the City's published traffic study guidelines, a 
significant transportation impact is determined based on the Sliding Scale criteria presented in 
Table 2 7: City of Los Angeles Intersection Impact Threshold Criteria. 

TABLE27 

CITY OF Los ANGELES- INTERSECTION IMPACT THRESHOLD CRITERIA 

FINAL VIC LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) PROJECT RELATED INCREASE IN VIC 

0.71 - 0.80 c equal to or greater than 0. 040 

0.81 - 0.90 D equal to or greater than 0. 020 

>0.90 EorF equal to or greater than 0.010 

The City's Sliding Scale Method requires mitigation of project traffic impacts whenever traffic 
generated by the proposed development causes an increase of the analyzed intersection Volume
to-Capacity (VIC) ratio by an amount equal to or greater than the values shown above. 

(3) Access Thresholds 

The Project would have a significant Project access impact if the intersection(s) nearest the 
primary site access is/are projected to operate at LOSE or F during the AM. or P.M. peak hour, 
under Future With Project Conditions (as defined under Methodology herein). 

(4) Parking Thresholds 

The Project would have a significant impact on parking if the project provides less parking than 
needed as determined through an analysis of demand from the Project. 
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The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the 
projected number of additional transit passengers expected with implementation of the proposed 
Project and available transit capacity. 

c. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Activity9 

(a) Construction Assumptions 

Certain assumptions must be made about the demolition/construction process in order to 
determine the estimated traffic impacts caused by construction activities for the proposed 
Project. It is assumed that demolition and grading/excavation would occur on the Project Site 
during the first year of construction, in which it is estimated that approximately 78, l 00 cubic 
yards of dirt from the Project Site would be removed. It is also assumed that after completion of 
the demolition and grading phase of construction, the final grading and structure construction 
phase would begin and would extend over a two-year period. It is also assumed that the 
equipment staging area during the initial phases of grading, as well as after the start of 
construction, would occur on the Project Site or within the CSMC Campus. Construction worker 
parking would also occur within the CSMC Campus. 

(b) Construction Traffic Generation 

Demolition, Grading and Material Export 

While heavy construction equipment would be located at the CSMC Campus during grading 
activities and would not travel to and from the Project Site on a daily basis, truck trips would be 
generated during the demolition, grading, and export period, so as to remove material (from 
demolition) from the Project Site. Trucks are expected to carry the export material to a receptor 
site located within 25 miles of the Project Site. CSMC anticipates that trucks with a capacity to 
carry at least 14 cubic yards of material per truck would be used during the export period. 
Assuming the export period will require approximately 22 workdays per month for five months, 
during the peak demolition, grading and export activities, up to 100 truck trips per day (i.e., 50 
inbound trips and 50 outbound trips) are anticipated from the Project Site. Of the 100 daily truck 
trips, it is estimated that approximately ten trucks trips (five inbound trips and five outbound 
trips) would occur during the weekday AM. peak hour and P.M. peak hour. Construction traffic 
impacts during the demolition, grading and material export period were not discussed in the 
Original EIR. 

9 All construction activity analysis and data was generated by Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers, Cedars-Sinai 
Aiedical Center West Tower Project- Construction Traffic Review email to Planning Associates Inc., 16 April 2008. 
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Activities related to the final grading and structure construction period would generate a higher 
number of vehicle trips as compared to the demolition, grading and material export period due to 
the larger amount of construction workers commuting daily to and from the Project Site. Thus, 
the greatest potential for impact on the adjacent street system would occur during the final 
grading and structure construction period. 

During this period, a trip generation rate of 0.32 worker vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet of 
commercial development per day is used. 1° Construction workers are expected to typically 
arrive at the Project Site before 7:00 AM. and most will depart before 3:00 P.M. Thus, these 
construction work trips would occur outside of the AM. and P.M. peak hours of traffic on the 
local street system. Construction workers are also expected to remain on-site throughout the day. 
Taking into consideration these expectations, the construction workers are estimated to generate 
approximately 306 vehicle trips per day (i.e., 153 trips inbound and 153 trips outbound) during 
the peak construction phases at the Project Site. Of the peak construction daily trip generation of 
306 daily trips, it is estimated that approximately 31 construction worker vehicle trips (ten 
percent of the daily construction worker inbound or outbound trips) would occur during each of 
the weekday AM. peak hour and P.M. peak hour. 

In addition to construction worker vehicles, additional vehicle trips may be generated by 
miscellaneous trucks traveling to and from the Project Site. These trucks may consist of larger 
vehicles delivering equipment and/or construction materials to the Project Site, or smaller pick
up trucks or four-wheel drive vehicles used by construction supervisors and/or City inspectors. 
During peak construction phases, it is estimated that approximately 50 trips per day would be 
made by miscellaneous trucks. To conservatively estimate the equivalent number of vehicles 
associated with the truck trips, a Passenger Car Equivalency or PCE factor of 2.0 was utilized 
based on standard traffic engineering practice. 11 Therefore, conservatively assuming 50 daily 
truck trips, it is estimated that the trucks would generate approximately l 00 PCE vehicles trips 
(i.e., 50 trips inbound and 50 trips outbound) on a daily basis. Assuming ten percent of the daily 
truck trips occur during the peak hours, it is estimated that approximately 10 PCE vehicle trips 
(five inbound trips and five outbound trips) would occur during the weekday AM. peak hour and 
P .M. peak hour. 

Summed together, the construction worker vehicles and miscellaneous trucks are forecast to 
generate 406 PCE vehicle trips per day (i.e., 203 inbound and 203 outbound) during peak final 
grading and structure construction phases at the Project Site. During the weekday AM. peak 
hour and P.M. peak hour, it is estimated that approximately 41 PCE vehicle trips would be 
generated during each of these peak hours. The Original EIR did not discuss construction traffic 
impacts associated with final grading and structure construction. 

10 Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West Tower Project - Construction Traffic 
Review email to Planning Associates Inc., 16 April 2008. 
11 Ibid. 
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Based on the relatively low number of construction trips generated as compared to the proposed 
Project's daily operational trip generation (as analyzed below) and the temporary nature of the 
additional trips, the traffic impacts (LOS, etc.) due to construction activities are forecast to be 
less than significant at the 22 study intersections during the weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 
Further, due to the existing excess in parking spaces on the CSMC Campus, discussed below, 
construction worker parking is not anticipated to result in a significant impact on parking 
availability at the CSMC Campus. 

Temporary, partial lane closures are anticipated during Project construction only on the private 
internal streets located within the CSMC campus. It can be expected that temporary, partial lane 
closures may occur on George Bums Road and Gracie Allen Drive. Construction for this type of 
street work is normally limited from 9:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. The private internal streets are 
expected to remain open during construction and detours around the construction site as a result 
of lane closures would not be required. Flag-men, however, would be used to control traffic 
movement during the ingress and egress of trucks and heavy equipment at the Project Site. Thus, 
Campus access on the private internal streets will only be lost over short periods of time during 
construction. Due to the utilization of the CSMC Campus for construction activities, the on-street 
parking outside of the Campus will not be affected. The Project construction is also not expected 
to affect existing transit bus stops or lines that traverse the CSMC Campus, as most of these are 
located on the east side of the Campus. Therefore, the proposed Project construction will not 
result in a significant impact to access and public transit on the Campus. 

Although construction-related traffic impacts were not discussed in the Original EIR, the 
originally anticipated Approved Building and Approved Parking Structure under the Master 
Plan, which is of similar massing and size as the Project, would likely result in very similar 
construction activities, equipment and impacts as the proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed 
Project does not represent a substantial incremental impact beyond those anticipated for the 
Master Plan. 

(d) Haul Route Approval 

Approvals required by the City of Los Angeles for implementation of the proposed Project must 
include a haul route program approved by LADOT. According to Section 91.7006.7.4 of the Los 
Angeles Building Code, truck haul routes would only require a public hearing before the Board 
of Building and Safety Commissioners for any import or export of more than 1 ,000 cubic yards 
of earth material in a grading hillside area. Although import and export for the proposed Project 
would exceed the 1,000 cubic yards of earth material, the location of the Project Site is not 
within a grading hillside area; therefore, the proposed Project would not require a public hearing. 
With regard to other construction traffic-related issues, construction equipment would be stored 
within the perimeter fence of the construction site. With the required haul route approval and 
other construction management practices described above, construction activities are anticipated 
to result in a less than significant impact. Haul route impacts would be further reduced with the 
implementation of the following design features when the haul route is approved: 
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• Maintain existing access for the CSMC campus buildings and parking facilities; 
• Limit any potential on-campus roadway lane closures to off-peak travel periods; 
• Schedule receipt of construction materials to non-peak travel periods, to the extent 

possible; 
• Coordinate deliveries to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to unload for protracted 

periods of times; and 
• Prohibit parking by construction workers on adjacent streets and direct the construction 

workers to available parking within the CSMC campus. 

A proposed haul route was not discussed in the Original EIR for the Project Site; however, a haul 
route will be determined before the beginning of the demolition, grading and export period and 
will be approved by the City of Los Angeles with potential input from the community. 

(2) Long-Term Operation 

(a) Roadways and Intersections 

Project Traffic Generation 

The trip generation rates and forecast of the vehicular trips anticipated to be generated by the 
proposed Project (which includes the addition of 100 inpatient beds equivalent to 200,000 square 
feet of floor area on the CSMC Campus) are presented in Table 28: Project Traffic Generation. 
The Project trip generation forecast was submitted for review and approval by LADOT staff 

Traffic generation is expressed in vehicle trip ends, defined as one-way vehicular movements, 
either entering or exiting the generating land use. Generation equations and/or rates used in the 
traffic forecasting procedure are found in the Seventh Edition of Trip Generation, published by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) [Washington D.C., 2003]. Traffic volumes 
expected to be generated by the Project were based upon rates per number of hospital beds. ITE 
Land Use Code 610 (Hospital) trip generation average rates were used to forecast the traffic 
volumes expected to be generated by the 100 new inpatient hospital beds planned for the Project. 

TABLE28 

PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 
DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [21 VOLUMES [21 
VOLUMES [2] IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

Hospital [3] 100 Beds 1,181 79 34 113 47 83 130 

Total 1,181 79 34 113 47 83 130 
[1] Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers ("ITE"), Trip Generation, 1" Edition, 2003. 
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 
[3] ITE Land Use Code 610 (Hospital) trip generation average rates. The number of impatient hospital beds is based on a total of 200,000 square 
feet of development with an estimate of2,000 square feet for each hospital bed (i.e., 200,000 SF /2,000 SF~ 100 beds). 
- Daily Trip Rate: 11.81 trips/Bed; 50% inbound; 50% outbound 
- A.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.13 trips/Bed; 70% inbound; 30% outbound 
- P.M. Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.30 trips/Bed; 36% inbound; 64% outbound 
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As presented in Table 28: Project Traffic Generation, the Project is expected to generate 113 net 
new vehicle trips (79 inbound trips and 34 outbound trips) during the A.M. peak hour. During 
the P.M. peak hour, the Project is expected to generate 130 net new vehicle trips ( 47 inbound 
trips and 83 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour period, the Project is forecast to generate 1,181 net 
new daily trip ends during a typical weekday (approximately 592 inbound trips and 592 
outbound trips). In the Original EIR, build-out of the Master Plan was estimated to generate 594 
new vehicle trips during the A.M. peak hour and 1,794 new vehicle trips during the P.M. peak 
hour, resulting in approximately 23,920 additional daily vehicle trips during a typical weekday. 
[Original EIR Findings, Section III.B.11] 

Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment Analysis 

Project traffic volumes both entering and exiting the site have been distributed and assigned to 
the adjacent street system based on the following considerations: 

• The site's proximity to major traffic corridors (i.e., Robertson Boulevard, San Vicente 
Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, Burton Way, etc.); 

• Expected localized traffic flow patterns based on adjacent roadway channelization and 
presence of traffic signals; 

• Existing intersection traffic volumes; 
• Ingress/egress availability at the CSMC Campus; 
• The location of existing and proposed parking areas; and 
• Input from LADOT staff 

The general, directional traffic distribution pattern for the proposed Project is presented in Figure 
37: Project Trip Distribution. The forecast A.M. and P.M. peak hour traffic volumes associated 
with the Project are presented in Figure 38: A.M Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes and Figure 
39: P.M Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes, respectively. The traffic volume assignments 
presented in Figure 40: A.M Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes and _Figure 41: P.M. Peak 
Hour Project Traffic Volumes reflect the traffic distribution characteristics shown in Figure 37: 
Project Trip Distribution and the Project traffic generation forecast presented in Table 28: 
Project Traffic Generation. 

Existing Conditions 

As indicated in column [1] of Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and Levels of 
Service, 18 of the 22 study intersections are currently operating at LOS D or better during the 
A.M. and P.M. peak hours under existing conditions. The following four study intersections are 
currently operating at LOSE or F during the peak hours shown below (see Figure 32: Existing 
Traffic Volumes -A.M Peak Hour and Figure 33: Existing Traffic Volumes - P.M Peak Hour). 

Int. No. 1: Robertson Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

Int. No. 5: Robertson Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.914, LOSE 

A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.957, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.990, LOSE 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Int. No. 18: La Cienega Blvd./Beverly Blvd. P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.989, LOSE 

Int. No. 21: La Cienega Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. AM. Peak Hour: J:'lC =0.976, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.996, LOSE 

Existing With Ambient Growth Conditions 

In order to account for unknown Related Projects not included in this analysis, the existing traffic 
volumes were increased at an annual rate of one percent (1.0%) per year to the year 2023 (i.e., 
the anticipated year of Project build-out). This "ambient growth factor" was based on general 
traffic growth factors provided in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles 
County (the "CMP manual") and detennined in consultation with LADOT staff It is noted that 
based on review of the general traffic growth factors provided in the CMP manual for the West 
Los Angeles area, it is anticipated that the existing traffic volumes are expected to increase at an 
annual rate of less than 1.0% per year between the years 2005 and 2025. Thus, application of 
this annual growth factor allows for a conservative, worst case forecast of future traffic volumes 
in the Project area. Further, it is noted that the CMP manual's traffic growth rate is intended to 
anticipate future traffic generated by development projects in the Project vicinity. Therefore, the 
inclusion in this traffic analysis of both a forecast of traffic generated by known Related Projects 
plus the use of an ambient growth factor based on CMP traffic model data will result in a 
conservative estimate of future traffic volumes at the Project study intersections. 

The 1.0% ambient growth would incrementally increase the VIC ratios at all of the study 
intersections. As shown in column [2] of Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and 
Levels qf Service, 14 of the 22 study intersections are expected to continue to operate at LOS D 
or better during the AM. and P.M. peak hours with the addition of ambient growth traffic 
through the year 2023. The following eight study intersections are expected to operate at LOS E 
or F during the peak hours shown below with the addition of ambient growth traffic: 

Int. No. l: Robertson Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

Int. No. 4: Robertson Blvd./Burton Way 

Int. No. 5: Robertson Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

Int. No. 12: San Vicente Blvd./Melrose Ave. 

Int. No. 18: La Cienega Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

Int. No. 19: La Cienega Blvd./Third St. 
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AM. Peak Hour: v!C =l.031, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.928, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: V/C =0.983, LOSE 

AM. Peak Hour: v!C =l.101, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.138, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.937, LOSE 

AM. Peak Hour: WC =0.994, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.118, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.929, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =0.984, LOSE 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Int. No. 20: La Cienega Blvd./San Vicente Blvd.AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.925, LOSE 

Int. No. 21: La Cienega Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. AM. Peak Hour: VIC= 1.122, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.145, LOS F 

The existing with ambient growth traffic volumes at the study intersections during the AM. and 
P.M. peak hours are shown in Figure 40: Existing with Ambient Growth Traffic Volumes for 
A.M Peak Hour and Figure 41: Existing with Ambient Growth Traffic Volumes for P.M Peak 
Hour, respectively. 

Future Pre-Project Conditions 

A forecast of on-street traffic conditions prior to occupancy of the proposed Project was prepared 
by incorporating the potential trips associated with other known development projects ("Related 
Projects") within the Project area. With this information, the potential impact of the Project can 
be evaluated within the context of the cumulative impact of all ongoing development. The list of 
Related Projects was based on information on file at LADOT, the City of West Hollywood and 
the City of Beverly Hills, as well as recently accepted traffic impact analysis reports prepared for 

Related Projects in the vicinity of the CSMC Campus. The list of Related Projects in the Project 
area is presented in Table 29: List of Related Projects. The location of the Related Projects is 
shown in Figure 42: Location of Related Projects. The list of Related Projects was submitted to 
LADOT staff for review and approval. 

It is important to note that the proposed Project is the addition of 100 inpatient beds (200,000 
square feet) to the CSMC Campus to be contained within the West Tower. The West Tower will 
contain 170,650 square feet of residual entitlement already approved under the Master Plan and 
covered under the Original EIR, as well as an approved 90,000 square-foot Existing Building 
that will be demolished and incorporated into the new facility. The 170,650 square feet of 
remaining entitlement under the Master Plan, as well as the approximately 396,000 square foot 
Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (beginning construction on the CSMC Campus in first 
quarter of 2009), which also utilizes entitlements under the Master Plan, are considered as 
Related Projects for the purposes of this traffic analysis and for the reasons described in the 
Methodology above. Further, since the remaining entitlement of the Master Plan is considered as 
a Related Project in the traffic impact study, the Future Pre-Project Conditions represent the full 
build-out of the Master Plan on the CSMC Campus without the proposed Project. 

Expected traffic volumes from the Related Projects were calculated using rates provided in the 
ITE Trip Generation manual. The Related Projects respective traffic generation for the AM. and 
P.M. peak hours, as well as on a daily basis for a typical weekday, is summarized in Table 30: 
Related Project Traffic Generation. The anticipated distribution of the Related Projects traffic 
volumes to the study intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours is displayed in Figure 
43: Related Projects Traffic Volumes for A.M Peak Hour and Figure 44: Related Projects 
Traffic Volumes for P.M Peak Hour, respectively. The VIC ratios at all of the study intersections 
are incrementally increased with the addition of traffic generated by the Related Projects listed in 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

TABLE29 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
MAP 

FILE 
PROJECT NAME 

NO. 
PROJECT 

LOCATION 
LAND USE SIZE STATUS 

NUMBER 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

LAI EAF 2000-3349 9051 W Pico Bl 
Private School 

42,000 SF Proposed 
(Pre- K to 5th grade) 

LA2 EAF 2001-4993 1016 S La Cienega Bl Auto Body Shop 17,036 SF Proposed 

LA3 EAF 2004-1143 801 NFairfaxAv 
Apartments 93DU 

Proposed 
Retail 15,826 SF 

LA4 EAF 2004-1804 329 S La Cienega Bl Private School 140 Students Proposed 

Condominiums 62DU Proposed 

LAS EAF 2004-5880 100 N La Cienega Bl 
Apartments 177DU 

High Turnover Restaurant 38,739 SF 
Retail 316,279 SF 

Park La Brea 
LA6 Apartment Addition 6298 W 3rd St Apartments 300DU Proposed 

EAF 2004-7359 

Wilshire Skyline 
Retail 29,060 SF Proposed 

LA7 
2003-CEN-463 

6411 W Wilshire Bl Fast-Food Restaurant 2,500 SF 
Apartments 130DU 

LAS 
Sunset Legacy 

7950 W Sunset Bl 
Condominiums 183 DU Proposed 

Lofts Retail 12,891 SF 

LA9 ENV2005-6605MN 8525 W Pico Bl 
Apartments 39DU Proposed 

Retail 11,327 SF 

LAlO TT-61512 1518 S Shenandoah St Condominiums 16DU Proposed 

LAll 
ENV 2004-6237-

357 N Hayworth Ave Condominiums 16DU Proposed 
MND 

LA12 ZA-2005-749-ZAA 820 S Bedford St Condominiums 12DU Proposed 

LA13 ZA-2005-922-CU 603 N Fairfax Av Hotel 17Rooms Proposed 

LA14 
ENV 2005-6481-

428 S Willaman Dr Condominiums 14DU Proposed 
EAF 

LAIS 
ENV 2005-4869-

600 S Ridgeley Dr Condominiums 22DU Proposed 
MND 

LA16 
ZA 2005-6576-

8108 W 3rd St Restaurant 42 Seats Proposed 
CUB 

LA17 VTT 64813 746 S MasselinAve Condominiums 60DU Proposed 

LA18 VTT 63482 842 NHayworthAve Condominiums 28DU Proposed 

LA19 TT 64919 418 S Hamel Rd Condominiums 8DU Proposed 

LA20 TT 63481 111 S Croft Ave Condominiums lODU Proposed 

LA21 TT 66142 751 S Curson Ave Condominiums lODU Proposed 

LA22 EAF 1998-0305 6120 W Pico Bl Retail 7,929 SF Proposed 

LA23 EAF 1995-0059 1461 S La Cienega Bl 
Fast Food Restaurant 

1,600 SF Proposed 
w/ Drive-Thru 

LA24 EAF 1995-0063 1742 S La Cienega Bl 
Fast Food Restaurant 

3,160 SF Proposed 
w/ Drive-Thru 

LA25 EAF 1995-0123 431 S Fairfax Av Food Court 11,023 SF Proposed 

LA26 8305 W Sunset Bl 
Retail 2,972 SF Proposed 

Restaurant 10,300 SF 

LA27 
CPC 2004-1906-

111 S The Grove Dr Self-storage facility 139,200 SF Proposed 
ZC-GPA-CU 

LA28 
ZA 2005-9141-

189 S The Grove Dr Restaurant 150 Seats Proposed 
CUB 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

LA29 EAF 2003-1206 

LA30 

LA31 

LA32 

LA33 

LA34 ENV2006-6209EA 

LA35 

LA36 

LA37 

LA38 

LA39A 

LA39B 

LA40 2004-CEN-1000 

LA41 2007-CEN-4579 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BHl 

BH2 

BH3 

BH4 

BH5 

BH6 

BH7 

BH8 

BH9 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

145 N La Brea Avenue Shopping Center 

9760 W Pico Boulevard Private School Addition 

5500 W Wilshire Boulevard Apartments 

7600 W Beverly Boulevard Museum 

Condominiums 
101 S La Brea A venue Retail 

Restaurant 

725 S Curson A venue 
Office 

Restaurant 

5863 W 3rd Street Apartments 

Office 
5900 W Wilshire Boulevard High Turnover Restaurant 

Restaurant 

300 S Wetherly Drive Condominiums 

1042-1062 S Robertson 
School Expansion 

Boulevard 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 

Medical Suites 
Advanced Health 
Sciences Pavilion 

Hospital 

Cedars-Sinai Medical Center 
(Remaining Entitled Medical Suites 

Development under Ordinance Hospital 
No. 168,847) 

Apartments 
5600 W Wilshire Boulevard Restaurant 

Retail 
Apartments 

375 N La Cienega Boulevard Retail 
Retail 

Office 
8800 Burton Way Retail 

Existing Office 
Retail 

8800 W Wilshire Bl Office 
Existing Office 

9590 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 

Retail 

9200 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 

Retail/Restaurant 

8600 W Wilshire Bl 
Condominiums 
Medical Office 

231 N Beverly Dr Office/Entertainment 

317-325 S Ehn Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

447 N Doheny Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

313-317 S Reeves Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 
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SIZE STATUS 

18, 610 SF Proposed 

22,000 SF Proposed 

175 DU Proposed 

8,400 SF Proposed 

118 DU Proposed 
26,400 SF 
3,000 SF 

28,800 SF Proposed 
800 SF 

60DU Proposed 

7,000 SF Proposed 
3,500 SF 
15,613 SF 

140DU Proposed 

38,240 SF Proposed 

121,100 SF 
Proposed 

274,900 SF 

87,900 SF 
Proposed 

82,750 SF 

288DU Proposed 
4,000 GSF 

8,500 GLSF 
125 DU Proposed 

22,300 GLSF 
(19,200 GLSF) 

11,700 SF Proposed 
2,870 SF 

(1,260 SF) 
2,870 SF Proposed 
11,700 SF 
(1,260 SF) 

60DU 
Proposed 

12,000 SF 
53DU 

Proposed 
14,000 SF 

21 DU 
Proposed 

4,800 SF 

201,000 SF Proposed 

25DU 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
23DU 

Proposed 
(16 DU) 
lODU 

Proposed (4DU) 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BHlO 

BHll 
Young Israel 
Synagogue 

Beverly Hills 
BH12 Public Gardens/ 

Montage Hotel 

BH13 

BH14 Gagossian Gallery 

BH15 

BH16 

BH17 

BH18 
Beverly Hills 

Cultural Center 

BH19 
Mercedes-Benz 
Service facility 

BH20 

BH21 BMW 

BH22 

BH23 

BH24 

BH25 

BH26 

BH27 

BH28 

BH29 

BH30 

BH31 

BH32 

BH33 

BH34 

BH35 

HB36 

BH37 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

154-168 N La Peer Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

9261 Alden Dr 
Sanctuary 

Multi-Purpose Room 
Hotel 

Condominiums 
202-240 N Beverly Dr 

Retail/Restaurants 
Public Garden 

265 N Beverly Dr Office 

456 N Camden Dr Retail Expansion 

Medical Office 
257 N Canon Dr Surgery Center 

Retail 

338 N Canon Dr Retail 

131-191 N Crescent Dr 
Apartments 
Retail/Office 

469 N Crescent Dr Cultural Center 

400 Foothill Rd Service Facility 

50 N La Cienega Bl 
Medical Office 
Existing Office 

9001 Olympic Bl New Car Dealer 

326 N Rodeo Dr Retail 

8536 Wilshire Bl 
Medical Office 

Retail 

8601 Wilshire Bl Condominiums 

8767 Wilshire Bl Retail/Office 

143-149 N Amaz Dr Condominiums 

216-220 S Amaz Dr Condominiums 

201 N Crescent Dr Assisted Care Facility 

155-157 N Hamilton Dr Condominiums 

225 S Hamilton Dr 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

140-144 S Oakhurst Dr Condominiums 

432 N Oakhurst Dr Condominiums 

450-460 N Palm Dr Condominiums 

437-443 N Palm Dr Condominiums 

Retail 
146 Clark Dr Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

9844 Wilshire Boulevard 
Commercial 

Existing Retail 

9754 Wilshire Boulevard 
Office 

Medical Office 

PAGE 196 

SIZE STATUS 

16DU 
Proposed 

(6 DU) 
14,811 SF 

Proposed 
1,254 SF 

214 Rooms Proposed 
25DU 

27,000 SF 
33,279 SF 

41,500 SF Proposed 

1,750 SF Proposed 

23,139 SF Proposed 
13,609 SF 
8,148 SF 

11,900 SF Proposed 

88DU 
Proposed 

40,000 SF 

34,000 SF Proposed 

53,000 SF Proposed 

14,000 SF 
Proposed 

(14,000 SF) 

39,700 SF Proposed 

4,550 SF Proposed 

12,445 SF 
Proposed 

12,445 SF 

37DU Proposed 

75,000 SF Proposed 

23DU Proposed 

16DU Proposed 

80DU Proposed 

11 DU Proposed 

27DU 
Proposed 

(14 DU) 

11 DU Proposed 

34DU Proposed 

38DU Proposed 

13DU Proposed 

500 SF Proposed 
6DU 

(1 DU) 
95,000 SF 

Proposed 
(9,633 SF) 
24,566 SF 

Proposed 
7,977 SF 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BH38 

BH39 

BH40 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

WHl TT-62042 

WH2 
ENV 2005-

2427-CE 
Beverly West 

WH3 
Square Commercial 

Center 
TIS 1996-0923 

Sunset Millennium 
WH4 Project 

TIS 1999-0722 

WH5 DMP-004-026 

WH6 DVP-03-10 

WH7 DVP-04-21 

WH8 DMP 004-013 

WH9 CUP-005-012 

WHlO TTM-005-014 

WHll TTM-005-024 

WH12 DVP 04-26 

WH13 TTM006-001 

WH14 DMP 005-036 

WH15 DMP 005-035 

WH16 DMP-005-014 

WH17 DMP-005-004 

WH18 DMP-005-040 

WH19 DVP-004-002 

WH20 DVP-00-56 

WH21 DMP-005-033 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

Residential 

9876 Wilshire Boulevard 
Existing Non-Hotel Office 

Existing Hotel Support 
Existing Hotel 

129 S. Linden Drive Senior Congregation 

Condominiums 
9900 Wilshire Boulevard Retail 

Restaurant 

928 N Croft Ave Condominiums 

141 SClarkDr Condominiums 

Beverly Bl & Doheny Bl Retail Center 

Hotel 
La Cienega Bl & Sunset Bl Retail/Restaurant 

Condominiums 

8900 Beverly Bl 
Retail 

Existing Condominiums 
Retail 

901 HancockAve Condominiums 
Restaurant 

1351 Havenhurst Dr Condominiums 

1342 Hayworth Ave 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 

723 Huntley Dr Day Care Center 

1248 Laurel Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1238 Larrabee St 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 

1343 Laurel Ave Senior Housing 

1350 Hayworth Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Apartments 

8580 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Retail 

8590 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Retail 

9061 Nemo St 
Mixed-Use (Retail, Office, 

Condominiums) 

923 Palm Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

8120 Santa Monica Bl 
Retail 

Condominiums 

8631 Santa Monica Bl Retail 

8788 Shoreham Dr Condominiums 

Condominiums 
8760 Shoreham Dr 

Existing Single-Family Home 
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SIZE STATUS 

120DU 
(13,030 SF) 

Proposed 
(1,804 SF) 
(47 Rooms) 

76DU Proposed 

252DU 
15,600 SF Proposed 
4,800 SF 

12DU Proposed 

105DU Proposed 

94,000 SF Proposed 

296 Rooms Proposed 
39,440 SF 
189DU 

39,178 SF 
Proposed (8 DU) 

12,500 SF Proposed 
40DU 

3,200 SF 

12DU Proposed 

16DU 
Proposed 

(10 DU) 

28 Children Proposed 

16DU 
Proposed 

(6 DU) 
15DU 

Proposed 
(13 DU) 

35DU Proposed 

17DU 
Proposed (16 DU) 

9,995 SF 
Proposed 

(6,475 SF) 
6,905 SF 

Proposed 
(3,523 SF) 

9,990 SF Proposed 

20DU 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
13,830 SF 

Proposed 
28DU 

4,200 SF Proposed 

15DU Proposed 

12DU 
Proposed 

(1 DU) 

RL0026093 



EM24877 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

Mixed-Use Project 
WH22 

DMP-006-008 

WH23 DMP-006-014 

WH24 DVP-004-018 

WH25 

WH26 

WH27 

WH28 

WH29 

WH30 

WH31 

WH32 

WH33 

WH34 

WH35 

WH36 

WH37 Melrose Triangle 

WH38 

WH39 

WH40 

WH41 Sunset Olive 

WH42 

WH43 

WH44 

WH45 

WH46 

WH47 

WH48 TTM03-0l 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

Retail/Restaurant/Office 
9040 Sunset Bl Condominiums 

Apartments 

612 Westmont Dr 
Retail 

Townhomes 

612-616 Croft A venue 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1200 Alta loma Rd Hotel Addition 

8783 Bonner Dr Retail 

1042-1050 N Edinburgh Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1433 HavenhurstDr 
Apartments 

Existing Apartments 
Condominiums 

8465 Holloway Dr Hotel 
Restaurant 

825 N Kings Rd 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1136-1142 N La Cienega Bl 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

1037-1051 NLaurelAve 
Condominiums 

Existing Condominiums 

8448 Melrose Ave Retail 

8525 Melrose Ave 
Retail 

Existing Single-Family Home 

8687 Melrose Ave Office 

8750 Melrose Ave Medical Office 

Condominiums 

9040-9098 Santa Monica Bl 
Retail 

Self-storage Facility 
Existing Retail 

8121 Norton Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 

1220 N Orange Grove Ave 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 
Retail/Restaurant 

8474-8544 W. Sunset Boulevard Hotel 
Residential 

8430 W Sunset Bl 
Retail 

Condominiums 

8746 W Sunset Bl Retail 

8873 W Sunset Bl Retail 

8950-8970 W Sunset Bl 
Hotel 

Condominiums 

9016 W Sunset Bl 
Medical Office 
Existing Retail 

841-851 Westmount Dr Condominiums 

310 N Huntley Dr Private School 

1146 Hacienda Place 
Condominiums 

Existing Single-Family Home 
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SIZE STATUS 

190,350 SF 
61 DU Proposed 
15DU 

2,900 SF 
Proposed 

6DU 
11 DU 

Proposed 
(2 SF) 

40 Rooms Proposed 

1,000 SF Proposed 

18DU 
Proposed 

(8 DU) 
24DU 

Proposed 
(3 DU) 
16DU 

20 Rooms Proposed 
4,619SF 

18DU 
Proposed 

(1 DU) 

16DU 
Proposed 

(2DU) 
16DU 

Proposed (10 DU) 

4,000 SF Proposed 

9,206 SF 
Proposed 

(2DU) 

400,000 SF Proposed 

120,000 SF Proposed 

191 DU Proposed 
71,000 SF 
327,000 SF 
(90,000 SF) 

16DU 
Proposed 

(3 DU) 
12DU 

Proposed 
(1 DU) 

39,440 SF 
296 Rooms Proposed 

189DU 
35,000 SF 

Proposed 
138DU 

2,323 SF Proposed 

9,995 SF Proposed 

196 Rooms 
Proposed 

4DU 
107,900 SF 

Proposed (11,400 SF) 

16DU Proposed 

170 Student Proposed 

lODU 
Proposed 

(1 SF) 

RL0026094 



EM24878 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

MAP 
FILE 

NO. 
PROJECT 
NUMBER 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

WH49 TTM-006-003 

WH50 DMP-006-011 

WH51 DVP-005-059 

WH52 DVP-006-006 

WH53 

WH54 

WH55 

WH56 

WH57 

WH58 

WH59 

[1] Sources: 

TABLE 29 (CONTINUED) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS [l] 
PROJECT NAME 

LOCATION 
LAND USE 

1236 Harper Avenue Condominiums 

Condominiums 

9001 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Retail 

Restaurant 
Five Existing Lots 

Apartments 

914 Wetherly Drive 
Condominiums 
Senior Housing 

Existing Single-Family Home 

8969 Santa Monica Boulevard Supermarket 

8849 W. Sunset Boulevard Retail 

1140N. FormosaAvenue Condominiums 

329 N. La Cienega Boulevard Private School 

9062 Nemo Street 
Retail 

Condominiums 

365 N. San Vicente Boulevard 
Condominiums 
Senior Housing 

8989 Santa Monica Boulevard Commercial 

8305 W. Sunset Boulevard 
Retail 

Restaurant 

- City of Los Angeles, Departments of Planning and Transportation 
- City of Beverly Hills, Planning and Community Development Department 
- City of West Hollywood, Planning and Community Development Department 
- Impact Sciences, Inc., Draft Environmental Report. Volume 1. for 9900 Wilshire Project, August 2007 

SIZE 

40DU 

42DU 

28DU 
2DU 

26DU 
(2 SF) 

65,325 SF 

7,726 SF 

11 DU 

140 Stds. 

20,105 SF 
4DU 

135 DU 
42DU 

70,000 SF 

2,972 SF 
10,300 SF 

- Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Imvact Study. Westfield Century Citv for New Century Plan, September 2007 
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STATUS 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Proposed 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

EM24879 

PAGE200 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
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EM24880 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE30 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

LAI Private School [3] 42,000 GSF I,S70 27S 22S soo I40 I46 286 

LA2 Auto Body Shop [4] I7,036 GLSF 637 33 I7 so 29 29 SS 

LA3 
Apartments [SJ 93DU 62S 9 38 47 38 20 SS 

Retail [6] IS,826 GLSF 680 10 6 I6 28 3I S9 

LA4 Private School [3] I 40 Students 3I4 69 S7 I26 40 4S SS 

Condominiums [7] 62DU 363 s 22 27 2I II 32 

LAS 
Apartments [SJ I77DU I,189 IS 72 90 72 38 I 10 
Restaurant [8] 38,739 GSF 4,926 232 2I4 446 2S8 I6S 423 

Retail [9] 3I6,279 GLSF I4,3S4 I90 I22 3I2 643 696 I,339 

LA6 Apartments [SJ 300DU 2,0I6 3I I22 IS3 I2I 6S I86 

Retail [6] 29,060 GLSF I,248 IS I2 30 S2 S7 109 
LA7 Fast-Food Restaurant [10] 2,SOO GSF I,790 66 44 I 10 33 32 6S 

Apartments [SJ 130DU 874 13 S3 66 S3 28 SI 

LAS 
Condominiums [7] I83 DU I,072 I4 67 SI 64 3I 9S 

Retail [6] I2,89I GLSF SS4 8 s 13 23 2S 48 

LA9 
Apartments [SJ 39DU 262 4 I6 20 I6 8 24 

Retail [6] I I,327 GLSF 486 7 s I2 20 22 42 

LAlO Condominiums [7] I6DU 94 I 6 7 s 3 8 

LAll Condominiums [7] I6DU 94 I 6 7 s 3 8 

LA12 Condominiums [7] I2DU 70 I 4 s 4 2 6 

LA13 Hotel [I I] I7Rooms IS2 6 s II 6 6 I2 

LAI4 Condominiums [7] I4DU 82 I s 6 s 2 7 

LAIS Condominiums [7] 22DU I29 2 8 10 7 4 II 

LAI6 Restaurant [8] 42 Seats 203 10 10 20 10 8 IS 

LAI7 Condominiums [7] 60DU 3S2 4 22 26 2I 10 3I 

LAIS Condominiums [7] 28DU I64 2 10 I2 10 s IS 

LAI9 Condominiums [7] 8DU 47 I 3 4 3 I 4 

LA20 Condominiums [7] lODU S9 I 3 4 3 2 s 

LA2I Condominiums [7] lODU S9 I 3 4 3 2 s 

LA22 Retail [6] 7,929 GLSF 340 s 3 8 I4 I6 30 

LA23 Fast-Food Restaurant [I OJ I,600 GSF 794 43 42 SS 29 26 SS 
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EM24881 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

LA24 Fast-Food Restaurant [10] 3,160 GSF 1,568 86 82 168 57 52 109 

LA25 Food Court [8] 11,023 GSF 1,402 66 61 127 73 47 120 

LA26 
Retail [6] 2,972 GLSF 128 2 1 3 5 6 11 

Restaurant [8] 10,300 GSF 1,310 62 57 119 68 44 112 

LA27 Self Storage [12] 139,200 GSF 348 12 9 21 18 18 36 

LA28 Restaurant [8] 150 Seats 725 37 34 71 37 26 63 

LA29 Retail [6] 18,610 SF 799 12 7 19 34 36 70 

LA30 Private School (addition) [24] 
14,800 

660 92 40 132 37 55 92 
Students 

LA31 Apartment [5] 175DU 1,176 18 71 89 71 38 109 

LA32 Museum [33] 8,400 SF 30 Norn. Norn. Norn. 2 3 5 

Condominiums [7] 118 DU 691 9 43 52 41 20 61 
LA33 Retail [6] 26,400 GLSF 1,134 16 11 27 48 51 99 

Restaurant [26] 3,000 GSF 270 1 1 2 15 7 22 

LA34 
Office [14] 28,800 GSF 317 40 5 45 7 36 43 
Retail [6] 800 GLSF 34 1 0 1 1 2 3 

LA35 Apartments [5] 60DU 403 6 25 31 24 13 37 

Office [14] 7,000 SF 77 10 1 11 2 8 10 
LA36 High Turnover Restaurant [8] 3,500 SF 445 21 19 40 23 15 38 

Restaurant [26] 15,613 SF 1,404 7 6 13 78 39 117 

LA37 Condominiums [7] 140DU 820 11 51 62 49 24 73 

LA38 School Expansion [29] 38,240 SF 554 97 82 179 Norn. Norn. Norn. 

LA39A CSMC AHSP [30] 396,000 SF 10,586 527 197 724 263 628 891 

LA39B CSMC Remaining Entitled [30] 170,650 SF 5,324 274 91 365 139 349 488 

Apartment [5] 288DU 1,935 29 118 147 116 63 179 
LA40 Restaurant [26] 4,000 GSF 360 2 1 3 20 10 30 

Retail [6] 8,500 GLSF 365 5 4 9 15 17 32 

Apartment [5] 125 DU 840 13 51 64 51 27 78 
LA41 Retail [6] 22,300 GLSF 958 14 9 23 40 44 84 

Retail [6] (19,200) GLSF (824) (12) (8) (20) (35) (37) (72) 
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EM24882 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BHl Mixed-Use [13] 14,570 GSF 381 25 3 28 28 85 113 

Retail [6] 2,870 GLSF 123 2 1 3 5 6 11 
BH2 Office [14] 11,700 GSF 129 16 2 18 3 14 17 

Office (Less Existing) [14] (1,260) GSF (14) (2) 0 (2) 0 (2) (2) 

BH3 
Condominiums [7] 60DU 352 4 22 26 21 10 31 

Retail [6] 12,000 GLSF 515 7 5 12 22 23 45 

BH4 
Condominiums [7] 53DU 311 4 19 23 19 9 28 

Retail [6] 14,000 GLSF 601 9 5 14 25 28 53 

BH5 
Condominiums [7] 25DU 147 2 9 11 9 4 13 

Medical Office [15] 4,800 GSF 173 9 3 12 5 13 18 

BH6 Office [14] 201,000 GSF 2,213 275 37 312 51 248 299 

Condominiums [7] 
25DU 147 2 9 11 9 4 13 

BH7 Condominiums 
(8)DU (47) (1) (3) (4) (3) (1) (4) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

BH8 
Condominiums [7] 23DU 135 2 8 10 8 4 12 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (16)DU (108) (2) (6) (8) (7) (3) (10) 

BH9 
Condominiums [7] lODU 91 1 7 8 6 3 9 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (27) 0 (2) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

Condominiums [7] 
16DU 

94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
BHlO Condominiums 

(6)DU 
(35) (1) (2) (3) (2) (1) (3) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

BHll Synagogue [16] 127 16 9 25 4 4 8 

BH12 Beverly Hill Gardens [17] 2,953 121 73 194 172 134 306 

BH13 Office [14] 41,500 GSF 457 56 8 64 11 51 62 

BH14 Retail [6] 1,750 GLSF 78 1 1 2 2 3 5 

Medical Office [15] 23,139 GSF 836 45 12 57 23 63 86 
BH15 Medical Office [15] 13,609 GSF 492 27 7 34 14 37 51 

Retail [6] 8,148 GLSF 350 5 3 8 15 16 31 

BH16 Retail [6] 11,900 GLSF 511 7 5 12 22 23 45 

BH17 
Apartments [5] 88DU 591 9 36 45 36 19 55 

Office [14] 40,000 GSF 440 55 7 62 10 50 60 

BH18 Cultural Center [16] 34,000 GSF 778 34 21 55 16 40 56 

BH19 Service Facility [4] 53,000 GSF 1,767 101 55 156 90 89 179 

BH20 
Medical Office [15] 14,000 GSF 506 28 7 35 14 38 52 

Office (Less Existing) [14] (14,000) GSF (154) (19) (3) (22) (4) (17) (21) 
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EM24883 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF BEVERLY HILLS 

BH21 New Car Sales [18] 39,700 GSF 1,324 60 21 81 41 64 105 

BH22 Retail [6] 4,550 GLSF 195 3 2 5 8 9 17 

BH23 
Medical Office [15] 12,445 GSF 450 24 7 31 12 34 46 

Retail [6] 12,445 GLSF 534 8 5 13 23 24 47 

BH24 Condominiums [7] 37DU 217 3 13 16 13 6 19 

BH25 Office [14] 75,000 GSF 826 102 14 116 19 93 112 

Bh26 Condominiums [7] 23DU 135 2 8 10 8 4 12 

BH27 Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 

BH28 Assisted Living [19] 80 Beds 213 7 4 11 8 10 18 

BH29 Condominiums [7] 11 DU 64 1 4 5 4 2 6 

Condominiums [7] 27DU 158 2 10 12 9 5 14 
BH30 Condominiums (14)DU (82) (1) (5) (6) (5) (2) (7) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

BH31 Condominiums [7] 11 DU 64 1 4 5 4 2 6 

BH32 Condominiums [7] 34DU 199 3 12 15 12 6 18 

BH33 Condominiums [7] 38DU 223 3 14 17 13 7 20 

BH34 Condominiums [7] 13DU 76 1 5 6 5 2 7 

Retail [6] 500 GLSF 21 1 0 1 1 1 2 

BH35 
Condominiums [7] 6DU 35 1 2 3 2 1 3 

Single-Family Home (l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 
(Less Existing) [32] 

BH36 Beverly Hills Gateway [24] 95,000 SF 1,090 131 (4) 127 21 140 161 

BH37 
Office [14] 24,566 SF 270 33 5 38 6 31 37 

Medical Office [15] 7,977 SF 288 16 4 20 8 22 30 

Condominiums [7] 120DU 703 9 44 53 42 20 62 
Office (Less Existing) [14] (13,030) SF (143) (18) (2) (20) (3) (16) (19) 

BH38 Hotel Support (1,804) SF (20) (3) 0 (3) (1) (2) (3) 
(Less Existing) [14] 

Hotel (Less Existing) [11] (47) Rooms (384) (16) (10) (26) (15) (13) (28) 

BH39 Senior Congregation [27] 76DU 282 6 9 15 12 8 20 

BH40 9900 Wilshire Project [25] (321) 52 80 132 (6) (18) (24) 
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EM24884 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

WHl Condominiums [7] 12DU 70 1 4 5 4 2 6 

WH2 Condominiums [7] 105DU 615 8 38 46 37 18 55 

WH3 Retail [6] 94,000 GLSF 4,036 59 38 97 169 184 353 

Hotel [11] 296 Rooms 2,640 115 83 198 101 106 207 
WH4 Retail [6] 39,440 GLSF 1,694 25 16 41 71 77 148 

Condominiums [7] 189DU 1,108 14 69 83 66 32 98 

Retail [6] 
37,178 GLSF 

1,596 23 15 38 67 72 139 
WH5 Condominiums 

(8)DU 
(47) (1) (3) (4) (3) (1) (4) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WH6 
Retail [6] 12,500 GLSF 537 8 5 13 23 24 47 

Condominiums [7] 40DU 234 3 15 18 14 7 21 

WH7 Condominiums [7] 12DU 70 1 4 5 4 2 6 

WH8 
Apartments [5] 16DU 108 2 6 8 7 3 10 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (lO)DU (67) (1) (4) (5) (4) (2) (6) 

WH9 Day Care Center [20] 28 Students 125 12 10 22 11 12 23 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WHlO Condominiums (6)DU (35) (1) (2) (3) (2) (1) (3) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WHll 
Apartments [5] 15DU 101 2 6 8 6 3 9 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (13)DU (87) (1) (6) (7) (5) (3) (8) 

WH12 Senior Housing [21] 35 Occ. DU 122 1 2 3 2 2 4 

WH13 
Condominiums [7] 17DU 100 1 6 7 6 3 9 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (16)DU (108) (2) (6) (8) (7) (3) (10) 

WH14 
Retail [6] 9,995 GLSF 429 6 4 10 18 19 37 

Retail (Less Existing) [6] (6,475) GLSF (278) (4) (3) (7) (12) (12) (24) 

WH15 
Retail [6] 6,905 GLSF 297 4 3 7 12 14 26 

Retail (Less Existing) [6] (3,523) GLSF (151) (2) (2) (4) (6) (7) (13) 

WH16 Retail [6] 9,990 GLSF 429 6 4 10 18 19 37 

Condominiums [7] 20DU 117 2 7 9 7 3 10 
WH17 Condominiums (8)DU (47) (1) (3) (4) (3) (1) (4) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WH18 
Retail [6] 13,830 GLSF 594 9 5 14 25 27 52 

Condominiums [7] 28DU 164 2 10 12 10 5 15 

WH19 Retail [6] 4,200 GLSF 180 2 2 4 8 8 16 

WH20 Condominiums [7] 15DU 88 1 6 7 5 3 8 
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EM24885 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

Condominiums [7] 12DU 70 1 4 5 4 2 6 
WH21 Single-Family Home (l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) 

Retail [9] 190,350 GLSF 10,319 140 90 230 459 498 957 
WH22 Condominiums [7] 61 DU 357 5 22 27 21 11 32 

Apartments [5] 15DU 101 2 6 8 6 3 9 

WH23 
Retail [6] 2,900 GLSF 125 2 1 3 5 6 11 

Townhouses [7] 6DU 35 1 2 3 2 1 3 

Condominiums [7] 11 DU 64 1 4 5 4 2 6 
WH24 Single-Family Home (2)DU (19) (1) (1) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

(Less Existing) 

WH25 Hotel Addition [11] 40 Rooms 357 16 11 27 14 14 28 

WH26 Retail [6] 1,000 GLSF 43 1 0 1 2 2 4 

Condominiums [7] 18DU 105 1 7 8 6 3 9 
WH27 Condominiums (8)DU (47) (1) (3) (4) (3) (1) (4) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WH28 
Apartments [5] 24DU 161 2 10 12 10 5 15 

Apartments (Less Existing) [5] (3)DU (20) 0 (2) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WH29 Hotel [11] 20 Rooms 178 8 5 13 7 7 14 

Restaurant [8] 4,619 GSF 587 28 25 53 31 19 50 

Condominiums [7] 18DU 105 1 7 8 6 3 9 
WH30 Single-Family Home (l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WH31 Condominiums (2)DU (12) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WH32 Condominiums (lO)DU (59) (1) (3) (4) (3) (2) (5) 

(Less Existing) [7] 

WH33 Retail [6] 4,000 GLSF 172 2 2 4 7 8 15 

Retail [6] 9,206 GLSF 395 5 4 9 17 18 35 
WH34 Single-Family Home (2)DU (19) (1) (1) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

(Less Existing) 

WH35 Office [23] 400,000 GSF 3,879 501 68 569 90 437 527 

WH36 Medical Office [15] 120,000 GSF 4,336 235 63 298 120 326 446 

Condominiums [7] 191 DU 1,119 14 70 84 66 33 99 

WH37 
Retail [6] 71,000 GLSF 3,049 45 28 73 128 138 266 

Self Storage [12] 32,7000 GSF 818 29 20 49 43 42 85 
Retail (Less Existing) [6] (90,000) GLSF (3,865) (57) (36) (93) (162) (176) (338) 
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EM24886 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

TABLE 30 (CONTINUED) 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 
WH38 Single-Family Home (3)DU (29) (1) (1) (2) (2) (1) (3) 

(Less Existing) 

Condominiums [7] 12DU 70 1 4 5 4 2 6 
WH39 Single-Family Home (l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) 

Retail/Restaurant [ 6] 39,440 SF 1,694 25 16 41 71 77 148 
WH40 Hotel [11] 296 Rooms 2,640 115 83 198 101 106 207 

Residential [7] 189DU 1,108 14 69 83 66 32 98 

WH41 
Retail [6] 35,000 GLSF 1,503 22 14 36 63 68 131 

Condominiums [7] 138DU 809 10 51 61 48 24 72 

WH42 Retail [6] 2,323 GLSF 100 1 1 2 4 5 9 

WH43 Retail [6] 9,995 GLSF 429 6 4 10 18 19 37 

WH44 
Hotel [11] 196 Rooms 1,748 76 55 131 67 70 137 

Condominiums [7] 4DU 23 0 2 2 1 1 2 

WH45 
Medical Office [15] 10,7900 GSF 3,898 212 56 268 108 293 401 

Retail (Less Existing) [6] (11,400) GLSF (490) (7) (5) (12) (21) (22) (43) 

WH46 Condominiums [7] 16DU 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 

WH47 Private School [3] 170 Students 381 84 69 153 49 55 104 

Condominiums [7] 
lODU 59 1 3 4 3 2 5 

WH48 Single-Family Home 
(l)DU (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 

(Less Existing) 

WH49 Condominiums [7] 40DU 234 3 15 18 14 7 21 

WH50 Condominiums [7] 42DU 246 3 15 18 15 7 22 

Apartments [5] 28DU 188 3 11 14 11 6 17 
Condominiums [7] 2DU 12 0 1 1 1 0 1 

WH51 Senior Housing [21] 26 Occ. DU 90 1 1 2 2 1 3 
Single-Family Home (2)DU (19) (1) (1) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

(Less Existing) 

WH52 Supermarket [22] 65,325 GSF 6,679 129 83 212 348 335 683 

WH53 Retail [6] 7726 SF 332 5 3 8 14 15 29 

WH54 Condominiums [7] 11 DU 64 1 4 5 4 2 6 

WH55 Private School [28] 140 Students 347 68 43 111 10 14 24 

WH56 
Retail [6] 20,105 SF 863 13 8 21 36 39 75 

Condominiums [7] 4DU 23 0 2 2 1 1 2 
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TABLE 30 (CONTINUED} 

RELATED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION [l] 

DAILY TRIP AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

NO. LAND USE SIZE ENDS VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2] 

VOLUMES [2] 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

WH57 
Condominiums [7] 135 DU 791 10 49 59 47 23 70 

Senior Housing [27] 42DU 156 3 5 8 7 4 11 

WH58 Commercial [14] 70,000 SF 771 96 13 109 18 86 104 

WH59 
Retail [6] 2,972 SF 128 2 1 3 5 6 11 

Restaurant [26] 10,300 SF 926 4 4 8 52 25 77 

TOTAL 152,108 5,864 4,342 10,202 6,596 7,742 14,338 

[1] Source: ITE, Trip Generation. 7th Edition, 2003. 
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 
[3] ITE Land Use Code 534 (Private School (K-8) trip generation average rates. Please note that no weekday daily trip rates are provided for ITE Land Use 
534. As such, a comparison of the ITE Land Use Code 536 (Private School [K-12]) weekday daily and AM peak hour trips rates (2.48 per student and 0.79 
per student, respectively) with the AM peak hour trip rate for ITE Land Use Code 534 (i.e., 11.91 per 1,000 SF) was made in order to derive a weekday daily 
trip rate for this land use: (11.91I0.79) x 2.48 ~ 37.39 trips per 1,000 SF 
Similarly, a comparison of the ITE Land Use Code 536 daily and PM peak hour of generator was made to derive a weekday daily trip rate based on number of 
students: (0.55 I 0.61) x 2.48 ~ 2.24 trips per student 
[4] ITE Land Use Code 942 (Automobile Care Center) trip generation average rates. 
[5] ITE Land Use Code 220 (Apartment) trip generation average rates. 
[6] ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation average rates. 
[7] ITE Land Use Code 230 (Residential Condominium/Townhouse) trip generation average rates. 
[8] ITE Land Use Code 932 (High-Turnover [Sit-Down] Restaurant) trip generation average rates. 
[9] ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation equation rates. 
[10] ITE Land Use Code 934 (Fast-Food Restaurant With Drive-Through Window) trip generation average rates. 
[11] ITE Land Use Code 310 (Hotel [Occupied Rooms]) trip generation average rates. 
[12] ITE Land Use Code 151 (Mini-Warehouse)trip generation average rates. 
[13] Coco Traffic Planners, Inc., Traffic & Parking Study for the Proposed 8800 Burton Way Mixed-Use Development Project, February 2006. 
[14] ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office) trip generation average rates. 
[15] ITE Land Use Code 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building) trip generation average rates. 
[16] Crain & Associates, Transportation Systems Analysis. UCLA Long Range Development Plan, October 2002. 
[17] Parsons Transportation Group, Traffic and Parking Impact Analysis for Beverly Hills Gardens and Montage Hotel Project, November 2003. 
[18] ITE Land Use Code 841 (New Car Sales) trip generation average rates. 
[19] ITE Land Use Code 254 (Assisted Living) trip generation average rates. 
[20] ITE Land Use Code 565 (Day Care Center) trip generation average rates. 
[21] ITE Land Use Code 252 (Senior Adult Housing- Attached) trip generation average rates. 
[22] ITE Land Use Code 850 (Supermarket) trip generation average rates. 
[23] ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office) trip generation equation rates. 
[24] Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study for Westfield Century City for New Century Plan,September 2007. 
[25] Impact Sciences, Inc., Draft Environmental Impact Report. Volume I. for 9900 Wilshire Project, August 2007. 
[26] ITE Land Use Code 931 (Quality Restaurant) trip generation average rates. 
[27] ITE Land Use Code 251 (Senior Adult Housing - Detached) trip generation average rates. 
[28] ITE Land Use Code 536 (Private School [K-12]) trip generation average rates. 
[29] ITE Land Use Code 520 (Elementary School) trip generation average rates. 
[30] ITE Land Use Code 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building) and Code 610 (Hospital) trip generation average rates. Trip generation increased by 15% to 
reflect gross building floor area. 
[31] ITE Land Use Code 210 (Single Family Detached Housing) trip generation average rates. 
[32] The daily traffic volumes and distributational splits for the peak hour traffic volumes is calculated based on other City of Los Angeles Museum daily 
rates. It is assumed that there is no AM peak hour as the peak hour period during weekdays for Museums generally occur between 12:00 PM and 1 :00 PM. 
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Table 29: List of Related Projects. As presented in column [3] of Table 26: Summary of Volume 
To Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, seven of the 22 study intersections are expected to 
continue operating at LOS Dor better during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours with the addition of 
growth in ambient traffic and the traffic due to the Related Projects. The following 15 study 
intersections are expected to operate at LOSE or F during the peak hours shown below with the 
addition of ambient traffic and the traffic due to the Related Projects: 

Int. No. 1: Robertson Blvd./Beverly Blvd. A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l .316, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.232, LOS F 

Int. No. 2: Robertson Bl./ Alden-Gracie Allen Dr. P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.034, LOS F 

Int. No. 3: Robertson Blvd./Third St. A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l. 182, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.223, LOS F 

Int. No. 4: Robertson Blvd./Burton Way A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.262, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: Ve =1.287, LOS F 

Int. No. 5: Robertson Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. A.M. Peak Hour: TllC =l.397, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.481, LOS F 

Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. P.M. Peak Hour: V1C =0.929, LOSE 

Int. No. 10: Williaman Dr./Wilshire Blvd. A.M. Peak Hour: TllC =0.941, LOSE 

Int. No. 12: San Vicente Blvd./Melrose Ave. A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.120, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.233, LOS F 

Int. No. 13: San Vicente Blvd.!Beverly Blvd. A.M. Peak Hour: T:'lC = 1. 050, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.100, LOS F 

Int. No. 15: San Vicente Blvd./Third St. A.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.119, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.035, LOS F 

Int. No. 16: S. Vicente Bl-LeDoux Rd./Burton Wy. P.M. Peak Hour: V/C =0.901, LOSE 

Int. No. 17: San Vicente Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

Int. No. 18: La Cienega Blvd./Beverly Blvd. 

Int. No. 19: La Cienega Blvd./Third St. 
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Int. No. 20: La Cienega Blvd./San Vicente Blvd. 

Int. No. 21: La Cienega Blvd./Wilshire Blvd. 

Int. No. 22: Orlando Ave./Third St. 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =l .231, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =1.192, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC= 1.450, LOS F 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.501, LOS F 

AM. Peak Hour: VIC =0.958, LOSE 
P.M. Peak Hour: VIC =l.007, LOS F 

The Future Pre-Project (existing, ambient growth and Related Projects) traffic volumes at the 
study intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours are presented in Figure 45: Future Pre
Project Traffic Volumes for A.M Peak Hour and Figure 46: Future Pre-Project Traffic Volumes 
for P.M Peak Hour, respectively. 

The Original EIR found that when traffic from the original Project was combined with existing 
traffic, a 1.5% ambient growth rate and traffic generated by the Related Projects, it was 
determined that 10 intersections within the traffic study area would be adversely impacted in the 
AM. peak hour and 16 intersections within the traffic study area would be adversely impacted in 
the P.M. peak hour. Without mitigation, a total of 16 study intersections would operate at LOSE 
or Fin both the AM. and P.M. peak hours, compared with 10 existing intersections that operated 
at LOS E or F in 1990 [See Original EIR Findings, Section III.B.11]. The Future Pre-Project 
Conditions would not represent an incrementally substantial impact above those determined for 
the Master Plan in the Original EIR. 

Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigations (Future With Project Conditions and Future Project 
With Mitigation Conditions) 

As demonstrated in column [4] of Table 26: Summary of Volume-To-Capacity Ratios and Levels 
of Service, application of the City's traffic threshold criteria (see Table 27: City of Los Angeles 
Intersection Impact Jhreshold Criteria) to the Future With Project scenario indicates that the 
Project is anticipated to create significant impacts at the following two study intersections: 

Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. for AM. and P.M. peak hours 
Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. for P.M. peak hour 

Thus, prior to implementation of the mitigation measures, Intersection No. 2 will be operating at 
a VIC of 0.872 (LOS D) during the AM. peak hour and 1.063 (LOS F) during the P.M. peak 
hour. Intersection No. 6 will be operating at a VIC of 0.951 (LOSE) during the P.M. peak hour. 

As a result, the Project would cause significant impacts for the two intersections. However, with 
implementation of mitigation measure improvements, the impacts for both intersections will 
reduce the potentially significant Project-related impacts to less than significant levels. 

The following summarizes the recommended transportation mitigation measure improvements 
for the subject study intersections. 
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Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. 
Provide a right-turn-only lane at the northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard at the 
Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection, as well as a right-turn-only lane at the 
westbound approach of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive at the intersection. The resultant 
lane configurations at the northbound approach to the intersection will be one exclusive 
left-turn lane, one through lane and one right-turn-only lane. The resultant lane 
configurations at the westbound approach to the intersection will 
be one shared left-turn/through lane and one right-turn-only lane. These improvement 
measures would require restriping both the northbound and southbound approaches to the 
intersection; widening the westbound approach along the north side of Alden Drive
Gracie Allen Drive by 2.5 feet for a distance of approximately 100 feet (not including the 
transition length back to the existing sidewalk width), thereby reducing sidewalk width 
from the existing 12.5 feet to lO feet; as well as the removal of on-street parking along 
the eastside of Robertson Boulevard south of the intersection for a distance of 
approximately 130 feet (approximately 6 spaces). Currently, the standard 12.5-foot 
sidewalk to be affected experiences pedestrian traffic from the surrounding retail and 
restaurant uses, as well as from CSMC. However, this level of utilization does not 
exceed the capacity of the sidewalk. As this segment of sidewalk is fairly well utilized by 
patrons to the shops and restaurants in the area, the proposed measures may result in less 
than significant secondary impacts in the immediate vicinity of the improvements due to 
the narrowing of sidewalks and loss of parking spaces. 

Currently, a right-turn-only lane at the northbound approach to the intersection on 
Robertson Boulevard is not warranted by existing right-turn traffic volumes. Therefore, 
to defer the loss of parking (approximately 6 spaces) on Robertson Boulevard until traffic 
demands warrant the need for a right-turn-only lane, this mitigation measure should be 
implemented in two phases. First, the applicant would widen Alden Drive and restripe the 
westbound approach as proposed above. In the second phase, a traffic warrant analysis 
would be conducted 2 years after full occupancy of the Project to determine the need for 
a right-tum-only lane at the northbound approach to the intersection. If warranted, the 
right-turn-only lane would be implemented on Robertson Boulevard. For visualization, a 
conceptual roadway mitigation improvement plan for the Robertson Boulevard/ Alden 
Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection is contained in Appendix C of Appendix E: Traffic 
Impact Study. 

As indicated in column [5] of Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and 
Levels of Service, this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project
related impacts to less than significant levels for both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. In 
comparison to the Future Pre-Project Conditions, the Project's proposed mitigation 
measure improvements for the intersection are expected to improve operations to 0.827 
(LOS D) from 0.850 (LOS D) during the A.M. peak hour and to 0.946 (LOS E) from 
1 .034 (LOS F) during the P.M. peak hour. 

Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. 
Provide a right-turn-only lane at the eastbound approach of Beverly Boulevard at the 
George Burns Road intersection, as well as two lanes at the northbound approach of 
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George Burns Road at the intersection. The resultant lane configurations at the eastbound 
approach to the intersection will be one center two-way left-tum lane, two through lanes 
and one right-tum-only lane. The resultant lane configurations at the northbound 
approach to the intersection will be one shared left-tum/through lane and one right-tum
only lane. These improvement measures would require widening along the south side of 
Beverly Boulevard west of the intersection by approximately three feet and the removal 
of on-street parking for a distance of approximately 55 feet to accommodate the 
installation of the eastbound right-tum-only lane (approximately 4 parking spaces). The 
three-foot widening would also reduce the existing sidewalk width from 15 feet to 12 
feet, which still exceeds the minimum 8 foot sidewalk for a Major Highway 12

, for a 
distance of approximately 100 feet (not including the transition length back to the 
existing sidewalk width). Depending on current utilization, these measures may result in 
a secondary impact in the immediate vicinity of the improvements. For visualization, a 
conceptual roadway mitigation improvement plan for the George Burns Road/Beverly 
Boulevard intersection is contained in Appendix C of Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study. 

As indicated in column [5] of Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and 
Levels of Service, this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project
related impacts to less than significant levels for the P.M. peak hour. In comparison to the 
Future Pre-Project Conditions, the Project's proposed mitigation measure improvements 
for the intersection are expected to improve operations to 0.918 (LOS E) from 0.929 
(LOSE) during the P.M. peak hour. 

While this recommended mitigation measure is feasible, it is noted that this intersection is 
located in the City of West Hollywood and thus implementation of the recommended 
mitigation is beyond the control of the Lead Agency (City of Los Angeles). Should the 
City of West Hollywood not allow the implementation of this recommended mitigation 
measure, a significant unmitigated impact would result for this intersection and a 
Statement of Overriding Consideration would be required. However, impacts could still 
be reasonably mitigated in the future with cooperation of the City of West Hollywood. 

The Original EIR analyzed the traffic impacts of the Master Plan development at 18 study 
intersections in the Master Plan project area. All 18 study intersections have also been analyzed 
in this Draft SEIR, however, four study intersections have been added to this Draft SEIR, which 
were not included in the Original EIR: 

Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. 
Int. No. 7: George Burns Rd./Gracie Allen Dr. 
Int. No. 9: Willaman Dr./Third St. 
Int. No. 10: Willaman Dr./Wilshire Blvd. 

Excluding the above intersections, in the anticipated Master Plan build-out year of 2005 under 
the Future With Project Conditions, 16 of the 18 study intersections were anticipated to operate 
at LOS E or LOS F during the AM. and/or P.M. peak hours. This finding is more or less 
consistent with the Future Pre-Project Conditions analyzed above, which account for the full 

12 City of West Hollywood General Plan Section 5.0 Circulation, page 183. 
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build-out of the Master Plan. Subsequently, these L6 study intersections resulted in significant 
impacts during the AM. and/or P.M. peak hours. It was determined that the significant impacts 
at 15 of the 16 impacted intersections could me mitigated to less than significant levels with 
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, as enumerated in the Original EIR13

. 

However, the intersection of Sherboume Dr./Third St. was forecast to result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts with development of the Master Plan and an SOC was issued. 

As discussed, the proposed Project will result in a significant net impact during the AM. and 
P.M. peak hours at one of the 18 study intersections analyzed in the Original EIR-lnt. No. 2: 
Robertson Blvd./Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive (formerly known as "Robertson Blvd./Alden 
Dr." in the Original EIR). However, the Project impacts at this intersection may be mitigated to a 
less than significant level and thus will not add substantial impact above the Master Plan 
development. The remaining impacted intersection (Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd.) 
was not analyzed in the Original EIR. However, the impacts at this intersection may also be 
mitigated to less than significant levels (with cooperation from the City of West Hollywood), and 
thus will not add substantial impact above the Master Plan development. 

Congestion Management Program Traffic Impact Assessment 

As required by the CMP, the traffic impact study has been prepared to determine the potential 
impacts on the designated monitoring locations above. According to Section B.9.1 (Appendix B, 
Page B-6) of the 2004 CMP manual, the criteria for determining a significant impact is as 
follows: "A significant transportation impact occurs when the Project increases traffic demand 
by 2% of capacity (VIC 2:0.02), causing or worsening LOS F (VIC 2:1.00)." 

The proposed Project will not add 50 or more trips during the AM. or P.M. peak hours. The 
proposed Project will not add 50 or more trips during the AM. or P.M. peak hours at any of the 
CMP monitoring intersections. Therefore, no further review of potential impacts to intersection 
monitoring locations that are part of the CMP highway system is required. 

Also, no CMP freeway monitoring locations have been identified in the Project area. Therefore, 
no further review of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations which are part of the 
CMP highway system is required. 

Transportation Demand Management Assessment 

City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 168,847, which approved the Master Plan and Development 
Agreement for the CSMC Campus, includes two related trip reduction requirements associated 
with CSMC: 1) Prepare and submit a TDM program to achieve an 18 percent reduction in P.M. 
peak hour trips above SCAQMD Regulation XV requirements for new facilities and a 9 percent 
overall P.M. peak hour trip reduction for the entire CSMC Campus, and 2) At the time of Master 

13 As addressed in the Original EIR, mitigation measures proposed at certain intersections were dependent upon 
concurrent approval and cooperation by the Cities of West Hollywood and Beverly Hills. 
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Plan build-out, CSMC shall achieve a final Average Vehicle Ridership ("A VR")14 of 1.8 persons 
per vehicle for full-time employees. 

The measures in the Ordinance are a result of findings in the Original EIR, which estimated that 
implementation of a TDM program at the CSMC Campus could reduce the potential traffic 
generation of 2,048 P.M. peak hour trips from facilities proposed under the Master Plan by 
approximately 25 percent, equivalent to approximately 512 P.M. peak hour trips. Thus, for 
purposes of mitigation of traffic impacts as determined in the Original EIR, only the 9 percent 
reduction in overall P.M. peak hour trips was required. The required attainment of a 1.8 A VR for 
full-time employees was added as a condition of approval of Ordinance 168,847 for purposes of 
facilitating the 9 percent P.M. peak hour trip reduction. 

The Original EIR did not establish a trip generation baseline for the entire CSMC Campus on 
which to base compliance with the trip reduction requirements in Ordinance 168,847. Therefore, 
at the direction of LADOT, to verify whether the trip reduction goals are being met by CSMC 
and to establish a baseline from which the traffic reduction requirements can be compared, P.M. 
peak hour traffic counts15 at the CSMC Campus were conducted at the driveways serving 
existing CSMC parking facilities and at the two parking structures serving the Third Street 
Medical Office Towers. 16 

Based on the traffic counts, the existing CSMC Campus17 generates a total of 1,921 P.M. peak 
hour trips (350 inbound and 1,572 outbound). 18 In contrast, the existing CSMC facilities are 
forecast to generate at total of 2,994 P.M. peak hour trips, which serves as the baseline for 
existing CSMC facilities. 19 Thus, the current measured trip generation of the CSMC Campus 
(1,921 P.M. peak hour trips) is approximately 36 percent less than the estimated baseline (2,994 
P.M. peak hour trips) based on existing facilities. This reduction is well in excess of the 
minimum 9 percent required reduction target for the entire Campus, per Ordinance 168,847. 

CSMC currently operates an aggressive TDM program, in which a total of 5,503 employees20 

participate, that has successfully reduced vehicle traffic and parking demand at the CSMC 
Campus. Pursuant to the most recent rideshare report filed with the SCAQMD, CSMC has also 

14 Average Vehicle Ridership or A VR is the average number of employees who report to a work site divided by the 
average number of vehicles driven by these employees, calculated for an established time period. This calculation 
recognizes vehicle trip reductions from telecommuting, compressed work-weeks, and non-motorized transportation. 
15 Traffic counts were conducted during P.M. peak period (4:00 to 6:00 P.M.) on Tuesday, Wednesday and 
Thursday, June 19, 20, and 21, 2007 respectively. 
16 The Third Street Medical Office Towers parking structures were included because CSMC employees park in these 
garages and CSMC leases space within these buildings. 
17 For purposes of establishing a true baseline trip generation, "existing" CSMC Campus facilities are considered to 
be all buildings and structures built and occupied as of the publication of this Draft SEIR, and does not include the 
Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion which is scheduled to begin construction in the first quarter of 2009. 
18 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
19 Ibid. Based on nationally accepted trip generation rates established in the Trip Generation lvlanual, 7th Edition by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers for medical facilities. 
20 Pursuant to CSMC Rule 2202 File 2008, the total current number of employees reporting to the Campus within 
the designated peak window is 5,503 employees. 
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attained an AVR among its full-time employees of approximately 1.4 persons per vehicle.21 In 
addition to trip reduction programs available to full-time employees, CSMC encourages 
ridesharing and other programs to part-time and contract employees, as well as to patients and 
visitors to further reduce vehicle trips during peak commute hours. The TDM program 
administered by CSMC includes two full-time ride share coordinators, a zip code matching 
database for ride-sharing, vanpooling, prizes and incentives for ride-sharing, preferential parking 
for carpoolers and vanpoolers, guaranteed rides home, transit pass subsidies, flexible work 
schedules, and accessibility to public transportation. Further, the urban nature of the CSMC 
Campus and surrounding synergistic land uses which support CSMC (such as medical office 
buildings, retail, and restaurant uses that draw patronage from CSMC) allow for trips made by 
walking and bicycling. The existing TDM program will incorporate the employees who work in 
the proposed Project. 

As part of the Project, CSMC requests that the 1.8 A VR requirement for full-time employees be 
eliminated as it has been demonstrated that the required overall Campus trip reductions can be 
achieved through implementation of travel demand programs for full-time employees and non
CSMC full-time employees (i.e., part-time and contract employees), as well as through 
development synergies that facilitate trips between CSMC Campus uses through means other 
than the private automobile. Further, additional scheduling limitations imposed on full-time 
employees as a result of an A VR requirement could adversely affect CSMC's ability to continue 
to provide a high level of healthcare to the community. LADOT has concurred that the 
measurement of A VR for full-time employees can be eliminated, with the provision that all trips 
that would be potentially eliminated by achievement of the 1. 8 A VR be added to the overall 
CSMC Campus trip reduction target in order to justify the elimination of the requirement. 

Build-out of the remaining entitlement under the Master Plan and the proposed Project would 
increase the Campus-wide forecast trip generation (without a TDM program) from 2,994 P.M. 
peak hour trips to 4,229 P.M. peak hour trips. 22 Per the requirements of Ordinance 168,847, 
CSMC would be required to implement a TDM program that would reduce the Campus-wide 
4,229 P.M. peak hour trips by 9% (or 381 trips) to 3,848 P.M. peak hour trips. Additionally, per 
the A VR provisions of the existing Ordinance, CSMC would be required to operate at a l.8 
A VR, thereby reducing the unmanaged forecast of 4,229 P.M. peak hour trips by 804 trips to 
3,425 P.M. peak hour trips, which equates to a 19% reduction in P.M. peak hour trips. 

If CSMC achieves the 19% reduction in P.M. peak hour trips, LADOT has determined that 
CSMC can achieve equivalency to the required reductions in traffic generation imposed by 
Ordinance 168,847 without attaining a l.8 A VR. Therefore, in lieu of A VR requirements, 
LADOT has recommended that a more appropriate measurement to meet the goals and 
requirements of Ordinance 168,847 would be to utilize this 19% target to reduce the number of 
P.M. peak hour trips generated by the entire CSMC Campus.23 This reduction target would be 

21 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai Aiedical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
22 Trip generation based on ITE Rates. 
23 The reduction target is deemed "more appropriate" by Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). 
Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Medical Center (CSMC) Project Located on CS'ldC Campus 
(ENV-2008-620-EIR), Inter-Departmental Correspondence to Department of City Planning, Jimmy Liao. July 15, 
2008. 
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applied to the entire Campus, with annual reports submitted by CSMC to LADOT to monitor 
compliance. 

The P.M. peak hour reduction target would exceed the trip reduction estimates in both the TDM 
and A VR analysis in the Original EIR. Therefore, the amended trip reduction target will provide 
at least equivalent mitigation, and no new impacts, to development of the Master Plan analyzed 
in the Original EIR. Therefore, assuming compliance with the 19% P.M. peak hour trip reduction 
target and with LADOT reporting and monitoring requirements, the Project is anticipated to 
result in less than a significant impact to trip reduction provisions and the existing TDM 
program. 

Residential Street Segment Analysis (Cut-Through Traffic)24 

A total of 11 residential street segments located in the Project area were analyzed to determine 
the potential Project-related impacts of non-residential traffic using local streets in adjacent 
residential neighborhoods (known as cut-through traffic). 25 As shown in Figure 47: Residential 
Street Segment Locations, the analyzed street segments included: 

1. Huntley Drive south of Melrose Avenue26 

2. Rosewood Avenue east of Norwich Drive26 

3. Ashcroft A venue west of Sherboume Drive26 

4. Rosewood Avenue west of Sherboume Drive26 

5. Bonner Drive west of Sherboume Drive26 

6. Sherboume Drive south of Ashcroft A venue26 

7. Alden Drive between Swall Drive and Clark Drive27 

8. Hamel Road between 3rd Street and Burton Way27 

9. Willaman Drive between 3rd Street and Burton Way27 

10. Willaman Drive between Burton Way and Colgate Avenue27 

11. Sherboume Drive between 3rd Street and Burton Way27 

Pursuant to the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures manual, a transportation impact 
on a local residential street shall be deemed significant based on a percentage increase in the 
Project average daily traffic ("ADT") volumes as shown in Table 31: Residential Street Segment 
Impact Threshold Criteria. It must be noted that the City of West Hollywood and City of Los 
Angeles use similar traffic analysis methodologies and significance thresholds for determining 
potential impacts to local residential streets. 

24 Information provided from Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project 
Neighborhood Street Segment Ana~vsis, memorandum to Plam1ing Associates, Inc., July 23, 2008. 
25 The street segments analyzed were selected based on comments received during the Notice of Preparation process 
and proximity to the CSMC Campus. 
26 City of West Hollywood street segment. 
27 City of Los Angeles street segment. 
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RESIDENTIAL STREET SEGMENT IMPACT THRESHOLD CRITERIA 

PROJECTED A VERA GE DAILY TRAFFIC 
PROJECT-RELATED INCREASE IN ADT 

WITH PROJECT (FINAL ADT) 
0 to 999 16% or more of Final ADT 

1,000 or more 12% or more of Final ADT 
2,000 or more 10% or more of Final ADT 
3,000 or more 8% or more of Final ADT 

Similar to the traffic analysis for study intersections, the 11 residential street segments were 
analyzed for the following conditions: 

[a] Existing conditions. 

[b] Condition [a] plus 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient traffic growth per year, including 
Related Projects, through year 2023 (build-out year) to allow for a conservative 
forecast of future traffic volumes ("Future Pre-Project Conditions"). 

[ c] Condition [b] with completion and occupancy of the proposed Project ("Future With 
Project Conditions"). 

The analyzed street segments are situated within well-established, built-out residential 
neighborhoods which do not offer many opportunities for direct cut-through traffic. As such, 
nearly all Project-related traffic is anticipated to travel along the key arterials that provide direct 
access to the CSMC Campus (i.e., Beverly Boulevard, San Vicente Boulevard, Third Street, and 
Robertson Boulevard). However, some Project-related motorists may use local residential streets 
that feed into the CSMC Campus as alternate routes of travel based on perceived convenience 
and for ease of access, such as Alden Drive, Hamel Drive, Willaman Drive, and Sherbourne 
Drive. A smaller group of Project-related motorists could potentially use local streets that do not 
directly feed into the CSMC Campus as part of a short-cut route, including Ashcroft Avenue, 
Rosewood Avenue, Bonner Drive, and Huntley Drive. The percentage of the Project's estimated 
1,181 daily trip ends assigned to each local street segment were dependent upon on the street's 
current relative traffic volumes, as well as relative access to the CSMC Campus. 

In general, on the local streets which do not provide direct access to the CSMC Campus (e.g., 
street segment nos. 1 through 5), one percent (1.0%) or less, if any, of the total daily trips 
generated by the Project are expected to utilize these roadways for access. For local streets that 
feed directly into the CSMC Campus (e.g., street segment nos. 6 through 11 ), it is reasonable to 
anticipate that a relatively higher percentage of Project-related trips may occur on these 
roadways, most likely in the two to four percent (2.0% to 4.0%) range of total daily trips 
generated by the Project. This relative distribution of the Project-related trips on the local 
residential streets is consistent with the Project-related traffic distribution pattern on the major 
arterials (i.e., Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, Robertson Boulevard, and San Vicente 
Boulevard, etc.) approved for use in the traffic study by LADOT. However, to provide a 
conservative, "worst case" assessment of the potential Project-related impacts to the local 
residential streets, a substantially higher use of these roadways was assumed from Project
generated daily trips. As a result, two percent (2.0%) for local streets that do not provide direct 
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access to the CSMC Campus, and three to eight percent (3.0% to 8.0%) for local streets that 
provide direct access to the CSMC Campus were used. 

The estimated ADT volumes associated with Existing Conditions, Future Pre-Project Conditions, 
and Future With Project Conditions are shown in Table 32: Summary of Street Segment Analysis. 
By comparing the Future With Project Conditions in column [5] of Table 32: Summary of Street 
Segment Analysis to the Future Pre-Project Conditions in column [2] and the resulting increase of 
daily trip ends caused by the Project at each street segment (column [4]), the percent ADT 
growth can be calculated in column [6]. As indicated in column [6], the percentage increase in 
ADT growth for the 11 street segments ranges from 0.6% to 3.6%. Therefore, application of 
LADOT's threshold criteria (as shown in Table 31: Residential Street Segment Impact Threshold 
Criteria) indicates that the Project is not anticipated to produce substantial cut-through traffic on 
local residential streets. Even with an "overstated" assignment of Project-related daily trips on 
local residential streets, the potential effects are deemed less than significant as the incremental 
increase in cut-through traffic due to the Project is substantially below the significance 
thresholds used by LADOT and the City of West Hollywood. 

TABLE32 

SUMMARY OF STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

PROPOSED PROJECT 
[1] [2] [5] [6] [7] 

EXISTING YEAR2023 [3] [4] YEAR2023 PERCENT 
LOCATION WEEKDAY FUTURE W/PROJ. ADT SEGMENT 

ADT PRE-PR OJ. TOTAL DAILY ADT GROWTH IMPACT 
VOLUME VOLUME PROJECT PROJECT VOLUME ([4] /[5]) 

DISTRIB TRIP ENDS ([2]+[4]) 

Huntley Drive south of 1,146 1,404 
2.0% 

24 1,428 1.7% NO 
Melrose A venue r8l 

In/Out 

Rosewood A venue east of 3,160 3,871 
2.0% 

24 3,895 0.6% NO 
Norwich Drive [8] In/Out 

Ashcrofl A venue west of 525 643 
2.0% 

24 667 3.6% NO 
Sherboume Drive [8] In/Out 

Rosewood A venue west of 642 786 
2.0% 

24 810 3.0% NO 
Sherboume Drive [8] In/Out 

Bonner Drive west of 639 782 
2.0% 

24 806 3.0% NO 
Sherboume Drive [8] In/Out 

Sherboume Drive south of 1,531 1,875 
3.0% 

35 1,910 1.8% NO 
Ashcroft A venue [8] In/Out 

Alden Drive between 5.0% 
Swall Drive and Clark Drive 2,783 3,409 

In/Out 
59 3,468 1.7% NO 

[9] 

Hamel Road between 5.0% 
3rd Street and Burton Way 4,075 4,992 

In/Out 
59 5,051 1.2% NO 

[9] 
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9 

10 

11 

LOCATION 

Willaman Drive between 
3rd Street and Burton Way 
[9] 

Willaman Drive between 
Burton Way and Colgate 
Avenue [9] 

Sherboume Drive between 
3rd Street and Burton Way 

[9] 

TABLE 32 (CONTINUED} 

SUMMARY OF STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

[1] [2] 
EXISTING YEAR2023 
WEEKDAY FUTURE 

ADT PRE-PR OJ. 
VOLUME VOLUME 

5,990 7,338 

4,580 5,611 

1,906 2,335 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

[3] 

TOTAL 
PROJECT 
DISTRIB 

8.0% 
In/Out 

5.0% 
In/Out 

5.0% 
In/Out 

[4] 

DAILY 
PROJECT 

TRIP ENDS 

94 

59 

59 

[5] 
YEAR2023 
W/PROJ. 

ADT 
VOLUME 

([2]+[4]) 

7,432 

5,670 

2,394 

[6] [7] 
PERCENT 

ADT SEGMENT 
GROWTH IMPACT 

([4] /[5]) 

1.3% NO 

1.0% NO 

2.5% NO 

[1] Existing ADT volumes for study locations 1 through 6 were based on data contained in the Greenwich Place Traffic Impact Study, dated October 2006, 
prepared by Katz, Okitsu & Associates. The year 2006 traffic counts were adjusted by a 1.5 percent (1.5%) ambient growth factor per year to reflect year 
2008 condtions. New ADT counts were conducted for study locations 7 through 11, and copies of the summary count data worksheets are provided in the 
attached Appendix of Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Project Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis, memorandum to 
Planning Associates, 23 July 2008. 
[2] The existing weekday ADT volumes were adjusted by a 1.5 percent (1.5%) annual ambient growth factor to derive year 2023 Future Pre-Project 

Conditions. 

[3] Total distribution of inbound and outbound daily Project traffic at the analyzed street segment. 

[4] Daily Project volume includes inbound and outbound trips based on the proposed Project's net increase of 1,181 daily trip ends (approximately 591 
inbound trips and 591 outbound trips). 

[5] Total of colunms [1] and [3]. 
[6] Column [3] divided by colunm [4]. 

[7] According to LADOT's "Traffic Study Policies & Procedures," March, 2002, page 10: "A local residential street shall be deemed significantly impacted* 

based on an increase in the projected average daily traffic (ADT) volumes." 

Projected Average Daily Traffic with 

Project (Final ADT) 

0 to 999 

1,000 or more 

2,000 or more 

Project-Related 

Increase in ADT 

16% or more offmal ADT** 

12% or more offmal ADT 

10% or more offmal ADT 

3,000 or more 8% or more offmal ADT 

*Source: Traffic Infusion on Residential Environment (TIRE) Index developed by D.K. Goodrich and modified by LADOT for Los Angeles City 

conditions. 

**Note: For projects in West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan area, use 120 or more trips. 

[8] Greenwich Place traffic impact study location. 

f91 City of Los Angeles study location. 

(b) Project Access 

Vehicular Access 

Project access refers mainly to vehicular access to the Project through street intersections and 
external and internal driveways at the Campus. The following five key access intersections 
provide primary Project Site access: 

Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. (Study Intersection No. 2) 
George Burns Rd/Beverly Blvd. (Study Intersection No. 6) 
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George Burns Rd.-Hamel Rd./Third St. (Study Intersection No. 8) 
Sherboume Dr./Third St. (Study Intersection No. 11) 
San Vicente Blvd./Gracie Allen Drive-Beverly Center (Study Intersection No. 14) 

There are no changes planned for the five key intersections and external Campus driveways, as 
approved under the current Master Plan. There are also no changes planned for most internal 
Campus driveways as approved under the current Master Plan; however, minor modifications are 
planned for the internal driveway access points at the Project Site to accommodate the Project. 

As indicated in Table 26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, Study 
Intersection numbers 6, 8, 11 and 14 provide primary project site access and are projected to 
operate at LOS D or better under the Future With Project Conditions. As also indicated in Table 
26: Summary of Volume To Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, the Robertson 
Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection (Study Intersection No. 2) provides 
primary Project Site access and is projected to operate at LOS F during the P.M. peak hour under 
the Future With Project Conditions. However, it should be noted that the subject intersection is 
also forecast to operate at LOS E during the P.M. peak hour under the Future Pre-Project 
Conditions. Therefore, the proposed Project contributes to the future forecast adverse operating 
conditions at the Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection and is 
expected to result in a significant Project access impact based on application of the City's CEQA 
threshold criteria to the Future With Project scenario. 

The Project is expected to create a significant impact at the Robertson Boulevard/Alden Drive
Gracie Allen Drive intersection based on the City's intersection threshold impact criteria during 
the P.M. peak hour shown with the addition of ambient growth, related projects traffic, and 
Project-related traffic. Mitigation is available to reduce the forecast intersection and Project 
access impacts to less than significant levels, as discussed below. 

The Original EIR based the level of significance for project access on the elimination or 
replacement of access points (i.e., external and internal driveways). The Original EIR determined 
that with implementation of the Master Plan, several access points were being eliminated and 
replaced, specifically external driveways on San Vicente Boulevard and Third Street and internal 
driveways on George Burns Road and Sherboume Drive. Under the Master Plan, the internal 
driveway on George Burns Road at the Project Site was to be replaced and an additional 
driveway was to be added. The Original EIR determined that the implementation of mitigation 
measures generally regarding free travel along private internal Campus streets for emergency, 
police and fire protection vehicles, as well as provision of safe pedestrian/auto junctures, would 
reduce access impacts to a less than significant level. 

The proposed Project will not substantially differ in access modifications on the Project Site 
from those proposed under the Master Plan. Additionally, the Project will not affect other 
Campus access modifications that were proposed under the Master Plan and mitigated in the 
Original EIR. As similarly planned for the Master Plan development, the Project, as a component 
of the West Tower, will eliminate the existing driveway access point at the Project Site on 
George Burns Road and will replace an existing driveway access point at the Project Site on 
Gracie Allen Drive. Due to the fact that driveway access points were already planned for 
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modification on the Project Site and mitigated appropriately, the proposed Project will not result 
in a significant impact and will not substantially increase access impacts above those determined 
in the Original EIR. 

Pedestrian Access and Environment 

The pedestrian access and environment on the CSMC Campus includes a network of private 
internal streets, sidewalks, crosswalks, signage, ground-level entrances to all structures, public 
transit stops and elevated pedestrian bridge connections between most buildings. As intended 
under the CSMC Master Plan, all new buildings constructed on the Campus, including the 
700,000 square feet of development considered under the Original EIR, as well as the currently 
proposed Project, are to be designed to provide appropriate access and include those necessary 
street and sidewalk improvements to comply with all Building Code and Municipal Code 
regulations. The proposed Project design will comply with all imposed regulations and will 
include improved and landscaped adjacent sidewalks on the Project Site with ground level access 
to both the West Tower and the attached parking structure. Handicap access will be provided in 
compliance with all Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA") requirements. The Project will 
also include an elevated pedestrian bridge connection across George Bums Road between the 
West Tower and the existing North Tower building to the east. The two-story Existing Building 
on the Project Site does not currently have an elevated pedestrian bridge connection to any 
neighboring structure on the CSMC Campus, therefore, the proposed Project will improve access 
at the Campus by allowing easy movement between facilities. The Project will not affect existing 
pedestrian access on the Campus and no mitigation is required as the Project will, in fact, 
improve pedestrian access to a beneficial level. 

The Wilshire Community Plan includes Urban Design guidelines that address the overall 
community design of the Project area. The design policies establish a minimum level of design 
required in private projects and recommendations for public space improvements. With regards 
to the pedestrian environment, the Urban Design guidelines suggest that the mass, the proportion 
the scale, the visual interest, the materials and the streetscape associated with the Project must 
foster an environment of pedestrian orientation. The Project must also preclude opportunities for 
criminal activity and graffiti. The proposed Project is anticipated to be consistent with the 
following policies, as suggested in the Urban Design guidelines: 

• For building frontages, require the use of offset building masses, recessed 
pedestrian entries, articulations, and surface perforations, or porticoes. Also 
require transparent windows (non-reflective, non-tinted glass for maximum 
visibility from sidewalks into building interiors). 

• Require each new building to have a pedestrian-oriented ground floor, and 
maximize the building area devoted to ground level display windows to afford 
pedestrian views into lobby space. 

• Provide color, lighting, and surface texture accents and complementary building 
materials to building walls and facades, consistent with neighborhood adjacent 
architectural themes. 
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• Locate surface and above grade parking areas to the rear of buildings, with access 
driveways on side streets, or from rear streets where project buildings cover the 
majority of block areas. 

• Integrate landscaping within pedestrian-friendly plazas, green space, pocket 
parks, and other open space compliments. 

The Project is anticipated to be consistent with all of these guidelines. Preliminary architectural 
plans for the West Tower indicate that it will contain a large proportion of glass windows at the 
entrance and ground floor, and throughout the exterior of the building. The entrance of the 
building will be recessed from the street with a continuous portico along the building frontage. 
The color, lighting and surface texture of the West Tower will be consistent with those currently 
existing at other CSMC Campus facilities and will visually remain similar to the character of the 
Campus. The parking structure adjoining the West Tower will be located to the rear of the 
building with an access driveway planned on Gracie Allen Drive. Landscaping will be 
implemented along adjacent variable width sidewalks as well as a rooftop plaza garden. 
Therefore, due to consistency with several Community Plan Urban Design guidelines regarding 
pedestrian orientation through building design, the Project is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact on the pedestrian environment of the CSMC Campus and will prove to be beneficial. 

The Original EIR indicated that the preliminary plans for the Master Plan facilities would unify 
the visual character of the CSMC Campus through architecture and landscaping, similar to the 
proposed Project. Like the proposed Project, the Master Plan anticipated the demolition of the 
existing surface parking lot on the Project Site, thereby increasing pedestrian orientation by 
creating building street frontage. However, whereas the Master Plan proposed a building on the 
Project Site with a parking structure entrance on the ground floor, the proposed Project is 
consistent with the Community Plan in that it will provide for ground level display windows into 
the lobby of the West Tower. Therefore, the pedestrian orientation components of the Master 
Plan will not be affected or prevented by the Project and will, in fact, be enhanced. 

(c) Parking 

This section reviews the Project's parking requirements and planned CSMC Campus parking 
supply according to provisions in the Zone and Height District Change that were approved by the 
City of Los Angeles in 1993 pursuant to Ordinance No. 168,847. On-street parking located on 
the surrounding roadways in the Project area is also analyzed. It is anticipated that the Project 
will provide required parking for the Campus as determined by the City of Los Angeles prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the Project. 

Parking requirements applicable to the CSMC Campus land use components include the 
following rates: 

Administrative, Diagnostic, Imaging and Support Uses: 

3.3 parking spaces per l,000 square feet of floor area 
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5.0 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area 

The floor area utilized to determine the parking requirements and referenced in the Ordinance is 
consistent with Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, which excludes building floor 
areas devoted to exterior walls, stairwells, shafts, rooms housing building operating equipment, 
etc. 

It should be noted that the parking supply and requirements for CSMC and the adjacent Third 
Street Medical Office Towers are considered together by the City, even though the facilities are 
separately owned and operated. At the time the Medical Office Towers were approved, the City 
tied their parking requirements to the adjacent CSMC due to anticipated overlapping of parking 
demand expected to occur between the two facilities (e.g., a doctor on staff at CSMC also leases 
office space at the Medical Office Towers). 

It must also be noted that construction is anticipated to begin on the Advanced Health Sciences 
Pavilion (at the southwest comer of San Vicente Boulevard and Gracie Allen Drive) in the first 
quarter of 2009, which will include a total of 547 parking spaces. This Project will also include 
demolition of 166 parking spaces to accommodate the building, resulting in a net increase in 
parking of 3 81 spaces. As the facility will be complete at the time of development of the 
proposed Project, these parking spaces are considered as existing parking supply on the Campus 
for the purposes of this Draft SEIR. 

Existing CSMC Parking Supply and Requirements 

The City of Los Angeles determines parking (required and supply) for a multi-building, 
institutional environment such as CSMC on a campus-wide basis, rather than on a building-by
building or lot-by-lot basis. The baseline for the existing City required parking and supply for 
the CSMC Campus was established by the City of Los Angeles in 1993 (per Ordinance No. 
168,847). This included Zoning Case Nos. 21332 and 21940, which authorized the development 
of the Medical Office Towers on Third Street and its associated parking. 

As presented in Table 33: Existing CSMC Campus Parking Summary, a total of 7,275 parking 
spaces are currently provided on the CSMC Campus (see note above regarding construction of 
the Advanced Health Science Pavilion) in accordance with the requirements of Ordinance No. 
168,847. This total includes a total of 5,621 spaces in parking facilities controlled by CSMC and 
a total of l,654 spaces in the two Medical Office Tower parking structures. 
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TABLE33 

EXISTING CSMC CAMPUS PARKING SUMMARY 

REQUIRED PARKING 

ITEM 
REQUIRED PARKING 

NO.OF 
NO. SPACES 

1 Zoning Case 21332 and 21940 (main hospital and 3rd Street MOTS) 3,964 

2 Harvey Morse Conference Center (within the South Tower) 179 

3 Existing Building at 8723 Alden Drive (including new elevator) 182 

4 Comprehensive Cancer Center 81 

5 Becker Building (within the North Tower) 22 

6 Mark S. Taper Imaging Center 157 

7 Davis Research Building Phase 1 456 

8 Computer Center (within the Mental Health Center) 48 

9 Emergency Room Expansion (within the North Tower) 78 

10 Administration/Pediatric Walk-in entrance (within the North Tower) 1 

11 Davis Research Building Phase 2 20 

12 North Care Tower (180 bed replacement of 201 bed Schuman/Brown buildings) 0 

13 Human Resources Trailers 5 

Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (396,000 SF): 
14 Medical Suites: 121,100 SF x 5.0 spaces/1,000 SF 606 

Other: 274,900 SF x 3.3 spaces/1,000 SF 907 

TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING 6,706 

PARKING SUPPLY 

ITEM 
PARKING FACILITY 

NO.OF 
NO. SPACES 

1 Parking Lot 1 (site of Research Building) 0 

2 Existing Parking Lot (Existing Building lot) 217 

3 Mental Health Center (after construction of Computer Center) 95 

4 Employee Parking Structure (excluding public meters) 2,140 

5 
Within Main Hospital Structure (after construction of ER expansion, & Telecomm. 

567 
remodel) 

6 Within Service Yard 29 

3rd St. MOT Parking Structures: 
7 133 S. Sherboume 838 

8675 W. 3rd St. 816 

8 Parking Lot 9 (Cancer Center) 104 

9 Parking Lot 7 (Taper) 0 

10 Parking Structure 4 (3rd St and San Vicente) 1,922 

11 Parking Structure 4 Expanded 547 

TOTAL PARKING SUPPLY 7,275 

PARKING SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) 569 
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Table 33: Existing CSMC Campus Parking Summary also indicates that a total of 6,639 parking 
spaces are currently required for the CSMC Campus (including the required spaces for the 
adjacent Medical Office Towers and the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion). 

Therefore, the existing CSMC parking supply of 7,275 spaces currently exceeds the City parking 
requirement of 6, 706 spaces by a total of 569 parking spaces. 

Future CSMC Parking Supply and Requirements 

An analysis of future parking conditions was prepared for CSMC based on the build-out and 
occupancy of the proposed Project. Each land use component associated with the Project was 
assigned a parking requirement as determined by the City of Los Angeles under Ordinance No. 
168,847. The demolition of existing parking supply to accommodate the Project was also taken 
into account. The final anticipated required parking count and parking supply for the CSMC 
Campus are discussed below. 

The proposed Project will modify the existing parking supply on the CSMC Campus through 
removal of 217 parking spaces in the Existing Parking Lot and development of the new 700-
space adjoining parking structure to be constructed as part of the Project. No other modifications 
to the CSMC parking supply are planned as part of the Project. As such, the Project will increase 
the parking supply at the CSMC Campus by an approximate net change of 483 spaces as detailed 
below: 

Loss of parking spaces in Existing Parking Lot: 
Addition of parking spaces in new structure: 
Net increase in CSMC parking supply: 

(217) Spaces 
700 Spaces 
483 Spaces 

A summary of the future CSMC Campus parking supply is presented in Table 34: Future CSMC 
Campus Parking Summary, which shows that the parking supply for the CSMC Campus will 
increase from a existing parking supply of 7,275 spaces to a total of 7,758 spaces. 

TABLE34 

FUTURE CSMC CAMPUS PARKING SUMMARY 

REQUIRED PARKING 

ITEM 
REQUIRED PARKING 

NO.OF 
NO. SPACES 

1 Zoning Case 21332 and 21940 (main hospital and 3rd Street MOTS) 3,964 

2 Harvey Morse Conference Center (within the South Tower) 179 

3 Existing Building at 8723 Alden Drive (including new elevator) 0 [!] 

4 Comprehensive Cancer Center 81 

5 Becker Building (within the North Tower) 22 

6 Mark S. Taper Imaging Center 157 

7 Davis Research Building Phase 1 456 

8 Computer Center (within the Mental Health Center) 48 

9 Emergency Room Expansion (within the North Tower) 78 

10 Administration/Pediatric Walk-in entrance (within the North Tower) 1 
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TABLE 34 (CONTINUED) 

FUTURE CSMC CAMPUS PARKING SUMMARY 
ITEM 

REQUIRED PARKING 
NO.OF 

NO. SPACES 

11 Davis Research Building Phase 2 20 

12 North Care Tower (180 bed replacement of 201 bed Schuman/Brown buildings) 0 

13 Human Resources Trailers 5 

Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (396,000 SF): 
14 Medical Suites: 121,100 SF x 5.0 spaces/1,000 SF 606 

Other: 274,900 SF x 3.3 spaces/1,000 SF 907 
Proposed Project: 
Inpatient Beds: 100 beds (200,000 SF) x 2.5 spaces/bed 250 

15 Medical Suites: 87,900 SF x 5.0 spaces/1,000 SF 440 
Other: 82,750 SF x 3.3 spaces/1,000 SF 273 
8723 Alden Drive Medical Building Replacement (90,000 SF) 182 

TOTAL REQUIRED PARKING 7,669 

PARKING SUPPLY 

ITEM 
PARKING FACILITY 

NO.OF 
NO. SPACES 

1 Parking Lot 1 (site of Research Building) 0 

2 Existing Parking Lot (Existing Building lot - removed for proposed project) 0[2] 

3 Mental Health Center (after construction of Computer Center) 95 

4 Employee Parking Structure (excluding public meters) 2,140 

5 
Within Main Hospital Structure (after construction of ER expansion, & 

567 
Telecomm. remodel) 

6 Within Service Yard 29 

3rd St. MOT Parking Structures: 
7 133 S. Sherboume 838 

8675 W. 3rd St. 816 

8 Parking Lot 9 (Cancer Center) 104 

9 Parking Lot 7 (Taper) 0 

10 Parking Structure 4 (3rd St and San Vicente) 1,922 

11 Parking Structure 4 Expanded 547 

12 New Parking Structure 2 (part of proposed project) 700 

TOTAL PARKING SUPPLY 7,758 

PARKING SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) 89 
Notes: 
[1] Assumes removal of the Existing Building at 8723 Alden Drive . 
[2] Assumes removal of 217 spaces previously on the Existing Parking Lot at the Project Site. 

The City parking requirement calculations for the proposed Project components are as follows: 

Removal of Existing Building (90,000 SF): (182 spaces) 

Inpatient Beds: 100 beds (200,000 SF) x 2.5 spaces/bed= 250 spaces 

Medical Suites: 87,900 SF x 5.0 spaces/1,000 SF= 440 spaces 
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273 spaces 

Replacement of Existing Building floor area (90,000 SF): 182 spaces 

Total Required Parking 963 Spaces28 

However, as discussed above, the parking for the proposed Project need not be located on the 
Project Site and is not analyzed as a separate entity; rather, the parking need only be located 
within the CSMC Campus and analyzed in combination with all other parking on the CSMC 
Campus. Based on the parking requirements for the planned development program, the future 
City parking requirement for the CSMC Campus will be 7,669 spaces. This is based on the 
existing City requirement of 6, 706 spaces and the future Code requirement of 963 spaces for the 
planned development program (6,706 + 963 = 7,669 spaces). 

Therefore, as presented in Table 3-f.: Future CSMC Campus Parking Summary, the planned 
CSMC Campus parking supply of 7, 758 spaces will exceed the City parking requirement of 
7,669 spaces by a total of 89 spaces. However, it must be noted as reflected in Table 33: Existing 
CSMC Campus Parking Summary and Table 34: Future CSMC Campus Parking Summary, the 
Project will result in a reduction in the Campus-wide parking surplus by 480 parking spaces 
(from 569 surplus parking spaces to 89 surplus spaces). 

With respect to the Master Plan, the Original EIR proposed a total CSMC Campus parking 
supply after development of the Master Plan of 7,053 parking spaces. 29 This total number of 
proposed spaces included the 3,200 parking spaces approved under the Master Plan, as well as 
all parking spaces existing before approval of the Master Plan. The proposed Project now 
proposes a total CSMC Campus parking supply after the amendment to the Master Plan of 7, 758 
parking spaces, which includes the additional 50 parking spaces in the adjacent parking structure 
that were not previously approved on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project will provide for an 
additional 705 parking spaces on the CSMC Campus above the parking supply proposed under 
the Master Plan, resulting in a benefit to CSMC facilities and no incremental parking impacts 
beyond those determined for the Master Plan in the Original EIR. 

Future On-Street Parking 

The proposed mitigation measures for the two significantly impacted study intersections (Int. No. 
2 and Int. No. 6) will require the removal of up to 10 on-street parking spaces along the east side 
of Robertson Boulevard and the south side of Beverly Boulevard. Under the Master Plan 
development, the Original EIR anticipated removal of a total of between 55 and 64 parking 
spaces along various roadways in the Project area as recommended through mitigation measures. 
The loss of these parking spaces was determined to have a significant adverse effect for on-street 

28 As the replacement floor area associated with the proposed removal of the Existing Building will equal the current 
floor area, there is no net change to its parking requirement of 182 spaces. 
29 It should be noted that although 7,053 parking spaces were originally proposed for the CSMC Campus under the 
Master Plan, 222 extra spaces have since been built on the CSMC Campus, resulting in the current Campus parking 
supply of 7,275 parking spaces (including parking to be built as part of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion). 
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parking. The proposed removal of up to 10 on-street parking spaces on Robertson Boulevard and 
Beverly Boulevard may result in an adverse effect to surrounding commercial businesses whose 
patrons depend on the on-street parking. However, the adverse effects of the Project are not 
anticipated to be incrementally substantial beyond the impacts found for the Master Plan in the 
Original EIR 

(d) Transit System 

The Project trip generation, as shown in Table 28: Project Traffic Generation, was adjusted by 
values set forth in the CMP (i.e., person trips equal 1.4 times vehicle trips, and transit trips equal 
3.5 percent of the total person trips) to estimate transit trip generation. Pursuant to the CMP 
guidelines, the Project is forecast to generate demand for 6 transit trips (4 inbound and 2 
outbound trips) during the weekday AM. peak hour and 7 transit trips (3 inbound trips and 4 
outbound trips) during the weekday P.M. peak hour. Over a 24-hour period, the Project is 
forecast to generate demand for 58 daily transit trips. The calculations are as follows: 

AM. Peak Hour= 113 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 6 Transit Trips 
P.M. Peak Hour= 130 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 7 Transit Trips 
Daily Trips= 1,181x1.4 x 0.035 = 58 Transit Trips 

Approximately 11 bus transit lines and routes are provided adjacent to or in close proximity to 
the Project Site, with 10 of these transit lines and routes directly serving the Site. A total of three 
different bus transit providers provide service within the Project study area. These 11 transit lines 
provide service for an average (i.e., an average of the directional number of buses during the 
peak hours) of approximately 93 buses during the AM. peak hour and roughly 94 buses during 
the P.M. peak hour. Thus, based on the above calculated peak hour transit trips, this would 
correspond to less than one additional Project-related transit rider per bus. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that the existing transit service in the Project area would adequately accommodate the 
Project generated transit trips. 

The Original EIR found that development of the Project might disrupt bus service at Third Street 
and at the comer of Alden Drive and San Vicente Boulevard, but that after mitigation, any 
significant impacts associated with this disruption would be less than significant [Original EIR 
Findings, Section III.B. l 0( d)]. In comparison, the net incremental impact resulting from the 
proposed Project is not substantial and will not add substantial impact above the Master Plan 
development. Therefore, given the low number of generated transit trips per bus, no significant 
impacts on existing or future transit services in the Project area are expected to occur as a result 
of the Project. 

(3) Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies 

As previously discussed, the Wilshire Community Plan is the primary guiding document for 
development in the Project area. The proposed Project will be consistent with a number of goals, 
objectives and policies relating to transportation set forth in the Community Plan, including: 
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• Objective No. 10-1: Continue to encourage improved and additional local and express 
bus service and neighborhood shuttles throughout the Wilshire Community Plan Area. 

• Policy No. 13-1.5: Identify and implement intersection improvements (channelization, 
turn lanes, signal modifications) on all Major Class II and Secondary Highways, and 
along some Collector Streets, throughout the Wilshire Community Plan Area. 

• Policy No. 15-1.2: Develop off-street parking resources, including parking structures and 
underground parking in accordance with design standards. 

• Policy No. 16-1.l: Maintain a satisfactory Level of Service (LOS) above LOS "D" for 
Class II Major Highways, especially those which serve Regional Commercial Centers 
and Community Commercial Centers; and above LOS "D" for Secondary Highways and 
Collector Streets. 

A determination and discussion of consistency with the goals, objectives and policies of the 
Community Plan is provided below. 

Objective No. 10-1 of Goal No. 10. This Objective encourages improved and additional bus 
service in the Community Plan area. Although the proposed Project does not take credit for 
improved or additional bus service in the Project area, the CSMC Campus, as a whole, has 
proposed to implement additional transit stops on the periphery of the Campus along the south 
side of Beverly Boulevard and the west side of San Vicente Boulevard. Additionally, pursuant 
to the Master Plan and Development Agreement, CSMC has agreed with the City to provide an 
easement on Campus property for a portal to a potential Metro Rail station at the southwest 
corner of San Vicente Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard provided that the easement does not 
adversely impact operation of the CSMC, as determined by CSMC. As the Project is located 
approximately 450 feet west of the Metro portal site, blocked by several interfering buildings, the 
Project is not anticipated to be impacted by or cause impact to the potential Metro station, should 
it be developed. However, any anticipated transit riders of the Project will have access to these 
proposed and potential transit services and are expected to utilize them accordingly. 

Policy No. 13-1.5, Objective No. 13-1 of Goal No. 13. The Community Plan specifies the 
provision to "Identify and implement intersection improvements (channelization, turn lanes, 
signal modifications) on all Major Class II and Secondary Highways, and along some Collector 
Streets, throughout the Wilshire Community Plan Area." As discussed, the proposed Project will 
result in a significant impact at two study intersections that involve one Secondary Highway
Robertson Boulevard (Int. No. 2 with Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive) and one Major Highway 
Class II-Beverly Boulevard (Int. No. 6 with George Bums Road). However, traffic impacts at 
these two intersections may be mitigated to a less than significant level with measures that are 
consistent with Policy 13-1.5 of the Community Plan, including the addition of tum lanes and 
restriping to improve traffic flow and congestion (see Mitigation Program below). Therefore, the 
Project with mitigation measures will be consistent with the Community Plan goal to maintain a 
safe and efficient highway and street network. It must be noted that implementation of some of 
the mitigation measures for Intersection No. 6 may not be feasible as their implementation would 
require approval and cooperation with the City of West Hollywood. Therefore, the net impact of 
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the Project would remain significant and a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be 
required. However, impacts could still be reasonably mitigated in the future with cooperation of 
the City of West Hollywood. 

Policy No. 15-1.2, Objective 15-1 of Goal No. 15. This Policy posits the development of "off
street parking resources, including parking structures and underground parking in accordance 
with design standards." As approved under the existing Master Plan and analyzed under the 
Original EIR, in conjunction with the proposed West Tower, the Project Site will contain a 
seven-level, 700-space, partially subterranean parking structure to serve the proposed Project and 
the CSMC Campus. The parking structure will be designed in accordance with all Building Code 
and Municipal Code regulations. Therefore, the Project will be consistent with the goals of the 
Community Plan relating to off-street parking. 

Policy No. 16-1.1, Objective 16-1 of Goal No. 16. This Policy stipulates the need to maintain a 
satisfactory Level of Service above LOS D for Class II Major Highways, Secondary Highways, 
and Collector streets in the Community Plan area. As analyzed previously, in the year 2023 (the 
anticipated year of full occupancy of the West Tower), without development of the proposed 
Project and under forecast ambient growth only, several of the 22 study intersections will be 
operating at LOSE or LOS F. Including construction of Related Projects in the area, without the 
West Tower, several more intersections will be operating below LOS D. The proposed West 
Tower Project, with implementation of mitigation measures, at the intersections of Robertson 
Boulevard/ Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive and George Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard, is 
anticipated to result in less than significant impact levels. Again as noted above, cooperation 
with and approval by the City of West Hollywood on the proposed mitigations at the George 
Burns Road/Beverly Boulevard intersection will be required, otherwise a significant impact will 
result. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed Project would be 
consistent with the goals of the Community Plan relating to LOS. 

In comparison to the analysis of the Master Plan in the Original EIR, the Master Plan did not 
have any negative impacts on the applicable adopted plans and policies, including the Wilshire 
Community Plan. No mitigation measures were required as a result. The entitlements and 
development associated with the proposed Project are not anticipated to result in impacts that are 
substantially beyond those determined in the Original EIR for the Master Plan. Therefore, the 
Project is not anticipated to be inconsistent with the applicable adopted plans and policies and no 
mitigation will be required to ensure conformance. 

d. Cumulative Impacts 

The analysis of cumulative impacts was completed concurrent with the Project impacts 
analysis( existing conditions plus ambient growth plus Related Projects development plus Project 
with mitigation measures) and is included in the discussion above. Further discussion of 
cumulative impacts for the Project are found in Section IV.E: Cumulative Effects. 

In the Original EIR, the Master Plan was anticipated to result in a cumulative traffic impact of 
206,400 vehicle trips per day. Of the 18 study intersections, 10 were found to result in a 
significant impact during the AM. peak hour and 16 would result in a significant impact during 
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the P.M. peak hour. However, it was determined that the significant impacts during the A.M. 
peak hour could be mitigated to less than significant levels at all intersections. During the P.M. 
peak hour, the significant impacts could be mitigated to less than significant levels with the 
exception of the intersection at Sherboume Drive and Third Street, for which a significant and 
unavoidable impact was found. The Original EIR also determined that a cumulative impact 
would result for Project parking, but not for Project access. Although parking and Project access 
impact levels are determined on a project-by-project basis (campus-wide basis in the case of the 
CSMC Campus) and not on a City-wide cumulative basis, due to the high level of development 
in the area, the subsequent high parking demand and the potential impacts caused by Related 
Projects, the parking was anticipated to result in a significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed Project could result in cumulative significant impacts at two study intersections, 
but both could be mitigated to less than significant levels, thus eliminating contribution to a 
cumulative impact. The Project does not represent an incrementally substantial impact above 
those determined for the Master Plan. The proposed Project is also not anticipated to have 
significant impacts on either parking or Project access and thus will not substantially increase 
cumulative impacts beyond the Master Plan. 

4. MITIGATION PROGRAM 

a. Regulatory Requirements, Standard Conditions and Project Design Features 

The following is a list of standard measures that will be required for the Project in accordance 
with City of Los Angeles Code requirements. 

MM TRF-1: In accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") Section 
91.70067, hauling of construction materials shall be restricted to a haul route 
approved by the City. The City of Los Angeles will approve specific haul 
routes for the transport of materials to and from the site during demolition and 
construction. 

b. 1993 Mitigation Measures (Carried Forward) 

The following is a list of previous mitigation measures recommended by the Original EIR and by 
Ordinance No. 168,847, which were required for development of the 700,000 square feet of the 
Master Plan. Many of these measures have been implemented with development approved under 
the Master Plan or will be implemented prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for 
the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (Related Project No. LA39A), which will begin 
construction in the first quarter of 2009. Many mitigation measures are followed by a statement 
indicating if the measure has been implemented or is being implemented as part of the Advanced 
Health Sciences Pavilion. Those without a status statement have been implemented with each 
new building developed at the CSMC Campus and will be required for the proposed Project as 
well.. Those mitigation measures labeled as "MM TRF-N/A" will not be required as part of the 
proposed Project and therefore will not be assigned a number. 
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MM TRF-2: The applicant shall submit site plans to the Department of Transportation 
(LADOT) and the Bureau of Engineering for approval prior to the issuance of 
any foundation permit. The site plans shall include highway easements, access 
locations, and adjacent street improvements. 

MM TRF-3: Applicant shall prepare and submit a Transportation Demand Management 
("TDM") plan to LADOT which will contain measures to achieve a 19 
percent reduction in overall P.M. peak hour trips for the entire Cedars-Sinai 
Medical Center. This plan shall be submitted to and must be approved by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of any building permits. The TDM Plan shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following features: transportation allowance, 
provision of preferential parking for carpools/vanpools, additional financial 
incentives, purchase of bicycles and related equipment for employees, 
increased employee participation in Compressed Work Week schedules, 
expanded employee benefits, visitor transit incentives, and a Guaranteed Ride 
Home program for ridesharers. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the applicant shall execute and record a covenant to the satisfaction of DOT 
guaranteeing implementation of the DOT approved TDM Plan. 

Status: CSMC currently has a TDM program l'vhich will be amended to 
incorporate the employees associated with the West Tower. As such, this 
measure will be required for the proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: The applicant shall contribute to the design and installation of an Automated 
Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) system at the intersections of: 
Robertson Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard; La Cienega Boulevard and 
Wilshire Boulevard; and Orlando Avenue and Third Street. 

Status: The Applicant has made the contribution for the design and 
installation qf ATSAC :-.ystems at these intersections; therefore, this measure 
l'Vill no longer be required for the proposed Project. 

Improvement plans for the following intersections have been approved by the Cities of Los 
Angeles and Beverly Hills. Implementation of these improvements will be completed prior to 
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion. As such, 
several of these measures will not be required for the proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: San Vicente Boulevard and Melrose Avenue: The existing Melrose Avenue 
single lane eastbound approach should be restriped to provide a left tum lane, 
a through lane, and an optional through/right turn lane. This would require the 
removal of approximately l 0 parking spaces on Melrose A venue west of San 
Vicente Boulevard. An alternative mitigation proposal could be to provide 
two eastbound lanes on the approach to the San Vicente Boulevard 
intersection. This plan would result in the removal of only one parking space 
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on the south side of Melrose avenue east of San Vicente Boulevard. The 
implementation of the above mitigation requires improvements within the city 
of West Hollywood. As a result, concurrent approval from the city of West 
Hollywood is required. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: San Vicente Boulevard between Beverly Boulevard and Burton Way: Restripe 
San Vicente Boulevard for an additional north and southbound lane during the 
AM and PM peak traffic periods by posting peak hour parking restrictions (or 
full time parking prohibitions). A red curb may not be acceptable because of 
the loss of street parking. However all the lost parking spaces in the City of 
Los Angeles are adjacent to the developer's property. A total of four parking 
spaces will be lost in West Hollywood, while a total of 26 spaces will be lost 
in the City of Los Angeles. Traffic impacts will be fully mitigated at the 
intersections of San Vicente and Beverly Boulevard. However the 
intersections of San Vicente Boulevard at Third Street and the San Vicente 
Boulevard at Alden Drive require the additional application of 25 percent 
TDM to fully mitigate these intersections. The implementation of the above 
mitigation requires improvements within the City of West Hollywood. As a 
result, concurrent approval from the City of West Hollywood is required. 

Status: lhis measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: Beverly Boulevard between San Vicente Boulevard and La Cienega 
Boulevard: Restripe Beverly Boulevard eastbound for an additional through 
lane which becomes an optional through/right-tum lane at La Cienega 
Boulevard. This requires no additional street width and is acceptable to 
LADOT if satisfactory arrangements are made to relocate the yellow and 
white curb zones on the south side of Beverly Boulevard adjacent to the 
Beverly Center (west of La Cienega Boulevard). However, the intersection of 
Beverly and San Vicente Boulevards is substantially within the City of West 
Hollywood so this striping would require their review. On the westbound 
Beverly Boulevard approach to La Cienega Boulevard, an exclusive 80-foot 
long right-tum-only lane will be provided by reducing sidewalk width from 15 
to l 0 feet and is also acceptable to LADOT. No curb parking space removal 
will be required in West Hollywood but four spaces on the south side of 
Beverly Boulevard will be lost in the City of Los Angeles as a result of the 
mitigation. 

Status: lhis measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project 
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MM TRF-N/ A: Robertson Boulevard between Beverly Boulevard and Burton Way: Install 
northbound and southbound left-tum pockets on Robertson Boulevard at its 
intersection with Alden Drive, Third Street and Burton Way. However, the 
removal of one parking space on the east side of Robertson Boulevard north 
of Third Street and one space south of Third Street will be required. In 
addition, two parking spaces in Beverly Hills on the west side of Robertson 
Boulevard south of Burton Way will be lost. A three-foot roadway widening 
of the south side of Beverly Boulevard, west of Robertson Boulevard, will 
provide mitigation by installing an eastbound right-tum-only lane. The 
implementation of the above mitigation requires improvements within the 
cities of West Hollywood and Beverly Hills. As a result, concurrent approval 
from both cities is required. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: Third Street between Sherboume Drive and La Cienega Boulevard: A 
westbound right-tum-only lane on Third Street at Sherboume Drive will be 
implemented by means of a five-foot dedication, a two-foot sidewalk 
easement, and a 12-foot dedication and widening along the project site 
frontage. However this will only partially mitigate the projects significant 
impact even with the additional application of 25 percent TDM. At San 
Vicente Boulevard, eastbound Third Street will be striped to add a right-tum
only lane within the existing roadway by the installation of additional red 
curb. In addition, mitigation will be provided at the intersection of Third 
Street and La Cienega Boulevard within the existing right-of-way from Third 
Street to Blackburn Avenue to provide dual left-tum lanes for northbound and 
southbound La Cienega Boulevard. Three parking spaces on the south side of 
Third Street west of San Vicente Boulevard and seven parking spaces on the 
west side of Sherboume Drive, north of Third Street, will be removed. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: San Vicente Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard: Restripe San Vicente 
Boulevard with an additional exclusive left-tum lane on both approaches to 
provide double left-tum lanes. Although these modifications fall almost 
entirely within the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles, the City of Beverly 
Hills should also review the mitigation because the intersection is partly 
within their jurisdiction. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: La Cienega Boulevard and San Vicente Boulevard: Restripe eastbound San 
Vicente Boulevard to provide two lanes. Together with the two existing lanes 
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from Burton Way, this restriping will be sufficient to mitigate impacts at this 
intersection. South of the intersection, the four lanes would merge to three, at 
a point satisfactory to LADOT. Six parking spaces on the west side of San 
Vicente Boulevard north Burton Way would be lost during 7:00 AM to 7:00 
PM, Monday through Friday. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: Cedars-Sinai Medical Center shall guarantee (by bond, cash or irrevocable 
letter of credit, subject to the approval of the City of West Hollywood) the 
necessary funding to enable the City of West Hollywood to design and install 
street improvements at the following intersections/street segments located 
within the City of West Hollywood: 

(a) San Vicente Boulevard/Melrose Avenue 
(b) San Vicente Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 
(c) Robertson Boulevard/Beverly Boulevard 

In the event that any improvement described above is rejected by the City of 
West Hollywood, or is not approved prior to or concurrently with the approval 
of a building permit by the City of Los Angeles, then the project shall be 
deemed as having satisfied the condition. If the City of West Hollywood 
rejects the proposed street improvements, the City of Los Angeles Department 
of Transportation shall propose a substitute street improvement not to exceed 
the cost of the originally proposed improvement. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

MM TRF-N/A: Cedars Sinai Medical Center shall guarantee (by bond, cash, or irrevocable 
letter of credit, subject to the approval of the City of Beverly Hills) the 
necessary funding to enable the City of Beverly Hills to install ATSAC or 
Quicnet equipment at the following intersections located within the City of 
Beverly Hills. The cost shall not exceed the current cost of $100,000 per 
intersection: 

(a) Robertson Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 
(b) La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

The City of Beverly Hills Department of Transportation shall determine the 
electronic traffic surveillance system to be utilized at these two intersections. 

In the event the improvement described above is rejected by the City of 
Beverly Hills, or is not approved prior to or concurrently with the approval of 
a building permit by the City of Los Angeles, then the project shall be deemed 
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as having satisfied the condition. In the event the City of Beverly Hills rejects 
the proposed street improvements, the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation shall propose a substitute street improvement not to exceed the 
cost of the originally proposed improvement. 

Status: This measure has been completed and will not be required for the 
proposed Project. 

(3) Vehicular Access 

MM TRF-4: Driveway plans shall be prepared for approval by the appropriate District 
Office of the Bureau of Engineering and the Department of Transportation. 

MM TRF-5: Access for the handicapped shall be located in accordance with the 
requirements of the Handicapped Access Division of the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

MM TRF-N/A: Applicant shall covenant and agree that all current public and private streets 
within the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center campus shall remain open to free 
travel of emergency vehicles, vehicles driven by the public, and for public 
use. 

MMTRF-6: 

MMTRF-7: 

MM TRF-8: 

MM TRF-9: 

Status: The Applicant has filed the required Covenant and Agreement with the 
City. As such, this measure is not required as part of the proposed Project. 

Adequate access to site for police shall be provided. A diagram of the site 
shall be sent to the Police Department for their review, and their 
recommendations and requirements shall be incorporated into the final design. 

Adequate access to site for fire protection service vehicles and personnel shall 
be provided. A diagram of the site shall be sent to the Fire Department for 
their review. Emergency access and exit plans shall comply with the 
recommendation and requirements of the Fire Department. 

The applicant should provide safe pedestrian/auto junctures to the satisfaction 
of the Department of Transportation and the Bureau of Engineering at key 
intersecti ans, driveway I ocati on s, entry points, and within parking areas of the 
Medical Center. 

Sheltered waiting areas shall be provided by the applicant at bus stops 
adjacent to the perimeter of the CSMC campus where no shelter currently 
exists. 

Status: The Applicant is currently working with the Metro on the relocation <?! 
transit stops around the CSMC Campus (See Section II: Project Description 
and Figure 14: Transit Plan). As part of this relocation program, new bus 
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stops and shelters will be provided The relocation program and the new bus 
shelters are anticipated to be implemented prior to occupancy of the new 
Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (beginning construction in 2009). 

MM TRF-10: Applicant shall coordinate with DOT to identify sidewalks and pedestrian 
access points for improvement of access from transit stops. 

(4) Parking 

MM TRF-11: Parking/driveway plan. A parking area and driveway plan shall be prepared 
for approval by the appropriate District Offices of the Bureau of Engineering 
and the Department of Transportation. 

MM TRF 12: The design of the on-site parking shall integrate safety features, such as, signs, 
lights, and striping pursuant to Section 12.21.A5 of the Municipal Code. 

MM TRF-13: The Driveway and Parking Plan review for the project should be coordinated 
with the Citywide Planning Coordination Section. 

MM TRF-14: Off-street parking should be provided for all construction-related employees 
generated by the proposed project. No employees or sub-contractors should be 
allowed to park on the surrounding residential streets for the duration of all 
construction activities. 

MM TRF-15: Off-street parking shall be provided free of charge for all construction-related 
personnel and employees, including without limitation, independent 
contractors, consultants and agents, during the construction phases of the 
project. 

(5) Public Transit 

MM TRF-16: Coordinate temporary location for bus stops on Third Street and Alden Drive 
with SCRTD [now Metro] during project construction. 

MM TRF-17: Maps of surrounding bus services should be posted at bus stops and other 
locations where people are likely to view the information, particularly near the 
Outpatient Diagnostic and Treatment Center (now known as the Advanced 
Health Sciences Pavilion), where over 75 percent of the daily new trips are 
assigned. Information shown should include the location of the closest bus 
stops, hours of operation, frequency of service, fares, and SCRTD [now 
Metro] telephone information numbers. 

MM TRF-18: Sheltered waiting areas should be provided at major bus stops where no 
shelter currently exists. 
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MM TRF-19: The Medical Center shall coordinate with LADOT to identify sidewalks 
which should be widened within the campus to encourage pedestrian activity 
and improve access to transit stops. 

MM TRF-20: Any planned retail sites such as pharmacies, newspaper stands, or food and 
beverage stands should be located adjacent to major bus stops in order to 
improve the convenience of using transit. 

(6) Easements 

MM TRF-21: Coordinate relocation of underground utility lines in the event of 
encroachment upon same by construction related to proposed project. 

c. Recommended and Additional Mitigation Measures 

The following is a list of Project-specific mitigation measures that are unique to the Project and 
are based upon the impacts of the proposed Project as defined in this Draft SEIR. 

(1) Construction 

MM TRF-22: The Project Applicant will prepare and implement an Interim Traffic Control 
Plan ("TCP") during construction. 

MM TRF-23: Prior to obtaining a demolition and/or grading permit, the Project Applicant 
shall prepare a Construction Traffic Control Plan ("Construction TCP") for 
review and approval by the LADOT. The Construction TCP shall include the 
designated haul route and staging area, traffic control procedures, emergency 
access provisions, and construction crew parking to mitigate the traffic impact 
during construction. The Construction TCP will identify a designated off-site 
parking lot at which construction workers will be required to park. 

(2) Long-Term Operational 

MM TRF-24: Int. No. 2: Robertson Blvd./Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. Provide a right-turn
only lane at the northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard at the Alden 
Drive-Gracie Allen Drive intersection, as well as a right-tum-only lane at the 
westbound approach of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive at the intersection. 
The resultant lane configurations at the northbound approach to the 
intersection will be one exclusive left-tum lane, one through lane and one 
right-tum-only lane. The resultant lane configurations at the westbound 
approach to the intersection will be one shared left-turn/through lane and one 
right-tum-only lane. These improvement measures would require restriping 
both the northbound and southbound approaches to the intersection; widening 
the westbound approach along the north side of Alden Drive-Gracie Allen 
Drive by 2.5 feet for a distance of approximately l 00 feet (not including the 
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MMTRF-25: 

transition length back to the ex1stmg sidewalk width), thereby reducing 
sidewalk width from the existing 12.5 feet to 10 feet; as well as the removal of 
on-street parking along the eastside of Robertson Boulevard south of the 
intersection for a distance of approximately 130 feet (approximately 6 spaces). 
If implemented, the mitigation measure shall be executed in two phases. First, 
Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive shall be widened and restriped as proposed 
above. Second, a traffic warrant analysis shall be performed 2 years after full 
occupancy of the Project to determine the need for a right-tum-only lane at the 
northbound approach of Robertson Boulevard. If a right-tum-only lane is 
warranted, the lane shall be implemented as proposed above. 

Int. No. 6: George Bums Rd./Beverly Blvd. Provide a right-turn-only lane at 
the eastbound approach of Beverly Boulevard at the George Bums Road 
intersection, as well as two lanes at the northbound approach of George Bums 
Road at the intersection. The resultant lane configurations at the eastbound 
approach to the intersection will be one two-way left-turn lane, two through 
lanes and one right-turn-only lane. The resultant lane configurations at the 
northbound approach to the intersection will be one shared left-turn/through 
lane and one right-turn-only lane. These improvement measures would 
require widening along the south side of Beverly Boulevard west of the 
intersection by approximately three feet and the removal of on-street parking 
for a distance of approximately 55 feet to accommodate the installation of the 
eastbound right-turn-only lane (approximately 4 spaces). The three-foot 
widening would also reduce the existing sidewalk width from 15 feet to 12 
feet, which still exceeds the minimum 8 foot sidewalk for a Major Highway 
30

, for a distance of approximately 100 feet (not including the transition length 
back to the existing sidewalk width). 

It must be noted that this intersection is located in the City of West 
Hollywood, therefore implementation of the recommended mitigation will 
require approval and cooperation with the City of West Hollywood. 

d. Recommended Cumulative/Area-wide Mitigation 

All potential cumulative impacts on transportation will be reduced to a less than significant level 
with incorporation of the Project mitigation measures identified above. 

5. SIGNIFICANT PROJECT IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

The following paragraphs summarize the level of significance after the implementation of the 
recommended transportation mitigation measures for the subject study intersections. 

3° City of West Hollywood General Plan Section 5.0 Circulation, page 183. 
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As indicated in Table 26: Summary of Volume-To-Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, 
this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project-related impact to 
less than significant levels. The improvement is expected to improve operations to 0.824 
(LOS D) from 0.847 (LOS D) with the Project during the A.M. peak hour. The 
improvement is expected to improve operations to 0.918 (LOSE) from 1.010 (LOS F) 
with the Project during the P.M. peak hour. 

While the recommended mitigation measure is feasible, it is noted that the Lead Agency (i.e., 
City of Los Angeles) may determine that the removal of on-street parking spaces shall not be 
permitted, and thus not allow implementation of the recommended mitigation measure. In this 
circumstance, a significant unmitigated impact would result for this intersection and a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations should be adopted. 

The Original EIR found that development of the Master Plan Project and implementation of the 
mitigation measures would result in the loss of approximately 51 to 60 on-street parking spaces, 
a significant impact without feasible mitigation that is nonetheless acceptable compared with the 
benefits of the Project, as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations [See Original 
EIR Findings, Section III.D.5; see also Original EIR, Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
Section VII] 

• Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd. 

As indicated in Table 26: Summary of Volume-To-Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service, 
this measure is anticipated to reduce the potentially significant Project-related impact to 
less than significant levels. The improvement is expected to improve operations to 0.880 
(LOS D) from 0.910 (LOSE) with the Project during the P.M. peak hour. 

While the recommended mitigation measure is feasible, it is noted that this intersection is located 
within the City of West Hollywood and thus implementation of the recommended mitigation is 
beyond the control of the Lead Agency (i.e., City of Los Angeles). Should the City of West 
Hollywood not allow the implementation of this recommended mitigation measure, a significant 
unmitigated impact would result for this intersection and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations should be adopted. 

The Original EIR found that, with the effective implementation of the mitigation measures, 
significant Project-related traffic effects would be eliminated at all intersections at Master Plan 
build-out during the A.M. and P .M. peak hours. [See Original EIR Findings, Section Ill.B .11] 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

E. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a), "an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a 
project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively considerable." As defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(g)(l), "'cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental 
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." 

Analysis in this SEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Section l 5130(b )(1 ), which states that 
the analysis may consider either a list of past, present, and probable future projects, and may use 
a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or 
in a previously adopted EIR. 

2. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF RELATED PROJECTS 

By itself, the proposed Project does not represent significant growth for the Project area. 
However, when combined with the Related Projects, some cumulative impacts may occur. A list 
and location map of the Related Projects in the Cities of Los Angeles, Beverly Hills and West 
Hollywood are provided in Section IIlB: Related Projects. New Related Project development 
would create a number of condominium, apartment, retail and office buildings in the area, which 
would foster new residents, businesses and business patrons. In the City of Los Angeles, Related 
Projects are anticipated to result in an additional approximately 35,800 square feet of office 
space, 546,915 square feet of retail space, 1 8,400 square feet of museum space, 80,240 square 
feet of school space, 14,940 students, 192 seats in restaurants, 17 hotel rooms, 566,650 square 
feet of medical space,2 139,200 square feet of self-storage space, and 2,086 dwelling units within 
14 condominiums and 9 apartment buildings within the Project area.3 However, the proposed 
Project, as a medical facility, without a residential or commercial component, is not anticipated 
to contribute substantially to the increased residential or commercial populations brought about 
by the Related Projects. As determined in the Initial Study (see Appendix A-2: Initial Study), the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts for most environmental issues. These 
findings can be reasonably applied to the cumulative impact contribution of the Project for those 
same impacts. The issues that were found to have potentially significant Project impacts, 
including Aesthetics, Air Quality, Noise and Transportation and Circulation,4 are discussed for 

1 "Retail space" includes restaurants, fast food establishments, and auto body shops. 
2 "Medical space" includes construction of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion and construction of the 
remaining 170,650 square feet of floor area under the Master Plan (to be incorporated into the West Tower) on the 
CSMC Campus. 
3 A list of Related Projects is provided in Section lII.B: Related Projects of this Draft SEIR. 
4 Traffic impacts at two study intersections in the Project area were found to be significant, but could be mitigated to 
less than significant levels as discussed in Section IV.D: Transportation and Circulation. These impacts are 
discussed in this section because although mitigation is feasible, the Lead Agency may choose not to allow 
implementation and/or the City of West Hollywood Uurisdiction over one intersection) may choose not to cooperate 
with implementation. 
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cumulative effects in Section IV EJivironmental Impact Analysis of this Draft SEIR and have 
been found to have less than significant cumulative effects, due to the incremental effect of the 
proposed Project, with implementation of recommended mitigation measures. 

The Original EIR determined that implementation of the Master Plan, in combination with 
development of related projects in 1993, would result in an increased number of services and 
suppliers supporting the projected growth of commercial and retail enterprises. It can be 
reasonably assumed that this growth has already occurred or will occur by the build-out year of 
the proposed Project in 2023. Based on the analysis of environmental issues in the Initial Study 
(see Appendix A-2: Initial Study) and Section IV Environmental Impact Analysis of this SEIR, 
the proposed Project, which does not contain any residential or commercial components, is not 
anticipated to incrementally or substantially contribute to growth caused by current Related 
Projects. Additionally, as the Project area is substantially built-out with established 
infrastructure, the proposed Project and the Related Projects would not introduce unplanned 
infrastructure that would induce unplanned development in the area. There would be additional 
employment (primarily medical-related) generated by the Project; however, this additional 
employment is not anticipated to induce the creation of new housing or businesses in the area 
beyond the current Related Projects. Further, it can be reasonably argued that the proposed 
Project is itself a beneficial and mitigating component of cumulative effects because the addition 
of medical services, including the additional 100 new inpatient beds and ancillary services, will 
serve the growing demand for medical services as the area's population increases. 

The Original EIR concluded that the implementation of related projects in 1993 would result in 
an increased demand for public services and utilities, which may become inadequate over time. 
However, it was anticipated that necessary expansions of the infrastructure would occur to 
accommodate future growth. The same scenario applies to the proposed Project and the current 
Related Projects, which will contribute to a cumulative impact on public services and utilities in 
the Project area. 

The Original EIR concluded that significant cumulative impacts would occur for public services 
and utilities in the Project area. Specifically, because the Master Plan development was 
determined to result in an unavoidable adverse significant impact for fire protection, police 
protection, water supply, sewer system capacity, and solid waste disposal, the Master Plan would 
also incrementally contribute to significant cumulative impacts related to the provision of these 
services and utilities. The following analysis of cumulative effects focuses on the net cumulative 
effect due to the incremental increase in demand for these public services and utilities generated 
by the Project. 

a. Public Services 

(1) Fire Protection 

There are three Los Angeles Fire Department (the "LAFD") fire stations within an 
approximately 3-mile radius of the CSMC Campus. According to the CEQA Thresholds Guide, 
and as summarized in the Initial Study (see Appendix A-2: Initial Study), the maximum response 
distance for a Truck and Engine company to a Commercial Center is 1 mile and 0.75 miles, 
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respectively. 5 However, per access and building requirement mitigation measures implemented 
from the Original EIR under the Master Plan, which will be carried forward for the proposed 
Project, fire protection impacts have been reduced to less than significant levels. Additionally, 
there are thirteen fire hydrants located within or adjacent to the CSMC Campus, which the 
LAFD has determined to be sufficient and adequate for the CSMC Campus.6 The Project Site 
and several of the Related Projects are not located in a brush fire hazard area or hillside and the 
proposed Project will not involve the use of substantial concentrations of toxic or combustible 
substances. The Related Projects, consisting mostly of commercial, retail, and residential uses 
are also not anticipated to involve the use of substantial concentrations of toxic or combustible 
substances, if any. CSMC also has a Disaster Response Plan on file with the City of Los 
Angeles. 

According to the City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework EIR ("Framework EIR"), 
implementation of the General Plan was anticipated to result in a significant cumulative impact 
relative to fire services within the Wilshire Community Plan, as well as most Community Plan 
Areas. However, although the General Plan was anticipated to generate increased land use 
density in Community Plan Areas that already have shortages of service availability or high risk 
fire areas, full implementation of the policies contained in the General Plan Framework would 
reduce cumulative impacts of development to a level below significant, relative to fire services. 
These Framework Plan policies include:7 

Policies 3.3.2 directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to determine 
need within each Community Plan Area for improvements based upon planning standards. 
This policy also directs determinations of the level of growth that should correlate with the 
level of capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary to accommodate that level 
of growth. In addition, the policy directs the establishment of programs for infrastructure and 
public service improvements to accommodate development in areas the General Plan 
Framework targets for growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type, amount, and location of 
development be correlated with the provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and 
services. 

Policy 7.10.1 focuses available implementation resources in targeted areas or "communities 
in need." 

Policy 9.17.1 addresses the monitoring and forecasting of demand for existing and future fire 
facilities and service for the purpose of assuring that every neighborhood would have the 
necessary level of fire protection service and infrastructure. 

Policies 9.18.1 through 9.18.4 and 9.19.1 address the issue of achieving a goal for the highest 
level of service at the lowest possible cost to meet existing and future demand. Specific 
issues covered in this set of policies include: completion of current fire service capital 

5 City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2006), p. K.2-2. 
6 Lynn McClain, meeting regarding Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion requirements, Los Angeles, California, 
March2008. 
7 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report (Los 
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 1995), p. 2.10-15. 
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improvements; identifying and prioritizing areas of insufficient fire facilities; land acquisition 
for fire station sites in areas deficient in these facilities; ordinance related actions pertaining 
to fire protection services; and advance planning for fire station site funding and 
construction. 

Policies 9.20.1 through 9.20.3 address issues related to the LAFD's ability to assure public 
safety in emergency situations. Specific issues covered by these policies incude: mutual aid 
and assistance agreements; special fire-fighting units for unique situations; and preparation of 
contingency plans for emergencies and disasters. 

The Project is not anticipated to affect the fire services and coverage area of the bordering cities 
of Beverly Hills and West Hollywood, as fire service jurisdiction for the Project is entirely 
within the City of Los Angeles. Further, the implementation of mitigation measures carried 
forward from the Original EIR under the Master Plan would apply to the proposed Project and 
the West Tower will meet OSHPD standards, thus reducing the Project's fire service impact 
contribution to the overall cumulative impacts in the Project area. The West Tower's 
conformance with all applicable laws and regulations, as well as the collection of service 
fees/taxes for the Project and all Related Projects would further reduce potential cumulative 
impacts. Increased cumulative traffic from City of Los Angeles Related Projects, totaling an 
approximately 69,438 additional daily trip ends to the Project area, however, may affect 
accessibility of emergency vehicles on the street network, but the approximately 1,181 daily trip 
ends associated with the proposed Project would not contribute substantially to this potential 
cumulative impact. 

(2) Police Protection 

With regards to police protection, the proposed Project is located within the Los Angeles Police 
Department's (the "LAPD") Wilshire Area, in Reporting District 7. The Related Projects are 
anticipated to create approximately 1,641 new retail, 143 new office, and 26 new hotel 
employment opportunities, among additional museum, school and medical employment 
opportunities, as well as approximately 6,957 new residents in the area. 8 According to the 
Framework EIR, "there is no appropriate threshold by which to quantify impacts relative to 
police station square footage adequacy"9

; however, it can be assumed that any increase in 
population could potentially have an impact to police services and coverage. The Framework 
EIR projects the General Plan build-out demand in the City for sworn officers in year 2010 
(without expansion of services) will yield a shortfall of 8,856 sworn officers citywide in relation 
to projected need for officers, with a shortage of 923 sworn officers in the Wilshire Community 
Plan Area specifically. 10 Updates to the Los Angeles General Plan can be expected to account for 
increasing populations and would yield a proportionately similar shortfall of sworn officers in 
2023 (Project build-out year), at which time an expansion of services would be required (as 

8 City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Tlzreslzolds Guide (Los Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 2006), p. K.l-3. Based on 
the Police Service Population Conversion Factors table. Assumes all new apartments to be single, one-, and two
bedroom units and all new condominiums to be three- and four-bedroom units. 
9 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report (Los 
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 1995), p. 2.11-6. 
10 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report (Los 
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 1995), p. 2.11-4. 
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funded by the City General Fund). Although the General Plan would generate additional 
population within the City that would generate additional demand for police services, full 
implementation of the policies contained in the General Plan Framework would reduce 
cumulative impacts of development to a less than significant level, relative to police services. 
These Framework Plan policies include: 11 

Policy 3.3.2 directs the monitoring of infrastructure and public service capac1t1es to 
determine need within each Community Plan Area for improvements based upon planning 
standards. This policy also directs determinations of the level of growth that should correlate 
with the level of capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary to accommodate 
corresponding levels of growth. In addition, the policy directs the establishment of programs 
for infrastructure and public service improvements to accommodate development in areas the 
General Plan Framework targets for growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type, amount, 
and location of development be correlated with the provision of adequate supporting 
infrastructure and services. 

Policy 5.4.2 directs that police sub-station facilities m the ground floor of mixed use 
buildings (not including maintenance for jail facilities). 

Policy 7.10.1 focuses available implementation resources in targeted areas or "communities 
in need." 

Policies 9.14.1 through 9.15.7 address the need to identify and monitor conditions that would 
require additional police services and facilities. These policies also address the issue of 
completing all funded capital facilities projects in as short a time as possible and minimize 
the time required to establish needed facilities to service the existing facilities. 

Policy 9.15.4 addresses the design of police facilities to serve the needs oflaw enforcement. 

Policies 9.16.1 and 9.16.2 address public safety and emergency situations through 
maintaining established mutual assistance agreements with other law enforcement services 
and ensure the LAPD' s continued emergency planning. 

The Project is not anticipated to affect the police services and coverage area of the bordering 
cities of Beverly Hills and West Hollywood, as police jurisdiction for the Project is entirely 
within the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, according to the LAPD, COMPSTAT Unit, violent 
crimes have decreased in the Wilshire District by 10% since 2007 and 16% since 2006, and 
property crimes have decreased by 11 % since 2007 and 12% since 2006. 12 Further, from 2004 to 
2007, the number of violent crimes in Reporting District 701 of the Wilshire District (which 
encompasses the Project Site) have decreased by 71 % and the number of property crimes have 

11 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report (Los 
Angeles: City of Los Angeles, 1995), p. 2.11-6. 
12 Los Angeles Police Department, COMPSTAT Unit, COMPSTAT Wilshire Area Profile 04106/08 - 05/03/08, 
http://www.lapdonline.org/assets/pdf/wilprof.pdf (May 6, 2008). 
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decreased by 41 %. 13 Decreasing rates of crime in the Project area would help to lessen impacts 
from Related Projects on existing police services. 

Finally, according to Condition 3.2.d of the 1993 Development Agreement, "Cedars-Sinai 
Medical Center shall make available up to 1,500 square feet of floor area at a location to be 
determined by Cedars-Sinai within the Property for a permanent LAPD sub-station ... subject to 
the acceptance and approval thereof by the Los Angeles Police Department and The Los Angeles 
City Council." 14 This police sub-station has been made available to the LAPD on an annual basis 
by CSMC, but has not been accepted by the LAPD, and potential implementation of the sub
station will further reduce the Project's cumulative impact contribution. The CSMC Campus 
also has an existing private security network, including security guards and closed-circuit 
cameras, which will integrate the proposed Project during the construction and operation periods. 
Therefore, taking into consideration the implementation of appropriate police service mitigations 
on a citywide basis, decreasing crime rates in the Wilshire area, availability of a police sub
station on the CSMC Campus, Project integration into an existing private security network on the 
CSMC Campus, and the collection of service fees/taxes needed to support public services from 
all Related Projects, cumulative impacts would be reduced. Increased cumulative traffic from 
City of Los Angeles Related Projects, totaling an approximately 69,438 additional daily trip ends 
in the Project area, however, may affect accessibility of police vehicles on the street network, but 
the approximately 1,181 daily trip ends associated with the proposed Project would not 
contribute substantially to this potential cumulative impact. 

b. Utilities 

The most readily observable cumulative impact to utilities would be on water conservation and 
supply. The Original EIR concluded that increased water consumption due to the Master Plan 
development would result in a significant adverse impact. As a result, the Original EIR required 
the following mitigation measures: 

• To the maximum extent feasible, reclaimed water shall be used during the grading and 
construction phases of the project for dust control, soil compaction, and concrete 
mixmg. 

• The project should incorporate water saving design techniques in order to minimize 
water requirements. The installation of water conserving plumbing fixtures and City 
approval of a landscape design plan would be required if the City's water conservation 
program is still in effect at the time of building permit issuance. If the programs are no 
longer in effect, the applicant should still consider the incorporation of these measures 
into the proposed project, where feasible. 

13 Los Angeles Police Department, PACMIS Report #10, Selected Crimes and Attempts by Reporting District, 2005 
- 2008. "Violent crimes" include robbery, homicide/murder, rape, and aggravated assault. "Property crimes" include 
burglary, burglary from a vehicle, auto theft, bicycle theft, grand theft auto, and other theft. Information received 
from David Lee, LAPD, Discovery Section. 
14 See Appendix C: 1993 CSMC Development Agreement. 
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• Water in fountains, ponds, and other landscape features within the proposed project 
must be treated and filtered to meet City and State health standards. Also, recirculating 
systems should be used to prevent waste. 

• A recirculating hot water system should be used, where feasible. 

• Automatic irrigation systems should be set to insure irrigation during early morning or 
evening hours to minimize water loss through evaporation. 

• Drip irrigation systems should be used for any proposed irrigation system. 

• Reclaimed water should be investigated as a source of irrigation for large landscaped 
areas. 

• Selection of drought-tolerant, low-water-consuming plant varieties should be used to 
reduce irrigation water consumption. 

• Low-flow and water conserving toilets, faucets, and shower heads must be installed in 
new construction and when remodeling. 

• Plumbing fixtures should be selected which reduce potential water loss from leakage 
due to excessive wear of washers. 

• Promptly detect and repair leaks. 

These previously adopted mitigation measures would be required for the Project. In addition, the 
Project will implement a variety of "sustainable strategies" design and operational features (i.e., 
PDFs), as described in Section II.F: Project Characteristics of this Draft SEIR, that would 
directly reduce Project-related water use. For example, storm water within the Property, 
including at the Project Site, is collected, filtered and re-used for landscaping irrigation within 
the CSMC Campus, thereby reducing water and energy consumption. 

According to the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power ("LADWP"), on a 
cumulative basis, "[c]ontinued significant development in the City of Los Angeles has generated 
concern for sufficient water supplies to meet increasing needs." 15 Due to low rainfalls and a 
recent Federal Court ruling that has resulted in reduced exports from the Delta to the State Water 
Project (the major source of supply to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California), 
which has been increasingly relied upon to meet Los Angeles' water supply needs, the LADWP 
has requested that all new construction in the City that is subject to discretionary review and 
approval by the City Planning Department require the inclusion of certain water conservation 
mitigation measures. 16 These mitigation measures would help achieve goals of DWP's 2005 
Urban Water Management Plan ("UWMP") to increase water conservation continually through 

15 City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, Request for Increased Water Conservation Measures in 
New Construction, letter to Ms. S. Gail Goldberg, Director of Planning, dated March 6, 2008. 
16 Ibid. 
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the year 2030. Implementation of some or all of these measures within all Related Projects and 
the proposed Project, as feasible, would be anticipated to ensure that cumulative impacts on 
water supply are reduced to less than significant levels. These water conservation mitigation 
measures were formalized by the City Planning Department and, as applicable to the Project, 
include the following: 

MMCUM-1: 

MMCUM-2: 

MMCUM-3: 

MMCUM-4: 

MMCUM-5: 

Unless otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, the Applicant shall install high-efficiency toilets 
(maximum 1.28 gpf), including dual-flush water closets, and high-efficiency 
urinals (maximum 0.5 gpf), including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all 
restrooms as appropriate. Rebates may be offered through the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power to offset portions of the costs of these 
installations. 

Unless otherwise required and to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety, the Applicant shall install restroom faucets with a 
maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute. 

As otherwise restricted by state or federal regulations, single-pass cooling 
equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use. Prohibition of such equipment 
shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant lease 
agreements. (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of potable water to extract 
heat form process equipment, e.g. vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the 
water through equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary 
wastewater system). 

Unless otherwise required, all restroom faucets shall be of a self-closing 
design, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

In addition to the requirements of the Landscape Ordinance, the landscape 
plan shall incorporate the following: 

• Weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
• Matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; 
• Drip/microspray/subsurface irrigation where appropriate; 
• Minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; 
• Proper hydro-zoning, turf minimization and use of native/drought 

tolerant plan materials; and 
• A separate water meter (or submeter), flow sensor, and master 

valve shutoff shall be installed for irrigated landscape areas 
totaling 5,000 sf and greater, to the satisfaction of the Department 
ofBuilding Safety. 

In summary, the proposed Project and the Related Projects in the area have the potential to result 
in cumulative impacts related to public services (i.e., fire protection and police protection) and 
utilities (i.e., water supply and water conservation). The Original EIR determined that the Master 
Plan would result in unavoidable adverse significant impacts for fire protection, police 
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protection, water supply, sewer system, and solid waste disposal. These project-related 
significant impacts were anticipated to incrementally contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts related to the provision of these services and utilities. The proposed Project was 
determined to have less than significant impacts on public services and utilities and, thus, is not 
anticipated to significantly contribute to the already significant cumulative impacts determined in 
the Original EIR for the Master Plan. The net incremental cumulative impacts of the proposed 
Project in combination with all Related Projects relative to public services and utilities would 
further be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of Project-specific 
mitigation measures, citywide General Plan Framework mitigation measures, and compliance 
with all applicable laws and regulations. 
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1. GUIDANCE AND SETTING FOR ANALYSIS 

V. ALTERNATIVES 
A. OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

a. Regulatory Requirements for Identifying and Analyzing Project Alternatives 

The identification and analysis of alternatives is a fundamental concept of the environmental 
review process under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 addresses the required 
discussion of alternatives to proposed projects in an EIR and the intended use of such 
information. Section 15126.6(a) states: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public 
participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. 

The CEQA Guidelines further clarify in Section 15126.6(b): 

Because the EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a 
project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the 
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which 
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 
even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project 
objectives, or would be more costly. 

Thus, an EIR for any project that is subject to CEQA review must consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project which: 1) substantially lessen the project's significant environmental 
impacts; and 2) that are feasible and may substantially accomplish the proposed project goals. 

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(±)(1) provides additional factors that may be taken into 
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives. These factors include: 

[S]ite suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries. . .and 
whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the 
alternative site ... 

The range of alternatives required within an EIR is governed by the "rule of reason." 
Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides that: 
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The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly 
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also 
identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as 
infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the Lead 
Agency's determination. Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives 
may be included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most 
of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts. 

The CEQA Guidelines also require the analysis of a "No Project" alternative in addition to any 
other feasible alternatives identified. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). The "No Project" 
alternative discusses the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation ("NOP") is 
published, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the 
project were not approved. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2). 

The impact analysis, as detailed in Section JV: EJivironmental Impact Analysis of this Draft 
SEIR, concludes that the proposed Project will not cause significant unavoidable impacts after 
the implementation of the standard conditions and requirements, project design features, 
previously adopted mitigation measures and recommended new mitigation measures, with the 
exception of significant (temporary) air quality and noise impacts during the construction phase 
of the Project. 

The Applicant requests approval of a Zone Change and Height District Change to revise the 
conditions of the current [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and an amendment to the existing 
Master Plan and Development Agreement to permit an additional 100 new inpatient beds and 
ancillary medical services (equivalent of 200,000 square feet of floor area), and parking on the 
CSMC Campus. This Project is intended to serve the growing demand for medical services as the 
area's population increases, as well as to accommodate updated medical technologies and 
increase efficiency within the CSMC Campus. The objectives of the Project are stated as 
follows: 

• To continue to provide high quality medical services and advanced research capabilities 
at the CSMC Campus; 

• To accomplish better utilization of limited CSMC Campus space; 

• To provide an additional 100 inpatient beds in the Southern California region, which has 
been consistently losing beds and other inpatient medical services over the last decade; 

• To provide a public benefit and fulfill a healthcare need for the community and region; 

• To facilitate a balanced distribution of healthcare, emergency room and trauma services 
throughout the Los Angeles region; 
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• To support improved medical technologies that will enhance CSMC's ability to provide 
high quality medical care to the community; 

• To provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment facilities, research facilities, 
medical suites, and administrative space to support customer and community demand for 
these services; 

• To remain committed to fulfilling the intent of the Master Plan and demonstrating 
consistency with the City of Los Angeles comprehensive planning programs; 

• To provide development that is thoughtfully designed, that reflects a refined cohesive 
image of the CSMC Campus as an integrated complex of buildings and functions, and 
that balances with the surrounding community; 

• To provide adequate and convenient parking for each CSMC Campus component, 
including the Project; and 

• To provide improvements to the pedestrian and vehicular circulation patterns within the 
CSMC Campus that will maintain and improve accessibility, safety, efficiency and 
convenience for patients, visitors, and staff 

b. Alternatives Analysis Format and Methodology 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) provides that the degree of analysis required for each 
alternative need not be exhaustive, but rather should be at a level of detail that is reasonably 
feasible and shall include "sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project." Under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151, the EIR must contain "a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers 
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences." Hence, the analysis of environmental effects of the Project 
alternatives need not be as thorough or detailed as the analysis of the Project itself 

The level of analysis in the following sections is sufficient to determine whether the overall 
environmental impacts would be less, similar or greater than the corresponding impacts of the 
proposed Project. In addition, each alternative is evaluated to determine whether the Project 
objectives, identified above and in Section II: Project Description, would be substantially 
attained by the alternative. 

It should be noted that since the proposed Project consists of an amendment to the Master Plan to 
include a net additional 100 inpatient beds (equivalent to 200,000 square feet of floor area for 
medical uses) on the CSMC Campus, each alternative will analyze the net incremental impacts 
of the Project alternative beyond those determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the 
Master Plan, as well as changes to the new West Tower to be constructed at the Project Site. 
Similarly, as implemented throughout this Draft SEIR, the level of significance determination for 
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each alternative will be based on the net incremental impact for each environmental issue beyond 
the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan. 

The evaluation of each alternative also considers the anticipated net environmental impacts after 
implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The net impacts of the alternatives for each 
environmental issue area are classified as either having no impact, a less than significant impact 
or a significant and unavoidable impact. These impacts are then compared to the corresponding 
impact for the Project in each environmental issue area. To facilitate the comparison, the 
analysis identifies whether the net incremental impact would clearly be less, similar, or greater 
than that identified for the Project. Finally, the evaluation provides a comparative analysis of the 
alternative and its ability to attain the basic Project objectives. 

2. ALTERNATIVES SELECTION 

a. Potential Project Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

(1) Alternative Sites 

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines suggests that an alternate location should be 
included in the range of reasonable alternatives to a project evaluated in an EIR, when feasible. 
However, in this case there is no feasible alternative site that could reasonably fulfill the basic 
objectives of the Project. 

The Original EIR identified outstanding unmitigatable impacts related to operational phase 
(long-term) air quality (due to mobile emissions and toxic air contaminants), operational phase 
(long-term) fire protection and police services, operational phase (long-term) water supply and 
sewer services, and operational phase (long-term) solid and hazardous waste disposal. The 
selection of alternatives for the Project focused primarily on reducing overall construction (short
term) impacts, with particular focus on air quality and noise, as well as reducing operational 
(long-term) traffic impacts to less than significant levels without required mitigation 
implementation, as currently required under the proposed Project. The General Plan, 
Community Plan and zoning designations applicable to the Project Site were key considerations 
and established limitations on reasonable alternative land uses. The achievement of Project 
objectives was also emphasized in designing and selecting alternatives. 

The Original EIR evaluated a range of alternative sites to accommodate the entire 700,000 
square-foot Master Plan development. Due to the nature of the services provided under the 
Master Plan, it was assumed that the proposed facilities would need to be associated with 
existing hospitals and that relocation on vacant land not associated with an existing hospital was 
infeasible. The two most suitable locations within a 5-mile service area of the CSMC Campus 
with available land for development, included: the University of California at Los Angeles 
Medical Center and the Midway Hospital (now known as Olympia Medical Center). The 
Original EIR concluded that neither of these alternative sites resulted in the potential to 
significantly reduce the Master Plan project impacts, including significant impacts to short-term 
(construction phase) air quality and noise, and long-term (operational) traffic, while still attaining 
the Master Plan objectives. There is no appreciable change in the conclusions about those 
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alternative sites with regard to the current Project, and it is unrealistic to expect that these 
location options would help further the objectives of the Project. 

An alternative site within the CSMC Campus boundary is another potential option. However, 
due to the nature of the inpatient uses associated with the proposed Project and the building 
square footage required for those uses, relocation within the CSMC Campus would require full 
or partial demolition of an existing facility or parking structure. Options for demolition would 
include the Thalians Building, the North Patient Tower, the South Patient Tower, Parking 
Structure No. 8 or the planned Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion (beginning construction in the 
first quarter of 2009). As these facilities provide a number of important services for CSMC that 
are not present within the Existing Building at the Project Site, there would be a substantial 
adverse impact to the operation of CSMC. Further, relocation at these CSMC Campus alternative 
sites would not result in the potential to significantly reduce short-term (construction phase) air 
quality and noise and long-term (operational) traffic, while still attaining the Project objectives. 

A more reasonable alternative site may be found at the location of another nearby off-site CSMC 
facility. In this case, the uses proposed for the Project would be incorporated into existing CSMC 
structures. One such option is the Mark Goodson Building ("the Goodson Building"), located 
several blocks to the south at 444 S. San Vicente Boulevard, between Colgate and Drexel Streets. 

The Goodson Building, built in 1982 and comprised of approximately 101,300 square feet, is 
managed by CSMC and houses several state-of-the-art specialty facilities including the Institute 
for Spinal Disorders, the Orthopaedic Center and the Gamma Knife Center. However, the 
Goodson Building only contains approximately 50% of the 200,000 square feet needed for the 
proposed Project. Accommodating the Project (i.e., an increase of 100 inpatient beds to be 
contained within 200,000 square feet) at the Goodson Building location would require a 
reduction in size of the Project by approximately 100,000 square feet in order to fit the 100 
inpatient beds within the existing available building space. Presumably, the remainder of the 
medical uses associated with the Project (i.e., the 170,650 remaining entitlement from the Master 
Plan) would be accommodated as infill in another location within the CSMC Campus and the 
90,000 square-foot Existing Building would remain as-is. 

The establishment of the Project's medical uses at this alternative site would also require the 
relocation of the Goodson Building's currently existing state-of-the-art specialty facilities. Given 
limitations on the availability of adequate modern medical office facilities in the Project area, 
relocation of the 100 new inpatient beds to the Goodson Building would require the relocation of 
these specialty facilities to an area further away from the CSMC Campus. If the approximately 
101,300 square feet of specialty medical uses currently in the Goodson Building were relocated 
outside of the Project area and the Project were reduced by approximately 100,000 square feet to 
fit within the building area of the Goodson Building, the result would be an approximate 200,000 
square-foot net loss of medical uses within property operated, leased and/or managed by CSMC. 
This loss of square feet is contrary to the Project's objectives of providing expanded medical 
services within a more efficiently-designed and consolidated campus, and to retaining state-of
the-art medical facility components that advance medical technology and range of services at the 
CSMC Campus. Furthermore, the Goodson Building is currently not approved by the Office of 
Statewide Health Planning and Development ("OSHPD"). With implementation of inpatient 
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uses, the building would need to be retrofitted to comply with seismic resistance regulations of 
Senate Bill 1953, 1 as well as other applicable OSHPD requirements. 

Another option in lieu of reducing the Project by 50% to fit within the ex1stmg Goodson 
Building and relocating the specialty services currently in the facility is to demolish the Goodson 
Building and construct an approximately 301 ,300 square-foot building with associated parking 
on the site. This new building would incorporate the 200,000 square feet of inpatient uses of the 
Project and the 101,300 square feet of specialty medical uses already existing in the building. 
However, since this site is located outside of the CSMC Campus in a residential area, the 
associated impacts of the new building at this site are anticipated to be greater than those 
associated with construction at the current Project Site. This option at the Goodson Building site 
would not fulfill the Project objectives to provide high quality medical services at the CSMC 
Campus or provide development that reflects a refined cohesive image of the CSMC Campus as 
an integrated complex of buildings and functions. 

Additionally, implementation of the Project's new inpatient services on other off-site property 
owned by CSMC would require the creation of new administration space and/or duplicate lab 
space, diagnostic space, admitting space and food service space at that off-site property. Thus, 
the Goodson Building alternative may involve an expansion of medical uses beyond the defined 
Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center area and, therefore, would be in 
conflict with Objective 2-2 of Goal No. 2 of the Community Plan, which promotes distinctive 
commercial districts and pedestrian-oriented areas. By locating these inpatient services outside of 
the CSMC Campus and the boundaries of the Regional Commercial Center, CSMC inpatient 
uses would be fragmented and would require transportation between the Campus and these off
site inpatient uses via additional CSMC shuttle buses for patients and staff: thus conflicting with 
the creation of a distinctive commercial district centered around the CSMC Campus and the 
Beverly Center, and the promotion of a pedestrian-oriented area. 

The Goodson Building site offers no appreciable benefit in reducing environmental impacts, is in 
conflict with the Project objectives, and is not consistent with the Community Plan. Other 
potential alternative sites within the CSMC Campus offer no appreciable difference from the 
proposed Project (which is also located within the Campus). Therefore, given the conclusion 
regarding alternative sites in the Original EIR and the above conclusion regarding the Goodson 
Building site, development of the Project in an alternative site location is considered infeasible 
and is not analyzed further in this Draft SEIR. 

(2) Alternative Land Uses 

As an alternative to the Project, a development could include a mix of land uses other than, or in 
addition to, typical medical center facilities. The Project Site is currently developed with 
medical uses and is zoned [T][Q] C2-2D-O. The Property is designated Regional Commercial 
by the Community Plan, which permits a range of commercial (CR, C2 and C4) and mixed-use 

1 Senate Bill 1953 or SB 1953, The Hospital Facilities Seismic Safety Act, requires all general acute-care inpatient 
buildings in the state to be seismically retrofitted by 2030 to be able to maintain operations following a major 
earthquake. 
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zones (RAS3 and RAS4). More specifically, the Community Plan identifies the Project area as 
the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center. 

Given the existing uses, a reasonable alternative could include the addition of office, hotel or 
residential uses that would complement the existing medical center. However, the Original EIR 
evaluated a range of alternate uses, including office, hotel and retail center, and concluded that 
none of these options resulted in the potential to significantly reduce the Master Plan impacts 
while still attaining the Master Plan objectives. With regards to the Project, a reduced version of 
each of those options could be considered as an alternative use at the Project Site. However, 
there would be no appreciable change in the conclusions about these uses, and these alternative 
uses would not further the objectives of the Project. For the reasons noted above, a departure 
from medical uses and the development of an alternative land use project is considered infeasible 
and not analyzed further in this Draft SEIR. 

Nonetheless, alternative medical center uses may be both reasonable and feasible. For example, 
the proposed 200,000 square feet could contain outpatient services instead of 100 new inpatient 
bed uses. This type of change-in-use alternative is evaluated as a feasible option and is 
discussed below. 

b. Project Alternatives Selected for Evaluation 

The selection of alternatives for the Project focused primarily on reducing overall short-term 
construction impacts, with particular focus on air quality and noise, which were found to be 
significant and unavoidable under the proposed Project, as well as reducing long-term 
operational traffic impacts to less than significant levels without implementation of the 
mitigation measures that are required under the proposed Project. Three alternatives (including 
the "No Project" alternative) are evaluated in this Draft SEIR that would avoid or substantially 
lessen some or all of the Project's significant impacts. Since alternatives involving an alternate 
site have been rejected, and one of the objectives of the Project is to implement the previously 
approved and vested Master Plan, the range of alternatives considered for evaluation are focused 
on different site-specific, medical-use options. Alternatives selected for evaluation include the 
following: 

• Alternative A: No Project -Build-out of Master Plan 
• Alternative B: Reduced Project - Net Increase of 150,000 SF 
• Alternative C: Change in Use Project - Outpatient Uses 

These three alternatives are described below and summarized m Table 35: Summary of 
Alternatives. The following sections provide an analysis of each alternative, including an 
assessment of the anticipated development impacts, as shown in Table 36: Summary ~f 
Alternative Net Incremental Impacts; a comparison of each alternative's impacts relative to the 
Project, as shown in Table 37: Alternatives Comparison to the Project; and a determination of 
each alternative's ability to meet the Project objectives. 
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PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION 
COMPONENT 

Alternative Title 

Ovenciew 

Total Floor Area 
of Construction at 
Project Site 
Total Associated 
Parking Provided 
at Project Site 
Total "Net" New 
Floor Area Above 
Master Plan 

Total "Net" New 
Project Parking 
Required 

Proposed Uses (SF) 

Building Stories I 
Height 

TABLE35 

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

PROPOSED 
ALTA ALTB 

PROJECT 
NO REDUCED 

PROJECT PROJECT 

West Tower Project 
Master Plan Build- 150,000 SF (75 

out inpatient beds) 
Amend Master Plan 
to add 200K sf of No additional floor Reduce floor area for 

inpatient space and area beyond build-out inpatient services by 
100 inpatient beds on of Master Plan 25% 

CSMCCampus 

460,650 SF 170,650 SF 410,650 SF 

650-700 space 625-700 space 
700 space structure 

structure structure 

200,000 SF 0 SF 150,000 SF 

250 spaces 0 spaces 188 spaces 

30,000 Research 0 Research3 30,000 SF Research 
312,750 Inpatient1 82,750 Inpatient 262,750 Inpatient 

117, 900 Outpatient2 87,900 Outpatient 117, 900 Outpatient 
(100 Inpatient Beds) (52 Inpatient Beds)4 (7 5 Inpatient Beds) 

11 stories/ 10 stories/ 10 stories/ 
185 feet 175 feet 175 feet 

1 "Inpatient" uses include Administrative, Rehabilitation, Diagnostic/ER and Support space. 
2 Outpatient uses include Medical Suites. 

ALTC 
CHANGE IN USE 

PROJECT 
200,000 SF 

Outpatient Services 

Maintain floor area, 
but convert inpatient 
services to outpatient 

services 

460,650 SF 

>700 space structure 

200,000 SF 

1000 spaces 

30,000 SF Research 
112,750 Inpatient 

317, 900 Outpatient 
(0 Inpatient Beds) 

11 stories/ 
185 feet 

3 The "No Project" Alternative would only include full build-out of the remaining 170,650 sf of the Master Plan without 
incorporation of the 90,000 sf Existing Building uses into the new facility. 
4 Remaining number of inpatient beds allowed for the 170,650 sf of residual Master Plan development, as analyzed in the 
Original EIR. 
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B. ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT - BUILD-OUT OF MASTER PLAN 

1. ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

The Original EIR evaluated a "No Project" alternative under which the Master Plan would not 
have been implemented, essentially representing a "no new development" scenario. Although 
the "No Project" alternative evaluated in the Original EIR was determined to be environmentally 
superior to the Master Plan project, it would not have provided for attainment of the Master Plan 
project objectives. In 1993, the Master Plan was approved and has been partially implemented 
on the CSMC Campus. 

For the current Project, the "No Project" Alternative assumes that the entire 700,000 square feet 
of the approved Master Plan plus approved parking would be developed, but that no additional 
medical center uses beyond the 700,000 square feet evaluated in the Original EIR would occur. 

Under this No Project Alternative, the Existing Building would not be demolished and up to 
170,650 square feet of remaining entitled uses would be constructed on a building footprint 
limited to the Existing Parking Lot located at the Project Site. On the Project Site, the new 
construction scale and design would be essentially equivalent to that described for the "Site 2" 
Rehabilitation Center (the "Rehab Center") in the Master Plan, which consisted of a IO-story, 
175-foot high building with a four-level, subterranean 650-space parking structure underneath. 
Additionally, the new building could contain a total of 52 inpatient beds, which represents the 
remaining entitlement for inpatient beds associated with development of the Rehab Center2 and 
the remainder of the Master Plan. Under the No Project Alternative, the resultant physical and 
operational conditions described in the Original EIR for the approved Master Plan are 
anticipated. This Alternative satisfies a direct requirement in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e) for a "No Project" alternative comparison. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 

a. Aesthetics 

Under the No Project Alternative scenario, development of the 170,650 square feet of remaining 
entitlement under the Master Plan within a new building at the Project Site would result in no 
visual change beyond that determined in the Original EIR. 

(1) Visual Character 

A future building at the Project Site would change the visual character from the Existing Parking 
Lot to a 10-story structure. The design of the building would be architecturally consistent with 
the existing buildings on the CSMC Campus and would appear similar in massing, size and 

2 After construction of the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion, approximately 3 3, 000 square feet or 26% of the 
127,500 square foot Rehab Center approved under the Master Plan will remain for development at the Project Site to 
be incorporated into the new 170,650 square foot facility. The potential 52 inpatient beds to be included in the new 
facility thus represents the remaining approximately 26% of the 200 inpatient beds approved for the Rehab Center 
under the Master Plan and analyzed in the Original EIR. 
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height to that conceptualized for the proposed Project. As the Existing Building at the Project 
Site would not be demolished under the No Project scenario, there would be lesser aesthetic 
construction-related impacts at the Project Site and any landscaping associated with the Existing 
Building would be retained. However, similar to the Rehab Center described in the Master Plan, 
the new building would stack the parking structure underneath the proposed uses of the facility, 
utilizing the ground floor of the new facility as a parking garage entrance. Under the proposed 
Project, the parking garage would be a separate, adjoining structure behind the West Tower, thus 
allowing a more pedestrian-oriented utilization of the West Tower ground floor as a lobby with 
large windows. Therefore, the No Project Alternative may result in a street level entrance that is 
not consistent with the goals of the Community Plan to orient building street frontages to 
pedestrians through utilization of windows or visually interesting design elements at street level. 

Despite minor differences between the new buildings to be constructed under the proposed 
Project and the No Project Alternative, both would have similar impacts to visual character due 
to the similar construction characteristics and similar massing and height of the buildings, as well 
as the similar architecture planned under both scenarios. In both cases, the urban visual character 
of the Project Site, the CSMC Campus and the Project area would not be significantly impacted. 
Both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in a less than significant 
impact to visual character during both the construction and operational phases. Further, in 
comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the 
proposed Project beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master 
Plan, both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in less than 
significant visual character impacts, as both would be incorporated into new buildings that are 
similar in height and massing. Therefore, the impacts associated with the No Project Alternative 
would be similar and comparable to those of the proposed Project. 

(2) Alteration of Views 

Under the No Project Alternative, a new building at the Project Site would result in a change of 
views similar to those anticipated for the Master Plan Rehab Center described in the Original 
EIR. The visual analysis for the proposed Project, included in Section IVA: Aesthetics, indicates 
that due to the urban nature and building heights existing in the Project area and on the CSMC 
Campus, views would not be greatly affected by the proposed Project and would not result in a 
significant impact. Both the proposed Project and the No Project Alternative would result in a 
less than significant impact on views in the area during the construction and operational phases. 
Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental 
impact of the proposed Project beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out 
of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to 
viewsheds, which is similar and comparable to the proposed Project due to the similar height and 
massing of the new buildings under both scenarios. 

(3) Lighting and Glare 

A new building at the Project Site would be subject to the Los Angeles Building Code and 
Municipal Code requirements regarding lighting and glare. Nighttime illumination from security 
lighting and interior lighting is expected under the No Project scenario, but similar to the 
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proposed Project, these impacts can be mitigated through window tinting, shielding and other 
regulatory requirements. Glare from windows and reflective surfaces may also be mitigated 
through Code and regulatory requirements. Both the proposed Project and the No Project 
Alternative would take similar steps to mitigate impacts from lighting and glare to less than 
significant levels. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to 
the incremental impact of the proposed Project beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than 
significant incremental impact to lighting and glare, which is similar and comparable to the 
proposed Project due to the similar height, massing and window coverage of the new buildings 
under both scenarios. 

b. Air Quality3 

(1) Construction Phase 

Construction activity assumptions for the proposed Project and the No Project Alternative were 
based on the size of the Project Site and the type of development being proposed. As such, 
similar general construction assumptions were made for both scenarios, including seven pieces 
of construction equipment operating simultaneously for eight hours during each day of 
construction, a maximum of two acres per day graded and/or excavated, the generation of 100 
delivery/haul truck trips per day, 100 workers per day, and the application of architectural 
coating over a six-month time period. Construction emissions are primarily based on the type 
and amount of equipment required on a peak daily basis at the Project Site. 

Unlike the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would only anticipate the demolition of 
the Existing Parking Lot, not the Existing Building. Furthermore, the No Project Alternative, 
under the Master Plan, included excavation activities for four subterranean parking levels at the 
Project Site; whereas, the proposed Project contains three levels of subterranean parking. While 
the No Project Alternative would reduce demolition and increase excavation activities at the 
Project Site, construction activity assumptions (i.e., daily number of pieces of construction 
equipment, workers, haul trucks, maximum grading per day, etc.) would continue to be similar 
under both scenarios, as both new buildings are similar in massing and height and would require 
the same types and amount of equipment during the construction process on a daily basis. The 
primary difference in construction emissions resulting from both scenarios would result from a 
reduced construction time span (i.e., number of days) for the No Project Alternative. However, 
this construction time difference would neither be substantial nor discernable with regards to a 
determination in levels of significance. As such, daily regional and localized construction 
emissions associated with the No Project Alternative would be slightly reduced due to less 
construction time (number of days) needed for development, but are considered substantially 
similar to the proposed Project. Therefore, as determined for the proposed Project, the daily 
construction emissions for the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable for 
NOx emissions (regional) and PM2.s and PM10 emissions (localized). 

3 Air quality analyses for Alternatives A, B and C were generated by Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and 
Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center West Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to 
Planning Associates. Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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As with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would comply with SCAQMD Rule 
403 as well as the mitigation measures that were adopted in connection with the approval of the 
Master Plan. The construction mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project (see 
Section IV.B: Air Quality of this Draft SEIR) would also apply to the No Project Alternative. As 
noted above, like the proposed Project, construction of the new Rehab Building at the Project 
Site would result in a significant and unavoidable regional NOx impact and localized PM2.5 and 
PM10 impacts after implementation of mitigation measures. Further, in comparing the 
incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed 
Project beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the 
No Project Alternative would result in an incrementally less impact to construction emissions. 
This is due to the fact that the Original EIR anticipated completion of build-out for the Master 
Plan by 2005. Since construction of the remaining entitlement would start after this date, 
additional emission regulations will incrementally reduce emissions from vehicles and 
construction equipment from those anticipated in the Original EIR. 

The No Project Alternative would not involve demolition of the Existing Building at the Project 
Site, which was built in 1947 and has the potential to contain asbestos-containing materials 
("ACMs") and lead-based paint. As such, there would be no release of ACMs and lead-based 
paint into the atmosphere. Thus, as with the proposed Project, the new building proposed under 
the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact associated with 
carcinogenic air toxics. However, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project 
Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project beyond the impacts determined in 
the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in no 
incremental impact associated with carcinogenic air toxics, which is less than the proposed 
Project. This is due to the fact that both the Original EIR and the No Project Alternative will not 
involve demolition of the Existing Building. 

Finally, as with the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during construction 
of the No Project Alternative would include equipment exhaust and architectural coatings. Odors 
from these sources would be localized and generally confined to the Project Site. Similar to the 
proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would utilize typical construction techniques, and 
the odors would be temporary and typical of most construction sites. In addition, the No Project 
Alternative would be required to comply with regulations contained in SCAQMD Rule 402. 
Thus, as with the proposed Project, the construction odor impacts from the No Project 
Alternative would be less than significant. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the 
No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project beyond the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact associated with construction odors, which is similar and 
comparable to the proposed Project. Because the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project 
would require the same types and amount of equipment during the construction process on a 
daily basis as determined in the Original EIR, there would be comparable and similar impacts. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Regional operational emissions from area and mobile sources associated with the No Project 
Alternative would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds. Since the regional operational 
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emissions for the Project would be less than significant, the regional operational emissions for 
the 170,650 square-foot No Project Alternative, which is smaller than the 200,000 square-foot 
proposed Project, would be less than the proposed Project and also less than significant. Even so, 
and like the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would be required to comply with the 
mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan, which includes 
implementing a Transportation Demand Management program for the CSMC Campus. 
Therefore, as with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than 
significant operational emissions impact. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact associated with operational emissions, which is less than 
the proposed Project. 

In the build-out year of 2023, CO concentrations associated with the No Project Alternative 
would result in a one-hour concentration of 2 ppm and an eight-hour concentration in a range 
between 1.2 ppm and 1.7 ppm. 4 As with the proposed Project, the one- and eight-hour CO 
concentrations would not exceed the State standards and would result in a less than significant 
CO concentrations impact. However, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project 
Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in no 
incremental impact associated with CO concentrations, which is less than the proposed Project. 

Like the Project, the No Project Alternative would not include any substantial potential sources 
of acutely and chronically hazardous toxic air contaminants ("TACs"). The Project may increase 
the amount of medical waste incinerated on the CSMC Campus. The Original EIR, which 
included mitigation measures to reduce reliance on hazardous materials, discussed regulations 
and impacts associated with medical waste incineration (e.g., dioxin emissions). However, 
CSMC has replaced the incinerator with two steam sterilizers. The steam sterilizers dispose of 
medical waste without generating dioxin emissions. 5 Thus, any increase in the amount of 
medical waste on the CSMC Campus resulting from the Project would not produce dioxin 
emissions. Therefore, both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would not release 
substantial amounts of TACs and would result in less than significant impacts on human health. 
Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental 
impact of the proposed Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of 
the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in less than significant incremental 
impact associated with TACs, which is similar and comparable to the proposed Project. 

The No Project Alternative would develop the Project Site with hospital-related uses, which are 
not land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints, such as agricultural uses, 
wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, 
landfills, dairies and fiberglass molding. Similar to the proposed Project, on-site trash receptacles 
would have the potential to create adverse odors; however, as trash receptacles would be located 

4 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis/or the Proposed Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
5 Health Care Without Harm, Toolkit 7, Alternatives to A1edical Waste Incineration: Stopping the Toxic Threat, 
2002. 
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and maintained in a manner that promotes odor control, no adverse odor impacts would result. 
Like the Project, odors associated with food preparation in a kitchen are not anticipated to be 
substantial under the No Project Alternative and would be controlled by the ventilation system of 
the new building to be constructed. Additionally, both the No Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 and thus both would 
result in a less than significant impact associated with operational odors. However, in comparing 
the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed 
Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No 
Project Alternative would result in a less than significant incremental impact associated with 
operational odors, which is similar and comparable to the proposed Project. 

Like the Project, the No Project Alternative would not increase population or housing in the Los 
Angeles subregion since this alternative does not include a residential component. The new 
building proposed under the Master Plan for the No Project Alternative is expected to 
incrementally increase employment by approximately 238 persons6

, which is less than half for 
the proposed Project. This increase would represent less than one percent of the 278,264 new 
employment growth projected by SCAG between 2007 and 2023 for the Los Angeles subregion.7 
As with the proposed Project, operations of the No Project Alternative would not exceed the 
Southern California Association of Governments ("SCAG") growth forecasts and would be 
considered to be consistent with growth assumptions included in the Air Quality Management 
Plan ("AQMP"). 8 Therefore, neither the No Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would 
cause or contribute to new air quality violations and both would be consistent with the AQMP, 
resulting in less than significant impacts. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in a less than significant incremental impact associated with AQMP consistency, 
which is similar and comparable to the proposed Project. 

Finally, the No Project Alternative would not embody features that are not typical of an urban 
environment or generate a disproportionate amount of vehicle miles traveled. This alternative 
would not have unique or disproportionately high fuel consumption characteristics and would be 
located in an urban area that is already planned for medical uses. Further, the No Project 
Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable mitigation measures adopted in 
connection with the approval of the Master Plan and all Assembly Bill ("AB") 32 related 
regulations, as well as those mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project (see 
Section !VB: Air Quality). As such, like the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would 
have a negligible and less than significant impact on any increase in regional and national 
greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions. However, in comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact associated with global climate change, which is similar 
and comparable to the proposed Project. 

6 Southern California Association of Governments, Employment Density Study Summary Report, October 31, 2001. 
7 Terry A Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis/or the Proposed Cedars-Sinai A1edical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
8 Ibid. 
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Construction of the No Project Alternative would involve similar types of grading/excavation 
and building construction activities as the proposed Project. As such, construction noise levels 
associated with the No Project Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project. As with the 
proposed Project, construction-related noise levels would exceed the 5-dBA significance 
threshold at various sensitive receptors, resulting in a significant noise impact. 10 With 
consideration of the nearest Related Project, both the Project and the No Project Alternative 
would result in a significant cumulative noise impact as well. Similarly, should pile driving be 
required for this alternative, vibration levels would have the potential to exceed the significance 
threshold of 0.5 inches per second peak particle velocity ("PPV"). 11 With implementation of 
proper mitigation measures (see Section IVC: Noise), including those that were adopted in 
connection with the approval of the Master Plan and certification of the Original EIR, the No 
Project Alternative would be reduced to a less than significant short-term vibration impact; 
however, even with mitigation measures, both scenarios would result in a temporary significant 
and unavoidable construction noise impact (including cumulatively). Further, in comparing the 
incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed 
Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No 
Project Alternative would result in no incremental impact associated with construction noise and 
vibration, which is less than the proposed Project. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Noise from the operation of existing uses is generated primarily by vehicular traffic coming to 
and from the Project Site. These levels would increase with any intensification of uses at the 
Project Site. The No Project Alternative would generate a total of approximately 5,324 daily 
vehicle trips associated with full build-out of the 170,650 square feet of remaining entitlement in 
the Master Plan, which is lower than the daily trips generated by the West Tower at the Project 
site. 12 Noise levels for the No Project Alternative would range from 66.5 to 74.6 dBA 
Community Noise Equivalent Level ("CNEL"), which would be lower than noise levels 
associated with the proposed Project. 13 Therefore, the vehicular noise impacts from both the No 
Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. However, in 
comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the 
proposed Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master 

9 Noise analyses for Alternatives A, Band C were generated by Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise 
Analysis for the Proposed C~edars-Sinai l'vfedical Center f1lest Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning 
Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
10 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
II Ibid. 
12 Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
13 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in no incremental impact associated with 
operational vehicular noise, which is less than the proposed Project. 

As with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would also generate noise levels from 
mechanical equipment. However, the No Project Alternative would be required to implement the 
mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project and those that were adopted in 
connection with the approval of the Master Plan and certification of the Original EIR (i.e., the 
installation of sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical equipment and 
providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into the design of these equipment). Similar 
to the proposed Project, the mitigation measures would ensure that the mechanical equipment 
would not incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more, thus resulting in a less 
than significant impact for both scenarios. 14 Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the 
No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact associated with stationary noise, which is similar and 
comparable to the proposed Project. 

The No Project Alternative would develop a similar sized parking structure on the Project Site to 
the proposed Project; however, the multi-level parking structure would occupy the subterranean 
and bottom floors of the new building, as opposed to the adjacent and adjoining parking structure 
planned under the proposed Project. Regardless of the configuration of the parking structure, as 
with the proposed Project, there would be an increase in the noise level at the adjacent medical 
office building to the south by 0.1 dBA over the existing noise level to 65.9 dBA. 15 Other 
medical buildings on the CSMC Campus are located farther away from the Project Site; thus, 
noise levels generated by the parking structure would be decreased at these buildings. As the 
parking structure activity would not incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or 
more, parking noise under both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result 
in a less than significant impact. However, in comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in a less than significant incremental impact associated with parking noise, which is 
less than the proposed Project. 

Finally, neither the No Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would include significant 
stationary sources of operational ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment operations. 
Operational ground-borne vibration in the Project vicinity would be generated by vehicles and 
delivery trucks on the local roadways and would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. Thus, 
operational vibration for both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in 
a less than significant impact. Further, in comparing the incremental impact of the No Project 
Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in a less 
than significant incremental impact associated with operational phase vibration, which is similar 
and comparable to the proposed Project. 

14 Ibid. 
15 Ibid. 
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(1) Traffic and LOS16 

V. ALTERNATIVES 
B. ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT 

Under the No Project Alternative, a net increase of 365 vehicle trips during the weekday A.M. 
peak hour and 488 vehicle trips during the weekday P.M. peak hour are anticipated under the 
Future With Project Conditions (Build-out Year of 2023) for a total of 5,324 daily vehicle trips17

. 

Unlike the proposed Project, which will be contained within the West Tower, constructed at the 
Project Site, the No Project Alternative building would only include the remaining entitlement 
under the Master Plan. Thus, the anticipated daily vehicle trips associated with the No Project 
Alternative will be less than the proposed Project. The impacts determined in the Original EIR 
for build-out of the Master Plan would apply to this scenario and the adopted mitigation 
measures would carry forward. Applicable mitigation measures recommended for the proposed 
Project would also apply. Therefore, with implementation of the mitigation measures approved 
in connection with the Master Plan (many of which have already been implemented at 
intersections in the Project area) and those associated with the Project, the No Project Alternative 
would be consistent with the Original EIR findings of impact. However, in comparing the 
incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed 
Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, the No 
Project Alternative would result in no incremental impact associated with traffic and levels of 
service, which is less than the proposed Project. 

(2) Access and Transit 

Under the No Project Alternative, improvements to internal CSMC Campus circulation, 
pedestrian safety and access enhancements would be implemented in a manner consistent with 
the proposed Project and the Master Plan. The changes in driveway and pedestrian access points 
at the Project Site would be similar under both scenarios. As the proposed Project would 
generate more employees and would service more patients than the No Project Alternative, this 
alternative would result in impacts to public transit that are less than the proposed Project. The 
proposed Project would result in the addition of less than one Project-related transit rider per bus 
in the Project area during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours; 18 therefore, the No Project Alternative 
is reasonably anticipated to result in the addition of less than one Project-related transit rider per 
bus during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. Thus, both the No Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant Project access and public transit impact. 
Overall, the No Project Alternative impacts to access and transit would be less than the proposed 
Project impacts. In comparing the incremental impact of the No Project Alternative to the 
incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative would result in no incremental impact 
associated with access or transit, which is less than the proposed Project impact. 

16 Analysis based on findings from Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai 
Afedical Center Project, June 23, 2008. 
17 See Related Project No. LA39B of Table 7-2, Related Projects Trip Generation of Appendix E: Traffic Impact 
Study in this Draft SEIR. 
18 Linscott, Law and Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center Project, June 23, 
2008. 
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Similar to the 700-space parking structure of the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative 
would include the construction of a 650-space parking structure at the Project Site, requiring the 
demolition of the Existing Parking Lot that contains 217 parking spaces. With implementation of 
the No Project Alternative, the City of Los Angeles parking requirement for the CSMC Campus 
would be the amount of parking required under the Master Plan as analyzed in the Original EIR, 
which is a total of 7,053 parking spaces. This is compared to the total 7,669 parking spaces 
required under the proposed Project (per parking ratios determined in Ordinance No. 168,847). 
Under existing conditions (considering the Advanced Health Sciences Pavilion as built), the 
CSMC Campus already provides 7,275 spaces, which exceeds the Master Plan parking 
requirement by 222 spaces. The No Project scenario (i.e., build-out of the Master Plan) would 
provide a 650-space parking structure, as originally proposed for the Rehab Center under the 
Master Plan. After demolition of the Existing Parking Lot, the No Project Alternative would be 
providing a net 433 parking spaces for the CSMC Campus. With the addition of the net 433 
spaces, the CSMC Campus would contain a total of 7,708 parking spaces under the No Project 
Alternative. Thus, under the No Project Alternative, the planned CSMC Campus parking supply 
of 7,708 spaces would exceed the City parking requirement of 7,053 spaces (per the Original 
EIR) by a total of 655 spaces. In contrast, the 700 parking spaces proposed as part of the Project 
would contribute to a total of 7, 758 spaces at the CSMC Campus, representing a surplus of 89 
spaces over the 7,669-space requirement. In comparing the parking on the CSMC Campus under 
both scenarios, both the Project and the No Project Alternative would result in excess Campus 
parking supply, and thus less than significant impacts. However, the parking impact of the new 
facility under the No Project Alternative would be less than the proposed Project due to the 
larger amount of excess parking provided. In comparing the incremental impact of the No 
Project Alternative to the incremental impact of the proposed Project over the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, however, the No Project 
Alternative would result in a less than significant impact associated with parking, which is 
similar and comparable to the proposed Project. 

e. Growth Inducing 

The No Project Alternative would not result in an increased potential for new growth over the 
potential for new growth determined for build-out of the Master Plan in the Original EIR. As 
with the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative (i.e., medical uses on an existing medical 
campus) would not contain a residential or commercial component and would not be expected to 
incrementally induce substantial residential, commercial or population growth in the Project 
area. The net growth-inducing effect of the No Project scenario (i.e., build-out of the Master 
Plan) would be less than significant and comparable to the impact determined in the Original 
EIR. Further, because there would be no change to the Master Plan, the No Project Alternative 
would result in no incremental impact to incremental growth inducing impacts, and therefore are 
anticipated to be less than the impacts for the proposed Project. 
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Other Related Projects, similar to those anticipated with the proposed Project, would be expected 
to be developed and impacts corresponding to those developments are anticipated to occur. 
However, as the No Project Alternative would not contribute any change to the cumulative 
conditions beyond build-out of the Master Plan (as analyzed in the Original EIR), this alternative 
would have no significant incremental cumulative impacts. 

g. Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative would avoid all of the net incremental impacts to the environment 
associated with the proposed Project (including those that would be less than significant and 
those that would be beneficial). However, the environmental impacts detennined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan would still apply to the No Project Alternative and the 
adopted mitigation measures would still be required (if not already implemented). The No 
Project Alternative would not satisfy the Project objective to provide an additional 100 inpatient 
beds in the Southern California region and would not satisfy the Project objectives to support 
improved medical technologies and provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment facilities 
to the extent possible under the proposed Project. In summary, the No Project Alternative would 
not attain three Project objectives to the extent established for the proposed Project. For these 
reasons, and although some of the incremental impacts of the net Project would be avoided or 
minimized to some extent, the No Project Alternative is not considered a feasible alternative to 
the proposed Project. 

h. Comparison of Alternative's Project Impacts 

Table 36: Summwy of Alternative Net Incremental Impacts and Table 37: Alternatives 
Comparison to the Project (below) provide a summary of the net incremental impacts by 
environmental issue for each of the proposed alternatives and a comparison of the net 
incremental impacts of each alternative relative to the level of impact anticipated with the 
proposed Project, respectively. As illustrated in Table 36: Summary of Alternative Net 
Incremental Impacts, the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
air quality and noise during the short-term construction phase. A significant impact to traffic 
during the long-term operational phase would be reduced to a less than significant level after 
mitigation implementation. For those issues addressed, the new building to be constructed under 
the No Project scenario would result in similar or reduced impacts; however, in terms of the 
incremental impacts over the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master 
Plan, the No Project Alternative would not result in any new or increased significant 
environmental impacts. 

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not result in new or incremental 
environmental impacts over those found in the Original EIR. Most of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed Project would be avoided under the No 
Project Alternative, except for the significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality and noise 
during the construction (short-term) phase. However, none the potential benefits of the 200,000 
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additional square feet of inpatient uses and 100 inpatient beds would be implemented and the 
Project objectives would not be met. 
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C. ALTERNATIVE B: REDUCED PROJECT 

C. ALTERNATIVE B: REDUCED PROJECT- NET INCREASE OF 150,000 SF 

1. ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

The "Reduced Project" Alternative would consist of build-out of the 700,000 square feet 
approved and vested under the Master Plan and an additional 150,000 square feet (or the 
equivalent to 75 inpatient beds) of new medical center uses. The Reduced Project Alternative 
represents a 25% reduction of the Project, with no reduction in the approved Master Plan. Under 
the Reduced Project Alternative, the Existing Building would be demolished and the Project Site 
would be redeveloped with approximately 410,650 square feet of medical center uses (90,000 
square feet from the Existing Building, 170,650 square feet of development rights remaining 
under the Master Plan, and 150,000 square feet of new development rights) in a IO-story 
building. The associated parking structure to be developed on the Project Site would reflect a 
reduction of approximately 75 spaces, but it is assumed that the overall scale and configuration 
of the proposed seven-level parking structure would not change substantially as compared to the 
Project, even though the footprint may be slightly reduced. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would require entitlements similar to those requested for the 
Project, except that the overall increases in intensity would be reduced proportionately. The 
Reduced Project Alternative would require the following: 

• Zone Change to amend the conditions of the [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and 
to approve an additional 75 inpatient beds or 150,000 square feet of development 
entitlement for the CSMC Campus; 

• Height District Change to increase the Campus-wide permitted floor area ratio (FAR). 

• Amendment to the existing Development Agreement and Master Plan to permit the 
addition of 150,000 square feet of medical uses (or up to 75 inpatient beds) and 
related parking; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• B-Permit for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements; 

• Grading Permits; 

• Demolition Permits; 

• Building Permits; and 

• Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for 
the construction or operation of the Project. 
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The Reduced Project Alternative was selected because it provides for full implementation of the 
Master Plan and has the potential to accomplish many of the Project objectives by increasing the 
medical center intensity at the Project Site. Further, the Reduced Project Alternative has the 
potential to result in reduced impacts for those significant impacts identified with the Project, 
including those related to construction (including air quality and noise), as well as an overall 
reduction in related trip generation and traffic. Additionally, the Reduced Project Alternative has 
the potential to reduce aesthetic impacts, although these have already been determined to be less 
than significant for the Project, through a reduced building envelope. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 

a. Aesthetics 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, the 150,000 square feet of inpatient uses would be 
incorporated into an approximately 410,650 square-foot building, thus, the visual changes to the 
Project Site would be similar to those identified for the proposed Project with slightly reduced 
building massing and height. The parking structure envelope may also be slightly reduced if the 
parking structure is reduced in size, but the change in appearance would not be discernable as 
compared to the proposed Project. 

(1) Visual Character 

Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative on the 
Project Site would change the visual character from a 2-story, architecturally non-descript 
Existing Building and adjacent surface parking lot to a 10-story, approximately 175 foot tall 
modern-style medical tower and a 7-level parking structure (3 levels subterranean, 1 level at 
grade, 3 levels above grade). The Reduced Project Alternative would be similar in size and mass 
to the existing North and South Towers on the CSMC Campus. The architectural design and 
landscaping associated with the new building would also be consistent with the existing design 
theme of the CSMC Campus. 

Overall, the Reduced Project Alternative would have a similar net impact to visual character as 
that identified for the proposed Project as both scenarios would provide for a more intensive 
Project Site with larger structures than currently exist. In the context of the existing urban 
character of the Project vicinity and CSMC Campus, neither the proposed Project nor the 
Reduced Project Alternative would substantially alter the valued visual character or image of the 
area from current conditions or from what was previously entitled for the Project Site under the 
Master Plan. Thus, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would have a 
less than significant impact on visual character. Both scenarios would also have a less than 
significant incremental visual character impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Alteration of Views 

Implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would increase visibility of development at 
the Project Site. The 2-story Existing Building and adjacent surface parking lot, which are 
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relatively obscured from view by the surrounding urban development, would be replaced by a 
10-story tower structure and adjoining parking structure that would be taller than some of the 
surrounding development. However, the viewshed impacts of the Reduced Project scenario 
would be comparable to the impacts of the proposed Project as well as the Master Plan Rehab 
Center as described in the Original EIR. Both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed 
Project would be visually consistent with the surrounding CSMC structures and would thus 
result in less than significant impacts to existing views in the area. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental viewshed impact beyond the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(3) Lighting and Glare 

The Reduced Project Alternative would be subject to the Los Angeles Building Code and 
Municipal Code requirements regarding lighting and glare. Nighttime illumination from security 
lighting and interior lighting is expected under the Reduced Project scenario, but similar to the 
proposed Project, these impacts can be mitigated through window tinting, shielding and other 
regulatory requirements. Glare from windows and reflective surfaces may also be mitigated 
through Code and regulatory requirements. Both the proposed Project and the Reduced Project 
Alternative would take similar steps to mitigate impacts from lighting and glare to less than 
significant levels. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental lighting and 
glare impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan 
and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

b. Air Quality 

(1) Construction Phase 

Based upon construction assumptions for the peak amount of workers, haul trucks, construction 
equipment, construction hours and acreage per day on the Project Site, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would require substantially similar construction activity as assumed for the proposed 
Project. Similarly, as with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would require 
the demolition of the Existing Building, grading/excavation and building construction. As such, 
daily regional and localized construction emissions associated with the Reduced Project 
Alternative would be similar to the proposed Proj ect. 19 

As with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would comply with SCAQMD 
Rule 403, as well as the mitigation measures that were adopted in connection with the approval 
of the Master Plan. The construction mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project 
(see Section !VB: Air Quality of this Draft SEIR) would also be recommended for the Reduced 
Project Alternative. As with the proposed Project, a significant and unavoidable regional NOx 
impact and localized PM2.5 and PM10 impacts are anticipated after implementation of mitigation 
measures.20 Both scenarios would also have a significant and unavoidable incremental 

19 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamtlng Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
20 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West Tower Project Air Quality & Noise Impact Report, 
August 7, 2008. 
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construction emissions impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out 
of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar.21 

As with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would demolish the Existing 
Building at the Project Site, which was built in 1947, and has the potential to contain ACMs and 
lead-based paint. Demolition of the Existing Building has the potential to result in accidental 
release of ACMs and lead into the atmosphere. However, with implementation of the mitigation 
measures contained in Section IVE: Air Quality for the proposed Project, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would result in a less than significant impact associated with carcinogenic air toxics. 
Both scenarios could also be mitigated to a less than significant incremental air toxics impact 
beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, and 
therefore would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, as with the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during construction 
of the Reduced Project Alternative would include equipment exhaust and architectural coatings. 
Odors from these sources would be localized and generally confined to the Project Site. Similar 
to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would utilize typical construction 
techniques, and the odors would be temporary and typical of most construction sites. In addition, 
the Reduced Project Alternative would be required to comply with regulations contained in 
SCAQMD Rule 402. Therefore, the construction odor impacts from both the Reduced Project 
Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental construction odor impact beyond the impacts determined 
in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and 
similar. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Regional operational emissions from area and mobile sources associated with the Reduced 
Project Alternative would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds. Regional operational 
emissions for the Reduced Project Alternative would be slightly less than the proposed Project 
due to the reduction in size.22 However, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed 
Project would result in a less than significant operational emissions impact. Both scenarios 
would also have a less than significant incremental operational emissions impact beyond the 
impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, and therefore would be 
comparable and similar. 

In the build-out year of 2023, CO concentrations associated with the Reduced Project Alternative 
would result in a one-hour concentration of 2 ppm and an eight-hour concentration in a range 
between 1.2 ppm and 1.7 ppm. As with the proposed Project, the one- and eight-hour CO 
concentrations would not exceed the State standards and would result in a less than significant 
CO concentrations impact.23 Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental 

21 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamtlng Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
22 Ibid. 
23 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamtlng Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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CO concentrations impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of 
the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would not include any substantial potential sources of acutely 
and chronically hazardous TACs. The Project may increase the amount of medical waste 
incinerated on the CSMC Campus. The Original EIR, which included mitigation measures to 
reduce reliance on hazardous materials, discussed regulations and impacts associated with 
medical waste incineration (e.g., dioxin emissions). However, CSMC has replaced the 
incinerator with two steam sterilizers. The steam sterilizers dispose of medical waste without 
generating dioxin emissions.24 Thus, any increase in the amount of medical waste on the CSMC 
Campus resulting from the Project would not produce dioxin emissions. Therefore, neither the 
Reduced Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would release substantial amounts of 
TACs and both would result in less than significant impacts on human health. Both scenarios 
would also have a less than significant incremental TAC impact beyond the impacts determined 
in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and 
similar. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would develop the Project Site with hospital-related uses, 
which are not land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints. Similar to the 
proposed Project, on-site trash receptacles would have the potential to create adverse odors; 
however, as trash receptacles would be located and maintained in a manner that promotes odor 
control, no adverse odor impacts would result. Like the Project, odors associated with food 
preparation in a kitchen are not anticipated to be substantial under the No Project Alternative and 
would be controlled by the ventilation system of the new building to be constructed. 
Additionally, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be required 
to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 and thus both would result in a less than significant impact 
associated with operational odors. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental operational odor impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would not increase population or housing in the Los Angeles 
subregion since this alternative does not include a residential component. The Reduced Project 
Alternative is expected to incrementally increase employment over existing conditions by 
approximately 543 persons25

, which is less than the proposed Project. This increase would 
represent less than one percent of the 278,264 new employment growth projected by SCAG 
between 2007 and 2023 for the Los Angeles subregion. As with the proposed Project, operations 
of the Reduced Project Alternative would not exceed SCAG growth forecasts and would be 
considered to be consistent with growth assumptions included in the AQMP. Therefore, neither 
the Reduced Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would cause or contribute to new air 
quality violations and both would be consistent with the AQMP, resulting in less than significant 
impacts. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental AQMP consistency 
impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

24 Health Care Without Harm, Toolkit 7, Alternatives to Afedical Waste Incineration: Stopping the Toxic Threat, 
2002. 
25 Southern California Association of Governments, Employment Density Study Summary Repor( October 31, 2001. 
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Finally, the Reduced Project Alternative would not embody features that are not typical of an 
urban environment nor generate a disproportionate amount of vehicle miles traveled. This 
alternative would not have unique or disproportionately high fuel consumption characteristics 
and would be located in an urban area that is already planned for medical uses. Further, the 
Reduced Project Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable mitigation 
measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and all AB-32 related 
regulations, as well as those mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project (see 
Section IVE: Air Quality). As such, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed 
Project would have a negligible and less than significant effect on any increase in regional and 
national GHG emissions. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental 
global climate change impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of 
the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

c. Noise 

(1) Construction Phase 

Construction of the Reduced Project Alternative would involve similar types of demolition, 
grading/excavation and building construction activities as the proposed Project. As such, 
construction noise levels associated with the Reduced Project Alternative would be similar to the 
proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, construction-related noise levels would exceed 
the 5-dBA significance threshold at various sensitive receptors, such as the adjacent medical 
office building, resulting in a significant noise impact. With consideration of the nearest Related 
Project, both the Project and Reduced Project Alternative would result in a significant 
cumulative noise impact as well. Similarly, should pile driving be required for this alternative, 
vibration levels would have the potential to exceed the significance threshold of 0.5 inches per 
second PPV. With implementation of proper mitigation measures (see Section IVC: Noise), 
including those that were adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and 
Original EIR, the Reduced Project Alternative would be reduced to a less than significant short
term vibration impact. However, even with mitigation measures, both scenarios would result in a 
temporary significant and unavoidable construction noise impact (including cumulatively). Both 
scenarios would also have a significant and unavoidable incremental construction noise impact 
beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Noise from the operation of existing uses is generated primarily by vehicular traffic coming to 
and from the Project Site. These levels would increase with any intensification of uses at the 
Project Site. The Reduced Project Alternative would generate a total of approximately 886 daily 
vehicle trips from the 75 inpatient beds associated with the Reduced Project scenario, which is 
less than the amount of traffic generated by the proposed Project.26 The new 410,650 square-foot 
facility to be constructed at the Project Site would generate a total of approximately 9,675 daily 

26 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., May 5. 2008. 

PAGE280 

RL0026178 



EM24962 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

V. ALTERNATIVES 
C. ALTERNATIVE B: REDUCED PROJECT 

vehicle trips, which is less than the West Tower to be constructed under the proposed Project. 
Noise levels for the Reduced Project Alternative would range from 67.1 to 74.6 dBA CNEL, 
which would be similar to or less than noise levels associated with the proposed Project. The 
greatest Project-related noise increase resulting from this alternative would be 0.3 dBA CNEL 
and would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive between Robertson Boulevard and 
George Bums Road. Thus, roadway noise levels attributed to both the Reduced Project 
Alternative and the proposed Project would increase by less than three dBA CNEL at all 
analyzed road segments, resulting in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental operational vehicular noise impact beyond the impacts 
determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be 
comparable and similar. 

As with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would also generate noise levels 
from mechanical equipment. However, the Reduced Project Alternative would be required to 
implement the mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project and those that were 
adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan (i.e., the installation of sound 
attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical equipment and providing sound 
absorbing and shielding provisions into the design of these equipment). Similar to the proposed 
Project, the mitigation measures would ensure that the mechanical equipment would not 
incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more, thus resulting in a less than 
significant impact for both scenarios. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental stationary noise impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would develop a similar seven-story, adjoining parking 
structure on the Project Site as the proposed Project, which would increase the noise level at the 
adjacent medical office building to the south by 0.1 dBA over the existing noise level to 65.9 
dBA. 27 The other medical buildings (including the hospital) surrounding the Project Site would 
be farther away from the proposed parking structure and thus, incremental increases in noise 
levels at these buildings would be less than the adjacent medical office building. As the parking 
structure activity would not incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more, 
parking noise under both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result 
in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental parking noise impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build
out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, neither the Reduced Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would include 
significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment operations. 
Operational ground-borne vibration in the Project vicinity would be generated by vehicles and 
delivery trucks on the local roadways and would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. Thus, 
operational vibration for both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would 
result in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental operational phase vibration impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

27 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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V. ALTERNATIVES 
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Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a net increase of 85 vehicle trips during the weekday 
AM. peak hour and 98 vehicle trips during the weekday P.M. peak hour are anticipated under 
the Future With Project Conditions (Build-out Year of 2023) for a total of 886 daily vehicle 
trips28

. As a whole, the new 410,650 square-foot facility to be constructed at the Project Site 
would generate a total of approximately 9,675 daily vehicle trips, which is less than the new 
facility to be constructed under the proposed Project. The same intersections, Int. No. 2: 
Robertson Blvd./ Alden Dr.-Gracie Allen Dr. and Int. No. 6: George Burns Rd./Beverly Blvd., 
would be impacted by the Reduced Project Alternative, however, the impacts are slightly 
reduced. At these two intersections, the Reduced Project Alternative would not result in a 
significant impact during the AM. peak hour at both, but would result in a significant impact 
during the P.M. peak hour at both without mitigation measures. 29 In comparison, the proposed 
Project would result in significant impacts during the AM. and P.M. peak hours at both 
intersections. Further, although LOS levels are substantially similar at all intersections, under 
both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project, the VIC values are slightly 
reduced under this alternative. Overall, however, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would result in significant impacts at the two intersections, which could be 
reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of proper mitigation measures (see 
Section !VD Transportation and Circulation of this Draft SEIR). Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental traffic impact with mitigation implementation beyond the 
impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be 
comparable and similar. 

(2) Access and Transit 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, improvements to internal Campus circulation, pedestrian 
safety and access enhancements would be implemented in a manner consistent with the proposed 
Project. The changes in driveway and pedestrian access points at the Project Site would be 
similar under both scenarios. Impacts to public transit in the Project area would be slightly less 
than the proposed Project due to the decrease in beds and the reduction in anticipated employees 
for the Reduced Project Alternative. Both scenarios would result in the addition ofless than one 
Project-related transit rider per bus in the Project area during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. 
Both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in less than 
significant Project access and public transit impacts. Both scenarios would also have less than 
significant incremental access and transit impacts beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

28 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, CSlvfC Project Alternatives Analyses email to Plamring Associates Inc" 
August 5, 2008. 
29 Ibid. 
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Similar to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would include the construction 
of the adjacent seven-level parking structure on the Project Site. However, due to the reduced 
City parking requirement for this alternative, the parking structure would contain extra parking 
spaces for CSMC Campus use. The City parking requirement for the CSMC Campus with 
implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would total 7,607 parking spaces compared 
to the 7,669 spaces required with the proposed Project. 30 Both scenarios would provide a CSMC 
Campus total of 7, 758 parking spaces. Thus, under the Reduced Project Alternative, the planned 
CSMC Campus parking supply of 7,758 spaces would exceed the City parking requirement of 
7,607 spaces by a total of 151 spaces. Therefore, the parking impact of both the Reduced Project 
Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental parking impact beyond the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, and therefore would be comparable and similar. It 
should be noted that there would continue to be an adverse impact to businesses on Robertson 
Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard due to the loss of on-street parking spaces as a result of 
recommended traffic mitigation measures at Intersection Nos. 2 and 6 (above) under both the 
Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project. 

e. Growth Inducing 

The Reduced Project Alternative would not result in a measurable increased potential for new 
growth. As with the proposed Project, the net growth-inducing effect of the Reduced Project 
scenario would be less than significant and may be slightly less than any potential associated 
with the proposed Project (see Section VI.D: Growth-Inducing Impacts). 

f. Cumulative Impacts 

Other Related Projects, similar to those anticipated with the proposed Project, would be expected 
to be developed and impacts corresponding to those developments are anticipated to occur. The 
Reduced Project Alternative would result in a contribution to cumulative impacts that is similar 
to, but slightly less than, that described for the proposed Project. With the implementation of 
mitigation measures similar to those recommended for the proposed Project, the alternative's 
contribution toward cumulative impacts would be less than significant, like the Project's. 

g. Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

The Reduced Project Alternative would result in similar or slightly lower impacts for most of the 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project (including those that would already 
be less than significant). However, the level of significance determination of each environmental 
issue for both scenarios is comparable and similar. The Reduced Project Alternative would 
satisfy some of the Project objectives to the extent possible with the proposed Project, with a few 
notable exceptions. Specifically, the Reduced Project Alternative would only provide an 
additional 75% of the 100 inpatient beds desired in the Southern California region, which is not 
as many as the proposed Project. Further, due to the reduced floor area for inpatient services for 

30 Per parking requirements set forth in City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 168,847. 
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this alternative, the Reduced Project scenario may not provide and support the needed inpatient 
diagnostic and treatment facilities or improved medical technologies to the extent possible and 
desired under the proposed Project. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would not attain 
three of the Project objectives to the extent established and possible under the proposed Project. 

h. Comparison of Alternative's Project Impacts 

Table 36: Summwy of Alternative Net Incremental Impacts and Table 37: Alternatives 
Comparison to the Project provide a summary of the proposed alternatives, the net incremental 
impacts by environmental issue for each of the proposed alternatives and a comparison of the net 
incremental impacts of each alternative relative to the level of impact anticipated with the 
proposed Project, respectively. As illustrated in Table 36: Summary of Alternative Net 
Incremental Impacts, the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
air quality and noise during the short-term construction phase. A significant impact to traffic 
during the long-term operational phase would be reduced to a less than significant level after 
mitigation implementation. The Reduced Project alternative would not avoid, but could slightly 
reduce, the temporary significant air quality and noise impacts; however, the level of 
significance determinations would be the same under both scenarios. 

Implementation of the Reduced Project Alternative would result in similar or reduced 
environmental impacts for all issue areas compared to the proposed Project. While some of the 
impacts under this alternative may have somewhat lesser impacts relative to the proposed 
Project, none of the impacts would be totally avoided. Overall, the Reduced Project Alternative 
would result in a slightly reduced level of impact when compared to the proposed Project, but 
would retain similar and comparable level of significance determinations. 
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D. ALTERNATIVE C: CHANGE IN USE - OUTPATIENT SERVICES 

1. ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

The "Change in Use" Alternative would consist of build-out of the Master Plan plus the addition 
of 200,000 square feet of new medical center uses dedicated for outpatient services. The Change 
in Use Alternative would entail the addition of outpatient uses with no substantial change in the 
uses already entitled by the approved Master Plan. The 200,000 square feet of outpatient 
services would replace the 200,000 square feet for 100 inpatient beds requested by the Project. It 
should be noted that up to 52 residual inpatient beds could still be incorporated on the CSMC 
Campus per the previous entitlement. Under the Change in Use Alternative, the 90,000 square
foot Existing Building would be demolished and the Project Site would be redeveloped with 
approximately 460,650 square feet of medical center uses and a seven-level (or more) parking 
structure. The exterior building massing and design for the Change in Use Alternative is 
assumed to be essentially identical to that for the Project, although modifications may be 
necessary to address additional required parking, appropriate access and security for the 
outpatient services. 

The Change in Use Alternative would require entitlements that are similar to those requested for 
the Project, except that the increases in intensity would be tied specifically to square footage 
increases for the purpose of outpatient services. The Change in Use Alternative would require 
the following: 

• Zone Change to amend the conditions of the [T][Q]C2-2D-O zoning designation and 
to approve an additional 200,000 square feet of development entitlement for 
outpatient services; 

• Height District Change to increase the permitted floor area ratio (FAR) on the CSMC 
Campus; 

• Amendment to the Development Agreement and the Master Plan to permit an 
addition of 200,000 square feet of medical uses (for outpatient services) and related 
parking; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• B-Permit for necessary street, sewer, storm drain, and lighting improvements; 

• Grading Permits; 

• Demolition Permits; 
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• Any other necessary discretionary or ministerial permits and approvals required for 
the construction or operation of the Project. 

The Change in Use Alternative was selected because it allows full implementation of the Master 
Plan and has the potential to accomplish many of the Project objectives by increasing the 
medical center intensity at the Project Site. As discussed earlier and determined in the Original 
EIR, the only feasible option for a change in use alternative at the Project Site is within the 
medical/hospital land use category. Since the proposed Project is currently made up of inpatient 
uses, the only option for an alternative is outpatient services. Further, changing the proposed uses 
from inpatient to outpatient uses has the potential to result in reduced impacts relative to those 
impacts identified with the Project. Although the overall construction related impacts would not 
change, the operational characteristics could change due to the shift from inpatient to outpatient 
services. The change in use may result in different vehicle trip characteristics and different 
visual and noise characteristics associated with the operation of this alternative. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 

a. Aesthetics 

Under the Change In Use Alternative, the visual changes to the Project Site would be 
substantially similar to those identified for the proposed Project. Building massing, height and 
design of the Change In Use Alternative would be identical to the proposed Project; however, the 
parking structure may need to be increased in massing, envelope or height to accommodate 
additional parking spaces that will be required for the CSMC Campus as a result of the change in 
use. 

(1) Visual Character 

Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of the Change In Use Alternative on the Project 
Site would change the visual character from a 2-story, architecturally non-descript Existing 
Building and adjacent surface parking lot to an 11-story, approximately 185 foot tall modern
style medical tower and a 7-level (or potentially larger) parking structure. The Change In Use 
Project Alternative would be similar in size and mass to the proposed Project as well as the 
existing North and South Towers on the CSMC Campus. The architectural design and 
landscaping associated with the new building would also be consistent with the existing design 
theme of the CSMC Campus. 

The parking requirement for the outpatient services will be higher than the requirement for the 
inpatient services of the proposed Project (see Transportation and Circulation discussion below), 
thus the parking structure may need to be increased in size to accommodate additional parking. 
Although there will be an excess of parking created by a 700-space parking structure at the 
Project Site (as proposed for the Project), there would still be a shortfall in overall required 
parking on the CSMC Campus under this alternative. Potential infill parking development may 
also be required across the CSMC Campus. However, due to the size of the new medical 

PAGE286 

RL0026184 



EM24968 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

V. ALTERNATIVES 
D. ALTERNATIVE C: CHANGE IN USE 

building and the urban character of the area, a heightened or larger parking structure on the 
Project Site beyond the seven levels of the proposed Project would not substantially affect the 
visual character of the area. The potential infill parking development at the CSMC Campus could 
require visual changes to existing parking structures, but these changes would be minor and 
would be consistent with the urban visual character of the CSMC Campus. 

Overall, the Change In Use Project Alternative would have a similar impact to visual character as 
that identified for the proposed Project as both scenarios would provide for a more intensive 
Project Site with larger structures than currently exist. However, in the context of the existing 
urban character of the Project vicinity and CSMC Campus, neither the proposed Project nor the 
Change In Use Project Alternative would substantially alter the visual character or image of the 
area from current conditions or from what was previously entitled under the Master Plan. 
Therefore, both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would have a 
less than significant impact to visual character. Both scenarios would also have a less than 
significant incremental visual character impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original 
EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Alteration of Views 

Implementation of the Change In Use Project Alternative would increase visibility of 
development at the Project Site from existing conditions, which currently include the Existing 
Parking Lot and the Existing Building. The 2-story Existing Building and adjacent surface 
parking lot, which are relatively obscured from view by the surrounding urban development, 
would be replaced by an 11-story tower structure and adjoining parking structure that would be 
taller than some of the surrounding development. However, the viewshed impacts of the Change 
In Use Project scenario would be comparable to impacts of the proposed Project. Both the 
Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be visually consistent with 
the surrounding CSMC structures and would result in less than significant impacts to existing 
views in the area. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental viewshed 
impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(3) Lighting and Glare 

The Change In Use Project Alternative would be subject to the Los Angeles Building Code and 
Municipal Code requirements regarding lighting and glare. Unlike inpatient services, the 
proposed outpatient services are expected to operate during daytime business hours, thus 
nighttime illumination may be slightly reduced from interior lighting. However, nighttime 
illumination from security lighting is expected to remain the same under the Change In Use 
Project scenario. The impacts of nighttime illumination from both the Change In Use Project 
Alternative and the proposed Project can be mitigated through window tinting, shielding and 
other regulatory requirements. Glare from windows and reflective surfaces may also be mitigated 
through Code and regulatory requirements. Both the proposed Project and the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would take similar steps to mitigate impacts from lighting and glare to less 
than significant levels. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental 
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lighting and glare impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the 
Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

b. Air Quality 

(1) Construction Phase 

Based upon construction assumptions for the peak amount of workers, haul trucks, construction 
equipment, construction hours and acreage per day on the Project Site, the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would require similar construction activity as assumed for the proposed Project. 
Similarly, as with the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would require the 
demolition of the Existing Building, grading/excavation and building construction. As such, 
daily regional and localized construction emissions associated with the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project. 

As with the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 403 as well as the mitigation measures that were adopted in connection with the 
approval of the Master Plan. The construction mitigation measures recommended for the 
proposed Project (see Section IV.B: Air Quality of this Draft SEIR) would also be recommended 
for the Change In Use Project Alternative.31 As with the proposed Project, a significant and 
unavoidable regional NOx impact and localized PM2.5 and PM10 impacts are anticipated after 
implementation of mitigation measures. Both scenarios would also have a significant and 
unavoidable incremental construction emissions impact beyond the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

As with the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would demolish the 
Existing Building at the Project Site, which was built in 1947, and has the potential to contain 
ACMs and lead-based paint. Demolition of the Existing Building has the potential to result in 
accidental release of ACMs and lead into the atmosphere. However, with implementation of the 
mitigation measures contained in Section IV.B: Air Quality for the proposed Project, both the 
Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant impact associated with carcinogenic air toxics. Both scenarios would also have a less 
than significant incremental air toxics impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR 
for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, as with the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during construction 
of the Change In Use Project Alternative would include equipment exhaust and architectural 
coatings. Odors from these sources would be localized and generally confined to the Project Site. 
Similar to the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would utilize typical 
construction techniques, and the odors would be temporary and typical of most construction 
sites. In addition, the Change In Use Project Alternative would be required to comply with 
regulations contained in SCAQMD Rule 402. Therefore, the construction odor impact from both 
the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. 
Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental construction odor impact 

31 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamtlng Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Regional operational emissions from area and mobile sources associated with the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO and 
PM10 .

32 Regional operational emissions for the Change In Use Project Alternative would be 
greater than the proposed Project due to the conversion of the Project's inpatient services to 
outpatient services and the subsequent increase in vehicular traffic associated with these 
outpatient services (see Transportation and Circulation below). Since operational emissions are 
primarily generated by motor vehicles, and no feasible mitigation measures are available to 
reduce emissions from motor vehicles, the Change In Use Project Alternative would result in a 
significant and unavoidable long-term air quality impact, which is greater than the proposed 
Project. Therefore, the Change In Use scenario would result in a significant and unavoidable 
incremental operational emissions impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan, and therefore would result in a greater impact than the proposed 
Project. 

In the build-out year of 2023, CO concentrations associated with the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would result in a one-hour concentration of 2 ppm and an eight-hour concentration in 
a range between 1.2 ppm and 1.7 ppm.33 As with the proposed Project, the one- and eight-hour 
CO concentrations would not exceed the State standards and would result in a less than 
significant CO concentrations impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental CO concentrations impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Change In Use Project Alternative would not include any substantial potential sources of 
acutely and chronically hazardous TACs. The Project may increase the amount of medical waste 
incinerated on the CSMC Campus. The Original EIR, which included mitigation measures to 
reduce reliance on hazardous materials, discussed regulations and impacts associated with 
medical waste incineration (e.g., dioxin emissions). However, CSMC has replaced the 
incinerator with two steam sterilizers. The steam sterilizers dispose of medical waste without 
generating dioxin emissions.34 Thus, any increase in the amount of medical waste on the CSMC 
Campus resulting from the Project would not produce dioxin emissions. Therefore, neither the 
Change In Use Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would release substantial amounts of 
TACs and both would result in less than significant impacts on human health. Both scenarios 
would also have a less than significant incremental TAC impact beyond the impacts determined 
in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and 
similar. 

32 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Plamtlng Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
33 Ibid. 
34 Health Care Without Harm, Toolkit 7, Alternatives to Afedical Waste Incineration: Stopping the Toxic Threat, 
2002. 
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The Change In Use Project Alternative would develop the Project Site with hospital-related uses, 
which are not land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints. Similar to the 
proposed Project, on-site trash receptacles would have the potential to create adverse odors. 
However, as trash receptacles would be located and maintained in a manner that promotes odor 
control, no adverse odor impacts would result. Like the Project, odors associated with food 
preparation in a kitchen are not anticipated to be substantial under the No Project Alternative and 
would be controlled by the ventilation system of the new building to be constructed. 
Additionally, both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be 
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 and thus both would result in a less than significant 
impact associated with operational odors. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental operational odor impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Change In Use Project Alternative would not increase population or housing in the Los 
Angeles subregion since this alternative does not include a residential component. The Change In 
Use Project Alternative is expected to incrementally increase employment by approximately 606 
persons35

, which is the same as the proposed Project. This increase would represent less than one 
percent of the 278,264 new employment growth projected by SCAG between 2007 and 2023 for 
the Los Angeles subregion. 36 As with the proposed Project, operations of the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would not exceed SCAG growth forecasts and would be considered to be 
consistent with growth assumptions included in the AQMP. Therefore, neither the Change In 
Use Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would cause or contribute to new air quality 
violations and both would be consistent with the AQMP, resulting in less than significant 
impacts. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental AQMP consistency 
impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, the Change In Use Project Alternative would not embody features that are not typical of 
an urban environment or generate a disproportionate amount of vehicle miles traveled. This 
alternative would not have unique or disproportionately high fuel consumption characteristics 
and would be located in an urban area that is already planned for medical uses.37 Further, the 
Change In Use Project Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable mitigation 
measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and Original EIR and all 
AB-32 related regulations, as well as those mitigation measures recommended for the proposed 
Project (see Section !VB: Air Quality). As such, both the Change In Use Project Alternative and 
the proposed Project would have a negligible and less than significant effect on any increase in 
regional and national GHG emissions. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental global climate change impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

35 Southern California Association of Governments, Employment Density Study Summary Repor( October 31, 2001. 
36 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
37 Ibid. 
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Construction of the Change In Use Project Alternative would involve similar types of 
demolition, grading/excavation and building construction activities as the proposed Project. As 
such, construction noise levels associated with the Change In Use Project Alternative would be 
similar to the proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, construction-related noise levels 
would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold at various sensitive receptors, resulting in a 
significant noise impact.38 With consideration of the nearest Related Project, both the Project and 
the Change In Use Project Alternative would result in a significant cumulative noise impact as 
well. Similarly, should pile driving be required for this alternative, vibration levels would have 
the potential to exceed the significance threshold of 0.5 inches per second PPV. With 
implementation of proper mitigation measures (see Section IVC: Noise), including those that 
were adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and Original EIR, the Change 
In Use Project Alternative would be reduced to a less than significant short-term vibration 
impact; however, even with mitigation measures, both scenarios would result in a temporary 
significant and unavoidable construction noise impact (including cumulatively). Therefore, both 
scenarios would also have a significant and unavoidable incremental construction noise impact 
beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(2) Operational Phase 

Noise from the operation of existing uses is generated primarily by vehicular traffic coming to 
and from the Project Site. These levels would increase with any intensification of uses at the 
Project Site. The Change In Use Project Alternative would generate a total of approximately 
7,963 daily vehicle trips from the 200,000 square feet of outpatient services associated with the 
Change In Use Project scenario, which is greater than the amount of traffic generated by the 100 
inpatient beds (200 square feet) for the proposed Project.39 The new 460,650 square-foot facility 
to be constructed at the Project Site would generate a total of approximately 16,752 daily vehicle 
trips, which is greater than the new facility to be constructed under the proposed Project.40 Noise 
levels for the Change In Use Project Alternative would range from 68.0 to 74.8 dBA CNEL, 
which would be similar to or greater than noise levels associated with the proposed Project. 41 

The greatest Project-related noise increase resulting from this alternative would be 1.2 dBA 
CNEL and would occur along Alden Drive-Gracie Allen Drive between Robertson Boulevard 
and George Bums Road. 42 Thus, roadway noise levels attributed to both the Change In Use 
Project Alternative and the proposed Project would increase by less than 3 dBA CNEL at all 
analyzed road segments, resulting in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also 
have a less than significant incremental operational vehicular noise impact beyond the impacts 

38 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid. 
42 Ibid. 
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determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan, and therefore would be 
comparable and similar. It must be noted that unlike inpatient service facilities, which may 
operate 24 hours daily, the medical tenants utilizing the outpatient space could be expected to 
operate under regular business hours and thus may confine traffic noise during the daytime, 
which may reduce operational noise impacts further. 

As with the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would also generate noise 
levels from mechanical equipment. However, the Change In Use Project Alternative would be 
required to implement the mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Project and those 
that were adopted in connection with the approval of the Master Plan and Original EIR (i.e., the 
installation of sound attenuating devices on exhaust fans, enclosing mechanical equipment and 
providing sound absorbing and shielding provisions into the design of these equipment). Similar 
to the proposed Project, the mitigation measures would ensure that the mechanical equipment 
would not incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more, thus resulting in a less 
than significant impact for both scenarios. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant 
incremental stationary noise impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for 
build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

The Change In Use Project Alternative may develop a similar or larger parking structure in 
comparison to the 7-level adjoining parking structure of the proposed Project. A similar parking 
structure would mimic the proposed Project by increasing the noise level at the adjacent medical 
office building to the south by 0.1 dBA over the existing noise level to 65.9 dBA. 43 The other 
medical buildings (including the hospital) surrounding the Project Site would be farther away 
from the proposed parking structure and thus, incremental increases in noise levels at these 
buildings would be less than the adjacent medical office building. A larger parking structure with 
higher capacity for vehicles may increase the noise level at the adjacent medical office building 
by a slightly larger dBA. However, in both scenarios, parking structure activity would not 
incrementally increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more; therefore, parking noise under 
both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than significant incremental parking 
noise impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan 
and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

Finally, neither the Change In Use Project Alternative nor the proposed Project would include 
significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment operations. 
Operational ground-borne vibration in the Project vicinity would be generated by vehicles and 
delivery trucks on the local roadways and would not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. Thus, 
operational vibration for both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the proposed Project 
would result in a less than significant impact. Both scenarios would also have a less than 
significant incremental operational phase vibration impact beyond the impacts determined in the 
Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

43 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
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Under the Change in Use Alternative, a net increase of 496 vehicle trips during the weekday 
A.M. peak hour and 600 vehicle trips during the weekday P.M. peak hour are anticipated under 
the Future With Project Conditions (Build-out Year of 2023) for a total of 7,963 additional daily 
vehicle trips. 44 As a whole, the new 460,650 square-foot facility to be constructed at the Project 
Site would generate a total of approximately 16,752 daily vehicle trips, which is greater than the 
new facility to be constructed under the proposed Project.45 Contrary to the two intersections 
impacted by the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would result in 
significant impacts to 17 of the 22 study intersections in the Project area during the A.M. and/or 
P.M. peak hours. A total of 15 of these 17 intersections would be operating at an LOSE or LOS 
F under Future With Project Conditions in the A.M. and/or P.M. peak hours. The same 
intersections would also have operated at an LOSE or LOS Fin the A.M. and P.M. peak hours 
under Future Pre-Project Conditions with Related Projects. The capacity for improvements at 
some intersections has been reached, so the ability to implement mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels may be unavoidable. Thus, the Change In Use Project 
Alternative may result in a significant and unavoidable long-term traffic impact, which is greater 
than the traffic impact associated with the proposed Project. Therefore, the Change In Use 
scenario would result in a significant and unavoidable incremental traffic impact beyond the 
impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, therefore, would 
have a greater impact than the proposed Project. 

(2) Access and Transit 

Under the Change In Use Project Alternative, improvements to internal Campus circulation, 
pedestrian safety and access enhancements would be implemented in a manner consistent with 
the proposed Project. The changes in driveway and pedestrian access points at the Project Site 
would be the same under both scenarios. In terms of public transit impacts, the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would generate approximately 24 A.M. peak hour transit trips and 29 P.M. 
peak hour transit trips. Over a 24-hour period, this alternative would generate demand for 390 
daily transit trips. For the 11 transit lines in the Project area, which provide service for an 
average of 93 buses during the A.M. peak hour and roughly 94 buses during the P.M. peak 
hour46

, the Change In Use Project Alternative would add less than one Project-related transit 
rider per bus during both the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. Whereas the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would result in a greater number of public transit riders in the Project area over the 
proposed Project, both would result in a less than significant impact based on the existing 
capacity of public transit in the area. Overall, both the Change In Use Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would result in less than significant Project access and public transit impacts. 

44 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, CSAfC Project Alternatives Analyses email to Plamring Associates Inc" 
August 5, 2008. 
45 Terry A. Hayes Associates, Air Quality and Noise Analysis for the Proposed Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center West 
Tower Project Alternatives memorandum to Planning Associates, Inc., August 7, 2008. 
46 Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, Traffic Impact Study Cedars Sinai Afedical Center Project, June 23, 2008 
(see Appendix E: Traffic Impact Study) 

PAGE293 

RL0026191 



EM24975 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

V. ALTERNATIVES 
D. ALTERNATIVE C: CHANGE IN USE 

Both scenarios would also have less than significant incremental access and transit impacts 
beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of the Master Plan and, 
therefore, would be comparable and similar. 

(3) Parking 

Similar to the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative would include the 
construction of an adjoining parking structure on the Project Site. However, due to the increased 
City parking requirement for this alternative, the parking structure would need to contain more 
parking spaces than the parking structure adjoining the proposed Project. The City parking 
requirement for the CSMC Campus with implementation of the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would total 8,419 parking spaces compared to the 7,669 spaces required with the 
proposed Project.47 Under the proposed Project, the 7-level parking structure would help provide 
a CSMC Campus total of 7,758 parking spaces. However, the Change In Use Project Alternative 
would be required to include an additional approximately 661 spaces to the adjoining parking 
structure or to the CSMC Campus in order to meet City requirements. Although much of this 
additional required parking could be included in the proposed parking structure, the parking 
structure size would be limited by spatial restrictions at the Project Site and height restrictions 
imposed by the City. Thus, additional spaces would likely be infilled within existing parking 
structures throughout the CSMC Campus. This would require expansions or construction of a 
new parking structure, which may require demolition of an existing facility. These changes 
would potentially result in increased incremental impacts over the impacts determined for build
out of the Master Plan in the Original EIR. Therefore, the parking impact of the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would be greater than the proposed Project and would result in a significant 
impact if additional parking were not provided on the CSMC Campus. Assuming the provision 
of additional parking on the CSMC Campus, both scenarios would have a less than significant 
incremental parking impact beyond the impacts determined in the Original EIR for build-out of 
the Master Plan, and therefore would be comparable and similar. It must be noted that there may 
be additional adverse impacts to businesses on surrounding roadways due to the loss of on-street 
parking spaces as a result of recommended traffic mitigation measures at various impacted 
intersections. 

e. Growth Inducing 

Like the proposed Project, the Change In Use Project Alternative is not anticipated to result in a 
measurable increased potential for new growth. As with the proposed Project, the net growth
inducing effect of the Change In Use Project scenario would be less than significant and may be 
slightly less than any potential associated with the proposed Project (see Section VI.D: Growth
Jnducing Impacts). 

f. Cumulative Impacts 

The same Related Projects for the proposed Project would be expected to be developed under the 
Change In Use Project Alternative and the impacts corresponding to those developments are 
anticipated to occur. The Change In Use Project Alternative would result in a significant 

47 Per parking requirements established under City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 16K847. 
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contribution to cumulative traffic impacts that are greater than the proposed Project. Due to the 
increase in traffic on the surrounding street network and the LOS impacts at several study 
intersections, the Change In Use Project Alternative is anticipated to result in significant impacts. 
Even with the implementation of mitigation measures, certain impacted intersections may have 
reached mitigation capacity; thus, this alternative's contribution toward cumulative impacts may 
be significant and unavoidable. 

g. Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

The Change In Use Project Alternative would result in similar and comparable impacts for most 
of the environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project (including those that would 
already be less than significant), but would result in greater impacts and level of significance 
determinations for long-term operational air quality, traffic, and cumulative effects. The Change 
In Use Project Alternative would also satisfy most of the Project objectives to the extent possible 
with the proposed Project, with a few important exceptions. Specifically, the Change In Use 
Project Alternative would not provide any (0%) additional inpatient beds desired in the Southern 
California region. Further, due to the conversion of floor area to outpatient services for this 
alternative, the Change In Use Project scenario will not provide and support the needed inpatient 
diagnostic and treatment facilities or improved medical technologies to the extent possible and 
desired under the proposed Project. Therefore, the Change In Use Project Alternative would not 
attain three of the Project objectives to the extent established and possible under the proposed 
Project. 

h. Comparison of Alternative's Project Impacts 

Table 36: Summary qf Alternative Net Incremental Impacts and Table 37: Alternatives 
Comparison to the Prqject provide a summary of the proposed alternatives, the net incremental 
impacts by environmental issue for each of the proposed alternatives and a comparison of the net 
incremental impacts of each alternative relative to the level of impact anticipated with the 
proposed Project, respectively. As illustrated in Table 36: Summary of Alternative Net 
Incremental Impacts, the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
air quality and noise during the short-term construction phase. A significant impact to traffic 
during the long-term operational phase would also occur. Due to the mitigation capacity 
utilization of several intersections impacted by the Change In Use Project Alternative, it is 
anticipated that this alternative would not be able to mitigate the significant impacts at several 
study intersections to less than significant levels, thus resulting in significant and unavoidable 
traffic impacts. The Change In Use Project scenario would not avoid the temporary significant 
air quality and noise impacts, and could potentially create a significant and unavoidable impact 
to long-term operational air quality and traffic. Significant impacts to parking would also result if 
additional parking spaces were not provided on the CSMC Campus. 

Although conversion of inpatient to outpatient services under the Change In Use Project 
Alternative was anticipated to reduce certain air quality, noise and traffic impacts (or confine 
them to certain hours of the day) due to the types of medical equipment (or lack of) and 
operational hours associated with the outpatient services, these impact reductions would be 
negligible and substantially similar to, or in some cases greater than, the proposed Project. 
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Implementation of the Change In Use Project Alternative would result in similar or increased 
environmental impacts for all issue areas compared to the proposed Project. Some of the impacts 
under this alternative could be somewhat greater impacts relative to the proposed Project and 
none of the impacts would be completely avoided. Overall, the Change In Use Project 
Alternative would result in an increased level of impact when compared to the proposed Project. 
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V. ALTERNATIVES 

E. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify the environmentally 
superior alternative. If the "No Project" alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, 
then the EIR must identify an environmentally superior alternative among the remaining 
alternatives. 

Based on the analysis of the Draft SEIR, the proposed Project is anticipated to result m 
significant unavoidable impacts related to: 

•Construction (short-term) air quality impacts related to NOx, PM10 and PM2.s 
•Construction (short-term) noise impacts at sensitive receptors 

Table 37: Alternatives Comparison to the Project, provides a matrix that compares the impacts 
of each alternative relative to the level of impact anticipated with the proposed Project. A more 
detailed description of each alternative and the potential impacts associated with each is provided 
above. 

Of the alternatives analyzed in this Draft SEIR, the No Project Alternative is considered the 
overall environmentally superior alternative as it would reduce and/or avoid the majority of the 
impacts (even those that would be less than significant) that would occur with implementation of 
the proposed Project. However, the No Project Alternative would not substantially satisfy the 
objectives of the Project. 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a second alternative must be established as 
environmentally superior when the No Project Alternative is the primary superior alternative. 
The comparative evaluation indicates that the Reduced Project Alternative would also be 
environmentally superior. The Reduced Project Alternative would result in the reduction of more 
Project impacts than the remaining alternative. Primarily, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
reduce the transportation and circulation impacts associated with the proposed Project due to the 
reduced size of this alternative. However, the Reduced Project Alternative would not meet the 
Project objective to provide 100 additional inpatient beds in the region and Project objectives to 
support improved medical technologies and to provide needed inpatient diagnostic and treatment 
facilities may not be fulfilled to the extent desired or possible under the proposed Project due to 
the reduction in inpatient and building space. 
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE NET IMPACTS 

PROJECT PROPOSED 
ALTA ALTB ALTC 

PHASE PROJECT 
REDUCED CHANGE-IN-USE 

NO PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT 
AESTHETICS 

Construction 
Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 

(Short-Term) 
Operation 

Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant (Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 

AIR QUALITY 
Construction 

Significant No impact Significant Significant 
(Short-Term) 

Operation 
Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

(Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

NOISE 

Construction 
Significant No impact Significant Significant 

(Short-Term) 
Operation 

Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 
(Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
Construction 

Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 
(Short-Term) 

Operation Less than significant 
No impact 

Less than significant 
Significant (Long-Term) with mitigation with mitigation 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
Construction 

Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable 
(Short-Term) 

Operation 
Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

(Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Significant 

GROWTH INDUCTING IMPACTS 
Construction 

Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 
(Short-Term) 

Operation 
Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 

(Long-Term) 

Cumulative Less than significant No impact Less than significant Less than significant 
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TABLE 37 
ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON TO THE PROJECT 

zZ 
~ 
z 

~ oO ...... rfJ ...... ............ u E-< 
~ E-< E-< ~ u > ALTERNATIVE rfJ ~ << ~ ~ < ...... u E-< E-< ~ z i=... E-< TITLE ...... ~~ ...... 
< ...... 

~ 0U E-< ~ E-< < rfJ = ~ ~ < i=... ~ ...... 
~ E-< E-< ~ = ~ 

~ 
rfJ ...... 

~u ~ ~ E-< 0 rfJ 
zU 

~~ 
~ 

E-< rfJ ~ ...... ~~ 0 = ~ ~ ...... 0 ~ f: ~ E-< 
< < < z E-< < u~ 0 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE (SHORT-TERM) 

A No Project (Master Plan Build-out) - Cf) Cf) - - NIA -
B Reduced Project (150K Additional) 0 -! -! 0 0 NIA 0 

c Change in Use (Outpatient Services) 0 0 0 0 0 NIA 0 

OPERATIONAL PHASE (LONG-TERM) 

A No Project (Master Plan Build-out) - - - - - - -
B Reduced Project (150K Additional) 0 - - - 0 0 0 

c Change in Use (Outpatient Services) 0 ~ ... ~ ~ 0 0 

CUMULATIVE (LONG-TERM/OPERATIONAL) 

A No Project (Master Plan Build-out) - - - - - - -
B Reduced Project (150K Additional) 0 - 0 - 0 0 0 

c Change in Use (Outpatient Services) 0 ~ 0 ~ ~ 0 0 

Key : o =Net incremental impact is equivalent to that identified for the Project 
_.. =Net incremental impact is greater than that identified for the Project, but 

remains less than significant (either with mitigation or not) 
T =Net incremental impact is greater than that identified for the Project and thus remains a significant 

impact 
~ =Net incremental impact is greater than that identified for the Project and becomes a significant 

impact 
- = Net incremental impact is less than that identified for the Project and thus remains a less than 

significant impact (either with mitigation or not) 
-/ =Net incremental impact is less than that identified for the Project, but remains a significant impact 

oo =Net incremental impact is less than that identified for the Project, and becomes a less than 
significant impact 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

A. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

An Initial Study ("IS") was prepared for the Project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15063, the IS for the Project was used to: 1) provide the Lead Agency with information for 
deciding whether to prepare and EIR; 2) assist in the preparation of an EIR by focusing the EIR 
on effects determined to be potentially significant, identifying effects determined not to be 
significant, and explaining the reasons for those determinations; 3) identify what type of EIR 
(i.e., Supplemental EIR) process would be appropriate; and 4) determine whether a previously 
prepared EIR could be used to support the Project. 

The City of Los Angeles determined that the preparation of a Supplemental EIR was appropriate 
for the Project; thus, consistent with those provisions, and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15162 and 15163, the IS considered whether the Project's proposed revisions to the 
approved Master Plan would: 1) require major revisions to the Original EIR, because the Project 
would create either new significant environmental impacts not previously studies in the Original 
EIR or a substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the 
Original EIR; or 2) substantially change the circumstances under which the Master Plan is 
undertaken so as to require major revisions of the Original EIR due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects; or 3) whether new information of substantial importance, which was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
Original EIR was certified as complete, meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Based on the IS and Notice of Preparation ("NOP") process, it was determined that 
implementation of the Project may, by itself and/or in conjunction with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in the Project vicinity, have a significant 
environmental effect in the following areas: Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Air Quality, Noise, 
Traffic/Circulation/Access and Cumulative Effects. This SEIR analyzes these potential 
environmental impacts and recommends additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts found likely to be significant. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, other possible effects of the Project, which 
were determined to not be significant through the IS review and NOP scoping process, are not 
discussed in detail in this SEIR. Those possible effects which did not warrant detailed analysis 
are identified below. The specific issues, as defined by the IS checklist questions or L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide ("Thresholds Guide") screening criteria1

, are identified, followed by the 
impact analysis. 

1 City of Los Angeles, Dept. of Environmental Affairs. L.A. CEOA Thresholds Guide: Your Resource for Preparing 
CEOA Analvses in Los Angeles. 2006 
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The Project will not: 

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
A. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
• Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic building within a state scenic highway. 
• Include light-blocking structures in excess of 60 feet in height above the ground 

elevation that would be located within a distance of three times the height of the 
proposed structure to a shadow-sensitive use on the north, northwest or northeast. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant project-level 
impacts on aesthetic (including visual character, artificial light, and shade/shadow), but that it 
would have direct and indirect cumulative impacts on views and with respect to illumination and 
shadows. However, all impacts related to aesthetics were reduced to less than significant 
through mitigation measures adopted from the Original EIR. The Project would create no new or 
substantially increased significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with 
respect to views, scenic vistas or shade/shadows. 

The Project Site is located in the densely developed Wilshire District of the City of Los Angeles 
and specifically in the Beverly Center-Cedars Sinai Regional Commercial Center. This area 
contains a mix of medical, commercial and retail uses with buildings of various sizes and 
architectural designs. The Project Site is not located near any scenic corridor or scenic highway. 
According to the Wilshire Community Plan, the Project Site is not located within a scenic 
viewshed. 

Development of the Project may increase the visibility of the Project Site due to increased 
building height and bulk compared to that of existing development and/or implementation of the 
remaining Master Plan development. However, visibility of the Project Site would remain 
limited because off-site views of the Project Site are already obstructed by surrounding 
development. 

The Project Site is currently developed with the two-story Existing Building and adjacent 
Existing Parking Lot. Primary views of the Project Site in the immediate area are internal views 
from the CSMC Campus at Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road. Views of the Project 
Site from Beverly Boulevard or Robertson Boulevard are fully or partially obstructed by adjacent 
buildings. Vegetation on the Project Site consists of landscaping associated with the existing 
CSMC Campus. The Project would not result in the removal of a valued aesthetic feature. The 
Existing Building is not designated as and is not a valued aesthetic feature, and existing views of 
the Project Site are limited from the main thoroughfares. 

The Project would introduce light-blocking structures, but (as was demonstrated in the Original 
EIR) would not affect any shadow-sensitive use(s) that would be located within a distance of 
three times the height of the West Tower and parking structure to the north, northwest or 
northeast. A maximum shadow of 545 feet (a length just under the 3:1 height ratio) would be 
cast from the proposed 185-foot West Tower during the winter solstice at 9:00 AM. and 3:00 
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P.M. During the morning hours, the shadow would affect the center of the CSMC Campus, 
Sherbourne Drive, and Gracie Allen Drive. The shadow would affect the Beverly Center and San 
Vicente Boulevard during afternoon hours. During the spring and fall equinoxes, a maximum 
shadow length of 395 feet would be cast from the West Tower between 8:00 AM. and 4:00 P.M. 
During morning hours, the shadow would cover portions of the CSMC Campus and Sherboume 
Drive. In the afternoon, the shadow would cover a portion of the Beverly Center and San Vicente 
Boulevard. In summary, the shadows from the Project would be less than three times its height 
and would be cast on commercial, CSMC, and/or street uses, not on shadow-sensitive uses. 
Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to shade/shadow 
conditions. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on short-range views, scenic resources or shade/shadow-sensitive uses not previously analyzed in 
the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously 
identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under 
which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the 
test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

The potential significance of the Project's impacts related to visual character, long-range views 
and lighting is addressed in Section IV· Environmental Impact Analysis: A-Aesthetics. 

Agriculture 

The Project will not: 

• Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use. 

• Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract. 
• Involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

The Project involves construction within a developed urban area. The Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (State Department of Conservation, 2002) does not identify any Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance at the Project Site. The 
Project Site is not protected by a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, as the Project will not 
convert any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non
agricultural use or conflict with existing agricultural zoning or protected land, no impacts would 
be expected. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to 
agricultural resources and would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no environmental impacts on agricultural 
resources, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is 
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undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Biological Resources 

The Project will not: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

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

• Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means. 

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
biological resources (both animal and plant life). Given that the CSMC Campus was and 
remains in a highly urbanized area, conditions related to biological resources have not changed. 
The Project would create no new or substantially increased significant impacts beyond those 
analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to biological resources. 

The Project Site and the surrounding area is urbanized and developed with a range of moderate 
intensity commercial, medical services and residential uses. Vegetation at the Project Site is 
limited to landscaping associated with existing development. Proposed new facilities are 
associated with the existing urban development. There are no natural habitats on or near the 
Project Site. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. The Project Site does not include or is near natural open space or 
a natural water source, and no sensitive species are known to use or inhabit the site. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no environmental impacts on biological 
resources not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of 
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any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with 
respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of 
substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Cultural Resources 

The Project will not: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Section 15064.5. 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5. 

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature. 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
cultural resources, including archeological, paleontological and historical resources. Because the 
potential for cultural resources within the Project Site were anticipated, no mitigation measures 
were required per the Original EIR. The Project would create no new or substantially increased 
significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to cultural resources. 

The Project Site has been previously disturbed and is currently covered with medical facilities. 
No historic, archaeological, or paleontological sites or resources were identified in a search of 
pertinent records, maps, and literature, including the National Register of Historic Places and the 
California Historical Landmarks. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would have no 
impact on cultural resources, since the Project does not occur in an area with known 
archaeological resources, archaeological study area, or fossil site. Further, the City of Los 
Angeles has adopted standard conditions that require that the grading and excavation activities 
be monitored for evidence of significant cultural resources. These standard conditions were 
implemented into Ordinance No. 168,847 for all grading at the CSMC Campus and will apply to 
the proposed Project. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no environmental impacts on cultural 
(including archeological, paleontological and historical) resources not previously analyzed in the 
Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously 
identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under 
which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the 
test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 
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• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

o Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault, 

o Strong seismic ground shaking, 
o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, 
o Landslides. 

• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 
• Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable 

as a result of the Proposed Project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 

• Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property. 

• Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts with 
respect to geology and soils (including grading, geologic hazards, seismicity, soil stability and 
contaminated soils). However, any impacts that did exist related to geology and soils were 
further reduced through mitigation measures adopted from the Original EIR. The Project would 
create no new or substantially increased significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the 
Original EIR with respect to geology and soils. 

Seismic Ground Shaking - Several active fault zones are known to exist in the Los Angeles 
region, which could produce strong groundshaking in the Project area. The seismically active 
faults nearest to the Project Site include: 1) the Inglewood branch of the Newport-Inglewood 
fault zone, approximately 1.3 miles southwest, 2) the Raymond Fault, approximately 10.5 miles 
east, 3) the Malibu Coast Fault, approximately 13 miles west-southwest, and 4) the San Fernando 
fault, approximately 14 miles north of the Project Site. 

No known faults considered active are found on or adjacent to the Project Site. Although the 
potentially active Santa Monica fault is believed to traverse the existing CSMC Campus, the 
fault is not believed to traverse the Project Site. The fault trends east-west to east-northeast 
across the existing CSMC Campus and has been identified as extending through the intersection 
of San Vicente Boulevard and Beverly Boulevard. 

As in other areas of the Los Angeles region, the Project Site may be subject to potential 
groundshaking from earthquakes along active and potentially active faults in the Los Angeles 
area. Project design and construction procedure would involve consideration of seismic design 
parameters in accordance with standard engineering practice and uniform codes. 
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Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project Site is not 
designated on official maps and databases or from past episodes as susceptible to unusual 
geologic hazards, and the Project would not involve the placement of structures on fill or involve 
the extraction of mineral resources, groundwater, oil or natural gas. Further, adherence to the 
Building Code and the Los Angeles Seismic Safety Plan would ensure that potential seismic 
risks would be reduced to a level of less than significant. Therefore, the impacts associated with 
seismic ground shaking are less than significant and do not require further evaluation. 

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction - The potential for liquefaction has 
been found to be greatest where the groundwater level is shallow and loose and fine sands occur 
within a depth of approximately 50 feet or less. Liquefaction potential decreases with increasing 
grain size and clay and gravel content. Groundwater levels in the Project Site area range from 
approximately seven to 20 feet below grade. Soils existing beneath the site at levels below the 
groundwater surface consist primarily of clay, and to a lesser extent, sands, silty sands, and silts. 
The sands beneath the site are dense and are not considered susceptible to liquefactions. Also, 
due to the dense nature of the granular soils encountered beneath the Project Site, the potential 
for seismically-induced differential settlement is considered very low. Project design and 
construction procedure involves consideration of seismic design parameters in accordance with 
standard engineering practice and building codes. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project Site is not 
susceptible to unusual geologic hazards due to the physical properties of the site. Further, 
adherence to the Building Code and the Los Angeles Seismic Safety Plan would ensure that 
potential seismic risks would be reduced to a level of less than significant. Therefore, the 
impacts associated with seismic-related ground failure are less than significant and do not require 
further evaluation. 

Landslides - The Project Site and surrounding area are essentially flat and are not adjacent to 
any hillside area. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts 
associated with seismic-induced landslides and would not require further evaluation. 

Soil erosion or the loss of topsoil - The Project Site is currently developed and essentially flat. 
Implementation of the Project would involve excavations for subterranean parking and basement 
structures. The facility design for the Project would involve use of registered professionals as 
appropriate to ensure that facility design and construction results in stable earth conditions. 
Further, the earthwork and surface condition changes would be evaluated as part of the building 
permit process. Standard practices incorporate techniques appropriate to the situation as 
described in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction 
Activity, or other techniques of equivalent effectiveness to address erosion potential. Standard 
procedure includes compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District guidance 
related to minimization of wind erosion and incorporation of best management practices for 
water erosion control in Project construction. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project does not involve 
grading on a slope of ten percent or more, and does not involve grading, clearing, or excavation 
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activities in an area of known or suspected erosion hazard. Because the Project would not result 
in a substantial change to conditions previously considered, the potential impacts noted above 
would remain less than significant and further analysis is not required. 

Unstable Soil - Based on the conclusions of the Original EIR (and the accompanying 
Geotechnical Evaluation2

), unstable soil is not known to be a potential issue on the Project Site. 
Standard procedure for facility design involves use of registered professionals as appropriate to 
ensure that facility design and construction results in stable earth conditions. Therefore, the 
Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with substantial soil erosion 
and would not require further evaluation. 

Expansive Soil - Based on the conclusions of the Original EIR, expansive soil is not known to 
be an issue on the CMSC Campus. If expansive soils were encountered during site 
improvement, the soil and colluvium materials would probably require removal and replacement 
with engineered fill materials. Standard practice for facility design involves use of registered 
professionals as appropriate to ensure that facility design and construction results in stable earth 
conditions. Because of these standard precautions and procedures, the Project is not anticipated 
to result in significant impacts associated with expansive soil and does not require further 
evaluation. 

Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems - Wastewater from the Project Site is currently 
treated at the Hyperion Treatment Plant. The Project does not involve the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in 
significant impacts associated with the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems and would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
with respect to geology and soils not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial 
increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no 
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and 
no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Project will not: 

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

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment 

2 Report ofGeotechnical Evaluation for Environmental Impact, Cedars-Sinai Afedical Center 1'vfaster Plan. prepared 
by Law/Crandall, Inc., April 16, 1991. 
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• Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

• Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, where the 
Proposed Project would result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the Project area. 

• Be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, where the proposed Project would result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area. 

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

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk ofloss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts with 
respect to hazards and hazardous materials; however, the Original EIR determined that the 
Master Plan would have significant and unavoidable project-level and cumulative impacts due to 
the increase in use of hazardous materials, generation of hazardous wastes, and the increased 
transport/disposal of hazardous materials. Mitigation measures adopted per the Original EIR 
would reduce these impacts, but not to less than significant levels. Nonetheless, the Original EIR 
concluded that continued compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws would reduce 
the risk associated with hazardous substances to acceptable levels. These significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts were accepted through the adoption of a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. The Project would create no new or substantially increased significant impacts 
beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to hazards, hazardous wastes and 
hazardous materials. 

Hazardous Materials - The Applicant currently uses and stores liquids and gases that are 
flammable or combustible at the CSMC Campus. The 1989 CSMC Business Plan requires 
biennial reporting of hazardous materials inventory changes and updates to the Los Angles Fire 
Department prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for expansions of existing 
facilities. 

In order to minimize health risks to employees and to the residents of the surrounding area, the 
CSMC places quarterly announcements in a local newspaper identifying that hazardous materials 
are used and stored on site, trains staff in the use and proper handling of hazardous materials, 
posts notices on site identifying the site contains hazardous materials, and disposes of hazardous 
materials properly. The Fire Department has determined that the CSMC is not required to file a 
Risk Management Prevention Plan, due to the quantities and concentrations of substances used 
on site. 

Using Thresholds· Guide screening criteria, it was detennined that the Project would involve the 
use and storage of toxic, readily combustible, or otherwise hazardous materials; however, the 
CSMC would update its Business Plan prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy for the 
Project. Conformance with all applicable laws and regulations and the implementation of all 
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applicable CSMC safety policies and procedures is considered part of the Project. In addition, 
the Project would not use or manage hazardous substances in sufficient quantities to cause 
potential hazard. 

Because the Project would not result in a substantial change to conditions previously considered, 
the potential impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials noted above would remain 
less than significant and further analysis is not required. 

Airport Safety - The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan or is within two 
miles of a public use airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant airport safety hazard impacts and would not require further 
evaluation. 

Emergency Response Plans - The CSMC has a Disaster Response Plan on file with the City of 
Los Angeles. The Disaster Response Plan responds to a variety of emergency conditions, such as 
fire and seismic events as well as the release of chemical or hazardous materials. In the event of 
an emergency, the CSMC is required to notify the Fire Department. The Fire Department 
provides assistance in control of fire or hazardous material spills and determines whether 
evacuation of off site areas is necessary or appropriate. Any decision to evacuate off site areas is 
at the discretion of the Fire Department. Any such decision would conform to established 
evacuation procedures. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would require a 
revised risk management plan. The CSMC would update its Business Plan, which includes its 
Disaster Response Plan, prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy for the Project. 
Conformance with all applicable laws and regulations and the implementation of all applicable 
CSMC safety policies and procedures is considered part of the Project. 

Development of the Project may involve temporary lane closures or traffic detours but would not 
substantially affect area roadways or other significant transportation corridors. The Project 
would not involve any permanent changes in transportation corridors. 

Because the Project would not result in a substantial change to conditions previously considered, 
the potential impacts associated with the emergency response plans noted above would remain 
less than significant and further analysis is not required. 

Wildland Fires - The Project Site is located in a relatively flat, urbanized area. There are 
thirteen fire hydrants located on or adjacent to the CSMC. The hydrant locations include four 
hydrants on San Vicente Boulevard, two hydrants on Sherboume Drive, three hydrants on Gracie 
Allen Drive, and four hydrants on George Burns Road. 

Using Threshold<; Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project Site is not located 
in a brush fire hazard area, hillside, or area with inadequate fire hydrant service or street access. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with wildland 
fires and would not require further evaluation. 
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As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
with respect to hazards, hazardous wastes and hazardous materials not previously analyzed in the 
Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously 
identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under 
which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the 
test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The Project will not: 

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted). 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course ofa stream or river, in a manner, which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on- or off-site. 

• Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff 

• Otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map. 

• Place within a l 00-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect 
flood flows. 

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 

• Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
hydrology and water quality. The Project would create no new or substantially increased 
significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to hydrology and 
water quality. 

Water Quality - The Project Site is within the Los Angeles Region (4) of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (the "RWQCB"). The City of Los Angeles is subject to the water quality 
regulations of the Los Angeles RWQCB. Under the authority of the Clean Water Act ("CWA"), 
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which prohibits the discharge of any pollutant to navigable waters from a point source unless a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") permit authorizes the discharge, 
the Environmental Protection Agency (the "EPA") publishes regulations establishing the 
"NPDES" permit application requirements for storm water discharges. As an agent of the State 
Water Resources Control Board the (the "SWRCB"), RWQCBs are authorized to implement a 
municipal storm water permitting programs as part of their NPDES authority. The SWRCB has 
issued general storm water discharge permits to cover industrial and construction activities, 
which are required for specific industry types based on standard industrial classification and 
construction activities on projects greater than 5,000 square feet. The general permits include: 
the "Statewide General Industrial Storm Water Permit" (addresses waste discharge requirements 
for discharges of storm water associated with industrial activities excluding construction 
activities); and, the "Statewide General Construction Storm Water Permit" (addresses waste 
discharge requirements for discharges of storm water runoff associated with construction 
activities). 

The RWQCBs oversee implementation and enforcement of the general permits. Municipal 
permits typically require permittees to develop an area-wide storm water management plan, 
implement Best Management Practices ("BMPs") and perform storm water monitoring. BMPs 
for the County of Los Angeles are identified in the documents supporting the County NPDES 
permits. On December 13, 2001, the Los Angeles RWQCB issued a municipal storm water 
NPDES permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS004001) to the County of Los Angeles and its co
permittees, which include the City of Los Angeles. Implementation of the Best Management 
Practices in accordance with the Development Best Management Practices Handbook (City of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, May 2002) would adequately protect the water 
quality during construction activities. 

Using Thresholds· Guide screening criteria, it was determined that, with implementation of 
BMPs, construction and operation of the Project would not involve point source discharges or 
nonpoint sources of contamination into a receiving water body. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with surface 
water quality and would not require further evaluation. 

Groundwater - Potable water is currently supplied to the Project Site by the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (the "LADWP"). Groundwater levels in the Project Site area 
range from approximately seven to 20 feet below grade. The Project Site is currently developed 
with no permeable area. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project would not include 
groundwater extraction for potable water supply purposes. Due to the shallow depth to 
groundwater, dewatering may be involved during excavation activities. Basement walls and 
floor slabs of the proposed subterranean structures would be either waterproofed and designed to 
withstand the potential hydrostatic pressure imposed on the structures by groundwater, or would 
utilize a continuous dewatering or subdrainage system. Such systems would be constructed 
following recommendations made by a licensed engineer prepared specifically for the 
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subterranean structures. It was further determined that the Project would not reduce any 
permeable area. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with ground 
water levels and would not require further evaluation. 

Drainage - Runoff from the Project Site drains into ex1stmg city storm drains. Drainage 
facilities in the vicinity include catch basins in Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road. 
Runoff from George Bums Road connects to a 42-inch drain in Gracie Allen Drive. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that as the Project Site is currently 
developed and impervious to runoff, development of the Project would not be expected to 
change the amount of runoff from the Project Site, and run-off from the Project Site would not 
drain onto an unimproved street or onto adjacent properties. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with existing 
drainage patterns and would not require further evaluation. 

Flood Zone/Flood Hazard - Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that 
the Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood plain, according to the FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map, and is also not located in a hillside area, near a dam or levee, or near any 
large bodies of water. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result m significant impacts associated with 
inundation and would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
with respect to hydrology or water quality not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no 
substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original 
EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is 
undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Land Use and Planning 

The Project will not: 

• Physically divide an established community. 
• Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

• Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 

PAGE 312 

RL0026211 



EM24995 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
A. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant project-level 
impacts on land use planning and zoning. The Project would create no new or substantially 
increased significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to land use 
planning and zoning. 

The Project Site is located on the CSMC Campus and surrounded by medical, commercial and 
residential uses. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that: the Project would include a 
land use compatible with adjacent land uses; the Project would not include features that would 
cause any permanent disruption in the established community; and the Project would not result in 
a "spot" zone. 

The Project would be a 100 new inpatient bed expansion of the existing Master Plan and would 
assist in supporting the health care needs of the area and the region. The West Tower and 
attached 7-level parking structure would be similar in scale and character to other buildings on 
the CSMC Campus and in the surrounding area. The West Tower would not exceed 185 feet, the 
maximum height permitted in the Master Plan, and would be of the same architectural style as 
the other buildings on the CSMC Campus. 

The General Plan Land Use map designates the Project Site and CSMC Campus as a Regional 
Commercial land use with a "Health Center" symbol. The zoning for the CSMC Campus and 
Project Site is [T][Q]C2-2D-O. 

Using Thresholds· Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would be 
consistent with the General Plan and would not require a General Plan amendment. 

The proposed Project will not change the type of land use on the Project Site, therefore no 
General Plan amendment would be required. Moreover, the established zoning of [T][Q]C2-2D
O supports the use, density, and height of the Project. Only the conditions imposed on the 
current zoning would be revised to accommodate amendments to the CSMC Master Plan and 
associated Development Agreement (Ordinance No. 168,847). The Zoning nomenclature of 
[T][Q]C2-2D-O and the land use designation of Regional Commercial would be retained. The 
Project Site is not located in or near any natural community conservation area and is not 
associated with any habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result 
in significant impacts due to inconsistencies with adopted plans and would not require further 
evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on land use planning and zoning not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial 
increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no 
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and 
no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 
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• Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 
to the region and the residents of the state. 

• Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
mineral resources. The Project would create no new or substantially increased significant 
impacts on mineral resources beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR. 

The Project Site overlies a portion of the Salt Lake Oil Field. Oil is currently being extracted 
from a portion of the oil field immediately adjacent to the east of the Project Site, across San 
Vicente Boulevard. Abandoned oil wells are located throughout the Salt Lake Oil Field, 
including five known abandoned wells within the boundaries of the CSMC Campus. No known 
oil wells are located on the Project Site. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project would not block 
access to any potential mineral resources. 

Oil wells, which previously existed near the Project Site, have since been abandoned. The 
Project Site would be developed with similar uses to those currently found on site. Therefore, it 
is unlikely that the Project would block any ongoing oil extraction activities. The Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant impacts on mineral resources, and would not require further 
evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on mineral resources not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the 
severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial 
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new 
information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) 
has arisen. 

Noise (Airport) 

The Project will not: 

• Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, where the Project 
would expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise 
levels. 

• Be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, where the Project would expose people 
residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels. 
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The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts with 
respect to airport noise. The Project would create no new or substantially increased significant 
impacts beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR with respect to airport noise. 

Using Thresholds· Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Master Plan area is not 
located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts associated with airport 
noises, and further evaluation of such is not required. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
with respect to airport noises not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase 
in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial 
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new 
information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15 l 62(a)(3) 
has arisen. 

The potential significance of impacts related to other noise issues is addressed in Section !VB: 
Noise. 

Population, Housing and Employment 

The Project will not: 

• Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure). 

• Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

• Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
population and housing. Further, employment impacts in the context of jobs/housing balance 
were determined to be less than significant. The Project would create no new or substantially 
increased significant impacts on population and housing beyond those analyzed in the Original 
EIR. 

The Project Site is currently developed with medical facilities and parking lot uses, and is located 
in a fully developed urban area. Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined 
that: the Project would not include a General Plan amendment, which could result in an increase 
in population over that projected in the General Plan; the Project would not induce substantial 
growth around the Project Site as it does not involve the construction of major infrastructure; the 
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proposed medical facilities would replace and are an extension of existing medical facilities; and 
the Project would not involve displacement of existing housing and/or residents. 

Because the Project would not result in a substantial change to conditions previously considered, 
the potential impacts associated with population and housing would remain less than significant 
and further analysis is not required. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on population, housing and employment not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no 
substantial increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original 
EIR, no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is 
undertaken, and no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Public Services 

The Project will not: 

• Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for: 

o Fire protection, 
o Police protection during Project construction, 
o Schools, 
o Parks, 
o Other public facilities. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks and recreation and 
libraries, except that the Master Plan would have significant project-level and cumulative 
impacts on fire protection services and on police protection services. Mitigation measures 
adopted per the Original EIR would reduce these impacts, but not to less than significant levels. 
Nonetheless, the Original EIR concluded that continued compliance with applicable state and 
local codes, and guidelines in City planning/policy documents, would reduce these impacts to the 
extent reasonably feasible. These significant unavoidable adverse impacts were accepted through 
the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Project would create no new or 
substantially increased significant impacts on public services beyond those analyzed in the 
Original EIR. 

Fire Protection Services - The Los Angeles Fire Department (the "LAFD") has fire stations at 
the following locations for initial response into the Project area. Distances shown were calculated 
to the intersection of Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums Road: 
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Task Force Station -Truck and Engine Company 
Battalion 18 Headquarters 
1556 South Robertson Boulevard 

Fire Station No. 61 
Task Force Station -Truck and Engine Company 
5821 West Third Street 

Fire Station No. 41 
Single Engine Company 
1439 North Gardner Street 
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1.7 miles 

2.0 miles 

3.2 miles 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria, it was determined that the Project would be located 
farther from an engine or truck company than the maximum response distance. 

The maximum response distance for a Truck and Engine company to a Commercial Center is 1 
mile and 0.75 miles, respectively. As shown above, the Project Site is at a slightly greater 
distance. However, per mitigation measures required and implemented from the Original EIR, 
which address CSMC Campus access and building requirements, fire protection impacts were 
reduced to less than significant levels. These mitigation measures would still be required as part 
of any additional development completed in accordance with the Master Plan, including the 
Project. Therefore, the Project's potential impacts related to fire protection would be adequately 
mitigated to less than significant levels and further analysis is not required. 

As indicated in Thresholds Guide, the Project could result in a significant impact if the following 
is true: 

• The Project Site is located in a brush fire hazard area, hillside, or area with inadequate 
fire hydrant service or street access. 

However, the Project Site is located in a relatively flat, urbanized area. There are thirteen fire 
hydrants located on or adjacent to the CSMC Campus. The hydrant locations include four 
hydrants on San Vicente Boulevard, two hydrants on Sherboume Drive, three hydrants on Gracie 
Allen Drive, and four hydrants on George Burns Road. 

As also indicated in the Thresholds Guide, the Project could result in a significant impact if the 
following is true: 

• The Project does involve the use and storage of toxic, readily combustible, or 
otherwise hazardous materials. 

CSMC currently uses and stores liquids and gases that are flammable or combustible. The 1989 
CSMC Business Plan requires biennial reporting of hazardous materials inventory changes to the 
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Los Angles Fire Department and updates prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for 
expansions of existing facilities. 

In order to minimize health risks to employees and to the residents of the surrounding area, the 
CSMC places quarterly announcements in a local newspaper identifying that hazardous materials 
are used and stored on site, trains staff in the use and proper handling of hazardous materials, 
posts notices on site identifying the site contains hazardous materials, and disposes of hazardous 
materials properly. The Fire Department has determined that the CSMC is not required to file a 
Risk Management Prevention Plan, due to the quantities and concentrations of substances used 
on site. Conformance with all applicable laws and regulations and the implementation of all 
applicable CSMC safety policies and procedures is considered part of the Project. 

The CSMC also has a Disaster Response Plan on file with the City of Los Angeles. The Disaster 
Response Plan responds to a variety of emergency conditions, such as fire and seismic events as 
well as the release of chemical or hazardous materials. In the event of an emergency, the CSMC 
is required to notify the Fire Department. The Fire Department provides assistance in control of 
fire or hazardous material spills and determines whether evacuation of off-site areas is necessary 
or appropriate. Any decision to evacuate off-site areas is at the discretion of the Fire Department. 
Any such decision would conform to established evacuation procedures. The CSMC would be 
required to update its Business Plan prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy for the Project. 

The Thresholds Guide determines that a Project would have a less than significant impact if: 

• The Project's location would provide for adequate LAFD access. 

Both George Bums Road and Gracie Allen Drive are wider than the minimum 20 feet required 
for LAFD access, do not have a grade exceeding 15 percent, and are not dead-ends exceeding 
700 feet. Per the mitigation measures in the Original EIR, these site planning considerations 
adequately mitigate potential impacts related to emergency access to a less than significant level, 
and no further analysis is required. 

According to the Thresholds Guide, a significant impact could also result if: 

• There are two street intersections near the Project Site that would have a level of 
service (LOS) ofE or F due to implementation of the Project. 

The intersections of Robertson Boulevard/Alden-Gracie Allen Drive and George Bums 
Road/Beverly Boulevard would be significantly affected by implementation of the Project unless 
mitigation measures are implemented. Further analysis of these intersections, to identify 
appropriate mitigation measures, as well as other area intersections, as appropriate, is 
recommended in the Project EIR. Traffic congestion issues, including those that may affect 
accessibility of emergency vehicles, would be addressed through the traffic analysis in the 
Project EIR. 

Per the Original EIR, mitigation measures pertaining to Fire Protection services were adopted 
and would be carried forward to the Project as follows: 
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• The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan 
and the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the General Plan of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

• Definitive plans and specifications shall be submitted to the Fire Department and 
requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to commencement of any portion of 
this project. 

• All first story portions of any building must be within 300 feet of an approved fire 
hydrant. 

• Fire lanes in commercial of industrial areas shall be no more than 300 feet from a fire 
hydrant. 

• Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required. 
• Any person owning or having control of any facility, structure, group of structures, or 

premises shall provide and maintain Fire Department access. 
• If any portion of the first story exterior walls of any building or structure is more than 

150 feet from the edge of the roadway of an improved street, an approved fire lane 
shall be provided so that such portion is within 150 feet of the edge of the fire lane. 

• At least two different ingress/egress roads for each area able to accommodate major 
fire apparatus and provide for an evacuation during emergency situations shall be 
required. 

• Construction of public or private roadways in the proposed development shall not 
exceed a 15 percent grade. 

• Private development shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown on 
Department of Public Works Standard Plan D-22549. 

• Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall be 
required. 

• No fire lane shall be less than 20 feet in width. When a fire lane must accommodate 
the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are 
installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

• Sprinkler systems shall be required throughout any structure in accordance with the 
Los Angeles Municipal Coed, Section 57.09.07. 

• To mitigate potential significant impact on access, the Medical Center should 
covenant and agree that all current public and private streets shall remain open to free 
travel of emergency vehicles. 

• The water delivery system shall be improved to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department prior to occupancy of any new development. 

Implementation of standard conditions of approval and these mitigation measures, as well as the 
collection of service fees/taxes associated with the Project, would reduce all fire protection 
service impacts to a less than significant level and would not require further evaluation. 

Police Services - The Project Site is located in the Los Angeles Police Department's (the 
"LAPD") Wilshire Area, in Reporting District 7. The Wilshire Area station is located at 4861 
West Venice Boulevard. The Project Site is currently developed with 90,000 square feet of 
medical uses. 
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The Thresholds Guide screening criteria for police protection services asks: Would the Project 
result in a net increase of 75 residential units, 100,000 square feet of commercial floor area, or 
200,000 square feet of industrial floor area? 

The Project would involve the development of 100 new inpatient beds (200,000 square feet of 
floor area for medical uses) beyond the 700,000 square feet of development approved and vested 
under the Master Plan. Several mitigation measures pertaining to Police Protection services were 
adopted per the Original EIR and Development Agreement, and would be carried forward under 
the Project. These mitigation measures are: 

• Elevators, lobbies, and parking areas should be well illuminated and designed 
with minimum dead space to eliminate areas of concealment. 

• Tenant parking areas should be controlled by an electronic card-key gate in 
conjunction with a closed circuit television system. 

• Private security guards are recommended to monitor and patrol the development. 
• Upon project completion, the applicant should be encouraged to provide the 

Wilshire Area commanding officer with a diagram of the project. The diagram 
should include access routes, unit numbers, and any information that might 
facilitate police response. 

• CSMC shall make available up to 1,500 square feet of floor area within the 
Property for a temporary Los Angeles Police Department sub-station, subject to 
the acceptance and approval thereof by the Los Angeles Police Department and 
The Los Angeles City Council. 

In addition, the CSMC uses would continue to use a private security network including closed 
circuit television system and security personnel throughout the CSMC Campus. 

Implementation of standard conditions of approval and these mitigation measures, as well as the 
collection of service fees/taxes associated with the Project, would reduce the Project's police 
protection service impacts to a less than significant level, and no further evaluation is required. 

The proposed Project would have a less than significant effect on police services during the 
construction phase, and further analysis is not warranted. 

Schools - The Project Site is located in the Los Angeles Unified School District, Board of 
Education District 1. The Project Site is currently developed with 90,000 square feet of medical 
uses. 

The Thresholds Guide screening criteria for schools asks: would the Project result in a net 
increase of 75 residential units, 100,000 square feet of commercial floor area, or 200,000 square 
feet of industrial floor area? 

The Project would involve the development of 100 new inpatient beds (200,000 square feet of 
floor area for medical uses) beyond the 700,000 square feet of development approved and vested 
under the Master Plan. However, these medical uses would be similar to existing land uses at the 
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Project Site and would be an extension of the established CSMC Campus. As the surrounding 
area is fully developed, the addition of l 00 new inpatient beds is not expected to promote 
residential development in areas surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, the Project is not 
expected to involve growth-inducing impacts associated with schools and would not require 
further evaluation. 

Parks and Other Public Facilities - The Project involves the development of medical and 
parking uses. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project would not result in 
a net increase of any residential units. 

Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to parks and other public 
facilities would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on public services not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the 
severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial 
changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new 
information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) 
has arisen. 

Parks and Recreation 

The Project will not: 

• Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated. 

• Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

The Original EIR determined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
parks and recreation resources. The Project would create no new or substantially increased 
significant impacts on park and recreation resources beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR. 

The Project would not create additional demand for recreational facilities or does not include or 
require the construction ofrecreational facilities. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result 
in significant impacts to recreational facilities and would not require further evaluation. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on park and recreation resources not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial 
increase in the severity of any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no 
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and 
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no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

Traffic, Transportation and Access (Air Traffic) 

The Project will not: 

• Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels 
or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

Air Traffic - The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles 
of a public use airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. The Project would have no impact 
on air traffic patterns. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to 
air traffic patterns and would not require further evaluation of this issue. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no impacts on air traffic patterns, no 
substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and 
no new information of substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 
15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

The potential significance of the Project's impacts related to other traffic, transportation and 
access issues, is addressed in Section JV: Environmental Impact Analysis: D- Traffic, Circulation 
and Access. 

Utilities 

The Project will not: 

• Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

• Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

• Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

• Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or require new or expanded entitlements needed. 

• Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the proposed Project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the 
Proposed Project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments. 

• Be served by a landfill without sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project's solid waste disposal needs 
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The Original EIR detennined that the Master Plan would have less than significant impacts on 
utilities, including power, natural gas, communication systems, and storm water drainage; 
however, the Original EIR concluded that the Master Plan would have significant and 
unavoidable project-level and cumulative impacts on water conservation, sanitary sewers and 
non-hazardous and hazardous solid waste and disposal. The Project would create no new or 
substantially increased significant impacts on utilities beyond those analyzed in the Original EIR. 

Water/Wastewater (Sanitary Sewers) - Water is currently supplied to the Project Site by the 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (the "LADWP"), which also distributes water to 
most of the City of Los Angeles. The LADWP had indicated that the existing water system 
could accommodate the anticipated water use demand of the CSMC Master Plan. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria it was determined that the Project would not cause the 
Community Plan area to exceed the projected growth in employment for the year of project 
occupancy/build out. 

Following development of the Project, water service would continue to be provided by the 
LADWP. The Project would result in a net increase of 55,000 gallons3 per day over the Master 
Plan projected levels. The established zoning of [T][Q]C2-2D-O supports the use and density of 
the Project. Several mitigation measures pertaining to water usage (and sewage generation) were 
included in the Original EIR and as part of the existing Development Agreement. These 
mitigation measures are: 

Water 
• To the maximum extent feasible, reclaimed water shall be used during the grading 

and construction of the project for dust control, soil compaction, and concrete mixing. 
• The project should incorporate water saving design techniques in order to minimize 

water requirements. The installation of water conserving plumbing fixtures and City 
approval of a landscape design plan would be required if the City's water 
conservation program is still in effect at the time of building permit issuance. If the 
[program is] no longer in effect, the applicant should still consider the incorporation 
of these measures into the proposed project, where feasible. 

• Water in fountains, ponds, and other landscape features within the proposed project 
must be treated and filtered to meet City and State health standards. Also, 
recirculating systems should be used to prevent waste. 

• A recirculating hot water system should be used, where feasible. 
• Automatic irrigation systems should be set to ensure irrigation during early morning 

or evening hours to minimize water loss through evaporation. 
• Drip irrigation systems should be used for any proposed irrigation system. 
• Reclaimed water should be investigated as a source of irrigation for large landscaped 

areas. 

3 Daily water consumption based on 275 gallons per 1,000 square feet. Worst case analysis assumes water 
consumption to be 110 percent of sewage flow. Source: Bureau of Sanitation. Sewer Facilities Charge, Sewage 
Generation Factors for Residential and Commercial Categories. Effective June 6, 1996. 
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• Selection of drought-tolerant, low-water-consuming plant varieties should be used to 
reduce irrigation water consumption. 

• Low-flow and water conserving toilets, faucets, and showerheads must be installed in 
new construction and when remodeling. 

• Plumbing fixtures should be selected which reduce potential water loss from leakage 
due to excessive wear of washers. 

• Promptly detect and repair leaks. 

Sanitary Sewer (Wastewater) 

• The applicant must comply with the prov1s10ns of ordinances regarding sewer 
capacity allotment in the City of Los Angeles. In addition, the applicant must comply 
with Ordinance No. 166,080 which restricts water consumption and which will 
concurrently reduce sewage flows. 

• Measures cited in Section IV.Q.4, Water, [of the Original EIR], which restricts water 
consumption should be implemented to reduce sewage flows. 

Since the time of certification of the Original EIR and adoption of the mitigation measures 
through the Development Agreement, available water supply and achievement of water 
conservation continue to be of environmental concern. Legislation enacted since the approval of 
the Master Plan requires water agencies to prepare and adopt water management plans. The City 
of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power's ("LADWP") Urban Water Management Plan 
("UWMP"), last adopted in 2005, recognizes and accounts for periods of dry conditions and calls 
for increased water conservation continually through year 2030 to off-set periods of diminished 
water capacity. LADWP is in the process of adopting updated Water Conservation Devices and 
Measure for New Development in the City of Los Angeles. These requirements were 
incorporated into the City's proposed Green Building Ordinance adopted in April 2008, and 
would therefore become a standard condition requirement for all new development, including the 
Project. In the interim, the LADWP requests that the proposed water measures be required and 
incorporated for all discretionary projects under review by Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning.4 Many of these water conservation devices and measures are already addressed 
through the adopted mitigation measures per the Original EIR. Compliance with this City 
requirement would further reduce the impacts of the Project. 

Wastewater from the Project Site is currently treated at the Hyperion Treatment Plant (the 
"HTP"). The HTP treats wastewater from almost all of the City of Los Angeles, as well as from 
the Cities of Beverly Hills, Glendale, Culver City, El Segundo, Burbank, San Fernando, Santa 
Monica, and portions of Los Angeles County and 29 contract agencies. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria for it was determined that: the Project would not 
produce wastewater flows in a Sewer Capacity Threshold Area; the Project would produce an 
increase of more than 4,000 gallons per day; and the Project would not include a change in the 
land use limitations, which would allow greater average daily flows. 

4 Letter to Gail Goldberg, Director of Planning, City Planning Department from H. David Nahai, Chief Executive 
Officer and General Manager, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, dated March 6, 2008. 
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The Project would result in a net increase of 50,000 gallons5 per day over the CSMC Master 
Plan. The established zoning of [T][Q]C2-2D-O supports the use and density of the Project. The 
applicant must comply with the provisions of ordinances regarding sewer capacity allotment in 
the City of Los Angles. The mitigation measures pertaining to water usage would also reduce 
sewage flows. 

Implementation of standard conditions of approval and the Original EIR' s mitigation measures, 
as well as the collection of service fees/taxes associated with the Project, would reduce the 
Project's water and wastewater impacts to a less than significant level, and no further evaluation 
is required . 

Solid Waste - Solid waste from the Project Site is collected by private collection firms 
contracted directly with the property owner. The private collectors operating in the project area 
dispose of general refuse at any of four Class III landfills in Los Angeles County. 

Using Thresholds Guide screening criteria for it was determined that the Project would not result 
in solid waste generation of five tons or more per week above the Master Plan generation rate. 

Construction of some of the Master Plan's approved development will involve site preparation 
(vegetation removal and grading activities) and construction activities, which would generate 
typical construction debris, including wood, paper, glass, plastic, metals, cardboard, and green 
wastes. Construction of the Project would result in a net increase in site-generated solid waste of 
approximately 1,400 pounds6 per day or 4.9 tons per week over the projected Master Plan levels. 
Several mitigation measures pertaining to solid waste were included in the Original EIR and as 
part of the existing Development Agreement. These mitigation measures are: 

• Commercial-size trash compactors shall be installed. 
• White paper, glass, and metal recycling programs shall be implemented. 

In addition, the Project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. Implementation of standard conditions of approval and the Original EIR' s 
mitigation measures, as well as the collection of service fees/taxes associated with the Project, 
would reduce the Project's solid waste impacts to a less than significant level, and no further 
evaluation is required. 

As such, the revisions to the Master Plan proposed by the Project would not require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, because there would be no new significant environmental impacts 
on utilities not previously analyzed in the Original EIR, no substantial increase in the severity of 
any significant impact previously identified in the Original EIR, no substantial changes with 
respect to the circumstances under which the Project is undertaken, and no new information of 
substantial importance meeting the test of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3) has arisen. 

5 Based on 250 gallons per 1,000 square feet. Source: Bureau of Sanitation. Sewer Facilities Charge, Sewage 
Generation Factors for Residential and Commercial Categories. Effective June 6, 1996. 
6 Seven pounds/1000 square feet. Source: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering. April, 1981. 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

B. SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section l 5126(b) requires that an EIR discuss significant environmental 
effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented. Based upon the analysis 
in Section IV: Environmental Impact Analysis, with implementation of mitigation measures, the 
Project will not result in a significant environmental effect with regard to the issues analyzed 
herein, except for significant unavoidable impacts related to: 

• Construction (short-term) air quality impacts related to NOx, PM10 and PM2.s 
• Construction (short-term) noise impacts at sensitive receptors 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15092 and 15093, and in the event the Project is 
approved, the City of Los Angeles must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
acknowledging these outstanding significant adverse impacts and stating the reason(s) for 
accepting these impacts in light of the whole environmental record as weighed against the 
benefits of the Project. 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

C. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126( c) requires that an EIR discuss irreversible environmental 
changes due to the proposed Project. Irreversible environmental changes will not occur as a 
result of Project implementation. The Project Site has been committed to urban use for many 
years, and as a medical center since at least 1955. The Project uses are consistent with City 
planned land uses for the Project Site and the existing uses within the project area. Thus, 
development of the Project Site is not considered a new commitment to urban development and 
does not represent the conversion of undeveloped land. 

Construction of the Project will require the consumption of natural resources and renewable and 
nonrenewable materials, including building materials (e.g., wood and metal) and fossil fuels 
(e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel, and natural gas). Once operational, the Project uses will require 
consumption of natural resources and renewable and non-renewable materials such as electricity, 
natural gas, potable water, and fossil fuels for Project-generated vehicle trips. The commitment 
ofresources associated with the Project is consistent with planned future development within the 
City of Los Angeles. Moreover, the use of resources represents a very small percentage of the 
resources to be utilized by development City-wide. 

Additionally, the Project provides public benefits through expansion of medical services and 
research. There is no particular justification for avoiding or delaying the continued commitment 
of these resources. 

PAGE 327 

RL0026227 



EM25011 

RL0026228 



EM25012 

CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
D. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

D. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

How the Proposed Project Could Foster Growth 

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR "discuss the growth inducing 
impact of the proposed Project, including ways in which the proposed project could foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment." 

The Project is not expected to generate growth in the area beyond the intensification of the 
Project Site. Development of the 460,650 square foot West Tower, which will contain 90,000 
square feet from the Existing Building that will be demolished, 170,650 square feet remaining 
under the approved and vested Master Plan, and 200,000 square feet under the Project, will result 
in an increase in short-term construction and long-term employment opportunities. The City of 
Los Angeles and surrounding areas include a large employee base; however, new jobs at the 
Project Site would offer employment opportunities to workers who may already reside close to 
or within the Wilshire Community Plan area. 

The Project Site is readily accessible from area freeways, local roadways and mass transit 
(buses). CSMC employees come from a variety of locations throughout Los Angeles, Orange 
and Ventura Counties. 

It is not expected that any significant number of employees will move to the area specifically 
because of the Project. No significant growth inducing impact would occur. Short-term 
construction jobs are not anticipated to induce unanticipated new population growth, because the 
construction process is temporary and those jobs would end once development is completed. 

It is anticipated that the Project will be adequately serviced by existing extensions of the 
electrical, water, sewer and natural gas utility systems existing on or near the Project Site. No 
additional infrastructure of this nature would be constructed that could generate additional 
population growth in the project area. 

Construction of the Project will create short-term construction jobs, as well as permanent jobs 
associated with the increase in medical services and research. Surrounding land uses and 
businesses may experience secondary effects through stimulated economic activity and growth 
due to an increased need for commercial support services in the general vicinity of the Project 
Site due to the incremental increase in the number of employees and patrons at the CSMC 
Campus. Although the Project would directly provide employment growth at the Project Site, 
and indirectly stimulate economic growth in the surrounding area, such growth is not outside the 
scope of what has been anticipated and planned for in the Community Plan area. Thus, no 
significant growth inducing impacts are anticipated. 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
D. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

The related projects (see Section III: General Description of the Environmental Setting) are 
primarily infill projects that will similarly add to the physical and economic revitalization of the 
Wilshire and West Los Angeles area. Cumulative impacts relating to each environmental issue 
discussed in this SEIR are addressed under the individual impact analysis sections (see Section 
IV: Environmental Impact Analysis). The City will require the preparation of an EIR for those 
related projects that the City anticipates will have potentially significant environmental impacts. 
Those EIRs must similarly discuss cumulative impacts and growth inducing effects. Individual 
project mitigation measures may be required in order to reduce environmental impacts. The 
Project and the related projects are not expected to generate unwanted or unplanned growth 
inducing effects. On the contrary, the City's General Plan Framework favors infill development, 
and the continued development of vital, Regional and/or Community Centers such as the project 
area to provide for high-intensity centers, consistent with the preservation and protection of low
density, single-family residential areas from encroachment by other types of uses. Such land use 
arrangements are generally considered to have less of an effect on the environment by preserving 
unplanned or premature lands from development on the urban fringe or in more remote and rural 
locations. 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

E. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

A Mitigation Monitoring Program ("MMP") has been prepared in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21081 .6, which requires a Lead or Responsible Agency that approves or 
carries out a project where an EIR has identified significant environmental effects to adopt a 
"reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a 
condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment." The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the Project. 

The function and format of the MMP are described here, and a copy of the Draft MMP is 
provided in Appendix G: Mitigation Monitoring Program of this SEIR. A Final MMP will be 
adopted at the conclusion of the SEIR process and will reflect the final set of required mitigation 
measures to address Project impacts. 

The MMP is designed to monitor implementation of all feasible mitigation measures as 
identified in the SEIR for the Project. In the Draft MMP, mitigation measures are listed and 
numbered consistent with the relevant section numbering provided in the Draft SEIR. Each 
mitigation measure is listed and categorized by topic with an accompanying discussion of the 
following: 

• The phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure should be monitored 
(i.e., prior to issuance of a building permit, construction, or occupancy); 

• The enforcing agency (i.e., the agency with the authority to enforce the mitigation 
measure); and 

• The monitoring agency (i.e., the agency which monitors compliance and 
implementation of the required mitigation measure). 

The Project Applicant shall be obligated to provide certification prior to the issuance of site or 
building plans (or an appropriate subsequent stage) that compliance with the required mitigation 
measures has been achieved. All departments listed in the MMP are within the City of Los 
Angeles unless otherwise noted. The entity responsible for the implementation of all mitigation 
measures shall be the Project Applicant unless otherwise noted. 
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City of Los Angeles 
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Mr. Adam Villani, Environmental Review Coordinator 
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3.1 Introduction to the Environmental Analysis 

3.1.1 Introduction 

Section 3.0 of this document examines the environmental consequences associated with the 
proposed project and its alternatives, as described in Section 2.0. 

3.1.2 Contents of Environmental Analysis 

Section 3.0 includes an analysis of the 17 environmental issue areas listed below: 

3.2 Traffic and Circulation 
3.3 Parking 
3.4 Land Use and Development/Communities and Neighborhoods 
3.5 Land Acquisition/Displacement and Relocation 
3.6 Socioeconomics 
3.7 Visual Quality 
3.8 Air Quality 
3.9 Noise and Vibration 
3.10 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
3.11 Water Resources 
3.12 Biological Resources 
3.13 Energy Resources 
3.14 Safety and Security 
3.15 Community Facilities and Utilities 
3.16 Hazards 
3.17 Cultural Resources 
3.18 Construction Impacts 

Within each issue area, the Proposed Project and alternatives are discussed in the following order: 

3.x.1 Introduction 
3.x.2 Affected Environment 
3.x.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

3.1.3 Assessment Methodology 

Affected Environment 

In Section 3.0, the analysis within each issue area begins with an examination of the existing physical 
environment or baseline setting wherein the Proposed Project would be placed. The regulatory 
setting, which includes government rules, regulations, plans, and policies applicable to the Proposed 
Project, are provided in summary format and analyzed for project compliance in Section 3.4 (Land 
Use and Development/Communities and Neighborhoods). For the purpose of this document, and 
pursuant to NEPA and CEQA Guidelines, the affected environment used for this impact analysis 
reflects the actual conditions at the time or preparation of this document. 
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Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

lmpact assessment methodology for each issue area includes a number of quantitative and 
qualitative methods currently used in similar environmental assessment documents, and specifically 
unique to evaluation of each specific issue. In developing an approach to the analysis of impacts 
and mitigation measures the following were taken into consideration: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

NEPA and CEQA regulatory requirements; 
Other similar MTA and FTA documents for transit projects; 
Federal Executive Orders; 
Federal and State air quality regulations; and 
Regional and local standards and policies . 

Thresholds of significance were developed for each issue area using the above to determine the level 
of severity of project-related impacts. Impacts found to be significant and unavoidable, or mitigable 
to a less than significant level were identified. The same methodology was then applied 
systematically to each project alternative. A comparative analysis of the Proposed Project and the 
alternatives is provided in Section 5.0 of this document. 

Each issue area evaluated the alternatives listed below in the following order: 

• No Action Alternative (Baseline) 
• Transportation System Management (TSJ'vl) Alternative 
• Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 
• Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (l\1edian Adjacent Design Option) 
• Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 
• Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 
• Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (NIOS) 
• Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 
• Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 
• Subway Design Option at USC/Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

Once an impact was identified, feasible mitigation measures were developed that would reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. There are impacts that cannot be fully mitigated to less than 
significant levels. These impacts are referred to as significant and unavoidable impacts in each issue 
area. The cumulative impacts assessment is presented in Section 4.2 (Long-Term Implications). 

3.1.4 Significance Categories 

While the criteria for determining significant impacts are unique to each issue area, the classification 
of the impacts was uniformly applied in accordance ~with the following definitions: 

Less Than S~~nificant Impact (LS): Results in no substantial adverse change to existing environmental 
conditions; 

Significant, J\;iitigable Impact (J): Constitutes a substantial adverse change to existing environmental 
conditions that can be mitigated to less than significant levels by implementation of feasible 
mitigation measures or by the selection of a project alternative; 
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Signijicant UnavoidablP Impact (SU): Constitutes a substantial adverse change to existing environmental 
conditions that cannot be fully mitigated by implementation of all feasible mitigation measures or by 
the selection of project alternative; and 

Beneficial Impact (B): Results in a positive change to environmental conditions. This classification is 
not strictly required by CEQA; however, it provides a useful addition to the range of information 
being disclosed to the public in this environmental document. 

3.1.5 Cumulative Context 

"Cumulative impacts" refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects 
may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects, whereas the 
cumulative impact is the change in the environment from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, projects 
taking place over a period of time. 

The discussion of cumulative impacts must reflect the severity of the impacts, as well as the 
likelihood of their occurrence; however, the discussion need not be as detailed as the discussion of 
environmental impacts attributable to the project alone. Further, the discussion is intended to be 
guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness. 

The cumulative context for this analysis is based on the Southern California Association of 
Government's (SCAG) 1998 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), entitled "Community Llnk 21". 
This document is a regional planning document that establishes the goals, objectives, and policies 
for the region's transportation system and establishes an implementation plan for transportation 
investments through the year 2020. The Mid-city /Westside Study Area extends through two of the 
13 Subregions in SCAG's planning area, including the City of Los Angeles and the Westside Cities 
Subregion. The RTP reflects transportation, population, employment, and land use data for the 
five-county SCAG area through the year 2020, and is, thus, an appropriate basis for the analysis of 
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the cumulative condition is not limited to a list of related projects 
but is, instead, based upon a summary of projections contained in an adopted planning document 
(i.e., the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan). 

Cumulative impacts are evaluated in each of the technical issue sections (in Sections 3.2 through 
3.18 of this document). The cumulative analysis considers the impacts that could occur as a result of 
implementation of a proposed alternative together with other projects causing related impacts. 
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3.2 Traffic and Circulation 

3.2.1 Introduction 

This section describes the J\1id-City/\vestside Study Area's transportation environment both in 
terms of the base year of 2000, as well as the forecast year of 2020. It presents data and discussion 
on existing travel conditions in this corridor, types and patterns of trips, and modes of travel on 
roadways, including freeways and arterial highways, as weU as on transit. It also discusses expected 
effects of projected growth in travel demand, as well as impacts of the east-west corridor project 
alternatives on the future transportation system and traffic conditions. General, as well as local 
impacts upon the transportation system are presented as part of the analysis. General impacts 
include effects of the project on system-wide transportation performance indicators, while local 
impacts deal with specific traffic circulation, intersection analysis, general access, neighborhood 
diversion and parking impacts at the proposed stations. The analysis provides information relative to 
the affects of each of the five alternatives on the transportation systems within the Study Area in 
terms of transportation supply and demand. 

3.2.2 Affected Environment 

The following discussion presents an overview of the transportation system within the J\1id
City /Westside Study Area that would be affected by the proposed project alternatives considered 
under this EIS/SEIR. Transportation improvements in this Corridor Area are being studied in part, 
for the foUowing reasons: 

• Major concentration of activity centers and destinations; 

• High employment and population densities; 

• Substantial transit-dependent population; 

• High levels of existing and projected future travel demand; 

• Existing traffic congestion; 

• Projected worsening of congestion in the future; and 

• Constrained transportation facilities. 

The highway transportation system in the Study Area is comprised of a well-defined grid of arterials 
and freeways generally foHowing a north-south/ east-west orientation as shown in Figure 3.2-1. The 
freeway network in the J\1id-City/Westside Study Area includes the San Diego Freeway (l-405), 
Santa Monica Freeway (l-10), Marina Del Rey Freeway (SR-90), the Harbor Freeway (l-110) and the 
Hollywood Freeway (US 101). The study area's freeways and streets carry some of the highest 
traffic volumes in southern California. A total of 1.9 million vehicle-miles are traveled during the 
evening peak hour on the streets and freeways within the Corridor. 
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Figure 3.2-1 Study Area 
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Freeway Network 

The following is a desc1-iption of the freeway network within the study area. 

• Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) - a major east-west freeway that traverses the entire length of the 
study area from the Pacific Ocean to Downtown Los Angeles, connecting a majority of the 
Study Area's communities. This freeway is one of the busiest in the nation and carries some of 
the highest daily traffic volumes in the country. The l-10 Freeway varies between three and five 
general lanes in each direction, with several sections of parallel auxiliary lanes and collector
distributor roads. Within the Study Area, the daily traffic volume varies between 149,000 
vehicles at the western edge (Pacific Coast Highway) and 325,000 adjacent to the Vermont 
Avenue/I-10 interchange at the mid-point. 

• Hollywood Freeway (US-101) - a generally east-west oriented freeway that provides the 
principal direct connection between Downtown Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley 
through Hollywood. This freeway generally has four lanes in each direction. Daily volumes vary 
from 124,000 vehicles in Downtown (Fourth Street interchange) to 276,000 (Glendale 
Boulevard interchange) at the mid-point of the Study Area. 

• Harbor Freeway (I-110) - a north-south freeway that connects the Port of Los Angeles to 
Pasadena via Downtown Los Angeles. The freeway varies between four to five lanes in each 
direction. South of Downtown Los Angeles, the l-110 Freeway has a two-lane transitway for 
buses and carpools in the median, which includes some elevated sections. Daily traffic varies 
between 158,000 vehicles (Sunset Boulevard/I-110 interchange) north of US-101 and 317 ,000 
(Downtown interchanges) in the Study Area. 

• San Diego Freeway (I-405) - major a north-south freeway that connects the San Fernando 
Valley and points north to the West Side of Los Angeles, and south to Long Beach and Orange 
County. The freeway varies between four to five lanes in each direction and has a carpool lane 
outside the Corridor study area south of the I-105 Freeway. Daily traffic on the I-405 Freeway 
varies between 265,000 vehicles (Sunset Boulevard interchange) and 333,000 (Olympic 
Boulevard interchange) in the Study Area. 

• Marina Freeway (SR-90) - an east-west freeway that provides access to the Marina del Rey area 
from the Inglewood area to the east, and the north-south I-405 Freeway corridor. This 
approximately four-mile long freeway has four lanes in each direction. Daily traffic volumes 
range from 32,000 vehicles at the eastern tem1inus to 77,000 at the I-405 interchange in the 
western section of the Study Area. 

Figures 3.2-2A and 3.2-2B illustrate the portions of the existing freeway network within the study 
area during the &\II and PM peak hour of service, respectively, along with their respective peak hour 
levels of service (LOS) on freeway segments, which range from LOS A, (free flow conditions) to 
LOS F Qammed conditions). Given the extensive peak period congestion on many of the area 
freeways, Caltrans has expanded the LOS F designation to include LOS F-1, LOS F-2, LOS F-3, 
etc., indicating the number of hours of congested conditions (from one to three) during the peak 
period. 

Arterial Network 

The Study Area has an extensive network of arterials that follow two predominant grid patterns or 
systems, as illustrated earlier in Figure 3.2-1. Arterials generally to the east of La Cienega Boulevard 
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Figure 3.2-2A Freeway LOS Ai'vf Peak 
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Figure 3.2-2B Freeway LOS PM Peak 
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have a north-south/ east-west orientation, while the arterials to the west of La Cienega Boulevard 
follow a grid system that is generally parallel and perpendicular to the coast line. Approximately 60 
percent of the total daily travel (in vehicle miles) in the Study Area occur on surface streets. During 
the evening peak hour, a total of approximately 76,000 vehicle hours of travel occur on the 
corridor's streets and freeways, with approximately 52,000 vehicle hours, or almost 70 percent of 
evening peak hour travel taking place on surface streets. The following points highlight some of the 
key features of the Corridor's major arterials (all volumes are two-way volumes): 

Major East/ West Arterials (Listed from North to South) 

• Santa Monica Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing 
evening peak-hour volumes vary from 1,800 vehicles (east of Vennont Ave) to 4,300 (east of 
Sepulveda Blvd). 

• Beverly Boulevard - has two lanes in each direction. Current evening peak-hour volumes vary 
from 2, 100 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 3,300 (east of La Cienega Blvd). 

• 3rd Street - has two lanes in each direction. Current evening peak-hour volumes vary from 2,400 
vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 2,600 (east of La Cienega Blvd). 

• Wilshire Boulevard - varies between two and three lanes in each direction. Wilshire Blvd. 
carries the highest east-west traffic volumes in the Corridor, "vith evening peak hour volumes 
ranging from 2,500 to 7,600 trips, with the volumes peaking near Sepulveda Blvd. in the western 
portion of the Corridor. 

• Olympic Boulevard - varies between two and three lanes in each direction. Existing evening 
peak-hour volumes vary from 3,300 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 4,500 (east of Sepulveda 
Blvd.). 

• Pico Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range from 1,600 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 3,200 (east of Sepulveda 
Blvd). 

• Venice Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range from 1,600 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave) to 3,700 (east of Sepulveda 
Blvd). 

• Washington Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range from 1,800 vehicles (east of Sepulveda Blvd) to 2,300 (east of La 
Cienega Blvd). 

• Jefferson Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range from 1,000 vehicles (east of Vermont Ave.) to 2,400 (east of 
Sepulveda Blvd). 

• Exposition Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening 
peak hour volumes were identified as 2,200 vehicles east of Vermont A venue. 

• Adams Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes were identified as 1,800 vehicles east of Vermont Ave. 
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Major North-South Arterials (Listed from West to East) 

• Lincoln Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range between 900 vehicles (north of Wilshire Blvd.) and 3,800 (south of Venice 
Blvd). 

• Bundy Drive/Centinela Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing 
evening peak-hour volumes range from 2,000 vehicles (north of Wilshire Blvd) and 2,900 (north 
of Venice Blvd). 

• Sawtelle Boulevard - has two lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak-hour volumes 
were identified as 2,100 vehicles south of Venice Blvd. 

• Sepulveda Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range between 2,400 vehicles (south of Sunset Blvd) and 3,600 (north of 
Jefferson Blvd). 

• Overland Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak
hour volumes are 2,100 (north of Venice Blvd). 

• Culver/ Robertson Boulevards - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Evening 
peak- hour volumes range from 1,400 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) to 2,100 (south of Venice 
Blvd). 

• La Cienega Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range between 3,300 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) and 7,200 (north of 
Slauson Ave). 

• Fairfax Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range between 2,400 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) and 3,100 (north-east of La 
Cienega Blvd). 

• La Brea Avenue - va1-ies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak
hour volumes range from 3,700 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) and 5,300 (south of Jefferson 
Blvd). 

• Highland Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak
hour volumes were identified as 3,200 vehicles south of Beverly Blvd. 

• Crenshaw Boulevard - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range between 2,700 vehicles (north of Slauson Ave) and 3,200 (south of 
Venice Blvd). 

• Wilton Place/ Arlington Avenue - has two lanes in each direction. Current evening peak-hour 
volumes range between 1,200 vehicles (north of Slauson Ave) and 2,800 (south of Venice Blvd). 

• Western Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range between 2,100 vehicles (south of Venice Blvd) and 2,400 (south of Beverly 
Blvd). 

• Normandie Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening 
peak-hour volumes range between 1,900 vehicles (south of Beverly Blvd) and 2,500 (north of 
Slauson Ave). 
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• Vermont Avenue - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening peak
hour volumes range from 1,700 vehicles (north of Slauson Ave) to 2,800 (south of Beverly 
Blvd). 

• Hoover St/ Alvarado St - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Existing evening 
peak-hour volumes range from 1,500 vehicles (south of Venice Blvd) to 2,700 (south of Beverly 
Blvd). 

• Figueroa Street - varies between two to three lanes in each direction. Current evening peak
hour volumes range from 2,200 vehicles (south of Venice Blvd) to 2,800 (nm-th of Slauson Ave). 

Recent detailed traffic counts were coHected as part of this study at 33 intersections along Wilshire 
Boulevard. Figure 3.2-3 illustrates the variation of AM and PM peak hour approach volumes, by 
direction, at the various intersections along Wilshire Boulevard throughout the Corridor. The 
figures show that the highest AJ\1 peak volume is about 4,500, eastbound, which is recorded at 
Veteran, while the highest PM peak hour volume is about 3,500 westbound, observed at Sepulveda. 
The graphs clearly show that in both peaks, the traffic volumes start from about 1,500 vehicles per 
hour in Downtown Los Angeles, gradually increase from east to west and peak sharply to 3,000 to 
4,500 vehicles per hour levels in Westwood. Then the volumes drop off significantly west of the I-
405 Freeway, as a large volume of traffic gets on or off the freeway. West of the l-405, the volumes 
gradually decrease to about 500-1,000 vehicles per hour at the western end of Santa Monica. 

\vhile the controlling factor, in terms of network capacity, in an arterial street system is generally the 
level of congestion at signalized intersections, mid-block segments can also reach capacity if there 
are not enough through lanes to carry the traffic demand. Figures 3.2-4 and 3.2-5, illustrate the 
locations where the existing roadways are at capacity in the Ai\;[ and PM peak periods, respectively. 
The mid-block segments Oinks) shown in bold-face in the two figures are those which currently 
operate at levels of service E or F during the two peaks. The existing arterial segment congestion is 
relatively spread-out over most of the study area's major arterials, with no major differences between 
links that are congested in AJ_\i1 or PM peaks. Congestion patterns are more pronounced on arterials 
north of the I-10 Freeway and east of the I-405 Freeway. East of Fairfax Avenue, north-south 
arterials appear to be relatively more congested than the east-west arterials. South of the I-10 
Freeway, the congested arterial segments are less continuous and are mostly concentrated between 
Crenshaw Boulevard and Culver Boulevard. 

Intersection Levels of Service 

A total of 158 intersections within the immediate vicinity of the transit corridors were selected for 
detailed level of service analysis in this study. These intersections were chosen in consultation with 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and other local jurisdiction 
agencies. They represent key intersections that are directly along the Wilshire and Exposition 
corridor alignments, would potentially be affected by a nearby transit crossing, or are on a major 
access route to a planned park-and-ride station. The selection of intersections was made based on 
proximity to the transit alignment, potential travel pattern orientation, access routes and expected 
levels of auto access activity at each station. These intersections are illustrated in Figure 3.2-6. 

Detailed AM and PM peak period turning movement ground counts were compiled for all existing 
study intersections, from existing recent data available through the LADOT computerized data files 
and at other Cities (Beverly Hills, Culver City and Santa Monica), and new data collected during 
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Figure 3.2.3 Wilshire Volume Variation 
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Figure 3.2.4 Existing Al\1 arterials LOS E or F 
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Figure 3.2.5 Existing PM arterials LOS E or F 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-11 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026256 



EM25040 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

Figure 3.2.6 Study Intersections 
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July/ August of 2000 at locations where current data was not available. All traffic count data was 
summarized per the LADOT specified traffic count format. The summertime counts were 
increased by an average of three percent to reflect typical faH conditions. Current conditions at each 
study intersection were analyzed using the Operational Analysis Methodology of the 1997 Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCJ'v1). The Operations Analysis Methodology results in a rating of conditions at 
an intersection based on the average number of seconds of delay experienced by motorists traveling 
through the intersection. Level of service ranges from Level A, free flow conditions, to Level F 
(jammed conditions), with top of Level E representing theoretical capacity. Detailed signal timing 
and phasing information was obtained from LADOT and other agencies and was used as inputs to 
the intersection analysis. Weekday AivI and PM peak hours were selected by agencies for analysis 
because they represent the most critical periods of traffic congestion along the Wilshire and 
Expositions corridors compared to other time periods such as weekday or weekend mid-day. 

The results of the intersection operating conditions analysis, with levels of service and average delay 
for each peak period, are included in the Traffic Analysis Report. Among the 158 existing study 
intersections, 130 are presently operating at acceptable LOS D or better conditions. Only 28 
intersections are currently operating at LOS E or F during the morning and/ or evening peak 
periods, as listed in Table 3.2-1. 

TABLE 3.2-1 
EXISTING 2000 CONDITIONS 

STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS OPERATING AT LOS E/F 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x 
20th Street /Colorado Ave x 
Bundy Dr / Exposition Blvd x 
Barrington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x 
San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/ • -;:viHL~ Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd / Olvmpic Blvd x 
Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x 
Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x 
Sepulveda Blvd /National Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Westwood Blvd/Santa 1\lonica Blvd x 
Glendon Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x 
Santa 1\lonica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x 
S Santa 1\lonica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x 
Dohenv Dr / Olvmpic Blvd x 
Highland "\ve /Olvmpic Blvd x x 
Rossrnore Ave /Wilshi1:e Blvd x x 
Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x 
J\lotor Ave/Venice Blvd x 
Culver Blvd/J\Iain Sr/Washington Blvd x x 
Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
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TABLE 3.2-1 
EXISTING 2000 CONDITIONS 

STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS OPERATING AT LOS E/F 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM 
National Blvd /\' enice Blvd x x 
La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x 
\\/'estem Ave /Exposition Blvd x 
Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x 
Source: MM:\ 2000. 

Transit Services 

The public transit system serving the study area is comprised of an integrated system of rail and bus 
transit services. An overview of the existing l'vfid-City /\v estside Study Area bus service operators 
and routes by Corridor service area is presented in Table 3.2-2. This table includes stops in the 
study area, total stops, and number of daily transit boardings in the study area. 

Within the Study Area, rail transit service is provided by the 22-mile Metro Red Line system 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA or MTA). 
This heavy rail subway service connects Downtown Los Angeles westerly to the J\fid-\vilshire area, 
with a current terminus at \vilshire Boulevard/Western A venue, and northwesterly to Hollywood, 
and then northerly into the San Fernando Valley. In Downtown Los Angeles, the Metro Red Line 
provides connections to the Metro Blue Line (at Seventh/Metro Station) operating south through 
southeast Los Angeles to Long Beach, and to the Metrolink commuter rail system, to multiple 
regional directions, at Union Station. Connections to the Metro Green Line, operating from 
Norwalk past LAX to the beach communities, can be made via the Metro Blue Line. Future Metro 
Rail extensions may provide connections to East Los Angeles, as well as to Pasadena and the San 
Gabriel Valley. 

Regional fixed route bus transit service is p1-imarily provided by the MTA along with several 
municipal operators including Santa Monica and Culver City municipal bus lines. The Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) and Santa Monica Bus Lines provide commuter express 
service v.rithin the Study Area and to Downtown Los Angeles. Express service typically rnns along 
the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) from the Westside to Downtown Los Angeles, or along Olympic 
Boulevard connecting Downtown to Century City. As of June 2000, MTA initiated operations of a 
regional bus service, the Metro Rapid Bus System, along Wilshire and \vhittier boulevards from East 
Los Angeles to Santa Monica. Foothill Transit operates three routes connecting San Gabriel Valley 
travelers to the Wilshire Boulevard corridor. Culver City Bus Lines (City Bus) and Santa Monica 
Municipal Bus Lines (Big Blue Bus) provide local bus service. The fixed route bus system is 
complemented by community connectors, including LADOT DASH routes, smart shuttle and 
paratransit services (for transit dependent seniors and handicapped individuals). 

The Wilshire Boulevard Transit Corridor is currently served by the Metro Red Line with riders then 
transferring to MTA Metro Bus Rapid (Route 720) which provides limited stop service to complete 
their trips to west side destinations. Route 720 provides limited stop service along the entire 
Wilshire Boulevard segment "1-ithin the Study Area. MTA Routes 20, 21 and 22 provide local service 
along Wilshire Boulevard from Downtown Los Angeles to Santa Monica. Foothill Transit operates 
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Route 481, which provides service along Wilshire Boulevard to a terminus at Wilshire/\Vestern for 
San Gabriel Va11ey commuters. Foothi11 Transit Routes 492 and 494 provide service along Wilshire 
Boulevard to Wilshire/Union. 

No bus lines currently serve the proposed Exposition Boulevard Transit Corridor in its entirety. 
Between Downtown Santa Monica and the San Diego Freeway, ~ffA Route 434 and Santa Monica 
Bus Lines Route 7 are the primary routes. MfA Routes 14/37, 38, and 102 are the primary routes 
between La Cienega Boulevard and the University of Southern California. 

Based on the census data, 41 percent of all work transit trips in Los Angeles County originate in the 
study area. The remaining 59 percent originate at various points in the County and may potentially 
run through the study area. \Vest LA (as defined by this report) contains 18 percent of Los Angeles 
County's population, implying that the transit needs of West LA are higher than the service 
presently provided. 

Jn addition to the high transit mode split of 14 percent, the Study Area has a significantly higher use 
of transit than the rest of Los Angeles County. This demand warrants a much higher percentage of 
transit investment than it has received in the last fifteen years. 

As seen in Table 3.2-2, there are currently over 119,000 daily boardings on the bus lines generally 
along the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor and nearly 76,000 daily boardings on the bus lines generally 
along the Martin Luther I<.ing Boulevard Corridor. 

TABLE 3.2-2 
BOARDINGS ALONG MID-CITY /WESTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDORS 

Route Number Study Area # Stops Total # Stops Study Area Boardings 

Wilshire Corridor 

14/37 6 8 16,309 

16 5 7 17,869 

20/212/22/320/322 14 14 37,851 

127 /28/328 6 7 28,977 

316 8 10 870 

SS 27 27 2,581 

S7 34 34 15,030 

TOTALS 119,487 

Exposition/Martin Luther King Corridor 

114/37 6 8 16,309 

33 5 "7 15,711 I 

38 4 6 6,008 

102 4 6 627 

105 6 8 12,093 

434 6 11 1,269 

436 9 11 261 

439 4 13 649 

S7 6 6 15,030 

S8 6 6 6,076 

SlO 4 7 1,290 

LX430 7 9 60 
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TABLE 3.2-2 
BOARDINGS ALONG MID-CITY /WESTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDORS 

Route Number Study Area # Stops Total # Stops Study Area Boardings 

LX431 6 8 133 

LX437 6 8 97 

LX438 6 9 215 

TOTALS 75,828 

Source: West J ,os Angeles Transit Corridor Technical Report, SC\G, August 1998. 

Since the implementation of the Metro Rapid Bus (J\1etro Rapid-Line #720 replacement of Routes 
320/322) on Wilshire Boulevard, ridership along the Wilshire Corridor has increased substantially. 
Boardings on Line 720, which includes the Mid-City/Westside area as well as the eastern half of the 
route on Whittier Boulevard in East Los Angeles have increased by more than 25 percent, since the 
initiation of the Metro Rapid Bus service. 

Goods Movement 

Goods movement in the Mid-City /\v estside Study Area is primarily highway-related and occurs on 
the area's freeway and arterial system. With the exception of designated truck routes and private 
warehousing/ terminal operations, there are no major freight facilities located within the Corridor. 
The Los Angeles lnternational Airport (LAX) provides extensive freight shipment via regularly 
scheduled airline and cargo operations. LAX currently handles 78 percent of the air cargo in the 
five-county southern California region, with more than 50 percent of the air cargo destined for 
international airports. 

Study Area freeways currently carry high volumes of truck traffic, with truck activity concentrated in 
the eastern and southern portions of the Corridor related to Downtown Los Angeles industrial and 
warehouse areas and LAX. \vithin the City of Los Angeles, truck activity is allowed on all streets 
unless otherwise posted such as on tl1e residential portions of Highland Avenue. 

Regional rail freight activity is concentrated east of the Study Area along the Alameda Corridor, 
which connects the Los Angeles and Long Beach ports area with Downtown Los Angeles 
distribution facilities, and then to points to the north along the West Coast and east to the Mid
West. Study Area railroad rights-of-way, including the former Southern Pacific rail right-of-way 
located in the median of Exposition Boulevard, are now owned by LACMTA and have been 
preserved for future passenger transportation improvements. The Exposition Corridor has 
previously been studied by the MTA as a potential light rail line. The former Santa Fe rail right-of
way located along Slauson Avenue (running west from Downtown Los Angeles, through Inglewood 
and then south along Aviation Boulevard at the eastern edge of LAX), has also been purchased by 
LACJ'vITA. Utilization of a portion of this rail right-of-way was studied for transit use through the 
Crensha2v Corridor Rottte Refinement Stuc/y. 

Transportation Centers and Hubs 

Though the Study Area is well served by an extensive network of bus and rail transit services, there 
are few supporting transportation system facilities, such as transit centers and park-and-ride lots. 
The only transit center located within the Corridor is located near the intersection of Pico and San 
Vicente Boulevards in the City of Los Angeles. The Rimpau Transit Center at Pico Boulevard and 
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Rimpau Boulevard provides bus boarding, transfer and layover space for MTA, Santa Monica and 
Culver City buses. Bus service interface is provided at all of the Metro Red line stations along 
Wilshire Boulevard, but only the \vilshire/Western station has off-street space for bus and shuttle 
interface and layover needs. Santa Monica is currently implementing an improved transit hub in its 
downtown area on Broadway and Santa Monica Boulevard. The only public park-and-ride lot 
provided within the Study Area is located at the Federal Office Building in Westwood adjacent to 
the I-405 Freeway. This facility is more locally based and primarily provides parking for people who 
then use shuttle service to circulate to Westwood destinations. Two churches provide weekday 
park-and-ride facilities along Manchester Avenue in the vicinity of LAX. lmmediately adjacent to 
the Study Area, transit centers and park-and-ride lots have been developed associated with the 
Metro Green Line and the I-110 Freeway/ Transitway projects. 

Other Access 

The purpose of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Bicycle Plan (part of Transportation Element) 
is to provide a guide for the development of a citywide bicycle transportation system. The adopted 
Plan seeks to reduce the barriers to the greater utilization of bicycles for both personal 
transportation and recreation, "vith a particular emphasis placed on bicycling as a commute option. 
The City Plan identifies three classes of bikeways: 1) Class I - bike paths; 2) Class II - bike lanes; and 
3) Commuter Bikeways. Route locations shown on the Bicycle Plan Bikeways Map on Figure 3.2-7, 
are specific to designated public streets and rights-of-way. Within the Study Area the following 
streets are designated as Class I bike paths: 

• Exposition Boulevard 

• Slauson Avenue 

• Culver Boulevard 

• Pacific A venue 

• Pacific Coast Highway /Vista del Mar 

• Sepulveda Boulevard 

• l\fanchester A venue 

• Florence Avenue 

• Santa Monica Boulevard 

The follm:ving streets are designated as Class II bike paths: 

• Venice Boulevard 

• La Brea Avenue 

• Washington Boulevard 

• Centinela A venue 

• San Vicente Boulevard 

• J'vfontana A venue 

• Sepulveda Boulevard 
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Figure 3.2. 7 Bikeways Map 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-18 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026263 



EM25047 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

One of the major bicycle facility projects identified in the Bicycle Plan is the Exposition Bike Path. 
This bike path, whether as a rails-to-trail conversion or a rails-with-trails alignment, would offer 
direct bicycle access between the Exposition Park area and West Los Angeles. lt has been identified 
as a critical link in the Bikeway System for an area of Los Angeles where few streets are viable for 
striping of bicycle lanes. 

Another major bicycle facility planned in the Study Area is the West Los Angeles Veloway. The 
Bicycle Plan designates Class I and II facilities in the vicinity of UCLA. and the Veterans 
Administration complex in \Vestwood as an endorsement of the West Los Angeles Veloway. The 
ultimate alignment of this facility may vary and is subject to the final approval of the responsible 
agencies. The elevated Class I portion of this bikeway would provide for direct bicycle access to and 
from Westwood Village/UCLA campus over Wilshire Boulevard, ultimately linking up with the 
Santa Monica Transit Parkway Bike lanes at Sepulveda Boulevard. In addition, bicycle paths run 
along Ballona Creek Channel and the entire length of the beach connecting the \Vestside to the 
South Bay area. 

Bicycle integration with public transit is currently provided on both rail and bus transit. Bicycle 
lockers are provided at a majority of the Metro Red Line stations and are well utilized. By MTA 
policy, bikes on trains are allowed in non-peak hours only. A majority of J'vITA buses currently have 
bike racks located on the front to accommodate the transition from bicycle to bus and back again. 

3.2.3 Impact Assessment 

Thresholds of Significance 

In order to determine the locations where the proposed project may cause significant transportation 
impacts, a threshold of significance is required. Jn addition to measuring the impacts of additional 
automobiles that will be attracted to transit stations, this analysis \A.rill address the impacts of bus and 
rail alternatives on intersection traffic signal operations (e.g., the effect of transit priority treatment, 
extended clearance intervals for safety). This method and type of analysis cannot easily be reflected 
in the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodology typically utilized by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) and other agencies. The CMA. method measures only the 
effect of the addition of project-generated traffic and changes in volume/ capacity ratios, as the focus 
of the its analysis. CMA levels of service (LOS) are defined by ranges of the volume-to-capacity 
(V /C) ratio at an intersection. 

The threshold of significance used in this environmental report utilizes the Highwqy Capacity Nianual 
(HCM) operations analysis methodology to quantify existing conditions and future (2020) conditions 
at signalized intersections with and v.rithout the proposed transit projects. For this study the 
threshold of significance is based on the amount of change in average vehicular delav incurred by 
vehicles through the intersection (as opposed to the change in volume/ capacity ratios). This 
provides a more accurate assessment of the impact of signal operational changes, such as signal 
timing and phasing, as well as changes in lane configurations. Accordingly, the definition of 
significant impact is as follows: 

"An intersection is considered to be significantly affected if the project will cause a deterioration in 
LOS to E or worse, or results in an increase in the average vehicle delay of 5.0 seconds or more at 
an intersection projected to operate at LOSE or worse under No Project conditions." 
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The seconds of delay were derived from the relative change in the V /C ratio change from the CMA 
thresholds. That is, the 0.02 change in V /C at LOS E (which has range of V /Cs of 0.10) is 20 
percent of the range for that LOS. This is equivalent to the 5.0 second change at LOSE (which has 
a 25 second range, from 55.0 to 80.0 seconds) using the 1997 HCM methodology as shown in 
Table 3.2-3 below. 

TABLE 3.2-3 
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR 

EVALUATING SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
Control Delay Per Vehicle 

Level Of Service (Seconds) 

A s 10 

B >10 and S 20 

c 20 and S .35 

D 35 and S 55 

E 55 and S 80 
F > 80 

A similar threshold of significance was developed for changes in the V /C ratio on mid-block 
segments (links) of arterial streets. The capacity of the links was determined based on the number 
of through travel lanes and the roadway classification. The definition of a significant impact is as 
follows: 

"A mid-block segment is considered to be significantly affected if the project ~will cause a change in 
the V /C ratio of the link by 0.02 or more and the resulting level of service on the link is forecast as 
LOSE or F." 

Travel Demand Forecast and Evaluation Methodology 

The measures of transportation supply and demand in the Study Area are based upon the results of 
the LACMTA travel demand forecasting model and its associated database. Travel forecasting 
models are mathematical models, which describe the relationships between land use and 
demographics, causes of personal travel, and the resultant amount and location of that travel. These 
models are statistica11y derived from observations of individual travel choices obtained through 
extensive surveys of the region's travel characteristics of travelers and their households. 

The travel-forecasting model used in the Mid-City /Westside Transit Corridor Study was developed 
by the LACMTA, is based upon and receives its demographic inputs from Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Travel Demand Model. The model predicts future 
travel demand based upon several input data items that include: 

• SCAG forecasts of growth in population and employment; 

• SCAG forecast changes in the socio-demographic characteristics of travelers; and 

• Future characteristics of the roadway and transit systems including travel times, costs and system 
capacity reflective of the planned system (No-Build Alternative) and project alternatives. 

Using data generated by the J\1TA travel demand model, detailed travel pattern information was 
collected and summarized for 1998 base and future 2020 conditions. For purposes of regional 
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planning, the Los Angeles County area has been subdivided by MTA into areas called Community 
Statistical Areas (CSA). This study also utilized the CSA geographies within the Corridor Area in 
particular and Los Angles County in general, as well as whole Counties outside Los Angeles County 
to develop detailed origin/ destination and travel pattern information. Integrated highway and 
transit forecasts were developed by the MTA Model for all project alternatives for 2020 conditions 
using specifically coded highway and transit networks corresponding to each bus or rail alignment 
combination. Model outputs were provided in raw and/ or summary format and were used by the 
team for analysis. 

For the Study Area's freeway system, Caltrans uses Level of Service (LOS) designations to assess the 
performance of the region's freeway system. Levels of service A and B indicate free flow travel, 
while LOS C identifies the slowing of traffic operations and the start of traffic congestion. Freeways 
operating at LOS D have traffic volumes that are beginning to approach capacity, but have not yet 
resulted in break down or unstable flow conditions. LOS E indicates traffic volumes that have 
reached capacity with unstable flow, and LOS F represents a break down in traffic flow caused by 
excessive demand, and is indicated by stop-and-go traffic operations resulting in significant delay. 
LOS F has been further broken down into four sub-categories (F-0, F-1, F-2, and F-3) designed to 
indicate the duration of the congestion. 

Growth in Travel and Its Impacts 

Person Trips 

A comparison of work trip origins and destinations for 1998 and 2020 conditions is presented in 
Figure 3.2-8. This graphic reveals that work-travel demand along every study area corridor is 
expected to increase significantly in the future. This is the case for trips between communities 
within the Study Area, as well as travel to and from the San Fernando Valley and the east side. 
Several east-west corridors within the Study Area show travel demand well in excess of 200,000 daily 
two-way work-trips. The pattern of four distinctive east-west corridors "vithin the study area is 
apparent for 2020 conditions, with all community to community movements showing significant 
increases in demand. The "spider shape" networks (typically illustrating origin-destination patterns) 
for 1998 and 2020 conditions both indicate that there is strong east-west travel demand within the 
study area along major east-west corridors including: Santa Monica Boulevard, \'Vilshire Boulevard, 
Santa Monica Freeway and Exposition/Venice Boulevards. None of these corridors are currently 
served by a high capacity transit system. 

Travel growth characteristics for the l'vfid-City/\'Vestside Study Area were obtained and summarized 
from the Los Angeles County MTA's travel demand model. Three of the most meaningful 
categories of travel characteristics are: 

• Total Daily Person Trips- number of one-way trips made by aU persons in a 24-hour period. 

• Daily Home-Work Person Trips - the number of one-way trips made by all persons between 
home and work location within a 24-hour period. 

• Daily Transit Person Trips - the number of one-way trips made by all persons on transit (bus 
and rail) within a 24-hour period. 

A summary of these statistics compiled for 1998 and 2020 base conditions is presented in Table 3.2-
4. Statistics related to the entire southern California region (SCAG five-county modeling region of 
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Figure 3.2-8 Work Trip Origins and Destinations 
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TABLE 3.2-4 
SUM1\1ARY OF PERSON TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Person Trips and Growth, 1998-2020 Reg:ion Corridor 
1998 2020 Growth 1998 2020 Growth 

Total Daily Person Trips 50,920,260 65,855,097 29.3''/o 8,255,229 9,305,419 12.7% 

Daily Home-\vork Person Trips 10,404,238 13,046,580 25.4% 2,.318,292 2,659,289 14.7% 

Daily Transit Person Trips 1,599,917 2,109,868 31.9% 662,835 834,079 25.8% 
Home-Work and Transit Trips as a 

Percentage of Total Trips Region Corridor 
1998 2020 

·rota! Dailv Person Trips 100.0% 100Jl% 100.0% 100.0% 

Dailv Home-\Vork Person Trips 20.4% 19.8% 28.1% 28.6% 

Dailv Transit Person Trips 3.1% 3.2% 8.0% 9.0% 
Corridor Trips as a Percentage of 

Regfonal Trips Corridor 
1998 2020 

Total Dailv Person Trips 16.2% 14.1% 

Daily Home--\'\Tork Person Trips 22.3% 20.4% 

Daily Transit Person Trips 41.4% 39.5% 
Corridor Internal-Internal Trips and 

Growth Corridor 
1998 2020 Growth 

Total Daily Person Trips 4,760,766 5,414,3.33 13.7% 

Daily Home-Work Person Trips 782,875 895,223 14.4''/o 

Daily Transit Person Trios 408,655 487,162 19.2% 
Internal-Internal Home-\Vork and 

Transit Trips as a Percentage of Total 
Trips Corridor 

1998 2020 

Total Daily Person Trips 100.0% 100.0% 

Daily Home-\vork Person Trips 16.4% 16.5% 

Daily Transit Person Trips 8.6% 9.0% 
Internal Trip Retention Percentage in 

the Corridor Corridor 
1998 2020 

·rota! Dailv Person Trips 57.7% 58.2% 

Daily Home-Work Person T'rips 33.8% 3.3.7% 

Transit Person Trips 61.7% 58.4% 
Key: " .. 

'"""""h· Southern C11ifornia t\fL\ Modeling .\re,1 
{' ·· ... '"'''"" Study .\rca 

Source: Compiled bv Mever, Mohaddes ·\ssociates from l .:\CMT:\ Travel Demand Model Trip Tables. 

Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange counties and urbanized portions of San Bernardino and Riverside 
counties) are shown on the left side, whereas the information on the right pertains to the Study Area 
only. 

The following paragraphs describe the projected magnitude and trends in travel demand for the 
study area and make relevant comparisons to the same trends for the southern California region. 
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Al/Trips 

As seen in the first section of the table, in 1998 there were a total of approximately 50.9 million daily 
person trips made in the five-county region. As the second row of figures shows, 10.4 million, or 20 
percent of these total daily ti-ips are two-way home-to-work trips, and almost 1.6 million of the daily 
trips, or 3 percent are made on transit. As the table also illustrates, there are nearly 8.2 million daily 
person trips made in the Corridor area, of which 2.3 million, or 27 percent are home-to-work trips, 
and over 663,000 trips, or 8 percent are made on transit. 

When compared to the region as a whole, it can be seen that the Corridor has a higher percentage of 
work trips (by 7 percentage points) of all daily trips. This is a reflection of relatively higher 
population density as well as abundance of employment opportunities in the Corridor. The more 
notable observation, is the significantly higher transit percentage for Corridor trips compared to the 
overall regional transit percentage. The Corridor's 8 percent transit mode split is 2.5 times higher 
than the regional 3 percent mode split. This is a clear indication of two characteristics related to the 
Corridor area: high transit dependency in certain Corridor communities and relatively high levels of 
transit services, which are provided in the Corridor. 

The significance of the Corridor's travel characteristics compared to the region is shown on the third 
row of the table. This part of the table has some revealing facts. \vhereas, the Corridor's total daily 
person trips account for 16 percent of the total trips in the region, more than one out of every five 
home-work trips in the region (22 percent), are related to the Corridor area. This again, points to 
the higher population and employment opportunities in the Corridor area. The Corridor's share of 
regional transit trips is extremely significant. The statistics show that 41 percent of daily transit trips 
made in the region have either an origin or a destination in the Corridor area. 

Internal Trips 

Travel statistics, which were presented above were related to all ti-ips that either originate within or 
are destined to the Corridor area. The last three sections of the table provide information about the 
Corridor's internal trips. Internal trips are those which have both ends of the trip (origin and 
destination) entirely "vi thin the Corridor area. In 1998 there were a total of 4. 7 million daily trips, 
which stayed entirely within the Corridor. Over 782,000 of these, or 14 percent, were work trips, 
and 408,000, or 9 percent of the total internal trips, were transit trips. 

When comparing the internal trips to total trips generated by the Corridor, it can be seen that a 
relatively large portion of the total trips, more than half (58 percent) stay within the Corridor. This 
is an indication of availability of travel opportunities (both home and work) for all trips in the 
Corridor, which results in high trip retention. However, the percentage of retention for work trips is 
significantly lower at about one out of three (34 percent). This shows that many residents commute 
to work destinations outside and many internal jobs are taken by residents from other areas. When 
analyzing the internal capture of transit trips, the trends are even higher than all trips, showing that 
62 percent of all transit trips generated by the Corridor stay entirely within the Corridor's 
boundaries. 
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Fttture TrPndr 

Forecasts of travel statistics were also made available forn1 the MTA model for 2020 as shown on 
Table 3.2-4 in conjunction with the corresponding 1998 information. Comparison of 1998 and 2020 
data for each category, both for the region and the Corridor area, provides information about 
expected growth in magnitude of travel and the relative significance of this growth when compared 
to the expected regional growth. 

The region's 50.9 million total daily trips are expected to grow by 29 percent to nearly 66 million by 
2020. Home-to-work trips will grow similarly by 27 percent, from 10.4 million to 13 million. The 
expected growth in regional transit trips is also relatively consistent, at 26 percent, from 1.6 million 
to just over 2 million. There is, however, a notable difference between the Corridor and the region 
as it relates to grov.rth in travel. Overall, aH of the three travel indicators show lower growth for the 
Corridor, compared to the region as a whole. This is a reflection of relative maturity and built-out 
nature of the Corridor area. \Vhile the 1998 to 2020 growth of the regional statistics were between 
26 and 30 percent, the Corridor's grmvth is in the 13 to 25 percent range. In the 22-year span, total 
daily trips in the Corridor are expected to grow only by 13 percent, from 8.2 million to 9.3 million. 

The growth in home-to-work trips is slightly higher, at 14 percent, from 2.3 million to 2.7 million. 
However, the Corridor's transit trips are expected to increase at a much higher rate than total trips, 
by 26 percent, from the 1998 level of 662,000 to 834,000 by 2020. It should be noted that this is 
based on the No Action Alternative, with no major transit improvements in the east-west corridor. 
The share of daily home-to-work and transit trips as a percentage of the total trips are expected to 
remain very similar to 1998 trends, both for the region and the Corridor. 

With the expected high regional gro~rth levels, the share of Corridor trips - as a percentage of total 
regional trips - show declines in all categories in 2020 compared to 1998. All daily trips will be only 
14 percent, home-to-work trips wiU drop to 20 percent, and transit trips will faH slightly to 40 
percent. It should be pointed out however, that regardless of these declines the Corridor's share of 
regional travel will still be significant in all categories and is concentrated in a small geographic 
portion of the region (i.e., the density of trips is still very high). Total internal trips are expected to 
grow by 14 percent. Internal home-to-work trips are also projected to grow by 14 percent. Internal 
transit trips are expected to grow by 19 percent. 

Several key points can be concluded from the above analysis, which point to the importance of 
future transit service. 

• The Mid-City/Westside Corridor is a highly significant origin and/or destination point for trips 
in southern California, especially for transit trips, over 41 percent of which have one end in the 
Corridor 

• The Corridor has a significantly higher transit mode split than the region as a whole, and the 
trend is expected to increase (from nearly 2.5 to 2.8 times the regional mode split) 

• The Corridor currently has a very high internal trip retention (over half of all trips), and despite 
gro~rth in regional trips, is expected to maintain these high internal trip retention percentages 
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Travel Growth Trends 

Figure 3.2-9 shows a map outlining locations of "screenlines" used for analyzing travel corridors in 
this study. Screenlines are imaginary lines that are used to summarize regional traffic volumes in the 
study area across selected major freeway and street facilities. The volume information that is derived 
from a screenline analysis indicates the general magnitude of flow at certain locations, and also helps 
determine the peak direction and characteristics of traffic at that location. Screenlines can also be 
used to observe traffic volume growth along a particular travel corridor by comparing existing to 
future year scenarios, or variations/ differences in traffic volumes in various scenarios in the same 
year. For this study, the total two-way volumes across screenlines are reported, and the percent 
growth between scenarios and between the existing and no project scenarios are shown. For 
screenlines labeled "east-west", the traffic volumes reported are on the north-south streets that cross 
the screenline. For north-south screenlines, the volumes represent the traffic on major east-west 
streets. 

The analysis screenlines are defined as follows: 

• Screenline 1 parallels the south side of Sunset Boulevard and then along the south side of 
Beverly Boulevard 

• Screenline 2 parallels the south side of Venice Boulevard 

• Screenline 3 parallels the north side of Jefferson Boulevard and then along the north side of 
Slauson Avenue 

• Screenline 4 parallels the east side of Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Screenline 5 parallels the east side of La Cienega Boulevard 

• Screenline 6 parallels the east side of Vermont Avenue 

Table 3.2-5 shows the percent growth in total (freeway and arterial) two-way peak hour traffic 
volumes between 1998 and 2020 base conditions along the defined study area screenlines. Some 
general conclusions can be drawn from the numbers, as follows: 

• Total traffic growth is expected to be greater in the north-south direction than in the east-west 
direction 

• Growth in north-south travel is expected to be between 14 to 23 percent, while east-west travel 
will grow by 8 to 12 percent 

• The volume growth percentage is greatest overall for north-south traffic crossing Screenline 3, 
near the southern edge of the study area 
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Figure 3.2-9 Screenline Map 
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TABLE 3.2-5 
PROJECTED GROWTH IN PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC 

COMBINED FREEWAYS AND ARTERIALS 
Growth- 1998 to 2020 Base 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Screenline # Location Volume % Growth Volume % Growth 

1 IS/0 Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd 14,027 16.22% 12,925 16.50% 

2 IS/O Venice Blvd 9,989 14.21% 9,446 14.69% 

3 IN/O Jefferson Blvd/Slauson Ave 10,213 21.76% 10,021 23Jl2% 

4 E/O Sepulveda Blvd 4,250 9.51% 3,612 8.70% 

5 E/O La Cienega Blvd 4,860 9.92% 4,434 10.07% 

6 E/O Vermont Ave 6,.338 10.92% 6,.376 11.79% 

Table 3.2-6 depicts percent growth of volumes at selected freeway segments from 1998 to the base 
2020 condition as projected by the MTA travel demand model. The following general observations 
can be made: 

• The percent growth of traffic volumes on the Santa Monica Freeway (l-10), the only major east
west freeway in the study area, decreases from west to east. This is the opposite of the trend 
shown in Table 3.2-5. This may be due to the fact that this freeway already exceeds capacity and 
has little room for traffic growth without major capacity improvements 

• Traffic growth on the Hollywood Freeway primarily indicates the expected heavy increase in 
travel demand from the San F emando Valley into downtown Los Angeles 

• The sections of the Harbor Freeway shown are in downtown Los Angeles, and that growth is 
primarily due to growth in the downtown region 

• The high growth on the San Diego Freeway shows that the bulk of additional traffic into and out 
of the study area will come from the north and south. This is primarily due to increased capacity 
on this freeway due to the completion of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. This freeway 
will experience the highest volume growth of all the freeways in the study area 

TABLE 3.2-6 
PROJECTED GROWTH IN FREEWAY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Percent Growth- 1998 to 2020 Base 

Freeway Segment AM Peak PM Peak 

Santa J\Ionica Freeway I-10 E/O Sepulveda Blvd 8.59% 9.74% 

E/O La Cienega Blvd 3.87% 4.23% 

E/O Vermont Ave -1.78% -1.25% 

Hollywood Freewav US 101 S/O Vermont Ave 12.96% 17.81% 

Harbor Freeway I-110 N/O 3rd St 4.40% 4.91% 

S/O Venice Blvd 5.34% 5.45% 

San Diego Freeway I--405 S/O Sunset Blvd .31.97% 29.73% 

IS/O Venice Blvd 27 . .33% 30.67% 

N/O Jefferson Blvd 17.61% 20.42% 
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Table 3.2-7 below depicts the percentage growth of arte1-ial volumes at selected screenline locations 
from 1998 to the base 2020 condition as forecasted by the j\;fT A travel demand model. 

TABLE 3.2-7 
PROJECTED GROWTH IN ARTERIAL TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Percent Growth- 1998 to 2020 Base 

Screenline Street AM Peak PM Peak 

# 1 (E/W) S/O Beverlv Blvd/Sunset Blvd 16.10% 16.61% 

# 2 (E/\v') S/0 Venice Blvd 13.91% 13.6.3% 

# .3 (E/\\!') N/O lefferson Blvd/Slauson Ave 24.45% 25.56% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 9.72% 8.41% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 11.97% 11.96% 

# 6 (N/S) E/O Vermont "\ve 16.60% 15.90% 

From this table, the following general observations can be made: 

• All screenlines (north-south/ east-west) show increase in travel demand compared to 1998 
conditions. 

• The most significant increase in travel demand for north-south travel is across the Jefferson 
Boulevard/Slauson Avenue screenline. This projected growth is primarily attributable to the 
available capacity on these north-south streets. 

• The percent increase in volume for east-west travel (Screenlines 4-6) is greater toward the eastern 
edge of the study area. This is the same trend as shown in Table 3.2-5. The most significant 
increase in travel demand for east-west travel is across the Vermont Avenue screenline. 

• The percent growth increase in east-west travel for arterial streets is greater than the percent 
growth increase for the Santa Monica Freeway at the screenline locations. This shows that since 
the freeways are already at capacity, the arterial streets have faster travel times than the freeway. 
So, east-west traffic is diverting onto the arterial streets. 

Sub-Corridor System 

To conduct a more direct and specific analysis of travel trends and growth impacts focused on each 
of the two major east-west corridors in the study area, namely the Wilshire and Exposition corridors, 
the three north/ south screenlines (#4, #5, and #6) were divided into north and south segments. 
These are designated by letters N (north, Wilshire) and S (south, Exposition) following the number 
of the screenline. 

The sub-corridor screenlines are shown in Figure 3.2-10, and are defined as follows: 

• Screenline 4N east of Sepulveda Blvd. (Sunset Blvd. to the Santa Monica Freeway). 

• Screenline 4S east of Sepulveda Blvd. (Olympic Blvd. to Jefferson Blvd.) 

• Screenline SN east of La Cienega Blvd. (Santa Monica Blvd. to Venice Blvd.) 

• Screenline SS east of La Cienega Blvd. (Santa Monica Fwy. to Slauson Ave). 

• Screenline 6S east of Vermont Ave. (Sunset Blvd. to Santa Monica Freeway). 

• Screenline 6S east of Vermont Ave. (Venice Blvd. to Slauson Ave). 
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Figure 3.2-10 Sub-Screenline corridors 
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Table 3.2-8 depicts the percent growth of traffic volumes at sub-screenlines between 1998 and base 
2020 conditions. The following observations can be made: 

• At the west end of the study area, the majority of the growth in traffic is in the Exposition 
Corridor. The Wilshire Corridor's streets are already at capacity, and as a result, can grow very 
little without major road widening. 

• In the center of the study area, the percent growth increases in the Wilshire Corridor due to 
increase capacity and lower volumes compared to the west end. The Exposition Corridor is 
projected to have major grnwth. 

• At the east end of the study area, the Wilshire Corridor has a significant increase in volume. This 
is due to the available capacity of the arterial streets. The Exposition Corridor shows little 
growth. 

TABLE 3.2-8 
CORRIDOR SPECIFIC SCREENLINE SUMMARY 

Percent Growth-1998 to 2020 Base 

Screenline #s Location AM Peak PM Peak 

# 4N (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 1..36% -2.56% 

From Sunset Blvd to Interstate 10 

# 4S (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 10.64% 11.76% 

From Olvmpic Blvd to Jefferson Blvd 

#SN (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 6.42% 5.41% 

From Santa J\Ionica Blvd to Venice Blvd 

#SS (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 10.64% 18.81% 

From Interstate 10 to Slauson "\ve 

# 6N (N/S) E/O Vem10nt Ave 10.52% 11.56% 

From Sunset Blvd to Interstate 10 

# 6S (N/S) E/O Vermont Ave 4.37% 5.31% 

From Venice Blvd to Slauson Ave 

Transportation Performance Measures 

Table 3.2-9 presents a comparison of several key transportation performance measures, including 
transit and vehicular travel characteristics, for existing and 2020 base condition for Los Angeles 
County and the study area. This table shows transit boardings and trips as weH as the countywide 
transit mode share. It also shows vehicle miles of travel (Vl'vfT), vehicle hours of travel (VHT) and 
average highway travel speed statistics for the study area and the County. 

The following general observations can be made from Table 3.2-9: 

• Both daily person trips and transit trips are expected to increase 19 percent from 1998 to 2020. 
This is also reflected in the similarity between the transit share percentages for both years. 

• Countywide VMT is expected to increase at almost three times the rate of increase of person 
trips. This indicates that average commutes may be longer in the future. 
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TABLE 3.2-9 
COMPARISON OF TRANSPORTATION 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Countywide Statistics 1998 Exist 2020 Base 

Dailv Person Trips 29,113,086 34,676,805 
(%change) (19.11%) 

Daily Transit Trips 1,023,867 1,219,802 
(%change) (19.14%) 

Daily Transit Boardings 1,524,407 1,856,190 
(%change) (21.76%) 

Daily Bus Boardings 1,379,825 1,605,059 
(%change) (16.32%) 

Total Transit J\lode Share 3.52'Yo 3.52% 
Daily Vehicle Trips 21,316,978 25,342,446 

(%change) (18.88%) 
Daily Auto VJ\IT 290,295,124 419 ,584,000 

("!IJ change) (44.54%) 
Dailv Auto VHT 8,052,048 16,318,845 

(%change) (102.67%) 
"\verage Vehicle Speed 36.05 25.71 

(%change) (-28.68%) 
Study Area Statistics 

Daily Auto VJ\IT 17,918,614 20,060,137 
("!IJ change) (11.95%) 

Daily Auto VHT 552,378 806,372 
(%change) (45.98%) 

Average V ehide Speed 32.44 24.88 
(%change) (-23.31%) 
AJ\1 Peak Auto VJ\IT 4,120,591 4,607,016 
(%change) (11.80%) 
AJ\1 Peak Auto VHT 179,116 220,785 
(%change) (23.26%) 
AJ\1 Peak Average Speed 23.01 20.87 
(\Yo change) (-9.30%) 
PJ\1 Peak Auto VJ\IT 5,834,194 6,537,504 
(%change) (12.05%) 
PJ\1 Peak Auto VHT 251,154 312,337 
(%change) (24.36%) 
PJ\1 Peak Average Speed 23.23 20.93 

IC1IJ change) (-9.90%) 

• Countywide VHT more than doubles between 1998 and 2020. 

• VMT and VHT do not increase as much in the study area as in the county. This reflects the fact 
that the study area is nearly built out and that the highways are near capacity. 

• In the future, the daily average speed in the study area will not vary significantly from the AlvI 
and PM peak hour average speeds, whereas today the off-peak speeds are much higher than 
peak hour speeds. This indicates that in 2020, congested conditions will exist for the majority of 
an average day beyond the traditional peak periods. 

• In the study area, VHT increases by four times as much as ~ff, indicating increased delays on a 
much more congested roadway network. 
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Transportation Impacts of Project Alternatives 

This section describes the impacts resulting from a number of future transportation scenarios 
analyzed in this EIR, including a No Action, Transportation Systems Management (TSJ'vl), and five 
transit project scenarios. Travel demand forecasts were developed for seven future scenarios using 
the l'vITA Travel Demand Model for the 2020 horizon year, as listed below. 

• No Action Alternative (Baseline). The No Action scenario assumes only the funded 
improvements to the transportation network expected to be in place in 2020 and no transit 
improvements along the \vilshire and/ or the Exposition corridors. 

• Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative. The TSM scenario assumes a series 
of moderate transit improvements (mostly frequency improvements on existing lines and some 
streamlining of unproductive bus services) that are designed to improve transit service and travel 
times within the corridor, and attract additional transit riders. 

The following scenarios, which were modeled for this Mid City /\v estside transit corridor study area, 
included major transit improvements on the Wilshire and/ or the Exposition corridors: 

• Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running). Includes a Bus Rapid Transit 
facility along the median of Wilshire Boulevard from Fourth Street in Santa Monica to Western 
Avenue in Los Angeles. This will require the removal of one general-purpose traffic lane in each 
direction, the removal of several left tum pockets and elimination of on-street parking 
throughout the corridor. 

• Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length). This alternative includes 
the full \vilshire BRT plus a Bus Rapid Transit line from Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to 
Seventh Street/Metro Center station in downtown Los Angeles. Most of the route will be 
constructed in the Exposition Rail right of way owned by MTA. The BRT line follows the same 
alignment as the LRT, except it will use Figueroa Street north of Exposition Boulevard as a rapid 
bus line. The westbound BRT will use Flower Street between 7th Street and Olympic Boulevard. 
Jn Santa Monica, the BRT also uses City Streets west of 20th Street. 

• Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS). This alternative has the full 
Wilshire BRT plus a Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) of Exposition BRT from Venice 
Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard in Culver City to Seventh Street/Metro Center station in 
downtown Los Angeles. 

• Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length). This alternative includes 
the full Wilshire BRT plus a light rail line from Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to Seventh 
Street/Metro Center station in downtown Los Angeles. The LRT will mostly follow the 
Exposition Rail right of way owned by MTA, except a segment in the center median of Venice 
Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard in Culver City and part of Los Angeles, instead of the rail 
right of way. In the City of Santa Monica, tl1e LRT will operate in traffic on Olympic Boulevard 
in the median and a westbound travel lane from 20th Street to Lincoln Boulevard. The LRT line 
will also travel down the center of Hill Street between 35th Street and Washington Boulevard to 
connect to the existing Metro Blue Line. Both the Hill Street and Venice Boulevard alignments 
will require the removal of a through lane in each direction. Left turns will either be partially or 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-33 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026278 



EM25062 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

completely removed on all streets on which the LRT line travels. Parking is also removed in 
much of the on-street running segments. 

• Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS). This alternative combines the 
full Wilshire BRT project with an MOS of Exposition LRT from Venice/ Washington station in 
Culver City to Seventh Street/Metro Center station in downtown Los Angeles. 

Impacts on the Transit System 

To analyze the effects of the various alternative project scenarios on the transit system as a whole, 
the following transit performance measures were derived from the MTA travel demand model and 
summarized for each scenario: 

• Daily Segment Boardings 

• Daily Transit Trips 

• Daily Transit Boardings 

• Daily Bus Boardings 

• Total Transit Mode Share 

Table 3.2-10 provides a summary of Countywide transit performance measures for all scenarios. 
The statistics for each scenario are compared to the 2020 No Action Alternative. The follmving 
general observations can be made from this table: 

• AU of the project alternatives result in increased Total Transit Mode Share over the 2020 No 
Action and TSM Alternatives. 

• Daily Segment Boardings are the greatest for Alternative 3 (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT) 

• Daily Transit Trips and Total Transit Mode Share are the greatest for Alternative 2A (\vi.lshire 
BRT and Exposition BRT MOS) 

• Daily Transit Boardings and Daily Bus Boardings are the greatest for TSM 

It should be noted that increased boardings are not necessarily an indicator of efficient transit 
service. The best indicator is "new transit riders,'' as measured by "linked" (end-to-end) trips. This 
measure is presented and analyzed in Chapter 5.0 (Financial Analysis and Comparison of 
Alternatives). lt should also be noted that there are differences in transit operations amongst the 
three BRT options on Wilshire Boulevard. Alternative 1 will afford opportunities for the best transit 
operations because the Rapid Buses will operate in a dedicated lane that will not be shared with any 
other vehicles. Alternative 1 affords the best Rapid Bus travel speeds. Alternatives 1A and lB will 
have reduced efficiencies for transit operations because other vehicles will at times share the bus 
lane or merge across it. \vith Alternative 1A, vehicles destined for the left turn lane in the center of 
\vilshire Boulevard, will have to merge into the BRT lane and cross it to reach the left turn lane. At 
some locations, the number of left-turning vehicles may cause the left turn queue to exceed the 
storage capacity of the left turn lane, thereby blocking the BRT lane and slowing the progress of 
buses. Similarly, for Alternative 1B, drivers who desire to turn right off of Wilshire Boulevard onto 
side streets "vill have to merge into the BRT lane and turn right from the BRT lane. At cross streets 
with high levels of pedestrian activity in the crosswalk, the right turning vehicles may have to wait, 
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thereby blocking the buses. Also, the local buses wiH remain in the curb lane, so Rapid Buses may 
be delayed by local buses stopping at stops between the BRT stations under Alternative 1B. 

Impacts on Highway Performance Measures 

This section provides a summary of analysis on transportation performance measures using data 
from J\fTA's travel demand model. Performance measures for all future scenarios are compared to 
the results of 2020 No Action Alternative for Los Angeles County in general and the Mid
City/Westside study area in particular. Analyzed transportation performance measures include: total 
daily person trips, daily vehicle trips; vehicle miles traveled (Vi\ff); vehicle hours traveled (VHT) and 
average vehicular travel speed. Table 3.2-11 provides a summary of Countywide and study area 
performance measures for all modeled scenarios. The following general observations can be made 
from this table for each alternative. 

Transportation Svstem Management QSM) Alternative 

• This is the only scenario that shows a countywide reduction in VNIT compared to No Action, by 
about 0.01 percent. 

• However, the trend is reversed when looking at the study area. The TSM is the only alternative, 
which results in an increase in \!J'vIT. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

• Countywide, total vehicle trips decrease by about 8,500, but VJ'vlT and VHT increase, indicating 
that some trips are shifted towards the Wilshire BRT. 

• Jn the focused study area, VMT decreases. This is also due to the decrease in 8,500 vehicle trips 
that shift to the Wilshire BRT. 

• Study area VHT increases in all time periods. This also correlates with traffic diversion and 
longer travel routes, probably associated with the diversion of traffic due to the loss of lanes on 
Wilshire Boulevard. Refer to the discussion provided on page 3.2-45 regarding the impacts 
associated with the loss of a lane on \vilshire Boulevard. 

This alternative has the lowest average speeds in the study area among all alternatives, although the 
change in speed is very small. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

• Countywide, average speed increases due to the decrease of VHT. 

• There is a decrease of approximately 13,500 vehicle trips. Since person trips increases slightly, 
these lost vehicle trips are new transit trips that use either BRT. 

• Jn the study area, VJ\!IT decreases, VHT increases, and average speed decreases for all time 
frames. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT Q\10S) 

• Overall performance measures countywide and in the study area are worse compared to 
Alternative 2, but this difference is marginal. 
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TABLE 3.2-10 
COMPARISON OF TRANSIT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Alternative 2 Alternative 2A Alternative 3 Alternative 3A 
2020 Alternative 1 Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + 

No Action TSM Wilshire BRT Expo BRT Expo BRTMOS Expo LRT Expo LRT MOS 

Countywide Statistics 

Daily Segment Boardings NA NA 39,597 65,319 56,685 83,987 65,477 

Daily Transit Trips 1,219,802 1,220,899 1,232,121 1,239,306 1,238,315 1,247,042 1,235,404 

Compared to No Adion 0.09% 1.01 % 1.60% 1.52% 2.23% 1.28% 

Daily Transit Boarclinrs 1,856,190 1,863,491 1,845,564 1,828,978 1,824,767 1,834,632 1,831,514 

Compared to No Adion 0.39% -0.57% -1.47% -1.69% -1.16% -1.33% 

Daily Bus Boardings 1,605,059 1,612,463 1,589,314 1,569,451 1,567,444 1,542,995 1,558,574 

Compared to No Adion 0.46'% -0.98% -2.22'% -2.34'% -3.87'% -2.90% 

Total Transit Mode Share 3.52% 3.52% 3.55%. 3.57% 3.57% 3.60% 3.56% 

P:\10305-tH _\fL\ Dr.1ft 1.:l:S-EIR\DEI~-Dl-JR\3.02 Tr.1ff1c .md (:1rrnl.1t1nn.dnc 3.2-36 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

m s:: .....,, 
c.n 
0 
en 
~ 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
O> 
I\.) 
00 
I\.) 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 3.2-11 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

COMPARED TO 2020 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 3 Alternative 3a 

2020 Alternative 1 Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + Wilshire BRT + 
No Action TSM Wilshire BRT Expo BRT Expo BRT MOS Expo LRT Expo LRT MOS 

Countywide Statistics 
Dailv Vehicle Trips 25,342,446 25,341,747 25,333,963 25,328,469 25,329,281 25,322,035 25,331,096 

(%change) 0.00% -0.03% -0.06% -0.05% -0.08% -0.04% 
Daily Auto VrvIT 419,584,000 419,533,328 419,739,776 419,605,376 419,681,224 419,688,776 419,794,696 

(%change) -OJH % 0.04% 0.01% Cl.02% 0J)2% Cl.05% 
Daily Auto VHT 16,318,845 16,312,658 16,330,072 16,312,413 16,324,314 16,315,186 16,322,961 

(%change) -0.04'% OJJ7% -0.04'% 0.03% 0.02% OJJ3% 
A verare Vehicle Speed 25.71 25.72 25.70 25.72 25.71 25.72 25.72 

(%change) 0.03% -0.03% 0.04% -0.01% 0.05'% 0.02% 

Study Area Statistics 
Daily Auto Vl\IT 20,060,13 7 20,070.594 20,032,829 20,018,003 20,019 ,999 20,002,863 20,003,97 6 

(%change) 0.05% -0.14% -0.21 '% -0.20'% 0.29% -0.28'% 
Dailv Auto V HT 806,372 806,769 812,769 807 ,207 811,723 805,178 805,690 

(%change) 0.05% 0.79% 0.10% 0.66%1 -0.15% -0.08% 
Average Vehicle Speed 24.88 24.88 24.65 24.80 24.66 24.84 24.83 

(%change) 0.00% -0.92% -0.31% -0.86% -0.14% -0.20% 
AM Peak Auto VMf 4,607 ,016 4,606,487 4,598,521 4,593,391 4,594,806 4,578,322 4.592,753 

(%change) -0.01 '% -0.18% -0.30'% -0.27'% 0.62% -0.31'% 
AM Peak Auto VHT 220,785 220,564 222,225 221,747 221,882 220,318 221,649 

(%change) -0.10% 0.65% 0.44% 0.50%1 -0.21% 0.39% 
AM Peak Average Speed 20.87 20.89 20.69 20.71 20.71 20.78 20.72 

(%change) 0.09% -0.83% -0.73% -0.76% -0.41 % -0.70% 
PM Peak Auto VMT 6.537.504 6,543,843 6,530,828 6,523,831 6,527,416 6,507,821 (\ '\!() '\1)7 

(%change) 0.10% -0.10% -0.21 '% -0.15'% 0.45% -0.26'% 
PM Peak Auto VHT 312,337 312,843 315,467 314,847 315,064 313,404 314,558 

(%change) 0.16% 1.00% 0.80% 0.87%1 0.34% 0.71%1 
PM Peak Average Speed 20.93 20.92 20.70 20.72 20. 72 20.76 20.73 

(%change) -0J)6% -1.09% -1.00% -1.02% -0.79% -0.96% 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• This scenario has the fewest countywide vehicle trips, removing nearly 20,500 vehicles daily from 
the highway network. 

• Average speed in the study area shows the smallest decrease of the project alternatives, although 
this difference is marginal. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

• Overall performance measures countywide and in the study area are worse compared to 
Alternative 3, but this difference is marginal. 

All changes in summary information for the county and study area are statistically small. Looking at 
the data could lead to a potential for overestimating the impacts. Alternative 3 may show the best 
overall transportation performance both Countywide and throughout the study area, and Alternative 
1 may show the worst overall performance among all modeled scenarios. However, the differences 
between the two are small, and could be negligible. This indicates that if there are any significant 
impacts, they should be focused around the transit corridors themselves, and not in the whole 
region. 

Impacts on Highway Corridors 

The proposed transit improvements along Wilshire and Exposition corridors will have an effect on 
highway traffic volumes on surface streets and freeways within the J\;fid-City/Westside Corridor 
study area. These effects include reductions, increases and/ or redistribution of volumes and the 
resulting positive or negative operational impacts. This section presents the results of this impact 
analysis using screenline data from the MT A regional model. The analysis is conducted separately 
for freeways, arterials, the combined highway system, as well as more specific sub-area corridors 
discussed earlier. Each of the project alternatives v.rill be compared with the 2020 No Action 
scenario. 

Freewqy Impacts 

Table 3.2-12 presents percent change in freeway volumes at selected locations from the 2020 No 
Action scenario to the other six scenarios as forecasted by the MTA travel demand model. It is 
important to note that the differences in volume and percentage are small for the freeways. This is 
because most of the study are freeways are expected to exceed their capacity in the future for all 
scenarios. From this table, general observations can be made for each scena1-io, as follows: 

Transportation Svstem Management QSJ'v1) Alternative 

• Most freeways experience a slight drop in traffic volume in the AivI peak hour, and a slight 
increase in traffic volume in the PM peak hour compared to No Action. 

• The east end of the study area experiences the higher traffic volume changes in the PM Peak 
compared to the western areas. 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 3.2-12 
IMPACT ON FREEWAY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

AM Peak Hour Percent Change from 2020 No Action 
Freeway Location TSM Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 2a A1t3 A1t3a 

E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.15% 1.25% 1.14% 1.29% 0.52% 1.55% 
Santa J\lonica Freeway I-10 E/O La Cienega Blvd -0.18% 0.76'Yo 0.53% 0.56% 0.02% 0.50% 

E/0 Vermont Ave -0.10% -0.18% -0.12% -0.10% -0.24% -0.38% 
Hollywood Freeway US 101 E/O Vem10nt "\ve -0.53% -0.27% -0.18% -0.43% -0.70% -0.49% 

Harbor Freeway I-110 
N/O 3rd St 0.03% -OJJ9% OJJ4% 0.20% 0.20% -0.02% 
S/0 Venice Blvd -0.07% (l.00% -0Jl9% 0.12% 0.16% -0.17% 
S/O Sunset Blvd -0.20% -1.47% -1.23% -1.35% -1.40% -1.37% 

San Diego Freeway I-405 S/O Venice Blvd 0.05% -0.22% -0.29% -0.28% -0.51% -0.18% 
NI 0 Jefferson Blvd -0.12% -0.67% -0.80% -0.68% -0.55% 0.02% 

PM Peak Hour Percent Change from 2020 No Action 
Freeway Location TSM Alt 1 A1t2 Alt 2a A1t3 Alt 3a 

E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.12% 0.64% 0.50% 0.76% -0.06% 0.49% 
Santa Monica Freeway I-10 E/O La Cienega Blvd 0.08% 0.20% 0.18% 0.29% -0.32% -0.01% 

E/O Vermont "\ve 0.82% 0.48% 0.57% 0.59% 0.40% 0.30% 
Hollywood Freeway US 101 E/O Vermont Ave 0.28% 0.26% -0.15% -0.24% 0.29% 0.31% 

Harbor Freeway I-110 
N/O 3rd St 0.19% -0.17% -0.26% -0.15% -0.20% -0.16% 
S/O Venice Blvd 0.02% 0.01% -0.09% 0.06% 0.02% 0.05% 
S/0 Sunset Blvd 0.08% -0.6.3% -0.56% -0.42% -0.27% -0.51% 

San Diego Freeway I-405 S / 0 Venice Blvd -0.02% -0.06% -0.03% 0.07% -0.24% -0.17% 
N / 0 T efferson Blvd OJJ2% -0.42% -0.27% -0.18% -0.55% -0 . .37% 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

• Most freeways experience a slight drop in freeway traffic volumes in both peak hours except for 
the Santa Monica Freeway. The Santa Monica Freeway would experience as much as a 1.25% 
increase in traffic in the AM peak hour, which would be considered a significant impact. 

• Traffic volumes drop on the San Diego Freeway, and increase on the Santa Monica Freeway. 
This is probably attributable to the reduced peak hour lane on \Vilshire Boulevard. Traffic 
crossing the study area that would normally take the San Diego Freeway to \Vilshire Boulevard 
may be using the Santa Monica Freeway instead. 

• The sharp decrease in the San Diego Freeway south of Sunset Boulevard may indicate traffic 
from the north exiting at Sunset Boulevard instead of Wilshire Boulevard. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

• Most freeways expe1-ience a slight drop in freeway traffic volumes in both peak hours except for 
the Santa Monica Freeway. The Santa Monica Freeway would experience as much as a 1.14%1 
increase in traffic in the Al.\if peak hour, which would be considered a significant impact. 

• This alternative shows similar impacts to Alternative 1, however, the effects are not as large. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT QYIOS) 

• This alternative shows similar results to Alternative 1 east of La Cienega Boulevard. 

• The MOS portion may cause an increase in dive trips west of the end of the Exposition BRT. 
This may be caused by the increased capacity on the southern end of the study area east of La 
Cienega Boulevard. 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• Most freeways experience a slight decrease in freeway traffic volumes in both peak hours. This 
alternative has the greatest relative affect on reducing traffic volumes on the Santa Monica 
Freeway, and is the only alternative, which reduces traffic on that freeway west of La Cienega 
Boulevard. This drop is mostly attributable to auto trips removed from the freeway as drivers 
switch to the LRT. 

• The Exposition LRT appears to be able to handle the diverted traffic from the Wilshire BRT 
onto the Santa Monica Freeway. 

• Overall impacts on the San Diego Freeway indicates that the \Vil shire BRT affects this freeway at 
Sunset Boulevard. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT Q\10S) 

• Most freeways experience slight decreases in traffic in both peak hours except for the Santa 
Monica Freeway. 

• The same trend in traffic decrease on the San Diego Freeway, and a corresponding increase 
traffic growth on the Santa Monica Freeway in the PM Peak hour is evident in this alternative. 

The freeway impacts appear to be much greater statistically than the regional impacts. The \Vilshire 
BRT appears to cause some traffic diversion onto the Santa Monica Freeway. This diversion may be 
drivers who are trying to cross the study area that may take \Vilshire Boulevard, but with the reduced 
capacity may find it faster to take the Santa Monica Freeway instead. Since the Exposition LRT 
attracts about 12,000 new transit trips from auto trips, it may have the effect of canceling the traffic 
shift due to the Wilshire BRT. 

Arterial System Impacts 

Table 3.2-13 depicts percent change of arterial traffic volumes at selected screenline locations from 
the 2020 No Action scenario to the other six scenarios as forecast by the J\;ffA travel demand 
model. The following general observations can be made for each scenario. 

Transpoi-tation System Management (TSj\;Q Alternative 

• Most arterial streets experience a slight increase in traffic volumes. The AM Peak shows higher 
increases in the east-west direction, and the PM Peak higher in the north/south direction. 

• The western parts of the study area experience the highest traffic volume increases in AM Peak. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

• The east-west travel across screenlines 4 and 5 show a drop in traffic. This is due to the 
significant decrease in corridor capacity due to the reduced peak hour lane on Wilshire 
Boulevard. Some of this reduction in traffic volume shifts to the Santa Monica Freeway as 
shown in the previous section. Screenline 6 shows this same trend during the PM peak hour 
despite the fact that Wilshire Boulevard "vill not be affected directly by the BRT at Vermont 
Avenue. 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 3.2-13 
IMPACT ON ARTERIALS 

AM Peak Hour Percent Growth from 2020 Base 

Screenline #s Street TSM West1 West2 West 2a West3 West3a 

# 1 (E/W) S/O Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd 0.05% 0.32% 0.35% 0.27% 0.33% 0.41% 

# 2 (E/\v') IS/O Venice Blvd -0.06% 0.44% 0.35% 0.35% -0.27% 0.15% 

# 3 (E/\\!') IN/O Jefferson Blvd/Slauson Ave 0.01% -0.04% -0.12% 0.01% -0.28% -0.11% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 1.05% -1.43% -1.15% -1.08% -2.03% -1.19% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd -0.08% -1.53% -1.99% -1.68% -2.42% -1.91% 

# 6 (N/S) E/O Vermont Ave 0.26'Yo 0.02% -0.81% -0.50% --0.27% -0.40% 

PM Peak Hour Percent Growth from 2020 Base 

Screenline #s Street TSM West1 West2 West 2a West3 West3a 

# 1 (E/W) IS/ 0 Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd OJJ8% 0.18% 0.40% 0.37% 0.10% 0.21% 

# 2 (E/W) S/O Venice Blvd 0.27% 0.55% 0.38% 0.40% -0.13% 0.10% 

# 3 (E/\v') IN/O Tefferson Blvd/Slauson Ave 0.15% 0.21% -0.13% -0.11% -0.18% 0.03% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.06% -1.13% -1.24% -1.16% --1.94% -1.37% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 0.15% -1.39% -1.51% -1.41% -1.85% -1.66% 

# 6 (N/S) E/O Vermont Ave 0.04% -0.42% -0.71% -0.59% -1.10% -0.94% 

• Most north-south travel experiences an increase in traffic volumes in both peak hours. The 
overall increase in north-south traffic is due to vehicles shifting to parallel streets to Wilshire 
Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

• All north-south screenline volumes show similar increases compared to Alternative 1. 

• The drop in traffic is greater in Alternative 2 compared to Alternative 1. This is due to auto trips 
that switch to transit trips. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

• The east-west travel across screenline 4 shows no change in traffic. This is due to the MOS 
segment ending just west of La Cienega Boulevard. The MOS segment should not be expected 
to reduce traffic in the Westside beyond the effect that the Wilshire BRT will have. 

• The overall increase in north-south traffic is due to vehicles shifting to parallel streets to \vilshire 
Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. This impact is more noticeable with the Exposition 
BRT than with the Exposition LRT. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• Almost all screenline volumes show significant decreases in traffic volume compared to No 
Action. The overall drop in both peak hours is greatest for this alternative. 

• This is the only alternative that reduces arterial traffic for all east-west and nm-th-south traffic 
around the Exposition Corridor. 

• This drop in traffic can be entirely attributable to trips diverted to the LRT, since the freeway 
traffic also showed decreases overall as well. 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

• The east-west travel across screenline 4 shows no change in traffic. This is due to the MOS 
segment ending just west of La Cienega Boulevard. The MOS segment should not be expected 
to reduce traffic in the \vestside beyond what the Wilshire BRT will take away. 

• The overall increase in north-south traffic is due to vehicles shifting to parallel streets to Wilshire 
Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Overall H ighivqy 5_yste111 Impacts 

Table 3.2-14 presents percent change in total highway volumes (freeways and arterials combined) at 
selected screenline locations from the 2020 No Action Alternative to the other six scenarios. The 
following general observations can be made for each scenario: 

Transportation System Management (rSJ'vl) Alternative 

• Most facilities experience a slight increase in traffic volume compared to No Action. The &\II 
Peak shows higher increases in the east-west direction, and the PM Peak shows higher increases 
in the north-south direction. 

• The west end of the study area experiences the highest traffic volume growth in the AJ\1 Peak. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

• The east-west traffic across screenlines 4 and 5 show highest decreases in traffic. This is mostly 
due to the significant decrease in east-west capacity due to the elimination of one peak hour lane 
on \vilshire Boulevard. Most of the other east-west roads in the study area already exceed 
capacity before the lane is dropped on \vilshire Boulevard, so the diversion of traffic is spread 
out throughout the study area. 

TABLE 3.2-14 
IMPACTS ON OVERALL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC 

AM Peak Hour Pereent Chani e from 2020 Base 

Sereenline #s Loeation TSM Westl West2 West2a West3 West 3a 

# 1 (E/\\') S/O Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd 0.00% -0.06% 0.02% -0.02'Yo 0.01% 0.02% 

# 2 (E/~0 S / 0 Venice Blvd -0.04% 0.23% 0.15% 0.19% -0.23% 0.03% 

# 3 (E/W') N/O TeffersonBlvd/Slauson Ave -0.08% -0.07% -0.20% -0.09% -0.27% -0.01% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.79% -0.84% -0.65% -0.58% -1.42% --0.58% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd -0.10% -0.98% -1..39% -1.15% -1.84% -1..33% 

#Ci (N/S) E/O Vermont Ave 0.02% -0.09% -0.52% -0.39% -0.34% -0.41% 

Percent Change from 2020 Base 

PM Peak Hour Location TSM Westl West2 West2a West3 West3a 

# 1 (E/\\') S/O Beverly Blvd/Sunset Blvd 0.10% -0.03% 0.12% 0.14% --0.02% 0.02% 

# 2 (E/~0 S / 0 Venice Blvd 0.17% 0.33% 0.21% 0.28% -0.12% 0.04% 

# 3 (E/W') N/O TeffersonBlvd/Slauson Ave 0.09% 0.16% -0.07% -0.02% -0.17% 0Jl7% 

# 4 (N/S) E/O Sepulveda Blvd 0.05% -0.71% -0.82% -0.72% -1.46% --0.94% 

# 5 (N/S) E/O La Cienega Blvd 0.14% -1.02% -1.12% -1.01% -1.49% -1.27% 

# 6 (N/S) E/0 Vermont Ave 0.27% -0.08% -0.31% -0.25% -0.48% -0.41% 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

Screenline 6 shows little change because Wilshire Boulevard will not be affected directly by the BRT 
at Vermont Avenue. 

• Most north-south facilities experience an increase in traffic volumes in both peak hours due to 
vehicles shifting to parallel streets to \'Vilshire Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

• All east-west screenlines show decreases in traffic volume. The increased magnitude compared 
to Alternative 1 is due to auto trips diverting to the Exposition BRT. 

• Most north-south facilities experience an increase in traffic volumes in both peak hours due to 
vehicles shifting to parallel streets to Wilshire Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT Q\10S) 

• lmpacts are very similar to those of the alternative 1 for Screenlines 1-4. 

• Screenline 5 and 6 show similar decreases as Alternative 2. This is due to auto trips diverting to 
the Exposition BRT. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• All screenlines show decreases in traffic volume except for Screenline 1 in the Al\1 peak hour. 
The overall drop in both peak hours is greatest for this alternative. 

• This is the only alternative to reduce traffic for all north-south and aH east-west traffic. 

• The increased magnitude of the east-west traffic volume drop compared to Alternative 1 is due to 
auto trips diverting to the Exposition LRT. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

• The east-west travel across screenlines 4, 5, and 6 show a drop in traffic. This is due to the 
significant decrease in capacity due to the lane drop on Wilshire Boulevard. Some of this drop 
in traffic volume shifts to the Santa Monica Freeway or to paraUel arterial streets. 

• The overall increase in north-south traffic is due to vehicles shifting to parallel streets to Wilshire 
Boulevard or to the Santa Monica Freeway. 

• The drop in traffic across screenline 4 is less than the drop in Alternative 1. Yet the decrease in 
traffic is significantly greater across Screenlines 5 and 6. The additional decrease in volume 
across screenlines 5 and 6 is entirely attributable to the Exposition LRT. Also, the lower 
decrease in volumes across Screenline 4 suggests that a significant number of motorists west of 
La Cienega Boulevard are driving to the LRT stations at Venice/Washington or La 
Cienega/Jefferson and using the park and ride facilities there. 

Impacts on Focused Corridors 

In order to get a more focused view of the highway traffic impacts of the alternatives within the 
more focused \'Vilshire and Exposition corridors, traffic crossing the sub-corridor screenlines, as 
described earlier, was analyzed. Table 3.2-15 depicts the percent change in traffic volumes at east-est 
travel screenlines generally within the Wilshire and Exposition corridors for each alternative 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 3.2-15 
HIGHWAY IMPACTS ON SUBAREA CORRIDORS 

AM Peak Percent Change from 2020 Base 

Hour Location TSM West1 West2 West 2a West3 West3a 

Screeriline E/O Sepulveda Blvd 
4N (N/S) From Sunset Blvd to Pico Blvd 1.51% -2.26% -1.49% -1.54% -2.15% -2.11% 

Screeriline 4S E/O Sepulveda Blvd 
(N/S) From Olympic Blvd to Jefferson Blvd 0.50% 2.17% 1.93% 1.90% 0.99% 2.42% 

Screenline E/O La Cienega Blvd 
SN (N/S) From Santa J\lonica Blvd to Interstate 10 -0.10% -1.84% -2.06% -1.93% -2.4S% -2.10% 

Screenline SS E/O La Cienega Blvd 
11'.i/S) From Venice Blvd to Slauson Ave -0.01% 0.91% 0.29% 0.57% 0.00% -0.02% 

Screenline E/O Vem1ont Ave 
6N (N/S) From Sunset Blvd to Interstate 10 -0.13% -0.19'Yo -0.62% -O.S8% -0.47% -0.74% 

Screenline 6S E/O Vermont Ave 
11'.i/S) From Venice Blvd to Slauson Ave 0.08% -0.01% -0 . .3S% -0.07% -0.21% -0.10% 

PM Peak Percent Change from 2020 Base 

Hour Location TSM West1 West2 West 2a West3 West3a 

Screeriline E/O Sepulveda Blvd 
4N (N/S) From Sunset Blvd to Pico Blvd 0.11% -3.S7% -3.43% -3.S8% -4.13% -3.CiS% 

Screeriline 4S E/O Sepulveda Blvd 
(N/S) From Olympic Blvd to Jefferson Blvd O.OS% 1.70% 1.59% 1.S8% O.S1% 1.S9% 

Screenline E/O La Cienega Blvd 
SN (N/S) From Santa J\Ionica Blvd to Interstate 10 0.14% -2.01% -2.13% -2.00% -2.S4% -2.31% 

Screeriline SS E/O La Cienega Blvd 
(N/S) From Venice Blvd ro Slauson :\ ve 0.16% 0.32% 0.04% O.S2% -0.37% 0.01% 

Screenline E/O Vermont Ave 
CiN (N/S) From Sunset Blvd to Interstate 10 0.27% -0.11% -0.24% -0.20% -0.41% -0.46% 

Screenline CiS E/0 Vermont Ave 
(N/S) From Venice Blvd to Slauson Ave O.SO% 0.23% -0.08% 0.11% -0.31% -0.04% 

from the 2020 No Action Alternative. General conclusions can be made regarding travel patterns in 
the respective corridors as follows: 

Transportation System Management (fSJ\1) Alternative 

• The majority of the increase across Screenline 4 is in the Wilshire Corridor, although the 
Exposition Corridor experiences increases as will. 

• The majority of the traffic volume increase across Screenline 6 is in the Exposition Corridor. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT @aseline Median-Running) 

• As a general trend, the \vilshire Corridor shows a significant decrease in traffic due to the 
reduction of one travel lane in each direction on Wilshire Boulevard. The drop shows two 
distinct phenomena- some vehicle trips are converted to transit trips, and some of the vehicle 
trips are diverted to other east-west streets and freeways across the entire length of the corridor. 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

• The increase in the Exposition Corridor is entirely due to traffic diversion from the Wilshire 
Corridor. The fact that this increase is always less that the decrease in the \vilshire Corridor 
helps to confirm that some of the decrease in the \vilshire Corridor is due to auto trips sv.ritching 
to transit trips. 

• Traffic volumes show more than a 2 percent diversion of trips out of the \vilshire Corridor and 
into the Exposition Corridor. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Lemrth) 

• AU Wilshire Corridor screenlines show similar changes as in Alternative 1. 

• The Exposition Corridor shows a greater decrease in volumes compared to Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT Q\10S) 

• Impacts are similar to Alternative 2 but with a smaller magnitude. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

• The Exposition LRT attracts some traffic from the \vilshire Corridor. 

• Westside traffic appears to have the least impact with the Exposition LRT. The lost lane on 
Venice Boulevard does not seem to heavily impact the entire Exposition Corridor area. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

• lmpacts are similar to the Wilshire BRT Alternative. 

The drop in traffic across screenline 4 is less than the drop in Wilshire BRT Alternative for the AM 
Peak. Yet the decrease in traffic is significantly greater across Screenlines 5 and 6. The additional 
decrease in volume across screenlines 5 and 6 is entirely attributable to the Exposition LRT. Also, 
the lower decrease in volume across Screenline 4 indicates that a significant number of people west 
of La Cienega Boulevard are driving to the LRT stations at Venice/Washington or La 
Cienega/Jefferson and using the park and ride facilities there. This is shown in the drop in traffic 
volume from Screenline 4 to 5 in the Exposition Corridor. 

Tmpatts Assotiated Loss of a Lane on TV'ilrhire Bottlevard 

The corridor analyses indicates that the loss of one lane in each direction on Wilshire Boulevard, as a 
result of the proposed Wilshire BRT (Alternatives 1, 1A and 1B), is expected to have a significant 
effect on diverting traffic from Wilshire Boulevard to the broader east-west corridor area. This 
traffic diversion affects most major streets between Sunset Boulevard and the Santa Monica 
Freeway. Peak hour traffic volumes on \vilshire Boulevard itself are expected to decrease by as 
much as 25 to 50 percent compared to the No Action Alternative due to the loss of the traffic lane. 
This decrease in volumes, which is in the range of 300 to 500 vehicles per hour per peak direction, 
will be spread relatively evenly across most of the east-west facilities (freeway and arterials) 
throughout the entire corridor. The predicted shifting of the traffic volumes will help keep traffic 
congestion on Wilshire Boulevard from reaching extreme levels with the proposed lane drop and the 
operation of the BRT. At the same time, the relatively even distribution of diverted traffic across 
the study area's arterial grid system with many east-west arterials, from Sunset Boulevard to Slauson 
Avenue, will also diffuse the extent of the negative traffic impacts on any particular east-west facility. 
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This does not mean that there are no impacts with the loss of a mixed-flow lane on Wilshire 
Boulevard. The diversion of traffic is spread out over a large area because many east-west streets 
north of \vashington Boulevard are at capacity before the lane on Wilshire Boulevard is dropped. 
The diversion of traffic does not just affect the streets immediately around Wilshire Boulevard. This 
lane drop decreases the overall east-west traffic capacity in the corridor, and the effects of this 
decrease are felt across the entire study area. 

Figure 3.2-11 illustrates the corridor-wide effects of the lane-drop on Wilshire Boulevard, west of 
\vestern Avenue, under Alternatives 1, 1A and 1B. As can be seen, PM peak hour volumes on 
Wilshire Boulevard, at La Cienega Boulevard, will be reduced by 49 percent. The diverted traffic 
will not be concentrated on one particular parallel facility. The majority of the east-west arterials in 
the corridor from Sunset Boulevard to Slauson Avenue will experience increase in volume up to 8 
percent. Some of the higher increases being on Third Street (8 percent), and Olympic Boulevard (7 
percent). Similarly, further west, near Sepulveda Boulevard, volumes on Wilshire Boulevard will 
decrease by about 23 percent. The drop in volume here is less than the mid-corridor area since 
\vilshire Boulevard has four lanes in each direction in this section, which v.rill be reduced to three, 
while near La Cienega Boulevard the lane drop is from three to two lanes representing a larger 
percentage of capacity reduction. Again, as seen on the figure, the diverted traffic will be distributed 
relatively evenly across the corridor, with the highest increases on Pico Boulevard (5 percent), 
Olympic Boulevard (5 percent), and Santa Monica Boulevard (4 percent). Finally, the reduction of 
trips from \vilshire Boulevard east of the study area (east of Western Avenue) will be relatively 
minimal. As seen on the figure, the reduction will be less than 5 percent with the diversion effects 
confined mostly to the immediate parallel streets from Beverly Boulevard to Pico Boulevard. 

In order to assess where the shifting of traffic volumes, due to the Wilshire BRT may be significant, 
the threshold of significance of a 0.02 change in V /C ratio on arterial links operating at LOSE or F 
was employed. Figure 3.2-12 illustrates the links forecast to be operating at LOSE or Fin the Aiv1 
period under the No Action Alternative in 2020. Figure 3.2-13 illustrates the congested links in the 
PM Peak hour in 2020 for the No Action Alternative. These two figures illustrate the widespread 
nature of the projected congestion problems in the study area by 2020, especially when compared to 
those shown previously in Figures 3.2-4 and 3.2-5, for existing conditions. As can be seen, while in 
the existing conditions, congestion was more pronounced north of the I-405 Freeway, by 2020 most 
of the arterials north and south of the I-405 will exhibit heavy congestion patterns. Again, there is 
not a major difference between links that will be congested in the Al\1 and PM peak hours. 
However, north-south arterials appear to be still relatively more congested throughout the study 
area, than the east-west arterials. This is true especially in the following sub-areas: 

• From Olympic Boulevard to Jefferson Boulevard in area generally between Fairfax Avenue and 
Alvarado Street 

• From Beverly Boulevard to Third Street in area generally between Highland A venue and 
Alvarado Street 

• West ofI-405 from San Vicente Boulevard to Venice Boulevard 
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Figure 3.2.11- Percent changes on parallel streets due to lane drop 
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Figure 3.2-12 2020 Al\1 Peak arterials LOSE or F 
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Figure 3.2-13 2020 PM Peak arterials LOS E or F 
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Figures 3.2-14 and 3.2-15 illustrate the links which are significantly affected by the loss of a mixed 
flow lane on Wilshire Boulevard. These are the links where the V /C ratio is changed by 0.02 or 
more and the resulting LOS is E or F. The mid-block segments which are affected by the loss of a 
mixed-flow lane on Wilshire Boulevard are spread throughout the study area and include not only 
parallel east-west arterials, but also north-south segments of arterials. This is due to the fact that 
traffic patterns shift as drivers seek alternate routes. It should also be noted that the links which are 
forecast to be affected by the loss of a lane on Wilshire are not all affected directly by traffic 
diverting to those links from Wilshire Boulevard. Rather, it is a ripple effect, where some of the 
traffic which would othenvise be on Wilshire shifts to a nearby parallel route (e.g., Olympic 
Boulevard), which in turn causes that route to become more congested and some of the traffic 
which would have been on that arterial shifts to another parallel arterial (e.g. Pico Boulevard). It is 
interesting to note that the effects of the diversion of traffic from \vilshire Boulevard do not have 
significant affects on any one parallel arterial for the entire length of the study area. This is partially 
due to the discontinuous nature of the parallel arterials and the fact that not all segments of the 
parallel arterials will be operating at LOSE or F. 

Person-Carrying Capacity ef fVilsbire Boulevard 

While the capacity of \vilshire Boulevard to carry non-transit vehicles may be reduced due to the 
conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a bus lane, with the \vilshire BRT, the person-carrying capacity 
of \vilshire Boulevard increases. The estimated per-lane capacity on \vilshire Boulevard is 750 
vehicles per hour. On the segment with the highest forecast decrease in traffic volume, \vilshire 
Boulevard is projected to lose 500 vehicles per hour in the peak direction. The 11TA model 
forecasts an average auto occupancy of 1.32 persons per car in the J\;1id-City/Westside area. 
Applying that vehicle occupancy to Wilshire Boulevard, the person-carrying capacity lost by the 
conversion of a mixed flow lane is 990 persons in each direction. \vith an average 3 minute 
headway between buses, and assuming full buses with a capacity of 135 people, the BRT lane has a 
person-carrying capacity of 2,700 people, almost three times the capacity of the mixed-flow lane. 
The \vilshire BRT will have the capacity to carry up to 1,700 people per hour more per direction 
than the mixed-flow lane it will displace. 

In terms of daily person-carrying capacity, Figure 3.2-16 illustrates how the conversion of a lane 
from mixed-flow operations to a dedicated BRT lane, increases the overall capacity of the corridor 
by 41 percent. In a prototypical segment with three lanes in each direction, Wilshire Boulevard has a 
daily auto capacity of 50,000 vehicles per day, which carry about 66,000 persons per day at a 1.32 
persons per car daily average. The current mix of buses, at 5-minute headways with 90-persons per 
bus capacity, can carry about 39,000 persons per day. Under the No Action Alternative, the daily 
person-carrying capacity of Wilshire Boulevard (in six-lane segments) is therefore, about 105,000 
persons per day. With the dedicated BRT lane, the auto carrying capacity decreases by one third to 
33,300 ~with about 44,000 persons in those automobiles. The BRT Alternative, with 135-passenger 
buses operating at 3-minute headways for 8 hours and 5 minute headways for 12 hours, combined 
with local buses at 10-minute headways in the curb lane, provides the capacity for 104,000 persons 
per day to be transported by buses along the \vilshire Corridor. This is a 166% increase in the 
transit capacity and results in a total person-carrying capacity of 148,000 persons per day, a 41 % 
increase over the No Action Alternative. 
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Figure 3.2.14- AM Peak significant impacts 
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Figure 3.2.15- PM Peak significant impacts 
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Figure 3.2.16- Person Carrying Capacity 
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General Traffic and Circulation Effects of the Alternatives 

This section describes the general effects that the project alternatives will have on traffic circulation. 
It describes in qualitative terms the changes in circulation and traffic patterns that will occur due to 
the physical changes to the streets, traffic diversion impacts due to potential loss of capacity and/ or 
congestion along the corridor, and safety issues associated with each of the alternatives. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Circulation Patterns 

The design of this Wilshire BRT Alternative includes dedicated lanes for buses in the center of the 
street. In order to provide a dedicated lane in each direction, either a through travel lane or the 
parking lane must be removed to provide room for the bus lane. The impacts of the loss of the 
through lane capacity and the loss of on-street parking were quantified and addressed in the 
previous section and will be analyzed in the next section using intersection delay methodology. The 
inclusion of dedicated lanes along the center of the street has several other impacts on overall traffic 
circulation. The most fundamental impact is the control placed on left turn movements across the 
busway. In order to reduce the potential for vehicles to turn across the path of a bus, particularly 
one that may be approaching from the rear on the automobile driver's left, turns across the busway 
will only be permitted with protected left turn signal phases. 

This will have the effect of eliminating left turns at all driveways along the Wilshire Corridor. The 
number of intersections where left turns will be permitted is also reduced by this alternative, which 
will affect local travel patterns. Some drivers wiH adjust their travel patterns by making u-turns at 
subsequent intersections and doubling back to their destination. Others may turn right onto an 
adjacent street and go around the block to reach the street onto which they would otherwise have 
turned left. It is difficult to quantify the exact cumulative effect of all of changes in travel patterns. 
The impact of left turn diversions to/from the major signalized intersections is accounted for and 
quantified in the level of service analysis presented in the next section of this report, but this 
document does not assess the impacts at every minor intersection. At some minor intersections, the 
number of left turn movements may be increased, potentially increasing delays. At other minor 
intersections, left turns may be prohibited, causing ch-ivers to shift to alternate routes. However, this 
document does not assess traffic operations at every minor intersection location in the study area. 

Traffic Diversion Through Neighborhoods 

The operation of the Wilshire BRT may result in the redistribution of traffic along Wilshire 
Boulevard into adjacent neighborhoods and onto adjacent parallel streets/arterials, primarily due to 
the reduction in capacity along Wilshire Boulevard and the loss of left turn lanes at 105 locations. 
Additionally, redistribution of traffic may occur onto local residential streets from added right turn 
movements necessitated by a significant number of left-turn restrictions proposed along \vilshire 
Boulevard. 

As discussed in the previous section, it is anticipated that the BRT ~will cause some traffic to divert to 
parallel arterials over a wide area. Some trips may divert onto local streets, such as 6th and 8th 
Streets along most of the J\1id-City area of Los Angeles, Charleville and Clayton in Beverly Hills, and 
Arizona and California Avenues in Santa Monica. The proposal for the \vilshire BRT Baseline 
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Alternative envisions the removal of left turns at alternating blocks throughout the entire corridor. 
Under such a proposal, 185 of the 297, or 62 percent of the left-turn lanes at intersections crossing 
Wilshire Boulevard (between \vestern Blvd. in Los Angeles and Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica), 
would be removed in order to provide a more efficient BRT operation. It will also effectively 
reduce potential conflicts and safety hazards between buses and cars. The remaining 112 
intersections, or 38 percent of the total intersections remaining operational, are expected to carry 
most of the total demand for left-turns along the Wilshire corridor. In addition to potentially 
exceeding the capacity to make left turns from the remaining available left-turn lanes, the BRT 
proposal "1'ill also affect right-turn movements. lt is expected that a great number of drivers, who 
are unable to make left-turns, wiU opt to making a series of right turns around the block to 
ultimately accomplish the desired left turn. This could add traffic to local residential streets adjacent 
to the major streets where left turns are no longer permitted. 

The volume of traffic on residential streets parallel to and adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard should be 
monitored by the local jurisdictions to detern1ine if the BRT Baseline Alternative has caused any 
diversion of traffic to residential streets. Each City has a threshold of significance for impacts on 
residential streets based on the total volume and amount of traffic added to the street. If those 
thresholds are exceeded within six months of the opening of the Wilshire BRT, the project would be 
considered to have significantly impacted the street. There are up to 450 blocks along the Wilshire 
corridor (side streets and the adjacent parallel street) that could be monitored to assess the potential 
for neighborhood traffic impacts. 

Order-of-magnitude cost estimates have been developed for Neighborhood Transportation 
l\1itigation Program (NTMP) measures along the affected residential neighborhoods. These 
neighborhoods are located in: Park Mile, Miracle Mile, Beverly Hills, Westwood, West Los Angeles, 
and Santa Monica along the \vilshire BRT Corridor. Cost estimates were developed for the 
following three categories: 

• Traffic monitoring program for 12 months including staff time-- $208,000 

• Traffic count program for monitoring traffic impacts-- $450,000 

• Implementation of various potential devices and measures including speed humps, chokers, turn 
restrictions/ signs-- $2,632,000 

Based on the above, the total cost of NTMP measures is estimated at approximately $3.3 million. 

Safety lssues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

A number of safety issues will have to be considered in the planning and operation of the Mid-City/ 
Westside Transit Corridor. Increasing safety for pedestrians and motorists is of paramount 
importance to LACMTA. A number of lessons have been learned about safety issues over the last 
decade from the Los Angeles, and other regions, dealing with mixing transit operations - within both 
exclusive and shared ROW - with general vehicular traffic and pedestrians along the facility, the 
stations and at intersections/ crosswalks. 

The Wilshire BRT Baseline Alternative alignment is proposed as a dedicated bus lane rnnning in the 
median along \vilshire Boulevard. Bus stations would consist of a platform and a canopy, and 
would be located at the far side of a major intersection. Transit patrons and pedestrians in general 
would use crosswalks at the intersections to access the bus station in the median. 
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Motorist safety relative to BRT operations focuses on the topic of introducing and operating a new 
multimodal system within a shared ROW, especially to a driving public that is not used to such a 
phenomenon. The two major issues deal with motorists turning left in front of a rapidly moving bus 
that is approaching from behind, and secondly, motorists driving in the exclusive bus lane. For the 
former, exclusive left turn lanes would be provided to protect against the event of a motorist turning 
left in front of a bus approaching from behind. At all locations where left-turns by motorist would 
be allowed across the busway, these left turns would be controlled by a protected left-turn arrow at 
all times. 

Relative to the BRT operation, pedestrian safety would focus on the ability of a pedestrian to 
determine that a bus was approaching and proceed to a safe location when the bus has passed. 
Pedestrian 'WALK/DON'T WALK' signals would be installed (if they are not already) at all 
signalized pedestrian crosswalks that cross the busway. The crosswalk could be equipped with an 
active 'BUS COMING' icon to warn pedestrians of the presence of an approaching bus. Non
signalized or mid-block crosswalks leading to bus stops that do not coincide with intersections, 
would also be equipped with an active 'DON'T WALK' sign to warn of approaching buses. The 
stations would also be designed to allow for a pedest1-ian refuge area between exclusive busway and 
general roadway. In a mid-block station, the station platform will be equipped with a pedestrian 
actuator button for transit passengers attempting to cross after alighting the BRT. This mechanism 
would provide security for pedestrians so that they do not become impatient attempt to illegally 
cross a busy arterial. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT ~\;iedian Arfjacent Design Option) 

Circulation Patterns and Traffic Diversion Impacts 

Traffic diversion impacts associated with this alternative v.rill be less than Alternative 1, since left 
turn lanes will only be eliminated at station locations and mostly at minor streets. Therefore there 
will be little or no need for circuitous movements around blocks to make left turns at alternative 
locations. The possible circulation and traffic diversion impacts of this alternative will be only as a 
result of potential increase in congestion levels on Wilshire Boulevard due to the reduction in 
capacity with the loss of a through travel lane for general traffic, as was discussed with Alternative 1. 

Safety Issues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

In this alternative, the buses will be operating in the first lane adjacent to the median. The stations 
will also be located adjacent to the median and will likely take the space previously occupied by left
turn lanes, which v.rill be eliminated at the station locations. Since regular right-door buses will be 
used, the buses would have to laterally transition approximately 10 feet to the left prior to the station 
in order to make the station stop on the left side of the platform. Since a majority of the stations are 
located immediately after intersections, this lateral shift will mostly take place within the intersection 
area. The design of this transition will comply with geometric design standards, which are based on 
maximum travel speeds for safety and wiH probably use guide markers in the pavement for directing 
the traffic. The buses wiH generally be traveling at slower speeds before and after the station stops 
compared to the mid-block locations. Therefore it is not anticipated that this transition will create 
any safety or traffic impacts to vehicular traffic on Wilshire Boulevard or the cross streets, or to 
pedestrians at the station locations. The pedestrians wiH be controlled by walk/don't walk signals 
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and would have to wait at a station in the middle of the street with buses on one side and through 
traffic on the other side of the island. This is similar to the stations for Alternative 1. 

In this alternative autos will be maneuvering across the bus lane to make left turns at the 
intersections, therefore, due to the higher degree of interaction between automobiles and buses in 
this alternative (compared to Alternative 1 ), there may be some potential for increased conflicts and 
additional congestion in the left most vehicular through lane. Auto drivers will have to pay more 
attention to ensure that they can safely move across the bus lane and that there is adequate room to 
enter the left turn pocket and safely wait to make the left tum. It will be possible to minimize 
bus/vehicle conflicts through the use of advance detectors, which can expedite a green left turn 
phase for vehicle queues at the intersections to clear the waiting autos in case of approaching buses. 

l t will be difficult to sign and stripe the BRT lane with an opening directly adjacent to the left turn 
lane through which autos could transition from the mixed flow lane, across the BRT lane, into the 
left turn pocket. In order to improve the safety of this maneuver, the BRT lane would likely have to 
be signed for "Buses and Left Turns Only" so that left-turning vehicles could enter the BRT lane at 
the beginning of the block to have time to merge over to the left turn lane. This would reduce the 
effectiveness of the bus lane, since it would now be shared with some mixed flow traffic. There is 
also a concern that left turn queues at some locations could exceed the capacity of the left turn lane 
and block the bus lane. This is addressed in more detail later in the section on intersection level of 
service. The potential queues of left turning vehicles would not likely present a significant safety 
concern. Bus drivers would be forced to slow and wait for the left-turn phase to clear the queue. 
This would slow the bus operations however. 

This alternative is suitable for all-day bus operation, but it would be problematic if implemented as a 
peak-hour-only operation, which is proposed as a potential mitigation measure for parking impacts. 
Under the peak hour only concept, regular vehicular traffic using the bus lane during the off-peak 
periods would encounter the lane transitions and would have to maneuver around the stations, 
momentarily separating from the other two traffic lanes. This is an unusual traffic movement, which 
could potentially have negative impacts to the traffic flow and vehicular safety. Should the peak
hour-only option be required to mitigate parking impacts, it should only be implemented with either 
Alternative 1 or 1 B. 

Alternative 1 B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Ac!Jacent Design Option) 

Circulation Patterns and Traffic Diversion Impacts 

This alternative will have the least amount of potential circulation and traffic diversion impacts 
compared to Alternatives 1 and 1A. With curbside operation and station sites, no left turn pockets 
will be lost throughout the corridor. Again, most of the traffic diversion and circulation impacts will 
be associated with potential increased traffic congestion along \vilshire Boulevard with the loss of a 
travel lane, similar to Alternatives 1 and 1A. 

Safety Issues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

Due to its more traditional curbside transit operation and station locations, this alternative will have 
little or no negative effects on pedestrians, who will be accessing the stations located in the sidewalk 
area. There may be some potential for vehicular conflict with buses and right turning vehicles, 
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which will be allowed into the bus lane to make right-turns. However, this also is a relatively 
conventional operation, which should not result in significant effects, other than slower bus 
operations. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Circulation Patterns 

Effects along the Wilshire Corridor will be similar to Alternative 1. Along the Exposition Corridor, 
the BRT Alternative will not create any major changes in overall circulation patterns along its entire 
length, since for most of the corridor it will be located in the existing railroad right-of-way and 
vehicular traffic will cross the right-of-way at existing crossings. Where it runs in dedicated lanes in 
the center of the street along Venice and Sepulveda Boulevards, it wiH result in some of the same 
impacts as the Wilshire BRT. Left turns across the BRT tracks will only be allowed at signalized 
crossings. This will have the largest effect on driveway access along Sepulveda Boulevard, where left 
turns could only be made at signalized intersections. 

Traffic Diversion Through Neighborhoods 

Effects along the Wilshire Corridor will be similar to Alternative 1. Along the Exposition Corridor, 
it is not anticipated that the operation of the BRT Alternative ~will result in the redistribution of 
traffic into adjacent neighborhoods or onto nearby parallel streets/ arterials, other than parallel to 
Sepulveda Boulevard. The street parallel to Sepulveda which may be affected by traffic diversion is 
Sa\Ni:elle Boulevard. The streets parallel to Venice Boulevard that may be affected by traffic 
diversions are Washington Boulevard and Culver Boulevard. 

As traffic congestion increases along the corridor, a percentage of project trips could attempt to find 
convenient detours around the congested areas to reach stations (especially ones v.rith park-and-ride 
lots) using side streets through residential neighborhoods. Some may be detouring to reach nearby 
destinations, while others may be attempting to reach parallel arterials such as Adams, Jefferson and 
Martin Luther ](ing Boulevards, in order to travel longer distances. However, traffic diversion is not 
expected to significantly impact residential streets. 

Safety Issues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

A number of safety issues will have to be considered in the planning and operation of the J\1id
City/Westside Transit Corridor. Increasing safety for pedestrians and motorists is of paramount 
importance to LACJ\ITA. A number of lessons have been learned about safety issues over the last 
decade from the Los Angeles, and other regions, dealing with mixing transit operations (within both 
exclusive and shared RO\'V') with general vehicular traffic and pedestrians along the facility, the 
stations and at intersections/ crosswalks. 

The Wilshire BRT Alternative alignment is proposed as a dedicated bus lane running in the median 
along Wilshire Boulevard. The Exposition BRT alignment is described above. Bus stations would 
consist of a platform and a canopy, and would be located at the far side of major intersections. For 
the \Vilshire BRT, transit patrons and pedestrians in general would use crosswalks at the 
intersections to access the bus station in the median. 
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Motorist safety relative to BRT operations focuses on the topic of introducing and operating a new 
multimodal system within a shared ROW, especially to a driving public that is not used to such a 
phenomenon. The two major issues deal with motorists turning left in front of a rapidly moving bus 
that is approaching from behind, and secondly, motorists driving in the exclusive bus lane. For the 
former, exclusive left turn lanes would be provided to protect against the event of a motorist turning 
left in front of a bus approaching from behind. At all locations where left-turns by motmist would 
be allowed across the busway, these left turns would be controlled by a protected left-turn arrow at 
all times. There will be enough lateral clearance in the median for the Venice/Sepulveda section of 
the Exposition BRT that the curb at the median should keep auto traffic out of the bus lanes. 

Relative to the BRT operation, pedestrian safety would focus on the ability of a pedestrian to 
determine that a bus was approaching and proceed to a safe location when the bus has passed. 
Pedestrian 'WALK / DON'T WALK' signals would be installed (if they are not already) at all 
signalized pedestrian crosswalks that cross the busway. The crosswalk could be equipped with an 
active 'BUS COMING' icon to warn pedestrians of the presence of an approaching bus. Non
signalized or mid-block crosswalks leading to bus stops that do not coincide with intersections, 
would also be equipped with an active 'DON'T WALK' sign to warn of approaching buses. The 
stations would also be designed to allow for a pedestrian refuge area between exclusive busway and 
general roadway. In mid-block station, the platform will be equipped with a pedestrian actuator 
button for transit passengers attempting to cross after alighting the BRT. This mechanism would 
provide security for pedestrian so that they do not become impatient and attempt to illegally cross a 
busy arterial. 

In the Exposition BRT, some rail crossing gates may still exist. The use of gates at BRT crossings 
has not been attempted in the U.S. and would require special legislation in order to install such 
devices at locations where gates do not exist. In addition, because of the relatively short headways 
between buses, the use of gates may not be an appropriate solution. Current rail standards require a 
minimum of 20 seconds between the time flashing lights/ gates is activated, and the time the train 
reaches the crossing. \vith short headways as the rapid bus approach downtown Los Angeles, the 
gate down time may cause high levels of delay for cross street traffic. 

Alternative 2A: Wilrhire BRT and Exposition BRT (NfOS) 

Impacts of this alternative in all categories ~will be similar to Alternative 2. The impacts on the 
Venice/Sepulveda segment will not be a factor because the exclusive bus lanes will exist east of this 
section only. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LR'T (Full Len,gth) 

Circulation Patterns 

Effects along the Wilshire Corridor ~will be similar to Alternative 1. Along the Exposition Corridor, 
the LRT Alternative will not create any major changes in overall circulation patterns along its entire 
length, since for most of the corridor it will be located in the existing railroad right-of-way and 
vehicular traffic will cross the right-of-way at existing crossings. \Vbere it runs in dedicated lanes in 
the center of the street along Venice and Sepulveda Boulevards, it will result in some of the same 
impacts as the Wilshire BRT. Left turns across the LRT tracks will only be allowed at signalized 
crossings. This will have the largest effect on driveway access along Sepulveda Boulevard. \X!hen 
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the LRT alignment travels along Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica, it will travel in mixed flow, 
sharing the lane "1'ith vehicular traffic. This may cause some diversion from this lane to the adjacent 
one, if drivers feel uncomfortable driving on the railroad tracks, but this should not cause any 
significant diversion to alternate routes. 

Traffic Diversion through Neighborhoods 

Effects along the \'Vilshire Corridor will be similar to Alternative 1. Along the Exposition Corridor, 
it is not anticipated that the operation of the LRT Alternative will result in the redistribution of 
traffic into adjacent neighborhoods or onto nearby parallel streets/ arterials, other than parallel to 
Sepulveda Boulevard. The street parallel to Sepulveda which may be affected by traffic diversion is 
Sawtelle Boulevard. In addition, the streets parallel to Venice Boulevard including \'Vashington 
Boulevard and Culver Boulevard, may be affected by traffic diversion. 

As traffic conditions increase along the corridor, a percentage of project trips could attempt to find 
convenient detours around the congested areas to reach stations (especially ones with park-and-ride 
lots) using side streets through residential neighborhoods. Some may be detouring to reach nearby 
destinations, while others may be attempting to reach parallel arterials such as Adams, Jefferson and 
l\fartin Luther I<.ing Boulevards, in order to travel longer distances. 

Safetv Issues Resulting From Multimodal Operation of Roadwav 

The propensity for collisions at LRT grade crossings is based primarily on two factors; 1) the LRT 
alignment type, and 2) exposure (LRV volume & motorist/pedestrian volume). The existing LA 
Metro Blue Line does not have many similar characteristics to the proposed Exposition LRT 
alignment, but some comparisons can be made along selected alignments. For instance, the 
\'Vashington Street alignment of the Metro Blue line shares the same right-of-way type as the 
proposed Venice and Sepulveda sections of the Exposition LRT alignment. Accident history from 
LACJ\1TA ten year history of operating the Metro Blue Line (1990-2000) indicates that along the 
\'Vashington Street alignment, 155 LRV involved collisions have occurred within the 10 year time 
frame. Nine (9) of these 155 collisions have involved pedestrians, while the other 146 involved 
motorists. Three (3) fatalities resulting from LRV involved collisions have occurred on the 
Washington Street alignment in the 10 year period. Two (2) of the fatalities were pedestrians, while 
one was a motorist. One-hundred three (103) of the 146 LRV-motorist collisions (71 %) resulted 
from motorists turning left in front of, or into, an LRV. This high percentage emphasizes the need 
to provide adequate safety treatments for left turning motorists. 

The Metro-prepared report released on May 19, 2000, called the Summary of Metro Blue Line 
Train/Vehicle and Train/ Pedestrian Accidents (7 /90 to 3/00), indicates the following major factors 
contributing to accidents with trains: 

• Left turn by vehicle in front of train 

• Right turn by vehicle in front of train 

• U-turn by vehicle in front of train 

• Vehicle running through a red traffic light or stop sign 

• Encroachment of vehicle into the trackway, other than the above mentioned factors 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-60 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026305 



EM25089 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

• Vehicle driving around closed automatic crossing gate 

• Pedestrian inattention or ignoring an approaching or departing train 

• Pedestrian trespassing on the railroad 1-ight-of-way 

Light rail vehicles on the Exposition LRT alignment would travel at speeds up to 55 mph. It is 
expected though that this speed would only be achievable in the stretches of the alignment between 
Van Ness Avenue and Venice Boulevard where the dedicated railroad ROW with minimum cross 
street conflicts would permit such speeds. Other sections of the alignment where the LRT is located 
in the median of such streets as Venice, Sepulveda, and Olympic, the posted speeds from these 
adjacent streets is 35 mph, therefore, the use of full signal priority would be necessary. As part of 
the Exposition LRT proposal, the LRVs would preempt the traffic signal ahead at least 20 seconds 
prior to the train reaching the intersection - this would allow vehicles on the cross street to dear out 
of the trackway. 

As part of its Grade Crossing Safety Program initiated by LACJ\ffA in 1992, several innovative 
features and demonstration projects have been introduced by the Authority to address some of 
these safety concerns and evaluate the effectiveness of methods designed to discourage illegal 
encroachment by both motorists and pedestrians alike. They include pedestrian sv.ring gates, 'second 
train coming' signage, pedestrian automatic gates, automated photo enforcement and four quadrant 
gates. 

Crossings where trains travel faster than 35 mph would be equipped with gates/ flashing lights along 
the Exposition LRT. To deter motorists from going around lowered gates, raised medians may be 
installed at intersections, unless in areas where the geometry of the crossing does not allow this then 
four-quadrant gates would be installed. At crossings where the LRV would operate in the street at 
reduced speeds, gates would not be provided. To reduce the likelihood of motorists turning left in 
front of approaching trains from behind, at all locations where left-turns by motorist would be 
allowed across the LRT line, these left turns would be controlled by a protected left-turn arrow at all 
times. Additionally, an active 'TRAIN COMING' sign would also be mounted in the median to 
alert motorists of the approaching train. Photo enforcement with heavy fines may also be used 
along the LRT alignment to deter motorists from driving around lowered gates. 

Pedestrian safety at Exposition LRT crossings would be addressed in the following manner: 

• Signs that warn pedestrians to 'LOOK BOTH WAYS' while displaying a train icon would be 
placed at each crossing. 

• The use of pavement delineation and barriers would direct pedestrians to designated crossing 
location, and control pedestrian movement. 

• ADA approved tactile warning strips that provide visual warning of the dynamic envelope of the 
train would be used at stations to warn pedestrians of the edge of the platform and would be 
installed at all designated pedestrian crossings marking the limits of pedestrian occupancy. 

• Swing gates that are gravity-operated would be installed at pedestrian crossings that warrant their 
use. They require a positive action by the pedestrian entering the crossing, thereby forcing 
awareness of the trackway and the possible presence of an approaching train. 
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• Pedestrian gates that operate in the same manner as a vehicular gate would be installed at 
pedestrian crossings wherever their use is warranted- they block pedestrian approach in the 
presence of a train, specially in location with high train volume and limited sight distance. 

• 'SECOND TRAIN APPROACHING' signs may be installed at crossings where two or more 
light rail transit tracks are present, and the LRV headways are short - they warn pedestrians to 
look both ways. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (L'v10S) 

Impacts of this alternative in all categories wiH be similar to Alternative 3. The impacts on the 
Venice/Sepulveda segment will not be a factor because the LRT will exist east of this section only. 

This Alternative v.rill have limited effect on overall traffic circulation patterns, since it will be located 
in the existing railroad right-of-way and crossings will occur at existing crossings and v.rill have no 
foreseeable impacts on local residential streets along the Exposition Corridor. 

Impacts of Special Events Strr?et Clomres on Exposition BRT and LRT Operations 

Several special events occur in and near the University of Southern California (USC) campus and the 
Exposition Park area every year. Some of these events currently entail the closure of streets and/ or 
restriction of traffic in the surrounding area for event traffic control, marching band procession, 
and/ or pedestrian crossing safety. According to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT), 108 special events have occurred in the USC/Exposition Park area in the past year. For 
62 for those events, traffic officers were deployed to help manage traffic flow. Thirteen of those 
events resulted in a full closure of Exposition Boulevard between Vermont Avenue and Figueroa 
Street. Two of these closures were by special events permits or by Los Angeles City Council order. 
The other eleven closures were initiated or planned by LADOT for traffic management or safety 
purposes. The follmving events have required the closure of Exposition Boulevard between 
Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue during the last year: 

• Los Angeles Marathon 

• Revlon Run & Walk 

• USC Football Games (6 times) 

• World Cup and Other Soccer Events at the Coliseum (4 times) 

• MotorCross Event 

Additional events in the future may result in the closing of Exposition Boulevard as well. Generally, 
Exposition Boulevard is closed for USC football games and other major events in the Coliseum 
attracting 50,000 or more attendees. The rationale for closing the street during major events of 
greater than 50,000 attendees is to maintain pedestrian safety of those crossing the street and to 
distribute post-event traffic loads to multiple freeway ramps to ease traffic congestion. This traffic 
distribution strategy improves parking lot clearance times for both Exposition Park and USC. 
Exposition Boulevard was closed for multiple days as a result of the LA Ford Street Races two years 
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ago; however, according to LADOT that event has since been discontinued and is not expected to 
return to the Exposition Park area any time soon. 

At this point, no significant changes are expected in regards to the number of times Exposition 
Boulevard would be closed for special events in the future. LADOT estimates that Exposition 
Boulevard will be dosed 10 - 15 times a year due to special events, primarily on weekends or late in 
the evening. Exposition Boulevard has not been dosed as a result of a special event during any 
weekday peak-period for more than two years. 

Generally, Exposition Boulevard is closed before and after special events. This is to allow people to 
cross Exposition Boulevard from the parking structures at USC to reach Exposition Park. During 
USC football games, the street is closed when the band marches from the campus to the stadium 
and immediately after the game, when pedest1-ians are crossing the street to return to on-campus 
parking and residential facilities. 

When Exposition Boulevard is closed to traffic du1-ing events, the operation of a BRT /LRT line 
might be impacted if it were using an at-grade alignment. Below grade BRT /LRT lines would not 
be impacted by any street closures at Exposition Park. There are other measures however, that 
could be taken to allow for at-grade operations ofBRT/LRT during special events. 

During major events, an at-grade LRT would cause impacts to overall event and traffic operations. 
Some measures have been recommended to allow the LRT to run while Exposition Boulevard is 
closed. One possible strategy is to create a "Bus Bridge" which would connect the two sides of the 
operating LRT with express buses. These buses would pick up passengers at one terminus and 
shuttle them to the other terminus avoiding the street closures. Another recommended measure 
would allow for the LRT to operate if Exposition Boulevard is closed. Traffic control personnel 
from the Department of Transportation would need to be present to stop vehicular or pedestrian 
traffic. This would a11ow columns of pedestrians to cross the streets at periodic intervals between 
LRT trains. Fences would have to be built along the median of Exposition Boulevard on both sides 
of the LRT line to prevent people from crossing the LRT tracks mid block. During the LA 
Marathon, the race could be restricted to the north side of Exposition Boulevard allowing for trains 
to run during the event potentially at slower speeds. Similar events such as the Revlon Run/\valk 
could also be restricted to one side of the street to allow simultaneous LRT operations. This would 
allow the race to run without crossing the path of the LRT. 

At-grade BRT buses will also be impacted in a street closure scenario. The flexibility of the buses 
will allow for them to travel on alternate streets to bypass the closed streets during a special event. 
They could run in mixed flow traffic until re-joining the corridor, or they could also have special 
lanes marked by LADOT to allow the buses to move quickly before and after special events so that 
these buses will not be severely delayed by traffic. 

Maintenance Yard 

The additional vehicles that would have to be added to the MTA bus or light rail fleet to serve the 
corridor alternatives will require maintenance and overnight storage. There are six potential sites at 
which the maintenance of buses could be accommodated, one of which could also serve as a light 
rail vehicle maintenance yard. This section discusses the transportation impacts associated with 
implementation of a maintenance yard at each of these alternative sites. The site plans for the yard 
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at each potential location have not been developed, so the access points and internal circulation are 
not known at this time. The transportation impact analysis focuses on the accessibility of each site 
and its proximity to the corridor alternatives, as well as the types of adjacent streets which might be 
used by buses. It is anticipated that the number of employees, which would work out of each 
maintenance yard, will be about 160 employees. Most of these employees arrive and depart the yard 
in the off-peak hours. Many arrive prior to the morning commute period so that buses can be 
readied for their commute runs. Others work in the late evenings, when the buses return from their 
daily runs. The movement of buses and light rail vehicles to/from the maintenance yards also will 
occur outside the peak commute periods, since the transit vehicles must be in service during those 
peak time periods. 

Site 3: Northwest Corner Chavez & l'vfission 

This site is located at the intersection of two Major Highways in the City of Los Angeles. Buses 
which would deadhead to/from this site to the start or finish of runs in Santa Monica would likelv , 
use the Santa Monica Freeway and could circulate around downtown Los Angeles via either the I-
110 or US 101 to reach the Mission Road interchange on the 101 freeway. This interchange is only 
one block from the yard site, so the buses would have minimal impact on arterial streets. Buses 
traveling between the yard and the eastern ends of the corridors would travel on arterial streets 
through downtown, similar to existing buses bound to/from the adjacent bus yard at Vignes/Cesar 
Chavez. They would not be expected to cause any significant impacts on the downtown streets. 

Site 4: Existing l'vITA Division 1 at Alameda & 6th 

The new maintenance yard would be an expansion of the existing Division 1 yard to a site across 
Industrial Street. Buses traveling to/from this site would follow the patterns of existing Division 1 
buses and would not affect any new streets in this predominantly warehouse/industrial/produce 
neighborhood. Industrial Street could be affected by the bus traffic if an access point is provided on 
Industrial or if vehicles are shuttled across Industrial from the existing yard to the new yard, but 
Industrial Street is a minor street that only extends for five blocks. It does not serve as a primary 
circulation route in this part of the Central City East. There is a high percentage of trucks in the 
traffic volumes around this site. It is located in close proximity to the \vilshire-Whittier corridor, so 
buses would have limited down time circulating to/ from service. Buses which would deadhead 
to/ from this site to the start or finish of runs in Santa Monica would likely use the Santa Monica 
Freeway and would use the Alameda street interchange on the freeway. This interchange is less than 
one mile from the yard site, so the buses would have limited impact on arterial streets. 

Site 6: Northeast Corner Alameda & Washington 

This site is located at the intersection of two Major Highways in very close proximity to the I-10 
freeway, with the Alameda Street ramps only one-half block away. Buses which would deadhead 
to/from this site to the start or finish of runs in Santa Monica would likely use the Santa Monica 
Freeway and would use the Alameda street interchange on the freeway. These buses would have 
minimal impact on ail:erial streets. Buses traveling to/from the corridors via downtown city streets 
would likely utilize Alameda Street to connect with the Wilshire-\Vbittier corridor or Washington 
Boulevard to connect with the Figueroa -Exposition corridor. There are high percentages of trucks 
in the traffic volumes around this site. 
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Site 7: Southeast Corner Alameda & \vashington 

This site would have the same general impacts as Site 7, directly across the street. 

Site 8: Exposition ROW Hooper to Central 

Site 8 is the one location that could be developed as either a BRT yard or and LRT yard, since it is 
located on the Exposition ROW owned by the MT A. 

BRT Yard. This site is located about three quarters of a mile south of the Santa Monica Freeway 
and could be accessed via the interchange at Central Avenue a Secondary Highway. It is surrounded 
by local streets, with some nearby residential areas. In order to avoid impacting the residential 
streets, employees and buses would likely be routed via Central Avenue to/from the north. This site 
is a little more removed from the starting point for service on the \vilshire Corridor than some of 
the other sites. 

LRT Yard. Use of this site for the LRT yard would have similar traffic impacts as its use as a BRT 
yard, in terms of employee travel to/from the site. Employees would be encouraged to utilize 
Central Avenue rather than any of the adjacent residential streets. The circulation of LRT vehicles 
would be along the former railroad right-of-way to/from the \vest. This would result in the re
activation of nine at-grade crossings of streets to the west of the LRT yard. These crossings would 
be upgraded to include warnings lights and gates, and the light rail vehicles would move through 
them at slow speeds, since they would be out of service, so this would not be expected to cause any 
significant traffic impacts or safety concerns. The out-of-service vehicles would not need any 
priority treatment at these grade crossings and could wait, if necessary, to cross when they would not 
negatively impact north-south traffic flow. 

Site 9: South Park Shops at 54th & Avalon 

This yard site is located at an existing J'vITA maintenance facility, so it would not create new 
intrusion of buses into this predominantly residential area. It would increase the number of daily 
bus and employee trips in this area. In order to avoid neighborhood traffic impacts, the employees 
and buses would be routed via Avalon Boulevard, on the eastern perimeter of the site, to/from 
Slauson A venue for access to the I-110 Freeway. This would increase the number of vehicle trips 
passing the Jefferson Middle School site, on the east side of Avalon Boulevard, but should not 
significantly affect pedestrian safety because of the availability of a signalized pedestrian crosswalk at 
Avalon/Slauson. This site is the most removed from the Wilshire and Exposition corridors, so it 
would involve the most dead head travel by out-of-service buses. 

Intersection Traffic Impacts 

General Issues Related to Intersection Impacts 

Signal modifications will be implemented for BRT and LRT operation. LADOT currently has the 
necessary hardware/ software to implement a transit priority treatment at signalized intersection to 
address transit signal priority. The use of loop detectors embedded in the pavement in advance of 
traffic signals, or newly emerging visual recognition technologies placed above intersections on 
signal mastheads, will now allow traffic signal controllers to detect a bus as a distinct object separate 
from a car or truck. This in turn will provide the signal processor with sufficient warning to adjust 
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the signal phases on cross streets so the bus may receive a green indication when it reaches the cross 
street. Jn certain cases this will occur by lengthening the green phase for the transitway (extend 
green) and the parallel streets along Exposition Boulevard, and other cases it may occur by 
shortening the green phase on the north/ south streets (early green). 

The proper placement of advance detection devices will avoid abrupt changes in a signal cycle, (e.g., 
the green phase not truncated prior to a minimum specified time). Locating the detectors far enough 
in advance of the cross street will allow a bus traveling at a planned speed to arrive at the cross street 
coincident with a green signal indication. However, it may not be feasible in every instance to 
provide the same level of priority treatment for buses traveling in both directions, especially if bus 
headways become too short. If such a condition prevails, then the peak direction of passenger 
demand would be assigned a higher level of priority treatment. 

In those portions of the corridor along Exposition Boulevard where the transitway is adjacent to and 
runs parallel to an arterial street, buses will receive a green signal indication simultaneously with the 
parallel street. The stop bar for traffic approaching the transit crossing will be located before the 
transit crossing so that there will not be any traffic stopped between the transitway and the adjacent 
streets' traffic signals. A brief clearance interval may be required in the north/ south signal phase to 
ensure that no vehicles are stopped on the transitway crossing, or between transit crossing and the 
adjacent east/west streets. Turn movements from the adjacent east/west street will also require 
separate signal phases with red arrows when the transit vehicles are present or crossing to avoid 
incidents from the conflicting north/ south movement. It will be necessary to prevent the left or 
right turns across the transitway when a transit vehicle is moving in conjunction with the through 
traffic on the parallel arterial. 

Numerous traffic signals will need to be modified, typically to add a signal phase for transit vehicles 
crossing the roadway or the intersection. Some of these modifications also entail relocating the stop 
bars and providing clearance intervals for vehicles crossing the transitway. In addition, signal 
modifications will upgrade signal controUers/ software to accommodate the transit p1-iority 
treatment. New signals will need to be instaUed where the transit signal is off-set from the nearest 
traffic signal by more than 150 feet. This would constitute a separate signal that would be 
interconnected to the adjacent traffic signal. It is expected that all BRT and LRT at-grade crossings 
will be signalized. 

A decrease in levels of service at signalized intersections may be experienced in the Wilshire 
Boulevard corridor. The increase in traffic volume by 2020 is expected to exceed the design capacity 
of Wilshire Boulevard at many intersections. This will result in the worsening of levels of service 
(LOS) of the arterial as a whole as well as exceeding the volume/ capacity (V /C) at the majority of 
the intersections. It is expected that of the 78 signalized intersections that were analyzed along the 
Wilshire BRT corridor, approximately 21 percent will operate at LOS E or F. 

The effects of preferential bus signal on cross traffic movement/ existing traffic signal system have 
been considered. Priority treatment of buses at intersections holds the potential to reduce a 
significant source of delay in bus operations. This is accomplished through preferential bus signal 
treatment, which in effect keeps buses from being stalled in general traffic, while helping to maintain 
the bus schedule. However, such an operational mechanism may adversely affect cross traffic 
movement. Also, today's traffic signal control systems are tightly inter-connected in order to 
provide progression of general traffic through the urban grid system. Thus, bus signal priority 
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treatments would have to be constrained to achieve modest variations v.rithin the context of 
maintaining a viable synchronization program. 

For the alternatives that include an Exposition BRT, the BRT proposal calls for signal priority for 
the busway (Exposition RO\"'V) and signal priority - but no preemption- in the street running section 
outside the busway (in Santa Monica and downtown Los Angeles). The partial signal prioritization 
that is proposed for the transit corridor may possibly increase delay for motorists crossing the 
corridor on the cross streets. Such impacts and delays can be minimized using the latest signal 
timing/ synchronization technologies and vehicle detection capabilities. Nonetheless, it will still 
result in increased delays from vehicles unable to clear an intersection due to the shorter signal phase 
for cross traffic movement. This will especially be the case for locations where new traffic signals 
will be installed, and places where increased left and right turns across the BRT corridor from 
parallel streets to reach the stations and their respective park-and-ride facilities. The coordination of 
signals at closely spaced intervals between a parallel street and the transit corridor will also take on 
additional complexities that ~will need to be addressed. 

Traffic Forecast 1\11?thodoloJ!J 

Traffic conditions for the horizon year of 2020 were forecast and evaluated for the No Action 
Alternative and for each of the alternatives. The No Action Alternative represents the projected 
horizon year traffic volumes in the study area in the absence of any improvements along the Mid
City /Westside Corridor project. 

To estimate the more localized traffic impacts associated "1rith each project alternative, intersection 
traffic volume projections for each scenario were developed using the following process: 

• Development of future base traffic volumes reflecting 2000-2020 background traffic growth, and 
changes due to auto trip reduction and other shifts in traffic (elimination of left turns at 
intersections and at driveways) as a direct result of proposed Corridor transit service alternatives. 

• Development of additional peak hour auto access trips to stations related to park-and-1-ide and 
kiss-and-ride (drop-off) trips. 

• Development of additional BRT and LRT vehicle volumes at intersections along the corridor 
using the assumed transit headways for each project alternative. 

The above process was employed because the projected 2020 vehicle trips produced directly by the 
highway assignment module of the MTA Model do not explicitly include the transit vehicles 
themselves nor the auto portion of transit-access (park-and-ride or kiss-and-ride) trips. Use of this 
methodology, allowed for a "true" impact analysis, which reflects both macro-level reductions 
and/ or shifts in background traffic due to the transit service, as well as the micro-level additional 
local impacts created by station-access traffic and transit vehicle delays. 

Background Traffic Growth Factors 

To develop the "base" traffic volumes for the first step, a growth-facto1-ing process was used. 
Traffic growth factors were calculated for the study area arterials by comparing traffic volume results 
from the MTA model for the base 2020 run and each of the project alternatives. These results 
included AM and PM peak link volumes at key intersections along the east-west corridor for the 
base year 1998 and forecast year 2020. 
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Due to a noticeable difference in traffic grm:vth patterns in various sub-areas within the corridor, the 
traffic volumes for intersections were grouped in seven sub-areas, as follows: 

• Subarea 1-- Santa Monica and the Los Angeles community of Sawtelle, including all streets west 
of Federal Avenue 

• Subarea 2-- Century City, \v7 est Los Angeles, and Westwood along the Wilshire Corridor, 
including all streets between Federal Avenue and the Beverly Hills City Limits 

• Subarea 3-- Beverly Hills on the \vilshire Corridor, including all streets from the western city 
limits to La Cienega Boulevard 

• Subarea 4-- Mid-City area of Los Angeles along the Wilshire Corridor, including all streets east of 
La Cienega Boulevard up to \v estem A venue 

• Subarea 5-- Sepulveda Boulevard south of Olympic Boulevard, and Venice Boulevard west of 
Overland A venue along the Exposition Corridor 

• Subarea 6-- most of Culver City in the Exposition Corridor along Venice east of Overland 
A venue, also includes the Exposition right of way west of Jefferson Boulevard 

• Subarea 7-- Exposition Corridor east of the National Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard intersection 

For the Wilshire BRT alternative, Subareas 1-4 were further subdivided with Wilshire Boulevard 
itself as a separate subarea from the rest of the streets. This was done to properly capture the sharp 
decline in traffic volumes along Wilshire Boulevard due to the removed lane and the increase in 
volumes on parallel streets as a result of diversion from \vilshire Boulevard. 

A summary of these growth factors, which are shown in Table 3.2-16. These factors were then 
applied to the existing 2000 intersection traffic counts to develop future background (base) volumes 
at each of the study intersections for each alternative. Detailed results of the growth factors for all 
regions can be found in the Traffic Analysis Report. 

Along the Wilshire Corridor, the greatest general growth in traffic occurs in West Los Angeles and 
Beverly Hills. Both of these areas are high-density employment and commercial centers. The 
effects of traffic diversion due to the Wilshire BRT are noticeable throughout the study area, 
especially along the west side of the study area. The greatest general growth along the Exposition 
Corridor occurs in West Los Angeles. The arterial streets here are affected by their proximity to 
both the San Diego Freeway and the Santa Monica Freeway. 

Jn the second step of the forecasting process, the projected base intersection volumes for each of 
the scenarios, except for the TSM Alternative, were adjusted by adding the station access auto 
traffic. This includes park-and-ride auto traffic, kiss-and-ride auto traffic, and bus and shuttle traffic 
consisting of feeder and line haul buses. The estimated vehicle trip generation for each of the 
project alternatives will be described in more detail in the subsequent sections, which discuss the 
impacts of each alternative. The estimated trip distributions were developed based on the location 
of the transportation system and the most likely routes to the stations and were reviewed and 
adjusted for local conditions through observations of traffic patterns and volumes. 
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TABLE 3.2-16 
GROWTH FACTORS FOR STUDY AREA 2000-2020 

2020 No Action TSM Alternative 1, 1a,1b Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 3 Alternative 3a 

Location AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM Al\f PM Al\1 PM 

Santa Monica/ 4.66% 4.54% 4.29'% 4.71% 11.35% 9.24% 3.83% 3.93'% 4.55% 4.48% 3.83'% 3.93% 4.55% 4.48% 

Sawtelle (-3.12%) (-2.04%) (-3.12%) (-2.04%) (?, 1?% 
-; (-2.04%) (-3.12%) (-2.04%) (-3.12%) .? ()Ll_O;'..,\ 

West Los Angeles 9.82% 9.83% 9.89% 9.74% 13.66% 13.47% 9.15%1 9.16% 9.71% 9.26% 9.15% 9.16% 9.71%1 9.26% 

(16.98'%) ( 15.95%) ( 3.12'%) ( 0 .04%) (3.12'%) ( 2.04%) ?, 100/,\ (2.04%) (-3.12'%) (-2.04'%) 

Beverly Hills 9.80% 10.48% 9.80% 10.52% 9.30% 9.86% 9.55% 10.41% 9.70% 10.52% 9.55% 10.41% 9.70% 10.52% 

(-6.57%) (-2.64%1) (-3.12%) (-2.04%) (?, 1?% 
-; (-2.04%) (':\100/0 \ (2.04%1) (-3.12%) (-2.04%) 

Mid City Wilshire 5.66% 7.13% 5.79'% 7.09% 7.68% 8.82% 5.39% 6.86'% 5.64% 6.92'% 5.39'% 6.86% 5.64% 6.92% 

(-20.08%) (-18.95%) (-20.08%) (-18.95%) (-20.08%) ( 18.95%) (-20.()8%) ( 18.95%) (-20.08%) (-18.95%) 

Sepulveda/Venice 24.60% 22.98%1 24.60% 23.51% 27.13% 25.15% 22.62% 22.44% 24.41%1 22.98% 22.62% 22.44% 24.41% 22.98%1 

Culver City 14.35% 15.18'% 14.06% 15.49'% 14.83% 16.00% 12.57'% 14.21% 13.65'% 14.56% 12.57% 14.21% 13.65'% 14.56% 

Exposition ROW 13.39% 13.90% 13.60% 14.08% 13.34% 14J)2% 12.69% 13.36% 12.92% 16.17% 12.69% 13.36% 12.92% 16.17% 

Source: MMA '.?000 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

The multi-step methodology described above is used to evaluate the impacts of project-related 
traffic, as well as the effects of transit operations on signalized intersections. J\1itigation of impacts 
to levels of insignificance based on these guidelines (e.g. reduction of delay by 5.0 seconds or more) 
would likely require traffic signal modifications and/ or physical improvements, such as additional 
through or turn lanes at intersections, new traffic signals and possible road widenings. 

lmpacts of Alternatives on Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection capacity analyses were performed for the 158 critical intersections within the J'viid-City / 
Westside Corridor study area for No Action conditions and for each of the project alternatives. The 
threshold of significance, adopted by the MTA in consultation with LADOT to determine when a 
project impact is significant, was discussed at the beginning of Section 3.2.3. This methodology is 
used to evaluate the impacts of project-related traffic, as well as the effects of transit operations on 
signalized intersections. Detailed level of service calculations and average delay for each alternative 
and peak hour can be found in the Traffic Analysis Report. The traffic impacts for each of the 
alternatives are discussed in the following pages. 

a. No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative presents projected operating conditions of study intersections in 2020 
without the development of a transit project along the Corridor. The study assumed traffic signal 
operating specifications (cycle lengths, phases, etc.) to be generaUy the same as those of today. 
Current signal timing plans were obtained from all jurisdictions so that aU potential pre-emptions at 
intersections would be entered into this analysis. The growth factors projected for various study 
area locations from 2000 to 2020 conditions, as shown in Table 3.2-16, were applied to existing peak 
hour turning movements at the study area intersections to develop estimated 2020 No Action traffic 
volumes for AivI and PM peak hours. 

Table 3.2-17 summarizes the results of these analyses. Review of this table shows that 40 
intersections are expected to operate at level of service (LOS) E or F during one or more peak 
hours. This compares to 28 intersections currently (2000 conditions) operating at LOSE or worse, 
as discussed previously. 

b. Transportation System Management (fSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative assumes an improved bus transit system throughout the study area, mostly 
through increases in service frequency on existing bus lines. Jn contrast to the BRT/LRT 
Alternatives, this alternative does not have transit stations to which automobile trips are attracted in 
large numbers. Passengers using this improved bus service are assumed to access the buses through 
conventional bus stops and existing or unofficial park-and-ride facilities. Therefore, this alternative 
does not have the impacts of the additional station access vehicle trips. However, it accounts for the 
reduction of vehicle trips from the highway system as a result of any potential auto trips diverted to 
the improved bus services and redistribution of auto trips as a result of changes in transit services. 
To develop traffic volume forecasts for this alternative, growth factors in Table 3.2-16 
corresponding to the TSM Alternative were used. No other adjustments were made to any part of 
the network for this alternative. 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 3.2-17 
LOS E/F INTERSECTIONS IN 2020 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x 
20th Street /Colorado Ave x 
San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd / Olvmpic Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd/I-405 Southbound x x 
Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x 
Sawtelle Blvd /l' -... -~.--.. -Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd /PaJn1s Blvd x x 
Sawtelle Blvd /Veruce Blvd x x 
::iepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /" ~ .. _ ·--·-· Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x 
Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
::iepulveda Blvd /\vashington Pl x 
Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Westwood Blvd/Santa :i\Ionica Blvd x x 
Glendon Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x 
"\ve of the Stars /Santa l\Ionica Blvd x 
Santa l\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x 
S Santa :i\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x 
Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Doheny Dr /Olvmpic Blvd x 
Hauser Blvd /6th Street x 
Highland Ave /6th Street x 
Highland Ave /Wilshire Blvd x 
Highland Ave /Olympic Blvd x x 
Rossmore Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x 
Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x 
:i\Iotor Ave /Venice Blvd x x 
Culver Blvd/l\Iain St /\'\Tashington Blvd x x 
Culver Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x 
La Cienega Blvd /Tefferson Blvd x x 
La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x 
\rlington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x 
Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x 
Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x 
Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x 
Source: MM:\ 2000 
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Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

Table 3.2-18 shows 46 intersections projected to operate at LOS E or worse during the peak hours, 
of which most are expected to operate slightly worse than the No Action Alternative according to 
the defined significance thresholds. The TSM alternative was in part based on the \vestside Transit 
Restructuring Study, which assumed removal, streamlining, and modifications to several less 
productive bus lines. Many of these less productive bus lines are centered around Sawtelle 
Boulevard and Venice Boulevard, where most of the impacted intersections are located. Overall, 
most of the 158 intersections experience a slight improvement of operations. 

TABLE 3.2-18 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
TSM ALTERNATIVE 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x y 

20th Street /Colorado Ave x y 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Olvrnpic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /l' T, ~'"'""" Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /National Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Veteran Ave /\v'ilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /\'\Tilshire Blvd x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa J\Ionica Blvd x y 

Glendon Ave r~; .. .,·viuL~ Blvd x x y 

Ave of Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x y 

\X'hittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa J\Ionica Blvd /\v'ilshire Blvd x x y 

S Santa 1\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

::ioalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Doheny Dr /Olvmpic Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /.3rd Street x y 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x N 

Highland Ave /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Highland Ave /Olympic Blvd x x y 

Rossmore Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x y 

1\Iotor Ave /Veruce Blvd x x y 
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TABLE 3.2-18 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
TSM ALTERNATIVE 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Culver Blvd/i\Iain Str--- '·---~ton Blvd x x y 

Culver Blvd /\' enice Blvd x x y 

Robertson Blvd /Ven.ice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Washington Blvd x y 

La Cienega Blvd /Tefferson Blvd x x y 

La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

"\rlingron Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x y 

Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x y 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x y 

Figueroa Street /Exposition Blvd x y 

Source: Mi\L'\ 2000 

c. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1- Bus Lanes in Median 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes operation of buses within 
exclusive bus lanes in the median along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica 
to Western Avenue in Mid City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate on street 
to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 

Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
MTA model. Daily ridership and auto trips were calculated for each station and assigned to the 
roadway network. Wilshire BRT has no park-and-ride lots, so all auto trips are kiss-and-ride, which 
are counted twice in the intersection analysis. Daily trip generation for each station is summarized in 
Table 3.2-19. 

TABLE 3.2-19 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Wilshire/ 4th 1,202 1,134 68 

Wilshire/14th 3,011 2,825 186 

Bundv 2,481 2.357 124 

Barrington 1,599 1,449 150 

Westwood Village 6,316 5.625 691 

Santa J\lonica 2,317 2,174 143 

Beverly 1,599 1,497 102 

Robertson 2,062 1,947 115 

La Cienega 2.525 2,349 176 

Fairfax 2,550 2,378 172 
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TABLE 3.2-19 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

La Brea 3,052 2,899 153 

Crenshaw 1,373 1,306 67 

\X1esrem 9,510 9,469 41 

Totals 39,597 37,409 2,188 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for the 
Wilshire BRT Alternative using the arterial growth factors discussed earlier. 

Detailed discussions were held \N'ith the Cities of Beverly Hills, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the BRT system. Issues such as signal priority, cycle and 
phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and other operational details 
were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these cities, specific signal timing as 
well as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections which are along and/ or 
immediately adjacent to the BRT alignment. 

Some of the items addressed in the intersection analysis include: 

• Additional clearance time for north south streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignment. 

• Additional left turn phases to stop the left turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignment. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for the Wilshire BRT scenario and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this 
alternative. In addition, existing dual left turn lanes were modified at the following locations due to 
the limited right-of-way: 

• Veteran Avenue at Wilshire Boulevard, one left-turn lane in each direction 

• Gayley Avenue at \vilshire Boulevard, one left-turn lane eastbound only 

• Westwood Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard, one left-turn lane in each direction 

• Glendon Avenue at Wilshire Boulevard, both left-turn lanes eastbound only 

• Santa Monica Boulevard at Wilshire Boulevard, one left-turn lane eastbound only 
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Intersection capacity analyses were performed for the resultant total volumes for this alternative. 
Table 3.2-20 summarizes the results of the intersection capacity analyses of study intersections, 
using Level of Service E as the threshold for intersections with unacceptable levels of service. As 
discussed earlier, the loss of some left turn lanes resulted in the diversion of existing left turns to 
alternate locations. In the level of service analysis this was manua11y reflected by assuming that 50 
percent of the left turns would shift to the next available left turn location and 50 percent would 
shift to right turns and circle the next block. The diversion of some of these left turns to minor 
streets between the study intersections could cause impacts at some of those locations, which will be 
further evaluated during the design of the left turn lanes at each signalized intersection during 
preliminary engineering. The increased left turn demands at some of the minor streets would not 
negatively impact BRT operations, but it could have the potential impact of left turn queues 
exceeding left turn lane capacity and causing blockage of a through lane on \Vilshire Boulevard. 

TABLE 3.2-20 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 1 

LOSE LOSF 
Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Bundy Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/\'\Tilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /\\/ilshire Blvd x x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa :i\Ionica Blvd x y 

Ave of the Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x N 

\X'hittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa :i\Ionica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

S Santa :i\Ionica Blvd/\v'ilshire Blvd x x N 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverlv Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Doheny Dr /Olympic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax "\ve /3rd Street x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Highland Ave I Olympic Blvd x x N 

Rossmore Ave /\X!ilshire Blvd x N 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

For the Wilshire BRT Alternative, 20 intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse 
during the peak hours in the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor area. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that the Wilshire BRT Alternative can 
be expected to significantly affect 14 intersections. Mitigation efforts for these intersections will be 
discussed in Section 3.2.4. Table 3.2-20 indicates the intersections projected to operate at LOS E or 
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F and which are significantly impacted by the BRT Alternative. Figure 3.2-17 illustrates the 
intersections impacted by Alternative 1. 
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Figure 3.2.17 - Alt 1 Impacted Intersections 
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As seen in Table 3.2-20, most of the impacted intersections are concentrated along Wilshire 
Boulevard. The bulk of the impacts occur in the \vestwood area and in Beverly Hills. 

d. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1A- Bus Lanes Adjacent to Median 

As described in detail in the project desc1-iption, this alternative assumes operation of buses within 
exclusive bus lanes in the existing travel lane next to the median along \vilshire Boulevard between 
Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to \vestern Avenue in Mid City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the 
buses would operate on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 

Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
MTA model. Daily ridership and auto trips were calculated for each station and assigned to the 
roadway network. Wilshire BRT has no park-and-ride lots, so all auto trips are kiss-and-ride, which 
are counted twice in the intersection analysis. Daily trip generation for each station is summarized 
earlier in Table 3.2-19. It is assumed that the ridership numbers will not change as a result of the 
variation of the Wilshire BRT alternative. 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for the 
Wilshire BRT Alternative using the arterial growth factors discussed earlier. The growth factors are 
assumed to be similar in all Wilshire BRT alternatives because these alternatives are operational 
changes that should not affect traffic across the study area.Detailed discussions were held with the 
Cities of Beverly Hills, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles Department of Transportation staff to 
identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and scenarios for the implementation of 
the BRT system. Issues such as signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective 
phasing for turns, loss time and other operational details were discussed. Based on these 
discussions, and directions from these cities, specific signal timing as well as geometric modifications 
were assumed at study intersections which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT 
alignment. 

Some of the items addressed in the intersection analysis include: 

• Additional clearance time for north south streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignment. 

• Additional left turn phases to stop the left turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignment. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for the Wilshire BRT scenario and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this 
alternative. 

Intersection capacity analyses were performed for the resultant total volumes for this alternative. 
Table 3.2-21 summarizes the results of the intersection capacity analyses of study intersections, 
using Level of Service E as the threshold for intersections with unacceptable levels of service. 
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TABLE 3.2-21 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 1A 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

San Vicente Blvd/FedernJ Aver .. ;~~~m-- Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Gavley Ave /\v'ilshire Blvd x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa :Monica Blvd x y 

Glendon Ave /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Ave of the Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x N 

\\/bittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Santa J\Ionica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

S Santa J\lonica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverlv Dr /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Dohenv Dr /Olympic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /3rd S rreet x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Highland Ave / Olvmpic Blvd x x N 

Rossmore Ave /\\/ilshire Blvd x N 

Source: r\IM:\ 2001) 

For the Wilshire BRT Alternative 1A, 21 intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse 
during the peak hours in the \vilshire Boulevard Corridor area. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that the \vilshire BRT Alternative can 
be expected to significantly affect 13 intersections. l'vfitigation efforts for these intersections will be 
discussed in Section 3.2.4. Table 3.2-21 indicates the intersections projected to operate at LOS E or 
F and which are significantly impacted by the BRT Alternative. 

As seen in Table 3.2-21, most of the impacted intersections are concentrated along \vilshire 
Boulevard. The bulk of the impacts occur in the Westwood area and in Beverly Hills, similar to 
Alternative 1. 

In addition to the overall level of service at each study intersection, an analysis of the left-turn 
queues along Wilshire Boulevard was also conducted. The potential for left-tum queues to block 
the BRT lane is a concern that could make this alternative unattractive in terms of bus operations 
improvement. Table 3.2-22 illustrates the forecast left-tum queues along Wilshire Boulevard for 
both Alternatives 1 and la. 
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TABLE 3.2-22 
DESIGN QUEUE FOR LEFT TURN APPROACHES FOR WILSHIRE BOULEVARD 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Alt1 Alt1A Alt 1 Alt1a 
Intersection EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB 

2nct Street/Wilshire Blvd * 5 0 2 * 6 0 3 

5th Street/Wilshire Blvd *- * 0 0 * * 0 3 

6th Street/Wilshire Blvd 1 1 0 1 3 6 1 3 

Lincoh1 Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 1 8 0 4 1 9 0 4 

14th Street/Wilshire Blvd *- * 0 0 * * 1 1 

20th Street/Wilshire Blvd 2 6 1 3 3 4 1 2 

26th Street/Wilshire Blvd 3 4 1 2 5 4 2 2 

Centinela Ave/Wilshire Blvd 0 3 0 1 1 3 0 1 

Bundy Dr/Wilshire Blvd 3 5 2 3 4 4 2 2 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd 2 3 3 4 2 .3 .3 4 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd 4 10 4 10 12 23 12 24 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd 34 8 34 8 26 9 26 9 

Gayley Ave /Wilshire Blvd 26 5 27 2 24 4 24 2 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd 50 12 47 12 21 14 20 14 

Glendon Ave /Wilshire Blvd * 8 21 2 * 5 11 3 

Westhohne Ave /\'\Tilshire Blvd * 2 3 2 * 4 2 4 

Beverly Glen Blvd /Wilshire Blvd 6 3 6 3 10 5 10 5 

Comstock Ave /Wilshire Blvd 3 1 0 1 2 2 1 1 

Whittier Dr /\'\Tilshire Blvd 8 2 8 2 11 3 11 3 

Santa J\lonica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd .37 11 37 11 44 9 .36 9 

South Santa J\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd * 8 0 8 * 9 7 9 

Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd 4 4 7 11 7 11 

Doheny Dr/Wilshire Blvd 6 5 6 5 7 5 7 5 

Robertson Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 6 4 6 4 7 8 7 8 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd 4 6 4 6 10 12 10 12 

San Vicente Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 3 1 2 0 4 2 2 1 

Crescent Heights Blvd/\v'ilshire Blvd 3 4 2 2 3 3 2 2 

Fairfax Ave/Wilshire Blvd 3 3 2 2 2 3 1 2 

Hauser Blvd/Wilshire Blvd 2 3 1 1 .3 2 1 1 

La Brea Ave/Wilshire Blvd 3 4 2 3 3 4 2 3 

Highland Ave /\'\Tilshire Blvd 5 4 3 2 4 4 2 2 

Rossmore Ave /\X'ilshire Blvd 7 1 3 1 7 1 3 0 

Crenshaw Blvd (~·;,vrni~ Blvd N/A 8 N/A 8 N/A 9 N/A 9 

Western Ave /\'\Tilshire Blvd 5 4 5 4 7 6 7 6 

< Indicates left turn mm-emcnt rcmm-cd for :\ltcmatiw 1 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

e. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1B- Bus Lanes in Curb Lane 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes operation of buses within 
exclusive bus lanes in the curb lane along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa 
j\fonica to \vestern Avenue in J\;1id City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate 
on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 
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Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
MTA model. Daily ridership and auto trips were calculated for each station and assigned to the 
roadway network. \vilshire BRT has no park-and-ride lots, so all auto trips are kiss-and-ride, which 
are counted twice in the intersection analysis. Daily trip generation for each station is summarized 
earlier in Table 3.2-19. It is assumed that the ridership numbers will not change as a result of the 
variation of the Wilshire BRT alternative. 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for the 
Wilshire BRT Alternative using the arterial growth factors discussed earlier. The growth factors are 
assumed to be similar in all Wilshire BRT alternatives because these alternatives are operational 
changes that should not affect traffic across the study area. 

Detailed discussions were held with the Cities of Beverly Hills, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the BRT system. Issues such as signal priority, cycle and 
phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and other operational details 
were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these cities, specific signal timing as 
well as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections which are along and/ or 
immediately adjacent to the BRT alignment. 

Some of the items addressed in the intersection analysis include: 

• Additional clearance time for north south streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignment. 

• Additional left turn phases to stop the left turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignment. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for the Wilshire BRT scenario and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this 
alternative. 

Intersection capacity analyses were performed for the resultant total volumes for this alternative. 
Table 3.2-23 summarizes the results of the intersection capacity analyses of study intersections, 
using Level of Service E as the threshold for intersections ~with unacceptable levels of service. 

For the Wilshire BRT Alternative 1B, 18 intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse 
during the peak hours in the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor area. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that the \vilshire BRT Alternative can 
be expected to significantly affect 11 intersections. J\1itigation efforts for these intersections will be 
discussed in Section 3.2.4. Table 3.2-23 indicates the intersections projected to operate at LOSE or 
F and which are significantly impacted by the BRT Alternative. 
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TABLE 3.2-23 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 1B 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

Gavley Ave /\v'ilshire Blvd x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa :i\Ionica Blvd x y 

Glendon Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Ave of the Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x N 

\\/hittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa :i\Ionica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

S Santa l\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverlv Dr /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Dohenv Dr / Olvmpic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /3rd Street x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /Olympic Blvd x x N 

Source: Mr\!:\ 2000 

As seen in Table 3.2-23, most of the impacted intersections are concentrated along \vilshire 
Boulevard. The bulk of the impacts occur in the Westwood area and in Beverly Hills. 

f. Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes operation of buses ~within 
exclusive bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to \vestern 
Avenue in Mid City Los Angeles. The Wilshire BRT Baseline (lanes in the median) was used for this 
analysis. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 
Additionally, this alternative assumes operation of buses within the exclusive Exposition ROW 
between Santa Monica and Sepulveda Boulevard in the west, and Venice Boulevard and Figueroa 
Street/Flower Street in the east. In Santa Monica, west of 14th Street, the BRT v.rill operate as a 
Rapid Bus to the Santa Monica Transit Center. The BRT will run in the median of Venice 
Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard between the two ROW portions. The BRT will also run as a 
Rapid Bus north on Figueroa Street and south on Flower Street to Street/Flower Street. 

Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
MTA model. Daily ridership park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride trips were calculated for each station 
and assigned to the roadway network. Daily trip generation for each station on the \vilshire BRT 
route is summarized in Table 3.2-24 and daily trip generation for each station on the Exposition 
BRT route is summarized in Table 3.2-25. 
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TABLE 3.2-24 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 2 WILSHIRE BRT STATIONS 
Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 
Wilshire/ 4th 1,244 1,160 84 
Wilshire/ 14th 2,299 2,184 115 
Bundy 2,296 2,181 115 
Barrington 1,430 1,345 85 
Westwood Village 5,798 5,108 690 
Santa Monica 2,075 1,945 130 
Beverly 1,730 1,644 86 
Robertson 1,912 1,816 96 
La Cienega 2,154 2,046 108 
Fairfax 2,645 2,508 137 
La Brea 2,671 2,537 134 
Crenshaw 1,22.3 973 250 
\vestem 8,881 8,437 444 

Totals 36,358 33,884 2,474 
Source: MM:\ 2000 

TABLE 3.2-25 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 2 EXPOSITION BRT STATIONS 
Exposition BRT Mode of Access Auto Access 

Station Totals Walk/Transit Auto PNR KNR 
Seventh/Flower 2,0.33 1,931 102 102 
Fi211eroa/Pico 759 721 38 38 
Figueroa/ Adams 969 921 48 48 
Fi211eroa/ T efferson 4,5.31 4,.304 227 227 
\Termont 1,880 1,786 94 94 
\vestem 1,680 1,596 84 84 
Crenshaw 4,023 3,516 507 306 201 
LaBrea 960 871 89 41 48 
La Cienega 1,711 1,262 449 36.3 86 
National/Hayden 405 385 20 20 
V enice/J\Iain 655 622 33 33 
Venice/ Overland 673 639 .34 .34 
Venice/Sepulveda 2,706 2.571 135 135 
Sepulveda/N arional 584 555 29 29 
Pico/Sawtelle 1,38.3 1,127 256 187 69 
Bundv 1,266 1,167 99 36 63 
Cloverfield 1,650 1,515 135 53 82 
Colorado/14th .375 356 19 19 
Ocean/Santa Monica Boulevard 718 682 36 36 

Totals 28,961 26,527 2,434 986 1,448 
Source: MM:\ 2000 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
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intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for 
Alternative 2 using the arte1-ial growth factors discussed in previous sections. 

Detailed discussions were held with Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT systems. Issues such as 
signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and 
other operational details were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these 
cities, specific signal timing as weH as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections 
which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT alignments. These include items such as: 

• Additional clearance time for streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignments. 

• Additional left and right turn phases to stop the turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignments. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for Alternative 2 and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this alternative. In 
addition to the locations with dual left-turn lanes that were affected by Alternative 1, one westbound 
left-turn lane "1-ill be eliminated at the intersection of Culver Boulevard and Venice Boulevard. 

For Alternative 2, a review of Table 3.2-26 on the next page shows 49 intersections are projected to 
operate at LOS E or worse during the peak hours along both corridors. Based on a comparison to 
No-Build conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that Alternative 2 can be 
expected to significantly affect 36 intersections. Table 3.2-26 indicates the intersections projected to 
operate at LOS E or F and which are significantly impacted by Alternative 2. These locations are 
illustrated on Figure 3.2-18. 

Based on Table 3.2-26, most of the significantly impacted intersections are concentrated in Culver 
City and along Interstate 405 and on \'Vilshire Boulevard in the \'Vestwood area. Also, most 
intersections immediately adjacent to stations experience significant impacts. This can be attributed 
to the large number of projected auto access trips to the two BRT alignments. Additionally, it could 
be partially attributed to the large number of intersections that are already at LOS E or F with the 
No Action Alternative. 

g. Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) Alternative 2A 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes operation of buses within 
exclusive bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica to \'Vestern 
Avenue in }.;fid City Los Angeles. The Wilshire BRT Baseline Oanes in the median) was used for this 
analysis. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. 
Additionally, this alternative assumes operation of buses within the exclusive Exposition RO\'V 
between Venice Boulevard in Culver City and Figueroa Street/Flower Street in Downtown Los 
Angeles. \'Vest of Venice Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard in Culver City, the BRT will operate as a 
Rapid Bus to the Santa Monica Transit Center following the path of the full length Exposition BRT. 
The BRT will also run as a Rapid Bus north of Exposition Boulevard running to 7th Street/Flower 
Street northbound on Figueroa Street and southbound on Flower Street. 
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Figure 3.2.18 Alt 2 Impacted Intersections 
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TABLE 3.2-26 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION BRT ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x N 

20th Street /Colorado Ave x N 

Bundv Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd / Olvmpic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /l' ~ ---------- Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /1' T u""H'" Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa J\Ionica Blvd x y 

"\ve of Stars /Santa J\lonica Blvd x N 

\"X/hittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa J\Ionica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

S Santa J\Ionica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x N 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Doheny Dr /Olympic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /3rd Street x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x y 

High land Ave /Olympic Blvd x x N 

Rossmore Ave /Wilshire Blvd N 

Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x y 

Girard Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Overland Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

J\lotor Ave /'I' enice Blvd x x y 

Clarington Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Hughes Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Culver Blvd/J\lain St/\\/ashington Blvd x x N 

Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x N 

National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 
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TABLE 3.2-26 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION BRT ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

National Blvd /Washington Blvd x y 

La Cienega Blvd /Tefferson Blvd x y 

La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Arlington "\ ve /Exposition Blvd x x y 

\X'estem Ave /Exposition Blvd x N 

Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x y 

Figueroa Street/Tefferson Blvd x y 

Source: Ml\L\ 2UUO 

Auto access trips for each BRT station were developed from mode of access data derived from the 
J\iffA model. Daily ridership park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride trips were calculated for each station 
and assigned to the roadway network. Daily trip generation for each station on the \Vilshire BRT 
route is summarized in Table 3.2-27 and daily trip generation for each station on the Exposition 
BRT route is summarized in Table 3.2-28. 

TABLE 3.2-27 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 2A WILSHIRE BRT 
STATIONS 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Wilshire/ 4th 1,228 1,153 75 

Wilshire/14th 2,679 2,498 181 

Bun(lv 2.070 1,948 122 

Barrington 1,453 1,299 154 

Westwood Village 6,206 5,522 684 

Santa J\Ionica 1,662 1,523 139 

Beverly 1,465 1,371 94 

Robertson 1,816 1,709 107 

La Cienega 2,298 2,146 152 

Fairfax 2,650 2,500 150 

La Brea 2.664 2,520 144 

Crenshaw 1,219 969 250 

Western 8,980 8,856 124 

Totals 36,390 34,014 2,376 

Source: 1\11\I:\ 2UOO 
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TABLE 3.2-28 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 2A EXPOSITION BRT MOS 
STATIONS 

Exposition BRT Mode of Access Auto Access 

Station Totals Walk/Transit Auto PNR KNR 

Seventh/Flower 2,158 2.050 108 108 

Figueroa/Pico 768 730 38 38 

Figueroa/ Adams 988 939 49 49 

Figueroa/Jefferson 3,332 3,15.3 179 179 

Vermont 2,299 2,184 115 115 

\Vestem 2,075 1,971 104 104 

Crenshaw 3,422 .3,086 336 165 171 

La Brea 1,206 1,105 101 41 60 

La Cienega 2,070 1,603 467 .363 104 

N ational/Havden 593 563 30 30 

Totals 18,911 17,384 1,527 569 958 

Source: MM:\ 2UOO 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for 
Alternative 2A using the arterial growth factors discussed in previous sections. 

Detailed discussions were held with Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS systems. Issues 
such as signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss 
time and other operational details were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from 
these cities, specific signal timing as well as geometric modifications were assumed at study 
intersections which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT alignments. These include 
items such as: 

• Additional clearance time for streets to clear traffic across the BRT alignments. 

• Additional left and right turn phases to stop the turning vehicles from turning across the BRT 
alignments. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for Alternative 2A and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this alternative. 
AU locations where dual left-turn lanes were affected in Alternative 1 were also affected under 
Alternative 2A. 

For Alternative 2A, a review of Table 3.2-29 on the next page shows 47 intersections are projected 
to operate at LOS E or worse during the peak hours along both corridors. Based on a comparison 
to No-Build conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that Alternative 2 can be 
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expected to significantly affect 33 intersections. Table 3.2-29 indicates the intersections projected to 
operate at LOS E or F and which are significantly impacted by Alternative 2A. 

Based on Table 3.2-29, most of the significantly impacted intersections are concentrated in Culver 
City and along Interstate 405 and along Wilshire Boulevard in the \vestwood area. Also, most 
intersections immediately adjacent to stations experience significant impacts. This can be attributed 
to the large number of projected auto access trips to the two BRT alignments. Additionally, it could 
be partially attributed to the large number of intersections that are already at LOS E or F with the 
No Action Alternative. 

TABLE 3.2-29 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION BRT MOS ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 
Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x y 

20th Street / ,~ ~Ave x y 

Bundy Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x N 

Sawtelle Blvd /1' T u""H'" Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Santa Monica Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Olympic Blvd x r 
Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /t' T 
1 Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Paln1s Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Veteran Ave /\\/ilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd/Santa 1\fonica Blvd x y 

Ave of Stars /Santa Monica Blvd x N 

\Xlhittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Santa Monica Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x N 

S Santa 1\fonica Blvd/Wilshire Blvd x N 

Spalding Dr /Olympic Blvd x y 

Beverly Dr /Wilshire Blvd x N 

Doheny Dr /Olympic Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Fairfax Ave /3rd Street x N 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x r 
Highland Ave / Street x y 
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TABLE 3.2-29 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION BRT MOS ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 
Highland Ave /Olympic Blvd x x N 

Rossmore Ave /\X'ilshire Blvd N 

Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x y 

l\Iotor "\ ve /Venice Blvd x x N 

Culver Blvd/l\Iain St/Washington Blvd x x y 

Culver Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /\' enice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Washington Blvd x N 

La Cienega Blvd /Jefferson Blvd x y 

La Brea "\ve /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Arlington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x N 

Vetmont Ave /Exposition Blvd x N 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x N 
Source: i\fM:\ 2000 

h. Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes the operation of buses 
within exclusive bus lanes in the median along Wilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa 
Monica to Western Avenue in Mid City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate 
on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. Additionally, this alternative assumes a light rail line in 
operation v.rithin the exclusive Exposition ROW between Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica and 
Sepulveda Boulevard in the west, and Venice Boulevard and Hill Street in the east. The LRT will 
run in the median of Venice Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard between the two ROW portions. 
The LRT will also run down the center of Hill Street to Washington Boulevard, where it will 
connect with the Long Beach Blue Line to the Street/Metro Center station. Additionally, the 
light rail will run in the median and in mixed flow traffic along Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica 
between Lincoln Boulevard and 20th Street.Auto access trips for each BRT and LRT station were 
developed from mode of access data derived from the MTA model. Daily ridership park-and-ride 
and kiss-and-ride trips were calculated for each station and assigned to the roadway network. Daily 
trip generation for each station is summarized in Table 3.2-30 for the \vilshire BRT stations and in 
Table 3.2-31 for the Exposition LRT stations. 

TABLE 3.2-30 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3 WILSHIRE BRT 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Wilshire/ 4th 1,462 1,367 95 

\v'ilshire/ 14th 2,072 1,968 104 

Bundv 2,424 2,303 121 
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TABLE 3.2-30 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3 WILSHIRE BRT 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Barrington 1,226 1,091 135 

\\/estwood Village 5,222 4,598 624 

Santa J\Ionica 1,824 1,681 143 

Bevedv 1,642 1,560 82 

Robertson 1,842 92 

La Cienega 2,100 1,995 105 

Fairfax 2.555 2,413 142 

La Brea 2,863 2,720 143 

Crenshaw 1,583 1,125 458 

Western 5,733 5,446 287 

Totals 32,548 28,267 2,531 

Source: M:\L\ 200U 

TABLE 3.2-31 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3 EXPOSITION LRT 

Exposition LRT Mode of Access Auto Access 

Station Totals Walk/Transit Auto PNR KNR 

Seventh/Flower 8,146 7,739 407 407 

Pico/Flower 3,608 3,428 180 180 

\'\Tashington/Grand 2,000 1,900 100 100 

I-110/USC/Exposition Park 1,542 1,465 77 77 
\Termont 2,093 1,988 105 105 

Western 2,226 2,105 121 121 

Crenshaw 3,327 2,761 566 400 166 

La Brea 2,623 2,451 172 41 131 

La Cienega 1,370 925 445 363 82 

Venice/Washington 2,197 1,201 996 586 410 

Venice/ Overland 1,332 1,160 172 172 

Venice/Sepulveda 3,393 3,223 170 170 

Sepulveda/National 2,165 2,025 140 140 

Pico/ Sawtelle 4,776 3,975 801 562 239 

Bundv 2,781 2,408 373 233 140 

Cloverfield 4,214 3,381 833 622 211 

Ocean/ Colorado 3,646 3,362 284 100 184 

Totals 51,439 45,497 5,942 2,907 3,035 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
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intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for 
Alternative 3 using the arte1-ial growth factors discussed in previous sections. 

Detailed discussions were held with Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
scenarios for the implementation of the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT systems. Issues such as 
signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and 
other operational details were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these 
cities, specific signal timing as weH as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections 
which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT and LRT alignments. These include items 
such as: 

• Additional clearance time for streets to clear traffic across the BRT /LRT alignments. 

• Additional turn phases to stop the turning vehicles from turning across the BRT/LRT 
alignments. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT/LRT signal priority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for Alternative 3 and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this alternative. 
In addition to the locations where dual left-turn lanes were affected by Alternative 1, the following 
locations had changes to existing dual left-turn lanes as a result of Alternative 3: 

• Culver Boulevard at Venice Boulevard, one left-turn lane westbound 

• Figueroa Boulevard at Exposition Boulevard, one left-turn lane eastbound 

For Alternative 3, a review of Table 3.2-32 shows 36 intersections are projected to operate at LOSE 
or worse during the peak hours along both corridors. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that Alternative 3 can be expected to 
significantly affect 31 intersections. Table 3.2-32 indicates the intersections projected to operate at 
LOS E or F and which are significantly impacted by Alternative 3. These locations are illustrated in 
Figure 3.2-19. 

Based on Table 3.2-32, most of the significantly impacted intersections are concentrated in Culver 
City and along Interstate 405. Also, most intersections immediately adjacent to intersections 
expe1-ience significant impacts. This can be attributed to the large number of projected auto access 
trips to the BRT and LRT stations. Additionally, it could be partially attributed to the large number 
of intersections that are already at LOS E or F with the No Action Alternative. 

i. Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (JYIOS) 

As described in detail in the project description, this alternative assumes the operation of buses 
within exclusive bus lanes in the median along \'Vilshire Boulevard between Ocean Avenue in Santa 
J'vfonica to \'Vestern Avenue in Niid City Los Angeles. On Ocean Avenue, the buses would operate 
on street to the Santa Monica Transit Center. Additionally, this alternative assumes a light rail line in 
operation within the exclusive Exposition ROW between Venice Boulevard in Culver City and Hill 
Street in Los Angeles. The LRT will also run down the center of Hill Street to \'Vashington 
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Boulevard, where it will connect with the Long Beach Blue Line to the 7th Street/Metro Center 
station. 

Figure 3.2.19- Alternative 3 Impacted Intersections 
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TABLE 3.2-32 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS 

WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION LRT ALTERNATIVE 
LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 

Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x N 

San Vicente Blvd/Federal Ave/\\/ilshire Blvd x x y 

20th Street /Colorado Ave x N 

Sawtelle Blvd / Olvmpic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /l' -. ~·~~""" Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /: - Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Veteran Ave /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

Westwood Blvd /Wilshire Blvd x x y 

\XIJiittier Dr /Wilshire Blvd x y 

Spalding Dr / Olvmpic Blvd x y 

Hauser Blvd /6th Street x y 

Highland Ave /6th Street x y 

Washington Blvd /\'\Tashington Pl x x y 

Girard Ave /Venice Blvd x x y 

J\Iotor Ave /Veruce Blvd x x y 

Clarington Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Hughes Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Culver Blvd /J\Iain Sr, \\/'ashington x x N 

Culver Blvd /V emce Blvd x x N 

Robertson Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

La Cienega Blvd /Jefferson Blvd x y 

La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Arlington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Vermont Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x N 

Source: Mt\L\ 2000 

Auto access trips for each BRT and LRT station were developed from mode of access data derived 
from the MTA model. Daily ridership park-and-ride and kiss-and-1-ide trips were calculated for each 
station and assigned to the roadway network. Daily trip generation for each station is summarized in 
Table 3.2-33 for the Wilshire BRT stations and in Table 3.2-34 for the Exposition LRT stations. 
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TABLE 3.2-33 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3A WILSHIRE BRT 

Wilshire BRT Mode Choice 

Station Total Walk/Bus Auto 

Wilshire/ 4th 1,501 1,433 68 

Wilshire/ 14th 2,778 2,711 67 

Bundy 2,385 2,254 131 

Barrington 1,558 1,394 164 

\\/estwood Village 6,272 5.574 698 

Santa J\Ionica 2,043 1,943 100 

Beverlv 1,640 1,545 95 

Robertson 1,980 102 

La Cienega 2,320 2,209 111 

Fairfax 2,565 2,423 142 

La Brea 2.831 2,712 119 

Crenshaw 1,555 1,308 247 

Western 8,872 8,762 110 

Totals 38,300 34,268 2,154 

Source: M:\L\ 200U 

TABLE 3.2-34 
AUTO TRIP GENERATION 

ALTERNATIVE 3A EXPOSITION LRT MOS 

Exposition LRT Mode of Access Auto Access 

Station Totals Walk/Transit Auto PNR KNR 

Seventh/ Flower 6,424 6,103 321 321 

Pico/Flower 2,932 2,785 147 147 

Washington/ Grand 1,769 1,681 88 88 

I-110/USC/Exposition Park 1,382 1,313 69 69 

Vermont 1,928 1,832 96 96 

\X'estern 2,023 1,917 106 106 

Crenshaw 3,098 2,543 555 400 155 

La Brea 2.533 2,346 187 41 146 

La Cienega 1,288 853 435 363 72 

V enice/\v ashington 3,802 2,700 1,102 612 490 

Totals 27,179 24,073 3,106 1,416 1,690 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

Station access traffic was distributed to the roadway system for each station area based on travel 
demand model trip distribution characteristics and probable travel patterns based on major origin
destination patterns. The resulting station access traffic volume turning movements at study area 
intersections were added to the 2020 background traffic volumes specifically developed for 
Alternative 3A using the arterial growth factors discussed in previous sections. 

Detailed discussions were held with Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation staff to identify the likely traffic signal operational characteristics and 
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scenarios for the implementation of the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT systems. Issues such as 
signal priority, cycle and phasing modifications, additional protective phasing for turns, loss time and 
other operational details were discussed. Based on these discussions, and directions from these 
cities, specific signal timing as well as geometric modifications were assumed at study intersections 
which are along and/ or immediately adjacent to the BRT and LRT alignments. These include items 
such as: 

• Additional clearance time for streets to clear traffic across the BRT/LRT alignments. 

• Additional turn phases to stop the turning vehicles from turning across the BRT/LRT 
alignments. 

• Other modifications to adjacent signals to account for BRT /LRT signal p1-iority treatments. 

The above operational and physical modifications were made and assumed to be part of the project 
for Alternative 3A and are reflected in intersection levels of service calculations for this alternative. 
In addition to the locations with dual left-turn lanes that were affected by Alternative 1, one 
eastbound left-turn lane will be eliminated at the intersection of Figueroa Boulevard and Exposition 
Boulevard. 

For Alternative 3A, a review of Table 3.2-35 shows 41 intersections are projected to operate at LOS 
E or worse during the peak hours along both corridors. Based on a comparison to No-Build 
conditions, using the significant impact criteria, it can be seen that Alternative 3 can be expected to 
significantly affect 30 intersections. Table 3.2-35 indicates the intersections projected to operate at 
LOS E or F and which are significantly impacted by Alternative 3A. 

Based on Table 3.2-35, most of the significantly impacted intersections are concentrated in Culver 
City and along Interstate 405. Also, most intersections immediately adjacent to intersections 
experience significant impacts. This can be attributed to the large number of projected auto access 
trips to the BRT and LRT stations. Additionally, it could be partially attributed to the large number 
of intersections that are already at LOS E or F "1-itl1 the No Action Alternative. 

TABLE 3.2-35 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION LRT MOS ALTERNATIVE 

LOSE LOSF 

Intersection AM PM AM PM Impact 
Lincoln Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x N 

20th Street /Colorado Ave x N 

Sawtelle Blvd /Olympic Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /I-405 Southbound x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Pico Blvd x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /National Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 

Sawtelle Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Pico Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /National Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Palms Blvd x x y 
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TABLE 3.2-35 
LOS E/F AND SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED 

INTERSECTIONS 
WILSHIRE BRT /EXPOSITION LRT MOS ALTERNATIVE 

LOSE LOSF 
Sepulveda Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

Sepulveda Blvd /Washington Pl x y 

Washington Blvd /Washington Pl x x y 

Girard Ave /'I' enice Blvd x x y 

J\Iotor Ave /Venice Blvd x x y 

Clarington Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Hughes Ave /Venice Blvd x y 

Culver Blvd/J\Iain St/Washington Blvd x x N 

Culver Blvd /Venice Blvd x x N 

Robertson Blvd /\' enice Blvd x x y 

National Blvd /Venice Blvd x x y 

La Cienega Blvd /Jefferson Blvd x y 

La Brea Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Arlington Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Western Ave /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Vem10nt "\ve /Exposition Blvd x x y 

Figueroa Street /Adams Blvd x N 
Source: r\IM:\ 2001) 

Comparison of Overall Intersection Delay 

To compare intersection perfom1ance in various scenarios, a weighted average delay was calculated 
for each alternative in each corridor by multiplying the delays by the entering vehicles for each 
intersection during each peak hour. The overa11 average delay was calculated by adding the total 
weighted delay for all study intersections and dividing by the grand total of entering traffic volumes 
at all intersection for each peak hour. This statistic is a reasonable indicator of the amount of 
average vehicular delay that will be experienced by motorists going through all of the study 
intersections, under each scenario. 

Table 3.2-36 presents a summary of total weighted average delay expected at all study intersections 
for the Wilshire BRT scenarios. Only those intersections that were analyzed as part of the Wilshire 
Corridor were included in this table. 

TABLE 3.2-36 
COMPARISON OF OVERALL INTERSECTION DELAY 

(SECONDS /VEHICLE) 
WILSHIRE BRT ALTERNATIVE 

No Action Alt 1, 1a, 1b Alt2 Alt2a Alt3 Alt3a 

AJ\I Peak Average Delav 45.55 45.73 45.77 48.38 45.61 48.46 

PI\1 Peak Average Delay 46.98 46.89 47.10 48.40 46.70 47.97 

Source: M:\L\ 2000 
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As can be seen in this table, the overa11 average delays range from approximately 46 to 48 seconds 
per vehicle for the AM peak, and from approximately 47 to 48 seconds per vehicle for the PM peak. 
The small difference combined with the large delay indicates that these intersections are equally 
congested in both peak hours. Conditions are projected to change slightly from the No Action 
Alternative. Compared with Alternative 1, the full Exposition LRT Alternative 3 improves 
performance on the Wilshire Corridor by decreasing delay, but the Exposition BRT and LRT MOS 
alternatives 2A and 3A, respectively, cause the Wilshire Corridor to operate worse. However, these 
changes in delay are not considered significant. The intersection delay difference between 
alternatives indicates that diverted traffic will spread out throughout the study area intersections 
causing only a marginal increase in network-wide vehicle delay due to the lane reduction along 
Wilshire Boulevard. 

Table 3.2-37 presents a summary of total weighted average delay expected at all study intersections 
for the Exposition LRT and BRT scenarios. Only those intersections that were analyzed as part of 
the Exposition Corridor were included in this table. 

TABLE 3.2-37 
COMPARISON OF OVERALL INTERSECTION 

DELAY (SECONDS/VEHICLE) 
EXPOSITION CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES 

No Action Alt 2 Alt 2a Alt3 Alt3a 

AJ\1 Peak "\verage Delay 65.05 71.99 72.60 66.11 73.23 

PJ\I Peak Average Delav 71.53 77.67 78.18 73.56 78.53 

Source: MM:\ 2000 

As can be seen in this table, the overall average delays are approximately 65 and 72 seconds per 
vehicle for AM and PM peak, respectively in the No Action alternative. The large delay indicates 
that these intersections are heavily congested in both peak hours. The average delay on the 
Exposition Corridor is worse than the Wilshire Corridor due to the heavy congestion projected in 
Culver City and along the San Diego Freeway where the bulk of the study intersections are located. 
Most of these intersections on the street running portion on Venice Boulevard and Sepulveda 
Boulevard will experience high delays without the Exposition alternatives. Conditions are projected 
to significantly worsen "vith the Exposition alternatives, except for Alternative 3. This can be 
attributed to the larger number of auto trips projected to use the Exposition alignments and the lane 
reduction on Venice Boulevard. 

The LRT and BRT alternatives will introduce additional delays due to several reasons: 

• Reductions in available green time to cross streets at the existing signals 

• Delays to turning movements 

• Delays at new mid-block BRT crossings where traffic previously did not stop 

• Increased congestion due to additional auto trips attracted to park and ride stations 

This additional average delay compared to the No Build, ranges from about 1.5 seconds for BRT in 
the Al\1 peak to just over 11 seconds for the LRT Alternative in the PM peak. It should be noted 
that the overall average intersection delay increases by more than the 5.0 second threshold of 
significance for all alternatives except Exposition Alternative 3. However, since most of the 
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intersections were projected to operate better than LOS E, the number of intersections identified as 
impacted will be relatively low. 

3.2.4 Mitigation Measures 

General Mitigation Measures and Strategies for Refinement in Preliminary Engineering 

Several of the traffic signals along the two alignments have been incorporated into the City of Los 
Angeles Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) system. The Cities of Beverly Hills, 
Culver City, and Santa Monica also have citywide traffic signal systems. As part of the Preliminary 
Engineering and Design Build phases of the project, modifications to the signal timing and phasing 
plans will be refined with each local jurisdiction and implemented so that the signal systems can give 
priority to the BRT buses or LRT trains, while minimizing impacts on arterial street traffic. Some of 
the considerations that will go into the detailed signal design effort include: 

• Evaluation of impacts on cross traffic when considering signal preferential/priority treatment for 
BRT buses/LRT trains (utilizing detection system to lengthen, or shorten on the cross street, a 
signal phase to allow arriving bus/ train to proceed through the intersection unimpeded). 

• Coordination of signal phasing and timing to coincide with arriving buses/trains and stops at 
adjacent station platforms - e.g., red phase occurs during the time needed for passenger 
boarding and fare collection. 

• Consideration of signal priority that can give buses a head start over the rest of the traffic (a 
queue jump) in areas of mixed-flow traffic. This can be accomplished by adding a signal phase 
that advances to a green light for the BRT bus lane prior to the other traffic lane. 

BRT Impact Due to Loss of Mixed Flow Lanes on Wilshire Boulevard 

Proposed A1itigation J\;ieasures: 

The following mitigation measure is proposed to reduce the impacts of the traffic diversion caused 
by the loss of one mixed flow lane in each direction on Wilshire Boulevard: 

• Assist the City of Los Angeles City Department of Transportation to implement the Advanced 
Traffic Control System (ATCS) in the J'viid-City/Westside study area. A total of 433 signalized 
intersections in the following ATSAC project areas will be upgraded to the ATCS system: J'viid
Wilshire, Wilshire-\v est, \v estwood, \vest Los Angeles, and Santa Monica Freeway-Smart 
Corridor. Funding in the amount of $15,000 per intersection (total of $6,49 5,000) will be added 
to the project budget to finance the ATCS system in this area. 

• The MTA will work with the Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica to identify traffic 
operations improvements, similar to the ATCS system in Los Angeles, to mitigate the impacts of 
any diversion of traffic from Wilshire Boulevard to alternate arterial streets. In Beverly Hills, 
Olympic Boulevard is part of the Smart Corridor discussed earlier under the City of Los Angeles 
mitigation measure. Other parallel streets which could be candidates for signal system upgrade 
include North and South Santa Monica Boulevards and Burton Way, with about 23 traffic 
signals. In Santa Monica, the signal system could be upgraded on Santa Monica Boulevard and 
Colorado Avenue, affecting about 21 traffic signals. The cost of this mitigation measure would 
be $660,000. 
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BRT Impacts due to Turn Prohibitions and/or Restrictions at Intersections 

Proposed Nlitigation Aleasttres: 

Mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of turn prohibitions at Study Area intersections shall 
include the following; to the extent determined feasible during preliminary engineering: 

• Increase, to the extent feasible, the length of remaining left-turn pockets to accommodate 
additional traffic due to the loss of numerous left-tum lanes. During preliminary engineering, 
conduct additional traffic counts and assess the left turn demand at minor intersections between 
those studied in detail in this EIR/EIS to fine tune left turn lane requirements. 

• Increase the signal phase length for remaining left-turn movement locations, to the extent 
feasible, without negatively impacting BRT operating speeds. 

Traffic Re-distribution Impacts into Residential Neighborhood Mitigations 

Neighborhood traffic control may be rypicalfy achieved by three means: 

• General devices for neighborhood traffic control and protection that convey specific controls to 
drivers and pedestrians alike, including stops signs, speed limit signs and speed zones, turn 
prohibition signs, one-way street designation, and other regulatory devices such as flashing 
signals, yield signs, access regulation signs, truck restrictions and parking controls. 

• Geometric features of the road that physically restrict and prevent vehicle movement including 
chokers, traffic circles, median barriers, semi-diverters, forced-turn channelization, and cul-de
sacs at intersections or mid block. Other measures will be considered to reduce vehicle speed 
such as pavement undulations and dips or raised intersections. 

• Complete street closures to divert traffic to alternate routes and accomplish a desired goal. 

LADOT and City staffs in the Cities of Beverly Hills, Culver City, and Santa Monica shall monitor 
traffic conditions on residential streets adjacent to the \vilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT or 
BRT to detennine if the project results in adverse impacts on residential streets. They shall prepare 
traffic mitigation programs for each impacted neighborhood in coordination with the affected 
residents. MTA shall include in the project budget funds to reimburse the local jurisdictions for the 
cost of such monitoring, outreach, and implementation for neighborhood traffic management 
programs. The total cost of these mitigation measures, as discussed in Section 3.2.3 is estimated at 
approximately $3.3 million. 

Specific Intersection Improvements 

As stated previously, an intersection is considered to be significantly affected if the project causes a 
deterioration in level of service to E or worse and/or results in an increase in the averacre vehicle 

' b 

delay of 5.0 seconds or more at an intersection projected to operate at LOS E or worse under No-
Action conditions. Using these criteria, the results indicate that mitigation measures would need to 
be implemented at a total ranging from 13 to 25 intersections, depending on the alternative 
considered. 

The approach used to develop mitigation measures at affected intersections was to first consider 
traffic signal operational improvements such as signal timing and phasing changes before 
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conside1-ing physical improvements. The signal cycle lengths for the study intersections were 
adjusted and the green times for each approach fine-tuned to satisfy the forecast traffic demands, 
including BRT buses/LRT trains. If that approach did not mitigate the impacts, physical 
improvements to the intersection were then developed. Typical recommendations considered 
signalization, additional turn lanes, road widening, and additional through lanes. 

The following conceptual operational and/ or physical intersection improvements were developed to 
help mitigate the residual significant traffic impacts along the two corridors for each alternative. 

a. Transportation Systems Management (TSJ'vI) Alternative 

All intersections determined to be significantly impacted during tlle initial model runs wiH not need 
physical improvements to them. Re-calibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in 
delay to the point where the intersections were no longer impacted. 

b. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements are recommended to reduce the impacts 
of Alternative 1: 

Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing (reduced green time on Wilshire Blvd. may affect BRT operations) 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Beverly Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Re-calibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the following signals: 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 
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• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 

• Highland Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard (reduced green time for Wilshire Blvd. through 
movements may affect BRT operations) 

The follmving intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate aU identified impacts. 

• \Vestwood Boulevard/\Vilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

c. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1A 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 1A: 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The foUowing intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Re-calibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the follm:ving signals: 

• \Vilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Gayley Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 
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• Highland Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• Westwood Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

cl. Wilshire BRT Alternative 1B 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 1B: 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Re-calibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the follmving signals: 

• \Vilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Gayley Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• \Vestwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Glendon Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• South Santa Monica Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• \Vestwood Boulevard/\Vilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

e. Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 2: 

Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 
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• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6'h Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

National Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add an extra left turn lane southbound. 

• Add an exclusive right turn lane eastbound and westbound. 

Sawtelle Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Sawtelle Boulevard/Venice Boulevard 

• Add northbound exclusive left turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Washington Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Add protected left turn phase to westbound Washington Boulevard 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Motor Avenue 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Clarington Avenue 

• Add lane in northbound and southbound directions. Re-stripe approaches to have a shared 
through/left turn lane and a shared through/right turn lane. 

Venice Boulevard/Hughes Avenue 

• Add lane in northbound and southbound directions. Re-stripe approaches to have a shared 
through/left turn lane and a shared through/right turn lane. 
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Venice Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Add northbound and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

National Boulevard /Washington Boulevard 

• Add northbound and southbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

La Cienega Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Add northbound and eastbound right turn lanes. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Figueroa Street/Adams Boulevard 

• Add northbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Recalibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the following signals: 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/6th Street 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/I-405 Southbound Ramps 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Pico Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Venice Boulevard/Girard Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/La Brea Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Arlington Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Vermont Avenue 

• Figueroa Street/Jefferson Boulevard 
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The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• Pico Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard (Can be mitigated in AJ_\if Peak with re-calibrated signal 
timing) 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/National Boulevard (Can be mitigated in &\II Peak with exclusive right 
turn lanes eastbound and westbound and re-calibrated signal timing) 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Venice Boulevard/Overland Avenue 

• Westwood Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

f. Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS Alternative 2A 

The fo11owing operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 2A: 

Bundy Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

National Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add an extra left turn lane southbound. 

• Add an exclusive right turn lane eastbound and westbound. 

Sawtelle Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 
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Sawtelle Boulevard/Venice Boulevard 

• Add northbound exclusive left turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Washington Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Add protected left turn phase to westbound Washington Boulevard 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Add northbound and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

La Cienega Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Add northbound and eastbound right turn lanes. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model runs. Recalibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the following signals: 

• Lincoln Boulevard/ Olympic Boulevard 

• 20th Street/Colorado Avenue 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 

• Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/I-405 Southbound Ramps 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Pico Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Venice Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard 

• Culver Boulevard/Main St/Washington Boulevard 
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• Culver Boulevard/Venice Boulevard 

• Exposition Boulevard/La Brea Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Arlington Avenue 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/National Boulevard (Can be mitigated in AM Peak with exclusive right 
turn lanes eastbound and westbound and re-calibrated signal timing) 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Westwood Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

g. Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

The follmving operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 3: 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Pico Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add northbound, southbound, and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Olympic Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add northbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

National Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add an extra left turn lane southbound. 

Sawtelle Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~ElR\11El::->DFlR\3.02 Traff-ir :md Cin:1datiorub; 3.2-108 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026353 



EM25137 

Environmental Analysis - Traffic and Circulation 

• Add westbound right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Add northbound exclusive left turn lane. 

• Add northbound and southbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Motor Avenue 

• Re-stripe north bound right turn lane to a shared through/ right turn lane. 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Add southbound right turn overlapping phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Clarington Avenue 

• Add northbound right turn lane with overlapping phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Hughes Avenue 

• Add lane in northbound and southbound directions. Re-stripe approaches to have a shared 
through/left turn lane and a shared through/right turn lane. 

Venice Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Add northbound and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

La Cienega Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Re-stripe southbound right turn lane to a shared through/right turn lane. 

• Add northbound and eastbound right turn lanes with overlapping phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model rnns. Recalibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the following signals: 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 
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• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/I-405 Southbound Ramps 

• Venice Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/\Vashington Place 

• Washington Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Venice Boulevard/Girard Avenue 

• Venice Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard 

• Exposition Boulevard/La Brea Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/ Arlington Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/\Vestern Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Vermont Avenue 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• Westwood Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Pico Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

h. Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS Alternative 3A 

The following operational and/ or geometric improvements shall be implemented to reduce the 
impacts of Alternative 3A: 

Veteran Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-stripe southbound through lane to a shared through-right turn lane 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Hauser Boulevard/6th Street 

• Re-stripe northbound approach to a left turn lane and a shared through-right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Olympic Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Add northbound protected left turn phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 
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Sawtelle Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Add westbound right turn lane. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Add northbound exclusive left turn lane. 

• Add northbound and southbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/Motor Avenue 

• Re-stripe northbound right turn lane to a shared through/right turn lane. 

• Add southbound protected left turn phase. 

• Add southbound right turn overlapping phase. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

Venice Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Add northbound and westbound protected left turn phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

La Cienega Boulevard/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Re-stripe southbound right turn lane to a shared through/right turn lane. 

• Add northbound and eastbound right turn lanes with overlapping phases. 

• Re-calibrate signal timing. 

The following intersections were also determined to be significantly impacted during the initial 
model rnns. Recalibration of the signal timing enabled significant reduction in delay to the point 
where the intersections were no longer impacted. The recommended mitigation measure is to 
retime the follov.ring signals: 

• Lincoln Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard 

• Wilshire Boulevard/Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard 

• Whittier Drive/Wilshire Boulevard 

• Spalding Drive/Olympic Boulevard 

• Highland Avenue/ 6th Street 

• Sawtelle Boulevard/I-405 Southbound Ramps 
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• Venice Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Washington Boulevard/Washington Place 

• Culver Boulevard/Venice Boulevard 

• Venice Boulevard/Robertson Boulevard 

• La Brea Avenue/Jefferson Boulevard 

• Exposition Boulevard/La Brea Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/ Arlington Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Normandie Avenue 

• Exposition Boulevard/Vermont Avenue 

The following intersections have significantly unavoidable impacts since feasible operational 
measures considered at these intersections would not mitigate all identified impacts. 

• \Vestwood Boulevard/\Vilshire Boulevard 

• Pico Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/National Boulevard 

• Sepulveda Boulevard/Palms Boulevard 

3.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Traffic impact analyses conducted for this project, as documented throughout this report, including 
countywide, study area, corridor-level, screenline, or detailed intersection forecasts, are based on 
traffic projections developed by the LACMTA Regional Travel Demand Model. These future traffic 
forecasts, which represent a hmizon year of 2020, are developed with consideration for population, 
employment and land use growth for the entire southern California area, as projected by the 
designated Regional Metropolitan Planning Organization (l'vfPO), Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG). Therefore, aH traffic forecasts and the corresponding impact analyses 
account for impacts of not only the project alternatives and the overall projected cumulative growth 
in the study area and the region in general. 
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3.3.1 Introduction 

This section provides information relative to parking issues affected by the proposed \vilshire BRT 
and Exposition BRT/ LRT alternatives. A threshold of significance is defined in this section along 
with the methodology for evaluating parking-related impacts. It assesses on-street parking 
inventories relative to proposals for the elimination of such parking in order to accommodate the 
BRT/ LRT alternatives on both corridors. Additionally, it provides discussions on the need for 
parking facilities (park-and-ride lots) to adequately serve transit patrons attracted to the proposed 
high-capacity transit services. Finally, this section discusses parking management measures and 
parking replacement strategies designed to mitigate the impact of removing on-street parking. 

3.3.2 Affected Environment 

Parking Inventory 

On-street parking 

The number of on-street parking spaces along the \vilshire Boulevard BRT Corridor from \vestern 
Avenue in Los Angeles to Ocean Avenue in Santa Monica was quantified, as is presented by Table 
3.3-1. Along the Exposition Corridor, on-street parking was inventoried on Venice and Sepulveda 
Boulevards, where the LRT or BRT alternatives would run in the street and potentially affect 
parking. At least five categmies of on-street parking were surveyed including: metered spaces; 
unmetered spaces; commercial loading zones; taxi/ valet passenger loading; handicapped/ senior 
citizen zone; and school bus zone. The following table provides a summary of the parking spaces by 
the various categories that were surveyed. 

TABLE 3.3-1 
WILSHIRE BOULEVARD BRT CORRIDOR 

REPLACEMENT PARKING BY CITY AND SEGMENT 
Taxi/Valet 

Commercial/ Passenger 
Metered Unmetered Loading Loading Disabled/ Total 

Segment Endpoints Spaces Spaces Zones Zones Seniors Spaces 
Segment I Los Angeles 

1 \1(/ estern to G rnmercy 45 3 48 
2 \li/ilton to Nmton 26 1 1 28 
3 I Jighland to ] ,a Hrea 4 20 24 
4 Detroit to Cochran 19 14 - 33 
5 Dummuir to Ridgeley 11 23 2 36 
6 I Iauser to Curson 42 42 
7 Stanley to ()range Grove 56 5 61 
8 Fairfax to San Diceo 38 4 9 - 51 
9 Crescent I lcights to San Vicente 38 12 7 57 

Subtotal 279 58 18 25 0 380 
Segment II - Beverly Hills 

1 San Vicente to J Iamilton 19 5 24 
2 l :a Cienega to Willman 36 1 37 
3 Robertson to Doheny 54 - 5 59 
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TABLE 3.3-1 
WILSHIRE BOULEVARD BRT CORRIDOR 

REPLACEMENT PARKING BY CITY AND SEGMENT 
Taxi/Valet 

Commercial/ Passenger 
Metered Unmetered Loading Loading Disabled/ Total 

Segment Endpoints Spaces Spaces Zones Zones Seniors Spaces 
4 Oakhurst to Rexford 27 1 28 
5 I <'.Im to I ':J Camino 2 5 7 

Subtotal 136 5 2 12 0 155 

Segment III - Westwood 
I Comstock to Devon 29 3 1 33 
2 Beverly Glen to J\falcolm 57 2 18 - 77 

Subtotal 0 86 5 19 0 110 

Segment IV West Los Angeles 
1 Federal to Brockton 60 3 l - 64 
2 Saltair to Bundy 55 6 61 
3 Amherst to Cam1clina 39 3 42 

Subtot:1J 154 0 3 10 0 167 

Segment IV - Santa Monica 
I Cenrinclia to Berkley 45 45 
2 Stanford to Princeton 66 - - 66 
3 26th to 24th 66 66 
4 23rd to 21st 41 41 
5 20th to 18th 49 49 
6 17th to 15th 45 - 45 
7 14th to 12th 52 1 53 
8 11th to 9th 38 38 
9 Lincoln to 6th 47 1 48 
10 5th to 2nd 55 - - 3 - 58 

Subtotal 504 () 0 4 1 509 

Grand Total 1,073 149 28 70 1 1,321 

The majority of spaces on \vilshire Boulevard are metered and have time limits on length of stay. 
Along much of Wilshire Boulevard parking is also prohibited during peak hours. Peak hour parking 
prohibitions are in place along Wilshire Boulevard in the Cities of Los Angeles and Beverly Hills, but 
not in Santa Monica. Table 3.3.2 illustrates that most of the parking along Venice and Sepulveda 
Boulevards is unmetered. 

TABLE 3.3-2 
EXPOSITION BOULEVARD BRT / LRT CORRIDOR 

INVENTORY OF EXISTING ON-STREET PARKING SPACES 
Commercial Taxi/Valet 

Street Metered Unmetered Loading Passenger Disabled/ Total 
(both directions) Spaces Spaces Zones Loading Seniors Spaces 

Venice Boulevard 114 214 1 72 1 402 
Sepulveda Boulevard 511 2 13* 526 

Total Parking 114 725 3 85 1 928 
* loading zone for 13 school buses. 

Off-street parking 

A variety of land uses exists along the entire length of both the \vilshire and Exposition corridors, 
including commercial, industrial, residential, recreational, and institutional. As mandated by zoning 
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codes relative to parking requirements, these uses provide off-street parking accommodations 
separate from on-street parking inventories using private parking lots/structures. There were no 
inventory surveys conducted as part of this study relative to off-street parking facilities (both public 
and private). The project alternatives will not affect the quality of existing off-street parking 
facilities. However, the demand for off-street parking could increase in areas where the on-street 
parking is removed or is insufficient to accommodate new transit users who drive to their boarding 
stations. 

3.3.3 Impact Assessment 

Standards of Significance 

It is difficult to develop a threshold of significance relative to parking along a given corridor that can 
be used to assess parking impacts from a quantitative standpoint. Such an approach is easier to 
discuss when evaluating the adequacy of parking for an individual building or development, rather 
than trying to take into account a 15-mile corridor. Local jurisdictions have the ability to regulate 
the use of on-street parking and to prohibit it. The loss of on-street parking may or may not affect 
the nearby businesses or residents, depending upon the utilization rate of the spaces being removed 
and the availability of alternative off-street parking or on-street parking on nearby streets. The loss 
of on-street parking however, is often perceived as an impact on businesses, particularly retail 
businesses, by the proprietors of those businesses. 

Adequacy of parking can be evaluated in terms of meeting established zoning code requirements 
relative to parking. However, it is more difficult to assess such impacts along the two transit 
corridors since it is not known if all the land uses adequately provide for or meet current off-street 
parking requirements. 

On-street parking removal along the Wilshire and Exposition Boulevard BRT /LRT Corridors will 
have varying degrees of impact on different sectors or groups of users of the two corridors. In some 
cases, the availability of off-street parking and the enhanced transit accessibility associated with the 
project alternatives will offset the impact of loss of on-street parking, but it can be stated that the 
loss of convenient on-street parking will have some impact on virtually all land uses. It is difficult to 
establish a quantitative threshold of significance to determine when this impact is significant. Some 
of the impacts manifest themselves in other areas that can only be qualitatively discussed. These 
areas deal with qualitative issues such as personal inconvenience, access impacts to businesses, 
supply of goods by delivery trucks, access issues for taxicabs/ valet services and physically 
challenged persons, safety concerns resulting from the removal of the parking buffer zone between 
the sidewalk and through traffic and the elimination of a refuge area for emergency parking, 
accidents and breakdowns. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The methodology for evaluating the impacts of removing on-street parking to accommodate the 
transit alternatives will consider a number of factors. The evaluation will address such issues as 
convenience, access, safety, business disrnption, and the need for parking replacement. The 
evaluation will also reflect the fact that the on-street parking along Wilshire, Venice and Sepulveda 
Boulevards lost to the BRT or LRT operation, will be replaced with off-street parking to the extent 
feasible. It also reflects the fact that no new park-and-ride lots are being proposed for the Wilshire 
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Boulevard corridor to accommodate and attract new transit patrons. Access to the stations on the 
Wilshire corridor will be via transit usage (transfers) and walking. The two parking lots that may be 
provided along Wilshire Boulevard on property owned by the J'vffA would be used as replacement 
parking. 

Parking Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

The No Action Alternative would not affect parking along either the Wilshire or Exposition 
Corridors. As noted earlier, the local jurisdictions have the authority to impose limitations on the 
use of on-street parking, so the No Action Alternative could include changes to on-street parking 
conditions implemented by the local jurisdictions, but such actions would be independent of the 
transit operations on these corridors. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative would not affect parking along either the Wilshire or Exposition Corridors. 
As noted earlier, the local jurisdictions have the authority to impose limitations on the use of on
street parking, so the TSM Alternative could also include changes to on-street parking conditions 
implemented by the local jurisdictions, but such actions would be independent of the transit 
operations on these corridors. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Access and Convenience. The removal of on-street parking along Wilshire Boulevard will eliminate the 
ability of drivers to stop, park, load/ unload passengers or goods directly in front of businesses and 
residences. Such activities will have to occur off-street in parking/loading facilities, where available, 
or on side streets. As mentioned earlier, a total of 1,211 parking spaces may be removed as a result 
of the Wilshire BRT project. A.long Wilshire Boulevard alone, the proposed project ~will eliminate 
the option of short-term parking at 1,073 metered and 149 unmetered parking spaces that currently 
service primarily businesses along this high activity and high-density residential corridor. The loss of 
28 on-street commercial loading zones, in addition to the general parking spaces, will reduce tlie 
ability of businesses to conveniently load/unload goods at the curb. This will be problematic for 
businesses that do not have off-street loading facilities and could cause traffic congestion if the 
delivery vehicles stop at the curb and block a travel lane. The loss of 70 spaces currently designated 
for taxis, shuttles and other valet services will further inconvenience hotel guests and restaurant 
patrons along this route. It will also create additional hardship on handicapped persons who depend 
on such convenient handicapped designated parking spots to access their destinations. 

lt should be noted that along much of the Wilshire Corridor parking is already prohibited during the 
peak hours. The impact of on-street parking removal will be felt only during the off-peak hours (i.e., 
mid-days, evenings and weekends). In Santa Monica, where on-street parking is allowed during peak 
hours, the impact will be realized during all hours. 

The Wilshire BRT project will provide off-street replacement parking, and the project budget 
includes funding commensurate with the one-for-one replacement of parking. To address the loss of 
parking for business or residential districts along Wilshire Boulevard, the j\;fTA, as part of the 
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project, would adopt a Replacement Parking Strategy. This strategy would seek to replace parking in 
locations convenient and accessible to existing businesses, employers and residences. 

The strategy to identify the sites for such replacement parking is outlined below. These strategies 
can also be followed to provide additional parking at the stations where spillover parking is forecast. 
The approach to be employed by the j\;ffA to reduce parking impacts is the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Use existing j\;ffA property if properly zoned and accessible to adjacent businesses. Along 
Wilshire this would entail the use of two properties owned by the l\ffA at Crenshaw and 
Wilshire (southwest corner) and at La Brea and \Vilshire (northwest corner). 

The MTA shall coordinate with and inventory other public agencies for available surplus 
property, again as long as the zoning is appropriate for a parking use. 

The MTA shall acquire vacant sites Oocated in areas zoned for commercial and parking use) . 
These sites would have to be a minimum of 5,000 square feet and accommodate a minimum of 
12 passenger cars. 

The J'vITA shall enter into agreements to make modifications to existing surface parking lots to 
restripe or reconfigure the layout to expand capacity. 

The MTA shall enter into agreements to participate in the construction and/ or expansion of 
existing or planned public parking structures. 

The J'vfIA shall enter into long-term agreements to make off-street parking structures available 
(if currently underutilized). This strategy would focus on office buildings or industrial properties 
with surplus spaces. 

The j\;ffA shall acquire land and construct parking structures, if the sites are properly zoned and 
height limits allow a parking structure use. 

As shown in Table 3.3-3, the need to replace lost curb parking is not equally distributed along the 
\Vilshire route. The largest and most concentrated area of curb parking loss is in the Santa Monica 
segment. In this 2.6-mile section, approximately 4.6 acres of replacement parking space would be 
needed. The land requirements for surface parking average about 2 acres in other segments of the 
Wilshire route. This is based on an average land area requirement of 400 square feet per parking 
space. 

TABLE 3.3-3 
OFF STREET REPLACEMENT PARKING* 

Parking Spaces LandArea 
to be Replaced Needed for 

and surface Replacement as Potential Worst Case Theoretical 
parking land Surface Parking Displacement Based on Existing 

Segment Affected Area requirement (Worst Case) Land Use Patterns 
\X'estem to 

Los "\ngeles Bronson, and Citrus 80,000 S.F. commercial and 20 
J\Iid-City to San Vicente 242 2.2 acres dwelling uni ts 

San Vicente to 
Hamilton, and La 80,000 S.F. commercial and 10 

Beverlv Hills Cienega to J\Iaple 249 2.3 acres dwelling units 
Comstock to 

\\/est Los J\Ialcolm and Barry 50,000 S.F. commercial and 10 
Angeles to Centinela 240 2.2 acres dwelling units 
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TABLE 3.3-3 
OFF STREET REPLACEMENT PARKING* 

Parking Spaces LandArea 
to be Replaced Needed for 

and surface Replacement as Potential Worst Case Theoretical 
parking land Surface Parking Displacement Based on Existing 

Segment Affected Area requirement (Worst Case) Land Use Patterns 
50,000 S.F. commercial and 50 

Santa :i\Ionica Centinela to Second 505 4.6 acres dwelling units 
+Assumes one for one replacement of lost spaces. 
Source: Kon·c I ·:n,,>incering and Terrv ·\. I Lives ·\ssociatcs 2000. 

Outlined below is a segment-by-segment characterization of the issues affecting the acquisition of 
property, which is provided to assess the likelihood that replacement parking can be provided in 
each segment of the corridor: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

TV"estern to Bronson. J'vffA owns no sites. There are several surface parking lots that may be 
candidates for modification or decking. The need to acquire improved property is moderate. 

Bronson to Citrus. There are no displaced parking spaces along this segment. MTA owns one lot 
in this segment on the south side of \vilshire between Crenshaw and Lorraine. However, since 
there are no displaced spaces in this segment, this lot is beyond the reasonable distance for a 
replacement lot for those segments where parking is lost. The parking lot at this location, if 
implemented, would serve as a park-and-ride lot. 

Citms to San Vicente. MTA owns one site at La Brea. Surface parking lots and rear surface 
parking suggest opportunities to minimize acquisition of new parking sites through either 
reconfiguration or construction of small parking structures on existing lots. 

San Vicente to Hamilton. MTA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites. Acquisition of 
improved property would be required to provide replacement parking in this segment. 

La Cienega to A1aple. MTA owns no sites. 1\vo to three vacant sites may provide opportunities 
for relocated parking. Less intensive use of office buildings may also offer opportunities to 
share space. 

Comstock to P,,1alcom. MTA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites. There are no surface 
parking lots. Acquisition would likely affect low scale older residential properties fronting on 
Wilshire Boulevard. Replacement parking would likely require acquisition of property; 
however, acquiring residential property for this purpose may not be feasible given the 
unavailability of property. 

Barry to Centinela. MTA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites and no surface parking lots . 
One opportunity for replacement involves the use of underutilized existing structured parking 
in office buildings (if any). The probability is high that private property would have to be 
acquired for replacement parking. 

Centinela to Second. J'vITA owns no sites. There are no \vilshire frontage vacant sites. There are 
scattered small surface parking lots, 2-3 may be of sufficient size for redevelopment as parking 
structures. Acquisition would likely focus on the small-scale one-story commercial buildings at 
corners to avoid driveways on Wilshire Boulevard. The acquisition potential is high, however, 
the probability of acquiring these desirable locations from a willing seller is low. 
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The analysis of the different segments along \Vilshire Boulevard indicates that it may not be feasible 
to provide a parking lot/ structure in every block it is needed. As a result, the replacement parking 
that is eventually provided would be convenient for customers patronizing businesses on blocks 
where replacement parking is not proposed. Even if the 1,211 parking spaces are fully replaced, they 
will be in consolidated facilities, which w:iU be less convenient than on-street parking directly in front 
of a business or residence. 

In summary, the \Vilshire BRT Alternative will have a significant unavoidable impact on access and 
convenience to fronting properties along Wilshire Boulevard during the off-peak hours due to the 
loss of on-street parking. This impact will be partially reduced by the development of off-street 
replacement parking as part of the BRT project, but it is not likely to be fully mitigated. 

Safe!Y· The loss of parking along Wilshire Boulevard will remove the buffer area created by parked 
cars between pedestrians on the sidewalk and moving travel lanes. Converting the parking lane to a 
travel lane in order to maintain a continuous-running median BRT will mean a narrower width for 
the through lane adjacent to the curb. This lane also functions as a right-turn lane. It also means 
that in the event of any emergencies (vehicular/ bus breakdown, accidents, and writing of traffic 
citations) vehicles will have to either block a travel lane or move to a side street that could 
potentially impact residential streets. The same is true for emergency vehicles such as fire, police 
and ambulatory care. 

The removal of parking, however, will have a beneficial aspect in that it will eliminate side-conflicts 
between moving traffic and vehicles entering or leaving parking spaces. These may also be a 
reduction in the incidence of sidesv.ripe accidents. In addition, the removal of on-street parking 
would have beneficial impacts on pedestrian safety in that potential conflicts between moving traffic 
and people entering and exiting their cars on the street side would be reduced. 

Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. The primary modes of access to the Wilshire BRT stations will 
be walking and transit, with some kiss-and-ride (drop off) activity. The lack of park-and-ride lots 
will reduce the likelihood that transit patrons will drive and park at Wilshire BRT stations. Some 
BRT patrons may attempt to park on residential streets within walking distance of Wilshire 
Boulevard, but it is unlikely that they v.riU be able to do so. Most of the residential streets near 
Wilshire Boulevard already have time limited parking or residential pem1it parking. These 
restrictions make it unattractive for customers or employees of developments on \Vilshire Boulevard 
to try and park on the side streets. 

It is not anticipated that the Wilshire BRT Alternative ~riU result in any significant parking impacts 
on the streets surrounding the BRT stations since BRT stations would be at the same locations as 
the existing Rapid Bus Stations. Station area parking spillover impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Access and Convenience. The Median Adjacent Design Option will have the same impacts on parking 
as the Median Reconstruction Design Option. It will result in the removal of aU on-street parking 
along the project length on \Vilshire Boulevard. The Replacement Parking Strategy "vill seek to 
reduce this impact through the provision of off-street replacement parking, but it unlikely that this 
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impact can be fully mitigated. Impacts to access and convenience would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Sqfety. The Median Adjacent Design Option will have the same impacts on safety associated with 
parking as the Median Reconstruction Design Option. It will result in the removal of the buffer 
between moving traffic and pedestrians on the sidewalk, but it ~rill also reduce vehicular conflicts 
associated with parking activity. Impacts on pedestrian safety would be beneficial. 

Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. It is not anticipated that Alternative lA wiU result in any 
significant parking impacts on the streets surrounding the BRT stations. Station area spillover 
parking impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Access and Convenience. The Curb Adjacent Design Option, if implemented on a 24-hour basis, v.rill 
have the same impacts on parking as the Median Reconstruction Design Option. It will result in the 
removal of all on-street parking along the project length on Wilshire Boulevard. The Replacement 
Parking Strategy will seek to reduce this impact through the provision of off-street replacement 
parking, but it unlikely that this impact can be fully mitigated. Impacts to access and convenience 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

Safety. The Curb Adjacent Design Option, if implemented on a 24-hour basis, will have the same 
impacts on safety associated with parking as the Median Reconstruction Design Option. It will 
result in the removal of the buffer between moving traffic and pedest1-ians on the sidewalk, but it 
will also reduce vehicular conflicts associated '\vith parking activity. Safety impacts would be 
beneficial. 

Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. It is not anticipated that Alternative 1B will result in any 
significant parking impacts on the streets surrounding the BRT stations. Station area spillover 
parking impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT 

Access and Convenience. Alternative 2 will have the same parking impacts along the Wilshire Corridor 
as Alternative 1. The additional impacts associated with the BRT along the Exposition Corridor are 
discussed in this section. Impacts to access and convenience would be significant and unavoidable. 

Jn the eastern-most portions of the Exposition Corridor, the BRT v.riU run in mixed flow on city 
streets similar to the existing Rapid Bus operation and v.riU not effect on-street parking. West of 
Vermont Avenue (to Venice Boulevard), the BRT will be located off-street ~within the MTA right-of
way, and the project will not effect on-street parking. Further to the west, BRT operations will 
return to the city streets and there will be no removal of on-street parking along Venice Boulevard. 
The transit facility will require the elimination of one travel lane in each direction, but will leave all 
parking along the curb. 

On Sepulveda Boulevard, parking wiU be retained wherever feasible. The roadway will be v.ridened 
and sidewalks narrowed to eight feet so that parking can be retained along most blocks. However, 
parking ~will not be provided on the approaches to intersections where left turn lanes are present or 
adjacent to the station at National Boulevard. This results in the removal of 157 on-street parking 
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spaces along Sepulveda Boulevard. This loss of on-street parking will have similar effects on access 
and convenience, as described eadier for the BRT on Wilshire Boulevard. However, the elimination 
of 157 spaces out of a total of 526 spaces on Sepulveda Boulevard, is a loss of only 30 percent of the 
on-street parking supply and "vill not create an impact as significant as on the \'Vilshire BRT corridor 
where 100 percent of the parking is removed. The Replacement Parking Strategy "1'ill seek to 
purchase property for off-street replacement parking along Sepulveda Boulevard. 

Further to the west, the BRT will be located in the MTA right-of-way and will not require removal 
of any on-street parking. Once the BRT reaches 17th Street in Santa Monica, it wiH return to 
operations in mixed flow on the streets to downtown Santa Monica. It will not effect on-street 
parking in this segment. 

Jn summary, Alternative 2 wiH have a significant unavoidable impact on access and convenience to 
some fronting properties along Sepulveda Boulevard due to the loss of on-street parking. 

Safe!Y· The elimination of parking on the approaches to intersections on Sepulveda Boulevard to 
accommodate left turn lanes reduces the buffer between pedestrians and moving traffic. This is 
common on many arterials in the Los Angeles area and would not be expected to result in any 
significant impacts. The preservation of on-street parking results in a somewhat cun'ilinear 
alignment of the travel lanes as they transition around the parking and left turn lanes. This is also 
common on many arterials in the Los Angeles area and would not be expected to result in any 
significant impacts. Safety impacts would be less than significant. 

Park-and-Ride Fmilities and Station Area Parkinl!, Spillover Impacts. Park-and-ride facilities are proposed 
at six (6) locations along the Exposition Boulevard BRT and eight (8) locations for the Exposition 
LRT corridor alternative. The Exposition BRT Alternative will have a total planned parking supply 
of 2,881 spaces and the Exposition LRT Alternative will have 3,593 spaces. Table 3.3.4 provides a 
breakdown of parking spaces by station. The largest proposed parking facility is a 1,140 space lot at 
the Cloverfield station. In addition to the vehicular parking spaces listed in Table 3.3.4, each station 
will include bicycle parking facilities. 

TABLE 3.3-4 
EXPOSITION BRT / LRT PROJECT- PARKING DEMAND AND CAPACITY 

BRT LRT 
Station P/R Parking Station P/R Parking 

Station Type Capacity Demand Type Capacity Demand 
Alt. 5 Alt.4 

Alt. 3 MOS Alt. 2 MOS 
7th/Flower ** Existing 
Pico/ Flower Existing 

Existing 
Grand/Wash. 
Exposition/USC "\t-Grade 
Vermont ** - At-Grade 
Western At-Grade At-Grade 
Crenshaw At-Grade 400 136 148 At-Grade 400 392 408 
La Brea "\t-Grade 41 92 40 At-Grade 41 326 400 
La Cienega Aerial 363 126 187 Aerial 363 276 245 
Hayden At-Grade 
Wash./Venice - - 356 366 At-Grade 612 399 615 
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TABLE 3.3-4 
EXPOSITION BRT / LRT PROJECT- PARKING DEMAND AND CAPACITY 

BRT LRT 
Station P/R Parking Station P/R Parking 

Station Type Capacity Demand Type Capacity Demand 
Alt. 5 Alt.4 

Alt. 3 MOS Alt. 2 MOS 
J\Iain/Venice At-Grade 
Overland/Venice "\t-Grade At-Grade 
Sepulveda/Venice At-Grade At-Grade 
Se- ·1·"'--L 1r .... ____ At Grade At Grade 
Pico/Sawtelle Aerial 585 187 "\erial 565 562 
Bundy Aerial 372 36 Aerial .372 2.33 
Cloverfield At-Grade 1140 40 At-Grade 1140 .381 
14th/{ ' ** 13 
Ocean At-Grade 100 341 

TOTAL 2,881 986 741 3,593 2,907 1,668 

* \'\Tith the Subway Design Option there would be no station at Vermont but an at-grade station under 
the I-110 Freeway (serving the I-110 Busway) and an underground station serving both Expo/USC and 
Vermont, located midway between \vatt \vay and Vermont Avenue. 

H BRT to operate as Rapid Bus between and Vermont/Exposition RO\X1 and between 
'r, and Broadway/ Ocean. 

\'\Tith Flower St. Option there would be at-grade stations at 23•d/Flower and Jefferson/Flower instead 
of Expo/USC 

The Exposition BRT Alternative has six park-and-ride lots and exhibits less overall park-and-ride 
demand than the LRT Alternative. A total demand of 986 spaces is forecast and one of the six lots 
is forecast to have a demand exceeding its supply. The J'vITA travel demand forecasting model did 
forecast park-and-ride demand at two locations where parking lots are not planned as part of the 
project. Those two stations are: 

• 

• 

Venice /Washington 

14th/ Colorado Station 

A demand for over 350 parking spaces was forecast at the Venice/Washington Station and about 15 
at the 14th/ Colorado Station in Santa Monica. The Venice/Washington station was replaced by the 
Venice/Main and National/Hayden stations. It can be anticipated that on-street parking will be 
impacted in the vicinity of each of these stations. lf there are unrestricted, free on-street parking 
spaces ·within walking distance of these stations (about one quarter mile), BRT patrons will likely 
attempt to park on those streets to walk to the BRT station. It is difficult to quantify the precise 
number of on-street parking spaces that may be used by BRT patrons, and to establish a quantitative 
threshold of significance criteria applicable to all such streets, since the impact of on-street parking is 
subjective. Some residents are more sensitive to parking on their street than others, but the areas 
around Venice/Main and National/Hayden Stations are the ones most likely to be affected by 
spillover parking from the BRT Alternative. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Access and Convenience. The Exposition BRT MOS Alternative would be implemented in conjunction 
with the Wilshire BRT, so it would include the impacts of parking removal on Wilshire Boulevard 
associated with the Wilshire BRT. The MOS does not extend west to Sepulveda Boulevard, so this 
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alternative wil1 not result in the removal of on-street parking along the Exposition Corridor. [t will 
have less than significant impacts on on-street parking. 

Sqfety. The Exposition BRT MOS Alternative would be implemented in conjunction with the 
Wilshire BRT, so it would include the impacts of parking removal on Wilshire Boulevard associated 
with the \vilshire BRT. The MOS does not extend west to Sepulveda Boulevard, so this alternative 
will not result in the removal of on-street parking along the Exposition Corridor and would 
therefore not effect safety considerations due to changes in parking quantities. This alternative will 
have less than significant impacts on on-street parking. 

Park-and-Ride Facilities and Station Area Parkin,g Spillover Impacts. The BRT MOS Alternative has 
parking at three stations; Crenshaw, La Brea and La Cienega. The demand is not forecast to exceed 
the supply at any of these stations. The MTA travel demand forecasting model predicts a significant 
park-and-ride demand at the Venice/Washington station where no parking is proposed. 

The demand for 366 park-and-ride spaces at this location was forecast, indicating that on-street 
parking in the vicinity of the Venice/Hayden Station can be expected. This could result in a 
significant parking impact on streets "vithin walking distance of this station. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Access Convenience. Alternative 3 v.rill have the same parking impacts along the Wilshire Corridor 
as Alternatives 1 and 2. The additional impacts associated with the LRT along the Exposition 
Corridor are discussed in this section. 

In the eastern-most portions of the Exposition Corridor, the LRT "vill run in the center of Hill 
Street. Two lanes of traffic will be provided in the south bound direction, with no parking along the 
west side of Hill Street. One travel lane will be retained in the northbound direction, with parking 
along the east side of the street. The on-street parking supply along the blocks of Hill Street 
between Washington Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard will be reduced by 50 percent (a loss of 10-
12 parking spaces). This will negatively affect the convenience of parking access to properties along 
the west side of Hill Street. It should not have as significant of an affect on loading access, however, 
since with two travel lanes on Hill Street, delivery vehicles are likely to stop at the west curb, 
blocking a travel lane, while loading. 

West of Hill Street, to Venice Boulevard, the LRT will be located off-street within the 11TA right
of-way, and the project will not affect on-street parking. Further to the west, LRT operations will 
return to city streets and there will be no removal of on-street parking along Venice Boulevard. The 
transit facility will require the elimination of one travel lane in each direction, but v.riU leave all 
parking along the curb. 

On Sepulveda Boulevard, parking will be retained wherever feasible. The roadway will be "1ridened 
and sidewalks narrowed to eight feet so that parking can be retained along most blocks. However, 
parking will not be provided on the approaches to intersections where left turn lanes are present or 
adjacent to the station at National Boulevard. This results in the removal of 157 on-street parking 
spaces along Sepulveda Boulevard. This loss of on-street parking wiH have similar affects on access 
and convenience, as described earlier for the BRT on Wilshire Boulevard. However, the elimination 
of 157 spaces out of a total of 526 spaces on Sepulveda Boulevard, is a loss of only 30 percent of the 
on-street parking supply and will not create an impact as significant as on the \vilshire BRT corridor 
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where 100 percent of the parking is removed. The Replacement Parking Strategy v.rill seek to 
purchase property for off-street replacement parking along Sepulveda Boulevard. 

Further to the west, the LRT v.riH be located in the MTA right-of-way and will not require removal 
of any on-street parking. Once the LRT reaches Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica, it will 
transition to an in-street running operation sharing the roadway with mixed flow traffic until it 
becomes grade separated and crosses the Santa Monica Freeway. It will not affect on-street parking 
in this segment. 

In summary, Alternative 3 will have a significant unavoidable impact on access and convenience to 
some fronting properties along Hill Street and Sepulveda Boulevard due to the loss of on-street 
parking. 

Safe!J. The elimination of parking along the west side of Hill Street will eliminate the buffer between 
pedestrians and moving traffic. However, there is limited pedestrian activity along this industrialized 
segment of Hill Street. 

The elimination of parking on the approaches to intersections on Sepulveda Boulevard to 
accommodate left turn lanes reduces the buffer between pedestrians and moving traffic. This is 
common on many arterials in the Los Angeles area and would not be expected to result in any 
significant impacts. The preservation of on-street parking results in a somewhat curvilinear 
alignment of the travel lanes as they transition around the parking and left turn lanes. This is also 
common on many arterials in the Los Angeles area and would not be expected to result in any 
significant impacts. 

Park-and-Ride Facilities and Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. Park-and-ride facilities are proposed 
at eight (8) locations for the Exposition LRT alternative. The Exposition LRT Alternative v.riH have 
3,593 spaces. Table 3.3.4 above provided a breakdown of parking spaces and park-and-ride demand 
by station. The largest proposed parking facility is a 1,140 space lot at the Cloverfield station. All of 
the stations will also include bicycle parking facilities. 

Although the overall parking demand may not exceed the total supply at stations on the Exposition 
Corridor, instances may occur at individual stations, or during certain times where the balance of 
demand exceeds the supply of parking at the planned park-and-ride lots. In such instances, adjacent 
neighborhoods may be impacted by non-local/non-residential traffic attempting to find either short
term or long-term parking for the day. 

The Exposition LRT Alternative exhibits a strong demand for park-and-ride spaces. A total daily 
park-and-ride demand of 2,907 spaces is forecast. This alternative has five stations where parking 
demand is forecast to exceed the planned capacity of the station parking lots. Those two locations 
are: 

• La Brea Station 

• Ocean Avenue Station 

It can be anticipated that on-street parking activity will increase in the vicinity of each of these 
stations. If there are unrestricted, free on-street parking spaces within walking distance of these 
stations (about one quarter mile), LRT patrons will likely attempt to park on those streets to ride the 
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train. [t is difficult to quantify the precise number of on-street parking spaces that may be used by 
LRT patrons, and to establish a quantitative threshold of significance criteria applicable to all such 
streets, since the impact of on-street parking is subjective. Some residents are more sensitive to 
parking on their street than others, but the areas around these two stations are the ones most likely 
to be affected by spi1lover parking from the LRT Alternative. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Access and Convenience. The Exposition LRT MOS Alternative would be implemented in conjunction 
with the Wilshire BRT, so it would include the impacts of parking removal on Wilshire Boulevard 
associated with the Wilshire BRT. It will affect on-street parking along Hill Street, similar to 
Alternative 3. However, since the MOS does not extend west to Sepulveda Boulevard, this 
alternative v.rill not result in the removal of on-street parking along Sepulveda Boulevard. This 
alternative ~rill have less than significant impacts on on-street parking. 

Safe!Y· The Exposition LRT MOS Alternative would be implemented in conjunction with the 
\Vilshire BRT, so it would include the impacts of parking removal on \Vilshire Boulevard associated 
with the Wilshire BRT. It will affect on-street parking along Hill Street, similar to Alternative 3, but 
the MOS does not extend west to Sepulveda Boulevard, so this alternative will not result in the 
removal of on-street parking along Sepulveda Boulevard. It will have less than significant impacts 
on on-street parking. 

Park-and-Ride Facilities Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts. The LRT MOS Alternative has 
parking at four stations; Crenshaw, La Brea, La Cienega, and the Venice/Washington terminus 
station. The park-and-ride lots at the four stations will have a total supply of 1,416 spaces. The 
forecast demand is 1,668 spaces, with virtually all of the excess demand forecast at the La Brea 
Station. 

The demand at the La Brea Station is more than 350 cars higher than the proposed supply of 
parking. It can be anticipated that on-street parking will be impacted in the vicinity of the La Brea 
Station. The park-and-ride lots planned for the Crenshaw and Venice/Washington Stations were 
also estimated to be at capacity. However, since latent parking demand is projected to be minimal 
for these park-and-ride lots, the spillover of parking into the local neighborhoods would be minimal. 

Maintenance Yard 

The site selected for the maintenance yard for buses or light rail vehicles will be designed to 
accommodate all of the transit vehicle and employee parking on-site. If the site is small, a parking 
structure may be included in the site plan to provide adequate employee parking. The maintenance 
yard will not affect on-street parking on adjacent streets and will not cause any parking impacts. 
There would be no impacts to parking as a result of maintenance yards. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A. 3. and 3A) 

The subway design option will not affect on-street parking and, therefore, v.rill not have a significant 
impact on parking. 
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3.3.4 Mitigation Measures 

Parking Replacement Mitigation (Applies to Alternatives 1, 1A, 1B, 2, 2A, 3, 3A} 

The MTA shall implement the proposed Parking Replacement Strategy to identify how and where to 
provide 1,335 additional parking spaces distributed along the Wilshire Corridor and 157 spaces along 
Sepulveda Boulevard. Every attempt shall be made to provide the replacement parking spaces in 
close proximity to where they will be eliminated. 

Peak Hour Only BRT Operations (Applies to Alternatives 1, 1A, 1B, 2, 2A, 3, 3A} 

Should the Replacement Parking Strategy prove to be infeasible, the MTA could consider 
implementing the Wilshire BRT only during peak periods. This will eliminate the parking impact 
during off-peak periods, leaving a peak period parking impact only in those segments of the corridor 
where peak hour parking is not already prohibited (i.e., in Santa Monica). Should the replacement 
parking strategy prove to be infeasible in the City of Santa Monica, the MTA could consider 
implementation of the Wilshire BRT project as a continuation of Rapid Bus service in that city 
(fSM Alternative) with no dedicated transit lane. This would eliminate the parking impact. 

Rapid Bus Operations on Sepulveda Boulevard (Applies to Alternative 2} 

Should the Replacement Parking Strategy prove to be infeasible, the MTA shall implement the 
Exposition BRT segment on Sepulveda Boulevard as a Rapid Bus operation, similar to the segments 
at the eastern and western ends of the corridor, where the buses will nm in mixed flow traffic lanes. 
This v.rill eliminate the need to prohibit parking on the Sepulveda Boulevard segment of 
Alternative 2. 

Residential Neighborhood Protection/Parking Control Mitigations (Applies to Alternatives 
1, 1A, 1B, 2, 2A, 3, 3A} 

Parking provisions and controls can directly affect the volume of traffic on residential streets, 
particularly where these streets are used for parking by commuters, shoppers, and other non-related 
traffic attracted by nearby non-residential destinations. Parking controls may be the only effective 
traffic management strategy for a neighborhood experiencing an increase in traffic volumes and 
parking utilization on local streets by users of the transit service from outside of the local area. 

The following mitigation measures shall be considered in the areas adjacent to the park-and-ride lots 
where demand was forecast to exceed supply and adjacent to stations with no parking, if LADOT 
determines that spillover parking is causing a significant impact. Four basic control approaches exist 
to deal with outsider parking in neighborhoods: 

• 

• 

• 

Prohibit on-street parking; 

Time-limited parking; 

Resident permit parking; and 

• Non-resident permits for registered car-poolers who work in the zone . 
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Additionally, the following approaches may be considered in situations where parking supply is low 
or non-existent and/ or parking demand is high. 

• 

• 

• 

Negotiate with local property owners to allow leasing of all day parking spaces . 

Consider parking controls in neighborhoods where parking spillover from park-and-ride 
facilities have become problematic. 

lnstitute parking controls in communities affected by general spillover of parking at stations 
without parking facilities 

3.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The reduction of the amount of on-street parking or the use of on-street parking by transit users in 
station areas will have the cumulative impact of making it increasingly more difficult to find an 
available on-street parking location. This will result in a significant adverse affect in areas where the 
supply of off-street parking is not adequate to fully meet the needs of the land uses generating the 
parking demand. This is a cumulative effect of developments being built with inadequate parking. 
Over the years, many of the local jurisdictions along these potential transit corridors did not require 
adequate off-street parking and in some instances did not require any off-street parking. This has 
caused many of the land uses in older buildings along these corridors to depend on the use of on
street parking to meet their employee and customer parking needs. The local jurisdictions all have 
parking programs designed to address this cumulative parking impact either through the provision 
of off-street public parking or the regulation of the use of on-street parking. 
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3.4.1 Introduction 

Information contained in this section of the EIS/EIR was obtained from the 1990 US Census; the 
Southern California Association of Government (SCAG); the City of Los Angeles 2000 Economic 
and Demographic lnformation Report; the Mid-City /Westside Transit Corridor Study MIS 
(incorporated by reference); and site surveys performed by EIP Associates in 1999 and 2000. The 
purpose of this section is to provide baseline data on the existing socioeconomic characteristics of 
the study area and to identify potentially significant impacts to the socioeconomic environment 
resulting from implementation of the alternatives considered. Section 4.7 of this document provides 
an evaluation of potential project impacts on minority and low-income populations in accordance 
with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice. 

3.4.2 Affected Environment 

The study area is located in western Los Angeles County and encompasses approximately 112 square 
miles. Approximately 16 percent of the population and 24 percent of the jobs in Los Angeles 
County are concentrated in the study area. According to a market trend analysis conducted by 
Grubb & Ellis, 27 percent of the Los Angeles County's 161 million square feet of new office space 
is on the Westside, which makes it the largest office market in Los Angeles. 

Los Angeles County is the most populous county in California. Currently, County population is 
9,524,890 residents. By the year 2020, the population is projected to be 12,249,104 residents, 
accounting for approximately 60 percent of the metropolitan region's population. The County's 20-
year population growth rates are estimated at 31 percent between 1980 and 2000 and forecasted at 
25 percent between 2000 and 2020. 

Population and employment densities in the lvfid-City /Westside study area are the highest within the 
Los Angeles metropolitan region, averaging approximately 13,883 persons per square mile and 9,167 
employees per square mile. Population and employment densities are shown in Figure 3.4-1, 
Existing Population Density and Figure 3.4-2, Existing Employment Density. These figures show 
that the more densely populated areas are concentrated in the east and northwestern portion of the 
study area, while the greatest employment densities are in the western and nmthwestern portion of 
the study area. 

According to the tf/est Los Angeles Transit Corridor Technical Report prepared by the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG, 1998): "the population density in the SCAG study area [which 
is roughly equivalent to that of the }.;fid-City/Westside study area] in 1990 was about 9,600 persons 
per square mile, which was more than four times the County." Population density for the IYITA 
study area in 1997 was approximately 13,883 persons per square mile; over six times that of the LA 
County 2,300 persons per square mile. According to SCAG's forecasts, the population density v.rill 
increase to over 17,000 persons per square mile by the year 2020, compared with 3,017 persons per 
square mile in the County. 
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Figure 3.4-1 Existing Population Density 
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Environmental Analysis - Socioeconomics 

Figure 3.4-2 Existing Employment Density 
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Environmental Analysis - Socioeconomics 

Employment densities are also higher in the J'vfid-City/Westside study area than in the County as a 
whole. In 1997, the study area employees per square mile were 9,167 compared with a County 
employment density of 1,070 employees per square mile. These densities will increase by the year 
2020 to 10,829 employees per square mile in the study area versus 1,433 employees per square mile 
in the County. 

Population and employment forecasts to the year 2020 adopted by SCAG as pa11: of Regional 
Transportation Plan suggest that the study area will capture a disproportionate share of growth over 
the next 20 years. The study area Wilshire Corridor has a population of 1,555,005 and an 
employment base of 1,026,685. According to SCAG's most recent adopted forecast (April 1998), 
the study area is expected to grow by 356,265 (18.85 percent increase) persons and 186,200 (15.35 
percent increase) employees between 1997 and 2020. 

Employment densities in the study area are the highest v.rithin the metropolitan region, averaging 
approximately 9,167 employees per square mile. The employment density of the County is 1,070 
employees per square mile. These densities ~rill increase by the year 2020 to 10,829 employees per 
square mile in the study area and 1,433 employees per square mile in the County. 

The study area currently has an employment base of 1,026,685 employees. According to SCAG's 
most recent adopted forecast (April 1998), employment is expected to grow by 186,200 (15.35 
percent increase) employees by the year 2020. 

The primary engine for growth in the study area will be business services and entertainment related 
businesses. As further indicated in the Grubb &Ellis report, other sectors in the \'Vestside economy 
contribute to regional, as well as statewide economic growth: "in the 1980s and 1990s five sectors 
emerged to propel California economic base forward: foreign trade, high tech manufacturing, 
professional services, tourism, and entertainment. The \'Vest Los Angeles market is home to most of 
these industries which have been a principal catalyst to economic growth, and a driving force for the 
office market." Over the past decade there has been an ever-increasing number of these businesses 
located in West Los Angeles/Century, Santa Monica, and Culver City. Although the specific 
"Dreamworks Studio Campus" at Playa Vista has been put on hold, it is anticipated that there will 
be a significant increase in production and postproduction type businesses on the \'V estside. Many 
of the current office and warehouse space vacancies are featuring references to the availability of 
"creative space" rented in 10,000+ square feet increments. 

Growth in the study area "vill continue to be fueled by the fact that entertainment and media related 
businesses are concentrating in the western part of the corridor. U.S. Census County Business 
Patterns data indicate that these new service businesses are locating in West Hollywood, Beverly 
Hills, West Los Angeles, Culver City, and Santa Monica (see Figure 3.4-3). Real estate analysts 
expect that the demand for production and creative spaces will continue to be robust. The 
industries and businesses that are attracted to the study area are those that are expected to be the 
foundation of the local and regional economy for many years into the future. In addition, the J'viid
City/Westside area is the center of approximately one-third of all new office construction under way 
in LA County. 
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Figure 3.4-3 Service Business Growth {1994-1996) Study Area Zip Codes 
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Wilshire Boulevard 

The Wilshire Right-of-Way (ROW) is illustrated in Figure 2-1 (Section 2.0, Alternatives Considered). 
Table 3.4-1 provides the current demographic setting of the Corridor and displays relevant 1990 
United States Census data from the Census Block Groups, which border the corridor approximately 
0.5 mile each direction. 

TABLE 3.4-1 
WILSHIRE RIGHT-OF-WAY 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Persons 178,866 
Households 86,367 
1-lousit~I!, Units 93,932 

Own 21,072 
Rent 64,495 

Employed 98,812 
Work i11 City 95,015 

Transit Mode 
Drive :\lone 66,229 
Carpool 8,420 
Public Transportation 6,267 

Automobile Count 
No Vehicle 11,971 
1 Car 42,085 
2 Car 24,798 

Occupation by Industry 
J\Ianufactming 8,146 
Utilitv 4,642 
Trade/ Construction 18,903 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 11,511 
Service 17,463 
Professional Service 32,868 
Public 1,815 
Executive/J\fanagemenr 45,353 
Sales 35,469 

lvledian Income 48,758 

The Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative contains 14 station terminals in J\iiid-City Los 
Angeles, Beverly Hills, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. Table 3.4-2 contains demographic 
data for a 0.5-mile radius around each of the station locations. Included within this table is number 
of persons, number of households, housing unit ownership, number employed, commute 
information, occupation by industry type, and median income all v.rithin a 0.5 mile radius around 
each station location. Figure 3.4-4 displays the median income densities within the Mid
City /Westside study area, and Figure 3.5-1 (Section 3.5, Land Use/Neighborhoods) shows the 
locations of the stations and a 0.5-mile radius around them. Both of these figures follow Table 3.4-
2. 
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Environmental Analysis - Socioeconomics 

Figure 3.4-4 Median Household Income 
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Figure 3.4-5 Households with No Automobile Available 
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Exposition Right-of-Way 

The Exposition Right-of-Way (ROW) is illustrated in Figure 2-1. Census data was collected for an 
area bordering both sides of the corridor by 0.5 miles. Table 3.4-3 provides the current 
demographic setting and displays 1990 US Census data from the Census Block Groups for the 
Exposition corridor. 

TABLE 3.4-3 
EXPOSITION RIGHT-OF-WAY 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Persons 148,399 
Households 55,192 
Housimz Units 59,514 

Own 18,284 
Rent 36,908 

E17!f;/oyed 70,864 
Work in City 67,721 
Transit Mode 

Drive :\lone 44,968 
Carpool 9,436 
Public Transportation 7,384 

Automobile Count 
No Vehicle 8,700 
1 Car 24,444 
2 Car 16,041 

Occupation by Industry 
J\Ianufactming 10,486 
Utilitv 4,768 
Trade/ Construction 13,680 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 5,115 
Service 11,072 
Professional Service 19,321 
Public 1,992 
Executive/J\fanagemenr 19,555 
Sales 23,583 

Median Income $31,321 

The Exposition LRT Alternative contains 17 station terminals in Los Angeles, Culver City, \vest Los 
Angeles, and Santa Monica. Tables 3.4-4 and 3.4-5 contain demographic data for a 0.5-mile radius 
around each station location. The Exposition BRT Alternative contains 20 station terminals in Los 
Angeles, Culver City, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica, while the LRT Alternative contains17 
station terminals within the same area. Included within these tables is number of persons, number of 
households, housing unit ownership, number employed, commute information, occupation by 
industry type, and median income all within a 0.5 mile radius around each station location. Figure 
3.4-4 displays the median income densities within the Mid-City/Westside study area. Figure 3.4-1 
(Section 3.4, Land Use/Neighborhoods and Communities) shows the locations of the stations and a 
0.5-mile radius around them. 
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TABLE 3.4-4 
EXPOSITION LRT STATIONS DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Station Location 
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TABLE 3.4-5 
EXPOSITION BRT STATIONS DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Station Location 
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3.4.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

An adverse impact to socioeconomic resources would result if any of the following conditions are 
met: 

• The alternatives considered would have a substantial adverse effect on businesses along each 
corridor; 

• The alternatives considered would have a substantial adverse impact to population . 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The evaluation method for impacts to socioeconomic resources entails a review of 1990 US Census 
Demographic Data to determine whether there are businesses or individuals within the project 
corridor that could be impacted by either construction or operational-related impacts. 

The proximity to transit supportive land use can also be measured in terms of the population and 
employment served by the various alternatives. The number of persons and employees within 0.5 
mile of a proposed transit station indicates the convenience of the transit service and the potential 
ridership, since 0.5 mile is considered the maximum distance people will walk to access transit. 
Furthermore, concentrations of population are indicative of concentrations of businesses and 
services located nearby. 

Impacts 

According to a search of the General Plans of affected cities, there are no plans or policies relating 
to socioeconomic factors that would be affected by the proposed alternatives. 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Effects on Local Busines.fl?s. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No Action Alternative would 
not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus improvements, 
such as an increase in fleet size. This increase in fleet size would not result in any physical changes 
within the current bus routes, but merely increase the numbers of buses along the routes. Buses 
would continue to operate along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. 
Therefore, no disruption would occur to either access or visibility of businesses located along the 
existing routes and station intersections. Since service along the routes would not change, no 
impacts to workers who use public transportation for commuting purposes or businesses relying on 
employees using public transportation would occur. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Effects on Population. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No Action Alternative would not 
entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus improvements, such 
as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate along city streets and there would be no 
effects outside of these RO\vs. Any operational changes inside the corridor resulting from an 
increase in fleet size would likely not effect the current population trends inside the corridor. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Effects on Local Businesses. Similar to the No Action Alternative, this option would focus on 
enhancements and restructuring of transit service v.rithin the corridor area. MTA local service buses, 
as well as MTA Rapid Bus service, would continue to operate along city streets and highways and 
there would be no effects outside of these RO\v s. It is assumed that any increase in fleet size would 
not result in any physical changes within the current bus routes, but merely increase the numbers of 
buses along the routes. Increased service along existing routes would not impact access or visibility 
of businesses located along the existing corridors and station intersections. [mpacts would be less 
than significant. 

Effects on Population. Similar to the No Action Alternative, this option would focus on enhancements 
and restructuring of transit service within the corridor area. MTA local service buses, as well as 
MTA Rapid Bus service, would continue to operate along city streets and highways and there would 
be no effects outside of these ROW s. The only changes inside the corridor resulting from the TSM 
Alternative would likely not effect the current population trends inside the corridor. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

~ffects on Local Businesses. Loss of on-street parking immediately adjacent to a business would be 
considered an access impediment because patrons would most likely be dissuaded from visiting a 
business if parking is not readily available. The inclusion of an isolated transit lane will result in the 
loss of on-street parking. This type of access impediment would likely be most problematic within 
areas where businesses are highly dependent on on-street metered parking along Wilshire Boulevard. 
For example, much of the parking serving the retail stores and office buildings of the commercial 
districts in the Cities of Beverly Hills (e.g., Golden Triangle, Rodeo Drive, etc.) and Santa Monica 
(e.g., 3rd Street Promenade) is currently on-street parking. Loss of this current available on-street 
parking would result in the loss of access to businesses, thereby possibly leading to a loss in business 
patrons and their revenue. This alternative represents a direct change in existing on-street parking 
that could result in a socioeconomic impact along the route. Because the loss of parking would be 
the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is addressed in 
Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking 
associated with the alternatives is addressed. 

Effects on Population. The Wilshire BRT, as discussed in Section 2.0, follows existing public ROWs 
and is largely contained "1'ithin existing limits of the Wilshire Boulevard ROW. As shown in Tables 
3.4-1 and 3.4-2, and Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4, the population within the Wilshire ROW is 
significant, with 8 of the proposed stations containing a 1990 population greater than 1,000 persons 
within 0.5 miles of the station intersection. The Wilshire BRT would result in an improvement to 
the public transportation system serving the area. This improvement could result in an increase in 
population to the area, making the area more desirable. However, this increase is expected to be 
within the normal growth expected for the corridor and Los Angeles as a whole. Furthermore, 
population grmvth within the vicinity of the route is limited to existing housing availability and 
market factors that are not directly related to the proposed transit improvements. No significant 
direct impact to population growth is expected to occur as a result of the proposed alternative. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Tncreasr?d lvfobzli!J for Transit~Dependent. The concentration of activity centers in the study area has a 
corresponding impact on corridor travel characteristics. In 1998, the Mid-City/Westside Corridor 
Study Area had nearly 8.5 million daily person trips, of which 2.3 million, or 27.5 percent were home 
to work trips, and over 675,000, or 8 percent, are made on transit. When compared to the region as 
a whole, the study area has a higher percentage of work trips (by 7 percentage points) of all daily 
trips. This is a reflection of relatively higher population density, as weH as an abundance of 
employment opportunities in the Corridor study area. The more notable observation is the 
significantly higher transit percentage for the study area trips compared to the overall regional transit 
percentage. The study area's percent transit mode split is 2.5 times higher than the regional 3.2 
mode split. This is a dear indication of two characteristics related to the study area: high transit 
dependency in certain study area communities and relatively high levels of transit services that are 
provided in the study area. 

Part of the underlying reason for high transit usage in the study area is that a significant number of 
households are autoless and have low incomes. These two factors are considered to be indicative of 
transit dependency. According to Tables 3.4-2, 3.4-4, and 3.4-5, a large percentage of the 
households in the Study Area did not have a vehicle compared to Los Angeles County as a whole. 
Figure 3.4-5 shows the households within the study area with no automobile available. 

Figure 1-3, which is provided in Section 1 of this document, displays transit friendly land uses 
(including activity centers) within the study area. The existing activity centers in the study area are a 
central part of a large concentration of land uses that are considered transit-supportive. Transit 
supporting land uses encompass approximately 30 of the 112 square-mile study area. Existing 
transit usage "vithin the study area is proportionally higher than any other area in Los Angeles 
County. Because there is a large base of existing transit service and transit patrons, increasing the 
transit mode share through increased service would represent a natural extension of exiting patterns 
and trends. 

Because the study area represents a significant concentration of educational, cultural/ entertainment, 
and office centers, and because the area is the most densely populated area within the region (over 
13,883 persons per square mile), there has traditionally been a substantial amount of transit service 
and transit use. According to the SCAG Transit Corridor 'Technical Report, "the proportion of workers 
who took the bus [in the study area] was double that of the County [13.64 percent for the study area 
versus 6.8 percent for the County]. The Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP), 
transportation data collected as part of the 1990 Census, further substantiates this. This data 
indicates, "41 percent of all work transit trips in Los Angeles County originate in the study area." 

The significance of the study area's travel characteristics compared to the region is revealed in the 
following (NIIS, 2000): 

• 

• 

The Corridor study area's total daily person trips account for 16.7 percent of the total trips in 
the region; and 

More than one out of every five home-work trips in the region (22.7 percent) are related to the 
study area. 

This again points to the higher population and employment opportunities in the study area. These 
areas constitute high numbers of activity centers and businesses located v.rithin the corridors. The 
proximity to transit supportive land use can also be measured in terms of the population and 
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employment served by the alternative. The number of persons and employees within 0.5 mile of a 
proposed transit station indicates the convenience of the transit service and the potential ridership, 
since 0.5 mile is considered the maximum distance people will walk to access transit. 

The Wilshire Boulevard Corridor traverses densely populated regions of the Mid-City/Westside 
Study Area. As a requirement of satisfying FTA guidelines associated with New Starts Criteria, the 
number of households located within a 0.5-mile radius of proposed stations are identified in Table 
3.4-2. Recent demographic data from SCAG found approximately 80,000 households located within 
this radius of Wilshire Boulevard in 1997. 

Population increases around the \Vilshire Boulevard Corridor transit stops are projected to parallel 
the population growth of 19 percent forecast for the Corridor study area as a whole. In contrast, 
employment growth around the transit stops is expected to be similar to the employment growth in 
the study area for all alternatives. Current SCAG demographic projections predict that growth 
around the Wilshire Boulevard Corridors would be slightly greater than the 15 percent anticipated 
for the entire l'vfid-City/Westside Corridor Study Area. This population density was compared to 
the overall county average to recognize the sizable differences that occur. It should be noted that 
many of the jurisdictions along the ROW, other than the l'vffA, are currently providing transit 
services (i.e., Los Angeles DOT, Santa Monica Blue Bus, Culver City Bus) to meet the needs of 
transit users. The \Vilshire BRT Alternative would result in increased transit service, thereby 
increasing the mobility and convenience to the transit dependent population. Therefore, impacts to 
transit dependant populations would be beneficial as a result of Wilshire BRT implementation. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

~ffects on Local Bminesses. Impacts associated with this alternative on business accessibility and 
visibility would be similar to those described above for Alternative 1 (J'viedian Reconstruction Design 
Option). This alternative would result in a loss of current available on-street parking, therefoi-e 
resulting in a possible loss of access to businesses along the route. Because the loss of parking would 
be the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is addressed in 
Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking 
associated with the alternatives is addressed. 

Effects on Population. Impacts associated with this alternative on population would be similar to those 
described above for Alternative 1 (Median Reconstruction Design Option). Because this alternative 
would result in the same benefits to the public transportation system along Wilshire Boulevard, the 
effects on population would be the same. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Tncreasr?d lvfobility for Transit-Dependent. Impacts associated with this alternative on increased mobility 
for transit-dependent populations would be similar to those described above for Alternative 1 
(J'viedian Reconstruction Design Option). Because this alternative would result in the same benefits 
to the public transportation system along Wilshire Boulevard, the resulting increase in transit 
services would be the same. Impacts would be beneficial. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Fjfttts on Local Businessr?s. Impacts associated with this alternative on business accessibility and 
visibility would be similar to those described above for Alternative 1 (J\1edian Reconstruction Design 
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Option). This alternative would result in a loss of current available on-street parking, therefore 
resulting in a possible loss of access to businesses along the route. Because the loss of parking would 
be the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is addressed in 
Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking 
associated with the alternatives is addressed. 

~ffects on Population. Impacts associated with this alternative on population would be similar to those 
described above for Alternative 1 (Median Reconstruction Design Option). Because this alternative 
would result in the same benefits to the public transportation system along Wilshire Boulevard, the 
effects on population would be the same. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Increased J\;iobility for 'Transit-Dependent. Impacts associated with this alternative on increased mobility 
for transit-dependent populations would be similar to those described above for Alternative 1 
(J\'Iedian Reconstruction Design Option). Because this alternative would result in the same benefits 
to the public transportation system along Wilshire Boulevard, the resulting increase in transit 
services would be the same. Impacts would be beneficial. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Fjfttts on Local Businesses. The Exposition BRT Alternatives w:iU have similar effects on the supply of 
on-street parking as the \vilshire BRT Alternative. Impacts associated with this alternative on 
business accessibility and visibility along both the Wilshire and Exposition routes would be similar 
to those described above for Alternative 1 (Niedian Reconstruction Design Option). This alternative 
would result in a loss of current available on-street parking, therefore resulting in a possible loss of 
access to businesses along the routes. Because the loss of parking would be the catalyst for any 
socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is addressed in Section 3.3 (Parking) 
of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking associated with the 
alternatives is addressed. 

Effects on Population. The Exposition BRT, as discussed in Section 2.0, also foUow existing public 
ROWs, and are largely contained within existing limits of city streets or a former railroad ROW now 
owned by the MTA. As shown in Tables 3.4-3 and 3.4-5, the population within the Exposition 
ROW is significant, with 7 of the 20 stations containing a 1990 population greater than 1,000 
persons within 0.5 of the station intersection. The Exposition BRT would result in an improvement 
to the public transportation system serving the area. This improvement, making the area more 
desirable, could result in an increase in population to the area. However, this increase is expected to 
be ~within the normal growth within the corridor and Los Angeles as a whole. Population growth 
within the vicinity of the route is limited to existing housing availability and market factors that are 
not directly related to the proposed transit improvements. No significant direct impact to 
population growth is expected to occur as a result of the proposed alternative. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Increased Mobility for Transit-Dependent; As described under the evaluation of Wilshire BRT impacts on 
increased mobility for transit-dependant users, the concentration of activity centers in the study area 
has a corresponding impact on corridor travel characteristics. 

According to SCAG growth forecasts, population increases around the Exposition Corridor transit 
stops are expected to increase by about 26 percent, while the \vilshire BRT Corridor is expected to 

P: \ l 0305~0 l \rt'.\ l)raft I :is~J ·]R\11/ ·~IS~l) l ,~lR\3.04 S'>ei'iCLonomic~.dol 3.4-17 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026389 



EM25173 

Environmental Analysis - Socioeconomics 

parallel the population grm:vth of 19 percent forecast for the Corridor study area as a whole. In 
contrast, employment grm:vth around the transit stops is expected to be similar to the employment 
growth in the study area for all alternatives. 

Similar to the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor, the Exposition Corridor traverses densely populated 
regions of the J\1id-City/Westside study area. As a requirement of satisfying FTA guidelines 
associated with New Starts Criteria, the number of households located within a 0.5-mile radius of 
proposed stations were identified in Table 3.4-5. Recent demographic data from SCAG found 
approximately 75,000 households were located within this radius for the Exposition Corridor in 
1997. This figure is projected to rise to 97,000 by 2020. As shown previously in Figure 3.4-1, the 
respective population density for these same time periods along each corridor when compared to the 
overall county average recognizes a sizable difference. 

It should be noted that many of the jurisdictions along the ROW, other than the MTA, are currently 
providing transit services (i.e., Los Angeles DOT, Santa Monica Blue Bus, Culver City Bus) to meet 
the needs of transit users. The \vilshire BRT and Exposition BRT Alternative would result in 
increased transit service, thereby increasing the mobility and convenience to the transit dependent 
population. Therefore, impacts to transit dependant populations would be beneficial as a result of 
implementation of Alternative 2. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Alternative 2 would be a combination of the Wilshire BRT, and the full length of the Exposition 
BRT described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). There are 20 stations proposed for the 
Exposition BRT (see Table 3.4-1). The Exposition BRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would 
terminate at the Venice/Washington Station. Given that Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed 
above, and that the MOS option of the Exposition BRT is only a shorter route of the full length 
alternative, the impact evaluation for Alternative 2 provides an evaluation of impacts for the fuU 
length of Exposition BRT. To avoid repetition, the impacts associated '\vith Alternative 2A would 
be similar to those of Alternative 2. It should be noted that '\vith the Exposition BRT MOS, any 
impacts to neighborhoods west of the Venice/\vashington Station would not occur. While the scale 
of impacts would be decreased due to the shorter route, potential impacts to local businesses as a 
result of loss of on-street parking are still expected on the businesses located within the MOS route. 
These potential impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document. Furthermore, less 
than significant impacts are expected on population and beneficial effects would occur for the transit 
dependent population contained within. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Effects on Local Bttsintsses. Businesses could be impacted by the loss of parking along some portions 
of the Exposition Corridor, as well as narrowing sidewalks to accommodate a busway. As shown in 
Tables 3.4-3 and 3.4-4, the population and employment within the Exposition ROW was significant 
in 1990, totaling 148,399 persons with 70,864 employed. As shown in Table 3.4-1 (Land Use), the 
majority of the Exposition RO\v is adjacent to various types of business activities that encompass 
industrial, light industrial and manufacturing, and commercial land uses, such as offices and retail 
stores. The highest concentration of these businesses is located along the western portion of the 
Exposition Corridor in Santa Monica. The remainder of the corridor has high mix of different land 
use types including businesses. This type of access impediment would likely be most problematic 
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within areas where businesses are highly dependent on on-street parking along the Venice to 
Sepulveda Boulevards segment of the Corridor. This alternative would result in a loss of current 
available on-street parking, therefore resulting in a possible loss of access to businesses along the 
routes. Because the loss of parking would be the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the 
assessment of this particular impact is addressed in Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where 
the direct and indirect effects on any loss in parking associated with the alternatives is addressed. 

Effects on Population. As discussed in Section 2.0, this alternative also follows existing public ROWs 
and is largely contained "1'ithin existing limits of city streets or a former railroad ROW now owned 
by the J\;frA. As shown in Tables 3.4-3 and 3.4-4, the population within the Exposition ROW was 
significant in 1990 totaling 148,399 persons. This alternative would result in an improvement to the 
public transportation system serving the area. This improvement could result in an increase in 
population to the area as a result of the improvements making the area more desirable. However, 
this increase is expected to be within the normal growth within the corridor and Los Angeles as a 
whole. Population growth within the vicinity of the route is limited to existing housing availability 
and market factors that are not directly related to the proposed transit improvements. No 
significant direct impact to population growth would occur as a result of the proposed alternative. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Increased J\;iobi!ity for 'Transit-Dependent. Given that Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, 
and that the MOS option of the Exposition BRT is a shorter route of the full length alternative, the 
beneficial impacts associated with the evaluation conducted for the Exposition LRT are identical to 
those impacts for the full length of Exposition LRT. To avoid repetition, the reader is referred to 
the analysis presented above for Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Alternative 3 would be a combination of the Wilshire BRT, and the full length of the Exposition 
LRT described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). The light rail transit system along the 
Exposition corridor would consist of 16 stations (see Table 3.4-1). The Exposition LRT MOS 
component of Alternative 2 would terminate at the Venice/\'Vashington Station. Given that 
Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and that the MOS option of the Exposition LRT 
is only a shorter route of the full length alternative, the impact evaluation for Alternative 3 provides 
an evaluation of impacts for the full length of Exposition LRT. To avoid repetition, the impacts 
associated with Alternative 3A would be similar to those of Alternative 3. It should be noted that 
with the Exposition LRT MOS, any impacts to neighborhoods west of the Venice/Washington 
Station would not occur. \Xlhile the scale of impacts would be decreased due to the shorter route, 
potential impacts to local businesses as a result of loss of on-street parking are still expected on the 
businesses located vv'ithin the MOS route. These potential impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 
(Parking) of this document. Furthermore, less than significant impacts are expected on population 
and beneficial effects would occur for the transit dependent population contained within. 

Maintenance Yard 

A facility will be required for infrastructure and bus maintenance within the vicinity of both routes. 
Several locations are proposed for possible maintenance yards: 

• NW Corner of Chavez/l\fission; 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Existing J'vffA Division I area; 

NE Comer Alameda/Washington; 

SE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

Exposition ROW Hooper to Central; and 

Existing MTA South Park Shops . 

Environmental Analysis - Socioeconomics 

Figures 2-17 - 2-19 (Section 2.0, Alternatives Considered) show the locations and physical layout of 
the proposed maintenance facilities. These locations are all contained within lands currently owned 
and operated by the J'vITA. Development of any maintenance facilities within these locations would 
not cause any increase in current population, nor would it result in tlie displacement of any 
residential units. There are no businesses, which would be impacted by either construction or 
operations of transit maintenance facilities ~within these lands. Transit operations would not be 
impacted by any activities associated with the construction or operation of the proposed 
maintenance facilities. Therefore, because the proposed maintenance facilities are v.rithin lands 
currently owned by the J'vffA, socioeconomic impacts associated with the construction and 
operation of any proposed maintenance facilities would be less than significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

The subway design option would provide a subterranean travel corridor within the right-of-way for 
either bus or light-rail transit options. Socioeconomic impacts associated with a subterranean travel 
route are minimal due to the negligible disruption to at-grade businesses and parking. Short-term 
impacts to local businesses could be anticipated during construction phases, however, business 
accessibility and visibility would likely not occur. Impacts to population and transit dependent 
populations would be identical to those discussed above for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A. 

3.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the Mid-City/\vestside Transit Corridor Project. 
The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR provides a programmatic analysis of socioeconomic impacts 
resulting from implementation of all projects contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), including the 
Mid-City /Westside Transit Corridor project, and provides the basis for this cumulative impact 
analysis. 

Cumulative socioeconomic impacts could result from an increase in population beyond SCAG 
projections. Projects included in the RTP are intended to increase the overall accessibility and 
mobility of persons within the SCAG region. These improvements could result in an increase in 
population to the area, making the area more desirable. However, this increase is expected to be 
within the normal growth projected by SCAG within the RTP. Furthermore, population growth 
within the region is limited to existing housing availability and market factors that are not directly 
related to the proposed improvements included '\vithin the RTP. No cumulative population growth 
is expected beyond that projected by SCAG as a result of the proposed projects included within the 
RTP. Impacts would be less tlian significant. 

Cumulative socioeconomic impacts could also result from construction act1v1t1es associated with 
proposed RTP projects that could impede local business vitality. Projects contemplated in the RTP 
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that do not require the construction of new facilities (e.g., optimization of the existing transportation 
system) would not have a direct physical effect on business visibility or accessibility. The indirect 
effects of reducing traffic congestion would be beneficial to local businesses in the region, because 
reductions in traffic would increase the level of accessibility and parking for patrons. Those projects 
that require construction of new or expanded facilities (e.g., additional parking facilities) would 
potentially have the greatest adverse impacts, because construction activities associated v.rith the 
infrastrncture could damage local business visibility and accessibility during the short-tem1. This 
type of access impediment is most problematic ~rithin SCAG urban areas where businesses are 
highly dependent on on-street metered parking. \Vhen evaluated on a cumulative level, the projects 
contained within the RTP could result in a loss of current available on-street parking, therefore 
resulting in a possible loss of access to businesses along the routes. Because the loss of parking 
would be the catalyst for any socioeconomic impact, the assessment of this particular impact is 
addressed in Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document, where the direct and indirect effects on any loss 
in parking associated with the alternatives is addressed. 
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3.5 Land Use/Neighborhoods 

3.5.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this section is to provide baseline data on the existing land use characteristics of the 
study area; to assess whether the proposed project is consistent with applicable land use plans and 
policies; and to identify any potentially significant land use changes resulting from implementation 
of the proposed project. Section 4.7 provides an evaluation of minority and low-income 
populations that may potentially be affected by implementation of transit services in the J\1id
City/Westside Corridor. This evaluation is in accordance with Executive Order 12898 on 
Environmental Justice. Section 6.0 provides a description of the public involvement program for 
the proposed project. 

3.5.2 Affected Environment 

This section provides a discussion of existing land uses along the proposed \vilshire and Exposition 
project routes and highlights the pertinent land use regulations currently in place. Sensitive land uses 
(e.g., schools, recreational areas, religious buildings) "vithin or adjacent to the study corridors are also 
identified. The discussion of existing land uses is based on an evaluation of Thomas Guide street 
maps, Metropolitan Los Angeles Central and Western Area street map, aerial photographs, and field 
reconnaissance conducted by EIP Associates in the fall of 2000. 

Existing Land Use 

The Mid-City /Westside Transit Corridor Project study area is located on the Westside of Los 
Angeles County and encompasses approximately 112 square miles. The study area is roughly 
bounded by the Pacific Ocean on the west; Sunset Boulevard and the Hollywood Freeway (US 101) 
on the north; Hope Street and Figueroa Street on the east; and Slauson/Manchester Boulevards on 
the south. The study area includes portions of the City of Los Angeles, unincorporated areas of Los 
Angeles County (Baldwin Hills, Sawtelle), and the Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica. Several 
key factors of the study area development include: 

• 

• 

• 

Population and employment densities in the J\ifid-City/Westside study area are the highest 
within the Los Angeles Metropolitan region. 

The study area contains the largest concentration of major activity centers within the Los 
Angeles Metropolitan region. 

Opportunities for residing and working within the corridor have generated transit mode splits 
2.5 times higher than the regional mode split (8.0 percent for the corridor versus 3.2 percent for 
the region). 

Land uses throughout the study area vary substantially, including a broad mix of residential, 
commercial, office, and retail uses, "vi th several vacant/ undeveloped lots interspersed among these 
uses. \vhile certain portions of each of the proposed corridors could be described as having their 
own specific character, overall land use patterns are generally similar to those found throughout the 
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west Los Angeles area. The two corridors have different characters, with Wilshire Boulevard having 
higher density uses in comparison to Exposition as illustrated by the follm:ving text and graphic 
depictions: 

• 

• 

• 

Figure 3.5-1 presents the existing land uses and land use patterns of the l\fid-City Westside 
Corridor Study area. In addition, proposed station locations for all of the alternatives 
considered are provided with a graphic depiction of the 0.5-mile radius around each station 
location; 

Table 3.5-1 provides a list of existing land uses and land use types, neighborhoods, schools, and 
destination and activity centers in close proximity to the Corridor study area; and 

Figure 3.5-2 provides the location and types of proposed stations for the alternatives considered 
along with existing activity centers in the l\fid-City /Westside Corridor Study area. 

As discussed in Section 3.5 (Socioeconomics) and the Mid-City /Westside Corridor Study Area 
Major Investment Study (incorporated by reference into this EIS/EIR), population and employment 
densities in the l\fid-City/Westside study area are the highest within the Los Angeles metropolitan 
region, averaging approximately 13,883 persons per square mile and 9,167 employees per square 
mile. The more densely populated areas are concentrated in the east and northwestern portion of 
the study area, while the greatest employment densities are in the western and northwestern portion 
of the study area. 

In addition, the l\fid-City/\vestside Corridor study area contains the largest concentration of major 
activity centers and destinations (i.e., high trip generators) within the Los Angeles metropolitan 
region (see Figure 3.5-2). Many of these activity centers are located within the most congested 
portion of the study area north of the Santa Monica Freeway (l-10) and east of the San Diego 
Freeway (I-405). Of all the areas within the Los Angeles metropolitan area, the Mid-City/Westside 
study area best exemplifies the "Centers Concept." The Centers Concept is a land use-planning 
concept from the City of Los Angeles General Plan that views the urban area not as a central 
downtown but rather a collection of urban centers. This concept is discussed in more detail below 
under Applicable Plans and Policies. The major destinations in the ·Mid-City/Westside study area 
correspond with the location and number of activity centers planned for in the Centers Concept. 

Not only does the study area encompasses the western portion of the traditional/historical 
downtown area, but it also encompasses the most well-known employment, entertainment, 
educational, and cultural activity centers in the Los Angeles region. The study area contains 64 
major centers and key attractions described in Table 3.5-1 and depicted graphically in Figure 3.5-2. 

Currently, the portion of the Metrorail Red Line subway system built or under construction to date 
only interconnects a small portion of the centers in the eastern portion of the study area, such as 
downtown to Hollywood to Universal City and to Mid-\vilshire. The remaining centers are served 
by two major freeways ([nterstate 10 - Santa Monica Freeway, and Interstate 405 - San Diego 
Freeway), as well as by less than a dozen major east-west and north-south arterials. 
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Figure 3.5-1 Existing Land Use Within the Study Area 
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Figure 3.5-2 Proposed Station Locations and Existing Activity Centers 
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The concentration of activity centers in the study area has a corresponding impact on corridor travel 
characteristics. In 1998, the study area had nearly 8.5 million daily person trips, of which 2.3 million, 
or 27.5 percent are home to work trips, and over 675,000, or 8 percent, are made on transit. This 
compares to the five county Southern California 11TA Modeling Area trips of 10.3 million two-way 
home to work trips, or 20.3 percent, and almost 1.6 million, or 3.2 percent, of the daily trips that are 
made on transit. 
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Corridor 
Segment 

W cs tern A vc. to 
Wilton Pl. 

Wilton Pl. to 
Highland Ave. 

Ave. 
to l lauscr Blvd. 

Hauser Blvd. to 
Fairfax Ave. 

Jurisdiction 

City of Los 
Angeles 

City of Los 
Angeles 

Citv of Los 
Angeles 

Citv of Los 
Angeles 

Land Uses 
Along Corridor 

Office, Retail 

Office, Multi
Family Residential 

Office, Retail 

Museum District, 
Office, Retail 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Existing Conditions 

Destination and 
Activity Centers 

Metro Red Linc Western 
Station, Koreatown 

Several churches, a 
l lancock Park, Los 

School, Burroughs 
School, two 

several parks 

Museum Row, I lancock 
Park, the Los Angeles 
County Museum of Art, 
George i'vfuscum, 
Petersen Automotive 
Museum, Kaye Museum of 
Miniatures, and the Rancho 
La Brea Tar Pits, CBS 
Television Center, the Los 

Farmer's Market, 
Pan Pacific Park 

Affected 
Neighborhoods 

Wilshire Corridor 

Koreatown, Wilshire 
Center 

Mid-Wilshire, 
Club Park (to the 
llancock 

Mid-Wilshire, I lancock 
Park, Miracle Mile 

Miracle Mile, Park La 
Brea 

3.5-6 

Schools Within 0.5 Mile of 
Corridor 

Proposed Conditions 

Station Locations Park-and-Ride 
Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

Hobart Blvd. Elementary School, Silvan I Western Ave. None 
Education Center, Bcrendo 
School, Leo Politi Elementary 

School, I loovcr Elementary, Wilton 
Place Elementary . 

3'd Street Elementary, Alta Loma 
Elementary, Arlington 
Elementary, Burrough School, 

Senior I ligh, Mt. V crnon 
Pico Elementary, 

Queen Anne Elementary 

Wilshire Crest Elementary 

Saturn Street Elementary, I lancock 
Park Elementary, . 

Fairfax I Iigh School 

Crenshaw Blvd. 

La Brea Ave. 

Fairfax Ave. 

Crenshaw Blvd., 158 
spaces 

La Brea Ave., 129 
spaces 

None 
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Corridor 
Segment 

11airfax ;\ye to 
Santa Monica 
BJ yd. 

Santa Monica 
Bld. to 
Comstock ;\ye. 

Comst<'Ck "he. 
to Veteran An-. 

Veteran :\Ye. to 
11edernl A1e. 

11ederal ,\ye. t1, 
Ocean ;\ye. 

Jurisdiction 

City of Los 
. City 

I !ills 

City 1,f Los 
. City 

I !ills 

City <'f Los 
Angeles 

Cit1 of Los 
Angeles 

City 1,f Los 
. City 

Monica 

Land Uses 
Along Corridor 

Retail, Office, 
lnstituti<>nal, 
Recreation 

Low- to Mid-Rise 

T nstitutional, Retail, 
Office 

Retail, Office 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Existing Conditions 

Destination and 
Activity Centers 

;\yenue, the Pacific Design 
Center. Museum of 
Tolerance 

Club, 
I !ills 

Westw<,od UCL;\ 
and UCL;\ Center, 
the Armand I lammer 
Museum 

V ctcrans Administrnti< in ,ind 
I Iospital, Wadsworth 
Theater and Brentwood 
Village 

I Iospital and 
Center, Third Street 

Promenade, Santa Monica 
Pier, Pacific Ocean 

Affected 
Neighborhoods 

Miracle Mik. C1rthay 
Circle, 
South, 
BeYerly I !ills 

Beyerh- I !ills, Century 
City . . 

\~>:iestwo<,d, Boukrnrd 
I !eights 

West l .os :\ngelcs 

West Los 

Schools Within 0.5 Mile of 
Corridor 

C1nficld Flcmcntary, C1rtha1 Center 
l '](·m(·nt,1n-, Crescent I 
uuw'""u l·.lcnner1tar1, Bnerly I !ills 

I 'lcmentan-

Warner Elcmentan-, I fawthorne 

Emerson Middle School, 11airburn 
Flcmentary 

Bn,ckton l,J,cmentar1, 

Monica 
Santa I ::lch<l\'l, Ro<lSeYclt l'l<:mcntan

Jiranklin School, Linwln 
Sch<,ol, Santa Monica College 

3.5-7 

Proposed Conditions 

Station Locations 

La Cienega Bld., 
R<'bertson BlYd., 
BeYerly Dr., Santa 
M<!!lica BlYd. 

None 

w estW()( )d \'ill age 

None 

Park-and-Ride 
Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

None 

None 

None 

None 

J::larrmgt<!!l ;\1e., Bundy I None 
St, 4•h St 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Corridor 
Segment 

Jurisdiction 

Flower St. from Citv of Los 
Washington Angeles 
Blvd. to 
Exposition Blvd. 

St. to 
Ave. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

VermontAve.to CityofLos 
Arlington Ave. Angeles 

Arlington Ave. 
to Farmdale 
Ave. 

City of Los 
Angeles 

Land Uses 
Along Corridor 

Industrial, Office 

Institutional, 
Commercial, Retail, 
Mixed sinele- and 

residential, 
Recreational 

Existing Conditions 

Destination and 
Activity Centers 

Los Angeles Civic Center, 
Downtown Los 
Staples Center, Los 
Convention Center, 
Auditorium, Mt. St. Marv's 
College, I le brew Union . 
College 

County, Aerospace 
Museum 
Industry 

Commercial, Retail, I West Adams District 
and Multi-
Residential 

and Multi
Residential, 

Commercial, Light 
Industrial, 
Recreational 

Baldwin I !ills Crenshaw 
Plaza Mall, Santa Barbara 
Plaza, Liemert Park, Magic 
Johnson Theaters 
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Affected 
Neighborhoods 

Exposition Corridor 

Park, West 
District, 

Exposition Park 

Exposition Park 

Exposition Park, 
Park, West 

Park, 
\.~rcnsnaw, L,cimcrt TJark, 
Baldwin I !ills 

3.5-8 

Schools Within 0.5 Mile of 
Corridor 

l()th Street Adams Middle 
El<:mentarv, Trinity 

Elementary, 28'h Street 
Street Children's 

Adult I ligh School 

Menlo A venue Elementary 

Proposed Conditions 

Station Locations 

Vermont Ave. 

Normandie Ave. 
(LR"I), Western ;\ vc. 

Crenshaw Blvd. 

Park-and-Ride 
Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

Crenshaw Blvd. 
(BRT/LR"l) 
400 spaces 
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Corridor 
Segment 

11armdalc ;\ye. 
to R<'bertson 
Bl Yd. 

Venice Bh-d. 
from 

,\\-e. 

Motor ;\\-e. to 
Sepuh-eda Bid. 

Jurisdiction 

City of Los 

City of Los 

Cit1 <'f Los 
Angeles 

City of Los 
Angeles 

Cit1 of Santa 
lvf<)nica 

Land Uses 
Along Corridor 

Industrial, 
Industrial, 
Commercial, 
Office. 
Institutional, 

and Multi
Residential, 

Recreati<mal 

Retail, Industrial, 
Commercial, 
lnstituti<mal, 

and Multi
Residcntial 

C<,mmercial, Retail, 
Multi-Family 
Residential 

Industrial, Office, 
Retail, Multi
l•'amily Residential 

Industrial, Office, 
Institutional 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Existing Conditions 

Destination and 
Activity Centers 

Dorsey I Iigh School, Ranchi, 
s Center, 
Rccrcati< in 

Center, Kenneth I Jahn State 
Recre,1tional :\ rea 

Center, Cuh·er 
Studi<,s, Som- Studios, Cuh-er 
Center . \Ve;t J ,os :\ngelcs 
C<,llege 

Westside l'aYilion, CheYiot 
I !ills Park and Recreation 
Center, '.?()th Centun- h '" 
Studios. Notre D.ir;:,e 
Academy 

Santa Monica Studios, 
Station, Water 

MGM Plaz,1, 
I 

Airport 

Affected 
Neighborhoods 

Crenshaw, CulYer City, 
Mid-Cit1. South of 
R< <berts;m, Pico 
Neighborhood, I 
Tract, Baldwin I 

Cuh-er 
Chniot I 
Park 

Palms, 
Rancho 

CheYiot I !ills, Rancho 
Park, \Vest Los :\ngelcs 

Sawtelle District, West 
J ,os ;\ngcles, Mar Vista 

\Vest J ,os :\ngelcs. S.mta 
Monica 

3.5-9 

Schools Within 0.5 Mile of 
Corridor 

Palms Elementary 

Palms Middle School, Charnock Road 
~chool. 

Charnock Road School, CIO\-er ;\yenue 

Sterry Ekmcntan, \Varner Elcmentan-, 
(;ra,.;t Elcmentar~- School, Richland . 
,1\"enue Sc ho< <I 

Proposed Conditions 

Station Locations 

La Brea BIYd., La 
Cienega Bh-d., 
N,itional/1 layden 

Venice 

Bh-d. (LRT) 

\"enice Bh-d./Main 
(BR'l) 

V cnice Bh-d./(herland 
:\Ye .. Venice 
Bld./Sepuh-eda Bid. 

Bh-d./ 
Pico Bh-d./Sawtelle 
BIYd. 

Bundi Dr., CIO\-crficld 
Bh-d., 

Park-and-Ride 
Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

] ,a Bre,1 J-l]yd. 

~6~ sp.1ces 

Venice 
BIYd./Washington 
Bh-d. (LRT) 
612 sp.1ces 

Pico Bh-d./Sawtelle 
Bh-d (Bln'/Llrl) 
565 spaces 

Bundy Dr. (BRT/LRT) 
172 spaces 

Cloyerficld Bh-d. 
(BRT/Llrl) 
1,14') spaces 
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Corridor Jurisdiction Land Uses 
Segment Along Corridor 

2()'h Street t1, Cit\ of Santa Industrial, Retail, 
Ocean .he. M1;nica Office 
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TABLE 3.5-1 
STUDY CORRIDOR LAND USES 

Existing Conditions Proposed Conditions 

Destination and Affected Schools Within 0.5 Mile of Station Locations Park-and-Ride 
Activity Centers Neighborhoods Corridor Facilities/ 

Replacement 
Parking Facilities 

Monica College, Santa Monica, Ocean Crnssroads School, Santa Monica I Iigh Colorado ;\ye./14•h St. Ocean ;\yeJColornd1, 
W<'OdJawn ('"~""'"'- ?,•d Park, Light Sch1,ol, Santa Monica College, Will (BR"!), Ocean ;\ye. (Uri) 
Street Promenade, Studio Rogers I ·:Icmcntary lOIJ spaces 
Monica Place, Santa Monica District 
I School, Ocean ;\ycnue, 
the Incline, 
Palisades Park, Pacific Coast 
I Santa i\f\)nica Pier. 

Beaches, Santa 
M1mica CiYic Center, Santa 
Monica Ci,ic ,\uditorium, 
L1,s ;\ngelcs County Superior 
Court 
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When compared to the region as a whole, the study area has a higher percentage of work trips (by 7 
percentage points) of all daily trips. This is a reflection of relatively higher population density, as 
well as an abundance of employment opportunities in the study area. The more notable observation 
is the significantly higher transit percentage for the study area trips compared to the overall regional 
transit percentage. The study area's percent transit mode split is 2.5 times higher than the regional 
3.2 mode split. This is a clear indication of two characteristics related to the study area: high transit 
dependency in ce11:ain study area communities and relatively high levels of transit services, which are 
provided in the study area. 

Wilshire Corridor 

Wilshire Boulevard is a densely developed corridor, with commercial development fronting both 
sides of the Corridor and the intersecting north/ south streets, and single- and multi-family 
residential surrounding the commercial uses. Traveling west from the \vestern Metro Red Line 
Station, the Wilshire Boulevard frontage contains numerous high-rise (20 stories) and mid-rise (8-10 
stories) office buildings. ~fixed in with the office buildings are numerous low-rise (2-5 stories) 
commercial office and retail structures. A relatively small proportion of the land uses along the 
corridor are dedicated to surface parking lots; most parking along Wilshire Boulevard is structured 
or street parking. Wilshire Boulevard west of Santa Monica Boulevard contains a high concentration 
of high-rise condominiums. The \vestwood area of the corridor also contains high concentrations 
of high-rise office buildings. West of the \vestwood area, the Corridor contains some high-rise 
office buildings through the Bundy Station area, but predominantly 2-4-story commercial retail 
buildings for the remainder of the Corridor. The station areas all intersect major north-south 
streets; almost all of which also contain high concentrations of commercial and retail land uses 
fronting onto both sides of the streets. Educational and institutional uses (universities, schools, and 
hospitals) are found throughout the study area. Figure 3.5-1 and Table 3.5-1 provide detailed 
descriptions of land uses along this study corridor. 

Exposition Corridor 

The Exposition study corridor contains single-family residential uses, with some low-rise, multi
family dwelling units lining the ROW. Along the eastern portion of the corridor the areas 
surrounding the RO\v to the north and south also consist of some multi-family units interspersed 
among single-family uses. Neighborhood commercial uses in "strip malls" are present at most main 
intersections. The eastern and western portions of the corridor can be considered pedestrian
friendly, given the ease of access to the institutional uses and destinations via existing, extra-wide 
sidewalks and signalized crosswalks. The central portion of the corridor contains primarily industrial 
uses and is considered auto-oriented. This portion of the conidor contains narrower sidewalks, 
present on one side only, making this segment less pedestrian-friendly. Table 3.5-1 provides a 
detailed description of land uses along this study corridor. 

Applicable Plans and Policies 

Development of an extension of the regional transit system into the Westside has been discussed for 
years. In anticipation of its eventual implementation and in recognition of the potential shifts in 
land use and transportation patterns, long-range planning documents developed by jurisdictions on 
the Westside during this decade have attempted to account for a transit system. Those plans include 
policies to accommodate and support fixed-guideway and more intensive bus transit. Jurisdictions 
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affected by the Wilshire Boulevard ROW include the Cities of Los Angeles, Beverly Hills, and Santa 
Monica. Jurisdictions affected by the Exposition ROW include the Cities of Los Angeles, Culver 
City, and Santa Monica. The transit-supporting policies of these potentially affected jurisdictions are 
summarized below, and are followed by a brief discussion of consistency of a transit system on the 
Westside with those policies. 

State and Regional Framework 

Land use patterns have a direct impact on the efficiency and desirability of transit in an urban 
environment. Worsening congestion within the J\;fid-City/Westside Study Area led the MTA to 
consider adding \'Vestside transit corridors to the emerging fixed-guideway transit system. As a 
result, long-range planning policy documents from Westside cities have addressed the importance of 
linking land use development patterns, densities, and urban form surrounding the potential 
alignments and station locations to city policies that support and encourage the use of transit. 

Stat!? q/ California. State Assembly Bill 670 (1999) provides certain transportation districts in the Bay 
Area of Northern California with the ability to acquire property for transit-oriented joint 
developments. These developments include commercial, residential, or mixed-use development 
projects in connection with existing, planned, or proposed transit facilities within one-quarter mile 
of transit facilities, subject to local land use and zoning regulations. This legislation recognizes the 
importance of supporting transit with more intensive transit-oriented land uses and the need for 
changes in existing land use to accommodate and support transit facilities. Therefore, development 
of a transit system within the Study Corridor would be consistent with this legislation. 

SCAG. The primary transportation planning document affecting the Westside region is the Southern 
California Association of Government's (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), adopted on 
April 26, 1998. Earlier iterations of the RTP included a more extensive railway network, including 
an extension into the \'Vestside from the east and an extension of the Green Line from the south. 
Because of funding constraints that required prioritization of lines ~within the region, these 
extensions are not included in the RTP. The RTP, along ~with J\;ffA's State Congestion Management 
Programs (CMPs) and Caltran's Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), provide 
the overall framework for transportation improvements on the Westside. 

Based on SCAG's review of this project during the scoping process for this EIS/EIR, the proposed 
project is consistent with the following: 

• 

• 

Growth Management Chapter (applicable sections: 3.01, 3.03] of the Regional Comprehensive 
Plan and Guide policies, and Regional Growth Forecasts that reflect 1998 RTP Population, 
Household, and Employment SCAG forecasts for Westside cities and City of Los Angeles 
subregions. 

Regional Transportation Plan (applicable sections: 4JJ1, 4.02, 4.03, 4.04, 4.06, 4.11, 4.15. 4.16) 
links the goal of sustaining mobility v.rith the goals of fostering economic development, 
enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly 
development patterns, and encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio
economic, geographical and commercial limitations. 
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GMC Policies (applicable sections: 3.04, 3.05, 3.08, 3.09, 3.10) related to the RCPG goal to 
improve the regional standard of living; Growth management goals to develop urban forms 
that enable individuals to spend less income on housing cost that minimize public and private 
development costs, and that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional 
strategic goal to stimulate the regional economy. 

GMC Policies (applicable sections: 3.11-3.23) related to the RCPG goal to improve the regional 
quality of life; Growth management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to develop 
urban forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that 
preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetica11y pleasing and preserve the 
character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality 
of life. 

GMC Policies (applicable section: 3.27) related to the RCPG goal to provide social, political, 
and cultural equity. Growth Management goals to develop urban fonns that avoid economic 
and social polarization promotes the regional strategic goal of minimizing social and geographic 
disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Policies adopted by the City of Los Angeles direct future population and employment growth in 
proximity to rail and bus transportation corridors. The Ci!Jivide General Plan F'ramework1 an Element 
of the Ci!y of Los Ange/ts General Plan, adopted in 1996, allocates the majority of growth within one
quarter mile of transit stations and corridors. Approximately two thirds of the overall City's grov.rth 
for 2010 is targeted as intensification and reuse of areas within and adjacent to the City's existing 
primary transportation corridors, while preserving lower density residential neighborhoods and 
neighborhood commercial districts in areas surrounding these corridors. The intensification and 
mix of uses are intended to enhance walkability of neighborhoods and districts and enhance access 
to public transportation. 

More specifically, the applicable community plans address policies for communities along the transit 
corridors. These goals support public transit and use of the transit corridors to improve levels of 
service between Downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica. Applicable Community plans include 
West Los Angles, Palms-Mar Vista, Brentwood-Pacific Palisades, and \'Vilshire. The transit
supporting goals of these Community Plans are summarized below: 

• 

• 

• 

Develop a public transit system that improves mobility "1'ith convenient alternative to auto 
travel; 

Coordinate with NITA and LADOT to improve express and local bus services to and within 
the community 

Develop an intermodal mass transportation plan to implement linkages to future mass transit 
service 

Encourage alternative modes of Transportation over the use of single occupant vehicles to 
reduce vehicular trips; 

Provide a system of efficient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes; 
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Encourage the safe utilization of easement and or right-of-way along flood control channels, 
public utilities, railroad rights-of-way, and streets wherever feasible for the use of bicycles 
and or pedestrians. 

Transit corridors and stations are planned for high density and mixed-use development that function 
as destinations for transit users (e.g., jobs, entertainment, and culture) and contain a high number of 
residents that can conveniently use transit. The following are summary themes of the General Plan 
Framework: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

High-density uses abutting transit are planned to be developed to enhance pedestrian activity 
along the street frontages through architectural design, streetscape amenities, and restriction on 
non-pedestrian friendly uses. 

The development of transit stations can be used to enhance the pedestrian vitality and character 
of their environs through architecture, the creation of public places, streetscape, and activity. 

The development of transit stations can create distinct places that distinguish the location from 
the homogeneous pattern of surrounding land uses. 

Concentrations of high density, multi-family housing along transportation corridors are likely to 
contain a higher percentage of individuals who do not own automobiles, due to income or 
lifestyle choices. 

Traffic congestion can be reduced in the vicinity of high activity destinations by the provision 
of transit. 

The intensification and mix of uses in the City of Los Angeles are intended to enhance walkability of 
neighborhoods and districts and enhance access to public transportation. The Ci!y of Los Ancgeles 
General Plan Franmvork and Communi!J Plans correlate growth and transportation from two 
perspectives: 

• 

• 

Promoting the intensification of density and enhanced mix of uses in proximity to existing and 
planned transportation corridors and stations; and 

Establishing new transportation corridors in response to ex1stmg and planned high density, 
activity centers. Within this context, the Framework defines future growth areas as 
"Community Centers," "Regional Centers," "Downtown Center,'' and "Mixed Use 
Boulevards." In each, higher density commercial, office, and residential uses are permitted and 
standards specified to attain a high level of pedestrian activity. The Framework further 
advances the correlation of density with transportation through the designation of "Pedestrian 
Priority" and "Transit Priority" Highways. 

The General Plan Framework recognizes Wilshire Boulevard as the primary east-west transportation 
corridor crossing the basin south of the Santa Monica Mountains. It is designated as a "Transit 
Priority Highway" and is flanked by some of the highest density designations in the City. The 
corridor passes through Regional Centers extending from Downtown to Wilton Place and from 
Highland Avenue to the City of Beverly Hills boundary (at San Vicente Boulevard). It is the 
Framework's objective that the enhancement of transit along this corridor would serve the existing 
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high-residential density and activity centers (such as the museums), as well as provide an opportunity 
to enhance accessibility and revitalize the moribund commercial uses in the mid-Wilshire area. This 
corridor contains multiple existing and planned destinations that warrant multiple points of transit 
access. Therefore, development of transit within the \Vilshire Boulevard ROW is consistent with 
the City of Los Angeles' General Plan and Community Plans. 

Recognized as a future transit corridor, but not yet designated as a "Transit Priority Highway", is the 
Exposition Corridor. Because funding is being allocated to the Red Line and the Pasadena Blue 
Line, the Exposition Corridor, in the General Plan Framework, did not receive the attention that 
was given the Wilshire Boulevard ROW and the potential for the Red Line extension. It should also 
be noted that the Exposition Corridor has been historically a rail-served industrial corridor, but this 
service has not been active in the recent past. As such, it is not surprising that there are a number of 
residential areas that abut the railroad RO\V, and there is an absence of major activity centers along 
its length. An exception is the University of Southern California/Exposition Park node located at 
its eastern edge. Therefore, although development of a transit system along the Exposition ROW is 
generally consistent v.rith the City's policies, it is not viewed as favorable. 

Beverly Hills General Plan 

According to the City of Beverly Hi11s, initial preparation is underway to update the City's General 
Plan. A completed document is not expected until 2001. The existing General Plan Circulation 
Element was adopted in 1977 and includes discussion about the role of mass transit, which may be 
suitable as alternatives to the automobile. The General Plan assumes that any transit in the area 
would be grade-separated so as to not interfere with automobile traffic, and would be functionally 
and environmentally integrated into the existing community. The center of a system within the City 
would be in the vicinity of the Business Triangle along Wilshire Boulevard (Wilshire Alignment). 
The General Plan also contains numerous land use and transportation policies that are 
representative of strategies to attract and focus development in the Corridor and station areas 
demonstrating that, in general, high-density, mixed-use land uses are planned for within the station 
areas. These planned development policies reinforce the concept of infill development and 
concentrated or focused growth. Therefore, development of a transit system along the \Vilshire 
Boulevard ROW generaUy would be consistent with the goals and policies of the City. 

Santa Monica General Plan 

The Santa Monica General Plan Land Use Element contains a variety of policies that encourage a 
concentration of land uses and activities that create activity during daytime and evening hours in the 
Downtown Area. These policies would be achieved by making the Downtown a primary location 
for commercial uses as a tourist destination, through the development of major entertainment or 
cultural uses, and by the creation of residential uses above ground level. 

As an implementation program of its adopted transit policies, the City of Santa Monica operates the 
Big Blue Bus, a bus system serving an area from the Los Angeles World Airport to the south and the 
Getty Center, UCLA and Century City to the north. 

Commercial corridors, such as \Vilshire Boulevard and Olympic and Pico Boulevards (adjacent to 
and near the Exposition ROW), are designated to have intense garden office development (Olympic 
Boulevard east of 20th Street) in a Special Office District and development on Pico Boulevard to 
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include high-density residential and service commercial. As an implementation measure, the 
Olympic Boulevard Corridor is designated to support future light rail through the joint development 
of commercial land uses at station locations. The area immediately adjacent to the Exposition 
Alignment is designated for preservation as linear public open space. 

The Circulation Element encourages an improved public transit system capable of accommodating 
ten percent or more of the total trips generated by the City by 2000. This includes continued 
coordination with regional agencies, endorsement of rail transit, endorse the use of Wilshire 
Boulevard as a major bus transit corridor, the development of distinctive shuttles, bus shelters and 
the improvement of inter-modal coordination. 

In addition, the City is currently in the process of updating its Zoning Ordinance to designate the 
MTA Transpmtation Corridor along Olympic Boulevard and Colorado Avenue a Transportation 
Preservation District to facilitate the development of transit along the Exposition ROW. A transit 
system along the Exposition ROW would ultimately connect to the proposed downtown Civic 
Center area. Therefore, development of transit along the \'Vilshire Boulevard and Exposition ROW s 
is consistent with the goals and policies of the City; however, transit along the Exposition ROW is 
more favored. 

Culver City General Plan Update 

The Culver City General Plan Update was adopted in 1996 and includes specific discussion about 
the Exposition Right-of-Way being developed as a fixed-guideway transit corridor. The Circulation 
Element directs that the City support expanded public transit service and ridership, but that support 
for the fixed-guideway is balanced against protection of existing established neighborhoods. 
Applicable goals, objectives, and measures outlined in the Circulation Element of the General Plan 
include the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Goal.- Integrate local and regional transportation systems that serve residential and business needs . 

(la) Improve Traffic Flow and Reduce traffic congestion throughout the City; 

(2) Expand public transit service ridership; 

(3) Provide bikeway system that is safe and has enjoyable support facilities; 

(4) Provide convenient and pleasant pedestrian access; 

(6) Optimize parking availability; 

(7) Increase traffic safety and minimize traffic hazards and accidents; 

Goal: Protect residential neighborhoods that offer residents the qualities of a peaceful small-town environmen1; 

(8) Provide for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods while preserving, enhancing, or 
reclaiming the neighborhoods quality of life 

Afeasure 3. Continue Transportation Demand J\Ianagement (TDJ\1) that promotes the demand for alternative 
transportation creating incentives to reduce overall auto trips. 

Afeasure 4. Adopt new Transit System Developments and Standards that reflect City policy and establish criteria for 
the development of transit facilities within the city. 
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Afeasure 5. Adopt a Citywide Bikeway Plan that develops and identifies potential bikeways and sets standards for 
construction and support facilities. 

In addition to adopted transit policies, the City of Culver City operates the Culver City Bus, a bus 
system of six routes serving an area from the Los Angeles World Airport to the south and UCLA 
and Century City to the north. 

In anticipation of the development of the Exposition ROW, the City adopted policies prohibiting at
grade crossings and elevated guideway alignments near residential neighborhoods. Culver City 
policies include specific discussion about the Exposition ROW being developed as a fixed-guideway 
transit corridor, but that support for the fixed-guideway is balanced against protection of existing 
established neighborhoods. In order to facilitate and support transit, the City strives to encourage 
high trip-generating uses near transportation corridors, specifically encouraging and providing 
incentives for increased residential and commercial density for areas accessible to transportation 
facilities, and allows reduced parking requirements for land uses that share parking facilities. 
Therefore, development of the Exposition ROW with a transit system that is sensitive to preserving 
the neighborhood quality of life would be consistent with the goals and policies of Culver City. 

3.5.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Land use impacts would be considered significant if the alternatives considered have the potential 
to cause: 

• 

• 

• 

lncompatibility with adjacent and surrounding land uses caused by degradation or disturbances 
that diminish the quality of a particular land use; 

Physical division of an established community; or 

Inconsistency with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency \vith 
jurisdiction over the project. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Land use analyses in environmental assessment documents, such as this EIS/EIR, have two main 
components: 

• 

• 

Determination of potential short- and long-term conflicts \vith surrounding land uses resulting 
from project implementation; and 

Identification of potential inconsistencies with applicable land use plans, policies, and 
regulations. 

The potential impacts of the alternatives considered will be evaluated using the standards of 
significance described above. These standards have been developed based on the requirements of 
NEPA and CEQA, and similar analyses conducted for transit projects. 
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Land Use Conflicts 

The assessment of impacts on land use and neighborhoods focuses on the potential for land use 
incompatibility, degradation, or disturbance. Land use incompatibilities usually occur when the 
activities characteristic of a certain type of land use are considered undesirable and in conflict "1'ith 
activities associated with another type of land use. Incompatibilities tend to occur between disparate 
adjacent land uses. Various categories of land uses are considered disruptive or undesirable because 
they generate nuisances, while others are categorized as receptors because they are sensitive to 
nuisances generated by neighboring uses. In general, "nuisance" uses include those that generate 
substantial noise, odor, smoke, dust, air pollutants, nighttime illumination, or traffic. Typical 
categories of "sensitive" land uses include residences, hospitals, parks, schools, and convalescent 
homes. A basic tenet of land use planning is the separation or "buffering" of sensitive land uses 
(e.g., residences) from nuisance land uses (e.g., industrial uses). 

Land use incompatibilities or degradation could also occur as a result of land use intensification. In 
other words, increasing the density or altering the character of a particular area could result in a 
change in land use patterns, thereby by affecting the quality of life of nearby neighborhoods. As a 
result, efforts to provide citizens with a heightened quality of life while providing public services, 
such as a transit system, make it important to reconcile the needs of both citizens and development 
to co-exist within a community. Development of transit alternatives represents an instance where it 
becomes especially important to reconcile these two needs, because although a transit project could 
result in land use incompatibilities, its basic intent is to serve the public through which it traverses. 
As such, the discussion of neighborhood effects attempts to discern impacts with respect to factors 
that are perceived to determine one's quality of life on a daily basis, including: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The ability to access one's neighborhood easily; 

The general safety of the neighborhood with respect to traffic; 

The presence and ability to use neighborhood sidewalks; 

The width of streets and length of blocks; 

Landscaping; 

Vertical and horizontal alignments of streets; 

Average neighborhood vehicle speeds and the resident's perception of those speeds; 

Average volume of vehicles traveling through neighborhood streets and the resident's 
perception of those volumes; 

Level of noise generated by vehicles traveling through the neighborhood; and 

The types of vehicles, which traverse the streets . 
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Policy Consistency 

Evaluation of policy consistency focuses on determining whether, or not, the development of a 
transit system within the \'V estside Study Corridor is consistent with the planning goals and policies 
of the jurisdictions that would be affected by, or would use, the transit system. In other words, in a 
policy consistency evaluation there are no differing levels in the degree of consistency with planning 
policies. Rather, a transit system either is, or is not, consistent ~with the general intent of a 
jurisdiction's planning document. Therefore, in contrast to the discussion of physical land use 
impacts, and the discussion of impacts provided in other technical subsections of Section 3.0 
(Environmental Analysis), the evaluation of policy consistency is contained within a separate 
subsection (following physical land use impacts) and is presented in a different format - the 
evaluation of policy consistency focuses on the four jurisdictions through which the \'Vilshire 
Boulevard and Exposition RO\'Vs traverse, versus by each of the alternatives considered. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

The No Action Alternative is comprised of the existing transit systems currently in use or expected 
to be in place in 2020 within the Westside Study Corridor. As described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives 
Considered), this includes improved frequencies on the Red, Blue, and Green rail lines and the 
expansion of MTA's bus service. Given that the MTA's transit services are consistent with existing 
and planned programs that have been evaluated in other environmental assessment documents, land 
use impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Constmction Impacts. Since the No Action Alternative is consistent with existing and planned 
programs, construction impacts would be less than significant. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative is comprised of the No Action Alternative components with some bus service 
changes, including service frequencies, route extensions and truncations, simplification of route 
structures, and replacement of unproductive routes. [mplementation of the TSM is intended to 
make the existing transit system on the Westside more efficient. As such, similar to the No Action 
Alternative, the TSM Alternative would have less than significant land use impacts. 

Constmction Impacts. The implementation of the TSM Alternative is consistent v.rith existing and 
planned programs, and construction impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Alternative 1 consists of a bus rapid transit system operating in the median of \'Vilshire Boulevard, 
from \'Vestern Avenue to downtown Santa Monica. Generally, the 14 stations proposed for this 
alternative would also be in the center median, the locations of which are described in Table 3.5-1, 
and Figures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2. 
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Land Use Compatibility 

• Compatibility of Transit Operations and Stations. Sensitive receptors, such as residences and 
schools (described in Table 3.5-1) adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard and the proposed Wilshire 
BRT stations, would experience increased noise, air pollution, and traffic as a result of transit 
operations. However, in most cases, these uses are not located immediately adjacent to the 
Boulevard, but rather in the neighborhoods to the north and south of the \Vilshire Boulevard 
Corridor. As part of the project design efforts, the BRT stations have been placed within the 
Wilshire Boulevard ROW away from sensitive receptors to help minimize disruptions to these 
land uses. In addition, as illustrated by Figure 3.5-3, many of the stations have been proposed 
near redevelopment areas in an effort to provide increased access to these areas. The ultimate 
success of redevelopment and revitalization of these areas largely rest on transportation 
accessibility and links to transit. Some improvements and strategies being employed - such as 
Santa Monica Boulevard improvements in \Vest Hollywood and in Santa Monica - focus on 
increasing pedestrian amenities, and reducing or eliminating vehicular traffic, which places 
increasing demand on increased transit access and level of transit service to help support existing 
and future land use development objectives. Given that \Vilshire Boulevard is currently a heavily 
traveled route in a highly urbanized area, transit operation and station impacts on land uses of 
the Wilshire Boulevard corridor would help the revitalization of redevelopment areas by 
providing transit, and would not considerably exacerbate existing land use conditions. In 
addition, consistent with applicable plans and policies, the development of a transit system along 
the dense Wilshire Corridor, is a compatible land use. Therefore, transit operations, such as the 
buses themselves, and stations for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are not expected to be 
incompatible with surrounding land uses. Transit operation and station compatibility impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Nuisance impacts on sensitive receptors resulting from bus operations and stations are discussed in 
other applicable sections of the EIS/EIR (i.e., Sections 3.2-Traffic and Circulation, 3.3-Parking, 3.7-
Visual Quality, 3.8-Air Quality, and 3.9-Noise and Vibration). 

Compatibility of Park-and-Ride Facilities. As described in Table 3.5-1, park-and-ride lots are 
proposed at various locations along the Exposition Corridor. Impacts of these facilities would be 
similar to impacts of transit stations described above. No park-and-ride lots are proposed along the 
\Vilshire Corridor; however, replacement parking will be provided in a manner consistent with the 
replacement parking strategy outlined in Section 3.3 (Parking) of this document. Overall, park-and
ride facility compatibility impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Nezghborhood Impacts 

Accessibility to Key Community Facilities (Activity Centers)/Communit;y Cohesion. The Wilshire 
Boulevard Corridor conveniently links a number of activity centers and much of the corridor is 
bounded by transit supportive uses as described in Table 3.5-1 and Figure 3.5-2. Table 3.5-2 
indicates that nearly 4,500 acres of land within 0.5 mile of Wilshire Boulevard would be supportive 
of transit. This represents over 40 percent of the total land area adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard. 
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Figure 3.5-3 Redevelopment and Reinvestment Areas 
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TABLE 3.5-2 
PERCENTAGE OF TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE WITHIN 0.5 MILE OF 

WILSHIRE BLVD. 
Land Use Total Acres of Transit Acreage of Other Land % of Total Transit 

Supportive Land Uses Uses Supportive Land Uses 
Commercial 705 1,339 34% 
Institutional 610 100'Yo 
Higher Density 2,760 622 81% 
Residential 
Regional Recreational 410 100% 
Other Non- 4,362 0% 
Supporting Uses 
TOTAL 4,485 10,858 41% 
Source: SC:\(; 1994 and Ell' Associates 1999 

Although the Wilshire BRT alternative has the potential to alter the appearance of Wilshire 
Boulevard with the development of a dedicated bus lane and associated stations, it is not expected to 
disrupt a cohesive social unit, or divide an established neighborhood (i.e., those described in Table 
3.5-1 and Figure 3.5-2), because the transit service would utilize an existing and historically heavily
traveled route between downtown Los Angeles and Santa J\1onica. Therefore, community cohesion 
impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Development of a transit system along the \vilshire Boulevard Corridor would help the land uses 
along this heavily used east-west route (between downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica) become 
better linked. Uses considered to be supportive of transit include higher-density residential areas, 
intensive commercial and industrial developments that represent significant job centers, colleges and 
universities, institutional facilities (such as medical centers and civic centers), and regional 
recreational facilities. As shown by Table 3.5-1, the types of uses along \vilshire Boulevard are 
characteristically transit supportive. As such, it is desirable to serve these destinations with transit to 
enhance their accessibility from v.rithin and outside the Westside Corridor study area. Additionally, 
because of their intensity of development and/ or level of activity (in terms of people coming and 
going), they are natural sources for transit riders. Therefore, development of the Wilshire BRT 
Alternative would be beneficial because it would provide new and increased accessibility to key 
Westside community facilities and activity centers. 

Neighborhood Character and Quality of Life. The primary neighborhood concern regarding bus 
rapid transit on \vilshire Boulevard is the elimination of two lanes of travel (one in each direction) 
and the potential for a resultant overflow of traffic onto neighborhood streets. Businesses could be 
impacted by the loss of parking on Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, because the medians have 
recently been enhanced by landscaping along a segment of Wilshire Boulevard, further impacts 
resulting from the potential removal of this landscaping and the associated visual impacts are 
possible (see Section 3.7, Visual Quality). 

As described above, the plans and policies of these jurisdictions outline specific goals, objectives, or 
policies to direct and/ or enhance the transit-oriented use of the corridor: 

• The plans identify the need to focus and concentrate new development in existing commercial 
areas. 

P:\10305~0 l \rT.\ Draft 1:1s~J·]R\11/·]::->DJ,~lR\3.051T~~cighborhood~.dor 3.5-22 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026415 



• 

• 

• 

• 

EM25199 

Environmental Analysis - Land Use/Neighborhoods 

The plans promote mixed-use projects in commercial areas . 

The plans support transit-oriented development, in particular focusing on development that is 
pedestrian-oriented. 

The plans promote the development of a public transit system that improves mobility with 
convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 

The plans promote development of alternatives to the automobile, such as transportation 
demand strategies. 

As a Bus Rapid Transit project, this alternative provides the opportunity to support both transit and 
land use in a dense, urban, highly traveled corridor. The Cities of Los Angeles, Beverly Hills, and 
Santa Monica, in general, all plan for high-density mixed-uses within station areas to allow for 
maximum use of the transit system. Therefore, implementation of the Wilshire BRT Alternative 
would result in less than significant impacts on neighborhood character and quality of life for 
adjacent neighborhoods. 

In the case of the Wilshire BRT, elimination of two-lanes of traffic on this major Boulevard, which 
abuts several neighborhoods, would likely result in the redirection of traffic onto adjacent streets. 
The resultant increase in traffic flow on neighborhood streets would also result in increased traffic
induced noise and air pollution. For detailed description of traffic, noise, and air quality impacts on 
sensitive receptors within affected neighborhoods resulting from the project alternatives, refer to 
Sections 3.2 (Traffic and Circulation), 3.3 (Parking), 3.8 (Air Quality), and 3.9 (Noise and Vibration) 
of this document. 

Construction Impacts. Construction of Alternative 1 and associated facilities may cause temporary 
interference with access to land uses along the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor. However, given the 
short-term and temporary nature of these disturbances (no more than 6 months), impacts would be 
less than significant. For detailed description of traffic, noise, and air quality construction impacts 
resulting from the project alternatives, refer to Sections 3.2 (fraffic and Circulation), 3.3 (Parking), 
3.8 (Air Quality), and 3.9 (Noise and Vibration) of this document. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, aU components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the medians. Land use impacts resulting 
from this design option would be identical to Alternative 1. Therefore, implementation of 
Alternative 1A would have less than significant land use impacts. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, aU components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the curb. Land use impacts resulting from 
this design option would be identical to Alternative 1. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1A 
would have less than significant land use impacts. 
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Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 2 would consist of the Wilshire BRT and the full length of the Exposition BRT 
described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). Given that Wilshire BRT impacts have been 
disclosed above, the follm:ving discussion focuses on any potential land use impacts that may occur 
along the Exposition Corridor. 'I'here are 20 stations proposed for the Exposition BRT (see Table 
3.5-1, and Figures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2). 

Land Use Compatibility 

Compatibility of Transit Operations and Stations. Sensitive receptors, such as residences and 
schools (described in Table 3.5-1 and Figure 3.5-1) adjacent to the Exposition Corridor and the 
proposed Exposition BRT stations, would experience increased noise, air pollution, and traffic as a 
result of transit operations. However, in most cases, these uses are not located immediately adjacent 
to the Boulevard, but rather in the neighborhoods to the north and south of the Exposition 
Corridor. Segments of the Exposition Corridor that contain sensitive uses (i.e., residences) 
immediately adjacent to the RO\v are located between Vermont Avenue and La Brea Avenue (see 
Table 3.5-1 and Figure 3.5-1). The Exposition Corridor consists of a high concentration of 
residential neighborhoods and schools, particularly east of Sepulveda Boulevard, with most of these 
uses being east of Robertson Boulevard. Similar to the Wilshire BRT, the Exposition BRT stations 
proposed at Vermont Avenue, Crenshaw Boulevard, and La Brea Avenue have been placed away 
from sensitive land uses in areas with predominantly industrial or commercial uses to help minimize 
disruptions to these land uses. In addition, as illustrated by Figure 3.5-3, many of the stations have 
been proposed near redevelopment areas in an effort to provide increased access to these areas. In 
addition, consistent with applicable plans and policies, the development of a transit system along the 
Exposition Corridor, is a compatible and desired land use. Therefore, transit operations, such as the 
buses themselves, and stations for Alternative 2 are not expected to be incompatible with 
surrounding land uses. Transit operation and station compatibility impacts would be less than 
significant in commercial areas and significant in residential neighborhoods. Impacts resulting from 
transit operations and stations leading to potential land use incompatibilities and diminished quality 
of life in residential neighborhoods can be reduced to less than significant levels by implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: 

• A1itigation J\;ieasure 3.5-1: In residential areas, station area plans shall be developed in 
coordination with local jurisdictions, adjacent residents, and businesses. 

Nuisance impacts on sensitive receptors resulting from bus operations and stations are discussed in 
other applicable sections of the ElS/EIR (i.e., Sections 3.2-Traffic and Circulation, 3.3-Parking, 3.7-
Visual Quality, 3.8-Air Quality, and 3.9-Noise and Vibration). 

Compatibility of Park-and-Ride Facilities. The locations of proposed park-and-ride facilities along 
the Exposition Corridor are described in Table 3.5-1. Similar to the siting of stations, park-and-ride 
lots are proposed at locations away from sensitive land uses in areas with predominantly industrial or 
commercial uses to help minimize disruptions to these land uses. In the majority of cases, park-and
ride lots are located at, or immediately adjacent to, the stations. As such, impacts of these facilities 
would be similar to impacts of transit stations described above, with potentially significant impacts 
for replacement-parking sites located adjacent to residential uses along the Wilshire BRT route. 
Impacts for the Exposition Route would not be significant. Implementation of l'vfitigation Measure 
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3.5-1 (as described above under Compatibility of Transit Operations and Stations) and Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-2 would reduce impacts associated with Park-and-Ride Facilities along the Wilshire 
BRT route to a less than significant level. 

• A1itigation }v1easure 3.5-2: Off street parking adjacent to residences shall be screened and 
laidout to minimize nuisances and disruption. 

Neighborhood Impacts 

Accessibility to Key Communitv Facilities (Activity Centers) I Community Cohesion. Similar to the 
\'Vilshire Boulevard Corridor, the Exposition Corridor conveniently links a number of activity 
centers and much of the corridor is bounded by transit supportive uses as described in Table 3.5-1. 
Table 3.5-3 indicates that the Exposition Corridor is lined with more than 2,800 acres of transit 
supportive land uses, or about 30 percent of the total land area in this corridor. There is a higher 
proportion of transit-supportive land uses in the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT corridors than 
in the overall J\;fid-City/Westside Corridor study area, which contains about 26 percent of transit 
supportive uses. 

TABLE 3.5-3 
PERCENTAGE OF TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE WITHIN 0.5 MILE OF 

EXPOSITION 
Total Acres of Transit Acreage of Other 'Yo of Total Transit 

Land Use Supportive Land Uses Land Uses Supportive Land Uses 
Commercial 650 874 43% 
Institutional 605 100% 
Higher Density Residential 1,325 531 71% 
Regional Recreational 260 100% 
Other Non-Supporting Uses 5,247 0% 
TOTAL 2,840 9,492 30% 
Source: SC\ G 1994 and El I' :\ssoci<1tcs 1999 

Given that the Exposition BRT Alternative proposes buses to traverse the Corridor, partially in the 
mixed flow of traffic (at its easternmost and westernmost segments), it is not expected to disrupt a 
cohesive social unit, or divide any established neighborhoods (i.e., those described in Table 3.5-1), 
because the transit service would utilize an existing railroad RO\'V and histmically heavily-traveled 
roadways between downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica. Therefore, community cohesion 
impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Development of a transit system along the Exposition Corridor would help the land uses along this 
heavily used east-west route (between downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica) become better 
linked. Uses considered to be supportive of transit include higher density residential areas, intensive 
commercial and industrial developments that represent significant job centers, colleges and 
universities, institutional facilities (such as medical centers and civic centers), and regional 
recreational facilities. As shown by Table 3.5-1, the types of uses along the Exposition Corridor are 
characteristically transit supportive. As such, it is desirable to serve these destinations with transit to 
enhance their accessibility from "vi thin and outside the \'V estside Corridor study area. Additionally, 
because of their intensity of development and/ or level of activity (in terms of people coming and 
going), they are natural sources for transit riders. Therefore, development of the Wilshire BRT 
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Alternative would be beneficial because it would provide new and increased accessibility to key 
Westside community facilities and activity centers. 

Neighborhood Character and Quality of Llfe. As previously discussed in Table 3.5-1 and 
Compatibility with Transit Operations and Stations (above), portions of the Exposition Corridor are 
located adjacent to single-family residential neighborhoods, with a high number of schools. 
However, as previously discussed, the plans and policies of the affected jurisdictions outline specific 
goals, objectives, or policies to direct and/ or enhance the transit-oriented use of the corridor: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The plans identify the need to focus and concentrate new development in existing commercial 
areas. 

The plans promote mixed-use projects in commercial areas . 

The plans support transit-oriented development, in particular focusing on development that is 
pedestrian-oriented. 

The plans promote the development of a public transit system that improves mobility with 
convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 

The plans promote development of alternatives to the automobile, such as transportation 
demand strategies. 

As a Bus Rapid Transit project, this alternative provides the opportunity to support both transit and 
land use in a dense, urban, highly traveled corridor. The Cities of Los Angeles, Culver City, and 
Santa Monica, in general, all plan for high-density mixed-uses within station areas to allow for 
maximum use of the transit system. Neighborhood Character/Quality of Life impacts would be less 
than significant along the Wilshire BRT route and potentially significant on Exposition. 
Implementation of Alternative 2 and impacts resulting from transit operations and stations leading 
to potential land use incompatibilities and diminished quality of life in residential neighborhoods 
along the Exposition ROW can be reduced to less than significant levels by implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 (as described above under Compatibility of Transit Operations and 
Stations). 

In some neighborhoods along the Exposition Corridor, residences are located within 30 feet of the 
Corridor. For detailed description of traffic, noise, visual, air quality, and safety impacts on these 
neighborhoods resulting from the Proposed Project, see Sections 3.2 (fraffic and Circulation), 3.3 
(Parking), 3.7 (Visual Quality), 3.8 (Air Quality), 3.9 (Noise and Vibration), and 3.14 (Safety and 
Security). 

Construction Impacts. Construction impacts for the \vilshire BRT portion of Alternative 2 would be 
the same as those described for Alternative 1. Implementation of BRT "vithin the Exposition 
Corridor also would result in similar impacts to the \vilshire BRT. Given the short-term and 
temporary nature of construction (no more than 6 months), impacts would be less than significant. 
For detailed description of traffic, noise, and air quality construction impacts resulting from the 
project alternatives, refer to Sections 3.2 (f raffic and Circulation), 3.3 (Parking), 3.8 (Air Quality), 
and 3.9 (Noise and Vibration) of this document. 
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Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

The Exposition BRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would terminate at the Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and that the MOS option 
of the Exposition BRT is only a shorter route of the full-length alternative, the land use impacts of 
Alternative 2A would be similar to Alternative 2. Any impacts to land uses and neighborhoods west 
of the Venice/Washington Station would not occur, and no increased land use impacts would occur 
at the westernmost MOS station location. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 3 would consist of the Wilshire BRT and the full length of the Exposition LRT 
described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). The light rail transit system along the Exposition 
corridor would consist of 16 stations (see Table 3.5-1, and Figures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2). 

Land Use Compatibiliry 

Compatibility of Transit Operations and Stations. Similar to Alternative 2, transit operation and 
station compatibility impacts on land use along the Exposition LRT Corridor would be less than 
significant in commercial areas and significant in residential areas. Impacts resulting from transit 
operations and stations leading to potential land use incompatibilities and diminished quality of life 
in residential neighborhoods can be reduced to less than significant levels by implementation of 
J\iiitigation Measure 3.5-3: 

• Mitzgation Measure 3.5-3: In residential areas, station area plans shall be developed in 
coordination with local jurisdictions, adjacent residents, and businesses. 

Compatibilitv of Park-and-Ride Facilities. Park-and-ride facility compatibility impacts on land uses 
along the Exposition Corridor would be similar to Alternative 2. The siting of stations and park
and-ride lots are proposed at locations away from sensitive land uses in areas with predominantly 
industrial or commercial uses to help minimize disruptions to these land uses. In the majority of 
cases, park-and-ride lots are located at, or immediately adjacent to, the stations. As such, impacts of 
these facilities would be similar to impacts of transit stations described above, with potentia11y 
significant impacts for replacement-parking sites located adjacent to residential uses along the 
Wilshire BRT route. Impacts for the Exposition Route would not be significant. Implementation 
of l\Iitigation Measure 3.5-3 (as described above under Compatibility of Transit Operations and 
Stations) and Mitigation Measure 3.5-4 would reduce impacts associated with Park-and-Ride 
Facilities along the Wilshire BRT route to a less than significant level. 

• lvfitzgation lvleasure 3.5-4: Off street parking adjacent to residences shall be screened and 
laidout to minimize nuisances and disruption. 

Nezghborhood Impacts 

Accessibility to Key Community Facilities (Activity Centers) I Communitv Cohesion. Impacts 
resulting from implementation of this Alternative (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT) would be 
beneficial, similar to those described under Alternative 2 (Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT). 
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Neighborhood Character and Quality of Life. Similar to the impacts of Alternative 2 described 
above, implementation of Alternative 3 (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT) would result in less 
than significant impacts on neighborhood character and quality of life for adjacent neighborhoods 
along the Wilshire ROW and potentially significant impacts on the Exposition ROW. 
lmplementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 (as described above under Compatibility of Transit 
Operations and Stations) can reduce impacts resulting from transit operations and stations leading to 
potential land use incompatibilities and diminished quality of life in residential neighborhoods along 
the Exposition RO\'V to a less than significant level. 

Construction Impacts. Similar to Alternative 2, construction-related impacts of Alternative 3 would be 
less than significant. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

The Exposition LRT MOS component of Alternative 3 would terminate at the Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and that the MOS option of 
the Exposition LRT is only a shorter route of the full length LRT alternative, the land use impacts of 
Alternative 3A would be similar to Alternative 3. It should be noted that with the Exposition LRT 
MOS, any impacts to land uses and neighborhoods west of the Venice/\'Vashington Station would 
not occur, and no increased land use impacts would occur at he westernmost j\;[OS station location. 
lmpacts would be less than significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

Alternatives 1 through 3 (including the design options and the MOS) would require storage and 
maintenance facilities. A new maintenance yard(s) would provide maintenance for both the 
BRT /Rapid Bus systems and the LRT system and, as such, would need to be located centrally to 
both systems (i.e., in the downtown Los Angeles area). Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) 
provides a description of potentially feasible maintenance yards. Six potential maintenance yard sites 
are currently being considered by the NIT A: 

• NW Corner of Chavez/Mission; 

• Existing MTA Division I area; 

• NE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

• SE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

• Exposition ROW Hooper to Central; and 

• Existing MTA South Park Shops . 

Figure 2-17 - 2-19 in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) shows the locations and physical layout 
of the proposed maintenance facilities. These locations are all contained within lands currently 
owned and operated by the MTA, and are predominantly located within industrial areas with the 
exception of the South Parks Shops Site, which is located in the vicinity of a residential area and 
school. Generally, development of any maintenance facilities within the majority of the proposed 
locations would be compatible with the surrounding industrial character of the area and would not 
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result in any significant land use disruptions or incompatibilities. If a maintenance yard were to be 
built at the existing MTA South Park Shops, the increased volume of buses traveling through 
surrounding neighborhoods, and maintenance activities at the bus yard could have potentially 
significant impacts on sensitive receptors in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. However, 
land use impacts associated with the construction and operation of the remaining proposed 
maintenance facilities are expected to be less than significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

The subway design option would provide a subterranean travel corridor for either the bus or light
rail transit alternatives of the Exposition Corridor in the USC/Exposition Park area. Impacts 
associated with a subterranean travel route are minimal due to the negligible disruption to at-grade 
land uses. Similar to Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A, impacts of the subway design option on land 
uses would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts resulting from transit operations and stations leading to potential land use incompatibilities 
and diminished quality of life in residential neighborhoods can be reduced to less than significant 
levels by: 

• In residential areas, station area plans shall be developed in coordination with local jurisdictions, 
adjacent residents, and businesses. 

3.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the Mid-City/\i(lestside Transit Corridor Project. 
The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR provides a programmatic analysis of land use impacts resulting 
from implementation of all projects contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), including the J\ifid
City/Westside Transit Corridor project, and provides the basis for this cumulative impact analysis. 

Projects contained ~within the RTP will contribute to the overall intensity of development within the 
SCAG region. The RTP contains growth management goals to attain mobility and to develop urban 
forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that preserve open 
space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and preserve the character of 
communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality of life. Based 
on SCAG's review of this project during the scoping process for this EIS/EIR, the proposed 
project is consistent with the SCAG RTP. Therefore, given that a transit system within the Mid
City /Westside Corridor Study area is a planned and desired land use, it would not be incompatible 
with the study area's general land use character and would serve to link activity centers within the 
area. As such, implementation of the planned projects of the RTP along with a transit system in the 
Mid-City/Westside Corridor Study area is not expected to result in cumulatively considerable land 
use impacts. Cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.6.1 Introduction 

Although the J\fid-City/\vestside Transit Corridor alternatives under consideration are intended to 
maximize use of publicly-owned rights-of-way (e.g., Wilshire Boulevard and the MTA-owned 
Exposition railroad right-of-way [RO\v]);, however there are design, alignment and mitigation 
features of these alternatives that may require that a business or residence be removed from the 
existing right of way. Specific actions that would cause displacement, include: 

• Acquisition of private property for guideway alignment, station facility, parking, maintenance 
yard and/ or impact mitigation purposes; 

• Off-street replacement parking sites along Wilshire Boulevard; or 

• Tern1ination or non-renewal of existing LACMTA leases within the railroad ROW . 

3.6.2 Affected Environment 

For purposes of the discussion of potential land acquisition impacts, the affected environment is 
limited to the areas included within and directly adjacent to the proposed Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition BRT/LRT routes, as defined below: 

Wilshire 

The Wilshire Boulevard route is a heavily urbanized and dense environment. Growth that will take 
place along the route over the next 20-year period will be in-fill development on vacant or 
underutilized sites, as well as replacement of structures that have exhausted their useful economic 
life. Wilshire Boulevard component of the area is generally characterized by commercial uses 
fronting \vilshire Boulevard in 100-150 foot depth parcels. Beyond these commercial parcels in 
many cases are an east-west service alley, surface or structured parking and then residential uses. 
Both multi-family units and single-family homes are located adjacent to commercial uses or the 
service alley along much of the Wilshire route. The one exception is the high-density residential area 
west of Santa Monica Boulevard and east of Westwood. 

Exposition 

Because of the former use of the Exposition RO\v for rail service, industrial uses are found adjacent 
to the right-of-way in a number of locations. Specifically, industrial/ commercial development that is 
located directly adjacent to the former right-of-way is concentrated in the fo11owing segments along 
the route: 

• Long Beach A venue to Hill Street 

• 9th Avenue to Crenshaw Boulevard 

• Farmdale to Venice 
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• San Diego Freeway (I-405) to 1 Th Street 

In 1991, the MTA acquired the railroad rights-of-way throughout the Los Angeles area from 
Southern Pacific Transportation Company. As part of this process, MTA inherited lease agreements 
entered into by the railroad. Since its ownership MTA has entered into land leases and has granted 
certain temporary and permanent easements. A number of commercial and industrial businesses 
along the Exposition ROW entered into lease agreements to expand their sites for parking, storage, 
and/ or building improvements. Most j\;fTA leases of the Exposition ROW are on a month-to
month basis, however, there are several in the western portion of the Exposition railroad ROW that 
have long term renewal options extending to the year 2019 (the leases expire in 2004, and have three 
five-year options extending to 2019). 

As shown in Table 3.6-1, almost 90 percent of j\;ffA's leases within the Exposition ROW are on a 
month-to-month basis. About 30 percent of leases involve business purposes such as patron and 
employee parking, access, storage and lay-down areas, temporary buildings and site beautification. 
In addition to leases, the LACj\;ffA under the provisions of its ROW Protection Guidelines has also 
granted licenses for largely beautification and landscaping improvements. 

TABLE 3.6-1 
EXPOSITION ROW LEASE SUMMARY 

Segment Total Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Utilities Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Longer Term or 

Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Special Circumstances 
Rail Link to LRT 27 8 12 7 0 25 2 
[Maintenance Yard 
!South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver City 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
WestL\ 42 16 16 5 5 '-, JI 5 
Santa l\Ionica 40 17 13 4 6 32 8 
l'OTAL 197 70 59 40 28 176 21 
PERCENT 100.0% 35.5% 29.9% 20.3% 14.2% 89.3% 10.7% 
* Includes, parking, storage, lay-down, buildings, and beautification 
Source: l .'\GvfT:\ Heal I •:state Department and Terry :\. I !ayes Associates 2000. 

3.6.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

For purposes of this environmental evaluation, a significant land acquisition and displacement 
impact may occur when: 

• 

• 

• 

Real property is acquired and business or residential owners or tenants are required to relocate; 

Long-term leases are terminated prior to their normal expiration date for the purpose of 
constructing a transit service improvement and supporting infrastructure. (The expiration of 
month-to-month leases or leases where relocation waivers have been executed would not be 
considered significant); 

A business operation is disrupted due the loss of needed parking, access or storage areas . 
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Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

To assess the potential for the acquisition of private prope11:y, plan and profile drawings identifying 
the detailed location of the guideway alignment, stations and maintenance yards were reviewed to 
identify non-publicly owned areas that would be needed for the proposed project or project 
alternatives. To address off-street replacement parking impacts, areas along Wilshire Boulevard 
where parking would be displaced were reviewed to determine whether there were candidate 
replacement sites that satisfied the Replacement Parking Strategy described in Section 3.2 (fraffic). 
To estimate the effect of non-renewal of LAO'vITA leases within the Exposition railroad ROW, the 
lease database available from the LACNITA Real Estate Division was reviewed. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

As discussed in Section 2, the No Action Alternative involves primarily increases to the bus 
operations fleet and minor transit service restructuring. It would not involve the acquisition of real 
property. No impacts would occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

As described in Section 2 of this report, the TSM Alternative would involve largely operational and 
route restructuring improvements along with extensions of the MTA Rapid Bus service and 
corridors. No land acquisition or displacement is involved from these activities, and no impacts 
would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

The \vilshire BRT Alternative would provide exclusive travel lanes ~within the median of \vilshire 
Boulevard. As such, the alternative would not directly require the acquisition of property. Station 
locations would either be in the street median or on the adjacent public sidewalk and also would not 
require the acquisition of private property. 

The primary property acquisition required for the \vilshire BRT Alternatives would result from the 
use of sites for the replacement of curb parking spaces that would be lost along the route. 
According to a parking survey conducted along Wilshire Boulevard, approximately 1,335 curb 
parking spaces would need to be replaced. At approximately 400 square feet per space, replacement 
parking would require approximately 12 acres of land. 

To address the loss of parking for business districts along \vilshire Boulevard, the J\1TA, as part of 
the project, would adopt a Replacement Parking Strategy as described in Section 3.2 (fraffic). This 
strategy would seek to replace parking in locations convenient and accessible to existing businesses 
and employers. The strategy would use the acquisition of private property as a last resort and focus 
first on the following types of replacement parking options: (1) use of MTA-owned parking sites, 
(2) other public agency owned sites, (3) agreements with existing surface parking lot operators to 
reconfigure or deck existing parking areas, ( 4) fair share contributions to other parking structures 
being planned or (5) entering into agreements with commercial properties that have underutilized 
surface or structured parking. 
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As shown in Table 3.6-2, the need to replace lost curb parking is not equaUy dist1-ibuted along the 
Wilshire route. The largest and most concentrated area of curb parking loss is in the Santa Monica 
segment. In this 2.6-mile section, approximately 4.6 acres of replacement parking space would be 
needed. The land requirements for surface parking in other segments of the Wilshire route is 
approximately 2 acres. 

TABLE 3.6-2 
OFF STREET REPLACEMENT PARKING* 

Segment Affected Area Parking Spaces Land Area Potential Worst Case Theoretical 
to be Replaced Needed for Displacement Based on Existing 

and surface Replacement as Land Use Patterns 
parking land Surface Parking 
requirement (Worst Case) 

Los Angeles Western to Bronson, 261 2.4 acres 80,000 S.F. commercial and 20 
1\Iid-City and Citrus to San dwelling units 

Vicente 
Beverly Hills San Vicente to 269 2.5 acres 80,000 S.F. commercial and 10 

Hamilton, and La dwelling units 
Cienega to J\Iaple 

\v'est Los Comstock to 259 2.4 acres 50,000 S.F. commercial and 10 
Angeles 1\falcohn and Barry dwelling units 

to Centinela 
Santa 1\Ionica Centinela to Second 546 5.0 acres 50,000 S.F. commercial and 50 

dwelling units 
+Assumes one for one replacement of lost spaces. 
Source: Korw J •:n">inccring and Terry :\. I !ayes Associates 2000. 

Outlined below is a segment-by-segment characterization of the issues affecting the acquisition of 
property. MTA's goal "1-ill be to acquire property through negotiations on a "1-illing seUer basis. 
However, if acquisition through negotiations is not successful, MTA could use its right to acquire 
property through eminent domain proceedings. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

W'estern to Bronson. 11TA owns no sites. There are several surface parking lots that may be 
candidates for modification or decking. The need to acquire improved property is moderate. 

Bronson to Citrus. There are no displaced parking spaces along this segment. MTA owns one lot 
in this segment on the south side of Wilshire between Crenshaw and Lorraine. However, since 
there are no displaced spaces in this segment, this lot is beyond the reasonable distance for a 
replacement lot for those segments where parking is lost. There are several surface parking lots 
that may be candidates for modification or decking. The need to acquire improved property is 
moderate. 

Citrus to San L Ticente. MTA owns one site at La Brea. Surface parking lots and rear surface 
parking suggest opportunities to minimize acquisition of new parking sites through either 
reconfiguration or construction of small parking structures. Acquisition potential of improved 
property is low to moderate. 

San Vicente to Hamilton. ~ffA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites. Acquisition potential of 
improved property is high. 
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La Cienega to lvlaple. l\ffA owns no sites. Two to three vacant sites may provide opportunities 
for relocated parking. Less intensive use of office buildings may also offer opportunities to 
share parking space. Acquisition potential of improved property is moderate to highly likely. 

Comstock to lvlalcom. l\ITA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites. There are no surface 
parking lots. Acquisition would likely affect low scale older residential properties fronting 
Wilshire Boulevard. The probability of acquisition is high; however, acquiring residential 
property for this purpose may not be feasible given the resulting displacement of residential 
occupants. 

Barry to Centinela. MTA owns no sites. There are no vacant sites and no surface parking lots . 
The only opportunity for replacement involves the use of underutilized existing structured 
parking in office buildings (if any). The probability of acquisition is high. 

CentinPla to Second. MT A owns no sites. There are no Wilshire frontage vacant sites. There are 
scattered small surface parking lots, 2-3 may be of sufficient size for redevelopment as parking 
structures. Acquisition would likely focus on the small-scale one-story commercial buildings at 
comers to avoid driveways on \Vilshire Boulevard. The acquisition potential is high, however, 
the probabilities of acquiring these desirable locations on a willing seller basis are low. 

The analysis of the different segments along \Vilshire Boulevard indicates that it may not be feasible 
to provide a parking lot/ structure in every block, so the replacement parking that is provided is 
likely to be less convenient for customers of some businesses. Even if the 1,335 parking spaces are 
folly replaced, they will be in consolidated facilities, which will be less convenient than on-street 
parking directly in front of the business or residence. 

In summary, the \Vilshire BRT Alternative will have a significant unavoidable impact on access and 
convenience to fronting properties along Wilshire Boulevard due to the loss of on-street parking. 
This impact "1'ill be partially reduced by the development of off-street replacement parking as part of 
the BRT project, but it is not likely to be fully mitigated. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

This option would also require the implementation of a replacement parking program that would 
likely result in acquisition of private property similar to the baseline Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

This option would also require the implementation of a replacement parking program that would 
likely result in acquisition of private property similar to the baseline Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Acquisition and displacement impacts for the \Vilshire BRT component of this alternative would be 
the same as the Wilshire BRT alternative discussed above. The incremental land acquisition and 
displacement affects associated with the Exposition BRT portion of this alternative are discussed 
below. 
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ROW Leases. The primary impact of this component of the alternative would be the non-renewal 
and/ or termination of leases held by the MTA. Approximately 170 leases would be affected (see 
Table 3.6-3). One hundred and fifty-one (151) are month-to-month leases and 19 are longer tem1. 
Business-related impacts, which could result in displacement, involve 57 leases for parking, storage 
areas and access. Of the 62 utility leases, it is expected that the majority will require the relocation or 
reconfiguration of the utility. The remaining 28 leases that represent misceUaneous easements would 
be terminated. 

TABLE 3.6-3 
EXPOSITION BRT LEASE SUMMARY 

Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Longer Term or 

Segment Total Utilities Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Special Circumstances 
!Rail Link to LR T na na na na na na na 
[i\laintenance Yard 
South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver Citv 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
~Vest LA 42 16 16 5 5 37 5 
Santa J\Ionica 40 17 13 4 6 32 8 
TOTAL 170 62 47 33 28 151 19 
* Includes, parking, storage, lav--down, buildings, and beautification 
°'ourcc:] .:\Cr\IT:\ Real J •:state Departn1e11t and Terry :\. I !ayes Associates '.?OfJO. 

ROW Licenses. As noted above, the LACMTA has granted licenses in scattered areas along the 
Exposition ROW to allow landscaping and beautification under the provisions of the IACMTA 
RO\v protection guidelines. It is expected that these licenses would be terminated under the terms 
of the license. The termination of these right-of-way licenses is expected to result in a less than 
significant impact. 

Acquisition of Property. The Exposition BRT alignment would result in the acquisition of property 
outside of the existing ROW in two areas. First, the creation of a park and ride facility for 1,140 
parking spaces between 26th Street and Stewart Street in Santa Monica would displace the Bergamot 
Station Art Center. Bergamot Station is home to the Santa Monica Museum of Art owned by the 
City of Santa Monica. This displacement would affect approximately 60 galleries and arts-related 
businesses and activities, as weU as the Santa Monica Museum of Art. Bergamot Station should be 
evaluated for potential shared use of the site with the transit facility. Evaluation should be 
conducted as a part of the preliminary design phase of the project. If joint use plans can be 
developed, impacts resulting from displacement of Bergamot Station can be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

In addition, the BRT maintenance yard options would also require land displacements similar to 
those described for the Wilshire BRT Alternative. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Acquisition and displacement impacts for the Wilshire BRT component of this alternative would be 
the same as the Wilshire BRT alternative discussed above. The incremental land acquisition and 
displacement affects associated v.rith the Exposition BRT MOS portion of this alternative are 
discussed below. 
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ROW Leases. The primary impact of this component of the alternative would be the non-renewal 
and/ or termination of leases held by the MTA. Approximately 88 leases would be affected (See 
Table 3.6-4). Eighty-two (82) are month-to-month leases and 6 are longer term. Business-related 
impacts, which could result in displacement, involve 59 leases for parking, storage areas and access. 
Of the 29 affected utility leases, it is expected that the majmity will require the relocation or 
reconfiguration of the utility. The remaining 17 leases for beautification, as weU as 24 leases for 
billboards and signs, would be terminated. 

TABLE 3.6-4 
EXPOSITION BRT MOS LEASE SUMMARY 

Total Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Longer Term or Special 

Segment Utilities Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Circumstances 
Rail Link to LRT na na Na na na na na 
::\Iaintenance Yard 
South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver City 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
\X'est LA na na Na na na na na 
Santa ::\lonica na na Na na na na na 
TOTAL 88 29 18 24 17 82 6 
* Includes, parking, storage, lay-down, buildings, and beautification 
Source: J ACMT:\ Real I ·:state Department and Terry :\. J !ayes :\ssociatcs 21)00. 

ROW Licenses. MTA has granted licenses in within the Exposition ROW to allow landscaping and 
beautification under the provisions of the MTA ROW protection guidelines. It is expected that 
these licenses would be terminated under the terms of the license; however, the termination of those 
right-of-way licenses is expected to result in a less than significant impact. 

Acquisition ef Proper!J· The Exposition BRT MOS would not require land acqws1t1on with the 
exception of a proposed BRT maintenance yard site near downtown Los Angeles. The yard 
displacement affects would be similar to those described for the Wilshire BRT Alternative. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Acquisition and displacement impacts for the Wilshire BRT component of this alternative would be 
the same as the Wilshire BRT alternative discussed above. The incremental land acquisition and 
displacement affects associated with the Exposition LRT portion of this alternative are as foUows. 

ROTf/ Leasts. The primary impact of this component of the alternative would be the non-renewal 
and/ or termination of leases held by the MTA. Approximately 197 leases would be affected (See 
Table 3.6-5). The number of leases affected is greater than the Exposition BRT component because 
of the use of l\ITA railroad RO\v to reach the proposed maintenance yard east of Hill Street. 
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TABLE 3.6-5 
EXPOSITION LRT ROW LEASE SUMMARY 

Total Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Longer Term or 

Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Special 
Segment Utilities Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Circumstances 

Rail Link to LRT 27 8 12 7 0 25 2 
1\laintenance Yard 
South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver City 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
WestL\ 42 16 16 5 5 37 5 
Santa l\Ionica 40 17 13 4 6 32 8 
l'OTAL 197 70 59 40 28 176 21 
* Includes, parking, storage, lay-down, buildings, and beautification 
Source: L:\CMT:\ Real Estate Department <l11d "fort'; :\. l !ayes Associates 200U. 

Specifically, 176 are month-to-month leases and 21 are longer term. Business-related impacts, which 
could result in displacement, involve 18 leases for parking, storage areas and access. Of the 70 
affected utility leases, it is expected that the majority will require the relocation or reconfiguration of 
the utility. The remaining 28 leases for beautification, as weH as 40 leases for billboards and signs, 
would be eliminated. This would result in a potentially significant impact. 

ROW Licenses. Impacts on licenses for beautification would be similar to the Exposition BRT 
Alternative. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Acquisition of Private Proper!)!. The Exposition LRT alignment would result in the acquisition of 
property outside of the existing RO\'V in two areas. First, the turn of the route at Sepulveda and 
Venice would displace a convenience store on the northeast corner of this intersection. Second, the 
creation of a park and ride facility for 1,140 parking spaces between 26th Street and Stewart Street in 
Santa Monica would displace the Bergamot Station Art Center. Bergamot Station is home to the 
Santa Monica Museum of Art owned by the City of Santa Monica. This displacement would affect 
approximately 60 galleries and arts-related businesses and activities, as well as the Santa Monica 
Museum of Art leading to a potentially significant impact. Bergamot Station should be evaluated for 
potential shared use of the site with the transit facility. Evaluation should be conducted as a part of 
the preliminary design phase of the project. If joint use plans can be developed, impacts resulting 
from displacement of Bergamot Station can be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Because the proposed LRT maintenance yard (see Figure 3.6-2) is to be located within the existing 
Exposition ROW, no additional land acquisition is anticipated. Impacts to leases in this area are 
discussed above. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Acquisition and displacement impacts for the \'Vilshire BRT component of this alternative would be 
the same as the Wilshire BRT alternative discussed above. The incremental land acquisition and 
displacement affects associated "\.vith the Exposition LRT MOS portion of this alternative are 
discussed below: 

ROU:/ Leases. The primary impact of this component of the alternative would be the non-renewal 
and/ or termination of leases held by the MTA. Approximately 115 leases would be affected (Table 
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3.6-6). One hundred and seven (107) are month-to-month leases and 8 are longer term. Business 
related impacts, which could result in displacement, involve 30 leases for parking, storage areas and 
access leading to a potentially significant impact. 

TABLE 3.6-6 
EXPOSITION LRT MOS LEASE SUMMARY 

Total Type of ROW Use Lease Terms 
Business Signs and Misc. Month-to- Longer Term or 

Segment Utilities Purposes* Billboards Easements Month Special Circumstances 
Rail Link ro LRT 27 8 12 7 0 25 2 
J\Iaintenance Yard 
South LA 51 15 6 22 8 50 1 
Culver City 37 14 12 2 9 32 5 
West LA na na na na na na na 
Santa :i\Ionica na na na na na na na 
TOTAL 115 37 30 31 17 107 8 
* Includes, parking, storage, lay-down, buildings, and beautification 
Source: I .:\CMT:\ Real I •'.state Department and Terry .'\. I byes .'\ssociatcs 2000. 

ROU:/ Licenses. Impacts on Licenses for beautification would be similar to the Exposition BRT 
Alternative. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

Acquisition of Property. The Exposition LRT MOS would not require land acquisition. 

Mitigation Measures 

The potential effects of property acquisition and the displacement of persons and business will be 
substantially alleviated through compliance ·with applicable federal and state laws governing 
relocation assistance and property acquisition procedures. The Unfferm Relocation Assistance and Real 
Proprrt_y Acquisition Polices Act ef 1970, as amended (Uniform Act), mandates that certain relocation 
services and payments be made available to eligible residents, businesses, and nonprofit 
organizations displaced as a direct result of programs or projects undertaken by a federal agency or 
with federal financial assistance. The Uniform Act provides for uniform and equitable treatment of 
persons displaced from their homes or business and establishes uniform and equitable land 
acquisition policies. The provisions of the California Relocation Act (California Act), applies in the 
absence of federal funds and/ or involvement if a public entity undertakes a project and 
consequently must provide relocation assistance and benefits. The California Act, which is 
consistent with the intent and guidelines of the Uniform Act seeks to (1) ensure the consistent and 
fair treatment of owners of real property (2) encourage and expedite acquisition by agreement to 
avoid litigation and relive congestion in the courts and (3) promote confidence in the public land 
acquisitions. 

The entities displaced by any of the proposed alternatives may be entitled to relocation assistance 
under the Uniform Act or California Act due to the termination of their lease agreements with 
MTA. However, the qualification for assistance is dependent upon the specific lease agreement. In 
many instances, the lease agreement with the MTA contains a provision wherein the tenant 
acknowledged that they are not entitled to relocation benefits if the lease is terminated for a public 
transit project. 

3.6-9 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026431 



EM25215 

Environmental Analysis - Land Acquisition/Displacement and Relocation 

Licenses for beautification of the Exposition ROW will be revoked under terms of the license 
granted by the MTA. As appropriate, replacement landscaping would be provided consistent with 
the transit project design and engineering requirements. 

Bet;gamot Station. During Preliminary Engineering and preparation of the Final EIS/EIR, alternative 
designs shall be developed for a joint use of the Bergamot Station property. In addition to the 
transit center and attendant parking, facilities for the Santa Monica Museum of Art and related art 
facilities shall be included in this design process and appropriate shared uses of the site shall be 
included in the Final EIS/ElR as mitigation measures for the project. 

Maintenance Yard 

MTA Operations has indicated that none of the ex1s11ng bus divisions in the Central City or 
Westside areas have the capacity for the expanded maintenance and storage required by the 
articulated buses needed for the Wilshire BRT Alternative. To address this need, MTA is 
considering candidate sites for a maintenance yard in the downtown areas of Los Angeles. The sites 
under consideration are as follows (see Figures 2-17 through 2-19): 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

MTA-owned Division 1 (Alameda/6th) - a 6.7-acre site with existing MTA facilities. There is 
also a three-acre adjacent site that is under consideration for the BRT yard. 

South Park Shops (54th /Avalon) - a 9-acre site with existing MTA facilities . 

NE Washington/Alameda - a 10.3-acre site containing a truck warehouse, a medical office 
building, and a gas station. 

SE Washington/ Alameda - a 10.3-acre site containing a vacated private bus yard, truck sales, 
and metal fabrication shop. 

Chavez/J\1ission Road - a 7-acre site containing a salvage yard, soil storage, and two auto
related businesses. 

Two of the sites under consideration are existing NITA facilities (i.e., the Division 1 site near 6th 
Street and Alameda and the South Park shops near 54th Street and Avalon). The use of these sites 
would not displace private property, but would require that either regular bus maintenance services 
be consolidated at another MTA site or relocated to a new facility. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

This option would not require the permanent acquisition of private property nor would it require 
the removal any property on the campus of the University of Southern California or Exposition 
Park. No impacts would occur. A short-term lease or temporary construction easements, may be 
needed, for spoil or stock piling during the period of excavation. 

3.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Wilshire BRT'. As discussed in Section 3.4.3, "vith the exception of the implementation of the 
Replacement Parking Strategy, there would be no direct land acquisition associated with the Wilshire 
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BRT. Even the replacement parking strategy is focused on a series of options that place the 
acquisition of real property as the last resort alternative. An adverse cumulative land acquisition 
effect would only occur where this last resort option is exercised by the 11TA and where another 
public agency may exercise its authority to acquire or assemble property of public purposes, such as 
a redevelopment agency, school district or public works department in the same general geographic 
vicinity. Along the Wilshire route, redevelopment projects are only in place in the City of Los 
Angeles. There are no redevelopment agencies or redevelopment projects in the City of Santa 
Monica or Beverly Hills. The Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles' 
Koreatown \vi1shire Center project area is the only area to affect Wilshire Boulevard. However, 
there are no known or anticipated major redevelopment actions where business and residential 
displacement is expected. Thus, adverse cumulative impacts are not expected. In addition, the most 
recent plans of the Los Angeles Unified School District also do not indicate plans to acquire real 
property along Wilshire Boulevard west of Western Avenue. Impacts are expected to be less than 
significant. 

Exposition BRT or LRT The development of transit improvements along this alignment will entail 
the termination or non-renewal of current leases along the ROW. These changes may have a direct 
adverse affect on some businesses that are entirely located within the ROW or those that rely 
substantially on land in the ROW for their operations. The Exposition route passes through 
redevelopment areas in Los Angeles (Council District 9, Hoover, Mid-City, and Crenshaw). It also 
passes through the Culver City Redevelopment area. In these areas, the potential exists for a 
combined displacement effect should the redevelopment agencies find opportunities to achieve their 
revitalization objectives. At this time, there are no known redevelopment intervention actions that 
are expected to result in displacement of businesses or residences that would create a combined 
adverse effect "1'ith the elimination of business leases within the Exposition ROW. It should be 
noted that the proposed redevelopment of the Santa Barbara Plaza area (south of the Exposition 
route near Crenshaw) would displace local businesses. However, in this same vicinity, there are few 
if any business leases to be terminated within the Exposition RO\X! and thus, no cumulative adverse 
effects are anticipated. In other westerly portions of the Exposition ROW (Culver City, West Los 
Angeles, and Santa Monica) where leases would also terminate, no other collateral actions by public 
agencies to acquire land are expected or anticipated that would intensify business dislocation and 
increase competition for relocation space and resources. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.7.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate and describe the impacts of the proposed J'vfid
City /Westside Transit Corridor Project. The focus of this analysis is to describe the existing visual 
character of the two corridors (Wilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way), describe the 
potential changes in visual character that would result from implementation of the alternatives, and 
determine whether those changes would result in significant adverse impacts to the visual 
environment. 

3.7.2 Affected Environment 

This section describes existing aesthetic and visual resources of the project area. In particular, 
descriptions of existing visual characteristics, both onsite and in the vicinity of the project site, are 
presented. This information relies upon, and summarizes, infomution presented in the Land Use 
and Urban Design study for the J'viid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Project, which is incorporated 
by reference herein for the purposes of NEPA and CEQA. The Land Use and Urban Design Study 
was prepared at the same time as the Mid-City /Westside MIS to help facilitate design options and 
screening alternatives. 

Wilshire Corridor 

\'Vilshire Boulevard stretches from downtown Los Angeles to Santa Monica, and passes through or 
near many of the major activity centers and destinations in the metropolitan Los Angeles area. The 
Boulevard varies from low to high density commercial development, as well as both low and high 
density multi-family neighborhoods. The Corridor contains a variety of architecture styles that were 
in vogue at the time of construction, from the 1920's to 1990's, v.rith structure fa<;:ades that reflect 
these eras. 

l\fost of Wilshire Boulevard provides six travel lanes separated either by a continuous left turn lane 
or by a median. Along most of the Boulevard, parking is allowed in the curb lanes during non-peak 
times. The portion of Wilshire Boulevard between La Brea and Fairfax Avenues (the "l\firade J'viile") 
has a landscaped median that enhances the visual character of the Boulevard. Figures 3.7-1 through 
3.7-3 provide street-level views of the Wilshire Corridor. 

The corridor is generally pedestrian-friendly, '\vith extra-wide sidewalks, street trees, planters, and 
landscaping, and pedestrian-serving uses at the ground-floor level of most commercial structures. 
Distinctive neighborhoods located adjacent to the corridor are the Hancock Park neighborhood, the 
Miracle Mile District, and the "Golden Triangle" of Beverly Hills. 

l\fajor destination centers located within a mile of the corridor that contribute to the demand for 
public transit include: the Los Angeles County Museum of Art, the Rancho La Brea Tar Pits, CBS 
Television Center, the Los Angeles Farmer's Market, Beverly Center, Cedars-Sinai Medical Center, 
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Figure 3.7-1 Street-Level Views of the Wilshire Corridor (Park Mile and Hancock Park) 
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Figure 3.7-2 Street-Level Views of the Wilshire Corridor (Bev. Hills & Westwood) 
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Figure 3.7-3 Steet-Level Views of the Wilshire Corridor (Santa Monica) 
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Melrose Avenue, Pacific Design Center, Rodeo Drive, Westwood Village, UCLA and UCLA 
Medical Center, Third Street Promenade, and Santa Monica Pier and the ocean-front parks and 
beaches. 

Land uses immediately fronting \X!ilshire Boulevard generally include, from east to west: commercial 
and retail uses (near Western Avenue); multi-family residences and offices (between Hauser 
Boulevard and Highland Avenue); retail, commercial, and offices (between Highland Avenue and 
Santa Monica Boulevard); multi-family residential, commercial, and offices (Comstock Avenue to 
Sepulveda Boulevard); and retail, commercial, and offices (Federal Avenue to Ocean Avenue). The 
corridor is primarily characterized by mostly low- to medium-rise office and retail uses, "1'ith high
rise offices and residences at some locations, such as Beverly Hills and Westwood. The setback of 
development along the Boulevard varies, as does the presence of street trees and landscaped 
building frontages. 

Land uses along the following three segments of Wilshire Boulevard have particularly distinct visual 
characteristics: 

• 

• 

• 

The Park J\:Iile neighborhood (from Wilton Place to Highland Avenue), with generally low-rise 
multi-family residences and offices that have landscaped building frontages and street trees, and 
well-landscaped single-family residences along the streets to the nm-th and south; 

The portion of the Boulevard that bisects the Los Angeles Country Club (between the Beverly 
Hills city limits and Comstock Avenue), where both sides of the roadway are lined with shrubs 
and trees; and 

The portion between Veteran Avenue and Federal Avenue/San Vicente Boulevard, which 
includes the West Los Angeles Federal Building, the Los Angeles National Cemetery, and the 
Veterans Affairs grounds, with extensive landscaped setbacks that provide viewing 
oppmtunities of the surrounding areas. In addition, the portion of the Boulevard within the 
City of Los Angeles (east of Malcolm Avenue) has been designated a Scenic Highway, and the 
portion within the City of Santa Monica has been designated a Scenic Corridor. 

The visual characteristics of the Wilshire Corridor, including the width of the roadway, presence of a 
landscaped median, predominant land uses along the corridor, the scale of buildings along the 
corridor, the major scenic views of the route and from the corridor, and substantive visual elements, 
including open space resources, are noted in Table 3.7-1, which follows the discussion of the 
Exposition Corridor. In addition, Figures 3.7-4 through 3.7-8 provide oblique aerial photographs of 
representative locations along the Wilshire Boulevard Corridor. 

Exposition Corridor 

The Exposition Corridor is a former rail line running along Exposition Boulevard, from Figueroa 
Street to the City of Santa Monica. Some portions of the right-of-way (ROW) [particularly the 
eastern segment] are lined with single family residential uses, while other portions are lined with 
industrial structures, primarily in the segment between La Brea A venue and Venice Boulevard and 
between Sawtelle Boulevard and Olympic Boulevard. 
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Figure 3.7-4 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire Corridor (Santa Monica) 
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Figure 3.7-5 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire Corridor (Bev Hills) 
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Figure 3.7-6 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire Corridor (Bev Hills) 
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Figure 3.7-7 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire Corridor (Los Angeles) 
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Figure 3.7-8 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Wilshire (Miracle Mile) 
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Large portions of the RO\v are vacant, due to heavy rail use over the past decades, with mature 
trees located along some segments, and others without any landscaping or vegetation of note. Along 
the eastern segment, the typical house type is a single-story bungalow treated in a variety of 
architectural styles. In the central and western segments of the alignment, many adjacent properties 
contain nondescript industrial structures. Figures 3.7-9 through 3.7-12 provide street-level views of 
the Exposition Corridor. 

The ROW between Figueroa Street and Gramercy Place is located in the median of Exposition 
Boulevard, which is a six-lane street. Between Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue, the University 
of Southern California and Exposition Park are located on either side of Exposition Boulevard. 
\vest of Vermont Avenue, the Corridor is predominantly residential, with sidewalks, street trees, and 
some trees in the right-of-way. At Gramercy Place, Exposition Boulevard splits into two segments, 
with the southern roadway becoming Rodeo Road. West of the split, the ROW is located on the 
southern side of Exposition Boulevard. In this area, residential and industrial uses are located 
immediately south of the RO\V. At La Brea Avenue the RO\v continues along the southern edge of 
Jefferson Boulevard. The primary land uses in this segment are industrial and commercial. 

At Venice Boulevard, the route begins to travel west. Venice Boulevard provides six lanes of traffic, 
separated by a median that is landscaped in some locations. Primary uses along Venice Boulevard 
are commercial and retail, with some multi-family residential structures. The route then turns north 
on Sepulveda Boulevard, which is lined with multi-family residential structures, with commercial 
uses at major intersections. As the route returns to Exposition Boulevard Qust south of Pico 
Boulevard), the primary land uses are industrial and commercial, and these uses continue into Santa 
Monica, with the exception of single-family residential structures located to the south of the right
of-way between Bundy Drive and Centinela A venues. The route then turns onto Olympic 
Boulevard, which is fronted prima1-ily by commercial and indust1-ial uses until the Qight rail transit) 
route reaches Ocean Avenue. For bus rapid transit, the route would travel north on 17th Street, then 
west on Colorado A venue. A.long this segment, the adjacent land uses are primarily commercial and 
industrial. 

With the exception of the segment between Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue, most land uses 
along the Exposition Corridor are low-rise in nature. The University of Southern California and the 
Coliseum contain low- to mid-rise structures, separated by substantial landscaping and pockets of 
open space. The residential uses between Vermont and La Brea Avenues provide landscaped 
frontages, with street trees in many areas. The industrial and commercial uses along the western 
portions of Exposition Boulevard provide little or no setback, and little or no landscaping. As a 
result, the visual character of the route along this portion of Exposition Boulevard varies greatly. 

Because of the predominant industrial land uses along Jefferson Boulevard, and the lack of 
landscaping along the ROW, the visual character of this segment is stark, and in some stretches, 
lacks any aesthetically pleasing features. The presence of landscaped setbacks, landscaping along 
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Figure 3.7-9 Street-Level Views of the Exposition Corridor (USC Area) 
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Figure 3.7-10 Steet-Level Views of the Exposition Corridor (La Cienega Blvd and Venice 
Blvd) 
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Figure 3. 7-11 Street-Level Views of the Exposition Corridor (Pico Blvd & Olympic Blvd) 
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Figure 3.7-12 Steet-Level Views of the Exposition Corridor (Olympic Blvd. & 1rh Street) 
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portions of the median, and the width of Venice Boulevard, makes this segment noticeably spacious. 
The Sepulveda Boulevard segment is lined primarily with low-rise residential structures and some 
landscaping, but there is little variation in visual character. The ROW along Exposition Boulevard 
between Sawtelle Boulevard and Bundy Drive is industrial in character, with major portions of the 
RO\V existing as unvegetated land between fences, v.rith trash and graffiti being the most noticeable 
features. As the route reaches Olympic Boulevard, the visual character improves substantively, 
because of the landscaped median with specimen-sized Coral trees and other street trees. The 
segment along 17th Street and Colorado Avenue contains primarily nondescript industrial uses; 
however, the presence of street trees and landscaping in some building frontages provides some 
visual relief. 

The visual characteristics of the Exposition Corridor, including the width of the roadway (or RO\'V'), 
presence of a landscaped median, predominant land uses along the Corridor, the scale of buildings 
along the corridor, the major scenic views of and from the corridor, and substantive visual elements, 
including open space resources, are noted in Table 3.7-1. In addition, Figures 3.7-13 through 3.7-17 
provide oblique aerial photographs of representative locations along the Exposition Corridor. 
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TABLE 3.7-1 
CORRIDOR VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Width of Roadway 
Land Uses Scale of Adjacent Scenic Views/ 

or Right-of-Way 
Along Corridor Buildings Visual Elements 

(Median) 
Wilshire Corridor 

70 feet Office, Retail i\fid-to I Ii-Rise Views: l Iollywood I !ills 
No median Visual Elements: street trees 
70 feet Office, Multi-1,'amily Low-to Mid-Rise Views: \1(!ilshire Corridor, adjacent residential streets 
No median Residential Visual Elements: residences, 

landscaping in building frontages, John Burroughs 
Middle School 

70 feet Office, Retail Mid-to I Ii-Rise Views: , \djacent residenti,11 streets 
No medi,m Visual Elements: landscaped median, landsrnping 

in building frontages 
75 feet Museum District, Mid-to I Ii-Rise Views: l lollywood l Iills, l lancock Park, Santa 
14 foot landscaped Office, Retail Monica Mountains 
median Visual Elements: landscaped median, landsrnping 

in building 
,. 

, \rt Deco commercial 
buildings, J .a Brea Tar Pits, Museum 
buildings 

75 feet Retail, Office Mid-to I Ii-Rise Views: l Iollywood I !ills 
No medi,m Visual Elements: street trees 
70 feet Retail, Office Mid-to I Ii-Rise Views: \1(!ilshire Corridor, Santa \Ionica Mount,1ins, 
No median (some adjacent residential streets 

Visual Elements: street trees, landscaped median 

75 feet Retail, Residential, Low-to Mid··Rise Views: Downtown IDS ,\ngcles 
No medi,m Open Space Visual Elements: street trees, landsrnping in 

building c Beverly GMdens Park, El Rodeo 
School, Los .\ngeles Countrv Club 

80 feet Residential l Dw-to I Ii-Rise Vie,vs: Wilshire Corridor 
No median Visual Elements: landscaping in building frontages 
104 feet Residential, Office Low-to Hi-Rise Views: \Vilshire Corridor, Westwood Village 
No median Visual Elements: landscaping in building " 
80 feet Institutional J ,ow- to Mid-Rise Views: Santa i\Ionica Mountains, Westwood Village 
No median Visual Elements: V eternns .\ffairs grounds, 

\'\'adsworth l Iospital, \1\/adsworth Theater. h:deral 
Building grounds 

75 feet Retail, Office Mid-to l li-Rise Views: Wilshire Corridor 
No median Visual Elements: intermittent street trees 
85 feet Retail, Office Low-to \lid-Rise Views: Santa Monirn \fountains, Pacific Ocean 
No median Visual Elements: Douglas Park, street trees (palms) 
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TABLE 3.7-1 
CORRIDOR VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Width of Roadway 
Land Uses Scale of Adjacent Scenic Views/ 

or Right-of-Way 
Along Corridor Buildings Visual Elements 

(Median) 
85 feet Retail, Office ;\lid-Ilise Views: Sama Monica Mountains, Pacific Ocean, 
No median Wilshire Corridor 

Visual Elements: Christine Emerson Recd Park, 
street trees (paln1s) 

Exposition Corridor 
90 feet T ndustrial, Office Low- to i\Iid-Risc Views: Downtown Los ,\ngclcs, San Gabriel 
No ;\frdian Mountains, Convention Center 

Visual Elements: street trees 
107 feet Institutional Low-to ;\fid-Risc Views: I of Southern C1lifomia, 
23 foot landscaped Fxposition Park complex 
median Visual Elements: landscaped median, street trees 
107 feet Single- and Multi- ],ow-Ilise Views: l lollywood I Iills, Baldwin I Iills 
25 foot Residential Visual Elements: West ,\d,1ms residences and 
J ,andscapcd median landscaping, hJshav Middle School 

50 feet Single- and Multi- ],ow-Rise Views: I Iollywood I !ills, Santa Monica Mountains 
No mcdi,m Residential, Visual Elements: Dorsey l ligh School, Rancho 

Industrial Cienega Sports Center 
50 feet Industrial, ],ow-Ilise Vie,vs: Baldwin I !ills, l lollywood I !ills, Baldwin 
No median and Multi- I !ills 

Residential Visual Elements: J ,andsrnpcd residences, Baldwin 
I !ills Recreation Center 

50 feet Industrial, Single- and ],ow-Ilise Views: Baldwin I !ills 
No mcdi,m ;\fulti-1,'amily Visual Elements: Landscaping in building 

Residential frontages 
108 feet Retail, Industrial, Low- to Mid-Rise Vie,vs: San Gabriel Mountains, Baldwin I !ills 
14 foot landscaped Single-- and Multi-- Visual Elements: median, street trees, 
median l-'amilv Residential landscaped building frontages, Media Park 
108 feet Retail, Multi-l1amily ],ow-Ilise Views: Sama Monica Mountains, Westchester area 
14 foot Residential Visual Elements: ' in building c 

median s trcct trees 
60 to 70 feet Industrial, Office, I.ow-Rise Views: Santa Monica ;\fountains 
No median Retail,' ' 

., 
Visual Elements: Chamock Road School, street 

j 

Residential trees, landscaping in building frontages. 
100 feet T ndustrial, Single- !,ow-Rise Views: Santa i\Ionica Mountains 
No median l1amily Residential Visual Elements: landscaping in building c 

110 feet Industrial, Office Low- to Mid-Ilise Views: Sant,1 ;\fonica Mountains 
J (west of Visual Elements: landscaped median, street trees 

( ""''""' '\ 
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TABLE 3.7-1 
CORRIDOR VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Width of Roadway 
Land Uses Scale of Adjacent Scenic Views/ 

or Right-of-Way 
Along Corridor Buildings Visual Elements 

(Median) 
110 feet Industrial, Retail, ]"ow-Rise Views: Santa Monica 1\fountains, 
I (until JOth Office Visual Elements: median, street trees, 
Street) Memorial Park 
70 feet Industrial, Retail, ]"ow-Rise Views: Santa 1\Ionica Mountains 
No median Office Visual Elements: in building ' 
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Figure 3.7-13 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (USC/Exposition Park) 
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Figure 3.7-14 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (Crenshaw Blvd.) 
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Figure 3. 7-15 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (La Brea) 
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Figure 3.7-16 Oblique aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (La Cienega Blvd) 
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Figure 3.7-17 Oblique Aerial Photograph of Exposition Corridor (Santa Monica) 
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3.7.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Based upon a review of relevant documents, including previous environmental documents related to 
transit improvements on the Westside, the Scenic Highway element of the City of Los Angeles, and 
the Community Plans and Specific Plans that cover the areas along both the Wilshire Boulevard and 
Exposition Corridors, the following Standards of Significance have been developed. 

A significant adverse visual impact would occur if the alternatives considered would: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Obstruct or adversely changed the object of sensitive views; 

Result in the loss of a substantial number specimen trees; 

Result in the removal of a landscaped median, or would reduce the median to less than 8 feet in 
width, along the segment of Wilshire Boulevard that is a designated scenic highway; 

Make available views that result in a loss of privacy to residences; 

Create major new sources of light that would intrude on neigh boring residential areas; or 

Create excessive glare that pose major hazards or annoyances to nearby residents . 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Analysis of impacts to visual character is subjective by nature, since the qualities that create an 
aesthetically pleasing setting or that result in the perception of a visual element as aesthetically 
positive or negative will vary from person to person. 

For the purposes of this analysis, both transit corridors (\Vilshire Boulevard and the Exposition 
ROW') were surveyed to identify the presence or absence of a landscaped median, the predominant 
land uses along the corridor, the scale of adjacent buildings along the corridor, the major scenic 
views that are available along segments of the corridor, and substantive visual elements along the 
corridor, including open space resources, street trees, and landscaping in building frontages. 

The potential effects of the proposed alternatives were characterized, including installation of the 
bus rapid transit or light rail facilities, including physical structures such as revised medians, tracks, 
stations (including ramps, platforms, fare vending equipment, and canopies to protect riders), 
overhead contact and power lines, parking lots, and in some locations, elevated guideways and 
station platforms. The potential for these physical features to result in the removal of existing 
features, including roadway medians (and landscaping), street trees, and other existing visual 
elements was noted. In addition, the potential for these new features to eliminate, obstruct, or 
otherwise degrade existing scenic views was also noted. The potential for new landscaping, street 
furniture, and other amenities was also considered, which could, in some locations, reduce the 
negative or adverse impacts that could result from installation of the project's physical features. 
Conceptual illustrations of the physical elements of the BRT and LRT systems are provided by 

.3.7-25 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026458 



EM25242 

Environmental Analysis - Visual Quality 

Figures 2-2A, 2-2B, 2-5, 2-11, 2-12, 2-10, and 2-35, which are provided in Section 2.0 (Alternatives 
Considered) of this document. 

For the purposes of this analysis, sensitive views are those which are depicted in the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan as being "scenic" or are considered "unique" in the area, or they are 
considered to be of special significance to the community for social or cultural reasons. Street trees 
refers to trees that are located in the parkway or in the sidewalk (trees located within the Exposition 
right-of-way in the middle of Exposition Boulevard are discussed in the context of median 
landscaping). Specimen-size trees refer to trees that are larger than eight inches in diameter at four 
feet above the ground. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Removal and/ or addition of median landscaping. The No Action Alternative would not result in the 
installation of any physical structures, and no roadway medians would be removed, including those 
segments that are landscaped. Therefore, the visual effects related to removal and/ or addition of 
median landscaping would not occur. 

Removal and/ or addition of street trees. The No Action Alternative would not result in the installation of 
any physical structures, such as stations in the median, which would require widening of the 
roadway, and the resultant narrowing of sidewalks. Therefore, no removal of street trees would 
occur. 

Tnstallation of physical structures on sensitive vieivs. The No Action Alternative would not result in the 
installation of any physical structures; therefore, no sensitive views would be obstructed or adversely 
impacted. 

Introduction qf neiv sources of light and glare on a4Jacent residences1 vehicle occupants, or pedestrians. The No 
Action ~Alternative would not result in the installation of any new sources of light and glare; 
therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Installation of physical structures cottld result in a loss of privary to a4Jacent uses. The No Action Alternative 
would not result in the installation of any physical structures which would reduce privacy to adjacent 
uses, such as residences; therefore, no loss of privacy would occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Rl?moval and/ or addition of mPdian landrcapinl!,. The TSM Alternative would not result in the installation 
of any physical structures and no roadway medians would be removed, including those segments 
that are landscaped. Therefore, visual effects related to removal and/ or additional of median 
landscaping would not occur. 

Removal and/ or addition qf street trees. The TSM Alternative would not result in the installation of any 
physical structures, such as stations in the median, which would require widening of the roadway, 
and the resultant narrmving of sidewalks. Therefore, no removal of street trees would occur. 
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Tnstallation q/ p~ysical structures on senszttvl? vzews. The TSM Alternative would not result in the 
installation of any physical structures; therefore, no sensitive views would be obstructed or adversely 
impacted. 

Introduction of new sottrces of l~ght and glare on adjacent residenm1 vehicle occupants or pedestrians. The TSM 
Alternative would not result in the installation of any new sources of light and glare; therefore, no 
impacts would occur. 

Tnstallation of p~ysical structures could result in a loss of privary to arfjacent usr?s. The TSM Alternative would 
not result in the installation of any physical structures, which would reduce privacy to adjacent uses, 
such as residences; therefore, no loss of privacy would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Removal and reconstruction of median landscaping. In order to preserve at least two traffic lanes in each 
direction, installation of dedicated bus lanes in the center of Wilshire Boulevard would require 
removal of the existing median and reconstruction of a new median (including any street lighting 
that was removed) on either side of the bus lanes. As a result, most portions of the existing median 
would be removed, including those segments that are currently landscaped east of Fairfax Avenue 
(estimated to be 14 feet in width) and in Beverly Hi11s. In some locations, the existing medians 
contain trees of notable height. New medians would be installed along the entire length of the 
corridor, including new landscaped islands (up to ten feet in width and with varying lengths); 
however, these islands would be discontinuous, and would not occur at station locations or where 
left turn lanes are provided. Although the net amount of landscaping in the median along the length 
of Wilshire Boulevard would increase, because the existing median east of Fairfax Avenue (which is 
14 feet in width) would generally be removed, and since \vilshire Boulevard is designated as a scenic 
highway by the City of Los Angeles, the removal and reconstruction of the landscaped median 
would result in an adverse visual impact. 

Since removal of the existing landscaped median and reconstruction (to less than eight feet in width) 
is considered a significant impact, l'vfitigation Measure 3. 7-1 is required to reduce the adverse 
significant visual impact that would result from implementation of the Wilshire BRT: 

• 1\1itigation lvfeasure 3.7-1: To the extent feasible, relocate specimen trees in the ex1s11ng 
median to new locations, either as street trees (along the parkway or within the sidewalks) or 
within the new or reconstructed median. 

Although this mitigation measure would reduce adverse visual impacts, because the ex1stmg 
landscaped median would be removed along the segment of Wilshire Boulevard that is designated a 
scenic highway, the impact of the Wilshire BRT would be a significant, unavoidable impact. 
However, both Alternative 1A, the Median Adjacent Design Option, and Alternative 1B, the Curb 
Adjacent Design Option, would avoid removal and reconstruction of the existing median, thereby 
avoiding the significant, unavoidable impacts caused by implementation of Alternative 1 (refer to the 
follmving section for a discussion of impacts resulting from construction and implementation of 
Alternatives lA and lB). 

Removal and/ or addition of street trees. At most station locations on Wilshire Boulevard, installation of 
the station platform (approximately 11' in ~width by 100' in length) in the median would require 
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widening the street up to two feet for the entire length of the platform. This could result in the 
removal of street trees at those locations; however, these impacts would be limited to the 14 
locations where stations would be installed. Further, this alternative would include installation of 
new landscaping at each station, and it is assumed this would include replacement of any street trees 
removed as a result of the street widening. 

Replacement parking is proposed for the Wilshire BRT, but it is not known at this time exactly 
where the replacement parking will be located or how many parking spaces must be provided. 
Nonetl1eless, as further discussed in Section 3.3, a replacement parking strategy has been developed 
to reduce impacts related to the loss of on-street parking to the maximum extent practicable. 
Installation of the replacement parking lots are not anticipated to require removal of any street trees. 
However, to the extent that installation of access driveways do result in the removal of street trees, it 
is assumed that new landscaping would be provided, and this landscaping would generally replace 
any street trees that are removed. Therefore, the impact of Wilshire BRT on street trees is 
considered less than significant. 

Tnstallation of p~ysical structttres on sensitive views. lnstallation of the dedicated bus rapid transit lanes in 
the middle of Wilshire Boulevard would require removal and reconstrnction of the existing median 
and installation of platforms (including ramps, platforms, fare vending equipment, and canopies to 
protect riders) at major intersections. The location of the proposed stations (for Alternative 1, as 
well as Alternatives 2 and 3) is shown on Table 3.7-2. The proposed canopy structures would be 
approximately 10 to 12 feet in height (with poles and luminaries that are up to 17 feet in height at 
the canopy locations) and approximately 13 feet in length. The structures are modular, and where 
more than one is provided, there will be limited space in between. Therefore, for standard 40-foot 
buses, two canopies would be 30-feet long. For articulated buses, the canopies would be 45-feet 
long for three doors and 60-feet long for four doors (depending on bus design). Although the 
canopy could obstruct the view of ground floor structures and uses located on the opposite side of 
the street, these impacts would be limited to the 14 station locations (at major intersections) where 
existing structures already limit views to some extent. The station locations would be illuminated, 
with light standards that could reach 17 feet in height at canopy locations and up to 20 feet in height 
for the standard pedestrian lights. Because of the limited height of the canopy structures and the 
number of locations, sensitive views would not be adversely impacted by the \Vilshire BRT, and a 
less than significant impact would result. 

As further discussed in Section 3.3, a replacement parking strategy has been developed for the 
Wilshire BRT to reduce impacts related to the loss of on-street parking to the maximum extent 
practicable; however, it is not known at this time exactly where the replacement parking v.rill be 
located or how many parking spaces "1'ill be provided. Nonetheless, the replacement parking 
location(s) are not anticipated to contain any large vertical elements that would obstruct or degrade 
sensitive views. Less than significant impacts related to the construction and operation of the 
replacement parking lot(s) would occur. 
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TABLE 3.7-2 
MTA MID-CITY /WESTSIDE CORRIDOR 

PROPOSED STATION LOCATIONS 
Alternatives 1, 2 & 3 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Wilshire BRT Exposition BRT Exposition LRT 
/th/Flower 1111 1111 

Figueroa/Pico 1111 

Pico/Flower 1111 

Fi2Ueroa/ Adams 1111 

Washington/ Grand 1111 

Figueroa/Jefferson 1111 

1-110/USC/Exposirion Park 1111 1111 

Vennont 1111 1111 

\v'estem 1111 1111 1111 

Crenshaw 1111 1111 1111 

LaBrea 1111 1111 1111 

Fairfax 1111 

La Cienega ("\erial for Alt 2 and 3) 1111 1111 1111 

N arional/Hayden 1111 

Robenson 1111 

Venice/;\fain 1111 

Venice/Washington 1111 

Beverly 1111 

Venice/ Overland 1111 1111 

Santa J\lonica 1111 

Vemce/Sepulveda 1111 1111 

Westwood Village 1111 

Sepulveda/N arional 1111 1111 

Barrington 1111 

Pico/Sawtelle (Aerial for Alt 2 and 3) 1111 1111 

Bundy ("\erial for Alt 2 and 3) 1111 1111 1111 

Cloverfield 1111 

Ocean/ Colorado 1111 

Wilshire/ 14th. 1111 

Cloverfield (Aerial) 1111 1111 

Wilshire I 4th 1111 

Colorado /14th 1111 

Ocean 1111 1111 

Introduction of neiv sources of light and glare on a4Jacent residences1 vehicle occupants or pedestrians. Installation of 
station platforms in the median would occur at major intersections (as shown on Table 3.7-2). Each 
platform would be illuminated to enhance security and ensure visibility of patrons to both bus 
drivers and passing motorists. However, as the platforms would be located at major intersections, it 
is not anticipated that the installation of lighted platforms would substantially increase ambient light 
levels at those locations. Some glare impacts could occur due to the headlights of the buses, which 
generaUy would not be screened by landscaping in the median (as the new median landscaping "1'ill 
be discontinuous). However, given existing traffic volumes on \Vilshire Boulevard, the addition of 
the BRT with regard to light and glare would result in less than significant impacts. 

Replacement parking would be illuminated for security purposes, and the presence of security 
lighting and the glare from vehicle headlights could result in significant light and glare impacts on 
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the adjacent residences. To reduce the potential impacts caused by replacement parking, Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-2 will be implemented: 

• 1\1itigation Measttre 3.7-2: AH lighting in replacement parking lots shaU utilize Best Available 
Technology to reduce spillover to adjacent land uses. In addition, all lighting in replacement 
parking lots shaU be directed away from adjacent residences and landscaping, fences, or 
other measures shall be provided to shield adjacent residences from light and glare produced 
by light standards and vehicle headlights. 

With implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact of Wilshire BRT on light and glare 
would be less than significant. 

Installation ofp~ysical stmctures could result in a loss of privacy to ar!Jacent uses. Installation of platforms in the 
median (including ramps and platforms) would slightly elevate patrons above the existing street 
level; however, as the BRT system is designed to accommodate low-floor buses, the elevation of the 
platforms would only be a few inches above the existing pavement. Further, the platform surface 
may not be higher than the existing median. Therefore, patrons standing on the platforms would 
not have access to any views (of adjacent uses) that would result in a loss of privacy. 

The instaUation of the replacement parking could be located adjacent to existing residential uses, 
which could provide opportunities for patrons of the parking lots to have views into residences, and 
this loss of privacy is considered a significant impact. This would be a significant, mitigable impact 
that could be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-3. 

• A1itigation lvleasure 3.7-3: Provide landscaping, fences, or other measures that would reduce or 
eliminate direct views from replacement parking lots into adjacent residences. 

With implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact of Wilshire BRT on loss of privacy 
would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, aU components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the median and the existing median 
landscaping would be retained in place. Therefore, the significant and unavoidable impact related to 
the removal and reconstruction of median landscaping would be avoided and no impacts would 
occur. In addition, aU of the other impacts resulting from construction and implementation of 
Alternative 1A would be identical to Alternative 1, and less than significant or significant, mitigable 
impacts would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, aU components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the curb and the existing median 
landscaping would be retained in place. Therefore, the significant and unavoidable impact related to 
the removal and reconstruction of median landscaping would be avoided and no impacts would 
occur. In addition, aU of the other impacts resulting from constrnction and implementation of 
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Alternative 1 B would be identical to Alternative 1, and less than significant or significant, mitigable 
impacts would occur. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 2 would consist of the Wilshire BRT and the full length of the Exposition BRT 
described in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered). 

Removal and rPConstruction of mtdian landrcaping. Installation of the Wilshire BRT would require removal 
and reconstruction of the median on Wilshire Boulevard, which is landscaped between La Brea and 
Fairfax Avenues and at some locations in the City of Beverly Hills. This would result in a significant 
adverse visual impact. Although this impact could be reduced with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-1, this impact would remain a significant unavoidable impact for Wilshire Boulevard 
without the implementation of the design options proposed by Alternatives 1A and 1B. 

lnstallation of the dedicated BRT lanes in the middle of Exposition Boulevard would require 
removal of the median and reconstruction of landscaping in the segment west of Vennont Avenue, 
which has a substantial number of trees planted in the right-of-way, including some specimen trees 
of notable height. At certain locations, the existing landscaped median v.rill remain, as well as some 
specimen trees located west of Vermont Avenue. However, some of the landscaping and trees 
would be removed in these segments. The removal of these trees would result in a significant, 
mitigable visual impact. Therefore, J\1itigation Measure 3.7-4 is required to reduce the adverse 
significant visual impact that would result from implementation of the Exposition BRT: 

• Mit~gation A1easure 3.7-4: To the extent feasible, relocate specimen trees in the ex1stmg 
median to new locations, either as street trees (along the parkway or within the sidewalks) or 
within the new or reconstructed median. 

This mitigation measure would reduce the adverse visual impacts the impact of Exposition BRT to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Removal and/ or addition of street trees. Installation of the station locations for Wilshire BRT would 
require "1'idening the street approximately two feet, which could result in the removal of some street 
trees; however, installation of new landscaping would replace any street trees removed. 
Furthermore, installation of replacement parking is not anticipated to require removal of any street 
trees. Therefore, the impact of \vilshire BRT on street trees would be a less than significant impact. 

Installation of the Exposition BRT would not require widening of the roadway to install station 
platforms; therefore, street trees would not be removed. Installation of park-and-ride lots (at 
Crenshaw Boulevard, La Brea Boulevard, La Cienega Boulevard, Venice Boulevard/Washington 
Boulevard, Pico Boulevard/Sawtelle Boulevard, Bundy Drive, Cloverfield Boulevard, and Ocean 
Avenue/Colorado Avenue) could require removal of street trees at access driveway locations; 
however, installation of landscaping would be included at the park-and-ride lots, and it is assumed 
that any street trees removed by access driveways would be replaced as part of the landscaping plan 
for the lot. Therefore, the impact of Exposition BRT on street trees would be less than significant. 
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Tnstallation q/p~ysical structures on sensitivP views. Insta11ation of the Wilshire BRT lanes and station 
platforms and provision of replacement parking would not obstruct or substantia11y degrade any 
scenic views, and would result in less than significant impacts to sensitive views. 

lnstallation of the Exposition BRT would require removal and/ or reconstruction of the existing 
median, and installation of platforms (including ramps, platforms, fare vending equipment, and 
canopies to protect riders) at major intersections. The location of the proposed stations is shown on 
Table 3.7-2. The proposed canopy structures would be approximately 10 to 12 feet in height (with 
poles and luminaries that are up to 17 feet in height at the canopy locations) and approximately 13 
feet in length. The structures are modular, and where more than one is provided, there vvill be 
limited space in between. Therefore, for standard 40-foot buses, two canopies would be 30-feet 
long. For articulated buses, the canopies would be 45-feet long for three doors and 60-feet long for 
four doors (depending on bus design). Although the canopy could obstruct the view of ground 
floor structures and uses located on the opposite side of the street, these impacts would be limited 
to the 20 station locations at major intersections where existing structures already limit views to 
some extent. The station locations would be illuminated, with light standards that could reach 17 
feet in height at the canopy locations and up to 20 feet in height for the standard pedestrian lights. 
Therefore, because of the limited height of the canopy structures and the number of locations, 
sensitive views would not be adversely impacted by the at-grade elements of the Exposition BRT. 
This would be a less than significant impact. 

Some segments of the Exposition BRT would be elevated (at La Cienega Boulevard, Pico/Sawtelle 
Boulevard, and at Bundy Drive), and those elevated segments (except over Ballona Creek) would 
include stations. The elevated segments would vary in length, but would generally be approximately 
22 feet in height, "1'ith a parapet wall and canopy at station locations. Elevated structures of that 
height have the potential to obstruct or adversely change the object of sensitive views at the 
locations where the elevated structures are installed. As described in Table 3.7-1, views of the 
Hollywood Hills and Baldwin Hills are currently available in the vicinity of Jefferson and La Cienega 
Boulevards, and views of the Baldwin Hills are available along Jefferson Boulevard near Ba11ona 
Creek. Views of the Santa Monica Mountains are available from the areas around Sawtelle and Pico 
Boulevards, Exposition and Bundy Drive, and at Cloverfield Avenue. Installation of the elevated 
segments at these locations would obstruct or adversely change these north-south views, and would 
result in significant adverse visual impacts. Mitigation of this impact could include the conversion of 
the project to an "at-grade" design or conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design. 
However, neither of these potential mitigation measures are considered feasible. The conversion of 
the project to an "at-grade" design would result in additional significant traffic impacts, and the 
conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design would be cost prohibitive (e.g., $50 to $100 
million per below ground separation). However, ~litigation Measure 3.7-5 will be implemented to 
reduce impacts on sensitive views at Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy to a less-than-significant level. There 
are no sensitive views in the v'icinity of the elevated segment of the Exposition LRT at La Cienega. 

• A1itigation Measure 3.7-5: Structure design, screening, and landscaping shall be included as 
part of the station area planning process conducted with local communities. 

Introduction of new sources of light and glare on adjacent residences) vehicle ocmpants or pedestrians. Installation of 
replacement parking for the \Vilshire BRT (at Crenshaw Boulevard and at La Brea Avenue) could 
result in significant light and glare impacts to residences near the Crenshaw lot. However, these 

.3.7-32 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026465 



EM25249 

Environmental Analysis - Visual Quality 

impacts are significant, mitigable impacts that can be mitigated to a less-than-significant levels with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-2. 

Installation of station platforms for Exposition BRT (at the locations shown on Table 3.7-2) would 
include provision of appropriate lighting to illuminate the platform and ensure visibility of patrons 
to both the bus drivers and passing motorists. This could result in light and glare impacts to 
adjacent residential uses. Park-and-ride lots would be installed at several locations along the route, 
including Exposition and Sepulveda Boulevard, Exposition and Barrington A venue, Exposition and 
Bundy Drive, and Olympic Boulevard and 26th Street. These lots would be provided with lighting 
for security purposes, and headlights from vehicles (and passing buses) could result in light and glare 
impacts to adjacent residences. 

Because of the proximity of residential uses to the RO\V, the park-and-1-ide lots, and the elevated 
stations, the Exposition BRT could result in significant light and glare impacts to adjacent residential 
uses. To reduce these impacts, J'viitigation Measure 3.7-6 will be implemented: 

• Mitigation Measure 3.7-6: All lighting at the park-and-ride lots and station locations shall 
utilize Best Available Technology to reduce spillover to adjacent land uses. In addition, all 
lighting at park-and-ride lots and station locations shall be directed away from adjacent 
residences and landscaping, fences, or other measures to shield adjacent residences from 
light and glare produced by light standards and vehicle headlights. 

This mitigation measure would reduce impacts at some at-grade segments to a less than significant 
level; however, impacts along segments where the right-of-way is only 50 feet in width, and at those 
locations where the stations would be elevated, would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Installation of pi?Jsical structures could resttlt in a loss of privacy to ar!Jacent uses. The replacement parking 
proposed for the Wilshire BRT could be located adjacent to some existing residential uses, which 
could provide opportunities for patrons of the parking lots to have views into residences. This 
would be a significant, mitigable impact that could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation oLMitigation Measure 3-7.3. 

Installation of stations for the Exposition BRT (including ramps and platforms) would elevate 
patrons above the existing street level; however, since the system is designed to accommodate low
floor buses, the elevation of the platforms would only be a few inches above the existing pavement. 
Therefore, bus patrons would not have access to views of adjacent residences (along the at-grade 
segments). At those locations where the route would be located on aerial structures, bus riders 
would have access to views into residences, or the yards of residences at those locations. Similarly, 
bus patrons waiting at elevated stations could have views that would result in a loss of privacy for 
residential uses located near stations. l'viitigation of this impact could include : (1) the provision of 
solid parapet walls along all elevated segments; (2) conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design; 
or (3) conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design. However, none of these potential 
mitigation measures are considered feasible. The provision of solid parapet walls along all elevated 
segments would exacerbate impacts related to the obstruction or degradation of scenic views. The 
conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design would result in additional significant traffic 
impacts, and the conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design would be cost prohibitive (e.g., 
$50 to $100 million per below ground separation). However, J'viitigation Measure 3.7-7 will be 
implemented to reduce impacts associated with the loss of privacy: 
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lvlitigation lvleasure 3.7-7: Provide landscaping, fences, or other measures that will reduce or 
eliminate direct views from elevated station platfonns into adjacent residences. The specific 
design features will be detennined through a planning process with the communities affected 
by the aerial structures. 

Loss of privacy impacts resulting from the elevated segments of the Exposition BRT in adjacent 
residences near Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy would be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-7. There are no adjacent residences in the vicinity of the elevated segment 
of the Exposition BRT at La Cienega that would be affected by a loss of privacy. 

Mitigation of this impact could involve provision of solid parapet walls along all elevated segments; 
however, this would increase the visual mass of the elevated structures, which would exacerbate 
impacts related to obstruction or degradation of scenic views, and is, therefore, considered 
infeasible. The impacts of the elevated segments of Exposition BRT on loss of privacy would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

The Exposition BRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would terminate at he Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and the MOS option of 
the Exposition BRT is only a shorter route of the full-length alternative, the visual quality impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 2A would be similar to Alternative 2. Any 
visual quality impacts west of the Venice/Washington Station would not occur, and no increased 
visual quality impacts would occur at the westernmost MOS station location. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Removal reconstruction of median landscaping. Installation of the BRT on \vilshire Boulevard would 
require removal and reconstruction of the median, which is landscaped east of Fairfax Avenue and 
at some locations in the City of Beverly Hills, which would result in a significant adverse visual 
impact. Although this impact could be reduced ~with implementation of l'vfitigation Measure 3.7-1, 
the visual impact of Wilshire BRT related to removal of landscaped medians would remain 
significant and unavoidable; however, this would not be true if design options lA or 1B were 
selected. 

lnstallation of the LRT tracks in the middle of the Exposition Boulevard would require removal of 
the median and reconstruction of landscaping in the segment west of Vermont A venue, which has a 
substantial number of trees planted in the right-of way, including some specimen trees of notable 
height. At certain locations, the existing landscaped median (between Figueroa Street and Vennont 
Avenue) will remain, as well as some specimen trees located west of Vermont Avenue. However, 
some of the landscaping and specimen trees would be removed in these segments. The removal of 
these trees would result in a significant, mitigable visual impact. 

LRT would also require the removal of a maximum of three coral trees from the Olympic Boulevard 
median west of Cloverfield. Other coral trees in the Olympic Boulevard median would likely require 
substantial trimming to avoid conflicts with overhead catenary wiring. 
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Since removal of the existing landscaping along Exposition (west of Vermont A venue) would result 
in an adverse visual impacts, Mitigation Measure 3.7-8 is required to reduce the adverse significant 
visual impact that would result from implementation of the Exposition LRT to a less-than
significant level: 

• Mit~gation J\;ieasure 3.7-8: Relocate specimen trees in the existing median to new locations, 
either as street trees (along the parkway or within the sidewalks) or within the new or 
reconstructed median. Prepare a landscaping plan that includes a grass trackbed for LRT in 
the segment in Exposition Park. 

This mitigation measure would reduce the adverse visual impacts the impact of Exposition BRT to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Removal and/ or addition of street trees. Installation of the station locations for Wilshire BRT would 
require v.ridening the street approximately two feet, which could result in the removal of some street 
trees; however, installation of new landscaping would replace any street trees removed. 
Furthermore, installation of replacement parking is not anticipated to require removal of any street 
trees. Therefore, the impact of Wilshire BRT on street trees would be less than significant. 

Installation of the Exposition LRT would not require widening of the roadway (or RO\Xl) to install 
station platforms; therefore, street trees would not be removed. Installation of park-and-ride lots (at 
Exposition and Sepulveda Boulevard, Exposition and Barrington Avenue, Exposition and Bundy 
Drive, and Olympic Boulevard and 26th Street) could require removal of street trees at access 
driveway locations; however, installation of landscaping would be included at the park-and-ride lots, 
and it is assumed that any street trees removed by access driveways would be replaced as part of the 
landscaping plan for the lot. Therefore, the impact of Exposition LRT on street trees would be less 
than significant. 

Installation of p~ysical structures on sensztzve vie1vs. Installation of the \'Vilshire BRT lanes, station 
platforms, and provision of replacement parking would not obstruct or substantially degrade any 
scenic views, and would result in less than significant impacts to sensitive views. 

Installation of the Exposition LRT would require removal and reconstruction of the existing median 
and installation of platforms (including ramps, platforms, fare vending equipment, and canopies to 
protect riders) at major intersections. The location of the proposed stations is shown on 
Table 3.7-2. The proposed canopy structures would be approximately 10 to 12 feet in height (with 
poles and luminaries that are up to 17 feet in height at the canopy locations) and approximately 13 
feet in length. The structures are modular and where more than one is provided, there will be 
limited space in between. Therefore, for standard 40-foot buses, two canopies would be 30-feet 
long. For articulated buses, the canopies would be 45-feet long for three doors and 60-feet long for 
four doors (depending on bus design). Although the canopy could obstruct view of ground floor 
structures and uses located on the opposite side of the street, these impacts would be limited to the 
17 station locations at major intersections, where existing structures already limit views to some 
extent. In addition, a catenary system of overhead wires and support structures would be installed 
along the entire length of the route. Because of the small size of the wires and the distance between 
support poles, the catenary system would not create a single visual mass and, therefore, would not 
obstruct scenic views. Therefore, sensitive views would not be adversely impacted by the at-grade 
segments of the Exposition LRT. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Some segments of the Exposition LRT would be elevated (at La Cienega Boulevard, at 
Pico/Sav.'1:e1le Boulevard, and at Bundy Drive), and those elevated segments (except over Ballona 
Creek) would include stations. The elevated segments would vary in length, but would generally be 
approximately 22 feet in height, including the parapet wall, canopy, and catenary structures In 
addition, the station locations would be illuminated, with light standards that could reach 20 feet in 
height. Elevated structures of that height have the potential to obstruct or adversely change the 
object of sensitive views at the locations where the elevated structures are installed. As shown in 
Table 3.7-1, views of the Hollywood Hills and Baldwin Hills are currently available in the vicinity of 
Jefferson Boulevard and La Cienega Boulevards, views of the Baldwin Hills are available along 
Jefferson Boulevard near Ballona Creek. Views of the Santa Monica Mountains are available from 
the areas around Sawtelle and Pico Boulevards, Exposition and Bundy Drive, and at Cloverfield 
Avenue. Installation of the elevated LRT segments at these locations would obstruct or adversely 
change these views, and, therefore, would result in significant adverse visual impacts at these specific 
locations. 

:Mitigation of this impact could include the conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design or 
conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design. However, neither of these potential mitigation 
measures are considered feasible. The conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design would result 
in additional significant traffic impacts, and the conversion of the project to a "below-grade" design 
would be cost prohibitive (e.g., $50 to $100 million per below ground separation). However, 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-5 will be implemented to reduce impacts on sensitive views at Pico/Sawtelle 
and Bundy to a less-than-significant level. There are no sensitive views in the vicinity of the elevated 
segment of the Exposition LRT at La Cienega. However the impact of the elevated segments of the 
Exposition LRT on sensitive views at Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy would be less than significant with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-5. There are no sensitive views in the vicinity of the 
elevated segment at La Cienega. 

Introduction ef new sources ef light and glare on ar!Jacent residences, vehicle occupants or pedestrians. Insta1lation of 
replacement parking for the Wilshire BRT could result in significant light and glare impacts to 
nearby residences. However, these impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of J\ifitigation Measure 3-7 .2. 

Installation of station platforms for Exposition LRT (at the locations shown on Table 3.7-2) would 
include provision of appropriate lighting to illuminate the platform and ensure visibility of patrons 
to both the bus drivers and passing motorists. This could result in light and glare impacts to 
adjacent residential uses. Park-and-ride lots would be installed at several locations along the route, 
including Exposition and Sepulveda Boulevard, Exposition and Barrington A venue, Exposition and 
Bundy Drive, and Olympic Boulevard and 26th Street. These lots would be provided with lighting 
for security purposes, and headlights from vehicles (and passing buses) could result in light and glare 
impacts to adjacent residences. 

Some segments of the Exposition LRT would be elevated (at Jefferson and La Cienega Boulevard, 
over Ballona Creek at Sawte1le and Pico Boulevards at Bundy Drive and at Cloverfield Avenue) 

' ' ~ ' ' 
and those elevated segments (except over Ballona Creek) would include stations. The station 
locations would be illuminated, with light standards that could reach 17 feet in height at the canopy 
locations and up to 20 feet in height for the standard pedestrian lights. 
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Because of the proximity of residential uses to the ROW, the park-and-ride lots, and the elevated 
stations, Exposition LRT could result in significant light and glare impacts to adjacent residential 
uses. To reduce these impacts, J\fitigation Measure 3. 7 -9 will be implemented. 

• A1itigation A1easure 3.7-9: All lighting at the park-and-ride lots and station locations shall 
utilize Best Available Technology to reduce spillover to adjacent land uses. In addition, all 
lighting at park-and-ride lots and station locations shall be directed away from adjacent 
residences and landscaping, fences, or other measures to shield adjacent residences from 
light and glare produced by light standards and vehicle headlights. 

This mitigation measure would reduce impacts at some at-grade segments to a less than significant 
level, however, impacts along segments where the right-of-way is only 50 feet in width, and at those 
locations where the stations would be elevated, would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Installation of physical structttres could result in a loss of privary to arfjacent uses. The replacement parking 
proposed for the Wilshire BRT could be located adjacent to some existing residential uses, which 
could provide opportunities for patrons of the parking lots to have views into residences, and this 
loss of privacy is considered a significant impact. However, this would be a significant, mitigable 
impact that could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.7-3. 

InstaUation of at grade stations for Exposition LRT (including ramps and platforms) would elevate 
patrons above the existing street level; however the elevation of the platforms would only be a 
couple of feet above the existing pavement. Therefore, LRT patrons would not have substantial 
access to views of adjacent residences (along the at-grade segments). At those locations where the 
route would be located on aerial structures, riders would have access to views into residences, or the 
yards of residences at those locations. Similarly, patrons waiting at elevated stations could have 
views that would result in a loss of privacy for residential uses located near stations. 11itigation of 
this impact could include : (1) the provision of solid parapet walls along all elevated segments; (2) 
conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design; or (3) conversion of the project to a "below
grade" design. However, none of these potential mitigation measures are considered feasible. The 
provision of solid parapet walls along all elevated segments would exacerbate impacts related to the 
obstruction or degradation of scenic views. The conversion of the project to an "at-grade" design 
would result in additional significant traffic impacts, and the conversion of the project to a "below
grade" design would be cost prohibitive (e.g., $50 to $100 million per below ground separation). 
However, J'viitigation Measure 3. 7-7 will be implemented to reduce impacts associated with the loss 
of privacy at Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy to a less-than-significant level. There are no adjacent 
residences in the vicinity of the elevated segment of the Exposition LRT at La Cienega that would 
be affected by a loss of privacy. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

The Exposition LRT MOS component of Alternative 3 would terminate at the Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire LRT impacts have been disclosed above, and the MOS option of 
the Exposition LRT is only a shorter route of the full-length alternative, the visual quality impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 3A would be similar to Alternative 3. Any 
visual quality impacts west of the Venice/Washington Station would not occur, and no increased 
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visual quality impacts would occur at the westernmost MOS station location. lmpacts would be less 
than significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

Alternatives 1 through 3 (including the design options and the MOS options) would require storage 
and maintenance facilities. A new maintenance yard(s) would provide maintenance for both the 
BRT /Rapid Bus Systems and/ or LRT system and, as such, must be centrally located to both 
systems (i.e., the downtown Los Angeles area). Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) provides a 
detailed description of the location of maintenance yard sites, including the screening process that 
was used to identify the six potentially feasible sites. In summary, six potential maintenance yard 
sites that are currently being considered by the l'vITA include: 

• NW Corner of Chavez/Mission; 

• Existing MTA Division I Area; 

• NE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

• SE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

• Exposition ROW Hooper to Central; and 

• Existing MTA South Park Shops . 

Figures 2-16 through 2-19 in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) shows the locations and physical 
layout of the proposed maintenance facilities. These locations are all contained within lands 
currently owned and operated by the MTA, and are predominately located within industrial areas 
with the exception of the South Park Shops site which is located in the vicinity of a residential area 
and school. Development of any maintenance facilities within these locations would be generally 
compatible with the existing industrial character of the area (e.g., height, scale, mass, lighting) and 
would not result in any significant visual quality impacts. However, if a maintenance yard were to be 
built at the existing MTA South Park Shops, the maintenance activities at the bus yard could have 
potential significant impacts on sensitive receptors in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
However, visual quality impacts associated with the construction and operation of the remaining 
proposed maintenance facilities are expected to be less than significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A. 3. and 3A) 

The subway design option would provide a subterranean travel corridor for either the bus or light 
rail alternatives of the Exposition Corridor in the USC/Exposition Park area. Construction of the 
subterranean travel route would require the removal and reconstruction of the existing median. 
Therefore, the impacts associated with this design option would be similar to the impacts that would 
occur under Alternative 1 with respect to the removal and reconstruction of the existing median. 
After construction, the subterranean segment would be covered and landscaping would be replaced 
in a manner similar to what exists in that segment today. 
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3. 7.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the l'vfid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Project. 
The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR provides a programmatic analysis of visual quality impacts 
resulting from implementation of all projects contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), including the 
l'vfid-City/Westside Transit Corridor project, and provides the basis for this cumulative impact 
analysis. 

Cumulative visual quality impacts could result from implementation of highway, roadway and transit 
projects. Projects contemplated in the RTP that do not require the construction of new facilities 
(e.g., optimization of the existing transportation system) could have some direct physical effects on 
visual quality, such as an increase in service frequency, which could increase the number of buses or 
rail vehicles on existing routes. Projects that require construction of new or expanded facilities (e.g., 
new freeways or expanded roadways or additional parking facilities) would have the greatest 
potential to result in adverse visual quality impacts. Projects envisioned in the RTP that would be 
built within existing rights-of-way would modify the existing visual character along the route, 
through the removal of existing physical structures, landscaping and street trees, introduction of new 
physical elements (including station stops, access points, lighting and rail stations or bus stops), 
obstruction or modification of scenic views, and loss of privacy where the new transportation 
projects provide views into residential structures or properties. To the extent that new highways, 
roads, rail service or transit projects occur in areas that are not currently urbanized, then this would 
result in the greatest potential for adverse visual quality impacts. 

In some locations, effective mitigation of visual quality impacts would either require retention of 
existing visual features (e.g., landscaped medians along designated scenic highways) or modification 
of transit projects (e.g., elimination of elevated route segments) which would either result in 
secondary environmental effects or may be considered infeasible. Thus, to the extent to that 
adverse impacts of the projects contemplated in the RTP cannot be mitigated, the cumulative visual 
quality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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3.8A.1 Introduction 

This section discusses the air quality impacts that would result during the constrnction phase of the 
l\fid-City/Westside Transit proposed project or project alternatives. 

3.8A.2 Impact Assessment 

Standards of Significance 

The proposed project or project alternatives would have a significant impact if daily construction 
emissions were to exceed significance thresholds for carbon monoxide (CO), reactive organic gas 
(ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur oxides (SOx), or particulates (PM10) as established by the 
SCAQMD. Significance thresholds appear in Table 3.SA-1. 

TABLE 3.8A-1 
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 
DISTRICT DAILY EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

(POUNDS PER DAY) 
Criteria Pollutant Construction 

Carbon J\Ionoxide 550 
Reactive Organic Gas 75 
Nitrogen Oxides 100 
Sulfur Oxides 150 
Particulates 150 
Source: South CoJ.st ,\ir Quality Management District, 2000, 

The proposed project or project alternatives do not contain lead, hydrogen sulfide, or sulfate 
emission sources. Therefore, emissions and concentrations related to these pollutants will not be 
analyzed in this report. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Daily emissions were derived using applicable emission factors and formulas found in the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQNID) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Handbook, Appendix 9 (1993 edition). 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed project or project alternatives would not be 
implemented. Thus, no construction would occur, and no impacts are anticipated. 
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Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Under the TSM Alternative, the proposed project or project alternatives would not be implemented. 
Thus, no construction would occur, and no impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

The Wilshire BRT would generate poUutant emissions from the following construction activities: (1) 
the demolition of existing structures, (2) mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to 
and from project sites, (3) mobile emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction 
supplies and debris to and from project sites, and ( 4) stationary emissions related to fuel 
consumption by on-site construction equipment. As detailed in the Construction Methods 
Technical Report prepared for the proposed project, construction would occur in several phases, 
lasting for a total of approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at 
several locations along the route to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. 
Construction for the Wilshire BRT consists of site preparation (which includes demolition and 
excavation of roadway) and the construction of the BRT travel Janes and stations. Table 3.8A-2 
shows the estimated worst-case daily emissions for the construction of the Wilshire BRT. Daily 
emissions were derived using the applicable emission factors and formulas found in the S~QMD 
CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

TABLE 3.8A-2 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

WILSHIRE BRT 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 90.4 11.6 35.0 1.2 184.1 
Construction of Travel 93.3 9.0 1.3.5 0.6 1.1 
Lanes and Stations 
ilfaximum 93.3 11.6 35.0 1.2 184.1 
SCAQ\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold No No No No Yes 
Violation? 
Source: Terry A. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, four of the five criteria poUutants are not expected to exceed the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds. The four criteria poUutants are: CO, ROG, NOx, and SOx. Overlapping of 
construction phases would not increase these four criteria pollutants to a significant level. However, 
PM10 is expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold. Increasing on-site soil moisture 
content to 10 percent (see Mitigation Measure 3.8A-6) would reduce PMH, emissions to 33.7 ppd 
during site preparation.1 Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated. 

1 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun: 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to 33.7 ppd. 
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Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Currently, medians lie within several areas of Wilshire Boulevard. However, there are several areas 
along the street where no medians currently exist. Under the Median Adjacent Design Option, the 
existing medians would remain along \vi1shire Boulevard, and minimal construction would be 
required within this area. In areas along the Corridor where no medians exist, medians would be 
constructed. \X!hereas the Median Reconstruction Design Option would require construction along 
the entire corridor, most of the construction for the Median Adjacent Design Option would occur 
along the Corridor where no medians exist. Thus, criteria pollutant emissions for this option would 
be less than the Median Reconstruction Design Option. As discussed in the section, above, the 
Median Reconstruction Design Option is not anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD significance 
thresholds. Since construction for the Median Adjacent Design Option would emit less criteria 
pollutants, this alternative is also not expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Whereas buses would travel along the median of the road under the Median Reconstruction Design 
Option and the Median Adjacent Design Option, buses under the Curb Adjacent Design Option 
would travel along the side of the streets. Construction emissions for this option would be similar 
to that of the Median Reconstruction Design Option. This option would require demolition, 
excavation, and construction of roadway along the entire corridor, similar to that of the Median 
Reconstruction Design Option. Additionally, construction for this option would require the same 
amount of time, as well as similar types of construction activities, as the j\;[edian Reconstruction 
Design Option (48 to 54 months). As discussed in the section on Median Reconstruction Design 
Option, construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQI\ID significance thresholds. A less 
than significant impact is anticipated for this option. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Construction impacts for this alternative would include those for the \vilshire BRT and the 
Exposition BRT. The Wilshire BRT impacts are discussed above. The Exposition BRT portion of 
this alternative would generate pollutant emissions from the following construction activities: (1) the 
demolition of existing structures, (2) mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to and 
from project sites, (3) mobile emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction supplies 
and debris to and from project sites, and ( 4) stationary emissions related to fuel consumption by on
site construction equipment. As detailed in the Construction Methods Technical Report prepared 
for the proposed project, construction would occur in several phases, lasting for a total of 
approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at several locations along 
the routes to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. Construction for the 
Wilshire Exposition BRT could be summarized into two categories: site preparation (which includes 
demolition and excavation of roadway) and the construction of the route (for travel lanes, stations, 
aerial structures, and park-and-ride facilities). Table 3.8A-3 shows the estimated worst-case daily 
construction emissions for this alternative. Daily emissions were derived using the applicable 
emission factors and formulas found in the SCAQA1D CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 
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TABLE 3.SA-3 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT /A/ 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 313.8 41.2 127.2 4.3 649.6 
Construction of "\ligrunents 353.3 37.8 78.8 3.1 8.3 
i\Iaximum 353.3 41.2 127.2 4.3 649.6 
SCAQJ\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No Yes No Yes 
/a/ Calculations assumes that construction for the \X'ilshire BRT and the Exposition 
BRT would occur simultaneously. 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, CO, ROG, and SOx are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQNID significance 
thresholds. Additionally, overlapping of construction phases would not increase these three criteria 
pollutants to a significant level. However, NOx and PMir, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 100 and 150 ppd, respectively, which would result in a short-tem1 
significant impact. Increasing on-site soil moisture from three percent to 10 percent (see J\.1itigation 
Measure 3.8A-6) would reduce PMw emissions to approximately 133.3 ppd. PMH, emissions would 
be reduced to a less than significant level.2 However, significant levels of NOx would remain. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Construction for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS Alternative would occur along the 
Wilshire BRT, as well as the Exposition BRT MOS. This alternative would generate pollutant 
emissions from the following construction activities: (1) the demolition of existing structures, (2) 
mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to and from project sites, (3) mobile 
emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction supplies and debris to and from project 
sites, and (5) stationary emissions related to fuel consumption by on-site construction equipment. 
Construction for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS would occur in several steps, lasting 
for a total of approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at several 
locations along the route to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. Construction 
for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS could be summarized into three categories: site 
preparation (which includes demolition of structures and excavation of roadway) and construction 
of routes (roadways, stations, aerial structures, tract installation, and park-and-ride facilities). Table 
3.8A-4 shows the estimated worst-case daily construction emissions for this alternative. Daily 
emissions were derived using the applicable emission factors and formulas found in the S~QMD 
CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

2 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun:- 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to 133.3 
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TABLE 3.8A-4 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

EXPOSITION BRT MOS/ A/ 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 252.6 33.3 103.5 3.5 525.0 
Construction of Alignments 218.0 22.8 44.8 1.8 4.6 
llfaximum 252.6 33.3 103.5 3.5 525.0 
SCAQ\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No Yes No Yes 
/a/ Calculations assumes that construction for the \\/ilshire BRT and the Exposition 
BRT' J\IOS would occur simultaneously. 
Source: Terry A. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, CO, ROG and SOx are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQJ\1D significance 
thresholds. Additionally, overlapping of construction phases would not increase these three criteria 
pollutants to a significant level. However, NOx and PMir, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 100 and 150 ppd, respectively, which would result in a short-term 
significant impact. Increasing on-site soil moisture content to 10 percent (see J'viitigation Measure 
3.8A-6) would reduce PMir, emissions to 107.8 ppd during site preparation. 3 Thus, PMw emissions 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. However, NOx emissions would remain 
significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Construction impacts for this alternative would include those for the \'Vilshire BRT and the 
Exposition LRT. The Wilshire BRT impacts are discussed above. The Exposition LRT portion of 
this alternative would generate pollutant emissions from the following construction activities: (1) the 
demolition of existing structures, (2) mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to and 
from project sites, (3) mobile emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction supplies 
and debris to and from project sites, and ( 4) stationary emissions related to fuel consumption by on
site construction equipment. As detailed in the Construction Methods Technical Report prepared 
for the proposed project, construction would occur in several steps, lasting for a total of 
approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at several locations along 
the route to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. Construction for the 
Exposition LRT could be summarized into three categories: site preparation (which includes 
demolition and excavation of roadway) and construction of routes (installation of tracks, stations, 
aerial structures, and park-and-ride facilities). Table 3.8A-5 shows the estimated worst-case daily 
construction emissions for this alternative. Daily emissions were derived using the applicable 
emission factors and formulas found in the SCAQA1D CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

3 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun: 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to l 07.8 
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TABLE 3.8A-5 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

EXPOSITION LRT /A/ 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 313.8 41.2 127.2 4.3 649.6 
Construction of Alignments 164.0 15.9 23.7 1.1 2.0 
11aximum 313.8 41.2 127.2 4.3 649.6 
SC\Q1ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No Yes No Yes 
/a/ Calculations assumes that construction for the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition 
LRT would occur simultaneously. 
Source: Terry A. J faycs Assoc1atcs, 2000. 

As shown above, CO, ROG, and SOx are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQNID significance 
thresholds. Additionally, overlapping of construction phases would not increase these three criteria 
pollutants to a significant level. However, NOx and PMir, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 100 and 150 ppd, respectively, which would result in a short-tem1 
significant impact. A soil moisture content of approximately 10 percent (see Mitigation Measure 
3.SA-6) would reduce PM10 emissions to 133.3 ppd.4 Thus, a less than significant level is anticipated. 
However, significant levels of NOx would remain. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Construction for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS Alternative would occur along the 
Wilshire BRT, as well as the Exposition LRT MOS. This alternative would generate pollutant 
emissions from the following construction activities: (1) the demolition of existing structures, (2) 
mobile emissions related to construction worker travel to and from project sites, (3) mobile 
emissions related to the delivery and hauling of construction supplies and debris to and from project 
sites, and (5) stationary emissions related to fuel consumption by on-site construction equipment. 
Construction for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS would occur in several steps, lasting 
for a total of approximately 48 to 54 months. Construction would begin simultaneously at several 
locations along the route to accommodate areas requiring lengthy construction times. Construction 
for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS could be summarized into three categories: site 
preparation (which includes demolition of structures and excavation of roadway) and construction 
of routes (roadways, stations, aerial structures, tract installation, and park-and-ride facilities). Table 
3.SA-6 shows the estimated worst-case daily construction emissions for this alternative. Daily 
emissions were derived using the applicable emission factors and formulas found in the S~QMD 
CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

4 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun: 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to 133.3 
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TABLE 3.8A-6 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

EXPOSITION LRT MOS/ A/ 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Site Preparation 252.6 33.3 103.5 3.5 525.0 
Construction of Ahg:nments 164.0 15.9 23.7 1.1 1.97 
Maximum 252.6 33.3 10.3.5 .3.5 525.0 
SCAQJ\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No Yes No Yes 
/a/ Calculations assumes that construction for the \Vilshire BRT and the Exposition 
BRT' J\IOS would occur simultaneously. 
Source: Terry A. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, CO, ROG, and SOx are not anticipated to exceed the SCAQNID significance 
thresholds. Additionally, overlapping of construction phases would not increase these three criteria 
pollutants to a significant level. However, NOx and PMir, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of100 and 150 ppd, respectively, which would result in a short-term 
significant impact. A soil moisture content of approximately 10 percent (see Mitigation Measure 
3.SA-6) would reduce PMir, emissions to 107.8 ppd during site preparation. 5 Thus, PMw emissions 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. However, NOx emissions would remain 
significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

Construction for the proposed candidate maintenance yards would generate pollutant em1ss10ns 
from a11 or a combination of the following construction activities: (1) demolition, (2) grading and 
excavation, (3) construction worker travel to and from project sites, (4) delivery and hauling of 
constrnction supplies and debris to and from project sites, and (5) fuel combustion by on-site 
construction equipment. 

Air quality impacts from demolition, grading/ excavation, and foundation would occur all candidate 
sites, with the exception of Alameda and 6th Street. A NITA bus maintenance facility currently exists 
at Alameda and 6th Street. Additionally, an approximately 2-acre site adjoins the south of the 
existing facility. Because this site is vacant and the buildings that currently exist in the bus 
maintenance facility would remain relatively unchanged, no demolition is required for this site. 
Table XX summarizes the estimated daily emissions associated with each construction phase for 
each candidate site. Daily emissions were derived using the applicable emission factors and fonnulas 
found in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

5 
;\ three percent soil moisture content was used to calculate Pl\110 concentratiom without implementation of mitigation measures. 

lmplcment:1tion of l\fitigation Mc:1sun: 3.8A-6 'Nould increase the soil moisture content to 10 percent. Based on the 
formulas provided in Table 9-9 of the SCAQMD Cl ·'.QA Air I famlbook, Appendix a soil moisture content 
of approximately 10 percent would reduce PM w concentrations to l 07.8 
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As shown in Table 3.8A-7, construction at each candidate facility is not anticipated to exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds for the five c1-iteria pollutants. Thus, a less than significant 
impact is anticipated. 

TABLE 3.8A-7 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

MAINTENANCE YARD 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx S02 PM10 

Chavez and Mission 
Demolition 27 5 45 3 77 
Grading/Excavation 34 6 58 5 21 
Foundation 65 10 80 6 49 
lvfaxitm1m f, r 

.J.) 10 80 6 77 
Alameda and 6th Street 

Grading/Excavation 44 8 74 6 22 
Foundation 21 3 24 2 15 
i\iaxi111um 44 8 74 6 22 

Washington and Alameda Northeast Corner 
Demolition 27 5 42 3 70 
Grading/Excavation 28 5 49 4 20 
Foundation 39 6 47 4 29 
lvfa,:imum 39 6 49 4 70 

Washington and Alameda Southeast Corner 
Demolition 26 5 43 3 71 
Grading/Excavation 28 5 49 4 20 
Foundation 38 6 46 3 28 
lvlaximum 38 6 -t9 ·f 71 

Exposition Right-of-Way (Hooper to Central) 
Demolition 25 5 40 3 57 
Grading/Excavation 18 3 31 3 18 
Foundation 19 3 23 2 14 
lvfaximum 25 .7 40 3 57 

South Park Shops (54th and Avalon) 
Demolition 37 7 50 3 104 
Grading/Excavation 26 5 45 4 19 
Foundation 34 5 41 3 25 
lvfaximum 37 7 50 4 104 

SCAQMD Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
SOUR(].:: Terrv :\. I !ayes Associates, 2001). 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

Construction for the Exposition LRT includes an optional subway segment, which would be located 
between Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue. Table 3.8A-8 shows the estimated daily emissions if 
the subway segment is constructed. 
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TABLE 3.8A-8 
DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

FOR OPTIONAL SUBWAY DESIGN 
Construction Phase co ROG NOx SOx PM10 

Subway 42.9 Ci.8 69.0 5.2 4.9 
SCAQI\ID Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 
Potential Threshold Violation? No No No No No 
Source: Terrv :\. I !ayes Associates, 2000. 

As shown above, construction for the subway segment would not violate SCAQMD significance 
thresholds for each of the criteria pollutants. Overlapping of construction phases is not likely to 
increase criteria pollutants to a significant level. Implementation of mitigation measures would 
ensure that that air quality impacts would remain less than significant. 

3.8A.3 Mitigation Measures 

j\fitigation Measures 3.8A-1 to 3.8A-4 are recommended to reduce NOx and PMw, as well as CO, 
ROG, and SOx, emissions associated with construction of the proposed project or project 
alternatives. l'vfitigation Measures 3.8A-5 to 3.8A-10 primarily pertain to PM10 emissions. \'Vhen 
possible, emission reduction rates for each mitigation measure are provided.6 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1\1itigation Meamre 3.8A-1: Minimize use of on-site diesel construction equipment, 
particularly unnecessary idling. Construction equipment will be shut off to reduce idling 
when not in direct use. For each hour an equipment is turned off, CO, ROG, NOx, SOx, 
and PM10 emissions would be reduced by approximately 0.68, 0.15, 1.7, 0.143, and 0.14 
grams, respectively. 

Mitzgation Meamre 3.8A-2: Where feasible, replace diesel equipment with electrically powered 
machinery. A diesel equipment emits approximately 5.6 grams of CO daily and 
approximately 13.9 grams of ROG, SOx, NOx, and PM10 daily. For each diesel equipment 
replaced, approximately 5.6 grams of CO and 13.9 grams of ROG, SOx, NOx and PM10 

would be reduced daily. 

A1itigation Nieasure 3.8A-3: Diesel engines, motors, or equipment shall be located as far away 
as possible from existing residential areas. 

lvfitzgation Measttre 3.8/1-4: Construction contracts should explicitly stipulate that all diesel 
power equipment should be properly tuned and maintained. 

Niitigation l\1easure 3.8A-5: Haul trucks shall be staged in non-residential areas away from 
school buildings and playgrounds. To the extent feasible, haul truck routes shall be planned 
to avoid residential areas. 

6 
Emission reduction rntcs for the mitigation measures arc based on the emission reduction cfficicnces in Chaptcr 11 :md the 

Appcndix to 9 of the South Coast Air J\Ian:igemcnt District CEQA Air I fandbook (1993 edition). 
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lvlitigation ~Measure 3.8A-6: Site wetting shall occur often enough to maintain a ten percent 
surface soil moisture content throughout any site grading or excavation activity. All unpaved 
parking or staging areas shall be watered at least four times daily, and all on-site stockpiles of 
debris, dirt, or rusty material shall be covered or watered at least twice daily. The emission 
reduction rate for this measure range from approximately 30 to 79 percent for PMw. 
Reduction levels for each of the project alternatives were discussed in Section 3.8A.2, above. 

lvlitigation Aleasure 3.8A-7: Require all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose substances 
and building materials to be covered, or to maintain a minimum freeboard of two feet 
between the top of the load and the top of the truck bed sides. The emission reduction 
efficiency rate for this mitigation measure is approximately 7 percent for PMH,· 

lvlitigation }vleasure 3.8A-8: Utilize street sweeping equipment at site access points and all 
adjacent streets used by haul trucks or vehicles that have been onsite within thirty minutes of 
visible dirt deposition (track-out debris). The emission reduction rate for this mitigation 
measure is approximately 25 percent for PM10• 

1\1itigation Measure 3.8A-9: Maintain a fugitive dust control program consistent with the 
provisions of SCAQJ'vID Rule 403 for any grading or earthwork activity that may be 
required. 

lvlitigation lvleasure 3.8A-10: Suspend grading operations during first and second stage smog 
alerts, and during high winds, i.e., greater than 25 miles per hour. 

3.8A.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Similar to the impacts of the alternatives considered, construction air quality impacts are not 
expected to be cumulatively considerable for PM10• However, significant levels of NOx are 
anticipated under Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A. Thus, these alternatives would contribute to 
cumulative emissions of NOx. These cumulative impacts for NOx would be short-term due to the 
temporary nature of construction. 
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3.8B.1 Introduction 

This section discusses air quality impacts that would occur during the operational phase of the 
proposed project or project alternatives. 

3.8B.2 Affected Environment 

Regulatory Setting 

Air quality in the United States is governed by the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and is administered 
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). In addition to being subject to 
the requirements of the CAA., air quality in California is also governed by the more stringent 
regulations under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). 

The CCAA of 1988 requires all air districts in the State to endeavor to achieve and maintain State 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. The CCAA is administered statewide by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB). The State of California has also established ambient air quality standards, 
known as the California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS). These standards are generally 
more stringent than the corresponding federal standards and incorporate additional standards for 
sulfates, hydrogen sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility reducing particles. 
California has established CARB to regulate mobile air pollution sources (such as motor vehicles). 
CARB also oversees the functions of local air pollution control dist1-icts and air quality management 
districts, which in tum administers air quality activities at the regional and county level. The CCAA 
is administered by CARB at the state level and by the Air Quality Management Districts at the 
regional level. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

USEPA is responsible for establishing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and 
enforcing the Clean Air Act. It also regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority 
of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain types of locomotives. The USEPA has 
jurisdiction over emission sources outside state waters (e.g., beyond the outer continental shelf) and 
establishes various emission standards, including those for vehicles sold in states other than 
California. Automobiles sold in California must meet the stricter emission standards established by 
CARB. 

California Air Resources Board 

CARB, which became part of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) in 1991, is 
responsible for ensuring implementation of the California Clean Air Act, meeting state requirements 
of the federal Clean Air Act, and establishing state ambient air quality standards. It is also 
responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for other emission 
sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road equipment. CARB also established 
passenger vehicle fuel specifications, which became effective in March 1996. 
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Non-Attainment and State Implementation Plans 

CARB designates an area as non-attainment for a pollutant if air quality data show that a State 
standard for a pollutant was violated at least once during the previous three calendar years. 
Exceedances that are affected by highly irregular or infrequent events are not considered violations 
of a State standard, and are not used as a basis for designating areas as non-attainment. 

On the basis of regional monitoring data, the Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air 
Basin has been designated as a non-attainment area for ozone, carbon monoxide, and total 
suspended particulates (PM1(J). The air basin is designated as an attainment area for nitrogen oxide, 
sulfur dioxide, sulfates, and lead (see Figure 3.8B-1). 1 

Federal clean air laws require areas with unhealthy levels of ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and inhaleable particulate matter to develop plans, known as State 
Implementation Plans (SIPs), describing how they would attain national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS). The 1992 amendments to the federal Clean Air Act set new deadlines for 
attainment based on the severity of the pollution problem and launched a comprehensive planning 
process for attaining the NAA.QS. 

SIPs are not single documents; rather, they are a compilation of new and previously submitted plans, 
programs (such as monitoring, modeling, pem1itting, etc.), district rules, state regulations, and federal 
controls. Many of California's SIPs rely on the same core set of control strategies, including 
emission standards for cars and heavy trucks, fuel regulations, and limits on emissions from 
consumer products. State law makes CARB the lead agency for all purposes related to the SIP. 
Local air districts and other agencies, such as the Bureau of Automotive Repair, prepare SIP 
elements and submit them to CARB for review and approval. CARB forwards SIP revisions to 
USEPA for approval and publication in the Federal Register. The Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Title 40, Chapter 1, Part 52, Subpart F, Section 52.220 lists all of the items that are included 
in the California SIP. Many additional California submittals are pending USEPA approval. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

In order to coordinate air quality planning efforts throughout southern California, the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) was created by the 1977 Le"vis Air Quality 
Management Act, which merged four county air pollution control agencies into one regional district 
to better address the issue of improving air quality in Southern California. Under the act, renamed 
the Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act in 1988, the SCAQMD is the agency principally 
responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the Basin. Specifically, the SCAQMD is 
responsible for monitoring air quality and planning, implementing, and enforcing programs designed 
to attain and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards in the district. Programs 
developed include air quality rules and regulations that regulate stationary source emissions, 
including area sources and point sources and certain mobile source emissions. The SCAQMD is 
also responsible for establishing permitting requirements for stationary sources and ensuring that 
new, modified, or relocated stationary sources do not create net emissions increases and, therefore, is 

California Air Resources Board: Proposed Amendments to the Designation Criteria and Amendments to the Area 
Designations for State "\mbient Air Quality Standards and Proposed J\Iaps of the Area Designations for the State and 
National Ambient Air Quality September 2000. 
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Figure 3.08B-1: Carbon Monoxide, Ozone, and Particulate Matter Levels 
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consistent with the region's air quality goals. The SCAQJ\ID enforces air quality rules and 
regulations through a variety of means, including inspections, educational or training programs, or 
fines, when necessary. 

The SCAQJ\1D has jurisdiction over a 10,743 square mile area, commonly referred to as the South 
Coast Air Basin (SCAB). This area includes all of Orange County, Los Angeles County, except for 
the Antelope Valley, the non-desert portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and 
Coachella Valley portions of Riverside County. The SCAB is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the 
west; by the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the north and the east; and 
by the San Diego County line to the south (see Figure 3.SB-2). 

Air Quality Management Plan 

\'Vithin the project area, the SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) have responsibility for preparing the Air Quality Management Plan (AQJ'vIP), which address 
federal and state Clean Air Act requirements. The AQMP details goals, policies, and programs for 
improving air quality and establishes thresholds for daily operation emissions. Environmental 
review of individual projects within the region must demonstrate that daily construction and 
operational emissions thresholds, as established by the SCAQMD, would not be exceeded, nor 
would the number or severity of existing air quality violations. 

In August of 1996, the SCAQMD submitted its AQMP to CARB for inclusion in the SIP. As 
mentioned earlier, the AQMP also meets CCAA. requirements. The AQJ\>IP addressed CCAA 
requirements, which are intended to bring the SCAQMD into compliance with federal and state air 
quality standards. The AQMP focused on ozone and carbon monoxide emissions, which would be 
reduced through public education, vehicle and fuel management, transportation controls, indirect 
source controls, and stationary source controls programs. 

The 1997 Draft AQMP has been prepared to reflect the requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments and is consistent with the approaches taken in the 1994 AQJ\1P. The Plan is expected 
to replace, in part or in whole, many of the proposed measures set forth in the SIP and anticipates 
the attainment of all pollutants by 2010. 

The overall control strategy of the 1997 AQJ\>IP was to meet applicable state and federal 
requirements and to demonstrate attainment "\vith ambient air quality standards. The 1997 AQMP is 
the first plan required by the federal law to demonstrate attainment of the federal PMH, ambient air 
quality standards, and therefore, places a greater focus on PM10• 

National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

As required by the Clean Air Act, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAA.QS) have been 
established for six major air pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, ozone, particulate matter 
smaller than 10 microns (PM1(1), sulfur oxides, and lead. The State of California has also established 
ambient air quality standards-known as the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), 
which are generally more stringent than the federal standards and incorporate additional standards 
for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility reducing particles. Because the CAA.QS 
are more stringent than the NAAQS, they are used as the comparative standard in the analysis 
contained in this report. 
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Figure 3.08B-2: South Coast Air Basin 
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Both State and Federal standards are summarized in Table 3.8B-1. The "primary" standards have 
been established to protect the public health. The "secondary" standards are intended to protect the 
nation's welfare and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water, visibility, materials, vegetation 
and other aspects of the general welfare. 

TABLE 3.SB-1 
FEDERAL AND CALIFORNIA AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Averaging California Standard1 Federal Standards2 

Pollutant Period Concentration3 Primary3,4 Secondary3, 5 

Ozone (03) 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) 0.12 ppm (235 µg/m3)6 Same as Primary Standard 

8 hour 0.08 ppm (157 µg/m3) 
Respirable Annual 30 µg/m 3 Same as Primary Standard 
Particulate Geometric 
l\Iatter (PI\110) 1\Iean 

24 hour 50 µg/m 150 µg/m' 
Annual 50 µg/m 3 

Arithmetic 
1\Iean 

Fine 24 hour No Separate Standard 65 µg/m3 Same as Primary Standard 
Particulate Annual 15 µg/m 3 
1\Iatter (PM:?J) Arithmetic 

\Iean 
Carbon 8 hour 9.0 (HJ mg/m3) 9.0 (HJ mg/m3) None 
Monoxide 1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/ m3) .35 ppm (40 mg/m.3) 
(CO) 8 hour 6 ppm (7 mg/ m.3) 

(Lake 
Tahoe) 

Nitrogen Annual 0.053 ppm (100 µg/m3) Same as Primary Standard 
Dioxide Arithmetic 

\Iean 
1 hour 0.25 ppm (470 µg/m3) 

Sulfor dioxide Annual 0.030 ppm (80 µg/m3) 
Arithmetic 

l\Iean 
24 hour 0.04 ppm (105 µ.g/m3) 0.14 ppm (365 µg/m3) 
3 hour 0.5 ppm (1300 µg/m3) 
1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 µg/ml) 

Lead 30 1.5 µg/m3 
average 

Calendar 1.5 µg/m3 Same as Primary Standard 
Quarter 

Visibility 8 hour (10 In sufficient amount to No Federal Standards 
Reducing am to 6 pm. produce an extinction 
Particulates PS'I) coefficient of 0.2.3 per 

kilometer-visibility of ten 
miles or more miles 
or more for Lake Tahoe) due 
to particles when the relative 
humidity is less than 70 
percent. 

Sulfates 24 hour 25 µg/m3 

Hydrogen 1 hour 0.0.3 ppm (42 µg/m3) 
Sulfide 
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TABLE 3.8B-1 
FEDERAL AND CALIFORNIA AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

I 
Averaging I California Standard1 I Federal Standards2 

Pollutant Period I Concentration3 I Primary3,4 I Secondary3, 5 

1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), Nitrogen 
dioxide suspended particulate matter-PJ\I;r,, and visibility-reducing particles, are values that are not to be 
exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. 

2. National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual aritl=etic 
mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight-
hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PJ\ko, the 24-hour 
standard is attained when 99 percent of the concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than 
the standard. For PJ\h.0, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged 
over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. 

3. Concentration ' first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based 
upon a reference temperature of 2°C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury. J\Iost measurements of air 
quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury 
(1,013.2 millibar); ppm in this table refers to ppm volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

4. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, 'N'ith an adequate margin of safety to protect the 
public health. 

5. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

6. New federal one-hour ozone and fine particulate matter standards were promulgated U.S. EPA on July 18,1997. 
The federal one-hour ozone standard continues to applv in areas that violated the standard. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Fedeml :111d Srnte :\ir Ouahtv St:111dards 1999 (l/25/99) 

Pollutants and Effects 

Air quality studies focus on the following five criteria pollutants: ozone (03), carbon monoxide 
(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO;), sulfur dioxide (SO;), and respirable particulate matter (PM10). 

Ozone. Ozone (03) is a colorless gas and is the chief component of urban smog. Ozone impacts 
lung function by irritating and damaging the respiratory system. In addition, ozone causes damage 
to vegetation, buildings, rubber, and some plastics (California Air Resources Board Almanac, 1999). 
Ozone is one of a number of substances called photochemical oxidants that are formed when 
reactive organic compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides (precursor emissions), both byproducts of 
the internal combustion engine, react in the presence of ultraviolet sunlight. Ozone is present in 
relatively high concentrations v.rithin the Basin, and the damaging effects of photochemical smog are 
generally related to the concentrations of ozone. (SCAQNID, 1993). Meteorology and terrain play 
major roles in ozone formation. Generally, low wind speeds oi- stagnant air coupled "1-ith warm 
temperatures and cloudless skies provide for the optimum conditions. 

Carbon lvfonoxide. Carbon monoxide (CO) is a gas that, in the human body, interferes with the 
transfer of oxygen to the blood. It can cause dizziness and fatigue, and can impair central nervous 
system functions. CO is a product of incomplete combustion emitted, along "1-ith carbon dioxide, 
by motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. In urban 
areas, CO is emitted prima1-ily by automobiles, trucks, and motorcycles. CO is a nonreactive air 
pollutant that dissipates relatively quickly, so ambient carbon monoxide concentrations generally 
follow the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced 
by local meteorological conditions, primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. 
\'Vhen surface-based temperature inversions are combined v.rith calm atmospheric conditions, a 
typical situation at dusk in urban areas between November and February, CO from motor vehicle 
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exhaust can become locally concentrated. The highest CO concentrations measured in SCAB are 
typically recorded during the "1'inter. 

Nitrogen Dioxide. Nitrogen dioxide (NOz) is a byproduct of fuel combustion. The principal form of 
nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts quickly to form N02, 

creating the mixture of NO and N02 commonly called NOx. Nitrogen dioxide acts as an acute 
irritant and, in equal concentrations is more injurious than NO at atmospheric concentrations, 
however, N02 is only potentially irritating. There is some indication of a relationship between N02 

and chronic pulmonary fibrosis. Some increase in bronchitis in children (two to three years old) has 
also been observed at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm). Nitrogen dioxide absorbs 
blue light; the result is a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. N02 also 
contributes to the formation of PMw (SCAQMD, 1993). 

Sulfur Oxides. Sulfur oxides, primarily sulfur dioxide (SOz), are a product of combustion of high
sulfur fuels, such as many grades of coal and oil. In recent years, restrictions on the use of high
sulfur fuels and other air pollution control measures have substantially reduced ambient 
concentrations of S02 throughout the U.S. S02 is a human respiratory irritant. It also combines 
with moisture in the atmosphere to form sulfuric acid, which, in turn, damages vegetation and slowly 
erodes the exterior facades of buildings and other structures in urban areas. S02 concentrations 
have been reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary source emissions of 
S02 and limits on the sulfur content of fuels. The S02 concentrations have been reduced to levels 
well below state and national standards, but further reductions in emissions are needed to attain 
compliance with standards for sulfates and Pl'v110, of which S02 is a contributor. 

Suspended Particulate Nlattet: Suspended, or respirable, particulate matter (PM 10) consists of suspended 
particles less than 10 microns in diameter. Particulates in this size category can be inhaled, irritating 
the human respiratory tract and aggravating pre-existing respiratory disease. Very small particles of 
substances such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates can cause lung damage directly, can be absorbed into 
the blood stream and cause damage elsewhere in the body, and can transp011: absorbed gases, such 
as chlorides or ammonium, into the lungs and cause injury. Particulates also damage and discolor 
surfaces on which they settle, and reduce regional visibility. 

Particulates in the atmosphere result from natural sources, such as wind erosion and ocean spray, 
and from human activities. Man-made sources include many types of dust- and fume-producing 
industrial and agricultural operations; fuel combustion and vehicle travel; grading, excavating, 
demolition, and blasting from construction; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. 
J\ifotor vehicle traffic is the major source of PMw In urban areas, Pl'viir, concentrations generally are 
higher in winter when more fuel is burned and meteorological conditions favor the concentration of 
primary air pollutants. 

Regional Setting 

The proposed project or project alternatives are located within the Los Angeles County portion of 
the SCAB. Ambient pollution concentrations recorded in the Los Angeles County are among the 
highest in the four counties comprising the Basin. The SCAB is an area of high air pollution 
potential due to its climate and topography. The Basin experiences warm summers, mild winters, 
infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate humidity. In addition, the mountains and hills "1'ithin 
the area contribute to the variation of rainfall, temperature, and winds throughout the region. The 
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region experiences frequent temperature inversions-temperature typically decreases with height; 
however, under inversion conditions, temperature increases as altitude increases and prevents air 
close to the ground from mixing with the air above it. As a result, air pollutants are trapped near the 
ground. During the summer, air quality problems are created due to the interaction between the 
ocean surface and lower layer of the atmosphere, which creates a moist marine layer. An upper layer 
of warm air mass forms over the cool marine layer, preventing air pollutants from dispersing 
upward. 

In addition, hydrocarbons and nitrogen dioxide react under strong sunlight, creating pollution, 
commonly referred to as "smog." Light, daytime ~winds, predominantly from the west, further 
aggravate the condition by driving the air pollutants inland, toward the mountains. 

During the fall and winter, air quality problems are created due to carbon monoxide and nitrogen 
dioxide emissions. High nitrogen dioxide (NOz) levels usually occur during autumn or winter, on 
days with summer-like conditions. Since CO is produced almost entirely from automobiles, the 
highest CO concentrations in the SCAB are associated "vith heavy traffic. 

Local Setting 

The SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at 37 locations throughout the SCAB. The J\;fid
City/Westside Transit Corridor is within the Northwest and Central Los Angeles Source Receptor 
Areas (see Figure 3.SB-3). The West Los Angeles-VA Hospital monitoring station serves the 
Northwest Los Angeles Source Receptor Area, and the Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring 
station serves the Central Los Angeles Source Receptor Area. Data from the \vest Los Angeles-VA 
Hospital and Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring stations were used to characterize existing 
conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project, and establish a baseline for estimating future 
conditions both with and without the proposed project. The pollutants S02 and PM10 are not 
monitored at the West Los Angeles monitoring station. The Los Angeles monitoring station will be 
used to characterize these two pollutants. A summary of the data recorded at these stations is 
presented in Table 3.SB-2. 
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FIGURE 3.08B-3: AIR MONITORING AREAS 
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TABLE 3.8B-2 
AIR QUALITY SUMMARY FOR STUDY AREA MONITORING STATIONS, 1997-1999 

West Los Angeles-VA Los Angeles-North 
Hospital Main Street 

Air Pollutant Standard Exceedance 1997 1998 1999 1997 1998 1999 
Carbon :\Iaximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 4.24 4.46 3.59 7.80 6.18 6.37 
1\Ionoxide Days> 9.5 ppm (federal 8-hr. standard) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(CO) Days > 9 ppm (state 8 hr " 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1\Iaximum 1--hr Concentration (ppm) 0.111 0.127 0.117 0.120 0.148 0.128 
?\Iaximum 8-hr Concentration 0Jl84 0Jl79 0.074 0Jl92 0.111 0.108 

Ozone (03) Days > 0.12 ppm (federal 1-hr standard) 0 1 0 0 5 1 
Days > 0.08 ppm (federal 8-hr ' " 0 0 0 3 9 2 
Davs > 0.09 ppm (state 1-hr standard) 6 7 4 6 17 13 

Nitrogen :\Iaximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 0.138 0.130 0.133 0.198 0.170 0.212 
Dioxide (N 0::) Davs > 0.09 ppm (state 1-hr standard) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sulfur Dioxide 
:\Iaximum 24-hr Concentration (ppm) /A i/A /A 0.011 0.006 0.010 
Days> 0.14 ppm (federal 24-hr standard) 0 0 0 
Davs > 0.05 oom (state 24-hr standard) 0 0 0 

:\Iaximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m') N/A N/A N/A 102 80 88 

Suspended Calculated > 150 µg/ m3 (federal 24-hr 90 66 0 

Particulates standard) 
(PMw) Calculated> 50 µg/m' (state 24-hr 0 0 114 

standard) 
N/A pollutant not monitored. 
ppm parts per million 
µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter. 
Source: California Air Ouahtv Data Sumnuries 1997-1999 C:iliforni,1 :\ir Resources Brn1rd. 

With the exception of 0 3, no pollutants monitored at the \vest Los Angeles-VA Hospital 
monitoring station exceed the Federal and State Standards. At the Los Angeles-North Main Street 
monitoring station, 0 3 and PMH, exceeded the Federal and State Standards at least once between 
1997 and 1999. However, CO, NOz, and S02 did not exceed the Federal or State Standards. 

Background Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 

Carbon monoxide concentrations are typically used as the sole indicator of conformity with the 
CAAS because 1) CO levels are directly related to vehicular traffic volumes, the main source of air 
pollutants, and 2) localized CO concentrations and characteristics can be modeled using USEP A and 
SCAQMD methods. In other words, the operational air quality impacts associated v.rith a project are 
generally best reflected through the estimated changes in related CO concentrations. The 
background, or ambient, CO level is typically defined as the average of the second-highest readings 
over the last three year period. 2 

A review of the data from the West Los Angeles-VA Hospital monitoring station during the 1997 
through 1999 period indicates that the average eight-hour background CO concentration was 3.9 
parts per mi11ion (ppm). An ambient eight-hour CO concentration based on the data recorded from 
the Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring station is 5.7 ppm. Assuming a typical persistence 

Caltrans: Air Quality Technical Analysis Notes, June 1988. 
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factor3 of 0.7, the estimated one-hour background concentration would be 5.6 ppm at the West Los 
Angeles-VA Hospital monitoring station and 8.1 ppm at the Los Angeles-Main Street monitoring 
station. The ambient CO concentrations at each station do not exceed the State and Federal 
standards. 

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Sensitive Receptor Locations 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on the 
types of population groups and the activities involved. The CARB has identified the following 
people as the most likely to be affected by air pollution: children under 14 years of age, the elderly 
over 65 years of age, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. 
These groups are classified as sensitive receptors. Locations that may contain a high concentration 
of these sensitive population groups include hospitals, daycare facilities, elder care facilities, 
elementary schools, and parks. These land uses are located within the corridor area. 

There is a direct relationship between traffic/ circulation congestion and CO impacts, since exhaust 
fumes from vehicular traffic is the primary source of CO. Carbon monoxide is a localized gas that 
dissipates very quickly under normal meteorological conditions. Therefore, CO concentrations 
decrease substantially as distance from the source (intersection) increases. The highest CO 
concentrations are typically found along sidewalk locations directly adjacent to congested roadway 
intersections. 

To provide a worst-case simulation of CO concentrations v.rithin the area that may be affected by 
the proposed project or project alternatives, CO concentrations at sidewalks adjacent to the most 
congested 31 of the 158 study intersections were modeled. The 31 intersections were selected to 
represent worst-case conditions because these intersections were designated by the project traffic 
consultant as being significantly impacted by traffic and would have a level of service (LOS) of F in 
at least one of the project alternatives. At each intersection, traffic related CO contributions were 
added to the background conditions discussed above. Traffic contributions were estimated using 
the CAL3QHC dispersion model, which utilizes traffic volume inputs and EJ\1FAC7F emissions 
factors. Table 3.8B-3 shows existing CO concentrations at the 31 study intersections evaluated. 

TABLE 3.8B-3 
EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS (PARTS 

PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-HourCO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm) Concentration (9ppm) 

Lincoln/ Olvmpic 18.3 No 12.8 Yes 
20th/Colorado 18.2 No 12.7 Yes 
San Vicente/Wilshire 20.0 No 14.0 Yes 
Sawtelle/ 405 19.8 No 13.9 Yes 
Sawtelle/Pico 19.9 No 13.9 Yes 
Sawtelle/National 14.9 No 10.4 Yes 
Sawtelle/Palms 15.3 No 10.7 Yes 

Persistence factor is the ratio between the one-hour and one-hour second annual maximum CO concentrations 
measured at a continuous air monitoring station. A persistence factor of 0. 7 is typically used in urban areas. 
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TABLE 3.8B-3 
EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS (PARTS 

PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-HourCO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm) Concentration (9 tmm) 

Sa\v'telle/V enice 20.7 Yes 14.5 Yes 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 20.0 No 14.0 Yes 
Sepulveda/Pico 18.3 No 12.8 Yes 
Sepulveda/N ationa I 20.2 Yes 14.1 Yes 
Sepulveda/Palms 16.9 No 11.8 Yes 
Sepulveda/Venice 21.4 Yes 15.0 Yes 
V eteran/\v'ilshire 21..3 Yes 14.9 Yes 
\'\Tesrwood/Santa J\Ionica 14.9 No 10.4 Yes 
Glendon/Wilshire 25.2 Yes 17.6 Yes 
Ave of Stars/Santa J\Ionica 21.2 Yes 14.8 Yes 
Santa J\lonica/Wilshire 23.5 Yes 16.5 Yes 
S Santa J\Ionica/Wilshire 15.3 No 10.7 Yes 
Beverly /Wilshire 17.5 No 12.3 Yes 
Highland/ Olympic 15.1 No 10.6 Yes 
W ashington/\\?ashington 15.l No 10.6 Yes 
J\Iotor/V enice 19.3 No 13.5 Yes 
Culver/Main 13.3 No 9.3 Yes 
Culver/Venice 21.2 Yes 14.8 Yes 
Robertson/Venice 18.4 No 12.9 Yes 
National/Venice 19.3 No 13.5 Yes 
La Cienega/Jefferson 18 No 12.6 Yes 
La Brea/Exposition 13.7 No 9.Ci Yes 
Arlington/Exposition 16.7 No 11.7 Yes 
Figueroa/ Adams 15.3 No 10.7 Yes 
Girard/Venice 13.7 No 9.6 Yes 
Source: Tcr1y '\. I !ayes '\ssociarcs, C:\J .3QI IC output, 20UO. 

As shown in Table 3.8B-3, 8 of the 31 study intersections exceed the State one-hour CO 
concentration standard of 20 ppm; however, all 31 study intersections currently exceed the State 
eight-hour CO concentration standard of 9 ppm. 

Future Baseline Air Quality 

CARB, as part of their planning process to meet the requirements of the National and State Clean 
Air Acts, estimates future mobile emissions for each air basin within the State. Table 3.8B-4 
illustrates the South Coast Air Basin mobile emissions estimate for the years 2000 and 2020. As can 
be seen, SOx and PM10 emissions are expected to increase by 16 and 22 percent, respectively, as a 
result of an increase in vehicle miles traveled (\7J'v11), which results in mostly brake and tire-wear. 
Although vehicle miles traveled within the County is expected to increase by approximately 33 
percent, CO, NOx, and ROG emissions are expected to decrease by 47 to 80 percent due to cleaner 
vehicle fleet. The cleaner fleet is a result of reduced emissions from new vehicles and removal of 
older higher emission vehicles over the 20-year period. 
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TABLE 3.8B-4 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS REDUCTION /A/ 

Year 2000 Year 2020 Percent 
Pollutant Tons/day Tons/year /b/ Tons/day Tons/year /b/ Change 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 349.2 109,998 69.8 21,987 --80'Yo 
co 3J62.1 996,061.5 1,296.2 408,303 -59% 
NOx 3.31.3 104,359.5 174.9 55,093.5 -47% 
Pl\Iw 8.2 2,583 10.0 3,150 22% 
SOx 2.9 913.5 3.5 1,102.5 21% 
Dailv Vl\IT (millions) 280.3 88,309.9 .373.8 117,740.1 .33% 
/a/ Emissions are calculated for light duty automobiles and light duty trucks. 

_,~:"/; ~~i is calculated based on a trip factor of 315 
/c/ VJ\IT vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: California Air Resources Hoard, Burden 7G output - South Coast •\ir Basin, 2000. 

As shown in Table 3.8B-4, carbon monoxide accounts for the vast majority of mobile emissions. 
The anticipated reduction in CO emissions would have a corresponding effect on ambient air quality 
levels in the SCAB. Because the CARB mobile emissions estimates take into account both the 
growth in vehicle miles traveled as weH as improved emission rates, the CO reductions can be 
directly applied to ambient background CO concentrations, consistent with the USEP A guidance, to 
provide a future year estimate of background CO levels. 

As previously indicated, the average one- and eight-hour background CO concentrations were 8.1 
and 5.7 ppm, respectively, at the Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring station.4 Year 2020 
one-hour and eight-hour ambient CO concentrations would be reduced to 3.7 ppm and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. This anticipated downward trend in CO concentrations is consistent with a continuing 
decline in historical CO measurements registered at the Los Angeles-North Main Street monitoring 
stations (See Table 3.8B-2). 

3.8B.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 40 Part 51 establishes conformity measures for the Federal 
or State Implementation Plan. Under CFR 40 Part 51, should criteria pollutants emitted by the 
proposed project or project alternatives exceed the amounts listed in Table 3.8B-5 when compared 
to future no action conditions, a conformity analysis would be required. The conformity criteria 
only pertains to the operation phase of the proposed project. No conformity criteria are associated 
with the construction phase. 

:\s discussed earlier, ambient CO concentration at the Los :\ ngeles-N orth J\Iain Street monitoring station is 

higher than the ambient CO concentrations at the West Los Angeles-VA Hospital monitoring station. Therefore, the 

ambient CO concentration for the Los Angeles- North J\fain Street monitoring station was utilized to calculate year 
2020 ambient CO concentrations. 

3.8B-14 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026496 



EM25280 

Environmental Analysis - Air Quality Operations 

TABLE 3.8B-5 
CFR 40 PART 51- CONFORMITY CRITERIA 

Pollutants Tons per Year (increase over no project conditions) 
co 100 

NO,: 10 
ROG 10 
Pl\Iw 70 

Source: United States J •:1wironmcntal Protection Agency, CFR 40 Part 51, 2000. 

The proposed project would have a significant impact if criteria pollutant concentrations exceed the 
amounts listed in Table 3.8B-5 when compared to the No Action Alternative. The proposed project 
or project alternatives would also result in a significant impact if the proposed project or project 
alternatives would cause any criteria pollutant concentration to exceed the CAAQS at any sensitive 
receptor location. 

The proposed project or project alternatives do not contain lead, hydrogen sulfide, or sulfate 
emission sources. Therefore, emissions and concentrations related to these pollutants "vill not be 
analyzed in this report. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The following calculation methods and estimation models were utilized in ascertaining air quality 
impacts: the CARB Motor Vehicle Emission Inventory 7G (l'vfVEI7G) emissions model, the 
Caltrans EMFAC emissions factor model, the USEPA CAL3QHC dispersion model software, and 
the USEPA Industrial Source Complex-Short Term Model (ISCST3) air dispersion model. In 
addition, the FTA Office of Planning Section 5309 New Starts Criteria was used to calculate criteria 
pollutant/precursor emissions for each alternative being considered. This air quality analysis is 
consistent with procedures described in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (1993 edition). 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Rtl!,ional Emissions. There is a direct relationship between vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and air 
pollution. In urbanized regions, such as the Los Angeles Metropolitan area, mobile emissions are 
the primary source of air pollution. Transportation projects that significantly increase or decrease 
regional VJ\1T will also significantly degrade or improve regional air quality. 

Criteria pollutant emissions for the No Action Alternative are shown in Table 3.8B-6. The pollutant 
emissions for the No Action Alternative v.rill be compared to the TSM Alternative and build 
alternatives in subsequent sections. The regional VMT was estimated using the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transit Authority (LAC}.;ffA) transportation model. 
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TABLE 3.8B-6 
CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FOR 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
Vehicular Class AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per 

(millions) year) 
co NOx ROG PM10 

Passenger Vehicle (Light duty 141,667.0 491,907 70,272 26,547 3,123 
Auto/Light duty trucks) 
Bus/CN"G 235.5 319 L545 431 5 
Commuter Rail/Diesel 4.9 40 121 1,090 27 
Total 141,907.4 492,266 71,938 28,068 3.155 
V11T vehicle miles traveled. 
~ourcc: Terry :\. J laycs :\ssoci~ucs, 2UUU. 

CO HotJpot I1nafysis. Carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 

Table 3.8B-7 identifies the one- and eight-hour CO concentrations at the 21 study intersections 
under the No Action Alternative. As indicated in Table 3.8B-7, future No Action CO 
concentrations would range from 5.7 to 9.9 ppm for one-hour concentrations and from 4.0 to 6.9 
for eight-hour concentrations. CO emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State 
one- and eight-hour CO standard of 20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. No impacts would occur. 

TABLE 3.8B-7 
2020 NO PROJECT CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Lincoln/ Olympic 7.3 No 5.1 No 
20th/ Colorado 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/\\/ilshire 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Sawtelle/ 405 8.4 No 5.9 No 
Sawtelle/Pico 7.9 No 5.5 No 
Sawtelle/National 6.6 No 4.6 No 
Sawtelle/Palms 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Sawtelle/Venice 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Sepulveda /Wilshire 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Pico 7.4 No 5.2 No 
Sepulveda/National 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
V eteran/\'>'./ilshire 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Westwood/Santa 11onica 6.2 No 4.3 No 
Glendon/Wilshire 9.9 No 6.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa Monica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Santa 11onica/Wilshire 9.3 No 6.5 No 
S Santa 11onica/\\/ilshire 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Beverly; , n~iHL'- 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Highland/ Olympic 6.2 No 4.3 No 
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TABLE 3.8B-7 
2020 NO PROJECT CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 Dtnn)? Concentration (9 DDm)? 

Washington/Washington 7.2 No 5.0 No 
J\lotor/V enice 7.8 No 5.5 No 
Culver/J\fain 5.7 No 4.0 No 
Culver/Venice 8.9 No 6.2 No 
Robertson/\! enice 7.9 No 5.5 No 
National/Ven.ice 7.7 No 5.4 No 
La Cienega/Jefferson 8.4 No 5.9 No 
La Brea/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Arlington/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Figueroa/ Adams 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Girard/Venice 6.0 No 4.2 No 
Source: Terry:\. I !ayes Associates, C:\l .3QI IC output, 2000. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the TSM Alternative are shown in Table 3.8B-8. 
The regional VJ\1T for the TSM Alternative was estimated using the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.8B-8 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT 

EMISSIONS FOR TSM ALTERNATIVE 
AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,664.5 491,899 70,271 26,547 3,123 
Vehicle (Light 
duty Auto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 235.6 320 1,546 431 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,095 28 
Rail/Diesel 
TSM Total 141,905.0 492,260 71,939 28,073 3,156 
TSJ\1 vs. No -2.8 (-0.002% -6 (-0.001% 1 (0.001% 5 (0.02% 1 (0.03% 
Action change) change) change) change) change) 
VJ\IT vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes :\ssoci,1tes, 20UO. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-8, annual Thfr is expected to decrease by approximately 2.8 million 
miles, or 0.002 percent, annually when compared to the No Action Alternative. In addition, CO 
concentrations are anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.001 percent, when compared to the 
No Action Alternative. NOx, ROG and PM1(J emissions are anticipated to increase by approximately 
0.001, OJJ2 and 0.03 percent annually. Changes in criteria pollutant emissions are considered less 
than significant. 

CO HotJpot ..r1nafysis. Carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
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intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-9, the TSM Alternative would result in CO concentrations ranging 
between 5.8 to 9.9 ppm for one-hour concentrations and from 4.1 to 6.9 ppm for eight-hour 
concentrations. CO emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State one- and eight
hour CO standard of 20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. No impacts would occur. 

TABLE 3.8B-9 
TSM ALTERNATIVE CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Lincoln/ Olvmpic 7.3 No 5.1 No 
20th/ Colorado 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/Wilshire 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sawtelle/ 405 8.4 No 5.9 No 
Sawtelle/Pico 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sawtelle/National 6.7 No 47 No 
Sawtelle/Palms 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Sawtelle/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 8.5 No 5.9 No 
Sepulveda/Pico 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Sepulveda/National 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
Veteran/Wilshire 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Westwood/Santa 1\Ionica 6.3 No 4.4 No 
Glendon/Wilshire 9.9 No 6.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa ?\Ionica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Santa J\Ionica/Wilshire 9.2 No 6.4 No 
S Santa J\Ionica/Wilshire 6.5 No 4.5 No 
Beverly /Wilshire 7.3 No 5.1 No 
Highland/ Olympic 6.2 No 4.3 No 
Washington/\Vashington 7.4 No 5.2 No 
?\Ioror/Venice 7.8 No 5.5 No 
Culver/l\Iain 5.8 No 4.1 No 
Culver/Venice 8.9 No 6.2 No 
Robertson/Venice 8.1 No 5.7 No 
National/Venice 7.7 No 5.4 No 
La Cienega/Tefferson 8.4 No 5.9 No 
La Brea/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Arlington/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Figueroa/ Adams 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Girard/Venice 6.0 No 4.2 No 
Source: Tcrrv :\. I [aves Associates, C:\.l ,3QJ re OUl:i)Ut, 2000. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are shown in Table 
3.8B-10. The regional VMT for the Fu11 BRT Alignment was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 
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TABLE 3.SB-10 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT 
Annual Vl\1T Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,639.6 491,812 70,259 26,542 3,123 
Vehicle (Light 
duty "\uto/Light 
dutv trucks) 
Bus/CNG 237.3 322 1,556 434 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,098 28 
Rail/Diesel 
BRT Total 141,881.8 492,175 71,937 28,074 3,156 
BRTvs.No -25.6 (-0.02'Yo -92 (-0.02% -1 (-0.001% 7 (0.02% 0 
Project change) change) change) change) 
BRTvs. TS:i\1 -22.8 (-0.02% -84 (-0.02% -1 (-0.001% 2 (0.01% 0 

change) chan2e) chan2e) change) 
VMT vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: 'I'crry :\. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

Annual regional VMT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.02 percent annually when 
compared to the No Action and TSM Alternatives, respectively. Changes in PM10 emissions are 
negligible. CO and Nox emissions are projected to decrease by approximately 0.02 and 0.001 
percent, respectively, when compared to both the No Action and TSM Alternatives. However, 
ROG emissions are projected to increase by approximately 0.02 percent when compared to the No 
Action Alternative and approximately 0.01 percent when compared to the TSM Alternative. ROG 
emissions would not increase by over 50 tons per year over No Action conditions. Thus, this 
alternative complies with CFR 40 Part 51, and a conformity analysis would not be required. 
Consequently, a beneficial impact is anticipated. 

CO HotJpot ..r1nafysis. Carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-11, one-hour CO concentrations at each study intersection would range 
from 5.7 to 9.4 ppm, and eight-hour CO concentrations would range from4.0 to 6.6 ppm. CO 
emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State one- and eight-hour CO standard of 
20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated. 

TABLE 3.SB-11 
WILSHIRE BRT CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-HourCO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Lincoln/ Olvmpic 7.5 No 5.2 No 
20th/ Colorado 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/\v'ilshire 7.9 No 5.5 No 
Sawtelle/ 405 8.4 No 5.9 No 
Sawtelle/Pico 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Sawrelle/N ational 6.7 No 4.7 No 
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TABLE 3.SB-11 
WILSHIRE BRT CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS 

(PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-HourCO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Sawtelle/Palms 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Sawrelle/V enice 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 7.4 No 5.2 No 
Sepulveda/Pico 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Se--.. L~.L 1: ~ ... ._ .... ~. 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice 8.9 No 6.2 No 
Veteran/Wilshire 9.4 No 6.6 No 
\X'estwood/Santa J\Ionica 6.4 No 4.5 No 
Glendon/Wilshire 7.0 No 4.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa ?\Ionica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Santa J\Ionica/Wilshire 9.2 No 6.4 No 
S Santa 1\Ionica/Wilshire 7.0 No 4.9 No 
Beverly /Wilshire 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Highland/ Olvmpic 6.2 No 4 . .3 No 
W ashington/\'(T ashington 7.3 No 5.1 No 
?\Ioror/Venice 7.8 No 5.5 No 
Culver/:i\Iain 57 No 4.0 No 
Culver/Venice 9.1 No 6.4 No 
Robertson/Venice 7.9 No 5.5 No 
National/Venice 7.6 No 5 . .3 No 
La Cienega/Jefferson 8.4 No 5.9 No 
La Brea/Exposition 7.3 No 5.1 No 
Arlington/Exposition 67 No 4.7 No 
Figueroa/Adams 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Girard/Venice 6.1 No 4.3 No 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, C:\J . .?QI IC output, 2000. 

CO Emissions from Park-and-Ride Facilities. No park-and-ride facilities will be constructed for the 
Wilshire BRT since existing facilities would be used. No additional air quality impacts are 
anticipated. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Regional Vl'vff and carbon monoxide concentrations at study intersections for this option would be 
similar to that of the Median Reconstruction Design Option since there are no changes to the bus 
route, or the number of buses traveling along the route, under this option. Thus, a less than 
significant impact is expected. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Regional VMT and carbon monoxide concentrations at study intersections for this option would be 
similar to that of the Median Reconstruction Design Option since there are no changes to the bus 
route, or the number of buses traveling along the route, under this option. Thus, a less than 
significant impact is expected. 
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Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the \vilshire BRT and Exposition BRT are shown 
in Table 3.SB-12. The regional VMT for this alternative was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.8B-12 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT 
Annual Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 
VMT 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,623.2 491,756 70,251 26,539 3,122 
Vehicle (Light 
duty Auto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 238.3 323 1,563 436 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,098 28 
Rail/Diesel 
BRT Total 141,866.4 492,120 71,936 28,073 3,155 
BRTvs. No -41 (0.03% -148 (-OJJ3% -3 (-0.004% 5 (0.02% -1 (-0.03% 
Action change) change) change) change) change) 
BRT vs. TSM -38.2 (0.03'Yo -140 (-OJJ2% -3 (-OJJ4% 0 -1 (-0.03% 

change) change) change) change) 
VJ\ ff vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, 2001). 

Annual regional VNIT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent when compared to 
the No Action and TSM Alternatives. All criteria po11utant emissions, with the exception of ROG, 
are projected to decrease under the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT. Increase in ROG emissions 
over the TSM Alternative is negligible. ROG emissions are anticipated to increase by approximately 
0.02 percent over the No Action Alternative. Under this alternative, ROG emissions would not 
increase by over 50 tons per year over No Action conditions, and would comply with CPR 40 Part 
51. Thus, a conformity analysis would not be required, and a less than significant impact with 
respect to ROG is anticipated. A beneficial impact would occur -w"'ith respect to CO, Nox, and PM10 

regional emissions. 

CO Hotspot Anafysis. To provide a worst-case scenario, the traffic consultant conducted traffic 
analysis for each of the three individual routes (Wilshire BRT, Exposition LRT, and Exposition 
BRT) rather than the combined routes (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, and Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition BRT). The traffic analysis for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT were used to 
calculate CO concentrations at the 31 study intersections. The highest CO concentration at each 
study intersection from either the \vilshire BRT or Exposition BRT was selected to represent CO 
concentrations for this alternative (see Table 3.SB-13). Because this alternative consists of both the 
Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, CO concentrations is anticipated to be lower at the study 
intersections. 

As indicated previously, carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 
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TABLE 3.SB-13 
WORST CASE CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS FOR 

WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT (PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Flour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (91mm)? 

Lincoln/ Olympic* 7.5 No 5.2 No 
20th/ Colorado* 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/\X'ilshire 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sawtelle/ 405 8.4 No 5.9 No 
Sawtelle/Pico 7.9 No 5.5 No 
Sawtelle/National 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Sawtelle/Palms 10.0 No 7.0 No 
Sawtelle/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 8.5 No 5.9 No 
Sepulveda/Pico 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Se-., l--~.L r::- 1+ 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms* 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice 8.9 No 6.2 No 
Veteran/Wilshire* 9.4 No 6.6 No 
\Vestwood/Santa J\Ionica* 6.4 No 4.5 No 
Glendon/Wilshire 9.9 No 6.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa J\Ionica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Santa J\lonica/Wilshire 9.2 No 6.4 No 
S Santa Monica/Wilshire* 7.0 No 4.9 No 
Beverly /Wilshire 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Highland/ Olympic 6.2 No 4.3 No 
\X1 a shington/\v' ashington 7.3 No 5.1 No 
lllotor/V enice 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Culver/J\fain* 5.7 No 4.0 No 
Culver/Venice 10.3 No 7.2 No 
Robertson/Venice 11.0 No 7.7 No 
National/Venice 7.6 No 5.3 No 
La Cienega/Tefferson 8.5 No 5.9 No 
La Brea/Exposition* 7.3 No 5.1 No 
Arlington/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Figueroa/ Adams 6.9 No 4.8 No 
Girard/Venice 6.7 No 4.7 No 
* Represents CO concentrations for the \X!ilshire BRT. All others represent CO concentrations for the 
Exposition BRT. 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, C:\J .3QI fC ou[l)ut, '.?OfJO. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-13, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT would result in one-hour CO 
concentrations to range from 5.7 to 11.0 ppm and eight-hour CO concentrations to range from 4.0 
to 7.7 ppm. CO emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State one- and eight
hour CO standard of 20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. A less than significant impact is anticipated. 

CO Emissions from Park-and-Ride Facilities. Six new park-and-ride facilities would be constructed for 
the Exposition BRT and Exposition LRT. The USEPA Industrial Source Complex-Short Term 
Model (ISCST3) air dispersion model was used to estimate CO emissions at each park-and-ride 
facility. CO concentrations from each facility were calculated based on lot capacity of each park
and-ride facility. The results were added to year 2020 ambient one-hour and eight-hour ambient CO 
concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, respectively (see Table 3.8B-14). 

3.8B-22 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026504 



EM25288 

Environmental Analysis - Air Quality Operations 

TABLE 3.8B-14 
CO EMISSIONS FROM PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES -EXPOSITION BRT AND 

EXPOSITION LRT 
1-Hour CO Concentration 8-Hour CO Concentration 

Exceed State 
co Exceed State 1- co 1-Hour 

Concentration Hour Standard Concentration Standard (20 
Park-and-Ride Facility Capacity (ppm)l (20 ppm) (ppm)2 ppm) 

Crenshaw /Exposition 400 4.0 No 2.8 No 
La Brea/Exposition 41 3.7 No 2.6 No 
La Cienega/Jefferson 363 4.0 No 2.8 No 
Pico/Sawtelle 585 4.1 No 2.9 No 
Bundy/ Olympic 372 3.9 No 2.8 No 
Cloverfield/ Olvmpic 1,140 4.3 No 3.0 No 
I CO concentration at each , 1 1 1 facility is added to the future one-hour ambient CO concentration of .3.7 

ppm. 
2 CO concentration at each park--and--ride facility is added to the future one-hour ambient CO concentration of 2.6 

ppm. 
ppm parts per million. 
Source: Terrv :\. I laves Associates, 2000. 

As shown in Table 3.8B-14, CO emitted from the park-and-ride facilities is not anticipated to exceed 
State one- and eight-hour standards. The Cloverfield/Olympic park-and-ride facility would emit the 
highest one- and eight-hour CO concentrations. The maximum one- and eight-hour CO 
concentrations at the Cloverfield/Olympic park-and-ride facility are approximately 4.3 and 3.0 ppm, 
respectively. Because CO is a gas that disperses quickly, concentrations at sensitive receptor 
locations are expected to be much lower than at the park-and-ride facilities, modeled in this analysis. 
Thus, no significant increase in carbon monoxide concentrations at sensitive receptor locations is 
expected, and no significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT MOS are 
shown in Table 3.8B-15. The regional VMT for the MOS was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.8B-15 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT MOS 
AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,625.6 491.764 70,252 26,540 3,122 
Vehicle (Light 
duty Auto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 238.3 323 1,563 436 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,095 28 
Rail/Diesel 
BRT Total 141,868.8 492,128 71,937 28,071 3,155 
BRTvs.No -38.6 (-0.03 -139 (-0.03% -1 (-0.001% 8 (0.03% -1 (-0.03% 
Action change) change) change) change) change) 
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TABLE 3.SB-15 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION BRT MOS 
AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
BRT vs. TSI\1 -36.2 (-0.03% -131 (-0.03'Yo -1 (-0.001% 3 (O.ol % -1 

change) change) change) change) change) 
V11T vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terrv .'\. I !aves .'\ssociatcs. 2001). 

Annual regional VMT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent annually when 
compared to the No Action and TSM Alternatives, respectively. CO, PM10 and NOx emissions are 
projected to decrease by approximately 0.03, 0.001, and 0.03 percent, respectively, when compared 
to both the No Action and TSM Alternatives. However, ROG emissions are projected to increase 
by approximately 0.03 percent when compared to the No Action Alternative and approximately 0.01 
percent when compared to the TSM Alternative. ROG emissions would not increase by over 50 
tons per year when compared to No Action conditions. Thus, this alternative complies with CFR 40 
Part 51, and a conformity analysis would not be required. Consequently, a less than significant 
impact is anticipated. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Rtl!,ional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT are shown 
in Table 3.8B-16. The regional VMT for this alternative was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.SB-16 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION LRT 
Annual Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 
VMT 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
~ 141,606.0 491,696 70,242 26,536 3,122 i 

Vehicle (Light 
duty "\uto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 234.8 318 1,540 430 5 
Commuter 4.9 40 121 1,089 27 
Rail/Diesel 
BRTTotal 141,845.7 492,054 71,903 28,055 3,154 
BRTvs. No -61.7 (0Jl4% -212 (-0Jl4% -35 (-051% -13 (-0.04% -1 (-0.03% 
Action change) change) change) change) change) 
BRTvs. TS11 -58.9 (0.04% -204 (-0.04% -36 (-0.05% -18 (-0.06% -1 (-0.03% 

change) change) change) change) change) 
V11T vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terry :\. I faycs Associates, 2000. 

Annual regional VMT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.04 percent when compared to 
the No Action and TSM Alternative. .All pollutant emissions are projected to decrease under the 
Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, thus this alternative would have a beneficial affect on air quality 
in the region. Additionally, this alternative would comply with CFR 40 Part 51 since criteria 
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pollutant em1ss1ons are not anticipated to increase. Thus, a conformity analysis would not be 
required, and a beneficial impact is anticipated. 

CO Hotspot Anafysis. To provide a worst-case scenario, the traffic consultant conducted traffic 
analysis for each of the individual routes (\vilshire BRT, Exposition LRT, and Exposition BRT), 
rather than the combined routes (Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, and Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition BRT). The traffic analysis for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, were used to 
calculate CO concentrations at the 31 study intersections. The highest CO concentration at each 
study intersection from the Wilshire BRT or Exposition BRT was selected to represent CO 
concentrations for this alternative (see Table 3.8B-17). Because this alternative consists of both the 
Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT, CO concentrations would be lower at the study intersections. 

As indicated previously, carbon monoxide concentrations at 31 study intersections were calculated 
using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model. CO concentrations at each study 
intersection include future ambient one-hour and eight-hour CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, 
respectively. 

TABLE 3.SB-17 
WORST CASE CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS FOR 

WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION LRT (PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-Hour CO Hour Standard 8-Hour CO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 ppm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

Lincoln/ Olympic* 7.5 No 5.2 No 
20th/ Colorado* 7.4 No 5.2 No 
San Vicente/Wilshire 8.0 No 5.6 No 

Sawtelle/ 405 10.4 No 7.3 No 
Sawtelle/Pico* 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Sawtelle/National 6.7 No 4.7 No 
Sawtelle/Palms* 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Sawtelle/Venice 8.8 No 6.2 No 
Sepulveda/Wilshire 8.4 No 5.9 No 

Sepulveda /Pico 8.7 No 6.1 No 
Sepulveda/National 8.3 No 5.8 No 
Sepulveda/Palms* 8.0 No 5.6 No 
Sepulveda/Venice* 8.9 No 6.2 No 
V eteran/\Vilshire* 9.4 No 6.6 No 
Westwood/Santa Monica* Ci.4 No 4.5 No 

Glendon/Wilshire 9.9 No 6.9 No 
Ave of Stars/Santa J\lonica 8.6 No 6.0 No 
Sama J\Ionica/\v'ilshire 9.2 No 6.4 No 
S Santa J\lonica/Wilshire* 7.0 No 4.9 No 
Beverly /Wilshire 6.8 No 4.8 No 
Highland/ Olvmpic 6.2 No 4.3 No 

Washington/\'(! ashington * 7.3 No 5.1 No 
J\lotor/V enice 8.1 No 5.7 No 
Culver/Main 5.7 No 4.0 No 
Culver/Venice* 9.1 No 6.4 No 
Robertson/Ven.ice 11.1 No 7.8 No 
N arional/V enice 7.6 No 5.3 No 
La Cienega/] efferson 8.4 No 5.9 No 

La Brea/Exposition* 7.3 No 5.1 No 
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TABLE 3.8B-17 
WORST CASE CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS FOR 

WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION LRT (PARTS PER MILLION) 
Exceed State 1- Exceed State 8-

1-l·four CO Hour Standard 8-HourCO Hour Standard 
Intersection Concentration (20 tmm)? Concentration (9 ppm)? 

c\rlington/Exposition 6.7 No 4.7 No 

Figueroa/ Adams 6.9 No 4.8 No 

Girard/''l enice 67 No 47 No 

* Represents CO concentrations for the Wilshire BRT. All others represent CO concentrations for the 
Exposition LRT. 
Source: Terry A. I !ayes Associates, CAL3QI IC output, 2000. 

As indicated in Table 3.8B-17, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT would result in one-hour CO 
concentrations to range from 5.7 to 11.1 ppm and eight-hour CO concentrations to range from 4.0 
to 7.8 ppm. CO emitted at the 31 study intersections would not exceed the State one- and eight
hour CO standard of 20 ppm and 9 ppm, respectively. A less than significant impact is anticipated. 

CO Emissions.from Park-and-Ride Facilities. Eight new park-and-ride facilities would be constructed for 
the Exposition BRT and Exposition LRT. As indicated above, the USEPA Industrial Source 
Complex-Short Term Model (ISCST3) air dispersion model was used to estimate CO emissions at 
each park-and-ride facility. CO concentrations from each facility were calculated based on lot 
capacity of each park-and-ride facility. The results were added to year 2020 ambient one-hour and 
eight-hour ambient CO concentration of 3.7 and 2.6 ppm, respectively (see Table 3.8B-18). 

TABLE 3.8B-18 
CO EMISSIONS FROM PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES -EXPOSITION BRT 

AND EXPOSITION LRT 
1-Hour CO Concentration 8-Hour CO Concentration 

Exceed State Exceed State 
co 1-Hour co 1-Hour 

Park-and-Ride Concentration Standard (20 Concentration Standard (20 
Facility Capacity (ppm)! ppm) (ppm)2 ppm) 

Crenshaw /Exposition 400 4.0 No 2.8 No 
La Brea/Exposition 41 3.7 No 2.6 No 
La Cienega/Jefferson 363 4.0 No 2.8 No 
Venice/\X'ashington 612 4.1 No 2.8 No 
Pico/Sawtelle 565 4.1 No 2.9 No 
Bundv/Olvmpic 372 3.9 No 2.8 No 
Cloverfield/ Olympic 1,140 4 . .3 No .3.0 No 
Ocean/Broadwav 100 3.8 No 2.7 No 
I CO concentration at each park-and-ride facility is added to the future one--hour ambient CO concentration 

of3.7 ppm. 
CO concentration at each park-and-ride facility is added to the future one-hour ambient CO concentration 
of2.6 ppm. 

ppm parts per million. 
Source: Tert'J A. I !ayes Associates, 2UUO. 

As shown in Table 3.8B-18, CO emitted from the park-and-ride facilities is not anticipated to exceed 
State one- and eight-hour standards. The Cloverfield/Olympic park-and-ride facility would emit the 
highest one- and eight-hour CO concentrations. The maximum one- and eight-hour CO 
concentrations at the Cloverfield/Olympic park-and-ride facility are anticipated to be approximately 
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4.3 and 3.0 ppm, respectively. Because CO is a gas that disperses quickly, concentrations at sensitive 
receptor locations are expected to be much lower than at the park-and-ride facilities, modeled in this 
analysis. Thus, no significant increase in carbon monoxide concentrations at sensitive receptor 
locations is expected and no significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Regional Emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS are 
shown in Table 3.8B-19. The regional VJ\1T for the MOS was estimated using the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (Li\C}.;ffA) transportation model. 

TABLE 3.8B-19 
ESTIMATED CHANGE IN CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

FOR WILSHIRE BRT AND EXPOSITION LRT MOS 
AnnualVMT Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons per year) 

Vehicular Class (millions) co NOx ROG PM10 
Passenger 141,632.1 491,786 70,255 26,541 3,122 
Vehicle (Light 
duty Auto/Light 
duty trucks) 
Bus/CNG 234.8 320 1,548 432 5 
Commuter 4.9 41 122 1,097 28 
Rail/Diesel 
BRTTotal 141,871.8 492,128 71.9.37 28,071 3,155 
BRTvs.No -35.6 (-0.03 -120 (-0.02% -14 (-0.02% 1 (0.004% -1 (-0.03% 
"\ction change) change) change) change) change) 
BRT vs. TSJ\1 -33.2 (-0.02% -112 (-0.02% -14 (-0.02% -3 (-0.01% -1 (-0.03% 

change) change) change) change) change) 
VI\IT vehicle miles traveled. 
.S1 mrcc: Tcrrv :\. J favcs Associates, 2000. 

Annual regional VMT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent annually over the No 
Action Alternative and 0.02 percent over the TSM Alternative. CO and PM10 emissions are each 
projected to decrease by approximately 0.02 percent annually over No Action and TSM Alternatives. 
Additionally, NOx emission is projected to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent over No Action 
and TSM Alternatives. ROG is expected to decrease by approximately 0.01 percent when compared 
to the TSM Alternative. However, ROG emissions are projected to increase by approximately 0.004 
percent over the No Action Alternative. ROG emissions would not increase by over 50 tons per 
year when compared to No Action conditions. Thus, this alternative complies with CPR 40 Part 51, 
and a conformity analysis would not be required. Consequently, a less than significant impact is 
anticipated. 

Maintenance Yard 

The proposed candidate maintenance yards will be a source of air pollutants, largely due to morning 
warm-up of a large number of vehicles. The warm-up of approximately 70 to 80 double articulate 
vehicles is expected to generate emissions of carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, reactive organic gas, 
and particulate matter (PM1(J). 

As discussed below, air quality impacts for the six candidate sites will differ depending on the 
circumstances at each of the yard sites: 
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Chavez and 1\1ission. lt is anticipated that there would be a negligible increase in emissions from this 
site due to the existing amount of truck activity associated with the salvage yard and auto uses, as 
well as because of the extensive number of trucks hauling and dumping spoil and soil on the site. It 
is possible that the conversion of the site to a bus maintenance facility would represent a net 
decrease in emissions from the site. In addition, no sensitive receptors are located adjacent to the 
site. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alameda 61
;, Street. Because this site is an existing NITA bus maintenance facility, the overall net 

change in emissions would be negligible. The 80 CNG-powered buses would likely represent fewer 
emissions than the current fleet of diesel and CNG buses maintained at the site. There are no 
sensitive facilities or residential neighborhoods adjacent to the site, however there are several single 
room occupant residential hotels several blocks away. The incremental impact on these residences is 
not expected to be significant. 

Washington and Alameda Northeast Corner. This site is currently used as a truck trailer transfer area. 
Diesel trucks bring trailers to the site on a regular basis. The introduction of a bus maintenance 
facility at this site would also result in either a negligible amount or represent a reduction in 
emissions from the site. There are no adjacent sensitive receptors, and no significant impacts are 
anticipated. 

ff'/ashincgton and I11ameda Southeast Corner. Because the largest po1Lion of this site is vacant 1t 1s 
expected that there would be a net increase in emissions from the site. There are, however, no 
adjacent sensitive receptors. The nearest residential areas are located south almost a quarter of a 
mile south of the site. Given that prevailing wind patterns blow from south to north, it is not 
expected that pollutants from the site would be transported toward the residential area. No 
significant impacts are anticipated. 

B>-position R,(ght-ef Wqy (Hooptr to Centra~. This candidate site is largely vacant and the introduction of 
a bus maintenance facility would add new emission sources to the area. Although surrounding land 
uses are industrial in nature, sensitive residential uses are located within 1/4 mile of the site. High 
population density, and the proximity of residences, as well as several parks and recreation centers 
would suggest that air quality of this yard site would have relatively greater significance than the yard 
sites situated in industrial areas. 

South Park Shops ti41
;, and Avalon). Although an MTA facility is currently located on the site, bus 

storage capacity and activity on this facility is relatively low. The introduction of a maintenance yard 
for 80 vehicles would likely represent a substantial change from current conditions. Most 
importantly, the site is located in a South Central Los Angeles residential neighborhood that is 
extremely dense. Additionally, an elementary school is located less than 500 feet to the west of the 
site. Although air pollutant emissions would represent an incremental increase above existing 
conditions, the proximity of numerous sensitive land uses strongly suggests that the increased 
emissions would be significant. 

Mitigation 

Given that air quality operation impacts are less than significant, no mitigation is proposed. 
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3.8B.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed project or project alternatives would contribute to an increase in transit ridership, 
which would reduce criteria pollutant emissions from passenger vehicles. The proposed project or 
project alternatives would reduce daily regional emissions, thereby decreasing regional negative air 
quality impacts overall. Thus, each of the build alternatives would contribute to a beneficial 
cumulative effect on regional air quality. 

The three build alternatives would not violate the State CO standards nor would the three build 
alternatives cause or exacerbate an existing violation of the State CO concentration. However, CO 
concentrations at several study intersections for each of the three build alternatives were found to be 
slightly higher than the No Action Alternative. Although the three build alternatives would add to 
the quantity of CO being produced in the SCAB on a cumulative basis, this increase would not be 
significant because each of the three build alternatives would not result in additional violations of 
the State CO standards. 

Conformity Analysis 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a 20-year transportation plan for six counties within the 
Southern California region (Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial 
counties). The RTP provides long-term solutions to the region's transportation needs under a 
framework that meets mobility, air quality regulations, and other regional goals. [t is aimed at 
significantly reducing emissions and pollution, as well as improving air quality in the region. The 
RTP is revised every three years by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
The last updated plan was adopted by SCAG in April 1998, and reflects changes in regional 
demographics, environmental factors, land-use forecasts, technology, and subregional planning. 
Increased public transportation and reduced vehicle trips are an integral part of the RTP. The 
proposed project or project alternatives are included in the RTP. 

The federal conformity only pertains to operational emissions of criteria pollutants. It is not 
applicable to construction emissions. As discussed above, the incremental increase of ROG 
concentrations under each of the build alternatives when compared to the No Action Alternative 
would not exceed the levels listed in Table 3.8B-5. CO, NOx, and PM1,1 emissions are anticipated to 
decrease. The three build alternatives would comply with CFR 40 Part 51. Thus, a conformity 
analysis would not be required. Additionally, the three build alternatives would not result in criteria 
pollutant concentrations that would exceed the CAAQS. The three build alternatives conform to 
the RTP. 
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3.9 Noise and Vibration 

3.9.1 Introduction 

This section summarizes the analysis of potential airborne noise and ground-borne vibration impacts 
from the J\iiid City/Westside Transit Corridor Project. 

The potential sources of noise or vibration impact from this project include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Airborne noi.ff from Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) operations. The major noise sources on a typical fossil
fueled bus include tire-roadway interaction, which increases with speed, and the engine exhaust, 
which typically has a high source height for buses used in Los Angeles. Additional bus noise 
sources include ancillary systems such as engine cooling fans, generally located on the roadway 
side of the vehicle, and air conditioning systems, typically located near the top or rear of the 
vehicle. 

Airborne noise from Light Rail Transit (LRT) train operations. This is the typical noise from electric
powered transit trains passing through communities. Train operations do not cause airborne 
noise when operating in subway, except for localized areas near vent shafts and tunnel portals. 
The primary source of airborne noise is steel wheels rolling on steel rails. This rolling noise 
increases in direct proportion to increases in train speed, and also increases substantially when 
impacts occur as train wheels traverse the rail gaps and joints of special trackwork for 
crossovers and turnouts. In addition, noise from transit vehicle auxiliary equipment, such as the 
air conditioning and traction motor ventilation systems, will sometimes be significant. 

Audible S~f!,nal noise. For light rail systems, the standard procedure at grade crossings is for 
the bells to ring while the gates are lowered, and for the train operator to sound a warning signal 
as the train approaches the crossing. For this project, it is assumed that bells at grade crossings 
will ring for a total of 10 seconds for each train, and that the train operator will sound a chime 
so that use of the substantially louder train horn will not be required except in emergency 
situations. As such, the noise effects of audible warning signals near grade crossings will be 
limited, to homes vvithin about 50 feet of grade crossings in quiet areas. For bus operations, no 
audible warning systems are anticipated for street crossings, and the bus horn would only be 
used in emergency situations. Audible warning signal noise "'"ill be analyzed during preliminary 
engineering when more detailed design information is available. 

Appurtenant facility noise. Appurtenant facility noise can include noise from electric substations, 
subway ventilation fans and shafts, vehicle maintenance facilities and park and ride lots. 
Impacts from these sources are limited to localized areas around specific equipment or 
activities. Noise impacts from appurtenant facilities have not been evaluated as part of this 
study since the system design is still at a conceptual stage and specific locations for such 
facilities are not well defined. Appurtenant facility noise vv"ill be analyzed during preliminary 
engineering. 

Ground-borne vibration and noise from train operations. The interaction of steel wheels rolling on rails 
creates vibration that propagates through the track support system and the intervening ground 
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to nearby buildings. The resulting building vibration is referred to as ground-borne or structure
borne vibration. The ground-borne vibration may be perceived by building occupants as the 
vibration of the floors or the rattling of windows, items on shelves or items hanging on the 
walls. The vibration may also result in ground-borne noise inside buildings, a low-frequency 
"rumble" radiated by vibrating room surfaces. 

Construction noise and vibration. Construction noise and vibration are temporary impacts that 
do not have any long-term effects on communities. The potential noise and vibration impacts 
from construction activities are discussed in Section 3.9.5. 

3.9.2 Affected Environment 

General descriptions of the land use and existing noise sources along the Wilshire and Exposition 
project routes are given below: 

WTilshire Route. Although the land use along Wilshire Boulevard is predominantly commercial, there 
are a number of noise-sensitive receptors including residences, hotels, schools, places of worship, 
parks, and museums and theaters. The greatest concentration of residences is in the \vestwood area 
near Beverly Glen Boulevard, where there are numerous high-rise residential buildings; smaller 
pockets of single-family or multi-family residences are located in West Los Angeles, Beverly Hills 
and Hancock Park. Overall, the existing noise levels along \vilshire Boulevard are relatively high, 
due to the heavy volume of traffic on this major arterial road. 

Exposition Route. Summary descriptions of the land use and noise environment along the route, from 
east to west, are as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The eastern-most segment, running along Figueroa Street for the BRT alternative and along 
either Hill Street or Flower Street for the LRT alternative, traverses a primarily commercial and 
industrial area. Noise-sensitive land use is limited to a hospital, a school and a few buildings 
that include residential units. The noise environment in this area is dominated by local street 
traffic, Harbor Freeway traffic and commercial activities. 

The route turns west at Exposition Boulevard, passing The University of Southern California 
(USC) and Exposition Park. \vest of Vermont Avenue, the route continues along Exposition 
Boulevard to La Brea Avenue through a predominantly single-family residential area with 
schools and parks. Between Vermont A venue and Arlington A venue, the noise environment is 
dominated by high volumes of traffic on the lanes of Exposition Boulevard located both north 
and soutl1 of the alignment. West of Arlington Avenue, Exposition Boulevard runs along the 
north side of the route, and thus noise levels are higher on the north side than on the south side 
of the route. 

From La Brea A venue to Venice Boulevard, the route runs along the south side of first 
Jefferson Boulevard and then National Boulevard, continuing through a predominantly single
family residential area. Traffic on these streets is the dominant noise source in the area, with 
higher noise levels on the north side of the route. 

Continuing west, the route follows Venice Boulevard from National Boulevard to Sepulveda 
Boulevard. The land use along this segment is primarily commercial, with some single-family 
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and multi-family residential buildings as well as one church. Existing noise levels are fairly high 
in this area due to traffic on Venice Boulevard. 

At Sepulveda Boulevard, the route turns north and follows Sepulveda Boulevard to Exposition 
Boulevard through a mixed commercial and residential area with one school. The residential 
land use primarily includes large, multi-family buildings, with some single-family units near the 
north end of this segment where the route passes under the Santa Monica Freeway. Existing 
noise levels are fairly high in this area due to traffic on Sepulveda Boulevard. 

At Exposition Boulevard, the route turns west again, crossing under the San Diego Freeway and 
following Exposition Boulevard along the north side of a single-family residential neighborhood 
of West Los Angeles. Because this section of Exposition Boulevard is lightly traveled, the 
existing noise levels are relatively low. 

Crossing into Santa Nionica, the route transitions to the western-most segment along and 
parallel to Olympic Boulevard. Land use in this area is primarily commercial, and noise
sensitive receptors are limited to one park and one school. The existing noise environment in 
this area is dominated by traffic on Olympic Boulevard. 

A noise-monitoring program was performed in July and August 2000 to determine existing levels of 
noise exposure at noise-sensitive receptors along the routes. Estimating existing noise exposure is 
an important step in the noise impact assessment since, as discussed below in Section 3.9.3, the 
thresholds for noise impact are based on the existing levels of noise exposure. Most of the noise 
monitoring was performed using unattended monitors that were left in place for 24 hours at 
representative sites to document the variation of noise exposure over a complete day. The 24-hour 
monitoring was supplemented with short-term noise measurements using a sound level meter. Niost 
of the short-term measurements were made along busy ail:erial streets, and traffic counts were made 
at the same time to provide a means of correlating traffic volumes with ambient noise levels. 

All of the measurement sites were located in noise-sensitive areas, and were selected to represent the 
range of existing noise conditions along the routes. Figure 3.9-1 shows the general locations of the 
monitoring sites. 

The noise monitors sample the A-weighted sound level one or more times per second and can be 
programmed to provide a wide variety of statistics. For this study, the monitors were programmed 
to collect hourly and daily noise statistics along with information about particularly loud noise 
events. The daily results are summarized in Table 3.9-1 in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level and 
the Equivalent Sound Level over the daytime and nighttime hours. The short-term noise survey 
results are summarized in Table 3.9-2 in terms of 30 to 60-minute equivalent sound levels. These 
terms are defined below: 

• A-WTe~hted Sound Level.- To approximate the way the humans respond to sound, a filter circuit 
with frequency characteristics similar to the human hearing system is built into sound 
measurement equipment. J\1easurements with this filter enabled are referred to as A-weighted 
sottnd levels, expressed in decibels (dBA). Community noise is almost always characterized in 
terms of A-weighted levels. In relative terms, a noise increase of 3 decibels would be only 
barely perceptible outside the laboratory, whereas a noise increase of 10 decibels would 
generally be perceived as an approximate "doubling" of loudness. 
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Insert Figure 3.9-1 Noise Monitoring Sites 
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TABLE 3.9-1 
LONG-TERM (24-HR) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site 
Start 

Ldn 
Leq (dBA) 

No.+ 
Location (East to West)++ 

(dBA) Night* 
Date Time Day* 

* 
WILSHIRE ROUTE 

LT-12 602 Trenton Drive, Beverly Hills 65 61 58 

EXPOSITION ROUTE 

LT-13 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 08/03/00 15:00 70 66 62 

LT4 1250 Exposition Blvd 07/10/00 16:00 69 67 61 

LT-8 1647 Exposition Blvd 07/11/00 18:00 67 67 58 

LT-7 2531 Exposition Place*** 07/11/00 17:00 58 57 49 

LT-11 3 719 Exposition Blvd 07/12/00 19:00 65 64 57 

LT-10 3500 J\Iuirfield Road 07/12/00 18:00 60 58 52 

LT-3 3420 Sycamore Ave '/ 1/ 14:00 59 55 53 

LT-6 5539 Jefferson Blvd 07/11/00 16:00 68 66 60 

LT-2 3437 Caroline "\ve, Culver City 07/10/00 13:00 62 60 54 

LT-9 10316 Venice Blvd '/ 2/ 17:00 73 71 66 

LT-5 3251/3261 Sepulveda Blvd 07/11/00 15:00 67 66 58 

LT-1 11808 Exposition Blvd, W. Los "\ngeles 07/10/00 12:00 58 57 49 

* Day: 7 am to 10 pm 
**Night: 10 pm to ain 

* Ldn and Leq values estimated from L33 to exclude non-representative intermittent noise. 
+Sites are shown on Figure 3.9-1. 
++Land uses of these survey locations are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
Source: I Tarris Miller Miller & I Lrnson Inc, 2000 

TABLE 3.9-2 
SHORT-TERM (30-60 MIN) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site Start Leq 
No.+ 

Location (East to West)++ 
dBA) 

Date Time 

WILSHIRE ROUTE 

ST-Ci !Wilshire United J\Iethodist Church - \\/'ilshire & Plymouth Blvd 07/12/00 12:30 72 

ST5 [Rancho La Brea Tar Pits - Page J\Iuseum, Wilshire Blvd 07/12/00 11:20 63 

ST [\'>?esrwood United J\Iethodist Church - \'>?ilshire & Warner Ave '/ )/00 10:45 71 

ST-4 tDouglas Park - Wilshire Blvd & Chelsea Ave, Santa l\Ionica 07/12/00 09:25 70 

EXPOSITION CORRIDOR 

ST8 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 07/13/00 15:15 68 

ST-9 John Adams Junior High School - Hill Street, 2gth _30th St 07/13/00 16:25 66 

ST-1 [USC, Marshall School of Business - 701 Exposition Blvd 07 /10/00 17:20 63 

ST-10 [Dorsey High School - South of Exposition Blvd '/ /00 17:45 56 

ST-3 Chamock Road School - Sepulveda Blvd & Chamock Rd 07/11/00 10:55 68 

ST2 l\Iemorial Park - Olympic Blvd & 14th St, Santa J\lonica 07/11/00 09:45 62 
+Sites are shown in Figure 3.9-1. 
++Land uses of these survey locations are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
Source: I farris Miller Miller & I fanson Inc., 2000 
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Equivalent S ottnd Level (Leq): Leq is a measure of sound energy over a period of time. It is 
referred to as the equivalent sottnd level because it is equivalent to the level of a steady sound, 
which, over a referenced duration and location, has the same A-weighted sound energy as the 
fluctuating sound. Leq's for periods of one hour, the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours 
are commonly used in environmental assessments. Because Leq is a measure of the total sound 
energy, any new community noise source will cause Leq to increase. To estimate how transit 
operations in the J\1id-Citv/Westside Corridor will increase Leq it is necessarv to know the , ' , 

existing Leq and to add in the sound energy that would be generated by all of the transit 
operations. The more transit operations and the louder the vehicles, the more sound energy is 
added to the existing Leq. 

Dqy-Night Sound Level (Ldn): Ldn, also abbreviated DNL, is a 24-hour Leq, but with a 10-decibel 
penalty added to noise events occurring at night. Nighttime is defined as 10 pm to 7 am. The 
effect of this penalty is that, in the calculation of Ldn, an event during nighttime hours is 
equivalent to an event during the daytime hours that is 10 decibels louder, or to 10 events at the 
same sound level during the daytime hours. This strongly weights Ldn toward nighttime noise, 
since most people are more easily annoyed by noise during the nighttime hours when both 
background noise is lower and most people are sleeping. Ldn is often used to characterize 
community noise when assessing community noise impacts. Almost all urban and suburban 
neighborhoods are in the range of Ldn 50 to 70. An Ldn of 70 dBA represents a relatively 
noisy area, which might be found near a freeway or a busy surface street. Residential 
neighborhoods that are not near major sound sources are usually in the range of Ldn 50 to 60 
dBA. If there is a freeway or moderately busy arterial nearby, or any substantial nighttime 
noise, Ldn is usually in the range of 60 to 65 dBA. 

The 24-hour noise monitoring results were generalized to estimate the existing Ldn at all residences 
and noise-sensitive receptors where people normally sleep, and the short-term measurement results 
were used to estimate the existing Leq at specific institutional land uses with primarily daytime use. 
The results serve as a basis for the noise impact assessment described below in Section 3.9.3. 

With regard to vibration, the primary existing sources along the routes are trucks and buses. Except 
for sensitive receptors located very close to rough roads, ground-borne vibration from these sources 
is generally below the threshold of human perception. As described below in Section 3.9.4, the 
vibration impact assessment is based on absolute criteria, and does not depend on existing levels of 
ground-borne vibration. 

3.9.3 Noise Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Noise impact for this project is based on the criteria as defined in the U. S. Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) guidance manual Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA Report 
DOT-T-95-16, April 1995). The FTA noise impact criteria are founded on well-documented 
research on community reaction to noise and are based on change in noise exposure using a sliding 
scale. Although more transit noise is allowed in neighborhoods with high levels of existing noise, 
smaHer increases in total noise exposure are allowed with increasing levels of existing noise. 
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The FTA Noise Impact Criteria group noise sensitive land uses into the following three categories: 

• 

• 

• 

Category 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose . 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This includes residences, 
hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost 
importance. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This category 
includes schools, libraries, and churches. 

Ldn is used to characterize noise exposure for residential areas (Category 2). For other noise 
sensitive land uses such as parks and school buildings (Categories 1 and 3), the maximum 1-hour 
Leq during the facility's operating period is used. 

There are two levels of impact included in the FTA criteria. The interpretation of these two levels 
of impact are summarized below: 

• 

• 

Severe: Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" as this term is used in the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations. Noise mitigation will 
normally be specified for severe impact areas unless there is no practical method of mitigating 
the noise. 

Impact: Sometimes referred to as moderate impact, in this range of noise impact, other project
specific factors must be considered to determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for 
mitigation. These other factors can include the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the 
types and number of noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound 
insulation, and the cost effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels. 

The noise impact criteria are summarized in Table 3.9-3. The first column shows the existing noise 
exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure from the transit project 
that would cause either moderate or severe impact. The future noise exposure would be the 
combination of the existing noise exposure and the additional noise exposure caused by the transit 
project. 

TABLE 3.9-3 
FTA NOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 

Existing Noise 
Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds, Ldn or Leq, (1) 

dBA 
Exposure Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 

Leq or Ldn 
Impact Severe Impact Impact Severe Impact 

<43 Amb.+10 Amb.+15 L\mb.+15 Amb.+20 
43 52 58 57 63 
44 52 59 57 64 
45 52 59 57 64 
46 52 59 57 64 
47 52 59 57 64 
48 53 59 58 64 
49 53 59 58 64 
50 53 60 58 65 
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TABLE 3.9-3 
FTA NOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 

Existing Noise 
Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds, Ldn or Leq, (1) 

dBA 
Exposure Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 

Leq or Ldn 
Impact Severe Impact Impact Severe Impact 

51 54 60 59 65 
52 54 60 59 65 
53 54 60 59 65 
54 55 61 60 66 
55 55 61 60 66 
56 56 62 61 67 
57 56 62 61 67 
58 57 62 62 67 
59 57 63 62 68 
60 58 63 63 68 
61 58 64 63 69 
62 59 64 64 69 
63 60 65 65 70 
64 60 66 65 71 
65 61 66 66 71 
66 61 67 66 72 
67 62 67 67 72 
68 63 68 68 73 
69 64 69 69 74 
70 64 69 69 74 
71 65 70 70 75 
72 65 71 70 76 
73 65 72 70 77 
74 65 72 70 77 
75 65 73 70 78 
76 65 74 70 79 
77 65 75 70 80 

>77 65 75 70 80 
(1) Ldn is used for land uses where nighttime sensitivity is a factor 

maximum 1-hour Leq is used for land use involving only daytirn( 
activities. 

Category Definitions: 

Cat 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of thei 
purpose. 

Cat 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. Thi: 
includes residences, hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivil) 
is assumed to be of utmost importance. 

Cat 3: Institutional land uses >V'ith primarily daytime and evening use. Thi. 
categorv includes schools, libraries, and churches. 

Source: FT:\, 1995. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

The approach used to assess the noise impact consists of combining the available data on the project 
design and planned operational characteristics with models of bus and train noise to project future 
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noise levels. Then, for sensitive receptors, the projections are compared with estimates of existing 
noise exposure. The steps in the assessment are: 

• Determine Study Area Characteristics 

• Determine Existing Noise Environment 

• Develop Noise Projection Models 

• Perform Noise Impact Assessment 

• lnventory Impact and Assess Mitigation Options 

The final product of the noise assessment is a tabulation of impacts and a list of mitigation measures 
required to minimize the impacts. 

Prediction Model for Bus Noise 

The prediction of bus noise is a "worst case" analysis based on source noise measurements of j\ifTA 
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) buses on the Ventura Boulevard (Line 750) Metro Rapid bus 
route, performed in August 2000. The results of the measurements indicated that these buses are 
louder than the average bus represented by the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNJ'v1), particularly on 
the left (exhaust) side of the buses. Actual buses used at the time that the \vilshire or Exposition 
BRT project is opened for service would most probably generate less noise. 

Based on the measurement results, an average reference Sound Exposure Level (SEL) of 81.5 dBA 
at 50 feet and 24 mph was determined. The SEL is a measure of the sound energy at reference 
conditions, and is the basis for the prediction of Leq and Ldn. For the purpose of the noise 
projections, the reference SEL was adjusted for speed, the number of buses per day and the 
distribution of buses between daytime and nighttime hours. Ldn was calculated based on the bus 
schedule information summarized in Table 3.9-4. In the calculation of Ldn, buses during the 
nighttime hours are considered equivalent to ten daytime buses. This reflects the enhanced human 
sensitivity to noise during the nighttime hours when the noise may disturb sleep or relaxation. 

TABLE 3.9-4 
BUS SCHEDULES USED FOR NOISE PROJECTIONS 

Route Alternative Route Segment 
Number of Buses 

Daytime Nighttime 
Wilshire No Project \Vilshire Boulevard 276 90 

TSJ\I 384 130 
BRT 384 130 

Exposition BRT 7th St/Flower St - Crenshaw Bl 704 220 
Crenshaw Bl - La Cienega Bl 544 164 
La Cienega Bl-Venice/Washington Bl 520 160 
Venice/Washington Bl-Venice/Sepulveda Bl 432 138 
Venice/Sepulveda Bl-Ocean "\ve 312 96 

Daytime is defined as 7 am ro 10 pm; Nighttime is defined as 10 pm to 7 am 
Source: i\fanual Padron & Assoc1ates, 2000. 
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Prediction Model for Train Noise 

The train noise prediction model is based on formulas given in the FTA guidance manual, and on 
measurements of Siemens P2000 light rail vehicles performed by J\ITA in June 1999 (Los Angeles 
P2000 Light Rail Vehicle Noise and Vibration Measurement Results," Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, 
July 1999). The noise projections assume that a two-car consist of 95-ft long light rail vehicles, 
operating at 40 mph on tangent ballast and tie track, generates a maximum sound level of 7 5 dBA at 
50 feet from the track centerline (over soft ground). 

The other components of the noise projections are the schedule (number of trains per day during 
daytime and nighttime hours), train speed, distance and track configuration. In the calculation of 
Ldn, trains during the nighttime hours (10 pm to 7 am) are considered equivalent to ten daytime 
trains. This reflects most people's increased sensitivity to noise at night when it may disturb their 
sleep or relaxation. The projections assume a total of 224 two-car trains during the daytime and 74 
two-car trains during the nighttime. As discussed in Section 3.9.1, noise effects from audible 
warning signals near grade crossings v.rill be limited, and have not been specifically evaluated for 
this study. 

Comparing the projections for the LRT alternative with the projections for the BRT under similar 
conditions, it is clear that greater noise exposure is projected for the BRT alternative than for the 
LRT alternative. This occurs because (1) the buses are noisier than the trains on an individual basis, 
particularly at lower speeds, and (2) more buses than trains are required for comparable passenger 
capacity. Significant reductions in bus noise could be incorporated into the project if newly 
emerging hybrid electric vehicles were to be utilized. 

Impacts and Mitigation 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Under the No Action Alternative, which reflects conditions anticipated for the year 2020 with no 
major transit improvements, changes in traffic would be limited to normal growth on the existing 
transit network. As such, noise increases are likely to be less than significant and thus noise impact 
is not anticipated for the No Action Alternative. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Under the TSM Alternative, which includes enhancement of the existing bus system, increased bus 
traffic and noise are likely to be insignificant relative to the existing traffic conditions on major 
arterial routes. Thus, noise impact is not anticipated for the TSM Alternative. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Because the land use along \'Vilshire Boulevard is predominantly commercial, noise impact for the 
Wilshire BRT alternative was evaluated based on site-specific assessments at the representative 
noise-sensitive receptors where measurements of existing noise levels were performed. The model 
of bus noise described above was used to project future bus noise levels, and the FTA criteria were 
applied to assess the degree of noise impact at these sites. 
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The results of the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-5 for representative noise
sensitive sites with FT A Category 2 and Category 3 land use. These results indicate that no noise 
impact is projected at these representative locations. Due to the high existing traffic volumes on 
Wilshire Boulevard, the effect of the added buses is expected to be minimal, with overall noise 
exposure increases of one decibel or less. Therefore, less than significant noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Wilshire BRT, and mitigation is not required. 

TABLE 3.9-5 
SUMMARY OF SITE-SPECIFIC NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

WILSHIRE BRT 

Representative FTA Category 2 Land Use Site 

Bus Exist. 
Project Ldn ( dBA) 

Future 
Dist. 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Bus Ldn Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe 
Noise (dBA) 

,T-12: S. F. Residence -
602 Trenton Drive, 140 35 65 61 66 57 66 None 
IBeverlv Hills 

Representative FTA Category 3 Land Use Sites 

Bus Exist. Project Leq (h) (dBA) Future 
Dist. 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Leq (h) Impact Threshold Bus Leq (h) Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe 
Noise (dBA) 

::i T-4: Douglas Park -
l\'\Tilshire Blvd & Chelsea 65 35 70 70 74 60 70 None 
\ ve, Santa J\Ionica 

bT-5: Rancho La Brea 
!Tar Pits - Page J\Iuseum, 110 .35 63 65 70 58 64 None 
l\Vilshire Blvd 
bT-6: Wilshire United 
li\Iethodist Church - 75 .35 72 71 76 59 72 None 
l\Vilshire & Plymouth Blvd 
ST-7: Westwood United 
li\Iethodist Church - 120 .35 71 71 75 57 71 None 
l\Vilshire & Warner Ave 
,;, >urcc: I farris i\filler i\filler & I fanso11 Inc., 2000 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

The median adjacent design option would not result in a substantial change from noise levels 
estimated for Alternative 1 shown in Table 3.9-5. As a result, no significant impacts are anticipated. 
Specifically, the Alternative 1 sound level estimate is based on the two-way BRT operations within a 
center median guideway on Wilshire Boulevard. The bus noise values in Table 3.9-5 would increase 
by 1 to 2 dB for Alternative lA, but they would still be well below the impact threshold. 

Jn the case of a 100-foot Wilshire Boulevard cross section with a receiver located 69 feet from the 
edge of the curb the equivalent lane distance for the BRT guideway is approximately 99 feet. For 
Alternative 1A where the medians on \'Vilshire are retained and bus lanes in either direction are 
constructed outside the median, the equivalent lane distance for the same receiver as Alternative 1 
would increase to approximately 104 feet (a 5-foot increase distance). This increase of 5 feet in the 
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equivalent lane distance would result in a less than one decibel decrease in sound level compared to 
Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

This option would place BRT operations in the curb lane on either side of Wilshire Boulevard. 
Compared to Alternative 1, one BRT lane of travel would be moved substantially closer to the noise 
receiver, and the other substantially further away. The equivalent lane distance of the curb lane 
operation would represent a 5-foot decrease compared to Alternative 1. This decrease would 
represent less than a one-decibel increase, and would also not represent a substantial change from 
the noise levels shown in Table 3.9-5. Thus, similar to Alternative 1, no significant impacts are 
anticipated. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 2 includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition BRT. The 
impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition BRT alternative, 
the bus noise model and FTA criteria described above were applied to identify noise-sensitive 
receptors where alternative noise could cause either moderate or severe noise impact. The results of 
the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-6 in tenns of the number of moderate and 
severe noise impacts for single-family and multi-family residential land uses. The results are broken 
down by area, including representative distances, bus speeds, impact thresholds and bus noise 
projections. 

The results in Table 3.9-6 indicate that without mitigation, 681 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition BRT, including 597 with moderate impact and 84 with severe impact. 
Of the moderate impacts, 459 are at single-family residences and 138 are at multi-family buildings; of 
the severe impacts, 81 are at single-family residences and only 3 are at multi-family buildings. Most 
of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the Exposition Boulevard 
between Arlington A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of residences directly 
abut the route. 

TABLE 3.9-6 
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Project Ldn (dBA) 
Number of 

BRT Rep. Bus Exist Future Impacts 
Alignment Distance Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Bus 

Ldn Impact Severe 
Segment (ft) (mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise 
(dBA) 

SF MF SF MF 

Exposition Blvd, 
Vermont Ave to 58 40 69 64 69 66 71 102 20 0 0 
\'\Testern Ave 
Exposition Blvd, 
\Vestern Ave to 74 30 67 62 68 63 69 81 7 0 0 
2nd Ave 

North side of 
Exposition Blvd, 

74 50 67 62 68 65 69 3 2 0 0 2nd Ave to 1Qrh 

"\ve 

.3.9-12 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026523 



EM25307 

Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

TABLE 3.9-6 
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Project Ldn (dBA) 
Number of 

BRT Rep. Bus Exist Future Impacts 
Alignment Distance Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Bus 

Ldn Impact Severe 
Segment (ft) (mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise 
(dBA) 

SF MF SF MF 

~;~th side of 
position Blvd, 

68 50 58 57 62 66 67 21 0 54 0 Ave to HJth 

\ve 
North side of 
Exposition Blvd, 

94 50 65 61 66 62 67 49 6 0 0 
':renshaw Blvd 
o Field Ave 
)Outh side of 
C<:xposition Blvd, 

68 50 60 58 63 65 66 24 1 14 1 
':renshaw Blvd 
o Farmdale Ave 
)Outh side of 
lefferson Blvd, 

78 50 59 57 63 64 65 12 1 5 0 
La Brea Ave to 
':loverdale Ave 
North side of 
Jefferson Blvd. 

162 50 68 63 68 59 68 0 0 0 0 
La Brea Ave to 

,a Cienega Blvd 
,outh side of 
efferson Blvd, 

.36 50 63 60 65 70 70 5 1 1 2 
~loverdale "\ ve 
o Carmona Ave 
North side of 
National Blvd, 

50 30 62 59 64 65 67 11 0 7 0 
Fay Ave to 
Helms Ave 

Subtotal of impacts (for Alternative 2A only): 308 38 81 3 
Venice Blvd, 
:=anfield Ave to 76 50 73 65 72 66 74 17 21 0 0 
)epulveda Blvd 
)epulveda Blvd, 
Venice Blvd to 78 50 67 62 67 64 69 90 61 0 0 
Exposition Blvd 
)Outh side of 
Exposition Blvd, 

126 50 58 57 62 58 61 44 18 0 0 
I-405 to 
\'\Tellesley Ave 

Total of impact (for Alternative 2 only): 459 138 81 3 

)F single-famil 1 residence, J\IF multi-familv residential building. 
·, >urcc: I farris iVfillcr iVfillcr & I !anso11 Inc., 2000 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-7 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate impact at 
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only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 

TABLE 3.9-7 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Bus Exist Project Leq (h) ( dBA) Future 
Distance 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Leq (h) Impact Threshold Bus Leq Impact 
(mph) (dBA) Impact Severe Noise (h)(dBA) 

ST-8: 2400 S. Flower St. 
44 30 68 68 73 64 69 None 

(Orthopedic Hospital) 
ST-9: John :\dams Junior 
High School - Hill Street, 50 30 66 68 72 63 68 None 
?Qth .'\nth St 

ST-1: USC, J\larshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 65 70 57 64 None 
701 Exposition Blvd 
ST-10: Dorsey High 
School - South 62 50 56 61 67 61 62 Impact 
of Exposition Blvd 

The four sires above apply to both Alternatives 2 and 2A. 

ST-3: Charnock Road 
School Sepulveda Blvd 66 50 68 68 73 61 69 None 
& CharnockRd 
ST-2: J\Iernorial Park -
Olympic Blvd & 14th St, 38 35 62 64 69 61 65 None 
Santa Monica 

I'he two sires above apply only to Alternative 2. 
Source: I farris r\liller Miller & I fanson Inc., 2000 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Alternative 2A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition BRT 
MOS. The impacts associated "\vith the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition BRT 
MOS, the impacts are similar, but not as extensive, as those described above for the Exposition BRT 
alternative. The results in Table 3.9-6 indicate that without mitigation, 430 residential noise impacts 
are anticipated for the Exposition BRT MOS, including 346 with moderate impact and 84 with 
severe impact. Of the moderate impacts, 308 are at single-family residences and 38 are at multi
family buildings; of the severe impacts, 81 are at single-family residences and only 3 are at multi
family buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-7 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate impact at 
only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 
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Mitigation 

Potentially significant impact could be mitigated with application of the follm:ving mitigation 
options: 

• Mitzgation Measure 3.9-1. Potential noise mitigation apprnaches for the Exposition BRT 
(Alternatives 2 and 2A) include the following source, path and receiver options: 

• 

• 

• 

Quieter Vehicles: \vhenever practical, noise control at the source is the most 
desirable approach. In this case, it would be possible to include noise limits in the 
vehicle specifications that would require the bus supplier to minimize vehicle noise 
emissions. The present noise assessment was based on measurements of existing 
MTA Metro Rapid CNG buses, which were found to generate about 3 dBA more 
sound energy than the national average for buses. Thus, it would be reasonable to 
specify noise limits that are at least 3 dB/\ lower than for these existing buses; greater 
reductions wiH likely be feasible in the future when new technology buses become 
available. Although such limits could add to the vehicle cost, this approach would 
provide system-wide noise benefit and reduce the need for the path and receiver 
mitigation measures described below. 

Sound Barriers: In many cases, noise impacts can be reduced or eliminated by 
blocking the sound path between the source and receiver by using sound walls 
and/ or berms located along the sides of the alignment. Such barriers are most 
effective when located close to either the source (bus) or the noise-sensitive receiver. 
To be effective, sound barriers must also break the direct line of sight from the 
source to the receiver, have a minimum surface density of 4 lb/ sq. ft, and have no 
holes, drainage gaps or access openings that act as "sound leaks." Barriers can be 
walls composed of masonry blocks, pre-cast concrete, wood, or metal, depending on 
aesthetic and cost factors. Where space permits, a barrier may also consist of a wall 
on top of an earth berm to reduce the amount of wall required. However, due to the 
height of some of the major bus noise sources (e.g. the exhaust and air-conditioning), 
the total sound barrier height would need to be on the order of 12 feet to provide a 
significant noise reduction (in the range of 5 to 10 dBA). The actual noise reduction 
will depend on the specific site geometry. 

Sound Insulation: Although noise control at the receiver is typically the least 
desirable approach, improving the exterior-to-interior sound insulation of buildings 
is an option that may be applied in areas where other alternatives for noise mitigation 
are either impractical or not cost effective. This usually requires replacing or 
improving windows, weather stripping doors, and installing central air-conditioning 
systems. Central air-conditioning is needed because opening windows or using wall 
units for ventilation short-circuits the sound insulation improvements. 

The results of the noise impact assessment indicate that a noise reduction of 11-12 dBA would be 
required to eliminate all severe significant noise impacts from the Exposition BRT (Alternatives 2 
and 2A). This amount of noise reduction could be achieved with a combination of the above source 
and path mitigation options, assuming that (1) noise limits are included in the vehicle specification 
requiring the buses to be 3 dB/\ quieter than the current MTA Metro Rapid buses and (2) sound 
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barriers are constructed at the locations specified in Table 3.9-8. As shown in this table, a total of 
21,750 lineal feet (4.1 miles) of 12-ft high sound wall would be required, at an estimated cost of $5.2 
million. Table 3.9-8 shows that this mitigation approach will also eliminate most of the moderate 
impacts, with residual impacts limited to 22 single-family residences and one multi-family building. 
To eliminate aH noise impacts, building sound insulation would be required at these locations. 
During preliminary engineering, pre-construction surveys will be carried out to identify site-specific 
sound insulation measures for properties with residual severe noise impacts that cannot be mitigated 
by vehicle noise control or construction of sound barriers. 

TABLE 3.9-8 
SUM1\1ARY OF MITIGATION REQUIRED TO ELIMINATE ALL SEVERE 

IMPACTS FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Location 
Sound Barrier Wall Description Approx. Residual Impacts 

Side Civil Stations Length (ft) Cost Impact Severe 
Catalina Sr to Budlong 
'we s 216+50 to 219+50 .300 $72,000 0 0 
Budlong Ave to 
Normandie Ave s 221 +00 to 233+00 1200 $288,000 0 0 
Normandie Ave to 
Denker Ave s 234+ 00 to 246+ 50 1250 $300,000 0 0 
Denker Ave to La Salle 
Ave s 247+50 to 250+00 250 $60,000 0 0 
Cimmaron St. to 
Arlington Ave N 280+00 to 287 +00 700 $168,000 0 0 

Arlington Ave to 2nd Ave N 287+50 to 290+50 300 $72,000 0 0 

2nd Ave to 3•d Ave N 291 +50 to 294+50 300 $72,000 0 0 

2nd Ave to 3rd Ave s 291+50 to 294+50 300 $72,000 1 SF 0 
3rd Ave to 4th Ave N 295+00 to 298+00 300 $72,000 0 0 

3ni "\veto 4th Ave s 295+00 to 298+01 300 $72,000 4 SF 0 
:J-th Ave to 5th Ave N 299+00 to 302+50 350 $84,000 0 0 
:j.th Ave to 7rh Ave s 299+00 to 309+00 1000 $240,000 9 SF 0 

6th Ave to 7th Ave N 305+00 to 309+00 400 $96,000 0 0 
/th Ave to 9th Ave s .309+50 to .316+00 650 $156,000 7 SF 0 

9th Ave to l(Jth Ave N 316+00 to 321 +00 500 $120,000 0 0 
Crenshaw Blvd to 
1\Iuirfield Rd s 342+00 to 363+00 2100 $504,000 0 0 

West Blvd N .360+00 to .363+50 350 $84,000 0 0 
i\Iuirfield Rd to Vineyard 
'we s .364+00 to .382+50 1850 $444,000 0 0 

Chesapeake Ave to 
Farmdale Ave N 372+00 to 375+00 350 $84,000 0 0 
Farmdale Ave to Field 
Ave N 375+50 to 379+50 400 $96,000 0 0 
,a Brea Ave to Jefferson 

Blvd s 403+50 to 428+00 2450 $588,000 0 0 

Hauser Blvd s 432+00 to 436+50 450 $108,000 1SF,1 l\lF 0 

~·av Ave to Helms Ave N 474+00 to 490+50 1650 $396,000 0 0 
Subtotal for Alternative 2A only: 17700 $4,248,000 22SF,1MF 0 

ChamockRd s 621+50 to 625+00 .350 $84,000 0 0 

Palms Blvd N 340+00 to 347+00 700 $168,000 0 0 
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TABLE 3.9-8 
SUMMARY OF MITIGATION REQUIRED TO ELIMINATE ALL SEVERE 

IMPACTS FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Location 
Sound Barrier Wall Description Approx. Residual Impacts 

Side Civil Stations Len2th (ft) Cost Impact Severe 

National Blvd s 675+00 to 684+00 900 $216.000 0 0 

National Blvd N 681+50 to 684+00 250 $60,000 0 0 

I-10 to Richland Ave N 687+00 to 693+50 650 $156,000 0 0 

Richland Ave N 694+00 to 697+00 300 $720.00 0 0 

Sepulveda/Exposition N 701 +00 to 704+00 300 $720,00 0 0 

Federal Ave to Barrv Ave s 733+50 to 739+50 600 $144,000 0 0 

Total for Alternative 2 only: 21750 $5,220,000 22SF,1 MF 0 
1. J\Iitigation includes a 3-dBA vehicle noise reduction, plus 12-ft high sound barriers at $20/ ft at the 

locations indicated. 
2 SF single-familv residence, J\IF multi-family residential building. 
'>ourcc: I farris Miller Miller & I fanson Inc., 2000 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Alternative 3 includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT. The 
impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition LRT, the FTA 
train noise model and criteria described above were applied to identify noise-sensitive receptors 
where project noise could cause either moderate or severe noise impact. The results of the noise 
impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-9 in terms of the number of moderate and severe 
noise impacts at single-family and multi-family residences. The results are broken down by area, 
including representative distances, train speeds, impact thresholds and train noise projections. 

The results in Table 3.9-9 indicate that without mitigation, 135 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition LRT, including 108 with moderate impact and 27 with severe impact. 
Of the moderate impacts, 97 are at single-family residences and 11 are at multi-family buildings; of 
the severe impacts, 25 are at single-family residences and only 2 are at multi-family buildings. Most 
of the severe impacts are projected to occur along the south side of the Exposition Boulevard 
between Arlington A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of residences directly 
abut the alignment. 

TABLE 3.9-9 
SUMMARY OF NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT 

(ALTERNATIVES3AND3A) 

LRT 
Rep. Train Exist Project Ldn (dBA) Future Number Impacts 

Alignment Segment 
Distance Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Train Ldn Impact Severe 

(ft) (mph) (dBA) Impact Severe Noise (dBA) SF MF SF MF 
-<lower St, 
.Vashington Blvd 20 35 70 64 69 65 71 0 2 0 0 
To Exposition Blvd 
Hill St, 
Washington Blvd 50 35 70 64 69 60 70 0 0 0 0 
To Exposition Blvd 
,Jxposition Blvd, 
\! errnonr Ave to 158 35 69 64 69 47 69 0 0 0 0 
Western Ave 
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TABLE 3.9-9 
SUMMARY OF NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT 

(ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

LRT 
Rep. Train Exist Project Ldn (dBA) Future Number Impacts 

Alignment Segment 
Distance Speed Ldn Impact Threshold Train Ldn Impact Severe 

(ft) (mph) (dBA) Impact Severe Noise (dBA) SF MF SF MF 
P,xposition Blvd, 
Western Ave to 100 55 67 62 68 59 68 0 0 0 0 
2nd "\ve 
'-Jorth side of 
~xposition Blvd, 68 55 67 62 68 61 68 0 0 0 0 
Jml Ave to 10th Ave 
,outh side of 
~xposition Blvd, 32 55 58 57 62 66 67 40 0 ?' ~:i 0 
Jml Ave to 10th Ave 
'-Jorth side of 
~xposition Blvd, 

68 55 65 61 66 61 67 0 2 0 0 
':renshaw Blvd ro 
Flield L\ve 
)Outh side of 
F<'.xposirion 

62 55 60 58 63 62 64 20 2 0 0 
Blvd, Crenshaw Blvd 
o Farmdale Ave 
outh side of 
efferson 

76 55 59 57 63 61 63 5 0 0 0 
31vd, La Brea Ave 
o Cloverdale Ave 

North side of 
Tefferson 

188 30 68 63 68 54 68 0 0 0 0 
Blvd, La Brea Ave 
o La Cienega 
)Outh side of 
efferson 

26 55 63 60 65 67 69 5 0 1 2 
Blvd, Cloverdale Ave 
o Cannona Ave 
'forth side of 
\Yational 

36 55 62 59 64 66 67 15 0 1 0 
Blvd, Fay "\veto 
Helms "\ve 
mbtotal of impacts (for Alternative 3A only): 85 6 25 2 
T enice Blvd, 

:.:anfield Ave to 66 35 73 65 72 59 73 0 0 0 0 
'epulveda Blvd 
'epulveda Blvd, 
,1 enice Blvd to 64 35 67 62 67 59 68 0 0 0 0 
Exposition Blvd 
)Outh side of 
F<'.xposirion 

150 55 58 57 62 
Blvd, I-405 to 

60 62 12 7 0 0 

Welleslev Ave 
fotal of impact (for Alternative 3 only): 97 11 25 2 
3F single-family residence, J\IF multi-family residential building. 
Source: I !arris Miller Miller & I !anson Inc., 2000 
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For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-tem1 measurement sites along the Exposition Corridor. The results indicate that 
no noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 

TABLE 3.9-10 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION LRT (ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

Train Exist Project Leq(h) (dBA) Future 
Site Description 

Distance 
Speed Leq(h) Impact Threshold Train Leq(h) Impact 

(ft) 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise 
(dBA) 

ST-8: 2400 S. Flower St. 
44 35 68 68 73 60 68 None 

(Orthopedic Hospital) 
IST-9: John Adams Junior 
High School Hill Street, 50 35 66 68 72 59 66 None 
~8th_30th St 

IST-1: J\larshall 
School of Business - 100 30 6.3 65 70 49 63 None 
701 Exposition Blvd 
::i T-10: Dorsey High 
School South 62 50 56 61 67 58 59 None 
K>f Exposition Blvd 

I'he four sites above apply to both Alternatives 3 and 3A. 

ST-3: Chamock Road 
ISchool Sepulveda Blvd 66 55 68 68 73 59 68 None 
kSc Chamock Rd 
ST-2: J\lemorial Park -
Olympic Blvd & 14th Sr, 38 .35 62 64 69 58 63 None 
Santa J\Ionica 

I'he two sites above apply to Alternative 3 only. 
°'ourcc: I fans< >n Miller Miller I fans< >n Inc.. 21)00 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Alternative 3A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT 
MOS. The impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition LRT 
MOS, the results in Table 3.9-9 indicate that without mitigation, 118 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition LRT MOS, including 91 with moderate impact and 27 with severe 
impact. Of the moderate impacts, 85 are at single-family residences and 6 are at multi-family 
buildings; of the severe impacts, 25 are at single-family residences and only 2 are at multi-family 
buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate that no 
noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 

.3.9-19 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026530 



EM25314 

Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

Mitigation 

• A1itigation Measure 3.9-2. Potential noise rmtigation approaches for the Exposition LRT 
(Alternatives 3 and 3A) include the following source, path and receiver options: 

• 

• 

• 

Improved Wheel and Rail Maintenance: The noise projections assume ongoing 
programs of wheel and rail maintenance that will keep wheel and rail surfaces in 
good condition. Although it is possible that modified maintenance procedures could 
further reduce noise emissions, the effectiveness of any proposed maintenance 
procedure would need to be demonstrated before it could be considered as a 
mitigation option. 

Sound Barriers: In many cases, noise impacts can be reduced or eliminated by 
blocking the sound path between the source and receiver by using sound walls 
adjacent to at-grade track sections or located along the outer edges of aerial 
structures. To be effective, sound barriers must also break the direct line of sight 
from the source to the receiver, have a minimum surface density of 4 lb/ sq. ft, and 
have no holes, drainage gaps or access openings that act as "sound leaks." Barriers 
can be walls composed of masonry blocks, pre-cast concrete, wood, or metal, 
depending on structural, aesthetic and cost factors. Wbere space permits, a barrier 
may also consist of a wall on top of an earth berm to reduce the amount of wall 
required. To provide a significant noise reduction (in the range of 5 to 10 dBA), 
barriers usually must be about 4 feet high on aerial structure and 8 feet high for at
grade track; the actual noise reduction will depend on the specific site geometiy. 

Sound Insulation: Although noise control at the receiver is typically the least 
desirable approach, improving the exterior-to-interior sound insulation of buildings 
is an option that may be applied in areas where other alternatives for noise mitigation 
are either impractical or not cost effective. This usually requires replacing or 
improving windows, weather stripping doors, and installing central air-conditioning 
systems. Central air-conditioning is needed because opening windows or using wall 
units for ventilation short-circuits the sound insulation improvements. 

The results of the noise impact assessment indicate that a noise reduction of 6 dBA would be 
required to eliminate all severe impacts from the Exposition LRT (Alternatives 3 and 3A). This 
amount of noise reduction could be easily achieved by constructing 4-ft to 8-ft high sound barrier 
walls at the locations specified in Table 3.9-11. As shown in this table, a total of 12,750 lineal feet 
(2.4 miles) of 4-ft to 8-ft high sound wall would be required, at an estimated cost of $2.0 million. 
Table 3.9-11 shows that this mitigation approach will also eliminate most of the moderate impacts, 
with residual impacts at only 15 single-family residences. To eliminate all noise impacts, building 
sound insulation or higher sound walls would be required at these locations. During preliminary 
engineering, pre-construction surveys v.rill be carried out to identify site-specific sound insulation 
measures for properties with residual severe noise impacts that cannot be mitigated by vehicle noise 
control or construction of sound barriers. 

.3.9-20 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026531 



EM25315 

Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

TABLE 3.9-11 
SUMMARY OF MITIGATION REQUIRED TO ELIMINATE SEVERE 
IMPACTS FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT (ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

Location 
Sound Barrier Wall Description Residual Impacts 

Side Civil Stations Length (feet) Approx. Cost Impact Severe 
Flower St, 29th St. to 

350 $56,000 30th St N 101 +00 to 104+50 0 0 

2nd Ave to 3"1 Ave s 291 +SO to 294+50 300 $48,000 1 SF 0 
3rd Ave to 4tthAve s 295+00 to 298+01 300 $48,000 4SF 0 
4rh Ave to 7th Ave s 299+00 to 309+00 1000 $160,000 8 SF 0 
7th Ave to 9th "\ve s 309+50 to 316+00 650 $104,000 1 SF 0 
Crenshaw Blvd to 

2100 $3.36,000 
1\luirfield Rd s 342+00 to 363+00 0 0 
i\luirfield Rd to 

1850 $296,000 
Fam1dale Ave s 364+00 to 375+00 0 0 
Farmdale Ave ro 

400 $64,000 
Field "\ve N 375+50 to 379+50 0 0 
\lsace "\veto 

1700 $272,000 
Dunsmuir Ave s 411 +00 to 428+00 0 0 
Hauser Blvd to 

400 $64,000 
Carmona Ave s 4.32+00 to 436+00 1 SF 0 
Fay Ave to Helms 

1650 $264,000 
\ve N 474+00 to 490+50 0 0 

Subtotal for Alternative 3A only: 10700 $1,712,000 15 SF 0 

Sawtelle Blvd s 714+00 to 718+00 Aerial: 400 $32,000 0 0 
Purdue Ave to 

Aerial: 400 
Gateway Blvd s 722+00 to 726+00 0 0 
Federal "\ ve to Barry 

600 $96,000 
\ve s 733+50 to 739+50 0 0 
Granville Ave to 

1000 $160,000 
Bundy Dr s 749+00 to 759+00 0 0 

Total for Alternative 3 only: 12750 $1,976,000 15 SF 0 

1. J\Iitigation includes 8-ft high sound barriers at grade and 4 ft. high sound barriers on aerial structures, at a 
cost ft at the locations indicated. 

2. SF single-family residence, 1\IF multi-family residential building. 
Source: I farris Miller Miller & I f anson Inc., '.?OfJO 

Maintenance Yards 

As discussed in Section 2, the maintenance yards needed for the BRT operations would 
accommodate approximately 80 vehicles. Using the FrA General Transit Noise Assessment 
Methodology (DTIUM60-92-C-41008), the greatest hour of activity (presumably in the early 
morning hours when buses are leaving the yard to be deployed prior to the rush hour) would result 
in an Leq of approximately 69 decibels v.rithin 50 feet of the facility, and at 300 feet from the yard 
the Leq would fall off to approximately to 50 decibels. 

For candidate yards located in industrial and/ or commercial areas (Chavez and ]\fission, Alameda 
and 6th, Washington and Alameda Northeast, and Washington and Alameda Southeast the expected 
noise levels would not affect sensitive land uses and no significant impacts would be anticipated. 
However, noise levels from the two yard sites near residential areas (Exposition Right-of-Way and 
South Park Shops) would exceed FTA criteria, particularly in the early morning hours when the 
ambient noise in these residential areas is typically 50 to 55 decibels. At both yard locations, 
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residential land uses are within 100 feet of the yard site, and significant impact would therefore be 
anticipated. Measures to mitigate such impact v.rill be developed during preliminary engineering if 
either of the latter sites is selected. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

With the exception of the use of heavy excavating equipment during the period of construction, no 
long-term noise impacts affecting either the University of Southern California or Exposition 
Park/Museums are anticipated from BRT or LRT operations within a subway tunnel between 
Figueroa and Vermont. 

3.9.4 Vibration Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Although there has been relatively little research into human response to building vibration, there is 
considerable experience with ground-borne \ribration from rail systems and other common vibration 
sources. Some conclusions are: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Ground-borne vibration from transit trains should be characterized in terms of the R;\iS 

vibration velocity amplitude, with a one-second time constant. This is in contrast to vibration 
from blasting and other construction activities that have the potential to cause building damage. 
For building damage criteria, ground-borne vibration is almost always expressed in terms of the 
peak particle velocity (PPV). 

The threshold of vibration perception for most humans is around 65 VdB, levels in the 70 to 7 5 
V dB range are often noticeable but acceptable, and levels in excess of 80 V dB are often 
considered unacceptable. 

For urban transit systems with 10-20 trains per hour over a day, limits for acceptable levels of 
residential ground-borne vibration are usually between 70 and 75 VdB. 

For human annoyance, there is some relationship between the number of events and the degree 
of annoyance caused by the vibration. lt is intuitive to expect that more frequent vibration 
events, or events that last longer, will be more annoying to building occupants. Because of the 
limited amount of information available, there is no clear basis for defining this tradeoff. To 
account for most commuter rail systems having many fewer daily operations than the typical 
urban transit line, the criteria in the FTA Guidance Manual include an 8 VdB higher impact 
threshold if there are fewer than 70 trains per day. 

It is very rare that ground-borne vibration from any type of train operations v.rill be high enough 
to cause any sort of building damage, even minor cosmetic damage. The only real concern is 
that the vibration will be intrusive to building occupants or interfere v.rith vibration sensitive 
equipment. 

Tables 3.9-12 and 3.9-13 summarize the FTA impact criteria for ground-borne vibration. These 
criteria are based on previous standards, criteria, and design goals including ANSI S3.29 (American 
National Standard: Guide to the Evaluation of Human Exposurr: to Vibration in Bttildings, ANSI S3.29-
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1983), and the vibration guidelines of the American Public Transit Association (Guidelines far Deszgn q/ 
Rai!TransitFmilities, APTA, 1981). 

There are some buildings, such as concert halls, TV and recording studios, and theaters that can be 
very sensitive to vibration but do not fit into any of the three categories listed in Table 3.9-12. 
Because of the sensitivity of these buildings, they usually warrant special attention during the 
environmental assessment of a transit project. Table 3.9-13 gives criteria for acceptable levels of 
ground-borne vibration for various types of special buildings. 

TABLE 3.9-12 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 

Land Use Category 
(VdB re 1 micro inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Category 1: Buildings where low ambient vibration is 
65 VdB3 65 VdB3 essential for interior operations. 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 
72VdB 80VdB normally 

Category 3: Institutional land uses 'Nith primarily 
75 VdB 83 VdB daytime use. 

1. "Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day J\Iost rapid transit 
projects fall into this category. 

2. "Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This category includes 
most commuter rail systems. 

3. This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive • • 
such as optical microscopes. Vibration sensitive manufactming or research 'Nill require detailed 
evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building 
often requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors. 

Source: FT\ 1995 

TABLE 3.9-13 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA FOR SPECIAL 

BUILDINGS 

Type of Building or Room 
Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels (VdB re 1 micro-inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Concert Halls Ci5VdB Ci5VdB 
TV Studios 65 VdB 65 VdB 
Recording Studios 65 VdB 65 VdB 
Auditoriums 72VdB 80VdB 
Theaters 72 VdB 80 VdB 
1. "Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. J\Iost transit projects fall into 

this category. 
2. "Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per This catego:ty includes most 

commuter rail systems. 
.3. If the building ·will rarely be occupied when the trains are operating, there is no need ro consider impact. 

As an example consider locating a commuter rail line next to a concert hall. If no commuter trains 'Nill 
operate after 7 pm, it should be rare that the trains interfere with the use of the hall. 

Source: FT:\, 1995 
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It should also be noted that there are separate FTA criteria for ground-borne noise, the "rumble" 
that can be radiated from the motion of room surfaces in buildings due to ground-borne vibration 
from train operations. However, because the effects of airborne noise and ground-borne vibration 
tend to predominate for above ground (at-grade or elevated) rail systems, ground-borne noise 
criteria are not applied to this project. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Approach 

The approach used to assess vibration impact consists of combining the available data on the project 
design and planned operational characteristics with models of train vibration to project future 
vibration levels. Then, for sensitive receptors, the projections are compared "vith applicable 
vibration criteria. The steps in the assessment are: 

• Determine Study Area Characteristics 

• Determine Vibration Propagation Characteristics of the Ground 

• Develop Vibration Projection Models 

• Perform Vibration Impact Assessment 

• Inventory Impact and Assess l\fitigation Options 

The final product of the noise assessment is a tabulation of impacts and a list of mitigation measures 
required to minimize the impacts. 

Prediction Model for Train Vibration 

The projection of ground-borne vibration from LRT operations on the Exposition route was based 
on vibration source data for the proposed Siemens Transportation Systems P2000 light rail vehicle, 
obtained from tests carried out in April 2000. These data, representing the vibration forces 
generated by the interaction of the steel wheels rolling on the steel rails, were combined with the 
vibration propagation characteristics of the ground to provide estimates of ground-borne vibration 
at sensitive receptor locations. The ground vibration propagation characteristics are based on tests 
carried out in July 2000 at the following five representative sites: 

• 

• 

• 

Site V-1: Site V-1 was located Exposition Place and Fourth Avenue south of the Exposition 
alignment and west of Arlington A venue. 

Site V-2: Site V-2 was located at Sycamore Avenue and Exposition south of the existing 
railroad tracks. Sycamore Avenue is located one block west of La Brea. 

Site V-3: Site V-3 was located in a small park north of National Boulevard and west of the 
Ballona Creek culvert. 
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Site V-4: Site V-4 was located at Corinth and Exposition just west of I-405. The accelerometer 
line was run south from Exposition along the sidewalk of Corinth. 

Site V-5: Site V-5 was the furthest west vibration test site. It was located at Westgate and 
Exposition in the residential area east of Bundy Drive. 

The results at the above sites were used to divide the corridor into three regions with similar ground
borne vibration propagation characteristics as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

R~ion A: Region A includes all areas along the Exposition route to the east of Crenshaw 
Boulevard. 

R~ion B: Region B includes all areas along the Exposition route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and the San Diego Freeway (I-405). 

R1;gion C: Region C includes a11 areas along the Exposition route to the west of the San Diego 
Freeway (I-405). 

The locations of the vibration propagation test sites and regions are shown in Figure 3.9-2. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Under the No Action Alternative, which reflects conditions anticipated for the year 2020 with no 
major transit improvements, changes would be limited to normal traffic growth on the existing 
transit network. As such, vibration impact is not anticipated for the No Action Alternative. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative includes enhancement of the existing bus system. As such, vibration impact is 
not anticipated for this alternative. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Because this alternative is limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no significant vibration impact is 
anticipated for the Wilshire BRT. Buses operating on surface streets rarely cause perceptible 
vibration unless there are potholes or other irregularities in the street surface. Low frequency noise 
may rattle windows or shake rooms and is sometimes mistaken for vibration. However, this is an 
airborne noise effect and not a ground-borne vibration effect. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Similar to Alternative 1, because this alternative is limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no 
significant vibration impact is anticipated for the Wilshire BRT. 
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Figure 3.9-2 Vibration Propagation Test Sites and Regions 
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Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Similar to Alternative 1, because this alternative is limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no 
significant vibration impact is anticipated for the Wilshire BRT. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

This alternative includes the impacts associated "vith the \vilshire BRT Alternative and the 
Exposition BRT. The Wilshire BRT is discussed above. In addition, because this alternative is 
limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no significant vibration impact is anticipated for the 
Exposition BRT. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

This alternative includes the impacts associated with the \vilshire BRT Alternative and the 
Exposition BRT MOS. The Wilshire BRT is discussed above. In addition, because this alternative 
is limited to rubber-tire bus operations, no significant vibration impact is anticipated for the 
Exposition BRT MOS. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

This alternative includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT Alternative and the 
Exposition LRT. The Wilshire BRT is discussed above. In addition, for the Exposition LRT, the 
train vibration model and FTA criteria described above were applied to identify sensitive receptors 
where vibration impact is projected. The results of the vibration impact assessment is summarized 
in Table 3. 9-14 in terms of the number of projected impacts at single-family residences, multi-family 
buildings and other sensitive receptors. The results are broken down by corridor area, including 
representative train speeds, distances and train vibration projections. 

The results in Table 3.9-14 indicate that without mitigation, vibration impacts are projected at 138 
single-family residences, 22 multi-family buildings, one hospital and one school. For the alignment 
variation that includes Flower Street, the total number of projected impacts is the same except that 
the hospital and school, located on Hill Street, would not be affected. As shown in the table, 
approximately 85 percent of the vibration impacts are projected to occur at residences along 
Exposition Boulevard between Vermont A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard. Within this area, the 
greatest concentration of impacts are projected to occur at single-family residences on the south side 
of the corridor between Arlington A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where residential properties 
directly abut the route. Impacts to sensitive receptors would be potentially significant. 

As discussed above, the test site used to characterize vibration propagation in this area may not be 
representative of the area. More detailed testing and analysis would be likely to demonstrate that the 
actual impacts would be lower than the projections in Table 3.9-14. 
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TABLE 3.9-14 
SUMMARY OF GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT 

ASSESSMENT 
No. of Vibration 

Train Speed 
Dist. from Near 

Proj. Levels Impacts 
Track Segment Track Centerline 

(mph) 
(feet) 

(VdB) 
SF MF Other 

Hill St, from Washington Blvd 1 Hosp. 
to Exposition Blvd 35 50 93 0 2 l Sch 
Flower St, from \Vashington 
Blvd to Exposition Blvd 35 20 77 0 2 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
Vermont Ave to \'\Testem Ave 35 48 75 44 17 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
\'\Testem Ave to Arlington Ave 55 62 74 25 0 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
Arlington Ave to Crenshaw 
Blvd 55 24 79 59 0 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
Crenshaw Blvd to La Brea 
Ave 55 68 58 0 0 0 
Jefferson Blvd. from La Brea 
Ave to La Cienega Blvd 50 20 84 5 3 0 
National Blvd, from La 
Cienega Blvd to Venice Blvd 55 36 75 -, 0 0 I 

Subtotal for Alternative 3A only: 140 24 2 
Venice Blvd, from N arional 
Blvd to Sepulveda Blvd 35 36 75 0 3 0 
Sepulveda Blvd, from Venice 
Blvd to Exposition Blvd 35 50 57 0 0 0 
Exposition Blvd, from 
Sepulveda Blvd to Centinela 55 96 73 4 0 0 

1 
Total for Alternative 3 only (I-Iill Street Option): 138 22 Hosp.1 

Sch 

Total for Alternative 3 only (Flower Street Option): 138 22 0 

SF single-family residence, J\IF multi-familv residential building. 

Source: I Tarris Miller Miller & I fanson Inc., 21)00 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

This alternative includes the impacts associated with the \vilshire BRT Alternative and the 
Exposition LRT MOS. The Wilshire BRT is discussed above. The results in Table 3.9-14 indicate 
that without mitigation, vibration impacts are projected at 140 single-family residences, 24 multi
family buildings, one hospital and one school. For the alignment variation that includes Flower 
Street, the total number of projected impacts is the same except that the hospital and school, located 
on Hill Street, would not be affected. As shown in the table, approximately 85 percent of the 
vibration impacts are projected to occur at residences along Exposition Boulevard between Vermont 
A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard. Within this area, the greatest concentration of impacts are 
projected to occur at single-family residences on the south side of the corridor between Arlington 
A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where residential properties directly abut the route. Impacts to 
sensitive receptors would be potentially significant. 
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Mitigation 

As discussed above, the test site used to characterize vibration propagation in this area may not be 
representative of the area. More detailed testing and analysis would be likely to demonstrate that the 
actual impacts would be lower than the projections in Table 3.9-14. 

• lvlitigation lvleasure 3.9-3. The vibration impact assessment assumes that the LRT vehicle 
wheels and track are maintained in good condition with regular wheel truing and rail 
grinding. Beyond this, there are several potential mitigation approaches for the Exposition 
LRT Alternative as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

LRT Speed Reductions in Sensitive Areas: Speed reductions will always lower 
ground-borne vibration levels, but they are not always a feasible vibration control 
measure because of the negative impact on the LRT operating schedule. 

Ballast Mats: A ballast mat consists of a pad made of rubber or rubber-like material 
placed on an asphalt or concrete base with the normal ballast, ties and rail on top. 
The reduction in ground-borne vibration provided by a ballast mat is strongly 
dependent on the frequency content of the vibration and on the design and support 
of the mat. However, the field tests and analysis suggest that ballast mats would 
provide a vibration reduction of 3 to 6 V dB along the Exposition Corridor. 

Floating Slabs: Floating slabs consist of thick concrete slabs supported by resilient 
pads on a concrete foundation; the tracks are mounted on top of the floating slab. 
Most successful floating slab installations are in subways, and their use for at-grade 
track is rare. Although floating slabs are designed to provide vibration reduction at 
lower frequencies than ballast mats, they are extremely expensive and are not likely 
to be a viable mitigation option. 

Relocation of Turnouts: Because the impacts of LRT wheels over rail gaps at 
turnout locations can increase LRT ground vibration by as much as 10 V dB, 
turnouts are a major source of vibration impact when they are located in sensitive 
areas. Thus, relocating such turnouts away from residential areas to the extent 
possible can be an effective vibration mitigation measure. 

Spring-Rail Frogs: Another approach for mitigating vibration impact at turnouts is 
to use spring-rail frogs in place of standard rigid frogs. These devices close the 
flangeway gap in the main traffic direction, eliminating the wheel impacts that cause 
higher vibration levels. Spring-rail frogs can be a cost-effective mitigation measure 
when traffic is moving in the main direction most of the time. 

Alignment Modifications: Shifting the alignment further away from sensitive areas 
can potentially reduce vibration impacts. However, the right-of-way limits typically 
do not allow shifts that are sufficient to significantly reduce vibration levels. This 
approach is also limited where sensitive receptors are located on both sides of the 
alignment. Thus, this approach is not likely to be an effective vibration mitigation 
measure. 
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• Property Acquisitions or Easements: Additional options for avoiding vibration 
impacts are for the transportation agency to purchase residential property likely to be 
impacted by train operations, or to acquire easements for such properties by paying 
the homeowners to accept the future train vibration conditions. These approaches 
are usually taken only in isolated cases where other mitigation options are either 
impractical or too costly. 

Of the above measures, the use of ballast mats is likely to be the most feasible. The recommended 
locations for ballast mats and the vibration impacts that would remain after the mats are installed are 
indicated in Table 3.9-15. As shown in the table, with ballast mats installed near vibration-sensitive 
receptors along 15,700 feet (3.0 miles) of the corridor, there would be residual impacts at 31 single 
family residences and 3 multi-family buildings for the Hill Street option. For the Flower Street 
option, there would be residual impacts at 31 single-family residences and 5 multi-family buildings 
with ballast mats installed near vibration-sensitive receptors along 14,900 feet (2.8 miles) of the 
corridor. For both options, the estimated cost for vibration mitigation using ballast mats is 
approximately $5 million. The feasibility of applying additional measures to mitigate the potentially 
significant residual impacts would need to be investigated during the design phase of the project. 

TABLE 3.9-15 
SUMMARY OF VIBRATION MITIGATION USING BALLAST MATS 

Ballast Mat Description Residual Impacts 
Track Segment 

Civil Stations 
Length Approx. 

SF MF Other 
(feet) Cost 

Hill St, from Washington Blvd 
129+00 to 143+00 1400 $462,000 0 0 0 

to Exposition Blvd 
Flower from \Vashington Blvd 

98+00 to 104+00 600 $198,000 0 2 0 
to Exposition Blvd 
Exposition Blvd, from Vermont Ave 207 +00 to 250+00 4300 $1,419,000 

0 0 0 
to Weste111 "\ve 256+00 to 261 +00 500 $165,000 
Exposition Blvd, from \X1esrem Ave 

268+00 to 284+00 1600 $528,000 0 0 0 
to Arlington Ave 
Exposition Blvd, from Arlington Ave 

286+00 to 321 +00 3500 $1,155,000 23 0 0 
to Crenshaw Blvd 
!=<'.xposition Blvd, from Crenshaw Blvd 

0 0 0 
to La Brea Ave 
Tefferson Blvd, from La Brea Ave 402+50 to 418+00 1550 <ij;<;11 ;;nn 
to La Cienega Blvd 431 +00 to 436+50 550 <ij;1g1 ;;nn 5 3 0 

National Blvd, from La Cienega Blvd 
480+50 to 490+00 950 'ij;'\1 '\ ::;nn 1 0 0 

to Venice Blvd 
Venice Blvd, from National Blvd 

0 0 0 
to Sepulveda Blvd 

607+00 to 612+00 500 <ij;1"0: nnn 
Sepulveda Blvd, from Venice Blvd 

0 0 0 
to Exposition Blvd 
Exposition Blvd, from Sepulveda Blvd 

734+00 to 742+50 850 <t0qn ::;nn 2 0 0 
to Centinela Ave 

Total (Hill Street Option): 15700 $5,181,000 31 3 0 

Total (Flower Street Option): 14900 $4,917,000 31 5 0 
1. Cost estimate assumes 11-ft wide ballast mats under both tracks at $15 sq. ft at the locations indicated. 
2. SF single-family residence, J\IF multi-familv residential building. 

Source: I farris r\liller Miller & I fanson Inc., 2000 
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These projections of the vibration mitigation requirements should be considered a worst case since 
the projections have built in safety factors to ensure that no potential vibration impacts are over 
looked. Should LRT be the preferred alternative, more detailed testing and analysis will be 
performed during preliminary engineering to more precisely define the mitigation requirements. The 
additional analysis and testing would include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Review of the buildings where impact is projected to make sure they are vibration sensitive and 
not garages or other non-residential buildings; 

Consideration of the properties that would be acquired as part of the project; 

Making projections for specific buildings including information about the building construction 
and type of foundation; and 

Vibration propagation tests at specific buildings . 

Although not always the case, more detailed vibration projections at later stages of a project usually 
result in fewer vibration impacts and reducing the amount of vibration mitigation that is required. 

Maintenance Yards 

Vehicle cleaning and maintenance activities would not result in significant vibration. No vibration 
impacts are anticipated at the candidate yard locations. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

Neither rnbber-tire or light rail vehicle operations within the tunnel would result in vibration 
impacts on adjacent land uses within the Exposition Park area. 

3.9.5 Construction Noise and Vibration 

Construction noise and vibration are temporary impacts that do not have any long-term effects on 
the environment. However, since transit system construction usually extends over several years and 
will sometimes require nighttime activity, ~without special control measures, the resulting noise and 
vibration can be a significant intrusion on nearby communities. It is standard practice to leave 
specific decisions about construction procedures and equipment to the contractor's discretion, 
allm:ving the contractors to develop their most cost effective approach. This means that only a 
general evaluation of constrnction noise and vibration can be made during the environmental 
assessment phase. 

Construction Noise Impacts and Mitigation 

lmpacts from construction noise are likely when ever a construction site would be located within 
about 300 feet of residences, schools, or places of worship. The impact distances increase 
substantially for any construction that must be performed during nighttime hours. Based on the 
preliminary construction plans, there is the potential for shoi-t-term impact from construction noise, 
particularly for the \vilshire BRT alternatives where nighttime construction must be carried out near 
residential areas. 
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Construction of the Mid-City /Westside Transit Project will need to be in compliance with the 
requirements Sections 112.03 and 41.40 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code and any 
variances to the Code issued by the City. The City regulations basically prohibit construction 
between 9 pm and 7 am without a variance. Although the regulations do not include specific 
daytime noise limits, they do state that construction or repair work shall not be performed " ... in 
such a manner that the noise created thereby is loud, unnecessary and unusual and substantially 
exceeds the noise customarily and necessarily attendant to the reasonable and efficient performance 
of such work." 

As discussed above, nighttime construction will require that the City of Los Angeles issue a variance 
for the proposed nighttime construction on \vilshire Boulevard. As an example, the City of Los 
Angeles previously issued a noise variance for Metro Red line construction along Wilshire 
Boulevard that allowed construction between 9 pm and 7 am as long as: (1) construction noise did 
not exceed ambient noise level plus 5 decibels, and (2) construction noise did not result in 
substantial community complaints being registered with the City. 

During preliminary engineering, a detailed analysis of construction noise impact v.rill be carried out, 
and mitigation measures will be developed for inclusion in the construction contract documents. 
Typical methods to control construction noise include requiring the contractor to construct sound 
walls, placing restrictions on construction during nighttime hours, limiting the use of particularly 
noisy activities such as impact pile driving and jack- hammering, and requiring construction to be 
performed in compliance '\vith specific equipment and property line noise limits. Approaches to 
ensure that construction is performed in compliance with specified requirements include: 

1. Noise monitoring by the construction managemmt firm. Regular noise monitoring should be 
performed in areas where it is expected that the contractor will have difficulty meeting the 
property line noise limits. This type of monitoring is sometimes the contractor's 
responsibility, although communities may put more credence in monitoi-ing performed by, 
or under the direction of, the construction management firm. The monitoring can be weekly 
spot checks supplemented by monitoring to respond to complaints. Continuous monitoring 
using automated, unattended monitors is sometimes justified in particularly sensitive areas. 

2. Requiring contractors to retain acoustical engineers to prepare noise control plans. The goal of the noise 
control plan is to ensure that contractors consider community noise when designing 
construction sites, selecting construction procedures and equipment, and determining work 
schedules. 

3. Limiting the noi~y construction activities1 particularfy durin,g n~ghttime hours. Sample restrictions are: 
requiring pre-drilled piles, limiting pile driving to daytime hours, restricting the use of 
jackhammers and other pneumatic and impact devices, and limiting muck removal in 
residential areas to daytime hours. 

4. Reqttiring contractm:r to have temporary stockpilPd. Such barriers can be used at the Resident 
Engineer's discretion to immediately address any noise complaints or noise limit violations. 

In addition to the above measures, general procedures that contractors should be required to employ 
to minimize noise impacts are: 
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1. Peiform all construction in a manner to minimizP noise. The contractor should be required to select 
construction processes and techniques that create the lowest noise levels. Examples are 
using predrilled piles in place of pile driving, mixing concrete off site instead on onsite, and 
using hydraulic tools instead of pneumatic tools. 

2. Use equipment 1vith effective tnujflers. Diesel engines are often the major source of noise on 
construction sites. All equipment should be required to have the most effective 
commercially available mufflers installed. 

3. lvlinimize the use ef backup alartns. Because of the intrusive nature of backup alarms, they are 
often the primary source of complaints about construction noise even though they are not 
the loudest noise. Approaches to reducing annoyance caused by backup alarms are: lay out 
construction sites to minimize the need for backup alarms; use strobe lights in place of 
backup alarms at night; use flagmen to keep the area behind maneuvering vehicles clear; and 
use self-adjusting backup alarms that adjust the alarm loudness up and down depending on 
ambient noise. The safety implications of any procedure for reducing backup alarm noise 
will need to be carefully reviewed before the procedure is implemented. 

4. Select routes schedules that minitnize intrusion to residential areas. 

5. Lq)iottt constmction sites such that the noisiest activities are as far as possible from noise sensitive receptors. 
Sometimes it is even possible to gain acoustical benefits by locating temporary construction 
offices or other barriers between construction activities and residential areas. There are even 
examples of locating muck storage piles so they act as sound barriers. 

Construction Vibration Impacts and Mitigation 

The potential for impact from construction vibration is much more limited than for noise, and it is 
expected that ground-borne vibration from construction activities would cause only intermittent, 
localized intrusion along the corridor. The construction activities most likely to cause vibration 
impacts are: 

1. Heal!} construction equipment; Although all heavy, mobile construction equipment has the 
potential of causing at least some perceptible vibration when operating dose to buildings, 
the vibration is usually short term and is not of sufficient magnitude to cause building 
damage. It is not expected that heavy equipment such as bulldozers, front end loaders or 
cranes would operate dose enough to any residences to cause vibration impact. 

2. Jackhammers and compaction equipment. This type of equipment would be used for 
relatively short periods of time during the demolition phase, preparation of the subgrade, 
and during final site restoration. If residents complain about intrusive vibration, the 
contractor will be required to modify the procedure or arrange to complete the task in a 
manner that will cause the minimum amount of hardship for the affected residents. 

3. lmpatt pile drivinl!,. Impact pile driving should be avoided at distances less than 250 feet from 
any residence. If no other approach is acceptable, the contractor will be required to monitor 
vibration levels at the residence and modify the procedures if the vibration exceeds a safe 
threshold. 
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4. Tttnnel borinl!, machines. Measurements of Red Line tunneling under \Vil shire Boulevard taken 
in 1993 showed that: (1) all vibration related to tunneling was well below any damage 
criterion, and (2) tunnel boring machine created low-frequency vibration that would 
probably be perceived inside some buildings, but did not exceed typical acceptability criteria. 
Since tunnel boring machines constantly move forward, the vibration is rarely perceptible for 
more than one or two days. 

5. A1uck trains. The trains used to haul muck (excavated material) from the tunnel face to 
portals cause ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise in buildings above the tunnel 
that residents will sometimes find intrusive, particularly when the muck trains operate at 
night. Although it is feasible to reduce levels of muck train vibration through use of 
elastomeric supports or rubber mats under the track, a more common mitigation measure is 
to limit the hours that muck trains can operate. 

6. Blasting. Of all construction activities, blasting is the one most often associated with 
potential building damage. It is not anticipated that blasting would be required for 
construction of any of the Mid-City /Westside Project alternatives. 

7. Trucks. Trucks hauling excavated material from construction sites can be sources of 
vibration intrusion if the haul routes pass through residential neighborhoods on streets with 
bumps or potholes. Repairing the bumps and potholes can almost always eliminate the 
problem. 

During preliminary engineering, a detailed analysis of construction noise impact will be carried out 
and pre-construction surveys ~wm be conducted at properties where the potential for significant 
vibration impact has been identified. In addition, measures to mitigate any anticipated vibration 
impacts v.rill be developed for inclusion in the construction contract documents. Typical methods to 
control construction vibration include: (1) specifying vibration limits, (2) placing restrictions on 
where and when high vibration activities such as pile driving can take place, and (3) requiring 
vibration monitoring for any construction process that is could cause intrusive or damaging 
vibration. 

3.9.6 Cumulative Impacts 

The noise impact analysis presented above has taken into account ambient noise levels as well as 
noise levels expected from future traffic growth. No additional cumulative impacts are anticipated. 
In addition, it is not expected that other land development or public works projects ~within the 
vicinity of the alternatives being considered would result any combined or cumulative vibration 
impact on adjacent land uses. 
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3.10.1 Introduction 

Geology, soils and seismicity are factors that often present constraints to the development of transit 
improvements, pa1Licularly when subsurface or aerial stations or structures are involved. The 
discussion below presents the relative geotechnical implications of the alternatives under 
consideration. 

3.10.2 Affected Environment 

Active and Potentially Active Faults 

The l'vfid-City /Westside Corridor Area (corridor area) is located within a geological area called the 
Los Angeles Basin. The basin is surrounded by the Santa Monica Mountains, the Simi Hi1ls, and the 
Santa Susana Mountains on the west, the San Gabriel Mountains on the north, and the Santa Ana 
Mountains, San Joaquin and Puente Hills to the east. The Pacific Ocean and the Palos Verdes Hills 
make up the southern border of the basin. Within the basin there are a range of landforms. There 
are high mountains, for example, the San Gabi-iel Mountains. There are broad valleys, low hills and 
coastal plains. 

The Los Angeles Basin is an area known to be seismically active and there are a number of active 
and potentiaUy active faults within the corridor area. Active faults are those that are believed to have 
moved ~within the last 11,000 years, while potentially active faults are believed to have moved 
between 11,000 and 2 million years ago. The faults of particular concern are the HoUywood-Santa 
Monica fault and the N e"vport-Inglewood fault. Figure 3.10-1 illustrates the generalized fault zones 
within the corridor area. Characteristics of these faults are described below: 

• 

• 

Hollywood-Santa Monica Fault. This fault is oriented in an east-west direction. Approximately 
24 kilometers in length, it is a left-reverse north-dipping fault. Its slip rate may be greatest at its 
western end. The slip rate is estimated to be between 0.27 and 0.39 millimeters per year. The 
probable magnitude of a seismic event on this fault is projected to range from 6.0 to 7.0 on the 
Richter Scale. 

Nev,1port-Inglewood Fault Zone. The surface trace of this 75-kilometer fault is discontinuous 
in the Los Angeles Basin, but the fault zone can easily be noted there by the existence of a chain 
of low hills extending from Culver City to Signal Hill. The fault complex is oriented in a 
northwest to southeast diagonal direction. South of Signal Hill, it roughly parallels the coastline 
until just south of Newport Bay, where it heads offshore and becomes the Newport-Inglewood 
-Rose Canyon fault zone. The fault is characterized as a right lateral, local reverse slip 
associated with fault steps. The slip rate of the fault is 0.6mm per year. The probable 
magnitude of a seismic event would range from 6.7 to 7.4 on the Richter Scale. 
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Figure 3.10-1: Active Fault Zones 
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Alquist-priolo Fault Hazard Zones 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to mitigate the hazard of 
surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. This state law was a direct result of the 1971 

San Fernando Earthquake, which was associated with extensive surface fault ruptures that damaged 
numerous homes, commercial buildings, and other structures. Surface rupture is the most easily 
avoided seismic hazard. The A1quist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act's main purpose is to 
prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active 
faults. The Act only addresses the hazard of surface fault rupture and is not directed toward other 
earthquake hazards. A review of Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard maps from the California Department 
of Conservation (Division of Mines and Geology) indicates that there are several fault hazard zones 
designated within the corridor as shown in Figure 3.10-2. These zones are located primarily 
southeast of the La Cienega Boulevard and Washington Boulevard intersection. One of the 
designated zones crosses the Exposition Railroad right-of-way at National Boulevard and Fay Street 
in Culver City. 

Liquefaction Potential and Other Soil Considerations 

In addition to faults, the corridor area is also characterized by soils that are subject to liquefaction. 
Liquefaction takes places during a seismic event when soils combined with a high water table are 
unable to support the load bearing weight from structures or foundations. Figure 3.10-3 iJlustrates 
that about two-thirds of the corridor area is located within areas of potential liquefaction. Soils 
classified by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service are generally designated as alluvial deposits from the 
Los Angeles River (which in the past ran in a northeast to southwest direction through the southern 
part of the corridor area. Major soil associations found in the corridor area include: Chino Silt 
Loam, Hanford Clay Loam, Hanford Fine Sandy Loam, Montezuma Clay Adobe, Ramona Clay 
Loam, Ramona Loam, Ramona Sandy Loam, Yolo Clay Loam, and Yolo Loam. 

Other Subsurface Conditions 

As disclosed in previous environmental studies of the corridor area, there are hazardous subsurface 
gas conditions in portions of the corridor north of Interstate 10 and east of Fairfax Avenue. The 
City of Los Angeles has designated a Methane Hazard Zone as shown in Figure 3.10-4. Exposure to 
Methane should not exceed the lower explosive limit of 5% volume per volume in air. Previous 
MTA Metro Red line environmental studies have also disclosed that that there are high (sometimes) 
lethal levels of Hydrogen Sulfide captured within the San Pedro geologic formation about 40 feet 
below the surface. The Occupational Safety and Health Association (OSHA) has established a 
Hydrogen Sulfide exposure limit for workers to not exceed an exposure of 1 Oppm personal 
exposure and the State threshold for public exposure is not to exceed 0.03 ppm. The p1-imary area 
of the hydrogen sulfide appears to be centered near the Pico Boulevard and San Vicente Boulevard 
intersection. Borings conducted by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering as part of the 
North Outfall Interceptor Sewer Project further suggest that there are few, if any, subsurface gas 
concerns (methane or hydrogen sulfide) in the southern portions of the corridor centering along 
Exposition Boulevard (from the Exposition Park Area to Culver City). 

.3.10-3 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026548 



EM25332 

Environmental Analysis - Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Figure 3.10-2: Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones 
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Figure 3.10-3: Potential Liquefaction Areas 
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Figure 3.10-4: Methane Hazard Zone 
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3.10.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

The proposed project and project alternatives would have a significant adverse effect if one or more 
of the following conditions are met: 

• The proposed project or project alternatives would expose people or structures to adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving rupture of known earthquake faults, 
strong seismic ground shaking, landslides or liquefaction; and/ or 

• The proposed project or project alternatives would expose people to adverse effects of 
subsurface toxic or explosive gases. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The method for assessing the potential for a significant impact involves overlaying the proposed 
project or project alternatives with known geologic hazards within the corridor. If stations or 
structures are located within or directly adjacent to a geologic hazard area there would be a potential 
for a significant impact that would require additional geotechnical studies and enhanced design to 
eliminate or reduce the potential impact to a level of insignificance. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

The No Action Alternative would not involve the construction of subsurface or aerial transit 
structures and no exposure to known geologic hazards would be expected. No impacts would 
occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative would be similar to the No Action Alternative. No construction of subsurface 
or aerial structures is anticipated and no significant geotechnical-related impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Although this alternative would traverse areas identified as hazardous, including methane gas and 
liquefaction, this option would not require the construction of major subsurface or aerial structures 
and no impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative lA: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1, which is discussed above. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1, which is discussed above. 
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Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

As discussed above, no geotechnical impacts are associated with the Wilshire Boulevard portion of 
this alternative. Along the Exposition portion, the alignment would create exposure to the following 
geotechnical hazards: 

• 

• 

• 

The route alignment would traverse the Ne,vport-Inglewood Fault Zone. The aerial structure 
proposed for La Cienega Boulevard would be located within this zone. Without structure 
design mitigation, significant impacts would be anticipated. 

The route alignment would traverse an Alquist-priolo Fault Hazard Zone near the intersection 
of Fay Avenue and National Boulevard in Culver City. However, no subsurface or aerial 
structures are proposed in this location. 

Approximately 50 percent of the route would traverse areas with high liquefaction potential. 
Aerial structures at La Cienega, Ballona Creek, Sa\Ni:elle and Bundy would be located in these 
areas. Station platform areas would be located at La Cienega, Sawtelle and Bundy. Without 
structure design mitigation, significant impacts would be anticipated. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 is recommended to reduce geological impacts to a less-than-significant 
level: 

• lvlitigation lvleasure 3.10-1: Because the Exposition BRT/MOS proposes structures and aerial 
stations to be constructed in areas that traverse or adjacent to active or potentially active 
faults, as we11 as areas subject to liquefaction during a seismic event, a geotechnical study 
(prepared by a Registered Geologist) for each affected transit structure shall be required. 
This technical study shall further assess the potential for seismically related structural failures 
and identify design requirements for structures and foundations, which will maintain 
structural integrity under design earthquake conditions. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

As discussed above, no geotechnical impacts are associated with the Wilshire Boulevard portion of 
this alternative. Along the Exposition portion, the alignment would have create exposure to the 
following geotechnical hazards: 

• 

• 

• 

The route alignment would traverse the Ne"vport-Inglewood Fault Zone. The aerial structure 
proposed for La Cienega Boulevard would be located within this zone. Without structure 
design mitigation, significant impacts would be anticipated. 

The route alignment would traverse an Alquist-priolo Fault Hazard Zone near the intersection 
of Fay Avenue and National Boulevard in Culver City. However, no subsurface or aerial 
structures are proposed in this location. 

Approximately 70 percent of the route would traverse areas with high liquefaction potential . 
Aerial structures at La Cienega and Ballona Creek would be located in these areas. The 
proposed aerial station at La Cienega Boulevard would be located in an area designated with 
liquefaction potential and would require specific design measures to avoid significant impacts. 
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Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

The geotechnical impacts associated with this alternative would be essentiaHy the same as the 
Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Alternative 2) discussed above because the same generally route 
alignment would be followed. The exception would be the eastern portion of the LRT route that 
would be located on Hill Street between Washington Boulevard and the Exposition railroad right
of-way, and the western portion of the route that would follow Olympic Boulevard west of 
Cloverfield and then pass over Interstate 10 and 4th Street near the Santa Monica Civic Center. 
Neither segment is considered to be geotechnically sensitive. The route alignments do not traverse 
liquefaction areas, Alquist-priolo Fault zones or active or potentially active faults. Thus no 
additional significant impacts are anticipated. 

J'viitigation Measure 3.10-2 is recommended to reduce geological impacts to a less-than-significant 
level: 

• A1itigation Measure 3.10-2: Because the Exposition LRT/MOS proposes structures and aerial 
stations to be constructed in areas that traverse or adjacent to active or potentially active 
faults, as well as areas subject to liquefaction during a seismic event, a geotechnical study 
(prepared by a Registered Geologist) for each affected transit structure shall be required. 
This technical study shall further assess the potential for seismicaHy related structural failures 
and identify design requirements for structures and foundations, which will maintain 
structural integrity under design earthquake conditions. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Geological and seismic impacts associated with this MOS would be similar to the Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition BRT MOS (Alternative 2A). Significant impacts would be expected at the aerial 
structure at La Cienega as well as the portion of the route that traverses the Alquist-priolo Fault 
Hazard Zone at National Boulevard and Fay Avenue in Culver City. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the 11TA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. Six candidate sites are under consideration. Geotechnical concerns 
associated with each of these sites are discussed below. 

Nmth2vest Corner of Chavez and Niission. The site is located in an area subject to liquefaction. The site is 
not located in a Fault Hazard Zone. Without structure design mitigation, impacts would be 
considered significant for this site. 

Existin,g MIA Division 1 (Alameda and C1
). The yard is not located in an area subject to liquefaction 

nor is it located in a Fault Hazard Zone. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Norlheast Corner qf Alameda and Washington. The yard is not located in an area subject to liquefaction 
nor is it located in a Fault Hazard Zone. No significant impacts are anticipated. 
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S outhr?asl Corner of I1lameda and W'ashington. The yard is not located in an area subject to liquefaction 
nor is it located in a Fault Hazard Zone. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

E:x:position ROif/ (Hooper to Central). The yard is not located in an area subject to liquefaction nor is it 
located in a Fault Hazard Zone. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

E:x:isting i\:iTA South Park Shops (541
;, and Avalon). The site is located in an area subject to liquefaction. 

The site is not located in a Fault Hazard Zone. Without structure design mitigation, impacts would 
be considered significant for this site. 

:Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 is recommended to reduce geological impacts to a less-than-significant 
level: 

• Mit~gation Measure 3.10-3: Prior to the final selection of a maintenance yard site, a 
geotechnical study shall be prepared by a Registered Geologist indicating the design 
requirements for yards sites that may be located in areas of liquefaction. Identified 
requirements shall be incorporated into the specifications for the maintenance yard project. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

As discussed in Section 2, a design option is being considered in the Exposition Park area, where a 
tunnel would be constructed for either BRT or LRT in the area between Figueroa Street and 
Vermont Avenue. The tunnel would be constructed at a depth of approximately 40 feet. According 
to maps available from the California Department of l'vfines and Geology, the tunnel location is in an 
area that may be subject to liquefaction, particularly the western most part of the tunnel near 
Vermont. The tunnel is not located within or adjacent to any other known geologic or seismic 
hazard. 

3.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Geotechnical and seismic constraint impacts are site specific. The transit alternatives under 
consideration would affect construction and excavation in limited areas and would not likely 
combine with other commercial or non-commercial building construction to create a combined 
impact that would adversely affect the geological integrity or slope stability of adjacent areas. 
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3.11 Water Resources 

3.11.1 Introduction 

This section provides a discussion of the existing local surface water bodies, local drainage patterns, 
and water quality conditions within the Study Area. 

3.11.2 Affected Environment 

Municipal Water Supply 

The Los Angeles Department of Power and Water (LADWP) supplies water for the City of Los 
Angeles. LADWP is entitled to draw from three main water sources for its supply: the San 
Fernando Groundwater Basin, the Los Angeles aqueduct, and the Metropolitan \vater District 
(JYIWD). Other water supply agencies in the Study Area include the City of Santa Monica and the 
West Basin l'vfWD. The l\f\vD is a wholesale distributor of water from the Colorado River and the 
State Water Project, and also provides the entire water supply of the City of Beverly Hills, and 80 to 
85% of the City of Santa Monica's water supply. The remainder of Santa Monica's water supply is 
drawn from groundwater. The majority of Culver City's water is supplied by the Southern California 
Water Company, with a small area on the west side of the City supplied by LADWP. 

Flooding 

Los Angeles County is subject to a wide range of flood hazards, including those caused by 
earthquakes, intense stonns, and failure of man-made structures. Two damaging regional tsunamis 
caused by the 1812 Santa Barbara and the 1927 Point Arguello earthquakes indicate that faults off 
the coast of Southern California are capable of producing large local tsunamis. The tsunami concern 
is heightened because the short historical record does not adequately characterize the long-term 
tsunami risk. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has prepared flood maps identifying areas in 
Los Angeles County that would be subject to flooding during 100-year and 500-year storms events. 
These maps indicate that a portion of the project routes are located within these flood zones, 
although the risk for flood is not any greater than that for most areas in the Central Los Angeles 
Basin. Portions of the existing Exposition railroad right-of-way (ROW) is below grade and some 
flooding is possible during storm events. 

Local Surface Water Bodies 

The project routes stretch ten miles to the east of Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean, the 
ultimate receiving water body in the region. No other surface water bodies are located near the 
Study Area. Santa Monica Bay is considered by both Federal and State governments to be a natural 
resource of national significance that must be preserved and protected under the Natural Estuary 
Program. Santa Monica Bay is a United States Federal navigable water body, and is listed as an 
impaired water body in the Federal listing established under the Clean Water Act, Sections 131.1, 
303, 304, and 319. 
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The project routes are located 'within the Los Angeles-San Gabriel Hydrologic Unit and more 
specifically fa]] within the Ballona Creek Watershed Management Area. Beneficial uses of Ba.Ilona 
Creek include: contact and non-contact water recreation; warm freshwater habitat; wildlife habitat; 
rare and endangered species preservation, marine habitat; ocean, commercial, and sport fishing; and 
saline water habitat. 

Groundwater 

Along the \'Vilshire route, the regional groundwater table exists at depths in excess of 60 feet. 
However, areas of shallow and perched water do occur relatively close to the surface in alluvial 
sediments and channel deposits of Ballona Creek and its tributaries. Perched water tables have been 
rising since the late 1970s; preliminary engineering studies have confirmed the presence of 
groundwater close to the surface in areas between \'Vilshire and Olympic Boulevards. Groundwater 
along the Exposition route is estimated to be between 60 and 90 feet below the surface. 
Groundwater may contain high levels of hydrogen sulfide. 

Local Drainage Patterns 

The surface of the Study Area is substantially impervious (paved), thus the infiltration of surface 
water into groundwater is currently negligible. Major storm drains in the vicinity of the project 
routes include two major storm drains in the Mid-City area that collect and convey runoff from the 
J\fid-City area to Ballona Creek. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Hydrologic 
and \'Yater Conservation Division, maintains the northernmost storm drain. The City of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Enginee1-ing, maintains the southernmost storm 
drain. The portion of the County storm drain located in the Mid-City area is currently estimated to 
provide about a one-year level of flood protection, well below the 10-year capacity considered by the 
County to provide a basic level of flood protection. The City storm drain located in the J\fid-City 
area is estimated to provide at least a 10-year level of flood protection. Other storm drain facilities 
include drains along portions of Windsor Boulevard and Bronson Avenue. In addition, there is an 
existing 18by13.6-foot storm drain along Venice Boulevard. 

Within the Study Area, Ballona Creek (East Segment) and the Sepulveda Flood Channel (Central 
segment) are major sources of drainage. The easterly terminus of Ballona Creek is located about 1.5 
miles west of Crenshaw Boulevard, near the intersection of Pickford Street and South Cochran 
Avenue. Ballona Creek is a concrete flood control channel designed to pass local runoff and 
floodwaters into the Santa Monica Bay. Flows from Ballona Creek originate from many sources, 
including point-source discharges from industrial sources and storm water. In addition, irrigation 
runoff, residential car washing, fire fighting, waterline flushing, s'\vimming pool draining, 
groundwater denaturing at construction sites, and miscellaneous materials from illegal dumping are 
discharged into the Creek. 

Along the Exposition route, surface drainage flows easterly from Flower Street to the Los Angeles 
River. Surface drainage north of Exposition Boulevard flows in a northeasterly pattern towards 
Ballona Creek. South of Exposition Boulevard, drainage flows in a western and southern pattern 
towards Dominguez Channel. 

The rate of surface flow is heavily influenced by the impervious character of the underlying land in 
which there is little oppmtunity for percolation down to groundwater tables. Paved streets and 
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buildings cover most of the Study Area. However, the Exposition Boulevard route has a greater 
percentage of pervious surfaces due to the presence of Exposition Park. 

Water Quality 

The U:/ater ~Quality Control Plan1 Los Angeles R~ion (Basin Plan), prepared by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angles Region (RWQCB), notes that the major contributors to 
impaired water in Ballona Creek are pollutants from industrial and municipal effluent, and urban 
non-point runoff. In addition, untreated sewage overflows discharged into Ballona Creek during the 
rainy season historically have caused beach closures along Santa Monica Bay. Specific pollutants 
include high levels of dissolved solids (e.g. chlorides, sulfates, heavy metals), bacteria, nutrients from 
fertilizers and other sources, petroleum hydrocarbons, sediment, solid waste and debris. Rainfall 
results in these contaminants entering municipal storm drains, which subsequently convey the 
contaminants to surface waters. In addition, high concentrations of DDT in sediments at the mouth 
of Ballona Creek and in Marina del Rey provide evidence of past discharges that have resulted in 
long-term water quality issues. 

Point sources of discharges to surface waters, such as those from industrial facilities, contain a broad 
range of potential contaminants. Locally, these discharges are regulated by the R WQCB under 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit regulations, which have been in 
effect since the 1970s. The quality of base flow waters in Ballona Creek is defined by these 
discharges. 

The quality of water in Ballona Creek is monitored monthly by the Los Angeles County Department 
of Public Works, Flood Control Division. Water sampling stations near the Study Area are located 
along Ballona Creek at Fairfax Avenue and Sawtelle Boulevard. The Fairfax Avenue station collects 
dry weather flow samples only, while the Sawtelle Boulevard station collects both dry weather and 
storm flow samples. Presently, storm water in Ballona Creek is not treated prior to discharge into 
the Santa Monica Bay. A solid waste flap gate in Ballona Creek detains debris contained in dry 
weather flows. 

The water quality data for storm flows from the Sav.1:elle Boulevard station do not indicate a clear 
trend in mineral concentrations over the past few years. However, there has been a general increase 
in concentrations of some bacteria. The variability of the data can be attributed to the intensity of a 
given storm, the timing of the grab sample, and the unpredictable constituents that may be present 
in storm water runoff at any particular time. The water quality data for the two station's dry weather 
lows do not indicate a clear trend based on geographical location. 

Regulatory Framework 

Federal 

Clean U7ater Act; The primary federal law governing water quality is the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1972, amended as the Clean Water Act in 1977. This landmark legislation 
established the NPDES permit process to regulate point source discharges to surface waters. The 
1987 amendment to the Clean Water Act added Section 402(p) which requires the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to develop regulations for the control of non-point 
source discharges, such as urban storm water runoff. 
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Rti!,ulation of Industrial Wastt Dischat;ges (Point Soum Contro~. All point source waste dischargers to 
waters in the Los Angeles region, including BaUona Creek, must be permitted in accordance with the 
NPDES permitting system administered by the RWQCB. Discharge limits include, if required, 
effluent and receiving water limits. These limits are set to meet the Basin Plan water quality 
objectives (the Basin Plan is described in the Regional Regulation Framework). Each discharger must 
monitor its discharges, and in some cases receiving waters, and submit monitoring reports to the 
RWQCB according to a prescribed schedule. 

Storm TV'ater Regttlations. Federal storm water regulations require municipalities to obtain NPDES 
permits for storm water discharges from municipal storm drains to surface waters. In 1990, the 
EPA published final regulations for storm water discharges to implement Section 402(p) of the 
Clean Water Act. These regulations addressed storm water discharges from industrial stonn water 
collection systems. In November 1991, California issued the NPDES General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities (General Industrial Permit), which requires 
industrial facilities to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and 
a monitoring program to control and evaluate the quality of storm runoff discharging off-site, and to 
eliminate non-storm water discharges to the stonn drain system. On April 17, 1997, the State Water 
Resources Control Board adopted a revised General Industrial Stom1 Water Permit under Water 
Quality Order No. 97-03-DWQ. The general permit replaces the previously issued industrial storm 
water permits, and is mandated under the Federal Clean Water Act Section 402(p).33 U.S.C. Section 
1251 et seq. 

In addition to the General Industrial Permit, the State Water Resources Control Board (S\'VRCB) 
issued a General Construction Activities Storm \'Yater Permit (Construction Permit) in September 
1992, which requires applicable construction projects to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply 
with the requirements of the Permit. The Construction Permit requires construction-site operators 
to implement a S\'VPPP to control sediment and other construction-related pollutants from entering 
the storm drain system. 

These two storm water perm1ttmg programs - the General Industrial Permit and the General 
Construction Permit - are a major attempt to control non-point source pollutants in urban runoff 
that discharge to the local stonn drain system and into receiving waters, such as Ballona Creek. 

Porter-Cologne Ati. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act of 1969 established the principal 
California program for water quality control. This Act authorizes the S\'V'RCB to implement the 
provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act, and divides the State of California into nine RWQCB 
areas. Each R\'VQCB implements and enforces provisions of the Clean \'Yater Act, subject to policy 
guidance and review by the SWRCB. The Study Area is located in RWQCB Region 4. 

In addition, the S\XlRCB has adopted a General Construction permit, requiring that discharges of 
storm water from construction activities (e.g., clearing, grading, or excavation of land) on five acres 
or more must be regulated as an industrial activity and must be covered by a NPDES permit. The 
General Construction permit is implemented and enforced by the nine California Regional \'V ater 
Quality Control Boards. 
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The General Construction permit requires dischargers to eliminate/ reduce non-storm water 
discharges to storm water systems, develop and implement a storm water pollution prevention plan 
(SW'PPP), and inspect storm water control structures and pollution prevention measures. According 
to permit requirements, the SWPPP shall be implemented with the start of construction activities 
and be kept on-site for projects commencing on and after October 1, 1992. A Best Management 
Plan (BMP) shall also be prepared for review and approval by the City. The Best Management Plan, 
also known as a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), identifies all appropriate routine and 
minimum structural and non-structural controls found in the County's Drainage Area J'vfanagement 
Plan (DAMP) Appendix G. 

Management of water quality typically includes many BMPs to achieve the best possible water 
quality. BNIPs are required by local authorities, and with proper implementation, protect receiving 
waters from degradation and can correct for existing problems associated "1'ith water quality. 

Common BNIPs include structural controls and non-structural controls. Structural controls used in 
storm water management describe engineering solutions to water quality problems, such as 
detention basins, oil/ grit separators, grassed swales, filter strips, and porous pavement. The catch 
basins included with the project are examples of structural controls. Non-structural controls 
emphasize controlling the source of pollutants, generally by policy or by public education programs. 

Jn order to obtain coverage under the General Construction Permit, the Applicant is required to 
submit a NOJ prior to construction. The NPDES and SWPPP processes are intended to reduce 
potential water quality impacts to less than significant levels. 

Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Program 

Control of Construction-RPlated Erosion and Sedimentation. In order to control and monitor the water 
quality of waters of the United States, Congress enacted Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act. 
Section 402(p) of the Clean \'Yater Act, also termed the NPDES program, requires a storm water 
discharge permit to control both point and non-point sources of pollutants. Because of the nature 
of the alternatives considered, urban runoff (a non-point source of pollutants) is of primary concern. 
Specifically, two types of non-point source discharges are controlled by the NPDES Program - non
point source discharges caused by general construction activities, and the quality of storm water in 
municipally separate storm sewer systems. 

To minimize the potential effects of construction runoff on receiving water quality, the State 
requires that any construction activity affecting five acres or more must obtain a General 
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. Permit applicants are required to prepare a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement BMPs to reduce construction effects on 
receiving water quality. In 1997, the USEPA proposed revisions to the 1992 General Permit to 
clarify that all construction activities, even small construction sites that are part of a larger common 
plan, must be covered under the revised permit. The SWRCB has not yet developed a revised State 
permit that reflects the new USEPA requirements. Because development of the transit system would 
collectively disturb more than five acres, any construction would be subject to existing permit 
requirements and may be subject to the revised permit requirements if, or when, they are adopted by 
the SWRCB. 
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Examples of typical BMPs included in SWPPPs are the use of temporary mulching, seeding, or 
other suitable stabilization measures to protect uncovered soils; storing materials and equipment in a 
manner that reduces the potential for spills or leaks to enter the storm drain system or surface water 
system; developing and implementing a spill prevention and cleanup plan; installing traps, filters, or 
other devices at drop inlets to prevent contaminants from entering storm drains; and using barriers, 
such as straw bales or plastic, to minimize the amount of uncontrolled runoff that could enter drains 
or surface waters. 

Groundwater Re.mums. The State of California is not authorized by the California State Water Code to 
manage groundwater use; instead, case law from various court decisions regulates groundwater use. 
California landowners have a correlative right to extract as much groundwater as they can put to 
beneficial use. In some basins, a court has defined that correlative right. In other basins, the 
correlative right has not yet been defined. Groundwater management programs have usually been 
developed on an ad hoc basis through local agencies, adjudication, and groundwater management 
districts formed by special legislation. Two additional methods have recently become available: (1) 
Assembly Bill 3030 (Water Code Section 1750 et seq) allows certain existing local agencies to 
manage groundwater (i.e., groundwater management districts); and (2) city and county ordinances. 
The Study Area is neither regulated by a groundwater management district or by city or county 
ordinance; furthermore, none of the local water districts have been granted statutory authority to 
regulate groundwater extraction or groundwater recharge. 

A1aintenance qf the WTater Quality of Municipalb Separate Storm Drainage Systems. Municipal storm water 
runoff is regulated by municipal permits for a city, county, or groups of cities and counties. The 
County of Los Angeles received an "early'' pennit in 1990, prior to the promulgation of the USEP A 
storm water regulations. The Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit covers drainage 
basins associated with the Santa Clara River, Upper and Lower Los Angeles River, Santa Monica 
Bay, and Upper and Lower San Gabriel River. In summary, the purpose of the municipal storm 
water runoff permit is to provide a mechanism for monitoring the discharge of pollutants to "waters 
of the United States" and for establishing appropriate controls for municipally separate storm sewer 
systems located in municipalities with populations of 100,000 or more. 

The City currently operates under the Los Angeles NPDES Municipal Storm \vater Permit; as such, 
the City must ensure that discharges to the storm drain system comply with certain minimum water 
quality requirements. In order to accomplish this, the City must compile existing data regarding the 
storm drain system, identify and implement BMPs, and implement a monitoring program for non
point source pollutants. 

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) 

W/DRs far the Discharge of Non-Hazardous Contaminated Soils and OthPr lf/astes in Los I1ngeles River and 
Santa Clara River Basins (Order No. 91-93 ). The afore-referenced WDR allows the disposal of up to 
100,000 cubic yards of non-hazardous contaminated soils and other wastes for a maximum period of 
90 days. This \X'DR is not expected to apply to the development of a transit system because there 
are no known contaminated soils on-site, and any stockpiling of construction-related soils would not 
occur in a manner that would affect the quality of any waters of the United States. 

WDRs far Land Treatmmt of PetrolPum f!ydrocarhon Contaminated Soil in Los An,_geles and Santa Clara River 
Basins (Order No. 90-148). The afore-referenced WDR allows the disposal of up to 100,000 cubic 
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yards of petroleum hydrocarbon contaminated soil for a maximum period of 365 days. This WDR is 
not expected to apply to the proposed project because there is no known contaminated soil on-site, 
and any stockpiling of construction-related soils would not occur in a manner that would affect the 
quality of any waters of the United States. 

WTDRs for Specified Dischat;ges to Ground1vater in Santa Clara River and Los Angeles River Basins (Order No. 
93-010). The afore-referenced \X!DR allows the discharge of water resulting from the following 
activities: hydrostatic testing of tanks, pipes, and storage vessels; construction dewatering; dust 
control application; water irrigation storage systems; subterranean storage systems; subterranean 
seepage dewatering; well development and test pumping; aquifer testing, and monitoring well 
construction. This \X!DR is expected to apply to the proposed project due to the potential for 
construction dewatering activities. 

Regional 

Basin Plan. Under the Clean Water Act, the State was originally required to develop comprehensive 
basin plans as a prerequisite to receiving federal funding for the construction of municipal waste 
water treatment plants. The Los Angeles RWQCB developed the Basin Plan for Region 4 in 1975, 
and this plan was most recently updated in 1994. The Basin Plan is designed to preserve and 
enhance water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all regional waters. Specifically, the Basin 
Plan (1) designates beneficial uses for surface and groundwater; (2) sets narrative and nume1-ical 
objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses and conform 
to the State's anti-degradation policy; and (3) describes implementation programs to protect all 
waters in the Region. In addition, the Basin Plan incorporates (by reference) all applicable State and 
Regional plans and policies, as well as other pertinent water quality policies and regulations. 

SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) adopted a Water Quality Chapter in 
January 1995 for its Regional Comprehensive Plan and Gttide (SCAG 1995). The Water Quality Chapter 
provides a regional perspective on current water quality issues, and has no direct application to the 
proposed transit alternatives. 

3.11.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

The alternatives considered would result in a significant hydrology and water quality impact if they 
would: 

• 

• 

• 

Conflict with applicable legal requirements related to hydrology or water quality, including a 
violation of state water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

Substantially degrade groundwater quality or interfere with groundwater recharge, or deplete 
groundwater resources in a manner that would cause water-related hazards, such as subsidence; 

Alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner that would cause substantial 
flooding, erosion, or siltation; 
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• Create or contribute to runoff that would exceed the drainage and flood control capacity of 
existing or planned storm water drainage systems; or 

• Place "vi thin a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows, 
or otherwise expose people and/ or prope11:y to water-related hazards, such as flooding. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The methodology for the evaluation of impacts to hydrology and/ or water quality involves an 
analysis of existing data related to flooding, drainage, and water quality, and an assessment of 
whether the proposed action would substantially degrade surface or ground water quality; alter 
drainage patterns in a manner that would cause flooding, erosion, or siltation; result in exposure of 
people and/ or property to water-related hazards; or otherwise conflict with applicable laws related 
to hydrology and water quality. This analysis does not rely upon a detailed drainage study or a 
hydrologic flow analysis. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Impacts related to storm water runoff; flooding, and groundwater resources. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this 
report, the No Action Alternative would not entail physical changes to the project routes. Instead, 
the No Action Alternative would focus on operational bus improvements, such as an increase in 
fleet size, and buses would continue to operate along city streets. This alternative would not result 
in any impacts to storm water runoff (e.g., direction, rate, or flow), flood hazards, or groundwater 
resources (e.g., direction, rate, flow, or quality). However, an increase in the bus fleet could result in 
a negligible impact on surface water quality; this impact would be considered less than significant. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Impacts related to storm water runoff, flooding, and ground2vater resottrces. Similar to the No Action 
Alternative, this alternative would focus on enhancements to and/ or restructuring of transit service 
within the Study Area. l\ITA local service buses, as well as MTA Rapid Bus service, would continue 
to operate along city streets. This alternative would not result in any impacts to storm water runoff 
(e.g., direction, rate, or flow), flood hazards, or groundwater resources (e.g., direction, rate, flow, or 
quality). However, an increase in the bus fleet could result in a negligible impact on surface water 
quality; this impact would be considered less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT(Baseline Median-Running) 

Impacts related to storm water mnojf The \Vil shire BRT Alternative would be limited to the provision of 
BRT service within the existing Wilshire Boulevard RO\V. This alternative would not require any 
grading, and all surface water would continue to drain to the existing storm drain systems at the 
existing volumes and velocities. No significant impacts to the direction, rate, or flow of surface water 
is anticipated with implementation of Alternative 1. However, an increase in the bus fleet, as well as 
the provision of additional parking areas (i.e., park-and-ride lots), could result in a negligible impact 
on surface water quality; however, this impact would be considered less than significant. 
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Tmpatts related to flooding. As illustrated by Figure 3.11-1, a portion of the Wilshire BRT would be 
subject to flooding during 100-year and 500-year storm events. During these storm events, portions 
of \vilshire Boulevard are, and will continue to be, subject to limited flooding of short duration. 
Implementation of this alternative would neither create nor contribute to runoff that would exceed 
the drainage and flood control capacity of the storm drain system, nor would it impede or redirect 
flood flows. Furthermore, because the transit stops are located outside of the street systems, where 
a majority, if not all, of the drainage occurs, implementation of this alternative would also not 
expose people and/ or property to water-related hazards. Impacts resulting from flood hazards with 
implementation of Alternative 1 are considered to be less than significant. 

Impacts related to ground1vater resources. Because this alternative would not require any grading, and the 
entire \vilshire Boulevard route is currently paved, implementation of this alternative would also not 
result in an increase in the amount of impervious surfaces; therefore, there would be no impact to 
groundwater resources (direction, rate, flow, or quality). Further, this alternative will not draw from 
any groundwater aquifer. Impacts to groundwater resources would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, all components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the median. Therefore, the hydrology and 
water quality impacts resulting from construction and implementation of Alternative 1A would be 
identical to Alternative 1, and less than significant impacts would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

With this design option, all components of the Wilshire BRT would be the same, except the BRT 
would operate exclusively in the existing lanes adjacent to the curb. Therefore, the long-term 
hydrology and water quality impacts resulting from construction and implementation of Alternative 
1B would be identical to Alternative 1, and less than significant impacts would occur. However, in 
order to provide an improved curb-lane running surface for buses, some of the existing storm drains 
must be reconstructed as part of the resurfacing process. Al reconstruction activities will occur v.rith 
the review and approval of the Engineering Bureau of each City through which the alignment 
traverses; as such, less-than-significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Impacts related to storm water runqff. As previously discussed, the Wilshire BRT would be limited to the 
ROW of Wilshire Boulevard. The Exposition BRT also follows existing public ROWs and is largely 
contained within the limits of city streets or a former railroad RO\v now owned by the j\;fTA. 
Implementation of this alternative would result in limited grading (to replace the dirt railroad ROW 
with asphalt to accommodate buses) and a slight increase in impermeable surface area. Therefore, 
runoff volumes, flows, and velocities would be slightly altered; however, surface runoff would be 
directed into a constructed drainage system, and impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Impacts to Jloodin,g. As illustrated by Figure 3.11-1, a portion of the Wilshire Boulevard route 
and Exposition Boulevard route would be subject to flooding during the 100-year and 500-year 
storm events. During these storm events, portions of both routes are, and wi11 continue to be, 
subject to limited flooding of short duration. Implementation of this alternative would neither 
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Figure 3.11-1100-Year and 500-Year Floodplains 
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create nor contribute to runoff that would exceed the drainage and flood control capacity of the 
storm drain system, nor would it impede or redirect flood flows. Furthermore, because the transit 
stops are located outside of the street systems, where a majority, if not all, of the drainage occurs, 
implementation of this alternative would also not expose people and/ or property to water-related 
hazards. Impacts as a result of flood hazards with implementation of Alternative 2 are considered to 
be less than significant. 

Impacts related to ground1vater resources. An increase in impervious surfaces would also result in a limited 
reduction in local groundwater recharge opportunities due to the decreased percolation of rainwater 
through the soil. Precipitation in the Study Area, however, is characterized by infrequent storms 
during a brief rainy season, and surface water infiltration is minimal, pa1Licularly along the narrow 
railroad ROW. The majority of recharge to the groundwater supply in Los Angeles County comes 
from large, natural stream systems or constructed groundwater recharge basins. Therefore, the 
reduced recharge potential associated with additional impermeable surfaces proposed for the 
Exposition BRT would be considered less than significant. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

The Exposition BRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would terminate at the Venice/Washington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire BRT impacts have been disclosed above, and the MOS option of 
the Exposition BRT is only a shorter route of the foll-length alternative, the hydrology and water 
quality impacts resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 2A would be similar to 
Alternative 2. No hydrology and water quality impacts would occur west of the Venice/Washington 
Station, and no increased hydrology and water quality impacts would occur at the westernmost MOS 
station location. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Impacts relatr?d to storm water runoff. jlooding, and ground1vater resources. As previously discussed, the 
Wilshire BRT would be limited to the ROW of Wilshire Boulevard. The Exposition LRT also 
follows existing public RO\vs and is largely contained within the limits of city streets or a former 
railroad ROW now owned by the l\ITA. Implementation of this alternative would result in limited 
grading (to replace the dirt railroad ROW with light rail tracks) and a slight increase in impermeable 
surface area. Therefore, the potential impacts to hydrology and water quality that would result from 
implementation of Alternative 3 would be substantially similar to the hydrology and water quality 
impacts that are anticipated to result from implementation of Alternative 2. No significant impacts 
to local or regional surface water quality, storm water runoff and flood hazards, or groundwater 
resources are anticipated to occur. Impacts as a result of implementation of Alternative 3 are 
considered to be less than significant. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

The Exposition LRT MOS component of Alternative 2 would terminate at the Venice/\vashington 
Station. Given that the Wilshire LRT impacts have been disclosed above, and the MOS option of 
the Exposition LRT is only a shorter route of the full-length alternative, the hydrology and water 
quality impacts resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 3A would be similar to 
Alternative 3. No hydrology and water quality impacts would occur west of the Venice/Washington 
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Station, and no increased hydrology and water quality impacts would occur at the westernmost MOS 
station location. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

Alternatives 1 through 3 (including the design options and the MOS options) would require storage 
and maintenance facilities. A new maintenance yard(s) would provide maintenance for both the 
BRT /Rapid Bus Systems and/ or LRT system and, as such, must be centrally located to both 
systems (i.e., the downtown Los Angeles area). Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) provides a 
detailed description of the location of maintenance yard sites, including the screening process that 
was used to identify the six potentially feasible sites. In summary, the six maintenance yard sites that 
are currently being considered by the J'vITA include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

NW Corner of Chavez/Mission; 

Existing MTA Division I Area; 

NE Corner Alameda/\Y.!ashington; 

SE Corner Alameda/Washington; 

Exposition ROW Hooper to Central; and 

Existing J'vffA South Park Shops . 

Figures 2-16 through 2-19 in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) shows the locations and physical 
layout of the proposed maintenance facilities. These locations are all contained within lands 
currently owned and operated by the MTA, and are predominately located within industrial areas. 
The provision of maintenance facilities could result in water quality impacts. A source of 
contaminated water will be runoff from the maintenance yard where buses will be washed. 
Chemicals used for vehicle cleaning include solvents, detergents, and surfactants. The wash area will 
be constructed to drain into a designated collection area, where all effluents v.rill be contained for 
treatment before discharge. The Industrial Waste Section of the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts has evaluated Metro Rail's proposed rail carwashing system, which uses water recycling and 
water treatment through clarification. The Industrial Waste Section staff has concluded that the 
proposed system is appropriate and will meet existing and proposed water quality standards. 
Therefore, impacts related to storm water runoff and water quality (caused by operation of the 
maintenance facilities) would be considered less than significant. Furthermore, because the 
candidate maintenance facility sites are located within urbanized areas, no grading will be necessary. 
Therefore, there will be no increase in impervious surfaces, and no impacts related to flooding or 
groundwater resources are anticipated. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

The subway design option would provide a subterranean travel corridor for either the bus or light 
rail alternatives of the Exposition Corridor in the USC/Exposition Park area. In order to 
implement this design option, MTA must apply for an NPDES permit prior to the start of 
construction. The NPDES permit would require the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP 
to control sediment and otl1er construction-related pollutants from entering the storm drain system. 
This permit would list water quality standards and effluent limits set forth by the RWQCB to protect 
the beneficial uses of any receiving waters. In addition, this design option would also include a water 
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treatment system during construction of the subway segment to collect surface, ground, and 
construction cleaning water prior to discharge in storm drains that empty into Ballona Creek. The 
treated water (effluent) would be regulated by the RWQCB under MTA's NDPES permit for the 
project, as well as all applicable \'Vaste Discharge Regulations, and would be designed to remove 
contaminants to a level that meets the NPDES Permit requirements. 

Construction activities associated with construction of the subway design option would also generate 
substantial levels of sediment, dust, and other construction-related pollutants, such as building 
materials and debris. Since construction surface water would be ti-eated prior to release to sensitive 
receiving waters (such as Ballona Creek), no impacts to beneficial uses are anticipated. Furthem1ore, 
preparation of an SWPPP, as well as compliance with all requirements of the NPDES Program, 
including monitoring activities to assess the effectiveness of the Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
would ensure that a less than significant impact occurs "1'ith respect to water quality. 

3.11.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the J\1id-City/Westside Transit Corridor Project. 
The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR provides a programmatic analysis of hydrologic and water quality 
impacts resulting from implementation of all projects contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), 
including the Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor project, and provides the basis for this cumulative 
impact analysis. 

Cumulative hydrologic and water quality impacts could result from a degradation of water quality by 
roadway pollutants. Projects contemplated in the RTP that do not require the construction of new 
facilities (e.g., optimization of the existing transportation system) would not have a direct physical 
effect on water resources. The indirect effects of reducing traffic congestion would be beneficial to 
water quality in the region, because reductions in air emissions and accident-related roadway surface 
pollutants would reduce the level of water-borne pollutants that could migrate to surface and 
groundwater. Those projects that require construction of new or expanded facilities (e.g., new 
freeways or expanded roadways or additional parking facilities) would potentially have the greatest 
adverse impacts, because increased traffic-carrying capacity and increases in surface parking areas 
could cause increases in surface water pollutants related to tire wear, oil and grease, accident-related 
spills, and vehicle exhaust. In addition to pollutants that would result from normal 
roadway/ freeway operations, trash, pesticides, and accidental spills of transported materials could 
contaminate adjacent water bodies. The effects of additional pollutant loadings of surface water 
could also produce localized impacts on water resources. 

Construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts could also result during clearing and 
grading operations, and from cut-and-fill slopes that are exposed prior to the establishment of 
landscaping. The alteration of drainage patterns at stream crossings could also change erosional 
processes, depending on the design of bridge supports or the use of culverts. 

Lastly, to the extent that projects envisioned in the RTP would be built within the urbanized 
portions of the SCAG region, or within existing rights-of-way, such projects would cause minimal 
increases in impermeable surface area, and less-than-significant impacts related to flooding would 
occur. 
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Compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to hydrology 
and water quality, including, but not limited, to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (Water Quality 
Certification), Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Program), Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Department of the Army Permits), Section 
1600 et seq of the Fish and Game Code of California, the Coastal Zone Management Act, as well as 
the Best Management Practices specified in SCAG's Areawide \vaste Treatment Management Plan 
(208 Plan) would minimize the discharge of pollutants, reduce construction-related erosion and 
sedimentation, and would ensure that projects do not expose people or structures to flood-related 
hazards. Cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts associated "1'ith all of the project 
alternatives (i.e., No Action Alternative, TSM Alternative, and Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) would be less 
than significant. 
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3.12.1 Introduction 

Because of the urbanized and developed character of the Study Corridor, biological resources are 
not expected to be substantially or significantly affected by the proposed project alternatives. The 
discussion below outlines the primary biological resource impacts considerations in the corridor. 

3.12.2 Affected Environment 

The Study Area encompasses approximately 112 square miles. This area, however, is one of the 
most densely developed and urbanized areas in the southern California region. As a result, open 
space is largely limited to man-made parks and golf courses. With the exception of the Baldv.rin 
Hills, there are no natural open space areas v.rithin the Study Area. The only surface water body 
within the corridor area is Ballona Creek. The creek is maintained by the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District as a flood channel and flows from east to west. The surface flow (consisting 
largely of urban runoff) is contained v.rithin a lined channel with the exception of the estuary area in 
Marina del Rey. 

3.12.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

It is expected that an adverse impact to biological resources would result if development of a transit 
system would: 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Result in a substantial adverse effect on any federally, state, or locally designated sensitive 
species, including threatened, endangered, or candidate species as identified by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife and Service and/ or the California Department of Fish and Game; 
Result in a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities; 
Remove or have an adverse affect on any federally protected wetlands; 
Interfere with the movement of any native or migratory fish or wildlife species; 
Conflict ~with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources; or 
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) . 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The evaluation method for impacts to biological resources entails a review of the California Natural 
Diversity Data Base to determine whether there are threatened or endangered plant or animal 
species within the study area, and a comparison of the proposed alignment/ route of the transit 
improvements to determine whether these improvements traverse sensitive ecological areas, 
including rivers and streams, wetlands, wildlife migratory corridors and/ or habitat conservation 
areas. If an alignment is located "vithin or adjacent to one of these areas, there is a potential for an 
adverse impact. 
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Impacts 

According to a search of the California Natural Diversity Database (NDDB), there are no sensitive 
species within the areas affected by the proposed alternatives. The alternatives would not traverse 
any known wildlife migration corridors or any riparian habitats or wetlands. There are no HCP's 
that would be affected by the proposed alternatives. 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

As discussed in Section 2.0 (Alternatives Considered) of this report, the No Action Alternative 
would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus 
improvements, such as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate along city streets 
and there would be no effects outside of these rights-of-way (ROWs). The No Action Alternative 
would result in less than significant impacts. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Similar to the No Action Alternative, this option would focus on enhancements and restructuring of 
transit service within the corridor area. 1iffA local service buses as well as 1iffA Rapid Bus service 
would continue to operate along city streets and highways and there would be no effects outside of 
these RO\v s. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

The Wilshire BRT route would be limited to the ROW of Wilshire Boulevard. The transit 
improvement would require the removal of existing median trees in some segments. These trees are 
considered to have aesthetic rather than ecological value because of their isolated location within a 
narrow median of a heavily traveled street. In limited circumstances, the removal of median trees 
could adversely affect nesting birds. However, no species v.rithin the corridor are listed as threatened 
or endangered. Peregrine Falcons (listed by the California Department of Fish and Game) are 
known to forage within the \vest Los Angeles/\vestwood area. These species typically nest at high 
elevations (including office towers) and it is extremely unlikely that the removal of median trees on 
Wilshire Boulevard would adversely affect this species. Refer to the visual impact analysis for a 
further discussion of the loss and replacement of median and street trees. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in Section 3.7 (Visual Quality), such as those requiring additional 
landscaping, would result in less than significant impacts to street trees along the \vilshire BRT 
route. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Similar to Alternative 1, impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Similar to Alternative 1, impacts are expected to be less than significant. 
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Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Similar to the Wilshire BRT (discussed above), the Exposition BRT option also follows ex1stmg 
public ROWs and is largely contained within existing limits of city streets or a former railroad ROW 
now owned by the MT A. Within the segment extending from Figueroa Street in the east to 
Fam1dale Avenue on the west, a distance of approximately four miles, the route would require the 
removal of existing landscaping. Similar to the Wilshire route, this landscaping has more aesthetic 
than natural habitat value because of its isolated location within a street median or former railroad 
RO\v. The Exposition BRT component would entail a crossing of BaHona Creek in east Culver 
City. This crossing would be accomplished on a new aerial structure at a point along Ballona Creek 
where the creek is in a concrete-lined flood control channel. Thus, it is not expected that the 
placement of columns or piers for the aerial structure in this location would affect the ecological 
value of the creek in any way. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Similar to Alternative 2, impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

This alternative would have similar effects to the Wilshire BRT and Wilshire BRT/Exposition BRT 
alternative discussed above. The primary exception related to this option would be the removal of 
coral trees from the median of Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica. The area affected would extend 
from approximately Cloverfield Boulevard to 10th Street. Over two dozen trees would be affected by 
the LRT alignment within a new median in Olympic Boulevard. The removal of these trees would 
likely affect micro-habitats for urban birds and other species. No nests of listed or endangered 
species would be affected. Similar to other areas, the loss of trees would have a greater visual and 
aesthetic impact than an effect on biological resources. See Section 3.7 for a further discussion of 
visual impacts. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Similar to Alternative 3, impacts would be less than significant. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the MTA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. Six candidate sites are under consideration. Each of the sites is 
located in a developed and urbanized area near downtown Los Angeles. No impacts to biological 
resources would be expected from the construction and operation of maintenance yards at the 
candidate sites under consideration. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3 and 3A) 

As discussed in Section 2, a design option is being considered in the Exposition Park area, where a 
tunnel would be constructed for either BRT or LRT in the area between Figueroa Street and 
Vermont Avenue. Although the tunnel would be constructed within campus and park type area. 
The area is highly urbanized and no threatened or endangered species are known to be located in the 
area. Thus, no significant biological resource impacts are expected from the tunnel design option. 
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Mitigation 

None required. 

3.12.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Because there are no biological resources v.rithin the project area, no cumulative impacts are 
anticipated. 
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3.13.1 Introduction 

Generally, vehicles associated with transit development and improvements (i.e., buses and rail) 
consume energy. The discussion below illustrates the amount of energy expected to be consumed 
by the development of a transit system. 

3.13.2 Affected Environment 

The existing bus, urban rail, commuter rail, and automobiles consume a total of approximately 
620,250 billion British thermal units (BTU) 1 annually. Automobiles currently consume the most oil 
(approximately 105,243,547 barrels) and urban rail consumes the least amount of oil (approximately 
53,485 barrels). Table 3.13-1 shows the existing amount of energy used annually for each vehicle 
class. 

TABLE 3.13-1 
ANNUAL ENERGY USAGE 

Vehicle Class Total BTU Consumption Total Barrels of Oil 
(Billions) 

Bus 9,158 1,578,968 
Urban Rail 310 53,485 
Commuter Rail 369 63,682 
Automobiles 610,413 105,24.3,547 
Annual Total 620,250 106,939,683 
Source: Terry :\. J faycs Associates, 0.Ianucl Padron & Associates. 

3.13.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Direct energy consumption involves energy used by the operation of vehicles (automobile, truck, 
bus, or train) within the corridor. In assessing the direct energy impact, consideration was given to 
the following factors: 

• Annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for automobiles, trucks, buses, and heavy rail vehicles; 

• Variation of fuel consumption rates by vehicle type . 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The direct energy analysis for each alternative was based on projected year 2020 corridor traffic 
volumes and the total VJ\ff. The 2020 daily traffic volumes for the study corridor were provided by 
the l\ITA model and annualized based on transit statistics. The \ll\IT fuel consumption method 

1 ()nc British thcr1nal unit (BTU) is the c1uantity of cncrb'Y necessary to raise one pound of \vatcr one dchri·cc Fahrenheit 
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utilized for this project is outlined in t11e Technical GuidanCP on Section 5309 New Starts Criteria (Federal 
Transit Administration [FTA], 1999). Energy consumption factors for the various modes identified 
in Table 3.13-2 were developed by Oak Ridge Laboratory and published in the 1996 Transportation 
Energy Book: Edition 16. 

TABLE 3.13-2 
ENERGY CONSUMPTION FACTORS 

Mode Factor 
Passenger Vehicles (automobiles, vans. light trucks) 6,233 BTU /Vehicle J\Iile 
Transit Bus (all vehicle types) /a/ 41,655 BTU/Vehicle J\Iile 
Rail Oight or heavy) 77,739 BTU/Vehicle J\Iile 
/a/ FTA recommends utilizing a transit bus energy consumption factor of 41.655 

BTUs/VJ\lT for all bus types (including alternative fueled Sufficient data 
has not been available to develop consumption factors for alternative fuels such as 
CNG (compressed natural gas), LNG Oiquefied natural gas) and others. 

BTU British thermal unit. 
S< >urcc: Oak Ridge 1.aboratory, 1996. 

Direct energy, measured in BTU, was converted to the equivalent barrels of crude oil for 
comparison of alternatives. The change in annual BTU s was calculated for all alternatives. 

Impacts 

Change in regional energy consumption based on changes in \!J'vIT for each alternative is 
summarized in Table 3.13-3. Total annual VMT are anticipated to decrease under all alternatives 
when compared to the No Action Alternative. However, total Tuff for the Wilshire BRT and 
Exposition LRT Alternative would decrease the most. 

TABLE 3.13-3 
CHANGE IN REGIONAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION - YEAR 2020 

Passenger Light/Heavy Commuter Total 
Vehicle CNGBus Rail Rail Change 

TSM vs. No Action 
Change in -2,468,399 189,937 -6,674 21,971 -2,263,215 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.002% 0.08% -0.07% 0.45% -0.002% 
Change 

Wilshire BRT vs. No Action 
Change in -27,354,710 1,800,837 90,422 37,479 -25,425,972 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.02% 0.77% 0.91% 0.74% -0.02% 
Change 

Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT vs. No Action 
Change in -43,702,396 2,750,881 191,765 )75 -40,725 5 
Vl\1T/Year 
Percent -O.fJ3% l.17'Yo 1.92% 0.71% -0.03% 
Change 

Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT vs. No Action 
Change in -60,902,128 -735,645 1,669.839 -2,581 -59,970.515 
Vl\1T/Year 
Percent -OJJ4% -0.31% 16.72% -0.05% -0.04% 
Change 
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TABLE 3.13-3 
CHANGE IN REGIONAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION - YEAR 2020 

Passenger Light/Heavy Commuter Total 
Vehicle CNG Bus Rail Rail Change 

Wilshire BRT vs. TSM 
Change in -27,354,710 1,800,837 90,422 37,479 -23,162,757 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.02% 0.68% 0.97% 0.32% -0.02% 
Change 

Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT vs. TSM 
Change in -41,233,947 2,560,944 198,439 12,604 -38,461,960 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.03% 1.09% 1.99% 0.26% -0.03'Yo 
Change 

Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT vs. TSM 
Change in -58,433,679 -925,582 1,676,513 -24,552 -57,707,300 
VMT/Year 
Percent -0.04% -0.39% 16.80% -0.50% -0.04% 
Change 
VI\IT vehicle miles traveled. 
Source: Terry:\. I !ayes Associates, sec VI'·\ New Start Worksheets. 

Table 3.13-4 summarizes the amount of fuel each alternative consumes annually. Among all the 
alternatives being considered, the No Action Alternative is expected to consume the most oil, and 
the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT is anticipated to consume the least oil. 

TABLE 3.13-4 
ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Change in Barrels of Changes in Barrels of 
Oil Consumed vs. No Oil Consumed vs. 

Action TSM 
Total BTU Consumed Percent Barrels of Percent 

Alternative (billions) /a/ Barrels of Oil Barrels of Oil Change Oil Change 
No "\ction 894,086 154,152,740 N/A N/A N/A Nr\ 
TSM 894,080 154,151,741 -999 <- r/ I 

0.01% 
Wilshire BRT 894,001 154,138,138 -14,602 -0.01% -13,603 -0.01% 
Wilshire BRT and 893,946 154,128,698 -24,042 OJJ2% -23,043 -0.01% 
Exposition BRT 
Wilshire BRT and 893,805 154,104,345 -48,395 -OJJ3% -47,396 -0.03% 
Exposition LRT 
/a/ BTU British thermal unit. 
.Source: Terrv :\. J fayes Associates, see FT:\ New .Start \'l/orkshcets. 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Under the No Action Alternative, the annual VMT for automobiles and trucks within the region is 
forecasted to be approximately 141.7 billion miles in the year 2020. The annual VJ'vIT is anticipated 
to be approximately 235.5 million for CNG buses, 10 billion for light or heavy rail, and 4.9 million 
for commuter rail. 

For the No Action Alternative, a total of approximately 154,152,740 barrels of oil, or approximately 
894,086 billion BTU) is expected to be consumed within the region annually. The No Action 
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Alternative would consume the most oil among all the alternatives being considered. [mpacts would 
be less than significant. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative would decrease annual passenger vehicle and light/heavy rail Vi'vIT by 
approximately 0.002 and 0.07 percent, respectively, when compared to the No Action Alternative. 
However, annual CNG bus and commuter rail vJ\1:T is anticipated to increase by approximately 0.08 
and 0.45 percent, respectively. Overall, the TSM Alternative would reduce total annual VMT by 
approximately 2,263,215 miles, or 0.002 percent, when compared to the No Action Alternative. 
Among all the alternatives being considered, the TSM Alternative will conserve the least amount of 
energy when compared to the No Action Alternative. 

A total of approximately 154,151,741 barrels of oil is expected to be consumed under the TSM 
Alternative annually. Generally, oil consumed under the TSM Alternative is anticipated to decrease 
by less than 0.01 percent per year when compared to the No Action Alternative. Similar to the No 
Action Alternative, impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Annual passenger vehicle VJ\ff for the \vilshire BRT is anticipated to decrease by approximately 
0.02 percent when compared to the No Action Alternative and the TSM Alternative. However, 
annual VJ'vIT for CNG buses, light/heavy rail, and commuter rail is expected to increase by 
approximately 0.77, 0.91, and 0.74 percent, respectively, when compared to the No Action 
Alternative. \'V'hen compared to the TSM Alternative, annual Vi'vIT for CNG buses, light/heavy rail, 
and commuter rail is anticipated to increase by approximately 0.68, 0.97, and 0.32 percent, 
respectively. Overall, total vJ\1:T is expected to decrease by approximately 0.02 percent per year 
when compared to both the No Action Alternative and the TSM Alternative. 

Vehicles operating within the region are anticipated to consume a total of approximately 
154,138,138 barrels of oil, or approximately 894,001 billion BTU, per year. Fuel consumption under 
this alternative is approximately O.Cl1 percent less than both the No Action Alternative and the TSM 
Alternative. Impacts would be beneficial. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1 discussed above. Beneficial impacts would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1 discussed above. Beneficial impacts would occur. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Annual passenger vehicle VMT for the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT is anticipated to decrease 
by approximately ().()3 percent when compared to the No Action Alternative and the TSM 
Alternative. However, annual VJ\1T for CNG buses, light/heavy rail, and commuter rail is expected 
to increase by approximately 1.17, 1.92, and 0.71 percent, respectively, when compared to the No 
Action Alternative. When compared to the TSM Alternative, annual VMT for CNG buses, 

.3.1.3-4 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026577 



EM25361 

Environmental Analysis - Energy Resources 

light/heavy rail, and commuter rail is anticipated to increase by approximately 1.09, 1.99, and 0.26 
percent, respectively. Overall, total VJ\1T is expected to decrease by approximately 0.03 percent per 
year when compared to both the No Action Alternative and the TSM Alternative. 

Under the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT, vehicles operating within the region are anticipated to 
consume a total of approximately 154,128,698 barrels of oil, or approximately 893,946 billion BTU, 
per year. Fuel consumption under this alternative is approximately 0.02 percent less than the No 
Action Alternative, and approximately 0.01 percent less than the TSM Alternative. Among all the 
alternatives being considered, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT would consume the least 
amount of oil. Impacts would be beneficial. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Impacts would be similar to alternative 2. Beneficial impacts would occur. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Of the three build alternatives, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT will have the highest increase 
in light/heavy rail \l1IT (16.72 percent annual increase over the No Action Alternative and 16.80 
percent annual increase over the TSM Alternative). With the exception of light/heavy rail VJ\1T, 
annual \FMT for passenger vehicle, CNG bus, and commuter rail are anticipated to decrease. 
Among all the alternatives being considered, the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT would have the 
smallest annual \1'vIT (0.04 percent less than both the No Action Alternative and the TSM 
Alternative). 

Under the Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT Alternative, vehicles operating within the region are 
anticipated to consume a total of approximately 154,104,345 barrels of oil, or approximately 893,805 
billion BTU, per year. Fuel consumed under this alternative is approximately 0.03 percent less than 
the No Action Alternative, and approximately 0.03 percent less than the TSM Alternative. Impacts 
would be beneficial. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Impacts would be similar to alternative 2. Beneficial impacts would occur. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the j\;fTA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. With the exception of the South Park Shops, the remaining five 
candidate sites would be located in proximity to the \vilshire BRT route and would have minimal 
service miles to the maintenance yard. The service miles to the South Park Shops would be about 2 
times greater than the average service miles from the other candidate yard site locations. 

In terms of construction-related energy consumption, the existing MTA owned sites (Alameda and 
6t", South Park Shops) would likely require the least amount of site work and energy consumption. 
Of the four remaining sites that would require demolition and new construction, the Chavez and 
Mission site would have the greatest energy consumption due to extensive amount of site work 
needed to level the site. The remaining sites such as \vashington and Alameda Northeast, 
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\'Vashington and Alameda Southeast, Exposition ROW, would require minimal energy for site 
clearance and construction. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3 and 3A) 

The option to construct a tunnel approximately 40 feet deep and 1/2 mile long would require more 
energy resources than the primary option of constructing the BRT or LRT facilities at grade. The 
primary source of additional energy consumption would result from the use of earthmoving 
equipment for construction subway design option, as well as the extensive amount of haul trucks 
and haul truck travel to spoil sites to remove the excavated earthwork. The additional energy 
consumption required for this option would not result in a significant impact. 

Mitigation 

3.13-1 - The LACMTA through its vehicle procurement policy shall specify energy efficiency 
specifications for the double-articulated bus to be purchased and operated on the BRT routes. 

3.13-2 - The LACMTA through plans and specifications shall ensure that stations and other 
elements of the BRT or LRT infrastructure use the most energy efficient designs and equipment. 

3.13-3 - The LACMTA shall select a maintenance yard location that minimizes bus travel and 
minimizes the amount of site work necessary to construct the maintenance facility. 

3.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The energy consumption statistics and comparisons presented in this section represent the net effect 
on regional travel from the various alternatives, and represent cumulative incremental changes in 
the region. Although there are currently regional power supply disruptions in the marketplace 
due to deregulation of electricity providers in California, the majority of the project study area is 
served by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power which has not experienced 
shortages. Significant cumulative impacts are not anticipated. 
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3.14.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this section is to characterize existing and future safety and security issues for 
passengers, pedestrians, motorists, and the surrounding community. This section will identify any 
potentially significant safety and security impacts that could occur due to the introduction of transit 
improvements into the Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor. Various schools and parks are located 
within a 1/4 of a mile of both the Wilshire and Exposition corridors (See discussion in Chapter 3.1 S 
dealing with Community Facilities). Of concern is the potential for pedestrian/motorist conflict. 
Safety issues include station accidents, boarding and disembarking accidents, and right-of-way 
accidents. The impact on pedestrian and motorist safety in relation to those environments are 
considered below. Another aspect of the safety question is security, particularly whether transit 
station and/ or parking design, location, layout would compromise the safety of transit patrons or 
surrounding communities making them more susceptible to criminal activity. 

3.14.2 Affected Environment 

Wilshire Boulevard is classified as a major arterial. As discussed in the Land Use portion of this 
report, \vilshire Boulevard is located within the most densely developed corridor in the Los Angeles 
region. For the project under consideration, \vilshire extends from Western Avenue in Los Angeles 
to downtown Santa Monica for a distance of 13.2 miles. The corridor is located in a dense urban 
environment with high volumes of pedestrian and motorist activity. Pedestrian activity is 
particularly high in the Wilshire Center area, J\firade ]\file, downtown Beverly Hills, \vestwood, West 
Los Angeles and in Santa Monica. 

Between \vestern Avenue and 2"d Street in downtown Santa Monica, 90 signalized intersections are 
present. In addition, 40 legal pedestrian crossings that are not equipped with traffic signals exist 
along this corridor. A majority of the unsignalized crosswalks are unmarked. Pedestrians can legally 
cross a street at any signalized or unsignalized crosswalk, or at an unmarked crosswalk at an 
intersection. In this regard, available comparative accident statistics shows that the intersections 
along Wilshire Boulevard (within the project area) is not among the 50 highest accident intersection 
locations within the City of Los Angeles. 

The Exposition corridor is comprised of approximately 17 miles. Proposed operations would occur 
largely within the MTA-owned (former railroad) right-of-way along Exposition Boulevard from 
downtown Los Angeles to downtown Santa Monica. Other portions of the corridor include use of 
such streets as Figueroa or Hill Street at the eastern and Venice Boulevard, Sepulveda, Olympic and 
Colorado Boulevard in the western portion of the corridor. These streets are also major arteries but 
they do not carry the level of traffic volume as Wilshire Boulevard nor do they have the same high 
level of pedestrian sidewalk activity. 

The existing transportation right-of-way was purchased by the JYfrA from the Southern Pacific 
Railroad Company in the early 1990's to provide high capacity transit service to the Westside. The 
alignment is primarily surrounded by residential land use along the core of the alignment, with retail 
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and commercial development at both ends. Along the full Exposition alignment there are 38 
existing signalized intersections. There are also a large number of unsignalized local street crossings. 

Existing Procedures 

The J\ITA oversees the operation of bus and light rail transit services throughout Los Angeles 
County. The MTA is also responsible for implementing it own 5_ystem Safe!y Program Plan to maintain 
and improve the safety of commuter operations, reduce the costs associated with accidents and 
comply v.rith state regulations. These safety measures were established to provide worker and 
passenger safety, crime prevention, adequate emergency response, and emergency procedures 
following natural disasters. Furthermore, the MTA currently provides police surveillance, non
uniformed police inspectors on transit and at major transit nodes, closed circuit television, and an 
emergency radio system to provide quick response to emergencies. 

Over the last 10 years the MTA has established several projects to enhance the safety of the 
passengers, employees and the community. These projects include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Photo equipment has been installed on buses, permitting live video to be observed, to increase 
the safety of the passengers and employees. 

Direct communication services on the buses with the Los Angeles Police Department or the Los 
Angeles Sheriffs Department Transit Dispatch/Emergency Response Center. 

The Transit Safety Awareness Program communicates safety information to motorists and 
pedestrians in an attempt to change unsafe behaviors. Safety information is communicated 
through transit user aids such as timetables and bus stop information signs and via the internet. 

MTA personnel are offered Community Emergency Response training (CERT) in collaboration 
with the Los Angeles City Fire Department. Employees are trained in earthquake awareness, 
disaster medical procedures, and rescue operations. 

Four quadrant gates have been installed at highway-LRT grade crossings to deter motorists from 
driving around the lowered gates. 

Pedestrian swing gates and pedestrian automatic gates have been installed at pedest1-ian crossings 
of the LRT trackway, to control pedestrian movement. 

Photo enforcement of grade crossing violations has been instaUed at various crossings along the 
Blue Line to discourage motorists from driving around the lowered gate arms. 

The design of existing bus and rail facilities (including vehicles, stations, parking lots, etc.) provides a 
safe, secure, and comfortable transit system. Transit patrons along the \vilshire and Exposition 
alignments would be provided ~with station and platfom1 amenities such as covered waiting 
platforms and secure lighting. In addition, the J\ITA is including amenities specifically designed for 
the project. Some of these include Advanced Traveler Information Systems (ATIS), bike lockers, 
map cases and weather-resistant ticket vending machines. Security related design features include 
emergency telephones, public announcement (PA) systems, and closed circuit monitoring systems. 
Landscaping and public art would also be incorporated into the project design. 

The primary concern regarding security is the environment into which the transit improvements will 
be introduced. The addition of increased pedestrian levels and activity at transit stations raises the 
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potential for security related problems that must be handled by either MTA security personnel or 
affect local police departments. In this context, the Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor is served by 
police departments in the City of Los Angeles, Culver City, Beverly Hills and Santa Monica (refer to 
Figure 3.14-1). Key characteristics of these departments are as follows. The transit system is served 
in large part by MTA Security. The MTA maintains a security force with a staff of 94 security 
officers and 10 administrative staff. The MTA security is authorized to carry weapons. MTA 
security jurisdiction includes J\1TA properties and/ or events. Primary duties include revenue pickup 
and MTA light rail station patrol (Blue and Green Line). Local law enforcement Oocal police 
departments and L.A. County Sheriffs) provides all other security related functions. 1 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The Los Angeles Police Department is divided into four bureaus, which are then broken down 
into divisions. The proposed project area extends through six LAPD Divisions (Pacific, West 
Los Angeles, \Vilshire, Nev.1:on, Rampart and Southwest). 

The Southwest Community Police Station covers approximately 9.8 square miles and serves a 
population of 165,000. Located in the South Bureau this division employs 355 sworn officers 
and 27 civilian personnel. The Exposition corridor falls within this division. 

Rampart Division in the Central Bureau serves the \Vilshire corridor. This division 
encompasses 8.0 square mile area and serves a population of 375,000 people. This station 
employs 368 sworn officers and 33 civilians. 

Newton Community Police Station serves 9.0 square miles and a population of approximately 
150,000 people. This station employs 294 sworn officers and 26 civilians. 

The Wilshire Community Police Station is comprised 14.5 square miles and has a population of 
nearly 233,000 residents and is under the jurisdiction of the West Bureau. This station employs 
400 sworn officers and 28 civilian staff members. 

The \Vest Los Angeles Division, which is located in the West Bureau, encompasses 65 square 
miles and serves over 215,000 residents. The \Vilshire Corridor falls within the West Los 
Angeles Division Jurisdiction. This station employs 27 6 sworn officers and 25 civilians. 

The Pacific Division, which is located in the \Vest Bureau and encompasses 24.1 square miles 
and serves over 200,000 residents. The Exposition corridor falls within the Pacific Division 
Jurisdiction. The Pacific Division employs 296 sworn officers and 31 civilians. 

Culver City Department serves the Exposition Corridor. This Police Department employs 124 
sworn officers and 200 civilian staff members. The Culver City Police Department serves a 
population of approximately 38,793. 

Beverly Hills Police Department serves the Wilshire Corridor has 134 sworn officers and 62 
civilian personnel. Beverly Hills has a population of approximately 33,700. 

10/21/2000 conversation \vith J\ITA Systems Security J\Ianager, Pamela J\lurano. 
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Figure 3.14-1: Police Service Areas 
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The \vilshire and Exposition Corridors are served by the Santa Monica Police Department. 
With 196 sworn officers and 238 civilian employees this police department serves a population 
of approximately 96,528. 

Table 3.14-1 illustrates the relative Part I crime rates and response times within the corridor. Part I 
Crimes include homicide, rape, aggravated assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, and vehicle theft. The 
data broadly suggest that the crime rate may be slightly higher in the southern portion of the transit 
corridor. 

TABLE 3.14-1 
PART I CRIME RATE AND RESPONSE TIME (YEAR 1999) 

Crime Rate (Part I 
offenses Per 1000 Average Response 

Part I Offenses Population) Time (minutes) 
Santa J\Ionica Police Department 4884 50.6 4.92 
Culver Citv Police Department 1,446 37.2 .3 
Beverly Hills Police Department 1549 46.0 3.5 

Los Angeles Police Department 
Pacific 10996 72.1 9.5 
\X!est Los "\ngeles 6731 22.4 10.4 
Wilshire 12453 40.6 9.3 
Newton 8257 60.6 9.1 
Rampart 9677 52.0 9.4 
Southwest 11255 56.6 9.5 

In addition to crimes reported for the general population by the local police, statistics are also 
maintained for the MTA operations. Specifically, the Blue Line and Green Line are under the 
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department. According to the Transit Services 
Bureau operated by the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department4,403 incidents were reported for 
the 1999 year (1,281 for Metrolink and 2,913 for MTA). Of the total reported 391 of the crimes 
(8°/r1) were Part I Crimes. Statistics as repmted by the Los Angeles Police Department for transit 
crimes 2,208 offenses were reported for 1999. 

3.14.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines draws particular attention to those projects which would 
"create a potential public health hazard," or "interfere v.rith emergency response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans." Project effects on safety and security would normally be considered significant 
under CEQA if they: 

• 

• 

• 

Cause or create the potential for substantial adverse safety conditions, including: station 
accidents, boarding and disembarking accidents, right-of-way accidents, collisions, and fires, and 
major structural failures; or substantially limit the delivery of community safety services, such as 
police, fir, or emergency services; 

Cause or create the potential for substantial adverse security conditions, including: incidents, 
offenses, and crimes; or 

Substantially interfere with the implementation of an emergency evacuation plan . 
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Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Pedestrian and motorist safety along the alternatives considered in this document are evaluated on a 
qualitative level based on the experience of LRT systems throughout North America with similar 
alignment types. In addition, pedestrian safety along the BRT alignments were evaluated based on 
the experience gained from LRT alignments in North America due to the similarities in alignment 
type and operation. Research conducted on pedestrian and motorist safety referenced in this section 
include Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) Report 17 - Integration of Light Rail Transit into City 
Streets, TCRP Prqject A-13 - Light Rail Service: i Tehicular and Pedestrian Safety, and National Urban Transit 
Institute) At-Grade Buswqy Plannin,g Guide. 

Safety Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

\vith the no project alternative, it is assumed that improvements will not be made to any of the 
pedestrian crossings. Based on existing trends, the number of pedestrian collisions at crosswalks 
may increase with the increase in vehicular volume on the Wilshire and Exposition corridors. This 
increase is a result of increased exposure between pedestrians and vehicles at intersections and 
pedestrian only crossings. Along the Wilshire corridor, under the No Project Alternative, the existing 
90 signalized intersections v.rill remain as well as the 40 legal pedestrian crossings, many of which are 
unmarked. Pedestrians can legally cross a street at any signalized or unsignalized crosswalk, or at an 
intersection with an unmarked crosswalk. 

Under the No Project Alternative, student safety along the Wilshire and Exposition alignments 
would remain similar to current conditions. There may be an increase in student- involved collisions 
along the two corridors due to the increase in exposure caused by increased traffic volumes. 

Under the No Project Alternative, safety at crossings near parks along the \vilshire and Exposition 
alignments would remain similar to current conditions. There may be an increase in pedestrian 
involved collisions along the two corridors due to the increase in exposure caused by increased 
traffic volumes. lmpacts would be less than significant. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

With a TSM alternative the number of collisions involving pedestrians may increase with the 
increase in vehicular volume on the \vilshire and Exposition corridors. Similar to the No Action 
Alternative, the TSM alternative does not provide improvements to the existing pedestrian crossings 
in the study area. Along the Wilshire corridor, under the TSM Alternative, the existing 90 signalized 
intersections will remain as well as the 40 legal pedestrian crossings, many of which are unmarked. 

Under the Transportation System Management Alternative, student safety along the \vilshire and 
Exposition alignments would remain similar to current conditions. There may be an increase in 
student-involved collisions along the two corridors due to the increase in exposure caused by 
increased traffic volumes. 

Under the Transportation System Management Alternative, safety at crossings near parks along the 
Wilshire and Exposition alignments would remain similar to current conditions. There may be an 

.3.14-6 Mid-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026585 



EM25369 

Environmental Analysis - Safety and Security 

increase in pedestrian involved coUisions along the two corridors due to the increase in exposure 
caused by increased traffic volumes. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Pedestrian safety at existing intersections would be affected by the addition of a new BRT right-of
way. Pedestrian safety is improved by encouraging the use of well marked crosswalks at signalized 
locations. Pedestrian crossings of the busway along the Wilshire BRT alignment will be controUed 
by pedestrian signals. Existing unsignalized pedestrian crossings of \vilshire Boulevard in Santa 
Monica wiU be signalized to provide an improved level of safety for pedestrians. Along the Wilshire 
corridor with the Wilshire BRT Alternative, 50 new traffic signals will be instaUed to provide a total 
of 139 signalized intersections and 4 pedestrian only signalized crossings. 

Pedestrian safety at highway-BRT at grade crossings focuses on the ability of a pedestrian to 
determine that a bus is approaching, and proceed to a safe location when the bus passes. Pedestrian 
"Walk/Don't Walk" signals will be installed at all of the pedestrian crosswalks that cross the busway. 
The crosswalks could also be equipped with an active "Bus Coming Icon" to warn pedestrians of 
the presence of an approaching bus. The stations will be designed to aUow for a pedestrian refuge 
area between the exclusive busway and general roadway. If pedestrian signals are actuated, the 
pedestrian refuge will be equipped v.rith a pedestrian push button to allow pedestrians to clear off the 
platform. 

The instaUation of pedestrian signals at crosswalks that are not currently signalized wiU increase the 
level of safety at the crosswalks. Pedestrians can legally cross a street at any signalized or 
unsignalized crosswalk, or at an intersection with an unmarked crosswalk. Along the \vilshire 
corridor ~rith the Wilshire BRT alternative, the number of legal crosswalks will not be reduced. 
Also, due to the instaUation of 50 new traffic signals, the level of pedestrian safety along the \vilshire 
corridor v.riU be greater with the Wilshire BRT Alternative than in the No Build Alternative. 

Along the Wilshire BRT alignment 18 schools exist within 1/2 mile of the corridor. Thirty-six (36) 
new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of a school along the Wilshire BRT alignment. All 
of the traffic signals will be equipped with pedestrian signals. The additional signalized pedestrian 
crossings of Wilshire Boulevard ~wm increase pedestrian safety along the alignment. 

Along the Wilshire BRT alignment 12 parks exist within 1/2 mile of the corridor. Twenty-eight (28) 
new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of a park along the Wilshire BRT alignment. All of 
the traffic signals will be equipped with pedestrian signals. The additional signalized pedestrian 
crossings of Wilshire Boulevard wiU increase pedestrian safety along the alignment. 

Impacts would be significant at unsignalized crosswalks and in any locations where the station 
median platforms are too small to accommodate pedestrian queues. Safety impacts would be less 
than significant for motorists. 

Mitigation Measures 3.14-1 through 3.14-4 would ensure that less-than-significant impacts, and even 
beneficial impacts, occur v.rith respect to Alternative 1: 

• Mit~gation J\;ieasure 3.14-1: All pedestrian crossings along the Wilshire BRT route shall be 
signalized. Appropriate signage wil1 be installed clearly indicating correct methods to cross. 
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lvlitigation l\1easure 3.14-2: All station areas shall be lighted to provide a safe environment and 
visibility of the station platform and parking areas from adjacent land uses. 

Alitigation J\;ieasure 3.14-3: For all schools and parks within one-half mile of the transit 
alignment, the LACMTA shall sponsor a pedestrian safety education program, explaining 
acceptable methods to cross the guideway lanes. 

Mit~gation Measure 3.14-4: In all mixed flow sections of the route, where transit vehicles will 
operate in street traffic, appropriate warning signs sha11 be installed making drivers aware of 
the condition, particularly in those segments where LRT vehicles will operate in mixed 
traffic. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-1 through 3.14-4 will ensure a less than significant 
impact (with respect to motorists) or beneficial impact (with respect to pedestrians) would occur. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Many of the same safety concerns for motorists described for the Wilshire BRT Median 
Reconstruction Baseline (Alternative 1) are also applicable for the Wilshire BRT Median Adjacent 
Design Option. The main difference from the standpoint of motorist safety is the location of the 
interface between the motorist and the BRT. In this alternative, a motorist intending to make a left 
turn must first merge into the BRT lane and then merge into the exclusive left tum lane, all in one 
movement. This alignment moves the conflict point between the motorist and the BRT from the 
signalized intersection, to the approach lanes, where the movement is not controlled. Although 
conducting a lane change is generally not considered a high risk movement, the motorist must cross 
the BRT lane into the exclusive left turn lane at a speed that may be slower than the speed of the 
BRT (approaching from behind). This difference in speed may cause the motorist to misjudge the 
speed of the BRT approaching from behind and create a potentially hazardous situation and a 
potentially significant safety impact. However, implementation of ]\'litigation Measures 3.14-1 
through 3.14-4 will ensure that a less-than-significant impact (v.rith respect to motorists) or a 
beneficial impact (with respect to pedestrians) would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Many of the same safety concerns for motorists described for the Wilshire BRT Median 
Reconstruction Baseline (Alternative 1) are also applicable for the Wilshire BRT Curb Adjacent 
Design Option. The main difference from the standpoint of motorist safety is the location of the 
interface between the motorist and the BRT. This alternative eliminates the possibility of a left 
turning motorist becoming involved in a collision with a bus approaching from behind. However, 
in this alternative, a motorist making a right turn has an additional conflict to consider prior to 
conducting the right turn. The motorist must turn into and drive in the exclusive BRT lane in order 
to turn right. This movement is generally not considered a high risk movement, as the motorist 
should have adequate visibility of a bus approaching on the right. However, the bus wi11 be required 
to yield the right of way to a motorist making a right turn in the exclusive bus lane. Impacts would 
be less than significant (with respect to motorists) and beneficial (w1th respect to pedestrians). 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

In addition to the safety impact for the Wilshire BRT alternative, discussed previously, the 
introduction of BRT along the Exposition corridor will have various safety impacts. The alignment 
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type and operational characteristics of the BRT in a semi-exclusive right of way creates a situation 
similar to light rail transit. The Exposition BRT line utilizes a similar alignment to that of the 
Exposition LRT and has similar operating parameters. As such, many of the safety treatments 
utilized for the Exposition LRT alignment can also be utilized for the Exposition BRT alignment. 
However, some differences do exist. The use of automatic gates at BRT crossings has not been 
attempted in the United States, and may require special legislation in order to insta11 the devices. 

Also, in order to detect the bus to allow for full preemption of the traffic signal and to lower the 
automatic gates, BRT detection must be used. Trains have this detection feature built into the 
tracks, but buses do not have that option. Inductive loops may be the favorable solution, but they 
must have a built in redundant system to provide a fail-safe grade crossing. As such, if the loops 
malfunction, the gates lower, not allowing motorist or pedestrians to enter the crossing. A fail-safe 
design is necessary when using gates, because the BRT operator is not expecting to stop at the 
crossing. 

Another factor that must be addressed v.rith the use of gates at grade crossings is the frequency at 
which the bus arrives at the crossing. It can take from 40-60 seconds for a bus to clear a grade 
crossing, including the time required to call and lower the gates, pass through the crossing, and raise 
the gates after the bus has passed. As such, if the headway for the BRT is too small, the cross street 
traffic could be adversely affected, resulting in a potentially significant impacts. A possible solution 
for this is to platoon the buses through the grade crossings that are gate controlled, so that the total 
delay for the cross street is minimized. 

Jn addition to the impact on student safety of the Wilshire BRT alignment, the Exposition BRT 
alignment will also have a positive impact on student safety. Twenty-two (22) schools exist within 1/2 
mile of the Exposition BRT alignment, 13 of which are in the Exposition BRT MOS. Along the 
Exposition BRT alignment, 13 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of the existing 
schools. Along the Exposition BRT MOS, 4 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of an 
existing school. All of the traffic signals will be equipped with pedest1-ian signals. The additional 
signalized pedestrian crossings of Wilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way will increase 
pedestrian safety along the alignment. 

Another factor to be considered with the introduction of the Exposition BRT is trespassing along 
the BRT right-of-way. Because the BRT ~will be traveling at speeds up to 55 mph, trespassing along 
the right-of-way is a primary concern. Fencing will be provided on the outside of the busway at all 
locations where the BRT exceeds 35 mph. In addition, at designated pedestrian crossings along the 
side-running alignment of the BRT located ~within a school zone, pedestrian automatic gates may be 
utilized to increase student safety. A pedestrian automatic gate is configured and operates much in 
the same manner as a vehicular gate, blocking the pedestrian approach in the presence of a bus. 

In addition to the impact on pedestrian safety near parks along the Wilshire BRT alignment, the 
Exposition BRT alignment will also have a positive impact on pedestrian safety. Thirteen (13) parks 
exist ~within 1/2 mile of the Exposition BRT alignment, 8 of which are in the Exposition BRT MOS. 
Along the Exposition BRT alignment, 10 new traffic signals will be insta11ed within 1/2 mile of the 
existing parks. Along the Exposition BRT MOS, 3 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile 
of an existing park. All of the traffic signals will be equipped ~with pedestrian signals. The additional 
signalized pedestrian crossings of \'Vilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way will increase 
pedestrian safety along the alignment. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-5 through 3.14-9 will ensure that less than significant 
impacts occur: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-5: In the vicinity of all schools along the Exposition alignment, 
pedestrian crossing gates shall be installed. 

A1itigation 1Weasure 3.14-6: All station areas shall be lighted to provide a safe environment and 
visibility of the station platform and parking areas from adjacent land uses. 

A1itigation }vleasure 3.14-7: For all schools and parks within one-half mile of the transit 
alignment, the LACMTA shall sponsor a pedestrian safety education program, explaining 
acceptable methods to cross the guideway lanes. 

1\1itigation 1\ftasure 3.14-8: In all mixed flow sections of the route, where transit vehicles will 
operate in street traffic, appropriate warning signs shall be installed making drivers aware of 
the condition. 

Mitzgation MPasure 3.14-9: All stations will be equipped "1'ith monitoring equipment and/ or be 
monitored by LAC~ffA security personnel on a regular periodic basis. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Impacts would be similar to the Alternative 2. The MOS would include the portion of the corridor 
that contains the greatest concentration of schools and parks that would generate safety concerns. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Jn addition to the safety impact for the Wilshire BRT alternative, discussed previously, the 
introduction of LRT along the Exposition corridor will have various safety impacts. A review of 
data from prior research, safety oversight authorities and direct surveys of LRT system staff in the 
western United States conducted in recent years reveals that LRV-pedestrian collisions are divided 
into two general location types. The first location type, at station platforms, represents the largest 
percentage of LRV-pedestrian collisions. This high percentage may be attributed to the inherent 
purpose of a station, where large numbers of people converge near light rail vehicles, and cross the 
trackway. Many collisions at stations are also easily preventable, through safe design, appropriate 
signage and public education to encourage safe behavior. The second location type is along the LRT 
right-of-way, away from the stations. This location type includes paths to stations, such as crossings 
at intersections where pedestrians cross over the light rail tracks, and right of way intrusion 
(trespassing). 

Although the low number and unique circumstances of historic pedestrian collisions do not allow a 
valid quantitative projection for the Exposition LRT alignment, some trends are present in the 
background data of collision causes. For example, pedestrians standing too close to the edge of the 
platform as a light rail vehicle approaches, represent a large number of I.RV-pedestrian collisions at 
stations. In addition, intoxicated pedestrians represent a large percentage of the collisions. 
Furthermore, LRV-pedestrian collisions at crossings are typically the result of pedestrians 
proceeding without waiting for a green signal to walk. 

Achieving a low number of pedestrian involved collisions with LRV is a result of several conditions 
including safety orientated design, light rail operator training, train speeds, and public education that 
warns pedestrians of potential hazards involved with light rail transit. 
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Pedestrian safety at LRT grade crossings is a potentially significant impact that can be addressed 
through safety treatments. Signs that warn pedestrians to "Look Both Ways" and display a train 
icon can be placed at the grade crossing. In addition, pedestrian channelization can direct 
pedestrians to designated crossing locations. Pedestrian channelization controls pedestrian 
movement through the use of paving, delineation, and barriers. Another pedestrian treatment that 
will be utilized along the Exposition alignment is the use of tactile warning strips. Traditionally used 
at stations to warn pedestrians of the edge of the platform, tactile warning strips will be installed at 
all designated pedestrian crossings of the trackway where the LRT alignment is not in the median of 
the roadway. Tactile warning strips assist the visually impaired and also provide a visual warning of 
the dynamic envelope of the train. 

Along the Exposition alignment there are 38 existing traffic signals. The introduction of LRT will 
provide 14 additional signalized intersections. Jn addition, nine legal pedestrian crossings that were 
unsignalized prior to the introduction of LRT will be closed, as the intersection will only allow for 
right turns into or out of the cross street. The reduced number of legal crosswalks will require 
pedestrians to walk longer distances to cross streets, but will allow for a greater degree of protection 
for pedestrians at designated crosswalks due to the installation of traffic signals. 

The alignment type and operational characteristics of the LRT in a semi-exclusive right of way 
creates a situation similar to the Exposition BRT alternative described above. In addition to the 
impact on student safety of the Wilshire BRT alignment, the Exposition LRT alignment will also 
have a positive impact on student safety. Twenty-two (22) schools exist within 1/2 mile of the 
Exposition LRT alignment, 13 of which are in the Exposition LRT MOS. Along the Exposition 
LRT alignment, 13 new traffic signals will be installed "vithin 1/2 mile of the existing schools. Along 
the Exposition LRT MOS, 4 new traffic signals "1'ill be installed within 1/2 mile of an existing school. 
All of the traffic signals "vill be equipped "vith pedestrian signals. The additional signalized pedestrian 
crossings of \Vilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way will increase pedestrian safety along 
the alignment. 

Another factor to be considered with the introduction of the Exposition LRT is trespassing along 
the LRT right-of-way. Because the LRT will be traveling at speeds up to 55 mph, trespassing along 
the right-of-way is a primary concern. Fencing will be provided on the outside of the trackway at a11 
locations where the LRT exceeds 35 mph. In addition, at designated pedestrian crossings along the 
side-running alignment of the LRT located within a school zone, pedestrian automatic gates may be 
utilized to increase student safety. A pedestrian automatic gate is configured and operates much in 
the same manner as a vehicular gate, blocking the pedestrian approach in the presence of a train. 

The alignment type and operational characteristics of the LRT in a semi-exclusive right of way 
creates a situation similar to the Exposition BRT alternative described above. In addition to the 
impact on pedestrian safety near parks along the Wilshire BRT alignment, the Exposition LRT 
alignment will also have a positive impact on pedestrian safety. Thirteen (13) parks exist within 1/2 
mile of the Exposition BRT alignment, 8 of which are in the Exposition LRT MOS. Along the 
Exposition LRT alignment, 10 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of the existing 
parks. Along the Exposition LRT MOS, 3 new traffic signals will be installed within 1/2 mile of an 
existing park. All of the traffic signals will be equipped with pedestrian signals. The additional 
signalized pedestrian crossings of Wilshire Boulevard and the Exposition right-of-way will increase 
pedestrian safety along the alignment. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-10 through 3.10-14 will ensure that less-than
significant impacts occur: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-10: In the vicinity of all schools along the Exposition alignment, 
pedestrian crossing gates shall be installed. 

A1itigation J\;ieasure 3.14-11: All station areas shall be lighted to provide a safe environment 
and visibility of the station platform and parking areas from adjacent land uses. 

!\;litigation Measure 3.14-12: For all schools and parks within one-half mile of the transit 
alignment, the LACMTA shall sponsor a pedestrian safety education program, explaining 
acceptable methods to cross the guideway lanes. 

1\1itigation Nleasure 3.14-13: In aU mixed flow sections of the route, where transit vehicles will 
operate in street traffic, appropriate warning signs shall be installed making drivers aware of 
the condition, particularly in those segments where LRT vehicles will operate in mixed 
traffic. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-14: All stations will be equipped with monitoring equipment and/ or 
be monitored by LACJ\;frA security personnel on a regular periodic basis. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 3. The MOS would include the portion of the corridor that 
contains the greatest concentration of schools and parks that would generate safety concerns. Along 
the Exposition alignment MOS there are 20 existing traffic signals. The introduction of LRT will 
provide one additional signalized intersection. In addition, nine legal pedestrian crossings that were 
unsignalized prior to the introduction of LRT will be closed, as the intersection will only allow for 
right turns into or out of the cross street. 

Maintenance Yard 

Northu;est Corner of Chavez and Mission. This facility is located in an industrial area with minimal 
pedestrian activity and is not adjacent to any commercial facilities or residential properties. 
Therefore, there are no safety issues associated with the construction of this facility. No impacts 
would occur. 

E:x:istin,g MIA Division 1 (Alameda and 61
;,). This facility is located in an industrial area and has 

discussed above there is also minimal pedestrian activity near this site. There are no not adjacent 
commercial facilities or residential properties. Therefore, there are no safety issues associated with 
the construction of this facility. No impacts would occur. 

Northeast Corner Alamr?da and ff/ashincgton. This facility is located in an industrial area. There are no 
safety issues associated with the construction of this facility. No impacts would occur. 

Southeast Corner ofA!ameda and Washington. This facility is located in an industrial area. There are no 
safety issues associated with the construction of this facility. No impacts would occur. 

Exposition Right-OfTf/qy Hooper to Central The immediate vicinity of this site is industrial, however, 
residential neighbors are located adjacent to this area. The introduction of heavy bus activity at this 
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location could result in potentially significant safety related impacts on pedestrians; particularly those 
pedestrians with walk routes that cross access points to the facility. 

Existing MIA South Park Shops ti41
;, and Avalon). This facility is located in a residential 

neighborhood. Further, two schools and a park have been identified within a 1/2 mile. The 
introduction of heavy bus activity at this location could result in safety related impacts on 
pedestrians, particularly those pedestrians with walk routes that cross access points to the facility. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-15 will ensure that less-than-significant impacts occur 
with respect to operation of the maintenance yard(s). 

• lvlitigation Aleasttre 3.14-15: Bus travel routes will be designed to avoid residential streets . 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A, 3 and 3A) 

USC Vermont Station is proposed as an underground station, between \vaite Way and Menlo 
Avenue. An underground stations raises an issue of reduced visibility creating an "isolated 
environment." This type of station results in increased patron susceptibility to crime, resulting in a 
potentially significant impact. 

l mplementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-16 through 3.14-18 will ensure that less than significant 
safety and security impacts occur with respect to the subway design option: 

• 

• 

• 

Alitigation Measure 3.14-16: The station will maintain security lighting, particularly at enti-y 
points and stairwells to encourage increased security. 

Mitzgation 1\ftasure 3.14-17: Onsite MTA security shall be maintained at subway locations . 

Alitigation l\1easure 3.14-18: All entry points to the subway station shall remain unobstructed 
to increase visibility. 

Security I mp acts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

This option entails an increase in the operating bus fleet and minor transit service restructuring. 
Because there are no significant changes to bus service or operating characteristics no impacts on 
security are anticipated other than crime increases due to increased ridership. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TSM Alternative would also not result in major physical changes to bus service within the 
corridor. j\;[ore extensive transit route restructuring and introduction of new Rapid Bus corridors 
would also not likely change the overa11 security environment within the corridor. No impacts 
would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

The proposed Wilshire BRT route would use a highly developed urbanized corridor that exhibits an 
unusually high level of pedestrian activity. It is unlikely that stations located in the median of 
\'Vilshire Boulevard or on adjacent sidewalks would induce or create an unsecure environment, and 
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no significant impacts are anticipated. It should be noted, however, that the Replacement Parking 
Strategy to be implemented in concert with the Wilshire BRT Alternative may involve the 
acquisition of property for off-street parking that is located behind commercial buildings. The 
creation of these lots may raise security concerns, particularly in terms of safe passage and pathways 
to the lots. Without mitigation, the security of these potential rear parking lots may be considered 
significant. 

However, implementation of J\1itigation Measure 3.14-19 will ensure that less-than-significant 
impacts occur: 

• Mitzgation lvfeasurt 3.14-19: Additional platform lighting and some supplementary pedestrian 
lighting shall be required for the medians of Wilshire Boulevard in order to assure patron 
safety. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

There is no significant change in condition from that discussed in Alternative 1 that would result in a 
potential increase in crime. This route would be located in a highly developed urbanized corridor. 
Station location visibility is provided on both sides of the median. The provision of off-street 
parking located behind commercial buildings would also be potentially significant without the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-19. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Station visibility for this alternative would not be as obvious as with Alternative 1 and 1A. However, 
as stated above, Wilshire Boulevard exhibits an unusually high level of pedestrian activity and 
therefore, the potential for increased crime levels or a reduction in patron security is not at issue. No 
impacts would occur. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

The Exposition corridor environment is entirely different from Wilshire. The route passes largely 
through lower density residential areas as well as industrial and commercial areas. Because it is a 
former railroad right-of-way in many segments, adjacent land uses are somewhat removed from the 
right-of-way creating an "isolated environment. These conditions combined with the fact that traffic 
and pedestrian volumes in adjacent areas are relatively low and the ambient crime rate is somewhat 
higher than the northern part of the corridor, raise the importance of security concern for both 
station areas and for proposed park and ride lots. \'Vithout mitigation, security concerns along the 
alignment would be considered significant. 

However, implementation of J\1itigation Measures 3.14-20 through 3.14-23 ~will ensure that less
than-significant impacts would occur: 

• 

• 

Mit~gation Measure 3.14-20: The MTA will implement a security plan for the routes. The plan 
will include both in-car and station surveillance by MTA security or other local jurisdiction 
security personnel. 

A1itigation Measure 3.14-21: All stations shall be lit to standards that avoid shadows and all 
pedestrian pathways leading to/ from sidewalks and parking areas will be well illuminated. 
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Mitigation A1easure 3.14-22: Stations will be equipped with security cameras to assist in 
monitoring as part of a security plan. 

A1itigation 1Weasure 3.14-23: The station design should not include design elements that 
obstruct visibility or observation. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

The MOS segment does not materially alter the conclusions above regarding the full route for 
Alternative 2. The right-of-way environment, because of the land use isolation, requires additional 
security measures to avoid significant impacts. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT 

Security concerns along the Exposition portion would be similar to those described for the 
Alternative 2 and would require the implementation oLMitigation Measures 3.14-20 through 3.14-23 
to ensure that less than significant impacts would occur. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT MOS 

The MOS segment does not materially alter the conclusions discussed above regarding the full route 
for Alternative 3. 

Maintenance Yard 

North1vest Corner of Chavez and }v1ission. This facility would be located in a commercial/industrial area. 
The facility will be a secure facility closed to public access. It is not anticipated that this facility 
would have an effect on security. No impacts would occur. 

Existing AITA Division 1 (Alameda and 611
). This facility would be located in a commercial/industrial 

area near the boundary of downtown Los Angeles. As discussed above there are no security issues 
related to the construction of a maintenance yard at this location. No impacts would occur. 

Northeast Corner Alameda and WTasbington. This facility is located in an industrial area. There are no 
security issues related to the construction of a maintenance yard at this location. No impacts would 
occur. 

Southeast Corner qf Alameda and Washington. This facility is located in an industrial area south of the 
proposed facility above. There are no security issues related to the construction of a maintenance 
yard at this location. No impacts would occur. 

E:x:position Right-Of Wery Hooper to Central The location of this facility is surrounded by industrial and 
warehouse type uses. There are no security issues related to the construction of a maintenance yard 
at this location. No impacts would occur. 

E:x:isting MIA South Park Shops (54 1
;, and Avalon). This site is located in a predominately residential 

neighborhood. It is not anticipated that the nature of the surrounding area would lead to an increase 
in c1-ime. As stated above this facility would be gated, secure and closed to public access. No 
impacts would occur. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-15 "1'ill ensure that less-than-significant impacts would 
occur. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3 and 3A) 

USC Vermont Station is proposed as an underground station, Between Waite Way and Menlo 
Avenue. There are no concerns as to design or location that would result in security related impacts. 

3.14.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The safety and security impacts of the alternatives considered are not expected to be cumulatively 
considerable. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.15 Community Facilities 

3.15.1 Introduction 

The l\fid-City/Westside Transit Corridor contains one of the greatest concentrations of activity 
centers in the Los Angeles region. On the broad scale, transit improvements often enhance 
accessibility to these centers and other community facilities, particularly for the transit dependent. 
The specific alignment and physical features of fixed guideway improvements can also have adverse 
affects on some of these same facilities through the taking of physical property or through the 
disruption of vehicular or pedestrian access to these facilities. The discussion below addresses these 
issues in detail. 

3.15.2 Affected Environment 

Figure 3.15-1 identifies community facilities within approximately one-quarter mile of the Wilshire 
Boulevard and Exposition right-of-ways, respectively. 

As shown in Table 3.15-1, there are the following community facilities within one-quarter mile of 
Wilshire Boulevard: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Parks (nine) 

Public Elementary Schools (seven) 

Public ]\fiddle Schools (two) 

Public High Schools (two) 

Colleges, Universities and Trade Schools (none) 

Private Schools (six) 

Hospitals and Health Centers (three) 

Museums (five) 

Fire Stations (eight within one-mile) 

Cemete1-ies (two) 

Libraries (one) 
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Figure 3.15-1 Community Facilities 
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TABLE 3.15-1 
WILSHIRE BRT COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Corridor Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address 

1 LA J\Iid-City Fire Station Los Angeles Station 5821 W. 3rct Sr. 

1 LA J\Iid-City Fire S ration Los Angeles Station 4029 W. \v'ilshire Blvd. 

~ LA J\Iid-City J\Iuseum L A Craft & Folk Art 5814 Wilshire Blvd. 

1 L\ J\Iid-City J\luseum Page J\Iuseum 2900 Exposition Blvd. 

1 LA Mid-City Museum LA County Museum of An 5905 Wilshire Blvd. 

1 LA J\Iid-City J\luseum Peterson Automotive 6060 Wilshire Blvd. 
1 LA Mid-City Park Canhay Circle Park Wilshire Blvd. & Crescent Heights 

1 LA J\Iid-City Park La Brea Tar Pits \'\Tilshire Blvd. & Curson 

1 L\ J\Iid-City Park La Cienega Park 8400 Gregory \\lay 

1 LA J\Iid-City School Burroughs J\Iiddle School 600 S. J\kCadden Pl. 

1 LA J\Iid-City School Cathedral Chapel School 81h St., Dunsmuir Ave. & Cochran 

1 LA Mid-City School Private School 6rh St., Van Ness 

1 LA J\Iid-City School Wilton Place Elementary 745 S. Wilton Place 

~ Beverly Hills Fire Station Beverly Hills Station 445 N. Rexford Dr. 

~ Beverly Hills Fire Station Beverly Hills Station 1100 Coldwater Canyon Dr. 

2 Beverly Hills Fire Station Beverly Hills Station 180 S. Doheny Dr. 

2 Beverly Hills Park Oakhurst Park Oakhurst Dr. south of Wilshire 

~ Beverly Hills Park Park Reeves Dr south of Wilshire 

~ Beverly Hills School Berkeley Hall School Bunon Wy & Clark Dr. 

~ Beverly Hills School Beverly Vista School Elm Dr. & Charleville Blvd. 

2 Beverly Hills School El Rodeo Elementary 605 N. \X'hittier Dr. 

2 Beverly Hills School Good Shepard School Linden Dr., McCarthy Dr. 

2 Beverly Hills School Horace J\1ar111 School 8701 Charleville Blvd. 

3 \X1esr Los Cemetery Los Angeles National 950 S. Sepulveda Blvd. 
p \'\Test Los Cemetery Westwood Memorial Park 1218 Glendon Ave. 
p West Los Fire Station Los Angeles Station 107 S. Beverly Glen Blvd. 

3 West Los Fire Station Los Angeles Station 1090 V ereran Ave. 

3 \Vest Los Hospital Vet Affairs Med Center 11000 Wilshire Blvd. 

3 \X1esr Los J\Iuseum Armand Hammer 10889 Wilshire Blvd. 
p \'\Test Los Park \'\Testwood Park 1350 S. Sepulveda Blvd. 
p West Los School Brockton Elementary 1309 Armacost Ave. 

3 West Los School Fairburn Elementary 1403 Fairburn Ave. 

3 \Vest Los School University High School 11800 Texas Ave. 

4 Santa Monica Fire Station Santa Monica Station 1302 19th St. 

rt Santa J\lonica Hospital Saint Johns Hospital 1328 22nct St. 

4 Santa J\lonica Hospital Santa J\lonica - UCLA 1250 16th St. 

~ Santa J\lonica Library Santa J\lonica Main 1343 6th St 

rt Santa J\lonica Park Douglas Park 1151 Chelsea Ave. 

4 Santa Monica Park Palisades Park Ocean Ave. 

4 Santa J\lonica School High School (Private) 14th Street & California Ave. 

rt Santa Monica School Lincoln Middle School 1501 California Ave. 

4 Santa J\lonica School J\IdCinley Elementa1y 2401 Santa Monica Blvd. 

4 Santa J\lonica School Olympic Continuation 1081 Arizona "\ve. 
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TABLE 3.15-1 
WILSHIRE BRT COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Corridor Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address 

4 Santa J\lonica School Saint J\Ionica High School 1030 Lincoln Blvd. 

4 Santa J\lonica School Santa J\lonica Elementary 1039 7th Street 

Within one-quarter mile of the Exposition BRT and LRT rights-of-ways there are the following 
facilities (see Table 3.15-2 for specific details): 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Parks (eleven) 

Public Elementary Schools (four) 

Public Middle Schools (three) 

Public High Schools (five) 

Colleges, Universities and Trade Schools (three) 

Private Schools (three) 

Hospitals and Health Centers (three) 

Museums (four) 

Fire Stations (twelve within one-mile) 

Cemeteries (none) 

Libraries (one) 

TABLE 3.15-2 
EXPOSITION BRT COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Corridor Segment Type Facility Name Location /Address 
1 - LA South Fire Station Los Angeles Station 1.335 S. Olive St. 
1 LA South Fire Station Los Angeles Station 915 W. Jefferson Blvd. 
1 LA South Fire Station Los Angeles Station 3661 7th Ave. 
1 L\ South Fire Station Los "\ngeles Station 4470 Coliseum St. 
1 LA South Hospital California Hospital J\Iedical Center 1414 Grand Ave. 
1 LA South Hospital Orothopedic Hospital 2400 S. Flower St. 
1 - LA South Library Exposition Park Regional Librarv 3665 S. Vern10nt 
1 LA South J\Iuseum Aerospace J\Iuseum Exposition Blvd. & Kinsev Dr. 
1 LA South J\Iuseum Natural History J\luseum Exposition Blvd. & I<:insey Dr. 
1 L\ South J\Iuseum J\luseum of Science and Industty J\Iuseum Dr. & State Dr. 
1 LA South J\Iuseum Afro-American J\Iuseum 600 State Dr. 
1 LA South Park Exposition Park Exposition Blvd. & Figueroa 
1 - LA South Park .38th & Normandie Park Rolland Curtis PL & Norn1andie 
1 LA South Park Rancho Cienega Sports Park 5001 Rodeo Rd. 
1 LA South Park Bald>V'in Hills Recreation Center 5401 Highlight PL 
1 L\ South Park \X'estside Park 3085 S. Fairfax 
1 LA South School Los Angeles Trade Tech College 400 E. Washington Blvd. 
1 LA South School J\Iount Saint J\larv's College 10 Chester Place 
1 - LA South School Elementarv School (Private) Adams Blvd. & Figueroa St. 
1 LA South School 3211d St./ USC Performing Art J\lag 822W. 32,ncl Sr. 
1 LA South School "\dams J\Iiddle School 151 \'\!.30th Street 
1 LA South School University of Southern California Exposition Blvd. & Vermont 
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TABLE 3.15-2 
EXPOSITION BRT COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Corridor Setzment Tvne Facility Name Location /Address 
1 LA South School \v'eemes Elementary School 1260 W. 36th Place 
1 LA South School Foshay J\Iiddle School 3751 S. Harvard Blvd. 
1 L\ South School Dorsev High School 3537 Fam1dale Avenue 
1 LA South School Hamilton High School 2955 Robertson Blvd. 
2 Culver City Civic Center Culver City, City Hall Culver Blvd. & Dusquesne 
2 - Culver City Fire Station Culver City Station 9600 Culver Blvd. 
2 Culver City Fire Station Culver City Station 11252 Washington Blvd. 
2 Culver City Fire Station Culver City Station 11304 Segrell Wav 
2 Culver City Hospital Brotman J\ledical Center 3828 Delmas Terr. 
2 Culver Citv Park Syd Kronenthal Park .3459 J\IcJ\Ianus 
2 Culver City School Culver City J\Iiddle School Irving PL, Lindblade St. 
2 - Culver City School La Ballona Elementary School J\Iatterson Ave., Girard Ave. 
3 West Los Fire Station Los Angeles Station 10234 N arional Blvd. 
3 West Los Fire Station Los Angeles Station 11505 Olympic Blvd. 
3 \Vest Los Park J\Iedia Park Venice Blvd. & Culver Blvd. 
3 \X1est Los Park J\Iar Vista Recreation Center 11430 Woodbine St. 
3 \'(lest Los School Chamock Elementarv School 11133 Chamock Road 
.3 - West Los School Clover Elementary School 11020 Clover A venue 
3 West Los School Webster J\Iiddle School 1130 W. Graham Place 
3 West Los School Edison Elementary School 2425 Kansas Ave. 
4 Santa J\Ionica Civic Center Santa J\Ionica City Hall 1685 J\Iain St. 
4 Santa J\Ionica Fire Station Santa J\Ionica Station 1444 /th St. 

4 Santa J\Ionica Fire Station Santa J\Ionica Station (under const) 222 Hollister Ave. 
4 - Santa J\lonica Fire Station Santa J\Ionica S talion 2450 "\shland "\ve. 
4 - Santa J\lonica J\luseum Bergamot Station 2525 J\lichigan Ave. 
4 Santa Monica Park Stewart Street Park 3459 J\Ic\Ianus Ave 
4 Santa J\Ionica Park J\lemorial Park Olympic Blvd. & 14th St. 
4 Santa J\Ionica Park Palisades Park Ocean Ave. 
4 Santa J\Ionica School Garfield Continuation High School Olympic Blvd. & 1(1:h Street 
4 Santa J\Ionica School Santa J\Ionica High School 1039 /th Street 

4 - Santa J\Ionica School Crossroads Elementarv 1714 21" Street 

3.15.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

From the standpoint of transit accessibility, it is expected that there would be a beneficial impact if a 
community facility were located ~within one-quarter mile of a transit station. \vith respect to adverse 
impacts, the taking of the facility and/ or the creation of barriers or substantial disruption to 
pedestrian and vehicular access to a facility would constitute a significant adverse impact. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

Potential impacts to community facilities are determined by overlaying the proposed guideway 
alignments, station areas, and roadway modifications to the location of community facilities. For 
these areas, a community facility will either be directly affected (a physical taking as described in the 
Land Acquisition/Displacement section of this report) or indirectly affected by the proposed transit 
improvements and facilities because of proposed changes to pedestrian or vehicular access. For 
discussion related to pedestrian safety see Section 3.14 Safety and Security of this report. 
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Impacts 

No Action (Baseline) 

Because this option involves minor changes to the bus fleet and some restructuring of transit routes, 
no impacts on the community facilities is expected. 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative 

\'Vhile the TSM Alternative anticipates greater changes to the bus fleet, more extensive route 
restructuring and introduction of additional rapid bus corridors, it is not expected there would be 
adverse impacts on community facilities. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT Alternative (Baseline Median-Running) 

Beneficial Impacts. As shown in Table 3.15-3, 3 of the 45 community facilities along the Wilshire BRT 
route would be located "1'ithin one-quarter mile of proposed station locations and would benefit 
from this improved transit access. 

Adverse Impacts. Although no community facilities would be displaced by the Wilshire BRT 
Alternative, it is anticipated that there would be some adverse proximity impacts, particularly the 
loss of street parking that is partially used by patrons of such facilities as the Folk Art Museum, Page 
Museum, La Brea Tar Pits, and Los Angeles County Art Museum. In addition, the reduction in the 
number of left turn opportunities from \'Vilshire Boulevard could affect vehicle access and disrupt 
circulation patterns at approximately eight community facilities. Adverse proximity impacts 
(including noise and air quality) may also occur at other community facilities identified in Table 3.15-
3, although none of these uses would be physically altered in a significantly adverse way. Proximity 
impacts related to air quality, noise, safety, and other related issues are discussed separately in the 
applicable sections of this report. It is not expected that the Wilshire BRT guideway would create a 
barrier to pedestrian access to any community facility along the BRT route. Pedestrian safety issues 
are discussed in Section 3.14 of this report. Significant adverse impacts would not occur. 

TABLE 3.15-3 
WILSHIRE BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of Affect Barrier to 
Corridor 1/4Mile Land Support Street Vehide Ped 
Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address of Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

L\ l\fid-Citv Fire Station 1 .os Angeles Station 5821 W. 3rc1 St. No No No No No 
4029 W. Wih:hire 

LA l\fid-Citv Fire Station 1 .os Angeles Station Blvd. No No No Yes No 
2 ],;\ Mid-Citv l\fuseum L;\ Crnft & Folk Art 5814 Wih:hire Blvd Yes No Yes Ycs No 
1 LA Mid-Citv Museum Page Museum 2900 I •'.xpmition Blvd. No No Yes Yes No 

] , ;\ County Museum 
1 - LA Mid-Citv Museum of Art 5905 Wilshire Blvd. Yes No Yes Yes No 

Peterson , \utomotive 
1 - LA Mid-Citv Museum Museum 6060 Wilshire Blvd. Yes No No Yes No 

Wilshire Blvd. & 
I L\ l\fid-Citv Park Cartha y Circle Park Crescent I Tcights Blvd. No No No No No 

Wilshire Blvd. & 
1 LA Mid-Citv Park La Brea Tar Pits Curson No No No Yes No 
1 ],;\ Mid-Citv Park La Cienega Park 8400 Gregory Wav Yes No No No No 

Burroughs ,\liddlc 
1 L\ Mid-Citv School School 600 S. McCadden Pl. No No No Yes No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-3 
WILSHIRE BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of Affect Barrier to 
Corridor 1/4Mile Land Support Street Vehicle Ped 
Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address of Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Cathc<lral Chapel 8th St., Dunsmuir A vc. 
1 L\ J\1iJ-Citv School School & Cochran A vc. Yes No No No No 
1 LA J\1i<l-Citv School Private School 6th St., \'an Ness Yes No No No No 

Wilton Place 
1 -LA Mid-Citv School I •'.kmentary School 745 S. \Vilton Place No No No No No 
) Heverly I !ills Fire Station Heverly I !ills Station 445 N. Rexford Dr. No No No No No 

1100 Coldwater 
2 Heverly I Tilh Fire Station Heverly I !ills Station Canyon Dr. No No No No No 
) Heverly I !ills Fire Station Heverly I Tills Station 180 S. Doheny Dr. No No No No No 

Oakhurnt Dr. south of 
2 Heverly I !ills Park ( )akhurnt Park Wilshire No No No No No 

Reeves Dr south of 
2 Heverly I Tills Park Park Wilshire No No No No No 

Burton Wy & Clark 
2 - Hcverly l filh: School Berk cl cy I Tall Schoo I Dr. No No No No No 

I •:Im Dr. & Charlevillc 
) Heverly I Tills School Heverly \' ista School Hlvd. No No No No No 

I ·'.l Rodeo I •:Jcmcntary 
2 Heverly I Tills School School 605 N. Whittier Dr. No No No No No 

J,in<lcn Dr., ]\J,-. ··~ "' 

Good Shepard Dr., & Charlcvillc 
2 Heverly I Tills School School Blvd. Yes No No No No 
2 Beverly I Tilh School I Toracc Mann School 870 l Charlevillc Blvd. Yes No No No No 
3 West Los Los Angeles National 
\ngcles Cemetery 950 S. Sepulved:1 Blvd. No No No No No 
3 \1\/est Los Westwoo<l Memorial 
·\ngcles Cemetery Park 1218 Glendon Ave. No No No No No 
3 \1\/est Los 107 S. Heverly Glen 
·\ngelcs Fire Station Los Angeles Station Blvd. No No No No No 
3 - West Los 
Angeles Fire Station Los Angeles Station 1090 \' ctcran A vc. No No No No No 

\'ct Affairs Med 
3 - West Los Ccntcr \X/est l ,os 
\ngeb I Tospital Angeles 11000 Wilshire Blv<l. No No No No No 

.3 West Los Armand I lammer 
·\ngelcs Museum Museum 10889 Wilshire Blvd. Yes No No Yes No 
3 West Los 1350 S. Sepulveda 
\ngcles Park Westwood Park Blvd. No No No No No 
3 \Vest Los Brockton I •Jcmcntary 
\ngcles School School 1309 Armacost A vc. No No No No No 
3 \Vcst l .os l1;1irbum " 

·\ngcles School School 1403 liairbum Ave. No No No No No 
3 \Vcst l .os I , I figh 
\ngcles School School 11800Tcxas Ave. No No No No No 
t Santa Monica Fire Station Santa Monica Station 1302 19th St. No No No No No 

Saint J ohm l Tospit:1l 
t Santa Monica I Tospital & I Tcalth Center 1328 22nd St. No No No No No 

Santa Monica 
UCl .A Mcdical 

4 Santa Monica I Tospital Center 1250 16th St. Yes No No No No 
S:mta Monica Main 

+ - Santa Monica J ,ibrarv J ,ibrarv 1343 (jth No No No No No 

+ Santa Monica Park Douglas Park 1151 Chelsea Ave. No No No No No 
4 Santa Monica Park Palisades Park Ocean Ave. Yes No No No No 

14th Street & 
4 Santi Monica School l Tigh School (Priv:1te) California Ave. Yes No No No No 
4 Santa Monica School J .incoln J\1iddlc 150 I California A vc. Yes No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-3 
WILSHIRE BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of Affect Barrier to 
Corridor 1/4Mile Land Support Street Vehicle Ped 
Segment Type Facility Name Location/ Address of Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

School 
' r• 2401 Santa Monica 

4 - Santa Monica School I ''.lementarv School Blvd. No No No No No 
Olympic 

4 - Santa Monica School Continuation School 1081 ;\ rizona ;\ vc. No No No No No 
Saint Monica l Iigh 

4 Santa Monica School School 1030 Lincoln Hlv<l. No No No No No 
Santa Monica 

4 Santa Monica School I ':Jemcntarv School 1039 /tl• Street No No No No No 
TOTAL "Yes" 113 0 3 8 0 
Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, 2000. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent) 

This option would have effects similar to Alternative 1. It is expected that there would continue to 
be adverse effects on local circulation in the vicinity of community facilities because of the restricted 
left turn access. No facilities would be displaced as a result of this option. No impacts would occur. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

In comparison to the center median baseline alternative and the median adjacent design option, this 
option which place the BRT operations in the curb lane, and would be less disruptive to localized 
circulation near community facilities because this option would not restrict left turn access along the 
route. Access to facilities would occur as it does now. 

It should be noted that the presence of buses traveling at somewhat higher speeds than the normal 
traffic flow could, however, effect pedestrians perception of safe conditions along the sidewalk and 
would likely require a public education program, particularly for school children. 

Similar to the other components of the Wilshire BRT Alternative, this design option would also not 
displace any existing community facilities. No impacts would occur. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Beneficial Impacts. In addition to the 13 facilities along the Wilshire BRT route, 21 of the 53 
community facilities along the Exposition BRT route would be located within one-quarter mile of 
proposed station locations and would benefit from this improved transit access (Table 3.15-4). This 
combined option would mean that approximately 34 percent of the community facilities along both 
BRT routes would have convenient transit access. 

Adverse Impacts. The proposed park and ride a lot near Cloverfield and Olympic would displace the 
Bergamot Art Center and the associated museum and art galleries in Santa Monica. The impact to 
this publicly owned facility would be considered significant. The displacement of the Bergamot Art 
Center (discussed further in Section 3.6) would be mitigated through implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-1, which is presented at the end of this discussion and provides for relocation assistance 
in compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Prope·rty Acquisition Polices Act of 1970, as 
amended (Uniform Act). The Uniform Act is further detailed in Section 3.6. There would also be a 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

loss of street parking surrounding seven community facilities. Most of these impacts are 
concentrated in the Exposition Park area and include the University of Southern California, 
Exposition Park and the museums located within the park. In total, seven community facilities 
would be affected in this manner; however, implementation of J'vfitigation Measures 3.15-2 and 3.15-
3 will ensure that less-than-significant impacts occur: 

• 

• 

• 

1\1itigation Measure 3.15-1: The LACMTA shall coordinate with the City of Santa Monica to 
find a suitable relocation site or facility, or examine other shared use opportunities for the 
Bergamot Station Art Center. 

Mitzgation 1Weasure 3.15-2: For those community facilities that rely in part on street parking, 
the LACNITA shall provide conveniently located off-street parking in accordance with its 
Replacement Parking Strategy. It is expected that loss spaces would be replaced on a one
for-one basis. 

lvfitzgation lvfeasurt 3.15-3: For all community facilities where circulation patterns have been 
altered because of the construction of a fixed guideway and the possible removal of left 
turns, the LACMTA shall coordinate with each facility to ensure that convenient vehicular 
access to driveways and off-street parking areas "vill be maintained. 

It is not expected that the exclusive guideway portions of the BRT route along the Exposition right
of-way, Venice or Sepulveda would constitute a barrier to pedestrian access to nearby community 
facilities. Pedestrian safety concerns are discussed in Section 3.14. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Ben~fitial Impacts. In addition to the 13 facilities along the Wilshire BRT route, 14 of the 53 
community facilities along the Exposition BRT route would be located within one-quarter mile of 
proposed station locations in the MOS and would benefit from this improved transit access (see 
Table 3.15-4). 

Adverse Impacts. No community facility would be displaced as a result of the MOS. There would also 
be a loss of street parking surrounding six community facilities. Most of these impacts are 
concentrated in the Exposition Park area and include the University of Southern California, 
Exposition Park and the museums located "1'ithin the park. Significant impacts would not occur. 

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXPOSITION BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier 

Facility Location Mile of Land Street Vehicle to Ped 
Corridor Segment Name Type /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

J,os Angeles 
1 L;\ South Station Fire Station 1335 S. Olive St. No No No No No 

J ,os Angeles 915 W. Jefferson 
1 ],;\South Station Fire Station Hlvd. No No No No No 

l .os Angeles 
1 J,A South Station Vire Station 3661 7th ,\vc. No No No No No 

Los Angeles 
l l .A South St:1tion Jiirc Station 4470 Coliscum St. No No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXPOSITION BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier 

Facility Location Mile of Land Street Vehicle to Ped 
Corridor Segment Name Type /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

California 
I lospital 

1 J,A South Medical Center llospitals 1414 Grand ,\ve. Yes No No No No 
Ornthopcdic 

1 J,A South lfospital l Jospitals 2400 S. Jilower St. Yes No No No No 
I •'.xposition 

Park Regional 
l l.A South J,ibrary J,ibrarv 3665 S. \' ermont No No No No No 

' l ·'.xpmition Blvd. & 
1 - L\ South Mw;eum Museum Kinsey Dr. Yes No Yes No No 

Natural 
I listory 

Mmeum of 
Los l •:xposition Blvd. & 

l l.A South County l\fuscum Kinsey Dr. Yes No Yes No No 
Museum of 
Science and Museum Dr. & 

1 J,A South Industry Mm;eum State Dr. No No r·es No No 
Afro--:\merica 

1 LA South Museum Museum 600 State Dr. No No Yes No No 
I •'.xposition I ·'.xposition Blvd. & 

1 J,A South Park Park Figueroa St. No No Yes No No 
38th & 

Normandie Rolland Curtis Pl. & 
1 J,A South Park Park Normandie ,\ve. No No No No No 

Rancho 
ICicnega Sports 

1 J,A South Park Park 5001 Rodeo Rd. No No No Yes No 
Baldwin I Tills 

Recrc:1tion 
1 - L\ South Ccnter Park 5401 I lighlight Pl. No No No No No 

1 J,A South Westside Park Park 3085 S. Fairfax Yes No No No No 
Los Angeles 
Trade Tech :\00 I•:. Washington 

1 J,A South College School Blvd. Yes No No No No 
Mount S;1int 

1 - L\ South Marv's College School 10 Chester Place Yes No No No No 
l •'.lcmentary 

School Adams Blvd. & 
l l.A South (Private) School Figueroa St. Yes No No No No 

32ml St./ USC 
Performing 

Art Mag 
School of 

1 - L\ South Choi cc School 822W. 32m1 St. Yes No No No No 
Adams Middle 

l l.A South School School 151 W.30tl1 Street No No No No No 
I' of 

Southern l ·'.xposition Blvd. & 
1 J,A South California School \ 'ermont :\ ve. No No Yes r·es No 

Weemes 
l •'.lcmcntary 

1 LA South School School 1260 W. 361h Place No No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXPOSITION BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier 

Facility Location Mile of Land Street Vehicle to Ped 
Corridor Segment Name Type /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Foshay l\1iddlc 3751 S. llarvard 
1 J,A South School School Hlvd. Yes No No No No 

Don:ey I Iigh 3537 Farmdalc 
1 J,A South School School Avenue No No No No No 

I familton I ligh 2955 Robertson 
l l.A South School School Blvd. 'frs No No No No 

Culver Culver Hlvd. & 
2 Culver Citv Citv I !all Civic Ctr Dm;quesne Ave. No No No No No 

Culver City 
2 Culver Citv Station Fire Station 9600 Culver Hlvd. No No No No No 

Culver City 11252 Washington 
2 Culver Citv Station Fire Station Hlvd. No No No No No 

Culver Ci 
2 Culver Citv Station Fire Station 11304 Segrell Wav No No No No No 

Brotman 
2 Culver Citv Medirnl Center l fospit<1ls 3828 Delmas Terr. Yes No No No No 

Syd 
Krnnenthal 

2 - Culver City Park Park 3459 McManus Yes No No No No 
Culver City Irving Pl., 

2 Culver Citv l\1iddlc School School J ,indblade St. Yes No No No No 
La Hallona Matterson Ave., 
I •'.lcmentary Girard ;\ ve. & 

2 Culver Citv School School Washington Ave. No No No No No 
J ,os Angeles 10234 National 

3 \li/est Los Angeles Station Fire Station Blvd. No No No No No 
Los Angeles 11505 Olympic 

3 West Los Angeles Station Fire Station Hlvd. No No No No No 
Venice Hlvd. & 

3 - \li/est Los Angeles l\fcdia Park Park Culver Hlvd. Yes No No No No 
l\far \'is ta 
Recreation 

3 \X!est Los Angeles Center Park 11430 Woodbine St. No No No No No 
Chamock 

I •'.lcmentary 11133 Chamock 
3 - 'vi/est Los Angeles School School Hoad No No No Yes No 

Clover 
I •'.lcmentary 11020 Clover 

3 West Los Angeles School School Avenue Yes No No No No 
Webster 1130 \XI. Graham 

3 \Vest Los Angeles l\1id<llc School School Place No No No No No 
l•'.dison 

I •'.lcmentary 
3 \li/est Los Angeles School School 2425 Kansas Ave. No No No No No 

Santa Monica 
4 Santa ,\lonica Citv I Iall Civic Ctr 1685 Main St. Yes No No No No 

Santa Monic:1 
4 - Santa Monica Station Fire Station 1444 7th St. No No No No No 

Santa Monica 
Station (under 

4 Santa Monica construction) Fire Sta ti on 222 Hollister;\ ve. No No No No No 
Santa Monica 

4 Santa Monica Station Fire Station 2450 Ashland Ave. No No No No No 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

TABLE 3.15-4 
EXPOSITION BRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier 

Facility Location Mile of Land Street Vehicle to Ped 
Corridor Segment Name Type /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Bergamot 
4 Santa ,\lonica Station Museum 2525 I\fichman Ave. Yes Yes na na na 

Stewart Street 
4 Santa Monica Park Park 3459 McManus Ave No No No No No 

Olympic Blvd. & 
4 Santa Monica Memori:1J Park Park 14"' St. Yes No Yes No No 

4 Santa Monica Palisades Park Park Ocean Ave. No No No No No 
Garfidd 

Continu:1tion Blvd. & 
4 - Santa Monica I figh School School 16th Street Yes No No No No 

Santa Monica 
4 Santa Monica I ligh School School 1039 7th Street No No No Yes No 

Crossroads 
& 

4 - Santa Monica I ligh School School 1714 21 >t Street Yes No No Yes No 

TOTAL "Yes" 21 1 7 5 0 

Source: Terry :\. I !ayes Associates, 2001). 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Beneficial Impacts. In addition to the 13 facilities along the Wilshire BRT route, 23 of the 53 
community facilities along the Exposition LRT route would be located within one-quarter mile of 
proposed station locations and would benefit from this improved transit access (Table 3.15-5). This 
combined option would mean that approximately 36 percent of the community facilities along both 
BRT routes would have convenient transit access. 

Adverse Impacts. Similar to the Exposition BRT, the proposed park and ride a lot near Cloverfield 
and Olympic would displace the Bergamot Art Center and the associated museum and art galleries 
in Santa Monica. The impact to this publicly owned facility would be considered significant, "vithout 
implementation of l'vfitigation Measure 3.15-1. The displacement of the Bergamot Art Center 
(discussed further in Section 3.6) would be mitigated through relocation assistance in compliance 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properry Acquisition Polices Act of 1970, as amended 
(Uniform Act). The Uniform Act is detailed in Section 3.6. There would also be a similar loss of 
street parking surrounding community facilities largely in the Exposition Park area; however, these 
impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.15-2 and 3.15-3. 

It is not expected that the exclusive guideway portions of the LRT route along the Exposition right
of-way, Venice or Sepulveda would constitute a barrier to pedestrian access to nearby community 
facilities. Pedestrian safety concerns are discussed in Section 3.14. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Beneficial Impacts. In addition to the 13 facilities along the Wilshire BRT route, 16 of the 53 
community facilities along the Exposition LRT route would be located within one-quarter mile of 
proposed station locations in the MOS and would benefit from this improved transit access. 
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Environmental Analysis - Community Facilities 

Adverse Impacts. No community facility would be displaced as a result of the MOS. There would also 
be a loss of street parking surrounding six community facilities. Most of these impacts are 
concentrated in the Exposition Park area and include the University of Southern California, 
Exposition Park and the museums located "vithin the park. 

TABLE 3.15-5 
EXPOSITION LRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier to 

Location Mile oi Land Street Vehicle Ped 
Corridor Segment Type Facility Name /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Fire Los 
1 - LA South Station Station 1335 S. Olive St. No No No No No 

Fire Los 915 W. Jefferson 
1 - LA South Station Station Blvd. No No No No No 

Fire Los 
1 - LA South Station Station 3661 7th Ave. No No No No No 

Fire Los 
1 - LA South Station Station 4470 Coliseum St. No No No No No 

Califomia 
Hospital 

1 LA South Hospitals Medical Center 1414 Grand Ave. Yes No No No No 
Orothopedic 

1 LA South Hospitals Hospital 2400 S. Flower St. Yes No No No No 
Exposition 

Park Regiona I 
1 LA South Librarv Libraty 3665 S. Vermont No No No No No 

Aerospace Exposition Blvd. 
1 LA South J\Iuseum J\Iuseum & I<insey Dr. Yes No Yes No No 

Natural History 
Museum of Los Exposition Blvd. 

1 LA South J\Iuseum Angeles County & Kinsey Dr. Yes No Yes No No 
J\Iuseum of 
Science and J\Iuseum Dr. & 

1 - LA South J\luseum Industrv State Dr. Yes No Yes No No 
Afro-American 

1 - LA South J\luseum J\Iuseum 600 State Dr. Yes No Yes No No 
Exposition Exposition Blvd. 

1 - LA South Park Park & Figueroa St. No No Yes No No 
33th& Rolland Curtis PL 

Normandie & Normandie 
1 LA South Park Park Ave. No No No No No 

Rancho 
Cienega Spons 

1 LA South Park Park 5001 Rodeo Rd. No No No Yes No 
Baldwin Hills 

Recreation 
1 LA South Park Center 5401 Highlight PL No No No No No 
1 - LA South Park Westside Park 3085 S. Fairfax Yes No No No No 

Los Angeles 
Trade Tech 400E. 

1 LA South School College \X!ashington Blvd. No No No No No 
J\Iount Saint 

1 LA South School Mary's College 10 Chester Place Yes No No No No 
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TABLE 3.15-5 
EXPOSITION LRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier to 

Location Mile oi Land Street Vehicle Ped 
Corridor Segment Type Facility Name /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Elementary Adams Blvd. & 
1 LA South School School (Fuvatt Figueroa St. Yes No No No No 

USC 
Performing Art 

1 - LA South School J\Iag School 822W. 32'1ct St. Yes No No No No 
Adams J\Iiddle 

1 - LA South School School 151 W.301h Street No No No No No 
University of 

Southern Exposition Blvd. 
1 LA South School California & Vermont Ave. Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Weemes 
Elementary 1260 W. 361h 

1 LA South School School Place No No No No No 
Foshay J\Iiddle 3751 S. Harvard 

1 LA South School School Blvd. Yes No No No Yes 
Dorsey High 3537 Farmdale 

1 LA South School School Avenue No No No No Yes 
Hamilton High 2955 Robertson 

1 LA South School School Blvd. Yes No No No No 
Culver City, Culver Blvd. & 

2 Culver City Civic Ctr Citv Hall Dusquesne Ave. No No No No No 
Fire Culver City 

2 Culver City Station Station 9600 Culver Blvd. No No No No No 
Fire Culver City 11252 

2 Culver City Station Station Washington Blvd. No No No No No 
Fire Culver City 

2 Culver City Station Station 11304 Segrell Way No No No No No 
Brotnrnn 3828 Delmas 

;:; Culver City Hospitals J\ledical Center Terr. Yes No No No No 
Syd Kronenthal 

2 Culver City Park Park 3459 J\lclllanus Yes No No No No 
Culver City Irving Pl., 

2 Culver City School J\Iiddle School Lindblade Sr. Yes No No No No 
La Ballona 
Elementary Girard Ave. & 

2 - Culver City School School Washington "\ve. No No No No No 
Fire Los 10234 National 

3 - \\/est Los Angeles Station Station Blvd. No No No No No 
Fire Los 11505 Olympic 

3 - \\/est Los Angeles Station Station Blvd. No No No No No 
Venice Blvd. & 

3 - \\?est Los Angeles Park J\Iedia Park Culver Blvd. Yes No No No No 
J\Iar Vista 
Recreation 11430 Woodbine 

3 \v'est Los Angeles Park Center St. No No No No No 
Charnock 

Elementary 11133 Charnock 
3 West Los Angeles School School Road No No No Yes Yes 
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TABLE 3.15-5 
EXPOSITION LRT IMPACT TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Within Loss of 
1/4 Support Affect Barrier to 

Location Mile oi Land Street Vehicle Ped 
Corridor Segment Type Facility Name /Address Station Acquisition Parking Access Access 

Clover 
Elementary 11020 Clover 

3 - \\/est Los Angeles School School Avenue Yes No No No No 
i\v'ebster J\Iiddle 1130 W. Graham 

3 - \\/est Los Angeles School School Place No No No No No 
Edison 

Elementary 
3 \vest Los Angeles School School 2425 Kansas Ave. No No No No No 

Santa 1\lonica 

"' 
Sama J\Ionica Civ1c Ctr Citv Hall 1685 \Iain St. Yes No No No No 

Fire Santa Monica 

"' 
Sama J\Ionica Station Station 1444 7rh St. No No No No No 

Santa Monica 
Fire Station (under 

"' 
Santa J\Ionica Station const) 222 Hollister "\ve. No No No No No 

Fire Santa J\Ionica 2450 Ashland 

"' 
Santa J\Ionica Station Station Ave. No No No No No 

Bergarnot 2525 J\Iichigan 

"' 
Santa J\Ionica J\Iuseum Station Ave. Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Stewart Street 3459 J\lcJ\Ianus 
4 Santa J\Ionica Park Park Ave No No No No No 

Olympic Blvd. & 
4 Santa J\Ionica Park J\Iemorial Park 14th St. Yes No Yes No Yes 

4 - Santa J\lonica Park Palisades Park Ocean Ave. No No No No No 
Garfield 

Continuation Olympic Blvd. & 
4 Santa 1\lonica School High School l(ith Street Yes No No No No 

Santa J\Ionica 
4 Santa 1\lonica School High School 1039 7th Street No No No Yes Yes 

Crossroads 
Elem &High 

4 Sama J\Ionica School School 1714 21" Street Yes No No Yes No 
TOTAL "Yes" 23 1 8 6 6 

Source: Terry :\. J faycs Associates, 2000. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the MTA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. Six candidate sites are under consideration. The effects of these sites 
on community facilities is discussed below: 

North1vest Corner of Chavez and A1ission. Site is located within an industrial/ commercial area. There are 
three public schools within 1/2 mile of the site. These facilities, however, are located south of the 
SR101 and I-10 freeways in Boyle Heights would not likely be affected by the operation of bus 
maintenance facility on the north side of the freeway. No Impacts would occur. 
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Bxistin,_g NITA Division 1 (Alameda and 611
). This site is located in a commercial and industrial area 

along the perimeter of downtown Los Angeles. Community facilities within 1/2 mile of the site 
include a small pocket park at 6th Street and Gladys Avenue, a public school at Wilson and Decatur 
Place; and a public school near 9th Street and Olympic. None of these facilities are directly adjacent 
to the site and accessibility to these facilities would not be affected by the expanded operations on 
the existing maintenance yard site. No impacts would occur. 

Northeast Corner ef Alameda and W'asbington. The site is located in an industrial area. There are no 
community facilities "1'ithin 1/2 mile of the site and no impacts are anticipated. 

Southeast Corner ef Alameda and Washington. The site is located in an industrial area. There are no 
community facilities vv'ithin 1/2 mile of the site and no impacts are anticipated. 

Exposition ROWT (Hooper to Central). The immediate vicinity of this site is surrounded by industrial 
and warehouse type uses. However, beyond these directly adjacent buildings there are residential 
neighborhoods that contain a variety of community facilities, including two recreation centers, one 
high school and two elementary schools. Use of the Exposition ROW site for bus maintenance 
would require that buses travel a minor arterials and local streets. Increased bus activity at this site 
would likely be disruptive to local circulation patterns particularly walk routes to schools and the 
park. The residential character of the surrounding area strongly suggests that pedestrian access to 
nearby facilities would be impaired by the presence of increase buses from the maintenance yard. 
Impacts from this maintenance yard would be potentially significant. 

Existing }vfTA Soutb Park Shops (54 1
h and Avalon). Although this is an existing MTA facility, only small 

numbers of buses are currently maintained at this site. The site is located within a residential 
neighborhood and it is within 1/2 mile of two schools and South Park. Increased bus activity at this 
site would likely be disruptive to local circulation patterns particularly walk routes to schools and the 
park. The residential character of the surrounding area strongly suggests that pedestrian access to 
nearby facilities would be impaired by the presence of increase buses from the maintenance yard. 
Impacts from this maintenance yard would be potentially significant. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3 and 3A) 

The excavation of a tunnel for BRT or LRT would pass through an area between the University of 
Southern California on the north side of Exposition Boulevard and the museums and facilities in 
Exposition Park on the south side. During the period of construction, the work would likely require 
the removal of on-street parking in this area. This temporary loss would disrupt access to the 
facilities on either side of Exposition. In addition, access routes across the excavation would be 
limited to the areas where there are currently crosswalks or pedestrians may be forced to cross the 
area at either end along Figueroa or Vermont. While access would be maintenance it would likely be 
an inconvenience to pedestrians. Over the long term, the operation of BRT or LRT in a tunnel 
would not affect access to the university, museums, or park in any way. 

3.15.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Wilshire BRT. Community facilities located along the Wilshire BRT route (where turn access will be 
restricted), these facilities will be vulnerable to cumulative impacts from other public works or 
development projects in nearby areas that would restrict traffic flow or divert traffic flow. Driver 
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confusion and unnecessary vehicular circulation in these areas would further disrupt access to 
community facilities. 

Exposition BRT or LRT. It is unlikely that community facilities adjacent to or near the Exposition 
route would be adversely affected by any combined affects of public works or development projects. 
Local circulation around community facilities is expected to be maintained at current levels. No 
cumulative adverse changes are anticipated. 
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3.16 Hazards 

3.16.1 Introduction 

This section identifies current locations within both the Wilshire and Exposition Boulevard routes 
that have the potential for contamination from hazardous materials. This section also includes sites 
with potential contamination due to the possibility of migration of contaminants from nearby 
hazardous waste sites. 

3.16.2 Affected Environment 

Certain chemical and physical properties of a substance may cause it to be considered hazardous. As 
defined by the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Section 66084, a "hazardous 
material" is a "substance or combination of substances which, because of its quantity, concentration, 
or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either (1) cause, or significantly contribute to, 
an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible illness; or 
(2) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or environment when improperly 
treated, stored, transported or disposed of or otherwise managed." 

According to the California Health and Safety Code, Section 25124, a "hazardous waste" is any 
hazardous material that is abandoned, discarded or in storage prior to recycling. For example, 
excavated soil containing hazardous materials would be a hazardous waste if the concentration of 
contaminants exceeded specific CCR Title 22 c1-iteria. 

Project Setting 

The proposed project and project alternatives travel the \vilshire Boulevard and Exposition 
Boulevard right-of-ways through areas containing both commercial and single/multi-family 
residential properties. The Exposition corridor follows the former railroad right-of-way, which 
includes portions of Exposition Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard, National Boulevard, and Olympic 
Boulevard. Bus alternatives would not require the removal of soil or ground excavation; however, 
the rail alternatives would require construction activities, which could be affected by potential 
contamination. Underground storage tanks are of concern because of the possibility of leaks that 
lead to contamination of surrounding soil and groundwater. 

Regulatory Agency List Review 

A review of federal and state regulatory agency lists was conducted to determine if locations within 
the routes contain suspected hazardous waste sites. 

• CORTESE: The California Environmental Protection Agency Office of Environmental 
Information has compiled a Hazardous \vaste and Substances Sites List (Cortese list) which 
includes sites designated by the State \vater Resources Control Board, the Integrated Waste 
Management Board, and the Department of Toxic Substances Control. The Cortese list was 
reviewed for any sites located within the routes. Hazardous material locations within the 
Wilshire and Exposition corridors found on the April 1998 Cortese list are displayed in 
Table 3.16-1. 
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TABLE 3.16-1 
SITES ON CORTESE LIST WITHIN WILSHIRE AND EXPOSITION ROUTES 

Site Location Type of Contamination 
WILSHIRE ROUTE 

804 Wilshire Boulevard Fujita Corporation, Santa Monica Leaking Undergrnund Storage Tank 
1111 Wilshire Boulevard Roywood Corporation/Nakano-I<:ia, Los Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

Angles 
2730 Wilshire Boulevard Kennedy- \\/ilson International, Santa J\Ionica Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
3675 \v'ilshire Boulevard Arco #5355, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage 'J'ank 
3855 Wilshire Boulevard Texaco #Alex Haagen, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
4180 \\/ilshire Boulevard Alright Parking Lot, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
8567 Wilshire Boulevard J\Iobil #11-G\X'X, Beverly Hills Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
8833 Wilshire Boulevard BJ\IW of Beverly Hills, Beverly Hills Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
9777 Wilshire Boulevard \X'ilshire Triangle Center, Beverly Hills Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

10950 Wilshire Boulevard Hertz - West LA, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
11800 Wilshire Boulevard Chevron #9-77 48, Los "\ngeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
12054 Wilshire Boulevard Mobil #11-LDJ\1, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

EXPOSITION ROUTE 
445 Figueroa Street Library Square Construction, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
610 Figueroa Street 1\1\\!'D Headquarters Garage, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
1201 Figueroa Street Convention Center. Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
2600 Figueroa Street Shell Station, Los Angeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
2601 Figueroa Street Chevron #9-3707, Los "\ngeles Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

2943 Exposition GTE Plant Yani, Santa J\Ionica Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
8520 National Boulevard Fredrick Smith, Culver City Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
8536 National Boulevard Hercules Incorporated Plant #3, Culver City Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

In addition to the sites identified in the Cortese List, numerous hazardous materials studies were 
reviewed to determine the potential for encountering hazardous materials during construction of the 
proposed project or project alternatives. These hazardous studies were initially conducted as part of 
the purchase process by the MTA of the fom1er Exposition railroad right-of-way. These studies 
included the following: Asbestos Site Assessment Facility Inspections SPTCO Properties (Santa 
Ana, Santa Monica, and Midway Yard Facilities) (1991); Soil Chemical Testing Study National 
Boulevard and Hayden Street Culver City, California, (1991); Additional Site Characterization: Santa 
Monica Line Sites: Cabinet 2000, Main/Jefferson, Bundy Cleaners, and Santa Monica Building 
Materials, (1992); and Environmental Due Diligence Survey, Santa Monica Line, California, (1990). 
These documents were reviewed to determine the potential for encountering hazardous materials. 
The findings from these documents are presented in Table 3.16-2. 

TABLE 3.16-2 
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DOCUMENTS FOR EXPOSITION 

ROUTE 
Applicability to this 

Document Buildings Findings Study 
Asbestos Site Assessment - Direct J\Iail No materials surveyed displayed Buildings outside of 
Facility Inspections Advertising 2133 Bundy significant ACBJ\1 damage or Exposition right-of-way. 
SPTCo Properties Dr. potential for friable material No effect anticipated. 
Ana, Santa J\Ionica, and Psychic Boutique release. Trace asbestos 
J\Iidway Yard Facilities) Corinth Ave./Pico "\ve. concentrations (.1 'Yo Crysotile) 

were identified >V"'ithin vinyl floor 
tiles and associated mastic. 
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TABLE 3.16-2 
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DOCUMENTS FOR EXPOSITION 

ROUTE 

Document 
Soil Chemical Testing 
Study National Boulevard 
and Hayden Street Culver 
City, California 

Additional Site 
Characte1:ization Santa 
1\lonica Line Sites: 
Cabinet 2000, 
]\fain/Jefferson, Bundy 
Cleaners, and Santa 
1\Ionica Building 1\Iate1:ials 

Buildings 
Site located at comer of 
National and Hayden in 
Culver City. Southeast 
comer of National & 
P -:::;~::c::, b1:ick 
warehouse \\rith old RR 
spur. 

Cabinet 2000 
Washington & 
Exposition 

Hin1co Security 
Products 1\fain & 
Jefferson (downtown). 
Nonheast comer of 
1\fain & Jefferson 

Bundy Cleaners 

Findings 
Soil samples were found to 
contain high concentrations of 
TPH, toluene, and xylene. 
Recommend that soil be 
removed, manifested, and 
transported to a disposal facility. 
Some additional testing may be 
required for admittance into 
respective facilities. 

Based on limited extent and low 
levels of contamination found at 
site, levels of aromatic 
compounds discovered in single 
surface sample are of minor 
concern in regards to possible 
groundwater contamination. Do 
not recommend further 
investigation or remediation at 
this site. 

Applicability to this 
Study 

Site is adjacent to where 
reconstruction of National 
Boulevard would occur 
and as such this 
reconstruction may 
encounter some of the 
contaminated soils. 

Study recommend that soil 
from this site be removed, 
manifested, and 
transported to a disposal 
facility and that some 
additional testing may be 
required for admittance 
into respective facilities. 
Site is outside of 
Exposition 1:ight-of-way 
and not anticipated to be 
used for the proposed 
project alternatives. In 
addition, study concluded 
that further investigation 
or remediation was not 
needed at this site. 

PCE was detected. Recommend Outside of study area. No 
further investigations be effect anticipated. 
performed at site to determine 
lateral and vertical extent of soil 
contamination. Additional 
borings should be drilled to a 
minimum depth of 20 feet and 
soil samples should be collected 
and analyzed at surface. 
Remediation methods or costs 
cannot be recommended until 
after additional investigations. 
Do not suspect groundwater 
contamination. 
No groundwater contamination 
at this site revealed in 
groundwater 

Site is outside of the 
Exposition right-of-way, 
therefore, no effect 
anticipated. 
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TABLE 3.16-2 
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DOCUMENTS FOR EXPOSITION 

ROUTE 

Document Buildings 
S:i\1 Building J\Iaterials, 
Exposition & Bundy 

Bergamot 

Numerous soil 
stockpiles 

Numerous sites \vith oil 
from cars/ trucks 

Findings 
After illegally discharging oil 
onto property, City of SJ\I 
directed SJ\1 Building materials 
to remediate contaminated soil. 
City has stated, as of that 
further remediation is not 
required. No further 
investigation or remediation 
necessary. 

Two sites where groundwater 
contamination is considered ro 
be present beneath the ROW 
and one non-operating property 
where groundwater 
contamination has been 
detected. 

Numerous soil stockpiles and 
some drums are present in 
ROW. J\Iany of the drums are 
located in fenced areas, which 
are most likely leased properties. 
Stockpiles and drums need to be 
managed as hazardous wastes 
unless they are tested or their 
source is known. 

Nun1erous sites where it appears 
that oil from cars or trucks has 
been spilled into ROW. The 
vertical extent of these stained 
areas is anticipated to be small. 
The larger stained areas may be 
from other sources. Of concern 
in these larger stained areas is the 
potential presence of other 
chemicals. PCBs which have 
been encountered in waste oils 
could be present in some of the 
stained areas. 

Applicability to this 
Study 

Some portion of tested 
soil may be encountered 
during construction of the 
Exposition (Full Length) 
Alternatives, however, 
since the City of Santa 
J\Ionica has stated that 
fonher remediation is not 
required, no effects are 
anticipated. 
Even though this site is 
proposed as a park-and
ride lot, it is not 
anticipated that 
groundwater would be 
encountered during 
construction. Therefore, 
no effects are anticipated. 
These stockpiled sites are 
within the right-of-way. 
Therefore, as 
recommended this 
study. many of the drums 
are located in fenced areas, 
which are most likely 
leased properties. 
Therefore, these stockpiles 
and drums need to be 
managed as hazardous 
wastes and should be 
tested unless their source 
is known. 
Further investigation of 
these numerous stained 
sites is recommended to 
determine if these soils are 
contaminated prior to 
construction of the 
proposed Exposition 
alternatives. 
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TABLE 3.16-2 
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DOCUMENTS FOR EXPOSITION 

ROUTE 
Applicability to this 

Document Buildings Findings Study 
Other sites where fluids If hazardous materials are Further investigation of 
have leaked or are present in fluids or have leaked these sites is 
continuing to leak into from the tanks or clarifiers they recommended to 
corridor. would be present in subsurface determine if these soils are 

beneath RO\\/'. contaminated prior to 
construction of the 

Number of areas where it is proposed Exposition 
suggested that additional data be alternatives. 
obtained (Tables SA & SB) 
Two sites where unpermitted Further investigation of 
storage tanks are on adjacent these numerous stained 
properties, two sires identified sites is recommended to 
from air photos where disposal determine if these soils are 
pits were present and three sites contaminated prior to 
where stains were noted. construction of the 

proposed Exposition 
alternatives. 

Source: C01npilcd fr01n ..-arious h,1Y,ardous rnatcrials docmncnts at ?\IT:\, 2000. 

3.16.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

A significant impact would occur if hazardous materials are encountered during excavation of sites 
during the construction phase of the proposed project or project alternatives. 

Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The methodology used to identify the potential impact was to identify the location of hazardous 
sites and compare their locations with the routes of the proposed project and project alternatives to 
determine if, during construction, the materials would be exposed. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

As discussed in Section 2 of this EIS/EIR, the No Action Alternative involves primarily increases to 
the bus operations fleet and minor transit service restructuring. It would not involve the 
construction of a project and therefore exposure to hazardous materials would not result. No 
impact would occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

As described in Section 2 of this report, the TSM Alternative would largely involve operational and 
route restructuring improvements along with extensions of the MT A Rapid Bus service and 
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corridors. No construction is anticipated for this alternative and therefore the alternative would not 
be exposed to hazardous materials. No impact would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

From Table 3.16-1, several sites containing leaking underground storage tanks were identified along 
the \'Vilshire route. However, these sites are all outside of the existing Wilshire Boulevard street 
right-of-way. Implementation of the Wilshire BRT Alternative would occur within the existing 
street right-of-way and would not require substantial excavation during the construction of this 
alternative (raised medians would be demolished and the roadway crown would be regarded). As a 
result, it is not anticipated that hazardous materials would be encountered during construction of 
this alternative and no significant impacts are anticipated. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Because improvements would be made within the existing Wilshire Boulevard right-of-way, no 
impacts anticipated. The only potential for impacts would result from the J'vffA's acquisition of an 
industrial or commercial property for off street parking that may have contamination. Generally, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Impacts would be similar to Alternatives 1 and lA. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

This alternative includes the potential impacts associated v.rith the Wilshire BRT Alternative and 
Exposition BRT Alternative. The potential impacts for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are discussed 
above and it was determined that no significant impacts are anticipated for this route. 

The primary hazardous materials concerns for this component of the alternative are conditions 
within the former railroad right-of-way where the exclusive busway would be constructed. 
Environmental reviews of the right-of-way indicate there are instances of stained and contaminated 
soil, storage spills and structures containing asbestos. Prior to construction, these hazardous 
conditions would be corrected following appropriate state and federal procedures, as required by 
Mitigation Measure 3.16-1: 

• A1itigation A1easure 3.16-1: Prior to construction, the LACMTA shall conduct a 
comprehensive review of current conditions in the Exposition railroad right-of-way and 
specifically define remedies for hazardous conditions prior to the construction of the 
guideway alignment or associated station areas. 

l t should also be noted that the replacement parking strategy to be implemented in conjunction with 
the Wilshire BRT alternative may require the acquisition of developed properties. If these properties 
are industrial in nature, specific consideration "vill need to be given to contamination and spills on 
the affected sites that could cause potentially significant impacts. If structures acquired have been 
built using asbestos, then further consideration will need to be given to removal of the asbestos 
following appropriate procedures and regulations, as required by J\1itigation Measure 3.16-2: 
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lvlitigation Aleasttre 3.16-2: For structures to be acquired, an evaluation of asbestos hazards 
shall be conducted. There are five types of response actions recognized for the control of an 
asbestos-related hazard. They are removal, enclosure, encapsulation, encasement, and 
operations and maintenance. In the event of demolition or renovation operations involving 
asbestos containing floor tiles, precautions should be implemented to minimize activities, 
which may cause fiber release. During demolition operations, materials may be uncovered 
that are different from those accessible during initial assessments. Additional sampling to 
identify asbestos-containing materials may be needed during such activities. Personnel in 
charge of demolition shall be trained in the proper identification of potential asbestos
containing materials and other potentially hazardous materials, which may be uncovered 
during demolition activities. Additional sampling and laboratory analysis should be 
performed to determine the composition of these materials. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

This alternative includes the potential impacts associated with the \vilshire BRT Alternative and 
Exposition BRT MOS Alternative. The potential impacts for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are 
discussed above and it was determined that no significant impacts are anticipated for this route. 

For the Exposition BRT MOS portion of this alternative there are former railroad right-of-way 
significant hazardous materials impacts that primarily pertain to soil contamination, spills and 
asbestos in older structures. Mitigation of these potential hazardous conditions prior to 
construction is necessary to be consistent with local and state regulations. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

This alternative includes the potential impacts associated with the \vilshire BRT Alternative and 
Exposition LRT Alternative. The potential impacts for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are discussed 
above and it was determined that no significant impacts are anticipated for this route. 

The Exposition LRT portion of this alternative would have similar concerns to the Exposition BRT 
portion discussed above. l'vfitigation will be required for soil, storage and asbestos conditions in the 
former railroad right-of-way. 

In addition to hazardous materials concerns, the introduction of the LRT mode v.rill also introduce 
new electromagnetic field (EMF) sources associated with the overhead electrical power system used 
to propel the vehicles. 

Electromagnetic fields (EMFs) are generated from electrical power facilities and appliances. An 
EMF is an invisible, low frequency radiation that is emitted from electrical sources. Common 
sources include power lines, hair dryers, microwave ovens, video terminals, electric blankets, and 
other appliances. High voltages generate the electrical fields, while the movement of these voltages 
in wires generates the magnetic fields. An EMF weakens as the field extends from the source. 

The overhead catenary system and traction power substations are the sources of EMFs from the 
LRT alternatives. The LRT uses 600 volts of direct current (de) (0.6kV). For comparison, overhead 
power lines use a much higher voltage (400 kV). Based on this information that the EMFs 
produced by LRT systems are relatively weak, it is not anticipated that EMFs would create an 
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adverse impact or an increased risk to human health; however, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.16-3 wiH ensure that impacts remain less than significant: 

• lvlitigation lvleasure 3.16-3: Residences, schools, hospitals, day care facilities, convalescent 
homes, and other similar sensitive receptors that are located within 100 feet of the catenary 
centerline shall be specifically evaluated for potential EMF levels based on the power 
requirements of the LRT system. Projected levels shall be compared with lnternational 
Radiation Protection Association (IRPA) guidelines. In the unlikely event that these 
guidelines would be exceeded, mitigation shall be implemented to ground or block fields or 
alter the LRT power requirements. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

This alternative includes the potential impacts associated "1'ith the Wilshire BRT Alternative and 
Exposition LRT MOS Alternative. The potential impacts for the Wilshire BRT Alternative are 
discussed above and it was determined that no significant impacts are anticipated for this route. 
Because portions of the former railroad right-of-way would be used in the MOS segment mitigation 
of contaminated conditions and spills would be required. 

Maintenance Yard 

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the ~ffA is considering candidate maintenance yard site 
locations for BRT operations. Six candidate sites are under consideration. Hazards associated with 
each of these sites are discussed below: 

Northwest Comer of Chavez and ]\fission. The site is not listed as a Superfund Site. Auto salvage 
and auto repair activities as well as heavy truck use of site strongly suggests that soil contamination 
may be an issue. There is a potential for a significant impact at this location. 

Existing AITA Division 1 (Alatneda and 611
). Vehicle maintenance activities have occurred on this site 

for many years. In addition there are underground tanks. The potential for soil contamination on 
this site is relatively high. There is a potential for a significant impact at this location. 

Northeast Corner of Alatneda and Washington. The site is currently being used as a truck terminal and 
the storage of truck trailers. It is expected that the continued presence of trucks on this site over a 
period of time would be a source of soil contamination. The potential for soil contamination on this 
site is relatively high. There is a potential for a significant impact at this location. 

S outhr?asl Corner of Alameda and TV'ashington. This site was used for the maintenance and storage of 
buses by a private company. It is anticipated that there will contamination related issues associated 
with the repair facilities as well as the parking areas. Another portion of the site is used for truck 
rentals. Again there is a likelihood of contamination associated with this storage use. The adjacent 
area to the south includes portion of a railroad right-of-way as well as a metal salvage/ fabrication 
shop. The extensive use of metals on this site strong suggests soil contamination will be an issue, 
and there is a strong likelihood that site remediation would be required. There is a potential for a 
significant impact at this location. 
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B>-position ROTf/ (Hooper to Centra~. A review of the assessments prepared at the time the MTA 
acquired the right-of-way from Southern Pacific there were no specific indications that the proposed 
site posed soil contamination concerns. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Existing 1\1TA South Park Shops (54 11
' and Avalon). As an existing MTA facility that it is involved with 

the service and repair of buses there is a likelihood of contamination associated with site. In 
addition, underground tanks on the site may also pose a hazardous materials risk. There is a 
potential for a significant impact at this location. 

Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2, 2A. 3 and 3A) 

The excavation of a tunnel for BRT or LRT would pass through an area that has been evaluated as 
part of the City of Los Angeles North Outfall Sewer project. Borings taken in the vicinity of the 
proposed tunnel do not indicate the presence of hazardous materials or gases. No significant 
impacts are anticipated. 

3.16.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Wilshire BRT. Because hazardous materials effects are highly site specific it is not anticipated that 
there would be a potential combined adverse impacts from the proposed project and other public 
works or construction activities along \vilshire Boulevard. 

Exposition BRT or LRT. It is not expected that soil contamination or the removal of asbestos from 
structures in the right-of-way would have a combined impact with other future land development or 
public work projects taking place in the vicinity. In addition, the legal requirement for remediation 
would eliminate the potential for a combined effect with other projects in the area. 
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3.17.1 Introduction 

This section describes the potential impacts to cultural resources that could result from 
implementation of the alternatives under consideration for the l'vfid-City/\'Vestside Transit Corridor 
Project. This analysis incorporates technical reports prepared for this EIS/EUR for paleontological, 
archaeological, and historic resources. Additionally, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) was consulted, and the Native American individuals and organizations were contacted per 
the NAHC's request. Letters were sent to these individuals and organizations on November 6, 
2000, and at the time of preparation of this report, no responses have been received. 

3.17.2 Affected Environment 

Definition of the Area of Potential Effects 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) definition used for the project is consistent with that used in 
previous surveys for the Metro Rail Project. For historic and architectural resources, it includes all 
parcels located above off-street tunnel configurations, and all structures v.rithin the first tier of 
structures adjacent to the project alignment, stations, subway or open cut construction areas, or 
areas proposed for acquisition. \Vnenever reasonable, property lines or street rights-of-way (ROWs) 
were used to establish the APE boundary. For archaeological resources, it is the area which would 
be disturbed during construction of the undertaking. 

Paleontological Resources 

Implementation of Alternatives 1, 1A, or 1B would not cause ground disturbance of sufficient depth 
to affect paleontological resources. Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A, however, include a proposed 
subway design option for portions of the Exposition Alignment adjacent to the University of 
Southern California (USC). Implementation of these measures would result in substantial 
excavation, which could affect paleontological resources. 

As mapped by Dibblee (1992), the USC campus and vicinity are underlain by Holocene alluvium 
(unit Qa), which is composed of clay, sand, and gravel. Presumably, the alluvium includes strata of 
late Pleistocene age at depth. However, at or near the surface, the younger alluvium is probably too 
young to contain remains old enough to be considered fossilized and, therefore, there is probably 
only a low potential for any fossil remains or previously unrecorded fossil site being encountered by 
shallow earth-moving activities in areas underlain by this rock unit. 

However, the fossil occurrences from the younger alluvium, such as those in the vicinity of USC, are 
of high scientific importance because they have allowed determinations of the ages of their 
respective fossil-bearing rock units, reconstructions of the depositional paleoenvironments 
represented by the sediments comprising these rock units, and documentation of the paleoclimates 
of the region during deposition of the sediments. J\1oreover, some of these occurrences are also 
important because they represent time and/ or geographic range extensions (including first reported 
fossil occurrences) for their respective animal and plant species. 

3.17-1 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026622 



EM25406 

Environmental Analysis - Cultural Resources 

Fossil occurrences in similar geological units, as well as at nearby areas, such as downtown Los 
Angeles, Union Station, Vernon, El Sereno, and Universal City/North Hollywood, suggest that 
there is a moderate to high potential for additional, similar fossil remains being encountered in the 
younger alluvium present in the APE. 

Historical and Potentially Historical Properties Identified In The APE 

A review of archival records and background literature, and a preliminary field survey have identified 
two types of cultural resources (I<.ing 1998:221-222) in the APE. These types include: 

• 

• 

Historic Properties, which are places included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) by virtue of their historical, archaeological, architectural, engineering, or cultural 
significance; and 

Community cultural norms, values, and beliefs, and their expressions in the ways people work, 
play, relate to one another, organize to met needs, and generally participate in society. This kind 
of resource, which may or may not involve historic properties or some other kind of resource, 
or use of the natural environment, is subject to The National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). 

In summary, 164 resources have been identified in or within 1;4 mile of the APE for the various 
alternatives. Tables 1.0 and 1.2 of the Cultural Resources Technical Report list the properties, 
addresses, APNs, dates of construction (where appropriate), and NRHP status (where applicable). 
Table 3.17-1 provides a breakdown of these resources: 

TABLE 3.17-1 
SUMMARY OF CULTURAL RESOURCES SITE TYPES 

Site Type 
Known Potentially Potentially Ineligible 

Ali211ment/No. of Sites Archaeological Sites Eligible Buildings Buildings 
Wilshire Alignment 

J\Iid City LA 1 48 4 
Beverlv Hills 0 18 1 
West LA 2 15 0 
Santa J\Ionica 0 10 5 

Subtotal 3 91 10 
Exposition Alignment 

Los Angeles 8 34 3 
Culver City 1 7 0 
West LA 0 1 0 
Santa J\Ionica 0 2 4 

Subota! 9 ./4 7 
I 

TOTAL 12 135 17 
Source: Greenwood & '\ssociatcs, 2000 

In addition to the structures and archaeological sites listed above, many of the electroliers and other 
fixtures (such as streetlamps) along Wilshire Boulevard may have been installed prior to 1950, and 
may, therefore, be considered potentially historic. Additionally, the Southern Pacific Railroad/ 
Pacific Electric Railway lines and ROWs in the Exposition Alignment have been identified by the 
California State Historic Preservation Officer as eligible for the NRHP. 
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Historical Context of the APE 

Prehistoric settlement in the Los Angeles basin appears to have been patterned in relation to 
environmental attributes, which favored subsistence practices, and may represent either villages or 
temporary/ seasonal camps of special functions. Native American sites dependent on harvesting 
marine foods formed a band along the Los Angeles Basin coast north from the Ballona wetlands. 
Inland sites were often distributed near springs or seeps, or in proximity to oak groves. Other sites, 
many undocumented, were located to take advantage of desirable faunal, mineral, ~wild plant, and 
seed resources. 

With the arrival of the Spaniards and formation of the missions, the area was soon depopulated. 
The Spanish plan for empire expansion was to convert local populations to a Hispanicized way of 
life rather than to populate a territory "vith immigrants. Once the Spaniards established their 
hegemony in the area, their interactions with local populations led to an end of hunter-gatherer 
lifeways. A great deal of indigenous knowledge persisted in Native American groups until well into 
the twentieth century, but their lives had been substantially altered. 

Los Angeles was established near the Los Angeles River in 1769. The settlement was close to a ford 
and a place to ascend the bluffs on the east side of the river, the direction of Mission San Gabriel. 
The core of the settlement was on the lower river terraces, with the lowest terraces and floodplain 
serving as fields. Water was delivered by gravity flow from the river through a series of ditches to 
the settlement and fields. As time passed, settlement spread upslope and westward away from tlie 
periodic flooding. 

The passing of California from Spanish to Mexican rule in 1847 did not alter the basic social fabric 
at first, but secularization of the missions in 1833-1834 and the increasing numbers of private 
ranchos had changed the economic relations among classes. Neophytes released from the missions 
and newcomers from J'viexico became wage-earners of lower status, while the landholding rancheros 
and military officers constituted an elite. Despite social distinctions, material culture differences 
between the groups were relatively modest. 

In 1848, gold was discovered in the Sierra Nevada, which prompted a population influx from the 
United States, Europe, Central America, and Asia in 1849 and soon led to statehood in 1850. San 
Francisco was the boom town tliat supplied the gold fields, but the Los Angeles economy benefited, 
too, through sales of local cattle to miners and increasing settlement and trade. As the Gold Rush 
waned, Los Angeles grew v.rith the arrival of former miners. 

The new settlers arriving during and after the Gold Rush were a multicultural melange including 
German Jews, French, and other western Europeans. After completion of their work on the 
railroads, Chinese joined the large numbers of settlers from other states and the remaining 
Californios and Native Americans. All tended to settle in proximity to groups sharing national, 
ethnic, linguistic, and social affinities. 

\vhen the Southern Pacific railroad came to Los Angeles in 187 6, its tracks were laid on the flats 
near the river. A whole complex of warehouses for storing and loading merchandise grew up on 
adjacent streets. Commercial enterprises such as barbershops, saloons, restaurants, boardinghouses, 
and brothels in the same area served the workers and railroad men. 
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By the 1880s, suburban development began on the bluffs above the river. New housing tracts were 
served by street railways, and business establishments foUowed along transportation corridors. 
Cemeteries were founded on what was vacant land. Residents of the area worked in the growing 
industrial zone between the heights and downtown. This area was peripheral to the town center, 
and housing continued to spread to the east as land was platted and subdivided. At first, houses 
were separated by open tracts, but with later construction, vacant lots were fi11ed in and settlement 
continued to expand to the east. 

After the advent of the automobile, despite the continued service of streetcars, many homeowners 
began to buy automobiles and house them in garages on their property. 

While evidence of early land use and cultural patterns has become part of the architectural and 
archaeological record, many land use and cultural patterns established by the 1880s have persisted. 
An example of such a pattern is commercial development along east-west arteries serving adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. 

As noted above, the city grew outwards from the original core settlement, as shown by period maps. 
Most growth after 1849 was planned, in the sense that the street grid was surveyed and lots marked, 
channeling growth along established corridors. The first official map of the city was created in 1849 
(Ord and Hutton 1849) and centered on the plaza area, the core of settlement at that time. Tracts 
surrounding the core, available for sale but not yet subdivided, were bounded by major cross streets. 
In 1857, Henry Hancock surveyed the city lands beyond Ord's map, aU the way to Indiana Street, 
the city boundary. He divided the land into 35-acre lots in groups of eight, separated by streets in a 
grid (Hancock 1858 in Harlow 1976:77). A re-survey in 1867 showed that most of the land west of 
the river was owned, but not improved. 

Los Angeles and Independence Railroad 

The Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) entered the Los Angeles area in 1873 and gained a monopoly 
of port facilities at Wilmington, which it was able to retain for two decades (Robinson 1985:90). 
Since SP was the only rail line at the time, and Wilmington/San Pedro was the only significant 
harbor in operation at the time, SPRR had a virtual monopoly on transportation of harbor freight to 
Los Angeles and charged high freight rates which local merchants were obliged to accept. In an 
effort to cash in on land development and to break the transportation monopoly, several investors 
in the early 1870s bought portions of the Rancho La Ballona, Rancho San Vicente y Santa Monica, 
and Boca de Santa Monica and platted the town of Santa Monica. 

Senator John P. Jones is universaUy regarded as the founder of Santa Monica (McGroarty 1921 :886). 
Jones and others platted the town and organized the Los Angeles & Independence Railroad 
(LA&JRR) in 1875. The new company immediately began construction of a pier, 1,700 feet in 
length. Senator Jones' intent was to carry his rail line from Los Angeles to Independence, where he 
owned the Panamint mines, but this never occurred (Storrs 197 4:6). It was also proclaimed that 
Jones and Baker Q1is partner) would build a railroad toward the east that would break the SPRR 
monopoly in southern California (Santa Monica 197 4:7). 

Harris Newmark, merchant, was the first to bid for a lot in Santa Monica at $300 (Robinson 
1959:10). In 1875, Santa Monica had 1,000 people, 160 houses and half as many tents. Tracks for 
the Los Angeles & Independent Railroad had been laid from the ocean to Los Angeles and a wharf 
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was in operation (Basten 1974:5). The line was constructed as a single-track standard-gauge steam 
railroad (Pacific Electric Engineering Department 1914:341). The distance from Los Angeles to the 
Ocean Park depot was 19.2 miles (Interurbans 1975:52). The LA&IRR had a depot at Fourth and San 
Pedro in Los Angeles (Post 1989:35). 

In addition to the LA&IRR, there were numerous trolley and street car lines developing in Los 
Angeles. One of these, the San Pedro Street line, unlike any of the other three pioneers, ran on 
standard gauge track, and in effect constituted an extension of the Los Angeles & Independence 
through town (Post 1989:35). On March 1 '\ work was commenced on the San Pedro Street 
Railway, which in time was extended from the Santa Monica station to the Plaza, via San Pedro, Los 
Angeles, Arcadia and Sanchez Streets. The gauge was that of the Los Angeles & Independence 
Railway, thus permitting freight cars to be hauled to the center of the city; businessmen looked upon 
the new road as a boon (Newmark 1930:488). 

By 1877, however, the LA&IRR proved to be an unprofitable venture for Jones and his partners due 
to constant freight rate wars with the SPRR. In July, it was sold to the Central Pacific/Southern 
Pacific organization which immediately increased freight rates between Santa Monica and Los 
Angeles thus making the \vilmington seaport more favorable to shippers than Santa Monica (Santa 
Monica 1974:8). 

Southern Pacific Railroad 

In 1878, SPRR condemned and partially dismantled the wharf of the LA&IRR. In addition, the 
depot was removed from the wharf and relocated close to the present location of the city hall (Storrs 
1974:11). The last steamer to dock at Santa Monica was, ironically enough, the Senator, which 
arrived in September 1878 (Marquez 1975:24). As a consequence the population of Santa Monica 
dwindled to 350 people (Basten 1974:12). \X'hen the LA&IRR tracks were connected to those of the 
SPRR, the depot downtown at 4th and San Pedro was superfluous and SPRR sold the station 
(Marquez 1975:24). 

Down through the 1880s, SPRR had shipped through San Pedro. It had also eliminated all 
competition by acquiring the San Pedro Railway, securing the Wilmington tidelands, purchasing the 
LA&IRR, and closing its wharf at Santa Monica. The Los Angeles Terminal Railway - an eastern 
syndicate presumably fronting for the Union Pacific - built a line from Los Angeles to San Pedro 
and bought nearby Terminal Island. By 1891, it competed directly with the SPRR (Fogelson 
1993:110). 

The competition of the Los Angeles Terminal Railway at San Pedro prompted SPRR to look for 
another port where it could dominate freight traffic and at the same time eliminate San Pedro, its 
new competition, as the de facto port of Los Angeles. To this end, SPRR bought the Santa Monica 
ocean front right-of-way, again from John Jones, and proceeded to build "a massive wharf stretching 
far out into the sea from its rail line at Santa Monica" (Deverell 1996:100). This "long wharf'', as it 
came to be caUed, was a 4,500 foot engineering triumph (Deverell 1996:100). The wharf was 
serviced by an expanded rail line extending to the ocean from the old terminus of the LA&IR. 

A protracted battle was fought over which port was to become the "Port of Los Angeles" and in 
1897, San Pedro was declared the official port. In the interim, streetcar service sta11:ed to supplant 
the steam trains which had made four round trips daily between Santa Monica and Los Angeles. By 
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the early 1900s, service to Santa Monica was provided by both Pacific Electric and the Los Angeles 
Pacific (Storrs 197 4:20). Southern Pacific, after losing its monopoly for a new port, slowly 
abandoned its "Long Wharf' in Santa Monica and decreased service along its Santa Monica branch. 

Pacific Electric, The Santa Monica Air Line 

At one time it had been generally assumed that Henry E. Huntington was destined to succeed his 
uncle as head of the Southern Pacific, but after Collis P. Huntington's death in 1900, a controlling 
faction of the SPRR leadership blocked Henry's ambition. P1-ior to this time, Henry had developed 
a majority interest in the Pacific Electric (PE) streetcars, which controlled a significant portion of the 
Los Angeles light rail franchise. Huntington went on to take a commanding lead in this realm, and 
by the end of 1902 had the construction of several lines well under way (Post 1989: 141 ). 

While keeping a seat on the SPRR board, Henry Huntington set PE on a course directly contrary to 
the interest of the railroad. E. H. Harriman, the new Southern Pacific president, knew that the 
electric interurban offered conveniences that no steam road could match and took steps to protect 
his company (Post 1989:143). Harriman bought a sizable interest in PE and also bought a 
competitive line to Huntington's which eventually forced the latter to agree to come to terms with 
SPRR. An agreement was eventually reached in 1903, which allowed Huntington to continue, but 
on a much reduced scale. Jn 1908, Huntington gave up active management of the Pacific Electric, 
and two years later he relinquished his share to the SPRR in return for full ownership of the Los 
Angeles Railway (Post 1989:145-147). 

A period of expansion of beach towns began at the turn of the century in southern California, aided 
by the extension of electric railroads (Pennington and Baxter 1976:23). 

Promotional efforts brought about renewed interest in Santa J'vfonica as a residential and resort 
community rather than as a commercial center. The Santa Monica branch, now part of the PE line, 
permitted residents to live in Santa Monica and work in Los Angeles. The electric lines contributed 
substantially to the continued growth of Santa Monica, Culver City, and other beach cities by 
offering low fares and reliable service (Pennington and Baxter 197 6:23). 

Southern Pacific merged all the numerous southern California interurban electric railway holdings 
into one consolidation and in 1911, it created the Pacific Electric Railway Company. The old 
LA&IRR line became the Santa Monica Air Line route (Marquez 1975:113; Storrs 1974:20). 
Topographic maps of 1921 and 1926 of Santa Monica depict the PE line along the same alignment 
as the LA&IRR. The electric railway's fortunes markedly improved during southern California's 
subsequent boom. Between 1919 and 1923, patronage advanced rapidly and operating revenue rose 
substantially on both the LA&IRR and the Pacific Electric (Fogelson 1993:171). Jn addition to 
passengers, the line had a thriving freight business. 

Pacific Electric was instrumental in the development of crossing signaling devices and developed the 
"wig-wags." \vig-wags mounted on telephone poles at major intersections would clang a warning of 
approaching PE cars. 

Although the SPRR supported the PE through the 1930s, it was dear by now that the interurban 
system had failed as a transit enterprise. For the electric railways here and elsewhere in the United 
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States, the Great Depression was catastrophic (Fogelson 1993:183). During the 1930s, SPRR used 
the line to display new locomotives at Exposition Park (Cranston, personal communication 1999). 

In the late forties, PE requested permission to raise its fares to cover rising costs. The California 
Public Utilities Commission, however, ordered the railway to upgrade its equipment before 
instituting fee increases. The PE management, after much thought, eventually decided to eliminate 
its passenger rail service altogether. After abandonment of passenger service in 1953, trolley wire 
was removed and diesel locomotives took over all freight movements (Interurbans 197 5:52-53). 
Ultimately, the PE sold its passenger service in 1953 to the Metropolitan Coach Lines, a company 
that mainly operated buses in southern California. That corporation ran the PE at a loss for five 
years before selling out to the state-owned Metropolitan Transit Authority, which formally ended all 
rail service in 1961 (Bottles 1987:238-239). Southern Pacific formally abandoned the line 
sometime in 1993 when it was sold to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority. 

Significance of the Cultural Resources in the APE 

The potential significance of the cultural resources in the project area is connected primarily to the 
urban and suburban growth of Los Angeles. The city's urban growth has been influenced by broad 
historic trends in urban economy over the past two centuries, which interacted "1'ith specific 
characteristics of the local natural, social, and built environments. Since the founding of the pueblo, 
the multicultural composition of the population, changing with patterns of migration and 
immigration, has left an impression on the city and its surroundings. The evidence is visible, in the 
form of structures and wall art, and is also obscured, in the subsurface archaeological remains. 

Intensity of use has affected the character of the areas crossed by the Project Corridor. The 
environmental issues for cultural resources include consideration of both the built environment and 
the archaeological record, both prehistoric and historic. Prehistoric archaeological remains in the 
Study Area are almost completely unknown because of the dense early Euroamerican settlement that 
would have obscured the surface indications. At this date only subsurface testing will reveal their 
presence or absence; a testing plan can be developed to take into account favorable environmental 
factors such as elevation and distance to water, and the historical maps and documents. 

One of archaeology's strongest contributions to understanding the historical past is describing the 
cultures of people who left scant written records. Typically, such people are the working classes and 
social groups marginal to mainstream society, who did not leave abundant written records of their 
own. Material culture, the remains people left in the archaeological record, can clarify our 
understanding of how people lived, what they ate, how they prepared foods, how much disposable 
income they had, how acculturated they were to the Euroamerican lifestyle, relations with other 
groups, and other questions not easily answered in any other way. The J'viid-City/Westside Corridor 
is an important laboratory for inquiries such as these; an example of previous work of this type was 
the excavation and publication of material on the first Los Angeles Chinatown (Greenwood 1996). 

The built environment amplifies historical and archaeological research to address different 
questions. Architectural style reflects not only social and economic choices by individual builders; it 
can reveal a great deal about what people thought about proper behavior and the loci for activities 
of different types (Deetz 1977). This is true of dwellings, commercial or retail buildings, and 
community facilities such as churches and fraternal halls. 
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The Study Area illustrates the strong American pattern of single-family detached dwellings prevalent 
through the middle of the twentieth century, nearly always of wood frame construction. These 
residences reflect trends in style, seen in the Queen Anne style of the 1890s, the Craftsman 
bungalows of the early twentieth century, the pre-\v orld \var II J'vfission Revival and other revival 
styles, and the Frank Lloyd Wright-influenced ranch style of the post-war period. Commercial 
architecture shows differences from dwellings; historic enterprises in the Study Area were frequently 
constructed of brick, often two stories in height. Unlike dwellings, which were set back from the 
street behind a fence demarcating the property, commercial structures were built to meet the 
property lines, with the entry on the main street. This maximized floorspace inside and made access 
easy for pedestrians and shoppers. Commercial architecture can demonstrate the material correlates 
of marketing and consumer behavior. 

The scope of this report does not include archaeological testing and standing structures were only 
spot-checked without in-depth documentary research. \Vben the final transportation route through 
the Mid-City/Westside Corridor has been selected, formal determinations of eligibility will be 
needed to identify significant resources where impacts may warrant mitigation. 

3.17.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

The identification process seeks first to locate and define what cultural resources are within the area 
of potential effects. The second step is to evaluate the significance of the identified cultural 
resources (Section 3.17.2). If J\1TA finds that there are historic properties which may be affected by 
the undertaking, the agency applies the criteria of adverse effect. 

Criteria Of Adverse Effect (or Standards of Significance) 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, those characteristics 
of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner 
that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic 
property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the 
property's eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable 
effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be 
cumulative. 

Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Physical destruction of or damage to aU or part of the property; 

Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with 
the Secretary's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 68) and 
applicable guidelines; 

Removal of the property from its historic location; 

Change of the character of the property's use or of physical features within the property's 
setting that contribute to its historic significance; 
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Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property's significant historic features; 

The agency official may propose a finding of no adverse effect if the undertaking is modified or 
conditions are imposed to avoid adverse effects (36 CFR 800.5 (b)). If avoidance is not 
possible, then the agency official shall consult further to resolve the adverse effect pursuant to 
36 CFR 800.6. This consultation would occur \-vith the California State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO). 

Under CEQA, demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of a resource or its immediate 
surroundings, such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired, 
would result in a substantial adverse change, and would result in a significant impact. As stated 
above, adverse effects to architectural resources can be resolved under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHP A), and would therefore be considered significant but mitigable under 
CEQA for the purposes of this analysis. Potential impacts to paleontological resources and 
archaeological sites can also be mitigated to a less than significant level through monitoring and 
scientific data recovery. These mitigation measures are described below, as appropriate. 

Impacts 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No Action 
Alternative would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational 
bus improvements, such as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate along city 
streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. This alternative would have no 
impact on paleontological resources. 

Direct Ff!ects on Archaeological Resources. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No Action 
Alternative would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational 
bus improvements, such as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate along city 
streets and there would be no effects outside of these ROWs. This alternative would have no 
impact on archaeological resources. 

Direct Indirect Effects on Historical Resources. As discussed in Section 2.0 of this report, the No 
Action Alternative would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on 
operational bus improvements, such as an increase in fleet size. Buses would continue to operate 
along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these ROWs. This alternative would have 
no impact on historical resources. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources. Similar to the No Action Alternative, the TSM Alternative 
would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus 
improvements, such as an increase in fleet size and reconfiguration of routes. Buses would continue 
to operate along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. This alternative 
would have no impact on paleontological resources. 
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Direct E:/Jects on Archaeolq_gical Rtsoums. Similar to the No Action Alternative, the TSM Alternative 
would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational bus 
improvements, such as an increase in fleet size and reconfiguration of routes. Buses would continue 
to operate along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. This alternative 
would have no impact on archaeological resources. 

Direct and Indirect Effects on Historical Resources. Similar to the No Action Alternative, the TSM 
Alternative would not entail physical changes to the corridor area, and would focus on operational 
bus improvements, such as an increase in fleet size and reconfiguration of routes. Buses would 
continue to operate along city streets and there would be no effects outside of these RO\vs. This 
alternative would have no impact on cultural resources. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

Direct Effect on Paleontological Resources. Grade preparations for the Wilshire BRT alternative would 
involve excavation into native soil that could reach depths of 18 to 24 inches below the ground 
surface. Additionally, excavations for caissons for aerial structure supports could reach depths of 
several feet in native soils. Such excavation may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of 
paleontological resources that could be present in the Quaternary alluvium (Qa) that underlies 
\vilshire, as well as USC and the Exposition Park area. This would represent a significant, mitigable 
impact: implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.17-1 would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 

• A1itigation Nleasure 3.17-1 Nlonitoring and S cientiflc Recovery of Paleontological Resources: Prior to any 
earth moving at the project site, a qualified vertebrate paleontologist approved by the Los 
Angeles County Museum of Natural History - Vertebrate Paleontology Section (LACl\ilVP) 
will be retained by the J\1TA or its designated contractor to supervise the mitigation 
program, which shall consist of the following: 

1. The paleontologist will develop a storage agreement with the LACJ'vfVP to allow for 
the permanent storage and maintenance of any fossil remains recovered at the 
project site as a result of the mitigation program, and for the archiving of associated 
specimen data (taxon, element) and corresponding geologic (rock unit, stratigraphic 
level, lithology) and geographic site data Oocation, elevation) recorded as a part of 
the program. 

2. The paleontologist will develop a mitigation plan and a discovery clause/treatment 
plan to be implemented during earth-moving activities at the project site. The 
clause/plan will allow for the recovery and subsequent treatment of any fossil 
remains uncovered by these activities, and for the archiving of associated specimen 
and site data. 

3. The paleontologist and a paleontological resources construction monitor will attend 
a pre-construction meeting to explain the mitigation program to contractor staff and 
to develop procedures and lines of communication to be implemented if fossil 
remains are uncovered by earth-moving activities, particularly when a monitor is not 
on site. 
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4. Monitoring of earth-moving activities (including grading, auguring, trenching, etc.) 
will be conducted by the paleontological resources monitor on a full-time basis once 
these activities have reached previously undisturbed sedimentary strata underlying 
any artificial fill and a depth 5 feet below current grade. Monitoring will consist of 
inspecting strata freshly exposed by these activities and the debris piles generated by 
these activities. Monitoring wil1 be conducted to allow for the recovery of larger 
fossil remains. 

5. If fossil remains are found by the monitor, any earth-moving activity will be diverted 
temporarily around the fossil site until the remains have been removed and the 
activity has been allowed to proceed through the site by the monitor. 

6. lf fossil remains are encountered by any earth-moving activity when the monitor is 
not on site, the activity will be diverted around the fossil site and the monitor called 
to the site immediately to remove the remains. 

7. Sediment samples not to exceed a total weight of 6,000 pounds will be recovered by 
the monitor or a field technician and fully processed to allow for the recovery of 
smaller vertebrate fossil remains. 

8. Any recovered fossil remains will be prepared to the point of identification and 
identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists. 
The remains then will be curated (assigned and labeled with LACJ'vfVP specimen and 
corresponding site numbers, as appropriate; placed in specimen trays and, if 
necessary, vials with completed specimen data cards) and catalogued, and associated 
specimen data and corresponding geologic and geographic site data will be archived 
(specimen and site numbers and corresponding data entered into appropriate 
LACMVP computerized data bases) at the LACMVP by a laboratory technician. The 
remains then will be accessioned into the LACMVP fossil collection, where they will 
be permanently stored, maintained, and made available for future study by qualified 
investigators. 

9. If appropriate, a microfossil sample containing pollen or other microfossils will be 
submitted for paleoenvironmental analysis. 

10. A final report of findings with an inventory of recovered fossil specimens will be 
prepared by the paleontologist for submission to the l'v1TA and the LACMVP 
following accessioning of the specimens into the LACMP fossil collection. 

Direct Effect on Archaeological Resources. As with the paleontological resources described above, 
excavation for the \vilshire BRT' alternative may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of 
archaeological resources beneath Wilshire Boulevard. It is possible that archaeological remains 
associated with unidentified sites may be located within the project area and could be subject to 
direct effect. This would result in a significant, mitigable impact: implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.17-2 would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

• Mitigation Meamre 3.17-2 A1onitoring and Scientific Recovery of Archaeol~gical Resources: In the event 
that archaeological and buried historic sites are encountered, evaluation of the site is often 
accomplished through test level excavation designed to determine the horizontal and vertical 
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extent of the site, and to characterize the content of the site. H the site is determined to be 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register, and project plans cannot be altered to 
avoid impacting the site, then an adverse effect would result pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(d)(2). 
To resolve an adverse effect it would be necessary to implement a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) per 36 CFR 800.6(c) to resolve the adverse effect. Under CEQA, 
impacts to archaeological sites can be mitigated to a less than significant level through the 
preparation and implementation of a data recovery plan. 

Direct and Indirect Effects on Historical Resources. The \Vilshire BRT alternative would be expected to 
have a less than significant impact on historical resources, since it would operate in existing ROWs 
and would not involve substantial new construction that could affect historic property settings. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Implementation of this option would result in cultural resources impacts that are identical to those 
anticipated to result from Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Direct E;!Jects on Paleontological Resources. Implementation of this option would result in paleontological 
resource impacts that are identical to those anticipated to result from Alternative 1. 

Direct Effects on I1rchatological Resottrces. lmplementation of this option would result in paleontological 
resource impacts that are identical to those anticipated to result from Alternative 1. 

Direct Ejfects on Historical Resources. The Wilshire BRT Alternative (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 
will result in the widening of Wilshire Boulevard at the locations shown in Figure 2-9. This 
widening could require the removal or relocation of potentially historic electroliers and other 
fixtures, such as streetlights, along \Vilshire Boulevard. This would result in a significant, mitigable 
impact. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts to an 
historic resource can be resolved, or reduced to a less than significant level under CEQA, through 
redesign of the proposed project to avoid demolition/ destruction of the historic resource, or by 
execution of an MOA with SHPO and other interested parties. Therefore, J'vfitigation Measures 
3.17-3 and 3.17-4 would reduce the impact of the Wilshire BRT /Exposition LRT Alternative on the 
Pacific Electric Railway to a less than significant level. 

• 

• 

1\1itigation Nleasure 3.17-3 Historic American Enginetring Record Documentation: Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation shall be prepared for representative historical 
electroliers, streetlights, and other fixtures. This report shall document the significance of 
the resource and its physical conditions, both historic and current, through site plans, 
historic maps, photographs, written data, and text. A report documenting the design and 
historic significance of the fixtures, including their contextual history, shall be prepared as 
part of the HAER documentation required by this measure. 

A1itigation Measure 3.17-4 J\;iemorandum of Agreement. The impact created by the demolition of a 
significant historic resource is an adverse effect, which can be resolved by an MOA between 
the MTA and SHPO, as well as other interested parties, as described above. The actual 
measures agreed upon in the MOA may vary in substance and degree, but the MOA shall 
include a process to resolve any adverse effects upon resources discovered during the 
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implementation (36 CPR 800.13(a)). The MOA sha11 include a provision for monitoring and 
a mechanism for reporting its implementation (36 CFR 800.6(c)(4)). 

Other elements of the MOA shall provide that: 

1. Areas subject to physical disturbance by the undertaking are subjected to intensive 
archaeological study in accordance with a study plan developed in consultation with 
the SHPO, and submitted in draft to the SHPO for at least 30 days of review and 
comment. 

2. If the study indicates the existence of archaeological resources, the NITA will review 
the potential significance of such resources "1'ith the SHPO to determine whether 
they are significant. MT A may elect to design the project to preserve resources in 
place, or to conduct archaeological data recovery to recover significant data from 
such resources. 

Prior to the initiation of each construction contract, a pre-construction meeting should be 
held with all resident engineers, inspectors, contractor representatives and foremen to 
review the procedures to be followed regarding the presence of archaeological and/ or 
paleontological monitors, co11ecting of artifacts, reporting discoveries, and 
communications. 

As far as management or treatment plans can be formulated at this stage, at the very least, 
monitoring should be provided full time at each location subject to ground disturbance, 
from the time when any demolition approaches the present surface to below that horizon 
which may reasonably be expected to yield cultural remains. 

When any potentially significant archaeological evidence is observed, work "1'ill be halted in 
that immediate vicinity, and the procedures set forth in the MOA and a Treatment Plan 
will be followed. Briefly, these procedures shall stipulate that the resource be recorded, 
identified, and assessed for its significance. If the remains are deemed to be significant, 
specific recommendations for the mitigation of impacts wiH be developed and 
implemented on a case-by-case basis. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

The following impact discussion addresses impacts anticipated to result from implementation of the 
Exposition BRT component of this alternative. The \vilshire BRT component of this alternative 
would result in impacts identical to those identified for Alternatives 1, 1A, or 1B, depending upon 
the specific implementation of Wilshire BRT. 

Direct FJfect on Paleontol°'-2,ical Resources. Grade preparations for the Exposition BRT alternative would 
involve excavation into native soil that could reach depths of 18 to 24 inches below the ground 
surface. Additionally, excavations for caissons for aerial structure supports could reach depths of 
several feet in native soils. Such excavation may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of 
paleontological resources that could be present in the Quaternary alluvium (Qa) that underlies the 
Exposition ROW. This would represent a significant, mitigable impact: implementation of 
j\fitigation Measure 3.17-5 would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
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Mitigation Measure 3.17-5 Aionitoring and Scientffic Recoveo1 of Paleontological Resources: Prior to any 
earth moving at the project site, a qualified vertebrate paleontologist approved by the Los 
Angeles County Museum of Natural History - Vertebrate Paleontology Section (LACJ'vfVP) 
will be retained by the MTA or its designated contractor to supervise the mitigation 
program, which shall consist of the following: 

1. The paleontologist will develop a storage agreement with the LACMVP to allow for 
the permanent storage and maintenance of any fossil remains recovered at the 
project site as a result of the mitigation program, and for the archiving of associated 
specimen data (taxon, element) and corresponding geologic (rock unit, stratigraphic 
level, lithology) and geographic site data (location, elevation) recorded as a pa11: of 
the program. 

2. The paleontologist will develop a mitigation plan and a discovery clause/treatment 
plan to be implemented during earth-moving activities at the project site. The 
clause/plan will allow for the recovery and subsequent treatment of any fossil 
remains uncovered by these activities, and for the archiving of associated specimen 
and site data. 

3. The paleontologist and a paleontological resources construction monitor ~will attend 
a pre-construction meeting to explain the mitigation program to contractor staff and 
to develop procedures and lines of communication to be implemented if fossil 
remains are uncovered by earth-moving activities, particularly when a monitor is not 
on site. 

4. Monitoring of ea1-t11-moving activities (including grading, auguring, trenching, etc.) 
will be conducted by the paleontological resources monitor on a full-time basis once 
these activities have reached previously undisturbed sedimentary strata underlying 
any artificial fill and a depth 5 feet below current grade. Monitoring will consist of 
inspecting strata freshly exposed by these activities and the debris piles generated by 
these activities. Monitoring ~will be conducted to allow for the recovery of larger 
fossil remains. 

5. lf fossil remains are found by the monitor, any earth-moving activity will be diverted 
temporarily around the fossil site until the remains have been removed and the 
activity has been allowed to proceed through the site by the monitor. 

6. If fossil remains are encountered by any earth-moving activity when the monitor is 
not on site, the activity will be diverted around the fossil site and the monitor called 
to the site immediately to remove the remains. 

7 Sediment samples not to exceed a total weight of 6,000 pounds will be recovered by 
the monitor or a field technician and fully processed to allow for the recovery of 
smaller vertebrate fossil remains. 

8. Any recovered fossil remains ,vill be prepared to the point of identification and 
identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists. 
The remains then will be curated (assigned and labeled with LACMVP specimen and 
corresponding site numbers, as appropriate; placed in specimen trays and, if 
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necessary, vials with completed specimen data cards) and catalogued, and associated 
specimen data and corresponding geologic and geographic site data will be archived 
(specimen and site numbers and corresponding data entered into appropriate 
LACJ'vfVP computerized data bases) at the LACJ'vfVP by a laboratory technician. The 
remains then wiH be accessioned into the LACMVP fossil collection, where they will 
be permanently stored, maintained, and made available for future study by qualified 
investigators. 

9. If appropriate, a microfossil sample containing pollen or other microfossils ""'ill be 
submitted for paleoenvironmental analysis. 

10. A final report of findings with an inventory of recovered fossil specimens will be 
prepared by the paleontologist for submission to the j\;fTA and the LACMVP 
following accessioning of the specimens into the LACMP fossil collection. 

Direct Fffect on Archaeolocgical Resources. As with the paleontological resources described above, 
excavation for the Exposition BRT alternative may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of 
archaeological resources beneath the Exposition ROW, including CA-LAN-74, and possibly two 
other archaeological sites within 200 to 300 feet of the project area (CA-LAN-69 and CA-LAN-70). 
Additionally, archaeological remains associated with unidentified sites may be located within the 
project area and could be subject to direct effect. This would result in a significant, mitigable 
impact: implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.17-6 would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 

• Mitigation Meamre 3.17-6 A1onitoring and Scientific Recovery of Archaeol~gical Resources: In the event 
that archaeological and buried historic sites are encountered, evaluation of the site is often 
accomplished through test level excavation designed to determine the horizontal and vertical 
extent of the site, and to characterize the content of the site. If the site is determined to be 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register, and project plans cannot be altered to 
avoid impacting the site, then an adverse effect would result pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(d)(2). 
To resolve an adverse effect it would be necessary to implement a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) per 36 CPR 800.6(c) to resolve the adverse effect. Under CEQA, 
impacts to archaeological sites can be mitigated to a less than significant level through the 
preparation and implementation of a data recovery plan. 

Direct Effects on Historical Resources. The Exposition BRT alternative will result in the removal and 
demolition of the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric Railway, which the State Historic 
Preservation Officer has determined to be eligible to the National Register of Historic Places under 
Criterion A as defined in 36 CPR 60.4. This would result in a significant impact. Under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts to an historic resource can be 
resolved, or mitigated to a less than significant level under CEQA, through redesign of the proposed 
project, or through execution of an MOA with SHPO and other interested parties. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measures 3.17-7 and 3.17-8 would reduce the impact of the Wilshire BRT /Exposition 
LRT Alternative on the Pacific Electric Railway to a less than significant level. 

• Mit~gation J\;ieasure 3.17-7 Historic American Engineering Record Documentation: Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation shall be prepared for the Pacific Electric 
Railway. This report shall document the significance of the resource and its physical 
conditions, both historic and current, through site plans, historic maps, photographs, written 
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data, and text. A report documenting the design and historic significance of the Pacific 
Electric Railway, including contextual history of the Pacific Electric and its significant role in 
American history, as well as its history in southern California, shall be prepared as part of the 
HAER documentation required above. 

Mit~gation Meamre 3.17-8 Memorandum of Agreement. The impact created by the demolition of a 
significant structure is an adverse effect, which can be resolved by an MOA between the 
MTA and SHPO, as well as other interested parties, as described above. The actual 
measures agreed upon in the MOA may vary in substance and degree, but the MOA shall 
include a process to resolve any adverse effects upon resources discovered during the 
implementation (36 CFR 800.B(a)). The MOA shall include a provision for monitoring and 
a mechanism for reporting its implementation (36 CFR 800.6(c)(4)). 

Other elements of the MOA shall provide that: 

3. Areas subject to physical disturbance by the undertaking are subjected to intensive 
archaeological study in accordance with a study plan developed in consultation "1'ith 
the SHPO, and submitted in draft to the SHPO for at least 30 days of review and 
comment. 

4. lf the study indicates the existence of archaeological resources, the j\;fTA will review 
the potential significance of such resources with the SHPO to determine whether 
they are significant. J\1TA may elect to design the project to preserve resources in 
place, or to conduct archaeological data recovery to recover significant data from 
such resources. 

Prior to the initiation of each construction contract, a pre-construction meeting should be 
held with all resident engineers, inspectors, contractor representatives and foremen to 
review the procedures to be followed regarding the presence of archaeological and/ or 
paleontological monitors, collecting of artifacts, reporting discoveries, and 
communications. 

As far as management or treatment plans can be formulated at this stage, at the very least, 
monitoring should be provided full time at each location subject to ground disturbance, 
from the time when any demolition approaches the present surface to below that horizon 
which may reasonably be expected to yield cultural remains. 

\X!hen any potentially significant archaeological evidence is observed, work will be halted in 
that immediate vicinity, and the procedures set forth in the MOA and a Treatment Plan 
wiH be followed. Briefly, these procedures shall stipulate that the resource be recorded, 
identified, and assessed for its significance. If the remains are deemed to be significant, 
specific recommendations for the mitigation of impacts will be developed and 
implemented on a case-by-case basis. 

Indirect Effect on Historic Resources. The segment of the Exposition BRT alternative that is aligned 
along USC and Exposition Park will have a less than significant impact on the historical visual 
setting of historical resources in this segment, including the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific 
Electric Railway. The corridor alignment has already been altered, tracks have been removed, areas 
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have been covered in landscaping, and has therefore been altered to a degree that the proposed 
stations would not represent a substantial visual intrusion upon the historical setting. 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Implementation of this alternative would result in cultural resources impacts identical in significance 
to those anticipated to result from implementation of Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT 

The follmving impact discussion addresses impacts anticipated to result from implementation of the 
Exposition LRT component of this alternative. The \Vilshire BRT component of this alternative 
would result in impacts identical to those identified for Alternatives 1, 1A, or 1B, depending upon 
the specific implementation of Wilshire BRT. 

Direct Ejfttt on Paleontological Resottrces. Excavation for construction of caissons for aerial structure 
supports for the LRT alternative may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of paleontological 
resources that could be present in the soils that underlie the Exposition RO\V. This would 
represent a significant, mitigable impact: implementation of l'vfitigation Measure 3.17-9 would reduce 
this impact to a less than significant level. 

• Mitz[!,afion Measure 3.17-9 1\1onitoring and Scientific Recovery of Paleontological Re.mums: Prior to any 
earth moving at the project site, a qualified vertebrate paleontologist approved by the Los 
Angeles County Museum of Natural History - Vertebrate Paleontology Section (LACMVP) 
will be retained by the MTA or its designated contractor to supervise the mitigation 
program, which shall consist of the following: 

1. The paleontologist will develop a storage agreement with the LACl\ilVP to allow for 
the permanent storage and maintenance of any fossil remains recovered at the 
project site as a result of the mitigation program, and for the archiving of associated 
specimen data (taxon, element) and corresponding geologic (rock unit, stratigraphic 
level, lithology) and geographic site data Oocation, elevation) recorded as a part of 
the program. 

2. The paleontologist will develop a mitigation plan and a discovery clause/treatment 
plan to be implemented during earth-moving activities at the project site. The 
clause/plan ~will allow for the recovery and subsequent treatment of any fossil 
remains uncovered by these activities, and for the archiving of associated specimen 
and site data. 

3. The paleontologist and a paleontological resources construction monitor will attend 
a pre-construction meeting to explain the mitigation program to contractor staff and 
to develop procedures and lines of communication to be implemented if fossil 
remains are uncovered by earth-moving activities, particularly when a monitor is not 
on site. 

4. Monitoring of earth-moving activities (including grading, auguring, trenching, etc.) 
will be conducted by the paleontological resources monitor on a full-time basis once 
these activities have reached previously undisturbed sedimentary strata underlying 
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any artificial fill and a depth 5 feet below current grade. Monitoring "1-ill consist of 
inspecting strata freshly exposed by these activities and the debris piles generated by 
these activities. l\fonitoring will be conducted to allow for the recovery of larger 
fossil remains. 

5. If fossil remains are found by the monitor, any earth-moving activity will be diverted 
temporarily around the fossil site until the remains have been removed and the 
activ-ity has been allowed to proceed through the site by the monitor. 

6. If fossil remains are encountered by any earth-moving activity when the monitor is 
not on site, the activity will be diverted around the fossil site and the monitor called 
to the site immediately to remove the remains. 

7. Sediment samples not to exceed a total weight of 6,000 pounds will be recovered by 
the monitor or a field technician and fully processed to allow for the recovery of 
smaller vertebrate fossil remains. 

8. Any recovered fossil remains will be prepared to the point of identification and 
identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible by knowledgeable paleontologists. 
The remains then will be curated (assigned and labeled with IACl\ilVP specimen and 
corresponding site numbers, as appropriate; placed in specimen trays and, if 
necessary, vials with completed specimen data cards) and catalogued, and associated 
specimen data and corresponding geologic and geographic site data will be archived 
(specimen and site numbers and corresponding data entered into appropriate 
LACJ'vfVP computerized data bases) at the LACl\1VP by a laboratory technician. The 
remains then will be accessioned into the LACMVP fossil collection, where they will 
be permanently stored, maintained, and made available for future study by qualified 
investigators. 

9. If appropriate, a microfossil sample containing pollen or other microfossils will be 
submitted for paleoenvironmental analysis. 

10. A final report of findings with an inventory of recovered fossil specimens will be 
prepared by the paleontologist for submission to the l\ITA and the LACMVP 
following accessioning of the specimens into the LACMP fossil collection. 

Direct Effect on Archaeological Resources. Excavation for construction of caissons for aerial structure 
supports for the LRT alternative may result in alteration, removal, and destruction of CA-LAN-74, 
an archaeological site. There are two other archaeological sites that lie 200 to 300 feet from the 
corridor (CA-LAN-69 and CA-LAN-70), but these have not been identified by subsequent 
investigations. However, it is possible that archaeological remains associated with these sites may 
extend into the project area and be subject to direct effect. This would result in a significant, 
mitigable impact: implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.17-10 would reduce this impact to a less 
than significant level. 

• A1itigation A1easttre 3.17-10 }v1onitoring and S cientijic Recovery of Archaeological Resources: In the 
event that archaeological and buried historic sites are encountered, evaluation of the site is 
often accomplished through test level excavation designed to determine the horizontal and 
vertical extent of the site, and to characte1-ize the content of the site. If the site is determined 
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to be potentially eligible for listing on the National Register, and project plans cannot be 
altered to avoid impacting the site, then an adverse effect would result pursuant to 36 CFR 
800.5(d)(2). To resolve an adverse effect it would be necessary to implement a 
Memorandum of Agreement per 36 CFR 800.6(c) to resolve the adverse effect. Under 
CEQA, impacts to archaeological sites can be mitigated to a less than significant level 
through the preparation and implementation of a data recovery plan. 

Direct Fjfects on Historic Resources. The Exposition LRT alternative will result in the removal and 
demolition of the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric Railway, which the State Historic 
Preservation Officer has determined to be eligible to the National Register of Historic Places under 
Criterion A as defined in 36 CFR 60.4. This would result in a significant impact. Under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts to an historic resource can be reduced 
to a level of insignificance through redesign of the proposed project to avoid demolition/destruction 
of the historic resource, or through execution of an MOA. Therefore, ]\'litigation Measures 3.17-7 
(preparation of HAER documentation) and 3.17-8 (an MOA), would reduce the impact of the 
Wilshire BRT /Exposition LRT Alternative on the Pacific Electric Railway to a less than significant 
level. 

Indirect Effect on Ilistoric Resources. The LRT alternative would have an indirect effect on historic 
resources because it would alter the visual setting of the USC/Exposition Park historic resources, 
including the Hancock Memorial Museum, USC Widney Hall, USC Faculty Center, USC Town and 
Gown Center, Ormerod Harris Hall, the State Armory Building, Natural History Museum, Los 
Angeles Memorial Coliseum, and the Exposition Park Rose Garden. 

There are numerous historic structures in addition to those mentioned above, but in each case the 
historical setting has already been significantly altered and as a result there will be no effect to these 
additional properties. The effect of this alternative on the USC/Exposition Park historic resources 
will be the construction of a modern catenary system, which wi11 alter the historic setting of the 
above resources. This would represent a significant, mitigable impact: Implementation of J\1itigation 
J\1easure 3.17-11, an alternative design of the overhead catenary system, would reduce this impact to 
a less than significant level. 

• Mitzgation Measure 3.17-11 Altr:rnative Deszgn of Overhead Catenary System: The placement of the 
catenary system on the along Exposition Boulevard in the vicinity of Exposition Park and 
USC would not result in a visual impact if the catenary supports were designed to mimic the 
historic ones that were part of the Pacific Electric Line. This measure would reduce the 
visual impacts on the structures to a less than significant degree. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Implementation of this alternative would result in cultural resources impacts identical in significance 
to those anticipated to result from implementation of Alternative 3. 

Maintenance Yard 

The following impacts would potentially apply to all of the proposed maintenance yard sites: 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources. Maintenance yards, irrespective of whether they would be 
used to service BRT or LRT vehicles, would require excavation for underground fuel storage tanks, 
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building foundations, utilities, and other structures. This ground disturbance has the potential to 
damage or destroy paleontological resources. This would be a significant, mitigable impact. 
Implementation of J\fitigation Measure 3.17-9 would reduce this potential impact to a less than 
significant level. 

Direct E;!Jects on Archaeological Resources. Maintenance yards, irrespective of whether they would be 
used to service BRT or LRT vehicles, would require excavation for underground fuel storage tanks, 
building foundations, utilities, and other structures. This ground disturbance has the potential to 
damage or destroy intact archaeological resources. This would be a significant, mitigable impact. 
Implementation of ~tigation Measure 3.17-10 would reduce this potential impact to a less than 
significant level. 

The following discussion focuses upon the site-specific potential for cultural resources impacts. 

• Northwest corner of Cesar Chavez Boulevard and Mission Avenue 

Direct Fffects on Historical Resources. The site does not contain historical or potentially historical 
structures. Therefore, the construction of maintenance yards would result in no impact from direct 
effects on historical resources. 

Indirect Effects on Historical Resources. This proposed site is adjacent to a historic bridge, and may have 
the potential to alter the historical setting of this bridge. Because a maintenance facility represents 
an intrusion into a setting that did not include structures, no mitigation for this intrusion through 
design of the structures or facilities could reduce this impact, which would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Alameda Street and 7'h Street (expansion of existing facility) 

Direct Effects on Historical Rtsources. The site does not contain historical or potentially historical 
structures. Therefore, the construction of maintenance yards would result in no impact from direct 
effects on historical resources. 

Tndirect Fffects on Historical Rtsources. This proposed site is adjacent to the SRO Hotel, a historic brick 
structure. However, the proposed site is currently vacant, and is adjacent to an existing J\1TA bus 
maintenance facility. Because the site was previously developed and represents an expansion of an 
existing facility, the historical context of this structure has already been substantially altered, and the 
intrusion of the facility would be considered less than significant. 

• Northeast corner of Alameda Street and Washington Street 

Direct Fffects on Historical Resources. The site does not contain historical or potentially historical 
structures. Therefore, the construction of maintenance yards would result in no impact from direct 
effects on historical resources. 

Indirect Fffects on Historical Resottrces. No historical structures "1'ith intact settings lie adjacent to this 
proposed site. Therefore, the construction of the proposed maintenance yard site would have no 
impact resulting from indirect effects on historical resources. 

• Southeast corner of Alameda Street and \'Vashington Street 
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Direct Fffects on Historical Resources. The site does not contain historical or potentially historical 
structures. Therefore, the construction of maintenance yards would result in no impact from direct 
effects on historical resources. 

Indirect Fjfttts on Historical Resources. Historical or potentially historical structures with potentiaUy 
intact settings lie in the vicinity of this proposed site, and the construction of a maintenance facility 
on this site could represent an intrusion that may adversely affect this historical setting, which would 
be a significant, mitigable impact. The maintenance facility could be designed in such a way as to 
blend more readily with the surrounding structures, in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment qf Historic Properties and Gttidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes, 
thereby reducing the intrusion. Implementation of 11itigation Measure 3.17-12 would reduce this 
impact to a less than significant level. 

• 

• Mit~gation Meamre 3.17-12 Alternative Design of Maintenance Facility: The maintenance facility 
sha11 be designed in such a way as to blend architecturally with the surrounding structures, in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properlies 
and Guidelines jor the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes, thereby reducing the intrusion. If an 
alternative design cannot achieve this effect, appropriate methods for screening the 
maintenance facility, per the aforementioned guidelines, shall be implemented. 

Exposition ROW: Hooper to Central 

Direct Effects on Historic Resources. Construction of a maintenance facility at this site wiU result in the 
removal and demolition of a portion of the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric Railway, 
which the State Historic Preservation Officer has determined to be eligible to the National Register 
of Historic Places under Criterion A as defined in 36 CFR 60.4. This would result in a significant 
impact. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts to an 
historic resource can be reduced to a less than significant level through redesign of the proposed 
project to avoid demolition/ destruction of the historic resource, or through execution of an MOA. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measures 3.17-7 (HAER documentation) and 3.17-8 (an MOA with the MTA, 
SHPO, and other interested parties) would reduce the impact of this proposed maintenance facility 
on the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric Railway to a less than significant level. 

Indirect Fffects on Historical Resottrces. No historical structures "1-ith intact settings lie adjacent to this 
proposed site: the integrity of the setting for proximate historical or potentially historical structures 
has been severely disrupted. Therefore, the construction of the proposed maintenance yard site 
would have no impact resulting from indirect effects on historical resources. 

• Existing MTA South Park Shops 

Direct Indirect Effects on Historic Resources. Construction of a maintenance facility at this site will 
result in the removal and demolition of a portion of the Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Electric 
Railway, which the State Historic Preservation Officer has determined to be eligible to the National 
Register of Historic Places under Criterion A as defined in 36 CFR 60.4. This would result in a 
significant impact. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, significant impacts 
to an historic resource can only be reduced to a level of insignificance through redesign of the 
proposed project to avoid demolition/ destruction of the historic resource. Therefore, although 
l\fitigation Measures 3.17-7 (HAER documentation) and 3.17-8 (and MOA with the }.;ffA, SHPO, 
and other interested parties) would reduce the impact of this proposed maintenance facility on the 
Southern Pacific Railroad/Pacific Elect1-ic Railway to a less than significant level. 
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Subway Design Option at USC /Exposition Park (Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 3A) 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources: Implementation of the subway design option would result in 
substantially greater ground disturbance than either the Exposition BRT or Exposition LRT 
alternative by themselves. Any significant disturbance of the ground surface has the potential to 
impact paleontological resources, whether this disturbance results from permanent change, such as 
excavation for a station or tunnel entrance, or only temporary use for parking, storage or lay-down 
yards. This potential for disturbance would be increased by the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, and would result in a significant, mitigable impact: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
3.17-9 would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level. 

Direct Effects on Archaeological Resources: Implementation of the subway design option could result in 
substantially greater ground disturbance than either the Exposition BRT or LRT alternative by 
themselves. As with the alternative, any disturbance of the ground surface has the potential to 
adversely affect archaeological resources, and this potential for disturbance would be increased by 
the implementation of this mitigation measure, and could result in a significant, mitigable impact: 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.17-10 would reduce this potential impact to a less than 
significant level. 

3.17.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The 1998 RTP Draft Master EIR (SCAG, 1997), which is hereby incorporated by reference, 
provides the cumulative context for analysis of the J'vfid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Project. 
Pa11: 2, Chapter 9 of the 1998 RTP Draft Master EJR provides a programmatic analysis of impacts to 
paleontological, archaeological, and historical resulting from implementation of all projects 
contemplated in the RTP (SCAG, 1998), including the J'viid-City/Westside Transit Corridor project, 
and provides the basis for this cumulative impact analysis. 

Direct cumulative impacts to cultural resources generally result from destruction or substantial 
modification of resources or their contexts, such that the significance of the resources is materially 
diminished. Indirect cumulative impacts generally result from the destruction or modification of the 
context of a resource. Projects contemplated in the RTP that would not result in substantial 
ground-disturbance or excavation (e.g., improvements to existing surface transit systems, or 
construction of new surface transit systems) are unlikely cause direct cumulative impacts to 
paleontological or archaeological resources. Such projects may also not require demolition of 
historic structures, and are unlikely to cause significant direct cumulative impacts to historical 
resources. 

However, some of the transit corridor projects shown in Table 3 of the 1998 RTP could be 
implemented within existing rights-of-way that include historical structures, including the rail lines 
themselves, as with the Exposition right-of-way. As with two of the alternatives analyzed here, these 
projects may involve removal of these historic rail lines and attendant structures, in order to 
implement the specialized infrastructure required for transit modes such as HRT, LRT, and BRT 
(the RTP does not always specify a transit mode: local operators are left to select how the transit 
goals are met). 

Also, as with portions of the Exposition right-of-way, projects may traverse historical or potentially 
historical neighborhoods or districts, and structures necessitated by some transit modes, such as 
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stations, platforms, or catenary systems, may disrupt the historic context of these districts. This 
would represent significant cumulative indirect impacts that may or may not be mitigable, depending 
upon the nature of the district and the proposed structures. 

No Action Alternative (Baseline) 

The No Action Alternative, as stated above, is anticipated to have no impact on cultural resources. 
Therefore, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact on any of these resources, and no 
cumulative impact would occur. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

The TS~f Alternative, as stated above, is anticipated to have no impact on cultural resources, since 
no physical changes to any cultural resources would occur. Therefore, this alternative would not 
contribute to a cumulative impact on any of these resources, and no cumulative impact would occur. 

Alternative 1: Wilshire BRT (Baseline Median-Running) 

As stated above, implementation of the Wilshire BRT Alternative would not result in any substantial 
excavation, and would therefore not result in any impacts to paleontological or archaeological 
resources. Therefore, this alternative would not contribute to cumulative effects on these resources. 
Additionally, the indirect impact of this alternative on historic contexts is less than significant, since 
the context of the historic portions of the \Vil shire route have already been substantially disrupted, 
and their contextual value compromised. Therefore, this alternative would have a less than 
significant cumulative impact on cultural resources. 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources associated v.rith this alternative would be identical to the 
cumulative impacts identified for Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1B: Wilshire BRT (Curb Adjacent Design Option) 

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources associated with this alternative would be identical to the 
cumulative impacts identified for Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (Full Length) 

Secondary impacts to paleontological and archaeological could result from the subway mitigation 
measures proposed for this alternative; however, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.17-9 and 
3.17-10 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level, and the cumulative impact to 
these resources would also be less than significant. 

However, as stated above, implementation of the Exposition BRT portion of this alternative would 
result in the removal of portions of the historic Pacific Electric Railway (an NRHP-eligible 
resource), which would result in a significant impact. Because this resource has been determined by 
SHPO to be significant to the Southern California region, this impact would be considered 
cumulatively considerable, and would be a significant cumulative impact. 
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Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MOS) 

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources that would result from implementation of this alternative 
are identical in significance to those identified for Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (Full Length) 

Secondary impacts to paleontological and archaeological could result from the subway design option 
proposed for this alternative; however, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.17-9 and 3.17-10 
would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level, and the cumulative impact to these 
resources would also be less than significant. 

Installation of the catenary system required for operation of the LRT would result in a potentially 
significant, indirect impact to the historic context of the USC/Exposition Park historic district; 
however, implementation of lvfaigation Measure 3.17-11 would reduce this to a less than significant 
level, and because this impact occurs in a limited area, the cumulative impact resulting from this 
impact would also be less than significant. 

However, as stated above, implementation of the Exposition LRT portion of this alternative would 
result in the removal of portions of the historic Pacific Electric Railway (an NRHP-eligible 
resource), which would result in a significant impact. Because this resource has been determined by 
SHPO to be significant to the Southern California region, this impact would be considered 
cumulatively considerable, and would be a significant cumulative impact. 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources that would result from implementation of this alternative 
are identical in significance to those identified for Alternative 3. 

Subway Design Option at US/Exposition Park 

Direct Effects on Paleontological Resources From Proposed Sttbivay Design Option: Implementation of the 
subway design option could result in substantially greater ground disturbance than Alternatives 2, 
2A, 3, and 3A. As with these alternatives, any disturbance of the ground surface has the potential to 
impact paleontological resources, whether this results from permanent change such as excavation 
for a station or tunnel entrance, or only temporary use for parking, storage or lay-down yards. 
However, the potential for disturbance would be substantially increased by the implementation of 
this option, and would result in a significant, mitigable impact: Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.17-9 would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level. 

Direct Effects on Archaeological Resources From Proposed Subwqy Des~gn Option: Implementation of this 
design option would result in substantially greater ground disturbance than Alternatives 2, 2A, 3, and 
3A. Any disturbance of the ground surface has the potential to adversely affect archaeological 
resources. However, the potential for disturbance would be substantially increased by the 
implementation of this option, and could result in a significant, mitigable impact: Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 3.17-10 would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level. 
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3.18.1 Construction Methods 

The development on the J\;1id-City/Westside Transit Corridor will employ conventional construction 
methods, techniques, and equipment. All work for development of a transit system "vill conform to 
accepted industry specifications and standards. Major elements of the project include the 
construction of roadways for the Wilshire Boulevard and Exposition BRT routes, guideway and 
trackwork for the Exposition LRT, at-grade station platforms, aerial grade separations and possible 
subway segments. The BRT and LRT alternatives would both require the installation of additional 
infrastructure for elements such as communications and signaling. In addition, the LRT would 
require the installation of a traction power system. 

The types of equipment that would be used in construction of the BRT and LRT alternatives 
include: graders, bull-dozers, cranes, cement mixers, flat bed trucks, dump trucks to haul dirt and 
spoil materials, and possible tunnel boring machines and rail mounted muck cars. These 
construction vehicles would be used along the Wilshire Boulevard (not including those types of 
equipment related to subway or aerial construction) and Exposition corridors, and would possibly 
impede traffic mobility in areas of construction. In order to minimize any disruptions to traffic, 
mitigation of potential traffic impacts, and traffic management and traffic control measures will be 
implemented with the coordination and involvement of the cities along the project route. J\;1itigation 
measures may involve partial- or full-street closures, sidewalk closures, and detours. 

The work activities for each of the three alternatives would include the following facility and system 
items: 

Wilshire BRT 

• Relocation of existing utilities at stations; 

• Relocation of existing utilities that conflict with in-street or J\1TA right-of-way (RO\Xl) guideway 
construction; 

• Construction of at-grade BRT station platforms at street locations using typical "cast-in-place" 
construction methods; 

• Construction of surface drainage and sub-drainage systems; 

• Construction of replacement parking facilities at various locations along the alignment .. 

• Placement of 12" thick Portland Cement Concrete exclusive busway over 16" Crushed 
Aggregate Base over compacted sub-grade. 

• Construction of station finishes, such as canopies, fare vending equipment, station furniture, 
ramps, elevators, escalators, landscaping, and all other amenities necessary for a functional 
station; 
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• Where daytime construction is possible, the contractor could close up to three travel lanes at one 
time. One travel lane in one direction would be used for equipment staging while two lanes in 
the opposite could be devoted for actual station or lane construction. The window for this 
construction would be limited to off-peak hours only along v.rith temporary curb parking 
restrictions (fow-away No Parking Anytime). A traffic management plan to identify 
construction staging, detour routes and mitigation measures to the adjacent neighborhood would 
be developed and approved by the community and local jurisdictions during preliminary 
engineering. 

• Where daytime construction is impossible due to heavy existing traffic volumes or opposed by 
the community, the contractor would to be restricted to nighttime operation. Temporary 
closures of entire roadways or up to four travel lanes may be required. Also, a traffic 
management plan to identify construction staging, detour routes and mitigation measures to the 
adjacent neighborhood would be developed and approved by the community and local 
jurisdictions during preliminary engineering. 

• Conducting subsystem and system testing; 

• Conducting simulated revenue operation test runs and final commissioning of the system. 

• Most of the physical construction of the busway on Wilshire could be accomplished in a 2-year 
to 2-year 8-month time frame 

Exposition BRT 

• Construction of aerial guideway and aerial stations which will include foundations, support 
columns, girders, and deck slabs. This construction will be either "cast in place,'' partially 
precast, steel or a combination of these depending on the final design and the preferred 
approach of the construction contractor; 

• Construction of retaining walls for approaches to aerial guideway or shallow trenches; 

• Relocation of existing utilities at stations; 

• Relocation of existing utilities that conflict v.rith in-street or MTA right-of-way (RO\V') guideway 
construction; 

• Construction of at-grade BRT station platforms at J\;frA ROW or street locations using typical 
"cast-in-place" construction methods; 

• Construction of underground duct banks for signaling/ communications; 

• Construction of surface drainage and sub-drainage systems; 

• Construction of parking facilities at the Crenshaw Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, La Cienega 
Boulevard, Pico/Sawtelle Boulevards, Bundy Drive, and Cloverfield Boulevard stations. 

• Placement of 12" thick Portland Cement Concrete exclusive busway over 16" Crushed 
Aggregate Base over compacted sub-grade. 

3.18-2 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026647 



EM25431 

Environmental Analysis - Construction Impacts 

• Construction of noise walls approximately 12 feet high in sensitive areas along the RO\V. 

• Construction of station finishes, such as canopies, fare vending equipment, station furniture, 
ramps, elevators, escalators, landscaping, and all other amenities necessary for a functional 
station; 

• Conducting subsystem and system testing; 

• Conducting simulated revenue operation test runs and final commissioning of the system. 

• Most of the physical construction of the Exposition BRT could be accomplished in a 3-year to 
3-year 6-month time frame. 

Expositon LRT 

• Construction of aerial guideway and aerial stations which will include foundations, support 
columns, girders, and deck slabs. This construction will be either "cast in place," pa1Lially 
precast, steel or a combination of these depending on the final design and the preferred 
approach of the construction contractor; 

• Construction of retaining walls for approaches to aerial guideway, portal structures (Optional) 
and shallow trenches; 

• Optional construction of a 0.7-mile subway facility serving both Vermont Avenue bus patrons 
and USC/Exposition Park; 

• Relocation of existing utilities at stations and portals (Optional); 

• Relocation of existing utilities that conflict with in-street or MTA right-of-way (RO\V') guideway 
construction; 

• Construction of at-grade high-platform stations in MTA ROW or at street locations using typical 
"cast-in-place" construction methods; 

• Construction of underground duct banks for electrical power feeds and for 
signaling/ communications 

• Construction of surface drainage and sub-drainage systems; 

• Construction of traction power substations with electrical power feeds; 

• Construction of an overhead catenary system including pole foundations, overhead wires, 
support brackets, feeder cables and other components or alternative power distribution support 
system; 

• Construction of parking facilities at the Crenshaw Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, La Cienega 
Boulevard, Venice/Washington Boulevards, Pico/Sawtelle Boulevards, Bundy Drive, and 
Cloverfield Boulevard. (Parking at the Ocean A venue Station will be undertaken by the City of 
Santa Monica under a separate contract); 
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• Installation of trackwork, including preparation of track bed and slab, rail, fasteners, and infill 
concrete for street sections in Hill Street in downtown Los Angeles and in Olympic Boulevard in 
Santa Monica; 

• Construction of open track in ballasted track bed ('-vith optional sodded turf even with top of 
rail), and with direct fixation fasteners on aerial guideways and subway facility (Optional); 

• Construction of noise walls generally 4 feet high (but up to 8 feet high at locations where wall is 
some distance from the track) in sensitive areas along the ROW. 

• Construction of station finishes, such as canopies, fare vending equip1nent, station furniture, 
ramps, elevators, escalators, landscaping, and all other amenities necessary for a functional 
station; 

• Conducting subsystem and system testing; 

• Conducting simulated revenue operation test runs and final commissioning of the system. 

• Most of the physical construction of the Exposition LRT could be accomplished in a 3-year to 
3-year 6-month time frame. If the subway option is chosen the construction would take 
approximately 6 to 12 months longer, or a total construction period of up to four to four and 
half years. 

Jn order to achieve the construction timeframe described for each of the three alternatives, work 
would begin simultaneously at several locations along the particular alternative to accommodate 
areas requiring lengthy construction times. The objective of this approach is to bring the various 
segments to completion at approximately the same time. 

j\fany contractors specializing in various methods of construction would be working on the project 
selected for the overall length of the construction period. The physical construction would involve 
the method that is most suitable for each segment of the project. A typical sequence of construction 
is shown in Table 3.18-1. 

Construction of the project would follow all applicable local, state and federal laws for building and 
safety. Equipment used on the project would be fitted with mufflers and spark arresters. Standard 
construction methods would be used for traffic, noise, vibration, and dust control, consistent "1'ith 
all applicable laws. 

TABLE 3.18-1 
TYPICAL SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Average 

Activity Tasks 
Time 

Required 
(months) 

1. Survey Locate utilities, establish RO\\! and project control points and centerlines. and 4 6 
relocate survev 1nonuments. 

2. Site Relocate utilities and clear and grub RO\V' (demolition), establish detours and haul 8-18 
Preparation routes, erect safety devices and mobilize special construction equipment, prepare 

construction equipment yards and stockpile materials. 

3.18-4 li1id-City/Westside Transit Draft EIS/EIR 

RL0026649 



EM25433 

Environmental Analysis - Construction Impacts 

TABLE 3.18-1 
TYPICAL SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Average 

Activity Tasks 
Time 

Required 
(months) 

.3. Heavy Construction of concrete roadway (BRT only), aerial structures (BRT and LRT), 24-.36 
Construction trackway in streets, on open right--of-way and on aerial structures (LRT only), 

optional underground retaining walls for fill or cut segments, piers and 
columns and disposal of excess material. Refinish roadways and sidewalks. 

4. J\ledium Install lighting, signage and striping for concrete roadways, lay track, construct 12-18 
Construction surface stations, drainage, backfill and pave streets. 

5. Light Finish work, install all system elements (electrical, signals, and communication) 6-12 
Construction landscaping, si211.ing and striping close detours, clean up and test system. 

6. Open Project 

Haul routes to disposal sites would be predetermined by agreement with local authorities before 
construction. They would follow streets and highways forming the safest or shortest route with the 
least adverse effect on traffic, residences, and businesses. Table 3.18-2, Potential Disposal Sites, 
shows disposal sites for various classifications of excess materials. Potential sources of 
contaminated soil and ground water are discussed in the Hazardous Materials Technical Report. 

TABLE 3.18-2 
POTENTIAL DISPOSAL SITES 

Material Class of Site Location 
Hazardous J\laterial Class I BI<J<: site in \'\Test Covina 
Unusable J\laterial Class II J\lonterey Park 
(Organic l\lixed) Puente Hills 
"\sphalt, Concrete Recycle Irwindale 
Usable Backfill Class III Nearby landfill sites or 

ongoing construction projects 

Above-Ground Facilities 

Utility Relocation and Street Closures 

Prior to beginning construction it would be necessary to relocate, modify, or protect in place all 
utilities and underground structures which would conflict or interfere with excavations for street 
level concrete pavement or trackwork, subway facilities, aerial guideways, and station structures. 
Utilities that would interfere with construction would be relocated or offset away from the proposed 
facilities. During relocation of utilities it may be necessary to occupy additional traffic lanes at one 
time, or that block-long sections of streets would be closed temporarily. Pedestrian access 
(sidewalks) would remain open whenever possible and special facilities such as handrails, fences, and 
walkways would be provided for safety. 

During utility relocation some minor streets and alleyways may be temporarily closed. Major cross 
streets along the route may require partial closure, half of the street at a time, for utility relocation, 
station construction, or the construction of roadway foundation or light rail trackbed. Full blocks 
may have to be closed during excavation, preparation of subgrade, and track foundations placement. 
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Equipment used for utility relocation work includes diamond saws, pavement breakers, 
jackhammers, excavators, compressors, dump trucks, and welding machines. 

At-Grade Guideway 

The Wilshire BRT and the Exposition ROW guideway would consist of twelve-inch thick Portland 
Cement Concrete pavement over compacted base material. On Wilshire Boulevard, the existing 
asphalt pavement and base material would be removed, the sub-base graded and compacted, and 
replaced "1'ith a new concrete roadway. The completed lanes would be exclusively for buses, and 
would be separated from adjacent traffic lanes by a six-inch concrete curb or four-inch Bots Dots. 
For the Exposition RO\v, existing track and portions of interfering roadway would be removed and 
replaced by an excavated trench and roadway, similar that described for Wilshire Boulevard, or an 
embedded track, or an open track with ties and ballast. 

Clearing and utility relocation would occur first, proceeding well ahead of guideway construction. 
TypicaUy roadway construction would be constructed in two- or three-block segments for a period 
of three to four weeks each. For the embedded track the trackbed would be excavated and track 
slab put in place for supporting the rails. It is estimated that preparation for and construction of the 
trackbed could be accomplished at the rate of 100-200 feet per day, depending on working hours 
and whether fulJ or partial street closures are implemented. Local storage areas will be necessary for 
short-term storage and to facilitate placement of rails or roadway materials. In general, open track 
sections would not require utility relocation since the alignment closely follows the in-place 
abandoned track. Equipment used for construction of the tracks or concrete roadway would be 
similar to what is required for relocation of the utilities with the addition of track-laying equipment, 
paving machines, concrete mixers and concrete finishers. 

Parldng Facilities 

There would be no park and ride facilities for the Wilshire BRT. Two existing parcels on Wilshire 
Boulevard Oocated at Crenshaw Boulevard and La Brea Avenue) would be used to provide 
replacement parking as a mitigation measure for the large-scale removal of parking along the entire 
length of Wilshire Boulevard. The Exposition BRT would provide six park and ride lots located at 
the Crenshaw Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, La Cienega Boulevard, Pico/Sawtelle Boulevards, Bundy 
Drive, and Cloverfield Boulevard stations for an approximate total of 2,881 spaces. Park and ride 
lots for the Exposition LRT Alternative would include the same lots for the Exposition BRT, with 
additional lots at Venice/Washington Boulevards, and at Ocean/Colorado Avenues for an 
approximate total of 3,493 parking spaces. Except for the Crenshaw Boulevard lot, all parking 
would be on property owned by either the l\ITA or the City of Santa Monica. Currently, a 
significant number of these parcels contain structures, but nearly all leases expire by the year 2011, 
and the land would presumably be available to begin construction between 2012 and 2015. Any 
existing structures would be demolished, and debris removed from the area. If hazardous materials 
were found to be present, the removal and remediation of affected areas would be undertaken. 

Construction of the parking lot would involve sub-grade preparation, paving and striping of the 
parking area; reconstruction of concrete curbs, driveways, and sidewalks as necessary; and planting 
of appropriate landscaping. 
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Equipment used for construction of the parking facility would include diamond saws, pavement 
breakers, jackhammers, compressors, concrete pumping equipment, paving machines, dump trucks, 
and front-end loaders. 

Aerial Guideway/Bridges 

Sites for aerial structures required for the Exposition BRT/LRT project would be areas of major 
construction, and would consist of cast-in-place or pre-cast girders with support columns spaced 
approximately 80 feet apart, although actual distances may vary. A 1,000-foot segment of aerial 
guideway could require as much as 18 months to complete. Typical construction methods for the 
aerial structure would involve several phases of work: foundation construction, installation of 
columns, and setting in place of concrete girders or steel trusses. 

Construction of the column foundations could begin at the same time that the utilities are relocated, 
providing the utilities do not directly impact the foundation locations. Depending upon the 
subsurface geology at a particular site, decisions would be made to use either drilled, cast-in-place 
caissons or driven piles to support the column foundations. The minimum working area required 
for installation of the caissons would be at least 12 feet, equivalent to one traffic lane width, with an 
addition of about 24 feet required for ingress and egress during working hours. Much of the aerial 
guideway consisting of precast or prefabricated members would be located off-street and would not 
interrupt normal traffic flow. However, on and off ramps and frontage roads for the freeway may 
experience temporary detours and closures. Where soil conditions are poor (too much groundwater 
or unstable materials), piles that are impact driven or drilled into place may be necessary. As an 
alternative, drilled cassions using slurry displacement methods could be used. 

Once the foundations are in place, the columns would be constructed. The columns would be built 
as cast-in-place reinforced concrete. Cast-in-place columns would be erected by using steel 
reinforcement tied into the foundations and framing wood or steel forms into which the concrete 
could be placed. \Vben the columns are set, "T" heads would be attached atop each one, and two 
concrete girders would be placed linking the individual columns. The concrete box girders would be 
transported to the site by truck and placed by cranes. Similarly, steel truss bridges are pre-fabricated 
to minimize assembly time at the site. It may be possible to conduct most of the column 
construction and girder placement during late night hours to minimize disruptions on local streets. 

Equipment used for construction of the aerial guideway would include drill rigs/augers, cranes, pile 
drivers, jackhammers, compressors, concrete pumping equipment, dump trucks, front-end loaders, 
paving machines, and large tractor-trailer rigs to carry girders and miscellaneous tools. 

Retained Fill and Retaining Cut Construction 

Retained fill construction would generally be required for approaches to aerial guideways and use of 
precast retaining wall systems may also be considered. The sidewalls would be constructed in 
segments beginning at one end of the trench and continuing to the other. Once the walls are 
completed, backfill would be placed on the retained side and compacted. The imported material for 
retained fill could come from the existing ROW where the present railroad grade would be 
considerably lowered at many locations in order to more closely match the ground surfaces of 
adjacent roadways and private properties, or from an off-site source. 
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The excavation or embankment work would be accomplished using bu11dozers, earthmovers, and 
front-end loaders, and tractor-trailer rigs. Any unsuitable material would be transported to approved 
disposal sites. Equipment used for construction of the retaining walls would include shoring, cranes, 
jackhammers, compressors, concrete pumping equipment, dump trucks, front-end loaders, paving 
machines, and large tractor-trailer rigs to carry precast elements and miscellaneous tools. 

At Grade Stations 

All stations could be constructed simultaneously "1'ith the various segments of the system. At-grade 
stations on the Wilshire BRT or on the Exposition BRT/LRT would be constructed approximately 
one mile apart from each other. These stations would be constructed from standard building 
materials, such as brick, concrete, steel and heavy plastic, which are durable and resistant to 
vandalism. The stations for the BRT would be approximately 100 feet long by 11 feet wide and 
would be constructed as side platforms to allow the use of right-door buses. The LRT stations 
would be similar to the existing Long Beach Blue Line stations and proposed Pasadena Blue Line 
stations. 

Underground Facilities 

Stations and Portals 

Underground station construction methods wi11 be similar to those used for the existing Metro Red 
Line stations, although the overall length of the optional BRT/LRT station will be much shorter 
than the length of Metro Red Line stations, or about 270 feet. The optional cut and cover subway 
would be accessed through portals located just east of Figueroa Street and just west of Vermont 
Avenue. The station as well as the portals and main subway section would be constructed by cut
and-cover and open cut methods. The depth of the subway structure would be approximately 44 
feet for the BRT and 41 feet for the LRT, the BRT requiring an additional 3 feet of space above the 
subway ceiling for exhaust ventilation equipment. A depth of this magnitude is required to avoid 
several large gravity sanitary sewer and storm drain lines up to 48-inches in diameter. There is also a 
61-inch water main (in a 72-inch casing) that would be extremely expensive to relocate. Both the 
BRT and LRT stations would use side platforms to avoid hav'ing the main subway section interfere 
with manhole shafts of the proposed East Central Interceptor Sewer (ECIS) that will run parallel to 
the north side of the subway and a 54-inch sanitary sewer along the south side. 

A possible optional in tunnel construction would be to utilize the Segmental Excavation Method 
(ESM) where a potion of the tunnel segment would be bored with a tunneling machine. This 
method would allow some surface areas to remain intact during construction, particularly at 
Figueroa Street and Vermont Avenue, which could greatly minimize adverse construction impacts. 
The cost effectiveness of this approach may, in fact, be on a par vv'ith conventional cut and cover 
methods for a tunnel segment of this length. 

Final Design 

During final design, the precise design elements of the optional BRT or LRT underground portion 
would be developed, reflecting, among other information, the final geotechnical investigations, as 
well as the final location of entrances and shafts at street level. These conditions will influence 
construction methods selected for tunnels and stations. Final design would, in turn, lead to 
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determinations of contract packaging and construction sequencing. Different contracts could be let 
to construct different po1Lions of the subway. For example, separate contracts may be let to 
construct the cut and cover tunnels and finished station work. Utility and demolition work at the 
various stations could also come under separate contracts. Alternatively, a single contract is also an 
option. Consistent with industry trends, alternative project delivery methods such as Design/Build 
would be investigated. 

Pre-Construction Activities 

Pre-construction activities would include building assessments (pre-construction evaluation of 
existing structures along the alignment) and traffic sequencing. Public affairs and construction staff 
from the MTA would contact and interview individual businesses, allmving for knowledge and 
understanding of how these businesses carry out their work. This survey identifies business usage, 
delivery, and shipping patterns and critical times of the day or year for business activities. This 
information will be used by the MTA to develop Worksite Traffic Control plans, identify alternative 
access routes and make efforts during construction to maintain critical business activities. 

During preliminary and final design of the project, subsurface (geotechnical) investigations would be 
undertaken to evaluate soil, groundwater, seismic, and environmental conditions along the 
alignment. 

Vehicular and Pedestrian Traffic 

Construction of the BRT or LRT would temporarily interfere with the normal flow of traffic, 
causing some lanes and streets to be dosed to vehicles for various durations. During final design, 
site and street specific \Vorksite Traffic Control Plans would be developed in cooperation with the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), City of Beverly Hills, City of Santa 
Monica, and Los Angeles County to accommodate required pedest1-ian and traffic movements. To 
the extent practical, traffic lanes will be maintained in both directions, particularly during peak traffic 
hours. Access to homes and businesses will be maintained throughout the construction period. 

Safety and Security 

Safety and security during construction would consist of providing for the safe passage of vehicles 
and pedestrians through the construction area and protecting construction sites and 
equipment/material storage areas from vandalism and theft. 

All standard construction procedures would be implemented to ensure the safety of the public. 
Detours and existing roadways through and around construction zones would be well lighted and 
signed. Barriers (e.g., K-rails) would be used to separate the public from work areas where 
necessary. Pedestrian pathways would be cordoned off and protected from traffic and potential 
flying objects. Standard traffic control procedures would be used, including flaggers, cones, and 
flashing lights. Construction staging areas would be fenced and lighted wherever appropriate. 
Material and equipment storage sites would require perimeter patrols and night security personnel. 

3.18.2 Construction Schedule 

An example schedule for constructing the Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT is shown in Tables 
3.18-3A and 3.18-3B, respectively. The exclusive BRT lanes would be constructed in three to four 
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block segments with one side of the street (and one BRT lane) placed first, followed by the other 
side. The duration of this scenario would be approximately 6 weeks. 

TABLE 3.18-3A 
EXAMPLE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR THE WILSHIRE BRT 

Approx. 
Task Duration Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Years 

(Mos.) 

T'raffic J\Iitigation Measures 12-18 

Stations 12-16 

Exclusive BRT Lane 18-24 

Replacement Parking 12-18 

Systems InsrnJlarion Ci 12 

~ 

& Integration 10-12 
j 

Pre-Revenue Operations .3-5 ·--
An example schedule for constructing the Exposition BRT is shown in Table 3.18-3B. 

TABLE 3.18-3B 
EXAMPLE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOT THE EXPOSITION BRT 

Approx. 
Task Duration Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Years 

(Mos.) 
Ar-Grade Stations and 

18-24 
Guideway Installation 

Aerial Structures 12-18 

Systems Installation Ci-16 

Systems Testing & Integration 10-18 

Pre-Revenue Operations .3-5 

An example schedule for constructing the Exposition LRT is shown in Table 3.18-3C. If the 
optional subway were chosen, the schedule would require an additional 12-18 months. Twenty-four 
hour operation is assumed for construction of underground segments 

TABLE 3.18-3C 
EXAMPLE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT 

Approx. 
Task Duration Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Years 

(Mos.) 
At-Grade Stations and 

18-24 I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I I Guideway Installation I I I I I I I 
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TABLE 3.18-3C 
EXAMPLE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR THE EXPOSITION LRT 

Approx. 
Task Duration Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 

(Mos.) 

Electrical Power System 12-18 

Aerial Structures 12-18 

Systems Installation 6-12 

Systems Testing & Integration 10-18 

Pre-Revenue Operations .3-5 Ill -· 
3.18.3 Construction Impacts 

Construction-related impacts are discussed in each of the technical sections of this EIS/EIR (refer 
to Sections 3.2 through 3.17). The primary construction-related impacts result from the following 
activities: 

• 

• 

• 

Construction of the subway design option near USC/Exposition Park; 

Construction of the elevated segments of the Exposition BRT or LRT (at La Cienega 
Boulevard, Pico Boulevard, and Bundy Drive); and 

General construction activities associated with construction of stations/bus canopies and 
installation of the rail lines. 

The primary construction-related impacts include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Air quality (Section 3.8A: fugitive dust emissions); 

Noise and vibration (Section 3.9: construction-related noise and vibration); 

Traffic and circulation (Section 3.2: street/lane closures, detours, and construction-related 
trips); 

Socioeconomics and Land Acquisition/Displacement and Relocation (Sections 3.4 and 3.6: 
effects on businesses); 

Geology and soils (Section 3.10: soil disposal and worker exposure to contaminated sites); 

Hydrology/water quality (Section 3.11: grading, erosion, and short-term water quality impacts); 
and 

Cultural resources (Section 3.17: disturbance to archaeological and paleontological resources) . 

For a detailed discussion of these impacts, please refer to the appropriate sections of this EIS/EIR. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Laurie, 

EM29175 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:09 PM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 
Re: millennium FEIR 

My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the flu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 

RL0026657 



EM29176 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
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On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29178 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28584 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 10:17 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Hollywood Traffic Impact Fee 

Luci: how'd the Mike meeting go? 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 10: 11 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Conni, 

I am working on the Millennium DA, and Mary mentioned a Traffic Impact Study, that had a nexus study 
attached, that would be potentially implemented in Hollywood. I mentioned it to Michael, and he requested 
additional info. If it's not too much to ask, could you provide us with a summary of what the nexus study 
concluded, what DOT's assessment of it was (assuming it has been vetted by them), and what the gap in funding 
is towards implementing it? 

You assistance is much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM29624 

Robin < hyerstay@sbcglobal.net > 
Saturday, March 23, 2013 3:40 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTT-71837-CN-lA andCPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

I am writing as a 14 year resident of the Hollywood Dell and an homeowner to say that I support the current 
plan for the The Millennium Project in Hollywood. I support the full height towers and everything 
that goes with it. I think that they will be a great addition to Hollywood. 

Thank you. 

Robin Hyerstay 
6335 Deep Dell Place 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
323-363-5010 
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From: 
Sent: 

JOHN GITTELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) <johngitt@bloomberg.net> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 5:39 PM 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

mary. richardson@lacity.org 
Re: Bloomberg article on Hollywood Millennium 
alt_body.html 

thanks. Are sergio and lucy related? 

JOHN GITIELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW. BLOOM BERG.COM 

-----Original Message-----
From: mary.richardson@lacity.org 
To: JOHN GITIELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 
At: Mar 19 2013 17:35:01 

John: 

I am sending you a link to Exhibit G: Proposed Zone Change Ordinance and Maps, and Hollywood Community Plan 
Revisions for Council Consideration (see below). 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cpu/hollywood/June21/Exhibit%20G Proposed%20Zone%20Change%200rdinance%20and 
%20Maps%20-%20with%20revisions%20for%20Council%20consideration.pdf 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cpu/hollywood/June21/Hollywood%20Community%20Plan%20Revisions%20for%20Counci 
1%20Considerationl.pdf 

This is what was adopted in June. For more information on the Plan Update go to the City's website, www.lacity.org. and 
look under "What's New?" on the Planning Department's webpage. 

http://cityplanning.l acity.org/ 

The Plan adopted in June raised the allowed Floor Area Ratio in the area around Hollywood and Vine from 3:1 to 4.5:1. 
However, in both the previous Plan and the current Plan, Floor Area Ratios up to 6:1 were/are allowed on a case by case 
basis with approval of the City Planning Commission. 

For more information on this project, you should speak with the planners who are handling this case. They are Sergio 
Ibarra at 213 978-1333 and Lucy Ibarra at 213 978-1378. 
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Mary 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 3:32 PM, JOHN GITIELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)< johngitt@bloomberg.net> wrote: 

> Ms. Richardson, 
>I'm writing an article on the Hollywood Millennium proposal. Can you 
>give me a call or let me know where I can find information on height 
>and density limits for the Hollywood community, specifically the area 
>near Hallwood and Vine? 
>Also, what's the official role of the neighborhood councils in this 
>process? 
>Thanks 

> 
> 
> ------------------------------------------------------------
>JOHN GITIELSOHN 
>REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
> 6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
> Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

> 
>Desk: 323-782-4257 
>Cell: 714-932-0177 
>Fax: 917-369-7717 
>e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

> 
> WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 

Mary Richardson 
Associate Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
LA, CA 90012 
213 978-1478 
FAX 213 978-1477 
Mary.Richardson@lacity.org 
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John: 

I am sending you a link to Exhibit G: +Proposed Zone Change Ordinance and 
Maps, and Hollywood Community Plan Revisions for Council Consideration (see 
below). 

http://citvolanning.la city. orq/cou/hollywood/Ju ne21/Exhibit0/o20G Proposed 0/o 
20 Zo ne 0/o 2 OC hang e0/o2 00 rd in an ce 0/o2 Oa n d 0/o 20 Maps 0/o2 0- 0/o2 Ow ith 0/o 20 re visions 0/o 
20for0/o20Cou nci l0/o20consideration. pdf 

http ://cityplanning.lacity.org/cpu/hollywood/June21/Hollywood%20Community%20Plan% 
20Revisions%20for%20Council%20Consideration l .pdf 

This is what was adopted in June. For more information on the Plan Update go to the City's website, 
www.lacity.org, and look under "What's New?" on the Planning Department's webpage. D 

http ://cityplanning.lacity.org/ 

The Plan adopted in June raised the allowed Floor Area Ratio in the area around Hollywood and Vine 
from 3: 1 to 4.5: 1. DHowever, in both the previous Plan and the current Plan, Floor Area Ratios up to 6: 1 
were/are allowed on a case by case basis with approval of the City Planning Commission. 

For more information on this project, you should speak with the planners who are handling this case. 
DThey are Sergio Ibarra at 213 978-1333 and Lucy Ibarra at 213 978-1378. 

Mary 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 3:32 PM, JOHN GITTELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/NEWSROOM:) 
<j ohngitt@bloomberg.net> wrote: 

Ms. Richardson, 
I'm writing an article on the Hollywood Millennium proposal. Can you give me a call or let me know 
where I can find information on height and density limits for the Hollywood community, specifically 
the area near Holl wood and Vine? 
Also, what's the official role of the neighborhood councils in this process? 
Thanks 

JOHN GITTELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: j ohngitt@bloomberg.net 
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Mary Richardson 
Associate Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
LA, CA 90012 
213 978-1478 
FAX 213 978-1477 
Mary.Richardson@lacity .org 

EM29344 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM28585 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 15, 2013 10:19 AM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Hollywood Traffic Impact Fee 

it went fine. he said he met with Phil this morning and told him the DA looked thin and wants us to do more 
research on some things, like the traffic impact study which may placate the hillside residents, a land trust for 
the hollywood sign/griffith park, and increasing the# of transit passes. oh, and reducing the term to 15 years 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 10: 17 AM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci: how'd the Mike meeting go? 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 10: 11 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Conni, 

I am working on the Millennium DA, and Mary mentioned a Traffic Impact Study, that had a nexus study 
attached, that would be potentially implemented in Hollywood. I mentioned it to Michael, and he requested 
additional info. If it's not too much to ask, could you provide us with a summary of what the nexus study 
concluded, what DOT's assessment of it was (assuming it has been vetted by them), and what the gap in funding 
is towards implementing it? 

You assistance is much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29179 

R.A. Poons - Funding Mayoral candidates and Geoghan <signon-noreply@signon.org> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:10 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 19th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, 20 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

Funding Mayoral Campaigns and City Council members should not give any developer carte blanche to 
transform a whole city into something it never was, is, or ever should become! 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/ deliver pdf.html ?job id=779972&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

RA Poons - Funding Mayoral candidates and Geoghan 
Hollywood, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Not that I know of. 

EM29345 

Mary Richardson < mary.richardson@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 5:41 PM 
JOHN GITTELSOHN 
Re: Bloomberg article on Hollywood Millennium 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 5:38 PM, JOHN GITTELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/NEWSROOM:) 
<johngitt@bloomberg.net> wrote: 
thanks. Are sergio and lucy related? 

JOHN GITTELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 

----- Original Message -----
From: mary.richardson@lacity.org 
To: JOHN GITTELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 
At: Mar 19 2013 17:35:01 

John: 

I am sending you a link to Exhibit G: Proposed Zone Change Ordinance and 
Maps, and Hollywood Community Plan Revisions for Council Consideration (see 
below). 

http :// cityplanning. lacity. org/ cpu/holl ywood/June2 l /Exhibit%20G Proposed%20Zone%20Change%200rdinan 
ce%20and%20Maps%20-%20with%20revisions%20for%20Council%20consideration.pdf 

http :// cityplanning. lacity. org/ cpu/holl ywood/June2 l /Holl ywood%20Community%20Plan%20Revisions%20for 
%20Council%20Consideration l .pdf 

This is what was adopted in June. For more information on the Plan Update 
go to the City's website, www.lacity.org, and look under "What's New?" on 
the Planning Department's webpage. 

http :// cityplanning. lacity. org/ 
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The Plan adopted in June raised the allowed Floor Area Ratio in the area 
around Hollywood and Vine from 3:1to4.5:1. However, in both the previous 
Plan and the current Plan, Floor Area Ratios up to 6: 1 were/are allowed on 
a case by case basis with approval of the City Planning Commission. 

For more information on this project, you should speak with the planners 
who are handling this case. They are Sergio Ibarra at 213 978-1333 and 
Lucy Ibarra at 213 978-1378. 

Mary 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 3 :32 PM, JOHN GITTELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) < 
johngitt@bloomberg.net> wrote: 

> Ms. Richardson, 
> I'm writing an article on the Hollywood Millennium proposal. Can you give 
> me a call or let me know where I can find information on height and density 
> limits for the Hollywood community, specifically the area near Hallwood and 
>Vine? 
>Also, what's the official role of the neighborhood councils in this 
>process? 
>Thanks 
> 
> 
> ------------------------------------------------------------
> JOHN GITTELSOHN 
>REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
> 6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
> Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 
> 
>Desk: 323-782-4257 
>Cell: 714-932-0177 
>Fax: 917-369-7717 
> e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 
> 
> WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 

Mary Richardson 
Associate Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
LA, CA 90012 
213 978-1478 
FAX 213 978-1477 
Mary.Ri chardson@lacity.org 
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Mary Richardson 
Associate Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
LA, CA 90012 
213 978-1478 
FAX 213 978-1477 
Mary.Ri chardson@lacity.org 

EM29347 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29180 

Barbara Dohrmann <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:10 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 20th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, 20 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

As President of Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners Assn., I request that you reconsider the impacts of this 
proposal's massive size and increased traffic burdens upon our City's residential communities. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=779973&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

Barbara Dohrmann 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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EM29181 

From: Ed Imparato <imparato@prodigy.net> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:14 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: VTTM 71837-CN 

To: Mr. James.K. Williams 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project and I object to the Project in its current 
form. 

• I object to the SS-story design . 

• 
• The area needs to maintain the lSO feet limits, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 

stories) 

• 
• There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based on the zoning 

change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is seeking. However, those 
changes have not yet been approved, so the decision is invalid . 

• 
• The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. 

• 

It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed 
that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the 
phrase "worst-case" appears 3S times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

• Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned 
that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 
congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that 
the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. Without the 
necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as adequately identifying 
and mitigating its impacts on the state highway facilities . 

• 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories . 

• 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than lSO feet. 
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EM29182 

• 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. It complied 

with the historic height . 

• 
• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot 

scale . 

• 
• I have lived in Hollywood for over thirty years and as a long time member of the 

Hollywod Heights Association I appreciate the many improvements and enhancements 
for both residents and visitors. But this project is ridiculous and will pose many problems 
on many levels . 

• 
• Hollywood is not just a business district. People live here and those charged with 

designing the future of our neighborhood should respect the current residents as well as 
future ones. Put the tall buildings in an area that they will fit in - It does not fit here! 

Ed Imparato 

Hollywood Heights 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM29348 

Kim St. Charles < kstcharles@hotmail.com > 

Tuesday, March 19, 2013 6:44 PM 

james.k.williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

As a resident of Hollywood Hills East and the Hollywood Dell, I strongly oppose the Millennium Project. I 
can tell you that the view from my house will be severely diminished if this project goes through. This will not 
only decrease the value of my home, but also decrease my enjoyment of living in such a beautiful place. I 
cherish the Capital Records building as it is currently seen, and I am loath for that historic vista to change. That 
iconic building should not be eclipsed by any new development. 

I am also extremely concerned about the traffic impact of this proposed project. My husband and I have lived 
in the area for more than 6 years, and we have commuted to and from work. We do not want to see a traffic 
increase in an already highly congested area. I believe this matter needs to be throroughly studied and 
addressed before construction of any kind is approved. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
Kim St. Charles 
6308 Quebec Dr. 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you so much! 

EM29183 

Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:19 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Fw: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 10:17 AM 
Subject: Re: Fw: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Good Morning, 
Your e-mails have been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 8:06 PM, Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com> wrote: 
P.S. Luciralia, why are these buildings being allowed to be built? There is absolutely no need for 
them. 
They can't rent out the ones that have been allowed to be built already as it is. They are ugly 
and will detract from the whole beauty and look of Hollywood now. Thank you. 

----- Forwarded Message-----
From: Olivia Duke <oliviaduke@yahoo.com> 
To: "luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2013 7:59 PM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Please do not let them build these awful Millennium Towers. There is so much traffic that I can 
hardly get to and from my 
home as it is. We are dying up here in the Hollywood Hills area. All of the development that has 
already been allowed 
is killing us up here: causing massive stress, traffic problems and delays. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Olivia Duke 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29184 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29804 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
hilo33@aol.com 

Re: Millinnium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 11 :08 AM, <hilo33@aol.com> wrote: 
Please register my opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Lois Walker 
32-year Beachwood Canyon Resident & Homeowner 

I STRONGLY SUPPORT: 

The appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I STRONGLY OPPOSE: 

1) The Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 

2) The 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 

3) The certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29805 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29349 

Kim St. Charles < kstcharles@hotmail.com > 

Tuesday, March 19, 2013 6:51 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

As a resident of Hollywood Hills East/Hollywood Dell, I strongly oppose the Millennium Project. I can tell you 
that the view from my house will be severely diminished if this project goes through. This will not only 
decrease the value of my home, but also decrease my enjoyment of living in such a beautiful place. I cherish the 
Capital Records building as it is currently seen, and I am loath for that historic vista to change. This extremely 
special, culturally significant, iconic building should not be eclipsed by any new development. 
I am also extremely concerned about the traffic impact of this proposed project. My husband and I have lived in 
the area for more than 6 years, and we have commuted to and from work. We do not want to see a traffic 
increase in an already highly congested area. I believe this matter needs to be thoroughly studied and addressed 
before construction of any kind is approved. 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this important matter. 
Sincerely, 
Kim St. Charles 
6308 Quebec Dr. 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29806 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
Gary Brockett 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 3: 12 PM, Gary Brockett <leebgary@pacbell.net> wrote: 

--- On Mon, 3/25/13, Gary Brockett <leebgary@pacbell.net> wrote: 

From: Gary Brockett <leebgary@pacbell.net> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
Cc: cm.public@lacity.org, J ames.K. Williams@lacity.org, mayor@lacity.org 
Date: Monday, March 25, 2013, 3:05 PM 

Los Angeles City Council 

Dear Eric Garcetti, 

I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-1A) For the Millennium Hollywood Project. 
I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,), the 22 year development 
agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) and the certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-
675-EIR), the unlimited height for the buildings, the negligible traffic mitigations and the inadequate 
parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside of the 
"Transit Corridor") 

Lee Slocum 
2509 Rinconia Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29807 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29185 

Lisa Garber <garberwwr@earthlink.net> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:28 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM71837-CN Millennium Project Review 

Lisa_Garber _Signaturel.gif; A TT01650.txt 

I strongly urge you to support the review of the Millennium Project. 
These megaliths have been inadequately studied. I have great concern for the amount and flow of traffic through my 
neighborhood and the effect on the decreasing populations of native species and plants in the hills. 

Please take these concerns seriously, the Hollywood hills are a resource that should not be trivialized because of 
budget concerns. 

Yours, Lisa Garber 

2102 Holly Drive 
LA, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29350 

Kim St. Charles < kstcharles@hotmail.com > 

Tuesday, March 19, 2013 7:02 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

My original email is below, and I would like to add information 
to that. The Capital Records Building is 12-14 stories. I 
oppose any building in the Millennium Project that is taller 
than 12-14 stories or the historic 150 feet scale. 

Historic scale needs to be maintained in the Millennium 
Project. Hollywood Boulevard is historically designated for no 
more than 150 feet. The nearby W Hotel complied with this 
historic scale, and the new Blvd6200 project across from the 
Pantages is doing the same. The Millennium Project does not 
deserve any special treatment. The project should not be 
allowed to outsize its surroundings. If it is allowed to build 
higher than 12-14 stories, it will destroy the character of the 
surrounding area, the views of the residents in the hills, and 
increase traffic significantly in an already congested area. 

Please DO NOT allow the project to build higher than 12-14 
stories, the historic 150 feet scale that is already in place and 
complied with by other projects. 

Thank you again for your time and attention in this important 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
Kim St.Charles 
6308 Quebec Dr. 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

From: kstcharles@hotmail.com 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org 
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Subject: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
Date: Tue, 19 Mar 2013 20:50:45 -0500 

EM29351 

As a resident of Hollywood Hills East/Hollywood Dell, I strongly oppose the Millennium Project. I can tell you that the 
view from my house will be severely diminished if this project goes through. This will not only decrease the value of my 
home, but also decrease my enjoyment of living in such a beautiful place. I cherish the Capital Records building as it is 
currently seen, and I am loath for that historic vista to change. This extremely special, culturally significant, iconic 
building should not be eclipsed by any new development. 
I am also extremely concerned about the traffic impact of this proposed project. My husband and I have lived in the area 
for more than 6 years, and we have commuted to and from work. We do not want to see a traffic increase in an already 
highly congested area. I believe this matter needs to be thoroughly studied and addressed before construction of any 
kind is approved. 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this important matter. 
Sincerely, 
Kim St.Charles 
6308 Quebec Dr. 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29808 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
Robin Bechtel 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 3:48 PM, Robin Bechtel <robin@robinsloanbechtel.com> wrote: 

Hello: 

I am writing to you today to oppose everything about the Millennium Hollywood Project. (CPC-
2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 

I worked at Capitol Records as a senior executive for 13 years. I've lived in Hollywood in 
Beachwood Canyon 

for the last 20 years. 

I think there are smarter ideas for Hollywood, surely we can all do better than this. 

We need to make Hollywood a beautiful place - Hollywood is legendary to the world as a place where dreams 
come true. 

Surely we can dream up something more incredible, forward thinking and environmentally friendly than these 
two ugly high rises. 

I support the appeals to the project that many local residents and Home Owners' Associations 
have filed. (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) as well as the certification of 
the Environmental Impact Report for this project. (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Best, 

Robin Bechtel 
2819 Woodshire Drive 
Hollywood CA 90068 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29809 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29352 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 7:58 AM 
Stacy Munoz 
Hope you are feeling better ..... . 

Stace: when is Lisas meeting on Millennium DA benefits with Alfred and Luci please? 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29188 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 3:57 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

thanks for answering, luci. hope you feel better! 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the flu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 
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Thank you, 
Luci 

EM29189 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 
2 
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EM29190 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29191 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29810 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
Janice Payne 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 12:09 PM, Janice Payne <paynes@michaelpayne.com> wrote: 
To Whom It May Concern, 

I am totally opposed to the Millennium Hollywood project and development of that area of Hollywood. The 
height of the proposed buildings is way too great for the neighborhood and will adversely impact not only 
downtown Hollywood but the surrounding neighborhoods. The impact on traffic, congestion, and parking will 
also be extremely negative. This is an area that already has a lot of traffic congestion and parking is impossible 
now, so to create such a large project in this area is irresponsible. 

This project does not appear to be well thought out and needs to be stopped. 

Janice Payne 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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EM29353 

From: 
Sent: 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 8:24 AM 

To: Dan Scott 
Subject: Re: Hope you are feeling better ..... . 

Thanks Dan ... I'm feeling much better. :) This meeting is tomorrow at 4pm. :( 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 7:57 AM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
Stace: when is Lisas meeting on Millennium DA benefits with Alfred and Luci please? 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29811 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
Jennifer Bird 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 3:26 PM, Jennifer Bird <jen@jenbirdistheword.com> wrote: 
Hello: 

I am writing to you today to oppose everything about the Millennium Hollywood Project. (CPC-2008-3440-ZC
CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) I was fortunate to work in the Capitol Records tower for two years, and feel it is a travesty 
to block this historic building with two others that are much taller than anything in the area. From what I 
understand, this project is also in contradiction to the Hollywood plan. 

I support the appeals to the project that many local residents and Home Owners' Associations have filed. (VTT-
71837-CN-lA) 

I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) as well as the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report for this project. (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

This area also is quite busy with traffic, and I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations for the project. These 
buildings will add a lot of traffic to the area. I also oppose the inadequate parking planned. Hollywood is a 
parking nightmare, so to allow fewer parking spots is unacceptable. 

It seems everything about this project is out of whack. Please reconsider any approvals and build something that 
is appropriate for the area, if you must. 

Thank you Tom LaBonge for opposing the height of this project! 

Best, 

Jennifer Bird 
Griffith Park Blvd, 90039 

Jennifer Bird 1310.800.3050 I aim: jenbirdistheword I jen@jenbirdistheword I @birdistheword 

RL0026698 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29812 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29192 

Sandel le Kincaid <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 4:13 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 24th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, 24 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

There is no good reason to have two such tall towers in the heart of Hollywood. The Wand other new 
projects followed historical precedent. So should these developers, regardless of who they are paying off 
Plus, I am sure they have no stake in whether or not the properties fill up, just in building them. They will 
stand half empty and the developers will have their money while we suffer in perpetuity. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/ deliver pdf.html ?job id=780078&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

Sandelle Kincaid 
Hollywood, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29354 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 8:26 AM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Hope you are feeling better ..... . 

Oops ... sorry .. .looks like they scheduled another meeting on Millenium for this morning@ 9:30. Want me to 
send you the invite? 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 8:24 AM, Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks Dan .. . I'm feeling much better. :) This meeting is tomorrow at 4pm. :( 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 7:57 AM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> wrote: 
Stace: when is Lisas meeting on Millennium DA benefits with Alfred and Luci please? 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29193 

Marlene Rader <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 4:13 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 22nd signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, 24 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

I believe this will cause a huge negative impact on the surrounding area. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/ deliver pdf.html ?job id=780079&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

Marlene Rader 
Sunland, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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EM29355 

Subject: Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

Location: Rm 7550 

Start: 3/20/2013 9:30 AM 

End: 3/20/2013 10:30 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: dan.scott@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra; Lisa Webber 

Resources: Rm 7550 

more details » 

Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

When 
Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 7 550 (map) 
Calendar 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Sergio Ibarra 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 
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EM29356 

You are receiving this email at the account dan.scott@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar dan.scott@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM29357 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130320T1630002 
DTEND:20130320T1730002 
DTSTAMP:20130320T1538242 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
U ID: p90b8fh8c23ns5jvplv8q03dkO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=TENTATIVE;RSVP=TRU 
E;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130319T2024022 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http:l/www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 

VIEW&eid=cDkwYjhmaDhjMjNuczVqdnBsdjhxMDNkazAg2GFulnNjb3ROQGxhY210eS5vcmc 
&to 

k=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnMmYwMWFkMzl5YjFhYmJkMjFINDkON 
Dk1N 
WE3MzgxOWY4YjYwYjAzYQ&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130320T1538232 
LOCATION:Rm 7550 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29813 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:21 AM 
jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 4:42 PM, Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0026706 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM29358 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 9:09 AM 

Kim St. Charles 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

I just wanted to let you know that your e-mails have been received and will be placed in the case file for the 
record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 6:50 PM, Kim St. Charles <kstcharles@hotmail.com> wrote: 
As a resident of Hollywood Hills East/Hollywood Dell, I strongly oppose the Millennium Project. I can tell you 
that the view from my house will be severely diminished if this project goes through. This will not only 
decrease the value of my home, but also decrease my enjoyment of living in such a beautiful place. I cherish the 
Capital Records building as it is currently seen, and I am loath for that historic vista to change. This extremely 
special, culturally significant, iconic building should not be eclipsed by any new development. 
I am also extremely concerned about the traffic impact of this proposed project. My husband and I have lived in 
the area for more than 6 years, and we have commuted to and from work. We do not want to see a traffic 
increase in an already highly congested area. I believe this matter needs to be thoroughly studied and addressed 
before construction of any kind is approved. 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this important matter. 
Sincerely, 
Kim St. Charles 
6308 Quebec Dr. 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29194 

Rick Rader <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 4:13 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 23rd signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, 24 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

I oppose this project due to the negative impacts 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/ deliver pdf.html ?job id=780080&target type=custom&target id= 19225 

Rick Rader 
Sylmar, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29814 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:21 AM 
Steven Goldfisher 
Re: Millennium Hollywood CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 6:39 PM, Steven Goldfisher <stevengoldfisher@yahoo.com> wrote: 
Capitol Records 

Steven Goldfisher, Esq. 
LAW OFFICES OF STEVEN J. GOLDFISHER 
3115 Oakcrest Drive 
Los Angeles, California 90068 
Telephone: (323) 876-4300 
Fax: (323) 876-0417 
E-mail: stevenqoldfisher@yahoo.com 

This electronic mail message, and any attachment thereto, is intended only for use by the addressee(s) named herein, 
and may contain information which is legally privileged, confidential, proprietary and/or otherwise protected and/or exempt 
from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient hereof, you are hereby (a) notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited; (b) instructed to permanently delete the 
original and any copy of this e-mail and any printout thereof; and (c) requested to notify us immediately. 

From: Judith Marlin <membership@CPPOA.org> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; councilmember.labonge@lacity.org; 
councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org 
Cc: Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org>; Anastasia Mann <anastasia@corniche.com>; 
TGerger@pacbell.net; "<dan@dlbcorp.com> Bernstein" <dan@dlbcorp.com>; Michaels Krista 
<kristamichaels@earthlink.net>; Kegaries David & Dani <kegaries@earthlink.net>; Weber Patricia 
<pweber4rms@aol.com>; David Kegaries <david.kegaries@bankofamerica.com>; Timothy Jr M 
Thornton <timothythornton@mac.com>; "<stevengoldfisher@yahoo.com> Goldfisher" 
<stevengoldfisher@yahoo.com>; council member. reyes@lacity.org ; 
councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; councilmember.zine@lacity.org; paul.koretz@lacity.org; 
councilmember.cardenas@lacity.org; councilmember.alarcon@lacity.org ; 
councilmember.parks@lacity.org; councilmember. perry@lacity.org; 
councilmember.wesson@lacity.org ; councilman.rosendahl@lacity.org; 
Council member. Englander@lacity.org; council member. huizar@lacity.org; Mayor@lacity.org 
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2013 6:34 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
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Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29815 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29195 

Franklynn Burgess <burgessglinz@roadrunner.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 4:35 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

lames Williams -

My wife and I have lived in Hollywood for 37 years and we support 
the appeals against the Millennium Project. We do support 
maintaining the historic scale at 12 to 14 stories. Specific 
information on the proposed structures must be provided by the 
developers to assure that comprehensive traffic impact studies can 
be implemented and reported in public meetings. 

Lynn Burgess 
323-874-8575 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29359 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 9:15 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: Mtg with Alfred on Millennium @ Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

more details » 
Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 
When Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am Pacific Time 

Where Rm 7550 C!r@Q) 

Calendar lucira lia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Sergio Ibarra 

• Lisa Webber 

• Dan Scott 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29196 

Linda Pearl < pearldot@gmail.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 4:36 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

PLease do not allow the millennium to be approved. 
Hollywood is already wildly congested. 
Linda Pearl 

RL0026713 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29625 

ggg@copper.net 

Sunday, March 24, 2013 11:24 AM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

Tract Appeal VTT-71837-CN-lA 

PS135_ Transit_MY15F3.pdf 

Please add the attached pdf to the administrative record for case CPC-
2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR -- CPC-2013-103-DA and to 
the appeal for VTT-71837-CN-lA. 

George Abrahaams 
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About the author 

Wendell Cox, is principal of Wendell Cox Consultancy, an 
international public policy, demographics and transport consulting firm. 
He has developed a leadership role in urban transport and land use and 
the firm maintains three internet websites: www.demographia.com, 
www.publicpurnose.com and www.rentalcartours.net . Mr. Cox has 
completed projects in Canada, the United States, Asia, Australia, New 
Zealand, Europe and Africa. He is author of War on the Dream: How 
Anti-Sprawl Policy Threatens the Quality of Life, and a co-author with 
Richard Vedder of The Wal-Mart Revolution: How Big-Box Stores Benefit 

Consumers, Workers, and the Economy. 

He was appointed to three terms on the Los Angeles 
County Transportation Commission which oversaw high
ways and public transit in the largest county in the United 
States. He was also appointed to the Amtrak Reform 
Council. Mr. Cox is visiting professor at the Conservatoire 
National des Arts et Metiers (a national university) in 
Paris. 
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Executive Summary 
1. A National Transit Strategy 

There is much concern about the competitiveness of the nation's metropolitan 
areas. Particular attention has been directed toward the generally longer commute 
times of Canadian workers and the diminished competitiveness that occurs as a 
result. New Democratic Party transport and infrastructure critic Olivia Chow has 
proposed a National Transit Plan, while organizations such as the Federation of 
Canadian Municipalities (FCM) and the Canadian Urban Transit Association (CUTA) 
have called for additional funding for transit to help reduce commute times and 
improve metropolitan competitiveness. This paper reviews the potential of transit to 
improve the economies of metropolitan areas and offers recommendations. 

2. Metropolitan Competitiveness: The Situation 

The Key: Improving Commute Times: Transport Canada has estimated that the 
costs of congestion in the largest metropolitan areas were as much as $3.27-billion 
in 2002. These costs were shouldered by households and businesses. The longer 
average commute (work trip) times drives these congestion costs, which hinder 
economic growth and competitiveness. Economic research generally concludes that 
greater economic and employment growth is likely where people can quickly reach 
their jobs in the metropolitan area. 

Canada's Long Commute Times: Consistent with research by the Toronto Board 
of Trade, new average commute time data from Statistics Canada indicate that the 
major metropolitan areas (those over 1,000,000 people) generally have longer 
commute times than high-income metropolitan areas in Europe, the United States 
and elsewhere. Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver have among the longest commute 
times among the 109 metropolitan areas for which data are available. Ottawa
Gatineau and Calgary have among the longest commute times of metropolitan areas 

lliJHlll Average One-way Commute Times: 

Metropolitan Area 

Toronto 

Montreal 

Vancouver 

Ottawa-Gatineau 

Calgary 

Edmonton 

Major Canadian Metropolitan Areas Compared 
with International Major Metropolitan Areas 

One-way Length (Time) of Length (Time) of 
Commute One-way Commute Population One-way Commute 

Time (Min) Overall Rank Size Class Size Class Rank 

33 97th out of 109 Over 5,000,000 11th out of 19 

31 90th out of 109 2,500,000 - 5,000,000 19th out of 23 

30 86th out of 109 1,000,000 - 2,500,000 60th out of 67 

27 60th out of 109 1,000,000 - 2,500,000 55th out of 67 

26 58th out of 109 1,000,000 - 2,500,000 50th out of 67 

23 15th out of 109 1,000,000 - 2,500,000 15th out of 67 
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with populations of a similar size. Only Edmonton has an average commute time 
that is among the shortest overall and is among the shortest in metropolitan areas 
with similarly sized populations (Table 1). 

3. Improving Metropolitan Competitiveness 

Much of the campaign to improve commute times assumes that expanded transit 
would be an effective strategy. 

Transit Takes Longer: According to Statistics Canada, average commute times 
by transit are from 30 per cent longer to nearly double the average automobile 
commute times in the Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver metropolitan areas. 
Because of these shorter commute times by car, 58 per cent of car users (drivers 
and passengers) reach their work locations in under 30 minutes. Only 25 per cent 
of transit commuters reach work in less than 30 minutes. With commutes by transit 
taking longer, it is not likely that expanded transit would reduce commute times. 

The Geography of Transit: Transit's greatest strength is in providing access to 
the largest downtown areas. These areas have the greatest job densities (jobs 
per square kilometre) in their metropolitan areas and are typically well served by 
frequent, rapid and convenient transit service from throughout the metropolitan area. 
This combination of high employment density and superior transit service attracts 
nearly one-half of all downtown commuters to transit in the six metropolitan areas. 
Because of these factors, transit meets the needs of people who commute to down
town and is thus the rational choice for most of these commuters. However, down
towns contain only a relatively small share (14 per cent) of metropolitan area jobs. 

Other areas lack this intense concentration of jobs, yet these areas account for 
the overwhelming majority of employment in the metropolitan areas. With their 
much lower employment densities (1/50th of downtown), areas outside the central 
business district generally lack transit service that is time-competitive with cars. 
As a result, the proportion of people using transit for the work trip to locations 
outside downtown is much smaller. For the overwhelming share of work trips 
to outside the downtown area, driving meets the needs of commuters. Thus, 
the automobile is the rational choice for most people who commute to locations 
outside downtown. 

Emerging Demographics: Jobs and residences in metropolitan areas continue to 
disperse to areas outside the urban core. Transit is not well positioned to serve the 
very areas where job growth is the greatest. 

Declining Transit Productivity: At the same time, there are concerns about 
transit productivity. The Conference Board of Canada has documented a 1.2 per 
cent annual decline in productivity for two decades. The same analysis found 
productivity in other transport sectors to be generally improving. Transit costs 
have risen well in excess of inflation, service levels and ridership. Rising costs 
seriously limit transit's ability to increase its share of travel in metropolitan areas. 

Transit's Robust Funding Growth: Transit subsidies have been growing 
strongly. According to Transport Canada data, the rate of subsidy growth from 
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1999 to 2008 was more than 9.4 per cent annually. Over the same period, 
subsidies grew 83 per cent (adjusted for inflation), which is more than three times 
the 26 per cent ridership growth rate and 3.5 times the rate of general inflation. 
Transit's declining productivity and its increasing revenue indicates that cost 
control should receive more attention than efforts to increase funding receive. 

Funding for the Future: Transit's declining productivity and the continuing disper
sion of jobs and residences are likely to make any strategy to materially expand its 
share of urban travel very expensive. If current expenditure trends continue, simply 
maintaining transit's share of the urban travel market would require an increase 
from $6-billion to $13-billion in 2035 (adjusted for inflation). Increasing transit's 
share of urban travel by 50 per cent would require an increase to $19-billion. 

Policies that Could Make Metropolitan Areas Less Competitive: While the 
prospects for improving transit commute times are discouraging, some current 
strategies could increase traffic congestion, lengthen commute times and make 
metropolitan areas less competitive. Compact cities (also called smart growth) 
policies have been adopted across Canada in an effort to reduce automobile use 
and increase urban densities. International data indicate that higher densities 
are associated with greater traffic congestion, and data from U.S. metropolitan 
areas indicate that commute times are longer where employment densities are 
higher. Further, higher traffic densities are strongly associated with higher levels 
of air pollution. Finally, improvements in vehicle technology will make reductions 
in automobile use to reduce greenhouse gas emissions unnecessary, according to 
U.S. research by McKinsey & Company and by the Conference Board (US). 

Improving Metropolitan Competitiveness: Strategies that reduce commute 
times can improve metropolitan competitiveness. Expanded telecommuting could 
help because it eliminates the work trip and thus reduces average commute times. 
There are also lessons to be learned from the international metropolitan areas 
that have been more successful in maintaining shorter commutes. 

4. Conclusion: Focusing on Shorter Commute Times 

Focusing on Objectives: To become more competitive, Canada's metropolitan 
areas need to improve their average commute times. This requires focusing on 
strategies that have the highest potential to reduce traffic congestion. 

The federal government could assist in this effort by redirecting appropriate funds to 
research in affordable strategies that can reduce commute times regardless of the 
mode of travel. Public officials should have access to annual data that indicate the 
reduction in commuter travel hours that are attributable to each mode of employment 
access (including telecommuting) together with cost by mode and cost per delay hour. 
This type of information could inform decisions that reduce commute times. 

Residents and businesses in metropolitan areas would be best served by goal
oriented, co-operative research that is objective and squarely directed toward 
getting people to work faster. The focus should be on what works rather than on 
preconceived notions of how a city should look or how people should travel. 
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1. A National Transit Strategy 
For some time, there has been an interest on the part of cities and transit agencies 
to substantially expand the role of the federal government in mass transit. Most 
recently, Olivia Chow, the New Democratic Party transport and infrastructure 
critic, introduced a private member's bill that would require the development of a 
national transit strategy. 1 Among other things, such a strategy would be directed 
toward the establishment of a "permanent, stable source of funding for transit." 
Chow also said, "Canada needs to join other GS and leading industrial nations and 
adopt a national transit strategy." This initiative is consistent with proposals by 
organizations such as CUTA and the FCM; however, the private member's bill does 
not propose additional funding. The campaign stresses the need to reduce traffic 
congestion as well as the time people spend commuting to work in order to improve 
metropolitan competitiveness. 

This paper reviews the potential of transit to improve the economies of metropolitan 
areas and offers recommendations. 

The Issue: Metropolitan Competitiveness 

One of the principal concerns underlying the private member's bill is an interest 
in improving Canada's competitiveness. This concern is echoed in an analysis by 
the FCM and the Toronto Board of Trade, both of which have indicated that traffic 
congestion and long commute times have created a competitive disadvantage for 
Canada's metropolitan areas. 

Traffic congestion is a major impediment to improving competitiveness. 
According to the FCM, gridlock is the most important factor in determining where 
businesses locate, and traffic congestion is becoming Toronto's "main competitive 
disadvantage."2 According to the FCM, Canada's competitiveness is being slowed 
down by long commute times. 3 

Long daily commutes are hurting our economy, environment, and quality of life. 
It's a national problem requiring a national solution. The most recent estimate in 
2006 pegged the cost of traffic delays at more than $5 billion a year, but there 
is growing evidence that today's cost is much higher. The average Canadian 
commuter spends the equivalent of 32 working days a year commuting to and 
from work, facing some of the worst commute times in the developed world. 

The FCM continued: "The next step is to sit down with the government and all 
Parliamentarians to make sure that reducing commute times is a priority ... " 

The Toronto Board of Trade ranks Toronto as having the worst commute times in 
a sample of international metropolitan areas. 4 The Board of Trade indicated that 
Toronto's average commute time ranked 21stout of 21 international metropolitan 
areas surveyed, well behind Barcelona (#1), Dallas-Fort Worth (#2), and Los 
Angeles ( # 5). Montreal had the 20th longest commute time. 
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2. Metropolitan Co111petitiveness: 
The Situation 

Longer commute times reduce a metropolitan area's competitiveness, because they 
impose excess costs on households and businesses by intensifying traffic congestion. 

Commute Times and Economic Growth: The concerns about excessive commute 
times are well placed. Research indicates that urban economies are more productive 
if residents can reach a larger percentage of the jobs more quickly. For example, 
research by Remy Prud'homme and Chang-Woon Lee (1998) has shown that the 
economic efficiency of metropolitan areas increases as the size of the labour market 
(number of jobs) accessible to residents in a particular increment of time (such as 
30 minutes) increases. 5 Research by Robert Cervera of the University of California 
found a strong relationship between higher work trip travel speeds and worker 
productivity. 6 

... [A]verage commute speed-reflecting the provision of transportation 
infrastructure-most strongly influenced labor productivity in the San Francisco 
Bay Area, with an elasticity of around 0.10-every 10 percent increase in 
commuting speed was associated with a one percent increase in worker output, 
all else being equal. 

A Transport Canada report estimated that traffic congestion causes up to $3. 7-billion 
(2002) in additional costs to people and businesses in the nine largest metropoli
tan areas. 7 

These studies and other research point to the fact that shorter travel times to a 
larger share of the jobs in a metropolitan area is associated with larger employ
ment growth and greater economic expansion. As the FCM and the Toronto Board 
of Trade indicate, the key to achieving this is to reduce commute times, which will 
also improve traffic conditions for commercial operations as well as other personal 
travel purposes. 

Comparison of Average Commute Times: The most recent Statistics Canada 
data indicates that one-way work trip travel times in major metropolitan areas 
are generally longer than those of international competitors. 8 Major Canadian 
metropolitan areas generally rank in the bottom half among the 109 major high
income metropolitan areas for which data was identified (Table 1).9 The average 
one-way commute among Canada's major metropolitan areas is 28.3 minutes, 
which is 1. 7 minutes more than the overall average, 1. 7 minutes more than the 
European average and 3.5 minutes more the U.S. average. 

Data for Canada's major metropolitan areas are summarized below (Table 2), with 
the complete data in Table 7. 

• Over 5,000,000 Population: Toronto: Toronto is tied for the 97th longest 
commute time, at 33 minutes. Only 11 metropolitan areas out of the 109 have 
a longer one-way commute. In addition, Toronto ranks in the bottom half of its 
population category, with the 11th longest commute time out of 19. Its commute 
time is longer than eight of the nine largest U.S. metropolitan areas, which 
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include Los Angeles, with its reputation for traffic congestion (27 minutes), and 
Dallas-Fort Worth (26 minutes), which has an urban population density of less 
than half that of Toronto, a transit commute share one-tenth as large and a 
more-dispersed employment pattern. The shortest commute time among the 
largest metropolitan areas is in Essen (Rhein-Ruhr metropolis, Germany), which 
is highly decentralized and has perhaps the most intense freeway system in 
Europe. The longest commutes are in Tokyo and Hong Kong, at 46 minutes. 10 

• 2,500,000 to 5,000,000 Population: Montreal: Montreal is tied for the 90th 
longest commute time, at 31 minutes. Only 17 metropolitan areas out of 109 
have a longer one-way commute. Only four similarly sized metropolitan areas 
(out of 23) have a longer commute time. Montreal commutes are longer than 
in most similar sized European metropolitan areas and longer than all similarly 
sized U.S. metropolitan areas. The shortest commute times in similarly sized 
metropolitan areas are in Stuttgart, Germany, and Minneapolis-St. Paul (23 
minutes), and the longest are in Singapore and Madrid (33 minutes). 

• 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 Population: Vancouver: Vancouver is tied for the 
86th longest commute time, at 30 minutes. Only 20 metropolitan areas out of 
109 have a longer one-way commute. Only five similarly sized metropolitan 
areas (out of 67) have a longer commute time. The shortest commute time in 
a similarly sized metropolitan area is in Seville, Spain, at 19 minutes, while the 
longest are in Stockholm and Prague, at 35 minutes. 

llifhill Commute Times: High Income World 
One-way Commute Time in Minutes (Average) 

Commute Time Metroplitan Area Population Class* (One-way) in Minutes 

5,000,000 2,500,000 1,000,000 
Geography & Over to 5,000,000 to 2,500,000 Average High Low 

Canada 33.0 31.0 26.5 28.3 33.0 23.0 

Europe 31.9 26.5 25.8 26.6 37.0 19.0 

Japan** 36.5 36.5 46.0 27.0 

United States 28.3 25.9 23.3 24.8 34.0 20.0 

Others 

Hong Kong 46.0 46.0 

Singapore 38.0 38.0 

Sydney 34.0 34.0 

Seoul 42.0 42.0 

All 32.8 27.0 24.6 26.6 46.0 19.0 

Source: Statistics Canada, U.S. American Community Survey, National Institute of Statistics and 
Economic Studies (France). 

* Major metropolitan areas (over 1,000,000 population) for which data was identified. 
** For Japan, median commute time, not average (mean). Mean commute time is likely longer due to the 

influence of very long commutes. 
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• 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 Population: Ottawa-Gatineau: Ottawa-Gatineau's 
27-minute, one-way commute is the 67th longest of 109 metropolitan areas. 
Ottawa-Gatineau's average commute ranks 55th longest out of the 67 metro
politan areas of similar size. 

• 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 Population: Calgary: Calgary's 26-minute, one-way 
commute is the 58th longest of the 109 metropolitan areas, and it is the 50th 
longest out of the 67 metropolitan areas of similar size despite spending more 
per capita on transit than any of the other major metropolitan areas. 11 

• 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 Population: Edmonton: Edmonton's 23-minute, one
way commute is the 15th shortest out of the 109 metropolitan areas and the 
shortest among the major metropolitan areas of Canada. Edmonton also ranks 
15th shortest out of the 67 metropolitan areas in its population class. Edmonton 
has the lowest level of transit spending among the six major metropolitan 
areas. 12 

Share of Commuters Reaching Work Under 30 and 45 Minutes: More-detailed 
data generally indicate that a smaller share of commuters reaches work in under 
30 or 45 minutes in Canadian metropolitan areas than in areas (Table 3). 13 

llf.M1111 30-45 minute Commute Shares: 
Representative Metropolitan Areas 

Work Trip Work Trip Work Trip 
Under 30 Minutes 30 to 45 Minutes Under 45 Minutes 

5,000,000 and Over 

Dallas-Fort Worth 59% 24°/o 83% 

Los Angeles 55°/o 24°/o 79°/o 

Toronto 48°/o 25°/o 73°/o 

Paris 45°/o 22°/o 67°/o 

2,500,000 - 5,000,000 

Phoenix 57°/o 26°/o 83°/o 

Montreal 47°/o 27°/o 74°/o 

1,000,000 - 2,500,000 

Edmonton 68% 20°/o 88% 

Indianapolis 66°/o 22°/o 88°/o 

Ottawa-Gatineau 65°/o 21°/o 86°/o 

Tampa-St. Petersburg 62% 22°/o 84% 

Calgary 54% 29°/o 83% 

Vancouver 55°/o 21°/o 76°/o 

Source: Statistics Canada, U.S. American Community Survey, National Institute of Statistics and 
Economic Studies (France). 
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• Over 5,000,000 Population: A larger share of Toronto commuters reaches 
work in under 30 and 45 minutes than in Paris, which is widely reputed to have 
the most-comprehensive transit system in the Western world. However, a larger 
percentage of Los Angeles and Dallas-Fort Worth commuters reaches work in 
less than 30 minutes and less than 45 minutes than in Toronto. 

• 2,500,000 to 5,000,000 Population: A smaller share of Montreal commuters 
reaches work in less than 30 or 45 minutes than in highly decentralized Phoenix, 
which is an extremely dispersed urban area. As a largely post-World War II 
metropolitan area, Phoenix has an unusually small central business district for 
its size. 

• 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 Population: A substantially smaller share of Vancouver 
commuters reaches work in less than 30 or 45 minutes than in Tampa-St. Peters
burg or Indianapolis. Ottawa-Gatineau and Calgary are considerably more competi
tive with these U.S. metropolitan areas. However, a larger share of Edmonton 
commuters reaches work in under 30 or 45 minutes than in Tampa-St. Peters
burg or Indianapolis. 

II P.M1111 Comparison of Canadian and U.S. Major 
Metropolitan Areas: Average One-way Commute 
Times and Urban Area Density 

Canada Metroplitan Areas United States: 
Metropolitan Area Sizes Classes 

Principal Average Average Principal 
Commute Population Centre Commute Population Centre 

Time Density Time Density 
Canada (Minutes) (Persons/sq-km) (Minutes) (Persons/sq-km) 

5,000,000 and Over 

Toronto 33 2,900 28 1,400 

2,500,000 - 5,000,000 

Montreal 31 2,200 26 1,200 

1,000,000 - 2,500,000 

Vancouver 30 1,900 

Ottawa-Gatineau 27 1,900 

Calgary 26 1,600 
23 1,100 

Edmonton 23 1,100 

Density: Principal (largest) population centre (urban area) in each metropolitan area. 
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Comparison with U.S. Metropolitan Areas: Comparisons with U.S. metropolitan 
areas are particularly appropriate, since they are the most proximate to and direct 
competitors of Canadian metropolitan areas. Further, Canadian metropolitan areas 
have important similarities to U.S. metropolitan areas, which have larger areas of 
automobile-based suburbanization than Europe or Japan and a general absence of 
large and exceptionally dense pre-automobile urban cores (Table 4). 

• Toronto has a longer average commute time than eight of the nine U.S. metropoli
tan areas with more than 5,000,000 people. The average commute time in New 
York is one minute longer than in Toronto. 

• Montreal has a longer average commute time than all 11 U.S. metropolitan areas 
of between 2,500,000 and 5,000,000 people. 

•Vancouver, Ottawa-Gatineau and Calgary have longer commute times than all 31 
U.S. major metropolitan areas with 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 people. 

• Edmonton is a significant exception, with an average commute that is shorter 
than 17 of the 31 U.S. major metropolitan areas with 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 
people. Edmonton's average one-way commute time is the same as that of U.S. 
metropolitan areas in the same size class. The Edmonton population centre 
(urban area) 14 also has virtually the same population density as U.S. urban areas 
in the 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 population category (1,100 per square kilometre). 

' ' Canadian metropolitan areas have important 

similarities to U.S. metropolitan areas, which have 

larger areas of automobile-based suburbanization 

than Europe or Japan ... 
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3. I111proving Metropolitan 
Co 111 petitive n ess 

There is an expectation that transit can play a major role in reducing the commute 
times that are making metropolitan areas less competitive. For example, FCM has 
indicated that political leaders15 

... must support concrete targets to stop rising commute times. They need to 
reinvest more tax dollars-that our communities send to Ottawa-in new buses, 
subways and commuter rail. They need to sit down with cities and provinces to 
fill the gaps in our transportation networks. 

Further, the Toronto Board of Trade attributes (at least in part) Toronto's long 
commute times and intense traffic congestion to insufficient transit ridership. 16 

Thus, proponents of a stronger federal transit program generally consider transit 
as a means by which commute times and traffic congestion can be reduced by 
attracting large numbers of automobile drivers to transit. 17 

Commuting by Transit Takes Longer 

However, transit does not reduce commute times. The principal reason is that 
there is little transit service that is time-competitive with the automobile to 
workplaces outside downtown and the inner urban core (see below). 

Work trip travel times by transit are considerably longer than by car. The average 
one-way automobile work trip travel time is 27 minutes in the major metropolitan 
areas, while the average transit work trip travel time is 44 minutes (Chart 1). On 
average, a commuter will spend nearly three hours per week more travelling to 
work by transit than by car. Statistics Canada provides 2010 comparisons for the 
three largest metropolitan areas. 18 
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• In Toronto, commuting by car takes an average of 29 minutes each way (58 
minutes round trip). Commuting by transit takes 49 minutes, nearly 70 per 
cent longer. 

• In Montreal, commuting by car takes an average of 30 minutes each way. 
Commuting by transit takes 39 minutes, 30 per cent longer. 

• In Vancouver, commuting by car takes an average of 25 minutes each way. Com-
muting by transit takes 48 minutes, nearly double the automobile commute time. 

Among the major metropolitan areas, the shortest travel times are overwhelmingly 
by car. 

• 21 per cent of car commuters reach work in less than 15 minutes. Only 5 
per cent of transit commuters have a one-way trip of less than 15 minutes. 

• Nearly twice as many car commuters (37 per cent) as transit commuters 
(20 per cent) take between 15 and 29 minutes to get to work. 

• Overall, 58 per cent of car commuters reach work in less than 30 minutes, which 
is more than double the 25 per cent of transit commuters. 

Transit dominates the longer commutes. Statistics Canada reports almost one-half 
(46 per cent) of transit commuters travel 45 minutes or more to work (the longest 
commute category reported). In contrast, only 18 per cent of car commuters 
travel 45 minutes or longer to work. Thus, transit commuters are 2.5 times as 
likely to travel 45 minutes or longer than car commuters are (Chart 2). 
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Statistics Canada notes that longer travel times by transit are to be expected. 19 

"Since the use of public transit involves walking, waiting and sometimes traffic 
congestion, it is not surprising that commuting times are generally longer for 
public transit users." 

Because longer work trip travel times tend to slow the economic productivity of a 
metropolitan area, attracting large numbers of drivers (and carpool riders) from 
cars to transit would be detrimental to economic performance and metropolitan 
growth, at least under current conditions. 

Transit Cannot Reduce Traffic Congestion 

It is often suggested that transit reduces traffic congestion. These claims are 
frequently based upon unrealistic scenarios in which all transit service is cancelled 
and people who currently take transit are forced to drive instead. However, there 
are no such serious proposals. Transit plays a critical role in providing access to 
downtown areas, and it generally accounts for one-half or more of work trip travel 
to these areas. 

However, transit is usually incapable of reducing traffic congestion levels. This 
would require attracting drivers from cars in large numbers, and since most down
town commuters are already using transit, the reductions would necessarily have 
to come from travel to other destinations. Locations outside of downtown, where 
most employment is located, are far more difficult for transit to serve (see The 
Geography of Transit section below). 

The assumption of reduced traffic congestion where there is greater transit use is 
generally an invalid assumption, as the data below indicate. In addition, there are 
erroneous claims. For example, according to the Union international des transports 
public (UITP), the leading international transit organization based in Brussels, : 

The access time to 500,000 jobs varies from 20/25 minutes in cities with a 
high modal share of public transport, walking and cycling, such as Munich and 
Singapore to 55/70 minutes in cities such as Houston or Melbourne which heavily 
rely on private car. 20 

In fact, the average one-way work trip travel time in Houston is 27 minutes, and 
nearly 1.4 million jobs are accessed within 30 minutes (This is more than one-half 
of the employment in the metropolitan area). No data are available for Melbourne. 
In Singapore, on the other hand, the average work trip travel time is 38 minutes. 21 

In Munich, the one-way work trip travel time is 27 minutes despite the fact that 
Munich has a much smaller population than Houston or Melbourne. The UITP's 
report also includes a graph that implies that transit travel times are less than by 
car. In Singapore, which has one of the most highly utilized and comprehensive 
transit systems in the world, travel by car is considerably faster than travel by 
transit. The Singapore government has established a goal to improve transit travel 
times, such that the" ... average public transport journey times would be reduced 
to 1.5 times of that by car by 2020, from the current 1.8 times."22 
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There is only one consistent measure of international traffic congestion, and it is 
published by INRIX, a traffic reporting company. 23 INRIX estimates the extra time 
that is necessary for car travel during peak travel periods in U.S. and Western 
European metropolitan areas. The most recent data indicate a strong relationship 
between greater transit use and greater traffic congestion. This may seem counter
intuitive; however, transit use tends to be higher where there are higher population 
densities and higher core area employment densities. These conditions are also 
associated with greater traffic congestion. 

The most recent data indicate that where transit work trip market shares are above 
30 per cent, average peak hour traffic delay is nearly 25 per cent. On the other 
hand, where transit work trip market shares average under 5 per cent, traffic 
delays average 7 per cent (Table 5). 

II 'l"*• Transit Work Trip Market Share as a Percentage 
of Transit, Auto and Motorcycle Travel 

Transit Work Trip Market Share Excess Peak Hour Travel Time 

Over 30°/o 24.7% 

20°/o - 30°/o 23.0% 

10°/o - 20°/o 17.6% 

5°/o - 10°/o 16.4% 

0°/o - 5°/o 6.8% 

Source: Derived from Urban Audit (Europe), United States Census Bureau, INRIX, ESDS labour 
Force Survey, and INSEE (Paris). 

The Geography of Transit 
Transit has both strengths and weaknesses in the differing geographic areas within 
major metropolitan areas. Yet, it is often claimed that transit can improve traffic 
congestion and commute times throughout the metropolitan area. For example, 
according to the FCM: 24 

[It] is difficult to imagine such cities as Montreal, Ottawa and Toronto functioning 
without their transit systems. During the morning peak period, 78°/o of trips 
entering Toronto's central business district are by transit. 

Transit: About Downtown and the Urban Core: FCM is right in noting the large 
share of transit commuting into the Toronto central business district (See Appendix 
B: The Geography of Transit in Toronto). There is no more favourable location 
for transit commuting than the largest downtown areas. Transit's capabilities 
elsewhere in the metropolitan area are more modest. 

Nearly one-half (48 per cent) of commuters to the central business districts of 
the major metropolitan areas use transit to get to work. 25 From the perspective of 
customers, transit's success in capturing its large downtown market share is due 
to its competitiveness with the automobile. There are two principal elements to 
this-time and cost. 
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A large share of trips downtown can be completed in times that are competitive 
with the automobile. This is because the large number of jobs in such a small 
geographic area makes it possible for transit to provide rapid and frequent service 
from throughout the metropolitan area. These services are able to deliver customers 
to stations that are within convenient walking distance (400 metres) of virtually all 
downtown jobs. If transfers are required, the high frequency of service minimizes 
the time lost, the inconvenience and the effects of inclement weather. 

Further, the high cost of land that results from the intensive built environment 
raises the cost of parking to unaffordable levels for most workers. Thus, to down
town, transit also competes well with the automobile in customer costs. 

Regional transit systems necessarily focus on the downtown area, which is the 
one location to which transit is able to provide service from throughout the metro
politan area that is time-competitive with the automobile. Work trip travel to the 
largest downtowns is transit's greatest strength, because of its ability to move 
many people to very small areas where so many people work. A related strength 
of transit is the denser cores26 adjacent to downtown, where the frequent service 
makes transit use more attractive. 

These advantages are the result of downtown's uniqueness. For example, central 
business districts cover, on average, just 0.4 per cent of their respective urban 
areas (built-up area). Downtown Toronto comprises only 6 square kilometres 
(Chart 3) out of the urban area's 1,750 square kilometres (0.3 per cent), while 
centreville Montreal covers just 4.5 square kilometres of the urban area's 1,680 
square kilometres (0.3 per cent). The density of employment in the six major 
metropolitan downtown areas is very high, at nearly 38,000 jobs per square 
kilometre. 

The spatial advantages of downtown and the intense level of transit service make 
it possible for transit to meet the needs of commuters. As a result, transit is the 
rational choice for most downtown commuters. 
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Transit Outside the Central Business District: The impressiveness of skylines 
and the focus of transit services can give an impression that downtowns are much 
more dominant than they are in reality. In fact, only 14 per cent of metropolitan 
employment is downtown (Chart 4). 27 Employment outside downtown is more than 
six times that number (86 per cent). 
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Employment is much more dispersed outside downtown. Rather than 38,000 jobs 
per square kilometre, jobs in the urban areas that are outside the central business 
district are fewer than 750 per square kilometre, which is 1/SOth the density of 
downtown. This lower density makes time-competitive transit far more difficult 
to provide. Commuters to areas outside downtown do not have the high quality 
transit service that serves downtown. Service, when it is available at all, is less 
frequent and requires longer transfer times. 

Even secondary (non-downtown) dense centres such as North York (in the Greater 
Toronto Area) tend to have far fewer jobs than the downtowns. While intense 
transit service to downtown areas can be justified economically, the cost for 
similarly intense rapid transit service from throughout the metropolitan area to 
secondary dense centres would be enormous. Local bus services provide far less 
access, because they operate more slowly and have more stops. 
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The largest employment centres outside downtown can be far less dense. For 
example, it is reported that the area around Toronto Pearson International Airport 
has the largest number of jobs in the nation 28 (more than 350,000) including 
more than any downtown area. (A similarly large employment centre surrounds 
Montreal-Trudeau International Airport.) Yet, the Toronto Pearson International 
Airport employment area covers over 120 square kilometres, more than 20 times 
the land area of downtown Toronto. 29 

To provide the downtown level of intense, rapid and frequent service to within 
walking distance of the jobs in this highly dispersed employment centre would 
be financially prohibitive. Multiple grade-separated 30 subways or busways would 
be required throughout the metropolitan area. Providing time-competitive transit 
service to within walking distance of all employment in an area could equal the 
cost of providing the present downtown-oriented transit system. 

If serving a large, dispersed employment area with time-competitive transit service 
is daunting, the prospects are even more remote elsewhere. Most of the employment 
in metropolitan areas is in small office parks, dispersed retail locations and in other 
areas of much lower density. Time-competitive transit service to these hundreds 
of thousands of jobs in major metropolitan areas would require grade-separated 
rapid transit systems radiating from walking distance of each work location to the 
rest of the metropolitan area. Obviously, the cost of such a system would be exorbitant. 

Providing time-competitive transit service to the majority of jobs that are not 
downtown, not in dense centres, and not in the large but dispersed employment 
centres would be even more difficult and cost prohibitive. 

Longer transfer times can be particularly uncomfortable in inclement weather 
or during heat spells. The advantages that make transit a rational choice to 
downtown are generally not available to commuters to areas outside downtown. 
Attempting to replicate the success of downtown transit outside of the downtown 
would be exceedingly expensive. 

The automobile better meets the needs of most commuters to areas outside 
the downtown than transit does. As a result, the automobile is the rational 
choice for most of these commuters, who far outnumber downtown commuters 
(Table 6, next page). 
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II f.M'i·ll Transit in Major Metropolitan Areas: 
Central Business District (CBD) and 
Outside CBD Characteristics 

Central Business District Outside the Central 
(Downtown) Business District 

Share of Jobs (All Employees) 14% 86% 

Share of Urban Land Area 0.4% 99.6% 

Emloyment Density 38,000 Less than 750 
(per square km) Highest employment density Employment densities vary, 

in the metropolitan area. but are generally far lower than 
downtown. 

Transit Travel Times Often time-competitive with Not time-competitive with the 
the automobile. for most trips. 

Access from Transit Stops Virtually all jobs are within walking Most jobs are not within walking 
to Employment distance of rail or busway stations distance of a rail or busway 

that are accessible without trans- stations that have no-transfer 
ferring from large parts of the service from large parts of the 
metropolitan area. Frequent local metropolitan area. Local connect-
connecting transit service. ing service is generally infrequent 

or may not exist. 

Rapid Transit Generally available from through- Generally little or no rapid transit. 
(Subway, Metro, Commuter out the metroplitan area. Limited service available from local 
Rail, and Busway) bus routes that stop frequently 

and operate slowly. 

Travel Demand at Very high due to demand caused Generally lower, due to more 
Employment Location by large concentration of jobs. dispersed employment locations. 

Auto Commuting Cost High due to high parking rates Lower cost, often free parking. 
(does not consider the cost of 
transit subsidies). 

This dominance of travel to areas outside downtown was described in a British 
Columbia Ministry of Transportation and Greater Vancouver Transportation 
Authority report on the Vancouver metropolitan area. 31 

The predominant suburb-to-downtown commuting that some other cities 
experience no longer exists in this region, and has not for quite some time. 
Instead, people travel from everywhere to everywhere. The majority of trips 
begin and end somewhere in the outer municipalities (either within one outer 
municipality or in adjacent outer municipalities. 

The Transport Association of Canada summarized transit's difficulties outside 
downtowns and the dense urban cores. 32 
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Outside Central Areas, sustainable travel modes-walking, cycling, and transit
have been used for only a small portion of daily trips; they appear to remain 
unfeasible or not cost- or time-effective compared with automobile use. 

Transit's share of commuting declines as distances from downtown increase (Chart 
5). This is principally because the concentration of destinations (jobs) that exists 
downtown does not exist elsewhere in metropolitan areas. This is evident in the 
three largest metropolitan areas (Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver). 

• The average transit market share to downtown jobs is 59 per cent. 

• The average transit market share to jobs in the balance of the central 
municipality is 19 per cent, one-third that of downtown. 

•The average transit market share to jobs in surrounding municipalities (suburbs) 
is 8 per cent, one-seventh that of downtown. 

This downtown-oriented geography of transit means that there is little or no poten
tial for reducing traffic congestion to the many jobs outside downtown, and with 
the large market share of transit to downtown, there is similarly little potential. 

' ' .. . walking, cycling, and transit-

have been used for only a small portion of daily 

trips; they appear to remain unfeasible or 

not cost- or time-effective ... 
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llS:M;Jill Transit Commute Share by Sector: 
Three Metropolitan Areas (2006) 
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Source: Statistics canada and Transportation Association of Canada 

Transit's Challenging Demographic Future 

Demographic trends are making metropolitan areas more difficult for transit to 
serve, as more of the metropolitan area takes on the characteristics of areas 
outside downtown, with more dispersed population and employment patterns. 

Population Dispersion: The latest census results indicate that the population 
dispersion is continuing. On average, only 17.3 per cent of the population growth 
from 2006 to 2011 was in the central municipalities of Toronto, Montreal and 
Vancouver, with 82. 7 per cent in the suburban areas. This is nearly identical to the 
17.6 per cent share of growth that occurred in the central municipalities between 
2001 and 2006. Preliminary analysis of 2011 census results indicates that the 
dispersion of population has continued in the six major metropolitan areas since 
2006. 33 

Employment Dispersion: Dispersed employment is far more difficult for transit 
to serve in a manner that is time-competitive with the automobile. Transit's 
difficulties in serving large but less dense employment centres and more-dispersed 
locations throughout the metropolitan area are described above. 

Among the three largest metropolitan areas, the rate of employment growth in the 
surrounding areas was more than double that of central municipalities (12.2 per 
cent compared with 5.9 per cent). 34 

• In the Toronto metropolitan area, 94 per cent of the employment growth was in 
surrounding areas. The central municipality's share of metropolitan employment 
growth, 6 per cent, was well below its 2001 share of employment, which was 57 
per cent. 
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• In the Montreal metropolitan area, 70 per cent of the employment growth was in 
surrounding areas. The central municipality's employment growth, 30 per cent 
of metropolitan area growth, was approximately one-half of its 2001 share of 
employment, which was 57 per cent. 

• In the Vancouver metropolitan area, 75 per cent of the employment growth was 
in surrounding areas. The central municipality's employment growth, 25 per cent 
of metropolitan area growth, was nearly one-third less than its 2001 share of 
employment, which was 34 per cent. 

Projections indicate that future job growth will become even more challenging for 
transit. 

• In the Toronto area, it is projected that by 2036, 80 per cent of the new jobs 
and 75 per cent of the increased population will be accommodated in parts of 
the metropolitan area outside Toronto. 35 

• Similar trends are evident in Montreal. According to the Greater Montreal Area 
Transportation Management Plan :36 

By 2016, ... the proportion of trips to Montreal Island in relation to all trips 
in the Greater Montreal area will decline from 71°/o to 66°/o, a reflection of 
Montreal Island's diminishing demographic weight and growth in certain 
employment centres outside it. 

• For Vancouver, it is projected that 85 per cent of the new jobs and 87 per cent 
of the new residents added to the metropolitan area by 2041 will be outside 
Vancouver. 

"Poor" Transit Productivity 

Productivity trends are a concern in mass transit. In its analysis of productivity 
in transport sectors, the Conference Board of Canada found " transit has been 
characterized by poor productivity performance in the last two decades." 

The Conference Board report found that productivity had declined, on average, 1.2 
per cent annually from 1986 to 2006, and it asked, "Can the productivity challenge 
be addressed." The Conference Board found generally improved productivity in 
other transport sectors, and it offered recommendations for improving transit 
productivity. 37 

The concerns of the Board are confirmed by a review of transit finances between 
1985 and 2010 (Figure 6). 38 

• After adjusting for inflation, transit operating costs rose 101 per cent, three 
times the increase in passengers and 75 per cent more than the increase in 
service levels (below). 39 

• Ridership increased 33 per cent. 

• Service levels (in kilometres) increased 58 per cent. 
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It is to be expected that ridership will tend to increase at a lower rate than the 
amount of service provided, because newer transit routes and services tend to 
attract fewer passengers than existing services do. At the same time, the higher 
rate of increase in operating costs compared with service levels is an indication of 
unit cost increases above inflation (lost productivity). 

Opportunities for Improved Productivity: There are also opportunities for 
substantial productivity improvements in transit. For example, the Conference 
Board of Canada cited the savings that have occurred in Western Europe and 
elsewhere through competitive tendering of transit service. Savings from this and 
other innovations could make it possible to produce higher service levels with 
future funding and to increase ridership. 

llS:M;jl.11 National Transit Indicators (1985-2010) 
Operating and Capital Costs, Ridership and Service 
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Robust Transit-funding Growth 

At the same time, transit subsidies have been rising rapidly in recent years. 
According to Transport Canada, subsidies rose 9.4 per cent annually from 1999 to 
2008, from $2.6-billion to $5. 7-billion. 40 Over the same period, inflation adjusted 
subsidies rose 83 per cent, more than three times the increase in ridership (27 per 
cent) .41 

With healthy subsidy growth and rising real costs and subsidies per passenger, 
transit is not challenged by insufficient funding but by rising costs. 
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Funding for the Future 

The declining productivity represents another significant challenge to maintaining, 
much less increasing, transit's share of urban travel. 

Based upon population projections,42 the nation's urban population will increase 
approximately 32 per cent from 2010 to 2035. Assuming that urban travel remains 
at 2010 per capita rates, transit would need a 32 per cent increase in ridership 
to retain its current market share. Assuming the annual operating cost increase 
rate per passenger from 1985 to 2010, costs would need to rise to $13-billion 
annually in 2035 (adjusted for inflation) to maintain the 2010 share of urban 
travel compared with the present $6-billion. Materially increasing transit's share of 
urban travel would be far more expensive. For example, if transit's share of urban 
travel were to increase by one-half by 2035, annual operating costs would need to 
rise to approximately $19-billion (Chart 7). The data do not include capital costs, 
which, based upon the Transport Canada data cited above, appear to be rising 
strongly. 

Finally, even if transit were to increase its share of travel by one-half, it is likely 
that urban traffic volumes would increase substantially, because the great majority 
of the increase in travel would be in cars. This would, in all likelihood, increase 
commute times. 

llS:f.i;j*ll Projected Operating Costs to 2035 
Based on 1985-2010 Trends (2010$) 
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Strategies that Could Make Metropolitan Areas 
Less Competitive 

Some present policies could increase traffic congestion and lead to longer commutes 
and less-competitive metropolitan areas. Compact development policies (also 
variously labelled "smart growth," "growth management" and "liveability") are 
intended to transfer automobile demand to transit, walking and cycling. Compact 
development policies also seek to increase urban population densities, in part by 
severely limiting or even outlawing development on the urban fringe. 43 

Higher population densities are associated with greater traffic congestion, because 
higher densities result in higher travel demand, which necessarily means that 
automobile and truck travel will increase (intensify) per square kilometre. Any 
increase in traffic congestion is likely to lead to longer commute times. 

International data indicate a strong association between more-intense traffic 
densities and higher population density at the urban area level (Chart 8). 44 Traffic 
densities are also more intense within portions of metropolitan areas that are 
denser as indicated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
data from more than 422 counties within the major metropolitan areas of the 
United States (Chart 9, pg. 28). 

Compact development policies virtually never provide the necessary additional 
road capacity to maintain previous traffic conditions, much less reduce traffic 
congestion. 

Data from the 2011 census indicate that compact development policies are leading 
to higher densities in suburban areas that are far from the city centres. Research 
by Statistics Canada concludes that high density areas that are remote from the 
core are not likely to reduce automobile use. 

Above 10 kilometres from the city centre, however, the impact of neighbourhood 
density on automobile use dwindles until it almost vanishes. If the effects of 
other factors are kept constant, the predicted probability that a person living in 
a medium- or high-density neighbourhood made all trips by car was not statistic
ally different from that of a person living in a low-density neighbourhood. 45 

The association is also acknowledged in Sierra Club research 46 with an Internet
based calculator that yields a 61 per cent increase in traffic density for each 
doubling of population density. 47 

The evidence from the international metropolitan areas (above) generally associates 
shorter commute times with lower population densities and greater automobile 
use, both of which are in direct opposition to the objectives of compact develop
ment policies. 
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Health Impact: Thus, while higher densities are likely to reduce overall driving 
levels in a metropolitan area, traffic is likely to become more congested overall 
and in local neighbourhoods. Greater traffic congestion leads to higher air pollution 
levels at the neighbourhood level and to negative health risks. For example, 
research published by the American Heart Association indicates "air pollution levels 
vary significantly in urban areas and that people who live close to highly congested 
roadways are exposed to greater health risks."48 

llS:f.i;jl:ll Density and Vehicle-hour Intensity 
46 International Urban Areas (1990)49 
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llS:M;Jill Traffic Density and Population Densities 
Counties in major U.S. Metropolitan Areas 50 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions: One of the principal rationales for compact 
development policies is the perceived necessity to reduce automobile use in order 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Compact development policies may not be 
necessary to achieve GHG emissions reduction objectives. 

•Automobile fuel efficiency standards are being improved. The government 
recently increased new-car fuel efficiency standards by a quarter,51 which will 
reduce future GHG emissions. The United States government is expected to 
mandate a further 65 per cent improvement for 2025. It seems likely that 
Canada's future standards will be similar. These improvements would bring 
substantial reductions in GHG emissions, even as vehicle usage continues to rise. 

• According to U.S. research by McKinsey & Company and The Conference Board 52 

substantial and cost-effective GHG emissions reductions are possible "while 
maintaining comparable levels of consumer utility," which was defined as "no 
change in thermostat settings or appliance use, no downsizing of vehicles, home 
or commercial space and traveling the same mileage" and no shift to "denser 
housing." The basis of this research could indicate similar or even more positive 
results in Canada, since automobile GHG emissions per capita are lower than in 
the United States. 

The compact development objective of reducing driving to reduce GHG emissions 
can be neutralized, at least in part, by the degradation in vehicle fuel economy 
that occurs in the more-congested traffic conditions that occur from higher 
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densities. As the fuel per kilometre consumed increases, GHG emissions rise at the 
same rate. 

This is illustrated in the Transport Canada report on congestion costs, s3 which 
provides fuel-efficiencys4 data based upon congestion levels. Cars moving at 
85 kilometres an hour (km/h) on a freeway produce approximately 35 per cent 
less GHG emissions than cars in congested conditions at a speed of 30 km/h. 
Slower, more-congested traffic also emits more GHG on arterial streets. Thus, a 
freeway with an average speed of 30 km/h, on which there is less driving, could 
produce more GHG emissions than the 85 km/h freeway. This calculation of speed, 
congestion and GHG emissions may not have been sufficiently considered in 
transportation plans. 

Finally, economic research has associated compact development policies with a 
negative impact on metropolitan economies, their competitiveness and the living 
standards of their households. 

• Research in the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United States has 
associated lower than expected economic and employment growth with more
stringent land-use regulation. ss 

• There is also a virtual consensus in the economic research that compact city 
policies drive house prices up by virtue of creating a shortage of land for housing 
(just as OPEC-induced oil shortages drive up the price of gasoline). s6 This raises 
the price of housing, reduces the standard of living and leaves households with 
less discretionary income to spend on other goods and services. Recent concerns 
about a housing bubble are at least partially related to the effect of land 
rationing that compact city policy creates. 

Making Metropolitan Areas More Competitive 

If metropolitan areas are to become more competitive, they will need to focus 
on reducing work trip travel times, which will also ease congestion and improve 
the speed of commercial traffic. Favouring a particular mode of travel, whether 
transit or automobile, diverts policy-makers from the objective. Metropolitan 
transportation plans need to prioritize funding to achieve delay-hour reductionss7 

at the lowest possible cost regardless of the mode of travel. The cost per 
reduced delay hour should be a principal tool for evaluating the performance 
of metropolitan mobility policy. This will reduce travel time and improve 
competitiveness. 

Telecommuting: Moreover, additional attention to working at home would be 
appropriate, as information technology increasingly makes telecommuting more 
attractive. Already, working at home accounts for a larger share of work access 
than does transit for job locations outside the central municipalities of Toronto, 
Montreal and Vancouver (8.9 per cent versus 7.2 per cent). ss 

Working at home is (along with walking and cycling) the most sustainable 
methods9 for accessing employment, because it eliminates the work trip and 
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the attendant GHG emissions, which are produced by both cars and transit. 

Working at home has substantial potential for expansion, unlike walking and 
cycling, which cannot access the entire metropolitan area. 6° Further, because 
the commute time is reduced to zero minutes, telecommuting reduces average 
commute times of workers. 

Working at home receives little or no public funding, and it would be appropriate 
to examine the potential for applying incentives, including funding set aside for 
sustainable transportation, 61 to telecommuting. 

Replicating Success: Canada's major metropolitan areas do not have to look 
far for an example of world-class competitiveness with respect to work trip travel 
times. Edmonton has one of the shortest work trip travel times of any major 
metropolitan area for which data is available (above). With a one-way work trip 
travel time of 23 minutes, Edmonton ranks among the metropolitan areas with the 
shortest commutes in its 1,000,000 to 2,500,000 population class. Edmonton is in 
the top quarter of the 109 major metropolitan areas for which data is available. 

Yet, Edmonton exhibits characteristics that urban planning seeks to extinguish. 
Edmonton has the lowest transit work trip market share among the major metro
politan areas. Edmonton spends the least proportionately on transit. Edmonton's 
population density is the lowest. Edmonton is the least centralized, with only 
7 per cent of its employment downtown, one-half that of the major metropolitan 
area average. The Edmonton population centre (urban area) density is little 
more than one-third that of Toronto, nearly one-third less than the second least 
densely populated population centre (Calgary). Yet, Edmonton is the nation's most 
competitive major metropolitan area in terms of the important indicator of work 
trip travel time. Edmonton demonstrates the importance of outputs (goal orienta
tion, as described below), rather than inputs in metropolitan competitiveness. The 
goal is not density, transit or centralization, it is minimizing the time that people 
spend commuting, and thereby facilitating greater economic growth than the 
metropolitan area would otherwise achieve. 

Moreover, Edmonton's performance is competitive with that of U.S. metropolitan 
areas, which generally have shorter work trip travel times than do international 
competitors of similar population size. 62 With their lower population densities, 
more decentralized employment patterns and lower transit ridership, U.S. 
metropolitan areas of similar size tend to have shorter commute times. At the 
same time, they represent the principal competition for Canadian metropolitan 
areas due to their proximity and the increasing integration of the two economies. 
The factors behind these shorter commute times in Edmonton and in the United 
States deserve examination. 63 

This is not to suggest that the major metropolitan areas should simply emulate 
the policies of Edmonton or the U.S. metropolitan areas any more than they 
should import policies wholesale from Europe or Japan. However, the spatial 
arrangements and travel patterns that have produced shorter commute times 
elsewhere deserve at least as much attention as those of metropolitan areas that 
have longer commute times. 
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Conclusions 
Indeed, as the FCM suggests, government should "make sure reducing commute 
times is a priority." For that goal to be met, it will be necessary to adopt policies 
that have shortened the time it takes to get to work. There are instances where 
this can occur because of new transit investments, but, by and large, the fastest 
commute is by car. Much of the modern metropolitan area cannot be served by 
transit that is time-competitive with the automobile. As a result, travel by auto
mobile will remain the rational choice for the vast majority of trips. 

Moreover, transit's potential is seriously hampered. Transit expenditures (adjusted 
for inflation) have risen well in advance of both service levels and ridership. This 
suggests that transit's principal financial problem is not insufficient funding but 
insufficient cost control. In this light, there seems little justification for an expan
sion of the federal role. 

A National Transit Cost-Effectiveness Strategy: The focus of transit advocacy 
would be best shifted from acquiring additional revenue to improving cost-effec
tiveness. Such initiatives can only be implemented at the provincial levels. If 
there is to be any national transit plan, this should be the first task. 

It would be useful for CUTA (or others) to take the lead in developing an annual 
performance-monitoring system that reports such indicators as the trend in 
operating and capital cost per passenger relative to general inflation and the 
incremental operating and capital cost per new passenger. These indicators and 
others should be reported at both the national and metropolitan level. 

Improving Metropolitan Competitiveness: The Federal Role: All levels of 
government should co-operate to identify the most promising strategies to reduce 
commute times and improve metropolitan competitiveness. The federal government 
could assist in this effort by redirecting some of its transit budget to researching 
afford-able strategies that can reduce commute times regardless of the mode of 
travel. Public officials should have access to annual data that indicate the reduction 
in commuter delay hours attributable to each mode of employment access (includ
ing telecommuting) together with cost by mode and cost per delay hour. This type 
of information could inform decisions that reduce commute times. 

Residents and businesses in Canada's metropolitan areas would be best served by 
goal-oriented co-operative research that is objective and squarely directed toward 
getting people to their jobs quicker. The focus should be on what works rather 
than on preconceived notions of how a city should look or how people should 
travel. 
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Appendix A: The Transit Market 
Mass transit use has grown substantially in recent decades. In 2010, total rider
ship was more than 35 per cent higher than in 1950, though the urban population 
grew much faster. As a result, there was a 55 percent drop in per capita ridership 
from 1970 to 2010 (Chart 10). 

By the early 1970s, transit was unprofitable and subsidy programs were established 
to maintain and improve ridership. The result was increased ridership, though not 
enough to materially increase transit's share of urban travel. Transit ridership per 
capita has fluctuated since 1970, and in 2010, it was 15 per cent higher. 

As automobile use has proliferated, transit's success in improving its 1970 per 
capita ridership is an important accomplishment. For example, in the United 
States, transit ridership per capita (urban) dropped more than 20 per cent during 
the same period despite substantial federal funding that began before 1970 and 
has continued to grow. 
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At the same time, transit's share of travel in the major metropolitan areas has 
been generally static. Between 2001 and 2006, the share of employees using 
transit for the work trip rose from 18.5 per cent to 18.6 per cent, a 0.3 per cent 
increase in market share. 64 There was a minor reduction in the share of travel by 
automobile (minus 1.1 per cent); however, trips by automobile increased more 
than three times that of transit. The share of people working at home increased 
6.3 per cent. 65 
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The highest transit commuter market shares are in Toronto and Montreal, followed 
closely by Ottawa-Gatineau. The lowest transit commute market share is in 
Edmonton (Table 7). 

llfl"lll Commute Market Shares (2009) 
Major Metropolitan Areas Over 1,000,000 Population 

Car Car Walk or All Other Work 
Geography Driver Passenger Transit Bicycle Modes at Home TOTAL 

Calgary 64.2% 7.0°/o 14.5% 6.2°/o 1.0°/o 7.1°/o 100% 

Edmonton 64.2% 7.4% 9.1% 5.9% 1.1% 6.0% 100% 

Montreal 61.3% 4.7% 20.1% 6.9% 0.8% 6.2% 100% 

Ottawa-Gatineau 58.6% 7.5°/o 18.2% 8.3°/o 0.8°/o 6.6°/o 100% 

Toronto 59.2% 7.0°/o 20.7% 5.4°/o 0.9°/o 6.9°/o 100% 

Vancouver 61.7% 6.5% 15.1% 7.3% 1.1% 8.4% 100% 

Metropolitan Areas 
62.6% 6.7% 16.3% 6.7% 0.9% 6.8% 100% Over 1,000,000 

Canada: National 66.8% 7.1% 10.2% 7.1% 1.1% 7.7% 100% 

Source: 2006 Census 
Includes work at home and excludes people with no fixed place of work (data not collected) 66 

Appendix B: The Geography of 
Transit in Toronto 
There is no better evidence of transit's strength than its role in providing mobility 
to downtown Toronto. Each of these characteristics combines to make transit the 
rational choice for commuting to the central business district. 

• Downtown Toronto is the largest central business district in the nation, and it has 
the greatest concentration of high-rise office buildings. 

• Downtown Toronto has the greatest employment density of any geographic area 
of similar size in the nation, at 55,000 per square kilometre (centre-ville de 
Montreal has an employment density of 53,000). 67 

• Downtown Toronto has by far the most intense level of transit service in the 
metropolitan area. It is well served with frequent subway trains, commuter 
trains, buses and streetcars, and many trips are time-competitive with the auto
mobile. Virtually all jobs in the downtown are within walking distance (400 metres) 
of subway stations (and bus and streetcar stops). 

• Downtown Toronto is served by one of North America's largest subway systems. 68 

All but one subway line has stations in downtown Toronto, and it (Sheppard) 
provides convenient connections to downtown via the Yonge Street line. Many 
trips on the subway are time-competitive with the automobile, because the 
subway is not slowed by traffic congestion. 
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• Union Station in downtown Toronto is the focal point of the GO Transit commuter 
rail system, the largest suburban rail system in the nation. Nearly all (96 per 
cent) travel on GO Trains begins or ends at Union Station69 despite the fact that 
downtown Toronto has only 12 per cent of the metropolitan area's jobs. Many 
trips on the GO Transit trains are time-competitive with the automobile, because 
the trains are not slowed by traffic congestion. 

• Some trips to nearby work locations outside downtown may require a transfer to 
the subway or GO Train to local bus or streetcar services. Because of the high 
transit demand, these services run frequently and little time is lost in transfer
ring between services. These short transfer times make commuting by transit 
faster and minimize the time that riders must spend in inclement weather. 

•The high value of downtown land, which is the result of this intensity of commer
cial and employment activity, makes parking rates far higher than elsewhere in 
the metropolitan area. This increases costs for people who drive, which makes 
the time-competitive transit service more attractive. 

• The traffic congestion on major roadways to downtown is substantial, because 
such a disproportionately large number of vehicles have destinations in such a 
small area. Despite the high levels of transit service, many downtown workers 
(albeit a small minority) have schedules or midday travel requirements that make 
transit an impractical alternative to the automobile. Traffic congestion is also 
intensified by the fact that a considerable number of trucks and other commercial 
traffic are focused on downtown, where they service the extraordinarily intense 
commercial and employment activity. 

• The result of this traffic congestion is that even if a commuter is not deterred by 
the high parking prices, it is not unusual for the home to downtown trip to be as 
fast or faster by transit as by car. 

However, most employment is not downtown. Despite having the tallest buildings 
and the greatest concentration of tall buildings in metropolitan areas, only 13 per 
cent of employed persons work downtown. 70 Areas outside downtown account 
for 87 per cent of employment, more than six times the number of employees 
downtown. 

Other Dense Centres: There are some dense employment centres outside the 
Toronto central business district, but they are much smaller and do not have the 
intensity of transit service from around the metropolitan area. For example, in 
the central municipality of Toronto (as opposed to the metropolitan area), only 
14 per cent of employment outside downtown is in dense employment centres 
(such as North York and Scarborough), 41 per cent is in considerably less dense 
warehousing, manufacturing and office park areas,71 while the largest share (45 
per cent) is dispersed throughout the city, neither in employment centres nor 
employment areas. The largest dense centre outside Toronto is North York, which 
has only 38,000 jobs, less than one-eighth that of downtown. Yet, North York may 
be the largest dense centre in the nation outside a downtown area. 
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Toronto Pearson Airport Employment Area: The largest employment areas 
outside downtown have much lower densities. The Toronto Pearson International 
Airport employment area surrounds the airport and is reported to be the largest 
employment centre in Canada. 72 This area has approximately 355,000 employees, 
compared with the approximately 325,000 in the Toronto central business district. 
Employment is nearly 10 times that of the high-rise North York centre (38,000). 

Yet, the employment patterns in the Toronto Pearson Airport employment area are 
impractical for transit service that is time-competitive with the automobile. The 
airport employment area is spread over more than 120 square kilometres, which 
is more than 20 times the area of downtown Toronto. Its density of employment 
is less than 3,000 per square kilometre, barely 5 per cent the level of downtown's 
55,000. 

It is virtually impossible for employees throughout the metropolitan area to reach 
the airport area on transit that is time-competitive with the automobile. This 
disadvantage is not easily solved. If grade-separated 73 rapid transit lines (such as 
a subway or busway) were built across the Toronto Pearson International Airport 
employment area, only a small percentage of the jobs would be within walking 
distance (within 400 metres). Walks of up to 8 kilometers could be necessary from 
stations to employment locations. 74 This compares with the virtually 100 per cent 
downtown jobs that are accessible by walking from subway stations, etc. 

It would take much more for transit to provide service that is time-competitive 
with the automobile in the lower density employment areas that predominate 
throughout metropolitan areas. Multiple expensive rapid transit lines would be 
needed. Each line would need to be connected to other grade-separated rapid 
transit lines that radiate to all parts of the metropolitan area. As in downtown, 
a dense mesh of local transit services (bus and streetcar) would be needed from 
close residential areas. Further, services would need to be at least as frequent 
as in the downtown to attract automobile drivers. All of this would be costly, and 
because the density of traffic (riders) would be substantially less than on the 
services to downtown, much higher operating subsidies would be required to 
make up for the much smaller fare revenue. 

'' It is virtually impossible for employees 

throughout the metropolitan area to reach the 

airport area on transit that is time-competitive 

with the automobile. 
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ll'lJ1i:ll High-income Metropolitan Areas 
Average One-way Commute Times 

Average 
One-way Rank 
Commute (Shortest Population 

Time to Size Class: 
Country Metropolitan Area (Minutes) Longest) Survey Year Survey Year 

Europe Valencia, Spain 19 1 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Bielefeld, Germany 20 2 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Seville, Spain 20 2 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

United States Buffalo, NY 20 2 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Oklahoma City, OK 20 2 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Rochester, NY 20 2 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Milwaukee, WI 21 7 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Salt Lake City, UT 21 7 2007 1-2.SM 

Europe Toulouse, France 22 9 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

United States Columbus, OH 22 9 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Hartford, CT 22 9 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Kansas City, MO-KS 22 9 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Louisville, KY-IN 22 9 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Virginia Beach, VA-NC 22 9 2007 1-2.SM 

Canada Edmonton, AB 23 15 2010 1-2.SM 

Europe Bremen, Germany 23 15 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Lyon, France 23 15 1994-1998 1-2.SM 

Europe Newcastle upon Tyne, UK 23 15 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Nuremberg, Germany 23 15 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Sheffield, UK 23 15 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Stuttgart, Germany 23 15 2003-2006 2.5-SM 

United States Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN 23 15 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Cleveland, OH 23 15 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Indianapolis, IN 23 15 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Memphis, TN-MS-AR 23 15 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI 23 15 2007 2.5-SM 

United States Portland, OR-WA 23 15 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Providence, RI-MA 23 15 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Raleigh, NC 23 15 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Richmond, VA 23 15 2007 1-2.SM 

Europe Barcelona, Spain 24 31 2003-2006 2.5-SM 

Europe Di.isseldorf, Germany 24 31 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Essen (Rhein-Ruhr), Germany 24 31 2003-2006 SM+ 

Europe Hannover, Germany 24 31 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Copenhagen, Denmark 24 31 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

FCPP POLICY SERIES NO . 135 • MAY 2012 • IMPROVING THE COMPETITIVENESS OF METROPOLITAN AREAS 

36 

RL0026750 



EM29662 

(1FRONTIERF POLICY SERIES 

Table 8 Continued 

Europe Liverpool, UK 24 31 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Turin, Italy 24 31 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

United States Austin, TX 24 31 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Charlotte, NC-SC 24 31 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Las Vegas, NV 24 31 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Pittsburgh, PA 24 31 2007 1-2.SM 

United States San Antonio, TX 24 31 2007 1-2.SM 

United States San Diego, CA 24 31 2007 2.S-SM 

United States San Jose, CA 24 31 2007 1-2.SM 

United States St. Louis, MO-IL 24 31 2007 2.S-SM 

United States Tampa-St. Petersburg, FL 24 31 2007 2.S-SM 

Europe Cologne, Germany 2S 47 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Leeds-Bradford, UK 2S 47 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Naples, Italy 2S 47 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Zurich, Switzerland 2S 47 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

United States Birmingham, AL 2S 47 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Denver, CO 2S 47 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Jacksonville, FL 2S 47 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Nashville, TN 2S 47 2007 1-2.SM 

United States New Orleans, LA 2S 47 2007 1-2.SM 

United States Phoenix, AZ 2S 47 2007 2.S-SM 

United States Sacramento, CA 2S 47 2007 1-2.SM 

Canada Calgary, AB 26 S8 2010 1-2.SM 

Europe Bristol, UK 26 S8 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Frankfurt, Germany 26 S8 2003-2006 2.S-SM 

Europe Glasgow, UK 26 S8 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Manchester, UK 26 S8 1999-2002 2.S-SM 

Europe Oslo, Norway 26 S8 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

United States Dallas-Fort Worth, TX 26 S8 2007 SM+ 

United States Detroit. MI 26 S8 2007 2.S-SM 

United States Orlando, FL 26 S8 2007 1-2.SM 

Canada Ottawa-Gatineau, ON-QC 27 67 2010 1-2.SM 

Europe Hamburg, Germany 27 67 2003-2006 2.S-SM 

Europe Milan, Italy 27 67 1999-2002 2.S-SM 

Europe Munich, Germany 27 67 2003-2006 2.S-SM 

Europe Ostrava, Czech Republic 27 67 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Porto, Portugal 27 67 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Japan Nagoya 27 67 2008 SM+ 

United States Houston, TX 27 67 2007 SM+ 

United States Los Angeles, CA 27 67 2007 SM+ 
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Table 8 Continued 

United States Miami, FL 27 67 2007 SM+ 

United States Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD 27 67 2007 SM+ 

United States San Francisco-Oakland, CA 27 67 2007 2.S-SM 

United States Seattle, WA 27 67 2007 2.S-SM 

Europe Birmingham, UK 28 80 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Vienna, Austria 28 80 1989-1993 1-2.SM 

United States Baltimore, MD 28 80 2007 2.S-SM 

United States Boston, MA-NH 28 80 2007 2.S-SM 

United States Atlanta, GA 29 84 2007 SM+ 

United States Riverside-San Bernardino, CA 29 84 2007 2.S-SM 

Canada Vancouver, BC 30 86 2010 1-2.SM 

Europe Brussels, Belgium 30 86 1989-1993 1-2.SM 

Europe Rotterdam, Netherlands 30 86 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

United States Chicago, IL-IN-WI 30 86 2007 SM+ 

Canada Montreal, QC 31 90 2010 2.S-SM 

Europe Amsterdam, Netherlands 31 90 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Lisboa, Portugal 31 90 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

Europe Berlin, Germany 32 93 2003-2006 2.S-SM 

Europe Dublin, Ireland 32 93 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Europe Rome, Italy 32 93 1999-2002 2.S-SM 

United States Washington, DC-VA-MD-WV 32 93 2007 SM+ 

Canada Toronto, ON 33 97 2010 SM+ 

Europe Madrid, Spain 33 97 2003-2006 SM+ 

Australia Sydney, NSW 34 99 2009 2.S-SM 

Europe Paris, France 34 99 2008 SM+ 

Europe Praha, Czech Republic 34 99 1999-2002 1-2.SM 

United States New York, NY-NJ-PA 34 99 2007 SM+ 

Europe Stockholm, Sweden 3S 103 2003-2006 1-2.SM 

Japan Osaka-Kobe-Kyoto 36 104 2010 SM+ 

Europe London, UK 37 lOS 1999-2002 SM+ 

Singapore Singapore 38 106 2010 SM+ 

Korea Seoul 42 107 1991 SM+ 

China Hong Kong 46 108 2002 SM+ 

Japan Tokyo 46 108 2010 SM+ 

Sources: Data from Statistics Canada, Eurostat (latest data available), Transport for New South Wales, 
the Japanese Statistics Bureau, Hong Kong Transport Department, 75 Statistics Singapore, the United 
States Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Kenworthy and Laube (1999). 

Note: Data from the metropolitan areas of Japan is median rather than mean (average) travel time. 
Average travel times are likely to be longer, because the large number of commutes over one hour would 
skew the average commute time higher. 
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Ommeren (2008), Does Land Use Planning Shape Regional Economies? Available online at: 
http://www.tinbergen.nl/discussionpapers/08004.pdf and Alan W. Evans (2004), Economics and 
Land Use Planning. Available online at: http:l/onlinelibrarv.wiley.com/book/10.1002/9780470690895. +-

56. A literature search by Quigley and Rosenthal (2005) at the University of California lists more 
than 25 studies over a period of 30 years, all of which show an association between compact 
city policies and higher house prices. Quigley, and L. Rosenthal (2005), "The Effects of Land Use 
Regulation on the Price of Housing: What do We Know? What Can We Learn," Cityscape, 8, 69-138. +-

57. Delay hours are hours are additional hours that are spent traveling due to traffic congestion. 
The total delay hours in a metropolitan area is the excess time of all people traveling combined. +-

58. Calculated from Statistics Canada 2006 data for work location. +-

59. Statistics Canada classifies transit, walking and cycling as sustainable modes of transportation 
in its reports on commuting. Although not a means of travelling to work, working at home is a 
sustainable mode of access to work, because it produces neither air pollution nor GHG emissions. +-

60. Wendell Cox (2011), Telecommuting and Working at Home in the Emerging Work Environment, 
Frontier Centre for Public Policy. Available on line at: http://mobi.fcpp.org/publication.php/3812 .+-

61. Statistics Canada defines sustainable transportation modes as transit, walking and cycling. 
Adding telecommuting or working at home to this definition would be appropriate, because 
substituting telecommuting or working at home for driving eliminates the work trip and attendant 
air pollution and GHG emissions. +-

62. Despite the addition of 33 million single-occupant vehicles to daily commuting since 1990, one
way work trip travel times in the United States increased only marginally from 22.4 minutes to 
25.3 minutes in 2010. +-

63. It is possible that such a review would reveal that the shorter work trip travel times are at least 
as much a result of allowing market forces to operate as they are a result of conscious planning. +-

64. Calculated from Statistics Canada data. This calculation excludes Vancouver, which experienced 
a transit strike during the 2001 census, so its data was not comparable to other censuses. +-

65. Derived from Statistics Canada 2006 census data. +-
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66. The exclusion of people with no fixed work address probably increases transit's market share, 

because variable work locations, such as work locations outside downtown, generally cannot be 
served by transit service that is competitive with the automobile (See "The Geography of Transit" 
above). +-

67. Transportation Association of Canada (2010). +-
68. Montreal's Metro carries more passengers than the Toronto subway does, and it has a similar 

length. +-
69. GO Transit (2012), What is GO? Available online at: http://www.gotransit.com/public/en/ 

aboutus/whatisgo.aspx . +-
70. This is based upon the total resident employee figure, which includes people who have no fixed 

work address and people who work at home. +-
71. Called employment districts by the city. +-
72. This includes portions of Mississauga, Brantford and Toronto. +-
73. Assumes station spacing is no greater than in downtown Toronto. +-
74. Assumes average employment density of the employment centre. +-
75. The Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (2003), Travel Characteristics 

Survey 2002 - Final Report. Available online at: http://www.td.gov.hk/en/publications and 
press releases/publications/free publications/travel characteristics survey 2002 final report/ 
index.html. +-
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November 2011 

Smart Growth Hurts the Urban Poor 
Urban planners hurting the home-owning dream 

By Wendell Cox 
http://www.fcpp.org/pu blication. php/3957 

October 2009 

A Canadian Autobahn 
Creating a world-class highway system 

By Wendell Cox 
http://www.fcpp.org/pu blication. php/3030 

For more see 

www.f 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29360 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 9:25 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: Mtg with Alfred on Millennium @ Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

more details » 
Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 
When Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am Pacific Time 

Where Rm 7550 C!r@Q) 

Calendar lucira lia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Sergio Ibarra 

• Lisa Webber 

• Dan Scott 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29816 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:21 AM 
Katharine Paull 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:49 AM, Katharine Paull <kpaull@earthlink.net> wrote: 
I am supporting the appeals (VTT-7183 7-CN-lA) that oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC
CUB-CU-ZV-HD) planned for Hollywood 
and to be addressed at the Planning Commission meeting on March 28th. 

The Millennium project would dwarf the Hollywood surroundings, replacing history with yet another large 
commercial endeavor, not unlike 
LA Live and the Big Box stores that have replaced mom and pop businesses. Please honor differentiation in 
architecture and good sense 
in usage that does not usurp air space and viable road usage. The two towers of the project are reminiscent of 
the two world trade towers 
in lower Manhattan that rose above their local environment. Hollywood is not Manhattan. 

Katharine Paull 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear James 

EM29197 

Richard A. Greenberg <richardagreenberg@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 5:05 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Frederica Cooper 
VTTM 71837-CN 

It is alarming to me that a project this dense would be allowed in Hollywood where traffic is already past 
saturation level on Highland, Vine, Franklin and Hollywood Blvd. not to mention the 101 freeway. The 
Millennium Project is not complying with the 150' maximum building height and it appears that they are 
planning to build significantly beyond that creating a situation of impossible density. I am completely against 
this project as it is now proposed. I live in the Hollywood Hills on Hillcrest Road which is used as a cut-through 
for people trying to avoid the Highland and Franklin intersection. Cars coming through here drive as if they 
already are or still on the 101 freeway and I am frightened daily at the speed with which automobiles come 
careening down this already narrow and steep street as I TRY to pull out of my driveway. Please consider my 
words here as you review the plans for this development. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Greenberg 
H /// 323 512 2329 
M/// 3107137316 

richardagreenberg@gmail.com is my active account 
Ill Please update your contact information accordingly. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29198 

Summer Rona <summer@summerrona.com > 

Monday, March 18, 2013 5:12 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Summer James 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29817 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:21 AM 
Arnold Newman 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:08 AM, Arnold Newman <rain.forest@earthlink.net> wrote: 

Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD (Millennium Hollywood) 

Dear City Planning Commissioners, 

As currently proposed, the Millennium Hollywood project is out of scale and inadequate in addressing the 
protection of view corridors and historical landmarks such as the Capitol Record Building. Traffic mitigation 
and parking in keeping with the magnitude of scope of the proposed buildings and occupancy dearly needs to be 
addressed. 

We urge you to match the scale of the project with adequate safeguards. 

Sincerely, 

Arnold Newman, Ph.D. 

President, Oak Forest Canyon Homeowners Association 

3 93 1 Camino de la Cumbre 

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 

(818) 788-2002 phone (818) 990-3333 fax 
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Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29818 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM29361 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 9:39 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

Sorry, been out sick. Will certainly look into this as soon as possible. 

Srimal 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 
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As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 

11 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 
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On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29364 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29668 

ggg@copper.net 

Sunday, March 24, 2013 11:43 AM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Tract Appeal VTT-71837-CN-lA 

FB095_SmartGrowth.pdf 

Please add the attached pdf to the administrative record for case CPC-
2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR -- CPC-2013-103-DA and to 
the appeal for VTT-71837-CN-lA. 

Regards, 

George Abrahams 
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The Costs of Smart 
Growth Revisited: 

A 40 Year Perspective 

By Wendell Cox 
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THE COSTS OF SMART GROWTH REVISITED FRONTIER BACKGROUNDER 
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"Soaring" land and house prices "certainly represent the biggest 
single failure" of smart growth, which has contributed to an increase 
in prices that is unprecedented in history. This finding could well 
have been from our new The Housing Crash and Smart Growth, 
but this observation was made by one of the world's leading urban
ologists, Sir Peter Hall, in a classic work 40 years ago. Hall led an 
evaluation of the effects of the British Town and Country Planning 
Act of 1947 ( The Containment of Urban England) between 1966 and 
1971. The principal purpose of the Act had been urban containment, 
using the land rationing strategies of today's smart growth, such 
as urban growth boundaries and comprehensive plans that forbid 
development on large swaths of land that would otherwise be 
developable. 

The Economics of Urban Containment (Smart Growth): The findings 
of Hall and his colleagues were echoed later by a Labour Government 
report in the mid-2000s which showed housing affordability had 
suffered under this planning regime. Author Kate Barker was a 
member of the Monetary Policy Committee of the Bank of England, 
which like America's Federal Reserve Board, is in charge of monetary 
policy. Among other things, the Barker Reports on housing and 
land use found that urban containment had driven the price of land 
with "planning permission" to many multiples (per acre) above that 
of comparable land where planning was prohibited. Under normal 
circumstances comparable land would have similar value. 

Whether coming from the left or right, economists have demonstrat
ed that prices tend to rise when supply is restricted , all things 
being equal. Certainly there can be no other reason for the price 
differentials virtually across the street that occur in smart growth 
areas. Dr. Arthur Grimes, Chairman of the Board of New Zealand's 
central bank (the Reserve Bank of New Zealand), found the differ
ential on either side of Auckland's urban growth boundary at 10 
times, while we found an 11 times difference in Portland across the 
urban growth boundary. 

House Prices in America: The Historical Norm: Since World War II, 
median house prices in US metropolitan areas have generally been 
between 2.0 and 3.0 times median household incomes (a measure 
called the Median Multiple). This included California until 1970 (Figure 
1). After that, housing became unaffordable in California, averaging 
nearly 1.5 times that of the rest of the nation during the 1980s and 
1990s (adjusted for incomes). Even after the huge price declines 
from the peak of the bubble, house prices remain artificially high in 
Los Angeles, San Francisco, San Diego and San Jose, with median 
multiples of six or higher. 
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Figure 1: Housing Affordability Since 1950 
Major Metropolitan Areas: Median Multiple 

10 
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William Fischel of Dartmouth University examined a variety of justifi
cations for the disproportionate rise of California housing prices 
and dismissed all but more restrictive land use regulation. He noted 
that "growth controls (restrictive land use regulations) have the 
undesirable effect of raising housing prices." Throughout the rest of 
the nation, more restrictive land use regulations have been present in 
every market where house prices rose substantially above the historic 
Median Multiple norm, even during the housing bubble. No market 
without smart growth has ever reached these heights. 

Setting Up for the Fall: Excessive Cost Increases in Smart 
Growth Markets: The Housing Crash and Smart Growth, published 
by the National Center for Policy Analysis, examined the causes of 
house price increase during the housing bubble. The analysis included 
all metropolitan areas with more than 1,000,000 population. It 
focused on 11 metropolitan areas in which the greatest cost increases 
occurred (the "ground zero" markets), comparing them to cost 
increases in the 22 metropolitan areas with less restrictive land 
use regulation. 1 

• Less Restrictively Regulated Markets: In the less restrictively 
regulated markets, the value of the housing stock rose approxi
mately $560-billion, or 28 per cent from 2000 to the peak of 
the bubble. 2 In nearly all of these markets, the Median Multiple 
remained within the historical range of 2.0 to 3.0 and none 
approached the high Median Multiples that occurred in the "ground 
zero" markets. 

THE COSTS OF SMART GROWTH REVISITED 
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• Ground Zero Markets: The value of the housing stock rose 
$2.9-trillion from 2000 to the peak of the bubble in the "ground 
zero" markets, all of which have significant land use restrictions. 3 

The 112 per cent increase in the "ground zero" markets was four 
times that of the less restrictively regulated markets. The Median 
Multiple rose to unprecedented levels in each of the "ground zero" 
markets, peaking at from 5.0 to more than 11.0, four times the 
historic norm. 

The 28 per cent increase in relative house value that occurred in 
the less restrictively regulated markets (those without smart 
growth) is attributed to the influence of loosened lending standards. 
The excess above 28 per cent, which amounts to $2.2 in the "ground 
zero" markets is attributed to the supply restricting strategies of 
smart growth (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: 
Housing Stock Value: Peak of the Bubble 

Allocated by Liberal Lending and Land Restriction 

- Increase Due to Smart Growth 
- Increase Due to Looser Lending 
- Base Value (Adjusted from 2000) 

Ground Zero Markets Less Restrictive Markets 
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The Fall: Smart Growth Losses 
The largest house price drops occurred in the markets that had exper
ienced the greatest cost escalation, both because prices were artificially 
higher but also because prices in smart growth markets are more 
volatile. The "ground zero" markets, with only 28 per cent of the owner 
occupied housing stock, accounted for 73 per cent of the pre-crash losses 
($1.8-trillion). Thus, much of the cause of the housing crash, which most 
analysts date from the Lehman Brothers bankruptcy (September 15, 
2008), can be attributed to these 11 metropolitan areas. 

By contrast, the 22 less restrictively regulated markets accounted for 
only six percent ($0.16-trillion) of the pre-crash losses. These 22 markets 
represented 35 per cent of the owned housing stock (Figure 3). 

Figure 3: 
Housing Value and Losses and Share of Houses 

More Restrictice vs. Less Restrictive Markets 
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(Smart Growth) 

If the losses in the ground zero markets had been limited to the rate 
in the less restrictively regulated markets (the estimated impact of 
cheap credit), losses would have been $1.6-trillion less. 4 The Great 
Recession might not have been so "Great." 

Economic Denial and Acknowledgement: In his writing forty 
years ago, Dr. Hall noted that English planners denied the connection 
between the unprecedented house price increases and urban 
containment. This same denial also informs smart growth advocates 
today. This is perhaps to be expected, because, as Hall noted 40 
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years ago, an understanding of the longer term consequences would 
have undermined support for these policies. 

To their credit, some advocates recognize that smart growth 
raises house prices. The Costs of Soraw/-2000, a volume largely 
sympathetic to smart growth, also indicates that urban containment 
strategies can raise housing prices. The only question is how much 
smart growth raises house prices. The presence of urban containment 
policy is the distinguishing characteristic of metropolitan markets 
where prices have escalated well beyond the historic norm. 

The Social Costs of Smart Growth: Moreover, the social impacts 
of smart growth are by no means equitable. Peter Hall says that 
the "less affluent house-owner ... has paid the greatest price for 
(urban) containment". 5 He continues: "there can be little doubt about 
the identity of the group that has got the poorest bargain. It is the 
really depressed class in the housing market: the poorer members 
of the privately-rented housing sector." Finally, Hall laments as 
well the impact of these policies on the "ideal of a property owning 
democracy." 

Hall's four decades old concern strikes a chord on this side of the 
Atlantic. Just last week, a New York Times/CBS News poll found that 
nine out of ten respondents associated home property ownership 
with the American Dream. Planning needs to facilitate people's 
preferences, not get in their way. 

Endnotes 
1. The housing stock value uses a 2000 base, which adjusts house prices based upon 

the change in household incomes to the peak. 

2. The underlying demand for housing was substantial in some of the less 
restrictively markets, which is illustrated by the strong net domestic migration to 
metropolitan areas such as Atlanta, Austin, Dallas-Fort Worth, Houston, Raleigh 
and San Antonio. At the same time, some more restrictive markets (smart 
growth) that hit historically experienced strong demand were experiencing huge 
domestic outmigration, indicating little in underlying demand. This includes Los 
Angeles, San Francisco, San Diego and San Jose. Demand, however is driven 
upward in more restrictively metropolitan areas by speculation which, according 
to the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas is attracted by supply constraints. 

3. The 11 "ground zero" metropolitan markets were Los Angeles, San Francisco, 
San Diego, San Jose, Sacramento, Riverside-San Bernardino, Las Vegas, Phoenix, 
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Miami and the Washington, DC area. 

4. The pre-crash losses in the 18 other restrictively regulated markets were $0.5-
trillion. These markets accounted for 37 per cent of owner occupied housing in the 
metropolitan areas of more than 1,000,000 population, compared to 35 per cent 
in the less restrictively regulated markets, yet had losses three times as high. 

5. The Containment of Urban England also indicates that new house sizes have been 
forced downward by the planning regulations (see cover photo). 
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FURTHER READING 

7th Annual Demographia International Housing Affordability Survey 
By Wendell Cox, http://www.fcpp.org/publication. php/3580 

Toronto: 3 Cities in More Than One Way 
By Steve Lafleur, http://www.fcpp.org/publication. php/3649 

About the author 

Wendell Cox is principal of Wendell Cox Consultancy, an international 
public policy, demographics and transport consulting firm. He has 
developed a leadership role in urban transport and land use and the 
firm maintains three internet websites: www.demoqraphia.com, www. 
publicpuroose.com and www.rentalcartours.net . Mr. Cox has completed 
projects in Canada, the United States, Asia, Australia, New Zealand, 
Europe and Africa. He is author of War on the Dream: How Anti-Sprawl 
Policy Threatens the Quality of Life, and a co-author with Richard Vedder 
of The Wal-Mart Revolution: How Big-Box Stores Benefit Consumers, 
Workers, and the Economy. 

He was appointed to three terms on the Los Angeles County Transporta
tion Commission which oversaw highways and public transit in the largest 
county in the United States. He was also appointed to the Amtrak Reform 
Council. Mr. Cox is visiting professor at the Conservatoire National des Arts 
et Metiers (a national university) in Paris. 

Cover photo: New, smaller exurban housing in the London area (by author). 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM29199 

Don Andres <andres2007@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 5:30 PM 

Cc: councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org; councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org; 'Marian 
Dodge'; tgerger@pacbell.net; James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Subject: FW: Please Oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project 
Attachments: imageOOl.jpg 

Dear Franklin/Hollywood Blvd West Neighbors, 

Please sign the petition opposing the size of the Millennium Project that is to be built around the Capitol Records 
Building. This is very important due to its overwhelming size and impact on the health, safety, parking and 
infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. Every voice counts! 

Petition link: http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium?source=c.em.mt&r by=7343547 

Thanks, 

Don 

Don Andres, President 

Franklin/Hollywood Blvd. West Homeowners Association 
7470 Franklin Avenue 
Hollywood, CA 90046-2242 
andres2007@sbcglobal.net 
323.333.7445 (cell) 
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Note: The Franklin/Hollywood Boulevard West Homeowners Association consists of more than 200 residents. If 
copied on this email, their respective email addresses do not appear due to privacy reasons. 

Background Information ---

From: "Terri Gerger" <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Hi all, 

Please distribute far and wide so we can gather as many signatures in opposition to the 
Millennium project as possible before March 28th. 

I created a petition to Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN and Tom 
LaBonge, CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD which says: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan 
and will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and 
infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory 
Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium 
Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and 
adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency 
guidelines. 

Will you sign this petition? Click here: 

http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-m i llen ni um ?source=c.em. mt&r by= 7343547 

Thanks! 

From: Marian Dodge [mailto:president@hillsidefederation.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 2:05 PM 
Subject: Please Oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project 

Dear Hillside Federation Friends, 

At the Federation March 13 meeting we heard a presentation by the developer of the Millennium Hollywood 
project. (See the Federation's March newsletter for details on the project. It's the 2 towers that would dwarf the 
adjacent Capitol Records building.) There were many questions and much discussion. Terri Gerger of 
Hollywood Dell Civic Assn. moved the motion to oppose the project as currently proposed for the reasons 
stated above. The Federation has written a letter supporting Hollywood Dell's position. Your organization can 
also send a letter of support to City Planning Commission clerk at James.K.Williams@lacity.org. I suggest 
copying the letter to Eric Garcetti and Tom LaBonge. 

You may weigh in as individuals by signing the petition below. 
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Marian Dodge, President 
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations 
www. hi llsidefederation. org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29819 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:21 AM 
jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 10: 19 AM, Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29820 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11:21 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 

RL0026779 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear James K. Williams: 

EM29202 

AE Chavez < ehekatl@me.com > 

Monday, March 18, 2013 5:58 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

The Hollywoodland Homeowners Association is a hillside community that will be heavily impacted by 
the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project in its current incarnation. We would like to let you know 
that we support a 150' height limit (12-14 stories) on the Millennium Hollywood Project to maintain the 
Historic Scale of the area. Most historic buildings in Hollywood, including the Capitol Records building 
conform to that scale, as does the W Hotel built quite recently. The Blvd 6200 Project across from the 
Pantages Theater also is conforming to the 150 foot height limit--it is modern, in accord with the 'New 
Hollywood' that the area has long wanted, and is responsible and sustainable development. 

We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood, while encouraging 
responsible new and infill development. The consensus of adjoining communitiesimpacted by this 
project, experts such as architects and engineers, and pure common sense has led us to the 
conclusion that the Millennium Hollywood project will havesignificant and adverse impacts on a 
number of Hollywood's historic resources and limited infrastructure. We hope you agree that a project 
of this magnitude requires thorough vetting of the issues with accurate 
information, thoughtful responses and compliance with the basic CEQA requirements. 

We support the position of Terri Gerger of the Hollywood Dell: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and 
will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of 
Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies 
issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its 
proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the 
proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in 
relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

Best Regards, 

Alex Chavez 
HHA President 

-- This message and related information was sent to the intended addressee only and is protected by the Electronic 
Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. 2510-2521. The information within this email may contain confidential information 
which may be privileged, is confidential, and exempt from disclosure to any unintended party under applicable law. If you 
receive this message in error, you are notified that this information is confidential in nature and use of said information is 
strictly prohibited by law. If received in error, notify sender immediately. Further, any images disseminated within this email 
may be copyrighted, and all legal copyright uses shall be enforced by sender or owner of images. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29676 

Richard Elfman <richard@buzzine.com> 

Sunday, March 24, 2013 2:19 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
BeachwoodCanyon@sbcglobal.net 
Millenium project 

My family owns a 1926 apartment building in Beachwood Canyon. I have also lived here the past twelve 
years. Simply stated, there is already too much traffic on our streets, too high a density in the area. Secondly, 
there is an aesthetic here, a distinct character that makes Hollywood what it is. The Millennium project is so 
vastly over scale that it will ruin our skyline, literally dwarf everything around it. 

I do not even understand how this monstrosity has even gotten as far at it has. I suspect it boils down to 
money and connections. It makes us ask who our representatives are really working for. 

Please stop this outrageous assault on our neighborhood! 

Richard Elf man 
Publisher I CEO 
Buzzine Networks 
424.226 BUZZ 
323.460.6675 (direct) 
Buzzine.com 
Buzzi neBol lvwood .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29365 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 9:39 AM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: millennium FEIR 

Thank you, Srimal. Hope you're feeling better. 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 9:38 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Sorry, been out sick. Will certainly look into this as soon as possible. 

Srimal 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 
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No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 

11 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

2 
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Thank you, 
Luci 

EM29367 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29368 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29203 

May Pulido <maukabreeze@hotmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 6:42 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
lydskidoo@hotmail.com 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I support the appeals against the Hollywood Millennium Project. 

May Pulido 
Hollywood Heights resident 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29204 

Robby Djendrono < rdjendrono@gmail.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 7:07 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Sincerely, 
Robby Djendrono 
Hollywood Hills residence 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29821 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11:26 AM 
jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 11 :20 AM, Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29205 

baz <bazdennen@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 7:12 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I write in support of the appeals to the Millennium Project. These buildings are completely out of context 
with Hollywood. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29677 

BARRY JOHNSON <bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 4:54 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org; tom.labonge@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Dear Hollywood Councilmembers and Luciralia Ibarra, 

Regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project (VTT-71837-CN-1A) 

1. I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-1A). 
2. I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD). 
3. I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA). 
4. I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR). 
5. I oppose unlimited height for the buildings. 
6. I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations. 
7. I oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside of 
the "Transit Corridor"). 

Furthermore, it's appalling to think the view from the Hollywood Hills would be forever marred by these twin skyscrapers 
surrounding (and dwarfing) the historic Capital Records Building. Shame on you all! 

Sincerely, 

Barry Johnson 
4166 Farmdale Ave. 
Studio City, CA 91604 

(818) 761-0983 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29822 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11:38 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29206 

Diane Laskin <rubyhazard@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 7:28 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I'm writing on behalf of any and all appeals to stop the Millennium Towers project from building over 
the 150 ft. historic scale ofHollywood. 
Other builders have and are complying with the height limit. Millennium should not get a pass! 

I object to the proposed towers, not only for aesthetic and historic reason, but more importantly, because the 
area cannot bear that much more traffic. 
Last Thursday afternoon at 3 :30 p.m., my drive time on Vine from Sunset Blvd. to Franklin Blvd., (A mere half 
mile.) was fifteen minutes! 
I live in the area, and find that kind of congestion is apparent almost every afternoon between 3 :30 and 6:30 
p.m .. 
I'd hate to think what would happen if police or fire vehicles need to get through quickly. There wasn't even 
room for cars to pull over and out of the way. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Diane Laskin 

6400 Primrose Ave. 17 
L.A., CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Chris, 

EM29369 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 10:45 AM 
Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan 
Luciralia Ibarra; Karen Hoo 
Fwd: millennium FEIR 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it to Alfred this 
morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help explain how the cumulative 
impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
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EM29370 

- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 

11 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
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The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29372 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29207 

vbstewart68@aol.com 

Monday, March 18, 2013 9:59 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

Support the appeal against the Millennium Project! 
Thank you, 
Victoria Stewart 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29678 

Don Andres <andres2007@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 5:22 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org; councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org; 
carolyn.ramsay@lacity.org; sharon.shapiro@lacity.org; 
President@hi 1 lsidefederation.org; and res2007@sbcglobal.net 
VTTM 71837-CN Millennium Hollywood Project 

Please distribute this email letter from the Franklin/Hollywood Blvd Residents Association regarding the 
Millennium Hollywood Project to the City Planning Commission for VTIM 71837-CN to be heard on March 28, 
2013. 

As President of Franklin/Hollywood Blvd. West Residents Association (an association of over 200 residents), I 

request that you reconsider the impacts of this proposal's massive size and increased traffic burdens upon our 
City's residential communities. The City and the Developer need to focus on "Community-scaled 
Development"1 consistent with the approved Hollywood Community Plan. 

The Project is out-of-scale and out-of-character with the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and 

will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of 
Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. We request that prior to the City Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals 
regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the 
Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and 
adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) guidelines. 

Additionally, the Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc. representing 40 neighborhood 

associations of over 200,000 residents unanimously passed a motion at its March 13, 2013 Meeting opposing 
the Millennium Project as currently proposed. Finally, the status of the current on-line petition "Opposition to 
the Millennium Hollywood Project11 has over 750 signatures opposing the scale of the Millennium Project. 

Clearly, there is consensus in the Hollywood Community that the Millennium Project needs to be re-scaled to 
be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan1 CEQA and CRA guidelines. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Don Andres, President 
Franklin/Hollywood Blvd. West Homeowners Association 
7470 Franklin Avenue 
Hollywood, CA 90046-2242 
andres2007@sbcglobal.net 
323.333.7445 (cell) 
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Note: The Franklin/Hollywood Boulevard West Homeowners Association consists of more than 200 
residents. They were copied on this email -- their respective email addresses do not appear due to privacy 
reasons. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Calvin, 

EM29823 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
Hollis, Calvin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 
I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29824 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29373 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 10:57 AM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan; Luciralia Ibarra; Karen Hoo 
Re: millennium FEIR 

Hi Srimal. Not sure how to respond .... but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and analyzed in the 
respective sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional details/responses. If so, we can have 
Seth draft something. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 10:45 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it to Alfred this 
morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help explain how the cumulative 
impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
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My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 
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http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

3 

RL0026804 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

EM29680 

Hope Anderson < hopeanderson09@gmail.com > 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 5:28 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I am a resident of Beachwood Canyon who is very concerned about the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project. While I 
understand the inevitability of higher buildings in Hollywood, nothing has been done to create a supportive 
infrastructure for their construction. 

Our streets are already inadequate to the traffic, with jams occurring not only during peak hours but throughout the 
day. Recently during rush hour it took me 40 minutes to travel on Franklin Avenue from Western to Beachwood, a 
distance of one mile; this occurred in the absence of an accident or other emergency. North-south streets are similarly 
jammed, forcing residents who can't get home early to sit in traffic. The congestion on Hollywood's streets is 
compounded by badly timed lights (such as those on Yucca) that impede the flow of cars, and a lack of left-turn signals 
(why are there none at Gower and Franklin, where traffic is constantly backed up?). 

In the midst of this chaos, we residents are expected to absorb an exponential increase of cars from the Millennium 
Project, despite the fact that there is nowhere for the traffic generated by these towers to go. Until the City can provide 
a realistic answer to this question, and a real solution to the current, dire traffic problems in Hollywood, it would be 
irresponsible to approve the project as it stands. This is not a question of NIM BY-ism but a realistic assessment of the 
situation at hand: too many cars and too little space. 

Thank you for your consideration of my letter. 

Sincerely yours, 

Hope Anderson 
Writer /Di rector /Producer 
www.hopeandersonproductions.com 
www.underthehollywoodsign.com 
(323) 957-6867 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM29208 

Robert Goes < robert@designgoes.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:13 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

High 

As a resident of the Hollywood area for over 25 years, specifically Beachwood Canyon, I am appalled that we as citizens 
are being force fed the non conforming Millennium Project. 

It is factual already that City Council is determined to exploit any area of the city for tax revenues no matter what Zoning 
and Ordinances stand to protect the better interest of any community. The over development of non conforming height 
in residential units is evident clearly in Marina del Rey on Via Marina. So much so that a judge was disbarred for taking 
750k in hush money. People are thinking that approving a project that defies the 150 ft height restriction, citing an 
absurd traffic study and the deficiency in the EIR would point to graft and corruption on some level. Prove this here say 
false by supporting the appeals against this Millennium Project. 

Hollywood is a historic district and needs to maintain cohesive zoning and ordinances period. Its unfair to force some 
projects to the books while giving another project, such as the Millennium, the right to ruin the community by shear 
scale and disregard for proper urban planning. City Council needs to realize allowing developers to run wild to increase 
tax revenues is not the method to shore up a city on the brink of bankruptcy. 

Sincerely 

Robert Goes 
5962 Graciosa Drive 
Hollywood, Ca 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM25440 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 11:47 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 4 of 5) 

Attachments: Exhibit J - USC Health Sceicnes Campus Project - 2005 - SCH# 2004101084.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Czerwinski, Ellen <ECzerwinski@manatt.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 4, 2013 at 5:06 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 4 of 5) 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "De la Cruz, Victor" <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 

For inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 23 1-5606 Direct 
(310) 9 14-571 2 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@m anatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROH IBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt .com or by telephone at (31 Ol 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 
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Division of Land I Environmental Review 

City Hall • 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 • Los Angeles, CA 90012 

.. ~ 
~· LOS ANGELES CITY 

PLANN ING 
CEPARTMENT 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
VOLUME] 

NORTHEAST Los ANGELES COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
ENV-2004-1950-EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2004101084 

Council District 14 

THIS DOCUMENT COMPRISES THE FIRST PART OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR THE PROJECT DESCRIBED. THE FINAL EIR, WHICH 
WILL ALSO CIRCULATE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT, COMPRISES THE 

SECOND AND FINAL PART. 

Project Address: USC Health Sciences Campus/1510-1520 San Pablo Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 

Project Description: The Project is proposed to occur on seven development sites within the USC Health Sciences 
Campus (HSC). The seven development sites are identified as Development Sites A through G. The Project 
consists of the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet of academic and medical research facilities 
as well as medical clinic facilities. The development sites currently contain surface parking lots and/or are 
underdeveloped. Parking accommodations to support the proposed academic and medical-related uses are also 
included as part of the Project. The seven development sites comprise approximately 22 acres within the existing 
HSC. Actions requested by the applicant include: a General Plan Amendment from Public Facilities to General 
Commercial for Development Site C; a General Plan Amendment from Limited Industrial to General Commercial 
for Development Sites E and F; a Zone Change from PF to C2 for Development Site C; a Zone Change for the 
Development Sites to establish [Q] and/or [D] conditions; a Height District Change from 1 VL to 2 for Development 
Site D; a Zone Change from CM-1 to C2-2 for Development Sites E and F; a Variance from the distance 
requirement for parking to be provided within 750 feet of the proposed use; the abandonment of Henry Street 
through either a merger and resubdivision or a street vacation; and possible subdivision actions. 

APPLICANT: 
University of Southern California 

PREPARED BY: 

Environmental Review Section 

Los Angeles City Planning Department 

May2005 
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I. SUMMARY 

l. PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)1 and the Guidelines for California Environmental 
Quality Act (State CEQA Guidelines), as amended. 2 As discussed below, the City of Los 
Angeles is the Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA. 

The purpose of this EIR is to inform agency decision-makers and the general public of 
the potential environmental effects of developing additional academic and medical-related (e.g., 
medical research, medical clinic, etc.) facilities within the existing Health Sciences Campus 
(HSC) in northeast Los Angeles (the "Project"). In accordance with Section 15121 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, the EIR shall identify all potentially significant effects of the Project on the 
physical environment to determine the extent to which those effects could be reduced or avoided 
and to identify and evaluate mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to the Project as 
proposed. 

In accordance with Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR also includes 
an examination of the effects of cumulative development in the vicinity of the proposed Project. 
Cumulative development includes future development expected to occur prior to or concurrent 
with the construction and opening of the proposed Project. The EIR also evaluates the potential 
impacts of four alternatives to the proposed Project. 

2. EIR FOCUS AND EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

In compliance with CEQA Section 21080.4, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared 
by the City of Los Angeles and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and 
Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on October 20, 2004. The 30-day 
response period for the NOP ended on November 19, 2004. The Initial Study attached to the 
NOP identified those environmental topics where the proposed Project could have adverse 
environmental effects and indicated that an EIR would need to be prepared to document these 
effects. 

1 Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21178. 
2 California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387. 
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In the Initial Study, the City of Los Angeles determined that implementation of the 
proposed Project may, either by itself or in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future development in the vicinity, have significant effects in the following areas: 

• Land Use/Planning; 

• Aesthetics/Views; 

• Transportation/Circulation; 

• Air Quality; 

• Noise; and 

• Utilities (Water and Wastewater) 

A public scoping meeting for the EIR was held on November 4, 2004. Written and oral 
comments were taken at the scoping meeting and letters were submitted from interested parties. 
The Initial Study conducted for the proposed Project and the NOP, as well as written and oral 
comments received in response to the NOP, are presented in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The 
City of Los Angeles determined that the proposed Project would not have the potential to cause 
significant impacts in the following areas: Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, 
Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils, Hydrology/Water Quality, Hazards/Hazardous Resources, 
Hydrology/Water Quality, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, and 
Recreation. Therefore, these issues are not examined in this Draft EIR. The rationale for the 
finding that no significant impacts would occur for these issues is provided in the proposed 
Project's Initial Study, attached as Appendix A of this Draft EIR. 

3. EIR ORGANIZATION 

This Draft EIR is organized into the following seven chapters: 

I. Summary. This chapter describes the purpose of the EIR, EIR focus and effects 
found not to be significant, EIR organization, Project background, areas of 
controversy and issues to be resolved, public review process, discretionary 
actions, and a summary of environmental impacts and mitigation measures as well 
as alternatives to the proposed Project. 

U. Project Description. This chapter presents the location, characteristics, and 
objectives of the proposed Project. 
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Ill. General Description of the Environmental Setting. This chapter contains a 
description of the existing setting and a list of known related projects in the region 
that are anticipated for completion by 2015, the expected time of completion for 
the proposed Project. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analysis. This chapter contains the environmental 
setting, Project and cumulative impact analyses, mitigation measures, and 
conclusions regarding the level of impact significance after mitigation for each of 
the environmental issues addressed in this EIR (i.e., Land Use, AestheticsNiews, 
Transportation/Circulation, Parking, Air Quality, Noise, and Utilities). 

V. Alternatives to the Proposed Project. This chapter provides analyses of each of 
the alternatives to the proposed Project, including, but not limited to, a No Project 
Alternative and the development of the proposed Project at an alternative site. 

VI. Other Environmental Considerations. This chapter presents an analysis of the 
significant irreversible changes in the environment that would result from the 
proposed Project, as well as the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed Project. 

VU. References, Preparers and Persons Consulted. This chapter lists all of the 
references and sources used in the preparation of this Draft EIR, as well as all of 
the persons, agencies, and organizations that were consulted or contributed to the 
preparation of this Draft EIR. 

This Draft EIR includes the environmental analysis prepared for the proposed Project and 
six appendices, namely: 

• Appendix A-Initial Study, Notice of Preparation (NOP), and NOP Comment Letters 

• Appendix B-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

• Appendix C-Traffic Impact Analysis 

• Appendix D-Air Quality Calculation Worksheets 

• Appendix E-Noise Calculation Worksheets 

• Appendix F-Water and Sewer Sanitation Reports 

- F -1 Water Infrastructure 
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- F-2 Sewer Sanitation Infrastructure 

4. BACKGROUND OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed Project would be developed within USC's ex1stmg Health Sciences 
Campus (HSC), a state-of-the-art academic and medical research and treatment campus with 
specific work in the fields of cancer, gene therapy, neurosciences, and transplantation biology, as 
well as programs in occupational therapy and physical therapy. As an example, the HSC 
includes the USC/Norris Comprehensive Cancer Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha 
Neurogenetics Institute, the Doheny Eye Institute, the School of Pharmacy, the Keck School of 
Medicine, the Center for Health Professions, and the Norris Medical Library. In addition to 
these facilities, the HSC contains many ancillary uses including vivariums, a contributing 
element to the ongoing academic and medical related activities that occur at the HSC. On June 
22, 2004, the City's Zoning Administrator determined that vivariums are ancillary uses that are 
permitted within designated locations of the HSC. 

The proposed Project includes the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 square 
feet of floor area. This range of development is analyzed to allow for flexibility in the ratio of 
uses that are developed. Since the medical clinic uses are more intensive than the academic 
and/or medical research uses, an increase in the medical clinic use developed would require a 
reduction in the academic and/or medical research facilities that could be developed. For 
example, should 585,000 square feet of floor area be developed, a total of 465,000 square feet of 
academic and/or medical research facilities would be developed, and the balance, 120,000 square 
feet, would be developed with medical clinic uses. In the event on-site development reaches 
765,000 square feet, a total of 720,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities 
would be developed and the amount of medical clinic development would be decreased to 
45,000 square feet. 

The proposed Project would occupy seven Development Sites within the HSC. 
Development Site A, which is approximately 2.46 acres in size, is centrally located within the 
HSC and is part of a 8.06-acre parcel that also includes the Center for Health Professions and the 
Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI). The basement of future building(s) on Development Site 
A could be designed to connect to the basement of the existing adjacent ZNI building. 
Development Site B, a 1.13-acre site at the northeast corner of Alcazar and San Pablo Streets, is 
north of USC Health Care Consultation II and as such is also centrally located within the HSC. 
Development Site C is located in the western portion of the HSC on the north side of Zonal 
Avenue, between State Street to the east and Mission Road to the west across from the existing 
Women and Children's Hospital. This 3.68-acre site is currently used as a 548-space surface 
parking lot. Development Site D is an approximately 0.77-acre site located on the west side of 
Biggy Street between Zonal and Eastlake Avenues and is currently used as a 106-space surface 
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parking lot. Development Site E consists of 7.64 acres on the east side of San Pablo Street 
between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard and is currently used as an 826-space surface 
parking lot. Development Site F consists of 2.65 acres of vacant land on the west side of San 
Pablo Street. Development Site G comprises approximately 4.0 acres of the larger 8.06-acre 
parcel that includes Development Site A, the Center for Health Professions, and the ZNI 
building. 

5. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY /ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the City include issues known 
to be of concern to the community and issues raised in the response to the circulated NOP. 
Issues known to be of concern to the community include traffic, parking, air quality, and noise. 
The issue of the Project's traffic relative to the Union Pacific at-grade railroad crossing at San 
Pablo Street, south of Valley Boulevard, was raised during the public scoping meeting. Issues 
raised in response to the NOP include potential traffic impacts within an area of existing regional 
congestion and potential air quality impacts in an area of degraded air quality. 

6. PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

The City of Los Angeles circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed 
Project on October 20, 2004. During the following 30-day comment period, nine (9) letters were 
received. In addition, a public scoping meeting was conducted on November 4, 2004. The NOP 
and letters and comments received during the comment period are included in Appendix A of 
this Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR will be circulated for a 45-day review period as required under CEQA.3 

Following the public review period, written responses will be prepared on all comments received 
and these comments and responses will be incorporated into a Final EIR. No final actions (e.g., 
approval or denial) will be taken on the proposed Project until the Final EIR has been reviewed, 
certified as complete, and considered by the appropriate decision-makers. Dates of meetings 
when the proposed Project is scheduled to be considered will be published and officially noticed 
in accordance with all legal requirements. 

3 Public Resources Code Section 21091. 
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7. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

The Draft EIR examined four alternatives to the proposed Project: (1) No Project; 
(2) Reduced Density; (3) Alternative Land Use; and (4) Alternative Site. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the Project would not be implemented and that 
the existing physical condition of the Project Site and existing uses at the Project Site would 
remain unchanged. Construction and operation of new academic and medical research facilities, 
as well as medical clinic facilities, within the HSC would not occur. Furthermore, construction 
of ancillary facilities such as parking would not occur. Thus, this Alternative reflects existing 
environmental conditions as discussed under the Environmental Setting section for each issue 
analyzed in this EIR. 

The No Project Alternative would avoid the significant, unavoidable traffic, air quality 
and construction noise impacts associated with the proposed Project. The No Project 
Alternative's impacts on aesthetics, while not significant, would be greater than the proposed 
Project because benefits of the Project relative to policies pertaining to aesthetics as set forth in 
the urban design policies would not be realized. However, the No Project Alternative would not 
accomplish the Applicant's objectives to assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to become 
one of the nation's very top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and provide them 
with a rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as internationally 
competitive research scientists. Furthermore, support of the basic Project objectives relative to 
the development of centralized academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities within 
the existing HSC would not occur with the No Project Alternative. In addition, the No Project 
Alternative would not provide the quantity and quality of laboratory space required in order to 
recruit new, world-renowned faculty, provide for buildout of the existing HSC site required to 
meet the demand for new programs, or create a pedestrian-friendly campus environment. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density 

The Reduced Density Alternative includes the proposed uses as set forth with the Project, 
but reduces the scale of the development that would occur at the Project Site. On an overall 
basis, the amount of development is reduced by 30 percent, to reflect the development of 
between 409,500 and 535,500 square feet of floor area. Should 409,500 square feet of floor area 
be developed, a total of 325,500 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities would 
be developed, and the balance, 84,000 square feet, would be developed with medical clinic uses. 
In the event on-site development reaches 535,500 square feet, a total of 504,000 square feet of 
academic and/or medical research facilities would be developed and the amount of medical clinic 
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development would be decreased to 31,500 square feet. The Reduced Density Alternative could 
be developed at the same seven proposed Development Sites as the proposed Project. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would reduce, but not eliminate, the proposed Project's 
significant traffic, air quality, and construction noise impacts. However, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would only partially achieve the basic objectives of the Project. The Alternative 
would support the Applicant's mission to assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to become 
one of the nation's very top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and provide them 
with a rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as internationally 
competitive research scientists. In addition, the Reduced Project Alternative would also support 
the development of centralized academic, medical research, medical clinic facilities and create an 
on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment. However, since the Reduced Project 
Alternative would result in a 30 percent reduction in development, it would support the Project's 
basic objectives to a notably lesser extent than what would occur under the proposed Project. 

Alternative 3: Alternative Land Use 

This Alternative assumes the development of the Project Site with an alternative land use. 
The purpose of this alternative is to analyze a mix of land uses, different than the proposed 
Project, that would also result in reduced environmental impacts. Construction under this 
Alternative would consist of academic, medical research and medical clinic uses similar to the 
Project. However, this Alternative proposes development of a 200-room multi-level hotel 
facility with a total floor area of 200,000 square feet in lieu of academic, research and medical 
clinic uses (i.e. reduction of 160,000 square feet of academic and related research uses and a 
reduction of 40,000 square feet of medical clinic uses). The amount of academic/medical 
research and medical clinic uses that could occur under this alternative were determined by 
assuming that the number of vehicle trips generated by the three land use types collectively (i.e. 
academic/medical research, medical clinic and hotel) would not exceed those of the proposed 
Project. This alternative is selected because it proposes development of the Project Site with 
academic and medical related uses and represents a level of development that continues to 
support the existing facilities on the HSC. The hotel facility associated with this Alternative 
would house people with family members undergoing treatment at HSC facilities. 

Under this Alternative, the Project's significant traffic impacts, after mitigation, under 
Parking Scenario No. 1 would be unchanged and remain at four, but the number of significant 
impacts, after mitigation, under Parking Scenario No. 2 would be reduced from three to two.. In 
addition, under this Alternative, the Project's significant air quality, and construction noise 
impacts would remain, although they would be less than the proposed Project. Furthermore, the 
Alternative Land Use Alternative would only partially achieve the Project's basic objectives. 
The Alternative would support the Applicant's objectives to assist in achieving USC's goals for 
the HSC to become one of the nation's very top medical schools and to attract outstanding 
students and provide them with a rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that 
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trains them as internationally competitive research scientists. This Alternative would also 
support the development of centralized academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities; 
and would create an on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment. However, since the 
Alternative Land Use Alternative proposes development of a 200 room multi-level hotel facility 
in lieu of academic/research and medical clinic uses, it would support the basic objectives of the 
Project to a lesser extent than what would occur under the proposed Project. 

Alternative 4: Alternative Site 

This Alternative proposes to locate the Project at a different site as a means of 
understanding the environmental effects of the Project in a different geographical context. The 
alternate site selected for analysis is the Women and Children's Hospital site, located along the 
east side of Mission Road, generally between Zonal Avenue to the north and Marengo Street to 
the south in the City of Los Angeles. 

Under the Alternative Site Alternative, the Project's significant traffic, air quality, and 
construction noise impacts would remain. This Alternative's impact on aesthetics would be 
greater than the proposed Project's, although it would still be less than significant. In addition, 
this Alternative would only partially achieve the Project's basic objectives. The Alternative 
would support the Applicant's objectives to assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to 
become one of the nation's very top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and 
provide them with a rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as 
internationally competitive research scientists. However, the Alternative would not support the 
Project's basic objectives to provide for the development of centralized academic, medical 
research, and medical clinic facilities which would also facilitate a synergy with existing HSC 
facilities, nor would the Alternative create an on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment, 
as implementation of this Alternative would not allow for the development of the seven proposed 
Development Sites which are currently underutilized within the existing HSC. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

State CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior 
alternative to the proposed Project and, if the environmentally superior alternative is the "No 
Project Alternative," the identification of an environmentally superior alternative from among 
the remaining alternatives. 4 An environmentally superior alternative is an alternative to the 
proposed Project that would reduce and/or eliminate the significant, unavoidable environmental 
impacts associated with a project without creating other significant impacts and without 
substantially reducing and/or eliminating the environmental benefits attributable to the Project. 

4 CEQA Ciuidelines, Section 15126. 6(e)(2). 
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Selection of an environmentally superior alternative is based on an evaluation of the 
extent to which the alternatives reduce or eliminate the significant impacts associated with the 
Project, and on a comparison of the remaining environmental impacts of each alternative. CEQA 
requires that when the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, another 
alternative needs to be selected as environmentally superior. 

Based on the analysis presented in Section V of this Draft EIR, the No Project Alternative 
would be the environmentally superior alternative. In accordance with the procedure outlined 
above, the Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative 2) would be the environmentally superior 
alternative. While selected as the environmentally superior alternative, the Reduced Density 
Alternative would only partially achieve some of the Project objectives, as the amount of new 
facilities that would be developed would be lessened. This could potentially inhibit achievement 
of the Project's broader goals. It should also be noted that, other than the No Project Alternative, 
no alternatives would reduce the significant, unavoidable impacts, related to traffic, air quality 
and construction noise to levels that are less than significant. 

8. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

The environmental impacts and mitigation measures for the proposed Project are 
summarized below. 

1. Land Use 

a. Environmental Impacts 

Land use plans and policies applicable to the proposed Project include the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Framework, the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, the Adelante 
Eastside Redevelopment Plan, and the SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide. The 
Project Site is designated "Community Center" under the General Plan Framework. As such, the 
proposed Project supports the redevelopment and Community Center policies of these plans as it 
would: (a) preserve and enhance the existing HSC, a unique institutional resource of the 
community; (b) improve the quality of life for those who live and work in and visit the area 
through an expansion of existing HSC facilities; (c) create pedestrian-oriented, high activity, 
multi- and mixed-use centers that support and provide local identity; and (d) promote pedestrian 
activity via the design and siting of structures. The Project would also be consistent with the 
Framework's policies, which encourage development in centers and in nodes along corridors that 
are served by transit. 
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The seven proposed Development Sites are located within the established 56-acre HSC, 
which is developed with similar uses. Furthermore, the height of the proposed structures would 
not substantially contrast with the surrounding area, since the proposed structures would be 
consistent in scale with the existing HSC structures, as well as the other nearby institutional and 
public uses in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

The proposed Project would not exceed the land use thresholds of significance in that the 
interface of the proposed Project's physical and operational characteristics would be 
substantially compatible with the surrounding land uses; the Project would not result in the 
division, disruption or isolation of an existing established community or neighborhood; and the 
Project would be compatible with the applicable land use plans, policies and regulations. 

b. Cumulative Impacts 

Development of the related projects is anticipated to occur in accordance with adopted 
plans and regulations. Based on the information available regarding the related projects, it is 
reasonable to assume that the projects under consideration in the area surrounding the Project site 
would implement and support important local and regional planning goals and policies. 
Furthermore, each of these projects would be subject to the project and permit approval process 
and would incorporate any mitigation measures necessary to reduce potential land use impacts. 
Therefore, no significant cumulative land use impacts are anticipated. 

c. Mitigation Measures 

As no significant land use impacts would occur, no mitigation measures are required. 

d. Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Land use impacts would be less than significant. 

2. Visual Resources 

a. Environmental Impacts 

The aesthetic character of the HSC is that of a contemporary and integrated campus set 
into an existing urban landscape providing academic, research, hospital and medical office 
buildings, and parking facilities designed in a modernist style reflective of the high-tech research 
activity that occurs within these facilities. The surface parking lots that are designated for 
development currently feature limited landscaping consisting of ornamental trees and 
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landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape. These sites therefore offer limited aesthetic 
value to the area. 

The existing visual resources that contribute to the aesthetic character of the area include 
the existing USC Health Sciences Campus buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center, which display high-quality architecture and landscaping. Although the proposed Project 
would substantially change the current appearance of the seven Development Sites when viewed 
from within the HSC and from the streets immediately adjacent to the Development Sites, the 
existing vacant and surface parking lots proposed for development feature minimal landscaping 
and offer limited aesthetic value to the area. It is expected that the buildings that would be 
developed under the proposed Project would be designed in a style reflective of the existing 
academic, research and medical office buildings that define the aesthetic appearance of the HSC. 
Also, the heights of proposed structures would be comparable to the surrounding HSC buildings. 
Therefore, the Project would enhance the visual character of the area and would not substantially 
contrast with, degrade or eliminate the existing visual character of the area. 

Shadows cast by the proposed structures during the spring, summer and fall months 
would not extend onto any of the shadow sensitive uses in the vicinity of the seven proposed 
Development Sites due to the distance between the Development Sites and the shadow sensitive 
uses. However, during the winter months shadows cast by the proposed structure(s) on 
Development Sites E and F may extend onto Lincoln Park. During the winter months, Lincoln 
Park would only be shaded by the proposed structure(s) on Development Sites E and F for less 
than two hours, between the hours of 1:00 P.M. and 3 :00 P.M. Shadows cast by the other five 
proposed Development Sites (i.e., Development Sites A, B, C, D and G) would not extend onto 
any shadow sensitive uses. Therefore, Project impacts to off-site shadow sensitive uses are 
concluded to be less than significant. Much of the shading on the HSC itself can be attributed to 
the density and heights of the existing development within the HSC. Shadows cast by the 
proposed structures would not result in additional shading of on-site shadow sensitive uses. 
Therefore, impacts with respect to on-site shadow sensitive uses would also be less than 
significant. 

The proposed Project would implement policies of the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment 
Plan by enhancing the appearance of the seven underutilized Development Sites within the 
established HSC. With the implementation of Project Design features, which specifically 
address the City's Urban Design Policies, no significant impacts would occur relative to the 
applicable policies of the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan. The proposed Project would 
be consistent with the General Plan Framework's Community Center designation for the Project 
Site and with the policies regarding urban form, which include promoting pedestrian activity and 
enhancing the livability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development and 
improving the quality of the public realm. The proposed Project incorporates numerous 
pedestrian-oriented design features including sidewalks, exterior courtyards and pedestrian 
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walkways. In addition, by incorporating features that support visual amenities and pedestrian
oriented design elements, the proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and policies of 
the General Plan Framework that pertain to these issues. 

Although the signage for the proposed Project has not been finalized at this time, exterior 
signage for the proposed buildings would be compatible with the design of the existing signage 
within the HSC. The proposed signs would comply with the Division 62 (Building Code) 
regulations of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) with regard to the placement, 
construction and modification of all exterior signs and sign support structures. As such, impacts 
associated with visual quality and light and glare during Project operations would be less than 
significant. 

Construction of the proposed Project would involve the demolition and removal of six 
surface parking lots and one vacant lot within the existing HSC. All trees on those lots and street 
trees would be removed to allow for the construction of the proposed Project. The removal of 
street trees would detract from the visual character of the area and would create a temporary 
potentially significant aesthetic impact. However, upon completion of each building constructed, 
landscape plantings and trees would be installed along the perimeter of each Development Site, 
an improvement over existing conditions. All street trees would be replaced according to 
standard City requirements. 

Construction fencing along streets and sidewalks would potentially serve as a target for 
graffiti, if not appropriately monitored. The Applicant would contract with a graffiti removal 
company and would monitor each construction site. Although construction activities could 
temporarily degrade the visual character of the area, such activities would be short-term and, if 
mitigated and appropriately monitored, the visual impacts of construction would be less than 
significant. 

b. Cumulative Impacts 

Several related projects are planned or are under construction in the vicinity of the Project 
Site. All related projects would adhere to existing General Plan and Community Plan design 
guidelines via their respective approval processes. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the related 
projects would be reviewed relative to the valued visual resources in the Project area (e.g., views 
of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the distant San Gabriel Mountains, as well as views of 
both Hazard and Lincoln Parks), and, in doing so, it is anticipated that these view resources 
would not be significantly impacted. Ultimately, cumulative projects and ambient background 
growth would upgrade the visual character of the Project area. Continued investment in the 
surrounding community would meet the goals of the Community Plan and the Adelante Eastside 
Redevelopment Plan. Pedestrian safety, improved parking, improved campus design, and greater 
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interest in this older community would occur. No significant cumulative impacts upon aesthetic 
resources or views are anticipated. 

c. Mitigation Measures 

Specific design standards would be incorporated into the proposed Project to ensure an 
appropriate physical appearance. Compliance with the following mitigation measures would 
ensure that the Project would be in scale with the surrounding area and with the City of Los 
Angeles Urban Design policies and signage regulations. 

Mitigation Measure B-1: The Applicant shall ensure, through appropriate postings and 
daily visual inspections, that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, and that 
any such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a visually 
attractive manner throughout the construction period. 

Mitigation Measure B-2: Building fa<;ades facing public streets shall be designed to 
enhance the pedestrian experience and connectivity of the HSC campus 
through such features as wide and well-illuminated entry areas, landscaping, 
and informal gathering space. 

Mitigation Measure B-3: Architectural design and exterior building materials shall be 
compatible with the theme and quality of building design and materials used 
within the HSC campus. 

Mitigation Measure B-4: New utilities shall be constructed underground, to the extent 
feasible. 

Mitigation Measure B-5: Exterior signage for the proposed buildings shall be 
compatible with the design of the building. 

Mitigation Measure B-6: All new or replacement street trees shall be selected for 
consistency with the existing street trees or in accordance with a street tree 
master plan reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works Street 
Tree Division. 

Mitigation Measure B-7: All mechanical, electrical and rooftop equipment shall be 
screened from view from adjacent surface streets. 

Mitigation Measure B-8: Landscaping and/or vegetation features shall be incorporated 
into the design of each Development Site. 
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Mitigation Measure B-9: All exterior lighting shall be directed on-site or shielded to 
limit light spillover effects. 

d. Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Proposed design features, including the coordination of design with ex1stmg HSC 
structures, landscaping, courtyards, architectural articulation, and pedestrian amenities, which 
have been incorporated into the Project's building plans, together with recommended mitigation 
measures would further reduce the Project's less than significant visual resources impacts. 

3. Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

a. Traffic and Circulation 

(1) Environmental Impacts 

The proposed Project is expected to generate 753 vehicle trips (613 inbound trips and 140 
outbound trips) during the AM. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the proposed Project is 
expected to generate 774 vehicle trips (161 inbound trips and 613 outbound trips). Over a 
24-hour period, the proposed Project is forecast to generate 7,715 daily trips during a typical 
weekday (approximately 3,858 inbound trips and 3,858 outbound trips). 

In order to provide a conservative analysis of the Project's potential transportation 
impacts, two parking scenarios have been developed that reflect the greatest concentration of 
Project-related traffic on the local roadway system. Parking Scenario No. 1 assumes that parking 
for the Project would be provided entirely within Development Site C, the west side of the HSC. 
Parking Scenario No. 2 assumes that parking for the Project would be provided entirely within 
Development Site E or in combination of Development Sites E and F at the north end of the 
HSC. Growth in traffic due to the combined effects of continuing development, intensification 
of existing developments and other factors are assumed to be 1. 0 percent per year, through 2015. 
This growth, in addition to known related projects, is added to determine the baseline traffic 
condition for 2015. Project trips were then added to the baseline condition. Under this 
methodology, 11 of the 18 study intersections would be significantly impacted by the 
development of the proposed Project under both Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario 
No. 2. Nine of the 11 impacted intersections are the same under both parking scenarios. 

Project impacts with regard to facilities under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County 
Congestion Management Plan would be less than significant. With regard to the Union Pacific 
crossing on San Pablo Street, south of Valley Boulevard, it is conservatively concluded that a 
Project-related potentially significant impact could occur during the periods of time when traffic 
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is diverted due to train(s) blocking San Pablo Street. This potential impact is very temporary in 
nature (i.e., occurring approximately 12 times per day and lasting in duration between less than 
one and three minutes about half the time and occasionally lasting up to 18 minutes) and would 
be alleviated once San Pablo Street is available as a through traffic route. With regard to Project 
access, the intersections that provide access to the Project Site are projected to operate at LOS D 
or better under the future cumulative analysis conditions (i.e., future with Project and Project 
mitigation conditions). Thus, Project development would result in a less than significant Project 
access impact. 

As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, an 
analysis of potential Project impacts on existing transit service has been conducted. Impacts on 
public transit would occur if the seating capacity of the transit system serving the Project study 
area were exceeded. Given the relatively few number of transit trips generated by the proposed 
Project, less than significant impacts on existing and future transit service in the Project area are 
forecasted. 

Temporary lane closures are anticipated during Project construction only on streets 
located within the HSC. It is anticipated that temporary lane closures may occur on San Pablo 
Street, Alacazar Street, Eastlake A venue and Zonal A venue. Construction impacts for these 
types of streets are normally limited to between 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. Detours around the 
construction site(s) as a result of lane closures would not be required. Flag men, however would 
be used to control traffic movement during ingress or egress of trucks and heavy equipment from 
the construction site. 

Depending upon the specific nature of the construction activity (e.g., demolition, 
excavation, or concrete pouring), it is assumed the majority of truck traffic would be distributed 
evenly across the workday. Approvals required by the City of Los Angeles for implementation 
of the proposed Project include a Truck Haul Route program approved by LADOT and the 
City's Department of Building and Safety. Based on preliminary review, haul trucks and 
delivery trucks would generally travel along the I-5 Freeway, I-10 Freeway, Mission Road, Soto 
Street, Valley Boulevard, and Marengo Street to access and depart the Project Site. With the 
required haul route approval and other construction management practices, and implementation 
of construction design features, construction activities would create a temporary inconvenience 
to auto travelers, bus riders, and pedestrians during construction. Therefore, Project impacts 
with regard to construction traffic would be less than significant. 

(2) Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative effects on intersection operations attributable to traffic from ambient growth 
and related projects have been incorporated into the above analysis of the future baseline 
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condition. Cumulative growth in the Project area would result in increases in traffic on street 
and freeway segments in the Project vicinity. 

A comparison of 2015 with related project conditions indicates that based on the stated 
significance thresholds, cumulative development would result in four intersections operating at 
LOS E or F. It is conservatively concluded that cumulative development would yield a 
significant cumulative traffic impact on intersection operations at these locations. 

It is anticipated that related projects contributing to cumulative growth would be required 
on an individual basis to mitigate any significant traffic impacts to the extent possible and likely 
to less than significant levels. Nevertheless, since no guarantee exists that mitigation measures 
would be implemented with those projects, it is conservatively concluded that cumulative 
development would yield a significant cumulative traffic impact on intersection operations. 

(3) Mitigation Measures 

Eleven of the 18 study intersections would be significantly impacted by the development 
of the proposed Project under both Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2. Nine of 
the 11 impacted intersections are the same under both parking scenarios. In response to these 
significant impacts, the following mitigation measures are proposed under separate subheadings 
for Parking Scenario No. l and Parking Scenario No. 2: 

(a) Parking Scenario No.1 

Mitigation Measure C-1: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 1 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of widening the southbound off-ramp to provide an 
additional lane. The off-ramp would provide one left-tum only lane, one 
combination left-tum/through lane and one right-tum only lane. A traffic 
signal modification would also be required. 

Mitigation Measure C-2: Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly 
Street-Main Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. l during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of the installation of a traffic signal at 
this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-3: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. l during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of the installation of an eastbound right-tum only lane. 
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This measure will involve a lengthening of the red curb along the south side of 
Marengo Street west of the on-ramp. 

Mitigation Measure C-4: Intersection No. 10: Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. l during both the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of restriping the southbound approach to provide one left
through lane and one right-tum only lane and restriping the eastbound 
approach to provide one left-tum lane and one optional through/right-tum 
only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-5: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 1 during the AM. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of the installation of a traffic signal at the location. 
Traffic signal warrant analyses have been completed for the intersection. 

Mitigation Measure C-6: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 1 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of installation of a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-7: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. l during both the AM. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours. Partial mitigation for this intersection consists of the 
previously City reviewed and approved mitigation measure associated with 
the HNRT project. The previously reviewed and approved mitigation 
measure involves the widening of the I-10 Freeway Westbound Off-ramp to 
provide an additional right-tum only lane. The Preliminary Engineering 
Evaluation Report document is currently in preparation and will be submitted 
to the California Department of Transportation for review. 

Mitigation Measure C-8: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 1 during both the AM. and P.M. commuter peak hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of the removal of the raised median islands on Soto 
Street, north and south of Marengo Street, restriping the northbound and 
southbound approaches to provide dual left-tum lanes, two through lanes and 
one combination through/right-tum lane, as well as a traffic signal 
modification. This measure has only received conceptual approval at this time 

Mitigation Measure C-9: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off
Ramp-Wabash Avenue-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
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impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of restriping Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

(b) Parking Scenario No. 2 

Mitigation Measure C-10: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 2 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the 1-
5 Freeway SB and Mission Road intersection also would be applicable to 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-11: No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the AM. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the 
1-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street intersection also 
would be applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-12: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. l for the 1-
5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street intersection also would be 
applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-13: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The 
aforementioned traffic mitigation measure recommended for the Parking 
Scenario No. 1 for the San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street intersection also 
would be applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-14: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the 
San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue intersection also would be applicable to 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-15: Intersection No. 15: Soto Street and Alcazar Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
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No. 2 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection includes the installation of a second northbound left-tum lane and 
widening along the south side of Alcazar Street, west of Soto Street, to 
provide a fourth eastbound approach lane (i.e., the eastbound approach would 
provide one left-tum lane, one combination left-through lane and two right
tum only lanes). A traffic signal modification would also be required. 

Mitigation Measure C-16: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and 1-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 during both the A.M. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours. The aforementioned traffic m1t1gation measure 
recommended for Parking Scenario No. l for the Soto Street and 1-10 
Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street intersection also would be applicable to 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Mitigation Measure C-17: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 2 during both the AM. and P.M. commuter peak hours. The 
aforementioned traffic mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario 
No. l for the Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection also would be 
applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. This measure has only received 
conceptual approval at this time. 

Mitigation Measure C-18: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off
Ramp-Wabash Avenue-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of restriping Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

( 4) Level of Significance after Mitigation 

After implementation of the above described mitigation measures, the impacts of the 
proposed Project under Parking Scenario No. 1 upon study intersections during the AM. and P.M. 

peak commuter hour would be reduced to less than significant levels for all but four locations. 
Mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant levels at all but three 
intersections with implementation of Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Under Parking Scenario No. 1, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce 
the traffic impact to a less than significant level at the Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps
Charlotte Street intersection (Intersection No. 16) during the P.M. peak commuter hour. 
Additionally, no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the traffic impacts to a less 
than significant levels at the Mission Road and Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue intersection 
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(Intersection No. 7) during the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hours, and at the Mission Road and 
Daly Street-Marengo Street intersection (Intersection No. 5) during the P.M. peak commuter 
hour. Since the City of Los Angeles and Caltrans have not formally approved the mitigation 
measure proposed for the Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection (Intersection No. 17), it is 
concluded that a significant and unavoidable impact would also occur at this intersection during 
both the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hour. Under Parking Scenario No. 2 no feasible 
mitigation measures are available to reduce the traffic impact to a less than significant level at 
the Mission Road and Valley Boulevard intersection (Intersection No. 8) during the AM. peak 
commuter hour, and at the Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street intersection 
(Intersection No. 5) during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Similar to Parking Scenario No. 1, 
since the mitigation measure proposed for the Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection 
(Intersection No. 17) has not been formally approved, it is concluded that a significant and 
unavoidable impact would also occur at this intersection during both the AM. and P.M. peak 
commuter hour. 

If the mitigation measure proposed for the Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection is 
approved by the City of Los Angeles and Caltrans then the potentially significant project-related 
impact under Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2 during both the AM. and P.M. 

peak commuter hours would be reduced to a less than significant level. The mitigation for the 
Soto Street and Marengo Street intersection, which is elevated above the I-10 Freeway and is 
entirely on a bridge structure, consists of the removal of the raised median islands on Soto Street, 
north and south of Marengo Street, restriping the northbound and southbound approaches to 
provide dual left-tum lanes, two through lanes and one combination through/right-tum lane, as 
well as a traffic signal modification. The traffic signal installation may require a special 
foundation, given that the intersection is located entirely on a bridge structure. LADOT has 
conceptually approved this measure, pending review of detailed design (traffic and civil) plans. 
Construction of the measure would only occur during non-peak hours (between 9:00 AM. and 
3 :00 P.M.) during weekdays. It is anticipated that removal of the raised median islands on Soto 
Street would require the temporary closure of the nearest southbound and northbound travel 
lanes and that the traffic signal modification would likely occur during the same timeframe. As 
these mid-day lane closures would not occur during either the A.M. or P.M. peak commuter travel 
periods and would be short-term in nature (i.e., one to two weeks), potential impacts are 
concluded to be less than significant. 

If it is determined through the design process that a special foundation for the traffic 
signal poles cannot be installed without structural modification to the bridge, the construction of 
the measure would involve median removal, roadway restriping, a traffic signal modification and 
potentially the closure of some I-10 Freeway mainline travel lanes during the off-peak periods. 
It is anticipated that removal of the raised median islands on Soto Street would require the 
temporary closure of the nearest southbound and northbound travel lanes and that the traffic 
signal modification would likely occur during the same time frame. Whereas less than 
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significant impacts, as described above, would result due to the construction of the Soto Street 
improvements, the bridge reconstruction would likely take several months to complete and 
potentially require the closure of some mainline 1-10 Freeway travel lanes during off-peak 
periods. Due to the duration of impacts to the I-10 Freeway, implementation of the proposed 
Soto Street/Marengo Street intersection improvements may result in a significant secondary 
impact. 

The Project is treated as resulting in a significant impact at the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) at-grade crossing on San Pablo Street, immediately south of Valley Boulevard due to 
the existing intermittent adverse traffic conditions at this crossing. These impacts, however, 
would be temporary in nature (i.e., occurring approximately 12 times per day and lasting in 
duration between less than one and three_ minutes about half the time and occasionally lasting 
up to 18 minutes), and would be alleviated once San Pablo Street is available as a through traffic 
route. Absent either enforcement of a PUC ordinance that limits the duration that trains can 
block at-grade crossings or a relocation of the train stoppage to a point east or west of San Pablo 
Street, the impact of the Project relative to this railroad crossing would be potentially significant 
and unavoidable. Project impacts relative to the CMP, Project access and public transit would be 
less than significant. 

b. Parking 

(1) Environmental Impacts 

A net increase of 2,072 parking spaces is calculated for future parking facilities under 
both Parking Scenario No. l and Parking Scenario No. 2. Under Parking Scenario No. l, 
parking would be provided only on Development Site C, and under Parking Scenario No. 2, 
parking would be provided in Development Site E or in a combination of Development Sites E 
and F. The net increase of 2,072 would exceed the Code requirement of 1,423 to 1,548 spaces, 
depending on the future mix of developed land uses. 

The future parking supply for the USC Health Sciences Campus would increase to 
approximately 5,870 spaces (i.e., 3,798 existing + 2,072 net future = 5,870 spaces). Thus, the 
future parking supply of 5,870 spaces is anticipated to satisfy the Project's future Code parking 
requirement. In addition, based on a peak existing parking demand of 3, 132 spaces and a future 
peak demand of up to approximately 1,985 spaces, a total future peak parking demand of 5,117 
spaces (3, 132 + 1,985 = 5, 117 spaces) would result. As existing parking is sufficient to meet 
existing demand, and the Project would provide an increase of at least 2,072 spaces, the available 
parking supply would exceed the HSC' s future parking demand. As such, parking impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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(2) Cumulative Impacts 

The Project in combination with related projects would not result in any adverse impacts 
to parking. The related projects would be required through Los Angeles Municipal Code 
requirements and mitigation measures required by environmental clearances, to include 
sufficient parking to meet their respective LAMC requirements and to accommodate their own 
parking demand. No significant cumulative impacts to parking are anticipated. 

(3) Mitigation Measures 

As no significant impacts relative to parking would occur, no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

(4) Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts relative to parking would be less than significant. 

4. Air Quality 

a. Environmental Impacts 

(1) Construction 

Construction of the proposed Project has the potential to create air quality impacts 
through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated from 
construction workers traveling to and from the Project Site. In addition, fugitive dust emissions 
would result from demolition and construction activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily 
NOx, would result from the use of construction equipment such as bulldozers, wheeled loaders, 
and cranes. During the finishing phase, paving operations and the application of architectural 
coatings (i.e., paints) and other building materials would release emissions of reactive organic 
compounds. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the 
level of activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. 
The assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources. 

Construction-related daily (short-term) emissions are expected to exceed SCAQMD 
significance thresholds for NOx and ROC. Thus, emissions of these pollutants would result in 
significant short-term regional air quality impacts. Daily emissions of CO, SOx, and PM10 

would be considered adverse, but less than significant, since the levels of these emissions would 
fall below the SCAQMD significance thresholds. Emission forecasts reflect a specific set of 
conservative assumptions where the entire maximum entitlement (i.e., 765,000 square feet of 
floor area and a 2,800-space parking structure) would be built out over a very compressed three-
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year time period. Because of these conservative assumptions, actual emissions would likely be 
substantially less than those forecasted. If construction is delayed (i.e., does not start in 2006), or 
occurs over a longer time period, emissions would be less due to: (1) a more modem and cleaner 
burning construction equipment fleet mix; and/or (2) a less intensive buildout schedule (i.e., 
fewer daily emissions would occur over a longer time interval). 

Potential maximum CO (1-hour and 8-hour), S02 and N02 concentrations, when added to 
background ambient concentrations, would not violate their respective AAQS at any of the 16 
sensitive receptor locations. However, the proposed Project would result in localized PM10 
concentrations during construction that exceed the SCAQMD's 10.4 µg/m3 significance 
threshold at 13 of the 16 sensitive receptor locations. Therefore, construction of the proposed 
Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on localized air quality with respect 
to PM10 concentrations. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions would be related to 
diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during grading and 
excavation activities. Given that grading and excavation activities would occur for only three to 
six months per Development Site, the proposed Project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 
years) substantial source of TAC emissions with no residual emissions after construction and 
corresponding individual cancer risk. As such, Project-related toxic emission impacts during 
construction would be less than significant. 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the use of 
architectural coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic 
compounds from architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD 
Rules, no construction activities or materials are proposed that would create objectionable odors. 
Therefore, no significant impact would occur and no mitigation measures would be required. 

(2) Operations 

Regional Operational Impacts 

Regional air pollutant emissions associated with proposed Project operations would be 
generated by the consumption of electricity and natural gas, by the operation of on-road vehicles, 
and emergency generators. Regional emissions resulting from the proposed Project would not 
exceed regional SCAQMD thresholds for ROC, SOx, CO, or PM10. However, the proposed 
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Project would exceed the regional SCAQMD threshold for NOx, and impacts associated with 
this pollutant would be significant. 

Local Impacts 

Project traffic, during the proposed Project's operational phase, would have the potential 
to create local area CO impacts. 

The proposed Project would not have a significant impact relative to one-hour or eight
hour local CO concentrations due to mobile source emissions. Since significant impacts would 
not occur at the intersections with the highest traffic volumes that are located adjacent to 
sensitive receptors, no significant impacts are anticipated to occur at any other locations in the 
study area as the conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be worse than those occurring at the 
analyzed intersections. Consequently, the sensitive receptors that are included in this analysis 
would not be significantly affected by CO emissions generated by the net increase in traffic that 
would occur under the proposed Project. As the proposed Project does not cause an exceedance 
of an ambient air quality standard, the proposed Project's localized operational air quality 
impacts would therefore be less than significant. In addition, the operation of the proposed 
Project's parking structure would not cause or localize air quality impacts related to mobile 
sources and emissions would therefore be less than significant. Compliance with SCAQMD 
Rules and Regulations regarding stationary-source combustion equipment would ensure that 
contributions to localized PM10 concentrations remain below the 2.5 µg/m 3 significance 
threshold. As such, any potential impacts would be less than significant. 

Regional Concurrent Construction and Operation Impacts 

The potential exists that the later stages of proposed Project construction could occur 
concurrently with the occupancy of the earlier stages of development. Therefore, emissions 
associated with concurrent construction and operation activities were evaluated. Concurrent 
emissions would be their greatest in the latter stages of proposed Project construction, wherein 
the proposed Project would be nearly built-out, but some construction activities would still be 
occurring. Concurrent construction and operational emissions would exceed regional SCAQMD 
daily thresholds for NOx, and ROC, but would not exceed the regional SCAQMD daily threshold 
for SOx. Thus, a significant regional air quality impact due to NOx. and ROC emissions would 
occur. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The primary source of potential air toxics associated with proposed Project operations 
include diesel particulates from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic on local streets, on-site truck 
idling and movement and operation of transportation refrigeration units), equipment used to 
off-load deliveries, boilers (used for water and space heating), and emergency backup generators. 
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These potential sources would be dispersed among the Development Sites (i.e., at multiple 
loading dock, boiler and emergency backup generator locations). 

The proposed Project would not include any notable sources of acutely and chronically 
hazardous toxic air contaminants, although minimal emissions may result from the use of 
consumer products. As such, the proposed Project would not release substantial amounts of 
toxic contaminants; and a less than significant impact on human health would occur. 

The proposed Project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being 
associated with odors. The University would employ the same odor control measures used to 
avoid odor complaints at existing vivaruims. Compliance with industry standard odor control 
practices, SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance), and SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology 
Guidelines would limit potential objectionable odor impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

(3) SCAQMD Handbook Policy Analysis 

As required by the AQMP, an analysis of the proposed Project's pollutant emissions on 
localized pollutant concentrations is used as the basis for evaluating Project consistency, and 
localized concentrations for PM10, CO, and NOx have been projected for the proposed Project. 
Project consistency with the AQMP is also based on the proposed Project's consistency with the 
population, housing and employment assumptions used in the development of the AQMP. 
Overall, the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts with regard to CO, 
N02 and S02 concentrations during Project construction and operations. While PM10 

concentrations during construction would exceed the SCAQMD 10.4 µg/m3 significance 
threshold, the potential for this impact would be short-term and would not have a long-term 
impact on the region's ability to meet state and federal air quality standards. As such, the 
proposed Project would meet the first AQMP consistency criterion. 

A project is consistent with the AQMP if it is consistent with the population, housing and 
employment assumptions that were used in the development of the AQMP. As levels of Project 
employment growth are consistent with the employment forecasts for the subregion as adopted 
by SCAG, the proposed Project would be consistent with the demographic projections 
incorporated into the AQMP. 

Implementation of all feasible mitigation measures is recommended to reduce air quality 
impacts to the extent feasible. The Proposed Project would incorporate a number of key air 
pollution control measures identified by the SCAQMD, as described below. As such, the 
proposed Project meets this AQMP consistency criterion. 
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The proposed Project would serve to implement a number of land use policies of the 
SCAQMD and SCAG. For example, policies directed towards the reduction of vehicle miles 
traveled and their related vehicular emissions would be implemented by locating the proposed 
medical office and research facilities within the existing USC Health Sciences Campus would 
provide improved opportunities to consolidate and/or eliminate vehicle trips that would 
otherwise occur if such improvements were built outside of the USC Health Sciences Campus 
area. As a result, the proposed Project would be consistent with AQMP land use policies. 

Overall, the proposed Project is found to be consistent with the AQMP criteria regarding 
the causing or worsening of an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard. The proposed 
Project would not delay the attainment of an air quality standard, it would be consistent with the 
AQMP's growth projections, and it would implements all feasible air quality mitigation 
measures. Since the Project would be consistent with the AQMP's land use policies, impacts 
relative to the AQMP would be less than significant. 

( 4) City of Los Angeles Policies 

The Project would be consistent with the Air Quality Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan. The City Air Quality Element Goals, Objectives and Policies that are relevant to 
the Proposed Project include less reliance on single occupant vehicles with fewer commute and 
non-work trips. The Project would be consistent with this goal by locating medical office and 
research facilities within the existing USC Health Sciences Campus, which would provide 
improved opportunities to consolidate and/or eliminate vehicle trips that would otherwise occur 
if such improvements were built outside of the HSC area. USC currently provides a tram/shuttle 
service on the HSC as well as a service that runs between the University Park Campus and the 
HSC, Union Station and the HSC, and downtown (to the Executive Health and Imaging Center) 
and the HSC; and provides carpool and vanpool services and information through its 
Transportation Services office. In addition, the current HSC location has convenient access to 
MTA and Foothill Transit bus services, and is located within close proximity to the future MTA 
Metro Gold Line Light Rail Transit line that is anticipated to be completed by 2009. The 
proposed Project is therefore considered consistent with this City policy. 

In relation to non-work miles, the USC Health Science Campus improvements would be 
located within walking distance of MTA and Foothill Transit bus lines as well as being in 
proximity to the proposed Metro Gold Line Extension that is scheduled to be completed by 2009. 
In addition, USC offers a $25 per month public transportation subsidy to eligible employees that 
can be applied toward the purchase of a monthly pass for MTA (bus or light rail), LADOT, and 
Metrolink transit services. Due to these features, a higher percentage of Project-related trips 
would be "transit trips" than would be the case if the proposed Project were to be located farther 
away from convenient public transit access. 
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Other Air Quality Element goals include minimizing the existing land use patterns and 
future development to address the relationship between land use, transportation, and air quality. 
The proposed Project would be consistent with this goal since it has incorporated a wide array of 
features into its land use plan specifically targeted towards the reduction of vehicle trips and 
vehicle miles traveled. In addition, development of the proposed Project at the proposed site 
would offer the opportunity to utilize existing infrastructure to support growth in the Project 
area. The Project site is well served by transit and has the opportunity to encourage pedestrian 
activities in this area. Based upon this evaluation, it is concluded that the proposed Project 
would be consistent with City of Los Angeles air quality policies as it implements in a number of 
ways the air quality goals and policies set forth within the City's General Plan. 

b. Cumulative Impacts 

Construction 

Of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the proposed Project study 
area, there are 9 related projects that have not already been built or are currently under 
construction. With the exception of the USC HNRT building that is currently under 
construction, the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects, 
and as such, any quantitative analysis to ascertain daily construction emissions that assumes 
multiple, concurrent construction projects would be speculative. For this reason, the 
SCAQMD's methodology to assess a project's cumulative impact differs from the cumulative 
impacts methodology employed elsewhere in this EIR, in which foreseeable future development 
within a given service boundary or geographical area is predicted and associated impacts 
measured. 

With respect to the Project's construction-period air quality emissions and cumulative 
Basin-wide conditions, construction-period NOx and ROC mass regional emissions, and 
localized PM10 emissions associated with the proposed Project are projected to result in a 
significant impact to air quality. In addition, there is a high probability that construction-period 
CO and PM10 mass regional emissions from related projects, when combined with proposed 
Project emissions, would exceed their respective SCAQMD daily significance thresholds. As 
such, cumulative impacts to air quality during proposed Project construction would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed Project, the greatest potential for TAC emissions at each related 
project would be related to diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment 
operations during grading and excavation activities. Given that grading and excavation activities 
would occur for only three to six months per construction site, the proposed Project and the 
related projects that have not already been built would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) 
substantial source of TAC emissions with no residual emissions after construction and 
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corresponding individual cancer risk. Furthermore, any related project that has the potential to 
emit notable quantities of TACs would be regulated by the SCAQMD such that TAC emissions 
would be negligible. Thus, TAC emissions from the related projects are anticipated to be less 
than significant unto themselves as well as cumulatively in conjunction with the proposed 
Project. 

Also similar to the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during 
construction activities at each related project would include the use of architectural coatings and 
solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic compounds from 
architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rules, it is 
anticipated that construction activities or materials used in the construction of the related projects 
would not create objectionable odors. Thus, odor impacts from the related projects are 
anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as well as cumulatively in conjunction 
with the proposed Project. 

Operation 

The SCAQMD has set forth both a methodological framework as well as significance 
thresholds for the assessment of a project's cumulative operational air quality impacts. The 
SCAQMD's methodology differs from the cumulative impacts methodology employed 
elsewhere in this Draft EIR, in which foreseeable future development within a given service 
boundary or geographical area is predicted and associated impacts measured. The SCAQMD's 
approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the SCAQMD's AQMP forecasts of 
attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the Federal 
and State Clean Air Acts. Based on the SCAQMD's methodology (presented in Chapter 9 of the 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook), development of the proposed Project would have a less-than
significant air quality impact. In addition, a localized CO impact analysis was conducted for 
cumulative traffic (i.e., related projects and ambient growth through 2015) in which no local CO 
violations would occur at any of the studied intersections. Despite these conclusions, the 
proposed Project is more conservatively concluded to contribute to a significant cumulative 
regional air quality impact as the Basin is non-attainment for ozone and PM10, and the proposed 
Project would exceed the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds for ozone precursor emissions 
(i.e., ROC and NOx). 5 

With respect to TAC em1ss10ns, neither the proposed Project nor any of the related 
projects (which are largely residential, restaurant, retail/commercial, and medical/research 
developments) would represent a substantial source of TAC emissions, which are typically 

5 This approach is more conservative than the approach provided in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 
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associated with large-scale industrial, manufacturing and transportation hub facilities. As such, 
cumulative TAC emissions during long-term operations would be less than significant. 

With respect to potential odor impacts, neither the proposed Project land use nor any of 
the related projects' (which are primarily hospital/medical office, general office, residential, 
retail, and restaurant uses) land uses have a high potential to generate odor impacts. 6 

Furthermore, any related project that may have a potential to generate objectionable odors would 
be required by SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance) to implement Best Available Control Technology 
to limit potential objectionable odor impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, potential odor 
impacts from related projects are anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as well 
as cumulatively, in conjunction with the proposed Project. 

c. Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures set forth a program of air pollution control strategies 
designed to reduce the proposed Project's air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

(1) Construction 

Mitigation Measure D-1: General contractors shall implement a fugitive dust control 
program pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403. 7 

Mitigation Measure D-2: Disturbed areas shall be watered three times daily, which is 
above and beyond the SCAQMD Rule 403 requirement to water disturbed 
areas two times daily. 

Mitigation Measure D-3: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and 
maintained in accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

Mitigation Measure D-4: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction 
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, trucks 
and vehicles in loading and unloading queues would turn their engines off, 
when not in use, to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction emissions should 
be phased and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during 
second-stage smog alerts. 

6 According to the SCAQA1D CEOA Air Oualitv Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints typically 
include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, 
refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. 

SCAQlvlD Rule 403 requirements are detailed in Appendix C. 
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Mitigation Measure D-5: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators shall be used to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure D-6: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in 
excess of ten minutes, both on- and off-site. 

Mitigation Measure D-7: Project heavy-duty construction equipment shall use 
alternative clean fuels, such as low sulfur diesel or compressed natural gas 
with oxidation catalysts or particulate traps, to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure D-8: The Applicant shall utilize coatings and solvents that are 
consistent with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. 

(2) Operational Impacts 

During the operational phase, the proposed Project would result in regional emissions 
that exceed regional SCAQMD significance thresholds for NOx and ROC. Long-term mobile 
source emissions associated with the proposed Project shall be reduced through the following 
transportation systems management and demand management measures. 

Mitigation Measure D-9: The Applicant shall provide public education to USC Health 
Science Campus visitors and employees regarding the importance of reducing 
vehicle miles traveled and utilizing transit, and the related air quality benefits 
through the use of brochures and other informational tools. 

Mitigation Measure D-10: The Applicant shall, to the extent feasible, schedule 
deliveries during off-peak traffic periods to encourage the reduction of trips 
during the most congested periods. 

Mitigation Measure D-11: The Applicant shall coordinate with the MTA and the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to provide information with regard 
to local bus and rail services. 

d. Level of Significance after Mitigation 

(1) Construction Impacts 

Project construction would not result in regional em1ss10ns that exceed SCAQMD 
regional significance thresholds for CO, PM10, and SOx, and as such, impacts with respect to 
these pollutants during construction would be less than significant. With respect to NOx and 
ROC emissions during construction, mitigation measures would reduce these emissions, but a 
significant impact would still occur. 
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Local air quality impacts (i.e., pollutant concentrations) during construction with respect 
to CO, S02, and N02 would be less than significant. With respect to localized PM10 
concentrations during construction, prescribed mitigation measures would reduce the projected 
maximum concentrations by 8 percent to 38 percent. Nevertheless, the proposed Project would 
still result in localized PM10 concentrations during construction that exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold at 13 of the 16 sensitive receptor locations. Therefore, construction of the 
proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on localized air quality 
with respect to PM10 concentrations. 

(2) Operational Impacts 

During the operational phase, the proposed Project would result in regional emissions 
that exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for NOx. Mitigation measures identified above 
would reduce the potential air quality impacts of the Project to the degree technically feasible, 
but NOx mass daily emissions would remain above the SCAQMD significance threshold. 
Therefore, operation of the proposed Project following construction would have a significant and 
unavoidable impact on regional air quality with respect to NOx mass daily emissions. 
Operational emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for CO, ROC, 
PM10, and S02, and, thus, impacts are concluded to be less than significant for these pollutants. 

No significant impacts related to local CO concentrations are forecast to occur for the 
proposed Project. Project development would be consistent with the SCAQMD's AQMP, and 
the City's General Plan Air Quality Element resulting in an impact that is less than significant. 

The proposed Project is not anticipated to include any notable TAC emissions sources. 
However, as previously discussed, any potentially significant TAC emission sources would be 
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule XIV (New Source Review of Air Toxics). As such, 
potential impacts from proposed Project TAC emissions would be less than significant. 

Via compliance with industry standard odor control practices, SCAQMD Rule 402 
(Nuisance), and SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology Guidelines, potential impacts 
that could result due to potential odor source(s) would be less than significant. 

5. Noise 

a. Environmental Impacts 

(1) Construction Noise 

Construction 
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Noise disturbances in those areas located adjacent to each of the seven proposed 
Development Sites can be expected during construction. These disturbances would occur during 
site preparation activities and the subsequent construction of on-site structures. 

As with most construction projects, construction would require the use of a number of 
pieces of heavy equipment such as bulldozers, backhoes, cranes, loaders, and concrete mixers. 
In addition, both heavy- and light-duty trucks would be required to deliver construction materials 
to and export construction debris from each construction site. The timing and location of 
development proposed as part of the Project would be determined based on the availability of 
funding sources. In order to provide a conservative analysis it is assumed that construction 
activity could occur on any of the seven proposed Development Sites at any time. Specifically, 
the maximum potential construction noise impact at each sensitive receptor location was 
calculated by assuming that all seven Development Sites could undergo concurrent construction 
activity. The maximum Leg daytime noise level increases with proposed Project construction are 
expected to range from 0.2 dBA to 16.6 dBA Leq (1-hour). Construction-period noise impacts 
would meet or exceed the 5-dBA significance criterion at six sensitive receptor locations (i.e., 
USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, Doheny Eye Institute, Women and 
Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park), and as such, impacts would be significant without the 
incorporation of mitigation measures. 

In addition to on-site construction noise, haul trucks, delivery trucks, and construction 
workers would require access to the site throughout the construction duration. While 
construction workers would arrive from many parts of the region, and thus different directions, 
haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally travel to the Project Site via Soto Street from the 
Interstate 10 Freeway. Although residential uses are present on the east side of Soto Street, 
construction traffic would not be present during the noise-sensitive late evening and nighttime 
hours. As such, potential impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

(2) Operation Noise (Post-Construction) 

Roadway Noise 

The two Parking Scenarios upon which the traffic analysis was based were analyzed to 
ascertain maximum potential roadway noise impacts. Under all other development scenarios, 
roadway noise impacts would be less since traffic volumes would be dispersed over a larger area. 
Under Parking Scenario No. 1, the largest Project-related traffic noise impact is anticipated to 
occur along the segment of Zonal Avenue, between Biggy Street and San Pablo Street. Project
related traffic would add 1.0 dBA CNEL to this roadway segment. As the incremental Project
related traffic noise level increases at all other analyzed locations would be less than 1.0 dBA 
CNEL, and these noise level increases are less than the 5-dBA CNEL significance threshold, the 
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proposed Project's roadway noise impacts are considered less than significant under Parking 
Scenario No. 1. 

Under Parking Scenario No. 2, the largest Project-related traffic noise impact is 
anticipated to occur along the segment of San Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard. Project-related traffic would add l.9 dBA CNEL to this roadway segment. As the 
incremental Project-related traffic noise level increases at all other analyzed locations would be 
less than 1.9 dBA CNEL, and these noise level increases are less than the 5-dBA CNEL 
significance threshold, the proposed Project's roadway noise impacts are considered less than 
significant under Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Stationary Point Source Noise 

With the exception of Development Site C (site of an up to 2,800-space parking facility), 
the six remaining Development Sites would require mechanical equipment such as boilers, 
chillers, pumps, and emergency generators to support proposed structures. Such mechanical 
equipment is capable of generating high noise levels. However, project design features would 
ensure that all equipment noise levels comply with City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
requirements, for both daytime (65 dBA) and nighttime (60 dBA) operation at the property line. 
In addition, implementation of project design features would ensure that any noise level increase 
remains below the 5-dBA significance threshold. As such, impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

The six remaining Development Sites would all likely require a loading dock and refuse 
collection/recycling area, which is capable of generating a noise level as high as 75 dBA (50-foot 
reference distance). Most of the neighboring land uses and buildings present in areas that may 
potentially be affected by noise from such loading dock and refuse collection/recycling areas are 
located within the existing Health Sciences Campus. As such, through innovative site planning 
and project design features, the Applicant is anticipated to avoid potential noise impacts so as not 
to excessively disturb its own adjacent operations, employees and tenants. The exceptions are 
the neighboring land uses that surround Developments Sites E and F to the north, east and west; 
and the land uses that are located north, west and south of Development Site D. 

Lincoln Park is located north of Development Sites E and F, and as such, could 
potentially be impacted by loading dock/refuse collection area noise. However, this area already 
experiences relatively high noise levels due to roadway traffic volumes along Valley Boulevard 
and railroad traffic along the Union Pacific tracks that run adjacent to Valley Boulevard. 
Potential impacts associated with the Project at neighboring land uses that surround 
Development Sites E and F would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 
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The areas located immediately north and west of Development Site D consist of Juvenile 
Hall uses that could potentially be impacted by nearby loading dock/refuse collection area 
activities since such noise levels would be clearly perceptible in comparison to the ambient noise 
level of approximately 65 dBA at this location. As such, potential impacts to these areas may be 
significant without incorporation of the mitigation measures. 

Various noise events would also occur within the proposed parking structures and surface 
parking lots. The activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming of car doors, engine 
revs, and tire squeals would occur periodically. Automobile movements would comprise the 
most continuous noise source and would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA at a 
distance of 25 feet. Car alarm and horn noise events, which generate maximum noise levels as 
high as 69 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, would occur less frequently. The composite 
noise level of 60 dBA Leg (I-hour) at a reference distance of 50 feet was used to represent the 
average parking facility-generated noise level. 

With the exception of Development Sites A and G, a multi-level parking facility or 
surface parking lots could be constructed on any of the remaining Development Site locations. 
As potential noise level increases would be less than the 5-dBA significance threshold at areas 
adjacent to all potential Development Site locations, impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation measures are required. 

The proposed Project may include one or more buildings that would require an 
emergency helipad pursuant to LAMC requirements. 8 As such, these helipads would be used for 
emergency purposes only. Due to infrequent and the emergency nature of that use, adverse noise 
impacts related to helipad uses would be less than significant. 

The potential composite noise level impact at each sensitive receptor location was 
evaluated by assuming that each of the seven Development Site locations would generate a 
steady-state equivalent noise level of 70 dBA at a 50-foot reference distance. This 70 dBA (per 
Development Site) composite noise level would account for each of the individual noise sources 
(i.e., mechanical equipment, loading dock/refuse collection areas, parking facility, etc.) present 
on each Development Site. Operations-period composite noise level impacts would not exceed 
the 5-dBA significance criterion at any sensitive receptor locations, and as such, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

8 City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.118.12 requires that buildings over 7 5 feet in height be equipped 
with an emergency helipad. 
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b. Cumulative Impacts 

All of the identified related projects have been considered for the purposes of assessing 
cumulative noise impacts. The potential for noise impacts to occur are specific to the location of 
each related project as well as the cumulative traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 

Construction Noise 

Of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the proposed Project study 
area, there are 9 related projects that have not already been built or are currently under 
construction. With the exception of the USC HNRT building that is currently under 
construction, the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects, 
and as such, any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects 
would be entirely speculative. Construction-period noise for the proposed Project and each 
related project (that has not already been built) would be localized. In addition, it is likely that 
each of the related projects would have to comply with the local noise ordinance, as well as 
mitigation measures that may be prescribed pursuant to CEQA provisions that require significant 
impacts to be reduced to the extent feasible. 

Three nearby related projects (i.e., the Los Angeles County Medical Center, Tenet Acute 
Care Tower, and USC HNRT) currently under construction are either on or immediately adjacent 
to the USC Health Sciences Campus. If these projects are still under construction during 
proposed Project construction, noise-sensitive uses on or adjacent to the HSC (e.g., LA County
USC Hospital) may experience a marginal noise level increase during construction due to 
concurrent construction. However, each project would be required to comply with the local 
noise ordinance, and mitigate impacts to the extent feasible. Nevertheless, since noise impacts 
due to construction of the proposed Project would be significant on its own, noise impacts due to 
construction of the proposed Project in combination with any of the related projects would also 
be significant. 

Long-Term Operations 

Each of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the general Project 
vicinity would generate stationary-source and mobile-source noise due to ongoing day-to-day 
operations. The related projects are of a residential, retail, commercial, or institutional nature 
and these uses are not typically associated with excessive exterior noise; however, each project 
would produce traffic volumes that are capable of generating a roadway noise impact. 
Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a maximum increase of 2.6 dBA CNEL along San 
Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard. As this noise level increase would 
be below the most conservative 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold, roadway noise impacts due 
to cumulative traffic volumes would be less than significant. 
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Due to Los Angeles Municipal Code provisions that limit stationary-source noise from 
items such as roof-top mechanical equipment and emergency generators, noise levels would be 
less than significant at the property line for each related project. For this reason on-site noise 
produced by any related project would not be additive to Project-related noise levels. As such, 
stationary-source noise impacts attributable to cumulative development would be less than 
significant. 

c. Mitigation Measures 

(1) Construction 

As noise associated with on-site construction activity would have the potential to result in 
a significant impact, the following measure is prescribed to minimize construction-related noise 
impacts: 

Mitigation Measure E-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading, excavation, haul route, 
foundation, or building permits, the Applicant shall provide proof satisfactory 
to the Building and Safety Department and Planning Department that all 
construction documents require contractors to comply with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.40 which requires all construction and demolition 
activity located within 500 feet of a residence to occur between 7:00 A.M. and 
6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, 
and that a noise management plan for compliance and verification has been 
prepared by a monitor retained by the Applicant. At a minimum, the plan 
shall include the following requirements: 

1. Pile drivers used in proximity to sensitive receptors shall be equipped 
with noise control having a minimum quieting factor of 10 dB(A); 

2. Loading and staging areas must be located on site and away from the 
most noise-sensitive uses surrounding the site as determined by the 
Department of Building and Safety; 

3. Program to maintain all sound-reducing devices and restrictions 
throughout the construction phases; 

4. An approved haul route authorization that avoids noise-sensitive land 
uses to the maximum extent feasible; and 

5. Identification of the noise statutes compliance/verification monitor, 
including his/her qualifications and telephone number(s). 
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(2) Operational 

Portions of the Los Angeles County Juvenile Hall property that abuts Development 
Site D to the north and west could potentially be exposed to noise level increases that exceed the 
5-dBA significance threshold if a loading dock/refuse collection area is located on Development 
Site D. As such, the following mitigation is prescribed: 

Mitigation Measure E-2: If a loading dock/refuse collection area is proposed to be 
located on Development Site D, the Applicant shall be required to submit 
evidence, prior to the issuance of building permits for Development Site D, 
that is satisfactory to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety that noise level increases do not cause the baseline ambient noise level 
to increase beyond the 5-dBA significance threshold at any adjacent property 
line. This mitigation measure does not apply to development that may occur 
on Development Sites A, B, C, E, F, and G. 

d. Level of Significance after Mitigation 

(1) Construction 

Most of the land uses present in areas that may potentially be affected by noise during 
construction are located within the existing Health Sciences Campus. As such, the Applicant can 
be expected to schedule construction activities so as to minimize impacts on its own adjacent 
operations, employees and tenants. 

The mitigation measure recommended in this section would reduce the noise levels 
associated with construction activities to some extent. However, these activities would continue 
to substantially increase the daytime noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive uses by more than the 
5-dBA significance threshold. As such, noise impacts during construction would be considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

(2) Operations 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure E-2 described above, Project development 
would not result in any significant noise impacts during long-term operations. 
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6. Utilities and Service Systems 

6.1 Water 

(1) Environmental Impacts 

During construction, water would be used for dust suppression, the mixing and pouring 
of concrete, and other construction-related activities. The majority of water use during 
construction would be associated with dust suppression of excavated sites. This is generally 
performed by water trucks which derive non-potable water from offsite sources. As such, the 
impact on treated water from the DWP would be incrementally small and the impact on adjacent 
water conveyance systems. As such, no significant impact is anticipated to occur due to Project 
construction activities because the water demands associated with construction activities would 
not exceed available supplies or distribution infrastructure. 

Lateral lines would be constructed from each Development Site to the existing mains in 
the street right-of-way. Each Development Site would require one service for domestic water 
and one water line for fire sprinkler and suppression systems. All water improvements within 
the public right-of-way would be constructed by LAD WP. Impacts due to construction of water 
services include minor temporary traffic lane disruption during trenching, laying of pipe, 
backfilling, and street resurfacing. Although not within the authority of the Project, standard 
practices and procedures, including traffic control, are generally implemented by LADWP 
during construction to reduce the impact to the community to less than significant levels. 

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) has been reviewed and approved by the LADWP, in 
accordance with the State regulations and the LADWP Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP)9

. The WSA evaluates the reliability of existing and projected water supplies, as well as 
alternative sources of water supply and how they would be secured if needed. The WSA is also 
consistent with the LADWP Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Domestic water would 
be required for research laboratories, restrooms, drinking fountains, landscaping, and incidental 
water use, such as employee dining rooms and kitchens. With respect to the operation of uses 
proposed for the Project, an estimated total of 208, 704 to 266,304 gallons per day (gpd) of 
potable water would be consumed during the day in which the proposed Project is fully occupied 
at buildout. Conservatively, assuming the average daily demand for water is extended over 365 
days per year, the projected annual consumption for the entire project at buildout would be a 
maximum of 97.20 million gallons annually. This represents an increase of 0.04 percent over the 
annual volume of water supplied by the LADWP in fiscal year 2004. 

9 The LAD WP Board of Commissioners approved the TVater Supply Assessment on lvlarch 22, 2005. 
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The Project falls within Senate Bill 610 size criteria in which a water supply assessment 
(WSA) must be evaluated and approved by the LADWP (i.e., commercial office buildings 
employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space). 
LADWP has concluded via the Project's WSA that adequate water supplies exist to serve the 
maximum proposed development. 

Therefore, the water demand of the proposed Project would be less than significant in 
relation to the UWMP and with state water statutes. 

Water Infrastructure 

The water conveyance system serving the seven Development Sites includes water lines 
in Eastlake Avenue, San Pablo Street, Alcazar Street, Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue. An 
analysis was completed with regard to the ability of each of these lines to convey water to the 
site. As the analysis concludes that these water lines have sufficient capacity to convey the 
Project's maximum, Project impacts on the area's water conveyance system are less than 
significant. 

Fire Flow 

The water conveyance system at the Project site would also be required to meet LAFD 
fire flow standards. The LAFD Fire Marshall's office requires that water lines serving the 
Project site provide 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute (GPM) during simultaneous flow from 
four adjacent fire hydrants. In addition, in order to meet fire flow requirements, the residual 
pressure during the continuous flow from four hydrants, must not drop below 20 psi. Since the 
existing water pressure at the Project Site is adequate to meet this LAFD fire flow requirement, 
the existing conveyance system is adequate and the impact of the Project relative to fire flow 
would be less than significant. 

In summary, the Project's total estimated water demand at buildout would not exceed 
available supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities, the Project would not create a 
significant impact relative to the existing conveyance system, and fire flow would be adequate to 
meet LAFD requirements. Therefore, the Project would generate a less than significant impact 
in relation to water supply and water conveyance systems. 

(2) Cumulative Impacts 

The projected potable water consumption for the proposed Project in conjunction with 
that of related projects (identified in Section III.b of the Draft EIR) would increase daily demand 
on water supplies. However, since related projects are anticipated to be constructed in 
accordance with State and water conservation regulations and within the build-out scenario of 
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the controlling Community Plans and City of Los Angeles General Plan Elements, no significant 
impacts due to cumulative water demand are anticipated. The Project's off-site improvements 
would not create additional population or induce population growth directly or indirectly and, 
therefore, would not result in any secondary impacts on water consumption. As such, 
cumulative impacts associated with off-site improvements would be less than significant. 

Via the UWMP plan process as well as compliance with the provisions of Senate Bill 
610, and Assembly Bill 221, it is anticipated that LADWP would be able to supply the demands 
of the Project and related projects through the foreseeable future and no significant cumulative 
impacts related to water demand are anticipated. 

(3) Mitigation Measures 

Although development of the proposed Project is not anticipated to produce significant 
impacts to water supply services, the following measures would ensure that water resources 
would be conserved to the extent feasible: 

Mitigation Measure F-1.1: Water faucet fixtures with activators shall be installed 
that automatically shut off the flow of water when not in use. 

Mitigation Measure F-1.2: Automatic sprinkler systems shall be set to imgate 
landscaping during early morning hours or during the evening to reduce water 
losses from evaporation. Sprinklers shall be reset to water less often in cooler 
months and during the rainfall season so that water is not wasted by excessive 
landscape irrigation. 

( 4) Level of Significance after Mitigation 

The total estimated water demand for the Project at buildout is not anticipated to exceed 
available supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities (i.e., water infrastructure), or exceed 
the projected employment, housing, or population growth projections of the applicable General 
Plan Framework and Community Plan, as assumed in the planning for future water infrastructure 
needs. Therefore, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts relative to water consumption are 
anticipated to occur. 

6.2 Wastewater 

(1) Environmental Impacts 

During construction of the Proposed Project, a negligible amount of wastewater would be 
generated by construction personnel. It is anticipated that portable toilets would be provided by 
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a private company and the waste disposed of off-site. Wastewater generation from construction 
activities is not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in wastewater flows at a time when a 
sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become 
constrained. Additionally, construction is not anticipated to generate wastewater flows that 
would substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled capacity of any treatment plant 
by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the City Wastewater Facilities Plan. As 
such, construction impacts to the local wastewater conveyance and treatment system would be 
less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would only require the construction of lateral 
lines from the Development Sites to the sewer lines in the public right-of-way. Those portions of 
the laterals constructed within the public right-of-way would have impacts relative to minor 
traffic lane disruption during trenching, laying of pipe, backfilling, and street resurfacing, since 
laterals would only be required from the property line of the Development Sites to the existing 
lines located in the street right-of-way. Standard practices and procedures, including traffic 
control, would be implemented to reduce the impact to the community to less than significant 
levels. 

The regional wastewater treatment facility at the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) has 
been improved to provide capacity for the incremental increase in sewage generated by 
anticipated growth in the City of Los Angeles. Regional wastewater facilities are at least 
partially funded through the collection of fees. The Sewerage Facilities Charge is collected by 
the City of Los Angeles from owners/developers of new land uses within the City. The Project 
would generate an incremental increase in the sewage flow treated by HTP. The Applicant 
would be subject to the payment of a Sewerage Facilities Charge for the development at the 
Health Sciences Campus. Fees may be offset by credits should credits be available through prior 
uses. All projects served by the Hyperion Treatment System are subject to the Sewer Allocation 
program, which limits additional discharge according to a pre-established percentage rate. If the 
allotment for a particular time period (usually a month) has already been allocated, the project is 
placed on a waiting list until adequate treatment capacity has been determined. Under the 
allocation program, HTP has capacity to serve a particular rate of growth. Since the Project is 
located in an area designated for commercial and public facility uses, the Project's additional 
wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled capacity 
of the HTP by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan 
or City General Plan. Anticipated sewage flow for the Project at buildout would range from 
163,050 to 208,050 gallons per day. As previously described, the Project would not be permitted 
prior to the availability of treatment capacity. Therefore, no significant impacts in relation to 
treatment capacity would occur. 

The sewer conveyance system serving the seven proposed Development Sites includes 
sewer lines in Eastlake Avenue, San Pablo Street, Alcazar Street, Biggy Street, and Zonal 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 41 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0026856 



EM25489 

I. Summary 

Avenue. Since all sewer lines serving the seven proposed Development Sites have adequate 
capacity to serve the maximum projected flow from each of the Development Sites, Project 
impacts relative to sewer line capacity is concluded to be less than significant. 

(2) Cumulative Impacts 

The Project and the related projects, which are not served by the local lines serving the 
Project Site, are not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in wastewater flows concurrent in 
time or at a point when a sewer line serving the Project Site capacity would be already 
constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained during peak service. 
In relation to broad growth and demand, all related projects would be subject to the City's Sewer 
Allocation program for the Hyperion Treatment Plant. This program limits additional discharge 
according to a pre-established percentage rate. Under the current allocation program, HTP has 
capacity to serve a particular rate of growth and prevent the occurrence of significant cumulative 
impacts relative to treatment capacity. Therefore, cumulative impacts to the local and regional 
sewer conveyance and treatment system, from the implementation of the proposed Project and 
related projects would be less than significant. 

(3) Mitigation Measures 

Although development of the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant 
impacts to sanitary sewers, the following measures would ensure that the increase in sewage 
generation would result in a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.1: Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the 
Development Services Division of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Public Works, shall make a determination of capacity in the sewer pipeline 
between each proposed Development Site and the trunk sewer. If service is 
discovered to be less than adequate, the Applicant shall be required to upgrade 
the connections to the mains and/or provide an alternative solution, in order to 
appropriately serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.2: The Applicant shall comply with procedural 
requirements of City ordinances regulating connections to the City sewer 
system (e.g., Ordinance No. 166,060). 

Mitigation Measure F-2.3: All necessary on-site infrastructure improvements shall 
be constructed to meet the requirements of the Department of Building and 
Safety. 
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Mitigation Measure F-2.4: The Applicant shall apply for and comply with all 
necessary permits, including Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permits, if 
required. 

(4) Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

With the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, any local deficiencies 
in sewer lines would be identified and remedied and wastewater generation rates would be 
reduced. No significant impacts on wastewater conveyances or the capacity of the Hyperion 
wastewater treatment facility would occur. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The University of Southern California (the Applicant) is proposing to develop additional 
academic and medical-related (e.g., medical research, medical clinic, etc.) facilities within its 
existing Health Sciences Campus (HSC) in northeast Los Angeles (the "Project"). A total of up 
to 765,000 square feet of development is proposed, consisting of 720,000 square feet of 
academic and medical research facilities, and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities. 
Additional medical clinic facilities may be developed in lieu of academic and medical research 
facilities. A maximum of 120,000 square feet of medical clinic floor area is proposed. Should 
this occur, the amount of academic and medical research facilities would be reduced to 465,000 
square feet, for an overall total of 585,000 square feet of development. As such, the Project 
proposes the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet of floor area. The 
environmental analysis conducted for the Project addresses the development of the full range of 
floor area (i.e., 585,000 to 765,000 square feet) and uses (i.e., academic, medical research and 
medical clinic). 

The new facilities that would be constructed under the Project would be utilized by the 
Applicant for academic facilities, research laboratories and offices, as well as medical clinic 
space by tenants associated with the HSC. The Project also includes the development of parking 
facilities to support the proposed academic and medical-related uses. For the purposes of this 
EIR, the term "Project" is used to refer collectively to the proposed academic and medical
related facilities as well as the proposed parking facilities. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The academic and medical-related facilities that would be developed in association with 
the Project would be located within the existing HSC on sites that currently contain surface 
parking lots or are underdeveloped as described in further detail below. 
The HSC is located approximately 3 miles east of downtown Los Angeles, approximately 0.5 
mile north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and approximately 0.5 mile east of the Golden 
State Freeway (I-5), as shown in Figure 1 on page 45. The HSC is located adjacent to the 
Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles (City) and is 
within the City's Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area, which encompasses that portion 
of the City east of the Los Angeles River and north of Boyle Heights. The HSC is also within 
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the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project area, which is administered by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA). 

C. PROJECT SETTING 

The HSC features state-of-the-art academic and medical research and treatment facilities 
devoted to medical research, with specific work in the fields of cancer, gene therapy, 
neurosciences, and transplantation biology as well as programs in occupational therapy and 
physical therapy. As an example, the HSC includes the USC/Norris Comprehensive Cancer 
Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, the Doheny Eye Institute, 
the School of Pharmacy, the Keck School of Medicine, the Center for Health Professions, and 
the Norris Medical Library. 

D PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The proposed Project includes the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 square 
feet of floor area. Should 585,000 square feet of floor area be developed, a total of 465,000 
square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities would be developed, and the balance, 
120,000 square feet, would be developed with medical clinic uses. In the event on-site 
development reaches 765,000 square feet, a total of 720,000 square feet of academic and/or 
medical research facilities would be developed and the amount of medical clinic development 
would be decreased to 45,000 square feet. 

The Project proposes development on up to seven (7) designated Development Sites. The 
seven Development Sites are hereafter referred to as Development Sites A, B, C, D, E, F, and G, 
as shown in Figure 2 on page 47 and Figure 3 on page 48. For the purposes of this EIR, the term 
"Project Site" is defined to include all seven (7) Development Sites. Development Sites A, B, 
and G are considered infill sites located within the existing HSC. Development Site C is an 
existing HSC surface parking lot located on the west side of the HSC. Development Site Dis an 
existing surface parking lot located along the west side of Biggy Street between Zonal and 
Eastlake Avenues. Development Sites E and F consist of a surface parking lot and a vacant lot 
located in the northern portion of the HSC on the east and west sides of San Pablo Street, 
respectively. Project parking could be satisfied by parking facilities within Development Sites 
B, and/or C, D, E, and F, as well as within existing HSC parking facilities. The following 
describes each of the Development Sites that comprise the Project. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 46 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0026862 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
Q') 
00 
Q') 
c..v 

"'d 

ici 
fi) 

.i::. 
--..) 

[) 

Development 
Site C 

Development 
Site D 

..... -·-·-- -·-·-- -·-· ~ 

Development~ 
SiteF ~ 

Development 
Site G 

Development 
Site A 

/ 
i . 

.. , i 
··,.. i. 

'· .. . , I .. 

1} 
125 250 500 Feet 

Source: University of Southern California. 

' ----·-·-----·· 

LEGEND 

ALCAZAR STREET 

Existing USC Health 
Sciences Campus 

Development Sites 

.. /.~ .. '·· .· <. 

Figure 2 
Proposed Development Sites 

m 
s: 
I\) 
(J'I 
~ 
CD 
(J'I 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
Q') 
00 
Q') 
..j:::.. 

"'d 

ici 
fi) 

.i::. 
00 

s-41\18f21?1\1-4f?Dtl\lo FRWY (1-10) 

~ 
Source: Aerial: Landiscore; PCR Services Corporation, 2005 

Figure 3 
Aerial View of Campus 

m 
s: 
I\) 
(J'I 
~ 
CD 
en 



EM25497 

II. Project Description 

1. Development Site A 

Development Site A is centrally located within the HSC. Development Site A is 
approximately 2.46 acres in size, though it is part of a larger, 8.06-acre parcel identified as Lot 1, 
Tract 24390 by the Los Angeles County Assessor. The larger, 8.06-acre parcel also includes the 
Center for Health Professions, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI), and Development Site G 
(see description below). The basement of future building(s) on Development Site A could be 
designed to connect to the basement of the ZNI building. The maximum amount of development 
proposed for Development Site A would range from 120,000 square feet of medical clinic 
facilities to 465,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities. Maximum 
building heights on this Development Site would be 150 feet. 

2. Development Site B 

Development Site B is also centrally located within the HSC and can also be 
characterized as infill development within the HSC. Development Site B is approximately 1.13 
acres in size and is identified as Lot 5, Tract 49380 by the Los Angeles County Assessor. This 
Development Site is located west of the existing USC University Hospital parking structure. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site B would range from 120,000 
square feet of medical clinic facilities to approximately 295,338 square feet of academic and/or 
medical research facilities. The maximum height permitted would be 150 feet. Parking may 
also be provided within a portion of Development Site B. 

3. Development Site C 

Development Site C is located in the western portion of the HSC. This approximately 
3.68-acre site is located on the north side of Zonal Avenue, between State Street to the east, and 
Mission Road to the west, as shown in Figure 2 on page 47 and Figure 3 on page 48, and is 
identified as all or portions of Lots 1 and 2 of Tract 15492 and Lots 1 through 7 of Brett Tract by 
the Los Angeles County Assessor. Development Site C is currently used as a 548-space surface 
parking lot. Proposed activity on Development Site C would be limited to parking. A multi
story parking structure providing up to 2,800 parking spaces may be developed at this location 
and, if constructed, would provide parking that would support Project development, as well as 
replacement parking for the existing surface lot that currently occupies Development Site C. 
This proposed parking structure may be developed in two phases. The height of the parking 
structure would not exceed 75 feet. Due to the distance between the proposed parking structure 
and the buildings it serves, a parking variance may be required to implement this component of 
the proposed Project. 
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4. Development Site D 

Development Site Dis an approximately 0.77-acre site located on the west side of Biggy 
Street between Zonal and Eastlake Avenues, as shown in Figure 2 on page 47 and Figure 3 on 
page 48 and is identified as Lots 22 through 25 of Tract 1767 by the Los Angeles County 
Assessor. Development Site D is currently used as a 106-space surface parking lot and is 
proposed to be developed with the type of academic and/or medical-related uses that are 
described above for Development Sites A and B, or as parking facilities that support the 
proposed uses. In addition, new construction on Development Site D may be a combination of 
academic/medical-related uses and parking. In the event that only academic and medical-related 
uses are constructed, the maximum amount of development would range from approximately 
59,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 200,000 square feet of academic and/or medical 
research facilities. The development of academic and/or medical-related uses would occur in 
structure(s) with a maximum height of 140 feet. 

Parking facilities to support the Project may also occur on Development Site D. The 
parking facilities, should they occur, could be a mix of a multi-level structure and surface 
parking. The height of the parking structure would not exceed 75 feet. A maximum of 600 
parking spaces could be constructed on Development Site D. 

5. Development Site E 

Development Site E consists of a 7.64-acre surface parking lot located on the east side of 
San Pablo Street between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard, as shown in Figure 3 on page 48 
and Figure 8 on page 56. This Development Site would be developed with the type of academic 
and/or medical related uses that are described above for Development Sites A, B, and D. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site E would range from 
approximately 118,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 400,000 square feet of academic 
and/or medical research facilities. The maximum building height permitted within Development 
Site E would be 100 feet. Parking to accommodate the proposed Project may also be provided 
within this site in the form of a surface parking lot and/or parking structure. 

6. Development Site F 

Development Site F, which consists of 2.65 acres of vacant land, is located on the west 
side of San Pablo Street, as shown in Figure 3 on page 48 and Figure 8 on page 56. Academic 
and/or medical related uses that are described above for Development Sites A, B, D, and E may 
also be developed on Development Site F. The maximum amount of development proposed for 
Development Site F would range from approximately 118,000 square feet of medical clinic 
facilities to 400,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities. The maximum 
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building height would be 100 feet. In addition, parking to accommodate the proposed Project 
may be provided within this site in the form of a surface parking lot and/or parking structure. 

7. Development Site G 

Development Site G is centrally located within the HSC. Similar to Development Site A, 
Development Site G is part of the same 8.06-acre parcel identified as Lot 1, Tract 24390 by the 
Los Angeles County Assessor. In addition to Development Site A, this 8.06-acre parcel also 
includes the Center for Health Professions (CHP) and the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI). 
Development Site G comprises approximately 4.0 acres of the larger 8.06-acre parcel. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site G would range from 
approximately 29,500 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 100,000 square feet of academic 
and/or medical research facilities. This development may occur either in the form of a new 
structure and/or as an addition to the existing CHP structure. Demolition of the CHP is not 
anticipated to occur as part of the proposed Project. Maximum building heights on this 
Development Site would be 100 feet. 

E. CONCEPTUAL PROJECT DESIGN 

The proposed buildings would be constructed of steel structural or concrete framework 
clad with pre-cast concrete panels and glass and aluminum curtain wall systems. Though the 
design of the proposed buildings has not been fully developed at this stage, their architectural 
style would be similar to the type of buildings that already exist on the HSC, such as those 
shown in the photographs in Figure 4 through Figure 9 on pages 52 through 57. 

The Project would also include the creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways 
between and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings that would 
complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. The proposed buildings 
would also feature signage and lighting consistent with existing HSC lighting and signage. 

As described above, parking for the proposed buildings would be provided on 
Development Sites C and/or B, D, E, and F. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between 
buildings would connect the parking with the proposed and existing buildings within the HSC, as 
well as via the on-campus shuttle program. In addition, drop-off and delivery areas would be 
provided at each of the proposed buildings. 
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The view eastward from the corner of Biggy Street and Eastlake Avenue shows the 
new Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI) with adjacent surface parking lots that comprise 
Development Site A. 

The view westward from the east side of San Pablo Street shows the south facade of the 
Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI) and the adjacent surface parking lots that comprise 
Development Site A. 

Figure 4 
Photographs of Development Site A 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 

Page 52 

RL0026868 



EM25501 

The view southward from Alcazar Street showing Development Site B with the HCCll 
building to the right, the USC University Hospital parking structure to the left and the 
HCC building and Doheny Eye Institute in the background. 

The view eastward from the corner of Alcazar Street and San Pablo Street showing 
Development Site B. 

Figure 5 
Photographs of Development Site B 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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View northward of Development Site C from Zonal Avenue. 

View southward from within Development Site C with County-USC Hospital visible in the 
background. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Figure 6 
Photographs of Development Site C 
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View westward of Development Site D from Biggy Street. 

View eastward from within Development Site D with the USC/Norris Comprehensive 
Cancer Center visible in the background. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Figure 7 
Photographs of Development Site D 
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View eastward of Development Site E from San Pablo Street. 

View westward of Development Site F from San Pablo Street. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Figure 8 
Photographs of 

Development Site E and F 
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View eastward of Development Site G from the intersection of Eastlake Avenue and 
Alcazar Street. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Figure 9 
Photograph of 
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F. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

The development timeframe for buildout of the proposed Project is approximately ten 
years, with buildout anticipated to occur by 2015. Within this timeframe the construction of 
individual buildings would take place over the course of two to three years. Development of the 
parking facilities would occur in coordination with development of the buildings to be served by 
the parking. The final plans and construction documents for each component of the Project 
would identify protocols for demolition, site preparation, staging and other activities associated 
with construction. 

G. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

1. Applicant's Objectives 

The overall purpose of the proposed Project is to provide more opportunities for USC 
faculty and students to work at the forefront of biomedicine while continuing to provide 
outstanding patient care. 

The objectives of the proposed Project relate to the Project's mission, required facilities 
and design. They are as follows: 

Mission 

• To be a nationally respected provider of the highest quality, specialized, acute 
inpatient and outpatient health care services and translational research. 

• To assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to become one of the nation's very 
top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and provide them with a 
rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as 
internationally competitive research scientists. 

• To improve the quality of life for individuals and society by promoting health, 
preventing and curing disease, advancing medical research and educating tomorrow's 
physicians and scientists. 

• To provide outstanding undergraduate, graduate and postgraduate academic programs 
of instruction for highly qualified students leading to academic degrees in the health 
profession. 

• To conduct and publicize cutting-edge multidisciplinary research in the discovery, 
action, utilization and evaluation of therapeutic agents. 
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• To serve California and the nation m providing life-long learning to health 
professionals. 

• To provide health leadership in the solution of complex community, regional, 
national and international medical problems. 

Facilities 

• To develop new facilities which provide the quantity and quality of laboratory space 
required for recruiting new, world-renowned faculty, conducting breakthrough 
research, and training future scientists. 

• To provide the facilities and create an atmosphere that will stimulate and encourage 
USC students to excel academically, as community leaders and as professionals. 

• To provide new research, education and patient care facilities in an amount 
commensurate with demand for new programs and mission objectives. 

• To provide centralized facilities within the HSC to attain efficiency in the meeting of 
the mission objectives described above. 

• To provide new facilities within the HSC in a manner that supports synergy amongst 
research, education and patient care. 

• To provide a buildout of the existing HSC site with uses which are complementary to, 
and supportive of, existing site uses. 

Design 

• To create an on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment that will allow 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with limited vehicular interfaces by providing 
parking at selected locations within the HSC. 

• To provide adequate parking for faculty, students, patrons and guests of the HSC. 

• To provide a continuity of design between existing and new site uses to support the 
site's development as a unified campus. 

• To develop new facilities that would spur commercial partnerships, development and 
jobs. 

2. City of Los Angeles Objectives 

In addition, the City of Los Angeles has adopted policies and objectives that relate 
directly to the implementation of the proposed Project. These policies and objectives are 
articulated in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan of the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan and the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan. The manner in which the Project aids in 
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the achievement of these policies and objectives is discussed in more detail in Section IV.A, 
Land Use, of this Draft EIR. It is the Applicant's further objective to support the attainment of 
the City policies and objectives, as follows: 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

• To encourage compatibility in school locations, site layout, and architectural design 
with adjacent land uses and community character, by developing underdeveloped on
campus locations with a Project design that complements existing HSC development. 

• To design new development projects to minimize disturbance to existing traffic flow 
with proper ingress and egress to parking, by providing easily accessible parking 
structures supported by an on-campus shuttle program. 

• To strengthen contacts and cooperation between public and private sector 
organizations engaged in economic development activities within the community, by 
providing jobs for local citizens and serving the surrounding community. 

• To minimize conflicts between auto-related and pedestrian-oriented activities and 
encourage the use of public transportation in commercial areas, by providing easily 
accessible parking structures located at the perimeter of the HSC and supported by an 
on-campus shuttle program. 

Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

• To improve the quality of life for those who live and work in and visit the 
Redevelopment Plan Area through enhanced business, employment, and educational 
opportunities, by enhancing existing HSC educational facilities and health care as 
well as by providing jobs for the community. 

• To preserve and increase employment, trammg, business and investment 
opportunities through redevelopment programs, by providing additional educational 
and health care facilities as well as on-site employment opportunities. 

• To support and encourage a circulation system that will improve the quality of life in 
the Redevelopment Plan Area with an emphasis on serving existing facilities and 
meeting future needs, by providing enhanced pedestrian facilities, easily accessible 
parking structures supported by an on-campus shuttle program and by providing new 
development that is accessible via existing mass transit systems. 

• To promote and support the conservation, rehabilitation and appropriate use or reuse 
of existing buildings, groupings of buildings and other physical features, by 
developing existing underdeveloped sites within the HSC and complementing 
existing HSC facilities with related, synergistic uses. 
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• To promote a thriving commercial environment, including adequate parking and 
proper traffic circulation by developing underdeveloped sites within the boundaries of 
the existing HSC in a manner that continues the positive land use relationships that 
currently exist between the HSC and adjacent land uses. 

H. INTENDED USE OF THE EIRAND ANTICIPATED PUBLIC AGENCY 
ACTIONS 

This EIR is a Project EIR, as defined by Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
This EIR serves as an informational document and provides an analysis of the whole of the 
proposed Project. The intended use of this EIR is to assist the City of Los Angeles decision
makers in making decisions regarding the proposed Project. This EIR shall be used in 
connection with all permits and approvals necessary for the construction and operation of the 
proposed Project. This EIR shall be used by the following responsible agencies in the approval, 
construction, and development of the proposed Project: the Community Redevelopment Agency 
of Los Angeles; the City Council of the City of Los Angeles; the Department of City Planning of 
the City of Los Angeles; and all City of Los Angeles departments and other public agencies that 
must approve activities undertaken with respect to the proposed Project. 

Required discretionary approvals and permits may include, but are not limited to: 

1. City of Los Angeles 

• Development Agreement 

• General Plan Amendment from Public Facilities to General Commercial for 
Development Site C. 

• A General Plan Amendment from Limited Industrial to General Commercial for 
Development Sites E and F. 

• Zone change from PF to C2-2 for Development Site C. 

• Zone change for Development Sites A through G to add Q and/or D conditions. 

• Zone change from CM-1 to C2-2 for Development Sites E and F. 

• Height district change from 1 VL to 2 for Development Site D. 

• Variance from the distance requirement for parking to be provided within 750 feet of 
the proposed use (Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(g); 

• Abandonment of Henry Street through either the merger and resubdivision of 
Development Site C or a street vacation. In the event that Henry Street is vacated, an 
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amendment to the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Generalized Circulation 
Map would be required to remove Henry Street. 

• Haul route; and 

• Any other City of Los Angeles permits or approvals as may be required. 

Required ministerial approvals from the City of Los Angeles may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Department of Public Works permits for excavation and shoring in public ways and 
the installation of public improvements; 

• Department of Building and Safety permits including demolition, grading, foundation 
and building permits; and 

• Any other City of Los Angeles ministerial actions or approvals as may be required. 

2. Community Redevelopment Agency 

• CRA staff review and approval of City of Los Angeles building permit applications; 
and 

• Any other CRA permits or approvals as may be required. 

3. State of California 

Required discretionary approvals from the State of California may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board issuance of National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permits for the control of construction runoff water 
quality; 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District permits regarding emergency 
generators; and 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals from State of California agencies as may 
be required. 
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HI. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
A. OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section provides a summary of the environmental setting for the area around the 
proposed Project Site, as well as an overview of existing on-site conditions for each of the 
following environmental issues that are analyzed in the Draft EIR: Land Use, Aesthetics, 
Transportation, Parking and Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, and Utilities. Each of the 
environmental analysis sections presented in Section IV of the Draft EIR includes a more 
detailed description of existing conditions as well as the regulatory framework that is applicable 
to the proposed Project. 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The Project Site is located within the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area of the 
City of Los Angeles. The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Map designates Development 
Sites A, B, D, and Gas General Commercial, while Development Site C is designated for Public 
Facilities. Development Sites E and F are designated Limited Industrial. The proposed uses 
(i.e., academic, medical research and office buildings on Development Sites A, B, D, E, F, and/or 
G and potential parking facilities on Development Sites B, C, D, E, and/or F) are permitted uses 
under these designations. A Community Plan Amendment to change the land use designation 
from Public Facilities to General Commercial is required to permit the proposed development on 
Development Site C. 

The Project Site is also located within the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project Plan 
area. The Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan encompasses approximately 2,200 acres of 
commercial and industrial properties in east Los Angeles. The principle goal of the 
Redevelopment Plan is to preserve the existing commercial and industrial economy of the 
community. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code (Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code-LAMC) regulates development through land use designations and 
development standards. Development Sites A, B, and G are zoned C2-2 (Commercial). As 
detailed in Section 12.14 of the LAMC, the C2-2 commercial zone permits a wide variety of 
commercial uses, including academic, medical laboratory and medical office uses and allows the 
provision of surface parking in support of commercial uses. Development Site C is zoned PF-1 
(Public Facilities) and Development Site D is zoned [Q] C2-1VL. The [Q] condition on 
Development Site D prohibits 100 percent residential development, and limits residential 
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development, should it occur, to that permitted in the RDI.5 zone. Development Sites E and F 
are zoned CM-1 (Commercial Manufacturing). Thus, the proposed uses for Development Sites 
A, B, D, and G would be permitted uses under the existing zoning designations. Development of 
the proposed uses on Development Sites E and F would require a zone change from CM-1 to C2-
2. Development of the proposed uses on Development Site C would require a zone change from 
PF to C2. There is no required minimum lot area or minimum front, side, or rear yard setback 
for non-residential uses in the C2 zone or CM-1 zone. In addition, a zone change for all 
development sites may be sought to establish a [Q] condition and/or a D condition for the 
purpose of implementing the Project's proposed development program. 

Total floor area and height limitations are regulated by Section 12.21.1 of the LAMC. 
Development Sites A, B, and G are located within Height District 2 for which the applicable 
height limitation is defined in terms of permitted floor area. Specifically, within Height 
District 2, the total floor area in all buildings shall not exceed six times the buildable lot area. 
Development Sites C, E, and F are located in Height District 1, which limits the total floor area 
on a lot in a commercial zone to one and one-half times the buildable area and in a public 
facilities zone to three times the buildable area. Since Development Site C is zoned PF the total 
floor area permitted on this site is limited to three times the buildable area. Development Sites E 
and F are zoned CM, therefore the total floor area pennitted on these sites is limited to 1.5 times 
the buildable lot area. Development Site D is located within Height District l VL, and no 
building or structure in Height District No. 1 VL shall exceed three stories, nor shall it exceed 
45 feet in height. A height district change for Development Site D would be required to permit 
maximum development up to 120 feet in height for any building and up to 75 feet in height for a 
parking structure. Based on the proposed development program Development Site F requires a 
height district change to permit the maximum development that could occur on this Development 
Site. The Height District for Development Sites D, E, and Fis proposed to be changed to Height 
District 2. 

The LAMC also regulates the minimum number of parking spaces to be provided on a 
property based on land use and the number of units or floor area. In addition, per LAMC 
Section 12.21.A.4(g), a project's parking must be provided on the same lot as the proposed use 
or on a separate lot within 750 feet of the use. Development of parking facilities to support the 
new buildings would be accommodated through construction of parking facilities on one or more 
of the following: Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F. As the proposed parking facilities may 
be greater than 750 feet from one or more of the proposed Development Sites, a variance from 
the LAMC provisions regarding the maximum distance between a building and its parking may 
be required. 

The existing land uses in the area are described below under the heading of Aesthetics. 
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AESTHETICS 

The approximate 56-acre USC Health Sciences Campus is located in the northeastern 
portion of the City of Los Angeles. The local street pattern within the area generally follows the 
alignment of the Interstate 10 (I-10) and Interstate 5 (I-5) Freeways. Because of its highly 
developed nature, the area's aesthetic environment is generally defined by the developed land 
uses present in the area. 

West of the Project site the aesthetic environment is defined by the large-scale 
institutional uses present in the area, principally the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center 
and Women and Children's Hospital; the College of Nursing and Allied Health; and the Los 
Angeles County Coroner. The Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center is currently expanding 
its facilities to the south with construction occurring on the north side of Marengo Street. The 
existing high-rise medical buildings in this area range from approximately 4 to 15 stories in 
height and are older than the more modern HSC buildings. Landscaping is limited to ornamental 
landscaping along the building fa9ades fronting the public roadways. Other than the Los 
Angeles County Coroner Building, which is constructed of brick, the surrounding buildings are 
constructed of pre-cast concrete with glass and metal curtain walls. With these land uses serving 
as a western anchor, the HSC is an adjoining institutional complex exhibiting a higher level of 
aesthetic quality due to a greater ability and value placed on creating such an environment by the 
Applicant. 

The Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the 
HSC on the east side of Cornwell Street, with the United States Army Reserve Center located on 
the east side of San Pablo Street south of Norfolk Street. A Los Angeles County Public Works 
facility is located on the north side of Alcazar Street across from the USC Kidney Center and the 
USC Pathology Reference Center. 

From a broad perspective, two relatively large City parks are located to the north and 
south of the HSC. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated from the 
HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to Valley Boulevard. Lincoln 
Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult recreational programs including fishing in the lake 
within the park. Located southeast of the HSC is Hazard Park. Hazard Park is a 25-acre 
recreational resource, which contains trees, lawns, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, and a 
vegetated gully along an abandoned railroad spur line that bisects the park. Views of some HSC 
buildings are visible from certain vantage points within the two parks. However, many views of 
the HSC buildings from within both Lincoln Park and Hazard Park are obscured due to the 
topography and landscaping within the parks themselves. Views of the structures that may occur 
on Development Sites C and D would not be visible from Lincoln or Hazard Parks. The 
structures proposed on Development Site A may be visible from Hazard Park, and the proposed 
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structure(s) that may occur on Development Sites B, E, F, and G may be visible from Lincoln 
Park. 

East of the Project Site, structures are principally one-story in height, older in age and 
constructed of wood and stucco. This area is principally residential in nature with limited 
commercial uses along the major arterials (i.e., Soto Street). Landscaping is limited to street 
trees and private landscaping. Residential uses are also located east of Development Site B 
along the east and west sides of Playground A venue, which bisects the eastern portion of the 
HSC. Further to the east across Soto Street is an established residential neighborhood. The vast 
majority of these residential structures are one-story wood or stucco single family residences that 
are older in age. The aesthetic quality of these areas varies from residence to residence. Many 
of the structures have been well kept while others have deteriorated. Views to the west from 
these residential areas are of the existing HSC buildings. Commercial uses front Mission Road 
to the west of the HSC and residential uses exist further to the west across Mission Road. 

The artificial light environment in the Project area is influenced by street lights as well as 
lighting associated with adjacent buildings and parking facilities within the HSC. Existing 
artificial light sources on the proposed Development Sites include security lighting for the 
surface parking lots. In addition, vehicles traveling on Eastlake Avenue, San Pablo Street, 
Alcazar Street, Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue also contribute to the existing artificial light 
environment within the HSC. Implementation of the proposed Project would introduce new light 
sources within the Project Site including streetlights, interior building lighting, exterior security 
lighting, and parking facility lighting; however, the proposed lighting would be typical of 
existing adjacent facilities within the HSC and is not expected to create unusually high levels of 
light. 

The aesthetic character of the HSC is that of a contemporary and integrated institutional 
campus set into an existing urban landscape providing academic, research, hospital and medical 
office buildings and parking facilities designed in a modernist style reflective of the high-tech 
research activity that occurs within these facilities. The surface parking lots that are proposed for 
development currently feature minimal landscaping consisting of ornamental trees and 
landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape, offering limited aesthetic value to the area. 
Development of theses sites may block views of the distant San Gabriel Mountains from some 
vantage points within the HSC. However, the San Gabriel Mountains would still be visible from 
other vantage points on and around the HSC. 

Though the specific design of the proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of 
the existing academic, research and medical office buildings that define the visual/aesthetic 
appearance of the HSC, particularly existing nearby buildings such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics 
Institute and the Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC) and HCC II buildings. These multi-story 
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buildings consist primarily of pre-cast concrete with a glass and metal curtain wall system in a 
modernist contemporary style. 

TRAFFIC, PARKING AND CIRCULATION 

Regional vehicular access to the proposed Project Site occurs via the San Bernardino 
(I-10) and Golden State (I-5) Freeways. Local vehicular access to the proposed Project Site is 
via Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, Mission Road, Zonal Avenue, Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk 
Street, San Pablo Street, Biggy Street, and Alcazar Street. USC operates shuttles within the 
HSC, as well as to and from the University Park Campus and to and from other area destinations 
such as Union Station and downtown. The Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) also operates 
bus routes that serve the HSC, including Route 254 along Biggy Street and Alcazar Street. 

Of the 18 intersections analyzed in the Draft EIR, fifteen intersections are currently 
operating at a level of service (LOS) D or better during the AM. and P.M. peak hours, while the 
remaining three intersections currently operate at LOS E during one or the other of the peak 
hours. LOS is a measure used by traffic engineers to classify how well an intersection is 
operating. An LOS of A or B indicates free-flow conditions, while an LOS of F reflects highly 
congested conditions. An intersection is considered to be operating at an acceptable level if it is 
operating at an LOS of D or better. The three study intersections operating at LOS E include the 
Mission Road and I-5 Southbound Ramps intersection during the AM. peak hour, the Mission 
Road and Daly Street/Marengo Street intersection during the P.M. peak hour, and the Soto Street 
and I-10 Freeway Westbound Ramps-Charolette Street intersection during the AM. peak hour. 

Currently, Development Site C is used as a 548-space surface parking lot, and 
Development Site D is used as a 106-space surface parking lot. Development Site E consists of 
an 826-space surface parking lot. These surface parking lots serve the HSC. 

AIR QUALITY 

The proposed Project Site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (the "Basin"), a 
6,600-square-mile area encompassing all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los 
Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. The distinctive climate of this area is 
determined primarily by its terrain and geographical location. Regional meteorology is largely 
dominated by a persistent high-pressure area, which commonly resides over the eastern Pacific 
Ocean. Seasonal variations in the strength and position of this pressure cell cause changes in the 
weather patterns in the area. Local climatic conditions are characterized by warm summers, mild 
winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate daytime on-shore breezes, and moderate humidity. This 
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normally mild climate condition is occasionally interrupted by periods of hot weather, winter 
storms, and Santa Ana winds. 

The Basin is an area of high air pollution potential, particularly from June through 
September. The poor ventilation in the Basin, generally attributed to light winds and shallow 
vertical mixing, frequently reduces pollutant dispersion, causing elevated air pollution levels. 
Pollutant concentrations in the Basin vary with location, season, and time of day. Ozone 
concentrations, for example, tend to be lower along the coast, higher in the near inland valleys, 
and lower in the far inland areas of the Basin and adjacent desert. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) monitors air quality 
throughout the Basin at various monitoring stations. The South Coast Air Basin is currently in 
non-attainment for ozone (03), and particulate matter (PM10) based on federal and, thus, state air 
quality standards, as the state standards for California are more stringent than the federal 
standards. 

Sensitive receptors to heightened air pollution levels include areas where children, the 
elderly and those that are ill congregate. Such locations are present within the HSC itself The 
nearest residential uses, which are also considered sensitive receptors, are located approximately 
650 feet southeast of Development Site E, approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B, 
and approximately 900 feet west of Development Site C. 

NOISE 

The existing noise environment in the Project area is characterized primarily by traffic noise 
from nearby roadways. Other noise sources in the Project vicinity include stationary sources 
(i.e., loading docks, building mechanical equipment, etc.) and the occasional noise produced 
from small aircrafts flying overhead. Based on field measurements conducted in preparation of 
this Draft EIR, it was determined that existing ambient noise levels range from 55 dBA to 
64 dBA in the Project area. Residential land uses and certain institutional uses such as day care 
centers, schools, churches, and hospitals are considered to be sensitive noise receptors. The 
sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Development Sites include the 
academic and medical facilities and a day care center within the HSC itself, with the closest 
residential uses located approximately 650 feet southeast of Development Site E, approximately 
700 feet east of Development Site B, and approximately 900 feet west of Development Site C. 
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UTILITIES 

Water service to the Project Site would continue to be provided by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Water & Power. The City receives its water from three major 
sources: (1) the Owens Valley and the Mono basin on the east side of the Sierra Nevada 
Mountains via the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA); (2) Northern California and Colorado River 
imports from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD); and (3) local 
groundwater basins, including the San Fernando, Sylmar, Central Coast and West Coast Basins. 
Based on these sources, existing sources of water supply appear adequate, except during periods 
of prolonged drought. Water conveyance systems are located throughout the HSC and include 
water lines within the major streets. Water mains and laterals connect these lines to the 
individual buildings. No known problems with the existing water conveyance system are known 
to exist with regard to capacity and water pressure. 

Wastewater treatment services would continue to be provided to the HSC by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works (DPW). DPW's Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) 
provides wastewater treatment services to the area. The HTP is designed to treat 450 million 
gallons per day (mgd). The annual increase in wastewater flow to the HTP, however, is limited 
to five (5) mgd, per City Ordinance No. 166,060. Sewer lines are located within the public right
of-way for those streets that traverse the HSC. Sewer mains and laterals connect these lines to 
the individual buildings. No known problems with the existing sewer conveyance system are 
known to exist with regard to capacity. 
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B. CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the analysis of potential 
project impacts include cumulative impacts. CEQA defines cumulative impacts as "two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together are considerable or which compound or 
increase other environmental impacts."10 The State CEQA Guidelines further indicate that the 
analysis of cumulative impacts need not be as in-depth as what is performed relative to the 
proposed Project, but instead is to "be guided by the standards of practicality and 
reasonableness. "11 

Cumulative impacts are anticipated impacts of the proposed Project along with 
reasonably foreseeable growth. Reasonably foreseeable growth may be based on either: 12 

• A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts; or 

• A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document designed to evaluate regional or area-wide conditions. 

The proposed Project is expected to be completed in 2015. Accordingly, this Draft EIR 
considers the effects of other proposed development projects within that time frame. A listing of 
the reasonably anticipated related projects, based on information on file at the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation, is presented in Table l on pages 71 and 72. The 
locations of the related projects are shown in Figure 10 on page 73. In addition, the Project's 
traffic analysis conservatively incorporates a 1 percent average annual growth factor to account 
for additional regional growth beyond that reflected in the related projects list. The total 
projected development was then applied to the analysis of all environmental issues, as 
appropriate. 

10 State CEQA Guidelines, 1-1 California Code of Regulations, § 15355, et seq. 
11 Ibid., § 15355. 
12 Ibid.,§ 15130(b)(l). 
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Map 
No. Project 

1 99-0603 

2 00-1280 

3 00-1860 Freight 
Yard Mixed-Use 
Development 
Project 

4 00-280 

5 Capital Mills 
Project 

6 Alameda District 
Plan 

7 00-5091 
Blossom Plaza 

8 01-3151 

9 02-9991 

10 03-2045 

11 Zilkha 
N euro genetics 
Research 
Institute 
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Table 1 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS 
USC HEATH SCIENCES CAMPUS 

Location Land Use 

1700 Marengo Street Los Angeles County 
Medical Center 

2419 Workman Street Dmgstore 

970 Third Street; Mixed-Use: 
Third Street at Architectural School 
Santa Fe Avenue General Office 

Retail 
Multi-Family 

Residential 

2600 Main Street Convenience Store 

Alameda Street at General Office 
College Street Retail 

Loft Apartments 

Alameda Street General Office 
Corridor Hotel 

Apartment 
Retail 
Museum 

900 Broadway (at Condominium 
College Street) Sit-Down Restaurant 

Museum 
Retail 
Quick Service 

Restaurant 

2005 Fourth Street Gas Station 
Fast-Food Restaurant 

w/ Drive-Through 

1720 Cesar Chavez Hospital 
Avenue Medical Office 
(White Memorial 
Hospital Replacement 
Project; sizes shown are 
net new) 

3319 Broadway at Restaurant 
Gates Street 

West side of San Pablo Research Center 
Street, between Alcazar 
Street and Norfolk 
Street 
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III.B. Cumulative Development 

Size Status 

Phase I: Hospital Under 
Replacement Construction 
(900 beds which 
replace 1,450 
existing beds) 

15,549 SF Proposed 

691,040 SF Total Proposed 
88,096 SF 
39,895 SF 

188,325 SF 
408DU 

3,000 SF Proposed 

20.000 SF Proposed 
5,000 SF 

30DU 

8,200,000 SF Proposed 
750 Rooms 
300DU 

250,000 SF 
70,000 SF 

223DU Proposed 
9,000 SF 
7,000 SF 

25,000 SF 
6,000 SF 

8 Pumps Proposed 
754 SF 

9Beds Proposed 
114,000 SF 

3,319 SF Proposed 

125,000 SF Built & 
Occupied 
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Map 
No. 

12 

13 

14 

Source: 

Project 

Tenet New 
Acute Care 
Tower 

USC HCC II 
Building 

USCHNRT 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS 
USC HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS 

Location Land Use 

North side of Norfolk Hospital 
Street, between San 
Pablo and Playground 
Street 

East side of San Pablo Medical Office 
Street, mid-block 
between Alcazar Street 
and Norfolk Street 

Southeast comer of Research Center 
Eastlake Avenue and 
Biggy Street 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation. 
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III.B. Cumulative Development 

Size Status 

160 Beds Under 
Construction 

150,000 GSF Built & 
Occupied 

175,000 GSF Under 
Construction 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

l. INTRODUCTION 

This section addresses the proposed Project with regard to applicable land use 
regulations, as well as the type and patterns of land uses in the surrounding area. The analysis 
focuses on whether the uses proposed are consistent with those anticipated in existing plans and 
whether the proposed Project would divide an existing neighborhood, community or land uses. 
Specific environmental effects on surrounding neighborhoods are addressed in other sections of 
the EIR such as Traffic (Section IV.C), Noise (Section IV.D), and Air Quality (Section IV.E). 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Existing Land Uses 

(1) Project Site Land Uses 

The USC Health Science Campus (HSC) is located approximately three (3) miles east of 
downtown Los Angeles, approximately 0.5 mile north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10), and 
approximately 0.5 mile east of the Golden State Freeway (I-5) adjacent to the Lincoln Heights 
and Boyle Heights neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles. The 56-acre HSC features state
of-the-art academic and medical research and treatment facilities, with specific work in the fields 
of cancer, gene therapy, neurosciences, and transplantation biology, as well as programs in 
occupational therapy and physical therapy. As an example, the HSC includes the USC/Norris 
Comprehensive Cancer Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, the 
Doheny Eye Institute, the School of Pharmacy, the Keck School of Medicine, the Center for 
Health Professions, and the Norris Medical Library. In addition to these facilities, the HSC 
contains many ancillary uses including cafeterias, maintenance facilities and vivariums. 
Vivariums are a contributing element to the ongoing academic and medical related activities that 
occur at the HSC. On June 22, 2004, the City's Zoning Administrator determined that vivariums 
are ancillary uses that are permitted within designated locations of the HSC. 

The Project as proposed would occupy seven Development Sites within the HSC. 
Development Site A is centrally located within the HSC and is part of a parcel that also includes 
the Center for Health Professions and the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI). The basement of 
future building(s) on Development Site A could be designed to connect to the basement of the 
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existing adjacent ZNI building. Development Site A is currently utilized as a 287-space surface 
parking lot. This site is approximately 2.46 acres in size, though it is part of a larger 8.06-acre 
parcel. The larger 8.06-acre parcel also includes the Center for Health Professions and the ZNI 
building. Development Site Bis utilized as a 104-space surface parking lot and is approximately 
l.13 acres in size. Development Site B is centrally located within the HSC, located west of the 
existing USC University Hospital parking structure and north of the HCCII Building. The 
building(s) that could occur on this Development Site could form a courtyard configuration with 
the existing Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC) and HCCII buildings. Development Site C is 
located in the western portion of the HSC on the north side of Zonal A venue, between State 
Street to the east and Mission Road to the west across from the existing Women and Children's 
Hospital. This 3.68-acre site is currently used as a 548-space surface parking lot. Henry Street, 
a roadway that has been paved over and out of circulation for at least twenty years, bisects 
Development Site C. Development Site Dis an approximately 0.77-acre site located on the west 
side of Biggy Street between Zonal and Eastlake Avenues and is currently used as a 106-space 
surface parking lot. Development Site E consists of 7.64 acres on the east side of San Pablo 
Street between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard and is currently used as an 826-space 
surface parking lot. Development Site F consists of 2.65 acres of vacant land on the west side of 
San Pablo Street. Development Site G comprises approximately 4.0 acres of the larger 8.06-acre 
parcel that includes Development Site A, the Center for Health Professions, and the ZNI 
building. 

Photographs shown in Figure 4 on page 52 through Figure 9 on page 57 of Section II, 
Project Description, depict the on-site land uses currently occurring within Development Sites A 
through G. 

(2) Surrounding Area Land Uses 

The area surrounding the HSC supports a variety of institutional, public, commercial, 
residential, and recreational land uses. One of the dominant land uses in the area is the Los 
Angeles County-USC Medical Center. This facility, located southwest of the HSC, is one of the 
nation's largest public hospitals and the nation's largest medical training center. The Los 
Angeles County-USC Medical Center is currently replacing its facilities to the south with 
construction occurring on the north side of Marengo Street. Hazard Park is located to the 
southeast of the HSC and east of the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. Hazard Park is 
a 25-acre recreational resource, which contains trees, lawns, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, 
and a vegetated gully along an abandoned railroad spur line that bisects the park. Development 
Site A (the portion of the Project Site nearest to Hazard Park) and Hazard Park are located at 
opposite comers of the San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue intersection. The HSC, the Los 
Angeles County-USC Medical Center and Hazard Park are generally bounded by Valley 
Boulevard to the north, Marengo Street to the south, Mission Road to the west and Soto Street to 
the east. Other public and institutional uses in this immediate area include the United States 
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Army Reserve Center located on the east side of San Pablo Street, south of Norfolk Street and 
the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School, which is located on the east side of 
Cornwell Street. 

A second City park, Lincoln Park, is located across Valley Boulevard to the north of the 
HSC. Lincoln Park is separated from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and by the railroad tracks, 
which run parallel to, and along the south side of, Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide 
variety of youth and adult recreational programs. Located to the east of Development Site Eis a 
Los Angeles County Public Works facility located on the north side of Alcazar Street directly 
across from the DaVita Dialysis Center and the USC Clinical Sciences Center buildings within 
the HSC. 

Large-scale institutional uses, principally the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center, 
previously described, and the Women and Children's Hospital located on Zonal Avenue define 
the uses west of the HSC. The Central Juvenile Hall is also located to the west of the HSC at the 
intersection of Eastlake Avenue and Alcazar Street. The Los Angeles County Coroner is located 
further to the west on the northeast corner of Marengo Street and Mission Road. The College of 
Nursing and Allied Health is located across Mission Road. Residential uses are located west of 
these uses and other institutional and commercial uses fronting Mission Road. The nearest 
residential uses west of Mission Road are located approximately 900 feet west of Development 
Site C. 

The area east of Soto Street is principally residential in nature with limited commercial 
uses along the major arterials (i.e., Soto Street). These predominantly single-family structures 
are one-story in height, older in age and constructed of wood and stucco. Residential uses are 
also located approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B along the east and west sides of 
Playground Avenue, which bisects the eastern portion of the HSC. Figure 11 on page 77 shows 
the Project's seven Development Sites in relation to the aforementioned two off-site uses. 

b. Relevant Land Use Plans and Policies 

The Project Site is located within the City of Los Angeles' Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan area and within the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project. As such, the 
proposed Project is subject to the City of Los Angeles General Plan (the Plan), the Northeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan, the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), and the Adelante 
Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is administered by the Community Redevelopment Agency 
of the City of Los Angeles. Regional agencies also involved with planning and land use issues 
that affect the Project Site include the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 
via the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG); the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro), via the Los Angeles Congestion Management Plan (CMP); and the South 
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Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), via its Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP). 

(1) General Plan of the City of Los Angeles 

California state law requires that every city and county prepare and adopt a long-range 
comprehensive General Plan to guide future development and to identify the community's 
environmental, social, and economic goals. The General Plan must identify the need and 
methods for coordinating community development activities among all units of government; it 
must establish the community's capacity to respond to problems and opportunities; and it must 
provide a basis for subsequent planning efforts. The Los Angeles General Plan sets forth goals, 
objectives and programs that provide a guideline for day-to-day land use policies and to meet the 
existing and future needs and desires of the communities, while integrating a range of state
mandated elements including Transportation, Noise, Safety, Housing, and Conservation. The 
City of Los Angeles' General Plan Land Use Element consists of 35 Community Plans, which 
provide direction for the future development of each of the City's Community Plan Areas. The 
portions of the General Plan that contain land use policies relevant to the proposed Project 
include the Framework Element and the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. 

(a) General Plan Framework 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework (Framework), adopted in December 
1996 and readopted in August 2001, provides general guidance regarding land use issues for the 
entire City of Los Angeles. The General Plan Framework sets forth a citywide comprehensive 
long-range growth strategy and defines citywide polices regarding land use, housing, urban form, 
neighborhood design, open space and conservation, economic development, transportation, 
infrastructure and public services. It is based on a strategy which encourages residential and 
commercial growth along boulevards and corridors and clustered development around 
community focal points and high activity centers. The General Plan Framework guides, but is 
not intended to either override or mandate, changes to the community plans. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element designates Districts (i.e., Neighborhood 
Districts, Community Centers, Regional Centers, Downtown Centers, and Mixed Use 
Boulevards) and provides policies applicable to each District to support the vitality of the City's 
residential neighborhoods and commercial districts. The Metro Long Range Land Use Diagram 
of the General Plan Framework designates the Project Site as a Community Center. 

According to the Framework, Community Centers are intended to be identifiable focal 
points and activity centers for surrounding groups of residential neighborhoods. They contain a 
diversity of uses such as small offices, overnight accommodations, cultural and entertainment 
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facilities, schools and libraries in addition to neighborhood-oriented uses. Physically, the scale 
and density of Community Centers are greater than Neighborhood Districts, generally with 
building heights ranging from two- to six-stories depending on the character of the surrounding 
area. Community Centers are served by small shuttles and local buses in addition to automobiles 
and may be located along transit streets. Goals, objectives and policies for Community Center 
uses include: 

• Encourage pedestrian-oriented, high act1v1ty, multi- and mixed-use centers that 
support and provide identity for Los Angeles' communities; 

• Reinforce existing community centers, which accommodate a broad range of uses that 
serve the needs of adjacent residents, promote neighborhood and community activity, 
are compatible with adjacent neighborhoods, and are developed to be desirable places 
in which to live, work and visit, both in daytime and nighttime; 

• Accommodate the development of community-serving commercial uses and services 
in accordance with the densities/intensities of uses permitted and identified in the 
community plans; 

• Encourage the integration of school classrooms, libraries and similar academic and 
cultural facilities within commercial, office, and mixed commercial-residential 
structures; 

• Determine the appropriateness of centralized and shared parking structures, and 
where feasible, encourage their development; 

• Promote pedestrian activity by design and siting of structures; 

• Require that commercial and mixed-use buildings located adjacent to residential 
zones be designed and limited in height and scale to provide a transition with these 
uses; 

• Provide for the development of public streetscape improvements; and 

• Require that outdoor areas be lighted for night use, safety, and comfort. 

(b) Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

Established on July 3, 1979, the Northeast Community Plan area comprises 15,000 acres 
and serves as a transition between downtown Los Angeles and the neighboring cities of 
Glendale, Pasadena, and South Pasadena to the north; the City of Alhambra to the east; and the 
City of Monterey Park and the unincorporated community of City Terrace to the south. The 
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histories of the roughly 250,000 inhabitants can be traced back to the mid-nineteenth century 
when the first settlements were established. By the beginning of the twentieth century the 
Northeast Los Angeles area was recognized as the location for the City's largest medical 
facility. 13 

Major developments, which include the development of the USC Health Sciences 
Campus within the Northeast Community Plan area, have influenced the arrangement of land 
uses and the relationship of the Plan area with the rest of the expanding metropolis. Distinct 
neighborhoods are present and to some extent are defined by local hills and watercourses as well 
as such man made-features as railroad tracks and freeways. Freeway development [i.e., San 
Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and Harbor Freeway (I-110)] has had a negative effect on 
development within the community plan area as it has divided former neighborhoods, altered 
established transportation patterns, displaced residential, commercial and industrial uses, and 
encouraged development of incompatible land uses in and around major transportation 
corridors. 14 

The HSC is located adjacent to the Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights neighborhoods 
within the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, an area located east of the Los Angeles 
River and south of the Arroyo Seco. The major land use issues in Lincoln Heights are 
incompatibilities among land uses and some major pockets of deterioration that occur along the 
transportation corridors in the area. 15 According to the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, 
the County-USC Medical Center and USC Health Science Campus provide unique challenges 
and opportunities for revitalization, highlighting the efforts of Los Angeles County and USC to 
replace County Hospital and other obsolete or seismically unsafe structures. 16 

The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan promotes an arrangement of land uses, 
streets, and services that encourage and contribute to the economic, social and physical health, 
safety, welfare, and convenience of the people who live and work in the community. The 
Community Plan is intended to guide development in order to create a healthy and pleasant 
environment. It also seeks to enhance community identity and recognize unique neighborhoods 
within the Plan area. The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan sets forth land use policies 
and programs in the areas of residential, commercial, industrial, public and institutional, 
recreational and park facilities, open space, schools, libraries, police protection, fire protection, 
circulation, public transportation, non-motorized transportation, historic and cultural resources, 
and economic development. 

13 City ofLos Angeles Planning Department, Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan (revised June 15, 1999). 

14 Ibid. 
15 Ibid. 
16 Ibid 
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Policies of the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan apply to the entire Community 
Plan area and are frequently general in nature. Because policies can apply to public and private 
projects, the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan establishes guidelines to improve the 
environment as opportunities for public improvements and other public or private projects that 
affect public spaces and rights-of-way occur. Public area guidelines are intended to guide other 
City departments as they develop, update, and implement their respective plans. The Northeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan also includes design policies for individual projects which are 
intended to promote positive, visually interesting streets that are pedestrian-scaled while 
avoiding pedestrian/vehicular conflict. Urban design policies of specific applicability include the 
following: 

• Site Planning: 

- Providing pedestrian access from the front of buildings to rear parking for projects 
with wide frontages. 

- Locating surf ace parking to the rear of structures. 

• Building Height and Design: 

- Ensure that a project avoids large, sterile expanses of building walls. 

- Ensure building materials accent or complement adjacent and nearby buildings. 

- Require a comprehensive signage program suited to the scale and character of the 
local environment. 

• Parking Structures: 

- Utilize landscaping to screen parking structures not architecturally integrated with 
the main building. 

- Design parking structure exteriors to match the style, materials and colors of the 
main building. 

• Light and Glare: 

- Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian walkways, walk-throughs and arcades, 
and vehicular access ways. 

Shield and direct on-site lighting onto driveways and walkways, walk-throughs 
and arcades, and not adjacent areas. 
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The USC Health Science Campus is located at the southernmost portion of the Northeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan area. The Golden State Freeway (I-5), the San Bernardino 
Freeway (I-10), Marengo Avenue, and Mission Road separate the Northeast Los Angeles 
community from the Boyle Heights community. The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 
Map designates Development Sites A, B, D, and Gas General Commercial, while Development 
Site C is designated for Public Facilities. Development Sites E and F are designated Limited 
Industrial. The General Commercial designation correlates with the C1 .5, C2, C4, and P zones 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). The Public Facilities designation correlates with 
the PF zone of the LAMC, while the Limited Industrial designation relates to the CM, MR, CSS, 
Ml, M2, M3, and SL zones of the LAMC. In addition, the Generalized Circulation Map of the 
Community Plan includes Henry Street, a street that has been paved over and out of circulation 
for at least twenty years within Development Site C. 

(2) Los Angeles Municipal Code 

The Project Site is subject to the provisions of the City of Los Angeles Zoning Code, 
Chapter 1 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), which, in part, facilitates 
implementation of the Community Plan objectives cited above through land use designations and 
development standards. Development Sites A, B, and G are zoned C2 (Commercial), while 
Development Site C is zoned PF (Public Facilities) and Development Site D is zoned [Q]C2 
(Commercial). Development Sites E and Fare zoned CM (Commercial Manufacturing). 

As detailed in Section 12. l 4 of the LAMC, the C2 and CM commercial zones permit a 
wide variety of commercial uses, including medical laboratory, and allow the provision of 
surface parking in support of commercial uses. There is no required minimum lot area or 
minimum front, side or rear yard for non-residential uses in the C2 or CM zone. Total floor area 
and height limitations are regulated by Section 12.21.1. Development Sites A, B, and G are 
located within Height District 2 for which the applicable height limitation is defined in terms of 
permitted floor area. Specifically, the total floor area in all buildings within Height District 2 
shall not exceed six times the buildable lot area. Development Sites C, E, and F are located in 
Height District 1. Since Development Site C is zoned PF, the total floor area permitted on this 
site is limited to three times the buildable area. Parking is not considered to count towards the 
permitted floor area. Development Sites E and F are zoned CM, therefore the total floor area 
permitted on these sites is limited to l.5 times the buildable lot area. Development Site D is 
located within Height District l VL. No building or structure in Height District No. l VL shall 
exceed three stories, nor shall it exceed 45 feet in height. The [Q] condition on Development 
Site D prohibits 100 percent residential development, and limits residential development, should 
it occur, to that permitted in the RDl.5 zone. 

The LAMC also regulates the minimum number of parking spaces to be provided on the 
Project Site based on land use and floor area. Section 12.21.A.4 of the LAMC specifies the 
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required number of parking spaces for different use types. The parking requirement for the 
proposed Project (including existing spaces) is estimated to total up to approximately 5,186 
spaces. Also of relevance is Section 12.21.A.4(g), which specifies that a garage or off-street 
parking area must be provided either on the same lot as the proposed use or on another lot not 
more than 750 feet away from the proposed use. Applicable parking regulations are discussed in 
more detail in Section IV.C, Traffic, of this Draft EIR. 

Regulations governing signage in the City of Los Angeles are discussed in Section IV.B, 
Visual Qualities, of this Draft EIR. This section describes the permitting process and maximum 
height, size, type, illumination, safety, visibility of signs from freeway rights-of-way and other 
sign regulations. The relationship of the proposed Project's signage to existing regulations is 
described in detail in Section IV.B, Visual Qualities. 

(3) Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

The Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan (Redevelopment Plan) encompasses 
approximately 2,200 acres of commercial and industrial properties in East Los Angeles. The 
original plan was adopted in 1979 and most recently amended in 1999. It is one of the newest 
redevelopment areas established by the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City 
of Los Angeles. The Redevelopment Plan area contains the areas south of Olympic Boulevard to 
the City limits of Vernon from the Los Angeles River to Indiana Street; North Main Street east to 
Valley Boulevard and Alhambra Avenue to the City Limits of Alhambra; and all east-west 
commercial streets in Boyle Heights such as Cesar Chavez Avenue. 

The principle goal of the Redevelopment Plan is to preserve the existing commercial and 
industrial economy of the community. Objectives are to improve living conditions, upgrade 
public improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while 
preserving existing businesses and industry. Key objectives of specific applicability to the 
proposed Project include the following: 

• Improve the quality of life for those who live and work in and visit the 
Redevelopment Plan Area through enhanced business, employment and academic 
opportunities. 

• Preserve and increase employment, training, business, and investment opportunities 
through redevelopment programs. 

• Support and encourage a circulation system that will improve the quality of life in the 
Redevelopment Plan Area, including pedestrian, automobile, parking, and mass 
transit systems, with emphasis on serving existing facilities and meeting future needs. 
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• Promote and support the conservation, rehabilitation, and appropriate use or reuse of 
existing buildings, groupings of buildings, and other physical features. 

• Promote a thriving commercial environment, including adequate parking and proper 
traffic circulation, which contributes to neighborhood improvement and positively 
relates to adjacent land uses. 

The economy within the Redevelopment Plan area has been stagnating since the early 
1980s. Specifically, economic conditions reflected stagnate property values, abnormally high 
business vacancies and a higher than average crime rate. Limited new investment occurred 
through new construction and purchases of existing property between 1992 and 1998.17 

( 4) Southern California Association of Governments 

The Project Site is also within the planning area of the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG). SCAG is a Joint Powers Agency established under California 
Government Code Section 6502 et seq. that encompasses the following six counties: Los 
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. These counties, an area of 
38,000 square miles, have a combined population of more than 15 million people. For planning 
purposes this area is divided into 14 subregions. The Project Site is located within the City of 
Los Angeles subregion. 

In 1996 SCAG adopted the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which 
provides a framework for decision-making with respect to the growth and changes that can be 
anticipated by the year 2015 and beyond. The RCPG contains a general overview of federal, 
state, and regional plans applicable to the southern California region and serves as a 
comprehensive planning guide for future regional growth. Its chapters are divided into three 
categories: core, ancillary, and bridge. The core chapters include Growth Management (adopted 
June 1994), Regional Transportation Plan (adopted April 2004), Air Quality (adopted October 
1995), Hazardous Waste Management (adopted November 1994), and Water Quality (adopted 
January 1995) all of which are a result of, and respond directly to, federal and state planning 
requirements. They constitute the base on which local governments ensure consistency of their 
plans with applicable regional plans under CEQA. The Air Quality and Growth Management 
chapters contain both core and ancillary policies. 

Ancillary chapters are those on the Economy, Housing, Human Resources and Services, 
Finance, Open Space and Conservation, Water Resources, Energy, and Integrated Solid Waste 

17 The Community Redevelopment Agency of the C~ity of Los Angeles, Ade/ante Eastside Redevelopment Project 
Fact Sheet, www.ci.la.ca.us/CJ?Aladelante.html, April 200./. 
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Management. These chapters address important issues facing the region and may reflect other 
regional plans. These chapters do not, however, contain actions or policies required of local 
government. Hence, they are entirely advisory and establish no new mandates or policies for the 
region. Bridge chapters include the Strategy and Implementation chapters, functioning as links 
between the Core and Ancillary chapters of the RCPG. The primary goals of the RCPG are to 
improve the standard of living, enhance the quality of life, and promote social equity. The 
RCPG contains policies relative to advancing these goals. Land use policies of relevance to the 
proposed Project are set forth in the Growth Management chapter and are as follows: 

• Encouraging patterns of urban development and land use that reduce costs on 
infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities; 

• Encouraging land uses that encourage the use of transit and reduce the need for 
roadway expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled; and 

• Encouraging development in and around activity centers, transportation corridors, 
underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment. 

(5) Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) administers the 
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP), a state-mandated program 
designed to address the impact urban congestion has on local communities and the region as a 
whole. The CMP, last revised in 2004, includes a hierarchy of highways and roadways with 
minimum level of service standards, transit standards, a trip reduction and travel demand 
management element, a program to analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on the 
regional transportation system, a seven-year capital improvement program, and a county-wide 
computer model to evaluate traffic congestion and recommend relief strategies and actions. The 
primary goal of the CMP is to reduce traffic congestion in order to enhance the economic vitality 
and quality of life for all affected communities. The CMP guidelines specify that those freeway 
segments, where a project could add 150 or more trips in each direction during the peak hours, 
be evaluated. The guidelines also require evaluation of all designated CMP roadway 
intersections where a project could add 50 or more trips during either peak hour. No CMP 
arterials have been designated in the Project area. Monitoring Station 1014, the I-10 Freeway at 
East Los Angeles City limit, has been designated as a CMP freeway monitoring location. 
Further discussion of the CMP can be found in Section IV.C, Traffic, of this Draft EIR. 

(6) South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Management Plan 

The Project Site is also located in the South Coast Air Basin, a non-attainment area and 
the nation's only area classified as extreme in its failure to meet the National Ambient Air 
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Quality Standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. The South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in its Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) sets 
forth an attainment program based on projected population and employment growth and air 
quality management and control measures. The SCAQMD is responsible for compliance with 
federal and state air quality legislation in the Los Angeles County area. In conjunction with 
SCAG, the SCAQMD is responsible for establishing a comprehensive program to achieve 
federal and state air quality standards. The AQMP is incorporated into the State Implementation 
Program (SIP), which constitutes all Air Quality Management Plans prepared by all air quality 
management districts in the state. The SIP is the state's plan that demonstrates compliance with 
state and federal air quality standards. The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments require every ozone 
non-attainment area classified as serious, severe or extreme to prepare a comprehensive 
attainment plan (i.e., California State Implementation Plan for Ozone). The California 
Implementation Plan for Ozone was submitted to the US Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) in November 1994 and approved in September 1996. This plan identifies six ozone non
attainment areas in California. Each non-attainment area is assigned a statutory deadline for 
achieving the national ozone standards. Consistency with the SCAQMD's AQMP is evaluated 
in Section IV.D, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR. 

3. PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

The analysis ofland use impacts considers both consistency of the proposed Project with 
adopted plans and policies that govern land use on the Project Site and the compatibility of 
proposed uses with adjacent land uses. The determination of compatibility is based on a survey 
of land uses adjacent to the Project Site, and a determination of the compatibility of the proposed 
Project with adjacent land uses. Adopted regulations and policies governing land use on the 
Project Site are also reviewed and compared with the proposed Project. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide provides guidance concerning the 
nature of land use impacts and recommends determining significance on a case-by-case basis 
with respect to the individual circumstances of each project. Consideration is given to a number 
of factors, including: the extent to which an area would be impacted; the nature and degree of 
impacts; the type of land uses within that area; and the extent to which existing neighborhoods, 
communities, or land uses would be disrupted, divided, or isolated, and the duration of the 
disruptions. In addition, consideration is given to the consistency of the project with adopted 
land use plans, policies, and regulations. 
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Therefore, for the purposes of the proposed Project, a significant impact is considered to 
occur under the following conditions: 

• The Project would not be compatible with the existing land use plans, policies or 
regulations intended to prevent an impact to the environment. 18 

• The interface of physical and operational characteristics of the Project would be 
substantially incompatible with the surrounding land uses. 

• The Project would result in the division, disruption or isolation of an existing 
established community or neighborhood. 

c. Analysis of Project Impacts 

(1) Project Characteristics 

The Project proposes construction and operation of multi-level academic and medical 
office facilities and associated parking facilities on up to seven Development Sites within the 
existing HSC. These new facilities would be utilized for academic and support purposes, 
research laboratories, and offices, as well as medical office space by tenants associated with the 
HSC. The seven proposed Development Sites are currently underdeveloped or utilized as 
surface parking for the HSC and are surrounded by other institutional uses and parking facilities. 
Proposed parking facilities to support the Project could be developed on one or more of the 
following: Development Sites B, C, D, E, and/or F. 

(2) Project Compatibility with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

(a) City of Los Angeles 

(i) General Plan Framework 

A detailed comparison of specific General Plan Framework goals and policies and the 
proposed Project is presented in Table 2 on pages 88 to 96. Based on the analyses and 
conclusions presented in Table 2, the proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and 
policies of the General Plan Framework. 

18 It is important to note that an incompatibility conflict with an individual land use policy or regulation does not 
unto itself necessarily indicate a significant impact to the environment. 
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Table 2 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy Analysis of Project Consistency 

City ofLos Angeles General Plan Framework, Community Centers 

Goal 3: Pedestrian-oriented, high activity, multi- and 
mixed-use centers that support and provide identity for 
Los Angeles' communities. 

Objective 3.9: Reinforce existing community centers. 
which accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the 
needs of adjacent residents, promote neighborhood and 
community activity, are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods, and are developed to be desirable places 
in which to live, work and visit, both in daytime and 
nighttime. 

Policy 3.9.l: Accommodate the development of 
community-serving commercial uses and services in 
accordance with Table 3-1. Land use standards and 
typical Development Characteristics, and Table 3-5, Land 
Use Designation and Corresponding Zones. The ranges 
and densities/intensities of uses pemritted in any area 
shall be identified in the connnunity plans. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

The proposed Project would continue existing 
development patterns and assist in infilling the 
established RSC with similar uses. thereby adding to the 
identity of the RSC. The proposed Project would also 
contribute to the existing pedestrian-friendly campus 
environment that would facilitate pedestrian access to the 
entire HSC and would limit pedestrian and vehicular 
interfaces by providing parking at selected locations 
within the HSC. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways 
between buildings would connect the Project's proposed 
parking facilities with the proposed and existing 
buildings within the HSC. Pedestrian amenities 
associated with the proposed Project would also create a 
safer pedestrian environment through increased activity, 
lighting and security. As such, the proposed Project 
supports this goal. 

The Project proposes to develop additional acade1nic and 
medical-related facilities on sites that are currently used 
as surface parking lots or are underdeveloped within the 
existing RSC, thereby reinforcing an existing community 
center and promoting cmmnunity activity. Development 
of the Project would also preserve the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. as the proposed infill 
development would be located within or adjacent to the 
existing HSC. The design of structures developed as part 
of the Project would reflect the high quality of. and be 
integrated with. the existing HSC structures. This would 
achieve the objective relative to developing a desirable 
place to work and visit. As such, the proposed Project 
supports this objective. 

The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan designates 
Development Sites A, B, D, and G for General 
Commercial uses, while Development Site C is 
designated for Public Facility uses. Development Sites E 
and F are desit,'llated Limited Industrial. The proposed 
uses (i.e., academic, medical research, and medical office 
buildings on Sites A, B, D, and/or G and potential 
parking facilities on Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F 
are consistent with these designations. In addition, 
Project development is consistent with the 
densities/intensities permitted in the Northeast 
Community Plan. With the adoption of the proposed 
General Plan Amendments for Development Site C (i.e., 
from Public Facilities to General Commercial) and 
Development Sites E and F (i.e., Limited Industrial to 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Policy 3.9.2: Encourage the integration of school 
classrooms, libraries and similar educational and cultural 
facilities within commercial, office, and mixed 
commercial-residential structures. 

Policy 3.9.3: Determine the appropriateness of 
centralized and shared parking structures, and where 
feasible, encourage their development. 

Policy 3.9.5: Promote pedestrian activity by design and 
siting of structures. 

Policy 3.9.6: Require that commercial and mixed-use 
buildings located adjacent to residential zones be 
designed and limited in height and scale to provide a 
transition with these uses. 

Policy 3. 9. 7: Provide for the development of public 
streetscape improvements. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

General Connnercial, the proposed Project supports this 
policy. 

The Project proposes to develop additional academic and 
medical-related facilities within the existing HSC. In 
addition, the project would be compatible with the 
Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School, 
wl1ich is located on the east side of Cornwell Street. As 
such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The Project includes the development of centralized and 
shared parking facilities to support the proposed 
academic and medical-related uses. Sidewalks and 
pedestrian walkways between buildings would connect 
the proposed parking facilities with the proposed and 
existing buildings within the HSC. In addition, a USC
operated shuttle system would continue to provide 
transportation throughout the HSC, including the 
proposed buildings and parking facilities. As such. the 
proposed Project supports this policy. 

The location of the proposed parking facilities would 
limit pedestrian and vel1icular interfaces. The additional 
infill development represented by the proposed Project 
would increase the pedestrian activity on the can1pus. As 
such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The proposed infill development would be located on 
seven Development Sites within the existing HSC. While 
the greater HSC is located adjacent to a residential zone, 
the Project's Development Sites are not. Furthermore, 
the height of the proposed structures would not 
substantially contrast with the surrounding residential 
areas, since the proposed structures would be consistent 
in scale with the existing HSC structures. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this policy. 

The Project includes the development of sidewalks and 
pedestrian walkways between buildings that would 
com1ect the parking with the proposed and existing 
buildings within the HSC. These spaces would include 
plantings that would complement the existing 
landscaping program throughout the HSC. In addition, 
all new or replacement trees would be selected for 
consistency with the existing street trees. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this policy. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Policy 3.9.9: Require that outdoor areas be lighted for 
night use, safety, and comfort. 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

Policy 6-1. l: Encourage compatibility in school 
locations, site layout, and architectural design with 
adjacent land uses and community character. 

Policy 10-1.2: Design new development projects to 
minimize disturbance to existing traffic flow with proper 
ingress and egress to parking. 

Policy 16-1.2: Strengthen contacts and cooperation 
between public and private sector organizations engaged 
in economic development activities within the 
community. 

Objective 2-1: Conserve and strengthen potentially viable 
commercial areas in order to stimulate and revitalize 
existing businesses and create opportmrities for 
appropriate new commercial development. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

Pedestrian amenities associated with the proposed Project 
would create a safe pedestrian environment through 
increased activity, lighting and security. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this policy. 

The Project proposes to develop additional acaden1ic and 
medical-related facilities on underutilized sites within the 
existing HSC. Though the specific design of the 
proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings 
would be designed in a style reflective of the existing 
academic, research, and medical office buildings that 
define the aesthetic appearance of the HSC. Furthermore, 
the height of the proposed structures would not 
substantially contrast with the surrounding community, 
since the proposed structures would be consistent in scale 
with the existing HSC structures. As such, the proposed 
Project supports this policy. 

The proposed Project would create a pedestrian-friendly 
campus environment that would facilitate pedestrian 
access to the entire facility principally by limiting 
pedestrian and vehicular interfaces by providing parking 
at selected locations and com1ecting these parking 
facilities with other components of the HSC via a USC
operated shuttle system. As sucli. the proposed Project 
supports this policy. 

The Project proposes to develop additional academic and 
medical-related facilities within the existing HSC. 
Several other compatible medical, academic, and public 
uses are located in the vicinity to the HSC that would 
benefit from the Project's proposed improvements. As 
such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The proposed infill development would occur on 
underutilized sites within the exiting HSC. The proposed 
academic and medical-related facilities are intended to 
attract outstanding students. faculty and staff to the HSC. 
In addition, other institutional, academic, and public uses 
in the vicinity of the HSC would benefit from the 
proposed improvements to the Project area. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this objective. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Objective 2-3: Minin1ize conflicts between auto-related 
and pedestrian-oriented activities and encourage use of 
public transportation in commercial areas. 

Site Planning: 
- Locating surface parking to the rear of stmctures. 
- Providing pedestrian access from the front of 

buildings to rear parking for projects with wide 
frontages. 

Height and Building Design: 
- Ensure that a project avoids large sterile expanses of 

building walls. 

- Require a comprehensive signage program suited to 
the scale and character to the local enviromnent 

Parking Stmctures: 
- Utilize landscaping to screen parking stmctures not 

architecturally integrated with the main building. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

Providing parking at selected locations would allow 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with lin1ited 
vehicular interfaces. In addition, a USC-operated shuttle 
system would provide transportation from the proposed 
parking facilities to the HSC buildings. As such, the 
proposed Project supports this objective. 

The proposed layout of the Project Site would create a 
pedestrian-friendly campus enviromnent that would 
facilitate pedestrian access to the entire facility 
principally by lin1iting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces 
by providing parking at selected locations witl1in the HSC 
and connecting these parking facilities with other 
components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle 
system. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between 
buildings would connect the parking with the proposed 
and existing buildings witl1in the HSC. The Project 
would include the creation of new exterior courtyards and 
walkways between and around the proposed buildings. 
As such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The proposed buildings would be constructed of steel 
structural or concrete framework clad with pre-cast 
concrete panels and glass and aluminum curtain wall 
systems. Though the design of the proposed buildings 
has not been fully developed at this stage, their 
architectural style would be similar to the same type of 
buildings that already exist on the RSC. These building 
include articulated surfaces, thereby avoiding large, 
sterile expanses of building walls. As such, the proposed 
Project supports this policy. 

The proposed buildings would feature signage and 
lighting consistent with existing HSC lighting and 
signage and LAMC requirements. As such, the proposed 
Project supports this policy. 

Parking for the proposed buildings would be located at 
selected sites within the HSC. A USC-operated shuttle 
system would provide transportation among the proposed 
structure(s) on these sites to the HSC buildings. ln 
addition, sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between the 
buildings would connect the parking with the proposed 
and existing buildings within the HSC. The design of the 
proposed parking facilities would be consistent with the 
HSC architectural themes and in the use of landscaping, 
particularly with regard to fa;:ade treatments. As such, 
the proposed Project supports this policy. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Light and Glare: 
- Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian 

walkways and vehicular access ways. 

- Shield and direct on-site lighting onto driveways 
and walkways. 

Los Angeles A1unicipal Code 

LAMC Section 12.14. The C2 zone (Commercial) 
permits a wide variety of commercial uses, including 
academic, medical laboratory and medical office uses and 
allows the provision of surface parking in support of 
commercial uses. 

LAMC Section 12.21.l.A.2. Within Height District 2, 
the total floor area in all buildings shall not exceed six 
times the buildable lot area. 

LAMC Section 12.21.l.A.l. Within Height District l the 
total floor area on a lot in a commercial zone is limited to 
one-and-one-half times the buildable area. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

The proposed Project would feature well-lit pedestrian 
pathways linking the HSC with the proposed parking 
facilities and would feature appropriate lighting in and 
around the proposed building and parking sites. As such, 
the proposed Project supports this policy. 

All pedestrian, security, and landscape lighting would 
be directed onto driveways and walkways (see 
Section IV.B. l, Visual Resource mitigation measures). 
As such, the proposed Project supports this policy. 

The proposed medical research, academic, and medical
related uses that may occur on Development Sites A, B, 
and G would be permitted uses under the existing C2 
(Commercial) zoning designations. Development Site D 
is zoned [QJC2-l VL and permits the proposed uses. 
Development Sites E and F are zoned CM (Cmmuercial 
Manufacturing). With the proposed zone change for 
Development Sites E and F (i.e" From CM-1 to C2-2). 
the proposed uses on Development Sites E and F (i.e., 
academic, medical research. and office buildings or 
parking) would be consistent with the existing uses found 
within the HSC and would assist in infilling the 
established HSC with similar uses. With the proposed 
zone change for Development Site C (i.e., from PF to 
C2). the parking structure on Development Site C would 
be a permitted use under the LAMC and would, thus, 
comply with this LAMC section. 

Development Sites A, B, and Gare located within Height 
District 2. The Project proposes a maximum of 465,000, 
295,338, and 100,000 square feet of floor area within 
Development Sites A. B, and G, respectively. Building 
Heights within Development Sites A, B. and G shall not 
exceed 150, 100. and 100 feet, respectively. With 
Development Sites A, B and G consisting of 2.46 acres. 
l.13 acres and 4.0 acres ofland, respectively, the 
maximum amount of development that may occur on 
these Sites would be consistent with the pennitted 6: l 
floor area ratio (FAR). As such, the proposed 
development on Development Sites A, B and G would 
comply with this LAMC section. 

Development Sites C. E, and F are located in Height 
District l. However, parking is not considered to count 
towards the permitted floor area. The height of a parking 
strncture on Development Site C would not exceed 
75 feet. As such, the proposed development on 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

Page 92 

RL0026910 



EM25543 

IV.A Land Use and Plam1ing 

Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

LAMC Section 12.21.1.A.l No building or strncture in 
Height District No. l VL shall exceed three stories, nor 
shall it exceed 45 feet in height. 

LAMC Section 12.21.A.4. Parking requirements. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

Development Site C would comply with this LAMC 
section. The Project proposes a maximum of 
400,000 square feet of floor area within each of 
Development Sites E and F. The proposed building 
heights within Development Sites E and F would not 
exceed 100 feet. Development Site E, which consists of 
7 .64 acres of land, would comply with this LAMC 
section, as proposed development would not exceed the 
permitted l: 1.5 floor area ratio (FAR). However, the 
maximum amount of development ( 400.000 square feet) 
within Development Site F, which consists of 2.65 acres 
ofland, would exceed the pennitted l: 1.5 floor area ratio 
(FAR). Therefore, a height district change from Height 
District I to Height District 2 would be required for the 
maximum amount of development on Development 
Site F to comply with this LAMC section. 

Development Site D is located within Height 
District 1 VL. In the event that University and/or 
medical-related uses are constructed on Development 
Site D, the maximum height of the strncture would be 
140 feet. Parking facilities to support the Project, should 
they occur within Development Site D, would not exceed 
7 5 feet. The heights of the strnctures that could be 
constrncted on Development Site D would be comparable 
to the surrounding HSC buildings. However, a height 
district change from Height District 1 VL to Height 
District 2 for the maximum amount of development 
proposed for Development Site D would be required for 
the Project to comply with this LAMC section. 

Regulations governing parking are discussed in detail in 
Section IV.C, Traffic. of this Draft EIR. Parking 
facilities to support the new buildings that may occur on 
Development Sites A, B, D. E, F, and/or G would be 
accommodated through constrnction of parking facilities 
on one or more of the following: Development Sites B, 
C, D, E, and F. The quantity of parking that would be 
provided would be sufficient to meet the Project's code 
requirements and parking demand. Sidewalks and 
pedestrian walkways between buildings would connect 
the parking with the proposed and existing buildings 
within the HSC. As such, the proposed Project would 
comply with this regulation. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Section 12.2l.A.4(g) specifies that a garage or off-street 
parking area must be provided either on the same lot as 
the proposed use or on another lot not more than 750 feet 
away from the proposed use, as measured along the 
streets or other potential pedestrian pathways between the 
two lots. 

Ade/ante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

Improve the quality of life for those who live and work in 
and visit the Redevelopment Plan Area through enhanced 
business, employment, housing, shopping, entertainment, 
recreational, and educational opportunities. 

Preserve and increase employment, training, business and 
investment opportunities through redevelopment 
programs. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

Parking facilities would be constructed on one or more of 
the following: Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F. 
Providing parking at these selected sites within the HSC 
would further facilitate pedestrian access to the entire 
facility with limited vehicular interfaces. In addition, a 
USC-operated shuttle system would provide 
transportation throughout the HSC. including the 
proposed buildings and parking facilities. As the 
proposed parking facilities may be located greater than 
750 feet from one or more of the proposed Development 
Sites, a variance from the distance requirement set forth 
in this LAMC section may be required for the Project to 
comply with this LAMC section. 

The proposed Project would enhance the pedestrian-
friendly campus environment and would allow pedestrian 
access to the entire facility with limited vehicular 
interfaces by providing parking at selected locations 
within the RSC. One of the goals of the Applicant is to 
improve the quality of life for individuals and society by 
promoting health, preventing and curing disease. 
advancing medical research, and educating tomorrow's 
physicians and scientists. To this end. the proposed 
development of academic and medical-related facilities 
would aid in attracting outstanding students, faculty, and 
staff to the HSC. The Project would therefore provide 
enhanced business, employment and educational 
opportunities for those in the community. As such, the 
Project supports this policy. 

The proposed Project can be characterized as infill 
development within the existing HSC on sites currently 
used as surface parking lots or sites that are 
underdeveloped. Development as proposed would aid in 
achieving tl1e redevelopment program objectives of 
enhanced employment, training and business 
investments. The proposed academic and medical-related 
facilities are intended to attract outstanding students, 
faculty and staff to the HSC that would assist instructors 
in providing outstanding undergraduate, graduate, and 
postgraduate academic programs leading to academic 
degrees in the health profession. As such, this represents 
an increase in employment and training opportunities, 
and the Project is therefore consistent with this policy. 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy 

Support and encourage a circulation system that will 
improve the quality of life in the Redevelopment Plan 
Area, including pedestrian, automobile, parking, and 
mass transit systems, with emphasis on serving existing 
facilities and meeting future needs. 

Promote and support the conservation, rehabilitation, and 
appropriate use or reuse of existing buildings, groupings 
of buildings, and other physical features. 

Promote a thriving commercial environment, including 
adequate parking and proper traffic circulation, that 
contributes to neighborhood improvement and positively 
relates to adjacent land uses. 

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

Encouraging patterns of urban development and land use 
that reduce costs on infrastructure construction and make 
better use of existing facilities. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Analysis of Project Consistency 

The proposed Project would be served via the nearby San 
Bernardino (I-10) and Golden State (I-5) Freeways, as 
well as by the Metro mass transit system. Parking 
facilities to support the new buildings would be located at 
selected sites within the HSC. A USC-operated shuttle 
system would provide transportation from the proposed 
parking facilities to the HSC buildings. A shuttle system 
also operates between the HSC and the main University 
Park Campus, as well as Union Station and downtown. 
Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between buildings 
would connect the parking with the proposed and existing 
buildings within the HSC. The proposed site layout 
would create a pedestrian-friendly campus environment 
that would allow pedestrian access to the entire facility 
with linrited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at 
selected sites within the HSC. The Project is therefore 
consistent with tlris policy. 

The proposed Project can be characterized as infill 
development within the existing HSC. Providing parking 
at selected sites within the HSC would facilitate 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with linrited 
vehicular interfaces. Development would include tlle 
creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways 
between and around the proposed buildings. These 
spaces would include plantings that would complement 
the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. 

The proposed layout of the Project Site would create a 
pedestrian-friendly campus enviromnent that would 
facilitate pedestrian access to the entire facility 
principally by linriting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces 
by providing parking at selected sites within the HSC and 
com1ecting these parking facilities with other components 
of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. As part 
of an established campus of related land uses, the 
proposed buildings would assist in infilling the 
established HSC with sinrilar uses. As such, the 
proposed Project would support this policy. 

The proposed Project would develop underutilized sites 
within the existing HSC that are currently used as surface 
parking lots or are underdeveloped. With tl1e 
development of the proposed Project in an established 
area of the City, in which existing facilities and 
infrastructure are already in place and would be available 
to the proposed Project, the cost of infrastructure 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE POLICIES 

Relevant Policy Analysis of Project Consistency 

constrnction would be reduced. As such, the proposed 
Project would support this policy. 

Encouraging development in and around activity centers. The proposed Project would develop undemtilized sites 
transportation corridors, undemtilized infrastrncture within the existing HSC. The HSC is located in an older 
systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment. section of the City with an established redevelopment 

project. As such, the proposed Project would support this 
policy. 

Encouraging land uses that encourage the use of transit The proposed Project is well seIVed by the Metro, DASH. 
and reduce the need for roadway expansion, reduce the and USC shuttle system. Public transportation to tl1e 
number of auto trips and vehicle n1iles traveled. HSC is also available from Union Station. The proposed 

Project is located witllln the existing HSC enabling 
utilization by the USC community without additional 
auto trips. As such, the proposed Project would support 
this policy. 

The Project proposes to develop academic and medical-related facilities on sites that are 
currently used as surface parking lots or are undeveloped within the existing HSC. These 
proposed uses are consistent with the uses permitted within the Community Center General Plan 
Land Use designation. Development of these sites would preserve the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood, as the proposed development would assist in enhancing the 
established HSC with similar uses. Also, the heights of the proposed structures would not 
substantially contrast with the surrounding residential areas since the proposed structures would 
be consistent in scale with the existing HSC structures and the overall distance between these 
areas and the proposed Development Sites would not be reduced. The Project would also be 
consistent with policies pertaining to the density of community centers given that the density of 
the proposed uses would be compatible with the existing HSC development, and would be 
consistent with the densities permitted by the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. 
Furthermore, the Project would strengthen the HSC and the surrounding commercial areas via 
new development that complements existing development within the HSC. Specifically, the 
Project would stimulate and revitalize existing businesses and create opportunities for 
appropriate new commercial development within the surrounding area. 

The integration of the Project into the existing HSC campus would contribute to, and 
enhance, the existing pedestrian-friendly campus environment and further facilitate pedestrian 
access to the entire HSC. This would be accomplished in large part by limiting pedestrian and 
vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations within the HSC and connecting 
these parking facilities with other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 
The Project would also include the creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways between 
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and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings that would 
complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC and would connect the 
proposed and existing buildings within the HSC. The walkways would be adequately lighted 
and create a sense of place to support and enhance pedestrian activity. Furthermore, while the 
design of the proposed buildings has not been fully developed at this stage, their architectural 
style would be similar to those that already exist on the HSC. On an overall basis, the Project 
would enhance the urban character of the Project area. With the proposed improvements as 
described above, the Project's land use impacts in relation to the City's General Plan Framework 
would be less than significant. 

(ii) Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

As shown in Table 2, the proposed Project would be consistent with the site planning, 
neighborhood compatibility, landscape, access, aesthetic, light and glare and transit oriented 
goals of the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. As described in greater detail in Table 2, 
the proposed Project has been designed to create a pedestrian-friendly campus environment that 
would facilitate pedestrian access to the entire facility by limiting pedestrian and vehicle 
interfaces by providing parking at selected locations within the HSC and connecting these 
parking facilities with the other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 
Though the design of the proposed buildings has not been fully developed at this stage, the 
architectural style would be similar to the buildings that already exist on the HSC. The proposed 
buildings would be constructed of steel structural or concrete framework clad with pre-cast 
concrete panels and glass and aluminum curtain wall systems. Articulated surfaces on building 
walls would avoid large, sterile expanses on building walls. As described in greater detail above, 
the Project would include the creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways between and 
around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings that would complement 
the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. The proposed buildings would also 
feature signage and lighting consistent with existing HSC operations. Through high activity, 
landscaping, night lighting, and other pedestrian amenities, the proposed Project would 
contribute to the aesthetic appearance of the campus for the community. The proposed uses (i.e., 
academic, medical research, and medical office buildings) that may occur on Development Sites 
A, B, D, E, F, and/or G and potential parking facilities on Development Sites B, C, D, E, and/or 
F would be compatible with the Community Plan and its policies. A general plan amendment to 
change the land use designation from Public Facilities to General Commercial is required to 
permit the proposed development of parking facilities on Development Site C. The proposed 
General Commercial designation for Development Site C would be compatible with the 
designations of the surrounding HSC parcels and would be consistent with the intent and policies 
of the Community Plan. In addition, the implementation of the Project with regard to 
Development Site C may require the vacation of Henry Street, a street that is shown on the 
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Generalized Circulation Map but has been paved over 
and out of circulation for at least twenty years. As the street does not exist and is entirely 
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internal to Development Site C, its removal has no bearing on land uses in and around the Project 
Site. Therefore, implementation of this discretionary action (i.e. the vacation of Henry Street) 
would have no land use impact. Therefore, land use impacts in relation to the Northeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan would be less than significant. Please refer to Section IV.C, 
Transportation, Circulation and Parking, for additional information regarding the potential 
transportation implications of vacating Henry Street. 

(iii) Los Angeles Municipal Code 

As shown in Table 2 on pages 88 through 96, the proposed Project generally complies 
with the applicable LAMC provisions. Development Sites A, B, and G are zoned C2-2 
(Commercial). As detailed in Section 12.14 of the LAMC, the C2-2 commercial zone permits a 
wide variety of commercial uses that are pertinent to the Project, including medical office, 
medical laboratories, and parking structures. The proposed uses for Development Sites A, B, 
and G, including a potential basement-level vivarium on Development Site A that could connect 
to the existing vivarium located in the basement level of the adjacent Zilkha Neurogenetics 
Institute, would be permitted as accessory uses under the existing C2 (Commercial) zoning 
designation. Development Site Dis zoned [Q] C2-IVL (Commercial) and permit the Project's 
proposed academic and medical-related facilities. A zone change from CM-1 to C2-2 is required 
for Development Sites E and F to implement the Project as proposed. Development Site C is 
zoned PF-l (Public Facilities), which permits public parking facilities, and government buildings 
and offices. As the Project is proposing a private parking facility on Development Site C, a zone 
change from PF to C2 is required to implement the Project as proposed. The proposed zone 
change to C2 for Development Sites C, E and F would be compatible with the zoning 
designations assigned to the surrounding HSC parcels and would be consistent with the intent 
and policies of the Community Plan. There are no required minimum lot areas or minimum 
front, side, or rear yard for non-residential uses in the C2 or CM zones. 

Section 12.21.1 of the LAMC regulates floor area and height limitations. Development 
Sites A, B, and Gare located within Height District 2. Therefore, the total floor area of buildings 
that may occur on Development Sites A, B, and G shall not exceed six times the buildable lot 
area. Development Sites C, E, and F are located in Height District 1. Since Development Site C 
is zoned PF the total floor area permitted on this site is limited to three times the buildable area. 
Development Sites E and F are zoned commercial, which limits the total floor area on these lots 
to 1.5 times the buildable area. Development Site D is located within Height District 1 VL, 
which limits the height of structures to three stories or 45 feet in height. 

Development Site A is approximately 2.46 acres or 91,912 square feet in size. Therefore, 
the total floor area permitted on this site would be a maximum of 551 ,472 gross square feet. The 
Project is proposing a maximum of 465,000 gross square feet of development on Development 
Site A. Thus, the proposed development on Development Site A would be consistent with the 
existing height district for this particular site. Furthermore the potential building(s) on 
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Development Site A would be consistent in height with other HSC buildings that currently exist 
adjacent to Development Site A 

Development Site B is approximately 1.13 acres or 49,223 square feet. The total floor 
area permitted on Development Site B would, therefore, be a maximum of 295,338 gross square 
feet. The Project is proposing a maximum of 295,338 gross square feet of floor area for this 
Development Site. Thus, the proposed development on Development Site B would be consistent 
with the existing height district for this particular site. Furthennore, the location of the proposed 
building that may occur within Development Site B is sufficiently distant from Lincoln and 
Hazard Parks and off-site residential uses in the area so as to not alter the land use relationships 
that currently exist. 

Development Site C is approximately 3.68 acres in size; however, as discussed above, 
parking facilities do not count toward the permitted floor area. Thus, the proposed Project is 
consistent with the existing height district for this particular site. 

In the event that University and/or medical-related uses are constructed on Development 
Site D, a maximum of 50,312 gross square feet would be permitted. Because the size of 
Development Site D is approximately 0.77 acre, or 33,541 gross square feet, and the site is 
within Height District l VL, a height district change from l VL to 2 is required for the maximum 
development proposed for this site to comply with the LAMC. The proposed height district 
change would allow the permitted floor area on Development Site D to be six times the buildable 
lot area or a maximum of 201,246 gross square feet. Similar to Development Site B, 
Development Site D is located within the boundaries of the existing HSC, and the height of the 
proposed building(s) on Development Site D would be consistent with the heights of the 
surrounding HSC structures. In addition, the location of the proposed building(s) within 
Development Site D is sufficiently distant from Lincoln and Hazard Parks and the off-site 
residential uses in the area so as to not alter the land use relationships that currently exist. 

Development Site Eis approximately 7.64 acres in size and would permit a maximum of 
499,198 gross square feet, while Development Site Fis approximately 2.65 acres permitting a 
maximum floor area of 115,434 gross square feet, as both sites are located within Height 
District l. Although the proposed development on Development Site E is consistent with the 
existing height district for this particular site, the Project proposes a height district change to 
Height District 2 to provide for a consistent Height District 2 across the Project. Development 
Site F would require a height district change from 1 to 2. The height of the proposed building 
that may occur on Development Site F would be consistent with the heights of the surrounding 
HSC structures. Furthermore, the proposed building(s) within Development Site F would be 
separated from Lincoln Park by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to the 
southern side of Valley Boulevard. 
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While the maximum amount of Project development that could occur on the seven 
development sites, when added together, would equal 1.8 million square feet, total Project 
development would never exceed a total of 765,000 square feet. In conclusion, development 
proposed for Development Sites A, C, E, and/or G would be consistent with the density 
permitted by the LAMC. With the adoption of the requested height district changes for 
Development Sites D and F, these Development Sites would also comply with the density 
standards established via the LAMC. 

Section 12.21.A.4 of the LAMC specifies that the proposed Project would require up to 
approximately 5, 186 parking spaces. Regulations governing parking are discussed in detail in 
Section IV.C, Traffic, of this Draft EIR. Development of potential parking facilities to support 
the new buildings on Development Sites B, C, D, E, and/or F would be accommodated through 
construction of multi-level parking structures and/or surface parking lots. The Project's 
proposed parking facilities would be sufficient to meet the Project's parking requirements per the 
LAMC, as well as the Project's demand for parking. Refer to Section IV.C, Traffic, for 
additional information regarding the Project's proposed parking facilities. 

The LAMC also regulates the location of a Project's parking supply. Based on LAMC 
Section 12.21.A.4(g), code required parking must be provided on the same lot as the proposed 
use or on a separate lot within 750 feet of the use. As the distances between the proposed 
Development Sites and the parking facilities may be greater than 750 feet, a variance from the 
distance requirement may be required. Notwithstanding, the City of Los Angeles' Department of 
Building and Safety generally determines parking requirements for an environment such as the 
HSC on a campus-wide basis, rather than on a building-by-building or lot-by-lot basis. For 
example, a parking space on one block at the HSC may be considered to satisfy the LAMC 
parking requirement for a building located across the street. 

The City of Los Angeles regulates the placement, construction and modification of all 
exterior signs and sign support structures through Division 62 (Building Code) of the City of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Specific LAMC requirements and restrictions are dependant 
on signage type. However, general constraints on design, construction, materials, and the 
potential for a hazard to traffic are applicable and the Departments of Building and Safety and 
Transportation would not permit signage that would interfere with the safe and efficient 
operation of vehicles upon a street or freeway, or which create a condition endangering the safety 
of persons. 

Although the signage for the proposed Project has not been finalized at this time, exterior 
signage for the proposed buildings and HSC campus identity would be compatible with the 
design of the existing signage within the HSC. The proposed signs would also comply with the 
Division 62 (Building Code) regulations of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). 
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(iv) Adelante Eastside Development Project 

The principal goal of the Adelante Eastside Development Project is to improve living 
conditions, upgrade public improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the 
industrial base while preserving existing businesses and industry. To this end, as detailed in 
Table 2 on pages 88 through 96, the Project is consistent with the policies or goals of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, as the Project would preserve and enhance the existing 
HSC, a unique commercial and institutional resource of the community. For the same reasons 
that were discussed above in Section IV.3.c.2.a(ii), the proposed Project's impact on the 
Adelante Eastside Development Project would be less than significant. 

(b) SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

The policies set forth in SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) that 
are relevant to individual projects primarily encourage patterns of urban development and land 
use that reduce costs on infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities. 
The RCPG encourages development in and around activity centers, transportation corridors, 
underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment. These 
policies are described in greater detail in Subsection IV.A.2.b.( 4) above and are shown in 
comparison with the proposed Project in Table 2 on pages 88 through 96. 

The HSC is located in an older section of the City with an established redevelopment 
project. The proposed Project would develop underutilized sites within the existing HSC that are 
currently used as surface parking lots. With the development of the proposed Project in an 
established area of the City, in which existing facilities and infrastructure are already in place 
and would be available to the proposed Project, the cost of infrastructure construction would be 
reduced. Furthermore, the proposed Project would be served through the nearby San Bernardino 
(I-10), and Golden State (I-5) Freeways and the Metro system. The area is also well served by 
public transit via the Metro, DASH and USC shuttle systems. Public transportation to the HSC 
is also available from Union Station. Based on the above analysis, the impact of the proposed 
Project on RCPG policies would be less than significant. 

(c) Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) 

The traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project relative to the CMP are 
evaluated in Section IV.C, Traffic of this Draft EIR. As described therein, Project development 
would result in a less than significant impact with regard to the CMP. 
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( d) South Coast Regional Management District Air Quality Management Plan 

Air quality impacts associated with the proposed Project would result from stationary and 
non-stationary sources associated with Project construction and operations. Section IV.D, Air 
Quality, of this Draft EIR evaluates the air quality impacts of the proposed Project and describes 
air quality mitigation measures that would reduce all potential air quality impacts to a less than 
significant level to the extent feasible. The proposed Project would not result in an increase in 
the frequency or severity of an existing air quality violation or create a new violation, and the 
proposed Project is consistent with the population, housing and employment growth assumptions 
contained in the AQMP. As such, the Project would be consistent with the policies and goals of 
the AQMP, and no significant impacts relative to AQMP land use policies and regulations would 
occur. 

In conclusion, the proposed Project, with approval of the requested zone change, height 
district change and parking variances, would be compatible with applicable local and regional 
land use plans, policies, and regulations. As such, Project impacts on local and regional land use 
plans, policies, and regulations would be less than significant. 

(3) Project Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses 

The proposed Project can be characterized as infill development within the ex1stmg 
56-acre HSC. The HSC is generally bounded by Valley Boulevard to the north, Zonal Avenue to 
the south, Mission Street to the west, and Soto Street to the east. Development Sites A, B, and G 
are centrally located within the HSC. Development Site C is located on the west side of the 
HSC, and Development Site D is located along the west side of Biggy Street between Zonal and 
Eastlake Avenues. Development Sites E and F are located north of Alcazar Street, on the east 
and west sides of San Pablo Street, respectively. These seven Development Sites are currently 
vacant or utilized as surface parking lots for the HSC or are underdeveloped and surrounded by 
other institutional uses and other parking facilities. 

Development of academic and medical-related facilities on these sites would be 
consistent with the existing uses found within the HSC, particularly existing adjacent buildings 
such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute and the HCC and HCC II buildings. As part of an 
established campus of related land uses, the proposed buildings would not physically divide an 
established community, but rather would assist in infilling the established HSC with similar uses. 
Similarly, the development of parking facilities on one or more of Development Sites B, C, D, E, 
and F would not result in the physical separation of any established community as the proposed 
uses fit the context of the Development Sites and the entire HSC. 
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The land uses to the north of the Project Site include Lincoln Park and a Los Angeles 
County Public Works facility. The Los Angeles County Public Works facility is located on the 
north side of Alcazar Street, east of Development Site E and directly across from the USC 
Kidney Center and the USC Pathology Reference Center buildings within the HSC. Lincoln 
Park is located approximately 0.25 mile from the nearest Development Site and is further 
separated from the Project Site by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that parallel the 
southern side of Valley Boulevard and existing HSC structures. Given these factors, Project 
development would have a less than significant impact with regard to land use compatibility. 
While the Los Angeles County Public Works facility is located in proximity to the Project Site, 
no land use compatibility impacts are anticipated due to the industrial nature of this use and the 
existence of existing HSC buildings in proximity to this facility. In addition, the proposed 
structures would be consistent in scale and architectural design with the existing HSC structures; 
therefore, the proposed Project would be compatible with the existing uses to the north of the 
Project Site. 

The area east of the Project Site across Soto Street is principally residential in nature with 
limited commercial uses along Soto Street. These predominantly single-family structures are 
one-story in height, older in age, and constructed of wood and stucco. The closest residential 
uses are located approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B along the east and west sides 
of Playground Avenue, which bisects the eastern portion of the HSC. No land use compatibility 
impacts between the Development Sites and these residential uses are anticipated, as existing 
HSC structures separate the Development Sites from these residential uses. Furthermore, the 
heights of the proposed structures would not substantially contrast with these residential uses 
since the proposed structures would be consistent in scale with existing HSC structures. 

The major land use to the south and west of the HSC is the Los Angeles County-USC 
Medical Center. This facility, located southwest of the HSC, is one of the nation's largest public 
hospitals and the nation's largest medical training center. Located to the southeast of the HSC 
and east of the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center is Hazard Park. The Central Juvenile 
Hall is located to the west of the HSC at the intersection of Eastlake Avenue and Alcazar Street. 
Other uses in this immediate area include the United States Army Reserve Center located on the 
east side of San Pablo Street, south of Norfolk Street and the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet 
Senior High School, which is located on the east side of Cornwell Street. The development of 
additional academic, medical-related, and academic support facilities within the existing HSC 
would be compatible with these surrounding institutional and public uses given their similarities 
in land use classification. While Development Site A and Hazard Park are located at opposite 
comers of the intersection, any buildings on Development Site A would be separated from 
Hazard Park not only by San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street, but also by the 
ornamental landscape buffer that exists directly north of Eastlake Avenue. Development Sites B, 
C, D, E, F, and Gare located further north from Hazard Park and are separated from the park by 
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existing HSC buildings. As such, land use compatibility impacts with these uses would be less 
than significant. 

The Women and Children's Hospital is located on Zonal Avenue west of the HSC. The 
Los Angeles County Coroner is also located further to the west of the Project Site on the 
northeast comer of Marengo Street and Mission Road. The College of Nursing and Allied 
Health is located across Mission Road, and residential uses are located west of these and other 
institutional and commercial uses that front Mission Road. The nearest residential uses west of 
Mission Road are located approximately 900 feet west of Development Site C. Given that the 
Development Sites are located within the HSC and the proposed structures would be consistent 
in scale and design to the existing HSC structures, the proposed development would be 
compatible with these institutional, commercial and residential uses which are located to the west 
of the Project Site. 

In conclusion, the proposed seven Development Sites are located within the established 
HSC which is developed with similar uses. Furthermore, the height of the proposed structures 
would not substantially contrast with the surrounding area, since the proposed structures would 
be consistent in scale with the existing HSC structures, as well as the other nearby institutional 
and public uses in the vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore, the land use impacts of the 
proposed uses on the Project Site relative to compatibility with the nearby public, commercial, 
institutional, residential, and recreational land uses would be less than significant. 

( 4) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding land use analysis addressed impacts associated with the regulatory 
framework that is applicable to the proposed Project site and the relationship between the 
Project's uses to those in the surrounding area. The analyses regarding the regulatory 
environment are based on whether the Project would be compatible with existing land use plans 
and the LAMC. The analysis of the Project's relationship with surrounding land use is based on 
whether the new development would disrupt, divide, or isolate existing neighborhoods or land 
uses. 

The Project, as proposed, provides flexibility with regard to the types and quantities of 
the various uses proposed to be developed as part of the Project. The preceding land use analysis 
is based on the development of 765,000 square feet of academic and/or medical-related uses (i.e., 
720,000 square feet of academic and support facilities and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic 
uses). Under the proposed Project, the amount of academic and/or medical research facilities 
could be reduced by as much as 255,000 square feet (a 35 percent reduction in floor area), while 
the amount of medical clinic facilities could be increased by as much as 75,000 square feet (an 
increase of 37 percent). Under this development scenario, a total of 585,000 square feet of 
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academic and medical research facilities would be developed. These variations would allow 
flexibility in the land use mix in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the HSC, 
the southern California economy, and changes in Project requirements. 

In summary, while the exchange of uses would result in varying amounts of development 
(i.e., between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet), the range of permitted uses would be the same. 
Therefore, Project development, regardless of the amount of square footage that would be 
developed, would be consistent with the uses allowed under the existing and proposed C2 
(Commercial) zoning designation for the seven proposed Development Sites. Similarly, the 
proposed building heights and the parking program that would be implemented under any of the 
permitted development scenarios would also be consistent with the LAMC requirements that 
would be in effect upon adoption of the Project's proposed discretionary actions. Due to the 
location of the proposed uses within the existing HSC, each of the proposed uses or combination 
of uses permitted under any development scenario would be compatible with the surrounding 
HSC buildings and the institutional, public, commercial, residential and recreational land uses 
that surround the HSC. In addition, there would be no substantial variation in the Project's street 
configurations or relationship to the surrounding community. Therefore, any Project 
development scenario would be consistent with all applicable land use plans and would be 
compatible with the adjacent uses. Thus, land use impacts associated with any Project 
development scenario would be less than significant. 

The need for the requested height district changes for Development Site F depends on the 
amount of floor area that may be developed on this site. Implementation of any of the 
development scenarios on Development Sites C and D would require the same discretionary 
actions as the proposed Project. Specifically, Development Site C would require a General Plan 
Amendment from Public Facilities to General Commercial and a zone change from PF (Public 
Facilities) to C2-2 (Commercial) for the construction of a potential parking structure proposed on 
this Site. The height district change from 1 VL to 2 requested for Development Site D would still 
be required, regardless of whether 59,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities or 200,000 
square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities were to be developed on Development 
Site D. Similarly, Development Sites E and F would still require a General Plan Amendment 
from Limited Industrial to General Commercial and a zone change from CM-1 to C2-2. In 
addition, a variance from the distance requirement for parking to be provided within 750 feet of 
the proposed use may also be required under any of the development scenarios. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The potential for cumulative impacts occurs when the impacts of the Project and the 
impacts of related projects together yield impacts that are greater than the impacts separately. 
Based on the information available regarding the related projects, it is reasonable to assume that 
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future projects approved in the surrounding area would have been found, as part of the approval 
process, to be in compliance with local and regional planning goals and policies. If a related 
project was found to be in conflict with applicable land use plans, policies and regulations, it is 
reasonable to assume that its approval would involve findings that the project did not have 
adverse land use impacts or that mitigation measures were incorporated into the project to reduce 
potential land use impacts to less than significant levels. 

A total of 14 related projects have been identified in the vicinity of the Project Site. Four 
of the related projects are located within the existing HSC campus. These projects include the 
USC Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute located to the north of Development Site A, which is already 
built and occupied, the USC University Hospital Acute Care Tower located on the north side of 
Norfolk Street between San Pablo Street and Playground Street, the USC HCC II Building 
located to the south of Development Site B, which is already built and occupied, and the USC 
Harlyne Norris Research Tower located at the southeast corner of Eastlake Avenue and Biggy 
Street. Construction of the USC HRNT is currently under construction. Of the remaining ten 
projects, only the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center Hospital Replacement Project 
located on the north side of Marengo Street is located within close proximity to the Project Site. 
The remaining commercial and residential projects are located further away from the HSC. The 
commercial projects include retail stores, restaurants, a gas station with a fast food restaurant and 
a drive-through, medical offices, a hotel, and a museum. The residential projects consist of a 
30-unit mixed-use apartment, retail and general office project located at Alameda Street and 
College Street, and the 223-unit Blossom Garden Apartment Project, which also includes retail 
uses located at 900 Broadway at College Street. 

The proposed Project would be compatible with the related projects, particularly the 
projects located on the HSC and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Hospital replacement 
project as the scale and proposed uses are similar to the proposed Project. The other identified 
related projects are located further away from the proposed Project, and therefore the cumulative 
land use impacts of those projects and the proposed Project would be negligible. Therefore, no 
significant cumulative land use impacts are anticipated. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

As no significant land use impacts would occur, no mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 

6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Land use impacts prior to, as well as after, the consideration of mitigation measures 
would be less than significant. This conclusion applies to the full range of development 
scenarios that could occur under the proposed Project. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

An analysis of visual resources considers both aesthetics and views. The following 
analysis evaluates the aesthetic values of the proposed Project, as well as the introduction of the 
proposed Project into the aesthetic environment. The analysis of potential aesthetic impacts 
focuses on the degree to which elements of the environment differ visually. Views from vantage 
points within and surrounding the Project site will also be evaluated to determine if an existing 
viewshed would be obstructed, or if its value would be diminished by the proposed Project. This 
analysis also addresses the blockage of direct sunlight by the proposed buildings on adjacent 
uses. While the following provides a clear identification of the significance thresholds that are 
used in the analysis, it is important to note that the analysis of aesthetics is subjective. 

The Project is designed to enhance the existing campus environment through a 
development plan that integrates new building construction with existing HSC development. In 
addition, pedestrian access will be facilitated by limiting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces 
within the HSC via the provision of parking at selected locations within the HSC. Based on the 
Project's proposed development standards, building(s) that may occur on Development Sites A 
and B would be a maximum of 150 feet in height. Surface parking may also be provided within 
a portion of Development Site B. A multi-story parking structure may occur on Development 
Site C. The height of the parking structure, should it be constructed, would not exceed 75 feet. 
Future land uses on Development Site D may be a combination of University/medical-related 
uses and parking. In the event that University and/or medical-related uses are constructed on 
Development Site D, the maximum height of the structure(s) would be 140 feet. Parking 
facilities, should they occur, would not exceed 75 feet in height and could be a mix of a multi
level structure and surface parking. Development Sites E and F, which are located on the 
northern portion of the HSC, may be developed with buildings to a maximum of 100 feet in 
height. Surface and subterranean parking may also be provided on Development Sites E and F. 
Development Site G is centrally located within the HSC on the same 8.06-acre parcel as 
Development Site A. Maximum building heights on Development Site G are proposed to be 
100 feet. 

Though the specific design of the proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of 
the existing academic, research, and medical office buildings that define the aesthetic appearance 
of the HSC. These multi-story buildings consist primarily of pre-cast concrete with a glass and 
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metal curtain wall system in a modernist contemporary style. Sidewalks and pedestrian 
walkways between buildings would connect the parking with the proposed and existing buildings 
within the HSC. The Project would include the creation of new exterior courtyards and 
walkways between and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings 
that would complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. Nighttime 
lighting would be provided to facilitate pedestrian access and safety. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Existing Visual Environment 

(1) Aesthetics 

The analysis of aesthetics starts with the identification of the visual resources present in 
the Project area and their relationship with the surrounding environment, as well as the visual 
access to these resources. Certain visual resources are generally perceived to possess valuable 
attributes. The proposed Project, as described above, would consist of new structures that would 
be additions to the urban landscape that would be consistent with the activities in the area 
surrounding the Project site. Several of these features may also be considered to be visual 
resources. Existing visual resources that contribute to the aesthetic character of the area include 
the existing USC Health Sciences Campus buildings, as well as other buildings in the vicinity of 
the Project Site, some of which display notable architecture, including the Los Angeles County
USC Medical Center. Landscaping associated with the HSC and other existing buildings in the 
Project area is also considered a visual resource. In addition, landscaping within Hazard Park and 
Lincoln Park contribute to the aesthetic character of the Project area. 

None of the roadways adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, the Project Site are designated as 
a scenic highway on the Scenic Highways Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. 
The City-designated scenic highway nearest to the site is Huntington Drive/Mission Road 
(Scenic Highway No. 46), which is approximately one-half mile northeast of the Project Site. 

A review of the Project site and the surrounding land uses serves as a baseline to 
determine the degree to which the proposed Project would relate to the existing aesthetic or 
visual character of the Project area. The Development Sites that are proposed for development 
are currently utilized as surface parking lots for the HSC or are underdeveloped and are 
surrounded by other HSC structures and facilities. The Development Sites that comprise the 
Project site currently feature negligible landscaping consisting of ornamental trees and 
landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape, offering limited aesthetic value to the area. 
Development Sites A and G are centrally located within the HSC and are part of a parcel that 
also includes the Center for Health Professions and the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute building. 
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Also centrally located within the HSC is Development Site B, which is located west of the 
existing USC University Hospital parking structure. Development Site C is located on the north 
side of Zonal Avenue, between State Street to the east and Mission Road to the west. 
Development Site D is located on the west side of Biggy Street between Zonal and Eastlake 
A venues. Development Sites E and F are located on the east and west sides of San Pablo Street, 
north of Alcazar Street, respectively. The aesthetic character of the HSC is that of a 
contemporary and integrated campus set into an existing urban landscape providing academic, 
research, hospital and medical office buildings, and parking facilities designed in a modernist 
style reflective of the high-tech research activity that occurs within these facilities. Figure 12 on 
page 110 is an aerial photograph that identifies the locations of the seven Development Sites as 
well as surrounding uses. 

The aesthetic environment to the south of the Project site is defined by the large-scale 
institutional uses present in the area, principally the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center 
and Women and Children's Hospital. Landscaping is limited to ornamental landscaping along 
the building fa<;;ades fronting the public roadways. The Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center is currently expanding its facilities to the south with construction occurring on the north 
side of Marengo Street. The Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center building is 19 stories in 
height, while the Women and Children's Hospital is ten stories in height. Both buildings are 
utilitarian in design and are constructed of pre-cast concrete. The original Los Angeles County 
Hospital was built in 1878 and it became affiliated with the USC School of Medicine in 1885. 
The current hospital building was completed in 1933. Considered modern at the time, this 
building continues to dominate the East Los Angeles skyline. 

Institutional uses are also located on Mission Road to the west of the HSC. These 
include the Los Angeles County College of Nursing and Allied Health and the Los Angeles 
County Coroner. These buildings range from approximately two to five stories in height and are 
also older than the more modern HSC buildings. The Los Angeles County College of Nursing 
and Allied Health was founded in 1895 and is constructed of pre-cast concrete. The Los Angeles 
County Coroner building is constructed of brick. Landscaping in these areas is limited to 
ornamental landscaping along building fa<;;ades and street trees fronting Mission Road. 
Residential uses exist to the west, behind the commercial uses that front Mission Road. 
Development Sites C and Dare the nearest to these areas. 

Located southeast of the HSC is Hazard Park. Hazard Park is a 25-acre recreational 
resource, which contains trees, lawns, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, and a vegetated gully 
along an abandoned railroad spur line that bisects the park. Development Site A (the portion of 
the Project site nearest to Hazard Park) is located at the northwest corner of San Pablo Street and 
Eastlake A venue, whereas the park is located at the southeast comer of the intersection. While 
Development Site A and the park are located at opposite corners of the intersection, the buildings 
that may occur on Development Site A would be separated from Hazard Park not only by San 
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Photograph 1: View toward Lincoln Heights looking north from the HSC. 

-
-Medical Center HSC 

I ~ 

Photograph 2: View of the skyline looking west from the residential neighborhood 
located to the east of Soto Street at the intersection of Norfolk Avenue 
and Ricardo Street. 

Photograph Location 
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Figure 12 
Photographs of Surrounding Area 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street, but also by the ornamental landscape buffer 
that exists directly north of Eastlake Avenue. Development Sites B, C, D, E, F, and G are 
located further north from Hazard Park and are separated from the park by HSC buildings. 

Adjacent to Hazard Park are the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School, 
located to the southeast of the HSC on the east side of Cornwell Street, and the United States 
Army Reserve Center located on the east side of San Pablo Street, south of Norfolk Street. The 
United States Army Reserve Center site is comprised of one-story buildings and surface parking. 
A multi-story institutional structure occupies the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High 
School site, which is located south of the United States Army Reserve Center. Both sites contain 
limited amounts of ornamental landscaping along the building fa;ades and street frontage. 

The area east of the HSC is principally residential in nature with limited commercial uses 
along the major arterials (i.e., Soto Street). Residential uses are also located east of 
Development Site B along Playground Avenue, which bisects the eastern portion of the HSC. 
The residential structures in these areas are principally one-story in height, older in age and 
constructed of wood and stucco. Landscaping is limited to street trees and private landscaping. 
The aesthetic quality of these residential areas varies from residence to residence. Many of the 
structures are well kept, while others have been allowed to deteriorate. 

Located to the north of the HSC across Valley Boulevard is Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park 
is also separated from the HSC by the railroad tracks that run parallel to Valley Boulevard. 
Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult recreational programs including fishing in 
the lake within the park. A Los Angeles County Public Works facility is also located on the 
north side of Alcazar Street between the HSC and Lincoln Park. Development Sites E and F are 
the nearest to these areas. 

(2) Views 

A valued view resource is an area of visual interest that is within the line-of-sight or field 
of view from a public or private vantage point or view location. Environmental impacts occur 
when valued views are partially or substantially obstructed or wholly blocked by a modification 
of the environment (e.g., grading, landscaping, construction of structures, etc.). The State of 
California and the City of Los Angeles have formally acknowledged the value of access to visual 
resources. 19 Valued views in the Project area consist of panoramic views of the downtown 

19 California Government Code Section 65302, which permits the Land Use Element of a General Plan to make 
provision for protection of aesthetic resources and views; Nolan v. California Coastal Commission, -183 US 825 
(1987), where view protection was identified as a legitimate government interest; and the City of Los Angeles 
1979 Scenic Highway Plan where views of aesthetic resources are identified as meriting protection and 
enhancement. 
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Los Angeles skyline and the distant San Gabriel Mountains. A distinction is drawn in this 
analysis between public and private vantage points in order to identify the different categories of 
viewers affected. Public vantage points are publicly accessible areas, such as streets, freeways, 
parks and vista points. Private vantage points are areas located on private property which bring 
specific enjoyment to residents or those who work or visit an area. 

(a) Public Vantage Points 

Views of the Project site from public vantage points are limited to those that occur from 
the public street and freeway corridors approaching or adjacent to the Project site because of the 
flat topography of the area. In the Project vicinity these roadways include Valley Boulevard, 
Zonal Avenue, Mission Road, Eastlake Avenue, Biggy Street, San Pablo Street, Norfolk Street, 
Soto Street, Alcazar Street, and other nearby public streets. Views from street vantage points 
would be characterized as urban in nature with the exception of views of Hazard Park and 
Lincoln Park and long range views of the San Gabriel Mountains. Public views of Hazard Park 
are primarily available from Soto Street, Norfolk Street, and San Pablo Street, while views of 
Lincoln Park are mainly available from Valley Boulevard and Mission Road. Views from within 
these two public City parks are also considered public vantage points. 

Few scenic resources are visible at a distance due in large part to the flat topography and 
highly developed nature of the area. Public views from the streets surrounding the Project Site 
are largely confined to the land uses lining the street corridors. However, because of the flat 
topography of the area, views of tall buildings in the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the 
distant San Gabriel Mountains are not obscured by topographic features and are available from 
certain vantage points within the HSC and the surrounding area. 

The aesthetic environment that has been created within the HSC, such as its high-quality 
architecture, courtyards, landscaping, and attractive building entrances, are not generally visible 
from surrounding public streets (e.g., Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, and Mission Road) due to 
topography, as well as the presence of intervening structures and landscaping. However, views 
of the San Gabriel Mountains and the downtown Los Angeles skyline exist from within the HSC. 
Photograph No. l in Figure 12 on page 110 depicts a view toward the San Gabriel Mountains 
from a vantage point within an existing courtyard adjacent to the USC Healthcare Consultation 
Center buildings and Development Site B. 

Views of the downtown skyline or the San Gabriel Mountains are not generally available 
from the public streets that comprise the residential neighborhood to the east of Soto Street. 
Topography, intervening structures, private landscaping and street trees typically obscure these 
views. Some public vantage points within this neighborhood provide views of the existing HSC 
buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. In addition and as shown in 
Photograph No. 2 in Figure 12 on page 110, a view of the downtown skyline from the 
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intersection of Norfolk Avenue and Ricardo Street is available within this residential 
neighborhood. The tops of the HSC buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center are visible from this public vantage point. 

Views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline are not generally available from locations 
within Hazard Park due to the topography and landscaping within the park itself. A view from 
within Hazard Park toward the downtown Los Angeles skyline is presented in Photograph No. 3 
in Figure 13 on page 114. The top of the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center is also 
visible from this public vantage point, and views of the distant San Gabriel Mountains are 
available from certain vantages in the park, as shown in Photograph No. 4 in Figure 13 on page 
114. Views of existing HSC buildings located on the southern and eastern portion of the campus 
are also available from certain vantage points within Hazard Park. However, many views of the 
existing HSC buildings are obscured due to the topography and landscaping. 

Public views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the distant San Gabriel 
Mountains are available from Valley Boulevard and from within Lincoln Park. These areas are 
located to the north of the HSC. Existing HSC buildings located on the northern portion of the 
campus obstruct views of Development Sites A, C, and D; however, Development Site D is 
visible from some vantage points within Lincoln Park and along Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard. Photograph No. 5 in Figure 14 on page 115 depicts a view of the HSC and the 
downtown Los Angeles skyline from a public vantage point within Lincoln Park. Figure 14 on 
page 115 presents a public view from the intersection of Darwin A venue and Hancock Street 
looking east towards the HSC. The tops of existing HSC buildings and the Los Angeles County
USC Medical Center are visible from this vantage. Intervening structures and landscaping 
generally obscure the views of the HSC. 

Zonal Avenue and Marengo Street are two of the public roadways located to the south of 
the HSC. Public views of the San Gabriel Mountains from Marengo Street are blocked due to 
existing buildings such as the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. Photograph 7 in 
Figure 15 on page 116 shows a public view from Zonal Avenue looking north toward 
Development Site D. As shown in the photograph, street trees and existing structures block the 
majority of the views of the San Gabriel Mountains; however, the tops of the San Gabriel 
Mountains are visible from Zonal Avenue. 

(b) Private Vantage Points 

Views of the visual resources in the Project area are primarily available to HSC campus 
occupants from adjacent buildings within the campus interior. The existing academic, research, 
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Photograph 3: View looking west from within Hazard Park toward the HSC and the 
downtown Los Angeles skyline. 

Photograph 4: View of the San Gabriel Mountains looking north from within Hazard Park. 

Photograph Location 
L""""""""""""'---'-----=::'l:___J___J__,/._____::,'"'--=---__t_.L___J Key Map 

Figure 13 
Photographs of Surrounding Area 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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HSC - Downtown 
- Los Angeles Sky\e __ \ 

Photograph 5: View of the HSC and the downtown Los Angeles skyline from within Lincoln Park looking southwest. 

Medical Center 

\,' 

Photograph 6: View looking east towards the HSC and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center from within the residential neighborhood located west of Mission Road 
at the intersection of Darwin Avenue and Hancock Street. 

Photograph Location 
L""""="""'-_j__---=::'J:___J___J__,/.______::o>l============u Key Map 

Figure 14 
Photographs of Surrounding Area 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Photograph 7: View from Zonal Avenue looking north toward Development Site D and the San Gabriel Mountains. 

Photograph Location 
L""""="""'-_J_____::s~_f___j__,/._____::,,"'=======~======u Key Map 

Figure 15 
Photographs of Surrounding Area 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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medical office, hospital buildings, and parking facilities that comprise the HSC are designed in a 
modernist style reflective of the state-of-the-art research, education, and patient care activity that 
occurs within these facilities. Set into an urban landscape, the visual character of the HSC is that 
of a contemporary and integrated campus with a comprehensive landscaping program. The 
surface parking lots that are proposed for development currently feature limited landscaping 
consisting of ornamental trees and landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape. Views 
of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and San Gabriel Mountains are available from the 
windows of some of the existing taller HSC buildings. Some of the existing structures within the 
HSC also provide views of both Hazard Park and Lincoln Park. Views of the downtown skyline 
are not generally available from low-rise structures within the HSC because of higher 
intervening buildings and landscaping. 

The Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center and the Women and Children's Hospital 
are the two dominant land uses located to the south of the HSC. The Los Angeles County-USC 
Medical Center is currently replacing its facility to the south. Views from these areas to the 
north toward the Project site are of existing HSC buildings located on the southern portion of the 
campus. Zonal Avenue separates the existing surface parking lot that currently occupies 
Development Site C from the Women and Children's Hospital. Views of the downtown Los 
Angeles skyline and San Gabriel Mountains are available from some of the windows within 
these multi-story structures. 

As discussed above, views of the downtown skyline and the distant San Gabriel 
Mountains from the residential uses located east of Soto Street are not generally available due to 
intervening homes, landscaping and street trees that obscure these views. Similarly, views of 
these visual resources from the single-family homes along Playground Avenue are also not 
generally available for these same reasons. Views of Lincoln Park, the downtown Los Angeles 
skyline and San Gabriel Mountains from the County of Los Angeles Public Works facility and 
the other commercial uses located north of Alcazar Street between the HSC and Lincoln Park 
may be available from some private vantage points. Likewise, private views of these resources 
may be available from some of the windows of commercial businesses along Mission Road and 
from some of the single-family residences located west of Mission Road. Intervening structures, 
landscaping and street trees block many of the private views from within these areas. 

(3) Shade/Shadow 

The analysis of potential shading impacts focuses on how long uses, which contain 
routinely useable outdoor spaces, have expectations for sunlight for light, warmth, and overall 
quality of life. These uses are termed "shadow sensitive." Uses typically considered shadow 
sensitive include: residential and recreational areas, churches, schools, and outdoor restaurants. 
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Shadow sensitive uses in the vicinity of the Project's seven Development Sites include 
Lincoln Park located across Valley Boulevard to the north of the HSC. Development Sites E and 
F are located approximately 200 feet south of Lincoln Park. Shadow sensitive uses to the east 
include the residential uses located along the east and west sides of Playground A venue that are 
approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B. Hazard Park is a second City Park located 
southeast of the HSC approximately 125 feet southeast of Development Site A. Adjacent to 
Hazard Park to the south and southeast of the HSC and located on the east side of Cornwell 
Street is the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. Other shadow sensitive uses 
located to the south of the HSC include pedestrian areas in proximity to the Los Angeles County 
- USC Medical Center and the Women and Children's Hospital. Development Sites C and Dare 
located approximately 375 feet north of the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. 
Development Site C is located approximately 200 feet northeast of the Women and Children's 
Hospital. Shadow sensitive uses to the west of the HSC include pedestrian and student gathering 
areas in proximity to the College of Nursing and Allied Health on Mission Road. Development 
Site C is located approximately 300 feet from the Nursing College. Residential uses are located 
further west of the Nursing College. Development Site C is located approximately 900 feet east 
of these shadow sensitive uses. 

Shadow sensitive uses within the HSC include outdoor student gathering areas and 
patient drop-off and pick-up areas, such as the Earner Medical Plaza located between the exiting 
Healthcare Consultation Center, the USC University Hospital and the Doheny Eye Institute. A 
student gathering area is located just north of the Earner Medical Plaza approximately 250 feet 
south of Development Site B between the two Health Consultation Center buildings. The main 
student gathering area on the campus is the HSC Quadrangle located south of the Norris Medical 
Library approximately 500 feet east of Development Site B. There is also a patio area off of the 
Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute building located between Development Sites A and G where 
students and staff congregate. 

b. Policy and Regulatory Environment 

(1) City of Los Angeles Urban Design Policies 

(a) City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework provides insight as to the City's vision 
for future development of the City. While the Framework Element does not directly address the 
design of individual neighborhoods or communities, it embodies neighborhood design policies 
and implementation programs that guide local planning efforts, thereby laying the foundation 
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upon which the City's community plans can be updated. 20 Urban Form objectives and policies of 
the General Plan Framework ofrelevance to the proposed Project include: 

• Encourage future development in centers and in nodes along corridors that are served 
by transit and are already functioning as centers for the surrounding neighborhoods 
(Objective 5.2); 

• Encourage the development of community facilities and improvements that are based 
on need within the centers and reinforce or define those neighborhoods (Objective 
5.4); 

• Enhance the livability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development 
and improving the quality of the public realm (Objective 5.5); 

• Reinforce or encourage the establishment of a strong pedestrian orientation in 
designated neighborhood districts, community centers, and pedestrian-oriented 
subareas within regional centers, so that these districts and centers can serve as a 
focus of activity for the surrounding community and a focus for investment in the 
community (Objective 5.8); and 

• Encourage proper design and effective use of the built environment to help increase 
personal safety at all times of the day (Objective 5.9). 

(b) Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

The proposed Project is located in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area and 
is subject to Community Plan design guidelines, which implement the Urban Form goals of the 
General Plan Framework. The design policies of the Community Plan establish the minimum 
level of design that should be observed in individual developments and also addresses design 
issues such as parking and landscaping. The Community Plan states that projects should 
implement, to the maximum extent feasible, the applicable policies outlined in the Community 
Plan's Urban Design Chapter. 21 Pertinent Community Plan policies that also implement the 
Urban Form policies of the General Plan Framework, which are applicable to individual projects, 
include the following: 

20 General Plan Framework, Urban Form and Neighborhood Design. 
21 City of Los Angeles Department of Planning, Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, page V-1. 
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Site Planning 

• Concentrate pedestrian traffic on commercial streets by locating surface parking to 
the rear of structures; 

• Minimize conflicts between pedestrians and vehicular traffic by providing well
lighted walkthrough arcades from the fronts of wide buildings to rear parking areas; 

• Minimize the number of driveways and provide sole access to the rear of commercial 
lots; 

• Provide well-maintained landscaped strips between driveways and walkways 
accessing the rear of properties; and 

• Provide, where feasible, the undergrounding of new utility service. 

Height and Building Design 

• Require the use of articulations, recesses, surface perforations, and fenestration to 
break up long, flat building fa;ades and free standing walls; 

• Use building materials that accent or complement adjacent and nearby buildings; 

• Require development of a comprehensive signage program, suited in scale and 
character to the local environment, for major ownerships, large, individual buildings 
and buildings with multiple tenants; 

• Screen mechanical and electrical equipment from public view; 

• Screen all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view; and 

• Require the closure of trash areas for all projects. 

Light and Glare 

• Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian walkways, walkthroughs and arcades, and 
vehicle access ways; and 

• Shield and direct on-site lighting to illuminate driveways and walkways, 
walkthroughs, and arcades, and not adjacent areas. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 120 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0026938 



EM25571 

IV.B Visual Resources 

Parking Structures 

• Design parking structure exteriors to match the style, materials, and color of the main 
building they serve; and 

• Utilize landscaping to screen parking structures not architecturally integrated with the 
main building. 

Community Design and Landscaping Guidelines 

The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan also establishes urban design goals to 
enhance the community's identity through improvements to the streetscape and landscaping in 
public places and rights-of-way. The following guidelines are intended to improve the quality of 
the environment, aesthetically and physically, as opportunities arise in the community that 
include private projects that affect public spaces and rights-of-way. Pertinent Community Plan 
policies that also implement the urban form policies of the General Plan Framework applicable 
to individual projects include the following: 

• Select street trees that enhance the pedestrian character, convey a distinctive high 
quality visual image for the streets, are drought and smog-tolerant, are fire resistant 
and complement existing street trees; 

• Provide for the installation of street trees along public sidewalks defining the types 
and spacing in accordance with the City's Street Tree Master Plan; 

• Install street furniture that encourages pedestrian activity or physical and visual 
access to buildings and which is aesthetically pleasing, functional, and comfortable, 
including such elements as bus and pedestrian benches, bus shelters, trash receptacles, 
bicycle racks, landscaped planters, drinking fountains and bollards; 

• Re-pave existing sidewalks and crosswalks in principal commercial districts with 
brick pavers, concrete, or other safe, non-slip material to create a distinctive 
pedestrian environment and, for crosswalks, to visually and physically differentiate 
these from vehicle travel lanes and promote continuity between pedestrian sidewalks; 

• Establish a consistent design for all public signage, including fixture type, lettering, 
colors, symbols, and logos designed for specific areas or pathways; 

• Provide for distinctive signage which identifies principal entries to unique 
neighborhoods, historic structures and districts, and public buildings and parks; 
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• Ensure that public signage complements, and does not detract from adjacent 
commercial and residential uses; and 

• Provide for signage which uniquely identifies principal commercial, cultural or 
historic areas in the Plan Area. 

(c) Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

The Project Site is located within the 2,200-acre Adelante Eastside Redevelopment 
Project Plan area (Project Area), administered by the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) 
of the City of Los Angeles. One of the objectives of the Redevelopment Plan is to create an 
attractive and pleasant environment in the Project area. According to the Redevelopment Plan, 
no new improvement shall be constructed and no existing improvement shall be substantially 
modified, altered, repaired, or rehabilitated except in accordance with the Redevelopment Plan 
and any such design guidelines and development controls, and in accordance with architectural, 
landscape, and site plans submitted to and approved by the CRA. Therefore, such plans shall 
give consideration to good design, open space and other amenities to enhance the aesthetic 
quality of the Project area. The CRA also has the authority to review and approve identification 
signs in the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan area. Under the Redevelopment Plan, all 
signs shall conform to the City sign and billboard standards. The design of all signage is subject 
to CRA approval prior to installation. 

(2) Signage Regulations and Policies 

The City of Los Angeles regulates the placement, construction and modification of all 
exterior signs and sign support structures through Division 62 (Building Code) of the City of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Building permits must be obtained from the Department of 
Building and Safety for any proposed signs, and electrical permits must be obtained for signs 
illuminated by electrical lighting. Specific LAMC requirements and restrictions are dependant 
on signage type. However, general constraints on design, construction, materials, potential for 
hazard to traffic, and the determination of such hazard are applicable. No sign or sign support 
structure shall be permitted which would interfere with the safe and efficient operation of 
vehicles upon a street or freeway, or which create a condition endangering the safety of persons. 

Pursuant to Division 62 (Building Code) regulations of the City of Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC), no sign shall be arranged and illuminated to produce a light intensity 
greater than three foot-candles above ambient lighting, as measured at the property line of the 
nearest residential zone (the nearest residential uses are located approximately 700 feet east of 
Development Site B and approximately 900 feet west of Development Site C). Signage cannot 
contain flashing, mechanical, and strobe lights or permanent posters, banners, ribbons, streamers 
or spmners. Supergraphic signs are prohibited (except where permitted by specific plan, 
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supplemental use district, or an approved development agreement). Supergraphic signs consist 
of an image projected or printed onto a wall. Any modification of the City's sign regulations 
must be reviewed and approved by the Board of Building and Safety Commissioners according 
to code-specific criteria. 

3. PROJECT IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

(1) Aesthetics 

The analysis of aesthetics is based on a three-step process as follows: 

Step l: Describe the massing and general configuration of buildings, open space and 
proposed landscaping treatments around the Project edges, which may be anticipated on 
the basis of the Project's design features. 

Step 2: Compare the resulting appearance to the existing site appearance and character of 
adjacent uses and determine whether and/or to what extent a degrading of the visual 
character of the area could occur (considering factors such as changes in the appearance 
of natural features and open space, and the blending/contrasting of new and existing 
buildings given uses, density, height, bulk, setbacks, signage, etc.); and 

Step 3: Compare the anticipated appearance to standards within existing plans and 
policies which are applicable to the Project Site (regulatory analysis). 

(2) Views 

The analysis of views addresses view resources and view locations relative to the 
proposed Project. These elements were evaluated to determine whether views of existing 
resources would be altered, and whether the sight of a particular view resource would be 
obstructed. Alterations within the view setting were compared to the existing view conditions. 
The analysis further considers whether there would be new Project features which would 
enhance viewing conditions through the creation of new resources or new view locations, and 
whether the proposed Project includes design features which would offset or mitigate specific 
impacts. 

To determine whether a potentially significant view impact would occur, a three-step 
process is used to weigh several considerations, as follows: 
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Step l: Identify the potential obstruction of view resources (attractive visual features) as 
a result of development on the Project Site. An assumption was made that any 
obstruction of a resource would constitute a change in the environment and would be 
considered an adverse impact regardless of effect on the overall view. 

Step 2: Evaluate whether a potential obstruction would substantially alter the view. The 
"Substantiality" of an alteration in viewing is somewhat subjective and dependent on 
many factors. In this case an obstruction in the view of a particular view resource was 
considered substantial if it exhibited the following traits: (1) the area viewed contains a 
valued view resource; (2) the obstruction of the resource covers more than an 
incidental/small portion of the resource; and (3) the obstruction would occur along a 
public view area, or would affect more than a small number of private locations. Where 
these factors were clearly present, or could be reasonably argued to be present, the impact 
was considered substantial. 

Step 3: Consider whether the proposed Project includes design features which offset the 
alteration or loss of views of a valued view resource. To be considered as a mitigating 
factor for a particular adverse view impact, a design feature would need to lessen the 
Project's impact for viewers of the specific view which was adversely affected. 

(3) Shade/Shadow 

Shadows are a function of the season, latitude and longitude, the height and shape of the 
structure casting the shadow, and topography. Due to the earth's rotation and annual revolution 
around the sun, the sun's position relative to any structure is constantly changing throughout the 
annual cycle. Consequently, shadows cast by a structure change substantially during the day, 
and from day to day throughout the year. Early morning shadows are quite long in westerly 
directions, shortening into northerly midday shadows as the sun moves from an eastern rise to a 
southern zenith, then gradually lengthening in an easterly direction as the sun approaches its late 
afternoon or evening setting location in the west. In the winter, when the period of sunlight is 
shorter and the sun is lower in the sky, shadows are uniformly longer than in summer for the 
same time of day. 

In determining the effects of shading, the locations of sensitive uses surrounding the HSC 
are identified and the shading effects are calculated according to standard criteria. Impacts are 
calculated based on locating the maximum proposed building heights closest to the identified 
sensitive uses. In accordance with this methodology, shadows have been calculated and plotted 
for morning, noon, and afternoon hours, during the Spring and Fall equinoxes and the Winter and 
Summer solstices. These periods represent the portion of the day during which maximum 
seasonal shadows occur and which would be of concern to most people. Collectively, the 
seasonal shadow patterns define the annual shadow pattern that can be attributed to the proposed 
Project. During the Spring and Fall equinoxes (March 21/September 21), shading would have 
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approximately half the magnitude as Winter solstice shading, and approximately twice the 
magnitude of Summer solstice shading. Shading conditions at other times of the year can be 
extrapolated between these dates. 

The analysis of potential shading impacts is based on the maximum potential height of 
the buildings that could occur in accordance with the Project's proposed development standards. 
This produces a shadow effect that is equal to the greatest shadow impact that might occur from 
Project buildings. Thus, the analysis of building envelopes results in a conservative analysis 
since the actual shading likely to occur would be less than that analyzed. This occurs because 
the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of the existing academic, research and 
medical office buildings within the HSC, which incorporate the use of articulations and step
backs of exterior walls. 

b. Significance Thresholds 

(1) Aesthetics 

Based on the factors set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (1998, 
p. L.1-3), the proposed Project would have a significant impact on aesthetics, if: 

• The proposed Project would substantially alter, degrade or eliminate the ex1stmg 
visual character of the area, including valued existing features, natural open space or 
other valued resources; 

• The Project features would substantially contrast with the visual character of the 
surrounding area and its valued aesthetic image; or 

• The implementation of the proposed Project would preclude the attainment of 
existing aesthetics regulations as expressed in applicable regional and City planning 
documents. 

(2) Views 

Based on the factors set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (1998, 
p. L.1-3), the proposed Project would have a significant impact on views, if: 

Project development would substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from a prominent view location. 
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(3) Shade/Shadow 

Based on the factors set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (1998, 
p. L.3-2), the proposed Project would have a significant impact if: 

• Shadow-sensitive uses would be shaded by the project-related structures for more 
than three hours between the hours of 9:00 AM. and 3 :00 P.M., between late October 
and early April, or more than four hours between the hours of 9:00 AM. and 5:00 P.M. 

between April and late October. 

c. Analysis of Project Impacts 

(1) Project Design Features 

The Project proposes to develop research, academic and medical-related facilities on up 
to seven Development Sites, which are currently used as surface parking lots or are 
underdeveloped within the existing HSC. The Project also includes the development of parking 
facilities to support the proposed academic and medical-related uses. 

The Project is designed to enhance the existing campus environment through a 
development plan that integrates new building construction with existing HSC development and 
facilitates pedestrian access to the entire facility principally by limiting pedestrian and vehicular 
interfaces via the provision of parking at selected locations within the HSC. Sidewalks and 
pedestrian walkways between buildings would connect the parking with the proposed and 
existing HSC buildings. The Project would also include the creation of new exterior courtyards 
and walkways between and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include 
plantings that would complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. A USC 
operated shuttle system would also provide transportation from the proposed parking structure(s) 
on these sites to the existing and proposed HSC buildings. 

Though the specific design of the proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of 
the existing academic, research and medical office buildings that define the visual appearance of 
the HSC, particularly existing nearby buildings such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute and 
the Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC) and HCC II buildings. These multi-story buildings 
consist primarily of pre-cast concrete with a glass and metal curtain wall system in a modernist 
contemporary style. 

Based on the Project's proposed development standards, buildings up to 150 feet in 
height may be developed on Development Sites A and B. The maximum amount of 
development proposed for Development Site A would range from 120,000 square feet of medical 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 126 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0026944 



EM25577 

IV.B Visual Resources 

clinic facilities to 465,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research facilities. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site B would range from 
120,000 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 295,338 square feet of academic and/or medical 
research facilities. Surface parking may also be provided within a portion of Development 
Site B. 

A multi-story parking structure providing up to 2,800 parking spaces may be constructed 
on Development Site C. The height of the parking structure, if constructed, would not exceed 
75 feet including all building mechanical equipment. 

Under the proposed Project, construction on Development Site D may include a 
combination of University/medical-related uses and parking. In the event that University and/or 
medical-related uses are constructed, a maximum of 200,000 square feet of floor area may be 
developed, to a maximum height of 140 feet, including the height of the penthouse for 
mechanical equipment. Should a parking facility be constructed on Development Site D, it could 
be a mix of a multi-level structure and surface parking. The height of the parking structure, if 
one is built, would not exceed 75 feet in height including all building mechanical equipment. 

Development Sites E and F may be developed with the same type of University and/or 
medical related uses that are described above for Development Sites A and B. The maximum 
amount of development proposed for Development Sites E and Fis 400,000 square feet of floor 
area, respectively. The maximum height permitted on these development sites would be 100 feet 
including the height of the penthouse for mechanical equipment. Surface and subterranean 
parking may also be provided within a portion of these two Development Sites. 

The maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site G would range 
from approximately 29,500 square feet of medical clinic facilities to 100,000 square feet of 
academic and/or medical research facilities. This development may occur either in the form of a 
new structure and/or as an addition to the existing CHP structure. Maximum building heights on 
this Development Site would be 100 feet. 

(2) Project Impacts 

(a) Aesthetic Impacts 

The impact of the proposed Project on aesthetics is evaluated in terms of the following: 
(1) the contrast between proposed and existing features of the Project area's valued aesthetic 
image; (2) the degree to which the proposed Project would detract from the existing style or 
image of the area (i.e., due to density, height, bulk, setbacks, and signage); (3) the degree to 
which the proposed Project could contribute to the area's aesthetic value; and (4) Project 
consistency with applicable guidelines and regulations set forth in the City's General and 
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Community Plans. The analysis of potential aesthetic impacts addresses both the construction 
and operational phases of the proposed Project. 

The aesthetic character of the HSC is that of a contemporary and integrated campus set 
into an existing urban landscape providing academic, research, hospital and medical office 
buildings, and parking facilities designed in a modernist style reflective of the high-tech research 
activity that occurs within these facilities. The surface parking lots that are proposed for 
development currently feature limited landscaping consisting of ornamental trees and 
landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape, offering limited aesthetic value to the area. 

(i) Construction 

Construction of the proposed Project would involve the demolition and removal of six 
surface parking lots and one vacant lot within the existing HSC. Development Sites A, B, and D 
are centrally located within the campus while Development Site C is located more toward the 
western portion of campus. Development Sites E and F are located on the east side and west side 
of San Pablo Street between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard, respectively. Development 
Site G is centrally located within the HSC on the same parcel as Development Site A. Project 
construction would remove the existing asphalt parking lots and other on-site and adjacent 
rnanmade features such as metal fencing and sidewalk landscaping. All on-site trees would be 
removed to make way for construction of the proposed Project. In addition, street trees adjacent 
to the seven Development Sites could be removed during site clearance. The removal of street 
trees would detract from the visual character of the area and would create a potentially 
significant aesthetic impact. However, the Project's conceptual design includes landscape 
plantings along the perimeter of each Development Site, which would be an improvement over 
existing conditions. Furthermore, any street trees that would need to be removed for 
construction purposes would be replaced, per standard City Requirements. 

Following site preparation activities would be the development of the proposed 
structures. Construction activities at the Project Site are expected to involve the placement of 
temporary barriers (i.e., fencing) designed to screen the Project's construction activity from 
adjacent streets and sidewalks. Where structural heights require it, a temporary covered 
pedestrian walkway would be provided to ensure adequate pedestrian safety and access. 
Pedestrian walkways and construction fencing are generally not aesthetic structures and could 
potentially serve as targets for graffiti, if not appropriately monitored. The Applicant would 
contract with a graffiti removal company and would monitor each construction site. Although 
construction activities could temporarily degrade the visual character of the area, such activities 
would be short-term and, if mitigated and appropriately monitored, the visual impacts of 
construction would be less than significant. 
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(ii) Operation (Post-Construction) 

Though the specific design of the proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully 
established at this time, it is expected that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of 
the existing academic, research and medical office buildings that define the aesthetic appearance 
of the HSC. Architectural designs would incorporate the use of articulations, step-backs of 
exterior walls, and the accenting and mixing of fa;ade materials, in coordination with the 
architectural themes of the existing HSC buildings. The parking structure(s) would incorporate 
the use of landscaping to screen the structure(s) and maintain a compatible theme with the 
existing and proposed HSC parking structure(s). The architectural use of vertical sections, 
crossing the horizontal layers of concrete forming the separate parking levels would enhance the 
structure's fa<;ades. The implementation of these Project design features would reduce the 
potential aesthetic impacts to the visual resources in the Project area. 

The existing visual resources that contribute to the aesthetic character of the area include 
the existing USC Health Sciences Campus buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center, which display high-quality architecture. Landscaping associated with these and other 
buildings, as well as the landscaping and natural features within Hazard Park and Lincoln Park 
are also visual features in the Project area. Although the proposed Project would substantially 
change the accustomed appearance of the seven Development Sites when viewed from within the 
HSC and from the streets immediately adjacent to the Development Sites, the existing vacant and 
surface parking lots proposed for development feature minimal landscaping and offer limited 
aesthetic value to the area. Therefore, the proposed structures, which can be characterized as 
infill development within an established campus, would not substantially alter, degrade or 
eliminate the existing visual character of the area. Furthermore, the proposed density, height and 
bulk of the proposed structures would not substantially contrast with the visual character of the 
surrounding area, since the proposed structures would be consistent in scale with the existing 
HSC structures, and would not contrast with the features in the area that represent the area's 
valued aesthetic image. As such, construction of the proposed Project would create an aesthetic 
impact that is less than significant. 

(b) Views 

The impact of the proposed Project on views is evaluated in terms of the following: 
(l) the nature and quality of the recognized view; (2) the extent of the obstruction of the view; 
and (3) the extent to which the project affects a length of public roadway. Separate analyses 
relative to views from public and private vantage points are provided below. 
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(i) Public Vantage Points 

The proposed Development Sites are located within the existing 56-acre HSC. Public 
views of the Development Sites are generally limited to certain vantage points along the public 
roadways adjacent to each particular Development Site due to the relatively flat topography and 
density of existing buildings in the Project area. These streets include Valley Boulevard, Zonal 
Avenue, Mission Road, Eastlake Avenue, Biggy Street, San Pablo Street, Norfolk Street, Soto 
Street, and Alcazar Street. None of these roadways are designated as a scenic highway on the 
Scenic Highways Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. The City-designated scenic 
highway nearest to the site is Huntington Drive/Mission Road (Scenic Highway No. 46), which 
is approximately one-half mile northeast of the Project Site. The Development Sites and the 
HSC are not visible from this scenic highway. Furthermore, the scenic resources visible from 
this scenic highway would not be impacted by the proposed Project. As a result, Project 
development would result in a less than significant impact on designated scenic highways. 

As discussed above, valued views in the Project area consist of panoramic views of the 
downtown Los Angeles skyline, the distant San Gabriel Mountains, and the existing HSC 
buildings and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. Public views of Hazard and 
Lincoln Parks are also important visual resources in the Project area. Views of Hazard Park are 
primarily available from Soto Street, Norfolk Street and San Pablo Street, while views of Lincoln 
Park are mainly available from Valley Boulevard and Mission Road. Due to the location of the 
Development Sites relative to the location of the public vantage points of Hazard and Lincoln 
Parks, the proposed Project would not block any public views of these visual resources. 
Likewise, the proposed infill development would not substantially obstruct public views of the 
Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center since the proposed Development Sites are located 
within the existing HSC, and the proposed structures would be consistent in scale with the 
existing HSC structures. 

The relatively flat topography of the area largely limits views from the streets 
surrounding the Project Site to the land uses that are lining the street corridors. However, 
because of the flat topography of the area, views of tall buildings in the downtown Los Angeles 
skyline and the distant San Gabriel Mountains are not blocked by topographic features and are 
available from certain vantage points within the HSC and from public vantage points in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. 

Zonal Avenue and Marengo Street are two of the public roadways located to the south of 
the HSC. Views from these public streets are largely confined to the land uses lining these 
streets. Public views of the San Gabriel Mountains from Marengo Street are blocked due to 
existing HSC structures and the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center. Although street 
trees and existing structures block the majority of the views of the San Gabriel Mountains, views 
of the tops of the San Gabriel Mountains from Zonal Avenue would be blocked by the 75-foot 
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parking structure that could be developed on Development Site C. This relatively short section 
of Zonal Avenue is not a prominent view location, and the degree to which the proposed Project 
would detract from the views of this visual resource is minimal. Therefore, impacts to the public 
views of the tops of the San Gabriel Mountains are less than significant. 

Public views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline are not available from within Hazard 
Park to the south due to the topography and landscaping within the park itself, as demonstrated 
in Photograph No. 3 in Figure l3 on page 114. While Development Site A and the park are 
located at opposite corners of the intersection of San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue, the 
buildings that may occur on Development Site A would be separated from Hazard Park not only 
by San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street, but also by the ornamental landscape 
buffer that exists directly north of Eastlake Avenue. The proposed structures that could occur on 
this Development Site would not block any views of the downtown skyline or views of the San 
Gabriel Mountains from Hazard Park. 

Views of the Los Angeles downtown skyline from Soto Street and the public roadways 
that encompass the residential neighborhood located to the east of Soto Street are not generally 
available due to the intervening single-family homes and the existing landscaping within this 
residential neighborhood. The tops of the existing HSC buildings and the Los Angeles County
USC Medical Center are visible from this residential neighborhood as shown in Photograph 
No. 2 in Figure 12 on page 110. Views of the structures that could occur on Development 
Sites A, B, C, and D would not be visible from within this neighborhood due to intervening HSC 
structures. The structures that may be constructed on Development Sites E and F may be visible 
from certain vantages along Soto Street, as well as from some of the public roadways within the 
residential neighborhood located to the east of Soto Street. However, the structures that could be 
built on these development sites would not substantially obstruct views of the downtown skyline 
or views of the San Gabriel Mountains from public vantage points east of the Project Site as the 
San Gabriel Mountains are located to the north of the HSC and this residential neighborhood. 
Furthermore, the potential construction on these Development Sites would occur within the 
existing HSC, which contains existing buildings of similar heights, and as a result, potential 
views of the downtown skyline are obscured by existing HSC structures. 

Due to the existing HSC buildings, views of the structures proposed on Development 
Sites A, C, and D would not be visible from Lincoln Park. Views of the downtown skyline from 
Lincoln Park, as shown in Photograph No. 5 in Figure 14 on page 115, would continue to be 
available following implementation of the proposed Project. In addition, as the San Gabriel 
Mountains are located to the north of Lincoln Park, views of this visual resource would also 
continue to be available following Project implementation since the proposed Project is located 
to the south of Lincoln Park. Although the structures that may be constructed on Development 
Sites B, E, F, and G may be visible from Lincoln Park, Project development would not 
substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view resource since the downtown Los 
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Angeles skyline visible from Lincoln Park is located to the west of the Project Site or is already 
obscured by existing structures. Public views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the San 
Gabriel Mountains would also continue to be available from Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard for the same reasons. 

Public views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline are generally not available from 
Mission Road or from the residential neighborhood streets west of Mission Road as vantage 
points are limited due to the buildings and the landscaping lining the street frontages. 
Furthermore, the location of the proposed Development Sites within the HSC in relation to the 
downtown skyline and the San Gabriel Mountains is such that views from the public vantage 
points along Mission Road would not be impacted by the proposed Project, since downtown Los 
Angeles is located to the west of the Mission Road and the San Gabriel Mountains are located to 
the north. 

In conclusion, proposed Project development would not obstruct an existing view of a 
valued view resource from the analyzed public vantage points. As such, Project impacts on 
views from public vantage points would be less than significant. 

(ii) Private Vantage Points 

Private vantage points within the Project vicinity consist of locations within the HSC, the 
high-rise Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center, the Women and Children's Hospital to the 
south, institutional and commercial uses located on Mission Road to the west, residential uses 
located west of Mission Road and to the east of Soto Street and a limited number of commercial 
uses along Soto Street to the east of the HSC. As previously discussed, views of the seven 
proposed Development Sites are generally limited to certain vantage points within the HSC and 
along the public roadways adjacent to each particular Development Site due to the relatively flat 
topography of the HSC and the placement of the existing buildings within the HSC and other 
buildings in the Project area. 

Private views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline, the distant San Gabriel Mountains, 
Hazard and Lincoln Parks, and the existing HSC buildings and other buildings in the vicinity of 
the Project Site, which display high-quality architecture, including the Los Angeles County-USC 
Medical Center are the visual resources in the Project area. Private views of Hazard Park are 
limited to the residences located east of Soto Street, the Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior 
High School, located on the east side of Cornwell Street, and the United States Army Reserve 
Center located on the east side of San Pablo Street south of Norfolk Street. The proposed Project 
would not impact views of Hazard Park from these private vantage points since the proposed 
Development Sites are not located between these private vantage points and Hazard Park. 
Likewise, the proposed Project would also not impact any private views of Lincoln Park as 
existing structures already block views of Lincoln Park from these private vantage points. 
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Views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and San Gabriel Mountains from within the 
HSC are also generally blocked due to existing HSC buildings. However, as shown in 
Photograph No. l in Figure 12 on page 110, structures that could occur on Development Sites B, 
E, F, and G would block views of the San Gabriel Mountains from the courtyard located adjacent 
to the USC Healthcare Consultation Buildings. Existing views of the downtown Los Angeles 
skyline may also be obstructed by the proposed structures on Development Site A. However, 
due to the limited extent to which views of these visual resources would be degraded, impacts 
are considered to be less than significant. 

Views of the downtown Los Angeles skyline from the private vantage points outside of 
the HSC would not be impacted by the proposed Project due to the location of the HSC in 
relationship to this visual resource as the Development Sites are not located between any private 
vantage points and this resource. Any private views of the downtown skyline from the areas to 
the north, south and west of the Project site would continue to be available following Project 
implementation. Private views of this visual resource from the residences located to the east of 
Soto Street or from the limited commercial uses on Soto Street do not exist due to intervening 
structures and landscaping or would not be blocked by the proposed structures located within the 
HSC. The only private vantage point of a visual resources outside of the HSC that potentially 
would be impacted by the proposed Project are views of the distant San Gabriel Mountains from 
the lower floors of the Women and Children's Hospital on Zonal Avenue. Views of these distant 
mountains from the lower floors may be blocked by the 75-foot parking structure that could 
occur on Development Site C. However, the height of the proposed parking structure would be 
comparable to the surrounding HSC buildings. Furthermore, the extent to which the proposed 
Project would detract from the views the San Gabriel Mountains is negligible. Therefore, 
impacts to views of the San Gabriel Mountains would be considered less than significant. 

(c) Shade/Shadow 

The analysis is based on the maximum building heights on each Development Site, 
regardless of whether 585,000 to 765,000 square feet is developed. In addition, the building 
footprints are presumed to encompass the entire Development Site with no setbacks or 
articulation in the design of the structures. Thus, the analysis is conservative since the actual 
shading likely to occur would be less than that analyzed. This occurs because the buildings 
would be designed in a style reflective of the existing academic, research and medical office 
buildings within the HSC, which incorporate the use of articulations and step-backs of exterior 
walls. Figure 16 through Figure 19 on pages 134 through 137 identify the maximum extent of 
shadows cast by the proposed structure(s) for each of the seven Development Sites on the 
Summer and Winter solstices and the Spring and Fall equinoxes. These periods were selected to 
represent the portion of the day during which maximum seasonal shading occurs and could be 
expected to be of concern to most people. As previously discussed, building(s) that may occur 
on Development Sites A and B would be a maximum of 150 feet in height. The height of the 
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NOTE: Shadows occurring on March 21 (i.e., spring equinox) 
differ from those on September 23 (i.e., fall equinox) due to the 
effect caused by daylight savings time (i.e., daylight savings is 
not in effect on the spring equinox, but is on the fall equinox) 
and slight differences in the angle of the sun relative to the 
Earth's surface. 

Figure 16 
Spring Shadows 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, Nov. 2004 
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NOTE: Shadows occurring on September 23 (i.e., fall equinox) 
differ from those on March 21 (i.e., spring equinox) due to the 
effect caused by daylight savings time (i.e., daylight savings is 
not in effect on the spring equinox, but is on the fall equinox) 
and slight differences in the angle of the sun relative to the 
Earth's surface. 

Figure 18 
Fall Shadows 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, Nov. 2004 
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The analysis presented above addresses the shading impacts that occur starting at 9:00 a.m .. 
Information regarding afternoon/evening time periods is provided for the last full hour prior to sunset. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, Nov. 2004 
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parking structure proposed on Development Site C, should it be constructed, would not exceed 
75 feet. The maximum height of any structure that could be constructed on Development Site D 
would be 140 feet. Development Sites E and F, which are located on the northern portion of the 
HSC, may be developed to a maximum height of 100 feet. Maximum building heights on 
Development Site G are l 00 feet. 

During the spring months, as shown in Figure 16 on page 134, shadows cast by the 
proposed structures would not extend onto any of the shadow sensitive uses in the vicinity of the 
seven Development Sites due to the distance between the Development Sites and the shadow 
sensitive uses. Likewise, as shown in Figure 17 on page 135 and Figure 18 on page 136, no 
Project shadows would be cast on any off-site residential areas or onto Lincoln or Hazard Parks 
during the summer and fall months for the same seasons. However, during the winter months, as 
shown in Figure 19 on page 137, shadows cast by the proposed structure(s) on Development 
Sites E and F may extend onto Lincoln Park. Specifically, Lincoln Park would only be shaded 
by the proposed structure(s) on Development Sites E and F for less than two hours, between the 
hours of 1 :00 P.M. and 3 :00 P.M., during the winter months. Therefore, Project impacts to off-site 
shadow sensitive uses are concluded to be less than significant. 

Much of the shading on the HSC itself can be attributed to the density and heights of the 
existing development within the HSC. Furthermore, as shown on the preceding shadow 
diagrams, shadows cast by the proposed structures would not shade on-site shadow sensitive 
uses, such as the student gathering area located north of the Earner Medical Plaza approximately 
250 feet south of Development Site B or the HSC Quadrangle located approximately 500 feet 
east of Development Site B. Project shadows from the structure(s) proposed on Development 
Site A may be cast onto the patio area off of the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute building. 
However, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute building already shades this patio area. Therefore, 
impacts with respect to on-site shadow sensitive uses would be less than significant. 

( d) Policy and Regulatory Compliance 

(i) City of Los Angeles Urban Design Policies 

General Plan Framework 

The proposed Project is consistent with the General Plan Framework's Community 
Center designation for the Project Site and with the policies regarding urban form, described 
under Subsection IV.A.2.1.b(l)(a), above. Primary Urban Form and Neighborhood Design goals 
of the General Plan Framework are to promote pedestrian activity and to enhance the livability of 
all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development and improving the quality of the 
public realm. The General Plan Framework also encourages the establishment of a strong 
pedestrian environment that can serve as a focus of activity for the surrounding community and a 
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focus for investment in the community. The proposed Project incorporates numerous pedestrian
oriented design features including sidewalks, exterior courtyards and pedestrian walkways, 
which are described in more detail under the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan discussion, 
below. 

The location of the proposed Project in an area served by the San Bernardino Freeway 
(I-10) and the Golden State Freeway (I-5), several metro bus lines, and the HSC Shuttle system 
is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan Framework, which encourage 
development in centers and in nodes along corridors that are served by transit. In addition, by 
incorporating features that support visual amenities and pedestrian-oriented design elements, the 
proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan Framework 
that pertain to these issues. Pedestrian amenities associated with the proposed Project would 
create a safer pedestrian environment through increased activity, lighting and security. The 
development of underutilized surface parking lots, which feature negligible landscaping 
consisting of ornamental trees and landscaping designed as amenities to the streetscape and offer 
limited aesthetic value, would assist in infilling the established campus with similar uses. 

Consistent with the General Plan Framework, the proposed infill development would be 
compatible with the surrounding HSC buildings, as well as the other institutional buildings in the 
vicinity of the Project Site that define this area of the city. The proposed Project would also 
enhance the livability of the HSC by creating a pedestrian-friendly campus environment that 
limits pedestrian and vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations within the 
HSC. This is consistent with the General Plan Framework policy to encourage the establishment 
of a strong pedestrian orientation so that this area can serve as a focus of activity for the 
surrounding community and a focus for investment in the community. Furthermore, the 
proposed Project would include lighted and well-marked pedestrian pathways from the proposed 
parking structure(s) to the existing and proposed HSC building, which is consistent with the 
General Plan Framework policy that encourages proper design and effective use of the built 
environment to help increase personal safety. As such, a less-than-significant impact would 
occur as Project development is consistent with the urban design policies of the General Plan 
Framework. 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

The urban design policies set forth in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 
implement the policies of the General Plan Framework. Under the Community Plan, projects 
must implement, to the maximum extent feasible, the applicable urban design policies outlined in 
the Community Plan. Applicable Community Plan policies are outlined in Section 
IV.B.1.b(l)(b), above. As described in Section IV.B.3.c(l), above, the proposed Project is 
designed to enhance the existing campus environment through a development plan that integrates 
new building construction with existing HSC development and facilitates pedestrian access by 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 139 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0026957 



EM25590 

IV.B Visual Resources 

limiting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces via the provision of parking at selected locations 
within the HSC. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between buildings would connect the 
parking with the proposed and existing HSC buildings. In addition the Project would include the 
creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways between and around the proposed buildings. 
These spaces would include plantings that would complement the existing landscaping program 
throughout the HSC. 

In accordance with the Community Plan, the proposed Project would develop academic 
and medical-related facilities on underutilized sites, which are currently used as surface parking 
lots within the existing HSC. The Project would provide for pedestrian access at the front of 
buildings and would provide a site plan which incorporates specific access details, such as 
pedestrian walkways, loading areas, and landscaped areas. The proposed Project would also 
meet the Community Plan building design requirements in the use of articulations, step-backs of 
exterior walls, footprint setbacks, accenting and mixing of fa<;ade materials, and in the 
coordination of architectural themes with the existing HSC. The conceptual Project design 
would also screen mechanical and rooftop equipment. 

Architectural designs would also incorporate the use of articulations and surface 
perforations to break up flat building fa;ades. Setbacks for the proposed Project would vary and 
may include broad entry courts and areas of pedestrian interest. The design of the parking 
structure(s) would be consistent with the Community Plan through the incorporation of 
landscaping to screen the structure(s), while maintaining a compatible theme with the existing 
and proposed HSC structures. The architectural use of these vertical sections, crossing the 
horizontal layers of concrete forming the separate parking levels would enhance the structure's 
fa<;ades. 

The proposed Project would also complement the surrounding HSC buildings in 
architectural theme and function. The location of parking structure(s) on Development Sites C, 
D, E, and/or F would limit pedestrian and vehicular interfaces and increase pedestrian activity on 
the campus. Lighted and well-marked pedestrian pathways from the parking structure(s) to the 
existing and proposed HSC buildings would be included as part of the Project. This physical and 
visual upgrading of the area would be consistent with the Northeast Los Angeles Community 
Plan's policy direction to enhance the cultural and architectural character of the community. 
With the implementation of the Project's design features, which specifically address the city's 
Urban Design Policies, the proposed Project would be in character with existing development in 
the area and in harmony with the aesthetic objectives of the Community Plan. As such, the 
proposed Project would not preclude the attainment of the Community Plan's aesthetic 
regulations. Impacts on the aesthetic regulations of the Community Plan would be less than 
significant. 
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(ii) Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan 

The proposed Project would implement policies of the Redevelopment Plan by enhancing 
the appearance of the seven underutilized Development Sites within the established HSC. The 
Project's architectural theme is designed to complement existing HSC structures and enhance 
pedestrian access by limiting pedestrian and vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected 
locations within the HSC. By tying the existing underutilized sites to the highly functional and 
active HSC environment, the proposed Project preserves community scale. Furthermore, the 
heights of proposed structures that may be constructed on the seven proposed Development Sites 
would be comparable to the surrounding HSC buildings. With the implementation of Project 
Design features, which specifically address the City's Urban Design Policies, no significant 
impacts would occur relative to the applicable policies of the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment 
Plan. 

(iii) Signage Regulations and Policies 

Although the signage for the proposed Project has not been finalized at this time, exterior 
signage for the proposed buildings would be compatible with the design of the existing signage 
within the HSC. The proposed signs would comply with the Division 62 (Building Code) 
regulations of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) with regard to the placement, 
construction and modification of all exterior signs and sign support structures. The Project's 
proposed signage would not significantly impact or preclude the attainment of existing City and 
state aesthetic regulations. Impacts of Project signage with regard to aesthetic regulations would, 
thus, be less than significant. 

(e) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding analysis evaluated the aesthetic values of the proposed Project, the context 
of the proposed Project within the aesthetic environment, and the potential impacts of the 
proposed Project on the aesthetic environment. In addition, the analysis evaluated view 
resources and view locations within the context of the proposed Project to determine if an 
existing viewshed would be obstructed, or if its value would be diminished by the proposed 
Project. This analysis also addressed the blockage of direct sunlight by the proposed buildings 
on adjacent uses. 

The analysis provided above is based on the maximum amount of development occurring 
on each of the Project's seven Development Sites. The Project also allows the flexibility for 
limited modifications to land uses and square footages within which academic and/or medical 
research facilities and medical clinic facilities can be exchanged for one another. The exchange 
of academic and/or medical research facilities for medical clinic facilities would result in varying 
amounts of development. While the exchange of uses would result in varying amounts of 
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development relevant to building square footage, the proposed structures would be designed in a 
style reflective of the existing academic, research, and medical office buildings that define the 
aesthetic appearance of the HSC. As the maximum building height on each Development Site 
could occur regardless of whether 585,000 to 765,000 square feet is developed, the impacts that 
would occur under any permitted development scenario would be the same as that analyzed 
above. Thus, Project development under the permitted additional development scenarios would 
be compatible with the existing HSC buildings, as well as the institutional, public, commercial, 
and residential structures that surround the HSC. Thus, development under any of the permitted 
development scenarios would not detract from the existing aesthetic or visual character of the 
area and would be consistent with all applicable City of Los Angeles Urban Design Policies. 
Thus, impacts to visual resources associated with implementation of any of the permitted 
development scenarios would be equal to, or less than those identified above. As such, the 
development of any permitted development scenario would be less than significant. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Several related projects are planned or are under construction in the vicinity of the Project 
Site. All related projects would adhere to existing General Plan and Community Plan design 
guidelines via their respective approval processes. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the related 
projects would be reviewed relative to the valued visual resources in the Project area (e.g., views 
of the downtown Los Angeles skyline and the distant San Gabriel Mountains, as well as view of 
both Hazard and Lincoln Parks), and, in doing so, it is anticipated that these view resources 
would not be significantly impacted. Ultimately, cumulative projects and ambient background 
growth would upgrade the visual character of the Project area. Continued investment in the 
surrounding community would meet the goals of the Community Plan and the Adel ante Eastside 
Redevelopment Plan. Pedestrian safety, improved parking, improved campus design, and greater 
interest in this older community would occur. 

Notwithstanding the above conclusion, a few of the identified related projects are of 
particular note including Related Project No. 1, the Los Angeles County-USC Medical Center 
Hospital Replacement Project. Construction of the new Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center is currently occurring on the north side of Marengo Street. This new structure would be 
visible from both public and private vantage points and would also cause an increase in shading 
within the vicinity of the Project site. Related Projects Nos. 11 through 14 consist of medical 
office, research and hospital facilities within the HSC. Although these related projects would 
also be visible from the surrounding area, view resources would not be significantly impacted 
and the impact to off-site shadow sensitive uses in the vicinity of the HSC would be less than 
significant. These projects would upgrade the visual character of the Project area. Other related 
projects are dispersed over a larger area and are of an infill nature. Based on the preceding 
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analysis, it is concluded that no significant cumulative impacts upon aesthetic resources, views 
or shading would occur. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

With the incorporation of the identified Project Design Features, the proposed Project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to visual resources. Compliance with 
the following mitigation measures would ensure that the Project would be in scale with the 
surrounding area and with the City of Los Angeles Urban Design policies and signage 
regulations. 

Mitigation Measure B-1: The Applicant shall ensure, through appropriate postings and 
daily visual inspections, that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, and that 
any such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a visually 
attractive manner throughout the construction period. 

Mitigation Measure B-2: Building fa<;ades facing public streets shall be designed to 
enhance the pedestrian experience and connectivity of the HSC campus 
through such features as wide and well-illuminated entry areas, landscaping, 
and informal gathering space. 

Mitigation Measure B-3: Architectural design and exterior building materials shall be 
compatible with the theme and quality of building design and materials used 
within the HSC campus. 

Mitigation Measure B-4: New utilities shall be constructed underground, to the extent 
feasible. 

Mitigation Measure B-5: Exterior signage for the proposed buildings shall be 
compatible with the design of the building. 

Mitigation Measure B-6: All new or replacement street trees shall be selected for 
consistency with the existing street trees or in accordance with a street tree 
master plan reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works Street 
Tree Division. 

Mitigation Measure B-7: All mechanical, electrical and rooftop equipment shall be 
screened from view from adjacent surface streets. 
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Mitigation Measure B-8: Landscaping and/or vegetation features shall be incorporated 
into the design of each Development Site. 

Mitigation Measure B-9: All exterior lighting shall be directed on-site or shielded to 
limit light spillover effects. 

6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFIGANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Proposed design features, including the coordination of design with ex1stmg HSC 
structures, landscaping, courtyards, architectural articulation, and pedestrian amenities, which 
have been incorporated into the Project's building plans, together with recommended mitigation 
measures would further reduce the Project's less-than-significant visual resources impacts. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
C. TRAFFIC CIRCULATION AND PARKING 

l. INTRODUCTION 

This section is based on the technical report Traffic Impact Study Health Sciences 
Campus Project University of Southern California, City qf Los Angeles, California, prepared by 
Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (May 5, 2005). The traffic technical report, contained in 
Appendix C of this Draft EIR, analyzes the potential impact of the proposed Project on the 
surrounding street and freeway system. This section evaluates the traffic conditions on the 
existing street and highway network serving the Project Site and the impact of traffic generated 
by the proposed Project on the future roadway conditions. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Regional Network 

The Project Site is located approximately one-half mile north of the San Bernardino 
Freeway (I-10) and approximately one-half mile east of the Golden State Freeway (I-5). 
Additional freeways providing indirect access to the Project Site area are the Pasadena Freeway 
(State Route 110), Long Beach Freeway (I-710), Hollywood Freeway (State Route 101), and the 
Pomona Freeway (State Route 60). The following are brief descriptions of the San Bernardino 
and Golden State Freeways. 

San Bernardino Freeway (Interstate-IO) is a major east-west freeway connecting Santa 
Monica to the west to the Inland Empire to the east. In the eastbound direction, an off-ramp is 
provided at Soto Street/Wabash Avenue and an on-ramp is provided at Marengo Street. In the 
westbound direction, on- and off-ramps are provided at Soto Street/Charlotte Street. 

Golden State Freeway (Interstate-5) is a major north-south freeway connecting Southern 
California with Central and Northern California. In the northbound direction, off-ramps from the 
freeway are provided at Cesar Chavez Avenue and Daly Street and on-ramps to the freeway are 
provided at Marengo Street and State Street. In the southbound direction, off-ramps from the 
freeway are provided at Main Street, Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue (via State Street) 
and on-ramps to the freeway are provided at Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue. 
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b. Local Street Network 

The local streets serving the proposed Project are under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Los Angeles. Streets adjacent to the Project Site including Eastlake Avenue, Zonal Avenue, San 
Pablo Street, Norfolk Street and Alcazar Street would provide primary access. The local street 
network serving the Project Site is a combination of these adjacent streets, as well as other major 
streets in the Project vicinity. The streets comprising this street network are listed and briefly 
described as follows: 

Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street is an east-west oriented roadway that provides access 
through the HSC. The roadway is identified as Eastlake Avenue, west of San Pablo Street, and as 
Norfolk Street, east of San Pablo Street. Eastlake Avenue extends from San Pablo Street to the 
east and Mission Road to the west. Norfolk Street extends from Playground Street and Hazard 
Park to the east to San Pablo Street to the west. One through travel lane is provided in both 
directions on Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street within the study area. Four-hour metered parking 
is allowed on both sides of the roadway. 

Zonal Avenue is a northwest- to southeast-oriented Secondary Highway which provides 
access through the HSC and the adjacent County General Hospital site. Zonal Avenue extends 
between Mission Road to the west and just east of San Pablo Street. North of the Mission Road 
intersection, the roadway is identified as Griffin Avenue. Two through travel lanes are provided 
in both directions on Zonal Avenue near the Mission Road intersection, and one through travel 
lane is provided in each direction east of the intersection where the roadway narrows. Parking is 
generally prohibited on both sides of Zonal Avenue in the study area. 

San Pablo Street is a north-south Secondary Highway that traverses the Project Site 
between Valley Boulevard to the north and Zonal Avenue to the south. One through travel lane 
is provided in both directions in the study area. At the Valley Boulevard "T" intersection, one 
left-tum lane and dual right-tum lanes are provided at the northbound approach on San Pablo 
Street. At the Alcazar Street and Norfolk Street intersections, one left-tum lane and one shared 
through/right-tum lane is provided in both directions on San Pablo Street. North of Alcazar 
Street, ten-hour metered parking is allowed on both sides of San Pablo Street. Between Alcazar 
Street and Zonal Avenue, four-hour metered parking is allowed on both sides of the roadway. 

Alcazar Street is an east-west Collector Street located between Soto Street to the east and 
Eastlake Avenue to the west. One through travel lane is provided in both directions on Alcazar 
Street in the Project vicinity. Separate left-tum lanes are provided in both directions on Alcazar 
Street at the San Pablo Street intersection. At the Soto Street intersection, one left-tum lane, one 
through lane and one right-tum only lane is provided at the eastbound approach, and one 
combination left-tum/through/right-tum lane is provided at the westbound approach. 
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Immediately west of Soto Street, parking is prohibited along both sides of Alcazar Street; 
however, further west of the intersection ten-hour metered parking is allowed on the north side of 
the roadway. Parking is generally permitted on both sides of Alcazar Street east of Soto Street. 

Biggy Street is a local north-south oriented roadway that extends between Eastlake 
Avenue to the north and Zonal Avenue to the south. One through travel lane is provided in both 
directions in the study area. Biggy Street forms "T" intersections with both Eastlake A venue and 
Zonal Avenue. A driveway to a parking lot forms the north leg of the Biggy Street and Eastlake 
Avenue intersection, and the County General Hospital loading dock driveway (excluding the 
adjacent County General Hospital driveways) forms the south leg of the Biggy Street and Zonal 
Avenue intersection. Four-hour metered parking is allowed on both sides of Biggy Street in the 
Project vicinity. 

Soto Street is a north-south Major Highway (Class II) located east of the Project Site. 
Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction in the Project vicinity and separate left
turn lanes are provided in both directions at major intersections. At the Marengo Street 
intersection, one left-tum lane, one combination left-turn/through lane, one through lane, and one 
combination through/right-turn lane are provided in both directions on Soto Street. Parking is 
prohibited along both sides of Soto Street in the study area. 

Valley Boulevard is an east-west Major Highway (Class II) that borders the HSC to the 
north. Three through travel lanes are provided in both directions in the Project vicinity. At the 
San Pablo Street intersection, an exclusive left-tum lane is provided at the westbound approach 
on Valley Boulevard. Parking is generally allowed on both sides of the roadway except during 
the morning or afternoon peak commuter periods. Parking is prohibited on the north side of the 
roadway (westbound) during the morning peak commuter period and on the south side of the 
roadway (eastbound) during the afternoon peak commuter period. The Soto Street and Valley 
Boulevard intersection is grade separated. 

Marengo Street, located south of the Project Site, is a northwest- to southeast-oriented 
Major Highway (Class II), between Daly Street and Soto Street, and as a Secondary Highway 
east of Soto Street. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Marengo Street in 
the study area. Separate left-tum lanes are provided at both approaches on Marengo Street at 
major intersections. Additionally, right-tum only lanes are provided in both directions on the 
roadway at the Mission Street intersection and in the eastbound direction at the Soto Street 
intersection. Ten-hour parking is allowed along both sides of Marengo Street. 

Mission Road, located west of the Project Site, is a northeast- to southwest-oriented 
Major Highway (Class II). Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction in the Project 
vicinity. Separate left-tum lanes are provided at both approaches on Mission Road at major 
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intersections. At the Zonal Avenue intersection, one right-tum only lane is also provided at the 
southbound approach on Mission Road. North of Zonal Avenue, parking is prohibited on both 
sides of Mission Road with posted Tow Away No Stopping Anytime signs, and four-hour 
metered parking is allowed on both sides of the roadway from 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. south of 
Zonal A venue. 

Wabash Avenue is a northwest- to southeast-oriented Secondary Highway, located 
southeast of the HSC. Wabash Avenue extends easterly from the Soto Street and I-10 Freeway 
WB Off-Ramp intersection. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Wabash 
Avenue in the study area. At the westbound approach to the Soto Street intersection, Wabash 
Avenue provides one left-tum lane and one right-tum-only lane. Parking is generally allowed 
along both sides of Wabash Avenue in the study area. 

Daly Street is a north-south Secondary Highway located west of the Project Site. Two 
through travel lanes are provided in both directions in the study area, separate left-tum lanes are 
provided at major intersections, and parking is generally allowed on both sides of the roadway in 
the Project vicinity. 

Main Street is a north-south Secondary Highway located west of the Project Site. Two 
through travel lanes are provided in both directions in the Project vicinity. Separate left-tum 
lanes are provided in both directions on Main Street at major intersections. Parking is generally 
allowed on both sides of the roadway within the Project area. 

Henry Street is designated as a Local Street that is located entirely within Development 
Site C. While shown on the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Generalized Circulation 
Map Henry Street has been paved and out of circulation for at least twenty years. Henry Street 
connects to Zonal Avenue and provides no other connection to the street network. 

c. Public Transportation 

Several public transportation services exist in the Project area. These include the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) Metro Bus Transit Service which provides bus transit 
service along the following major roadways within the Project vicinity: (1) Marengo Street; 
(2) Mission Road; (3) Soto Street; (4) Wabash Avenue; (5) Main Street; (6) Valley Boulevard; 
(7) Griffin Avenue; and (8) State Street, as well as (9) the I-10 Freeway (see MTA Route 484). 
MTA Routes 254 and 255 operate to and from the HSC and Los Angeles County General 
Hospital. Most of the MT A local bus transit routes provide headways of 3 to 12 buses per hour 
during the morning and afternoon peak commuter hours. 
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Foothill Transit provides service between Downtown Los Angeles and east San Gabriel 
Valley/Inland Empire communities, with service to/from the Los Angeles County/USC Busway 
station. Foothill Transit local bus transit service operates along the San Bernardino Freeway (1-
10) in the study area. MTA is constructing an extension of the Metro Rail Gold Line Light Rail 
Transit system to East Los Angeles, with an estimated completion in year 2009. The proposed 
extension would provide service from Union Station in Downtown Los Angeles to the East Los 
Angeles community of the County of Los Angeles. 

The Applicant currently provides a tram/shuttle service on the HSC, as well as a service 
between the University Park Campus and HSC. This circuit tram provides headways of three 
trams/shuttles per hour. The Applicant also provides car and vanpool services. 

d. Existing Intersection Level of Service 

To determine baseline traffic volumes and intersection Levels of Service (LOS), traffic 
counts were conducted at the following 18 study intersections in the Project vicinity, as shown in 
Figure 20 on page 150. In order to identify streets and intersections most likely to be impacted 
by Project traffic, these intersections were identified in consultation with the LADOT. 

1. 1-5 Freeway Southbound (SB) Off-Ramp and Avenue 21-Main Street 

2. 1-5 Freeway SB Ramps and Mission Road 

3. 1-5 Freeway Northbound (NB) Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street 

4. Daly Street and Main Street 

5. Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 

6. I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street 

7. Mission Road and Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 

8. Mission Road and Valley Boulevard 

9. Mission Road and Main Street 

10. Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue 

11. San Pablo Street and Valley Boulevard 

12. San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street 
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13. San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue-Norfolk Street 

14. San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue 

15. Soto Street and Alcazar Street 

16. Soto Street and I-10 Freeway Westbound (WB) Ramps-Charlotte Street 

1 7. Soto Street and Marengo Street 

18. Soto Street and I-10 Freeway Eastbound (EB) Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 

A total of 11 of the 18 study intersections are currently controlled by traffic signals. The 
remaining seven study intersections (numbers 1, 3, 6, 10, 12, 13 and 14) are presently two or 
all-way stop sign controlled. Peak traffic periods at these intersections coincide with the peak 
commuter traffic periods of between 7:00 and 10:00 AM. and 3:00 and 6:00 P.M. Manual counts 
of vehicle turning movements were performed at each of the 18 study intersections for the 
weekday morning (AM.) and afternoon (P.M.) commuter periods. 

The 18 study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 
method of analysis, which detennines Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) ratios on a critical lane basis. 
The overall V/C ratio is subsequently assigned a Level of Service (LOS) value to describe 
intersection operations. Through the use of the CMA methodology, a determination of the LOS 
at an intersection where traffic volumes are known or have been projected can be obtained 
through a summation of the critical movement volumes at that intersection. "Capacity" 
represents the maximum total hourly movement of vehicles in the critical lanes, which has a 
reasonable expectation of passing through an intersection under prevailing roadway and traffic 
conditions. In general terms, LOS describes the quality of traffic flow. 

The procedures used to analyze the LOS for unsignalized intersections are conducted 
according to the Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation Research Board. 
For signalized and unsignalized intersections, the LOS is a qualitative measure relating to the 
delay experienced at an intersection as a result of the prevailing traffic volumes and the effect of 
such factors as speed, travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving 
comfort and convenience. There are six LOS grades for unsignalized intersections, A through F, 
which correspond to traffic operating conditions ranging from best to worst, respectively. In 
general, LOS A represents free-flow conditions with no congestion. On the other hand, LOS F 
corresponds to severe congestion with stop-and-go conditions. Descriptions of LOS levels and 
their operating characteristics are provided in Table 3 on page 152. 
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Table 3 

LEVEL OF SERVICE AS A FUNCTION OF CMA VALUES 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Range of 
LOS Description of Operating Characteristics CMA Values 

A Uncongested operations; all vehicles clear in a single cycle. 0.00 to 0.60 

B Same as above. > 0.60 to 0.70 

C Light congestion: occasional backups on critical approaches. > 0.70 to 0.80 

D Congestion on critical approaches, but intersection functional. Vehicles required to > 0. 80 to 0. 90 
wait through more than one cycle during short peaks. No long-standing lines formed. 

E Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of > 0.90 to l.00 
intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for protected turning 
movements. 

F Forced flow with stoppages oflong duration. > l.00 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Afay 2005. 

Measured Level of Service (LOS) values for existing (2004) AM. and P.M. peak-hour 
conditions are summarized in Table 4 on page 153. Sixteen of the 18 study intersections are 
presently operating at LOS D or better during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours under 
existing conditions. As shown in Table 4, intersection congestion currently exists in the Project 
vicinity at two study intersections operating at LOS E during the peak hours. Currently 
congested intersections include the I-5 Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp and Mission Road 
intersection (LOS E during the AM. peak hour only) and the Soto Street and I-10 Freeway 
Westbound Ramp-Charlotte Street intersection (LOSE during the AM. peak hour only). 

e. Existing Parking Supply and Demand 

The existing parking supply at the HSC was documented through an inventory of the 
spaces in each HSC parking structure and lot. A total of 3,798 parking spaces are provided on 
the existing campus and available for HSC patrons. The existing baseline required parking for 
the HSC under the LAMC is 3,638 spaces. The existing actual parking demand was determined 
by conducting parking accumulation surveys of the HSC off-street parking facilities (i.e., surface 
parking lots and parking structures) and adjacent on-street spaces provided within the campus. 
The existing parking demand also accounts for USC spaces allocated in the University Hospital 
parking structure and spaces USC was leasing from the County of Los Angeles in its Marengo 
Street Parking Structure. At the time of the parking surveys, a total of 3,942 spaces were 
available for the HSC, including surface lots, structures and leased spaces. The parking 
accumulation surveys were conducted on an hourly basis in December 2003 and April 2004. 
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Table 4 

2004 EXISTING VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE 
A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

No. Intersection 
1 I-5 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/Avenue 21-Main Street 

2 I-5 Freeway SB Ramps/Mission Road 

3 1-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp/Daly Street-Main Street 

4 Daly Street/Main Street 

5 Mission Road/Daly Street-Marengo Street 

6 1-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp/Marengo Street 

7 Mission Road/Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 

8 Mission Road/Valley Boulevard 

9 Mission Road/Main Street 

10 Biggy Street/Zonal Avenue 

11 San Pablo StreetN alley Boulevard 

12 San Pablo Street/ Alcazar Street 

13 San Pablo Street/Eastlake Avenue-Norfolk Street 

14 San Pablo Street/Zonal A venue 

15 Soto Street/ Alcazar Street 

16 Soto Street/l-10 Freeway WE Ramps-Charlotte Street 

17 Soto Street/Marengo Street 

18 Soto Street/l-10 Freeway EB Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, May 2005. 
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Peak 
Hour V/C LOS 
A.M. 0.764 c 
P.M. 0.542 A 
A.M. 0.980 E 
P.M. 0.689 B 
A.M. 0.585 A 
P.M. 0.465 A 
A.M. 0.705 c 
P.M. 0.593 A 
A.M. 0.754 c 
P.M. 0.849 D 
A.M. 0.624 B 
P.M. 0.730 c 
A.M. 0.601 B 
P.M. 0.507 A 
A.M. 0.588 A 
P.M. 0.639 B 
A.M. 0.692 B 
P.M. 0.543 A 
A.M. 0.717 c 
P.M. 0.698 B 
A.M. 0.241 A 
P.M. 0.198 A 
A.M. 0.478 A 
P.M. 0.511 A 
A.M. 0.470 A 
P.M. 0.379 A 
A.M. 0.782 c 
P.M. 0.643 B 
A.M. 0.788 c 
P.M. 0.576 A 
A.M. 0.971 E 
P.M. 0.855 D 
A.M. 0.727 c 
P.M. 0.751 c 
A.M. 0.624 B 
P.M. 0.588 A 
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On a campus-wide basis, the peak demand for parking on the HSC occurred at 11 :00 AM. 

when 2,707 parking spaces of the 3,942 total available spaces were occupied (i.e., approximately 
69 percent of the spaces were occupied). This total includes the 253 spaces allocated to USC in 
the University Hospital parking structure and the 200 spaces that were being leased from the 
County of Los Angeles in its Marengo Street parking structure. Thus, roughly 1,235 parking 
spaces were available during the peak hour of the observations. In addition, peak use of 566 
on-street parking spaces within the HSC occurred at 11 :00 AM. (i.e., 100 percent utilization), 
with similarly high levels of use throughout other periods of the day. 

In order to calculate a conservative analysis of actual parking demand, it was assumed 
that 75 percent of the on-street parking demand within the HSC area is associated with the HSC. 
Thus, a peak existing parking demand of 3, 132 spaces is calculated for the HSC, as shown 
below: 

• (566 SP x 0.75 = 425 SP)+ 2,707 SP= 3,132 Spaces 

The actual existing parking demand was measured to determine the adequacy of the 
existing parking supply to accommodate the peak parking demand generated by the existing 
facilities at the HSC. Additionally, the parking demand surveys were used as a basis to forecast 
future parking demand at the HSC following build-out and occupancy of the proposed new 
facilities, irrespective of the City Code parking requirements. 

A generalized parking demand model was prepared based on the current ratio of parking 
demand to building facilities at the HSC. The factors considered in development of the HSC 
parking demand model include the total existing HSC parking demand of 3, 132 spaces as 
described above, and the total existing HSC building facilities of 1,286,620 square feet at the 
time of the parking surveys. The parking demand model for the HSC is calculated at 
2.79 parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet of building floor area as shown below: 

• 3, 132 parking spaces--:-- 1,286.62 square feet= 2.43 spaces/l,000 square feet 

• 2.43 x 1.15 (15% for circulation)= 2.79 spaces/1,000 square feet 

This parking rate can be considered conservative in that it is based on the following: 
(l) 75 percent of area on-street parking is assumed to be related to the HSC; (2) all of the USC 
allocated spaces in the University Hospital parking structure are assumed to be fully utilized; 
(3) all of the spaces previously leased from the County were accounted for in the parking 
demand; and ( 4) demand at the dialysis center (TRC Lot) is included in the existing demand. In 
addition, this parking rate considers the interaction of parking demand generated by the teaching, 
outpatient, and research facilities provided at the HSC. 
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3. PROJECT IMP ACTS 

a. Methodology 

(1) Traffic and Circulation 

The methodology by which traffic impacts are evaluated involves several steps including 
the identification of existing traffic conditions, the calculation of Project traffic, the assumed 
distribution of Project traffic, and a comparison of Project traffic with future traffic conditions. 
Due to the synergy between the HSC land uses and the proposed Project, an internal capture 
adjustment was applied to the Project's trip-generation forecast. Internal capture trips are those 
trips made internal to the HSC between buildings within the campus. The internal capture 
adjustment was applied only to the Project's Research and Development land use component in 
order to provide a conservative forecast. Based on consultation with LADOT staff, a 15 percent 
internal capture trip reduction has been applied to the Project's Research and Development land 
use component in the AM. and P.M. peak-hour traffic volume forecasts, as well as to the daily 
traffic volume forecast. 

(a) Trip Generation 

As previously discussed, the Applicant is proposing to develop between approximately 
585,000 and 765,000 gross square feet of additional academic and medical-related (e.g., 
research, clinic, etc.) facilities within its existing HSC. A maximum of 765,000 square feet of 
development may occur, consisting of a maximum of 720,000 gross square feet of academic and 
medical research facilities, with the remaining 45,000 square feet dedicated to medical clinic 
facilities. Should additional medical clinic facilities be developed in lieu of academic and 
medical research facilities, a maximum of 120,000 gross square feet of medical clinic floor area 
would be developed. Should this occur, the amount of academic and medical research facilities 
would be reduced to 465,000 gross square feet, for an overall total of 585,000 gross square feet 
of development. Through the application of a trip-generation equivalency program, the 
environmental analysis conducted for the Project addresses the development of the full range of 
floor area (i.e., 585,000 to 765,000 gross square feet) and uses (i.e., academic, medical research 
and medical clinic) as the above scenarios are equivalent from a peak-hour trip-generation 
perspective. 

Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed Project were estimated for the 
weekday commuter A.M. and P.M. peak hours, as well as over a 24-hour daily period, using trip
generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation 
Manual, 7th ELlition, 2003. Projected traffic volumes for the Project's Research and 
Development land use component and the Medical Office component were forecasted based on 
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rates per thousand square feet (gross) of building floor area. ITE trip-generation equation rates 
for Research and Development centers were used to forecast the daily traffic volumes for the 
research and development land use component.22 In addition, the AM. and P.M. peak hour of 
generator trip rates were utilized for the peak-hour trip-generation forecasts. Trip-generation 
equation rates were used to forecast the daily and P.M. peak-hour traffic volumes for the Project's 
Medical Office land use component.23 Average trip-generation rates were used to forecast the 
AM. peak-hour traffic volumes as no equation rate is provided in the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual for the AM. peak hour. 

The proposed Project's trip-generation forecast is summarized in Table 5 on page 157. 
The Project trip-generation forecast was submitted for review and approval by LADOT staff As 
presented in Table 5, the proposed Project is expected to generate 753 vehicle trips (613 inbound 
trips and 140 outbound trips) during the AM. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the proposed 
Project is expected to generate 774 vehicle trips (161 inbound trips and 613 outbound trips). 
Over a 24-hour period, the proposed Project is forecast to generate 7,715 daily trips during a 
typical weekday (approximately 3,858 inbound trips and 3,858 outbound trips). 

(b) Trip Equivalency Program 

The Equivalency Program defines a framework within which certain land uses can be 
exchanged for other land uses without increasing transportation impacts. The Project ultimately 
may be developed with a range of building sizes (i.e., there may be increases in the square 
footage of one land use in exchange for corresponding decreases in the square footage of the 
other land use). The equivalency program ensures that, although the final land uses and sizes 
may be different from the assumptions upon which the analysis is based, the maximum 
transportation impacts that are addressed and mitigated by this analysis are not exceeded. 

In order to implement the equivalency program, a set of equivalency factors have been 
developed. The equivalency factor for each land use is derived based on the total P.M. peak-hour 
trip generation, as it is higher than the AM. peak hour. Equivalency factors have been established 
for both the research and development land use and the medical office land use areas, as the 
educational/academic space is not anticipated to be enrollment enhancing. 

22 ITE trip generation Land Use Code 760 (Research and Development Center). 
23 ITE trip generation Land Use Code 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building). 
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Land Use 
Research & Development b 

Less 15% Internal Capture 
Reduction° 
Medical Office Building d 

Total 

GSF = gross square feet 

Table 5 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
USC HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS PROJECT 

Size 
465,000 GSF 

120,000 GSF 

Daily Trip 
Ends a 

Volume 
3,556 
(533) 

4,692 

7,715 

A.M. Peak-Hour Volumes a 

In Out Total 
445 91 536 
(67) (14) (81) 

235 63 298 

613 140 753 

Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 

P.M. Peak-Hour Volumes a 

In Out Total 
71 401 472 

(11) (60) (71) 

IOI 

161 

272 

613 

373 

774 

b !TE Land Use Code 760 (Research and Development Center) trip-generation equation rates. Please note that 
the A.M. and P.A1. peak hour of generator trip rates were utilized in the peak-hour .fbrecasts as no trip rates are 
provided.for peak hour of adjacent street traffic. 
An internal capture reduction of 15 percent was applied only to the Research and Development component of 
the Project in order to accountfbr the synergy between the uses on the Health Sciences Campus. 

d !TE Land Use Code 720 (A1edical-Dental Office Building) trip-generation equation rates were utilized to 
.fbrecast the daily and P.A1. peak-hour traffic volumes. !TE Land Use c-:ode 720 trip-generation average rates 
were used to .fbrecast the A.M. peak-hour traffic volumes as no equation rate is provided.fbr the A.M. peak hour. 

Source: !TE "Trip Generation, " 7th Edition, 2003. 

Equivalency factors have been established on a number of trips per 1,000 square feet of 
floor area and are based on a review of ITE trip rates. For example, 100,000 square feet of 
research and development use is equivalent to 27,900 square feet of medical office space in 
terms of trip generation. Therefore, 0.279 square foot of medical office use has the same trip 
generation as 1.0 square foot of research and development use. Thus, the research and 
development equivalency factor is 0.279. Additionally, 100,000 square feet of medical office 
use is equivalent to 358,400 square feet of research and development space in terms of trip 
generation. Therefore, 3.584 square feet of research and development use has the same trip 
generation of 1.0 square foot of medical office use. Thus, the medical office equivalency factor 
is 3.584. Application of the equivalency program would occur within the 585,000 to 
765,000 square foot range. The equivalency factors for the proposed land uses are summarized in 
Table 6 on page 158. 

(c) Project Trip Distribution 

In order to determine the volume of Project traffic at specific intersections, the calculated 
trips generated by the proposed Project are assigned to the local roadway system based on a 
traffic distribution pattern developed in consultation with LADOT staff The traffic distribution 
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Table 6 

EQUIV ALEN CY MATRIX-
LAND USE SQUARE FOOTAGE CONVERSION FACTORS 

From this 
land useU 

To this 
land use~ 

Medical Research/ Laboratory/ 
Academic Support 

Medical Office 

Medical Research/Laboratory/ 
Academic Support 

NIA 

3.584 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers Inc., May 2005 

Medical Office 

0.279 

NIA 

pattern reflects the existing and proposed Project land use, existing site access patterns, existing 
traffic movements, characteristics of the surrounding roadway system, and location of nearby 
residential areas. 

The principal ingress routes for the HSC were determined based on the accessibility via 
the nearby freeway ramp system and appropriate arterial routes. Principal freeway routes in the 
vicinity of the Project Site include the 1-10 (San Bernardino) Freeway and the 1-5 (Golden State) 
Freeway. Key arterials providing access include: Daly Street, Mission Road, San Pablo Street, 
Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, Main Street, Alcazar Street, and Marengo Street, as well as 
others. 

Access to the Project site would be based on the location of parking structures. Two 
parking scenarios, including: (1) the location of all parking at the west end of campus on 
Development Site C; and (2) the location of all parking on the northeast side of the campus on 
Development Site E (or a combination of Development Sites E and F), have been evaluated in 
order to provide a conservative analysis of the Project's potential transportation impacts. These 
two scenarios reflect the greatest concentration of Project-related traffic on the local roadway 
system. As such, should parking be proposed for any other combination of sites (i.e., including 
sites from the east end or west end of the campus), off-site impacts would be within the range 
identified under the two parking scenarios. 

Parking Scenario No. 1 assumes that access to the parking structure in Development Site 
C would be provided via Zonal Avenue. Traffic distribution percentages forecast for the 18 
study intersections under Parking Scenario No. 1 are provided in Figure 21 on page 159. The 
forecast for Parking Scenario No. 1 identifies the greatest off-site traffic near the western portion 
of the HSC. 
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Parking Scenario No. 2 assumes that access to the parking structure on Development Site 
E (or a combination of Development Sites E and F) would be via San Pablo Street and Alcazar 
Street. Traffic distribution percentages forecast for the 18 study intersections under Parking 
Scenario No. 2 are provided in Figure 22 on page 161. Under Parking Scenario No. 2, the 
greatest traffic would occur near the northern/eastern portion of the HSC. 

( d) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

The forecasted traffic volumes in each intersection are applied to future conditions in the 
study area using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) described previously. The 
determination of LOS at an intersection is based on a summation of the critical movement 
volumes, i.e., the highest combination of conflicting movements that must be accommodated at 
the intersection. The CMA values for the Project area are calculated by dividing the sum of the 
critical movement traffic volumes by the capacity value of the intersection. 

The relative impact of the added Project traffic volumes expected to be generated by the 
proposed Project during the AM. and P.M. peak hours were evaluated based on analysis of future 
operating conditions at the 18 intersections, without and then with the proposed Project for both 
Parking Scenario No. l and Parking Scenario No. 2. The previously discussed capacity analysis 
procedures were utilized to evaluate the future volume-to-capacity relationships and service level 
characteristics at each study intersection. 

An annual one percent ambient growth rate was assumed so as to account for unknown 
related projects in the vicinity of the proposed Project. Additionally, it was assumed that the 
build-out of the proposed Project would be complete and the buildings fully occupied by the end 
of 2015. 

(2) Parking 

In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Draft CEQA Thresholds Guide, parking 
impacts are analyzed according to land use, size, the Project's maximum parking requirements, 
and existing and proposed parking supply. Factors applied to parking demand include 
displacement of existing parking, average vehicle occupancy, and transportation mode (transit, 
bicycle, walking). Although the Guidelines are concerned with the application of code-required 
parking, an impact could also occur if an insufficient parking supply to serve a project results in 
the spillover of Project parking demands to nearby land uses not associated with the Project. 
Parking impacts are also evaluated according to queuing time at the proposed parking structure, 
since excessive queuing time could result in the underutilization of the facility. 
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b. Thresholds of Significance 

(1) Traffic and Circulation 

The significance of the potential impacts of the proposed Project at each of the study 
intersections is identified using the traffic criteria set forth in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies 
and Procedures, March 2002. According to the City's published traffic study guidelines, a 
significant transportation impact is based on the following criteria: 

LOS 

c 
D 

E,F 

LADOT Criteria for Significant Traffic Impact: 

Final CMA Value 

>0.700 to 0.800 

>0.800 to 0.900 

>0.900 

Project-Related Increase in CMA Value 

Equal or greater than 0.040 

Equal or greater than 0.020 

Equal or greater than 0.010 

The criteria for determining the study area for Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
arterial monitoring intersections and for freeway monitoring locations are: 

• All CMP arterial monitoring intersections where the proposed Project would add 50 
or more trips during either the AM. or P.M. weekday peak hours of adjacent street 
traffic. 

• All CMP mainline freeway monitoring locations where the proposed Project would 
add 150 or more trips, in either direction, during either the AM. or P.M. weekday peak 
hours. 

Freeway segment Levels of Service are defined in accordance with the definitions 
included in the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, July, 2004. The demand to capacity (D/C) ratios 
and Level of Service relationships are defined in the CMP document and are: 

DIC 

0.00 to 0.35 

>0.35 to 0.54 

>0.54 to 0.77 

>0.77 to 0.93 

>0.93 to 1.00 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

CAL TRANS FREEWAY SEGMENT 
LEVEL OF SERVICE DESIGNATIONS 

LOS DIC 

A > l.00 to 1.25 

B > 1.25 to 1.35 

c > 1.35 to l .45 

D >l.45 

E 

Page 162 
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F(2) 
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A significant impact on the freeway system is defined as follows: 

• "For purposes of the CMP, a significant impact occurs when the proposed Project 
increases demand on a CMP facility 2 percent of capacity (V/C) greater than or equal 
to 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already LOS F, a significant 
impact occurs when the proposed Project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility 
by 2 percent of capacity (V/C greater than or equal to 0.02)." 

The CMP document also states the following: 

• "Calculation of LOS based on DIC ratios is a surrogate for speed based LOS used by 
Caltrans for traffic operational analysis. LOS F(l) through F(3) designations are 
assigned where severely congested (less than 25 mph) conditions prevail for more 
than one hour, converted to an estimate of peak hour demand in the table above. Note 
that calculated LOS F traffic demands may therefore be greater than observed traffic 
volumes." 

(2) Project Construction 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, construction of the 
proposed Project would have significant on-street construction impacts, if: 

• The Proposed Project would cause a substantial temporary inconvenience to auto 
travelers, bus riders, pedestrians or parkers, due to an increase in congestion, 
relocation of bus stops, rerouting of bus lines, restrictions of vehicular and pedestrian 
access and circulation and restrictions on parking during the times of construction. 

• The Proposed Project would cause hazardous conditions for auto travelers, 
pedestrians, or bus riders. 

(3) Parking 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA lhreshold~· Guide, a project would have a 
significant impact on parking if the project provides less parking than is needed to meet the 
Project's parking demand. 
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(4) Project Access 

According to the City of Los Angeles Draft LA Thresholds Guide, May 14, 1998, a 
project would normally have a significant project access impact if the intersection(s) nearest the 
primary site access is/are projected to operate at LOS E or F during the AM. or P.M. peak hour, 
under cumulative plus project conditions. 

(5) Public Transit 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds· Guide, the proposed Project 
would have a significant impact on transit system capacity, if the seating capacity of the transit 
system serving the Project study area would be exceeded. 

(6) Neighborhood Streets 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the proposed Project 
would have a significant impact if: 

• The proposed Project would add 120 or more trips per day to a low-volume (i.e., less 
than 1,000 ADT) local residential street within a local neighborhood. 

• The proposed Project would add more than 12 percent, lO percent, or 8 percent to 
local neighborhood streets with final ADT levels of LOOO to 1,999 trips, 2000 to 
2,999 trips, or 3,000 or more trips, respectively. 

c. Analysis of Project Impacts 

(1) Traffic and Circulation 

(a) Project Design Features 

To reduce traffic in and around the HSC, the Applicant would continue operating a 
tram/shuttle service that runs from approximately 9:00 AM. to 4:00 P.M., Monday through 
Friday, with stops at the Norris Cancer Center, University Hospital, Doheny Eye Institute, 
HCC I, Ambulatory Care Center, Clinical Sciences, IGM, Outpatient Clinic at LAC+USC, 
LAC+USC main entrance and the Women and Children Hospital on Mission Road and Zonal 
Avenue. This circuit tram provides headways of three trams/shuttles per hour and would provide 
transportation to and from the proposed parking structure(s) located at the perimeter of the HSC. 
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In addition, sidewalks and pedestrian walkways would connect the Project's proposed parking 
facilities with the proposed and existing buildings within the HSC. 

Construction Design Features 

The following design features would be implemented during the construction phase of the 
Proposed Project. 

• Maintain existing access for land uses in proximity of the Project Site; 

• Limit any potential lane closures to off-peak travel periods; 

• Schedule receipt of construction materials to non-peak travel periods, to the extent 
possible; 

• Coordinate deliveries to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to unload for protracted 
periods of time; and 

• Prohibit parking by construction workers on adjacent streets and direct construction 
workers to available parking within the HSC. 

(b) Traffic Impact Analysis Scenarios 

Pursuant to LADOT' s traffic study guidelines, Level of Service calculations have been 
prepared for the following scenarios: 

• Existing Traffic Conditions; 

• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through 2015; 

• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through 2015 
and occupancy of the related projects; 

• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through 2015, 
occupancy of the related projects and the provision of parking per Parking Scenario 
No. 1 (Development Site C) through 2015; 

• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through 2015, 
occupancy of the related projects and the provision of parking per Parking Scenario 
No. 2 (Development Site E or Development Sites E and F) through 2015; and 
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• Existing Traffic Conditions plus one percent ambient traffic growth up through year 
2015, occupancy of the related projects and the provisions of parking per Parking 
Scenarios No. 1 and No. 2 with implementation of Project mitigation measures, 
where necessary. 

The traffic volumes for each new condition were added to the volumes in the prior 
condition to determine the change in capacity utilization at the study intersections. Summaries 
of the V/C ratios and LOS values for the study intersections during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours 
are shown in Table 7 on page 167 for Parking Scenario No. 1 and Table 8 on page 169 for 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

2015 With Ambient Growth Conditions 

Growth in traffic due to the combined effects of continuing development, intensification 
of existing developments and other factors are assumed to be 1. 0 percent per year, through 2015. 
This ambient growth incrementally increases the CMA ratios at all of the study intersections. As 
shown in Tables 7 and 8 on pages 167 through 170, 15 of the 18 study intersections are expected 
to continue operating at LOS Dor better during the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hours with the 
addition of ambient growth traffic. The following three intersections are anticipated to operate at 
LOSE or F during the peak hours with the addition of ambient growth traffic: 

• Intersection No. 2: 1-5 Freeway. SB Ramps and Mission Road 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.099, LOS F; 

• Intersection No. 5: Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.944, LOSE; and 

• Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and 1-10 Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.089, LOS F 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.960, LOSE. 

2015 with Related Projects 

As presented in Tables 7 and 8, 14 of the 18 study intersections are forecasted to operate 
at LOS D or better during the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hours with the addition of ambient 
growth traffic and the traffic due to the related projects. The following four intersections are 
anticipated to operate at LOS E or F during the peak hours shown below with the addition of 
ambient growth traffic and traffic due to the related projects: 

• Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB Ramps and Mission Road 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.160', LOS F; 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 166 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0026984 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
O> 
<O 
00 
01 

No Intersection 
l J-5 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/ 

Avenue 21-Main Street 
2 J-5 Freeway SB Ramps/ 

Mission Road 
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Table 7 

PARKING SCENARIO NO. 1 SUMMARY OF VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS 
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

2015 2015 
2004 w/Ambient w/Related 

Existing Growth Projects 
Peak 
Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 
A.M. 0.764 c 0.848 D 0.879 D 
P.M. 0.542 A 0.602 B 0.642 B 
A.M. 0.980 E l.099 F l.160 F 
P.M. 0.689 B 0.776 c 0.831 D 
A.M. 0.585 A 0.655 B 0.699 B 
P.M. 0.465 A 0.520 A 0.553 A 
A.M. 0.705 c 0.794 c 0.863 D 
P.M. 0.593 A 0.669 B 0.733 c 
A.M. 0.754 c 0.840 D 0.904 E 
P.M. 0.849 D 0.944 E 0.986 E 
A.M. 0.624 B 0.692 B 0.735 c 
P.M. 0.730 c 0.811 D 0.840 D 
A.M. 0.601 B 0.678 B 0.723 c 
P.M. 0.507 A 0.573 A 0.583 A 
A.M. 0.588 A 0.664 B 0.706 c 
P.M. 0.639 B 0.720 c 0.749 c 
A.M. 0.692 B 0.779 c 0.812 D 
P.M. 0.543 A 0.614 B 0.647 B 
A.M. 0.717 c 0.796 c 0.724 c 
P.M. 0.698 B 0.775 c 0.703 c 
A.M. 0.241 A 0.278 A 0.301 A 
P.M. 0.198 A 0.231 A 0.301 A 
A.M. 0.478 A 0.531 A 0.650 B 
P.M. 0.511 A 0.567 A 0.705 c 

Page 167 

2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 1 
2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 1 and Project Mitigation 

Change 
V/C LOS V/C 

0.893 D 0.014 
0.648 B 0.006 
l.213 F 0.053 
0.869 D O.o38 
0.776 c 0.077 
0.577 A 0.024 
0.865 D 0.002 
0.754 c 0.021 
0.911 E 0.007 
1.124 F 0.138 
0.752 c 0.017 
0.914 E 0.074 
0.807 D 0.084 
0.778 c 0.195 
0.731 c 0.025 
0.753 c 0.004 
0.822 D 0.010 
0.653 B 0.006 
0.836 D 0.112 
0.753 c 0.050 
0.315 A 0.014 
0.325 A 0.024 
0.727 c 0.077 
0.737 c 0.032 

Sign if Change Sign if 
lml!act V/C LOS V/C lml!act 

No 0.893 D 0.014 -

No 0.648 B 0.006 -

Yes 0.905 E -0.255 No 
Yes 0.735 c -0.096 No 
Yes 0.621 B -0.078 No 
No 0.462 A -0.091 -

No 0.865 D 0.002 -

No 0.754 c 0.021 -

No 0.911 E 0.007 -

Yes l.124 F 0.138 Yes 
No 0.668 B -0.067 -

Yes 0.753 c -0.087 No 
Yes 0.807 D 0.084 Yes 
Yes 0.778 c 0.195 Yes 
No 0.731 c 0.025 -

No 0.753 c 0.004 -

No 0.822 D 0.010 -

No 0.653 B 0.006 -

Yes 0.735 c 0.l)] l No 
Yes 0.678 B -0.025 No 
No 0.315 A 0.014 -

No 0.325 A 0.024 -

Yes 0.581 A -0.069 No 
No 0.590 A -0.115 -
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No Intersection 

13 San Pablo Street/ 
Eastlake Avenue-Norfolk Street 

14 San Pablo Street/ 
Zonal Avenue 

15 Soto Street/ 
Alcazar Street 

16 Soto Street/ I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street 

17 Soto Street/ 
Marengo Street 

18 Soto Street/ I-10 Freeway EB 
Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 

IV.C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

Table 7 (Continued) 

PARKING SCENARIO NO. 1 SUMMARY OF VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS 
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

2015 2015 
2004 w/Ambient w/Related 

Existing Growth Projects 2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 1 
Peak Change Sign if 
Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS VIC LOS V/C Impact 

A.M. 0.470 A 0.508 A 0.524 A 0.601 B 0.077 No 
P.M. 0.379 A 0.410 A 0.503 A 0.580 A 0.077 No 
A.M. 0.782 c 0.868 D 0.508 A 0.692 B 0.184 No 
P.M. 0.643 B 0.713 c 0.648 B 0.754 c 0.106 Yes 
A.M. 0.788 c 0.886 D 0.860 D 0.878 D 0.018 No 
P.M. 0.576 A 0.651 B 0.738 c 0.759 c 0.021 No 
A.M. 0.971 E 1.089 F l.206 F 1.262 F 0.056 Yes 
P.M. 0.855 D 0.960 E 1.051 F 1.149 F 0.098 Yes 
A.M. 0.727 c 0.818 D 0.837 D 0.860 D 0.023 Yes 
P.M. 0.751 c 0.844 D 0.948 E 1.000 E 0.052 Yes 
A.M. 0.624 B 0.703 c 0.780 c 0.803 D 0.023 Yes 
P.M. 0.588 A 0.664 B 0.716 c 0.722 c 0.006 No 

2015 w/ Parking Scenario No. 1 
and Project Mitigation 

Change Sign if 
V/C LOS V/C Impact 

0.601 B 0.077 -

0.580 A 0.077 -

0.554 A 0.046 -

0.603 B -0.045 No 
0.878 D 0.018 -

0.759 c 0.021 -

1.069 F -0.137 No 
1.091 F 0.040 Yes 
0.860 D 0.023 Yes 
1.000 E 0.052 Yes 
0.716 c -0.064 No 
0.619 B -0.097 -

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, 2005. 
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No Intersection 
l I-5 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/ 

Avenue 21-Main Street 
2 I-5 Freeway SB Ramps/ 

Mission Road 
3 I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp/ 

Daly Street-Main Street 
4 Daly Street/ 

Main Street 
5 Mission Road/ 

Daly Street-Marengo Street 
6 I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp/ 

Marengo Street 
7 Mission Road/ 

Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 
8 Mission Road/ 

Valley Boulevard 
9 Mission Road/ 

Main Street 
10 Biggy Street/ 

Zonal Avenue 
11 San Pablo Street/ 

Valley Boulevard 
12 San Pablo Street/ 

Alcazar Street 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

IV.C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

Table 8 

PARKING SCENARIO NO. 2 SUMMARY OF VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS 
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

2015 2015 
2004 w/Ambient w/Related 

Existing Growth Projects 2015 w/Parking Scenario No. 2 
Peak Change Sign if 
Hour VIC LOS VIC LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C Im~act 

A.M. 0.764 c 0.848 D 0.879 D 0.893 D 0.014 No 
P.M. 0.542 A 0.602 B 0.642 B 0.648 B 0.006 No 
A.M. 0.980 E 1.099 F l.160 F l.213 F 0.053 Yes 
P.M. 0.689 B 0.776 c 0.831 D 0.869 D 0.038 Yes 
A.M. 0.585 A 0.655 B 0.699 B 0.755 c 0.056 Yes 
P.M. 0.465 A 0.520 A 0.553 A 0.572 A 0.019 No 
A.M. 0.705 c 0.794 c 0.863 D 0.865 D 0.002 No 
P.M. 0.593 A 0.669 B 0.733 c 0.749 c 0.016 No 
A.M. 0.754 c 0.840 D 0.904 E 0.911 E 0.007 No 
P.M. 0.849 D 0.944 E 0.986 E l.039 F 0.053 Yes 
A.M. 0.624 B 0.692 B 0.735 c 0.747 c 0.012 No 
P.M. 0.730 c 0.811 D 0.840 D 0.891 D 0.051 Yes 
A.M. 0.601 B 0.678 B 0.723 c 0.734 c 0.011 No 
P.M. 0.507 A 0.573 A 0.583 A 0.605 B 0.022 No 
A.M. 0.588 A 0.664 B 0.706 B 0.749 c 0.043 Yes 
P.M. 0.639 B 0.720 c 0.749 c 0.760 c 0.011 No 
A.M. 0.692 B 0.779 c 0.812 D 0.820 D 0.008 No 
P.M. 0.543 A 0.614 B 0.647 B 0.666 B 0.019 No 
A.M. 0.717 c 0.796 c 0.724 c 0.724 c 0.000 No 
P.M. 0.698 B 0.775 c 0.703 c 0.703 c 0.000 No 
A.M. 0.241 A 0.278 A 0.301 A 0.355 A 0.054 No 
P.M. 0.198 A 0.231 A 0.301 A 0.403 A 0.102 No 
A.M. 0.478 A 0.531 A 0.650 B 0.804 D 0.154 Yes 
P.M. 0.511 A 0.567 A 0.705 c 0.832 D 0.127 Yes 

Page 169 

2015 wl Parking Scenario No. 2 
and Project Mitigation 

Change Sign if 
VIC LOS V/C Im~act 

0.893 D 0.014 --
0.648 B 0.006 --
0.905 E -0.255 No 
0.735 c -0.096 No 
0.604 B -0.095 No 
0.457 A -0.096 --
0.865 D 0.002 --
0.749 c 0.016 --
0.911 E 0.007 --
1.039 F 0.053 Yes 
0.666 B -0.069 --
0.753 c -0.087 No 
0.734 c 0.011 --
0.605 B 0.022 --
0.749 c 0.043 Yes 
0.760 c 0.011 --
0.820 D 0.008 --
0.666 B 0.019 --
0.724 c 0.000 --
0.703 c 0.000 --
0.355 A 0.054 --
0.403 A 0.102 --
0.643 B -0.007 No 
0.666 B -0.039 No 
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No Intersection 

13 San Pablo Street/ 
Eastlake Avenue-Norfolk Street 

14 San Pablo Street/ 
Zonal Avenue 

15 Soto Street/ 
Alcazar Street 

16 Soto Street/ 1-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street 

17 Soto Street/ 
Marengo Street 

18 Soto Street/ 1-10 Freeway EB 
Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 

Table 8 (Continued) 

PARKING SCENARIO NO. 2 SUMMARY OF VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIOS 
AND LEVELS OF SERVICE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 

2015 2015 
2004 w/Ambient w/Related 

Existing Growth Projects 2015 w/Parking Scenario No. 2 
Peak Change Sign if 
Hour VIC LOS VIC LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C Impact 

A.M. 0.470 A 0.508 A 0.524 A 0.542 A 0.018 No 
P.M. 0.379 A 0.410 A 0.503 A 0.545 A 0.042 No 
A.M. 0.782 c 0.868 D 0.508 A 0.553 A 0.045 No 
P.M. 0.643 B 0.713 c 0.648 B 0.724 c 0.076 Yes 
A.M. 0.788 c 0.886 D 0.860 D 1.017 F 0.157 Yes 
P.M. 0.576 A 0.651 B 0.738 c 0.800 c 0.062 Yes 
A.M. 0.971 E l.089 F 1.206 F 1.299 F 0.093 Yes 
P.M. 0.855 D 0.960 E l.051 F l.lll F 0.060 Yes 
A.M. 0.727 c 0.818 D 0.837 D 0.877 D 0.040 Yes 
P.M. 0.751 c 0.844 D 0.948 E 1.016 F 0.068 Yes 
A.M. 0.624 B 0.703 c 0.780 c 0.826 D 0.046 Yes 
P.M. 0.588 A 0.664 B 0.716 c 0.728 c 0.012 No 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, 2005. 
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2015 wl Parking Scenario No. 2 
and Project Mitigation 

Change Sign if 
VIC LOS V/C Impact 

0.542 A 0.018 --
0.545 A 0.042 --
0.443 A -0.065 --
0.580 A -0.068 No 
0.856 D -0.004 No 
0.732 c -0.006 No 
l.106 F -0.100 No 
l.053 F 0.002 No 
0.877 D 0.040 Yes 
l.016 F 0.068 Yes 
0.739 c -0.041 No 
0.625 B -0.091 --
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IV. C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

• Intersection No. 5: Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.904, LOSE; 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.986, LOSE; 

• Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.206, LOS F; 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 1.051, LOS F; and 

• Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio= 0.948, LOSE. 

Year 2015 with Parking Scenario No. 1 

As shown in Table 7 on page 167, the application ofLADOT's threshold criteria to 2015 
"With Parking Scenario No. l" conditions indicates that the proposed Project would create 
significant impacts at 11 of the 18 study intersections during the AM. and/or P.M. peak commuter 
hours. The proposed Project is anticipated to create significant impacts at the following eleven 
intersections: 

• Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB Ramps and Mission Road 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.053 [1.160 to 1.213 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.038 [0.831 to 0.869 (LOS D)]; 

• Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.077 [0.699 to 0.776 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 5: Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.138 [0.986to 1.124 (LOS F)]; 

• Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.074 [0.840 to 0.914 (LOSE)]; 

• Intersection No. 7: Mission Road and Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.084 [0.723 to 0.807 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.195 [0.583 to 0.778 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 10: Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of0.112 [0.724 to 0.836 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.050 [0.703 to 0.753 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.077 [0.650 to 0.727 (LOS C)]; 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 
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• Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of0.106 [0.648 to 0.754 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.056 [1.206 to l.262 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.098 [1.051 to 1.149 (LOS F)]; 

• Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.023 [0.837 to 0.860 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.052 [0.948 to 1.000 (LOSE)]; and 

• Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.023 [0.780 to 0.803 (LOS D)] 

As shown in Table 7 on page 167, incremental but less than significant impacts are 
forecasted to occur at the remaining seven study intersections due to development of the 
proposed Project under Parking Scenario No. 1. 

Year 2015 with Parking Scenario No. 2 

As shown in Table 8 on page 169, the application of LADOT's threshold criteria to 2015 
"With Parking Scenario No. 2" conditions indicate that the proposed Project would create 
significant impacts at 11 of the 18 study intersections during the AM. and/or P.M. peak commuter 
hours. The proposed Project is anticipated to create significant impacts at the following eleven 
intersections: 

• Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB Ramps and Mission Road 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.053 [l.160 to 1.213 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.038 [0.831 to 0.869 (LOS D)]; 

• Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.056 [0.699 to 0.755 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 5: Mission Road and Daly Street-Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.053 [0.986 to 1.039 (LOS F)]; 

• Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.051 [0.840 to 0.891 (LOS D)]; 

• Intersection No. 8: Mission Road and Valley Boulevard 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.043 [0.706 to 0.749 (LOS C)]; 
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• Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of0.154 [0.650 to 0.804 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of0.127 [0.705 to 0.832 (LOS D)]; 

• Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.076 [0.648 to 0.724 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 15: Soto Street and Alcazar Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.157 [0.860 to 1.017 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.062 [0.738 to 0.800 (LOS C)]; 

• Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps-Charlotte Street 
A.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.093 [1.206 to l.299 (LOS F)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.060 [l .051 to 1.111 (LOS F)]; 

• Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.040 [0.837 to 0.877 (LOS D)] 
P.M. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.068 [0.948 to 1.016 (LOS F)]; and 

• Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue 
AM. Peak-Hour CMA Ratio increase of 0.046 [0.780 to 0.826 (LOS D)]. 

As shown in Table 8, incremental but less than significant impacts are forecasted at the 
remaining seven study intersections due to development of the proposed Project under Parking 
Scenario No. 2. 

(c) CMP Analysis 

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a state-mandated program enacted by 
the State Legislature with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990. The program is intended to 
address the impact of local growth on the regional transportation system. The intent of the CMP 
is to provide the analytical basis for transportation decisions through the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) process. The MTA, the Local CMP agency, has established a 
countywide approach to implement the statutory requirements of the CMP. The Countywide 
approach includes designating a highway network that includes all state highways and principal 
arterials within the County and monitoring the network's LOS standards. This monitoring of the 
CMP network is one of the responsibilities of local jurisdictions. If LOS standards deteriorate, 
then local jurisdictions must prepare a deficiency plan to demonstrate conformance with the 
Countywide plan. All development projects, which are required to prepare an EIR, are subject to 
the Land Use Analysis program of the CMP. This requirement is to provide decision-makers 
with the project-specific traffic impacts created by projects on the CMP highway network. 
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Impacts on Freeways 

As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, 
Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Engineers conducted a review of the designated monitoring 
locations on the CMP highway system to identify potential impacts. A significant CMP traffic 
impact is deemed to occur if the proposed Project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 
two percent of its capacity and/or causes or worsens a LOS F condition, as demonstrated by a 
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). A TIA must be considered if the proposed Project adds 150 or 
more peak-hour trips on any freeway segment, in either direction. Additionally, an analysis is 
required at all CMP arterial intersections where the proposed Project would add 50 or more trips 
during either the AM. or P.M. peak hour. The I-10 Santa Monica Freeway at the East Los 
Angeles City Limit is the only CMP monitoring station located within the Project vicinity: 

The proposed Project would add more than 150 trips (in either direction) during either the 
AM. or P.M. weekday peak hours to the CMP freeway monitoring location. Therefore, a review 
of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations which are part of the CMP highway system 
is required. 

The impact of the proposed Project on the regional mainline freeway system has been 
determined based in part on the existing peak-hour traffic volumes data published in the 2003 

Traffic Volumes on Cal~fornia State Highways, State of California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans, June 2004). The year 2003 traffic volumes were increased by Caltrans' annual 
average growth rate of 2.3 percent per year to reflect year 2004 existing conditions. This 
conservative growth rate is higher than the general traffic growth factors provided in the CMP 
and those approved by LADOT for the intersection analysis. The freeway impact analysis is 
based on a number of mainline lanes, including High Occupancy Vehicle lanes. Along some 
freeway segments, auxiliary lanes are provided to facilitate entering and exiting freeway traffic 
to and from the freeway mainline. Although some of the freeway auxiliary lanes accommodate 
through traffic, these have not been considered in the analysis so as to provide a conservative 
analysis of potential freeway impacts due to the proposed Project. 

The freeway lane capacity has been assumed at 2,000 vehicles per lane per hour, although 
it is stated in the Highlt1ay Capacity Manual, published by the Transportation Research Board, 
2000, that recent research indicates a capacity of 2,200 vehicles per hour for four lane freeways 
and 2,300 vehicles per lane per hour for six or more lane freeways. The analysis can therefore be 
considered conservative in that the lower capacity has been assumed. 

In reviewing the following analysis, the following important factors must be considered: 

• Freeway conditions would be largely controlled by the operation of the off-ramp 
intersections and the adjacent arterial streets. Based on a review of the capacity 
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calculations during the AM. or P.M. peak hours, arterial roadway capacity exists at 
several locations. Operationally, the street system surrounding the HSC is already 
equipped with the City's Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) 
system. The ATSAC system optimizes traffic operations on a system-wide basis at 
the area's signalized intersections. 

• Mainline freeway improvements (e.g., physical improvements to add additional 
mainline freeway travel lanes) are difficult in that limited freeway right-of-way is 
currently available and in many cases has been maximized. Tremendous costs would 
be incurred to acquire additional right-of-way, which in most locations is not feasible. 

The Caltrans traffic volume data referenced above is presented in several ways. First, the 
total daily peak-hour traffic volumes for various freeway segments statewide are noted (i.e., non
directional). In addition, factors are included in the Caltrans document which indicate the 
direction and magnitude of the peak-hour traffic volumes. These factors are then utilized to 
convert the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes to directional peak-hour traffic 
volumes for each freeway segment in the vicinity of the Project site. 

The results of the freeway impact analysis during the AM. and P.M. peak hours associated 
with the Project are summarized in Table 9 on page 176. As presented in Table 9, these 
increases in overall mainline freeway traffic volumes correspond to a D/C ratio increase ranging 
from 0.002 to 0.010, or equal to or less than one percent of the total capacity of the segments 
included in the analysis. This conclusion applies to both the 765,000 square foot and 585,000 
square foot development scenarios, as well as any development that falls within this range of 
development. Thus, based on the CMP threshold criteria, no significant project-related mainline 
freeway impacts are anticipated along the I-10 Freeway. 

Impacts at Intersections 

The CMP TIA guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations must be 
examined if the proposed Project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM. or P.M. 

weekday peak period. The proposed Project is not forecasted to add 50 or more trips during 
either the AM. or P.M. peak hours at any CMP intersection monitoring locations which is the 
threshold for preparing a traffic impact assessment. Therefore, no further review of potential 
impacts to intersection monitoring locations which are part of the CMP highway system is 
required. The Project's impacts on CMP intersection monitoring locations are therefore 
considered less than significant. 
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Table 9 

CMP FREEWAY IMPACT ANALYSIS A.M. AND P.M. PEAK HOURS 
USC HEALTH SCIBNCES CAMPUS PRO.JECT 

Year 2004 Existing Year 2015 Future Pre-Project 
Conditions Conditions 

Project 
Capacity Demand a DIC' LOS' Demand ct D/Cb LOS' Trip Endse 

12,000 6,440 0.54 B 7,150 0.60 c 28 
12,000' 10,430 0.87 D 11,580 0.97 E 123 
12,000 10,420 0.87 D 11,570 0.96 E 123 
12,000' 7,850 0.65 c 8,710 0.73 c 32 

California State Highways, "Caltrans, June 2004. 

Year 2015 Future w/ Proposed 
Project Conditions 

Demandr D/Cb LOS' 
7,178 0.60 c 

11.703 0.98 E 
11.693 0.97 E 
8.742 0.73 c 

'one percent (1%) per year was utilized to calculate the 201 Sfuture pre-Prl!fect trqffic volumes based on general trqffic growth factors provide in the CAIP. 

IV.C Traffic Circulation and Parking 

DIC Increase Significant Project 
\Vith Project g Im~acth 

0.002 No 
0.010 No 
0.010 No 
0.003 No 

a significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand on the freeway ,:,ystem by 2% of capacity {DIC> 0.02). 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, May 2005. 
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(2) Construction Traffic-Related Impacts 

Traffic impacts from construction activities would be expected to occur as a result of the 
following three types of activities: 

• Increases in truck traffic associated with the removal or import of fill materials and 
delivery of construction materials; 

• Increases in automobile traffic associated with construction workers traveling to and 
from the site; and 

• Reductions in existing street capacity from temporary lane closures necessary for the 
construction of roadway improvements, utility relocation and drainage facilities. 

Temporary lane closures are anticipated during Project construction only on those streets 
located within the HSC. As such, it is anticipated that temporary lane closures may occur on San 
Pablo Street, Alacazar Street, Eastlake Avenue and Zonal Avenue. Construction for this type of 
street work is normally limited to between 9:00 AM. and 3 :00 P.M. Detours around the 
construction site(s) as a result of lane closures would not be required. Flag men, however would 
be used to control traffic movement during ingress or egress of trucks and heavy equipment from 
the construction site(s). 

Depending upon the specific nature of the construction act1v1ty (e.g., demolition, 
excavation, or concrete pouring), it is forecasted that the majority of truck traffic would be 
distributed evenly across the workday. Approvals required by the City of Los Angeles for 
implementation of the proposed Project include a Truck Haul Route program approved by 
LADOT. Based on preliminary review, haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally travel 
along the I-5 Freeway, I-10 Freeway, Mission Road, Soto Street, Valley Boulevard, and 
Marengo Street to access and depart the Project Site. 

The estimated number of trucks needed for hauling and delivery are generalized 
according to the following three construction phases: (1) demolition, (2) site grading, and 
(3) building construction. The numbers of off-site trucks (i.e., haul trucks, concrete trucks and 
delivery trucks) are assumed for a peak construction day. It is forecasted that the maximum 
number of construction trips would be 448 trips per day. In general, it is anticipated that 
construction workers would arrive and depart the Project site during off-peak hours and that 
construction-related traffic would be largely freeway oriented. Construction workers would 
arrive and depart via nearby on- off-ramps serving the I-5 Freeway and the I-10 Freeway. The 
most commonly used freeway would be nearest the Project site, including the northbound and 
southbound on/off-ramps at Mission Road and Avenue 21, and the eastbound and westbound 
on/off ramps at Soto Street. The construction work force would likely be from all parts of the 
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Los Angeles region and are, thereby assumed to arrive from all directions. The majority of 
construction workers are expected to arrive and depart the Project site during off-peak hours (i.e. 
arrive prior to 7:00 A.M. and depart between 3:00 and 4:00 P.M.), thereby avoiding generating 
trips during the 7:00 to 9:00 A.M. and 4:00 to 6:00 P.M. peak periods. Consequently, their impact 
on peak-hour traffic in the vicinity of the Project site would be limited. Given the off-peak 
nature of construction worker traffic, a less than significant impact is anticipated with regard to 
the local roadway network as well as the freeway mainline. 

With the required haul route approval and other construction management practices 
described above, construction activities would not create any substantial temporary 
inconvenience to auto travelers, bus riders, and pedestrians during construction. Therefore, 
Project impacts with regard to construction traffic would be less than significant. Impacts would 
be further reduced with the implementation of the following design features: 

• Maintain existing access for land uses in proximity of the Project site; 

• Limit any potential lane closures to off-peak travel periods; 

• Schedule receipt of construction materials to non-peak travel periods, to the extent 
possible; 

• Coordinate deliveries to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to unload for protracted 
periods of time; and 

• Prohibit parking by construction workers on adjacent streets and direct construction 
workers to available parking within the Health Sciences Campus. 

(3) Union Pacific Railroad Crossing 

An at-grade Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) crossing currently exists on San Pablo 
Street, immediately south of Valley Boulevard. This rail crossing is equipped with advance 
warning signals and control gates situated north and south of the tracks. The rail line that is 
protected by these controls extends from Downtown Los Angeles easterly to the Inland Empire 
and points east. Trains currently slow or stop at this crossing, causing vehicle queuing and 
occasionally rerouting of local traffic, for periods as long as 18 minutes based on field 
observations. 

Based on the trip distribution and assignment of Project-related trips for both Parking 
Scenario No. I and Parking Scenario No. 2, it is anticipated that additional vehicle queuing and 
the rerouting of Project traffic may occur due to UPRR trains periodically blocking north-south 
traffic at this location. 
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The redistribution of traffic under existing conditions as well as future without Project 
conditions is anticipated to result temporarily in increased traffic volumes at other intersections. 
The proposed Project is anticipated to contribute additional incremental traffic volumes at these 
other intersections during these temporary periods. As such, it is conservatively concluded that a 
Project-related potentially significant impact could occur during the periods of time when traffic 
is diverted due to train(s) blocking San Pablo Street. This potential impact is very temporary in 
nature (i.e., occurring approximately 12 times per day and lasting in duration between less than 
one and three minutes about half the time and occasionally lasting up to 18 minutes) and would 
be alleviated once San Pablo Street is available as a through traffic route. Based on recent 
observations, the railroad crossing gates are engaged approximately 12 times per day for train 
crossing and track service activities. San Pablo Street is typically blocked for a duration ranging 
from a few minutes to as long as approximately twenty minutes. 

Public Utilities Commission (PUC) ordinance limits the duration that trains can block at
grade crossings. PUC General Order No. 13524 states the following: 

1. TRAIN MOVEMENTS-Except as provided in Paragraph 5, a public grade 
crossing which is blocked by a stopped train, other than a passenger train, 
must be opened within 10 minutes, unless no vehicle or pedestrian is waiting 
at the crossing. Such a cleared crossing must be left open until it is known 
that the train is ready to depart. When recoupling such a train at the crossing, 
movement must be made promptly, consistent with safety." 

It is recommended that enforcement of the ordinance be actively pursued and that efforts 
be made to relocate the location of train stoppages to a point east or west of San Pablo Street. 
The UPRR crossings immediately west of San Pablo Street are grade separated; however, 
crossings to the east (i.e., east of Soto Street) are at-grade. Additionally, it is acknowledged that 
enforcement of this ordinance is outside the authority of decision-makers associated with the 
proposed Project. Thus, absent either enforcement of the PUC ordinance or a relocation of the 
train stoppage point, the Project would potentially contribute to an existing significant impact. 

In addition, the subject crossing is included in the Alameda Corridor East (ACE) 
project. 25 The ACE project is located in the San Gabriel Valley between East Los Angeles and 
the City of Pomona. The ACE project is intended to improve mobility, enhance safety and 
mitigate the effects of increased freight rail traffic from the Ports of Long Beach and Los 
Angeles. The ACE project is being implemented in two phases and consists of improvements at 

2
"' Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Regulations Governing the Occupancy of Public Grade 

Crossings by Railroads, Adopted September 11, 1974. Effective November 1, 1974. Decision No. 83446 in Case 
No. 8949. 

25 Source: www.theaceproject.org. 
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55 crossings. The first phase includes safety upgrades, traffic signal control measures, roadway 
widening at the railroad crossings and ten grade separation projects to physically separate rail 
and vehicular traffic. The San Pablo Street crossing was identified for potential safety and/or 
traffic signal control measure improvements. The second phase of the ACE project includes ten 
additional grade separation projects. Both phases of the ACE project are planned to be 
completed in 2008. 

(4) Parking Impacts 

(a) Design Features 

Project parking could be satisfied by parking facilities within Development Sites B, C, D, 
E, and F, as well as within existing HSC parking facilities. Although parking may be provided in 
any combination on Development Sites B, C, D, E and F, in order to provide a conservative 
analysis of the project's potential transportation impacts, two parking scenarios (Parking 
Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2) have been analyzed that reflect the greatest 
concentration of Project-related traffic on the local roadway system. As such, should parking be 
proposed for any other combination of sites (i.e., including sites from the east end or west end of 
the campus), off-site impacts would be within the range identified under the two Parking 
Scenarios. 

The City of Los Angeles generally determines parking requirements for an environment 
such as the HSC on a campus-wide basis, rather than on a building-by-building or lot-by-lot 
basis. For example, a parking space on one block at the HSC may be considered to satisfy the 
LAMC parking requirement for a building located across the street. 

(b) Future Parking Demand 

The parking supply on the HSC would be modified based on the mix of Research and 
Development and Medical Office uses. Parking demand for two examples is forecast by 
multiplying the building floor area by the calculated parking demand rate of 2.79 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of floor area. In order to describe the range of potential future parking demand, 
the development descriptions as previously described were utilized and are summarized below: 
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765,000 Square Foot Development Scenario Example 

Research & Development 

• [(720,000 SF x 0.93 26 = 669,600 SF)-:- 1,000 SF]= 669.6 x 2.79 SP= 1,868 Spaces 

Medical Office 

• [(45,000 SF x 0.93 = 41,850)--:-- 1,000 SF]= 41.85 x 2.79 SP= 117 Spaces 

Future parking demand for this example: 1,985 Spaces 

585,000 Square Foot Development Scenario Example 

Research & Development 

• [(465,000 SF x 0.93 = 432,450 SF)--:-- 1,000 SF]= 432.45 x 2.79 SP= 1 ,207 Spaces 

Medical Office 

• [(120,000 SF x 0.93 = 111,600 SF)--:-- 1,000 SF]= 111.6 x 2.79 SP= 311 Spaces 

Future parking demand for this example: 1,518 Spaces 

Based on a peak existing demand of 3, 132 spaces and a future peak demand of up to 
approximately 1,985 spaces, a total future peak parking demand of 5, 117 spaces (3, 132 + 1,985 
= 5, 117 spaces) is calculated. This peak parking demand can be considered conservative in that 
the existing demand includes 75 percent of area on-street parking as part of the rate, as well as all 
of the USC allocated spaces in the University Hospital parking structure, the leased spaces from 
the County and demand at the dialysis center (TRC Lot). The Project's forecasted demand also 
exceeds the LAMC parking requirement which results in a maximum requirement of 1,548 
spaces for the proposed Project. 27 As it is anticipated that the Project would provide an increase 

26 LAl'vfC (Section 12.21) parking requirements are based on "gross" floor areas excluding elevator shafts, 
mechanical rooms, stainvells, storage. On the basis of the review of previous HSC building plans by the 
Department of Building and Safety, the Project 'sjloor area is multiplied by 0.93 to reflect excluded areas. 

27 Under the LA1'vfC, 720,000 square .feet Research and Development = 1,339 spaces and ./5,000 square .feet r~f 
Medical Office = 209 spaces (total = 1,548 space,s~; 465,000 square .feet of Research and Development = 

865 spaces; and 120, 000 square feet oflvledical Office = 558 ,\paces (total = 1,423 spaces). 
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of at least 2,072 spaces, the Project would exceed both the parking requirements set forth in the 
LAMC as well as future parking demand and as such, a less than significant impact would occur. 

Project parking demand could be satisfied by parking facilities within Development Sites 
B, C, D, E, and F, as well as within existing HSC parking facilities. For example, some existing 
parking on the Eastlake Lot may be removed to accommodate future development on 
Development Site A while the spaces in the San Pablo Lot may be removed to accommodate 
future development on Development Site B. 

Under Project Scenario No. 1, parking may be provided on the site of Development Site 
C (access via Zonal). Development Site C could accommodate a parking structure containing 
2,800 spaces. Under Project Scenario No. 2, parking may be provided on Development Site E 
(access via San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street) and Development Site F (access via San Pablo 
Street). It is anticipated that Development Site E and/or Development Site F could accommodate 
parking facilities that would provide a parking supply similar to the net increase anticipated 
should a parking structure be developed on Development Site C (i.e., 2,800 future spaces less 
548 existing spaces equals 2,252). Thus, a net increase of 2,252 spaces is calculated for future 
parking facilities under both parking scenarios for the provision of parking for the proposed 
Project. In addition, it is assumed that this net increase in Project parking may be provided in 
parking facilities within a combination of Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F, as well as within 
existing HSC parking facilities. As the distances between the proposed Development Sites and 
the parking facilities may be greater than 750 feet, a variance with regard to Section 12.2 l .A.4(g) 
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code may be required. 

With the forecasted increase in parking of 2,072 spaces, the future parking supply for the 
USC Health Sciences Campus would increase to approximately 5,870 spaces (i.e., 3,798 existing 
+ 2,072 net future= 5,870 spaces). Thus, the future parking supply of 5,870 spaces is anticipated 
to satisfy and, in fact, substantially exceed the peak future parking demand of 5, 117 spaces at the 
HSC. 

Therefore, the impact of the Project relative to parking demand would be less than 
significant. 

(5) Project Access 

The following four key intersections provide primary Project Site access to the HSC 
under either of the two parking scenarios 

• Int. No. 7: Mission Road/Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue; 
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• Int. No. 11: San Pablo Street/Valley Boulevard; 

• Int. No.14: San Pablo Street/Zonal Avenue; and 

• Int. No.15: Soto Street/Alcazar Street. 

All of these intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better under the future 
cumulative analysis conditions (i.e., future with Project and Project mitigation conditions). 
Thus, Project development would result in a less than significant Project access impact. In 
addition, the Applicant may propose the vacation of Henry Street, which is shown on the 
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Generalized Circulation Map, but has been paved and 
out of circulation for at least twenty years. The deletion of this street would not impact 
intersection operations, as Henry Street does not exist. Furthermore, if Henry Street were 
available, it would not change Project impacts at any of the studied intersections. In addition, 
LADOT did not require the analysis of Henry Street as it does not currently connect to Zonal 
Avenue, nor is it proposed as part of the potential development of Development Site C. As the 
vacation of Henry Street would have no impact on the Project area or the existing street network, 
a less than significant transportation impact would result from the vacation of Henry Street. 

(6) Public Transit 

As required by the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, an 
analysis of potential Project impacts on existing transit service has been conducted. Impacts on 
public transit would occur if the seating capacity of the transit system serving the Project study 
area were exceeded. 

The Project's trip-generation forecast was adjusted by values set forth in the CMP (i.e., 
person trips equal 1.4 times vehicle trips and transit trips equals 3.5 percent of the total person 
trips) to estimate number of transit trips generated by the Proposed Project. Pursuant to the CMP 
guidelines, the proposed Project is forecast to generate a demand for 37 transit trips (30 inbound 
trips and 7 outbound trips) during the weekday AM. peak hour. Similarly, during the weekday 
P.M. peak hour, the proposed Project is anticipated to generate a demand for 38 transit trips (8 
inbound trips and 30 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour period the proposed Project is forecast to 
generate a demand for 378 daily transit trips. The calculations are as follows: 

• AM. Peak-Hour Trips= 753 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 37 Transit trips 

• P.M. Peak-Hour trips= 774 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 38 Transit Trips 

• Daily Trips= 7,715 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 378 Transit Trips 

It is anticipated that the existing transit service in the Project area would be able to 
adequately accommodate the transit trips generated by the Project. Thus, given the relatively 
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few number of transit trips generated, less than significant impacts on existing and future transit 
service in the Project area are expected to occur as a result of the proposed Project. 

(7) Neighborhood Streets 

As Project traffic is anticipated to utilize the major and secondary highways adjacent to 
the HSC as well as internal streets within the campus, a formal neighborhood street segment 
analysis was not deemed necessary by LADOT. As such, Project development would result in a 
less than significant impact with regard to Project traffic traveling on neighborhood streets. 

(8) Additional Development Scenarios 

The analysis of Parking Scenario Nos. I and 2, as described above, identify the range of 
intersection and freeway impacts that could result at buildout of the proposed Project. As such, 
all development scenarios that could be developed under the Project would fall within the range 
established by Parking Scenario Nos. I and 2. As such, the implementation of development 
scenarios other than Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 could result in a significant impacts at the 
intersections identified as such in Tables 7 and 8 on pages 167 through 170. The CMP analysis 
presented above is reflective of conditions under either Parking Scenario No. I or 2. As these 
Parking Scenarios define the range of Project impacts, implementation of any development 
scenario would result in impacts that are equal to, or less than, those identified above. As such, 
implementation of all potential development scenarios would have a less than significant impact 
with regard to the CMP. 

Peak construction levels would be the same regardless of the mix of land uses that is 
developed. As such, the construction impacts identified above would be applicable to any 
development scenario that may be developed under the proposed Project. Therefore, 
construction impacts attributable to any permitted development scenario would result in less than 
significant impacts. 

As intersection impacts under the additional development scenarios would be within the 
range established by Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2, impacts of the additional development 
scenarios relative to the Union Pacific Railroad Crossing would be similarly significant. As the 
availability of parking under the additional development scenarios would be comparable to that 
available under the proposed Project, potential parking impacts with regard to LAMC 
requirements and parking demand, as is the case with the proposed Project, would be less than 
significant. 
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Overall tripmaking by any permitted development scenario would be comparable, 
although not exceeding, that of the Project as analyzed above. As such, impacts of any permitted 
development scenario on Project access, as is concluded above, would be less than significant. 

Transit trip generation is based on total vehicle trips. Thus, transit impacts resulting from 
the development of any permitted development scenario would be less than significant since the 
impacts of the Project, as concluded above, would be less than significant and the number of 
vehicle trips generated by any additional permitted development scenario would not exceed those 
of the Project as analyzed above. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

a. Traffic and Circulation 

All of the identified related projects have been considered for the purpose of assessing 
cumulative traffic impacts. Cumulative construction traffic impacts would only occur during 
periods when construction of one or more of the related projects is occurring at the same time 
that Project construction is anticipated to occur and then only to the extent that construction 
traffic is traveling on the same streets at the same time. Since this type of concurrent activity is 
anticipated to be limited in its occurrence, cumulative construction impacts are concluded to be 
less than significant. 

Cumulative effects on intersection operations attributable to traffic from ambient growth 
and related projects have been incorporated into the above analysis of the future baseline 
condition. A comparison of 2015 with related project conditions (see Table 7 on page 167 and 
Table 8 on page 169) indicates that cumulative development would result in four intersections 
operating at LOS E or F. Based on the stated significance thresholds, cumulative development 
would result in impacts to l3 of the 18 study intersections. Since no guarantee exists that 
mitigation measures would be implemented with those projects, it is conservatively concluded 
that cumulative development would yield a significant cumulative traffic impact on intersection 
operations. 

Cumulative growth in the Project area would result in increases in traffic on street and 
freeway segments in the Project vicinity. However, it is anticipated that related projects 
contributing to cumulative growth would be required on an individual basis to mitigate any 
significant traffic impacts to the extent possible to less than significant levels. 
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b. Parking 

The Project in combination with the related projects would not result in any adverse 
impacts to parking. The related projects, as identified in Section III.B. of this Draft EIR, would 
be required, through Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements and mitigation measures 
required by environmental clearances, to include sufficient parking to accommodate their own 
parking demand. No significant cumulative impacts to parking are anticipated. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. Intersections 

Mitigation measures are identified below which would reduce the Project's significant 
traffic impacts at buildout to the extent feasible. Implementation of the mitigation measures 
would be phased commensurate with the development of an individual building or buildings. 
The process for implementing the Project's mitigation measures would be determined by 
LADOT as individual building plans are submitted to the City of Los Angeles. At that time, 
LADOT would be consulted to determine the appropriate mitigation measures to be implemented 
based on the square footage proposed for development and the location of the parking that would 
support the development. The phasing program for the mitigation measures identified below for 
both Parking Scenarios is presented in Appendix F of the Traffic Impact Analysis (see Appendix 
B of this Draft EIR). 

In summary, eleven of the 18 study intersections would be significantly impacted by the 
development of the proposed Project under Project Scenario No. l and Project Scenario No. 2. 
To reduce the proposed Project's significant transportation impacts to the extent feasible the 
following mitigation measures are proposed. 

(1) Parking Scenario No. 1 Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure C-1: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway Southbound and Mission 
Road-Widen the southbound off-ramp to provide an additional lane. The 
off-ramp would provide one left-tum only lane, one combination left
tum/through lane and one right-tum only lane. Modify the existing traffic 
signal to facilitate traffic flow. 

Mitigation Measure C-2: Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway Northbound Off-Ramp and 
Daly Street-Main Street-Install a traffic signal at this location to facilitate 
traffic flow during the A.M. peak commuter hour. 
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Mitigation Measure C-3: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp and 
Marengo Street-Lengthen the red curb along the south side of Marengo 
Street, west of the on-ramp, and install an eastbound right-tum-only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-4: Intersection No. 10: Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue
Restripe the southbound approach to provide one left tum/through lane and 
one right-tum-only lane. Re-stripe the eastbound approach to provide one 
left-tum lane and one optional through/right-tum-only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-5: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
Install a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-6 Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue
Install a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-7: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway 
Westbound Ramps-Charlotte Street-Implement the LADOT-approved 
mitigation measure associated with the HNRT project, including widening of 
the I-10 Freeway Westbound Off-ramp to provide an additional right-tum 
only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-8: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street
Remove the raised median islands on Soto Street, north and south of Marengo 
Street. Re-stripe the northbound and southbound approaches to provide dual 
left-tum lanes, two through lanes and one combination through/right-turn 
lane. Provide traffic signal modification at this intersection. This measure has 
only received conceptual approval at this time. 

Mitigation Measure C-9: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway 
Eastbound Off-Ramp-Wabash Avenue-Restripe Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

(2) Parking Scenario No. 2 Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure C-10: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road
Widen the southbound off-ramp to provide an additional lane. The off-ramp 
would provide one left-tum only lane, one combination left-tum/through lane 
and one right-tum only lane. Modify the existing traffic signal to facilitate 
traffic fl ow. 

Mitigation Measure C-11: No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main 
Street-Install a traffic signal at this location. 
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Mitigation Measure C-12: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-Lengthen the red curb along the south side of Marengo Street, west of 
the on-ramp, and install an eastbound right-tum-only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-13: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
Install a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-14: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue
Install a traffic signal at this location. 

Mitigation Measure C-15: Intersection No. 15: Soto Street and Alcazar Street-Install 
a second northbound left-tum lane and widen along the south side of Alcazar 
Street, west of Soto Street, to provide a fourth eastbound approach lane (i.e., 
the eastbound approach would provide one left-tum lane, one combination 
left-through lane and two right-tum only lanes). Modify the traffic signal. 

Mitigation Measure C-16: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-Implement the LADOT-approved mitigation 
measure associated with the HNRT project, including widening of the I-10 
Freeway Westbound Off-ramp to provide an additional right-tum only lane. 

Mitigation Measure C-17: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street
Remove the raised median islands on Soto Street, north and south of Marengo 
Street. Re-stripe the northbound and southbound approaches to provide dual 
left-tum lanes, two through lanes and one combination through/right-turn 
lane. Provide traffic signal modification at this intersection. This measure has 
only received conceptual approval at this time. 

Mitigation Measure C-18: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off
Ramp-Wabash Avenue-Re-stripe Soto Street, south of Wabash Avenue, 
within the existing roadway pavement width to provide an additional 
northbound through lane. 

6. SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

After implementation of the recommended m1t1gation measures, the impact of the 
proposed Project under Project Scenario No. 1 on study intersections during the AM. and P.M. 

peak commuter hour would be reduced to less than significant levels for all but four locations 
(see Table 7 on page 167). Under Project Scenario No. 1, no feasible mitigation measures are 
available to reduce the traffic impact to a less than significant level at the Soto Street and I-10 
Freeway Westbound Ramps/Charlotte Street intersection during the P.M. peak commuter hour; at 
the Mission Road and Griffin Avenue-Zonal Avenue intersection during the A.M. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours, and at the Mission Road/Daly Street-Marengo Street intersection during the 
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P.M. peak hour. The fourth location where a significant impact has been identified is the Soto 
Street and Marengo Street intersection. Project impacts at this intersection would be significant 
during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The mitigation for the Soto Street and Marengo 
Street intersection, which is elevated above the I-10 Freeway and is entirely on a bridge 
structure, consists of the removal of the raised median islands on Soto Street, north and south of 
Marengo Street, restriping the northbound and southbound approaches to provide dual left-tum 
lanes, two through lanes and one combination through/right-tum lane, as well as a traffic signal 
modification. While these improvements would reduce the Project's significant impact at the 
Soto Street/Marengo Street intersection to a less than significant level, these improvements have 
only been conceptually approved by LADOT. As formal approval of the improvements has not 
occurred as of the publication of the Draft EIR, it is conservatively concluded that Project 
development would result in a significant traffic impact at the Soto Street/Marengo Street 
intersection. In the event the proposed improvements are approved by LADOT, the Project's 
significant impact at the Soto Street/Marengo Street intersection would be reduced to less than 
significant levels during both the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. While the proposed Soto 
Street/Marengo Street intersection improvements would reduce the Project's traffic impacts to 
less than significant levels, the implementation of these measures may result in secondary 
construction impacts that are of note. 

The intersection, including the traffic signals, is elevated above the I-10 Freeway and is 
entirely on a bridge structure. As a result, the implementation of the traffic signal modifications 
would require a special foundation. The installation of the special foundation may require a 
structural modification to the bridge structure itself In the event that structural modifications to 
the bridge are not required, implementation of the proposed intersection improvements would 
consist of removing the raised medians on Soto Street and lane restriping in addition to the 
improvements to the traffic signal itself It is anticipated that removal of the raised median 
islands on Soto Street would require the temporary closure of the nearest southbound and 
northbound travel lanes. Construction of all proposed intersection improvements would only 
occur during weekday, non-peak hours (between 9:00 AM. and 3:00 P.M.). As these mid-day 
lane closures would not occur during either the AM. or P.M. peak commuter travel periods and 
would be short-term in nature (i.e., one to two weeks), potential impacts are concluded to be less 
than significant. If it is determined through the design process that a special foundation for the 
traffic signal poles requires a structural modification to the bridge, the construction of measure 
would involve median removal, roadway restriping, traffic signal modification and potentially 
the closure of some I-10 Freeway mainline travel lanes during the off-peak periods. As the 
bridge reconstruction would likely take several months to complete, the potential closure of some 
mainline freeway travel lanes for this period of time is concluded to constitute a significant 
secondary impact. 

Mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant levels at all but three 
of the study intersections with implementation of Parking Scenario No. 2 (see Table 8 on page 
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169). No feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the traffic impacts to a less than 
significant level at the Mission Road and Valley Boulevard intersection during the AM. peak 
commuter hour, and at the Mission Road/Daly Street-Marengo Street intersection during the P.M. 

peak hour. The third location where a significant impact has been identified is the Soto Street 
and Marengo Street intersection. As is the case with Parking Scenario No. 1, Project impacts at 
this intersection would be significant during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The 
mitigation, as well as the secondary impacts attributable to the implementation of the mitigation, 
would be the same as those identified above. As a result, implementation of the proposed 
mitigation may result in a significant secondary impact as a result of the potential need to close 
mainline freeway lanes during off-peak hours for a period of time that could last as long as 
several months. 

Trains currently slow or stop at the existing at-grade Union Pacific Railroad crossing of 
San Pablo Street, immediately south of Valley Boulevard, causing vehicle queuing and 
occasionally rerouting of local traffic. An existing Public Utilities Commission ordinance limits 
the duration that trains can block at-grade crossings. However, it is acknowledged that 
enforcement of this ordinance is outside the authority of decision-makers associated with the 
proposed USC HSC project. Thus, absent either enforcement of the PUC ordinance or a 
relocation of the train stoppage point, the Project would potentially contribute to an existing 
significant impact. Project impacts on the balance of the traffic issues analyzed in this Section of 
the Draft EIR would be less than significant. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. AIRQUALITY 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This section addresses the air emissions generated by the construction and operation 
(post-construction) of the proposed Project. The analysis also addresses the consistency of the 
proposed Project with the air quality policies set forth within the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District's (SCAQMD) Air Quality Management Plan and the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan. The analysis of Project-generated air emissions focuses on whether the proposed 
Project would cause an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard or SCAQMD significance 
threshold. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Regulatory Setting 

A number of statutes, regulations, plans and policies have been adopted that address air 
quality issues. The proposed Project Site and vicinity are subject to air quality regulations 
developed and implemented at the federal, State, and local levels. At the federal level, the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is responsible for implementation of 
the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA). Some portions of the CAA (e.g., certain mobile source and 
other requirements) are implemented directly by the USEP A. Other portions of the CAA (e.g., 
stationary source requirements) are implemented by State and local agencies. 

(1) Authority for Current Air Quality Planning 

A number of plans and policies have been adopted by various agencies that address air 
quality concerns. Those plans and policies that are relevant to the proposed Project are discussed 
below. 

(a) Federal Clean Air Act 

The CAA was first enacted in 1955 and has been amended numerous times in subsequent 
years (1963, 1965, 1967, 1970, 1977, and 1990). The CAA establishes federal air quality 
standards, known as National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and specifies future 
dates for achieving compliance. The CAA also mandates that the state submit and implement the 
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State Implementation Plan (SIP) for local areas not meeting these standards. These plans must 
include pollution control measures that demonstrate how the standards will be met. The City of 
Los Angeles is within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), and as such is in an area designated a 
non-attainment area for certain pollutants that are regulated under the CAA. 

The 1990 Amendments to the CAA identify specific emission reduction goals for areas 
not meeting the NAAQS. These amendments require both a demonstration of reasonable further 
progress toward attainment and incorporation of additional sanctions for failure to attain or to 
meet interim milestones. The sections of the CAA which would most substantially affect the 
development of the proposed Project include Title I (Nonattainment Provisions) and Title II 
(Mobile Source Provisions). 

Title I provisions were established with the goal of attaining the NAAQS for the 
following criteria pollutants: (1) ozone (03); (2) nitrogen dioxide (N02); (3) sulfur dioxide 
(S02); ( 4) Particulate Matter (PM10); (5) carbon monoxide (CO); and (6) lead (Pb). Table 10 on 
pages 193 and 194 shows the NAAQS currently in effect for each criteria pollutant. The 
NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to include an 8-hour standard for 0 3 and to adopt a NAAQS 
for PM2.5. The Basin fails to meet national standards for 0 3 (for both the I-hour and 8-hour 
standard), PM10, and PM2.5 and therefore is considered a Federal "non-attainment" area for these 
pollutants. The CAA sets certain deadlines for meeting the NAAQS within the Basin including: 
(l) 1-hour 0 3 by the year 2010; (2) 8-hour 0 3 by the year 2021; PM10 by the year 2006; and 
(3) PM2.5 by the year 2015. Nonattainment designations are categorized into seven levels of 
severity: (1) basic, (2) marginal, (3) moderate, (4) serious, (5) severe-15, (6) severe-17,28 and 
(7) extreme. Table 11 on page 195 lists the criteria pollutants and their relative attainment status. 

(b) California Clean Air Act 

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the 
State to achieve and maintain the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the 
earliest practical date. The CAAQS incorporate additional standards for most of the criteria 
pollutants and have set standards for other pollutants recognized by the State. In general, the 
California standards are more health protective than the corresponding NAAQS. California has 
also set standards for PM2.5, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing 
particles. The Basin is in compliance with the California standards for sulfates, hydrogen 
sulfide, and vinyl chloride, but does not meet the California standard for visibility. Table 10 
details the current NAAQS and CAAQS, while Table 11 on page 195 provides the Basin's 
attainment status with respect to federal and State standards. 

28 The "-15" and "-17" designations reflect the number of years within which attainment must be achieved. 
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Averaging 
Pollutant Time 

Ozone (03)c l hour 

8 hours 

Carbon 1 hour 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

8 hours 

Nitrogen Annual 
Dioxide Aritlnnetic 
(N02) Mean 

l hour 

Sulfur Annual 
Dioxide Arithmetic 
(S02) Mean 

1 hour 

24 hours 

Particulate Annual 
Matter Geometric 
(PM10) Mean 

24 Hours 

Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 

Particulate Annual 
Matter Geometric 
(PM2.s) d Mean 

24 Hours 
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Table 10 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDSa 

California 
Standard b 

0.09ppm 

-

20ppm 

9.0ppm 

-

0.25 ppm 

-

0.25 ppm 

0.04 ppm 

20 µg/m3 

50 µg/m3 

-

12 µg/m3 

-

Federal 
Primary 

Standard b 

0.12 ppm 

0.08 ppm 

35ppm 

9ppm 

0.05 ppm 

0.03 ppm 

0.14 ppm 

-

150 µg/m3 

50 µg/m3 

15 µg/m3 

65 µg/m3 

Pollutant Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Major Pollutant Sources 

High concentrations can Motor vehicles. 
directly affect lungs, 
causing irritation. Long-
term exposure may cause 
damage to lung tissue. 

Classified as a chemical Internal combustion 
asphyxiant, CO interferes engines, primarily 
with the transfer of fresh gasoline-powered motor 
oxygen to the blood and vehicles. 
deprives sensitive tissues 
ofoxvgen. 

Irritating to eyes and Motor vehicles, 
respiratory tract. Colors petroleum refining 
atmosphere reddish- operations, industrial 
brown. sources, aircraft, ships, 

and railroads. 
Irritates upper respiratory Fuel combustion, 
tract; injurious to lung chemical plants. sulfur 
tissue. Can yellow the recovery plants, and 
leaves of plants, metal processing. 
destructive to marble, 
iron, and steel. Limits 
visibility and reduces 
sunlight. 

May irritate eyes and Dust and fume-producing 
respiratory tract. industrial and agricultural 
Absorbs sunlight, operations, combustion, 
reducing amount of solar atmospheric 
energy reaching the earth. photochemical reactions, 
Produces haze and limits and natural activities 
visibility. (e.g., wind-raised dust 

and ocean sprays). 

Increases respiratory Fuel combustion in motor 
disease, lung damage, vehicles, equipment, and 
cancer, premature death; industrial sources; 
reduced visibility; surface residential and 
soiling. agricultural burning. 

Also formed from 
reaction of other 
pollutants (acid rain, 
NOx, SOx. organics). 
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Table 10 (Continued) 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDSa 

Federal 
Averaging California Primary Pollutant Health and 

Pollutant Time Standard b Standard b Atmospheric Effects Major Pollutant Sources 
Lead Monthly 1.5 ug/m3 

- Disturbs gastrointestinal Lead smelters, battery 
system, and causes manufacturing & 
anemia, kidney disease, recycling facilities. 

Quarterly 1.5 ug/m3 and neuromuscular and 
-

neurologic dysfunction 
(in severe cases). 

Sulfates 24 hours 25 ug/m3 
- Decrease in ventilatory Coal or oil burning power 

(S04) functions; aggravation of plants and industries, 
asthmatic symptoms; refineries, diesel engines. 
aggravation of cardio-
pulmonary disease; 
vegetation damage: 
degradation of visibility; 
propertv damage. 

a Ambient air quality standards are set at levels which provide a reasonable margin of safety and protect the 
health of the most sensitive individual in the population. 

b ppm =parts per million and µglm 3 
= micrograms per cubic meter. 

Ozone is formed when NOx and ROC react in the presence of sunlight. There are no air quality standards 
for ROC. However, ROC is recognized as a pollutant of concern as it is a precursor to the formation of 
ozone. 

d A Federal air quality standard.for PA12.5 was adopted in 1997. Presently, no methodologies for determining 
impacts relating to Plvf2.5 have been developed. In addition, no strategies or mitigation programs for this 
pollutant have been developed or adopted by.federal, state, or regional agencies. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2004 and the US~PA, 2004. 

(c) South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10, 743 square miles. This 
area includes all of Orange County, all of Los Angeles County except for the Antelope Valley, 
the nondesert portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and Coachella Valley 
portions of Riverside County. The Basin is a subregion of the SCAQMD jurisdiction. While air 
quality in this area has improved, the Basin requires continued diligence to meet air quality 
standards. 

The SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP) to meet 
the CAAQS and NAAQS. These plans require, among other emissions-reducing activities, 
control technology for existing sources; control programs for area sources and indirect sources; a 
SCAQMD permitting system designed to allow no net increase in emissions from any new or 
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Table 11 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN ATTAINMENT STATUS 

Pollutant 
Ozone (03) (I-hour standard) 
Ozone (03) (8-hour standard) 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 

Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) b 

PM10 
PM2s 
Lead (Pb) 

N1A = not applicable 

National Standards 
Extreme 

Severe-17 
Serious a 

Attaimnent b 

Attainment b 

Serious 
Serious 

Attainment b 

California Standards 
Non-attaimuent 

NIA 
Non-attaimuent 

Attainment b 

Attainment 
Non-attaimuent 
Non-attaimuent 

Attairnnent b 

The Basin has technical~v met the CO standards for attainment since 2002, but the official status has 
not been reclassified by the U.'SEPA. 

b An air basin is designated as being in attainment for a pollutant if the standard for that pollutant was 
not violated at any site in that air basin during a three year period. 

Source: USEPA Region 9 and California Air Resources Board, 2004. 

modified (i.e., previously permitted) emission sources; transportation control measures; 
sufficient control strategies to achieve a 5 percent or more annual reduction in emissions (or 
15 percent or more in a 3-year period) for Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC), NOx, CO, and 
PM10; and demonstration of compliance with the California Air Resources Board's established 
reporting periods for compliance with air quality goals. 

The SCAQMD adopted a comprehensive AQMP update, the 2003 Air Quality 
Management Plan for the South Coast Air Basin, on August 1, 2003.29 The 2003 AQMP outlines 
the air pollution control measures needed to meet Federal health-based standards for 0 3 (I-hour 
standard) by 2010 and PM10 by 2006. It also demonstrates how the Federal standard for CO, 
achieved for the first time at the end of 2002, will be maintained.30 This revision to the AQMP 
also addresses several State and Federal planning requirements and incorporates substantial new 
scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, ambient measurements, 
new meteorological data and new air quality modeling tools. The 2003 AQMP is consistent with 
and builds upon the approaches taken in the 1997 AQMP and the 1999 Amendments to the 
Ozone SIP for the South Coast Air Basin. Lastly, the plan takes a preliminary look at what will 
be needed to achieve new and more stringent health standards for ozone and PM2.5 . 

29 South Coast Air Quali~v Afanagement District, AQA1D Website, www.aqmd.gov/newsl laqmp _ adopt.htm. 
30 Tlie Basin has technical~v met the CO standards since 2002, but the official attainment status has not been 

reclassified by the USEPA. 
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In adopting the AQMP, the SCAQMD: (1) committed to analyzing 12 additional long
term control measures, such as requiring the electrification of all cranes at ports; (2) set a target 
for distributing needed long-term emission reductions between the SCAQMD, the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB), and the USEPA; (3) assigned emission reductions to the USEPA; and 
( 4) forwarded to CARB and USEPA a list of more than 30 specific measures for consideration to 
further reduce emissions from on- and off-road mobile sources and consumer products. The 
AQMP identifies 26 air pollution control measures to be adopted by the SCAQMD to further 
reduce emissions from businesses, industry and paints. It also identifies 22 measures to be 
adopted by CARB and the USEPA to further reduce pollution from cars, trucks, construction 
equipment, aircraft, ships and consumer products. 

The SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to implement portions of the AQMP. 
Several of these rules may apply to construction or operation of the Project. For example, 
SCAQMD Rule 403 requires the implementation of best available fugitive dust control measures 
during active operations capable of generating fugitive dust emissions from onsite earth-moving 
activities, construction/ demolition activities, and construction equipment travel on paved and 
unpaved roads. SCAQMD Rule 403 is included in Appendix C of this Draft EIR. 

The SCAQMD has published a handbook (CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November 
1993) that is intended to provide local governments with guidance for analyzing and mitigating 
project-specific air quality impacts. This handbook provides standards, methodologies, and 
procedures for conducting air quality analyses in EIRs and was used extensively in the 
preparation of this analysis. In addition, the SCAQMD has published a guidance document 
(Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA Evaluations, June 2003) that is 
intended to provide guidance in evaluating localized effects from mass emissions during 
construction. This document was also used in the preparation of this analysis. 

(d) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the regional planning 
agency for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino and Imperial Counties and 
addresses regional issues relating to transportation, the economy, community development and 
the environment. SCAG is the federally designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) 
for the majority of the southern California region and is the largest MPO in the nation. With 
respect to air quality planning, SCAG has prepared the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
(RCPG) for the SCAG region, which includes Growth Management and Regional Mobility 
chapters that form the basis for the land use and transportation components of the AQMP and are 
utilized in the preparation of air quality forecasts and the consistency analysis that is included in 
the AQMP. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 196 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0027014 



EM25647 

IV.D Air Quality 

b. Existing Conditions 

(1) Regional Context 

The Project Site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), an approximately 
6, 745-square-mile area bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San 
Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Basin includes all of Orange 
County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, in 
addition to the San Gorgonio Pass area in Riverside County. Its terrain and geographical 
location determine this distinctive climate of the Basin, as the Basin is a coastal plain with 
connecting broad valleys and low hills. 

The southern California region lies in the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the 
eastern Pacific. As a result, the climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes. The usually mild 
climatological pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, winter 
storms, or Santa Ana winds. The extent and severity of the air pollution problem in the Basin is 
a function of the area's natural physical characteristics (weather and topography), as well as 
man-made influences (development patterns and lifestyle). Factors such as wind, sunlight, 
temperature, humidity, rainfall, and topography all affect the accumulation and dispersion of 
pollutants throughout the Basin making it an area of high pollution potential. 

The greatest air pollution impacts throughout the Basin occur from June through 
September. This condition is generally attributed to the large amount of pollutant emissions, 
light winds and shallow vertical atmospheric mixing. This frequently reduces pollutant 
dispersion, thus causing elevated air pollution levels. Pollutant concentrations in the Basin vary 
with location, season, and time of day. Ozone concentrations, for example, tend to be lower 
along the coast, higher in the near inland valleys, and lower in the far inland areas of the Basin 
and adjacent desert. Over the past 30 years, substantial progress has been made in reducing air 
pollution levels in southern California. 

The SCAQMD has published a Basin-wide air toxics study (MATES II, Multiple Air 
Toxics Exposure Study, March 2000). The MATES II study represents one of the most 
comprehensive air toxics studies ever conducted in an urban environment. The study was aimed 
at determining the cancer risk from toxic air emissions throughout the Basin by conducting a 
comprehensive monitoring program, an updated emissions inventory of toxic air contaminants, 
and a modeling effort to fully characterize health risks for those living in the Basin. The study 
concluded the average carcinogenic risk in the Basin is approximately 1,400 in one million. 
Mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships, aircraft, etc.) represent the greatest contributors. 
Approximately 70 percent of all risk is attributed to diesel particulate emissions, approximately 
20 percent to other toxics associated with mobile sources (including benzene, butadiene, and 
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formaldehyde), and approximately 10 percent of all carcinogenic risk is attributed to stationary 
sources (which include industries and other certain businesses, such as dry cleaners and chrome 
plating operations). The SCAQMD is in the process of updating the MATES II Study with a 
MATES III Study. 

(2) Local Area Conditions 

(a) Existing Pollutant Levels at Nearby Monitoring Stations 

The SCAQMD maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations located throughout 
the South Coast Air Basin and has divided the Basin into air monitoring areas. The Project Site 
is located in the Central Los Angeles County Monitoring Area. The monitoring station for this 
area is the North Main Street Monitoring Station, which is located at 1630 North Main Street in 
the City of Los Angeles, a few miles northwest of the Project Site. Criteria pollutants monitored 
at this station include PM10, PM2.s, 03, CO, S02, and N02. The most recent data available from 
this monitoring station encompasses the years 1999 to 2003. The data, shown in Table 12 on 
pages 199 and 200, show the following pollutant trends: 

Ozone-The maximum one-hour ozone concentration recorded during the reporting 
period was 0.15 ppm (2003). During the 1999 to 2003 reporting period, the California standard 
of 0.09 ppm was exceeded between eight and thirteen times annually. The National standard of 
0.12 ppm was exceeded either zero or one time annually during the five-year reporting period, 
with the maximum number of exceedances occurring in 1999, 2000 and 2003. The maximum 
eight-hour ozone concentration recorded during the reporting period was 0.11 ppm in 1999. 
During the 1999 to 2003 reporting period, the National standard of 0.08 ppm was exceeded 
between zero and four times with the maximum number of exceedances occurring in 2000. 

Particulate Matter (PM10)-The highest recorded concentration during the reporting 
period was 97 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m 3

) of air particulates (2001). During this 
reporting period, the California PM10 standard was calculated to be exceeded between 24 and 
119 times annually, with the highest number of exceedances in 2001. No exceedances of the 
National standard occurred between 1999 and 2003. The highest annual arithmetic mean 
recorded was 44 µg/m3 in 1999 and 2001. The highest annual geometric mean recorded was 
42 µg/m 3 in 1999. 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)-The highest recorded concentration during the reporting 

period was 88 µg/m 3 in 2000. During this reporting period the National standard was exceeded 
between l and 11 times annually. The highest annual arithmetic mean recorded was 23 in 1999 
and 2001. 
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Table 12 

POLLUTANT STANDARDS AND AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA 
FROM THE LOS ANGELES-NORTH MAIN STREET MONITORING STATION 

Pollutant/Standard 
Ozone (03) 

03 Cl-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days> CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 

Days> NAAQS (0.12 ppm) 

03 (8-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days> NAAQS (0.08 ppm) 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 

PM10 (24-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (µg/m 3
) 

Days> CAAQS (50 ~tg/m3) 

Days> NAAQS (150 µg/m3
) 

PM10 (Annual Average) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (50 µglm3
) 

Annual Geometric Mean (20 µglm3
) 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

PM25 (24-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (µglm3
) 

Days> NAAQS (65 µglm3
) 

PM25 (Annual Average) 

Annual Geometric Mean ( 12 µglm3) 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

CO Cl-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days > CAAQS (20 ppm) 

Days> NAAQS (35 ppm) 

CO (8-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days> CAAQS (9.0 ppm) 

Days > NAAQS (9 ppm) 

University of Southern California 
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1999 2000 

0.13 0.14 

13 8 

0.11 0.10 

2 4 

88 80 

114 90 

0 0 

44 40 

42 37 

69 88 

2 11 

23 22 

7 7 

0 0 

0 0 

6.3 6.0 

0 0 

0 0 

Page 199 

2001 2002 2003 

0.12 0.12 0.15 

8 8 11 

0 0 

0.10 0.08 0.09 

0 2 

97 57 81 

119 48 24 

0 0 0 

44 36 NIA 

40 37 NIA 

73 66 70 

4 2 

23 20 NIA 

6 NIA N/A 

0 NIA NIA 

0 NIA NIA 

4.6 3.8 4.5 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
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Table 12 (Continued) 

POLLUTANT STANDARDS AND AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA 
FROM THE LOS ANGELES-NORTH MAIN STREET MONITORING STATION 

Pollutant/Standard 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) 

N02 (I-hour - State Standard} 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.21 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.16 

Days> CAAQS (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

N02 (Ammal Average - National 
Standard}) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (0.05 ppm) 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 
Days> NAAQS (0.05 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 

S02 (]-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.05 0.08 0.08 N/A N/A 

Days> CAAQS (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0 NIA NIA 

S0° (24-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Days> CAAQS (0.04 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

Days> NAAQS (0.14 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

SO" (Annual Average) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 

Days> NAAQS (0.03 ppm) 0 0 0 0 0 

Ambient data for airborne lead is not included in this table since the Basin is currently in compliance 
with state and national standards for lead. 

ppm =parts per million; µglm3 micrograms per cubic meter; NIA ···· not available 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Aianagement District, Air Quality Data 1999-2003 and California 
Air Resources Board, Air Quality Data 2004. 
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Carbon Monoxide-The highest recorded 1-hour CO and 8-hour CO concentrations 
were 7 ppm (1999 and 2000) and 6.3 ppm (1999), respectively. Neither the California nor 
National CO standards were exceeded during the reporting period. 

Nitrogen Dioxide-The highest recorded one-hour concentration of N02 during the 
reporting period was 0.21 ppm (1999) and the highest recorded annual arithmetic mean during 
the reporting period was 0.04 ( 1999-2001). Neither the California nor National N02 standards 
were exceeded during the reporting period. 

Sulfur Dioxide-The highest recorded one-hour and 24-hour S02 concentrations were 
0.08 ppm (2000-2001) and 0.01 ppm (1999-2003), respectively. In addition, the highest annual 
average recorded was 0.002 in 1999, 2002, and 2003. No violations of the California or National 
S02 standards were recorded during this reporting period. 

Lead-The Basin is currently in compliance with California and National standards for 
Pb and, therefore, no ambient data for airborne Pb is available for the applicable monitoring 
station. 

(b) Existing Health Risk in the Surrounding Area 

According to the SCAQMD's MATES II study, the Project area is within a cancer risk 
zone of approximately 1,500 in one million, which is largely due to diesel particulates generated 
from the convergence of freeways surrounding the downtown Los Angeles area. In comparison, 
the average cancer risk in the Basin is 1,400 per million. 

( c) Sensitive Receptors and Locations 

Some population groups, such as children, the elderly, and acutely ill and chronically ill 
persons, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases, are considered more sensitive to air 
pollution than others. Sensitive land uses in the Project vicinity are shown in Figure 23 on 
page 202, and include the following: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. This hospital/trauma center is located approximately 
500 feet southeast of Development Site C, on the south side of Zonal Avenue at 
Biggy Street. All other Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet 
(Development Site D) to 2,525 feet (Development Site E) from the LA County-USC 
Hospital. 

• USC University Hospital. The USC University Hospital is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 500 feet northwest of the hospital. All other Development Sites are 
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located approximately 825 feet (Development Site E) to 2,600 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC University Hospital. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). The USC HCC is located south and/or 
east of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 175 feet north-northwest of the HCC. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 525 feet (Development Site G) to 2,250 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC HCC. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II. The USC HCCII is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 375 feet north of the HCCII. All other Development Sites are 
approximately 600 feet (Development Site E) to 2,500 feet (Development Site C) 
from the USC HCCII. 

• Doheny Eye Institute. The Doheny Eye Institute is located south and/or east of the 
seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located approximately 
325 feet north of the Doheny Eye Institute. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 500 feet (Development Site A) to 2, 150 feet (Development Site C) 
from the Doheny Eye Institute. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. The Francisco Bravo M.D. 
Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the Health Sciences Campus 
on the east side of Cornwell Street. Development Site A is located approximately 
875 feet north of this high school. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,150 feet (Development Site D) to 2,125 feet (Development Site C) 
from this High School campus location. 

• Residential Neighborhood (A). Residential uses are situated on the eastern portion of 
the HSC, along Playground Avenue. Development Site B is located approximately 
750 feet northwest of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 800 feet (Development Site E) to 3,075 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (B). A residential neighborhood is located east of Soto 
Street. Development Site E is located approximately 1,300 feet northwest of this 
residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,325 feet 
(Development Site B) to 3,250 feet (Development Site C) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (C). A residential neighborhood is located north of Main 
Street. Development Site C is located approximately 875 feet south of this residential 
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area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,375 feet 
(Development Site G) to 2,000 feet (Development Site E) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (D). A residential neighborhood is located south of 
Marengo Street. Development Site C is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 
this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1, 700 
feet (Development Site D) to 3,550 feet (Development Site E) from this residential 
area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (E). A residential neighborhood is located north of 
Marengo Street. Development Site D is located approximately l, 150 feet northwest 
of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site A) to 2,600 feet (Development Site F) from this 
residential area. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. The Women and Children's Hospital is located 
south of Zonal Avenue. Development Site C is located approximately 375 feet 
northeast of this hospital use. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,225 feet (Development Site A) to 3,025 feet (Development Site F) away from this 
hospital use. 

• Nursing College. The Nursing College is located north of Mission Road. 
Development Site C is located approximately 475 feet southeast of this land use. All 
other Development Sites are located approximately 1,425 feet (Development Site D) 
to 2, 750 feet (Development Site E) away from this land use. 

• Hazard Park. Hazard Park is located south and/or east of the seven proposed 
Development Sites and is located south of Norfolk Street and east of San Pablo 
Street. Development Site A is located approximately 475 feet northwest of Hazard 
Park. All other Development Sites are located approximately 825 feet (Development 
Site B) to 2,025 feet (Development Site C) from Hazard Park. 

• Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated 
from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to, and 
south of~ Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult 
recreational programs including fishing in the lake within the park. Development 
Sites E and F are the nearest Project components to this sensitive land use, and are 
located approximately 475 and 550 feet south of Lincoln Park, respectively. All other 
Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet (Development Site B) to 
1,650 feet (Development Site D) from Lincoln Park. 
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• Child Daycare Center. The Children's Daycare Center is located along Playground 
Avenue, south of Alcazar Street. Development Site B is located approximately 
900 feet east-northeast of this land use. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,125 feet (Development Site E) to 3,025 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this land use. 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Significance Thresholds 

Construction Emissions 

Based on criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles' CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 
proposed Project would have a significant impact with regard to construction emissions if any of 
the following occurred: 

• Regional emissions from both direct and indirect sources would exceed any of the 
following SCAQMD prescribed threshold levels: (1) 75 pounds a day for ROC; 
(2) 100 pounds per day for NOx; (3) 550 pounds per day for CO; and (4) 150 pounds 
per day for PM10 or SOx. 31 

• Project-related fugitive dust and construction equipment combustion emissions cause 
an incremental increase in localized PM10 concentrations of 10.4 µg/m 3 or cause a 
violation ofN02 or CO ambient air quality standards. 32 

• The proposed Project creates objectionable odors. 

Operational Emissions 

Based on criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles' CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 
proposed Project would have a significant impact with regard to operational emissions if any of 
the following occurred: 

31 South Coast Air Quality A1anagement District, CEQA Air Oualitv Handbook, Chapter 6 (Determining the Air 
Quality Significance of a Project), 1993. 

32 While the SCAQMD CEQA Air Oualitv Handbook (CEQA Handbook, 1993), does not provide any localized 
thresholds, the SCAQlvfD currently recommends localized significance thresholds (LSI) for Plvfrn N02, and CO 
in its draft document titled "SCAQMD Localized Significance Tl1reshold l'vfethodology for CEQA Evaluations 
(SCAQA1D LST Guidelines)," June 19, 2003. 
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• Operational emissions exceed any of the daily thresholds presented below: 33 

Pollutant 
ROC 
NOx 
co 
PM10 
SOx 

Significance Threshold 
(lbs./ day) 

55 
55 

550 
150 
150 

• The proposed Project causes an exceedance of the California I-hour or 8-hour CO 
standards of 20 or 9.0 parts per million (ppm), respectively, at an intersection or 
roadway within one-quarter mile of a sensitive receptor. 

• Project-related stationary source combustion equipment em1ss10ns cause an 
incremental increase in localized PM10 concentrations of 2.5 µg/m 3

.
34 

• The proposed Project creates objectionable odors. 

• The proposed Project would not be compatible with SCAQMD and SCAG air quality 
polices if it: 

Causes an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations; 

Causes or contributes to new air quality violations; 

Delays timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim em1ss10n 
reductions specified in the AQMP; or 

Exceeds the assumptions utilized in the SCAQMD's AQMP. 

• The proposed Project would not be compatible with City of Los Angeles air quality 
policies if it does not substantially comply with the air quality goals and policies set 
forth within the City's General Plan. 

33 South Coast Air Quality A1anagement District, CEQA Air Oualitv Handbook, Chapter 6 (Determining the Air 
Quality Significance of a Project), 1993. 

34 While the SCAQlvlD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (CEQA Handbook, 1993), does not provide any localized 
thresholds, the SCAQlvfD currently recommends localized significance thresholds (LSI) for P1'vfzo, N02, and CO 
in its document titled "SCAQMD Localized Significance Ihreshold Methodology jbr CEQA Evaluations 
(SCAQA1D LST Guidelines)," June 19, 2003. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Based on criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 
proposed Project would have a significant impact with regard to toxic air contaminants if: 

• On-site stationary sources emit carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants that 
individually or cumulatively exceed the maximum individual cancer risk of ten in one 
million or an acute or chronic hazard index of l.0. 35 

• Hazardous materials associated with on-site stationary sources result in an accidental 
release of air toxic emissions or acutely hazardous materials posing a threat to public 
health and safety. 

• The project would be occupied primarily by sensitive individuals within a quarter 
mile of any existing facility that emits air toxic contaminants which could result in a 
health risk for pollutants identified in District Rule 1401.36 

b. Project Features 

The following design features that result in a reduction m alf quality em1ss10ns are 
proposed as part of the proposed Project. 

• The proposed Project would intensify development within the existing USC Health 
Science Campus by adding academic (medical-related), medical research, and 
medical office space, which would serve to reduce vehicle miles traveled between 
medical support facilities and hospitals/research institutes (e.g., LA County-USC 
Hospital, USC University Hospital, Doheny Eye Institute, etc.). 

• All stationary-source emissions sources (e.g., emergency generator, boiler, and 
chiller) would utilize Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to meet SCAQMD 
requirements. 

c. Methodology 

An evaluation of potential impacts to local and regional air quality that may result from 
the construction and long-term operations of the proposed Project was conducted as follows: 

35 SC4QlvfDRiskAssessment Procedures for Rules 1401and212, November 1998. 
36 SCAQlvlD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Chapter 6 (Determining the Air Quality Significance of a Project). 
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Construction-Period Impacts 

Daily regional emissions during construction were forecast by developing a conservative 
estimate of construction (i.e., assuming all construction occurs at the earliest feasible date) and 
applying the mobile-source and fugitive dust emissions factors derived from URBEMIS 2002. 37 

For each of the seven proposed Development Sites, the construction process was separated into 
two or three phases: demolition (if necessary), site preparation/excavation, and building 
construction/finishing. The estimate of mass daily emissions derived from this analysis is based 
on the conservative assumption that 765,000 square feet of floor area and a 2,800-space parking 
structure would be constructed within three years. 

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily emissions were evaluated at each 
sensitive receptor location under three analysis scenarios (to ascertain maximum potential 
pollutant concentrations at each sensitive receptor location) using the Industrial Source Complex 
(ISC3-ST) dispersion model consistent with procedures outlined in the USEPA 1998 Guideline 
on Air Quality Models and the SCAQMD Localized Sign?ficance Threshold Methodology for 
CEQA Evaluations guidance documents. Each analysis scenario assumes the buildout of 
765,000 square feet of building floor area and 2,800 parking spaces. Scenario l maximizes 
development at the southwest portion of the proposed Project Site (Development Sites A, C, D, 
and G); Scenario 2 maximizes development at the northern portion of the proposed Project Site 
(Development Sites B, E, and F; and Scenario 3 maximizes development within the central 
portion of the proposed Project Site (Development Sites A, B, C, D, and G). These three 
conservative analysis scenarios would concentrate concurrent construction activity in different 
areas of the proposed Project Site to ascertain the maximum impact to localized air quality at 
each sensitive receptor location. 

A complete listing of the construction equipment by phase, construction phase duration, 
emissions estimation model and dispersion model input assumptions used in this analysis is 
included within the emissions calculation worksheets that are provided in Appendix D (Air 
Quality) of this Draft EIR. 

Operations-Period Impacts 

The URBEMIS 2002 software was used to forecast the daily regional emissions estimates 
from mobile- and area-sources that would occur during long-term Project operations. In 
calculating mobile-source emissions, the lJRBEMIS 2002 default trip length assumptions were 
applied to the average daily trip (ADT) estimates provided by the Project's traffic consultant to 

37 URBEMJS 2002 is an emissions eslimation/evaluation model developed by the CARB that is based, in part, on 
SCAQlvlD CEQA Air Quality Handbook guidelines and methodologies. 
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arnve at vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Stationary-source em1ss1ons were compiled using 
procedures outlined in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook. 

Localized CO concentrations were evaluated for Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 using the 
CALINE4 microscale dispersion model, developed by Caltrans, in combination with 
EMF AC2002 emission factors. Localized PM10 concentrations related to operation of proposed 
Project stationary-source combustion equipment are evaluated by conducting a screening-level 
analysis followed by a more detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) if necessary. The 
screening-level analysis consists of reviewing the proposed Project's Site Plan and Project 
Description to identify any new or modified stationary-source combustion equipment sources. If 
it is determined that the proposed Project would introduce a new stationary-source combustion 
equipment source, or modify an existing stationary-source combustion equipment source, then 
downwind sensitive receptor locations are identified and site-specific dispersion modeling is 
conducted to determine proposed Project impacts. All emissions calculation worksheets and air 
quality modeling output files are provided in Appendix D (Air Quality) of this Draft EIR. 

Odor Impacts (Construction and Operations) 

Potential odor impacts are evaluated by conducting a screening-level analysis followed 
by a more detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) if necessary. The screening-level analysis 
consists of reviewing the proposed Project's Site Plan and Project Description to identify any 
new or modified odor sources. If it is determined that the proposed Project would introduce a 
new odor source, or modify an existing odor source, then downwind sensitive receptor locations 
are identified and site-specific dispersion modeling is conducted to determine proposed Project 
Impacts. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) Impacts (Construction and Operations) 

Potential TAC impacts are evaluated by conducting a screening-level analysis followed 
by a more detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) if necessary. The screening-level analysis 
consists of reviewing the proposed Project's Site Plan and Project Description to identify any 
new or modified TAC emissions sources. If it is determined that the proposed Project would 
introduce a new source, or modify an existing TAC emissions source, then downwind sensitive 
receptor locations are identified and site-specific dispersion modeling is conducted to determine 
proposed Project impacts. 
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d. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction 

(a) Regional Construction Impacts 

Construction of the proposed Project has the potential to create air quality impacts 
through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated from 
construction workers traveling to and from the Project Site. In addition, fugitive dust emissions 
would result from demolition and construction activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily 
NOx, would result from the use of construction equipment such as bulldozers, wheeled loaders, 
and cranes. During the finishing phase, paving operations and the application of architectural 
coatings (i.e., paints) and other building materials would release reactive organic compounds. 
Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of 
activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. The 
assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources. 

The proposed Project could result in the construction of up to 765,000 square feet of 
academic, medical research, and medical clinic floor area. Project development could occur on 
up to seven Development Sites, over a 10-year time frame. The timing and location of 
development would be determined based on the availability of funding sources. In order to 
provide a conservative analysis it is assumed that all construction would be completed within the 
first three years following entitlement. This assumption is conservative as it represents the 
minimum construction time frame for any particular building and concentrates all construction 
activity so it is occurring concurrently and at the earliest feasible date within the Project's overall 
development period. The latter two points are of particular note since construction emissions are 
directly related to the amount and intensity of construction activities (i.e., emissions increase as 
the amount of construction increases) and the emission factors for certain components of Project 
construction (i.e., construction worker trips and delivery vehicle trips) decrease over time in 
response to the introduction of greater numbers of vehicles that emit lower relative levels of 
pollutant emissions. The phasing and duration of construction activities (i.e., demolition, site 
preparation/excavation, and building construction/finishing) and the equipment that would be 
used under each of the three construction scenarios analyzed is presented in Appendix D of this 
DraftEIR. 

The estimate of potential daily regional emissions during construction, using the 
aforementioned conservative assumptions, is presented in Table 13 on page 21 l. Detailed 
emission calculations are provided in Appendix D of this Draft EIR. As presented in Table 13, 
construction-related daily (short-term) emissions are expected to exceed SCAQMD significance 
thresholds for NOx and ROC. Thus, emissions of these pollutants would result in significant 
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Table 13 

CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF DAILY EMISSIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION a 

Emission Totals (lbs/day) 

Construction Phase co NOx PM10 ROC SOx 
Demolition 155 190 9 21 1 

Site Grading/Excavation 260 270 107 22 
Building Construction and Finishing 340 281 11 144 <l 

Maximum Estimate for Each Pollutant 340 281 107 144 1 
SCAQMD Daily Significance Threshold 550 100 150 75 150 
Over (Under) (210) 181 (43) 69 (149) 
Significant? No Yes No Yes No 

a Emissions estimates for each phase of construction was calculated for each of the three construction 
scenarios. The data presented in this table represents the highest emissions among the three construction 
scenarios. Detailed calculation data is provided in Appendix D of this EIR. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

short-term regional air quality impacts. Daily em1ss10ns of CO, SOx, and PM10 would be 
considered adverse, but less than significant, since the levels of these emissions would fall below 
the SCAQMD significance thresholds. As mentioned earlier, these emission forecasts provided 
reflect a specific set of conservative assumptions where the entire maximum entitlement (i.e., 
765,000 square feet of floor area and 2,800-space parking structure) would be built out over a 
very compressed three-year time period. Because of these conservative assumptions, actual 
emissions would likely be less than those forecasted. If construction is delayed (i.e., does not 
start in 2006), or occurs over a longer time period, emissions would be less due to: (1) a more 
modem and cleaner burning construction equipment fleet mix; and/or (2) a less intensive 
buildout schedule (i.e., fewer daily emissions would occur over a longer time interval). 

(b) Localized Construction Impacts 

An analysis of localized construction impacts was conducted based on the SCAQMD's 
recommended Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) for PM10, N02 and CO using the 
ISC3-ST microscale dispersion model as specified in the USEPA 1998 Guideline on Air Quality 
Models. The maximum estimates of mass daily emissions discussed above were used as inputs 
into the ISC3-ST model to ascertain potential air pollutant concentrations at nearby sensitive 
receptor locations. The dispersion analysis evaluated three development scenarios in order to 
estimate the maximum potential pollutant concentration for PM10, CO and NOx at each sensitive 
receptor location. Scenario l evaluated the concurrent buildout of Development Sites A, C, D, 
and G; Scenario 2 evaluated the concurrent buildout of Development Sites B, E, and F; and 
Scenario 3 evaluated the concurrent buildout of Development Sites A, B, C, D, and G. These 
three conservative analysis scenarios would concentrate concurrent construction activity in 
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different areas of the proposed Project Site to ascertain the maximum impact to localized air 
quality at each sensitive receptor location. The ISC3-ST model was run using meteorological 
data from the SCAQMD Los Angeles-North Main Monitoring Station, which is available from 
the SCAQMD web site (www.agmd.gov). 

Under all analysis scenarios, the potential maximum CO (I-hour and 8-hour) and N02 

concentrations, when added to background ambient concentrations, would not violate their 
respective AAQS at any of the 16 sensitive receptor locations. As such, localized impacts with 
respect to these localized pollutant concentrations during construction would be less than 
significant. 

With respect to localized PM10 impacts during construction, the PM10 concentration 
contribution could potentially exceed the 10.4 µg/m 3 SCAQMD significance threshold at all but 
three sensitive receptor locations. A summary of potential maximum impacts at each of the 
16 sensitive receptor locations that are shown in Figure 23 on page 202 is provided below: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project of 37.58 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive 
receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development 
Sites A, B, C, D, and G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all other phases of 
construction at these development sites as well as all construction activities occurring 
under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• USC University Hospital. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project of 31 .83 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive 
receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development 
Sites B, E, and F. Under all other development scenarios, the potential maximum 
PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all 
other phases of construction at these development sites as well as all construction 
activities occurring under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed 
the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). A potential maximum PM10 

concentration level attributable to the proposed Project of 92.73 µg/m 3 could occur at 
this sensitive receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at 
Development Sites B, E, and F. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less, but could still exceed the 
SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 
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• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II (HCCII). A potential maximum PM10 

concentration level attributable to the proposed Project of 49.03 µg/m 3 could occur at 
this sensitive receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at 
Development Sites B, E, and F. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all other phases of 
construction at these development sites as well as all construction activities occurring 
under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Doheny Eye Institute. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 49.41 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. 
The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. A potential maximum PMJO 
concentration level attributable to the proposed Project of 13.06 µg/m 3 could occur at 
this sensitive receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at 
Development Sites B, E, and F. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all other phases of 
construction at these development sites as well as all construction activities occurring 
under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Residential Uses (A). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 16.96 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. 
The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Residential Uses (B). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 10.34 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. 
The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios. As such, the potential maximum concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
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10.4 µg/m 3 under any development scenario, and localized PM10 impacts at this 
sensitive receptor location during construction would be less than significant. 

• Residential Uses CC). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 20.82 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites A, B, C, D, and 
G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed 
Project would be less during all other phases of construction at these development 
sites as well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Residential Uses (D). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 7.88 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites A, B, C, D, and 
G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed 
Project would be less during all other phases of construction at these development 
sites as well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios. As such, the potential maximum concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
10.4 µg/m3 under any development scenario and localized PM10 impacts at this 
sensitive receptor location during construction would be less than significant. 

• Residential Uses (E). A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 11.62 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites A, B, C, D, and 
G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed 
Project would be less during all other phases of construction at these development 
sites as well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project of 69.59 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive 
receptor location during the concurrent site preparation activities at Development 
Sites A, B, C, D, and G. The potential maximum PM10 concentration level 
attributable to the proposed Project would be less during all other phases of 
construction at these development sites as well as all construction activities occurring 
under the other two construction scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Nursing College. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project of 27.80 µg/m3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location during 
the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites A, B, C, D, and G. 
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The potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Hazard Park. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project of 25.65 µg/m3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location during 
the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. The 
potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Lincoln Park. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project of 71.83 µg/m3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location during 
the concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. The 
potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios, but could still exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m 3

. 

• Child Daycare Center. A potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to 
the proposed Project of 10.02 µg/m 3 could occur at this sensitive receptor location 
during concurrent site preparation activities at Development Sites B, E, and F. The 
potential maximum PM10 concentration level attributable to the proposed Project 
would be less during all other phases of construction at these development sites as 
well as all construction activities occurring under the other two construction 
scenarios. As such, the potential maximum concentration level attributable to the 
proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
10.4 µg/m3 under any development scenario, and localized PM10 impacts at this 
sensitive receptor location during construction would be less than significant. 

Modeling input parameters are detailed in the ISC-ST3 printout sheets, which are 
provided in Appendix D of this Draft EIR. 

(c) Toxic Air Contaminants 

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions would be related to 
diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during grading and 
excavation activities. According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air 
toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk. "Individual Cancer Risk" is the 
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likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract 
cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology. Given that grading and 
excavation activities would occur for only three to six months per Development Site, the 
proposed Project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of TAC 
emissions with no residual emissions after construction and corresponding individual cancer risk. 
As such, Project-related toxic emission impacts during construction would not be significant. 

(d) Odors 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the use of 
architectural coatings and solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic 
compounds from architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD 
Rules, no construction activities or materials are proposed which would create objectionable 
odors. Therefore, no impact would occur and no mitigation measures would be required. 

(2) Operations 

(a) Regional Operations Impacts 

Regional air pollutant emissions associated with proposed Project operations would be 
generated by the consumption of electricity and natural gas, by the operation of on-road vehicles, 
and by emergency generators. Pollutant emissions associated with energy demand (i.e., 
electricity generation and natural gas consumption) are classified by the SCAQMD as regional 
stationary source emissions. Electricity is considered an area source since it is produced at 
various locations within, as well as outside of, the Basin. Since it is not possible to isolate where 
electricity is produced, these emissions are conservatively considered to occur within the Basin 
and are regional in nature. Criteria pollutant emissions associated with the production and 
consumption of energy were calculated using emission factors from the SCAQMD's CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook (Appendix to Chapter 9). 

On-site stationary sources would include chillers, boilers, and emergency generators. 
Any boilers (used for water and space heating) would be natural gas-fired. Criteria pollutant 
emissions associated with natural gas combustion were calculated using emission factors from 
the SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Appendix to Chapter 9). These stationary 
sources (i.e., boilers) may require permits from the SCAQMD pursuant to Rules 201, 202, and 
203. Emission increases related to those sources may be subject to SCAQMD Regulation XIII or 
Regulation XXX which, among other things, requires that Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) be utilized to reduce pollutants and that any increases of criteria air pollutants be offset 
by achieving equivalent emission reductions at a facility within the Basin. 
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The proposed Project would also include the installation and operation of diesel-fired 
generators for emergency power generation. Unless a blackout occurs, these generators would 
be operated for a maximum of one hour per month for routine testing and maintenance purposes. 
The Applicant would be required to obtain permits to construct and operate these emergency 
generators under SCAQMD Rules 201, 202 and 203. Under SCAQMD Regulation XIII (New 
Source Review [NSR]), all generators would be required to meet Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) requirements to minimize emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, and PM10. BACT 
standards for diesel-fired emergency generators specify a maximum allowable emissions rate of 
8.5 grams of carbon monoxide per horsepower-hour (hp-hr), 1.0 gram of voe per hp-hr, 6.9 
grams ofNOx per hp-hr, and 0.38 gram of PM10 per hp-hr. 38 Sulfur dioxide emissions would be 
minor since the sulfur content of the diesel fuel would be limited to 0.05 percent by weight under 
SCAQMD Rule 431.2 (Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels). Emergency equipment, however, is 
exempt from modeling and offset requirements (Rule 1304) and does not require a health risk 
assessment (Rule 1401).39 

Emissions for miscellaneous sources were estimated to account for minor sources of 
criteria pollutants. Miscellaneous sources include, but are not limited to, consumer/commercial 
solvents, landscaping equipment, and delivery unloading equipment. These sources may not 
individually emit large quantities of criteria pollutants but when combined emit quantitative 
amounts of criteria pollutants. Miscellaneous sources were calculated to be 2 percent of the 
Project's combined mobile- and stationary-source daily emissions. 

Mobile-source emissions were calculated using the lJRBEMIS 2002 emissions inventory 
model, which multiplies an estimate of daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by applicable 
Emfac2002 emissions factors. The URBEMIS 2002 model output and worksheets for 
calculating regional operational daily emissions are provided in Appendix D of this Draft EIR. 
As shown in Table 14 on page 218, regional emissions resulting from the proposed Project 
would not exceed regional SCAQMD thresholds for ROC, SOx, CO, or PM10 . However, the 
proposed Project would exceed regional SCAQMD threshold for NOx, and impacts associated 
with this pollutant would be significant. 

38 Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are compounds that have a high vapor pressure, such that they evaporate 
readizv at ambient temperatures and, unlike reactive organic compounds (ROCs), include compounds which do 
not take part in photochemical smog reactions. For purposes of this analysis, VOCs are conservatively assumed 
to approximate ROC emissions that are addressed in the daily limits threshold. 

39 O.ffsets are not required under SCllQ1\!lIJ Rule 1304 (EXenzptions~ for equipnzent used exclusively as emergency 
standby equipment .for non utility electrical power generation, provided that the equipment does not operate 
more than 200 hours per year. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 217 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0027035 



EM25668 

IV.D Air Quality 

Table 14 

MAXIMUM PROJECT-RELATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 
(Pounds per Day) 

Emission Source co NOx PM10 ROC SOx 
On Road Mobile Sources a 479 59 64 44 <l 

Stationary Sources b 7 42 3 
Miscellaneous Sources 10 2 <l 

Total (Proposed Project) 496 103 66 46 3 
SCAQMD Daily Significance Threshold 550 55 150 55 150 
Over (Under) (54) 48 (84) (9) (147) 
Significant? No Yes No No No 

a Afobile emissions calculated using the URBEA1JS 2002 emissions model. Afodel output sheets are 
provided in Appendix D. 

b Emissions due to Project-related electricity generation and natural gas consumption, calculated based 
on guidance provided in the SCAQA1D CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Worksheets are provided in 
AppendixD. 

Sources: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

(b) Local Impacts 

Within an urban setting, vehicle exhaust is the primary source of CO. Consequently, the 
highest CO concentrations are generally found within close proximity to congested intersection 
locations. Under typical meteorological conditions, CO concentrations tend to decrease as the 
distance from the emissions source (i.e., congested intersection) increase. For purposes of 
providing a conservative impact analysis, CO concentrations are typically analyzed at congested 
intersection locations, because if impacts are less than significant in close proximity of the 
congested intersections, impacts will also be less than significant at more distant sensitive 
receptor locations. 

Project traffic during the proposed Project's operational phase would have the potential to 
create local area CO impacts. The SCAQMD recommends a hot-spot evaluation of potential 
localized CO impacts when volume-to-capacity (V /C) ratios are increased by 2 percent at 
intersections with a level of service (LOS) of D or worse. The SCAQMD also recommends a 
CO hot-spot evaluation when an intersection decreases in LOS by one level beginning when 
LOS changes from an LOS of C to D. Intersections were selected for analysis based on 
information provided in the Traffic Impact Study prepared by Linscott, Law, and Greenspan 
Engineers (See Appendix C of the Draft EIR for the complete traffic study). 

In order to conservatively analyze Project impacts, two potential Parking Scenarios were 
developed, each of which would have a different effect on local circulation patterns in the areas 
within and immediately surrounding the USC Health Sciences Campus. Parking Scenario No. 1 
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assumes that parking for the Project will be provided at the west end of the campus, entirely 
within Development Site C. Access to the parking structure located within Development Site C 
would be provided via Zonal Avenue. Parking Scenario No. 2 assumes that parking for the 
Project will be provided entirely on the northeastern side of the campus, within Development 
Site E or in combination with Development Site F. Access to the parking structure located 
within Development Site E would be provided via San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street, while 
access to parking within Development Site F would be provided only via San Pablo Street. 

Local area CO concentrations were projected for both Parking Scenarios access 
alternatives using the CALINE-4 traffic pollutant dispersion model. The analysis of CO impacts 
followed the protocol recommended by the California Department of Transportation and 
published in the document titled Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, 
December 1997. The analysis is also consistent with procedures identified through the 
SCAQMD's CO modeling protocol, with all four comers of each intersection analyzed to 
determine whether proposed Project development would result in a CO concentration that 
exceeds federal or state CO standards. As stated in the Protocol, receptor locations for the one
hour analysis were located 3 meters from each intersection comer and receptor locations for the 
eight-hour analysis were located 7 meters from each intersection corner. 

The proposed Project's CO concentrations for 1- and 8-hour CO levels are presented in 
Table 15 on page 220 and Table 16 on page 221 for Parking Scenarios 1and2, respectively. As 
shown, the proposed Project would not have a significant impact upon 1-hour or 8-hour local CO 
concentrations due to mobile source emissions. Since significant impacts would not occur at the 
intersections with the highest traffic volumes that are located adjacent to sensitive receptors, no 
significant impacts are anticipated to occur at any other locations in the study area as the 
conditions yielding CO hotspots would not be worse than those occurring at the analyzed 
intersections. Consequently, the sensitive receptors that are included in this analysis would not 
be significantly affected by CO emissions generated by the net increase in traffic that would 
occur under the proposed Project. As the proposed Project does not cause an exceedance of an 
ambient air quality standard, the proposed Project's localized operational air quality impacts 
would therefore be less than significant. 

Consideration of potential localized impacts as a result of the proposed 2,800-space 
parking structure was also provided as part of this analysis. The analysis approach was 
consistent the guidelines outlined in the SCAQMD-recommended document titled "A User's 
Guide for the Parking Garage Analysis Models," Robert Scully (1993). All modeling 
assumptions and worksheets are provided in Appendix D. Based on this approach, the maximum 
off-site CO contribution at any sensitive receptor location would be 0.6 parts per million (I-hour) 
and 0.46 parts per million (8-hour). When added to the highest recently recorded background 
concentrations of 7 parts per million (I-hour) and 6.3 parts per million (8-hour), localized CO 
concentrations would remain below 20 parts per million (1-hour standard) and 9.0 parts per 
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Table 15 

PROJECT PARKING SCENARIO NO. 1 LOCAL AREA CARBON MONOXIDE DISPERSION ANALYSIS 

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum 
1-Hour2015 1-Hour 2015 8-Hour2015 8-I-Iour 2015 w/ 

Base w/ Project Siguificant Base Project Siguificant 
Peak Concentration b Concentration' 1-Hour Concentration' Concentration r 8-Hour 

Intersection Period• (ppm) (ppm} Impact rl {ppm} (ppm) Impact rl 

1-5 NB and Marengo A.M. 5.9 6.0 No 5.0 5.0 No 
St. P.M. 6.1 6.2 No 5.1 5.2 No 
1-5 SB and Mission A.M. 6.7 6.7 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Rd. Offramp P.M. 6.2 6.3 No 5.2 5.2 No 
Daly St. and Mission A.M. 6.9 7.0 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Rd. P.M. 7.9 7.1 No 5.6 5.6 No 
Soto St. and 10 WB A.M. 6.7 6.8 No 5.5 5.6 No 
Ramps P.M. 6.5 6.6 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Griffin Ave. and A.M. 6.3 6.5 No 5.2 5.3 No 
Mission Road P.M. 6.6 6.7 No 5.4 5.5 No 
Soto St. and Marengo A.M. 6.9 6.9 No 5.5 5.5 No 
St. P.M. 6.8 6.8 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Mission Road and A.M. 6.6 6.6 No 5.3 5.3 No 
Valley Boulevard P.M. 6.6 6.7 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Biggy Street and A.M. 5.9 6.1 No 5.0 5.0 No 
Zonal Avenue P.M. 6.0 6.0 No 5.0 5.0 No 
San Pablo Street and A.M. 5.9 6.0 No 5.0 5.0 No 
Alcazar Avenue P.M. 6.0 6.1 No 5.0 5.1 No 
Soto Street and 1-10 A.M. 6.5 6.5 No 5.3 5.3 No 
Eastbound Off-ramps P.M. 6.3 6.3 No 5.2 5.2 No 

ppm =parts per million 

Peak hour traffic volumes are based on the Traffic Impact Study prepared .fbr the Project by Linscott, Law and 
Greenspan, January 2005. 

b SCAQMD 20I 5 I-hour ambient background concentration (5. I ppm) + 20I 5 Base traffic CO I-hour contribution. 
SCAQMD 20I 5 I-hour ambient background concentration (5. I ppm) + 20I 5 wl Project traffic CO I-hour contribution. 

d The most restrictive standard for I-hour CO concentrations is 20 ppm andfor 8-hour concentrations is 9. 0 ppm. 
SCAQMD 20I 5 8-hour ambient background concentration (4.6 ppm) + 20I 5 Base traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

f SCAQA1D 20I 5 8-hour ambient background concentration (4.6 ppm) + 2015 w/ Project traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

million (8-hour standard) at all off-site receptor locations. In addition, the parking structure 
would be built in accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code requirements, and as such, the 
facades would be 50 percent open, which would allow for adequate ventilation and dispersion of 
potential emissions to acceptable CO ambient concentrations. Therefore, the operation of the 
proposed Project's parking structure would not cause or localize air quality impacts related to 
mobile sources and emissions would therefore be less than significant. 

The proposed Project will likely include installation and operation of diesel-fired 
generators for emergency power generation. Unless a blackout occurs, these generators would 
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Table 16 

PROJECT PARKING SCENARIO NO. 2 LOCAL AREA CARBON MONOXIDE DISPERSION ANALYSIS 

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum 
1-Hour2015 1-Hour 2015 8-Hour2015 8-I-Iour 2015 w/ 

Base w/ Project Siguificant Base Project Siguificant 
Peak Concentration b Concentration' 1-Hour Concentration' Concentration r 8-Hour 

Intersection Period• (ppm) (ppm} Impact rl {ppm} (ppm) Impact rl 

1-5 NB and Marengo A.M. 5.9 6.0 No 5.0 5.0 No 
St. P.M. 6.1 6.2 No 5.1 5.2 No 
1-5 SB and Mission A.M. 6.7 6.7 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Rd. Offramp P.M. 6.2 6.3 No 5.2 5.2 No 
Daly St. and Mission A.M. 6.9 7.0 No 5.5 5.5 No 
Rd. P.M. 6.9 7.0 No 5.6 5.6 No 
Soto St. and 10 WB A.M. 6.7 7.1 No 5.5 5.6 No 
Ramps P.M. 6.5 6.6 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Soto St. and Alcazar A.M. 6.8 7.1 No 5.4 5.6 No 
St. P.M. 6.4 6.6 No 5.3 5.4 No 
Soto St. and Marengo A.M. 6.9 6.9 No 5.5 5.5 No 
St. P.M. 6.8 6.9 No 5.4 5.4 No 
Mission Road and A.M. 6.6 6.6 No 5.3 5.3 No 
Valley Boulevard P.M. 6.6 6.6 No 5.4 5.4 No 
San Pablo Street and A.M. 5.9 6.1 No 5.0 5.1 No 
Alcazar Street P.M. 6.0 6.2 No 5.0 5.2 No 
Soto Street and 1-10 A.M. 6.5 6.5 No 5.3 5.4 No 
Eastbound Off-ramp P.M. 6.3 6.3 No 5.2 5.2 No 

ppm =parts per million 

a Peak hour traffic volumes are based on the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the Project by Linscott, Law and 
Greenspan, January 2005. 

b SC4Qlv!D 2015 I-hour ambient background concentration (5.1 ppm) + 2015 Base traffic CO I-hour contribution. 
SC4Qlv!D 2015 I-hour ambient background concentration (5.1 ppm) + 2015 w/ Project traffic CO I-hour contribution. 

d The most restrictive standard for I-hour CO concentrations is 20 ppm and for 8-hour concentrations is 9. 0 ppm. 
SC4QMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (./.6 ppm) + 2015 Base traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

f SC4QMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (4.6 ppm) ' 2015 w/Project traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

be operated for only a few hours per month for routine testing and maintenance purposes. The 
project Applicant would be required to obtain a permit to construct and a permit to operate any 
standby generators under SCAQMD Rules 201, 202 and 203. Under SCAQMD Regulation XIII 
(New Source Review [NSR]), all generators must meet Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) requirements to minimize emissions of PM10 (as well as CO, VOC, and NOx 
emissions). Compliance with SCAQMD Rules and Regulations regarding stationary-source 
combustion equipment would ensure that contributions to localized PM10 concentrations remain 
below the 2.5 µg/m 3 significance threshold. As such, any potential impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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(c) Regional Concurrent Construction and Operation Impacts 

The potential exists that the later stages of proposed Project construction could occur 
concurrently with the occupancy of the earlier stages of development. Therefore, emissions 
associated with concurrent construction and operation activities were evaluated. Concurrent 
emissions would be their greatest in the latter stages of proposed Project construction, wherein 
the proposed Project would be nearly built-out (i.e., development on all but one site completed), 
but some construction activities would still be occurring (for purposes of this assumption, 
Development Site F). As summarized in Table 17 on page 223, concurrent construction and 
operational emissions would exceed regional SCAQMD daily thresholds for NOx, and ROC, but 
would not exceed the regional SCAQMD daily threshold for SOx, CO or PM10. Thus, a 
significant regional air quality impact would occur. 

( d) Toxic Air Contaminants 

The primary source of potential air toxics associated with proposed Project operations 
include diesel particulates from delivery trucks (e.g., truck traffic on local streets, on-site truck 
idling and movement and operation of transportation refrigeration units), equipment used to 
off-load deliveries, boilers (used for water and space heating), and emergency backup generators. 
These potential sources would be dispersed among the Development Sites (i.e., at multiple 
loading dock, boiler and emergency backup generator locations). The SCAQMD recommends 
that health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of diesel particulates (e.g., truck 
stops and warehouse distribution facilities) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile 
source diesel emissions.40 

Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous toxic air contaminants include 
industrial manufacturing processes, automotive repair facilities, and dry cleaning facilities. The 
proposed Project would not include any of these potential sources, although minimal emissions 
may result from the use of consumer products. As such, the proposed Project would not release 
substantial amounts of toxic contaminants, and a less than significant impact on human health 
would occur. Based on the limited activity of the toxic air contaminant sources, the proposed 
Project does not warrant the need for a health risk assessment, and potential air toxic impacts 
would be less than significant. 

In addition, as discussed above any facility that warrants such an analysis will be required 
to comply with SCAQMD Rule XIV (New Source Review of Air Toxics). 

40 SCAQlvlD, Health Risk Assessment Guidance.for Analyzing Cancer Risks.from Mobile Source Diesel Emissions, 
December 2002. 
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Table 17 

CONCURRENT OPERATION AND CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 
(Pounds per day) 

Emission Source co NOx PM10 ROC SOx 
Operation Emissions " 413 86 55 38 3 
Construction Emissions b 117 77 28 165 <l 

Total 530 163 83 203 3 
SCAQMD Construction Significance Threshold 550 100 150 75 150 

Over (Under) (20) 63 (67) 128 (147) 
Significant? No Yes No Yes No 

SCAQMD Operation Significance Threshold 550 55 150 55 150 
Over (Under) (20) 108 (67) 148 (147) 
Significant? No Yes No Yes No 

a For purposes of this analysis, assumes buildout of entire Project except Development Site F. 
b For purposes of this assumption, assumes maximum emissions attributable to construction activity on 

Development Site F. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

(e) Odors 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor 
complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing 
plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The 
proposed Project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with 
odors. The proposed Project may include a new vivarium; however, the University would 
employ the same odor control measures used to avoid odor complaints at existing vivaruims. 41 

Compliance with industry standard odor control practices, SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance), and 
SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology Guidelines would limit potential objectionable 
odor impacts to a level that is less than significant. 

(f) SCAQMD Handbook Policy Analysis 

In accordance with the procedures established m the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook, the following criteria are required to be addressed in order to determine the proposed 

41 A vivarium is an enclosure for keeping or raising and observing animals, typically .for laboratory research 
purposes. 
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Project's consistency with SCAQMD and Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG)42 policies: 

1. Will the Project result in any of the following: 

• An increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations; or 

• Cause or contribute to new air quality violations; or 

• Delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim em1ss10n 
reductions specified in the AQMP. 

2. Will the Project exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP? 

With respect to the first criterion, SCAQMD methodologies require that an air quality 
analysis for projects such as the USC Health Sciences Campus include forecasts of Project 
emissions in a regional context during construction and project occupancy. These forecasts are 
provided earlier in this section. Since the consistency criteria identified under the first criterion 
pertain to pollutant concentrations, rather than to total regional emissions, an analysis of the 
proposed Project's pollutant emissions on localized pollutant concentrations is used as the basis 
for evaluating Project consistency.43 As discussed in the preceding sections, localized 
concentrations for PM10, CO, and N02 have been analyzed for the proposed Project. S02 

emissions would be negligible during construction and long-term operations, and therefore 
would not have potential to cause or affect a violation of the S02 ambient air quality standard. 
There is no localized threshold for ROC emissions, only a regional emissions threshold. 

PM10 is the primary pollutant of concern during construction activities, and therefore, the 
proposed Project's PM10 emissions during construction were analyzed: (1) to ascertain potential 
effects on localized concentrations; and (2) to determine if there is a potential for such emissions 
to cause or affect a violation of the ambient air quality standard for PM10. Results of the PM10 

dispersion modeling indicate that the increase in the ambient PM10 concentration during 
construction would exceed the SCAQMD-recommended 10.4 µg/m 3 PM10 significance threshold 
at multiple sensitive receptor locations. However, the potential for this impact would be short
term and would not have a long-term impact on the region's ability to meet State and Federal air 
quality standards. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 

42 SCAG is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (i'vfPO) .for six counties: Los Angeles, 
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. As the designated lvfPO, SC:AG is mandated by the 
.federal government to develop and implement regional plans that address tramportation, growth management, 
hazardous waste management, and air quality issues. 

43 South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEOA Air Oualitv Handbook, p. 12-3, 1993. 
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and would implement all feasible mitigation measures for control of PM10. Nevertheless, the 
proposed Project will have a significant temporary impact on localized PM10 concentrations. 

In addition, the proposed Project's maximum potential NOx and CO daily emissions 
during construction were analyzed to ascertain potential effects on localized concentrations and 
to determine if there is a potential for such emissions to cause or affect a violation of an 
applicable ambient air quality standard. The analysis concluded that CO and N02 concentrations 
would not exceed their respective AAQS, and potential impacts would therefore be less than 
significant. 

During long-term Project operations, CO is the preferred pollutant for assessing local 
area air quality impacts from post-construction motor vehicle operations. Based on 
methodologies set forth by the SCAQMD, one measure of local area air quality impacts that can 
indicate whether the proposed Project would cause or affect a violation of an air quality standard 
would be based on the estimated CO concentrations at selected receptor locations located in 
close proximity to the Project Site. As indicated earlier, CO emissions were analyzed using the 
CALINE-4 model. No violations of the state and federal carbon monoxide standards are 
projected to occur. Overall, the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts 
with regard to CO, N02 and S02 concentrations during Project construction and operations. 
While PM10 concentrations during construction would exceed the SCAQMD 10.4 µg/m 3 

significance threshold, the potential for this impact would be short-term and would not have a 
long-tenn impact on the region's ability to meet State and federal air quality standards. As such, 
the proposed Project would meet the first AQMP consistency criterion. 

With respect to the second criterion for determining consistency with SCAQMD and 
SCAG air quality policies, it must be recognized that air quality planning within the Basin 
focuses on the attainment of ambient air quality standards at the earliest feasible date. 
Projections for achieving air quality goals are based on assumptions regarding population, 
housing and growth trends. Thus, the SCAQMD's second criterion for determining project 
consistency focuses on whether or not the proposed Project exceeds the assumptions utilized in 
preparing the forecasts presented in the AQMP. 

Determining whether or not a project exceeds the assumptions reflected in the 
AQMP involves the evaluation of three criteria: (1) consistency with the population, housing 
and employment growth projections; (2) project mitigation measures; and (3) appropriate 
incorporation of AQMP land use planning strategies. The following discussion provides an 
analysis of each of these three criteria. 

• Is the project consistent with the population, housing and employment growth 
projections upon which AQMP forecasted emission levels are based? 
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A project is consistent with the AQMP if it is consistent with the population, housing and 
employment assumptions which were used in the development of the AQMP. The 2003 AQMP, 
the most recent AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, incorporates, in part, SCAG's 2001 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) socioeconomic forecast projections of regional population and 
employment growth. 

SCAG locates the Project Site within the City of Los Angeles Subregion. The 2004 RTP 
projects that employment in this subregion will grow by about 262, 181 jobs between 2005 and 
2015. The proposed Project is projected to result in a net increase of approximately 487 jobs on 
the Project Site, or approximately 0.19 percent of the total job growth projected for the 
subregion. Such levels of employment growth are consistent with the employment forecasts for 
the subregion as adopted by SCAG. Because the SCAQMD has incorporated these same 
projections into the AQMP, it can be concluded that the proposed Project would be consistent 
with the projections in the AQMP. 

• Does the project implement all feasible air quality mitigation measures? 

Implementation of all feasible mitigation measures is recommended to reduce air quality 
impacts to the extent feasible. The Proposed Project would incorporate a number of key air 
pollution control measures identified by the SCAQMD, as described in Section IV.D.5, 
Mitigation Measures, below. As such, the proposed Project meets this AQMP consistency 
criterion since all feasible mitigation measures would be implemented. 

• To what extent is project development consistent with the land use policies set forth 
in the AQMP? 

The proposed Project would serve to implement a number of land use policies of the City 
of Los Angeles and SCAG. Locating the proposed medical office and research facilities within 
the existing USC Health Sciences Campus would provide improved opportunities to consolidate 
and/or eliminate vehicle trips that would otherwise occur if such improvements were built 
outside of the USC Health Sciences Campus area. This serves to fulfill the AQMD objective of 
reducing vehicle miles traveled and their related vehicular air emissions. Consequently, the 
proposed Project would be consistent with AQMP land use policy. 

Overall, the proposed Project is found to be consistent with the AQMP, as the proposed 
Project does not cause or worsen an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard, does not 
delay the attainment of an air quality standard, is consistent with the AQMP' s growth 
projections, implements all feasible air quality mitigation measures, and is consistent with the 
AQMP' s land use policies. 
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City of Los Angeles Policies 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan was prepared in response to California state law 
requiring that each city and county adopt a long-term comprehensive general plan. This plan 
must be integrated, internally consistent, and present goals, objectives, policies and 
implementation guidelines for decision makers to use. The City has included an Air Quality 
Element as part of its General Plan. The planning area for the City's Air Quality Element covers 
the entire City of Los Angeles, which encompasses an area of about 465 square miles. 

The 1992 revision of the City's General Plan Air Quality Element serves to aid the 
greater Los Angeles region in attaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards at the 
earliest feasible date, while still maintaining economic growth and improving the quality of life. 
The City's Air Quality Element and the accompanying Clean Air Program acknowledges the 
inter-relationships between transportation and land use planning in meeting the City's mobility 
and clean air goals. With the City's adoption of the Air Quality Element and the accompanying 
Clean Air Program, the City is seeking to achieve consistency with regional Air Quality, Growth 
Management, Mobility and Congestion Management Plans. 

To achieve these goals, performance based standards have been adopted to provide 
flexibility in implementation of the policies and objectives of the City's Air Quality Element. 
The following City Air Quality Element Goals, Objectives and Policies are relevant to the 
Proposed Project: 

Goal 2-Less reliance on single occupant vehicles with fewer commute and non-work 
trips. 

Objective 2.1-It is the o~jective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce work trips as 
a step towards attaining trip reduction o~jectives necessary to achieve regional air 
quality goals. 

Policies 2.1.1-Utilize compressed work week schedules and .flextime, 
telecommuting, carpooling, vanpooling, public transit, and improve 
walking/bicycling related facilities in an effort to reduce vehicle trips and/or 
vehicle miles traveled as an employer and encourage the private sector to do 
the same to reduce vehicle trips and traffic congestion. 

As discussed previously, the proposed Project would locate medical office and research 
facilities within the existing USC Health Sciences Campus, which would provide improved 
opportunities to consolidate and/or eliminate vehicle trips that would otherwise occur if such 
improvements were built outside of the HSC area. USC currently provides a tram/shuttle service 
on the HSC as well as a service that runs between the University Park Campus and the HSC; and 
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provides carpool and vanpool services and information through its Transportation Services 
office. In addition, the current HSC location has convenient access to MTA and Foothill Transit 
bus services, and is located within close proximity to the future MTA Metro Gold Line Light 
Rail Transit line that is anticipated to be completed by 2009. The proposed Project is therefore 
considered consistent with this City policy. 

Objective 2.2-lt is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to increase vehicle 
occupancy for non-work trips by creating disincentives for single passenger 
vehicles, and incentives for high occupancy vehicles. 

Policy 2.2.1-Discourage single-occupant vehicle use through a variety of 
measures such as market incentives, mode-shift incentives, trip reduction 
plans, and rideshare incentives. 

Policy 2.2.2-Encourage multi-occupant vehicle travel and discourage single 
occupant vehicle travel by instituting parking management practices. 

Policy 2.2.3 Minimize the use of single occupant vehicles associated with 
special events, or in areas and times of high levels of pedestrian activities. 

The USC Health Science Campus improvements would be located within walking 
distance of MTA and Foothill Transit bus lines as well as being in proximity to the proposed 
Metro Gold Line Extension that is scheduled to be completed by 2009. In addition, USC offers a 
carpool and vanpool program as well as a $25 per month public transportation subsidy to 
eligible employees that can be applied toward the purchase of a monthly pass for MTA (bus or 
light rail), LADOT, and Metrolink transit services. Due to these features, a higher percentage of 
Project-related trips would be "transit trips" than would be the case if the proposed Project were 
to be located farther away from convenient public transit access. 

Goal 4Minimize impacts of existing land use patterns and future land use development 
on air quality by addressing the relationship between land use, transportation and air 
quality. 

O~jective 4.1-lt is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to include regional 
attainment of ambient air quality standards as a primary consideration in land use 
planning. 

Policy 4.1.1-Coordinate with all appropriate regional agencies in the 
implementation of strategies for the integration of land use, transportation 
and air quality policies. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 228 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0027046 



EM25679 

IV.D Air Quality 

As described above as part of the analysis relative to Goal 2, the proposed Project has 
incorporated a wide array of features into its land use plan specifically targeted towards the 
reduction of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. In addition, development of the proposed 
Project at the proposed site offers the opportunity to utilize existing infrastructure to support 
growth in the Project area. It is well served by transit and has the opportunity to encourage 
pedestrian activities in this area. 

Based upon this evaluation, it is concluded that the proposed Project would be consistent 
with City of Los Angeles air quality policies as it implements in a number of ways the air quality 
goals and policies set forth within the City's General Plan. 

Overall, no significant impacts would occur as a result of Project development with 
respect to compatibility with applicable air quality policies. 

(3) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding air quality analysis addresses potential impacts during Project construction 
and operations. The construction air quality analysis includes forecasts of the following: 
(1) regional emissions of criteria pollutants attributable to construction equipment operating 
within each of the seven proposed Development Sites, construction worker travel to and from the 
Development Sites, and the delivery of construction materials; (2) localized concentrations of 
PM10, N02, and CO during construction at 16 receptor locations in proximity of the Project site; 
(3) toxic air contaminants; and ( 4) odors. The operational air quality analysis includes the 
following: (1) forecasts of regional emissions of criteria pollutants attributable to motor vehicle 
travel, energy consumption, and miscellaneous minor sources; (2) forecast of localized 
concentrations of CO at selected intersections and analysis of localized concentrations of PM10, 

VOC, and NOx; (3) forecast of regional emissions of criteria pollutants during construction and 
operations; (4) analysis of toxic air contaminants; (5) analysis of odor impacts; and (6) Project 
consistency with the SCAQMD's Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and the City's General 
Plan Air Quality Element. 

The Project, as proposed, provides flexibility with regard to the types and quantities of 
the various uses that could be developed as part of the Project. The preceding air quality analysis 
is based on the development of 765,000 square feet of academic and/or medical-related uses (i.e., 
720,000 square feet of academic and support facilities and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic 
uses). Under the proposed Project, the amount of academic and/or medical research facilities 
could be reduced by as much as 255,000 square feet, while the amount of medical clinic facilities 
could be increased by as much as 75,000 square feet. Under this scenario, a total of 
585,000 square feet of academic and medical research facilities would be developed. These 
variations would allow flexibility in the Project's land use mix in order to respond to the future 
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needs and demands of the HSC, the southern California economy, and changes in Project 
requirements. 

While the exchange of uses would result in varying amounts of development (i.e., 
between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet), the range of permitted uses would be the same. As 
such the types of potential air quality impacts would be the same regardless of the amount of 
development that is actually constructed. The construction air quality analysis presented above 
provides a conservative forecast of potential construction air quality levels since it analyzes air 
quality impacts at each receptor location based on concurrent construction at geographically 
related Development Sites. This conservative assumption could occur if Project development 
consisted of 585,000 square feet, 765,000 square feet or any amount in between. As the 
construction air quality analysis is based on the amount of construction equipment operating at 
each site, the air quality impacts attributable to 765,000 square feet of development would not be 
exceeded if less than 765,000 square feet of development occurs. However, if less than 
765,000 square feet of development occurs, less construction would occur over a shorter period. 
As the analysis is based on daily air quality levels, the construction air quality impacts under 
peak conditions would be the same regardless of the duration of construction and/or the total 
amount of development that occurs. Therefore, the conclusions presented above with regard to 
construction air quality impacts based on the development of 765,000 square feet of development 
would also apply to all of the potential additional development scenarios that could occur under 
the proposed Project. As such, regional emissions of NOx and ROC during construction would 
result in a significant regional air quality impact. Whereas, localized concentrations of CO and 
N02 during construction would be less than significant, localized concentrations of PM10 would 
exceed the established significance threshold. In addition, emissions of toxic air contaminants 
and odors during construction would also be less than significant. 

While the sources and quantities of emissions during Project operations would be 
different than during Project construction, the same conclusion applies with regard to the impacts 
of less than 765,000 square feet of development (i.e., impacts would be equal to or less than 
those forecasted to occur with 765,000 square feet of development). This results because the 
number of vehicle trips attributable to the Project would not be greater than those that would 
occur should 765,000 square feet of development occur. Impacts of on-site stationary sources 
would be less than or equal to those occurring with 765,000 square feet of development since the 
characteristics that determine the air quality levels from the individual stationary sources are not 
anticipated to increase with a reduction in the amount of development. Based on these 
conclusions, implementation of any additional development scenario would result in the 
following: (1) regional emissions of NOx during operations would result in a significant 
regional air quality impact; (2) localized concentrations of CO, VOC, PM10, and N02 during 
operations would be less than significant; (3) emissions of toxic air contaminants and odors 
during operations would also be less than significant; ( 4) regional emissions of NOx and ROC 
during concurrent construction and operations impacts would result in a significant regional air 
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quality impact; and (5) the Project is consistent with the AQMP and the City's applicable air 
quality policies. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

a. Construction 

Of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the proposed Project study 
area, there are 9 related projects that have not already been built or are currently under 
construction. With the exception of the USC HNRT building that is currently under 
construction, the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects, 
and as such, any quantitative analysis to ascertain daily construction emissions that assumes 
multiple, concurrent construction projects would be speculative. For this reason, the 
SCAQMD's methodology to assess a project's cumulative impact differs from the cumulative 
impacts methodology employed elsewhere in this EIR, in which foreseeable future development 
within a given service boundary or geographical area is predicted and associated impacts 
measured. 

With respect to the Project's construction-period air quality emissions and cumulative 
Basin-wide conditions, the SCAQMD has developed strategies to reduce criteria pollutant 
emissions outlined in the AQMP pursuant to Federal Clean Air Act mandates. As such, the 
proposed Project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements, and implement all 
feasible mitigation measures. In addition, the proposed Project would comply with adopted 
AQMP emissions control measures. Per SCAQMD rules and mandates as well as the CEQA 
requirement that significant impacts be mitigated to the extent feasible, these same requirements 
(i.e., Rule 403 compliance, the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, and 
compliance with adopted AQMP emissions control measures) would also be imposed on 
construction projects Basin-wide, which would include each of the related projects mentioned 
above. Nevertheless, construction-period NOx and ROC mass regional emissions, and localized 
PM10 emissions associated with the proposed Project are already projected to result in a 
significant impact to air quality. In addition, there is a high probability that construction-period 
CO and PM10 mass regional emissions from related projects, when combined with proposed 
Project emissions, would exceed their respective SCAQMD daily significance thresholds. As 
such, cumulative impacts to air quality during proposed Project construction would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed Project, the greatest potential for TAC emissions at each related 
project would be related to diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment 
operations during grading and excavation activities. According to SCAQMD methodology, 
health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer 
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risk. "Individual Cancer Risk" is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs 
over a 70-year lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment 
methodology. Given that grading and excavation activities would occur for only three to six 
months per construction site, the proposed Project and the related projects that have not already 
been built would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of TAC emissions 
with no residual emissions after construction and corresponding individual cancer risk. 
Furthermore, any related project that has the potential to emit notable quantities of TACs would 
be regulated by the SCAQMD such that TAC emissions would be negligible. Thus, TAC 
emissions from the related projects are anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as 
well as cumulatively in conjunction with the proposed Project. 

Also similar to the proposed Project, potential sources that may emit odors during 
construction activities at each related project would include the use of architectural coatings and 
solvents. SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the amount of volatile organic compounds from 
architectural coatings and solvents. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rules, it is 
anticipated that construction activities or materials used in the construction of the related projects 
would not create objectionable odors. Thus, odor impacts from the related projects are 
anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as well as cumulatively in conjunction 
with the proposed Project. 

b. Operation 

The SCAQMD has set forth both a methodological framework as well as significance 
thresholds for the assessment of a project's cumulative operational air quality impacts. The 
SCAQMD's methodology differs from the cumulative impacts methodology employed 
elsewhere in this Draft EIR, in which foreseeable future development within a given service 
boundary or geographical area is predicted and associated impacts measured. The SCAQMD' s 
approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the SCAQMD's AQMP forecasts of 
attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the Federal 
and State Clean Air Acts. This forecast also takes into account SCAG' s forecasted future 
regional growth. As such, the analysis of cumulative impacts focuses on determining whether 
the proposed Project is consistent with forecasted future regional growth. Therefore, if all 
cumulative projects are individually consistent with the growth assumptions upon which the 
SCAQMD's AQMP is based, then future development would not impede the attainment of 
ambient air quality standards and a significant cumulative air quality impact would not occur. 

Based on the SCAQMD' s methodology (presented in Chapter 9 of the CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook), a project would have a significant cumulative air quality impact if the ratio of daily 
Project-related employee vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to daily countywide vehicle miles 
traveled exceeds the ratio of daily Project employees to daily countywide employees. As shown 
in Table 18 on page 233, the daily Project to countywide VMT ratio is not greater than the 
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Table 18 

PROJECT CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMP ACTS 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled for Project Employment a 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide b 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Ratio 

Project Employment a 

Countywide Employment c 

Employment Ratio 

Significance Test-Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Ratio Greater Than Employment Ratio 

12,321 

225,794,000 

0.00005 

487 

5,198,739 

0.00009 

No 

a Increase of vehicle miles traveled as a result of the Project, Traffic Analysis, Section IVK. Data 
obtained from URBEMJS 2002. 

b Data obtained from EMFAC2002. 
0 Data obtained.from SCAG 's Regional Transportation Plan, Socioeconomic Projections, April 2004 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

Project to countywide employee ratio. Based on these criteria, development of the proposed 
Project would have a less-than-significant air quality impact. In addition, as shown in Table 15 
on page 220, a localized CO impact analysis was conducted for cumulative traffic (i.e., related 
projects and ambient growth through 2015) in which no local CO violations would occur at any 
of the studied intersections. Despite these conclusions, the proposed Project is more 
conservatively concluded to contribute to a significant cumulative regional air quality impact as 
the Basin is non-attainment for ozone and PM10, and the proposed Project would exceed the 
SCAQMD daily significance thresholds for ROC and NOx emissions (i.e., ozone precursors). 44 

With respect to TAC emissions, neither the proposed Project nor any of the related 
projects (which are largely residential, restaurant, retail/commercial, and medical/research 
developments) would represent a substantial source of TAC emissions, which are typically 
associated with large-scale industrial, manufacturing and transportation hub facilities. However, 
the proposed Project and each of the related projects would likely generate minimal TAC 
emissions related to the use of consumer products, landscape maintenance activities, etc. 
Pursuant to California Assembly Bill 1807, which directs the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) to identify substances as TAC and adopt airborne toxic control measures (ATCMs) to 
control such substances, the SCAQMD has adopted numerous rules (primarily in Regulation 
XIV) that specifically address TAC emissions. These SCAQMD rules have resulted in and will 
continue to result in substantial Basin-wide TAC emissions reductions. As such, cumulative 
TAC emissions during long-term operations would be less than significant. 

44 This approach is more conservative than the approach provided in the SCAQl'vfD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 
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With respect to potential odor impacts, neither the proposed Project land use nor any of 
the related projects (which are primarily hospital/medical office, general office, residential, 
retail, and restaurant uses) land uses have a high potential to generate odor impacts. 45 

Furthermore, any related project that may have a potential to generate objectionable odors would 
be required by SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance) to implement Best Available Control Technology 
to limit potential objectionable odor impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, potential odor 
impacts from related projects are anticipated to be less than significant unto themselves, as well 
as cumulatively, in conjunction with the proposed Project. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are (1) intended to implement requirements of 
SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and (2) set forth a program of air pollution control strategies 
designed to reduce the proposed Project's air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

a. Construction 

Mitigation Measure D-1: General contractors shall implement a fugitive dust control 
program pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403. 46 

Mitigation Measure D-2: Disturbed areas shall be watered three times daily, which is 
above and beyond the SCAQMD Rule 403 requirement to water disturbed 
areas two times daily. 

Mitigation Measure D-3: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and 
maintained in accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

Mitigation Measure D-4: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction 
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, trucks 
and vehicles in loading and unloading queues would tum their engines off, 
when not in use, to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction emissions should 
be phased and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during 
second-stage smog alerts. 

45 According to the SCAQA1D CEOA Air Oualitv Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints typically 
include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, 
refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. 

46 SCAQlvlD Rule 403 requirements are detailed in Appendix D. 
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Mitigation Measure D-5: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators shall be used to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure D-6: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in 
excess of ten minutes, both on- and off-site. 

Mitigation Measure D-7: Project heavy-duty construction equipment shall use 
alternative clean fuels, such as low sulfur diesel or compressed natural gas 
with oxidation catalysts or particulate traps, to the extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure D-8: The Applicant shall utilize coatings and solvents that are 
consistent with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. 

b. Operation 

During the operational phase, the proposed Project would result in regional emissions 
that exceed regional SCAQMD significance thresholds for NOx and ROC. Long-term mobile 
source emissions associated with the proposed Project shall be reduced through the following 
transportation systems management and demand management measures: 

Mitigation Measure D-9: The Applicant shall provide public education to USC Health 
Science Campus visitors and employees regarding the importance of reducing 
vehicle miles traveled and utilizing transit, and the related air quality benefits 
through the use of brochures and other informational tools. 

Mitigation Measure D-10: The Applicant shall, to the extent feasible, schedule 
deliveries during off-peak traffic periods to encourage the reduction of trips 
during the most congested periods. 

Mitigation Measure D-11: The Applicant shall coordinate with the MTA and the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to provide information with regard 
to local bus and rail services. 

6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

a. Construction 

Project construction would not result in regional em1ss10ns that exceed SCAQMD 
regional significance thresholds for CO, PM10, and SOx, and as such, impacts with respect to 
these pollutants during construction would be less than significant. With respect to NOx and 
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ROC emissions during construction, mitigation measures would reduce these emissions from 
heavy-duty construction equipment by 5 percent based on the calculations presented in Appendix 
C of this Draft EIR. However, the proposed Project would still result in regional construction 
emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance for NOx and ROC. Therefore, 
construction of the proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on 
regional air quality with respect to NOx and ROC emissions, and certification of this EIR by the 
City of Los Angeles would require the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Local air quality impacts (i.e., pollutant concentrations) during construction with respect 
to CO, S02 and N02 would be less than significant. With respect to localized PM10 
concentrations during construction, prescribed mitigation measures would reduce the projected 
maximum concentrations by 8 percent to 38 percent as shown in Table 19 on page 237. 
Nevertheless, the proposed Project would still result in localized PM10 concentrations during 
construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD 10.4 µg/m3 significance threshold at 12 of the 
16 sensitive receptor locations. Therefore, construction of the proposed Project would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact on localized air quality with respect to PM10 concentrations, 
and certification of this EIR by the City of Los Angeles would require the adoption of a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

No notable impacts related to TAC emissions during construction are anticipated to occur 
for the proposed Project. As such, potential impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed Project is not anticipated to generate a substantial amount of objectionable 
odor emissions during construction. Via mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rules, no 
construction activities or materials are proposed which would create objectionable odors. As 
such, potential impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Operation 

During the operational phase, the proposed Project would result in regional emissions 
that exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for NOx. Mitigation measures identified above 
would reduce the potential air quality impacts of the Project to the degree technically feasible, 
but NOx mass daily emissions would remain above the SCAQMD significance threshold of 
55 pounds per day. Therefore, operation of the proposed Project following construction would 
have a significant and unavoidable impact on regional air quality with respect to NOx mass daily 
em1ss10ns. 

Operational emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for CO, 
ROC, PM10, and S02, and, thus, impacts are concluded to be less than significant for these 
pollutants. 
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Table 19 

POTENTIAL MAXIMUM LOCALIZED PM10 CONCENTRATIONS WITH MITIGATION 

Sensitive Receptor Location 
l. LA County-USC Hospital 
2. USC University Hospital 
3. USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC) 
4. USC Healthcare Consultation Center II (HCCJI) 
5. Doheny Eye Institute 
6. Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School 
7a. Residential Use A 
7b. Residential Use B 
7c. Residential Use C 
7d. Residential Use D 
7e. Residential Use E 
8. Women and Children's Hospital 
9. Nursing College 
10. Hazard Park 
11. Lincoln Park 
12. Children's Daycare Center 

Source: PCR Services Corporation. 

PM10 Concentration in µg/m 3 

(24-hour average) Percent 
No Mitigation With Mitigation Reduction 

37.58 29.84 21% 
31.83 26.45 17% 
92.73 72.92 21% 
49.03 39.04 20% 
49.41 39.42 20% 
13.06 11.95 8% 
16.96 13.44 21% 
10.34 8.31 20% 
20.82 16.64 20% 

7.88 6.33 20% 
11.62 7.42 36% 
69.59 55.57 20% 
27.80 17.29 38% 
25.65 20.55 20% 
71.83 57.43 20% 
10.02 8.06 20% 

No significant impacts related to local CO concentrations are forecast to occur for the 
proposed Project. Project development would be consistent with the SCAQMD's AQMP, and 
the City's General Plan Air Quality Element resulting in an impact that is less than significant. 

The proposed Project is not anticipated to include any notable TAC emissions sources. 
However, as previously discussed, any potentially significant TAC emission sources would be 
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule XIV (New Source Review of Air Toxics). As such, 
potential impacts from proposed Project TAC emissions would be less than significant. 

Via compliance with industry standard odor control practices, SCAQMD Rule 402 
(Nuisance), and SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology Guidelines, potential impacts 
that could result due to a vivarium or other potential odor source would be less than significant. 
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E. NOISE 

The following analysis describes the existing noise environment within the Project area 
and estimates future noise levels at surrounding land uses due to potential changes brought about 
by Project construction and operation. 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Noise and Vibration Basics 

(1) Noise 

Noise is often defined as unwanted sound. Although sound can be easily measured, the 
perceptibility of sound is subjective and the physical response to sound complicates the analysis 
of its impact on people. People judge the relative magnitude of sound in subjective terms such as 
"noisiness" or "loudness." Sound pressure is measured and quantified using a logarithmic ratio, 
the scale of which gives the level of sound in decibels (dB). The human hearing system is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies. Therefore, to approximate this human, frequency
dependent response, the A-weighted system is used to adjust measured sound levels. The 
A-weighted sound level is expressed as "dBA." This scale de-emphasizes low frequencies to 
which human hearing is less sensitive and focuses on mid- to high-range frequencies. Due to the 
physical characteristics of noise transmission and reception, an increase of 10 dBA is normally 
required to achieve a doubling of the "loudness," as perceived by the human ear. In addition, a 
3-dBA increase is recognizable to most people in the context of the community noise 
environment. A change in noise level will usually not be detectable unless the new noise source 
is at least as loud as the ambient conditions. Typical A-weighted sound levels measured for 
various sources, as well as people's responses to these levels, are provided in Figure 24 on 
page 239. 

Objects that obstruct the line-of-sight between a noise source and a receiver reduce the 
noise level if the receiver is located within the "shadow" of the obstruction, such as behind a 
sound wall. This type of sound attenuation is known as "barrier insertion loss." If a receiver is 
located behind the wall but still has a view of the source (i.e., line-of-sight not fully blocked), 
some barrier insertion loss would still occur, however to a lesser extent. Additionally, a receiver 
located on the same side of the wall as a noise source may actually experience an increase in the 
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perceived noise level as the wall reflects noise back to the receiver, thereby compounding the 
n01se. 

Time variation in noise exposure is typically expressed in terms of the average energy 
over time (Leq), or alternatively, as a statistical description of the sound level that is exceeded 
over some fraction of a given period of time. For example, the L50 noise level represents the 
noise level that is exceeded 50 percent of the time. Half the time the noise level exceeds this 
level and half the time the noise level is less than this level. This level is also representative of 
the level that is exceeded 30 minutes in an hour. Similarly, the L8 and L25 represent the noise 
levels that are exceeded 8 and 25 percent of the time, respectively, or for 5 and 15 minutes 
during a I-hour period, respectively. 

Other values typically noted during a noise survey are the Lmin and Lmax· These values 
represent the minimum and maximum noise levels observed during a measurement period. 
Maximum and minimum noise levels, as compared to the Leq, are a function of the characteristics 
of the noise source. For example, sources such as compressors, generators, and transformers 
have maximum and minimum noise levels that are similar to their Leq levels since noise levels 
for steady-state noise sources do not substantially fluctuate. However, as another example, 
vehicular noise levels along local roadways result in substantially different minimum and 
maximum noise levels when compared to the Leq since noise levels fluctuate during pass by 
events. 

Although the A-weighted scale accounts for the range of people's response, and 
therefore, is commonly used to quantify individual event or general community sound levels, the 
degree of annoyance or other response effects also depends on several other perceptibility 
factors. These factors include: 

• Ambient (background) sound level; 

• Magnitude of sound event with respect to the background noise level; 

• Duration of the sound event; 

• Number of event occurrences and their repetitiveness; and 

• Time of day that the event occurs. 

Several methods have been devised to relate noise exposure over time to human response. 
A commonly used noise metric for this type of study is the Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL). The CNEL, originally developed for use in the California Airport Noise Regulation, 
adds a 5 dBA penalty to noise occurring during evening hours from 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M., and 
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a 10 dBA penalty to sounds occurring between the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 AM. to account 
for the increased sensitivity to noise events that occur during the quiet late evening and nighttime 
periods. Thus, the CNEL noise metric provides a 24-hour average of A-weighted noise levels at 
a particular location, with an evening and a nighttime adjustment, which reflects increased 
sensitivity to noise during these times of the day. 

b. Regulatory Framework 

Many government agencies have established noise standards and guidelines to protect 
citizens from potential hearing damage and various other adverse physiological and social effects 
associated with noise and ground-borne vibration. The City of Los Angeles has adopted a 
number of policies, which are based in part on federal and State regulations that are directed at 
controlling or mitigating environmental noise effects. City policies that are relevant to Project 
development and operation are discussed below. 

(1) City of Los Angeles Standards and Guidelines 

The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) (Section 41.40 and Chapter XI, Articles 1 
through 6) establishes regulations regarding allowable increases in noise levels in terms of 
established noise criteria. Supplementing these LAMC regulations, the City has also established 
CNEL guidelines that are used for land use planning purposes. 

(a) City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

The City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation establishes acceptable ambient sound levels to 
regulate intrusive noises (e.g., stationary mechanical equipment and vehicles other than those 
traveling on public streets) within specific land use zones. In accordance with the Noise 
Regulation limits for residential zones, a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing average 
ambient noise level at an adjacent property line is considered a noise violation. For purposes of 
determining whether or not a violation of the Noise Regulation is occurring, the sound level 
measurements of an offending noise that has a duration of five minutes or less during a one hour 
period is reduced by 5 dBA to account for people's increased tolerance for short-duration noise 
events. In cases where the actual measured ambient noise level is not known, the presumed 
daytime (7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) minimum ambient noise level for properties zoned residential 
is 50 dBA, while the nighttime (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 AM.) presumed minimum ambient noise level 
is 40 dBA. 47 The presumed daytime minimum ambient noise level for properties zoned 
commercial is 60 dBA, while the nighttime presumed minimum ambient noise level is 55 dBA. 

47 Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, Article I, Section 111. 03. 
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The City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation also limits noise from construction equipment 
within 500 feet of a residential zone to 75 dBA, measured at a distance of 50 feet from the 
source, unless compliance with this limitation is technically infeasible.48 The Noise Regulation 
prohibits construction noise between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through 
Friday and 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M. on Saturday, and does not allow construction noise on 
Sunday.49 

(b) City of Los Angeles CNEL Guidelines 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted local guidelines based, in part, on the community 
noise compatibility guidelines established by the State Department of Health Services for use in 
assessing the compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels. These 
guidelines are set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (Thresholds Guide) 
in terms of the CNEL. CNEL guidelines for specific land uses are classified into four categories: 
(1) "normally acceptable"; (2) "conditionally acceptable"; (3) "normally unacceptable"; and 
(4) "clearly unacceptable." As shown in Table 20 on page 243, a CNEL value of 70 dBA is the 
upper limit of what is considered a "normally acceptable" noise environment for business and 
professional commercial uses, although a CNEL as high as 77 dBA is considered "conditionally 
acceptable." For more sensitive uses such as single-family residential, the upper limit of what is 
considered "normally acceptable" is set at 60 dBA CNEL. 50 

c. Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The predominant noise source within the Project vicinity is roadway noise from the San 
Bernardino Freeway (I-10), the Golden State Freeway (I-5), and local thoroughfares such as 
Mission Road, Valley Boulevard, and Zonal Avenue. The Union Pacific railroad tracks that run 
adjacent to, and on the south side of, Valley Boulevard are another notable Project vicinity noise 
source. Other community noise sources include incidental noise from the existing commercial 
and medical uses, ambulance sirens, distant aircraft over-flights, and landscaping maintenance 
activities at nearby residential and commercial uses. 

48 In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Noise Regulations (Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 112. 05), 
'technically infeasible' means that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use of mujjlers, 
shields, sound barriers and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the operation of the 
equipment. 

49 Los Angeles Afunicipal Code, Section 41.40. 
50 L.A. C~EQA Thresholds Guide, Section I.2, 1998. 
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Table 20 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Land Use Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 50 to 60 55 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 
Homes 

Multi-Family Homes 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 50 to 70 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging-Motels, Hotels 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 50 to 70 Above 65 
Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 50 to 75 Above 70 
Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 to 70 67 to 75 Above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 50 to 75 70 to 80 Above 80 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 50 to 70 67 to 77 Above 75 
Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 50 to 75 70 to 80 Above 75 
Agriculture 

Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the 
design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning will normally suffice. 

Norrnallv Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be 
made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

Clearlv Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 1998. 

(1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the amount of 
n01se exposure and the types of activities typically involved at the receiver location. The 
Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 
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commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive land uses (sensitive receiver locations) in 
the Project vicinity are shown in Figure 25 on page 245, and include the following: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. This hospital/trauma center is located approximately 
500 feet southeast of Development Site C, on the south side of Zonal Avenue at 
Biggy Street. All other Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet 
(Development Site D) to 2,525 feet (Development Site E) from the LA County-USC 
Hospital. 

• USC University Hospital. The USC University Hospital is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 500 feet northwest of the hospital. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 825 feet (Development Site E) to 2,600 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC University Hospital. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). The USC HCC is located south and/or 
east of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 175 feet north-northwest of the HCC. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 525 feet (Development Site G) to 2,250 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC HCC. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II. The USC HCCII is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 375 feet north of the HCCII. All other Development Sites are 
approximately 600 feet (Development Site E) to 2,500 feet (Development Site C) 
from the USC HCCII. 

• Dohenv Eve Institute. The Doheny Eye Institute is located south and/or east of the 
seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located approximately 
325 feet north of the Doheny Eye Institute. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 500 feet (Development Site A) to 2, 150 feet (Development Site C) 
from the Doheny Eye Institute. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. The Francisco Bravo M.D. 
Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the Health Sciences Campus 
on the east side of Cornwell Street. Development Site A is located approximately 
875 feet north of this high school. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,500 feet (Development Site D) to 2,125 feet (Development Site C) 
from this High School campus location. 
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• Residential Neighborhood (A). Residential uses are situated on the eastern portion of 
the HSC, along Playground A venue. Development Site B is located approximately 
750 feet northwest of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 800 feet (Development Site E) to 3,075 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (B). A residential neighborhood is located east of Soto 
Street. Development Site E is located approximately 1,300 feet northwest of this 
residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,325 feet 
(Development Site B) to 3,250 feet (Development Site C) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (C). A residential neighborhood is located north of Main 
Street. Development Site C is located approximately 875 feet south of this residential 
area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,375 feet 
(Development Site G) to 2,000 feet (Development Site E) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (D). A residential neighborhood is located south of 
Marengo Street. Development Site C is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 
this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site D) to 3,550 feet (Development Site E) from this 
residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (E). A residential neighborhood is located north of 
Marengo Street. Development Site D is located approximately 1, 150 feet northwest 
of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1, 700 feet (Development Site A) to 2,600 feet (Development Site F) from this 
residential area. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. The Women and Children's Hospital is located 
south of Zonal Avenue. Development Site C is located approximately 375 feet 
northeast of this hospital use. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,225 feet (Development Site D) to 3,025 feet (Development Site E) away from this 
hospital use. 

• Nursing College. The Nursing College is located north of Mission Road. 
Development Site C is located approximately 475 feet southeast of this land use. All 
other Development Sites are located approximately 1,425 feet (Development Site D) 
to 2, 750 feet (Development Site E) away from this land use. 

• Hazard Park. Hazard Park is located south and/or east of the seven proposed 
Development Sites and is located south of Norfolk Street and east of San Pablo 
Street. Development Site A is located approximately 475 feet northwest of Hazard 
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Park. All other Development Sites are located approximately 825 feet (Development 
Site B) to 2,025 feet (Development Site C) from Hazard Park. 

• Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated 
from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to, and 
south of, Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult 
recreational programs including fishing in the lake within the park. Development 
Sites E and F are the nearest Project components to this sensitive land use, and are 
located approximately 475 and 550 feet south of Lincoln Park, respectively. All other 
Development Sites are located approximately 925 feet (Development Site B) to 
1,650 feet (Development Site D) from Lincoln Park. 

• Child Daycare Center. The Children's Daycare Center is located along Playground 
Avenue, south of Alcazar Street. Development Site B is located approximately 
900 feet east-northeast of this land use. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1, 125 feet (Development Site E) to 3,025 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this land use. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

A two-day continuous ambient sound measurement was conducted on Wednesday, 
June 9, and Thursday, June 10, 2004, to characterize the existing noise environment in the 
Project vicinity. The sound level meter was placed at the northwest corner of San Pablo Street 
and Eastlake Avenue, as depicted earlier in Figure 25 on page 245. A summary of the sound 
measurement data collected from this location is provided in Table 21 on page 248. As shown 
therein, the measured CNEL was 65.9 dBA and 64.9 dBA on the two measurement days. Based 
on the City of Los Angeles community noise/land use compatibility criteria provided earlier in 
Table 20 on page 243, this noise environment is considered "normally acceptable."51 

In addition to the two-day continuous sound measurement discussed above, short-term 
(15-minute) measurements were conducted at seven additional locations that are also depicted in 
Figure 25 on page 245. These seven locations were selected based on their proximity to noise 
sensitive receptor locations that are present within the area that may potentially be affected by 
proposed Project noise sources. In addition to the Leq (15-minute) noise level that is based on 
actual measurement data, Table 22 on page 249 also provides a forecast of CNELs for each 
location that was extrapolated by comparing the 15-minute measurement data collected at each 

51 Tlie Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2-l), Commercial-manufacturing (CM-I) and Public Facilities (PF-1), 
but would be developed with school and hospital uses. As such, the Project Site may be classified as 'Office 
Buildings, Business and Professional Commercial' or 'Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes' 
(cs·ee Table 20 on page 243). 
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Table 21 

SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA (dBA) a 

Daytime Hourly Nighttime Hourly 
Ambient L.9b Ambient L.9 

b 

Measurement Da;}'. Avg. Min. Max. Avg. Min. Max. CNEL Lmax Lmin 
Wednesday, June 9, 2004 61.2 57.2 64.2 58.8 55.l 61.9 65.9 64.2 55. l 
Thursday, June 10, 2004 60.2 57.3 62.2 57.9 61.9 54.7 64.9 62.2 54.7 

a Based on a continuous ambient sound measurement that was conducted on Wednesday, June 9, and Thursday, 
June 10, 200./, using a Larson-Davis 820 Type 1 Integrating Sound Level 1\/feter. l'vfeasurement location is 
depicted in Figure 25 on page 245, and noise measurement data is provided in Appendix E. 

b Per LAlvlC regulations, daytime hours are.from 7 A.M. to 10 P.M., and nighttime hours are from 10 P.M. to 7 A.A1. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 200./. 

measurement location with the two-day measurement data discussed previously, and making 
adjustments to account for site-specific noise conditions (i.e., nearby railroad tracks, major 
thoroughfares and ambulance sirens). 52 

To further characterize the area's noise environment, the CNEL generated by ex1stmg 
traffic on local roadways was established using roadway noise equations provided in the Caltrans 
Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) document and traffic volume data provided by the Project's 
traffic consultant. As indicated in Table 23 on page 250, the calculated CNEL for the analyzed 
roadway segments as a result of existing traffic volumes ranged from 52.4 dBA to 67.3 dBA at 
50 feet from the roadway right-of-way based on surface-street traffic volumes only. These noise 
levels are generally consistent with the measured noise levels discussed earlier and provided in 
Table 21. All land uses located near the Project Site, with the exception of Lincoln Park, which 
is located north of Valley Boulevard, are currently exposed to community noise levels from 
traffic (at the right-of-way) that are "normally acceptable" as categorized by the City of Los 
Angeles' Land Use Compatibility Matrix for Community Noise (refer to Table 20 on page 243). 
According to the roadway noise prediction model, a CNEL of 70.9 dBA occurs at the edge of 
Valley Boulevard adjacent to Lincoln Park. This CNEL is considered "normally unacceptable;" 
however, noise levels would be reduced at areas farther away from the edge of the park adjacent 
to Valley Boulevard. 

5
J Since all receptor locations are located ~within a relativeZv small geographical area and exposed to similar noise 

sources, namely local roadway traffic, it is possible to estimate the CNEL at each short-term monitoring location 
based on 48-hour data collected .from the long-term monitoring location and roadway traffic volume data 
provided in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed Project. 
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Table 22 

SUMMARY OF SHORT-TERM AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA (dBA) 

CNELb 
Measurement Locationa Start Time Duration Le~ (15-minute) (extrapolated) 

1. Zonal Ave. and Mission Road 12:28 P.M. 15 minutes 65.6 dBA 68.4 dBA 
2. L.A. County-USC Hospital 1:00 P.M. 15 minutes 74.3 dBA 67.5 dBA 
3. Bravo High School 1:25 P.M. 15 minutes 65.3 dBA 67.1 dBA 
4. Doheny Eye Institute/HCCI 2:25 P.M. 15 minutes 60.1 dBA 64.5 dBA 
5. Child Day Care 3:13 P.M. 15 minutes 58.4 dBA 63.0 dBA 
6. Soto St. north of Norfolk St. 3:35 P.M. 15 minutes 71.5 dBA 51.7 dBA 
7. Site F adjacent to Valley Blvd. 0 4:01 P.M. 15 minutes 79.7 dBA 79.0 dBA 

a lvleasurement locations are depicted in Figure 25 on page 245. 
Since all receptor locations are located within a relative~v small geographical area and exposed to similar noise 
sources, name~v local roadway traffic, the CNEL at each short-term monitoring location was calculated based 
on the 48-hour data collected from the long-term monitoring location and roadway traffic volume data provided 
in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed Project. 
The ambient noise environment at this location is heavily influenced by the railroad line that runs adjacent to 
Valley Boulevard 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 200./. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

a. Methodology 

(1) On-Site Construction Noise 

Construction noise impacts are evaluated by determining the noise levels generated by 
the different types of construction activity, calculating the construction-related noise level at 
nearby sensitive receptor locations, and comparing these construction-related noise levels to 
ambient noise levels (i.e., noise levels without construction noise). More specifically, the 
following steps were undertaken to calculate construction-period noise impacts: 

1. Ambient noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptor locations were determined 
from field measurements (See Table 21 and Table 22 on pages 248 and 249, 
respectively.); 

2. Noise levels for each construction phase were obtained from the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide; 
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Table 23 

PREDICTED EXISTING VEHICULAR TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

Noise 
Exposure Existing CNEL (dBA) at Referenced 

Adjacent Compatibility Distances from Roadway Right-of-WaI 

RoadwaI Segment Land Use CategorI Adjacent 50 Feet 100 Feet 
Valley Boulevard, West of San Pablo Park and Nonnally 70.8 67.2 65.3 
Street Commercial Unacceptable 
Valley Boulevard, East of San Pablo Park and Normally 70.9 67.3 65.4 
Street Commercial Unacceptable 
Alcazar Street, West of San Pablo Street Institutional Normally 61.9 57.2 55.0 

Acceptable 
Alcazar Street, East of San Pablo Street Institutional Normally 64.8 60.1 57.9 

Acceptable 
Eastlake Street, West of San Pablo Institutional Normally 61.2 56.5 54.3 
Street Acceptable 
Norfolk Street East of San Pablo Street Park and Normally 57.1 52.4 50.2 

Institutional Acceptable 
Zonal Avenue, between Mission Road Institutional Normally 69.3 64.6 62.4 
and Biggy Street Acceptable 
Zonal Avenue, between Biggy Street Institutional Normally 67.3 62.5 60.3 
and San Pablo Street Acceptable 
Zonal Avenue, East of San Pablo Street Institutional Normally 67.6 62.8 60.6 

Acceptable 
San Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street Commercial Normally 60.l 55.4 53.2 
and Valley Boulevard Acceptable 
San Pablo Street, between Institutional Normally 63.2 58.5 56.3 
Eastlake/Norfolk Street and Alcazar St Acceptable 
San Pablo Street, between Zonal Avenue Institutional Normally 63.3 58.6 56.4 
and Norfolk Street Acceptable 
Biggy Street, North of Zonal Avenue Institutional Normally 62.0 57.3 55. l 

Acceptable 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

3. Distances between construction site locations (noise source) and surrounding 
sensitive receptors were measured; 

4. The construction noise level was then calculated for sensitive receptor locations based 
on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation factor of 6.0 dBA for each 
doubling of distance; 

5. For each sensitive receptor location, the construction noise level obtained above from 
Step 4 was added to the ambient noise level described in Step l to calculate the 
construction noise impact in terms of an hourly Leg; and 
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6. Noise level increases were compared to the construction noise significance thresholds 
identified below. 

(2) Off-Site Roadway Noise (During Construction and Project Operations) 

Roadway noise impacts are evaluated using Caltrans' TeNS methodology using the 
roadway traffic volume data provided in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed 
Project. This methodology allows for the definition of roadway configurations, barrier 
information (if any), and receiver locations. Roadway-noise attributable to Project development 
is calculated and compared to baseline noise levels that would occur under the "No Project" 
condition. 

(3) Stationary Point-Source Noise (During Project Operations) 

Stationary point-source noise impacts are evaluated by identifying the noise levels 
generated by outdoor stationary noise sources such as rooftop mechanical equipment and loading 
dock activities, calculating the hourly Leq noise level from each noise source at surrounding 
sensitive receiver property line locations, and comparing such noise levels to ambient noise 
levels. More specifically, the following steps were undertaken to calculate outdoor stationary 
point-source noise impacts: 

1. Ambient noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptor locations were determined 
from field measurements (See Table 21 and Table 22 on pages 248 and 249, 
respectively); 

2. Mechanical equipment noise levels (hourly Leq) were estimated based on LAMC 
Noise Ordinance requirements; 

3. Distances between stationary n01se sources and surrounding sensitive receptor 
locations were measured; 

4. Stationary-source noise levels were then calculated for each sensitive receptor 
location based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation factor of 6.0 
dBA for each doubling of distance; 

5. For each surrounding sensitive receptor location, stationary-source noise levels 
obtained from Step 4 were added to the ambient noise level described in Step 1 to 
ascertain stationary-source noise impacts in terms of a hourly Leq; and 

6. Noise level increases were compared to the stationary source noise significance 
thresholds identified below. 
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b. Thresholds of Significance 

(1) Construction Noise 

Based on criteria set forth m the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 
(Thresholds Guide), the proposed Project would have a significant impact on noise levels from 
construction if: 

• Construction act1v1t1es lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient 
exterior noise levels by l 0 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a 3 month period would exceed 
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise 
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, 
before 8:00 A.M. or after 6 P.M. on Saturday, or at anytime on Sunday. 

(2) Noise from Project Operations 

Based on criteria set forth in the Thresholds Guide, the proposed Project would have a 
significant impact on noise levels from Project operations if: 

• The Project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected 
uses to increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the "normally unacceptable" or 
"clearly unacceptable" category (see Table 20 on page 243), or by 5 dBA in CNEL 
within the "normally acceptable" or "conditionally acceptable" category. 

• Project-related operational (i.e., non-roadway) noise sources increase ambient noise 
by 5 dBA, thus causing a violation of the City Noise Ordinance. 

c. Project Features 

The following Project Features have a potential to influence Project-related noise 
characteristics, and therefore, were taken into account during the analysis of potential Project 
impacts. 
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(1) Project Construction 

• The Project contractor(s) will equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with 
properly operating and maintained noise mufflers, consistent with manufacturers' 
standards. 

• All construction equipment would be stored on-site. 

• Construction hours for exterior construction and hauling activities will occur between 
the hours of 7:00 AM. and 9:00 P.M., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM. and 
6 P.M. on Saturday. 

(2) Project Operations 

• All mechanical equipment (e.g., air handling units, boiler, chiller, emergency 
generator, etc.) will be enclosed and designed to meet the requirements of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, Section 112.02, at the property line. 

• All outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas will be fully or partially enclosed 
such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and any adjacent noise 
sensitive land use would be obstructed. 

• All rooftop mechanical equipment would be enclosed or screened from view with 
parapet screening. 

d. Analysis of Project Impacts 

(1) Construction Noise 

(a) On-Site Construction Noise 

The proposed Project could result in the construction of up to 765,000 square feet of 
academic, medical research, and medical clinic space; and multi-story parking structures which 
could provide up to 2,800 parking spaces. Project development could also occur on up to seven 
Development Sites, over a 10-year time frame. Noise disturbances in those areas located 
adjacent to each of the seven Development Site locations can be expected during construction. 
These disturbances would occur during site preparation activities and the subsequent 
construction of on-site structures. 
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As with most construction projects, construction would require the use of a number of 
pieces of heavy equipment such as bulldozers, backhoes, cranes, loaders, and concrete mixers. 
In addition, both heavy- and light-duty trucks would be required to deliver construction materials 
to and export construction debris from each construction site. The maximum noise level 
generated by typical, individual pieces of construction equipment is provided in Table 24 on 
page 255. For example, as heavy-duty equipment passes near a Development Site boundary, the 
maximum noise level (Lmax) at a given moment would likely exceed 90 dBA for brief durations 
at land uses adjacent to the Development Site. However, as the equipment travels away from the 
property line boundary towards the center of the Development Site, the Lmax noise level along 
portions of adjacent property line boundaries would diminish considerably into dBA levels in the 
60s and 70s. 

Composite construction noise, the noise from multiple pieces of construction equipment 
working concurrently, is best characterized in a study conducted by Bolt, Beranek, and Newman 
for the USEPA (USEPA December 31, 1971). The study concluded that noise during the heavier 
initial periods of construction is generally about 86 dBA Leq when measured at a reference 
distance of 50 feet from the construction activity. This value takes into account both the number 
of pieces and spacing of the heavy equipment used in the construction effort. In later phases 
during building construction, noise levels are typically reduced from this value and the physical 
structures that are constructed often break up the line-of-sight noise transmission. The composite 
noise level for typical construction stages is provided in Table 25 on page 256. In order to 
present a conservative analysis, the 86 dBA noise level, the highest composite noise level, at a 
reference distance of 50 feet, was used to evaluate the proposed Project's construction noise 
impacts related to each of the seven Development Site locations. 

The timing and location of development would be determined based on the availability of 
funding sources. In order to provide a conservative analysis it is assumed that construction 
activity could occur on any of the seven Development Site locations at any time. Specifically, 
the maximum potential construction noise impact at each sensitive receptor location was 
calculated by assuming that all seven Development Sites could undergo concurrent construction 
activity. Table 25 on page 256 provides a summary of potential impacts that may occur at each 
of the 16 sensitive receptor locations. As demonstrated in Table 25, maximum Leq daytime noise 
level increases with proposed Project construction are expected to range from 0.2 dBA to 
16.6 dBA Leq (1-hour). These noise level estimates are based on distance attenuation and 5-dBA 
of barrier attenuation where intervening structures would break the line-of-sight between a 
Development Site and sensitive receptor location. As shown in Table 25, construction-period 
noise impacts would meet or exceed the 5-dBA significance criterion at six sensitive receptor 
locations (i.e., USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, Doheny Eye Institute, 
Women and Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park), and as such, impacts would be significant 
without the incorporation of mitigation measures. 
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Table 24 

MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS GENERATED BY TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Sound Levels at Maximum Engine Power with Mufflers 
dBA at Indicated Distance 

Ty~e of Egui~ment 25 feet 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 

Air Compressor 87 81 75 69 
Backhoe 91 85 79 73 
Backup Beep 91 85 79 73 
Concrete Mixer 91 85 79 73 
Crane. Mobile 89 83 77 71 
Dozer 86 80 74 68 
Grader 91 85 79 73 
Jack Hammer 94 88 82 76 
Loader 85 79 73 67 
Paver 95 89 83 77 
Pneumatic Tool 91 85 79 73 
Pump 82 76 70 64 
Roller 80 74 68 62 
Saw 84 78 72 66 
Scraper 94 88 82 76 
Tmck 97 91 85 79 
Minimum Sound Level 80 74 68 62 
Maximum Sound Level 97 91 85 79 

Assumes a drop-off rate of 6-dB per doubling of distance, which is appropriate for use in characterizing 
point-source (such as construction equipment) sound attenuation over a hard surface propagation path. 

Source: USE'PA, Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, Noise Control .fbr Buildings and Manufacturing Plants, 
1987; and PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

(b) Off-Site Construction Noise 

In addition to on-site construction noise, haul trucks, delivery trucks, and construction 
workers would require access to the site throughout the construction duration. While 
construction workers would arrive from many parts of the region, and thus different directions, 
haul trucks and delivery trucks would generally travel to the Project Site via Soto Street from the 
Interstate 10 Freeway. During soil export, haul trucks would use Alcazar Street, Soto Street and 
the Interstate 10 Freeway, which would avoid the Francisco Bravo Institute M.D. Magnet Senior 
High School during its hours of operation. Although residential uses are present on the east side 
of Soto Street, construction traffic would not be present during the noise-sensitive late evening 
and nighttime hours. As such, potential impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 
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Table 25 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT SUMMARY 

Distance and Barrier-Adjusted Construction Noise from Development Sites t 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
(1-hour) ~ (1-hour) ~ (1-hour) ~ (1-hour) Site (1-hour) ~ (1-hour) ~ (1-hour) Site 

66 dBA C 65 dBA D 54 dBA A 50 dBA G 49 dBA B 48 dBA F 47 dBA E 

66 dBA B 57 dBA E 55 dBA A 55 dBA G 54 dBA F 50 dBA D 47 dBA C 

76 dBA B 60 dBA G 65 dBA A 65 dBA E 63 dBA F 52 dBA D 48 dBA C 

68 dBA B 59 dBA E 63 dBA A 56 dBA G 60 dBA F 50 dBA D 47 dBA C 

64 dBA B 61 dBA A 59 dBA G 57 dBA E 56 dBA F 53 dBA D 48 dBA C 

56dBA 

57 dBA 

53 dBA 

56dBA 

51 dBA 

54dBA 

69dBA 

62dBA 

67 dBA 

66dBA 

57 dBA 

A 

B 

E 

c 
c 
D 

c 
c 
A 

F 

B 

54dBA 

57 dBA 

53 dBA 

52dBA 

50dBA 

50dBA 

53dBA 

52dBA 

57 dBA 

65dBA 

57 dBA 

D 

E 

B 

G 

D 

A 

D 

D 

B 

E 

E 

53dBA 

53 dBA 

50dBA 

52dBA 
46dBA 

50dBA 

49dBA 

49dBA 

56dBA 

61 dBA 

53dBA 

G 

A 

A 

F 
A 

c 
A 

G 

G 

B 

A 

52dBA 

53dBA 

50dBA 

51 dBA 

46dBA 

50dBA 

48dBA 

49dBA 

54dBA 

55dBA 

53dBA 

B 

F 

F 

D 
G 

G 

G 

A 

D 

G 

F 

50dBA 

52dBA 

49dBA 

50dBA 

45 dBA 

49dBA 

47 dBA 

48 dBA 
5,1 dBA 

52dBA 

52dBA 

E 

G 

G 

A 
B 

B 

F 

F 

E 

A 

G 

50dBA 

48 dBA 

47 dBA 

50dBA 

44dBA 

47 dBA 

46dBA 

47 dBA 

53dBA 

51 dBA 

48dBA 

F 

D 

D 

B 
F 

E 

B 

B 

F 

c 
D 

48dBA 

45 dBA 

45dBA 

49dBA 

44dBA 
47 dBA 

45dBA 

46dBA 

49dBA 

51 dBA 

45dBA 

c 
c 
c 
E 
E 

F 

E 

E 

c 
D 

c 

86 dBA at 50 foot reference distance, adjusted for distance attenuation and barrier insertion loss (Where applicable). Detailed assumptions are provided in Appendix D 
Based on ambient measurement data 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 
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76.6 dBA 
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67.7 dBA 

61.0dBA 
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58.6dBA 

60.6dBA 

56.l dBA 

58.6 dBA 

69.0dBA 

62.8 dBA 

67.9 dBA 

69.6dBA 

62.2 dBA 

Baseline Ambient 
Noisec 

74.3 dBA 

60.1 dBA 

60.1 dBA 

60.1 dBA 

60.1 dBA 

67.1 dBA 

63.0dBA 

71.SdBA 

65.6dBA 

60.0 dBA 

60.0dBA 

65.6 dBA 

65.6 dBA 

610dBA 

70.0 dBA 

63.0 dBA 

Ambient During 
Construction 

75.4 dBA 

67.9 dBA 
76.7 dBA 

70.8 dBA 

68.4 dBA 

68.1 dBA 

65.6dBA 

71.7 dBA 

66.8 dBA 

61.5 dBA 

62.4 dBA 

70.6dBA 

67.4 dBA 

68.7 dBA 

72.8 dBA 

65.6dBA 
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Increase Over 
Baseline 

11 dBA 

7.8 dBA 

16.6 dBA 

ICU dBA 

8.3 dBA 

l.OdBA 

2.6dBA 

0.2dBA 
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1.5 dBA 
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2.8 dBA 

2.6dBA 
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(2) Operation Noise (Post-Construction) 

This section provides a discussion of potential noise impacts related to the long-term 
operations of the proposed modifications to the Health Sciences Campus, following completion 
of construction, to neighboring noise-sensitive receiver locations. Specific noise sources 
considered herein include roadway noise; mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock 
and trash pick-up areas); parking facilities; and rooftop helipads. 

(a) Off-Site Roadway Noise 

According to the Project traffic study, included as Appendix B to this EIR, the proposed 
Project is expected to generate a maximum of 7,715 additional daily trips. The traffic volumes 
associated with these Project trips would have the potential to increase roadway noise levels on 
local roadways in and around the HSC area. Although parking for the proposed Project's 
7,715 daily trips could be accommodated for on any combination of Development Sites B, C, D, 
E, and F, the maximum roadway noise impact would result from consolidating trip ends (i.e., trip 
origins and destinations) to only one or two Development Site locations. Therefore, two parking 
options (Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2) were analyzed in order to ascertain 
maximum potential roadway noise impacts. Under all other parking scenarios, roadway noise 
impacts would be less since traffic volumes would be dispersed over a larger area. 

Parking Scenario No. 1 assumes that parking for the Project will be provided at the west 
end of campus, entirely on Development Site C. Access to the parking structure located within 
Development Site C would be provided via Zonal Avenue. Parking Scenario No. 2 assumes that 
parking for the Project would be provided at the northeastern end of campus, north of Alcazar 
Street within Development Sites E and/or F. Access to parking structure facilities located within 
Development Site E, should parking be located at this Development Site, would be provided via 
San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street, while access to parking within Development Site F would 
be provided only via San Pablo Street. 

Project traffic occurring under either parking option would represent a nominal increase 
in traffic over the total daily traffic traveling along the major thoroughfares within the Project 
vicinity. This increase in roadway traffic volumes was analyzed under both Parking Scenarios to 
determine if any traffic-related noise impacts would result from Project development. Table 26 
on page 258 and Table 27 on page 259 provides the calculated CNEL for analyzed roadway 
segments under Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2, respectively, for the following situations: 
existing conditions; future without development of the proposed Project; future with 
development of the proposed Project; the increase attributed to Project-generated traffic 
volumes; and the cumulative increase above existing noise levels. 
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Table 26 

PROJECT PARKING SCENARIO NO. 1 
ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS AT REPRESENTATIVE NOISE SENSITIVE LOCATIONS a 

Future (2015) Future (2015) 
Existing No Project with Project Project Cumulative 

Roadwav Segment dBACNEL dBACNEL dBACNEL Increment h Increment c 

Valley Boulevard, West 67.2 68.0 68.1 0.1 0.9 
of San Pablo Street 
Valley Boulevard, East of 67.3 68.0 68.2 0.2 0.9 
San Pablo Street 
Alcazar Street, West of 57.2 58.4 58.4 1.2 
San Pablo Street 
Alcazar Street, East of 60.1 61.5 61.7 0.2 1.6 
San Pablo Street 
Eastlake Street, West of 56.5 57.2 57.2 0.7 
San Pablo Street 
Norfolk Street, East of 52.4 55.0 55.0 2.6 
San Pablo Street 

Zonal Avenue, between 62.4 62.3 62.8 0.5 0.4 
Mission Road and Biggy 
Street 
Zonal Avenue, between 62.5 62.5 63.1 0.6 0.6 
Biggy Street and San 
Pablo Street 
Zonal A venue, East of 62.8 62.9 63.5 0.6 0.7 
San Pablo Street 
San Pablo Street, between 55.4 57.6 58.0 0.4 2.6 
Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard 
San Pablo Street, between 58.5 59.4 59.9 0.5 1.4 
Eastlake/Norfolk Street 
and Alcazar Street 
San Pablo Street, between 58.6 59.6 60.1 0.5 1.5 
Zonal A venue and 
Norfolk Street 
Biggy Street. North of 57.3 57.9 57.9 0.6 
Zonal Avenue 

a Exterior 24-hour c-:NEL noise levels. 
b Increase relative to traffic noise levels comparing.fi1ture (2015) Pre-Project conditions tojitture (2015) with 

development of the proposed Project. 
c Increase relative to traffic noise levels comparing existing conditions to.future (2015) with development of the 

proposed Project. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Table 27 

PROJECT PARKING SCENARIO NO. 2 
ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACTS AT REPRESENTATIVE NOISE SENSITIVE LOCATIONS a 

Future (2015) Future (2015) 
Existing No Project with Project Project Cumulative 

Roadwav Segment dBACNEL dBACNEL dBACNEL Increment b Increment 0 

Valley Boulevard, West 67.2 68.0 68.2 0.2 1.2 
of San Pablo Street 

Valley Boulevard, East of 67.3 68.0 68.1 0.1 0.8 
San Pablo Street 

Alcazar Street, West of 57.2 58.4 58.8 0.4 1.6 
San Pablo Street 

Alcazar Street, East of 60.1 61.5 62.1 0.6 2.0 
San Pablo Street 

Eastlake Street, West of 56.5 57.2 57.2 0.0 0.7 
San Pablo Street 

Norfolk Street, East of 52.4 55.0 55.0 0.0 2.6 
San Pablo Street 

Zonal Avenue, between 62.4 62.4 62.4 0.0 0.0 
Mission Road and Biggy 
Street 

Zonal Avenue, between 62.5 62.5 62.5 0.0 0.0 
Biggy Street and San 
Pablo Street 

Zonal A venue, East of 62.8 62.9 63.2 0.3 0.4 
San Pablo Street 

San Pablo Street, between 55.4 57.6 59.5 1.9 4.1 
Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard 

San Pablo Street, between 58.5 59.4 59.8 0.4 1.3 
Eastlake/Norfolk Street 
and Alcazar Street 

San Pablo Street, between 58.6 59.6 60.0 0.4 1.4 
Zonal A venue and 
Norfolk Street 

Biggy Street. North of 57.3 57.9 57.9 0.0 0.6 
Zonal Avenue 

a Exterior 24-hour c-:NEL noise levels. 
b Increase relative to traffic noise levels comparing.fi1ture (2015) Pre-Project conditions tojitture (2015) with 

development of the proposed Project. 
c Increase relative to traffic noise levels comparing existing conditions to.future (2015) with development of the 

proposed Project. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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Under Parking Scenario No. 1, the largest Project-related traffic noise impact is 
anticipated to occur along the segment of Zonal Avenue, between Biggy Street and San Pablo 
Street. Project-related traffic would add 1.0 dBA CNEL to this roadway segment. As the 
incremental Project-related traffic noise level increases at all other analyzed locations would be 
less than l.O dBA CNEL, and noise level increases are less than the 5-dBA CNEL significance 
threshold, the proposed Project's roadway noise impacts are considered less than significant 
under Parking Scenario No. I. 

Under Parking Scenario No.2, the largest Project-related traffic noise impact is 
anticipated to occur along the segment of San Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street and Valley 
Boulevard. Project-related traffic would add 1.9 dBA CNEL to this roadway segment. As the 
incremental Project-related traffic noise level increases at all other analyzed locations would be 
less than 1.9 dBA CNEL, and noise level increases are less than the 5-dBA CNEL significance 
threshold, the proposed Project's roadway noise impacts are considered less than significant 
under Parking Scenario No. 2. 

(b) Stationary Point-Source Noise 

This section considers potential noise impacts to neighboring noise-sensitive properties 
related to specific noise sources associated with the operation of the proposed modifications to 
the Health Sciences Campus. Such potential noise sources include: 

• Mechanical equipment rooms (e.g., boiler, chiller, and emergency generator); 

• Loading dock and trash/recycling areas; 

• Miscellaneous rooftop mechanical equipment; 

• Parking facility; and 

• Rooftop helipads. 

A discussion of each of these noise sources is provided below, followed by a discussion 
of the potential composite noise level increase (due to multiple noise sources on each 
Development Site) at each sensitive receptor location. 

(i) Mechanical Equipment Rooms 

With the exception of Development Site C (site of an up to 2,800-space parking facility), 
the six remaining Development Sites would require mechanical equipment such as boilers, 
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chillers, pumps, and emergency generators to support proposed structures. Such mechanical 
equipment is capable of generating high noise levels. However, project design features, detailed 
above in Section IV.E.2.c (Project Features), would ensure that all equipment noise levels 
comply with City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance requirements, for both daytime (65 dBA) and 
nighttime (60 dBA) operation at the property line. In addition, implementation of project design 
features would ensure that any noise level increase remains below the 5-dBA significance 
threshold. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

(ii) Loading Dock and Refuse CoHection/Recyding Areas 

With the exception of Development Site C (site of an up to 2,800-space parking facility), 
the six remaining Development Sites would all likely require a loading dock and refuse 
collection/recycling area, which is capable of generating a noise level as high as 75 dBA (50-foot 
reference distance). Most of the neighboring land uses and buildings present in areas that may 
potentially be affected by noise from such loading dock and refuse collection/recycling areas are 
located within the existing Health Sciences Campus. As such, through innovative site planning 
and project design features, the Applicant can be expected to avoid potential noise impacts so as 
not to excessively disturb its own adjacent operations, employees and tenants. The exceptions 
are the neighboring land uses that surround Developments Sites E and F to the north, east and 
west; and the land uses that are located north, west and south of Development Site D. 

Lincoln Park is located north of Development Sites E and F, and as such, could 
potentially be impacted by loading dock/refuse collection area noise. However, this area already 
experiences relatively high noise levels due to roadway traffic volumes along Valley Boulevard 
and railroad traffic along the Union Pacific tracks that run adjacent to Valley Boulevard. 
According to the noise measurement data provided earlier in Table 22 on page 249, this area 
currently experiences a daytime ambient noise level that periodically exceeds 75 dBA. 
Therefore, any noise that may emanate from loading dock/refuse collection areas would have a 
negligible impact on Lincoln Park because any such noise would be less than ambient noise 
levels. The areas located immediately east and west of Development Sites E and F consist of 
surface parking lot and/or outdoor storage area uses that are not noise sensitive. As such, 
potential impacts associated with the Project at neighboring land uses that surround Development 
Sites E and F would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The areas located immediately north and west of Development Site D consist of Juvenile 
Hall uses that could potentially be impacted by nearby loading dock/refuse collection area 
activities since such noise levels (i.e., 75 dBA at 50-foot reference distance) would be clearly 
perceptible in comparison to the ambient noise level of approximately 65 dBA at this location. 
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As such, potential impacts to these areas may be significant without incorporation of mitigation 
measures. 

(iii) Miscellaneous Rooftop Equipment 

Individual air handling units and exhaust fans would be located on building rooftops in 
order to provide for ventilation and air circulation. Parapet screens would shield/enclose all such 
rooftop equipment. Project design features, detailed above in Section IV.E.2.c. (Project 
Features), would ensure that rooftop equipment noise levels at each Development Site location 
comply with City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance requirements, for both daytime (65 dBA) and 
nighttime (60 dBA) operation at the nearest adjacent property line. In addition, implementation 
of the project design features identified above would ensure that any noise level increase remains 
below the 5-dBA significance threshold. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

(iv) Parking Facility Noise Levels 

Various noise events would also occur within the proposed parking structures and surface 
parking lots. The activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming of car doors, engine 
revs, and tire squeals would occur periodically. A summary of maximum noise levels related to 
typical parking facility noise events is provided in Table 28 on page 263. Automobile 
movements would comprise the most continuous noise source and would generate a noise level 
of approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. Car alarm and horn noise events, which 
generate maximum noise levels as high as 69 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, would occur 
less frequently. The composite noise level of 60 dBA Leg (I-hour) at a reference distance of 
50 feet was used to represent the average parking facility-generated noise level. 

With the exception of Development Sites A and G, a multi-level parking facility or 
surface parking lots could be constructed on any of the remaining Development Site locations. 
As such, potential noise impacts were evaluated at the neighboring land uses that surround 
Development Sites B, C, D, E and F. As shown in Table 29 on page 263, the maximum parking 
facility-related noise level increase at any neighboring land use would be 2.9 dBA (50-foot 
reference distance), which could occur in the areas immediately surrounding Development 
Site B. At distances greater than 50 feet, the noise level increase would be less due to sound
distance attenuation. As potential noise level increases would be less than the 5-dBA 
significance threshold at areas adjacent to all potential Development Site locations, impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 28 

TYPICAL MAXIMUM NOISE LEVEL FROM INDIVIDUAL 
PARKING STRUCTURE-RELATED NOISE EVENTS 

Maximum 1-Hour Leq 
Reference Reference Sound Level at Frequency of Noise Level at 

Source Sound Level" Distance 50 Feet b Occurrence 50 Feet 
Automobile at 14 mph 65dBA 25 feet 59dBA 50 percent 56dBA 
Car Alarm 75dBA 25 feet 69dBA l percent 49dBA 
Car Horn 75dBA 25 feet 69dBA 0.5 percent 46dBA 
Door Slam 70dBA 25 feet 64dBA 5 percent 51 dBA 
Tire Squeal 80dBA 10 feet 70dBA 10 percent 56dBA 
Composite Leq (1-hour) 60dBA 

a Reference noise levels are based on actual measurement data. 
b Since parking structure-related noise is more akin to a point-source, rather than a line-source, the 6-dBA per 

doubling of distance attenuation factor was used to distance-adjust all reference noise levels. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004. 

Table 29 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS RELATED TO PARKING FACILITY NOISE AT ADJACENT LAND USES 

Adjacent Baseline Ambient Ambient with Adjacent Potential Increase Over 
Develo~ment Site Noise Level Parking Facility Baseline Noise Level 

Site B 60.2 dBA 63.l dBA 2.9 dBA 
Site C 60.6 dBA 63.3 dBA 2.7 dBA 
Site D 69.3 dBA 69.8 dBA 0.5 dBA 
Site E 74.7 dBA 74.8 dBA 0.1 dBA 
Site F 74.7 dBA 74.8 dBA 0.1 dBA 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 200./. 

(v) Rooftop Helipad Noise Levels 

The proposed Project may include one or more buildings that would require an 
emergency helipad pursuant to LAMC requirements. 53 As such, these helipads would be used for 
emergency purposes only. Due to infrequent and the emergency nature of such a use, adverse 
noise impacts related to helipad uses would be less than significant. 

53 City of Los Angeles A1unicipal Code Section 57.118.12 requires that buildings over 75feet in height be equipped 
with an emergency helipad. 
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(vi) Composite Noise Level Impacts from Proposed Project Operations 

The potential composite noise level noise impact at each sensitive receptor location was 
evaluated by assuming that each of the seven Development Site locations would generate a 
steady-state equivalent noise level of 70 dBA at a 50-foot reference distance. This 70 dBA (per 
Development Site) composite noise level would account for each of the individual noise sources 
(i.e., mechanical equipment, loading dock/refuse collection areas, parking facility, etc.) present 
on each Development Site. 

Table 30 on page 265 provides a summary of potential impacts that may occur at each of 
the 16 sensitive receptor locations. As demonstrated in Table 30, maximum Leg daytime noise 
level increases with proposed Project construction are expected to range from 60.0 dBA to 
74.3 dBA Leg (I-hour). These noise level estimates take into account distance attenuation and 
5-dBA of barrier attenuation where intervening structures would break the line-of-sight between 
a Development Site and sensitive receptor location. As shown in Table 30, operations-period 
composite noise level impacts would not exceed the 5-dBA significance criterion at any sensitive 
receptor locations, and as such, impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures 
would be required. 

(3) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding noise analysis addresses potential impacts during Project construction and 
operations. The construction noise analysis forecasts potential impacts attributable to 
construction equipment operating within each of the seven proposed Development Sites, as well 
as potential off-site noise impacts attributable to construction worker travel to and from the 
Development Sites, the delivery of construction materials, and travel by haul trucks. The 
analysis of potential post-construction noise impacts addresses off-site roadway noise 
attributable to the vehicle trips that would be generated by the Project and stationary noise 
sources that could occur within each of the seven proposed Development Sites (e.g., mechanical 
equipment rooms, loading docks, refuse collection/recycling areas, miscellaneous rooftop 
equipment, parking facilities, and rooftop helipads). 

The Project, as proposed, provides flexibility with regard to the types and quantities of 
the various uses that could be developed as part of the Project. The preceding noise analysis is 
based on the development of 765,000 square feet of academic and/or medical-related uses (i.e., 
720,000 square feet of academic and support facilities and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic 
uses). Under the proposed Project, the amount of academic and/or medical research facilities 
could be reduced by as much as 255,000 square feet, while the amount of medical clinic facilities 
could be increased by as much as 75,000 square feet. Under this scenario, a total of 
585,000 square feet of academic and medical research facilities would be developed. These 
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variations would allow flexibility in the Project's land use mix in order to respond to the future 
needs and demands of the HSC, the southern California economy, and changes in Project 
requirements. 

While the exchange of uses would result in varying amounts of development (i.e., 
between 585,000 and 765,000 square feet), the range of permitted uses would be the same. As 
such the types of potential noise impacts would be the same regardless of the amount of 
development that is actually constructed. The construction noise analysis presented above 
provides a conservative forecast of potential construction noise levels since it analyzes noise 
impacts at each receptor location based on concurrent construction at all seven Development 
Sites. This conservative assumption could occur if Project development consisted of 
585,000 square feet, 765,000 square feet, or any amount in between. As the construction noise 
analysis is based on the amount of construction equipment operating at each site, the noise 
impacts attributable to 765,000 square feet of development would not be exceeded if less than 
765,000 square feet of development occurs. However, if less than 765,000 square feet of 
development occurs, less construction would result in a shorter construction period. As the 
analysis is based on daily noise levels, the construction noise impacts under peak conditions 
would be the same regardless of the duration of construction and/or the total amount of 
development that occurs. Therefore the conclusions presented above with regard to construction 
noise impacts based on the development of 765,000 square feet of development would also apply 
to all of the potential additional development scenarios that could occur under the proposed 
Project. As such, on-site construction noise impacts under all of the additional development 
scenarios would meet or exceed the 5-dBA significance criterion at six sensitive receptor 
locations (i.e., USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, Doheny Eye Institute, 
Women and Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park). Based on this noise level increase, on-site 
construction noise impacts would be significant without the incorporation of mitigation 
measures. While this conclusion applies to on-site construction activities, potential off-site 
construction impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

While the noise sources during Project operations would be different than during Project 
construction, the same conclusion applies with regard to the impacts of less than 765,000 square 
feet of development (i.e., impacts would be equal to or less than those forecasted to occur with 
765,000 square feet of development). This results because the number of vehicle trips 
attributable to the Project would not be greater than those that would occur should 
765,000 square feet of development occur and the impacts of on-site stationary sources would be 
less than or equal to those occurring with 765,000 square feet of development since the 
characteristics that determine the noise levels from the individual stationary noise sources are not 
anticipated to increase with a reduction in the amount of development. Based on these 
conclusions, implementation of any additional development scenario would result in operational 
noise impacts that are less than significant. 
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3. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

All of the identified related projects have been considered for the purposes of assessing 
cumulative noise impacts. The potential for noise impacts to occur are specific to the location of 
each related project as well as the cumulative traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 

(1) Construction Noise 

Of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the proposed Project study 
area, there are 9 related projects that have not already been built or are currently under 
construction. With the exception of the USC HNR T building that is currently under 
construction, the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of the related projects, 
and as such, any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects 
would be entirely speculative. Construction-period noise for the proposed Project and each 
related project (that has not already been built) would be localized. In addition, it is likely that 
each of the related projects would have to comply with the local noise ordinance, as well as 
mitigation measures that may be prescribed pursuant to CEQA provisions that require significant 
impacts to be reduced to the extent feasible. 

Three nearby related projects (i.e., the Los Angeles County Medical Center, Tenet Acute 
Care Tower, and USC HNRT) currently under construction are either on or immediately adjacent 
to the USC Health Sciences Campus. If these projects are still under construction during 
proposed Project construction, noise-sensitive uses on or adjacent to the HSC (e.g., LA County
USC Hospital) may experience a marginal noise level increase during construction due to 
concurrent construction. However, each project would be required to comply with the local 
noise ordinance, and mitigate impacts to the extent feasible. Nevertheless, since noise impacts 
due to construction of the proposed Project would be significant on its own, noise impacts due to 
construction of the proposed Project in combination with any of the related projects would also 
be significant. 

(2) Long-Term Operations 

Each of the 14 related projects that have been identified within the general Project 
vicinity would generate stationary-source and mobile-source noise due to ongoing day-to-day 
operations. The related projects are of a residential, retail, commercial, or institutional nature 
and these uses are not typically associated with excessive exterior noise; however, each project 
would produce traffic volumes that are capable of generating a roadway noise impact. As 
discussed previously, traffic volumes from the proposed Project and 14 related projects, 
combined with ambient growth traffic, were evaluated and presented previously in Table 26 on 
page 258. Cumulative traffic volumes would result in a maximum increase of 2.6 dBA CNEL 
along San Pablo Street, between Alcazar Street and Valley Boulevard. As this noise level 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 267 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0027085 



EM25718 

IV.E Noise 

increase would be below the more conservative 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold, roadway 
noise impacts due to cumulative traffic volumes would be less than significant. 

Due to Los Angeles Municipal Code provisions that limit stationary-source noise from 
items such as roof-top mechanical equipment and emergency generators, noise levels would be 
less than significant at the property line for each related project. For this reason on-site noise 
produced by any related project would not be additive to Project-related noise levels. As such, 
stationary-source noise impacts attributable to cumulative development would be less than 
significant. 

4. MITIGATION MEASURES 

a. Construction 

As noise associated with on-site construction activity would have the potential to result in 
a significant impact, the following measure is prescribed to minimize construction-related noise 
impacts: 

Mitigation Measure E-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading, excavation, haul route, 
foundation, or building permits, the Applicant shall provide proof satisfactory 
to the Department of Building and Safety and Planning Department that all 
construction documents require contractors to comply with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.40 which requires all construction and demolition 
activity located within 500 feet of a residence to occur between 7:00 AM. and 
6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, 
and that a noise management plan for compliance and verification has been 
prepared by a monitor retained by the Applicant. At a minimum, the plan 
shall include the following requirements: 

1. Pile drivers used in proximity to sensitive receptors shall be equipped with 
noise control having a minimum quieting factor of 10 dB(A); 

2. Loading and staging areas must be located on site and away from the most 
noise-sensitive uses surrounding the site as determined by the Department 
of Building and Safety; 

3. Program to maintain all sound-reducing devices and restrictions 
throughout the construction phases; 

4. An approved haul route authorization that avoids noise-sensitive land uses 
to the maximum extent feasible; and 
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5. Identification of the noise statutes compliance/verification monitor, 
including his/her qualifications and telephone number(s). 

b. Operations 

Portions of the Los Angeles County Juvenile Hall property that abuts Development 
Site D to the north and west could potentially be exposed to noise level increases that exceed the 
5-dBA significance threshold if a loading dock/refuse collection area is located on Development 
Site D. As such, the following mitigation is prescribed: 

Mitigation Measure E-2: If a loading dock/refuse collection area is proposed to be 
located on Development Site D, the Applicant shall be required to submit 
evidence, prior to the issuance of building permits for Development Site D, 
that is satisfactory to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety that noise level increases do not cause the baseline ambient noise level 
to increase beyond the 5-dBA significance threshold at any adjacent property 
line. This mitigation measure does not apply to development that may occur 
on Development Sites A, B, C, E, F, and G. 

5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

a. Construction 

Most of the land uses present in areas that may potentially be affected by noise during 
construction are located within the existing Health Sciences Campus. As such, the Applicant can 
be expected to schedule construction activities so as to minimize impacts on its own adjacent 
operations, employees and tenants. 

The mitigation measure recommended in this section would reduce the noise levels 
associated with construction activities to some extent. However, these activities would continue 
to substantially increase the daytime noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive uses by more than the 
5-dBA significance threshold. As such, noise impacts during construction would be considered 
significant and unavoidable, and certification of this EIR by the City of Los Angeles would 
require the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

b. Operations 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure E-2 described above, Project development 
would not result in any significant noise impacts during long-term operations. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. UTILITIES 

1. WATER SUPPLY 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This section is based on the technical report, U5JC Health Science Campus Water 
Infrastructure, prepared by KPFF Consulting Engineers (April 6, 2005). The KPFF technical 
report is contained in Appendix F-1.1 of this Draft EIR. This section addresses the potential 
impacts of the Project on the water supply and water distribution infrastructure systems. This 
analysis estimates domestic water demands of the Project and compares this demand to existing 
and planned water supply sources and conveyance facilities. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Regulatory Framework 

(1) State Level 

Title 20 of the California Administrative Code, (CAC) Section 1604, establishes 
efficiency standards (i.e., maximum flow rates) for all new showerheads, lavatory faucets, and 
sink faucets, and prohibits the sale of fixtures that do not comply with the regulations. 

Other applicable State water conservation laws include: 

• Health and Safety Code Section 17921.3 requires all new buildings, as of January 1, 
1983, to install water conservation water closets, as defined by American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) Standard A112.19.2, and urinals and associated 
flushometer valves that use less than an average of 1. 5 gallons per flush. 

• Title 20, CAC, Section l 604(f) establishes efficiency standards that give the 
maximum flow rate of all new showerheads, lavatory and sink faucets, as specified in 
ANSI Al 12.18. IM-1979. 

• Title 20, CAC, Section 1606(b) prohibits the sale of fixtures that do not comply with 
regulations. 
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• Title 24, CAC, Section 2-5307(b) prohibits the installation of fixtures unless the 
manufacturer has certified compliance with the flow rate standards. 

• Title 24, CAC, Section 2-5352(i) and (j) address pipe insulation requirements that can 
reduce water used before hot water reaches fixtures. 

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act requires every municipal water 
supplier who serves more than 3,000 customers or provides more than 3,000 acre-feet per year 
(AF/yr) of water to prepare and adopt an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). UWMPs are 
required to include estimates of past, current, and projected potable and recycled water use, 
identify conservation and reclamation measures currently in practice, describe alternative 
conservation measures, and provide an urban water shortage contingency plan. 

Under Senate Bill 610 (Costa), an urban water supplier (e.g., the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power [LADWP]) is responsible for the preparation and periodic 
updating of an UWMP that must describe the water supply projects and programs that may be 
undertaken to meet the total water use of the service area. If groundwater is identified as a 
source of water available to the supplier, Senate Bill 610 requires additional information to be 
included in the UWMP such as: (1) a groundwater management plan; (2) a description of the 
groundwater basin(s) to be used and the water use adjudication rights, if any; (3) a description 
and analysis of groundwater use in the past five years; and (4) a discussion of the sufficiency of 
the groundwater that is projected to be pumped by the supplier. Similarly, Assembly Bill 901 
requires UWMPs to contain information specifically pertaining to the quality of water supply 
sources. In addition to requirements related to UWMPs, Senate Bill 610 recognizes the need to 
link water supply and land use planning as currently required by Section 10910 of the Water 
Code. Under certain circumstances, a city or county is required to request in conjunction with a 
development project a water supply assessment containing specific information from the water 
service provider. Under SB 610, it is the responsibility of the water service provider to prepare a 
water supply assessment requested by a city or county for any "project" defined by 
Section 10912 of the Water Code that is subject to CEQA. The bill prescribes a timeframe 
within which a public water system is required to submit the assessment to the city or county and 
authorizes the city or county to seek a writ of mandamus to compel the public water system to 
comply with the requirements relating to the submission of the assessment. If the provider 
determines that water supplies are, or will be, insufficient, plans must be submitted for acquiring 
additional water supplies. Additionally, the bill requires a city or county to include the water 
supply assessment and other pertinent information in any environmental document prepared 
(e.g., EIR) for the project pursuant to the act. LADWP, as a water service supplier, has 
incorporated the provisions of SB 610 into its water supply planning process. Under Senate 
Bill 610, a water supply assessment must be evaluated and approved for larger projects (i.e., 
residential projects with more than 500 dwelling units, shopping centers employing more than 
1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space, or commercial office 
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buildings employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor 
space). The approved water supply assessment, which evaluates the quality and reliability of 
existing and projected water supplies, as well as alternative sources of water supply and how 
they would be secured if needed, must be incorporated into the EIR for individual projects. 
Based on the quantity of development proposed, a water supply assessment for the Project was 
prepared and certified by the LADWP. 

(2) Local Level 

The LADWP is the water purveyor serving the Project area. In recent years, conservation 
has become an important element of managing the water supplies of Southern California. The 
California Urban Water Management Planning Act requires water suppliers, such as the 
LADWP, to develop water management plans every five years to identify short-term and long
term water demand management so as to meet growing water demands during normal, dry, and 
multi-dry years. The plan includes descriptions of conservation efforts and alternative sources of 
water, including recycling. 

Details of the LADWP efforts to promote efficient use and management of its water 
resources are contained in its Year 2000 Urban Water Management Plan. The Fiscal Year 2003-
2004 Annual Update provides an update for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2004. For the Fiscal 
Year ending June 30, 2004, LADWP supplied 690,450 acre-feet of water, a 4 percent increase 
over Fiscal Year 2003. The Annual Update for Fiscal Year 2002 indicates that even higher 
levels of annual water demand occurred in the late 1980s. 

The Fiscal Year 2003-2004 Report, available over the internet, confirms that LADWP is 
providing for future growth in population in its service area and in providing for the increase in 
the demand for water. The plan for meeting the increasing demand for water relies on 
conservation measures, increased use of recycled water, as well as reliance on the three primary 
sources of water to the City, the Los Angeles Aqueduct, local groundwater, and water purchases 
from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). According to the Fiscal Year 2003-2004 Report, 
"LADWP has met the immediate water needs of its customers and is well-positioned to continue 
to do so in the future. However, LADWP will continue to rely upon its investments in MWD to 
meet future needs that exceed its own water resources." 

The City of Los Angeles has also pursued water conservation measures, including the 
following strategies: 

• Protect existing water supplies from contamination and clean up groundwater 
supplies; 
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• Pursue cost-effective water conservation and recycling projects to increase supply 
reliability and offset increases in water demand due to growth; 

• Seek outside funding to offset capital investments needed to develop alternative 
supplies such as conservation and recycling projects and resource management 
programs; and 

• Maintain the structural integrity of the Los Angeles Aqueduct and in-City water 
distribution systems. 

In order to reduce the impact of potential supply deficiencies, the Los Angeles City 
Council has enacted ordinances mandating measures to reduce water consumption. Ordinance 
Nos. 163,532 and 164,093, enacted in 1988, with subsequent amendments, require new buildings 
to install all low-flush toilets and urinals (1.5 gallons per flush) in order to obtain building 
permits. Ordinance No. 163,532 also contained provisions requiring xeriphytic (low-water 
consumption) landscaping. This was superseded by Ordinance No. 170,978, which was 
approved by the City Council in April 1996 and has been in place since July 12, 1996. 
Ordinance No. 170,978 is a comprehensive landscape ordinance that applies to all projects 
except single-family dwellings that create 2,000 sq.ft., or more, of non-permeable surface. The 
Ordinance replaces the blanket requirement for xeriscape with "Water Management." Although 
a xeriscape point system chart is still used, it has been slightly augmented by increased choices 
as well as strengthened so that projects have to propose and document substantive water 
conserving features and techniques. The measures described in the above-mentioned ordinances 
are considered baseline conditions. 

b. Existing Conditions 

(1) Water System Capacity 

The water needs of the City of Los Angeles are served by Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (DWP). This public utility obtains its water supplies from three major sources: 
(1) the Owens Valley and the Mono basin on the east side of the Sierra Nevada Mountains via 
the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA); (2) Northern California and Colorado River imports from the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD); and (3) local groundwater basins, 
including the San Fernando, Sylmar, Central Coast and West Coast Basins. In addition to these 
sources, some wastewater within the LADWP service area is reclaimed for reuse for irrigation, 
industrial use, and groundwater recharge. 

The LADWP water infrastructure is a combined domestic and fire water supply system 
that is an integrated network of pipelines located in City streets. At present, Development 
Sites A, B, C, D, and E are parking lots and require water for irrigation purposes only. 
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Development Site F is a vacant lot and is assumed to have a limited water demand. 
Development Site G is the location for The Center for Health Professionals (CHP) and is the 
only developed site in the proposed Project development area with an existing water demand, 
although Project development is anticipated to be in addition to, rather than replace, existing 
CHP uses. 

City water mains in the area have been designed to meet Fire Department fire flow 
requirements, which are based on land use. 

(2) Water Service for the Seven Development Sites 

The water system maintained by the LADWP includes water mains in San Pablo Street 
Alcazar Street, Eastlake Avenue, Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue. Table 31 on page 275 
provides an inventory of available water lines that are located adjacent to the proposed 
Development Sites. City water lines are designed to meet fire flow requirements established by 
the Fire Department according to land use, as these demands exceed the corresponding demand 
for potable water. As the water lines serve one or more Development Sites, the analysis 
presented in this section is organized by water line rather than by Development Site. 

(a) Water Service in Eastlake Avenue 

A 10-inch water main is located in Eastlake Avenue, located 22 feet east of Eastlake 
Avenue's west right-of-way. The 10-inch line then offsets to approximately 15 feet and shifting 
to the western side of the right-of-way as the street curves toward San Pablo Street. After the 
curve is completed, the line then offsets to 21 feet north of Eastlake Avenue's south right-of-way 
line. 

(b) Water Service in San Pablo Street 

Two 16-inch water mains are located in San Pablo Street. One is located 21 feet east of 
San Pablo Street's west right-of-way and the other is located 17 feet to the east of San Pablo 
Street's west right-of-way line. The main located 21 feet east of San Pablo Street serves 
Development Sites A and B and the main located 17 feet east of San Pablo Street serves 
Development Sites E and F. 

(c) Water Service in Alcazar Street 

Three water service lines are located in Alcazar Street, including two 8-inch lines located 
15 feet north of Alcazar Street's south right-of-way, and a 6-inch diameter main, located 18 feet 
north of Alcazar Street's south right-of-way. The 6-inch line serves Development Site G and the 
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Table 31 

SUMMARY OF NEARBY WATER SERVICE LINES 

Diameter" ROW Year Development Sites 
Street (inches) Pi~e Material Location b Constructed Potentiallv Served 

Eastlake Avenue 10 Ductile Iron 22' E/W 1910 A&G 
San Pablo Street 16 Ductile Iron 21' E/W 1992 A,B,E&F 
San Pablo Street 16 Ductile Iron 17' N/S 1993 A,B,E&F 
Alcazar Street 6 Ductile Iron 18' N/S 1984 G 
Alcazar Street 8 Ductile Iron 15' N/S 1992 B&E 
Alcazar Street 8 Ductile Iron 15' N/S 1966 B&E 
Biggy Street 12 Ductile Iron 20' SIN 1952 D 
Zonal Avenue 12 Ductile Iron 16' SIN 1977 c 

Distance of the street right-of-way (ROW) line, e.g., the JO-inch main in Eastlake Avenue is located 22 feet east 
of Eastlake A venue's west right-of-way line. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, lvlay 2005. 

8-inch water service lines serve Development Sites B and E. The 8-inch line offsets to 18 feet, 
north of Alcazar Street's south right-of-way line, as the line approaches San Pablo Street. 

( d) Water Service in Biggy Street 

One 12-inch diameter water line is located m Biggy Street, 20 feet south of Biggy 
Street's north right-of-way line. 

(e) Water Service in Zonal Avenue 

One 12-inch diameter water line is located in Zonal Avenue, 16 feet south of Zonal 
Avenue's north right-of-way line. 

(3) Fire Hydrants Serving the Seven Development Sites 

(a) Fire Hydrants for Development Site A 

Development Site A is served by five City of Los Angeles fire hydrants. These include 
one hydrant and one double hydrant on the east side of Eastlake Avenue; two double hydrants on 
the south side of Norfolk A venue, and one double hydrant on the east side of San Pablo Street. 
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(b) Fire Hydrants for Development Site B 

Four City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site B. Two hydrants are located on San Pablo Street; one on the east side of San Pablo Street, 
approximately 205 feet south of Development Site B, and the other on the west side of San Pablo 
Street, approximately 200 feet northwest of Development Site B. The other two hydrants are 
located on Alcazar Street; one directly adjacent to the northwest corner of Development Site B, 
and one located approximately 50 feet to the east of Development Site B. 

(c) Fire Hydrants for Development Site C 

Three City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located on Zonal Avenue in close proximity 
to Development Site C. Two hydrants are located directly adjacent to Development Site C on the 
north side of Zonal Avenue and one is directly across the street from Development Site C. 
Another fire hydrant is located approximately 310 feet north of Biggy Street and three more are 
located on the northwest, southwest, and southeast corners of Zonal A venue and Mission Road. 

( d) Fire Hydrants for Development Site D 

Three City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site D. Two hydrants are located on the north side of Biggy Street approximately 110 feet east 
and 100 feet south of Development Site D. A third hydrant is located on the west side of Zonal 
Avenue, approximately 150 feet southwest of Development Site D. 

(e) Fire Hydrants for Development Site E 

Five City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site E. Three hydrants are located directly across from Development Site E on the south side of 
Alcazar Street and two are located directly across from Development Site E on the east side of 
San Pablo Street. 

(f) Fire Hydrants for Development Site F 

Two City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site F. One is located adjacent to Development Site F on San Pablo Street and one is located 
approximately 40 feet south of Development Site F on the west side of San Pablo Street. 
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(g) Fire Hydrants for Development Site G 

Five City of Los Angeles fire hydrants are located in close proximity to Development 
Site G. Development Site G is located adjacent to one hydrant on Alcazar Street. One hydrant is 
located approximately 135 feet east of Development Site G on the southeast comer of the 
intersection of San Pablo and Alcazar Streets. A fire hydrant is also located on the west side of 
San Pablo Street, approximately 200 feet north of Development Site G and another is located on 
the east side of San Pablo Street, approximately 240 south of Development Site G. A fifth fire 
hydrant is located approximately 170 feet west of Development Site G on the west side of 
Eastlake Avenue near the intersection with Alcazar Street. 

3. PROJECT IMP ACTS 

a. Methodology 

Water generation factors are based on LADWP factors for specific types of land uses as 
provided in the Project's water supply assessment. Consumption factors are generally multiplied 
by the proposed land use and occupancy expectations of the facilities (days of operation). The 
highest flow rate during the year is during the peak hour of the maximum day, normally called 
the peak hour demand. Water generation factors also address outdoor use, which comprises 
approximately 28 percent of consumption for institutional and medical clinic uses such as those 
included in the proposed Project. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

Based on the criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the 
proposed Project would have a significant impact if: 

• The total estimated water demand for the Project at buildout would exceed available 
supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities (i.e., water infrastructure); or 

• The Project would exceed the projected employment, housing, or population growth 
projections of the applicable Community Plan as assumed in the planning for future 
water infrastructure needs. 
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c. Project Design Features 

The Proposed Project would implement water conservation methods such as ultra low
flow toilets, low-flow showerheads, low-flow fixtures and water saving appliances, as required 
by existing regulations. 

d. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction 

During construction, water would be used for dust suppression, the mixing and pouring 
of concrete, and other construction-related activities. The majority of water use during 
construction would be associated with dust suppression of excavated sites. This is generally 
performed by water trucks which derive non-potable water from offsite sources. As such, the 
impact on treated water from the DWP would be incrementally small and the impact on adjacent 
water conveyance systems would not occur. As such, no significant impact is anticipated to 
occur due to Project construction activities because the water demands associated with 
construction activities would not exceed available supplies or distribution infrastructure. 

The Project anticipates the construction of two lateral service lines to each existing water 
line in the adjacent street(s). One of the two service lines would supply domestic water and one 
would supply the Project's fire sprinkler systems and fire suppression system. AU water 
improvements within the public right-of-way would be constructed by the LADWP. Since water 
lines are located within the public right-of-way, water line construction would cause short-term 
disruption of the right-of-way within the affected streets. In addition, it is also anticipated that 
water lines and other utility infrastructure would be encountered within the boundaries of the 
Development Sites during site preparation activities. The relocation of these service lines would 
occur on an as-needed basis in accordance with standard regulations and procedures, which 
would preclude any significant impacts. In addition to these sewer and water lines, a steam 
tunnel is located beneath Development Site C that serves the Los Angeles County facilities in the 
vicinity of the HSC. In the event that development on Development Site C requires the 
abandonment of the steam tunnel, the Applicant would either relocate the steam tunnel or 
construct a new steam plant that would be located within Development Site C. 

Impacts due to the construction of the water lines that would serve Project development 
as well as the potential relocation of subterranean infrastructure would include temporary traffic 
lane disruption during trenching, laying of pipe, backfilling, and street resurfacing. Since the 
construction would not be within the authority of the Project, standard practices and procedures, 
including traffic control, are generally implemented by LADWP during construction to minimize 
the impact to the community. These recourses would be sufficient to reduce potential impacts to 
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less than significant levels. Construction of the new steam plant, if required, would not result in 
construction impacts that would be greater than those analyzed in this Draft EIR for 
Development Site C because the construction of the steam plant would not increase the peak 
level of construction activity analyzed in this Draft EIR. 

(2) Operation 

(a) Water Use and Supply 

A water supply assessment has been reviewed and approved by the LADWP, in 
accordance with the State regulations and the LADWP Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP). The water supply assessment evaluates the quality and reliability of existing and 
projected water supplies, as well as alternative sources of water supply and how they would be 
secured if needed. The water supply assessment is also consistent with the LADWP Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP). Domestic water would be required for restrooms, research 
laboratories, drinking fountains, landscaping, and incidental water use. With respect to the 
operation of uses proposed for the Project, an estimated total of 208,704 to 266,304 gallons per 
day (gpd) of potable water would be consumed at Project buildout on days when all Project 
development is fully occupied. The range identified reflects Project buildout at 585,000 or 
765,000 square feet. The estimated water demand for the Project at buildout is in Table 32 on 
page 280. 

Assuming the average daily demand for water is extended over 365 days per year, the 
projected annual consumption of the USC Health Sciences Campus would be 97.20 million 
gallons annually for the largest demand scenario. This represents an increase of 0.04 percent 
over the annual volume of water supplied by the LADWP in fiscal year 2004. 

The Project falls within Senate Bill 610 size criteria in which a water supply assessment 
(WSA) must be evaluated and approved by the LADWP (i.e., commercial office buildings 
employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space). 
LADWP has reviewed the WSA application for the Project and has concluded that adequate 
water supplies exist to serve the maximum proposed development. 

The UWMP, which responds to the requirements of state water laws, is based on the land 
use designations and the projected growth anticipated by the Community Plan elements of the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan. The UWMP details a number of measures being undertaken 
in the coming years to serve a growing population and an increased water demand. As such, 
water demand is based on the buildout of the General Plan. The proposed Project would be 
consistent with the Community Plan's growth parameters which designate the Project site for 
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Use 
Development Scenario = 765,000 sq.ft. 

Academic/Medical Research 
Medical Clinic 
Parking 
Outdoor Water Use 0 

Total Proposed Project 

Development Scenario = 585,000 sq.ft. 
Academic/Medical Research 
Medical Clinic 
Parking 
Outdoor Use b 

Total Proposed Project 
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Table 32 

PROJECTED WATER DEMAND 

Size 
(sq.ft.) 

720,000 
45,000 

840,000 

465.000 
120.000 
840.000 

Factor 
(GPD/1,000 sq.ft.) a 

250 GPD/1,000 sq.ft. 
250 GPD/1,000 sq.ft. 
20 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 

250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 

20 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 

GPD/1,000 sq.ft. =Gallons Per Day divided by 1,000 square feet of floor area. 
Annual water consumption assumes 365 days of operation a year. 
Estimated to be 28 percent of consumption. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, A1ay 2005. 

Average 
Daily Flow 

180,000 
11,250 
16,800 
58,254 

266,304 

116,250 
30,000 
16,800 
45,654 

208,704 

IV.F.l Water Supply 

Annual Generation b 

(million gal/vear) 

65.70 
4.11 
6.13 

21.26 
97.20 

42.43 
10.95 
6.13 

16.66 
76.17 

General Commercial, Limited Industrial and Public Facility uses. The Project's proposed uses 
represent a less intense use than those permitted by the Community Plan, for example, a large 
hospital facility. Since the Project would be less intensive in relation to water demand than 
under the Community Plan land use designations, the Project would be within the General Plan 
and UWMP growth projections. Therefore, the water demand of the proposed Project would be 
less than significant in relation to the UWMP and with state water statutes. 

(b) Water Infrastructure 

The Project would require adequate infrastructure to meet LAFD fire flow requirements 
and potable water demand. The adequacy of water pressure is indicated by the existing adequate 
pressure and service to adjoining land uses, including the multi-story USC medical and research 
facilities. In addition, the size of existing mains indicates the adequacy of water lines, since 
mains larger than 8 inches in diameter generally serve areas larger than the adjoining service 
area. All of the proposed Development Sites are adjacent to lines at least 10 to 16 inches in 
diameter and, thus, the existing water infrastructure, as the analysis provided below concludes, 
would be adequate to provide domestic water and fire suppression services to the proposed 
Project. Table 33 on page 281 forecasts the daily water consumption for each of the individual 
water lines that could serve the Project Site. Since existing water lines have adequate capacity to 
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Table 33 

FORECAST OF ESTIMATED DAILY WATER USAGE 

Street 
Eastlake Avenue 
San Pablo Street 
San Pablo Street 
Alcazar Street 
Alcazar Street 
Alcazar Street 
Biggy Street 
Zonal Avenue 

Diameter 
(inches) 

10 
16 
16 
6 
8 
8 

12 
12 

Development 
Site Served a 

A&G 
A,B&G 

E&F 
B,E,&G 

G 
B&E 

D 

c 

Estimated Daily 
Maximum Floor Area Generation Factor Consum~tion (GPD) b 

565,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 141,250 
765,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 191,250 
765,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/1,000 sq.ft. 191,250 
765,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 191,250 
100,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 25,000 
695,338 sq.ft 250 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 173,835 
200,000 sq.ft. 250 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 50,000 
840,000 sq.ft. 20 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 16,800 

A1aximum potential.floor area on each development site is used to present a conservative analysis.for each line. The analysis is conservative in that the 
total Project would not exceed 765, 000 square feet and that the maximum potential.floor area.fbr each Development Site would flow into only one line. 
However, depending on line capacity, where multiple lines serve a Development Site, water flow may be divided and maximum .flow into each line 
would be less than shown. For instance, the daiZv flow .from Development Site A may be divided between lines in Eastlake Avenue and San Pablo Street 
and, as such, would generate less.flow to each line than shown above. 
CiPD =Gallons Per Day (water demand daily) 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, May 2005. 
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serve the Project, the impact of the Project relative to water conveyance lines would be less than 
significant. City water mains are also designed to meet the fire flow requirements established by 
the Los Angeles Fire Department, and thus sufficient to meet the needs of the proposed Project. 
Based on this analysis, it is concluded that Project impacts on water conveyance systems would 
be less than significant. 

(c) Fire Flow 

The water conveyance system at the Project site would also be required to meet LAFD 
fire flow standards. The LAFD Fire Marshall's office requires that water lines serving the 
Project site provide 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute (GPM) during simultaneous flow from 
four adjacent fire hydrants. In addition, in order to meet fire flow requirements, the residual 
pressure during the continuous flow from four hydrants, must not drop below 20 psi. Based on 
available data, the water lines that serve the proposed Project would maintain a residual pressure 
of at least 20 psi. As such, the existing infrastructure is capable of delivering the fire flow 
required to meet LAFD requirements. Furthermore, this determination would be confirmed 
through an analysis performed by the Water Operations Division of the LADWP at the time a 
development application has been filed with the City. Since the existing water pressure at the 
Project Site is adequate to meet this LAFD fire flow requirement, the existing conveyance 
system is adequate and the impact of the Project relative to fire flow would be less than 
significant. 

In summary, the Project's total estimated water demand at buildout would not exceed 
available supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities, the Project would not create a 
significant impact relative to the existing conveyance system, and fire flow would be adequate to 
meet LAFD requirements. Therefore, the Project would generate a less than significant impact 
with regard to water supply and water systems. 

( d) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding analysis is based on the maximum amount of proposed total development 
(i.e., 765,000 square feet) and the maximum amount of development at each of the seven 
proposed Development Sites. In addition, the water consumption factors for University-related 
and medical clinic uses are the same. As such, the development of any combination of permitted 
land uses would not exceed the impacts identified in the preceding analysis since a reduction in 
square footage would also result in a reduction in water consumption on an overall Project, as 
well as on an individual Development Site, basis. Therefore, impacts on water supply would be 
less than significant regardless of the development scenario that is implemented. As the 
conveyance systems that serve each Development Site can accommodate the maximum flow 
levels required to serve the Development Site, any reduction in development would also be able 
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to be accommodated. Thus, the implementation of any development scenario that could occur 
would result in a less than significant impact with regard to the conveyance of potable and fire 
water flows. The construction impacts identified above are independent of the amount of 
development occurring at any Development Site and thus, would apply to any development 
scenario that could be implemented. As such, construction impacts of any potential development 
scenario would also result in less than significant impacts. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Related project development is situated such that the water infrastructure that would 
support the identified related projects would not utilize the water mains utilized by the proposed 
Project. As such, no cumulative impacts would occur. In addition, sufficient capacity is 
available in the upstream water lines to accommodate the increase in water flows generated by 
related project development as well as development of the proposed Project. As such, 
cumulative impacts on the water lines that would serve the related projects and the proposed 
Project are less than significant. 

Since the related projects are anticipated to be constructed in accordance with State and 
water conservation regulations and within the build-out scenario of the controlling Community 
Plans and City of Los Angeles General Plan Elements, no significant impacts due to cumulative 
water demand are anticipated. The Project's off-site improvements would not create additional 
population or induce population growth directly or indirectly and, therefore, would not result in 
any secondary impacts on water consumption. As such, cumulative impacts associated with 
off- site improvements would be less than significant. 

As discussed above in Subsection l .a, Regulatory Framework, LADWP, as a public 
water service provider, is required to prepare and periodically update an UWMP to plan and 
provide for water supplies to serve existing and projected demands. The UWMP prepared by 
LADWP accounts for existing development within the City as well as projected growth 
anticipated to occur through redevelopment of existing uses and the development of new uses. 
In addition, water supply assessments for large-scale projects, in conformance with Senate Bill 
610 (Costa), SB 221 (Kuehl) and the UWMP, evaluate the quality and reliability of existing and 
projected water supplies, as well as alternative sources of water supply and how they would be 
secured if needed. A WSA was prepared for the proposed Project by the LADWP, which 
concludes that adequate water supplies are available to meet the proposed Project's potable water 
demand. 

Given that the UWMP plans and provides for water supplies to serve ex1stmg and 
projected needs, including those of future growth and development that may occur through 
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related projects, and that the requirements of Senate Bill 610 and SB 221 provide the means to 
ensure that the water supply needs of notable development projects have been carefully 
considered relative to LADWP's ability to adequately meet future needs, it is anticipated that 
LADWP would be able to supply the demands of the Project and related projects through the 
foreseeable future and no significant cumulative impacts related to water demand are anticipated. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Although development of the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant 
impacts to water supply services, the following measures would ensure that water resources 
would be conserved to the extent feasible: 

Mitigation Measure F-1.1: Water faucet fixtures with activators shall be installed 
that automatically shut off the flow of water when not in use. 

Mitigation Measure F.1-2: Automatic sprinkler systems shall be set to imgate 
landscaping during early morning hours or during the evening to reduce water 
losses from evaporation. Sprinklers shall be reset to water less often in cooler 
months and during the rainfall season so that water is not wasted by excessive 
landscape irrigation. 

6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The total estimated water demand for the Project at buildout is not anticipated to exceed 
available supplies or distribution infrastructure capabilities (i.e., water infrastructure), or exceed 
the projected employment, housing, or population growth projections of the applicable General 
Plan Framework and Community Plan, as assumed in the planning for future water infrastructure 
needs. No local or regional upgrading of water conveyance systems is anticipated and, as such, 
no cumulative construction impacts from the development of additional off-site water lines are 
anticipated. Therefore, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts relative to water 
consumption are anticipated to occur. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. UTILITIES 

2. WASTEWATER 

l. INTRODUCTION 

This section is based on the technical report, USC Health Science Campus Sanitary 
Sewer Infrastructure, prepared by KPFF Consulting Engineers (April 6, 2005). The wastewater 
technical report is contained in Appendix F-2 of this Draft EIR. The following section addresses 
the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on local and regional wastewater facilities and 
infrastructure. Wastewater treatment is under the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Public Works Sanitation Bureau. The construction and maintenance of sewer 
lines is under the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Engineering Bureau. The analysis estimates and compares the demand for service to the 
capacity of the existing and proposed collection, conveyance, and treatment facilities. The 
Project's consistency with adopted wastewater plans and policies is also addressed. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

a. Wastewater Regulations 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LADPW), Bureau of Sanitation, 
is the wastewater collection and treatment agency serving the Project Site, and regulates the 
acceptance of wastewater into the collection system. 

In 1990, City Ordinance No. 166,060 (also known as the Sewer Allocation Ordinance) 
was adopted, which established regulations for projects that discharge into the Hyperion 
Treatment System (HTS). The ordinance established an annual sewage allotment of 5 million 
gallons per day (gpd), of which 34.5 percent (1,725,000 gpd) is allocated for priority projects, 
8 percent (400,000 gpd) for public benefit projects, and 57.5 percent (2,875,000 gpd, with a 
monthly allotment of at least 239,583 gpd) for non-priority projects (of which 65 percent of this 
allocation is for residential and 35 percent for non-residential projects). Before the Department of 
Building and Safety formally accepts a set of plans and specifications for a project for plan 
check, LADPW must first determine ifthere is allotted sewer capacity available for such project. 
LADPW will not make such a determination until the Department of Building and Safety has 
determined that the Project's plans and specifications are acceptable for plan check. If LADPW 
determines that there is allotted sewer capacity available for the project, then the Department of 
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Building and Safety will accept the plans and specifications for plan check upon the payment of 
plan check fees. If a project is eligible to receive an allocation as a non-priority project, and the 
monthly allotment has been used, then the project is placed on a waiting list for the next month's 
allotment. At the request of the project applicant, the Department of Building and Safety will 
accept the project's plans and specifications as acceptable for plan check even if the project has 
been placed on the waiting list and a sewer permit has not yet been obtained from LADPW, with 
the understanding that the project will not be able to connect to the City's wastewater system 
until capacity is available and a sewer permit issued. 

City Ordinance No. 171,036, effective June 3, 1996, changed the rate structure for new 
and expanded development to be based upon the strength of the wastewater flow in addition to 
its volume. The determination of wastewater strength for each applicable project is based upon 
City guidelines for average wastewater concentrations of two parameters, biological oxygen 
demand and suspended solids, for each type of land use. 

b. Wastewater Infrastructure 

(1) Existing Flow Levels and Sewer System Capacity 

The existing local sanitary sewer system serving the proposed Development Sites is made 
up of a combination of smaller 6- and 8-inch-diameter lines for the local area and larger 12- and 
15-inch lines for the regional sewer discharge (the combination of development using a 
particular line). Existing lines serve both the local area and other development along the streets 
containing the sewer lines. The local collector system conveys sewage flow to trunk lines and 
outfall sewers that dispose of sewage to the Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant (HTP) 
operated by the Bureau of Sanitation. 

Wastewater treatment facilities at HTP have undergone recent upgrades to augment 
treatment capacity and to enhance water quality. These improvements are planned to meet the 
needs of the increasing population of the City of Los Angeles with increasing sewage generation 
into the future. 

(2) Service to Development Sites 

Wastewater services to the seven proposed Development Sites are provided from a series 
of existing lines in the Project vicinity. These are described below in relation to each of the 
Development Sites and are summarized in Table 34 on page 287. As the sewer lines serve one 
or more Development Sites, the analysis presented in this section is organized by sewer line 
rather than by Development Site. 
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Table 34 

SUMMARY OF NEARBY SEWER SERVICE LINES 

Development 
Diameter a Pipe Year Sites Potentially 

Street/Location (inches) Material ROW Location b Constructed Served 
Eastlake Avenue 6 to 8 VPC 30' E/W 1905 A&G 
Eastlake Avenue 15 VPC 16' E/W 1965 A&G 
San Pablo Street 8 VPC 28.5' W/E 1924 A 
San Pablo Street 8 VPC 30' W/E 1905 B&G 
Alcazar Street 15 VPC 20' SIN 1965 B,E,&G 
Alcazar Street 8 VPC 30' N/S 1905 G 
Alcazar Street 0 8 VPC 150' NIN 1915 E 
Alcazar Street 0 10 VPC 170' NIN 1915 F 
Biggy Street 8 VPC 30' SIN 1910 D 
Zonal Avenue 15 VPC 23.67' W/E 1974 c 

a All available diameters are listed for lines increasing in size adjacent to a given site; e.g., the 6-inch-diameter 
line located in Eastlake Avenue increases to an 8-inch line.farther downstream. 

b Distance .from street right-of way (ROW) line; e.g., the 6-inch line in Eastlake Avenue is located 30 feet east of 
Eastlake Avenue's west right-of-way line. 

c Line runs adjacent to Alcazar Street but outside of right-of-way. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, Afay 2005. 

(a) Sewer Service in Eastlake Avenue 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer lines are located in 
Eastlake Avenue. These lines, which serve Development Sites A and G, include a 15-inch line, 
located 16 feet east of Eastlake A venue's west right-of-way, and a 6- to 8-inch line, located 
30 feet east of Eastlake Avenue's west right-of-way. The 15-inch line originates from the 
direction of Biggy Street and, at the location of a manhole at the intersection ofBiggy Street and 
Eastlake Avenue, turns to the northwest to follow along Eastlake Avenue. The 15-inch line has a 
slope of at least 0.40 percent. The 6-inch line begins with a slope of 2.14 percent near 
Development Sites A and G and increases to an eight-inch line farther downstream with a slope 
of at least 0.62 percent. 

(b) Sewer Service in San Pablo Street 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer lines are located in San 
Pablo Street. These mains, which serve Development Sites A, B, and G, are both 8-inch lines. 
One line is located 28.5 feet west of San Pablo Street's east right-of-way and one is located 
30 feet west of San Pablo Street's east right-of-way. The 8-inch line located 28.5 feet west of 
San Pablo Street's east right-of-way has a slope of 1.68 percent, but eventually drains to the 
8-inch line on Eastlake Avenue, with a minimum slope of 0.40 percent. The 8-inch line located 
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30 feet west of San Pablo Street's east right-of-way has a slope of 3.92 percent adjacent to 
Development Site G, and connects to an 8-inch line in Alcazar Street. 

( c) Sewer Service in Alcazar Street 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line are located in Alcazar Street. 

These include a 15-inch main and an 8-inch main. The 15-inch sewer line is located 20 feet 

south of Alcazar Street's north right-of-way and the 8-inch sewer main is located 30 feet south of 

Alcazar Street's north right-of-way. The 15-inch line is adjacent to Development Sites B, E, and 

G and the 8-inch line serves Development Site G. The slope of this line adjacent to 

Development Site Eis 1.88 percent, with flow running from the west toward Eastlake Avenue. 

This line eventually ties into the 18-inch line in Eastlake Avenue, at the point in which the slope 

reduces to a minimum of 0.62 percent. 

Another City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line is located in a subterranean 

alignment within Development Site E and south of Development Site F. This line has a diameter 

of 8 inches and a slope of 1.60 percent. Further west this line increases to 10 inches and is 
located 20 feet south of the Development Site F property line. Still further to the west, this line 

increases 12 inches however the slope is reduced to 0.24 percent. 

( d) Sewer Service in Biggy Street 

One 8-inch-diameter City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line is located in 

Biggy Street. This line, located 30 feet south of Biggy Street's north right-of-way, serves 

Development Site D. This line, which has a minimum slope of at least 0.40 percent, flows from 

west to the east toward Eastlake A venue. 

(e) Sewer Service in Zonal Avenue 

One 15-inch-diameter City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line, serving 

Development Site C, is located in Zonal Avenue. This pipe is located approximately 23.67 feet 

west of Zonal Avenue's east right-of-way line. 
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3. PROJECT IMP ACTS 

a. Methodology 

Wastewater generation estimates were developed for long-term operational use based on 

estimated water consumption. As noted in Subsection IV.F. l, Water Supply, of this EIR, all 

wastewater generation factors are identical to LADWP indoor water consumption factors. 

Generation factors are generally multiplied by the land use provided in the Project Description 

according to the occupancy expectations of the facilities (i.e., numbers of days of operation per 

year). Since the total floor area to be constructed on each Development Site is unknown, a 

conservative analysis regarding impact on the local conveyance system is performed. The 

analysis is conservative in that it evaluates the maximum amount of floor area that could 

potentially be constructed on each Development Site and, if combined, actually exceeds the total 

maximum floor area of the Project. In addition, the analysis is conservative because the 

generated flow from the maximum potential floor area for each Development Site is distributed 

into each of the sewer lines serving each Development Site, even though wastewater would 

likely be divided between lines if an individual Development Site is served by more than one 

line. 

b. Thresholds of Significance 

Based on the criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 
(p. K.2-3), the Project would have a significant wastewater impact if: 

• The project would cause a more than limited increase in wastewater flows at a point 
where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause 
a sewer's capacity to become constrained, or 

• The project's additional wastewater flows would substantially or incrementally 
exceed the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows 
greater than those anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and 
its elements. 

c. Project Design Features 

The following Project Design features have been proposed by the Applicant: 

• The Applicant shall comply with the procedural requirements of City ordinances 
regulating connections to the City sewer system (e.g., Ordinance No. 166,060); 
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• All necessary onsite infrastructure improvements shall be constructed to meet the 
requirements of the Department of Building and Safety; 

• The Applicant shall comply with the applicable provisions of Ordinance No. 162,532, 
which provides for the reduction of water consumption levels, thereby restricting 
wastewater flows, (i.e., water saving devices to be installed shall include low flow 
toilets and plumbing fixtures that prevent water loss); and 

• The Applicant shall apply for and comply with necessary pennits, including Industrial 
Wastewater Discharge Permits, if required. 

d. Project Impacts 

(1) Construction 

During construction of the Proposed Project, a negligible amount of wastewater would be 

generated by construction personnel. It is anticipated that portable toilets would be provided by 

a private company and the waste disposed of off-site. Wastewater generation from construction 

activities is not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in wastewater flows at a time when a 

sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become 

constrained. Additionally, construction is not anticipated to generate wastewater flows that 

would substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled capacity of any treatment plant 

by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the City Wastewater Facilities Plan. As 

such, construction impacts to the local wastewater conveyance and treatment system would be 

less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Construction at the seven proposed Development Sites would require only the 

construction of lateral lines from the Development Sites to the sewer lines in the public right-of

way. Those portions of the laterals constructed within the public right-of-way would have 

impacts relative to temporary traffic lane disruption during trenching, laying of pipe, backfilling, 

and street resurfacing. Standard practices and procedures, including traffic control, would be 

implemented to minimize the impact to the community. Mitigation measures relative to traffic 

control during construction are described in Traffic and Circulation, Section IV.C of this Draft 

EIR. The aforementioned measures would be sufficient to reduce potential impacts to less than 

significant levels. 
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(2) Operation 

(a) Treatment Capacity 

The regional wastewater treatment facility at HTP has been improved to provide capacity 

for the incremental increase in sewage generated by anticipated growth in the City of Los 

Angeles. Regional wastewater facilities are at least partially funded through the collection of 

fees. The Sewerage Facilities Charge is collected by the City of Los Angeles from owners/ 

developers of new land uses within the City. The Project would generate an incremental increase 

in the sewage flow treated by HTP. The Applicant may be subject to the payment of a Sewerage 

Facilities Charge for development pursuant to the proposed Project. Fees may be offset by 

credits should credits be available through prior uses. All projects served by the Hyperion 

Treatment System are subject to the Sewer Allocation program, which limits additional 

discharge according to a pre-established percentage rate. Before the Department of Building and 

Safety formally accepts a set of plans and specifications, the Los Angeles Department of Public 

Works must first determine if there is allotted sewer capacity available for such project. If the 

allotment for a particular time period (usually a month) has already been allocated, the project is 

placed on a waiting list until adequate treatment capacity has been determined. Under the 

allocation program, HTP has capacity to serve a particular rate of growth. Since the Project is 

located in an area designated as a public facilities site and anticipates growth, the Project's 

additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed the future 

scheduled capacity of the HTP by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the 

Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its elements. The projected daily and annual 

wastewater generation for the proposed Project is summarized in Table 35 on page 292. As 

previously described, the Project would not be permitted prior to the determination of treatment 

capacity. Therefore, no significant impacts in relation to regional treatment capacity would 

occur. 

(b) Capacity of Conveyance Systems 

Project development would generate daily wastewater flows associated with restrooms 

and other indoor water use. Sewer availability requests have been reviewed by the City of Los 

Angeles Bureau of Engineering for the sewer lines which serve the seven proposed Development 

Sites. In response to these requests, a sewer gauging study was conducted by the City of Los 

Angeles Bureau of Sanitation of the local sewer lines adjacent to, and in the vicinity of, the seven 

proposed Development Sites. The analysis of potential impacts on these sewer lines serving the 

Project is based on the maximum use that could impact any single line under any development 

scenario. The analysis is conservative in that it evaluates the maximum amount of floor area that 
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Table 35 

PROJECTED SEWAGE GENERATION 

Size Factor a 

Use (sg.ft.) (GPD/1,000 sg.ft.) b 

Development Scenario = 765,000 sq.ft. d 

Academic/Medical Research 720,000 250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
Medical Clinic 45,000 250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
Parking 840,000 20 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 

Total Proposed Project 

Development Scenario = 585,000 sq.ft. d 

Academic/Medical Research 465,000 250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
Medical Clinic 120,000 250 GPD/l,000 sq.ft. 
Parking 840,000 20 GDP/l,000 sq.ft. 

Total Proposed Project 

a Factors are based on L4DWP indoor water demand factors. 
GPDIJ,000 sq.ft. =Gallons per Day+ by 1,000 sq.ft. of floor area. 

c Assumes 365 days of operation a year. 
d Square footage devoted to pedestrian circulation not included. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, lvfay 2005. 

Average Annual Generation ° 
Daily Flow (million gal/:year) 

180,000 GPD 65.70 
11,250 GPD 4.11 
16,800 GPD 6.13 

208,050 GPD 75.94 

116,250 GPD 42.43 
30,000 GPD 10.95 
16,800 GPD 6.13 

163,050 GPD 59.51 

could potentially be constructed on each Development Site and, if combined, actually exceeds 

the total maximum floor area of the Project. In addition, the analysis is conservative because the 

generated flow from the maximum potential floor area for each Development Site is distributed 

entirely into each of the sewer lines serving each Development Site, even though Project 

wastewater flows would likely be divided between lines if the Development Site is served by 

more than one line. 

Forecasted daily sewage generation levels for each of the individual sewer lines that 

could serve the proposed Project are presented in Table 36 on page 293. An analysis of sewer 

line capacity for each line serving the Project Site is as follows: 

(i) Sewer Service in Eastlake A venue 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer lines are located in 
Eastlake Avenue. These lines include a 15-inch line and a 6-8-inch line which serve 
Development Sites A and G. As shown in Table 36, adequate capacity exists in these lines to 
accommodate the maximum wastewater flow from the maximum development proposed for 
Development Sites A and G. Therefore, the impact relative to these lines would be less than 
significant. 
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Table 36 

ANALYSIS OF SEWER LINES 

Maximum Maximum 
Floor Sewage Estimated Existing Existing Design Incremental Future Future 

Diameter Sites Area Generation Generation Flow Flow capacity increase Flow Flow 
Street/Location (IN) served a (SF) (GDP/1,000 sf) b (GPD) (IN) c (CFS) (CFS) (CFS) d (CFS) (IN) 

Eastlake Avenue 18 A,B.E, 765,000 250 191,250 5.2 l.72 5.41 0.300 2.02 5.6 
F,G, 

Eastlake Avenue 8 A&G 565,000 250 141,250 1.7 0.160 0.87 0.219 0.379 2.5 

Biggy Street 8 D 200,000 250 50,000 0.7 O.Oll 0.45 0.080 0.091 l.7 
Alcazar Street e 10 E&F 765,000 250 191,250 l.7 0.093 1.07 0.300 0.393 3.0 

Alcazar Street 8 G 100,000 250 25,000 3.7 0.310 0.45 0.039 0.349 3.9 

Alcazar Street 15 B,E,& 765,000 250 191,250 3.4 0.930 5.23 0.300 1.23 3.8 
G 

Zonal Avenue 15 c 840,000 20 42,000 10.5 11.65 6.96 0.065 11.72 10.6 

i'vfaximum potentialjloor area on each development site is used to present a conservative ana~vsis.for each line. The analysis is conservative in that the total Project 
would not exceed 765, 000 square feet and that the maximum potential.floor area for each development site would flow into only one line. However, depending on line 
capacity, where multiple lines serve a Development Site, sewage flow may be divided between the lines and the maximum flow into each line would be less than shown. 
For instance, the daily flow .from Development Site A may be divided between lines in Eastlake Avenue and San Pablo Street and, as such, would generate less flow to 
each line than shown above. 

d 

GPD =Gallons Per Day (sewage generated daily) 
CFS= Cubic Feet per Second (the rate of flow in sewer mains) 
CFS generated by the Project. 
Sewer line runs adjacent to Alcazar Street approximately 15 0 feet to 170 feet to the north of the Alcazar Street right-of-way. 

Source: KPFF Consulting Engineers, Afay 2005. 
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(ii) Sewer Service for in San Pablo Street 

Two City of Los Angeles 8-inch vitrified clay pipe (VCP) sanitary sewer lines are located 
in San Pablo Street. As shown in Table 36 on page 293, adequate capacity exists in these lines to 
accommodate the maximum wastewater flow from Development Sites A, B, and G, the impact 
relative to these lines would be less than significant. 

(iii) Sewer Service in Alcazar Street 

Two City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line are located in Alcazar Street. 
These lines, which serve Development Sites B, E, and G, include a 15-inch line and an 8-inch 
line. As shown in Table 36, adequate capacity exists in these lines to accommodate the 
maximum wastewater flow generated from Development Sites B, E, and G, and the impact 
relative to these lines would be less than significant. 

(iv) Sewer Service Within Development Site E and South of Development 
Site F 

One City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line is located in a subterranean 
alignment within Development Site E and south of Development Site F. Within Development 
Site E this line has a diameter of 8 inches. Based on the sewer availability request it is 
anticipated that this line has sufficient capacity available to support the additional sewer flows of 
100,000 gpd anticipated to be generated by each Development Sites E and F. The gauging study 
conducted by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation takes into account both Development 
Sites discharging a total of 200,000 GPD to the same line. As shown in Table 36, adequate 
capacity exists in these lines to accommodate the maximum wastewater flow from Development 
Sites E and F, the impact relative to these lines would be less than significant. 

(v) Sewer Service in Biggy Street 

One 8-inch-diameter City of Los Angeles vitrified clay sanitary sewer line is located in 
Biggy Street. As shown in Table 36, adequate capacity exists in this line to accommodate the 
maximum wastewater flow from Development Site D, and the impact relative to this line would 
be less than significant. 

(vi) Sewer Service in Zonal A venue 

One City of Los Angeles 15-inch-diameter vitrified clay sanitary sewer line, serving 
Development Site C, is located in Zonal Avenue. Existing peak flows in this line exceeds 
50 percent of its design capacity and as such exceeds the LADPW criteria for maximum flow 
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levels within an individual line. Notwithstanding, the relatively small additional flow that may 
be generated by Development Site C represents less than 0.6 percent of the current peak flow 
within this line. Furthermore, this line increases in diameter to 27 inches adjacent to the 
southwesterly edge of Development Site C. As such, the extent of Project impact on the 15-inch
diameter line would occur over a limited length of this sewer line. Project impacts on this 
particular sewer line are concluded to be less than significant as the Project would contribute 
only a limited increase in flows within the 15-inch-diameter line and that this increase would 
only occur for a short distance before the diameter of the sewer line increases to 27 inches. 

Because the collection lines serving the Project are either adequately sized to serve the 
proposed Project, or in the case of the sewer line in Zonal A venue, where the Project's impact 
would be of a very limited nature and occur for only a short distance, Project impacts on sewer 
line capacity are concluded to be less than significant. 

(c) Additional Development Scenarios 

The preceding analysis is based on the maximum amount of proposed total development 
(i.e., 765,000 square feet) and the maximum amount of development at each of the seven 
proposed Development Sites. In addition, the sewage generation factors for University-related 
and medical clinic uses are the same. As such, the development of any combination of permitted 
land uses would not exceed the impacts identified in the preceding analysis since a reduction in 
square footage would also result in a reduction in sewage generation on an overall Project, as 
well as on an individual Development Site, basis. Therefore, impacts on regional sewage 
capacity would be less than significant regardless of the development scenario that is 
implemented. As the conveyance systems that serve each Development Site can accommodate 
the maximum flow levels generated by the Development Site, any reduction in development 
would also be able to be accommodated. Thus, the implementation of any development scenario 
that could occur would result in a less than significant impact with regard to the conveyance of 
sewage flows. The construction impacts identified above are independent of the amount of 
development occurring at any Development Site and thus, would apply to any development 
scenario that could be implemented. As such, construction impacts of any potential development 
scenario would also result in less than significant impacts. 

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The Project and related projects are not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in 
wastewater flows concurrent in time or at a point when a sewer's capacity is already constrained 
or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained during peak service. Related 
project development is situated such that sewage flows from the identified related projects would 
not utilize the sewer lines analyzed in Table 34 on page 287. As such, no cumulative impacts 
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would occur. In addition, sufficient capacity is available in the downstream sewer lines to 
accommodate the increase in sewage flows generated by related project development as well as 
development of the proposed Project. 

In relation to broad growth and demand, all related projects would be subject to the City's 
Sewer Allocation program for the Hyperion Treatment Plant. This program limits additional 
discharge according to a pre-established percentage rate. The Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works must first determine if there is allotted sewer capacity available for any project prior to 
accepting building plans for approval. If the allotment for a particular time period is filled, the 
project is placed on a waiting list until adequate treatment capacity has been determined. Under 
the allocation program, HTP has capacity to serve a particular rate of growth and prevent the 
occurrence of significant cumulative impacts relative to treatment capacity. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts to the local and regional sewer conveyance and treatment system, from the 
implementation of the proposed Project and related projects would be less than significant. 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Although development of the proposed Project is not expected to produce significant 
impacts to sanitary sewers, the following measures would ensure that the increase in sewage 
generation would result in a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.1: Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the 
Development Services Division of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Public Works, shall make a determination of capacity in the sewer pipeline 
between each proposed Development Site and the trunk sewer. If service is 
discovered to be less than adequate, the Applicant shall be required to upgrade 
the connections to the lines and/or provide an alternative solution, in order to 
appropriately serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.2: The Applicant shall comply with the procedural 
requirements of City ordinances regulating connections to the City sewer 
system (e.g., Ordinance No. 166,060). 

Mitigation Measure F-2.3: All necessary on-site infrastructure improvements shall 
be constructed to meet the requirements of the Department of Building and 
Safety. 

Mitigation Measure F-2.4: The Applicant shall apply for and comply with all 
necessary permits, including Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permits, if 
required. 
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6. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, any local deficiencies 
in sewer lines would be identified and remedied and wastewater generation by the Project would 
be reduced. No significant impact on wastewater conveyances or the capacity of the Hyperion 
wastewater treatment facility would occur. 
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V. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[a]) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project; and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives.54 The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[b]) states that the analysis of 
alternatives be limited to alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding 
or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more costly. 

The selection and discussion of alternatives is intended to foster meaningful public 
participation and informed decision-making. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose 
effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote or speculative. The 
State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[e]) also require the analysis of a "No Project" 
alternative and the identification of the "Environmentally Superior Alternative." If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, then the EIR is required to 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

In addition, the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[c]) requires an EIR to identify 
any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during 
the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. 
Accordingly, several alternatives that might avoid or substantially lessen Project impacts were 
considered. Of the alternatives that were considered, four were selected for analysis. 

B. BASIC OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Section ILG of the Project Description sets forth a comprehensive list of the Project 
Objectives for the proposed Project. In reviewing this list, the following list identifies those 
objectives that would be considered the Applicant's basic objectives, pursuant to the 
requirements of Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines: 

54 The CE:QA guidelines regarding the consideration and discussion of alternatives to a proposed project, as 
summarized here, are found in Section 15126. 6 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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• To be a nationally respected provider of the highest quality, specialized acute 
inpatient and outpatient health care services and translational research. 

• To assist in achieving USC's goals for the HSC to become one of the nation's very 
top medical schools and to attract outstanding students and provide them with a 
rigorous, individually tailored educational experience that trains them as 
internationally competitive research scientists. 

• To develop new facilities which provide the quantity and quality of laboratory space 
required for recruiting new, world-renowned faculty, conducting breakthrough 
research and training future scientists. 

• To provide the facilities and create an atmosphere that will stimulate and encourage 
USC students to excel academically, as community leaders, and as professionals. 

• To provide new research, education and patient care facilities in an amount 
commensurate with demand for new programs and mission objectives. 

• To provide centralized facilities within the HSC to attain efficiency in the meeting of 
the mission objectives described in Section II.G of the Draft EIR. 

• To create an on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment that will allow 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with limited vehicular interfaces by providing 
parking at selected locations within the HSC. 

C. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER 
ANALYSIS 

The analysis of alternatives to the proposed Project, pursuant to Section 15126.6(c) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, started with an identification of alternatives to the proposed Project that had 
the potential to reduce or eliminate the Project's significant environmental impacts. The 
alternatives identified were then evaluated to determine those alternatives that would be analyzed 
further within the Draft EIR and those alternatives that would be rejected from further analysis. 
A key component of the alternatives analysis is the identification and analysis of alternative sites 
for the proposed Project, and in particular, whether there is an alternative location within the 
HSC where the proposed Project could be located. The proposed Project in and of itself 
proposes to develop the underutilized parcels within the HSC; therefore, there is not an existing 
location within the HSC, other than the seven proposed Development Sites, that could 
accommodate the proposed uses and the requisite parking as an integrated development without 
demolishing existing structures and in so doing, disrupt HSC operations in a meaningful and 
substantial way. Other alternatives that were identified, but subsequently rejected from further 
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analysis, include alternative land uses other than the proposed medical and academic-related uses 
that would reduce the potential significant impacts of the Project and would also meet the basic 
objectives of the Project. Development of any uses other than medical-related facilities (i.e., 
residential, industrial, retail commercial, park) would be inappropriate due to the established uses 
within the HSC, as they would not be compatible with existing uses. An alternative consisting of 
a public park was considered but rejected from further analysis as two community parks, Hazard 
Park and Lincoln Park, are located in proximity to the HSC. Furthennore, such uses would not 
meet the basic objectives of the proposed Project. 

Development of other medical-related facilities, such as a hospital, were rejected from 
further analysis as potential alternatives as it was concluded that another hospital in the Project 
area is not needed, since the Los Angeles County-USC Hospital is currently being rebuilt to 
accommodate future needs within the area. Furthermore, a hospital use would not meet the basic 
objectives of the proposed Project. Thus, this alternative has been eliminated from further 
analysis. 

D. ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS 

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, this section of the Draft EIR describes a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project, and evaluates the environmental impacts 
associated with each alternative. This section focuses on alternatives that potentially avoid or 
reduce the significant adverse impacts of the proposed Project. Four alternatives to the proposed 
Project, including one alternative location, have been developed and analyzed. Based on 
comparative evaluations, estimations are made as to the environmental impacts of each 
alternative in contrast with those of the proposed Project and whether each alternative could 
attain the basic objectives of the Project. The alternatives to the proposed Project are 
summarized in Table 37 on page 301 and a brief description of each alternative is provided 
below. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the Project would not be implemented and that 
the existing physical condition of the Project Site and existing uses at the Project Site would 
remain unchanged. Construction and operation of new academic and medical research facilities, 
as well as medical clinic facilities within the HSC would not occur. Furthermore, construction of 
ancillary facilities such as parking would not occur. Thus, this alternative reflects existing 
environmental conditions, as discussed under the Environmental Setting Section for each issue 
analyzed in Section IV of this EIR. 
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Project Characteristics Pro~osed Project 
Acreage 22 
Existing Uses 

Development Site A Surface Parking 
Development Site B Surface Parking 
Development Site C Surface Parking 
Development Site D Surface Parking 
Development Site E Surface Parking 
Development Site F Vacant Land 
Development Site G Surface Parking 

Proposed Uses 
Academic and Medical 465,000 to 720,000 GSF 
Research 
Medical Clinic 45,000 to 120,000 GSF 
Hotel 0 
Parking Spaces (Net) 2,800 (2,072) 

Total Floor Area 585,000 to 765,000 GSF 

GSF = gross square feet 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2005. 
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

No Project Reduced Project 
22 22 

Surface Parking Surface Parking 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 

Vacant Land Vacant Land 
Surface Parking Surface Parking 

0 325,500 to 504,000 GSF 

0 31,500 to 84,000 GSF 
0 0 
0 1,960 (1,232) 
0 409,500 to 535,500 GSF 

Page 301 

V. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Alternative 
Land Use Alternative Site 

22 22 
Women and Children's 
Hospital and Surface 

Parking 
Surface Parking 
Surface Parking 
Surface Parking 
Surface Parking 
Surface Parking 

Vacant Land 
Surface Parking 

265,000 to 520,000 GSF 465,000 to 720,000 GSF 

45,000 to 107,500 GSF 45,000 to 120,000 GSF 
200 Room 0 

1,996 (1,268) 2,800 
330,000 to 527,000 GSF 585,000 to 765,000 GSF 
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Alternative 2: Reduced Density Project 

The Reduced Density Project Alternative includes the proposed uses as set forth for the 
proposed Project, but reduces the scale of the development that would occur at the Project Site. 
On an overall basis, the amount of development is reduced by 30 percent. This reduction in 
Development results in a total of between 409,500 and 535,500 square feet of floor area. Should 
409,500 square feet of floor area be developed, a total of 325,500 square feet of academic and/or 
medical research facilities would be developed, and the balance, 84,000 square feet, would be 
developed with medical clinic uses. In the event on-site development reaches 535,500 square 
feet under this alternative, a total of 504,000 square feet of academic and/or medical research 
facilities would be developed and the amount of medical clinic development would be decreased 
to 31,500 square feet. The Reduced Project Alternative would be developed at the same 
locations as the proposed Project and would occupy the same 22-acre area as the Project. For 
those Development Sites upon which new construction would occur, the existing surface parking 
and vacant lots would be removed. 

Alternative 3: Alternative Land Use Project 

The purpose of this alternative is to analyze a mix of land uses, different than the 
proposed Project, which would also result in reduced environmental impacts. The Alternative 
Land Use alternative assumes development on the same sites as the proposed Project, but 
includes the development of a 200-room, multi-level hotel with a total floor area of 
200,000 square feet in lieu of some of the academic/medical research and/or medical clinic uses. 
The amount of academic/medical research and medical clinic uses that could occur under this 
Alternative was determined by assuming that the number of trips generated by the three land use 
types collectively (i.e., academic/medical research, medical clinic and hotel) would not exceed 
those of the proposed Project. The hotel facility associated with this alternative would house 
people with family members undergoing treatment at HSC facilities. This alternative is selected 
because it proposes development of the Project Site with academic and medical related uses and 
represents a level of development that continues to support the existing facilities on the HSC. 

Alternative 4: Alternative Site Project 

The Alternative Site proposes to locate the Project, described in Section II of the Draft 
EIR, at a different site as a means of understanding the environmental effects of the Project in a 
different geographical context. The alternate site selected for analysis is the Women and 
Children's Hospital site. The alternate site is located along the east side of Mission Road, 
generally between Zonal Avenue to the north and Marengo Street to the south in the City of Los 
Angeles. 
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E. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

Each of the four alternatives is evaluated in sequence below. Each alternative, pursuant 
to the direction set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, is evaluated in less detail than that provided in 
Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR. Whereas this is the general 
approach used, the analysis of alternatives is presumed in sufficient detail to determine whether 
overall environmental impacts after mitigation would be greater, similar, or less than the 
corresponding impacts of the proposed Project, as well as allowing for a determination as to 
whether the Project's basic objectives are substantially attained. To determine the comparative 
impacts, the process described below has been followed: 

• An evaluation of the environmental impacts anticipated for each alternative in 
comparison to the proposed Project, including the ability of each alternative to avoid 
or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed Project. Where the impacts of the alternative and the proposed Project 
would be roughly equivalent, the comparative impact is said to be "similar"; 

• If applicable, a description of the impacts of each alternative that are not impacts of 
the proposed Project; and 

• A statement of whether each alternative is feasible and meets the basic objectives of 
the proposed Project. 

F. EVALUATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

1. Alternative 1: No Project 

a. Introduction 

This section presents an environmental analysis of an alternative project in which the 
USC Health Sciences Campus Project would not be developed and the Project Site would retain 
its existing composition. 

b. Analysis of Alternative 

(1) Land Use 

The No Project Alternative assumes that no project is approved; therefore, development 
of additional academic and medical research facilities or medical clinic facilities would not occur 
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on any of the seven proposed Development Sites. Accordingly, the existing surface parking 
facilities on Development Sites A, B, C, D, and E would remain, as well as Development Site F 
remaining as vacant land. Development Site G would continue to be utilized as the Center for 
Health Professionals without any additions or modifications. 

The No Project Alternative would not implement the General Plan Framework 
Community Center goal of providing pedestrian-oriented, high activity multi- and mixed-use 
community centers, nor would it assist in further achieving the Framework's objective of 
reinforcing an existing community center and promoting community activity. The No Project 
Alternative also would not support several of the Framework policies that are supported by the 
proposed Project. Specifically, the Alternative does not propose any development of 
community-serving uses in accordance with the Project Site's permitted land use densities/ 
intensities; therefore, the sites would continue to be underutilized (Policy 3.9.1). In addition, the 
Alternative would not encourage the integration of school classrooms, libraries, and similar 
educational and cultural facilities within comparable existing facilities (Policy 3.9.2). 
Furthermore, the alternative does not provide for centralized and shared parking structures to 
support the HSC, it does not promote pedestrian activity through structure siting and design, and 
it does not provide for development of public streetscape improvements (Policies 3.9.3, 3.9.5, 
and 3.9.7). Lastly, the Alternative does not provide for increased activity, lighting and security 
in comparison to what currently exists at the Project Site; therefore, it does not support 
Policy 3.3.9 of the Framework. 

The No Project Alternative would also not support the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan urban design-oriented policies related to the following: site planning, building 
height and design, parking structure design, and light and glare. The No Project Alternative does 
not propose development; therefore, implementation of this Alternative would not further 
enhance the existing pedestrian-oriented campus environment, nor would it further facilitate 
pedestrian access to the entire HSC. The Alternative also would not assist in limiting pedestrian 
and vehicular interfaces by providing parking facilities at selected locations within the HSC that 
would connect with other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 

The No Project Alternative would also not assist in achieving the principal goal of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is to improve living conditions, upgrade public 
improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while preserving 
existing businesses and industry. This Alternative would not promote the preservation and 
enhancement of the existing HSC, which is a unique institutional resource of the community. 

The No Project Alternative would also not promote the policies set forth in the Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which encourages development in and around existing 
activity centers, transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems, and in areas 
needing recycling and redevelopment. The Alternative does not propose development; therefore, 
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implementation of this Alternative would not allow for the development of underutilized sites 
within the existing HSC that are currently used as surface parking lots and/or are vacant. 
Furthermore, the Alternative would not fully take advantage of the nearby transportation 
corridors and public transit systems including the I-10 and I-5 Freeways, the Metro system, 
DASH, Union Station, and the USC shuttle systems. 

Both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would have land use impacts 
that are less than significant; however, the No Project Alternative would be less beneficial in 
relation to existing land use plans and policies than the land use associated with the proposed 
Project because it fails to further land use goals and policies. This Alternative would not result 
in the enhancement of the current underutilized sites and would not provide for upgraded 
services and infrastructure. 

It has been determined that potential land use impacts of the proposed Project, relative to 
compatibility with nearby public, commercial, institutional, residential, and recreational land 
uses, would be less than significant with implementation of the proposed Project, and, therefore, 
mitigation is not required. Nevertheless, the No Project Alternative would not affect off-site land 
uses, as the Project Site would remain as it currently exists. Therefore, this alternative would 
avoid the Project's less than significant impact related to compatibility with existing land uses. 

(2) Visual Resources 

(a) Aesthetics 

Construction of the proposed Project would result in the removal of existing street trees, 
which would temporarily detract from the visual character of the area thereby creating a 
potentially significant aesthetic impact. Under the No Project Alternative, no changes in the 
visual character of the Project Site would occur; therefore, this alternative would avoid the 
Project's short-term, less than significant visual impact during construction. It should be noted 
however, that the Project's conceptual design includes replacement of all removed trees and 
landscape plantings along the perimeter of each of the Development Sites, which would be an 
improvement over existing conditions. This overall improvement would not be realized with the 
No Project Alternative. 

The existing vacant and surface parking lots that comprise the Project Site feature 
minimal landscaping and offer limited aesthetic value to the area. Under the No Project 
Alternative, development would not occur and visual amenities associated with the proposed 
Project's architectural style, which would be designed in a style reflective of the existing 
academic, research and medical office buildings that define the HSC's aesthetic appearance, 
would not be realized. Furthermore, other design and landscape features including exterior 
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courtyards, sidewalks, pedestrian walkways, and plantings would not be developed at the Project 
Site, which aid in further integrating the uses associated with the HSC. As no development 
would occur under this Alternative, the benefits of the Project relative to policies pertaining to 
aesthetics as set forth in the urban design policies applicable to the Project would not be realized. 
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have a greater impact relative to aesthetics than the 
proposed Project. 

(b) Views 

In the evaluation of potential view impacts for the proposed Project, it was determined 
that the proposed Project would not substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from identified public or private vantage points; therefore, potential view impacts were 
concluded to be less than significant. Under the No Project Alternative, development would not 
occur; therefore, no impacts related to public or private views would occur. Since no such 
impacts would be associated with the No Project Alternative, the No Project Alternative would 
have less impact relative to views than the proposed Project. 

(c) Shade/Shadow 

In evaluating impacts of the proposed Project with respect to shade/shadow, it was 
determined that Project impacts to off- and on-site shadow sensitive uses would be less than 
significant. Under the No Project Alternative, no new development would be added to the 
Project Site that would result in potential shade/shadow effects. Therefore, although it was 
determined that Project-related impacts would be less than significant, these impacts would be 
greater than under the No Project Alternative. Since no such impacts would be associated with 
the No Project Alternative, the No Project Alternative would have less impact relative to 
shade/shadow than the proposed Project. 

(3) Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

(a) Traffic and Circulation 

The No Project Alternative would not result in the generation of additional vehicle trips 
to and from the Project Site, since no changes in existing land uses would occur. Traffic and 
circulation conditions under the No Project Alternative would be the same as the future baseline 
traffic conditions as described in Section IV.C, which reflect the conditions that would occur 
under the No Project Alternative. As shown therein, four ( 4) study intersections are anticipated 
to operate at LOSE or F during peak hours (AM., P.M. or both) with the addition of growth in 
ambient traffic and the traffic associated with the related projects. Based on the stated 
significance thresholds, cumulative development would result in impacts to 13 of the 18 study 
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intersections. Under both Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 of the proposed Project (refer to 
detailed description of parking scenarios in Section IV.C.4), the proposed Project before 
mitigation would result in significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 18 study intersections during the 
A.M. and/or P.M. peak commuter hours. Traffic improvements associated with the proposed 
Project would mitigate some of these impacts, including some of the impacts to the 13 study 
intersections that would occur without the development of the proposed Project, and, thus, this is 
a beneficial impact of the proposed Project that the No Project Alternative would not realize. 
However, no new vehicular trip generation is anticipated under the No Project Alternative, and 
the Project-related significant transportation impacts would be eliminated under the No Project 
Alternative. Since traffic associated with the proposed Project would generate significant 
impacts after mitigation under either Parking Scenario, traffic impacts under the No Project 
Alternative would be less than under the proposed Project. The Project's less than significant 
impacts with regard to Project access and transit impacts would not occur under this Alternative. 
Furthermore, no impacts would occur with respect to the Union Pacific Railroad crossing, as no 
development would occur under the No Project Alternative. In addition, although no significant 
Project-related mainline freeway impacts are anticipated, impacts to freeways would be less 
under the No Project Alternative. Construction traffic would not occur under the No Project 
Alternative; therefore, the proposed Project's less than significant construction traffic impacts 
would also be less under the proposed Project. 

(b) Parking 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would continue to provide surface 
parking for the HSC. Since no construction would occur, no surface parking would be displaced 
under the No Project Alternative. Although the No Project Alternative would not provide for a 
net increase in parking supply that would occur with the proposed Project (through the provision 
of parking on any combination of Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F), parking impacts under 
both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be less than significant. Overall, 
the No Project Alternative would have less impact on parking than the proposed Project, since 
existing parking demands are currently being met and no new parking demands would be 
created. 

(4) Air Quality 

The No Project Alternative would not result in changes to the ex1stmg air quality 
environment, as emissions during construction and long-term operations that would occur with 
the proposed Project would not occur. As such, the No Project Alternative would avoid the 
proposed Project's significant and unavoidable construction impact as NOx and ROC daily 
emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD's regional significance thresholds. Furthermore, the 
No Project Alternative would also avoid the proposed Project's significant unavoidable impact 
on localized air quality with respect to PM10 concentrations that would occur during 
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construction. The Project's less than significant construction odor impacts would not occur 
under this Alternative. 

With regard to operations, the No Project Alternative would avoid the proposed Project's 
significant and unavoidable impact on regional air quality with respect to NOx emissions at a 
regional level. Therefore, air quality impacts under the No Project Alternative would be less 
than under the proposed Project. 

(5) Noise 

The No Project Alternative would not result in changes to the ex1stmg local noise 
conditions occurring on or adjacent to the Project site, specifically noise levels associated with 
short-term construction and ongoing operations. As a result, the No Project Alternative would 
avoid the proposed Project's significant, unavoidable short-term noise impacts during 
construction, and the less than significant impacts associated with long-term Project operations 
related to roadway noise, mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash pick
up areas), and parking facilities. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have less impact 
on noise than the proposed Project. 

( 6) Utilities 

(a) Water 

With no change in the existing use of the Project Site under the No Project Alternative, 
there would be no additional demand for water. Uses associated with the proposed Project, 
including laboratories, clinics, restrooms, drinking fountains, and landscaping, would generate an 
additional demand for domestic water. Although the proposed Project's impact on water supply 
would be less than significant, under the No Project Alternative, no additional water demand 
would occur over existing conditions. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have less 
impact on water supply and conveyance systems than the proposed Project. 

(b) Sanitary Sewers 

Under the No Project Alternative, no development would occur within the Project Site. 
As such, no wastewater generation, over existing conditions, would be associated with this 
Alternative. The proposed Project's laboratories, clinics, restrooms, drinking fountains, and 
landscaping would generate additional wastewater flows and the need for greater sanitary sewer 
capacity. Although the impact of the proposed Project on existing sanitary sewers would be less 
than significant, under the No Project Alternative, no impact on sanitary sewers would occur. 
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Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have less impact on sanitary sewers than the 
proposed Project. 

(7) Other Impacts of the No Project Alternative 

As the seven proposed Development Sites that comprise the Project Site would remain in 
their current condition, the No Project Alternative is not anticipated to have significant impacts 
in any other areas for which the proposed Project was determined not to have significant impacts 
by the Initial Study. 

(8) Relationship of No Project Alternative to the Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project's basic objectives. The No 
Project Alternative would not accomplish the Applicant's objectives of becoming a nationally 
respected provider of the highest quality, specialized acute inpatient and outpatient health care 
services and translational research, as well as one of the nation's very top medical schools that 
would attract highly qualified students and provide them with exceptional training. The 
proposed Project's support of the basic objectives relative to the development of centralized 
academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities would not occur with the No Project 
Alternative. 

Furthermore, the No Project Alternative would not support the Applicant's overall 
objectives of providing the quantity and quality of laboratory space required in order to recruit 
new, world-renowned faculty, conducting breakthrough research and training future scientists. 
Because the Alternative represents no development, it would not provide for buildout of the 
existing HSC site required to meet the demand for new programs. The creation of an on-site, 
pedestrian-friendly campus environment that would allow pedestrian access to the entire facility 
with limited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations and assisting in the 
creation of a strong visible image for the HSC also would not be realized. While the No Project 
Alternative would avoid any significant, unavoidable air quality and construction noise impacts 
associated with the proposed Project and would eliminate any significant, unavoidable traffic 
impacts that would occur under future baseline traffic conditions, it would not meet any Project 
objectives. 

2. Alternative 2: Reduced Density Project 

a. Introduction 

This section presents an environmental analysis of a Reduced Density Project Alternative 
that would be developed on the same seven (7) Development Sites as the Proposed Project. The 
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Reduced Density Project Alternative represents a 30 percent reduction in overall project square 
footage compared to the proposed Project. Thus, this alternative would include development of 
between approximately 409,500 and 535,500 gross square feet of additional academic, medical 
research, and medical clinic facilities within the existing HSC. In addition, the alternative would 
include development of parking to include up to 1,960 parking spaces, which represents a 30 
percent reduction from the proposed Project's 2,800 parking spaces. The alternative would 
replace the existing parking lots on the Project Site similar to the proposed Project. 

Table 38 on page 311 compares the elements of the Reduced Density Project Alternative 
with the proposed Project. In the following analyses, conclusions regarding impacts are based on 
impacts after mitigation. A summary of comparative adverse impacts is presented at the end of 
the Alternatives analysis in Table 46 and Table 47 on pages 339 and 340, respectively. 

b. Analysis of Alternative 

(1) Land Use 

The Reduced Density Project Alternative assumes the construction of the Project with a 
30 percent reduction in academic, medical research, medical clinic, and parking facilities 
compared to the proposed Project. The existing surface parking and vacant lots would be 
removed to prepare for development on those Development Sites upon which development 
would actually occur. 

The Reduced Density Project Alternative would require the same discretionary actions as 
the proposed Project. Thus, Development Sites A, B, and G, zoned C2-2 (Commercial), would 
allow for the development that would occur under the Reduced Project Alternative as it would be 
consistent with the existing zoning and density permitted by the LAMC. Development Site Dis 
zoned [Q] C2-1VL (Commercial); therefore, although the alternative represents a 30 percent 
reduction in square footage, similar to the proposed Project, it would require a height district 
change from 1 VL to 2 in order for the development to comply with the LAMC. Development 
Sites E and F are zoned CM-1 (Commercial Manufacturing) and are located within Height 
District 1. Under this zoning designation, construction on Development Sites E and F under the 
Reduced Density Project Alternative would require a zone change from CM-1 to C2-2 to permit 
the Alternative. Development Site C is zoned PF-1 (Public Facilities), which permits public 
parking facilities, and government buildings and offices. As a parking structure could be 
developed on this site, under the Reduced Project Alternative, as is the case with the proposed 
Project, a zone change from PF to C2 is required to implement the Reduced Project Alternative, 
as is the case with the proposed Project. Since parking facilities under this Alternative may be 
more than 750 feet from the building the parking supports, this Alternative, similar to the 
proposed Project, may require a parking variance. 
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Table 38 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE 2 COMPONENTS: 
REDUCED PROJECT TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternative Proposed Numerical Percent 
Project Com~onent Unit Project Project Difference Change 

Development Site A 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 325,500 465,000 139,500 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 84,000 120,000 36,000 -30% 

Development Site B 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 206,722 295,338 88,616 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 84,000 120,000 36,000 -30% 

Development Site C 
Parking Spaces 1,960 2,800 840 -30% 

Development Site D 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 140,000 200,000 170,700 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 41,300 59,000 60,000 -30% 

Development Site E 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 280,000 400,000 120,000 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 82,600 118,000 35,400 -30% 

Development Site F 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 280,000 400,000 120,000 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 82,600 118,000 35,400 -30% 

Development Site G 
Academic/Medical Research (max) or GSF 70,000 100,000 30,000 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) 26,650 29,500 2,850 -30% 

Total Project 
Academic and Medical Research (max) GSF 504,000 720,000 216,000 -30% 
Medical Clinic (max) GSF 84,000 120,000 36,000 -30% 
Parking Spaces 1,960 2,800 840 -30% 
Total Floor Area GSF 409,500 to 585,000 to 175,500 to -30% 

535.500 765.000 229,500 

GSF ··· gross square feet 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2005. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would implement the General Plan Framework 
(Framework) Community Center goal of providing pedestrian-oriented, high activity multi- and 
mixed-use community centers and would assist in further achieving the Framework's objective 
of reinforcing an existing community center and promoting community activity. The Reduced 
Project Alternative also would support several policies of the Framework. Specifically, the 
Alternative provides for centralized and shared parking structures to support the HSC, promotes 
pedestrian activity through structure siting and design, as well as development of public 
streetscape improvements (Policies 3.9.3, 3.9.5, and 3.9.7), and the Alternative would also 
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provide for increased activity, lighting and security than what currently exists at the Project Site. 
As such, the Alternative supports Policy 3.3.9 of the Framework. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would also support the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan's urban design oriented policies related to site planning, building height and 
design, parking structure design, and light and glare. The Reduced Project Alternative would 
further enhance the existing pedestrian-oriented campus environment and would facilitate 
pedestrian access to the entire HSC. The alternative also would assist in limiting pedestrian and 
vehicular interfaces by providing parking facilities at selected locations within the HSC that 
would connect with other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would assist in achieving the principal goal of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is to improve living conditions, upgrade public 
improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while preserving 
existing businesses and industry. However, in relation to the proposed Project, the revitalization 
under the Reduced Project Alternative would be incrementally less due to the reduced 
development that would occur. This Alternative would continue to promote preservation and 
enhancement of the existing HSC, which is a unique institutional resource of the community. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would also promote the policies set forth in the 
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which encourages development in and around 
existing activity centers, transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems, and in 
areas needing recycling and redevelopment. Implementation of this alternative would allow for 
the development of underutilized sites within the existing HSC that are currently used as surface 
parking lots are vacant or are underutilized. Furthermore, the Alternative would take advantage 
of the nearby transportation corridors and public transit systems including the I-10 and I-5 
Freeways, the Metro system, DASH, Union Station, and the USC shuttle systems. 

The land use effects of the Reduced Project Alternative in relation to existing land use 
plans would be similar to those associated with the proposed Project and no significant land use 
impacts would occur. Furthermore, as the same types of land uses are proposed under this 
Alternative, impacts with regard to compatibility with the surrounding land uses would be the 
same as the proposed Project, which are concluded to be less than significant. Therefore, both 
the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would have a similar impact relative to 
land use. However, as the total amount of development would be less than the proposed Project, 
the Reduced Project Alternative would implement applicable Framework, Community Plan, 
Redevelopment Plan, and RCPG policies to a lesser extent than the proposed Project. 
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(2) Visual Resources 

(a) Aesthetics 

The Reduced Project Alternative would result in the removal of existing street trees, 
which would temporarily detract from the visual character of the area thereby creating a 
potentially significant aesthetic impact. However, it is anticipated that the Reduced Project 
Alternative would include the replacement of all removed trees and landscape plantings along 
the perimeter of each of the Development Sites, similar to the proposed Project. The Reduced 
Project Alternative would be constructed according to existing architectural plans for the Project 
in relation to detailing, style, and surface materials. Thus, the development of the Reduced 
Project Alternative would be designed in a style reflective of the existing academic, research and 
medical office buildings that define the HSC's aesthetic appearance. Furthermore, design and 
landscape features including exterior courtyards, sidewalks, pedestrian walkways, and plantings 
would be developed at the Project Site, which aid in further integrating the uses associated with 
the HSC. As with the proposed Project, the development of the Reduced Project Alternative 
would be aesthetically beneficial and no significant impacts with regard to urban design policies 
would occur. Therefore, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would 
have a similar impact on aesthetic quality that is less than significant. 

(b) Views 

In the evaluation of potential view impacts for the proposed Project, it was determined 
that the proposed Project would not substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from identified public or private vantage points; therefore, potential view impacts were 
concluded to be less than significant. Under the Reduced Project Alternative, development of 
uses similar to the proposed Project would occur; however, this alternative represents a 
30 percent reduction in overall square footage compared to the proposed Project. As the physical 
form of this reduction may occur in a number of ways (i.e., lower building heights, fewer 
buildings, etc.), view impacts from any one vantage point may be less than what could occur 
under the proposed Project. Regardless, no existing view of a valued view resource would be 
impacted by the Reduced Project Alternative. Therefore, both the Reduced Project Alternative 
and the proposed Project would have a similar impact on views that is less than significant. 

(c) Shade/Shadow 

In evaluating impacts of the proposed Project with respect to shade/shadow, it was 
determined that Project impacts to off- and on-site shadow sensitive uses would be less than 
significant. The 30 percent reduction in overall project square footage that would occur under 
the Reduced Project Alternative could occur in a number of different development policies. The 
impacts with respect to shade/shadow may be less than the proposed Project; however, on a 
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site-by-site basis, the amount of the development, and the resulting shade/shadow impacts, may 
be the same as the proposed Project. Therefore, both the Reduced Project Alternative and the 
proposed Project would have similar impacts related to shade/shadow that are less than 
significant. 

(3) Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

(a) Traffic and Circulation 

Similar to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative is not anticipated to 
create a significant transportation impact in either direction on the I-5 or I-10 Freeway, nor 
would it impact existing or future transit services in the area. 

Traffic volumes generated by the Reduced Project Alternative are forecast for the AM. 

and P.M. peak hours, using the same trip generation and distribution assumptions as the proposed 
Project. The Reduced Project Alternative is anticipated to generate 541 vehicle trips 
(440 inbound trips and 101 outbound trips) during the AM. peak hour. During the P.M. peak 
hour, the Reduced Project Alternative is anticipated to generate 566 vehicle trips (117 inbound 
trips and 449 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour period, the Alternative is forecasted to generate 
5,476 daily trip ends during a typical weekday (2,738 inbound trips and 2,738 outbound trips). A 
summary of the trip generation forecast for the Reduced Project Alternative, including the total 
number of vehicle trips to be generated and the distribution of those trips is presented in Table 3a 
in the Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix B of this Draft EIR. 

The Reduced Project Alternative could be anticipated to result in impacts that are less 
when compared to the proposed Project, due to the 30 percent reduction in development. Under 
both Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 (refer to detailed description of parking scenarios in 
Section IV.C), the proposed Project would result in significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 
18 study intersections during the AM. and/or P.M. peak commuter hours before mitigation. The 
Reduced Project Alternative would result in one less significant impact compared to the 
proposed Project before mitigation. Mitigation similar to the proposed Project would be 
implemented. As such, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in four significant and 
unavoidable impacts, based on the trip-distribution pattern of Parking Scenario No. l. Impacts 
of the Reduced Project Alternative would result in two significant and unavoidable impacts, 
based on the trip-distribution pattern of Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Since traffic associated with the proposed Project would generate significant impacts to 
11 intersections, of which four intersections and three intersections could not be mitigated to a 
level that is less than significant under Parking Scenario No. 1 and Parking Scenario No. 2, 
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respectively, traffic impacts under the Reduced Project Alternative would be less than under the 
proposed Project. 

Both the proposed Project under Parking Scenario No. 1 and the Reduced Project 
Alternative would generate significant, unavoidable traffic impacts at four intersections, whereas 
under Parking Scenario No. 2, the Reduced Project Alternative traffic would result in one less 
significant impact after mitigation. Therefore, traffic impacts under the Reduced Project would 
be the same when compared to Parking Scenario No. 1 and less when compared to the proposed 
Project. 

Impacts to CMP monitoring locations under the Reduced Project would be less than 
under the proposed Project and, as is the case with the proposed Project, would be less than 
significant. As with the Proposed Project, temporary significant impacts may occur at the Union 
Pacific Railroad crossing under the Reduced Project Alternative. However, impacts with regard 
to Project Access and public transit would be less than significant and less than those of the 
proposed Project. 

(b) Parking 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a range of between 997 and 1,085 parking spaces 
would be required by the City parking code, depending upon the actual development that would 
occur within the development range. Similar to the proposed Project, surface parking would be 
displaced. The Reduced Project Alternative would provide for a net increase in parking supply 
through the provision of parking on any combination of Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F. 
Both the Proposed Project and Reduced Project Alternative would provide a sufficient number of 
parking spaces to meet LAMC requirements and parking demand. Therefore, parking impacts 
under both the Reduced Project Alternative and the proposed Project would be similar as well as 
less than significant. 

( 4) Air Quality 

During construction, the Reduced Project Alternative would require similar amounts of 
site clearing and grading activities, but as a result of the approximately 30 percent reduction in 
building space, a corresponding reduction in construction activities during the building 
construction and finishing stages would be likely. However, on days of peak construction 
activities, the number of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on 
site would be similar to proposed Project conditions. As such, daily emissions during peak 
construction periods from under the Reduced Project Alternative would be similar to the 
proposed Project, as the duration (number of days), not the intensity of activities would be 
reduced. Consequently, worst-case daily emissions during construction would be similar to the 
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proposed Project. As such, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a significant 
unavoidable impact with respect to regional construction emissions of ROC and NOx and local 
construction emissions of PM10, even after implementation of mitigation measures. As peak 
construction activities would be the same under this Alternative as the proposed Project, 
construction odor impacts would be less than significant, as is the case with the proposed Project. 

With respect to long-term project operations, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
generate mobile source and stationary source daily emissions; however, due to the reduced scale 
of development, emissions are anticipated to be approximately 25 to 30 percent less than those 
for the proposed Project. However, this reduction would not be sufficient to avoid the significant 
and unavoidable impact with respect to regional emissions of NOx that would occur with the 
proposed Project. Regional emissions of CO, PM10, and SOx and local emissions of CO would 
also be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. Impacts of the Reduced Alternative 
would be less than those of the proposed Project, principally resulting from the forecasted 
reduction in operational emissions. Similar to the Proposed Project, impacts of this Alternative 
with regard to operational odors would be less than significant. 

(5) Noise 

During Construction, the Reduced Project Alternative would require similar amounts of 
site clearing and grading activities, but as a result of the approximately 30 percent reduction in 
building space, a corresponding reduction in construction activities during the building 
construction and finishing stages would be likely. However, on days of peak construction 
activities, the number of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on 
site would be similar to proposed Project conditions. Consequently, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would generate maximum construction-period noise levels that would be similar to 
proposed Project construction-period noise; however, the duration of construction-period noise 
would be reduced. Similar to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would 
therefore generate significant and unavoidable construction noise impacts at nearby noise 
sensitive locations, including USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, Doheny Eye 
Institute, Women and Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park, even with the incorporation of 
mitigation measures. Similar to the proposed Project, construction noise impacts associated with 
vehicle trips to and from Site under the Reduced Project Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

During long-term operations, the Reduced Project Alternative would include noise 
sources that are similar to the noise sources associated with the proposed Project. Noise sources 
would include vehicular traffic, mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash 
pick up areas), and parking facilities. Similar to the proposed Project, noise generated by the 
loading dock and trash pick up areas would result in a significant impact without incorporation 
of mitigation measures. However, as with the proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation 
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Measure E-2 would diminish the impact to a level that is less than significant. Noise from other 
on-site sources would be less than significant due to compliance with the provisions of the City's 
Noise Ordinance, and no mitigation measures would be required. The reduction in traffic 
volumes by 2,239 daily trips (from 7,715 to 5,476) would result in a decrease in traffic-related 
noise levels on the surrounding roadways. Therefore, traffic-related noise impacts associated 
with the Reduced Project Alternative, as with the proposed Project, would be less than 
significant. The noise impacts of the Reduced Project Alternative, based on the preceding 
analysis, would be slightly reduced relative to the proposed Project due to the reduction in 
operational motor vehicle noise levels. 

(6) Utilities and Service Systems 

(a) Water 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, water would be required for clinics, laboratories, 
restrooms, drinking fountains, and landscaping. Under both the proposed Project and the 
Reduced Project Alternative, impacts on water supply would be less than significant through 
water conservation design features, assured through conservation-related mitigation measures. 
However, due to the reduced size of the Reduced Project Alternative in relation to the proposed 
Project, water demand would be incrementally lower than under the proposed Project. It should 
be noted that for purposes of comparison, the worst-case scenario for the proposed Project with 
respect to water consumption is utilized (i.e., 720,000 square feet of medical/research facilities 
and 45,000 square feet of medical clinic). As shown in Table 39 on page 318, the proposed 
Project would have an increased water demand of 266,304 gallons per day (gpd); whereas the 
Reduced Project Alternative would have an increased water demand of 186,413 gpd, or 
30 percent less than the proposed Project. Since all of the proposed Development Sites are 
adjacent to lines at least 10 to 16 inches in diameter, the existing water infrastructure would be 
adequate to provide domestic water and fire suppression services for both the proposed Project 
and the Reduced Project Alternative. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would have 
less impact on the water supply than the proposed Project. Although there would be less water 
demand and the water lines that would be installed under this Alternative may be smaller, 
construction impacts under the Reduced Project would be the same as the proposed Project, 
which are concluded to be less than significant. 

(b) Sanitary Sewers 

The Reduced Project Alternative would generate wastewater discharge from clinics and 
laboratories, restrooms, and drinking fountains that currently does not occur under existing 
conditions. Under both the proposed Project and the Reduced Project Alternative, wastewater 
impacts would be potentially significant, but reduced to levels that are less than significant with 
mitigation. However, due to the reduced size of the Reduced Project Alternative, wastewater 
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Table 39 

ESTIMATED DOMESTIC WATER CONSUMPTION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Use 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 

Medical Clinic 
Parking 

Outdoor Water Use b 

Total Proposed Project 

Reduced Project Alternative 0 

Academic/Medical Research 
Medical Clinic 
Parking 

Outdoor Water Use b 

Total Alternative 

Net Increase (Decrease) in Water 
Consumption 

0 Assumes 365-day operation year. 
b Estimated to be 28 percent. 

Size 

720,000 sq.ft. 
45,000 sq.ft. 

840,000 sq.ft. 

504,000 sq.ft. 
31,500 sq.ft. 

588,000 sq.ft. 

c Assumes 30 percent reduction in floor area. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, January 2005. 

Factor (gpd/unit) 

250 gpd/LOOOsq.ft. 
250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 

20 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 

250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 
250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 

20 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 

Average Annual 
Daily Flow Consumption 

(gpd) (mil gal/vr) a 

180,000 65.70 
11,250 4.11 
16,800 6.13 
58,254 21.26 

266,304 97.20 

126,000 45.99 
7,875 2.87 

11,760 4.29 
40,778 14.88 

186,413 68.04 

(79,891) (29.16) 

generation would be incrementally lower than under the proposed Project. As shown in Table 40 
on page 319, the proposed Project would generate an increase of approximately 187,245 gallons 
per day (gpd) of sewage, whereas the Reduced Project Alternative would generate an increase of 
131,072 gpd, or 30 percent less than the proposed Project. Therefore, the Reduced Project 
Alternative would have less impact on sanitary sewers and wastewater treatment than the 
proposed Project. Although there would be less wastewater discharge and the sewage lines that 
would be installed under this Alternative may be smaller, construction impacts under the 
Reduced Project would be the same as the proposed Project, which are concluded to be less than 
significant. 

(7) Other Impacts of the Reduced Project Alternative 

Since the Project Site would be developed with a 30 percent less development, the 
Reduced Project Alternative would not be anticipated to have significant impacts in areas for 
which the proposed Project was determined not to have significant impacts by the Initial Study. 
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Table 40 

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Daily Flow Consumption 

Use Size Factor (gJ.ld/unit) (gJ.ld) (mil gal/yr) a 

Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 225 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 162.000 59.1 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 225 t,>pdll,OOOsq.ft. 10,125 3.7 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 t,>pdll,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 

Total Proposed Project 187,245 68.3 

Reduced Project Alternative b 

Academic/Medical Research 504,000 sq.ft. 225 t,>pdll,OOOsq.ft. 113,400 41.4 
Medical Clinic 31,500 sq.ft. 225 t,>pdll,OOOsq.ft. 7,088 2.6 
Parking 588,000 sq.ft. 18 t,>pdll,000 sq.ft. 10,584 3.9 

Total Alternative 131,072 47.8 

Net Increase (Decrease) in (55,173) (20.5) 
Wastewater Generation 

a Assumes 365-day operation year. 
b Assumes 30 percent reduction in floor area. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, January 2005. 

(8) Relationship of the Reduced Project Alternative to the Project Objectives 

The Reduced Project Alternative would only partially achieve the basic objectives of the 
Project. The alternative would support the Applicant's mission to strive to become a nationally 
respected provider of the highest quality, specialized acute inpatient and outpatient health care 
services and translational research, as well as one of the nation's very top medical schools that 
would attract highly qualified students and provide them with exceptional training. The 
alternative also would support the Project's basic objectives through the development of 
centralized academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities, and the creation of an 
on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment that would allow pedestrian access to the entire 
facility with limited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations and assist in 
creating a strong visible image for the HSC. 

However, since the Reduced Project Alternative represents 30 percent less development, 
it would support overall objectives to a notably lesser extent than what would occur under the 
proposed Project. As such, the Alternative would not provide the quantity and quality of 
laboratory space that may be required in order to recruit new, world-renowned faculty, 
conducting breakthrough research and training future scientists. Furthermore, it would not 
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provide for buildout of the existing HSC site that is required to meet the demand for new 
programs. The Reduced Project Alternative would reduce, but not eliminate, potentially 
significant and unavoidable traffic, air quality, and construction noise impacts associated with 
the proposed Project. 

3. Alternative 3: Alternative Land Use Alternative 

a. Introduction 

This section presents an environmental analysis of an Alternative Land Use alternative 
that would be constructed on the 22 acres that comprise the Project Site. As such, the 
development of this Alternative would require the demolition of existing parking and vacant lots 
on the Project Site. The Alternative Land Use assumes the development of the Project Site with 
academic, medical research and medical clinic uses similar to the proposed Project. However, 
this Alternative proposes development of a 200-room multi-level hotel facility with a total floor 
area of 200,000 square feet in lieu of some academic/medical research and/or medical clinic uses 
(i.e. reduction of 160,000 square feet of academic related research uses and a reduction of 
40,000 square feet of medical clinic uses). Under this Alternative, similar to the proposed 
Project, a range of development scenarios could occur. The hotel facility associated with this 
Alternative would house people with family members undergoing treatment at HSC facilities. 
Under this Alternative a total of 1,996 parking spaces would be constructed, which represents a 
29 percent reduction from the proposed Project's 2,800 parking spaces. Table 41 on page 321 
compares the elements of the Alternative Land Use Alternative with the proposed Project. A 
summary of comparative adverse impacts is presented at the end of the Alternatives analysis in 
Table 46 and Table 47 on pages 339 and 340, respectively. 

b. Analysis of Alternative 

(1) Land Use 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative, as with the proposed Project, would result in the 
removal of existing surface parking and vacant lots. This Alternative is similar to the proposed 
Project with the exception of developing a hotel to support the existing and proposed medical
related uses at the HSC in lieu of some additional academic and medical research facilities. As 
the hotel could be developed on any of the Development Sites proposed for development, and 
would occur in accordance with the development standards established for the proposed Project, 
implementation of this Alternative would require the same discretionary actions as the proposed 
Project. Thus, Development Sites A, B, and G, zoned C2-2 (Commercial), would allow for the 
development that would occur under this Alternative as it would be consistent with the existing 
zoning. Development Sites E and F are zoned CM-1 (Commercial Manufacturing) and are 
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Table 41 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE 3 COMPONENTS: 
ALTERNATIVE LAND USE ALTERNATIVE TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternative Proposed Numerical Percent 
Project Com~onent Unit Project Project Difference Change 

Academic and Medical GSF 265,000 to 520,000 465,000 to 720,000 -200,000 -28 to -43% 
Research 
Medical Clinic GSF 45,000 to 107,500 45,000 to 120,000 0 to -12,500 0 to -10% 

Hotel (GSF/Rooms) 200,000 (200) 010 +200,000 (200) NIA 

Total Floor Area GSF 310,000 to 527 ,000 585,000 to 765,000 -238,000 to -31 to -47% 
-275,000 

Parking Spaces 1,996 2,800 -804 -29% 

Project Site Area Acres 22 22 0 0% 

GSF =gross square feet 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2005. 

located within Height District 1. Development Sites E and F under the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative would require a zone change from CM-1 to C2-2 to permit the Alternative. Under 
this zoning designation, construction of this Alternative would require a height district change, as 
is the case with the proposed Project, from height district 1 to 2 to comply with the LAMC. 

Development Site C is zoned PF-1 (Public Facilities), which permits public parking 
facilities, and government buildings and offices. As the Project and the Alternative propose a 
private parking facility on Development Site C, a zone change from PF to C2 is required. The 
proposed zone change to C2 for Development Site C would be compatible with the zoning 
designations assigned to the surrounding HSC parcels and would be consistent with the intent 
and policies of the Community Plan and density permitted by the LAMC. Development Site D 
is zoned [Q] C2-l VL and as such, development of this Alternative would require a height district 
change, as is the case with the proposed Project, from height district 1VLto2 to comply with the 
LAMC. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would implement the General Plan Framework 
(Framework) Community Center goal of providing pedestrian-oriented, high activity multi- and 
mixed-use community centers and would assist in further achieving the Framework's objective 
of reinforcing an existing community center and promoting community activity. The Alternative 
Land Use Alternative also would support several policies of the Framework as it provides for 
centralized and shared parking structures to support the HSC, promotes pedestrian activity 
through structure siting and design, as well as the development of public streetscape 
improvements (Policies 3.9.3, 3.9.5, and 3.9.7). Lastly, the Alternative would also provide for 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 321 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0027140 



EM25773 

V. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

increased activity, lighting and security than what currently exists at the Project Site; and, as 
such, supports Policy 3.3.9 of the Framework. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would also support the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan's urban design oriented policies related to site planning, building height and 
design, parking structure design, and light and glare. The Alternative Land Use Alternative 
would further enhance the existing pedestrian-oriented campus environment and would facilitate 
pedestrian access to the entire HSC. The alternative would also assist in limiting pedestrian and 
vehicular interfaces by providing parking facilities at selected locations within the HSC that 
would connect with other components of the HSC via a USC-operated shuttle system. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would assist in achieving the principal goal of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is to improve living conditions, upgrade public 
improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while preserving 
existing businesses and industry. However, in relation to the proposed Project, the revitalization 
under this Alternative would be different relative to the referenced policies. This Alternative, as 
is the case with the proposed Project, would continue to promote preservation and enhancement 
of the existing HSC, which is a unique institutional resource of the community. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would also promote the policies set forth in the 
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which encourages development in and around 
existing activity centers, transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems, and in 
areas needing recycling and redevelopment. Implementation of this alternative would allow for 
the development of underutilized sites within the existing HSC that are currently used as surface 
parking lots, are vacant, or are underutilized. Furthermore, the Alternative would take advantage 
of the nearby transportation corridors and public transit systems including the I-10 and I-5 
Freeways, the Metro system, DASH, Union Station, and the USC shuttle systems. 

The land use effects of the Alternative Land Use Alternative in relation to existing land 
use plans would be similar to those associated with the proposed Project, as the trade-off of 
academic and research facilities for a hotel that supports the HSC would be comparable relative 
to the land use policies under discussion. Furthermore, while the change in use from 
academic/research use to hotel use is different, impacts with regard to compatibility with the 
surrounding land uses would be less than significant. Therefore, both the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative and the proposed Project would have similar, and less than significant, impacts 
relative to land use. 
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(2) Visual Resources 

(a) Aesthetics 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would result in the removal of existing street trees, 
which would temporarily detract from the visual character of the area thereby creating a 
potentially significant aesthetic impact. However, it is anticipated that this Alternative would 
include the replacement of all removed trees and landscape plantings along the perimeter of each 
of the Development Sites, similar to the proposed Project. The hotel, under this Alternative, 
would be developed in accordance with all of the development standards established for the 
proposed Project. It is also assumed that the architectural styling of the hotel would be 
consistent with the materials and detailing typical of modern HSC campus structures. The 
proposed parking facilities would be unchanged from those of the proposed Project, although the 
potential exists that the parking needs of the hotel would be provided within its own 
Development Site. Notwithstanding, the design of the parking facilities under this Alternative 
would maintain the same architectural style. 

Furthermore, design and landscape features including exterior courtyards, sidewalks, 
pedestrian walkways, and plantings would be developed at the Project Site, which aid in further 
integrating the uses associated with the HSC. As with the proposed Project, the development of 
the Alternative Land Use Alternative would be aesthetically beneficial and no significant impacts 
with regard to urban design policies would occur. Therefore, both the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative and the proposed Project would have a similar and less than significant impact on 
aesthetic quality. 

(b) Views 

In the evaluation of potential view impacts for the proposed Project, it was determined 
that the proposed Project would not substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from identified public or private vantage points; therefore, potential view impacts were 
concluded to be less than significant. Under the Alternative Land Use Alternative, development 
of uses similar to the proposed Project would occur, and the hotel development would be 
developed in accordance with all of the development standards established for the proposed 
Project with respect to architectural design and building heights. Thus, no existing view of a 
valued view resource would be impacted by the Alternative Land Use Alternative. Therefore, 
both the Alternative Land Use Alternative and the proposed Project would have a similar and 
less than significant impact on views. 
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(c) Shade/Shadow 

In evaluating the impacts of the proposed Project with respect to shade/shadow, it was 
determined that Project impacts to off- and on-site shadow sensitive uses would be less than 
significant. As development under this Alternative would occur in accordance with all of the 
development standards established for the proposed Project, the shade/shadow impacts of this 
Alternative would be the same as those of the proposed Project. Therefore, both the Alternative 
Land Use Alternative and the proposed Project would have similar, less than significant impacts 
related to shade/shadow. 

(3) Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

(a) Traffic and Circulation 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative replaces 200,000 square feet of academic-related 
research and medical clinic square footage with a 200-room hotel (i.e., reduction of 
160,000 square feet of academic and research uses and a reduction of 40,000 square feet of 
medical clinic uses). As such under this alternative a total of 305,000 square feet of academic 
uses and 80,000 square feet of medical clinic uses would be developed in addition to the 
200-room hotel. Similar to the proposed Project, this Alternative is not anticipated to create a 
significant transportation impact in either direction on the I-5 or I-10 Freeway, nor would it 
impact existing or future transit services in the area. 

Traffic volumes generated by the Alternative Land Use Alternative are forecast for the 
AM. and P.M. peak hours, using the same trip generation and distribution assumptions as the 
proposed Project as well as standard trip generation factors for hotels. The Alternative Land Use 
Alternative is anticipated to generate 647 vehicle trips (495 inbound trips and 152 outbound 
trips) during the AM. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative is anticipated to generate 679 vehicle trips (180 inbound trips and 499 outbound 
trips). Over a 24-hour period, the Alternative is forecasted to generate 6,979 daily trip ends 
during a typical weekday (approximately 3,490 inbound trips and 3,490 outbound trips). A 
summary of the trip generation forecast for the Alternative Land Use Alternative, including the 
total number of vehicle trips to be generated and the distribution of those trips is presented in 
Table 3b in the Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix C of this Draft EIR. 

Based on a review of the forecasted trip generation, this Alternative is anticipated to 
result in fewer significant impacts than the proposed Project based on the slightly lower peak
hour trip-generation forecast. Under both Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2 of the proposed Project 
(refer to detailed description of parking scenarios in Section IV.C.), significant traffic impacts 
would occur at 10 of the 18 study intersections, as compared to 11 with the proposed Project, 
during the AM. and/or P.M. peak commuter hours before mitigation. In addition, the Alternative 
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Land Use Alternative would result in one less significant impact compared to the proposed 
Project before mitigation based on the trip distribution patterns of Parking Scenario Nos. 1 and 2. 
As there would be a decrease in traffic under the Alternative Land Use Alternative compared to 
the Proposed Project, impacts to CMP monitoring locations under the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative would be less than under the proposed Project and, as is the case with the proposed 
Project, would be less than significant. As with the Proposed Project, temporary significant 
impacts may occur at the Union Pacific Railroad crossing under the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative. However, impacts with regard to Project Access and public transit would be less 
than significant and less than those of the proposed Project. 

Mitigation similar to the proposed Project would be implemented; and, as such, impacts 
under the Alternative Land Use Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable at four 
locations, based on the trip distribution patterns of Parking Scenario No. 1. All but two locations 
are anticipated to be fully mitigated, based on the trip distribution patterns of Parking Scenario 
No. 2 under the Alternative Land Use Alternative. Since traffic associated with the proposed 
Project would generate significant impacts to 11 intersections, of which four intersections could 
not be mitigated to a level that is less than significant under Parking Scenario No. 1 and three 
intersections could not be mitigated to levels that are less than significant under Parking Scenario 
No. 2, traffic impacts under the Alternative Land Use Alternative would be less than under the 
proposed Project. 

(b) Parking 

Under this Alternative, approximately 1,085 to 1,268 parking spaces would be required 
by the LAMC, depending upon the actual development that would occur within the development 
range. Similar to the proposed Project, existing surface parking lots would be displaced. As a 
result up to 1,996 parking spaces would be developed under this Alternative. The Alternative 
Land Use Alternative would provide for a net increase in parking supply through the provision of 
parking on any combination of Development Sites B, C, D, E, and F, and, therefore, parking 
impacts under both the Alternative Land Use Alternative and the proposed Project would be 
similar and less than significant. 

(4) Air Quality 

During Construction, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would require similar 
amounts of site clearing and grading activity. On days of peak construction activities, the 
number of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on site would 
likely be similar to proposed Project conditions. Thus, daily emissions during peak construction 
activities under the Alternative Land Use Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project. 
Consequently, daily emissions during peak construction would be similar to the Project and 
would result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to regional emissions of NOx and 
ROC and local emissions of PM10, even after implementation of mitigation measures. No 
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significant impacts associated with CO, SOx, and N02 concentrations would occur during 
construction. Impacts with regard to construction odors would be the same as the proposed 
Project and, as such, construction odor impacts under this Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

With respect to long-term operations, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would result 
in a reduction in mobile source and stationary source daily emissions. Due to the reduced scale 
of development (i.e., reduction of 160,000 square feet of academic related research uses and a 
reduction of 40,000 square feet of medical clinic uses), emissions are anticipated to be 
approximately nine percent less than those for the proposed Project, due primarily to the mobile 
source emissions related to 736 fewer daily trips (from 7,715 to 6,979). However, this reduction 
would not be sufficient to avoid the significant and unavoidable impact with respect to regional 
emissions of NOx that would occur with the proposed Project. Daily emissions for ROC, CO, 
PM10, and SOx and local emissions of CO would also decrease under the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative and, as with the Project, would remain less than significant. Impacts of the 
Alternative Land Use Alternative would be less than those of the proposed Project, principally 
resulting from the forecasted reduction in operational vehicle-related emissions. Similar to the 
Proposed Project, impacts with regard to operational odors would be less than significant. 

(5) Noise 

During construction, the Alternate Land Use Alternative would require similar amounts 
of site clearing and grading activity. The days of peak construction activities, the number of 
construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on site would likely be 
similar to Project conditions. Consequently, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would 
generate maximum construction-period noise levels that would be of a duration similar to Project 
construction-period noise. Similar to the Project, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would 
generate noise during construction that is well above the ambient noise levels in areas of 
sensitive receptor locations, including USC University Hospital, USC HCCI, USC HCCII, 
Doheny Eye Institute, Women and Children's Hospital, and Hazard Park. As with the Project, 
significant and unavoidable construction noise impacts would occur under the Alternative Land 
Use Alternative to the above sensitive receptors, even with the incorporation of mitigation 
measures. Similar to the proposed Project, off-site construction noise impacts associated with 
vehicle trips to and from the site under this Alternative would be less than significant. 

During long-term operations, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would generate noise 
levels that are similar to Project-generated noise levels. Noise sources would include vehicular 
traffic, mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash pick up areas), and 
parking facilities. Similar to the proposed Project, noise generated by the loading dock and trash 
pick up areas would result in a significant impact without incorporation of mitigation measures. 
However, as with the proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation Measure E-2 would 
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diminish the impact to a level that is less than significant. Noise from other on-site sources 
would be less than significant due to compliance with provisions of the City's Noise Ordinance, 
and no mitigation measures would be required. The reduction in traffic volumes by 736 daily 
trips (from 7,715 to 6,979) would result in a marginal reduction in traffic-related noise levels on 
the surrounding roadways, and roadway noise impacts would remain less than significant, similar 
to the Project. The noise impacts of the Reduced Project Alternative, based on the preceding 
analysis, would be slightly reduced relative to the proposed Project due to the reduction in 
operational motor vehicle noise levels. 

(6) Utilities and Service Systems 

(a) Water 

The academic/medical research and medical clinic buildings, as well as the hotel use 
under the Alternative Land Use Alternative would generate an increase in water demand. Water 
would be used for laboratories, clinics, restrooms, drinking fountains, and landscaping. As the 
hotel would consume water at the same rate as the academic and research facilities that it is 
displacing, under both the Project and the Alternative Land Use Alternative, potentially 
significant impacts on water supply would be less than significant based on LADWP's Water 
Supply Assessment and through water conservation design features, assured through the 
implementation of conservation-related mitigation measures. As shown in Table 42 on 
page 328, the Alternative Land Use Alternative is estimated to have a water demand of 
208,704 gpd, which is the same as the Project's demand for water. It is conservatively assumed 
that, as is the case with the proposed Project, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would operate 
approximately 365 days a year. As the water demand would be the same as the proposed 
Project, impacts related to the construction of the water lines would be less than significant and 
the same as the proposed Project. Therefore, the Alternative Land Use Alternative would have 
the same impact on water supply as the proposed Project. 

(b) Sanitary Sewers 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would generate wastewater in association with 
laboratories, clinics, restrooms, and drinking fountains. Under both the Project and the 
Alternative Land Use Alternative, wastewater impacts would be potentially significant, but 
reduced to levels that are less than significant with mitigation. As shown in Table 43 on 
page 329 the Alternative Land Use Alternative would generate a demand of 146,745 gpd, which 
is the same as the Project's daily sewage generation. As the wastewater discharge would be the 
same as the proposed Project, impacts related to construction of the sewage lines would also be 
less than significant and the same as the proposed Project. Thus, the potential impact for this 
alternative would be the same as under the Project. Therefore, the Alternative Land Use 
Alternative would have the same impact on wastewater generation as the Project. 
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Table 42 

ESTIMATED DOMESTIC WATER CONSUMPTION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE LAND USE ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Factor Daily Consumption b 

Use Size (gl_)d/unit) a Flow (gpd) (mil gal/vr) 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 180,000 65.70 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 11,250 4.11 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 20 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 16,800 6.13 
Outdoor Water Use a 58,254 21.26 

Total Proposed Project 266,304 97.20 

Alternative Land Use Alternative 
Academic/Medical Research 305,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 76,250 27.83 

Medical Clinic 80,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 20,000 7.30 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,000 sq.ft. 16,800 6.13 
Hotel 200,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/l,OOOsq.ft. 50,000 18.25 
Outdoor Water Use" 45,654 16.66 

Total Alternative 208,704 76.17 

Net Increase (Decrease) in Water -57,600 -21.03 
Consumption 

a Estimated to be 28 percent. 
b Assumes 365-day operation year. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, April 2005. 

(7) Other Impacts of the Alternative Land Use Alternative 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would not be anticipated to have significant 
impacts in areas for which the Project was determined not to have significant impacts, as this 
Alternative would have the same square footage as the proposed Project and would be 
constructed in accordance with the same development standards. 

(8) Relationship of the Alternative Land Use Alternative to the Project 
Objectives 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would only partially achieve the basic Project 
objectives. The Alternative would support the Applicant's objectives to become a nationally 
respected provider of the highest quality, specialized acute inpatient and outpatient health care 
services and translational research, as well as one of the nation's very top medical schools that 
would attract highly qualified students and provide them with exceptional training. The 
Alternative would also support the objectives through the development of centralized academic, 
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Table 43 

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE LAND USE ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Factor Daily Flow Consumption a 

Use Size (gJ.ld/unit) a (gJ.ld) (mil gal/yr) 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 225 gpd/LOOOsq.ft. 162,000 59.1 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 10,125 3.7 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 

Total Proposed Project 187,245 68.3 

Alternative Land Use Alternative 
Academic/Medical Research 305,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 68,625 25.0 

Medical Clinic 80,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 18,000 6.6 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 
Hotel 200,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,000 sq.ft. 45,000 16.4 

Total Alternative 146,745 53.5 

Net Increase (Decrease) in -40,500 14.8 
Wastewater Generation 

a Assumes 365-day operation year. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, April 2005 

medical research, and medical clinic facilities. Furthermore, the Alternative would create an 
on-site, pedestrian-friendly campus environment that would be developed which would allow 
pedestrian access to the entire facility with limited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at 
selected assist in creating a strong visible image of the HSC. 

However, since the Alternative Land Use Alternative proposes development of a 
200-room multi-level hotel facility in lieu of 200,000 square feet of academic and research uses 
proposed by the Project, it would support the basic objectives of the Project to a lesser extent 
than what would occur under the proposed Project. As such, the Alternative would not provide 
the quantity and quality of laboratory space that may be required in order to recruit new, world
renowned faculty, conducting breakthrough research and training future scientists. It would not 
be able to provide for the maximum amount of undergraduate, graduate and postgraduate 
academic programs of instruction for highly qualified students. Lastly, reduction of proposed 
facilities within the HSC would not work to further the objective of attaining efficiency in 
meeting the other objectives described above. 
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4. The Alternative Site Alternative: Alternative Site 

a. Introduction 

This section presents an environmental analysis of developing the proposed Project at an 
alternative location. The alternative location selected for the Project is the Women and 
Children's Hospital site, located along the east side of Mission Road, generally between Zonal 
Avenue to the north and Marengo Street to the south in the City of Los Angeles. A summary of 
comparative adverse impacts is presented at the end of the Alternatives analysis in Table 46 and 
Table 47 on pages 339 and 340, respectively. 

b. Analysis of Alternative 

(1) Land Use 

The Alternative Site, as with the Proposed Project site, is located in the Northeast 
Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles on the site of the Women and Children's 
Hospital located to the south of the HSC across Zonal Avenue adjacent to the Los Angeles 
County-USC Medical Center. The Alternative Site is designated as Public Facilities and is 
located within Height District 1. Thus, development of the Project at the Alternative Site would 
require a zone change to C2 to reflect the range of uses proposed for development and to be 
compatible with the zoning designations assigned to the surrounding HSC parcels. A height 
district change from Height District 1 (allowable FAR of 1.5:1) to 2 (allowable FAR of 6:1) 
would also be necessary to allow the proposed development. 

The Alternative Site Alternative would implement the General Plan Framework policies, 
but would do so at a location that does not contribute to the synergy that the Project adds to at the 
HSC. The Alternative Site Alternative would not enhance the existing pedestrian-oriented 
campus environment and nor would it facilitate pedestrian access to the entire HSC. 

The Alternative Land Use Alternative would assist in achieving the principal goal of the 
Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, which is to improve living conditions, upgrade public 
improvements, increase commercial choices, and revitalize the industrial base while preserving 
existing businesses and industry. However, this Alternative would not promote preservation and 
enhancement of the existing HSC to the same extent as the proposed Project. 

The Alternative Site Alternative would promote the policies set forth in the Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which encourages development in and around existing 
activity centers, transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems, and in areas 
needing recycling and redevelopment. The Alternative would also take advantage of the nearby 
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transportation corridors and public transit systems including the I-10 and I-5 Freeways, the 
Metro system, DASH, Union Station, and the USC shuttle systems. However, implementation of 
this Alternative would not allow for the development of underutilized sites within the existing 
HSC that are currently used as surface parking lots. 

The land use effects of the Alternative Site Alternative in relation to existing land use 
plans would be similar to those associated with the proposed Project and no significant land use 
impacts would occur. However, development of the Project at the Alternative Site would not 
realized an enhancement of the HSC which, as an existing center of activity, is a policy direction 
included in many of the land use plans referenced above. Furthermore, the land uses 
surrounding the Alternative Site are similar to those that are located around the Project Site. 
Therefore, impacts with regard to land use compatibility with the surrounding land uses would 
be less than significant, and similar to those of the proposed Project. 

(2) Visual Resources 

(a) Aesthetics 

The Alternative Site Alternative, similar to the proposed Project, would result in the 
removal of existing street trees, which would temporarily detract from the visual character of the 
area, thereby creating a potentially significant aesthetic impact. However, it is anticipated that 
development at the Alternative Site would include the replacement of all removed trees and 
landscape plantings along the perimeter of the Women's and Children's Hospital Site, similar to 
the proposed Project. Under the Alternative Site Alternative architectural styling would be 
consistent with the materials and detailing typical of modern HSC campus structures and would 
be consistent with the City's urban design policies. Under the Alternative Site Alternative, 
development would not occur on the HSC and visual amenities associated with the proposed 
Project's architectural style, which would be designed in a style reflective of the existing 
academic, research and medical office buildings that define the HSC's aesthetic appearance, 
would not be realized. Furthermore, other design and landscape features including exterior 
courtyards, sidewalks, pedestrian walkways, and plantings would not be developed at the HSC, 
which aid in further integrating proposed and existing uses within the HSC. Therefore, the 
Alternative Site would have greater impact relative to aesthetics than the proposed Project. 

(b) Views 

In the evaluation of potential view impacts for the proposed Project, it was determined 
that the proposed Project would not substantially obstruct an existing view of a valued view 
resource from identified public or private vantage points; therefore, potential view impacts were 
concluded to be less than significant. Under the Alternative Site Alternative, development of 
uses similar in height to those of the proposed Project would occur. As the view resources 
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available at the Alternative Site are the same as those available at the Project Site, and building 
heights would be comparable, no existing view of a valued view resource would be impacted by 
the Alternative Site Alternative. Therefore, both the Alternative Site Alternative and the 
proposed Project would have a similar and less than significant impact on views. 

(c) Shade/Shadow 

Land use in proximity to the Alternative Site is primarily institutional and commercial in 
nature. However, a residential area that would be considered shade/shadow sensitive is located 
north of Mission Road and west of Sichel Street. Should development to the maximum height 
permitted by the Project occur at the northern edges of the Alternative Site, these residential uses 
would be shaded for less than two hours during the winter solstice. Shading during other seasons 
of the year would not extend onto this residential area. As the duration of the shading is 
somewhat limited, impacts of development at the Alternative Site would be less than significant. 
This conclusion is the same as that attributable to the proposed Project. 

(3) Traffic, Circulation, and Parking 

(a) Traffic and Circulation 

Development at the Alternative Site would generate the same number of trips forecasted 
for the Proposed Project. As such, development at the Alternative Site is forecasted to generate 
753 vehicle trips (613 inbound trips and 140 outbound trips) during the AM. peak hour. During 
the P.M. peak hour, this Alternative is forecasted to generate 774 vehicle trips (161 inbound trips 
and 613 outbound trips). Over a 24-hour period, the Alternative Site is forecasted to generate 
7,715 daily trip ends during a typical weekday (approximately 3,858 inbound trips and 
3,857 outbound trips). 

Development at the Alternative Site is anticipated to result in approximately the same 
number of significant impacts when compared to the proposed Project (based on the same 
vehicle trip generation estimates). However, while the relative number of significant impacts is 
estimated to be the same as the proposed Project, the locations could vary in that the Alternative 
Site is situated southwest of the HSC. It is anticipated that with the implementation of the 
Project's recommended traffic mitigation measures, the same number of unmitigated locations as 
is forecasted to occur under Parking Scenario No. 1 (i.e., up to four locations) would occur with 
development at the Alternative Site. Therefore, traffic impacts under this Alternative, as is the 
case with the proposed Project, would be significant, after mitigation. Similar to the proposed 
Project, Project-related access and transit impacts would be less than significant under the 
Alternative Site Alternative. However, as there would be less traffic on San Pablo Street under 
the Alternative Site Alternative, the magnitude of temporary significant impacts at the Union 
Pacific Railroad crossing may be reduced in relation to the proposed Project 
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(b) Parking 

Development under this Alternative site would have the same Code parking requirements 
as described for the proposed Project. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that parking 
under this Alternative could be satisfied by parking facilities within the Alternative Site, as well 
as within existing HSC parking facilities. Further, it is assumed that the future parking supply 
for the HSC under the Alternative Site would increase to a minimum of approximately 5,186 
spaces. Thus, a future parking supply of 5, 186 spaces is anticipated to satisfy the future Code 
parking requirements, as well as the parking demand of the Project and this Alternative. 
Therefore, parking impacts under both this Alternative and the proposed Project would be similar 
and less than significant. 

(4) Air Quality 

During construction, the Alternative Site Alternative would result in incrementally 
reduced amounts of site clearing and grading activities, as a result of the reduction in site area 
compared to the proposed Project. However, on days of peak construction activities, the number 
of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on site would be similar 
to proposed Project conditions. As such, peak daily emissions from construction activities under 
the Alternative Site Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project, as neither the duration 
(number of days), nor the intensity of activities would change. Consequently, peak daily 
emissions during construction would be similar to the proposed Project. As such, the Alternative 
Site Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to regional 
emissions of ROC and NOx. In addition, the Alternate Site is located near the proposed Project 
site and the same sensitive receptors would apply to the Alternate Site as applied to the Project 
site. As development under this Alternative would be located to the west of the proposed 
Project, sensitive receptors to the west of the proposed Project site would experience increased 
impacts, while the sensitive receptors located to the east of the proposed Project would 
experience a lessening of impacts as they would be located further from construction activity 
than under the proposed Project. Regardless, and as with the proposed Project, the Alternative 
Site Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to local PM10, even 
after the implementation of mitigation measures. As no significant construction odor impacts 
would occur under this Alternative, impacts with regard to construction odors would be the same 
as the proposed Project. 

With respect to long-term operations, the Alternative Site Alternative would generate 
mobile source and stationary source daily emissions that are comparable to those for the 
proposed Project, as development intensity and trip generation characteristics would be similar. 
As such, the Alternative Site Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact with 
respect to regional emissions of NOx, as would occur with the proposed Project. Regional 
emissions of CO, PM10, and SOx would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. 
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Regarding local CO, the Alternative Site Alternative would likely distribute traffic on local 
roadways in a different pattern than the proposed Project. Local CO concentration may increase 
at some intersections in the vicinity of the Alternate Site. However, CO concentrations at 
roadway intersections analyzed for the proposed Project were well under the SCAQMD 
significance threshold and would likely remain under the thresholds with the Alternative Site 
Alternative. Therefore, local emissions of CO would be less than significant, similar to the 
proposed Project. Likewise impacts with regard to operational odors would also be less than 
significant, similar to the proposed Project. Based on the preceding analysis, impacts of the 
Alternative Site Alternative would be less than those of the proposed Project. 

(5) Noise 

During construction, the Alternative Site Alternative would result in incrementally 
reduced amounts of site-clearing and grading activities as a result of the reduction in site area 
compared to the proposed Project. However, on days of peak construction activities, the number 
of construction workers and heavy-duty construction equipment present on site would be similar 
to proposed Project conditions. Consequently, the Alternative Site Alternative would generate 
maximum construction-period noise levels that would be similar to proposed Project 
construction-period noise, as the Alternate Site is located near the proposed Project site and the 
same sensitive receptors would apply to the Alternate Site as applied to the Project site. 
However, sensitive receptors to the west (e.g., Nurse College and Los Angeles County-USC 
Hospital) would experience an increase in noise levels and these levels would likely be 
significant. Therefore, the Alternative Site Alternative would generate significant and 
unavoidable construction noise impacts at nearby noise sensitive locations, even with the 
incorporation of mitigation measures. Similar to the proposed Project, construction noise 
impacts associated with vehicle trips to and from the Alternative Site would be less than 
significant. 

During long-term operations, the Alternative Site Alternative would generate noise levels 
that are similar to noise levels generated by the proposed Project. Noise sources would include 
vehicular traffic, mechanical equipment/point sources (i.e., loading dock and trash pick up 
areas), and parking facilities. In general, operational noise levels would decrease at sensitive 
receptors located on the eastern side of the HSC and increase at sensitive receptors located on the 
western side of the HSC. However, noise from on-site sources would be less than significant due 
to compliance with provisions of the City's Noise Ordinance and the potential addition of 
mitigation measures. Traffic volumes under the Alternative Site Alternative are expected to be 
similar to the levels forecasted for the proposed Project but the Alternative Site Alternative 
would likely distribute traffic on local roadways in a different pattern than the proposed Project. 
However, noise levels at roadway segments analyzed for the proposed Project were well under 
the significance threshold and would likely remain under the thresholds with development at the 
Alternative Site. Therefore, traffic-related noise levels on surrounding roadways would be 
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comparable and likely remain less than significant, as is the case with the Project. As such, 
traffic-related noise impacts associated with the Alternative Site Alternative, as with the 
proposed Project, would be less than significant. The noise impacts of the Alternative Site 
Alternative, based on the preceding analysis, would be similar to the proposed Project. 

(6) Utilities and Service Systems 

(a) Water 

Under the Alternative Site Alternative water would be required for clinics, laboratories, 
restrooms, drinking fountains, and landscaping. As shown in Table 44 on page 336, the 
Alternative Site Alternative is estimated to have a water demand of 266,304 gpd, which is the 
same as the proposed Project's demand for water. Under both the proposed Project and the 
Alternative Site Alternative, impacts on water supply would be the same and less than 
significant, based on LADWP's Water Supply Assessment for the proposed Project and through 
water conservation design features, assured through the implementation of conservation-related 
mitigation measures. Although the locations for the improvements to the local water lines would 
be different, impacts related to the construction of these lines would be less than significant, 
similar to the proposed Project. 

(b) Sanitary Sewers 

The Alternative Site Alternative would generate wastewater in association with clinics, 
laboratories, restrooms, and drinking fountains. As shown in Table 45 on page 337 the 
Alternative Site Alternative would generate a demand of 187,245 gpd, which is the same as the 
Project's daily sewage generation. Therefore, the Alternative Site Alternative would have the 
same impact on wastewater generation as the Project. Under both the Project and the Alternative 
Site Alternative, wastewater impacts would be potentially significant, but reduced to levels that 
are less than significant with mitigation. Although the locations for the improvements to the 
local sewer lines would be different, impacts related to the construction of these lines would be 
less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. 

(7) Other Impacts of the Alternative Site Alternative 

The Alternative Site Alternative would not be anticipated to have significant impacts in 
areas for which the Project was determined not to have significant impacts, as this Alternative 
would have the same square footage as the proposed Project and would be constructed in 
accordance with the same development standards. 
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Table 44 

ESTIMATED DOMESTIC WATER CONSUMPTION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE SITE ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Daily Consumption b 

Use Size Factor (gpd/unit) a Flow (gpd) (mil gal/yr) 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 250 gpd/LOOOsq.ft. 180,000 65.70 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 11,250 4.11 

Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 20 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 16,800 6.13 
Outdoor Water Use a 58,254 21.26 

Total Proposed Project 266,304 97.20 

Alternative Land Use Alternative 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 180,000 65.45 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 250 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 11,250 4.11 

Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 20 f,>pd/l,000 sq.ft. 16,800 6.13 
Outdoor Water Use a 58,254 21.26 

Total Alternative 266,304 97.20 

Net Increase (Decrease) in Water 0 0 
Consumption 

a Estimated to be 28 percent. 
b Assumes 365-day operation year. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, January 2005. 

(8) Relationship of the Alternative Site Alternative to the Project Objectives 

The Alternative Site Alternative would only partially achieve the basic Project objectives. 
The Alternative would support the Applicant's objectives to become a nationally respected 
provider of the highest quality, specialized acute inpatient and outpatient health care services and 
translational research, as well as one of the nation's very top medical schools that would attract 
highly qualified students and provide them with exceptional training. However, the Alternative 
would not support the objective to provide for the development of centralized academic, medical 
research, and medical clinic facilities, nor would the Alternative create an on-site, pedestrian
friendly campus environment that would allow pedestrian access to the entire facility with 
limited vehicular interfaces by providing parking at selected locations and assist in creating a 
strong visible image of the HSC. Furthermore, implementation of this Alternative would not 
allow for the development of underutilized sites within the existing HSC. Environmental 
impacts overall would be similar to the Project and no reduction in potentially significant and 
unavoidable impacts would be achieved. 
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Table 45 

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER GENERATION FOR THE 
PROJECT AND THE ALTERNATIVE SITE ALTERNATIVE 

Average Annual 
Daily Flow Consumption" 

Use Size Factor (gpd/unit) a (g).ld) (mil gal/yr) 
Project 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 225 gpd/LOOOsq.ft. 162,000 59.1 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 10,125 3.7 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 

Total Proposed Project 187,245 68.3 

Alternative Land Use Alternative 
Academic/Medical Research 720,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 162,000 59.l 

Medical Clinic 45,000 sq.ft. 225 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 10,125 3.7 
Parking 840,000 sq.ft. 18 f,>pd/l,OOOsq.ft. 15,120 5.5 

Total Alternative 187,245 68.3 

Net Increase (Decrease) in 0 0 
Wastewater Generation 

a Assumes 365-day operation year. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, January 2005 

G. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

State CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior 
alternative to the proposed Project and, if the environmentally superior alternative is the "No 
Project Alternative," the identification of an environmentally superior alternative from among 
the remaining alternatives.55 An environmentally superior alternative is an alternative to the 
proposed Project that would reduce and/or eliminate the significant, unavoidable environmental 
impacts associated with the Project without creating other significant impacts and without 
substantially reducing and/or eliminating the environmental benefits attributable to the Project. 

Selection of an environmentally superior alternative is based on an evaluation of the 
extent to which the alternatives reduce or eliminate the significant impacts associated with the 
Project, and on a comparison of the remaining environmental impacts of each alternative. The 
relative environmental characteristics are comparatively summarized in Table 46 on page 339. 
This table presents the analytic conclusions from each of the selected alternatives. The table 

55 CEQA Ciuidelines, Section 15126. 6(e)(2). 
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indicates whether each alternative's environmental impacts would be "similar," "greater," or 
"less" than those of the Project for each environmental category analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

In order to compare those impacts that can be quantified, a second summary table, 
Table 47 on page 340, is also provided. Where quantitative information is not available (i.e., 
Land Use and Aesthetics), no comparison is made in Table 47. Furthermore, care must be used 
with regard to the information presented in Table 46 and Table 47 with regard to making 
conclusions of relative significance because some categories are relatively more or less 
important, and cannot be simply summed. 

The environmentally superior alternative (excluding the No Project Alternative), is 
determined through a review of the Comparison of Impacts table, and reviewing the number of 
impact areas in which an alternative is determined to have "less" relative impact in relation to the 
Project. As shown on Table 46, the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) would be the 
environmentally superior alternative, as this alternative would have less impact relative to the 
Project than the other evaluated alternatives. CEQA requires that when the No Project 
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, another alternative needs to be selected as 
environmentally superior. 

In accordance with this procedure, the Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 2) would 
be the environmentally superior alternative. Whereas several impacts are reduced under this 
Alternative, relative to the proposed Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would partially 
achieve some of the Project's objectives, as the amount of new facilities that would be developed 
would be lessened, which could potentially inhibit achievement of the Project's broader goals. It 
should also be noted, that other than the No Project Alternative, no alternatives would reduce the 
significant, unavoidable impacts, related to Traffic, Air Quality, and Construction Noise to levels 
that are less than significant. 
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Table 46 

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 
PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Description 

Land Use 

Visual Resources 
Aesthetics 

Views 

Shade/Shadow 

Transportation & 
Circulation 
Traffic 

Parking 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Water 

Sanitary Sewers 

Project 
Academic/I\1edical 

Research-465,000 to 
720,000 GSF 

Medical Cli.nic-45.000 to 
120,000 GSF 

Parking-2,800 Spaces 

Less than Significant 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant 

Less than Significant 

Significant & Unavoidable 

Less than Significant 

Significant & Unavoidable 

Significant & Unavoidable 

Less than Significant 

Less than Significant 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Alternative 2: 
Alternative 1: No Project Reduced Project 

No development in any Proposed Project Reduced 
location by 30 percent: 

Academic/I\1edical 
Research-325,500 to 
504,500 GSF 

Medical Clinic-45,000 to 
120,000 GSF 

Parking-1,085 Spaces 
Less (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than 

Significant) 

Greater (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant with Mitigation) 

Less (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Significant and 
Unavoidable) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Less than Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Significant and 
Unavoidable) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Significant & 
Unavoidable) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Less than Significant) 

Less (Less than Significant) Less (Less than Significant) 
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Alternative 3: Alternative 4: 
Alternative Land Use Alternative Site 

Academic/I\1edical Same as Project 
Research reduced by 
200,000 sq.ft Addition of 
200-room Hotel. 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 

Similar (Less than Greater (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) Significant) 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 

Less (Significant and Similar (Significant and 
Unavoidable) Unavoidable) 

Less (Less than Significant) Similar (Less than 
Significant) 

Less (Significant and Less (Significant and 
Unavoidable) Unavoidable) 

Less (Significant and Similar (Significant and 
Unavoidable) Unavoidable) 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 

Similar (Less than Similar (Less than 
Significant) Significant) 
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V. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Table 47 

QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF 
PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Description 

Land Use 

Daily Trip Ends 

Impacted Intersections, 
Freeway Segments 

Code-Required Parking 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Water Supply 

Sanitary Sewers 

Project 
Academic/Medical 

Research-465,000 to 
720,000 GSF 

Medical Clinic-45,000 to 
120,000 GSF 

Parking-2,800 Spaces 

22 Acres 

7.715 

Significant impacts after 
mitigation at two locations 
under Parking Scenario 
No. 1 and one location under 
Parking Scenario No. 2; No 
CMP impacts 

1,423 lo 1,548 spaces 

Significant levels ofNOx 
and ROC emissions during 
construction 

Significant construction 
noise levels 

266,304 gallons daily; 
97.20 mil gal/yr 

187,245gallons daily; 
68.3mil gal/yr 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

No Project 
No development in any 
location 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Alternative 2: 
Reduced Project 

Proposed Project Reduced by 
30 percent: 
Academic/Medical 

Research-325,500 to 
504,500 GSF 

Medical Clinic-45,000 to 
120,000 GSF 

Parking-1,085 Spaces 
22 acres 

5,476 

Significant impacts after 
mitigation at four locations 
under Parking Scenario No. 1 
and two locations under 
Parking Scenario No. 2; No 
CMP in1pacts 

997 to 1,085 spaces 

Same as Project 

Same as Project 

186,413 gallons daily; 
68.04 mil gal/yr 

42,928 gallons daily; 
47.3 mil gal/yr 
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Alternative 3: Alternative 4: 
Alternative Land Use Alternative Site 

Academic/Medical Same as Project 
Research reduced by 
200,000 sq.ft. 
Addi.ti.on of200,000-sq.ft. 
Hotel. 
Parking-] ,268 Spaces 

22 acres Approx. 17 acres 

6,979 7,715 

Significant impacts after Significant impacts after 
mitigation at four mitigation at two locations; 
locations under Parking No CMP impacts 
Scenario No. 1 and two 
significant in1pacts under 
Parking Scenario No. 2; 
No CMP impacts 

1,085 to 1,268 spaces 1,423 to 1,548 spaces 

Same as Project Same as Project 

Same as Project Same as Project 

Same as Project Same as Project 

Same as Project Same as Project 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
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VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

A. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

Section 15126.2( c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate the significant 
irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by implementation of a proposed 
project to ensure that such changes are justified. Irreversible changes include the use of 
nonrenewable resources during the construction and operation of a project to such a degree that 
the use of the resource thereafter becomes unlikely. A significant environmental change can 
result from a primary and/or secondary impact that generally commits future generations to 
similar uses. Irreversible environmental change can also result from environmental accidents 
associated with the project. 

Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of nonrenewable resources, 
such as wood, the raw materials in steel, metals such as copper and lead, aggregate materials 
used in concrete and asphalt such as sand and stone, water, petrochemical construction materials 
such as plastic, and petroleum based construction materials. In addition, fossil fuels used to 
power construction vehicles would also be consumed. 

Operation of the proposed Project would involve the ongoing consumption of 
nonrenewable resources, such as electricity, petroleum-based fuels, fossil fuels, and water, which 
are commonly consumed in the existing surrounding urban environment. Energy resources 
would be used for heating and cooling of buildings, lighting, and transporting of patrons to and 
from the Project Site. Operation of the proposed Project would occur in accordance with 
Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations, which sets forth conservation practices 
that would limit the amount of energy consumed by the proposed Project. Nonetheless, the use 
of such resources would continue to represent a long-term commitment of essentially 
nonrenewable resources. Operation of the proposed Project would also result in an increased 
commitment of public maintenance services such as waste disposal and treatment, as well as 
increased commitment of the infrastructure that serves the Project Site. 

The limited use of potentially hazardous materials contained in typical cleaning agents 
and pesticides for landscaping would occur on the site. Such materials would be used, handled, 
stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable government regulations and standards, 
which would serve to protect against a significant and irreversible environmental change 
resulting from the accidental release of hazardous materials. 

University of Southern California 
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VI. Other Enviromnental Considerations 

The commitment of the nonrenewable resources required for the construction and 
operation of the proposed Project would limit the availability of these resources and the Project's 
building site for future generations or for other uses during the life of the proposed Project. 
However, use of such resources would be of a relatively small scale in relation to the Project's 
fulfillment of regional and local urban design and development goals for the area. As such, the 
use of such resources would not be considered significant. 

B. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2( d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR analyze the growth
inducing impacts of a project. Growth-inducing impacts are characteristics of a project that 
could foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, either 
directly or indirectly, in the area surrounding a project site. Impacts associated with the removal 
of obstacles to growth as well as the development of facilities that encourage and facilitate 
growth are considered to be growth-inducing. However, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines, it is 
not to be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little 
significance to the environment. 

Currently, the City and County of Los Angeles and the Community Redevelopment 
Agency are putting forward a collaborative effort to facilitate mixed use and retail development 
and new job growth opportunities in the burgeoning fields of biomedical research and health 
care. The proposal is aimed at an 883-area "BioMedTech Area" that lies within a 1,207-acre 
area located east of the Golden State Freeway (I-5), north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10), 
west of the Long Beach Freeway (I-710), and south of Valley Boulevard. The proposed Project 
Site is located within this potential Joint Los Angeles County and City Redevelopment Proposal 
for BioMedTech Area. 

At this time, the overall vision for the BioMedTech Area has not been determined, 
however the goal for the BioMedTech Area is to create substantial economic development and 
job creation in the biomedical field aimed at maximizing development near the Los Angeles 
County General Hospital and the HSC. Once the new Los Angeles County hospital is 
completed, the existing 20-story, 1,000,000 square feet hospital, located directly south of the 
Project Site would become available for reuse, which presents a unique opportunity to create a 
self sustaining "urban village" where people may live and work. Therefore, as the proposed 
Project is located within the proposed BioMedTech Area, it is anticipated the proposed Project 
would create growth-inducing impacts. Given the anticipated magnitude of development within 
the BioMedTech Area, significant environmental impacts may result from the implementation of 
this development proposal. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page 342 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
May 2005 

RL0027162 



EM25795 

VI. Other Enviromnental Considerations 

Although the proposed Project would constitute infill development within the existing 
HSC, which by its very nature has a lesser growth-inducing impact than development of 
undeveloped areas, the impacts of Project implementation would include effects on or from land 
use, visual resources, traffic and parking, air quality, and noise. The purpose of the proposed 
Project is to provide more opportunities for USC faculty and students to work at the forefront of 
their respective specialty while continuing to provide outstanding patient care. This intent is 
consistent with the land use goals of the City to revitalize this community and, as such, the 
Project Site has been designated under the City's General Plan Framework as a Commercial 
Center. While the proposed Project would not involve the construction of housing or generate a 
significant population increase resulting from new employees associated with the proposed 
Project, the proposed land uses, related facilities and the respective populations that directly 
utilize them represent an increment of direct on-site growth. 

In order to accommodate proposed traffic-generated by the proposed Project on the local 
street system, transportation system improvements would be necessary to increase capacity. 
Such improvements could be growth-inducing if they contribute to a substantial reduction in 
traffic congestion and improved vehicular access in the greater locale. The proposed Project 
Project's mitigation measures have been designed to mitigate Project impacts to a level beyond 
that required to meet the needs of the Project's additional traffic, thus enhancing traffic capacity 
at some locations. This is also considered to be a growth inducing impact. 
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VII. REFERENCES, PREPARERS, AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

A. REFERENCES 

State of California, The California Environmental Quality Act and Guidelines, 2005. 

City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, May 14, 1998. 

City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

City of Los Angeles, Citywide General Plan Framework Element, 2001. 

City of Los Angeles, Citywide General Plan Noise Element, 1999. 

City of Los Angeles, General Plan Safety Element, 1996. 

City of Los Angeles, Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan 

City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency, Adelante Eastside Redevelopment 
Plan. 

Southern California Association of Governments, Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, 
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Southern California Association of Governments, Regional Transportation Plan, 2001. 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Congestion Management Program, 
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VII References, Preparers and Persons Consulted 
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APPENDIX A 

INITIAL STUDY, NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP), 

AND NOP COMMENT LETIERS 
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EAF Case No.: 
Council District No.: 
PROJECT ADDRESS: 
Major Cross Streets: 

EM25804 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 

ZA Case No.: CPC Case No.: 
14 Community Plan Area: Northeast Los Angeles 

USC Health Sciences Campus 
Zonal Avenue, Biggy Street, San Pablo Street, Eastlake Avenue, 
Street 

Name of Applicant: University of Southern California 
Address. Town & Gown, 200, Los Angeles CA 90089-0631 
Telephone No.: 213-740-3175 Fax No.: 213-740-7523 E-mail: 

Alcazar 

OWNER 
Name: 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE (Other than Owner) 
University of Southern California 

Address: Town & Gown, 200 
Los Angeles CA 90089-0631 

Name: William Delvac, Esq. 
(Contact Person) 

Address: Latham & Watkins 
633 W 5th Street, Suite 4000 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Telephone No: 213-740-8221 Telephone No: 213-485-1234 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Signature: Signature: 
(Applicant's Representative) 

The following Exhibits are required (3 copies of each exhibit and 3 Environmental Assessment Forms for 
projects in Coastal & S.M. Mtn. Zones): All Exhibits should reflect the entire project, not just the area in 
need of zone change, variance, or other entitlement. 

NOTE: The exhibits are IN ADDITION TO those required for any case for which the Environmental 
Assessment Form is being filed. 

A 2 Vicinity Maps: (8~" x 11 ") showing nearby street system, public facilities and other significant 
physical features (similar to road maps, Thomas Brothers Maps, etc.) with project area highlighted. 
B. 2 Radius/Land Use Maps: (1" = 100') showing land use and zoning to 500 feet (100 feet of 
additional land use beyond the radius for alcoholic beverage cases); 100' radius line (excluding 
streets) okay for Coastal building permits 300' for site plan review applications. 
C. 2 Plot Plans: showing the location and layout of proposed development including dimensions; 
include topographic lines where grade is over 10%; tentative tract or parcel maps where division of 
land is involved to satisfy this requirement, and the location and diameter of all trees existing on the 
project site. 
D. Application: a duplicate copy of application for zone change, (including Exhibit "C" justification) 
batch screening form, periodic comprehensive general plan review and zone change map, variance, 
conditional use, subdivider's statement, etc. 
E. Pictures: two or more pictures of the project site showing walls, trees and existing structures. 
F. Notice of Intent Fee: a check in the amount of $25 made out to the County of Los Angeles for 
the purpose of filing a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration as required by§ 15072 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
APPROVED BY: DATE: _______ _ 
APPLICATION ACCEPTED 

BY:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~DATE:~~~~~~~~~ 
RECEIPT NO.: 
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I. Project Description: 
Briefly describe the project and permits necessary (i.e., Tentative Tract, Conditional Use, Zone 
Change, etc.) including an identification of phases and plans for future expansion: 
Please see Attachments A and B for detailed description of the Project. 

Will the project require certification, authorization, clearance or issuance of a permit by any federal, 
state, county, or environmental control agency, such as Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality 
Management District, Water Resources Board, Environmental Affairs, etc.? If so, please specify: 

The Project is part of a medical campus and as such, operation of the proposed facilities may require 
certification, authorization, clearance or issuance of a permit by federal, state, county, or environmental 
control agencies. The exact certification, authorization, clearance or permitting required to implement 
the Project will be determined. 

II. Existing Conditions: 
A Project Site Area Surface parking within existing USC Health Sciences Campus 

Net and 7.7 acres (approximate) Gross Acres 56 acres (approximate) 

B. Existing Zoning C2-2 and PF-1 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

C. Existing Use of Land Surface parking 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Existing General Plan Designation General Commercial and Public Facilities 
D. Requested General Plan Designation N/A 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

E. Number N/A type N/A and age± N/A of structures to be removed as a 
result of the project. If residential dwellings (apts., single-family, condos) are being removed indicate 
the: number of units: N/A and average rent: N/A 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Is there any similar housing at this price range available in the area? If yes, where? 
N/A 

F. Number of To be determined Trunk To be determined and type To be determined 
existing trees Diameter 

G. Number To be determined Trunk Diameter To be determined and type To be determined 
of trees being removed (identify on plot plan.) 

H. Slope: State percent of property which is: 
100% Less than 10% slope 0% 10-15% slope 0% over 15% slope 
If slopes over 10% exist, a topographic map will be required. Over 50 acres, 1" = 200' scale is okay. 

I. Check the applicable boxes and indicate the condition on the Plot Plan. There are D natural or 
man-made drainage channels, D rights of way and/or D hazardous pipelines crossing or 
immediately adjacent to the property, or 0 none of the above. 

J. Grading: (specify the total amount of dirt being moved) 
0-500 cubic yards. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Exact quantity to be determined if over 500 cubic yards. indicate amount of cubic yards. 
K. Import/Export: Indicate the amount of dirt being imported or exported. To be determined. 

Projects involving import/export of 1000 cubic yards or more are required to complete a 
Haul Route Form and Haul Route Map. 
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If the project involves more than one phase or substantial expansion or changes of existing uses, 
please document each portion separately, with the total or project details written below. Describe 
entire project, not just area in need of zone change, variance, or other entitlement. 

Ill. Residential project (if not residential, do not answer) 
A Number of Dwelling Units-

Single Family Apartment -------
B. Number of Dwelling Units with: 

One bedroom Two bedrooms 
Three bedrooms Four or more bedrooms 

C. Total number of parking spaces provided 
D. List recreational facilities of project 
E. Approximate price range of units $ to $ 
F. Number of stories, height feet. 
G. Type of appliances and heating (gas, electric, gas/electric, solar) 

Gas heated swimming pool? 
H. Describe night lighting of the project 

(include plan for shielding light from adjacent uses, if available) 
I. Percent of total project proposed for: Building 

Paving 
Landscaping 

J. Total Number of square feet of floor area 

or Condominium 

IV. Commercial, Industrial or Other Project (if project is only residential do not answer this 
section). Describe entire project, not just area in need of zone change, variance, or other 
entitlement. 

A Type of use Educational, medical research and office; parking 
B. Total number of square feet of floor area Maximum of 585,000 sq.ft. of floor area 
C. Number of units if hotel/motel NIA 

-------------~ 

D. Number of stories. To be determined Height 150 feet maximum 
-----------------~ 

E. Total number of parking spaces provided: Approximately 2,800 
F. Hours of operation 24 hours Days of operation _M_o_n_d_a.,._y-_S_u_n_d_a.,._y ______ _ 
G. If fixed seats or beds involved, number NIA 

--------------------~ 

H. Describe night lighting of the project Lighting will be similar to adjacent surrounding uses within 
the USC Health Sciences Campus 

(Include plan for shielding light from adjacent uses, if available) 
I. Number of employees per shift To be determined ---------------
J. Number of students/patients/patrons To be determined 
K. Describe security provisions for project Security provided by USC Department of Public Safety 
L. Percent of total project proposed for: Building To be determined. 

Paving To be determined. 
Landscaping To be determined. 

Historic/Architecturally Significant Project 
Does the project involve any structures, buildings, street lighting systems, spaces, sites or 
components thereof which may be designated or eligible for designation in any of the following: 

(please check) 
D National Register of Historic Places 
D California Register of Historic Resources 
D City of Los Angeles Cultural Historic Monument. 
D Within a City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) 
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V. Hazardous Materials and Substance Discharge 

Does the project involve the use of any hazardous materials or have hazardous substance discharge? 
If so, please specify. 

The Project is part of a medical campus and as such would involve the use of hazardous materials. Prior to 
occupancy of the Project, appropriate regulatory permits and licensing shall be obtained and appropriate 
hazardous materials handling and disposal procedures established. 

A Regulatory Identification Number (if known) 
--------------------

8. Licensing Agency 
C. Quantity of daily discharge 

VI. Stationary Noise Clearance: A clearance may be necessary certifying the project's 
equipment (e.g., air conditioning) complies with City Noise Regulations. 

Some projects may require a Noise Study. The EIR staff will inform those affected by this 
requirement. 

VII. Selected Information: 

A Circulation: Identify by name all major and secondary highways and freeways within 1,000 feet 
of the proposed project; give the approximate distance(s): 
Secondary highways adjacent to the Project site: San Pablo Street, Zonal Avenue. 
Major highways within 1,000 feet of the Project site: Mission Road, Soto Street, Valley 
Boulevard 

B. Air: All projects that are required to obtain AQMD permits (see AQMD Rules and Regulations) 
are required to submit written clearance from the AQMD indicating no significant impact will be 
created by the proposed project.* 

C. Noise: Projects located within 600 feet of railroad tracks indicate the number of trains per 
day:** 
Day 7 AM-10 PM 
Night 10 PM-7 AM 

----

VIII. Mitigating Measures: 

Feasible alternatives or mitigation measures which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impact which the development may have on the environment. 

To be determined via the Project's environmental review process. 

* Contact the South Coast Air Quality Management District at 572-6418 for further information. 

** For information, contact: 

Southern Pacific Train Dispatcher 629-6569 
Union Pacific Engineering 725-2313 
Santa Fe Train Master 267-5546 
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APPLICANT/CONSULTANT'S AFFIDAVIT 

OWNER MUST SIGN AND BE NOTARIZED; 

I, 

IF THERE IS AN AGENT, THE AGENT MUST ALSO SIGN AND BE NOTARIZED 

I, 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Signed: 

Owner (Owner in escrow)* 
(Please Print) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Owner 
Signed: 

Consultant* 
(Please Print) 

Agent 

being duly sworn, state that the statements and information contained in this Environmental 
Assessment Form are in all respects true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

State of California, County and City of Los Angeles 

Signed: Signed: 
Notary Notary 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

day of, 20 day of, 20 
(NOTARY or CORPORATE SEAL) (NOTARY) 

*If acting for a corporation, include capacity and company name. 

CP-1204 (04/11/01) www.lacity.org/PLN/index. htm(Forms) 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 615, CITY HALL 
LOS ANG~:LES, CALI FORNI.A 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

LEAD CITY AGENCY 

City of Los Angeles Planning Department 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

PROJECT TITLE/NO. 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

INITIAL STUDY 
AND CHECKLIST 
(Artide IV B City CEQA Guidelines) 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 

14 

(;ASE NO. 

DATE 

D DOES have significant changes from previous actions. 

D DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions. 

The University of Southern California (USC) is proposing to develop additional educational, medical research and office 
facilities within its existing Health Sciences Campus in northeast Los Angeles. New parking facilities to support the Project are 
also proposed. See Attachment A for a detailed description of the Project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 

USC's Health Sciences Campus (HSC) features state-of-the-art educational and medical research facilities devoted to medical 
research, with specific work in the fields of cancer, gene therapy, neurosciences, and transplantation biology and programs in 
occupational therapy and physical therapy. As an exan1pk the 56-acre HSC includes the USC/Norris Comprehensive Cancer 
Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute. the Doheny Eye Institute, the School of Phaffi13cy, the 
Keck School of Medicine, the Center for Health Professions, and the Norris Medical Library. The Los Angeles 
County+University of Southern California Medical Center is adjacent to the HSC. 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project is located on the USC Health Sciences Campus. The Campus is located approximately three miles east of 
downtown Los Angeles, approximately one-half mile north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and approximately one-half 
mile east of the Golden State Freeway (1-5). The Can1pus is located adjacent to the Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights 
neighborhoods of the City of Los Angeles (City) and is within the City's Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area. which 
encompasses that portion of the City east of the Los Angeles River and north of Boyle Heights. 

PLANNING DISTRICT STATUS: 
D PRELIMINARY 

Northeast Los Angeles DPROPOSED June 15, 1999 
~ADOPTED date 

EXISTING ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING 
~ DOES CON.FORM TO PLAN 

C2-2, PF-1 FAR 6:1 (C2-2); 3:1 (PF-1) 
PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN 

D DOES NOT CON.FORM TO 

General Commercial/Public Facilities PLAN 

SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY 
D NO DISTRICT PLAN 

Institutional, Commerical, Park, Residential, Public 
Facilities 
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

D I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in 
this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

D I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is 
required. 

IZJ I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on 
the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant lo applicable legal standards, 
and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

D T find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant 
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant lo applicable standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation 
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

SIGNATURE TITLE 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A 
"No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact 
simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture 
zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well 
as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a 
project-specific screening analysis). 

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

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, 
or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence 
that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when 
the determination is made, an EIR is required. 
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4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of a mitigation measure has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to 
"Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 
XVII, "Earlier Analysis," cross referenced). 

5) Earlier analysis must be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). 
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

l) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
2) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based 
on the earlier analysis. 

3) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from 
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the 
project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or 
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the 
statement is substantiated 

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

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 
environmental effects in whichever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
l) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
2) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is 
a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

[8l Aesthetics 

D Agricultural Resources 

[8l Air Quality 

D Biological Resources 

D Cultural Resources 

D Geology/Soils 

D Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

D Hydrology/Water Quality 

[8l Land Use/Planning 

D Mineral Resources 

[8l Noise 

D Population/Housing 

D Public Services 

D Recreation 

[8l Transportation/Traffic 

[8l Utilities/Service Systems 

[8l Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency) 

BACKGROUND 

PROPONENT NAME HONE NUMBER 

Universi of Southern California, Plannin & Desi n Mana 1ement Services 13-821-5634 
PROPONENT ADDRESS 

925 West 35th Street, POB, Los An eles CA 90089-0631 
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST ATE SUBMITTED 

Cit 1 Plannin De artment 
PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable) 

USC Health Sciences Cam us Pro·ect 

r::J=' ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
(Explanations of all potentially and less than significant impacts are 
required to be attached on separate sheets) 

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, or 
other locally recognized desirable aesthetic natural feature within 
a city-designated scenic highway? 

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

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

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. Would the project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Fannland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant 
to the Fannland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b. Conflict the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act Contract? 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Fannland, to non-agricultural use? 

Potentially 
Significant Impact 

D 
D 

D 

D 

D 

Potentially 
Significant Unless 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 
D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant lrnpact 

~ 
D 

D 

D 

D 

No lmpact 

D 
~ 

D 

D 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project result in: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or [SJ D D D 
Congestion Management Plan? 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to [SJ D D D 
an existing or projected air quality violation? 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any [SJ D D D 
criteria pollutant for which the air basin is non-attaimnent 
(ozone, carbon monoxide, & PM 10) under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard? 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant [SJ D D D 
concentrations? 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of [SJ D D D 
people? 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through D D D 
habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

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

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected D D D 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not li1nited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
Through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native D D D 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting D D D 
biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or 
ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands)? 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat D D D 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a D D D [SJ 
historical resource as defined in State CEQA § 15064.5? 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an D D [SJ D 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.5? 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological D D ~ D 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside D D D ~ 
of formal cemeteries? 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

a. Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death 
involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the D D D 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? D D ~ D 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? D D ~ D 
iv. Landslides? D D ~ D 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? D D ~ D 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or tllat D D ~ D 
would become unstable as a result of tlle project, and potential 
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

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

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of D D D 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where 
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would 
the project: 

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

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment D D D 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely D D D 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous D D [8J D 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and. as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where D D D 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the D D D 
project result in a safety hazard for the people residing or 
working in the area? 

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

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury D D D 
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intemrixed 
with wildlands? 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the 
proposal result in: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge D D [8J D 
requirements? 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with D D [8J D 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or plaimed 
land uses for which pemrits have been granted)? 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or D D D 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a maimer which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or D D D 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in an manner which would result in flooding on- or off 
site? 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the D D D 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? D D [8J D 
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on D D D [8J 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would D D D 
impede or redirect flood flows? 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury D D D ~ 
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? D D D 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community? D D D ~ 
b. Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of ~ D D D 
an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or D D D 
natural community conservation plan? 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

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

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral D D D 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land use plan? 

XI. NOISE. Would the project: 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in D D D 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundbome D D ~ D 
vibration or groundbome noise levels? 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in ~ D D D 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise ~ D D D 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where D D D 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the D D D 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area either directly D D ~ D 
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing D D D ~ 
necessitating the constmction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the D D D ~ 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other perfonnance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

a. Fire protection? D D ~ D 
b. Police protection? D D ~ D 
c. Schools? D D ~ D 
d. Parks? D D ~ D 
e. Other govennnental services (including roads)? D D ~ D 

XIV. RECREATION. 

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

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

XV. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the 
project: 

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to D D D 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., 
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

b. Exceed, either individually or cmnulatively, a level of service D D D 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an D D D 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 
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Potentially Mitigation Less Than 
Significant Impact Incorporated Significant [mpact No Impact 

d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp ~ D D D 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment)? 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? D D ~ D 
f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? ~ D D D 
g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting ~ D D D 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable ~ D D D 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or ~ D D D 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities. 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

c. Require or result in the construction of new stom1water D D D 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to seive the project D D D 
from existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

e. Result in a detennination by the wastewater treatment D D D 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project' s projected demand in 
addition to the provider's existing commitments? 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient pennitted capacity to ~ D D D 
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? 

g. Comply with federal, state. and local statutes and regulations D D ~ D 
related to solid waste? 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of D D D 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, D D D 
but cumulatively considerable?(" Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects). 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which cause D D D 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 
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& DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary) 

PREPARED BY lnTLE I TELEPHONE# lnATE 

RL0027187 



A. INTRODUCTION 
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ATTACHMENT A 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The University of Southern California (the Applicant) is proposing to develop 
approximately 585,000 square feet of additional educational, medical-related (e.g., medical 
research, medical clinic, etc.), and academic support facilities within its existing Health Sciences 
Campus (HSC) in northeast Los Angeles. The new facilities would be utilized by the Applicant 
for educational and academic support purposes, research laboratories and offices, as well as 
medical office space by tenants associated with the HSC. The Project also includes the 
development of parking facilities to support the proposed educational and medical-related uses. 
For the purposes of this Initial Study, the term "Project" is used to refer collectively to the 
proposed educational, academic support and medical-related facilities as well as the proposed 
parking facilities. 

The HSC features state-of-the-art educational and medical research and treatment 
facilities devoted to medical research, with specific work in the fields of cancer, gene therapy, 
neurosciences, and transplantation biology as well as programs in occupational therapy and 
physical therapy. As an example, the HSC includes the USC/Norris Comprehensive Cancer 
Center, USC University Hospital, the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, the Doheny Eye Institute, 
the School of Pharmacy, the Keck School of Medicine, the Center for Health Professions, and 
the Norris Medical Library. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The educational and medical-related facilities that would be developed in assoc1at10n 
with the Project would be located within the existing HSC on sites that currently contain surface 
parking lots or are underdeveloped as described in further detail below. 

The HSC is located approximately three miles east of downtown Los Angeles, 
approximately one-half mile north of the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and approximately one
half mile east of the Golden State Freeway (I-5), as shown in Figure A-1 on page A-2. The HSC 
is located adjacent to the Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights neighborhoods of the City of Los 
Angeles (City) and is within the City's Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area, which 
encompasses that portion of the City east of the Los Angeles River and north of Boyle Heights. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page A-1 

USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
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Attachment A: Project Description 

The HSC is also within the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project area, which is 
administered by the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA). 

C. PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The Project proposes development on up to four (4) designated Development Sites. The 
four Development Sites are hereafter referred to as Development Sites A, B, C and D, as shown 
in Figure A-2 on page A-4 and Figure A-3 on page A-5. For the purposes of this Initial Study, 
the term "Project Site" is defined to include all four (4) Development Sites. Development Sites 
A and B are considered infill sites located within the existing HSC. Development Site C is an 
existing HSC surface parking lot located on the west side of the HSC. Development Site Dis an 
existing surface parking lot located along the west side of Biggy Street between Zonal and 
Eastlake A venues. The following describes a conceptual development program for Development 
Sites A-D. 

1. Development Site A 

Development Site A is centrally located within the HSC. Development Site A is 
approximately 2.11 acres in size, though it is part of a larger 7.92-acre parcel identified as Lot 1, 
Tract 24390 by the Los Angeles County Assessor. The larger 7.92-acre parcel also includes the 
Center for Health Professions and the Zilkha Neurogentics Institute (ZNI). The maximum 
amount of development proposed for Development Site A is 465,000 gross square feet. 
Maximum building heights on this Development Site would be 150 feet. 

Based on the Project's conceptual design, it is anticipated that development on 
Development Site A would include two buildings that would be occupied by medical research 
and laboratory facilities. The first building would be approximately 100 feet in height and 
consist of 280,000 square feet, with an average building floorplate of approximately 35,000 to 
40,000 square feet. This building may feature five to seven above-grade levels, one or two 
basement levels, as well as a penthouse for building mechanical equipment. The basement level 
of this proposed building could be designed to connect to the basement of the existing adjacent 
ZNI building. The second building would be 150 feet in height with a maximum gross square 
footage of 185,000 square feet, utilizing building floorplates of approximately 20,000 square 
feet. This building could feature five-above grade levels as well as basement levels and a 
penthouse for building mechanical equipment. 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page A-3 
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Attachment A: Project Description 

2. Development Site B 

Development Site B is also centrally located within the HSC and can also be 
characterized as infill development within the HSC. Development Site B is approximately 1.13 
acres in size and is identified as Lot 5, Tract 49380 by the Los Angeles County Assessor. This 
Development Site is located west of the existing USC University Hospital parking structure. The 
maximum amount of development proposed for Development Site Bis 120,000 gross square feet 
of floor area. The maximum height permitted would be 100 feet including the height of the 
penthouse for mechanical equipment. Surface parking may also be provided within a portion of 
Development Site B. 

Based on the Project's conceptual design, the proposed structure on this Development 
Site would form a courtyard configuration with the existing Healthcare Consultation Center 
(HCC) and HCCII buildings. Development Site B would be occupied by medical office uses in a 
structure that would include six above-grade levels and a penthouse for building mechanical 
equipment. The floorplate for this building is anticipated to be 35,000 square feet in area. Based 
on the conceptual design, the proposed development of this site would displace the surface 
parking that currently exists at this location. 

3. Development Site C 

Development Site C is located in the western portion of the HSC. This approximately 
3.68-acre site is located on the north side of Zonal Avenue, between State Street to the east, and 
Mission Road to the west, as shown in Figure A-2 on page A-4 and Figure A-3 on page A-5. 
Development Site C is currently used as a 548-space surface parking lot. Proposed activity on 
Development Site C would be limited to parking. A multi-story parking structure providing up 
to 2,800 parking spaces is proposed to be developed at this location and, if constructed, would 
provide the parking required to support Project development, as well as replacement parking for 
the existing surface lot that currently occupies Development Site C. This proposed parking 
structure may be developed in two phases, with approximately 1,400 parking spaces constructed 
in each phase. The height of the parking structure would not exceed the City's 75-foot High Rise 
requirement. Due to the distance between the proposed parking structure and the buildings it 
serves, a parking variance is required to implement this component of the proposed Project. 

4. Development Site D 

Development Site Dis an approximately 0.77-acre site located on the west side of Biggy 
Street between Zonal and Eastlake A venues, as shown in Figure A-2 on page A-4 and Figure A-
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3 on page A-5. Development Site Dis currently used as a 106-space surface parking lot and is 
proposed to be developed with the type of University and/or medical-related uses that are 
described above for Development Sites A and B, or as parking facilities that support the 
proposed uses. In addition, new construction on Development Site D may be a combination of 
University/medical-related uses and parking. In the event that University and/or medical-related 
uses are constructed on Development Site D, a maximum of 200,000 square feet of floor area 
may be developed. The development of University and/or medical-related uses would occur in 
structure(s) with a maximum height of 140 feet, including the height of the penthouse for 
mechanical equipment. 

While development of up to 200,000 square feet may occur on Development Site D, total 
Project development would not exceed a total of 585,000 square feet of University and/or 
medical-related uses on the identified Development Sites. As such, development on Site A 
and/or B would be reduced accordingly. 

Parking facilities to support the Project may also occur on Development Site D. The 
parking facilities, should they occur, could be a mix of a multi-level structure and surface 
parking. The height of the parking structure would not exceed the City's 75-foot High Rise 
requirement. A maximum of 600 parking spaces could be constructed on Development Site D. 
Project parking, in addition to occurring within Development Sites C and D, could be satisfied 
by existing HSC parking facilities. 

D. CONCEPTUAL PROJECT DESIGN 

The proposed buildings would be constructed of steel structural or concrete framework 
clad with pre-cast concrete panels and glass and aluminum curtain wall systems. Though the 
design of the proposed buildings has not been fully developed at this stage, their architectural 
style would be similar to the same type of buildings that already exist on the HSC, such as those 
shown in the photographs in Figure A-4 through Figure A-7 on pages A-8 through A-11, 
respective! y. 

The Project would also include the creation of new exterior courtyards and walkways 
between and around the proposed buildings. These spaces would include plantings that would 
complement the existing landscaping program throughout the HSC. The proposed buildings 
would also feature signage and lighting consistent with existing HSC lighting and signage. 

As described above, parking for the proposed buildings would be provided on 
Development Site C and/or Development Site D. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways between 
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The view eastward from the corner of Biggy Street and Eastlake Avenue shows the 
new Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI) with adjacent surface parking lots that comprise 
Development Site A. 

The view westward from the east side of San Pablo Street shows the south facade of the 
Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute (ZNI) and the adjacent surface parking lots that comprise 
Development Site A. 

Figure A-4 
Photographs of Development Site A 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2003 
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The view southward from Alcazar Street showing Development Site B with the HCCll 
building to the right, the USC University Hospital parking structure to the left and the 
HCC building and Doheny Eye Institute in the background. 

The view eastward from the corner of Alcazar Street and San Pablo Street showing 
Development Site B. 

Figure A-5 
Photographs of Development Site B 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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View northward of Development Site C from Zonal Avenue. 

View southward from within Development Site C with County-USC Hospital visible in the 
background. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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View westward of Development Site D from Biggy Street. 

View eastward from within Development Site D with the USC/Norris Comprehensive 
Cancer Center visible in the background. 

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2004 
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buildings would connect the parking with the proposed and existing buildings within the HSC. 
In addition, drop-off and delivery areas would be provided at each of the proposed buildings. 

E. EQUIV ALEN CY PROGRAM 

An Equivalency Program is proposed to provide flexibility for modifications to land uses 
and square footages within the Project in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the 
southern California economy and changes in Project requirements. The Equivalency Program 
defines a framework within which educational, academic support, research and medical office 
uses can be exchanged for one another. 

Table A-1 on page A-13 identifies the equivalency ratios for the land use categories 
included within the Project. The equivalency ratios are expressed in terms of thousands of 
square feet of floor area. An example of an equivalency transfer would be a transfer of 10,000 
square feet of medical office development to 33,900 square feet of medical 
research/laboratory/academic support uses (e.g., 10,000 * 3.39 = 33,900). 

An analysis of the potential environmental impacts attributable to the proposed 
Equivalency Program is provided within each environmental analysis in Section IV, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR for this Project. The environmental analysis 
for the Equivalency Program evaluates the different equivalency scenarios to detennine its 
impacts, including whether the impacts of any scenario are equal to or greater than the impacts of 
the Proposed Project. If the equivalency scenario would result in a greater or different impact 
than the Proposed Project, then such impact is analyzed and additional mitigation measures are 
proposed as appropriate. On the other hand, if the impacts in any given equivalency scenario are 
equal to or less than the impacts from the Proposed Project, then the analysis of the Proposed 
Project's impacts and any mitigation measures are also applicable to the given equivalency 
scenario, unless otherwise noted. 

F. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

The development timeframe for buildout of the proposed Project is approximately seven 
to eight years, with buildout anticipated to occur by 2012. Within this timeframe the 
construction of individual buildings would take place over the course of two to three years. 
Development of the parking facilities would occur in coordination with development of the 
buildings to be served by the parking. The final plans and construction documents for each 
component of the Project would identify protocols for demolition, site preparation, staging and 
other activities associated with construction. 
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TableA-1 

EQUIV ALEN CY MA TRIX -
LAND USE SQUARE FOOTAGE CONVERSION FACTORS 

From this 

To this 
land use (ooo's)::::> 

land use (ooo's)U 
Medical Research/ 
Laboratory/ Academic 
Support 

Medical Office 

Medical 
Research/Laboratory/ 

Academic Support 

NIA 

3.39 

Medical Office 

0.295 

NIA 

Source: PCR Services Corporation based on data provided by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers Inc .. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST DETERMINATION 

I. AESTHETICS. Would the Project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Less Than Significant Impact. No designated scenic vistas or other designated scenic 
resources are visible from the Project Site or would be visually obstructed by development that 
would occur with implementation of the proposed Project. Development of multi-story 
structures with a maximum height of l 00 to 150 feet would occur on Development Sites A and 
B, respectively. A multi-story parking structure would be developed on Development Site C. 
Development Site D would feature either a multi-story structure containing University and/or 
medical-related uses similar to Sites A and B with a maximum height of 120 feet or a multi-story 
parking structure. The four Development Sites are located within the existing USC Health 
Sciences Campus and, as such, are characterized as infill development similar to the Campus' 
related medical uses contained in structures of similar height and mass. While development of 
these sites could potentially block views of the distant San Gabriel Mountains from a limited 
number of vantage points within the HSC, the San Gabriel Mountains would still be visible from 
many other vantage points on and around the HSC. Therefore, the impact of the Project on 
scenic vistas would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings, or other locally recognized desirable 
aesthetic natural f ea tu re within a city-designated scenic highway? 

No Impact. None of the roadways adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Project Site are 
designated as a scenic highway on the Scenic Highways Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan. The City-designated scenic highway nearest to the site is Huntington 
Drive/Mission Road (Scenic Highway No. 46), which is approximately one-half mile northeast 
of the Project Site. As Project development would not affect any portion of the Huntington 
Drive/Mission Road Scenic Highway, no impact upon the scenic resources that are associated 
with this designated scenic highway would occur. 
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c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Development Sites are located within the larger 
approximate 56-acre USC Health Sciences Campus, which is characterized by educational, 
research, hospital and medical office buildings. The proposed development that would occur 
could be characterized as infill within the existing HSC. Though the specific design of the 
proposed buildings to be constructed has not been fully established at this time, it is expected 
that the buildings would be designed in a style reflective of the existing educational, research and 
medical office buildings that define the visual/aesthetic appearance of the HSC. Additionally, it 
is expected that the future buildings would incorporate architectural elements and design styles 
similar to existing nearby buildings such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute and the Healthcare 
Consultation Center (HCC) and HCC II buildings. Nonetheless, the Project, despite occurring 
within the HSC, represents a substantial alteration of the visual character of the Project Site in 
that it proposes construction of multi-level buildings on land that is currently surface parking. 
Therefore, this issue shall be analyzed further in an Environmental Impact Report, with feasible 
mitigation measures proposed as necessary. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Existing artificial light sources on the Development 
Sites includes surface parking lot and security lighting. The artificial light environment in the 
Project vicinity is influenced by street lights as well as lighting associated with adjacent 
buildings and parking facilities within the HSC. In addition, vehicles traveling on Eastlake 
Avenue, San Pablo Street, Alcazar Street, Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue also contribute to the 
existing artificial light environment within the HSC. Implementation of the proposed Project 
would introduce new light sources within the Project Site including streetlights, interior building 
lighting, exterior security lighting, and parking facility lighting; however, the proposed lighting 
would be typical of existing adjacent facilities within the HSC and is not expected to create 
unusually high levels oflight. Furthermore, the Project would meet the standards set forth in the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for the control of lighting impacts, including the 
following: 

• Chapter 9, Article 3, Sec. 93.0117. No exterior light source may cause more than 
two footcandles (21.5 lx) of lighting intensity or generate direct glare onto 
exterior glazed windows or glass doors; elevated habitable porch, deck, or 
balcony; or any ground surface intended for uses such as recreation, barbecue or 
lawn areas or any other property containing a residential unit or units. 
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• Chapter 1, Article 2, Sec. 12.21 AS(k). All lights used to illuminate a parking 
area shall be designed, located and arranged so as to reflect the light away from 
any streets and any adjacent premises. 

• Chapter l, Article 7, Sec. 17.08C. Plans for street lighting system shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Bureau of Street Lighting. 

• Division 62, Sec. 91.6205M. No sign shall be arranged and illuminated in such a 
manner as to produce a light intensity of greater than three footcandles above 
ambient lighting, as measured at the property line of the nearest residentially 
zoned property. 

Additionally, Project-generated vehicle headlights would add to the ex1stmg lighting 
environment; however, the anticipated levels of lighting associated with the Project would not be 
considered significant in an urban setting such as the HSC. Since the Project would utilize 
lighting similar to that used on adjacent buildings, which would maintain the existing visual 
character of the HSC, and would implement the standards set forth in the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC) to address potential lighting effects, the level of lighting that would occur with 
the proposed Project, both stationary and transient (i.e., automobile headlights), would not 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The Project would utilize an exterior window wall system which would be of low 
reflectivity, similar to that used on adjacent buildings. Highly-reflective, potentially glare 
producing exterior features and building materials would not be used. Additionally, while 
Project-generated vehicles would generate transient glare from the reflection of the sun, the 
anticipated levels would not be considered significant in an urban setting such as the HSC. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project buildings would blend with the existing buildings and would 
generate minimal glare due to the exterior materials that will be used. Therefore, the level of 
glare associated with the Project would not adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 
agricultural land evaluation and site assessment model (1997) prepared by the 
California department of conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland Would the Project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

No Impact. No agricultural uses or related operations are present on the Project Site or 
within the surrounding area. The site is not considered prime or unique farmland of statewide or 
local importance as identified by the State Department of Conservation and the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan. Therefore, the Project would not result in the conversion of designated 
farmland, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural uses. No mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural uses, nor is it under a 
Williamson Act contract. Therefore, no conflict exists with agricultural zoning or Williamson 
Act contracts, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact. As there are no agricultural uses or related operations on or near the Project 
Site, the Project would not involve the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 
Therefore, no impacts to agricultural uses would occur, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 
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Ill. AIR QUALITY. The significance criteria established by the south coast air quality 
management district (SCAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project result in: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or Congestion 
Management Plan? 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the air basin is non-attainment (ozone, carbon monoxide, & PM10) under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

Potentially Significant Impact [a-c]. The state and federal governments have set health 
standards for air pollutants, specifying levels beyond which the air is deemed unhealthful. The 
Project Site is located in the South Coast Air Basin and is under the jurisdiction of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The South Coast Air Basin is currently in 
non-attainment for ozone (03), fine particulate matter (PM10), and carbon monoxide (CO) based 
on federal, and thus state, air quality standards, as the state standards for California are more 
stringent than the federal standards. Together with the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), the SCAQMD is responsible for formulating and implementing air 
pollution control strategies throughout the Basin. The Regional Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) was adopted by the SCAQMD in 1997 to establish a comprehensive air pollution 
control program that would lead to the attainment of state and federal air quality standards. The 
Project could result in increases in air emissions from construction, vehicle trips, and other 
sources, which could potentially: conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD or 
Congestion Management Plan; violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation; or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
ozone, carbon monoxide, or PM10, for which the South Coast Air Basin, as described above, is 
currently in non-attainment. Potential air quality impacts resulting from the proposed Project 
shall be analyzed in further detail in an Environmental Impact Report with feasible mitigation 
measures proposed, as necessary. 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project Site include educational and medical facilities within the HSC. Residential uses are also 
located approximately 700 feet east of Development Site B and approximately 900 feet west of 
Development Site C. Construction activity would result in increased air emissions, largely due 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page B-5 

USC Health Science Campus Project 
March 2004 

RL0027205 



EM25838 

Attachment B - Explanation of Checklist Determination 

to dust and heavy-duty equipment exhaust emissions. In addition, operation of the Project would 
result in an increase in mobile source emissions associated with an increase in vehicle trips. 
Furthermore, the Project could result in an increase in air emissions from stationary sources 
associated with the new buildings. Potential impacts due to the exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations from mobile and stationary air emission sources shall be 
analyzed in further detail in an Environmental Impact Report with feasible mitigation measures 
proposed, as necessary. 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Potentially Significant Impact. No objectionable odors are expected as a result of 
construction of the multi-story buildings on Development Sites A, B and possibly D or the 
parking structure on Development Site C and possibly D. The proposed buildings and structures 
would be constructed using conventional building materials. It is not anticipated that odiferous 
building materials would be used. 

With regard to operations occurring within the proposed buildings, odors would typically 
be associated with industrial projects involving high volumes of chemicals, solvents, petroleum 
products, and other strong-smelling elements used in manufacturing processes. In addition, 
odors could also be associated with uses such as sewage treatment facilities and landfills. The 
proposed Project would not contain any element related to these types of uses. However, the 
educational, medical research and office buildings proposed on Development Site A could 
include a basement-level vivarium to connect to the existing vivarium located in the basement 
level of the adjacent Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, which could potentially generate odors. 
This issue shall be analyzed in further detail in an Environmental Impact Report with feasible 
mitigation measures proposed, as necessary. 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No Impact. The Development Sites are in an urbanized location and are developed with 
surface parking. The Development Sites feature ornamental trees and landscaping designed as 
amenities to the streetscape, rather than as natural habitat. These existing surface parking lots 
feature negligible landscaping and do not contain any natural habitat. As such, the Project Site 
does not contain any natural habitat for species identified as candidate, sensitive or of special 
status. 
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The surrounding area features Hazard Park, a 25-acre recreational resource, which 
contains trees, lawns, baseball diamonds, tennis courts, and a vegetated gully along an 
abandoned railroad spur line that bisects the park. Hazard Park has the potential to contain 
notable biological resources; however, the Project Site is physically separated from Hazard Park 
such that there is no direct interface between the Project Site and the park. Development Site A 
(the portion of the Project site nearest to Hazard Park) is located at the northwest corner of San 
Pablo Street and Eastlake A venue, whereas the park is located at the southeast corner of the 
intersection. While Development Site A and the park are located at opposite corners of the 
intersection, actual buildings proposed on Development Site A would be separated from Hazard 
Park not only by San Pablo Street and Eastlake Avenue/Norfolk Street, but also by the 
ornamental landscape buffer that exists directly north of Eastlake Avenue. Development Sites B, 
C, and D are located further from Hazard Park and are separated from the park by the other HSC 
buildings. Therefore, due to the distance and the actual physical separation that exists between 
the Project Site and park, the Project would not have an impact, either directly or through habitat 
modification, on any species that may inhabit Hazard Park. Therefore, the Project would not 
result in any impact, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. As such, no 
impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is in an urbanized location and is primarily developed with 
surface parking. The site does not feature any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities as identified in City or regional plans, policies or regulations. The site is not in or 
adjacent to any riparian area and is not identified in the City of Los Angeles General Plan as a 
natural, conservation or open space resource. Additionally, no other adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan applies to the Project Site. 

The surrounding area features Hazard Park that may potentially contain sensitive natural 
communities that are not specifically identified by any plans, policies, or regulations. However, 
the Project does not propose any direct (i.e., physically alter the park) or indirect (i.e., discharge 
of storm water) alterations to Hazard Park. Furthermore, and as described above, the Project Site 
is physically separated from Hazard Park such that there is no direct interface between the 
Project Site and the park. Furthermore, stormdrains to support the proposed buildings would tie 
into existing stormdrains, and in so doing, also ensures that runoff to Hazard Park would not 
occur. Therefore, the Project would not have any impact on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in the City or regional plans, policies, regulations 

University of Southern California 
PCR Services Corporation 

Page B-7 

USC Health Science Campus Project 
March 2004 

RL0027207 



EM25840 

Attachment B - Explanation of Checklist Determination 

administered by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

No Impact. The Project Site is in an urbanized location and is primarily developed with 
surface parking. The Project Site does not contain any natural hydrologic features or federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. As stated above, the 
surrounding area features Hazard Park, which could potentially contain federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. However, the Project does not 
propose any direct or indirect alteration to Hazard Park. Therefore, the Project would not result 
in an adverse effect on any federally protected wetlands or potentially federally protected 
wetlands. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

No Impact. The Project Site is in an urbanized location and is primarily developed with 
surface parking. The Project Site does not function as a wildlife corridor and no bodies or 
courses of water exist on-site to provide habitat for fish. As stated above, the surrounding area 
features Hazard Park, which could potentially contain native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species. However, the Project does not propose any direct or indirect alteration to 
Hazard Park. Furthermore, as stated above the Project Site is physically separated from Hazard 
Park such that there is no direct interface between the Project Site and the park. Therefore, the 
Project would not interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, nor would it 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. As such, no impacts would occur, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as tree preservation policy or ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut 
woodlands)? 

No Impact. The Project Site is in an urbanized location and is primarily developed with 
surface parking. The Project Site does not contain any notable natural features or protected 
biological resources. The surface parking lots on Development sites A, B, C and D do feature 
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non-native, ornamental trees as landscaping amenities and as street trees. Any street trees 
requiring removal as a result of the Project would occur in accordance with the City of Los 
Angeles Street Tree Division requirements. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or 
ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands). No impacts would occur, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

No Impact. As previously noted, the Project Site is located within an urbanized area and 
does not contain any notable natural features. Additionally, no adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan applies to the Project site. As such, the Project would not have any impact as 
it would not conflict with any habitat conservation plans, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical resource as 
defined in State CEQA §15064.5? 

No Impact. Section 15064.5(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines generally defines historical 
resources as any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript determined to 
be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, 
agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California. Historical 
resources are further defined as being associated with significant events, important persons, or 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; representing the work of 
an important creative individual; or possessing high artistic values. Since none of the 
Development Sites contain any extant buildings, structures, objects, sites or districts with any 
historical associations or significance necessary for California Register eligibility, the Project 
Site does not contain any historical resources as defined by the CEQA Guidelines. As such, no 
historical resources would be affected by implementation of the Project. No adverse impacts to 
significant historical resources would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to State CEQA §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within an urbanized area and 
has been subject to disturbance due to grading and development activities in the past; thus, any 
surficial archaeological resources that may have existed on the site at one time are likely to have 
been disturbed or removed previously. A records search conducted by the South Central Coastal 
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System1 reported no 
historic or prehistoric archaeological sites on the Project Site or within the HSC. Any discovery 
of archeological resources during construction of the Project would be treated in accordance with 
federal, state and local guidelines, as appropriate. As no known archeological resources are 
present and the historic use of the site indicates that the likelihood of undisturbed archeological 
resources is low, less than significant impacts are expected, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within an urbanized area and 
has been developed and subject to disturbance in the past. No unique paleontological or unique 
geologic resources have been identified on any of the Development Sites or in the surrounding 
area. 2 Site excavation could potentially uncover vertebrate fossil remains. If unique 
paleontological resources were uncovered, these would be treated in accordance with federal, 
state, and local guidelines, as appropriate. Any impacts are expected to be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

No Impact. The Project Site is currently developed, and no human remains are known to 
be present. The Project Site is located within an urbanized area and has been developed and 
subject to disturbance in the past. In the event that excavation uncovers human remains, these 
resources would be treated in accordance with federal, state, and local guidelines, as appropriate. 
No impacts are expected, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

2 

Correspondence from Catharine Af Wood, Staff Archeologist, South Central Coastal Information Center, 
California Historical Resources Information System, to PCR Services Corporation, A1arch 13, 2003. 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework, Drafl 
})?vironmental Impact Report, January 19, 1995, Figure CR-2. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury or death involving : 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for 
the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

No Impact. Faults are classified as active, potentially active, or inactive. For the 
purposes of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map Act, the State of California defines 
active faults as those that have historically produced earthquakes or shown evidence of 
movement within the past 11,000 years (during the Holocene Epoch). Active faults may be 
designated as Earthquake Fault Zones under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, 
which includes standards regulating development adjacent to active faults. In addition, the City 
of Los Angeles designates Fault Rupture Study Zones on each side of potentially active and 
active faults to establish hazard potential.3 Although the Project Site is located in the seismically 
active region of southern California, no known active surface faults pass through any of the 
Development Sites, nor are any of the Development Sites within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone. Therefore, no impacts associated with fault rupture on the site are expected to occur 
with implementation of the Project, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in the seismically active 
Southern California region, which is characterized by major faults and fault zones. The nearest 
known fault is the Elysian Park Thrust Fault, which is located approximately 0.7 miles to the 
north. Other nearby faults include the Hollywood Fault located 4.2 miles to the northwest, the 
Raymond Fault located 4.2 miles to the northeast, and the Verdugo Fault, located 5.6 miles to the 
north. During a seismic event, the Project Site is subject to moderate to strong ground shaking 
typical of the general southern California area. Development associated with the Project could 
result in the potential exposure of people and structures to groundshaking in the event of an 
earthquake. Any ground shaking that may occur would be similar throughout the vicinity and no 
unusual or unique risk is posed by the proposed Project. With adherence to applicable seismic 
standards, safety requirements and construction specifications, potential impacts related to strong 
seismic ground shaking would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

3 Exhibit A, City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element, adopted November 26, 1996. 
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iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a form of earthquake-induced ground 
failure that occurs primarily in relatively shallow, loose, granular, water-saturated soils. Excess 
water pressure that builds up during repeated movement from seismic activity can result in the 
transformation of the soil to a fluid mass. Geotechnical studies conducted for other portions of 
the HSC have indicated that the type and consistency of the soils and underlying bedrock as well 
as the extensive geologic history of the site are such that the Project would not be expected to 
experience liquefaction or similar seismic ground failure. 4 Additionally, adherence to applicable 
safety requirements and construction specifications would reduce the potential exposure of 
people or structures to the risk of loss, injury or death as a result of seismic events. As such, any 
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

iv. Landslides? 

Less Than Significant. Development Sites A, B, C and D as well as the surrounding 
area are relatively level. Geotechnical studies conducted for other portions of the HSC have 
indicated the probability of seismically induced landslides occurring on the campus are remote. 5 

Additionally, adherence to applicable safety requirements and construction specifications would 
reduce the potential exposure of people or structures to the risk ofloss, injury or death as a result 
of seismic events. As such, any impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in a developed setting and 
contains either surface parking or vacant land that was previously developed. Any topsoil that 
may exist on the site was previously blended with other on-site soils during previous site 
preparation/grading activities. As such, Project development would not result in substantial loss 
of topsoil. Construction activities such as grading and excavation could create a potential for soil 
eros10n. However, construction on any of the four Development Sites would occur in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Building Code Sections 91.7000 through 91.7016, which 
require necessary permits, plan checks, and inspections to reduce the effects of sedimentation 
and erosion. In addition to these requirements, any grading work in excess of 200 cubic yards 
scheduled to occur between November 1 and April 15 would require submittal of an erosion 
control plan to be approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. 

4 Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, Proposed University of Southern California/USC Care Afedical Group 
Health Care Consultation Center II, Geotechnologies, Inc., February 6, 2001 

5 Ibid. 
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With Code compliance, the Project is not expected to cause substantial soil erosion during 
construction act1v1t1es. Site drainage would be engineered and landscaped areas would be 
maintained, minimizing the potential for soil erosion during operation of the proposed facilities. 
Therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less Than Significant. Development Sites A, B, C and D are located in an urbanized 
setting on previously developed properties with relatively minimal slope. As stated previously, 
the probability of landslide or liquefaction are remote. With adherence to applicable safety 
requirements and engineering conditions determined during the construction process, potential 
impacts relative to the presence of unstable soils would be addressed. As such, any impacts 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Less Than Significant. Development Sites A, B, C and D are located in an urbanized 
setting on previously developed properties of relatively minimal slope. Geotechnical studies 
conducted for other portions of the HSC have indicated the presence of moderately expansive 
soils.6 Detailed geotechnical investigations that would be required in support of the City's 
issuance of grading and building permits would identify and remedy any adverse conditions 
attributable to the presence of expansive soils. With adherence to applicable safety 
requirements, potential impacts relative to the presence of expansive soils would be addressed. 
As such, any impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area served by existing sewer 
infrastructure. The Project would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

6 Ibid. 
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VU. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with development of 
the proposed buildings and structures would involve the use of potentially hazardous materials, 
including paints, cleaning materials, vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids. However, all 
potentially hazardous materials utilized during construction of the Project would be contained, 
stored, and used in accordance with manufacturers' instructions and handled in compliance with 
applicable standards and regulations. As such, construction of the Project would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Due to the nature of the proposed uses at Development Sites A and B, as well as 
potentially at Development Site D, the Project could use some medical hazardous materials and, 
if so, would generate some medical hazardous waste. These materials and wastes would include, 
but are not limited to, acids, solvents and astringents typically used in medical clinics as well as 
biohazardous "red bag" wastes (i.e., blood saturated items, bags and intravenous [IV] tubing 
containing blood products, suction canisters, hemovacs, chest drainage units, hemodialysis 
products) and biomedical wastes (i.e., sharps, pathology specimens and samples, medication). 
Additionally, the Project may include nuclear medicine, which would involve the use of very 
small amounts of radioactive materials or radiopharmaceuticals for diagnosis and treatment of 
diseases. As a result, the Project would implement several plans to address the use, storage and 
disposal procedures and requirements for hazardous, flammable, and radioactive materials and 
waste. These plans would be implemented in accordance with all applicable federal, state and 
local laws, regulations and standards. All hazardous waste, including biohazardous and 
biomedical wastes, generated on the Project site would be properly transported and disposed of 
off-site by a licensed subcontractor. Additionally, the proposed Project would also be required to 
prepare an emergency response and evacuation plan, conduct hazardous materials training 
(including remediation of accidental releases), and notify employees who work in the vicinity of 
hazardous materials, in accordance with federal OSHA and Cal OSHA requirements. The 
existing medical facilities that are part of the HSC already have these type of hazardous materials 
and emergency response plans and procedures in place. 

The routine use of the proposed parking facilities at Development Site C and possibly at 
Development Site D may generate small quantities of hazardous materials associated with 
vehicle operations (e.g., leaks of engine oil, transmission fluid). However, the quantity of 
hazardous materials or wastes generated would not be anticipated to create a significant hazard. 
Furthermore, the proposed parking structures would be constructed incorporating required best 
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management practices (BMPs ), that would address the proper handling of pollutant loads such as 
those described herein, in accordance with the State and local standards. 

Based on the preceding, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. As such, 
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above, all hazardous materials and wastes 
used or generated as part of the medical research and treatment conducted at Development Sites 
A and B would be handled in accordance with applicable safety standards and regulations. 
Furthermore, as stated above, routine use of automobiles within the parking facilities at 
Development Site C and possibly Development Site D would not create the potential for a 
significant hazard to the public from hazardous materials. As such, no upset or accident is 
reasonably foreseen that would involve the creation of a significant hazard through the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. Any impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Existing education facilities within one-quarter mile of 
the Project Site include the Francisco Bravo Medical Magnet High School and the educational 
facilities of the USC Health Sciences Campus itself No new schools have been proposed within 
one-quarter mile of the Project Site. As stated above, the Project would involve the use and 
storage of potentially hazardous materials consisting of chemicals and solutions for medical 
research and clinical purposes and cleaning solvents. All such materials and waste would be 
handled in accordance with applicable safety standards and regulations. As such, impacts would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Phase l Environmental Site Assessments conducted for 
other portions of the HSC surrounding the Development Parcels have indicated the inclusion of 
locations with the Campus on lists of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government 
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Code Section 65962.5. However, based on the findings of these Assessments it is not anticipated 
that the Project would create a significant hazard to the public. Furthermore, any adverse 
conditions that are identified during the regulatory permitting and construction process for the 
Project would be satisfactorily addressed and mitigated to a less than significant level via 
compliance with applicable standards and regulations. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, the Project would not result in any impact, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for the people residing or working in the area? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, 
the Project would not result in any impact, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project would not result in the 
closure of any street, particularly those designated as an evacuation route in an adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plan. To the extent feasible, construction activities and 
staging areas would not physically block any streets or impair access to and around the Campus 
or any adjacent properties. The proposed buildings would be designed to conform to the 
standards of the Los Angeles Fire Department for emergency egress and would be integrated into 
the existing HSC emergency response and evacuation plans. As such, potential impacts to 
adopted emergency response or evacuation plans would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 
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h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located in a mountain fire zone, fire buffer zone or 
Brush Fire Hazard Area. 7 The Project Site would be located within a developed urban setting 
that is not located adjacent to any wildland areas. The surrounding area does include Hazard 
Park located southeast of the Project Site, however Hazard Park is not a wildland and therefore 
would not be the subject of wildland fires. Therefore, the Project would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the proposal result in: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes construction and operation of 
multi-level educational and medical office facilities and associated parking facilities on 
development sites currently containing surface parking. As a result, the proposed Project would 
be required to comply with state and local regulations governing water quality standards and 
waste discharge requirements associated with construction and operation of the facilities 
associated with the Project. 

Regulatory and permitting processes have been established to control the water quality of 
runoff from construction sites with urban environments, such as the Project Site. In 1987, the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, also referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA), was 
amended to provide that the discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States from storm 
water is effectively prohibited, unless the discharge is in compliance with a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. The 1987 amendments to the CWA added 
Section 402(p ), which established a framework for regulating municipal, industrial and 
construction stormwater discharges under the NPDES program. In California, these permits are 
issued through the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB). The SWRCB has adopted a 
statewide general construction permit that applies to most construction projects. This permit 
allows storm water discharge under certain conditions during the construction period but is 
intended to minimize the pollution of downstream receiving waters from construction activities. 
The Project would be served by engineered drainage systems that would connect to the existing 

General Plan Framework Section, City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Brush Fl.re Hazard Areas 1\/fap, 
August 1994 and C~ity of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Zoning l'vfap Information System. 
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storm drain system and would be designed to meet all applicable National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination Systems (NPDES) permits requirements. As such, Project construction would result 
in less than significant impacts to water quality, and no mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Furthermore, as part of the Project, the City Standard Urban Stormwater Management 
Plan (SUSMP) requirements would be implemented. Under the SUSMP requirements, the 
Project would be designed to ensure that post-development peak storm water runoff discharge 
rates would not exceed the estimated pre-development rates such that there would be an 
increased potential for downstream runoff The SUSMP requirements also include, but are not 
limited to, the following: minimizing stormwater pollutants of concern; providing storm drain 
system stenciling and signage; containing properly designed outdoor material storage areas; 
containing properly designed trash storage areas; and providing proof of ongoing BMP 
maintenance. The final design of these systems will be reviewed in accordance with applicable 
standards and the conditions of approval during the building permit process to ensure that no 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements are violated. As such, the Project would 
result in less than significant impacts to water quality, and no mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby 
wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned 
land uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not require the use of groundwater. 
Potable water for the Project would be supplied by the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power, which draws its water supplies from distant sources for which it conducts its own 
assessment and mitigation of potential environmental impacts. Therefore, the water needs of the 
Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies. The USC Health Sciences 
Campus is mostly developed and contains minimal amounts of pervious surfaces. Any increase 
of impervious area resulting from the Project could marginally reduce percolation, which could 
result in a reduction in groundwater recharge; however, the extent that local groundwater 
supplies would be substantially depleted would be extremely limited. As such, groundwater 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site and the surrounding area do not feature 
any stream or river; therefore, no stream or river course would be altered with implementation of 
the Project. The Project proposes construction and operation of multi-level educational and 
medical office facilities and associated parking facilities on development sites currently 
containing surface parking. The drainage system for the Development Sites currently connects 
to the City's existing stormwater drainage infrastructure, which sufficiently meets the storm 
drain demand generated by this site. Replacement of the existing surface parking lots with 
buildings would not substantially increase the amount of impervious cover that currently exists. 
As such, the amount of surface runoff would not substantially increase and the existing drainage 
pattern of the site would not be altered. Furthermore, the buildings proposed would feature 
newly designed drainage systems connecting to the existing storm drainage systems, and no 
change to the flow quantity to the City's existing storm drain facilities is anticipated. The final 
design of these systems will be reviewed in accordance with applicable standards and the 
conditions of approval during the building permit process. Since the Development Sites are 
currently impervious and would continue to be with the Project, and development is not expected 
to increase surface runoff or alter existing drainage, substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site 
would not be expected to occur. 

For the reasons described above, the Project would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site and 
therefore, would result in less than significant impacts to water quality, and no mitigation 
measures would be necessary. 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As noted above, the Project Site and the surroundings 
do not feature any stream or river; therefore, no stream or river course would be altered with 
implementation of the Project. Furthermore, the Project Site is located within the HSC, which 
features designed drainage systems connected to the City's urban stormwater drainage 
infrastructure. The Project would utilize this existing system and as described above, the HSC 
drainage systems and the City's stormwater drainage infrastructure have adequate capacity to 
accommodate future runoff from the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not result in a 
substantial alteration to the existing drainage pattern or an increase in the rate or amount of 
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surface runoff that would result in on- or off-site flooding. No mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact [e. and f.]. As noted above, the Project would utilize the 
existing storm drainage system and would not alter the existing drainage pattern. The HSC 
drainage systems and the City's stormwater drainage infrastructure have adequate capacity to 
accommodate future runoff from the Project Site and no improvements to the existing storm 
drain system are known or planned. An increase in urban contaminants may be expected from 
the increase in parking facilities on Development Site C and possibly Development Site D. 
However, the Project would be required to comply with state and local regulations governing 
water quality standards and waste discharge requirements associated with construction and 
operation of the facilities associated with the Project. The Project would be served by 
engineered drainage systems that would connect to the existing storm drain system and would be 
designed to meet all applicable National Pollution Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) 
permit requirements. 

Furthermore, as part of the Project, the City Standard Urban Stormwater Management 
Plan (SUSMP) requirements would be implemented. Under the SUSMP requirements, the 
Project would be designed to ensure that post-development peak storm water runoff discharge 
rates would not exceed the estimated pre-development rates such that there would be an 
increased potential for downstream runoff The SUSMP requirements also include, but are not 
limited to, the following: minimizing stormwater pollutants of concern; providing storm drain 
system stenciling and signage; containing properly designed outdoor material storage areas; 
containing properly designed trash storage areas; and providing proof of ongoing BMP 
maintenance. The final design of these systems will be reviewed in accordance with applicable 
standards and the conditions of approval during the building permit process to ensure that no 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements are violated. As such, the Project would 
result in less than significant impacts to water quality, and no mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 
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g. Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood plain8 nor does the 
Project include any housing. As such, Project implementation would not place housing within a 
100-year flood plain. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

h. Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood plain. Therefore, the 
proposed structure would not impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard area. 
No impact would occur with regard to flood flows, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

1. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within a 100-year flood plain nor within an 
inundation area associated with the failure of a levee or dam. 9 No impact would occur with 
regard to flood flows, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact. A seiche is an oscillation of a body of water in an enclosed or semi-enclosed 
basin, such as a reservoir, harbor, lake, or storage tank. A tsunami is a great sea wave, 
commonly referred to as a tidal wave, produced by a significant undersea disturbance such as 
tectonic displacement of the sea floor associated with large, shallow earthquakes. Mudflows 
result from the downslope movement of soil and/or rock under the influence of gravity. The 
Project Site is relatively distant from the ocean, not in the vicinity of a reservoir, harbor, lake, or 
storage tank capable of creating a seiche and is not positioned downslope from an area of 
potential mudflow. Therefore, no impact would occur with regard to seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

8 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework, Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, January 19, 1995, Figure FC-2. 

9 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework, Draft 
})?vironmental Impact Report, January 19, 1995, Figure GS-7. 
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The Project proposes construction and operation of multi-level educational 
and medical office facilities and associated parking facilities on Development Sites within the 
HSC that currently contain surface parking. Therefore, development of educational and medical
related facilities on these sites would be consistent with the existing uses found within the 
Campus, particularly existing adjacent buildings such as the Zilkha Neurogenetics Institute, and 
the HCC and HCC II buildings. As part of an established Campus of related land uses, the 
proposed buildings would not physically divide an established community, but rather would 
assist in infilling the established Campus with similar uses. 

The proposed parking structure on Development Site C and possibly on Development 
Site D would provide parking spaces to support the Project. These sites are currently utilized as 
surface parking for the HSC and are surrounded by other institutional uses and other parking 
facilities. The development of multi-level parking facilities in place of these surface lots would 
not result in the physical separation of any established community as the proposed uses fit the 
context of the Development Sites. Therefore, no impacts would occur and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

b. Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Local and regional plans, policies, and regulations 
control development on and around the site. The Project Site is within the City of Los Angeles 
and therefore is subject to the City's land use plans, policies and regulations. This includes 
applicable sections of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, the Northeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan, and the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code. In addition, the Project Site is 
within the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project Plan area, as administered by the City of 
Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). Furthermore, regional agencies 
including the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), and the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), are also involved with planning and land use issues that affect the Project Site. 

The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Map designates Development Sites A, B 
and D as General Commercial, while Development Site C is designated for Public Facilities. 
The proposed uses (i.e., educational, medical research and office buildings on Development Sites 
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A, B, and possibly D and a parking structure on Development Site C and possibly D) are 
consistent with these designations. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code (Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code--LAMC) regulates development through land use designations and development 
standards. Development Sites A and B are zoned C2-2 (Commercial). As detailed in Section 
12.14 of the LAMC, the C2-2 commercial zone permits a wide variety of commercial uses, 
including medical laboratory and allows the provision of surface parking in support of 
commercial uses. Development Sites C and D are zoned PF-I (Public Facilities) and [Q] C2-
IVL, respectively. Thus the Project would be a permitted use under the existing zoning 
designations. There is no required minimum lot area or minimum front, side or rear yard for 
non-residential uses in the C2 zone. 

Total floor area and height limitations are regulated by Section 12.21.1 of the LAMC. 
Development Sites A, B and D are located within Height District 2 for which the applicable 
height limitation is defined in terms of permitted floor area. Specifically, the total floor area in 
all buildings shall not exceed six times the buildable lot area. The Project proposes a maximum 
allowable square footage total for buildings within Development Sites A, B and D shall not 
exceed approximately 585,000 square feet, and heights of proposed buildings on Development 
Sites A, B and D shall not exceed 150, 100 and 140 feet, respectively. Development Site C is 
located in height district 1, which constrains the total floor area on a lot in a public facilities zone 
to three times the buildable area. However, parking is not considered to count towards the 
permitted floor area. 

The LAMC also regulates the minimum number of parking spaces to be provided on a 
property based on land use and the number of units or floor area. Based on LAMC Section 
12.21.A.4(g), this parking must be provided on the same lot as the proposed use or on a separate 
lot within 750 feet of the use. Development of parking facilities to support the new buildings in 
Development Sites A, B and possibly D as described above would be accommodated through 
construction of multi-level parking structure on Development Site C and possibly a second 
parking structure on Development Site D. As Development Site C is greater than 750 feet from 
Development Sites A and B, a variance from the distance requirement would be required. 

The Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan encompasses approximately 2,200 acres of 
commercial and industrial properties in east Los Angeles. The principle goal of the 
Redevelopment Plan is to preserve the existing commercial and industrial economy of the 
community. To this end, the Project is generally consistent with the policies of the Adelante 
Eastside Redevelopment Plan as the Project preserves and enhances the HSC as a unique 
educational and commercial resource of the community. The Redevelopment Plan also contains 
specific policies regarding land use in the project area. The Project's relationship with these 
policies shall be evaluated in detail in the Environmental Impact Report. 
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Based on the preceding discussion, the Project is expected to be consistent with the 
applicable provisions of the LAMC. Notwithstanding, the Project's relationship with these 
policies, regulations and plans will be evaluated in further detail in an Environmental Impact 
Report. Additionally, air quality impacts and traffic impacts will also be analyzed in an EIR. 
These analyses will address the Project's relationship to the Congestion Management Plan and 
Air Quality Management Plan. 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not subject to any habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan. Therefore, no impact on such a plan would occur, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. Habitat and natural communities are further discussed in 
Section IV. Biological Resources of this Initial Study. 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

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

No Impact. Development associated with the Project would occur on sites currently 
containing surface parking or vacant land that was previously developed. The Project Site is not 
located in an area containing significant mineral deposits, as designated by the City of Los 
Angeles. 10 Therefore, development associated with the Project would not change the availability 
of known or potential mineral resources. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

No Impact. As previously noted, the Project Site is in a developed condition in an 
urbanized setting. The applicable local land use plans do not delineate that the site or the area 
contain significant mineral deposits or are designated as a locally important mineral resource 
site. 11 Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally 

10 Ci~v of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework, Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, January 19, 1995, Figure GS-1. 

11 Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, Part of the General Plan, Ciry of Los Angeles, Department of City 
Planning. 
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important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a land use plan. No impact would occur, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

XI. NOISE. Would the project: 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) establishes 
regulations regarding allowable increases in noise levels as a result of Project implementation, 
both in terms of Project operations and construction activities. In addition, the City, in its 
General Plan Noise Element, has established noise guidelines that are used for planning 
purposes. These guidelines are based in part on the community noise compatibility guidelines 
established by the State Department of Health Services and are intended for use in assessing the 
compatibility of various land use types with a range of noise levels. The Project would generate 
noise as a result of construction activity, traffic generated by the Project and on-site stationary 
noise sources. The relationship of Project generated noise and the established City standards 
shall be analyzed and discussed in an Environmental Impact Report. 

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Operation of the Project would be limited to 
educational, medical research, treatment, office and related uses that are not sources of excessive 
groundbome noise or vibration. Groundborne vibrations could be generated by the operation of 
certain construction equipment such as pavement breakers or pile-drivers. The Project would be 
constructed using typical construction techniques, including the use of some equipment that 
causes groundbome vibration. Groundborne vibration attenuates rapidly with distance from the 
source such that impacts would only be experienced within short distances (i.e.: 500 feet or less) 
of the source. The land uses, buildings and people within short distances of where vibration 
causing construction equipment might be used for the Project includes the existing HSC. As 
such, the Applicant can be expected to manage construction of the Project so as not to 
excessively disturb its own adjacent operations, employees and tenants. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that construction would not cause excessive groundborne noise or vibration. As 
such, potential impacts associated with the Project would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 
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c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project is located within the existing institutional 
setting of the HSC and the Los Angeles County/University of Southern California Medical 
Center. The existing noise environment in the Project area is characterized primarily by traffic 
noise from nearby roadways. The design and operation of the proposed facilities would not 
include significant on-site stationary noise sources. However, the Project could cause significant 
permanent increases in ambient noise levels due to Project-related traffic. Therefore, the impacts 
of Project-related traffic on ambient noise levels shall be analyzed and discussed in an 
Environmental Impact Report. 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project is located within the existing institutional 
setting of the HSC and the Los Angeles County/University of Southern California Medical 
Center. The existing noise environment in the Project area is characterized primarily by traffic 
noise from nearby roadways. However, the Project could cause significant temporary or periodic 
increases in ambient noise levels due to equipment use in the construction process. The 
significance of the construction noise impacts will be analyzed and discussed in the 
Environmental Impact Report. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, the Project would not result in any impact, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, 
the Project would not result in any impact, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Development associated with the Project would occur 
within an urbanized area with existing infrastructure and roadways, and would not result in the 
extension of roads or major infrastructure. The Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) has forecasted between years 2005 and 2010, employment and population in the City of 
Los Angeles will increase by over 67,000 jobs and over 155,000 people, respectively. While 
new employment opportunities would be created by the Project, most of the expected employees 
would be drawn from the existing labor force in the region and would not require the need to 
relocate or place a demand for housing in the area. It is possible that some of the future 
employees would be new residents of the area; however, it is unlikely that this growth would be 
substantial in the context of the growth forecasted for the City of Los Angeles between 2005 and 
2010. Thus, any impacts on area population growth would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact [b-c]. Development associated with the Project would occur on sites that do 
not contain residential uses and none would be provided as part of the proposed Project. 
Implementation of the proposed Project would not displace existing housing, nor would it 
displace numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 
No impacts would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated l'vith the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other pe1formance objectives for 
any of the public services: 

a. Fire protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is not located in a high fire hazard area, 
as designated by the City of Los Angeles. The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provides 
fire protection to the Project Site. The nearest LAFD stations are Station 1 at 2230 Pasadena 
Avenue and Station 2 at 1962 East Cesar Chavez Avenue, both approximately one mile from the 
Project Site. Both stations feature two engine units and one rescue unit. 12 The Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 57.09.07 establishes a standard for maximum response 
distance from a LAFD Station based on land use. The maximum response distance from a 
station housing an engine company for industrial and commercial uses is one mile. The distance 
from either Station 1 or Station 2 to the Project Site is approximately one mile and therefore the 
Project Site is within the LAMC response distance standard. Notwithstanding, educational, 
medical research and office buildings as well as the parking structure associated with the Project 
would be constructed to include fire safety features such as sprinklers in accordance with LAMC 
requirements to ensure adequate fire protection. Furthermore, plan check procedures conducted 
by the City of Los Angeles during the building pennit process would identify additional fire 
safety features in accordance with applicable standards and would identify any needs for 
additional measures to assure the adequate provision of fire protection services to the Project. As 
such, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to the provision of fire 
protection, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

b. Police protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) 
provides police protection to the Project Site and surrounding area. The Project Site is within the 
Hollenbeck Community Policing area, which encompasses the communities of El Sereno, 
Lincoln Heights and Boyle Heights. The Hollenbeck Community Police Station is located at 
2111 East 1st Street, approximately 1.5 miles south of the Project Site. Project buildings would 
be designed with security features, such as controlled access and illumination of public and semi
public spaces to minimize opportunities for criminal activity, thereby reducing the demands 
placed upon police services. In addition, USC maintains a Department of Public Safety to 
address safety and security concerns on its campuses. These existing services would be extended 

12 http://www. lafd. orglvehicles.htm 
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to include the proposed Project. Based on the above, any Project impacts on police protection 
services are expected to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. Schools? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed educational and medical research and 
office buildings on Development Sites A, B and possibly D and the parking structure on 
Development Site C and also possibly on Development Site D are non-residential in nature and 
therefore, would not directly generate school-age children. Though it is expected that most of 
the new employees would be drawn from the existing labor force in the area, the creation of new 
employment opportunities might induce new residents to the area. However, any potential new 
employees are expected to be distributed among the region's several municipalities and school 
districts and are not expected to contribute a significant number of children to any one school. In 
addition, the Project would be subject to the development fees of the Los Angeles Unified 
School District. Senate Bill 50 (SB 50), enacted in 1998, states that the payment of a fee, charge 
or other levy pursuant to the provisions of Section 17620 of the Education Code is deemed to 
provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to school facilities. As such, Project 
development would result in a less than significant impact on schools, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

d. Parks? 

Less Than Significant Impact. There are several park and public recreational facilities 
within the surrounding area, most notably Hazard Park and Lincoln Park, located southeast and 
north of the Project Site, respectively. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard. The 
proposed educational, medical research and medical office buildings on Development Sites A, B 
and possibly D, and the parking structure on Development Site C and also possibly on 
Development Site D are non-residential in nature. Employees of these buildings are not 
expected to make significant use of the nearby parks; as the majority of the recreational needs of 
Project-related employees would be met by park facilities near their place of residence or by 
regional park facilities. The residences of potential new employees are expected to be 
distributed among several municipalities and are not expected to result in a significant increase in 
demand for parks in any specific city, community or neighborhood. Therefore, the Project's 
impacts on parks would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

e. Other governmental services (including roads)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Other public facilities that would serve the Project 
include libraries, roads and transit, utility systems such as water and sewer infrastructure, as well 
as other general public facilities. The Project is part of an educational and medical campus. The 
Project is non-residential in nature and most of the expected employees would be drawn from the 
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existing labor force in the region. As such, the Project would not directly generate any other new 
demand for public facilities. Based on the above, impacts to other governmental services would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

XIV. RECREATION. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are several park and public recreational facilities 
within the surrounding area, most notably Hazard Park and Lincoln Park. The Project is non
residential in nature. Employees of the Project are not expected to make significant use of the 
nearby parks, however the majority of the recreational needs of Project-related employees would 
be met by park facilities near their place of residence or by regional park facilities. The 
residences of potential new employees are expected to be distributed among several 
municipalities and are not expected to result in a significant increase in demand for parks in any 
specific city, community or neighborhood. Therefore, potential impacts to parks or other 
recreational facilities resulting from the Project would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would include some exterior space devoted 
to landscaping. Otherwise, the Project does not propose construction of recreational facilities 
and, as noted above, the Project is not expected to result in an increased demand for recreation 
that would require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. As such, the Project 
would result in less than significant recreation-related impacts, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the project: 

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed educational 
and medical research and office facilities would result in an increase in traffic. Parking for the 
Project would primarily be provided at a proposed parking structure to be located on 
Development Site C and possibly a parking structure on Development Site D.. The Project 
would feature up to 585,000 square feet of University and/or medical-related uses. Therefore, 
the proposed Project could result in an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to ratio capacity on roads, or congestion at intersections). 
This issue shall be further evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible mitigation 
measures shall be proposed, as necessary. 

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established 
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA) administers the Congestion Management Plan (CMP), a state-mandated 
program designed to address the impact urban congestion has on local communities and the 
region as a whole. The CMP provides an analytical basis for the transportation decisions 
contained in the State Transportation Improvement Project (STIP). The CMP guidelines require 
evaluation of all designated CMP roadway intersections where a project could add 50 or more 
trips during either peak hour; and all freeway segments where a project could add 150 or more 
trips in each direction during the peak hours. The increase in traffic resulting from the Project 
may result in significant impacts to the CMP network. This issue shall be evaluated in further 
detail in the Environmental Impact Report and mitigation measures shall be proposed where 
feasible. 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

No Impact. The Project does not propose any uses expected to change air traffic 
patterns. The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan nor within two miles of 
an airport. No impact is expected, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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d. Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Potentially Significant Impacts. Development of educational, medical research and 
office buildings and a parking structure on the Project Site could result in increased hazards as a 
result of proposed site design of access points and the layout of the proposed structure. This 
issue shall be evaluated in further detail in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible 
mitigation measures shall be proposed, as necessary. 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project would not result in the 
closure of any street, particularly those designated as an evacuation route in an adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plan. To the extent feasible, construction activities and 
staging areas would not physically block any streets or impair access to and around the HSC or 
any adjacent properties. As such, the Project would have less than significant impacts on 
emergency access, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project proposes construction of parking facilities 
on Development Site C and possibly Development Site D to serve the medical research and 
office facilities proposed on Development Sites A, B and possibly D. The proposed parking 
would also include an adequate number of spaces to address displacement of the existing surface 
parking spaces on the Development Sites. Adequacy of the Project's proposed amount of 
parking shall be evaluated in further detail in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible 
mitigation measures shall be proposed, as necessary. 

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

Potentially Significant Impact. USC operates shuttles within the HSC, to and from the 
University Park Campus and to and from other area destinations such as Union Station. MTA 
also operates bus routes that serve the HSC, including Route 254 along Biggy Street and Alcazar 
Street. The relationship of the Project to existing alternative transportation policies shall be 
evaluated in further detail in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible mitigation measures 
shall be proposed, as necessary. 
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XVI. UTILITIES. Would the project: 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Wastewater treatment services are provided to the HSC 
by the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The site is within the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant service area, and not located within a designated Sewer Capacity Threshold 
Study Area. 13 The Hyperion Treatment Plant has been designed to treat 450 million gallons per 
day (mgd). The annual increase in wastewater flow to the Hyperion Treatment Plant is limited 
by City Ordinance No. 166,060 to five (5) mgd. Although the Project would not substantially 
contribute to the overall flow of wastewater to the HTP, it would generate an increase in the 
volume of wastewater to be treated. In order to assess whether this increase in wastewater flow 
would exceed wastewater treatment requirements, this issue shall be evaluated in further detail in 
the Environmental Impact Report and feasible mitigation measures shall be proposed, as 
necessary. 

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Water service would be provided by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Water & Power; wastewater treatment services would be provided by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The Project would result in an increase in 
water consumption and wastewater production; however, due to the size of the proposed 
development, the Project would not warrant the construction or expansion of existing City water 
or wastewater treatment facilities. Furthermore, implementation of water conservation measures 
such as those required by Titles 20 and 24 of the California Administrative Code would reduce 
wastewater flows. Therefore, impacts to City of Los Angeles water and wastewater facilities 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The construction of the proposed Project would require the provision of necessary on- and 
off-site sewer and water pipe connections to adequately link the development to the existing City 
water and wastewater systems. The design of these connections would be developed by a 
registered engineer and approved by the Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering and, where 
construction would require excavation in a right of way, LADOT. The ability of the local water 
and wastewater conveyance systems to accommodate the Project will be evaluated in further detail 

13 Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, Exhibit K2-J and K.2-2. 
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in the Environmental Impact Report and feasible mitigation measures shall be proposed, as 
necessary. 

c. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would feature designed drainage systems, 
which would connect to the existing stormwater drainage infrastructure, to appropriately 
accommodate, treat and convey anticipated stormwater flows in accordance with SUSMP and 
LARWQCB requirements. The construction of these drainage features is not expected to cause 
any significant environmental effects, and no mitigation measures are necessary. Please refer to 
Section VIII, Hydrology and Water Quality, for further discussion of drainage issues. 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Water supply would be provided to the Project Site by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP). Chapter XII of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) comprises the City's Emergency Water Conservation Plan, as 
amended, and stipulates conservation measures pertaining to water closets, showers, landscaping, 
maintenance activities, and other uses. At the State level, Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code contains the California Building Standards, including the California 
Plumbing Code (Part 5), which promotes water conservation. In addition, Title 20 addresses 
Public Utilities and Energy and includes appliance efficiency standards that promote 
conservation. Various sections of the Health and Safety Code also regulate water use. 

New state legislation, Senate Bill (SB) 221 and SB 610, addressing water supply were 
signed into law on October 9, 2001 and became effective January I, 2002. SB 221 (Kuehl), 
which relates land use development to water supplies, requires written verification from a water 
provider that sufficient water supply is available to serve a proposed residential subdivision or 
that the local agency make a specified finding that sufficient water supplies are or will be 
available prior to completion of a project. SB 610 (Costa), which also relates land use 
development to water supplies, requires that at the time a city determines that an EIR or negative 
declaration is required, a water supply assessment be prepared by the appropriate water agencies. 

As the Project is non residential in nature, SB 221 does not apply. However, the Project 
would be subject to SB 610. Based on the adequacy of water supply described in DWP's most 
recent Urban Water Management Plan, impacts are not expected to be significant. Nonetheless, 
the adequacy of the water supply to meet the needs of the Project shall be assessed in the EIR. 
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e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or 
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments? 

Potentially Significant Impacts. Wastewater from the Project would be treated at the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) located in Playa Del Rey. A major expansion and upgrade of 
the HTP has been completed which increased the capacity to 450 million gallons per day. 14 The 
expanded capacities of this and other treatment plants serving the Los Angeles area are expected 
to be sufficient to sustain wastewater treatment needs to the year 2010. 15 Although the Project 
would not substantially contribute to the overall flow of wastewater to the HTP, an increase in 
demand for treatment facilities may occur. Therefore, this issue shall be further documented and 
analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report. 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project's solid waste disposal needs? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Solid waste management services in the City of Los 
Angeles are provided by various public agencies and private companies. The current practices 
administered by the Applicant for the HSC for solid waste disposal would be continued. The 
Applicant currently contracts with private firms for the collection and disposal of solid waste. 
Most site-generated solid waste would be disposed of at one of several Class III landfills located 
within Los Angeles County. Class III landfills accept all types of non-hazardous solid waste. 
Due to the nature of the use, some medical hazardous waste would be generated by the Project. 
To address the disposal of these wastes, the Project would implement plans and procedures in 
accordance with all applicable federal, state and local laws, regulations and standards. The 
existing medical facilities that are part of the HSC already have such plans and procedures in 
place. All hazardous waste, including biohazardous and biomedical wastes, generated on the 
Project site would be properly transported and disposed of off-site by a licensed subcontractor. 

Los Angeles County is engaged in an ongoing evaluation of landfill needs and capacity 
through the Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Plan. Ultimate landfill capacity will 
be determined by several factors including: (1) the expiration of various landfill permits (e.g., 
Land Use Permits, Waste Discharge Requirements Permits, Solid Waste Facilities Permits, and 
air quality permits); (2) restrictions to accepting waste generated only within a landfill' s 
particular jurisdiction and/or watershed boundary; and (3) operational constraints. Several 
actions have occurred in recent years that have also altered projected capacity. In 1999 the City 
of Los Angeles approved the reopening and expansion of Sunshine Canyon Landfill. This 

14 Ci~v of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, Internet site. 
15 Ciry of Los Angeles, Citywide General Plan Framework, December 1996. 
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expansion is anticipated to provide disposal capacity for approximately 26 years and will 
increase the solid waste disposal capacity in Los Angeles County. In addition, an application is 
currently being processed for the extension of the Puente Hills Landfill, and construction of a 
Materials Recovery and Rail Loading Facility at that site is underway. Furthennore, in August 
2000, the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts purchased Eagle Mountain Landfill, located in 
Riverside County, and Mesquite Landfill, located in Imperial County. Both facilities are waste
by-rail landfills that are fully permitted but not yet constructed. The Eagle Mountain Landfill 
would accept 20,000 tons per day (tpd) of waste and have a total capacity of approximately 708 
million tons, with a projected life of approximately 117 years. The Mesquite Landfill will accept 
20,000 tpd of waste and have a total capacity of approximately 600 million tons, with a projected 
life of approximately I 00 years. 

Furthermore, aggressive waste reduction and diversion programs countywide have 
reduced disposal levels. Examples of such efforts include resource conservation per the 
provisions of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) and the 
diversion of waste to transformation (waste-to-energy) facilities or to intermodal facilities that 
transport the waste by rail to facilities outside of the County. According to the City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, through implementation of AB 939 requirements, the City 
achieved a waste diversion of 58.8 percent in 2000. 16 The City has adopted the goal of achieving 
70 percent diversion by 2020. 

Notwithstanding the preceding, questions remain regarding available capacity to 
accommodate the solid waste generated by the Project, as well as cumulative development, 
within existing landfills in Los Angeles County. Therefore, this issue shall be further 
documented and analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report. 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Solid waste management is guided by the California 
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (the "Act"), which emphasizes resource conservation 
through reduction, recycling, and reuse of solid waste. The Act requires that localities conduct a 
Solid Waste Generation Study (SWGS) and develop a Source Reduction Recycling Element 
(SRRE). The City of Los Angeles has also prepared a Solid Waste Management Policy Plan, 
adopted by the City Council in 1994. The Project would operate in accordance with the City's 
Solid Waste Management Policy Plan and Framework Element of the General Plan, in addition 
to applicable Federal and State regulations associated with solid waste. Since the Project would 

16 City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Year 2000 AB 939 Report, available at 
http://www.lacity.org/SAN/srcrdlab939y2000/ab939y2000.pdf, July 31, 2002. 
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Attachment B - Explanation of Checklist Determination 

comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, no impact 
would be expected, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the analysis contained in this Initial Study, 
aspects of the Project have the potential for significant impacts. An Environmental Impact 
Report will be prepared to analyze and document these potentially significant impacts. Though 
these impacts are not expected to reduce or eliminate any plant or animal species, or destroy 
prehistoric records of the past, they do have the potential to degrade the environment. Therefore, 
whether the Project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment will be addressed 
in the Environmental Impact Report. 

b. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of 
an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects). 

Potentially Significant Impact. The potential for cumulative impacts occurs when the 
independent impacts of the Project are combined with the impacts of related projects in 
proximity to the Project Site such that impacts occur that are greater than the impacts of the 
Project alone. 

In evaluating the potential for cumulative impacts, environmental issues can be grouped 
together, to a certain extent, based on the nature of the potential impacts as analyzed in this 
Initial Study. Some aspects of the Project have been identified as having the potential for 
significant environmental impacts and will be analyzed and documented in an EIR. Therefore, 
the potential for cumulative impacts related to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Land Use, Noise, Traffic, 
and Utilities, resulting from the Project in conjunction with related projects cannot be fully 
determined in this study and must also be analyzed and documented in the EIR. 

The potential for significant cumulative impacts from the impacts of other environmental 
issues that are not to be analyzed and documented in the EIR can be assessed. Cumulative 
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Attachment B - Explanation of Checklist Determination 

impacts are concluded to be less than significant where it has been determined that the Project 
would have no impact. In addition, the Project and the related projects are expected to comply 
with applicable federal, state and City regulations that would preclude significant cumulative 
impacts with regard to many aspects of geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and 
hydrology and water quality. Any increase in area population and employment resulting from 
the Project and related projects are expected to be within City and SCAG growth forecasts; 
therefore, less than significant cumulative impacts to population or housing are expected. 
Similarly, the new demands on public services such as fire protection, police protection, schools 
and parks resulting from the Project and the related projects would be less than significant as the 
service providers monitor growth and adjust their resources accordingly, subject to City Council 
support. Therefore, only those aspects of the Project to be analyzed and documented in the EIR 
are concluded to have the potential for significant cumulative impacts. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the analysis provided above, some aspects of 
the proposed Project have the potential to have environmental effects that cause direct or indirect 
substantial adverse effects on human beings. These aspects of the Project shall be analyzed in an 
EIR to determine and document the extent of potential impacts and the feasible mitigation of 
these impacts. 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

EAF NO.: ENV-2004-1950-EIR 
PROJECT NAME: USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: USC Health Sciences Campus/1510-1520 San Pahlo Street 
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Northeast Los Angeles 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 14 
DUE DATE FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS: November l9, 2004 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Project is proposed to occur on seven development sites within 
the USC Health Sciences Campus (HSC). The seven development sites are identified as 
Development Sites A through G. The Project consists of the development of between 585,000 and 
765,000 square feet of academic and medical research facilities as well as medical clinic facilities. 
The development sites currently contain surface parking lots and/or are underdeveloped. Parking 
accommodations to support the proposed academic and medical-related uses are also included as 
part of the Project. The seven development sites comprise approximately 22 acres within the 
existing HSC. Actions requested by the applicant include: a General Plan Amendment from Public 
Facilities to General Commercial for Development Site C; a Zone Change from PF to C2 for 
Development Site C; a Zone Change for the Development Sites to establish [Q] conditions; a Height 
District Change from 2 to 3 for Development Site B; a Height District Change from 1 VL to 2 for 
Development Site D; a Height District Change from l to 2 for Development Site F; a Development 
Agreement; a Variance from the distance requirement for parking to be provided within 750 feet of 
the proposed use; and possible subdivision actions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Land 
Use/Planning, Noise, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities/Service Systems, and Mandatory Findings of 
Significance. 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
r;Ji::!. 
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PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING LOCATION, DATE AND TIME: The public scoping meeting 
will be held on Thursday, November 4, 2004, from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the Herkoltz Seminar 
Room of the Zilka Neurogentic Institute within the USC Health Sciences Campus. The scoping 
meeting will provide information regarding the proposed Project's environmental implications and 
the scope of analysis to be contained in the EIR. The City Planning Department encourages all 
interested individuals and organizations to attend this meeting. 

Date: 
Time: 
Location: 

Thursday, November 4, 2004 
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
USC Health Sciences Campus 
Zilka Neurogentic Institute 
Herkoltz Seminar Room 
1501 San Pablo Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 
(See Attached Map) 

The enclosed materials reflect the scope of the proposed Project, which is located in an area of 
interest to you and/or the organization you represent. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will 
be prepared. The Environmental Review Section welcomes all comments regarding potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project. All comments will be considered in the preparation 
of the EIR. Written comments must be submitted to this office by November 19, 2004. 

Please direct your comments to: 

Jimmy Liao, City Planner/Project Coordinator 
Environmental Review Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Con Howe 
Director of Planning 

Emily Gabel Luddy 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
Division Of Land/Environmental Review 

RL0027241 
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Governor 
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Fa>~: 213-978-1 :343 Oct 28 2004 15:35 

S T A T E OF C A L I F 0 R N I A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Notice of Preparation 
RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 28 2004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

To: Rev:iewh1g Agencies 

Re: .USC_Healm.$_cJ?~~es Campus Proiect 
---·'"·------·-sC'f!Jri'ff04TCfrtJ8~..:..-;.: . - · -- -

P. 02 

JanBoel 
Acting Director 

Attached for yolU' review and comment is i:he Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the USC Health.Sciences Campus 
Project draft Env:ironmcntal Impact Report (EIR). · · 

Responsible agencies must trausmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific 
infomution related to their own statutory responsibility, wit.1.in 30 davs of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Age!'ll2i-
11lis is a cowt.;sy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely 
mauner. We eucomage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the 
environmental. review process. 

Please direct yom comments to: 

Jimmy Liao 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

\.Vi th a copy to the State Clea:riughouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number 
noted above in all conespondence concerning this project. 

-.-_-: .. 3 .._':;o-n~~,-·-. -:--~-:::::::::::-~.~·::·-:.· .. - ..... _-;;,'"":-~..;.-~~·,_..,.."=C<--:-<",·~- -- •. • - ----~·-~-~:;_.-,.:<..:,:.~.c= .. "="'•rJ._":....··:-:"'"..:~..-·.--~-.'-. ·.:---..-.-

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at 
(916) 445-0613. 

~~y--
Scott Morgan 
Project Analyst, State Clearu1ghouse 

Attachments 
cc: Load Agency 

-1400 TENIB STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNlA .. 9581'2-~(}44""-"''•~ .__, ':~'co-:' 

TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (915) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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----------------- -----------------------------
PL ANN I Nl~/SIJBiEr·J\.' Oct 23 2004 15:35 

SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

20041.01084 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

USC Heaith Sciences Campus Project 
Los Angeles, City of 

NOP Notice of F'repciration 

p. 0:3 

Type 

Description The project is proposed to occur on sevEin development sites within the USC Health Science Campus 

(HSC). The seven dev&lopment sites are identified as Development Sites A through G. The projoct 

consists of the development of between 585,000 and 765,000 SF of academic and medical research 

facilities as well as modical clinic facilities. The development sites currently contain surface parking 

lots and/or are underdeveloped. Parking accommodations to support the proposed academic: and 

medical-related uses are also included as part of the project. 
--------- ---- -----
Lead Agency Contact 

Name Jimmy Uao 
Agency _ City. oU.Ps Angeles _ 

Phone (213)978-1300 
ems if 

Address 
City 

200 N. Spring Street, Roam 750 
Los Angsles 

Project location 
County 

City 
Region 

Los Angeles 

Los Angeles, City of 

Fax 

State CA 

Cross Streets Soto Street I UPRR I Zonal Avenue I Norfolk Street 
Parcel No_ 
Township 

Proximity to: 
Highways i-10, 1-5 

Airports 
Railways UPRR 

Waterways 
Schools 

Range Section 

Zip 90012 

Base 

Land Use 
:-=---,-~::;c:::;~_c:::_:..::;,;:,=<.-=-==o-·~~·-~-----,.~=·- -- ~- _____ ,, ______ ----- --. -- . -~ __ ·_::::-_--_-_ .. -_-_-___ -_--_-__ -'-_~_-~~-'-C::·-;_· _:·· -;_·--'-'==;.;;;-;,;..-.:;:-;_--=----"'-~"'----'--'"_;-;__.--;.;;;;;;;;;;;.;o-=--'-

Project Issues 

Reviewing 
Agencies 

AesthetlcNisual; Air Quality; Landuse; Noise: Otlwr Issues: Traffic/Clrculatlon 

Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board. Region 4; Department of Parks and 
Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Department of Health Services;- Department of 

Fish and Game, Region 5;. Department of Water Resources: California Highway Patrol; Caltrans. 

District 7; Air Resources Board. Major lndu:;-;trlal Projects 

Date Received 10/21/2004 Start of Review 10/21/2004 End of Review 11 /19/2004 

f'-lote: Blanks in data fields result from !nsvfficic:nt Information provided by lead agency. 
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NOP Distribution List 

Resources Agency 

• Resources Agency 
Nadell Geyou 

0 De~. of Booting & Waterways 
Suzl Betzler 

0 California Coastal 
Cornm!sslo11 
EHzabBtllA. Fuchs 

0 Colorado RJver Boord 
Gerald R. Z1mmerman 

0 Dept. of Conservation 
Rosearms Taylor 

0 California Energy 
Commission 
Envirormaental OffiGEJ 

0 DepL of Forestry & Fire 
Protection 
Nlen Robertson 

0 Office uf HfstorlG 
Preservatiun 
Hans Kreulzberg 

• Dept of Parks & Recroollon 
B. Noah Tilghman 
Envlmnmental Stewardsh[p 
&lctfun 

0 Reclamation Board 
DeeDee Jones 

0 Santa Monica Mountains 
Comrervam:y 
Pau Edelmao 

0 S.F. llay Conservation & 
Dav't. Comm. 
Steve McAdam 

• Dept, of Water Resources 
R~es Ageni:;y 
Nad~B Gayou 

~ 

Flsh and Game 

D Dept of Fish & Game 
Soott Fltnt 
Environmental Servfces Dillisfon 

D Dept of Fish & Game 1 
Donald l<ocb 
Region I 

P:-rt-. I!~ r· i ;I. :;!. 1~ •. 1,;"' 7' 

0 Dept. af Flsn & Game 3 
Robert Flmnke 
Regfoll S 

D Depl. of Fl:sh & Game 4 
Wnl!Ellll Laudermilk 
Regloo 4 

Ill Dept of Fish & Game 5 
Don Chadwtcl: 
Region 5, Habitm CollServation 
Program 

0 Dap~ of Fish & Game 6 
Gabrlna GalciJel 
Regiori 6, Habitat Cooseivatlon 
Program . 

0 Dapt. of Fish & Game Ii !JM 
TammyNlen 
Regloo 6, Inyo/Mono, Hsbilat 
Corissrva!lon Program 

0 Depl of Fish & Game M 
8£Qrge is<iac · 
Marine RegiDll 

Olher Departments 

0 Foocl & Agrlc1tlture 
Sieve Shalfer 
Depl of Food and Ayricullllre 

0 Depl. of General Serv!c:es 
Rooort Sleppy 
EnvironmenlaJ Services Soctlon 

• Dept of Health Services 
Wayns Hubbam 
Dept. of Hea!ltl/DrillkDJWater 

lndeoendent 
Commissions.Boards 

0 Delta Protection Commission 
Debby Eddy 

0 Office of Emergency Services 
Jdhn Rowden, Manager 

0 Governors Office of Pfannln!J 
& Research 
Siale Clearinghouse 

!I tfatlvo Arrwrl.~'1:-i Heril1~e 
Cl'IHIH. 

County: l.»S l\ngtLQ_s . 
_O Depl of Tmnsporta~on S fQ Public Ulilllles Commission 

SCH# ·- ~ v .i: l. v 1 V o '1;·· 

; Ken Lewls 

lQ State Lands Commlsslon 
1 Jean Sarino 

'0 Tahoe_Regjooal Planning 
J Agency ffRPA) 
· Cheuy Jac:ques 

1

·Buslness, Trans & Housing 

! 0 Cattrans • Division of 
Aeronautics 

, Sandy l-1es11ard 

i 0 Caltrans - Planning 
' Teni Pencovlc 

i • Callfomia Wgflway Patrol 
l John Olejrtlk 

ornce oi Special Projects 

0 Housing & Community 
Development 
Cathy (;re5\lre:l 
Housing Policy Divi:s[Ofl 

j Dept. of Transportation 

J 0 Dept of Transportation 1 
Mike Eaga~ 
DlslJict 1 

D Dept. of Tran:sporlallon 2 
Don Andernon 
Districi 2 

0 Dept of Transportation 3 
Jeff Pu!vsrman 
District 3 

0 Dept. af Transportatlon 4 
Thn Sabre 
Dls!rlc:t.4 

0 Dept oflransportatlcn 5 
Davftl Murray 
DlslJicl 5 

0 Dept. of Transpor!atlon 6 
Marc Blrrocruin 

• Dlsmcte 

Dept of Transporlatlrm 7 
Cheryi J_ Powell 
D!slrid 7 

John Pagano ' 
District !l 

0 Dept of Transportallon 9 
Gayle R.ooarlder 
Dislrlci 9 

a Depl. of Transporlafton 111 
Tom Dumas 
msttict10 

0 Dept arTransportatlon 11 
Mar1o0rso · 
Dlslrlct 1 f 

0 Depi. of TransportaUrm 12 
Bob Joseph ' 
District 12. 

Cal EPA 

Air Resournas Board 

0 AirpOO: Projects;'' 
Jim lemet" 

0 Tramipvrtelkm Projects 
Kurt Karperos ' 

• Industrial Proje6ls 
Mle Tollslrup 

0 California lnfueratOO Wasta 
Management Board 
Sue O'Leary 

D State Water Resources Control 
Board 
Jim Hockenberry 
Division of Flna111:;ial Assrstance 

0 Siale Water Resourc&S Control 
Board 
Studeml intern, 41}1 \ivaterQualily 
Certi1lcallon Unit 
DMslon of Waler Qualily 

0 Slate Watec-Resou~ Control Board 
Steven Henera . : 
Dtvislon of Water Rights 

D Dept. of Toxic Subslaoces Control 
CEQA Tracking C~mter 

Regional Waler Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) 

D RWQCB1 
Csltlteen Hud5'0l1 

. North Coast Region {1) 

0 RWQCB2 
Environmental Document 
Coordinator 
SSll Frandsr:o Bay Region (2-) 

D RWQCB3 
Q:mlral Coast Reg.ion (3) 

• RWQCB4 
Jona!llan EJshop 
lns Angeles Region (4} 

D RWQCB5S 
Central \Jelley Regkm (5) 

0 RWQCB 5F 
Central V<J.ley Regtori (5) 
Fresno Branch Offic::e 

D RWQC85R 
CentraJ Vafl11y Reglon (5) 
Reddlng Branch Office 

D RWQCBS 
Lahonlan Region (6) 

0 RWl.lCBSV 
lllhontan Region (6) 
ViciorYlile Braich Office 

·D RWQCB7 
, Colorado RJver Basln Rs,gfm fl) 

D RWQCBB 
Smta Ana Region (8)' 

0 RWO.CB9 
San Diego Reglan (9) 

0 Other _____ _ 

last Upd<itecl on 05/21104 
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F' L /\ f·i ti i f·i Li i ~; IJ [: / E l·i ',,' Fa::: 21 :3- 9 713-1 :3 4:: 

'lc\TF OF ~AT IFQRNTA _ BT.SINF$$ TR'\NSPQRT."-TION AND HOlT<:TNG l\Gl'"lCY 

DEPARTl\iENT OF TR..t\":_"l"SPORTATJON 
DISTRJCT 7. REGIOf..iAL PLAt~~G 
!GR 'CEQA BR.\'JCH 
120 SU. SPRl.c°"G ST 

l·iov 4 2004 12: :33 P. I] 4 

L\ )S •\J\GELES, CA 900 l 2 

PHU'!E (2;3) ):,97-3747 

EA,,X: (213) 897-1337 
Flex you,..: . ., .. ,

Ee ene.rgy ~_rfr..._·1,..-:nr 

Mr. Jimmy Liao 
City of Los Angeles 
200 :-.r. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angdes, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Lizrn: 

IGR/CEQA No. 041046AL, NOP 
USC Health Sciences Campus Project 
Vic. City Wide, LA-05/PM 18.78, LA-10/PM 19.07 
SCH# 2004101084 

RECEIVED 
Cl TY OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 2 J 2004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

Thank you foT including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project. 

To assist us in om· efforts to evaluate the impacts of this project on State transportation 
facilities, a traffic study in adv:mce of the DEIR should be prepared. We wish to refer the 
project's traffic consultant to our traffic study guideline Website: 

http://1;_'>_rvvw.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/devel212§_erv/operatiolli!l§y§.tems/reports/tisguide.pd,f 

and we list here some elemeuts of what we generally are expecting in the traffic smdy: 

1. Presentations of assun1ptions and methods used to develop trip generation, trip 
distribution, choice of travel mode, and assignments of trips to State Route 10 and 05. 

2. Consistency of project travel modeling with other regional and local modeling 
forecasts and with travel data. The IGRJCEQA office may use indices to check results. 
D1ffere~ces or inconsistencit:;S IIllh<;t be thoro1igI:ih~-exp1ainea. 

3. Analysis of ADT, Ai.\1 and PM peak-hour volumes fm both the existing and future 
conditions in the affected area. This should include freeways, interchanges, and 
intersections, on/off ramps, and all HOV facilities. Interchange Level of Service 
should be specified (HCM2000 method requested). Utilization of transit lines and 
vehicles, and of all facilities, should be realistically estimated. Futme condit1on:;; 
vvould i11dude build-out of all projects (see next item) and any plan-ho1izon years. 

4. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Analysis should include traffic from the 
project, cun11~lative. traffic generated from all specific ap:proved developments in the 
area, and traffic growth other than from the project and developments. That is, 
include: existing+ project+ other projects+ other groVvih. 

5 Discussion of m.itigatiun measures appropnate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts. 
"Cairrans improves mobrlity ncross Califonua-" 
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These mitigation discussions should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Descrrptwn of Transponation I11£rasn-ucture Improvements 
• Financial Costs, Funding Sources and Financing 

Sequence and Scheduling Considerations 
• Implementation Responsibilities, Controls, and Monitori11g 

Aliy mitigation involving transit, HOV, or TDM must be rigorously justified and its effects 
conservatively estimated. hnprovements involving dedication ofland or physical conshuctim1 
mav be favorably cotlSidered. 

6. Specification of developer's percent share of the cost, as well as a plan of realistic 
mitigation measures under the control of the developer. The following ratio should be 
estimated: additional traffic volume due to project implementation is divided by the 
total increase in the traffic volume (see Appendix '"B~' of the Guidelines). That ratiu 
would be the project equitable share responsibility. 

\Ve note for pu11}oses of detennining project share of costs; the number of trips frorr.
the project on each trnveling segment or elen1ent is estimated in the context or 
forecasted traffic volumes which include build-out of alli approved and not yet 
approved projects, and other sources of growth. Analytical' methods such as select 
zont: travel f(_m::cast modeling might be used. 

The Department as conunenting agency under CEQA has jurisdiction superceding that 
of MTA in identifying the freeway analysis needed for this project. Caltrans is 
responsible for obtaining measures that \vill off-set project vehicle trip generation that 
worsens Caltrans facilities and hence, it does not ad11ere to the CMP guide of 150 or 
more vehicle trips added before freeway analysis is needed. MTA's Congestion 
l\fanagt-·mcnt Program iu ricknowledging the Department's role, stipulates that Caltraw; 
must be consulted to identity specific locations to be analyzed on the State Highway 
System. Therefore State Route(s) mentioned in item #1 and its facilities must bt: 
analyzed per the Department's Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. 

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study. We expect to receive a copy from the 
State Cleminghouse when the DEIR is completed. However, to expedite the revie""' 

__ process. ~U1d cl:irifv anv misunder~tanclings, you may send a copy 111. advance _JQ_t)Jc' _ 

undcrsig.-r1ed. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-3747 or Alan Lin the 
project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGRJCEQA No. 041046AL. 

Sincerely, 

ct_~~~ 
CHERYL J. POWELL 
lGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 

"Ca/!Tons improves mobility across Califon1ia" 
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November 9, 2004 

Mr. Jimmy Liao, City Planner/Project Coordinator 
Environmental Review Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RECEIVED 
CllY OF.LOS ANGELES 

NOV,.'·1+l2'004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. 120040720 USC Health Sciences Campus 
Project 

Thank you for submitting the USC Health Sciences Campus Project iu' 
review and comment. As areawide dearinghouse for regionally significant 
projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects and program;; 
with regional plans. ThJs activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities as ~) 
regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws anc1 
regulations. Guidance provided by thes8 reviews is intended to assist local 
agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainmenr 
of regionalgoals and policies. 

We have reviewed the USC Health Sciences Campus Project, and ht1v,
detennined that the proposed Project is not regionally significant per SC.AC 
Intergovernmental Review (!GR) Criteria and California Environmental Quality Ac:: 
(CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15206). Therefore, the proposed Project does rio' 
warrant comments at this time. Should there be a change in the scope of thF
proposed Project, we would appreciate the opportunity to review and comment ;11 

that time. 

A description of the proposed Project was published in SCAG's October 16-31, 
2004 Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public for review ar1' 

_comment. 

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in al: 
correspondence with SCAG concerning this Project. Correspondence should DP 

sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any question~' 
please contact me at {213) 236-1867. Thank you. 

~,9Jtih 
ITH, AICP 

al Planner 
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One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angele:s, CA 90012·295z 

z13.922.2000 Tel 
rnecro,n..-t 

October 28. 2004 
Jimmy Liao 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS 1\NGELES 

City Planner/Project Coordinator 
Environmental Review Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles CA, 90012 

-·DearMr. Liao; ·-- _ _:, ' ... 

N.J'/ 0 3 2004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

Thai1k you for the opportu:nity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 
USC HeaJtl1 Sciences Campus Project. TI1is letter conveys recommendations from 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transpo1iation Authority (LACMTA) 
concerning issues that are gern1aue to our agency's statut01y responsibilities in 
relation to the proposed project. 

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), with both highway and freeway, and transit 
components, is required under the State of California Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA Guidelines are published in the "2002 
Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County'', Appendix D. The 
geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following. at a minimum: 

1. All C:!V1P arterial monitOJing intersections, including monitored freeway 
on/off-ramp intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 o:r more 
trips during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday-peak hour (of adjacent street 
traffic); and 

2. Mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or 
more t1ips, in either direction, during either the a.m. orp.m. weekday peak 
hour. 

Among the required steps for the analysis of development-related impacts to transit 
are: 

1. Evidence that the affected transit operators received the NOP for the Draft 
EIR; 

2. A sunJmary of the existing transit services in the area; 
3. Estimated project nip generation and mode assignment for both morning 

and evening peak periods; 
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One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

213.922.2000 Tei 
metro.net 

4. Documentation on the assumptions/analyses used to determine the munber 
of percentage of trips assigned to transit; 

5. Information on facilities and/or programs that will be incorporated iu to 
the development plan that will encourage public transit usage and 
transportation demand management (IDM) policies and programs; and 

6. An analysis of the expected project impacts on current and future transit 
services along with proposed project mitigation. 

The MTA looks fo1ward to reviewing the Draft EIR. If you have any questions 
regarding this response; please calbne-at 213-922 ... 6908 orernail at . 
chapmans@metro.net. Please send the Draft EIR to the following. address: 

Sincerely. 

Susan Chapman 

LACMTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Attn: Susan Chapman 
Long Range Planning, 99-23-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Program Manager, Long Range Planning 
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South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Dlarnond Bar, CA 91765-41 78 
(909) 396-2000 · www.aqmd.gov 

Mr. Jimmy Liao 
City Planner!Project Coordinator 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

October 28, 2004 

-------El:f:S:~~--q-\~'!BfffSt-,--.:.~2 ··::~-~::;.-:.::..c:..~- --=-""'=-~-- ---:-~--_:·" .,...-~-

Dear :Mr. Liao: 

RECEIVED 
Cl1Y OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 2 J 2004 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
USC Health Sciences Campus 

The South Coast Air Quality Management Distiict (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the above-mentioned document The SCAQMD's comments are recommendations 
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be 
included :in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (BIR). Please send the SCAQMD a copy of 
the Draft EIR upon its completion. 

Air Quality Anahsb 
The SCAQ:tvID adopted its California Enviromuental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality 
Handbook in 1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. 
Tue SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when 
prepanng its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the SCAQl\1IYs 
Subscription Service.sDepar:tmer:rt .. by_cajling_(2Q9)_326372_0,_.!).lt~I:MtiYely,_l~~4agency_may __ . 
wisb to consider using the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved URBEtvllS 2002 
Model. This model is available on the CARE ""'Website at www.arb.ca.gov. 

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from 
all phases of the project and aU air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts 
from both construction and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality 
impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipmem 
from gradmg, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architect1u-a1 coatings, off-road mobile sources 
(e.g, heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker 
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are 
not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and 
coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air 
quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips 

. '.i.':,. 
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Mr Jim.my Liao -2- October 28, 2004 

sbould be i_ncluded in the aJrnlysis. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the 
decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be 
included 

l\'Iitigation Measures 
In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that 
all foasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize 
or eliminate s1gruficant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying 
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refor to Chapter 1 l of the SCAQMD CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation measures. Additionally, SCAQMD' s 
RLlle 403 - Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for 
controlling construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation 
if not otherwise required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(l)(D), any impacts 

-~resu Iting. from.mitigatiruH1wasure:::t-t11ttst-ahcrbe:-discus-sed-:- --

Data Sources 
SCAQ.MD rnles and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD's 
Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the 
Public Jnfonnation Center is also available via the SCAQJ\ID's World Wide Web Homepage 
(http://www.aqmd.gov). 

The SCAQMD ts willmg to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions 
are accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air 
Quality Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding this 
letter. 

ss·cB:li 

LAC04l027-01LI 
Control Number 
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City of Los Angeles 

Scoping Meeting for the Environmental Impact Report 
USC Health Sciences Campus Project 

November 4, 2004 

Wdtten Comment Form 

p. 02 

RECEIVED 
CllY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 0 J 2004 
ENVIMNMENTAL 

1J1e purpose of rhe public scoping meeting is to obtain input from the public regarding the scope aiN/JH1e 
altematives that ·will be analyzed in the Draft E!R for the USC Health Sciences Campus Project., The 
University of Southern California is proposing to develop additional academic and, medical-related (e.g .. 
medical research, medical clinic, etc.), facilities within its existing Health Sciences Campus. The Project 
proposes the development of betiveen 585,000 and 765,000 square feel of floor area_ The Project also 
includes the development of parking facilities to suppo1t the proposed academic and medical-related 
uses. 

Comments can be provided verbal£v at the scoping meeting or in written form. The deadline j()r 
s~I.brrziiii~-ii;'~~ri.iiZ;1--;;~n;~-;e~1tsto the Cit§I~HNovember-19, 2004.- Jn- the -space below (and on additional 
pages, if necessary), plc!Ltse provide any written comments you may have concerning the scope of the 
Drafi EJR for the proposed project. Your comments will then be considered during preparation of the 
Draft EIR. 
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.{S;\ Gloria Sena 

~ 2409 Norrolk St 
. Los Augeles, CA 90033 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

November 17, 2004 

1510-1520 San Pablo St 
DOT Case No_ o::N 04-1750 

Jimmy Liao, City Planner/Project Coordinator 
Department of City Planning 

~~' 
~Ba~eri, T~sportati;~er 

Department of Transportation 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA (USC} 
HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS PROJECT LOCATED AT 1510-1520 
SAN PABLO STREET 

The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) has reviewed the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the University 
of Southern California (USC) Health Science Campus project located at 1510-1520 
San Pablo Street The proposed project consists of seven development sites within the 
USC Health Sciences Campus (HSC)- The development sites consist::. of 585,000 to 
765,000 square-feet (SF) of academic and medical research facilities as well as 
medical clinic facilities_ The development sites currently contain surface parking lots 
and/or are underdeveloped. Parking accommodations to support the proposed 
academic and medical uses are also included as part of the projed. The seven 
development sites comprise approximately 22 acres within the existing t-iSC. 

ASSESSMENT OF TRAFFIC IMPACT 

A traffic study 1s being prepared to analyze the potential impacts of the project LAOOT 
has been working with traffic consultant Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers on ttie 
traffic study and scope of work required for the study 
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LRDOT SURVEY, 221 FI Fax:213-S80-5208 

Jimmy Liao - 2 -

Nov 18 2004 9:18 
Nov 17 '04 17:07 

p. 03 

P.03 

November 17. 2004 

lf you have any questions, please contact Ed Chow of my staff at (213) .240-3074. 

cc: Jimmy Blackman, Council District 14 
Central District, LADOT 
Land Development Group, BOE 

Leners/USC_ HeaffhSc;iefl(.;f} - NOP. wpr:J 
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November 17, 2004 

Mr. Jimmy Liao 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
'To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service· 

900 SUlTTH l'-Rl'\10\:T A VENUE 
ALHAMBK\, ('!'J"IFOR~<lA '; 1303- I J.J i 

Tdl':'phone= l.62f;) 4~8-510,) 

'.\"'>vw.ladpw.or13 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 1 9 2004 
ENV1RONMENTAL 

UNIT 

:'~··-· ··~·~-=-~~iirJnrrieiJ~a1·Re:¥iew s~c.tio..r:L. 1 .... _~~-··:=·--· -----~---- .. --Department of City Plahnmg - -- .. --
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Lo~ Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Liao: 

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
use HEAL TH SCIENCES CAMPUS 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

/),..iJTJRJ~S:S 1\LL C:UREF.'....;l'(J :, ; . 

P !J BW;: ;4r_~" 
ALHA .. \1BRA. C..\LIF0lC'.'lA cO • • , __ 

JN REPLY PLEASE 

REFEF<TOFILE LD-L1 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Notice of Preparation (NO~, 
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed construction uf 
academic, medical research, and medical clinic facilities in the existing Health Sciences 
Campus located in the vicinity of San Pablo Street and Valley Boulevard. The NOP we 
received did not indude an Initial Study. We offer the following comments for 
consideration in preparing U1e DEIR: 

The existing hazardous waste management (HWM) facilities in this County arc, 
inadequate to handle the hazardous waste currently being generated. We believe t: 
proposed project may generate hazardous waste that could adver~ely impacr 1::~:<1~--:~ 
HWM facilities. This issue should be addressed and mitigation measures proviu·,:._. 
the DEIR. 

If the project involves the construction, installation, modification, or removal o; 
underground storage tanks, industrial waste treatment, or disposal facilities, ancj/,-:,r 
stormwater treatment facilities, our Environmental Programs Division must be contc:ick 
for required approvals and operating permits. If any excavated soil is contaminatw: . · 
or classified as hazardous waste by an appropriate agency, the soil must t. _ 

appropriately managed and disposed. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

EM25894 
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The proposed project may change the absorption rates, drainage pattern. and the 1;: ,. 

and amount of surface runoff discharged to streets and storm drains in thP- an:;1. 
adequately evaluate drainage and water quality impacts, a Drainage Concepl/St«1r1c:_ , 
Urban Stormwater Managemer)t Plan (SUSMP) report must be prepared during tnc 
DEIR stage .for Pu.blic Works review and approval. The analysis should address 

_w incr,~.~:?~~-- in ru_n,gff, any change in d~ainagey~_tte_!::!]S, treatment method p_rq_pq§_eg_ior __ . 
SUSKi1P. regulations, and "the capacity of any existing and proposed storm dr<Jir~ 
facilities. When approved, the report should be included in the DEIR 

Solid Waste 

As projected in the Los Angeles County Countywide Siting Element, which was 
approved by a majority of the cities in Los Angeles County in late 1997 and by me: 
County Board of Supervisors in January 1998, a shortfall in permitted daily la1 :c: 
capacity may be experienced in the County within the near future. The pre-, dtHim1 .• 
post- construction activities associated with the proposed project will increa~ t: 
generation of solid waste and may have potentially significant impacl to solid w;-r-.;,_ 

management infrastructure in the County. Therefore, the DEIR must identify wnal 
measures the City plans to implement to mitigate the impact. Mitigation measures rna.y 
include, but are not l!mited to, implementation of waste reduction and recyclin~; 
pmgrams to divert the solid waste, including construction and demolition waste :.:c. _: 
excavated material from the landfills. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Mr. Suk Cho;1;_; ;., 
(626) 458-7150. 

Very truly yours, 

DONALD L. WOLFE 
Interim Director of Public Works 

DENNIS HUNTER 
Assistant Division Engineer 
Land Development Division 

SPC:jmw 
P:\CEOA\SUK\nap4usc haa1U1 sciences campus.doc 
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APPENDIXB 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared in 
accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15097 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, which require adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for all 
projects for which an Environmental Impact Report or Mitigated Negative Declaration has been 
prepared. Specifically, Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code states: " ... the [lead] agency 
shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of 
project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment ... [and 
that program]. .. shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation." The City 
of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the proposed Project. 

The MMRP describes the procedures for the implementation of all of the mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR for the proposed Project. It is the intent of the MMRP to: (1) verify 
satisfaction of the required mitigation measures of the EIR; (2) provide a methodology to document 
implementation of the required mitigation; (3) provide a record of the Monitoring Program; 
(4) identify monitoring responsibility; (5) establish administrative procedures for the clearance of 
mitigation measures; ( 6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and (7) utilize existing 
review processes where feasible. 

The MMRP lists mitigation measures according to the same numbering system contained in 
the Draft EIR sections. Each mitigation measure is categorized by topic, with an accompanying 
discussion of the following: 

• The enforcement agency (i.e., the agency with the authority to enforce the 
mitigation measure); 

• The monitoring agency (i.e., the agency to which mitigation reports involving 
feasibility, compliance, implementation, and development operation are made); 

• The phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure should be 
monitored (i.e., prior to issuance of a building permit, construction, or 
occupancy); 
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• The monitoring frequency and duration of monitoring and reporting (i.e., once at 
site plan review or monthly during construction); and 

• The administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation measures (i.e., 
Approval of Site Plan or Monthly Statements of Compliance). 

The Applicant shall be obligated to demonstrate that compliance with the required 
mitigation measures has been effected. All departments listed below are within the City of Los 
Angeles unless otherwise noted. The entity responsible for the implementation of all mitigation 
measures shall be the Applicant unless otherwise noted. 

A. Land Use 

No land use mitigation measures are required and thus none are identified in the EIR. 

B. Visual Qualities 

Mitigation Measure B-1: The Applicant shall ensure, through appropriate postings and 
daily visual inspections, that no unauthorized materials are posted on any 
temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian walkways, and that any 
such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a visually attractive 
manner throughout the construction period. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-2: Building fa<;ades facing public streets shall be designed to 
enhance the pedestrian experience and connectivity of the HSC campus through 
such features as wide and well-illuminated entry areas, landscaping, and 
informal gathering space. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Design and Plan Check, and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 
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Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-3: Architectural design and exterior building materials shall be 
compatible with the theme and quality of building design and materials used 
within the HSC campus. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Design and Plan Check, and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-4: 
feasible. 

New utilities shall be constructed underground, to the extent 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-5: Exterior signage for the proposed buildings shall be 
compatible with the design of the building. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-6: All new or replacement street trees shall be selected for 
consistency with the existing street trees or in accordance with a street tree 
master plan reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works Street 
Tree Division. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 
Street Tree Division, Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Street 
Tree Division, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-7: All mechanical, electrical and rooftop equipment shall be 
screened from view from adjacent surface streets. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-8: Landscaping and/or vegetation features shall be incorporated 
into the design of each Development Site. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 

Mitigation Measure B-9: All exterior lighting shall be directed on-site or shielded to 
limit light spillover effects. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Monthly during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
Statements of Compliance 
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C. Traffic Circulation and Parking 

Parking Scenario No.1 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure C-1: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 
during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this intersection 
consists of widening the southbound off-ramp to provide an additional lane. The 
off-ramp would provide one left-tum only lane, one combination left
tum/through lane and one right-tum only lane. A traffic signal modification 
would also be required. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-2: Intersection No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly 
Street-Main Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted 
by Parking Scenario No. I during the AM. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for 
this intersection consists of the installation of a traffic signal at this location. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-3: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 1 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this 
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intersection consists of the installation of an eastbound right-tum only lane. This 
measure will involve a lengthening of the red curb along the south side of 
Marengo Street west of the on-ramp. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-4: Intersection No. 10: Biggy Street and Zonal Avenue-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 
during both the A.M. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of restriping the southbound approach to provide one left
through lane and one right-tum only lane and restriping the eastbound approach 
to provide one left-tum lane and one optional through/right-tum only lane. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-5: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street-
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 1 during the A.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this intersection 
consists of the installation of a traffic signal at the location. Traffic signal 
warrant analyses have been completed for the intersection. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 
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Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-6: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue-
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 1 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. Mitigation for this intersection 
consists of installation of a traffic signal at this location. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-7: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and 1-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. l during both the A.M. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours. Partial mitigation for this intersection consists of the previously 
City reviewed and approved mitigation measure associated with the HNRT 
project. The previously reviewed and approved mitigation measure involves the 
widening of the 1-10 Freeway Westbound Off-ramp to provide an additional 
right-tum only lane. The Preliminary Engineering Evaluation Report document 
is currently in preparation and will be submitted to the California Department of 
Transportation for review. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 
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Mitigation Measure C-8: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 
during both the A.M. and P.M. commuter peak hours. Mitigation for this 
intersection consists of the removal of the raised median islands on Soto Street, 
north and south of Marengo Street, restriping the northbound and southbound 
approaches to provide dual left-tum lanes, two through lanes and one 
combination through/right-tum lane, as well as a traffic signal modification. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-9: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off-
Ramp-Wabash Avenue--The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 1 during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of restriping Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 
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Parking Scenario No.2 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure C-10: Intersection No. 2: I-5 Freeway SB and Mission Road-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 
during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the I-5 
Freeway SB and Mission Road intersection also would be applicable to Parking 
Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-11: No. 3: I-5 Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the AM. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the I-5 
Freeway NB Off-Ramp and Daly Street-Main Street intersection also would be 
applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Cal trans). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-12: Intersection No. 6: I-5 Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo 
Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking 
Scenario No. 2 during the P.M. peak commuter hour. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the I-5 
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Freeway NB On-Ramp and Marengo Street intersection also would be 
applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-13: Intersection No. 12: San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 2 during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. The aforementioned 
traffic mitigation measure recommended for the Parking Scenario No. 1 for the 
San Pablo Street and Alcazar Street intersection also would be applicable to 
Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-14: Intersection No. 14: San Pablo Street and Zonal Avenue-
The intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario 
No. 2 during the P.M. peak commuter hours. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the San Pablo 
Street and Zonal Avenue intersection also would be applicable to Parking 
Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 
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Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-15: Intersection No. 15: Soto Street and Alcazar Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 
during the AM. and P.M. peak commuter hours. Mitigation for this intersection 
includes the installation of a second northbound left-tum lane and widening 
along the south side of Alcazar Street, west of Soto Street, to provide a fourth 
eastbound approach lane (i.e., the eastbound approach would provide one left
tum lane, one combination left-through lane and two right-tum only lanes). A 
traffic signal modification would also be required. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-16: Intersection No. 16: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB 
Ramps-Charlotte Street-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 during both the AM. and P.M. peak 
commuter hours. The aforementioned traffic mitigation measure recommended 
for Parking Scenario No. l for the Soto Street and I-10 Freeway WB Ramps
Charlotte Street intersection also would be applicable to Parking Scenario No. 2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in consultation with the State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans ). 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 
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Mitigation Measure C-17: Intersection No. 17: Soto Street and Marengo Street-The 
intersection is anticipated to be significantly impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 
during both the AM. and P.M. commuter peak hours. The aforementioned traffic 
mitigation measure recommended for Parking Scenario No. 1 for the Soto Street 
and Marengo Street intersection also would be applicable to Parking Scenario 
No.2. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure C-18: Intersection No. 18: Soto Street and I-10 Freeway EB Off
Ramp-Wabash Avenue-The intersection is anticipated to be significantly 
impacted by Parking Scenario No. 2 during the AM. peak commuter hour. 
Mitigation for this intersection consists of restriping Soto Street, south of 
Wabash Avenue, within the existing roadway pavement width, to provide an 
additional northbound through lane. 

Parking 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation; City 
of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works. 

Monitoring Phase: Plan Check and Construction. 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of construction permit and once at 
final inspection. 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of any 
building permit and a Certificate of Occupancy. 

No parking mitigation measures are required and thus none are identified in the 
EIR. 
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D. Air Quality 

Construction 

Mitigation Measure D-1: General contractors shall implement a fugitive dust control 
program pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403 .1 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-2: Disturbed areas shall be watered three times daily, which is 
above and beyond the SCAQMD Rule 403 requirement to water disturbed areas 
two times daily. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-3: All construction equipment shall be properly tuned and 
maintained in accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-4: General contractors shall maintain and operate construction 
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, trucks and 
vehicles in loading and unloading queues would tum their engines off, when not 

1 SC~AQMD Rule 403 requirements are detailed in Appendix D. 
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in use, to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction emissions should be phased 
and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during second-stage 
smog alerts. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-5: Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators shall be used to the extent feasible. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-6: All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling in 
excess of ten minutes, both on- and off-site. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-7: Project heavy-duty construction equipment shall use 
alternative clean fuels, such as low sulfur diesel or compressed natural gas with 
oxidation catalysts or particulate traps, to the extent feasible. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 
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Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-8: The Applicant shall utilize coatings and solvents that are 

Operations 

consistent with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by Project contractor 

Mitigation Measure D-9: The Applicant shall provide public education to USC Health 
Science Campus visitors and employees regarding the importance of reducing 
vehicle miles traveled and utilizing transit, and the related air quality benefits 
through the use of brochures and other informational tools. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): 
compliance report submitted by the Applicant 

Annual 

Mitigation Measure D-10: The Applicant shall, to the extent feasible, schedule 
deliveries during off-peak traffic periods to encourage the reduction of trips 
during the most congested periods. 

Enforcement Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Agency: SCAQMD 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): 
compliance report submitted by the Applicant 

Annual 
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Appendix B-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure D-11: The Applicant shall coordinate with the MTA and the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to provide information with regard to 
local bus and rail services. 

E. Noise 

Enforcement Agency: MTA and City of Los Angeles, Department of 
Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: MT A and City of Los Angeles, Department of 
Transportation 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): 
compliance report submitted by the Applicant 

Annual 

Construction Noise 

Mitigation Measure E-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading, excavation, haul route 
foundation, or building permits, the Applicant shall provide proof satisfactory to 
the Building and Safety Department and Planning Department that all 
construction documents require contractors to comply with Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 41.40 which requires all construction and demolition 
activity located within 500 feet of a residence to occur between 7:00 AM. and 
6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 8:00 AM. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday, and 
that a noise management plan for compliance and verification has been prepared 
by a monitor retained by the Applicant. At a minimum, the plan shall include 
the following requirements: 

1. Pile drivers used in proximity to sensitive receptors shall be equipped 
with noise control having a minimum quieting factor of 10 dB( A); 

2. Loading and staging areas must be located on site and away from the 
most noise-sensitive uses surrounding the site as determined by the 
Department of Building and Safety; 

3. Program to maintain all sound-reducing devices and restrictions 
throughout the construction phases; 

4. An approved haul route authorization that avoids noise-sensitive land 
uses to the maximum extent feasible; and 

5. Identification of the noise statutes compliance/verification monitor, 
including his/her qualifications and telephone number(s). 
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Appendix B-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by the Project contractor 

Operational Noise 

Mitigation Measure E-2: If a loading dock/refuse collection area is proposed to be 
located on Development Site D, the Applicant shall be required to submit 
evidence, prior to the issuance of building permits for Development Site D, that 
is satisfactory to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety that 
noise level increases do not cause the baseline ambient noise level to increase 
beyond the 5-dBA significance threshold at any adjacent property line. This 
mitigation measure does not apply to development that may occur on 
Development Sites A, B, C, E, F, and G. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction of Development Site D 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Monthly 
compliance report submitted by the Project contractor 

F. Utilities and Service Systems 

Water 

Mitigation Measure F-1.1: Water faucet fixtures with activators shall be installed that 
automatically shut off the flow of water when not in use. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit and once at final 
inspection 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
occupancy permit 

University of Southern California 
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Appendix B-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure F-1.2: Automatic sprinkler systems shall be set to irrigate 
landscaping during early morning hours or during the evening to reduce water 
losses from evaporation. Sprinklers shall be reset to water less often in cooler 
months and during the rainfall season so that water is not wasted by excessive 
landscape irrigation. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit and once at final 
inspection 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
occupancy pennit 

Wastewater 

Mitigation Measure F-2.1: Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the 
Development Services Division of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of 
Public Works, shall make a determination of capacity in the sewer pipeline 
between each proposed Development Site and the trunk sewer. If service is 
discovered to be less than adequate, the Applicant shall be required to upgrade 
the connections to the mains and/or provide an alternative solution, in order to 
appropriately serve the Project. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering, Development Services Division; City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering, Development Services Division; City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
building permit 

Mitigation Measure F-2.2: The Applicant shall comply with procedural requirements of 
City ordinances regulating connections to the City sewer system (e.g., Ordinance 
No. 166,060). 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering, Development Services Division; City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering, Development Services Division; City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
building permit 

Mitigation Measure F-2.3: All necessary on-site infrastructure improvements shall be 
constructed to meet the requirements of the Department of Building and Safety. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction 

Monitoring Frequency: Once at issuance of building permit and once at final 
inspection 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
occupancy permit 

Mitigation Measure F-2.4: The Applicant shall apply for and comply with all necessary 
permits, including Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permits, if required. 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction, construction, and occupancy 

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing through Project construction and occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance with Mitigation Measure(s): Issuance of 
building permit and occupancy permit 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29825 

Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:55 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

I am meeting with our operations people Friday. Can you send me some description of the project and some images? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 
Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 
I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 
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Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29681 

Larry Jimenez <lawrenj@pacbell.net> 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 5:28 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-1A) 

Yes, the project is Big, the parking Small and the profits will not aid the Hollywood community. I congratulate you for living 
somewhere else. While we strangle,gasp, cough and sweat in the gridlock You can laugh. 

Sincerely, Guido, Sal, Pepe, Juan, Igor, Sven, Marc, Gabrielle & Kurt Inc. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29209 

Robert Adjemian <signon-noreply@signon.org> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 5:20 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 27th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, 29 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

I'm willing to settle for 21 stories, maybe 29 if I must, but no more. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=780329&target type=custom&target id=l9225 

Robert Adjemian 
Hollywood, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29827 

Dana Arak <dana.arak@gmail.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 1:04 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org; tom.labonge@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Project Support: VTT-71837-CN-lA; CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB
CU-ZV-HD 

Dear Councilmembers Garcetti and LaBonge and Ms. Ibarra: 

I am a resident of Hollywood and am writing in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. I believe the 
project will offer an upgraded sense of space and community to a location that currently seems isolated. Having 
a LEED certified project of this magnitude would be an amazing achievement for Hollywood, as well. I believe 
that the project will be a destination point for residents and tourists who want to experience the views offered by 
a public observation deck. I would be excited to frequent the open spaces and retail establishments. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
Dana Arak 
2034 Holly Dr., 5 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Chris, 

EM29377 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 11:22 AM 
Chris Joseph 
Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan; Luciralia Ibarra; Karen Hoo 
Re: millennium FEIR 

Yes, we've already explained to her, in a previous e-mail, that each section of the DEIR discussed the 
cumulative impacts pertaining to that environmental issue. I guess what she's looking for is an analysis of each 
of the 58 related projects, stating Related Project 1 = X trips, Y emissions, Z public services/utilities and so 
forth for each project. In other words, the environmental impacts for each of those 58 related projects or mini 
EIRs for each. We don't do that anywhere, do we? We have a table (Table III-1), listing the project, size, type 
of use, and, in certain sections, such as Aesthetics-Views/Light and Glare, we state that certain Related Projects 
might have impacts, but in Air Quality, for example, we don't say Related Project 1 will result in X air 
em1ss1ons. That is the type of info that she is looking for, I think. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 10:56 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Hi Srimal. Not sure how to respond .... but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and analyzed in the 
respective sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional details/responses. If so, we can have 
Seth draft something. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 10:45 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it to Alfred this 
morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help explain how the cumulative 
impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 
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On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 
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On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 
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Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 

EM29380 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29381 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29682 

Larry Jimenez <lawrenj@pacbell.net> 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 5:34 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-1A) 

Yes, the project is Big, the parking Small and the profits will not aid the Hollywood community. I congratulate you for living 
somewhere else. While we strangle,gasp, cough and sweat in the gridlock You can laugh. 

Sincerely, Guido, Sal, Pepe, Juan, Igor, Sven, Marc, Gabrielle & Kurt Inc. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29210 

Tamara Bergman <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 5:20 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 25th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, 29 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

HOLLYWOOD IS OVER CROWDED AND INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRAFFIC HA VE NOT BEEN 
ADDRESSED 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=780328&target type=custom&target id=l 9225 

Tamara Bergman 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29828 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 1:31 PM 
Hollis, Calvin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Here is a link to the project: http://millenniumhollywood.net/ 

As for the benefits, unfortunately, we have no images for those. As of now, we only have the following 
description of the benefits: 

Vine Street Metro Connection - Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm to study of a 
portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station .. 
Linkages to Public Transit Services: provide $25,000 to Metro for directional signage for pedestrian 

routes between public transportation access points and the Project. 

Would it help ifl had the applicant contact you directly? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 12:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

I am meeting with our operations people Friday. Can you send me some description of the project and some images? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
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Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 
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Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29683 

rita ryack < meankitty@earthlink.net > 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 5:44 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

As a 20 year Hollywood resident I absolutely oppose the Millennium Project development and support the appeals 
(VTI-71837-CN-lA) 
22 year development? Are you kidding me? This will destroy Hollywood's unique historical character, bring unimaginable 
traffic and parking problems, create air and noise pollution, block the open sky, and make Hollywood an urban 
nightmare and a crappy place to live. 
I beg you to oppose this ill-conceived project. We have enough development in the city of Hollywood. 

Thank you, 
Rita Ryack 
Beachwood Canyon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29211 

Don Andres <signon-noreply@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 5:20 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: I'm the 28th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, 29 
people have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

As President of Franklin/Hollywood Blvd. West Homeowners Assn., I request that you reconsider the 
impacts of this proposal's massive size and increased traffic burdens upon our City's residential 
communities. The City and the Developer need to focus on "Community-scaled Development", consistent 
with the approved Hollywood Community Plan. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=780330&target type=custom&target id= l9225 

Don Andres 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29382 

Chris Joseph < chris@ceqa-nepa.com > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 11:26 AM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan; Luciralia Ibarra; Karen Hoo 
Re: millennium FEIR 

We will have Seth draft a response. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 11 :21 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, we've already explained to her, in a previous e-mail, that each section of the DEIR discussed the 
cumulative impacts pertaining to that environmental issue. I guess what she's looking for is an analysis of each 
of the 58 related projects, stating Related Project 1 = X trips, Y emissions, Z public services/utilities and so 
forth for each project. In other words, the environmental impacts for each of those 58 related projects or mini 
EIRs for each. We don't do that anywhere, do we? We have a table (Table III-1), listing the project, size, type 
of use, and, in certain sections, such as Aesthetics-Views/Light and Glare, we state that certain Related Projects 
might have impacts, but in Air Quality, for example, we don't say Related Project 1 will result in X air 
em1ss1ons. That is the type of info that she is looking for, I think. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 10:56 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Hi Srimal. Not sure how to respond .... but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and analyzed in the 
respective sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional details/responses. If so, we can have 
Seth draft something. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 10:45 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it to Alfred this 
morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help explain how the cumulative 
impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
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EM29383 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

2 

RL0027302 



1 I 

EM29384 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 
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I , 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29386 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29832 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 1:32 PM 
Dana Arak 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project Support: VTT-71837-CN-lA; CPC-2008-3440-ZC
CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Hello, 

Your e-mail has been received and will be place in the case file for the record. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at I :04 PM, Dana Arak <dana.arak@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Councilmembers Garcetti and LaBonge and Ms. Ibarra: 

I am a resident of Hollywood and am writing in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. I believe the 
project will offer an upgraded sense of space and community to a location that currently seems isolated. Having 
a LEED certified project of this magnitude would be an amazing achievement for Hollywood, as well. I believe 
that the project will be a destination point for residents and tourists who want to experience the views offered by 
a public observation deck. I would be excited to frequent the open spaces and retail establishments. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
Dana Arak 
2034 Holly Dr., 5 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29212 

SaveHollywood.org <signon@signon.org > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 5:20 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: 29 signers: Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project petition 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I started a petition to you on SignOn.org titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, the 
petition has 29 total signers. 

You can email all petition signers by clicking here: http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-
19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=78033l&target type=custom&target id= l9225 

Thank you. 

--SaveHollywood.org 

If you have any other questions, please email signon@signon.org. 

The links to download the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your constituents will remain available for 
the next 14 days. 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have 
signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29684 

Save Hollywood! <signon@signon.org > 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 5:44 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: 797 signers: Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project petition 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I started a petition to you on SignOn.org titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, the 
petition has 797 total signers. 

You can email all petition signers by clicking here: http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom
l 9225-20130407-KEP9Y9 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and out-of-character with the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan 
and will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of 
Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. We request that prior to the City Planning 
Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation 
of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning 
variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding 
Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment 
Agency guidelines. " 

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=788928&target type=custom&target id=l9225 

Thank you. 

--Save Hollywood! 

If you have any other questions, please email signon@signon.org. 

The links to download the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your constituents will remain available for 
the next 14 days. 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have 
signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29833 

Selfa Gallardo <selfa.gallardo@gmail.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 1:55 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org; tom.labonge@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Project 

Dear Councilmembers Garcetti, LaBonge and Ms. Ibarra, 

Please accept this letter in lieu of attending the Planning Commission hearing this Thursday March 281
h, 2013 

referencing file number VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. Having first visited 
Hollywood in 1972 I fell in love with the neighborhood and eventually immigrated to the US in 1979 and chose 
to live in Hollywood. Having lived in Central Hollywood for 23 years and now East Hollywood for 11 years, I 
have witnessed first-hand the neighborhoods tragic fall from glory and its current renaissance. 

I believe the Millennium Hollywood Project is the next logical progression of this Renaissance. Not only do I 
believe in bringing new jobs and new creative and exciting areas to Hollywood, this project is committed to 
creating affordable housing in Hollywood which is a key concern of mine as a board member of an affordable 
housing co-op. 

I support Millennium Hollywood and it is my hope that you support this fantastic project as well. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sincerely, 

Selfa Gallardo 
Board of Directors, Four Streets Co-Op 
628 N. New Hampshire Ave. 
Los Angeles CA, 90004 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

EM29685 

Peter Wentzel <pcwentzel@gmail.com> 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 6:00 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I am writing to express my STRONG OPPOSITION to the proposed zoning variances requested by the Millennium project. 

There is no actual project design being submitted. They are only asking for variances from the existing zoning 
regulations. The public is being asking to sign off on an unknown. Without any plans it is impossible for anyone to make 
an intelligent decision regarding the consequences of the variances being sought by the Millennium project. 

This project will be a disaster for the residents - more traffic, more congestion, more density and two more hideous 
monstrosities ruining the Hollywood skyline. So many of these projects have been business failures but the developers 
don't care. Once it is built they just take the money and run, leaving the community with the mess. More specifically, I: 

1) support the appeals (VTI-71837-CN-lA) 
2) oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3) oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4) oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

5) oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
6) oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
7) oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 
3500 spaces if this project were built outside of the "Transit 
Corridor") 

Please postpone further consideration of this development until complete designs and details are available for review, 
consideration and voting by the residents so deeply impacted by this project. 

Thank you. 

RL0027310 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM29213 

jennifer van zyl <jennifervanzyl@mac.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:32 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
rudyvanzyl@mac.com van Zyl 
VTTM 71837-CN - Please Support the Appeals Against the Millennium Project 

My husband and I have been homeowners in the neighborhood very near to the proposed Hollywood Millennium 
project for almost 15 years. We are active in making our local area a better place and are raising our young family in the 
neighborhood .. 

We are writing to you to say that we are very much against the current Millennium Project as proposed for the following 
reasons: 
-TOO TALL: the height of the building is too tall by a longshot .. it should not exceed 150 feet like other buildings in the 
neighborhood; -WILL RUIN HISTORIC HOLLYWOOD: the Capitol Records building is one of the most beautiful and 
interesting buildings in Los Angeles. These 2 towers would dwarf and hide Capitol Records and make forever damage 
historic Hollywood; 
-CONGESTION: if you come to the neighborhood on any premiere day, Hollywood Bowl Day or really any rush hour time 
any day you will see how hard it is to get around the streets ... they are clogged with people trying to get onto the 101 
freeway and sometimes it takes us 20 minutes to drive home less than a mile; -PARKING PROBLEMS: the City has almost 
no public parking in Hollywood and restricted meters already. these buildings have inadequate parking. 

Therefore we request that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Projects impaces on the surrounding 
Hollywood area and residents. This is a very important issue to us and many of our neighbors. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer and Rudy van Zyl 
2775 Rinconia Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29387 

Chris Joseph < chris@ceqa-nepa.com > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 11:26 AM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan; Luciralia Ibarra; Karen Hoo 
Re: millennium FEIR 

I don't know that we will be able to go into that precise level of detail, but we can certainly draft a response. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 11 :21 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, we've already explained to her, in a previous e-mail, that each section of the DEIR discussed the 
cumulative impacts pertaining to that environmental issue. I guess what she's looking for is an analysis of each 
of the 58 related projects, stating Related Project 1 = X trips, Y emissions, Z public services/utilities and so 
forth for each project. In other words, the environmental impacts for each of those 58 related projects or mini 
EIRs for each. We don't do that anywhere, do we? We have a table (Table III-1), listing the project, size, type 
of use, and, in certain sections, such as Aesthetics-Views/Light and Glare, we state that certain Related Projects 
might have impacts, but in Air Quality, for example, we don't say Related Project 1 will result in X air 
em1ss1ons. That is the type of info that she is looking for, I think. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 10:56 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Hi Srimal. Not sure how to respond .... but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and analyzed in the 
respective sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional details/responses. If so, we can have 
Seth draft something. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 10:45 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it to Alfred this 
morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help explain how the cumulative 
impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
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Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 
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I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 
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I , 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29391 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM29686 

Duane Capizzi <daffycap@gmail.com > 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 6:06 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Subject: 

cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; 'Mayor's office' 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

To whom this may concern, regarding the above: 

I supporting the appeals (VTI-71837-CN-lA) 
I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
I opposing the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 
I oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
I oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside 
of the "Transit Corridor") 

Thank you for your consideration, 
Duane Capizzi 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29834 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 2:06 PM 
Selfa Gallardo 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Your e-mail has been received and has been placed in the case file for the record. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 1 :55 PM, Selfa Gallardo <selfa.gallardo@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear Councilmembers Garcetti, LaBonge and Ms. Ibarra, 

Please accept this letter in lieu of attending the Planning Commission hearing this Thursday March 281
h, 2013 

referencing file number VTT-71837-CN-lA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. Having first visited 
Hollywood in 1972 I fell in love with the neighborhood and eventually immigrated to the US in 1979 and chose 
to live in Hollywood. Having lived in Central Hollywood for 23 years and now East Hollywood for 11 years, I 
have witnessed first-hand the neighborhoods tragic fall from glory and its current renaissance. 

I believe the Millennium Hollywood Project is the next logical progression of this Renaissance. Not only do I 
believe in bringing new jobs and new creative and exciting areas to Hollywood, this project is committed to 
creating affordable housing in Hollywood which is a key concern of mine as a board member of an affordable 
housing co-op. 

I support Millennium Hollywood and it is my hope that you support this fantastic project as well. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sincerely, 

Selfa Gallardo 
Board of Directors, Four Streets Co-Op 
628 N. New Hampshire Ave. 
Los Angeles CA, 90004 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29835 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Dear City of Los Angeles 

EM29214 

jennifer van zyl <jennifervanzyl@mac.com > 
Monday, March 18, 2013 10:36 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD WE OPPOSE THE MILLENNIUM PROJECT - TOO 

TALL! 

High 

My husband and I have been homeowners in the Hollywood Dell neighborhood very near to the proposed Hollywood 
Millennium project for almost 15 years. We are active in making our local area a better place and are raising our young 
family in the neighborhood .. 

We are writing to you to say that we are very much against the current Millennium Project as proposed for the following 
reasons: 
-TOO TALL: the height of the building is too tall by a longshot .. it should not exceed 150 feet like other buildings in the 
neighborhood; -WILL RUIN HISTORIC HOLLYWOOD: the Capitol Records building is one of the most beautiful and 
interesting buildings in Los Angeles. These 2 towers would dwarf and hide Capitol Records and make forever damage 
historic Hollywood. DO NOT LET ANY BUILDING BE TALLER THAN 150 FEET INCLUDING THIS MILLENNIUM PROJECT! 
-CONGESTION: if you come to the neighborhood on any premiere day, Hollywood Bowl Day or really any rush hour time 
any day you will see how hard it is to get around the streets ... they are clogged with people trying to get onto the 101 
freeway and sometimes it takes us 20 minutes to drive home less than a mile; -PARKING PROBLEMS: the City has almost 
no public parking in Hollywood and restricted meters already. these buildings have inadequate parking. 

Therefore we request that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Projects impaces on the surrounding 
Hollywood area and residents. This is a very important issue to us and many of our neighbors and we will fight this 
project. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer and Rudy van Zyl 
2775 Rinconia Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29392 

Jill Coren <werber@pacbell.net> 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 11 :30 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

i am a beachwood canyon, hollywood resident. i join Caltrans objections to the traffic study prepared by the 
Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 
congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, 
creating a potentially unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as 
adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written to allow any 
combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts 
considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the EIR that 
it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

i support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

help preserver our community 

jill werber 
hollywood ca 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM29687 

Duane Capizzi <daffycap@gmail.com > 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 6:09 PM 
'tom.labonge@lacity.org ... Opposed' 

Subject: 

cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; 'Mayor's office' 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Dear Mr. LaBonge: 

I just want to say that I appreciate your continued attention and efforts in the above matter. 

I support the appeals (VTI-71837-CN-lA) 
I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 
I oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
I oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside 
of the "Transit Corridor") 

Thank you, 
Duane Capizzi 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29215 

Keller Wortham <kellerwortham@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 11 :43 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
Dear Mr. Williams, 

My name is Keller Wortham. I am a resident and property owner in Hollywood and am writing to 
support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

I understand that six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to 
approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based 
on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is 
seeking. However, those changes have not yet been approved, so the decision 
is invalid. 

Caltrans also objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium, as they are 
concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans cannot recognize 
this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state 
highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. 
It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed 
that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the 
phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

I would like you to know that I and the other residents of my neighborhood are very 
concerned and are paying attention. We oppose what seems like the railroading of this 
Millenium Project, which would be destructive to the neighborhoods and city that we 
have come to love. 

Thanks for your time, 

Keller 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29836 

Blythe Dalton < blythed7@aol.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 2:20 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Great thank you! 

On Mar 26, 2013, at 10: 17 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Good morning, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11 :20 PM, Blythe Dalton <blythed7@aol.com> wrote: 
I am writing to show my non-support of this project 

We own a house on scenic and gower and I commute everyday to Venice. I love living in 
Hollywood but I will move if traffic gets worse, which it will, due to the Hollywood millennium 
project 

Traffic congestion around my streets, on and off ramps to freeways and streets like gower and 
vine will clog with the already congested two lane streets 

Please help keep out neighborhood safe for our children by not allowing his to pass ... people will 
be frustrated drivers as they try and navigate the hills of Hollywood and put everyone's safety at 
risk! 

We all love this neighborhood but you are hurting it with this project and will force people to 
move to areas like Santa Monica where they know we will be safe! 

Best 
Blythe dalton Klippsten 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM29688 

Duane Capizzi <daffycap@gmail.com > 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 6:10 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 

Subject: 

cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; 'Mayor's office' 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Dear Mr Garcetti: 

Regarding the above: 

I support the appeals (VTI-71837-CN-lA) 
I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 
I oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
I oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside 
of the "Transit Corridor") 

Thank you for your consideration, 
Duane Capizzi 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello, Mr. Garcetti, 

EM29837 

Barbara Mitchell <bjm@barbarajmitchell.com> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 3:11 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am a resident of Beachwood Canyon and have been very concerned that the Millennium Project, much to 
my chagrin, may happen. The developers cannot be allowed to impose their financial agenda on our living 
space. 

The slow, but of late, steady, redevelopment of Hollywood has been welcomed by me. The low rise 
structures, while lacking artistic vision, or even attempts thereon, are at least in in proportion with the 
rest of Hollywood, in their scale. 

However the gaudy, circular behemoths being planned in the Millennium Project are a nightmare to 
imagine. They are completely out of scale with the rest of Hollywood. The impacts are numerous; to 
traffic, to the environment, to the sewage system, the utilities. This project is fraught with serious 
consequences for Hollywood and for the people who live and work here. 

This project takes Hollywood an enormous leap backward in thoughtful and beautiful development. To 
impose this ugly, over-sized developer-driven disaster on our town is appalling. 

Therefore, I would like to go on record for the following: 

1)1 support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2)1 strongly oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3)1 oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4)1 oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

5) I strongly oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
6) I strongly oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
7) I shudder and strongly oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces 
if this project were built outside of the "Transit Corridor") 

Thank you for considering the opinion of the voters, 

Barbara J Mitchell, 
Resident, Beachwood Canyon 
323-467-7503 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29216 

Keller Wortham <kellerwortham@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 18, 2013 11:45 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alex Schemmer <schemmer@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 11:34 PM 
Subject: Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 
To: Keller Wortham <kellerwortham@gmail.com> 

Hello, 

My name is Keller Wortham. I am a resident and property owner in Hollywood and am writing to 
support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

I understand that six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to 
approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based 
on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is 
seeking. However, those changes have not yet been approved, so the decision 
is invalid. 

Caltrans also objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium, as they are 
concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans cannot recognize 
this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state 
highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. 
It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed 
that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the 
phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

I would like you to know that I and the other residents of my neighborhood are very 
concerned and are paying attention. We oppose what seems like the railroading of this 
Millenium Project, which would be destructive to the neighborhoods and city that we 
have come to love. 

Thanks for your time, 
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Keller 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thanks. That would be great. 

Srimal 

EM29393 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 11:34 AM 
Chris Joseph 
Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan; Luciralia Ibarra; Karen Hoo 
Re: millennium FEIR 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 11 :26 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
I don't know that we will be able to go into that precise level of detail, but we can certainly draft a response. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 11 :21 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, we've already explained to her, in a previous e-mail, that each section of the DEIR discussed the 
cumulative impacts pertaining to that environmental issue. I guess what she's looking for is an analysis of each 
of the 58 related projects, stating Related Project 1 = X trips, Y emissions, Z public services/utilities and so 
forth for each project. In other words, the environmental impacts for each of those 58 related projects or mini 
EIRs for each. We don't do that anywhere, do we? We have a table (Table III-1), listing the project, size, type 
of use, and, in certain sections, such as Aesthetics-Views/Light and Glare, we state that certain Related Projects 
might have impacts, but in Air Quality, for example, we don't say Related Project 1 will result in X air 
em1ss1ons. That is the type of info that she is looking for, I think. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 10:56 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Hi Srimal. Not sure how to respond .... but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and analyzed in the 
respective sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional details/responses. If so, we can have 
Seth draft something. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 10:45 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it to Alfred this 
morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help explain how the cumulative 
impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
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EM29394 

Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 
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I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
I , Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 
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Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29397 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM29689 

Duane Capizzi <daffycap@gmail.com > 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 6:11 PM 
tom.labonge@lacity.org 

Subject: 

cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; 'Mayor's office' 
FW: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Dear Mr. LaBonge: 

I just want to say that I appreciate your continued attention and efforts in the above matter. 

I support the appeals (VTI-71837-CN-lA) 
I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 
I oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
I oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside 
of the "Transit Corridor") 

Thank you, 
Duane Capizzi 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM29838 

Barbara Mitchell <bjm@barbarajmitchell.com> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 3:17 PM 
lucrialia.ibaarra@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

To our City representatives, both elected and appointed, 

I am a resident of Beachwood Canyon and have been very concerned that the Millennium Project, much to 
my chagrin, may happen. The developers cannot be allowed to impose their financial agenda on our living 
space. 
The slow, but of late, steady, redevelopment of Hollywood has been welcomed by me. The low rise 
structures, while lacking artistic vision, or even attempts thereon, are at least in in proportion with the 
rest of Hollywood, in their scale. 
However the gaudy, circular behemoths being planned in the Millennium Project are a nightmare to 
imagine. They are completely out of scale with the rest of Hollywood. The impacts are numerous; to 
traffic, to the environment, to the sewage system, the utilities. This project is fraught with serious 
consequences for Hollywood and for the people who live and work here. 
This project takes Hollywood an enormous leap backward in thoughtful and beautiful development. To 
impose this ugly, over-sized developer-driven disaster on our town is appalling. 
Therefore, I would like to go on record for the following: 

l)I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2)I strongly oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3)1 oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4)I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

5) I strongly oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
6) I strongly oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
7) I shudder and strongly oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces 
if this project were built outside of the "Transit Corridor") 
Thank you for considering the opinion of the voters, 

Barbara J Mitchell, 
Resident, Beachwood Canyon 
323-467-7503 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29218 

Jack Conrad < phatjaxx@gmail.com > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 7:11 AM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM 71837-CN 

I wholeheartedly support the appeals against the Millennium Project. Hollywood is already suffering from 
unplanned and unsupported infrastructure problems. The Argyle/Franklin 101N on ramps are already backed up 
1/2 mile in the PM rush. Adding to this problem will be a disaster! 
Please do the right thing and see that if a plan like this is going to get improved that the City or the developers 
must be made to mitigate the foreseeable infrastructure problems that they are going to cause. 
Thank you, 
jc/upper Beachwood Drive 90068 

Jack Conrad 
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EM29398 

Subject: Millennium DA 

Location: Rm 750 

Start: 3/21 /2013 10:00 AM 

End: 3/21/201311:00AM 

Show Time As: Busy 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Accepted 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Resources: Rm 750 

Sergio Ibarra has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium DA 

to discuss Millennium DA 
When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 1 Oam - 11 am Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Laura Cadogan Hurd 
Lisa Webber 
Timothy McWilliams 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
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EM29399 

and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM29400 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321T1700002 
DTEND:20130321T1800002 
DTSTAMP:20130320T2031332 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:btgqk41 hj8d2g4nftd9en1 dg1 c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Sergio 

lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130320T2023342 
DESCRIPTION:to discuss Millennium DA 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130320T2031332 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium DA 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM29690 

Halle Redman <ellahsue@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 7:15 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org; 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

As a long time resident of Hollywood I am writing this to let you know I am very opposed to the Millennium 
Project in Hollywood. The buildings are too high, traffic will be impacted, parking will be even worse. Maybe 
buildings on a smaller scale that conform to the current height limit and added sufficient parking and traffic 
solutions would be acceptable. Please do not let this project go forward. 

Thank you. 

Halle Redman 
2903 Nichols Canyon Rd 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29839 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 3:37 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 

RL0027341 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM29219 

Richard A. Greenberg <richardagreenberg@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 8:50 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Frederica Cooper 

Subject: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Dear Luciralia, 

It is alarming to me that a project this dense would be allowed in Hollywood 
where traffic is already past saturation level on Highland, Vine , Franklin and 
Hollywood Blvd. not to mention the 101 freeway. The Millennium Project is not 
complying with the 150' maximum building height and it appears that they are 
planning to build significantly beyond that creating a situation of impossible 
density. I am completely against this project as it is now proposed. I live in the 
Hollywood Hills on Hillcrest Road which is used as a cut-through for people 
trying to avoid the Hlghland and Franklin intersection. Cars coming through 
here drive as if they already are or still on the 101 freeway and I am frightened 
daily at the speed with which automobiles come careening down this already 
narrow and steep street as I TRY to pull out of my driveway. Please consider 
my words here as you review the plans for this development. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Greenberg 

H /// 323 512 2329 
M/// 3107137316 

richardagreenberg@gmail.com is my active account 
Ill Please update your contact information accordingly. 

RL0027342 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29691 

Jocelyne Fine <jocsto@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 8:07 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-1A) 

Even though I am not a resident of Hollywood, I once was and I have taken visitors there many 
times. I believe this project is misguided and will alter the character of this landmark area. Already 
too many times has Los Angeles lost historical buildings and has had entire neighborhoods erased to 
make way to developments. This project - if allowed to proceed - will forever alter Hollywood and its 
skyline. It will also create even more traffic congestion and impact the infrastructure and the 
environment. 
Please reconsider this project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Jocelyne Fine 
North Hollywood 

RL0027343 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Hello, Ms. Ibarra, 

EM29840 

Barbara Mitchell <bjm@barbarajmitchell.com> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 3:40 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

I am a resident of Beachwood Canyon and have been very concerned that the Millennium Project, much to 
my chagrin, may happen. The developers cannot be allowed to impose their financial agenda on our living 
space. 

The slow, but of late, steady, redevelopment of Hollywood has been welcomed by me. The low rise 
structures, while lacking artistic vision, or even attempts thereon, are at least in in proportion with the 
rest of Hollywood, in their scale. 

However the gaudy, circular behemoths being planned in the Millennium Project are a nightmare to 
imagine. They are completely out of scale with the rest of Hollywood. The impacts are numerous; to 
traffic, to the environment, to the sewage system, the utilities. This project is fraught with serious 
consequences for Hollywood and for the people who live and work here. 

This project takes Hollywood an enormous leap backward in thoughtful and beautiful development. To 
impose this ugly, over-sized developer-driven disaster on our town is appalling. 
Therefore, I would like to go on record for the following: 

l)I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2)I strongly oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3)I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4)1 oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

5) I strongly oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
6) I strongly oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
7) I shudder and strongly oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces 
if this project were built outside of the "Transit Corridor") 
Thank you for considering the opinion of the voters, 

Barbara J Mitchell 
Resident, Beachwood Canyon 
323-467-7503 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29401 

Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 1:41 PM 
'luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org' 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29220 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 8:51 AM 
Maureen Tabor 

Subject: Re: maintain current height limits in Hollywood: "No" to the Millenium Project 

Hello, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 7:26 AM, Maureen Tabor <maureentabor@maureentabor. com> wrote: 

To the Reader of this email: 

To stop the Millennium Project will allow you to sleep at night knowing that you helped to keep the peace. To 
allow it will welcome unsafe and unlivable conditions. Before anyone goes ahead with it, I urge you to drive 
for any three weekdays during evening rush hour on Franklin Avenue between Vine and Van Ness. Ask 
yourself what the addition of 100, 200, 500 cars would do. Ask yourself how you would feel upon hearing the 
news of a grid locked emergency vehicle that could not assist in an emergency. The Millennium Project can 
seriously impact life here in Hollywood. Please say "no." 

Maureen Tabor 

Westshire Drive 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
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EM29221 

Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29222 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 8:51 AM 

Richard A Greenberg 

Subject: Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Hello, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 8:50 AM, Richard A Greenberg <richardagreenberg@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear Luciralia, 

It is alarming to me that a project this dense would be allowed in Hollywood 
where traffic is already past saturation level on Highland, Vine , Franklin and 
Hollywood Blvd. not to mention the 101 freeway. The Millennium Project is not 
complying with the 150' maximum building height and it appears that they are 
planning to build significantly beyond that creating a situation of impossible 
density. I am completely against this project as it is now proposed. I live in the 
Hollywood Hills on Hillcrest Road which is used as a cut-through for people 
trying to avoid the Hlghland and Franklin intersection. Cars coming through 
here drive as if they already are or still on the 101 freeway and I am frightened 
daily at the speed with which automobiles come careening down this already 
narrow and steep street as I TRY to pull out of my driveway. Please consider 
my words here as you review the plans for this development. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Greenberg 

H /// 323 512 2329 
M/// 3107137316 

richardagreenberg@gmail.com is my active account 
Ill Please update your contact information accordingly. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29223 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29692 

Howard Franklin < howardwfranklin@gmail.com > 

Sunday, March 24, 2013 9:28 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I am a 30 year resident and taxpayer in Outpost Estates. I find the Millennium project to be a travesty -- a 
grotesque attack on Hollywood that will create untold problems with traffic and overcrowding, in addition to 
being a blight on the cityscape. I cannot believe anybody who knows and understands our community would be 
for it. 

Yours truly, 

Howard Franklin 

RL0027350 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29841 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 3:41 PM 
Barbara Mitchell 
Re: 

Thank you for your e-mail. It will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 3:39 PM, Barbara Mitchell <bjm@barbarajmitchell.com> wrote: 
Hello, Ms. Ibarra, 

I am a resident of Beachwood Canyon and have been very concerned that the 
Millennium Project, much to my chagrin, may happen. The developers cannot be allowed 
to impose their financial agenda on our living space. 

The slow, but of late, steady, redevelopment of Hollywood has been welcomed by me. 
The low rise structures, while lacking artistic vision, or even attempts thereon, are at 
least in in proportion with the rest of Hollywood, in their scale. 

However the gaudy, circular behemoths being planned in the Millennium Project are a 
nightmare to imagine. They are completely out of scale with the rest of Hollywood. The 
impacts are numerous; to traffic, to the environment, to the sewage system, the 
utilities. This project is fraught with serious consequences for Hollywood and for the 
people who live and work here. 

This project takes Hollywood an enormous leap backward in thoughtful and beautiful 
development. To impose this ugly, over-sized developer-driven disaster on our town is 
appalling. 
Therefore, I would like to go on record for the following: 

l)I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2)I strongly oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3)I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4)I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

5) I strongly oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
6) I strongly oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
7) I shudder and strongly oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces 
proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside of the "Transit Corridor") 
Thank you for considering the opinion of the voters, 

Barbara J Mitchell 
Resident, Beachwood Canyon 
323-467-7503 

RL0027351 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29842 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29224 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 8:51 AM 

jennifer van zyl 

Subject: Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD WE OPPOSE THE MILLENNIUM PROJECT -

TOO TALL! 

Hello, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 10:36 PM, jennifer van zyl <jennifervanzyl@mac.com> wrote: 
Dear City of Los Angeles 

My husband and I have been homeowners in the Hollywood Dell neighborhood very near to the proposed 
Hollywood Millennium project for almost 15 years. We are active in making our local area a better place and 
are raising our young family in the neighborhood .. 

We are writing to you to say that we are very much against the current Millennium Project as proposed for the 
following reasons: 
-TOO TALL: the height of the building is too tall by a long shot. .it should not exceed 150 feet like other 
buildings in the neighborhood; 
-WILL RUIN HISTORIC HOLLYWOOD: the Capitol Records building is one of the most beautiful and 
interesting buildings in Los Angeles. These 2 towers would dwarf and hide Capitol Records and make forever 
damage historic Hollywood. DO NOT LET ANY BUILDING BE TALLER THAN 150 FEET INCLUDING 
THIS MILLENNIUM PROJECT! 
-CONGESTION: if you come to the neighborhood on any premiere day, Hollywood Bowl Day or really any 
rush hour time any day you will see how hard it is to get around the streets ... they are clogged with people trying 
to get onto the 101 freeway and sometimes it takes us 20 minutes to drive home less than a mile; 
-PARKING PROBLEMS: the City has almost no public parking in Hollywood and restricted meters already. 
these buildings have inadequate parking. 

Therefore we request that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Projects impaces on the 
surrounding Hollywood area and residents. This is a very important issue to us and many of our neighbors and 
we will fight this project. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer and Rudy van Zyl 
2775 Rinconia Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29225 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29693 

danielle <d_mentzer@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, March 24, 2013 10:27 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I'm writing to oppose the building of high-rises in Hollywood. It's has taken so long time to turn this 
community around. To create a community. The development projects proposed will turn Hollywood into just 
another city. It will lose its edge, its charm, what attracts people to it. 

In detail I .. 

• support the appeals 
• oppose the Millennium project 
• oppose the 22 year development agreement 
• oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report. 

Sincerely, 
Danielle Mentzer 
A citizen of Hollywood 

RL0027355 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29694 

Lisa Battista < lisabattista@me.com > 

Monday, March 25, 2013 7:20 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA 

Hi, Thanks for reading my email. I've signed the Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project petition. 
This particular view has a special place in my heart. I hope that it is not disgraced by two buildings as currently proposed. 
Sincerely, Lisa Battista 

RL0027356 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29695 

Lisa Battista < lisabattista@me.com > 

Monday, March 25, 2013 7:25 AM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Hi, Thanks for taking the time to read my email. 
I've also written to Ms. Ibarra and Mr. la Bonge to let them know I oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project. 
Please don't allow this development to mar the integrity of this icon Hollywood vista. 
Sincerely, Lisa Battista 

RL0027357 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29696 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 8:26 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29226 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 8:52 AM 
Keller Wortham 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 11 :44 PM, Keller Wortham <kellerwortham@gmail.com> wrote: 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alex Schemmer <schemmer@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 11:34 PM 
Subject: Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 
To: Keller Wortham <kellerwortham@gmail.com> 

Hello, 

My name is Keller Wortham. I am a resident and property owner in Hollywood and am writing to 
support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

I understand that six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to 
approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based 
on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is 
seeking. However, those changes have not yet been approved, so the decision 
is invalid. 

Caltrans also objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium, as they are 
concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans cannot recognize 
this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state 
highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. 
It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed 
that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the 
phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude in the 
EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 
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EM29227 

I would like you to know that I and the other residents of my neighborhood are very 
concerned and are paying attention. We oppose what seems like the railroading of this 
Millenium Project, which would be destructive to the neighborhoods and city that we 
have come to love. 

Thanks for your time, 

Keller 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM29402 

Gregg Barnette <gjblaguna@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 3:14 PM 

To: Bill Harris; Nick Sotirakos; almarsella@roadrunner.com; becs98@aol.com; 
bangzoomer@aol.com; Matthew Glesne; anewcomerext@sbcglobal.net; Tim Swan; 
jamy1626@sbcglobal.net; theoprimes@earthlink.net; Babswh@aol.com; Dale Scott; 

AJ@zerogravityonline.com; smmh@earthlink.net; Maggie Tim Swan; 
anneenna@gmail.com; almarsellacpa@sbcglobal.net; sofein@aol.com; banks4 
@gmail.com; asbarak@aol.com; Poonsy6603@aol.com; aklostermeier@gmail.com; 

Anniemeek@sbcglobal.net; Tim Streetporter Annie, Kelly; amyness2@yahoo.com; 
akelly1928@earthlink.net; ashnagy@yahoo.com 

Subject: Fwd: March 28th Millennium Hearing Information .. Please Sign On Line Petition 

it will be the BLIGHT ofhollywood! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 
and they will build MORE ... LOTS more ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 
send this to ALL! 
gregg barnette 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: poonsy6603@aol.com 
Date: March 20, 2013 2:47:27 PM PDT 
To: poonsy6603@aol.com 
Subject: March 28th Millennium Hearing lnformation .. Please Sign On Line Petition 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECTS 
(Photo below) 

Is this the Hollywood of tomorrow? 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching a crucial step of the city planning process. 

Two weeks from now, MARCH 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission is holding an important hearing.and we need your 
voices to be heard! 
Please come and let the City and the developer know that we don't object to these two lots being developed but we do 
object to these projects as presently configured .. 

If you have not already done so, could you please alert your communities/organizations .. 

Please sign the Petition opposing Millennium Hollywood projects .. forward it, and if possible, please post on your facebook 
page. 
click here: 
http://siqnon.org/siq n/opposition-to-the-m ill en n i um?sou rce=c. em. mt&r by=734354 7 
(more information below) 

Millennium Planning Commission Hearing: 

RL0027361 



March 28, 2013 

Time: 8:30 a.m. 
Location: Los Angeles City Hall, 
John Ferraro Council Chambers, Room 340 
200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EM29403 

We're not yet sure where we fall on the agenda, so please let us know 

if you plan on attending and we'll keep you posted on the start time as 

the hearing date approaches. 

Please remind the City Planning Commission how important it is to build 

projects in the Hollywood community that are sympathetic and compatible 

with other projects in Hollywood, and protect the view corridors and 

historical buildings like Capitol Records. 

Please email: 

Councilmembers 

Eric Garcetti 

eric . garce t t i @l aci ty . o r g 

and 

Tom LaBonge 

tom . lab on ge @laci ty . org 

And most helpfully, you can attend the hearing on March 28. 

Please sign the petition to Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 

71837-CN and Tom LaBonge, CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Click here: 

ht tp : //s i gn on . org/sign/opp os i t i on- t o - t h e - mi l l e n n i um?source=c . em . mt&r by=73435 4 7 

It says: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved 
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EM29404 

Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health 

safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory 

Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium 

Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 

Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood 

area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment 

Agency guidelines." 

Thank you 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 
Neighborhood News & Upcoming Events 

Please sign the Petition .. click here: 

h t tp : //signon . o r g/s i gn/op posi t ion- to - t he - mi l lennium?source=c . em . mt &r b y = 7 343547 

Your voice is needed! 
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EM29405 

Is this the Hollywood of tomorrow? 

Reminders: 
The City Planning Commission hearing on the Millennium project is 
on Thursday, March 28th (Time and location to be announced). 
Six groups and AMOA, have filed appeals to the decision of the 
Advisory Agency to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to 
the entire Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was 
based on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which 
Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have not yet been 
approved, so the decision is invalid. 

Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: 
Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe 
conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and 
difficult maneuvering. 
Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, 
creating a potentially unsafe condition. Without the necessary 
traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as 
adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state 
highway facilities. 
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The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any 
specifics about the project. 
It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail 
space. 
The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. 
In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 3S times in the document. 
There is so much latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know 
what the project will be! 
Please get emails to James.K.Williams@lacity.org to support the 
appeals against the Millennium Project. Type this in your subject 
line: VTTM 71837-CN 

The City recommended that any additional objections to the project 
be added to the appeals by tomorrow, Monday, March 18th, 10 days 
prior to the March 28th hearing. 
They will be included with the Planning Department staff 
recommendation package submitted to the Central Planning 
Commission. Please send the email TODAY! 

Rally neighbors, friends, and family to come to the March 28th 
hearing. 

The Millennium administrative record will remain open until the City 
Council votes, so you can still submit comments, research 
information, etc. 

Send them to luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 
Use subject line: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to 
oppose the Millennium project following a presentation by the 
project promoters, which included a slide show that featured almost 
exclusively artist drawings of promised open space while including 
almost no details about the buildings themselves. 
Tom laBonge has consistently said that he objects to the SS-story 
design. 
At the February hearing Tom laBonge proposed a 22-story 
maximum. 
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However, at the Community leadership meeting this month, he 
proposed a 29-story maximum. 
He said that the lower number of stories was more difficult for him 
to negotiate with the rest of the City Council members. 
He heard from many at that meeting asking him to not retreat from 
the original number. 
Councilman labonge said that we all have to state 'specifically' 
what height is acceptable in our comments. 
So, be very specific about what heights are acceptable. 
In your comment (whether email or at the hearing) remind the 
Central Planning Commission that: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. 
(12-14 stories) 

• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 

150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic 

scale of the area. 
• (This is probably one of the many reasons they spoke out 

against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the 
historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their 
non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying 
with the historic 150 foot scale 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and 
even 22 or 29 stories do not comply with that historic 150-foot 
scale. 
The Hollywood Heritage website has a great letter about their 
opposition to Millennium projects and why they oppose them: 
http:/ /www.hollywoodheritage.com/preservation/preservation.ht 
ml 
(Also, there's great information on their site about their work for 
preserving historic Hollywood.) 

L.A. Conservancy also has part of their website dedicated to the 
Millennium projects. 
look in "Preservation Advocate" section. 
Here's a link: 
http:/ /www.laconservancy.org/issues/issues_capitolrecords.php 
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Their concern is about the buildings being so close to the historic 
Capitol Records building, on an active Fault Line. 
Here's their letter to the Planning Dept: L.A. Conservancy Letter 

Spread the word that three neighborhood councils, out of four that 
voted, so far, and the Hillside Federation voted to oppose the 
Millennium project. 

And don't forget to support the SaveHollywood.org's Hollywood 
Community Plan lawsuit. 
Visit their website for more information 
If won, the Millennium project will be history. 
The Millennium lawyer at the February hearing said that the legal 
challenges against the Hollywood Community Plan are holding some 
things up regarding their projects. 
At the Hillside Federation meeting, Millennium said that if they don't 
get the 6: 1 floor area ratio they are seeking then they would 
abandon the project. 

Please sign the Petition, now, to oppose Millennium Projects as 
currently proposed .. click here: 
http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to- the-millennium?source=c.em.mt&r by=7343547 

WHITLEY HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
A new Bulletin has been posted to Whitley Heights Bulletin Board. 

Title: Millennium Updates 

March 13, 2013, The Hillside Federation, after 
Millennium's presentation, voted unanimously to oppose the Millennium 
Projects. 

The Hillside Federation Member Orgs: 

Beachwood Canyon Association 
Bel Air Knolls Property 
Bel Air Ridge Association 
Bel Air Skycrest Property 
Benedict Canyon Association 
Brentwood Hills Homeowners Assn. 
Brentwood Residents Coalition 
Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 

Canyon Back Alliance 
Crests Neighborhood 
Franklin Ave. / Hwd. Blvd. West 
Franklin Hills Residents 
Highlands Owners Association 
Hollywood Dell Civic 
Hollywood Heights Association 
Hollywoodland Homeowners 
Holmby Hills Homeowners 
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Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 
Lake Hollywood Homeowners 
Laurel Canyon Association 
Lookout Mountain Alliance 
Los Feliz Improvement 
Mt. Olympus Property Owners 
Mt. Washington Homeowners' Alliance 
North Beverly - Franklin Canyon Home owners Association 
Nichols Canyon Association 
Oak Forest Canyon Association 
Oaks Homeowners Assn. 
Outpost Estates Homeowners 
Pacific Palisades Residents Assn. 
Residents of Beverly Glen 
Roscomare Valley Association 
Shadow Hills Property Owners 
Sherman Oaks Homeowners 
Studio City Residents Association 
Sunset Hills HOA 
Tarzana Property Owners 
Torreyson-Flynn Association 
Upper Mandeville Canyon 
Whitley Heights Civic Association 

Many issues were addressed and people had problems with: 
Traffic .. many more cars will be in the area, and the developer admits 
they wont be able to mitigate the increased traffic on many streets and 
intersections, (WHEN and IF they do any official study they admit they 
wont be studying residential areas) , 

not nearly enough of the REQUIRED PARKING for the amount of people that will reside in the 

buildings,work and visit the area. 
Any overflow, they say, will be taken care of with valet parking. 
The nearby Communities are obviously very concerned about this .. 

Issues/concerns with Air Quality, toxins in air and water .. and many, 
many years of construction going on. 
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Concerns with it being a TouristDestination, more massive than Hollywood Highland 
creating 

even worse traffic .. with indoor and outdoor restaurants, nightclubs, bars, a 
sports club, Observation Decks for Tourists to view what the building 
will obstruct, The Hollywood Sign , etc. 

Hollywood Heritage, in their letter to city planning posted on their 
website expressed concerns about a fee being charged for these views 
that Millennium's building will be obstructing .. Views that have always 
been free to the public. 

Tom LaBonge has expressed concerns/opposition, at the Feb. 19th 
planning hearing AND at Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
meeting, about the views being obliterated to possibly as far as The 
Griffith Park Observatory, from some vantage points .... and is against 
the heights for that reason. 

It was established at Hillside Federation Meeting that the projects, if 
approved, will be more dense than The Staples Center, than LA Live, and 
the tallest buildings in L.A. (A new one may be up now, or going up 
that is taller, but downtown). 

Members were worried about the huge transformation of Hollywood and 
transformation of The Hollywood Skyline and the fact that they are so 
close to The Hollywood Hills. 

And concerns about The Capitol Records Building, a Hollywood Landmark, 
about 12-14 stories high being dwarfed by 55 and possibly more stories 
of skyscrapers around it., and obstructed from view from many vantage 
points. 

It was asked if Millennium has connected and will they be coordinating 

9 

RL0027369 



EM29411 

with The Hollywood Bowl regarding traffic issues on Bowl nights .. 
They have not. 
Had they planned to? 
They seemed to have not given it any thought. 

The Hillside Federation joined: 

Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 
Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council 
in unanimously voting to oppose Millennium's Projects. 

It was established last night, for the record, that out of the four 
NC's that voted, so far, ONLY ONE voted to support the Projects and 
that a Board Member there works for and is an advocate for Millennium's 
Projects .. 
Millennium is using this one NC's support in all of their PR. 

At the Planning Hearing Feb. 19th, many offered testimony opposing 
Millennium's Projects. 

AMOA (American Musical Dramatic Academy) who opened their West Coast 
Branch here, (they are also in NYC) ,in the historically designated 
building on Yucca and Vine, which has been a great asset to the area, 
bringing students here from all over the world, living, working, 
studying and spending money in the area, had two rows of Staff, and 
their Lawyer, testifying, expressing concerns with their business 
surviving, trying to run a Performing Arts College, with Music, 
Singing, Dance, and Acting Classes, with many years of Millennium 
project's construction (possibly way more than eight years .. no one can 
pin Millennium down on this) going on, and the close proximity of 
Millennium's Projects to their building, only to be told by 
Millennium's Lawyer when he testified, "to the City, you are MERELY an 
Office Building" .. No consideration or sensitivity to their situation 
whatsoever. 
They have tried to buy out small businesses in the area, rather then 
deal with them. 

AMOA has Appealed the Feb. 19th decision 
In addition to AMOA, The W Hotel, The Los Feliz Improvement 
Association, many individuals from a variety of areas, representatives 
and stakeholders from the Neighborhood Councils opposed to the 
projects gave testimony, and Presidents and representatives from six 
Hollywood communities testified opposing the projects. 

The Deputy Advisor approved the Tract Map .. on the spot. 
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AMOA, individual residents from a number of communities, and 
communities as a whole, six of them, have all appealed the decision. 
L.A. Conservancy and Hollywood Heritage both have expressed concerns 
and opposition to Millennium Projects on their websites, for a number 
of reasons .. Hollywood Heritage has been very involved in preserving 
the historic nature of the heart of Hollywood .. Not a minor issue is 
building such massive projects so close to an historically designated 
building on an active fault line. 

The next Planning Hearing is March 28th. 
We urge you to attend. 
There are many, many issues involved here .. 
The developer has, as of yet, not done any official studies and yet the 
city is trying to 'expedite the process' .. this was a 'joint meeting' to 
move the projects along faster, 

Is it the city's plan to rubber stamp the projects .. before 
Villaraigosa is out? 

Garcetti still denies at debates that these projects even exist. 

L.A. Ethics Commission Website, campaign contributions: 

Millennium,Argent Ventures, their partner,and Sheppard Mullin (Millennium's Law Firm) , tells 
the 
story of possibly why. 

It was asked last night at Hillside Federation, if William Roschen , the President of The 
Planning Commission, AND the Architect for these projects, will recuse 
himself from the next planning commission hearing .... he will. 

BUT he is still the President of The Planning Dept. AND the Architect 
for one of the most controversial and widely OPPOSED projects to hit 
this city. 

Next hearing, March 28th. 
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Arrangements will be made for car pools and rides downtown, if needed. 

Please sign the on line petition .. 

http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium?source=c.em.mt&r by=7343547 
Thank you! 
Regards, Whitley Heights 

http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium?source=c.em.mt&r by=7343547 

Keeping our Community Aware Tuesday Morning March 19, 2013 

Is Millennium unstoppable? 

Sign the petition! 
http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium?source=c.em.mt&r by=7343547 

The HHA has joined a number of Hollywood communities to oppose and appeal the decision of 
the Planning Commission to move forward with the Hollywood Millennium Project. 
The Planning Commission is giving its approval without valid studies of the project's 
i mpact on Hollywood and neighboring communities. A hearing on this issue is scheduled for 
March 28 at 8:30am by the City Planning Commission in John Ferraro Council Chambers, 
Room 340, City Hall, and we encourage you to join us. 

This is what we have communicated to the City 

"The Hollywoodland Homeowners Association is a hillside community that will be heavily 
impacted by the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project in its current incarnation. We would like 
to let you know that we support a 150' height limit (12-14 stories) on the Millennium Hollywood 
Project to maintain the Historic Scale of the area. Most historic buildings in Hollywood, including 
the Capitol Records building, conform to that scale, as does the W Hotel built quite recently. 
The Blvd 6200 Project across Argyle from the Pantages Theater also is conforming to the 150 
foot height limit--it is modern, in accord with the 'New Hollywood' that the area has long wanted, 
and is a responsible and sustainable development. 

We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood, while encouraging 
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responsible new and infill development. The consensus of many adjoining communities 
impacted by this project, experts such as architects and engineers, and pure common sense 
has led us to the conclusion that the Millennium Hollywood project will have significant and 
adverse impacts on a number of Hollywood's historic resources and limited infrastructure. We 
hope you agree that a project of this magnitude requires thorough vetting of the issues with 
accurate information, thoughtful responses and compliance with the basic CEQA requirements." 

HHA members and Hollywoodland residents, Please sign the petition opposing the size of the 
Millennium Project that is to be built around the Capitol Records Building. This is very important 
due to its overwhelming size and impact on the health, safety, parking and infrastructure of 
Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

Every voice counts! 

http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium?source=c.em.mt&r by=7343547 

PETITION LINK 

Also, the Millennium file remains open ... please send all your additional comments to 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

We hope to see you at the March 28th meeting to show your support for the preservation of 
Hollywood as we know it. 

Your Voice is Needed! 

Is this the Hollywood of tomorrow? 

Reminders: 

The City Planning Commission hearing on the Millennium project is on Thursday, March 28th (Time 
and location to be announced). Six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency 
to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based on the zoning change, 
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variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have not yet 
been approved, so the decision is invalid. 

Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the 
project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, 
and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a 
potentially unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this 
project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written 
to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was 
reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in 
the document. There is so much latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will 
be! 

Please get emails to James.K.Williams@lacitv.org to support the appeals against the Millennium 
Project. Type this in your subject line: VTTM 71837-CN 

The City recommended that any additional objections to the project be added to the appeals by 
tomorrow, Monday, March 18th, 10 days prior to the March 28th hearing. They will be included with 
the Planning Department staff recommendation package submitted to the Central Planning 
Commission. Please send the email TODAY! 

Rally neighbors, friends, and family to come to the March 28th hearing. The Millennium administrative 
record will remain open until the City Council votes, so you can still submit comments, research 
information, etc. Send them to luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. Use subject line: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB
CU-ZV-HD. 

Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the Millennium project 
following a presentation by the project promoters. Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured 
almost exclusively artist drawings of promised open space while including almost no details about the 
buildings themselves. 

Tom LaBonge has consistently said that he objects to the 55-story design. At the February hearing 
Tom LaBonge proposed a 22-story maximum. However, at the Community Leadership meeting this 
month, he proposed a 29-story maximum. He said that the lower number of stories was more difficult 
for him to negotiate with the rest of the City Council members. He heard from many at that meeting 
asking him to not retreat from the original number. Labonge said that we all have to state specifically 
what height is acceptable in our comments. So, be very specific about what heights are acceptable. 
In your comment (whether email or at the hearing) remind the Central Planning Commission that: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is 

probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. 
They complied with the historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non
conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot 
scale (Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not 
comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 

The Hollywood Heritage website has a great letter about their opposition to Millennium projects and 
why they oppose it: http://www.hollvwoodheritaqe.com/preservation/preservation.html 

14 

RL0027374 



T 

EM29416 

(Also, there's good information on their site about preservation and historic Hollywood issues.) 

L.A. Conservancy also has part of their website dedicated to the Millennium projects. Look in 
"Preservation Advocate" section. Here's a 
Ii n k: http://www. laconserva ncy.orq/issues/issues capitol records. ph p 

Their concern is about the buildings being so close to the historic Capitol Records building. Here's 
their letter to the Planning Dept: L.A. Conservancy Letter 

Spread the word that three neighborhood councils, out of four that voted, so far, and the Hillside 
Federation voted to oppose the Millennium project. 

And don't forget to support the SaveHollywood.org's Hollywood Community Plan lawsuit. If won, the 
Millennium project will be history. The Millennium lawyer at the February hearing said that the legal 
challenges against the Hollywood Community Plan are holding some things up regarding their 
projects. At the Hillside Federation meeting, they said that if they don't get the 6: 1 floor area ratio 
they are seeking then they would abandon the project. Send your check to: SaveHollywood.org, P.O. 
Box 3943, L.A., CA 90078! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29843 

Eddie Guerrero < eddie.guerrero@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 4:19 PM 

Marc Woersching 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Jay Kim; Sean Haeri; Pedro Ayala; mhuffman@playavista.com; Winnie Tham 
PV2, Product 725(Parcel 7B) - LADOT Plot Plan Review 

pv2_plotplan_7257B_approval.pdf 

Marc, 

Attached is DOT's letter ofrecord for the subject plot plan review. 

If you have questions, please feel free to contact me directly at 310-642-1625. 

LADOT - Planning and Land Use Development 
West L.A. I Coastal Division 
7166 West Manchester Avenue, 90045 
(213) 485-1062 

RL0027382 



Date: 

To: 

From: 

EM29844 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM 

March 26, 2013 

Marc Woersching, City Planner 
Department of City Planning f~r, 

Eddie Guerrero, Transportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation 

Subject: THE CAMPUS AT PLAYA VISTA, PHASE 2 (THE VILLAGE) - PLAYA 
VISTA 725 (PARCEL 78) PLOT PLAN 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the Plot Plan for the proposed 
42-unit condominium project (Product 725, Parcel 78) at 12496 & 12502 West Fielding 
Circle and 12569 & 12581 West Millennium of Tract 60110-01 REC of Village at Playa 
Vista project. 

Resident parking for the 42 units would be provided via private grade level garages for 
each of the units with visitor parking being provided via grade level spaces located 
adjacent to the north and south sides of the complex center. As illustrated in the Civil 
Engineering Drawing No. C1 .0 (attached for reference), access to the project would be 
provided from the west side of Fielding Circle, north of Millennium, by a 28-foot wide 
two-way driveway. The driveway location and dimensions, as proposed, would provide 
for reasonable ingress/egress to the project. Therefore, the plot plan as proposed 
does meet with DOT circulation and access requirements. 

If you have any questions, please contact Pedro Ayala of our department at (213) 485-
1062. 

EG:PA 

Attachment 

c: Jay Kim, Sean Haeri, DOT 
Marc Huffman, Playa Vista 
Winnie Tham, FUSCOE Engineering 
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f18YA VISTA 725 
Brookfield 

Homes 

Brookfield 
3090 Bristol St. 
Costa Mesa. CA 92626 

SITE - PARCEL 7B PLOT PLAN 
Playa Vista, CA 

PROJECT ADDRESS 

12496 W. f" IELDING CIR 
LOS ANGELES CA. ~0094 

12502 W. f" IELDING CIR. 
LOS ANG£LESCA.90094 

12569 W. ~lllENNIU~ 
LOSANG£LESCA,9G094 

12581 W. ~ILLENNIU~ 
LOSANG£LESCA,90094 

PARKING REQUIRElllENTS 
(PERPLAYA VISTA SPECIFICPLAN) 
(ORDINANCE NU~BER 580123 SECTION 9.A.11 

2 SPACES/UNIT X 42 UNITS= 

GUEST 

0.25SPACES/UNITX42UNITS 

TECHNICAL DATA 

PLAN) 

~AXll.iU~ BUILOING HEIGKT 

(PER PLAYA VISTAS PECIFIC PLAN) 

PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT (~AX) 

R4 {PV) 

55% 0F(86,517SF)=47,584SF 

~ 

ROOF DRAIN/SPLASH BLOCK DETAIL 0 
N.T.S 

I 
a· 10· 20 

Civil Engineer 
16795 Von Karman, Suite 100 
Irvine, California 92606 
tel 949.474.1960 
fax 949.474.5315 
IJIMIW.fuscoe.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29697 

Susan Mullins <s.mullins@nicholscanyon.org > 
Monday, March 25, 2013 9:03 AM 
LaBonge Tom 

Cc: Shapiro Sharon; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralla.ibarra@lacity.org; Sillins Stacy; 
Cyd Zeigler; Dantzler Amy; Conrad Robert 

Subject: Millennium Project 

Good morning, Tom! 
I am writing you in opposition to the proposed Millennium Project. Several of our Board members went to a 
presentation by the representatives for the developers and came away from it feeling that it is the wrong way to 
create a vital 21st century Hollywood. The answers the Project reps gave to the many questions left us feeling 
the project only serves their agenda and arrogantly ignores the profound issues it creates for everyone who live 
and work in and around Hollywood. It also has a vision of Hollywood that is antithetical to what makes 
Hollywood distinctive and special to Angelenos and tourists alike. 

We know that you object to the height of the towers--now proposed at 3xs the historic height that other new 
high-rise projects have honored. Even your proposed compromise places it beyond that scale and would 
completely dwarf and shadow the iconic Capitol Records building. The developers made it clear that they will 
not cut back on the square footage space and threaten that they will take away the open spaces if they have to 
cut down the height of the buildings. They also toss off the concern that they are providing parking for only 1. 5 
spaces/apartment and none for office workers and visitors, much less the 5000+ construction people they 
estimated will come every day to build the complex. They arrogantly told us they are demanding the variances 
for these things and essentially held an "our-way-or-the-highway" attitude. They likewise toss off the traffic 
problems at the major intersections where they can't mitigate the problems. 

Tom, our neighbors are very concerned and unhappy. The already over-stretched demands on infrastructure, 
police and fire, road maintenance, and the overall quality of life in Hollywood are going to be permanently 
compromised by the Millennium Project. We urge you to vote "no" on on this project as currently 
conceived. Likewise, we urge you to vote "no" on a compromise to the height that does not retain open space, 
and include more parking. 

We will be there on Thursday representing our Nichols community. Look forward to seeing you. 

Best regards, 
Susan 

Susan Mullins - President 
Upper Nichols Canyon Neighborhood Assn. 
s.mullins@nicholscanyon.org 
www. n icholscanyon. org 
323.251.6769 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

EM29699 

Caroline Schweich <cschweich@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 9:06 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Tom LaBonge; eric.garcetti@lacity.org; cm.public@lacity.org; 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

The Oaks Homeowners Association, representing approximately 800 homes in the Los Feliz Oaks, opposes the 
Millenium Hollywood Project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) such as it is currently presented. 

While we are not opposed to development in Hollywood, we feel strongly that the additional density which will 
result from the Millenium Project does not have sufficient infrastructure to support it. We are particularly 
concerned by the traffic and gridlock which will result from the additional cars inevitably coming from this 
project and other developments in Hollywood, particularly on Franklin Avenue between Canyon and Argyle, as 
this directly affects us and impedes our ability to enter and exit our neighborhood. We firmly oppose the 
negligible traffic mitigations thus far. 

We would like to thank our Councilman Tom LaBonge for his opposition to the height of this project. We urge 
Councilman Eric Garcetti to oppose the project as it is currently proposed. We fully support the appeal (VTT-
71837-CN-IA). 

Sincerely, 

Caroline Schweich 
Oaks Homeowners Association, President 
Tel: 323.957.2326 

http ://oakshome.org/ 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Laura Cadogan 
Hurd < laura.cadogan@lacity.org > 

Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2013 3:38 PM 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium DA 

Laura Cadogan Hurd has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium DA 

to discuss Millennium DA 
When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 1 Oam - 11 am Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Laura Cadogan Hurd 
Lisa Webber 
Timothy McWilliams 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

mm 
invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321T1700002 
DTEND:20130321T1800002 
DTSTAMP:20130320T2237572 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:btgqk41 hj8d2g4nftd9en1 dg1 c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Laura 
Cadogan Hurd;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:laura.cadogan@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130320T2023342 
DESCRIPTION:to discuss Millennium DA 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130320T2237572 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium DA 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29846 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 4:58 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 4:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 5:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: brian.currey@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; rfreer@oxy.edu 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
brian.currey@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
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rfreer@oxy.edu 
Brian Currey 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM29426 

You are receiving this email at the account brian.currey@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar brian.currey@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.9054//EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTST AMP :20130320T231 020Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
UID:dhd1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

A TTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE; ROLE=REQ-
PARTICl PANT; PARTST A T=ACCEPTED; RSVP=TRUE;C 
N=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672d434 
83532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=DECLINED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Brian Currey;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:brian.currey@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION:Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VIEW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgYnJpYW4uY3VycmV5QGxhY210eS5vc 
mc&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZ2M4Y2Q5NzcONjhjZmFjYzkyNTFiNzQ2MzVI 
ZjNIOWQ2NTMwOT JkOTM&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130320T231020Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29847 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 5:19 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Transp. Improvements 
Transportation Improvements from Millennium Hollywood.docx 

Here is the finalized doc. I found that there may be an issue in terms of the language for bike parking 
(showers/lockers not mentioned) and car share (may be required to offer more spaces than offered in 
Community Benefits). Please see bolded text in the document. 

Have a good evening, 
Emily 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 5:27 PM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci and Sergio, 

I can finish this up first thing Tues morning, as tomorrow is my RDO. I still need to go over Exhibit C from the 
Development Regulations and the Community Benefits Matrix. I only added Envir. Mititagion measures that 
were not in the LADOT letter. Lastly, I want to look up the bicycle parking ordinance, as I believe Millennium 
will need to provide not just long-term and short-term parking, but showers as well. 

Have a good weekend! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emi ly .Dwy er@lacity .org 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
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Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 

EM29848 
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EM29849 

Transportation Improvements for Millennium Hollywood 

DOT Conditions 
As per DOT letter dated August 16, 2012 

Construction Impacts 
• Construction work site traffic control plan to be submitted to DOT for approval before 

construction begins 
o Roadway/sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, 

protective devices, warning signs, and access to abutting properties 

Traffic Mitigation Program 
• Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program submitted to DOT prior to issuance of 

first building permit and final TDM Program required prior to issuance of first certificate of 
occupancy. The Program should include at least the following (black dots correspond to 
TMO discussion below): 

o Transportation Management Coordination Program with on-site transportation 
coordinator 

• Distribution of information to residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit rider services (including bike share and car share) 

• Bicycle, transit, pedestrian friendly environment 
• Transit routing and schedule information 
o Transit pass sales 
o Parking as an option only for all leases and sales 
o Compliance with State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools 
• Rideshare matching services 
• Alternative commute options displayed in central court 
o Preferential parking location for rideshare loading/unloading 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs 
o Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for propose 

residential uses, if constructed 
o Car share amenities (including minimum 5 car share parking spaces) 
o Guaranteed ride home (potentially via shared car program) 
o Self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees 
o Bike and walk to work promotions 
o Financial contribution to City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund 
o Provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub 
o Only to be added if deemed feasible and effective by the applicant: on-demand van, 

shuttle or tram service that connects project to off-site transit stops based on the 
transportation needs of the project's employees, resident, and visitors (see Public 
Benefits section below) 

• Transportation Management Organization (TMO) 
o Provide similar services to the general public and employees of participating 

companies as described in the TDM, but a wider reach (see black dots above for 
TMO strategies). In addition, TMO's incorporate the following strategies: 
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• Matching services for multi-employer carpools 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as underserved by 

transit) 
• Parking management strategies 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit stop 

enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes) 
• Integrated Mobility Hubs 

o Program in Downtown Los Angeles and Hollywood to provide secure bicycle 
parking, shared bicycle fleet, bicycle lockers, and car share fleet as a first-mile last
mile strategy (developer has agreed to provide on-site car share parking space, but 
should also offer the three bicycle incentives) 

o Coordinate with DOT to provide convenient location within or near the project site, 
especially once DOT released their operating plan and assessment plan for the 
Mobility Hubs specifying specific sites, designs, and blueprints 

• Transit Enhancements 
o Sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements 
o Landscaping and shading, particularly along Ivar Street and Argyle Avenue linking to 

the Red Line Station 
• Bike Plan Trust Fund 

o One-time fixed-fee of $250,000 to implement bicycle improvements within the 
Hollywood area by DOT in coordination with DCP and CD 13 

• Intersection Improvement 
o Restripe Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue and US 101 Freeway NIB On-Ramp, as 

approved by Caltrans and DOT 
• Traffic Signal Upgrades 

o Install system loops at 33 intersections specified in Attachment 3 ofLADOT letter 
o Upgrade traffic signal controllers from Type 170 to Type 2070 at 1 1 intersections 

specified in Attachment 3 of LAD OT letter 

Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
• The applicant should check with BOE' s Land Development Group to determine if there are 

any highway dedication, street widening, and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 
o Vine Street now 35' roadway within 50' Right of Way (ROW) 
o Yucca Street (between Ivar Ave and Vine St) now 35' roadway within 45' ROW 
o Yucca Street (between Vine St and Argyle Ave) now 20' roadway within 30' ROW 
o Ivar Avenue now 20' roadway within 30' ROW 
o Argyle Avenue now 20' roadway within 30' ROW 

Implementation ofimprovements and Mitigation Measures 
• Applicant is responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal 

equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements 

• All transportation improvements and traffic signal work must be guaranteed through the B
Permit process unless otherwise noted 

Parking Analysis 
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• Applicant must check wit Department of Building and Safety for Code required parking 
spaces 

Driveway Access 
• Applicant must contact DOT for driveway width and internal circulation requirements in 

order to incorporate appropriate driveway dimensions, access, and circulation scheme 
(subject to DOT Citywide Planning Coordination approval) 

Development Review Fees 
• The applicant must comply with traffic study review, condition clearance, and permit 

issuance fees in compliance with Ordinance 180542 

Note: Improvements listed in the following sections (after the DOT Conditions section) are 
additions to the DOT Conditions. All repeat conditions have been removed. 

Environmental Mitigation Measures (Only Measures that Expand Upon DOT Conditions) 
• Additional TMO service: Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car share programs 
• Additional Transit Enhancements: 

o reconstructing damaged or missing pavement along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and 
Argyle Avenue between the project site and the Hollywood/Vine Red Line Station 

o installing up to 4 transit shelter with benches at stops within a block of the Project 
Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT 

• Additional Bike Plan Trust Fund measure: 
o Improvements must be consistent with City's complete streets and smart growth 

policies, in addition to General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping (curb realignment, signal system modifications, etc.) may be included in 
the funded projects to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation 

• East Side Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential 
parking spaces 

• No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public ROW shall be closed for construction 
unless an alternative route is provided that is no more than 500' greater in length than the 
closed route. 

• Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction 
employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park 
on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be 
no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the 
duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction 
vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any residential street in the immediate 
area. All construction vehicles shall be stores on-site unless returned to the base of 
operations. 
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• In the event of a temporary, partial public street closure, the Project Applicant shall employ 
flagmen during construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

• Minimum 40' reservoir between security gates and property line 
• Parking area and driveway plan submitted to DOT Citywide Planning Coordination Section 

prior to submittal of building permit plans 
• Compliance with recommendations from DOT letter dated August 16, 2012 
• Applicant must pay fee of $197 paid to DOT as per Ordinance 185042 

Development Regulations 
• Provide short-term and long-term bicycle parking spaces as per Ordinance 182386 

o Allows car parking to be swapped for bike parking asa rate of four bike parking 
spaces per automobile space for up to 20% (30% near TODs) of total automobile 
parking for non-residential uses. Residential building are able to swap up to 10% 
(15% if within 1,500 feet of a transit facility) of their car parking 

o Every development requiring 20 or more long-term bicycle parking spaces will also 
need to include at least 100 square feet of bicycle repair and maintenance space for 
residents and employees (See Bicycle Amenities Plan in the Community Benefits 
Below.) 

o Different requirements exist for short-term and long-term bicycle parking spaces by 
land use 

o Showers and clothing lockers required by zoning type 
• Shared parking will be calculated from the Base Demand based on procedure in Shared 

Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005). This may be more than the shared 
parking offered in the Community Benefits below. 

Community Benefits 
• Circulation Shuttle: Added as part of the TDM measures for the DOT Conditions (see section 

above), the applicant was to provide a circulation shuttle. However, the language was not 
binding. As part of the public benefits, the developer shall operate a shuttle service, 
providing "on call" service between the Project and residential areas within a 2 mile radius. 
The Developer shall not be obligated to spend more than $50,000 annually for the operation 
of service, to be secured prior to the final certificate of completion for the First Phase. 

• Bicycle Amenities Plan: As stated in the DOT TDM Measures, the Developer shall provide a 
Self-service bicycle repair area. The public benefits section specifies that the Developer 
maintain a kiosk or tenant space of at least 200 SF for bicycle repair services, in addition to 
the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development Regulations. This amount of 
square footage may not meet the bicycle parking code requirement. Provision of the 
amenities shall commence upon issuance of a final certificate of occupant 

• Linkages to future public transit services: Developer shall prior to the final certificate of 
occupancy: 

o Install directional signage showing pedestrian routes to all public transportation 
access points within a four block radius of the Project 

o Provide $10, 000 to the Department of Transportation for the installation of directional 
signage at the DASH access point nearest the Project 

o Provide $25,000 to metro for directional signage for pedestrian routes between public 
transportation access points and the Project 
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• Parking Tracking Services: The Developer shall contribute $50,000 to the Department of 
Transportation's Express Park program for new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the vicinity of 
the Project prior to the issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase. 

• Vine Street Metro Connection: The Developer shall engage an urban planning and 
architectural firm to study of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood 
Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station prior to the issuance of the final certificate of 
occupancy for the First Phase. 

• Metro passes: The Developer shall provide for the sale of Metro passes to Project residents, 
tenants and their employees and shall purchase at least 25 Metro passes for residents and 
tenants of the Project prior to the issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the First 
Phase. 

• Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters: The DOT Conditions TDM Measures 
include preferential parking location for rideshare loading/unloading, but this is related to 
tenants and occupants. As part of the public benefits, the Developer shall provide 10 "park 
and ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of the Project 
and establish a monitoring program of the park and ride spaces upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase. 

• Shared Vehicle Parking: The DOT Conditions under Integrated Mobility Hubs and TDM 
Measures already require this element, but the language listed at least 5 parking spaces. As 
part of the public benefits, the developer shall maintain 10 parking spaces within non
residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase. This may not meet the calculations outlined in 
the Exhibit C Scope of Development (See above under Development Regulations) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Eric, 

EM29700 

Susan Mullins <s.mullins@nicholscanyon.org > 
Monday, March 25, 2013 9:13 AM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralla.ibarra@lacity.org; Sillins Stacy; Cyd Zeigler; 
Dantzler Amy; Conrad Robert 

Fwd: Millennium Project 

You and I were introduced by Torie Osborne in Vegas when we all gathered there to work for Obama's re
election. Since then I have been watching your own campaign for mayor with great interest. Of concern in the 
mayoral race is what is the vision for Los Angeles that the candidates espouse. 

The Millennium Project is a significant symbol of what kind of Los Angeles you want. And it is of serious 
concern. 

Clearly I am writing you in opposition to the proposed Millennium Project. Several of our Board members 
attended a presentation by the representatives for the developers and came away from it feeling that it is the 
wrong way to create a vital 21st century Hollywood. The answers the Project reps gave to the many questions 
left us feeling the project only serves their agenda and arrogantly ignores the profound issues it creates for 
everyone who live and work in and around Hollywood. It also has a vision of Hollywood that is antithetical to 
what makes Hollywood distinctive and special to Angelenos and tourists alike. 

We know that you support this mega-sized skyscraper project. We also know that your colleague, Tom 
LaBonge, objects to the height of the towers--now proposed at 3xs the historic height that other new high-rise 
projects have honored. Even his proposed compromise places it beyond that scale and would completely dwarf 
and shadow the iconic Capitol Records building. The developers made it clear that they will not cut back on the 
square footage space and threaten that they will take away the open spaces if they have to cut down the height 
of the buildings. They also toss off the concern that they are providing parking for only 1.5 spaces/apartment 
and none for office workers and visitors, much less the 5000+ construction people they estimated will come 
every day to build the complex. They arrogantly told us they are demanding the variances for these things and 
essentially held an "our-way-or-the-highway" attitude. They likewise toss off the traffic problems at the major 
intersections where they can't mitigate the problems. 

Eric, our neighbors are very concerned and unhappy. The already over-stretched demands on infrastructure, 
police and fire, road maintenance, and the overall quality of life in Hollywood are going to be permanently 
compromised by the Millennium Project. We urge you to vote "no" on on this project as currently 
conceived. Likewise, we urge you to vote "no" on a compromise to the height that does not retain open space, 
and include more parking. 

We will be there on Thursday representing our Nichols community. Look forward to seeing you. 

Best regards, 
Susan 

Susan Mullins - President 
Upper Nichols Canyon Neighborhood Assn. 
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s.mullins@nicholscanyon.org 
www. n icholscanyon . org 
323.251.6769 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29428 

Save Hollywood! <signon@signon.org > 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 5:38 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: 403 signers: Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project petition 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I started a petition to you on SignOn.org titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, the 
petition has 403 total signers. 

You can email all petition signers by clicking here: http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom
l 9225-20130403-asql\1NIE 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and out-of-character with the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan 
and will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of 
Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. We request that prior to the City Planning 
Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation 
of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning 
variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding 
Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment 
Agency guidelines. " 

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=783376&target type=custom&target id=l9225 

Thank you. 

--Save Hollywood! 

If you have any other questions, please email signon@signon.org. 

The links to download the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your constituents will remain available for 
the next 14 days. 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have 
signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Stacy, 

EM29429 

Maria Civilini <maria.civilini@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 20, 2013 5:45 PM 
Stacy Munoz 
March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 

Rogelio Navar should be added to the March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting at 4pm. Thanks! 

Best, 

Maria 

Maria Chiara Civilini 
Associate Counsel to the Mayor 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 303 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 922-9742 
maria. civilini@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To Whom It May Concern 

EM29702 

Randy Sommer <randy.sommer@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 9:37 AM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Millennium Project 

As a resident of the far west side of The Oaks in Los Feliz, I wish to express my deep concern with the overall scale of the 
proposed Millennium Project. 
While I am not against the concept, I am astonished, like many other people, at the ridiculous scale of the buildings and 
the parking problems that will surely take place. 
That area is already a driving nightmare and this project invites only more auto traffic instead of a sufficient number of 
mass transit alternatives. 
Visually it will be so out of scale with the surrounding urban scape that it clearly falls into the category of preposterous. 
It seems no one has a master plan for the explosive build up of Hollywood in general, both in terms of greatly increasing 
unbearable traffic congestion and with very little regard for the ultimate aesthetic appearance of Hollywood. 
Please listen to many concerned tax paying citizens and have this monstrous behemoth of a project scaled back 
considerably to maintain a quality of life in Hollywood for citizens and visitors alike. 
Sincerely, 
Randy Sommer 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29854 

Richard Shattuck < richard_shattuck@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:25 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Protect AM DA 

My name is Rick Shattuck I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed 

Thank you! 

Rick Shattuck 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear city.org, 

EM29430 

Lisa Davidson < lisaxdavidson@verizon.net > 

Wednesday, March 20, 2013 7:34 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

It would be a real horror if the 150-foot height limit were exceeded. It is there for a very good reason -- to keep 
Hollywood livable and normal. If these people want to build monstrously huge skyscrapers, I suppose they could do it 
downtown, but please tell them not to do it here. 

Thank you for your time, 

Lisa Davidson 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29855 

Pamela Forbes < pamela_forbes@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:28 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewaitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Hollywood Millennium Project 

My name is Pamela Forbes.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningfzd mitigations to protect 
AMDA. l7w impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you for your time and consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Forbes 

RL0027408 



From: 
Sent: 

EM29703 

Barry Weiss < barryweissla@gmail.com > 
Monday, March 25, 2013 9:54 AM 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Tom.labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project (VTT-71837-CN-lA): 

I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA); 

I oppose: 
-the Mellennium Hollywood Project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
-the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
- and certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR). 

Furthermore, I oppose: 

-unlimited height for the buildings 
-the negligible traffic mitigations 
-the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside of the 
"Transit Corridor"). 

I ask you to support me in the above! 

With warmest regards, 

Barry Weiss 
818-257-3181 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Attention Hollywood City Officials: 

EM29856 

Cynthia Maj <CMoj@amda.edu > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:33 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Protect AMDA I Millenium Project 

Hello, my name is Cynthia Moj. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. 
The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given 
its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 
Thank you, 

Cynthia Maj 
Director of Education Services 
AM DA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca Street, Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Ph:323.603.5900 Fx: 323.469.3350 
www.amda. edu 

This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by 
reply email immediately. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29431 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 7:21 AM 
Lisa Webber 
Fwd: March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 

I received this email to add Rogelio Navar to this meeting .... are you ok with that? Please advise .. thx .. stacy 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Maria Civilini <maria.civilini@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 5:44 PM 
Subject: March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 
To: Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 

Hi Stacy, 

Rogelio Navar should be added to the March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting at 4pm. Thanks! 

Best, 

Maria 

Maria Chiara Civilini 
Associate Counsel to the Mayor 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 303 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 922-9742 
maria. civilini@lacity.org 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29857 

Jennifer Hoffman <jennifer_hoffman@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:39 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

AMDA Concerns: Stop the Millennium Project 

My name is Jenny Hoffman. I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and will continue to be for the next two years. I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium 
provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
effects could not only inhibit our learning, but may also be a health hazard. We are all striving to become 
well rounded performers, a dream most of us have had since childhood. I would hate for any of us to be 
negatively affected by this project. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. Thank you. 

Jenny Hoffman 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29704 

Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 10:05 AM 
CPC@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 
image005.jpg; image006.jpg 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
CPC-2013-103-DA 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D 

Hello James, 

I have had requests for an interpreter from several Spanish-speaking stakeholders attending the Millennium 

hearing on 3/28/13. Can you provide? 

Warm regards, 

Laurie 

~IJ Goldman Organization 
Laurie Goldman, President 
8391 Beverly Blvd., Suite 327 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 
{T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 
{F) 310 274.8627 
{E) laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

Friends of the Hollywood Central Park 
Laurie L. Goldman, President 
1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 
Hollywood, CA 90028 
(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 
(F) 310.274.8627 
(E) laurie.goldman@hfcp.org or laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 
http ://hollywoodcentralpark.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29228 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 8:56 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Srimal Hewawitharana; James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Re: millennium FEIR 
millennium appeals march 18 2012.docx 

Good morning, Mr. Willams --

Attached is a copy of my appeal regarding the Millennium Project. I was ill yesterday and found the appeal in 
my "draft" inbox this morning. I hope this will suffice. I am ccing this to two of the other people in the 
Department most familiar with the project in case you happen to be away. I will submit paper copies today. 

thank you, 

laurie becklund 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the flu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

RL0027414 
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No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 
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Thank you, 
Luci 

EM29230 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29231 
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Master Appeal Form 
Millennium Project 

Tract Map No. 71837-CN, CEQA No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094) 
1720-1770 N. Vine Street, 1745-1753 N. Vine Street, 1733-1741 Argyle Ave, 

6236, 6270 & 6334 W. Yucca 

Laurie Becklund, a 28-year Hollywood resident, herewith appeals the February 19, 
2013 hearing officer's approval of the following items which were the topic of the 
February 19,2013 meeting: 

Case Nos: VTT-71837; CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CUZV-HD; CPC-2013-
and CEQA No.: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

General reasons for the appeal: 

01013-DA; 

The Development Agreement, as proposed for this Project, allows for massive size, bulk, and 
height out of proportion to surrounding structures both historic and contemporary. The 
agreement is unreasonably long, giving the developers an unprecedented 22-year contract 
to build shifting "mixed used" projects of its own determination without additional 
environmental impact studies or additional studies whose need may arise due to any 
number of changes in population, policies, climate, technologies, or socioeconomic trends. 

The City has been notified by both CalTrans and the AQMD that its studies are insufficient 
and in violation of CEQA. The City Planning Department also recommends approval of 
unprecedented entitlements that are a drastic departure from its own Hollywood 
Commmunity Plan that was updated merely months ago. 

I am a resident of the Hollywood Dell, a mixed single-family and apartment neighborhood 
located about a mile north of the proposed Millennium Project. I oppose all the proposed 
entitlements recently approved by Planning Department staff and hearing officer. Because 
the Hollywood Dell Civic Assn. has already filed appeals to which I have contributed, I am 
not repeating all of its claims in this appeal. Please consider this statement in support of 
petitions by others, including the HDCA, other neighborhood groups, AMOA, and other 
petitioners that have raised similar objections to this project in its current form. I have 
omitted key points simply because I know they are raised elsewhere. My recommended 
mitigations, in most cases, are at the end. 

My objections in general are based on the unlawful lack of specificity of the project; the 
unprecedented 22-year length of its proposed entitlements; the utterly incongruous height 
and density of skyscrapers that are technically in a "transition" zone; and the failure of the 
City to represent the best interests of its constituents by conducting accurate, legal, 
comprehensive and authoritative studies of the impacts of the proposed project our daily 
lives, our health, and our futures. 

The Hollywood Community Plan was approved less than a year ago. Milllennium Partners, 
as Planning Department records show, was in active communication with City Planners 
before and during that time. If a Community Plan is to mean anything, 
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it should at least mean that no variances or entitlements should be allowed for a mega
project that so dramatically alters the scale and density of historic Hollywood Blvd and Vine 
Street. 

This EIR represents a drastic departure from standard developer agreements, having been 
approved and expedited by the Planning Department as a mere concept, rather than as an 
architectural plan or design. Virtually the only certainty about this project is that it will be 
massive, ensuring upheaval at the center of Hollywood for an entire generation. So unclear 
are the parameters of this project that affected parties cannot adequately identify or defend 
their own interests. 

The City-approved FEIR is filled with internal conflicts and unlawful "conclusory" 
statements. It lacks the critical cumulative analysis of the impacts of this and 57 other 
projects identified by the City for approval or proposed for approval that give context to a 
project defined by the City as a regional effort to control urban sprawl and wean residents 
from their cars. 

Impacts that are typically measurable with smaller projects are impossible to quantify here. 
For example: noise, luminosity, and esthetic impacts cannot be described - let alone studied 
- because there is no design. (The City itself said it could not respond to A QM D's request to 
place air intake filters atop the towers because it was "too speculative" given that no one 
knows what these self-described future "iconic" towers will look like.) No noise study has 
been done, partly because the City simply concludes that "it is logical to believe" that sound 
decreases in direct proportion to distance from its source. (A telephone call to the 
Hollywood Bowl about complaints to echoing sounds a mile away will dispel that 
assumption.) 

The DEIR talks about an observation "deck," singular. The FEIR talks about observation 
"decks," plural. Where? Facing the hills? With bands? With outdoor bars? With a dozen 
colored searchlights around it projecting into the sky, as Millennium's artwork shows? How 
"walkable" will the "Walk of Fame" be after curb cuts are made to allow 1,000 cars a day 
into the site? Are we really going to get that miniature "urban forest" at ground level? Or, 
will there be a plaza for tourist buses with that small cafe? Then there's the "interactive 
jukebox" Millennium mentions on its new Web site. Will those of us who have no public 
transit alternatives because there is none into the hills be able to park there, as a 
Millennium spokesman once assured a committee of neighborhood residents meeting with 
developers, or will parking be so "expensive," as the final EIR says, as to be unaffordable? 
How will we know? When will the design be final? Apparently not until after it is approved. 

The price of the proffered market certainty for Millennium Partners - two multi-billion
dollar companies new to Hollywood - will come, unfairly, at the expense of uncertainty for 
us who life here now. 

Construction 

Allowing a single developer 22 years to develop, flip, or build almost any "mixed use" it 
chooses is unconscionably poor policy. How are entrepreneurs on Yucca, who have truly 
helped grow a small urban village, supposed to stay in business when the City has 
unilaterally decided to remove all parking spaces and stage construction trucks, up to 18 
wheelers, on the street in front of their doors for an unknown period that is somewhere 
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between 3 and 22 years? How are parents supposed to plan schools for their children? How 
are schools supposed to plan for their children, let alone for two new schools that may - or 
may not - be needed. 

Under "Temporary Road Closures" of the EIR, the City announces closures from 6 am until 6 
pm of virtually every street around Hollywood and Vine. Haul routes will take eighteen
wheel trucks onto already jammed freeway onramps. Yet, the City declares that "Due to the 
temporary and intermittent basis of any lane closures, and the fact the lane closures would 
not completely block all traffic lanes in any direction on the roadway network immediately 
surrounding the Project Site, construction traffic impacts would be considered less than 
significant." 

Saying that construction traffic impact would be "less than significant" is simply not 
credible. The two closest onramps are now subject to unsafe queing back onto city streets, 
including up Argyle and Vine up to Primrose. 

Under "Temporary Road Closures" of the EIR, the City announces closures from 6 am until 6 
pm of virtually every street around Hollywood and Vine. Haul routes will take eighteen
wheel trucks onto already jammed freeway onramps. Yet, the City declares that "Due to the 
temporary and intermittent basis of any lane closures, and the fact the lane closures would 
not completely block all traffic lanes in any direction on the roadway network immediately 
surrounding the Project Site, construction traffic impacts would be considered less than 
significant." 

Traffic 

The City's traffic study is outdated, limited largely to commercial zones, and has been 
declared illegal under CEQA by CalTrans, and inadequate by AQMD for determining air 
quality. The methodology, curiously, has been criticized on the Web site Crain & Associates, 
the Developer's traffic consultant. 

The traffic study is not only about traffic. It is about health, safety, time, and quality oflife. 
The study veered off course when the Developer drew a tight circle around the project, 
stopping at the 101 freeway little more than a block away, and declared it would impact no 
single-family residence because none was located at the perimeter of the project and 
therefore no further studies were needed. This sort of "conclusory" statement without 
substantiation are sprinkled through the hundreds of pages of complex and changing EIRs. 

The project traffic study conducted by Crain, Table 5, says 19,486 average daily vehicle trips 
will be generated. The study relies as freeway reference data a 2010 figure on a CalTrans 
Web site and decided, against all warnings by CalTrans, that no freeway ramps were 
impacted, and therefore no additional studies were needed. 

The City uses controversial, unproven modeling formulae that gives the Developer credits 
on the assumption people will combine trips, ride bicycles, or take public transit instead of 
using cars. But, no evidence is provided as to how this all-important shift will happen and 
how long it will take. By the time the arithmetic is done, the study concludes that there will 
be a "less than significant impact" on the 101 Freeway. And, in another conclusionary 
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statement, the FEIR adds that the net gain and net loss of trips due, apparently to 
commuters abandoning cars for bicycles or public transit, will balance each other out. 

CalTrans has filed at least three warnings to the City that its study of the traffic impact 
yields is outmoded, inaccurate, and "not based on any credible analysis." Instead of studying 
the impact of traffic within five miles - a conservative measure given the City's claim 
designation of Hollywood and Vine as a "regional shopping center," the Developer simply 
drew manually a circle around its land and stopped at the freeway a block away. 

Caltrans also warned the City that it is required to identify impact by "phases." The City 
responded that it didn't need to because the project wasn't being built in "phases." Yet, 
scattered through the EIRS and its multitudinous appendices are several charts identifying 
several construction and operational "phases." 

The City has required no traffic study at all during Hollywood's busiest season: summer, 
when 18,000 people go to the Hollywood Bowl, and more thousands go to Pantages, a 
movie, or the 145 bars already in Hollywood, and Hollywood & Highland. No studies are 
done at all of the throngs of bar-goers who often spill out into the street. 

In a particularly consequential omission, CalTrans and others point out, the City has failed 
to conduct studies showing the cumulative impact of this and 57 other projects on 
thousands of hillside residents workers, schoolchildren, and city-licensed small business 
owners who rely on Vine, Argyle, Franklin, and the 101 Freeway. The City allows the 
developer a 30% reduction credits for pass-by trips, a formula that is backed up by no 
substantiation. 

Also missing is a coherent story as to how this TOD project will roll itself out. How long will 
it be before residents will see an increase in quality of life, or air, after this project is 
approve. What standards will be used to judge its success? 

The argument for encouraging increased density around subway stops and bus lines is that 
this density will incent people to take public transit instead of automobiles. Yet, the 
Millennium EIR states that this Project will have no significant impact on public transit that 
includes a Metro stop just steps away at Hollywood and Vine. Raw data also appears to be 
inconsistent, as well as inaccurate. Metro cars are often full at rush hour through 
Hollywood, yet, the EIR indicates transit in the area is operating at only 18% capacity. 

The City can't have it both ways: either this project will rejuvenate the whole core of 
Hollywood and Hollywood Blvd - in which case the EIR fails to study the true impact of this 
project - or it won't - in which case the Developer is making false promises the City has 
failed to consider. 

An original MOU signed by the City planned to close this intersection entirely to south- and 
eastbound traffic from the Hollywood Dell neighborhood. That oversight has now been 
corrected, but the FEIR simply declares that a new "restriping" plan will solve the problem 
at this intersection - as long as CalTrans agrees to its plan for that onramp. This 
intersection, at Franklin and Argyle, is the principal access point for our entire 
neighborhood of 1,500 families. This plan is insufficient to handle hand existing traffic. I 
happen to disagree with my homeowners' organization on mitigations for this situation. For 
me, a much larger study will be required to address this and other nearby intersections. 
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Freeways 

It is incomprehensible to me that a planning department in Los Angeles would approve any 
project double the space of the Convention Center would have "no significant impact" on the 
Hollywood Freeway less than two blocks away. It is even stranger that the City claims, 
without any study outside its discredited model that all 58 identified Hollywood projects 
combined would cause no significant freeway impact. 

The Hollywood Freeway, already one of the most congested in the nation, is itself slated to 
undergo a billion-dollar renovation in the Cahuenga Pass as part of the NBC/Universal 
project. Just to the south, a large "Cap Park" is being studied that reach over the 101 around 
Santa Monica Blvd. Between these two massive projects are the public's access to 
Hollywood: Sunset, Hollywood, Gower, Vine, Cahuenga, and Highland. Running just under 
this core is the Hollywood Chokehold, the unplanned remnants of streets and lanes that 
were jury-rigged together when the Freeway was built 60 years ago and never changed. 

In approving this project, the City has simply agreed to write off these critical intersections 
as permanently and unmitigatably gridlocked. This makes no sense. Refusing to address 
what the City describes as "unmitigatable" Green House Gases and other air quality impacts, 
carry widespread, serious health risks. They also put at least one thriving neighborhood, 
the Hollywood Dell, at risk And, it writes off possible ways to buttress smart growth at 
Hollywood's core. 

For me, the good news - or the potential good news - is that there may never be a better 
team in place to finally address one of the Southern California's biggest transit challenges. 
Phil Aarons, who spearheads this project for Millennium Partners, also chairs the CAP Park 
foundation. CalTrans, which has declared the Millennium EIR illegal under state law, is 
already partnering with NBC/Universal, which is paying $100 million to help underwrite 
Cahuenga Pass improvements. And CalTrans is demanding - under threat oflawsuit - what 
is only sensible: that the City conduct a valid study of the traffic impact on the 101. The City 
should 

The City needs a smart growth model that works. Millennium Partners describes itself as 
one of the premier developers of public-private partnerships - and it is motivated by the 
fact that its own project abuts it. Instead oflobbying Sacramento to remove CEQA 
protections, Millennium and the City should collaborate with CalTrans and all stakeholders 
to consider this area, which is bordered roughly by Wilcox and Gower on the West and East, 
and Primrose and Yucca on the North and South- even if funds aren't currently available to 
fund changes. The Mayor's new transit cabinet specifically says that in order to break down 
planning "silos" requires "inter-jurisdictional coordination with neighboring cities and 
regional agencies to address access and planning issues." 

If the City truly wants to reinvigorate Hollywood and offer multi-modal transit options that 
would work for the majority of people who cannot ride bicycles or reach Hollywood by 
public transit, it could create a functional - and possibly beautiful - esplanade or gateway to 
Hollywood from the North that might both streamline movement through this area while 
finding room for "mobility hubs" that offer true-multimodal options, including taxis, buses, 
shuttles to the Bowl and Hollywood core, bicycles, shared vehicles, and the sort of 
atmosphere where spontaneous ride-shares might occur. 
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Unless such planning is done, I am virtually certain, as a Hollywood resident of 28 years, 
that the City's best intentions for transit-oriented development in Hollywood will backfire. 

Emergency Services 

The FEIR lacks clear and updated impact statements from the Fire and Police departments, 
whose most recent statements date from 2011 and lack detail and clarity. 

LAFD has not updated its problematic response times. What will happen in case of periodic 
brush fires or earthquakes? What happens if such events take place on summer nights, 
when Hollywood Blvd is crowded, and the Hollywood Bowl is full? 

The EIR claims adequate response time is "assured" for residents of its new luxury towers 
and offices, but the City doesn't address the impact on shared critical emergency services 
with Hollywood's 190,000 existing residents. 

How will this project - and 57 others - impact emergency response to us who call 
Hollywood home? What happens in case of, say, earthquake? What evacuation routes are 
planned during brush fires and earthquake? For this reason alone, the Project should be 
tabled until accurate studies are completed, detailed and a new FEIR circulated. 

The City declares, in yet another conclusory statement, that firefighters will get through 
clogged streets because of their driving "experience" and their right to drive on the wrong 
side of the road. 

The report on police staffing is even less convincing. By allowing the Developer to claim that 
these twin towers, comprising a project that includes multiple bars, public and private 
decks, and a constant flow of traffic, will require the equivalent of one new police officer, the 
City loses credibility and virtually guarantees existing residents of the lack of adequate 
emergency services we need to save lives. 

Construction: 

If approved, this project will require construction trucks - up to hundreds of week - for an 
estimated 38 months to build only part of this project. Somehow, the City has determined 
that project will cause no inconvenience to local residents, commuters, or businesses: 

"Due to the temporary and intermittent basis of any lane closures and the fact that lane 
closures would not completely block all traffic lanes in any direction on the roadway 
network immediately surrounding the Project Site, construction traffic impacts would be 
considered less than significant," the EIR declares. 

A "flagman," the City declares, will "keep traffic moving" around construction sites. 
Moreover: 

"If the Project and the Related Projects were to be built concurrently, impacts would be less 
than significant, given that these activities would be subject to construction mitigations and 
the City's standard conditions during the daytime hours," the City declares. 
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No one who lives or commutes in Los Angeles would find these statements credible. 
Traffic jams happen because of a lane closure. Traffic slows down when a flagman stops 
traffic to allow a truck to leave a construction site. (An aside, but if the City can keep traffic 
flowing through construction zones lined trucks, bicycles, cars, pedestrians, and buses, what 
about helping us out elsewhere?) 

Air traffic 

The City, in its original scoping document, failed to check that this Project could have an 
impact on traffic patterns. Helicopters, particularly over Hollywood, have been a growing 
problem for residents - Rep. Adam Schiff has in fact recently introduced legislation limit 
flights over Southern California hillsides. It is understood that emergencies require a 
helicopter pad atop a tower. But, it is important that the City include language into any 
developer agreement limiting its use exclusively for emergency purposes. The City should 
also insist that the Project develop a distinctive design that avoids tall, flat rooftops, as 
former Councilman Mike Woo has repeatedly requested, and design the buildings - like new 
towers planned downtown - in ways that disguise the utilitarian landing pad. 

Wildlife 

The scoping report also says no study is needed of wildlife, and therefore none has been 
done. But, once accurate traffic studies - and consequently accurate air quality studies have 
been done, this oversight should be amended. The Santa Monica Mountain Conservacy and 
Mulholland Dam areas are filled with wildlife. Still. Once updated air quality studies are 
done, please determine impact vegetation and animals of the Millennium Project through 
2035. 

Signage 

The City has failed to remove blighted and clearly illegal signs and billboards from 
Hollywood while allowing ever-higher billboards that are now virtually blocking each other. 
The EIR fails to address signage on the proposed project, as the developer says it is not 
seeking such signs (for now). The developer says it adhere to future laws governing signage. 
But, corporations as large as these help write laws, and the Hollywood Community Plan 
explicitly allows the City to subcontract monitoring and safety measures to outside 
consultants. Future technology, especially when it comes to illumination, will allow these 
towers to advertise, night after night, with videos if it chooses, to residents all around. For 
that reason, lighted signage must be prohibited under the original developer agreement. 
Period. 

Privacy 

No attention has been given to privacy issues raised by this project. The most recent 
drawings Millennium has released show two towers so high that penthouses will be able to 
look down on the Mulholland Dam, and the vast majority of its 50 or 60 stories will have 
windows that will stare straight into homes in the hillsides and into condos or apartments 
along Hollywood Boulevard. What protections are there for residents? 

Hillside and residential areas: 
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Perhaps the single most shocking statement in the City's DEIR to me was the declaration 
that no single family residence is adjacent to the Millennium Project and therefore none will 
be effected; and another therefore: no further studies are needed to determine if 
mitigations are required. This statement, another of those that calls the City's credibility 
into question, by itself is enough to invalidate all environmental impact statements. It leaves 
out of the equation virtually every resident of Hollywood, together with their health, their 
commuting needs, the hours they need to get to work- even the number of hours their 
gardens will be plunged into shade by the proposed 500-600-foot towers. 

The City has received dozens - perhaps hundreds - ofletters from residents and numerous 
organizations with information about landmarks, traffic ramps, and infrastructure concerns. 
But, instead of recognizing such observations as eyewitness accounts that would be legal in 
any courtroom, the City Planning Department is systematically dismissing such letters 
without response, choosing in this one case to quote a CEQA technicality of form, saying no 
reply is required. 

Hillside residents increasingly feel disenfranchised by their experiences with the Hollywood 
Community Plan and the Millennium and other projects. Although we were included in the 
geographical area, no studies ensued of the walkability of our streets, the ques backing up 
into our streets from freeway onramps, the availability of parks, or any of the other studies 
done in the business district. 

No public transit options exist at all for hillside residents, and no alternatives - or even 
research into alternatives - are even mentioned. This means there is no plan to look at the 
needs of thousands of residents who, say, live and work near Franklin Village or north of 
Franklin in communities from Los Feliz to Sunset Strip. And, there is no obvious way for the 
elderly or handicapped to reach Hollywood Blvd without a car in the future, the City may 
find itself in violation of federal law that prohibits discrimination against the handicapped 
or elderly. Although the Mayor's new TOD cabinet stresses "equity" of access to all, such 
residents will be unfairly and disproportionately penalized by the nearly 200 "tactics" being 
considered by the City to promote public transit use. In recommending approval of this 
Project, the City may find itself in violation of federal laws prohibiting discrimination 
against the elderly and handicapped, as well as the City's own policy that requires "equity of 
access" to public spaces for all residents, regardless of age or disability. 

The implementation of these "automobile amenity deprivations" in Hollywood's core, 
hillside (and many other) likely means that existing residents may find it difficult to even 
reach the newly "reinvigorated" Hollywood we have long anticipated. The Millennium 
towers will take about 500 parking spaces out of public use, and build about 500 new ones 
on its property for the use of its customers and tenants. Because the City has apparently 
decided to limit the number of parking places in new developments to induce people to use 
public transit, developers will save an about $35,000 per underground parking spot, and 
parking spaces at at the Millennium Project will be "unaffordable" to most residents. 
Tenants, however, will be allowed parking spaces even though they are located a block from 
the Metro and numerous bus lines. 

Equity of access and quality of life 

The Hollywood Community Plan speaks of thousands of "sensitive responders" to noise and 
air quality in the Project vicinity. But, none could be found recognized in the FEIR. 
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Consequently, there appears to be no effort to enable the handicapped, the elderly, and the 
very young to share in a "newly reinvigorated" Hollywood - or even reach it without public 
transit. Several large senior citizen homes, including Castle Argyle, are among the "sensitive 
receptors" in the area. Have they been informed of potential health problems caused by air 
pollution described, in part, as "unmitigatable?" For too many people, the "multimodal" 
transportation is limited to walking and/or bicycles, which are of no use. 

The EIR is additionally flawed in that it suggests that the project will increase public transit 
use, and yet never says why or how. This implies that some people will leave cars behind, 
but who are these people, exactly? Are residents expected to abandon their homes for so
called "trophy apartments?" If not, what will it cost people in terms of "congestion pricing" 
or time delays to simply continue living in their homes? And, why are existing residents 
expected to pay out of pocket? 

The entire argument of both the City and the Developer for encouraging increased density 
around subway stops and bus lines is that this density will incent people to take public 
transit instead of automobiles. Yet, the City asserts this Project "will have no impact" on 
public transit. Wasn't that the whole point of allowing such density in the first place? 

Additional Mitigations: 

Please answer questions raised above, and those listed below. 

The City must overhaul its current traffic study, or better still, work with independent 
experts who will meet state laws,study local streets, and explore (and double-check) City 
theories to ensure that this first giant step into transit-oriented density are likely to work 
Does the City really want to expose its constituents known health risks by refusing to get a 
second opinion? 

Because of the impact on health, the City should work with an agency like that at Keck 
Hospital, whose ongoing studies have demonstrated increased underweight babies, asthma 
and breathing problems, and increased heart problems within 500 to 1,000 feet of freeways. 

To make smart growth possible, community cooperation is mandatory, and virtually every 
neighborhood organization that has learned about this project now opposes it. Municipal 
mistakes have led to unnecessary lawsuits, and more suits are brewing that will cost 
taxpayers to defend. I ask the City to take a breath, correct its studies, and recirculate the 
EIR. 

CEQA may require some "streamlining," but the City should adhere to two important points 
embodied in recently proposed state legislation: first, require an independent traffic study 
that avoids reports which, like this one, are written and directed by developers whose 
priority is profit; second, limit this and all EIRS to seven years - it is virtually impossible to 
accurately predict technology and population shifts a generation in advance. 

The City should, as of today, stop approving liquor licenses in Hollywood - a move 
welcomed by both residents and the Chamber of Commerce. More bars (and bars that 
masquerade as restaurants) assure huge profits for owners, but are magnets for crime and 
add relatively few jobs. Refuse to issue permits for multiple new bars at the Old Taft 
building. 
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If Hollywood is to become an "urban village," there need to be children's menus and 
bakeries. 

The City should heed TOD-based warnings against centering major public gathering places 
on private property. It should not, for example, consider moving Hollywood's 
internationally known Farmer's Market away from public streets and into a Millennium 
plaza, as one photo suggests. 

Public Input 

Follow sequencing requirements. Conduct the long-proposed nexus study that will calculate 
those fees before allowing green-lighting any new projects or issuing any building permits. 
As the TCC points out, many opportunities may have been lost for the City to collect 
transportation mitigation fees. Then. authorize new projects that produce revenue. 

Recirculate an FEIR once remedial work has been done. Notify neighborhood organizations 
and residents. Ask council members to use their electronic newsletters to inform 
constituents of future hearings. Use its mailing lists oflicensed small businesses to reach 
home offices. 

The City routinely refuses to respond to thoughtful letters from residents and organizations 
about traffic patterns, freeway onramp ques, and other information problem areas. Instead 
of recognizing such letters as eyewitness accounts that would be legal in any courtroom, the 
City Planning dispatches citizen input by saying it isn't required to supply an answer under 
CEQA formats. 

Because the City mailed notices about this Project only to addresses within less than 500 
feet of the perimeter of the project, thousands of residents, commuters, parents, employees, 
business owners, sensitive receptors, and others whose daily lives will likely be impacted by 
both the construction phase and the operational phase, were never notified about this 
project or the cumulative impact of 58 new projects in Hollywood. Many are still unaware. 
But, as awareness grows, so does opposition. 

Once completed, the new EIR should include information about all new Tod-based policies 
redrafted. Use electronic means to notify all neighborhood councils. Ask Council members 
to use their own email lists to notify constituents about upcoming hearings. Hold hearings 
that allow citizens to ask questions and get answers. 

Sequencing 

The Mayor has frequently described his transportation program of directing new growth 
around public transit stations as "elegant density" that is based on "smart growth" 
principles, Transit-Oriented Development or TOD. In Los Angeles, far-flung suburbs and 
freeway gridlock lead both public officials and thoughtful citizens to the conclusion that it is 
wise to encourage residents to abandon their cars, take public transit or bicycles, and "live, 
work, and play" in mixed used communities near public transportation. 

However, transportation experts point out that metropolitan planning agencies, including in 
California, tend to see TOD as a way of increasing their tax base rather than as regional 

10 

RL0027427 



EM29242 

strategies. City planning models also tend to underestimate complexities, ranging from 
changes in fashion and technology to shifts in the job market can't be predicted longterm. 

"The very common TOD-rail paradigm that is considered a front-edge planning practice in 
alignment with Smart Growth principles is essentially a high-stakes gamble that in the long 
run, government investment, incentives, and rules will cause the density of population, 
employment, and service offerings to increase around a network of transit stations," 
concludes a study called "A New Planning Template for Transit-Oriented Development" by 
San Jose's Mineta Transportation Institute, established by Congress to study "multimodal 
surface transportation" issues. 

The report warns that TOD, while theorietically "elegant" and "even if very well done -- may 
not be able to change the travel behavior of enough people in a region to make any 
difference in the environmental quality that people care about." 

The Planning Department has said it is expediting this project in the name of "efficiency" 
despite repeated requests from constituents to extend comment periods to grapple with the 
complex, confusing, and constantly changing plans and appendices. Opposition grows daily 
as more people learn about it. AQMD and CalTrans have informed the City that its analyses 
are in violation of state law and risk the health and safety of residents. 

Given these consequences, why is the City promoting this project now? 

A "nexus study" supported that establishes the nexus between trips generated by new 
development and the public costs of attendant transportation upgrades has not yet been 
done, and the City has already lost many opportunities to assess transportation impact fees. 

The Hollywood Community Plan refers to "thousands of sensitive receptor" in the 
Hollywood area. Yet, direct conflict with the recently updated Hollywood Community Plan 
recognizes "thousands of sensitive receptors" in this area. 

Ongoing studies conducted by Keck Hospital - show that children living within 500 feet of a 
freeway have increased likelihood of asthma and missed school days. These studies, 
conducted over several years, also show increased incidents of heart ischemia within 1,000 
feet of freeways, and an increased number oflow birthweight babies. 

The FEIR indicates that two new schools will need to be built to accommodate residents of 
this future development. Where are these schools to be built? What will be the cost of this 
one project for schools - a budget developed by LAUSD and stakeholder committees that 
outlines the real costs of such schools, not just in construction, but in LAUSD planning, 
staffing, busing, program development, and additional traffic on area streets. What will be 
the impact of these new schools on existing schools, and what is the cost of any adjustments 
to their programs? A simple fee paid by a developer is inappropriate. 

Developer claims its towers will form the new icon for Hollywood. But, one has only to look 
at Millennium's other hotels to see that this project is not being designed as Hollywood icon, 
but as another in a string of highly profitable Millennium properties identifiable by their 
enormous height, huge fitness centers and high-end residences and hotels. 

Loopholes 
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The environmental impact reports contains numerous loopholes. This proposal should not 
be approved until there is an agreement with the developer build anything like its drawings. 
Red herring decision. Indeed, neighborhood councils and other community organizations 
have not had the benefit of even the few weeks offered us to study the plans because the 
plans constantly change. 

Transit Principals 

The Millennium Project, if approved, will be in conflict with at least three of the four core 
"Values" the City itself published in October, 2012, "Developing and Implementing the City 
of Los Angeles ' Transit Corridors Strategy." Those values are: 

• _Environment: Foster a safe, healthy, and environmentally sustainable region. 
•_Equity: Foster equal access to opportunity and equitable treatment for all. 
•_Engagement: Foster social interaction and community vitality. 
•_Economy: Foster an economically prosperous and resilient region. 

By refusing to collaborate with CalTrans and other outside agencies, the City fails to 
seriously consider the impacts on the "region" at all. This is especially risky given that the 
most recent census figures that show that fewer the 1 % of people take bicycles to work, and 
90% commute in cars; and that the FEIR concludes that this project will have "no significant 
impact" on public transit. 

And, because the Developer has changed its mind - and will be given unprecedented ability 
to continue to change its mind - about what it will build and where, Developer is permitted 
to throw out design standards recommended in the Hollywood Community Plan that 
"walkable" streets should include ground-level retail, not above-ground parking garages 
shown in some recent Millennium drawings. How is likely "pedestrian-friendly" will 
Hollywood's Walk of Fame be with double lanes of curb cuts providing access for the 
Developers' customers, residents, and tour buses. 

The burden is not - or should not - be on people who have lived and worked in Hollywood 
for years to prove this development is inappropriate. The burden is on the developer to 
prove it will not harm our health or quality oflife - and on the City to advocate on behalf of 
its constituents by keeping an arm's length relationship with the developer. 

The City will violate the first value by failing to protect the health of thousands of residents, 
employees, tourists, students, and many sensitive receptors over the next two decades or 
more. The City is, quite literally, taking its residents ' health in its hands. 

Hillside streets like Vine, Argyle, Beachwood, Franklin, become virtual onramps to the 101 
Freeway at peak hours. Reject Millennium's simplistic offer to "restripe" - in a manner 
disproportionately impacting residents - and conduct a comprehensive study of the 
Chokehold area. Consider possible uses for parks, underground parking or mobility hubs to 
allow real community access to Hollywood's core. 
Justify this conclusion that construction closures will have no significant impact. 

The EIR simply declares that alternative projects, required by CEQA to be presented, don't 
include "enough density," to make TOD work The City needs define "enough density." 
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With Hollywood, the City appears to be launching new transportation-oriented planning 
policies whose goals, while laudable, are unknown to the community at large. I urge you to 
start this planning by seeing constituents as important allies with whom early sharing of 
information is paramount importance to its success. 

Given the potential risks, the City should immediately use its discretion to escalate this 4.5-
acre project to require additional air quality studies created by the Hollywood Community 
Plan Update for projects five acres or larger. 

The TCC's new recommendations include "strengthening existing residential communities" 
and protecting them from the "inevitable urban sprawl." Hollywood's individual 
neighborhoods are at exquisite risk of being weakened by ongoing construction, spillover 
parking, and uncertainties that reduce our quality of life now, and for a generation to come. 

Hillside streets like Vine, Argyle, Beachwood, Franklin, become virtual onramps to the 101 
Freeway at peak hours. Reject Millennium's simplistic offer to "restripe" - in a manner 
disproportionately impacting residents - and conduct a comprehensive study of the 
Chokehold area. Consider possible uses for parks, underground parking or mobility hubs to 
allow real community access to Hollywood's core. 

The City should grant no entitlements and no agreements to any developer until traffic and 
air studies are conducted by neutral and independent expert, meeting Caltrans specs and 
summer trips, If Hollywood, a hillside town at the base of a crowdid, often smoggy pass, is 
"appropriate" for such a grand experiment. 

I reserve the right to submit additional comments and objections regarding this matter. 

Thank you for your work and consideration of my comments and suggestions for mitigation 
to protect the health and safety of our community and its residents. 

Signed, 

Laurie Becklund 
6402 lvarene Ave 
Los Angeles, 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29432 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 7:31 AM 
stacy.munoz@lacity.org 
Re: Fwd: March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 

I don't think we have a choice! Yes, add him thanks! 

From: Stacy Munoz [mailto: stacy.munoz@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 07:21 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Fwd: March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 

I received this email to add Rogelio Navar to this meeting ... . are you ok with that? Please advise .. thx .. stacy 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Maria Civilini <maria.civilini@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 5:44 PM 
Subject: March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 
To: Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 

Hi Stacy, 

Rogelio Navar should be added to the March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting at 4pm. Thanks! 

Best, 

Maria 

Maria Chiara Civilini 
Associate Counsel to the Mayor 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 303 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 922-9742 
maria. civilini@lacity.org 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
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stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29705 

Stewart, Monica (NBCUniversal) <monica.stewart@nbcuni.com> 

Monday, March 25, 2013 10:21 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Millennium Project 

I'm writing to you to oppose the Millennium project. My biggest concern is the increase in congestion in an already 
densely populated area. This leads into the Cahuenga pass which is already a nightmare. I live in this area and everyday 
am battling terrible traffic, cars running red lights at Mulholland, Barham and Cahuenga, people driving way too fast 
through the canyons, we have parking issues and are now even seeing tagging on city property up at Runyon Canyon as 
well as an increase in trash strewn from cars. There is very little emergency access and allowing this kind of project to go 
through in this area is going to make it much worse. This is an irresponsible project so I'm hoping the City Council will 
reconsider. 
Thanks for your time, 
Sincerely, Monica Stewart 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29706 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 10:50 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29858 

Richard Truscott < richard_truscott@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:44 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Attention: Safety Risk to Students that will shape Hollywood's FUTURE 

My name is Rich Truscott. I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts here 
in Hollywood and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect 'ALL' of the AMOA L.A. campus, this includes our 1777 Vine St. address, as well as, 
the 6305 Yucca St. address . The impacts from Millennium at AMOA L.A. will be enormous, yet 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission 
should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. The need to be revised 
immediately, as I have been very closely following this project for the last couple of years now, and this 
project is by far the most exciting for myself. Thank you for considering us as an important school of 
Hollywood and of all that is the entertainment industry. We are a raising school, that one day will be the 
next Julliard, but we need health students and faculty to make that happen. 

Sincerely, 

Rich C.A. Truscott 

P. S. If you ever need help, I volunteer to bridge any gap between the project and my 
school, as I am graduating and I would pride myself in helping make this project the 
biggest impact in the heart Hollywood. 

RichardC.A. Truscott@qmail.com 

323-703-6730 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29859 

Kelly Dorsey <kelly_dorsey@amda.edu> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:49 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Concerns of the proposed Millennium building projects. 

I am a current student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from 
Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. We are a performing arts school and the air quality is extremely important to us. While construction 
is happening, the air quality is predicted to be so bad that you shouldn't even be near the area. The construction 
of these buildings are superfluous and would thrive better in a different area. All of our education will be 
hindered by the construction and every student pays nearly $40,000 to come to the school. We should not have 
to fear that there will be anything interfering with said education. Hollywood's two tallest buildings are the 
Westin Diplomat Resort and Ocean Palms Phase. Both only rise to 38/39 stories. The proposed building is 
estimated to be 53 stories, 9 of which are underground. With Capitol Records coming to a whopping 13 stories 
and our main campus building sticking at eight, there will be no more sun and no more skyline. Anything you 
can do to reconsider this notion would be wholeheartedly appreciated. Please feel free to write back to me with 
any comments. Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly Dorsey 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Good Evening, 

EM29860 

Nadari Hockenhull <nhockenhull@amda.edu> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:54 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbey1@gmail.com; 
marcel. porras@lacity.org; I uci ral ia. i barra@lacity.org; sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium Project 

My name is Nadari Hockenhull. I am a Professor at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA. 

The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. 

The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

N adari Hockenhull 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, James --

EM29245 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 9:48 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Srimal Hewawitharana; james.k.williams 
Re: millennium FEIR 

i just learned that appeals technically needed to be in much earlier. But, I'm told, I can submit comments in 
response to other appeals. I 
understand that I can submit my appeal by email as supporting evidence for other existing appeals. Is this 
accurate? And, if so, please accept the attached declaration, which has been edited to reflect that it is a 
declaration of support rather than a new appeal. 

thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 8:55 AM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Good morning, Mr. Willams --

Attached is a copy of my appeal regarding the Millennium Project. I was ill yesterday and found the appeal in 
my "draft" inbox this morning. I hope this will suffice. I am ccing this to two of the other people in the 
Department most familiar with the project in case you happen to be away. I will submit paper copies today. 

thank you, 

laurie becklund 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the flu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 
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On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 
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If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM29248 
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Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 4:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 5:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: rogelio.navar@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; rfreer@oxy.edu; Brian 
Currey 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

more details » 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
rogel io. navar@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
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Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 
Brian Currey 
rogelio navar 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM29435 

You are receiving this email at the account rogelio.navar@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar rogelio.navar@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.9054//EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTSTAMP:20130321T143337Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
UID:dhd1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

A TTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE; ROLE=REQ-
PARTICl PANT; PARTST A T=ACCEPTED; RSVP=TRUE;C 
N=Planning-CH525_ECR;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672d434 
83532355f454352@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=DECLINED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=rfreer@oxy.edu;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rfreer@oxy.edu 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Brian Currey;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:brian.currey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=rogelio navar;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:rogelio.navar@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION:Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action 

=VIEW&eid=ZGhkMTBnOHZxM2VqNDBiOGVoNHZlbHJybTAgcm9nZWxpby5uYXZhckBsYWNpdHkub 
3Jn&tok=MjljbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzNIMTU2Y2FIZDU3NzQ1 OTVhODMzMGYxYzd 
kM2J iZDY3Mzk5YT A3MWM&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&h l=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130321T143336Z 
LOCATION:Planning-CH525_ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29861 

Jennice Butler <jennicebutler@gmail.com > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:54 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org 
Mitigations needed to protect AMDA during Millennium construction 

My name is Jennice Butler. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Jennice Butler 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29707 

hilo33@aol.com 
Monday, March 25, 2013 11 :08 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millinnium Hollywood 

Please register my opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Lois Walker 
32-year Beachwood Canyon Resident & Homeowner 

I STRONGLY SUPPORT: 

The appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I STRONGLY OPPOSE: 

1) The Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 

2) The 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 

3) The certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 
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From: 
Sent: 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 7:33 AM 

To: Lisa Webber 
Subject: Re: Fwd: March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 

ok :) 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 7:30 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
I don't think we have a choice! Yes, add him thanks! 

From: Stacy Munoz [mailto: stacy.munoz@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 07:21 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Fwd: March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 

I received this email to add Rogelio Navar to this meeting .... are you ok with that? Please advise .. thx .. stacy 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Maria Civilini <maria.civilini@lacity. org> 
Date: Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 5:44 PM 
Subject: March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting 
To: Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 

Hi Stacy, 

Rogelio Navar should be added to the March 21 Hollywood Millennium Meeting at 4pm. Thanks! 

Best, 

Maria 

Maria Chiara Civilini 
Associate Counsel to the Mayor 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 303 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 922-9742 
maria. civilini@lacity.org 
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Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

EM29438 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29862 

Melissa Paul <melissa_paul@amda.edu> 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:01 PM 

Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 

marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 

cpc@lacity.org 

RE. New Millennium Construction - URGENT PLEASE READ 

My name is Melissa Paul. I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium to provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed Without altering the current proposal, our academic careers will be put in jeopardy and by 
extension, our professional ones. Please help safeguard our futures by ensuring that Millennium takes the 
proper measures to ensure that the students and faculty of my school as well as our buildings are sufficiently 
protected, even if this means relocating the proposed buildings to another part of the city. I would also like to 
point out that aside from the risks posed to our school, the tourism industry of this city will suffer greatly - many 
travel specifically to Hollywood to view the landmark that is Capitol Records, and the skyline that it 
incorporates. Building these skyscrapers will be destroying a significant attraction that make the city millions oj 
dollars in tourism every year. Please, as residents of not only AMDA, but of Hollywood, we implore you to take 
a proactive stance on this issue. 

Melissa Paul 
(323) 703-6757 

Thank you for you time. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Accepted! 

EM29249 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 10:45 AM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: millennium FEIR 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 9:47 AM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hello, James --

i just learned that appeals technically needed to be in much earlier. But, I'm told, I can submit comments in 
response to other appeals. I 
understand that I can submit my appeal by email as supporting evidence for other existing appeals. Is this 
accurate? And, if so, please accept the attached declaration, which has been edited to reflect that it is a 
declaration of support rather than a new appeal. 

thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 8:55 AM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Good morning, Mr. Willams --

Attached is a copy of my appeal regarding the Millennium Project. I was ill yesterday and found the appeal in 
my "draft" inbox this morning. I hope this will suffice. I am ccing this to two of the other people in the 
Department most familiar with the project in case you happen to be away. I will submit paper copies today. 

thank you, 

laurie becklund 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the flu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 
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Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
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EM29251 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 

EM29252 
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213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity. org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Messrs Williams and Ibarra, 

EM29708 

Robert Kisor < robertbk@sbcglobal.net > 
Monday, March 25, 2013 11:22 AM 
james.k.williams@lacity.org; luciralla.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Project 

I am a 30 year resident of Hollywood. I also have worked in Hollywood for over 22 years so I have been able 
to observe the very positive transformation that has occur ed to Hollywood Blvd. and the surrounding areas due 
to reasonable and controlled development over that time. 

I now understand the Millennium Project seeks to change what is considered reasonable and controlled. This 
project in its current form will harm every aspect of life in Hollywood including access by tourists. The size of 
the proposed structures in no way fits into the developed style and skyline. More importantly even the 
developer has stated he has no solution to what can only be termed as massive congestion from additional traffic 
due to new businesses and residents. 

I am supportive of growth in Hollywood when properly scaled to the available facilities and services. The 
Millennium project in its current form is not acceptable and will be harmful to Hollywood as a destination and 
to all who live and work there .. 

I strongly urge you to not support the Millennium Project without a significant reduction in its size and negative 
impact on the area. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Kisor 
3056 Chandelle Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90038 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

EM29863 

Arianna Giorgio <arianna_giorgio@amda.edu > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:06 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

My name is Arianna Giorgio.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatmy of the 
Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide 
meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed Thank you. 

Arianna Giorgio 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Edmond, 

EM29254 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 10:51 AM 
Edmond Yew 
Streetscape & Capital Improvements in Hollywood 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I have a question pertaining to the Millennium project on Vine Street in 
Hollywood. We are trying to determine the feasibility of asking the developer to fund some streetscape 
improvements around the project site. I was curious if you could direct me to the appropriate contact in BOE or 
Public Works that could help us determine the cost of streetscape improvements (street trees, lighting, sidewalk 
repair, etc) in that are as well as to find out what any future improvements are planned for the future. Your 
assistance would be much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

EM29864 

Arianna Giorgio <arianna_giorgio@amda.edu > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:06 PM 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

My name is Arianna Giorgio . .I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatmy of the 
Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide 
meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed Thank you. 

Arianna Giorgio 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29709 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 11:50 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 

RL0027459 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM29439 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 9:03 AM 
Lisa Davidson 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 7:33 PM, Lisa Davidson <lisaxdavidson@verizon.net> wrote: 

Dear city.org, 

It would be a real horror if the 150-foot height limit were exceeded. It is there for a very good reason -- to keep 
Hollywood livable and normal. If these people want to build monstrously huge skyscrapers, I suppose they 
could do it downtown, but please tell them not to do it here. 

Thank you for your time, 

Lisa Davidson 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To Whom It May Concern, 

EM29710 

Janice Payne < paynes@michaelpayne.com > 

Monday, March 25, 2013 12:10 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I am totally opposed to the Millennium Hollywood project and development of that area of Hollywood. The height of 
the proposed buildings is way too great for the neighborhood and will adversely impact not only downtown Hollywood 
but the surrounding neighborhoods. The impact on traffic, congestion, and parking will also be extremely negative. This 
is an area that already has a lot of traffic congestion and parking is impossible now, so to create such a large project in 
this area is irresponsible. 

This project does not appear to be well thought out and needs to be stopped. 

Janice Payne 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29865 

Arianna Giorgio <arianna_giorgio@amda.edu> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:07 PM 
cpc@lacity.org 

My name is Arianna Giorgio.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Per.forming Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide 
meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA l'Vill be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed Thank you. 

Arianna Giorgio 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29440 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 9:15 AM 
Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim; Luciralia Ibarra 
Caltrans Meeting 
Caltrans TIA Guidelines Task Force.pdf 

Good Morning Michael and Lisa, 

Regarding tomorrow's meeting with Caltrans, I'm not sure if they plan on discussing the Millennium project specifically or 
coordination issues in general. But I wanted to make you aware of the attached document. A task force made up of 
LADOT, LA County and Caltrans was assembled in 2002 to attempt to develop mutually agreeable procedures between 
the agencies for project traffic studies. I found a copy of the meeting minutes from a January 2003 meeting of this task 
force. Unfortunately, nothing has changed and the Caltrans guide is still too vague and does not define thresholds of 
significance. I think these minutes provide a good summary of the main issues. 

I hope this is helpful to you for tomorrow's meeting. 

Tom Carranza, PE 
LADOT Development Service Division 
213-972-84 76 

RL0027463 



EM29441 

Transportation Board 
Caltrans Traffic Study Guidelines 

• The California Environmental Quality Act requires that the lead agency address 
al! traffic impacts regardless of jurisdictions. 

• The County of LA requires consultation with Caltrans for the project impact and 
mitigation for thff.freeway facilities. 

• Caltrans reviews the ,project based on its adopted Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies. The Guide was developed in 2001 mainly to improve its 
review of local development review process (aka Intergovernmental 
Review/CEQA or IGR/CEQA process). It has been updated several times and 
the latest is the 12/2002 version. 

• While the intent of the Guide was good it created some difficul~ies for local 
agencies to process the projects in a t[mely manner. The Task Force comprised 
of County, City of LA, and Caltrans was formed in 11/02 to come up with some 
mutually agreeable procedures between all involved agencies. The Task Force 
met in January to discuss the following issues: 

1. Based on the Caltrans Guide practically all developments (even a 
single residential project} proposed in County are required to 
conduct the freeway impact analysis. 

The Guide requires that a freeway analysis be conducted for a project that 
generates 1 or more peak hour trips to a freeway that is currently 
operating at LOSE or F. This is a problematic since most of our freeways 
are operating at E or F. 

The Task Force is trying to come up with more reasonable thresholds for 
when Caltrans would or would not be sent our traffic studies for review. 

2. For projects requiring consultation with Caltrans a written comment 
with regards to project significant Impact to the freeways must be 
obtained. 

The County requires that the applicant consult with Caltrans with regards 
to the project impact to the freeway system. Caltrans determination of 
project significant impact on the freeway system should be provided with 
substantial evidence of that determination. This has been a difficult task 
and would like to further discuss with Caltrans to improve communications 
between the two agencies. 

When appHcable, the ApplicanVTraffic Consultant will be required to prepare a freeway 
impact analysis and determine whether their project wm have a CEQA significant impact 
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on the adjacent freeways. They wHI further be required to obtain concurrence of their 
CEQA determination from Caltrans. The consultant will request in their correspondence 
to Caltrans that written comments on the traffic analysis be returned within three weeks 
(is this sufficient?) or additional time requested by Caltrans. Caltrans will also be 
informed that their non-response to the request for review wlll be interpreted as 
concurrence. The review comments from Caltrans should include either concurrence or 
disagreement with the consultant's CEQA level of significance determination as well as 
their basis for determining whether the project's impact on the freeway is significant. 
Caltrans wiH a!so be requested to substantiate their mitigation fees by identifying the 
specific freeway improvement project which was used to calculate the proportionate 
share. The consultant will include their correspondence to Caltrans and any response 
from Caltrans ln thelr traffic study. The complete traffic study will be submitted for our 
review and approval. If the consultant can prove through their written correspondence 
with Caltrans that they made a good faith effort but were unsuccessful in obtaining 
concurrence on the project's CEQA level of significance determination, the County will 
make an independent determination on the impact to the freeway based on the CMP 
criteria. 

3. Thresholds of significance are not defined in the Guide which poses 
a problem for requiring mitigation measures since nexus is not 
established 

There is no defined thresholds of significance in the Guide. We were told 
by Caltrans that they intentionally did not establish the thresholds of 
significance since the degree of impact of a project varies from district to 
district. Caltrans prefer to handle the project's impact and associated 
mitigation measure on a case by case basis and by each district's 
discretion. However, since there is no established thresholds the process 
of determining project impacts and mitigation is subjective and legally 
questionable. Until Caltrans establishes thresholds, the County proposes 
to use the Congestion Management Program (CMP) thresholds to 
determine significant project impacts. CMP is a County of LA Board 
adopted program with defined thresholds of significance for freeways. It 
provides consrstent evaluation of a project and to address the impact of 
loca[ growth on the regionaf transportation system. The program is also 
used by the City of LA and other local agencies. Also, MTA uses the CMP 
as one of the tools to prioritize federal and state funds for regional 
transportation improvements. Again, Caltrans will be given the opportunity 
to comment on the study and provide comments on the significant impact 
to the freeway system and their request for mitigation measure whether it 
be a fee or physical improvements will be considered as long as they are 
substantiated with evidence. 

4. Freeway improvement fees cannot be exacted unless there is a 
nexus between project impact and mitigation measure identified that 
is implementable. 

Since the Guide was established Caltrans has been requiring freeway 
improvement fees as a mitigation measure for those projects that trigger 
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the threshold for freeway analysis addressed in item 1. Caltrans 
determines these fees based on the equitable share calculation formula in 
the appendix of the Guide. The problem with this requirement is 1) it 
presupposes the project has significant impact. Caltrans must provide 
substantial evidence for significant impact determination and required 
mitigation measure 2) it is not based on an actual improvement that will 
mitigate the project impact in question. CEQA does not allow collection of 
fees that are not tied to a mitigation measure that is not implementable. 

Practically, it is unlikely that a freeway project will be developed as a result 
of single project unless it is a large specific plan type of development. We 
need to develop a more reasonable way for projects to participate in 
freeway improvements if significant impact has been determined. 

P:/!!pub/wpfiles/files/stu/jhc/Ua review procedures/caltrans 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29255 

Edmond Yew <edmond.yew@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 11:25 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Steve Chen; Lemuel Paco; Joseph Gnade; Georgie Avanesian; Gregg Vandergriff 
Re: Streetscape & Capital Improvements in Hollywood 

Luci, 

Unless these improvements are project requirements and are incorporated as project conditions, BOE has no 
resource to do this kind of estimate. If these are conditions, the applicant would have to pay BOE to do the 
estimate. 

For future street capital improvement projects, please contact Steve Chen of BOE Street Improvement Group at 
213-485-4516. 

Edmond 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 10:50 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Edmond, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I have a question pertaining to the Millennium project on Vine Street in 
Hollywood. We are trying to determine the feasibility of asking the developer to fund some streetscape 
improvements around the project site. I was curious if you could direct me to the appropriate contact in BOE or 
Public Works that could help us determine the cost of streetscape improvements (street trees, lighting, sidewalk 
repair, etc) in that are as well as to find out what any future improvements are planned for the future. Your 
assistance would be much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Edmond Yew, Manager 
Land Development Group 
Dept of Public Works/Bureau of Engineering 
City of Los Angeles 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Garcetti, 

EM29711 

Janice Payne <paynes@michaelpayne.com> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 12:17 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millenium Hollywood Project 

I am totally opposed to the Millennium Hollywood Project and development of that area of Hollywood. The height of 
the proposed buildings is way too great for the neighborhood and will adversely impact not only downtown Hollywood 
but the surrounding neighborhoods. The impact on traffic, congestion, and parking will also be extremely negative. This 
is an area that already has severe traffic congestion and parking is impossible now, so to create such a large project in 
this area is irresponsible. 

This project does not appear to be well thought out and needs to be stopped. 

Janice Payne 
2784 la Cuesta Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hello. 

EM29866 

Thomas O'Leary <to'leary@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:15 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org 
rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org; marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

AMDA College and Conservatory not getting mitigations from Hollywood Millennium 
high-rises! 

My name is Thomas J. O'Leary. I am on the faculty of AMOA College and Conservatory of 
the Performing Arts at the corner of Yucca and Vine Street in Hollywood. I'm writing to 
ask that you please require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to 
protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millenium is 
not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school -- most of our 
performance classes are at 1777 Vine Street, just a few yards from where one of the 
two 53-story high rises will be constructed. Our classes include all types of performance 
classes, including singing, musical theatre classes, dance classes, acting, and stage 
combat. All would be enormously harmed by the noise, dust, etc. The Commission 
should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Thomas J. O'Leary 
AMOA MT Instructor 
310-739-6394 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29712 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 1:27 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29867 

Kyle Mchargh < mchargh_k@yahoo.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:32 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

Development Project 

My name is Kyle McHargh, I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and l am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, 
yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 

Thank You, 
Kyle McHargh 

"Inspired by my surroundings 
Motivated from within" 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29713 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 1:26 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM29714 

Alex Lyras < lyrasalex@gmail.com > 
Monday, March 25, 2013 2:48 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org; 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Dear Councilmen and future Mayor! 

Very much hoping you're going to look out for us locals on this towering project. It seems at the moment that there are 
several areas of concern. CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Aside from basic fundamentals, like half the parking spaces needed for the amount of apartments being proposed, there 
is a serious concern per the neighborhood's aesthetics. No doubt new construction is good for our LA economy, but 
must these towers be five times the size of every other building around them? Seem a bit egregious, not to say 
unnecessary, especially considering that half the lofts downtown are still empty. 

It would seem a scaled down version would be more reasonable. And fortunately, at this point in time, we're all still able 
to be reasoned with. 

Sincerely, 

al 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29868 

Kyle Mchargh < mchargh_k@yahoo.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:33 PM 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Development Project 

My name is Kyle McHargh, I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and l am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, 
yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 

Thank You, 
Kyle McHargh 

"Inspired by my surroundings 
Motivated from within" 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details » 
Millennium DA 
to discuss Millennium DA 

EM29444 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 9:50 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Reminder: Millennium DA @ Thu Mar 21, 2013 lOam - 11am 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

When Thu Mar 21, 2013 1 Oam - 11 am Pacific Time 

Where Rm 750 C!r@Q) 

Calendar lucira lia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Laura Cadogan Hurd 

• Lisa Webber 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Dan Scott 

• Sergio Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google .com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Tomas & Wes, 

EM29257 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 11:52 AM 
Tomas Carranza; Wes Pringle 
Community benefits - Millennium 

Millennium DA comments to DOT.pdf 

I am touching base with you b/c we are now knee deep in the millennium Development Agreement and I 
wanted to run some benefits past you that are geared to your department, but I wanted to make sure that you 
were aware of what they were and whether the amounts or programs that they've specified are even feasible. For 
example, one is $50k towards the Express Park program. But what does $50k get you (2 parking meters?) and 
what are the plans to bring it to Hollywood? Or are there other programs that Hollywood would better benefit 
from? In any event, look at the attached document and let me know your thoughts as soon as you have the 
chance. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of each Phase of the Project including core and 
shell construction shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as detennined pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit 
proof of compliance with this obligation prior to the issuance of any ce1iificate of occupancy for 
such Phase. 

3.1.3.4 Community Organization Meeting Space. Developer shall 
provide not less than 1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project (the "Meeting Space") for 
use by Hollywood and community non-profit groups including, but not limited to, the local 
Neighborhood Council and other civic organizations, during reasonable business hours, as 
available. Subject to availability, the Meeting Space shall be provided to accommodate small 
gatherings, such as regularly scheduled community meetings, for a maximum of 30 occunences 
per year. Subject to availability, groups shall be provided with access to the Meeting Space if 
they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and 
provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. Developer shall establish and, commencing upon 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the First Phase, operate a publicly accessible 
reservation system whereby community groups can reserve the Meeting Space as available. This 
requirement shall include only the use of space and shall not include Developer's provision of 
security, food, beverage, equipment or other materials. The Meeting Space will be included in 
one of the Project buildings at all times following the issuance of a final certificate of completion 
for the First Phase, although it need not be in its initial location. The Meeting Space shall 
include reasonable access to restroom facilities, and shall be located within the first three floors 
of the building. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include 
plans for the Meeting Space, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for 
conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3. 1.3.4. Subject to availability, the 
Meeting Space may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project The foregoing 
requirement is not intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to 
any particular space within the Pr~ject, and the location of any Meeting Space in the Project, 
subject to compliance with the requirements set forth in this subsection 3.1.3.4, may be changed 
at Developer's discretion from time to time. 

3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 

SMRH:407722898. I l 
031413 

(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of 
completion for the First Phase, Developer shall procure and thereafter operate 
during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the Project and residential areas within a nvo mile radius of the Project. 
Such shuttle service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable 
hours, generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to 
improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of 
the Project that 'are currently underserved by the DASH routes., to the Project and 
the public transportation access points within two blocks of the Project; as such 
service will not be required to accommodate linkages between the Project and 
areas already adequately serv!eed' by DASH and Metro. Developer shall not be 
obligated to expend more than $50,000 per year for the operation of such service. 

-12·· 
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As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Plmming Director how it has implemented 
such program. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Tenn of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the Project 
in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.5(b). Bicycle 
amenities in the First Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
parking facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant 
space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the 
Initial West Portion Phase shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing 
bicycle users to such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check 
with the City shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be 
reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3. l.3.5(b). As part of the Ammal Review process required by 
Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning 
Director how it has implemented such program, and provide information 
regarding use of such facilities. 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall (a) 
cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the Project 
directional signage showing pedestrian routes between the Project and all public 
hansportation access points within a four block radius of the Project, including 
bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the 
amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) to the City's Department of 
Transportation for the installation at the DASH access point nearest the Project of 
directional signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point 
and the Project and (c) provide funding in the am(mnt of Twenty Five Thousand 
Dollars ($25,000) to Metro for the installation at alt Metro bus and commuter 
train access points within a four block radius of the Project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transpo1tation access points and 
the Project (collectively, the "Transit Linkage Payments") to the City and/or ~ 

Metro for such installation. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payments _)'i. 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate . , .' 
of occupancy for First Phase of the Project. '- . , 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50,000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 

-13-
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prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the F i"'t Phase of the S 
Project. 

(e) Vine Street Metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban 
planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, 
the 13th Cmmcil District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study of the 
design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedeshian 
circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood 
Boulevard/Vin.e Street Metro Station. Such study shall be completed and 
delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a condition to, the 
issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter dnring the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. In addition, Developer shall purchase and make available not less 
than 25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the Project (which passes may 
be distributed by Developer to such persons in its sole discretion). As part of the 
Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, 
thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, within 
each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) "Park 
and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of 
the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro conmmter train or bus 
for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall establish and 
maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure that such 
parking continue to meet such condition, ihe results of which shall be submitted 
as part of the Ammal Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement. 

(h) Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
non-residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services. As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4. 1 of this Agreement, Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, 
and provide information regarding use of such spaces. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building pennit for the Initial East Parce1 
Phase, Developer shall prepare in cooperation with the City's Office of Historic Resources and 
submit to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written adjacent strncillre 
rnonitoring plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol Records Building, 

SMRH:407722898. ! l 
031413 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29869 

Kyle Mchargh < mchargh_k@yahoo.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:34 PM 
cpc@lacity.org 
Development Project 

My name is Kyle McHargh, I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and l am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, 
yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 

Thank You, 
Kyle McHargh 

"Inspired by my surroundings 
Motivated from within" 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Los Angeles City Council 

Dear Eric Garcetti, 

EM29715 

Gary Brockett <leebgary@pacbell.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 3:05 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-1A) For the Millennium Hollywood Project. 
I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,), the 22 year development 
agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) and the certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-
675-EIR), the unlimited height for the buildings, the negligible traffic mitigations and the inadequate 
parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside of the 
"Transit Corridor") 

Lee Slocum 
2509 Rinconia Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details » 
Millennium DA 
to discuss Millennium DA 

EM29445 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 9:50 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Reminder: Millennium DA @ Thu Mar 21, 2013 lOam - 11am 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

When Thu Mar 21, 2013 1 Oam - 11 am Pacific Time 

Where Rm 750 C!r@Q) 

Calendar lucira lia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Laura Cadogan Hurd 

• Lisa Webber 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Dan Scott 

• Sergio Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google .com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29870 

Kyle Mchargh < mchargh_k@yahoo.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:34 PM 
cpc@lacity.org 
Development Project 

My name is Kyle McHargh, I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and l am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, 
yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 

Thank You, 
Kyle McHargh 

"Inspired by my surroundings 
Motivated from within" 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29716 

Gary Brockett <leebgary@pacbell.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 3:12 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

--- On Mon, 3/25/13, Gary Brockett <leebgary@pacbell.net> wrote: 

From: Gary Brockett <leebgary@pacbell .net> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
Cc: cm.public@lacity.org, J ames.K. Williams@lacity.org, mayor@lacity.org 
Date: Monday, March 25, 2013, 3:05 PM 

Los Angeles City Council 

Dear Eric Garcetti, 

I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-1A) For the Millennium Hollywood Project. 
I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,), the 22 year development 
agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) and the certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-
675-EIR), the unlimited height for the buildings, the negligible traffic mitigations and the inadequate 
parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside of the 
"Transit Corridor") 

Lee Slocum 
2509 Rinconia Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I understand. 

Thank you, Edmund! 

Luci 

EM29261 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 11 :54 AM 
Edmond Yew 
Re: Streetscape & Capital Improvements in Hollywood 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 11:25 AM, Edmond Yew <edmond.yew@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 

Unless these improvements are project requirements and are incorporated as project conditions, BOE has no 
resource to do this kind of estimate. If these are conditions, the applicant would have to pay BOE to do the 
estimate. 

For future street capital improvement projects, please contact Steve Chen of BOE Street Improvement Group at 
213-485-4516. 

Edmond 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 10:50 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Edmond, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I have a question pertaining to the Millennium project on Vine Street in 
Hollywood. We are trying to determine the feasibility of asking the developer to fund some streetscape 
improvements around the project site. I was curious if you could direct me to the appropriate contact in BOE or 
Public Works that could help us determine the cost of streetscape improvements (street trees, lighting, sidewalk 
repair, etc) in that are as well as to find out what any future improvements are planned for the future. Your 
assistance would be much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Edmond Yew, Manager 
Land Development Group 
Dept of Public Works/Bureau of Engineering 
City of Los Angeles 

201 N. Figueroa Street, Rm 200 
(213) 202-3490 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29262 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

My name is Scott Harlan. 

EM29871 

Work Account <sharlan@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:57 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millenium project 

I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require 
Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Scott Harlan 
Sent from my iPhone, 
(so plase din't assome I can't spel!) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM29263 

Conni Pallini <conni.pallini-tipton@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 12:37 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott; Nicholas Maricich 
Re: Hollywood Traffic Impact Fee 

could we sit down with you for a few minutes to talk about the nexus study? Will send you a meeting request 
for tomorrow. 
Conni 

Conni Pallini-Tipton, AICP 
Policy Planning Division 
Department of City Planning I City of Los Angeles 
213.978.1179 I 213.978.1477 fax 
www.p lanning. lacity.org 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 10: 11 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Conni, 

I am working on the Millennium DA, and Mary mentioned a Traffic Impact Study, that had a nexus study 
attached, that would be potentially implemented in Hollywood. I mentioned it to Michael, and he requested 
additional info. If it's not too much to ask, could you provide us with a summary of what the nexus study 
concluded, what DOT's assessment of it was (assuming it has been vetted by them), and what the gap in funding 
is towards implementing it? 

You assistance is much appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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EM29446 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

Location: Planning-CH525_ECR 

Start: 3/21 /2013 4:00 PM 

End: 3/21/2013 5:00 PM 

Show Time As: Busy 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Accepted 

Required Attendees: lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Resources: Planning-CH525_ECR 

rogelio navar has accepted this invitation. 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, 
conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 
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Brian Currey 
rogelio navar 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM29447 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM29448 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTSTAMP:20130321 T205004Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=rogeli 
o navar;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: rogelio. navar@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130321 T205004Z 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525 _ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM29449 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org > 

Thursday, March 21, 2013 1:58 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
DA for Millennium - CPC Agenda 

One of my co-workers pointed out the recommendation for the DA on the Commission Agenda indicates 15 
years instead of 22. Is that correct? Just an FYI. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello: 

EM29717 

Jennifer Bird <jen@jenbirdistheword.com > 
Monday, March 25, 2013 3:27 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; tom.labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; james.k.williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Project (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I am writing to you today to oppose everything about the Millennium Hollywood Project. (CPC-2008-3440-ZC
CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) I was fortunate to work in the Capitol Records tower for two years, and feel it is a travesty 
to block this historic building with two others that are much taller than anything in the area. From what I 
understand, this project is also in contradiction to the Hollywood plan. 

I support the appeals to the project that many local residents and Home Owners' Associations have filed. (VTT-
71837-CN-lA) 

I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) as well as the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report for this project. (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

This area also is quite busy with traffic, and I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations for the project. These 
buildings will add a lot of traffic to the area. I also oppose the inadequate parking planned. Hollywood is a 
parking nightmare, so to allow fewer parking spots is unacceptable. 

It seems everything about this project is out of whack. Please reconsider any approvals and build something that 
is appropriate for the area, if you must. 

Thank you Tom LaBonge for opposing the height of this project! 

Best, 

Jennifer Bird 
Griffith Park Blvd, 90039 

Jennifer Bird 1310.800.3050 I aim: jenbirdistheword I jen@jenbirdistheword I @birdistheword 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

My name is Scott Harlan. 

EM29872 

Work Account <sharlan@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:57 PM 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millenium project 

I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require 
Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Scott Harlan 
Sent from my iPhone, 
(so plase din't assome I can't spel!) 

RL0027495 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM29264 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 12:40 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Wes Pringle 
Re: Community benefits - Millennium 

I'll ask our Parking staff about the express park program. I heard that they were looking at installing it in 
Hollywood and Westwood but I'll find out. I'll read the draft and will try to get comments back to you 
tomorrow. 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 11 :52 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tomas & Wes, 

I am touching base with you b/c we are now knee deep in the millennium Development Agreement and I 
wanted to run some benefits past you that are geared to your department, but I wanted to make sure that you 
were aware of what they were and whether the amounts or programs that they've specified are even feasible. For 
example, one is $50k towards the Express Park program. But what does $50k get you (2 parking meters?) and 
what are the plans to bring it to Hollywood? Or are there other programs that Hollywood would better benefit 
from? In any event, look at the attached document and let me know your thoughts as soon as you have the 
chance. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM25915 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 11:48 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 5 of 5) 

Attachments: Exhibit M - Quarry Creek Master Plan - 2013 - SCH# 2012021039.pdf; Exhibit N -

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan - 2008 - SCH# 2007091014.pdf; Exhibit L -
Stanford University Medical Centers Facilities - 2010 - SCH# 2007082130.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Czerwinski, Ellen <ECzerwinski@manatt.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 4, 2013 at 5:10 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 5 of 5) 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "De la Cruz, Victor" <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 

For inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged . If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient , you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt.com or by telephone at (31 Ol 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 
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EM25916 

5.11 Noise 

5.11 NOISE 

This section summarizes the ex1stmg conditions, describes the regulatory framework, and discusses 
potential impacts with regards to noise as a result of implementation of the proposed project. The 
following document was used to analyze the potential impacts from the proposed project: 

• Noise Study, Quarry Creek Master Plan, Ldn Consulting, Inc. (Appendix N of this EIR). 

The technical appendices are included on the attached CD found on the back cover of this EIR. 

5.11.1 Existing Conditions 

Noise is defined as umvanted or annoying sound which interferes with or disrupts normal activities. 
Exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause hearing loss. The individual human 
response to environmental noise is based on the sensitivity of that individual, the type of noise that 
occurs, and when the noise occurs. 

Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale consisting of sound pressure levels knmvn as a decibel (dB). 
The sounds heard by humans typically do not consist of a single frequency but of a broadband of 
frequencies having different sound pressure levels. The method for evaluating all the frequencies of the 
sound is to apply an A-weighting (dBA) to reflect how the human ear responds to the different sound 
levels at different frequencies. The A-weighted sound level adequately describes the instantaneous noise 
whereas the equivalent sound level depicted as Equivalent Continuous Noise Level (Leq) represents a 
steady sound level containing the same total acoustical energy as the actual fluctuating sound level over a 
given time interval. 

The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is the 24-hour A-weighted average for sound \vith 
corrections for evening and nighttime hours. The corrections require an addition of 5 decibels to sound 
levels in the evening hours between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and an addition of I 0 dBs to sound levels at 
nighttime hours between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. These additions are made to account for the increased 
sensitivity during the evening and nighttime hours when sound appears louder. 

A vehicle's noise level is a combination of the noise produced by a vehicle's engine, exhaust, and tires. 
The cumulative traffic noise levels along a roadway segment are based on three primary factors: the 
amount of traffic, the travel speed of the traffic, and the vehicle mix ratio or number of medium and 
heavy trucks. The intensity of traffic noise is increased by higher traffic volumes, greater speeds, and 
increased number of trucks. 

Because mobile/traffic noise levels are calculated on a logarithmic scale, a doubling of the traffic noise or 
acoustical energy results in a noise level increase of 3 dBA. Therefore, the doubling of the traffic volume, 
without changing the vehicle speeds or mix ratio, results in a noise increase of 3 dBA. Mobile noise levels 
radiate in an almost oblique fashion from the source and drop off at a rate of 3 dBA for each doubling of 
distance under hard site conditions and at a rate of 4.5 dBA for soft site conditions. Hard site conditions 
consist of concrete, asphalt, and hard pack dirt while soft site conditions exist in areas having slight grade 
changes, landscaped areas, and vegetation. Alternately, fixed/point sources radiate outward uniformly as 
it travels away from the source. Their sound levels attenuate or drop off at a rate of 6 dBA for each 
doubling of distance. 

Quarry Creek Master Plan 
Final EIR 

5.11-1 City of Carlsbad 
January 2013 
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EM25917 

5.11 Noise 

The most effective noise reduction methods consist of controlling the noise at the source and blocking the 
noise transmission with barriers. Any or all of these methods may be required to reduce noise levels to an 
acceptable level. To be effective, a noise barrier must have enough mass to prevent significant noise 
transmission through it and high enough and long enough to shield the receiver from the noise source. A 
safe minimum surface weight for a noise barrier is 3 .5 pounds/square foot (equivalent to %-inch 
plywood), and the barrier must be carefully constructed so that there are no cracks or openings. 

Barriers constructed of wood or as a wooden fence must have minimum design considerations as follows: 
the boards must be %-inch thick and free of any gaps or knot holes. The design must also incorporate 
either: (1) overlapping the boards at least 1 inch; or (2) utilizing a tongue-and-grove design for this to be 
achieved. 

Vibration 

Vibration is a trembling or oscillating motion of the ground. Like noise, vibration is transmitted in waves, 
but in this case through the ground or solid objects. Unlike noise, vibration is typically felt rather than 
heard. Vibration can be either natural as in the form of earthquakes, volcanic eruptions; or manmade as 
from explosions, heavy machinery, or trains. Both natural and manmade vibration may be continuous, 
such as from operating machinery; or infrequent, as from an explosion. 

As with noise, vibration can be described by both its amplitude and frequency. Amplitude may be 
characterized in three ways: displacement, velocity, and acceleration. Particle displacement is a measure 
of the distance that a vibrated particle travels from its original position and for the purposes of soil 
displacement is typically measured in inches or millimeters. Particle velocity is the rate of speed at which 
soil particles move in inches per second or millimeters per second. Particle acceleration is the rate of 
change in velocity with respect to time and is measured in inches per second or millimeters per second. 
Typically, particle velocity (measured in inches or millimeters per second) and/or acceleration (measured 
in gravities) are used to describe vibration. Table 5 .11-1 shows the human reaction to various levels of 
peak particle velocity. 

Table 5.11-1. Human Reaction to Typical Vibration Levels 

Vibration Level Peak 
Particle Velocity 

(inches/sec) Human Reaction Effect on Buildings 

0.006-0.019 Threshold of perception, possibility of intrusion Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of any type 

0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible Recommended upper level of vibration to which 
ruins and ancient monuments should be subjected 

0.1 Level at which continuous vibration begins to Virtually no risk of "architectural" (i.e., not structural) 
annoy people damage to normal buildings 

0.2 Vibrations annoying to people in buildings Threshold at which there is a risk to "architectural" 
damage to normal dwelling - houses with plastered 
walls and ceilings 

0.4-0.6 Vibrations considered unpleasant by people Vibrations at a greater level than normally expected 
subjected to continuous vibrations and from traffic, but would cause "architectural" damage 
unacceptable to some people walking on and possibly minor structural damage 
bridges 

Source: Caltrans, Division of Environmental Analysis, Transportation Related Earthborne Vibration, Caltrans Experiences, Technical 
Advisory, Vibration, TAV-02-01-R9601, 2002. 

Quarry Creek Master Plan 
Final EIR 

5.11-2 City of Carlsbad 
January 2013 
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5.11 Noise 

Vibrations also vary in frequency and this affects perception. Typical construction vibrations fall in the 
10 to 30 hertz (Hz) range and usually occurring around 15 Hz. Hertz is the unit of frequency equal to one 
cycle per second. Traffic vibrations exhibit a similar range of frequencies; however, due to their 
suspension systems, it is less common, to measure traffic frequencies above 30 Hz. Propagation of 
ground-borne vibrations is complicated and difficult to predict because of the endless variations in the soil 
through which the waves travel. There are three main types of vibration propagation: surface, 
compression, and shear waves. Surface waves, or Rayleigh waves, travel along the ground's surface. 
These waves carry most of their energy along an expanding circular wave front, similar to ripples 
produced by dropping an object into water. P-waves, or compression waves, are waves that carry their 
energy along an expanding spherical wave front. The particle motion in these waves is longitudinal. 
S-waves, or shear waves, are also body waves that carry energy along an expanding spherical wave front. 
However, unlike P-waves, the particle motion is transverse, or side-to-side and perpendicular to the 
direction of propagation. 

As vibration waves propagate from a source, the energy is spread over an ever-increasing area such that 
the energy level is reduced with the distance from the energy source. This geometric spreading loss is 
inversely proportional to the square of the distance. Wave energy is also reduced with distance as a result 
of material damping in the form of internal friction, soil layering, and special voids. The amount of 
attenuation provided by material damping varies with soil type and condition as well as the frequency of 
the wave. 

Existing On-site Noise Environment 

Noise measurements were taken on-site in the afternoon hours of Tuesday, August 16, 2012 using a 
Larson-Davis Model LxT Type 1 precision sound level meter, programmed, in "slow" mode, to record 
noise levels in "A" weighted form. The sound level meter and microphone were mounted on a tripod, five 
feet above the ground and equipped with a windscreen during all measurements. The sound level meter 
was calibrated before and after the monitoring using a Larson-Davis calibrator, Model CAL 200. 

Monitoring location 1 (MLl) was located in the future location of Lot 2 (Planning Area R-2); monitoring 
location 2 (ML2) was located in the future location of Lot 3 (Planning Area R-3). Monitoring 
location 3 (ML3) was located in the future location of Lot 4 (Planning Area R-4); monitoring location 4 
(ML4) was located in the future location of Lot 15 (Planning Area OS-2). The results of the noise level 
measurements are presented in Table 5 .11-2. The noise monitoring locations are provided graphically in 
Figure 5.11-1. 

Table 5.11-2. Existing On-site Noise Levels 

Measurement 
Identification Description Time 

M1 Lot 2/PA R-2 7:05-7:35 p.m. 

M2 Lot 3/PA R-3 5:08-5:43 p.m. 

M3 Lot 4/PA R-4 5:48-6:18 p.m. 

M4 Lot 15/PA OS-2 6:22-7:03 p.m. 

Source: Ldn Consulting, Inc., August 16, 2012. 

Quarry Creek Master Plan 
Final EIR 

Noise Levels (dBA) 

Leq Lmax Lmin L10 

50.8 65.4 47.4 52.4 

49.4 58 46.1 50.8 

48 61.4 44.3 50 

50.6 63.6 45.9 52.6 

5.11-3 

L50 L90 

50.1 48.6 

48.9 47.5 

47.1 45.7 

49.5 47.7 

City of Carlsbad 
January 2013 
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5.11 Noise 

The noise measurements were monitored for a time period of 30 minutes during heavy traffic conditions. 
The existing noise levels in the project area consisted primarily as a result of traffic from State Route 78 
(SR-78). The ambient Leq noise levels measured in the project site during the afternoon hours were found 
to be 48 to 50.8 dBA. The statistical indicators Lmax, Lmin, LIO, L50 and L90, are given for the 
monitoring location. As can be seen from the L90 data, 90 percent of the time the noise level is 
approximately 45.7 to 48.6 dBA from SR-78. The lower noise levels are due to the vertical off set 
between SR-78 and the project site (the roadway is located 50 feet or more above the site). 

The project site is located approximately 3.6 miles north of McClellan-Palomar Airport; no private 
airstrips are located within close proximity to the project site. The project site is not located within the 
noise contours, as defined in the McClellan-Palomar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). 
However, the project site is located within the Noise Impact Notification Area (NINA) and may be 
subject to some of the annoyances or inconveniences associated with proximity to airport operations. All 
new residential projects located within the overflight area shall be required to record a notice informing of 
the potential environmental impacts related to the aircraft, and that the property is subject to overflight, 
sight and sound of aircraft operating from the McClellan-Palomar Airport (FAA 2011 ). 

Existing Off-site Traffic Noise Levels 

The existing noise levels and reference distances to the 60 dBA CNEL contours for the roadways in the 
vicinity of the project site are provided in Table 5.11-3. 

Table 5.11-3. Existing Off-site Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment ADT1 

El Camino Real - Via Las Rosas to Vista Way 36,675 

El Camino Real - Vista Way to SR-78 WB Ramps 53,859 

College Blvd. - Barnard Dr. to Vista Way 37,572 

College Blvd. - Vista Way to Plaza Dr. 44,884 

College Blvd. - Plaza Dr. to Marron Rd. 36,219 

College Blvd. - Marron Rd. to South City Limit 24,475 

Vista Way - Jefferson St. to El Camino Real 15,579 

Vista Way - El Camino Real to Rancho Del Oro Rd. 15,330 

Vista Way - Rancho Del Oro Rd. to College Blvd. 20,300 

Vista Way - College Blvd. to SR-78 WB Ramps 28,000 

Vista Way - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 16,097 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Driveway to College Blvd. 16,907 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - College Blvd. to Thunder Dr. 13,813 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Thunder Dr. to Sundown Lane 14,800 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - Driveway to College Blvd. 1,510 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - College Blvd. to SR-78 WB Ramps 22,063 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 11,965 

Rancho Del Oro Rd. - Vista Way to Tournament Dr. 13,900 

Source: Project Traffic study prepared by Urban Systems Associates, 2012. 

Quarry Creek Master Plan 
Final EIR 

5.11-4 

Vehicle Noise Level 
Speeds at 50 feet 
(MPH) (dBA CNEL) 

45 73.8 

45 75.5 

45 73.9 

45 74.7 

45 73.8 

35 69.2 

35 67.3 

35 67.2 

35 68.4 

35 69.8 

35 67.4 

30 66.1 

30 65.2 

30 65.5 

30 55.6 

30 67.2 

30 64.6 

30 65.2 

60 dBA CNEL 
Contour Distance 

(feet) 

417 

539 

424 

477 

414 

206 

152 

151 

182 

225 

156 

127 

111 

116 

25 

152 

101 

112 
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5.11 Noise 

Sensitive Receptors 

According to the City's Noise Guidelines Manual, noise sensitive land uses can be either residential or 
non-residential. Generally, the typical noise sensitive land uses to be analyzed would be those utilized for 
living or dwelling units. The following land uses are considered to be noise sensitive in the City of 
Carlsbad: single family residential use or multi-family residential uses. Other noise sensitive land uses 
may include, but are not limited to: hotels, motels, hospitals, board and care facilities, convalescent 
facilities, nursing or rest homes, boarding schools, convents, churches, and emergency services living 
quarters. There are no sensitive receptors currently located within the project site. 

Sensitive receptors off-site consist of the residential development located off Vancouver Street, Simsbury 
Court, Seabury Street, and Milford Place, Tamarack Avenue and Carlsbad Village Drive to the south and 
the Marron-Hayes Adobe residence located north of the project site. The Kinder Care Leaming Center is 
located approximately 0.24 miles east of the project site and Hope Elementary School is located 
approximately 0.42 miles south of the project site. Additionally, Larwin Park is located less than one
quarter mile west of the project site. Senior living facilities are located east of the project site along 
College Boulevard and residential uses are located along College Boulevard. TriCity Medical Center, 
Mira Costa College, and ABC Children's Center are located just over 0.25 to 0.5 mile of the project site 
to the east, north, and west, respectively. 

5.11.2 Regulatory Setting 

State of California Code of Regulations Title 24 

The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Noise Insulation Standards, states that multi-family 
dw·ellings, hotels, and motels located where the CNEL exceeds 60 dBA must obtain an acoustical analysis 
showing that the proposed design will limit interior noise to less than 45 dBA CNEL. The maximum 
noise levels, either existing or future, must be used for this determination. Future noise levels must be 
predicted at least ten years from the time of building pennit application. 

City of Carlsbad General Plan - Noise Element 

The City of Carlsbad General Plan Noise Element identifies and defines ex1stmg and future 
environmental noise levels from sources of noise within or adjacent to the City of Carlsbad. The Noise 
Element establishes goals, objectives and policies to address these impacts, and provides action programs 
to implement these goals, objectives and policies. 

City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual 

The following City of Carlsbad noise standards are applicable to the proposed project. These standards 
are defined in the City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual (City of Carlsbad 1995). 

A. Exterior and Interior Residential Noise Standards: Sixty (60) dBA CNEL is the acceptable 
exterior noise level to which residential uses must be mitigated, except for areas impacted by the 
McClellan-Palomar Airport, which must be mitigated to a 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level. 

According to City standards, interior noise levels for all residential units must be mitigated to a 45 dBA 
CNEL level when openings to the exterior of the residence are closed. If openings are required to be 
closed to meet the interior noise standard, then mechanical ventilation shall be provided. 
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5.11 Noise 

B. Construction Noise Standards: Carlsbad City Ordinance 8.48.010 prohibits construction before 
7:00 a.m. and after sunset, Monday through Friday and between 8:00 a.m. and sunset on 
Saturday. No construction is allowed on Sunday or city recognized holidays. No construction 
noise threshold level (in dBA) has been established by the City of Carlsbad. However, for the 
purposes of this EIR., a 75-dBA Leq-8h threshold has been applied. This standard is used by both 
the County and City of San Diego. 

County of San Diego Vibration Standards 

San Diego Code Section 36.410, "Sound Level Limitations on Impulsive Noise," regulates impulsive 
noise. The code limit for residential, village zoning or civic use is a I-minute maximum sound level of 
82 dBA for 75 percent of the minutes within a measurement period (one-hour minimum period), but 
exceedences of any level are allowed for 25 percent of the minutes. Construction blasting could exceed 
the limit at certain locations, but blasting will be planned to occur infrequently enough that it does not 
exceed the limit for more than 15 minutes of any hour or 25 percent of any hour. 

The County of San Diego 2009 Consolidated Fire Code regulates explosives and blasting. The code 
requires issuance of a blasting permit for a single specific site. The Issuing Officer Sherriff will make the 
detennination whether the blast is "Major" or "Minor" according to the definition of Minor Blasting 
under Section 330 l.2.1. 

Section 3301.2.6 of the Fire Code additionally limits blasting operations to "Monday though Saturday, 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. or Yz hour before sunset, whichever occurs first." Additional 
operational requirements identified in Section 3301.2. 7 of the fire code include, among other 
requirements, further requirements to deal with potential blast-noise and vibration, including: 

• Written notice is required at the time of permit issuance to all businesses and residences, 
including mobile homes, within a prescribed radius ( 600 feet for major blast locations and 
300 feet for minor blast locations). 

• A second notice is required to the same recipients within one week, but more than 24 hours 
before the blasting operation. This second notice "shall be in a form approved by the Issuing 
Officer." 

• For major blasting operations, a pre-blast inspection is required for each structure within 300 feet 
of the blast site, including mobile homes. The inspector is required to be retained by the blaster. 
The purpose of the inspection is expressly limited to, "determining the existence of any visible or 
reasonably recognizable preexisting defects or damages in any structure." The owner or the 
occupant is free to waive the pre-blast inspection in writing, or implicitly by refusal to allow 
inspection. 

• If any complaint of property damage is made within 60 days of the blasting operations, or if the 
blaster ''has knowledge of alleged property damage independent of the written complaint," then 
the fire code requires a post-blast inspection of the same property, and reports provided to the 
issuing officer and the person who made the original complaint. 

The extra measures of protection required by the fire code will be included in the overall precautions for 
blasting operations. 
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5.11 Noise 

5.11.3 Project Impacts 

5.11.3.1 Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines is used to provide direction for determination of a significant noise 
impact from the proposed project. For the purpose of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the 
proposed project would: 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome noise 
levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project; 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; 

• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within t\vo miles of a public airport or public use airport, \vould the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or 

• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

Blasting and Vibration Standards 

The City of Carlsbad and the City of Oceanside have not yet adopted vibration criteria. The United States 
Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides criteria for acceptable 
levels of groundbome vibration for various types of special buildings that are sensitive to vibration. For 
purposes of identifying potential project related vibration impacts, the FTA criteria were used. The human 
reaction to various levels of vibration is highly subjective. The upper end of the range shown for the 
threshold of perception, or roughly 65 vibration velocity (VdB), may be considered annoying by some 
people. Vibration below 65 VdB may also cause secondary audible effects, such as a slight rattling of 
doors, suspended ceilings/fixtures, windows, and dishes, any of which may result in additional 
annoyance. Table 5.11-4 shows the FTA groundbome vibration and noise impact criteria for human 
annoyance. 

In addition to the vibration annoyance standards presented above, the FTA also applies the following 
standards for construction vibration damage. As shown in Table 5 .11-5, structural damage is possible for 
typical commercial construction when the peak particle velocity (PPV) exceeds 0.3 inch per second. This 
criterion is the threshold at which there is a risk of damage to normal dwellings. 
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Table 5.11-4. Groundborne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria (Human Annoyance) 

Groundborne Vibration 
Impact Levels Groundborne Noise Impact Levels 

(VdB re 1 microinch/second) (dB re 20 micropascals) 

Frequent Occasional Infrequent Frequent Occasional Infrequent 
Category Events1 Events2 Events3 Events1 Events2 Events3 

Category 1: Buildings where low 65 VdB4 65 VdB4 65 VdB4 NfA4 NfA4 NfA4 
ambient vibration is essential for interior 
operations. 

Category 2: Residences and buildings 72VdB 75VdB 80VdB 35dBA 38dBA 43dBA 
where people normally sleep. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with 75VdB 78VdB 83VdB 40 dBA 43dBA 48dBA 
primarily daytime use. 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, June 2006. 
1 "Frequent Events" are defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most rapid transit projects fall into this category. 
2 Occasional Events" are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most commuter truck lines have this 

many operations. 
3 Infrequent Events" are defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day. This category includes most commuter rail branch 

lines 
4 This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes. 

Vibration-sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower 
vibration levels in a building often requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors. 

5 Vibration-sensitive equipment is not sensitive to groundborne noise. 

Table 5.11-5. Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria (Structural Damage) 

PPV 
Building Capacity (inches/second) VdB 

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

Ill. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 
June 2006. 

Note: RMS velocity calculated from vibration level (VdB) using the reference of one microinch/second. 

Methodology 

Construction Noise 

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on the ambient noise levels. Noise generated by 
construction equipment includes haul trucks, water trucks, graders, dozers, loaders, and scrapers and can 
reach relatively high levels . Grading activities typically represent one of the highest potential sources for 
noise impacts. The most effective method of controlling construction noise is through local control of 
construction hours and by limiting the hours of construction to normal weekday working hours. 
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Because the Cities of Oceanside and Carlsbad do not have property line standards for construction, the 
County of San Diego Noise Ordinance 36.409 standard is utilized in the analysis. The County Noise 
Ordinance states that with the exception of an emergency, it should be unlawful to conduct any 
construction activity so as to cause, at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned residential, an 
average sound level greater than 75 decibels from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has compiled data regarding the noise generating 
characteristics of specific types of construction equipment. Noise levels generated by heavy construction 
equipment can range from 60 dBA to in excess of 100 dBA when measured at 50 feet. However, these 
noise levels diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 75 dBA measured at 50 feet from the noise source to 
the receptor would be reduced to 69 dBA at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduced to 
63 dBA at 200 feet from the source. 

Using a point-source noise prediction model, calculations of the expected construction noise levels were 
completed. The essential model input data for these performance equations include the source levels of 
the equipment, source to receiver horizontal and vertical separations, the amount of time the equipment is 
operating in a given day (also referred to as the duty-cycle), and any transmission loss from topography or 
barriers. 

Future On-site Noise 

The critical model input parameters, which determine the projected vehicular traffic noise levels, include 
vehicle travel speeds, the percentages of automobiles, medium trucks and heavy trucks in the roadway 
volume, the site conditions (hard or soft) and the peak hour traffic volume. The peak hour traffic volumes 
along most roadways range between 6-12 percent of the average daily traffic (ADT) and 10 percent is 
generally acceptable for noise modeling purposes. The capacity in a single freeway lane is 1,800 vehicles 
per hour due to shortened headways between vehicles (Caltrans 2011). Thus, peak hour traffic values 
along SR-78 were calculated using a worst-case scenario capacity of 1,800 vehicles per hour per lane 
operating at a Level of Service (LOS) C. 

Table 5 .11-6 presents the roadway parameters used in the analysis including the average daily traffic 
volumes, vehicle speeds and the hourly traffic flow distribution (vehicle mix) for both the existing and 
future conditions. The vehicle mix provides the hourly distribution percentages of automobile, medium 
trucks and heavy trucks for input into the Sound32 Model. A standard City traffic mix of 97.89/1.83/0.28 
was utilized on Marron Road and a mix of 95.1/2.3/2.6 was utilized for SR-78 based on Caltrans Annual 
Average Truck Trip volumes on SR-78. 

Table 5.11-6. Traffic Parameters 

Average Daily 
Traffic 

Roadway Year (ADT) 

Marron Road 2030 20,2001 

State Route 78 2030 144,000 

Source: Ldn Consulting, August 2012. 
1 Urban Systems Associates Traffic Impact Analysis. 
2 Peak vehicles per lane per hour (Caltrans). 

Peak Hour 
Volume 

2,020 

1,4402 

3 Vehicle Mixed defined in City of Carlsbad Noise Guideline Manual. 
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Modeled 
Speeds 
(MPH) 

30 

65 

Auto 

97.893 

95.1 

Vehicle Mix % 

Medium Heavy 
Trucks Trucks 

1.833 0.283 

2.3 2.6 
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The required coordinate information necessary for the Sound32 traffic noise prediction model input was 
taken from the preliminary site plans provided by Project Design Consultants July 20, 2012. To predict 
the future noise levels the preliminary site plans were used to identify the pad elevations, the roadway 
elevations, and the relationship between the noise source(s) and the receptor areas. Traffic was 
consolidated into a single lane for each directional flow of SR-78 and into a single lane for both 
directional flows of traffic on Marron Road. The roadway segment was extended a minimum of 300 feet 
beyond the observer locations. To evaluate the potential noise impacts on the proposed development, 
outdoor observers were placed five feet above the pad elevation and located \vithin each use area. The 
Buildout conditions includes the future year 2030 traffic volume forecasts provided in the traffic impact 
analysis performed by Urban Systems Associates and the peak hour traffic volumes from Caltrans as 
shown in Table 5.11-6. 

Off-site Project-Related Transportation Noise Levels 

The off-site project-related roadway segment noise levels projected were calculated using the methods in 
the Highway Noise Model published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA Highway Traffic 
Noise Prediction Model, FHWA-RD-77-108, December 1978). The FHWA Model uses the traffic 
volume, vehicle mix, speed, and roadway geometry to compute the equivalent noise level. A spreadsheet 
calculation was used which computes equivalent noise levels for each of the time periods used in the 
calculation of CNEL. Weighting these equivalent noise levels and summing them gives the CNEL for the 
traffic projections. The noise contours are then established by iterating the equivalent noise level over 
many distances until the distance to the desired noise contour(s) are found. 

Because mobile/traffic noise levels are calculated on a logarithmic scale, a doubling of the traffic noise or 
acoustical energy results in a noise level increase of 3 dBA. Therefore the doubling of the traffic volume, 
without changing the vehicle speeds or mix ratio, results in a noise increase of 3 dBA. Mobile noise levels 
radiate in an almost oblique fashion from the source and drop off at a rate of 3 dBA for each doubling of 
distance under hard site conditions and at a rate of 4.5 dBA for soft site conditions. Hard site conditions 
consist of concrete, asphalt, and hard pack dirt, while soft site conditions exist in areas having slight grade 
changes, landscaped areas, and vegetation. Hard site conditions, to be conservative, were used to develop 
the identified noise contours and analyze noise impacts along all roadway segments. The future traffic 
noise model utilizes a typical, City of Carlsbad vehicle mix 97.89 percent autos, 1.83 percent medium 
trucks, and 0.28 percent heavy trucks for all analyzed road\vay segments. The vehicle mix provides the 
hourly distribution percentages of automobile, medium trucks, and heavy trucks for input into the FHW A 
Model. 

Community noise level changes greater than 3 dBA are often identified as audible and considered 
potentially significant, while changes less than l dBA will not be discernible to local residents. In the 
range of l to 3 dBA, residents who are very sensitive to noise may perceive a slight change. There is no 
scientific evidence available to support the use of 3 dBA as the significance threshold; community noise 
exposures are typically over a long time period rather than the immediate comparison made in a 
laboratory situation. Therefore, the level at which changes in community noise levels become discernible 
is likely greater than l dBA and 3 dBA appears to be appropriate for most people. 

For the purposes for this analysis, direct or cumulative roadway noise impacts would be considered 
significant if the project increases noise levels for a noise sensitive land use by 3 dBA CNEL and ifthe 
project increases noise levels above an unacceptable noise level per the City's Guideline Manual in a 
sensitive use area adjacent to the roadway segment. The project related direct roadway noise level 
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increases are analyzed below. Cumulative project noise levels were analyzed in Section 7.0, Long Term 
Effects, of this EIR. 

5.11.3.2 Environmental Impacts 

Noise levels in excess of established noise standards and existing ambient noise levels 

Construction Noise 

Based on the EPA noise emissions, empirical data and the amount of equipment needed, worst case noise 
levels from the construction equipment operations would occur during the base operations (grading/site 
preparation). The construction schedule identifies that grading activities will occur in a single phase all at 
the same time, with anticipated equipment including eight scrapers, three water trucks, two dozers, one 
grader, six highway trucks, three drill rigs, one excavator, and one loader. Due to physical constraints and 
normal site preparation operations, most of the equipment will be spread out over the site. For example, 
the rock drills may be working in the eastern portion of the site while the dozers, tractors and scrapers are 
operating in the western or southern portions of the site. Some of the equipment will then move to bring 
the blasted material to areas where fill is needed. Due to the size of the site some equipment could be 
operating near the property line while the rest of the equipment may be located over 1,000 feet from the 
same property line. This would result in an acoustical center for the grading operation at approximately 
500 feet from the nearest property line. Therefore, if all the equipment was operating in the same location, 
which is not physically possible, at a distance as close as 310 feet from the nearest property line, the point 
source noise attenuation from construction activities is -15.8 dBA. This would result in an anticipated 
worst-case combined noise level of 75 dBA at the property line. Given this and the spatial separation of 
the equipment, the noise levels will comply with the 75 dBA standard at all project property lines. As a 
result, no impacts will occur and no mitigation measures are required. The noise levels utilized in this 
analysis are shown in Table 5 .11-7. 

Equipment Type 

Tractor/Backhoe/Loader 

Dozer D9 Cat 

Grader 

Water Trucks 

Highway Trucks 

Paver/Blade 

Excavator 

Scraper 

Drill Rig 

Combined Cumulative Level 

Distance to Sensitive Use 

Noise Reduction due to Distance 

Property Line Noise Level 

Source: Ldn Consulting, August 2012. 
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Table 5.11-7. Construction Noise Levels 

Noise Level at 50 feet 
Quantity Used (dBA) 

1 72 

2 74 

1 73 

3 70 

6 75 

1 75 

1 72 

8 75 

3 83 

5.11-13 

Cumulative Noise 
Level at 50 feet 

(dBA) 

72 

77 

73 

74.8 

82.8 

75 

72 

84 

87.8 

90.8 

310 

-15.8 

75.0 
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Future On-site Noise 

The modeling results for the project site are quantitatively shown in Table 5.11-8 below for the projected 
outdoor noise levels on the project site. The modeled observer locations for each Lot/Planning Area are 
presented in Figure 5.11-2. Based upon these findings, and the proposed site layout, the future ground 
level noise levels were found to be at or below 60 dBA CNEL and no noise mitigation is required to 
comply with the City of Carlsbad Noise standards. Mitigation Measure N-1 requires that a site specific 
noise study to be prepared for each residential Lot based upon the final site design (i.e., site plan for each 
residential project within the Master Plan), building orientation, and pad elevations to ensure compliance 
with the City's exterior noise thresholds. 

Table 5.11-8. Traffic Related Exterior Noise Levels 

Receptor Unmitigated Ground Floor Levels Second Floor Facade Noise Levels 
Number Description (dBA CNEL) (dBA CNEL) 

1 Lot 1/PA R-1 56 61 

2 Lot 1/PA R-1 57 62 

3 Lot 2/PA R-2 60 63 

4 Lot 2/PA R-2 60 65 

5 Lot 3/PA R-3 55 61 

6 Lot 3/PA R-3 57 62 

7 Lot 7/PA P-2 55 60 

8 Lot 4/PA P-3 59 63 

9 Lot 4/PA R-4 59 64 

10 Lot4/PA R-4 59 62 

11 Lot4/PA R-4 57 60 

12 Lot5/PA R-5 56 59 

13 Lot 10/PA P-5 56 61 

Source: Ldn Consulting, October 2012. 

In addition, second floor receptors were also modeled at 15 feet above the pad elevations to determine 
noise levels at the building facades. Based on these findings, the second level building facades are 
anticipated to be above 60 dBA CNEL at Lots 1 (PA R-1), 2 (PA R-2), 3 (PA R-3), and 4 (PA R-4). 
Mitigation Measure N-2 requires that a final interior noise assessment be prepared based on final building 
design (i.e., architectural and building plans). This final report will identify the interior noise requirements 
based upon architectural and building plans. It should be noted that interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL 
can easily be obtained with conventional building construction methods and providing a closed window 
condition requiring a means of mechanical ventilation (e.g., air conditioning) for each building and 
upgraded windows for all sensitive rooms (e.g., bedrooms and living areas). 

The modeling results are quantitatively shown in Table 5 .11-8 for both the ground level outdoor receptors 
and the second level building facades. Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2 will reduce 
the on-site noise impact to a level less than significant. 
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Direct Traffic Noise Levels 

To determine if direct off-site noise level increases associated with the development of the project will 
create noise impacts, the noise levels for the existing conditions were compared with the noise level 
increase as a result of traffic generated at the level associated with build out of the Master Plan. Utilizing 
the traffic analysis for the proposed project (Urban Systems Associates 2012) noise contours were 
developed for the following traffic scenarios: 

• Existing: Current day noise conditions without construction of the project. 
• Existing plus Project: Current day noise conditions plus the completion of the project. 
• Existing vs. Existing plus Project: Comparison of the project related noise level increases. 

The existing noise levels and reference distances to the 60 dBA CNEL contours for the roadways in the 
vicinity of the project site are shown in Table 5 .11-3. The Existing plus Project Scenario is shown in 
Table 5.11-9. 

Table 5.11-9. Existing plus Project Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

El Camino Real - Via Las Rosas to Vista Way 

El Camino Real - Vista Way to SR-78 WB Ramps 

College Blvd. - Barnard Dr. to Vista Way 

College Blvd - Vista Way to Plaza Dr. 

College Blvd. - Plaza Dr. to Marron Rd. 

College Blvd. - Marron Rd. to South City Limit 

Vista Way - Jefferson St. to El Camino Real 

Vista Way - El Camino Real to Rancho Del Oro Rd. 

Vista Way - Rancho Del Oro Rd. to College Blvd. 

Vista Way - College Blvd. to SR-78 WB Ramps 

Vista Way - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Driveway to College Blvd. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - College Blvd. to Thunder Dr. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Thunder Dr. to Sundown Lane 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - Driveway to College Blvd. 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - College Blvd to SR-78 WB Ramps 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 

Rancho Del Oro Rd. - Vista Way to Tournament Dr. 

Source: Quarry Creek Noise Report 2012. 
1 Urban Systems Associates, 2012. 
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Vehicle Noise Level at 
Speeds 50 feet 

ADT1 (MPH) (dBA CNEL) 

36,783 45 73.8 

53,967 45 75.5 

33,331 45 73.4 

47,662 45 75 

38,842 45 74.1 

25,885 35 69.5 

15,633 35 67.3 

15,446 35 67.2 

20,544 35 68.5 

29,206 35 70 

16,260 35 67.4 

19,619 30 66.7 

14,084 30 65.3 

15,017 30 65.6 

3,950 30 59.8 

22,754 30 67.4 

12, 128 30 64.6 

13,954 30 65.2 

5.11-17 

60 dBA CNEL 
Contour Distance 

(feet) 

418 

540 

391 

497 

433 

214 

153 

151 

183 

232 

157 

140 

113 

117 

48 

155 

102 

112 
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5.11 Noise 

The overall roadway segment noise levels will increase from -0.5 dBA CNEL to 4.2 dBA CNEL with the 
development of the project as shown in Table 5.11-10. Traffic generated by the proposed project does 
create a direct noise increase of more than 3 dBA CNEL on Haymar Drive/Plaza Drive between the 
project driveways to College Boulevard. This segment of road is comprised of commercial uses and no 
noise sensitive receptors are present. Therefore, the impact is less than significant. Additionally, the 
existing plus project noise level is below 60 dBA CNEL. Therefore, the project's direct contributions to 
off-site roadway noise increases will not cause any significant impacts to any existing or future noise 
sensitive land uses. The impact associated with traffic generated roadway noise as a result of the 
proposed project is less than significant. Note that the values given do not take into account the effect of 
any noise barriers, structures, or topography that may affect roadway noise levels. 

Table 5.11-10. Existing vs. Existing plus Project Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 

El Camino Real - Via Las Rosas to Vista Way 

El Camino Real - Vista Way to SR-78 WB Ramps 

College Blvd. - Barnard Dr. to Vista Way 

College Blvd. - Vista Way to Plaza Dr. 

College Blvd. - Plaza Dr. to Marron Rd. 

College Blvd. - Marron Rd. to South City Limit 

Vista Way - Jefferson St. to El Camino Real 

Vista Way - El Camino Real to Rancho Del Oro Rd. 

Vista Way - Rancho Del Oro Rd. to College Blvd. 

Vista Way - College Blvd. to SR-78 WB Ramps 

Vista Way - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Driveway to College Blvd. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - College Blvd. to Thunder Dr. 

Marron Rd.flake Blvd. - Thunder Dr. to Sundown Lane 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - Driveway to College Blvd. 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - College Blvd to SR-78 WB Ramps 

Haymar Dr./Plaza Dr. - SR-78 WB Ramps to Thunder Dr. 

Rancho Del Oro Rd. - Vista Way to Tournament Dr. 

Source: Quarry Creek Noise Report 2012 Noise. 
1 Urban Systems Associates 2012. 

Existing Noise 
Level @ 50 feet 

(dBA CNEL) 

73.8 

75.5 

73.9 

74.7 

73.8 

69.2 

67.3 

67.2 

68.4 

69.8 

67.4 

66.1 

65.2 

65.5 

55.6 

67.2 

64.6 

65.2 

Note: Bold text indicates a 3 dBA audible noise increase that could result in impacts. 

Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne Noise Levels 

Grading Activities 

Existing + Project 
Noise Level @ 50 feet 

(dBA CNEL) 

73.8 

75.5 

73.4 

75 

74.1 

69.5 

67.3 

67.2 

68.5 

70 

67.4 

66.7 

65.3 

65.6 

59.8 

67.4 

64.6 

65.2 

Difference 
(dBA CNEL) 

0 

0 

-0.5 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

0 

0 

0.1 

0.2 

0 

0.6 

0.1 

0.1 

4.2 

0.2 

0 

0 

The nearest vibration-sensitive structures are located to the east of the project site, 100 feet or more from 
the proposed construction limits. Table 5 .11-11 lists the average vibration levels that would be 
experienced at the nearest vibration sensitive land uses to the east as a result of the temporary 
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5.11 Noise 

construction activities. Loaded trucks will be traveling along the western portion of the site and were 
assessed at a minimum distance of 100 feet to be conservative. 

Table 5.11-11. Vibration Levels from Construction Activities 

Approximate Velocity Approximate RMS Approximate Velocity Approximate RMS 
Level at 25 Feet Velocity at 25 Feet Level at 100 Feet Velocity at 100 Feet 

Equipment (VdB) (inches/second) (VdB) (inches/second) 

Small bulldozer 58 0.003 40 0.0004 

Jackhammer 79 0.035 61 0.0044 

Loaded trucks 86 0.076 68 0.0095 

Large bulldozer 87 0.089 69 0.0111 

FT A Criteria 88 0.3 

Significant Impact? No No 

Source: Ldn Consulting, August 2012. 
Note: PPVat Distance D = PPVrefx (25/0)15 . 

The FT A has determined vibration levels that would cause annoyance to a substantial number of people 
and potential damage to building structures. The FTA criterion for vibration induced structural damage is 
0.30 inches/second for the peak particle velocity (PPV) for "engineered concrete and masonry buildings." 
Project construction activities would result in PPV levels below the FTA's criteria for vibration induced 
structural damage. Therefore, project construction activities would not result in vibration induced 
structural damage to residential buildings near the demolition and construction areas. The FTA criterion 
for infrequent vibration induced annoyance is 83 VdB for commercial type uses. Construction activities 
would generate levels of vibration that would not exceed the FTA criteria for nuisance for nearby 
residential uses. Therefore, vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

Blasting Vibration 

Blasting for construction projects typically results in an RMS vibration velocity of about 100 V dB at 
50 feet from the blast based on FTA findings . This is equivalent to a peak particle velocity of about 
0.4 inches/second. The locations of the potential areas that may require blasting are shown in 
Figure 5 .11-3. As discussed previously, the smallest distance between existing commercial uses and the 
blasting activity was assumed to be 100 feet. Given attenuation of vibration velocities with distance, the 
RMS vibration velocity and peak particle velocity at the nearest existing structure would be about 88 VdB 
and 0.15 inch per second, respectively . 

Based on the construction vibration damage criteria published by the FTA, the threshold for vibration 
levels to damage "Engineered concrete and masonry buildings" are 98 VdB and 0.30 inches per second. 
Therefore, the effect of the blasting activity on nearby residential structures will not be significant. On the 
other hand, the human annoyance criterion of 83 V dB would be slightly exceeded when blasting occurred 
within about 100 feet of existing uses. If blasting is required within 100 feet of existing commercial 
structures, the potential annoyance may not be completely avoided but can be minimized by following the 
proper blasting procedures and with proper notice annoyances can be avoided. However, the nearest 
residential uses are located more than 1,000 feet from the potential blasting locations and vibration 
sources. Based on this distance separation no vibration impacts are anticipated from the proposed 
project's construction or blasting operations. It should also be noted that no rock crushing is proposed. 
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Airport Noise 

As previously presented in Section 5.11.1, the project is not located within the identified McClellan
Palomar Airport noise contours; however, the project site is located within the NINA. This area may be 
subject to some annoyances or inconveniences associated with airport operations. All new residential 
projects located within the NINA shall be required to record a notice informing of the potential 
environmental impacts related to the aircraft, and that the property is subject to overflight, sight and sound 
of aircraft operating from the McClellan-Palomar Airport (FAA 2007). As a part of a residential sale, this 
information will be provided to potential buyers as part of required disclosure process. No impact due to 
airport noise is identified. 

Off-site Improvements 

Implementation of the proposed project will involve the constmction of off-site improvements as 
described in EIR Section 3.0. These improvements include the construction of sewer lines/connections, 
water and reclaimed water lines/connections, trailhead improvements, improvements to Haymar Drive 
to improve the street to local street standards, and off-site grading in two areas immediately east of the 
project site. \\Thile connections for sewer and water and immediately adjacent to the project site, the 
construction of the reclaimed water line will occur in a segment of Tamarack A venue extending from 
Harwick Drive to the Quarry Creek Master Plan project site (east of the eastern Simsbury Court cul-de
sac). Also, off-site improvements include one of the project's proposed public use trailheads, which 
would be located at the easterly tenninus of Marron Road for that portion of the road within the City of 
Carlsbad located east of El Camino Real (east of the Vons shopping center). As shown in Figure 3-10, 
this off-site trailhead would include a vehicular tum-around and trail parking lot which would be provided 
within the existing right-of-way. In addition to utility and trailhead improvements, there will be minimal 
grading in the parcel immediately east of Planning Area R-1, outside of the project site boundary, 
however, no sensitive noise receptors are located in this area of off-site grading. 

Construction of off-site sewer and water connections, as well as the reclaimed water connection within 
Tamarack Avenue, would occur within residential neighborhoods. Also, residential uses are located in 
the vicinity of the Marron Road trailhead improvements. Heavy equipment, such as bulldozers and 
scrapers would not be required for these improvements. The installation of the reclaimed water pipeline 
would require trenching equipment, including a backhoe. The construction noise associated with this 
utility installation would be temporary, and would be similar to other utility improvements that are 
common throughout the City. Adherence to the City's noise ordinance which limits construction hours 
Monday through Friday between 7:00 a.m. and sunset, and on Saturday to between 8:00 a.m. and sunset 
would ensure that this temporary impact associated with off-site utility construction is less than 
significant. 

5.11.4 level of Significance Before Mitigation 

As previously discussed, the future ground level noise levels were found to be at or below 60 dBA CNEL 
and no noise mitigation is required to comply with the City of Carlsbad Noise standards. The project will, 
however, require a site-specific noise study be prepared for each residential lot based upon the final site 
design, building orientation, and pad elevations to ensure compliance with the City's exterior noise 
thresholds. 
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5.11 Noise 

In addition, second floor receptors were also modeled at 15 feet above the pad elevations to determine 
noise levels at the building facades. Based on these findings, the second level building facades are 
anticipated to be above 60 dBA CNEL at Lots 1-4 (PAs R-1, R-2, R-3, and R-4), which would be above 
the applicable noise standards. 

5.11.5 Environmental Mitigation Measures 

N-1 The project proponent shall prepare a site specific noise study for each residential lot based 
upon the final site design (i.e., site plan for each residential project within the Master Plan), 
building orientation, and pad elevations. The site specific noise study shall demonstrate that 
the outside noise levels are below 60 dBA CNEL. 

N-2 For residential uses within PAs R-1, R-2, R-3, and R-4 architectural features needed to 
achieve the interior noise standard shall be noted on the building plans. A statement 
certifying that the required architectural features have been incorporated into the building 
plans, signed by the acoustical analyst/acoustician shall be located on the building plans. The 
architect shall also include his registration stamp in addition to the required signature. All 
noise level reduction architectural components shall be shown on the architectural building 
plans, and shall be approved. This measure shall be implemented prior to the issuance of 
building permits for residential projects located within PAs R-1, R-2, R-3, and R-4 and 
verified by the City of Carlsbad Building and Planning DivisionsDel'Jaitmeffis . 

5.11.6 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure N-1 will require a site specific noise study to be prepared for all residential lots based 
upon the final site design to determine that the all outdoor usable areas noise levels comply with the 
60 dBA CNEL threshold. Mitigation Measure N-2 will require architectural features needed to achieve 
the interior noise standard shall be noted on the building plans for residential uses within PAs R-1, R-2, 
and R-3, and R-4. A statement certifying that the required architectural features have been incorporated 
into the building plans, signed by the acoustical analyst/acoustician shall be located on the building plans. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2 would reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The subject of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) is the Foothill College Facilities 

Master Plan ("proposed Project") (hereinafter Facilities Master Plan). The Facilities Master Plan was 

prepared to provide a guide for future campus development at Foothill College (College). In addition to 

analyzing the potential impacts of campus growth under the Facilities Master Plan at a program level, this 

Draft EIR addresses the Project-specific environmental effects associated with the construction of near

term projects as described in Section III (Project Description). 

The lead agency for this Project is the Foothill-De Anza Community College District, located at 12345 El 

Monte Road, Los Altos Hills, CA 94022-4599. A detailed description of the proposed Project is 

contained in Section III (Project Description) of this Draft EIR. 

Because the proposed Project will require approval of certain discretionary actions by the Foothill-De 

Anza Community College District (District) and other governmental agencies, the proposed Project is 

subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Based on the preparation of a detailed 

Initial Study (refer to Appendix A to this Draft EIR), it was determined that the proposed Project may 

have a significant effect on the environment and that an EIR should be prepared. 

B. PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

The College has commissioned this EIR on the Facilities Master Plan for the following purposes: 

• To satisfy CEQA requirements 

• To inform the general public; the local community; and responsible, trustee, and state and federal 

agencies of the nature of the Facilities Master Plan, its potentially significant environmental 

effects, feasible mitigation measures to mitigate those effects, and its reasonable and feasible 

alternatives 

• To enable the District to consider the environmental consequences of approving the Facilities 

Master Plan and the near-term projects 

• To provide a basis for preparation of any future environmental documents 

• For consideration by responsible agencies in issuing pennits and approvals for the proposed 

Project 

As described in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty to avoid or 

substantially lessen significant environmental impacts, where feasible. In discharging this duty, a public 

agency has an obligation to balance the project's significant impacts on the environment with other 
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conditions, including economic, social, technological, legal and other benefits. This Draft EIR is an 

informational document, the purpose of which is to identify the potentially significant impacts of the 

proposed Project on the environment and to indicate the manner in which those significant impacts can be 

avoided or significantly lessened; to identify any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot 

be mitigated; and to identify reasonable and feasible alternatives to the proposed Project that would 

eliminate any significant adverse environmental impacts or reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant 

level. 

The lead agency is required to consider the information in the EIR, along with any other relevant 

information, in making its decision on the Facilities Master Plan and the specific projects. Although the 

EIR does not determine the ultimate decision that will be made regarding implementation of the project, 

CEQA requires the Dist1ict to consider the information in the EIR and make findings regarding each 

significant effect in the EIR. 

The District will certify the EIR for the College. Once certified, the EIR will serve as the base 

environmental document for the Foothill campus and will be used as a basis for decisions on campus 

growth and development. Other agencies may also use this EIR in their review and approval process. 

This Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines which defines 

the standards for EIR adequacy: 

"An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers 

with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account 

of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed 

project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of 

what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 

inadequate, but the EIR would summarize the main points of disagreement among the 

experts. The courts have looked not for perfection; but for adequacy, completeness, and a 

good faith effort at fill! disclosure. " 

C. PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed Project involves the renovation and construction of campus facilities on the existing 136-

acre Foothill College campus, which is located in Los Altos Hills, approximately thirty-five miles south 

of San Francisco. Serving more than 18,000 day and evening students, the College is a multicultural 

institution committed to meeting the evolving educational, economic and cultural needs of an increasingly 

technology-based global community. 

In June 2006 the voters approved a $490.8 million dollar District-wide bond (Measure C) to continue the 

renovation and replacement of aging facilities as well as upgrade technology on the campus. The 2007 

Facilities Master Plan is intended to inform the direction of Measure C. This plan is driven by the 

demands of future growth, instructional and student support program analyses, and the expectations of a 
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technologically savvy student community, and will serve the unmet needs of the 1999 Facilities Master 

Plan. The Master Plan and accompanying illustrations provide a vision of the recommendations for 

campus development and renovations over the next five-to-ten year period. 

With the adoption of the Facilities Master Plan, the College would establish a framework to guide the 

physical development of the campus over the next ten years. Jn addition to the renovation and repair of 

outdated buildings and infrastructure upgrades described above, the Facilities Master Plan consists of the 

addition of two new buildings: the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC) and the Scene 

Shop. The proposed new buildings are described in Section III (Project Description). The Project 

proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 square feet of building space, 

including approximately 41,500 square feet of assignable space. 

D. TYPE OF EIR 

The Facilities Master Plan is both a conceptual architectural build-out plan of the campus and a statement 

about the buildings and their function. A plan typically includes building locations, uses, traffic 

circulation, parking, utilities, drainage, environmental issues, and a discussion about the look and 

character of the campus. It is not an implementation plan, and its adoption does not constitute a 

commitment to any specific project, construction schedule, or funding priority. Rather, the Master Plan 

and accompanying illustrations provide a vision of the recommendations for campus development and 

renovations over the next five-to-ten year period. Each project undertaken during the planning horizon of 

the Facilities Master Plan must be approved individually by the College, in compliance with CEQA. This 

Facilities Master Plan EIR is a First Tier/Program EIR that evaluates the effects of the entire Facilities 

Maser Plan at a program level. 

Section 15168(a) of the CEQA Guidelines defines a Program EIR as an EIR which may be prepared on a 

series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: 1) geographically; 2) 

as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; 3) in connection with the issuance of rules, 

regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or 4) as 

individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having 

generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. 

Section 15168(b) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that use of a Program EIR can provide the following 

advantages. The Program EIR can: 

1) Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than would be 

practical in an EIR on an individual action; 

2) Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; 

3) Avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations; 
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4) Allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and programwide mitigation 

measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or 

cumulative impacts; and 

5) Allow reduction in paperwork. 

As stated earlier, this EIR is also a project EIR that evaluates near-term projects that are proposed for 

implementation as part of the Facilities Master Plan. As required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, 

the project EJR examines all phases of the near-term projects, including planning, construction, operation, 

and reasonably foreseeable phases. 

With respect to other development projects that may be proposed during the Facilities Master Plan 

planning horizon, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines state that subsequent projects should be examined in 

light of the Program EIR to determine whether additional environmental documentation must be prepared. 

If no new significant effects would occur, all significant effects have been adequately addressed and no 

new mitigation measures would be required, the subsequent projects within the scope of the Facilities 

Master Plan could rely on the environmental analysis provided in the Program EIR, and no additional 

environmental documentation must be prepared. The subsequent documents may also rely on the 

Program EIR, as appropriate, for general discussions and for the analysis and cumulative impacts, but 

would be tiered to allow the subsequent documents to focus on more project- and site-specific impacts. In 

either case, CEQA findings must be made for subsequent projects. 

E. AL TERL~ATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

Three alternatives are evaluated in Section VJ. (Alternatives to the Proposed Project): the No Project/No 

Build, Reduced Intensity, and Alternate Site Plan Configuration alternatives. All alternatives are located 

on the Project site. Differences between the build alternatives include the number and/or average size of 

the buildings and changes to internal roadway configurations. The alternatives to be analyzed in 

comparison to the proposed Project include: 

Alternative A: No Project/No Build Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Intensity 

Alternative C: Alternate Site Plan Configuration 

F. ElR REVIEW PROCESS 

The Initial Study was circulated from September 5, 2007to October 5, 2007 for public review and is 

included as Appendix A to this Draft EIR. This Initial Study evaluated a slightly different site plan that 

included (but was not limited to) the following components: Loop Road realignment and the construction 

of a new science and engineering building on the north slope of the Project site immediately south of 
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Building 4000. (The new science and engineering building is called the North Slope Complex in the 

2007 Facilities Master Plan.) 

The District received comments on the Project from local agencies and the public on vanous 

environmental areas of concern. In response to those comments, the District has chosen to modify the 

Project from what was originally proposed and studied in the Initial Study. These revisions include 

eliminating the proposed realignment of the Loop Road to the outer edge of campus and relocation of the 

proposed the new science and engineering building, which is now know as the PSCE. Because the Loop 

Road realignment is no longer a part of the Project and the Loop Road will remain in its current location, 

the proposed location of the PSEC was revised to an area south of Parking Lot 4. Consequently, the 

North Slope Science Building was renamed the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center. Two 

pedestrian connections/footbridges over the Loop Road have been added to the Project in Parking Lot 3 

and from the PSEC. Additionally, the expansion of Parking Lot 4 has been reduced from 2.25 acres to 

0.5 acres to allow for the PSEC. All other Project components as desc1ibed in the Initial Study remain the 

same. The 2.25-acre Parking Lot 4 would be resurfaced and expanded to approximately 2.75 acres in size 

to add up to 50 additional parking spaces. 

Notice of Preparation 

Comments from identified responsible and trustee agencies, as well as interested parties on the scope of 

the EIR, were solicited through a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR process. The NOP for the EIR 

was circulated for a 30-day review period starting on September 5, 2007 to October 5, 2007. A public 

scoping meeting was also held on September 18, 2007 at Foothill College, Appreciation Hall (Building 

1500), 12345 El Monte Road, Los Altos Hills, CA 94022-4599 to solicit input from agencies, individuals, 

and organizations. A copy of the NOP is included in Appendix A to this Draft EIR. Comments 

submitted in response to the NOP are included in Appendix B to this Draft EIR. 

Environmental Review Process 

The Draft EIR will be circulated for review and comment by the public and other interested parties, 

agencies, and organizations for 45 days. All comments or questions about the Draft EIR should be 

addressed to: 

Foothill De Anza College 

Facilities, Operations, and Construction Management 

ATTN: Charles Allen 

12345 El Monte Road, Los Altos Hills, CA 94022-4599 

(650) 949-6150, (650) 948-5194 (Fax) 
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Project Approvals 

Following the close of the public and agency comment period, responses to all comments that raised 

significant environmental issues regarding the Project will be prepared for publication in the Final EIR. 

The Final EJR will be prepared as a separate document from the Draft EIR, and will be considered by the 

District at a public meeting and certified if it is determined to comply with CEQA. Upon certification of 

the EIR, the District will consider the Facilities Master Plan for approval. Some or all of the near-term 

projects may be considered for approval by the District. 

CEQA Findings and Mitigation Monitoring 

CEQA requires that when a public agency makes findings based on an EIR, the public agency must adopt 

a reporting or monitoring program for those measures that it has adopted or made a condition of Project 

approval in order to mitigate for those measures that it has adopted or made a condition of Project 

approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The reporting or monitoring 

program must be designed to ensure compliance during Project implementation. 

G. USES OF THE FACILITIES MASTER PLAN EIR 

This document serves three purposes. The Dist1ict will use this EIR to evaluate the environmental 

implications of adopting the Facilities Master Plan and approving the near-term projects. If the Facilities 

Master Plan is approved, this EIR will be used to focus environmental review of subsequent campus 

projects. Lastly, this document may be used as a source of information by responsible agencies with 

permitting or approval authority over the Project. 

H. LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

This EIR uses a variety of terms to describe the levels of significance of adverse impacts identified during 

the course of the environmental analysis. The following are definitions of terms used in this EIR: 

• Less-than-significant impact: Impacts that are adverse, but that do not exceed the specified 

standards of significance. 

• Potentially significant impact: Significant impacts that may ultimately be determined to be less 

than significant; the level of significance may be reduced in the future through further definition 

of the project detail. Potentially significant impacts may also be impacts about which there is not 

enough information to draw a final conclusion; however, for the purpose of this EIR, they are 

considered significant. Such impacts are equivalent to significant impacts and require the 

identification of feasible mitigation measures. 
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• Significant impact: Impacts that exceed the defined standards of significance and that can be 

eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of feasible 

mitigation measures. 

• Significant and unavoidable impact: Impacts that exceed the defined standards of significance 

and that cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through the 

implementation of feasible mitigation measures. 

I. ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR 

This Draft EIR is organized into eight sections as follows: 

Section I (Introduction): This section provides an introduction and a description of the intended uses of 

the EIR and the review and certification process. 

Section II (Summary): This section includes a summary of the Project description, environmental 

impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed Project, proposed mitigation measures, 

and the level of significance of the impact before and after mitigation. 

Section III (Project Description): This section presents a complete description of the proposed Project 

including Project location, Project characteristics, and Project objectives. This section also provides an 

overview of the study area's environmental setting including a description of existing and surrounding 

land uses, and histo1y and background of the Project site and College. 

Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis): This section is the primary focus of this Draft EIR. Each 

environmental issue contains a discussion of existing conditions for the Project area, an assessment and 

discussion of the significance of impacts associated with the proposed Project, proposed mitigation 

measures, cumulative impacts, and level of impact significance after mitigation. 

Section V (General Impact Categories): This section provides a discussion of the potential growth 

inducement of the proposed Project as well as a summary of any significant unavoidable impacts 

associated with the proposed Project. 

Section VI (Alternatives to the Proposed Project): This section includes an analysis of a range of 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project to provide informed decision making in accordance with 

Section 15126(£) of the CEQA Guidelines. The range of alternatives selected is based on their ability to 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project and avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the Project. 

Section VII (Preparers of the EIR and Persons Consulted): This section presents a list of lead agency, 

other agencies and consultant team members that contributed to the preparation of the Draft EIR. This 

section also identifies persons consulted during preparation of the Draft EIR. 
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Section VIII (References): This section provides full references of sources cited in the Draft EIR. 

Section IX (Acronyms): This section provides the definitions of acronyms referenced in the Draft EIR. 
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II. SUMMARY 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This summary provides a brief description of the proposed Project, areas of known controversy, including 

issues raised by agencies and the public; and unresolved issues. The summary also identifies which 

impacts are significant, what specific mitigation measures have been identified to reduce each significant 

impact, and the level of significance of the impact both before and after mitigation. This summary is 

intended as an overview and should be used in conjunction with a thorough reading of the Draft EIR. The 

text of this Draft EIR, including figures, tables, and appendices, serves as the basis for this summaiy. 

B. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The subject of this Draft EIR is the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan ("proposed Project") 

(hereinafter Facilities Master Plan). The Facilities Master Plan was developed in support of the mission 

and goals of the College as contained in the Educational Master Plan 2005-2015 and provides a 

framework to guide the physical development of the campus over the next ten years. In addition to 

analyzing the potential impacts of campus growth under the Facilities Master Plan at a program level, this 

Draft EIR addresses the project-specific environmental effects associated with the construction of near

term projects as described in Section III (Project Description). 

In June 2006 the voters approved a $490.8 million dollar District-wide bond (Measure C) to continue the 

renovation and replacement of aging facilities as well as upgrade technology on the campus. These 

construction, renovation, and improvements are needed to accommodate an estimated increase in 

enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the next ten years. The Dist1ict prepared 

the 2007 Foothill College Facilities Master Plan (Project), which provides direction of projects that would 

be funded under Measure C. The development of the Facilities Master Plan took into account the 

College's needs from a wide range of college planning documents, including the 2006 Master Plan Bond 

Cost Summary, 2006 Five Year Construction Plan, 2006 State of the College, 2005 Educational Master 

Plan, 2004 District Planning Guidelines, and 1999 Foothill De Anza Facilities Master Plan. 

The Facilities Master Plan involves the renovation and construction of campus facilities on the existing 

136-acre Foothill campus. With the completion of the Facilities Master Plan, Foothill College will 

establish a ten-year vision that would transform the campus' educational environment and enhance the 

manner in which the College offers courses, programs, and cultural events to the community. In addition 

to the construction of new buildings, parking lots, road and access improvements, and pedestrian/bike 

paths, the Facilities Master Plan also proposes to renovate and repair outdated buildings with 

infrastructure upgrades. In total, the proposed Project may involve the construction of a Scene Shop, as 

well as a small complex of three closely spaced buildings for the Physical Sciences and Engineering 

Center, providing approximately 62,500 square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 

square feet of assignable space. 
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C. AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 

Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to identify areas of controversy known to the lead 

agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public, and issues to be resolved. The comments 

received on the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation of an EIR, the areas of known controversy were 

primarily related to the realignment of Loop Road and the associated noise, air quality, and traffic 

impacts. However, this is no longer a part of the proposed Project. Thus, there are also no known issues 

of controversy to be resolved. 

D. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

CEQA requires a discussion of potentially significant, irreversible environmental changes that could 

result from the project. Examples include projects that generally commit future generations to similar 

uses, irreversible damage that may result from accidents associated with a project, or irretrievable 

commitments of resources. 

The College has been at its present location for almost 50 years. The majority of the renovation and 

repair of existing facilities as well as the constrnction of new facilities and buildings proposed by the 

Facilities Master Plan is anticipated on the portions of campus that are currently developed. Significant 

and unavoidable cumulative impacts with regard to air quality have been identified. 

E. APPROACH TO THE CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 

Section l 5130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that EIRs consider the significant environmental effects 

of a proposed project as well as "cumulative impacts." "Cumulative impacts" refer to two or more 

individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase 

other environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) 

states: 

"The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their 

likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is 

provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided 

by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative 

impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other 

projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. " 

Cumulative impacts may be analyzed by considering a list of past, present, and probable future projects 

producing related or cumulative impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[b][l][A]). In addition, CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15130(b )(1 )(B) allows lead agencies to rely on a summaiy of projections contained in 

an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has 

been adopted or ce1tified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions conh·ibuting to 
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the cumulative impact. The cumulative impact discussions provided within each individual impact 

category relies on the year 2015 build-out as the cumulative condition. 

F. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

Table II-1 presents a summary of project impacts, recommended mitigation measures, and level of 

significance both before and after mitigation. 
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Table ll-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Imnact Miti2ation Measures 
AESTHETICS 

Impact IV.A-AES.I Mitigation Measure IV.A-AES.I 

The Project would not create a new source of'substantial light or glare Prior to the installation of lighting fixtures, the District shall revise the 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. existing Lighting Plan or prepare a new Lighting Plan for the Project 

site. While the design of exterior lighting standards shall be 

sympathetic to the scale, materials, and design of the 1961 campus 

light fixtures, typical lighting should include low mounted, downward 

casting and shielded lights that do not cause spillover onto adjacent 

properties. Low intensity, indirect light sources shall be encouraged. 

No flood lights shall be utilized. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Impact IV.A-GEO.I 

The Project would not be located within a state-designated Alquist-Priolo 
Zone or other designated.fault zone. 

Impact IV.A-GE0.2 

The Project would not be located in an area identified as having a high risk 
of'ground.failure, including liquefaction. 
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All structures shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the 

earthquake resistant provisions of the California Building Code. 

California Building Code site seismic parameters necessary for design 

shall be based on a site specific geotechnical investigation. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.2a 

The District would conduct a site-specific geotechnical investigation 

prior to construction of each building project. The investigations 

would provide detailed geotechnical recommendations for the 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 

conditions of a particular development site. The geotechnical 

investigation would consider the potential for liquefaction hazards, in 

particular for projects within the current or historic Adobe Creek 

floodplain and the Purissima Creek. The District would implement all 

feasible measures identified in the geotechnical investigation to avoid 

or minimize liquefaction potential. The individual project design and 

construction would incorporate and implement all of the feasible 

recommendations in the site-specific geotechnical investigations. 

These recommendations could typically include some or all of the 

following: 

a. All grading and earthwork for each project would be 

performed under the observation of the geotechnical consultant. 

c. Surface runoff would be collected near the top of the new 

slopes by means of drainage swales , area drains or berms, which 

collect and direct water into approved drainage facilities. 

f. The geotechnical consultant would provide soil engineering 

observation and testing services during the grading and foundation 

installation phases of the new construction. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.2b 

Typical options to address liquefiable soils shall consist of the 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 

August 2008 

II. Summary 

Pagell-6 

RL0027543 



EM25962 

Foothill De Anza Community College District 

Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

August 2008 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures Miti2ation 

Impact IV.A-GE0.3 

The Project would not be built on an unstable geologic unit or in an 
unstable area that could potentially result in on-and off site landsliding, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse. 
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following: a) remove and replace potentially liquefiable soils with 

engineered fill; b) densify potentially liquefiable soils with an in-situ 

ground improvement technique such as deep dynamic compaction, 

vibro-compaction, vibro-replacement, compaction grouting, or other 

similar methods; c) support the proposed structures on a pile 

foundation system, which extends below the zone of potential 

liquefaction; d) strengthen foundations (e.g., post-tensioned slab, 

reinforced mat or grid foundation, or other similar system) to resist 

excessive differential settlement associated with seismically-induced 

liquefaction; and, e) support the proposed structures on an engineered 

fill pad in order to reduce differential settlement resulting from 

seismically-induced liquefaction and post-seismic pore pressure 

dissipation. The required mitigation for design shall be based on a site 

specific geotechnical investigation. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.3 

Landslide risk will depend on the precise location and type of the 

planned development as well as the extent of earthwork needed to 

provide desired finished grades. The required mitigation for design 

shall be based on a site specific geotechnical investigation, which may 

include recommendations for setbacks from any potentially unstable 

slope. 

Less than 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 
Impact IV.A-GE0.4 

The Project would not expose large areas to the erosional effects of' wind or 
water/or a protracted period of' time. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Miti2ation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.4 

Ground-disturbing activity shall require the consideration of erosion 

control measures such that minimal erosion and sedimentation is 

allowed outside the building footprint and construction area. Prior to 

development of the proposed Project, the District would develop an 

erosion control plan. During each individual project, construction 

personnel would implement all relevant and feasible measures of the 

plan during earthmoving and other construction activities. The plan 

would include, but not be limited to, the following measures: 

a. To the extent feasible, restricting earthmoving activities to the 

dry season and providing erosion protection measures for each project 

prior to the onset of winter rains. 

b. Minimizing the amount of soil exposed at any one time 

(through scheduling, prompt completion of grading, and use of staged 

stabilization). 

c. Preserving existing vegetation to the extent feasible (through 

marking and protection). 

d. Designating soil stockpile areas on the construction plans and 

covering and protecting soil stockpiles by a plastic membrane during 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Significant 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.A-GE0.5 

The Project would not pose a hazard to life and property by building on 
expansive soils without proper site preparation or design .features to provide 
adequate.foundations/or Project buildings. 
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Miti2ation Measures 
the rainy season. 

e. Revegetating disturbed areas, utilizing such measures as 

planting of native grasses, plants and shrubs and the installation of jute 

netting and hydroseeding in areas of more difficult revegetation. 

f. Implementing the dust control mitigation measures Section 

IV.B (Air Quality). 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.5 

Expansive soils risks will depend on the precise location and type of 

the planned development as well as the types of underlying soils and 

the extent of earthwork needed to provide desired finished grades. The 

required mitigation shall consist of one or a combination of: 

a. Careful moisture conditioning and compaction control during 

site preparation and placement of engineered fills; 

b. Removal and replacement with non-expansive fill; or 

c. Chemical treatment with lime to lower the expansion potential 

and/or decrease the moisture content. Landscape and irrigation 

controls shall also be required. 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
The final recommendations for design shall be based on a site-specific 

geotechnical investigation 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Impact IV.A-HAZ.l 

The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably.foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of'hazardous materials into the environment. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.la 

A specification produced by a California Certified Asbestos Consultant 

for the abatement of the ACM, ACCM and RACM shall be prepared 

and should be the basis for selecting contractors to perform the 

proposed abatement work. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lb 

A State of California licensed asbestos abatement contractor shall be 

retained to perform the asbestos abatement of the ACM, ACCM and 

RACM noted at the site. The general contractor for the renovation 

project may be a source for local licensed abatement contractors. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lc 

Contractors performing work that disturbs ACM, ACCM and RACM 

at the site shall implement appropriate work practices in accordance 

with applicable California Occupational Safety & Health 

Administration (Cal-OSHA) worker exposure regulations as well as 

the regulatory requirements of the Asbestos Hazard Emergency 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
Response Act. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.ld 

A California DHS Certified Lead Project Designer shall prepare a 

specification for the abatement of the LBP identified in the LBP 

survey. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.le 

A State of California licensed lead abatement contractor shall be 

retained to perform the abatement of the LBP. The general contractor 

for the renovation work can be a source for local licensed abatement 

contractors. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lf 

Contractors performing work that disturbs painted components at the 

site shall implement appropriate work practices in accordance with 

applicable Cal-OSHA worker exposure regulations. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lg 

Any repainting or renovation activities shall be conducted in a cautious 

manner, using methods that minimize the disturbance of LBP. 

Level of 
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Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
Practices used shall not cause airborne concentrations of lead to exceed 

the applicable OSHA Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) for airborne 

lead. In particular, any cutting, torching, grinding, or dry sanding of 

the painted components covered by the LBP shall not be performed, as 

these activities could contribute to airborne lead concentrations above 

the applicable PEL. Personal air monitoring of renovation workers 

could be conducted to assess airborne lead concentrations during work 

activities that disturb the LBP or lead containing paints. 

HYDROLOGY 
Impact IV.A-HYD.l 

The Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements nor would it otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.la 

Prior to development of individual projects, the District shall be 

required to submit and oversee implementation of a Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the respective project or 

project components as they are constructed, in accordance with the 

NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated 

with Construction Activity. The SWPPP shall detail the treatment 

measures and best management practices (BMPs) to control pollutants 

and an erosion control plan that outlines erosion and sediment control 

measures that would be implemented during the construction and post-

construction phases of project development. In addition, the SWPPP 

shall include construction-phase housekeeping measures for control of 

contaminants such as petroleum products, paints and solvents, 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
detergents, fertilizers, and pesticides. It shall also describe the post

construction BMPs used to reduce pollutant loadings in runoff and 

percolate once the site is occupied (e.g., grassy swales, wet ponds, and 

educational materials) and shall set forth the BMP monitoring and 

maintenance schedule and responsible entities during the construction 

and post-construction phases. The SFBR WQCB and District shall 

enforce compliance with the regulatory requirements of the General 

Permit. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.lb 

As individual projects are designed, the District would incorporate 

features (such as on-site detention) into the projects or elsewhere on 

the site to reduce future peak runoff flows leaving the site to or below 

existing levels. The College would consult with the Santa Clara Valley 

Water District regarding the District's requirements for runoff control. 

The College District would incorporate its runoff control features into 

any future College project that would result in an increase in peak 

runoff leaving the Project site. 

For every project resulting in changes to the storm water collection 

system, the District shall include a system of source control, structural 

improvements, and treatment systems to protect long-term water 

quality. These measures to treat runoff shall be designed to meet the 

maximum extent practicable (MEP) treatment standard in the Clean 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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II. Summary 

Page 11-13 

RL0027550 



Foothill De Anza Community College District 

Environmental Impact 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

EM25969 

Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

August 2008 

Miti2ation Measures Miti2ation 
Water Act consistent with the MEP standard as defined in the Santa 

Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program Provision 

C.3 of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

Municipal Stormwater Permit. BMPs that shall be considered include: 

1. Grass strips and grassy swales where feasible to reduce 

runoff and provide initial storm water treatment. 

2. Storm drains will discharge to natural surfaces or swales 

where possible to avoid excessive concentration and channelization of 

storm water. 

3. If necessary, small retention or detention basins will be 

considered to maximize the retention time for settling of fine particles. 

To meet the MEP standard, treatment BMPs shall be constructed that 

incorporate, at a minimum, the following hydraulic sizing design 

criteria to treat stormwater runoff. This sizing shall consider local 

rainfall data to design appropriately sized BMPs. 

Volume Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary 

mode of action depends on volume capacity, such as 

detention/retention units or infiltration structures, shall be designed to 

treat stormwater runoff equal to: 

II. Summary 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
1. The maximized stormwater quality capture volume for the 

area, based on historical rainfall records, determined using the formula 

and volume capture coefficients set forth in Urban Runoff Quality 

Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCEManual of 

Practice No. 87, (1998), pages 175-178 (e.g., approximately the 85th 

percentile 24-hour storm runoff event); or 

2. the volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or 

more capture, determined in accordance with the methodology set forth 

in Appendix D of the California Stormwater Best Management 

Practices Handbook, (1993), using local rainfall data. 

Flow Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode 

of action depends on flow capacity, such as swales, sand filters, or 

wetlands, shall be sized to treat: 

1. 10 percent of the 50-year peak flow rate; or 

2. the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least 

two times the 85th percentile hourly rainfall intensity for the applicable 

area, based on historical records of hourly rainfall depths; or 

3. the flow of runoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 

0.2 inches per hour intensity. 

Level of 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.A-HYD.2 

The Project would not involve a substantial alteration of' drainage patterns 
that results in a substantial increase in erosion or siltation during 
construction or operation of'the Project. 

Impact IV.A-HYD.3 

The Project would not result in increased runoff' volumes during 
construction or operation of' the project that would result in.flooding 
conditions affectinf!. the Proiect site or nearby properties. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.lc 

Alternatively, the District would prepare a Master Drainage Plan for 

the Project site. The Plan would incorporate the information on 

existing and anticipated future drainage patterns, existing drainage 

problems, and the existing storm drain system. The analysis of future 

drainage patterns would take into account the contribution of the 

remainder of the Adobe Creek watershed. The College would include 

drainage controls for all projects that result in an increase in 

impervious surfaces, to keep peak runoff rates at or below pre-project 

levels for the 100-year storm (or for a lesser design storm, ifthe Water 

District uses such a storm in its flood control planning for individual 

project sites). The College would consult with the Santa Clara Valley 

Water District regarding the District's requirements for runoff control. 

See Mitigation Measures IV.A- HYD.la through IV.A-HYD.lc 

See Mitigation Measures IV.A- HYD.la through IV.A-HYD.lc 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.A-HYD.4 

The Project would not create or contribute runoff' water which would exceed 
the capacity of' existing or planned stormwater drainage systems nor provide 
substantial additional sources ofpolluted runoff' 

Impact IV.A-HYD.5 

The Project would not place structures within a 100-yearflood plain which 
would impede or redirect.flood.flows, nor would it expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of'/oss, inquiry or death involving.flooding, 
including.flooding as a result of'thefailure of'a levee or dam. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 

See Mitigation Measures IV.A- HYD.la through IV.A-HYD.lc 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.ld 

Prior to any building activity along the northern or southern boundaries 

of the Project site, the District shall review the location to verify 

whether any structures are within the current FEMA 100 year flood 

plain. lf they are, the District shall take action to revise the current 

FEMA FIRM to reflect existing elevations in the vicinity of the 

proposed building areas. This action shall include a detailed 

computerized flood hazard analysis in accordance with current 

standards set forth by FEMA. lf the detailed analysis shows that the 

proposed development area is outside of the 100-year flood plain and 

floodway, the development could be constructed in the area proposed 

with no further mitigation. lf the analysis does not show that the 

proposed development area is outside of the 100-year flood plain and 

floodway, appropriate flood plain management measures should be 

incorporated into the location and design of new buildings or 

roadways. The determination of the appropriate mitigation measures 

Level of 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
shall be made by a qualified civil engineer or hydrologist. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 
Impact IV.A-PUB SERV.l Mitigation Measure IV.A-PUB SERV.l 

The Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact Fire sprinklers shall have a minimum flow of 1,500 gallons per minute 
associated with the provision offire services and the need.for new or at 20 pounds per square inch (psi). 
physically altered.fire.facilities. 

UTILITIES AND PUBLIC SERVICES 
Impact IV.A-UTIL.l 

The Project would increase water consumption or wastewater generation to 
such a degree that the capacity offacilities currently serving the project site 
would be exceeded. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-UTIL.la 

The District shall consult with the City of Los Altos as projects are 

designed and prior to construction to determine if the District will need 

to purchase additional capacity to accommodate flows resulting from 

the Project. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.lb 

Recommended water conservation features shall be installed, such as 
low-flow showerheads, toilets, and urinals, low-flow faucet aerators in 

sink faucets, and water-conserving clothes washers and dishwashers. 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 

Less than 
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Significant 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.lc 

Drought-tolerant, low water consuming plant varieties shall be selected 

where feasible and appropriate. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.ld 

A landscape irrigation system that provides uniform irrigation 
coverage for each landscape zone to the maximum extent feasible, with 
sprinkler head patterns adjusted to minimize over spray onto walkways 
and streets, shall be designed and implemented. 

Impact IV.A-UTIL.2 See Mitigation Measures IV.A-UTIL.la through IV.A-UTIL.ld 

The Project site would not require or result in the construction of' new storm 
drain .facilities serving the Project site. 

Impact IV.A-UTIL.3 See Mitigation Measures IV.A-UTIL.la through IV.A-UTIL.ld 

The proposed Project would increase wastewater generation to such a 
degree that the capacity a/facilities currently serving the Project site would 
be exceeded. 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact IV.B-1: 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Measure IV .B-la 

The following mitigation measures apply to activities associated with 

the proposed construction and are intended to reduce the temporary 

Level of 
Impact 
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Miti2ation 
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Significant 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 
Project Construction Would Result in Emissions of' Criteria Pollutants. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
generation of fugitive dust to a less-than-significant level. The 

measures to reduce construction- related PM 10 emissions reflect basic 

and optional dust control measures recommended by BAAQMD: 

• All active construction areas shall be watered at least twice 
daily. 

• All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall 
be covered with tarpaulins or other effective covers. 

• All unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
the construction site shall be paved; otherwise, water or non
toxic soil stabilizers shall be applied to all unpaved access 
roads. In addition, paved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas shall be swept daily with a water sweeper. 
Streets shall be swept daily with a water sweeper in areas 
where visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public 
streets. 

• The applicant shall hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil 
stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously graded 
area inactive for ten days or more). 

• The applicant shall enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply 
non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

• The applicant shall limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 
miles per hour. 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

August 2008 

Miti2ation Measures Miti2ation 
• The applicant shall install sandbags or other erosion control 

measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways. 

• The applicant shall replant vegetation in disturbed areas as 
quickly as possible. 

• The applicant shall install wheel washers for all trucks leaving 
the sight and wash all truck wheel before they leave the site 

• During periods when trucks are transporting soil to or from 
the site, dirt that may have been tracked off the site shall be 
removed daily from the street. The area to be cleaned is to 
extend to the limit of noticeable dirt tracked from the site or 
for a distance of 7 5 feet on each side of a vehicle entrance or 
exit, whichever is greater. If water is used to clean the street, 
then the quantity of water used shall not result in sediment 
being washed into the storm sewer catch basins. Street 
sweepings shall be disposed of as a waste along with waste 
soil in accordance with applicable regulations. 

• The applicant shall terminate excavation and grading 

activities when winds exceed 25 mph or when fugitive dust 

emissions are visible for a distance of at least 100 feet from 

the origin of such emissions, and there is visible evidence of 

wind driven fugitive dust. Wind speed would be determined 

when an on-site anemometer registers at least two wind gusts 

in excess of25 miles per hour within a consecutive 30-minute 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
period. 

Mitigation Measure IV.B-lb 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce 

short-term exhaust emissions from construction-related equipment to a 
less-than-significant level: 

• The idling time of all construction equipment used at the site 
shall not exceed five minutes. 

• The applicant shall limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty 
equipment and/or the amount of equipment in use. 

• All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturer's specifications. Emissions 
from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the 
Project site shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than 
three minutes in any hour. Any equipment found to exceed 
40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired 
immediately. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment 
shall be made at least weekly throughout the duration of the 
Project construction. A record of the inspection shall be 
maintained on-site. The BAAQMD and/or other officials 
may conduct periodic site inspections to determine 
compliance. 

• The applicant shall require construction contractors to install 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 

August 2008 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
particulate traps when appropriate on diesel engines. . The applicant shall use the minimum practical engine size for 
construction equipment. . Gasoline-powered equipment shall be equipped with catalytic 

converters, where feasible 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts from any new greenhouse gas emissions on climate change are 

not known and therefore the cumulative impacts associated with the 

Project on climate change would be considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact IV.C-1: Mitigation Measure IV.C-la 

The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either If grading/construction/demolition-related activities are to occur within 

directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 

candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in 

policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

local or regional plans, 

300 feet of Adobe Creek or the Purissima Creek, a pre-

construction/grading/demolition survey for red-legged frogs, tiger 

salamanders and western pond turtles shall be conducted by a qualified 

biologist. The survey area would include the creek and/or drainage as 

well as the grading/construction/demolition zone within 300 feet of the 

creek/drainage. If California red-legged frogs, California tiger 

salamander, or western pond turtles were to be observed within the 

surveyed creek/drainage, the District shall install temporary fencing 

adjacent to the riparian zone of the creek/drainage that is designated to 

August 2008 

Level of 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

August 2008 

Miti2ation Measures Miti2ation 
prevent red-legged frogs, California tiger salamanders or western pond 

turtles from leaving the riparian zone and entering area where 

grading/construction would occur. The fencing would extend along 

the creek drainage for 1,000 feet above and below the construction 

zone, or to the Project site boundary. The fencing would be 

maintained and monitored by the District for the duration of the 

grading/construction period. If California tiger salamanders or western 

pond turtles are observed within the grading/construction zone, they 

shall be relocated by the monitoring biologist in coordination with 

CDFG, to a suitable area outside of the construction zone. Suitable 

areas would include nearby creeks and lakes with appropriate habitat 

(e.g., Adobe Creek, San Franciquito Creek, and Lake Lagunitas). If 

red-legged frogs are observed, grading/construction activities shall be 

postponed and the USFWS shall be consulted to determine the extent 

of potential impacts to individual frogs and to identify measures to 

avoid these impacts. The USFWS shall consider any direct or indirect 

impacts to individual frogs (including capture or translocation), to be a 

"take" under the FESA. Consultation with the USFWS will result in 

either a determination of the need to obtain a permit to allow this 

"take" or in the identification of measures such as trapping and 

translocation ofred-legged frogs to avoid harm to these animals. 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-lb 

To prevent the take of nesting native bird species, all clearing and 

grubbing of the Project site shall take place from September through 

February. Winter site clearing shall ensure that nesting birds are not 

present and impacted. If construction is scheduled or ongoing near the 

perimeter of the grading footprint during bird nesting season (March 1 

to September 15), qualified biologists shall survey the area within 200 

feet (or up to 3 00 feet depending on topography or other factors and 

500 feet for raptors) of the grading activity to determine if grading is 

disturbing nesting birds. If nesting activity is being compromised, 

construction shall be suspended in the vicinity of the nest until fledging 

is complete. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-lc 

Site development would potentially result in mortality of burrowing 

owls, should any be nesting on the site at the time of Project 

construction. Mitigation measures that protect burrowing owls from 

possible direct mortality or nest failure are warranted. Therefore, the 

Project applicant shall implement the following measures to ensure 

that burrowing owl mortality from Project construction is avoided. 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
Pre-construction Survey 

A pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 

for Burrowing Owls within 30 days of the on-set of construction. This 

survey shall be conducted according to methods described in the Staff 

Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 1995). All suitable 

habitats of the study area shall be covered during this survey. 

Avoidance a/Active Nest Burrows 

If pre-construction surveys undertaken during the breeding season 

(February through August) locate active nest burrows within or near 

construction zones, these nests, and an appropriate buffer around them 

(as determined by a qualified biologist) shall remain off-limits to 

construction until the breeding season is determined over. Setbacks 

from occupied nest burrows of 250 feet where construction would 

result in the loss of foraging habitat shall be required. 

Relocation 

During the non-breeding season (August 31 through January 1 ), 

resident owls may be relocated to alternative habitat. The relocation of 

resident ow ls shall be according to a relocation plan prepared by a 

qualified biologist. Passive relocation shall be the preferred method of 

relocation. This plan must provide for the owl's relocation to nearby 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
lands possessing available nesting and foraging habitat. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-ld 

The District shall monitor construction activities to ensure that 

incidental construction impacts on riparian vegetation and special

status wildlife species are avoided or minimized. Responsibilities of 

the construction biological monitor include the following: 

• Attend all pre-construction meetings to ensure that the timing 

and location of construction activities do not conflict with 

other mitigation requirements (i.e. , seasonal surveys for 

nesting birds). Conduct meetings with the contractor and 

other key construction personnel describing the importance of 

restricting work to designated areas. 

• Discuss procedure for minimizing harm/harassment of 

wildlife encountered during construction with appropriate 

construction personnel. 

• Review/designate the construction area in the field with the 

contractor in accordance with the final grading plan. Haul 

roads, access roads, and on-site staging and storage areas shall 

be sited within grading areas to minimize degradation of creek 

and drainage habitat adjacent to these areas. If activities 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
outside these limits are necessary, they shall be evaluated to 

ensure no special-status species or stream habitat will be 

affected. 

• Conduct a field review of the staking (to be set by surveyor) 

designating the limits of all construction activity. Any 

construction activity areas immediately adjacent to riparian 

areas or other special-status resources (such as bird nests) may 

be flagged or temporarily fenced by the monitor, at his/her 

discretion 

• Periodically visit the site during construction to coordinate 

and monitor compliance with the above provisions. The 

monitor would be present on the site during and grading 

and/or construction activity within or immediately adjacent to 

areas of suitable habitat for sensitive wildlife species along 

Adobe Creek and other on-site drainages. If special-status are 

observed, the monitor shall halt all activities potentially 

affecting the animals and take the appropriate action (i.e., 

translocate the animal, consult with USFWS if a red-legged 

frog) to ensure that no take of the animal will occur. 

The implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld 

have been designed to protect plants and animals and their habitats and 

would reduce potential impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Miti2ation Measures 
special-status species to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact IV.C-4 See Mitigation Measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld 

The proposed Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of' 
any native resident or migratory.fish and wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of'native 
wildlife nursery sites. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Impact IV.D-1 

The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of'an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-la 

The schematic plans of the Project are expected to evolve to a greater 

level of detail. As such, a qualified historic architect shall monitor the 

design, plans, and construction of the Project to ensure that the Project 

is compatible in height, scale, massing, design, materials, and color in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and existing 

College architecture. To the extent feasible, landscaping features that 

contribute to the historic character of the potential district shall be 

maintained. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-lb 

Trees that were part of the 1961 Campus Plan shall be retained rather 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.D-2 

The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of'an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
than replaced whenever possible. When replacement is necessary, the 

trees shall be replaced in kind. Historic campus plans provide 

information on the original design intent. Similarly, in keeping with 

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards, site furniture from the 1961 

Campus Plan shall be repaired rather than replaced. Any new site 

furniture shall be consistently uniform throughout the campus and 

designed such that they are sympathetic to the simplified form, 

materials, and design of the 1961 campus site furniture, but not exact 

replications. Their designs shall refrain from historic interpretations. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-lc 

New signage and lighting fixtures shall be constructed that reflect the 

defined architectural vocabulary of the 1 961 campus but do not exactly 

replicate 1961 features. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-2a 

If buried cultural or paleontological materials (e.g., bone, brick, etc.) 

are exposed during construction, work shall be halted in the immediate 

vicinity of the find until a qualified archaeologist can assess their 

significance. 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.D-4 

The proposed Project would not disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside offormal cemeteries. 

Impact IV.E-1 

The proposed Project may result in the exposure of'persons to or generation 
of' noise levels in excess of'standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of' other agencies. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.D-2b 

If the finds are determined to be significant, the archaeologist shall be 

permitted to remove the items in a professional manner for further 

laboratory evaluation. 

Mitigation Measure IV .D-4 

If human remains are unearthed during construction, no further 

disturbance shall occur until the Santa Clara County Medical 

Examiner-Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and 

disposition in accordance with California Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5. If the remains are determined to be those of a Native 

American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in 

Sacramento shall be contacted before the remains are removed in 

accordance with Section 21083.2 of the California Public Resources 

Code. 

NOISE 
Mitigation Measure IV .E-la 

The Project shall restrict construction and demolition activities to the 

hours of7:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday through Saturday. 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 

Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.E-lb 

Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid 

operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes 

high noise levels. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lc 

The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 

methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be 

minimized to the extent feasible. Examples include the use of drills, 

jackhammers, and pile drivers. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-ld 

Noise-generating construction activities whose specific location on the 

site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, 

cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 

possible from the nearest noise-sensitive land uses, and natural and/or 

manmade barriers (e.g., intervening construction trailers) shall be used 

to screen propagation of noise from such activities towards these land 

uses to the maximum extent possible. 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact 

Impact IV.E-2 

The proposed Project would not result in the exposure of'persons to or 
f!.eneration of'excessive f!.roundborne vibration or f!.roundborne noise levels. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Miti2ation Measures 
Mitigation Measure IV.E-le 

Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas 
shall be located a minimum of 150 feet from the active classroom and 
laboratory uses. 

Mitigation Measure IV .E-lf 

The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lg 

Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling 
apparatuses and drill rigs used within the Project site, if sensitive 
receptors are located at, or within, 100 feet. 

Mitigation Measure IV .E-lh 

Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at any of the 
project sites, notification must be provided to students and faculty 
disclosing the construction schedule, including the various types of 
activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the 
duration of the construction period. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-2a 

The District shall require by contract specifications that construction 
staging areas along with the operation of earthmoving equipment on 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 

Less than 
Significant 

August 2008 
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Table ll-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Miti2ation Measures 
the project site be located as far away from vibration-sensitive sites as 
possible. Contract specifications shall be included in the project 
construction documents, which shall be reviewed by the District prior 
to issuance of a grading permit. 

Level of 
Impact 
After 

Miti2ation 

August 2008 
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III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. OVERVIE\V OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section of the Draft EJR provides a brief overview of the Project site's existing regional and local 

setting. Additional descriptions of the environmental setting as it relates to each of the environmental 

issues analyzed in Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis) of this Draft EJR are included in the 

environmental setting discussions contained within Sections IV.B through IV.E. 

Regional and Local Setting 

The Foothill College Campus (Project site) is located in the Town of Los Altos Hills in Santa Clara 

County, approximately thirty-five miles south of San Francisco and twenty miles north of downtown San 

Jose, on the San Francisco peninsula. Foothill College (College) began operations on a temporary 

campus on El Camino Real in Mountain View in 1958 as part of the newly formed Foothill Junior 

College District. The main campus, located in Los Altos Hills, opened in September 1961. Serving more 

than 18,000 day and evening students, the College is a multicultural institution committed to meeting the 

evolving educational, economic and cultural needs of an increasingly technology-based global 

community. 

The Project site is immediately southwest ofinterstate 280 (I-280) and is bounded by El Monte Road to 

the south, Crescent Lane and Elena Road to the west, and Josefa Lane to the northwest. Local access is 

currently provided from El Monte Road and regional access is provided from I-280. Figure III-1 

illustrates the regional and Project site location. An aerial photograph of the Project site is shown in 

Figure III-2. 

Project Site 

The Project site is almost entirely developed with buildings, parking lots, roadways, pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities, athletic fields, and landscaping. The Project site is comprised of approximately 136 

acres. Existing instructional buildings are located primarily in the central core of the campus and are 

surrounded by College Loop Road and parking lots. Physical education facilities (pool, gym, and locker 

rooms) are located on the eastern edge of the campus, outside of College Loop Road. Existing sports 

facilities are located in the southeast, northeast, and northwest comers of the site and include the 

baseball/softball/soccer field, stadium (football/track), tennis courts, and a swimming pool. The 

Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) for the Project site is 175-41-10. An existing map of the Project site is 

shown in Figure III-3. Views of the Project site and a corresponding photo location map are shown in 

Figure III-4 through Figure III-8. 

Existing building space at the College totals 304,340 square feet of assignable space and 431,684 square 

feet of gross space. Table III-1 shows the existing campus buildings, year built, and assignable and gross 

square footage. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

III Project Description 

Page III-I 

RL0027572 



EM25991 

........ 'j 
i : Project Site ......... _ 

0 1000 2000 ----
Feet \ 

) 

Source: Thomas Guide and Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, May 2007. 

i;;::::====-----i CHRISTOPHER A JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

r 

Figure 111-1 
Regional and Project Vicinity Map 

RL0027573 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 

"""" 01 

"""" ..j:::.. 

_,,_,,_,,_ Project Site 

co 
0 300 600 

Figure 111-2 
Foothill College Campus Aerial Photograph 

m 
s: 
I\) 
(J'I 
co co 
I\) 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 

"""" 01 

"""" 01 

-

a-ball 
Field 

EXISTING BUILDING 

llliCEN11.Y RENOVATED(MEASURE El 

[::=J NEW CONSTRUCTION (MEASURE E) ..._____ ~ 
Source: TSP/Architecture and FoothillCollege, 2007. 

200 400 

Scale (Feet) 

600 800 
• 

Figure 111-3 
Existing Map of Foothill College Campus 

m 
s: 
I\) 
(J'I 
co co 
w 



EM25994 

View 1: Looking east across Loop Road and Parking Lot 1. 

View 2: Looking west toward wooden sculpture and Building 3400. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-4 
Views 1-2 

RL0027576 



EM25995 

View 3: Looking southwest toward open area and Library. 

View 4: Looking northeast toward Parking Lot 2. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-5 
Views 3-4 
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View 5: Looking northwest toward Krause Center for Innovation. 

View 6: Looking southwest toward Building 5300. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-6 
Views 5-6 
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View 7: Looking southwest toward Building 1000. 

View 8: Looking west across Parking Lots 2 and 3. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 
--...... Environmental Planning and Research 

Figure 111-7 
Views 7-8 
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View 9: Looking southwest across Parking Lot 2. 

View 10: Looking southwest across the softball/soccer field. 

Source: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates 2008. 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District 

Table 111-1 
Existing Foothill College Buildings 

Building 
Number Building Name 

1900 Administration 

1000 Smithwich Theater 

3200 BSS General Classrooms 

3100 Travel Careers 

300 BSS Division Offices 

1300 Choral Rehearsal Hall 

4200 CTIS General Classrooms 

4300 Computer Center 

4100 CTIS & PSME Division Offices 

2900 Field House 

1600 Art Classrooms 

1800 Art Classrooms 

1400 Studio Theater 

1100 Band Room 

1700 FA Division Offices 

1200 Practice Rooms 

1500 Appreciation Hall 

5000 Forum 

5700 Ornamental Horticulture 

4400 Lath House 

4400 Greenhouse 

4400 Horticulture Equipment Storage 

6300 Language Lab 

6400 LA General Classrooms 

6500 LA General Classrooms 

6000 LA Division Offices 

3500 Library and ISC 

6200 Radio Station 

6100 Photography 

5300 Health Technology 

5100 Biology 

5200 BHS Division Offices 

2600 Main Gym 

2500 Auxiliary Gym 

2800 Locker Rooms 

2700 PE Division Offices 

5500 PSME General Classrooms 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Year Built 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

64 

61 

61 

61 

72 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

65 

71 

71 

71 

58 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

61 

August 2008 

Assignable Gross 
Square 

Feet 
(ASF) 

13,047 

16,981 

4,015 

4,007 

3,266 

3,317 

11,676 

7,658 

4,341 

2,836 

3,602 

3,568 

3,542 

3,693 

2,029 

4,261 

2,175 

7,040 

2,614 

389 

2,416 

75 

3,922 

3,994 

3,988 

3,430 

44,531 

2,618 

3,827 

7,729 

7,271 

3,316 

16,128 

16,051 

17,444 

2,195 

2,903 

Square 
Feet 

(GSF) 

23,209 

24,460 

5,801 

5,801 

5,886 

5,496 

14,797 

10,192 

6,650 

3,974 

5,239 

5,284 

5,260 

5,460 

2,699 

6,135 

4,318 

11,113 

3,050 

1,681 

2,618 

893 

5,752 

5,752 

5,752 

5,771 

54,455 

3,092 

5,752 

10,221 

10,244 

5,962 

19,322 

20,722 

23,596 

3,469 

4,133 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District 

Table 111-1 (Continued) 
Existing Foothill College Buildings 

Building 
Number Building Name Year Built 

5400 Physics 61 

5600 Chemistry 61 

3400 BSS General Classrooms 61 

3300 BSS General Classrooms 61 

4000 Astronomy Observatory 64 

4000 Center For Innovation 68 

4400 Horticulture Classroom 75 

5800 Television Studio 61 

3030 Grounds & Custodial 72 

4500 Veterinary Technology 76 

6600 Japanese Cultural Center 81 

Footbridge & Transit Center 61 

2800 Locker Rooms 61 

4050 STEP 2 80 

2602 PE Snack Bar & Storage 72 

4052 Print Shop 91 

4057 STEP 1 91 

2910 Stadium Snack Bar 72 

2910 Stadium Press Box 88 

5910 Swing Space 00 

6700 Health Technologies 03 

2920 Field Locker Rooms 06 

2912 Stadium Restrooms 06 

Current Total 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

August 2008 

Assignable Gross 
Square Square 

Feet Feet 
(ASF) (GSF) 

7,502 10,199 

11,154 15,277 

2,838 4,318 

4,004 5,801 

732 1,012 

11,196 17,111 

600 716 

2,396 4,254 

1,425 1,511 

1,309 1,533 

641 972 

0 3,970 

1,066 2,927 

882 1,030 

1,119 1,322 

963 1,229 

820 987 

529 1,088 

620 742 

858 1,030 

2,607 3,701 

4,407 5,076 

102 1,867 

304,340 431,684 

The College is owned and operated by the Foothill-De Anza Community College District (District). The 

Project site also includes buildings used by the District to provide services to the College and to De Anza 

College in Cupertino. The District buildings on the Project site are located in two areas: the District 

Administration Cluster northwest of the stadium, and the Plant Services Cluster east of the stadium 

(between the stadium and I-280). Existing District building space on the Project site totals 65,339 gross 

square feet, 50,646 of which are assignable space. Existing District building square footages are shown in 

Table III-2. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District 

Table 111-2 
Existing District Buildings 

Building 
Number Buildin2 Name Year Built 

Dl30 Griffin House 1901 

Dl20 District Offices 1969 

Dl40 District Annex 

Dl70 Plant and Material Services 1962 

Dl60 Plant Services Annex 1920 

Dl82 Mechanical Storage 1930 

Dl81 Paint Shop 1965 

Dl80 Old Barn 1970 

DlOO Carriage House 1901 

Dl83 New Barn 1990 

TS Temporary Storage 

T-7 Construction Trailer 2002 

D210 Mechanics Shop 2005 

Dl91 Service Shops 1 2006 

D201 Service Shops 2 2006 

Current Total 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

August 2008 

Assignable Gross 
Square Square 

Feet Feet 
(ASF) (GSF) 

5,953 7,486 

8,856 13,348 

1,630 2,361 

9,048 11,132 

3,345 5,028 

1,179 1,389 

1,666 2,087 

3,068 3,299 

3,582 5,333 

5,546 6,062 

840 982 

596 664 

673 750 

2,178 2,528 

2,486 2,890 

50,646 65,339 

The Project site is located in a suburban to rural residential area. Surrounding land uses include I-280, to 

the north, single-family residential to the south and east, and rural residential uses to the west. Rural 

residential uses to the west (and northwest) are sparsely developed with houses located on large lots. 

Single-family residential uses to the south and southeast are more intensely developed, but separated from 

the College by El Monte Road. 

B. FOOTHILL-DE ANZA COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 2007 FACILITIES 

MASTER PLAN 

The College and De Anza College (located in Cupertino) are owned and operated by the District. The 

District recently prepared a master plan for both colleges: the Foothill-De Anza Community College 

District 2007 Facilities Master Plan (Master Plan). The Master Plan includes two sections: the Foothill 

College 2007 Facilities Master Plan and De Anza College 2007 Facilities Master Plan. The Master Plan 

is bound together in one document to represent the District Facilities Master Plan, but can also be 

separated into two standalone documents to serve as planning tools and assist in decision making at each 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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College. This EIR addresses only the Foothill College 2007 Master Plan, which, for the purposes of this 

EIR, is considered the Project. 

Planning Background 

1999 Foothill De Anza Community College District Facilities Master Plan 

In 1999 voters approved the passage of a $248 million District-wide bond (Measure E) to renovate as well 

as construct new facilities. The District previously prepared the 1999 Foothill De Anza Community 

College District Facilities Master Plan, which provided direction for implementing Measure E new 

construction and renovations on the campuses of both colleges. New facilities constructed under Measure 

E were driven by the need to meet the enrollment, pedagogical and social needs of the campus 

community. Table III-3 shows the Measure E projects and building square footage on the Project site. 

Building 
Number 

2000-2300 

8000-8600 

7400 

Total 

Table 111-3 
Measure E Projects 

Year 
Building Name Built 

Campus Center 07 

Lower Campus Complex 07 

Central Plant 06 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

Assignable 
Square Feet 

(ASF) 

31,815 

59,134 

0 

90,949 

2007 Foothill De Anza Community College District Facilities Master Plan 

Gross 
Square 

Feet (GSF) 
46,910 

89,972 

1,680 

138,562 

In June 2006 the voters approved a $490.8 million District-wide bond (Measure C) to continue the 

renovation and replacement of aging facilities as well as upgrade technology on the campus. The Master 

Plan is intended to inform the direction of Measure C. The Master Plan is driven by the demands of 

future growth, instructional and student support program analyses, and the expectations of a 

technologically savvy student community, and will serve the unmet needs of the 1999 Foothill De Anza 

Community College District Facilities Master Plan. The Master Plan and accompanying illustrations 

provide a vision of the recommendations for campus development and renovations over the next five-to

ten year period. 

The Master Plan is the result of a participatory planning process involving several members of the District 

and each of the colleges. The process began at the District level with the review of a number of previous 

planning studies including: 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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• 2006 Facilities Master Plan Update 

• 2006 State of the College 

• 2005 Educational Master Plan 

• 2004 District Planning Guidelines 

• 2001 Foothill College Master Plan 

• 1999 Foothill De Anza Facilities Master Plan 

Each college then implemented a planning process that included the analysis of a number of factors 

including: 

• Results of Measure E Bond Program 

• Updated Educational Planning Forecasts 

• Site and Facility Needs (at the completion of Measure E) 

Based on the review and analysis, the colleges defined their Facilities Master Plan goals and explored a 

series of options for future development. The recommendations were presented in the Master Plan. 

Recent Project History 

In September 2007, the Lead Agency published and circulated the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial 

Study for public review, which are included in Appendix A to this Draft EJR. The NOP and Initial Study 

were made available for a 30-day public review period starting on September 5, 2007 and ending on 

October 5, 2007. Written comments were requested during the public review period and a public scoping 

meeting was held on September 18, 2007. Comments submitted in response to the NOP are included in 

Appendix B. 

The District received comments on the Project from local agencies and the public on vanous 

environmental areas of concern. In response to those comments, the District has chosen to modify the 

Project from what was originally proposed and studied in the Initial Study. These revisions include 

eliminating the proposed realignment of the Loop Road to the outer edge of campus and relocation of the 

proposed Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC). Because the Loop Road realignment is no 

longer a part of the Project and the Loop Road will remain in its current location, the proposed location of 

the PSEC was revised to an area south of Parking Lot 4. Two pedestrian connections/footbridges over the 

Loop Road have been added to the Project in Parking Lot 3 and from the PSEC. Additionally, the 

expansion of Parking Lot 4 has been reduced from 2.25 acres to 0.5 acres to allow for the PSEC. All 

other project components as described in the Initial Study remain the same. The 2.25-acre Parking Lot 4 

would be resurfaced and expanded to approximately 2.75 acres in size to add up to 50 additional parking 

spaces. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Therefore, the analysis of less than significant impacts as presented in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to Be 

Less Than Significant, has been revised from the analysis of the Project provided in the Initial Study to 

accurately reflect the revised project description. 

C. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. Table III-4 

shows proposed building square footage that would be constructed under the Project. The Foothill 

College Master Plan is shown in Figure III-9. 

Table 111-4 
2007 Facilities Master Plan Construction 

Assignable Gross 
Year Square Feet Square 

Building Name Built (ASF) Feet (GSF) 

Measure C Construction 

Physical Sciences and Engineering Center 2010 37,040 56,985 

Scene Shop 2011-12 4,328 5,511 

Total 2007 Facilities Master Plan Construction 41,368 62,496 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

Once the Project is completed, building space on the Project site would total approximately 699,000 

square feet, including approximately 487,000 square feet of assignable space. Total building square 

footage on the Project site upon completion of the Project is shown in Table III-5. 

Circulation and parking improvements include improvements to the Loop Road and PE Access Road, 

various circulation improvements and three footbridge connections to reduce traffic conflicts and improve 

pedestrian and bicycle safety, parking lot expansion and resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 

240 parking spaces. 

Site improvements include various utility, landscaping, signage, lighting, and site improvements and 

upgrades; renovation of sport facilities and campus buildings; and ongoing Americans with Disabilities 

Act (ADA) improvements. Some new construction projects will provide the opportunity to replace or 

renovate existing spaces. Proposed renovations will support recommended program changes and/or 

accommodate the secondary effects that occur as a result of building demolition and relocation into new 

facilities. All facilities would be developed within the existing Foothill College campus boundaries. 
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Table III-5 
Proposed Foothill College Building Square Footage 

Assignable Gross 
Square Feet Square 

Buildin2s (ASF) Feet (GSF) 
Existing and Approved Buildings 

Total Current Foothill College Buildings 304,340 431,684 

Total Current District Buildings 50,646 65,339 

Measure E Projects 90,949 138,562 

Total Existing and Approved Building Square Footage 445,935 635,585 

Project Buildings 

Total Project Buildings 41,368 62,496 

Total Building Square Footage at the End of Project 487,303 698,585 

Source: Foothill-De Anza Community College District, 2008. 

Building Construction 

• Physical Sciences and Engineering Center. A new two-story approximately 57,000 square foot 

Physical Sciences and Engineering Center would be constructed to meet the instructional and 

support space requirements of chemistry, physics, engineering and nanotechnology. 

• Scene Shop. A new one-story approximately 5,500 square foot Scene Shop would be 

constructed. 

Roadway Improvements 

• Campus-Wide Circulation Improvements. Construction to improve vehicular, pedestrian and 

bicycle traffic flow and traffic safety would take place at various sections of Loop Road. 

Improvements would include lighting, guard rails, crossings, curbs, lane markings, resurfacing, 

and changes in traffic patterns. 

• PE Access Road Improvements. The approximately 12-foot wide PE Access Road would be 

widened to 20-feet wide and re-paved to safely accommodate vehicles, or provided with a 

separate pedestrian pathway. 
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Parking Lot Improvements 

• Parking Lot 1 Pedestrian Footbridge. A pedestrian connection would be developed to span 

Loop Road to provide a pedestrian connection between the parking lot and the campus pedestrian 

pathway that traverses the slope and provides access to Building 1000. This connection would 

consist of a set of stairs and an elevator housed in a core that attaches to a skyway spanning the 

road. The skyway would connect to the main campus pathway system and would provide ADA 

accessibility to the campus core while eliminating traffic/pedestrian conflicts on the Loop Road. 

• Parking Lot 1-H. The existing 1.25-acre Parking Lot 1-H would be resurfaced and expanded to 

2 acres in size to add 140 additional parking spaces. The Lot lH expansion would include an 

extension of existing bioswales to infiltrate stormwater. 

• Parking Lot 2 and 3 Security Improvements. Planters and barriers would be installed to 

prevent illegal and unsafe use oflots. Parking Lot 2 and 3 would be reslurried and restriped. No 

additional parking spaces would be constructed in Parking Lot 2 and 3. 

• Parking Lot 2 and 3 Pedestrian Footbridge. A pedestrian connection would be developed to 

span Loop Road to provide a pedestrian connection between the parking lots and the campus 

pedestrian pathway that traverses the slope and provides access to the central campus area. This 

connection would consist of a set of stairs and an elevator housed in a core that attaches to a 

skyway spanning the road. The skyway would connect to the main campus pathway system and 

would provide ADA accessibility to the campus core while eliminating traffic/pedestrian conflicts 

on the Loop Road. 

• Parking Lot 4. The 2.25-acre Parking Lot 4 would be regraded, resurfaced and expanded to 

approximately 2.75 acres in size to add up to 50 additional parking spaces. Bioswales would be 

constructed to match lot improvements made previously under Measure E, consisting of planted 

infiltration strips between rows of parking. 

• Parking Lot 4 Pedestrian Connection/Footbridge. A pedestrian connection would be 

developed to span Loop Road adjacent to the PSEC to provide a pedestrian connection between 

the Center and the campus pedestrian pathways near Buildings 4300 and 5600. 

• Parking Lot 5/6. Parking Lot 6 would be resurfaced and restriped to add up to 50 additional 

parking spaces. Bioswales would be constructed to match lot improvements made previously 

under Measure E, consisting of planted infiltration strips between rows of parking. 

Site Improvements 

• Utility Improvements. The main line irrigation system would be improved. Some storm drains 

around buildings would be replaced campus-wide, including the restoration of infiltration 

trenches for roof drain water. Bird barriers on buildings would be replaced. Fire alarm systems 

would be upgraded. Photovoltaic arrays campus-wide would be installed. Install wireless 
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infrastructure campus-wide. Utilities campus-wide would be upgraded and minor repairs to 

campus fountain would be made. 

• Campus-Wide Landscaping and Site Improvements. Some non-native Eucalyptus trees would 

be removed, preventative maintenance of existing campus oak trees would be performed, and 

diseased trees would be culled, as required. New trees, including oaks and other native species, 

would be installed campus-wide. Campus site furniture would be improved. Landscape 

renovations would be undertaken and would improve infiltration in what are now compacted soil 

areas, mostly in the central campus area. 

• Signage, Wayfinding, and Lighting. Additional signage throughout the campus and pedestrian 

and exterior lighting would be installed. 

• Campus-Wide Americans with Disabilities Act Improvements. Phase 2 of removal of 

architectural baniers to accommodate disabled users. 

• Soccer, Baseball and Softball Complex. Existing fields at the northwestern portion of the 

campus would be renovated to include new artificial turf and additional support facilities would 

be constructed, including dugouts, restrooms, grounds maintenance facility, bleachers and a 

concession stand. 

• Tennis Court Improvements. Tennis courts would be resurfaced, and fences would be repaired. 

Renovation 

• District Offices (D120 Building). The D120 Building, cunently used as the Dish·ict Offices, 

would be renovated. 

• TV Center (5800 Building). The existing Building 5800, cunently used as instructional support 

space would be renovated, including minor improvements to roofs and interior spaces. 

• Japanese Cultural Center (6600 Building). Minor renovations and improvements, including 

roofs and interior renovations. 

• Stadium. The existing press box and support system would be removed and new facilities 

constructed on the opposite side of the field. The existing snack area would be renovated to meet 

cunent codes and for ADA accessibility. 

• Swim Pool Area Storage. Minor renovations to storage building. 

• Campus-Wide Building System and Infrastructure Upgrades. Building infrastrncture 

upgrades that began under Measure E would be continued, including upgrades to mechanical, 

electrical and plumbing systems. 

Measure E Carryover Projects 

The Master Plan shows the proposed changes of use and existing buildings to be renovated listed below. 

These activities were proposed as Measure E projects and are described as secondary and tertiary effects 
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in the Master Plan. The impacts of these activities were previously analyzed in the 2002 Foothill College 

Projects Draft EIR and are listed here only for completeness; therefore, no additional analysis is included 

in this EIR for these activities. 

Proposed Change of Use 

• Adaptive Learning Center (5400 Building). Renovation of the 5400 Building to accommodate 

all of the College's Adaptive Leaming programs into a single location. 

• Learning Support Center (5600 Building). Renovation of the 5600 Building to provide space 

for the Leaming Suppmt Center. 

• Radio Station (5700 Building). Renovation of the 5700 Building to accommodate the campus 

radio station (KFJC). 

• Language Arts Office/Classrooms (6200 Building). Renovation of the 6200 Building to 

provide space for the Language Arts Division Office and two general classrooms. 

Existing to be Demolished 

• Building 1300 

Existing to be Renovated 

• Building 1000 • Building 5300 

• Building l 900 (Administration) • Building 5500 

• Building 2900 • Building 6300 

• Building 3500 (Library) • Building 6400 

• Building 5000 • Building 6500 

• Building 51 00 

Utilities and Grading 

Specific grading plans would be developed as each project is designed. Some of the areas proposed for 

development are relatively flat, while other areas are sloped. Drainage from the proposed facilities would 

be routed to connect to the existing drainage system. Water and wastewater lines for the proposed 

facilities would connect to the existing campus lines or to the City of Los Altos systems. 

Project Phasing 

The Project as proposed in the Master Plan presents an overall picture of the future developed campus and 

includes proposed sites for new facilities, recommendations for renovations of existing facilities, and site 

development projects. While drawings in the Master Plan appear specific, the forms are conceptual 
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sketches that highlight the location and purpose of improvements. The final design of each site and 

facility project will take place as projects are funded and detailed programming and design occurs. The 

anticipated implementation period for the Project is 2008-2015. 

D. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Master Plan addresses the primary goals identified during the planning process: 

• Renovate aging facilities to address current educational needs and technological advances. 

• Provide additional instructional space for growing programs including chemistry, physics, 

nanotechnology, life and health science programs, adaptive learning, and learning communities. 

• Ensure the safety of students, faculty and staff through the development of safe and accessible 

vehicular and pedestrian paths. 

• Consolidate related programs into "clusters" in order to maximize resources and to provide easier 

access to students, faculty and staff. 

• Enhance the overall appearance of the campus by replacing temporary buildings (portables, 

modulars, etc.) with permanent facilities. 

E. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

As defined by CEQA, a Lead Agency is the public agency with the principal responsibility for canying 

out or approving a project. The Dist1ict is the Lead Agency for approval of the Project. The District has 

held public hearings on the Master Plan and reviewed and approved the Master Plan that is the subject of 

this EIR. Upon completion of the EIR process, the District will certify the Final EIR for the College. 

Specific development projects will be reviewed for consistency with the Master Plan prior to start of 

constrncti on. 
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A list of the required discretionary permits and approvals that may be required is shown in Table III-6. 

Agency/Provider 
Foothill-De Anza Community College District 
Division of the State Architect (DSA) 

City of Los Altos 
Santa Clara Valley Fire Department 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Purissima Hills Water District 
California Transportation Department 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Source: Foothill-De Anza College District, 2008. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 
D. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR provides a description of historic and cultural resources within the existing 

136-acre Foothill College campus, information on regulations relating to these issues, and an analysis of 

potential impacts related to historic and cultural resources resulting from implementation of the Foothill 

College Facilities Master Plan. Information used to prepare this section was taken from the Foothill 

College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report - March 2002, and the Foothill College Historic 

Resource Evaluation, Draft - Ap1il 2008 prepared by Architectural Resources Group (ARG) (included as 

Appendix D to this Draft EIR). 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Ethnographic Background 

The earliest known residents of the area that would become Los Altos Hills were the Ohlone Indians. The 

Central California region extending from San Francisco south to Big Sur lies within the ethnographic 

territmy of the Ohlone Indians. The Ohlone are believed to have occupied the region since 500 A.D., and 

speakers of the Hokan language previously occupied at least part of the region. The Project area lies 

within the currently recognized ethnographic territory of the Costanoan (often called Ohlone) Linguistic 

group. 

The Costanoan followed a hunter-gatherer subsistence pattern with pmtial dependence on the natural 

acorn crop and utilized only the native flora and fauna, with the exception of one domesticate, the dog. 

The abundance and high quality of natural resources allowed them to settle in semi-sedentmy villages. 

The Costanoan were organized in triblets, autonomous social units composed of 100 to 250 members. A 

triblet refers to one or more permanent villages with smaller villages in relatively close proximity. Parties 

would leave major villages at different times of the year to obtain various resources from within the tribal 

territory. Occupation sites can be expected most often at the confluence of streams, other areas of similar 

topography along streams, or in the vicinity of springs. These original sources of water may no longer be 

present or adequate. Also, resource gathe1ing and processing areas, and associated temporary campsites, 

are frequently found on the coast and in other locations containing resources utilized by the group. 

Factors that influence the location of these sites include the presence of suitable exposures of rock for 

bedrock mmtars or other milling activities, ecotones (zones of transition between vegetation 

communities), the presence of specific resources (oak groves, marshes, quarries, game trails, trade routes, 

etc.), proximity to water, and the availability of shelter. Temporary camps or other activity areas can also 

be found along ridges or other travel corridors. 
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Prehistoric Resources 

According to the 2002 Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, there appear to be 

no formally prepared archaeological field studies for the Project site and there are no prehistoric 

archaeological sites on the site or in the Project vicinity. There were no archaeological sites recorded on 

the Project site. The field inspection of the open lands inside the Project site revealed the presence of 

potential cultural resources deposits associated with the Tea House site. The visual inspection also 

identified areas now covered by parking lots, landscaping and/or buildings that have the potential for 

containing additional cultural materials. 

Historic Background 

By the late nineteenth century, the land on which the campus now sits was part of two Mexican land 

grants: the Rancho Purisima Concepcion, on the north side of what is now called Adobe Creek, and 

Rancho San Antonio, to the south. Jose Gorgonio and his son Jose Ramon, owners of Purisima 

Concepcion, sold the property to Juana Briones de Miranda in 1844. Martin Murphy Jr. acquired 2,800 

acres of the property in 1857 and gave the land to his daughter Elizabeth Yuba Murphy upon her marriage 

to William Taaffe. The Taaffes subdivided the land into smaller parcels and sold one of these portions to 

Daniel T. Ames, who operated a frnit ranch called the Lake Grove on the property at the tum of the 

century. In 1901 Ames fmther subdivided the land into two parcels; the western 60 acres he sold to 

Henry F. Dana, and the eastern 98 acres to Willard M. Griffin. The Dana prope1ty was eventually owned 

by Grace Holt, who married Ralph Lohman. 

The newly-formed Foothill-De Anza Community College District (District) attempted to buy the 

remaining 51 acres of the Lohman Estate in April 1959. John Lohman rejected their offer, but the District 

obtained the property by eminent domain. The District had already negotiated the purchase of the 

neighboring Griffin Estate, and in 1961 the District finalized the acquisition of the two properties, which 

included 122 acres, two houses (the Lohman and Griffin residences), carriage house, barn, and gazebo. 

Physical Setting 

History of Foothill College Buildings 

The College was founded in 1957 during the post World War II period when numerous community 

colleges were built throughout the United States, particularly in California. The College's first classes 

were held at the Highway Grammar School on El Camino Real in Mountain View on September 15, 1958 

under the leadership of the College's new president, Dr. Calvin C. Flint. The school was accredited the 

next year, in March 1959. On May 20, 1958, voters in Santa Clara County approved a $10.4 million bond 

for a two-year college to accommodate 3,500 students. On September 15, 1958, the Board of Trustees 

selected the site in Los Altos Hills. 

To design the new campus, the College hired Ernest J. Kump and Masten & Hurd, Associated Architects, 

and Sasaki, Walker & Associates, Landscape Architects. The team was charged with creating an entire 
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campus; the only existing buildings on the site were two residences and associated outbuildings. The site 

for the campus included two low hills separated by a ravine. The design of most of the campus buildings 

was based on the repetition of a three-dimensional architectural unit, the "modular space unit," a 60- by 

68-foot volume. The campus was (and still is) known for this unit approach. The buildings were 

designed with massive concrete comer buttresses suppo1ting large roofs with crested parapets and very 

wide, flared eaves. The walls were fitted with redwood panels or glazing. Circulation was 

accommodated on exterior walkways that bordered the buildings, and intimate courtyards provided 

transition spaces between buildings. The new College campus opened its doors September 5, 1961, to 

3,500 day and 4,500 evening students. 

Almost immediately, the design for the College attracted national attention. In 1960 the unbuilt project 

was given a Citation as part of the Progressive Architecture 7th Annual Design Awards. The campus has 

the unique distinction of receiving the only national American Institute of Architects First Honor Award 

awarded by the 1962 jury. The campus also received the American Institute of Architects Award of Merit 

in 1963 and Special Commendation in 1980. 1 

The 1961 Campus Plan created an entire campus, including landscaping, circulation, and all the buildings 

necessary for a post-secondary educational institution. Stylistically, the thirty-six buildings and structures 

from the 1961 Campus Plan were part of the Second Bay Tradition, a regional movement incorporating 

local materials, integration of outdoor spaces, and modern design principles. In the decades following the 

implementation of the 1961 Campus Plan, several additional buildings were constructed including 

classrooms (1964 and 1965), an observatory (1964), and district headquarters (1969). Although similar in 

style, form, and materials to the 1961 buildings, these buildings deviated from the original building 

designs. For example, the overall form and materials of Building 5000 are very similar to the 1961 

Campus Plan buildings, however, instead of clerestory windows, the windows are tall and narrow, 

changing the overall emphasis of the exterior walls from horizontal to vertical. 

The 1999 Foothill De Anza Community College District Facilities Master Plan implemented construction 

projects approved and funded by voters in Measure E. The new facilities were needed to meet the 

increasing enrollment, pedagogical, and social needs of the campus community. Buildings consh·ucted as 

part of this campaign, such as the Campus Center Complex and the Lower Campus Complex, diverge 

from the 1961 campus buildings in scale and fonn, but use compatible building materials such as wood 

shingles, concrete, and panels of glazing. The Campus Center Complex also utilizes a modified crested 

parapet roof form and overhanging eaves. 

Previously Ident~fied Historic Buildings 

Currently there is one building, the Griffin House (and its associated Carriage House) on the Foothill 

College campus that is listed on the National Register. As the Griffin House is a National Register 

Foothill College, Early History, website: wwwfoothill.edu/newsljh-history, January 16, 2008. 
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property, by default, it is also listed on the California Register of Historical Resources. The Griffin House 

was listed on the National Register in 1972. ARG's Historic Resource Evaluation for the 2001 Foothill 

College EIR found that the Old Barn at the east edge of campus appeared to be over fifty years old, but 

because it was been completely re-sided and altered, it did not retain integrity and was not eligible for 

listing. 

1961 Campus Plan Resources 

The Foothill College 1961 Campus Plan Historic Resources Survey prepared by ARG in July 2007 found 

that the buildings and landscape elements of the 1961 Campus Plan appeared to be significant under 

National Register Criterion C (and corresponding California Register Criterion 3), districts, sites, 

buildings, structures, and objects that embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values. The College 

campus is an ensemble of site plan, buildings, and landscaping that are exceptionally valuable as 

representative of the work of masters, in this case Ernest J. Kump and Masten & Hurd, Associated 

Architects, and Sasaki, Walker & Associates, Landscape Architects. The campus design brought together 

these leading architects and landscape architects to create an integrated and harmonious campus, which 

has influenced architecture and landscape architecture for decades. Unlike many college campuses, the 

College was primarily built at one time according to a comprehensive campus master plan. The largely 

undeveloped site and recent creation of the college, gave these noted designers great latitude. 

In architecture and site plan, the designers chose a Modern approach that departed from the classically 

inspired buildings and site planning principals of pre-war colleges. In designing the buildings, Kump 

employed his "space module" concept, an approach to campus planning he had been developing since the 

1930s. Each structure was based on a 60-by-68 foot space module, a three-dimensional architectural unit 

and was self-sufficient with utilities housed in a crested parapet roof. Kump's design for the College is 

often considered one of his most notable projects. Drawing on their campus and master plan experience, 

Sasaki, Walker & Associates' scheme for the campus plan and landscaping was an "acropolis" - all 

educational buildings were located on the top of two connected hills. Pedestrian and vehicular traffic 

were separated, with cars limited to the lots at the base of the hills and the loop road. For landscaping, 

Peter Walker divided the campus into five zones, ranging from natural wild grass areas similar to the 

surrounding hills, undulating mounds and curvilinear walkways, and rectilinear courtyards between 

buildings. 

The buildings and landscape features remammg intact from the 1961 Campus Plan appear to be 

contributors to a potential historic dish·ict, with a period of significance the year of construction, 1961. 

The earlier buildings on the site, such as the Griffin House, do not represent the same design aesthetic or 

use. Similarly, buildings constructed after the original campus plan vary in details and relationship to the 

building groups. Neither the earlier buildings nor the additions to the campus would be district 

contributors. However, it should be noted that many of the post- l 961 buildings are compatible with the 

district contributors in design, scale, and materials. The potential district boundaries align with those of 
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the original campus: El Monte Road to the south, Crescent Lane and Elena Road to the west, and Josefa 

Lane to the northwest. 

Most of the buildings, structures, and landscape elements from the 1961 Campus Plan have a high degree 

of integrity and clearly communicate the original design intent. Some, particularly the office blocks, have 

had additions or changes in fenestration but still appear to retain sufficient integrity to be considered 

district contributors. Only one 1961 structure, the Footbridge and Transit Center, has been altered to the 

degree that it does not appear to be a dist1ict contributor. A major elevator addition on the main elevation 

of the structure obscures the building. The landscape elements - overall layout circulation, walkways, 

and courtyards - were all part of the original design, retain a high degree of integrity, and are also 

potential historic district contributors. Campus buildings and structures that appear eligible as 

contributors to a potential National and California Register district are listed in Table JV.D-1 and 

displayed in Figure IV.D-1. Campus buildings and structures that appear ineligible as contributors to a 

potential National and California Register district are listed in Table JV.D-2. 

The buildings and landscape of the 1961 Campus Plan are cunently 47 years of age. Ordinarily, 

properties that have achieved significance within the past fifty years would not be considered eligible for 

the National and California Registers. However, such properties will qualify if they are, "[a] property 

achieving significance within the past fifty years if it is of exceptional importance." According to the 

National Register Bulletin, "[i]t may be represented by a building or structure whose developmental or 

design value is quickly recognized as historically significant by the architectural or engineering 

profession." Given the immediate and extensive recognition the architecture and landscape architecture 

professions gave the 1961 Campus Plan, the College appears to qualify. In addition, it is anticipated that 

projects funded by Measure C will be completed in the next five years, at which time the resources will be 

51 years of age. 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

National Register of Historic Places 

Primarily Section 106 of the National Histo1ic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 governs federal 

regulations for cultural resources. Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the 

effects of their undertakings on historic prope1ties and affords the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. The Council's implementing 

regulations, "Protection of Historic Properties," are found in 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 

800. The goal of the Section 106 review process is to offer a measure of protection to sites, which are 

determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), which is the nation's 

master inventory of known historic resources. The NRHP is administered by the National Park Service. 

The NRHP includes listings of buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, 

architectural, engineering, archaeological, or cultural significance at the national, state, or local level. 
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Table IV.D-1 
Potential District Contributors, Buildings 

I Building No. I Current Building Name 
1900 Administration 
1000 Smithwich Theater 
3200 BSS Classrooms 
3100 Travel Careers 
3000 BSS Division Offices 
4200 CTIS General Classrooms 
4300 Computer Center 
4100 CTIS & PSME Division Offices 
1600 Art Classrooms 
1800 Art Classrooms 
1400 Studio Theatre 
1100 Band Room 
1700 FA Division Offices 
1200 IDEA Center & Practice Rooms 
1500 Aooreciation Hall 
6300 Larnmage Lab 
6400 LA General Classrooms 
6500 LA General Classrooms 
6000 LA Division Offices 
3500 Library and ISC 
6200 Radio Station 
6100 Photograohy 
5300 Health Technology 
5100 Biology 
5200 BHS Division Offices 
2600 Main Gym 
2500 Auxiliary Gym 
2800 Locker Rooms 
2700 PE Division Offices 
5500 PSME General Classrooms 
5400 Physics 
5600 Chemistry 
3400 BSS General Classrooms 
3300 BSS General Classrooms 
5800 Television Studio 
2800 Locker Rooms 

Stadium 
Source: Architectural Resources Group, Foothill College Historic Resource 
Evaluation: Foothill Colleze Facilities Master Plan, April 2008. 
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Table IV.D-2 
Potential District Non-Contributors, Buildings 

I Building No. I Current Building Name I 
- Footbridge and Transit Center 

1300 Choral Rehearsal Hall 
2602 PE Snack Bar & Storage 
2900 Field House 
2911 Stadium Snack Bar 
2915 Stadium Press Box 
2912 Stadium Restrooms 
2920 Field Locker Rooms 
3030 Grounds & Custodial 
4001 Astronomy Observatory 
4000 Center for Innovation 
4057 STEP2 
4052 Print Shop 
4050 STEP 1 
4400 Horticulture Equipment Storage 
4400 Lath House 
4400 Greenhouse 
4400 Horticulture Classroom 
4500 Veterinary Technology 
5000 Forum 
5700 Ornamental Horticulture 
5910 Swing Space 
6600 Japanese Cultural Center 
6700 Health Technologies 
DlOO Carriage House 
Dl20 District Offices 
Dl30 Griffin House 
Dl40 District Annex 
Dl60 Plant Services Annex 
Dl70 Plant & Material Services 
Dl80 Old Barn 
Dl81 Paint Shop 
Dl82 Mechanical Storage 
Dl83 New Barn 
Dl91 Services Shops 1 
D201 Service Shops 2 
D210 Mechanics Shop 
T-7 Construction Trailer 
T-S Temporary Storage 

Source: Architectural Resources Group, Foothill College Historic Resource 
Evaluation: Foothill College Facilities Master Plan, April 2008. 

Resources (structures, sites, buildings, districts and objects) over fifty years of age can be listed on the 

NRHP. However, properties under fifty years of age that are of exceptional importance or are 
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contributors to a district can also be included on the NRHP. The following list of definitions is relevant 

to any discussion of the NRHP. 

• A structure is a work made up of interdependent and interrelated parts in a definite pattern of 

organization. Generally constructed by man, it is often an engineering object large in scale. 

• A site is defined as the location of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic occupation or 

activity, or a building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or vanished, where the location itself 

maintains historical or archaeological value regardless of the value of any existing structure. 

• Buildings are defined as structures created to shelter human activity. 

• A district is a geographically definable area-urban or rural, small or large- possessing a 

significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, and/or objects 

united by past events or aesthetically by plan or physical development. A district may also 

comprise individual elements separated geographically but linked by association or history. 

• An object is a material thing of functional, aesthetic, cultural, historical, or scientific value that 

may be, by nature or design, moveable yet related to a specific setting or environment. 

There are four criteria under which a structure, site, building, district or object can be considered 

significant for listing on the NRHP. These include resources that: 

1) Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

history (such as a Civil War Battlefield or a Naval Ship Building Center); 

2) Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (such as Thomas Jefferson's 

Monticello or the Susan B. Anthony Bi1thplace ); 

3) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant 

and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction (such as Frank 

Lloyd Wright's Taliesin or the Midwestern Native American Indian Mounds); 

4) Have yielded or may likely yield information important in prehistory or history (such as 

prehistoric ruins in Arizona or the archaeological sites of the first European settlements in St. 

Augustine, Florida, or at the Presidio of San Francisco). 

A resource can be considered significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 

culture. Once a resource has been identified as significant and potentially eligible for the NRHP, its 

historic integrity must be evaluated. Integrity involves seven aspects: location, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling and association. These aspects closely relate to the resource's significance and 

must be intact for NRHP eligibility. 
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When nominating a resource to the NRHP, the significance of that resource must be clearly evaluated and 

stated. A resource can be individually eligible for listing on the NRHP for any of the above four c1iteria. 

A resource can also be listed as contributing to a group ofresources that are listed on the NRHP. In other 

words, the resource is part of an historic district, as defined above. 

Districts are comprised of resources that are contributing and non-contributing. Some resources within 

the boundaries of the district may not meet the criteria for contributing to the historic character of the 

district but the resource is within the district boundaries. 

State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Historical Architectural Resources 

Pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a historical resource (including both built 

environment and prehist01ic archaeological resources) is presumed significant if the structure is listed on 

the California Register of Histo1ical Resources (CRHR) or has been determined to be eligible for listing 

by the State Histo1ical Resources Commission. A historical resource may also be considered significant 

if the lead agency determines, based on substantial evidence, that the resource meets the criteria for 

inclusion in the CRHR. The criteria are as follows: 

1. The resource is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

2. The resource is associated with lives of persons important in our past; 

3. The resource embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic 

values; or 

4. The resource has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Archaeological Resources 

Pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, archaeological resources, not otherwise determined 

to be histo1ical resources, may be significant if they are unique. Pursuant to Public Resources Code 

Section 21083.2, a unique archaeological resource is defined as an archaeological artifact, object, or site 

about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 

there is a high probability that it meets one of the following criteria: 

1. The resource contains information needed to answer important scientific questions and there is a 

demonstrable public interest in that information; 
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2. The resource has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest of its type or the best 

available example of its type; or 

3. The resource is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic 

event or person. 

A non-unique archaeological resource means an archaeological artifact, object, or site that does not meet 

the above criteria. Non-unique archaeological resources receive no further consideration under CEQA. 

Human Remains 

According to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, all human remains are a significant resource. 

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines also assigns special importance to human remains and specifies 

procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. These procedures are spelled out 

under Public Resources Code Section 5097. 

Paleontological Resources 

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project could have a significant effect if it would 

directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. 

California Historic Register 

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) maintains the California Register of Historic Resources 

(CRHR). The CRHR is the State's authoritative guide to significant California historical and 

archeological resources. The State Historical Resources Commission (SHRC) has designed this program 

for use by state and local agencies, private groups and citizens to identify, evaluate, register and protect 

California's historical resources. The CRHR program encourages public recognition and protection of 

resources of architectural, historical, archeological and cultural significance, identifies historical resources 

for state and local planning purposes, determines eligibility for state historic preservation grant funding, 

and affords certain protections under CEQA. 

Types of resources eligible for nomination for listing in the CRHR are buildings, sites, structures, objects, 

or historic districts. All resources listed in or formally determined eligible for the NRHP are eligible for 

the CRHR. An historical resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or 

more of the following criteria that are defined in the California Code of Regulations Title 14, Division 3, 

Chapter 11.5, Section 4850: 

1) It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United 

States; or 

2) It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history; or 
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3) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of a master, or possesses high aitistic values; or 

4) It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of 

the local area, California or the nation. 

The CRHR criteria are similar to NRHP criteria. Any resource that meets the above criteria is considered 

a historical resource under CEQA. 

Native American Consultation 

Government Code Section 65352.3 requires local governments to consult with California Native 

Ame1ican tribes identified by the California Native Ame1ican Heritage Commission prior to the adoption 

or amendment of a general plan or specific plan. The purpose of this consultation is to preserve or 

mitigate impacts to cultural places. 

Local 

The College is part of the California Community College System and, therefore, the Los Altos Hills 

General Plan and the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code do not have jurisdictional authority over the 

Project site. However, the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan is discussed below for informational 

purposes. 

Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan 

The Conservation Element (adopted April 26, 2007) of the Los Altos Hills General Plan establishes the 

goals, policies, programs, and guidelines to protect, manage, and conserve natural and community 

resources, including historic sites. Appendix A to the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan includes an 

inventory of historic sites and structures in the Los Altos Hills planning area. The following are policies 

related to cultural resources: 

Policy 10.1 

Policy 10.2 

Preserve, protect and enhance the historic resources of the planning area because they are 

unique and valuable assets for the community and region. 

Promote community awareness of local history and historic resources for the education, 

pleasure and welfare of the people of the Town. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

In order to evaluate the eligibility and significance of the 1961 Campus Plan resources, ARG conducted a 

survey of the entire Project site prior to this evaluation. 
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To be eligible for either the National or California Registers, properties must have either reached 50 years 

of age or be of "exceptional impo1tance." The resources of the 1961 Campus Plan are currently 47 years 

of age. It is anticipated that the projects of the 2007 Facilities Master Plan will be completed in the next 

five years, at which time the resources will be 51 years of age. In addition, as the college campus is 

widely recognized for its significance with/in the architecture and landscape architecture, it meets the 

"exceptional importance" criteria necessary for properties under fifty years of age. 

Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines mandates a finding of significance if a project would eliminate 

important examples of major periods of California history or prehisto1y. In addition, pursuant to Section 

15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a project could have a significant effect on the environment if it "may 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource." A "substantial adverse 

change" means "physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 

surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource is impaired." Material impairment means 

altering "in an adverse manner those characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 

significance and its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources." 

Impacts to historical resources not determined to be significant according to any of the significance 

criteria described above are not considered significant for the purposes of CEQA. Generally, under 

CEQA, a project that follows The Secretary of the Interior's Standard-; for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic 

Buildings or The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 

Historic Structures is considered to have mitigated impacts to a historical resource to a less-than

significant level (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5). Section 15126.4(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines 

notes that in some circumstances, documentation of a historical resource may not mitigate the effects to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project would have a significant 

impact related to cultural resources if it would: 

(a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined in 

Section 15064.5; 

(b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

Section 15064.5; 

( c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature; 

or 

(d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 
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Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact IV.D-1: The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5. 

As described above, there is a potential Foothill College Historic District that appears to be eligible for 

the National Register and therefore the California Register. The proposed Project would not result in the 

demolition of any potential district contributors or other historic resources. However, alterations to or 

construction near potential district contributors is proposed and potential impacts are described in Table 

IV.D-3. 

The proposed Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC) would be located in close proximity to 

potential district contributors and could impact the historic setting. Because the proposed Project is 

conceptual in nature, many of the specific elements have not been thoroughly developed and construction 

of the PSEC constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of construction of the 

PSEC related to a change in significance of an historical resource would be less than significant with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.D-1 a. 

Circulation improvements would include guard rails, crossing, curbs, lane markings, resurfacing, and 

changes in traffic patterns. Loop Road would be repaired and resurfaced and new lighting would be 

installed for safety. Depending on variables such as design, location, and number, the circulation 

improvements and installation of lights constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact 

of circulation improvements related to a change in significance of an historical resource would be less 

than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.D-1 a. 

The main line irrigation system would be improved and some storm drains would be replaced campus

wide. Bird barriers on buildings would be replaced and fire alann systems would be upgraded. 

Photovoltaic arrays and wireless infrastructure would be installed campus-wide. Utilities campus-wide 

would be upgraded and minor repairs to campus fountains would be made. Most of these project 

elements do not have the potential to impact the potential historic dist1ict. However, depending on 

variables such as design, location, and number, the installation of lights, bird barriers, and photovoltaic 

cells constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of utility improvement related to a 

change in significance of an historical resource would be less than significant with implementation of 

Mitigation Measures JV.D-la. 
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Table IV.D-3 
Potential Impacts to Historic Resources by the Project 

Pro.iect Potential Impact 
New Construction 
Physical Sciences and Engineering Center Yes, in close proximity to potential district contributors (see analysis 

below). 
Scene Shop No not in close proximity to potential district contributors. 
Roadway Improvements 
Campus-Wide Circulation Improvements Yes, in close proximity to potential district contributors (see analysis 

below). 
PE Access Road Improvement No, improvements will not impact potential district contributors. 
Parking Lot Improvements 
Parking Lot 1 Pedestrian Footbridge No, not in close proximity to potential district contributors. In addition 

the footbridge would be located downhill from district contributors and 
would be screened by trees. ADEIR regarding the footbridge notes, 
"The design details of this project are conceptual and undefined at this 
point." 

Parking Lot 1-H No, parking lots not in close proximity to potential district contributors. 
Parking Lots 2 and 3 Security Improvements No, parking lots not in close proximity to potential district contributors. 
Parking Lot 3 Pedestrian Footbridge No, not in close proximity to potential district contributors. In addition 

the footbridge would be located downhill from district contributors and 
would be screened by trees. 

Parking Lot 4 No, the new parking lot area expands the lot to the southwest and the 
potential district contributors are to the east. 

Parking Lot 4 Pedestrian Yes, in close proximity to potential district contributors. In addition, 
Connection/Footbridge this footbridge, unlike the other proposed footbridges, is level with 

district contributors and is only minimally screened by trees. 
Parking Lot 6 Resurfacing No, parking lot not in close proximity to potential district contributors. 
Site Improvements 
Utility Improvements Yes, would likely occur within potential district and on potential 

district contributors (see analysis below). 
Campus-Wide Landscaping and Site Yes, would likely occur within potential district (see analysis below). 
Improvements 
Signage, W ayfinding, and Lighting Yes, would likely occur within potential district (see analysis below). 
Campus-Wide Americans with Disabilities Yes, would likely occur within potential district (see analysis below). 
Act (ADA) Improvements 
Soccer, Baseball and Softball Complex No. 
Tennis Court Improvements No. 
Demolition 
Ornamental Horticulture Buildings No, not a potential district contributor. 
Veterinary Technology Buildings No, not a potential district contributor. 
Demolish Modular Buildings No, not a potential district contributor. 
Renovation 
District Offices (D 120 Building) No, not a potential district contributor. 
5800 TV Center Yes, potential district contributor (see analysis below). 
6600 Japanese Cultural Center No. 
Stadium Yes, potential district contributor (see analysis below). 
2602 Swim Pool Area Storage No. 
Source: Architectural Resources Group, Foothill College Historic Resource Evaluation: Foothill College Facilities Master Plan, 
April 2008 
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Some non-native Eucalyptus trees would be removed, preventative maintenance of existing campus oak 

trees would be performed, and diseased trees would be culled as required. New trees, including oaks and 

other native species would be installed campus-wide and campus site furniture would be improved. It 

should be noted that while oaks were noted in the 1961 plans, eucalyptuses were not. Trees and site 

furniture were an integral part of the 1961 Campus Plan and, depending on variables such as location and 

number, their removal constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of campus-wide 

landscaping and site improvements related to a change in significance of an historical resource would be 

less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.D-1 a and IV.D-1 b. 

Additional signage throughout the campus and pedestrian and exterior lighting would be installed. Site 

elements were an integrated pmt of the 1961 Campus Plan and, depending on variables such as location 

and number, installation constitutes a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of signage, 

wayfinding and lighting related to a change in significance of an historical resource would be less than 

significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.D-1 a and IV.D-lc. 

ADA improvements would consist of the removal of architectural barriers to accommodate disabled 

users. These features could be located in close proximity to potential district contributors and could 

impact the historic setting. Therefore, the impact of ADA improvements related to a change in 

significance of an historical resource would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure IV.D-1 a. 

The existing Building 5800, currently used as instrnctional support space would be renovated, including 

minor improvements to roof and interior spaces. Building 5800 is a potential district contributor, and 

roofs are a major character-defining feature of the building and minor improvements constitute a 

potentially significant impact. Therefore, the impact of the roof improvements to Building 5800 related 

to a change in significance of an historical resource would be less than significant with implementation 

of Mitigation Measure IV.D-1 a. 

The existing press box and support system on the opposite side of the field would be reconstrncted. The 

existing snack area would be renovated to meet current codes and for ADA accessibility. The stadium 

was part of the 1961 Campus Master Plan and is a potential district contributor. However, the press box 

does not use the "space unit" concept of the other potential district contributors, and the western 

concession stands/restroom does not retain integrity. Additionally, the stadium is not in close proximity 

to the other district contributors, which are all located at the top of the two hills. For these reasons, 

renovation of the stadium would have a less-than-significant impact related to histo1ic resources. 

1Yitigation 1Yeasure IV.D-la 

The schematic plans of the Project are expected to evolve to a greater level of detail. As such, a qualified 

historic architect shall monitor the design, plans, and constrnction of the Project to ensure that the Project 

is compatible in height, scale, massing, design, materials, and color in accordance with the Secretary of 

the Interior's Standards and existing College architecture. To the extent feasible, landscaping features 

that contribute to the historic character of the potential district shall be maintained. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.D-lb 

Trees that were part of the 1961 Campus Plan shall be retained rather than replaced whenever possible. 

When replacement is necessary, the trees shall be replaced in kind. Historic campus plans provide 

information on the original design intent. Similarly, in keeping with The Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards, site furniture from the 1961 Campus Plan shall be repaired rather than replaced. Any new site 

furniture shall be consistently uniform throughout the campus and designed such that they are 

sympathetic to the simplified form, materials, and design of the 1961 campus site furniture, but not exact 

replications. Their designs shall refrain from histo1ic interpretations. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-lc 

New signage and lighting fixtures shall be constructed that reflect the defined architectural vocabulary of 

the 1961 campus but do not exactly replicate 1961 features. 

Impact IV.D-2: The proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. 

All proposed facilities would be constructed within the mostly developed Project site. The Project site 

contains no recorded Native American cultural resources according to a cultural resource evaluation 

conducted in August 2000 by the Northwest Information Center (Sonoma State University). 2 Several 

archaeological sites have been recorded upstream along Adobe Creek and the Santa Clara Valley is 

known for having buried archaeological resources. Excavations could reveal unidentified cultural 

resources, constituting a potentially significant impact. Project impacts related to a change in significance 

of an archaeological resource would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

IV.D-2a and IV.D-2b. 

~Mitigation Measure IV.D-2a 

If buried cultural or paleontological materials (e.g., bone, brick, etc.) are exposed during construction, 

work shall be halted in the immediate vicinity of the find until a qualified archaeologist can assess their 

significance. 

Mitigation Measure IV.D-2b 

If the finds are determined to be significant, the archaeologist shall be permitted to remove the items in a 

professional manner for further laboratory evaluation. 

2 2001 Foothill College Revised Facilities Master Plan and District Facilities Projects Initial Study, October 26, 
2001. 
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Impact IV.D-3: The proposed Project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. 

As shown in the regional geologic mapping of the Los Altos Hills area by Cotton and Associates (1978), 

the dominant rock type mapped in the Project vicinity is Jurassic-Cretaceous age Franciscan Assemblage. 

No paleontological assessment of the Project site has been conducted and, therefore, it must be assumed 

that unique paleontological resources may be present in the areas underlain by bedrock, constituting a 

potentially significant impact. Project impacts related to the destruction of a unique paleontological 

resource would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.D-2a and IV.D-

2b. 

Impact IV.D-4: The proposed Project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside o.f formal cemeteries. 

While there is no evidence that human remains are present on the Project site, there is still the potential 

that the construction phase of the Project could encounter human remains, which in tum could result in a 

potentially significant cultural resource impact. Project impacts related to a disturbance of human 

remains would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.D-4. 

1Yitigation 1Yeasure IV.D-4 

If human remains are unearthed during construction, no further disturbance shall occur until the Santa 

Clara County Medical Examiner-Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition in 

accordance with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the remains are determined to be 

those of a Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento shall be 

contacted before the remains are removed in accordance with Section 21083.2 of the California Public 

Resources Code. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Impacts related to historical resources tend to be site-specific and are assessed on a site-by-site basis. The 

Town of Los Altos Hills would require the applicants of future development subject to CEQA to assess, 

determine, and mitigate any potential impacts related to historical resources that could occur as a result of 

development, as necessmy. Through compliance with the existing laws and the mitigation measures 

listed previously, Project impacts associated with historic resources, archaeological resources, 

paleontological resources, unique geologic features, and human remains would be less than significant. 

The occurrence of these less-than-significant impacts would be limited to the Project site and would not 

contribute to any potentially significant cultural resources impacts that could occur at the sites of future 

development subject to CEQA. As such, the proposed Project would not cont1ibute to any potential 

cumulative impacts related to cultural resources. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to cultural 

resources would be less than significant. 
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures JV.D-la through IV.D-4 identified m this section would 

adequately mitigate all potential impacts related to cultural resources. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 

E. NOISE 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR provides a description of noise within the Project site, information on 

regulations relating to this issue, and an analysis of potential impacts related to noise resulting from 

implementation of the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan. Information used to prepare this section 

was taken from the Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report - March 2002, and 

noise monitoring conducted by Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, Februaiy 28, 2008. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch). The standard unit 

of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB). The decibel scale is a logarithmic scale that 

describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound. The pitch of the sound 

is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to a 

given sound level at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate 

noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by 

discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. 

Noise, on the other hand, is typically defined as unwanted sound. A typical noise environment consists of 

a base of steady ambient noise that is the sum of many distant and indistinguishable noise sources. 

Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from individual local sources. These can vary from 

an occasional aircran or train passing by to virtually continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a 

major highway. Table IV.E-1 illustrates representative noise levels in the environment. 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on people. 

Because environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise upon 

people is largely dependent upon the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as the time of 

day when the noise occurs. The Leq is a measure of ambient noise of an arbitrary duration, while the Lc1n 

and Community Noise Exposure Levels (CNEL) are 24 hour average measures of community noise. 

Each is applicable to this analysis and defined as follows: 

• Leq, the equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated 

period of time. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the same if 

they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure. For evaluating community 

impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during the day or 

the night. 
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Table IV.E-1 
Representative Environmental Noise Levels 

Noise Level 
Common Outdoor Activities (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

-110- Rock band 
Jet fly-over at 100 feet 

-100-
Gas lawnmower at 3 feet 

-90-
Food blender at 3 feet 

Diesel truck going 50 mph at 50 feet -80- Garbage disposal at 3 feet 
Noisy urban area during daytime 
Gas lawnmower at 100 feet -70- Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet 
Commercial area Normal speech at 3 feet 
Heavv traffic at 300 feet -60-

Large business office 
Quiet urban area during daytime -50- Dishwasher in next room 

Quiet urban area during nighttime -40- Theater, large conference room (background) 
Quiet suburban area during nighttime 

-30- Library 
Quiet rural area during nighttime Bedroom at night, concert hall (background) 

-20-
Broadcast/recording studio 

-10-

Lowest threshold of human hearing -0- Lowest threshold of human hearing 
I Source: California Dee.artment ofTranse.ortation, 1998. I 

• Lctrn the Day-Night Average Level, is a 24-hour average Leg with a 10 dBA "weighting" added to 

noise during the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in the 

nighttime. The logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24 hour Leg would result in 

a measurement of 66.4 dBA Lctn· 

• CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, is a 24-hour average Leg with a 5 dBA 

"weighting" during the hours of 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. and a 10 dBA "weighting" added to 

noise during the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening 

and nighttime, respectively. The logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24 hour 

Leg would result in a measurement of 66. 7 dBA CNEL. 

• Lmirn the minimum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 

• Lmax, the maximum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 
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Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented by median noise 

levels during the day, night, or over a 24-hour period. Environmental noise levels are generally 

considered low when the Ldn is below 60 dBA, moderate in the 60 to 70 dBA range, and high above 70 

dBA. Noise levels greater than 85 dBA can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss. Examples of low 

daytime levels are isolated, natural settings with noise levels as low as 20 dBA and quiet suburban 

residential streets with noise levels around 40 dBA. Noise levels above 45 dBA at night can disrupt 

sleep. Examples of moderate level noise environments are urban residential or semi-commercial areas 

(typically 55 to 60 dBA) and commercial locations (typically 60 dBA). People may consider louder 

environments adverse, but some will accept the higher levels associated with more noisy urban residential 

or residential-commercial areas (60 to 75 dBA) or dense urban or industrial areas (65 to 80 dBA). 

When evaluating changes in 24-hour community noise levels, a difference of 3 dBA is a barely 

perceptible increase to most people. A 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, while a difference of 10 dBA 

would be perceived as a doubling ofloudness. 

Noise levels from a particular source decline as distance to the receptor increases. Other factors, such as 

the weather and reflecting or shielding, also help intensify or reduce the noise level at any given location. 

A commonly used rule of thumb for roadway noise is that for every doubling of distance from the source, 

the noise level is reduced by about 3 dBA at acoustically "hard" locations (i.e., the area between the noise 

source and the receptor is nearly complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other solid materials) 

and 4.5 dBA at acoustically "soft" locations (i.e., the area between the source and receptor is earth or has 

vegetation, including grass). 

Noise from stationary or point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance at 

acoustically hard and soft locations, respectively. Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening 

structures; generally, a single row of buildings between the receptor and the noise source reduces the 

noise level by about 5 dBA, while a solid wall or berm reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA. Standard 

California construction methods typically provide a reduction of exterior-to-interior noise levels of about 

20 to 25 dBA with closed windows and about 15 dBA with open windows. 

Community Response to Changes in Noise Levels 

The potential for adverse community response tends to increase as an intrusive noise becomes more 

noticeable above existing background noise levels. For example, if an intrusive noise has an average 

level that is comparable to existing average ambient noise levels, then the intrusive sound would tend to 

blend in with the ambient noise. However, if the intrusive sound is significantly greater than the ambient 

noise then the intrusive sound would be more noticeable and potentially more annoying as it can interfere 

with rest, working efficiency, social interaction and general tranquility. 
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In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 3 dB is just noticeable, a 

change of 5 dB clearly noticeable and a change of 10 dB would be perceived as a doubling (or halving) of 

loudness. 1 

Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne Vibration 

Groundborne vibration is radiated through the ground, and is an oscillatory motion that can be described 

in terms of the displacement, velocity, or acceleration. The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of 

room surfaces is called groundborne noise. This normally only occurs in subterranean rooms adjacent to 

subways. Sources of groundborne vibrations include natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes, volcanic 

eruptions, sea waves, landslides), or man-made causes (e.g., explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, 

construction equipment). Vibration sources may be continuous, such as factory machinery, traffic, trains, 

and most construction vibrations (with the exception of pile driving, blasting, and some other types of 

construction/demolition), or transient, such as explosions. 2 

Ground motion caused by vibration can be measured as particle velocity in inches per second. The peak 

particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the 

vibration signal. The PPV threshold of perception for humans falls approximately in the 0.006-0.019 

inch/second range. 3 Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as 

operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of doors. Typical outdoor 

sources of perceptible groundbome vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 

on rough roads. If a roadway is smooth, the groundborne vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Construction Vibration 

The general human reaction to various continuous vibration levels, as well as their potential damage to 

buildings, is described in Table IV.E-2. As shown, 0.08 inch/second PPV is the level at which continuous 

vibrations are readily perceptible by people, and 0.10 inch/second PPV is the level at which continuous 

vibrations begin to annoy people in buildings. It should be noted, however, that the annoyance levels in 

Table IV.E-2 need to be interpreted with care. Depending on the activity (or inactivity) a person is 

engaged in, vibrations may be am1oying at much lower levels than those shown in Table IV.E-2. In 

particular, elderly, retired, or ill people staying mostly at home, people reading in a quiet environment, 

and people involved in vibration-sensitive hobbies or other activities are examples of people that are 

potentially annoyed by much lower vibration levels. 4 

Cowen, Handbook of Environmental Acoustics, 1994. 
2 California Department of Transportation, Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations, Technical Advisory 

Number TAV-02-0J-R9601, February 20, 2002. 

!bid. 

Ibid. 
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Table IV.E-2 
Reaction of People and Damage to Buildings at Various Continuous Vibration Levels 

Vibration Level 
(Peak Particle 

Velocity-
in./sec.)a Human Reaction Effect on Buildin2s 

0.006-0.019 
Threshold of perception; possibility of Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of any type. 
intrusion. 
Vibrations readily perceptible. Recommended upper level of the vibration to which 

0.08 
ruins and ancient monuments should be subjected. 
This criterion level may also be used for historical 
buildings, or buildings that are in poor condition. 

0.10 
Level at which continuous vibrations Virtually no risk of "architectural" damage to 
begin to annoy people. normal buildings. 
Vibrations annoying to people in Threshold at which there is a risk of "architectural" 
buildings (this agrees with the levels damage to normal dwelling-houses with plastered 

0.20 established for people standing on walls and ceilings. Special types of finish such as 
bridges and subjected to relatively lining of walls, flexible ceiling treatment, etc., 
short periods of vibrations). would minimize "architectural" damage. 
Vibrations considered unpleasant by 

Vibrations at a greater level than normally expected 
0.4-0.6 

people subjected to continuous 
from traffic, but would cause "architectural" 

vibrations and unacceptable to some 
damage and possibly minor structural damage. 

people walking on bridges. 
a The vibration levels are based on peak particle velocity in the vertical direction. Where human reactions are concerned, 

the value is at the point at which the person is situated For buildings, the value refers to the ground motion. No 
allowance is included for the amplifying effect, if· any, of standard components. 

Source: California Department of Transportation, Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations, Technical Advisory 
Number TAV-02-01-R9601, February 20, 2002. 

Existing Noise Levels 

On-Site Noise Levels 

College facilities currently include (among others) academic and administrative buildings, a library, 

student center, athletic fields, and associated parking lots. Principal vehicular traffic routes near the 

Project site include I-280 and El Monte Road, and are considered to be the dominant source of noise on, 

and in the vicinity of, the Project site. The parking lots located throughout the site are the dominant point 

(stationary) sources of noise. Other sources of noise heard throughout the Project site are generally 

composed of normal student and staff activities. 

Point sources of noise are generated by on-site student and staff activities. Typical noise levels heard on 

the site are relatively low and consist of sources such as people talking, doors closing, landscaping and 

maintenance equipment operation, car/personal stereos, occasional auto alarms, domestic animals, etc. 
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Athletic facilities in the southeast, northeast, and northwest parts of the campus are used by students and 

community members for team practices and games, and other recreational activities. Recreational 

facilities include the baseball/ athletic field, softball/soccer field, stadium (football/ track), tennis courts, 

and a swimming pool. Noise is generally limited to people talking, crowds cheering at athletic events, 

and coaches' whistles and instructions. An amplified public address system is used at sports events held 

at the stadium during the afternoon and evening. 

Existing noise levels were monitored at seven locations, listed in Table IV.E-3, on the Project site by 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates on February 28, 2008. These locations are identified in Figure IV.E

l. On-site noise levels are characteristic of a campus environment. Noise monitoring data is included in 

Appendix E. 

Table IV.E-3 
Sound Level Measurements in dBA at Selected Locations On-Site 

Location Noise Level (dBA) 
1. South Side of Building Dl20 53.4 
2. Northeast Side of Building 2400 59.9 
3. West of building 2000 50.2 
4. "C" Location 49.8 
5. South Side of Library 3500 47.4 
6. Bamboo Garden 52.9 
7. South Side of Building 4400 59.2 
Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2008. 

Although aircraft overflights could be heard occasionally in the background, the dominant sources of 

noise heard during the noise monitoring included vehicles in parking areas, people talking, cellular 

phones, and maintenance equipment. 

Existing Off-Site Noise Levels 

Vehicular traffic is the dominant source of noise affecting the noise-sensitive uses in the immediate 

vicinity of the Project site. Project traffic would primarily affect land uses adjacent to El Monte Road. 

Noise-sensitive receptors located in proximity to this roadway include single-family homes. Vehicular 

traffic noise levels were calculated in order to characterize the existing ambient noise environment at 

these locations. The existing average noise levels identified through these calculations are shown in 

Table IV.E-4. The noise levels shown for these locations are calculated based on the distance from the 

center of the roadway to the nearest existing building. Correspondingly, homes located farther from the 

roadway would be exposed to lower noise levels. 
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Table IV.E-4 

Existing Roadway Noise Levels Off site 

dBA 
Roadway Roadway Segment Land Use CNEL 

Moody Road 
West of Elena Road/El Monte Road Residential 58.1 
East of Elena Road/El Monte Road Parking Lot 44.9 

Elena Road North of Moody Road Residential 56.9 
South of Moody Road Residential 57.6 
West of College Loop Road Rural 56.1 
East of College Loop Road Rural/Track Field 60.9 

El Monte Road West of Stonebrook Road Rural/Track Field 61.5 
East of Stonebrook Road Rural/College 66.2 
West of Foothill Expressway Residential 67.5 
East of Foothill Expressway Residential 64.2 

College Loop Road North of El Monte Road Parking Lot 56.9 
Stonebrook Road South of El Monte Road Residential 56.0 
Source: Christopher A Joseph and Associates, 2008. Calculation data and results are provided in Appendix E. 

As shown, based on noise modeling, existing exterior noise levels at all single-family residences along El 

Monte Road are below 67.5 dBA CNEL. As noted above, these noise levels are based on the distance 

from the center of the roadway to the edge of the nearest existing building. Due to the variations in 

setbacks and designs for many of the buildings along Project area roadways, this analysis does not 

attempt to precisely determine the ambient noise level at each noise-sensitive use. Rather, the noise levels 

noted above are intended to serve as a baseline to which the increase in noise from Project traffic can be 

compared. Attenuation from a solid barrier (e.g., a building, wall or fence) would be expected to reduce 

exterior noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA. Given these factors, the noise levels obtained from the modeling 

probably overstate the actual ambient noise level at outdoor living or use areas at the noise-sensitive uses. 

The estimated noise levels along El Monte Road near Stonebrook Drive do not reflect the noise from 

traffic on I-280, the travel lanes of which are about 0.2 miles east of and above Stonebrook Drive. These 

noise levels on El Monte Road near I-280 would be mostly "masked" by the noise from I-280 (if two 

sound levels differ by 10 dB or more, the lower sound level is masked by the higher sound level). 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Noise 

No federal plans, policies, regulations or laws related to noise are applicable to the proposed Project. 
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Groundborne Vibration 

This analysis uses the FTA's vibration impact criteria for sensitive buildings, residences, and institutional 

land uses near railroads. The thresholds for residences and buildings where people normally sleep (e.g., 

nearby residences) are 72 VdB for frequent events (more than 70 events of the same source per day), 75 

V dB for occasional events (30 to 70 vibration events of the same source per day), and 80 V dB for 

infrequent events (fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day). 

State 

Noise 

The State's guidelines for noise and land use compatibility crite1ia, summarized in Table IV.E-5, are to be 

considered by local governments when setting standards for human exposure to noise and preparing noise 

elements for general plans. 

As shown in Table IV.E-5, residential land uses and other noise-sensitive receptors generally should be 

located in areas where outdoor ambient noise levels do not exceed 65 to 70 dBA (Ldn or community noise 

equivalent level [CNEL]). For single-family, duplex, and mobile homes, an exterior noise level up to 60 

dBA (Ldn or CNEL) is considered to be a "normally acceptable" noise level, which is based on the 

assumption that any buildings involved are of normal construction that would not require special noise 

insulation. For multi-family homes, motels, and hotels, an exterior noise level up to 65 dBA (Lctn or 

CNEL) is considered to be a "normally acceptable" noise level. Between these noise values and 70 dBA 

(Lctn or CNEL), exterior noise levels for these land uses would be considered to be "conditionally 

acceptable," where construction should only occur after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction 

requirements is made and needed noise attenuation features are included in the Project. Conventional 

construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally 

suffice. For commercial uses, exterior noise levels up to 70 dBA (Lctn or CNEL) are considered to be a 

"normally acceptable" noise level, while exterior noise levels up to 77 dBA (Lc1n or CNEL) are considered 

to be a "conditionally acceptable" noise level. 

The State establishes minimum noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, motels, 

dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings as set forth in 

Appendix Chapter 1208A.8.4 of the California Building Code. The noise limit is a maximum interior 

noise level of 45 dBA Lc1n· Where exterior noise levels exceed 60 dBA Ldn, a report must be submitted 
with the building plans describing the noise control measures that have been incorporated into the design 

of the Project to meet the noise limit. 
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Table IV.E-5 
State Noise and Land Use Compatibility Criteria 

Community Noise Exposure (Ldn or CNEL, dB) 

Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Land Use Acceptable a Acceptableb Unacceptable c Unacceptabled 

Single-family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50 - 60 55 - 70 70 - 75 above 70 

Multi-Family Homes 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 75 above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 
50 - 70 60 - 70 70 - 80 above 80 

Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 80 above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
--- 50 - 70 --- above 65 

Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports --- 50 - 75 --- above 70 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 - 70 --- 67 - 75 above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
50 - 75 --- 70 - 80 above 80 

Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 
50 - 70 67 - 77 above 75 ---

Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
50 - 75 70 - 80 above 75 ---

Agriculture 

a Normallv Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal 
conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

b Conditionallv Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but 
with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

" Normally_ Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation 
features included in the design. 

d Clearly_ Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines, 2003, page 250. 

Groundbome Vibration 

No state plans, policies, regulations or laws related to groundbome vibration are applicable to the 

proposed Project. However, Caltrans has adopted guidance for construction vibrations and this guidance 

is used in this analysis to address construction vibrations. 

Local 

The College is part of the California Community College System and, therefore, the Los Altos Hills 

General Plan and the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code do not have jurisdictional authority over the 
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Project site. However, the Town's noise guidelines are pertinent because the Project could affect off-site 

uses that are located within the Town's jurisdiction. 

Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan 

The California Government Code Section 65302(g) requires that a noise element be included in the 

General Plan of each county and city in the State. The Noise Element of the Town of Los Altos Hills 

General Plan is intended to identify sources of noise and provide objectives and policies that ensure that 

noise from various sources does not create an unacceptable noise environment. Overall, the Town's 

Noise Element describes the noise environment (including noise sources) in the Town, addresses noise 

mitigation regulations, strategies, and programs as well as delineating federal, State, and Town 

jurisdiction relative to rail, automotive, aircraft, and nuisance noise. It is a tool that planners use to 

achieve and maintain compatible land uses with environmental noise levels. As shown below in Table 

IV.E-6, land use types within the Town of Los Altos Hills are subject to the following Land Use and 

Noise Compatibility Guidelines: 

Table IV.E-6 
Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan Land Use and Noise Compatibility Criteria 

Community Noise Exposure (Ldn or CNEL, dB) 

Normally Conditionally Normally 
Land Use Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable 

Single-family Residential and Open Space 50 - 60 60 - 75 Above 75 

Outdoor Sports and Recreation, 
50 - 65 -65 - 80 -Above 80 

Neighborhood Parks and Playgrounds 

Schools, Libraries, Museums, Hospitals, 
50 - 60 60 - 75 -Above 75 

Personal Care, Meeting Halls, Churchs 

Office Buildings, Business Commercial, 
-50 - 70 70 - 80 -Above 80 

and Professional (such as Town Hall( 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
--- 50 - 75 Above 75 

Amphitheaters 

Source: websitehttp://www.losaltoshills.ca.gov/documents/general _plan/general _plan_ noise _element.pdf 

Los Altos Hills Municipal Code 

The Town's Noise Ordinance identifies a series of noise sources and specifies the maximum decibel 

levels for daytime (defined as the period between 7:00 A.M. and sunset) and nighttime (defined as the 

period between sunset and 6:59 A.M.). Table IV.E-7 displays the maximum allowable decibels for noise 

sources during the day and night as stipulated by Section 5-2.02 of the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code. 

The Town's Noise Ordinance does not contain maximum allowable levels for mechanical equipment 

noise. 
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Table IV.E-7 
Los Altos Hills Municipal Code Maximum Decibels Noise Sources Day/Night 

Maximum Decibels (dB) Maximum Decibels (dB) 
Source Day Night Source Day Night 

Aircraft* 60 50 Motor vehicles 82 70 
Motor vehicle repairing, 

Animals 50 40 rebuilding, modernizing, 82 40 
and testing 

Farm tractor 82 40 Persons 50 40 
Implements of husbandry 65 40 Powered model vehicle 60 40 
Machines, tools, or 

50 40 
Sound producing device 

50 40 
appliances 
* I, 000 feet from affected property. 

Source: Los Altos Hills Municipal Code, Section 5-2.02. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

Implementation of the proposed Project could result in the introduction of noise levels that may exceed 

permitted Town noise levels. The primary sources of noise associated with the proposed Project would 

be construction activities at the Project site and Project-related traffic volumes associated with operation 

of the proposed commercial development. Secondary sources of noise would include new stationary 

sources (such as heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units) and increased human activity throughout 

the Project site. The net increase in Project site noise levels generated by these activities and other 

sources have been quantitatively estimated and compared to the applicable noise standards and thresholds 

of significance. 

Aside from noise levels, groundbome vibration would also be generated during the construction phase of 

the proposed Project by various construction-related activities and equipment. Thus, the groundbome 

vibration levels generated by these sources have also been quantitatively estimated and compared to 

applicable thresholds of significance. 

Construction Noise Levels 

Construction noise levels were estimated by data published by the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (USEPA). Potential noise levels are identified for off-site locations that are sensitive 

to noise, including existing residences. 
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Groundborne Vibration Associated with Construction Equipment 

Groundbome vibration levels resulting from construction activities occurring within the Project site were 

estimated by data published by Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. for the Federal Transit Administration. 

Potential vibration levels resulting from construction of the proposed Project are identified for off-site 

locations that are sensitive to vibration, including existing residences. 

Roadway Noise Levels 

Roadway noise levels have been calculated for selected study intersection locations around the Project 

site. The noise levels were calculated using the FHW A-RD-77-108 model and traffic volumes from the 

Project traffic analysis. The average vehicle noise rates (energy rates) utilized in the FHWA Model have 

been modified to reflect average vehicle noise rates identified for California by the State Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans). 

Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project would result in significant 

noise impacts if it would result in: 

(a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

(b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome noise 

levels; 

( c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project; 

(d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project; 

( e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing or working in 

the project area to excessive noise levels; or 

(f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in the 

project area to excessive noise levels. 

As discussed in the Initial Study that was prepared for the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix A to this 

Draft EIR), there would be no impact with respect to the Thresholds ( e) and (f) because the College is 

neither located within an airport land use plan area nor within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Accordingly, the following discussion focuses on Thresholds (a), (b), (c) and (d). 
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The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which groundborne vibration or groundborne noises are 

considered "excessive." This analysis uses the FT A's vibration impact crite1ia for sensitive buildings, 

residences, and institutional land uses. The thresholds for residences and buildings where people 

normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences) are 72 V dB for frequent events (more than 70 events of the same 

source per day), 75 VdB for occasional events (30 to 70 vibration events of the same source per day), and 

80 V dB for infrequent events (less than 30 vibration events of the same source per day). 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which permanent increases in ambient noise are 

considered "substantial." As discussed previously in this section, a noise level increase of 3 dBA is 

barely perceptible to most people, a 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, and a difference of 10 dBA 

would be perceived as a doubling of loudness. Based on this information, an increase in the Lctn noise 

level resulting from the Project at noise-sensitive land uses of 3 dBA Lctn or greater would be considered a 

significant impact when projected noise levels would exceed those considered satisfactory for the affected 

land use (e.g., 60 dBA Ldn for single-family residential land uses). If the noise environment at the 

sensitive land use would remain below normally acceptable noise levels, a 5 dBA Lctn increase in noise 

levels would be considered significant. 

Project Impacts 

Impact IV.E-1: The proposed Project may result in the exposure ofpersons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies. 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. 

Circulation and parking improvements include improvements to the PE Access Road, various circulation 

improvements and three footbridge connections to reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and 

bicycle safety, parking lot resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 240 parking spaces. 

Construction Noise 

Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition, site 

grading and excavation, installation of utilities, paving, and building fabrication. Development activities 

would also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise. During each 

stage of development, there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would vaiy 

based on the type and amount of equipment in operation and the location of the activity. The range for 

noise levels generated by typical, individual pieces of construction equipment is provided in Table IV.E-

8. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has also compiled data regarding the noise generating 

characteristics of typical construction activities, both with and without the use of equipment mufflers. 
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These data, which represent composite construction noise, are presented in Table IV.E-9. These noise 

levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA 

per doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 84 dBA Leg measured at 50 feet from the noise 

source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA Leg at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduce 

by another 6 dBA Leg to 72 dBA Leg at 200 feet from the source to the receptor. 

In general, the site excavation and grading activities at the Project site, which would involve the use of 

loaders and scrapers, would generate the loudest noise levels during construction of the proposed Project. 

As shown above in Table IV.E-8, the operation of scrapers could generate a maximum noise level of 89 

dBA at 50 feet, while loaders could generate a maximum of 85 dBA at 50 feet, during excavation. The 

campus would continue to observe the current schedule, including class times and before and after-school 

related activities during construction and following buildout. Therefore, during construction of the 

proposed Project, the nearest and most notable sensitive receptors to the Project site would be the existing 

classrooms and other existing school related facilities which may be located as close as 50 feet from 

active construction sites. 

Table IV.E-8 
Noise Levels of Typical Construction Equipment 

I Construction Egui~ment I Noise Levels in dBA Leg at 50 feet b I 
Loader 85 
Trucks 88 
Cranes (moveable) 83 
Cranes (derrick) 88 
Concrete Vibrator 76 
Saws 76 
Pneumatic Tool 85 
Jackhammers 88 
Pumps 76 
Generators 81 
Air Compressors 81 
Concrete Mixers 85 
Concrete Pumps 82 
Back Hoe 80 
Pile Driving (Impact) 101 
Pile Driving (Sonic) 96 
Dozer 85 
Scraper 89 
Grader 85 
Paver 89 
a Machinery equipped with noise control devices or other noise-reducing design features does not 

generate the same level of noise emissions as that shown in this table. 
h The Leq noise levels for each piece of construction equipment represent noise levels generated over a 

time period of one hour under free1ield conditions (i.e., topography and ground effects are ignored). 

Source: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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Table IV.E-9 
Typical Outdoor Construction Noise Levels 

Noise Levels at 50 Noise Levels at 60 Noise Levels at 100 Noise Levels at 200 
Construction Feet with Mufflers Feet with Mufflers Feet with Mufflers Feet with Mufflers 

Phase (dBA Len) (dBA Len) (dBA Len) (dBA Len) 
Ground Clearing 82 80 76 70 
Excavation, 

86 84 80 74 
Grading 
Foundations 77 75 71 65 
Structural 83 81 77 71 
Finishing 86 84 80 74 
Source: United States Environmental Protection Azencv, 1971. 

The Town's Noise Ordinance limits construction activities to between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:30 

P.M., Monday through Saturday while grading operations are limited to the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:30 

P.M., Monday through Friday. Construction is not anticipated to generate significant noise impacts; 

therefore this impact would be less than significant. However, since construction could occur 

immediately adjacent to existing classrooms and other student related facilities, where quiet environments 

are required, this impact is considered potentially significant. Project impacts related to construction 

noise would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.E-1 a through IV.E-

1 h. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-la 

The Project shall restrict construction and demolition activities to the hours of 7:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. 

Monday through Saturday. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lb 

Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of 

equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lc 

The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise 

generation potential shall be minimized to the extent feasible. Examples include the use of drills, 

jackhammers, and pile drivers. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-ld 

Noise-generating construction activities whose specific location on the site may be flexible (e.g., 

operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far 

as possible from the nearest noise-sensitive land uses, and natural and/or manmade barriers (e.g., 
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intervening construction trailers) shall be used to screen propagation of noise from such activities towards 

these land uses to the maximum extent possible. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-le 

Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas shall be located a minimum of 150 

feet from the active classroom and laboratory uses. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lf 

The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and 

muffling devices. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lg 

Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatuses and drill rigs used within the 

Project site, if sensitive receptors are located at, or within, 100 feet. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-lh 

Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at any of the project sites, notification must be 

provided to students and faculty disclosing the construction schedule, including the various types of 

activities and equipment that would be occurring throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Impact IV.E-2: The proposed Project would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of 

excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 

Construction activities that would occur within the Project site would include grading, which would have 

the potential to generate low levels of groundbome vibration. Table IV.E-10 identifies various vibration 

velocity levels for the types of construction equipment that would operate during the construction of the 

proposed Project. Based on the information presented in Table IV.E-10, vibration levels could reach as 

high as approximately 87 V dB within 25 feet of the Project site from the operation of construction 

equipment. 

Table IV.E-10 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

I Construction Egui~ment I 
Large Bulldozer 
Caisson Drilling 
Loaded Trucks 
Jackhammer 
Small Bulldozer 
Source: Harris Miller Miller Hanson, 
Assessment, May 2006. 
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Due to the use of construction equipment during the construction phase, the proposed Project would 

expose the existing classrooms and school related facilities as well as the residential uses located to the 

west of the Project site to increased vibration levels. As discussed under Thresholds of Significance 

above, the 80 V dB threshold for residences and buildings where people normally sleep was utilized in this 

analysis and 83 V dB for institutional uses. 

Due to the use of construction equipment during the construction phase, the proposed Project would 

expose sensitive uses to groundborne vibration levels. Such equipment could include large bulldozers, 

caisson drilling rigs, loaded trucks and small bulldozers, which would generate the vibration levels shown 

in Table IV.E-10. Due to the close proximity of classrooms and other student related facilities, vibration 

levels may meet or exceed 87 V db as shown above. Therefore, these vibration levels would exceed the 

83 V dB threshold for institutional uses and this impact would be considered potentially significant. 

Project impacts related to excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome noise levels during 

construction would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure JV.E-2a. 

Mitigation Measure IV.E-2a 

The District shall require by contract specifications that consh·uction staging areas along with the 

operation of earthmoving equipment on the project site be located as far away from vibration-sensitive 

sites as possible. Contract specifications shall be included in the project construction documents, which 

shall be reviewed by the District prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Impact IV.E-3: The proposed Project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 

Long-term noise concerns from the development of the proposed Project have the potential to affect 

offsite locations, resulting primarily from vehicular traffic utilizing the local roadways along affected 

roadway segments analyzed in the Project traffic study. These concerns were addressed using the FHWA 

Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108), which calculates the CNEL noise level 

for a particular reference set of input conditions, based on site-specific traffic volumes, distances, speeds 

and/or noise barriers. Based on the traffic report prepared for the proposed Project, included as Appendix 

E to this Draft EIR, in combination with an analysis of the surrounding land uses, roadway noise levels 

were forecasted to determine if the proposed Project's vehicular traffic would result in a significant 

impact at offsite, noise-sensitive receptor locations during the weekday peak hour. The increases in noise 

levels at noise-sensitive locations along the study-area roadway segments are identified in Table IV.E-11. 

As shown, the proposed Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of 0.4dBA CNEL for 

several roadway segments. Because the increase in local noise levels at all of the analyzed roadway 

segments resulting from implementation of the proposed Project would not exceed the 3.0 dBA CNEL 

threshold, they would not represent a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Therefore, 

this impact would be less than significant. 
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Table IV.E-11 
Project Traffic Noise Impacts Offsite 

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL 
Future Future 
without Plus Significance 

Roadway Roadway Segment Pro.iect Pro.iect Increase Threshold Significant? 
West of Elena Road/El 

58.1 58.4 0.3 3.0 No Monte Road 
Moody Road 

East of Elena Road/El 
Monte Road 46.6 46.8 0.2 3.0 No 

Elena Road North of Moody Road 56.9 57.3 0.4 3.0 No 
South of Moody Road 57.7 58.1 0.4 3.0 No 
West of College Loop 

56.2 56.6 0.4 3.0 No Road 
East of College Loop 

61.4 61.8 0.4 3.0 No Road 
El Monte Road West of Stonebrook Road 62.4 62.7 0.3 3.0 No 

East of Stonebrook Road 66.9 67.3 0.4 3.0 No 
West of Foothill 

67.8 68.1 0.3 3.0 No Expressway 
East of Foothill 

64.2 64.6 0.4 3.0 No Expressway 
College Loop Road North of El Monte Road 58.0 58.3 0.3 3.0 No 
Stonebrook Road South of El Monte Road 56.0 56.4 0.4 3.0 No 
Traffic Information Source: Crain & Associates, 2007. 
Table Source: Christopher A. Joseph and Associates, 2008 

Impact IV.E-4: The proposed Project would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 

in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project. 

HV AC Systems 

Upon buildout of the proposed Project, new sources of noise would include stationary sources (such as, 

rooftop heating, ventilation, and air conditioning [HV AC] systems). Large HV AC systems associated 

with the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center and Scene Shop could result in peak noise levels that 

average between 25 to 30 dBA L50 at the nearest sensitive receptors, and 35 to 40 dBA L50 at the property 

line based on the setback of the fans within the building footprint, the setback of the building from the 

Project property line, and the presence of an architectural parapet wall around the roofline, in which the 

major mechanical units will be placed. Lower noise levels are anticipated during periods of lower 

mechanical demand (variable air volume). For sources with relatively few transient noise events, such as 

with the fan usage pattern anticipated for use with the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center, the 

hourly Leg levels due to fan noise will equal the L50 levels. As 24-hour CNEL noise levels are more than 

9 dBA above the projected HV AC noise emission levels, the project HV AC systems could produce peak 

noise levels that average between 34 to 39 dBA L50 at the nearest sensitive receptors, and 44 to 49 dBA 

Lso at the property line. 
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These noise levels would not exceed the State's exterior noise level standard of 70 dBA CNEL for 

schools, as shown in Table IV.E-6 or the Town's General Plan recommendation for 75 dBA CNEL as 

shown in Table IV.E-6. In addition, the noise levels generated by the operation of the HVAC units would 

not exceed the State's exterior noise level standard of 70 dBA CNEL for residential uses, as shown in 

Table IV.E-7 or the Town's General Plan recommendation for 75 dBA CNEL as shown in Table IV.E-6. 

Therefore, this impact would be less than significant 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The continued development throughout the Town would result in intermittent, short-term noise impacts 

area wide. Construction activities could result in significant short-term noise impacts on sensitive land 

uses in the vicinity of the Project site, such as residences. The duration of these localized impacts would 

be limited to the construction phases of the individual projects. All construction activities of any other 

projects taking place within the City would be subject to the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan as 

well as the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code. 

In addition, future development projects would require exterior walls to be constructed to provide a Sound 

Transmission Class of 50 of greater as defined in UBC No. 35-1, 1979 edition or any amendment thereto, 

or to mitigate interior noise levels below a CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room. Conformance with 

these requirements would reduce operational-related noise. As such the proposed Project would not 

contribute to a cumulatively considerable noise impact and cumulative noise impacts would be expected 

to be less than significant. In addition, with Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan and Los Altos Hills 

Municipal Code compliance, the combined impact of the operational noise levels from the proposed 

Project and existing noise levels on interior and exterior noise levels on adjacent properties would be less 

than significant and, therefore, not cumulatively considerable. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.E-la through IV.E-lh and IV.E-2a identified in this section 

would adequately mitigate all potential impacts related to noise. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 
A. IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

INTRODUCTION 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

"An EJR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible 

significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not 

discussed in detail in the EIR. " 

An Initial Study (IS) was prepared for the proposed project in September 2007 and is included in 

Appendix A. The District received comments on the Project from local agencies and the public on 

various environmental areas of concern. In response to those comments, the District has chosen to 

modify the Project from what was originally proposed and studied in the Initial Study. These revisions 

include eliminating the proposed realignment of the Loop Road to the outer edge of campus and 

relocation of the proposed Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC). Because the Loop Road 

realignment is no longer a part of the Project and the Loop Road will remain in its current location, the 

proposed location of the PSEC was revised to an area south of Parking Lot 4. Two pedestrian 

connections/footbridges over the Loop Road have been added to the Project in Parking Lot 3 and from the 

PSEC. Additionally, the expansion of Parking Lot 4 has been reduced from 2.25 acres to 0.5 acres to 

allow for the PSEC. All other Project components as described in the Initial Study remain the same. The 

2.25-acre Parking Lot 4 would be resurfaced and expanded to approximately 2.75 acres in size to add up 

to 50 additional parking spaces. 

Based on the analysis contained in the Initial Study, it was determined that implementation of the 

proposed Project would not result in significant environmental impacts to the topics listed below and, 

therefore, these issues are not discussed in detail in Section IV of this EIR. 

AESTHETICS 

The Project would not create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. All proposed buildings would 

be similar in scale and character to existing facilities and would not significantly affect scenic views from 

or to the Project site. The Project site is generally not visible from vehicle corridors to the east, south, and 

west. The Project site is visible from nearby residential areas to the northwest, west, and southwest. 

Views of the Project site from Interstate 280 (I-280) are mostly screened from motorists view by existing 

roadside landscaping, are available for only b1ief flashes due to vehicle speed, and are therefore only 

minimally visible from I-280. 1 However, the Project site is already developed as an educational facility 

and additional development proposed by the project would be in similar scale and character to the existing 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, Site Visit, May 17, 2007. 
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development on the Project site. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this 

issue is warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not substantial(v damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 2 I-280 is designated by Caltrans as a 

state scenic highway. Portions of the Project site are visible from I-280. However, the Project would not 

have a significant impact on views from I-280, as views are screened from motorists' view by existing 

roadside landscaping that contains minimal gaps, are available for only brief flashes due to vehicle speed, 

and are therefore only minimally visible from I-280. 3 Areas of rock outcroppings are located at the 

campus entry. 4 However, no development is proposed in areas with rock outcroppings nor are those areas 

visible from I-280. 

The Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings. Implementation of the Master Plan would result in the infilling of new buildings and 

infrastructure on the existing Project site. This infill development would be designed to compliment and 

be compatible with the architectural style of the existing buildings. Although the expansion of Parking 

Lots lH and 4 would incrementally increase the amount of paved surface visible from within the Project 

site, this increase would be minimal in an area that is already developed with school facilities. The 

Project would not significantly degrade the visual quality of the site and no additional analysis of this 

issue is wananted in the EIR. However, the potential for significant impacts related to tree removal will 

be evaluated in the Biological Resources section of the EIR. 

The Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day 

or nighttime views in the area. The Project includes the installation of lighting similar to the type of 

lighting present in most areas of the Project site. At night, light and glare may be caused by vehicle use. 

Light sources and intensity may shift in portions of the Project site due to new construction, renovation of 

buildings, and site improvements. Given the developed nature of the campus, these changes would not 

represent a new source of substantial light. Implementation of the mitigation measure below would 

reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A-AES.1 

Prior to the installation of lighting fixtures, the District shall revise the existing Lighting Plan or prepare a 

new Lighting Plan for the Project site. While the design of exterior lighting standards shall be 

2 California Department of hamportation, "The California Scenic Highway System: A List of Eligible and 
Officially Designated Routes," website: http:l!www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/cahL1ys.htm, Accessed June 
2, 2007. 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, Site Visit, May 17, 2007. 

Ibid. 
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sympathetic to the scale, materials, and design of the 1961 campus light fixtures, typical lighting should 

include low mounted, downward casting and shielded lights that do not cause spillover onto adjacent 

properties. Low intensity, indirect light sources shall be encouraged. No flood lights shall be utilized. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

The Project would not result in the conversion o.fstate-designated agricultural landfrom agricultural use 

to another non-agricultural use. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), 

the Project site is designated as urban or built-up land and does not contain prime farmland, unique 

farmland, or farmland of statewide importance. 5 Therefore, development of the proposed Project would 

not result in any impacts related to the conversion of important farmland. No significant impact would 

occur. 

The Project would not result in the conversion of land zoned for agricultural use or land under a 

Williamson Act contract from agricultural use to non-agricultural use. No lands on the Project site are 

zoned for agricultural use nor is the site subject to a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, development of 

the proposed Project would not conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No 

significant impacts would occur. 

The Project would not involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. As stated above, development of 

the proposed Project would not convert any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance to a non-agricultural use. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would not result in 

any impacts to agricultural resources as related to conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. No 

significant impacts would occur. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The Project would not be located within a state-designated Alquist-Priolo Zone or other designated fault 

zone. The potentially active Monta Vista fault traverses the Project site in an approximately east-west 

direction. Although the Monta Vista fault is not considered active by the State of California or designated 

as an Alquist-Priolo Zone, it is generally considered to be potentially active. 6 Final design and location of 

proposed structures has not been determined; therefore, geotechnical studies have not been undertaken for 

the Project. Preliminary locations of both buildings proposed by the Project would be constructed with at 

least a 50-foot setback from the fault and, therefore, outside of the area of concern. Additionally, all 

building and structure designs and plans are reviewed by the State Architect and California Division of 

California Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland A1apping and A1onitoring Program Overview, 
website: http:!lwww.consrv.ca.gov/dlrp/FMlvJP!overviewlsurvey _area_ map.htm, Accessed June 2, 2007. 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Proiects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 
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Mines and Geology for compliance with safety standards for public school buildings. Implementation of 

the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not represent an increased risk to public safety or destruction of property by exposing 

people, property or infrastructure to seismically induced ground shaking hazard-;. The San Francisco 

Bay Area is recognized by geologists and seismologists as one of the most active seismic regions in the 

United States. Potential sources of seismic shaking on the Project site include the potentially active 

Altamont, Berrocal, and Monta Vista faults. 7 A major earthquake on any of the faults in the San 

Francisco Bay Area would subject the Project site to seismic shaking. Final design and location of the 

proposed buildings has not been determined; therefore, geotechnical studies have not been undertaken for 

the Project. However, Project design and construction techniques would comply with the California 

Building Code's requirements for public school facilities, which are more stringent than those for general 

structures and should reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. The Project would increase 

the number of students and employees on the campus. However, there would not be an increased iisk on 

the Project site when compared to the risk to public safety or destruction of property present throughout 

the Bay Area. This risk has been found to be acceptable within the planning community and by regional 

governments. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not be located in an area identified as having a high risk of groundfailure, including 

liquefaction. Liquefaction, lateral spreading, ground surface subsidence, and collapsible soils can result 

from seismic shaking. Final designs and exact locations of proposed structures and parking lot 

expansions have not been detennined; therefore, geotechnical studies have not been undertaken for the 

Project. Sections of the Project site are underlain by sands that could be prone to liquefaction, lateral 

spreading, ground surface subsidence, and collapsible soils during moderate to strong ground shaking. 8 

However, alluvial materials found on the north side of the Project site in the vicinity of Purissima Creek 

have a low susceptibility to liquefaction. 9 Implementation of the mitigation measures below would 

reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not be built on an unstable geologic unit or in an unstable area that could potentially 

result in on-and ojf-site landsliding, lateral spreading, subsidence, or collapse. A majority of the campus 

is located on a hill and adjacent knoll that is circled by Loop Road. As stated above, final design and 

location of proposed structures has not been determined; therefore, geotechnical studies have not been 

undertaken for the Project. Previous geotechnical investigations of the campus have identified that 

natural and graded slopes with observed gradients of 2: 1 (horizontal to vertical) or flatter in most areas 

2001 Foothill College Revised Facilities Master Plan and District Facilities Projects Initial Study, October 26, 
2001. 

200I Foothill College Revised Facilities Master Plan and District Facilities Projects Initial Study, October 26, 
200I. Original Source: Cleary Consultants, New Firehouse at Foothill Community College Geotechnical 
Investigation, July 1991. 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Proiects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 
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are generally performing satisfactorily, that geologic site reconnaissance did not identify evidence of 

deep-seated soil movement or other landslide movement, and that no landslide hazards within the Project 

site were previously identified by the geotechnical consultant. 10 Implementation of the mitigation 

measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not expose large areas to the erosional effects of wind or water for a protracted period 

of time. There is moderate potential for soil erosion for most of the Project site's soils. 11 Project 

components, including those associated with the construction of buildings and parking lot expansions 

would require grading activities on developed and undeveloped land. However, final designs and 

locations of the proposed structures and parking lot expansions have not been determined; therefore, 

geotechnical studies have not been undertaken for the Project. Soil deposition could occur at the storm 

drainage channels on the Project site as well as in Adobe Creek and Purissima Creek before being 

transported and deposited downstream. Project-related activities near these surface waters could intensify 

local erosion and bank slippage. 12 Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not pose a hazard to life and property by building on expansive soils without proper 

site preparation or design features to provide adequate foundations for Project buildings. Changes in 

soil moisture content can result from rainfall, landscape inigation, utility leakage, roof drainage, perched 

groundwater, drought, or other factors and may cause unacceptable settlement or heave of structures, 

concrete slabs supported-on-grade, or pavements supported over these materials. Depending on the 

extent and location below finished subgrade, these soils could have a detrimental impact on the proposed 

construction. The Project is programmatic in scale and, therefore, no specific grading or drainage plans 

are available. Localized slope instabilities may be caused by the use of steep and/or large manufactured 

slopes or inadequate drainage. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would be located in an area not served by an existing sewer system. The Town of Los Altos 

Hills provides wastewater collection and treatment for the Project site and, therefore, alternative 

wastewater disposal systems would not be required as a result of Project implementation. No significant 

impact would occur. 

1° Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 

11 !bid. 
12 Ibid. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-GE0.1 

All structures shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the earthquake resistant provisions of 

the California Building Code. California Building Code site seismic parameters necessary for design 

shall be based on a site specific geotechnical investigation. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.2a 

The District would conduct a site-specific geotechnical investigation prior to construction of each 

building project. The investigations would provide detailed geotechnical recommendations for the 

conditions of a particular development site. The geotechnical investigation would consider the potential 

for liquefaction hazards, in particular for projects within the current or historic Adobe Creek floodplain 

and the Purissima Creek. The District would implement all feasible measures identified in the 

geotechnical investigation to avoid or minimize liquefaction potential. The individual project design and 

construction would incorporate and implement all of the feasible recommendations in the site-specific 

geotechnical investigations. These recommendations could typically include some or all of the following: 

a. All grading and earthwork for each project would be performed under the observation of the 

geotechnical consultant. 

c. Surface runoff would be collected near the top of the new slopes by means of drainage 

swales, area drains or berms, which collect and direct water into approved drainage facilities. 

f. The geotechnical consultant would provide soil engineering observation and testing services 

during the grading and foundation installation phases of the new construction. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.2b 

Typical options to address liquefiable soils shall consist of the following: a) remove and replace 

potentially liquefiable soils with engineered fill; b) densify potentially liquefiable soils with an in-situ 

ground improvement technique such as deep dynamic compaction, vibro-compaction, vibro-replacement, 

compaction grouting, or other similar methods; c) support the proposed structures on a pile foundation 

system, which extends below the zone of potential liquefaction; d) strengthen foundations (e.g., post

tensioned slab, reinforced mat or grid foundation, or other similar system) to resist excessive differential 

settlement associated with seismically-induced liquefaction; and, e) support the proposed structures on an 

engineered fill pad in order to reduce differential settlement resulting from seismically-induced 

liquefaction and post-seismic pore pressure dissipation. The required mitigation for design shall be based 

on a site specific geotechnical investigation. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.3 

Landslide risk will depend on the precise location and type of the planned development as well as the 

extent of earthwork needed to provide desired finished grades. The required mitigation for design shall 

be based on a site specific geotechnical investigation, which may include recommendations for setbacks 

from any potentially unstable slope. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.4 

Ground-disturbing activity shall require the consideration of erosion control measures such that minimal 

erosion and sedimentation is allowed outside the building footprint and constrnction area. Prior to 

development of the proposed Project, the District would develop an erosion control plan. During each 

individual project, constrnction perso1mel would implement all relevant and feasible measures of the plan 

during earthmoving and other constrnction activities. The plan would include, but not be limited to, the 

following measures: 

a. To the extent feasible, restricting eaiihmoving activities to the dry season and providing 

erosion protection measures for each project prior to the onset of winter rains. 

b. Minimizing the amount of soil exposed at any one time (through scheduling, prompt 

completion of grading, and use of staged stabilization). 

c. Preserving existing vegetation to the extent feasible (through marking and protection). 

d. Designating soil stockpile areas on the constrnction plans and covering and protecting soil 

stockpiles by a plastic membrane during the rainy season. 

e. Revegetating disturbed areas, utilizing such measures as planting of native grasses, plants and 

shrubs and the installation of jute netting and hydroseeding in areas of more difficult 

revegetati on. 

f. Implementing the dust control mitigation measures Section IV.B (Air Quality). 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- GE0.5 

Expansive soils risks will depend on the precise location and type of the planned development as well as 

the types of underlying soils and the extent of earthwork needed to provide desired finished grades. The 

required mitigation shall consist of one or a combination of: 

a. Careful moisture conditioning and compaction control during site preparation and placement 

of engineered fills; 

b. Removal and replacement with non-expansive fill; or 
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c. Chemical treatment with lime to lower the expansion potential and/or decrease the moisture 

content. Landscape and irrigation controls shall also be required. 

The final recommendations for design shall be based on a site-specific geotechnical investigation. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The Project would not create a significant hazard through the routine tramport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials as part of its routine operations. A significant impact may also occur if the Project 

would potentially pose a hazard to nearby sensitive receptors by releasing hazardous materials into the 

environment through accident or upset conditions. The Project would utilize limited quantities of 

hazardous materials such as common cleaning and maintenance materials, which will be stored, used and 

disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. In addition, chemicals will be used in the PSEC. 

These chemicals would be used for educational purposes, would be used in small quantities, and under the 

supervision of an instructor trained in the proper use, storage, and disposal of these chemicals. The 

College would continue to follow County, State, and federal requirements to minimize exposure and 

ensure safe use, storage, and disposal. The College District maintains an Office of Environmental Health 

and Safety that oversees the regulatory process and serves as a liaison with regulatory agencies. Based on 

the amount stored, nature of packaging, materials involved, and the proposed project's required 

compliance with applicable regulations, the risk of hazard through the routine transport, use, or disposal 

of hazardous materials is considered less than significant. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonab(v 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment. California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires various state agencies to compile 

lists of hazardous waste disposal facilities, unauthorized releases from underground storage tanks, 

contaminated drinking water wells and solid waste facilities from which there is known migration of 

hazardous waste and submit such information to the Secretary for Environmental Protection on at least an 

annual basis. According to the Dist1ict, there are no known hazardous materials sites on the Project site. 

No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. The 

buildings proposed for renovation (0120 Building, 5800 Building, Japanese Cultural Center, Stadium, 

Swim Pool Area Storage) could contain Asbestos Containing Mate1ials (ACM), Asbestos Containing 

Construction Materials (ACCM), Regulated Asbestos Containing Materials (RACM), and/or lead based 

paint (LBP). If asbestos or LBP is found, standard safety procedures would be implemented to prevent 

worker exposure. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less

than-significant level. 

The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. The Project proposes the 

expansion of an existing college campus. Any hazardous materials uncovered during renovation are 

addressed above. No significant impact would occur. 
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The Project is not located on a site included on a list of hazardous materials sites. Therefore, no 

significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not be located within a public airport land use plan area, or within two miles of a 

public airport, would not result in a safety hazard to people residing or working in the project area. The 

Project site is not located within two miles of a public airport and no significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and would not subject area 

residents and workers to a safety hazard. The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, and therefore the Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 

Project area. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not interfere with roadway operations used in conjunction with an emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan nor would it generate traffic congestion that would inte1jere 

with the execution of such a plan. The Project would not involve changes to the existing surrounding 

arterial street network, including emergency routes. However, the Project proposes changes to circulation 

around the Project site, including safety improvements and PE Access Road improvements. The 

improvements would reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, thereby 

potentially improving emergency access. Therefore, there are no direct impacts to emergency response 

planning. However, an increase in congestion on area streets, including streets used for emergency routes 

could be caused by the increase in enrollment and employment as a result of Project implementation. The 

potential for significant impacts related to emergency response planning indirectly through an increase in 

congestion will be evaluated in Section IV.F (Transportation/Traffic) the Draft EIR. 

The Project would be located in proximity to wildland areas that could pose a potential fire hazard and 

could affect persons or structures in the area in the event of afire. Foothill College is located in what is 

presently designated by the Town of Los Altos Hills and by Santa Clara County Fire as the local 

Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Area (WUI). Both the Town and Santa Clara County Fire have maps that 

delineate the borders the WUI. The provisions of CBC Chapter 7 A apply to Local Agency Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zones as designated by Cal Fire or areas designated by the enforcing agency to be at 

a significant risk from wildfire (WUI). Foothill College is considered to be in an area of significant risk 

from wildfire. 

While the "draft" Cal Fire maps have not been finalized by the State or adopted locally as of this date and, 

therefore, are not applicable, when those maps are ready for local adoption, the Town of Los Altos Hills 

and Santa Clara County Fire intend to add the areas of and around Foothill College as being within the 

local WUI. Therefore, any new construction on the campus would be required to comply with the 

provisions of CBC Chapter 7 A and this impact would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.la 

A specification produced by a California Certified Asbestos Consultant for the abatement of the ACM, 

ACCM and RACM shall be prepared and should be the basis for selecting contractors to perform the 

proposed abatement work. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.lb 

A State of California licensed asbestos abatement contractor shall be retained to perform the asbestos 

abatement of the ACM, ACCM and RACM noted at the site. The general contractor for the renovation 

project may be a source for local licensed abatement contractors. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- JI AZ.le 

Contractors performing work that disturbs ACM., ACCM and RACM at the site shall implement 

appropriate work practices in accordance with applicable California Occupational Safety & Health 

Administration (Cal-OSHA) worker exposure regulations as well as the regulatory requirements of the 

Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- HAZ.ld 

A California DHS Certified Lead Project Designer shall prepare a specification for the abatement of the 

LBP identified in the LBP survey. 

~Mitigation Measure IV.A-HAZ.le 

A State of California licensed lead abatement contractor shall be retained to perform the abatement of the 

LBP. The general contractor for the renovation work can be a source for local licensed abatement 

contractors. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- HAZ. lf 

Contractors performing work that disturbs painted components at the site shall implement appropriate 

work practices in accordance with applicable Cal-OSHA worker exposure regulations. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- HAZ.lg 

Any repainting or renovation activities shall be conducted in a cautious manner, using methods that 

minimize the disturbance of LBP. Practices used shall not cause airborne concentrations of lead to 

exceed the applicable OSHA Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) for airborne lead. In particular, any 

cutting, torching, grinding, or dry sanding of the painted components covered by the LBP shall not be 

performed, as these activities could contribute to airborne lead concentrations above the applicable PEL. 
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Personal air monitoring of renovation workers could be conducted to assess airborne lead concentrations 

during work activities that disturb the LBP or lead containing paints. 

HYDROLOGY 

The Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements nor would it 

otherwise substantially degrade water quality. As discussed above, the Project site is bordered to the 

south by Adobe Creek and to the north by the Purissima Creek. Adobe Creek originates in the 

northeastern slopes of the Santa Crnz Mountains and ultimately flows into the San Francisco Bay through 

the Palo Alto Flood Basin. The Purissima Creek is a seasonal earthen drainage that helps to treat 

pollutants in site rnnoff before the runoff flows into Adobe Creek east of I-280. Adobe Creek conveys 

rnnoff from the southerly half of the Project site and the Purissima Creek conveys runoff from the 

nmtherly half of the Project site and nearby residential neighborhoods. 13 

The Project would include extension of existing bioswales to infiltrate stormwater in Lot lH. Lots 4 and 

516 would include construction of bioswales and infiltration strips to match lot improvements made under 

Measure E, and which would capture runoff from the parking lots. Infiltration trenches surrounding 

buildings that receive roof drain water would be improved to capture rooftop runoff. Additionally, 

landscape renovations are planned for areas in what are now compacted soil areas, in the central campus 

area and would improve infiltration of rainfall into soils. Design features would be incorporated into the 

Project to capture rnn-off from the site and operation of the proposed Project would not include activities 

which would result in point source discharges of contaminants to surface or subsurface waters. 

However, construction of the Project would require grading which would expose surface soils to erosion 

and could potentially result in sediment discharges to surface water. Construction activities would not 

take place in the immediate vicinity of the Adobe Creek or Purissima Creek. Potential adverse effects of 

non-point source (i.e., diffuse) sediment discharges include increases in suspended sediment load of 

streams draining the Project. Increased sediment loads could possibly degrade habitat within the streams 

or cause sedimentation which may affect hydraulic conditions (e.g., flood capacity or erosion hazards). 

Without proper mitigation, the proposed Project could contribute to the degradation of existing surface 

water quality conditions, primarily due to: 1) potential erosion and sedimentation during the grading 

phase; 2) automobile/street-generated pollutants (i.e., oil and grease, tire wear, etc.); 3) fertilizers 

associated with landscaping; and 4) particulate matter from dirt and dust generated on the site. The 

proposed buildings would primarily be located on previously paved surfaces in Parking Lots 4 and 5/6. 

Final designs and locations of the proposed buildings and extensions ofbioswales and infiltration strips in 

parking lots have not been determined; therefore, hydrological studies or plans have not been undertaken 

for the Project. Because the Adobe Creek Watershed falls within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 

Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB), stormwater runoff would be managed to 

13 Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 
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adhere to the SFBRWQCB requirements and, if applicable, the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES). Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less

than-significant level. 

The Project would not include deep excavations resulting in the potential to interfere with groundwater 

movement nor involve withdrawal of groundwater or substantial paving of existing permeable swfaces 

important to groundwater recharge. The Project site is already mostly developed and the Project would 

be similar to existing uses. According to the Purissima Hills Water District, water for the Project site is 

supplied from the Retch Hetchy reservoir. 14 As such, the proposed Project would not substantially 

deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not involve a substantial alteration of drainage patterns that results in a substantial 

increase in erosion or siltation during construction or operation of the Project. The area proposed for 

construction of the Scene Shop is currently paved and used as a parking lot. Therefore, construction of 

this building would not result in the alternation of drainage patterns on the site. Most of the areas 

proposed for construction of the PSEC are currently covered with buildings and paving. Because most of 

the existing uses on the Project site would remain in their current locations and the proposed buildings 

would be located on previously paved areas of Parking Lots 4 and 5/6, the position of the proposed 

buildings and individual projects would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns. Final designs 

and locations of the proposed buildings and parking lot expansions have not been determined; therefore, 

hydrological studies or plans have not been undertaken for the Project. Implementation of the mitigation 

measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not result in increased runoff volumes during construction or operation of the project 

that would result in flooding conditions affecting the Project site or nearby properties. Grading and 

construction activities may change the existing drainage patterns of the site. If not properly designed, the 

proposed Project could result in flooding during runoff conditions. The Project would include extension 

of existing bioswales to infiltrate stormwater in Lot 1 H. Lots 4 and 5/6 would include construction of 

bioswales and infiltration strips to match lot improvements made under Measure E, and which would 

capture runoff from the parking lots. Infiltration trenches surrounding buildings that receive roof drain 

water would be improved to capture rooftop runoff on site. Additionally, landscape renovations are 

planned for areas in what are now compacted soil areas, in the central campus area and would improve 

infiltration of rainfall into soils. Final designs and locations of the proposed buildings and parking lot 

expansions have not been determined; therefore, hydrological studies or plans have not been undertaken 

for the Project. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less

than-significant level. 

The Project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems nor provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff The 

14 Phone correspondence with Patrick Walter, General lvfanager, Purissima Hills Water District, June 7, 2007. 
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Project site collects stormwater via three systems: dry wells and rockbed dry wells, swales, and drop 

inlets. Dry wells collect water from building gutters and rainwater leaders, swales collect water from 

building rainwater leaders and from overland flow, and drop inlets collect water into an underground 

storm drain system. The primary storm drain system on the Project site consists of 4-, 6-, 8-, 10-, 12-, and 

18-inch storm drain pipes. 15 In addition to the replacement of some storm drains around buildings 

campus-wide, the Project proposes the renovation of existing drainage facilities as well as expansion and 

construction of bioswales and infiltration strips in the parking lots. Development of the PSEC building 

and Scene Shop would occur for the most part on the previously developed, impervious surfaces of Lots 4 

and 5/6 and would result in a small increase in impermeable surface on the Project site. Although this 

increase in runoff would be minimal, implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood zone. No housing is proposed as part of the 

Project. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood plain which would impede or redirect 

flood flows, nor would it expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, inquiry or death 

involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or darn. Areas adjacent to 

Adobe Creek and Purissima Creek, primarily along the northern and southern boundary of the project site, 

are within a 100-year flood hazard area. 16 Neither the PSEC nor the Scene Shop would be constructed 

within a 100-year floodplain. The construction footprint of the pedestrian bridge from Parking Lot 1 has 

not yet been detennined. However, the bridge could be located close to Adobe Creek. Implementation of 

the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project site would not be sufficiently close to the ocean or other water body to be potentially at risk 

of the impacts of seismically-induced tidal phenomena (seiche and tsunami) nor would it be located 

adjacent to a hillside area with soil characteristics that would indicate potential susceptibility to 

mudslides or mudflows. Seiches are standing waves created by seismically induced ground shaking (or 

volcanic eruptions or explosions) that occur in large, freestanding bodies of water. Tsunamis, or seismic 

tidal waves, are caused by off-shore earthquakes which can trigger large, destructive sea waves. The 

nearest enclosed body of water, Felt Lake, is located approximately four miles northwest of the Project 

site, San Francisco Bay is located approximately seven miles north of the Project site, and the Pacific 

15 Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
March 2002. 

16 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FElvfA), FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Los Altos Hills, San 
Mateo County, California, Community Panel Number 0603420002B, website: 
http://mapl.mscfema.gov/idms/lntraView.cgi?ROT=O&O_X=9115&0_Y=2966&0_ZM=0.078386&0_SX=87 
O&O SY=465&0 DPl=400&0 TH=65111580&0 EN=65120669&0 PG=l&O MP=l&CT=O&DI=O&W - - - - - -
D= l 4839&HT= 10206&JX= 1008&JY= 525&MPT=O&MPS=O&ACT=O&KEY=65JJ0042&1TElv1=1 &PICK V 
IEW_CENTER.x=36l&PICK_VIEW_CE1VTER.y=l66&Rl=VIN, Accessed June 28, 2007. 
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Ocean is located approximately sixteen miles west of the Project site. 17 There would be no significant 

impact as a result of seiches or tsunamis because of the Project site is not located sufficiently close to 

these bodies of water. There would be no significant impact as a result of mudflow because a majority of 

the Project site is located on a hill. No significant impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.la 

Prior to development of individual projects, the District shall be required to submit and oversee 

implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the respective project or project 

components as they are constructed, in accordance with the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of 

Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity. The SWPPP shall detail the treatment measures and 

best management practices (BMPs) to control pollutants and an erosion control plan that outlines erosion 

and sediment control measures that would be implemented during the construction and post-construction 

phases of project development. Jn addition, the SWPPP shall include construction-phase housekeeping 

measures for control of contaminants such as petroleum products, paints and solvents, detergents, 

fertilizers, and pesticides. It shall also describe the post-construction BMPs used to reduce pollutant 

loadings in runoff and percolate once the site is occupied (e.g., grassy swales, wet ponds, and educational 

materials) and shall set forth the BMP monitoring and maintenance schedule and responsible entities 

during the construction and post-construction phases. The SFBRWQCB and District shall enforce 

compliance with the regulatory requirements of the General Permit. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A-HYD.lb 

As individual projects are designed, the District would incorporate features (such as on-site detention) 

into the projects or elsewhere on the site to reduce future peak runoff flows leaving the site to or below 

existing levels. The College would consult with the Santa Clara Valley Water District regarding the 

District's requirements for runoff control. The College District would incorporate its runoff control 

features into any future College project that would result in an increase in peak runoff leaving the Project 

site. 

For every project resulting in changes to the storm water collection system, the District shall include a 

system of source control, structural improvements, and treatment systems to protect long-term water 

quality. These measures to treat runoff shall be designed to meet the maximum extent practicable (MEP) 

treatment standard in the Clean Water Act consistent with the MEP standard as defined in the Santa Clara 

Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program Provision C.3 of the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Stormwater Permit. BMPs that shall be considered include: 

17 Google Earth, 2007. 
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1. Grass strips and grassy swales where feasible to reduce runoff and provide initial storm water 

treatment. 

2. Storm drains will discharge to natural surfaces or swales where possible to avoid excessive 

concentration and channelization of storm water. 

3. If necessary, small retention or detention basins will be considered to maximize the retention time 

for settling of fine particles. 

To meet the MEP standard, treatment BMPs shall be constructed that incorporate, at a minimum, the 

following hydraulic sizing design criteria to treat stonmvater runoff. This sizing shall consider local 

rainfall data to design appropriately sized BMPs. 

Volume Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode of action depends on volume 

capacity, such as detention/retention units or infiltration structures, shall be designed to treat stormwater 

runoff equal to: 

1. The maximized stormwater quality capture volume for the area, based on historical rainfall 

records, determined using the formula and volume capture coefficients set forth in Urban Runoff 

Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCEManual of Practice No. 87, (1998), 

pages 175~ 178 (e.g., approximately the 85th percentile 24-hour storm runoff event); or 

2. the volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or more capture, determined in 

accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D of the California Stonnwater Best 

Management Practices Handbook, (1993), using local rainfall data. 

Flow Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primaiy mode of action depends on flow 

capacity, such as swales, sand filters, or wetlands, shall be sized to treat: 

1. 10 percent of the 50-year peak flow rate; or 

2. the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th percentile hourly 

rainfall intensity for the applicable area, based on historical records of hourly rainfall depths; or 

3. the flow of runoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour intensity. 

~Mitigation Measure IV.A- HYD.lc 

Alternatively, the District would prepare a Master Drainage Plan for the Project site. The Plan would 

incorporate the information on existing and anticipated future drainage patterns, existing drainage 

problems, and the existing storm drain system. The analysis of future drainage patterns would take into 

account the contribution of the remainder of the Adobe Creek watershed. The College would include 

drainage controls for all projects that result in an increase in impervious surfaces, to keep peak runoff 

rates at or below pre-project levels for the 100-year storm (or for a lesser design storm, if the Water 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

IV.A. Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant 

PageIV.A-15 

RL0027648 



EM26067 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

District uses such a storm in its flood control planning for individual project sites). The College would 

consult with the Santa Clara Valley Water District regarding the District's requirements for runoff control. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- JIYD.2 

Prior to any building activity along the northern or southern boundaries of the Project site, the District 

shall review the location to verify whether any structures are within the current FEMA 100 year flood 

plain. If they are, the Dist1ict shall take action to revise the current FEMA FIRM to reflect existing 

elevations in the vicinity of the proposed building areas. This action shall include a detailed 

computerized flood hazard analysis in accordance with current standards set forth by FEMA. If the 

detailed analysis shows that the proposed development area is outside of the 100-year flood plain and 

floodway, the development could be constructed in the area proposed with no further mitigation. If the 

analysis does not show that the proposed development area is outside of the 100-year flood plain and 

floodway, appropriate flood plain management measures should be incorporated into the location and 

design of new buildings or roadways. The determination of the appropriate mitigation measures shall be 

made by a qualified civil engineer or hydrologist. 

LAND USE & PLANNING 

The Project would not physically divide an established community. Because the Project proposes 

construction, renovation, and site improvements within a Project site that does not have an existing 

residential community, implementation of the proposed Project would not create a physical barrier within 

an established community. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is 

warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the project. The College is part of the California Community College System and, 

therefore, the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan does not have jurisdictional authority over the Project 

site. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EJR. 

The Project site would not be located within an area governed by a habitat conservation plan or natural 

communi(v conservation plan. As stated in the discussion under Biological Resources, the Project site is 

not a part of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or State 

habitat conservation plan. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is 

warranted in the E1 R. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

The Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 

to the region and the residents of the state nor would it result in the loss of availability of a locally

important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land 

use plan. The Project site is not designated by the State in the Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan as 
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an area of mineral resource. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is 

warranted in the EIR. 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

The Project would not locate new development such as homes, businesses or infrastructure, with the 

effect of substantially inducing growth that would otherwise not have occurred as rapidly or in as great a 

magnitude. Employment opportunities provided by constrnction of the proposed Project would not likely 

result in household relocation by construction workers to the area. Construction workers would likely be 

drawn from the construction employment labor force already residing in the region. It is not likely that 

construction workers would relocate their place of residence as a consequence of working on the 

proposed project. Therefore, impacts on population and housing resulting from the construction of 

proposed Project would be less than significant. No significant impact would occur and no additional 

analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

Community college students typically attend colleges that are within an easy commute distance from their 

existing places of residence. Therefore, the proposed Project would not create a need for new housing 

units, the construction of which could cause an environmental impact. The proposed infrastructure 

improvements at the Project site would not induce growth because it would only serve the projected 

student and staff population. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would not indirectly induce 

substantial population growth and impacts related to population and housing would be less than 

significant. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the 

EIR. 

The Project would not result in displacement of existing housing units or substantial numbers a/people, 

necessitating construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The Project site does not contain any 

residential land uses and the Project does not propose expansion of the campus beyond the existing site. 

As such, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the displacement of housing and no 

additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

The Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of fire 

services and the need for new or physically alteredfire facilities. Implementation of the proposed Project 

would result in the construction of additional campus facilities and improvement of existing facilities, 

which may increase demand for fire protection services at the Project site. However, the Santa Clara 

County Fire District (SCCFD) has indicated that the proposed Project would not be expected to require 

additional fire facilities or staffing. The performance standards for the SCCFD include a response time 

goal of seven minutes 90 percent of the time and, for emergency medical services calls, a response time 

goal for a fire company with at least one paramedic to arrive in less than seven minutes 90 percent of the 
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time. 18 Should a fire or medical emergency occur at the Project site, the SCCFD estimates that the 

response time would be approximately four minutes, and would, therefore, satisfy the relevant response 

time goal. 19 The El Monte Fire Station is located on the Project site and the Project is within the desired 

service radius. The Project proposes to improve circulation to improve pedestrian safety, widen PE 

Access Road, and install pedestrian and exterior lighting. These components of the Project would 

improve emergency access to the Project site and potentially reduce the risk of injury to pedestrians, 

motorists, and bicyclists, and, therefore, the need for medical response. With respect to fire flow and 

pressure, Purissima Hills Water District has indicated it receives 100 percent of its water from the San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and is 25 to 35 percent over the SFPUC supply 

assurance. While this situation may affect irrigation water availability for landscaping purposes, it would 

not affect water pressure on campus with respect to fire hydrants. 20 The SCCFD has indicated that as a 

result of facilities upgrades, adequate fire flow and pressure are available at the Project site. 21 However, 

fire flow and pressure vary throughout the Project site due to topographical changes. Implementation of 

the mitigation measure below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of 

police sen1ices and the need for new or physically altered police facilities. Implementation of the 

proposed Project would result in the construction of additional campus facilities and improvement of 

existing facilities, which may increase demand for police protection services at the Project site. The 

Project site is served by the Foothill-De Anza Police Department (FHDAPD) Foothill Campus Main 

Station located on the Project site. The FHDAPD has indicated that the proposed Project would not be 

expected to require additional police facilities. The FHDAPD is currently understaffed and additional 

staffing would be required to serve the Project. 22 However, the increase in staffing typically does not 

require construction of police facilities as officers are patrolling the majority of their time on duty. Due to 

the Foothill Campus Main Station's location on the Project site, the relatively small area of the Project 

site, and the use of pah·ol vehicles, response times to requests for police assistance are minimal. As 

discussed above, the improvements to circulation on the Project site could increase the efficiency and 

safety of traffic and pedestrians, potentially reducing the need for police assistance. The Project site has a 

histo1y of relatively little criminal activity, with 57 crimes and 9 arrests reported in 2004. 23 As discussed 

above, pedestrian and exterior lighting would be installed throughout the Project site. Reducing the 

18 Email correspondence with Steve Prziborowski, Chief, Santa Clara County Fire District, July 25, 2007. 
19 Ibid, 
20 Email correspondence with Patrick Walter, General Afanager, Purissima Hills Water District, June 14, 2007. 

21 

22 

23 

Phone correspondence with Fred Amadkani, Water and Access Deputy, Santa Clara County Fire District, 
August 1, 2007. 

Phone correspondence with Ron Levine, Chief of Police, Foothill-De Anza Community College District Police 
Department, June 22, 2007. 

Foothill College, Summary Reports, website: http://www.foothill.edu/services/studentrightl .html, Accessed 
June 12, 2007. 
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amount of unlit areas that could attract criminal activity on the Project site could potentially deter criminal 

activity and, therefore, the need for police assistance. No significant impact would occur and no 

additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of 

school services and the need for new or physically altered school facilities. The Project is an expansion 

of community college school services, which are analyzed in this EIR. The Project would not include 

substantial employment or population growth, which could generate demand for other elementary, 

middle, or high school facilities that exceeds the capacity of the school district(s) responsible for serving 

the Project site. Public education within Los Altos Hills is administered by the Palo Alto Unified School 

District (PAUSD), the Los Altos School District (LASD), and the Mountain View- Los Altos Union High 

School District (MVLA). Students from the northern section of Los Altos Hills attend schools in the 

PAUD and students from the southern section of Los Altos Hills attend schools in the LASD and 

MVLAS. 24 The proposed Project would not be expected to generate an influx of new Project-related 

residents (students or employees) to any of the school districts previously mentioned. Therefore, the 

proposed Project would not require the construction of new school facilities. No significant impact would 

occur and no additional analysis of this issue is wananted in the EIR. 

The Project would not include substantial employment or population growth that generates a demand for 

park or recreational facilities, which would require the construction of new parks or result in non

attainment of goals related to the provision of parklands. Although the Project would increase the 

number of students and employees on the campus, it would not directly increase the number of residents 

in the area. Students attending classes on campus would likely only use school recreational facilities and 

would not be expected to use any Town of Los Altos Hills recreational facilities unless they are already 

residents of the Town. Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause a significant impact with regard 

to the demand for recreational facilities or parks. No significant impact would occur and no additional 

analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not generate a demand for other public facilities (such as libraries) that exceeds the 

available capacities. As stated in the discussion under Population and Housing, the proposed Project 

does not include any residential uses that could directly increase population within the sunounding area, 

thereby increasing the demands for library services. No significant impact would occur and no additional 

analysis of this issue is warranted in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-PUB SERV.1 

Fire sprinklers shall have a minimum flow of 1,500 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch (psi). 

24 City of Los Altos Hills, School Districts, website: http://www.losaltoshills.ca.gov/government/support
agencies.html, Accessed June 7, 2007. 
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RECREATION 

The Project would not include substantial employment or population growth which could generate a 

demand for park or recreational facilities that exceeds the capacity of existing parks or recreational 

facilities and causes premature deterioration of the facilities. The Project would increase the number of 

students and employees on the campus. Rancho San Antonio County Park is the closest park to the 

Project site (approximately one mile southeast). However, it is unlikely that students and employees 

would use this park when similar facilities are already available on the Project site. As discussed above 

under Public Services, the proposed Project would not cause a significant impact with regard to the 

demand for recreational facilities or parks. As the proposed Project's demand for park services is 

considered to be less than significant, Project impacts on maintenance of those facilities would likewise 

be less than significant. No significant impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is 

warranted in the EIR. 

The Project would not include the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, and therefore 

would not have a significant impact on the environment. The Project proposes to renovate existing fields 

at the northwestern portion of the Project site to include new artificial turf and construction of additional 

support facilities, including dugouts, restrooms, bleachers, and a concession stand in addition to 

resurfacing the tennis courts and repairing fences. These facilities would replace existing facilities on the 

site or augment existing uses located in developed areas. Overall, the proposed on-site recreational 

facility improvements would serve to enhance the existing recreational facilities at the campus, but are not 

anticipated to attract substantial numbers of new users or spectators to the Project site. No significant 

impact would occur and no additional analysis of this issue is warranted in the EJR. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

The Project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board. This issue would typically apply to properties served by private sewage disposal systems, such as 

septic tanks. Section 13260 of the California Water Code states that persons discharging or proposing to 

discharge waste that could affect the quality of the waters of the State, other than into a community sewer 

system, shall file a Repo1i of Waste Discharge (ROWD) containing information which may be required 

by the approp1iate Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The RWQCB then authorizes a 

NPDES pennit that ensures compliance with wastewater treatment and discharge requirements. The 

SFRWQCB enforces wastewater treatment and discharge requirements for prope1iies in the Project area. 

The City of Los Altos provides sewer service to the already-developed Project site. 25 Uses proposed by 

the Project would be similar to existing uses on the Project site and, therefore, no uses are proposed (e.g., 

industrial uses) that would generate wastewater in exceedence of RWQCB treatment requirements. No 

significant impact is would occur. 

25 Phone correspondence with Larry Lind, Associate Civil Engineer, City ofLos Altos, June 7, 2007. 
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The Project would increase water consumption or wastewater generation to such a degree that the 

capacity of facilities currently serving the project site would be exceeded. A significant impact may also 

occur if the proposed Project would increase water consumption to such a degree that new water sources 

would need to be identified, or that existing resources would be consumed at a pace greater than planned 

for by purveyors, distributors, and service providers. Implementation of the proposed Project would 

result in the construction of additional campus facilities which would increase the amount of sewage 

generated at the Project site. The City of Los Altos has indicated that there are no deficiencies in the 

Project area's sewer systems and that the eight-inch sanitary sewer main has adequate capacity to handle 

the proposed Project. The City of Los Altos has been allotted a capacity of 3.6 million gallons per day 

(mgd) for treatment of wastewater at the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant (PARWQCP) 

and is currently using 3.22 mgd; thus, 0.38 mgd of wastewater treatment capacity remains. The District 

buys capacity rights based on a maximum flow rate from the City of Los Altos for flows to the 

PARWQCP. Treated water is discharged in the San Francisco Bay or used as recycled water to irrigate 

parks and golf courses. 26 27 According to the City of Los Altos, the District may need to purchase 

remaining capacity from the City of Los Altos for the PAR WQCP to serve the demands of the proposed 

Project. Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this impact to a less-than

significant level. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the construction of additional campus facilities 

which would increase the amount of potable water consumed at the Project site. As stated in the 

discussion under Hydrology and Water Quality, water from the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir and Sunol Valley 

Water Treatment Plant is provided to the Project site by Purissima Hills Water District (PHWD) from the 

Zone 3 distribution system pressurized by the Altamont Tank at approximately 790 feet above mean sea 

level. The PHWD has indicated that there is a shortage of water in the Project area. However, the 

PHWD has indicated that the Zone 3 distribution system has adequate capacity to handle the proposed 

Project and that the proposed Project would be adequately served by existing SFPUC water supplies and 

treatment facilities. The PHWD receives 100 percent of its water from the SFPUC and is 25 to 35 percent 

over the SFPUC supply assurance. During a drought irrigation water may not be available which may 

seriously impact landscapes. 28 Implementation of the mitigation measures below would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed above, the PHWD has indicated that existing water supplies would be able to adequately 

serve the proposed Project. Therefore, no new or expanded water entitlements would be required. No 

significant impact would occur. 

26 

27 

City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant: Process Tour, website: 
http:!lwww.city.palo-alto.ca.us!depts!pubworks!waterquality!tour!index.html, Accessed June 8, 2007. 

City of Palo Alto, Regional Water Quality Control Plant: Water Reuse Program, website: http://www.city.palo
alto.ca.us!waterreuse/, Accessed June 8, 2007. 

28 Email correspondence ivith Patrick Walter, General lvfanager, Purissin1a Hills Water District, June 14, 2007. 
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The Project site would not require or result in the construction of new storm drain facilities serving the 

Project site. Jmplementation of the proposed Project would result in an increase in the amount of 

impermeable surfaces on the Project site. The Project proposes to construct two new buildings, widen PE 

Access Road, expand Parking Lots 1-H and 4, and install artificial turf at the soccer, baseball, and softball 

complex. Development of the PSEC building and Scene Shop would occur for the most part on the 

previously developed, impervious surfaces of Lots 4 and 5/6 and would result in a small increase in 

impermeable surface on the Project site. The Project would include extension of existing bioswales to 

infiltrate stormwater in Lot lH. Lots 4 and 5/6 would include construction of bioswales and infiltration 

strips to match lot improvements made under Measure E, and which would capture runoff from the 

parking lots. Infiltration trenches surrounding buildings that receive roof drain water would be improved 

to capture rooftop runoff on site. Additionally, landscape renovations are planned for areas in what are 

now compacted soil areas, in the central campus area and would improve infiltration of rainfall into soils. 

To minimize the amount of runoff during project operation, the Project would be required to incorporate a 

number of source control BMPs. Final designs and locations of the proposed buildings and parking lot 

expansions have not been determined; therefore, hydrological studies or plans have not been undertaken 

for the Project. However with incorporation of required BMPs, runoff amounts would not be increased 

over existing amounts on the site and there would be no increase in runoff from the Project site requiring 

the construction of new storm drainage facilities. With the implementation of the mitigation measures 

listed under Hydrology and Water Quality, impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. 

The proposed Project would increase wastewater generation to such a degree that the capacity of 

facilities currently serving the Project site would be exceeded. As discussed above, the City of Los Altos 

has indicated that the District may need to purchase remaining capacity from the City of Los Altos to 

accommodate additional flows to the PARWQCP. Implementation of the mitigation measures below 

would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The Project would not increase solid waste generation to a degree that existing and projected landfill 

capacities would be insufficient to accommodate the additional solid waste. Implementation of the 

proposed Project would result in the construction of additional campus facilities which would increase the 

amount of solid waste generated at the Project site. Los Altos Garbage Company, the private hauler that 

provides solid waste collection and transportation services to the Project site, transports solid waste from 

the Project site to the Newby Island Landfill located at 1601 Dixon Landing Road in the City of 

Milpitas. 29 The Newby Island Landfill, which is expected to close in 2025, has a total remaining capacity 

of 18,274,953 cubic yards and an allowable daily capacity of 4,000.00 tons per day. 30 The Project 

proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 41,368 assignable square feet of 

building space. According to the California Jntegrated Waste Management Board, the generation rate for 

29 

30 

Phone correspondence with John Candau, Operations Manager, Los Altos Garbage Company, June 8, 2007. 

California Integrated Waste Management Board, Facility/Site Summary Details, website: 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/detail.asp?PG=DET&SITESCH=43-AN-0003&0UT=HTML, Accessed June 
13, 2007. 
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education/school sources is 0.0013 tons I square feet I year. 31 Therefore, operation of the additional 

building space proposed by the Project is expected to produce approximately 53.8 tons of solid waste per 

year. This increase in solid waste on a daily basis would be a very small percentage of the daily waste 

handled by the landfill and the proposed Project would not be expected to exceed the capacity of or 

significantly impact the Newby Island Landfill. No significant impact would occur. 

The Project would not generate solid waste that is not disposed of in accordance with applicable 

regulations. Solid waste generated on-site would be required to be disposed of in accordance with all 

applicable federal and State regulations related to solid waste. No significant impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure IV.A-UTIL.la 

The District shall consult with the City of Los Altos as projects are designed and prior to construction to 

detennine if the District will need to purchase additional capacity to accommodate flows resulting from 

the Project. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.lb 

Recommended water conservation features shall be installed, such as low-flow showerheads, toilets, and 

urinals, low-flow faucet aerators in sink faucets, and water-conserving clothes washers and dishwashers. 

Mitigation Measure IV.A- UTlL.lc 

Drought-tolerant, low water consuming plant varieties shall be selected where feasible and appropriate. 

1Yitigation Measure IV.A- UTIL.ld 

A landscape irrigation system that provides uniform irrigation coverage for each landscape zone to the 

maximum extent feasible, with sprinkler head patterns adjusted to minimize over spray onto walkways 

and streets, shall be designed and implemented. 

31 California Integrated Waste lvfanagement Board, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates for Institutions, 
website: http:!lwww.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/lnstitution.htm, Accessed June 13, 2007. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

B. AIR QUALITY 

This section describes existing air quality conditions in the region and potential project impacts to local and 

regional air quality. Mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potentially significant air quality impacts are 

identified, where appropriate. This section has been prepared using methodologies and assumptions 

recommended in the air quality impact assessment guidelines of the Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD). 1 The EIR preparers reviewed the BAAQMD permit application for the proposed 

project, which is included in Appendix B of this Draft EIR. 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. Once the 

Project is completed, building space on the Project site would total approximately 699,000 square feet, 

including approximately 487,000 square feet of assignable space. Circulation and parking improvements 

include improvements to the Loop Road and PE Access Road, various circulation improvements and three 

footbridge connections to reduce h·affic conflicts and improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, parking lot 

expansion and resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 240 parking spaces. 

AIR QUALITY SETTING 

The Project site is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (Basin). The Basin encompasses 

approximately 5,600 square miles and includes all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, 

Santa Clara, and San Mateo counties, the western portion of Solano County, and the southern portion of 

Sonoma County. 

Climate and Meteorology 

The Basin is large and shallow and is adjacent to both the Pacific Ocean and the San Francisco Bay. The 

Basin is surrounded by coastal mountain ranges with sheltered inland valleys. Marine air coming into the 

Basin from the Pacific Ocean creates cool summers, mild winters, and infrequent rainfall. The average 

temperature in Los Altos ranges from 62 to 78 degrees Fahrenheit (F0
). The highest temperatures generally 

BAAQMD, 1999, BAA QMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans, December. 
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occur in late summer or early fall, and can reach into the 80s. Low temperatures, around 38F0
, generally occur 

in December and January. 2 

The Town of Los Altos Hills is located within the County of Santa Clara, which is situated in the south

eastern portion of the Basin. The Town is bordered on the east by the San Francisco Bay, the south by the 

Santa Crnz mountains, and the west by the Pacific Ocean. The Town has relatively good air quality despite 

its extensive urbanized area, vehicles, and the degree of industrial sources in the vicinity. The Bay Area's 

coastal location and favorable meteorology help to keep its pollution levels low most of the time. 3 

The highest ozone levels and concentrations of other pollutants typically are recorded in the inland areas of 

the Basin, such as Livennore, Concord, Los Gatos, and Gilroy. However, when there are no ocean breezes 

and temperatures are hot, the levels of ozone and other pollutants can exceed the standards. According to the 

CARB, air quality has been improving steadily over the past decade, with steadily declining total volatile 

organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions over time4 

REGULATORY SETTING 

In recognition of the adverse effects of degraded air quality, Congress and the California Legislature enacted 

the federal and California Clean Air Acts, respectively. As a result of these laws, the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established ambient air 

quality standards for what are commonly referred to as "criteria pollutants", because they set the criteria for 

attainment of good air quality. Criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur 

dioxide, and particulate matter. 5 

Air Quality Standards 

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of1970, and subsequent Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 

1977 and 1990, required the establishment ofnational ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for six "criteria 

pollutants" (Table IV.B-1 ). The standards are intended to protect all aspects of the public health and welfare 

with a reasonable margin of safety. The criteria pollutants are ozone, particulate matter, carbon monoxide 

(CO), nitrogen dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead. The CAA and CAAA require the states to 

designate areas as attainment or non-attainment for each c1iteria pollutant NAAQS (Table IV.B-2). 

4 

World Climate, http://www.worldclimate.com, Source, averages derivedfrom l,(J 15 months between 1893 and 1996. 

California Air Resource Board. 2001. The Biogenic Emission Inventory Geographic Information System 
www.ladco.org/biogenics/beigis/presentaton/beigis _coding_ demo/index. htm 

Ibid 

Additionally, state standards have been promulgated for lead, sulphates, hydrogen sulphide and visibility reducing 
particles. The state also recognizes vinyl chloride as a toxic air contaminant. Discussion of these criteria pollutants 
will not be discussed in detail as the Project is not expected to emit them. 
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Particulate matter has two separate standards: respiratory particulate matter (PM10)
6 and fine particulate 

matter (PM25). 
7 The CAA and CAAA also require that states develop State Implementation Plans (SIP) for 

areas that are in non-attainment for any of the NAAQS. 

Table IV.B-1 
California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Averaging California National Violation Criteria 

I Pollutant Time Standard Standard California National 

03 1-hour 0.09 ppm -0.12 If exceeded If exceeded on more than 3 days in 3 years. 

8-hour 0.070 ppm 0.08 ppm If exceeded If the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a 
year, averaged over 3 years, is exceeded. 

PM10 24-hour 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 If exceeded If expected number of days with average 24-
hr concentration is over one. 

Annual 30 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 If exceeded If exceeded. 
mean 

PM2.s 24-hour -50 µg/m3 65 µg/m3 If exceeded If 98% of average 24-hour daily 
concentration, averaged over 3 years, is 
exceeded. 

Annual 50 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 If exceeded If exceeded. 
mean 

co 1-hour 20ppm 35ppm If exceeded Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 

8-hour 9.0ppm 9ppm If exceeded Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 

N02 1-hour 0.25 ppm - If equaled or NA 
exceeded 

Annual - 0.053 ppm NA Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 
mean 

S02 1-hour 0.25 ppm - If equaled or NA 
exceeded 

24-hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm If equaled or Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 
exceeded 

Annual - 0.03 ppm NA Not to be exceeded more than one day a year. 
mean 

Source: CARB Ambient Air Quality Standard~ Table, 29 November 2005. 

Notes: ppm =parts per million.g/m3 =micrograms per cubic meter."-" = no standard. NA = not applicable. 

At or smaller than ten microns in size. 

At or smaller than 2.5 microns in size. 
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Table IV.B-2 
Ambient Air Quality Attainment Status for San Francisco Air Basin 

Pollutant State-Level Attainment Status National-Level Att · Sfatn~ 
Ozone (1-hour) Non-attainment (serious) NIA 
Ozone (8-hour) Unclassified Non-attainment (marginal) 
Respiratory Particulates (PM10) Non-attainment Attainment 
Fine Particulates (PM25) Non-attainment Attainment 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment 
Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) Attainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (S02) Attainment Attainment 
Hydrogen Sulfide Attainment NIA 
Vinyl Chloride No information available NIA 
Visibility Reducing Particles Attainment NIA 
Note: NIA =not applicable 

Source: CARE, http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm!adm.htm, updated February 3, 2006. 

Analogous to the CAA and CAAA, the 1988 California Clean Air Act (CCAA) establishes California ambient 

air quality standards (CAAQS) (Table IV.B-1) and also requires areas of the state to be designated as 

attainment or non-attainment areas for the CAAQS (Table IV.B-2). In addition to standards for the criteria 

pollutants identified under the CAA, the CCAA includes standards for hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and 

visibility reducing particles. Under the CCAA, air districts not meeting CAAQS for ozone, CO, S02, or N02 

are required to prepare attainment plans intended to improve air quality and attain the standards. 

In California, the task of air quality management and development of regulations has been legislatively 

granted to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and local air quality management districts. The 

BAAQMD is the local air quality management district for the Project. The BAAQMD coordinates with 

CARB in the effort to ensure that the Basin complies with both national and state standards. 

Hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) or toxic air contaminants (TA Cs) are a category of air pollutants regulated 

separately from criteria pollutants. The TA Cs are suspected, or known, to cause cancer, birth defects, 

neurological damage, or death. There are no established ambient air quality standards for TA Cs; instead they 

are managed on a case-by-case basis depending on the quantity and type of emissions, and proximity to 

potential receptors. Their effects tend to be localized and directly attributable to specific stationary sources. 

Air Quality Planning and Attainment Status 

The CARB is responsible for oversight of air quality management in the state, including establishing 

emissions standards and regulations for certain mobile sources (e.g., autos, light duty trucks) and overseeing 

the efforts of local air quality management districts. At the local level, the BAAQMD is responsible for 
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demonstrating that attainment of the ambient air quality standards is either achieved, based on data from air 

monitoring stations, or will be achieved through regional planning. BAAQ MD directly regulates stationary 

emission sources through its permit authority and indirectly manages emissions from mobile sources through 

coordination with regional municipalities and transportation planning agencies. Air plans for the Basin are 

prepared by BAAQMD in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 

The Bay Area Air Basin is currently classified as a "non-attainment" area for the 8-hour national ozone 

standard and the I-hour ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 state standards. For all other criteria pollutants, the Bay Area 

is classified as either in "attainment" or "unclassified." The air quality standards and attainment status are 

summarized in Table IV.B-2. 

As a serious non-attainment area for the CAAQS for ozone, the Basin is required to adopt measures requiting 

best available retrofit conh·ol technology (BARCT) on existing sources of air pollution, and best available 

control technology (BACT) for new and modified sources with a potential to emit ten pounds per day or more 

of ozone precursors. The CCAA does not require planning documents for PM10 or PM2.5 non-attainment 

areas; however, CARB is aggressively pursuing policies to reduce particulate matter emissions from mobile 

sources. On a statewide basis, diesel exhaust is estimated to account for one percent of the airborne PM 10 and 

two percent of the airborne PM2.5. 
8 

The BAAQMD works with CARB to prepare plans for attaining and maintaining ambient air quality 

standards in the Basin, adopt and enforce rules and regulations concerning air pollutant sources, issue permits 

for stationary sources of air pollutants, inspect stationary sources of air pollutants, monitor ambient air quality 

and meteorological conditions, award grants to reduce motor vehicle emissions, and conduct public education 

campaigns. The Bay Area Clean Air Plan (CAP) and subsequent updates are developed in cooperation with 

MTC and the ABAG. The ABAG develops projections of future population and transportation trends, which 

are used to develop and evaluate strategies to bring the Basin into compliance with national and state air 

quality standards. The first CAP was adopted in 1991, and updates to the CAP occurred in 1994, 1997, and, 

most recently, 2000. 

Criteria Pollutant Health Effects 

Air pollutants come from stationary sources, area-wide sources, mobile sources, and natural sources. Much of 

the degradation of ambient air quality in the Basin is due to emission of criteria air pollutants from intensive 

use of motor vehicles (mobile sources). 9 Stationary sources (emissions from industry or urban development) 

contribute significantly less c1iteria pollutants to the ambient air. The primary pollutants of concern for the 

Basin are ozone, carbon monoxide, and paiticulate matter (PM10 and PM25). 

CARE, 2006, The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality. 

!bid 
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Ozone 

Ozone is not emitted directly into the environment, but generated from complex chemical reactions in the 

presence of sunlight. The primary chemicals involved in these reactions are nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 

reactive organic gases (ROG); these components are often referred to as ozone precursors. The single largest 

source of ozone precursors in the Basin is motor vehicle exhaust. Ozone exposure causes eye irritation and 

damage to lung tissue in humans. Ozone also harms vegetation, reduces crop yields, and accelerates 

deterioration of paints, finishes, rubber products, plastics, and fabrics. The Basin is in non-attainment for the 

national and state ozone standards. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

CO is released directly into the atmosphere by stationary and mobile sources. CO is an odorless, colorless gas 

formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels. The primary source of CO is motor vehicle emissions. The 

CO combines with hemoglobin in the blood and reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood when 

inhaled at high concentrations. Symptoms from exposure to high levels of CO include headaches, fatigue, 

slow reflexes, and dizziness. 10 The Basin is currently in attainment for the national and state CO standards. 

In contrast to ozone, which is a regional pollutant, CO has a localized impact because it dissipates fairly 

quickly as the distance increased from the source. 11 For this reason, CO is evaluated where it is likely to 

create high concentrations or "hot spots", such as highly congested intersections, where there are nearby 

human receptors. 

PM10 is also released directly into the atmosphere by stationary and mobile sources. The PM10 consists of a 

wide range of solid and liquid particles, including smoke, dust, aerosols, and metallic oxides. Similar to 

ozone precursors and CO, the single largest source of PM10 is motor vehicles. Approximately 50 percent of 

the particulate matter in the Basin is due to motor vehicles. PM10 is emitted from automobile tailpipes, brake 

pad and tire wear, and movement of road dust from vehicle travel. PM10 is among the most harmful of all air 

pollutants. PM10 evades the respiratory system's natural defenses and can lodge deep in the lungs when 

inhaled. PM 10 can aggravate chronic respiratory diseases and can cause health problems for everyone, 

although children, the elderly, and those suffering from asthma, bronchitis, heart disease, or lung disease are 

more vulnerable. Long-term exposure to PM 10 at levels exceeding state standards can lead to an increase in 

respiratory and cardiac illness, exacerbation of asthma and chronic bronchitis, and increased death rates. 

Short-term exposure to PM10 may lead to increased emergency room visits and an increase in days of 

restricted activity. The Basin is currently in attainment for the national PM10 standard, but is in non

attainment for the state PM10 standard. 

10 Ibid. 

11 !bid. 
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Fine pmticulate matter, PM25, are those particles with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 

microns. PM2.5 is classified as either primary or secondary pmticulates. Primary PM2.5 is either carbonaceous 

or geological (crustal), but predominantly consists of carbonaceous PM25, which is generated from 

combustion of fossil fuels or biomass. Carbonaceous PM2.5 combustion sources include gasoline and diesel 

exhaust, wood stoves and fireplaces, land clearing, prescribed burning of wild land, and wild fires. 

Geological (crustal) PM25 , which makes up a minor amount of primary PM25 , is generated from fugitive 

emission sources, including paved and unpaved roads, dust, crustal material from construction activities, 

agricultural tilling, and wind erosion. Secondary PM2.5 is created through ahnospheric heterogeneous (gas to 

particle) reactions of gaseous oxides of sulfur (SOx) and NOx precursor emissions. The reactions involve 

chemical and physical interactions with the precursor emissions in the atmosphere. 

Exposure to fine particulate matter has been linked to a vmiety of health problems; including bronchitis, acute 

and chronic respiratory symptoms (e.g., shortness of breath and painful breathing), and premature death. 

People with existing heart or lung disease (e.g., chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, congestive heart 

disease, ischemic heart disease) are at risk of premature death or admission to hospitals or emergency rooms 

when exposed to PM2.5 . The elderly, individuals with cardiopulmonary disease, and children appear to be at 

greatest risk. Most of the premature deaths are among the elderly because their immune systems are generally 

weaker due to age or other health problems. Children are also susceptible to the health risks of PM25 because 

their immune and respiratory systems have not yet matured. In addition, PM2.5 particles are a major source of 

visibility impairment in most parts of the United States. The Basin is currently unclassified for the national 

PM2.5 standard, but in non-attainment for the state PM2.5 standard. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

The Legislature enacted the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act, AB 2588 (Toxics Hot 

Spots Act), in September 1987. This law requires stationary sources to report the types and quantities of 

certain substances their facilities routinely release into the air. Emissions of interest are those that result from 

the routine operation of a facility or that are predictable, including but not limited to continuous and 

intermittent releases and process upsets or leaks. The goals of the Air Toxics Hot Spots Act are to collect 

emission data, identify facilities having localized impacts, ascertain health risks, and notify nearby residents 

of significant risks based on estimated cancer and non-cancer health risks. Senate Bill 1731 amended the 

Toxics Hot Spots Act in 1992 to require owners of facilities that produce emissions resulting in significant 

health risks to the public to reduce their impact on air quality to an acceptable level. 

The BAAQMD's Toxics Hot Spots Program is intended to identify and reduce ambient concentrations of 

TACs. TA Cs are non-criteria air pollutants. CARB identifies 192 substances as TA Cs (CCR §93001). The 

Toxics Hot Spots program includes the evaluation of health risks due to routine and predictable TAC 

emissions from industrial and commercial facilities. The BAAQMD has established specific public 

notification measures for various levels ofrisk identified under the program (Levels 1, 2, and 3). Level 3 

corresponds to a cancer risk greater than 500 people in a population of one million ( 500 per million); Level 2 
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corresponds to a cancer risk between 100 and 500 per million; and Level 1 corresponds to a cancer risk 

between 10 and 100 per million. 

Approximately 90 percent of the health risk from TA Cs in the Bay Area is due to diesel particulate matter 

(DPM), benzene, and 1,3-butadiene, primarily from mobile sources. 12 The majority of that risk is from DPM, 

which CARB identified as a TAC in 1998. Mobile sources such as trucks, buses, automobiles, trains, ships, 

and farm equipment are the largest source of diesel emissions. 

Diesel Particulate }vfatter 

In 2000, the EPA identified DPM as a "likely human carcinogen." The EPA established a comprehensive 

national control program to regulate diesel fuel and heavy-duty diesel vehicles. The program includes new 

regulatory standards based on the use of alternative fuels and high-efficiency exhaust emission control 

devices. The standards include the following major requirements: 

• Promulgated particulate matter emissions standard for new heavy-duty engines of 0.01 gram per 
brake-horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr), were initiated in 2007. 

• Required refiners to produce diesel fuel for use in highway vehicles with sulfur content of no more 
than 15 parts per million (ppm) was regulated as of June 1, 2006. By June 2007, refiners were 
required to produce low-sulfur (500 ppm) diesel fuel for off-road, locomotive, and marine diesel 
engines. Besides reducing emissions from the existing diesel fleet, these clean fuels will enable the 
use of advanced after-treatment technologies such as catalytic reduction systems on new engines. 

• Required technologies like particulate h·aps, capable of emission reductions of 90 percent, under new 
standards set to begin phasing into the highway sector in 2007 and into the off-road sector in 2011. 

Although the new EPA standards will improve diesel emissions in the future, these standards will p1imaiily 

impact new engines. Because of their durability and long life, older uncontrolled diesel engines would 

continue to make up a significant portion of the heavy-duty vehicle fleet for years to come. As a result, 

efforts are underway to improve emissions from diesel engines already in operation and include a variety of 

strategies from fuel reformulation to engine retrofit through the Voluntary Diesel Retrofit Program. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines as a 

toxic air contaminant (TAC) in August 1998. In California, mobile sources, such as trucks, buses, 

automobiles, trains, ships, and farm and construction equipment, are the largest source of diesel emissions. 

On-road engines account for about 27 percent of the emissions, off-road engines about 66 percent, and 

12 !bid. 
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stationary and portable engines for the remaining seven percent. 13 CARB estimates that diesel engine 

emissions are responsible for a majority of California's estimated cancer risk attributable to air pollution. 14 

The California Air Resources Board formed the Diesel Advisory Committee consisting of staff from CARB, 

EPA, state and local agencies, industry, environmental groups, and interested public to study this issue. With 

the help of the committee, CARB developed a Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce particulate matter 

emissions from diesel-fueled engines and vehicles, which was approved on September 28, 2000. 15 The Diesel 

Risk Reduction Plan calls for reducing diesel PM 7 5 percent by 2010 and 85 percent by 2020 from the 2000 

level. The plan contains the following components: 

• New regulato1y standards for all new on-road, off-road, and stationary diesel-fueled engines and 
vehicles to reduce diesel PM emissions by about 90 percent, overall, from current levels; 

• New retrofit requirements for existing on-road, off-road, and stationary diesel-fueled engines and 
vehicles where detennined to be technically feasible and cost effective; and 

• New Phase 2 diesel fuel regulations to reduce the sulfur content of diesel fuel to no more than 15 
parts per million to provide the quality of diesel fuel needed by the advanced diesel PM emission 
controls. 

Although the new EPA standards will improve diesel emissions in the future, these standards will primarily 

impact new engines. Because of their durability and long life, older diesel engines will continue to make up a 

significant portion of the heavy-duty vehicle fleet for years to come. As a result, efforts are underway to 

improve emissions from diesel engines already in operation and include a variety of strategies from fuel 

reformulation to engine retrofit through the Voluntary Diesel Retrofit Program. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases. The major concern is that increases in 

greenhouse gases as a result of human activity are contributing to Global Climate Change. Global Climate 

Change is a change in the average weather on earth that can be measured by wind patterns, storms, 

precipitation and temperature. Although there is tremendous disagreement as to the speed of global warming 

and the extent of the impacts attributable to human activities, most agree that there is a direct link between 

increased emission of so-called greenhouse gases and long-term global temperature. What greenhouse gases 

have in common is that they allow sunlight to enter the atmosphere, but trap a portion of the outward-bound 

infrared radiation and warm up the air. The process is similar to the effect greenhouses have in raising the 

13 CARE, 2000, Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and 
Vehicles, 28 September. 

14 Ibid. 

15 !bid. 
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internal temperature, hence the name greenhouse gases. Both natural processes and human activities emit 

greenhouse gases. The accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere regulates the earth's temperature, 

but emissions from human activities such as electricity production and motor vehicles have elevated the 

concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. 

This accumulation of greenhouse gases has contributed to an increase in the temperature of the earth's 

atmosphere and contributed to Global Climate Change, also known as global warming. The principal 

greenhouse gases are carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), 

perfluorocarbons (PFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and water vapor (H20). Carbon dioxide is the 

reference gas for climate change because it is the most prevalent greenhouse gas. To account forthe warming 

potential of greenhouse gases, emissions of all greenhouse gases are often quantified and repmted as C02 

equivalents (C02E). Large emission sources are reported in million metric tons of C02 equivalents. 

State Standards 

In 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a series of target 

dates by which statewide emission of greenhouse gases would be progressively reduced, as follows: 

• By 2010, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels; 

• By 2020, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and 

• By 2050, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of2006 (Assembly Bill No. 32, or 

AB 32; Health and Safety Code, Sections 38500, et seq.). AB 32 identifies global warming as a serious 

environmental threat with the potential to exacerbate air quality problems, reduce the quantity and supply of 

water from the Sien-a snowpack, cause a rise in sea levels, damage marine ecosystems, and increase human 

health-related problems. AB 32 requires CARB to adopt rules and regulations that, by 2020, would achieve 

greenhouse gas ( GHG) emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990. On April 20, 2007, CARB published 

Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California, a list of discrete greenhouse gas emission 

reduction measures that can be implemented. Emission reductions shall include carbon sequestration projects 

and best management practices that are technologically feasible and cost-effective. As defined under AB 32, 

GHGs include carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons, 

perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. By January 1, 2009, CARB must design and adopt an overall plan 

to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels, including the recommendation of a de minimis threshold for GHG 

emissions below which emission reduction requirements would not apply. CARB has until January l, 2011 to 

adopt the necessary regulations to implement that plan. Implementation begins no later than January 1, 2012 

and the emissions reduction target must be fully achieved by Januaiy 1, 2020. 

Foothill College Facilities A1aster Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

!VB. Air Quality 

Page IVB-10 

RL0027667 



EM26086 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Under the law, CARB, the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (Energy 

Commission), and the California Climate Action Registry all have responsibilities with respect to the control 

of emissions of greenhouse gases, and the Secretary for Environmental Protection is required to coordinate 

emission reductions of greenhouse gases and climate change activity in state government. AB 32 does not 

indicate what role local land use planning should play in the statewide strategy, however, nor identifies 

implications to environmental review under CEQA. Guidelines on how to prepare an impact assessment for a 

project's GHG emissions contribution to Global Climate Change (GCC), or identified a significance threshold 

for project impacts have yet to be developed by CARB, the California EPA, the U.S. EPA, or any other 

appropriate governmental organizations. 

The CARB is proposing "Early Action Measures" in three groups: discrete early action measures; additional 

greenhouse gas reduction strategies; and criteria and air toxic control measures. Together these measures will 

make a substantial contribution to the overall 2020 statewide GHG emission reduction goal of approximately 

174 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent16 gases. 17 These measures that would relate to potential 

climate change impacts from the proposed Project are summarized as follows. It should be noted that none of 

the early action measures address how local agencies should address GHG emissions associated with land use 

approvals. The Early Action Measures are discussed in more detail below: 

Group 1: Discrete Early Action Measures 

Three new GHG-only regulations are proposed to meet the narrow legal definition of "discrete early action 

GHG reduction measures": a low-carbon fuel standard, reduction ofrefrigerant losses from motor vehicle air 

conditioning system maintenance, and increased CH4 capture from landfills. These regulations are expected 

to take effect by January 1, 2010. 

• Measure 1-1, Low carbon fuel standard. 

Group 2: Additional Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies 

The CARB is initiating work on 23 other GHG emission-reducing measures in the 2007 to 2009 time period 

with rulemaking to occur as soon as possible, where applicable. These GHG measures relate to the following 

sectors: ag1iculture, commercial, education, energy efficiency, fire suppression, forestry, oil and gas, and 

transportation. 

16 

• Measure 2-6 and 2-7, Education: Guidance/protocols for local governments and businesses to 
facilitate GHG emission reductions. 

The term "carbon dioxide equivalent" is used to account for the differences in global warming potential among the 
six greenhouse gases. 
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• Measures 2-14, Transportation: Heavy-duty vehicle emission reductions, efficiency improvements. 

• Measure 2-20, Transportation: Tire inflation program. 

Group 3: Criteria and Air Toxic Control Measures 

The CARB is initiating work on ten conventional air pollution controls aimed at criteria and toxic air 

pollutants, but with concunent climate co-benefits through reductions in C02 or non-Kyoto pollutants (i.e., 

diesel particulate matter, other light-absorbing compounds, and/or ozone precursors) that contribute to global 

warming. 

• Measure 3-1, Fuels: Diesel- Commercial harbor craft rule. 

• Measure 3-2, Fuels: Diesel - Privately owned on-road trucks. 

• Measure 3-3, Fuels: Diesel- Vessel speed reductions. 

• Measure 3-4, Fuels: Diesel - Offroad equipment (non-agricultural). 

• Measure 3-10, Fuels: Evaporative standards for aboveground tanks. 

In consultation with CARB and the California Public Utilities Commission, the California Energy 

Commission (CEC) is cunently establishing a GHG emission performance standard for local, public-owned 

elech·ic utilities (pursuant to Senate Bill No. 1368). This standard will limit the rate of GHG emissions to a 

level that is no higher than the rate of emissions of GHGs for combined-cycle natural gas base-load 

generation. The rulemaking shall consider, but not necessarily be limited to, establishing a GHG emission 

performance standard for baseload generation facilities, which has been in operation since June 30, 2007, a 

process for calculating the emissions of GHGs from baseload facilities and enforcing the standard, and a 

process for reevaluating and revising as necessary the GHGs emission performance standard. This standard 

must take into consideration the effect of the standard on rates, reliability, and financial resources, while 

recognizing the Legislature's intent to encourage use ofrenewable resources and its goal of environmental 

improvement. 

In 2007, Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB 97, which requires the California Resources Agency, by 2010, 

to adopt guidelines for the mitigation of GHG emissions and their effects, including effects associated with 

transportation. SB 97 also amended CEQA to state that the failure to adequately analyze the effects of GHG 

emissions in a CEQA document for certain transpo1tation projects shall not create a cause of action for a 

violation of the statute until 2010 or later. 

17 C'ARB, 2007, Proposed Early Actions to A1itigate Climate Change in California, 20 April. 
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On June 19, 2008 the California Office of Planning and Research issued the Technical Advismy titled 

"CEQA and CLIMATE CHANGE: Addressing Climate Change Through CEQA Review". This technical 

advisory was published to provide Professional Planners, Land use Officials and CEQA practitioners with a 

basic guidance for addressing the emerging role of CEQA in addressing climate change and Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions within CEQA documents. 

AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS - STATIONARY SOURCES 

Federal Regulations 

Title V Operating Permit 

Title V was added to the Clean Air Act in 1990, and introduced an operating permit program. It requires EPA 

to promulgate regulations setting forth provisions under which states would develop operating permit 

programs for major facilities and submit them to the EPA for approval. A major facility is defined as "any 

stationaiy source or group of stationary sources located within a contiguous area and under common control 

that emits or has the potential to emit ten tons per year or more of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per 

year or more of any combination of hazardous air pollutants". 18 The BAAQMD is the local agency with 

permit authority over most types of stationary emission sources, which the BAAQMD exercises through its 

Rules and Regulations. 

Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources 

Section 111 of the Clean Air Act, "Standards of Performance of New Stationary Sources," requires U.S. EPA 

to establish national emission standards for source categories, which cause or contribute significantly to air 

pollution. These standards are intended to promote use of the best air pollution control technologies, taking 

into account the cost of such technology and any other non-air quality, health, and environmental impact and 

energy requirements. The U.S. EPA has established New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for several 

source categories (40 CFR 60). The New Source Performance Standards program is implemented by the 

BAAQMD. 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) process requires states in their SIPs to ensure that areas 

already in compliance with the national ambient air quality standards do not deteriorate to, or above, those 

standards at a rapid rate. Such areas, depending upon the quality of their air in a baseline year, must control 

the emissions of certain pollutants such that the concentration of those pollutants increases no more than the 

allowable increment as set forth in the CAA. Before any new source may be built or any existing source may 

18 Clean Air Act, Sec. 112. Hazardous Air Pollutants. 
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be modified, such sources must apply for and be issued a PSD permit, which demonstrates that they will 

comply with the PSD program. The BAAQMD also administers this program through Rules and Regulations. 

BAAQMD Regulations 

The CEQA Guidelines 19 state that "each public agency should, in its implementing regulations or ordinances, 

provide an identification or itemization of its projects and actions which are deemed ministerial under the 

applicable laws and ordinances." The BAAQMD has determined that the issuance of permits following 

prescribed procedures is a ministerial activity. 20 

BAA QMD Permits 

Permits, prepared in accordance with the BACT/TBACT Workbook and Permit Handbook, are deemed 

"ministerial" for the purposes of CEQA. Permits that deviate from these documents, or permits for sources 

not covered by either document, will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis for compliance with CEQA. 21 The 

air emission achievement standards for hot mix asphalt plants using BACT are: 

• 12 parts per million by volume (ppmv) NOx at 15 percent oxygen (02) dry; 

• 133 ppmv CO at 15 percent 0 2 dry; and 

• 0.01 grain per dry standard cubic foot 

BAA QMD 's Rules and Regulations that Apply to the Proposed Project 

Regulation 1 General Provisions and Definitions 

This regulation contains the general provisions and definitions of the terms used in the BAAQMD's rnles. 

The standard for violations of air pollution regulations are defined as a public nuisance, i.e., "No person shall 

discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause 

injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or the public; or which 

endangers the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which causes, or has a 

natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property." For purposes of this section, three or 

more violation notices validly issued in a 30 day period to a facility for public nuisance shall give rise to a 

rebuttable presumption that the violations resulted from negligent conduct. 

19 

20 

21 

Title 14, CCR, Chapter 3, Guidelines for Implementation of California Environmental Quality Act. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Permit Handbook Chapters, retrieved ft-om website: 
www. baaqmdgov/pmt/handbook/defi1ult.htm 

!bid 
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Regulation 2, Rule 1 Permits - General Requirements 

The BAAQMD's Regulation 2, Rule 1 describes the permit requirements for sources of air pollution. In 

general, any equipment or operation that emits pollutants into the atmosphere requires a Permit to Operate 

from the BAAQMD unless it is excluded from BAAQMD Regulations per Regulation 1 or exempted from 

BAAQMD pennit requirements by a specific section of Regulation 2 Rule 1. According to BAAQMD 

Regulation 1Rule2-1-113.2.11 Teaching laborato1ies are exempt from the requirements of sections 2-1-301 

and 302. Sections 2-1-301 and 302 are the Standards for the Authority to Constrnct and Permit to Operate 

respectively. 

Regulation 7 Odorous Substances 

This Regulation places general limitations on odorous substances and specific emission limitations on certain 

odorous compounds. A person must meet all limitations of this Regulation, but meeting such limitations shall 

not exempt such person from any other requirements of the BAAQMD, state or federal law. The limitations 

of this regulation shall not be applicable until the BAAQMD receives odor complaints from ten or more 

complainants within a 90-day period, alleging that a person has caused odors perceived at or beyond the 

property line of such person and deemed to be objectionable by the complainants in the normal course of their 

work, travel, or residence. When the limits of this regulation become effective, as a result of citizen 

complaints described above, the limits shall remain effective until such time as no citizen complaints have 

been received by BAAQMD for one year. The limits of this Regulation shall become applicable again when 

the BAAQMD receives odor complaints from five or more complainants within a 90-day period. 

Regulation 8 Organic Compounds Rule 2 - Miscellaneous Operations 

This regulation incorporates the provisions of the federal regulations for the reduction of precursor organic 

compounds emissions from miscellaneous operations. According to 8-2-116.9, laboratory equipment used 

exclusively for chemical or physical analysis and bench scale laboratory equipment are exempt. 

Regulation 10 Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources 

This regulation incorporates the provisions of the federal regulations for new stationary source review (Title 

40 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 60; Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources) as 

discussed earlier. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Air Quality - Santa Clara County 

Mobile sources, such as motor vehicles, produce most of the air pollutants in the County. The state regulates 

air pollution from mobile sources through exhaust emissions standards, while local agencies can reduce 

emissions through improvement in the transportation system to reduce trips or traffic congestion. Stationary 
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sources include mining operations, industrial and agricultural activities, and lumber mills. The BAAQMD 

regulates stationary sources through the Title V permitting process. 

BAAQMD operates a network of air monitoring sites within the Basin. The monitoring stations nearest to the 

Project site are in Mountain View and, approximately 5 miles east of the Project site, and Sunnyvale 

Ticonderoge approximately 6 miles south east of the Project site. The ambient air concentrations of hydrogen 

sulfide and sulfur dioxide are not monitored at these stations because they are not expected to exceed air 

quality standards. Table IV.B-3 and Table IV.B-4 summarize air quality data for the criteria pollutants 

measured from these monitoring stations during the 2004-2006 reporting period. Table IV.B-3 presents the 

available data from the nearest monitoring station (Sunnyvale), while Table IV.B-4 presents the data from the 

nearest station reporting 5 of the criteria pollutants (Redwood City). The tables also summarize the number of 

days that the state or national standards were exceeded. The tables show that the state 1 hour ozone standard 

was exceeded each of the years presented from the Sunnyvale station, but only for the 2004 report for the 

Redwood City report. The data indicate the monitoring stations have exceeded the measured state 24-hour 

PM10 State Standard each year presented and the PM2.5 standard in 2006. None of the other national and state 

standards was exceeded during the past three years. 

Table IV.B-3 
Sunnyvale - Ambient Air Monitoring Station 

Pollutant Measurement 2004 2005 2006 11 

Highest 1-hour average (ppm) 0.10 0.097 0.106 

Highest 8-hour average (ppm) 0.08 0.073 0.078 

Days over State 1-hour standard (0.09 ppm) 1 1 3 

Days over National 1-hour standard (0.12 ppm) 0 - -

Ozone Days over National 8-hour standard (0.08 ppm) 0 0 0 

Notes: (µg/m 3
) =micrograms per cubic meter ppm =part per million - = insufficient data NA = not available 

Source: CARB website http://www.arb.ca.gov 
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Table IV.B-4 
Redwood City - Ambient Air Monitoring Station 

Pollutant Measurement 2004 2005 2006 

Highest 1-hour average (ppm) 0.10 0.084 0.085 

Highest 8-hour average (ppm) 0.07 0.061 0.063 

Days over State 1-hour standard (0.09 ppm) 1 0 0 

Days over National 1-hour standard (0.12 ppm) 0 0 0 

Ozone Days over National 8-hour standard (0.08 ppm) 0 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide Highest 8-hour average (ppm) 2.1 2.3 2.4 

Highest State 24-hour average (µg/m3
) 65 81 70 

Highest National 24-hour average (µg/m3
) - - -

Days over State 24-hour standard (50 µg/m3
) 1 2 2 

PM10 Days over National 24-hour average (150 µg/m3
) 0 0 0 

Highest National 24-hour average (µg/m3
) 36 30.9 75.3 

3-year State annual average (µg/m3
) 32 27.8 29.4 

PM25 Days over National 24-hour standard (65 (µg/m3
) 0 0 1 

Highest 1-hour measurement (ppm) 0.06 0.062 0.069 

Annual average (ppm) 0.015 0.015 0.014 

Nitrogen Dioxide Days over State 1-hour standard (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0 

Notes: (µg/m 3
) =micrograms per cubic meter ppm =part per million - = insufficient data NA = not available 

Source: CARB website http://www.arb.ca.gov 

The California Air Resources Board's (CARB) stationary source facility database indicates that the facilities 

shown in Table IV.B-5 are major air pollutant dischargers in Los Altos Hills. The data represent emission 

inventory estimates for the year 2006. 

CARB maintains emission inventory data from stationary sources within the County. Table IV.B-6 presents 

the emission inventory for ROG, CO, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 for Santa Clara County in 2006. The inventory 

indicates that, as stated earlier, motor vehicles are the largest contributor to degradation of the air quality in 

the County. For non-mobile sources, consumer products and farming operations are the largest contributors 

to ROG, residential fuel consumption and food and agricultural processing are the largest contributors to CO 

and NOx, and residential fuel consumption and construction and demolition are the largest contributors to 

PM10 and PM2.s. 
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Table IV.B-5 
Existing Facilities in Los Altos Hills, Emission Inventory (tons/year) 

Facility Name Address ROG co NOx SOx PM10 

Albertsons 2175 Grant Road 0 0 0 0 0 

California Water Service Company 15 5 5 Miramonte A venue 0 0 0 0 0 

California Water Service Company Magdalena A venue - 0 0.2 0 0 

Chevron Products Company 470 S. San Antonia Road 0.7 0 0 0 0 

Foothill De Anza Community College 12345 El Monte Road 0.1 0.7 2.6 0 0.1 

61 N San Antonio 
Pacific Bell Avenue - 0 0 0 0 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Direct Point Sources, website: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ei/areasrc/pointsources.htm, July 

2, 2008. 

Table IV.B-6 
Santa Clara County- 2006 Estimated Annual Average Stationary Sources Emissions (tons/day) 

Category 

Stationary Sources 

Fuel Combustion 

Waste Disposal 

Cleaning and Surface Coating 

Petroleum Production and Marketing 

Industrial Processes 

Total Stationary Sources 

Area Wide Sources 

Solvent Evaporation 

Miscellaneous Processes 

Total Areawide Sources 

Mobile Sources 

On-Road Motor Vehicles 

Other Mobile Sources 

Total Mobile Source 

Santa Clara County Total 

l~no• I "" ' A;,, Dncmn,,.oo Rn~wl r. '" ' rrnmf;nc .nnl·w;te: 

11 ""y.11 "" ,,,w ;,.ca.govleilmapslstatemaplcntymap.htm, July 2, 2008. 
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0.48 

0.91 

7.56 

2.76 

1.79 

13.51 

18.12 

3.24 

21.36 

31.00 

15.19 

46.19 

81.05 

co NOx 

11.82 7.86 

0.00 0.04 

0.00 0.00 

- -

11.84 8.82 

11.84 8.82 

- -

37.59 4.59 

37.59 4.59 

294.11 51.07 

114.62 34.27 

408.73 85.34 

458.17 98.75 

PM10 PM2.5 

0.60 0.59 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 -

- -

2.73 1.83 

2.73 1.83 

- -

43.58 11.58 

43.58 11.58 

2.40 1.68 

1.85 1.67 

4.25 3.35 

50.55 16.76 
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Sensitive Receptors 

Ambient air quality standards have been established to identify air quality levels considered sufficient, with 

an adequate margin of safety, to protect pub I ic health and welfare. They are designed to protect that segment 

of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children under 14, the elderly over 65, persons 

engaged in strenuous work or exercise, and people with cardiovascular and acute to chronic respiratory 

diseases. Areas of specific concern are where sensitive receptors are to be found, such as facilities that house 

or attract children, the elderly, or people with illnesses; or places where people engage in strenuous work or 

exercise. 

The nearest school and daycare center to the proposed Project is the Project site itself. There will be students 

attending class and participating in athletic activities during the construction and operation of the Project. 

These sensitive receptor locations are situated all around the Project site. The nearest off site sensitive 

receptors are the residents of the homes along the southwest edge of the campus, approximately 70 feet. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The proposed Project would affect air quality during construction and operation. The criteria of significance 

for air quality impacts are identified below and are followed by a discussion of impacts. 

Thresholds of Significance 

According to the environmental checklist in the CEQA Guidelines, 22 a project could have a potentially 

significant air quality impact if it would: 

22 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation; 

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable national or state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

California Code of Regulations (CCR), 2004. Title 14, Chapter 3, Guidelines to Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, Appendix G, 6 Febntary. 
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BAAQMD has developed thresholds of significance for ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions from Project 

operations as the result of vehicle trips and area source emissions (Table IV.B-7). Project related ROG, NOx, 

or PM10 emissions would be considered significant if they would were to exceed BAAQMD thresholds. 

Table IV.B-7 
BAAQMD Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant Pounds/Day T 

ROG 80 15 

NOx 80 15 

80 15 

I Source: BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, 1999. 

BAAQMD recognizes that construction equipment emit ozone precursors, but that these emissions are 

temporary and are generally accounted for in the emission inventory projections that provide the basis for 

regional air quality plans. 23 Therefore, temporary ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions during construction are not 

expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone standards in the Bay Area. 

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines emphasize implementation of effective and comprehensive control of PM10 

emissions ratherthan a detailed quantification of construction emissions. 24 The BAAQMD does not consider 

air quality impacts resulting from construction activities significant if appropriate construction control 

mitigation measures listed in the BAAQMD guidelines are incorporated. 25 The BAAQMD guidelines specify 

that an evaluation of the potential for CO "hot spots" at intersections as a result of a project should be 

performed where: 

• Vehicle emissions of CO would exceed 550 pounds per day; 

• Project traffic would impact intersections or roadway links operating at Levels of Service (LOS) D, 
E, or F or would cause LOS to decline to D, E, or F; or 

• Project traffic would increase traffic volumes on nearby roadways by ten percent or more. CO 
concentrations need not be estimated if the increase in traffic volume is less than 100 vehicles per 
hour. 

23 BAAQMD, 1999, op. cit. 

24 Ibid. 

25 Ibid. 
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Under the guidelines, projects contributing to CO concentrations exceeding the CAAQS of nine parts per 

million (ppm) averaged over eight hours and 20 ppm for one hour (i.e., if it creates a "hot spot") would be 

considered to have a significant air quality impact. The BAAQMD's Risk Management Policy has set a 

health risk threshold for significance impacts due to TA Cs at the "probability of contracting cancer for the 

maximally exposed individual exceeds ten in one million" and a "ground-level concentration of non

carcinogenic toxic air contaminants would result in a hazard index (HI) greater than one". 26 

Project Impacts 

Impact IV.B-1 Project Construction Would Result in Emissions of Criteria Pollutants 

Constrnction activities associated with development of the start-up and full build out phases of the Project 

would include site preparation, soil excavation, backfilling, grading, and equipment vehicular traffic on paved 

and possibly unpaved roads. Soil disturbance caused by constrnction activities could be exacerbated by wind 

erosion. As a result, short-term dust emissions could cause a temporary increase in localized PM 10 emissions. 

PM10 generated from constrnction-related activities is highly dependent on several factors, including activity 

level, specific operations, equipment type, and weather conditions. The operation of construction equipment 

would also result in the emission of crite1ia pollutants PM25, ROG, NOx, and CO. Construction activities 

associated with Project development would also result in short-term exhaust emissions from constrnction

related equipment. The primary pollutants associated with exhaust emissions from construction equipment 

are ozone precursors (ROG and NOx), CO, and PM 10. 

BAAQMD considers PM10 emissions to be the greatest pollutant of concern associated with construction 

activities and has established feasible control measures for PM10 emissions from construction-related 

activities. There are several levels of appropriate control measures based on the size of the construction 

project. BAAQMD recommends that further optional control measures be implemented at construction areas 

that are large in area, located near sensitive receptors, or may for any other reason be warranted. 

Project sizes that are greater than four acres are recommended to use enhanced control measures. BAAQMD 

would consider Project construction activities to result in a significant impact. However after the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.B-1 a and IV.B-1 b, the level of impact would be reduced to a level 

of less than significant. 

26 The HI is calculated by summing the hazard quotients for substances that affect the same target organ or organ 
system (e.g., respiratory system). The hazard quotient is the ratio of potential exposure to the substance and the 
level at which no adverse health effects are expected. An HI of less than 1 indicates no adverse health effects are 
expected as a result of exposure and an HJ greater than 1 indicates adverse health effects are possible. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.B-la 

The following mitigation measures apply to activities associated with the proposed construction and are 

intended to reduce the temporary generation of fugitive dust to a less-than-significant level. The measures to 

reduce construction- related PM10 emissions reflect basic and optional dust control measures recommended by 

BAAQMD: 

• All active construction areas shall be watered at least twice daily. 

• All h·ucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered with tarpaulins or other 
effective covers. 

• All unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at the construction site shall be paved; 
otherwise, water or non-toxic soil stabilizers shall be applied to all unpaved access roads. In addition, 
paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas shall be swept daily with a water sweeper. 
Streets shall be swept daily with a water sweeper in areas where visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent public streets. 

• The applicant shall hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded area inactive for ten days or more). 

• The applicant shall enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed 
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

• The applicant shall limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 

• The applicant shall install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways. 

• The applicant shall replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

• The applicant shall install wheel washers for all trucks leaving the sight and wash all truck wheel 
before they leave the site 

• Dming periods when trucks are transporting soil to or from the site, di1t that may have been tracked 
off the site shall be removed daily from the street. The area to be cleaned is to extend to the limit of 
noticeable dirt tracked from the site or for a distance of 7 5 feet on each side of a vehicle entrance or 
exit, whichever is greater. If water is used to clean the street, then the quantity of water used shall not 
result in sediment being washed into the storm sewer catch basins. Street sweepings shall be 
disposed of as a waste along with waste soil in accordance with applicable regulations. 

• The applicant shall terminate excavation and grading activities when winds exceed 25 mph or when 
fugitive dust emissions are visible for a distance of at least 100 feet from the origin of such emissions, 
and there is visible evidence of wind driven fugitive dust. Wind speed would be detennined when an 
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on-site anemometer registers at least two wind gusts in excess of 25 miles per hour within a 
consecutive 30-minute period. 

Mitigation Measure IV.B-lb 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce short-tenn exhaust emissions from 

construction-related equipment to a less-than-significant level: 

• The idling time of all construction equipment used at the site shall not exceed five minutes. 

• The applicant shall limit the hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount of 
equipment in use. 

• All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer's 
specifications. Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the Project site shall 
not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any hour. Any equipment found to 
exceed 40 percent opacity (or R ingelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately. A visual survey of all 
in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly throughout the duration of the Project 
construction. A record of the inspection shall be maintained on-site. The BAAQMD and/or other 
officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. 

• The applicant shall require construction contractors to install particulate traps when appropriate on 
diesel engines. 

• The applicant shall use the minimum practical engine size for construction equipment. 

• Gasoline-powered equipment shall be equipped with catalytic converters, where feasible. 

Impact IV.B-2 Project Operation Would Result in Emissions of Criteria Pollutants 

Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result from normal day-to-day 

activities on the Project site after occupation. Stationary area source emissions would be generated by the 

consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices and cooking appliances, the operation of 

landscape maintenance equipment, the use of consumer products, and the application of architectural coatings 

(paints). Mobile emissions would be generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the Project site. 

The analysis of daily operational emissions has been prepared utilizing the URBEMIS 2007 computer model 

recommended by BAAQMD. Hearth emissions during winter months were not included in the analysis, as 

the proposed Project would not include fireplaces or wood stoves. The results of these calculations are 

presented in Table IV.B-8. As shown, the proposed Project would not generate a net increase in average daily 

emissions that exceeds the thresholds of significance recommended by the BAAQMD. Therefore, impacts 

from mass daily operational emissions would be less than significant. 

Foothill College Facilities A1aster Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

!VB. Air Quality 

Page IVB-23 

RL0027680 



EM26099 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Table IV.B-8 
Estimated Daily Operational Emissions - Proposed Project 

Emissions Source 
Emissions in Pounds per Dav 

ROG NO, co so, PM10 PM2.5 
Summertime Emissions 
Natural Gas 0.04 0.60 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Landscape Maintenance Equipment 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 
Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- --
Architectural Coatings 0.37 -- -- -- -- --
Motor Vehicles 22.55 29.07 283.16 0.26 43.80 8.46 
Total Net Increase 22.55 29.07 283.16 0.26 43.80 8.46 
BAAOMD Threshold~ 80 80 NE NE 80 NE 
Simificant Impact? No No No No No No 
Wintertime Emissions 
Natural Gas 0.04 0.60 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- --
Architectural Coatings 0.37 -- -- -- -- --
Motor Vehicles 27.26 38.94 297.74 0.21 43.80 8.46 
Total Net Increase 27.67 39.54 298.25 0.21 43.80 8.46 
BAAOMD Threshold~ 80 80 NE NE 80 NE 
Simificant Impact? No No No No No No 
Note: Subtotals may not appear to add up due to rounding in the URBEMIS 2007 model. 

Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2007. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix C to this Draft EIR. 

All calculated emissions are below the established BAAQMD thresholds; therefore, no mitigation measures 
were assigned and the air quality impacts from the operations of the proposed facility is considered less than 
significant. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Generally, an individual project does not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to influence global 

climate change because it is the increased accumulation of greenhouse gases which may result in global 

climate change. However, an individual project may contribute an incremental amount of overall GHG 

emissions. For most projects, the main contribution of GHG emissions is from motor vehicles, but how much 

of those emissions are "new" is uncertain. New projects do not create new drivers and, therefore, do not 

create a new mobile source of emissions. Rather, new projects only redistribute the existing traffic patterns. 

Larger projects will certainly affect a larger geographic area, but again, would not necessarily cause the 

creation of new drivers. Some mixed-use and transportation-oriented projects could actually reduce the 

number of vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project includes the installation of photovoltaic cells through 

out the campus, and thus reducing the amount of greenhouses emitted for the generation of electricity to be 

used by the project. 
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Compliance with 2006 CAT Report Strategies 

The consistency of the proposed Project with the strategies from the 2006 CAT Report is evaluated in Table 

IV.B-9. As shown, the Project would be consistent with all feasible and applicable strategies to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions in California. Therefore, the impact of the proposed Project would be less than 

significant. 

Table IV.B-9 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy I Project Consistency 

California Air Resources Board 

Vehicle Climate Change Standards 

AB 1493 (Pavley) required the state to develop and 
adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and 
cost-effective reduction of climate change emissions 
emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. 
Regulations were adopted by the ARB I September 
2004. 

Diesel Anti-Idling 

In July 2004, the ARB adopted a measure to limit diesel-
fueled commercial motor vehicle idling. 

Hydrofluorocarbon Reduction 

1) Ban retail sale of HFC in small cans. 

2) Require that only low GWP refrigerants be used in 
new vehicular systems. 

3) Adopt specifications for new commercial 
refrigeration. 

4) Add refrigerant leak-tightness to the pass criteria for 
vehicular inspection and maintenance programs. 

5) Enforce federal ban on releasing HFCs. 

Trans11ortation Refrigeration Units, Off-Road 
Electrification, Port Electrification (shi11 to shore) 

Require all new transportation refrigeration units (TRU) 
to be equipped with electric standby. 

Require cold storage facilities to install electric 
infrastructure to support electric standby TRUs. 
Off-road Electrification 

Port Electrification 

Manure Management 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Consistent 

The vehicles that travel to and from the Project site on 
public roadways would be in compliance with ARB 
vehicle standards that are in effect at the time of 
vehicle purchase. 

Consistent 

Current State law restricts diesel truck idling to five 
minutes or less. Diesel trucks making deliveries to the 
Project site are subject to this State-wide law. 

Consistent 

This strategy applies to consumer products which may 
be sold on the Foothill Campus. All applicable 
products purchased by Project residents and tenants 
would comply with the regulations that are in effect at 
the time of manufacture. 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy 

Improved management practices, manure handling 
practices, and lagoon/liquid waste control options. 

Semi Conductor Industrv Targets 

Emission reduction rules for semiconductor operations. 

Alternative Fuels: Biodiesel Blends 

ARB would develop regulations to require the use of 1 
to 4 percent biodiesel displacement of California diesel 
fuel. 

Alternative Fuels: Ethanol 

Increased use of E-85 fuel. 

Heavv-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction Measures 

Increased efficiency in the design of heavy duty vehicles 
and an education program for the heavy duty vehicle 
sector. 

Reduced Venting and Leaks on Oil and Gas Systems 

Improved management practices in the production, 
processing, transport, and distribution of oil and natural 
gas. 

Hydrogen Highway 

The California Hydrogen Highway Network (CA H2 
Net) is a State initiative to promote the use of hydrogen 
as a means of diversifying the sources of transportation 
energy. 

Achieve 50% Statewide Recycling Goal 

Achieving the State's 50 percent waste diversion 
mandate as established by the Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989, (AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, 
Statutes of 1989), will reduce climate change emissions 
associated with energy intensive material extraction and 
production as well as methane emission from landfills. 
A diversion rate of 48% has been achieved on a 
statewide basis. Therefore, a 2% additional reduction is 
needed. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Project Consistency 

Not applicable 

Consistent 

The diesel vehicles that travel to and from the Project 
site on public roadways could utilize this fuel once it is 
commercially available. 

Consistent 

Students and faculty of the proposed Project could 
purchase flex-fuel vehicles and utilize this fuel once it 
is commercially available in the region and local 
vicinity. 

Consistent 

The heavy-duty vehicles that travel to and from the 
Project site on public roadways would be subject to all 
applicable ARB efficiency standards that are in effect 
at the time of vehicle manufacture. 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Consistent 

The Project would divert at least 50 percent of its solid 
waste after the recyclable content is diverted. 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Landfill Methane Capture Not applicable 

Install direct gas use or electricity projects at landfills to 
capture and use emitted methane. 

Zero Waste - High Recycling Consistent 

Efforts to exceed the 50 percent goal would allow for The Project would divert at least 50 percent of its solid 
additional reductions in climate change emissions. waste after the recyclable content is diverted. 

Department of Forestry 

Forest Management Not applicable 

Increasing the growth of individual forest trees, the 
overall age of trees prior to harvest, or dedicating land to 
older aged trees. 

Forest Conservation Not applicable 

Provide incentives to maintain an undeveloped forest 
landscape. 

Fuels Management/Biomass Not applicable 

Reduce the risk ofwildland fire through fuel reduction 
and biomass development. 

Urban Forestrv Consistent 

A new statewide goal of planting 5 million trees in urban The landscaping proposed for the Project would 
areas by 2020 would be achieved through the expansion include new trees within the open space areas of the 
of local urban forestry programs. site. 

Afforestation/Reforestation Not applicable 

Reforestation projects focus on restoring native tree 
cover on lands that were previously forested and are now 
covered with other vegetative types. 

Department of Water Resources 

Water Use Efficiency Consistent 

Approximately 19 percent of all electricity, 3 0 percent of The proposed Project would be constructed in 
all natural gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are used accordance with all applicable water conservation 
to convey, treat, distribute and use water and measures mandated by the City and the State. 
wastewater. Increasing the efficiency of water transport 
and reducing water use would reduce greenhouse gas 
em1ss10ns. 

Energy Commission (CEC) 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy 

Progress 

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

A1111liance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in 
Progress 

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Energy 
Commission to adopt and periodically update its 
appliance energy efficiency standards (that apply to 
devices and equipment using energy that are sold or 
offered for sale in California). 

Fuel-Efficient Replacement Tires & Inflation Programs 

State legislation established a statewide program to 
encourage the production and use of more efficient tires. 

Cement Manufacturing 

Cost-effective reductions to reduce energy consumption 
and to lower carbon dioxide emissions in the cement 
industry. 

Municipal Utility Energy Efficiency Programs/Demand 
Response 

Includes energy efficiency programs, renewable 
portfolio standard, combined heat and power, and 
transitioning away from carbon-intensive generation. 

Municipal Utility Renewable Portfolio Standard 

California's Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), 
established in 2002, requires that all load serving entities 
achieve a goal of 20 percent of retail electricity sales 
from renewable energy sources by 201 7, within certain 
cost constraints. 

Municipal Utilitv Combined Heat and Power 

Cost effective reduction from fossil fuel consumption in 
the commercial and industrial sector through the 
application of on-site power production to meet both 
heat and electricity loads. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Project Consistency 

The Project would be required to be constructed in 
compliance with the standards of Title 24 that are in 
effect at the time of development. 

Consistent 

Under State law, appliances that are purchased for the 
Project - both pre- and post-development - would be 
consistent with energy efficiency standards that are in 
effect at the time of manufacture. 

Consistent 

Students and faculty of the Project site could purchase 
tires for their vehicles that comply with State programs 
for increased fuel efficiency. 

Not applicable 

Consistent 

By generating electricity on site the proposed project 
aids the Municipal Utilities in achieving efficiency 
program goals. 

Not applicable, but the Project would not preclude the 
implementation of this strategy by municipal utility 
providers. 

Consistent 

The project includes on site photovoltaic cells .. 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Municipal Utility Electricity Sector Carbon Policy Not applicable 

State agencies to address ways to transition investor-
owned utilities away from carbon-intensive electricity 
sources. 

Alternative Fuels: Non-Petroleum Fuels Consistent 

Increasing the use of non-petroleum fuels in California's Students and faculty of the proposed Project could 
transportation sector, as recommended as recommended purchase alternative fuel vehicles and utilize these fuels 
in the CEC's 2003 and 2005 Integrated Energy Policy once they are commercially available in the region and 
Reports. local vicinity. 

Business, Transportation and Housing 

Measures to Improve Transportation Energy Efficiency 

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

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation Systems 
CITS) 

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

ITS is the application of advanced technology systems 
and management strategies to improve operational 
efficiency of transportation systems and movement of 
people, goods and services. 

The Governor is finalizing a comprehensive 10-year 
strategic growth plan with the intent of developing ways 
to promote, through state investments, incentives and 
technical assistance, land use, and technology strategies 
that provide for a prosperous economy, social equity and 
a quality environment. 

Smart land use, demand management, ITS, and value 
pricing are critical elements in this plan for improving 
mobility and transportation efficiency. Specific 
strategies include: promoting jobs/housing proximity and 
transit-oriented development; encouraging high density 
residential/commercial development along transit/rail 
corridor; valuing and congestion pricing; implementing 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 
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Consistent 

The location of the Project promotes fuel conservation 
through pedestrian activity and nearby access to public 
transportation. 

Consistent 

The Project locates new educational uses within 
walking distance of existing commercial and residential 
uses. The Project site is also located along a transit 
corridor with opportunities for the Project residents and 
students to use public transit rather than automobiles. 

The Project would provide services to resident, 
students, and employees located at and near the Project 
site, thereby improving the efficiency of goods 
movement. 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

intelligent transportation systems, traveler 
information/traffic control, incident management; 
accelerating the development of broadband 
infrastructure; and comprehensive, integrated, 
multimodallintermodal transportation planning. 

Department of Food and Agriculture 

Conservation Tillage/Cover Crops Not applicable 

Conservation tillage and cover crops practices are used 
to improve soil tilth and water use efficiency, and to 
reduce tillage requirements, labor, fuel, and fertilizer 
requirements. 

Enteric Fermentation Not applicable 

Cattle emit methane from digestion processes. Changes 
in diet could result in a reduction in emissions. 

State and Consumer Services Agency 

Green Buildings Initiative Consistent 

Green Building Executive Order, S-20-04 (CA 2004), As discussed previously, the Project would be required 
sets a goal ofreducing energy use in public and private to be constructed in compliance with the standards of 
buildings by 20 percent by the year 2015, as compared Title 24 that are in effect at the time of development. 
with 2003 levels. The Executive Order and related The current 2005 Title 24 standards are approximately 
action plan spell out specific actions state agencies are to 8.5 percent more efficient than those of the 2001 
take with state-owned and -leased buildings. The order standards. 
and plan also discuss various strategies and incentives to 
encourage private building owners and operators to 
achieve the 20 percent target. 

Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 

Accelerated Renewable Portfolio Standard 

The Governor has set a goal of achieving 33 percent 
renewable in the State's resource mix by 2020. The joint 
PUC/Energy Commission September 2005 Energy 
Action Plan II (EAP II) adopts the 33 percent goal. 

California Solar Initiative 

The solar initiative includes installation of 1 million 
solar roofs or an equivalent 3,000 MW by 2017 on 
homes and businesses, increased use of solar thermal 
systems to offset the increasing demand for natural gas, 
use of advanced metering in solar applications, and 
creation of a funding source that can provide rebates 
over 10 years through a declining incentive schedule. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Not applicable, but the Project would not preclude the 
implementation of this strategy by energy providers. 

Consistent 

By generating electricity on site the proposed Project 
aids the Municipal Utilities in achieving efficiency 
program goals. 
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Table IV.B-9 (Continued) 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Investor-Owned Utility Programs Not applicable 

These strategies include energy efficiency programs, 
combined heat and power initiative, and electricity 
sector carbon policy for investor owned utilities. 

Sources: Climate Action Team, 2006 and Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2007. 

The GHG emissions generated by the Proposed Project have been calculated in metric tons per year and are 

shown in Table IV.B-10, Predicted Proposed Project Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Also included 

in Table IV.B-10 is the California Energy Commission's estimated 2004 State-wide inventory, the latest year 

for which data are available. As shown in Table IV.B-10 the net increase in GHG emissions from vehicle, 

electrical, and natural gas usage is approximately 0.0013 percent of the 2004 emission level. 

Emitting GHGs into the atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental effect. Rather, it is the increased 

accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere that may result in global climate change; the consequences of which 

may result in adverse environmental effects. However, it is not possible to predict the specific impact, if any, 

to global climate change from the relatively small incremental increase in emissions associated with one 

general development project. Therefore the Project-level climate impacts are considered less than 

significant. 

Table IV.B-10 
Predicted Proposed Project Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

I Emissions Source I C02e Emissions in Metric Tons per Year I 
Proposed Land Uses 

Proposed Project 

Natural Gas Consumption 132.31 

Landscaping 0.51 

Motor Vehicles 4,455.19 

Subtotal 4,588.01 

2004 Statewide Total" 364,000,000 

Net Increase as a Percentage of 2004 Statewide 0.0013 
Total 
a Statewide totals were derived from the California Energy Commission:. 
Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2008. 
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Impact IV.B-3 CO Hot Spots 

The estimated net increase in daily CO emissions (Table B-8) is 298.25 pounds per day, which is less than the 

550 per day threshold of significance. Therefore, impacts related to CO "hot spots" would be less than 

significant. 

Project Operation Emissions of TA Cs 

Operation of the facility could produce emissions of various materials that can be harmful to human health at 

high concentrations. BAAQMD requires permits for facilities that emit pollutants into the air from stationary 

sources. BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5 specifies that all permit applications for new and modified sources 

must be screened for TACs. 27 If any project emits a TAC in an amount that exceed a listed trigger, then 

BAAQMD staff must complete a site-specific Health Risk Screening Analysis. 28 Estimates of public 

exposure and off-site worker receptor locations are then compared to BAAQ MD risk standards (Regulation 2-

5-301and302). Under regulation 2-5-301, the Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (TBACT) 29 

requirements, the applicant shall apply TBA CT to any new or modified source of TA Cs where the cancer risk 

is greater than 1.0 in one million (1o-6
),

30 and/or a chronic hazard index greater than 0.2. 31 Under regulation 

2-5-302, an Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate for any new or modified source ofTACs, the pennit 

shall be denied if the Project risk exceeds any of the following risk limits: a cancer risk of 10.0 in one million 

(Hr5
); a chronic hazard index of 1.0; and acute hazard index of 1.0. 32 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

A toxic air contaminant (TAC) is defined by BAAQlvlD as air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase 
in mortality or in serious illness or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health (BAAQMD Website 
www.baaqmd.gov), reviewed online 23 February 2006. 

Health Risk Screening Analysis guidelines generally conform to the Health Risk Assessment Guidelines adopted by 

CaliftJrnia Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHAfor use 

in the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program (BAAQMD Website www.baaqmd.gov). 

Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (TBA CT) requirements. The BAAQMD requires that an applicant 
shall apply TBA CT to any new or modified source of TAC where the source risk is a cancer risk greater than 1.0 in 
one million (10-6) and/or a chronic hazard index greater than 0.20 (BAAQMD Website www.baaqmd.gov), reviewed 
online 23 February 2006. 

Cancer risk is an estimate of' the probability that an individual will develop cancer as a result of lifetime exposure to 

emitted carcinogens at a given location. A one in one million cancer risk represents one additional lifetime cancer 

developedfi·om the exposure condition evaluated among one million persons exposed. 

The hazard quotient is a measure of the non-carcinogenic toxicity of a compound (not a probability). The chronic 

hazard quotient is the ratio of the estimated does .from exposure to compound~ in air to a value, which is not 

believed to produce chronic adverse health effects. Adding all of' these hazard quotients together results in the 

chronic hazard index. 

BAAQMD Website, www.baaqmd.gov, reviewed online 23 February 2006. 
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A review of the specific chemicals potentially stored in the proposed facility was provided and compared with 

Table 2-5-1 from Rule 5 and even though several of the compounds stored at the facility are found on Table 

2-5-1 it is unlikely that any will be stored in quantities that could violate the triggering thresholds of Table 2-

5-1. If the Table 2-5-1 trigger thresholds are exceeded, the BAAQMD will require the facility to comply with 

the conditions of Regulation 2 Rule 5, thus insuring the safety of the general public and maintaining a healthy 

environment. Impacts related to TA Cs would be less than significant. 

Impact IV.B-4 Odors 

The BAAQMD has listed sources of potential odors in the 1999 CEQA Guidelines and this type proposal is 

not listed, furthermore there is no reason to suspect that nuisance from odors is likely to be caused from the 

project. Impacts related to odors would be less than significant. 

Impact IV.B-5 Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of an Applicable Air Quality Plan 

The Project is consistent with the projections of employment and population forecasts identified by ABAG 

and are considered consistent with the Plans growth projections. 

The construction, renovation, and site improvement projects proposed by the Project are do not result in a 

population increase in the surrounding area because the College generally draws its student population from 

local residents. Because the proposed Project is consistent with the Public Facility land use designation for 

the site, would not result in an increase in population and, therefore, would not exceed the Town of Los Altos 

Hills' population projections, impacts would be less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Criteria Pollutants 

The exceedance of air quality standards is a region-wide problem with a multitude of stationary and mobile 

sources contributing to the problem. The Basin is currently in non-attainment for the state PM10 standard and 

the state and national ozone standards. The proposed project, in combination with pending development 

elsewhere in the Town of Los Altos Hills or Santa Clara County, would contribute to the cumulative 

degradation of regional air quality. 

Based on predictions of future emission inventories, which include the effect of adopting further rules and 

regulations to limit air pollutant emissions, the BAAQMD is formulating plans and strategies necessary to 

meet the state one-hour and the national eight-hour ozone standards. However, the BAAQMD CEQA 

Guidelines state that any proposed project that would individually have a significant air quality impact would 

also be considered to have a significant cumulative air quality impact. Therefore, cumulative impacts relative 

to regional air quality emissions would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative GHG Emissions 

As estimated above, the Project would result in the emissions of approximately 4,455 tons ofC02 equivalents 

per year from on-site operations. The Project would not qualify as a major source of greenhouse gas 

emissions. In fact, under the new greenhouse gas mandatory reporting regulation now being developed by 

CARB, the Project would not be required to report its emissions, since they would be only about 32 percent of 

the lower reporting limit of 25,000 metric tons per year. Furthermore, the Project would account for only 

approximately 0.0013 percent of the state's emission reduction goal of 174 million tons by 2020. However, 

as previously discussed the impacts from any new greenhouse gas emissions on climate change are not known 

and therefore the cumulative impacts associated with the Project on climate change would be considered 

significant and unavoidable. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The proposed project would not exceed the regional thresholds for any of the criteria pollutants, and therefore 

the air quality impacts would be considered less than sign~ficant. The project would contribute cumulatively 

to Greenhouse gas emissions and would be considered significant and unavoidable. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 
C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Draft EIR provides a description of the biological resources on the Project site, 

information on regulations relating to this issue, and an analysis of potential impacts related to biological 

resources resulting from implementation of the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan. The 2008 

California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) on-line 

electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California were reviewed for both known and 

potential occurrences of special-status plants and animals in the Project area. 

Sources of information for this report included California's Wildlife, Volumes I, II, and III, 1 California 

Natural Diversity Database, 2 Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, 3 Annual Report on the 

Status of California State Listed Threatened and Endangered Animals and Plants, 4 and CNPS' s Inventory 

of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California. 5 A reconnaissance site visit was conducted 

August 15, 2007 to assess the habitat onsite and to analyze any potential biological constraints that may 

affect the Project. A habitat assessment survey was conducted on December 5, 2007 to determine suitable 

habitat for the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) and the California tiger salamander 

(Ambystoma californiense). Additional supporting information used to prepare this section was taken 

from the Foothill College Projects Draft Environmental Impact Report - March 2002. 

2 

Zeiner DC., Laudenslayer WF,Mayer K.E, White M Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume I, amphibians and 
reptiles. Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 272 pp. 

Zeiner DC., Laudenslayer WF,Mayer K.E, White M Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume 11, bird~·. 

Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 7 31 pp. 

Zeiner DC., Laudenslayer WF,Mayer KE, White M Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume JI/, mammals. 
Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 407 pp. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2008. California natural diversity database. The Resources 
Agency, Sacramento, CA. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2008. California fish and game code. Gould Publications. 
Binghamton, NY. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2004. Annual report on the status of California state listed 
threatened and endangered animals and plants. The Resources Agency, Sacramento, CA. 204 pp. 

California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2008. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v7-
08b). California Native Plant Society. Sacramento, CA. Accessed on Mon, Jun. 16, 2008 from 
http:/ lwww.cnps.org/inventory. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Physical Setting 

Regional and Local Setting 

Foothill College (the College) is located in the Town of Los Altos Hills in Santa Clara County, 

approximately thi1ty-five miles south of San Francisco and twenty miles north of downtown San Jose, on 

the San Francisco peninsula. The campus is immediately southwest of Interstate 280 (I-280), and is 

bounded by El Monte Road to the south, Crescent Lane and Elena Road to the west, and Josefa Lane to 

the northwest. Local access is currently provided from El Monte Road and regional access is provided 

from I-280. Adobe Creek runs through the southern portion of the Foothill College site and Purissima 

Creek traverses the site's northern boundary. The Project site is located within Section 31, of Township 6 

south, Range 2 west, of the Mindego Hill California U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 

topographic quadrangle map. 

Existing Conditions 

Much of the Project site within the College has been developed. As a result, natural habitat conditions 

have been altered and the Project site consists of buildings, paved areas, and landscaping with mostly 

non-native ornamental trees, shrubs, lawn, and other ground cover vegetation. Two general vegetation 

communities are present on the Foothill College site: upland/landscaping and mixed riparian. The 

landscaped areas included heavily managed lawns and recreational fields that are dominated by native and 

non-native ornamental trees and shrubs. The mixed riparian community runs along Adobe Creek and the 

Purissima Creek, and is dominated by willows and non-native invasive species. 

1Yixed Riparian 

Adobe Creek is located within a flat area in the southern portion of the Project site and runs between the 

I-280 and El Monte Road (Figure IV.C-1 ). Adobe Creek is a perennial creek that originates west of the 

Project site in the Santa Cruz Mountains. From its origins, it heads in a northeastern direction. Within 

the Project site the Adobe Creek is channelized, and it continues to travel northeast until it exits the site 

under I-280 and eventually converges with the Charleston Slough before running into the San Francisco 

Bay. 

The length of Adobe Creek on the Project site is approximately 0.6 miles and largely contains non-native 

forbs and grasses, although there are three areas of mature riparian habitat with some riparian scrub and 

emergent perennial wetland species lining and/or submerged within specific segments of the channel. 

The average bank-full width of Adobe Creek is approximately 20 feet. Small quantities of substrate 

consisting of small sized gravel and cobbles were found submerged within the Creek at the segments 

where water was present, while coarse sand to medium cobbles were abundant in the dry stretches of the 

Creek. It appeared that many of the larger cobbles observed in the creek occurred as a result of bank 

erosion rather than being transported by a substantial ephemeral flow. 
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The Purissima Creek is located on the boundary in the northwesterly portion of the Project site (Figure 

IV.C-1 ), and traverses approximately 0.5 miles of the Project site. The low gradient of the drainage is 

such that any water present would likely seep into the groundwater table rather than flow through the 

drainage. It appears that Purissima Creek receives runoff from ephemeral drainages from the College's 

campus roads, parking lots, and the hills that surround the lower portion of the creek. The drainage 

becomes subterranean off-site thus inhibiting connectivity between Purisima Creek, the nearest ephemeral 

water, and any other of the ephemeral water features in the vicinity. No water was flowing during the 

December 2007 survey and the majority of the creek was dry even though precipitation had fallen in the 

72 hours previous to the survey. The presence of outflow pipes along several reaches of the dry creek 

along with precipitation would be the major source of water for the drainage. 

Both features contain riparian vegetation mixed with non-native ruderal species. The riparian habitat that 

runs along stretches of Adobe Creek is more mature than in the Purissima Creek and has more clearly 

defined strata, albeit marginal. Canopy layers of both Adobe and O'Keefe riparian habitats are dominated 

by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), willow (Salix sp.), and California bay ( Umbellularia californica). 

The herbaceous layer was largely composed of curly dock (Rumex crispus}. fireweed (Epilobium 

brachycarpum), sedge (Carex sp.), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), watercress (Rorippa 

nasturtium var. aquaticum), common cattail (Typha lat[folia), and hog fennel (Lomatium utriculatum). 

[]pl and/Landscaped 

The upland area onsite is interspersed with landscaped areas as much of the Project site has been altered 

and is currently managed. The upland areas were largely dominated by non-native grass and forbs 

species. Grasses observed onsite included Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum) and soft chess (Bromus 

hordeaceus). Forbs observed included black mustard (Brassica nigra), curly dock, yellow star thistle 

(Centaurea solstitialis), field bindweed (Convolvulus mvensis), horseweed (Conyza canadensis), and 

goosefoot (Chenopodium sp.). 

Special-Status Plants and Animals 

Several species of plants and animals within the state of California have low populations, limited 

distributions, or the combination of the two. Such species may be considered "rare" and are vulnerable to 

extirpation as the state's human population grows and the habitats these species occupy are converted to 

agricultural and urban uses. State and federal laws have provided the California Department of Fish and 

Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), with a mechanism for conserving and 

protecting the diversity of plant and animal species native to the state. A sizable number of native plants 

and animals have been formally designated as threatened or endangered under state and federal 

endangered species legislation. Others have been designated as "candidates" for such listing. Still others 

have been designated as "species of special concern" by the CDFG. The CNPS has developed its own set 

of lists of native plants considered rare, threatened or endangered (2006). Collectively, these plants and 

animals are referred to as "special-status species." 
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A number of special-status plants and animals occur in the vicinity of the study area. These species, and 

their potential to occur in the study area, are listed in Table IV.C-1 and Table IV.C-2 on the following 

pages. Sources of infonnation for this table included California's Wildlife, Volumes I, II, and HJ, 6 

California Natural Diversity Database,7 Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants,g Annual Report 

on the Status of California State Listed Threatened and Endangered Animals and Plants, 9 and CNPS' s 

Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California. 10 A nine quadrangle search of the 

CNDDB and the CNPS on-line electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California was 

conducted. Quadrangles searched included Mendigo Hill, Castle Rock Ridge, Big Basin, La Honda, 

Woodside, Franklin Point, Cupertino, Mountain View, and Palo Alto (see Tables IV.C-1 and IV.C-2). 

As shown in Table IV.C-1, there are a total of 16 special-status plants that have the potential to occur on 

the Project site based on the geographic location, and upon the surveyed habitats present on the site. 

Three of the species on the list are either restricted to or are often associated with serpentine grasslands; 

another two of the species are associated with wetland habitats; one species is associated with coastal 

habitat and the rest are dependent upon grasslands. Due to the disturbed nature, the degree of human 

activity, and the limited extent of natural habitat due to the landscaped nature of the site, it is unlikely that 

a viable population of any of the special-status plant species would be present. Neither of the special

status plant species that would be blooming during the August or December field surveys (Santa Cruz 

manzanita, Congdon's tarplant), were observed during the August or December 2007 field surveys and no 

occurrences of any of the other special-status plant species have been recorded on-site in the CNDDB 

database. 

As shown in Table IV.C-2, there are a total of 23 special-status wildlife species that have been recorded in 

the CNDDB database in the Project vicinity that could potentially occur within the Project area as 

detennined by the available habitat. Animals that are recorded as having a moderate to high potential to 

Zeiner DC, Laudenslayer WF,Mayer K.E, FVhite M Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume I, amphibians and 
reptiles. Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 272 pp. 

Zeiner DC, Laudemlayer WF,A1ayer K.E, White M Ed. 1988. CaliftJrnia 's wildlife, volume ll, bird~·. 

Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 7 31 pp. 

Zeiner DC, Lauden.~layer WF,Mayer K.E, White M. Ed. 1988. California's wildlife, volume JI!, mammals. 
Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 407 pp. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2008. California natural diversity database. The Resources 
Agency, Sacramento, CA. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2008. California fish and game code. Gould Publications. 
Binghamton, NY. 

California Department of Fish and Game. 2004. Annual report on the status of California state listed 
threatened and endangered animals and plants. The Resources Agency, Sacramento, CA. 204 pp. 

1° California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2008. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v7-
08b). California Native Plant Society. Sacramento, CA. Accessed on Mon, Jun. 16, 2008 from 
http:/ lwww.cnps.org/inventory. 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

San Mateo 
Acanthomintha duttonii 

Thom Mint 

Blasdale' s Bent 
Agrostis blasdalei 

Grass 

Allium peninslare var. 
.fi'anciscanum 

Franciscan Onion 

Arcostaphylos andersnii 
Santa Cruz 
Manzanita 

Arctostaphylos glutinosa 
Schreiber's 
Manzanita 

Arctostaphylos Kings Mountain 
Regismontana Manzanita 
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Table IV.C-1 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Plant Species 

Status 

FED STATE CNPS Habitat Requirement 
Restricted to serpentine soils of 
chaparral and valley and 
foothill grasslands in San 
Mateo County. The species 

FE lB.l occupies slopes and flats with 
deep, heavy-clay soil 
inclusions. Species is an 
aromatic annual herb and 
flowers from April-July. 
Coastal Strand, Coastal Prairie, 

lB.2 Northern Coastal Scrub 

Cismontane woodland, valley 
and foothill grassland, clay or 

lB.2 often serpentine soils. Species 
is a perennial herb and flowers 
from May-June. 
Broadleaved upland forest, 

lB.2 
chaparral. Species is an 
evergreen shrub and flowers 
from November-April. 
Shrub found in chaparral, often 

CT lB.2 
found in coast redwood forests. 
Flowers from January to 
February. 
Shrub found in chaparral, 

lB.2 mixed evergreen forest, north 
coastal coniferous forest 

August 2008 

Potential to Occur on Project site 
No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on-site, i.e., no serpentine 
soils are present on the Project site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on-site, i.e., no scrub habitat 
is present on the Project site. 
No Potential. No suitable habitat for 
this species exists on the Project 
site , i.e., no serpentine soils are 
present on the Project site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat for 
this species exists on the Project 
site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat for 
this species exists on the Project 
site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

Bonny Doo 
Arctostaphylos silvicola 

Manzanita 

Astragalus pycnostachyus Coastal Marsh 
var. pycnostachyus Milk Vetch 

Astragalus tener var tener Alkali Milk Vetch 

Centromadia parryi ssp. Congdon's 
Congdon ii Tarplant 

Collinsia multicolor 
San Francisco 

Collinsia 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

EM26116 

Table IV.C-1 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Plant Species 

Status 

FED STATE CNPS Habitat Requirement 

Marine sand deposits. 
Chaparral, closed-cone 

lB.2 coniferous forest, lower 
montane coniferous forest. 
Elevation: 120 - 600 meters. 
Well-drained soils ofopen sites 
in coastal habitats, often on 
bluffs or flats near bodies of 

FE lB.2 brackish water or with a 
relatively high water table, in 
association with dune or coastal 
shrub land vegetation. 
Playas, valley and foothill 
grassland (adobe clay), vernal 

lB. pools (alkaline). Species is an 
annual herb and flowers from 
March-June 
Valley and foothill grassland 

csc lB (alkaline). This species is an 
annual herb June-November 
Closed-cone coniferous forest, 

lB 
coastal scrub. This species is an 
annual herb and flowers from 
March-May. 

August 2008 

Potential to Occur on Project site 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species, i.e., no 
dune or coastal shrub land 
vegetation 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species, i.e. , no 
alkaline or adobe clay soils. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 
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Scientific Name Common Name 

Chorizanthe pungens var. Ben Lomond 
hartwegiana Spineflower 

Cirsium.fontinale var. 
Fountain Thistle 

.fontinale 

Western 
Dirca occidentalis 

Leatherwood 

Fritill aria liliacea Fragrant Fritillary 
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Table IV.C-1 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Plant Species 

Status 

FED STATE CNPS Habitat Requirement 

Sandy zayante soils, bounded 
by the communities of Ben 
Lomond, Glenwood, Scotts 
Valley, and Felton. Outlying 

FE CE lB.l 
populations are located near 
Bonny Doon, Boulder Creek, 
Big Basin State Park, and Gray 
Whale Ranch State Parle Shade 
intolerant and flowers from 
April-May. 
Perennial herb found within 

FE CE lB.l chaparral and valley grassland 
seeps and openings. 
Broadleaved upland forest, 
closed cone coniferous forest, 
chaparral, cismontane, 
woodland, North Coast 

lB.2 coniferous forest, riparian 
scrub, riparian woodland 
(mesic). Species is a deciduous 
shrub and flowers from 
January-April 
Cismontane woodland, coastal 
prairie, coastal scrub, valley 

FSC lB.2 
and foothill grassland (often 
serpentine). This species is a 
perennial herb and flowers 
from February-April 

August 2008 

Potential to Occur on Project site 

No Potential. Habitat for this species 
is restricted to specific soil types. 
None of the appropriate soil types 
occur on the Project site. 

No Potential. Habitat for this species 
is absent from the Project site. 

Low Potential. Although suitable 
habitat exists on site for this species, 
it is marginal. Due to the disturbed 
nature of the site, and the lack of 
current recorded observations of the 
species it is determined that it has a 
low to no potential of occurring on 
the site. 

Low Potential. Habitat for this 
species exists on site but the highly 
disturbed nature, No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species. 
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Table IV.C-1 (Continued) 
Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Plant Species 

Status 

August 2008 

Scientific Name Common Name FED STATE CNPS Habitat Requirement Potential to Occur on Project site 

Tropidocarpum 
capparideum 

Caper Fruited 
Tropidocarpum 

FSC 
lB.l 

Valley and foothill grasslands 
(alkaline hills). This species is 
an annual herb and flowers 
from March-Aoril 

No Potential. No suitable habitat 
exists on site for this species as no 
alkaline soils are present. 

Federal; Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended) 
Endangered~ Any species, including subspecies, in danger of extinction through all or a significant portion of its range. 
Threatened~ Any species likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 
Species of Concern ~ 

State; Cal!fornia Endangered Species Act of 1984 (as amended) 
Endangered= Any native species 1rho 's survival and reproduction are in immediatejeopardy.fi-om one or more causes. 
Threatened = Any native species, although not presently threatened 1,vifh extinction, is likely to become an endangered species 1,vifhin the .fOreseeahle fitture in the absence cf special 
protection and management efforts of the state. 
Rare = Any native species, although not presently threatened 1,vith extinction, is in such small numbers throughout its range that it may become endangered (fits present environment 
1,vorsens. 

CNPS (California Native Plant Society); Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California, Special Publication No. JI Sixth Edition I August 2001. 
IE ~List I B -Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. 
2= List 2 -Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in Cal(/Ornia, hut more common elsnvhere 
3 =List 3 -Plants about 1,vhich more infOrmation is needed, a revie1r list. 
4 ~List 4 -Plants of'/imited distribution - a watch list. 
(.I ~ seriously endangered in CA, .2 ~fairly endangered in CA, .3 ~ not very endangered in CA) 

Potential Occurrence on Site: 
No Potential= Plant communities, soils, or elevations that this is typically associated 1,vith this plant do not occur 1,vithin the Planning Area. 
Low Potential= Typical plant communities/habitat types associated with this plant are of marginal quality, very limited extent, within the Planning Area. 
Moderate Potential= Typical plant communities or habitat types this plant is associated 1,vith are common on the site hut ~/'marginal quality 1,vithin the Planning Area. 

Hizh Potential ~ Typical plant communities or habitat types this plant is associated with are common within the Planninz Area and of high quality and zood health. 
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Table IV.C-2 
Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Bay Checkerspot 
Euphydryas editha bayensis 

Butterfly 

Zayante Band-
Trimerotropis infantilis 

Windged Grasshopper 

Steelhead-Central 
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus 

California ES U 

Onchorhynchus kisutch 
Coho Salmon - Central 
California Coast ESU 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Administrative Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Status 

FT 

FE 

FE,CE 

FT,CE 

Habitat Affinities 
Invertebrates 

This species is restricted to serpentine derived 
soils at all stages of its life history. The host 
plants are very specific to the life history of 
this species, (i.e., Plantago erecta, Castilleja 
exserta spp. exserta) 
Open sandy area with sparse, low annual and 
perennial herbs on high ridges with sparse 
ponderosa pine. 

Fish 

Species requires streams with deep low-
velocity pools for resting and rearing, clean 
spawning gravels, and high dissolved oxygen 
concentrations. It is only found in coastal and 
SF Bay Area streams where urbanization has 
not destroyed important spawning, rearing , 
and migration habitat. 
Occurs from Punta Gorda, in northern 
California, to the San Lorenzo River, in Santa 
Cruz County, and includes coho salmon 
populations from several tributaries of San 
Francisco Bay (e.g., Corte Madera and Mill 
Vallev Creek). 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

No Potential. No serpentine derived soils 
are present on the site. In addition, none of 
the specific host plants were present on the 
site. No suitable habitat exists on site for 
this species. 
No Potential. This species occupies a 
specific niche in Zayante sandy soils 
habitat that is absent from the site. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat exists 
onsite to support this species. The Adobe 
creek is not sufficiently deep to support the 
various life history stages of this species. 

No Potential. No suitable habitat exists 
for this species onsite. 
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Scientific Name 

Ambystoma californiense 

Rana aurora draytonii 

Actinemys marmorata 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Common Name Status Habitat Affinities 
Amphibians 

Found primarily in annual grass lands but, 
requires vernal pools, ephemeral ponds for 
breeding and rodent burrows for refuge and 
aestivation habitat. 

California Tiger 
Salamander 

FT,CSC 

Range occurs from northern Sonoma County 
to British Columbia. Inhabit perennial and 

California Red-legged 
ephemeral streams with quiet waters and dense 

FT,CSC emergent vegetation. 
Frog 

Reptiles 

Prefers permanent, slow-moving creeks, 
streams, ponds, rivers, marshes and irrigation 
ditches with basking sites and a vegetated 
shoreline. Requires upland sites for egg laying. 

Western Pond Turtle SC,CSC 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

Low Potential. Riparian ponds (i.e., the 
stream pools) in which this species breeds 
and rodent burrows necessary for 
aestivation are present on the site, albeit of 
low quality. The stream ponds may not 
pool for the necessary length of time for 
successful breeding (longer than four 
months). Habitat assessment surveys were 
conducted onsite and the habitat was 
deemed too degraded to support a viable 
population of this species. 
Low Potential. Suitable habitat for this 
species is present on site but is highly 
disturbed and of poor quality. A Habitat 
Assessment Survey concluded that it could 
not be ruled out, it had low potential to 
occur and that this species would be likely 
not be present on the site. 

Low Potential. Although this species was 
found in Foss Creek Grant Road (CNDDB 
2007), riparian ponds (i.e., the stream 
pools) in which this species breeds and 
rodent burrows necessary for aestivation 
are of poor quality on the site. The stream 
ponds may not pool for the necessary 
length of time for successful breeding 
(longer than four months). Habitat 
assessment surveys were conducted onsite 
and the habitat was deemed too degraded to 
likelv support a viable population of this 
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Scientific Name 

Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia 

Asia otus 

Athene cunicularia 

Brachyramphus marmoratus 

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Common Name Status Habitat Affinities 

This species is reclusive and lives in wetlands 
or grasslands near ponds, marshes, and soughs, 

San Francisco Garter 
where they are likely to retreat into water when 

Snake 
FT,CT disturbed. Usually found around ponds and 

marshes that support large frog populations. 

Birds 
Species inhabits open woodlands, forest edges, 
riparian strips along rivers, hedgerows, juniper 
thickets, woodlots, and wooded ravines and 
gullies. Breeding habitat must include thickly 

Long Eared Ow 1 csc wooded areas for nesting and roosting with 
nearby open spaces for hunting. During winter, 
they need dense conifer groves or brushy 
thickets to roost in. Roosting sites are usually 
in the heaviest forest cover available. 
Found in open, dry grasslands, deserts and 

Burrowing Owl csc ruderal areas. Requires suitable burrows. 

The general habitat is near coastal waters, tide-
rips, bays, and mountains. Nest sites are large, 

Marbled Murrelet FT,CE moss covered, horizontal branches with an 
average height of 45 meters. The sites are 
often a substantial distance from the coast 
Sandy beaches, salt pond levees & shores of 

Western Snowy Plover FT,CSC large alkali lakes, needs sandy, gravelly, or 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

species. 

Low potential. Due to the secretive nature 
of this species and the specific habitat 
requirements that are absent from the site, 
or are present but in a degraded condition, 
this species would not be expected to 
occur. 

Low Potential. This species would at most 
forage over the study area from the 
surrounding area. Breeding habitat is 
present but the proximity to human activity, 
1-280, and abundance of suitable habitat 
within 5 miles of the site mean its unlikely 
to inhabit the site. 

No potential. Marginal suitable habitat 
exists onsite No direct or indirect 
observations were observed during 
December 2007 field survey. 
No potential. No suitable habitat exists 
onsite to support the specific nesting 
requirements for this species. 

No potential. No suitable habitats exists 
onsite to support the nesting requirements 
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Scientific Name 

Circus cyaneus 

Dendroica petechia 

£/anus leucurus 

Falco peregrinus 

Falco columbarius 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 
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Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Common Name Status Habitat Affinities 
friable soils for nesting 

This species inhabits open grasslands, 
meadows and emergent wetlands, where it 
nests on the ground in shrubby vegetation. 

Northern Harrier csc 

Riparian woodland with open to medium-
density canopy of willows or cottonwoods 

Yellow Warbler csc 

This species occupies open vegetation and uses 
dense woodland for cover. Nesting occurs in 
riparian woodlands where it uses oak trees and 

White-tailed Kite CFP sycamore trees for nest sites 

Individuals breed on cliffs in the Sierra or in 
Peregrine Falcon CE coastal habitats; occurs in many habitats of the 

state during migration and winter. 
This falcon, which breeds in Canada, winters 

Merlin csc in a variety of Californian habitats including 
grasslands, savannahs, wetlands, etc 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

of this species. 

Low Potential. Individuals may 
occasionally pass over the site, or even 
forage on the site. However, the preferred 
breeding habitat is of marginal quality on 
site and due to the amount of daily human 
activity it is unlikely this species would be 
breeding on the site. 
Low Potential. Although suitable habitat 
for this species exists on site, it is degraded 
and marginal. It is possible this species 
could be present, but it is unlikely in view 
of the abundance of suitable higher quality 
habitat in the surrounding areas of the site. 
Low Potential. Individuals may 
occasionally pass over the site, or even 
forage on the site. However, the preferred 
breeding habitat is of marginal quality on 
site and due to the amount of daily human 
activity it is unlikely this species would be 
breeding on the site. 
No potential. This species would at most 
forage over the study area during 
migration. Breeding habitat is absent. 
Low Potential. Wintering individuals may 
occasionally pass over the site, or even 
forage on the site. However, breeding 
habitat is absent. 
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Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Lanius ludovicianus Loggerhead Shrike 

Antrozous palldus Pallid Bat 

Townsend's Western 
Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii 

Bat 

Eumops perotis californicus California Mastiff Bat 

Las iurus cinereus Hoary Bat 

USFWS Designations: 
FE~ listed as Endangered 
FT~ listed as Threatened 
FPE ~proposed as Endangered 
FPT ~ proposed as Threatened 
FSS ~ federal sensitive species, as listed by ELM and USFS 
SC1 ~ Species of Concern 
MB~ Migratory non-game protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drafi Environmental Impact Report 

Status Habitat Affinities 
This species occurs in grasslands with 
scattered shrubs, trees, fences or other perches. 

csc Nesting habitat includes coastal scrub lands. 

Mammals 
This species typically inhabits arid habitats 
including grasslands, shrub lands, woodlands, 

csc and forests. It prefers rocky outcrops, cliff, 
and crevices with access to open habitats for 
foraging. 
This species is most abundant in mesic 
habitats, It is commonly known to roost in 

csc caves, turmels, mines and buildings. 

This species primarily inhabits arid lowlands 
csc and uses turmels, trees and crevices to roost. 

This species prefers trees at the edge of 

SC 
clearings, but have been found in trees in 
heavy forests, open wooded glades, and shade 
trees along urban streets and in city parks 

August 2008 

Potential of Occurrence and Reported 
Localities in Plannin2 Area 

Low Potential. Although suitable habitat 
for this species exists on site, it is degraded 
and marginal. It is possible this species 
could be present, but it is unlikely in view 
of the abundance of suitable higher quality 
habitat in the surrounding areas of the site. 

No Potential. Suitable habitat for this 
species is absent from the Project site. 

Low Potential. Although suitable , 
marginal habitat exists on the site for this 
species, no documented occurrences have 
been recorded in proximity to the site and it 
is not expected to occur. 
Low Potential. Suitable habitat for this 
species is absent from the Project site. 

Low Potential. Potential habitat is present 
on the site for this species, albeit marginal. 
It is likely this species forages over the site. 
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Scientific Name 
CDFG Designations: 
CE = Listed as Endangered 
CR = Listed as Rare 
CT= Listed as Threatened 
CP E =Proposed.for I isling as Endangered 
CSC = California Special Concern Species 

I 

EM26124 

Table IV.C-2 (Continued) 

Potentially-Occurring Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Common Name Status I Habitat Affinities 

* = Taxa restricted in distribution, declining throughout their range, or associated 1,vifh declining habitats in Cal(/Ornia. 
CFP =Fully protected under the Cal. Fish and Game Code. 

Potential Occurrence on Site: 
Present = Reported or observed. 
Possible = Suitable habitat present, although no individuals observed or reported. 
Unlikely= Suitable habitat either marginal or absent, and likelihood ~foccurrence on the site is lmr to nonexistent. 
Absent= Absent due to lack of habitat and natural resources 

August 2008 

I 
Potential of Occurrence and Reported 

Localities in Plannin2 Area 

Source: CNDDB database search of the Mindego Hill, Castle Rock Ridge, Big Basin, La Honda, Woodside, Franklin Point, Cupertino, Mountain View and Palo Alto USGS Quadrangles, February 
2008. 
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occur within the Project site are based on the presence of potential habitat. Due to the disturbed nature of 

the Project site, the site's value to most wildlife species would be considered quite low. 

There are a number (>25) of rodent burrows and a healthy insect population, which is evidence that a 

suitable prey base is present to support a viable food chain. The rodent burrows present in the northeast 

portion of the Project site would constitute suitable burrowing owl habitat, although the distance of the 

burrows from running water would preclude their suitability as aestivation habitat for any special-status 

amphibian species. The only special-status amphibian species that could potentially occur within the 

Project area as determined by the available habitat is the California Red-legged frog (Rana aurora 

draytonii). It would be unlikely that this species would occur onsite as the suitable habitat along 

Purissima Creek is absent and along Adobe Creek is marginal in addition lack of connectivity to any of 

the ephemeral waters in the vicinity of the site. The riparian and landscaped habitat of the Project site 

provides marginal cover (roosting/nesting habitat) and abundant foraging habitat for local sensitive 

species. These include the possible occurrence of the white-tailed kite (Elanus leucums), the northern 

harrier (Circus cyaneu:-.), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), yellow warbler (Dendorica petechia), 

merlin (Alco columbarius), Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii), long eared 

owl (Asia otus), and the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). Many of these species may forage over the 

site from time to time, but it is unlikely they would breed, as high quality suitable nesting/roosting habitat 

does not exist on site. 

The only reptile species that could potentially be present on the site as determined by available habitat 

would be the western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata). Although the western pond turtle was recorded 

in the CNDDB as being present in Foss Creek Grant Road (i.e., present within the nine USGS quadrangle 

search), riparian ponds (i.e., the stream pools) in which this species breeds and rodent burrows necessary 

for aestivation, are of poor quality on the site. Although stream ponds are present they may not pool for 

the necessary length of time for successful breeding (longer than four months). Habitat assessment 

surveys were conducted onsite and the habitat was deemed too degraded to likely support a viable 

population of this species. 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973, as amended, provides the regulato1y framework for 

the protection of plant and animal species (and their associated critical habitats), which are formally 

listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as endangered or threatened under the FESA. The 

FESA has four major components: provisions for listing species, requirements for consultation with the 

USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries), prohibitions against "taking" of 

listed species, and provisions for permits that allow incidental "take." The FESA also discusses recovery 

plans and the designation of critical habitat for listed species. Both the USFWS and the NOAA Fisheries 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

IV C. Biological Resources 

Page IVC-16 

RL0027707 



EM26126 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

share the responsibility for administration of the FESA. During the CEQA review process, each agency is 

given the opportunity to comment on the potential of the Project to affect listed plants and animals. 

Clean Water Act Section 404 & 401 

The Corps and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulate the discharge of dredged or fill 

material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

(CWA) (33 U.S.C. 1344). Waters of the United States are defined in Title 33 CFR Part 328.3(a) and 

include a range of wet environments such as lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), 

mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds. The 

lateral limits of jurisdiction in those waters may be divided into three categories - territorial seas, tidal 

waters, and non-tidal waters - and is determined depending on which type of waters is present (Title 33 

CFR Part 328.4(a), (b), (c)). Activities in waters of the United States regulated under Section 404 include 

fill for development, water resource projects (such as dams and levees), infrastructure developments (such 

as highways and airports) and mining projects. Section 404 of the CWA requires a federal license or 

permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into waters of the United States, unless the 

activity is exempt from Section 404 regulation (e.g., certain farming and forestry activities). 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1341) requires any applicant for a federal license or 

permit to conduct any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States 

to obtain a certification from the state in which the discharge originates or would originate, or, if 

appropriate, from the interstate water pollution control agency having jurisdiction over the affected waters 

at the point where the discharge originates or would originate, that the discharge will comply with the 

applicable effluent limitations and water quality standards. A certification obtained for the construction 

of any facility must also pertain to the subsequent operation of the facility. The responsibility for the 

protection of water quality in California rests with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 

and its nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (R WQCBs ). 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. Sections 661-667e, March 10, 1994, as amended 

1946, 1958, 1978, and 1995) requires that whenever waters or channel of a stream or other body of water 

are proposed or authorized to be modified by a public or private agency under a federal license or permit, 

the federal agency must first consult with the USFWS and/or NOAA Fisheries and with the head of the 

agency exercising administration over the wildlife resources of the state where construction will occur (in 

this case the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)), with a view to conservation of birds, 

fish, mammals and all other classes of wild animals and all types of aquatic and land vegetation upon 

which wildlife is dependent. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act & Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), Title 50 Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR) Part 10, prohibits taking, killing, possessing, transporting, and importing of migratory 
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birds, parts of migratory birds, and their eggs and nests, except when specifically authorized by the 

Department of the Interior. As used in the act, the term "take" is defined as meaning, "to pursue, hunt, 

capture, collect, kill or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect or kill, unless the context otherwise 

requires." With a few exceptions, most birds are considered migratory under the MBTA. Disturbances 

that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effo1t or loss of habitat upon which these birds 

depend would be in violation of the MBTA. 

The Bald Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668) was passed in 1940 to protect bald eagles and was later 

amended to include golden eagles. Under the act it is unlawful to import, export, take, sell, purchase, or 

barter any bald eagle or golden eagle, their parts, products, nests, or eggs. Take includes pursuing, 

shooting, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, molesting, or disturbing eagles. 

State 

California Endangered Species Act 

The State of California enacted similar laws to the FESA, the California Native Plant Protection Act 

(NPPA) in 1977 and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984. The CESA expanded upon 

the original NPP A and enhanced legal protection for plants, but the NPP A remains part of the California 

Fish and Game Code. To align with the FESA, CESA created the categories of "threatened" and 

"endangered" species. It converted all "rare" animals into the CESA as threatened species, but did not do 

so for rare plants. Thus, these laws provide the legal framework for protection of California-listed rare, 

threatened, and endangered plant and animal species. The CDFG implements NPPA and CESA, and its 

Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch maintains the CNDDB, a computerized inventory of 

information on the general location and status of California's rarest plants, animals, and natural 

communities. During the CEQA review process, the CDFG is given the opportunity to comment on the 

potential of the Project to affect listed plants and animals. 

Fully Protected California Species & California Species of Special Concern 

The classification of "fully protected" was the CDFG's initial effort to identify and provide additional 

protection to those animals that were rare or faced possible extinction. Lists were created for fish, 

amphibian and reptiles, birds, and mammals. Most of the species on these lists have subsequently been 

listed under CESA and/or FESA. The Fish and Game Code sections (fish at §5515, amphibian and 

reptiles at §5050, birds at §3511, and mammals at §4700) dealing with "fully protected" species states 

that these species " ... may not be taken or possessed at any time and no provision of this code or any other 

law shall be constrned to authorize the issuance of permits or licenses to take any fully protected species," 

although take may be authorized for necessmy scientific research. This language makes the "fully 

protected" designation the strongest and most restrictive regarding the "take" of these species. In 2003, 

the code sections dealing with fully protected species were amended to allow the CDFG to authorize take 

resulting from recovery activities for state-listed species. 
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Species of special concern are broadly defined as animals not listed under the FESA or CESA, but which 

are nonetheless of concern to the CDFG because are declining at a rate that could result in listing or 

histo1ically occuned in low numbers and known threats to their persistence cunently exist. This 

designation is intended to result in special consideration for these animals by the CDFG, land managers, 

consulting biologist, and others, and is intended to focus attention on the species to help ave1t the need for 

costly listing under FESA and CESA and cumbersome recovery efforts that might ultimately be required. 

This designation also is intended to stimulate collection of additional information on the biology, 

distribution, and status of poorly known at-risk species, and focus research and management attention on 

them. Although these species generally have no special legal status, they are given special consideration 

under the CEQA during Project review. 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 & 3513 

According to Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code it is unlawful to take, possess, or 

needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird except English sparrows (Passer domesticus) and 

European starlings (Stumus vulgaris). Section 3503.5 specifically protects birds in the orders 

Falconiformes and Strigiformes (birds-of-prey). Section 3513 essentially overlaps with the MTBA, 

prohibiting the take or possession of any migratory non-game bird. Disturbance that causes nest 

abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort is considered "take" by the CDFG. 

Cal~fomia Native Plant Society 

CNPS publishes and maintains an Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California in 

both hard copy and electronic version. 11 The Inventory assigns plants to the following categories: 

• lA- Presumed extinct in California 

• lB - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

• 2 - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 

• 3 - Plants for which more information is needed 

• 4 - Plants of limited distribution 

Additional endangerment codes are assigned to each taxa as follows: 

11 

• 1 - Seriously endangered in California (over 80 percent of occurrences threatened/high degree 

of immediacy of threat). 

• 2 - Fairly endangered in California (20-80 percent occurrences threatened). 

• 3 - Not very endangered in California (<20 percent of occurrences threatened or no current 

threats known). 

California Native Plant Society, Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v7-06d), 
http://cnps.org/inventory, November 6, 2007. 
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Plants on Lists IA, lB, and 2 of the CNPS Inventory consist of plants that may qualify for listing, and are 

given special consideration under CEQA during project review. Although plants on List 3 and 4 have 

little or no protection under CEQA, they are usually included in the project review for completeness. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

Waters of the State are defined by the Porter-Cologne Act as "any surface water or groundwater, 

including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state." The RWQCB protects all waters in its 

regulatory scope, but has special responsibility for isolated wetlands and headwaters. These waterbodies 

have high resource value, are vulnerable to filling, and may not be regulated by other programs, such as 

Section 404 of the CW A. Waters of the State are regulated by the RWQCB under the State Water Quality 

Certification Program, which regulates discharges of dredged and fill material under Section 401 of the 

CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Projects that require a Corps permit, or fall 

under other federal jurisdiction, and have the potential to impact waters of the State are required to 

comply with the terms of the Water Quality Certification Program. If a proposed project does not require 

a federal license or permit, but does involve activities that may result in a discharge of harmful substances 

to waters of the State, the RWQCB has the option to regulate such activities under its State authority in 

the form of Waste Discharge Requirements or Certification of Waste Discharge Requirements. 

California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 

Streams, lakes, and riparian vegetation as habitat for fish and other wildlife species, are subject to 

jurisdiction by the CDFG under Sections 1600-1616 of the California Fish and Game Code. Any activity 

that will do one or more of the following: 1) substantially obstruct or divert the natural flow of a river, 

stream, or lake; 2) substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of a river, 

stream, or lake; or 3) deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or 

ground pavement where it can pass into a river, stream, or lake; generally require a l 602 Lake and 

Streambed Alteration Agreement. The term "stream," which includes creeks and rivers, is defined in the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR) as follows: "a body of water that flows at least periodically or 

intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This includes 

watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation" (14 

CCR 1. 72). In addition, the term stream can include ephemeral streams, dry washes, watercourses with 

subsurface flows, canals, aqueducts, inigation ditches, and other means of water conveyance if they 

support aquatic life, riparian vegetation, or stream-dependent tenestrial wildlife. 12 Riparian is defined as, 

"on, or pertaining to, the banks of a stream;" therefore, riparian vegetation is defined as, "vegetation 

which occurs in and/or adjacent to a sh·eam and is dependent on, and occurs because of, the stream 

12 California Department of Fish and Game, Environmental Services Division, A Field Guide to Lake and 
Streambed Alteration Agreements, Sections 1600-1607, California Fish and Game Code, 1994. 
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itself." 13 Removal of riparian vegetation also requires a Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration 

Agreement from the CDFG. 

Sensitive Vegetation Communities 

Sensitive vegetation communities are natural communities and habitats that are either unique, of relatively 

limited distribution in the region, or of particularly high wildlife value. These resources have been 

defined by federal, state, and local conservation plans, policies or regulations. The CDFG ranks sensitive 

communities as "threatened" or "very threatened" and keeps records of their occurrences in its CNDDB. 

Sensitive vegetation communities are also identified by CDFG on its List of California Natural 

Communities Recognized by the CNDDB. Impacts to sensitive natural communities and habitats 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by federal or state agencies must be 

considered and evaluated under the CEQA (CCR: Title 14, Div. 6, Chap. 3, Appendix X). 

Regional/Local 

Town ofLos Altos Hills Tree Protection Regulations 

The Town of Los Altos Hills Municipal Code, Section 12-2-112 regulates the preservation of heritage 

oaks. A heritage oak is defined as any tree of the genus Quercus that has a trunk or multiple trunk thirty

six (36) inches or greater in circumference. The Town of Los Altos Hills requires that a permit be 

obtained prior to the removal of, or damage to, any heritage oak. The Town of Los Altos Hills however, 

does not have jurisdictional authority over the Foothill College Campus, as the Campus District is under 

the jurisdiction of the State of California. 

Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan 

The Town of Los Altos Hills General Plan contains several general policies pertinent to protecting 

biological resources. Specifically, there is an emphasis on protecting areas rich in wildlife or, of a fragile 

ecological nature (e.g., areas of special-status plants and wildlife, riparian areas, etc). The Town of Los 

Altos Hills General Plan does not have jurisdictional authority over the Foothill Campus site, as the 

College District is under the jurisdiction of the State of California. 

Coun(v of Santa Clara Tree Ordinance 

The County of Santa Clara Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance (County Code Section C16.1 to 

Section C17.17) serves to protect all trees having a trunk that measures 37.7 inches or more in 

circumference (12 inches in diameter) at the height of 4.5 feet above the ground or immediately below the 

lowest branch, whichever is lower, or in the case of multi trunk trees a trunk size of 75.4 inches in 

circumference or more (24 inches or more in diameter). These tree protection measures apply to certain 

13 Ibid. 
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areas, specifically design review zones and Hillside parcels of less than three acres. In addition, any tree 

that because of its histo1y, girth, height, or species or other unique quality, is considered significant to the 

community or recommended by the historic commission can be designated as heritage tree and, therefore, 

deemed protected and preserved. 

Although permits are not required for tree removal necessary to carry out building site approval or other 

land use applications already approved by the County, the number of trees removed must, however, be 

established as the minimum number necessary to cany out the building or grading action. In addition, the 

approved plans must be available for inspection by County staff if requested. The County does not have 

jurisdictional authority over the Foothill Campus site, as the College District is under the Jmisdiction of 

the State of California. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

Direct impacts of the proposed Project on biological resources can take several forms, but typically 

involve the loss, modification, or disturbance of natural habitat (i.e., vegetation communities or other 

naturally occurring areas) which in tum, directly affects plant and wildlife species dependent upon that 

particular resource. To determine areas of expected impact on biological resources, the proposed 

activities were evaluated and overlain on an aerial photograph of the Project site. The level of 

significance of potential impacts on habitat area is determined by an evaluation of the overall biological 

value of a habitat area with respect to significance threshold criteria (described below). The relative value 

of each of the vegetation communities present on the site is measured by such factors as disturbance 

histo1y, biological diversity, its importance to particular plant and wildlife species, it's uniqueness or 

sensitivity status, the surrounding environment, and the presence of special-status resources. The 

significance of impacts with respect to direct impacts on individuals or populations of plant and animal 

species takes into consideration the number of individual plants or animals potentially affected, how 

common or uncommon they species is both n the Project site and from a regional perspective, and the 

sensitivity if the species is considered a species of special concern by resource agencies. These factors 

are evaluated based on the results of on-site biological surveys and studies, results of literature and 

database reviews, discussions with biological experts, and established and recognized ecological and 

biodiversity theory and assumptions. Surveys and research conducted for the Project are satisfactory to 

determine potential impacts of the Project and to meet standards specified by the CEQA. 

Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project would have a significant 

impact related to biological resources if it would: 

(a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS; 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

IV C. Biological Resources 

Page IVC-22 

RL0027713 



EM26132 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

(b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS; 

( c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 

CW A (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 

filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

( d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish and wildlife 

species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 

native wildlife nursery sites; 

( e) Conflict with any local polices or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance; or 

(f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community 

conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

As discussed in the Initial Study that was prepared for the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix A to this 

Draft EIR), there would be no impact with respect to the Threshold (e) because the College is within the 

California Community College System and, therefore, local tree ordinances do not apply to the Project 

site. There would be no impact with respect to the Threshold (f) because the Project site is not a part of 

any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or State habitat 

conservation plan. Accordingly, the following discussion focuses on Thresholds (a), (b), (c) and (d). 

Additionally, the District is guided by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, which directs lead agencies 

to find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it has the potential to 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 

below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; or substantially reduce 

the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species. 

Impact IV.C-1: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS. 

Of the 16 plant species that would potentially occur on the Project site (as determined by available 

habitat), only one species (Dirca occidentalis) has a low potential to occur on the site, the rest have no 

potential due to lack of habitat or soil type. The observation of Dirca occidentalis recorded in the 

CNDDB Rarefind as within the Project site vicinity are not historically current and were documented in 

1961, 1969, 1971, 1979. No recent observations have been recorded since that time, and no records 

indicate any specimens being observed on the Project site. Furthermore, this species would have been 

blooming at the time of the December 2007 field survey, and was not identified as being on the Project 

site by the Project biologist. Since this species would only potentially occur in the ripaiian areas of the 

Project site, which are marginal, and the creeks will not be impacted during the construction of the 
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Project, there will be no impacts to this species, even if it were to be present. Though, with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld, requiring avoidance of ground 

disturbing activities during breeding season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the 

nesting season, this potential impact will be reduced to less than significant There are a total of 23 

special-status wildlife species that have been recorded in the CNDDB database in the Project vicinity that 

could potentially occur within the Project area as determined by the available habitat. Animals that are 

recorded as having a moderate to high potential to occur within the Project site are based on the presence 

of potential habitat. Due to the disturbed nature of the Project site, the site's value to most wildlife 

species would be considered quite low. 

Two special-status fish species that are known to occur within the segment of Adobe Creek that runs 

offsite but through Palo Alto to the east, are coho salmon and the steelhead salmon, both of these species 

are California listed species. Adobe Creek provides some suitable habitat, albeit marginal, for these 

species, but the lack of connectivity to other ephemeral waters in the vicinity, the lack of current records 

of these species within the Project area, and the moderate to high levels of development throughout the 

reach of Adobe Creek onsite likely preclude its presence. Since this species would only potentially occur 

in Adobe Creek, whose habitat is marginal, and this Creek will not be impacted during the construction of 

the Project, there will be less-than-significant impacts to this species, even if it were to be present. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.C-la through IV.C-ld requiring avoidance of ground 

disturbing activities during breeding season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the 

nesting season would ensure this impact remains less than significant. 

Of the native amphibians known to occur within the watershed only the California red-legged frog is 

associated with the Adobe Creek. California tiger salamanders are found in seasonal wetlands located 

within the overall watershed of the Project site, but are not typically associated with its creeks, 

specifically Adobe Creek. The California red-legged frog is chiefly a pond frog that can be found in quiet 

permanent waters of ponds, pools, streams, springs, marshes and lakes. Moist woodlands, forest clearings 

and grasslands also provide suitable habitat in the non-breeding season. 14 The Adobe creek lacks water 

with dense vegetation that could provide good cover, although they can be found in unvegetated waters as 

well. There are no current records of California red-legged frogs occurring within the Project Area and 

the species is believed to be extinct from the lower reaches of the Adobe Creek. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-la through IV.C-1d requiring avoidance of ground disturbing activities during 

breeding season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the nesting season would ensure 

this impact remains less than-significant. 

Two reptile species have low to no potential to occur on the Project site, the western pond turtle and the 

San Francisco garter snake. The western pond turtle are most commonly found in areas with large rocks 

and boulders where they are able to bask. Adobe Creek does not possess suitable basking habitat, which 

14 Stebbins, R. C 1985 A Field Guide of the Western Retiles and Amphibians 3rd Ed. Houghton 1'v1ifflin Co., Boston, 
Massachusetts, USA 
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would reduce the likelihood of this species occurring in the Creek. Previous development and associated 

flood conh·ol projects have encroached upon the watershed and the creek up and down stream of the 

Project site. There is little to no potential for either of these reptile species to occur within the Project 

site. Implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.C-la through IV.C-ld requiting avoidance of ground 

disturbing activities during breeding season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the 

nesting season would ensure this impact remains less than significant. 

Because potential bunowing owl habitat is present on the site, albeit marginal, it will be necessary to 

conduct pre-construction surveys. Project construction activities commonly result in the destruction of 

active bunowing owl nests during removal of vegetation or grading, or may result in the abandonment of 

active nests due to noise and increased activity, without pre-consh·uction surveys. These potential 

impacts to nesting birds may be considered significant. Though, with the implementation of Mitigation 

Measure IV.C-1 a through IV.C-1 d requiring avoidance of ground disturbing activities during nesting 

season or pre-construction surveys and nest avoidance during the nesting season, this potential impact 

will be reduced to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-la 

If grading/construction/demolition-related activities are to occur within 300 feet of Adobe Creek or the 

Purissima Creek, a pre-construction/grading/demolition survey for red-legged frogs, tiger salamanders 

and western pond turtles shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. The survey area would include the 

creek and/or drainage as well as the grading/construction/demolition zone within 300 feet of the 

creek/drainage. If California red-legged frogs, California tiger salamander, or western pond tmtles were 

to be observed within the surveyed creek/drainage, the District shall install temporary fencing adjacent to 

the riparian zone of the creek/drainage that is designated to prevent red-legged frogs, California tiger 

salamanders or western pond turtles from leaving the riparian zone and entering area where 

grading/ construction would occur. The fencing would extend along the creek drainage for 1, 000 feet 

above and below the construction zone, or to the Project site boundary. The fencing would be maintained 

and monitored by the District for the duration of the grading/construction period. If California tiger 

salamanders or western pond turtles are observed within the grading/construction zone, they shall be 

relocated by the monitoring biologist in coordination with CDFG, to a suitable area outside of the 

construction zone. Suitable areas would include nearby creeks and lakes with appropriate habitat (e.g., 

Adobe Creek, San Franciquito Creek, and Lake Lagunitas ). If red-legged frogs are observed, 

grading/construction activities shall be postponed and the USFWS shall be consulted to determine the 

extent of potential impacts to individual frogs and to identify measures to avoid these impacts. The 

USFWS shall consider any direct or indirect impacts to individual frogs (including capture or 

translocation), to be a "take" under the FESA. Consultation with the USFWS will result in either a 

determination of the need to obtain a permit to allow this "take" or in the identification of measures such 

as trapping and translocation ofred-legged frogs to avoid harm to these animals. 
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Mitigation Measure IV.C-lb 

To prevent the take of nesting native bird species, all clearing and grubbing of the Project site shall take 

place from September through February. Winter site clearing shall ensure that nesting birds are not 

present and impacted. If construction is scheduled or ongoing near the perimeter of the grading footprint 

during bird nesting season (March 1 to September 15), qualified biologists shall survey the area within 

200 feet (or up to 300 feet depending on topography or other factors and 500 feet for raptors) of the 

grading activity to determine if grading is disturbing nesting birds. If nesting activity is being 

compromised, construction shall be suspended in the vicinity of the nest until fledging is complete. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-lc 

Site development would potentially result in mortality of burrowing owls, should any be nesting on the 

site at the time of Project construction. Mitigation measures that protect burrowing owls from possible 

direct mortality or nest failure are warranted. Therefore, the Project applicant shall implement the 

following measures to ensure that burrowing owl mortality from Project construction is avoided. 

Pre-construction Survey 

A pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for Burrowing Owls within 30 days 

of the on-set of construction. This survey shall be conducted according to methods described in the Staff 

Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 1995). All suitable habitats of the study area shall be 

covered during this survey. 

Avoidance of Active Nest Burrows 

If pre-construction surveys undertaken during the breeding season (February through August) locate 

active nest burrows within or near construction zones, these nests, and an appropriate buffer around them 

(as determined by a qualified biologist) shall remain off-limits to construction until the breeding season is 

determined over. Setbacks from occupied nest burrows of 250 feet where construction would result in the 

loss of foraging habitat shall be required. 

Relocation 

Dming the non-breeding season (August 31 through Januaiy 1 ), resident owls may be relocated to 

alternative habitat. The relocation of resident owls shall be according to a relocation plan prepared by a 

qualified biologist. Passive relocation shall be the prefened method of relocation. This plan must 

provide for the owl's relocation to nearby lands possessing available nesting and foraging habitat. 

Mitigation Measure IV.C-ld 

The District shall monitor construction activities to ensure that incidental construction impacts on riparian 

vegetation and special-status wildlife species are avoided or minimized. Responsibilities of the 

construction biological monitor include the following: 
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• Attend all pre-construction meetings to ensure that the timing and location of consh·uction 

activities do not conflict with other mitigation requirements (i.e., seasonal surveys for nesting 

birds). Conduct meetings with the contractor and other key construction personnel describing the 

importance of restricting work to designated areas. 

• Discuss procedure for minimizing harm/harassment of wildlife encountered during construction 

with appropriate construction personnel. 

• Review/designate the construction area in the field with the contractor in accordance with the 

final grading plan. Haul roads, access roads, and on-site staging and storage areas shall be sited 

within grading areas to minimize degradation of creek and drainage habitat adjacent to these 

areas. If activities outside these limits are necessary, they shall be evaluated to ensure no special

status species or stream habitat will be affected. 

• Conduct a field review of the staking (to be set by surveyor) designating the limits of all 

construction activity. Any construction activity areas immediately adjacent to riparian areas or 

other special-status resources (such as bird nests) may be flagged or temporarily fenced by the 

monitor, at his/her discretion 

• Periodically visit the site during construction to coordinate and monitor compliance with the 

above provisions. The monitor would be present on the site during and grading and/or 

construction activity within or immediately adjacent to areas of suitable habitat for sensitive 

wildlife species along Adobe Creek and other on-site drainages. If special-status are observed, 

the monitor shall halt all activities potentially affecting the animals and take the appropriate 

action (i.e., translocate the animal, consult with USFWS if a red-legged frog) to ensure that no 

take of the animal will occur. 

The implementation of Mitigation Measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld have been designed to protect 

plants and animals and their habitats and would reduce potential impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or 

special-status species to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact lV.C-2: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS. 

Sensitive natural communities within the Project area are limited to the riparian areas along Adobe Creek 

and Purissima Creek. Riparian habitats are considered sensitive communities because of their value for 

wildlife habitat, as well as providing other important functions and values such as ground water recharge, 

sediment and toxicant reduction, flood flow alteration, and nutrient removal and accretion. Additionally 

the CDFG regulates this sensitive habitat under Section 1600, Lake and Streambed Alteration Program 

which states that any person, state or local governmental agency, or public agency is required by law to 

notify the Department of Fish and Game before beginning an activity that will substantially modify a 

river, stream, or lake. The proposed Project would not impact any of the riparian areas present on the 
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Project site and therefore, the proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact on riparian 

habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations 

by CDFG or USFWS. However if the Proposed project were to change and the sensitive natural 

communities within the Project area were to be impacted, the following pennits shall be issued and/or 

reports approved (or exemptions issued) by the respective resource agency, and any associated conditions 

of approval shall be agreed upon, prior to the initiation of any ground disturbing activities associated with 

the proposed development: 

• Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the Corps, 

• Streambed Alteration Agreement under Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code from CDFG; 

• Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Ce1iification from the RWQCB; and 

Impact IV.C-3: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 

No areas within the Project site that are proposed for development have the potential to support federally

protected wetlands or other water features potentially subject to Section 404 jurisdiction (such as creeks). 

However, if the Project were to potentially impact either Adobe Creek or Purissima Creek it would be 

necessary, prior to development, to conduct a delineation of wetlands and waters of the U.S. and the state. 

Adobe Creek and Purissima Creek are considered to be "waters of the United States" and well as being 

waters of the State and are subject to jurisdiction by the Corps, the RWQCB, and CDFG. Prior to 

development, a delineation of wetland features, waters of the U.S., and waters of the state would be 

required if these features were to be impacted or encroached upon. The federal and state governments 

have a no net loss of wetlands policy. Jmplementation of the federal and state regulations under the Clean 

Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act would require obtaining permits from the Corps and the RWQCB 

for the placement of fill into any feature covered by Section 404 of the CW A. These permits would 

identify impacts and mitigation measures. No potentially jurisdictional wetland or waters areas within the 

Project site would be impacted as a result of the proposed Project and therefore, there would be no impact 

related to federally protected wetlands. 

Impact IV.C-4: The proposed Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any 

native resident or migratory fish and wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 

wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

Adobe Creek is the primary route facilitating wildlife movement to, from, and through the Project area. 

The proposed Project would not impact either Adobe Creek or the Purissima Creek and would preserve 

the existing riparian vegetation along these creeks. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project 

would not significantly reduce movement of any wildlife species that currently make use of the Adobe 

Creek as part of their home range or local movements in search of food, water, and shelter. Given that the 

Project site is currently developed and that eastward movement, other than via Adobe Creek, of wildlife is 
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limited due to I-280, the development of the proposed Project would not further reduce wildlife 

movement. Implementation of Mitigation Measure IV.C-la through IV.C-ld would reduce impacts to 

wildlife movement to a less-than-significant level. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative biological resources impacts consists of Santa 

Clara County. All future development that may occur in this geographic region would be subject to 

existing federal, state and local regulations. Land uses and development consistent with the proposed 

Project and additional fifteen cities and cumulative projects, could result in a significant loss of 

populations and/or essential habitat for special-status plant and animal species, loss of sensitive natural 

communities, and wildlife habitat and result in the obstruction of wildlife movement opportunities. 

However, the proposed Project does not involve the loss of a substantial amount of existing natural 

habitat, as the majority of the Project involves development within previously developed areas. Given the 

amount of existing development on and around the Project site, it is likely that the potential minimal 

impacts to biological resources on-site would not be considered cumulatively considerable when 

evaluated with other potential projects in the region. Therefore cumulative biological impacts of the 

proposed Project would be less than significant. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of mitigation measures IV.C-la through IV.C-ld identified m this section would 

adequately mitigate all potential impacts related to biological resources. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 

F. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

INTRODUCTION 

The information in this section is based primarily on the Foothill College Master Plan EIR Traffic Impact 

Analysis Administrative Draft EIR Report, DKS Associates, May 28 2008 (included in Appendix F). 

Study Intersections and Forecast Scenarios 

The following intersections were analyzed as part of the traffic impact analysis during the weekday A.M. 

(7:00 A.M. - 9:00 A.M.), Midday (11:00 A.M. - 1:00 P.M.) and P.M. (4:00 P.M. - 6:00 P.M.) peak 

periods: 

1. College Loop Road & Foothill College Road 

2. El Monte Road - Elena Road & Moody Road 

3. El Monte Road & Foothill College Road 

4. El Monte Road & Stonebrook Drive 

5. El Monte Road & I-280 SB Ramps (qualitative discussion of operation only) 

6. El Monte Road & I-280 NB Ramps (qualitative discussion of operation only) 

7. El Monte Road & Foothill Expressway 1 

Figure IV.F-1, Existing Lane Geometry and Traffic Conh·ol, illustrates the study intersections, existing 

intersection lane geometry, and traffic control at each of the study intersections. Operations of the 

surrounding intersections were evaluated for the following scenarios: 

Scenaiio 1 

Scenario 2 

Existing Condition - Level of service based on existing peak hour volumes and existing 

intersection configurations. 

Project Condition - Existing condition plus the proposed project generated traffic. This 

scenario evaluates the traffic conditions based on an increase of 2,839 students. 

CMP intersection. 
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Scenario 3 Near-Term Cumulative Condition- Existing peak-hour volumes plus a 1.2 percent traffic 

growth per year to year 2015 estimated in the vicinity of the project plus proposed project 

generated traffic. 

The Congestion Management Agency (CMA) in Santa Clara County oversees the Santa Clara Valley 

Transportation Authority's (VTA) Congestion Management Program (CMP). The Santa Clara County 

CMP defines methodologies and procedures for determining the impact of a potential project on their 

facilities. The following are CMP facilities within the study area and their functional classification. 

• Freeway: U.S. 101 and I-280 

• Expressway and Arterials: Foothill Expressway and El Monte Road 

• Intersections: El Monte Road and Foothill Expressway 

Traffic-related impacts to the surrounding freeway system were also analyzed. A freeway segment is 

required to be included in the transportation impact analysis if it meets any of the following requirements. 

1. The proposed development project is adjacent to one of the freeway segment's access or egress 

points; or 

2. Based on engineering judgment, lead agency staff determines that the freeway segment should 

be included in the analysis. 

Based on these requirements, the following freeway segments were analyzed: 

Interstate 280 

• Page Mill Road to La Barranca Road 

• La Barranca Road to El Monte Rd 

• El Monte Road to Magdalena A venue 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section provides an evaluation of h·affic and transportation issues related to the proposed Project. A 

description of the exiting transportation system facilities including roadways, intersections, transit service, 

bicycles, pedestrians, and parking is provided below. 
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Roadway Network 

Regional access to the project area is provided by I-280, Foothill Expressway, El Camino Real and El 

Monte Avenue. The system of major roadways surrounding the Town of Los Altos Hills is part of the 

regional system serving traffic generated by the Town of Los Altos Hills and neighboring communities. 

Regional Roadway Facilities 

Interstate 280 (Junipero Serra Freeway) is an eight-lane freeway in the project area under the jurisdiction 

of Caltrans. It runs in the north-south direction and includes three mixed-flow lanes and a High 

Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction near the project site. This freeway provides access to 

the project site via its interchange with El Monte Road. 

Foothill Expressway extends between Page Mill Road in the north and I-280 in the south. Foothill 

Expressway runs parallel to U.S. 101 and has interchange with I-280 in the south. Based on the 2005 

Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program - Monitoring and Conformance Report, Foothill 

Expressway has an average travel speed of 31 mph in the northbound direction and 32.6 mph in the 

southbound direction during the A.M. peak hour. During the P.M. peak hour, Foothill Expressway has an 

average travel speed of 26.9 mph in the northbound direction and 31.6 mph in the southbound direction. 

El Camino Real (State Route 82) is an arterial that runs in the north-south direction from San Francisco to 

San Jose. El Camino Real is a six-lane road in the vicinity of the project, parallel to U.S. 101 and I-280. 

El Monte Avenue is a two- to four-lane undivided arterial that operates in the east-west direction; it runs 

perpendicular to I-280, US l 01 and El Camino Real. El Monte Road extends from El Camino Real to the 

east to its terminus at Moody Road in the west. It has a posted speed limit range of 25 mph to 40 mph. 

Local Access 

The primary streets that provide access within the study area are discussed below. These streets provide 

access to the study area as well as the local roadway network. The major intersections within the study 

area are controlled by traffic signals with the exception of College Loop Road/Foothill College Road, El 

Monte Road-Moody Road/Elena Road, El Monte Road/I-280 SB ramps and El Monte Road/I-280 NB 

ramps. 

College Loop Road is a one-way, two-lane road located in the Foothill College campus. College Loop 

Road can be access from its intersection with Moody Road/Elena Road and Foothill College Road. It has 

a posted speed limit of 20 mph. 

Foothill College Road is p1imaiily a four-lane road (two-lanes in each direction) located in the Foothill 

College campus. It provides access to the campus via El Monte Road. Foothill College Road extends 

from El Monte Road to its terminus at College Loop Road. 
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Elena Road is a two-lane roadway (one lane in each direction) that serves the northern boundary of the 

campus, as well as an entry directly into the campus. This roadway operates in the n01th-south direction 

and runs parallel to I-280. It extends from El Monte Road/Moody Road in the south to Avila Court in the 

n01th. 

Transit Facilities2 

The VTA is the primary provider of bus public transit in Santa Clara County. VTA currently operates two 

bus lines within the vicinity of the proposed project. Figure IV.F-2, Transit Network, illustrates the bus 

routes in the study area. 

Line 40 

Line 40 provides service between Foothill College and La Avenua/Jndigo in Mountain View. Weekday 

service is provided from 6:36 A.M. to 10:06 P.M. in the northbound direction at 30-40 minute headways 

in the A.M. peak period and at 30 minute headways during the P.M. peak period. An earlier bus departs 

from the San Antonio Transit Center at 6:22 A.M. In the southbound direction, service is provided from 

5:30 A.M. to 9:40 P.M. at 30 minute headways in the A.M. peak period and at 30-40 minute headways 

during the P.M. peak hour. Weekend service is also provided. Line 40 travels along Foothill Expressway, 

El Monte Avenue, and Foothill College Loop Road. 

Line 52 

Line 52 provides service between Foothill College and Downtown Mountain View. Weekday service is 

provided from 7:22 A.M. to 4:53 P.M. in the n01thbound direction at 30-40 minute headways in the A.M. 

peak period and at 50-60 minute headways during the P.M. peak period. Jn the southbound direction, 

service is provided from 7:00 A.M. to 4:28 P.M. at 25-30 minute headways in the A.M. peak period and 

at I-hour headways during the P.M. peak hour. No weekend service is provided. Line 52 travels along El 

Monte Avenue and Foothill College Loop Road. 

Bicycle Facilities 

The 2008 Santa Clara Valley Bikeways Map indicates bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project. The 

existing system consists of three classifications of bicycle facilities: 

• Class I facilities (Bicycle Paths off-street) - A completely separated paved right-of-way (shared with 

pedestrians) which excludes general motor vehicle traffic. 

• Class II facilities (Bicycle Lanes on -street) -A striped lane for one-way bike h·avel on a roadway . 

2 Based on VTA 's schedule effective dates oflanuary 14, 2008. 
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• Bike Boulevards - Typically a street with low traffic volumes and speeds, with measure for 

preferential bike treatment. 

The bikeways map identified El Monte Road from the I-280 NB on/off ramps in the south to the 

intersection of Springer and El Monte Boulevard as a Class II bicycle facility. Figure IV.F-3, Bicycle 

Facilities, illustrates the location of bicycle facilities in the study area. 

The Bicycle Facilities figure also illustrates a number of "rated streets". Rated streets are "streets 

frequently used by bicyclists, where they share the roadway with motorist and merge with motor vehicles. 

These include city-designated Class III bike routes. Street ratings are based on the following types of 

characteristics: Extreme Caution, Alert, and Moderate. 

The bicycle facilities map identifies El Monte Road from I-280 NB on/off ramps to I-280 SB on/off 

ramps as "Extreme Caution" street. El Monte Road (from I-280 SB on/ off ramps to Elena Road) and 

Elena Road as "Alert" streets. Bicycles are permitted along Foothill Expressway. Bicycle parking is 

provided on campus in various locations. 

Pedestrian activity was observed to be light within the vicinity of the project site. However, a number of 

bicyclists and pedestrians were observed along Foothill Expressway. A limited number of crosswalks and 

Pedestrian signals are located throughout the campus and surrounding area. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

Other Improvements 

The El Monte Road/Moody Road Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Project consists of five (5) roadway segments 

along El Monte Road and Moody Road. The project encompasses portions of the Foothill College 

Entrance Road (loop road). The project outlines several improvements along the corridor that would 

encourage bicycle and pedestrian use. The improvements include pedestrian paths, additional bike lanes, 

shoulders and signal modifications. Appendix C includes an illustration of these improvements. Some of 

these improvements are currently under construction and not funded nor part of the proposed project. 

Intersection Operation 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

To evaluate traffic conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of conditions before and after 

project-generated traffic is added to the street system, intersection Level of Service (LOS) analysis was 

evaluated at five study intersections. 
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Per the Town of Los Altos Hills and Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

requirements, traffic conditions for four of the five study intersections were evaluated using the 

methodologies provided in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000). The designated intersection 

level of service software analysis program is TRAFFJX. For reference purposes, LOS as defined in the 

HCM is a quality measure describing operating conditions within a traffic stream, generally in terms of 

such service measures as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort 

and convenience. 

In addition, the intersection of Foothill College Entrance and College Loop Road was evaluated with the 

software SIDRA Intersection, using the methodologies provided in the HCM 2000. SIDRA was used 

since this intersection was recently reconfigured to a roundabout. 

Level of Service (LOS) Definition 

The LOS evaluation indicates the degree of congestion that occurs during peak travel periods and is the 

principal measure of roadway and intersection performance. Level of Service can range from "A" 

representing free-flow conditions, to "F" representing extremely long delays. LOS B and C signify stable 

conditions with acceptable delays. LOS D is typically considered acceptable for a peak hour in urban 

areas. LOS E is approaching capacity and LOS F represents conditions at or above capacity. 

Since TRAFFIX is also the CMP-designated intersection Level of Service software analysis program the 

Town of Los Altos Hills methodology embodies the CMP default values for the analysis parameters. 

Signalized Intersections 

At signalized intersections, level of service is evaluated on the basis of average stopped delay for all 

vehicles at the intersection. Table IV.F-1 defines the levels of service for signalized intersections. 

Unsignalized Intersections 

At unsignalized intersections each approach to the intersection is evaluated separately and assigned a 

LOS. The level of service is based on the delay at the worst approach for two-way stop controlled 

intersections. Total delay is defined as the total elapsed time from when a vehicle stops at the end of the 

queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line. This time includes the time required for the vehicle to 

travel from the last-in-queue position to the first-in queue position. Table IV.F-2 provides definitions of 

LOS for unsignalized intersections. 

Roundabouts 

The intersection of Foothill College Entrance and College Loop Road was analyzed using SID RA. Note 

that HCM does not provide level of service criteria for vehicle traffic at roundabouts. In SIDRA 

Intersection, the signalized intersection LOS criteria are applied to roundabouts. Therefore, the level of 
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service is evaluated on the basis of average stopped delay for all vehicles at the intersection. Table IV.F-3 

provides definitions of LOS for roundabouts. 

Table IV.F-1 
Signalized Intersection LOS Thresholds 

Level of Average Stopped Delay Description 
Service (seconds/vehicle) 

A Delay :SlO.O Free flow; minimal to no delay 

B+ 10.0< Delay :Sl2.0 
B 12.0< Delay :Sl8.0 Stable flow, but speeds are beginning to be restricted by traffic 
B- 18.0< Delay :S20.0 condition; slight delays. 

C+ 20.0 <Delay ::;23.0 
c 23.0 <Delay :S32.0 Stable flow, but most drivers cannot select their own speeds and 
C- 32.0 <Delay :S35.0 feel somewhat restricted; acceptable delays. 

D+ 35.0 <Delay :S 39.0 
D 39.0 <Delay :S 51.0 Approaching unstable flow, and drivers have difficulty 
D- 51.0 <Delay :S 55.0 maneuvering; tolerable delays. 

E+ 55.0 <Delay :S60.0 
E 60.0 <Delay :S 75.0 Unstable flow with stop and go; delays 
E- 75.0 <Delay :S 80.0 

F Delay> 80.0 Total breakdown; congested conditions with excessive delays. 

Source: Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program - Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines. December I, 2006 
(draft). 

Notes: I Control Delay per vehicle (in second~ per vehicle) 

Table IV.F-2 
Unsignalized Intersections - LOS Thresholds 

Level of Expected Delay 
Service 

A Little or no delay 

B Short traffic delay 

c Average traffic delays 

D Long traffic delays 

E Very long traffic delays 

F Extreme delays potentially affecting other traffic 
movements in the intersection 

Source: Transportation Research Board, Special Report 
Intersections, 2000. 

Notes: Worst Approach Delay (in second~ per vehicle) 
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Freeway Level of Service 

Table IV.F-3 
Roundabouts - LOS Thresholds 

Level of Service Control Delay ( d) 

A :SlO 

B 10<d:S20 

c 20 < d '.S 35 

D 35 < d '.S 55 

E 55 < d '.S 80 

F 80 <d 

Source: SIDRA Intersection 

Notes: Control Delay (in second~ per vehicle) 

August 2008 

To evaluate the existing freeway traffic conditions, as well as provide a basis for comparison of 

conditions before and after project-generated traffic is added to the freeway system, the Level of Service 

(LOS) was evaluated at segments along nearby freeway facilities using the operational analysis 

procedures from the Transportation Research Board's 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, as required by the 

Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program. 

As described in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, the determination of LOS for freeway segments is 

based on density, with density calculated as: 

d=VINxS 

where, d: density (vehicles per mile per lane, vpmpl) 

V: peak hour volume (vehicles per hour, vph) 

N: number of travel lanes (lanes) 

S: average travel speed (miles per hour, mph) 

Table IV.F-4 identifies the ranges density used to define levels of service for freeway segments. LOS 

ranges from LOS A, or free-flow conditions, to LOS F, or highly congested conditions. The density 

values from the LOS A/B, BIC and CID thresholds are based on values from HCM 2000. The LOS DIE 

and E/F thresholds are modified from the values in HCM 2000 to reflect Santa Clara County conditions. 
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Table IV.F-4 
Freeway Segment LOS Thresholds 

Level of Service Density Speed (miles/hr) 

I 

Description of Traffic 
Condition 

A Density '.Sll.O 67.0 '.S speed Free flow operations 

B 11.0 <density '.S 18.0 66.5 '.S speed< 67.0 Reasonably free-flow, and 
free- flow speeds are 

maintained 

c 18.0 <density '.S 26.0 66.0 '.S speed< 66.5 Flow with speeds and or 
near the free- flow speed 

D 26.0 <density '.S 46.0 46.0 '.S speed< 46.0 Level at which speed 
begin to decline with 

increasing flow 

E 46.0 <density '.S 58.0 35.0 '.S speed< 46.0 Operation at capacity 

F 58.0 <density Speed< 35.0 Breakdowns in vehicular 
flow 

Source: Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program - Traffic LOS Analysis Guidelines, December I, 2006 
*Density based on passenger cars per mile per lane (pcpmpl). 

Thresholds of Significance 

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines, the standards of 

significance for traffic impacts for a project are: 

(a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 

of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 

V /C ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections); 

(b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a LOS standard established by the county congestion 

management agency for designated roads or highways; 

( c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 

in location that results in substantial safety risks; 

(d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

( e) Result in inadequate emergency access; 

(f) Result in inadequate parking capacity; or 
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(g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 

turnouts, bicycle racks). 

According to the County of Santa Clara, the performance standard of intersection is LOS "D" during the 

A.M. and P.M. peak hours. The level of service methodology is based on critical movements. At CMP 

facilities, the LOS standard is LOS "E." The level of service at CMP intersection is based on evaluations 

of all intersection movements. 

For CMP intersections, a significant impact for a project is defined as: 

• When addition of project traffic causes intersection's LOS under background scenano to 

deteriorate from acceptable level to LOS "F," or 

• If an intersection under background conditions scenario already operates at LOS "F", and under 

project conditions scenarios, critical movement delay increased by 4 seconds or more; and 

• Project traffic increases the critical v/c value by 0.01 or more. 

If there is a decrease (negative change) in critical delay or v/c with the added traffic, then only one of the 

two criteria need to apply to determine the impact of the proposed project. 

For CMP freeway segment, a significant impact for a project is defined as: 

• When addition of project traffic under the project condition causes a freeway segment LOS to 

deteriorate from acceptable level to LOS "F," or 

• If a freeway segment already operates at LOS "F," and under the project condition scenario, 

traffic increases by 1 percent or more of capacity. 

The Town of Los Altos Hills determines a significant impact for intersections based on the County of 

Santa Clara guidelines. 

Based on the Town of Los Altos Hills level of service standards, an acceptable operating level of service 

(LOS) is defined as LOS D or better at all signalized and unsignalized intersections during the peak hours 

except for one intersection. 

According to the County of Santa Clara, the performance standard at Congestion Management Program 

(CMP) facilities is LOS "E." The level of service at CMP intersection is based on evaluations of all 

intersection movements. 

As discussed in the Jnitial Study (refer to Appendix A), there would be no impact with respect to the 

Threshold ( c) because the Project site is not within the safety areas for any of the area airports. 

Accordingly, the following discussion focuses on Thresholds (a), (b), (d), (e), (f), and (g). 
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Project Impacts 

Impact IV.F-1 The project would not cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system or exceed, either individually 
or cumulatively, a LOS standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways. 

Existing Intersection Operation 

Vehicle turning movement counts were conducted at all five study intersections in May 2007. Counts 

were conducted during a typical weekday A.M. period of 7:00-9:00 A.M., Midday period 11 :00 A.M. -

1 :00 P.M. and during the P.M. peak period of 4:00-6:00 P.M. Intersection counts were recently conducted 

at the intersection of Foothill College Entrance and College Loop Road (#1) in May 2008, as this 

intersection was recently reconfigured from a t-intersection to a roundabout. All counts were conducted 

when Foothill College was in session to represent typical traffic conditions in the study area. 

The intersections and their corresponding existing levels of service are presented in Table IV.F-5. 

According to the Town of Los Altos Hills and the Santa Clara County CMP intersection level of service 

standards, all study intersections operate at acceptable levels of service under the existing condition. 

Trip generation of the proposed project was based on the Institute of Transp01iation Engineers Trip 

Generation Manual, 7th Edition (2003), as summarized in Table JV.F-6, for the A.M., Midday and P.M. 

peak hours, respectively. Based on the addition of 2,839 students to the Foothill College campus, the 

proposed project would generate 3 ,407 daily new trips, including 341 A. M. peak hour trips (221 in, 119 

out), 341 Midday peak hours (85 in, 256 out) and 341 P.M. peak hour trips (187 in, 153 out). 

Trip Distribution 

The direction of approach and departure for Project trips of the proposed Project was estimated based on 

existing h·avel patterns, a projection of likely travel patterns for Project-generated trips, the locations of 

Foothill College access points, existing and proposed parking, and the locations of complementary land 

uses. DKS reviewed traffic volumes, turning movements at intersections, and locations of various land 

uses as part of this analysis. Figure JV.F-4, Project Trip Distribution, illustrates the trip distribution for 

the A.M. Peak hour, Midday peak hour and P.M. peak hour. 

Trip Assignment 

Project-generated trips were assigned to the roadway network based on access points, trip dist1ibution 

assumptions and likely travel patterns. The proportion of these trips that would h·avel through the study 

intersections was used for the intersection LOS analysis under the project condition. 
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Table IV.F-5 
Level of Service Analysis Summary Existing Condition 

A.M.Peak Midday P.M.Peak 
No. Intersection 

Traffic 
Control Avg. LOSb Avg. LOSb Avg. LO Sb 

Delaya V/C Delaya V/C Delaya V/C 

College Loop 

1. 
Road& Round-

3.4 A 3.4 A 3.4 A 
Foothill about 

- - -

College Road 

El Monte 

2. 
Road-Elena Unsignaliz 

10.7 B 11.5 B 11.7 B 
Road& ed 

- - -

Moody Road 

El Monte 

3. 
Road& 

Signal 16.0 0.296 c 21.7 0.472 c 25.7 0.582 c 
Foothill 

College Road 

El Monte 

4. 
Road& 

Signal 10 0.426 A 7.6 0.331 A 25.0 0.514 c 
Stonebrook 

Drive 

El Monte 

5. 
Road& 

Signal 60.1 0.578 E 43.2 0.336 D 50.2 0.705 D 
Foothill 

Expresswayc 

Note: Average Delay is measured in second~ per vehicle, VIC: Volume to Capacity Ratio 
a For signalized intersections, delays>80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
Methodologies. For unsignalized intersections, delays>50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under 
the HCM 2000 methodologies. For roundabouts, the average delay is based on the worst approach delay. 

h For signalized intersections, LOS based on Average Control Delay (in second~ per vehicle) . For unsignalized intersections, LOS 
is based on worst approach delay. 
" CMP intersection 

Source: Foothill College Master Plan EIR Traffic Impact Analysis Administrative Draft EIR Report, DKS Associates, May 28 
2008 

Project Condition - Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

All intersections were evaluated under each of the significance criteria as outlined earlier in this section. 

Intersection operational levels of service along with their associated critical and average delays are 

summarized in Table IV.F-7. 

According to the Town of Los Altos Hills and the Santa Clara County CMP intersection level of service 

standards, all study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service under the 

project condition. 
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Table IV.F-6 
Proposed Project Trip Generation 

Daily A.M.Peak Midday Peak P.M. Peak 

Land Use Size Units Percent Trips Percent Trips Percent Trips 
Rate Trips Rate Rate Rate 

In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out 

Community 2,839 Students 1.2 3,407 0.12 65% 35% 221 119 0.12 25% 75% 85 256 0.12 55% 45% 187 153 
College 

Total 3,407 221 119 85 256 187 153 

Source: institute of' Transportation Engineers -Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition 2003. Land Use Code 540-.Junior/Community College-Peak Hour of' Generator. 
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Table IV.F-7 
Level of Service Analysis Summary (Project Condition) 

A.M.Peak Midday P.M.Peak 

# Intersection 
Traffic 
Control Avg. 

V/C LOSb Avg. 
V/C LOSb Avg. 

V/C LOSb 
Delaya Delaya Delaya 

1. College Unsignalized 3.4 - A 3.4 - A 3.4 - A 
Loop Rd & 

Foothill 
College Rd 

2. El Monte Rd Unsignalized 10.7 - B 11.4 - B 11.5 - B 
-Elena Rd 

&MoodyRd 

3. El Monte Rd Signal 20.3 0.337 c 21.1 0.559 c 27.0 0.642 c 
& Foothill 
College Rd 

4. El Monte Rd Signal 9.4 0.494 A 7.1 0.409 A 24.5 0.602 c 
& 

Stonebrook 
Dr 

5. El Monte Rd Signal 65.1 0.611 E 43.9 0.379 D 52.2 0.737 D 
& Foothill 

Expressway c 

Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 

Notes: Average Delay: in second~ per vehicle VIC: Volume to Capacity Ratio LOS: Level of Service 

a For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies. For unsignalized intersections, delays > 50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under 
the HCM 2000 methodologies. 
h For signalized intersections, LOS based on Average Control Delay (in second~ per vehicle). For unsignalized intersections, 
LOS is based on worst approach delay. 

" CMP intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2007. 

In order to evaluate the overall near-term (cumulative) condition, a growth rate of 1.2 percent per year (to 

year 2015), was added to the Existing Condition turning movement volumes at the study intersection. No 

vehicular traffic that would be generated by pending projects in the neighboring area was considered, as 

no pending projects were identified that would impact any of the study intersections. In addition, the 

proposed project trips were added to the near-term cumulative baseline condition. The growth rate 

accounts for traffic growth that may occur due to speculative developments and ambient traffic growth in 

the neighboring areas. 

Intersection operational levels of service along with their associated average delays are summarized in 

Table IV.F-8. 
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Table IV.F-8 
Level of Service Analysis Summary (Near-Term Cumulative) 

# Intersection Traffic A.M.Peak Midday P.M.Peak 
Control Avg. V/C LOSb Avg. V/C LOSb Avg. V/C LOSb 

Delaya Delaya Delaya 

1. College Unsignalized 3.4 - A 3.4 - A 3.4 - A 
Loop Rd & 

Foothill 
College Rd 

2. El Monte Rd Unsignalized 11.3 - B+ 12.2 - B 12.4 - A 
-Elena Rd 

&MoodyRd 

3. El Monte Rd Signal 20.3 0.365 C+ 22.0 0.604 c 28.3 0.693 c 
& Foothill 
College Rd 

4. El Monte Rd Signal 9.6 0.535 A 7.3 0.441 A 25.7 0.650 c 
& 

Stonebrook 
Dr 

5. El Monte Rd Signal 77.2 0.666 E- 44.7 0.412 D 55.8 0.805 E 
& Foothill 

Expressway c 

Intersections operating below acceptable LOS D 

Notes: Average Delay: in second~ per vehicle VIC: Volume to Capacity Ratio LOS: Level of Service 

a For signalized intersections, delays >80 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under the HCM 2000 
methodologies. For unsignalized intersections, delays > 50 are beyond the upper limits of LOS delay estimation equations under 
the HCM 2000 methodologies. 

h For signalized intersections, LOS based on Average Control Delay (in second~ per vehicle). For unsignalized intersections, 
LOS is based on worst approach delay. 

" CMP intersection 

Source: DKS Associates, 2007. 

According to the Town of Los Altos Hills and the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program 

intersection level of service standards, all study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable 

levels of service under the near-term condition. Therefore, the proposed project's impact on cumulative 

roadway LOS would be less than significant. 

Freeway Segment Operation 

According the 2005 Santa Clara County Freeway Monitoring Report, three of the mixed-flow freeway 

segments currently operate at an unacceptable level of service "F" during the P .M. peak hour. Table IV.F -

9 lists the existing mixed-flow freeway segments A.M. Peak Level of Service. Table IV.F-10 lists the 

existing mixed-flow freeway segments P.M. Peak Level of Service. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

IV.F. Transportation/Circulation 

Page IV.F-19 

RL0027740 



EM26159 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Table IV.F-9 
Existing Freeway LOS Summary - A.M. Peak 

Freeway Segment Direction Miles Lanes Max LOS Speed Flow 

From To Density (Density) 

1-280 Page Mill La EB 1.76 4 25 c 66 6,600 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La El Monte EB 1.60 4 18 B 67 4,820 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

1-280 El Monte Magdalena EB 0.95 4 22 c 66 5,810 
Rd Ave 

1-280 Magdalena El Monte WB 0.95 4 35 D 62 8,680 
Ave Rd 

1-280 El Monte La WB 1.60 4 39 D 57 8,890 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Page Mill WB 1.76 4 31 D 65 8,060 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

Source: Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program. 2005 Monitoring & Conformance Report. Table 4.10 

Table IV.F-10 
Existing Freeway LOS Summary - P.M. Peak 

Freeway Segment Direction Miles Lanes Max LOS Speed Flow 

From To Density (Density) 

1-280 Page Mill La EB 1.76 4 66 F 29 7,660 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Barranca El Monte EB 1.60 4 82 F 20 6,560 
Rd Rd 

1-280 El Monte Rd Magdalena EB 0.95 4 91 F 17 6,190 
Ave 

1-280 Magdalena El Monte WB 0.95 4 23 c 66 6,070 
Ave Rd 

1-280 El Monte Rd La WB 1.60 4 22 c 66 5,810 
Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Barranca Page Mill WB 1.76 4 26 c 66 6,860 
Rd Rd 

Source: Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program. 2005 Monitoring & Conformance Report. Table 4.11. 
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I-280 on/off ramps operation 

Based on recent field observations, vehicles traveling in the westbound direction through the Stonebrook 

Drive/El Monte Road intersection spillback past the El Monte Road/I-280 southbound offramp to 

westbound El Monte Road, which in tum results in a vehicle queue on the off-ramp. 

Similarly, vehicles traveling in the eastbound direction at the Voorhees Drive/El Monte Road intersection 

spillback past the El Monte Road/I-280 northbound off-ramp to east El Monte Road, which results in a 

vehicle queue on the off-ramp. There are designated merge lanes prior to maneuvering onto and off of El 

Monte Road for motorists using one of the cloverleaf ramps. Even in cases where the on- or off-ramp 

volume is relatively heavy, no spillbacks were observed that resulted in queues on El Monte Road. 

The expected moderate increase in vehicular traffic volumes along El Monte Road and the on/off ramps is 

not anticipated to significantly impact the operation of the ramp junctions. Therefore the proposed 

projects impact traffic load, capacity of the street system, and LOS would be less than significant. 

Congestion Management Program 

Freeway segments operational levels of service along with their associated densities are summarized in 

Table IV.F-11 for the A.M. peak hour and Table IV.F-12 for the P.M. peak hour. 

Table N.F-11 
Freeway LOS Summary - A.M. Peak (Project Condition) 

Freeway 
Segment 

Dir. 
From To 

1-280 Page Mill La EB 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La El Monte EB 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

1-280 El Monte Magdalena EB 
Rd Ave 

1-280 Magdalena El Monte WB 
Ave Rd 

1-280 El Monte La WB 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Page Mill WB 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

Source: DKS Associate, 2008. 
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4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Avg. 
Vol. 

Pro.iect 
Speed Trips 

66 6,600 44 

67 4,820 44 

66 5,810 48 

62 8,680 88 

57 8,890 24 

65 8,060 24 

Density LOS 
Percent Significant 

Capacity Impact 

25.2 c 0.48% No 

18.1 c 0.48% No 

22.2 c 0.52% No 

35.4 D 0.96% No 

39.1 D 0.26% No 

31.1 D 0.26% No 

IV.F. Transportation/Circulation 

Page IV.F-21 

RL0027742 



EM26161 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

Table N.F-12 
Freeway LOS Summary - P.M. Peak (Project Condition) 

Freeway 
Segment 

Dir. Lanes 
Avg. 

Vol. 
Project 

Density LOS 
Percent Significant 

From To Speed Trips Capacity Impact 

1-280 Page Mill La EB 4 29 7,660 37 66.4 F 0.40% No 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La El Monte EB 4 20 6,560 37 82.5 F 0.40% No 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

1-280 El Monte Magdalena EB 4 17 6,190 61 91.9 F 0.66% No 
Rd Ave 

1-280 Magdalena El Monte WB 4 66 6,070 75 23.3 c 0.82% No 
Ave Rd 

1-280 El Monte La WB 4 66 5,810 31 22.1 c 0.34% No 
Rd Barranca 

Rd 

1-280 La Page Mill WB 4 66 6,860 31 26.1 D 0.34% No 
Barranca Rd 

Rd 

I Source: DKS Associates, 2008. 

As show in Table IV.F-11 and Table IV.F-12, the addition of traffic generated by the proposed project 

would not result in an increase of more than 1 percent of capacity for the freeway segments. Thus, the 

proposed project's impact on freeway LOS would be less than significant. 

Impact IV.F-3 The project would not cause an increase in hazards due to a design feature. 

Project access and circulation was analyzed for the proposed project to assess operational issues. The site 

plan (Figure III-2) indicates vehicular access to the project site from El Monte Boulevard and Elena 

Road-Moody Road, with full-access in and out of the site. 

The Facilities Master Plan includes campus-wide circulation improvements such as guard rails, crossings, 

curbs, and bicycle and pedestrian paths along the Loop Road. The Loop Road would also be repaired and 

resurfaced and new lighting would be installed for safety. In addition, various pedestrian footbridges 

would be constructed between the parking lots and the campus pedestrian pathways. No adverse internal 

circulation impacts related to the proposed project are anticipated. Pedestrian safety would continue to be 

maintained and vehicular access would continue to be facilitated in a safe and efficient manner. The 

project would not increase hazards due to a design feature, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Impact IV.F-4 The project would not result in inadequate emergency access. 

As discussed, the site plan (Figure III-2) indicates vehicular access to the project site from El Monte 

Boulevard and Elena Road-Moody Road, with full-access in and out of the site. The Facilities Master 

Plan includes campus-wide circulation improvements such as guard rails, crossings, curbs, and bicycle 

and pedestrian paths along the Loop Road. The Loop Road would also be repaired and resurfaced and 

new lighting would be installed for safety. 

Emergency access is not expected to be significantly impacted by the proposed project. Throughout 

construction activities, the streets surrounding the proposed project would be open, allowing adequate 

access for emergency vehicles. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency 

access and impacts would be less than sign~ficant. 

Impact IV.F-5 The project would not result in inadequate parking capacity. 

Proposed parking improvements include parking lot expansion and resurfacing. It is anticipated that the 

parking improvement would add approximately 240 parking spaces, for a total of 3,501 parking spaces. 

Currently there are 3,261 parking spaces available on campus. Using a "rule of thumb" estimate for 

community colleges of a 1 :6 parking ratio, the minimum parking demand for the proposed project would 

be 2,978 parking spaces, based on a population of 17,869 students plus staff. The parking needs of the 

project would be accommodated on-site with the provision of 3,501 parking spaces. Therefore, no parking 

deficit is anticipated in the long term and impacts related to parking capacity would be less than 

sign~cant. 

Impact IV.F-6 The project would not result in a conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation. 

The expected moderate increase in vehicular traffic volumes at the study intersections would not 

significantly impact the pedestrian movements. Also, the additional pedestrian movements generated by 

the proposed project would continue to be accommodated by existing sidewalks (within the project site). 

In addition, the proposed project includes the construction of three footbridge connections and relocation 

of pedestrian paths to reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and bicycle safety. As shown in 

Figure III-2, the pedestrian footbridges would be constructed at Parking Lot 1, Parking Lot 2 and 3 and 

Parking Lot 4. 

As described, the signalized study intersections are equipped with pedestrian crossing signals, push 

buttons, and crosswalks to accommodate pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the project. Based on 

the presence and current condition of sidewalks, pedestrian amenities and crosswalks, no adverse 

pedestrian impacts are anticipated due to the project-generated additional pedestrians that would be 

spread throughout the day. In addition, the proposed project would not interfere with operation of the 

local transit services or result in the alteration or removal of bike racks, turnouts, or bus stops. Therefore, 
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the proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 

transportation and impacts would be less than sign~ficant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

As previously discussed, the potential impacts caused by implementation of the proposed project were 

compared to the near term cumulative base conditions. A growth rate of 1.2 percent per year (to year 

2015) was added to the existing traffic volumes in order to evaluate the near term cumulative condition. 

The project-specific impacts as analyzed above for year 2015 also serve as the cumulative analysis and 

the impacts are identical. Therefore the proposed project's contribution to cumulative transportation and 

circulation impacts is less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Because no impacts have been identified, no mitigation measures are required or recommended. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

All transportation/traffic impacts would be less than significant. 
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V. GENERAL IMPACT CATEGORIES 

A. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT UNA VOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts which 

cannot be avoided. Specifically, Section 15126.2(b) states: 

"Describe any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced to a 

level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without imposing an 

alternative design, their implications and the reason why the project is being proposed, 

notwithstanding their effect, should be described." 

Based on the analysis contained in Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis) of this Draft EIR, the 

proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact with respect to air 

quality. 

B. GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a proposed action 

could be growth inducing. This includes ways in which the project would foster economic or population 

growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 

environment. Specifically, Section 15126.2( d) states: 

"Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could/aster economic or population growth, or 

the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 

environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a 

major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction 

in service areas). Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities, 

requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Also 

discuss the characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities 

that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be 

assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to 

the environment. " 

The proposed Project would foster minimal economic growth by increasing the number of faculty, staff, 

and students on the project site, who would in tum, also patronize local businesses and services in the 

area. However, most all of this economic growth would occur at the campus regardless of 

implementation of the proposed Project. Also, this demand would be somewhat offset by the services 

already offered by the campus. 

The proposed Project does not include any residential land uses that would result in a direct population 

increase within the Town of Los Altos Hills. Employment opportunities provided by construction of the 
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proposed Project would not likely result in household relocation by construction workers to the City. The 

construction indust1y differs from most other industry sectors in several important ways: 

• Construction employment has no regular place of business. Rather, construction workers 

commute to job sites that may change several times a year. 

• Many construction workers are highly specialized (e.g., crane operators, steel workers, masons) 

and move from job site to job site as dictated by the demand for their skills. 

• The work requirements of most construction projects are also highly specialized and workers are 

employed on a job site only as long as their skills are needed to complete a particular phase of the 

construction process. 

Construction workers would likely be drawn from the construction employment labor force already 

residing in the region. It is not likely that construction workers would relocate their place of residence as 

a consequence of working on the proposed project. 

As of the fall quarter for the 2007-2008 fiscal year, there are 18,522 credit students at the College. 1 

Student enrollment in the fall quarter has increased since the 2004-2005 fiscal year. The Master Plan 

used the 2005-2006 Long Range Enrollment and Weekly Student Contact Hours (WSCH) Forecast, 

which represents approximately a 1.5 percent annual growth rate. Based on this annual growth rate, the 

Master Plan and accompanying illustrations provide a vision of the recommendations for campus 

development and renovations over the next five-to-ten year period. 

Based on cunent enrollment information, the majority of students attending the College within Santa 

Clara County and nearby counties such as San Mateo County, Santa Cruz County, and Alameda County. 

Community college students typically attend colleges that are within an easy commute distance from their 

existing place of residence. It is not anticipated that students would relocate to the Town of Los Altos 

Hills to attend the College. Therefore, the proposed Project would not create a need for new housing 

units, the construction of which could cause an environmental impact. The proposed infrastructure 

improvements at the College would not induce growth because it would only serve the projected student 

and staff population. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would not indirectly induce 

substantial population grmvth. 

The project site is located in a developed area served by an extensive roadway system. Wastewater from 

the project site is conveyed to the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant via an eight-inch 

sanitary sewer provided by the City of Los Altos. Water service to the site is provided by the Purissima 

Hills Water District, and water is obtained from the Retch Hetchy Reservoir and Sunol Valley Water 

Treatment Plant. The proposed project would connect to existing water and wastewater lines. According 

Foothill-De Anza Community College District, Institutional Research & Planning, website: 
http://researchfhda.edu/jactbook/TrendData/Tables!Foothill _Headcount_ by_ Term.pd/, l'vfay 27, 2008. 
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to the utility service providers mentioned above, utility infrastructure, water supplies, and 

water/wastewater treatment capacities are adequate to serve the project, and no additional infrastructure, 

sources of water, or treatment capacity would be required. 2 

Fire, police protection, school, and parks and recreational services that are provided to the project area 

(including the project site) are accommodated by the Santa Clara County Fire Department, the Foothill

De Anza Community College District Police Department, the Palo Alto Unified School District, the Los 

Altos School District, the Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School District, and the Town of Los 

Altos Hills Parks and Recreation Department, respectively. According to these public service providers, 

the project's demand for public services can be accommodated without the need for new or altered 

facilities. 3 

Because the project would not result in a removal of obstacles to population growth or require the 

construction of new or expanded utility or public facilities off-site, the project would not be considered 

growth-inducing. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that significant irreversible environmental changes 

associated with a proposed project shall be discussed, including the following: 

• Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project that may 

be in·eversible because a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse 

thereafter unlikely; 

• Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement that 

provides access to a previously inaccessible area), which generalzy commitfilture generations to 

similar uses; and 

• Irreversible damage that could result from environmental accidents associated with the project. 

Construction of the proposed project would require the use of nomenewable resources (i.e., wood, metals, 

sand, gravel, fossil fuels) for building materials and to fuel construction vehicles and equipment. 

Subsequent use and maintenance of the project would also require the long-term consumption of these 

nonrenewable resources at reduced levels. However, there are currently no shmtages to the extent that 

would preclude the construction of the project, nor are shortages anticipated in the future, of the resources 

required to build and maintain the proposed project. 

2 Refer to the Initial Study found in Appendix A for a discussion of the Project's potential impacts related to 
utilities and service systems. 

Refer to the Initial Study found in Appendix A for a discussion of the Project's potential impacts related to 
public services. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

V. General Impact Categories 

Page V-3 

RL0027748 



EM26167 

Foothill De Anza Community College District August 2008 

The proposed project includes the construction of two buildings totaling 62,496 gross square feet of 

building space, as well as vaiious utility, landscaping, signage, lighting, and site improvements and 

upgrades; renovation of sport facilities and campus buildings; and ongoing Americans with Disabilities 

Act (ADA) improvements. The proposed Project would permanently convert lands previously improved 

with buildings and a parking lot. It would be possible to revert the land use to a parking lot. The College 

is part of the California Community College System and, therefore, the Town of Los Altos Hills General 

Plan and the Los Altos Hills Municipal Code do not have jurisdictional authority over the Project site. 

However, the proposed Project is consistent with the College's Facilities Master Plan goals and would 

therefore be consistent with the District's vision of use for the site. 

Irreversible changes to the physical environment could occur from accidental releases of hazardous 

materials associated with development. However, compliance with hazardous materials regulations, 

policies and mitigation measures (as outlined in the Initial Study included as Appendix A to this Draft 

EIR) is expected to maintain this potential impact as less than significant. No other irreversible changes 

would result from the adoption and implementation of the proposed Project. 
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VI. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

A. PURPOSE 

The purpose of the alternatives analysis of this EIR is to assess a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

proposed Project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project and to evaluate the comparative me1its of 

the alternatives ( CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6). The Guidelines state that the selection of alternatives 

should be governed by a "rule of reason." CEQA also states that, "[t]he EIR shall include sufficient 

information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 

proposed project." Generally, significant impacts of an alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail 

than the proposed Project, and should provide decision makers perspective as well as a reasoned choice. 

B. ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY 

To develop Project alternatives, the EIR preparers considered the Project objectives and reviewed the 

significant impacts in Section IV of this EIR to identify those significant impacts that could be avoided or 

reduced substantially through an alternative (refer to Table VI-1 at the end of this section). 

The objectives of the Project are as follows: 

• Renovate aging facilities to address current educational needs and technological advances; 

• Provide additional instructional space for growing programs including chemistry, physics, 

nanotechnology, life and health science programs, adaptive learning, and learning communities; 

• Ensure the safety of students, faculty and staff through the development of safe and accessible 

vehicular and pedestrian paths; 

• Consolidate related programs into "clusters" in order to maximize resources and to provide easier 

access to students, faculty and staff; and 

• Enhance the overall appearance of the campus by replacing temporary buildings (portables, 

modulars, etc.) with permanent facilities. 

Impacts associated with the following topics would be significant without the implementation of 

mitigation measures, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level if the mitigation measures 

recommended in this EIR are implemented. 

• Biological Resources 

• Cultural Resources 

• Noise 

The Project would result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts related to air quality 

(greenhouse gas) even with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 
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The following discussion is provided to meet the requirement of the CEQA Guidelines and provide the 

public and decision makers with information that will help them understand the adverse impacts and 

benefits associated with the three potential alternatives to the proposed Project. These alternatives were 

chosen for their ability to reduce or avoid impacts resulting from the Project to air quality, biological 

resources, cultural resources, noise, and transportation/circulation. A discussion of the environmentally 

superior alternative is also provided. 

Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

Alternate Project Site Alternative 

This alternative considered implementation of the proposed Project on an alternate District-owned site 

within the District area. However, this alternative was rejected for fmiher analysis because the District 

does not own any other prope1ty that would be feasible for this Project and can not "reasonably acquire, 

control or otherwise have access to [an] alternative site" (refer to § 15126.[f][l] of the CEQA Guidelines). 

Thus, this alternative was deemed infeasible. 

C. SELECTED ALTERNATIVES 

Overview of Selected Alternatives 

Three alternatives are evaluated in this analysis: the No Project/No Build, Reduced Intensity, and 

Alternate Site Plan Configuration alternatives. All alternatives are located on the Project site. Differences 

between the build alternatives include the number and/or average size of the buildings and changes to 

internal roadway configurations. A more thorough description of each of the alternatives is provided 

below. The alternatives to be analyzed in comparison to the proposed Project include: 

Alternative A: No Project/No Build Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Jntensity 

Alternative C: Alternate Site Plan Configuration 

Assumptions and Methodology 

A project may have the potential to generate significant impacts, but considerations in project design may 

also afford the opportunity to avoid or reduce such impacts. The alternatives analysis is presented as a 

comparative analysis to the proposed Project. The following alternatives analysis compares the potential 

significant environmental impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed Project for each of 

the environmental topics analyzed in detail in Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis) of the EIR. 
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Alternative A- No Project/No Build Alternative 

As required by CEQA, this subsection analyzes a "No Project" Alternative (Alternative A). Under 

Alternative A, the proposed Project would not be constructed, and the Project site would remain in its 

current condition. The analysis of Alternative A assumes the continuation of existing conditions including 

use of the existing 304,340 square feet (sf) of assignable space and 431,684 of gross sf that houses the 

existing campus buildings. No additional buildings or parking areas would be developed and circulation 

improvements would not be implemented. 

Specifically, under Alternative A, the Physical Sciences and Engineering Center (PSEC), the Scene Shop, 

and an additional 240 parking spaces would not be constructed. Campus-wide circulation improvements 

would not take place and no utility improvements would occur. Renovations to the District Offices, TV 

Center, Japanese Cultural Center, Stadium, and Swim Pool Area Storage would also not occur. However, 

under Alternative A the student population at the College would continue to increase, ultimately resulting 

in the overcrowding of existing facilities. In addition, the integrity of historic structures could be degraded 

under Alternative A since renovations required for overall building structures and facilities maintenance 

would not occur. 

Air Quality 

Alternative A would not require construction; therefore, no emissions would be generated by construction 

vehicles, demolition, grading, or through construction-worker vehicle trips. Operational emissions from 

new buildings would not occur and no additional stationary area source emissions from the consumption 

of natural gas for space and water heating devices or the operation of landscape maintenance equipment 

would occur. However, similar to the Project, operational and greenhouse gas emissions from normal 

day-to-day activities on the Project site would increase under Alternative A due to the continued rise in 

student population. Although impacts to air quality under Alternative A would be incrementally less than 

under the Project, cumulative impacts from greenhouse gas emissions would remain similar to the Project 

and, therefore, significant and unavoidable. 

Biological Resources 

Under Alternative A, none of the special-status species at the site would be affected. No impact would 

occur to the potentially occurring wildlife species at the Project site. Further, impacts to wildlife 

movement, although minor under the Project, would not occur under Alternative A. Similar to the Project, 

Alternative A would not result in impacts to riparian habitat or federally protected wetlands. 

Cultural Resources 

The buildings and landscape features on the campus appear to be contributors to a potential historic 

district. Under Alternative A, no additional development would occur on the campus and no 

improvements would take place. Thus, no potential less than significant impacts to historic resources 

would occur because no renovation would occur and no additional development would be sited in close 
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proximity to potential district contributors. However, the integrity of historic structures could be degraded 

under Alternative A since renovations required for overall building structures and facilities maintenance 

would not occur. Under Alternative A, no grading would occur and therefore no impacts to 

archaeological or paleontological resources would occur under Alternative A. Impacts to cultural 

resources under Alternative A would be greater than under the Project due to the lack of building 

renovation required to maintain the conditions of the existing buildings. 

Noise 

Under Alternative A, no construction would occur and there would be no demolition or construction that 

would create construction-generated noise or groundbome vibration. Alternative A would not construct 

any new buildings on the site and there would not be any on-site operational noise generated by rooftop 

heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV AC) systems, or noise from campus operations. However, 

similar to the Project, Alternative A would result in any increase in traffic-generated noise due to 

anticipated increases in student enrollment on the Project site. Therefore, impacts to noise under 

Alternative A would be the same as under the Project. 

Transportation/Circulation 

Under Alternative A, no new development on the Project site would occur. However, student enrollment 

would continue to increase resulting in the generation of traffic trips. Thus, Alternative A would result in 

the same less-than-significant impacts related to intersections operation and freeway operation as the 

Project. Impacts to transportation/circulation under Alternative A would be the same as under the Project. 

Relationship of Alternative A to the Project Objectives 

Alternative A would not meet any of the Project objectives, as they are focused on upgrading the campus 

to meet new demands. Specifically, the objectives include renovating aging facilities; providing additional 

instructional space; ensuring the safety of students, faculty, and staff; and consolidating programs into 

"clusters". Alternative A would not enhance the overall appearance of the campus. For these reasons, 

Alternative A would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Alternative B - Reduced Intensity 

Limited renovation and infrastructure improvements would take place under Alternative B. Under 

Alternative B, the Dish·ict would still need to accommodate an increasing student body and, therefore, 

would still need to expand instructional opportunities. Under this Alternative, the PSEC and Scene Shop 

would not be constructed and no new parking areas would be provided. However, it is assumed that the 

District would address increased enrollment by housing students in leased facilities offsite or by 

expanding the online class options. The location of these facilities is not known and for the purposes of 

this analysis, but it is assumed that additional growth would occur off campus. Since some of increased 

demand for education services would be accommodated through online classes, this Alternative assumes 

that approximately half of the square footage proposed under the Project would need to be provided off 
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site. Therefore, approximately 30,000 square feet of gross square feet would need to be provided in leased 

facilities. Limited site improvements that would occur under Alternative B include: Utility Improvements; 

Campus-Wide American with Disabilities Act (ADA) Improvements; and Signage, Wayfinding, and 

Lighting Improvements. These improvements would be included under Alternative B because they would 

be the minimum improvements required to maintain safety standards at the campus. The following 

improvements would not occur under Alternative B: Campus-Wide Landscaping and Site Improvements; 

Soccer, Baseball, and Softball Complex Improvements; and Tennis Courts Improvements. Finally, only 

limited renovation activities would occur under Alternative B including: renovations to the Stadium to 

meet cunent codes and for ADA accessibility and campus-wide infrastructure upgrades to mechanical, 

electrical, and plumbing systems. The change of use to the Adaptive Leaming Center, Leaming Supp01i 

Center, Radio Station, and Language Arts Office/Classrooms would take place. 

Air Quality 

Similar to the Project, construction of Alternative B would generate pollutant emissions from construction 

vehicles, demolition, grading, or construction-worker vehicles. In addition, stationary area source 

emissions (consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices, and the operation of 

landscape maintenance equipment) associated with the Project would still be generated. However, due to 

the fact that less development, improvements, and renovations would occur, these emissions would be 

incrementally reduced. 

Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result from nonnal day-to

day activities on the campus after implementation of the proposed Project. Mobile emissions would be 

generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the Project site. Under Alternative B, stationary 

source emissions would be generated and Project-related trips would occur. Due to the reduced intensity 

of Alternative B, these trips would be reduced in number to the Project site, but would still be undertaken 

to the location of leased facilities. Increases in enrollment for on-line course could potentially 

incrementally decrease vehicle trips. Thus, impacts related to stationary and mobile pollutant sources 

would be less under Alternative B than under the Project. However, although Alternative B would result 

in less development, cumulative impacts related to greenhouse gases would still be significant and 

unavoidable, similar to the Project. 

Biological Resources 

Under Alternative B, impacts to special-status species would be less than under the Project because the 

PSEC and Scene Shop would not be constructed. However, these impacts would not be completely 

eliminated because limited renovations and improvements would still take place. Similar to the Project, 

Alternative B would have a less-than-significant impact on riparian habitat because activities under 

Alternative B would not affect the drainage areas of the campus. With respect to movement of wildlife, 

impacts under Alternative B would also be less than under the Project. 
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Cultural Resources 

The buildings and landscape features on the campus appear to be contributors to a potential historic 

district. Under Alternative B, the PSEC and Scene Shop would not be constructed, but limited 

renovations and improvements would take place. Under the Project, impacts to the potential historic 

district would occur due to Project activities in close proximity to potential district contributors. Because 

development under Alternative B would be less intense, impacts would be incrementally less than under 

the Project. Similarly, impacts to archaeological or paleontological resources would be less under 

Alternative B than under the Project. 

Noise 

Under Alternative B, renovation and site improvements would occur on the campus, which would create 

some construction-generated noise or groundborne vibration. However, because the PSEC and Scene 

Shop would not be constructed, noise-related impacts particularly with regard to construction would be 

reduced. Similar to the Project, Alternative B would still be required to accommodate some additional 

students off site which would result in traffic-generated noise at off-site leased facilities. Because 

additional students would be accommodated off site and the additional parking areas would not be 

developed, traffic noise would be incrementally less under Alternative B than under the Project. 

Transportation/Circulation 

The PSEC, Scene Shop, and additional parking areas would not be constructed under Alternative B. The 

trip generation for the Project is based on the number of students attending classes, impacts to intersection 

and freeway operations would be less under Alternative B because the increase in students would be 

accommodated either off site or online. Jncreases in enrollment for on-line course could potentially 

incrementally decrease vehicle trips. Due to the reduced intensity of Alternative B, these trips would be 

reduced in number to the Project site, but would still be undertaken to the location of leased facilities. 

However, lacking an alternative leased facilities site, changes in traffic patterns resulting from this 

alternative would be impossible to predict at this point. Parking impacts would be the same as the under 

the Project, however, because even without the additional 240 parking spaces, the campus currently has 

more parking than what is required using the standard ratio of parking needed for community colleges. 

Impacts related to traffic would be incrementally less under Alternative B than under the Project. 

Relationship of Alternative B to the Project Objectives 

Alternative B would meet some of the Project objectives, but not all. For instance, Alternative B would 

provide additional instructional space but the space would likely be provided off campus and through 

online classes. Since some renovation would take place, Alternative B would meet the objective to 

renovate aging facilities. However, Alternative B would not allow the consolidation of related programs 

into "clusters" because it is assumed that the "change of use" (which would not occur under Alternative 
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B) would facilitate the clusters. Furthennore, Alternative B would not enhance the overall appearance of 

the campus and the safety of students, faculty, and staff would not be protected by upgrades to buildings. 

Alternative C - Alternate Site Plan 

Alternative C proposes the relocation of the PSEC to the northern area of the campus, north of the 4100 

Building and south of Parking Lot 3 and the Loop Road, on a sloping hillside. Parking Lot 4 would be 

expanded as envisioned in the original master plan, since that site would not be used by the PSC, thus the 

Project would include a total of approximately 400 spaces. Other aspects of Alternative C would be 

similar to the Project. Jmprovements to the overall site as well as renovation of several of the existing 

buildings on the campus and change of use for identified buildings. The Scene Shop would be constructed 

under Alternative C in the same location as the Project. 

Air Quality 

Similar to the Project, construction of Alternative C would generate pollutant emissions from construction 

vehicles, demolition, grading, or construction-worker vehicles. In addition, stationary area source 

emissions (consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices, and the operation of 

landscape maintenance equipment) associated with the Project would still be generated. These emissions 

would not be incrementally reduced because the same amount of construction would occur under 

Alternative C. 

Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result from nonnal day-to

day activities on the campus after implementation of the proposed Project. Mobile emissions would be 

generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the Project site. Under Alternative C, the same 

amount of stationary source emissions would be generated and the same amount of trips would be 

generated. Thus, air quality impacts under Alternative C (including significant and unavoidable 

cumulative impacts) would be the same under Alternative C as the Project. 

Biological Resources 

Under Alternative C, all Project activities would occur, but the PSEC would be relocated to the n01thern 

portion of the site, south of Parking Lot 3 and Loop Road. Under Alternative C, the currently 

undeveloped hillside area would be graded and and two large oak trees would be removed. Although 

impacts related to biological resources are primarily related to proximity to one of the two drainages on 

the campus, the loss of trees and grading of undeveloped areas would be an increase in impacts to 

biological resources. Therefore, Alternative C would result in more impacts to biological resources than 

the Project. 

Cultural Resources 

Under Alternative C, all Project activities would occur, but the PSEC would be relocated to the n01thern 

portion of the site, south of Parking Lot 3 and Loop Road. Jmpacts to the potential historic district would 
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be greater than under the Project because under Alternative C the PSEC would be in closer proximity to 

potential contributors to the historic site (Building 4100 [CTJS & PSME Division Offices], Building 4200 

[CTIS General Classrooms], and Building 4300 [Computer Center]) than if the PSEC were located in the 

western portion of the site. Further, the steep hillside site would not be conducive to design consistent 

with the existing historic style. Because Alternative C would result in the same amount of development, 

impacts to archaeological or paleontological resources would also be similar to the Project. Overall, 

impacts to cultural resources would be greater under Alternative C than the Project. 

Noise 

Under Alternative C, construction and demolition would occur on the site, which would create 

construction-generated noise or groundborne vibration. Similar to the Project, Alternative C would 

constrnct new buildings on the site and there would be on-site operational noise generated by rooftop 

heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV AC) systems, and noise from campus operations. However, 

because activities would be the same as under the Project (with the exception of the relocation of the 

PSEC and expansion of parking lot 4), impacts would be similar to the Project under Alternative C with 

the exception of potential noise impacts to nearby residential uses. The relocation of the PSEC from the 

western portion of the campus (outside Loop Road) to the northern portion of the campus (inside Loop 

Road) would provide greater distance between the stationary noise sources and residential uses to the 

west of the campus, however use of this building site would allow parking lot 4 to be expanded as 

originally envisioned in the master plan, locating vehicular noise closer to residential uses. Thus, impacts 

related to noise are the same under Alternative C as the Project. 

Transportation/Circulation 

Under Alternative C, all Project activities would occur but the PSEC would be relocated to the northern 

portion of the site, south of Parking Lot 3 and Loop Road. The alternate location of this building would 

not change any of the conclusions related to traffic impacts and Alternative C would result in similar 

impacts as the Project. 

Relationship of Alternative C to the Project Objectives 

Alternative C would meet all of the Project's objectives including renovation of aging facilities; providing 

instruction space, ensuring the safety of students, faculty, and staff; consolidation of related programs into 

"clusters," and enhancing the overall appearance of the campus. 

D. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA requires that an EIR alternatives analysis include designation of an "environmentally superior" 

alternative. Alternative A, the No Project/No Build Alternative, would result in greatest reduction in 

project impacts and would be the environmentally superior alternative. However, CEQA requires that if 

the environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
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environmentally superior alternative from another the other alternatives. Alternative B, Reduced Intensity, 

would reduce most environmental impacts resulting from the Project. However, Alternative B would not 

reduce the significant unavoidable impact to air quality. 
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CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
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CNPS California Native Plant Society 

co carbon monoxide 

Corps United States Army Corps of Engineers 

csc California Special Concern Species 

CUP Conditional Use Permit 

cu.yd. cubic yards 

CWA Clean Water Act 

DFG California Department of Fish and Game 

DHS Department of Health Services 

DMV California Department of Motor Vehicles 

DOF Department of Finance 

DSA Division of the State Architect 
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FAR Floor Area Ratio 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FESA Federal Endangered Species Act 

FHDAPD Foothill-De Anza Police Department 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Maps 

FMMP Fann land Mapping and Monitoring Program 

FPPP Fire Protection and Prevention Plan 

FTES Full Time Equivalent Students 

gpd gallons per day 

gpm gallons per minute 

gsf gross square feet 

HCM Highway Capacity Manual 

HOV high occupancy vehicles 

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 

I-280 Interstate 280 

IS Initial Study 

ISWMO Integrated Solid Waste Management Office 

ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers 

LASD Los Altos School District 

LOS level of service 

mgd million gallons per day 

MMP mitigation monitoring program 
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MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

mph miles per hour 

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

MTS Metropolitan Transpo1tation System 

MVLASD Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School District 

NCRD Napa Community Resources Department 

NCTPA Napa County Transportation Planning Agency 

NESHAPs National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

NFD Napa Fire Department 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminish·ation 

NOI Notice ofintent 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

03 Ozone 

OHP California Office of Historic Preservation 

OHWM Ordinary High Water Mark 

OPR Office of Planning and Research 

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

PAUSD Palo Alto Unified School District 

PHWD Purissima Hills Water District 

PM particulate matter 
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PMlO coarse particulates 

PM2.5 fine particulates 

PRC Public Resources Code 

PSEC Physical Sciences and Engineering Center 

PSI pounds per square inch 

RACM Regulated Asbestos Containing Material 

ROW right-of-way 

ROWD Report of Waste Discharge 

RTIP Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

sf square feet 

SFBRWQCB San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SF PUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 

sq.ft. square feet 

SR State Route 

STIP State Transportation Improvement Program 

SWPPP Stonn Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWRCB California State Water Resources Control Board 

TCM Transportation Control Measures 

TDA Article 13 Transportation Development Act Article 13 

TDM transportation demand management 

TFCA Transportation Funds for Clean Air 
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TIA Transportation Impact Assessment 

TLC Transportation for Livable Communities 

TRB Transportation Research Board 

TSM transportation system management 

TTAP Traffic Engineer Technical Assistance Program 

UBC Uniform Building Code 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

voe Volatile Organic Compound 

US ACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
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3.7 NOISE 

Introduction 

This section of the EIR evaluates the potential for noise and ground-borne vibration impacts resulting 

from implementation of the SUMC Project. The description of the noise environment is based on noise 
measurements taken by PBS&J. Projected increases in noise levels in and around the SUMC Sites can 

be expected from additional traffic, increased medical helicopter flights associated with the SUMC 

Project, new mechanical systems installed at the new facilities, and construction activities. These noise 
sources are evaluated to determine whether they would cause a substantial temporary and/or permanent 

increase in ambient noise levels in and around the SUMC Sites; exposure of people to excessive noise 
levels or ground-borne vibration; and/or exceedances of standards established in the City of Palo Alto 

Comprehensive Plan, Noise Ordinance, or any other applicable standards . Standards of impact 
significance on which to base the assessment of potential noise/vibration impacts are identified later in 

this section. Mitigation measures intended to reduce identified noise impacts are provided. 

This section of the EIR is based on traffic data provided in the Transportation Impact Analysis 
prepared by AECOM Transportation (Appendix C), the traffic and helicopter noise modeling and 

stationary source noise analysis conducted by PBS&J for the SUMC Project. Sources consulted for the 
preparation of this section include the City of Palo Alto's Comprehensive Plan and Noise Ordinance, 

and other reference documents by the Federal Transit Administration (FT A), 1 the Federal Interagency 

Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN),2 the U.S. Department of Transportation,3 and the World 
Health Organization. 4 

Noise issues/comments identified in letters responding to the NOP and in oral and written comments 
received during the Planning and Transportation Commission and City Council public scoping meetings 

for the SUMC Project were considered in preparing this analysis. Comments requested an analysis of 
ambulance, helicopter, vehicular traffic, and construction noise; an analysis of noise related to the 

Emergency Department (ED); and an analysis of noise levels throughout the day. These comments 
were submitted by members of the Planning and Transportation Commission, the Crescent Park 

Neighborhood Association, and private residents from Palo Alto and Menlo Palo. These issues are 
considered in this section. 

Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006. 
Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN), Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakenings from 
Sleep, June 1997. 
US Department of Transportation, General Health Effects of Transportation Noise, June 2002. 
World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, 2000. 
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Characteristics of Sound, Noise, and Vibration 

Sound 

Sound is created when vibrating objects produce pressure variations that move rapidly outward into the 
surrounding air. The main characteristics of these air pressure waves are amplitude, which we 

experience as a sound's "loudness," and frequency, which we experience as a sound's "pitch." The 
standard unit of sound amplitude is the decibel (dB); it is a measure of the physical magnitude of the 

pressure variations relative to the human threshold of perception. The human ear's sensitivity to sound 
amplitude is frequency-dependent; it is more sensitive to sound with a frequency at or near 1,000 

cycles per second than to sound with much lower or higher frequencies. 

Most "real world" sounds (e.g., a dog barking, a car passing, etc.) are complex mixtures of many 
different frequency components. When the average amplitude of such sounds is measured with a sound 

level meter, it is common for the instrument to apply different adjustment factors to each of the 
measured sound's frequency components. These factors account for the differences in perceived 

loudness of each of the sound's frequency components relative to those to which the human ear is most 
sensitive (i.e., those at or near 1,000 cycles per second). This practice is called "A-weighting." The 

unit of A-weighted sound amplitude is also the decibel. But in reporting measurements to which A

weighting has been applied, an "A" is appended to dB (i.e., dBA) to make this clear. Table 3.7-1 lists 
representative environmental sounds levels. 

Table 3.7-1 
Representative Environmental Sound Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities 

Jet Fly-over at 100 feet 

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet 

Diesel Truck going 50 mph at 50 feet 
Noisy Urban Area during Daytime 

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet 
Commercial Area 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet 

Quiet Urban Area during Daytime 

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime 
Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime 

Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime 

Threshold of Human Hearing 

Sound Level 
(dBA) 
-110-

-100-

-90-

-80-

-70-

-60-

-50-

-40-

-30-

-20-

-10-

-0-

Common Indoor Activities 
Rock Band 

Food Blender at 3 feet 
Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 
Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Large Business Office 
Dishwasher in Next Room 

Theater, Large Conference Room (background) 

Library 
Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (background) 

Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: California Department of Transportation, 1998. 
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Noise 

Noise is the term generally given to the "unwanted" aspects of intrusive sound. Many factors 
influence how a sound is perceived and whether it is considered annoying to a listener. These factors 
include the physical characteristics of a sound (e.g., amplitude, frequency, duration, etc.), but also 

non-acoustic factors (e.g., the acuity of a listener's hearing ability, the activity of the listener during 
exposure, etc.) that can influence the judgment of listeners regarding the degree of "unwantedness" of 
a sound. Excessive noise can negatively affect the physiological or psychological well-being of 
individuals or communities. 

All quantitative descriptors used to measure environmental noise exposure recognize the strong 
correlation between the high acoustical energy content of a sound (i.e., its loudness and duration) and 
the disruptive effect it is likely to have as noise. Because environmental noise fluctuates over time, 
most such descriptors average the sound level over the time of exposure, and some add "penalties" 
during the times of day when intrusive sounds would be more disruptive to listeners. The most 
commonly used descriptors are: 

• Leq, the equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of noise over any 
chosen exposure time. 5 The Leq is the constant noise level that would deliver the same 
acoustic energy to the ear as the actual time-varying noise over the same exposure time. Leq 
does not depend on the time of day during which the noise occurs. 

• Ldn, the day-night average noise level, is a 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA "penalty" 
added to noise during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for increased nighttime 
noise sensitivity. Because of this penalty, the Ldn would always be higher than its 
corresponding 24-hour Leq (e.g., a constant 60 dBA noise over 24 hours would have a 60 dBA 
Leq, but a 66.4 dBA Ldn). 

• CNEL, the community noise equivalent level, is an Ldn with an additional 5 dBA "penalty" 
for the evening hours between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

• SEL, the sound exposure level, is the constant noise level that would deliver the same acoustic 
energy to the ear of a listener during a one-second exposure as the actual time-varying noise 
would deliver over its entire time of occurrence. 6 

Community noise exposures typically are represented by descriptors, such as a peak-hour Leq, Ldn, or 
CNEL. One-hour and shorter-period Leq are useful for characterizing noise caused by short-term 
activities, such as the operation of construction or ventilation equipment. SEL most commonly is used 

Averaging sound levels on the decibel scale is not done by standard arithmetic averaging, but according to 
the following rule: Leq = 10 x log( (1/n) x (lOuito + 10L2ito + ... + lOLn/to )); where Lt, Li, Ln are n 
individual sound levels. For example, the Leq of the sound levels Lt = 60 dBA and L2 = 70 dBA is 67.4 
dBA (not 65 as it would be using standard arithmetic averaging). The higher individual sound levels 
contribute much more substantially to the Leq than they would to an average done in the standard way. 
For a sound lasting longer than one second, its SEL will be higher than that of the largest of the shorter 
duration component sounds that make up the total. For example, the SEL of a ten-second-long sound made 
up of 10 one-second-long component sounds, each of 60 dBA amplitude, would be 70 dBA. 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR - Noise 3.7-3 

RL0027776 



EM26195 

to characterize the disruptive potential of noise from aircraft fly-overs, and train and heavy truck pass

bys. 

Vibration 

Vibrating objects in contact with the ground radiate energy through the ground; if a vibrating object is 
massive enough and/or close enough to the observer, its vibrations are perceptible. The ground motion 

caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second and is referenced as vibration 
decibels (VdB). 

The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually around 50 VdB. The vibration 
velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration velocity level 

of 75 V dB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels 

for many people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings such as the 
operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of doors. Typical outdoor 

sources of perceptible groundbome vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and 

traffic on rough roads. If a roadway is smooth, the groundbome vibration from traffic is rarely 

perceptible. The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is the typical background 
vibration velocity level, to 100 V dB, which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in 

fragile buildings. 

The general human response to different levels of groundbome vibration velocity levels is described in 

Table 3.7-2. 

65 VdB 

75 VdB 

85 VdB 

Table 3.7-2 
Human Response to Different Levels of Groundborne Vibration 

Human Reaction 

Approximate threshold of perception for many people. 

Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. 
Many people find that transportation-related vibration at this level is 
unacceptable. 

Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events per day. 

Source: PTA, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006. 

Health and Welfare Effects of Noise Exposure 

Environmental noise has a number of documented undesirable effects on human health and welfare. 

These effects are psychological, including annoyance and speech interference, and physiological, 
including hearing impairment and sleep disturbance. The following summaries of such effects were 

excerpted from two general reference sources by the U.S. Department of Transportation 7 and the 
World Health Organization. 8 

US Department of Transportation, General Health Effects of Transportation Noise, June 2002. 
World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, 2000. 
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Annoyance. Annoyance is a general term for the overall feeling of displeasure produced by the 

various effects of noise, including speech interference, disturbance to comfort and peace of mind, sleep 
disruption, etc. The most relevant study of the effect on human annoyance was conducted by Theodore 

Schultz, who examined 11 major social surveys that related reported annoyance by people exposed to 
transportation noise. 9 The so-called "Schultz curve" relates the observed average noise level in 

different communities to reported annoyance. Since its publication, the Schultz curve has been used 
nationally and internationally as the nominal response curve for characterizing the average community 

response to transportation noise. 

Speech Interference. Speech interference occurs when speech is masked by other sounds occurring 

simultaneously. Speech intelligibility is often adversely affected by noise. As the sound pressure level 
of noise increases, the speaker compensates by increasing voice volume, which makes additional 

demands on the listener. When speaker and listener are about a meter apart, relaxed conversation can 
occur as long as the ambient noise level is less than about 55 dBA, while conversing with raised voices 

is increasingly necessary as noise levels rise to 65 dBA and higher. Noise may mask not only speech, 

but also other acoustical signals (e.g., door bells, telephones, alarm clocks, fire alarms, music, etc.). 

Hearing Impairment/Loss. Prolonged exposure to high levels of noise can cause hearing impairment, 
though most cases of hearing impairment were found to be related to occupational, rather than 

environmental, noise exposure. Outside of occupational noise exposure, deterioration of the hearing 

capability is caused by diseases, head trauma, hereditary factors, and normal aging. 

Sleep Disturbance. It is estimated that only 10 to 20 percent of the reported cases of sleep disturbance 
are for reasons relating to transportation noise. The majority of sleep-disturbance research related to 

transportation-noise has focused on aircraft noise. Most studies focus on investigating possible 

secondary effects of sleep disturbance, including reduced perceived sleep quality, increased fatigue, 

depressed mood or well-being, and decreased performance. Although no specific long-term health 

effects have been clearly linked to sleep disturbance, it is recognized as intrinsically undesirable and, 
thus, is considered an adverse noise impact in and of itself. 

Sleep disturbance studies have developed predictive models of transportation source noise-induced 
awakenings using SEL as the descriptor of choice. Two such models and selected values for the 

predicted awakening percentage as a function of aircraft-related SEL (as experienced indoors) are 
shown in Table 3.7-3. 

Schultz, Theodore J. Synthesis of Social Surveys on Noise Annoyance, Journal of the Acoustical Society of 
America 64. pp. 377-405, August 1978. 
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Table 3.7-3 
Sleep Disturbance Frequency as a Function of Aircraft Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 

Indoor SEL Average Percent Awakened• Maximum Percent Awakenedb 

45 dBA 0.8% 1.1 % 

50dBA 1.0% 1.9% 

55 dBA 1.2% 2.8% 

60dBA 1.5% 3.8% 

65 dBA 1.8% 5.1 % 

70dBA 2.2% 6.4% 

75 dBA 2.8% 7.9% 

80dBA 3.4% 9.6% 

85 dBA 4.2% 11.3% 
Sources: 
a. Finegold and Bartholomew, A Predictive Model of Noise Induced Awakenings from Transportation Noise Sources, Noise 

Control Engineering Journal, 2001; The formula: %Awakened = 0.58 + (4.30 * 10 8
) * SEL411 was found to give the 

best-fit to the data. 
b. Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) in Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakenings from Sleep, June 

1997. 
Note that the tabulated awakening percentages (Pinct) apply only to a single aircraft noise event. The occurrence of multiple 
aviation noise events during a night (or day) would result in a higher compound awakening percentage for those exposed 
than that expected for one event. This compound awakening percentage (Ptot) would increase as the individual SEL and 
the number of events (n) increase according to the following formula: 

Ptot = 1 - (1- Pinct)" 
For example, if the individual awakening probability for one event is 5 percent, with 10 such events per night the 
compound awakening probability would be 40 percent. 

Existing Conditions 

Noise Measurements 

Noise measurements were made at five locations by PBS&J on July 31, 2008 between the hours of 
11:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at surrounding land uses that would be considered sensitive to traffic noise. 

Measurements at a sixth location were added on December 4, 2008 at the closest residential use (i.e., 
the 1100 Welch apartments) to the Main SUMC Site. And two long-term (i.e., 48 consecutive hours) 

measurements were taken in September 2009. The first was on the SUMC campus along the SUMC 
Promenade, next to the 1089 Hospital Modernization Project Building and below its roof-top heliport. 

The second was at a roadside location near the 1100 Welch Road apartments. Examples of noise
sensitive uses are residences, motels and other uses where people would sleep; schools; hospitals; 

churches; public libraries; and parks. The land uses adjacent to the SUMC Sites include the Stanford 
University campus, commercial uses, park uses, and residential land uses. Single-family and multiple

family homes are located adjacent to and north of Sand Hill Road across from the SUMC Sites. An 

aerial map that depicts the noise measurement locations is provided as Figure 3. 7 -1. 
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The first six measurement locations represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would be most 

affected by noise from traffic increases associated with the SUMC Project and/or noise from roadways 
within the Study Area that have the highest existing and future total traffic volumes. The two long

term measurements were added to characterize the daily temporal noise level variation typical at 

locations on and near the SUMC Sites. Measurement location #8 is representative of on-campus noise 

levels at locations without close exposure to traffic on major roadways, but exposed to the influence of 
noise from garage activity and medical helicopter flights. Measurement location #9 is representative of 

noise levels experienced at locations adjacent to major roadways, but this particular location is also 

adjacent to the SUMC campus and so has the potential to be influenced by existing and future on-site 
stationary noise sources. The closest public park to the SUMC Sites, El Camino Park, is located 

across El Camino Real from the Stanford Shopping Center. Noise was not measured or modeled there 
because its exposure to traffic noise is similar to that of the Stanford Inn (measurement location #2). 

El Camino Park is also the closest noise-sensitive use to the Hoover Pavilion Site, which is 135 feet 
south of the Park across El Camino Real. The noise measurement data at the sensitive receptors were 

used to calibrate the Federal Highway Administration's (FHW A's) Traffic Noise Model (TNM), which 

was used to model the traffic noise impacts associated with the SUMC Project. 

As shown in Table 3. 7-4, the Ldn at the 1100 Welch Road apartments (measurement location #9) 

currently exceeds the City's "Normally Acceptable" standard of 60 dBA Ldn for residential land uses 
set in the Comprehensive Plan. The day-time LeqS at measurement locations #2 through #6 also exceed 

60 dBA by a substantial margin, which is strong evidence for the common exceedance of the City Ldn 

standard in areas adjacent to high traffic volume roadways. 10 These locations are at the Stanford Inn 
along El Camino Real, 1200 Embarcadero Road at Emerson Street, the East Palo Alto Residential Area 
at Michigan A venue and University A venue, residences at Alma Street and Lincoln A venue, and the 

1100 Welch Road apartments. While the measurements include noise from all sources in these areas, 

the primary source of noise at most receptors (except possibly measurement location #8, which is at 
ground-level below the SUMC heliport) is traffic. 

10 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Fr A May 2006), Appendix D: Determining Existing Noise 
FT A recommends that Ldn can be approximated with adequate precision by a measurement of hourly Leq 
during the day of interest. For an hourly Le measurements made between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Ldn = Leq -
2dBA. 
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Table 3.7-4 
Existing Ambient Noise Measurements (dBA) 

Noise 
Receptor 
Map rn• Land Use Description 

1 Stanford West Apartments (Apt. 275) 
Along Sand Hill Road - residential use 

2 Stanford Inn - motel use 

3 1200 Embarcadero/Emerson -
residential use 

4 East Palo Alto Residential Area -
Michigan/University Avenue 

5 Alma and Lincoln A venue -
residential use 

6 1100 Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 

7 1100 Welch Road apartments 
(backyard fence) 

8 On SUMC campus along Promenade 
(near heliport) 

9 1100 Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 
Notes: 

Noise Level 

Duration Leq Lmm 
10 min. 55.2 42.9 

10 min. 74.5 51.3 

10 min. 70.4 50.8 

10 min. 68.4 50.2 

10 min. 67.7 49.0 

10 min. 64.7 51.9 

10 min. 53.5 43.9 

48 hrs. 59.4* 48.2 

48 hrs. 70.1 * 45.5 

Lmax Primary Noise Source 
68.1 Traffic along Sand 

Hill Road 
84.0 Traffic along El 

Camino Real 
85.9 Traffic along 

Embarcadero Road 
80.3 Traffic along 

University Avenue and 
Michigan A venue 

86.8 Traffic along Alma 
Street 

79.2 Traffic along Welch 
Road 

56.9 Traffic along Welch 
and Sand Hill Roads 

89.3 Distant traffic, garage 
activity, medical 
helicopters 

113.7 Traffic along Welch 
Road 

All noise level statistics are reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA), the standard unit of sound intensity. Leq is the average noise level 
over the measurement period, Lmin is the minimum instantaneous noise level measured during this period, while Lmax is the maximum 
instantaneous noise level measured during this period. 
* These are direct measurements of Lctn. 
a. Refer to Figure 3.7-1. 

Vehicular Noise 

Existing peak hour traffic Leq at local noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to roadways that would be used 
by people traveling to and from the SUMC Sites were estimated using the FHWA's TNM model. This 

model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, 
roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The locations for the near-roadway, short-term 

noise measurements were selected because they represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would 

be most affected by traffic noise increases associated with the SUMC Project or by traffic noise from 
the busiest roadways within the Study Area for the Transportation Impact Analysis. TNM was 

calibrated by counting traffic volumes during each measurement and adjusting the modeled noise levels 
to match the measured noise levels at each location. The existing peak-hour traffic Leq were calculated 

using the calibrated TNM model and the peak-hour traffic volumes provided in the Transportation 

Impact Analysis (see Appendix C). 

The exposure of selected local noise-sensitive land uses to modeled existing peak-hour Leq noise levels 

is presented in Table 3. 7-5. These noise levels represent only the traffic-related noise component and 
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do not include noise from other sources. The modeled results are in close accord with the noise 

measurements at the selected locations (refer to Table 3.7-4). The differences were caused by 
variations between the receptors' and measurement locations' distances from the adjacent roadways and 

by variations between traffic volumes during the measurement periods and those during the peak traffic 
hour. According to the PTA, a measured or modeled value of peak-hour Leq is about 2 dBA higher 

than Ldn if traffic noise is the dominant influence on the total ambient noise level. 11 

Table 3.7-5 
Modeled Motor Vehicle Noise Levels - Peak Hour Leq at 

Selected Locations (Existing) ( dBA)3·b 

Roadway Segment Modeled Receptor 
Sand Hill Road, east of Pasteur Drive Residential 

(Location 1 on Figure 3.7-1) 
El Camino Real, south of Cambridge Motel 

(Location 2 on Figure 3.7-1) 
Embarcadero, south of El Camino Real Residential 

(Location 3 on Figure 3.7-1) 
University Avenue, north of Bay Road Residential 

(Location 4 on Figure 3.7-1) 
Alma Street, south of Hamilton A venue Residential 

(Location 5 on Figure 3.7-1) 
Welch Road, north of Pasteur Drive Residential 

(Location 6 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Source: PBS&J, 2010. 

Notes: 

Existing 
57.4 

75.3 

70.4 

70.7 

66.6 

65.6 

a. Traffic volumes provided in the Transportation Impact Analysis by AECOM Transportation, provided as Appendix C to 
this EIR. 

b. Noise levels were calculated with TNM at the measured setbacks of the existing residential buildings. 

Mechanical Equipment and Loading Noise 

Loading. Other sources of noise within the area are generated from mechanical equipment and loading 

area noise. Currently, one shared loading dock serves SHC and LPCH at the Main SUMC Site; it is 
located along Quarry Road (see Figure 2-5 in Section 2, Project Description). There are currently 

approximately 32,850 annual deliveries (105 deliveries per day based upon loading activity six days per 
week) at the Main SUMC Site; this total is divided into 24,638 (75 percent) for SHC and 8,212 (25 

percent) for LPCH. 12 The percentage of loading vehicle trips by vehicle types is as follows: tractor 

trailers (53 feet long), 25 percent; box trucks/cab-overs (18 feet to 48 feet long), 30 percent; parcel 
delivery vehicles (10 feet to 18 feet long), 20 percent; and courier vans and trucks (10 feet to 18 feet 

long), 25 percent. 13 

11 

12 

13 

Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006, Appendix D. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
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Loading activities involving small- to medium-sized trucks (i.e., the box trucks/cab overs, parcel 

delivery vehicles and courier vans, as noted above) generate noise levels in the range of 60 to 65 dBA 
at 50 feet (e.g., during idling, backing, and use of hydraulic lift gates). Loading activities involving 

larger trucks (i.e., the tractor trailers, as noted above) generate noise in the range of 70 to 75 dBA at 
50 feet. Trash compaction and collection typically generate noise levels ranging from 70 to 75 dBA at 

50 feet. Traffic circulation and parking lot noise levels typically range from 60 to 65 dBA at 50 feet. 14 

Mechanical Equipment. Equipment serving the existing SUMC is installed at many locations on-site 

and at Stanford's Central Energy Facility (CEF), which provides steam and chilled water to the SUMC 

and is located about 800 feet west of the Main SUMC Site on the Stanford University campus. The 
CEF is being expanded, but that expansion would be permitted separately from the SUMC Project and 

its effects are not included in this noise impact analysis. There are 12 emergency generators on the 
SUMC Site plus a back-up generator. 15 Rooftop heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 

equipment is located on all SUMC buildings. Noise levels associated with existing SUMC HVAC 
equipment were measured on December 4, 2008; the measurement locations are listed in Table 3.7-6. 

Table 3.7-6 
Measurements of Noise from Existing SUMC Rooftop HV AC Equipment 

Noise Noise Level (dBA) Equipment; 
Receptor Duration Distance to Meter; 
Map ID Measurement Location• (minutes) Leq Lmm Lmax Noise Control 

1 Hospital Modernization 10 63.9 62.0 75.3 3 HV AC units; 
Project Building (next to 50 - 100 feet 
heliport) All units enclosed 

2 Core Expansion Building 10 65.3 62.9 75.3 Exhaust fan; 
30 feet; 
No enclosure 

3 Hospital Modernization 10 75.1 73.0 81.2 HVAC; 
Project Building (D Pod) 25 feet 

Full enclosure 
4 Advanced Medicine Center 10 65.4 63.8 74.1 HVAC; 

25 feet 
Sound walls 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 

Notes: 

All noise level statistics are reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA), the standard unit of sound intensity. Leq is the average 
noise level over the measurement period, Lmin is the minimum instantaneous noise level measured during this period, while 
Lmax is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during this period. 
a. Refer to Figure 2-5. 

14 

15 

Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc., Balfour Center Safeway Noise Analysis - Brentwood, California, June 6, 
2002. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 6. 
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Ambulance and Helicopter Operations 

Sources of ambient noise in and around the SUMC Sites include helicopters and ambulances 

transporting patients to and from the Main SUMC Site. 

Helicopter Operations. Currently there are about 2, 120 helicopter trips per year (about six daily) 

associated with hospital operations. 16 Approximately half of the helicopter trips are associated with 
patient and organ transport, and approximately half are for the purpose of refueling. Five to six flights 

per year are to travel offsite for maintenance. There are currently four paths for helicopter approach 

and departure to the SUMC heliport. 17 In all the paths, the helicopters are initially maneuvered in a 
circular motion directly above the Stanford University Arboretum, in order to change altitude for the 
purpose of minimizing the noise impacts on the surrounding area. The pilots generally rise to an 

altitude of 1,500 feet prior to flying out of the vicinity of the SUMC Sites. 18 Figure 3.7-2 and Figure 

3.7-3 show the existing Ldn (i.e., the 24-hour noise level with a penalty added to nighttime noise 
events) and SEL (i.e., the noise energy level from a typical helicopter approach/departure compressed 

into one second) noise contours from existing helicopter operations, as determined by PBS&J noise 

modeling. The 60 dBA Ldn contour does not extend into the residential areas north of Sand Hill Road; 

note also that 60 dBA Ldn is the "Normally Acceptable" residential noise exposure compatibility 

standard set in the Comprehensive Plan. A single helicopter would produce a maximum SEL of 85 
dBA, as shown by the SEL contours, which result from a helicopter flying at 1,500 feet as it 
approaches/departs the heliport. The SEL contour does not "close" around the heliport as the Ldn 

contour because it assumes that helicopters would not gain additional altitude as they approach/ depart 

the heliport and, thus, reduce the maximum SEL at ground level. 

Ambulance Activity. The existing ED, where ambulance trips are destined, is located at the south 

side of the Hospital Core Expansion, off Quarry Road. Most ambulance trips end at the SHC 

emergency ward near the terminus of Quarry Road. In 2006, there were 8,331 ground ambulance trips 
(about 23 trips per day) to the SHC ED. The total ambulance trips comprise 19.6 percent of the total 

42,522 ED visits for that year. Of the total ambulance trips, approximately 10 percent are "Code 3" 
trips, meaning that they involve the use of lights and a siren. 19 A typical SEL of an ambulance passby, 

which lasts about 12 seconds, is 112 dBA with an Lmax of about 106 dBA, if the siren is engaged. The 

City's Noise Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 9 .10. 050) exempts noise associated with 
"emergencies" from its standards and penalties. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
Catherine Palter, Stanford University Land Use and Environmental Planning, Memorandum: Data Needs for 
SUMC Project EIR- Response, February 20, 2008. 
Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
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Applicable Plans and Regulations 

For this analysis, the primary applicable plans and regulations pertaining to noise are from the City's 
Comprehensive Plan and Noise Ordinance. However, there are cases where these local plans and 

regulations do not contain quantitative thresholds to evaluate the impact of certain types of noise 

emissions or vibration. In those cases, quantitative standards specified by comparable federal or State 

standards are utilized. For example, the City's Comprehensive Plan does not specify a numeric 
threshold for unacceptable vibration emissions. In this case, this analysis considers the vibration 

thresholds specified in the Federal Transit Administration's Transit Noise Impact and Vibration 

Assessment (PTA Guidelines). These standards provide a qualitative framework for analyzing whether 

the SUMC Project is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Noise policies. 

City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan 

The Natural Environment Element of the Comprehensive Plan establishes Goal N-8, which aims to 

create "an environment that minimizes the adverse impacts of noise." The following Comprehensive 

Plan policies are relevant to the evaluation of the SUMC Project and specify CEQA noise significance 

criteria are specifically included in this EIR's Standards of Significance: 

Policy N-39. Encourage the location of land uses in areas with compatible noise environments using 

the guidelines in the Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment table (included below) 
to determine compatibility. 

• The guideline for maximum outdoor noise levels in residential areas is an Ldn of 60 dBA. This 

level is a guideline for the design and location of future development and a goal for the 
reduction of noise in existing development. However, 60 dBA Ldn is a guideline which cannot 

necessarily be reached in all residential areas within the constraints of economic or aesthetic 
feasibility. This guideline will be primarily applied where outdoor use is a major consideration 

(e.g., backyards in single family housing developments, and recreational areas in multiple 
family housing projects). Where the City determines that providing 60 dBA Ldn or lower 

outdoors is not feasible, the noise level in outdoor areas intended for recreational use should be 
reduced to as close to the standard as feasible through project design. 

• The indoor noise level as required by the State of California Noise Insulation Standards must 
not exceed 45 dBA Ldn in multiple-family dwellings. This indoor criterion shall also apply to 

new single family homes in Palo Alto. 

• Interior noise levels in new single family and multiple family residential units exposed to an 

exterior Ldn of 60 dBA or greater should be limited to a maximum instantaneous noise level of 
50 dBA in the bedrooms. Maximum instantaneous noise levels in other rooms should not 

exceed 55 dBA. 
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Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment 

Land Use Category 

Outdoof" 5 p01:ts aru:l Re~1:E5BJtlo11 . 
Nelghl:ioulnoad Pa~ks am:i PtaYSrnunds 

S~hoots, Ul::lrar s, 'Ml.lseums. Hospitals , 
Pe.rsonal ' am, MeeLl:ng H a ll's. C n .cm:h !!cs 

. u dlto.l"l1.m1s. C oli! e.rt Halls, 
& Amphltheat:ei-s 

!JllduslJ:lal , Ma nuractfil:l'iillg, U l llties, 
am! Agd 111Lt1.1n;, 

55 

Exterior Noise Exposure 

Ldn or CNEL, dB 

60 65 70 75 80 

D NarmaUy Ac-ce pt11!J1.e Sp=cmed lam:! w:e IS sa11Sl'a[ta~· . based 1.p::rn ll"e assurnplloo that 31~ tJulldlngs l~vcd 
are or ramal rnn~:ert IDn , oon!ll"u:lloo, wlU-.::<.11 any ~lal lrt<..J.JatIDn requt:ernenls. 

D Condil:lon mJly AN:eptable 

• Unarnepta bl e 

Sp=cmed lam:! we rna'_1' Ile pEmllll:ed on~· aner del.a lie<:! analy!1s cil'IM oolse- recluc!IDn 
requr:ernenls and n=eded noise nsulallan realire> lnclooed In tile de'.slgi . 

New ccm!rucllan ~ de'ieIDprn:enl sllauk:l general!)• nc< ~ lJ'lclataken t:ecause mltlgallan 
Is usually na1 reaslb~ to comply v.1111 nats:e elernenl p~lcle>. 

'So.Jrce: llllng•t.'Cf1h & Piodkln, Inc. 

Policy N-41. When a proposed project is subject to CEQA, the noise impact of the project on existing 

residential land uses should be evaluated in terms of the increase in existing noise levels and potential 

for adverse community impact, regardless of existing background noise levels. If an area is below the 

applicable maximum noise guideline, an increase in noise up to the maximum should not necessarily be 

allowed. A project should be considered to cause a significant degradation of the noise environment if 

it meets any of the following criteria: 

• The project would cause the Ldn to increase by 5.0 dBA or more in an existing residential area, 

even if the Ldn would remain below 60 dBA; 

• The project would cause the Ldn to increase by 3.0 dBA or more in an existing residential area, 

thereby causing the Ldn in the area to exceed 60 dBA; and 

• The project would cause an increase of 3. 0 dBA or more in an existing residential area where 

the Ldn currently exceeds 60 dB. 

City of Palo Alto Noise Ordinance 

Protection of the population of Palo Alto from "excessive, unnecessary, and unreasonable noises from 

any and all sources in the community" is implemented through the City's Noise Ordinance (Chapter 

9.10 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code). The following sections of the Noise Ordinance are relevant to 

the evaluation of the SUMC Project. 
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9.10.040 Commercial and Industrial Property Noise Limits.20 No person shall produce, 

suffer or allow to be produced by any machine or device, or any combination of same, on commercial 
or industrial property, a noise level more than eight dB above the local ambient21 at any point outside 

of the property plane. 

9.10.060 Special provisions. 

a) General Daytime Exception. Any noise source which does not produce a noise level exceeding 70 
dBA at a distance of 25 feet under its most noisy condition of use shall be exempt from the 

provisions of Section 9.10.040 between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Monday through 
Friday, 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Saturday, except Sundays and holidays, when the exemption 

herein shall apply between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 

b) Construction. Construction, alteration and repair activities on non-residential property which are 

authorized by valid City building permit shall be prohibited on Sundays and holidays and shall be 
prohibited except between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 9:00 

a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturday provided that the construction, demolition or repair activities 

during those hours meet the following standards: 

20 

21 

1) No individual piece of equipment shall produce a noise level exceeding 110 dBA at a distance 

of 25 feet. If the device is housed within a structure on the property, the measurement shall be 
made out-side the structure at a distance as close to twenty-five feet from the equipment as 

possible. 

2) The noise level at any point outside of the property plane of the project shall not exceed 110 
dBA. 

3) The holder of a valid construction permit for a construction project in a non-residential zone 

shall post a sign at all entrances to the construction site upon commencement of construction, 
for the purpose of informing all contractors and subcontractors, their employees, agents, 

material men and all other persons at the construction site, of the basic requirements of this 
chapter. 

A. Said sign(s) shall be posted at least five feet above ground level, and shall be of a white 

background, with black lettering, which lettering shall be a minimum of one and one-half 
inches in height. 

B. Said sign shall read as follows: Construction hours for non-residential property; (Includes 

Any and All Deliveries); Monday - Friday 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.; Saturday 9:00 a.m. to 

Sections 9.10.030, 9.10.040 and 9.10.050 of the Noise Ordinance specify limits for noise sources located on 
residential, commercial/industrial, and public properties, respectively. Only the limits for commercial/ 
industrial properties are included in this EIR because, from the perspective if noise emissions, the 
commercial/industrial land use type is the most similar or applicable to that of the SUMC Project. 
"Local ambient" by Noise Ordinance definition means the "lowest sound level repeating itself during a six
minute period as measured with a precision sound level meter, using slow response and "A" weighting ... in 
no case shall the local ambient be considered or determined to be less than thirty dBA for interior noise or 
Forty dBA in all cases." 
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6:00 p.m., Sunday/holidays Construction prohibited. Violation of this Ordinance is a 

misdemeanor punishable by a maximum of six months in jail, $1,000 fine, or both; 
Violators will be prosecuted. 

c) Emergencies. Emergencies (e.g., noise associated with ambulance sirens, medical helicopter 

operations, etc.) are exempt from Noise Ordinance limits and provisions. 

Finally, the implementation of Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 10.48 requires that construction

related trucks use specified truck routes to access the site and that projects follow standard construction 
techniques and best management practices, including the development of a Construction Management 

Plan, which would identify measures to reduce construction noise and consequent annoyance at 

sensitive receptors. 

Advisory Guidance, Regulations, and Standards of Federal and State Agencies 

Federal Standards. The FT A has developed methodology and significance criteria to evaluate noise 

and vibration impacts from surface transportation modes (i.e., passenger cars, trucks, buses, and rail) 

as presented in Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment (PTA Guidelines). The PTA criteria, 
shown in Table 3. 7 -7, are based on limiting annoyance in communities exposed to vibration from 
transportation sources and construction activity. 

Table 3.7-7 
Federal Transit Administration Ground-Borne Vibration (GBV) 

Impact Criteria for General Assessment 

G VB Impact Levels (V dB) 

Land Use Category Frequent Events• Occasional Eventsb Infrequent Events< 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration 65d 
would interfere with interior operations 

Category 2: Residences and buildings 
72 

where people normally sleep 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with 75 
primarily daytime uses 

Source: FT A, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006. 

Notes: 

65d 

75 

78 

a. "Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
b. "Occasional Events" is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c. "Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day. 

65d 

80 

83 

d. This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical 
microscopes. Vibration-sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable 
vibration levels. 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations (i.e., Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility 

Planning) prescribe the methodology governing the development, submission, and review of 
airport/heliport noise exposure maps and noise compatibility programs. The noise exposure maps use 

average annual Ldn or CNEL contours around the airport/heliport as the primary noise descriptor. To 
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the FAA, all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 dBA Ldn 

or CNEL. At higher noise exposures, increasing restrictions are applied to development within the 
aircraft noise contours depending upon the noise-sensitivity of the land use and the degree of noise 

attenuation required in the structures' interior spaces. 

The FAA also recommends the use of supplemental metrics in environmental documents to further 

describe aircraft noise impacts with respect to specific adverse noise effects on specific populations or 

activities. 22 Among the most commonly recognized adverse noise effects are increases in community 
annoyance, sleep disturbance, speech interference and disruption of learning in schools. The effect of 

aviation noise on sleep is often a particular concern of communities located near airports. Based on 
research carried out on sleep disturbance, the Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise 

(FICAN) has recommended the adoption of a dose-response curve based on single-event aviation noise 
events (as quantified by SEL) for predicting the percent of an exposed population (not including 

children) expected to be awakened in long-term residential settings, as shown in Table 3.7-3. In order 
to reduce potential aviation-related sleep disruption to acceptable levels in areas near airports/heliports, 

it may be necessary to install additional acoustic insulation above what would be required to 

attain/maintain the 45 dBA interior Ldn/CNEL standard required by FAA Part 150. 

State Standards. The California Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of Regulations, Title 25, 
Section 1092) establishes uniform minimum noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, 

motels, dormitories, apartment houses and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings. 

Specifically, Title 25 states that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 
dBA Ldn or CNEL in any habitable room of new dwellings. Acoustical studies must be prepared for 

proposed multiple unit residential and hotel/motel structures where outdoor Ldn or CNEL is 60 dBA or 
greater. The studies must demonstrate that the design of the building will reduce interior noise to 45 

dBA Ldn or CNEL, or lower. Dwellings are to be designed so that interior noise levels will meet this 

standard for at least ten years from the time of building permit application. Interior noise levels can be 
reduced through the use of noise insulating windows, and by using sound isolation materials when 
constructing walls and ceilings. The primary means to achieve this standard is through the use of noise 

insulating windows, and/or sound isolation materials when constructing walls and ceilings. (It should 

be noted that Comprehensive Plan Policy N-39 applies the Title 25 standard to all single- and multi
family residential uses in the City). 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Methodology 

The analysis of the existing and future noise environments is based on noise-level monitoring, noise
prediction computer modeling, and empirical observations of receptor noise exposure characteristics. 

Existing noise levels were monitored at selected locations in and around the SUMC Sites (see Table 
3.7-4 with Figure 3.7-1, and Table 3.7-6) using a Larson-Davis Model 820 sound level meter, which 

22 Federal Aviation Administration, Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions, October 2007, Table 
17 .1. 
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satisfies the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for general environmental noise 

measurement instrumentation. 

Traffic noise modeling procedures involved the calculation of existing and future vehicular noise levels 

at selected noise-sensitive uses in and around the SUMC Sites. This task was accomplished using the 

FHWA TNM. The model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic 

volumes, average speeds, roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The average vehicle 
noise rates (energy rates) utilized in TNM reflect the latest measurements of average vehicle noise rates 

for all vehicle classes. Traffic volumes utilized as data inputs in the noise prediction model were 

provided through the traffic analysis prepared for this EIR. 

Helicopter noise levels were estimated using the FAA Integrated Noise Model (INM). INM was 

initialized with project-specific data on helicopter type, number of daily flight operations at SUMC, 
their approach/departure routes, and the existing and proposed future heliport locations. The noise 

analysis produced existing and future-with-project Ldn and SEL noise contours for the vicinity of the 

SUMC Sites. 

Construction noise and vibration levels were quantified using equipment noise reference levels and 

modeling techniques developed by the FT A. 

Standards of Significance 

Based on thresholds specified in the Natural Environment Element of the Comprehensive Plan, the City 
of Palo Alto Noise Ordinance, and other thresholds specified by the City as appropriate to CEQA 

documents; and based on supplementary standards from the FTA (specifically for vibration) and 
FAA/FICAN (specifically for aircraft noise), the SUMC Project would result in a significant noise 

impact if it would: 

During SUMC Project Construction 

• Generate construction noise exceeding the daytime background Leq at sensitive receptors by 10 
dBA or more; or 

• Expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibrations during construction as 

determined according to FTA vibration criteria (shown in Table 3.7-4). 

During SUMC Project Operation 

• For SUMC-related traffic, ambulance operations and medical helicopter flights, cause Ldn to: 

3. 7-20 

Increase by 5 dBA or more in an existing residential area, even if the Ldn would remain 

below 60 dBA; 

Increase by 3 dBA or more in an existing residential area, thereby causing the Ldn in the 

area to exceed 60 dB; or 

Increase by 3 dBA or more in an existing residential area where the Ldn currently exceeds 

60 dBA (all as specified in CP Policy N-41). 
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• For SUMC-related medical helicopter flights, cause substantial increases in sleep disturbance in 
residential neighborhoods as determined according to FI CAN SELi A wakening data (as 

specified in Table 3. 7 -3. 

• Cause an increase in noise from on-site, SUMC Project stationary sources or activities (i.e., 

HVAC equipment, emergency generator testing, loading dock activity, etc., all of which fit the 

definition of "any machine, animal, or device, or any combination of same, on commercial or 

industrial property," as specified by Noise Ordinance Section 9 .10. 040) of 8 dBA or more 

above the local ambient at any point outside the property plane of the project site, unless the 
Ordinance's General Daytime Exception applies (i.e., source noise level less than 70 dBA at a 

distance of 25 feet during the hours specified in Noise Ordinance Section 9.10.060(b)). 

Environmental Analysis 

N0-1. Construction Noise. Construction of the SUMC Project would create a substantial temporary 

increase in ambient noise levels on the SUMC Sites compared to existing ambient noise levels. 

The noise increase would be a significant impact to the sensitive uses (i.e., patients) on the 

Main SUMC Site during construction. (S) 

23 

Construction of the SUMC Project is anticipated to occur over approximately 12 years. 

Approximately 1.2 million square feet of existing buildings would be demolished. Construction 
activities would include demolition, site preparation, grading, placement of infrastructure, 

placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and 
construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, excavating and grading 

equipment, concrete breakers, concrete mixers, and other types of mobile and stationary 

construction equipment. 

The SUMC Project application23 indicates that heavy-duty equipment such as excavators, a drill 
rig, concrete mixers, and pump trucks would be used during the demolition of existing 

buildings, foundations, and below-grade work. Table 3.7-8 provides average noise levels for 
standard construction equipment. 

The noise impacts of a project are usually defined as effects on sensitive receptors outside the 

project boundaries, rather than those on the project site itself. However, because the SHC and 
LPCH would continue to operate during construction, hospital patients, visitors, and SUMC 

employees at the Main SUMC Site would experience construction noise and must be considered 
sensitive receptors for purposes of analyzing construction noise associated with the SUMC 

Project. The closest off-site sensitive land use that could be affected by noise from 

construction activities is the 1100 Welch Road apartments, approximately 200 feet from the 

Main SUMC Site. The Stanford West Apartments, located approximately 500 feet from the 
Main SUMC Site, across Sand Hill Road, could also be affected. 

Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 8. 
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Table 3.7-8 
Average Noise Levels and Abatement Potential of Construction Equipment Noise 

at 50 and 100 Feet ( dBA) 

Noise Level at With Feasible Noise Level at 
25 Feet Noise Control" 50 Feet With Feasible 
(Before (After (Before Noise Control" 

Equipment Mitigation) Mitigation) Mitigation) (After Mitigation) 
Earthmoving 

Front Loaders 85 81 79 75 

Backhoes 91 81 85 75 

Doze rs 86 81 80 75 

Tractors 86 81 80 75 

Scrapers 94 86 88 80 

Graders 91 81 85 75 

Trucks 97 81 91 75 

Pavers 95 86 89 80 

Materials Handling 

Concrete Mixer 91 81 85 75 

Concrete Pump 88 81 82 75 

Crane 89 81 83 75 

Derrick 94 81 88 75 

Stationary 

Pumps 82 81 76 75 

Generator 84 81 78 75 

Compressors 87 81 81 75 

Impact 

Jack Hammers 94 81 88 75 

Pneumatic Tools 92 86 86 80 

Other 

Saws 84 81 78 75 

Soil Vibrators/ 82 81 76 75 
Compactors 

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, December 1971. 
Note: 
a. Feasible noise control methods include selection of quieter procedures or machines and implementation of noise-

control features requiring no major redesign or extreme cost, such as equipment mufflers. 
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On-site construction activities would expose on-site noise-sensitive uses (especially the in
patient hospital uses at SHC and LPCH) to high noise levels from operation of multiple pieces 

of construction equipment working simultaneously. Measurements of background noise levels 
on the Main SUMC Site indicate that the average hourly daytime noise levels range between 55 

dBA and 60 dBA in areas not close to the Main SUMC Site access roads. Construction noise 

levels could easily and often be 10 dBA or more higher than existing ambient when 

construction is occurring nearby and be an on-going source of annoyance for patients, visitors, 
and workers. Therefore, construction noise would be significant for on-site noise-sensitive 

receptors, especially patients. 

In contrast, the closest off-site sensitive receptors would be farther from the loci of typical 
construction activity on-site and daytime background noise levels there would be higher 

because they are adjacent to major access roads. At 1100 Welch Road apartments, the current 
average hourly daytime background noise levels range between 65 dBA and 70 dBA. Noise 

from most construction equipment ranges in the mid-80s dBA at 50 feet and decreasing to the 

low 70s dBA at 200 feet (see Table 3.7-8). Thus, the maximum incremental effect of typical 

construction noise on ambient noise levels at the nearest off-site noise-sensitive use would be 
less than 10 dBA (e.g., with a background noise level of 65 dBA, and a construction noise 

effect of 73 dBA, both worst-case assumptions, the combined noise level would be 74 dBA, a 

less-than-10 dBA increase). Thus, the maximum incremental effect of construction activity on 
ambient noise levels at the nearest off-site noise-sensitive use would be less than 10 dBA, 

which is a less-than-significant impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. The following mitigation measures would not reduce construction 

noise impacts to on-site sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels, although they would 

lessen construction-related noise. (SU) 

N0-1.1 Implement Best Management Practices to Reduce Construction Noise. The SUMC 
Project sponsors shall incorporate the following practices into the construction 

documents to be implemented by the SUMC Project contractor: 

a. Provide enclosures such as heavy-duty mufflers for stationary equipment, 
shrouding or shielding for impact tools, and barriers around particularly noisy 

operations on the site. 

b. Use quiet construction equipment whenever possible, particularly air 
compressors. 

c. Provide sound-control devices on equipment no less effective than those 

provided by the manufacturer. 

d. Locate stationary equipment, material stockpiles, and vehicle staging areas as 

far as practicable from sensitive receptors. 

e. Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines. 
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f. Require applicable construction-related vehicles and equipment to comply with 

the City's truck route ordinance. 

g. Designate a noise disturbance coordinator who shall be responsible for 

responding to complaints about noise during construction. The telephone 

number of the noise disturbance coordinator shall be conspicuously posted at 

the construction site and shall be provided to the City. Copies of the 

construction schedule shall also be posted at nearby noise-sensitive areas. 

N0-2. Construction Vibration. Construction of the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant 

vibration impacts. (LTS) 

3. 7-24 

Vibration Annoyance. Construction activities cause varying degrees of ground vibration 

depending on the equipment and methods employed. Such ground vibrations diminish in 
strength with distance from the source. Ground vibrations from construction activities can be 

strong enough to damage adjacent existing structures in some case, but their effects are more 

usually limited to annoyance to occupants of nearby buildings. Annoyance potential is 
generally related to vibration velocity levels expressed in vibration decibels (V dB). 

The vibration velocity levels for typical construction equipment are shown below in Table 
3.7-9. Construction equipment, including large bulldozers, could operate immediately adjacent 

to SoM research facilities and farther (25 feet for more) from buildings in use by hospital 
inpatients and outpatients. Vibration levels from heavy equipment operating adjacent to SUMC 

buildings could reach as high as approximately 87 VdB on site, as shown in Table 3.7-9, while 
vibration levels at the 200-foot setback of the 1100 Welch Road apartments, which is the 

closest offsite sensitive receptor to the potential pile driving location, would be about 60 V dB. 

Table 3.7-9 
Vibration Decibel Levels for Construction Equipment (V dB) 

Construction Equipment 

Large Bulldozer 

Truck 

Jackhammer 

Small Bulldozer 

Approximate V dB at 25 feet 

87 

86 

79 

58 

Source: FT A, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, 2006. 

On the Main SUMC Site, vibration levels of 87 V dB would be considered significant, even if it 

were infrequent, because it would exceed 80 V dB at buildings where people normally sleep and 
83 V dB at institutional buildings. These vibration levels would not, however, be expected to 

occur at night in close proximity to the hospital buildings, and the SoM can adjust its research 
operations to avoid any effects from construction vibration on the Main SUMC Site. As such, 

the annoyance impact of general construction vibration on the Main SUMC Site and at sensitive 
receptors off site would be less than significant. 
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Vibration Damage. Construction vibration can also cause structural damage in nearby 

buildings if the vibration levels are strong enough. Table 3. 7 -10 summarizes the ground motion 
caused by various types of construction equipment. The lowest vibration level at which 

construction activity would begin to cause damage in fragile buildings (which includes, but is 
not limited to, historic buildings) is 0.120 inch per second. This damage threshold could be 

exceeded if large bulldozers were to operate within 20 feet of a fragile structure. For more 
robust structures, the damage threshold is higher, for example 0.3 inch per second for 

"engineered concrete and masonry" buildings, as defined and recommended by the PTA. This 
latter damage threshold could be exceeded only if impact pile drivers were to operate within 50 

feet of an engineered concrete or masonry building. 

Table 3.7-10 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Large Bulldozer 

Loaded Truck 

Jackhammer 

Small Bulldozer 

Peak Particle Velocity at 25 Feet (in/sec) 

0.089 

0.076 

0.035 

0.003 

Source: PTA, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, Chapter 12, 2006. 

There is little potential for structural damage to the closest off-site structures (i.e., the 1100 

Welch Road apartments), which are about 200 feet away from the nearest construction site, or 
to on-site structures, which in all cases (except for the Hoover Pavilion building, as discussed 
below) would have at least a 25-to-50-foot buffer zone between them and any construction site. 

Thus, the potential for vibration damage to any on- or off-site structures would be less than 

significant. 

Potential vibration effects on the historic Hoover Pavilion building are addressed in 

Section 3.8, Cultural Resources. 

N0-3. Operational Noise Impacts from Transportation Sources. Increased traffic and helicopter noise 

levels due to implementation of the SUMC Project would be less than significant. However, 

noise from ambulances due to implementation of the SUMC Project would increase along Sand 

Hill Road west of El Camino Real, and would increase roadside noise levels by an amount 

considered unacceptable under the policies of the City Comprehensive Plan. (S) 

Vehicular Traffic. Traffic noise is of most concern in areas where noise-sensitive receptors 
(e.g., residential areas) are adjacent to major SUMC Project access roads. For this analysis, 

the roadway segments of most concern are Sand Hill Road, El Camino Real, Embarcadero 

Road, University Avenue, Alma Street, and Welch Road. According to the Transportation 
Impact Analysis prepared for the SUMC Project (see Appendix C), the SUMC Project would 

increase traffic volumes along these roads, which would result in a corresponding increase in 
traffic noise. Existing traffic noise levels along the identified roadway segments are presented 
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in Table 3. 7 -11, which shows that noise levels along all but Sand Hill Road already exceed the 

City's guideline of 60 dBA for residential land uses. The changes in noise levels expected by 
the year 2025 are also shown. The SUMC Project-related traffic would increase noise levels 

along roadways most affected by SUMC Project traffic by a maximum of 0.3 dBA Ldn along 
Welch Road. The increase in noise would not exceed the City of Palo Alto Comprehensive 

Plan's 3 dBA standard. Therefore, the SUMC Project's traffic noise impacts would be less 
than significant along these roadways. 

Table 3.7-11 
Modeled Motor Vehicle Noise Levels (Ldn) at 

Selected Locations (2025) ( dBA)a 

2025 2025 Increase 
Without Baseline over SUMC 

Roadway Segment Receptor Existing Project plus SUMC Existing Contribution 

Sand Hill Road, east of Pasteur Drive Residential 55.4 56.2 56.5 1.1 0.3 
(Location 1 on Figure 3.7-1) 

El Camino Real, south of Cambridge Residential 73.3 73.7 73.9 0.6 0.2 
(Location 2 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Galvez, west of El Camino Real Residential 68.4 68.8 68.9 0.5 0.1 
(Location 3 on Figure 3.7-1) 

University Avenue, east of Bay Road Residential 68.7 69.1 69.2 0.5 0.1 
(Location 4 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Alma Street, south of Hamilton A venue Residential 64.6 65.4 65.4 0.8 0.0 
(Location 5 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Welch Road, north of Pasteur Drive Residential 63.6 63.0 63.3 -0.3 0.3 
(Location 6 on Figure 3.7-1) 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 

Note: 

a. Traffic volumes provided by AECOM Transportation (see Appendix C). 

Heliport Operations. Under the SUMC Project, heliport operations would increase by 28 

percent by 2025, specifically from the existing 2, 120 annual helicopter trips (six daily trips) to 
2,714 (seven daily trips, an increase of about one trip per day). 24 These helicopter trips could 
occur during daytime or nighttime because they are emergency-related. Trips associated with 

refueling and maintenance are included in these projections. 

24 

The helicopter approach and departure paths would generally remain the same as current paths. 
That is, departures would proceed northward initially, just short of Sand Hill Road, where the 

helicopter would tum to the southwest over the Stanford University campus. The approach 
path to the heliport is from the southwest. According to the SUMC Project application, flight 

Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5. 
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paths are designed to avoid residential areas where possible. To help minimize noise concerns, 

the helicopter is typically flown at a minimum height of 1,500 feet until descent within the 
immediate SUMC Sites area. This pattern would continue with implementation of the SUMC 

Project. As shown in Figure 2-10 in Section 2, Project Description, the new heliport would be 
located on the roof of the new SHC hospital building at a height of 130 feet. As previously 

stated, the existing heliport is designed to accommodate one helicopter arrival or departure at a 
time, and the maximum helicopter size is 57 feet long and 12,000 pounds. It is anticipated that 

helicopters regularly using the new heliport would be the same size as existing helicopters. 

However, the new heliport would be constructed to accommodate a helicopter of up to 22,000 
pounds due to requirements at a hospital, to be able to accommodate larger helicopters in the 

event of a natural disaster or other large-scale emergency. The SUMC Project sponsors 
anticipate that the existing heliport could remain operational after project construction in order 

to accommodate organ transport to LPCH. Retention of the existing heliport would not 
increase the number or frequency of helicopter flights to the SUMC compared with a scenario 

in which the existing heliport is decommissioned. This is because helicopter trips are 

correlated with the patient census, not the number of landing pads. The new heliport would be 
the primary heliport, and would be used for patient transfer to the ED. 

The noise analysis assumes all helicopter trips would occur at the new heliport. This is a 
conservative assumption because it concentrates the trips in a new location, which would tend 

to maximize the degree of difference in impacts compared with the existing condition. 

Helicopter noise modeling was performed to identify the areas most affected by helicopter 

operations. As previously stated, helicopter operations involve medical emergencies, which 
could occur anytime during day or night. Figure 3. 7 -2 and Figure 3. 7 -4 provide the existing 

and future noise contours from heliport operations, which show that the existing and future 60 

dBA Ldn helicopter noise contours do not and would not extend into the residential areas north 
of Sand Hill Road, although the future 60 dBA Ldn contour would just include the easternmost 

portion of the 1100 Welch Road apartments. However, the future increase in Ldn at the 1100 

Welch Road apartments if all helicopter flights were shifted from the existing to the proposed 
heliport site would very likely be less than 1 dBA, 25 and if the existing heliport remains in 

service along with the proposed heliport, noise impacts at the 1100 Welch Road apartments 
would be even less because fewer flights would land at the new heliport. 

A comparison of Figure 3. 7 -3 and Figure 3. 7 -5 shows that the exposure of the surrounding 
area to maximum helicopter noise at or above 85 dBA SEL would stay approximately the same 

as existing because the approach/ departure paths of the helicopters would not change 

substantially with the SUMC Project. The standard noise reduction achieved by older 

Based on the distance between the 55 dBA contour and the 60 dBA contour, as seen in Figure 3.7-5, in 
comparison with the small portion of the 60 dBA contour that includes the 1100 Welch Road apartments. 
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residential buildings is typically about 20 dBA from exterior to interior noise. 26 Therefore, it 

can be assumed that residences within the 85 dBA SEL contour shown in Figure 3. 7 -3 and 
Figure 3. 7 -5 would experience an interior noise level of 65 dBA SEL during an individual 

worst-case helicopter flyover. As shown in Table 3.7-3, the average probability of sleep 

disturbance associated with this flyover would be about two percent. Although FICAN does 

not specify an acceptable level of sleep disturbance from increased aircraft overflights, 
increased helicopter operations associated with the SUMC Project would amount to about one 

additional flight per day and such a single-digit increase in the sleep disturbance in surrounding 

residential neighborhoods could be considered insubstantial by a lead agency. Thus, the 
helicopter noise increase associated with the SUMC Project would have a less-than-significant 

impact. 

It also bears noting that the City's Noise Ordinance (Section 9.10.050) exempts noise 

associated with "emergencies" from its standards and penalties. 

Emergency Department (Ambulance) Operations. As previously stated, the ED would be 

expanded from 11,700 square feet to 47,892 square feet, 27 and the number of treatment spaces 

would be increased from 38 to 51. In 2006, there were 8,331 ground ambulance trips (23 trips 
per day) associated with SUMC activities. Based on this increase in size and treatment spaces, 
SUMC anticipates annual ED visits to increase from the current 42,522 (8,331 annual ground 

ambulance trips or 23 trips per day) to 72,675 (14,244 annual ground ambulance trips or 39 

trips per day) by full occupancy of the hospitals. 28 

The ED relocation would reroute some of the ambulance trips coming from El Camino Real to 

use Sand Hill Road (east of Durand Way), in contrast to their current access route via Quarry 
Road (see Figure 3.7-6 and Figure 3.7-7). The other current ambulance routes (i.e., from El 

Camino Real via Arboretum Road, and from 1-280 via Pasteur Drive/Welch Road) would not 
change. This route change would be motivated by the ED relocation and the new two-lane 

connector road, Durand Way, which would be constructed to provide alternative ambulance 
access from Sand Hill Road. Residential land uses, including the Stanford West Apartments, 

and other noise-sensitive uses, including the Hyatt Classic Residences for senior living and the 

Ronald McDonald House, are located along the section of Sand Hill Road between El Camino 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, http://www.hud.gov/utilities/intercept.cfm?/offices/ 
cpd/ energy environ/ environment/resources/ guidebooks/noise/preface. pdf, The Noise Guidebook, accessed 
August 29, 2008. 
The 36,192-square-foot increase in ED size includes 25,000 square feet of "right-sizing" or decompression 
space, which refers to expanded floor area to serve on treatment space. The right-sizing or decompression 
trend is typically seen in modernizing hospitals as modem treatment standards require increased floor area 
per bed or treatment space, compared to older hospital facilities. As such, only 11, 192 square feet of the ED 
expansion would be associated with an increased level of operations. 
The future estimated ambulance trips were calculated based upon the proportion of ambulance trips to 
emergency department visits at SHC. Ambulance trips account for 19.6 percent of total visits to the ED. 
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Real and Durand Way, and at one location on Welch Road (i.e., the 1100 Welch Road 

apartments). A typical SEL of an ambulance pass by with the siren engaged, which lasts about 
12 seconds, is 112 dBA with an Lmax of about 106 dBA. 

Increased ambulance operations would increase the daily average noise levels (i.e., Ldn) along 

the ambulance routes. Assuming that about one-third of the 39 daily ambulance trips could 

occur along this section of Sand Hill Road, and that of those trips one-tenth would use their 
sirens, and that about one ambulance trip per day would pass by this section of Sand Hill Road 

using sirens, there would be a resulting increase in Ldn of about 8 dBA from an existing Ldn of 

about 55 dBA at the Stanford West Apartments. It should be noted that this estimate is based 
on available current data, not on mandatory requirements to be placed on future ambulance 

access to the new ED. It is likely that more of the future ambulance trips would use the routes 
connecting with El Camino Real because the population density in areas along El Camino Real 

is higher than areas along 1-280/Sand Hill Road. Also, there is no assurance that overall siren 
use by ambulances in the future would not change, or that there would not be substantial day

to-day variation of siren use by ambulances. As such, the "one ambulance trip per day" along 

the El Camino Real-Sand Hill Road route mentioned above would not be a mandatory upper 
bound. There could be multiple future daily ambulance siren events along this route with 

consequent higher siren noise increments to the noise-sensitive land uses along it. 

There would be no comparable project-related ambulance noise impact at the 1100 Welch Road 

apartments because this portion of Welch Road is an existing ambulance route and the 
ambulance noise impacts would occur here regardless of whether the SUMC Project is 

approved. However, the Sand Hill Road ambulance noise increment would be project-related 
and greater than the 5 dBA increase that the Comprehensive Plan defines as the allowable limit 

for residential uses. As such, the increased ambulance noise along the new ambulance route on 

Sand Hill Road would be a significant impact. 

It should be noted that while the Comprehensive Plan threshold is technically triggered, the 

Noise Ordinance Section 9 .10. 050 exempts noise associated with "emergencies" from its 
standards and penalties. The above analysis conservatively includes ambulance noise in the Ldn 

calculation, but recognizes that this noise source is intermittent and largely unavoidable due to 
the SUMC Project's relocation of the SUMC ED. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. No mitigation measure (short of forbidding ambulance access to the 

new emergency room via the Durand Way access route; a measure that may be practically 

impossible given the emergency nature of ambulance activity) would prevent or reduce the 

identified SUMC Project-related ambulance noise impact at the noise-sensitive uses along Sand 
Hill Road. As such, the impact would be significant unavoidable impact. (SU) 
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N0-4. Operational Stationary Source Noise Impacts . Operational stationary source noise generated 

by the SUMC Project could potentially increase ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 

SUMC Sites and result in a significant impact. (S) 

29 

Mechanical Equipment. HVAC equipment would be installed at rooftop locations at most of 

the proposed buildings (see Figure 3. 7 -8), and emergency generators would be installed at 

several ground-level locations (see Figure 2-17 in Section 2, Project Description). 

The noise generated by HVAC equipment can vary substantially according to the type, size, 

and capacity of the equipment. Benchmark noise levels were obtained from rooftop 
measurements of existing HV AC equipment (as included in Figure 2-17, which is assumed to 

be representative of the new equipment). In general, HY AC-generated noise levels, as 
measured near the edge of several buildings at roof-top level, ranged between the mid 60s dBA 

and the mid 70s dBA. Most existing HVAC equipment is completely enclosed in penthouses or 
surrounded by walls, a major purpose of which is to substantially reduce the intensity of the 

noise radiated from the equipment. Consequently, at the time noise measurement were taken, 

no HVAC noise was audible at on-site or off-site ground-level locations. The proposed HVAC 
equipment would likely achieve the same inaudible levels with proper choice of equipment and 

acoustical shielding. 

The SUMC Project would add 13 new emergency generators (and remove two generators) to 

the SUMC Sites as shown in Figure 2-17 in Section 2, Project Description. Seven SHC 
hospital emergency generators would be located across Welch Road from existing residential 

receptors at 1100 Welch Road. Existing ambient noise at the Welch Road apartments was 

measured to be 64.7 dBA during the daytime hours (as shown in Table 3.7-4). 

SUMC's existing emergency generators are typically run periodically for very limited times for 

equipment tests and maintenance. The new generators would likely have characteristics similar 
to the current models in type and size with each to be tested once per week for 30 minutes. 29 

Since the SUMC, where the generators would be located, would be considered a "commercial 

or industrial property" for the purposes of the City Noise Ordinance, Section 9.10.040 would 
limit generator noise intrusions on nearby residential property to 8 dBA above local ambient. 
This limit could be waived under the General Daytime Exception (Section 9.10.60 (a)) if the 

generators did not produce noise levels exceeding 70 dBA, as measured at a 25-foot reference 

distance. 

If generator operation would increase noise levels at the nearest residential property by the 8 

dBA, as permitted by the Noise Ordinance, this would raise daytime ambient noise levels at the 
nearest residential property to approximately 70 dBA. While such operations would be in 

compliance with the Noise Ordinance, the generators would create a noticeable increase in 

Catherine Palter, Stanford University Land Use and Environmental Planning, Memorandum: Data Needs for 
SUMC Project EIR- Response #3, January 30, 2008. 
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noise levels at the residences, which could be a recurring annoyance to nearby residents when 

the generators are tested. This could be a significant noise impact. 

Loading Activity. As shown in Figure 2-5, a single existing loading area, located off Quarry 

Road, serves SHC and LPCH at the Main SUMC Site. This existing loading area would be 

retained and two more would be added, as shown in Figure 2-10 in Section 2, Project 

Description, one to serve as a technology dock (access would be provided from the new 
interior driveway off of Welch Road), the other to serve the LPCH (truck access to the loading 

dock would be accessed via a driveway from Quarry Road, just north of Medical Drive). The 
demand for deliveries is closely related to the size of the hospital patient population. 

Approximately 50 percent of the delivery demand at full buildout would be met by trucks that 

would be filled to a greater capacity than they are at present. The remaining demand would be 
met by increased truck deliveries to the existing loading area at SHC and the new loading area 

at LPCH, for a total of nine daily deliveries at full buildout and occupancy. (The technology 
dock would be used infrequently for major equipment deliveries such as MRI equipment.) 

Noise sources at loading areas may include maneuvering and idling trucks, truck refrigeration 
units, forklifts, banging of equipment (i.e., hand carts and roll-up doors), noise from public 

address systems, and voices of truck drivers and employees. The maximum noise levels of 
slow-moving heavy and small trucks range between 70 and 73 dBA at 50 feet. The maximum 

noise level associated with loading docks is typically 73 dBA at 75 feet. However, the closest 

residential uses (i.e., 1100 Welch Road) are more than several hundred feet to the west of any 
loading dock and the existing or proposed SUMC buildings would block noise propagation 

from the loading docks to the apartments. No matter what the noise reference level near the 
docks or the frequency of loading activity, there would be little potential for this noise to be 

audible at off-site noise-sensitive uses. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

Parking Facilities. The majority of the new parking facilities would be underground parking. 

Noise generated at the underground parking garages would not be audible to on-site or off-site 
sensitive noise receptors. The parking facility proposed near the SHC Hospital site would be an 

underground garage and its operation would have no noise impact on the 1100 Welch 
apartments, the closest off-site noise-sensitive use to the SUMC Project site. There would be 

one new under- and above-ground parking facility: the 1,085-space structure at the Hoover 
Pavilion Site. Noise from the motor vehicles using this garage would not be audible at off-site 

sensitive noise receptors considering the distance to off-site sensitive uses and existing local 

ambient levels there. As such, noise from parking facilities would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. The following mitigation measure would reduce noise impacts to 

sensitive receptors from HVAC equipment and emergency generators proposed for SUMC 

Project. Implementation of this measure would reduce the SUMC Project's noise impacts at 
1100 Welch Road. (LTS) 
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Shield or Enclose HVAC Equipment and Emergency Generators. Noise levels 

from mechanical equipment shall be minimized to the degree required by the City 
Noise Ordinance by proper siting and selection of such equipment and through 

installation of sufficient acoustical shielding or noise emission controls. Noise 
levels for the emergency generators near Welch Road shall be reduced such that 

noise levels do not exceed the City's General Daytime Exception standard of 70 
dBA at 25 feet. An acoustical analysis shall be prepared by a qualified professional 

to ensure that the new mechanical equipment is in compliance with noise standards 

of the Noise Ordinance. 

Cumulative Analysis 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts from localized construction and stationary source noise 
and vibration is the area immediately surrounding the SUMC Sites, including adjacent areas within 

Palo Alto and the Stanford University campus. Noise from any sources in more distant areas would 
not influence noise levels in geographic context. For cumulative vehicular noise impacts, the 

geographic context is the Transportation Impact Analysis Study Area, where traffic flows would be 
influenced by the SUMC Project and by other developments in the surrounding communities. No 

cumulative analysis is presented for helicopter or ambulance noise because no reasonably foreseeable 
probable future projects have been identified that would increase helicopter overflights or ambulance 

siren noise. 

N0-5. Cumulative Construction Noise Impacts. If other foreseeable construction in the immediate 

vicinity of the SUMC Sites would occur simultaneously with the proposed SUMC Project 

construction, then significant cumulative noise impacts to adjacent residential and other noise

sensitive uses could occur. The SUMC Project's contribution would likely be cumulatively 

considerable. (S) 

The only reasonably foreseeable probable future projects in close proximity to the SUMC Sites 

are: (1) approved but unconstructed development under the Stanford University CP/GUP, 

which would include additional academic facilities, housing units, parking, and associated 
utilities, roadways and bikeways in the adjacent Stanford University property; and (2) 

demolition of existing structures and construction of a three-story medical office building at 
777 Welch Road. 

Construction noise from other foreseeable projects could combine with construction noise from 
the SUMC Project. The Stanford University CP/GUP, includes construction of additional 

academic facilities, housing units, parking, and associated utilities, roadways and bikeways on 
the adjacent campus property. As indicated in the Stanford University CP/GUP, the Campus 

Center and Quarry Development Districts, which are located directly adjacent to the SUMC 

Sites would include 1,655,000 additional square feet of academic land uses and 350 housing 
units. 
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Also, construction noise from 777 Welch Road (see Appendix B) could combine with 

construction noise from the SUMC Project. Noise impacts from construction sources are 
relatively localized in nature because noise intensity decreases substantially with distance (i.e., 

by 6 dBA with each doubling of source-receptor distance). Thus, substantial cumulative 
construction-related noise could affect only sensitive receptors in close proximity to two or 

more individual project construction sites. 

The nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the Main SUMC Site are 1100 Welch Road and the 

Stanford West Apartments. 1100 Welch Road is within 200 feet of Main SUMC Site 

development (the widening of Welch Road would be the nearest activity) and approximately 
300 feet from the nearest potential CP/GUP construction activity. If both Main SUMC Site 

and CP/GUP construction proceeded simultaneously near 1100 Welch Road, the cumulative 
construction noise impact would likely be significant and the contribution of the SUMC Project 

would be cumulatively considerable. 

The Stanford West Apartments are across Sand Hill Road from the SUMC Main Site and all 

cumulative project sites. It is at least 500 feet from the nearest SUMC Project construction site 

and even farther from the 777 Welch Road site. Given these distances and the intervening 
Sand Hill Road, no significant cumulative construction noise impact would be expected at the 

Stanford West Apartments. 

El Camino Park is across El Camino Real from all SUMC Project and cumulative project sites. 

It is approximately 135 feet from the Hoover Pavilion Site. Given these distances and the 
intervening El Camino Real, no significant cumulative construction noise impact would be 

expected at El Camino Park. 

As is noted under Impact N0-1 above, hospital patients would continue to use the Main SUMC 

Site during SUMC Project construction, and would experience some increased noise due to that 

construction. These patients could also experience increased noise from the nearby 777 Welch 
Road construction and more the distant CP/GUP project construction. The cumulative impacts 

at on-site receptors would be significant. The contribution of SUMC Project noise to this 
cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. 

If construction activity on the Hoover Pavilion site proceeded simultaneously with construction 
of the HST project tracks through Palo Alto, there could be a cumulative construction noise 

level increase at the Hoover Pavilion Site. However, there would be no noise-sensitive 

receptors on this site during its construction. Also, since there are no noise-sensitive uses 

adjacent or very close to the Hoover Pavilion site, noise from construction on this site would 

be less than significant at noise-sensitive sites (mainly north of El Camino Real) where HST 
project construction noise levels would be highest. Thus, the cumulative noise impact between 

the SUMC Project and HST project would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. Although measures under Mitigation Measure N0-1.1 would lessen 
the resulting noise contribution from the construction of the SUMC Project at 1100 Welch 
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Road and on-site receptors, the contribution of the SUMC Project construction noise would 

remain cumulatively considerable. (SU) 

N0-6. Cumulative Construction Vibration Impacts. Vibration during construction activities under the 

cumulative scenario would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. (LTS) 

Ground borne vibration dissipates very rapidly over distance as the energy is absorbed by the 

ground. Thus, high vibration levels associated with construction activities would be isolated 
within close proximity to the individual construction sites. Unless an SUMC Project 

construction site were adjacent to another construction site in Palo Alto, cumulative 

construction vibration impacts would be very unlikely to affect any nearby vibration-sensitive 
receptors. Cumulative vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

N0-7. Cumulative Operational Transportation Source Noise Impacts. Cumulative development would 

result in less-than-significant cumulative noise impacts. (LTS) 

Cumulative traffic volume growth in the City and in the vicinity of the SUMC Project site 

would increase traffic noise levels along area access roads as shown in Table 3. 7-11 (in the 

"Increase Over Existing" column). None of these cumulative increments exceed the City 3 
dBA significance criterion. It is not expected that the combined noise from the SUMC Project 

and HTS project would be cumulatively significant; that is; SUMC Project traffic noise would 
not be significant in areas close to the HST tracks, and HST noise that would combine with 

noise at the Hoover Pavilion Site would not be readily audible at sensitive receptors. The small 
increase (i.e., about one per day) in the number of medical helicopter fights to/from the SUMC 

heliport would not have a considerable effect on helicopter noise levels or sleep disturbance in 

the residential neighborhoods. 

N0-8. Cumulative Operational Stationary Source Noise Impacts. Cumulative development would not 

result in a significant increase in cumulative noise levels from operational stationary sources at 

sensitive receptors. (LTS) 

Cumulative projects would also introduce the use of stationary equipment that would increase 

noise levels within the immediate vicinities of those sources. Stationary (operational) noise 

from mechanical equipment can typically be mitigated using sound attenuation techniques. 
Loading activities can also be attenuated using proper circulation, delivery scheduling and 

sound barrier designs. It is anticipated that similar sources at other cumulative developments 
would also be subject to noise abatement measures, as required by existing regulations. Also, 

stationary noise from sources such as parking, mechanical equipment, and loading activities, is 

typically limited to areas in close proximity to the source. There are no other reasonably 

foreseeable probable future projects in the vicinity of the 1100 Welch Road apartments, the 

Stanford West Apartments, or El Camino Park and having stationary equipment producing 
noise that could cumulate with that from the SUMC Project. Thus, cumulative operational 

stationary source noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29718 

Robin Bechtel < robin@robinsloanbechtel.com > 

Monday, March 25, 2013 3:48 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; tom.labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org; 
cm.public@lacity.org; james.k.williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Hello: 

I am writing to you today to oppose everything about the Millennium Hollywood Project. (CPC-
2008-3440-ZC-ClJB-CU-ZV-HD,) 

I worked at Capitol Records as a senior executive for 13 years. I've lived in Hollywood in Beachwood Canyon 
for the last 20 years. 

I think there are smarter ideas for Hollywood, surely we can all do better than this. 

We need to make Hollywood a beautiful place - Hollywood is legendary to the world as a place where dreams 
come true. 

Surely we can dream up something more incredible, forward thinking and environmentally friendly than these 
two ugly high rises. 

I support the appeals to the project that many local residents and Home Owners' Associations 
have filed. (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) as well as the certification of 
the Environmental Impact Report for this project. (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Best, 

Robin Bechtel 
2819 Woodshire Drive 
Hollywood CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you, Tomas! 

EM29265 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 1 :19 PM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Community benefits - Millennium 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 12:40 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
I'll ask our Parking staff about the express park program. I heard that they were looking at installing it in 
Hollywood and Westwood but I'll find out. I'll read the draft and will try to get comments back to you 
tomorrow. 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 11 :52 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tomas & Wes, 

I am touching base with you b/c we are now knee deep in the millennium Development Agreement and I 
wanted to run some benefits past you that are geared to your department, but I wanted to make sure that you 
were aware of what they were and whether the amounts or programs that they've specified are even feasible. For 
example, one is $50k towards the Express Park program. But what does $50k get you (2 parking meters?) and 
what are the plans to bring it to Hollywood? Or are there other programs that Hollywood would better benefit 
from? In any event, look at the attached document and let me know your thoughts as soon as you have the 
chance. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

My name is Scott Harlan. 

EM29873 

Work Account <sharlan@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:58 PM 
cpc@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millenium project 

I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require 
Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Scott Harlan 
Sent from my iPhone, 
(so plase din't assome I can't spel!) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thanks Tom. 

EM29450 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 1:59 PM 
tomas.carranza@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Jay.Kim@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Re: Caltrans Meeting 

From: Tomas Carranza [mailto: tomas.carranza@lacitv.org ] 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 09:15 AM 
To: Michael LoGrande < michael.loqrande@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Cc: Jay Kim < jay.kim@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Caltrans Meeting 

Good Morning Michael and Lisa, 

Regarding tomorrow's meeting with Caltrans, I'm not sure if they plan on discussing the Millennium project specifically or 
coordination issues in general. But I wanted to make you aware of the attached document. A task force made up of 
LADOT, LA County and Caltrans was assembled in 2002 to attempt to develop mutually agreeable procedures between 
the agencies for project traffic studies. I found a copy of the meeting minutes from a January 2003 meeting of this task 
force. Unfortunately, nothing has changed and the Caltrans guide is still too vague and does not define thresholds of 
significance. I think these minutes provide a good summary of the main issues. 

I hope this is helpful to you for tomorrow's meeting. 

Tom Carranza, PE 
LADOT Development Service Division 
213-972-84 76 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

hi srimal --

EM29719 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 4:16 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
checking back 

i was just following up to see if you could point me to the cumulative impact studies re/ millennium and 
hollywood. 

RL0027819 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM26232 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 11:52 AM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Re: Caltrans 

I don't know if Lisa and Michael have had scheduled their meeting with Caltrans yet. Let me find out. 

On Tue, Mar 5, 2013 at 11 :46 AM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good morning Luci, 

If the Millennium Project will be the subject of discussion at the Caltrans meeting, we would like to attend if 
possible. Also, per our meeting last week, CAJA will be sending to Srimal responses to the latest letter. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 
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Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 
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Subject: Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

Location: Rm 7550 

Start: 3/20/2013 9:30 AM 

End: 3/20/2013 10:30 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

Resources: Rm 7550 

more details » 

Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 

When 
Wed Mar 20, 2013 9:30am - 10:30am Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 7 550 (map) 
Calendar 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org. 
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To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130320T1630002 
DTEND:20130320T1730002 
DTSTAMP:20130319T2024032 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
U ID: p90b8fh8c23ns5jvplv8q03dkO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130319T2024022 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http:l/www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 

VIEW&eid=cDkwYjhmaDhjMjNuczVqdnBsdjhxMDNkazAgc2Vy221vlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHku 
b3 

Jn&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnODUOY2MxNTQz2TBmYzE4NW2 
m20Uy 
MWY3M Dc5YWMxMTYOM DYONTYyNA&ctz=America/Los _Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130319T2024032 
LOCATION:Rm 7550 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Mtg with Alfred on Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29874 

Briana Rapa < briana_rapa@amda.edu > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:32 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millenium 

My name is Briana Rapa.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Emily, 

EM29451 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:14 PM 
Emily Dwyer 
Hollywood Millennium 
CEN08-4776_1740 vine hollywood millennium ts ltr.wpd 

Attached is our report file - it is in WordPerfect. Hope you can use it! 
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FORM GEN. 160A (Rev 1/82) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

August 16, 2012 

Karen Hoo, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 

Tomas Carranza, Senior Transportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation 

Millennium Hollywood 
DOT Case No. CEN 08-4776 

Subject: TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
MIXED-USE PROJECT LOCATED ON VINE STREET NORTH OF 
HOLLYWOOD BOULEVARD 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the traffic analysis, dated June 2012, prepared by Crain and Associates for the Mi I len n i LI rn 

Hollywood Mixed-Use Project located on both sides of Vine Street south of Yucca Street. 
Based on DOT's traffic impact criteria

1
, the traffic study included the detailed analysis of 37 

intersections. The traffic study determined that thirteen of the study intersections would be 
significantly impacted by project related traffic. Transportation mitigation measures to fully or 
partially mitigate these impacts are described in this report. 

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

A Project Description 
The proposed project consists of constructing 461 apartment units, a 254 room hotel, an 
80,000 square-foot sports/fitness club, 264,303 square feet of office, 100,00 square-feet 
of retail, and 25,000 square-feet of restaurant uses. The site is currently occupied by 
114,303 square-feet of office space and an 8,037 square-foot car rental facility. The 
existing Capitol Records complex will be retained by the project. The project 
entitlements, including a development agreement between the applicant and the City, 
would allow for modifications to the final development scenario but requires that the 
project's peak hour trip generation remain the same or decrease. Further, the proposed 
number of parking spaces will be dependent upon the ultimate configuration of land uses, 
but should be in accordance with the number required by the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code and the development agreement. 

The project would be developed on two sites that are located on opposite sides of Vine 
Street. Vehicular access to the West Site will be provided by a two-way driveway on Ivar 
Avenue and a two-way driveway on Vine Street. Access to the East Site will be provided 
by three two-way driveways - one on Vine Street, one on Yucca Street, and one on Argyle 
Avenue. The project is assumed to be completed by year 2020. A project horizon year 
of 2035 was also analyzed based on project entitlements including the development 

when the final ("with project") Level of Service (LOS) is LOSE or F; an increa~e of 0.020 or more when the final LOS is LOS D; or an increase of 0.040 or more when the final LOS is LOS C 
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agreement. 
B. Trip Generation 

The proposed project is expected to generate approximately 9,922 net new daily trips, 574 net new trips in the a.m. peak hour and 924 net new 

trips in the p.m. peak hour. These estimates were derived using trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 

th 
"Trip Generation Handbook, 8 Edition." These trip generation rates are typically derived from surveys of similar land use developments 

but in areas with little to no transit service. Therefore, DOT's traffic study guidelines allow projects to reduce their total trip generation to 

account for potential transit usage to and from the site, and for the internal-trip making opportunities that are afforded by mixed-use projects. 

Consistent with DOT's guidelines, the estimated trip generation includes trip credits to account for the existing uses, the mixed-use nature of 

the project, and for the expected transit mode share. A copy of the I rip generation estimates table from the traffic study is attached and 

identified as Attachment 1. 

C. Traffic lm pacts 

In order to evaluate the effects of the project traffic on the available transportation infrastructure, the significance of the project's traffic impacts 

is measured in terms of change to the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio between the "future no project" and the "future with project" scenarios. 

This change in the V/C ratio is compared to DOT's established threshold standards lo assess the project-related traffic impacts. DOT has 

determined that the project would result in significant traffic impacts at thirteen intersections before mitigation based on a project build-out 

year of 2020. To off set these significant trafflc impacts, the traffic study proposed a transportation mitigation program designed to fully or 

partially reduce these impacts (discussed in the "Project Requirements" section). The res LI Its of the traffic impact 

analysis are summarized in Attachment 2. Thetrafficstudyalsoevaluateda2035horizonyearscenario;however, 

DOT' s assessment of the project's impacts and associated transportation mitigation program is based on the results of the build-out year ( 2020) 

scenario. 

D. Unmitigated Trafflc Impacts 

While the mitigation program reduces the significant traffic impacts at the impacted intersections, a significant and unavoidable impact is 

expected to remain at the following five intersections: 

1 Cahuenga Boulevard and Franklin Avenue 
2 Highland Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
3. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard 
4. Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street 
5. Sunset Boulevard and Vine Street 

Physical traffic mitigation improvement options at these impacted intersections were evaluated in an attempt to fully mitigate the impacts; 

however, no feasible mitigations were identified due to the constraints of the existing physical conditions. With the recent adoption of the 

Hollywood Comm unity Plan, the roadway width has been set along the majority of arterials in Hollywood. Street widening was not an option 

either due to these new standards, or since it was not considered practical nor desirable to widen the street at the expense of reduced sidewalk 

widths or I he loss of on-street parking spaces. 

E. Shared Mitigation 

Consistent with DOT policies, the cost of traffic mitigation measures can be shared between two or more development projects, provided that 

the mitigation can fully or partially mitigate the combined impact of I hese projects. This would be applicable in those cases where I here are 

other proposed developments in the vicinity that may also contribute toward the cost of the improvement. 

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 
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Karen Hoo -3- August l 6, 2012 

A Construction Impacts 

DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to DOT 
for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The plan should show 
the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of 
operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. DOT 
also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours. 

B. Traffic Mitigation Program 

Sustainability, smart growth and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions have become prime concerns for the City in addition to traditional 

mobility considerations. Therefore, under the direction of DOT, the project mitigation program first focuses on developing a comprehensive 

trip reduction program and on solutions that promote other modes of travel. The traffic mitigation program includes the following 

improvements: 

1. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program 

The purpose of a TDM plan should be to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) by increasing the number of trips by 

walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpool and transit. To minimize external trips, the project should be designed to provide tenants, 

employees, and patrons with convenient access to the existing transit services within Hollywood. Through strategic building 

design and orientation, this project can facilitate access to transit, can provide a pedestrian-friendly environment, can promote 

non-automobile travel and can support the goals of an aggressive trip-reduction program. 

Given the amount of transit services provided in the area and that the proposed project is a short walk from an existing Metro Red 

Line station, there is an inherent incentive for project employees, tenants and visitors to search for alternative commute options 

other than driving. Additionally, developing a mixed-use project can aid in the effort of minimizing off site traffic impacts by 

encouraging more internal trips. The design oft he development should contribute to minimizing traffic impacts by emphasizing 

non-auto modes of transportation. Also, to substantially reduce SOV trips to the project, a transit-friendly project with safe and 

walkable sidewalks should be included in the overall design of this mixed-use project. 

A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared and provided for DOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 

this project and a final TDM program approved by DOT is required ptiQ!'. to the issuance of the first certiflcate of occupancy for the 

project. The TDM program should include, but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site transportation coordinator; 

A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 

Administrative suppmt for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 

Flexible/ alternative work schedules and telecommuting progran1s; 

Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the proposed residential uses, if constructed; 

Provide car share amenities (including a minimum five parking spaces for a shared car program); 

Provide parking as an option only for all leases and sales; 

A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 

Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees; 
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EM29455 

-4- August l 6, 2012 

Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, 

including shared car and shared bicycle services; 

Coordinate with DOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub (see description below); 

Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 

Transit routing and schedule information; 

Transit pass sales; 

Rideshare matching services; 

Bike and walk lo work promotions; 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of the Project Site; 

Preferential rideshare loading/ unloading or parking location 

As described below, financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is 

currently being established (CF 10-2385-85). 

In addition to these TDM measures, DOT also recommends that the applicant explore the implementation of an on-demand van, 

shuttle or tram service that connects the project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the project's employees, 

residents and visitors. Such a service can be included as an additional measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and 

effective by the applicant. 

2. Hollywood Transportation Management Organization 

The project should join or help create a Transportation Management Organization (TMO) serving the Hollywood area. DOT is 

currently working with other major employers in the Hollywood area to develop a TMO that would be available to the general 

public and employees of participating companies within the Hollywood area. The TMO would offer similar services to those 

described above but would have a much wider reach than the project's local TDM plan and can result in much greater I rip reduction 

benefits. TM O's in other major employment centers of Los Angeles County have proved beneficial in reducing traffic and 

improving air quality. A TMO in Hollywood can be instrumental in promoting the use of transit and the City's bike share and 

car share programs that will be installed in the coming years within the Hollywood community. The TM O's activities would help 

augment or implement some of the strategies described above for the project-specific TDM plan. TMO' s typically implement and 

promote TDM strategies such as the following: 

employee flex time and modified work schedules; 

vanpool and carpool programs; 

provide information on rail, bus and shuttle services; 

satellite parking; 

non-vehicular cmnmuting; 

parking management strategies; 

telecommuting programs; 

matching services for multi-employer carpools, 

multi-em player van pools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served by transit); 

promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes). 

3. Integrated Mobility Hubs 
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EM29456 

-5- August l 6, 2012 

DOT has been awarded grant funds to implement shared-vehicle stations within 
Downtown Los Angeles and Hollywood. This program, known as the Integrated 
Mobility Hubs project, would provide secure bike parking and a fleet of shared 
bikes and cars in an attempt to enhance urban mobility and serve as an extension 
of the current transportation network. The program can provide a form of 
"on-demand" transportation supplying Hollywood-area users with a convenient and 
reliable option for one or more of the legs of their commute while being 
environmentally friendly and furthering green-house gas emission reduction goals. 
For many, transit use is not often the most convenient choice because station 

endpoints are often beyond desirable walking distances to a traveler's final 
destination. Integrated mobility hubs provide an opportunity to customize the first 
and last mile experience by providing the end-user with vehicle options that would 
meet their particular trip needs for that day. Providing more first or last mile 
mobility choices can lead to increased use of public transit and introduce new 
transit riders. 

Given the project's close proximity to the Metro Red Line station and Metro bus 
stops, the project location is well-suited for increased use of public transit by 
occupants of the project. To support the goals of the project's TOM plan and to 
expand the City's program, the applicant should coordinate with DOT to provide 
space for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the project site. 
The applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that 
could be a project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs 
program. The applicant should also provide space that would accommodate 
bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. DOT is currently working 
on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that will 
include specific sites, designs and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The 
results of this study will assist in determining the appropriate location and space 
needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub at the project site. 

4. Transit Enhancements 

The project should provide a pedestrian friendly environment through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and 

improved amenities such as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Street and Argyle Avenue linking the 

project to the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Station. 

5. Bike Plan Trust Fund 

The applicant should contribute a One-time fixed-fee Of $250,000 to be deposited into the 

City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being established (CF 10-2385-85). 
These funds would be used by DOT, in coordination with the Department of City 

Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements within the 
Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete streets and 

smart growth policies would also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. 

6. Intersection Improvement 

To off-set the project impact at the intersection of Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue 
and US 101 Freeway N/B On-Ramp, the applicant should restripe this intersection 
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-6- August l 6, 2012 

to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane for the 
southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane for 
the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement would require the 
joint approval of Caltrans and DOT. 

7. Traffic Signal Upgrades 
Some of the signalized intersections within the project study area reguire an upgrade to the traffic signal equipment and hardware. 

For example, some of the traffic signals at these intersections currently operate using a Type 170 traffic signal controller. Newer 

controllers (Type 2070) provide for enhanced and real-time operation of the traffic signal timing. Also, when 

supplemented by additional roadway system loops, DOT can identify the causes of 
delay and implement instant signal timing remedies to improve the flow of vehicles 
and buses. Collectively, these traffic signal upgrades provide a systemwide 
benefit by reducing delays experienced by motorists at the study intersections. The 

applicant should be reguired to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in AUachmenl 3. 

Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades will be made by DOT 

prior lo the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be implemented either by the applicant through 

the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to DOT to fund the cost of 

the upgrades. IfDOT selects the payment option, then the applicant would be required to pay DOT the estimated cost to 

implement the upgrades, and DOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the applicant 

through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements must be guaranteed~ to the issuance of any building 

permit and completed~ to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

C. Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
The City Council recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street standards that provide an 

enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, 

bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot 

half-width roadway within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary 

Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 

Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot 

halt~width roadway within a 30-fool halt~width right-of-way. The applicant should check with BO E's Land Development Group to 

determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/ or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

D. Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures 
The applicant should be responsible for I he cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal eguipment modifications and bus stop 

relocations associated with the proposed transportation improvements described above. Unless othenvise noted, all transportation 

improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the 

Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. 

Tern porary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the 

applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. Prior to setting the bond 

amount, BOE shall require that the developer's engineer or contractor contact DOT's 
B-Permit Coordinator, at (213)928-9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the 
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Karen Hoo -7- August l 6, 2012 

proposed design needed for the project. 

If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject lo the 

approval of DOT or other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon demonstration that the substitute measure is 

environmentally equivalent or superior to the original measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. To the extent that a 

mitigation measure proves to be infeasible and no substitute mitigation is available, then a significant traliic impact would remain. 

E. Parking Analysis 

As referenced in the Project Description section above, the traffic study did not indicate the final number of parking spaces that would be 

provided. The applicant should check with the Department of Building and Safety on the number of Code required parking spaces needed 

for this project. 

F. Driveway Access 
The review of this study does not constitute approval of the driveway dimensions, access and circulation scheme. Those require separate 

review and approval and should be coordinated as soon as possible with DOT's Citywide Planning Coordination Section (201 N. Figueroa 

Street, 4th Floor, Station 3, @ 213-482-7024) to avoid delays in the building permit approval process. In order to minimize and prevent last 

minute building design changes, it is highly imperative that the applicant, prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design 

efforts, contact DOT for driveway widl hand internal circulation requirements so I hat such traffic flow considerations are designed and 

incorporated early into the building and parking layout plans to avoid any unnecessary time delays and potential costs associated with late 

design changes. All driveways should be Case 2 driveways and 30 feet and 16 feet wide for two-way and one-way operations, respectively. 

All delivery truck loading and unloading will take place on site with no vehicles having to 
back into the project Via any Of the project driveways. A copy of the site plan from the traffic study is 

included as Attachment 4. 

G. Development Review Fees 
An ordinance adding Section 19.15 to the Los Angeles Municipal Code relative to 
application fees paid to the Department of Transportation for permit issuance activities 
was adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. Ordinance No. 180542, effective March 
28, 2009, identifies specific fees for traffic study review, condition clearance, and permit 
issuance. The applicant shall comply with any applicable fees per this ordinance. 

If you have any questions, please contact Weston Pringle of my staff at (213) 972-8482. 

Attachments 

s:\letters\CENOS-4776 ___ 1740 vine hollywood millennium ts ltr.wpd 

c: Marcel Porras, Council District 13 

Jeannie Shen, Hollywood-Wilshire District Office, DOT 
Taimour Tanavoli, Citywide Planning Coordination Section, DOT 
Carl Mills, Central District, BOE 
George Rhyner, Crain and Associates 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29875 

Briana Rapa < briana_rapa@amda.edu > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:32 PM 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Millenium 

My name is Briana Rapa.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29459 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:27 PM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

Thanks! I can't open it as it turns out, but I am summarizing a lot of the text so it helps to type it out. I will send 
over the summary of the transportation benefits by category when I finish it early next week to help with 
coordinating with the Bike Program. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:14 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Emily, 
Attached is our report file - it is in WordPerfect. Hope you can use it! 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Em ily .Dwyer@lacity .org 

RL0027835 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29460 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 

Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:30 PM 
Emily Dwyer 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 
CENOS-4776_1740 vine hollywood millennium ts ltr.doc 

OK - in case you change your mind. I saved it as a word document (attached) which I'm sure will mess with the 
formatting. I've asked Wes to switch to Word but he's such a creature of habit! 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:26 PM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks! I can't open it as it turns out, but I am summarizing a lot of the text so it helps to type it out. I will send 
over the summary of the transportation benefits by category when I finish it early next week to help with 
coordinating with the Bike Program. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:14 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Emily, 
Attached is our report file - it is in WordPerfect. Hope you can use it! 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity.org 
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FORM GEN. 160A (Rev. 1/82) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

August16,2012 

Karen Hoo, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 

Tomas Carranza, Senior Transportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation 

Millennium Hollywood 
DOT Case No. CEN 08-4776 

Subject: TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
MIXED-USE PROJECT LOCATED ON VINE STREET NORTH OF 
HOLLYWOOD BOULEVARD 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the traffic analysis, dated June 2012, 
prepared by Crain and Associates for the Millennium Hollywood Mixed-Use Project located on 
both sides of Vine Street south of Yucca Street. Based on DOT's traffic impact criteria 1, the 
traffic study included the detailed analysis of 37 intersections. The traffic study determined 
that thirteen of the study intersections would be significantly impacted by project related traffic. 
Transportation mitigation measures to fully or partially mitigate these impacts are described in 
this report. 

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

A Project Description 
The proposed project consists of constructing 461 apartment units, a 254 room hotel, 
an 80,000 square-foot sports/fitness club, 264,303 square feet of office, 100,00 square
feet of retail, and 25,000 square-feet of restaurant uses. The site is currently occupied 
by 114,303 square-feet of office space and an 8,037 square-foot car rental facility. The 
existing Capitol Records complex will be retained by the project. The project 
entitlements, including a development agreement between the applicant and the City, 
would allow for modifications to the final development scenario but requires that the 
project's peak hour trip generation remain the same or decrease. Further, the 
proposed number of parking spaces will be dependent upon the ultimate configuration 
of land uses, but should be in accordance with the number required by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and the development agreement. 

The project would be developed on two sites that are located on opposite sides of Vine 
Street. Vehicular access to the West Site will be provided by a two-way driveway on 
Ivar Avenue and a two-way driveway on Vine Street. Access to the East Site will be 
provided by three two-way driveways - one on Vine Street, one on Yucca Street, and 
one on Argyle Avenue. The project is assumed to be completed by year 2020. A 
project horizon year of 2035 was also analyzed based on project entitlements including 

1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Per the DOT Traffic Study Pol1c1es and Procedures, a s1gnif1cant impact 1s 1dent1f1ed as an increase 1n the Critical Movement 

Analysis (CMA) value, due to project related traffic. of 0.01 O or more when the final ("with project") Level of Service (LOS) is LOS E or F; 
an increase of 0.020 or more when the final LOS is LOS D; or an increase of 0.040 or more when the final LOS is LOS C. 
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the development agreement. 
B. Trip Generation 

The proposed project is expected to generate approximately 9,922 net new daily trips, 
574 net new trips in the a.m. peak hour and 924 net new trips in the p.m. peak hour. 
These estimates were derived using trip generation rates from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) "Trip Generation Handbook, 81

h Edition." These trip 
generation rates are typically derived from surveys of similar land use developments 
but in areas with little to no transit service. Therefore, DOT's traffic study guidelines 
allow projects to reduce their total trip generation to account for potential transit usage 
to and from the site, and for the internal-trip making opportunities that are afforded by 
mixed-use projects. Consistent with DOT's guidelines, the estimated trip generation 
includes trip credits to account for the existing uses, the mixed-use nature of the 
project, and for the expected transit mode share. A copy of the trip generation 
estimates table from the traffic study is attached and identified as Attachment 1. 

C. Traffic Impacts 
In order to evaluate the effects of the project traffic on the available transportation 
infrastructure, the significance of the project's traffic impacts is measured in terms of 
change to the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio between the "future no project" and the 
"future with project" scenarios. This change in the V/C ratio is compared to DOT's 
established threshold standards to assess the project-related traffic impacts. DOT has 
determined that the project would result in significant traffic impacts at thirteen 
intersections before mitigation based on a project build-out year of 2020. To off-set 
these significant traffic impacts, the traffic study proposed a transportation mitigation 
program designed to fully or partially reduce these impacts (discussed in the "Project 
Requirements" section). The results of the traffic impact analysis are summarized in 
Attachment 2. The traffic study also evaluated a 2035 horizon year scenario; however, 
DOT's assessment of the project's impacts and associated transportation mitigation 
program is based on the results of the build-out year (2020) scenario. 

D. Unmitigated Traffic Impacts 
While the mitigation program reduces the significant traffic impacts at the impacted 
intersections, a significant and unavoidable impact is expected to remain at the following 
five intersections: 

1. Cahuenga Boulevard and Franklin Avenue 
2. Highland Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
3. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard 
4. Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street 
5. Sunset Boulevard and Vine Street 

Physical traffic mitigation improvement options at these impacted intersections were 
evaluated in an attempt to fully mitigate the impacts; however, no feasible mitigations 
were identified due to the constraints of the existing physical conditions. With the recent 
adoption of the Hollywood Community Plan, the roadway width has been set along the 
majority of arterials in Hollywood. Street widening was not an option either due to these 
new standards, or since it was not considered practical nor desirable to widen the street 
at the expense of reduced sidewalk widths or the loss of on-street parking spaces. 

E. Shared Mitigation 
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Consistent with DOT policies, the cost of traffic mitigation measures can be shared 
between two or more development projects, provided that the mitigation can fully or 
partially mitigate the combined impact of these projects. This would be applicable in 
those cases where there are other proposed developments in the vicinity that may also 
contribute toward the cost of the improvement. 

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 

A Construction Impacts 
DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to DOT 
for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The plan should 
show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, 
hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. 
DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

B. Traffic Mitigation Program 
Sustainability, smart growth and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions have 
become prime concerns for the City in addition to traditional mobility considerations. 
Therefore, under the direction of DOT, the project mitigation program first focuses on 
developing a comprehensive trip reduction program and on solutions that promote other 
modes of travel. The traffic mitigation program includes the following improvements: 

1. Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Program 
The purpose of a TOM plan should be to reduce the use of single occupant 
vehicles (SOV) by increasing the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, 
vanpool and transit. To minimize external trips, the project should be designed 
to provide tenants, employees, and patrons with convenient access to the 
existing transit services within Hollywood. Through strategic building design and 
orientation, this project can facilitate access to transit, can provide a pedestrian
friendly environment, can promote non-automobile travel and can support the 
goals of an aggressive trip-reduction program. 

Given the amount of transit services provided in the area and that the proposed 
project is a short walk from an existing Metro Red Line station, there is an 
inherent incentive for project employees, tenants and visitors to search for 
alternative commute options other than driving. Additionally, developing a 
mixed-use project can aid in the effort of minimizing off-site traffic impacts by 
encouraging more internal trips. The design of the development should 
contribute to minimizing traffic impacts by emphasizing non-auto modes of 
transportation. Also, to substantially reduce SOV trips to the project, a transit
friendly project with safe and walkable sidewalks should be included in the 
overall design of this mixed-use project. 

A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and provided for DOT review prior 
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to the issuance of the first building permit for this project and a final TOM 
program approved by DOT is required prior to the issuance of the first certificate 
of occupancy for the project. The TOM program should include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program 
with an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements 

for the proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum five parking spaces for 

a shared car program); 
Provide parking as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in 

all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for 

residents and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 

pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 

Coordinate with DOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility 
Hub (see description below); 

Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the 

central court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location 
As described below, financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust 

Fund that is currently being established (CF 10-2385-85). 

In addition to these TOM measures, DOT also recommends that the applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that 
connects the project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of 
the project's employees, residents and visitors. Such a service can be included 
as an additional measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and 
effective by the applicant. 

2. Hollywood Transportation Management Organization 
The project should join or help create a Transportation Management 
Organization (TMO) serving the Hollywood area. DOT is currently working with 
other major employers in the Hollywood area to develop a TMO that would be 
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available to the general public and employees of participating companies within 
the Hollywood area. The TMO would offer similar services to those described 
above but would have a much wider reach than the project's local TOM plan and 
can result in much greater trip reduction benefits. TMO's in other major 
employment centers of Los Angeles County have proved beneficial in reducing 
traffic and improving air quality. A TMO in Hollywood can be instrumental in 
promoting the use of transit and the City's bike share and car share programs 
that will be installed in the coming years within the Hollywood community. The 
TMO's activities would help augment or implement some of the strategies 
described above for the project-specific TOM plan. TM O's typically implement 
and promote TOM strategies such as the following: 

employee flex time and modified work schedules; 
vanpool and carpool programs; 
provide information on rail, bus and shuttle services; 
satellite parking; 
non-vehicular commuting; 
parking management strategies; 
telecommuting programs; 
matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under

served by transit); 
promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 

enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes). 

Integrated Mobility Hubs 
DOT has been awarded grant funds to implement shared-vehicle stations within 
Downtown Los Angeles and Hollywood. This program, known as the Integrated 
Mobility Hubs project, would provide secure bike parking and a fleet of shared 
bikes and cars in an attempt to enhance urban mobility and serve as an 
extension of the current transportation network. The program can provide a form 
of "on-demand" transportation supplying Hollywood-area users with a convenient 
and reliable option for one or more of the legs of their commute while being 
environmentally friendly and furthering green-house gas emission reduction 
goals. For many, transit use is not often the most convenient choice because 
station endpoints are often beyond desirable walking distances to a traveler's 
final destination. Integrated mobility hubs provide an opportunity to customize 
the first and last mile experience by providing the end-user with vehicle options 
that would meet their particular trip needs for that day. Providing more first or 
last mile mobility choices can lead to increased use of public transit and 
introduce new transit riders. 

Given the project's close proximity to the Metro Red Line station and Metro bus 
stops, the project location is well-suited for increased use of public transit by 
occupants of the project. To support the goals of the project's TOM plan and to 
expand the City's program, the applicant should coordinate with DOT to provide 
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space for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the project site. 
The applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that 
could be a project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs 
program. The applicant should also provide space that would accommodate 
bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. DOT is currently working 
on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that will 
include specific sites, designs and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The 
results of this study will assist in determining the appropriate location and space 
needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub at the project site. 

4. Transit Enhancements 
The project should provide a pedestrian friendly environment through sidewalk 
pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such as 
landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Street and 
Argyle Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. 

5. Bike Plan Trust Fund 
The applicant should contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $250,000 to be 
deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds would be used by DOT, in 
coordination with the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to 
implement bicycle improvements within the Hollywood area. However, 
improvements within Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete 
streets and smart growth policies would also be eligible expenses utilizing these 
funds. 

6. Intersection Improvement 
To off-set the project impact at the intersection of Argyle Avenue/Franklin 

Avenue and US 101 Freeway N/B On-Ramp, the applicant should restripe this 
intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane 
for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right 
lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement would 
require the joint approval of Caltrans and DOT. 

7. Traffic Signal Upgrades 
Some of the signalized intersections within the project study area require an 
upgrade to the traffic signal equipment and hardware. For example, some of the 
traffic signals at these intersections currently operate using a Type 170 traffic 
signal controller. Newer controllers (Type 2070) provide for enhanced and real
time operation of the traffic signal timing. Also, when supplemented by 
additional roadway system loops, DOT can identify the causes of delay and 
implement instant signal timing remedies to improve the flow of vehicles and 
buses. Collectively, these traffic signal upgrades provide a systemwide benefit 
by reducing delays experienced by motorists at the study intersections. The 
applicant should be required to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in 
Attachment 3. 
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Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades will be made by DOT prior to the issuance of the 
first building permit. These signal upgrades would be implemented either by the 
applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or 
through payment of a one-time fixed fee to DOT to fund the cost of the 
upgrades. If DOT selects the payment option, then the applicant would be 
required to pay DOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and DOT 
shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by 
the applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal 
improvements must be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit 
and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

C. Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
The City Council recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new 
plan includes revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between 
traffic flow and other important street functions including transit routes and stops, 
pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine 
Street has been designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot 
half-width roadway within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar 
Avenue and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot 
half-width roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine 
Street and Argyle A venue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar A venue and Argyle 
Avenue are also classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half
width roadway within a 30-foot half-width right-of-way. The applicant should check with 
BOE's Land Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, 
street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

D. Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures 
The applicant should be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary 
traffic signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the 
proposed transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all 
transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los 
Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of 
Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the 
issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be 
granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in 
each case, the applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the 
satisfaction of DOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the 
developer's engineer or contractor contact DOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-
9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the 
project. 

If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or other 
governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon demonstration that 
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the substitute measure is environmentally equivalent or superior to the original measure 
in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. To the extent that a mitigation 
measure proves to be infeasible and no substitute mitigation is available, then a 
significant traffic impact would remain. 

E. Parking Analysis 
As referenced in the Project Description section above, the traffic study did not indicate 
the final number of parking spaces that would be provided. The applicant should check 
with the Department of Building and Safety on the number of Code required parking 
spaces needed for this project. 

F. Driveway Access 
The review of this study does not constitute approval of the driveway dimensions, 
access and circulation scheme. Those require separate review and approval and 
should be coordinated as soon as possible with DOT's Citywide Planning Coordination 
Section (201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor, Station 3, @ 213-482-7024) to avoid delays 
in the building permit approval process. In order to minimize and prevent last minute 
building design changes, it is highly imperative that the applicant, prior to the 
commencement of building or parking layout design efforts, contact DOT for driveway 
width and internal circulation requirements so that such traffic flow considerations are 
designed and incorporated early into the building and parking layout plans to avoid any 
unnecessary time delays and potential costs associated with late design changes. All 
driveways should be Case 2 driveways and 30 feet and 16 feet wide for two-way and 
one-way operations, respectively. All delivery truck loading and unloading will take 
place on site with no vehicles having to back into the project via any of the project 
driveways. A copy of the site plan from the traffic study is included as Attachment 4. 

G. Development Review Fees 
An ordinance adding Section 19.15 to the Los Angeles Municipal Code relative to 
application fees paid to the Department of Transportation for permit issuance activities 
was adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. Ordinance No. 180542, effective March 
28, 2009, identifies specific fees for traffic study review, condition clearance, and permit 
issuance. The applicant shall comply with any applicable fees per this ordinance. 

If you have any questions, please contact Weston Pringle of my staff at (213) 972-8482. 

Attachments 

s:\letters\CENOS-4776_ 1740 vine hollywood millennium ts ltr.wpd 

c: Marcel Porras, Council District 13 
Jeannie Shen, Hollywood-Wilshire District Office, DOT 
Taimour Tanavoli, Citywide Planning Coordination Section, DOT 
Carl Mills, Central District, BOE 
George Rhyner, Crain and Associates 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29720 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 4:43 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29469 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:30 PM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 
Re: DA for Millennium - CPC Agenda 

yes, Michael wanted it changed to 15 from 22. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 1:57 PM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

One of my co-workers pointed out the recommendation for the DA on the Commission Agenda indicates 15 
years instead of 22. Is that correct? Just an FYI. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 1:42 PM 

To: 'Sergio Ibarra' 

Cc: Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Subject: RE: FW: File Delivered: Development Regulations 

Hi Sergio, 

Please let me know if there are any additional items we need to address for the Guidelines. 

Thank you. 

From: Sergio Ibarra [mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:00 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Subject: Re: FW: File Delivered: Development Regulations 

Thank you Alfred, I have received it. 

On Thu, Mar 14, 2013 at 11 :00 AM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good morning Sergio, 

Please let me know if you received the guidelines. 

Thank you. 

From: YouSendlt [mailto:deliverv@yousendit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 10:59 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: File Delivered: Development Regulations 

~ 
Delivery provided by YouSendlt 

Your file has been sent! 

~ 
Subject: Development Regulations 
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To: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org , luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Message:Sergio, please see attached updated guidelines. 

~ 
Millennium Hollywood_ Design 

~ ~ Guidelines and Standards 130307 
L.:::::Jj @] 3_ 13_ 13.docx 

Size: 40.95 MB 
Expires: March 21, 2013 10:59 PDT 

If the above link does not work, you can paste the following address into your 
browser: 
http://www.yousendit.com/download/UVJpZEUrcT JRWUpwdmNUQw 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all 
Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk 

~ 
~ YouSendlt, Inc. I Privacy Policy 

19198. Bascom Ave., Campbell, CA95008 

~ 
14-Day Trial 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

2 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
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Briana Rapa < briana_rapa@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:33 PM 

cpc@lacity.org 

Millenium 

My name is Briana Rapa.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29470 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org > 

Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:39 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: DA for Millennium - CPC Agenda 

Great. As usual you are right on top of things. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:30 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
yes, Michael wanted it changed to 15 from 22. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 1:57 PM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

One of my co-workers pointed out the recommendation for the DA on the Commission Agenda indicates 15 
years instead of 22. Is that correct? Just an FYI. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
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Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

EM29471 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29877 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:35 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Residents, 

EM29721 

WilshirePark@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Lorna Hennington 
<lornahennington@hotmail.com> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 5:39 PM 
Wilshire Park 
[WilshirePark] FW: Hollywood Millennium Project. 

The Hollywood Millennium Project, about two miles from us, may have significant impact on traffic that will affect our 
neighborhood, especially if we are going to the Valley. The Vine Street intersections at Hollywood and Sunset will rival 
Hollywood and Highland. If you are interested in signing the petition sponsored by the Hollywood Neighborhood Councils 
and Homeowner Associations to oppose the oversized Millennium development, it is below. 

http://siqnon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium?mailinq id=10667 &source=s.icn .em.cr&r by=4143671 

There is a Los Angeles City Planning Commission Hearing this week on Thursday March 28th regarding the Hollywood 
Millennium Project. 
This project is located on both sides of Vine Street at Argyle, around the Capitol Records Building and is comprised of two 
very large towers, the larger one being 54 stories. 

Lorna Hennington 

Reply via web post Reply to sender Reply to group Start a New Topic Messages in this topic (1) 

RECENT ACTIVITY: 

• New Members 1 

Visit Your Group 

I i:x:i ·-::::::~,;;:=.r.~~ .:; '"".;"::·::,,..,, ~i 
Switcfi"fO: Text-Only, Daily Digest • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use • Send us Feedback 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29472 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:47 PM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 
Re: DA for Millennium - CPC Agenda 

It's not easy! Btw, are we video-conferencing you and Nick tomorrow? Darlene said she's prepared to set it up. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:38 PM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Great. As usual you are right on top of things. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:30 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
yes, Michael wanted it changed to 15 from 22. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 1:57 PM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

One of my co-workers pointed out the recommendation for the DA on the Commission Agenda indicates 15 
years instead of 22. Is that correct? Just an FYI. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29473 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Yes. 

EM29474 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org > 

Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:51 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: DA for Millennium - CPC Agenda 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
It's not easy! Btw, are we video-conferencing you and Nick tomorrow? Darlene said she's prepared to set it up. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:38 PM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Great. As usual you are right on top of things. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:30 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
yes, Michael wanted it changed to 15 from 22. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 1:57 PM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

One of my co-workers pointed out the recommendation for the DA on the Commission Agenda indicates 15 
years instead of 22. Is that correct? Just an FYI. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 

EM29475 
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From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

EM29878 

zaccharin.thibodeau@gmail.com 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11:44 PM 
Millenium Project 

My name is Zaccharin. I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts fi'om Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed 

Thank you. 
-Zaccharin Thibodeau 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29722 

Judith Marlin < membership@CPPOA.org > 
Monday, March 25, 2013 6:35 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; 
councilmember.labonge@lacity.org; councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org 
Marian Dodge; Anastasia Mann; TGerger@pacbell.net; <dan@dlbcorp.com > 

Bernstein; Michaels Krista; Kegaries David & Dani; Weber Patricia; David Kegaries; 
Timothy Jr M Thornton; <stevengoldfisher@yahoo.com > Goldfisher; 
councilmember.reyes@lacity.org; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; 
councilmember.zine@lacity.org; paul.koretz@lacity.org; 
councilmember.cardenas@lacity.org; councilmember.alarcon@lacity.org; 
councilmember.parks@lacity.org; councilmember.perry@lacity.org; 
councilmember.wesson@lacity.org; councilman.rosendahl@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org; councilmember.huizar@lacity.org; 
Mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Millennium Letter to Planning Commission 
LaBonge and Garcetti.docx 

Dear Council members 

RL0027859 



EM29723 

CAHEUNGA PASS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
Box 1655 

Hollywood, Ca 90078 

March 25, 2013 

Mr. James K. Williams 
Ms. Luciralia Ibarra 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 N. Springs Street, Rm. 525 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012-4801 

Council Member Tom LaBonge 
Council Member Eric Garcetti 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 480 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012-4801 

Dear Mr. Williams, Ms. Ibarra and Council Members, LaBonge and Garcetti, 

The Cahuenga Pass Property Owners Association opposes the Millennium 
Project as currently proposed, for the following reasons: 

HEIGHT 
The Millennium Project's height proposal is at such a variance from the norm that 
even considering a middle ground, such as reducing the Millennium towers from 
the proposed 55 stories to 22-29 stories, would still be TWICE the height of 
existing buildings. 12-14 Stories or 150 feet is what has been and should 
continue to be the rule in Hollywood. This is the height of the Columbia Records 
building, but more importantly, it is the height to which the "W" Hotel Complex 
and the Blvd6200 have been required, by the city, to adhere. 

Once the city has set a precedent in Hollywood for granting such an extreme 
height variance to the Millennium Project, what will keep other developers from 
citing this variance in support of similar outsized projects, resulting in a 
dominance of skyscrapers in Hollywood? 

FLOOR AREA RATIO 
The standard FAR is 3:1. The Millennium project seeks an FAR twice that 
standard, or a FAR of 6: 1 . This project should adhere to the same standard as 
other Hollywood developments. Again, in granting this extreme FAR variance to 
the Millennium Project, all other developers will demand the same variance, 
thereby setting a new standard for all new development in Hollywood. Why 
should this project be allowed an FAR of 6: 1? 

Page 2 - CPPOA - (Millennium Project) 
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EM29724 

CHANGE OF CULTURAL LANDSCAPE 
Since the Hollywood Renaissance, many neighborhoods have been resuscitated 
by the upgrading of one and two story restaurants and business 
establishments. Cahuenga Boulevard, for instance, south of Hollywood 
Boulevard, has been transformed into a vibrant, revitalized area after a long 
period of decay. The village feeling of Hollywood contributes to its success, 
making it an attractive place in which to live and work. 

The Millennium Project violates the look, feel and spirit of iconic Hollywood. The 
developer's drawing depicts a seemingly exaggerated, but true, rendering of two 
skyscrapers dwarfing the surrounding buildings, blocking the Hollywood Sign and 
making the city of Hollywood appear inconsequential. 

TRAFFIC 
As Hollywood continues its density climb, It is becoming more and more difficult to 
maneuver the streets of Hollywood, particularly on Highland, La Brea and Vine. 
Traffic backs up into the Cahuenga Pass affecting commuters from the San 
Fernando Valley and all of the surrounding communities. Gridlocked traffic is not 
only a major problem for commuters, but is also a serious life-safety issue for those 
of us who live and work in the Cahuenga Pass. If emergency vehicles and 
personnel cannot reach their destinations, lives are endangered. 

Our board does not believe that the benefits cited by the proponents of this project 
will outweigh the many serious and permanent unmitigatable negative impacts, 
many of which were recognized by the City's FEIR. 

For these reasons, we join the many Hollywood associations and organizations that 
oppose this project and we urge the Los Angeles City Council to rein in these types 
of invasive and unnecessary development projects and to vote "No" on the 
Millennium Project. 

Sincerely, 
Judy Marlin 
President 
Cahuenga Pass Property Owners Association 
www. membership@CPPOA 
323-851-7584 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29879 

Maranda Bartschi <maranda_bartschi@amda.edu> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11 :46 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
AMOA 

My name is Maranda Bartschi.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you for taking your time to read this. 

Maranda Bartschi 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29476 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:56 PM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

Haha thanks again! This does help. :) 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:30 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
OK - in case you change your mind. I saved it as a word document (attached) which I'm sure will mess with the 
formatting. I've asked Wes to switch to Word but he's such a creature of habit! 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:26 PM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks! I can't open it as it turns out, but I am summarizing a lot of the text so it helps to type it out. I will send 
over the summary of the transportation benefits by category when I finish it early next week to help with 
coordinating with the Bike Program. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 2:14 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Emily, 
Attached is our report file - it is in WordPerfect. Hope you can use it! 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity .org 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 
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Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29272 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 2:30 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Jerry Neuman 

Millennium Hollywood 

Millennium Hollywood Project Benefits Matrix.pdf 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 
213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 

Labor/Hiring and Wage Components 

§3.1.3.1 1. Project Labor Agreement - Developer shall enter 
into a "Project Labor Agreement" that will 

Pg. 11 identify the construction trade union(s) as the 
primary source of all craft labor employed on the 
Project. 

§3.1.3.2 2. Local Hiring - For each Phase of the Project 

Developer shall implement an apprenticeship and 
Pg. 11 zip code identification program to prioritize local 

source hiring for Project construction from the 
13th Council District. 

§3.1.3.3 3. Construction Trades Prevailing Wage -
Construction workers employed in the 

Pg. 12 construction of each Phase of the Project shall be 
paid no less than the prevailing wage as 
determined by the provisions of Sections 1770 et 
seq. of the California Labor Code. 

Transportation Improvements 
§3.1.3.S(a) 4. Circulation Shuttle - Developer shall operate a 

shuttle service, providing "on call" service 
Pg. 12 between the Project and residential areas within 

a two mile radius. Developer shall not be 
obligated to spend more than $50,000 per year 
for the operation of service. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -1-

Timing 

Developer must enter 
into agreement prior to 
issuance of a building 
permit for each Phase of 
the Project. 

A report detailing 
demographic information 
on the Project's workers 
shall be included as a 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Proof of compliance shall 
be submitted prior to the 
issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy 
for the Project. 

The Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
implemented the 
program in the Annual 
Review. 

First Phase 

Program shall be 
prepared no later 
than six months 
before start of 
construction of First 
Phase. 

Prior to issuance of 
final certificate of 
completion for the 
First Phase, 
Developer shall 
procure the shuttle 
service. Service shall 
operate during the 
Term of the 
Development 
Agreement (the 
"DA") 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

m 
s: 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.l.3.5(b) 5. Bicycle Amenities Plan - Developer shall 
maintain a kiosk or tenant space of at least 200 

Pg. 13 square feet for bicycle repair services. This space 
is in addition to bicycle parking facilities required 
by the Development Regulations. 

§3.l.3.5(c) 6. Linkages to future public transit services -
Developer shall: 

Pg. 13 a. Install directional signage showing 
pedestrian routes to all public 
transportation access points within a four 
block radius of the Project. 

b. Provide $10,000 to the Department of 
Transportation for the installation of 
directional signage at the DASH access 
point nearest the Project, and 

c. Provide $25,000 to Metro for directional 
signage for pedestrian routes between 
public transportation access points and 
the Project. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -2-

Timing First Phase 

Developer shall Provision of bicycle 
demonstrate to the amenities shall 
Planning Director how it commence upon 
has implemented the issuance of a final 
program in the Annual certificate of 
Review. occupancy for First 

Phase and thereafter 
for the Term of the 
DA 

Proof of payment of 
the Transit Linkage 
Payments shall be 
submitted to the 
Planning Director 
prior to the issuance 
of a final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase of the 
Project. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

The East and 
West Portion 
Phase shall 
include 
dedicated 
bicycle ways 
and wayfinding 
signage 
between public 
streets and the 
facilities. 

m 
s: 
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co 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.l.3.5(d) 7. Parking Tracking Services - Developer shall 
contribute $50,000 to the Department of 

Pg. 13 Transportation's Express Park program for new 
parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system and real-time 
parking guidance for motorists in the vicinity of 
the Project. 

§3.l.3.5(e) 8. Vine Street Metro Connection - Developer shall 
engage an urban planning and architectural firm 

Pg. 14 to study of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro 
Station. 

§3.l.3.5(f) 9. Metro Passes - Developer shall provide for the 
sale of Metro passes to Project residents, tenants 

Pg. 14 and their employees and shall purchase at least 
25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project. 

§3.l.3.5(g) 10. Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters -
Developer shall provide 10 "park and ride" spaces 

Pg. 14 for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants 
or occupants of the Project and establish a 
monitoring program of the park and ride spaces. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -3-

Timing 

Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning director how it 
has implemented such 
program as part of the 
Annual Review. 

The results of the 
monitoring program shall 
be submitted as part of 
the Annual Review. 

First Phase 

Contribution shall be 
paid to the City 
Department of 
Transportation prior 
to issuance of the 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

Study shall be 
completed before 
the issuance of the 
first building permit 
for the first Phase. 

Provision of Metro 
passes will begin 
upon issuance of 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase and 
thereafter during the 
Term of DA. 

Beginning upon 
issuance of a final 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase, and 
thereafter during the 
Term of the DA. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

m 
s: 
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co 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.S(h) 11. Shared Vehicle Parking- Developer shall 
maintain 10 parking spaces within non-residential 

Pg. 14 parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle 
services. 

Local Community Benefits 
§3.1.3.4 12. Community Organization Meeting Space -

Developer shall provide not less than 1,200 
Pg. 12 square feet of meeting space at the Project for 

use by Hollywood and community non-profit 
groups. 

§3.1.3.6 13. Protection of Capitol Records Building, 
Recording Studios and Echo Chambers -

Pg. 14 Developer shall prepare a written adjacent 
structure monitoring plan to ensure that 
construction will not damage the Capitol Records 
Building, including the recording studios and 
underground echo chambers therein. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -4-

Timing First Phase 

As part of the Annual Commencing upon 
Review, Developer shall issuance of a final 
demonstrate to the certificate of 
Planning Director how it occupancy for the 
has implemented such First Phase and 
program. thereafter during the 

Term of the DA. 

Developer shall 
establish and operate 
a reservation system 
commencing upon 
issuance of a 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

As part of the Annual 
Review, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning Director how it 
has implemented such 
monitoring program. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

Issuance of a 
building permit 
for the Initial 
East Parcel 
Phase is 
conditioned on 
submission of 
written 
adjacent 
structure 
monitoring 
plan to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety .. 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 
§3.1.3.7 14. Public Performances, Music, and Arts 

Programming - Developer shall conduct at least 
Pg. 15 four public events per year in the Art Plaza and 

pay costs associated with events. 
§3.1.3.8 15. Parking Access Management System - Developer 

shall provide a parking access management 
Pg. 15 system. 

§3.1.3.9 16. Pedestrian Improvements Contribution -
Developer shall provide funding in the amount of 

Pg. 15 $50,000 to the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 
Walk of Fame Committee, or as otherwise 
directed by the City, for renovation and upkeep 
of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements. 

§3.1.3.10 17. Music Appreciation Exhibit- Developer shall 
install publicly accessible artwork and/or 

Pg. 15 changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms. 
The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be 
maintained at Developers sole cost. 

§3.1.3.11 18. Hollywood Central Park- Developer shall make 
contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central 

Pg. 16 Park in the amount of $50,000. Thereafter, 
Developer shall make an annual contribution in 
the amount of $50,000 for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -5-

Timing 

Developer shall provide a 
schedule and conduct 
public events for Term of 
DA. 

Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
programmed the Music 
Appreciation Exhibit as 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Annual contribution shall 
be made on April 1 
following the issuance of 
a final certificate of 
occupancy and on April 1 
of each year during 
remaining Term of the 
DA. 

First Phase 

First half of payment 
is a condition of 
issuance of a building 
permit for the First 
Phase. Proof of 
payment of the 
balance shall be a 
condition to issuance 
of the final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

The Music 
Appreciation exhibit 
shall be installed 
within the First Phase 
of the Project. 

Proof of payment 
shall be a condition 
to the issuance of the 
building permit for 
the First Phase. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

Affordable Housing 
§3.1.3.12 19. Affordable Housing Payment - Developer shall 

pay $4,800,000 for the development of 100 new 
Pg. 16 affordable housing units. The affordable housing 

Projects are (a) the Westlake Theater Project, and 
(b) the Coronel Project (the "HCHC Projects"). 

a. Developer HCHC Project Contributions -
Within 90 days of its receipt of written 
notice from LAHD that the HCHC Project 
Commitment Date has occurred for each 
HCHC Project, Developer shall pay 
$2,400,000 to LAHD for the development 
HCHC Project. 

b. Developer LAHD Contribution - If the 
HCHC Project Commitment Date has not 
occurred for HCHC Project, by the date 
Developer submits an application for a 
building permit for a building that 
includes residential units, Developer shall 
pay an equal amount to LAHD as a 
condition to the issuance of the building 
permit. 

c. LAHD Use of Developer LAHD 
Contribution - LAHD is authorized to pay 
all or part of the Developers contribution 
to HCHC for costs associated with the 
remaining unfunded HCHC Project, other 
HCHC affordable housing projects, 
expenses, and costs associated with 
production of affordable housing. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -6-

Timing 

Developer HCHC Project 
Contributions shall be 
paid within 90 days of 
receipt of written notice 
from LAHD that HCHC 
Project commitment 
Date has occurred. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

m 
s: 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29725 

Steven Goldfisher < stevengoldfisher@yahoo.com > 
Monday, March 25, 2013 6:39 PM 
Judith Marlin; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; 
councilmember.labonge@lacity.org; councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org 

Cc: Marian Dodge; Anastasia Mann; TGerger@pacbell.net; <dan@dlbcorp.com > 

Bernstein; Michaels Krista; Kegaries David & Dani; Weber Patricia; David Kegaries; 
Timothy Jr M Thornton; councilmember.reyes@lacity.org; 

Subject: 

Capitol Records 

Steven Goldfisher, Esq. 

cou nci Im em ber.krekori a n@Iacity.org; cou nci Im em ber.zi ne@Iacity.org; 
paul.koretz@lacity.org; councilmember.cardenas@lacity.org; 
councilmember.alarcon@lacity.org; councilmember.parks@lacity.org; 
cou nci Im em ber.perry@Iacity.org; cou nci Im ember. wesson@Iacity.org; 
councilman.rosendahl@lacity.org; Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org; 
councilmember.huizar@lacity.org; Mayor@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Hollywood CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

LAW OFFICES OF STEVEN J. GOLDFISHER 
3115 Oakcrest Drive 
Los Angeles, California 90068 
Telephone: (323) 876-4300 
Fax: (323) 876-0417 
E-mail: stevenqoldfisher@yahoo.com 

This electronic mail message, and any attachment thereto, is intended only for use by the addressee(s) named herein, 
and may contain information which is legally privileged, confidential, proprietary and/or otherwise protected and/or exempt 
from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient hereof, you are hereby (a) notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited; (b) instructed to permanently delete the 
original and any copy of this e-mail and any printout thereof; and (c) requested to notify us immediately. 

From: Judith Marlin <membership@CPPOA.org> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org ; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org ; councilmember.labonge@lacity.org ; 
councilmember.qarcetti@lacity.org 
Cc: Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org>; Anastasia Mann <anastasia@corniche.com>; 
TGerger@pacbell.net; "<dan@dlbcorp.com> Bernstein" <dan@dlbcorp.com>; Michaels Krista 
<kristamichaels@earthlink.net>; Kegaries David & Dani <keqaries@earthlink.net>; Weber Patricia 
<pweber4rms@aol.com>; David Kegaries <david.keqaries@bankofamerica.com>; Timothy Jr M Thornton 
<timothythornton@mac.com>; "<stevenqoldfisher@yahoo.com> Goldfisher" <stevenqoldfisher@yahoo.com>; 
councilmember.reyes@lacity.org ; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org ; councilmember.zine@lacity.org ; 
paul.koretz@lacity.org; councilmember.cardenas@lacity.org ; councilmember.alarcon@lacity.org ; 
councilmember.parks@lacity.org; councilmember.perrv@lacity.org ; councilmember.wesson@lacity.org ; 
councilman.rosendahl@lacity.org ; Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org; councilmember.huizar@lacity.org ; 
Mayor@lacity.org 
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2013 6:34 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

RL0027872 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29880 

Maranda Bartschi < maranda_bartschi@amda.edu > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11:46 PM 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
AMDA 

My name is Maranda Bartschi.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you for taking your time to read this. 

Maranda Bartschi 

RL0027873 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29881 

Maranda Bartschi < maranda_bartschi@amda.edu > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11:46 PM 
cpc@lacity.org 
AMDA 

My name is Maranda Bartschi.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you for taking your time to read this. 

Maranda Bartschi 

RL0027874 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29726 

Randy Sommer <randy.sommer@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 9:32 PM 
tom.labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org; cm.public@lacity.org; 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Fwd: Millennium Project 

From: Randy Sommer <randy.sommer@sbcglobal.net> 
Date: March 25, 2013 9:37:04 AM PDT 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Project 

To Whom It May Concern 
As a resident of the far west side of The Oaks in Los Feliz, 
I wish to express my deep concern with the overall scale of the proposed Millennium Project. 
While I am not against the concept, I am astonished, like many other people, at the ridiculous 
scale of the buildings and the parking problems that will surely take place. 
That area is already a driving nightmare and this project invites only more auto traffic instead of a sufficient 
number of 
mass transit alternatives. 
Visually it will be so out of scale with the surrounding urban scape that it clearly falls into the category of 
preposterous. 
It seems no one has a master plan for the explosive build up of Hollywood in general, both in terms of greatly 
. . 
mcreasmg 
unbearable traffic congestion and with very little regard for the ultimate aesthetic appearance of Hollywood. 
Please listen to many concerned tax paying citizens and have this monstrous behemoth of a project scaled back 
considerably 
to maintain a quality of life in Hollywood for citizens and visitors alike. 
Sincerely, 
Randy Sommer 

RL0027875 
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EM29478 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cardoso, Diego <CardosoD@metro.net> 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 3:22 PM 
'James Williams' 

Subject: RE: Recusal Form 

Thanks James. Could you please tell when the Millennium project is scheduled for our Commission ?? 

Please remember that next week I am in San Francisco. 

Greetings, 

Diego 

From: James Williams [mailto:james.k.williams@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:01 PM 
To: Cardoso, Diego 
Subject: Recusal Form 

Good afternoon Diego, 

Please see attached copy of the recusal form for your personal records. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

RL0027877 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29279 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 2:36 PM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood 
Millennium Hollywood Project Benefits Matrix.pdf 

Fyi ... the matrix of benefits to date 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 

RL0027878 



EM29280 

(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 

Labor/Hiring and Wage Components 

§3.1.3.1 1. Project Labor Agreement - Developer shall enter 
into a "Project Labor Agreement" that will 

Pg. 11 identify the construction trade union(s) as the 
primary source of all craft labor employed on the 
Project. 

§3.1.3.2 2. Local Hiring - For each Phase of the Project 

Developer shall implement an apprenticeship and 
Pg. 11 zip code identification program to prioritize local 

source hiring for Project construction from the 
13th Council District. 

§3.1.3.3 3. Construction Trades Prevailing Wage -
Construction workers employed in the 

Pg. 12 construction of each Phase of the Project shall be 
paid no less than the prevailing wage as 
determined by the provisions of Sections 1770 et 
seq. of the California Labor Code. 

Transportation Improvements 
§3.1.3.S(a) 4. Circulation Shuttle - Developer shall operate a 

shuttle service, providing "on call" service 
Pg. 12 between the Project and residential areas within 

a two mile radius. Developer shall not be 
obligated to spend more than $50,000 per year 
for the operation of service. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -1-

Timing 

Developer must enter 
into agreement prior to 
issuance of a building 
permit for each Phase of 
the Project. 

A report detailing 
demographic information 
on the Project's workers 
shall be included as a 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Proof of compliance shall 
be submitted prior to the 
issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy 
for the Project. 

The Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
implemented the 
program in the Annual 
Review. 

First Phase 

Program shall be 
prepared no later 
than six months 
before start of 
construction of First 
Phase. 

Prior to issuance of 
final certificate of 
completion for the 
First Phase, 
Developer shall 
procure the shuttle 
service. Service shall 
operate during the 
Term of the 
Development 
Agreement (the 
"DA") 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

m 
s: 
I\) 
co 
I\) 
co 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.l.3.5(b) 5. Bicycle Amenities Plan - Developer shall 
maintain a kiosk or tenant space of at least 200 

Pg. 13 square feet for bicycle repair services. This space 
is in addition to bicycle parking facilities required 
by the Development Regulations. 

§3.l.3.5(c) 6. Linkages to future public transit services -
Developer shall: 

Pg. 13 a. Install directional signage showing 
pedestrian routes to all public 
transportation access points within a four 
block radius of the Project. 

b. Provide $10,000 to the Department of 
Transportation for the installation of 
directional signage at the DASH access 
point nearest the Project, and 

c. Provide $25,000 to Metro for directional 
signage for pedestrian routes between 
public transportation access points and 
the Project. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -2-

Timing First Phase 

Developer shall Provision of bicycle 
demonstrate to the amenities shall 
Planning Director how it commence upon 
has implemented the issuance of a final 
program in the Annual certificate of 
Review. occupancy for First 

Phase and thereafter 
for the Term of the 
DA 

Proof of payment of 
the Transit Linkage 
Payments shall be 
submitted to the 
Planning Director 
prior to the issuance 
of a final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase of the 
Project. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

The East and 
West Portion 
Phase shall 
include 
dedicated 
bicycle ways 
and wayfinding 
signage 
between public 
streets and the 
facilities. 

m 
s: 
I\) 
co 
I\) 
co 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.l.3.5(d) 7. Parking Tracking Services - Developer shall 
contribute $50,000 to the Department of 

Pg. 13 Transportation's Express Park program for new 
parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system and real-time 
parking guidance for motorists in the vicinity of 
the Project. 

§3.l.3.5(e) 8. Vine Street Metro Connection - Developer shall 
engage an urban planning and architectural firm 

Pg. 14 to study of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro 
Station. 

§3.l.3.5(f) 9. Metro Passes - Developer shall provide for the 
sale of Metro passes to Project residents, tenants 

Pg. 14 and their employees and shall purchase at least 
25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project. 

§3.l.3.5(g) 10. Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters -
Developer shall provide 10 "park and ride" spaces 

Pg. 14 for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants 
or occupants of the Project and establish a 
monitoring program of the park and ride spaces. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -3-

Timing 

Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning director how it 
has implemented such 
program as part of the 
Annual Review. 

The results of the 
monitoring program shall 
be submitted as part of 
the Annual Review. 

First Phase 

Contribution shall be 
paid to the City 
Department of 
Transportation prior 
to issuance of the 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

Study shall be 
completed before 
the issuance of the 
first building permit 
for the first Phase. 

Provision of Metro 
passes will begin 
upon issuance of 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase and 
thereafter during the 
Term of DA. 

Beginning upon 
issuance of a final 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase, and 
thereafter during the 
Term of the DA. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

m 
s: 
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co 
I\) 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.S(h) 11. Shared Vehicle Parking- Developer shall 
maintain 10 parking spaces within non-residential 

Pg. 14 parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle 
services. 

Local Community Benefits 
§3.1.3.4 12. Community Organization Meeting Space -

Developer shall provide not less than 1,200 
Pg. 12 square feet of meeting space at the Project for 

use by Hollywood and community non-profit 
groups. 

§3.1.3.6 13. Protection of Capitol Records Building, 
Recording Studios and Echo Chambers -

Pg. 14 Developer shall prepare a written adjacent 
structure monitoring plan to ensure that 
construction will not damage the Capitol Records 
Building, including the recording studios and 
underground echo chambers therein. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -4-

Timing First Phase 

As part of the Annual Commencing upon 
Review, Developer shall issuance of a final 
demonstrate to the certificate of 
Planning Director how it occupancy for the 
has implemented such First Phase and 
program. thereafter during the 

Term of the DA. 

Developer shall 
establish and operate 
a reservation system 
commencing upon 
issuance of a 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

As part of the Annual 
Review, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning Director how it 
has implemented such 
monitoring program. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

Issuance of a 
building permit 
for the Initial 
East Parcel 
Phase is 
conditioned on 
submission of 
written 
adjacent 
structure 
monitoring 
plan to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety .. 
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s: 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 
§3.1.3.7 14. Public Performances, Music, and Arts 

Programming - Developer shall conduct at least 
Pg. 15 four public events per year in the Art Plaza and 

pay costs associated with events. 
§3.1.3.8 15. Parking Access Management System - Developer 

shall provide a parking access management 
Pg. 15 system. 

§3.1.3.9 16. Pedestrian Improvements Contribution -
Developer shall provide funding in the amount of 

Pg. 15 $50,000 to the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 
Walk of Fame Committee, or as otherwise 
directed by the City, for renovation and upkeep 
of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements. 

§3.1.3.10 17. Music Appreciation Exhibit- Developer shall 
install publicly accessible artwork and/or 

Pg. 15 changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms. 
The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be 
maintained at Developers sole cost. 

§3.1.3.11 18. Hollywood Central Park- Developer shall make 
contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central 

Pg. 16 Park in the amount of $50,000. Thereafter, 
Developer shall make an annual contribution in 
the amount of $50,000 for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -5-

Timing 

Developer shall provide a 
schedule and conduct 
public events for Term of 
DA. 

Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
programmed the Music 
Appreciation Exhibit as 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Annual contribution shall 
be made on April 1 
following the issuance of 
a final certificate of 
occupancy and on April 1 
of each year during 
remaining Term of the 
DA. 

First Phase 

First half of payment 
is a condition of 
issuance of a building 
permit for the First 
Phase. Proof of 
payment of the 
balance shall be a 
condition to issuance 
of the final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

The Music 
Appreciation exhibit 
shall be installed 
within the First Phase 
of the Project. 

Proof of payment 
shall be a condition 
to the issuance of the 
building permit for 
the First Phase. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

Affordable Housing 
§3.1.3.12 19. Affordable Housing Payment - Developer shall 

pay $4,800,000 for the development of 100 new 
Pg. 16 affordable housing units. The affordable housing 

Projects are (a) the Westlake Theater Project, and 
(b) the Coronel Project (the "HCHC Projects"). 

a. Developer HCHC Project Contributions -
Within 90 days of its receipt of written 
notice from LAHD that the HCHC Project 
Commitment Date has occurred for each 
HCHC Project, Developer shall pay 
$2,400,000 to LAHD for the development 
HCHC Project. 

b. Developer LAHD Contribution - If the 
HCHC Project Commitment Date has not 
occurred for HCHC Project, by the date 
Developer submits an application for a 
building permit for a building that 
includes residential units, Developer shall 
pay an equal amount to LAHD as a 
condition to the issuance of the building 
permit. 

c. LAHD Use of Developer LAHD 
Contribution - LAHD is authorized to pay 
all or part of the Developers contribution 
to HCHC for costs associated with the 
remaining unfunded HCHC Project, other 
HCHC affordable housing projects, 
expenses, and costs associated with 
production of affordable housing. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -6-

Timing 

Developer HCHC Project 
Contributions shall be 
paid within 90 days of 
receipt of written notice 
from LAHD that HCHC 
Project commitment 
Date has occurred. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29882 

Juan Caballer <juan_caballer@amda.edu > 

Tuesday, March 26, 2013 11:49 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

The impacts from Millennium on AMDA 

My name is Juan Cabal/er.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Juan Cabal/er 

RL0027886 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29728 

Thomas Watson <thomasbwatson@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 25, 2013 10:41 PM 
tom. labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralla.ibarra@lacity.org 
Opposition to Millennium Project 

Dear Councilman LaBonge and Councilman Garcetti, 

As a Los Angeles resident and voter (who's voted for both of you!), I write to express my strong opposition to 
the Millennium Project. Simply put, the towers would destroy the iconic features of Hollywood, and, on a 
practical level, it would make commuting to downtown, which I do every day, even more difficult than it 
already is, aggravating pollution and wasting energy. 

Thank you. 

Regards, 

Tom Watson 
310-890-9080 

RL0027887 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29479 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 3:50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: Hollywood Millennium @Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - Spm (lisa.webber@lacity.org) 

more details » 
Hollywood Millennium 
Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - Spm Pacific Time 

Where Planning-CH525_ECR C!r@Q) 

Calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Who • Lisa Webber - organizer 

• Stacy Munoz - creator 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Dan Scott 

• Michael LoGrande 

• rfreer@oxy.edu 

• Brian Currey 

• rogelio navar 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia .ibarra@lacity .org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https: //www .google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0027888 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29287 

Jeffrey <jeffrey0909@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 2:36 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
VTTM71827-CN 

The Millennium Project is totally inappropriate for our community. Should the city approve this architectural 
monstrosity, it would have a devastating effect on traffic, views and the overall environment of our neighborhood. Even a 
casual observer knows that the EIR for this project is horribly deficient. I urge the city to support our appeal and to 
overturn the approval for this project. Two fifty-five story buildings in the heart of Hollywood are not acceptable! Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Williams 
1994 North Sycamore Ave. 
Hollywood, CA 90068 

RL0027889 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of rogelio navar 
< rogelio.navar@lacity.org > 

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 4:01 PM 
To: lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 

rogelio navar has replied "Maybe" to this invitation. 

Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting to go over all the project basics, the Devt Regulations, the DA public benefits, conditions, etc. 

requested by Lisa W 

sm 03/14/2013 

When 
Thu Mar 21, 2013 4pm - 5pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning-CH525_ECR (map) 
Calendar 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lisa Webber - organizer 
Stacy Munoz - creator 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Michael LoGrande 
rfreer@oxy.edu 
Brian Currey 
rogelio navar 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

RL0027890 



EM29481 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130321 T230000Z 
DTEND:20130322TOOOOOOZ 
DTSTAMP:20130321 T230032Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lisa Webber:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 
U I D:dhd 1 Og8vq3ej40b8eh4velrrmO@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=TENTATIVE;CN=rogel 
io navar;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto:rogelio.navar@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130314T215802Z 
DESCRIPTION: Meeting to go over all the project basics\, the Devt Regulation 
s\, the DA public benefits\, conditions\, etc.\n\nrequested by Lisa W\n\nsm 
03/14/2013 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130321 T230031 Z 
LOCATION: Planning-CH525 _ECR 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Hollywood Millennium 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0027891 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29729 

sealnbear@aol.com 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 5:30 AM 
S EALN B EAR@aol.com 
Fwd: Hollywood Millennium Project. 

Clearly, there's City Planning corruption and collusion with developers at the expense of the citizenry of Los Angeles in all 
regions of the City. The petition is very quick and easy to do. 54 stories? Why bother even pushing through a City 
Mansionization Ordinance? 

Please weigh in--it took about 1 minute, 
Ken 

-----Original Message-----
From: Jack Humphreville <JackH@TargetMediaPartners.com> 
To: Jack Humphreville <JackH@TargetMediaPartners.com> 
Sent: Mon, Mar 25, 2013 3:26 pm 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium Project. 

While the Hollywood Millennium Project may not be in your neighborhood, it is going to 
have significant impact on traffic that will affect the residents of Hollywood, impact 
traffic to and from the Valley. 

The Vine Street intersections at Hollywood and Sunset will rival Hollywood and 
Highland. That is why we need to sign the petition sponsored by the Hollywood 
Neighborhood Councils and Homeowner Associations to oppose the oversized 
Millennium development. 

The Hollywood residents' battle of today is our battle of tomorrow. We need to stick 
together. 

Please sign the petition. 

http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-
millennium?mailing id=10667 &source=s.icn.em.cr&r by=4143671 

Please pass onto your friends. 

There is a Los Angeles City Planning Commission Hearing this week on Thursday 
March 28th regarding the Hollywood Millennium Project. 
This project is located on both sides of Vine Street at Argyle, around the Capitol 
Records Building and is comprised of two very large towers, the larger one being 54 
stories. 
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Over 40 homeowners associations in the Hillside Federation have unanimously 
objected to this project as it is currently being proposed. 
WE NEED YOU TO OBJECT TO THE SIZE, BULK, and SCALE OF THIS PROJECT. 
Now is the time to show the City Planning Commission and the Developer that the 
community opposes this project as presently configured. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr. Williams, 

EM29883 

Jessica Iovenko <jessicaiovenko@gmail.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:31 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium project 

I am writing to you to express my extreme concern over the Hollywood Millennium project. As someone who 
has resided in the area for over 13 years I am extremely upset that this project is being pushed through the 
approval process. The traffic problems that this building will create will turn Hollywood into an unnavigable 
nightmare for its residents. I can only think that those who are for this project must not live in the area and deal 
with the increasingly bad traffic, the addition of these buildings and the cars that will come with them will cause 
gridlock in Hollywood and further Los Angeles' reputation as a city with nightmarish traffic. I was driving on 
the Westside this week and realized that the awful traffic I was encountering would soon be the reality in my 
own neighborhood if this project is approved. I live in Hollywood because I love its character but also because 
it's a nicer place to live than other places in the city that are crowded, claustrophobic and plagued with traffic so 
bad that it makes one want to move out of LA entirely. Please don't let them do this to our beloved little city of 
Hollywood. We don't need the 101 to turn in to the 405. 

I also find it laughable that there have been comments that people living in the building will use public 
transportation ... I've yet to see an Angeleno who can afford a million dollar condo take ANY form of public 
transportation. 
Furthermore, I do not believe we even need this space in Hollywood- Only 29 of 143 condos in the W Hotel 
building have sold and only half the retail space in the Metro building has rented in 12 years. Isn't this project 
creating a giant white elephant that will create an ongoing issue for the city if it is not needed? Of course, it will 
make a profit for someone, but the City of LA will be left holding the bag. 

I am also very concerned about the long term effects to the skyline. People come to Hollywood to see the Hills 
and the Hollywood sign, both of which will be obscured from certain angles by these towers which are grossly 
out of proportion with the rest of the area. It seems absolutely insane to me that the size of these buildings is 
even being considered much less nearly approved. First- they look ridiculous compared to the surrounding area 
and second they have no relation to the surrounding landscape and building scape- this matters. Why ruin our 
City with no justification or need for this? 

Is it true that the architect of these buildings Bill Roschen is also the head of the Planning Commission? How is 
this not a conflict of interest? I find that extremely troubling- the people trying to shove this project down the 
throats of the people who live in this area are also working for the City? 

I am all for development when it is done in a responsible manner and is in keeping with character of the 
surrounding area, if it is needed development and if it won't cause more problems than it solves. 

Thank you, 
Jessica Iovenko 
7521 Lolina Lane 90046 
213-924-2569 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

I meant to cc both of you ... 

EM29288 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 2:36 PM 

Emily Dwyer; Sergio Ibarra 

Fwd: Millennium Hollywood 

Millennium Hollywood Project Benefits Matrix.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:35 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Michael LoGrande 
<michael. logrande@lacity.org> 

Fyi ... the matrix of benefits to date 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 

21 3.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
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333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM29289 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 

Labor/Hiring and Wage Components 

§3.1.3.1 1. Project Labor Agreement - Developer shall enter 
into a "Project Labor Agreement" that will 

Pg. 11 identify the construction trade union(s) as the 
primary source of all craft labor employed on the 
Project. 

§3.1.3.2 2. Local Hiring - For each Phase of the Project 

Developer shall implement an apprenticeship and 
Pg. 11 zip code identification program to prioritize local 

source hiring for Project construction from the 
13th Council District. 

§3.1.3.3 3. Construction Trades Prevailing Wage -
Construction workers employed in the 

Pg. 12 construction of each Phase of the Project shall be 
paid no less than the prevailing wage as 
determined by the provisions of Sections 1770 et 
seq. of the California Labor Code. 

Transportation Improvements 
§3.1.3.S(a) 4. Circulation Shuttle - Developer shall operate a 

shuttle service, providing "on call" service 
Pg. 12 between the Project and residential areas within 

a two mile radius. Developer shall not be 
obligated to spend more than $50,000 per year 
for the operation of service. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -1-

Timing 

Developer must enter 
into agreement prior to 
issuance of a building 
permit for each Phase of 
the Project. 

A report detailing 
demographic information 
on the Project's workers 
shall be included as a 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Proof of compliance shall 
be submitted prior to the 
issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy 
for the Project. 

The Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
implemented the 
program in the Annual 
Review. 

First Phase 

Program shall be 
prepared no later 
than six months 
before start of 
construction of First 
Phase. 

Prior to issuance of 
final certificate of 
completion for the 
First Phase, 
Developer shall 
procure the shuttle 
service. Service shall 
operate during the 
Term of the 
Development 
Agreement (the 
"DA") 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

m 
s: 
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co 
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0 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 

"'""" 00 
<O 
00 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.l.3.5(b) 5. Bicycle Amenities Plan - Developer shall 
maintain a kiosk or tenant space of at least 200 

Pg. 13 square feet for bicycle repair services. This space 
is in addition to bicycle parking facilities required 
by the Development Regulations. 

§3.l.3.5(c) 6. Linkages to future public transit services -
Developer shall: 

Pg. 13 a. Install directional signage showing 
pedestrian routes to all public 
transportation access points within a four 
block radius of the Project. 

b. Provide $10,000 to the Department of 
Transportation for the installation of 
directional signage at the DASH access 
point nearest the Project, and 

c. Provide $25,000 to Metro for directional 
signage for pedestrian routes between 
public transportation access points and 
the Project. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -2-

Timing First Phase 

Developer shall Provision of bicycle 
demonstrate to the amenities shall 
Planning Director how it commence upon 
has implemented the issuance of a final 
program in the Annual certificate of 
Review. occupancy for First 

Phase and thereafter 
for the Term of the 
DA 

Proof of payment of 
the Transit Linkage 
Payments shall be 
submitted to the 
Planning Director 
prior to the issuance 
of a final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase of the 
Project. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

The East and 
West Portion 
Phase shall 
include 
dedicated 
bicycle ways 
and wayfinding 
signage 
between public 
streets and the 
facilities. 

m 
s: 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.l.3.5(d) 7. Parking Tracking Services - Developer shall 
contribute $50,000 to the Department of 

Pg. 13 Transportation's Express Park program for new 
parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system and real-time 
parking guidance for motorists in the vicinity of 
the Project. 

§3.l.3.5(e) 8. Vine Street Metro Connection - Developer shall 
engage an urban planning and architectural firm 

Pg. 14 to study of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro 
Station. 

§3.l.3.5(f) 9. Metro Passes - Developer shall provide for the 
sale of Metro passes to Project residents, tenants 

Pg. 14 and their employees and shall purchase at least 
25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project. 

§3.l.3.5(g) 10. Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters -
Developer shall provide 10 "park and ride" spaces 

Pg. 14 for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants 
or occupants of the Project and establish a 
monitoring program of the park and ride spaces. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -3-

Timing 

Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning director how it 
has implemented such 
program as part of the 
Annual Review. 

The results of the 
monitoring program shall 
be submitted as part of 
the Annual Review. 

First Phase 

Contribution shall be 
paid to the City 
Department of 
Transportation prior 
to issuance of the 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

Study shall be 
completed before 
the issuance of the 
first building permit 
for the first Phase. 

Provision of Metro 
passes will begin 
upon issuance of 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase and 
thereafter during the 
Term of DA. 

Beginning upon 
issuance of a final 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase, and 
thereafter during the 
Term of the DA. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

m 
s: 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.S(h) 11. Shared Vehicle Parking- Developer shall 
maintain 10 parking spaces within non-residential 

Pg. 14 parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle 
services. 

Local Community Benefits 
§3.1.3.4 12. Community Organization Meeting Space -

Developer shall provide not less than 1,200 
Pg. 12 square feet of meeting space at the Project for 

use by Hollywood and community non-profit 
groups. 

§3.1.3.6 13. Protection of Capitol Records Building, 
Recording Studios and Echo Chambers -

Pg. 14 Developer shall prepare a written adjacent 
structure monitoring plan to ensure that 
construction will not damage the Capitol Records 
Building, including the recording studios and 
underground echo chambers therein. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -4-

Timing First Phase 

As part of the Annual Commencing upon 
Review, Developer shall issuance of a final 
demonstrate to the certificate of 
Planning Director how it occupancy for the 
has implemented such First Phase and 
program. thereafter during the 

Term of the DA. 

Developer shall 
establish and operate 
a reservation system 
commencing upon 
issuance of a 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

As part of the Annual 
Review, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning Director how it 
has implemented such 
monitoring program. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

Issuance of a 
building permit 
for the Initial 
East Parcel 
Phase is 
conditioned on 
submission of 
written 
adjacent 
structure 
monitoring 
plan to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety .. 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 
§3.1.3.7 14. Public Performances, Music, and Arts 

Programming - Developer shall conduct at least 
Pg. 15 four public events per year in the Art Plaza and 

pay costs associated with events. 
§3.1.3.8 15. Parking Access Management System - Developer 

shall provide a parking access management 
Pg. 15 system. 

§3.1.3.9 16. Pedestrian Improvements Contribution -
Developer shall provide funding in the amount of 

Pg. 15 $50,000 to the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 
Walk of Fame Committee, or as otherwise 
directed by the City, for renovation and upkeep 
of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements. 

§3.1.3.10 17. Music Appreciation Exhibit- Developer shall 
install publicly accessible artwork and/or 

Pg. 15 changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms. 
The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be 
maintained at Developers sole cost. 

§3.1.3.11 18. Hollywood Central Park- Developer shall make 
contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central 

Pg. 16 Park in the amount of $50,000. Thereafter, 
Developer shall make an annual contribution in 
the amount of $50,000 for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -5-

Timing 

Developer shall provide a 
schedule and conduct 
public events for Term of 
DA. 

Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
programmed the Music 
Appreciation Exhibit as 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Annual contribution shall 
be made on April 1 
following the issuance of 
a final certificate of 
occupancy and on April 1 
of each year during 
remaining Term of the 
DA. 

First Phase 

First half of payment 
is a condition of 
issuance of a building 
permit for the First 
Phase. Proof of 
payment of the 
balance shall be a 
condition to issuance 
of the final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

The Music 
Appreciation exhibit 
shall be installed 
within the First Phase 
of the Project. 

Proof of payment 
shall be a condition 
to the issuance of the 
building permit for 
the First Phase. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

Affordable Housing 
§3.1.3.12 19. Affordable Housing Payment - Developer shall 

pay $4,800,000 for the development of 100 new 
Pg. 16 affordable housing units. The affordable housing 

Projects are (a) the Westlake Theater Project, and 
(b) the Coronel Project (the "HCHC Projects"). 

a. Developer HCHC Project Contributions -
Within 90 days of its receipt of written 
notice from LAHD that the HCHC Project 
Commitment Date has occurred for each 
HCHC Project, Developer shall pay 
$2,400,000 to LAHD for the development 
HCHC Project. 

b. Developer LAHD Contribution - If the 
HCHC Project Commitment Date has not 
occurred for HCHC Project, by the date 
Developer submits an application for a 
building permit for a building that 
includes residential units, Developer shall 
pay an equal amount to LAHD as a 
condition to the issuance of the building 
permit. 

c. LAHD Use of Developer LAHD 
Contribution - LAHD is authorized to pay 
all or part of the Developers contribution 
to HCHC for costs associated with the 
remaining unfunded HCHC Project, other 
HCHC affordable housing projects, 
expenses, and costs associated with 
production of affordable housing. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -6-

Timing 

Developer HCHC Project 
Contributions shall be 
paid within 90 days of 
receipt of written notice 
from LAHD that HCHC 
Project commitment 
Date has occurred. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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From: 
Sent: 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:01 AM 

To: Regina Freer 
Subject: Re: CPC Briefing 

So noted. 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 3:43 PM, Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> wrote: 
FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Angela Adriatico <aadriatico@cityview.com> 
Date: Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 12:54 PM 
Subject: RE: CPC Briefing 
To: Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> 

Hello Regina 

Sean is traveling next week and will not be attending the CPC meeting on the Thursday 

Angela Adriatico 

Executive Assistant to Sean Burton 
Office: 310.566.8726 

10877 Wilshire Boulevard, 12th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90024 

From: Regina Freer [mailto: rfreer@oxv.edu ] 
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 11 :21 AM 
To: Sean Burton; Angela Adriatico; Robert Lessin; Arelys Mendez 
Subject: CPC Briefing 

Bob and Sean, 

I am reaching out in the hope that you two can join me for the CPC briefing at 9am on Wednesday morning, 
March 27th - it should be over by 10:30. Because Bill has a conflict with the large and controversial Millennium 

RL0027903 
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project I will be chairing our hearing Thursday. I value your insight and want to be sure we are bringing our "A" 
game. The briefing should help. 

Let me know if you are available. 

Thank you, 

Regina 

Important Notice: The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the confidential use of the recipient(s) named above. If you 
have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail, and delete the original message. Your acceptance of this 
communication constitutes your agreement to keep this communication confidential. 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board members -

EM29482 

Debbie Simons <simons.deborah@gmail.com > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 4:43 PM 
LFIA Board 
Final Minutes of February 2013 LFIA Board Meeting 
Minutes of February 2013 Meeting.docx; Minutes of February 2013 Meeting (PDF).pdf 

Attached are the final minutes of the February 2013 LFIA board meeting. One change was made to 
the draft version on page 3, V. Officers' Report, second paragraph. 

I've sent the minutes in two different formats. Please email me if you're unable to access the minutes 
and I will send them to you in the body of an email. 

Debbie 
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MINUTES 

LOS FELIZ IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2013 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order by First Vice President Chris Laib at 7:07 p.m. Present \Vere board 
members Marta Alcumbrac, Nyla Arslanian, Marilyn Bush, Dennis Chew, Barbara Ferris, Faith Ford, 
Philip Gasteier, Rafik Ghazarian, Lynne T. Jewell, Michael Locke, Randy Myer, Tess Nelson, George 
Pao, Debbie Simons, Mary Beth Sorenson, Angela Stewart, Mark Stong, Ron Valdez and Demian Wyma. 
Excused were Stella Balesh, Jean Daly, Marian Dodge, Donna Kolb, Patti Ruben, Don Seligman and 
Gail Zaritsky. Absent were George Abrahamian, Laura Balverde Sanchez, David Roberti, June Teal and 
Valerie Vanaman. 

Guests attending the meeting were Dana Cremin (Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council [GGPNC] 
and Los Feliz Square Neighborhood Association) and Richard White (Los Feliz Business Improvement 
District). 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES- Debbie Simons (Recording Secretary) 

The minutes of the January 22, 2013, board meeting were approved, with Emanuel Pleitez' name added to 
the list of candidates attending the mayoral debate. 

HI. AWARDING OF CERTIFICATE OF APPRECIATION 

Demian Wyma presented Gina Chovan (Los Angeles Police Department Senior Lead Officer) with an 
LFIA Certificate of Appreciation for her 10 years of "tireless service" to the Los Feliz Community. 
Officer Leo Rey (the new Senior Lead Officer for this area) and Officer Ricardo Gadsby (Los Feliz patrol 
officer) also spoke. 

IV. OUTSIDE REPORTS 

Stephanie Spicer (Senior Public Relations Representative) and Duke Thompson (Electrical Services 
Manager), Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP): Ms. Spicer and Mr. Thompson 
reviewed the DWP's plans to replace underground power lines on Los Feliz Boulevard, as part of the 
DWP's Power Reliability Improvement Project. The goal is to increase electrical capacity and reliability 
of power. This project has been in the planning stages for several years. 

• Construction is currently scheduled to begin April 1, 2013, and will occur intermittently on 
weekdays through fall of 2013. 

• Crews on this project may be pulled away temporarily to deal with other power-related needs in the 
area. All lanes will remain open to traffic on non-construction days. 

• Construction has been divided into two separate phases and \vill occur intermittently Monday 
through Friday, from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. All lanes will be reopened at the end of each work day. 
Access to driveways and alleys will be maintained at all times. 
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• The construction will occur closer to the center of the street than to the curbs. The construction 
areas will be repaved. 

• The DWP plans to have meter readers deliver flyers to local residents explaining the project and the 
street closures and is not planning to use signs to reroute traffic. 

Phase l: Aprill, 2013 to Early May 2013 at Intersection of Los Feliz Boulevard and Hillhurst Avenue 

• Los Feliz Boulevard (eastbound): No left tum onto Hillhurst Avenue; both lanes open 
• Los Feliz Boulevard (westbound): Reduced to one lane through the intersection 
• Hillhurst Avenue (northbound): No left turn onto Los Feliz Boulevard 
• Hillhurst Avenue (southbound): Must tum right onto Los Feliz Boulevard; can't cross over 
• Bus stop at northeast comer of intersection on Los Feliz Boulevard will be relocated temporarily 

Phase 2: Earlv Mav to Fall 2013 on Los Feliz Boulevard between North New Hampshire Avenue to 
Cheswic Lane 

• Los Feliz Boulevard: Reduced to one lane in each direction between Vermont Avenue and Cheswic 
Lane 

• Vermont Avenue (northbound): No left tum onto Los Feliz Boulevard 

During extensive discussion, the board raised major concerns as follows: 

• Start Date - Mary Rodriguez (Field Deputy, Council District 4) convinced the DWP to change the 
project's start date from March I st to April 1st. She told the project manager that the project was 
being started too quickly and that more time is needed for community outreach. Board members 
asked why they were just hearing about this now, when the planning had been going on for several 
years. Ms. Rodriguez only recently found out about this project by accident. 

• Signage - Ms. Rodriguez emphasized the need for signage to direct traffic. Changeable Message 
Signs will be installed in strategic locations in a few weeks, notifying the public of "Construction 
ahead from date to date." Ms. Rodriguez and Ms. Spicer will be meeting \vith Department of 
Transportation staff regarding needed signage. It \Vas suggested that signs could be installed saying 
"local traffic only." 

• Expediting the Project - The construction schedule (especially for Phase l) needs to be expedited to 
shorten the construction time frame. Work should be done from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. with no time 
off. Intermittent construction makes it hard for the residents to plan. Ms. Rodriguez said that, even 
though the LAPD rejected the DWP's request to get a night variance to do construction at night, the 
LFIA/community could petition the LAPD to issue the variance. However, this could cause problems 
during Greek Theatre concert season. Work on weekends would create worse problems. 

• Communication with Community - [nformation on this project should be published in the Los Feliz 
Ledger and sent out by the LFI A in an E-blast, informing members of what steps the LFIA is taking 

RL0027907 
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to mitigate the concerns. The DWP needs to specify the geographic boundaries of the areas that will 
benefit from the project so that the LFIA can help relay this information to residents. 

• Traffic Impacts - Los Feliz Boulevard and Hillhurst Avenue will also be impacted in Phase 2, even 
though the DWP does not think so. The construction will also impact Western Avenue, Franklin 
Avenue and Glendale Boulevard, since Los Feliz Boulevard functions as a "highway" connecting the 
east and west sides of the city. 

The consensus of the board was to take the following steps: l) LFIA representatives should meet with 
Mary Rodriguez and Tom LaBonge the following week, 2) Don Seligman should send out an E-blast 
notifying LFIA members and 3) the Public Safety and Transportation Committee should draft a letter to 
the DWP (to be formatted by Don and signed by the vice-presidents) expressing the LFIA's concerns. 

Mary Rodriguez (CD 4): Ms. Rodriguez provided updates on the following projects: 

Vine Installation on Franklin Avenue Retaining Wall - There have been problems with the installation of 
the water line/meter. There are concerns about the ability of the proposed Creeping Fig vine to withstand 
strong sun; therefore Cat's Claw ivy and Boston ivy will be planted instead. 

River Supply Conduit Improvement Project - Construction on Rowena Avenue will end in mid-March. 
Another less invasive water project will begin in July/August 2013. When reopened, Rowena will have 
one traffic/one bike lane in each direction between Hyperion Avenue and Glendale Boulevard. Work 
continues by Mulholland Fountain. 

Post Office Landscaping - Ms. Rodriguez met with the GGPNC's Green Committee to discuss their 
proposal to landscape the front of the Los Feliz Post Office. They are applying for a $20,000 grant from 
Keep America Beautiful. 

V. OFFICERS' REPORT 

Chris Laib reported on the February 9, 2013, meeting of the Committee Chairs, during which an emphasis 
was put on a "bottom-up" philosophy, with the business of the board coming through the committees. 
Chris clarified that the chair of the I 001

h Anniversary Planning Committee would be elected by the 
committee at their first meeting. 

Chris also announced that Marian Dodge has been asked to serve on the Planning Department's Billboard 
and Visual Landscape Visioning Group, which will advise the city on the removal of off site signs and 
the plaeemeffi regulation of digital billboards in Los Angeles. ol:l-tside Sign Districts. 

VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Beautification Committee (Faith Ford): There will be a March 2nd clean-up of historic stairs in CD 4. 
Participants will meet at the top of Radio Walk at Franklin A venue and Radio Street. There will be a 
clean-up on March 23rd. Faith and Marian Dodge attended the "Clean Team" event on how to deal with 
illegal signage. They were told not to remove such signs but to take a picture of the sign for removal by 
the city. Faith is planning a Big Sunday event to raise money for the Los Feliz trees. 

Public Safety and Transportation Committee (Demian Wyma): As part of the city's Adopt a Basket 
Program, the wire mesh trash basket for King Middle School has been delivered and will be installed. 

Schools and Library Committee (Marilyn Bush): Marilyn clarified information in a recent Los Feliz 
Observer article about the transition of King Middle School into an all magnet campus. The statement 
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that " ... magnet schools are not required to accept all students who apply ... " is not exactly correct. 
Magnets must accept all students, with the exception of gifted magnets (students must qualify for entry). 
Therefore, every resident student within King Middle School boundaries is guaranteed a seat at either 
King's Cinematic Arts magnet or their Environmental Studies magnet. Randy will post a clarifying 
statement on the LFIA \veb site under the Observer section. 

Marshall High School came in second in the LA USD Academic Decathlon. 

Membership Committee (Nyla Arslanian): One month into the membership renewal process, Nyla 
reported that 448 members have renewed their memberships. Of this number, 38 are new members and 
28 are renewals of previous members from 2010 and 2011. There are 444 members from 2012 who have 
not yet renewed. Receipts from the renewal campaign currently total $17,678 compared to $15,395 at the 
same point last year. The Committee will be focusing on calling members who have not renewed. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 

Zoning Committee (Randy Myer): The Committee is following the issues listed below: 

Millennium Hollywood Project - Randy attended a public hearing on this project. No building plans have 
been submitted yet. The Planning Commission will review the proposal in March. Community groups 
are concerned about the project's impact on traffic, parking and emergency hillside evacuations (e.g., 
fire). 

Sign Ordinance - The Zoo wants signs located within the Zoo in order to generate revenue. The Zoning 
Committee is coordinating with the Parks Committee on this issue. 

Hollywood Communitv Plan - A lawsuit has been filed against the Hollywood Community Plan, 
contending that the plan is predicated on misinformation (e.g., large grmvth in population). 

Neighborhood Development - A Target is being built on the southwest comer of Western Avenue and 
Sunset Boulevard, on the site of the former Fallas store, east of the Home Depot. A multi-use 
development with stores and housing is being built on the northwest corner of Western and Sunset, on the 
site of the former Orchard Supply Hardware (OSH). Randy will find out the nature of the development at 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Hillhurst Avenue. 

Repair of Air Conditioning in Citibank Conference Room (Marilyn Bush): After a discussion about 
the need to repair the air conditioning in the Citibank conference room, a motion was approved to get an 
estimate of the repair cost. 

Recognition of Tony Fanara (Palermo's Restaurant): Angela Stewart recommended that the board 
recognize Tony Fanara of Palermo's Restaurant at the next General Membership meeting for his support 
and contributions to those meetings. A motion to give Tony an LFIA book and a certificate at the next 
General Membership meeting was approved. 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:07 p.m. The next board meeting will be held on March 26, 2013. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Debbie Simons 

Recording Secretary 
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MINUTES 

LOS FELIZ IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2013 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order by First Vice President Chris Laib at 7:07 p.m. Present were board 
members Marta Alcumbrac, Nyla Arslanian, Marilyn Bush, Dennis Chew, Barbara Ferris, Faith Ford, 
Philip Gasteier, Rafik Ghazarian, Lynne T. Jewell, Michael Locke, Randy Myer, Tess Nelson, George 
Pao, Debbie Simons, Mary Beth Sorenson, Angela Stew·art, Mark Stong, Ron Valdez and Demian Wyma. 
Excused were Stella Balesh, Jean Daly, Marian Dodge, Donna Kolb, Patti Ruben, Don Seligman and 
Gail Zaritsky. Absent were George Abrahamian, Laura Balverde Sanchez, David Roberti, June Teal and 
Valerie Vam1.man. 

Guests attending the meeting were Dana Cremin (Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council [GGPNC] 
and Los Feliz Square Neighborhood Association) and Richard \\'bite (Los Feliz Business Improvement 
District). 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Debbie Simons (Recording Secretary) 

The minutes of the January 22, 2013, board meeting were approved, with Emanuel Pleitez' name added to 
the list of candidates attending the mayoral debate. 

HI. AW ARD ING OF CERTIFICATE OF APPRECIATION 

Demian Wyma presented Gina Chovan (Los Angeles Police Department Senior Lead Officer) with an 
LFIA Certificate of Appreciation for her 10 years of "tireless service" to the Los Feliz Community. 
Officer Leo Rey (the new· Senior Lead Officer for this area) and Officer Ricardo Gadsby (Los Feliz patrol 
officer) also spoke. 

IV. OUTSIDE REPORTS 

Stephanie Spicer (Senior Public Relations Representative) and Duke Thompson (Electrical Services 
Manager), Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP): Ms. Spicer and Mr. Thompson 
reviewed the DWP's plans to replace underground power lines on Los Feliz Boulevard, as part of the 
DWP's Power Reliability Improvement Project. The goal is to increase electrical capacity and reliability 
of power. This project has been in the planning stages for several years. 

• Construction is currently scheduled to begin April 1, 2013, and will occur intermittently on 
weekdays through fall of 2013. 

• Crews on this project may be pulled away temporarily to deal with other power-related needs in the 
area. All lanes will remain open to traffic on non-construction days. 

• Construction has been divided into two separate phases and will occur intermittently Monday 
through Friday, from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. All lanes will be reopened at the end of each \vork day. 
Access to driveways and alleys will be maintained at all times. 
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• The construction will occur closer to the center of the street than to the curbs. TI1e construction 
areas will be repaved. 

• The DWP plans to have meter readers deliver flyers to local residents explaining the project and the 
street closures and is not planning to use signs to reroute traffic. 

Phase 1: April l, 2013 to Early May 2013 at Intersection of Los Feliz Boulevard and Hillhurst A venue 

• Los Feliz Boulevard (eastbound): No left tum onto Hillhurst Avenue; both lanes open 
• Los Feliz Boulevard (westbound): Reduced to one lane through the intersection 
• Hillhurst Avenue (northbound): No left tum onto Los Feliz Boulevard 
• Hillhurst Avenue (southbound): Must tum right onto Los Feliz Boulevard; can't cross over 
• Bus stop at northeast comer of intersection on Los Feliz Boulevard will be relocated temporarily 

Phase 2: Early Mav to Fall 2013 on Los Feliz Boulevard between North New- Hampshire Avenue to 
Cheswic Lane 

• Los Feliz Boulevard: Reduced to one lane in each direction between Vermont Avenue and Cheswic 
Lane 

• Vermont Avenue (northbound): No left tum onto Los Feliz Boulevard 

During extensive discussion, the board raised major concerns as follows: 

• Start Date - Mary Rodriguez (Field Deputy, Council District 4) convinced the DWP to change the 
project's start date from March l st to April l st. She told the project manager that the project was 
being started too quickly and that more time is needed for community outreach. Board members 
asked why they \Vere just hearing about this now, when the planning had been going on for several 
years. Ms. Rodriguez only recently found out about this project by accident. 

• Signage - Ms. Rodriguez emphasized the need for signage to direct traffic. Changeable Message 
Signs will be installed in strategic locations in a few weeks, notifying the public of "Construction 
ahead from date to date." Ms. Rodriguez and Ms. Spicer will be meeting with Department of 
Transportation staff regarding needed signage. It was suggested that signs could be installed saying 
"local traffic only." 

• Expediting the Project - The construction schedule (especially for Phase l) needs to be expedited to 
shorten the construction time frame. Work should be done from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. with no time 
off. Intermittent construction makes it hard for the residents to plan. Ms. Rodriguez said that, even 
though the LAPD rejected the DWP's request to get a night variance to do construction at night, the 
LFIA/community could petition the LAPD to issue the variance. However, this could cause problems 
during Greek Theatre concert season. Work on weekends would create worse problems. 

• Communication with Community - Information on this project should be published in the Los Feliz 
Ledger and sent out by the LFIA in an E-blast, informing members of what steps the LFIA is taking 
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to mitigate the concerns. The DWP needs to specify the geographic boundaries of the areas that will 
benefit from the project so that the LFIA can help relay this information to residents. 

• Traffic Impacts - Los Feliz Boulevard and Hillhurst Avenue will also be impacted in Phase 2, even 
though the DWP does not think so. The construction will also impact Western Avenue, Franklin 
Avenue and Glendale Boulevard, since Los Feliz Boulevard functions as a "high\vay" connecting the 
east and west sides of the city. 

The consensus of the board was to take the following steps: 1) LFIA representatives should meet with 
Mary Rodriguez and Tom LaBonge the following week, 2) Don Seligman should send out an E-blast 
notifying LFIA members and 3) the Public Safety and Transportation Committee should draft a letter to 
the DWP (to be formatted by Don and signed by the vice-presidents) expressing the LFIA's concerns. 

Mary Rodriguez (CD 4): Ms. Rodriguez provided updates on the following projects: 

Vine Installation on Franklin A venue Retaining Wall - There have been problems with the installation of 
the water line/meter. There are concerns about the ability of the proposed Creeping Fig vine to withstand 
strong sun; therefore Cat's Claw ivy and Boston ivy will be planted instead. 

River Supply Conduit Improvement Project - Construction on Rowena Avenue will end in mid-March. 
Another less invasive water project will begin in July/August 2013. When reopened, Rowena will have 
one traffic/one bike lane in each direction between Hyperion Avenue and Glendale Boulevard. Work 
continues by Mulholland Fountain. 

Post Office Landscaping - Ms. Rodriguez met with the GGPNC's Green Committee to discuss their 
proposal to landscape the front of the Los Feliz Post Office. They are applying for a $20,000 grant from 
Keep America Beautiful. 

V. OFFICERS' REPORT 

Chris Laib reported on the February 9, 2013, meeting of the Committee Chairs, during which an emphasis 
was put on a "bottom-up" philosophy, \vith the business of the board coming through the committees. 
Chris clarified that the chair of the 1001

b Anniversary Planning Committee would be elected by the 
committee at their first meeting. 

Chris also announced that Marian Dodge has been asked to serve on the Planning Department's Billboard 
and Visual Landscape Visioning Group, w-hich will advise the city on the remo=rnl of off site signs and 
fhe 19laeemeflt regulation of digital billboards in Los Angeles. etttsiEle Sign Distriets. 

VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Beautification Committee (Faith Ford): There will be a March 2nd clean-up of historic stairs in CD 4. 
Participants will meet at the top of Radio Walk at Franklin A venue and Radio Street. There will be a 
clean-up on March 23rd. Faith and Marian Dodge attended the "Clean Team" event on how to deal with 
illegal signage. They were told not to remove such signs but to take a picture of the sign for removal by 
the city. Faith is planning a Big Sunday event to raise money for the Los Feliz trees. 

Public Safety and Transportation Committee (Demian Wyma): As part of the city's Adopt a Basket 
Program, the wire mesh trash basket for King Middle School has been delivered and will be installed. 

Schools and Library Committee (Marilyn Bush): Marilyn clarified information in a recent Los Feliz 
Observer article about the transition of King Middle School into an all magnet campus. The statement 
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that " ... magnet schools are not required to accept all students who apply ... " is not exactly correct. 
Magnets must accept all students, with the exception of gifted magnets (students must qualify for entry). 
Therefore, every resident student within King Middle School boundaries is guaranteed a seat at either 
King's Cinematic Arts magnet or their Environmental Studies magnet. Randy will post a clarifying 
statement on the LFIA web site under the Observer section. 

Marshall High School came in second in the LAUSD Academic Decathlon. 

Membership Committee (Nyla Arslanian): One month into the membership renewal process, Nyla 
reported that 448 members have renewed their memberships. Of this number, 38 are new members and 
28 are renewals of previous members from 20 l 0 and 2011. There are 444 members from 2012 who have 
not yet renewed. Receipts from the renewal campaign currently total $17,678 compared to $15,395 at the 
same point last year. The Committee will be focusing on calling members who have not renewed. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 

Zoning Committee (Randy Myer): The Committee is following the issues listed below: 

Millennium Hollvwood Project - Randy attended a public hearing on this project. No building plans have 
been submitted yet. The Planning Commission will review the proposal in March. Community groups 
are concerned about the project's impact on traffic, parking and emergency hillside evacuations (e.g., 
fire). 

Sign Ordinance - The Zoo \vants signs located within the Zoo in order to generate revenue. The Zoning 
Committee is coordinating with the Parks Committee on this issue. 

Hollyy.-ood Community Plan - A lawsuit has been filed against the Hollywood Community Plan, 
contending that the plan is predicated on misinformation (e.g., large grm:vih in population). 

Neighborhood Development - A Target is being built on the southwest comer of Western Avenue and 
Sunset Boulevard, on the site of the former Fallas store, east of the Home Depot. A multi-use 
development with stores and housing is being built on the northwest comer of Western and Sunset, on the 
site of the former Orchard Supply Hardware (OSH). Randy will find out the nature of the development at 
the comer of Hollywood Boulevard and Hillhurst Avenue. 

Repair of Air Conditioning in Citibank Conference Room (Marilyn Bush): After a discussion about 
the need to repair the air conditioning in the Citibank conference room, a motion was approved to get an 
estimate of the repair cost. 

Recognition of Tony Fanara (Palermo's Restaurant): Angela Stewart recommended that the board 
recognize Tony Fanara of Palermo's Restaurant at the next General Membership meeting for his support 
and contributions to those meetings. A motion to give Tony an LFIA book and a certificate at the neh.'t 
General Membership meeting was approved. 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:07 p.m. The next board meeting will be held on March 26, 2013. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Debbie Simons 

Recording Secretary 
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To: 

Subject: 
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Steven Craig < steven_craig@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:46 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Mitigations for AMDA regarding Hollywood Millenium construction projects 

Dear City officials, 

My name is Steven Craig.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA 
during the upcoming development projects near the Capitol Records building and 1777 Vine. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project 
as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, with hope, 

Steven Thomas Craig 
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Sent: 
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Subject: 
Attachments: 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 1 :30 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email 1 of 5) 
AMOA Tract Map Appeal.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Mar 5, 2013 at 11:45 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email I of 5) 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Czerwinski, Ellen <ECzerwinski@manatt.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 4, 2013 at 5:05 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Administrative Record (Email I of 5) 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "De la Cruz, Victor" <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 

Dear Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, 

We submitted the attached appeal today in opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 71837-CN. The attached contains excerpts of DEIRs and NoiseNibration studies. I 
will be forwarding the full sections to you for inclusion in the Administrative Record. 

Thank you, 
Ellen 

Ellen Czerwinski 
Land Use Planner 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
(310) 312-4000 Main 
(310) 231-5606 Direct 
(310) 914-5712 Direct Fax 
ECzerwinski@manatt.com 

Save paper by not printing this email 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission , and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it , may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged . If you are not the intended recipient , or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying , distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
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transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at ECzerwinski@manatt .com or by telephone at (31 Ol 231-5606, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you . 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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MASTER APPEAL FORM 

City of Los Angeles - Deportment of City Planning 

APPEAL TO THE: City Planning Commission 
(DIRECTOR, AREA PlANNING COMMISSION, CITY PIANNING COMMISSION, OTY COUNCIL) 

REGARDING CASE#: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 1n0-1110 Vine; 1745-1753 Vine; 1746-1770 Ivar; 1733-1741Argyle; 6236, 6270, 6334 Yucca 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 2013 
---------~--~-~-----~--

TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. 0 Appeal by Applicant 

2. l2l Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved 

3. 0 Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 
of Building and Safety 

APPELLANT INFORMATION - Please print clearly 

Name: AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

• Are you filing for yourself or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

(21 Self Q Other: ------------------

Address: 6305 Yucca Street and 1777 Vine Street 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90028 

Telephone: (323) 469-3300 
E-mail: ---------------

• Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

Q Yes 121 No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: Victor De la Cruz - Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Address: 11355 West Olympic Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90064 

Telephone: -----'(3_1_0..:...) _3_12_-4_3_0_5 __ _ E-mail : vdelacruz@manatt.com 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING - Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

IZI Entire 0 Part 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal • How you are aggrieved by the decision 

• Speclflcally the points at Issue • Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

Amount 

Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

• Master Appeal Form 
Justification/Reason for Appealing document 

• Orlglnat Determination Letter · 

• Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee. 

• Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

Applicants filing per 12.26 K ''Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 
and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or vn) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be flied within 10 days of the written determjnatlon of the Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed If a non-elected decision-making body (i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that Is not further appealable. 

"if a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental Impact report, approves a 
negative dedarotion or mitigated negative dec/arotlon, or determines that a project Is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision-making body, if any. p 

-cA Public Resources Code § 21151 (c) 

Date: _ .. )_,_/_l/_/_13 _ _ _ 

··-.· Plonnfn'l. ~taf!-Use Only 

Reviewed .al'\d' Accepted ..,Y· · < 
.. Date 

·'..:· 
. . .. 

Receipt No. Deemed Complete by l>ate . .; 

Determinati.on Authority rilotffied a. Original Receipt and BTC Re.cefpt (If orjginal applicant) 

CP-7769 ( 11/09/09) 
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"Millennium Hollywood representatives said that if the 
school were for children, city law would require them to 

reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the 
students are adults, there are no such requirements. " 

- Laura J. Nelson, "Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood 
clears a hurdle" in Los Angeles Times, Feb. 19, 2013 
(describing the closing arguments of Millennium's legal 
counsel at the Advisory Agency hearing for Millennium's tract 
map). 
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APPEAL OF VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN 

AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMDA") appeals the City of 
Los Angeles ("the City") Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN (the "Tract Map") for the Hollywood Millennium Project (the "Project"). This appeal 
is limited to a single, major inadequacy in the Environmental Impact Report (the "EIR") for the 
Project that renders the Tract Map approval legally deficient under the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") and the California Subdivision Map Act - Millennium's position 
(shockingly unquestioned by the City thus far) that AMDA is not a noise-sensitive receptor and 
that Millennium need not mitigate construction and operational noise impacts to a level that will 
allow AMDA to keep its campus open during and after the Project's multi-year construction. 1 

After AMDA invested hundreds of millions of dollars making Hollywood its home (well 
before Hollywood was thriving, in effect paving the way for Millennium), Millennium's failure 
to protect AMDA through mere compliance with the law is astounding. Every year, AMDA 
educates hundreds of young artists that come from every state in the nation and multiple 
countries around the world, to study music, dance, and drama in Los Angeles. What will the 
City tell these students when they come to AMDA and cannot hear clearly enough to tune a 
violin or a piano, harmonize their voices, or hear themselves during breathing exercises - all 
because the City failed to question the Applicant's ludicrous position that AMDA was not a 
noise-sensitive receptor requiring special construction-related mitigation? And if the City 
responds with the Applicant's most recent assertion (that only schools with young children are 
noise-sensitive receptors), what will the City tell those students when confronted with other City 
EIRs that have identified ITT Technical Institute, the University of Southern California, Loyola 
Law School, Occidental College, and a host of other institutions of higher learning, as sensitive 
receptors? 

This appeal is common sense. CEQA classifications matter. Just as the City could not 
defend an EIR that treated a nesting site for the California Condor no different than it treated a 
nesting site for a pigeon (on the theory that the California Condor is not a protected species), the 
City will not have complied with CEQA until AMDA, a school, is treated as the noise-sensitive 
receptor that it is. The City must revise the EIR so that it adequately discloses, analyzes, and 
mitigates its impacts on AMDA, a sensitive receptor. And for CEQA's informational and 
participatory mandates to be met, the City must re-circulate the EIR and afford AMDA the 
opportunity to comment on the Project's proposed mitigation. 

1 A more detailed letter setting forth AMDA's concerns about the Project, generally, and problems with its other 
discretionary actions (e.g., the variance, the Development Agreement) and the Final EIR will be filed separate from 
this appeal. AMDA also has concerns about other aspects of the Tract Map approval's compliance with the 
California Subdivision Map Act, which AMDA intends to raise on appeal to the Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee of the City Council, if necessary. The need to limit this appeal to one issue - construction 
noise - is necessary to provide focus on a matter that is of critical importance to the life of the institution. It does 
not mean that AMDA is not concerned about other Project impacts such as parking and operational noise. 

11355West01ympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 

Albany I Los Angeles I New York I Orange County I Palo Alto I Sacramento J San Francisco I Washington, D.C. 
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I. BACKGROUND ON AMDA COLLEGE AND CONSERVATORY OF THE 
PERFORMING ARTS. 

AMDA has been located at the intersection of Yucca and Vine in Hollywood for over ten 
years. As one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, AMDA's 
two campuses in New York City and Los Angeles have launched some of the most successful 
careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited by the National Association of Schools 
of Theatre, AMDA's Los Angeles campus enrolls approximately 700 full-time students from 
throughout the world and offers both four-year Bachelor of Fine Arts Programs and various 
Certificate Programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus has been a thriving community 
of young artists engaged daily in everything from general education courses typical of more 
traditional four-year colleges, to intense professional-level artist training in musical theatre, 
multiple dance styles, and vocal recital presentations. 

AMDA' s campus is comprised of several buildings in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Vine Tower, AMDA's main building, is kitty-corner from the proposed Project and 
houses administrative offices, classrooms, studio spaces, a costume shop, a stage combat armory, 
a computer lab, the AMDA Cafe, the campus store and performance spaces. AMDA' s 1777 
Vine Street Building across the street from the Vine Tower, and sharing a property line with the 
Project site, is a five-story facility with 23 classrooms, 11 private voice studios, acting rehearsal 
rooms, a student lounge, the film production office, the scene shop, and other ancillary AMDA 
uses. An outdoor performance space, a campus piazza where students congregate and eat and 
perform, a performing arts library, and film, television and editing facilities are also located on 
campus. 

Finally, six residential buildings, primarily on the same block as the Vine Tower, have 
been purchased, or.are otherwise controlled by AMDA, for student housing (The Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the All view Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows"). 

Simply stated, AMDA's investment in, and commitment to the Hollywood community is 
sustained and substantial. 

II. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT'S NOISE IMPACTS ON AMDA. 

While AMDA would like to support the proposed Project, the Project may require 
AMDA, a sensitive receptor, to close its doors due to the Applicant's complete failure to identify 
AMDA as a sensitive receptor in the Project's EIR and to address AMDA's concerns in 
connection with the Project's multi-year construction period. The Applicant's complete 
disregard for AMDA's required mitigation is unacceptable. As will be made clear in this appeal, 
the scope of AMDA's operations and the proposed Project's construction impacts are 
fundamentally incompatible. As proposed, all Project construction would take place at the 
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property line with AMDA (i.e., not even the most minor of setbacks) without a single mitigation 
measure tailored specifically to AMDA 's operations. 

The Project's EIR indicates that construction would reach a dBA of 113.9 Leq· 
According to the Project's EIR, these noise levels would be louder than a jet flying overhead at a 
height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an indoor concert. 
(See DEIR, Table IV.H-1.) Moreover, because the proposed Project would take approximately 
three years to construct, or even more if built out in phases as allowed by the Development 
Agreement, which spans decades, AMDA would not be able to carry out its basic functions as an 
educational institution for years. Please make no mistake about it - it will not be possible for 
AMDA to keep its doors open while the proposed Project is constructed unless the City complies 
with CEQA before granting any entitlements. 

Construction is to be expected in highly urbanized areas. However, the construction of 
over a million square feet in 585-foot towers and multiple levels of subterranean parking, over a 
span of multiple years - without any mitigation for a sensitive receptor - is not to be expected. 
This is not a simple by-right project, but one that is asking for a Development Agreement, 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Vesting Zone Change, Height District Change, Conditional Use 
Permits, Variances, etc., and therefore requires compliance with CEQA, in part through the 
protection of sensitive receptors. 

III. THE APPLICANT'S FAILURE TO IDENTIFY AMDA AS A SENSITIVE 
RECEPTOR IN THE EIR. 

The proposed Project's EIR failed to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor 
notwithstanding CEQA's clear mandate that schools be identified as such. 2 As discussed in this 
appeal, the Applicant has doubled-down on its position that AMDA is not a sensitive receptor. 
(Acknowledging that AMDA is a noise-sensitive receptor under CEQA would not only require 
recirculation of the EIR, but would trigger mitigation that the Applicant may not want to 
provide.) 

To be perfectly clear, AMDA is the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within AMDA's 
1777 Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not taking classes such as "Harmony 
Review Lab," "Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing their 
singing in a private voice room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing breathing 
exercises with a voice tutor. (See Exhibit A, Class Schedule for 1777 Building.) Every day, the 
AMDA campus is a thriving hub of productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early 
morning until about 11 :30 p.m., and in summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple 
productions. 

2 CEQA is geared at identifying sensitive receptors and sensitive environmental conditions so that appropriate 
mitigation can eliminate (or minimize to the maximum extent feasible) a project's significant impacts to those 
resources. Thus, the Applicant's failure to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor contravenes CEQA. 
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Millennium's unwillingness to concede that AMDA is a sensitive receptor is 
unacceptable, and the litany of excuses as to why AMDA was not identified as a sensitive 
receptor are absurd. More importantly, these excuses do nothing to remedy the EIR's 
deficiencies and its utter failure to comply with CEQA's informational mandates. 

IV. A HOST OF EXCUSES AS TO WHY AMDA WAS NOT IDENTIFIED AS A 
SENSITIVE RECEPTOR, BUT THE DE.FICIENCIES REMAIN. 

When the Applicant was first asked why AMDA was not identified as a sensitive 
receptor, the Applicant responded that it thought the 1777 Vine Building was vacant - that 
Project consultants had no idea that AMDA was using it. Putting aside the fact that the Vine 
Tower across the street was also not identified as a sensitive receptor, the Applicant's position as 
to 1777 Vine was ridiculous. Every school day, one thousand students, faculty, and staff cross 
Yucca Street between the Vine Tower and the 1777 Vine Building. Furthermore, the President 
of AMDA has sat on the Board of Directors of the Hollywood Property Owners Alliance 
together with the Applicant for several years, and members of the Applicant have been guests of 
AMDA at concerts and recitals on the AMDA campus. 

When the "we thought the building was vacant story" became untenable, the Project's 
Final EIR offered yet another story, responding that the AMDA buildings were not identified as 
sensitive receptors because the Planning Department's ZIMAS database did not identify AMDA 
as a school. (Final EIR, Response to Comment 9-11, pp. III-B.45 -46.) This response too was 
unacceptable - sensitive receptors are not identified based on what a ZIMAS report says -
AMDA either exists or it does not exist. (Just imagine if sensitive species were identified based 
on what old history books said about a site, rather than a biological survey; there is no question 
that the Project's EIR consultant did a site-survey of surrounding buildings.) Given AMDA's 
large student and teacher population, its open and active operations, and its proximity to the 
Project, its omission is inexcusable. 

Subsequently, the Applicant suggested to AMDA that AMDA was not identified as a 
sensitive receptor because Millennium wanted to protect AMDA - namely that AMDA is not a 
permitted use and the Applicant did not want to get AMDA in trouble. This, again, is also 
entirely erroneous - the C4 zoning on AMDA' s property allows educational institutions and 
music conservatories by right - no use permits are needed for AMDA to legally operate there. 

Finally, at the February 19, 2013, Advisory Agency hearing for the Tract Map, after 
AMDA refuted all of the above excuses which had been proffered by the Applicant, 
Millennium's counsel denied that they had ever used any of the above excuses - even though the 
Final EIR included two of those excuses. Instead, the Applicant's counsel proffered an entirely 
new theory - one that was never mentioned in the Final EIR - declaring without any justification 
or legal support that schools are only considered to be sensitive receptors if they are for young 
children. This excuse was heard by those at the hearing and received coverage in the Los 
Angeles Times. ("Millennium Hollywood representatives said that if the school were for 
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children, city law would require them to reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the 
students are adults, there are no such requirements.")(See Exhibit B.) For the reasons set forth 
below, this new excuse is equally disingenuous and false. 

V. PUTTING TO REST THE FOURTH EXCUSE ABOUT WHY AMDA WAS NOT 
IDENTIFIED AS A SENSITIVE RECEPTOR. 

1. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, 
Make Clear that AMDA is a Sensitive Receptor. 

The Applicant's new excuse as to why AMDA is not a sensitive receptor is completely 
unavailing because the City indisputably considers schools (regardless of student age) to be 
sensitive to construction noise: 

• The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include 
"residences, transient lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, 
auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks." (L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide, p. I.1-3.) 

• The Noise Element of the General Plan defines noise sensitive uses as "single-family and 
multi-unit dwellings, long-term care facilities (including convalescent and retirement 
facilities), dormitories, motels, hotels, transient lodgings and other residential uses; 
houses of worship; hospitals; libraries; schools; auditoriums; concert halls; outdoor 
theaters; nature and wildlife preserves, and parks." (General Plan Noise Element, p. 4-1.) 

If Millennium's legal counsel is conect that only uses with children are considered sensitive to 
noise, then why do the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide and the Noise Element of the General 
Plan identify dwellings, motels, hotels, houses of worship, libraries, auditoriums, concert halls, 
and theaters as sensitive uses? These uses do not necessarily include more children than adults; 
they are considered sensitive to noise simply because of the activities that take place there. Even 
the Project's own Draft EIR acknowledges that schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are 
sensitive receptors. (Draft EIR, p. IV.H-15.) It does not at any point in the document qualify 
sensitive uses based on the age of the occupants/visitors. 

In short, AMDA, a school use, is unquestionably a sensitive receptor. AMDA also 
contains noise sensitive rehearsal rooms, studios, and voice rooms - all of which are similar (in 
terms of activities involved and acceptable noise exposure) to auditoriums and concert halls, 
which the City also has deemed to be sensitive receptors. Notably, none of the City documents 
above qualify the sensitivity of the sensitive receptors, much less indicate that only schools with 
children are sensitive to noise. (Moreover, other cities, like San Francisco, explicitly use the 
word "colleges" to provide examples of noise-sensitive receptors.)(See Exhibit C.) If the 
presence of children were somehow the determining factor for sensitive receptors, it would lead 
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to the nonsensical result that residential homes, dormitories, hotels, churches, auditoriums, 
concert halls, and amphitheatres should also be eliminated from this category as well. 

2. EIRs Within and Outside of the City Make Clear that AMDA is a Sensitive 
Receptor. 

As demonstrated below, EIRs conducted by the City and other jurisdictions all support 
the irrefutable fact that schools are sensitive receptors for construction noise, regardless of the 
age of the students. Moreover, auditoriums, concert halls and similar uses are also considered to 
be sensitive receptors. 

• EIR for the Convention and Event Center Project (City of Los Angeles, 2012, SCH# 
2011031049, pp. IV.E-50) - identified the Loyola Law School and Nokia Theatre as a 
sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit D.) 

• EIR for Occidental College Specific Plan (City of Los Angeles, 2008, SCH# 
2006081153, p. 3H-4) - identified the classrooms and library at Occidental College 
during construction activities as sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit E.) 

• EIR for the Lakeside Park Project (City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and 
Parks, 2011, Noise and Vibration Study, p. 11) - identified ITT Technical Institute as a 
sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit F.) 

• EIR for the Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project (City of Los Angeles, 2010, SCH# 
2009071035, pp. IV.C-17) - identified the Jonathan Club as a noise sensitive receptor. 
(See Exhibit G.) 

• EIR for USC Development Plan (City of Los Angeles, 2010, SCH# 200901101, p. IV.H-
11) - identified the Shrine Auditorium as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit H.) 

• EIR for Cedars-Sinai Medical Center West Tower Project (City of Los Angeles, 2008, 
SCH# 2008031040, pp. 134) - identified a medical office building as a sensitive 
receptor. (See Exhibit I.) 

• EIR for USC Health Sciences Campus Project (City of Los Angeles, 2005, SCH# 
2004101084, pp. 243-247) - identified the Los Angeles County College of Nursing and 
Allied Health as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit J.) 

• EIR/EIS for Mid-City/Westside Transit Project (Metropolitan Transit Authority, 2010, 
SCH# 2000051058, pp. 3.9-2 - 23) - identified the USC Marshall School of Business, 
Exposition Park, and the Rancho La Brea Tar Pits as a sensitive receptors. (See Exhibit 
K.) 

6 

RL0027925 



EM26245 

manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

• EIR for the Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 
Project (City of Palo Alto, 2010, SCH# 2007082130, pp. 3.7-6) - identified the adjacent 
Stanford University campus as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit L.) 

• Final EIR for the Quarry Creek Master Plan (City of Carlsbad, 2013, SCH# 2012021039, 
p. 5 .11-7) - identified Mira Costa College as a sensitive receptor. (See Exhibit M.) 

• EIR for the Foothill College Facilities Master Plan (Foothill De Anza Community 
College District, 2008, SCH# 2007091014, pp. IV.E-15) - identified the existing 
classrooms and other school related facilities at Foothill College as sensitive receptors. 
(See Exhibit N.) 

3. Not a Single Case Supports the Absurd Proposition that Only Children are 
Sensitive to Noise. 

Finally, not a single case supports the proposition that only schools with children are 
sensitive noise receptors. To the contrary, the case law makes clear that uses are considered 
noise-sensitive based on the types of activities that take place there. Clyde v. City of Palm 
Desert, 2004 Cal. Unpub. LEXIS 11521, *37 n.4 (Dec. 20, 2004) ("Sensitive receptors are 
defined as those land uses that are particularly sensitive to noise intrusion, including residences, 
schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, and other health care facilities."). Also see 
Save Strawberry Canyon v. U.S. Dep't of Energy, 830 F. Supp. 2d 737, 748-50 (N.D. Cal. 
201 l)(referring to the Nyingma Institute [http://www.nyingmainstitute.com], which offers adult 
training in mediation, Buddhist studies, and Tibetan language, as a sensitive receptor). 

VI. CONCLUSION. 

The EIR's omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor, and the Tract Map's complete 
disregard of AMDA-related mitigation, are material errors. AMDA-specific concerns and other 
impacts of the Project are more particularly described in our "Comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project," submitted to Ms. Srimal 
P. Hewawitharana at the Department of City Planning on December 10, 2012. (See Exhibit 0.) 
The Final EIR has offered only excuses as to why AMDA is not a sensitive receptor and why the 
Project's impacts on AMDA do not need to be specifically analyzed or mitigated. This is 
unacceptable and renders the Project's Tract Map findings under Government Code Sections 
66474.61 (a), (b), (c), (e), and (f) completely lacking in substantial evidence. We respectfully 
request that you grant this appeal and revoke the Tract Map until appropriate CEQA analysis and 
mitigation is provided for AMDA. 

7 

RL0027926 



EM26246 

EXHIBIT A 

RL0027927 



EM26247 

Nll>ALACAlll'US: llOMlAY 

f a ! i f ~ ~ ! ! ~ ! i 
i i i i i ~ i ! i i 

C8' 
c 

.. ,, 

~ ~ ~ ! ! 
i ! i ! ~ i 

--

AMOA F112012 S<:Nidu'e_Roon'..s 20121228crn lll iteri..im itbc 

! ! i 
! ! j 

B9dl 8oJ11,.hHnal 
l:00-11:00roornl 

RL0027928 



EM26248 

f 

. . 

--r - 11 ..... 2 

. . 

. . . , 

. . . . . 

Bl.ck Box ,.hN,.U 
7:111-11 :00 room l --,_,,_, 

Black B01r1lhllanal 
T:OO·t t:OO room -4 

---7 -UJGGM4 

·- . . . . . ·.· ·.· ·.· .... 

--T -1f,....I 

RL0027929 



EM26249 

.. . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . ---1 · ttl'Mlll1 

. . ,· ,· 

.. 
. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

I ! ! ~ i 
. ! ~ ~ ~ 

Bt.okDo•NN..-uf 
T:IO· tt :O<I roam l 

. ... ...... . . . . . . . 

. ·.· .· ·.· ·. · ·.·.· .·. 

7:00-11 ;00I0001'4 

RL0027930 



EM26250 

---7• t1f991ftl 

St.ell Bn. ACTING r1MV1-4 
fhruWt~11toocn2 

&•a Bolt ACOHG lllM.af'UI 
ThruWMk11rooml 

111.adr 8ox ACTINQ rallewul 
ThNWHll11rOOW.4 

8IM:lt8u~O,.htl~ 

nm1 w"11 1t1oorns 

!I ~!!!! 
il!~,~i! 

RL0027931 



EM26251 

Be.ck8o)C~~rul 

7:00·11*rOOl'l'l2 

~!!~ii!!! 
i~i ig!•t 

RL0027932 



:::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 
"""-.! 
<O 
w 
w 

~ i ~ 

f 
f 
i 
I 
f 
f 
i 
I 

~ ~ ~ 
:;: i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ :; 

I! ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ 
n 

n g: BAYURDAY 

:009m · 8:30am 

:30am - 9:0Dam 

:OOam • 9: 3Dam 

c 

I~ 
..• .. .• 8 

~ 
:30pm . 8:00pm ~ 

B:OOpm • 8:30pm ~ 

p opm - 9:00pm § 
iE 

~:OOp.-n • 9:30pm ~ 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I l> J0pm - io:oo,,.. ~ 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I ~ 

m 
s: 
I\) 
en 
I\) 
en 
I\) 



::0 
r 
0 
0 
I\.) 

""""' co 
w 
..i:::.. 

~ 
< 
fl 

< 
!i ~ ~ ~ 

:;: 
~ 
g ~ g g ~ ~ 

< 
e i ~ 

< 
~ 

IS 
:< ~ ~ ~ ;; iii 

!8J I 11 i l I I I 1Jl I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
l 
I 
i 
f 

ff.-------------------

i ~ i 
0 nm 
"' 

e:ooam • a:30om 

8:30am - 9:00am 

9:00am . 9:3oam 

9:30am . io:ooan 

10:00om - 10:l0ai 

10:30<lm-11:0J 

. Cm. 11,, .. 
1 
I 

11 ;30am • 12:00p 

6;00pm . 6:30pm 
~ 
0. 

:30pm - 7:00pm j. 

',, 
:OOpm • 7:30pm 8 

~ 
. 7:30pm . 8:~ ~ 

a:OOpm. 8:30pm ~ 

a: JOpm . 9:0!»'n ~ 
~ 

S:OOpm • 9:30pm g 
~ 

9:30pm - 10: 
~ 

10:00pm-10:30pr1 

10:30pm - 11:0001 

m s: 
I\) 
en 
I\) 
en w 



EM26254 

EXHIBIT B 

RL0027935 



EM26255 

Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood clears a hurdle - latimes.com Page 1 of 2 

latimes.com/news/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-20130220,0,6352502.story 

la times.com 

Massive mixed-use project in Hollywood clears a hurdle 

Over objections, the planning agency approves the proposed $664-million 
Millennium Hollywood development that will consist of two towers flanking the 
iconic Capitol Records Tower. 

By Laura J. Nelson, Los Angeles Times 

7:45 PM PST, February 19, 2013 

A proposal for two skyscrapers that would flank the Capitol Records tower in Hollywood advertisement 

gained the approval of the city's planning department Tuesday despite push-back from 
dozens of disgruntled residents. 

The Millennium Hollywood plans are the most ambitious in a string of revitalization projects in the 
area, including the W Hotel and the Hollywood & Highland Center. The $664-million mixed-use 
development could include more than 1 million square feet of apartment, office and retail space. 

The proposal comes less than a year after the L.A. City Council approved new zoning guidelines for 
Hollywood that allow more and taller buildings near transit hubs. The strategy is part of a vision to 
cluster new development around bus stops and Metro stations - a theory that Mayor Antonio 
Villaraigosa calls "elegant density." 

In architectural renderings, balconies jut from the thin towers like a teetering game of Jenga. The 4.5-
acre lot from which the skyscrapers would rise would also include green space, a pool and an outdoor 
library. 

The site is one block from the Metro Red Line's Hollywood and Vine station, and developers say they 
would install bike lanes and lockers. 

Nearby residents say Millennium Hollywood would make Hollywood's notoriously bad traffic worse, 
lengthening commutes and response times from police and firefighters. Construction noise and dust 
could hurt seniors and students living in the area, said Jan Martin, the president and chief executive of 
the American Musical and Dramatic Academy, which is next to the site. The college has nearly 1,000 
students and faculty who cross Vine Street daily, steps from where the construction would occur. 

"You could not possibly tune a violin with that kind of noise going on," Martin said. 

Millennium Hollywood representatives said that ifthe school were for children, city law would 
require them to reduce noise or dust around the school. Because the students are adults, there are no 
such requirements. 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-2013 0220, 0,65 905 5 ,print.... 3/4/2013 
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Residents also said they were concerned that the skyscrapers would spoil their million-dollar views 
from the Hollywood Hills. According to plans, the towers coµld be as tall as 485 and 585 feet - more 
than twice the tallest building in Hollywood. 

"You go too far from that, you've changed the district," said City Councilman Tom LaBonge, who 
took a break from a council meeting down the hall to come to the hearing. Then he turned to city 
planner Jim Tokunaga. "What's your favorite building in Hollywood?" 

"Uh, Capitol Records," Tokunaga responded. 

LaBonge nodded and looked at Tokunaga long and hard. The audience laughed. 

The personality of Hollywood may favor shorter buildings now, said Phillip Aarons, an attorney 
representing the development, but the new skyscrapers represent the future. There has never been a 
height limit in the area, he said. 

"Hollywood evolves," Aarons said. "That's its nature." 

The Planning Commission will consider the development next month. 

laura.nelson@latimes.com 

Copyright© 2013, Los Angeles Times 
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CEQA Categorical Exemption 
Determination 
Property Information/Project Description 

i PROJECT ADDRESS I BLOCK,l\.OT(S) I 
i 
! 
I 

h "" !> -
o~~ 

l CASE NO.--- -- / PERMIT NO. ! ·-PLANS DATED • 1 
~' -·--- ------·----------·--·----'-! -'-~.o \ .1 - . o~ \ '-> -:2 '1_}_~---~--~-\1.~JJ~ . 
D Addition/ Alteration (detailed below) D Demolition (requires HRER 1f over 50 D New Construction 

years old) · 

(ii§ijt EXEMPTION CLASS 

ss 1: Existing Facilities · 
ior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq.ft.; ·change of use if principally 

mitted or with a CU. . 

D Class 3: New Construction 
Up to three (3) single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; 
commercial/office structures under 10,000 sq.ft.; accessory structures; utility extensions. 

Jii#ii CEQA IMPACTS (To be completed by Project Planner) 

If ANY box is initialed below an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

Transportation: .Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking 
spaces or residential units? Does the project have the potential to adversely 
affect transit. pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of 
nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, 
schools, colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential 
dwellings [subject to Article 38 of the Health Code), and senior-care 
facilities)? 

Hazardous Materials: Would the project involve 1) change of use 
(including tenant improvements) and/or 2) soil disturbance; on a site with a 
former gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or 
on a site with underground storage tanks? 
Phase I Environmental Sile Assessment required for CEQA dear.iice (E.P. initials rcquircil) 

Soll Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in the soil 
disturbance/modification greater than two (2) feet below grade in an 
archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in non-archeological sensitive 
areas? 

Refer to: EP ArcM•p > CEQA Cat Ex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive Areas 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, 
colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and 
senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation area? 

Refer to: EPArcMap > CEQA Cat Ex Delermination Loyers >Noise Mitig•tion Ana 

Subdivision/Lot-Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a 
subdivision or lot-line adjustment on a lot with a slope of 20% or more? 

Refer to: EP ArcMap > CEQA CatE• Determination Layers >Topography 

NOTE: 
If neither class applies, 
ari. Environmental 
Evaluation Application is 
required. 

NOTE: 
Project Planner must 
initial box below before 
proceeding to Step 3. 

Project Can Proceed 
· With Categorical · 
Exemption Review. 

Ttie project does not 
trigger any of the CEQA 
Impacts and can proceed 
with categorical exemption 
review. 
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Guide (2006) states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks 
are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. Twenty-six 
(26) noise-sensitive receptors were selected for the noise analysis, representing the 
various noise sensitive land uses (i.e., residential, hospital, school, hotel/motel, auditorium, 
religious institution, and parks uses) in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

(2) Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the selected 26 off-site locations in the 
vicinity of the Project Site for a typical weekday and weekend. The off-site noise 
measurement locations range from approximately 90 feet (R2-residences located on Pico 
Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street) to approximately 1,940 feet (R22-residences located 
on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street) from the Project Site. The noise measurement 
locations are described in Table IV.E-6 on page IV.E-50 and are shown in Figure IV.E-1 on 
page IV.E-120. For the weekday measurements, long-term (24-hour) measurements were 
conducted at nine (9) measurement locations and three short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were conducted at each of the remaining 17 locations. For the short-term 
measurements, two measurements were made during the daytime hours (between the 
hours of 9:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M.) and one during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. 

and 1 :00 A.M.). For the weekend ambient measurements, two short-term (15-minute) 
measurements were made at all 26 locations during the daytime hours (between 1 :00 P.M. 

and 4:00 P.M.) and during the nighttime hours (between 10:00 P.M. and 12:00 A.M.). The 
weekday ambient noise measurements were conducted between July 19 and July 28, 
2011, and between October 20 and October 21, 2011. The weekend ambient noise 
measurements were conducted on January 14, 22, and 29, 2012, and February 4, 2012. 

The ambient noise monitoring program was conducted using several Quest 
Technologies Model 2900 Integrating/logging Sound Level Meters, these sound level 
meters meet and exceed the minimum industry standard performance requirements for 
'Type 2" standard instruments, as defined in the American National Standard Institute 
(ANSI) S1 .4. These sound level meters also meet the requirement specified in Section 
111.01 (I) of the LAMC that the instruments be 'Type S2A" standard instruments or better. 
The sound level meters were set up to collect the average (leq) noise levels over a 
15-minute period. For the 24-hour noise measurements, the sound level meters were also 
set up to register the ambient noise levels on a 15-minute basis (i.e., 96 15-minute leq 
levels for a 24-hour measurement). In accordance with the City's noise ordinance, the 
ambient noise measurements were conducted continuously for a period of a minimum of 
15 minutes. 

Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. Detailed noise measurement data are provided in Appendix l to 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH No. 2011031049 

Convention and Event Center Project Draft EIR 
April 5, 2012 

Page IV.E-5 
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this Draft EIR. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the current ambient 
noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular traffic 
on local roadways and the SR-110 Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft 
flyovers, and other typical urban noise. In general, the ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the Project Site currently exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient 
noise standards, as presented in Table IV.E-2 on page IV.E-47. Therefore, the measured 
existing ambient noise levels are appropriate for use as the baseline conditions for the 
purposes of determining Project impacts. 

Twenty-four-hour CNEL levels were calculated for the short-term (15-minute) 
measurement locations based on the measured Leq noise levels. The CNEL levels were 
calculated based on the 15-minute Leq levels following the calculation procedures 
prescribed by the FTA. As indicated in Table IV.E-7 on page IV.E-52, the existing noise 
environments at the 26 off-site sensitive receptors are classified, based on the standards 
set forth in Table IV.E-3 on page IV.E-48, as follows: (1) ambient noise levels at locations 
R6 (residences located on 12th Place, west of Albany Street), R21 (residences on Park 
Grove Avenue, south of Washington Boulevard) and R23 (residences on 14th Street, east 
of Union Avenue) are within the "normally acceptable" range; (2) ambient noise levels at 
locations R1 (Ritz Hotel and Residences and Marriott Hotel at L.A. LIVE), R3 (residences 
on Flower Street), R4 (residences on Oak Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R5 
(residences located on Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard), R7 (residences on 
11th Street, east of Albany Street), R8 (10th Street Elementary School on Valencia Street, 
south of Olympic Boulevard), R9 (residences on Albany Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard), R 13 (residences at the northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets), R 14 
(residences at northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand Avenue), R15 (residences on 
Hope Street, north of Venice Boulevard), R17 (religious use at the northeast corner of 
Hope Street and Washington Boulevard), R19 (residences and religious uses on 18th 
Street, east of Georgia Street), R20 (residences on Bonsalio Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard), R22 (residences located on Toberman Street, north of 18th Street), R24 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Union Avenue), R25 (residences on 12th Street, 
east of Union Avenue) and R26 (residences on Wright Street, north of Venice Boulevard) 
are within the "conditionally acceptable" range; (3) ambient noise levels at locations R2 
(residences on Pico Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street), R11 (residences on 9th Street, 
east of Flower Street), R12 (residences on Olympic Boulevard, west of Hope Street), and 
R18 (high school on 17th Street) are within the "normally unacceptable" range; and 
(4) ambient noise levels at locations R10 (hotel use on Figueroa Street, north of Olympic 
Boulevard) and R16 (residences located at the northeast corner of Grand Avenue and 
Venice Boulevard) are within the "clearly unacceptable" range. 
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IV.E Noise 

Table IV.E-6 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Site3 Nearby Sensitive 

Location At Grade Level Outside of and Adjacent to (feet) Land Uses Receptor 

R1 Ritz Hotel and Residences/Marriott 300 Residential/ Yes 
Hotel/Nokia Theatre located on Georgia Hotel/ 
Street, north of Chick Hearn Court Auditorium 

R2 Multi-fami ly residential uses located on Pico 90 Residential Yes 
Bou levard , east of Figueroa Street 

R3 Multi-fami ly residential uses located on Flower 275 Residential Yes 
Street 

R4 Single-family residential uses located on Oak 490 Residential Yes 
Street, north of Venice Bou levard 

R5 Single-fami ly residential uses located on 890 Residential Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Pico Boulevard 

R6 Multi-fami ly residential uses located on 12th 275 Residential Yes 
Place, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R7 Multi-family residential uses located on 11th 250 Residential Yes 
Street, west of 1-110 Freeway 

R8 10th Street Elementary School, located on 1,200 School Yes 
Valencia Street, south of Olympic Bou levard 

R9 Multi-family residential uses located on Albany 1,200 Residential/ Yes 
StreeVLoyola Law School/Olympic Primary School 
Center (school), north of Olympic Boulevard 

R10 Figueroa Hotel/Residential use located on 775 Residentia l/ Yes 
Figueroa Street, north of Olympic Boulevard Hotel 

R1 1 Multi-family residential uses located on 9th 1,460 Residential Yes 
Street, east of Flower Street 

R12 Multi-family residential uses located on 1,040 Residential Yes 
Olympic Street, west of Hope Street 

R13 Multi-family residential uses located at the 520 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Flower and 11th Streets 

R14 Multi-family residential uses located at the 1,100 Residential Yes 
northwest corner of 12th Street and Grand 
Avenue 

R15 Multi-fam ily residential and hospital (California 820 Residential/ Yes 
Hospital Medical Center) uses located on Hospital 
Hope Street, north of Venice Boulevard 

R16 Multi-family residential uses located at the 1,400 Residential Yes 
northeast corner of Grand Avenue and Venice 
Boulevard 

R17 Relig ious use located at the northeast corner 1,450 Religious Yes 
of Hope Street and Washington Bou levard 

R18 High school located on 17th Street, east of 475 School Yes 
Georgia Street 
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R19 

R20 

R21 

R22 

R23 

R24 

R25 

R26 
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Table IV.E-6 (Continued) 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate 
Distance to Representing 
Project Sitea Nearby 

At Grade level Outside of and Adjacent to {feet) land Uses 

Multi-family residential and religious uses on 840 Residential/ 
18th Street, east of Georgia Street Religious 

Single-family residential uses located on 1,715 Residential 
Bonsallo Avenue, south of Washington 
Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,840 Residential 
located on Park Grove Avenue, south of 
Washington Boulevard 

Single-family residential/Toberman Park uses 1,940 Residential/ 
located on Toberman Street, nortp of 18th Park 
Street 

Single-family residential uses located on 14th 1,480 Residential 
Street, east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses on Pico 1,250 Residential 
Boulevard, east of Union Avenue 

Single-family residential uses on 12th Street, 1,250 Residential 
east of Union Avenue 

Multi-family residential uses at Wright Street 200 Residential 
cul-de-sac, north of Venice Boulevard 

IV.E Noise 

Sensitive 
Receptor 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

a Distances are estimated based on Google Earth , map and are referenced to the Project nearest 
boundary. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc., 2012. 
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3H. Noise 

TABLE 3H-1 
SUMMARY OF AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA 

Location Date Duration Noise Level Noise Sources 

Campus Road behind B. Bell Field August 3, 2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL Traffic, Recreational 
activities 

Campus Road behind Physical, Traffic, Recreational Earth, And Environmental Sciences August3,2001 10 minutes 59 CNEL activities Center 

Near Anderson Field August 3, 2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:55 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 11 :03 PM 
activities 

Near Soccer Field August3,2001 10 minutes 50 CNEL at 3:00 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 9:35 PM 
activities 

Near Eaton Street August 3, 2001 10 minutes 51 CNEL at 3:30 
Traffic, Recreational 

PM and 10:19 PM 
activities 

Existing Vibration Sources 

Similar to ambient noise levels, any vibration environment in the project area is dominated by 
traffic from nearby roadways. However, existing vibration levels at the proposed project area are 
typically not perceptible. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted 
sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, 
libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds and 
parks are considered noise-sensitive. 

Figure 3H.2 shows the location of sensitive receptors near the project site. The nearest sensitive 
receptors to the project site are single-family residences located along the northern and 
northwestern, southern , western, and eastern regions of the project area boundary, as well as the 
Yosemite Recreation Center located about 1,200 feet from the northeast project boundary. Figure 
3H.2 identifies all sensitive receptors located within a one-half mile from the center of the project 
site. These are in addition to the residential neighborhoods bordering the project site and the 
students at the College attending classes or using the campus library during construction 
activities . Some residents, particularly those near Building Opportunity Sites (BOS) 1, 5, 8, 20, 
24, 28, all located along the perimeter of the site, are either adjacent to potential construction or 
across narrow rights-of-way (see Figure 2.3 for a map of the BOS). Residences are approximately 
50 feet to 100 feet from proposed Building Opportunity Sites. 

Occidental College Specific Plan 
Draft EIR 
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0 College Vista Convalescent Hospital - .46mi 

f) American Montessori Preschool & Kindergarden - .48mi 

E) American Montessori Preschool & Elementary- .50mi 

0 Eagle Rock High School - .48mi 

8 Angel's in Play Family Childcare - .40mi 
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E) York Motel - .35mi 

" GI Yosemite Recreation Center - .50mi 
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3.0 Noise and Vibration 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, 
ground-borne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider 
ground-borne vibration to be an annoyance that may affect concentration or disturb sleep. In 
addition, high levels of ground-borne vibration may damage fragile buildings or interfere with 
equipment that is highly sensitive to ground-borne vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). To 
counter the effects of ground-borne vibration, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has 
published guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to the FTA, non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per 
second without experiencing structural damage. 6 

Perceptible Vibration Changes 

In contrast to noise, ground-borne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people experience 
every day. The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or 
lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans which is around 65 RMS. 7 Most 
perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of 
perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 
on rough roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Applicable Regulations 

There are no adopted City standards for ground-borne vibration. 

3.2 EXISTING SETTING 

3.2.1 Existing Noise Environment 

The existing noise environment at the project site is characterized by vehicular traffic along the 
Interstate 405 Freeway. Additional sources of noise are typical of urban environments and 
include car alarms, barking dogs, siren, or aircrafts. 

Sound measurements were taken using a SoundPro DL Sound Level Meter between 12:30 p.m. 
and 2:50 p.m. on July 21, 2011 to determine existing ambient daytime off-peak noise levels in 
the project vicinity. Nighttime noise measurements were taken on July 26, 2011 at 9:00 p.m. 
These readings were used to establish existing ambient noise conditions and to provide a 
baseline for evaluating construction and operational noise impacts. Noise monitoring locations 
are shown in Figure 3-2. As shown in Table 3-1, existing daytime ambient sound levels range 
between 48.8 and 60.1 dBA Leq· Existing nighttime ambient sound levels range between 50.2 
and 58.6 dBA Leq· The nighttime noise levels were louder than the daytime noise levels at 
locations 3 and 4. This may due to the fact that there are few daytime noise sources in the 
project area and the freeway is the main noise source. Variations in freeway traffic volumes 
likely caused the difference in daytime and nighttime noise levels. A 24-hour noise 
measurement was also taken on the project site from 11 :00 a.m. July 11, 2011 to 11 :00 a.m. 
July 12, 2011. The existing project site 24-hour noise level was approximately 61.2 dBA CNEL. 

6 /bid. 
71bid. 
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Lakeside Recreation Complex Project 
Noise Impact Report 

TABLE 3-1: EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

Key to Figure 3-2 Noise Monitoring Location 

1 12601 Encinitas Avenue (Single-Family Residences) 

2 15435 Ryan Street (Single-Family Residences) 

3 15278 Lakeside Street (Single-Family Residences) 

4 15291 Golden Court (Single-Family Residences) 

5 El Dorado Avenue Elementary School 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2011 . 

3.2.2 Existing Vibration Environment 

3. O Noise and Vibration 

Sound Level (dBA, L.,q) 

Daytime Nighttime 

60.1 57.3 

52.6 50.2 

48.8 50.5 

55.3 58.6 

58.5 -

There are no stationary sources of vibration located near the project site. Heavy-duty trucks 
can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending on vehicle type and weight, and 
pavement conditions. However, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not typically 
perceptible at the project site. 

3.2.3 Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the 
. presence of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, 
hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered 
noise- and vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intruding 
noise. As shown in Figure 3-3, sensitive receptors near the project site include the following: 

• Single-family residences located adjacent to the north, east, and south of the project site 
• ITT Technical Institute located approximately 420 feet northwest of the project site. 
• El Dorado Avenue Elementary School buildings located approximately 525 feet east of 

the project site. 

The above sensitive receptors represent the nearest noise sensitive receptors with the potential 
to be impacted by the proposed project. Additional sensitive receptors are located further from 
the project site in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the project site and 
would be less impacted by the proposed project than the above sensitive receptors 

taha 2009-081 11 
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City of Los Angeles July 2010 

4. City of Los Angeles Vibration Standards 

The City does not currently have any adopted standards, guidelines, or thresholds relative to groundbome 

vibration for Project construction and operations. 

d. Existing Noise Conditions 

i. Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to intrusive noise than others based on the types of 

activities typically involved at the receptor location. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 

residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, 

auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 

commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive receptors were selected in accordance with the L.A. 

CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria and to provide a representative sampling of the surrounding 

noise environment. Sensitive receptors in the Project area include the following: 

• Various multi- and single-family residential land uses (refer to Table IV.C-8); 

• Los Angeles Central Library, various schools and educational facilities; 

• Various hotels and private clubs; and 

• Good Samaritan Hospital. 

ii. Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were taken at the Project Site and at 19 nearby off-site locations. The off-site 

noise measurements locations range from 60 feet to approximately 6,000 feet from the Project Site 

representing residential, schools, commercial, and religious land uses. The description of the noise 

measw-ement locations is provided in Table IV.C-8 (Description of Noise Measurement Locations) and 

Figure IV.C-1 (Noise Measurement Locations) shows the locations of the noise measurement locations, 

which are identified as Pl (Project Site) and RO through Rl8 (off-site locations). The nearest off-site noise 

sensitive receptors (i.e., multi-family residential uses) to the Project Site include: The Jonathan Club 

(RI 7), The Pegasus apartments (near RI I), Roosevelt Lofts (near RIO), The Piero apartments (R4), and 

I 010 Wilshire apartments (near R4 and R6), which are located approximately 500 feet away from the 

Project Site. Schools are located at noise receptor locations R15 and Rl8, and the Jonathan Club is 

located at noise receptor location R 17. The noise measurement location PI was selected to quantify the 

existing ambient noise level at the Project Site and to detennine the land use compatibility of the Project' s 

land uses. Long-tenn (24-hour) measurements were conducted at the Project Site (location Pl) and the noise 

metering device was placed on the roof of the existing on-site building. Generally, at the roof elevation the 

ambient sound level is few decibels higher than that of the grade level noise environment. At the building 

roof elevation, over 160 feet high (i.e., the roof of the existing on-site building), the noise meter has a 
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City of Los Angeles 

Table IV.C-8 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description 

P l On the roof level of the existing Wilshire Grand Hotel 
and Centre, at the northwest corner of the building 

RO Office building at 1000 Wilshire Blvd., across from the 
Project Site 

RI In front of the office building at 915 Wilshire Blvd. , 
across from the Project Site 

R2 In front of the office building at 654 Figueroa St ., across 
from the Project Site 

R3 In front of the office building at 725 Figueroa St., across 
from the Project Site 

R4 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of St. Paul Ave., just north of Wi lshire Blvd. 

R5 In front of the multi-family building, on the south 
sidewalk of 7•h St. , east of Bixel St. 

R6 In front of the multi-family building, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St. , just south of Wilshire Blvd. 

R7 In front of the Sheraton Hotel, on the west sidewalk of 
Hope St., south of 7•h St. 

R8 In front of the Westin Bonaventure Hotel and Suites, on 
the east sidewalk of Figueroa St., north of 5th St. 

R9 In front of the multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Figueroa St. (north of Olympic Blvd.) 

RIO In front of the multi-story building, on the south 
sidewalk of Wilshire Blvd .. , just west of Hope St. 

Rl l In front of the Standard Hotel, on the east sidewalk of 
Flower St. , just north of 6th St. 

Rl2 In front oftbe multi-family building, on the east 
sidewalk of Flower St. (between g•b and 9•b Sts.) 

Rl3 In front of the Good Samaritan Hospital, on the west 
sidewalk of Bixel St. 

Rl4 Jn front of the single-family residential building, on the 
north sidewalk of Colton St., west of Glendale Blvd. 

RI5 9•h Street Elementary School, on the west sidewalk of 
Stanford Ave., between 8th and 9•h Sts. 

Rl6 In front of the multi-family residential building, on the 
east sidewalk of Beacon Ave., south of 8'h St. 

Wilshire Grand Redevelopment Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Project Site 

(Feet)" 

on-site 

60 

80 

75 

85 

500 

700 

1,000 

800 

1,300 

1,500 

800 

700 

1,200 

1,700 

5,000 

6,000 

3,800 

July 2010 

Sensitive 
Representing Receptor 

Nearby ? 
Land Uses 

Commercial NIA 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Commercial No 

Commercia l No 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Office 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Hotel/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hotel/ Yes 
Residential/ 
Commercial/ 

Religious 
Facilities 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

Hospita l Yes 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 

School/ Yes 
Commercial 

Residential/ Yes 
Commercial 
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Table IV.C-8 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Approximate Sensitive 
Distance to Representing Receptor 
Project Site Nearby ? 

Location Description (Feet)" Land Uses 

R17 In front of the Jonathan Club building at 545 Figueroa 450 Hotel/ Yes 
St. Commercial 

RI8 In front of the Miguel Contreras Leaming Center, on the 2,200 School/ Yes 
north sidewalk of 4th St., between Bixel St. and Lucas Residential 
Ave. 

fl Distances are based on Google Earth map. 
Source: Acousticaf Engineering Services, 2010 (refer to Appendix JV.Cl). 

direct line-of-sight to the nearby Interstate 110 (the "Harbor Freeway"). Thus, the meter on the roof 
would likely register slightly higher noise levels as compared with the ambient levels at the grade level. 
Three shmt-term (15-minute) measurements were conducted at each of the 19 off-site locations during the 

daytime hours (two measurements between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.) and nighttime hours (one 
measurement between 10:00 p.m. and 1:00 a.m.). 

Table IV.C-8 presents the measured ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site, using the 

noise measurement locations as indicators Based on field observation and measured sound data, the 
current ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular 
traffic on local roadways and the Harbor Freeway, and to a lesser extent by occasional aircraft flyovers, and 

other typical urban noise. At the Project Site (Pl), the daytime ambient noise levels ranged from 69.l 
dBA (Lcq) to 75.3 dBA (Lcq). The existing ambient noise levels at all measurement locations currently 
exceed the City's presumed daytime and nighttime ambient noise standards, as indicated in Table IV.C-9 

(Measured Ambient Noise Levels). 

iii. Traffic Noise Levels 

In addition to the ambient noise measurements in the vicinity of the Project Site, the existing traffic noise 
on local roadways near the Project Site was calculated to quantify the 24-hour CNEL noise levels, using 
information taken from the Project's transportation study (refer to the Appendix IV.B). The 

transportation study area, which encompasses approximately 10 square miles, is bounded by Cesar E. 
Chavez Avenue/Temple Street on the north, Washington Boulevard on the south, Soto Street on the east, 

and Hoover Street and Alvarado Street on the west. A total of 42 intersections were analyzed as part of 

the transportation study. Twenty-eight roadway segments were selected for the existing noise analysis, 
based on proximity to noise sensitive uses along the roadway segments and potential increases in traffic 
volume from the Project. The traffic noise level was calculated using the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) and traffic volume data from the Project's traffic 

study. The TNM traffic noise prediction model calculates the hourly Leq noise levels based on specific 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-7 
Caltrans Guidelines - Typical Vibration Damage Thresholds 

Maximum PPV (inch per second) 
--------- ---

Transient Continuous/Frequent 
Structure and Condition Sources a Intermittent Sources b 

Extremely fragile buildings, ruins ancient monuments 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 

Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 

New residential structures 1.00 0.50 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.00 0.50 

a Transient sources created by a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting. 
b Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat 

equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: Ca/trans, 2004. 

c. Existing Local Noise Conditions 

The predominant sources of noise in the vicinity of the Project site are associated 
traffic on roadways including the Harbor Freeway (1-110), Figueroa Street, Exposition 
Boulevard, Jefferson Boulevard and Vermont Avenue. Other noise sources in the vicinity 
of the Project site include mechanical equipment from buildings, occasional emergency 
vehicles (i.e., siren sounds) and aircraft flyovers. 

( 1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to intrusive noise than others based 
on the types of activities typically involved at the receptor location. The City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, 
religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, 
and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. 

Noise-sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity were identified based on the relative 
distance from the receptors to the Project site (i.e., within 500 feet), in accordance with the 
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide screening criteria. Existing noise receptors 
that represent sensitive uses within 500 feet of the Project site include: 

• Residential Uses - There are single- and multi-family uses west of the Project 
site located behind the commercial uses along Vermont Avenue and north of the 
Project site north of 31st Street, east of Hoover Street, and north of 32nd Street. 

City of Los Angeles 
SCH. No. 2009011101 
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IV.H Noise 

These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1, R2, RB, R9 and R10 shown in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. 

• Schools - There are several schools located within a 500 feet radius of the 
Project site including Hoover intergenerational care (Pre School), John Mack 
Elementary School, 32nct Street Elementary, William Jefferson Clinton Middle 
School, Science Center School, and Animo Jackie Robinson Charter High 
School. Measurements locations R3, R5, and R7 are representative of these 
noise sensitive receptors. 

• Auditorium - The Shrine Auditorium located on Jefferson Boulevard 
approximately 100 feet north of the Project's site, as represented by 
measurement location R6. 

• Religious Institutions - There are several religious institutions in the vicinity of the 
Project site, including St. Mark's Lutheran Church and Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter Day Saints along S. Vermont Avenue, the USC Catholic Center, the 
United University Church and the Unity Church of Truth on Figueroa Street. 
These sensitive receptors are, generally, represented by measurement locations 
R1 , R4, and R7. 

• Parks - The Jesse Brewer Jr. Park is located at the southeast corner of Vermont 
Avenue and Exposition Boulevard. In addition, Exposition Park is located to the 
south of the Project site. Measurement location R3 represents these sensitive 
receptors. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

Ambient noise measurements were made at 10 locations that represent the nearby 
land uses in the vicinity of the Project site. These measurement locations are described in 
Table IV.H-B on page IV.H-13, and depicted in Figure IV.H-1 on page IV.H-12. Long-term 
24-hour measurements were conducted at location R4 and short-term measurements were 
recorded at the remaining 9 locations. The ambient noise measurements at locations R4, 
RS, R7 and R9 were made between February 12, 200B and February 14, 200B. Ambient 
noise measurements at locations R1 to R3, R6, RB and R10 were conducted on 
January 12, 2010. 

Noise measurements were conducted using a Larson-Davis B20 Precision 
Integrated Sound Level Meter (SLM). The Larson-Davis B20 SLM is a Type 1 standard 
instrument as defined in the American National Standard Institute (ANSI) S1 .4. In 
accordance with standard industry practices, all instruments were calibrated and operated 
according to the manufacturer's specifications and the microphone was placed at five feet 
above the local grade. 
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IV.H Noise 

Table IV.H-8 
Description of Noise Measurement Locations 

Location Description Nearby Land Uses 

R1 Located adjacent to Vermont Avenue, just south of Jefferson Boulevard. Residential/Religious/ 
This measurement location represents the existing noise environment at the School 
multi-family residential uses west of the Project site. 

R2 Located on West 37'h Place approximately 300 feet west of Vermont Residential 
Avenue. Location R2 represents the existing noise environment at the 
residential uses southwest of the Project site. 

R3 Located on the south side of Exposition Boulevard near the Science Center School/Park 
School. This measurement location represents the public education and 
park uses adjacent to the Project site. 

R4 Northwest corner of Figueroa Street and Exposition Boulevard. R4 Commercial with Future 
represents the future site of the proposed mixed-use development. Residential 

R5 Located on South Grand Avenue near the Central Los Angeles Middle School/Industrial 
School. This measurement location represents the existing noise 
environment for public educational uses along Grand Avenue. 

R6 Located on the north side of Jefferson Boulevard approximately 300 feet School/Commercial and 
northwest of Figueroa Street. This measurement location represents the Future Residential 
future residential uses. 

R7 Located on South University Avenue near the 32°d Street Elementary School/Commercial/ 
School. Location R7 represents the existing noise environment for public Institutional 
educational (32°d Street Elementary School and the Hoover 
Intergenerational Care Preschool) and nearby institutional uses (USC 
Catholic Center located along University Avenue and United University 
Church located just south of the Hoover Street and Jefferson Boulevard 
intersection). 

R8 Located on the east side of Hoover Street in front of the Hoover House Residential/Commercial 
building at 3036 Hoover Street. This measurement location represents the 
nearest residential northeast of the Project site. 

R9 Located on West 28th Street approximately 300 feet from the northwest Residential 
corner of W. 28th Street and University Avenue. Location R9 represents the 
existing noise environment for the residential uses along 28th Street. 

R10 Located on the north side of West 31 st Street, between Orchard Avenue and Residential 
McClintock Avenue, across from the Project site. Location R10 represents 
the existing noise environment for residential uses along West 31 51 Street. 

Source: Acoustical Engineering Services (AES), 2009 and 2010. 

Table IV.H-9 on page IV.H-14 presents the existing noise environment in the 
Project's vicinity. Based on field observation and measured sound data, the existing noise 
environment in the vicinity of the Project site is primarily influenced by the auto traffic, 
nearby construction activities, and occasional aircraft flyovers . As shown on Table IV.H-9, 
the measured noise levels ranged from 56.9 to 69.6 dBA Leq and 54.4 to 69.7 Leq during the 
daytime and nighttime hours, respectively, in the vicinity of the Project site. 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 

(c) Ambient Vibration Levels 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
C. NOISE 

Similar to the environmental setting for noise, the vibration environment is dominated by traffic 
from nearby roadways. Heavy trucks can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending 
on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions. Existing ground-borne vibration in the 
Project vicinity is largely related to heavy truck traffic on the surrounding roadway network. 
Based on field observations, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not perceptible at the 
Project Site. 

(d) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence 
of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, 
guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would each be considered noise- and 
vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from intmding noise. As 
shown in Figure 30: Sensitive Receptor Locations, sensitive receptors near the Project Site 
include the foll.owing: 

• Medical office building located adjacent and to the north of the Project Site; 

• Cedars-Sinai buildings (including the North and South Patient Towers and medical 
offices) located approximately 50 feet east and southeast of the Project Site; 

• Single-family residences located along Bonner Drive approximately 400 feet north of 
the Project Site; 

• Multi-family residences located along Clark Drive approximately 475 feet west of the 
Project Site; and 

• Multi-family residences located along Burton Way approximately 975 feet south of 
the Project Site. 

The above sensitive receptors occupy the nearest residential and medical land uses with the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. Additional single-family and multi-family residences are 
located in the surrounding community within one-quarter mile of the Project Site. These land 
uses would be impacted to a lesser degree than the identified sensitive receptors, as they are 
farther away from the Project Site. 

b. Regulatory and Policy Setting 

(1) City of Los Angeles Standards and Guidelines 

The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning the generation and 
control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noise sensitive land uses. Regarding 
construction, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) indicates that no construction or repair 
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CEDARS-SINAI MEDICAL CENTER WEST TOWER PROJECT 
ENV 2008-0620-EIR 
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IV.E. Noise 

Table 20 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES LAND USE COMPATIBILITY J?OR COMMUNITY NOISE 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL, dBA 

Land Use 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile 
Homes 

Multi-Family Homes 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Transient Lodging---Motels, Hotels 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 
Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business and 
Professional Commercial 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

Normally 
Acceptable 

50 to 60 

50 to 65 

50 to 70 

50 to 65 

50 to 70 

50 to 75 

50 to 70 

50 to 75 

Conditionally Normally Clearly 
Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 

55 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

60 to 70 70 to 75 Above70 

60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

50 to 70 Above 65 

50 to 75 Above70 

67 to 75 Above72 

70 to 80 Above 80 

67 to 77 Above 75 

70 to 80 Above 75 

Normally Accevtable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the 
design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning will normally suffice. 

Normallv Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be 
made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 1998. 

(1) Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the amount of 
noise exposure and the types of activities typically involved at the receiver location. The 
Thresholds Guide states that residences, schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious 
institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, and parks are generally more sensitive to noise than 
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IV.E. Noise 

commercial and industrial land uses. Noise-sensitive land uses (sensitive receiver locations) in 
the Project vicinity are shown in Figure 25 on page 245, and include the following: 

• LA County-USC Hospital. This hospital/trauma center is located approximately 
500 feet southeast of Development Site C, on the south side of Zonal Avenue at 
Biggy Street. All other Development Sites are located approximately 600 feet 
(Development Site D) to 2,525 feet (Development Site E) from the LA County-USC 
Hospital. 

• USC University Hospital. The USC University Hospital is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 500 feet northwest of the hospital. All other Development Sites are 
located approximately 825 feet (Development Site E) to 2,600 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC University Hospital. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center (HCC). The USC HCC is located south and/or 
east of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 175 feet north-northwest of the HCC. AH other Development Sites are 
located approximately 525 feet (Development Site G) to 2,250 feet (Development 
Site C) from the USC HCC. 

• USC Healthcare Consultation Center II. The USC HCCII is located south and/or east 
of the seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located 
approximately 375 feet north of the HCCII. All other Development Sites are 
approximately 600 feet (Development Site E) to 2,500 feet (Development Site C) 
from the USC HCClI. 

• Doheny Eye Institute. The Doheny Eye Institute is located south and/or east of the 
seven proposed Development Sites. Development Site B is located approximately 
325 feet north of the Doheny Eye Institute. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 500 feet (Development Site A) to 2, 150 feet (Development Site C) 
from the Doheny Eye Institute. 

• Francisco Bravo M.D. Magnet Senior High School. The Francisco Bravo M.D. 
Magnet Senior High School is located to the southeast of the Health Sciences Campus 
on the east side of Cornwell Street. Development Site A is located approximately 
875 feet north of this high school. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,500 feet (Development Site D) to 2,125 feet (Development Site C) 
from this High School campus location. 
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• Residential Neighborhood CA). Residential uses are situated on the eastern portion of 
the HSC, along Playground Avenue. Development Site B is located approximately 
750 feet northwest of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 800 feet (Development Site E) to 3,075 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood CB). A residential neighborhood is located east of Soto 
Street. Development Site E is located approximately 1,300 feet northwest of this 
residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,325 feet 
(Development Site B) to 3,250 feet (Development Site C) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (C). A residential neighborhood is located north of Main 
Street. Development Site C is located approximately 875 feet south of this residential 
area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 1,375 feet 
(Development Site G) to 2,000 feet (Development Site E) from this residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (D). A residential neighborhood is located south of 
Marengo Street. Development Site C is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 
this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site D) to 3,550 feet (Development Site E) from this 
residential area. 

• Residential Neighborhood (E). A residential neighborhood is located north of 
Marengo Street. Development Site D is located approximately 1, 150 feet northwest 
of this residential area. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,700 feet (Development Site A) to 2,600 feet (Development Site F) from this 
residential area. 

• Women and Children's Hospital. The Women and Children's Hospital is located 
south of Zonal Avenue. Development Site C is located approximately 375 feet 
northeast of this hospital use. All other Development Sites are located approximately 
1,225 feet (Development Site D) to 3,025 feet (Development Site E) away from this 
hospital use. 

• Nursing College. The Nursing College is located north of Mission Road. 
Development Site C is located approximately 475 feet southeast of this land use. All 
other Development Sites are located approximately 1,425 feet (Development Site D) 
to 2,750 feet (Development Site E) away from this land use. 

• Hazard Park. Hazard Park is located south and/or east of the seven proposed 
Development Sites and is located south of Norfolk Street and east of San Pablo 
Street. Development Site A is located approximately 475 feet northwest of Hazard 
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Park. All other Development Sites are located approximately 825 feet (Development 
Site B) to 2,025 feet (Development Site C) from Hazard Park. 

• Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park is located north of Valley Boulevard and is separated 
from the HSC by Valley Boulevard and the railroad tracks that run parallel to, and 
south of, Valley Boulevard. Lincoln Park offers a wide variety of youth and adult 
recreational programs including fishing in the lake within the park. Development 
Sites E and F are the nearest Project components to this sensitive land use, and are 
located approximately 475 and 550 feet south of Lincoln Park, respectively. All other 
Development Sites are located approximately 925 feet (Development Site B) to 
1,650 feet (Development Site D) from Lincoln Park. 

• Child Daycare Center. The Children's Daycare Center is located along Playground 
A venue, south of Alcazar Street. Development Site B is located approximately 
900 feet east-northeast of this land use. All other Development Sites are located 
approximately 1,125 feet (Development Site E) to 3,025 feet (Development Site C) 
away from this land use. 

(2) Ambient Noise Levels 

A two-day continuous ambient sound measurement was conducted on Wednesday, 
June 9, and Thursday, June 10, 2004, to characterize the existing noise environment in the 
Project vicinity. The sound level meter was placed at the northwest corner of San Pablo Street 
and Eastlake Avenue, as depicted earlier in Figure 25 on page 245. A summary of the sound 
measurement data collected from this location is provided in Table 21 on page 248. As shown 
therein, the measured CNEL was 65.9 dBA and 64.9 dBA on the two measurement days. Based 
on the City of Los Angeles community noise/land use compatibility criteria provided earlier in 
Table 20 on page 243, this noise environment is considered "normally acceptable."51 

In addition to the two-day continuous sound measurement discussed above, short-term 
(15-minute) measurements were conducted at seven additional locations that are also depicted in 
Figure 25 on page 245. These seven locations were selected based on their proximity to noise 
sensitive receptor locations that are present within the area that may potentially be affected by 
proposed Project noise sources. In addition to the Leq (15-minute) noise level that is based on 
actual measurement data, Table 22 on page 249 also provides a forecast of CNELs for each 
location that was extrapolated by comparing the 15-minute measurement data collected at each 

51 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2-l), Commercial-manufacturing (CM-1) and Public Facilities (PF-1), 
but would be developed with school and hospital uses. As such, the Project Site may be classified as 'Office 
Buildings, Business and Professional Commercial' or 'Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes' 
(see Table 20 on page 243). 
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Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

to nearby buildings. The resulting building vibration is referred to as ground-borne or structure
bome vibration. The ground-borne vibration may be perceived by building occupants as the 
vibration of the floors or the rattling of windows, items on shelves or items hanging on the 
walls. The vibration may also result in ground-borne noise inside buildings, a low-frequency 
"rumble" radiated by vibrating room surfaces. 

• Construction noise and vibration. Construction noise and vibration are temporary impacts that 
do not have any long-term effects on communities. The potential noise and vibration impacts 
from construction activities are discussed in Section 3.9.5. 

3.9.2 Affected Environment 

General descriptions of the land use and existing noise sources along the Wilshire and Exposition 
project routes are given below: 

Wilshire Route. Although the land use along W.ilshire Boulevard is predominantly commercial, there 
are a number of noise-sensitive receptors including residences, hotels, schools, places of worship, 
parks, and museums and theaters. The greatest concentration of residences is in the Westwood area 
near everly Glen Boulevard, where there are numerous high-rise residential buildings; smaller 
pockets of single-family or multi-family residences are located in West Los Angeles, Beverly Hills 
and Hancock Park. Overall, the existing noise levels along Wilshire Boulevard are relatively high, 
due to the heavy volume of traffic on this major arterial road. 

£:>..position Roule. Summary descriptions of the land use and noise environment along the route, from 
east to west, are as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The eastern-most segment,. running along Figueroa Street for the BRT alternative and along 
either Hill Street or Flower Street for the LRT alternative, traverses a primarily commercial and 
industrial area. Noise-sensitive land use is limited to a hospital, a school and a few buildings 
that include residential units. The noise environment in this area is dominated by local street 
traffic, Harbor Freeway traffic and commercial activities. 

The route turns west at Ex osition Boulevard, passing The University of Southern California 
(USq and Exposition Park. West of Vermont Avenue, the route continues along Exposition 
Bou evard to a Brea Avenue through a predominantly single-family residential area with 
schools and parks. Between Vermont Avenue and Arlington Avenue, the noise environment is 
dominated by high volumes of traffic on the lanes of Exposition Boulevard located both north 
and south of the alignment. West of Arlington Avenue, Exposition Boulevard runs along the 
north side of the route, and thus noise levels are higher on the north side than on the south side 
of the route. 

From La Brea Avenue to Venice Boulevard, the route runs along the south side of first 
Jefferson Boulevard and then National Boulevard, continuing through a predominantJy single
family residential area. Traffic on these streets is the dominant noise source in the area, with 
higher noise levels on the north side of the route. 

Continuing west, the route follows Venice Boulevard from National Boulevard to Sepulveda 
Boulevard. The land use along this segment is primarily commercial, with some single-family 
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and multi-family residential buildings as well as one church. Existing noise levels are fairly high 
in this area due to traffic on Venice Boulevard. 

At Sepulveda Boulevard, the route turns north and follows Sepulveda Boulevard to Exposition 
Boulevard through a mixed commercial and residential area with one school. The residential 
land use primarily includes large, multi-family buildings, with some single-family units near the 
north end of this segment where the route passes under the Santa Monica Freeway. Existing 
noise levels are fairly high in this area due to traffic on Sepulveda Boulevard. 

At Exposition Boulevard, the route turns west again, crossing under the San Diego Freeway and 
following Exposition Boulevard along the north side of a single-family residential neighborhood 
of West Los Angeles. Because this section of Exposition Boulevard is lightly traveled, the 
existing noise levels are relatively low. 

Crossing into Santa Monica, the route trans1t1ons to the western-most segment along and 
parallel to Olympic Boulevard. Land use in this area is primarily commercial, and noise
sensitive receptors are limited to one park and one school. The existing noise environment in 
this area is dominated by traffic on Olympic Boulevard. 

A noise-monitoring program was performed in July and August 2000 to determine existing levels of 
noise exposure at noise-sensitive receptors along the routes. Estimating existing noise exposure is 
an important step in the noise impact assessment since, as discussed below in Section 3.9.3, the 
thresholds for noise impact are based on the existing levels of noise exposure. Most of the noise 
monitoring was performed using unattended monitors that were left in place for 24 hours at 
representative sites to document the variation of noise exposure over a complete day. The 24-hour 
monitoring was supplemented with short-term noise measurements using a sound level meter. Most 
of the short-term measurements were made along busy arterial streets, and traffic counts were made 
at the same time to provide a means of correlating traffic volumes with ambient noise levels. 

All of the measurement sites were located in noise-sensitive areas, and were selected to represent the 
range of existing noise conditions along the routes. Figure 3. 9-1 shows the general locations of the 
monitoring sites. 

The noise monitors sample the A-weighted sound level one or more times per second and can be 
programmed to provide a wide variety of statistics. For this study, the monitors were programmed 
to collect hourly and daily noise statistics along with information about particularly loud noise 
events. The daily results are summarized in Table 3.9-1 in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level and 
the Equivalent Sound Level over the daytime and nighttime hours. The short-term noise survey 
results are summarized in Table 3.9-2 in terms of 30 to 60-minute equivalent sound levels. These 
terms are defined below: 

• A-We~hted Sound Level- To approximate the way the humans respond to sound, a filter circuit 
with frequency characteristics similar to the human hearing system is built into sound 
measurement equipment. Measurements with this filter enabled are referred to as A-1ve~hted 
sound levels, expressed in decibels (dBA). Community noise is almost always characterized in 
terms of A-weighted levels. In relative terms, a noise increase of 3 decibels would be only 
barely perceptible outside the laboratory, whereas a noise increase of 10 decibels would 
generally be perceived as an approximate "doubling'' of loudness. 
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Insert Figure 3.9-1 Noise Monitoring Sites 
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TABLE3.9-1 
LONG-TERM (24-HR) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site 
Start 

Ldn 
Leq (dBA) 

No.+ 
Location (East to West)++ 

(dBA) Night* 
Date Time Day* 

* 
WILSHIRE ROUTE 

LT-12 ~02 Trenton Drive, Beverly .Hills 65 61 58 

EXPOSITION ROUTE 

LT-13 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 08/03/00 15:00 70 66 62 

LT-4 1250 Exposition Blvd 07 / 10/00 16:00 69 67 61 

LT-8 1647 Exposition Blvd 07 / 11 / 00 18:00 67 67 58 

LT-7 12531 Exposition Place*** 07/ 11 /00 17:00 58 57 49 

J;f-11 13719 Exposi tion Blvd 07/ 12/00 ·19:00 65 64 57 

LT-10 3500 Muirfield Road 07 /12/00 18:00 60 58 52 

LT-3 3420 Sycamore Ave 07 /10/00 14:00 59 55 53 

LT-6 5539 Jefferson Blvd 07/11 / 00 16:00 68 66 60 

LT-2 13437 Caroline Ave, C ulver City 07 / 10/00 13:00 62 60 54 

LT-9 1031 6 Venice Blvd 07/ 12/00 17:00 73 71 66 

LT-5 13251 / 3261 Sepulveda Blvd 07 / 11 /00 15:00 67 66 58 

LT-1 11808 Exposition Blvd, W. Los Angeles 07 / 10/00 12:00 58 57 49 

* Day: 7 am to 10 pm 
** ight: 10 pm to 7 am 
*H Lein and Leq values estimated from L33 to exclude non-representative intermittent noise. 
' Sites are shown on Figure 3.9-1. 
++ Land uses of these survey locarions are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
>Ource: Harris Miller l'vlillcr & Hanson Inc., 2000 

TABLE3.9-2 
SHORT-TERM (30-60 MIN) NOISE SURVEY RESULTS 

Site Start Leq 
No.+ 

Location (East to West)++ 
dBA) 

Date Time 

WILSHIRE ROUTE 

ST-6 Wilshire United Methodist C:hw:ch - Wilshire & P lymouth Blvd 07/12/00 12:30 72 
ST-5 Rancho La Brea Tar Pits - Page Museum, Wilshire Blvd 07/12/00 11 :20 63 

ST -7 ~Xfesnvood United "Yfethodist Church - Wilshire & Warner Ave 07/13 / 00 10:45 71 

ST-4 Douglas Park - Wilshire I3lvd & Chelsea Ave, Santa Monica 07/12/00 09:25 70 

EXPOSITION CORRIDOR 

ST-8 2400 S. Flower St (Orthopedic Hospital) 07/13/00 15:15 68 

ST-9 ohn Adams Junior High School - Hill Street, 28'h - 30th St 07/13/00 16:25 66 

S1'-1 USC, 1'.farshall School of Business - 701 Exposition Blvd 07/10/00 17:20 63 

ST-10 Porsey High School - South of E xposition Blvd 07 /13/00 17:45 56 

ST-3 Chamock Road School - Sepulveda Blvd & Chamock Rd 07/11/00 10:55 68 

ST-2 Memorial Park - O lympic Blvd & 14111 St, Santa Ivionica 07/ 11 /00 09:45 62 
+Sites are shown in Figure 3.9-1. 
' ~ Land uses of these survev locations are shown in the impact tables in Section 3.9.3. 
Source: I larris .Miller tvlillcr & Hanson Inc., :mno 
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Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq): Leq is a measure of sound energy over a period of time. It is 
referred to as the equivalent sound level because it is equivalent to the level of a steady sound, 
which, over a referenced duration and location, has the same A-weighted sound energy as the 
fluctuating sound. Leg's for periods of one hour, the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours 
are commonly used in environmental assessments. Because Leq is a measure of the total sound 
energy, any new community noise source will cause Leq to increase. To estimate how transit 
operations in the Mid-City/Westside Corridor will increase Leq, it is necessary to know the 
existing Leq and to add in the sound energy that would be generated by all of the transit 
operations. The more transit operations and the louder the vehicles, the more sound energy is 
added to the existing Leq. 

Dqy-Night Sound Level (Ldn): Ldn, also abbreviated DNL, is a 24-hour Leq, but with a 10-decibel 
penalty added to noise events occurring at night. Nighttime is defined as 10 pm to 7 am. The 
effect of this penalty is that, in the calculation of Ldn, an event during nighttime hours is 
equivalent to an event during the daytime hours that is 10 decibels louder, or to 10 events at the 
same sound level during the daytime hours. This strongly weights Ldn toward nighttime noise, 
since most people are more easily annoyed by noise during the nighttime hours when both 
background noise is lower and most people are sleeping. Ldn is often used to characterize 
community noise when assessing community noise impacts. Almost all urban and suburban 
neighborhoods are in the range of Ldn 50 to 70. An Ldn of 70 dBA represents a relatively 
noisy area, which might be found near a freeway or a busy surface street. Residential 
neighborhoods that are not near major sound sources are usually in the range of Ldn 50 to 60 
dBA. If there is a freeway or moderately busy arterial nearby, or any substantial nighttime 
noise, Ldn is usually in the range of 60 to 65 dBA. 

The 24-hour noise monitoring results were generalized to estimate the existing Ldn at all residences 
and noise-sensitive receptors where people normally sleep, and the short-term measurement results 
were used to estimate the existing Leq at specific institutional land uses with primarily daytime use. 
The results serve as a basis for the noise impact assessment described below in Section 3.9.3. 

With regard to vibration, the primary existing sources along the routes are trucks and buses. Except 
for sensitive receptors located very dose to rough roads, ground-borne vibration from these sources 
is generally below the threshold of human perception. As described below in Section 3.9.4, the 
vibration impact assessment is based on absolute criteria, and does not depend on existing levels of 
ground-borne vibration. 

3.9.3 Noise Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Noise impact for this project is based on the criteria as defined in the U. S. Federal Transit 
Administration (PTA) guidance manual Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA Report 
DOT-T-95-16, April 1995). The FfA noise impact criteria are founded on well-documented 
research on community reaction to noise and are based on change in noise exposure using a sliding 
scale. Although more transit noise is allowed in neighborhoods with high levels of existing noise, 
smaller increases in total noise exposure are allowed with increasing levels of existing noise. 
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Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

The Fr A Noise Impact Criteria group noise sensitive land uses into the following three categories: 

• 

• 

• 

Category 1: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose . 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This includes residences, 
hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost 
importance. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This category 
includes schools, libraries, and churches. 

Ldn is used to characterize noise exposure for residential areas (Category 2). For other noise 
sensitive land uses such as parks and school buildings (Categories 1 and 3), the maximum 1-hour 
Leq during the facility's operating period is used. 

There are two levels of impact included in the FrA criteria. The interpretation of these two levels 
of impact are summarized below: 

• 

• 

Severe: Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" as this term is used in the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations. Noise mitigation will 
normally be specified for severe impact areas unless there is no practical method of mitigating 
the noise. 

Impact: Sometimes referred to as moderate impact, in this range of noise impact, other project
specific factors must be considered to determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for 
mitigation. These other factors can include the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the 
types and number of noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound 
insulation, and the cost effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels. 

The noise impact criteria are summarized in Table 3.9-3. The first column shows the existing noise 
exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure from the transit project 
that would cause either moderate or severe impact. The future noise exposure would be the 
combination of the existing noise exposure and the additional noise exposure caused by the transit 
project. 

TABLE3.9-3 
FTANOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 

Existing Noise 
Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds, Ldn or Leq, (1) 

dBA 
Exposure Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 

Leq or Ldn 
Impact Severe Impact Impact Severe Impact 

<43 Amb.+10 Amb.+15 Amb.+15 Amb.+20 
43 52 58 57 63 
44 52 59 57 64 
45 52 59 57 64 
46 52 59 57 64 
47 52 59 57 64 
48 53 59 58 64 
49 53 59 58 64 
50 53 60 58 65 
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Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

The results of the noise impact assessment are summarized in Table 3.9-5 for representative noise
sensitive sites with FTA Category 2 and Category 3 land use. These results indicate that no noise 
impact is projected at these representative locations. Due to the high existing traffic volumes on 
Wilshire Boulevard, the effect of the added buses is expected to be minimal, with overall noise 
exposure increases of one decibel or less. Therefore, less than significant noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Wilshire BRT, and mitigation is not required. 

TABLE 3.9-5 
SUMMARY OF SITE-SPECIFIC N OISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

WILSHIRE BRT 

Representative FTA Category 2 Land Use Site 

Bus Exist. Project Ldn (dBA) Future 
Dist. 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Ldn Impact Tmeshold Bus Ldn Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Imp act Severe Noise (dBA) 

._,T -12: S. F. Residence-
602 Trenton Drive, 140 35 65 61 66 57 66 None 
Be,rerly Hills 

Representative FT A Catettorv 3 Land Use Sites 

Bus Exist. Project Leq (h) (dBA) Future 
Site Description 

Dist. 
Speed Leq (h) Impact Tmeshold Leq (h) Impact 

(ft) Bus 
(mph) (d BA) 

Impact Severe 
Noise (dBA) 

ST-4: Douglas Park, -
Wilshjre Rlvd & Chelsea 65 35 70 70 74 60 70 None 
Av~ Santa Moruca 
ST-5: Rancho La Brea 
rl'ar Pits - Page Museum, 110 35 63 65 70 58 64 one 
l\Xfilshire Blvd 
~T-6: Wilshire Uruted 
IMethorust Church - 75 35 72 71 76 59 72 None 
!Wilshire & Plymouth Blvd 
3T-7: Westwood Uruted 
Methorust Church - 120 35 71 71 75 57 71 None 
Wilshire & Warner Ave 
~ourcc: Hru-ris MiUcr !vlillc r & I l ~ nson Inc ., 2UOO 

Alternative 1A: Wilshire BRT (Median Adjacent Design Option) 

The median adjacent design option would not result in a substantial change from noise levels 
estimated for Alternative 1 shown in Table 3.9-5. As a result, no significant impacts are anticipated. 
Specifically, the Alternative 1 sound level estimate is based on the two-way BRT operations within a 
center median guideway on Wilshire Boulevard. The bus noise values in Table 3.9-5 would increase 
by 1 to 2 dB for Alternative 1A, but they would still be well below the impact threshold. 

In the case of a 100-foot Wilshfre Boulevard cross section with a receiver located 69 feet from the 
edge of the curb the equivalent lane distance for the BRT guideway is approximately 99 feet. For 
Alternative 1A where the medians on Wilshire are retained and bus lanes in either direction are 
constructed outside the median, the equivalent lane distance for the same receiver as Alternative 1 
would increase to approximately 104 feet (a 5-foot increase distance). This increase of 5 feet in the 
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Environmental Analysis - N oise and Vibration 

only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 

TABLE 3.9-7 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

FOR THE EXPOSITION BRT (ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 2A) 

Bus Exist Project Leq (h) (dBA) Future 
Distance 

Site Description 
(ft) 

Speed Leq (h) Impact Threshold Bus Leq Impact 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise (h)(dBA) 

ST-8: 2400 S. Flower St. 
44 30 68 68 73 64 69 None 'Orthopedic Hospital) 

:> T-9: John Adams Junior 
1-Lgh School - Hill Street, so 30 66 68 72 63 68 None 
28'h-30•h St 
ST-1: USC, M'lrshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 65 70 57 64 None 
701 Exposition Blvd 
ST-10: Dorsey High 
~chool - South 62 50 56 61 67 61 62 Impact 
K>f Exposition Blvd 

lfhe four sites above apply to both Alternatives 2 and 2A. 

ST-3: Chamock Road 
~chool - Sepulveda Blvd 66 50 68 68 73 61 69 None 
~ Chamock Rd 
ST-2: 1.femorial Park -
P lympic Blvd & 14th St, 38 35 62 64 69 61 65 None 
Santa Monica 

rT11e two sites above apply only to Alternative 2. 
~ourcc: Horris l\liller Miller & Hanson l11c., 2000 

Alternative 2A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition BRT (MO S) 

Alternative 2A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition BRT 
MOS. The impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition BRT 
MOS, the impacts are similar, but not as extensive, as those described above for the Exposition BRT 
alternative. The results in Table 3.9-6 indicate that without mitigation, 430 residential noise impacts 
are anticipated for the Exposition BRT MOS, including 346 with moderate impact and 84 with 
severe impact. Of the moderate impacts, 308 are at single-family residences and 38 are at multi
family buildings; of the severe impacts, 81 are at single-family residences and only 3 are at multi
family buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington A venue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under Ff A Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-7 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate impact at 
only one site, namely Dorsey High School, located south of the route between Crenshaw Boulevard 
and La Brea Avenue. However, it should be noted that this impact is limited to the classroom 
buildings that are closest to the route at the rear of the school grounds. 
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Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fail under Ff A Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition Corridor. The results indicate that 
no noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 

TABLE 3.9-10 
SUMMARY OF NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE IMPACT FOR THE 

EXPOSITION LRT ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 3A) 

Train Exist 
Project Leq(h) (dBA) 

Future 
Site Description 

Distance 
Speed Leq(h) Impact Threshold Train Leq(h) Impact 

(ft) 
(mph) (dBA) 

Impact Severe Noise 
(dBA) 

ST-8: 2400 S. fi'Lower St. 
44 35 68 68 73 60 68 i one 

Orthopedic Hospital) 
ST-9: John Adams Junior 
High School - Hill Street, 50 35 66 68 72 59 66 one 
28"•-30'i. St-
)T-1: USC, Marshall 
School of Business - 100 30 63 65 70 49 63 None 
r-101 Exposition Blvd 
~ T-10: Dorsey High 
~chool - South 62 50 56 61 67 58 59 None 
iofExposition Blvd 

rrhe four sites above apply to both Alternatives 3 and 3A. 

ST-3: Chamock Road 
ISchool - Sepulveda Blv<l 66 55 68 68 73 59 68 None 
& Chamock Rd 
) T-2: Memorial Park -
Olympic Blvd & 14th St, 38 35 62 64 69 58 63 None 
)an ta Monica 

The two sites above apply to Alternative 3 only. 
>Ourcc: I lanson l'v!iller Mlller Hanson Inc., 2000 

Alternative 3A: Wilshire BRT and Exposition LRT (MOS) 

Alternative 3A includes the impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT and the Exposition LRT 
MOS. The impacts associated with the Wilshire BRT are described above. For the Exposition LRT 
MOS, the results in Table 3.9-9 indicate that without mitigation, 118 residential noise impacts are 
anticipated for the Exposition LRT MOS, including 91 with moderate impact and 27 with severe 
impact. Of the moderate impacts, 85 are at single-family residences and 6 are at multi-family 
buildings; of the severe impacts, 25 are at single-family residences and only 2 are at multi-family 
buildings. Most of the severe impacts are anticipated to occur along the south side of the 
Exposition Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, wh re the backyards of 
residences directly abut the route. 

For non-residential, noise-sensitive sites that fall under FTA Land Use Category 3, site-specific noise 
impact assessments were performed. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 3.9-10 for 
each of the short-term measurement sites along the Exposition route. The results indicate that no 
noise impacts from LRT operations are projected at any of these non-residential sites. 
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Environmental Analysis - Noise and Vibration 

residential land uses are within 100 feet of the yard site, and significant impact would therefore be 
anticipated. Measures to mitigate such impact will be developed during preliminary engineering if 
either of the latter sites is selected. 

Subway Design Option at USC/Exposition Park (for Alternatives 2. 2A. 3. and 3A) 

With the exception of the use of heavy excavating equipment during the period of construction, no 
long-term noise impacts affecting either the University of Southern California or Exposition 
Park/Museums are anticipated from BRT or LRT operations within a subway tunnel between 
Figueroa and Vermont. 

3.9.4 Vibration Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Standards of Significance 

Although there has been relatively little research into human response to building vibration, there is 
considerable experience with ground-borne vibration from rail systems and other common vibration 
sources. Some conclusions are: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Ground-borne vibration from transit trains should be characterized in terms of the R...'v.fS 

vibration velocity amplitude, with a one-second time constant. This is in contrast to vibration 
from blasting and other construction activities that have the potential to cause building damage. 
For building damage criteria, ground-borne vibration is almost always expressed in terms of the 
peak particle velocity (PPV). 

The threshold of vibration perception for most humans is around 65 V dB, levels in the 70 to 7 5 
V dB range are often noticeable but acceptable, and levels in excess of 80 V dB are often 
considered unacceptable. 

For urban transit systems with 10-20 trains per hour over a day, limits for acceptable levels of 
residential ground-borne vibration are usually between 70 and 7 5 V dB. 

For human annoyance, there is some relationship between the number of events and the degree 
of annoyance caused by the vibration. It is intuitive to expect that more frequent vibration 
events, or events that last longer, will be more annoying to building occupants. Because of the 
limited amount of information available, there is no clear basis for defining this tradeoff. To 
account for most commuter rail systems having many fewer daily operations than the typical 
urban transit line, the criteria in the FTA Guidance Manual include an 8 VdB higher impact 
threshold if there are fewer than 70 trains per day. 

It is very rare that ground-borne vibration from any type of train operations will be high enough 
to cause any sort of building damage, even minor cosmetic damage. The only real concern is 
that the vibration will be intrusive to building occupants or interfere with vibration sensitive 
equipment. 

Tables 3.9-12 and 3.9-13 summarize the FTA impact criteria for ground-borne vibration. These 
criteria are based on previous standards, criteria, and design goals including ANSI S3.29 (!lmerican 
National Standard: Guide to the Evaluation ef Human Exposure to Vibration in Buildings, ANSI S3.29-
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1983), and the vibration guidelines of the American Public Transit Association (Guidelines for Design of 
Rail Transit Facilities, APTA, 1981). 

There are some buildings, such as concert halls, TV and recording studios, and theaters that can be 
very sensitive to vibration but do not fit into any of the three categories listed in Table 3.9-12. 
Because of the sensitivity of these buildings, they usually warrant special attention during the 
environmental assessment of a transit project. Table 3.9-13 gives criteria for acceptable levels of 
ground-borne vibration for various types of special buildings. 

TABLE 3.9-12 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA 

Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 

Land Use Category 
(VdB re 1 micro inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Category 1: Buildings where low ambient vibration is 
65 VdB3 65 VdB3 

essential for interior operations. 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 
72VdB 80VdB nom1ally sleep. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 
75VdB 83 VdB daytime use. 

1. "l'requent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most rapid transil 
projects fall into this category. 

2. "ln&equent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. 111.is category include~ 
most commuter rail systems. 

3. Tills criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment 
such as optical microscopes. Vibration sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed 
evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building 
often requires special design of the HV AC systems and stiffened floors. 

Source: IT A. 1995 

TABLE 3.9-13 
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA FOR SPECIAL 

BUILDINGS 

Type of Building or Room 
Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels (VdB re 1 micro-inch/sec) 

Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 

Concert Halls 65VdB 65VdB 
TV Studios 65 VdB 65 VdB 
Recordi.rU!: Studios 65VdB 65 VdB 
Auditoriums 72\!dB 80VdB 
Theaters 72\TdB 80VdB 
1. "frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most transit projects fall into 

this category. 
2. "lnfrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This category includes most 

commuter rail systems. 
3. If the building will rarely be occupied when the trains are operating, there is no need to consider impact. 

As an example consider locating a commuter rail line next to a concert hall. Tf no commuter trains will 
operate after 7 pm, it should be rare that the trains interfere with the use of the hall. 

Source: f·T A, l 995 
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Table 3.7-3 
Sleep Disturbance Frequency as a Function of Aircraft Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 

Indoor SEL Average Percent A wakened" Maximum Percent Awakenedb 

45 dBA 0.8% 1.1 % 

50 dBA 1.0% 1.9% 

55 dBA 1.2% 2.8% 

60dBA 1.5% 3.8% 

65 dBA 1.8% 5.1 % 

70 dBA 2.2% 6.4% 

75 dBA 2.8% 7.9% 

80 dBA 3.4% 9.6% 

85 dBA 4.2% 11.3% 
Sources: 
a. Finegold and Bartholomew, A Predictive Model of Noise Induced Awakenings from Tra11Sportation Noise Sources , Noise 

Control Engineering Journal, 2001; The formula: %Awakened= 0.58 + (4.30 * 10·8) * SEL4
·
11 was found to give the 

best-fit to the data. 
b. Federal lnteragency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) in Effects of Aviation Noise on Awakenings from Sleep, June 

1997 . 
Note that the tabulated awakening percentages (P;nd) apply only Lo a single aircraft noise event. The occurrence of multiple 
aviation noise events during a night (or day) would result in a higher compound awakening percentage for those exposed 
than that expected for one event. This compound awakening percentage (P101) would increase as the individual SEL and 
the number of events (n) increase according to the following formula: 

P101 = l - (1 - Pmd)" 

For example, if the individual awakening probability for one event is 5 percent, with I 0 such events per night the 
compound awakening probability would be 40 percent. 

Existing Conditions 

Noise Measurements 

Noise measurements were made at five locations by PBS&J on July 31, 2008 between the hours of 

11:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at surrounding land uses that would be considered sensitive to traffic noise. 

Measurements at a sixth location were added on December 4, 2008 at the closest residential use (i.e., 

the 1100 Welch apartments) to the Main SUMC Site. And two long-term (i.e., 48 consecutive hours) 

measurements were taken in September 2009. The first was on the SUMC campus along the SUMC 

Promenade, next to the 1089 Hospital Modernization Project Building and below its roof-top heliport. 

The second was at a roadside location near the 1100 Welch Road apartments. Examples of noise

sensitive uses are residences , motels and other uses where people would sleep; schools; hospitals ; 

churches; public libraries; and parks. The land uses adjacent to the SUMC Sites include the Stanford 

University campus, commercial uses, park uses, and residential land uses. Single-family and multiple

family homes are located adjacent to and north of Sand Hill Road across from the SUMC Sites. An 

aerial map that depicts the noise measurement locations is provided as Figure 3. 7-1. 
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The first six measurement locations represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would be most 
affected by noise from traffic increases associated with the SUMC Project and/or noise from roadways 

within the Study Area that have the highest existing and future total traffic volumes. The two long

term measurements were added to characterize the daily temporal noise level variation typical at 
locations on and near the SUMC Sites. Measurement location #8 is representative of on-campus noise 

levels at locations without close exposure to traffic on major roadways, but exposed to the influence of 
noise from garage activity and medical helicopter flights. Measurement location #9 is representative of 

noise levels experienced at locations adjacent to major roadways, but this particular location is also 
adjacent to the SUMC campus and so has the potential to be influenced by existing and future on-site 
stationary noise sources. The closest public park to the SUMC Sites, El Camino Park, is located 
across El Camino Real from the Stanford Shopping Center. Noise was not measured or modeled there 

because its exposure to traffic noise is similar to that of the Stanford Inn (measurement location #2). 
El Camino Park is also the closest noise-sensitive use to the Hoover Pavilion Site, which is 135 feet 
south of the Park across El Camino Real. The noise measurement data at the sensitive receptors were 
used to calibrate the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) Traffic Noise Model (TNM), which 

was used to model the traffic noise impacts associated with the SUMC Project. 

As shown in Table 3.7-4, the Lctn at the 1100 Welch Road apartments (measurement location #9) 
currently exceeds the City's "Normally Acceptable" standard of 60 dBA Lctn for residential land uses 

set in the Comprehensive Plan. The day-time LeqS at measurement locations #2 through #6 also exceed 

60 dBA by a substantial margin, which is strong evidence for the common exceedance of the City Lctn 
standard in areas adjacent to high traffic volume roadways. 10 These locations are at the Stanford Inn 
along El Camino Real, 1200 Embarcadero Road at Emerson Street, the East Palo Alto Residential Area 

at Michigan A venue and University A venue, residences at Alma Street and Lincoln A venue, and the 
1100 Welch Road apartments. While the measurements include noise from all sources in these areas, 

the primary source of noise at most receptors (except possibly measurement location #8, which is at 
ground-level below the SUMC heliport) is traffic. 

JO Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FT A May 2006), Appendix D: Determining Existing Noise 
FT A recommends that Lctn can be approximated with adequate precision by a measurement of hourly Lq 
during the day of interest. For an hourly Le measurements made between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Lctn = Leq -
2dBA. 
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Table 3.7-4 
Existing Ambient Noise Measurements (dBA) 

Noise 
Receptor 
Map ID" 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Land Use Description 

Stanford West Apartments (Apt. 275) 
Along Sand Hill Road - residential use 
Stanford Inn - motel use 

1200 Embarcadero/Emerson -
residential use 
East Palo Alto Residential Area -
Michigan/University Avenue 

Alma and Lincoln A venue -
residential use 
1100 Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 
1100 Welch Road apartments 
(backyard fence) 
On SUMC campus along Promenade 
(near heliport) 

llOO Welch Road apartments (facing 
Welch Road) 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 
Notes: 

Noise Level 

Duration J_,eq Lmin Lmax 

10 min. 55.2 42.9 68.1 

lOmin. 74.5 51.3 84.0 

lOmin. 70.4 50.8 85.9 

lOmin. 68.4 50.2 80.3 

lOmin. 67.7 49.0 86.8 

10 min. 64.7 51.9 79.2 

lOmin. 53.5 43.9 56.9 

48 hrs. 59.4* 48.2 89.3 

48 hrs. 70.1* 45.5 113.7 

Primary Noise Source 

Traffic along Sand 
Hill Road 
Traffic along El 
Camino Real 
Traffic along 
Embarcadero Road 
Traffic along 
University Avenue and 
Michigan A venue 
Traffic along Alma 
Street 
Traffic along Welch 
Road 
Traffic along Welch 
and Sand Hill Roads 
Distant traffic, garage 
activity, medical 
helicopters 
Traffic along Welch 
Road 

All noise level statistics are reported in A-weighted decibels (dBA), the standard unit of sound intensity. Leq is the average noise level 
over the measurement period, Lmin is the minimum instantaneous noise level measured during this period, while Lmax is the maximum 
instantaneous noise level measured during this period. 
* These are direct measurements of Lctn. 

a. Refer to Figure 3.7-1. 

Vehicular Noise 

Existing peak hour traffic Leq at local noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to roadways that would be used 

by people traveling to and from the SUMC Sites were estimated using the FHWA's TNM model. This 

model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, 

roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The locations for the near-roadway, short-term 

noise measurements were selected because they represent the locations of sensitive receptors that would 

be most affected by traffic noise increases associated with the SUMC Project or by traffic noise from 

the busiest roadways within the Study Area for the Transportation Impact Analysis. TNM was 

calibrated by counting traffic volumes during each measurement and adjusting the modeled noise levels 

to match the measured noise levels at each location. The existing peak-hour traffic Leq were calculated 

using the calibrated TNM model and the peak-hour traffic volumes provided in the Transportation 

Impact Analysis (see Appendix C). 

The exposure of selected local noise-sensitive land uses to modeled existing peak-hour Leq noise levels 

is presented in Table 3. 7-5. These noise levels represent only the traffic-related noise component and 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR - Noise 3. 7-9 
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5.11 Noise 

Sensitive Receptors 

According to the City's Noise Guidelines Manual, noise sensitive land uses can be either residential or 
non-residential. Generally, the typical noise sensitive land uses to be analyzed would be those utilized for 
living or dwelling units. The following land uses are considered to be noise sensitive in the City of 
Carlsbad: single family residential use or multi-family residential uses. Other noise sensitive land uses 
may include, but are not limited to: hotels, motels, hospitals, board and care facilities, convalescent 
facilities, nursing or rest homes, boarding schools, convents, churches, and emergency services living 
quarters. There are no sensitive receptors currently located within the project site. 

Sensitive receptors off-site consist of the residential development located off Vancouver Street, Simsbury 
Court, Seabury Street, and Milford Place, Tamarack Avenue and Carlsbad Village Drive to the south and 
the Marron-Hayes Adobe residence located north of the project site. The Kinder Care Learning Center is 
located approximately 0.24 miles east of the project site and Hope Elementary School is located 
approximately 0.42 miles south of the project site. Additionally, Larwin Park is located less than one
quarter mile west of the project site. Senior living facilities are located east of the project site along 
CollegeJ3oulevard and residential uses are located along College Boulevard. TriCity Medical Center, 
Mira Costa College, and ABC Children's Center are located just over 0.25 to 0.5 mile of the project site 
to the east, north, and west, respectively. 

5.11.2 Regulatory Setting 

State of California Code of Regulations Title 24 

The California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Noise Insulation Standards, states that multi-family 
dwellings, hotels, and motels located where the CNEL exceeds 60 dBA must obtain an acoustical analysis 
showing that the proposed design will limit interior noise to less than 45 dBA CNEL. The maximum 
noise levels, either existing or future, must be used for this determination. Future noise levels must be 
predicted at least ten years from the time of building permit application. 

City of Carlsbad General Plan - Noise Element 

The City of Carlsbad General Plan Noise Element identifies and defines existmg and future 
environmental noise levels from sources of noise within or adjacent to the City of Carlsbad. The Noise 
Element establishes goals, objectives and policies to address these impacts, and provides action programs 
to implement these goals, objectives and policies. 

City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual 

The following City of Carlsbad noise standards are applicable to the proposed project. These standards 
are defined in the City of Carlsbad Noise Guidelines Manual (City of Carlsbad 1995). 

A. Exterior and Interior Residential Noise Standards: Sixty (60) dBA CNE i the acceptable 
exterior noise level to which residential uses must be mitigated, except for areas impacted by the 
McClellan-Palomar Airport, which must be mitigated to a 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level. 

According to City standards, interior noise levels for all residential units must be mitigated to a 45 dBA 
CNEL level when openings to the exterior of the residence are closed. If openings are required to be 
closed to meet the interior noise standard, then mechanical ventilation shall be provided. 

L 'T""'\~ Quarry Creek Master Plan 
.CU .. ' Final EIR 

5.11-7 City of Carlsbad 
January 2013 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District August 2008 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which groundbome vibration or groundbome noises are 

considered "excessive." This analysis uses the FT A's vibration impact criteria for sensitive buildings, 
residences, and institutional land uses. The thresholds for residences and buildings where people 

normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences) are 72 Vd.B for frequent events (more than 70 events of the same 
source per day), 75 VdB for occasional events (30 to 70 vibration events of the same source per day), and 

80 VdB for infrequent events (less than 30 vibration events of the same source per day). 

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which permanent increases in ambient noise are 

considered "substantial." As discussed previously in this section, a noise level increase of 3 dBA is 

barely perceptible to most people, a 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, and a difference of 10 dBA 

would be perceived as a doubling of loudness. Based on this information, an increase in the Ldn noise 

level resulting from the Project at noise-sensitive land uses of 3 d.BA Ldn or greater would be considered a 
significant impact when projected noise levels would exceed those considered satisfactory for the affected 

land use (e.g., 60 d.BA Ldn for single-family residential land uses). If the noise environment at the 

sensitive land use would remain below normally acceptable noise levels, a 5 d.BA Ldn increase in noise 

levels would be considered significant. 

Project Impacts 

Impact IV.E-1: The proposed Project may result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies. 

The Project proposes construction, renovation, and site improvement projects on the Project site to 

accommodate an estimated increase in enrollment at the College of approximately 2,839 students over the 

next ten years. The Project proposes the construction of two buildings providing approximately 62,500 

square feet of building space, including approximately 41,000 square feet of assignable space. 

Circulation and parking improvements include improvements to the PE Access Road, various circulation 

improvements and three footbridge connections to reduce traffic conflicts and improve pedestrian and 
bicycle safety, parking lot resurfacing, and the addition of approximately 240 parking spaces. 

Construction Noise 

Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition, site 

grading and excavation, installation of utilities, paving, and building fabrication. Development activities 

would also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise. During each 

stage of development, there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would vary 

based on the type and amount of equipment in operation and the location of the activity. The range for 

noise levels generated by typical, individual pieces of construction equipment is provided in Table IV.E-

8. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has also compiled data regarding the noise generating 

characteristics of typical construction activities, both with and without the use of equipment mufflers. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Drqft Environmental Impact Report 

IV.E. Noise 

Page Iv.E-14 
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Foothill-De Anza Community College District August 2008 

These data, which represent composite construction noise, are presented in Table IV.E-9. These noise 

levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA 

per doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 84 dBA L eq measured at 50 feet from the noise 

source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA Lcq at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduce 

by another 6 dBA L eq to 72 dBA Lcq at 200 feet from the source to the receptor. 

In general , the site excavation and grading activities at the Project si te, which would involve the use of 

loaders and scrapers, would generate the loudest noise levels during construction of the proposed Project. 
As shown above in Table IV.E-8, the operation of scrapers could generate a maximum noise level of 89 

dBA at 50 feet, while loaders could generate a maximum of 85 dBA at 50 feet, during excavation. The 

campus would continue to observe the current schedule, including class times and before and after-school 

related activities during construction and following buildout. Therefore, during construction of the 

proposed Project, the nearest and most notable sensitive receptors to the Project site would be the existing 

classrooms and other existing school related facilities which may be located as close as 50 feet from 
active construction sites. 

Table IV.E-8 
Noise Levels of Typical Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA L.,, at 50 feet b 

Loader 85 
Trucks 88 
Cranes (moveable) 83 
Cranes (derrick) 88 
Concrete Vibrator 76 
Saws 76 
Pnewnatic Tool 85 
Jackhammers 88 
Pumps 76 
Generators 81 
Air Comoressors 81 
Concrete Mixers 85 
Concrete Pumps 82 
Back Hoe 80 
Pile Driving (Impact) 101 
Pile Driving (Sonic) 96 
Dozer 85 
Scraper 89 
Grader 85 
Paver 89 
a Machine1y equipped with noise control devices or 01her noise-reducing design features does not 

generate the same level of noise emissions as that shown in this table. 
b The L,q noise levels for each piece of constmction equipment represent noise levels generated over a 

time period of one hour under free-field condilions (i.e., topography and ground effects are ignored). 

Source: Harris Miller Milter & Hanson Inc., Transit Noise and Vibration impact Assessment, May 2006. 

Foothill College Facilities Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

JV. E. Noise 

Page Tv.E-15 

RL0027992 



EM26312 

EXHIBIT 0 

RL0027993 



manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

December 10, 2012 

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Victor S. De la Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Direct Dial: (310) 312-4305 
E-mail: VDelaCruz@Manatt.com 

Clicnt-Mat1cr: 46782-060 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium 
Hollywood Project (Case Number: ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

This firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
("AMDA"). On behalf of AMDA, thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the 
"Project"). The proposed Project would be constructed directly adjacent to AMDA's 

' approximately 2-acre campus in Hollywood. In particular, AMDA's building at 1777 Vine 
Street ("AMDA's 1777 Vine "Street Building"), a five-story facility housing the majority of 
AMDA's classrooms, acting rehearsal rooms, dance studios, and private voice rooms, shares a 
property line with the Project where one of the two proposed 585-foot high towers could be built 
without even the most minor of setbacks. Thus, the impacts of the proposed Project's 
construction alone could be catastrophic to AMDA if not properly mitigated in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

As one of the key players in Hollywood's revitalization, first purchasing and 
painstakingly restoring 6305 Yucca Street, an eight-story Art Deco building (the "Vine Tower") 
that serves as the administrative and student hub of AMDA's campus, and then building a 
fonnidable presence on the block bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street, Ivar Avenue, and U.S. 
101 (the "Hollywood Freeway"), much of which is now used for student residences, AMDA is 
not opposed to the continued development and revitalization of the neighborhood it is so proud 
to call home. AMDA welcomes responsible development and looks forward to working with 
community stakeholders on the continued improvement of Hollywood. 

However, a massive one million-plus square foot project needs to be appropriately 
analyzed and mitigated under CEQA, something which this DEIR fails to do. As a threshold 

11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 

Albany I Los Angeles I New York I Orange County I Palo Alto I Sacramento I San Francisco I Washington, D.C. 
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matter, although the DEIR acknowledges that schools are sensitive receptors, it does not identify 
AMDA as a sensitive receptor. This is unacceptable; all of the Project's potentially significant 
impacts to AMDA must be disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 
Likewise, CEQA requires an accurate, stable, and finite project description, yet the DEIR's 
equivalency program would allow virtually any type of development to be built, irrespective of 
what the DEIR renderings and vague development regulations (the "Development Regulations") 
might indicate. Greater specificity about the project is necessary for the public to meaningfully 
participate in the approval process for the Project. 

In short, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA's minimum legal requirements in several 
respects and must be revised and re-circulated. 

I. AMDA AND ITS HOLLYWOOD CAMPUS. 

AMDA is one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, 
with its two campuses in New York City and Los Angeles recognized internationally for 

·launching some of the most successful careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited 
by the National Association of Schools of Theater ("NAST")1

, AMDA's Los Angeles campus 
enrolls approximately 700 students from throughout the world and offers both a 4-year bachelor 
of fine arts and various 2-year certificate programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus 
has been a thriving community of young artists engaged daily in everything from general 
education courses typical of more traditional 4-year colleges, to musical theater, dance studios, 
and voice recitals. 

AMDA's campus is comprised of several buildings in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Vine Tower, AMDA's main building, is kitty-comer from the Project and houses 
administrative offices, classrooms, studio spaces, a costume shop, a stage combat armory, a 
computer lab, the AMDA Cafe, the campus store and a black box theatre. AMDA's 1777 Vine 
Street Building across the street from the Vine Tower, and sharing a property line with the 
Project site, is a five-story facility with 23 classrooms, 11 private voice studios, acting rehearsal 
rooms, a student lounge, the film production office, the scene shop, and other ancillary AMDA 
uses. An outdoor performance space, a campus piazza, a performing arts library, and film, 
television and editing facilities are also located on campus. 

1 NAST has been designated by the United States Department of Education as the agency responsible for the 
accreditation throughout the United States of freestanding institutions and units offering theatre and theatre-related 

. programs (both degree-and non-degree-granting). NAST cooperates with the six regional associations in the process 
of accreditation and, in the field of teacher education, with the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education. NAST consults with the American Alliance for Theatre and Education, the Association for Theatre in 
Higher Education, and similar organizations in the development of NAST standards and guidelines for accreditation. 
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Finally, six residential buildings, primarily on the same block as the Vine Tower, have 
been purchased, or are otherwise controlled by AMDA, for student housing (The Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows"). 

Simply stated, AMDA's investment in, and commitment to the Hollywood community is 
sustained and substantial. 

II. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT. 

The DEIR has several flaws and must be revised and re-circulated to comply with CEQA. 
Set forth below are our specific comments on the DEIR. 

A. The DEIR's Equivalency Program is Much Too Broad To Apprise the Public of the 
Project's Impacts. 

As a threshold matter, the DEIR is more a program-level EIR than a project-level EIR. 
The ultimate project that could be built under this DEIR could be almost all apartments, all 
condominiums, all hotel, all health/fitness club, all office, all restaurant, or all retail- so long as 
the total vehicle trip count falls within a cap set forth in the DEIR. As explained in greater detail 
throughout this comment letter, protection of the environment is about more than vehicle trip 
counts. Although CEQA does not foreclose equivalency program analysis, there comes a point 
when an equivalency program is so over-ambitious that the public has no idea what type of uses 
will ultimately be built, where on the site they will be, what their general design will be, and 
what the ultimate environmental impacts will be. 

That is the case here. The DEIR'.s attempt to analyze every possible development 
scenario results in an environmental analysis that fails to disclose and analyze the most basic of 
things - like project driveways and ingress and egress from the Project's approximately 4.5 acre 
site. Will left-turns be allowed out of the Project's Vine driveways (assuming there will be Vine 
driveways)? The answer to that simple question can have a dramatic impact on traffic 
circulation in one of Hollywood's most congested areas, but the DEIR is silent on these basics. 
Likewise, the DEIR is completely inconsistent with the project that has been applied for, and 
which could be built under the proposed Development Agreement. For example, the Project 
applications call for approximately seven stories of above-ground parking. (See Exhibit A.) The 
DEIR, however, says there will likely be three. (See Exhibit B.) In other instances, key Project 
components, including a night-club and an outdoor viewing deck with a cafe and alcohol sales; 
are completely missing from the DEIR's environmental analysis. (See Exhibit C.) The DEIR's 
renderings and discussion about the "Development Regulations" might imply good design, but 
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the plans submitted with the application would indicate that huge podium parking structures with 
large, massive, undifferentiated walls are back in vogue. (See Exhibit D.) Ultimately, because 
the Project Development Agreement and Development Regulations are so vague, nothing in the 
DEIR would prevent the absurd, say twenty stories above-ground parking. 

The case law on equivalency programs is limited, but the general principles behind 
CEQA are clear. First, an accurate, stable, and consistent project desc1iption is required for a 
legally sufficient EIR. Inconsistencies in the project description, including "using variable 
figures" can be fatal. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 
Cal.App.4th 645, 653 (holding that the failure to provide a stable and consistent project 
description invalidated the EIR); also see City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal. 
App. 3d 1438, 1454-55 (concluding that an EIR that did not contain an accurate, stable, and 
finite project description could not "adequately apprise all interested parties of the true scope of 
the project for intelligent weighing of the environmental consequences."). 

In short, we have no idea what will be built, except that it will likely be massive. And 
even if the DEIR analyzed ingress and egress for the Concept Plan, for example, that analysis 
would be meaningless because the Applicant has no obligation to build the Concept Plan or a 
project that looks anything like it. An EIR cannot stultify CEQA's public disclosure 
requirements. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 198 ("A 
curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws a red herring across the path of public 
input."); also see Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California 
(1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 405 ("An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable those who did not 
participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the 
proposed project."). 

The DEIR fails to provide a meaningful understanding of the Project. By analyzing the 
Concept Plan, the DEIR gives the public the impression that something approaching that plan 
will be built even though the Development Agreement allows different parts of the Project site to 
be sold to different developers who may choose to build something that bears no real 
resemblance to the Concept Plan. (See Development Agreement, Section 6.8.1.)(Exhibit E.) 
This is all the more shocking given that the Development Agreement also provides that no 
subsequent approvals/environmental review would be required for any subsequent build-out of 
the Project. (See Development Agreement, Section 3.1.5.)(Exhibit F.) Without discussing 
things as simple as ingress and egress (required analysis for much smaller projects), or what will 
ultimately be built, the DEIR's enigmatic project description has the effect of cutting the public 
out of some of the more important questions about the Project. And it certainly cannot provide 
the City Council with enough information to support a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
CEQA requires more. 
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B. The DEIR Excludes Analysis and Mitigation of Clearly Significant and Adverse 
Noise and Vibration Impacts to AMDA and Avoids Meaningful Analysis and 
Mitigation of Noise and Vibration Impacts, Generally. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Disclose and Analyze AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include residences, 
transient lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert 
halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. l.1-2.) 
Although the DEIR acknowledges that schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are sensitive 
receptors at page IV.H-15, inexplicably AMDA- which shares a property line with the Project
is excluded from the list of sensitive land uses adjacent to the Project site.2 The DEIR's 
omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor is a material error in the DEIR that has prevented 
significant impacts from being disclosed and mitigated . 

. To be perfectly clear, AMOA is a school and the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not talcing classes such as 
"Harmony Review Lab," "Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing 
their singing in a private voice room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing 
breathing exercises with a voice tutor. Every day, the AMDA campus is a thriving hub of 
productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early morning until about 11 :30 p.m., and in 
summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple productions. How all this could continue 
to happen with the immediately adjacent construction of over one million square feet of towers is 
something the DEIR cannot ignore. 

2. The DEIR Must Disclose, Analyze, and Mitigate Significant Construction Noise 
Impacts to AMOA 

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of construction and 
operational noise impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would 
reduce those impacts. It is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts to 
AMDA because the DEIR ignored analysis of AMDA altogether, but there can be no question 
that the impacts will be extremely significant and adverse. Table IV.H-9 of the DEIR, for 
example, reveals that noise levels at the Pantages and A val on Theaters, both of which are 
anywhere from two to ten feet from the Project, will skyrocket from 69.8 dBA Leq to 113.9 dBA 

2 AMDA has been a prominent member of the Hollywood community since 2003 and various principals of 
Millennium Hollywood LLC (the "Applicant") have been familiar with AMDA for several years, all of which makes 
the omission very confusing to AMDA. Moreover, since 20 I 0, well before issuance of the DEIR's Notice of 
Preparation, all of AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building was being used by the college. 

RL0027998 



manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
December 10, 2012 
Page6 

EM26318 

Leq· As DEIR Table IV.H-1 indicates, a dBA of 113.9 Leq would be louder than ajet flying 
overhead at a height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an 
indoor conceit. This is troubling because the DEIR would allow construction next to AMDA at 
a similar distance from the Pantages Theater. There is no way that AMDA could continue 
operating in such an environment without specific mitigation that deals with AMDA as a 
sensitive receptor. Putting aside the fact that no school could teach music in the middle of a rock 
concert, the Project would be putting AMDA students and faculty in an environment that the 
DEIR states can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss. ("Frequent exposure to noise levels 
greater than 85 dBA over time can cause temporary or permanent hearing loss.") (DEIR, p. 
IV.H-3.) Mitigation of these impacts on AMDA are of the utmost necessity. 

Furthermore, mitigation must address multiple different construction impacts - not just 
construction machinery. For example, the DEIR notes that "[t]he Yucca street parking curb lane 
will be retained for construction vehicle waiting and staging for the duration of Project 
construction during all hours ... " (DEIR, p. IV.K.2-22.) A revised DEIR should disclose that 
this truck staging area would literally divide AMDA's main campus area (i.e., the Vine Tower 
and AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building) and consider whether the noise impacts from this 
staging area can be relocated away from a sensitive receptor. 

3. The DEIR's Use of the Equivalent Noise Level (L~) for Construction-Related 
Noise Hides the Project's True Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to fully disclose Project impacts by only reporting Leq and not the full range 
of dBA increases that would result from the project. Leq, or the equivalent energy noise level, "is 
the average acoustic energy content of noise for a stated period of time." (DEIR, p. IV.H-2.) 
The DEIR is required to not only disclose the average dBA over a period of time, but the full 
range of dBA (i.e., what will be the loudest noises that will be occurring throughout 
construction). Disclosure of the full range of dBA is important for many reasons. First, the L.A. 
CEQA Thresholds Guide provides that a Project will have a significant impact if construction 
activities lasting more than a day would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 10 dBA 
or more at a noise-sensitive use, or 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use for construction 
activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period. (DEIR, p. IV.H-20.) The 
thresholds are not based on Leq- they are based on dBA alone. By only disclosing Leq, the DEIR 
underreports the true range and magnitude of significant impacts. 

Second, the aforementioned distinction between Leq and dBA is about more than technical 
legal compliance with the CEQA threshold; the loudest noises that may occur at any given time 
matter. Particularly loud construction episodes, for example, would undoubtedly interrupt 
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courses, recitals, and other AMDA activities to a greater extent than the already high average 
noise levels. All feasible mitigation must be imposed for these high noise incidents. 

Finally, the Leq reported in the DEIR could be masking the true noise impacts of the Project 
because the DEIR fails to disclose the period of time over which construction noise is being 
averaged (e.g., the Leq period may be including nighttime noise when no construction is taking 
place, break times, or other similar non-representative time periods). 

4. The DEIR's Noise Section Is Rendered Meaningless by Failure to Report Post
Mitigation Noise Impacts and Failure to Define Mitigation Measures with any 
Precision or Certainty. 

Despite reporting Project noise impacts that are clearly unacceptable, the DEIR fails to 
indicate what the Project's noise impacts will be after mitigation. This approach is not only 
contrary to the approach taken in the DEIR's Air Quality and Traffic sections, it is contrary to 
the City's practice for other environmental impact reports. (See Exhibit G.) Disclosure of 
impact levels after mitigation is required, and the Applicant must be required to abide by the 
post-mitigation noise levels that are set forth in the DEIR. Indeed, without post-mitigation noise 
projections, community members and stakeholders affected by the Project have no way of 
knowing with any certainty if the mitigation measures in the DEIR are, in fact, effective in 
reducing noise levels, and if they are, by how much noise levels will be reduced. The DEIR 
must disclose the resulting (i.e., post-mitigation) noise levels at the relevant property lines so that 
AMOA and the public can determine if the mitigation measures truly reduce noise to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Part of the reason for the DEIR's failure to provide any information about post-mitigation 
noise levels may be that many of the noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are illusory. For 
example, many of the mitigation measures are tempered with phrases like "as far as feasibly 
possible" or other language that actually has the effect of creating an inordinate amount of 
flexibility for the Applicant and/or depriving the measure of any certainty. Examples of 
deficient noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are set forth below, followed by a discussion of 
how each mitigation measure is legally deficient: 

• Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 

generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far 
as feasibly possible from the nearest noise- and vibration- sensitive land 

uses. (Mitigation Measure H-3) (Emphasis added.) 
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• Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high 
noise levels. (Mitigation Measure H-4) (Emphasis added.) 

• The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state
of-the-art noise shielding and mujjling devices as available. (Mitigation 
Measure H-6) (Emphasis added.) 

• Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 
extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary 
to minimize the amount of noise on the surrounding noise-sensitive 

receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. (Mitigation 
Measure H-7) (Emphasis added.) 

• All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall 
avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to tile extent feasible. 
(Mitigation Measure H-8) (Emphasis added.) 

All the bolded language above serves to remove any assurances or standards from the mitigation. 
For example, relative to Mitigation Measure H-3, there is no reason that the DEIR should not 
disclose exactly where flexible noise-generating equipment will be located to reduce impacts to 
AMDA and other sensitive uses (and the resulting post-mitigation noise levels at the property 
line). A mere representation that the activities will be conducted "as far as feasibly possible" 
deprives the public of the ability to comment on whether the Applicant truly is mitigating "as far 
as feasibly possible." 

In fact, when the Applicant's cunent tenant, EMI, was previously concerned about 
impacts to Capitol Records from a nearby construction project at 6941 Yucca (the "Yucca 
Condominium Project"), it secured mitigation measures such as the following: 

• No stationary equipment will be operated within 40 feet of the west project 
site property line with EMI/Capital [sic] Records. Tower cranes and 
personnel lifts shall be positioned near Argyle on the eastern edge of the 
project site. (Mitigation Measure Supp 18) (Emphasis added.) 
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• Construction materials shall be stock-piled at distant portions of the site, at 
least 40 feet from the western project site property line with EMI/Capitol 
Records. The equipment warm-up areas, water tanks and equipment storage 
areas described in Mitigation Measure I-5 above shall also be located at least 
40 feet from the western project site property line with EMI/Capitol Records. 
(Mitigation Measure Supp 19) (Emphasis added.) 

• Within 40 feet of the western project site property line with EMI/Capital [sic] 
Records, demolition, excavation and construction activities at or below the 
street level of the project site (including loading of demolition refuse), grading 
equipment and activities, augured pile driving, vibratory rollers, jumping jack 
compactors, and other excavation and construction equipment and activities 
shall be prohibited after 10:00 a.m. Mondays through Saturdays, unless one 
of the following exceptions apply ... (Mitigation Measure Supp 12) 
(Emphasis added.) 

A complete list of mitigation measures for the Yucca Condominium Project is attached as 
Exhibit H for reference. 

The precision that EMI/Capitol Records previously received to protect itself from noise 
and vibration impacts needs to be reflected in the other mitigation measures for this Project too -
not just Measure H-3. For example, Mitigation Measure H-4 must disclose which construction 
equipment will not be operated simultaneously.3 The same goes for Mitigation Measure H-6. If 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices are too expensive, or being used at another 
constrnction site, does this mean that the noise levels need not be mitigated? With respect to 
Mitigation Measure H-7, how will an eight-foot noise barrier be enough to mitigate noise 
impacts to the maximum extent feasible, and why not disclose the full gamut of noise attenuation 
barriers available given that one can do better than plywood structures? Most importantly, why 
did the Yucca Condominium Project (112,917 square feet of construction) next door to the 
Capitol Records Tower require noise barriers of 16 feet in height, whereas this 1,052,667 net 
square foot project only requires eight-foot barriers? (See Exhibit I.) (The DEIR also needs to 
consider special mitigation for the Project's high-rise towers, such as sound wall baniers as 
construction proceeds to the upper floors.) Finally, with respect to Mitigation Measure H-8, 
aside from it being impermissible deferred mitigation, how can the DEIR state that constrnction 

3 The scheduling of different construction activities and their resulting noise levels needs to be disclosed as part of 
the public review process. Otherwise, how would a decision to stop operating multiple pieces of equipment be made 
on the construction site after the Project has already been approved, especially if the DEIR has no standards (just 
vague "as feasible" language)? 
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truck traffic will avoid sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible, and then in another 
section state that construction truck staging will be right outside AMDA? 

Ultimately, the DEIR needs to establish specific mitigation measures and post-mitigation 
noise standards that can be measured and adhered to. As drafted, the DEIR says nothing about 
how loud Project noise will be after the imposition of mitigation measures, renders the little 
mitigation there is meaningless with vague, imprecise language, and does not commit the 
Applicant to any specific noise standard. 

5. The DEIR's CNEL Baseline Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR states that noise measurements were recorded by Parker Environmental 
Consultants staff on April 19, 2011, at six locations in the vicinity of the Project Site/or a period 
of 15 minutes per location, between the hours of2:50 PM and 4:30 PM. (DEIR, p. IV.H-5.) 
Somehow, despite only taking measurements for 15 minutes, the DEIR established dBA CNEL 
baselines for the five studied roadways. CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, "is a 
24-hour average Leq·" (DEIR, p. IV.H-3.) The DEIR needs to disclose how a 24-hour average 
was derived for the baseline from a mere 15 minute measurement. Given the role that the CNEL 
baseline plays in establishing the Project's operational impacts, coupled with the large scope of 
this Project, anything less than a true understanding of the Project area's CNEL renders the 
DEIR's noise analysis meaningless. 

6. The DEIR Fails to Study those Roadways That May Be Most Impacted By Traffic
Related Noise and Masks True Roadway Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR's analysis of roadway traffic impacts is highly deficient. As a threshold matter, 
the DEIR fails to consider whether there are residential streets that may be most impacted by 
traffic noise, even if those streets will not receive the most Project traffic. The DEIR states that 
"[t]he roadway segments selected for analysis are considered to be those that are expected to be 
most directly impacted by project-related traffic, which for the purpose of this analysis, includes 
the roadways that are nearest to the Project site." (DEIR, p. IV.H-14.) This selection of streets 
for roadway noise impacts, while appealing at first blush, has the effect of potentially masking 
significant impacts along nearby residential roadways that may receive lower project-related 
traffic, but have a lower significance threshold (3 dBA CNEL rather than the 5 dBA CNEL 
streets studied in the DEIR's noise analysis). As such, further analysis of streets more sensitive 
to noise is required. 

Moreover, the traffic noise analysis suffers from other methodological problems. In 
addition to the previously discussed concerns about the CNEL baseline, which appears to be 

RL0028003 



manatt 
manalt I phelps I phillips 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawithm:,ana 
December 10, 2012 
Page 11 

EM26323 

based on a 15-minute measurement, the DEIR's traffic analysis grossly underreports the 
Project's true traffic impacts. Accordingly, it is very likely that the higher traffic impacts will 
lead to higher, and significant, roadway noise impacts. The DEIR therefore needs to be re
circulated with disclosure of actual noise impacts from Project traffic. 

7. The DEIR Must Analyze and Mitigate Vibration Impacts on AMDA's Building. 

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of the Project's 
construction and operational vibration impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation 
measures that would reduce those impacts to a level less than significant. The DEIR completely 
ignores vibration impacts on AMDA's classroom building despite making clear elsewhere that 
vibration impacts from construction on buildings further away would be significant. Based on 
Table IV.H-11 and Table IV.H-12, impacts to the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, and the 
Capitol Records Tower (all of which have similar distances to the Project as AMDA), it appears 
that construction-related vibration impacts at AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would range 
from approximately 119.9 VdB to 162 VdB and 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV - impacts that wildly 
exceed the significance thresholds of65 VdB and 0.12 PPV. There is little question that 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would suffer significant damage from such high vibration 
levels. (The DEIR states that 100 VdB is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in 
a fragile building yet Project-related VdB on AMDA's building is expected to be approximately 
120 VdB to 162 VdB.) (DEIR, p. IV.H-4). Likewise, given the types of activities that occur in 
AMDA's building (e.g., breathing exercises, music classes, ballet), AMDA would be considered 
a Category 1 Building (65 V dB threshold) more akin with university research operations than a 
typical school building (7 5 V dB threshold) with respect to operational vibration annoyance 
impacts. Irrespective of what threshold is applied, however, the vibration impacts on AMDA's 
building are significant and must be mitigated. 

8. The DEIR Avoids Required Analysis of the Project's Impacts on the Capitol 
Records Echo Chambers and Recording Studios. 

CEQA does not allow an impact on the environment to be ignored if only the Applicant's 
property would be directly affected. This is obvious, yet that appears to be the position taken by 
the DEIR with respect to the Project's noise and vibration impacts on the Capitol Records 
recording studios and historic echo chambers - a City-designated Historic Cultural Monument 
("HCM"). The DEIR states that the Capitol Records underground echo chambers are located 
approximately 20 feet north of the proposed limits of excavation for the Project and that Capitol 
Records Recording Studios A, B, and Care approximately 0.08 feet away from the Project. 
(DEIR, pp. IV.H-16 and IV.H-29.) Despite the proximity of these uses, and the fact that the 
DEIR identifies vibration impacts as significant, the DEIR brushes off any meaningful impact 
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analysis or mitigation on the ground that these sensitive receptors are owned by the Applicant. 
(DEIR, p. IV.H-29.) The DEIR goes on to state that "[v]ibration-related impacts upon these uses 
will be addressed through agreements between the owner and the tenant, with the intent of 
minimizing noise-related impacts on the uses." (Id.) 

The DEIR's analysis is akin to a statement that no historic resource analysis for the 
demolition of an HCM is necessary if it is the owner that wishes to demolish the building. 
Interestingly, the Applicant's tenant has previously stated in connection with other adjacent 
construction (the aforementioned Yucca Condominium Project) that significant impacts to the 
echo chambers would "basically render unusable the Echo Chambers at the Capitol Records 
property." (Exhibit J.) Simply put, the same level of analysis and mitigation that the City has 
previously required for other projects needs to be imposed here- especially because the 
Applicant may now have an economic interest in not protecting these historic monuments. 

9. The DEIR's Mitigation for Groundborne Vibration Damage to Adjacent Buildings 
is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

Even though estimated vibration levels from construction of the Project are expected to range 
from 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV and the threshold of significance is 0.12 PPV, the DEIR provides 
that groundborne vibration damage to adjacent buildings will be reduced to insignificance 
because Mitigation Measure H-11 "requires the Project Applicant to perform all construction 
work without damaging or causing the loss of support for on-site and adjacent structures." 
(DEIR, p. IV .H-31 ). But is that even possible? Can an impact of 491.66 PPV be reduced to a 
level below 0.12 PPV? Exactly how will adjacent buildings not be damaged? One would not 
know from the DEIR because the one proffered mitigation measure to address this impact is 
completely conclusory. 

10. The DEIR Mentions a Rooftop Observation Deck But Provides No Analysis of its 
Potential Noise Impacts. 

The Project's application and the DEIR mention a rooftop observation deck, but the 
DEIR does not analyze its noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. Oddly enough, even 
though the application states the rooftop deck will be outdoors, will have alcohol service, and 
that special events with live entertainn1ent could conceivably occur, the DEIR is completely 
silent on the noise impacts of that deck. The DEIR does not even disclose that the deck will be 
outdoors. Likewise, the Project's application makes clear that other outdoor decks may be 
incorporated into the Project. These decks must be analyzed and their impacts mitigated to the 
maximum extent feasible in a re-circulated DEIR. 
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11. The DEIR Must Fully Analyze Potential Impacts From Above-Ground Parking 
Structures. 

Nothing in the DEIR prevents the construction of an above-ground parking structure 
adjacent to AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building or other sensitive receptors. Should this occur, 
the Project would be raising vehicles from a street-level parking lot to be directly adjacent to 
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building's windows on multiple levels. (The DEIR "envisions" three 
levels of above-grade parking, but the equivalency program would not prevent above-grade 
parking structures from being significantly taller.) The DEIR must analyze noise from car 
alarms, tire squealing, honking, and other loud parking structure noises that might impact 
AMDA. 

12. The Project Would Expose AMDA to Interior Noise Levels Beyond Regulatory 
Standards. 

The DEIR states that "the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise 
levels for any proposed residentfal or open space uses fronting Vine Street .... Therefore, future 
interior noise levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City 
standard 45.0 dBA for interior residential uses." (DEIR, p. IV.H-37.) To mitigate this impact to 
a level less than significant, the DEIR requires Project buildings to include sound-proof windows 
and noise insulation. Therefore, because AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building is a sensitive 
receptor fronting Vine Street, the DEIR must provide similar upgrades to AMDA's 1777 Vine 
Street Building. In addition, because this impact was not disclosed as significant in the DEIR, 
this is yet another reason the DEIR must be re-circulated. 

C. The DEIR's Traffic Analysis Has Multiple Material Flaws and is Not Supported By 
Substantial Evidence. 

1. The DEIR' s Eguivalency Program Makes It Impossible to Understand the Full 
Range of Possible Uses and Configurations, All of Which Would Affect Traffic in 
Different Ways. 

The DEIR provides the impression that CEQA traffic analysis begins and ends at total 
trips, and that no further analysis is required so long as total trips are maintained below a certain 
number. This is not the case; the imprecise nature of the DEIR's equivalency program means 
that the DEIR fails to provide a true understanding of the Project's impacts. Because the DEIR 
does not disclose precise driveway points and what specific uses those driveways would be 
serving, the public is not afforded an understanding of the peak hour usage of those driveways, 
how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may create hazards or create internal 
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parking structure queuing, or how driveways at specific access points may back up traffic behind 
vehicles making a left-hand turn into the Project. (Granted, the DEIR does not even discuss if 
left-hand turns into the Project will be allowed because of the multiple scenarios that could 
conceivably result from the equivalency program.) At one point, the DEIR's traffic study 
provides a glimmer of hope on specificity when it states that "[a] preliminary analysis concludes 
that the driveways as shown on the conceptual plans (Figure 3) will not introduce any unusual 
adverse hazards." (Traffic Study, p. 9.) But only a glimmer; a review of the aforementioned 
Figure 3 does not show a single driveway or Project access lane. (See Exhibit K.) Without an 
understanding of traffic circulation immediately around the Project, it is impossible to know if 
turns, queuing, and other vehicular conflicts will create trickle-down impacts to multiple 
intersections. 

In a similar vein, the traffic analysis takes credits via "internal capture" for Project uses 
that may never be built. For example, the DEIR claims a separate 15% internal capture reduction 
in trips for the fitness/sports center, for the retail, and for the restaurants (presumably because of 
the onsite office and residential uses). But what if the office and residential space that is actually 
built is significantly less than that analyzed in the DEIR or disappears altogether? What if the 
Applicant uses the DEIR to pursue a 100% retail project? In this case, the Applicant would 
obtain a 15% trip reduction for nothing. 

Simply put, the DEIR's traffic analysis is not supported by substantial evidence. As 
stated earlier, the DEIR' s traffic analysis is more consistent with that of a program-level EIR. It 
cannot legally comport with CEQA's disclosure requirements until greater Project specificity is 
provided. 

2. The Traffic Study's Trip Distribution Needs to Account for the Separate Project 
Uses. 

As stated previously, the DEIR's equivalency program has the effect of making much of 
the Project's impact analysis ilTelevant. While CEQA does not prohibit equivalency program 
environmental analysis, the analysis can become highly problematic in connection with complex 
projects that have several potential uses, all of which can be located in various different locations 
throughout a large project site. In this case, the equivalency program's broad-strokes description 
of potential project uses and their location on the Project site makes it impossible to capture and 
understand the Project's ultimate trip distribution. 

4 Although the Traffic Study does provide a general discussion of driveway locations, these driveway locations are 
hypothetical in nature only. (See Traffic Study, p. 38.) As the Project's Development Regulations provide, 
"parking, open space, and related development requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in 
any location within the Project Site." (See Development Regulations, p. 10.) 
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The DEIR's traffic analysis assigns a trip distribution based on one specific project 
iteration (the Concept Plan) and this trip distribution remains constant irrespective of what uses 
may ultimately be incorporated into the Project and where on the site they are located. This 
leads to a highly simplistic and flawed trip distribution. Hotels, for example, have a very 
different trip distribution than a fitness center or condominiums, yet the DEIR makes no attempt 
to account for the fact that the project that may ultimately be built will have no resemblance 
whatsoever to the Concept Plan (e.g., the Project could be almost entirely residential). Likewise, 
we know that vehicles will choose one route over another based on their points of ingress and 
egress. The DEIR's trip distributions, which are guided by a completely random allocation for 
one project iteration that does not have to be built, are therefore highly flawed. 

Indeed, the Applicant's traffic consultant has previously taken the position in connection 
with other EIRs that a traffic study would be deficient ifthe trip distribution for individual uses 
was not specifically assigned. They said: 

... recent traffic studies for large mixed-use projects approved by LADOT ... 
have used discrete trip distribution patterns and percentages for individual uses in 
order to more accurately assign trips to study intersections and routes. For 
example, office, residential, hotel and retail uses generally have different trip 
distributions, as their origins and destinations are different. Utilizing one generic 
trip distribution for dissimilar proposed and existing uses can result in project 
trips and impacts being underestimated at study locations, as well as some 
locations not being considered for analysis because they have been assigned a low 
number of trips. (See Exhibit L.) 

Given the fact that the DEIR's own traffic consultant has cautioned against generic trip 
distribution, it is difficult to understand why this DEIR does not account for all the multiple uses 
and configurations that could ultimately be built under the equivalency program. Without an 
appropriate trip distribution, the DEIR cannot be supported by substantial evidence. 

3. The DEIR Must Analyze Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts and Construction and 
Operational Traffic Impacts Arising From AMDA's Location. 

The DEIR fails to analyze the Project's neighborhood intrusion impacts. Of particular 
importance, the DEIR did not analyze the Project's traffic impacts on AMDA and its students 
and faculty. AMDA's presence adjacent to the Project site creates various specific conditions 
that have not been analyzed, and which may require a Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Program. For example, large groups of students cross Yucca Street between the Vine Tower and 
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AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building when classes let out throughout the day, yet the DEIR did 
not take pedestrian counts to understand how large groups of students might impact left- and 
right-hand turns on Yucca, or how traffic may create hazards for AMDA students and faculty. 5 

Likewise, the DEIR neglected to analyze the Project's traffic impacts on various 
residential street segments. I var A venue between Yucca Street and Franklin A venue (a great 
portion of which is lined with AMDA student housing), for example, will no doubt experience 
significant traffic impacts because northbound travel on Yucca will be one of the most efficient 
ways of accessing the northbound Hollywood Freeway from the Project's Ivar Avenue access 
point (Ivar to Franklin and then Franklin to Argyle/the Hollywood Freeway). Several other 
likely cut-through routes have not been identified and necessitate further study. 

In short, the DEIR needs to critically address cut-through traffic and its impact on 
residential street segments, analyze AMDA-specific traffic issues, and provide appropriate 
mitigation for both construction and operational traffic. 

4. The DEIR Must Analyze Traffic Impacts During the Hollywood Bowl Summer 
Season and Performances at the Pantages Theater, As Well As Ascertain Whether 
the P.M. Peak Hours Are Truly 3:00 P.M.-6:00 P.M. 

The DEIR has dramatically underreported traffic impacts by not including manual counts 
taken on high traffic-volume days. Specifically, the DEIR states that "[t]raffic volumes for 
existing conditions at the 3 7 study intersections were obtained from manual traffic counts 
conducted in March, April, May, September, and October 2011." (DEIR, p. IV.K-1-12.) The 
three-month break over the months of June, July, and August is highly suspect because it 
coincides precisely with the Hollywood Bowl summer concert season, which elevates traffic 
throughout Hollywood quite significantly. 6 (Why else would counts have stopped for three 
months?) With an occupancy of approximately 18,000, the Hollywood Bowl is the largest 

5 The DEIR cannot ignore multiple site-specific variables just because the City's thresholds do not address them. 
See Mejia v. City of Los Angeles, (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 322, 342. ("We conclude that the city improperly relied 
on a threshold of significance despite substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project may have a 
significant impact on traffic on Wheatland Avenue. In light of the public comments and absent more careful 
consideration by city engineers and planners, the evidence supports a fair argument that the increased traffic on 
Wheatland A venue as a result of the project would be substantial considering the uses of the road."). 

6 Further elevating our suspicions about the date selection for manual traffic counts is that when manual counts 
were reinstated in September, a month when there were still a few Hollywood Bowl concerts remaining on calendar, 
the DEIR's traffic consultant only took manual traffic counts in the morning, not afternoon. (See DEIR, Appendix 
IV.K.l, Appendix B.) 
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natural amphitheater in the United States, and summer concert nights (at the tail-end of June and 
almost every night in July and August) often create traffic havoc throughout the area of 
Hollywood near the Project site. In fact, the Highland exit from the southbound Hollywood 
Freeway is often so congested during Hollywood Bowl summer events that traffic is directed to 
the Cahuenga off-ramp, with ensuing trickle-down impacts in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project site. The DEIR cannot pick and choose convenient days for manual traffic counts. It is 
crucial that the Project's traffic baseline include Hollywood Bowl traffic so that Project traffic 
impacts are understood and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

Likewise, the Project directly abuts the Pantages Theater, which has a seating capacity of 
almost 3,000. The DEIR needs to analyze the Project's traffic in conjunction with Pantages 
theater vehicular traffic, the latter of which would be circling the vicinity looking for parking at 
approximately the same time (i.e., the one hour period before the performance start time). 

Finally, given the scale of the proposed Project, the DEIR should analyze traffic impacts up 
to 7 p.m., and include this hour as part of the peak hour if conditions wa:tTant. Security guards 
stationed at the entrance to AMDA's parking lot on Yucca Street have related to us that traffic in 
this particular area is at its worst from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. (not necessarily 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. ). If this 
is the case, then the DEIR has failed to analyze the correct peak hour that applies to this 
particular neighborhood. Los Angeles Department of Transportation ("LADOT") peak hour 
reporting requirements alone are not substantial evidence unless they are supported by facts 
specific to the Project's location. 

5. The DEIR Must Analyze Operational Traffic Impacts In Conjunction with Partial 
Construction Traffic. 

The DEIR significantly underreports the Project's construction traffic impacts by 
ignoring the development phasing allowed by the proposed Development Agreement. The 
DEIR's construction traffic section assumes that the entire Project will all be built at once 
purportedly in order to provide a conservative analysis of construction impacts. However, 
ignoring the much more likely scenario that the Project will be built in phases7 has the result of 
severely undercounting total traffic impacts and problems that would be posed by construction 
traffic in conjunction with operational traffic from a half-complete Project. The traffic impacts 
of a partially built Project, together with construction elsewhere on the site, would create a 
significant impact that has not been analyzed. CEQA requires that the Project's combined traffic 
impacts be analyzed. 

7 "The Project includes a Development Agreement that would allow the long-term phased buildout of the Project." 
(DEIR, p. II-34.) 
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6. The DEIR's Trip Cap Eirnneously Combines AM. Trips and P.M. Trips. 

As the DEIR's Traffic section demonstrates, the City differentiates between a.m. and 
p.m. peak hour impacts (e.g., an intersection can be significantly impacted in the a.m. peak hour, 
but not the p.m. peak hour). Despite the City's requirement of a separate impact analysis for the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours, the equivalency program's trip cap of 1,498 combines a.m. and p.m. 
peak hour trips. CEQA requires that one trip cap be created for the a.m. peak hour and that 
another trip cap be created for the p.m. peak hour to keep impacts consistent with the DEIR's 
impact envelope. If this is not done, the Applicant will be afforded the ability to create a greater 
impact than that which the DEIR has disclosed for one of the peak hours. For example, ITE rate 
931 (Quality Restaurant) generates virtually no trips in the a.m. peak hour, but has particularly 
high traffic generation rates in the p.m. peak hour. If the Applicant were to provide a significant 
amount of restaurant space in the Project, but only measured the resulting restaurant trips against 
a combined peak hour trip cap, the restaurants' inordinate p.m. peak hour impacts would be 
masked, and p.m. peak hour impacts on nearby intersections could not be analyzed. As a result, 
the DEIR may fail to disclose the specific a.m. or p.m. peak hour trip impacts that could result 
from the Project. 

7. The DEIR Provides No Substantial Evidence in Support ofits Approximately 30% 
Vehicle Trip Reduction for Public Transit Use. 

The DEIR's traffic study assumes an approximately 30% reduction in vehicle trips due to 
public transit use. First it adjusts the trip generation rates by 15% (Table IV.K.1-4) and then, in 
what is arguably double-dipping, takes another 15% reduction on the back-end for public transit 
usage in connection with the Transportation Demand Management ("TDM") program. 8 (DEIR, 
p. IV.K.1-55.) While TDM programs may be effective in reducing total vehicle trips, the DEIR 
does not support the high 30% total trip reduction related to public transit with substantial 
evidence. For a Project that does not include any affordable units (in fact, the views from the 
proposed 55-story towers will command multi-million dollar prices) and whose office and hotel 
uses will likely be tied in great part to the entertainment industry, it is not clear how 30% of 
Project trips will be bus and Metro Red Line trips (the Metro Red Line, while very convenient to 
the Project, still only covers a very small portion of the sprawling Greater Los Angeles area). 
The DEIR needs to provide evidence in the form of similar transit-adjacent Los Angeles projects 
to support the assumptions regarding trip reductions. Likewise, much of the TDM program 
currently lacks any enforcement mechanisms or objective performance standards by which the 

8 Some of the 15% reduction from the TDM program would presumably come from bicycle usage and other vehicle 
trip reduction measures. However, the DEIR has not shown that this particular project could deliver a total 30% 
reduction either way. 
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success of the TDM program can be measured. As drafted, the TDM program is impermissible 
deferred mitigation. 

8. The DEIR's Significance Determination for Construction Traffic Impacts is Not 
Supported By Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR's significance determination for construction traffic impacts is not supported 
by substantial evidence. For example, none of the Project's construction trips were assigned to 
the street system to determine whether construction traffic would exceed LADOT impact 
thresholds. With respect to the DEIR's trip cap, it cannot be relied upon because construction 
traffic patterns will bear no resemblance to the Project's operational uses. (And if the trip cap 
could be used, the DEIR fails to show how construction traffic trips fall under the total trip cap.9

) 

In addition, the construction traffic mitigation measures do not demonstrate how impacts 
will be reduced to a level less than significant. If anything, Mitigation Measures K.1-1 and K. l-
3 impermissibly defer mitigation by leaving determinations on sidewalk closures, haul routes, 
traffic detours, etc. to a future point in time and by providing that the haul route "shall avoid 
residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible." (Emphasis added.) As the 
Project's haul route requires discretionary approval from the City, the DEIR must analyze now -
not later - whether a haul route can be created that will not impact sensitive receptors. If the 
Project proposes to use a haul route that passes AMDA, then the DEIR must first demonstrate 
that other routes are infeasible rather than leave that determination to a future point in time. Of 
course, should the haul route pass AMDA, this would be yet another new significant impact 
requiring recirculation of the DEIR. 

9. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Cumulative Construction Traffic Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to consider that several projects are being built, or will be built, in the 
immediate vicinity of the Project (e.g., the BLVD 6200 Project, the Yucca Condominium 
Project). In addition to the combined traffic trips, many of these other development projects 
require, or will require, the same construction staging areas and haul routes. The DEIR needs to 
consider contingency plans in the likelihood of concurrent development and analyze total 
construction impacts accordingly. 

9 The DEIR points to Table IV.K.1-12 for the proposition that "the level of trip-making activity from the Project 
Site during the combined peak hours will be 1,068 trips, which is more than one-quarter below the Trip Cap of 1,498 
trips." (DEIR, p. IV.K.1-43.) While the DEIR may be correct that total peak hour construction trips would be 1,068, 
Table IV.K.l-12 does not demonstrate this. 
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l 0. The Traffic Study's Use ofITE Code 492 Is Not Supported by Substantial 
Evidence. 

If there ever was an ITE traffic generation rate that should be used with great caution, it is 
Land Use Code 492 (Health/Fitness Club). This ITE rate, unlike most ITE rates which are based 
on multiple observations throughout the country and rigorous peer review, was developed based 
on one observation. It is also unclear where this one observation was conducted, when it was 
conducted, and why it would bear any meaningful relationship to the traffic generation rate for a 
gym in an urban area of the country that has consistently generated higher trip rates for gyms. 
For Code 492, ITE's Trip Generation itself states that"[ u]sers are cautioned to use data with 
care because of the small sample size." (See Exhibit M). Furthermore, each data plot and 
equation in the traffic manual notes, in bold: "Caution - Use Carefully - Small Sample Size." 
(Exhibit N). Given this language, it is incumbent on the DEIR's traffic consultant to provide 
evidence substantiating how the ITE data has been used appropriately and cautiously. If such 
evidence is unavailing, in order to have a legally defensible document the DEIR must provide a 
generation rate that is based on traffic counts from existing fitness clubs within the City, or that 
is otherwise appropriate. 

11. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Traffic Impacts of the Rooftop Viewing Platform. 

One would not know anything about this from the DEIR, but the Applicant intends to 
create a major tourist destination at the Project site that has been completely omitted from 
environmental study. (See Exhibit 0.) ("The 8,300 square foot rooftop observation deck 
[accessed by a dedicated public-accessible elevator] on the East Site will create an open, 
publicly-accessible attraction that will serve as a new landmark Hollywood experience for area 
residents and visitors. The observation deck will feature a full service cafe, outdoor seating, 
attractive hardscapes and landscaping that will set the feature apart from other observation decks 
across the country.") If, as the Project's entitlement application notes, this observation deck will 
be a major draw for tourists and residents alike, how have its impacts been evaluated? The DEIR 
fails to discuss traffic impacts from this deck, which will include tour bus traffic and parking 
impacts that must be analyzed. 

12. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Project's Traffic Impacts on Weekend Nights. 

It is unclear why only weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours were studied for this Project. 
Many projects of the scale proposed by the Applicant include weekend impact analysis. In this 
case, given the high amount of night club, restaurant, retail, hotel, and observation deck uses that 
may be active in the Project during weekend nights, the DEIR must analyze Friday and Saturday 
night traffic impacts. This area of Hollywood is literally the center of Los Angeles nightlife on 
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weekends, with vehicles creating gridlock from approximately 9 p.m. to 3:00 a.m. (often at 
levels that by far exceed weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours). The traffic study cannot be 
complete until weekend impacts are studied and all feasible mitigation reduces those impacts to a 
level less than significant. 

13. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate Queuing Impacts on the Hollywood Freeway. 

Despite a request from the California Department of Transportation, in response to the 
DEIR's Notice of Preparation, that the DEIR study the queuing of vehicles using off-ramps that 
will back into the mainline through lanes of the Hollywood Freeway, the DEIR is completely 
silent on the Project's potential significant impacts due to queuing. Especially on weekend 
nights, the exits off the Hollywood Freeway into Hollywood become extremely backed up, 
creating impacts on mainline segments as well. The DEIR cannot ignore this significant impact. 

14. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation for the Project's Significant 
Traffic Impacts. 

Given the major deficiencies identified in practically every component of the DEIR's 
traffic study, the traffic analysis needs to be redone. The DEIR identified restriping at one 
intersection as the only roadway improvement mitigation measure for this massive Project. This 
cannot possibly be the only feasible road improvement; thus, AMDA may suggest additional 
feasible mitigation measures once the Project's plans for ingress and egress are disclosed and the 
traffic study is redone so as to reasonably identify the Project's traffic impacts. One thing is 
clear at this point, however. Given the Project's significant impacts at multiple intersections, the 
DEIR needs to identify the mitigation measures that were supposedly discarded and deemed 
infeasible for the DEIR's conclusions about infeasibility to be supported by substantial evidence. 

D. The DEIR Fails to Completely Analyze the Project's Parking Impacts on the 
Surrounding Community. · 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will not have significant operational impacts on 
parking because the Project will presumably have enough parking for its own internal uses. 
Assuming this is true, the DEIR still fails to account for the Project's displacement of public 
parking lots used by Pantages Theater patrons and other area visitors. Furthermore, from a 
cumulative impacts standpoint, the other parking lots in the area used for Pantages Theater 
parking have been entitled for other projects, one of which is already under construction. The 
DEIR needs to analyze the displacement of public parking spaces used for the Pantages (and 
other nearby uses) and mitigate parking impacts accordingly. The trickle-down impacts from the 
Pantages lacking parking for approximately 3 ,000 patrons for any given performance is also 
likely to create significant traffic congestion on area streets. Other projects in the vicinity, like 
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the Hollywood Tower Terrace project at Franklin and Gower, have provided significant public 
parking components to mitigate such impacts. The proposed Project needs to do the same. 

Likewise, street parking in the area is used by AMDA students and visitors. AMDA is 
concerned about the street parking displacement that will occur as a result of the Project during 
construction and operations. The DEIR also needs to disclose whether or not the Project's 
commercial parking will be free of charge. If parking will not be free of charge, the DEIR needs 
to analyze parking validation options and off-site parking spillage that will occur as a result of 
Project visitors who are unable or unwilling to pay for parking. 

E. The DEIR's Analysis of Aesthetics Conceals and Inappropriately Minimizes the 
Impacts of the Proposed Project. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Identify AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor and Fails to Identify 
Significant Shade-Shadow Impacts to AMDA. 

Once again, the DEIR fails to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor, in the process 
concealing the Project's significant shade-shadow impacts on AMDA. (See DEIR, Table 
IV.A.2-1.) Not only would the Project's shade-shadow impacts surpass the threshold for 
AMDA's buildings, they would create significant shadows in the key outdoor areas of the 
AMDA campus, such as the AMDA piazza and outdoor stage. (See Figures IV.A.2-1 through 
IV.A.2-7, demonstrating that AMDA's campus would be shaded by both Project's towers from 
9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. during the winter solstice). This is a significant impact not disclosed in 
the DEIR. Should the Project be constructed as proposed, AMDA students will essentially no 
longer have any sunlight on their campus. The DEIR needs to identify these impacts and 
mitigate them to a level less than significant in a re-circulated DEIR. 

2. The DEIR Does Nothing to Mitigate Significant Impacts to Focal Views. 

The DEIR states that the impacts to focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Tower 
would be significant and unavoidable, but fails to provide any mitigation for this impact. CEQA 
requires all feasible mitigation to be imposed. A simple solution would be to reduce the floor 
plate of a 220-foot building adjacent to the Capitol Records Tower and create an absolute 
minimum setback requirement (there is no reason a 220-foot building must have a floor plate that 
blocks views of the Capitol Records Tower). 10 A determination that mitigation of impacts to the 
Capitol Records Tower is infeasible cannot be supported by substantial evidence. 

10 It should be noted that this mitigation is not to be viewed as an expression of support for a taller tower. The 
taller towers create their own type of significant impact that must be mitigated. 
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3. New Visual Simulation Renderings of the Proposed Project and View Impacts on 
the Capitol Records Tower are Required. 

The DEIR's visual simulations improperly obscure views of the Capitol Records Tower 
and minimize the iconic role that it currently plays in the Hollywood skyline. (See Exhibit P.) 
For some reason, the DEIR's view simulations are by and large extremely small and the 
photographs are taken from very great distances that would make it appear that the Capitol 
Records Tower is not seen from various vantage points. In particular, the view simulations of 
the Project from the Hollywood Freeway, which currently has one of the most iconic views of 
the Capitol Records Tower and signal the entrance to Hollywood, appear designed to hide and 
minimize the building. (The photographs are also taken from the opposite side of the freeway 
from which views would be experienced.) 

One only need to look at the view simulations in the April, 2007 Draft EIR for the Yucca 
Street Condominium Project (the last Draft EIR where views of the Capitol Records Tower were 
at issue) to see that the Capitol Records Tower views are very substantial. (See Exhibit Q.) This 
Draft EIR for a much smaller project included multiple photographs that actually showed 
meaningful views of the Capitol Records Tower in full-size photographs, juxtaposed with visual 
simulations of the proposed project, and subsequent analysis of each photograph. Given how 
previous environmental impact reports have treated the Capitol Records Tower, this DEIR's 
exclusion of meaningful and prominent Capital Records Tower views raises serious questions 
about potential DEIR bias and renders the analysis insufficient to support the DEIR's finding of 
insignificance. 

4. The DEIR's Equivalency Program Renders Meaningful Aesthetics Analysis 
Impossible. 

For a Project being built directly adjacent to one of the City's most important 
monuments, near one of the most famous intersections in the world, the vagueness and 
uncertainty created by the DEIR's equivalency program is completely inappropriate for 
environmental analysis of aesthetics. The Project's Development Regulations state that 
"parking, open space and related development requirements for any component of the Project 
may be developed in any location within the Project site." (Development Regulations, p. 10.) 
(Emphasis added.) Thus, the public really has no idea what the ultimate project will look like. 

Likewise, many Project elements do not bear any resemblance to what is described in the 
DEIR and in many cases the Project could be much more impactful on aesthetics than what was 
analyzed in the DEIR. For example, the DEIR states that "the Project would include up to three 
levels of above-grade parking within the podium structures." (DEIR, p. II-31.) But the Project's 
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Development Agreement would not commit the Applicant to this. In fact, the Project 
applications filed with the City state that the Project will have "around seven stories of above
grade parking." (See Exhibit A.) And more importantly, if the Applicant wanted to do all above
ground parking in 15-stories, the Development Regulations would do nothing to prevent this 
either. 

5. The DEIR's Analysis of Temporary Construction Impacts is Inadequate. 

The DEIR's analysis of temporary construction impacts is very cursory. For example, no 
reference is made whatsoever to truck staging areas, which the DEIR notes elsewhere would be 
on Yucca Street, in what is essentially the middle of AMDA's campus. The DEIR must analyze 
the aesthetic impact of construction on student life at AMOA over the course of three years if the 
Project is built in one phase (longer if it is multi-phased) and mitigate those impacts to a level 

. less than significant. The one mitigation measure that has been provided (a fence) is far from 
sufficient. 

F. The DEIR's Air Quality Analysis Is Inadequate. 

1. Since the Traffic Study Artificially Minimizes Project Trips, the Air Quality 
Analysis is Similarly Flawed. 

Given all the flaws in the traffic study discussed above, when the traffic study is redone, 
the air quality impacts must be recalculated with the correct traffic inputs. As presently drafted, 
by severely underestimating the Project's traffic impacts, the DEIR fails to measure the Project's 
true air quality impacts. 

2. The DEIR Must Analyze the Project's Specific Air Quality Impacts on AMOA, 

Including Localized CO and Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts. 

As stated previously, AMOA is a sensitive receptor adjacent to the Project that has not 
been identified as such. Furthermore, AMDA's "piazza," an outdoor courtyard that is the central 
gathering place for AMOA students and a component of AMDA's cafeteria, is at the comer of 
Yucca Street and Vine Avenue (and closer than 25 feet from the road), yet the DEIR fails to 
analyze CO hotspot impacts on students at this location. As a sensitive receptor, AMOA must be 
studied for CO hotspots, toxic air contaminants, and other localized emissions impacts. This 
analysis must include construction impacts, as well as the potential operational impacts of an 
above-ground parking structure at the property line with AMOA. 
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3. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation Measures for ROG, NOx, and 
PM2.5. 

Despite regional significant and unavoidable reactive organic gas ("ROG") and nitrogen 
oxide ("NOx'') impacts, the DEIR fails to impose all feasible mitigation for these particulates. 
For example, the DEIR does not consider best practices to reduce construction worker trips, 
fu1iher reductions in construction vehicle idling times, Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, 
electric powered compressor engines in lieu of fuel combustion sources, alternative fuels, 
minimization of traffic conflicts during construction, electricity usage from power poles in lieu 
of diesel or gasoline generators, low-VOC coatings, etc. Simply put, the DEIR has not 
established that other mitigation measures that would further reduce the significant impacts are 
infeasible. Finally, with respect to localized on-site daily construction emissions, the DEIR fails 
to impose all feasible mitigation to further reduce PM2.s levels to a level less than significant. 

G. The DEIR's Climate Change Threshold Is Completely Counter to the Instructions 
of the California Natural Resources Agency and Violates CEQA. 

The DEIR's impact determination is based on a comparison of the Project to "business as 
usual." (DEIR, p. IV.B.2-16). Such an approach is legally incorrect and goes directly counter to 
the instructions of the Natural Resources Agency, the State agency that was responsible for 
amending the CEQA Guidelines to address climate change. As stated in the Natural Resources 
Agency's Final Statement of Reasons accompanying the amended CEQA Guidelines: 

This section's reference to the "existing environmental setting" reflects existing 
law requiring that impacts be compared to the environment as it currently exists. 
(State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15125.) This clarification is necessary to avoid a 
comparison of the project against a "business as usual" scenario as defined by 
ARB in the Scoping Plan. Such an approach would confuse "business as usual" 
projections used in ARB's Scoping Plan with CEQA's separate requirement of 
analyzing project effects in comparison to the environmental baseline. (Compare 
Scoping Plan, at p. 9 ("The foundation of the Proposed Scoping Plan's strategy is 
a set of measures that will cut greenhouse gas emissions by nearly 30 percent by 
the year 2020 as compared to business as usual") with Fat v. County of 
Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278 (existing environmental 
conditions normally constitute the baseline for environmental analysis); see also 
Center for Bio. Diversity v. City of Desert Hot Springs, Riverside Sup. Ct. Case 
No. RIC464585 (August 6, 2008) (rejecting argument that a large subdivision 
project would have a "beneficial impact on C02 emissions" because the homes 
would be more energy efficient and located near relatively uncongested 

RL0028018 



manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
December 10, 2012 
Page 26 

EM26338 

freeways).) Business as usual may be relevant, however, in the discussion of the 
"no project alternative" in an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6(e)(2) (no 
project alternative should describe what would reasonably be expected to occur in 
the future in the absence of the project).) (Exhibit R.) 

By comparing the Project's greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions to "business as usual," the DEIR 
completely undercounts GHGs and utilizes the wrong baseline, which is the issuance of the 
Notice of Preparation. 11 Admittedly, no single development project will create significant 
climate change impacts on its own. However, the DEIR must analyze Project emissions in 
accordance with legal requirements, since individual development projects may have a 
cumulatively significant impact that needs to be seriously analyzed. 

H. The DEIR's Analysis of Impacts to Cultural Resources ls Not Supported By 
Substantial Evidence. 

1. The DEIR First Needs to Analyze and Disclose the Significance of the Capitol 
Records Tower Before Any Meaningful Analysis of Project Impacts Can Be Made. 

One would not know from the DEIR that the Capitol Records Tower was the first round 
office tower in the world, the first skyscraper built in Hollywood after World War II, that many 
view the building as "the symbol of recorded music on the West Coast," and perhaps most 
importantly, that the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument ("HCM") application for 
the building identified the Capitol Records Tower as "literally the beacon of Hollywood." (See 
Exhibit S.) Whereas the City's HCM file makes clear that the Capitol Records Tower is an 
iconic and integral facet of the Hollywood (and Los Angeles) skyline- not just any historic 
building..,.. the DEIR fails to discuss and analyze the cultural resource impacts on the Hollywood 
and City skyline should over one million square feet of development envelop the Capitol 
Records Tower and forever change its historic role as the beacon of Hollywood. 

One of the key inquiries relative to Cultural Resources is whether a project will reduce 
the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity. (See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.S(b )(1)) ("A substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

. historic resource means ... alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 

11 The DEIR also does not disclose where the erroneous threshold originated from. Under CEQA, "[t]hresholds of 
significance to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency's environmental review must be adopted by 
ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by 
substantial evidence" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.?)(Emphasis added). To our knowledge, the City has not 
adopted this erroneous threshold through any public review process, nor is the threshold supported by substantial 
evidence. The DEIR therefore must be revised to include a discussion of how GHG emission thresholds comply 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7. 
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significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.") (Emphasis added.) The 
DEIR must provide an analysis of how the Project can affect the historic nature of a City 
monument that is literally a "beacon" and symbolizes an entire region and/or idea. Specifically, 
the DEIR must include a good-faith discussion of when an adjacent development can be so 
massive in scale relative to a monument of worldwide importance that such a monument is 
materially impaired. The DEIR appears to take the position that mere visibility is the only thing 
that matters, such that a ten-foot setback renders impacts less than significant. The CEQA 
Guidelines indicate otherwise. 

2. The Lack of a Defined Project Renders Analysis of Impacts to the Capitol Records 

Tower Impossible. 

The lack of a specific design (including basic configuration or massing details) for the 
Project makes it impossible to analyze the Project's consistency with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards and Cultural Resources under CEQA, generally. The DEIR must be revised 
to include designs that would be used in connection with the proposed equivalency program, 
which is much too vague to allow for any meaningful environmental review. For example, one 
of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards requires that for related new construction "new work 
shall be differentiated from the old .... " However, it is impossible to understand the Project's 
consistency with the Standard given the lack of a Project design and the very broad language in 
the Development Regulations, which allow innumerable Project permutations that conflict with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards (See Development Regulation 7.1.5.) ("Generally, 
buildings over 150 feet tall ... shall not be historicized. They are contemporary forms in the 
skyline and shall appear as such."). The vagueness (use of the word "generally") and exemption 
for development lower than 150 feet in height in this instance shows how the Development 
Regulations fail to provide meaningful historic resource protections. 

The Development Regulations also fail to provide sufficient protections for the Capitol 
Records Tower from a massing standpoint. For example, the DEIR finds impacts to historic 
resources less than significant because the Development Regulations "help reduce potential 
adverse effects of mass and scale by reducing the bulk of buildings as height increases and 
pushing tower elements toward the center of the block, and away from historic resources .... In 
this way, important views from Vine Street and the Hollywood Freeway are protected." (DEIR, 
p. IV.C-39.) However, this language from the DEIR assumes a configuration for the Project that 
does not necessarily have to be built. For example, the DEIR does not disclose that if a building 
less than 150-feet high is built along the east side of Vine street, then no open space need be 
provided along Vine. (See Development Regulation 6.1.1 ). Likewise, the Development 
Regulations allow parking to be built anywhere on the Project site, without consideration for 
historic resource impacts. (Development Regulation 4.1.) Several other potential configurations 
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for the Project would be completely insensitive to the Capitol Records Tower, the DEIR 
representations notwithstanding. 

I. The DEIR's Land Use Section Does Not Accurately or Fully Analyze the Project's 
Impacts. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Accurately Identify the Project Site's Applicable Planning and 

Land Use Regulations. 

Starting with the DEIR' s Project Description, and carrying through its Land Use Planning 
environmental impact analysis, there are numerous errors and inconsistencies pertaining to the 
current planning and land use regulations that apply to the Project site. For example, the DEIR 
states that all square footage numbers for the Project are calculated using the definition of "net 
square feef' as defined in LAMC Section 14.5.3. (DEIR, p. II-23, fn. 4.) No such definition 
appears in the LAMC, and the referenced section of the LAMC pertains to transfers of floor area 
in Downtown Los Angeles. The DEIR also refers to "net developed floor area," which is also 
allegedly defined by the LAMC (DEIR, p. II-24, Table II-4, note b), but again, no such defined 
term exists. The DEIR's erroneous references to purportedly defined terms renders it impossible 
for the public to assess the true scale and impacts of the proposed Project. 

2. The DEIR Does Not Demonstrate the Project's Conformance with Critical 

Community Plan Goals and Policies. 

(a) The Project Does Not Provide a Range of Housing Opportunities. 

The Community Plan includes several policies regarding the importance of providing 
housing opportunities within Hollywood, including the importance of providing housing 
opportunities for households of all income levels and needs. (Community Plan Policy LU.2.17.) 
The DEIR asserts that the Project will comply with this policy by including one-, two-, and three 
bedroom residential units, which "range of units" will provide housing opportunities for a 
"variety of family sizes and income levels." (DEIR, p. IV.G-39.) This claim is not based in 
reality - while a one-bedroom unit in a new high-rise development will almost certainly 
command a lower price than a three-bedroom unit in that same project, there is no rational reason 
to assume that a lower-income individual or family could afford the rent or purchase price for 
that one-bedroom unit. Therefore, the Applicant must provide an accurate representation of the 
Project's consistency in a re-circulated DEIR. 

(b) The Project Does Not SpecifY How Pedestrian And Vehicular Traffic Will 
Be Separated 
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Community Plan Policies LU.3.4, LU.3.5, and LU.3.6 are intended to ensure that 
conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles are minimized, in recognition of one of the 
Community Plan's overall goals of promoting a safe and navigable urban streetscape for 
pedestrians. These policies require that sidewalks be designed to make pedestrians feel safe, 
discourage curb cuts near high pedestrian traffic areas, and discourage the siting of parking areas 
next to busy sidewalks. However, the DEIR only addresses the first of these three policies, and 
states that by providing straight (or, alternately, "relatively straight") sidewalks, pedestrian safety 
would be ensured. (DEIR, p. IV.G-40.) The DEIR does not cite or discuss Policies LU.3.5 and 
LU.3.6 regarding curb cuts and the parking areas, and, as discussed elsewhere in this letter, the 
DEIR does not disclose any precise driveway points for the Project. This lack of information not 
only precludes an understanding of how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may 
create hazards, but it also prevents the City from finding that the Project complies with these 
Community Plan Policies regarding pedestrian safety. An accurate representation of this 
Community Plan inconsistency must be provided in a re-circulated DEIR. 

(c) The DEIR Misrepresents the Project's Proposed Open Space and 
Passageway Development Regulations. 

Community Plan Policy LU.3.23 encourages large commercial projects to be designed 
with pedestrian connections, plazas, greenspace, and other related design features so as to avoid 
"superblocks." Commw1ity Plan Policy LU.4.19 similarly encourages the construction of public 
plazas, in addition to greenspace. The DEIR, in affirming the Project's compliance with 
Community Plan Policy LU.3.23, cites the Project's proposed Development Regulations, and 
states that "open space will enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections 
for the Project." (DEIR, p. IV.G-42.) The DEIR further states that: "Grade level open space will 
be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design 
features and outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities." (Id) This response 
appears to demonstrate the Project's compliance with these two Community Plan Policies. 
However, an examination of the proposed Development Regulations indicates that if the Project 
is developed so as not to exceed 150 feet in height (i.e., without any "towers" as defined by the 
Development Regulations), there is no required amount of grade-level open space (Development 
Regulation 6.1.1) and there is no minimum amount of "publicly accessible passageway area" 
(Development Regulation 8.3.4 a(i)). This serves to emphasize the difficulty of assessing the 
environmental impacts of a project with no fixed design - if the Project is built at a height above 
150 feet, the DEIR's claims about open space and passageways may be correct, but if a shorter 
project is built, these claims are no longer accurate. Given the Community Plan's clear 
recommendation to design projects that provide open space, pedestrian access, and greenspace, 
the DEIR must provide a more detailed analysis of how the Project will comply with these 
policies, regardless of the ultimate height that is proposed for the Project. 
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J. The DEIR's Public Services Analysis Is Legally Inadequate. 

1. The DEIR Improperly Categorizes the Project's Fire Code Land Use for Maximum 
Response Distance and Fire Flow Requirements. 

The City's Fire Code specifies maximum response distances that are allowed between 
project locations and fire stations, based upon land use and fire-flow requirements. (LAMC 
Section 57.09.06, Table 9-C.) When response distances exceed these requirements, all structures 
must be equipped with automatic fire sprinkler systems and any other fire protection devices and 
systems deemed necessary by the City. For the Project's proposed high-rise construction, these 
additional required fire protection devices and systems could include standpipe systems, fire 
alarm systems with emergencr communication system, standby power systems, and an 
emergency command center. 1 

The DEIR correctly notes that Table 9-C of the Fire Code identifies four types ofland 
uses with corresponding maximum response distances from the nearest fire station -Low Density 
Residential, High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial, Industrial/Commercial, and 
High Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers). However, despite 
the Project's proposed location in the center of the Hollywood business center within a Regional 
Center land use designation, and despite the fact that the Project would contain more than one 
million square feet of high-rise residential and commercial floor area, the DEIR asserts that the 
proper land use category for purposes of Table 9-C is High Density Residential/Neighborhood 
Commercial. As a result of this categorization, the DEIR claims that the applicable maximum 
response distance from the nearest fire station is 1.5 miles, and that two City fire stations are 
located within this maximum distance (Station No. 27 at 0.7 miles from the Project, and Station 
No. 82 at 0.8 miles from the Project). 

While the Project, in several of its many configurations, would contain high density 
residential land uses, there is no configuration that could appropriately be classified as 
"neighborhood" commercial. The equivalency program would also allow a completely 
commercial scenario. Given the location and immense size of the Project, the appropriate Table 
9-C land use category should unquestionably be High Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal 
Business Districts or Centers), which has a corresponding maximum response distance of 0. 7 5 
miles from the nearest engine company, and 1 mile from the nearest truck company. Only 
Station No. 27 is within 0.75 miles, and by only 0.05 miles. Moreover, Station No. 27 is a "light 

12 National Fire Protection Association, "High Rise Building Fires," December 2011, p. 17. 
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force" truck and engine company, with a single aerial ladder truck and a single engine. 13 These 
details pertaining to response distances must be clarified in the DEIR to properly classify the 
Project's proposed land uses, and to describe the impacts resulting from the relatively limited 
availability of fire protection services in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 

In addition to maximum response distances, Table 9-C also sets forth minimum required 
fire flows for the same four land use categories discussed above. Confusingly, while the DEIR 
claims that the Project is appropriately categorized as High Density Residential/Neighborhood 
Commercial for purposes of determining maximum response distances, elsewhere the DEIR 
claims that the Project only requires a fire flow of 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute from four to 
six hydrants flowing simultaneously, which corresponds to the Industrial/Commercial land use 
designation. (DEIR p. IV.J.1-11.) Again, given the location and proposed size of the Project, 
the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should be High Density Industrial/Commercial 
(Principal Business Districts or Centers). This land use category requires a minimum fire flow of 
12,000 gallons per minute, available to any block. This fire flow requirement could be even 
higher, for Table 9-C requires that, where local conditions indicate that consideration must be 
given to simultaneous fires, an additional 2,000 to 8,000 g.p.m. will be required. Given the 
densely developed nature of the properties surrounding the Project site, the possibility of 
simultaneous fires seems reasonable. The DEIR must provide more analysis of how the Project 
is being analyzed for potential impacts to fire protection services, and must not arbitrarily assign 
the Project to two inappropriate Table 9-C land use categories. 

2. The DEIR Completely Fails to Properly Analyze Fire Depa1tment Response Times. 

The DEIR contains a cursory, and inaccurate, analysis of average Fire Department 
response times. The DEIR states that the Fire Department "prefers" to arrive on the scene of all 
types of emergencies (fire and/or medical) within 5 minutes in 90 percent of cases, and to have 
an advanced life support unit arrive to all high risk medical incidents within 8 minutes in 90 
percent of cases. (DEIR, p. IV.J.1-4.) The DEIR then reports that average response times for 
Station Nos. 27 and 82 are 4:43 and 4: 18, respectively, while the average response time for the 
slightly more distant Station No. 41 is 5:09. (DEIR, Table IV.J.1-3, p. IV.J.1-7.) Given the fact 
that two of the three discussed fire stations appear to meet the Fire Department's response time 
goal of 5 minutes, the DEIR concludes that the impact of the Project upon emergency response 
times would be less than significant. 

However, the DEIR's stated response times, which were reported by the Fire Department 
to the Applicant's CEQA consultant, cover responses to structure fires only, and do not include 

13 DEIR p. IV.J.1-3, City of Los Angeles Fire Department website (http://lafd.org/apparatus/I 11-fire-a-rescue
resources/294-lafd-truck-company), accessed December 5, 2012. 
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response times to medical emergencies. This presents an inaccurate picture of what the true Fire 
Department response times are today, and what they might be in the future if the Project is 
constructed. In addition, the DEIR itself contains a reference to a broader problem with its 
analysis of Fire Department response times - in May 2012, the City Controller issued an audit of 
the Fire Department's claimed response times, and found that the Department had produced 
inaccurate response time data fqr a number of years, making it impossible to determine proper 
emergency response times, as measured against national standards. (City Controller, Analysis of 
the Los Angeles Fire Department's Response Times, May 18, 2012, p. 3.) Furthermore, this 
audit stated that, to the extent that the Department's data could be properly analyzed, it showed 
that medical response times had been increasing. (Id) 

The DEIR itself refers to the Controller's audit of Fire Department response times - in a 
footnote, the audit's finding that medical response times had increased is acknowledged. But the 
footnote goes on to state: "Nevertheless, this audit is presented for informational purposes only, 
and the written response from the LAFD (dated December 14, 2011) regarding response times is 
used in the analysis presented in this DEIR." (DEIR, p. IV.J.l-4, fn. 7.) This is completely 
inadequate analysis - the Controller's audit noted that the Fire Department had been keeping 
inaccurate response time data for years, which means that any "written response" issued by the 
Department prior to the audit is extremely suspect. Furthermore, even if the response time data 
provided by the Fire Department could be treated as accurate, it would only be accurate for 
responses to structure fires only, and not for medical responses. And, as the audit demonstrates, 
recent medical response times have been increasing. The DEIR completely fails to provide any 
context or analysis of this issue, and this cannot be allowed to occur - any proposal to add over 
one million square feet ofresidential and commercial uses in the heart of Hollywood will have a 
dramatic impact on the demand for fire and medical services. If the DEIR cannot provide an 
accurate analysis of the Fire Department's ability to meet current demand, there is no substantial 
evidence for its assertion that the Project will not result in any new significant impacts. This 
analysis must be completely redone to reflect the current state of affairs regarding the City's Fire 
Department. 

3. The DEIR's Analysis of Police Services Impacts Fails to Acknowledge the 
Project's Alcohol-Serving and Entertainment Uses. 

The DEIR briefly discusses the Project's potential impacts on existing police protection 
services, proposes minimal mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction and 
operation of the Project, and concludes that the Project would not create any significant 
environmental impacts. However, this analysis fails to accurately portray the uses proposed for 
the Project, some of which will produce additional impacts which must be analyzed in the DEIR. 
Specifically, the DEIR's Project Description notes that the Applicant will be seeking conditional 
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use approvals for on-site consumption of alcohol and live entertainment at the Project, including 
a night-club. However, despite being included in the Project Description, these proposed uses 
are not discussed anywhere else in the DEIR. Moreover, given the Project's proposed 
equivalency program, there is no way of knowing if one bar/restaurant will be developed, or if 
ten will be proposed. The proposed live entertainment use could include a small jazz club, or a 
sprawling nightclub with events seven nights a week. Regardless of the specific mix of uses that 
the Applicant eventually decides upon, alcohol and entertainment uses will have a direct impact 
on police services in the community, and without providing more information and analysis 
regarding these uses, the DEIR's conclusion that no significant impacts will exist is conclusory 
and not supported by substantial evidence. 

K. The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems Analysis Does Not Correctly Account for 
the Equivalency Program and Cumulative Impacts. 

The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section analyzes the DEIR's Concept Plan, 
Commercial Scenario, and/or Residential Scenario to determine the Project's total potential 
impacts on utilities and service systems. In doing so, the DEIR neglects to analyze the true 
intensity of uses that could conceivably be developed at the Project site. For example, although 
the DEIR's Residential Scenario has more residential units than either the Concept Plan and 
Commercial Scenario, nothing prevents the Applicant from building even more residential units 
than the amount set forth in the Residential Scenario because of the Project's equivalency 
program. If the Applicant were to build more residential units than that in the Residential 
Scenario, then total Project impacts to those areas where residential uses are more impactful 
(like solid waste generation) have not been disclosed. This applies to every use, across every 
impact area (restaurants have greater water usage, for example, yet nothing in the DEIR or. 
proposed Development Agreement creates a cap on restaurant space). Accordingly, all of the· 
numbers in the DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section are misleadingly low. 

The DEIR also states that "the potential need for the related projects to upgrade water 
lines to accommodate their water needs is site-specific and there is little, if any, relationship 
between the development of the Project and the related projects in relation to this issue as none 
of the related projects within the LADWP service area are located in proximity to the Project 
Site." (DEIR, p. IV.L.-1-20.) This is false. Immediately acijacent to the Project are the BLVD 
6200 Project and the Yucca Condominium Project, for example. The DEIR must analyze the 
immediate impacts of these projects and other related projects in close proximity. 
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L. The DEIR's Alternatives Analysis Fails to Comply with CEQA. 

1. The DEIR Does Not Provide a Reasonable and Legally Sufficient Range of 
Alternatives. 

The DEIR's Alternatives section provides several alternative projects, but all of them 
(with the obvious exception of the required "No Project" alternative) appear to have been 
provided as part of a pro forma attempt to appear compliant with CEQA rather than to actually 
comply with CEQA. In practice, the DEIR does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives to 
comply with CEQA's minimum requirements for alternatives analysis. Four out of the five 
development alternatives provide for 875,228 net square feet of development (reduced from the 
proposed Project's 1, 166,970 net square feet). In other words, four out of the five development 
alternatives provide exactly the same development square footage, with almost exactly the same, 
if not worse, impacts to aesthetics, air quality (construction), cultural resources (had it been 
correctly identified as significant), and noise (construction)- key significant impacts of the 
Project. 14 With respects to AMDA's concerns about noise and vibration, for example, the DEIR 
has provided four alternatives that would not alleviate impacts on AMDA in the slightest. This 
is not a reasonable range of alternatives in legal compliance with CEQA. 

Likewise, all five of the development alternatives fail to either significantly reduce or 
eliminate the Project's significant impacts to areas such as aesthetics, transportation, and air 
quality. In fact, none of the alternatives completely eliminate a single significant impact. (As 
Table VI-70 of the DEIR demonstrates, despite the DEIR's identification of multiple significant 
and unavoidable impacts, not one impact was reduced to insignificance by a single alternative.) 
The DEIR's failure to eliminate a single significant impact makes little sense. For example, in 
connection with the reduced FAR alternative of 3: 1, the DEIR provides that "impacts related to 
focal view obstruction under Alternative 3 would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the 
impact identified under the Project." (DEIR, p. VI-44.) However, this alternative, which has 
583,485 less square feet than the Project, and is on the same approximately 4.5 acres, should 
have no difficulty reducing the focal view impact to a level less than significant. The DEIR 
could not conceivably provide substantial evidence in support of the proposition that there is no 
other place on the site to build, but on Vine Street, so as to block the view of the Capitol Records 
Tower from the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. Obviously, it is feasible to push a building 

14 Although the DEIR does not identify the impacts as worse, the impacts are in actuality worse in some cases 
because the DEIR purposefully removed public benefits from the Alternatives to make them appear unattractive. 
The removal of public benefits from the alternatives in and of itself makes them completely unrealistic. The 
Applicant would be hard-put to find another 583,485 square foot-plus project with a 20-plus year development 
agreement that has previously been approved by the City and has not been required to provide public benefits 
similar to those that magically disappear from the various alternatives. 
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back a bit after the total development envelope has shrunk by 583,485 square feet. AMDA can 
(and will, if necessary) provide several 583,485 square foot concept plans that would satisfy all 
the Project objectives and avoid significant impacts to focal views. 

2. The DEIR Has Not, And Cannot, Show that A Further Reduced FAR Alternative is 
Infeasible. 

The DEIR states that development of the Project site at a density lower than a 3: 1 FAR 
was rejected for further review as an alternative to the Project because it would be economically 
infeasible and would not satisfy the project objectives. Given that the lowest FAR alternative 
evaluated in the DEIR is a large 583,485 square foot project, yet City discretionary review would 
be triggered by Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.05 at a mere 50,000 square feet of 
nonresidential floor area (or 50 residential units), the DEIR's range of alternatives is far from 
reasonable. The DEIR has to evaluate a significantly reduced Project. This is especially so 
because, as stated above, the DEIR's alternatives fail to eliminate or significantly reduce the 
Project's significant impacts. With respect to a 3: I FAR project being infeasible in this area of 
Hollywood, this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other projects in 
the area have been built at less than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson at Hollywood Project on 
Highland and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace Project at Franklin and Gower). 

Given the presence of multiple buildings in the area built at less than a 3:1 FAR, some of 
them quite recent, the DEIR must provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility. 
Financial data is critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely less 
profitable, since CEQA does not permit an alternative to be rejected on profitability grounds. See 
Citizens oJGoleta Valley v. Board a/Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 ("The fact 
that an alternative may be ... less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is 
financially infoasible."). The DEIR must provide specific evidence to support its finding of 
infeasibility. For example, in vacating an inadequate EIR and requiring the University of 
California to re-start the CEQA process, the Court stated that the University must "explain in 
meaningful detail in a new EIR a range of alternatives to the project and, if [found] to be 
infeasible, the reasons and facts that...support its conclusion." Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406. In short, the 
DEIR's statement that anything less than 3:1 would be infeasible is completely conclusory, and 
must be supported with specific evidence and financial information. 

3. The DEIR Must Include Footprint-Based Alternatives. 

Given the significant noise, air quality, and shade-shadow impacts on AMDA due in 
great part to the Project's footprint, which places the Project's most intensive construction 
directly adjacent to AMDA, the DEIR must consider footprint alternatives that would have the 
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ability to significantly reduce, if not eliminate, many of the Project's significant impacts. None 
of the alternatives consider a setback from AMDA or less intense development around AMDA 
There is little question that the Project site is large enough to permit flexibility for buffer areas 
and/or the relocation of the most intense development to other sections of the Project site. As 
none of the DEIR's alternatives mitigate noise, air quality, and shade-shadow impacts to AMDA, 
revised Project footprints that would significantly mitigate those impacts must be incorporated 
into the DEIR. 

4. The Analysis of Each of the Alternatives is Highly Flawed. 

The critique of the DEIR's Project analysis is hereby applied by reference to all of the 
alternatives, which suffer from the same analytical problems. Since the alternative scenarios 
need to be redone in their entirety, there is no need to individually discuss the analysis for each 
of them. 

III. CONCLUSION. 

We hope you agree that a project of this magnitude requires a thorough vetting of the 
issues with accurate information, thoughtful responses, and compliance with basic CEQA 
requirements. For the reasons set forth above, the numerous inadequacies in the DEIR require 
significant revisions and re-circulation of the DEIR. 

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 
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Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29885 

Miah Blake < miah_blake@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:47 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Please protect our facilities 

My name is Miah Blake.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

With Hope 

Miah Blake 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Luci and Sergio, 

EM29491 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 5:28 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 
Millennium Transp. Improvements 
Transportation Improvements from Millennium Hollywood.docx 

I can finish this up first thing Tues morning, as tomorrow is my RDO. I still need to go over Exhibit C from the 
Development Regulations and the Community Benefits Matrix. I only added Envir. Mititagion measures that 
were not in the LADOT letter. Lastly, I want to look up the bicycle parking ordinance, as I believe Millennium 
will need to provide not just long-term and short-term parking, but showers as well. 

Have a good weekend! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 
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Transportation Improvements for Millennium Hollywood 

DOT Conditions 
As per DOT letter dated August 16, 2012 

Construction Impacts 
• Construction work site traffic control plan to be submitted to DOT for approval before 

construction begins 
o Roadway/sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, 

protective devices, warning signs, and access to abutting properties 

Traffic Mitigation Program 
• Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program submitted to DOT prior to issuance of 

first building permit and final TDM Program required prior to issuance of first certificate of 
occupancy. The Program should include at least the following (black dots correspond to 
TMO discussion below): 

o Transportation Management Coordination Program with on-site transportation 
coordinator 

• Distribution of information to residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit rider services (including bike share and car share) 

• Bicycle, transit, pedestrian friendly environment 
• Transit routing and schedule information 
o Transit pass sales 
o Parking as an option only for all leases and sales 
o Compliance with State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools 
• Rideshare matching services 
• Alternative commute options displayed in central court 
o Preferential parking location for rideshare loading/unloading 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs 
o Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for propose 

residential uses, if constructed 
o Car share amenities (including minimum 5 car share parking spaces) 
o Guaranteed ride home (potentially via shared car program) 
o Self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees 
o Bike and walk to work promotions 
o Financial contribution to City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund 
o Provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub 
o Only to be added if deemed feasible and effective by the applicant: on-demand van, 

shuttle or tram service that connects project to off-site transit stops based on the 
transportation needs of the project's employees, resident, and visitors 

• Transportation Management Organization (TMO) 
o Provide similar services to the general public and employees of participating 

companies as described in the TDM, but a wider reach (see black dots above for 
TMO strategies). In addition, TMO's incorporate the following strategies: 
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• Matching services for multi-employer carpools 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as underserved by 

transit) 
• Parking management strategies 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit stop 

enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes) 
• Integrated Mobility Hubs 

o Program in Downtown Los Angeles and Hollywood to provide secure bicycle 
parking, shared bicycle fleet, bicycle lockers, and car share fleet as a first-mile last
mile strategy (developer has agreed to provide on-site car share parking space, but 
should also offer the three bicycle incentives) 

o Coordinate with DOT to provide convenient location within or near the project site, 
especially once DOT released their operating plan and assessment plan for the 
Mobility Hubs specifying specific sites, designs, and blueprints 

• Transit Enhancements 
o Sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements 
o Landscaping and shading, particularly along Ivar Street and Argyle Avenue linking to 

the Red Line Station 
• Bike Plan Trust Fund 

o One-time fixed-fee of $250,000 to implement bicycle improvements within the 
Hollywood area by DOT in coordination with DCP and CD 13 

• Intersection Improvement 
o Restripe Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue and US 101 Freeway NIB On-Ramp, as 

approved by Caltrans and DOT 
• Traffic Signal Upgrades 

o Install system loops at 33 intersections specified in Attachment 3 ofLADOT letter 
o Upgrade traffic signal controllers from Type 170 to Type 2070 at 1 1 intersections 

specified in Attachment 3 of LAD OT letter 

Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
• The applicant should check with BOE' s Land Development Group to determine if there are 

any highway dedication, street widening, and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 
o Vine Street now 35' roadway within 50' Right of Way (ROW) 
o Yucca Street (between Ivar Ave and Vine St) now 35' roadway within 45' ROW 
o Yucca Street (between Vine St and Argyle Ave) now 20' roadway within 30' ROW 
o Ivar Avenue now 20' roadway within 30' ROW 
o Argyle Avenue now 20' roadway within 30' ROW 

Implementation ofimprovements and Mitigation Measures 
• Applicant is responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal 

equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements 

• All transportation improvements and traffic signal work must be guaranteed through the B
Permit process unless otherwise noted 

Parking Analysis 
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• Applicant must check wit Department of Building and Safety for Code required parking 
spaces 

Driveway Access 
• Applicant must contact DOT for driveway width and internal circulation requirements in 

order to incorporate appropriate driveway dimensions, access, and circulation scheme 
(subject to DOT Citywide Planning Coordination approval) 

Development Review Fees 
• The applicant must comply with traffic study review, condition clearance, and permit 

issuance fees in compliance with Ordinance 180542 

Environmental Mitigation Measures 
• Additional TMO service: Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car share programs 
• Additional Transit Enhancements: 

o reconstructing damaged or missing pavement along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and 
Argyle Avenue between the project site and the Hollywood/Vine Red Line Station 

o installing up to 4 transit shelter with benches at stops within a block of the Project 
Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT 

• Additional Bike Plan Trust Fund measure: 
o Improvements must be consistent with City's complete streets and smart growth 

policies, in addition to General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping (curb realignment, signal system modifications, etc.) may be included in 
the funded projects to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation 

• East Side Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential 
parking spaces 

• No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public ROW shall be closed for construction 
unless an alternative route is provided that is no more than 500' greater in length than the 
closed route. 

• Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction 
employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park 
on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be 
no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the 
duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction 
vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any residential street in the immediate 
area. All construction vehicles shall be stores on-site unless returned to the base of 
operations. 

• In the event of a temporary, partial public street closure, the Project Applicant shall employ 
flagmen during construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

• Minimum 40' reservoir between security gates and property line 
• Parking area and driveway plan submitted to DOT Citywide Planning Coordination Section 

prior to submittal of building permit plans 
• Compliance with recommendations from DOT letter dated August 16, 2012 
• Applicant must pay fee of $197 paid to DOT as per Ordinance 185042 
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Development Regulations 
• Provide short-term and long-term bicycle parking spaces as per Ordinance 182836 
• Add language from Exhibit C 

Matrix Community Benefits 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

For you ... the world! 

EM29733 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:03 AM 

Laurie Goldman 

Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 

image006.jpg; image005.jpg 

Good to hear from you Laurie. I will get on it right away. Do you know how many persons will need the 
service? 

James 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 10:05 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

CPC-2013-103-DA 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Hello James, 

I have had requests for an interpreter from several Spanish-speaking stakeholders attending the Millennium 
hearing on 3/28/13. Can you provide? 

Warm regards, 

Laurie 

~~u Gld 0 .. ~ o man rgamzatwn 

Laurie Goldman, President 
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8391 Beverly Blvd., Suite 327 

Los Angeles, CA 90048 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310 274.8627 

(E) laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

Friends of the Hollywood Central Park 

Laurie L. Goldman, President 

1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310.274.8627 

(E) laurie.goldman@hfcp.org or laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

http://hollywoodcentralpark.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 

2 
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213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity. org 

3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Commissioner Freer, 

EM29296 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 2:51 PM 
Regina Freer 
Millennium Project and Appeal 
MARCH 28 DRAFT.pdf 

Regarding the Millennium case, I placed the appeal on the agenda first so that you could recognize 
the appellants and call them after the applicant makes their presentation. There are five appeals so 
you have to decide how much time to give to each of them. Traditionally they get the same amount of 
time as the applicant. But you can say for the record that you are giving each side of the matter an 
equal amount of time, then divide that time by 5 for each appellant. 

So make the announcement that items 5, 6 and 7 will be heard concurrently. Call the case numbers 
and read the project description for each case so that everyone will understand the differences of 
each matter. 

Staff will make their presentation. The applicant can do their presentation and the appellants can 
speak given the same (collective) amount of time for all appeals to be heard. 

As you know, when it is time for a motion each item is called separately for an individual motion and a 
vote. I could add a script/check list to your package if you like. 

Please see attached, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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lnformaci6n en Espanol acerca de esta junta puede ser obtenida l/amando al (213) 978-1300 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, MARCH 28, 2013, after8:30 a.m. 
****JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER ROOM 340 **** 

200 N. MAIN STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

William Roschen, FAIA, President 
Regina M. Freer, Vice President 
Sean 0. Burton, Commissioner 
Diego Cardoso, Commissioner 
Camilla Eng, Commissioner 
George Hovaguimian, Commissioner 
Robert Lessin, Commissioner 
Dana Perlman, Commissioner 
Barbara Romero, Commissioner 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director 
Alan Bell, AICP, Deputy Director 

Lisa M. Webber AICP, Deputy Director 
Eva Yuan-McDaniel, Deputy Director 

****PLEASE NOTE THE CHANGE OF VENUE **** 

James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 

POLICY FOR DESIGNATED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS No(s) 5. 
Pursuant to the Commission's general operating procedures, the Commission at times must necessarily limit the speaking 
times of those presenting testimony on either side of an issue that is designated as a public hearing item. In all instances, 
however, equal time is allowed for presentation of pros and cons of matters to be acted upon. All requests to address the 
Commission on public hearing items must be submitted prior to the Commission's consideration of the item. EVERY PERSON 
WISHING TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION MUST COMPLETE A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM AND SUBMIT IT TO 
THE COMMISSION STAFF. 

The Commission has adopted rules regarding written submissions to ensure that it has reasonable and appropriate 
opportunity to review your materials. The mailing and email addresses, deadlines, page limits, and required numbers 
of copies for your advance submissions may be found under "Forms and Instructions". Day of hearing submissions 
(15 copies must be provided) are limited to 2 pages plus accompanying photographs, posters, and PowerPoint 
presentations of 5 minutes or less. Non-complying materials will NOT be distributed to the Commission. 

The Commission may ADJOURN FOR LUNCH at approximately 12:00 Noon. Any cases not acted upon during the morning 
session will be considered after lunch. TIME SEGMENTS noted* herein are approximate. Some items may be delayed due to 
length of discussion of previous items. 

The Commission may RECONSIDER and alter its action taken on items listed herein at any time during this meeting or during 
the next regular meeting, in accordance with the Commission Policies and Procedures and provided that the Commission 
retains jurisdiction over the case. In the case of a Commission meeting cancellation, all items shall be continued to the 
next regular meeting date or beyond, as long as the continuance is within the legal time limits of the case or cases. 

Sign language, interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon 
request. To ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the 
meeting by calling the Commission Executive Assistant at (213) 978-1300 or by e-mail at CPC@lacity.org . 

If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing agenized here, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

AGENDAS are posted for public review in the Main Street lobby of City Hall East, 200 No. Main Street, Los Angeles, 
California, and are accessible through the Internet at www.planning.lacity.org. Click the Meetings and Hearings" link. 
Commission meetings may be heard on Council Phone by dialing (213) 621-2489 or (818) 904-9450. 

GLOSSARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL TERMS: 

CEQA - Calif. Environmental Quality Act 
EIR - Environmental Impact Report 
CE - Categorical Exemption 

ND - Negative Declaration 
MND - Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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1. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

A. Update on City Planning Commission Status Reports and Active Assignments 

1. Ongoing Status Reports: 

2. City Council/PLUM Calendar and Actions 

3. List of Pending Legislation (Ordinance Update) 

B. Legal actions and rulings update 

C. Other items of interest: 

2. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

A. Advance Calendar 

B. Commission Request 

C. Minutes of Meeting - March 14, 2013 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

The Commission shall provide an opportunity in open meetings for the public to address it, for a 
cumulative total of up to thirty (30) minutes, on items of interest to the public that are within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the Commission. (This requirement is in addition to any other hearing required or 
imposed by law.) 

PERSONS WISHING TO SPEAK MUST SUBMIT A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM. ALL 
REQUESTS TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION ON NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND ITEMS OF 
INTEREST TO THE PUBLIC THAT ARE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION 
MUST BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD. 

Individual testimony within the public comment period shall be limited as follows: 

(a) For non-agendized matters, up to five (5) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. 

(b) For agendized matters, up to three (3) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR THESE ITEMS WILL BE DEFERRED UNTIL SUCH TIME 
AS EACH ITEM IS CALLED FOR CONSIDERATION. The Chair of the Commission may 
allocate the number of speakers per subject, the time allotted each subject, and the time 
allotted each speaker. 

DRAFT COPY DRAFT COPY 
DRAFT COPY 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 2 FEBRUARY 14, 2013 
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4. CPC-2012-2405-VZC-ZAA-SPR 
CEQA: ENV-2012-2406-MND-REC1 
Plan Area: Hollywood 

EM29299 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 13, 2013 

Location: 1411 N. HIGHLAND AVENUE 

Proposed Project: 

Council District: 4 - LaBonge 
Expiration Date: 3-28-13 
Appeal Status: Appealable to City 
Council 

Construction, use and maintenance of a six-story building consisting of 76 residential apartment units 
(17 studio units, 25 one-bedroom units, 30 two-bedroom units and 4 three-bedroom units) and 2,500 
square feet of commercial space with 143 total parking spaces, including 1 loading space, in the 
proposed (T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN Zone. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Vesting Zone Change pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32, to modify Q Conditions from previously 

approved Case No. CPC-2005-3417-VZC to include modification of conditions so that they 
reference the current project instead of the previous project regarding the site plan, commercial 
floor area, building height, density and parking (specifically condition nos. 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6); 

2. Zoning Administrator's Adjustment pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28, to allow a variable 1'-6" to 
2'-6" side yard setback along the westerly property line in lieu of the 5-foot setback otherwise 
required. 

3. Site Plan Review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, for the development of 76 dwelling units. 
4. Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, the adoption of 

Mitigated Negative Declaration, (ENV-2012-2406-MND-REC1) and required findings for the 
above-referenced project. 

Applicant: 
Appellant: 

Donna Kelly, Lennar Homes of California, Inc. 
Joel Miller, PSOMAS 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2012-2406-MND-REC1. 
2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt a Zone Change from (T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN to 

(T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN and subject to the attached "T" and "Q" Conditions of Approval. 
3. Deny a Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow a variable 1 '-6" to 2'-6" setback along the 

westerly property line. 
4. Approve Site Plan Review Findings for a development of 76 dwelling units and 2,500 square feet of 

commercial space. 
5. Adopt the attached Findings. 
6. Recommend that the applicant be advised that the time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "Q" 

Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the LAMC. Conditions must be satisfied 
prior to the issuance of building permits. 

7. Advise the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the 
City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained 
throughout the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of 
such monitoring. 

8. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or concurrent with the 
Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 3 MARCH 28, 2013 
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EM29300 

Staff: Sarah Molina Pearson (213) 473-9983 

VTT-71837-CN-1 A 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Further appealable 
to City Council Related Cases: CPC-2013-103-DA 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Location: 

Proposed Project: 

1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236, 6270, 6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

VTT-71837-CN was approved as a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-room 
hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 
square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

Requested Actions: 
APPEALS of the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 71837-CN. Consideration of Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, Mullin 

Appellants: 1. AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
2. Annie Geoghan 
3. Argyle Civic Association 
4. Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
5. Hollywood Dell Civic Association 
6. Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Deny the appeals in whole. 
2. Sustain the February 22, 2013 decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency 
3. Adopt Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 19, 2013 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Further appealable 
to City Council 

Location: 1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236, 6270, 6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 4 MARCH 28, 2013 
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Proposed Project: 
The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use 
community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and 
above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the construction of two 
towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the maximum height scenario. The components of 
the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of 
retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the 
types or amounts of the uses from those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency 
program and Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will be 
provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade level open space for 
buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's Development Regulations. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2. 
2. Pursuant to Section 12.32.Q, a Height District Change from '2D' to '2', removing the "D" Limitation 

to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted. 
3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 

500 feet of a R Zone. 
4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 

a. Allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19). 
b. Permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1 ). 
c. Permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W, 18(a)). 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. Permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
b. Allow less than the required parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
c. Allow Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives (12.21-A,4(y)). 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, Mullin 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 

Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying 
mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related 
environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental 
clearance for the proposed project and find that: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 

the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR is presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to certification of the EIR and recommending the project for approval, as well as 
all other information in the record of proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 

from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6: 1. 
3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 
4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow floor area averaging of a unified development to allow the use 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 5 MARCH 28, 2013 
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of the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 
5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 
6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 
7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared on

site parking. 
10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 

Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the 
L.A.M.C. Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" 
Tentative classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior 
to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

CPC-2013-103-DA 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 19, 2013 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Further appealable 
to City Council 

Location: 1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236, 6270, 6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

Proposed Project: 
The applicant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (concluding in 2035), 
allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the development, and in 
exchange will provide community benefits. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into 

a Development Agreement with the applicant. 
2. Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the Certification of the 

Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related 
environmental Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, Mullin 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 

Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying 
mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related 
environmental findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental 
clearance for the proposed project and find that: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
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the Draft El R and the Final El R, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the proposed Development Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the Developer and the City of 
Los Angeles, as amended, subject to the terms of the agreement attached as Exhibit A-1, for a 
term of approximately 15 years. 

3. Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance, attached as Exhibit A-2, and subject to 
review by the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject 
Development Agreement. 

4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings. 
5. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 

Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior 
to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

The next scheduled regular meeting of the City Planning Commission 
will be held at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday. April 11. 2013 

Public Works Board Room 350 
200 N. Spring Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

An Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate. The 
meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Translation services, sign language interpreters, assistive listening 
devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services must be requested 72 hours prior to the meeting by calling the 
Planning Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300 or by email at CPC@lacity.org. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29736 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:04 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29886 

Miah Blake < miah_blake@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:47 AM 
cpc@lacity.org 
Please protect our facilities! 

My name is Miah Blake.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

With Hope 

Miah Blake 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello everyone, 

EM29496 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 5:31 PM 
Ken Bernstein; Lambert Giessinger; Edgar "The Gamechanger" Garcia 
Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Ana Guerrero; Diego de la Garza 
Cultural Heritage Commission and Millennium Project 

Our office has requested the developer to present the Millennium Project to the Cultural Heritage 
Commission. They had previously considered presenting, but had to cancel. When is the next 
available date that is available for presentations? Please advise. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdl3 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM26349 

Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 2:54 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Appeals 
VTT-71837(2).pdf; VTT-71837.pdf 

Here are the scanned copies. One is the whole letter and one is just the receipt, appeal form, and front page of 
appeal letter (the rest of the letter is the same as the first one) 
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Office: Downtown 
Return to Planning Copy 
Application Invoice No: 10513 

EM26350 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 

City Planning Request 

Scan this QR Code® with a barcode 
reading app on :rour Smartphone. 

Bookmark page for future reference. 

NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to your 
application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you. 

This filing foe is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, L.A.M.C. 

Applicant: BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION - ABRAHAMS, GEORGE ( B:323-4639209) 
Representative: 

Project Address: 1750 N VINE ST, 90028 

NOTES: 

VJ'T:~71&3.7~CN-1A />.· :O>J ::.\ 
•' 

'·'·· ··.•· ·' ::\:,/', '<:', ........ ·:'. ·: ..... 
.. , 

< ,,· .. 
Item 

APPEAL BY AGGRIEVED PARTIES OTHER THAN THE ORIGINAL APPLICANT * 

Item 

Fees Subject to Surcharges* 

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges 

Plan & Land Use Fees Total 
Expediting Fee 
OSS Surcharge (2%) 
Development Surcharge {6%) 

Operating Sm·charge (7%) 
C.eneral Plan Maintenance Surcharge (5%) 
Grand Total 
Total Credit 

Total Invoice 

Total Overpayment Amount 
Total Paid 
(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) 

Council District: 13 

Plan Area: Hollywood 

Processed by KIM, STEVE on 03/04/2013 
Signature: ·' " ... ,_ .c ..... __ ,, ..... ".:·,·· .. 

Printed by KIM, STEVE on 03/04/2013. lnvoiceNo; 10513 

Charged Fee 

$89.00 

$0.00 

$89.00 

$0.00 

$1.78 

$5.34 

$6.23 

$4.45 

$106.80 

$0.00 

$106.80 

$0.00 

$106.80 

·, 'k <.:: }i:;,;i,/ ,, ... 

Fee % Charged Fee 
$89.00 100% $89.00 

Case Total S89.00 

LA. Dep;iu:t.I11ent of Building and lfafe:t.y 
L.h 0005 104004672 2/4/2013 8:46;00 AM 

PL.AN " LAND USE ' $1.06.f:IO 

$1(16.00 

QR Code is a registered tradornsrk of Denso Wave, Incorporated 
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lllAS"l"ER .IPP.E/.\I.. F<:UU\11 
.... ,;::;;;~/·~~~'~ ;--~~~ ·~ ~-~,, ... " "i':i··~~'r.;- \;:•~,";..---~ 

City of. Los Angeles. - Department of City Planning OR/i 
APPEAL TO THE: City Planning Commission 

(DIRECTOR, AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL) 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 1720-1770 N. Vine; 1746-1770 N. Ivar; 6236-6334 Yucca; n"fr.~17rJ f). VVV{ 
) 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 2013 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

rYPE OF APPEAL: 1. Cl Appeal by Applicant 

2. IZl Appeal by a person, other than the appUcant, claiming to be aggrieved· 

L 

3. D Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 
of Building and Safety 

APPELLANT INFORMATION - Please print clearly 

Name: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 

Are you filing for yourself or on behalf of another party,. organization or company? 

la Self D Other: 

Address: 2751 Westshire Drive 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90068 

Telephone: (323) 856-0260 E-mail: beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net 

" Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

0 Yes la No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: George Abrahams, member of BCNA board of ~-ire_c_t_or_s ____________ _ 

Address: 3150 Durand Drive ______ , 
Los Angeles, CA Zip: 900_6_8 ________ _ 

Telephone: ___ 3_2_3_4_6_3_9_2_09 __ _ E-mail: ggg@copper.net 
--"-'------~~----~~ 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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WST!FICATION/REASON FOR APPEAUN_G- Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

0 Entire 0 .Part 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal How yo~ are aggrieved by the decision 

• Specifically the points at issue Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

• Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Master Appeal Form 
Justification/Reason for Appealing document 
Original Determination Letter 

" Original applicants must provide the original receipt required .to calculate 85% filing foe. 

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

Applicants filing per 12._26 K "Appeals from ~uilding Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 
and must p~ovide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

Appeals to the City' Council from a determination on a 'Tentative Tract (lT or VfT) by the City (Area} Planning 

Commission must be filed within 10 days of the ~ritten determination of the Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body {i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appealable. 

CP-7769 (il/09/09) 

"If a nonelected decision·making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact report, approves a 
negative dec/oratio.n or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision-making body, if any." 
-·CA Public Resources Code § 21151 (c) 

RL0028053 



EM26353 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
2751 Westshire Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
c/o City of Los Angeles Planning Department 

·Department's Public Offices, Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012· 

RE: Case No.: Vestrng Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 
CEQA No.: ENV 2011-0675-EIR 
Project Location: 1720-1770 N. Vine St.; 1745-1753N. Vine St.; 
1746-1770 N Ivar St.;1733-1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236-6334 Yucca St., 
Hollywood. · 

Appeal of: Advisory Agency's Determination Letter for Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 71837-CN 

We appeal the decision of the Advisory Agency on the following grievances: 

I. Failure to Include Economic Feasibility Analysis of Project Alternatives in 
Administrative Record Before Start of Public Comment Period 

The FEIR states: 

Comment No. 09-79 
uwith respect to a 3:1 FAR project being infeasible in this area of Hollywood, 
this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other projects 
in the area have been built at less than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson at 
Hollywood Project on High I.and and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace 
Project at Franklin and Gower). Given the presence of multiple buildings in the 
area built at less than a 3:1 FAR, some of them quite recent, the DEIR must 
provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility .. Financial data is 
critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely less 
profitable, since CEQA does not permit an alternative to be rejected on 
profitability grounds. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
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Office: Downtown 
Return to Planning Copy 
Application Invoice No: 10512 
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City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 

•i 

I 
\ 

City Planning Request 

~ 
~ 

Scan this QR Code® with a barcode 
reading app on your Smartphone. 

Bookmark page for future reference 

NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to your 
application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you. 

This filing fee is required by Chapter I, Article 9, LAM.C. 

Applicant: ARGYLE CrVIC ASSOC!A TION -ABRAF·!AMS, GEORGE ( 8:323-4639209) 

Representative: 

Project Address: 1750 N VINE ST, 90028 

NOTES: 

VTTc71837~GN:'lA 

Item 
APPEAL BY AGGRIEVED PARTIES OTHER THAN THE ORIGINAL APPLICANT* 

Item 

Fees Subject to Surcharges* 

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges 

Plan & Land Use Fees Total 

Expediting Fee 
OSS Surcharge (2 % ) 

Development Surcharge (6%) 

Operating Surcharge (7%) 
General Plan Maintenance Surcharge (5%) 

Grand Total 

fotal Credit 

Total Invoice 

Total Overpayment Amount 
Total Paid 
(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) 

Council District: l3 

Plan Area: Hollywood 

Processed by KIM,.STEYE on 03/04/2013 

Signature:~:~~~~:~.. ····~·--~·--···~·-~·-~·--

Printed by KIN~ STEVE on 03104120!3. Invoice No: !0512 

Charged Fee 

$89.00 

$0.00 

$89.00 

$0.00 

$L78 

$5.34 

$6.23 

$4.45 

$106.80 

$0.00 

$106.80 

$0.00 

$106.80 

-

Fee % Charged Fee 

$89.00 100% $89.00 

Case Total $89.00 

LA Dep:;u:tMe.nt of Build.in{! and 5a:fe.·ey 
L.h 0005 104004674 a/4/2012 &:49:41 AM 

£'LAN & 'LAND UBE. $106.50 

Suh Total: 

Reae.ipt #: 010412&632 

QR Code is a regi•tercd tradern ark of Denso Wave, Incorporated 
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· City of Los Ange/es~ Department of City Planning ORIGINAL 
APPEAL TO THE: City Planning Commission 

(DIRECTOR, AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL) 

REGARDING CASE#: VTTM No. 71837-cr-::_ _____ _ 

PROJECT ADDRESS· 1720-1770 N. Vine: 1146-1770 N. Ivar; 6236-6334 Yucca~ t1 lfr.~i7 j'J' P~ :;?;vL . ' ~ 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 2013 
~~~~~~--~~----'-----------

TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. 0 Appeal by Applicant 

2. 0 Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved 

3. 0 Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 
of Building and Safety 

APPELLANT INFORMATION.,, Please print dearly 

Name: Argyle Civic Association 

Are you filing for yourself or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

!Zl Self 0 Other: ----· 

Address: _?_Q15U~: Vine Street 

Los Angeles, CA 
--~~~~-~~---~~ 

Zip: 90068 

Telephone: ----------- E-mail: info@argylecivic.org 

Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

0 Yes li:l No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: George Abrahams, president of ACA 

Address: 3150 Durand Drive 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90068 

Telephone: ____ 3_23_46_3_92_0_9 __ _ E·mail: ggg@copper.net 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING- Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

0 Entire 0 Part 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal 11 How you are aggrieved by the decision 

Specifically the points at issue Why you believe the decision.-m;:.iker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Master Appeal Form 

Justification/Reason for Appealing document 
Original Determination Let_ter 

Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee. 

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

Applicants .filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 
and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

I 

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VIT) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be flied within 10 days of the YfJitlen determination of the Commission. 

A CEOA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appealable. 

"If a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact report, approves a 
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision-making body, if any." 
--CA Public Resources Cade§ 21151 {c) 

Appellant Signature: --·-

in this applicatio~are . e and true: 

:.---<. --t ~ A II .-t1 (.1 '"> ,,.., 7""") 
- ';:-.. ___ _ ==-~===::=::::::=-0aDate: h.~~J.:__.o<.._~1 _ _..___. ~-.K~. 

CN769 (11/09/09) 
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Argyle Civic Association 
2018 N. Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 · 

EM26357 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
c/o City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
Department's Public Offices, Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Case No.: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN· 
CEQA No.: ENV 2011--0675-EIR 
Project Location: 1720-1770 N. Vine St.; 1745-1753 N. Vine St.; 
1746-1770 N Ivar St.;1733-1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236-6334 Yucca St., 
Hollywood. 

Appeal of: Advisory Agency's Determination Letter for Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 71837-CN 

. We appeal the decision of the Advisory Agency on the following grievances: 

I. Failure to Include Economic Feasibility Analysis of Project Alternatives in 
Administrative Record Before Start of Public Comment Period 

The FEIR states: 

Comment No. 09-79 
"With respect to a 3:1 FAR project being infeasible in this area of Hollywood, 
this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other 
projects in the area have been built at le~s than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson 
at Hollywood Project on Highland and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace 
Project at Franklin and Gower). Given the presence of multiple buildings in 
the area built at less than a 3:1 FAR, some of them quite recent, the DEIR 
must provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility. Financial 
data is critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely 
less profitable, since CEQA does not permit an alternative to be rejected on 
profitability grounds. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
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·., 

(1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 (11The fact that an a·lternative may be ... 
less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially 
infeasible."). The DEIR must provide specific evidence to support its finding 
of infeasibility. For example, in vacating an inadequate EIR and requiring the 
University of California to re-start the CEQA process, the Court stated that 
the University must 11explain in meaningful detail in a new EIR a range of 
alternatives to the project and, if [found] to be infeasible, the reasons and 
facts that. .. support its conclusion." Laurel Heights Improvement Association 
v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406. In short, 
the DEIR's statement that anything less than 3:1 would be infeasible is 
completely conclusory, and must be supported with specific evidence and 
financial information." 

Response tb Comment No. 09-79 
{fin fact, in 2012 the Court of Appeal of California held that there is no 
requirement that the economic feasibility analysis be included in a Final EIR -
much less a Draft EIR - so long as it was included in the administrative 
record." 

"The court in Flanders, however, explained that the plaintiffs reliance on 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376 was misplaced because financial feasibility 
evidence was ultimately available for review before final consideration of the 
project. Therefore, it is clear that economic feasibility evidence is not 
required to be in the Draft EIR, as asserted in the comment. Here, the 
administrative record for the Project will contain adequate financial 
feasibility evidence regarding Project Alternatives prior to final consideration 
of the Project by the decision makers." 

It is not an open process and violates the public comment requirement of CEQA if 
the financial feasibility evidence is added to the administrative record only when 
it is presented to the decision makers for final consideration. Withholding the 
financial feasibility evidence from the administrative record during the DEIR and 
FEIR period denies the public the opportunity to have a reasonable period of time 
to examine and comment on it and to participate in the CEQA process. The 
evidence that the Planning Department claims that they used to reach their 
conclusion must be added to the administrative record and available for public 
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inspection and comment at the time that the Planning Department concluded 
that the Project Alternative was infeasible and before the dose of the public 
comment period. An open process cannot operate on an Alice in Wonderland 
11Sentence first-verdict afterwards 11 methodology. 

The DEIR needs to be recirculated with the financial feasibility evidence for each 
of the project alternatives added to the administrative record prior to the start of 
the DEIR public comment period. 

II. Failure to Include a Downsizing Alternative in the DEIR as a Reasonable 
Alternative 

The idea that a less than 3:1 FAR is infeasible is not only untrue, it is preposterous 
since the majority of businesses and residences in Los Angeles are less than 3:1 
FAR and are financially successful. There are many such businesses a block away 
from the project location. Joseph's restaurant, across the street from the project 
location, and Enterprise Rent a Car, on the project site, are successful at 0.5:1 FAR 
and at 0.25:1 FAR respectively. Since a 0.25:1 FAR business is feasible at the 
project location a Downsizing Alternative should have been included in the DEIR 
as a reasonable alternative. A high FAR alone is not an assurance of viability since 
the TOD,projects at Hollywood and Western, Hollywood and Vine and Hollywood 
and Highland are all financial failures. Hollywood and Western cannot lease the 
retail space next to the Metro entrance after 10 years of operation. Hollywood 
and Vine has only sold 20 of the 143 condos after 4 years of operation. Hollywood 
and Highland lost $450 million upon sale to a new owner. Thus, there is no 
evidence, as the FEIR claims, that only a high FAR project can produce the benefits 
listed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

The DEIR needs to be recirculated with the inclusion of a Downsizing Alternative 
as a reasonable alternative. 

Ill. Failure to Use Actual Transit Mode Usage Evidence to Determine Vehicle Trip 
Generation 

The FEIR states: 

Response to Comment No. 09-42 
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"Given the proximity to the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Urie Transit Station, 
high transit usage is expected. The Red Line Trans.it Station provides 
connections to the Metro rail system and many bus lines. Further, the high 
cost of parking will encourage use of transit and other modes, such as 
bicycling, carpooling and walk-in. Additionally, the mixed-use nature of the 
Project and surrounding area will reduce vehicle trip generation. The TDM 
program will further encourage the use of alternative modes. The promoted 
alternatives to driving alone include ride-sharing, bicycling, work-at-home 
and telecommunication, as well as transit." 

There is almost no usage of the bicycle lanes in Los Angeles and Metro ridership is 
far below expectations. The high-income residents who would occupy the very 
expensive condos in TOD projects are less likely to use mass transit because, 
according.to the US Census American Communities Survey, mass transit in Los 
Angeles takes 1.73 times longer than individual cars. The TOM mass transit model 
ignores the fact that time is a commodity and the value lost in individual 
productivity outweighs any potential gain from the use of mass transit. This is why 
corporate leaders spend hundreds of thousands of dollars a year to maintain 
private jets to fly coast to coast rather than take 5 days to ride a Greyhound bus. 

The DEIR needs to be redrculated using actual transit mode data instead of TDM 
expectations to determine the vehicle trip generation that the project will add. 

IV. Failure to Use Maximum Build out in Traffic Study and to Study Cut~through 
Traffic in Residential Areas 

The FEIR states: 

Response to Comment No. 09-50 
"A variety of mitigation measures were considered during the Traffic Study 
process. The measures considered included modifications to the lane 
configurations at individual intersections. Those measures were not 
considered feasible due to secondary impacts on the sidewalk width or on
street parking supply, with one exception. After the potential measures were 
evaluated, due to secondary impacts, most of the significantly impacted 
intersections were determined to have no feasible mitigation measures'." 
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Response to Comment No. 18-3 
"It should be noted that the Draft EIR contains a comprehensive discussion 
of potential traffic and public safety impacts in Sections IV.K, Transportation 
and IV.J, Public Services. These section assess the Project potential impacts 
given the existing conditions (including street and intersection capacities) 
surrounding the Project Site." 

The traffic mitigations offered are inadequate because they are relative to "the 
existing conditions,, rather than to the maximum build-out under either the old 
3:i FAR or new 4.5:1 FAR Hollywood Community Plans and "most of th,e 
significantly impacted intersections were determined to have no feasible. 
mitigation measures". By-right development that would follow an approval of this 
FEIR would overwhelm the meager mitigations offered in this FEIR. 

The traffic study fails to address the increase in cut-through traffic in the 
surrounding residential areas, such as the Beachwood Drive, Canyon Lake Drive, 
Tahoe Drive, Lake Hollywood drive route between Hollywood and Burbank, that 
would result from the traffic congestion around the project. The DEIR needs to 
critically address cut-through traffic and its impact on residential street segments. 

The DEIR needs to be recirculated for a traffic study that is redone relative to the 
maximum build-out under both the old. 3:1 FAR and new 4.5:1 FAR Hollywood 
Community Plans and which includes cut-through traffic in the surrounding 
residentia I areas. 

V. Failure to Use Maximum Build out in Study of Impacts on Infrastructure 

The same inadequacy specified in Grievance It/ exists for all of the other 
infrastructure elements, such as emergency services, sewer1 gas, water, and 
electricity because they are relative to "the existing conditions". They should all 
be studied relative to the maximum build-out rather than the current build-out. 

The DEIR needs to be recirculated with studies of the impact of the project on all 
of the infrastructure elements, including those listed above, relative to the 
maximum build-out under both the old 3:1 FAR and new 4.5:1 FAR Hollywood 
Community Plans. 

''-..._,_,. 
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We also appeal on the grievances stated in the appeal by Annie Geoghan included 
here as Attachment 1. 

We reserve the right to submit additional comments and objections regarding the 
Advisory Agency's approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and environmental 
Findings through the close of the administrative proceedings related to the 
project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 

George Abrahams, President 
Argyle Civic Association 
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Attachmen 1 
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City of Los Anqeles - Department of qty Planning 

APPEAL TO THE: c~rY PLANNING COMMISSION 
{DIRECTOR, AREA PlANNING COMMISSION, crrv PlANMING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL/ 

REGARDING CASE :ff: VTTM No. 7183-7-CN 
·~---~~~~ 

PROJECT ADDRESS: _!,Z~Q-12.,!_~_i:l_:._!2_~_~_;_ 1746-1770 N. Ivar; 6236-6334 Yucca 

flNAl DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 20i 3 
~~~-'---~~~~~~~~-

TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. 0 Appeal by Applicant 

2 .• ~ppeat by a person, other than the applicant, dalming to be aggrieved 

3. 0 Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a detr~rmination made by the Departrri"ent 
of Building and Safety 

~} 
APPELLANT INFORMATION - Please print clearly 

Name: Ai:mie Geo~g~h_a_n ________ . 

Are you tiling for yourself or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

0 Self )<Other: C~_i:~~:..~E'.2~£2:1e~9h~~-~- affected by the 

_e_roe_os ~~_.PE_?j ec~:-

Ad dress: Mr. and Mrs. Geog_t)a!"!_L_Q.§_Q~ V\[hi'itey T_e_rr_a_ce_" ____ _ 

.. ~E~_0.!298~~~_f~----· 

Telephone: {32?)_±§_?-1084 _ 

Zip; 90068 ____ ·---·----------· __ _ 

,_m,n -P~r o.,, !'57 A<? 1L 
Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

0 Yes ~No 
/ 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

l\lame: __ _ 

Zip: -----------·---------

Telephone: ---------------- E-mail:-------·-----·--··-------

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los 1\nge!es Municipal Code fo; discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIF!CAT!O!\l/RE/\SON FOR APPE/-\1..11\lG ·-Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

f'nu'" D p,rt 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal How you are aggrieved by the decision 

Specifically the points at issue Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL !l\IFORMATlON/REQU!REMEl\ITS 

Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Master Appeal Form 
Justification/Reason for Appealing docum~mt 
Original Determination Letter 

Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing foe. 

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of ;eceipt. 

Applicants filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 

and must provide notice per 12..26 K 7. 

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTf) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be filed within 10 days of the E.WJ:s!n determinatJ911 of the Commission. 

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body {Le. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appea!able. 

"If a nonelected decision-making body of a focal lead agency certifies an environmentol impoci: report, approves o 
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaroUon, or determines that c1 project is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval,. or determination may be appealer} to the agency's elected decision·muking body, if any." 
--CA Public Resources Cade § 2115.1 (c) 

! certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true: 
----:> ·-1 " 

L 4- ... ./ .,.-:- k-:" A /' 
Appellant Signature: ::?,.<!'.>t...-0 6e~Z- CX:::.;dif.z;:.~::7---"" - -""St-:.<::::;_=1/~··"'-.,,...._ 

c7 

Plcmning Staff Use Only 

0 Determination Authority Notified Original i'\eceipt: and BTC Receipt (if original applicant) 

CP-7769 (1.1/09/09} 
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February 28, 2013 

l\1r. and Mrs. Geoghan 
6603 Whitley Terrace 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 

EM26366 

c/o City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
Department's Public Offices, Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Case No.: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 
CEQA NQ.: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Project Loc11timl: 1720-1770 N. Vine St.; 1745-1753 N. Vine St.; 1746-1770 N. Ivar Ave.; 
1733-1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236-6334 Yucca St., Hollywood. 

Appeal of: A_dxi.sory Agen,cy:s Determination Letter for Vesting Tentative Tract Map NQ. 71837-CN. 

L INTRODUCTION 

The Determination Letter issued for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN does not state 
whether or not this subdivision map_ for the Millennium Hollywood project has in fact been approved. 
Instead, the Determination Letter states on page 1: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03 of the, (sic) the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No 71837 ... " (Emphasis added). 

Nowhere does the Detennination Letter clearly state that the Advisory Agency has in fact approved 
VTTM No. 71837-CN. Even the Findings of Fact are ambiguous as to whether or not the Advisory 
Agency has issued an approval. Such sloppiness by Planning Staff is unacceptable, especially for a major 
development that will pennanently impact the entire Hollywood region. The Determination Letter needs 
to be corrected and reissued with a new appeal deadline, especially given that the Detennination Letter 
was obviously drafted by the applicant with only cursory input from Planning Staff. 

Therefore, on behalf of the residents of Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywood Dell, 
Hollywoodland, Argyle Civic Assn., the La Mirada A venue Neighborhood Association, and other concerned 
stakeholders. we are appealing what we assume to be the Advisory Agency's approval of ••Millennium 
Hollywood's" Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. Millennium Hollywood is proposed as an 
approximately 1.1 million sq. ft. development adjacent to Hollywood's historic Capitol Records Tower. 

As part of this appeal, we also strongly object to the blatantly illegal manner in which the Advisory 
Agency has reduced the project's required number of residential parking spaces. The Advisory Agency 
has granted the project a significant reduction from its parking requirement of 2.5 stalls per residential 
unit TI::Jthout the Determi_nation Letter even acknovy~~1t.d~xi!1tion has bee:!Lr~quested or 
!l-I!J?-l"OVed. 
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A:rmeal to Los AJ:tg_eles City PlS:UUJJ.ng Comm\£filpn ofVTT_Map No. 71837-CN 
I ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

February 28, 2013; Page 2 

Millennium Hollywood is a proposed mixed-·use development that is both vague in scope and 
ambiguous in scale. Its components are murky, ever changing and coyly uncertain, in violation of the 
fundamental premise of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that there be an accurate and 
stable project description. A finite project is crucial for analysis by both the public and the decision
makers in order to understand and act upon the choices to be made. Millennium Hollywood, however, 
subverts this process by refusing to reveal exactly what those choices will be. 

Both the Millennium Hollywood's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and the Advisory 
Agency's Determination Letter describe the proposed development in varying terms: the project could be 
492 residential copdominium units or 897 condominiums; the office component could add 215,000 
square feet of additional space or there could be no additional office space; a 200-room hotel may or may 
not be included; and there could be 10,000 sq. ft. of restaurants and bars or 43,000 sq. ft. of restaurants 
and bars. As acknowledged in the Determination Letter at page 149, the project description "will adapt 
to market conditions'." 

As fmther described by the Determination Letter at page 55: "The Project will develop a mix of 
land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and 
associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments." (Emphasis 
added). 

The Advisory Agency is required under the California Subdivision Map Act to make its 
determination to approve or reject a proposed development based upon a clearly defined project. '"An 
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an infonnative and legaHy sufficient 
EIR." County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71Cal.App.3d185. A development that "will 
adapt to market conditions'' may be a speculator's dream, but it is not a definitive project description. 

Furthermore, the Advisory Agency's approval of Millennium's Tentative Tract Map circumvents the 
Agency's restrictions under the California Subdivision Map Act. Rather than approving a clearly defined 
project, as required under Section 66418.l of the Map Act, and by implication under Sections 66474.61 
(a) and (b), the Advisory Agency improperly grants the Map by bootstrapping any sized development into 
its approval based upon unprecedented entitlements that may or may not be granted by the City Plamtlng 
Commission. As described at pages 58 and 149 of the Determination Letter: 

"The project will be subject to the Development Regulations ... together with the 
Land Use Equivalency Program, which will pennit the development. to adapt to market 
conditions, by allowing a controlled ex.change of uses with increases in the intensity 
and/or density of certain uses with decreases others (sic) ... As flexibility is contemplated 
in the Development Agreement ... a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program ... " (Emphasis added). 

What is certain is the following: Two skyscrapers planned for the site would be among the tallest 
in the Western United States, each exceeding twice the height of the 22-story Sunset/Vine tower 
(currently the tallest building in Hollywood); The project would have a Floor Area Ratio of 6:1 on a 
4.47 net acre site with l,918 parking spaces, which could be as much as 912 parking spaces less than 
required under the law. Total site development would be approximately 1.1 million square feet, and no 
affordable housing would be included on-site (thereafter the "Project"). 
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APP-eal to_J,QftAngeles City ~l~twing Commission of YII_MJ!P- No. 71837--CN 
I ENV -2011-0675"-EIR 

February 28, 2013; Page 3 

The applicant is Millennium Hollywood, LCC (hereinafter the "Applicant"). 

The existing site zoning is C4-2D-SN. The "D" limiting condition restricts the site's F1oor Area 
Ratio ("FAR") to 3:1. The applicant is also separately requesting under related case CPC-2008-3440 .. 
ZC-CUB-CU-ZV -HD that the Los Angeles City Planning Commission approve: a Vesting Zone Change 
and Height District Change to replace the "D" Development Limitation, allow development to a 6: I 
FAR, and to include uses prohibited in the C4 Zone; approve a Conditional Use to permit floor area 
averaging across the site; approve Zone Variances for reduced commercial parking and for parking to be 
off-site; and other entitlements. Under related Case No. C'PC-2013-103-DA, the applicant is requesting 
an unprecedented Developer;s Agreement for up to 25 years to essentially make the subject site an 
island unto itself, free of zoning regulations or community oversight. 

II. OBJECTIONS 

The Advisory Agency is approving the Project's subdivision request prior to a City Planning 
Commission public hearing, even though the City Planning Commission must first review and consider 
the Applicant's requested Zone and Height District Change to remove the .. D" Development Limitation 
and other restrictions to make the Map consistent with the underlying zoning. The Advisory Agency's 
approval is therefore in violation of Government Code Section 66474, which states that the city "shall 
deny approval of a tentative map .•. if the proposed map is not consist.ent with applicable general 
and specific plans." 

The Advisory Agency's Determination Letter states at page 135: 'The existing FAR is 3:1 according 
to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning." Therefore the Project is !lQ! aHowable under its current 
land use designation. 

The Advisory Agency also approved th.e subdivision prior to a public hearing by the City Planning 
Commission, whlch will review and consider adoption/certification of the EIR and its Statement of 
Oveniding Considerations. In its Determination Letter at page 147, however, the Advisory Agency 
states that it is both adopting the BIR and the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

The Advisory Agency is not a legislative body and is without legal authorization to adopt the EIR 
and its Statement of Overriding Considerations prior to review and action by the Commission. To do so 
clearly usurps the authority of the Commission and City Council, and explicitly violates the California 
Environmental Quality Act, rendering CEQA meaningless. 

The Advisory Agency's decision letter clearly violates the California Subdivision Map Act by 
approving a tentative tract map inconsistent with the existing zoning. By issuing its approvals prior to 
City Planning Commission review and consideration of the requested entitlements, or even before release 
of the Planning Department's Staff Recommendation Report, the Advisory Agency has in effect 
determined that the Commission's approval is a foregone conclusion. The clear implication to the public 
is that the Project has obtained irreversible momentum, and that the Commission's review will be merely a 
post hoc rationalization to support action already taken. 

Approval of the Project's Vesting Tentative Tract Map is therefore legally and substantively 
defective. Objections to the VTTM include but are not limited to the following: 
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111 Pursuant to Government Code Section 6647 4, the City cannot approve the VTTM and 
the Project, and instead should deny it as a result of the fact: 

a) That the proposed map is inconsistent with the subject site's underlying 
zoning and the Findings of Fact inaccurately describe the existing zoning; 

b) That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not 
consistent with the applicable general plan; 

c) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development 
proposed; 

d) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of 
development; 

e) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is likely 
to impact a cultural resource, create substantial environmental impacts 
and affect public health; 

111 The parking reduction from the Advisory Agency standard of 2.5 stalls per unit in a 
parking congested area is unsubstantiated and has not even been formally requested 
by the Applicant or acknowledged by the Planning Dept; 

• As noted in the EIR and during public comment, the Project will result in 
significant, unmitigated impacts to our community, including but not limited to: 

~Traffic and Parking; 
-Noise; 
-Land Use and Planning; 
HPopulation and Housing; 
-Public Services; 
-Aesthetics/Views/Shade & Shadow 
-Utilities, specifically increased demand on an aging infrastructure 

HI. THE PROPOSED .MAP IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABLE ZONING. 

The approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map is inconsistent with the underlying zoning, which 
restricts the subject site f-<""'.AR to 3: l, and limits the type of uses at the site. The Applicant is requesting 
that the City Planning Commission grant a Zone and Height District Change to remove the "D" 
Development Limitation and grant a new FAR of 6:1, but the Commission's hearing on this matter isn't 
even tentatively scheduled until the end of March. Iu the meantime, the Advisory Agency cannot 
approve a Map inconsistent with what's permissible both in scale and uses on the subject site. Also, the 
Project's proposed FAR of 6: l is a theoretical figure that doesn't clarify exactly what would be built, 
what the total square footage would be, how many residential units there would be, or how tall the 
skyscrapers ultimately will be. None of the proposed components of the Millennium Hollywood Project 
is permissible within the applicable zoning. 
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The Advisory Agency's approval violates Government Code Section 66474, which states that the 
city "shall deny approval of a tentative map .. .if the proposed map is not consistent. with ~pplicable 
general and specific plans." The underlying zoning is C4-2D-SN. The Los Angeles Municipal Code 
("LAMC") restricts C4 uses to R4 uses. R4 zoning allows one unit per 400 square feet of lot area. 
The Applicant, however, is requesting use of LAMC Section 12.22.A.18 (a) through its Development 
Agreement to allow density to be based on R5 standards, which pennits one unit per 200 square feet 
of lot area. R5 is nowhere to be found within the Project's vicinity, and surrounding R4 designated 
areas are further restricted by [Q] qualifying limits on density. The intent of the applicable 
Hollywood Community Plan zoning designation is therefore to limit density in the vicinity to R4 
levels or less. 

Placing a 1.1 million square foot, 585-foot-tall development in a neighborhood dominated by low--to
moderate-level commercial and residential structures will be detrimental to the character of development 
in the inunediate area, and will not be in conformance with either the Hollywood Community Pian or the 
General Plan. The Project is therefore inconsistent with both the California Subdivision Map Act and 
proper land use and planning. 

IV. THE DESIGN OR IMPROVE.MENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISON IS NOT 
CONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

As designed, the Project is inconsistent with the designated zoning of the Hollywood Community 
Plan and the restrictions of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will cause adverse enviromnental 
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods that are significant, permanent and without mitigation. 

A. Parking 

The Applicant is requesting a Vesting Tentative Tract Map for residential condominiums, not 
apartments. The Advisory Agency's parking requirement for condominiums is 2.5 parking spaces per 
dwelling unit in parking congested areas (see Exhibit 1). The Determination Letter states on page 1 
that the project will consist of "492 residential condominium units." Yet, Mitigation Measure K.1-14 
on page 45 of the Determination Letter, titled "East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential 
Parking Cap," states that the 450 residential units at this location wm have only 675 total parking 
spaces, or l.5 parking spaces per unit with no guest parking spaces. The DEIR also states that 
residential units will have only 1.5 parking spaces. This figure is 1 parking stall per unit deficient. 

This deviation in the required amount of residential parking would result in the Project's 
residential parking component being almost 500 spaces less than required by the Advis01y Agency. 
Nowhere in the Determination Letter is there an analysis of this parking reduction. Nowhere in the 
Determination Letter does the Advisory Agency even acknowledge that they are granting this 
deviation. Nowhere does the Determination Letter state that the Applicant even bothered to request 
the deviation. 

Instead, the Determination Letter at page 69 categorizes the Project's significantly reduced 
number of operational parking stalls under the heading "ENVIRONMENTAL Il\1PACTS FOUND TO 
HAVE NO IMPACT." The finding states: "The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the 
Development Regulations are generally consistent with the LAMC parking requirements ... " 
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The Los Angeles Municipal Code does regulate parking requirements for condominiums. Nor 
does the LAMC control the parking requirements of the Advisory Agency, which are applicable to all 
subdivisions. The Advisory Agency cannot simply ignore its own rules and regulations, nor can it 
ignore CEQA. Reduced residential parking will be a significant environmental impact. 

Projects approved in Hollywood in th.e previous five years include: the Blvd. 6200 development at 
6139 Hollywood Blvd (CPC 2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR), a 1,014-unit mixed-use project with 2,696 
parking spaces; the Columbia Square project at 6101-6125 W. Sunset Blvd. & 6100-6134 W. Selma 
Ave. (CPC-2007-99ll"·GPA-VZC-HD-CUB-CUX-VCU-SPR-DA), which includes a 200-unit 
condominium element with 500 dedicated parking spaces (1770 parking spaces overall); and the Paseo 
Plaza development at 5661 Santa Monica Blvd. (CPC-2006-4392-GPA-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-ZAI-SPR), 
which features 437 condominiums and 1,811 parking spaces. 

As recognized in the Project's Environmental Impact Report, this area of Hollywood already 
experiences heavy traffic congestion during both peak and non-peak periods, and its infrastructure is 
not designed to accommodate the increased street parking demands that result with greater residential 
density. In recognition of this area's severe parking congestion, the Blvd. 6200 project will have a 
surplus of parking, as is noted on pages F-19, 20 of the City Planning Commission's 4/9/07 
Detennination Letter, which states: .. The Project will provide a surplus of parking, and will not lead to 
residents, tenants and guests searching streets arul adjacent properties for parking spaces." 

Please note also that Blvd. 6200 project is located immediately across from the HollywoodNine Red 
Line subway stop, and is voluntarily setting aside 10% of its residential units as permanent affordable 
housing-- unlike the Project's complete lack of any on-site affordable housing. The Paseo Plaza 
development will also have a surplus of parking, is dedicating 15% of its units as affordable housing, and is 
constructing its parking structure 27 feet below the water table. No justification or precedent therefore is 
given in the Advisory Agency's decision letter to support allowing the Hollywood Millennium Project to 
reduce its required parking spaces by almost 500 stalls, especially since the proposed development consists 
of two luxury residential skyscrapers with no units of affordable housing. 

The illegality of reducing Advisory Agency residential parking requirements without proper 
CEQA review and substantial evidence to support the reduction was addressed in 2012 hi La Mirada 
Ave. Neighborhood AssQ.~i~tion of Hollywood v. City_gf_L.QiiAng~le~(BS132533). This case involved 
the Hollywood/Gower project, a 20-story, 270-foot-taU skyscraper of 176 market-rate residential units 
with 7 ,000 sq. ft. of retail, located two blocks east of the Hollywood and Vine subway stop. Parking 
consisted of 345 spaces, representing 132 residential fewer stalls than required by the Advisory Agency 
for subdivisions in a parking-congested zone. For that project, the Advisory Agency granted a deviation 
from its parking policy to allow 1.5 parking spaces per unit with .25 guest parking spaces per unit. The 
community appealed, and the Court overturned the City's approvals and completely invalidated the 
project (see Exhibit 2), rnling that "the Clty failed to proceed in a manner required by CEQA": 

"The City's claim that the Project's variance from City-established parking ratios 
cannot cause an adverse environmental effect is unsupported by substantial 
evidence ... 
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"Developer confidence does not constitute evidence to support fact. Nor can it be 
fairly argued that parking ratios for apartments should be used ... Efforts to 
characterize the project as code-compliant by applying the apartment standard is 
wholly incorrect ... Authorizing a departure from existing parking requirements will 
have a substantial adverse environmental effect. .. Without any discussion in this record 
that the circulation system of Hollywood is sufficiently robust to withstand untold 
numbers of new residents and their guests cruising for non-existent street parking, the 
Respondents' claim that the project's variance from City-established parking ratios 
cannot cause an adverse environmental effect is unsupported by substantial evidence." 
(Emphasis added). 

Parking congestion on a typical Hollywood residential street. 

V. THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

Development of the Project would result in a massive, 1.1 million sq. ft. Project located in the 
heart of one of the most traffic congested areas of Los Angeles. The development is also immediately 
adjacent to the historic 13-story Capitol Records Tower, which would be overwhelmed by the 
proposed Project. Surrounding properties, as noted in the Findings, are within Hollywood's historic 
150-foot height limitation. The Detem1ination Letter includes a list of recently approved projects for 
comparison, but none of the listed projects received approval to place as much square footage on so 
small a lot area: Boulevard 6200 is spread over 7 acres and would reach a maximum height of 85 feet; 
the W Hotel development also covers multi-acreage and is limited to a height of 150 feet. In contrast, 
the Millennium Hollywood project would include some of the tallest skyscrapers west of the 
Mississippi River. The site is therefore clearly unsuitable for the Prqject. 
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VI. THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY 
OF DEVELOPMENT. 

The Findings state that the Project "would be consistent with the recently approved and 
developed projects in the immediate vicinity, including the mixed-use development at 1614-1736 
Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 HoUywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North 
El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Del Mar Avenue." These addresses comprise the Blvd. 6200 
project, which as noted earlier is a I.ow --level mixed-use development with both a surplus of parking 
and a large quantity of affordable housing. In no manner, therefore, is it "consistent" with the massive 
Millennium Project. 

The Findings also list another recent development for comparison, at "6252 Hol~ywood 
Boulevard, which includes 150 residential condominiurns, 374 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms and 
61,500 square feet ofretail and restaurant use with a 6:1 FAR." This is the Hollywood at Vine, W 
Hotel projec..t (CPC 2005-630-ZC-ZAA-SPR), a 150.-foot-taH, mixed use development with 15% of the 
units restricted for affordable housing on a six-acre site. The project is sited literally on top of the 
Metro subway stop. Hollywood at Vine was a joint private/public development venture facilitated 
through an agreement with the former Community Redevelopment Agency. The FAR was approved 
by the CPC as "in excess of 4.5:1 but not to exceed 6:1." Page F-8 of its CPC Determination Letter 
coufinns that the project qualified for a reduction in parking for the apartment units under SB1818. 
The project's condominium units have 2.5 parking stalls per unit 

In contrast, the Millennium Hollywood Project offers no on-site affordable housing, dramatically 
less parking, and a 6:1 FAR on a much smaller lot. 

The Findings also list the Argyle Hotel as a comparative project, yet this proposed development 
at 1800-1802 N. Argyle, immediately adjacent to the 101 Freeway, covers a single lot and its backers 
have gone into default It is in no manner whatsoever comparable to the Project. 

The Findings further state that "the project will be compatible with the recent pattern of high 
density and mixed-use development that characterizes the Regional Center areas of the Hollywood 
Community," yet the Millennium Hollywood Project is in no manner comparable to the other 
developments it cites. 

The proposed development is not allowable under the underlying zoning. The site is limited to 
an FAR of 3:1. Adjacent land uses, as noted in the Findings, are primarily moderate-level 
commercial/retail. Nothing within the immediate vicinity even approaches the overwhelming height, 
massing and density proposed for the Project. 

The small site is therefore not physically suitable for the proposed density of development 

VU. THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION .IS I.JKELY TO IMPACT A CUI, TURAL 
RESOURCE, CREATE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAi., IMPACTS AND 
AFFECT PUBLIC HEALTH. 
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Both the Project EIR and the Advisory Agency's Determination Letter acknowledge that 
Millennium Hollywood will create significant, unmitigated impacts to Aesthetics of views, light and 
glare, construction and operational Air Quality, construction and operational Noise levels, and 
operati.oual Traffic. The historic Capitol Records Tower would also be permanently obscured by 
development of the Project. The design of the subdivision is therefore likely to impact a cultural 
resource, create substantial environmental impacts and affect public health, and cannot under the Map 
Act be approved. 

VUlo CONCLUSION 

In approving the Applicant's requested tentative tract map prior to review and action by the City 
Planning Commission of a necessary Zone and Height DistTict change and other discretionary approvals, 
the Advisory Agency has simply rubberstamped the Project in violation of both the California Subdivision 
Map Act and the California Environmental Quality Act. The site's existing zoning does not pennit the 
approved subdivision. 

In approving a significant reduction in the Project's required number of parking spaces, the Advisory 
Agency has proceeded illegally in neither acknowledging that a deviation has been granted, or reviewing 
the reduction's potential impacts as required by CEQA. 

The Project as proposed would create a myriad of significant adverse environmental impacts upon 
this community. It is respectfully submitted that in its current form, the Advisory Agency's premature 
approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map should be overturned and the Project in its current fonn 
should not be approved. 

As documented in our appeal and in comments to the draft. environmental studies, the Project's 
EIR does not represent a "good faith effort at full disclosure/' in violation of CEQA. The BIR omits key 
analyses that should have been performed, and it is stilted to avoid findings of obvious significant 
environmental impacts. 

"Before one brings about a potentially significant and irreversible change to the environment, an 
EIR must be prepared that sufficiently explores the significant environmental effects created by the 
project." lk.rk:dey KeegJejs Over the Bay Committee v:.._Board of Port.Commissioners (2001) 91 
Cal.App.4th 1344, 1371. "Because the EIR must be certified or rejected by public officials, it is a 
document of accountability. If CEQA is scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on which 
its responsible officials either approve or reject environmentally significant action, and the public, being 
duly informed, can respond accordingly to action with which it disagrees." Cadiz;_Lfl1!4 Co .. Inc. v. R;:Jll 
Cycle. L,P. (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74, 84. 

We reserve the right to submit additional comments and objections regarding the Advisory 
Agency's approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and environmental Findings through the close of 
the administrative proceedings related to the Project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 

'.?L'-4--- s2~-¢52. 4-7,L-__ 

J'<-~~7z__ 
RL0028075 



EM26375 

Exhibit 1 

RL0028076 



Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 
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Los Angeles City Planning Department 

City Hall" 200 N. Spring Street, Room 763., Los Angeles, CA 90012 

May 24, 2000 

Licensed Engineers, Surveyors and Subdivision Consultants 

Emily Gabel-Luddy 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

Residential Parking Policy for Division of Land " No. AA 2000-1 

-F ~ii 
LOS ANGELES CITY 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

Attached is a parking policy addressing standards for new condominiums and condominium 
conversions. 

Please retain for your files. If you have any questions do not hesitate to contact me at 
(213) 978-1327. 

Sincerely, 

Emily Gabel-Luddy 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

EGL 

Attachment AA 2000-1 (Parking Policy) 
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A. Up to 5 units 

1. 2 per du 
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No. AA 2000-1 
RESIDENTIAL PARKING POLICY 

2. Minimum 1/4 guest per du1 

B. Six units or more 

1. 2 per du 
2. 1/4 guest in non-parking congested areas1 

1/2 guest in parking congested areas1 

3. For side-by-side parking in private garages with direct entries into the units, 1/4 
guest parking per unit will be permitted in parking congested areas. 

Condominium ,Conversions: 

A. Minimum of 2 parking spaces per unit for projects if the building is more than five years old 
from a temporary issuance of its Certificate of Occupancy. 

B. For projects where the building is five or less years old from the Certificate of Occupancy, 
standards for new condominiums will apply. 

EXCEPTIONS 

Exceptions will be considered by the Advisory Agency pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22-A,26 
("Adaptive Reuse Projects in the Greater Downtown Los Angeles Area," Ordinance No. 172,571 ). 
Stock Cooperative Conversions will be considered on case-by-case basis.1 

• 
1Deterrninations on requirec! Parking b.v the Adyisorv Agency are not intended to suRercede more 

restrictive requirements contained 1ri other acropted City o(dmances such as adopted speCit!c plans and 
"Q" conditions. Further, additional guest parking will be considered in special areas of the City which are 
either subject to unusual public access demands (such as the beach ·areas) or areas where on-street 
parking is highly restricted (Major Highways, such as Barham Boulevard). 

Issued by Deputy Advisory Agency 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA~ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DATE: 07 /23/12 DEPT. 86 

ffONORABLE ANN I . JONES JUDGE N DIGIAMBATTISTA DEPUTYCLERK 
M. D. CLARK/COURTROOM ASST 

::roNORABLE 
1 

JUDGE PRO TEM ELECTRONIC RECORDING MONITOR 

NONE 

8:30 am BS132533 

Deputy Sheriff NONE 

Plaintiff 
Counsel 

LA MIRADA AVE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSO 
OF HOLLYWOOD Defendant NO APPEARANCES 

VS Counsel 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL 

CEQA case 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

HEARING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
RULING ON SUBMITTED MATTER 

The court having taken the above matter under sub
mission on July 20s 2012, now makes its ruling as 
follows: 

The petition for writ of mandate is granted for the 
reasons set forth in the document entitled COOR.T'S 
RULING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE HEARD ON 
JULY 20, 2012, signed and filed this date. 

Counsel for petitioner is to prepare, serve and lodge 
the proposed judgment and writ within ten days. The 
court will hold the documents ten days for objections. 

A copy of this minute order as well as the Court's Ru
ling are mailed via U.S. Mail to counsel of record 
addressed as follows: 

ROBERT P, SILVERSTEIN 1 ESQ., 215 N. MARENGO AVE.I 3RD 
FL., PASADENA 1 CA 91101-1504 

TIMOTHY MCWILLIAMS, ESQ., L.A. CITY ATTY'S OFFICE, 200 
N. MAIN ST., CHE - ROOM 701, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

R. J. COMER, ARMBRUSTER, GOLDSMITH, ET ALt 11611 SAN 
VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 900, LOS ANGELES, CA 90049 

Page l of 1 DEPT. 86 

Reporter 

MINUTES ENTERED J 
07/23/12 
COUNTY CLERK 
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SUPERIORCOURTOFTHESTATEOFCALIFORN'J.RIGINAL FILED 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

LA MIRADA A VE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN 
ETC. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

JUL 2 3 2012 

LOS ANGELES 
'1uPERIOR COURT 

Petitioner 

vs 

CITY OF LOS ANGEl,ES, ET AL 
Respondents 

CASE NO. BS132533 

COURT'S RULING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE HEARD ON 
JULY 20. 2012 

Petitioner La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Asssociation of Hollywood ("La Mirada~') 
challenges the decision of the Respondents City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles City 
Council ("Los Angeles" or .. City") to certify an Environmental Impact Report C'EIR") and to 
approve the Hollywood/Gower Project ("Project")~ a proposed residential condominium tower 
with retail spaces on the ground floor. Real Party in Interest 6104 Hollywood, LLC ("6104 
Hwd>') is the Project developer. Petitioner asserts two arguments: (1) that the City denied La 
Mirada a fair hearing and (2) that the City violated CEQA in connection with the Project 
approvals. 

In opposition, the City and the Real Party in Interest assert that Petitioner received a fair hearing 
and that its CEQA challenges are without merit. The City asserts that it afforded Petitioner 
ample and legally sufficient due process in this instance. And, the City argues that the BIR' s 
analysi~ most specificaUy of parking effects of the project, is adequate and supported by 
substantial evidence. 

After considering the parties' briefs, the augmented administrative record and judicially noticed 
materials~ 1 having heard argument and having taken the matter under submission~ , the Court 
rules as follows: 

1 The Petitioner's motion to augment the record to include e-mails by certain staff members (tabs lw5) and 
"declaratory evidence of Petitioner's representative and counsel" (tabs 6-7) is granted. 

With respect to the staff generated e-mails contained in tabs 1-5, the motion is granted. The e-mail chatter of certain 
staff members, while not ordinarily relevant, may be added to the record when it evinces impropriety in the process 
itself. Code of Civ. P. 1094.5; Clark v. City ofHennosa Bea~ 48 Cat. App. 4th l 152, 1170 n. 17 {1996). And, 
this material existed before the agency made its decision and Petitioner was not able with the exercise ofreasonahle 
diligence to present these facts to the decision maker before the decision was made. See ).Vestem S!;gites Petroleum 
A~wciation v. Sup~'rior Court, 9 Cal. 4th 559, 577-578 (l 995). Nor are these documents protected under the 
deliberative process privilege. These documents show the timing by which certain materials were obtained, whether 

Page I of 11 
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Statement of Facts 

The Project site consists of a 4 7 ,000+ square foot site that is currently vacant. (AR 258). 
Petitioner plans to construct a 20-story mixed use building with 192,000+ square feet of total 
floor area. (Id.) The building was originally planned to contain 151 residential units and 6,200 
square feet of ground-level retail located along Hollywood Boulevard. (Id.) The project 
included five levels of parking with 3 31 spaces for residential development and 14 spaces for the 

those materials were placed in the public file, whether those materials were considered by the decision·maker at the 
hearing and the access afforded by interested parties to the decision-makers. AU of these non-deliberative facts are 
highly probative on the issue of whether the administrative process in this instance was "fair." 

With regard to the "declaratory evidence" set forth in tab 6, the motion is denied. The facts set forth in paragraphs 
1-9 were known by the declarant before the final administrative action in this case on May 10, 2011 and there is 
nothing that would have stopped Petitioner in the exercise of reasonable diligence from presenting this infonnation 
to at the PLUM Committee hearing. Thus, this declaration fails to meet the strict and narrow exceptions to the 
general rule ofinadmissibility of extra·record evidence in administrative mandamus proceedings. Western States 
J:etroleum As~ociation v. Superipr Court, 9 Cal 4111 559, 577·578 (1995). Paragraph 10 is covered in the Declaration 
of Daniel Wright and is, therefore, cumulative. 

With regard to tab 7, that same objection applies to paragraphs 2-6 of the Wright Declaration. However, in 
Paragraph 7, Attorney Wright notes that the May 10, 201 l letter from Dale Goldsmith, containing the Hirsch/Green 
Parking Study, was not available to the public until May 11 - one day after the PLUM Hearing was held and closed. 
This fact and this infonnation could not have been presented to the PLUM Committee before the hearing; nor (given 
the nature of the City Council's determination of this matter without further hearing) could it have been presented in 
the exercise of reasonable diligence to the City Council. Accordingly, the Court grants the motion to augment the 
administrative record to include tab 7, paragraphs 1 and 7. 

The Petitioner's motion to further augment the administrative record is granted. Although late, it requests that the 
court consider additional e~mails showing exactly when the Hirsch/Green parking study was provided to the City 
Planning staff and the timing of staff revisions to the developer's supplemental findings. As discussed above, these 
materials are relevant, existed at the time of the administrative proceeding and could not have been obtained and put 
into the record with the exercise of reasonable diligence. As before, these e-mails were never presented to the 
decision-makers in the matter or considered by them. They are, therefore, not protected by the deliberative process 
privilege. 

Petitioner's requests for judicial notice of exhibits A-Care denied. While records of the Superior Court are 
ordinarily subject to judicial notice, these decisions involve a who Hy different case. The unremarkable proposition 
that different judges rule in different ways is not sufficiently relevant to allow th.ese documents to be judicially 
noticed. To be judicially noticed, the evidence must also be relevant. Evid. Code 350. 

Respondents' and Real Party's joint request for judicial notice of Exhibit l is denied. Although selected portions of 
the Ca1ifomia Natural Resources Agency's December 2009 Statement of Reasons for Regulatory action may 
constitute official acts ofa public entity and otherwise no subject to dispute and capable of immediate and accurate 
determination, they are properly objected to as partial and irrelevant. The responses to comment, which makes up a 
substantial part of the Request for Judicial Notice, appears merely to be staff responses at a public hearing that were 
not adopted by any official act of the Natural Resources Agency's Board. Additionally, this partial document did 
not inform any aspect of the environmental review conducted by the City in this case. 

The Court does, however, grant judicial notice of the City's Administrative Code (Exhibit 2), without deciding the 
issue of whether it is valid after the enactment of the new City Charter in 1999. The Court shall also take Judicial 
Notice of Exhibit 3, which is a portion of the LAMC. 
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retail development, for a total of 345. (AR 258, 315). As of the date of the PLUM Committee 
hearing, the Project had grown to include 176 condominiums and 7,200 square feet of ground 
floor retail uses - with the same number of parking spaces. (AR 2106). 

On January 28, 2008, the City issued a notice of preparation of an Environmental Impact Report 
("EIR") on the Project.2 (Id.) In October 2009, the Draft EIR was completed. (AR 1724). 
In the summary of impacts prepared as part of the Draft EIR, the City noted that the proposed 
project would not meet the Planning Department's Residential Parking policy. (AR 315). Under 
that Policy, a condominium is required to have two spaces per unit, plus .5 spaces per unit for 
guest parking. {Id.) Using that model, the project would have 109 spaces less than required.3 

(Id.) 

Although the applicant expressed '"confidence" that it would have sufficient parking because the 
project would operate initially as an apartment building rather than a condominium, it was noted 
in the Draft EIR that the Project location was in a "'parking congested area."4 (Id.) The Draft 
BIR also noted that °'the Project was targeted" to individuals and households attracted by walking 
and public transit. (Id). No additional mitigation measures were proposed. (Id.) 

In a later portion of that same Draft EIR, however, the agency opined that "'[g]iven the urban 
surroundings of the project, and the availability of public transit opportunities adjacent to and in 
close proximity to the site, the proposed amount of residential parking is anticipated to be 
adequate to meet the needs of the project. (AR 334). It was also noted that a recently approved 
project in the vicinity was required only to provide .25 guest spaces per unit, rather than the .5 
spaces required by the Parking Authority Guidelines. Under this model, the Project would be 
only 65 "resident'~ spaces deficient (Id.) Nonetheless, the applicant would request a waiver 
from the Planning Department's Residential Parking policy. (Id.) And, to state the obvious, 
were the project to provide less parking than needed, it would result in a significant impact on 
parking. (AR 661). But, it might occasion a reduction in the significant and unavoidable traffic 
impacts at adjacent intersections during peak traffic time. (AR 754). 

2 The City•s Initial Study identified inadequate parking capacity as a potentially significant impact of the Project 
which would be evaluated in an EIR. (AR 850-5 I). Respondent wishes to retract this admission based on a state 
agency's Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action promulgated after the Draft EIR was prepared and circulated. 
The Natural Resources Agency's Statement did not inform the instant CEQA process, nor was it cited by or relied 
upon by the decision maker in this case. Accordingly, it [s outside of the record and shall not be considered as part 
ofthis mandamus proceeding. Festem States Petroleum, supra, 9 Cal. 4th at 577~578. 

3 In its current dimension, the Project's residential parking spaces are thirty percent beiow what is required by the 
Planning Department's Residential Parking policy for condominiums, (AR 2290). 

4whi!e the initial development might be rented as apartments, the developer requested a subdivision map that would 
allow the units to become condominiums in the future were the market demand for such units develop. (AR !845). 
For a proper assessment of the Project's potential effects, therefore, the Project would be evaluated under the 
parking policy relating to condominiums. (AR 1846), The Real Party's effort to characterize the Project as "code 
compliant" by applying the apartment standard is wholly incorrect. (AR 4664). 

5 The Draft EtR assumed that the City's parking requirements applied to the proposed Project (AR 685). 
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In a report dated September 2008, Hirsch!Green Transportation Consulting, Inc. made many of 
the claims contained in the Draft EIR Because the Project was located in an urban 
neighborhood with proximate public transit, the expert assumed that it would not be necessary 
for residents to own and park two vehicles per unit (AR 1488). In addition, the consultants 
assumed that the project could secure an exemption to allow .25 guest space model, as had been 
used at another near-by development.6 (Id.) Without further analysis, the expert declared the 
parking for the Project to be adequate. (Id.) 

A number of comments were submitted by interested persons in response to the Draft EIR. (AR 
1828-1835). One commentator challenged the use of the .25 guest space model because the 
project for which that variance was provided had a surplus of parking for its retail component. 
(AR 1831 ). Such an assumption for this Project, however, would be improper as there was no 
retail parking surplus. (Id.) In reply, the agency made the same argument as was contained in 
the Draft EIR - this is an urban setting in which public transit would be available and, by 
implication, two cars per household would not be necessary. (AR 1846). Nothing is mentioned 
about surplus retail parking at the other location or the sufficiency of guest parking with a .25 per 
unit ratio. (Id.) 

In June 2010, a Final EIR was prepared. (AR 1925). In the Final EIR, the City noted that the 
Project's parking spaces would fall well below the applicable recommended residential parking 
ratios. (AR 1811 ). In response, there were no mitigation measures required and the claimed. 
impact of such parking shortages was deemed "less than significant.'' (Id}. Again, the parking 
wa.".> presumed adequate because of the urban surroundings and the availability of public transit. 
(AR 1812). Once again, the EIR noted that the developer would apply to obtain a reduction in 
the required number of guest parking spaces, but noted that the Project would still fail to meet 
existing parking requirements. (AR 1812). 

In August 2010, the City's Advisory Agency, which is responsible for subdivision map 
applications, and a hearing officer, conducted a joint public hearing on the project. (AR 2105-
07). At that hearing, Petitioner and others made objections to the proposed Project. (AR 2029). 
Nevertheless, the Advisory Agency approved the tentative tract map, including a reduction in the 
parking required for the Project. (AR 3078-83). Petitioner timely appealed that decision to the 
Planning Commission. 

In December 2010, the Planning Commission heard the appeal of the tentative tract map decision 
and the zoning entitlements sought by the Real Party. (AR 3195~96). Over expressed 
reservations regarding the adequacy of the parking in the building; the Commission adopted the 
EIR, approved the Project and denied Petitioner's appeals. (AR 2217, 2229, 3352, 3378, 3407-
08, 3440, 3461, 3487). Petitioner timely appealed. (AR 3517-35, 3669-82). 

6The Consulting Report is confusing on this point. At one point, the consultant's note thatth.e City of Los Angeles' 
policy is to require additional guest parking at .5 spaces per unit and that this rule applied to this project. (AR 1486-
87), At another point, they use .2.5 guest spaces per unit to conclude that "the proposed amount of residential 
parking is anticipated to be adequate to meet the needs of the project." (AR 1488). There is no discussion as to any 
similarity or dissimilarity of the other project's parking situation with those present in the proposed Project. 
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On April 7, 201 l - four months after the Planning Commission adopted the EIR and approved 
the project and five days before Petitioner appeal was to be heard by the PLUM Committee --
6104 Hwd's land use consultant submitted a letter that was added to the City Council file for on 
line viewing. (Joint Answer~ 26). That letter urged the members of the Planning and Land Use 
Management (PLUM) Committee of the City Council to adopt '°Supplemental Findings" 
provided by the Planning Department. (AR 4077-83). At that time, there were no 
"Supplemental Findings" in the City Council File. (Joint Answer~ 27). 

On that same day, April 7, the developer's consultant submitted draft review supplemental 
findings to City Planner Jae Kim ·~for his independent review and consideration." (Joint Answer 
~ 32.) 

On April 12, the PLUM Committee continued the meeting to approve the project and to consider 
Petitioner's appeal until May IO. 2011. (AR 2269-70). 

During the brief continuance, Petitioner repeatedly checked the City Council's public file and 
inquired of City Council staff regarding the existence of such "supplemental findings." On May 
5 or 6, City Planner Jae Kim acknowledged that the developer had provided the Planning 
Department with '"courtesy" supplemental findings, but Kim stated that the City had no intention 
of submitting any such findings at the May l 0 hearing. (Verified Petition at 34). 

Nevertheless, Petitioner's representative traveled to City Hall the next day and obtained a copy 
of these "courtesy supplemental filings" (Id. 41'[ 35). One document contained 139 single-spaced 
pages of "Findings," and another was 110 single-spaced pages of "Findings of Fact (CEQA)." 
Id. Three days before the hearing, therefore, Petitioner received for the first time over 200 
pages of proposed .;."courtesy supplemental filings'' what had been provided by the developer to 
the City almost a month earlier. And, these "supplemental :findings" further referred to a 
«parking utilization study" that was not included in the materials. (Verified Petition if 39). 

Immediately before the PLUM Committee meeting commenced, City Planner Jae Kim handed 
Petitioner's representative a set of "revised findings" that would be presented to the PLUM 
Committee. (Joint Answer~ 39; AR 2105). 111e first document, entitled "Supplemental 
Findings," was 134 single-spaced pages. The other document, entitled "Findings of Pact 
(CEQA)" was 97 pages in length. (Id.; AR 27-257) The 295 page «parking utilization study" 
referred to in the findings was not included in these materials. (Augmented Record at Tab 7, ~ 7; 
AR2288). 

Despite Petitioner's request for a two-week continuance in order to give Petitioner an 
opportunity to rebut these newly submitted findings, PLUM concluded the hearing and voted to 
adopt the EIR, approve the Project without modification and deny Petitioner's appeals.7 (AR 
2284-2288, 2325-2326). 

7 Although RPI argued that this meeting remained open for submission of additional materials after the vote had 
been taken, the decision/recommendation by PLUM had occurred. The courts have articulated (and CEQA 
Guidelines have restated) six separate policy grounds justifying the requirement that agencies seek and respond to 
comments: (1) "'sharing expertise; (2) disclosing agency analysis; (3) checking for accuracy; (4) detecting omissions; 
(5) discovering public concerns; and (6) soliciting counterproposals. CEQA Guidelines§ 15200. The process 
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One day after the PLUM hearing, the City Clerk made available in the City Council file the May 
10, 2011 letter from Real Part;ls attorney and the March 2011 Herscb/Green parking study and 
other sources. (AR 4727-4790), 

On May 17, 2011, the City Council certified the EIR and adopted the findings of the PLUM 
Committee and denied the Petitioner's appeal without further hearing. (AR 2331). 

Petitioner filed the Instant writ on June 15; 2011. 

Statement of Issues 

Both Respondent and Petitioner have set forth the Statement of CEQA Issues pursuant to Public 
Code Section 21167.S(f). The court incorporates those statements as if fully set forth herein. 

Standard of Review 

In any action or proceeding ... to attack, review, set aside. void or annul a detennination, 
finding or decision of a public agency on the grounds of non-compliance with CEQA, the inquiry 
shall extend only to whether there was a prejudicial abuse of discretion. Abuse of discretion is 
established if the agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law, or if the determination 
or decision is not supported by substantial evidence.;' Madrigal v. City of Huntington Beach. 
147 Cal. App. 4th 1375, 1381 (2007). 

Substantial evidence is defined as .. enough relevant evidence and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other 
conclusions might also be reached." 14 CCR§ 15384(a). Substantial evidence, however, is not 
•'argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not constitute or are 
not caused by physical impacts ... " 14 CCR§ 15384(a). 

In applying the substantial evidence standard, "the reviewing court must resolve reasonable 
doubts in favor of the administrative finding and decision." Topanga Ass'n for a Scenic 
Community v. County of Los Angeles. 11 Cal. 3d 506, 514 (1974). However) a clearly 
inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no judicial deference. Berkeley Keep Jets Over 
the Bay Comm. v. Board of Port Comm'rs., 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1355 (2001). 

Persons challenging an EIR bear the burden of proving that it is legally inadequate and that the 
agency abused its discretion in certifying it. Chem Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of 
Beaumont, 190 Cal. App. 4th 316, 327-28 (2010). 

employed in this case effectively negated the benefits of meaningful pub He participation. CEQA •s policy of inviting 
effective public participation was wholly derailed by the process adopted by the City in this case. 
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Analysis 

Petitioner asserts a number of different arguments in support of its claim that the Respondent 
abused its discretion under CEQA and that it violated due process by denying Petitioner a fair 
hearing. Considering those two arguments separately: 

1. The City Failed to Proceed in a Manner Required by CEQA 

In lawsuits challenging agency decisions for alleged non-compliance with CEQA, the Court "can 
and must ... scrupulously enforce all legislatively mandates CEQA requirements." Citizens of 
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors. 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564 (1990). One of those legislatively 
mandated requirements requires that the public be allowed to participate in the CEQA process. 
Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water Dist .• 116 Cal. App. 4th 396, 
400 (2004)("[e]nvironmental review derives its vitality from public participation.") Comments 
from the public "are an integral part of the [final] EIR." Sutter Sensible Plannine. Inc. v. Board 
of Supervisors, 122 Cal. App. 3d 813, 820 (1981). 

The purpose of requiring public review is to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry 
that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its 
action. Public review permits accountability and informed self-government .... Public 
review ensures that appropriate alternatives and mitigation measures are considered, and 
permits input from agencies with expertise .... Thus, public review provides the dual 
purpose of bolstering the public~s confidence in the agency's decision and proving the 
agency with information from a variety of experts and sources. 

Schoen v. Departn)ent of Forestry & Fire Protection, 58 Cal. App. 4th 556, 573-74 (1997). 

Consistent with this interest in ensuring meaningful public participation, the law also requires 
that. if subsequent to the commencement of public review~ but prior to final EIR certification. the 
lead agency adds .. significant new information to an EIR, the agency must issue new notice and 
re-circulate the revised EIR or portions thereof: for additional commentary and consultation." 
Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1; CEQA Guidelines § 150885.5; Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 
Regents of the University of California ("Laurel Heights II), 6 Cal. 4ili 1112 (1993). The revised 
environmental document must be subjected to the "same critical evaluation that occurs in the 
draft stage/' so that the public is not denied ·~an opportunity to test, assess~ and evaluate the data 
and make an infonnedjudgment as to the validity of the conclusions to be drawn therefrom." 
Sutter Sensible Planning, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors. 122 Cal. App. 3d 813, 822 (1981). 
Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 1508&.5~ subd. (d).8 

In this case, the PLlJM Committee relied extensively upon the Hirsch/Green Transportation 
Consulting, Inc.'s March 28, 2011 parking "study" as "substantial evidence'' to support its 

8This issue has been exhausted administratively. (AR 4157). 
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findings that the Project would not result in a substantial adverse impact because the proposed 
parking spaces were sufficient to meet the needs of the residents.9 (AR 75-76). 

Petitioner asserts that this study constitutes "'significant new information" as defined in the 
Guidelines and under relevant case law. CEQA Guidelines 15088.5; Pub. Res. Code section 
21092.L Specifically, ~·new information added to an EIR is "'significant" if the EIR is changed 
in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity lo comment upon a substantial 
adverse environmental effect of the project. Id. For example, where a draft EIR is so 
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review 
and comment were precluded, significant new information that may constitute substantial 
evidence requires recirculation in order to ensure meaningful public review. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, subd. a ( 4 ); Mountain Lion C9alition v. Fish and Game Commission, 214 Cal. 
App. 3d 1043 (1989). 

Respondent and Real Party assert that the new parking study did not require recirculation 
because it only clarified, amplified or made insignificant changes to an adequate EIR. rn See 

9The Court does not reach, nor does it decide, whether the March 28, 20 l l Hirsch/Green study constitutes 
substantial evidence to support a finding that the number of parking spaces proposed for the Project are sufficient to 
meet both resident only and residential guest parking. This material was added to the record without a sufficient 
time for the public to consider and question its contents. Looking at it more carefully, however, may reveal its 
defects. First, the projects relied upon by the expert are not particularly good proxies to the Hollywood/Gower 
Project. The 200 I Kaku study focused on both apartments and condominiums in Long Beach, Santa Monica and 
San Diego. It is unclear whether any of the locations studied were in the severely parking-scarce adjacent 
neighborhood as is true in this case. (AR 4 740- 4766 ). Nor can it be determined whether these studies considered 
"luxury projects"-such a'l. this one -- where residents are more likely to retain their cars and drive in higher 
numbers than the general public. (AR 94, I 06). As for the "Shared Parking" book, it provides only "a systematic 
way to apply" adjustments to parking ratios, but then states that "a poorly designed site for shared parking often 
cannot be significantly improved, and more spaces may ultimately have to be added." (AR 4777). The City of Los 
Angeles, obviously with access to such treatises, has decided in the Advisory Agency's Residential Parking Policy 
No. AA 2000-1, issued May 24, 2000. That Policy requires new residential condominiums to provide 2 parking 
spaces per dwelling unit plus .5 guest spaces per dwelling unit in light of the unique and particular car-centric nature 
of Los Angeles. That academics or consultants suggest a change in th.at policy is not substantial evidence that the 
Project in this case wiU provide sufficient parking without occasioning an overflow into the surrounding 
neighborhood. The third "study" upon which the March 28 "study is based involves high~rise apartments, not 
condominiiims. (AR 4787-88). Finally, the chart showing the developers other projects is immaterial to the 
question of whether the current parking ratio is sufficient to meet demand. (AR 75, 4790). See Berkeley Keep Je~ 
Over the fi.ID'. Comm. V. Board of eort Comm 'rs, 9 ! Cat App. 4m 1344, 1355 (200 t Xa clearly inadequate or 
unsupported study is entitled to no judicial deference); Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the 
University of California. 47 Cal. 3d 376, 404-09 {1988){findings must be adequate, complete and not based on 
erroneous calculations or misinterpretations of the studies they rely upon.) 

The Court, however, rejects RPl's claim at oral argument that this study was simply composed of already published 
information and that it added no new information for public review. The record shows that the March 28, 2011 
report was. neither a summary nor simply a regurgitation of existing reports/studies already in the record. (AR 56, 
4681). 

w Respondent and Real Party also appear to argue that under the most recent CEQA Guidelines, a project's 
inadequate parking capacity is not considered an adverse environmental impact. Whatever recent changes have 
taken place in the Guidelines, those do not affect this case. The NOP in this case was published at a time when 
parking capacity was considered an adverse environmental effect (AR 850-51 ). The initial study acknowledged 
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California Oak Foundation v. Regents of the University of California, 188 Cal. App. 4th 227, 266 
(2010). CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, subd. b. An agency's decision not to recirculate an 
EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative record. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, subd. (e). 

The agency's decision not to recirculate the Draft EIR in this instance is not supported by 
substantial evidence in the administrative record. The March 28, 2011 parking study- no matter 
how flawed - was a monumental improvement from what was presented in the Draft EIR. The 
Draft EIR contained only unsubstantiated opinions and conclusory statements that allowing a 
Project with parking spaces below the City's policy requirements would not cause any 
significant impacts. (AR 315-16, 685-86, 1486-88). For example, the Draft EIR notes that the 
"project applicant is confident that the amount of proposed parking would meet the needs of the 
proposed project." (AR 315). Developer "'confidence" does not constitute substantial evidence 
to support a fact. Nor can it be fairly argued that parking ratios for "apartments" should be used, 
as the Project is clearly one for condominiums. 11 Finally, while the Draft EIR notes that the 
Project is "targeted to individuals attracted by the location," and that there are "public transit 
oppmtunities available within the project vicinity/' fails to bridge the analytic gap. That some 
residents may like to walk around the area or that there are public transit stops nearby does not 
explain how the construction of a project with 109 too few parking spaces will not occasion 
inadequate parking for residents and their guests. Unless and until objective evidence is posited 
showing that occasional use of public transit or preference for walkable neighborhoods obviates 
the need of high-wage earners to own and park a car at one's residence, the link between these 
facts and the conclusion for which they are posited has not been established. In fact, the 
substantial evidence in the record is to the contrary. (AR l06)(Planning Commissioner Epstein's 
contrary opinions ba,sed on experience). 

Moreover, authorizing a departure from existing parking requirements - the recommendation 
made by PLUM with regard to the Project - will have a substantial adverse environmental effect. 
While any new information does not trigger re-circulation, section 21092.1 requires an agency to 
provide the public with "new information" that was a substantial change/improvement on the 

such an effect. The City is bound by the legal framework it has proceeded under. yentzy v. City ofMurietta. 36 
Cal. App. 4th 1359, 1404-05 (1995}. 

Moreover, under the new CEQA Guidelines Appendix Checklist, inadequate parking capacity can still be considered 
an adverse environmental impact if the project would "conflict with an applicable plan or policy ... establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system." Without any discussion in this record that 
the circulation system of Hollywood is sufficiently robust to withstand untold numbers of new residents and their 
guests cruising for non~existent street parking, the Respondents' claim that the Project's variance from City
established parking ratios cannot cause an adverse environmental effect is unsupported by substantial evidence. 

llA!though the Real Party repeatedly refors to the City's parking requirement for apartments, this project was a 
condominium project, Further, while there is some discussion about the Paseo Plaza project as a "proxy" to 
demonstrate that the parking spaces in the Project are not insufficient, that building only reduced the ratio of guest 
parking spaces from 5 per unit to .25 per unit because in that instance, as noted by a speaker at the public hearing, 
there were surplus retail parking spaces. That project is not sufficiently similar to the Hollywood/Gower proje<..'t to 
support a finding that the reduced parking spaces at the Project were "consistent with other highMrise mixed use 
buildings in the Central Hollywood area:• 
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previously provided information. See also CEQA Guidelines sections 15162 and 15163. Where, 
as here, the March 2011 Hersch/Green parking study made a significant modification to an 
otherwise inadequate EIR, recirculation is required. Laurel Heights II, 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1121-22 
(1993). 

Without having an opportunity to review the new traffic study evidence - which is the only 
evidence to support the EIR's finding of no significant environmental impacts - the public was 
deprived of its right to fulfill its proper role in the CEQA process. See J_,aurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal. 3d 376, 404-05 (1988). 

By failing to recirculate for public comment,, Respondent's approval of the EIR failed to comport 
with the law under CEQA and, therefore, constitutes an abuse of discretion. 

For that reason and on that ground, the Writ is granted. 

2. "Fair Hearing" Claims 

While the Court initially declined to reach the question of whether the process afforded by the 
Respondent in this case was constitutionally deficient, it shall do so here. 

While a court must give substantial deference to the good faith judgment of an agency that its 
procedures afforded fair consideration of a party"s claims. that deference is not unlimited. A 
local agency's adjudicatory decisions must be made pursuant to principles of due process. Hom 
v. CountyofVenturfi, 24 Cal. 3d 605, 610 (1979). 

In this case, the first time that Petitioner even heard that a March 29, 2011 report compiling 
parking utili?-Ation at a total of 18 residential developments in the Southern Calif omia region and 
supplemented by recommendations provided by the Urban Land Institute and the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers would be relied upon as substantial evidence that the parking ratio 
provided by the applicant would be sufficient to meet demand was provided one business day 
before the PLUM hearing. (AR 5243, 5293,, 5380). This late disclosure was compounded by the 
fact that the City Planner had repeatedly reassured Petitioner's representative that no additional 
evidence would be submitted. (AR 22-23, 26-27). The first time that the petitioner was able to 
see the evidence in the new parking study was on May 11, 2011, the day after the PLUM 
Committee held the hearing on this Project. (AR 4663-4790). This parking study is the only 
substantial evidence cited in the revised findings adopted by the PLUM Committee that the 
reduction in parking proposed for this Project would not result in overflow parking impacts in 
the adjacent neighborhood. (AR 75-77, 199-201). 

And~ while the City contends that its deprivation of notice and opportunity to Petitioners was 
"cured" at the City Council~ that claim is simply incorrect. 'The parking study upon which the 
PLUM Commission relied was made public one day after the matter was referred to the full City 
Council. (AR 4124, 4734-4790). There was no hearing at the next level; the only "'hearing" at 
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which Petitioner could have proffered "rebuttal~' was at the PLUM Commission hearing. 12 (AR 
2328-2332~ 4124). 

While there is no express statute that affords Petitioner the right to have notice and an 
opportunity to be heard, the doctrine of due process applies to land use administrative hearings of 
the type at issue here. Mohlief v. Robert Janovid, 51 Cal. App. 4th 267, 302 (1996)(standards 
regarding adequacy of due process apply at administrative hearings). The deprivation of process 
in this case - of a basic right to have before it the information upon which the administrative 
decision rests and an op~ortunity to be heard as to the competency or adequacy of that 
information-is patent.1 The City put more than 200 pages of new findings that relied upon a 
new planning book not generally available to the public on short notice and the undisclosed 56-
page Hirsch/Green Parking Report into the record less than one business day before the hearing 
on this matter. Having deprived the Petitioner and the public a reasonable advance opportunity 
to review the new findings and the new evidence cited in support of these findings, the City 
failed to afford Petitioner a fair heating in this case. See Clark v. City of Hermosa Beach, 48 
Cal. App. 4th 1152, 1171-72 (1996)("A hearing requires that the party be apprised of the 
evidence against him so that he may have an opportunity to refute, test and explain it.") 

As the PLUM Commission's approvals of the Project violated the due process requirements ofa 
fair hearing, the Writ is granted on this ground as well. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, the Court grants the Writ of Mandate. 

Counsel for Petitioner is to submit to this Department a proposed judgment and a proposed writ 
within l 0 days with a proof of service showing that copies were served on Respondent by hand 
delivery or fax. The Court will hold these documents for ten days before signing and filing the 
judgment and causing the clerk to issue the writ. 

The administrative record is ordered returned to the party who lodged it to be preserved without 
alteration until a final judgment is rendered and to forward it to the Court of Appeal in the event 
of appeal. 

DATED: JULY 23, 2012 

ANN I.JONES 
ANN I. JONES, JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 

12 Both RPI and the City sought to a'lsert that the PLUM Committee decision was only a recommendation, not a 
decision. Constitutionally, the one who "decides, must hear." Vollstedt v. City of Stockton, 220 Cal. App. 3d 265, 
274-15 (1990). ff the actual decision-maker was the City Council, it decided the issue without hearing any 
testimony, much less rebuttal experts. Although Petitioner and its counsel submitted speaker cards at the City 
Coundl meeting on the project, no testimony was allowed. (AR 5039~41, 2330, 2340-43). 

13 The Petitioner has a property interest sufiicient to allow its due process claim to be heard. An neighborhood 
adversely affected by a proposed development has a deprivation substantial enough to require procedural due 
process protection . .CJ. Hom \f. County of Ventura, 24 Cal. 3d 605> 615 (1979). 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks 

EM29304 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 3:02 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Re: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: lucira lia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 02:35 PM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org >; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Michael LoGrande 
< michael. log ra nde@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood 

Fyi ... the matrix of benefits to date 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 
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Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM29497 

Lambert Giessinger < lambert.giessinger@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 6:58 PM 
Marcel Porras 
Ken Bernstein; Edgar The Gamechanger Garcia; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Ana 
Guerrero; Diego de la Garza 

Subject: Re: Cultural Heritage Commission and Millennium Project 

The have agreed to present on April 18. 

Sent from my iPad 

On Mar 21, 2013, at 5:31 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hello everyone, 

Our office has requested the developer to present the Millennium Project to the Cultural 
Heritage Commission. They had previously considered presenting, but had to 
cancel. When is the next available date that is available for presentations? Please advise. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdl3 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Yup. 

EM29737 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:38 AM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
Re: Request for Spanish Interpreter - CPC March 28 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:37 AM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Sure. I'm assuming the developer will pay ... this only for the millennium, right? 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:04 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Good morning Iris, 

Can you help me with this request. I will secure the equipment. I just need a warm body to translate. 

Thx, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
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Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM29738 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

EM29887 

Dmitri Palmer <dmitri_palmer@amda.edu> 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:52 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

My name is Dmitri Palmer.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

-Dmitri Palmer_ 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

James, 
Got it! 
thank you, 
Regina 

EM29306 

Regina Freer < rfreer@oxy.edu > 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 3:10 PM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium Project and Appeal 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:50 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Commissioner Freer, 

Regarding the Millennium case, I placed the appeal on the agenda first so that you could recognize 
the appellants and call them after the applicant makes their presentation. There are five appeals so 
you have to decide how much time to give to each of them. Traditionally they get the same amount of 
time as the applicant. But you can say for the record that you are giving each side of the matter an 
equal amount of time, then divide that time by 5 for each appellant. 

So make the announcement that items 5, 6 and 7 will be heard concurrently. Call the case numbers 
and read the project description for each case so that everyone will understand the differences of 
each matter. 

Staff will make their presentation. The applicant can do their presentation and the appellants can 
speak given the same (collective) amount of time for all appeals to be heard. 

As you know, when it is time for a motion each item is called separately for an individual motion and a 
vote. I could add a script/check list to your package if you like. 

Please see attached, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 
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Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29498 

jennifer van zyl <jennifervanzyl@mac.com> 
Thursday, March 21, 2013 9:36 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralla.ibarra@lacity.org 
WE OPPOSE the Millennium Project in Hollywood 

From: jennifer van zyl < jennifervanzyl@mac.com> 
Subject: WE OPPOSE the Millennium Project in Hollywood 
Date: March 21, 2013 9:27: 10 PM PDT 
To: tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: sharon. shapi ro@lacity.org , jonathan. brand@lacity.org 

Dear Councilmember LaBonge: 

My husband and I are writing you about the proposed Hollywood Millennium Project. As residents in your 
district living the hills just north of the project we and every neighbor we have talked to are VERY MUCH 
AGAINST THIS PROJECT. .. shame on you and Mr. Garcetti for even considering such a gigantic, out of place 
and road-clogging skyscraper in Historic Hollywood. 

-These buildings are WAY too tall...please STICK TO THE 150 FOOT LIMIT that makes sense for historic 
Hollywood; 
-Have you been to the Franklin/Vine/Cahuenga area lately during rush hour? The other night it took me 40 
minutes!!! to get from Santa Monica & Vine Street into my Hollywood Dell neighborhood ... two almost 600 feet 
buildings will only worsen that situation; 
-What about improving infrastructure in the area? We need better freeway entrance/exits and better maintained 
roads and sidewalks and public parking lots like Beverly Hills and Santa Monica; 
-If you think residents in these buildings will use the Metro, you are mistaken. The Metro still does not go to 
the places where people go-- the airport, Beverly Hills, Century City, the Hollywood Bow (another shameful 
failure by our City officials that there is not a stop at the Bowl..all the buses we have to endure!); 
-What about the poorly maintained and developed Cahuenga Pass? The ghetto-inspired chainlink fences should 
instead be sound walls to contain the heavy traffic on the streets and not spill into surrounding residential 
area. We need a bike/walk path OFF THE STREET so people can walk and ride between Hollywood and the 
Valley ... ifthis were the Westside/Sepulveda Pass, it would be much safer, more beautiful and functional as 
sadly that is were the City and State spends it's infrastructure funds. 
-We live in Historic Hollywood-- a very special place for Los Angeles and people come from all over the world 
to Hollywood. We love to see Hollywood improving and people investing into it to make it even better but fifty 
plus skyscrapers will not make it better. They our way out scale and will cover and hide one of the best 
buildings of Los Angeles, the Capitol Records Building. 

We are amazed at how this project has gotten so far and that our City would ever allow such a project in this 
part of town. 

Most sincerely, 

Jennifer and Rudy van Zyl 
Rinconia Drive 
Hollywood 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ms. Richardson, 

EM29308 

JOHN GITTELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) <johngitt@bloomberg.net> 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 3:32 PM 
mary.richardson@lacity.org 
Bloomberg article on Hollywood Millennium 

I'm writing an article on the Hollywood Millennium proposal. Can you give me a call or let me know where I can find 
information on height and density limits for the Hollywood community, specifically the area near Hallwood and Vine? 
Also, what's the official role of the neighborhood councils in this process? 
Thanks 

JOHN GITIELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW. BLOOM BERG.COM 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29888 

Jim Nelson < motherco@aol.com > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:27 AM 
eric garcetti; Tom Labonge; L.A. City - Perry; paul.koretz@lacity.org; 
councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Cc: 'tony tucci'; 'Cassandra Barrere'; 'Rick Seireeni'; 'Valerie O'Brien'; 'John Harris'; 'Jamie 

Hall'; 'Alison Simard'; 'Skip'; editor@LAindependent.com; steve.lopez@latimes.com; 
Craig Hodgetts; Jerry Daniel; beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net; Martha Welborne; 
president@hillsidefederation.org; robert kovacik; board@babcnc.org; 
vicepresident@hhwnc.org 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood 

Sirs, 

I would like to add my voice to those who are: 

1) supporting the appeal (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2) opposing the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3) opposing the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4) and opposing certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Like the ill-fated Hollywood and Highland Project, this proposal is a poorly conceived and poorly designed attempt to 
exploit rather than enhance Hollywood. 

To allow it to proceed, would be to condemn generations to live with the horror of more Corrupted and Cynical Corporate 
Development in America. It adds nothing to the Urban Fabric. It has no sense of human scale or any trace of concern for 
the human experience. 

Bulky, Forbidding and Dehumanizing - the design rejects all that we have learned about how to create Great Public 
Space. The result will be similar to Flower Street - a Concrete Canyon devoid of Pedestrians. A No Man's Land. 

The coat of "Green" on the Towers Facades does little to offset their Bland Monolithic distain for the wonderful and truly 
Green design of the Capital Records Building. 

There are No Redeeming Virtues to this Project: No improvements to public transportation (Trolley), No linkages or 
enhancements to the street scape and No Homage or Respect to the Wonderful Texture of this Historic District. 

Los Angeles Deserves Better Than This. Please Protect Us! Send them back to the Drawing Boards to come up with a 
Great Design - Or Send them Home. 

Regards, 

Jim Nelson 
President Emeritus - Laurel Canyon Association 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29739 

Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:42 AM 
'James Williams' 
RE: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 
imageOOl.jpg; image002.jpg 

You are a dear, James (we all know that!). Right now I have 3 speakers who have indicated that they need a 

translator. Thanks for your speedy reply! 

Thursday will be a long and interesting day! Do you have any idea when Council Chambers will open -you 

know me, I'm an early-bird© 

See you on Thursday. 

Hugs, 

Laurie 

From: James Williams [mailto:james.k.williams@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:03 AM 
To: Laurie Goldman 
Subject: Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 

For you ... the world! 

Good to hear from you Laurie. I will get on it right away. Do you know how many persons will need the 
service? 

James 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 10:05 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

CPC-2013-103-DA 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Hello James, 

I have had requests for an interpreter from several Spanish-speaking stakeholders attending the Millennium 
hearing on 3/28/13. Can you provide? 
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Warm regards, 

Laurie 

..... ~.II 
~-· Goldman Organization 

Laurie Goldman, President 

8391 Beverly Blvd., Suite 327 

Los Angeles, CA 90048 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310 274.8627 

(E) laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

Friends of the Hollywood Central Park 

Laurie L. Goldman, President 

1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310.274.8627 

(E) laurie.goldman@hfcp.org or laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

http://hollywoodcentralpark.org 
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James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM29741 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Diego, 

EM29499 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 7:26 AM 

Cardoso, Diego 

Re: Recusal Form 

The Millennium project is next week. We have you as a planned absence on the advance calendar. 

James 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 3:22 PM, Cardoso, Diego <CardosoD@metro.net> wrote: 
Thanks James. Could you please tell when the Millennium project is scheduled for our Commission 
?? 

Please remember that next week I am in San Francisco. 

Greetings, 

Diego 

From: James Williams [mailto: james.k.williams@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:01 PM 
To: Cardoso, Diego 
Subject: Recusal Form 

Good afternoon Diego, 

Please see attached copy of the recusal form for your personal records. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM29500 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

HI Alfred, 

EM26391 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 2:56 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Fwd: Appeals 
VTT-71837(2).pdf; VTT-71837.pdf 

These 2 appeals look to be duplicative from the one from Friday. I'm busy finalizing the draft CPC report for 
2008-3440 and hope to have a draft done by tomorrow. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Mar 5, 2013 at 2:54 PM 
Subject: Appeals 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here are the scanned copies. One is the whole letter and one is just the receipt, appeal form, and front page of 
appeal letter (the rest of the letter is the same as the first one) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Office: Downtown 
Return to Planning Copy 
Application Invoice No: 10513 

EM26392 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 

City Planning Request 

Scan this QR Code® with a barcode 
reading app on :rour Smartphone. 

Bookmark page for future reference. 

NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to your 
application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you. 

This filing foe is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, L.A.M.C. 

Applicant: BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION - ABRAHAMS, GEORGE ( B:323-4639209) 
Representative: 

Project Address: 1750 N VINE ST, 90028 

NOTES: 

VJ'T:~71&3.7~CN-1A />.· :O>J ::.\ 
•' 

'·'·· ··.•· ·' ::\:,/', '<:', ........ ·:'. ·: ..... 
.. , 

< ,,· .. 
Item 

APPEAL BY AGGRIEVED PARTIES OTHER THAN THE ORIGINAL APPLICANT * 

Item 

Fees Subject to Surcharges* 

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges 

Plan & Land Use Fees Total 
Expediting Fee 
OSS Surcharge (2%) 
Development Surcharge {6%) 

Operating Sm·charge (7%) 
C.eneral Plan Maintenance Surcharge (5%) 
Grand Total 
Total Credit 

Total Invoice 

Total Overpayment Amount 
Total Paid 
(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) 

Council District: 13 

Plan Area: Hollywood 

Processed by KIM, STEVE on 03/04/2013 
Signature: ·' " ... ,_ .c ..... __ ,, ..... ".:·,·· .. 

Printed by KIM, STEVE on 03/04/2013. lnvoiceNo; 10513 

Charged Fee 

$89.00 

$0.00 

$89.00 

$0.00 

$1.78 

$5.34 

$6.23 

$4.45 

$106.80 

$0.00 

$106.80 

$0.00 

$106.80 

·, 'k <.:: }i:;,;i,/ ,, ... 

Fee % Charged Fee 
$89.00 100% $89.00 

Case Total S89.00 

LA. Dep;iu:t.I11ent of Building and lfafe:t.y 
L.h 0005 104004672 2/4/2013 8:46;00 AM 

PL.AN " LAND USE ' $1.06.f:IO 

$1(16.00 

QR Code is a registered tradornsrk of Denso Wave, Incorporated 
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lllAS"l"ER .IPP.E/.\I.. F<:UU\11 
.... ,;::;;;~/·~~~'~ ;--~~~ ·~ ~-~,, ... " "i':i··~~'r.;- \;:•~,";..---~ 

City of. Los Angeles. - Department of City Planning OR/i 
APPEAL TO THE: City Planning Commission 

(DIRECTOR, AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL) 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 1720-1770 N. Vine; 1746-1770 N. Ivar; 6236-6334 Yucca; n"fr.~17rJ f). VVV{ 
) 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 2013 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

rYPE OF APPEAL: 1. Cl Appeal by Applicant 

2. IZl Appeal by a person, other than the appUcant, claiming to be aggrieved· 

L 

3. D Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 
of Building and Safety 

APPELLANT INFORMATION - Please print clearly 

Name: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 

Are you filing for yourself or on behalf of another party,. organization or company? 

la Self D Other: 

Address: 2751 Westshire Drive 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90068 

Telephone: (323) 856-0260 E-mail: beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net 

" Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

0 Yes la No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: George Abrahams, member of BCNA board of ~-ire_c_t_or_s ____________ _ 

Address: 3150 Durand Drive ______ , 
Los Angeles, CA Zip: 900_6_8 ________ _ 

Telephone: ___ 3_2_3_4_6_3_9_2_09 __ _ E-mail: ggg@copper.net 
--"-'------~~----~~ 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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EM26394 

WST!FICATION/REASON FOR APPEAUN_G- Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

0 Entire 0 .Part 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal How yo~ are aggrieved by the decision 

• Specifically the points at issue Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

• Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Master Appeal Form 
Justification/Reason for Appealing document 
Original Determination Letter 

" Original applicants must provide the original receipt required .to calculate 85% filing foe. 

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

Applicants filing per 12._26 K "Appeals from ~uilding Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 
and must p~ovide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

Appeals to the City' Council from a determination on a 'Tentative Tract (lT or VfT) by the City (Area} Planning 
Commission must be filed within 10 days of the ~ritten determination of the Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body {i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appealable. 

CP-7769 (il/09/09) 

"If a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact report, approves a 
negative dec/oratio.n or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision-making body, if any." 
--CA Public Resources Code § 21151 (c) 
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Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
2751 Westshire Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 

c/o City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
·Department's Public Offices, Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012· 

RE: Case No.: Vestrng Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 
CEQA No.: ENV 2011-0675-EIR 
Project Location: 1720-1770 N. Vine St.; 1745-1753N. Vine St.; 
1746-1770 N Ivar St.;1733-1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236-6334 Yucca St., 
Hollywood. · 

Appeal of: Advisory Agency's Determination Letter for Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 71837-CN 

We appeal the decision of the Advisory Agency on the following grievances: 

I. Failure to Include Economic Feasibility Analysis of Project Alternatives in 

Administrative Record Before Start of Public Comment Period 

The FEIR states: 

Comment No. 09-79 
uwith respect to a 3:1 FAR project being infeasible in this area of Hollywood, 

this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other projects 

in the area have been built at less than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson at 
Hollywood Project on High I.and and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace 
Project at Franklin and Gower). Given the presence of multiple buildings in the 

area built at less than a 3:1 FAR, some of them quite recent, the DEIR must 

provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility .. Financial data is 
critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely less 

profitable, since CEQA does not permit an alternative to be rejected on 

profitability grounds. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
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Office: Downtown 
Return to Planning Copy 
Application Invoice No: 10512 

EM26396 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 

•i 

I 
\ 

City Planning Request 

~ 
~ 

Scan this QR Code® with a barcode 
reading app on your Smartphone. 

Bookmark page for future reference 

NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to your 
application, regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you. 

This filing fee is required by Chapter I, Article 9, LAM.C. 

Applicant: ARGYLE CrVIC ASSOC!A TION -ABRAF·!AMS, GEORGE ( 8:323-4639209) 

Representative: 

Project Address: 1750 N VINE ST, 90028 

NOTES: 

VTTc71837~GN:'lA 

Item 
APPEAL BY AGGRIEVED PARTIES OTHER THAN THE ORIGINAL APPLICANT* 

Item 

Fees Subject to Surcharges* 

Fees Not Subject to Surcharges 

Plan & Land Use Fees Total 

Expediting Fee 
OSS Surcharge (2 % ) 

Development Surcharge (6%) 

Operating Surcharge (7%) 
General Plan Maintenance Surcharge (5%) 

Grand Total 

fotal Credit 

Total Invoice 

Total Overpayment Amount 
Total Paid 
(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) 

Council District: l3 

Plan Area: Hollywood 

Processed by KIM,.STEYE on 03/04/2013 

Signature:~:~~~~:~.. ····~·--~·--···~·-~·-~·--

Printed by KIN~ STEVE on 03104120!3. Invoice No: !0512 

Charged Fee 

$89.00 

$0.00 

$89.00 

$0.00 

$L78 

$5.34 

$6.23 

$4.45 

$106.80 

$0.00 

$106.80 

$0.00 

$106.80 

-

Fee % Charged Fee 
$89.00 100% $89.00 

Case Total $89.00 

LA Dep:;u:tMe.nt of Build.in{! and 5a:fe.·ey 
L.h 0005 104004674 a/4/2012 &:49:41 AM 

£'LAN & 'LAND UBE. $106.50 

Suh Total: 

Reae.ipt #: 010412&632 

QR Code is a regi•tercd tradern ark of Denso Wave, Incorporated 
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· City of Los Ange/es~ Department of City Planning ORIGINAL 
APPEAL TO THE: City Planning Commission 

(DIRECTOR, AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL) 

REGARDING CASE#: VTTM No. 71837-cr-::_ _____ _ 

PROJECT ADDRESS· 1720-1770 N. Vine: 1146-1770 N. Ivar; 6236-6334 Yucca~ t1 lfr.~i7 j'J' P~ :;?;vL . ' ~ 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 2013 
~~~~~~--~~----'-----------

TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. 0 Appeal by Applicant 

2. 0 Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved 

3. 0 Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 
of Building and Safety 

APPELLANT INFORMATION.,, Please print dearly 

Name: Argyle Civic Association 

Are you filing for yourself or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

!Zl Self 0 Other: ----· 

Address: _?_Q15U~: Vine Street 

Los Angeles, CA 
--~~~~-~~---~~ 

Zip: 90068 

Telephone: ----------- E-mail: info@argylecivic.org 

Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

0 Yes li:l No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: George Abrahams, president of ACA 

Address: 3150 Durand Drive 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90068 

Telephone: ____ 3_23_46_3_92_0_9 __ _ E·mail: ggg@copper.net 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING- Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

0 Entire 0 Part 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal 11 How you are aggrieved by the decision 

Specifically the points at issue Why you believe the decision.-m;:.iker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Master Appeal Form 

Justification/Reason for Appealing document 
Original Determination Let_ter 

Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee. 

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

Applicants .filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 
and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

I 

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VIT) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be flied within 10 days of the YfJitlen determination of the Commission. 

A CEOA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (i.e. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appealable. 

"If a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact report, approves a 
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision-making body, if any." 
--CA Public Resources Cade§ 21151 {c) 

Appellant Signature: --·-

in this applicatio~are . e and true: 

:.---<. --t ~ A II .-t1 (.1 '"> ,,.., 7""") 
- ';:-.. ___ _ ==-~===::=::::::=-0aDate: h.~~J.:__.o<.._~1 _ _.___. ~-.K~. 

CN769 (11/09/09) 
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Argyle Civic Association 
2018 N. Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 · 

EM26399 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
c/o City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
Department's Public Offices, Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Case No.: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN· 
CEQA No.: ENV 2011--0675-EIR 
Project Location: 1720-1770 N. Vine St.; 1745-1753 N. Vine St.; 
1746-1770 N Ivar St.;1733-1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236-6334 Yucca St., 
Hollywood. 

Appeal of: Advisory Agency's Determination Letter for Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 71837-CN 

. We appeal the decision of the Advisory Agency on the following grievances: 

I. Failure to Include Economic Feasibility Analysis of Project Alternatives in 
Administrative Record Before Start of Public Comment Period 

The FEIR states: 

Comment No. 09-79 
"With respect to a 3:1 FAR project being infeasible in this area of Hollywood, 
this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other 
projects in the area have been built at le~s than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson 
at Hollywood Project on Highland and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace 
Project at Franklin and Gower). Given the presence of multiple buildings in 
the area built at less than a 3:1 FAR, some of them quite recent, the DEIR 
must provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility. Financial 
data is critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely 
less profitable, since CEQA does not permit an alternative to be rejected on 
profitability grounds. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
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·., 

(1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 (11The fact that an a·lternative may be ... 
less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially 
infeasible."). The DEIR must provide specific evidence to support its finding 
of infeasibility. For example, in vacating an inadequate EIR and requiring the 
University of California to re-start the CEQA process, the Court stated that 
the University must 11explain in meaningful detail in a new EIR a range of 
alternatives to the project and, if [found] to be infeasible, the reasons and 
facts that. .. support its conclusion." Laurel Heights Improvement Association 
v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406. In short, 
the DEIR's statement that anything less than 3:1 would be infeasible is 
completely conclusory, and must be supported with specific evidence and 
financial information." 

Response tb Comment No. 09-79 
{fin fact, in 2012 the Court of Appeal of California held that there is no 
requirement that the economic feasibility analysis be included in a Final EIR -
much less a Draft EIR - so long as it was included in the administrative 
record." 

"The court in Flanders, however, explained that the plaintiffs reliance on 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376 was misplaced because financial feasibility 
evidence was ultimately available for review before final consideration of the 
project. Therefore, it is clear that economic feasibility evidence is not 
required to be in the Draft EIR, as asserted in the comment. Here, the 
administrative record for the Project will contain adequate financial 
feasibility evidence regarding Project Alternatives prior to final consideration 
of the Project by the decision makers." 

It is not an open process and violates the public comment requirement of CEQA if 
the financial feasibility evidence is added to the administrative record only when 
it is presented to the decision makers for final consideration. Withholding the 
financial feasibility evidence from the administrative record during the DEIR and 
FEIR period denies the public the opportunity to have a reasonable period of time 
to examine and comment on it and to participate in the CEQA process. The 
evidence that the Planning Department claims that they used to reach their 
conclusion must be added to the administrative record and available for public 
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inspection and comment at the time that the Planning Department concluded 
that the Project Alternative was infeasible and before the dose of the public 
comment period. An open process cannot operate on an Alice in Wonderland 
11Sentence first-verdict afterwards 11 methodology. 

The DEIR needs to be recirculated with the financial feasibility evidence for each 
of the project alternatives added to the administrative record prior to the start of 
the DEIR public comment period. 

II. Failure to Include a Downsizing Alternative in the DEIR as a Reasonable 
Alternative 

The idea that a less than 3:1 FAR is infeasible is not only untrue, it is preposterous 
since the majority of businesses and residences in Los Angeles are less than 3:1 
FAR and are financially successful. There are many such businesses a block away 
from the project location. Joseph's restaurant, across the street from the project 
location, and Enterprise Rent a Car, on the project site, are successful at 0.5:1 FAR 
and at 0.25:1 FAR respectively. Since a 0.25:1 FAR business is feasible at the 
project location a Downsizing Alternative should have been included in the DEIR 
as a reasonable alternative. A high FAR alone is not an assurance of viability since 
the TOD,projects at Hollywood and Western, Hollywood and Vine and Hollywood 
and Highland are all financial failures. Hollywood and Western cannot lease the 
retail space next to the Metro entrance after 10 years of operation. Hollywood 
and Vine has only sold 20 of the 143 condos after 4 years of operation. Hollywood 
and Highland lost $450 million upon sale to a new owner. Thus, there is no 
evidence, as the FEIR claims, that only a high FAR project can produce the benefits 
listed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

The DEIR needs to be recirculated with the inclusion of a Downsizing Alternative 
as a reasonable alternative. 

Ill. Failure to Use Actual Transit Mode Usage Evidence to Determine Vehicle Trip 
Generation 

The FEIR states: 

Response to Comment No. 09-42 
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"Given the proximity to the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Urie Transit Station, 
high transit usage is expected. The Red Line Trans.it Station provides 
connections to the Metro rail system and many bus lines. Further, the high 
cost of parking will encourage use of transit and other modes, such as 
bicycling, carpooling and walk-in. Additionally, the mixed-use nature of the 
Project and surrounding area will reduce vehicle trip generation. The TDM 
program will further encourage the use of alternative modes. The promoted 
alternatives to driving alone include ride-sharing, bicycling, work-at-home 
and telecommunication, as well as transit." 

There is almost no usage of the bicycle lanes in Los Angeles and Metro ridership is 
far below expectations. The high-income residents who would occupy the very 
expensive condos in TOD projects are less likely to use mass transit because, 
according.to the US Census American Communities Survey, mass transit in Los 
Angeles takes 1.73 times longer than individual cars. The TOM mass transit model 
ignores the fact that time is a commodity and the value lost in individual 
productivity outweighs any potential gain from the use of mass transit. This is why 
corporate leaders spend hundreds of thousands of dollars a year to maintain 
private jets to fly coast to coast rather than take 5 days to ride a Greyhound bus. 

The DEIR needs to be redrculated using actual transit mode data instead of TDM 
expectations to determine the vehicle trip generation that the project will add. 

IV. Failure to Use Maximum Build out in Traffic Study and to Study Cut~through 
Traffic in Residential Areas 

The FEIR states: 

Response to Comment No. 09-50 
"A variety of mitigation measures were considered during the Traffic Study 
process. The measures considered included modifications to the lane 
configurations at individual intersections. Those measures were not 
considered feasible due to secondary impacts on the sidewalk width or on
street parking supply, with one exception. After the potential measures were 
evaluated, due to secondary impacts, most of the significantly impacted 
intersections were determined to have no feasible mitigation measures'." 
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Response to Comment No. 18-3 
"It should be noted that the Draft EIR contains a comprehensive discussion 
of potential traffic and public safety impacts in Sections IV.K, Transportation 
and IV.J, Public Services. These section assess the Project potential impacts 
given the existing conditions (including street and intersection capacities) 
surrounding the Project Site." 

The traffic mitigations offered are inadequate because they are relative to "the 
existing conditions,, rather than to the maximum build-out under either the old 
3:i FAR or new 4.5:1 FAR Hollywood Community Plans and "most of th,e 
significantly impacted intersections were determined to have no feasible. 
mitigation measures". By-right development that would follow an approval of this 
FEIR would overwhelm the meager mitigations offered in this FEIR. 

The traffic study fails to address the increase in cut-through traffic in the 
surrounding residential areas, such as the Beachwood Drive, Canyon Lake Drive, 
Tahoe Drive, Lake Hollywood drive route between Hollywood and Burbank, that 
would result from the traffic congestion around the project. The DEIR needs to 
critically address cut-through traffic and its impact on residential street segments. 

The DEIR needs to be recirculated for a traffic study that is redone relative to the 
maximum build-out under both the old. 3:1 FAR and new 4.5:1 FAR Hollywood 
Community Plans and which includes cut-through traffic in the surrounding 
residentia I areas. 

V. Failure to Use Maximum Build out in Study of Impacts on Infrastructure 

The same inadequacy specified in Grievance It/ exists for all of the other 
infrastructure elements, such as emergency services, sewer1 gas, water, and 
electricity because they are relative to "the existing conditions". They should all 
be studied relative to the maximum build-out rather than the current build-out. 

The DEIR needs to be recirculated with studies of the impact of the project on all 
of the infrastructure elements, including those listed above, relative to the 
maximum build-out under both the old 3:1 FAR and new 4.5:1 FAR Hollywood 
Community Plans. 

''-..._,_,. 
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We also appeal on the grievances stated in the appeal by Annie Geoghan included 
here as Attachment 1. 

We reserve the right to submit additional comments and objections regarding the 
Advisory Agency's approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and environmental 
Findings through the close of the administrative proceedings related to the 
project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 

George Abrahams, President 
Argyle Civic Association 
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Attachmen 1 
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City of Los Anqeles - Department of qty Planning 

APPEAL TO THE: c~rY PLANNING COMMISSION 
{DIRECTOR, AREA PlANNING COMMISSION, crrv PlANMING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL/ 

REGARDING CASE :ff: VTTM No. 7183-7-CN 
·~---~~~~ 

PROJECT ADDRESS: _!,Z~Q-12.,!_~_i:l_:._!2_~_~_;_ 1746-1770 N. Ivar; 6236-6334 Yucca 

flNAl DATE TO APPEAL: March 4, 20i 3 
~~~-'---~~~~~~~~-

TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. 0 Appeal by Applicant 

2 .• ~ppeat by a person, other than the applicant, dalming to be aggrieved 

3. 0 Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a detr~rmination made by the Departrri"ent 
of Building and Safety 

~} 
APPELLANT INFORMATION - Please print clearly 

Name: Ai:mie Geo~g~h_a_n ________ . 

Are you tiling for yourself or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

0 Self )<Other: C~_i:~~:..~E'.2~£2:1e~9h~~-~- affected by the 

_e_roe_os ~~_.PE_?j ec~:-

Ad dress: Mr. and Mrs. Geog_t)a!"!_L_Q.§_Q~ V\[hi'itey T_e_rr_a_ce_" ____ _ 

.. ~E~_0.!298~~~_f~----· 

Telephone: {32?)_±§_?-1084 _ 

Zip; 90068 ____ ·---·----------· __ _ 

,_m,n -P~r o.,, !'57 A<? 1L 
Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

0 Yes ~No 
/ 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

l\lame: __ _ 

Zip: -----------·---------

Telephone: ---------------- E-mail:-------·-----·--··-------

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los 1\nge!es Municipal Code fo; discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIF!CAT!O!\l/RE/\SON FOR APPE/-\1..11\lG ·-Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

f'nu'" D p,rt 

Your justification/reason must state: 

The reasons for the appeal How you are aggrieved by the decision 

Specifically the points at issue Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL !l\IFORMATlON/REQU!REMEl\ITS 

Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

Master Appeal Form 
Justification/Reason for Appealing docum~mt 
Original Determination Letter 

Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing foe. 

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of ;eceipt. 

Applicants filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 

and must provide notice per 12..26 K 7. 

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTf) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be filed within 10 days of the E.WJ:s!n determinatJ911 of the Commission. 

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body {Le. ZA, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appea!able. 

"If a nonelected decision-making body of a focal lead agency certifies an environmentol impoci: report, approves o 
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaraUon, or determines that c1 project is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval,. or determination may be appealer} to the agency's elected decision·muking body, if any." 
--CA Public Resources Cade § 2115.1 (c) 

! certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true: 
----:> ·-1 " 

L 4- ... ./ .,.-:- k-:" A /' 
Appellant Signature: ::?,.<!'.>t...-0 6e~Z- CX:::.;dif.z;:.~::7---"" - -""St-:.<::::;_=1/~··"'-.,,...._ 

c7 

Plcmning Staff Use Only 

0 Determination Authority Notified Original i'\eceipt: and BTC Receipt (if original applicant) 

CP-7769 (1.1/09/09} 
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February 28, 2013 

l\1r. and Mrs. Geoghan 
6603 Whitley Terrace 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 

EM26408 

c/o City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
Department's Public Offices, Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Case No.: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN 
CEQA NQ.: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Project Loc11timl: 1720-1770 N. Vine St.; 1745-1753 N. Vine St.; 1746-1770 N. Ivar Ave.; 
1733-1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236-6334 Yucca St., Hollywood. 

Appeal of: A_dxi.sory Agen,cy:s Determination Letter for Vesting Tentative Tract Map NQ. 71837-CN. 

L INTRODUCTION 

The Determination Letter issued for Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN does not state 
whether or not this subdivision map_ for the Millennium Hollywood project has in fact been approved. 
Instead, the Determination Letter states on page 1: 

"In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 
17.03 of the, (sic) the Advisory Agency is to consider the approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No 71837 ... " (Emphasis added). 

Nowhere does the Detennination Letter clearly state that the Advisory Agency has in fact approved 
VTTM No. 71837-CN. Even the Findings of Fact are ambiguous as to whether or not the Advisory 
Agency has issued an approval. Such sloppiness by Planning Staff is unacceptable, especially for a major 
development that will pennanently impact the entire Hollywood region. The Determination Letter needs 
to be corrected and reissued with a new appeal deadline, especially given that the Detennination Letter 
was obviously drafted by the applicant with only cursory input from Planning Staff. 

Therefore, on behalf of the residents of Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywood Dell, 
Hollywoodland, Argyle Civic Assn., the La Mirada A venue Neighborhood Association, and other concerned 
stakeholders. we are appealing what we assume to be the Advisory Agency's approval of ••Millennium 
Hollywood's" Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. Millennium Hollywood is proposed as an 
approximately 1.1 million sq. ft. development adjacent to Hollywood's historic Capitol Records Tower. 

As part of this appeal, we also strongly object to the blatantly illegal manner in which the Advisory 
Agency has reduced the project's required number of residential parking spaces. The Advisory Agency 
has granted the project a significant reduction from its parking requirement of 2.5 stalls per residential 
unit TI::Jthout the Determi_nation Letter even acknovy~~1t.d~xi!1tion has bee:!Lr~quested or 
!l-I!J?-l"OVed. 
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A:rmeal to Los AJ:tg_eles City PlS:UUJJ.ng Comm\£filpn ofVTT_Map No. 71837-CN 
I ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

February 28, 2013; Page 2 

Millennium Hollywood is a proposed mixed-·use development that is both vague in scope and 
ambiguous in scale. Its components are murky, ever changing and coyly uncertain, in violation of the 
fundamental premise of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that there be an accurate and 
stable project description. A finite project is crucial for analysis by both the public and the decision
makers in order to understand and act upon the choices to be made. Millennium Hollywood, however, 
subverts this process by refusing to reveal exactly what those choices will be. 

Both the Millennium Hollywood's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and the Advisory 
Agency's Determination Letter describe the proposed development in varying terms: the project could be 
492 residential copdominium units or 897 condominiums; the office component could add 215,000 
square feet of additional space or there could be no additional office space; a 200-room hotel may or may 
not be included; and there could be 10,000 sq. ft. of restaurants and bars or 43,000 sq. ft. of restaurants 
and bars. As acknowledged in the Determination Letter at page 149, the project description "will adapt 
to market conditions'." 

As fmther described by the Determination Letter at page 55: "The Project will develop a mix of 
land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and 
associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments." (Emphasis 
added). 

The Advisory Agency is required under the California Subdivision Map Act to make its 
determination to approve or reject a proposed development based upon a clearly defined project. '"An 
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an infonnative and legaHy sufficient 
EIR." County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71Cal.App.3d185. A development that "will 
adapt to market conditions'' may be a speculator's dream, but it is not a definitive project description. 

Furthermore, the Advisory Agency's approval of Millennium's Tentative Tract Map circumvents the 
Agency's restrictions under the California Subdivision Map Act. Rather than approving a clearly defined 
project, as required under Section 66418.l of the Map Act, and by implication under Sections 66474.61 
(a) and (b), the Advisory Agency improperly grants the Map by bootstrapping any sized development into 
its approval based upon unprecedented entitlements that may or may not be granted by the City Plamtlng 
Commission. As described at pages 58 and 149 of the Determination Letter: 

"The project will be subject to the Development Regulations ... together with the 
Land Use Equivalency Program, which will pennit the development. to adapt to market 
conditions, by allowing a controlled ex.change of uses with increases in the intensity 
and/or density of certain uses with decreases others (sic) ... As flexibility is contemplated 
in the Development Agreement ... a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program ... " (Emphasis added). 

What is certain is the following: Two skyscrapers planned for the site would be among the tallest 
in the Western United States, each exceeding twice the height of the 22-story Sunset/Vine tower 
(currently the tallest building in Hollywood); The project would have a Floor Area Ratio of 6:1 on a 
4.47 net acre site with l,918 parking spaces, which could be as much as 912 parking spaces less than 
required under the law. Total site development would be approximately 1.1 million square feet, and no 
affordable housing would be included on-site (thereafter the "Project"). 
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APP-eal to_J,QftAngeles City ~l~twing Commission of YII_MJ!P- No. 71837--CN 
I ENV -2011-0675"-EIR 

February 28, 2013; Page 3 

The applicant is Millennium Hollywood, LCC (hereinafter the "Applicant"). 

The existing site zoning is C4-2D-SN. The "D" limiting condition restricts the site's F1oor Area 
Ratio ("FAR") to 3:1. The applicant is also separately requesting under related case CPC-2008-3440 .. 
ZC-CUB-CU-ZV -HD that the Los Angeles City Planning Commission approve: a Vesting Zone Change 
and Height District Change to replace the "D" Development Limitation, allow development to a 6: I 
FAR, and to include uses prohibited in the C4 Zone; approve a Conditional Use to permit floor area 
averaging across the site; approve Zone Variances for reduced commercial parking and for parking to be 
off-site; and other entitlements. Under related Case No. C'PC-2013-103-DA, the applicant is requesting 
an unprecedented Developer;s Agreement for up to 25 years to essentially make the subject site an 
island unto itself, free of zoning regulations or community oversight. 

II. OBJECTIONS 

The Advisory Agency is approving the Project's subdivision request prior to a City Planning 
Commission public hearing, even though the City Planning Commission must first review and consider 
the Applicant's requested Zone and Height District Change to remove the .. D" Development Limitation 
and other restrictions to make the Map consistent with the underlying zoning. The Advisory Agency's 
approval is therefore in violation of Government Code Section 66474, which states that the city "shall 
deny approval of a tentative map .•. if the proposed map is not consist.ent with applicable general 
and specific plans." 

The Advisory Agency's Determination Letter states at page 135: 'The existing FAR is 3:1 according 
to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning." Therefore the Project is !lQ! aHowable under its current 
land use designation. 

The Advisory Agency also approved th.e subdivision prior to a public hearing by the City Planning 
Commission, whlch will review and consider adoption/certification of the EIR and its Statement of 
Oveniding Considerations. In its Determination Letter at page 147, however, the Advisory Agency 
states that it is both adopting the BIR and the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

The Advisory Agency is not a legislative body and is without legal authorization to adopt the EIR 
and its Statement of Overriding Considerations prior to review and action by the Commission. To do so 
clearly usurps the authority of the Commission and City Council, and explicitly violates the California 
Environmental Quality Act, rendering CEQA meaningless. 

The Advisory Agency's decision letter clearly violates the California Subdivision Map Act by 
approving a tentative tract map inconsistent with the existing zoning. By issuing its approvals prior to 
City Planning Commission review and consideration of the requested entitlements, or even before release 
of the Planning Department's Staff Recommendation Report, the Advisory Agency has in effect 
determined that the Commission's approval is a foregone conclusion. The clear implication to the public 
is that the Project has obtained irreversible momentum, and that the Commission's review will be merely a 
post hoc rationalization to support action already taken. 

Approval of the Project's Vesting Tentative Tract Map is therefore legally and substantively 
defective. Objections to the VTTM include but are not limited to the following: 
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Appeal to Los Ang~l~"s Qty Planning__c_omrnJ_ssion of VTT M~o. 71837-CN 
I ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

February 28, 2013; Page 4 

111 Pursuant to Government Code Section 6647 4, the City cannot approve the VTTM and 
the Project, and instead should deny it as a result of the fact: 

a) That the proposed map is inconsistent with the subject site's underlying 
zoning and the Findings of Fact inaccurately describe the existing zoning; 

b) That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not 
consistent with the applicable general plan; 

c) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development 
proposed; 

d) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of 
development; 

e) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is likely 
to impact a cultural resource, create substantial environmental impacts 
and affect public health; 

111 The parking reduction from the Advisory Agency standard of 2.5 stalls per unit in a 
parking congested area is unsubstantiated and has not even been formally requested 
by the Applicant or acknowledged by the Planning Dept; 

• As noted in the EIR and during public comment, the Project will result in 
significant, unmitigated impacts to our community, including but not limited to: 

~Traffic and Parking; 
-Noise; 
-Land Use and Planning; 
HPopulation and Housing; 
-Public Services; 
-Aesthetics/Views/Shade & Shadow 
-Utilities, specifically increased demand on an aging infrastructure 

HI. THE PROPOSED .MAP IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABLE ZONING. 

The approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map is inconsistent with the underlying zoning, which 
restricts the subject site f-<""'.AR to 3: l, and limits the type of uses at the site. The Applicant is requesting 
that the City Planning Commission grant a Zone and Height District Change to remove the "D" 
Development Limitation and grant a new FAR of 6:1, but the Commission's hearing on this matter isn't 
even tentatively scheduled until the end of March. Iu the meantime, the Advisory Agency cannot 
approve a Map inconsistent with what's permissible both in scale and uses on the subject site. Also, the 
Project's proposed FAR of 6: l is a theoretical figure that doesn't clarify exactly what would be built, 
what the total square footage would be, how many residential units there would be, or how tall the 
skyscrapers ultimately will be. None of the proposed components of the Millennium Hollywood Project 
is permissible within the applicable zoning. 
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AJ>peal to Los Ang~l£1_S City Planning,
0
Cpm1nission of VT_ImMap No. 71837-CNO 

I ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Febrnary 28, 2013; Page 5 

The Advisory Agency's approval violates Government Code Section 66474, which states that the 
city "shall deny approval of a tentative map .. .if the proposed map is not consistent. with ~pplicable 
general and specific plans." The underlying zoning is C4-2D-SN. The Los Angeles Municipal Code 
("LAMC") restricts C4 uses to R4 uses. R4 zoning allows one unit per 400 square feet of lot area. 
The Applicant, however, is requesting use of LAMC Section 12.22.A.18 (a) through its Development 
Agreement to allow density to be based on R5 standards, which pennits one unit per 200 square feet 
of lot area. R5 is nowhere to be found within the Project's vicinity, and surrounding R4 designated 
areas are further restricted by [Q] qualifying limits on density. The intent of the applicable 
Hollywood Community Plan zoning designation is therefore to limit density in the vicinity to R4 
levels or less. 

Placing a 1.1 million square foot, 585-foot-tall development in a neighborhood dominated by low--to
moderate-level commercial and residential structures will be detrimental to the character of development 
in the inunediate area, and will not be in conformance with either the Hollywood Community Pian or the 
General Plan. The Project is therefore inconsistent with both the California Subdivision Map Act and 
proper land use and planning. 

IV. THE DESIGN OR IMPROVE.MENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISON IS NOT 
CONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

As designed, the Project is inconsistent with the designated zoning of the Hollywood Community 
Plan and the restrictions of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will cause adverse enviromnental 
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods that are significant, permanent and without mitigation. 

A. Parking 

The Applicant is requesting a Vesting Tentative Tract Map for residential condominiums, not 
apartments. The Advisory Agency's parking requirement for condominiums is 2.5 parking spaces per 
dwelling unit in parking congested areas (see Exhibit 1). The Determination Letter states on page 1 
that the project will consist of "492 residential condominium units." Yet, Mitigation Measure K.1-14 
on page 45 of the Determination Letter, titled "East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential 
Parking Cap," states that the 450 residential units at this location wm have only 675 total parking 
spaces, or l.5 parking spaces per unit with no guest parking spaces. The DEIR also states that 
residential units will have only 1.5 parking spaces. This figure is 1 parking stall per unit deficient. 

This deviation in the required amount of residential parking would result in the Project's 
residential parking component being almost 500 spaces less than required by the Advis01y Agency. 
Nowhere in the Determination Letter is there an analysis of this parking reduction. Nowhere in the 
Determination Letter does the Advisory Agency even acknowledge that they are granting this 
deviation. Nowhere does the Determination Letter state that the Applicant even bothered to request 
the deviation. 

Instead, the Determination Letter at page 69 categorizes the Project's significantly reduced 
number of operational parking stalls under the heading "ENVIRONMENTAL Il\1PACTS FOUND TO 
HAVE NO IMPACT." The finding states: "The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the 
Development Regulations are generally consistent with the LAMC parking requirements ... " 
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The Los Angeles Municipal Code does regulate parking requirements for condominiums. Nor 
does the LAMC control the parking requirements of the Advisory Agency, which are applicable to all 
subdivisions. The Advisory Agency cannot simply ignore its own rules and regulations, nor can it 
ignore CEQA. Reduced residential parking will be a significant environmental impact. 

Projects approved in Hollywood in th.e previous five years include: the Blvd. 6200 development at 
6139 Hollywood Blvd (CPC 2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR), a 1,014-unit mixed-use project with 2,696 
parking spaces; the Columbia Square project at 6101-6125 W. Sunset Blvd. & 6100-6134 W. Selma 
Ave. (CPC-2007-99ll"·GPA-VZC-HD-CUB-CUX-VCU-SPR-DA), which includes a 200-unit 
condominium element with 500 dedicated parking spaces (1770 parking spaces overall); and the Paseo 
Plaza development at 5661 Santa Monica Blvd. (CPC-2006-4392-GPA-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-ZAI-SPR), 
which features 437 condominiums and 1,811 parking spaces. 

As recognized in the Project's Environmental Impact Report, this area of Hollywood already 
experiences heavy traffic congestion during both peak and non-peak periods, and its infrastructure is 
not designed to accommodate the increased street parking demands that result with greater residential 
density. In recognition of this area's severe parking congestion, the Blvd. 6200 project will have a 
surplus of parking, as is noted on pages F-19, 20 of the City Planning Commission's 4/9/07 
Detennination Letter, which states: .. The Project will provide a surplus of parking, and will not lead to 
residents, tenants and guests searching streets arul adjacent properties for parking spaces." 

Please note also that Blvd. 6200 project is located immediately across from the HollywoodNine Red 
Line subway stop, and is voluntarily setting aside 10% of its residential units as permanent affordable 
housing-- unlike the Project's complete lack of any on-site affordable housing. The Paseo Plaza 
development will also have a surplus of parking, is dedicating 15% of its units as affordable housing, and is 
constructing its parking structure 27 feet below the water table. No justification or precedent therefore is 
given in the Advisory Agency's decision letter to support allowing the Hollywood Millennium Project to 
reduce its required parking spaces by almost 500 stalls, especially since the proposed development consists 
of two luxury residential skyscrapers with no units of affordable housing. 

The illegality of reducing Advisory Agency residential parking requirements without proper 
CEQA review and substantial evidence to support the reduction was addressed in 2012 hi La Mirada 
Ave. Neighborhood AssQ.~i~tion of Hollywood v. City_gf_L.QiiAng~le~(BS132533). This case involved 
the Hollywood/Gower project, a 20-story, 270-foot-taU skyscraper of 176 market-rate residential units 
with 7 ,000 sq. ft. of retail, located two blocks east of the Hollywood and Vine subway stop. Parking 
consisted of 345 spaces, representing 132 residential fewer stalls than required by the Advisory Agency 
for subdivisions in a parking-congested zone. For that project, the Advisory Agency granted a deviation 
from its parking policy to allow 1.5 parking spaces per unit with .25 guest parking spaces per unit. The 
community appealed, and the Court overturned the City's approvals and completely invalidated the 
project (see Exhibit 2), rnling that "the Clty failed to proceed in a manner required by CEQA": 

"The City's claim that the Project's variance from City-established parking ratios 
cannot cause an adverse environmental effect is unsupported by substantial 
evidence ... 
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"Developer confidence does not constitute evidence to support fact. Nor can it be 
fairly argued that parking ratios for apartments should be used ... Efforts to 
characterize the project as code-compliant by applying the apartment standard is 
wholly incorrect ... Authorizing a departure from existing parking requirements will 
have a substantial adverse environmental effect. .. Without any discussion in this record 
that the circulation system of Hollywood is sufficiently robust to withstand untold 
numbers of new residents and their guests cruising for non-existent street parking, the 
Respondents' claim that the project's variance from City-established parking ratios 
cannot cause an adverse environmental effect is unsupported by substantial evidence." 
(Emphasis added). 

Parking congestion on a typical Hollywood residential street. 

V. THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

Development of the Project would result in a massive, 1.1 million sq. ft. Project located in the 
heart of one of the most traffic congested areas of Los Angeles. The development is also immediately 
adjacent to the historic 13-story Capitol Records Tower, which would be overwhelmed by the 
proposed Project. Surrounding properties, as noted in the Findings, are within Hollywood's historic 
150-foot height limitation. The Detem1ination Letter includes a list of recently approved projects for 
comparison, but none of the listed projects received approval to place as much square footage on so 
small a lot area: Boulevard 6200 is spread over 7 acres and would reach a maximum height of 85 feet; 
the W Hotel development also covers multi-acreage and is limited to a height of 150 feet. In contrast, 
the Millennium Hollywood project would include some of the tallest skyscrapers west of the 
Mississippi River. The site is therefore clearly unsuitable for the Prqject. 
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VI. THE SITE IS NOT PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY 
OF DEVELOPMENT. 

The Findings state that the Project "would be consistent with the recently approved and 
developed projects in the immediate vicinity, including the mixed-use development at 1614-1736 
Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 HoUywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North 
El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Del Mar Avenue." These addresses comprise the Blvd. 6200 
project, which as noted earlier is a I.ow --level mixed-use development with both a surplus of parking 
and a large quantity of affordable housing. In no manner, therefore, is it "consistent" with the massive 
Millennium Project. 

The Findings also list another recent development for comparison, at "6252 Hol~ywood 
Boulevard, which includes 150 residential condominiurns, 374 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms and 
61,500 square feet ofretail and restaurant use with a 6:1 FAR." This is the Hollywood at Vine, W 
Hotel projec..t (CPC 2005-630-ZC-ZAA-SPR), a 150.-foot-taH, mixed use development with 15% of the 
units restricted for affordable housing on a six-acre site. The project is sited literally on top of the 
Metro subway stop. Hollywood at Vine was a joint private/public development venture facilitated 
through an agreement with the former Community Redevelopment Agency. The FAR was approved 
by the CPC as "in excess of 4.5:1 but not to exceed 6:1." Page F-8 of its CPC Determination Letter 
coufinns that the project qualified for a reduction in parking for the apartment units under SB1818. 
The project's condominium units have 2.5 parking stalls per unit 

In contrast, the Millennium Hollywood Project offers no on-site affordable housing, dramatically 
less parking, and a 6:1 FAR on a much smaller lot. 

The Findings also list the Argyle Hotel as a comparative project, yet this proposed development 
at 1800-1802 N. Argyle, immediately adjacent to the 101 Freeway, covers a single lot and its backers 
have gone into default It is in no manner whatsoever comparable to the Project. 

The Findings further state that "the project will be compatible with the recent pattern of high 
density and mixed-use development that characterizes the Regional Center areas of the Hollywood 
Community," yet the Millennium Hollywood Project is in no manner comparable to the other 
developments it cites. 

The proposed development is not allowable under the underlying zoning. The site is limited to 
an FAR of 3:1. Adjacent land uses, as noted in the Findings, are primarily moderate-level 
commercial/retail. Nothing within the immediate vicinity even approaches the overwhelming height, 
massing and density proposed for the Project. 

The small site is therefore not physically suitable for the proposed density of development 

VU. THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION .IS I.JKELY TO IMPACT A CUI, TURAL 
RESOURCE, CREATE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAi., IMPACTS AND 
AFFECT PUBLIC HEALTH. 

RL0028132 



EM26416 

Appeal to Lps .Angeles._Cicy Pianning_Qgmmission of YTT Map NQ,,,_7J837-CN 
I ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
February 28, 2013; Page 9 

Both the Project EIR and the Advisory Agency's Determination Letter acknowledge that 
Millennium Hollywood will create significant, unmitigated impacts to Aesthetics of views, light and 
glare, construction and operational Air Quality, construction and operational Noise levels, and 
operati.oual Traffic. The historic Capitol Records Tower would also be permanently obscured by 
development of the Project. The design of the subdivision is therefore likely to impact a cultural 
resource, create substantial environmental impacts and affect public health, and cannot under the Map 
Act be approved. 

VUlo CONCLUSION 

In approving the Applicant's requested tentative tract map prior to review and action by the City 
Planning Commission of a necessary Zone and Height DistTict change and other discretionary approvals, 
the Advisory Agency has simply rubberstamped the Project in violation of both the California Subdivision 
Map Act and the California Environmental Quality Act. The site's existing zoning does not pennit the 
approved subdivision. 

In approving a significant reduction in the Project's required number of parking spaces, the Advisory 
Agency has proceeded illegally in neither acknowledging that a deviation has been granted, or reviewing 
the reduction's potential impacts as required by CEQA. 

The Project as proposed would create a myriad of significant adverse environmental impacts upon 
this community. It is respectfully submitted that in its current form, the Advisory Agency's premature 
approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map should be overturned and the Project in its current fonn 
should not be approved. 

As documented in our appeal and in comments to the draft. environmental studies, the Project's 
EIR does not represent a "good faith effort at full disclosure/' in violation of CEQA. The BIR omits key 
analyses that should have been performed, and it is stilted to avoid findings of obvious significant 
environmental impacts. 

"Before one brings about a potentially significant and irreversible change to the environment, an 
EIR must be prepared that sufficiently explores the significant environmental effects created by the 
project." lk.rk:dey KeegJejs Over the Bay Committee v:.._Board of Port.Commissioners (2001) 91 
Cal.App.4th 1344, 1371. "Because the EIR must be certified or rejected by public officials, it is a 
document of accountability. If CEQA is scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on which 
its responsible officials either approve or reject environmentally significant action, and the public, being 
duly informed, can respond accordingly to action with which it disagrees." Cadiz;_Lfl1!4 Co .. Inc. v. R;:Jll 
Cycle. L,P. (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74, 84. 

We reserve the right to submit additional comments and objections regarding the Advisory 
Agency's approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and environmental Findings through the close of 
the administrative proceedings related to the Project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 

'.?L'-4--- s2~-¢52. 4-7,L-__ 

J'<-~~7z__ 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 
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Los Angeles City Planning Department 

City Hall" 200 N. Spring Street, Room 763., Los Angeles, CA 90012 

May 24, 2000 

Licensed Engineers, Surveyors and Subdivision Consultants 

Emily Gabel-Luddy 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

Residential Parking Policy for Division of Land " No. AA 2000-1 

-F ~ii 
LOS ANGELES CITY 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

Attached is a parking policy addressing standards for new condominiums and condominium 
conversions. 

Please retain for your files. If you have any questions do not hesitate to contact me at 
(213) 978-1327. 

Sincerely, 

Emily Gabel-Luddy 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

EGL 

Attachment AA 2000-1 (Parking Policy) 
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New Condominiums: 

A. Up to 5 units 

1. 2 per du 
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No. AA 2000-1 
RESIDENTIAL PARKING POLICY 

2. Minimum 1/4 guest per du1 

B. Six units or more 

1. 2 per du 
2. 1/4 guest in non-parking congested areas1 

1/2 guest in parking congested areas1 

3. For side-by-side parking in private garages with direct entries into the units, 1/4 
guest parking per unit will be permitted in parking congested areas. 

Condominium ,Conversions: 

A. Minimum of 2 parking spaces per unit for projects if the building is more than five years old 
from a temporary issuance of its Certificate of Occupancy. 

B. For projects where the building is five or less years old from the Certificate of Occupancy, 
standards for new condominiums will apply. 

EXCEPTIONS 

Exceptions will be considered by the Advisory Agency pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22-A,26 
("Adaptive Reuse Projects in the Greater Downtown Los Angeles Area," Ordinance No. 172,571 ). 
Stock Cooperative Conversions will be considered on case-by-case basis.1 

• 
1Deterrninations on requirec! Parking b.v the Adyisorv Agency are not intended to suRercede more 

restrictive requirements contained 1ri other acropted City o(dmances such as adopted speCit!c plans and 
"Q" conditions. Further, additional guest parking will be considered in special areas of the City which are 
either subject to unusual public access demands (such as the beach ·areas) or areas where on-street 
parking is highly restricted (Major Highways, such as Barham Boulevard). 

Issued by Deputy Advisory Agency 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA~ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DATE: 07 /23/12 DEPT. 86 

ffONORABLE ANN I . JONES JUDGE N DIGIAMBATTISTA DEPUTYCLERK 
M. D. CLARK/COURTROOM ASST 

::roNORABLE 
1 

JUDGE PRO TEM ELECTRONIC RECORDING MONITOR 

NONE 

8:30 am BS132533 

Deputy Sheriff NONE 

Plaintiff 
Counsel 

LA MIRADA AVE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSO 
OF HOLLYWOOD Defendant NO APPEARANCES 

VS Counsel 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL 

CEQA case 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

HEARING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
RULING ON SUBMITTED MATTER 

The court having taken the above matter under sub
mission on July 20s 2012, now makes its ruling as 
follows: 

The petition for writ of mandate is granted for the 
reasons set forth in the document entitled COOR.T'S 
RULING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE HEARD ON 
JULY 20, 2012, signed and filed this date. 

Counsel for petitioner is to prepare, serve and lodge 
the proposed judgment and writ within ten days. The 
court will hold the documents ten days for objections. 

A copy of this minute order as well as the Court's Ru
ling are mailed via U.S. Mail to counsel of record 
addressed as follows: 

ROBERT P, SILVERSTEIN 1 ESQ., 215 N. MARENGO AVE.I 3RD 
FL., PASADENA 1 CA 91101-1504 

TIMOTHY MCWILLIAMS, ESQ., L.A. CITY ATTY'S OFFICE, 200 
N. MAIN ST., CHE - ROOM 701, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

R. J. COMER, ARMBRUSTER, GOLDSMITH, ET ALt 11611 SAN 
VICENTE BLVD., SUITE 900, LOS ANGELES, CA 90049 

Page l of 1 DEPT. 86 

Reporter 

MINUTES ENTERED J 
07/23/12 
COUNTY CLERK 
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SUPERIORCOURTOFTHESTATEOFCALIFORN'J.RIGINAL FILED 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

LA MIRADA A VE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSN 
ETC. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

JUL 2 3 2012 

LOS ANGELES 
'1uPERIOR COURT 

Petitioner 

vs 

CITY OF LOS ANGEl,ES, ET AL 
Respondents 

CASE NO. BS132533 

COURT'S RULING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE HEARD ON 
JULY 20. 2012 

Petitioner La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Asssociation of Hollywood ("La Mirada~') 
challenges the decision of the Respondents City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles City 
Council ("Los Angeles" or .. City") to certify an Environmental Impact Report C'EIR") and to 
approve the Hollywood/Gower Project ("Project")~ a proposed residential condominium tower 
with retail spaces on the ground floor. Real Party in Interest 6104 Hollywood, LLC ("6104 
Hwd>') is the Project developer. Petitioner asserts two arguments: (1) that the City denied La 
Mirada a fair hearing and (2) that the City violated CEQA in connection with the Project 
approvals. 

In opposition, the City and the Real Party in Interest assert that Petitioner received a fair hearing 
and that its CEQA challenges are without merit. The City asserts that it afforded Petitioner 
ample and legally sufficient due process in this instance. And, the City argues that the BIR' s 
analysi~ most specificaUy of parking effects of the project, is adequate and supported by 
substantial evidence. 

After considering the parties' briefs, the augmented administrative record and judicially noticed 
materials~ 1 having heard argument and having taken the matter under submission~ , the Court 
rules as follows: 

1 The Petitioner's motion to augment the record to include e-mails by certain staff members (tabs lw5) and 
"declaratory evidence of Petitioner's representative and counsel" (tabs 6-7) is granted. 

With respect to the staff generated e-mails contained in tabs 1-5, the motion is granted. The e-mail chatter of certain 
staff members, while not ordinarily relevant, may be added to the record when it evinces impropriety in the process 
itself. Code of Civ. P. 1094.5; Clark v. City ofHennosa Bea~ 48 Cat. App. 4th l 152, 1170 n. 17 {1996). And, 
this material existed before the agency made its decision and Petitioner was not able with the exercise ofreasonahle 
diligence to present these facts to the decision maker before the decision was made. See ).Vestem S!;gites Petroleum 
A~wciation v. Sup~'rior Court, 9 Cal. 4th 559, 577-578 (l 995). Nor are these documents protected under the 
deliberative process privilege. These documents show the timing by which certain materials were obtained, whether 

Page I of 11 
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Statement of Facts 

The Project site consists of a 4 7 ,000+ square foot site that is currently vacant. (AR 258). 
Petitioner plans to construct a 20-story mixed use building with 192,000+ square feet of total 
floor area. (Id.) The building was originally planned to contain 151 residential units and 6,200 
square feet of ground-level retail located along Hollywood Boulevard. (Id.) The project 
included five levels of parking with 3 31 spaces for residential development and 14 spaces for the 

those materials were placed in the public file, whether those materials were considered by the decision·maker at the 
hearing and the access afforded by interested parties to the decision-makers. AU of these non-deliberative facts are 
highly probative on the issue of whether the administrative process in this instance was "fair." 

With regard to the "declaratory evidence" set forth in tab 6, the motion is denied. The facts set forth in paragraphs 
1-9 were known by the declarant before the final administrative action in this case on May 10, 2011 and there is 
nothing that would have stopped Petitioner in the exercise of reasonable diligence from presenting this infonnation 
to at the PLUM Committee hearing. Thus, this declaration fails to meet the strict and narrow exceptions to the 
general rule ofinadmissibility of extra·record evidence in administrative mandamus proceedings. Western States 
J:etroleum As~ociation v. Superipr Court, 9 Cal 4111 559, 577·578 (1995). Paragraph 10 is covered in the Declaration 
of Daniel Wright and is, therefore, cumulative. 

With regard to tab 7, that same objection applies to paragraphs 2-6 of the Wright Declaration. However, in 
Paragraph 7, Attorney Wright notes that the May 10, 201 l letter from Dale Goldsmith, containing the Hirsch/Green 
Parking Study, was not available to the public until May 11 - one day after the PLUM Hearing was held and closed. 
This fact and this infonnation could not have been presented to the PLUM Committee before the hearing; nor (given 
the nature of the City Council's determination of this matter without further hearing) could it have been presented in 
the exercise of reasonable diligence to the City Council. Accordingly, the Court grants the motion to augment the 
administrative record to include tab 7, paragraphs 1 and 7. 

The Petitioner's motion to further augment the administrative record is granted. Although late, it requests that the 
court consider additional e~mails showing exactly when the Hirsch/Green parking study was provided to the City 
Planning staff and the timing of staff revisions to the developer's supplemental findings. As discussed above, these 
materials are relevant, existed at the time of the administrative proceeding and could not have been obtained and put 
into the record with the exercise of reasonable diligence. As before, these e-mails were never presented to the 
decision-makers in the matter or considered by them. They are, therefore, not protected by the deliberative process 
privilege. 

Petitioner's requests for judicial notice of exhibits A-Care denied. While records of the Superior Court are 
ordinarily subject to judicial notice, these decisions involve a who Hy different case. The unremarkable proposition 
that different judges rule in different ways is not sufficiently relevant to allow th.ese documents to be judicially 
noticed. To be judicially noticed, the evidence must also be relevant. Evid. Code 350. 

Respondents' and Real Party's joint request for judicial notice of Exhibit l is denied. Although selected portions of 
the Ca1ifomia Natural Resources Agency's December 2009 Statement of Reasons for Regulatory action may 
constitute official acts ofa public entity and otherwise no subject to dispute and capable of immediate and accurate 
determination, they are properly objected to as partial and irrelevant. The responses to comment, which makes up a 
substantial part of the Request for Judicial Notice, appears merely to be staff responses at a public hearing that were 
not adopted by any official act of the Natural Resources Agency's Board. Additionally, this partial document did 
not inform any aspect of the environmental review conducted by the City in this case. 

The Court does, however, grant judicial notice of the City's Administrative Code (Exhibit 2), without deciding the 
issue of whether it is valid after the enactment of the new City Charter in 1999. The Court shall also take Judicial 
Notice of Exhibit 3, which is a portion of the LAMC. 
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retail development, for a total of 345. (AR 258, 315). As of the date of the PLUM Committee 
hearing, the Project had grown to include 176 condominiums and 7,200 square feet of ground 
floor retail uses - with the same number of parking spaces. (AR 2106). 

On January 28, 2008, the City issued a notice of preparation of an Environmental Impact Report 
("EIR") on the Project.2 (Id.) In October 2009, the Draft EIR was completed. (AR 1724). 
In the summary of impacts prepared as part of the Draft EIR, the City noted that the proposed 
project would not meet the Planning Department's Residential Parking policy. (AR 315). Under 
that Policy, a condominium is required to have two spaces per unit, plus .5 spaces per unit for 
guest parking. {Id.) Using that model, the project would have 109 spaces less than required.3 

(Id.) 

Although the applicant expressed '"confidence" that it would have sufficient parking because the 
project would operate initially as an apartment building rather than a condominium, it was noted 
in the Draft EIR that the Project location was in a "'parking congested area."4 (Id.) The Draft 
BIR also noted that °'the Project was targeted" to individuals and households attracted by walking 
and public transit. (Id). No additional mitigation measures were proposed. (Id.) 

In a later portion of that same Draft EIR, however, the agency opined that "'[g]iven the urban 
surroundings of the project, and the availability of public transit opportunities adjacent to and in 
close proximity to the site, the proposed amount of residential parking is anticipated to be 
adequate to meet the needs of the project. (AR 334). It was also noted that a recently approved 
project in the vicinity was required only to provide .25 guest spaces per unit, rather than the .5 
spaces required by the Parking Authority Guidelines. Under this model, the Project would be 
only 65 "resident'~ spaces deficient (Id.) Nonetheless, the applicant would request a waiver 
from the Planning Department's Residential Parking policy. (Id.) And, to state the obvious, 
were the project to provide less parking than needed, it would result in a significant impact on 
parking. (AR 661). But, it might occasion a reduction in the significant and unavoidable traffic 
impacts at adjacent intersections during peak traffic time. (AR 754). 

2 The City•s Initial Study identified inadequate parking capacity as a potentially significant impact of the Project 
which would be evaluated in an EIR. (AR 850-5 I). Respondent wishes to retract this admission based on a state 
agency's Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action promulgated after the Draft EIR was prepared and circulated. 
The Natural Resources Agency's Statement did not inform the instant CEQA process, nor was it cited by or relied 
upon by the decision maker in this case. Accordingly, it [s outside of the record and shall not be considered as part 
ofthis mandamus proceeding. Festem States Petroleum, supra, 9 Cal. 4th at 577~578. 

3 In its current dimension, the Project's residential parking spaces are thirty percent beiow what is required by the 
Planning Department's Residential Parking policy for condominiums, (AR 2290). 

4whi!e the initial development might be rented as apartments, the developer requested a subdivision map that would 
allow the units to become condominiums in the future were the market demand for such units develop. (AR !845). 
For a proper assessment of the Project's potential effects, therefore, the Project would be evaluated under the 
parking policy relating to condominiums. (AR 1846), The Real Party's effort to characterize the Project as "code 
compliant" by applying the apartment standard is wholly incorrect. (AR 4664). 

5 The Draft EtR assumed that the City's parking requirements applied to the proposed Project (AR 685). 
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In a report dated September 2008, Hirsch!Green Transportation Consulting, Inc. made many of 
the claims contained in the Draft EIR Because the Project was located in an urban 
neighborhood with proximate public transit, the expert assumed that it would not be necessary 
for residents to own and park two vehicles per unit (AR 1488). In addition, the consultants 
assumed that the project could secure an exemption to allow .25 guest space model, as had been 
used at another near-by development.6 (Id.) Without further analysis, the expert declared the 
parking for the Project to be adequate. (Id.) 

A number of comments were submitted by interested persons in response to the Draft EIR. (AR 
1828-1835). One commentator challenged the use of the .25 guest space model because the 
project for which that variance was provided had a surplus of parking for its retail component. 
(AR 1831 ). Such an assumption for this Project, however, would be improper as there was no 
retail parking surplus. (Id.) In reply, the agency made the same argument as was contained in 
the Draft EIR - this is an urban setting in which public transit would be available and, by 
implication, two cars per household would not be necessary. (AR 1846). Nothing is mentioned 
about surplus retail parking at the other location or the sufficiency of guest parking with a .25 per 
unit ratio. (Id.) 

In June 2010, a Final EIR was prepared. (AR 1925). In the Final EIR, the City noted that the 
Project's parking spaces would fall well below the applicable recommended residential parking 
ratios. (AR 1811 ). In response, there were no mitigation measures required and the claimed. 
impact of such parking shortages was deemed "less than significant.'' (Id}. Again, the parking 
wa.".> presumed adequate because of the urban surroundings and the availability of public transit. 
(AR 1812). Once again, the EIR noted that the developer would apply to obtain a reduction in 
the required number of guest parking spaces, but noted that the Project would still fail to meet 
existing parking requirements. (AR 1812). 

In August 2010, the City's Advisory Agency, which is responsible for subdivision map 
applications, and a hearing officer, conducted a joint public hearing on the project. (AR 2105-
07). At that hearing, Petitioner and others made objections to the proposed Project. (AR 2029). 
Nevertheless, the Advisory Agency approved the tentative tract map, including a reduction in the 
parking required for the Project. (AR 3078-83). Petitioner timely appealed that decision to the 
Planning Commission. 

In December 2010, the Planning Commission heard the appeal of the tentative tract map decision 
and the zoning entitlements sought by the Real Party. (AR 3195~96). Over expressed 
reservations regarding the adequacy of the parking in the building; the Commission adopted the 
EIR, approved the Project and denied Petitioner's appeals. (AR 2217, 2229, 3352, 3378, 3407-
08, 3440, 3461, 3487). Petitioner timely appealed. (AR 3517-35, 3669-82). 

6The Consulting Report is confusing on this point. At one point, the consultant's note thatth.e City of Los Angeles' 
policy is to require additional guest parking at .5 spaces per unit and that this rule applied to this project. (AR 1486-
87), At another point, they use .2.5 guest spaces per unit to conclude that "the proposed amount of residential 
parking is anticipated to be adequate to meet the needs of the project." (AR 1488). There is no discussion as to any 
similarity or dissimilarity of the other project's parking situation with those present in the proposed Project. 
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On April 7, 201 l - four months after the Planning Commission adopted the EIR and approved 
the project and five days before Petitioner appeal was to be heard by the PLUM Committee --
6104 Hwd's land use consultant submitted a letter that was added to the City Council file for on 
line viewing. (Joint Answer~ 26). That letter urged the members of the Planning and Land Use 
Management (PLUM) Committee of the City Council to adopt '°Supplemental Findings" 
provided by the Planning Department. (AR 4077-83). At that time, there were no 
"Supplemental Findings" in the City Council File. (Joint Answer~ 27). 

On that same day, April 7, the developer's consultant submitted draft review supplemental 
findings to City Planner Jae Kim ·~for his independent review and consideration." (Joint Answer 
~ 32.) 

On April 12, the PLUM Committee continued the meeting to approve the project and to consider 
Petitioner's appeal until May IO. 2011. (AR 2269-70). 

During the brief continuance, Petitioner repeatedly checked the City Council's public file and 
inquired of City Council staff regarding the existence of such "supplemental findings." On May 
5 or 6, City Planner Jae Kim acknowledged that the developer had provided the Planning 
Department with '"courtesy" supplemental findings, but Kim stated that the City had no intention 
of submitting any such findings at the May l 0 hearing. (Verified Petition at 34). 

Nevertheless, Petitioner's representative traveled to City Hall the next day and obtained a copy 
of these "courtesy supplemental filings" (Id. 41'[ 35). One document contained 139 single-spaced 
pages of "Findings," and another was 110 single-spaced pages of "Findings of Fact (CEQA)." 
Id. Three days before the hearing, therefore, Petitioner received for the first time over 200 
pages of proposed .;."courtesy supplemental filings'' what had been provided by the developer to 
the City almost a month earlier. And, these "supplemental :findings" further referred to a 
«parking utilization study" that was not included in the materials. (Verified Petition if 39). 

Immediately before the PLUM Committee meeting commenced, City Planner Jae Kim handed 
Petitioner's representative a set of "revised findings" that would be presented to the PLUM 
Committee. (Joint Answer~ 39; AR 2105). 111e first document, entitled "Supplemental 
Findings," was 134 single-spaced pages. The other document, entitled "Findings of Pact 
(CEQA)" was 97 pages in length. (Id.; AR 27-257) The 295 page «parking utilization study" 
referred to in the findings was not included in these materials. (Augmented Record at Tab 7, ~ 7; 
AR2288). 

Despite Petitioner's request for a two-week continuance in order to give Petitioner an 
opportunity to rebut these newly submitted findings, PLUM concluded the hearing and voted to 
adopt the EIR, approve the Project without modification and deny Petitioner's appeals.7 (AR 
2284-2288, 2325-2326). 

7 Although RPI argued that this meeting remained open for submission of additional materials after the vote had 
been taken, the decision/recommendation by PLUM had occurred. The courts have articulated (and CEQA 
Guidelines have restated) six separate policy grounds justifying the requirement that agencies seek and respond to 
comments: (1) "'sharing expertise; (2) disclosing agency analysis; (3) checking for accuracy; (4) detecting omissions; 
(5) discovering public concerns; and (6) soliciting counterproposals. CEQA Guidelines§ 15200. The process 
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One day after the PLUM hearing, the City Clerk made available in the City Council file the May 
10, 2011 letter from Real Part;ls attorney and the March 2011 Herscb/Green parking study and 
other sources. (AR 4727-4790), 

On May 17, 2011, the City Council certified the EIR and adopted the findings of the PLUM 
Committee and denied the Petitioner's appeal without further hearing. (AR 2331). 

Petitioner filed the Instant writ on June 15; 2011. 

Statement of Issues 

Both Respondent and Petitioner have set forth the Statement of CEQA Issues pursuant to Public 
Code Section 21167.S(f). The court incorporates those statements as if fully set forth herein. 

Standard of Review 

In any action or proceeding ... to attack, review, set aside. void or annul a detennination, 
finding or decision of a public agency on the grounds of non-compliance with CEQA, the inquiry 
shall extend only to whether there was a prejudicial abuse of discretion. Abuse of discretion is 
established if the agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law, or if the determination 
or decision is not supported by substantial evidence.;' Madrigal v. City of Huntington Beach. 
147 Cal. App. 4th 1375, 1381 (2007). 

Substantial evidence is defined as .. enough relevant evidence and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other 
conclusions might also be reached." 14 CCR§ 15384(a). Substantial evidence, however, is not 
•'argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 
erroneous or inaccurate or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not constitute or are 
not caused by physical impacts ... " 14 CCR§ 15384(a). 

In applying the substantial evidence standard, "the reviewing court must resolve reasonable 
doubts in favor of the administrative finding and decision." Topanga Ass'n for a Scenic 
Community v. County of Los Angeles. 11 Cal. 3d 506, 514 (1974). However) a clearly 
inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no judicial deference. Berkeley Keep Jets Over 
the Bay Comm. v. Board of Port Comm'rs., 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1355 (2001). 

Persons challenging an EIR bear the burden of proving that it is legally inadequate and that the 
agency abused its discretion in certifying it. Chem Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of 
Beaumont, 190 Cal. App. 4th 316, 327-28 (2010). 

employed in this case effectively negated the benefits of meaningful pub He participation. CEQA •s policy of inviting 
effective public participation was wholly derailed by the process adopted by the City in this case. 
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Analysis 

Petitioner asserts a number of different arguments in support of its claim that the Respondent 
abused its discretion under CEQA and that it violated due process by denying Petitioner a fair 
hearing. Considering those two arguments separately: 

1. The City Failed to Proceed in a Manner Required by CEQA 

In lawsuits challenging agency decisions for alleged non-compliance with CEQA, the Court "can 
and must ... scrupulously enforce all legislatively mandates CEQA requirements." Citizens of 
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors. 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564 (1990). One of those legislatively 
mandated requirements requires that the public be allowed to participate in the CEQA process. 
Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water Dist .• 116 Cal. App. 4th 396, 
400 (2004)("[e]nvironmental review derives its vitality from public participation.") Comments 
from the public "are an integral part of the [final] EIR." Sutter Sensible Plannine. Inc. v. Board 
of Supervisors, 122 Cal. App. 3d 813, 820 (1981). 

The purpose of requiring public review is to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry 
that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its 
action. Public review permits accountability and informed self-government .... Public 
review ensures that appropriate alternatives and mitigation measures are considered, and 
permits input from agencies with expertise .... Thus, public review provides the dual 
purpose of bolstering the public~s confidence in the agency's decision and proving the 
agency with information from a variety of experts and sources. 

Schoen v. Departn)ent of Forestry & Fire Protection, 58 Cal. App. 4th 556, 573-74 (1997). 

Consistent with this interest in ensuring meaningful public participation, the law also requires 
that. if subsequent to the commencement of public review~ but prior to final EIR certification. the 
lead agency adds .. significant new information to an EIR, the agency must issue new notice and 
re-circulate the revised EIR or portions thereof: for additional commentary and consultation." 
Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1; CEQA Guidelines § 150885.5; Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 
Regents of the University of California ("Laurel Heights II), 6 Cal. 4ili 1112 (1993). The revised 
environmental document must be subjected to the "same critical evaluation that occurs in the 
draft stage/' so that the public is not denied ·~an opportunity to test, assess~ and evaluate the data 
and make an infonnedjudgment as to the validity of the conclusions to be drawn therefrom." 
Sutter Sensible Planning, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors. 122 Cal. App. 3d 813, 822 (1981). 
Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 1508&.5~ subd. (d).8 

In this case, the PLlJM Committee relied extensively upon the Hirsch/Green Transportation 
Consulting, Inc.'s March 28, 2011 parking "study" as "substantial evidence'' to support its 

8This issue has been exhausted administratively. (AR 4157). 
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findings that the Project would not result in a substantial adverse impact because the proposed 
parking spaces were sufficient to meet the needs of the residents.9 (AR 75-76). 

Petitioner asserts that this study constitutes "'significant new information" as defined in the 
Guidelines and under relevant case law. CEQA Guidelines 15088.5; Pub. Res. Code section 
21092.L Specifically, ~·new information added to an EIR is "'significant" if the EIR is changed 
in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity lo comment upon a substantial 
adverse environmental effect of the project. Id. For example, where a draft EIR is so 
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review 
and comment were precluded, significant new information that may constitute substantial 
evidence requires recirculation in order to ensure meaningful public review. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, subd. a ( 4 ); Mountain Lion C9alition v. Fish and Game Commission, 214 Cal. 
App. 3d 1043 (1989). 

Respondent and Real Party assert that the new parking study did not require recirculation 
because it only clarified, amplified or made insignificant changes to an adequate EIR. rn See 

9The Court does not reach, nor does it decide, whether the March 28, 20 l l Hirsch/Green study constitutes 
substantial evidence to support a finding that the number of parking spaces proposed for the Project are sufficient to 
meet both resident only and residential guest parking. This material was added to the record without a sufficient 
time for the public to consider and question its contents. Looking at it more carefully, however, may reveal its 
defects. First, the projects relied upon by the expert are not particularly good proxies to the Hollywood/Gower 
Project. The 200 I Kaku study focused on both apartments and condominiums in Long Beach, Santa Monica and 
San Diego. It is unclear whether any of the locations studied were in the severely parking-scarce adjacent 
neighborhood as is true in this case. (AR 4 740- 4766 ). Nor can it be determined whether these studies considered 
"luxury projects"-such a'l. this one -- where residents are more likely to retain their cars and drive in higher 
numbers than the general public. (AR 94, I 06). As for the "Shared Parking" book, it provides only "a systematic 
way to apply" adjustments to parking ratios, but then states that "a poorly designed site for shared parking often 
cannot be significantly improved, and more spaces may ultimately have to be added." (AR 4777). The City of Los 
Angeles, obviously with access to such treatises, has decided in the Advisory Agency's Residential Parking Policy 
No. AA 2000-1, issued May 24, 2000. That Policy requires new residential condominiums to provide 2 parking 
spaces per dwelling unit plus .5 guest spaces per dwelling unit in light of the unique and particular car-centric nature 
of Los Angeles. That academics or consultants suggest a change in th.at policy is not substantial evidence that the 
Project in this case wiU provide sufficient parking without occasioning an overflow into the surrounding 
neighborhood. The third "study" upon which the March 28 "study is based involves high~rise apartments, not 
condominiiims. (AR 4787-88). Finally, the chart showing the developers other projects is immaterial to the 
question of whether the current parking ratio is sufficient to meet demand. (AR 75, 4790). See Berkeley Keep Je~ 
Over the fi.ID'. Comm. V. Board of eort Comm 'rs, 9 ! Cat App. 4m 1344, 1355 (200 t Xa clearly inadequate or 
unsupported study is entitled to no judicial deference); Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the 
University of California. 47 Cal. 3d 376, 404-09 {1988){findings must be adequate, complete and not based on 
erroneous calculations or misinterpretations of the studies they rely upon.) 

The Court, however, rejects RPl's claim at oral argument that this study was simply composed of already published 
information and that it added no new information for public review. The record shows that the March 28, 2011 
report was. neither a summary nor simply a regurgitation of existing reports/studies already in the record. (AR 56, 
4681). 

w Respondent and Real Party also appear to argue that under the most recent CEQA Guidelines, a project's 
inadequate parking capacity is not considered an adverse environmental impact. Whatever recent changes have 
taken place in the Guidelines, those do not affect this case. The NOP in this case was published at a time when 
parking capacity was considered an adverse environmental effect. (AR 850-51 ). The initial study acknowledged 
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California Oak Foundation v. Regents of the University of California, 188 Cal. App. 4th 227, 266 
(2010). CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, subd. b. An agency's decision not to recirculate an 
EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative record. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, subd. (e). 

The agency's decision not to recirculate the Draft EIR in this instance is not supported by 
substantial evidence in the administrative record. The March 28, 2011 parking study- no matter 
how flawed - was a monumental improvement from what was presented in the Draft EIR. The 
Draft EIR contained only unsubstantiated opinions and conclusory statements that allowing a 
Project with parking spaces below the City's policy requirements would not cause any 
significant impacts. (AR 315-16, 685-86, 1486-88). For example, the Draft EIR notes that the 
"project applicant is confident that the amount of proposed parking would meet the needs of the 
proposed project." (AR 315). Developer "'confidence" does not constitute substantial evidence 
to support a fact. Nor can it be fairly argued that parking ratios for "apartments" should be used, 
as the Project is clearly one for condominiums. 11 Finally, while the Draft EIR notes that the 
Project is "targeted to individuals attracted by the location," and that there are "public transit 
oppmtunities available within the project vicinity/' fails to bridge the analytic gap. That some 
residents may like to walk around the area or that there are public transit stops nearby does not 
explain how the construction of a project with 109 too few parking spaces will not occasion 
inadequate parking for residents and their guests. Unless and until objective evidence is posited 
showing that occasional use of public transit or preference for walkable neighborhoods obviates 
the need of high-wage earners to own and park a car at one's residence, the link between these 
facts and the conclusion for which they are posited has not been established. In fact, the 
substantial evidence in the record is to the contrary. (AR l06)(Planning Commissioner Epstein's 
contrary opinions ba,sed on experience). 

Moreover, authorizing a departure from existing parking requirements - the recommendation 
made by PLUM with regard to the Project - will have a substantial adverse environmental effect. 
While any new information does not trigger re-circulation, section 21092.1 requires an agency to 
provide the public with "new information" that was a substantial change/improvement on the 

such an effect. The City is bound by the legal framework it has proceeded under. yentzy v. City ofMurietta. 36 
Cal. App. 4th 1359, 1404-05 (1995}. 

Moreover, under the new CEQA Guidelines Appendix Checklist, inadequate parking capacity can still be considered 
an adverse environmental impact if the project would "conflict with an applicable plan or policy ... establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system." Without any discussion in this record that 
the circulation system of Hollywood is sufficiently robust to withstand untold numbers of new residents and their 
guests cruising for non~existent street parking, the Respondents' claim that the Project's variance from City
established parking ratios cannot cause an adverse environmental effect is unsupported by substantial evidence. 

llA!though the Real Party repeatedly refors to the City's parking requirement for apartments, this project was a 
condominium project, Further, while there is some discussion about the Paseo Plaza project as a "proxy" to 
demonstrate that the parking spaces in the Project are not insufficient, that building only reduced the ratio of guest 
parking spaces from 5 per unit to .25 per unit because in that instance, as noted by a speaker at the public hearing, 
there were surplus retail parking spaces. That project is not sufficiently similar to the Hollywood/Gower proje<..'t to 
support a finding that the reduced parking spaces at the Project were "consistent with other highMrise mixed use 
buildings in the Central Hollywood area:• 
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previously provided information. See also CEQA Guidelines sections 15162 and 15163. Where, 
as here, the March 2011 Hersch/Green parking study made a significant modification to an 
otherwise inadequate EIR, recirculation is required. Laurel Heights II, 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1121-22 
(1993). 

Without having an opportunity to review the new traffic study evidence - which is the only 
evidence to support the EIR's finding of no significant environmental impacts - the public was 
deprived of its right to fulfill its proper role in the CEQA process. See J_,aurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal. 3d 376, 404-05 (1988). 

By failing to recirculate for public comment,, Respondent's approval of the EIR failed to comport 
with the law under CEQA and, therefore, constitutes an abuse of discretion. 

For that reason and on that ground, the Writ is granted. 

2. "Fair Hearing" Claims 

While the Court initially declined to reach the question of whether the process afforded by the 
Respondent in this case was constitutionally deficient, it shall do so here. 

While a court must give substantial deference to the good faith judgment of an agency that its 
procedures afforded fair consideration of a party"s claims. that deference is not unlimited. A 
local agency's adjudicatory decisions must be made pursuant to principles of due process. Hom 
v. CountyofVenturfi, 24 Cal. 3d 605, 610 (1979). 

In this case, the first time that Petitioner even heard that a March 29, 2011 report compiling 
parking utili?-Ation at a total of 18 residential developments in the Southern Calif omia region and 
supplemented by recommendations provided by the Urban Land Institute and the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers would be relied upon as substantial evidence that the parking ratio 
provided by the applicant would be sufficient to meet demand was provided one business day 
before the PLUM hearing. (AR 5243, 5293,, 5380). This late disclosure was compounded by the 
fact that the City Planner had repeatedly reassured Petitioner's representative that no additional 
evidence would be submitted. (AR 22-23. 26-27). The first time that the petitioner was able to 
see the evidence in the new parking study was on May 11, 2011 ~ the day after the PLUM 
Committee held the hearing on this Project. (AR 4663-4790). This parking study is the only 
substantial evidence cited in the revised findings adopted by the PLUM Committee that the 
reduction in parking proposed for this Project would not result in overflow parking impacts in 
the adjacent neighborhood. (AR 75-77, 199-201). 

And~ while the City contends that its deprivation of notice and opportunity to Petitioners was 
"cured" at the City Council~ that claim is simply incorrect. 'The parking study upon which the 
PLUM Commission relied was made public one day after the matter was referred to the full City 
Council. (AR 4124, 4734-4790). There was no hearing at the next level; the only "'hearing" at 
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which Petitioner could have proffered "rebuttal~' was at the PLUM Commission hearing. 12 (AR 
2328-2332~ 4124). 

While there is no express statute that affords Petitioner the right to have notice and an 
opportunity to be heard, the doctrine of due process applies to land use administrative hearings of 
the type at issue here. Mohlief v. Robert Janovid, 51 Cal. App. 4th 267, 302 (1996)(standards 
regarding adequacy of due process apply at administrative hearings). The deprivation of process 
in this case - of a basic right to have before it the information upon which the administrative 
decision rests and an op~ortunity to be heard as to the competency or adequacy of that 
information-is patent.1 The City put more than 200 pages of new findings that relied upon a 
new planning book not generally available to the public on short notice and the undisclosed 56-
page Hirsch/Green Parking Report into the record less than one business day before the hearing 
on this matter. Having deprived the Petitioner and the public a reasonable advance opportunity 
to review the new findings and the new evidence cited in support of these findings, the City 
failed to afford Petitioner a fair heating in this case. See Clark v. City of Hermosa Beach, 48 
Cal. App. 4th 1152, 1171-72 (1996)("A hearing requires that the party be apprised of the 
evidence against him so that he may have an opportunity to refute, test and explain it.") 

As the PLUM Commission's approvals of the Project violated the due process requirements ofa 
fair hearing, the Writ is granted on this ground as well. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, the Court grants the Writ of Mandate. 

Counsel for Petitioner is to submit to this Department a proposed judgment and a proposed writ 
within l 0 days with a proof of service showing that copies were served on Respondent by hand 
delivery or fax. The Court will hold these documents for ten days before signing and filing the 
judgment and causing the clerk to issue the writ. 

The administrative record is ordered returned to the party who lodged it to be preserved without 
alteration until a final judgment is rendered and to forward it to the Court of Appeal in the event 
of appeal. 

DATED: JULY 23, 2012 

ANN I.JONES 
ANN I. JONES, JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 

12 Both RPI and the City sought to a'lsert that the PLUM Committee decision was only a recommendation, not a 
decision. Constitutionally, the one who "decides, must hear." Vollstedt v. City of Stockton, 220 Cal. App. 3d 265, 
274-15 (1990). ff the actual decision-maker was the City Council, it decided the issue without hearing any 
testimony, much less rebuttal experts. Although Petitioner and its counsel submitted speaker cards at the City 
Coundl meeting on the project, no testimony was allowed. (AR 5039~41, 2330, 2340-43). 

13 The Petitioner has a property interest sufiicient to allow its due process claim to be heard. An neighborhood 
adversely affected by a proposed development has a deprivation substantial enough to require procedural due 
process protection . .CJ. Hom \f. County of Ventura, 24 Cal. 3d 605> 615 (1979). 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29742 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:44 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29501 

ellen vinitsky <evedeane@earthlink.net> 
Friday, March 22, 2013 7:44 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
opposition to Millennium 

It is outrageous how much opposition there is and yet the plan for Millennium appears to be breezing through. It will be 
a disaster for those of us who actually live here already, not to mention the additional taxes we will be hit with when the 
streets and sewers and other services are tapped beyond capacity and need replacement or upgrades. 

This is just gross! Garcetti and the developers clearly have the money and have been systematically buying the various 
opponents and neighborhood councils with bull-crap projects like green space or throwing money at the police and 
firemen and other charity or pet projects to appease and silence them. WHO IS SPEAKING UP FOR THE RESIDENTS AND 
SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OF HOLLYWOOD WHO WILL ULTIMATELY PAY THE TAB FOR THIS?????? 

There are height limitations for practical and aesthetic reasons. Why can Millennium not work within those bounds, 
even if at the higher numbers? Why must they exceed beyond beyond? Immediate profit outweighing longterm impact? 

Why is there no voice of either opposition or compromise? Why do we the residents has literally no say? What are City 
Council meetings during the week when only a few people can go? Why am I paying outrageous property taxes when 
the city if reducing the benefits of living here in the Hollywood Dell. 

Who is going to ease traffic down the road when it already takes almost 20 minutes to go up Cahuenga or Vine from 
Melrose? The Millennium project,once completed, could possibly be such a traffic nightmare that it will be easier to go 
into Studio City for everything versus Hollywood? Navigating the 101 Freeway is already easier than Hollywood; why add 
to it? And how will the small businesses other than those affiliated with Millennium benefit from traffic being diverted 
because of the inconvenience? How will this add coherency? 

Your response is welcome. 

Sincerely, Ellen Vinitsky 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

EM29932 

Julian Fielder <jrfielder@hotmail.com > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 9:27 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Mitigation Controls for Millennium Project 

I am a teacher at AMOA College and Conservatory for the Performing Arts whose Los Angeles Campus is 
located at Vine and Yucca Streets in Hollywood. Our students make a considerable contribution to the cultural 
life and spirit of not only Los Angeles area but to our country and internationally. Every night thy can be 
found performing on stages from China to many points in Europe and all across the United States. Our 
graduates are seen on television and motion picture productions which are central to the Los Angeles 
economy. 

I am very concerned that our mission at AMOA will be adversely impacted by the lack of required Mitigation 
Controls on the Millennium Project to commence literally 5 feet from the classroom in which I am teaching at 
1777 Vine Street. I appreciate and applauded the progress in the Hollywood area and do not wish to hinder it 
but I must ask that the concerns for quality and safety of our students not be disregarded in a misguided or ill

conceived building project. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not 
providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

I can be contacted at the above email or at 2357 Teviot Street in Los Angeles 90039 or by phone at 917-312-
2758 if you would like to discuss this with or I can be of any further assistance. 

Most sincerely yours, 
Julian Fielder 
Voice Teacher at AMOA 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29889 

John Campbell <JCampbell@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 5:25 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Millennium 

My name is John Campbell.I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

John Campbell 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

8 am ... 

EM29743 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:53 AM 
Laurie Goldman 
Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 
image002.jpg; imageOOl.jpg 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:41 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

You are a dear, James (we all know that!). Right now I have 3 speakers who have indicated that they need a 

translator. Thanks for your speedy reply! 

Thursday will be a long and interesting day! Do you have any idea when Council Chambers will open -you 

know me, I'm an early-bird© 

See you on Thursday. 

Hugs, 

Laurie 

From: James Williams [mailto: james.k.williams@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:03 AM 
To: Laurie Goldman 
Subject: Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 

For you ... the world! 

Good to hear from you Laurie. I will get on it right away. Do you know how many persons will need the 
service? 
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James 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 10:05 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

CPC-2013-103-DA 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Hello James, 

I have had requests for an interpreter from several Spanish-speaking stakeholders attending the Millennium 
hearing on 3/28/13. Can you provide? 

Warm regards, 

Laurie 

~__AAa.u 
~ Goldman Organization 

Laurie Goldman, President 

8391 Beverly Blvd., Suite 327 

Los Angeles, CA 90048 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310 274.8627 

(E) laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 
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Friends of the Hollywood Central Park 

Laurie L. Goldman, President 

1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310.274.8627 

(E) laurie.goldman@hfcp.org or laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

http://hollywoodcentralpark.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 

Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM29746 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Wiiiiams: 

EM29502 

ellen vinitsky <evedeane@earthlink.net> 
Friday, March 22, 2013 7:44 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
opposition to Millennium 

It is outrageous how much opposition there is and yet the plan for Millennium appears to be breezing through. It will be 
a disaster for those of us who actually live here already, not to mention the additional taxes we will be hit with when the 
streets and sewers and other services are tapped beyond capacity and need replacement or upgrades. 

This is just gross! Garcetti and the developers clearly have the money and have been systematically buying the various 
opponents and neighborhood councils with bull-crap projects like green space or throwing money at the police and 
firemen and other charity or pet projects to appease and silence them. WHO IS SPEAKING UP FOR THE RESIDENTS AND 
SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OF HOLLYWOOD WHO WILL ULTIMATELY PAY THE TAB FOR THIS?????? 

There are height limitations for practical and aesthetic reasons. Why can Millennium not work within those bounds, 
even if at the higher numbers? Why must they exceed beyond beyond? Immediate profit outweighing longterm impact? 

Why is there no voice of either opposition or compromise? Why do we the residents has literally no say? What are City 
Council meetings during the week when only a few people can go? Why am I paying outrageous property taxes when 
the city if reducing the benefits of living here in the Hollywood Dell. 

Who is going to ease traffic down the road when it already takes almost 20 minutes to go up Cahuenga or Vine from 
Melrose? The Millennium project,once completed, could possibly be such a traffic nightmare that it will be easier to go 
into Studio City for everything versus Hollywood? Navigating the 101 Freeway is already easier than Hollywood; why add 
to it? And how will the small businesses other than those affiliated with Millennium benefit from traffic being diverted 
because of the inconvenience? How will this add coherency? 

Your response is welcome. 

Sincerely, Ellen Vinitsky 

RL0028158 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Importance: 

EM29933 

Caroline Harrington <charrington@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 9:31 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org 
rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org; 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; cpc@lacity.org 
Impacts from Millennium on AMDA 

High 

Dear Council Members & City Officials, 

My name is Caroline Harrington. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. We 
have 800+ students that work, study, and live in our small corner of Hollywood. The impacts from Millennium 

on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 

school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. While we 
welcome any change that will increase city revenues and jobs, we simply cannot stand by idly knowing that 
without mitigations, the livelihoods of our students could possibly be negatively impacted. 

On a side note, if Councilman Garcetti is as concerned with Education as he says he is, he would vow to 
protect the peace-of-mind of our students as well as faculty and staff (especially during an election year.) 
Many of our students are products of Los Angeles Public Schools and I am a long-time resident of District 13. 
While Garcetti has had my vote several times over, it's now on the line. 

Please consider our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Caroline Harrington 

Housing & Residential Life 

Student Services Department 

AMOA: College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca Street, 4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Ph: (323) 603-5961 

F: (323) 469-1739 

charrinqton@amda.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29890 

Nicole Berger < nicole.berger@me.com > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 6:57 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Hollywood Millennium 

My name is Nicole Berger. I teach at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Petforming Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations 
to protect AMDA. The impacts/ram Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is 
not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should 
NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed Thank you. 

Nicole Berger 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM26433 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 3:50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: Hollywood Millennium Development Agreement @ Tue Mar 5, 2013 4pm -
4:30pm (lisa.webber@lacity.org) 

more details » 
Hollywood Millennium Development Agreement 
Meeting w/Luci I. Re: Hollywood Millennium Development Agreement 

requested by Lisa 

sm 03/04/2013 

When Tue Mar 5, 2013 4pm - 4:30pm Pacific Time 

Where Lisa's Office C!r@Q) 

Calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Who • Lisa Webber - organizer 

• Stacy Munoz - creator 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia .ibarra@lacity .org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29934 

Garineh Avakian <gavakian@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 9:44 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

AMDA 

My name is Dr. Garineh Avakian. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

Dr. Garineh A vakian 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29503 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 7:55 AM 
lily.quan@lacity.org; stacy.munoz@lacity.org 

Hi there ... not sure if u r in today .... need to try and grab Michael before Caltrans mtg to talk Paramount and Hollywood 
Millennium DA ... need K Bernstein for Paramount and Luci for HM. Canu see if MLG is available?? 

Thx!! 
Lisa 

RL0028163 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM26434 

John Gittelsohn (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) <johngitt@bloomberg.net> 
Wednesday, March 06, 2013 12:29 PM 
Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium 

Where can I find online information about the Hollywood Millennium/Capitol Records Project? 
I'm trying to find enviornmental impact report and/or other public filings 

JOHN GITIELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW. BLOOM BERG.COM 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM29891 

Fran Reichenbach < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 6:59 AM 

To: eric garcetti; Tom Labonge; L.A. City - Perry; paul.koretz@lacity.org; 
councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Jim Nelson 

Cc: 'tony tucci'; 'Cassandra Barrere'; 'Rick Seireeni'; 'Valerie O'Brien'; 'John Harris'; 'Jamie 
Hall'; 'Alison Simard'; 'Skip'; editor@LAindependent.com; steve.lopez@latimes.com; 
Craig Hodgetts; Jerry Daniel; Martha Welborne; president@hillsidefederation.org; 
robert kovacik; board@babcnc.org; vicepresident@hhwnc.org 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood 

This should be shouted from the rooftops (while they are still within a decent height!). 

Fran 

--- On Wed, 3/27/13, Jim Nelson <motherco(ii)aolcom> wrote: 

From: Jim Nelson <motherco@aol.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "eric garcetti" <garcetti@council.lacity.org>, "Tom Labonge" <Tom.LaBonge@lacity.org>, "L. A City -
Perry" <jperry@council. lacity. org>, paul. koretz@lacity.org, councilmember. krekorian@lacity.org, 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: "'tony tucci"' <radiocave@earthlink.net>, "'Cassandra Bam~~re"' <barreres@aol.com>, "'Rick Seireeni"' 
<rickseireeni@earthlink.net>, "'Valerie O'Brien"' <lookoutmountain@me.com>, "'John Harris"' 
<jdhesq@sbcglobal.net>, "'Jamie Hall"' <Jamie.Hall@channellawgroup.com>, "'Alison Simard"' 
<alisimard@gmail .com>, "'Skip'" <animalco@pacbell.net>, editor@LAindependent.com, 
steve.lopez@latimes.com, "Craig Hodgetts" <chodgetts@hplusf.com>, "Jerry Daniel" 
<coachtwig@socal. rr. com>, beachwoodcanyon@sbcglo bal . net, "Martha W el borne" 
<MWelborne@CCF.la. org>, president@hillsidefederation.org, "robert kovacik" 
<robert. kovacik@nbcuni.com>, board@babcnc.org, vicepresident@hhwnc.org 
Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2013, 8:27 AM 

Sirs, 

I would like to add my voice to those who are: 

1) supporting the appeal (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2) opposing the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3) opposing the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4) and opposing certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Like the ill-fated Hollywood and Highland Project, this proposal is a poorly conceived and poorly designed attempt to 
exploit rather than enhance Hollywood. 
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To allow it to proceed, would be to condemn generations to live with the horror of more Corrupted and Cynical Corporate 
Development in America. It adds nothing to the Urban Fabric. It has no sense of human scale or any trace of concern for 
the human experience. 

Bulky, Forbidding and Dehumanizing - the design rejects all that we have learned about how to create Great Public 
Space. The result will be similar to Flower Street - a Concrete Canyon devoid of Pedestrians. A No Man's Land. 

The coat of "Green" on the Towers Facades does little to offset their Bland Monolithic distain for the wonderful and truly 
Green design of the Capital Records Building. 

There are No Redeeming Virtues to this Project: No improvements to public transportation (Trolley), No linkages or 
enhancements to the street scape and No Homage or Respect to the Wonderful Texture of this Historic District. 

Los Angeles Deserves Better Than This. Please Protect Us! Send them back to the Drawing Boards to come up with a 
Great Design - Or Send them Home. 

Regards, 

Jim Nelson 

President Emeritus - Laurel Canyon Association 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29935 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 5:44 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29504 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 7:55 AM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Regina 

Iris: pre met with Regina on Hollywood Millennium yesterday with Lisa and company. Regina asked me to ask 
you how she goes about appointing a Vice President for next week's meeting. 

Can she just appoint Bob Lessen and move on?? 

RL0028168 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29893 

Brooks Almy <balmy@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 7:29 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Millennium project 

My name is _Brooks Almy. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations 
to protect AMDA. This is a school full of young people that will be stepping out into the world in 
Los Angeles . Their education is enormously important to them and to us as teachers. These are 
young people who vote and work in our city. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing any appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. This is not fair to these young people. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed The exclusive of AMDA from any mitigations is 
wrong. Thank you. 

Your name Brooks Almy 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29936 

Jennifer Bloom <jbloom@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 9:49 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Mitigations on Millenium for AMOA 

My name is Jen Bloom. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to 
ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from 
Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. Thank you. 

Jen Bloom 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good morning Delia, 

EM29747 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:54 AM 
Delia Torres 
Request for Spanish Interpreter 
MARCH 28.doc 

I hope you're doing well. Once again, I'm requesting a Spanish interpreter this Thursday (3/28) from 8 a.m. till 
4 p.m. You will be interpreting Item 6 and 7 only on the attached City Planning Commission agenda. The 
meeting will be in the Council Chambers Room 340. The Millennium Project is a very complicated and 
controversial case. Please let me know as soon as possible the availability of the interpreter. 

Thank you, 
Iris 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PIANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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lnformaci6n en Espanol acerca de estajunta puede ser obtenida l/amando al (213) 978-1300 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, MARCH 28, 2013, after8:30 a.m. 
****JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER ROOM 340 **** 

200 N. MAIN STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

William Roschen, FAIA, President 
Regina M. Freer, Vice President 
Sean 0. Burton, Commissioner 
Diego Cardoso, Commissioner 
Camilla Eng, Commissioner 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director 
Alan Bell, AICP, Deputy Director 

Lisa M. Webber AICP, Deputy Director 
Eva Yuan-McDaniel, Deputy Director 

George Hovaguimian, Commissioner 
Robert Lessin, Commissioner 
Dana Perlman, Commissioner 
Barbara Romero, Commissioner 

****PLEASE NOTE THE CHANGE OF VENUE **** 

James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 

POLICY FOR DESIGNATED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS No(s) 5. 
Pursuant to the Commission=s general operating procedures, the Commission at times must necessarily limit the speaking times 
of those presenting testimony on either side of an issue that is designated as a public hearing item. In all instances, however, 
equal time is allowed for presentation of pros and cons of matters to be acted upon. All requests to address the Commission on 
public hearing items must be submitted prior to the Commission=s consideration of the item. EVERY PERSON WISHING TO 
ADDRESS THE COMMISSION MUST COMPLETE A SPEAKER=S REQUEST FORM AND SUBMIT IT TO THE 
COMMISSION STAFF. 

The Commission has adopted rules regarding written submissions to ensure that it has reasonable and appropriate 
opportunity to review your materials. The mailing and email addresses, deadlines, page limits, and required numbers 
of copies for your advance submissions may be found under "Forms and Instructions". Day of hearing submissions 
(15 copies must be provided) are limited to 2 pages plus accompanying photographs, posters, and PowerPoint 
presentations of 5 minutes or less. Non-complying materials will NOT be distributed to the Commission. 

The Commission may ADJOURN FOR LUNCH at approximately 12:00 Noon. Any cases not acted upon during the morning 
session will be considered after lunch. TIME SEGMENTS noted* herein are approximate. Some items may be delayed due to 
length of discussion of previous items. 

The Commission may RECONSIDER and alter its action taken on items listed herein at any time during this meeting or during the 
next regular meeting, in accordance with the Commission Policies and Procedures and provided that the Commission retains 
jurisdiction over the case. In the case of a Commission meeting cancellation, all items shall be continued to the next 
regular meeting date or beyond, as long as the continuance is within the legal time limits of the case or cases. 

Sign language, interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon 
request. To ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the 
meeting by calling the Commission Executive Assistant at (213) 978-1300 or by e-mail at CPC@lacitv.org. 

If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the 
public hearing agenized here, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public 
hearing. If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the 
date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There 
may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

AGENDAS are posted for public review in the Main Street lobby of City Hall East, 200 No. Main Street, Los Angeles, California, 
and are accessible through the Internet at www.planning.lacity.org. Click the Meetings and Hearings@ link. Commission 
meetings may be heard on Council Phone by dialing (213) 621-2489 or (818) 904-9450. 

GLOSSARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL TERMS: 

CEQA - Calif. Environmental Quality Act 
EIR - Environmental Impact Report 
CE - Categorical Exemption 

ND - Negative Declaration 
MND - Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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1. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

A. Update on City Planning Commission Status Reports and Active Assignments 

1. Ongoing Status Reports: 

2. City Council/PLUM Calendar and Actions 

3. List of Pending Legislation (Ordinance Update) 

B. Legal actions and rulings update 

C. Other items of interest: 

2. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

A. Advance Calendar 

B. Commission Request 

C. Minutes of Meeting - March 14, 2013 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

4. 

The Commission shall provide an opportunity in open meetings for the public to address it, for a 
cumulative total of up to thirty (30) minutes, on items of interest to the public that are within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the Commission. (This requirement is in addition to any other hearing required or 
imposed by law.) 

PERSONS WISHING TO SPEAK MUST SUBMIT A SPEAKER=S REQUEST FORM. ALL REQUESTS 
TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION ON NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND ITEMS OF INTEREST 
TO THE PUBLIC THAT ARE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION MUST BE 
SUBMITTED PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD. 

Individual testimony within the public comment period shall be limited as follows: 

(a) For non-agendized matters, up to five (5) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. 

(b) For agendized matters, up to three (3) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR THESE ITEMS WILL BE DEFERRED UNTIL SUCH TIME 
AS EACH ITEM IS CALLED FOR CONSIDERATION. The Chair of the Commission may 
allocate the number of speakers per subject, the time allotted each subject, and the time 
allotted each speaker. 

CPC-2012-2405-VZC-ZAA-SPR Council District: 4 - LaBonge 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 2 MARCH 28, 2013 
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CEQA: ENV-2012-2406-MND-REC1 
Plan Area: Hollywood 

EM29750 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 13, 2013 

Location: 1411 N. HIGHLAND AVENUE 

Proposed Project: 

Expiration Date: 3-28-13 
Appeal Status: Appealable to City 
Council; ZC appealable by applicant 
only, if it is disapproved in whole or in 
part 

Construction, use and maintenance of a six-story building consisting of 76 residential apartment units 
(17 studio units, 25 one-bedroom units, 30 two-bedroom units and 4 three-bedroom units) and 2,500 
square feet of commercial space with 143 total parking spaces, including 1 loading space, in the 
proposed (T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN Zone. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Vesting Zone Change pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32, to modify Q Conditions from previously 

approved Case No. CPC-2005-3417-VZC to include modification of conditions so that they 
reference the current project instead of the previous project regarding the site plan, commercial 
floor area, building height, density and parking (specifically condition nos. 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6). 

2. Zoning Administrator's Adjustment pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28, to allow a variable 1'-6" to 
2'-6" side yard setback along the westerly property line in lieu of the 5-foot setback otherwise 
required. 

3. Site Plan Review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, for the development of 76 dwelling units. 
4. Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, the adoption of 

Mitigated Negative Declaration, (ENV-2012-2406-MND-REC1) and required findings for the 
above-referenced project. 

Applicant: 
Appellant: 

Donna Kelly, Lennar Homes of California, Inc. 
Joel Miller, PSOMAS 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2012-2406-M ND-REC1. 
2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt a Zone Change from (T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN to 

(T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN subject to the "T" and "Q" Conditions of Approval. 
3. Deny a Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow a variable 1 '-6" to 2'-6" setback along the 

westerly property line. 
4. Approve Site Plan Review Findings for a development of 76 dwelling units and 2,500 square feet of 

commercial space. 
5. Adopt the related Findings. 
6. Recommend that the applicant be advised that the time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "Q" 

Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the LAMC. Conditions must be satisfied 
prior to the issuance of building permits. 

7. Advise the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the 
City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained 
throughout the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of 
such monitoring. 

8. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or concurrent with the 
Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Sarah Molina Pearson (213) 4 73-9983 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 3 MARCH 28, 2013 

RL0028174 



5. 

6. 

VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Cases: CPC-2013-103-DA 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

PUBLIC HEARING 

EM29751 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Further appealable 
to City Council 

Location: 1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236, 6270, 6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

Proposed Project: 
A 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-room hotel, approximately 100,000 square 
feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre 
site. 

Requested Actions: 
APPEALS of the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 71837-CN. Consideration of Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin 

Appellants: 1. AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
2. Annie Geoghan 
3. Argyle Civic Association 
4. Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
5. Hollywood Dell Civic Association 
6. Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Deny the appeals in whole. 
2. Sustain the February 22, 2013 decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency 
3. Adopt Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 19, 2013 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Further appealable 
to City Council; ZC appealable by 
applicant only, if it is disapproved in 

whole or in part 

Location: 1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236, 6270, 6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

Proposed Project: 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 4 MARCH 28, 2013 
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The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use 
community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and 
above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the construction of two 
towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the maximum height scenario. The components of 
the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of 
retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the 
types or amounts of the uses from those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency 
program and Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will be 
provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade level open space for 
buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's Development Regulations. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2. 
2. Pursuant to Section 12.32.Q, a Height District Change from '2D' to '2', removing the "D" Limitation 

to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted. 
3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 

500 feet of a R Zone. 
4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 

a. Allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19). 
b. Permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1). 
c. Permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W, 18(a)). 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. Permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
b. Allow less than the required parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
c. Allow Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives (12.21-A,4(y)). 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, Mullin 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 

Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying 
mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related 
environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental 
clearance for the proposed project and find that: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 

the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR is presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to certification of the EIR and recommending the project for approval, as well as 
all other information in the record of proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 

from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6: 1. 
3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of the R Zone. 
4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow floor area averaging of a unified development to allow the use 

of the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 
5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 
6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 
7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 5 MARCH 28, 2013 
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9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared on
site parking. 

10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the 
L.A.M.C. Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" 
Tentative classification be removed in the manner indicated in the staff report. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior 
to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

CPC-2013-103-DA 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 19, 2013 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Not appealable 

Location: 1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236, 6270, 6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

Proposed Project: 
The applicant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (concluding in 2035), 
allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the development, and in 
exchange will provide community benefits. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into 

a Development Agreement with the applicant. 
2. Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the Certification of the 

Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related 
environmental Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, Mullin 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 

Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying 
mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related 
environmental findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental 
clearance for the proposed project and find that: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 

the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
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record of proceedings on this matter. 
c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the proposed Development Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the Developer and the City of 
Los Angeles, as amended, subject to the terms of the agreement, for a term of approximately 15 
years. 

3. Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance, and subject to review by the City Attorney as 
to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development Agreement. 

4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the related Findings. 
5. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 

Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior 
to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

The next scheduled regular meeting of the City Planning Commission 
will be held at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday. April 11, 2013 

Public Works Board Room 350 
200 N. Spring Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

An Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate. The 
meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Translation services, sign language interpreters, assistive listening 
devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services must be requested 72 hours prior to the meeting by calling the Planning 
Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300 or by email at CPC@lacitv.org. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29894 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 7:42 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29895 

Deborah Long <dlong@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:21 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbey1@gmail.com; 
ma reel. porras@lacity.org; I uci ral ia. i barra@lacity.org; sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium: Mitigations for AMOA 

Dear City Officials: 

I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts in the heart of Hollywood and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium to provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should not approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Deborah Long 
Director of Student Administrative Services 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy 
*************************************** 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
(323) 603-5962 phone 
(323) 469-1739 fax 

www.amda.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM26435 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 06, 2013 12:36 PM 
John Gittelsohn 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

Click on Final EIR under the Environmental Tab on the left hand side of our website. 

http ://planning. lacity. org/ 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 6, 2013 at 12:28 PM, John Gittelsohn (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 
<johngitt@bloomberg.net> wrote: 
Where can I find online information about the Hollywood Millennium/Capitol Records Project? 
I'm trying to find enviornmental impact report and/or other public filings 

JOHN GITTELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

EM29937 

Vivian Lund <vlund@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 9:49 AM 
Millennium Support 

My name is Vivian Lund. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Vivian Lund 
HR Generalist/Business Coordinator 
AMOA College & Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca Street, 2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
323-603-5919 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29755 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:07 AM 
Michelle Mowery 
Nathan Baird 
Re: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 

The Project is going to Planning Commission this Thursday, so I believe there is still time. Anything we can't 
use for this project can be added to our toolkit for Development Agreements, as we are looking to fine-tune the 
language to get away from vague language such as bike-ped friendly projects. Perhaps this is something an 
intern can pull out from the bike plan/emerging ped plan? 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 1 :27 PM, Michelle Mowery <michelle.mowery@lacity.org> wrote: 
We seem to have dropped the ball on this one. Too late to provide input? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:36 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
To: Tomas Carranza <Tomas.Carranza@lacity.org>, Michelle Mowery <michelle.mowery@lacity.org> 

Its great to have Emily on the other side of these things. 

Can we have a quick discussion about this on Tuesday? To see if there's anything else we might request? Or 
maybe we're already getting everything we want? 

-Nate 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:19 PM 
Subject: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
To: Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> 
Cc: Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 

Hi Nate, 

Here is the language in the Community Benefits of the Development Agreement for Hollywood Millennium. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. As we discussed, let me 
know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it 
was already included in the TDM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative 
solutions to achieve the intent of these community benefits. 

(a) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First 
Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities 
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at the Project in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3 .S(b). Bicycle amenities in the First 
Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development 
Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the Initial West Portion Phase 
shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated 
bicycle ways between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle users to 
such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such 
bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, and provide 
information regarding use of such facilities. 

Thanks! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 

Michelle Mowery 
Sr. Bicycle Coordinator 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation Bicycle Program 
100 S. Main Street, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 972-4962 

www.bicyclela.org 
http: /lladotbi kebloq. word press.com 
http:/lwww.facebook.com/LADOTBikeProqram 
http: /!twitter. com/#! /LADOTBi keProq 
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Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emi ly. Dwyer@lacity. org 

EM29757 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Importance: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

EM29896 

Elena Rohrbaugh <erohrbaugh@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:38 AM 
Eric.Ga rcetti@Iacity.org; rog el i o.nava r@Iacity.org; ma reel .porras@Iacity.org; 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; cpc@lacity.org 
AMDA Mitigations: Hollywood Millenium 

High 

My name is Elena Rohrbaugh. I work at AM DA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium 
on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Elena Rohrbaugh 

Registrar 
AMOA - Los Angeles 
Department of Education 
Tel: (323) 603-5935 
Fax: (323) 469-3350 
www.amda.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 06, 2013 12:36 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

Subject: Fwd: Hollywood Millennium 

f yi 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Gittelsohn (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) <johngitt@bloomberg.net> 
Date: Wed, Mar 6, 2013 at 12:28 PM 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 
To: Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Where can I find online information about the Hollywood Millennium/Capitol Records Project? 
I'm trying to find enviornmental impact report and/or other public filings 

JOHN GITTELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29897 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:47 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29758 

Arnold Newman <rain.forest@earthlink.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:08 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org; tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD (Millennium Hollywood) 

Dear City Planning Commissioners, 

As currently proposed, the Millennium Hollywood project is out of scale and inadequate in addressing the 
protection of view corridors and historical landmarks such as the Capitol Record Building. Traffic mitigation 
and parking in keeping with the magnitude of scope of the proposed buildings and occupancy dearly needs to be 
addressed. 

We urge you to match the scale of the project with adequate safeguards. 

Sincerely, 

Arnold Newman, Ph.D. 

President, Oak Forest Canyon Homeowners Association 

3 93 l Camino de la Cumbre 

Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 

(818) 788-2002 phone (818) 990-3333 fax 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Janet Costa 
AMOA 

EM29938 

Janet Costa <jcosta@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 10:04 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Protect our Building on Vine Street 

Dear Gentleman and Ladies, 

My name is Janet Costa and I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Janet Costa 

Admissions Representative 
323-603-5930 direct 
1800-637-7908 ext 5930 
jcosta@amda.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29759 

Andrew Klayman <arklayman@yahoo.com > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:18 AM 
tom.labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org; luciralla.ibarra@lacity.org 
Opposition to Millennium Project 

Dear Councilman LaBonge and Councilman Garcetti, 

As a Los Angeles resident and voter (who's voted for both of you!), I write to express my strong opposition to 
the Millennium Project. Simply put, the towers would destroy the iconic features of Hollywood, and, on a 
practical level, it would make commuting to downtown, which I do often, even more difficult than it already is, 
aggravating pollution and wasting energy. 

Thank you. 

Regards, 

Andrew Klayman 
310-779-2335 
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From: 
Sent: 

John Gittelsohn (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) <johngitt@bloomberg.net> 
Wednesday, March 06, 2013 12:38 PM 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Thank you! 

JOHN GITIELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW. BLOOM BERG.COM 

-----Original Message-----
From: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 
alt_body.html 

To: JOHN GITIELSOHN (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 
At: Mar 6 2013 12:35:39 

Click on Final EIR under the Environmental Tab on the left hand side of our website. 

http://planning.lacity.org/ 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 6, 2013 at 12:28 PM, John Gittelsohn (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)< johngitt@bloomberg.net> wrote: 

>Where can I find online information about the Hollywood 
> Millennium/Capitol Records Project? 
> I'm trying to find enviornmental impact report and/or other public 
>filings 

> 
> ------------------------------------------------------------
>JOHN GITIELSOHN 
>REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
> 6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
> Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 
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> 
>Desk: 323-782-4257 
>Cell: 714-932-0177 
>Fax: 917-369-7717 
>e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

> 
> WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM26438 
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Click on Final EIR under the Environmental Tab on the left hand side of our website. 

http://planning.lacity.org/ 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 6, 2013 at 12:28 PM, John Gittelsohn (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 
<j ohngitt@bloomberg.net> wrote: 

Where can I find online information about the Hollywood Millennium/Capitol Records Project? 
I'm trying to find enviornmental impact report and/or other public filings 

JOHN GITTELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: j ohngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Maj or Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29898 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:51 AM 
Elena Rohrbaugh 
Re: AMDA Mitigations: Hollywood Millenium 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 8:38 AM, Elena Rohrbaugh <erohrbaugh@amda.edu> wrote: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My name is Elena Rohrbaugh. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Elena Rohrbaugh 

Registrar 

AMOA - Los Angeles 
Department of Education 
Tel: (323) 603-5935 
Fax: (323) 469-3350 
www.amda.edu 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29899 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM29939 

Barry Finkel <bfinkel@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 10:58 AM 

To: Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Subject: Millennium Project/ AMDA 

Attention Hollywood City Officials: 

Hello, my name is Barry Finkel I am a faculty member and administrator at AMOA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to 
protect AMOA. 

The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given 
its proximity to the school. The disruptions to our daily n processes from the project's resulting sound, debris, air quality 
etc. will absolutely cripple our ability to educate and train our students. 

The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you, 

Barry Finkel 
Director of Education, 
AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Ph: (323) 603-5906 
bfinke/@amda.edu 
www.AMDA.edu 

This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged 
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please contact the sender by reply email immediately. 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good morning Luci, 

EM29505 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 8:14 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

DA Summary 
Millennium Hollywood Project Benefits Matrix.DOCX 

Attached is the summary requested. 

Warm regards, 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 
213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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EM29506 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 

Labor/Hiring and Wage Components 

§3.1.3.1 1. Project Labor Agreement - Developer shall enter 
into a "Project Labor Agreement" that will 

Pg. 11 identify the construction trade union(s) as the 
primary source of all craft labor employed on the 
Project. 

§3.1.3.2 2. Local Hiring - For each Phase of the Project 

Developer shall implement an apprenticeship and 
Pg. 11 zip code identification program to prioritize local 

source hiring for Project construction from the 
13th Council District. 

§3.1.3.3 3. Construction Trades Prevailing Wage -
Construction workers employed in the 

Pg. 12 construction of each Phase of the Project shall be 
paid no less than the prevailing wage as 
determined by the provisions of Sections 1770 et 
seq. of the California Labor Code. 

Transportation Improvements 

§3.1.3.S(a) 4. Circulation Shuttle - Developer shall operate a 
shuttle service, providing "on call" service 

Pg. 12 between the Project and residential areas within 
a two mile radius. Developer shall not be 
obligated to spend more than $50,000 per year 
for the operation of service. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -1-

Timing 

Developer must enter 
into agreement prior to 
issuance of a building 
permit for each Phase of 
the Project. 

A report detailing 
demographic information 
on the Project's workers 

shall be included as a 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Proof of compliance shall 
be submitted prior to the 
issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy 
for the Project. 

The Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
implemented the 
program in the Annual 
Review. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

Program shall be 
prepared no later 
than six months 
before start of 
construction of First 
Phase. 

Prior to issuance of 
final certificate of 
completion for the 
First Phase, 
Developer shall 
procure the shuttle 

service. Service shall 
operate during the 
Term of the 
Development 

Agreement (the 
"DA") 

RL0028199 



EM29507 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.l.3.5(b) 5. Bicycle Amenities Plan - Developer shall 
maintain a kiosk or tenant space of at least 200 

Pg. 13 square feet for bicycle repair services. This space 
is in addition to bicycle parking facilities required 
by the Development Regulations. 

§3.l.3.5(c) 6. Linkages to future public transit services -

Developer shall: 
Pg. 13 a. Install directional signage showing 

pedestrian routes to all public 
transportation access points within a four 
block radius of the Project. 

b. Provide $10,000 to the Department of 
Transportation for the installation of 
directional signage at the DASH access 
point nearest the Project, and 

c. Provide $25,000 to Metro for directional 
signage for pedestrian routes between 
public transportation access points and 
the Project. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -2-

Timing 

Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning Director how it 
has implemented the 
program in the Annual 
Review. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

Provision of bicycle The East and 
amenities shall West Portion 
commence upon Phase shall 
issuance of a final include 
certificate of dedicated 
occupancy for First bicycle ways 
Phase and thereafter and wayfinding 
for the Term of the sign age 
DA between public 

streets and the 
facilities. 

Proof of payment of 

the Transit Linkage 
Payments shall be 
submitted to the 
Planning Director 
prior to the issuance 
of a final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase of the 
Project. 
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EM29508 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.5( d) 7. Parking Tracking Services - Developer shall 
contribute $50,000 to the Department of 

Pg. 13 Transportation's Express Park program for new 

parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system and real-time 

parking guidance for motorists in the vicinity of 
the Project. 

§3.l.3.5(e) 8. Vine Street Metro Connection - Developer shall 
engage an urban planning and architectural firm 

Pg. 14 to study of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro 
Station. 

§3. l.3.5(f) 9. Metro Passes - Developer shall provide for the 

sale of Metro passes to Project residents, tenants 
Pg. 14 and their employees and shall purchase at least 

25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project. 

§3. l.3.5(g) 10. Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters -
Developer shall provide 10 "park and ride" spaces 

Pg. 14 for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants 
or occupants of the Project and establish a 
monitoring program of the park and ride spaces. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -3-

Timing 

Developer shall 

demonstrate to the 
Planning director how it 
has implemented such 
program as part of the 
Annual Review. 

The results of the 
monitoring program shall 
be submitted as part of 
the Annual Review. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

Contribution shall be 
paid to the City 
Department of 
Transportation prior 
to issuance of the 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

Study shall be 
completed before 
the issuance of the 
first building permit 
for the first Phase. 

Provision of Metro 

passes will begin 
upon issuance of 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase and 
thereafter during the 
Term of DA. 

Beginning upon 
issuance of a final 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase, and 
thereafter during the 

Term of the DA. 
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EM29509 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.S(h) 11. Shared Vehicle Parking - Developer shall 
maintain 10 parking spaces within non-residential 

Pg. 14 parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle 
services. 

Local Community Benefits 

§3.1.3.4 12. Community Organization Meeting Space -
Developer shall provide not less than 1,200 

Pg. 12 square feet of meeting space at the Project for 
use by Hollywood and community non-profit 

groups. 

§3.1.3.6 13. Protection of Capitol Records Building, 
Recording Studios and Echo Chambers -

Pg. 14 Developer shall prepare a written adjacent 
structure monitoring plan to ensure that 
construction will not damage the Capitol Records 
Building, including the recording studios and 
underground echo chambers therein. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -4-

Timing 

As part of the Annual 
Review, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning Director how it 
has implemented such 
program. 

As part of the Annual 
Review, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning Director how it 
has implemented such 
monitoring program. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

Commencing upon 
issuance of a final 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase and 
thereafter during the 
Term of the DA. 

Developer shall 
establish and operate 
a reservation system 
commencing upon 
issuance of a 
certificate of 

occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

Issuance of a 
building permit 
for the Initial 
East Parcel 
Phase is 
conditioned on 
submission of 
written 
adjacent 
structure 
monitoring 

plan to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety .. 
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EM29510 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.7 14. Public Performances, Music, and Arts 
Programming - Developer shall conduct at least 

Pg. 15 four public events per year in the Art Plaza and 
pay costs associated with events. 

§3.1.3.8 15. Parking Access Management System - Developer 
shall provide a parking access management 

Pg. 15 system. 

§3.1.3.9 16. Pedestrian Improvements Contribution -
Developer shall provide funding in the amount of 

Pg. 15 $50,000 to the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 
Walk of Fame Committee, or as otherwise 
directed by the City, for renovation and upkeep 
of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements. 

§3.1.3.10 17. Music Appreciation Exhibit- Developer shall 
install publicly accessible artwork and/or 

Pg. 15 changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms. 
The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be 
maintained at Developers sole cost. 

§3.1.3.11 18. Hollywood Central Park - Developer shall make 
contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central 

Pg. 16 Park in the amount of $50,000. Thereafter, 
Developer shall make an annual contribution in 
the amount of $50,000 for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -5-

Timing 

Developer shall provide a 
schedule and conduct 
public events for Term of 
DA. 

Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
programmed the Music 
Appreciation Exhibit as 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Annual contribution shall 
be made on April 1 
following the issuance of 
a final certificate of 
occupancy and on April 1 
of each year during 
remaining Term of the 

DA. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

First half of payment 
is a condition of 
issuance of a building 
permit for the First 
Phase. Proof of 
payment of the 
balance shall be a 

condition to issuance 
of the final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

The Music 
Appreciation exhibit 
shall be installed 
within the First Phase 
of the Project. 

Proof of payment 
shall be a condition 
to the issuance of the 
building permit for 
the First Phase. 
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EM29511 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

Affordable Housing 

§3.1.3.12 19. Affordable Housing Payment - Developer shall 
pay $4,800,000 for the development of 100 new 

Pg. 16 affordable housing units. The affordable housing 
Projects are (a) the Westlake Theater Project, and 
(b) the Coronel Project (the "HCHC Projects"). 

a. Developer HCHC Project Contributions -
Within 90 days of its receipt of written 
notice from LAHD that the HCHC Project 
Commitment Date has occurred for each 
HCHC Project, Developer shall pay 
$2,400,000 to LAH D for the development 
HCHC Project. 

b. Developer LAHD Contribution - If the 

HCHC Project Commitment Date has not 
occurred for HCHC Project, by the date 
Developer submits an application for a 
building permit for a building that 
includes residential units, Developer shall 
pay an equal amount to LAHD as a 
condition to the issuance of the building 
permit. 

c. LAHD Use of Developer LAHD 
Contribution - LAHD is authorized to pay 
all or part of the Developers contribution 
to HCHC for costs associated with the 
remaining unfunded HCHC Project, other 

HCHC affordable housing projects, 
expenses, and costs associated with 
production of affordable housing. 

SMRH:40796464 l .2 -6-

Timing 

Developer HCHC Project 
Contributions shall be 
paid within 90 days of 
receipt of written notice 
from LAHD that HCHC 
Project commitment 
Date has occurred. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kevin, 

EM29760 

Nora Dresser < nora.dresser@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:20 AM 
Kevin Keller 
Fwd: [WilshirePark] FW: Hollywood Millennium Project. 

Got this in a Wilshire Park e-mail group. Thought the people working the the Millennium would be interested 
in it but forgot who. Thought you would know. 

Nora 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lorna Hennington <lornahennington@hotmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 5:39 PM 
Subject: [WilshirePark] FW: Hollywood Millennium Project. 
To: Wilshire Park <wilshirepark@yahoogroups.com> 

Dear Residents, 

The Hollywood Millennium Project, about two miles from us, may have significant impact on traffic that will affect our 
neighborhood, especially if we are going to the Valley. The Vine Street intersections at Hollywood and Sunset will rival 
Hollywood and Highland. If you are interested in signing the petition sponsored by the Hollywood Neighborhood Councils 
and Homeowner Associations to oppose the oversized Millennium development, it is below. 

http://siqnon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium?mailinq id=10667 &source=s.icn.em.cr&r by=4143671 

There is a Los Angeles City Planning Commission Hearing this week on Thursday March 28th regarding the Hollywood 
Millennium Project. 
This project is located on both sides of Vine Street at Argyle, around the Capitol Records Building and is comprised of two 
very large towers, the larger one being 54 stories. 

Lorna Hennington 

Reply via web post Reply to sender Reply to group Start a New Topic Messages in this topic (1) 

RECENT ACTIVITY: 
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EM29761 

• New Members 1 

Visit Your Group 

Switch to: Text-Only, Daily Digest • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use • Send us Feedback 

Nora Dresser 
Historic Preservation Overlay Zone 
200 N Spring St, Rm 601 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tel: 213-978-1174 
FAX 213-978-6566 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29900 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:51 AM 
Deborah Long 
Re: Hollywood Millennium: Mitigations for AMDA 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 8:21 AM, Deborah Long <dlong@amda.edu> wrote: 

Dear City Officials: 

I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts in the heart of Hollywood and I am writing 
to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium to provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should not approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Deborah Long 
Director of Student Administrative Services 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy 
*************************************** 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
(323) 603-5962 phone 
(323) 469-1739 fax 
www.amda.edu 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29901 

2 

RL0028208 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you Luci. 

EM26440 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Wednesday, March 06, 2013 12:52 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 

RE: Hollywood Millennium 

Brian Lewis with Marathon Communications can assist with any media inquiries. Brian can be reached at 

blewis@ ma rat hon-com .com . 

Cheers, 

Alfred 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2013 12:36 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Fwd: Hollywood Millennium 

f yi 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Gittelsohn (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) <johngitt@bloomberg.net> 
Date: Wed, Mar 6, 2013 at 12:28 PM 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 
To: Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Where can I find online information about the Hollywood Millennium/Capitol Records Project? 
I'm trying to find enviornmental impact report and/or other public filings 

JOHN GITTELSOHN 
REAL ESTATE REPORTER 
6500 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 2360 
Los Angeles, CA 90048-4920 

Desk: 323-782-4257 
Cell: 714-932-0177 
Fax: 917-369-7717 
e-mail: johngitt@bloomberg.net 

WWW.BLOOMBERG.COM 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM26441 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29762 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:34 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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EM29512 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 8:23 AM 
slmunoz92@gmail.com 

Subject: Re: 

No worries .... enjoy your day and the long weekend!!!! See u next week!! 

• From: Stacy [mailto:slmunoz92@qmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 08: 10 AM 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Subject: RE: 

• Good morning ... sorry ... l'm off today ... it is my RDO ... I believe Brittany is sitting at my desk this morning. 

From: Lisa Webber 
Sent: 3/22/2013 7:55 AM 
To: lily.quan@lacity.org; stacy.munoz@lacity.org 
Subject: 

Hi there ... not sure if u r in today .... need to try and grab Michael before 
Caltrans mtg to talk Paramount and Hollywood Millennium DA. .. need K 
Bernstein for Paramount and Luci for HM.+ Canu see ifMLG is available?? 

Thx!! 
Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29902 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:51 AM 
Brooks Almy 
Re: Millennium project 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 7:28 AM, Brooks Almy <balmy@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is _Brooks Almy. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations 
to protect AMDA. This is a school full of young people that will be stepping out into the world in 
Los Angeles . Their education is enormously important to them and to us as teachers. These are 
young people who vote and work in our city. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing any appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. This is not fair to these young people. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed The exclusive of AMDA from any mitigations is 
wrong. Thank you. 

Your name Brooks Almy 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29940 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:11 AM 
Barry Finkel 
Re: Millennium Project/ AMDA 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file for the record 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 10:57 AM, Barry Finkel <bfinkel@amda.edu> wrote: 

Attention Hollywood City Officials: 

Hello, my name is Barry Finkel I am a faculty member and administrator at AMDA College and Conservatory 
of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. 

The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. The disruptions to our daily n processes from the project's 
resulting sound, debris, air quality etc. will absolutely cripple our ability to educate and train our students. 

The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed 

Thank you, 

Barry Finkel 

Director of Education, 

AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Ph: (323) 603-5906 

bfinke/@amda.edu 

www.AMDA.edu 

This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged 
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please contact the sender by reply email immediately. 
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EM29941 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29513 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 9:00 AM 
Marcel Porras 
Lisa Webber; Michael LoGrande 
Re: Millennium Project Signage Question 

They and other properties in the vicinity are already bound by the Hollywood Supplemental Signage Ordinance, 
hence the 'SN' in the Zone suffix. If you don't feel that is enough, you can certainly ask for it. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 5:48 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Quick question - I know that Millennium is NOT currently presenting any super graphics on their 
project, but is their anything preventing them from doing so in the future? 

One of the benefits that they are touting about the project is that they are not proposing signage. Is 
that something that can be made as a commitment in perpetuity? 

Thank you. 

Marcel 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cdl3 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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EM29763 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Regina Freer < rfreer@oxy.edu > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:48 AM 
James Williams 

Subject: Re: CPC Briefing 

Good morning James! 
Would you please double check with the others? 
Thanks you, 
Regina 

On Mar 26, 2013 8:00 AM, "James Williams" <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
So noted. 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 3:43 PM, Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> wrote: 
FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Angela Adriatico <aadriatico@cityview.com> 
Date: Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 12:54 PM 
Subject: RE: CPC Briefing 
To: Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> 

Hello Regina 

Sean is traveling next week and will not be attending the CPC meeting on the Thursday 

Angela Adriatico 

Executive Assistant to Sean Burton 
Office: 310.566.8726 

10877 Wilshire Boulevard, 12th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90024 

From: Regina Freer [mailto: rfreer@oxv.edu] 
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 11 :21 AM 
To: Sean Burton; Angela Adriatico; Robert Lessin; Arelys Mendez 
Subject: CPC Briefing 
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EM29764 

Bob and Sean, 

I am reaching out in the hope that you two can join me for the CPC briefing at 9am on Wednesday morning, 
March 27th - it should be over by 10:30. Because Bill has a conflict with the large and controversial Millennium 
project I will be chairing our hearing Thursday. I value your insight and want to be sure we are bringing our "A" 
game. The briefing should help. 

Let me know if you are available. 

Thank you, 

Regina 

Important Notice: The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the confidential use of the recipient(s) named above. If you 
have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail, and delete the original message. Your acceptance of this 
communication constitutes your agreement to keep this communication confidential. 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM29765 

Katharine Paull <kpaull@earthlink.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:49 AM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org; 
public@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA 

I am supporting the appeals (VTI-71837-CN-lA) that oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD) 
planned for Hollywood and to be addressed at the Planning Commission meeting on March 28th. 

The Millennium project would dwarf the Hollywood surroundings, replacing history with yet another large commercial 
endeavor, not unlike LA Live and the Big Box stores that have replaced mom and pop businesses. Please honor 
differentiation in architecture and good sense in usage that does not usurp air space and viable road usage. The two 
towers of the project are reminiscent of the two world trade towers 
in lower Manhattan that rose above their local environment. 
Hollywood is not Manhattan. 

Katharine Paull 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29903 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:51 AM 
Emily Dwyer 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Transp. Improvements 

Thanks Emily, exactly what we were looking for. 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 5:19 PM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Here is the finalized doc. I found that there may be an issue in terms of the language for bike parking 
(showers/lockers not mentioned) and car share (may be required to offer more spaces than offered in 
Community Benefits). Please see bolded text in the document. 

Have a good evening, 
Emily 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 5:27 PM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci and Sergio, 

I can finish this up first thing Tues morning, as tomorrow is my RDO. I still need to go over Exhibit C from the 
Development Regulations and the Community Benefits Matrix. I only added Envir. Mititagion measures that 
were not in the LADOT letter. Lastly, I want to look up the bicycle parking ordinance, as I believe Millennium 
will need to provide not just long-term and short-term parking, but showers as well. 

Have a good weekend! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity.org 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

EM29904 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29942 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:11 AM 
Janet Costa 
Re: Protect our Building on Vine Street 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file for the record 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 10:04 AM, Janet Costa <jcosta@amda.edu> wrote: 

Dear Gentleman and Ladies, 

My name is Janet Costa and I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations 
to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is 
not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should 
NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed Thank you. 

Janet Costa 

Janet Costa 

AMOA 

Admissions Representative 

323-603-5930 direct 

1800-637-7908 ext 5930 

jcosta@amda.edu 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29943 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM29766 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:50 AM 
Wendy Fraticelli 
Andrew Westall 

Subject: Re: Invitation: City Planning Commission Hearing @ Thu Mar 28, 2013 7:30am - Spm 
(i ris.faga r-awaku ni@lacity.org) 

Hi Wendy, 

I just wanted to make sure that the City Planning Commission is confirmed to use the Council Chamber this 
Thursday (3/28) for the Hollywood Millennium hearing. As previously mentioned, this is a very highly 
controversial and complicated case located beside the Capitol Records in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Council Audio just called my office and that they heard that the Councilman gave the room to the 
Mayor's office. I'm wondering if it is for the same purpose? 

Please let me know immediately. Thank you so much. 

Iris 

On Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at I :56 PM, Wendy Fraticelli <wendy.fraticelli@lacity.org> wrote: 

more details » 
City Planning Commission Hearing 
Re: Hollywood Millennium project, a mixed use project located adjacent to the Capitol Records in the Hollywood 
Community Plan area. The project is highly controversial and It is anticipated that at least 250+ people to show up at the 
meeting. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 
P: 213.978.1249 F: 213.978.1029 
E: iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.org 
200 N. Spring St., Room 272 

When Thu Mar 28, 2013 7:30am - Spm Pacific Time 

Where JF Chambers C!r@Q) 

Calendar iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.org 

Who • Wendy Fraticelli - creator 

• Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

• Russ Bellenot - optional 

• LAPD temp - optional 

• Ted Lin - optional 

• Michael Johnson - optional 

• Tony lghani - optional 

• Justin Wesson - optional 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 
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Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar iris.fagar
awakuni@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thanks Luci. 

EM29514 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 9:05 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Lisa Webber; Michael LoGrande 
Re: Millennium Project Signage Question 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 8:59 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
They and other properties in the vicinity are already bound by the Hollywood Supplemental Signage Ordinance, 
hence the 'SN' in the Zone suffix. If you don't feel that is enough, you can certainly ask for it. 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 5:48 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Quick question - I know that Millennium is NOT currently presenting any super graphics on their 
project, but is their anything preventing them from doing so in the future? 

One of the benefits that they are touting about the project is that they are not proposing signage. Is 
that something that can be made as a commitment in perpetuity? 

Thank you. 

Marcel 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cdl3 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 
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Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdl3 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29944 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11 :12 AM 
Vivian Lund 
Re: Millennium Support 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file for the record 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 9:49 AM, Vivian Lund <vlund@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Vivian Lund I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to 
ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts 
from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed Thank you. 

Vivian Lund 

HR Generalist/Business Coordinator 

AMDA College & Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca Street, 2nd Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

323-603-5919 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29945 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir, 

EM29516 

Mary Lambert <mlambertrn@gmail.com> 
Friday, March 22, 2013 9:20 AM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium project 

I think the two proposed towers of the Millennium project are too high and are not in keeping with the look of historic 
Hollywood. I do not oppose building but do not favor "skyscrapers" there. 

Sincerely, 
Mary Lambert 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29905 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:52 AM 
Fran Reichenbach 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 6:58 AM, Fran Reichenbach <beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
This should be shouted from the rooftops (while they are still within a decent height!). 

Fran 

--- On Wed, 3/27/13, Jim Nelson <motherco@µolcom> wrote: 

From: Jim Nelson <motherco@aol.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "eric garcetti" <garcetti@council.lacity.org>, "Tom Labonge" <Tom.LaBonge@lacity.org>, "L. A City -
Perry" <jperry@council. lacity. org>, paul. koretz@lacity.org, councilmember. krekorian@lacity.org, 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: "'tony tucci"' <radiocave@earthlink.net>, "'Cassandra Bam~~re"' <barreres@aol.com>, "'Rick Seireeni"' 
<rickseireeni@earthlink.net>, "'Valerie O'Brien"' <lookoutmountain@me.com>, "'John Harris"' 
<jdhesq@sbcglobal.net>, "'Jamie Hall"' <Jamie.Hall@channellawgroup.com>, "'Alison Simard"' 
<alisimard@gmail .com>, "'Skip'" <animalco@pacbell.net>, editor@LAindependent.com, 
steve.lopez@latimes.com, "Craig Hodgetts" <chodgetts@hplusf.com>, "Jerry Daniel" 
<coachtwig@socal. rr. com>, beachwoodcanyon@sbcglo bal . net, "Martha W el borne" 
<MWelborne@CCF.la. org>, president@hillsidefederation.org, "robert kovacik" 
<robert. kovacik@nbcuni.com>, board@babcnc.org, vicepresident@hhwnc.org 
Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2013, 8:27 AM 

Sirs, 

I would like to add my voice to those who are: 

1) supporting the appeal (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2) opposing the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3) opposing the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4) and opposing certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Like the ill-fated Hollywood and Highland Project, this proposal is a poorly conceived and poorly designed attempt to 

RL0028231 



EM29906 

exploit rather than enhance Hollywood. 

To allow it to proceed, would be to condemn generations to live with the horror of more Corrupted and Cynical Corporate 
Development in America. It adds nothing to the Urban Fabric. It has no sense of human scale or any trace of concern for 
the human experience. 

Bulky, Forbidding and Dehumanizing - the design rejects all that we have learned about how to create Great Public 
Space. The result will be similar to Flower Street - a Concrete Canyon devoid of Pedestrians. A No Man's Land. 

The coat of "Green" on the Towers Facades does little to offset their Bland Monolithic distain for the wonderful and truly 
Green design of the Capital Records Building. 

There are No Redeeming Virtues to this Project: No improvements to public transportation (Trolley), No linkages or 
enhancements to the street scape and No Homage or Respect to the Wonderful Texture of this Historic District. 

Los Angeles Deserves Better Than This. Please Protect Us! Send them back to the Drawing Boards to come up with a 
Great Design - Or Send them Home. 

Regards, 

Jim Nelson 

President Emeritus - Laurel Canyon Association 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29946 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:12 AM 
Jennifer Bloom 
Re: Mitigations on Millenium for AMDA 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file for the record 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 9:48 AM, Jennifer Bloom <jbloom@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Jen Bloom. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to 
ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from 
Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. Thank you. 

Jen Bloom 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29517 

Linda Demmers < linda.demmers@gmail.com > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 10:37 AM 
michael.logrande@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Project 
GGPNC_Letter re Millenium Hollywood.docx 

Attached please find letter regarding the Millennium project as passed by the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood 
Council on March 19, 2013 with a vote of 17 - 0- 0. Thank you for hearing our concerns. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
ldemmers@ggpnc.org 
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PRESIDENT 
Linda Demmers 

VICE PRESIDENTS 
Lisa Sedano -Administration 

Chris McKinley- Communications 

TREASURER 
Nelson Bae 

SECRETARY 
Kris Anderson 

March 19, 2013 

William Roschen, President 

EM29518 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

GREATER GRIFFITH PARK 

NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

Your Neighborhood. Your Voice. Your Council 

City of Los Angeles Planning Commission 
201 N Figueroa St #4 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CERTIFIED COUNCIL #36 

PO Box27003 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 

(213) 973-9758 

info@ggpnc.org 

www.ggpnc.org 

Re: Millenium Hollywood 

Dear Mr. Roschen: 

The Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council Planning, Zoning and Historic Preservation Committee has 
received information from interested community members that City Council will shortly consider the 
Planning Commission recommendations concerning Hollywood Millennium Project entitlements. 

In response to concerns expressed by its constituents, the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
requests that any decisions regarding the (Hollywood) Millennium Project be postponed for the following 
reasons: that the current ongoing appeal process of zoning decisions be allowed time for due process and 
that any potential for conflicts of interest among Planning Commission members who may have a financial 
interest in the project be investigated and cleared. 

Thank you for hearing our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Demmers, President, GGPNC 

Cc: Michael LoGrande, Director, City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
Tom LaBonge, CD4 

RL0028235 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29768 

Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:52 AM 
Emily Dwyer 
Michelle Mowery 
Re: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 

I just was never able to come up with any ideas beyond what you had already proposed. But looping in the ped 
folks seems like a good idea. I'll forward to Valerie & Margot and cc you. 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:06 AM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
The Project is going to Planning Commission this Thursday, so I believe there is still time. Anything we can't 
use for this project can be added to our toolkit for Development Agreements, as we are looking to fine-tune the 
language to get away from vague language such as bike-ped friendly projects. Perhaps this is something an 
intern can pull out from the bike plan/emerging ped plan? 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 1 :27 PM, Michelle Mowery <michelle.mowery@lacity.org> wrote: 
We seem to have dropped the ball on this one. Too late to provide input? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:36 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
To: Tomas Carranza <Tomas.Carranza@lacity.org>, Michelle Mowery <michelle.mowery@lacity.org> 

Its great to have Emily on the other side of these things. 

Can we have a quick discussion about this on Tuesday? To see if there's anything else we might request? Or 
maybe we're already getting everything we want? 

-Nate 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:19 PM 
Subject: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
To: Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> 
Cc: Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 

Hi Nate, 

Here is the language in the Community Benefits of the Development Agreement for Hollywood Millennium. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. As we discussed, let me 
know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it 
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was already included in the TDM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative 
solutions to achieve the intent of these community benefits. 

(a) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First 
Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities 
at the Project in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). Bicycle amenities in the First 
Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development 
Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the Initial West Portion Phase 
shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated 
bicycle ways between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle users to 
such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such 
bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, and provide 
information regarding use of such facilities. 

Thanks! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwye r@lacity .org 

Michelle Mowery 
Sr. Bicycle Coordinator 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation Bicycle Program 
100 S. Main Street, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 972-4962 

www.bicyclela.org 
http: /lladotbi kebloq. word press.com 
http:/lwww.facebook.com/LADOTBikeProqram 
http: /!twitter. com/#! /LADOTBi keProq 
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Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity .org 

EM29770 

3 

RL0028238 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29907 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:52 AM 
Nicole Berger 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 6:56 AM, Nicole Berger <nicole.berger@me.com> wrote: 
My name is Nicole Berger. I teach at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations 
to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is 
not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should 
NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed Thank you. 

Nicole Berger 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29947 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:12 AM 
Garineh Avakian 
Re: AMDA 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file for the record 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 9:44 AM, Garineh Avakian <gavakian@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Dr. Garineh Avakian. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

Dr. Garineh Avakian 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29908 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:52 AM 
John Campbell 
Re: Millennium 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 5:24 AM, John Campbell <JCampbell@amda.edu> wrote: 
My name is John Campbell.I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. Thank you. 

John Campbell 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29948 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:12 AM 
Caroline Harrington 
Re: Impacts from Millennium on AMDA 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file for the record 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 9:30 AM, Caroline Harrington <charrington@amda.edu> wrote: 

Dear Council Members & City Officials, 

My name is Caroline Harrington. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. We 

have 800+ students that work, study, and live in our small corner of Hollywood. The impacts from Millennium 
on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. While we 
welcome any change that will increase city revenues and jobs, we simply cannot stand by idly knowing that 
without mitigations, the livelihoods of our students could possibly be negatively impacted. 

On a side note, if Councilman Garcetti is as concerned with Education as he says he is, he would vow to 
protect t he peace-of-mind of our students as well as faculty and staff (especially during an election year.) 
Many of our students are products of Los Angeles Public Schools and I am a long-time resident of District 13. 
While Garcetti has had my vote several times over, it's now on the line. 

Please consider our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Caroline Harrington 

Housing & Residential Life 

Student Services Department 

AMOA: College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca Street, 4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Ph: (323) 603-5961 

F: (323) 469-1739 
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charrington@amda.edu 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29949 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29771 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:02 AM 
Nathan Baird 
Michelle Mowery 
Re: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 

Did I suggest anything beyond the text of what was included? I don't have anything in my notes for edits I made 
to the doc. 

I think it might be helpful to have Tommy consult you when he is preparing his LADOT letter, which outlines 
TDM measures. This will give you a better idea of the range of possibilities of "asks" for the Bike Program 
from these larger developments. We are moving forward with working on looking at DA letters with what 
works and what doesn't, so this will be an evolving conversation. 

Also, perhaps its just that the bike plan and bike parking ordinance are doing their job so there's nothing to add! 
:) 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:51 AM, Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> wrote: 
I just was never able to come up with any ideas beyond what you had already proposed. But looping in the ped 
folks seems like a good idea. I'll forward to Valerie & Margot and cc you. 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:06 AM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> wrote: 
The Project is going to Planning Commission this Thursday, so I believe there is still time. Anything we can't 
use for this project can be added to our toolkit for Development Agreements, as we are looking to fine-tune the 
language to get away from vague language such as bike-ped friendly projects. Perhaps this is something an 
intern can pull out from the bike plan/emerging ped plan? 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 1 :27 PM, Michelle Mowery <michelle.mowery@lacity.org> wrote: 
We seem to have dropped the ball on this one. Too late to provide input? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity. org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:36 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
To: Tomas Carranza <Tomas.Carranza@lacity.org>, Michelle Mowery <michelle.mowery@lacity.org> 

Its great to have Emily on the other side of these things. 

Can we have a quick discussion about this on Tuesday? To see if there's anything else we might request? Or 
maybe we're already getting everything we want? 

-Nate 
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:19 PM 

EM29772 

Subject: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
To: Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> 
Cc: Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 

Hi Nate, 

Here is the language in the Community Benefits of the Development Agreement for Hollywood Millennium. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. As we discussed, let me 
know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it 
was already included in the TDM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative 
solutions to achieve the intent of these community benefits. 

(a) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First 
Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities 
at the Project in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). Bicycle amenities in the First 
Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development 
Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the Initial West Portion Phase 
shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated 
bicycle ways between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle users to 
such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such 
bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, and provide 
information regarding use of such facilities. 

Thanks! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emi ly .Dwy er@lacity .org 

Michelle Mowery 
Sr. Bicycle Coordinator 
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EM29773 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation Bicycle Program 
100 S. Main Street, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 972-4962 

www.bicyclela.org 
http: /lladotbi kebloq. word press.com 
http:/lwww.facebook.com/LADOTBikeProqram 
http: /!twitter. com/#! /LADOTBi keProq 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP BD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP BD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily .Dwyer@lacity .org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM29519 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 10:46 AM 
ellen vinitsky 
Re: opposition to Millennium 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 7:44 AM, ellen vinitsky <evedeane@earthlink.net> wrote: 
It is outrageous how much opposition there is and yet the plan for Millennium appears to be breezing through. It 
will be a disaster for those of us who actually live here already, not to mention the additional taxes we will be 
hit with when the streets and sewers and other services are tapped beyond capacity and need replacement or 
upgrades. 

This is just gross! Garcetti and the developers clearly have the money and have been systematically buying the 
various opponents and neighborhood councils with bull-crap projects like green space or throwing money at the 
police and firemen and other charity or pet projects to appease and silence them. WHO IS SPEAKING UP FOR 
THE RESIDENTS AND SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS OF HOLLYWOOD WHO WILL ULTIMATELY 
PAY THE TAB FOR THIS?????? 

There are height limitations for practical and aesthetic reasons. Why can Millennium not work within those 
bounds, even if at the higher numbers? Why must they exceed beyond beyond? Immediate profit outweighing 
longterm impact? 

Why is there no voice of either opposition or compromise? Why do we the residents has literally no say? What 
are City Council meetings during the week when only a few people can go? Why am I paying outrageous 
property taxes when the city if reducing the benefits of living here in the Hollywood Dell. 

Who is going to ease traffic down the road when it already takes almost 20 minutes to go up Cahuenga or Vine 
from Melrose? The Millennium project,once completed, could possibly be such a traffic nightmare that it will 
be easier to go into Studio City for everything versus Hollywood? Navigating the 101 Freeway is already easier 
than Hollywood; why add to it? And how will the small businesses other than those affiliated with Millennium 
benefit from traffic being diverted because of the inconvenience? How will this add coherency? 

Your response is welcome. 

Sincerely, Ellen Vinitsky 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29520 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29909 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:52 AM 
Dmitri Palmer 
Re: 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 12:51 AM, Dmitri Palmer <dmitri palmer@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Dmitri Palmer.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

-Dmitri Palmer_ 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29950 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:13 AM 
Julian Fielder 
Re: Mitigation Controls for Millennium Project 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file for the record 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 9:27 AM, Julian Fielder <jrfielder@hotmail.com> wrote: 
To whom it may concern, 
I am a teacher at AMDA College and Conservatory for the Performing Arts whose Los Angeles Campus is 
located at Vine and Yucca Streets in Hollywood. Our students make a considerable contribution to the cultural 
life and spirit of not only Los Angeles area but to our country and internationally. Every night thy can be 
found performing on stages from China to many points in Europe and all across the United States. Our 
graduates are seen on television and motion picture productions which are central to the Los Angeles 
economy. 

I am very concerned that our mission at AMDA will be adversely impacted by the lack ofrequired Mitigation 
Controls on the Millennium Project to commence literally 5 feet from the classroom in which I am teaching at 
1777 Vine Street. I appreciate and applauded the progress in the Hollywood area and do not wish to hinder it 
but I must ask that the concerns for quality and safety of our students not be disregarded in a misguided or ill
conceived building project. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not 
providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

I can be contacted at the above email or at 2357 Teviot Street in Los Angeles 90039 or by phone at 917-312-
2 7 5 8 if you would like to discuss this with or I can be of any further assistance. 

Most sincerely yours, 
Julian Fielder 
Voice Teacher at AMD A 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Ms. Gagar-Awakuni, 

EM29774 

languages4you@aol.com 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:08 AM 
iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 
Re: Request for Spanish Interpreter 

The interpreters will be Ms. Nubia Aguirre, 97 Toyota Camry, Silver, 3WOL914; Ms. Annette Mendez White Lexus ES300 
Lie #6JNV649 and I will also stop by to relieve them if they need it--but I don't need a parking permit. 

Thank you very much. 

Warm regards, 
Delia Torres 
Languages4you 
if : (818) 550-9299 

The best compliment you can give us is the referral of your colleagues. We thank you for your trust! 

-----Original Message-----
From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
To: Delia Torres <languages4you@aol.com> 
Sent: Tue, Mar 26, 2013 8:54 am 
Subject: Request for Spanish Interpreter 

Good morning Delia, 

I hope you're doing well. Once again, I'm requesting a Spanish interpreter this Thursday (3/28) from 8 a.m. till 4 p.m. You 
will be interpreting Item 6 and 7 only on the attached City Planning Commission agenda. The meeting will be in the 
Council Chambers Room 340. The Millennium Project is a very complicated and controversial case. Please let me know 
as soon as possible the availability of the interpreter. 

Thank you, 
Iris 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29951 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:13 AM 
Chelsea Schwan 
Re: Millennium Support 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the file for the record 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 9:26 AM, Chelsea Schwan <cschwan@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Chelsea Schwan. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Chelsea Schwan 
AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

Academic Services Coordinator 
6305 Yucca Street, 2nd Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

323.603.5911 

www.AMDA.edu 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi James, 
Good morning! 

EM29521 

Regina Freer < rfreer@oxy.edu > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 11:11 AM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium Project and Appeal 

I am hoping you'll be able to let me know about a quorum for Thursday's meeting. I want to be sure I've got a 
full crew on deck! 
Thank you, 
Regina 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:50 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Commissioner Freer, 

Regarding the Millennium case, I placed the appeal on the agenda first so that you could recognize 
the appellants and call them after the applicant makes their presentation. There are five appeals so 
you have to decide how much time to give to each of them. Traditionally they get the same amount of 
time as the applicant. But you can say for the record that you are giving each side of the matter an 
equal amount of time, then divide that time by 5 for each appellant. 

So make the announcement that items 5, 6 and 7 will be heard concurrently. Call the case numbers 
and read the project description for each case so that everyone will understand the differences of 
each matter. 

Staff will make their presentation. The applicant can do their presentation and the appellants can 
speak given the same (collective) amount of time for all appeals to be heard. 

As you know, when it is time for a motion each item is called separately for an individual motion and a 
vote. I could add a script/check list to your package if you like. 

Please see attached, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29910 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:52 AM 
Miah Blake 
Re: Please protect our facilities 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 12:46 AM, Miah Blake <miah blake@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Miah Blake.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

With Hope 

Miah Blake 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Dan & Elva, 

EM26442 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 07, 2013 7:59 AM 
Dan Scott; Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 

CPC Staff Rpt 
Millenium CPC Report (Luci).doc 

I'm attaching my draft staff report for your review. 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

~ 
~ 
LOS ANGELES CITY 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Council Chambers Room 350, 3rd Fir 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: Zone Change/Height District 

Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 
Conditional Use, Zone Variance 
and Site Plan Review appealable to 
City Council. (per L.A.M.C. Section 
12.36 C). 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

Expiration Date: April 23, 2013 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with each site consisting of up to two towers measuring 585 feet and 220 feet in the maximum 
height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the 
uses from those listed above in compliance with the land use equivalency program and 
development regulation. A minimum of 5% grade level open space will be provided for 
buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12% grade level open space for buildings taller 
than 550 feet. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-DA-H D: 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2; 
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2. Pursuant to Section 12.32-Q, A Height District Change '20' to '2", Removing the "D" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W,24 and 12.24-T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel 
use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 
a. allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19); 
b. permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1 ); 
c. to permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W, 18(a)); 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
b. allow less than the required parking the sports club/fitness facility; 

6. Pursuant to Section 12.21-A,4(y), City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On
Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared on-site parking; 

7. Pursuant to Article 6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City CEQA 
Guidelines, Adopt ENV-2011-0675-EIR and accompanying mitigation measures and 
Mitigation and Reporting Monitoring Program as the environmental clearance for the proposed 
project. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 
from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6:1 

3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 

4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow Floor Area averaging a unified development to allow the use of 
the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 
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5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 

7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared 
on-site parking. 

10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of two buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15, 000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6: 1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated with the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed in the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand. Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) the Development Regulations shall prevail, and where the 
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Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General 
Plan shall prevail. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has been established by 
the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the 
project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be 
modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total 
peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework within which 
proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 
limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental 
impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project 
as set forth in the EIR. 

Background 

The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No. 2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the Project Site in the General Plan. The C4-2D-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 2D. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "D" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" Development 
Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3: 1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted 
Supplemental Sign Use District ("SN") pursuant to Ordinance No. 176, 172. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
RS Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted. Additionally, the project is subject to the adopted Hollywood 
Signage Supplemental Use District which is discussed above. 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with direct 
access to a major public transit station (Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fa9ade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story and approximate 1,800 square-foot rental 
car business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 

RL0028264 



EM26449 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU-CU-ZV-H D A-3 

is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and west halves of the project site. 

Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision 
consisting of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 
office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the 
existing office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square 
feet), approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency 
on February 6, 2009 with an appeal period end date of March 4, 2013. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the 
entitlements in VTT-71837 and CPC-2013-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-HD-ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Map Symbols, Footnotes, 
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Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District so as to improve the 
regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as well as the location of and 
coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the RS Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13, 790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District and project Permit Compliance for signage, and Conditional 
Uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, 
and restaurant uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a 
property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone Change from C4-2S. C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D 
and [T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a Height District change to modify the "D" limitation to permit a 
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maximum floor area ratio of 4.5: 1; a Zone Variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel in lieu of 
the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a Zone Variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No. 3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a Zone Variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where 
the man use is in the C4 Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and Site Plan Review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has been allowed to 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use permitting the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ration between 4.5: 1 and 6: 1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in height from 75 to 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment units, a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a Conditional 
Use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expanded 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

RL0028267 



EM26452 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU-CU-ZV-H D A-6 

ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a conditional use permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

Walkability 

The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, Guidance for Entitlement Review (Walkability 
Checklist) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning 
and specifies urban design guidelines that are generally applicable to all projects requiring 
discretionary approval for new construction. Consisting of objectives, goals, and implementation 
strategies, the Walkability Checklist cites various design elements intended to improve the 
pedestrian environment, protect neighborhood character, and promote high-quality urban form. 
Such topics as sidewalks, crosswalks/street crossings, on-street parking, utilities, building 
orientation, off-street parking and driveways, on-site landscaping, building fa9ades, and building 
signage and lighting are addressed and should be considered in the design of a project. 

The project satisfies various relevant elements of the Walkability Checklist, including the 
following: 

Sidewalks: The project will preserve the Hollywood Walk of Fame along Vine Street, and 
improve sidewalks along Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue, and Ivar Avenue. In addition, the 
project will include pedestrian connections transitioning the public right-of-way with mid
block connections throughout the project, allowing path of travel from Ivar Avenue 
across Vine Street, and reaching the project's east project frontage along Argyle 
A venue. The pathways within pedestrian level public plazas will include street furniture, 
lighting, and landscaping with a consistent use of materials, colors, and furnishings 
throughout, which will enhance the pedestrian experience. 

Building Orientation: The Development Regulations associated with the project include 
provisions that ensure active street-level frontages with entrances that are visible from 
the street and sidewalk, and developed to the property line, consistent with the pattern of 
development in the immediate vicinity. 

Off-Street Parking & Driveways: Curb cuts for vehicular driveways shall be located no 
closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets unless approved by DOT to be a leg 
of the intersection, access driveways to parking facilities not located at signalized 
intersections will not exceed 28 feet in width, parking and loading access shall be shared 
where feasible and priority placement within parking structures will be given to bike 
parking, car-share parking, and other alternative vehicles. Moreover, pedestrian access 
to parking facilities shall be directly from the street or from within the building for an 
underground garage. 

On-Site Landscaping: The Development Regulations provide for a minimum of 10% of 
grade level open space to be landscaped with softscape or water features, and calls for 
the use of a seasonally diverse use of plant material with 30% of all landscaping to be 
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Issues 

California Native or drought tolerant. The open space is characterized to be planted as a 
single area or multiple singles areas with each single area having a minimum size of 100 
square feet. 

Building Facade & Lighting: The Development Regulations provide Street Wall 
standards which include the use of articulation, consisting of massing, fenestration, 
varied textures, openings, recesses, and design accents. Also, architectural elements, 
such as balconies, verandas, and porches will add additional character. 

The pubic comment period on the Draft EIR concluded on December 10, 2012, and the public 
hearing on the project was held on February 19, 2013. The following discussion is a summary 
of the recurring issues that were raised during both the environmental review as well as the 
testimony received at the hearing. 

Traffic: Numerous letter and speakers, predominantly hillside residents, cited existing traffic 
conditions in their neighborhoods and expressed concerns over the potentially detrimental 
conditions that may result from the intensity and density of development, particularly along 
Franklin Avenue, which serves as a parallel east-west route along the US-101 Freeway. 

The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic 
conditions, (2011), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS) of A through D, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one 
intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines 
on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for 
protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The 
addition of the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future (2020) at 
all study intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is 
defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when 
the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections would 
continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 intersections are 
anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or both peak hours with or without the 
project. With the addition of project and the project-related traffic mitigation measures, however, 
the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. Of these, five study intersections 
would remain at a significant level even with the implementation of mitigation measures, 
meaning there was minimal improvement to the CMA (less than 0.010). As such, while residents 
expressed concern about the traffic impacts, the analysis has determined that area will 
nonetheless experience diminished levels of service even without the project. 

Height/FAR increase 

Several speakers at the public hearing, including Councilman Tom LaBonge (CD 4), cited 
concerns with the proposed height and scale of the project, which is proposed under the 
Development Regulations to range from 220 feet to 585 feet (approximately 55 stories). The 
tallest existing structures within the Hollywood Community Plan area stand at approximately 20 
stories, including the Sunset Vine Tower, and an office building at 6265 Sunset Boulevard. In 
addition, speakers stated that allowing an FAR of 6:1 would set a precedent not previously 
experienced in Hollywood. 
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The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) and 
the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation is intended to 
accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential density, recognizing the need to 
promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, while simultaneously addressing "the 
needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment, and tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 16S,6S9, limits 
buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, and which may exceed a FAR of 
3: 1 if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program 
and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any Designs for Development 
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan allowed a 4.S:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA approval. Although the CRA has since been 
dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties in the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
which have been approved by the City Planning Commission and conforms with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan (CRA). 

Despite opposition to the 6:1 FAR, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6: 1 
FAR, including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within SOO feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review 
for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAAITT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable S- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ratio between 4.S:1 and 6:1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 1 SO residential condominiums, 37S 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,SOO square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 62S0-62S2 Hollywood Boulevard. 

Density 

The project was approved under VTT-71837-CN for the development of 492 residential 
condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 21S,OOO square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new 
and 114,303 square feet of existing office space, 3S,OOO square feet of fitness/sports club use, 
and 1S,OOO square feet of restaurant use. The project is subject to an exception in LAMC 
Section 12.22-A, 18(a), which permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, 
C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per 
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dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As such, the project, 
as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project site. 

AMOA - Sensitive Receptor 

AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMOA") is adjacent to the proposed 
project with an approximate 2-acre campus in Hollywood, and which includes a structure at 
1777 Vine Street. AMOA is a performing arts school and the mid-century 1777 Vine Street 
building includes classrooms in addition to studios, office, computer lab and a student lounge. At 
the public hearing, a legal representative for AMOA, and AMOA staff and students voiced their 
concerns about potential impacts the proposed project would have on their school and the 
functions associated at 1777 Vine Street. The school contends that due to the types of activities 
that occur at this site, it should be considered a sensitive receptor and that additional mitigation 
is needed to safeguard the school from noise/vibration and air quality impacts. According to the 
testimony of a representative of the AMOA, certain rooms have been altered to facilitate noise 
attenuation for certain music and voice activities, and that an air filtration system for the building 
has been installed. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive 
receptors. In this instance, AMOA is located in a heavily urbanized and heavily trafficked area, 
approximately one block south of the US-101 Freeway. It is located adjacent to a surface 
parking lot (West Site), which has the inherent expectation for high intensity development by 
virtue of its location in the Hollywood area, its Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation, and the permitted uses and densities allowed in the C4 Zone. 

A sensitive receptor, as defined in the Guidance Documents of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Guidance Documents, which has jurisdiction in LA County, is 
"a person in the population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to exposure to 
an air contaminant." Land uses where these sensitive receptors are typically located include: 

Schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers 
Long-term health care facilities 
Rehabilitation centers 
Convalescent Centers 
Hospitals 
Retirement Homes 
Residences 

The property at 1777 Vine Street does not include a school, playground, or childcare center or 
medical-based services or operations which would warrant designation as a sensitive receptor 
as it pertains to air quality. 

With respect to noise and vibration, page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's student 
housing facilities are located north of the project site across Yucca Steet, the Franklin Building, 
the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street 
Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMOA student housing in the 
EIR and which have been identified as noise-sensitive receptors. Short-term construction noise 
and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses were considered significant and unavoidable 
after mitigation. However, the EIR included the most stringent available mitigation measures 
that would minimize noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses to the maximum 
extent feasible, irrespective of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Despite the maximized level of mitigation for noise and vibration, again for the short-term 
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construction impacts that were deemed significant and unavoidable, two mitigation measures, 
H-3 and H-7, were amended to address AMDA's concerns, to include all immediately adjacent 
structures, including 1777 Vine Street, in the mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as 
follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on 
the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the 
nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 
potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted, the testimony received at the public hearing, and the 
proposed project's compliance with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
the former Hollywood Community Plan (1988), and the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 
the Department of City Planning is recommending that the City Planning Commission: 

Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 to permit the use of a sports club/fitness facility 
on the project site, not otherwise allowed in the C4 Zone. The sports club/fitness facility is a use 
that should be allowable and which is expected within a mixed-use development providing 
amenities for both residents and employees of the project site. 

Approve a Height District Change from '2D' to '2', removing the "D" Limitation to allow a Floor 
Area Ratio of 6:1, consistent with FAR incentive provided for in the Regional Center Commercial 
land use designation of the Hollywood Community Plan, and which is consistent with other 
developments previously approved under the CRA's approval process for 6:1 FAR. 

Approve the conditional use requests to allow live entertainment and on-site sales of alcohol in 
within the development. These uses would satisfy the Hollywood Community Plan's objectives 
of encouraging the nightlife activity in Hollywood, by providing uses which extend commercial 
operating hours thereby enhancing pedestrian activity and solidifies Hollywood as an 
entertainment destination for residents and tourists alike. 

Approve a conditional use to allow floor area averaging across a unified development, as it will 
ensure that the project, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, is constructed as a single project 
with guarantees that design elements and related improvements will be continuously 
maintained. 

Approve the associated variances for above ground outdoor dining allowing the project to 
provide an amenity to hotel guests, residents, and visitors to take advantage of the Los Angeles 
climate, skyline views, and which reinforces Hollywood as a destination for nightlife and 
entertainment. 
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Approve the related variance for reduced parking for the fitness use and for shared and reduced 
on-site parking for transportation alternatives for the entire project, recognizing that the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the parking requirements of the code, including reductions for 
mixed-use projects, projects located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, and projects 
located in proximity to mass transit. 

The requested entitlements would redevelop and intensify an underutilized site improved with 
surface parking and which preserves the iconic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings. The 
project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that satisfies the Community Plan's 
jobs-housing balance while recognizing the need to offer entertainment-related uses that identify 
the character of Hollywood, encourage a critical mass of economic activity, and improve the 
aesthetic character of community. Moreover, the project will encourage additional development 
on underutilized parcels while setting a precedent that the preservation of 'old' Hollywood can 
be accommodated with new development. 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

2. Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted an approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

0. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be seized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if not street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 
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(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Crime Prevention Section (located at 
Parker Center, 150 N. Los Angeles Street, Room 818, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-
3134). These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit A or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit B. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 586 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit B) stamped 
pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit B), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No. 2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission. The FAR shall be averaged across the East and West Sites as a 
Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W, 19 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

6. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as may permitted by the Land 
Use Equivalency Program (Exhibit A), may be constructed on the subject site. 

7. Parking. A minimum of 1,918 project related parking shall be provided to serve, and be 
shared, among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 

b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off
street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for 
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review and approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, 
Room 750). 

8. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

9. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

10. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

11. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

12. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining residential lots as necessary to 
preclude dust dispersion from the Project Site to adjacent homes. 

13. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 

14. Posting of Construction Activities. The adjacent residents shall be given regular 
notification of major construction activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign 
(At a distance of 50 feet) shall be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone 
number for inquiring about the construction process and to register complaints. 

15. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, 
vanpool, or take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited 
to, the following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

16. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
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plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transit/ridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

17. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit completed prior to the 
issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. Temporary 
certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay through no 
fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has demonstrated 
reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. All improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
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applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

18. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

19. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

20. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

21. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

22. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

23. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

24. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character if the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

25. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post-
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construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

26. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

Q-6 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
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number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a 
minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

Q-8 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 
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C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
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Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at 
California State University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, 
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study 
or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, 
if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University 
Los Angeles, California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles 
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County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating 
what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
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wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-13 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction 
conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on 
or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 
movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or 
exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures 
have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-16 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 
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F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-18 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 
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H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Q-23 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 
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J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-25 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
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which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

RL0028306 



EM26491 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D Q-28 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 
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Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently 
being established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
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Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10- 2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination 
with the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
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shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
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routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaaina for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued the maintenance and operation of the 
development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the floor area 
potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying design 
elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by the 
Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food service 
at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cate to be located 
on the observation deck of the hotel, and on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live entertainment and 
dancing. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, and within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited under 
this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual operator from 
securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval to 
establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are approved as identified 
above in Condition No. 1a through 1c of this section. The Plan Approval application shall 
be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete 
by the Planning Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all 
abutting owners, for the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los 
Angeles Police Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol sales and 
consumption, the Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the 
applicant or suggested by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing 
conditions, as applicable, on the following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum 
seating capacity, valet parking, noise, character and nature of operation, food service 
and age limits. Entertainment-related and other specific conditions of operation, 
including the length of a term grant and security, shall be determined as part of the plan 
approval determination. 
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4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Within [six months] of the effective date of this action, all employees involved with the 
sale of alcoholic beverages shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department 
"Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR)." Upon completion of such 
training, the applicant shall request the Police Department to issue a letter identifying 
which employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the 
letter from the Police Department to the Zoning Administrator as evidence of 
compliance. In the event there is a change in the licensee, within one year of such 
change, this training program shall be required for all new staff. 

7. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and required to comply. 

8. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

9. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

10. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

11. During the operation hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

12. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

13. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

14. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 
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15. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 

16. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

17. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

18. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

19. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

20. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

21. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

22. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

23. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

24. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 
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25. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

26. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

27. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. 

28. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant. The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the building is prohibited. 

29. Within 60 days of the opening of the restaurants, all employees of the business shall 
receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) and LEAD programs regarding 
alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los Angeles Police Department and 
State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control Department at least two times per year or 
to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police Department. The applicant shall transmit a 
copy of the completion of such training to the Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the 
file. 

30. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

31. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

32. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

33. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

34. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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35. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, or 
employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval which action is brought within 
the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, 
action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to 
cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and sets forth specific 
land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood area. The 
Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the subject property 
as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, RS, P, and PB. 
The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of 
commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project 
would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. This type of 
development would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 
The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property 
contains approximately 4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the 
tract map, the applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-
2D-SN to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance of 
increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing growth in 
locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and incentives for new 
mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site is located in an FAR 
Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR 
of 6: 1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the recently 
adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6: 1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that includes a 
range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with the Regional 
Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the provision of both 
residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for 
Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.48: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, which 
will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting these structures, 
the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals 
addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing 
programmable open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote tourism, 
support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit 
Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. A number of Metro and 
LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 
210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To 
promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with DOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with the provision of a shared car 
system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project 
will incorporate a Transit Demand Management program meant to promote the use of 
carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic resources, 
locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian 
activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable land use planning goals, 
objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community 
Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a major 
population center by providing the addition of new multi-family residential units, approximately 
215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and approximately 34,000 square 
feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood community. Development of the project would 
be consistent with growth projections for the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as 
identified by the Department of City Planning and SCAG (see also Section IV.I, Population, 
Housing, and Employment). Specifically, the project's approximately 492 new residential units 
and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, representing about 0.37 percent 
of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion between 2010 and 2030. Development of the 
Project would provide approximately 492 residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, 
providing housing necessary for the growing community. In addition, development of the project 
would not result in the removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. 
Development of the project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of 
which would provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long
range planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the site, 
which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much-needed 
housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance objectives of the 
Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was 
adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The 
Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues 
as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, 
transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few under
improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an otherwise mix-use 
neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in close proximity to jobs 
and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and associated Height 
District Change would be consistent with several goals and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting policies 
relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to provide for the stability 
and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 
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Housing Element. Since the proposed development involve approximately 492 multi-family 
residential units, the Housing Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. 
The Housing Element includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing 
opportunities in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project 
would satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2. 1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2. 1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2. 1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2. 1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 
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4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, and the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area. The property is located on two city blocks 
straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca 
Street is designated as a Secondary Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue 
(along the West Site) and as a Local Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue 
(along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 

The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No. 2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "D" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the 'D' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is not height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of up to 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, 
approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 
114,302 square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 
square feet of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 
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square feet of retail use, with 1,918 parking spaces, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the 'D' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1, 163,079 square feet, resulting 
in an FAR of 5. 98: 1. A 6: 1 FAR is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density 
of uses necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of 
historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity 
in the area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. 
At the same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate 
the ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public 
gathering areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also 
enable pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to 
Argyle Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, 
the project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering 
spaces and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between 
the Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 
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The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Susses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU. 1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2. 15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 
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Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods." 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts, and promotes public safety and the general welfare. 
Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of the "D" Limitation is 
beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, and is 
representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the ''T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
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development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is sell served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-1-1 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for Business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 
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Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan calls for active commercial uses with extended hours of operation to 
promote pedestrian activity and which supports Hollywood as a destination for business, 
conventions, trade shows, entertainment and tourism. The project has been conditioned 
herein to ensure the use would not have a detrimental impact to the community and 
furthers the City's goal to ensure that the establishment does not become a nuisance or 
require additional resources of LAPD to monitor and enforce. 

17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
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creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202; and 
Cahuenga Videos and Adult Books at 1651 Cahuenga Boulevard. A finding of public 
convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant to AB 2897, 
Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and nightclubs offering a 
full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment destination serving 
both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department ("LAPD") statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that 
in 2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the Area after giving consideration to the distance of the 
proposed use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments 
dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer 
and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of the downtown Hollywood 
and would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. 
As such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 
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Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, Live Entertainment. Reduced/Shared Parking) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned property along Ivar 
Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences would be buffered 
by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which front both sides of 
Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, market, TV repair, and 
office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-2D-SN Zone along 
Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family residences in the R4-2 
Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development that is characteristic of 
the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood community. The 
development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with other uses of the 
project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest lively 
development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
the Los Angeles region. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
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the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan, while simultaneously providing publically accessible 
and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the unified 
development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with pedestrian 
walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the Capitol 
Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project is 
proper in relation to adjacent uses or the development of the community. The provision 
of live entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance 
floor up to 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. Special 
events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations throughout 
the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion of local 
business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise the 
cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the blanket conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be desirable to the public convenience or welfare because the 
project will fill the need for hospitality type uses within the region and provide new jobs 
for the local economy. Moreover, the project is located in a rapidly growing 
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neighborhood that is already characterized by tourism and entertainment businesses, 
restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel location will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare. 

Floor Area Averaging 

The location of the project and FAR averaging across the development will be desirable 
to the public convenience and welfare because it facilitates a beneficial mix of uses and 
a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty 
Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the project allows for 
the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building 
sites because it permits the development of two new structures with massing that better 
relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project site also allows for an 
open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and enhances walkability. 
The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial and sports club uses 
will meet the demand from local residents and allow project residents and office 
employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within the property. 
Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the design of the 
project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are ultimately built 
in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the Capitol Records 
Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified development including a 
combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections and 
common architectural and landscape features, which constitute distinctive design 
elements of the development. The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site 
that are designed to work together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and 
the vehicular connections are designed to promote walkability through functional 
linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and wayfinding features) within the 
Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the neighborhood beyond. The new 
structures on the East and West Sites are required to be designed to complement each 
other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood 
and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features and open space are also 
designed to flow continuously between and connect the East and West Sites and create 
cohesion by repeating common features and themes. Accordingly, the averaging of FAR 
across the project's location is desirable to the public convenience and welfare. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare because it is representative of the other live entertainment 
venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community Plan's objective of 
extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and cafes, along 
commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity and enhancing 
Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors alike. The area 
surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and is largely 
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developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood Boulevard is 
designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan as 
well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and its dancing and live 
entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the immediate area, but 
will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

Hotel Use 

The construction of a hotel within the mixed-use development will not be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate area. The hotel use, if 
built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the development of 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will not be materially detrimental 
to the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. Rather, it will permit 
development of the project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site 
and to the surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create 
a project design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a 
beneficial and efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting 
development will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and 
create beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

Live Entertainment 

The project is consistent with the nature of the Hollywood area and will fill an existing 
need through the creation of a mixed-use development that furthers the vision for 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the future residents, employees and 
visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in the immediate neighborhood. The 
property is currently underutilized with a substantial portion of the site used for surface 
parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of beneficial uses, be welcoming to 
pedestrians and easily accessible by public transportation. Moreover, the City will have 
the opportunity to ensure that each establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering 
live entertainment will operate in a manner that is not detrimental to the character of the 
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neighborhood through the required plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator 
subsequent to the grant of a master conditional use permit for these uses. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoor dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 
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The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the 
associated Development Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) and Development Regulations 
(Exhibit B) incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would share parking 
spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand 
patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
TOM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the provision of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
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approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director'' under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking variance, the project will meet parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with 
these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
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be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
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approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red Line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a manner consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
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to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will not improve the existing conditions, but will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
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surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
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requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 
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The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
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hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
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25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone 
and would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone 
and would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
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585 feet above grade. 
• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 

and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
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by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
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lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
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423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 
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Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 
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Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 
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The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 
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Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 
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To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG em1ss1ons both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 
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The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;:ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
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Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 
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b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
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the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the 
proposed construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
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structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 
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As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 

RL0028361 



EM26546 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-45 

and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 
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The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 
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F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
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nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 
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J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
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LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 
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J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
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underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
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there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
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Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

RL0028374 



EM26559 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-58 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

1. Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 
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L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
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would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV. B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
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daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate 
air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the 
HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the 
Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City 
Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose 
sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by 
the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
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residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 
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Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 
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H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 
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With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
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• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 
Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
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18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
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friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 
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K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-SS). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
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Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 
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The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 
No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 
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The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Obiectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
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necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Obiectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
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mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Obiectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
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the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Obiectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 
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The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

F-82 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
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Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development-4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
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Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
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not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative S's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
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uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
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Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
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to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
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It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 
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4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, 
3rd Floor, Room 350, Los Angeles, CA 90012 on Wednesday, February 19, 2013 at 9:00 AM. 

Summary of the Public Hearing Testimony 

The hearing covered the Advisory Agency's consideration of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN and the Hearing Officer's receipt of testimony under the public hearing requirements 
of CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

The public hearing began with an introduction by the Advisory Agency as to the purpose and 
procedures of the Tract Map hearing as well as the Hearing Officer's statements regarding the 
preparation of staff report with the Department of City Planning's recommendation to the City 
Planning Commission. The applicant (Phil Aarons, Millennium Partners) and the applicant's 
representatives (Jerry Neuman and Alfred Fraijo of Sheppard Mullin) presented the project by 
discussing the development features, including the intent to develop the project with the use of 
Land Use Equivalency Program and Development Regulations to provide a mix of uses that 
maximizes the utility of the site with development standards that allow sufficient flexibility to 
respond to market conditions. The applicant's representative stated the project's compliance 
with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including the use of the 6:1 FAR 
incentive permitted in Regional Center Commercial land use areas. The shared parking 
variance request reflects the development's intent to de-couple the parking from the dwelling 
units as per the City Planning Commission's practice, and to provide parking to the various uses 
of the site with the understanding that certain uses demand parking at specific times of the day. 
The applicant also stated that the dwelling units would be constructed to condominium 
standards, but may be made available as apartments if it is determined that the market is more 
receptive. 

Upon the conclusion of the applicant and the applicant's representative, the public hearing was 
open to the public. Approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and opposition 
to the project. The members represented residents, labor groups, neighborhood councils, 
homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce, and affected 
business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the Montalban Theater and 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear City Officials: 

EM29953 

Amy Segal <amy_segal@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:26 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Hollywood Millennium and AMDA 

My eyes are fully open to our awful situation so I'm writing you a letter to demand some mitigations. I am a 
student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I need to ask that you require 
Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Amy Segal 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

got it 

EM29776 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:16 AM 
ggg@copper.net 
Re: Tract Appeal VTT-71837-CN-lA 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 11 :42 AM, ggg@copper.net <ggg@copper.net> wrote: 

Please add the attached pdf to the administrative record for case CPC-
2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR -- CPC-2013-103-DA and to 
the appeal for VTT-71837-CN-lA. 

Regards, 

George Abrahams 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29911 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:53 AM 
Steven Craig 

Subject: Re: Mitigations for AMDA regarding Hollywood Millenium construction projects 

Good morning, 
your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 12:46 AM, Steven Craig <steven craig@amda.edu> wrote: 

Dear City officials, 

My name is Steven Craig.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA 
during the upcoming development projects near the Capitol Records building and 1777 Vine. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project 
as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, with hope, 

Steven Thomas Craig 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29912 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:53 AM 
zaccharin.thibodeau@gmail.com 

Re: Millenium Project 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 11 :44 PM, <zaccharin.thibodeau@gmail.com> wrote: 
My name is Zaccharin. I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed 

Thank you. 
-Zaccharin Thibodeau 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29777 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:18 AM 
Jesus Garber 
Re: Millennium Hollywood in the subject line. 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11 :33 PM, Jesus Garber <jesusgarber@mac.com> wrote: 
Dear Lucrialia, 

As you well know, hollywood has been improving for the last twenty five years. Which has been a very good 
thing. However, as a result the traffic is rush hour like at any time of the day or night seven days a week. To 
approve these buildings is just not something that the streets can handle. This would be an eye soar from 
anyway you look at it from. These kind of buildings would fit more correctly in the downtown area than in the 
hollywood area. Please take into consideration the people who live here in the hollywood area. We clearly do 
not want the city of Los Angeles to approve this project. 

Sincerely, 

Jesus Garber 
3307 Ledgewood Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
323-469-1 504 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29523 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 11:20 AM 
Regina Freer 
Re: Millennium Project and Appeal 

Cardoso is our only planned absence. 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11: 10 AM, Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> wrote: 
Hi James, 
Good morning! 
I am hoping you'll be able to let me know about a quorum for Thursday's meeting. I want to be sure I've got a 
full crew on deck! 
Thank you, 
Regina 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:50 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Commissioner Freer, 

Regarding the Millennium case, I placed the appeal on the agenda first so that you could recognize 
the appellants and call them after the applicant makes their presentation. There are five appeals so 
you have to decide how much time to give to each of them. Traditionally they get the same amount 
of time as the applicant. But you can say for the record that you are giving each side of the matter 
an equal amount of time, then divide that time by 5 for each appellant. 

So make the announcement that items 5, 6 and 7 will be heard concurrently. Call the case numbers 
and read the project description for each case so that everyone will understand the differences of 
each matter. 

Staff will make their presentation. The applicant can do their presentation and the appellants can 
speak given the same (collective) amount of time for all appeals to be heard. 

As you know, when it is time for a motion each item is called separately for an individual motion and 
a vote. I could add a scripUcheck list to your package if you like. 

Please see attached, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity. org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity. org 

EM29524 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ohno. 

EM26597 

Jon Tanury <jon.tanury@gmail.com > 
Thursday, March 07, 2013 9:56 AM 
Blake Lamb; Kevin Keller 
The Hills Have Eyes 

HOLLYWOOD: Surprise! Some Hollywood Hillsians plan on challenging the huge Millennium Hollywood project, 
which would surround the Capitol Records Building with two very tall towers and a lot of public space. Planning 
Department staff decided last month that they'd recommend the project for approval and the Planning Commission 
is supposed to consider the matter this month. But the Hollywoodland Homeowners Association has already 
announced they "will appeal The City Planning Commission's decision" on the case. According to their newsletter, 
the HHA "contends that the environmental impact of this project has not been adequately considered. The City has 
failed to offer adequate traffic studies and/or mitigation of key intersections including Franklin/Argyle and 
Franklin/Ivar." They also say it doesn't include enough parking and that "Potential noise pollution and bright outdoor 
lighting will channel from high altitude outdoor patios and rooftop restaurants and clubs into our hills." [Curbed 
In box] 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM29954 

Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:28 AM 
'James Williams' 
RE: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 
imageOOl.jpg; image002.jpg 

Heard a rumor that the room changed. TRUE? 

Hugs, 

Laurie 

From: James Williams [mailto:james.k.williams@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:53 AM 
To: Laurie Goldman 
Subject: Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 

8 am ... 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:41 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

You are a dear, James (we all know that!). Right now I have 3 speakers who have indicated that they need a 

translator. Thanks for your speedy reply! 

Thursday will be a long and interesting day! Do you have any idea when Council Chambers will open -you 

know me, I'm an early-bird© 

See you on Thursday. 

Hugs, 

Laurie 

From: James Williams [mailto: james.k.wi lliams@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:03 AM 
To: Laurie Goldman 
Subject: Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 
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For you ... the world! 

Good to hear from you Laurie. I will get on it right away. Do you know how many persons will need the 
service? 

James 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 10:05 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

CPC-2013-103-DA 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Hello James, 

I have had requests for an interpreter from several Spanish-speaking stakeholders attending the Millennium 
hearing on 3/28/13. Can you provide? 

Warm regards, 

Laurie 

GQi! Goldman Organization 

Laurie Goldman, President 

8391 Beverly Blvd., Suite 327 

Los Angeles, CA 90048 
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(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310 274.8627 

(E) laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

Friends of the Hollywood Central Park 

Laurie L. Goldman, President 

1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310.274.8627 

(E) laurie.goldman@hfcp.org or laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

http://hollywoodcentralpark.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 

Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
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213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM29957 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29913 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:53 AM 
Briana Rapa 
Re: Millenium 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 10:32 PM, Briana Rapa <briana rapa@amda.edu> wrote: 
My name is Briana Rapa.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29778 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:18 AM 
Joan Seidel 
Re: Millennim Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sat, Mar 23, 2013 at 8:36 AM, Joan Seidel <qed@earthlink. net> wrote: 
I oppose the Millennium Hollwyood 

1) I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of 

the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic 
height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale (Garcetti 
wanted that much higher). 

2) I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3) I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4) and I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans 
is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due 
to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult 
maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back 
up (they are already backing up), creating a potentially unsafe condition. 
Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this 
project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the 
state highway facilities. Just go to Franklin Ave. and Gower, Argyle, it is 
bumper to bumper traffic and this only one of the over congested area. 
These building will make it impossible to move. 
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Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29779 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks James. 

EM29525 

Regina Freer < rfreer@oxy.edu > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 11:23 AM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium Project and Appeal 

Also, is there a need/process to designate a vice chair? What happens if the hearing gets on my nerves and I 
just walk out? 
Regina 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11: 19 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Cardoso is our only planned absence. 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11: 10 AM, Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> wrote: 
Hi James, 
Good morning! 
I am hoping you'll be able to let me know about a quorum for Thursday's meeting. I want to be sure I've got a 
full crew on deck! 
Thank you, 
Regina 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:50 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Commissioner Freer, 

Regarding the Millennium case, I placed the appeal on the agenda first so that you could recognize 
the appellants and call them after the applicant makes their presentation. There are five appeals so 
you have to decide how much time to give to each of them. Traditionally they get the same amount 
of time as the applicant. But you can say for the record that you are giving each side of the matter 
an equal amount of time, then divide that time by 5 for each appellant. 

So make the announcement that items 5, 6 and 7 will be heard concurrently. Call the case numbers 
and read the project description for each case so that everyone will understand the differences of 
each matter. 

Staff will make their presentation. The applicant can do their presentation and the appellants can 
speak given the same (collective) amount of time for all appeals to be heard. 

As you know, when it is time for a motion each item is called separately for an individual motion and 
a vote. I could add a scripUcheck list to your package if you like. 

Please see attached, 

James 
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James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jim, 

EM29958 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:28 AM 
Jim Ries 
You had Some Questions ?? 

My apologies for not getting back to you ... the Millennium project is crushing me with the phone calls and non 
stop email campaign. 

Tell me what you need on your appeal. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29914 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:53 AM 
Work Account 
Re: Hollywood Millenium project 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:56 PM, Work Account <sharlan@amda.edu> wrote: 
My name is Scott Harlan. 
I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require 
Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Scott Harlan 
Sent from my iPhone, 
(so plase din't assome I can't spel!) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0028431 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29780 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:18 AM 
Blythe Dalton 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11 :20 PM, Blythe Dalton <blythed7@aol.com> wrote: 
I am writing to show my non-support of this project 

We own a house on scenic and gower and I commute everyday to Venice. I love living in Hollywood but I will 
move if traffic gets worse, which it will, due to the Hollywood millennium project 

Traffic congestion around my streets, on and off ramps to freeways and streets like gower and vine will clog 
with the already congested two lane streets 

Please help keep out neighborhood safe for our children by not allowing his to pass ... people will be frustrated 
drivers as they try and navigate the hills of Hollywood and put everyone's safety at risk! 

We all love this neighborhood but you are hurting it with this project and will force people to move to areas like 
Santa Monica where they know we will be safe! 

Best 
Blythe dalton Klippsten 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29527 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 11:25 AM 
Regina Freer 
Re: Millennium Project and Appeal 

Then I take over ... no you are flying solo. 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11 :22 AM, Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> wrote: 
Thanks James. 
Also, is there a need/process to designate a vice chair? What happens if the hearing gets on my nerves and I 
just walk out? 
Regina 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11: 19 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Cardoso is our only planned absence. 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 11: 10 AM, Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> wrote: 
Hi James, 
Good morning! 
I am hoping you'll be able to let me know about a quorum for Thursday's meeting. I want to be sure I've got a 
full crew on deck! 
Thank you, 
Regina 

On Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:50 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Commissioner Freer, 

Regarding the Millennium case, I placed the appeal on the agenda first so that you could recognize 
the appellants and call them after the applicant makes their presentation. There are five appeals so 
you have to decide how much time to give to each of them. Traditionally they get the same amount 
of time as the applicant. But you can say for the record that you are giving each side of the matter 
an equal amount of time, then divide that time by 5 for each appellant. 

So make the announcement that items 5, 6 and 7 will be heard concurrently. Call the case numbers 
and read the project description for each case so that everyone will understand the differences of 
each matter. 

Staff will make their presentation. The applicant can do their presentation and the appellants can 
speak given the same (collective) amount of time for all appeals to be heard. 

As you know, when it is time for a motion each item is called separately for an individual motion and 
a vote. I could add a scripUcheck list to your package if you like. 
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Please see attached, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

James K. Williams 

EM29528 
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Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM29529 

3 

RL0028435 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29781 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:18 AM 
David Reskin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sat, Mar 23, 2013 at 10:04 AM, David Reskin <davidreskin@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Ibarra, 

I'm a 28-year Hollywood resident and I oppose the Millennium project - CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB
CU-ZV-HD; the 22-year development agreement - CPC-2013-103-DA; and certification of the 
Environment Impact Report - ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

I support the appeals - VTT-71837-CN-1A. 

Buildings of this size belong in downtown LA or Century City. Not only will they destroy the Hollywood 
skyline and the small town ambience we cherish, but the increased traffic and congestion will make 
getting around the area supremely difficult. I urge that the project be shelved. 

For the record I am a renter; so I'm not in this to protect my property values as I have none to protect. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
David Reskin 
6122 Glen Oak Dr. 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
323 462-2275 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29915 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:53 AM 
Maranda Bartschi 
Re: AMDA 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 11 :45 PM, Maranda Bartschi <maranda bartschi@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Maranda Bartschi.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you for taking your time to read this. 

Maranda Bartschi 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0028437 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Thank you 

EM29959 

Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:33 AM 
'James Williams' 
RE: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 
imageOOl.jpg; image002.jpg 

From: James Williams [mailto:james.k.williams@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:30 AM 
To: Laurie Goldman 
Subject: Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 

YUP .. kicked out by Council Prez .. . we are back in Public Works #340. 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 11 :27 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

Heard a rumor that the room changed. TRUE? 

Hugs, 

Laurie 

From: James Williams [mailto: james.k.williams@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:53 AM 

To: Laurie Goldman 
Subject: Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 

8 am ... 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:41 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

You are a dear, James (we all know that!). Right now I have 3 speakers who have indicated that they need a 

translator. Thanks for your speedy reply! 
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EM29960 

Thursday will be a long and interesting day! Do you have any idea when Council Chambers will open -you 

know me, I'm an early-bird© 

See you on Thursday. 

Hugs, 

Laurie 

From: James Williams [mailto: james.k.williams@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:03 AM 
To: Laurie Goldman 
Subject: Re: REQUEST FOR INTERPRETER FOR CPC on 3/28 

For you ... the world! 

Good to hear from you Laurie. I will get on it right away. Do you know how many persons will need the 
service? 

James 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 10:05 AM, Laurie Goldman <laurielgoldman@earthlink.net> wrote: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

CPC-2013-103-DA 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Hello James, 

2 
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EM29961 

I have had requests for an interpreter from several Spanish-speaking stakeholders attending the Millennium 
hearing on 3/28/13. Can you provide? 

Warm regards, 

Laurie 

,..~u 
~ Goldman Organization 

Laurie Goldman, President 

8391 Beverly Blvd., Suite 327 

Los Angeles, CA 90048 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310 274.8627 

(E) laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

Friends of the Hollywood Central Park 

Laurie L. Goldman, President 

1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

(T) 310.274.8682 or 310.364.4553 

(F) 310.274.8627 

(E) laurie.goldman@hfcp.org or laurielgoldman@earthlink.net 

http://hollywoodcentralpark.org 
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James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 

Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 

Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM29962 
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James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM29963 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Marcel, 

EM29530 

Blake Lamb < blake.lamb@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 12:32 PM 
Marcel Porras 
Luciralia Ibarra; Lisa Webber; Michael Bostrom 
Re: Millennium Project Signage Question 

Supergraphics are not permitted by the Hollywood SUD - they are specifically prohibited sign types. So 
anything they want to do regarding supergraphics would be discretionary. And because granting an exception 
for supergraphics would impact the prohibition for the whole plan area, we would require a Specific Plan 
Amendment. An Amendment goes to CPC and to Council and is a major undertaking but could certainly be 
possible sometime in the future. 

They are doing a DA, right? Could this issue be included in the DA? 

Blake 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 5:48 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Quick question - I know that Millennium is NOT currently presenting any super graphics on their 
project, but is their anything preventing them from doing so in the future? 

One of the benefits that they are touting about the project is that they are not proposing signage. Is 
that something that can be made as a commitment in perpetuity? 

Thank you. 

Marcel 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd l 3.com 

Blake E. Lamb 
City Planner 
Plan Implementation Division 
Neighborhood Projects, Central Section 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1167 

EM29531 

*Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the Development Service 
Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact information: http://www.planninq.lacity.org/PublicCounter.html 

In addition, two City Planning Department on-line systems can provide a variety of information - Zoning Information and 
Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides a property's zoning 
designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor's data, and economic development incentives among other 
information. It can be accessed at zimas.lacity.orq . PCTS provides a summary of information regarding cases that were 
submitted to the Planning Department and can be accessed at plncts.lacity.ora/cts internet/ 
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EM29782 

From: 
Sent: 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:18 AM 

To: Chele Welsh 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Good morning, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sat, Mar 23, 2013 at 12:37 PM, Chele Welsh <chelewelsh@gmail.com> wrote: 
I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
I opppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29916 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:53 AM 
Kyle Mchargh 
Re: Development Project 

your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:32 PM, Kyle Mchargh <mchargh k@yahoo.com> wrote: 

My name is Kyle McHargh, I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, 
yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 

Thank You, 
Kyle McHargh 

"Inspired by my surroundings 
Motivated from within" 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29532 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 12:56 PM 

Tomas Carranza 

Re: Caltrans Meeting 

Thanks Tom - this is really helpful - see you very soon 

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at I :59 PM, Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks Tom. 

From: Tomas Carranza [mailto: tomas.carranza@lacitv.org ] 
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 09:15 AM 
To: Michael LoGrande < michael.loqrande@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Cc: Jay Kim < jay.kim@lacitv.org>; Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Caltrans Meeting 

Good Morning Michael and Lisa, 

Regarding tomorrow's meeting with Caltrans, I'm not sure if they plan on discussing the Millennium project specifically or 
coordination issues in general. But I wanted to make you aware of the attached document. A task force made up of 
LADOT, LA County and Caltrans was assembled in 2002 to attempt to develop mutually agreeable procedures between 
the agencies for project traffic studies. I found a copy of the meeting minutes from a January 2003 meeting of this task 
force. Unfortunately, nothing has changed and the Caltrans guide is still too vague and does not define thresholds of 
significance. I think these minutes provide a good summary of the main issues. 

I hope this is helpful to you for tomorrow's meeting. 

Tom Carranza, PE 
LADOT Development Service Division 
213-972-84 76 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29783 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:18 AM 
Teresa Garber 
Re: Milennium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sat, Mar 23, 2013 at 10:53 AM, Teresa Garber <tcgarber@pacbell .net> wrote: 

1) We support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

2) We oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 

3) We oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 

4) We oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Thank you, 
Teresa Garber 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29917 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:54 AM 
Thomas O'Leary 

Subject: Re: AMDA College and Conservatory not getting mitigations from Hollywood 
Millennium high-rises! 

Good morning, 
Your e-mails have been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:15 PM, Thomas O'Leary <to'leary@amda.edu> wrote: 
Hello. 

My name is Thomas J. O'Leary. I am on the faculty of AMOA College and Conservatory of 
the Performing Arts at the corner of Yucca and Vine Street in Hollywood. I'm writing to 
ask that you please require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to 
protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millenium is 
not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school -- most of our 
performance classes are at 1777 Vine Street, just a few yards from where one of the 
two 53-story high rises will be constructed. Our classes include all types of performance 
classes, including singing, musical theatre classes, dance classes, acting, and stage 
combat. All would be enormously harmed by the noise, dust, etc. The Commission 
should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Thomas J. O'Leary 
AMD A MT Instructor 
310-739-6394 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0028449 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29784 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
BARRY JOHNSON 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-1A) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 4:54 PM, BARRY JOHNSON <bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
Dear Hollywood Councilmembers and Luciralia Ibarra, 

Regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project (VTT-71837-CN-1A) 

1. I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-1A). 
2. I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD). 
3. I oppose the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA). 
4. I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR). 
5. I oppose unlimited height for the buildings. 
6. I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations. 
7. I oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside of 
the "Transit Corridor"). 

Furthermore, it's appalling to think the view from the Hollywood Hills would be forever marred by these twin skyscrapers 
surrounding (and dwarfing) the historic Capital Records Building. Shame on you all! 

Sincerely, 

Barry Johnson 
4166 Farmdale Ave. 
Studio City, CA 91604 

(818) 761-0983 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29918 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:54 AM 
Arianna Giorgio 
Re: 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:05 PM, Arianna Giorgio <arianna giorgio@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Arianna Giorgio.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide 
meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed Thank you. 

Arianna Giorgio 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM29964 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:34 AM 

To: 

Subject: 

camillameng@yahoo.com; Alan Bell; Arelys Mendez; Barbara Romero; Dana Perlman; 
George Hovaguimian; lisa webber; Regina Freer; Robert Lessin; William Roschen 
Millennium Letters 

Attachments: Millen Letters.pdf 

Please see attached sample of email related to the Millenium Project. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

RL0028452 



EM29965 

3/18/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - I support the appeals 100% 

. I support the appeals 100°/o 
1•'1 

Goldstein, Jeffrey <jgoldstein@dentistry.ucla.edu> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

This project is a travesty on many levels 

Dr. Jeffrey M. Goldstein 
UCLA School of Dentistry 
Director, Clinical Dental Center 
Room 10-136, CHS 
Box951668 
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1668 
310-794-5565 
jgoldstein@dentistry.ucla.edu 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 7:18 AM 

Important Warning: This email is only intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain information that it priVileged and confidential. You, the recipient 
are obligated to maintain a safe, secure and confidential manner. Unauthorized redisclosure or 
failure to maintain confidentiality may subject you to federal and state penalties. If you ~re not 
the intended recipient, please notify us immediately by calling the above number and deleting 
this email. 

FILE COPY 

https://mail.google.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&\1evv=pt&search=inbo~lh=13d7ddd986fd0fab 1/1 
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3/18113 City of Los Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CN 
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. VTTM 71837-CN 

Jo Ann Niedermayer <joannsstar@gmail.com> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 7:31 AM 

1 am writing as a concerned resident of The Hollywood Dell. The proposed Millenium project is way out of whack 
for Hollywood and it's residential neighbors. Traffic and parking have always been an issue up here, with 
residents searching to park their cars, after a hard day (or night) at work. Then when they do find a spot, they 
usually are par·ked on the side that has to get up and move the car before 8 a.m. Building such a monstrosity of a 
complex would only aggravate this problem. The project may have some parking, but we all know--no one wants 
to pay exorbitant prices for parking, so we will see an increase in cars taking up residents' spaces. We've already 
seen this from all of the new clubs and businesses that have opened. Please don't add to this problem, by 
approving such an oversized prnject. 
I will only mention briefly the issue of trash and garbage. When people park up here in my neighborhood, they 
use it for a dumping ground (even though there are trash cans around. The debris, trash and garbage thrown 
out of parked cars is awful. If it is food, it creates another whole issue with the wildlife (coyotes). 
Unfortunately, I don't have the time now to continue, but I thinnk it should be clear that we do not want the 
Millenlum project, but we understabd that it will happen1 so--Please do not approve it as it is projected now. It 
does not flt the neighborhood (residential and business). There is no good reason for it to be allowed to go over 
the established height, and many reasons why it should not be allowed to exceed the height regulations. 

Sincerely, 

Jo Ann Niedermayer 

https:/lmail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&view=pt&search= inbox&th= 13d7de92c4bf066e 1/1 
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3/18/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - VfTM 71837-CN 

. VTTM 71837-CN 

Suzanne Friedline <suzannefriedline@yahoo.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 7:09 AM 

I am emailing to support the appeals AGAINST the Millennium Project. They have not done enough 
research or field studies, and the height going over the 150ft historic guidelines (14 story maximum) is not 
being upheld. As a long-time Hollywood Dell resident, I am horrified. PLEASE help us keep Hollywood 
beautiful and a great place to live. I am all for "new" but this Millennium Project is way out of control. 

Thank you kindly, 

Suzanne Friedline Ferber 

323-559-1994 ce 11 

Ferber home 

2264 La Granada Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Suzanne Friedline 

Hey Suz Productions 

www.suzannefriedline.com 

Emai I: suzan nefri ed Ii ne@yahoo.com 

Cell/text: (323) 559-1994 

htlps://mail.google.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&view=pl&search=inbox&th=13d7dd52dfdf66e3 1/1 
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VTTM 71837-CNi 

Roz Bernstein <rozzib@earthlink.net> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Sir 

EM29968 

City of Los Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CNi 

The invidious thing about the Millennium Project is that there is no turning back. 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 8:50 AM 

In addition to the numerous problems such a high-rise building would cause (and there are already many groups 
who have outlined these), there will be no way to deny the flood of similar applications that will be submitted, 
once you have allowed this building. 

Thank you, 
Roslyn Bernstein 

6387 lvarene Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90068-2821 

https://mail.google.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&view=p!&search=inbox&msg=13d7e320b209e0b0 111 

RL0028456 



EM29969 

3118/13 CityofLosAngeles Mail-VTTM 71837-CN 

,-----r.---

i li;.LA I 

\ '4§9' GEE CS• 

. VTTM 71837-CN 

mas4ree l@aol.com <mas4reel@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 6:51 AM 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. To me it is a project based on developer greed not 
thoughtful community planning. 

I am against the Advisory Agency decision to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and against the entire 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based on 
the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have 
not yet been approved, so the decision is invalid. 

I support the objections by Caltrans to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that 
the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and 
difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially 
unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as adequately 
identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. As a member of the affected community, 
the traffic problems that will be created by the oversized Millennium Project will greatly affect abilities of myself 
and my neighbors to get to work, to school and back home. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written to allow any 
combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much 
latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the Millennium project following a 
presentation by the project promoters. Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured almost exclusively artist 
drawings of promised open space while including almost no details about the buildings themselves. 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 
Neighborhood News & Upcoming Events 

Your voice is needed! 

Is this the Hollywood of tomorrow? 

Reminders: 
The City Planning Commission hearing on the Millennium project is on Thursday, March 28th (lime and location 
to be announced). Six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to approve the Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report (EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the 
decision because the map was based on the zoning change, variances and conditional uses, which Millennium is 
seeking. However, those changes have not yet been approved, so the decision is invalid. 
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Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts 
may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuwring. 
Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. Without 
the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the 
its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written to allow any 
combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much 
latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 
Please get emails to James.K.Williams@lacity.org to support the appeals against the Millennium Project. Type 
this in your subject line: VTIM 71837-CN 

The City recommended that any additional objections to the pr.oject be added to the appeals by tomorrow, 
Monday, March 18th, 10 days prior to the March 28th hearing. They will be included with the Planning 
Department staff recommendation package submitted to the Central Planning Commission. Please send the 
email TODAY! 

Rally neighbors, friends, and family to come to the March 28th hearing. The Millennium administratiw record will 
remain open until the City Council \Otes, so you can still submit comments, research information, etc. Send 
them to luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. Use subject line: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 
Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation \Oted unanimously to oppose the Millennium project following a 
presentation by the project promoters. Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured almost exclusiwly artist 
drawings of promised open space while including almost no details about the buildings themselws. 
Tom LaBonge has consistently said that he objects to the 55-story design. At the February hearing Tom 
LaBonge proposed a 22-story maximum. Howewr, at the Community Leadership meeting this month, he 
proposed a 29-story maximum. He said that the lower number of stories was more difficult for him to negotiate 
with the rest of the City Council members. He heard from many at that meeting asking him to not retreat from the 
original number. Labonge said that we all haw to state specifically what height is acceptable in our comments. 
So, be wry specific about what heights are acceptable. 

The Millennum Project wants a height of 55 stories, which is grossly about the Historic scale which other 
dewlopers haw conformed to. 

Need I remind the Central Planning Commission that: 

The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 

Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 

Hollywood Bl\/d. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 

The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of the many 
reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic height and 
Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

The Bl\/d6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and ewn 22 or 29 stories do not comply with that 
historic 150-foot scale. 

A large number of groups oppose this project: 

The Hollywood Heritage website is also in opposition to Millennium projects. The website can be viewed for more 
information as to why they oppose it. http://www.hollywoodheritage.com/preservation/preservation.html 
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The LA Conservancy opposes the project and is concerned is about the buildings being so close to the historic 
Capitol Records building. 

Three neighborhood councils, out of four that \Qted, so far, in addition to the Hillside Federation \Qted to oppose 
the Millennium project. At the Hillside Federation meeting, lawyers for the Millennium Project said that if they 
don't get the 6: 1 floor area ratio they are seeking then they would abandon the project. It is time that they 
abandon this project!!! The people of Hollywood don;t want it. 

mas4reel@aol.com <mas4reel@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 7:07 AM 

Dear Mr. Williams: 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Mary Ann Skweres 
Hollywood Resident 
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Patty Heideman <pheideman@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 6:31 AM 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

As a resident and taxpayer in Hollywood, I vehemently oppose the Millennium Project proposed for Hollywood. 

The project will have a major negative impact on the quality of life for those of us who chose to live in the area 
with the substantial increase in traffic congestion and destroying the charm and feel of the neighborhood. Those 
who purchased property with a view did so understanding the current zoning. Not only is their view in jeopardy, 
but so is their property value along with the property values of all of us who have worked hard to own a home. 

This project will dwarf our historic Capitol Building. It is a slap in the face to all of the developers who have 
conformed with current limits such as the W Hotel and the Bll,rj6200 project. 

When the city wants revenue, "they" raise parking meter rates, impose new "fees," and increase property taxes 
while reducing services. This project is another transparent attempt to fill the coffers while ignoring those who 
stretch their budgets to be able to afford to keep up with the city's inability to manage its own budget. 

Listen to the residents. listen to those who pay the bills. Do NOT move forward with this project. 

Respectfully, 

Patricia Heideman 
2493 N. Gower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Sent from my iPad 
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Josie Rodis-Katzman <josie-loans@sbcglobal.net> 
Reply-To: Josie Rodis-Katzman <josie-loans@sbcglobal.net> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr Williams, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 12:16 AM 

We are against the Millenium Project!!!! This project will radically change the traffic and parking, etc and 
have a negative impact in the neighborhood and slUTounding areas. PLEASE do not disregard the 150 ft 
limit 114 stories limit of the clUTent Hollywood allowance. The Millenium Project is just too radical for the 
area. 

We have lived in the Beachwood Canyon for 10 years now and have seen the changes that construction has 
done in these past years and we believe that we are at full capacity, please don't allow this project to 
continue, they do not have Hollywood's best interest at heart. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Josie and Dan Katzman 
6194 Rodgerton Dr 
LA, Ca 90068 

Josie Rodis-Katzman 

email: josie-loans@sbcglobal.net 
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Marcus Hood <hoodlaw1@gmail.com> 
To: james.k.williams@lacity.org 
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Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 11:47 PM 

With this email I hasten, Mr.Williams, to assure that you're apprised of two things 
of genuine and crucial importance to me and my wife, homeowners in 
BeachwoodCanyon just above the intersection of Franklin and Gower. I am a 
semi-retired trial lawyer who often served our local courts gratis as Judge Pro 
Tern. My wife is nearing her 20th year with the Calif. Dept. of Justice serving 
Kamala Harris, and where then Atty.General (now State Treasuer) Bill Lockyer in 
2006 awarded her the Atty.General's AWARD OF EXELLENCE for that year. 
We have been 4th Council District residents in our Canyon (looking down on the 
Hollywood/Sunset & Vine areas for the 63 years last passed. 
A) Please know that I am gratified that it will be you who on 
03/28/2013 will conduct the HEARING on the six or more appeals of rushed and 
incorrectly made 'rulings' , made by one or more who demonstrably lacked 
required and vital data, approving the EIR for the HollywoodMillenniumProject, 
done in a needless but 'seemingly motivated' hurry to greenlight the major 
construction projects which those approvals would enable. Thank you, Mr. 
Williams, for what I feel safe-and-certain will be a wholly proper, as prescribed, 
sound and effective hearing, even if a continuance for needed evidence or further 
in-put should, in your view, be necessary or advisable. 
B) The demonstrably negative effects of much if not all of the construction 
in the subject areas are very likely to become major, significant, FOREVER 
problems causing a variety of needless harms which once done can never be 
corrected; harms with which many thousands of homeowners, and yes, even 
some long established businesses in Hollywood will be forced to live. It is our 
fervent hope that you will make and record findings Which make it clear and 
unarguable that there are a number of issues and questions of great and real 
importance which have not been weighed; which have been 'brushed aside' when 
they should not and cannot be ..... in an ever-so-visibly expedited effort to 
accomodate the concerned developers' wants and wishes. 
Thank you Mr. Williams for your devoted service to Los Angeles and to the unique 
and historic area and the thousands of nearby homeowners who genuinely and 
understandably fear not just a few, but each and all of the many life-changing 
harms the subject project(s) would be certain to forever thrust upon us. 
Cordially, Marcus M Hood and Lolita R Hood. HOOD-HOUSE 
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in2whit@mac.com <in2whit@mac.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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I am supporting the appeals AGAINST The Millenium Project. 
Please obey the zoning laws and listen to Caltrans objections to the Project. 

signed, 

Whitney Allen 
Primrose Ave 
90068 
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. Millennium project is so wrong and must be stopped!! 

beachwoodcottage@mac.com <beachwoodcottage@mac.com> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Dear James, 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 10:07 PM 

The neighborhood does not want this so-called Millennium Project. It is not only a ridiculously out of scale 
eyesore, it is downright ugly in design. Not to mention that underneath the world famous Capitol Studios lie four 
one-of-a-kind echo chambers built by Les Paul himself, which cannot withstand the digging and excavating which 
will be mere feet away. There are no other recording studios like it anywhere globally and it is why artists like 
Paul McCartney still choose to record there today. 

And regarding the traffic congestion ... just recently there was a fire on the Caheunga Pass which shut it down. 
Off peak hours created havoc all the way down Cahuenga, Ivar and Vine. ( I can only imagine what rush hour 

would have done.) The backup in traffic went all the way to Fountain and I waited over 1/2 hour to get up the hill 
on Vine so I could go home. Trader Joes and the W Hotel traffic are all ready bad enough as it is. How can this 
monstrosity be built without backing up the ramps to the 101 where Argyle joins Franklin and where Vine crosses 
that same ramp? This is beyond poor civic planning. This will be constant grid lock. Tourists aren't going to be 
safe wither as the weave through cars caught in intersections as things back up. The cops can't even handle the 
traffic two cranes have caused on Argyle and Yucca, one can only imagine the permanent nightmare the 
construction and two buildings will cause. 

And the other "luxury" housing blocks away are still sitting at half capacity years after they were supposedly 
"regenerating" the area. The bottom line is if you can afford an apartment in the Millennium building, you wouldn't 
be living on a block known for it's homeless, drug addicts, and throngs of tourists. Not to mention the constant 
hum and grime of the 101. Nobody will be moving in, trust me. 

This is being built out of nothing other than pure greed. Who is taking money and glad-shaking this deal in 
anyway? Not one person I have spoken to who lives or works in Hollywood or Beachwood Canyon is for this. Do 
something about it, and shut it down, please!!! 

Thank you. 

A more than concerned neighbor
Barbara McDonough 
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KAREN BROOKS <karenxbrooks@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 9:31 PM 

Please note that I and my family all SUPPORT THE APPEALS AGAINST the Millenium 
Project. 

The Karen Brooks Family 
11521 Canton Drive 
Studio City, CA 91604 
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Suzan Hanson <suzhanson@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr Williams-

EM29979 
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! support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 9:22 PM 

Having been a resident of Hollywood for over 20 years, I agree to the Hollywood heritage standards : 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably 

one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied 
with the historic height and Millennium will OUT VIBN them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale 

I oppose the construction of any 50 story building in Hollywood. Not only for the reasons stated above but 
because the traffic infrastructure cannot handle the potential increase in population. 

Thank you for your time and consideration 
Suzan Hanson 
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Meryl Schwarz <meryl.schwarz@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 8:53 PM 

I a writing to protest the new Millennium Project planned for Vine Street between Yucca and Hollywood Bl\d. 
There is no reason for a 55 story building in the area. In addition to being completely out of sync with the 
architecture in the rest of the neighborhood, I have not seen any kind of a plan for handling the type of traffic that 
will inevitably result from the planned use of the space. I feel that much more thought has to be put into how the 
neighborhood will handle the influx of cars and people before I can support this project. 

The buildings should conform to the Historical Hollywood scale, which is a building height of 150 feet, or 12-14 
stories. 

Thank you. 

Meryl Schwarz, M.A., M.Ed. 
Certified Professional Coach 
Grief Support Specialist 
818.679.5287 
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jack baird <scene2too@hotmail.com> Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 8:49 PM 
To: "jam es. k. williams@lacity.org" <jam es. k. williams@lacity.org> 

I used to liw in the Beachwood neighborhood, it's a quaint relaxed area with a friendly atmosphere. To introduce 
these monstrosities to the skyline would be an insult to the original concept of the entertainment world, to say 
nothing of the congestion that it would create in the streets and on the freeway. 

My suggestion is to use the money it would take to build these nightmares and cleanup the town of 
Hollywood so that ewryone can be proud of the city and make it the mecca it was meant to be. 
more people would flock to our wonderful city, stay longer, and spend more than ewr. 

Well, that's my small contributation, I hope it helps, ewn if it is a little bit. 

jbaird@lbnc.org 
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Olivia Duke <oli\Aaduke@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Oli\Aa Duke <oli'.Aaduke@yahoo.com> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 7:57 PM 

Please do not let them build these awful Millennium Towers. There is so much traffic that I can 
hardly get to and from my 
home as it is. We are dying up here in the Hollywood Hills area. All of the development that has 
already been allowed 
is killing us up here: causing massive stress, traffic problems and delays. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Olivia Duke 

Olivia Duke <oli\Aaduke@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Oli\Aa Duke <oli\Aaduke@yahoo.com> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 8:05 PM 

P .S. James, why are these buildings being allowed to be built? There is absolutely no need for 
them. 
They can't rent out the ones that have been allowed to be built already as it is. They are ugly 
and will detract from the whole beauty and look of Hollywood now. Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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No Millennial project 

marlane meyer <marlane@earthlink.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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Traffic is a snarling nightmare in this neighborhood, at rush hour you can't move 
Don't make things worse. Let Cal Trans do an analysis. 

Marlane Meyer 
2590 Dearborn Dr. 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
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re: The Millennium 

Jill Young-Manson <jillyoungm@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Jill Young-Manson <jillyoungm@yahoo.com> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 7:26 PM 

In short: No! Absolutely not! Wrong, wrong, wrong, wrong. Greedy, short sighted. A 
blight that will be the nasty gift that keeps on giving for generations to come. 

I vote, pay taxes and own various properties. 

Thanks for hearing me, 

Jill 

https://mail.google.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&vie~pt&search=inbox&th=13d7b51e17f62123 1/1 

RL0028472 



EM29985 

3/1si13 City of Los Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CN 

VTTM 71837-CN 

Cicely Gargaro <cagargaro@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Cicely Gargaro <cagargaro@yahoo.com> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 7:12 PM 

This to let you know that I absolutely support the appeals AGAINST the Millennium Project. It is clearly 
designed to be the ruinization of our beloved city of Hollywood as we all know and love it. There is no 
need for a building to be 55 stories high especially in an area as busy and often congested as are the streets 
around Capitol Records. Please pay careful attention to the Caltrans objections as they are sane and 
sensible reasons why this project should not come about - ever! 

Sincerely, 

Cicely Gargaro 
Beachwood Canyon 
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Joan Seidel <qed@earthlink.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mr. Williams, 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 6:55 PM 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. The Millennium should be no more than 22 
floors. 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably one of 

the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the 
historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale 
(Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

Cal trans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Cal trans is concerned thatthe project impacts 
may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. 
Cal trans is also concerned thatthe freeway ramps will back up (they are already baking up), creating a potentially 
unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Cal trans cannot recognize this 
project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

Joan Seidel 
2241 Hollyridge Dr. 
LACA 90068 

323/466-2888 
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In re VTTM 71837-CN 

David Reskin <davidreskin@hotmail.com> Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 6:06 PM 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

I'm a 28-year Hollywood resident and I oppose the Millennium project. I'm not a homeowner, I'm 
a renter, so I'm not concerned about my property values going up, down or sideways because I 
don't have any. I'm concerned about the impact this project will have on the quality of life in our 
community and the deleterious effect it will have on our skyline, on pollution, parking, 
overcrowding and congestion in what is already a very dense part of Los Angeles. And last but 
not least how it will impact the special nature of Hollywood, a place unique to the world and a 
historical treasure. 

I fail to see how allowing a building higher than the 150 foot height of buildings like the iconic 
Capital Records and even the brand new W hotel will do anything but pollute our nice Hollywood 
ambiance. Then there's the question of trying to get around Hollywood. I like to shop at our local 
businesses, use the post office, the library and so forth. It's hard enough to maneuver the 
streets and find parking now. Imagine what it will be like when there are not one but two 
monstrous new skyscrapers and all their attendant residents and traffic? To say nothing of what 
all those additional cars will do to congestion on the Hollywood Freeway. 

I urge the City Planning Commission to support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely. 
David Reskin 
6122 Glen Oak Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
323 462-2275 
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Bryan Clark <sevenc7c@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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We strongly protest the Millennium project for a number of reasons: 
1. creates more traffic congestion 
2. is certain to cause back-ups entering the freeway ramps 
3. absence of any specifics about the project 
4. total disregard for the 150 foot height limit, that was observed by 
Hotel W and others 
5. 3 of 4 Neighborhood councils oppose this monstrosity 

Bryan Clark 
Josephine Clark 
Tom Whyte 
Kathleen Whyte 

Holly Hill Terrace, Hollywood 90068 

Bryan 
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Paul Darrigo <fedguy2@pacbell.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

To whom it may Concern, 

EM29989 

City of Los Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CN 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 5:32 PM 

I would like to state my opinion on the Millennium Project that I am vehemently against such 
development large sky scrapers in Hollywood. 
I am a resident of over 14 years, highly involved in the care of our city and reject the concept that we 
must expand to such extremes to survive. 

Please reject any further development of such a nature as it dos not represent the collective best 
interest. 

Thank you 

Paul Darrigo 

--- Sent via my mac 
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. VTTM 71837-CN 

Bruce Mahler <bpm1@me.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Cc: Walker Lois <Hilo33@aol.com> 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 5:27 PM 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

I am a resident of Hollywood residing at 2800 Hollyridge Drive, Hollywood, CA 90068. I am also a former board 
member of Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (HHA), as well as former chair of the HHA's Planning and 
Safety. 

I strongly oppose the Millenium project, which will adversely impact Hollywood. 

Please register and note my opposition to this project. 

Sincerely, 
Bruce Mahler 
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Against the millennium project 

David Herrlinger <david.herrlinger@gmail.com> 
To: "James.K. Williams@lacity.org" <James. K. Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Williams. 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 5:20 PM 

I am writing to express my disapproval for the so called millennium project. The scale on the hillside would ruin 
the hillsides. The traffic has not been addressed and would by design increase traffic to levels the project cannot 
possible mitigate. 

I am general a pro development person, but for the life of me I cannot see the height and scale of this project 
being a positive for the Hollywood community. It's a short sited proposal with far more negatives than positives 
and appears to be muscling its way into a well established and sacred community. 

Thank you for your time. 

David Herrlinger 
Whitley Heights Neighbor 
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lauren bayer <lbayer@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Please do not pass the millennium project 

EM29992 

City of Los Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CN 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 6:15 PM 

Our neighborhood is already too congested and this will lead to unsafe streets and roads. 
The height restriction must also stand at the 150' 12-14 stories as the W hotel adhered to and all others projects! 

Please listen to our voice! 

Best, 
Lauren samuel 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

Linda Gabriel <mslgabriel@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 4:49 PM 

As a long term resident of Hollywood, I strongly object to the Millenium Project especially because it ignores the 
serious concerns raised in the EIS regarding insufficient infrastructure, earthquake dangers, and the fact that the 
population projections for our area are obsolete and incorrect. 

This project will seriously impair the ability of emergency vehicles to deal with public and personal emergencies. 

Additionally, I object to these buildings dramatically and permanently changing the character of the area and 
support the L.A. Conservency's letter in fa\Qr of preserving the character of the iconic Capitol Records Building. 

But my greatest concern is the issue of public safety. As a taxpayer, I worry about the inevitable liability the city 
will incur when it becomes an emergency happens and people die or property is destroyed because emergency 
responders can't get access. This has already happened in Hollywood due to traffic issues which the Millenium 
project will only worsen. 

Most people who will be impacted by this project are unaware that it has been approved. Unlike other projects in 
Los Angeles, the Millenium project has done everything possible to keep people from knowing about it. 

Thank you for your attention to ·this matter. 

Linda Gabriel 
Hollywood, California 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

Anastasia Mann <Anastasia@corniche.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 4:48 PM 

Hello Mr. Williams ..... 

Just a friendly reminder that Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council DOES NOT support the 
Millennium Project as is. Our board voted against this project in its current design primarily due to the 
height and other concerns which we carefully outlined in detail in my correspondence. While our HHWNC 
boundary is adjacent to this site, it impacts the entirety of our community. We respectfully request that 
the project be reconsidered not to exceed 22 stories which is complementary to· the opinion ofCD4 
Counci1member, Tom LaBonge. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

Anastasia Mann 

President 

Hollywood Hills Neighborhood Council, representing over 65,000 homes and businesses ................ . 

Anastasia Mann 

Cl1 nirm cm / CEO 

87 21 West Sunset Boulevard Ste. 200 

West Hollywood, CA 90069 

anastasla@corniche.com 

(310) 854-6000 -Main 

(310) 659-0311 - Fax 
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hilo33@aol.com <hilo33@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr Williams, 

EM29996 

City of Los Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CN 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 4:38 PM 

I am sending you this email to SUPPORT THE APPEALS AGAINST the Millennium Project. 

NO buildings higher than 150' should be considered for approval in ANY project. 

Thank you. 
Lois Walker 
Beachwood Canyon Resident 
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Clarissa Troop <clarissatroop1@me.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr Williams, 

EM29997 

Cilyof Los Angeles Mail - YrTM 71837-CN 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 4:14 PM 

Please consider putting a halt to the Millenium Project. There is too much leeway in what they want and the 
traffic impact is going to be huge. It already crawls along Franklin every night which only has 2 lanes going each 
way. This is a huge project for a pretty small space. I'm not saying there shouldn't be building but just some 
thoughtfulness about how much building there should be. 

Thank you 

Clarissa Troop 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

ALAN BRACKETT <alan_brackett@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 4:06 PM 

I am for inforcing the 150' height limit on the MilleniumProject as has been adhered to by every other project I know of 
including the W Hotel Why should they have a different special regard? Money cannot deter our environment from 
being preserved at a level the community is comfortable with. Do what the people want and stop this project unless it 
changes it's profile and effect on the people. 

The traffic situation is already bad in Beachwood Canyon - Hollywoodland - and will only be made worse by people in this 
new project wanting to go to a" green" area. They will head straight up the hill and add to our already unmanageable 
traffic problems. These must be addressed before any further ingestion of people to the area occurs. 

Alan Brackett 
Chair HHA Safety/Traffic Committee 

https://mail .g oog Je.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&\.1ew=pt&search= inbox&th= 13d7a9adc 7609f44 1/1 

RL0028486 



EM29999 

3/18113 City of Los Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CN 

VTTM 71837-CN 

Jack Humphreville <JackH@targetmediapartners.com> Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 3:48 PM 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Cc: Fran Reichenbach <beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net>, fran@beachwoodcanyon.com 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Jack Humphreville 

Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association [mailto:fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com] On Behalf Of 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2013 3:21 PM 
To: Jack Humphreville 
Subject: Your Voice is Needed! 

Having trouble viewing this email? Click here 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

Your Voice is Needed! 
htlps:l/mail .g oog le.comlmail/?ui =2&ik=57a42ded38&\.iew=pt&search= inbmr&th= 13d7a89e7ff7706e 1/4 
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Is this the Hollywood of tomorrow? 

Reminders: 

The City Planning Commission hearing on the Millennium project is on Thursday, March 28th (Time and 
location to be announced). Six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory Agency to 
approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire Environmental Impact Report (EIR). There 
was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based on the zoning change, variances and 
conditional uses, which Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have not yet been approved, so 
the decision is invalid. 

Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the project 
impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult 
maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially 
unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize this project as 
adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written to 
allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was 
reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the 
document. There is so much latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will be! 

Please get emails to James.K.Williams@lacity.org to support the appeals against the Millennium 
Project. Type this in your subject line: VTTM 71837-CN 

The City recommended that any additional objections to the project be added to the appeals by 
tomorrow, Monday, March 18th, 10 days prior to the March 28th hearing. They will be included with the 
Planning Department staff recommendation package submitted to the Central Planning Commission. 
Please send the email TODAY! 

htlps://rnail .g oog le.com'rnail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&~ew=pt&search= i nbox&th= 13d7a89e 7ff7706e 214 

RL0028488 



EM30001 

3/18/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CN 

Rally neighbors, friends, and family to come to the March 28th hearing. The Millennium administrative 
record will remain open until the City Council votes, so you can still submit comments, research 
information, etc. Send them to luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. Use subject line: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD. 

Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the Millennium project following a 
presentation by the project promoters. Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured almost 
exclusively artist drawings of promised open space while including almost no details about the buildings 
themselves. 

Tom La Bonge has consistently said that he objects to the 55-story design. At the February hearing Tom 
LaBonge proposed a 22-story maximum. However, at the Community Leadership meeting this month, he 
proposed a 29-story maximum. He said that the lower number of stories was more difficult for him to 
negotiate with the rest of the City Council members. He heard from many at that meeting asking him to 
not retreat from the original number. Labonge said that we all have to state specifically what height is 
acceptable in our comments. So, be very specific about what heights are acceptable. In your comment 
(whether email or at the hearing) remind the Central Planning Commission that: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is probably 

one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. They complied 
with the historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale 
(Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not comply 
with that historic 150-foot scale. 

The Hollywood Heritage website has a great letter about their opposition to Millennium projects and why 
they oppose it: http://www.hollywoodheritage.com/preservation/preservation.html 
(Also, there's good information on their site about preservation and historic Hollywood issues.) 

L.A. Conservancy also has part of their website dedicated to the Millennium projects. Look in 
"Preservation Advocate" section. Here's a link: http://www.laconservancy.org/ 
issues/issues_ capitol records .php 

Their concern is about the buildings being so close to the historic Capitol Records building. Here's their 
letter to the Planning Dept: L.A. Conservancy Letter 

Spread the word that three neighborhood councils, out of four that voted, so far, and the Hillside 
Federation voted to oppose the Millennium project. 

And don't forget to support the SaveHollywood.org's Hollywood Community Plan lawsuit. If won, the 
Millennium project will be history. The Millennium lawyer at the February hearing said that the legal 
challenges against the Hollywood Community Plan are holding some things up regarding their projects. 
At the Hillside Federation meeting, they said that if they don't get the 6: 1 floor area ratio they are 
seeking then they would abandon the project. Send your check to: SaveHollywood.org, P.O. Box 3943, 
L.A., CA 90078! 

Return to top 
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~ 
·~Join the mailing list! 

Have a Happy and Safe Holiday! 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

illlllllllill II .111.lllil 
Forward this email 

This email was sent to jack@targetrrediapartners.com by beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net I 

Update Profile/Email Address I Instant rerroval with SafeUnsubscribe™ I Privacy Policy. 

Beachwood canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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SUPPORT APPEALS .. KITTY MALONE 

Sugar Face <7678snowflake@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 3:41 PM 

THIS IS TO SUPPORT THE APPEALS AGAINST THE MILLENNIUM PROJECT ... VTIM 71837-CN 

THANKS 
KITIY MALONE 
2586 N. BEACHWOOD DR. 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNOIA 
90068 
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Millenium Project- A Bad Idea for the Benefit of only its Developers 

Marc Silverman <dhalgrn@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 3:37 PM 

While I understand the need for development and supporting business/jobs but I DO NOT support the current 
Millenium Project impact studies and strongly believe they have been skewed simply to push the project through. 
The congestion in Hollywood is already overloaded and while the idea of having a higher density of people within 
the city center has its positive sides, The Millenium Project is going to severely overload the conditions that are 
already overloaded now! I urge you to further study the effects and offer real solutions to the congestion problems, 
if even such solutions exist, before running ahead with a project that only strains an area with a congestion crisis 
that now exists. 

Marc Silverman 
6030 Graciosa Drive 
LA, CA 90068 
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I support the appeal to the Millennium Project 

Kris Sullivan <threadartist22@roadrunner.com> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

Sun, Mar 17, 2013 at 3:29 PM 

I am a resident of Hollywoodland and need access to Franklin Avenue to live my life. I oppose the current 
Millennium Project due to the lack of traffic planning, CalTrans objections to the plan, and the overall lack of detail 
in the plan. The plan would give carte blanche to any developer without consideration to the many current 
residents of the area. 
I urge you to let the appeal go on so that any project such as this in Hollywood is well-conceived and planned. 

Thank you. 

Kris Sullivan 
2934 Hollyridge Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
323-463-5273 
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. James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

jp o'connor <jpoc61@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 9:57 AM 

I am a bit enraged about about the proposed The Millennium Project that will drastically change the skyline of 
Hollywood and deminish the arcitectual importance of the Capitol Building. 

JP O'Connor 
6134 Glen Oak 
Los Angeles 
CA 90068 
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. VTTM 71837-CN 
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tim <tim@allydog.com> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 9:54 AM 
To: "James.K. Williams@lacity.org" <James. K. Williams@lacity.org> 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of 
the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not comply 
with that historic 150-foot scale. 

Why would the City Council allow blatant disregard for established limitations respected by past 
developers in an effort to maintain quality of life for existing residents and businesses? 

Unbelievable ... 

Thank you, 

Tim Lawlor 
ALLYDOGART 
818-980-9846 work 
818-439-3908 cell 
tim@allydog.com 
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Adam Eastwood <adameastwood@me.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

To whom it may concern, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 10:13 AM 

I am aware of the Hollywood Millenium Project and was unable to attend the meeting. Would like to state that I 
am against the egregiously overscaled project. I am in fa\iOr of a denser Hollywood, but this project seems 
entirely out of scale for the site. Please let me know if there is something that can be done to temper what 
appears to be a rather avaricious attempt by developers to maximize profits at the expense of the community. I 
am not aware of any petitions. 

Kindest regards, 

Adam Eastwood 
2400 Carman Crest 
Los Angeles CA 90068 
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niseb7@earthlink.net <niseb7@earthlink.net> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Hi, 

I live in Altadena but I work near the Capital Records building. 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. To me it is a 
project based on developer greed not thoughtful community planning. 

I am against the Advisory Agency decision to approve the Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map and against the entire Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was 
based on the zoning change, Vdriances and conditional uses, which 
Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have not yet been 
approved, so the decision is inVdlid. 

I support the objections by Caltrans to the traffic study prepared by 
the Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may 
result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, 
unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned 
that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe 
condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot 
recognize this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its 
impacts on the state highway facilities. As a member of the affected 
community, the traffic problems that will be created by the oversized 
Millennium Project will greatly affect abilities of myself and my 
neighbors to get to work, to school and back home. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics 
about the project. It's written to allow any combination of office, 
hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was 
reviewed with worst-case impacts considered. In fact, the phrase 
"worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much 
latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will 
be! 

Last Wednesday, the Hillside Federation voted unanimously to oppose the 
Millennium project following a presentation by the project promoters. 
Nobody was fooled by a slide show that featured almost exclusively 
artist drawings of promised open space while including almost no 
details about the buildings themselves. 

The Millennum Project wants a height of 55 stories, which is grossly 
about the Historic scale which other developers have conformed to. 

Need I remind the Central Planning Commission that: 
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The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 
stories) 

Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 

Hollywood 81'1{!. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 

The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the 
area. (This is probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against 
Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic height 
and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 

The 81'1{!6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the 
historic 150 foot scale 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 
22 or 29 stories do not comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 

A large number of groups oppose this project: 

The Hollywood Heritage website is also in opposition to Millennium 
projects. The website can be viewed for more information as to why they 
oppose it. 
http://www. hollywoodheritage. com/preservation/preservation. html 

The LA Conservancy opposes the project and is concerned is about the 
buildings being so close to the historic Capitol Records building. 

Three neighborhood councils, out of four that \Oted, so far, in 
addition to the Hillside Federation \Oted to oppose the Millennium 
project. At the Hillside Federation meeting, lawyers for the Millennium 
Project said that if they don't get the 6: 1 floor area ratio they are 
seeking then they would abandon the project. It is time that they 
abandon this project!!! The people of Hollywood don't want it. 

Denise Brassard 
Altadena, CA. 91001 

Sent from my iPad 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

jodantonio@aol.com <jodantonio@aol .com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 10:31 AM 

People come from all over the world to see iconic Hollywood so it is important to preserve its historical 
significance. If we tum it into every other big city with skyscrapers, we lose something. Think Old Town, 
Pasadena -- not downtown LA. Downtown LA has lost most of its historical spots .. do we want to do that to 
Hollywood? Keep the height levels on Vine Street like those on Hollywood Blvd at the historic 150 feet. The two 
streets work together -- Hollywood & Vine. It is not as if the space needed. Check the occupancy rate for 
Hollywood -- there is plenty of space available. If we create freeway ramp backups and gridlock in that area, 
there will be an even higher percentage of vacancy. 

Caltrans has objections because the traffic is already so bad in the Hollywood corridor. Heed their warnings. 
Please don't let developers make a mess of this gem. Nobody will want to go there if it is a pain to get in and 
out. 

Joanne D'Antonio 
Valley Glen, CA 
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VTTM 71837-CN (objection to Mmenium project) 

Margery Simkin <margiedee@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 11:20 AM 

as a long time resident of Hollywood I am strongly opposed to the building of a property of such tremendous 
dimensions in this historic area 

we residents already suffer from tremendous traffic problems and other things that new construction and 
development has brought to the area 
at the very least leave us our skyline 

other developers have lived within the 150 ft restriction and built things that work to scale in the area 

please be sure that this project is held to the same standards 

Margery Simkin 1718 N Vista St. 
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wendy green <casaverde@mac.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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PLEASE support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Thank you 
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Tris Caserio <trisc@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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THERESA LAUGHLIN <terry.laughlin@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:40 PM 

The Milennium Project destroys the HOLLYWOOD THE WORLD KNOWS .. i AM AGAINST IT. 

A CONCERNED Hollywood neighbor 

Terry laughlin 
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Alex Schemmer <schemmer@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:38 PM 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

My name is Alex Schemmer. I am a resident and property owner in Hollywod and am 
writing to support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

I understand that six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory 
Agency to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the 
decision because the map was based on the zoning change. variances and 
conditional uses. which Millennium is seeking. However. those changes have 
not yet been approved, so the decision is invalid. 

Caltrans also objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium, as they 
are concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to 
additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. 
Caltrans cannot recognize this project as adequately identifying and 

mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about 
the project. It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail 
space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case 11 appears 35 times in the 
document. There is so much latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know 
what the project will be! 

I would like you to know that I and the other residents of my neighborhood 
are very concerned and are paying attention. We oppose what seems like the 
railroading of this Millenium Project, which would be destructive to the 
neighborhoods and city that we have come to love. 

Thanks for your time, 
Alex 
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Alex Schemmer 
(e) schemmer@gmail.com 
(m) 310.909.3254 
(w) www.alexschemmer.com 
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VTTM 71837-CN millenium project 

Steve Hardie <steve@whiterabbitdesigncompany.com> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :39 PM 

This project is absurdly out of sync with the existing structures of Hollywood, 
for all the reasons that I'm sure are clear to you, both aesthetically and 
legally. 
While I'm not opposed to extreme architecture, this project is not particularly 
inspired and may be better placed elsewhere. It seems ironic that such a 
building may attract people to Hollywodd while at the same time destroying 
what that Hollywood is. 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 
stories) 

• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the 

area. (This is probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against 
Millennium at the last hearing. They complied with the historic height 
and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non-conforming proposed 
heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the 
historic 150 foot scale. 

www.whiterabbitdesigncompany.com 

Steve Hardie 
6867 Camrose Drive 
LA CA 90068 
m: 323 363 5649 
h: 323 87 4 6487 
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PRUDENCE FENTON <pfent8@mac.com> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :37 PM 

Dear Sir: 
Please support the appeals against the millenium project: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 

· • Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 

• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 

• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is 

probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. 

They complied with the historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non

conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot 

scale (Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

• the height proposed is obscene and insane. 

sincerely, Prudence Fenton 
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Shelley <shelleyfein@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams, 
Hi"' I have lived in Hollywood for almost 

EM30020 
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50 years. What is happening with the building of tall high rises is a disgrace! 
The Millennium project should NOT be 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:37 PM 

approved. We do not need more housing & shops when there are empty stores all over the place. Traffic is 
currently gridlocked at many times during the day. There is also no parking available anywhere. 

Please do not approve this project & keep on ruining our city. 

Thank you. 

Shelley Feinman 
323/469-5592 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

Conrad Schoeffler <cervin@earthlink.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:25 PM 

Cc: Orrin Feldman <ofeldman@pacbell.net>, write2hha@aol.com 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

As a resident property owner in Hollywood, I am writing to you in support of the of appeals against the Millenium 
Project. 

The Millenium Project is out of style, out of character and out of scale with world-famous, historic Hollywood. 
cannot think of a single argument in favor of this ill-conceived tower of Babel. 

Sincerely, 
Conrad Schoeffter 
6880 Alta Loma Terrace 
Hollywood, CA 90068-3123 
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RE: VTTM 71837-CN 

nancy magathan <nmagathan@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: nancy magathan <nmagathan@yahoo.com> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:30 PM 

The Historic Integrity of Hollywood is the unshakeable core of Hollywood's charm. Anyone who cannot see this is 
incapable of insuring its attraction for the millions to come in the new millenium: may they never be allowed to build 
within its home! 

How anyone could defy Caltrans meets the seven deadly sins of pride and greed, not to mention all the others who 
are against this project. 

I support the Historic Scale of 150 feet; even that disturbs certain views in Hollywood. 

Please fight against the Millenium Project. Thank you so much! 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Magathan 
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Marion Hack <marionhack323@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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Cc: tom.labonge@lacity.org, Write2hha@aol.com 

Dear Mr. Williams. 

I am a resident of Hollywood and I am writing to express my objection 
to the Millennium Project. The fact that the project has moved 
forward as much as it has is rather shocking. There is no credible or 
reasonable basis to allow a variance from the current height 
restrictions in Hollywood. Further, the traffic impact of the 
project would be absurd in an already extremely congested area. 
During rush hour the Argyle/Franklin area is completely jammed with 
cars trying get on the 101. Adding this amount of density would make 
an already bad situation untenable. 

The Historic Scale should not be changed in any way. The W Hotel 
conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. The 
Blvd6200 project is also complying with the historic 150 foot scale. 
Why should those projects have to conform and this one receive an 
exemption? The reason is simple, the infrastructure in the area 
cannot maintain a higher level of density. This area was always 150 
feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories). The Capitol 
Records Building is 12-14 stories. Hollywood Blvd. is historically 
designated for no higher than 150 feet. Only Millennium wants to 
exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not 
comply with that historic 150-foot scale. The Historic Scale should 
be maintained in order to not destroy the architectural character of 
Hollywood and the surrounding area. 

There is serious questions whether buildings of this height will be 
even occupied by residents. There are several tall building all over 
Los Angeles that remain vacant while lower height buildings are at 
full occupancy. The last thing Hollywood needs is vacant towers such 
blight it has experienced in the past. 

For the record, there would be no impact to my View regarding this 
project. The impact would be the degradation of the Historic nature 
of Hollywood with this ill conceived project and further the absurd 
over loading of the streets in the area. To believe that public 
transportation will mitigate these impacts is foolish. I take the very 
buses every date that the City hopes to mitigate traffic in the area. 
The buses are already at capacity during rush hour and, frankly, are 
not that pleasant at times. If the City expects occupants of a luxury 
building to take Line 217 then maybe people at the City should ride 
that line to see that no one who pays $1 M for housing will be on that 
bus. 

https:l/mail.google.comimail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded3B&vievv=pt&search=inbox&th=13d7f335cc351f92 
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This is an impractical project for the area. I urgently request the 
City Planning department to keep the Historical Scale and not allow 
any deviation thereto. Thank you. 

Marion Hack 
2167 Broadview Terrace 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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ntecwl e r1 O@a ol. com < ntecwler1 O@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :33 PM 

I am Hollywood resedent since 30 years, and i am opppsed to the Millineum Project, 
Lawrence Stanley 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

Henry Deas <henry.deas@variety.com> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Good grief, 
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Mon, Mar18, 2013at 1:01 PM 

Can anyone see the problem besides our neighbors. Was there not enough land to spread these buildings out 
into equal size of Capital Records. 

That would be amazing and viable. 

Henry Deas, Ill 

Henry Deas III I Director of Markets and Festivals I Variety Media LLC 

5900 Wilshire Blvd I Suite 3100 I LA I CA 90036 

W. 323.617.9232 IF. 678.680.1472 Cell: 323-842-4418 

henry .deas@variety.com 

www.variety.com 

Subscribe now to Variety 
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Hollywood Millenium Project 

Tom Gilles <pdxtommyg@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 12:50 PM 
Reply-To: Tom Gilles <pdxtommyg@sbcglobal.net> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 
Cc: Thomas Gilles <pdxtommyg@gmail.com>, Karon Gilles <karonathome@sbcglobal.net> 

This is for VTTM 71837-CN. 
Our objections to this proposal. 
This whole Millenium project flies in the face 
of the current Hollywood plan, the current 
buildings, the heights established and the 
lack of real "need" for these monstrous 
buildings. The developers DO NOT have to live 
with the 
traffic this will bring. This area is already 
overrun with tourists and current residents. 

MORE IS NOT BETTER. 
Save our Hollywood. 
Tom and Karon Gilles 
Hollywoodland residents ' since 

https:/lrnail.google.com/rnail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&1AeV1Fpt&search=trash&th=13d7fOe774063189 
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. Millenium Project VTTM 71837-CN 

schwab kc <schwabkc323@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 12:49 PM 

Dear Mr. Williams, 
we understand that there is an effort made by some local residents to launch an appeal against the above 
project. Please note that there are many locals who enthusiastically approve and applaud this project. We hope 
that the nimbies of this community will not be able to stop what is a well researched and very professional plan. 
We don't really understand what it is that these people want to preserve. We can already see the new life that 
has infused a once very shoddy Hollywood, thanks to Mr. Garcetti and others. Keep up the good work! 

With best regards, 

Christof and Karin Schwab 
2955 Hollyridge Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

Elena DeVos, Ed.D.<elenade\Qs1@gmail.com> 
Reply-To: ElenaDeVos@post.harvard.edu 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 12:44 PM 

l grew up on Hollyridge Drive, attended Hollywood High, and my family goes back to the turn of the last century in 
Hollywood. I am upset about this project and its affect on the already horrible gridlock. I am dismayed that the 
City Council and other powers that be ignore the people. I am wondering if this email will do any good. I AM A 
VOICE AGAINST THIS PROJECT. 
Count me, darn it. Count me!!! 

Elena DeVos, Ed.D. 

Productive Prose, OBA Words at Work 
www.productiveprose.com 

310-403-1261 or 805-650-1176 

elenade\Qs@post.harvard.edu 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

JoANN JANSEN <jfjan@pacbell.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 12:31 PM 

I object to the Millenium project and that I want these developers to be held to the same standard that other 
recent developers have honored and that is the limit of height to 150 feet. 

JoAnn JANSEN 
jfjan@pacbell.net 
joannjansen.com 
323-314-2326 
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. VTTM 71837-CN 

David landau <davidlandau302@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

this is to voice my strong support for the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

sincerely, 

David Landau 
1900 vine street #302 
Los Angeles Ca 90068 

https://mail .g oog le.com/mail/?ui= 2&ik= 57a42ded38&1Aew= pt&search= inbox&th= 13d7 ef1 ebec38908 
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Fredrica Cooper <write2hha@aol.com> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :15 PM 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
Cc: Richard Loyd <rloyd@chevron.com>, Jay Troyka <finaleyesOO@gmail.com>, "Malcolm S. McNeil" 
<mmcneil007@aol.com>, Joyce Dyrector <jdyrector@aol.com>, Naomi Kobrin <naomi@naomiko.com>, Tracey 
Paulk <tpaulk@belmontvillage.com>, Lisa & Thomas Thurnauer <lgt14@mac.com>, Satya de la Manitou 
<satyadlm@gmail.com>, Bronni Stein <bronjo@roadrunner.com>, Nathaniel Chiappa <chiappan@gmail.com>, 
Victoria Hochberg <vikberg@jps.net>, Thomas Reiber <tom@tomreiber.com>, Chip Butterman 
<chipbutterman@gmail.com>, Jonathan Franklin <jfranklin@earthlink.net> 

We are writing in support of the appeals in opposition to the Millennium Project. Many citizen 
groups, government agencies, officials and civic minded individuals have voiced their objections to 
the current specifications of the project. It is incumbent upon the City Planning Commission to not 
grant permission for this project until all of the legal objections have been reviewed. 

Yours truly, 
Fredrica Cooper 

***visit our 'Website: 'WW1V. fio{{ywood"fie ig fits. org ''ff** 

frearica cooyer 
ho[[ywood heights association 
y.o. box 931034 

fio{{ywood", ca 90093-1034 

For a printable membership application, go to: 

membership registration 

To unsubscribe from these e-mails, please reply with 

your first and last name and the word "unsubscribe 

in the subject line. 
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1>. S. Please help us spread the word about this e-mail list, 

to your friends and neighbors. Any resident or property owner 

can be added to this list by sending their name and details to: 

write2hha@aol.com 

https://mail .g oog le.comlmail/?ui=2&ik=57 a42ded38&\JieVF pt&search= inbor&th= 13d7f249ccd77d56 212 

RL0028521 



EM30034 

3/18113 CityofLos Angeles Mail - VTTM 71837-CN 

VTTM 71837-CN 

Mercuryind@aol.com <Mercuryind@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:42 PM 

Dear Mr. Williams: 
We are property owners at 2217 Willetta Ave in Hollywood and we want to go on record for supporting the 
appeals against the Millennium Project and all the related issues that this project it will create. 
We are for sensible grow in Hollywood that maintains the Historic Value and Integrity of the City, along with its 
Historic Height Scale for buildings. 
Thank you for your attention regarding this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Guillermo & Louise Benitez 
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VTTM 71837-CN 

Anne Pierce <anne@rnartinpierce.com> 
To: Jarnes.K.Williarns@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:46 PM 

Dear Mr. Williams. 

I am writing to support the appeals that have been made to overturn the Advisory Agency's tentative tract map and 
variance permission that were given to the Millennium project. 
I attended the Advisory agency public hearing and object in person to the variances and was frankly amazed that 
provisional approval was given. 

It is clear to me that the Millennium Project will have disastrous ramifications for traffic in the surrounding streets 
and on the on/off ramps to the 101 Freeway. The congestion it wil I create is contrary to the interest of pub I ic safety. 

Please overturn this provisional approval. I am a resident in the Hollywood neighborhood and will be directly 
impacted if this sea I e of project is a 11 owed to proceed. 

Thank you, 

Anne Pierce 

5433 W. Washington Blvd 

Los Angeles 

CA 90016 

Tel: 323 939 5929 

www. rnartinpierce. corn 
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Wickgro@aol.com <Wickgro@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams, 
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Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:51 PM 

This e-mail is to register my support of the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Harry Greener (resident of Hollywood) 
6226 Primrose Ave 
LA, CA. 90068 
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. VTTM 71837-CN Millennium Hollywood Project 

Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:51 PM 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
Cc: Eric Garcetti <councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org>, Tom LaBonge <tom.labonge@lacity.org> 

Dear James, 

Please distribute the attached letter from the Hillside Federation regarding the Millennium Hollywood project to 
the City Planning Commission for VTTM 71837-CN to be heard on March 28. 

As always, thank you. 

Marian Dodge, President 
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations 
www.hillsidefederation.org 

2 attachments 

"' pastedGraphic.pdf 
D 29K 

'Ff;] Millennium Hollywood 31813.pdf 
CJ 129K 
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. VTTM 71837-CN 

Cantor Harris Shore <harrisshore@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mr. Williams, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:55 PM 

Please stop this Millenium Project Now! Clearly it has the potential to seriously damage our great city of Los 
Angeles! 

Thank you, 

Harold L. Cherashore 
property owner and constituent 

Cantor Harris Shore 
323-87 4-3071 (home office) 
213-453-8678 (mobile) 
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Jamie Mayer <heavymeta@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:27 PM 

I am unable to come to the upcoming hearing about the Millenium Project in Hollywood, but as a Hollywood 
resident, wanted to convey my strong feeling that these structures are FAR too tall for the neighborhood, and 
should be limited to the 150-foot height limit that has guided all other recent construction in the area. There are 
good reasons for this limit, and these structures - which would dwarf the Capitol Records building, and every 
other building in the neighborhood - are no exception. 

Thank you. 
Jamie Mayer 
Hollywood, CA 
323-876-8604 
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·I'm the 14th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 
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ronald bailey <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:27 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-7345013-20130401-crB_zD@signon.arg 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Holl}f'M)od Project. So far, 16 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http://signon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

My additional comments are: 

this project is out of date you need to look at the inpact 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=779892&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

ronald bailey 
london, United Kingdom 

This email vvas sent through SignOn. org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their ooo online petition and 
share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don1 vvant to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www. signon. org!delivery_unsub. html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu1 DEgUphb WVzLk 
suV21sb GlhbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id=39205. 
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·I'm the 16th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

ABRAHAM LABORIEL JR <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:27 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-7345111-20130401-MGlkRF@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Holfyoood Project. So far, 16 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http://signon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

We are concerned for our safety & for the adverse impact a project of this scale will have on our 
neighborhood! 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=779893&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

ABRAHAM LABORIEL JR 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email vvas sent through SignOn.org, a free service that allows anyone to s~t up their 01tW1 online petition and 
share it wth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www. signon. org!delivery_ unsub. html?e= UxgjzvDMhEgPVFB Wu1 DEgUphb WVz Lk 
suV21sb GlhbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9ylw--&petition_id=39205. 
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Suzanne Baker <hootiebebe@mac.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Suzanne Baker <hootiebebe@mac.com> 
Subject: VTTM 71837-CN 
Date: March 18, 2013 2:33:42 PM PDT 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:35 PM 

As a homeowner in Hollywoodland, I oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project. The Project is out
of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause 
excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory 
Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project 
(and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department 
reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside 
communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guldelines. 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne Baker 

https:/lmail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui =2&i k=57a42ded38&view= pt&search=inbox&th= 13d7f6d48ec06127 1/1 
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Scott Thoe Ike <thoelke@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM30043 
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Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:36 PM 

As long time Hollywood residents we support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

This horrible project would destroy our neighborhoods and ruin old town Hollywood. 

There is already to many empty spaces in Hollywood now. 

The Capital Records building would fall into the shadows of these monstrosities. 

I hope the Millennium fails because it's far to large for this area. 

Scott Thoelke 
Hollywood resident for over 20 years. 
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ABRAHAM LABORIEL <abecito@mac.com> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:40 PM 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org>, "luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org" 
<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

As a home owner in Hollywoodland, I oppose the Millenium Hollywood Project. The Project is out-of-scale and 
character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative negative 
impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any 
approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map 
adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to 
the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community 
Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

-abe laboriel jr. 
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. rm the 17th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Katharine Paull <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:44 PM 
Reply-To: s ignon-anon+em-2692503-20130401-NwbXL V@s ignon. org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Holl'jV'AJod Project. So far, 18 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http://signon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

My additional comments are: 

The project is unrealistic and will have ramifications that will be detrimental to many. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=779932&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

Katharine Paull 
Sylmar, CA 

This email was sent through Sign On. org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their OVITT online petition and 
share it !Mth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don1 want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www. signon. org!delivery_unsub. html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFB Wu1 DEgUphb WVzLk 
s uV21sb G/hbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id=39205. 
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Barry Michlin <michlinlight@hotmail.com> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:56 PM 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. Sincerely, Barry Michlin 
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Sharonh1999@aol.com <Sharonh1999@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Central Planning Commission, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:56 PM 

This letter is in protest to the planned Millennum Project in Hollywood for the following reasons: 

• The area was always 150 feet, to maintain the Historic Scale. (12-14 stories) 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. (This is 

probably one of the many reasons they spoke out against Millennium at the last hearing. 
They complied with the historic height and Millennium will OUT VIEW them at their non
conforming proposed heights.) 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot 
scale (Garcetti wanted that much higher). 

Only Millennium wants to exceed the historic scale of the area and even 22 or 29 stories do not 
comply with that historic 150-foot scale. 
The Hollywood Heritage website has a great letter about their opposition to Millennium projects 
and why they oppose it http://www.hollywoodheritage.com/preservation/preservation.html 
(Also, there's good information on their site about preservation and historic Hollywood issues.) 

L.A. Conservancy also has part of their website dedicated to the Millennium projects. Look in 
"Preservation Advocate" section. Here's a link: http://www.laconservancy.org/ 
issues/issues_capitolrecords.php 

Their concern is about the buildings being so close to the historic Capitol Records building. 
Here's their letter to the Planning Dept L.A. Conservancy Letter 
Three neighborhood councils. out of four that voted. so far. and the Hillside Federation voted to 
oppose the Millennium project. 

Our community requests that you reconsider your decisions and comply with the 
residents who live and work here, and the Hollywood businesses who are concerned 
about the preservation of the historical value of Hollywood. We plead with you to "do 
the right thing!" 

Sincerely, 
Sharon Hollingsworth 
(a long-time Hollywood resident and member of the Hollywood Heights Association) 
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Shelley Meals <shelleyandkurt@me.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:59 PM 

PLEASE support appeals against the Millennium Project! 

I have been a Hollywood homeowner for 16 years and nothing in this project will positively impact our community. 

• The area was always 150 feet and to maintain the Historic Scale it should be 12-14 stories 

• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 

• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet. 

• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. 

• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 150 foot 

scale even though Garcetti wanted it much higher. 

Shelley Meals 
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. I'm the 19th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

R.A. Poons - Funding Mayoral candidates and Geoghan <signon
noreply@signon.org> 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-4130776-20130401-0MFAkj@signon.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:10 
PM 

To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTIM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollyoood Project. So far, 20 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http://signon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

My additional comments are: 

Funding Mayoral Campaigns and City Council members should not give any developer carte blanche to 
transform a whole city into something it never was, is, or ever should become! 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliVBr_pdf. html?job_id=779972&target_type=custom&target_id= 19225 

R.A. Peons - Funding Mayoral candidates and Geoghan 
Hollywood, CA 

This email was sent through Sign On. org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their ooo online petition and 
share it o.Mth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu1DEgUphbWVzLk 
suV21sb G/hbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petltion_id= 39205. 
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·I'm the 20th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Barbara Dohrmann <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:10 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-7345479-20130401-bK6=6y@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium HollyiMJod Project. So far, 20 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http:/ ls i gnon. org/target_ talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-cus tom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighl;)Qring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

My additional comments are: 

As President of Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners Assn., I request that you reconsider the impacts of this 
proposal's massive size and increased traffic burdens upon our City's residential communities. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deli'.A3r_pdf.html?job_id=779973&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

Barbara Dohrmann 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email vvas sent through SignOn. org, a free service that allo'NS anyone to s~t up their OIM? online petition and 
share it vvith friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. ff you don't vvant to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu10EgUphbWVzLk 
suV21sb GlhbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id= 39205. 
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Ed Imparato <imparato@prodigy.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

To: Mr. James.K. Williams 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:13 PM 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project and I object to the Project in its 
current form. 

• I object to the SS-story design . 

• 
• The area needs to maintain the 1SO feet limits, to maintain the Historic Scale. {12-

14 stories) 

• 
• There was a legal deficiency in the decision because the map was based on the 

zoning change, variances and conditional uses. which Millennium is seeking. 
However. those changes have not yet been approved. so the decision is invalid . 

• 
• The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the 

project. It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail space. The 
City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case impacts 
considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 3S times in the document. 
There is so much latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project 
will be! 

• 
• Caltrans objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium: Caltrans is 

concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to 
additional traffic congestion, unsafe gueuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans 
is also concerned that the freeway ramps will back up. creating a potentially 
unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot 
recognize this project as adequately identifying and mitigating its impacts on the 
state highway facilities • 

• 
• Capitol Records Building is 12-14 stories. 
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• 
• Hollywood Blvd. is historically designated for no higher than 150 feet . 

• 
• The W Hotel conformed to 150 feet to maintain the historic scale of the area. It 

complied with the historic height • 

• 
• The Blvd6200 project (across from Pantages) is also complying with the historic 

150 foot scale • 

• 
• I have lived in Hollywood for over thirty years and as a long time member of the 

Hollywod Heights Association I appreciate the many improvements and 
enhancements for both residents and visitors. But this project is ridiculous and 
will pose many problems on many levels . 

• 
• Hollywood is not just a business district. People live here and those charged with 

designing the future of our neighborhood should respect the current residents as 
well as future ones. Put the tall buildings in an area that they will fit in - It does 
not fit here! 

Ed Imparato 

Hollywood Heights 
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Lisa Garber <garbeiwwr@earthlink.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:27 PM 

I strongly urge you to support the review of the Millennium Project. These megaliths have been 
inadequately studied. I have great concern for the amount and ftow of traffic through my neighborhood and the 
effect on the decreasing populations of native species and plants in the hills. 

Please take these concerns seriously, the Hollywoqd hills are a resource that should not be trivialized 
because of budget concerns. 

Yours, Lisa Garber 

2102 Holly Drive 
LA, CA 90068 

I ISA (iARBER, l'H. l.J. 

ll,\Rl\[R W\'.'fl~i1 [1\RTI 11.INK.NrT 
32.1.<i55.Ci794 

lisa_Garber_Signature1.gif 
5K 
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Jaime de la Vega <gm.ladot@lacity.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 4:01 PM 
To: "James K. Williams" <James.k.Williams@lacity.org> 

LA Marathon: Behind the Scenes 

What does it take to open the streets of LA to 24,000 runners? LADOTs sign shop crew posted 
1,417 temporary no parking signs, Captain Del.Qn Farfan led 206 traffic officers, and Aram 
Sahakian deployed 90 traffic engineers to make sure the event didn't miss a step. 

This message was sent to James,k.Williams@lacity.org by: 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

100 S Main St, 10th Floor 

Lo~ Angeles, CA 90012 

(213) 972-84 70 

Forward to a Friend I Subscribe 

Unsubscribe: 

If you would like to be removed from this list, please click here. 

https:/lmail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui= 2&ik=57a42ded38&\.iew=pt&search= inbox&th= 13d7fc4fe2e7fad2 

Sent U$ing: 

SlmpleSend 
w~.·N::.im~'E"5er.j .i::i:.-n 
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· I'm the 24th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Sandelle Kincaid <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 4:13 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-2825955-20130401-ELQWS4@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium HollyiMJod Project. So far, 24 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http:/ ls i gnon. org/target_ talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-cus tom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

My additional comments are: 

There is no good reason to have two such tall towers in the heart of Hollywood. The W and other new 
projects followed historical precedent. So should these developers, regardless of who they are paying off. 
Plus, I am sure they have no stake in whether or not the properties fill up, just in building them. They will 
stand half empty and the developers will have their money while we suffer in perpetuity. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=780078&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

Sandelle Kincaid 
Hollywood, CA 

This email vvas sent through SignOn.org, a free seNice that allo1NS anyone to set up their o~ online petition and 
share it vvfth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you donY vvant to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www. signon. org/delivery_ unsub. html?e= UxgjzvDMhEgPVFB Wu 1 DEgUphb WVz Lk 
s u V2/s b GlhbXNA b G FjaXR5Lm 9y Zw--&petition _id=39205. 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui= 2&i k= 57a42ded38&view= pt&search= inboY&lh= 13d7fc 7699243b13 1/1 
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. I'm the 22nd signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 
I I·\·,,· ,,,,. 

Marlene Rader <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 4:13 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-7345917-20130401-Te0c8Y@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTIM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollyoood Project. So far, 24 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http://signon.org/target_ talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-cus tom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

I believe this will cause a huge negative impact on the surrounding area. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=780079&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

Marlene Rader 
Sunland, CA 

This email vvas sent through SignOn.org, a free service that af101NS anyone to set up their ovvn online petition and 
share it l.Mth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don't want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu1DEgUphbWVzLk 
suV2/sb G/hbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id= 39205. 
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. I'm the 23rd signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Rick Rader <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 4:13 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-7345935-20130401-solm?V@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollyoood Project. So far, 24 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http:/ ls ignon. org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

I oppose this project due to the negative impacts 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=780080&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

Rick Rader 
Sylmar, CA 

This email IM:IS sent through SignOn.org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their ooo online petition and 
share it vvith friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you donY IM:lnt to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu10EgUphbWVzLk 
suV21sb G/hbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition _id=39205. 
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George Sunga <gjsunga@mac.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 4:24 PM 

How is it possible to support this project without definitive plans? And how can you let THIS project exceed the 
designated Historic Scale for Hollywood when other projects have complied? 

George & Judy Sunga 

Residents for 50 years@ 
2430 Rinconia Dr. 
Los Angeles 90068 

https:/lmail.google.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&\1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=13d7fd1fdbce21ab 1/1 
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Franklynn Burgess <burgessglinz@roadrunner.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

lames Williams ... 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 4:34 PM 

My wife and I have lived in Hollywood for 37 years and we 
support the appeals against the Millennium Project. We do 
support maintaining the historic scale at 12 to 14 stories. 
Specific information on the proposed structures must be 
provided by the developers to assure that comprehensive 
traffic impact studies can be implemented and reported in 
public meetings. 

Lynn Burgess 
323-874-8575 

https ://mail .g oog le.com'mai ll?ui= 2&i k=57a42ded38&1;ieV"Fpl&search= inbox&th= 13d7fdb3b285e350 1/1 
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Linda Pearl <pearldot@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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Please do not allow the millennium to be approved. 
Hollywood is already wildly congested. 
Linda Pearl 

https ://mail .g oog le.comlmai l/?ui= 2&ik=57a42ded38&view=pt&search= inbol'S.th= 13d7fdbd2a97ee66 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 4:35 PM 
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Richard A. Greenberg <richardagreenberg@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Cc: Frederica Cooper <write2hha@aol.com> 

Dear James 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 5:04 PM 

It is alarming to me that a project this dense would be allowed in Hollywood where traffic is already past 
saturation level on Highland, Vine, Franklin and Hollywood Blvd. not to mention the 101 freeway. The Millennium 
Project is not complying with the 150' maximum building height and it appears that they are planning to build 
significantly beyond that creating a situation of impossible density. I am completely against this project as it is 
now proposed. I live in the Hollywood Hills on Hillcrest Road which is used as a cut-through for people trying to 
a\Qid the Highland and Franklin intersection. Cars coming through here drive as if they already are or still on the 
101 freeway and I am frightened daily at the speed with which automobiles come careening down this already 
narrow and steep street as I TRY to pull out of my driveway. Please consider my words here as you review the 
plans for this development. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Greenberg 
H /// 323 512 2329 
M/// 3107137316 

richardagreenberg@gmail.com is my active account 
Ill Rease update your contact information accordingly. 

https:/lmail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui= 2&ik=57a42ded38&viev-Fpt&search= inbo~th= 13d7ff66f.2e16e3f 1/1 
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Summer Rona <summer@summerrona.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Summer James 

htlps://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui = 2&i k=57a42ded38&\oi eVF pt&search= inbox&lh= 13d7ffe06e539e15 
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. FW: Please Oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project 

Don Andres <andres2007@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 5:30 PM 
Cc: councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org, councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org, Marian Dodge 
<president@hillsidefederation.org>, tgerger@pacbell.net, James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Franklin/Hollywood Blvd West Neighbors, 

Please sign the petition opposing the size of the Millennium Project that is to be built around the Capitol 
Records Building. This is very important due to its overwhelming size and impact on the health, safety, 
parking and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. Every voice counts! 

Petition Ii nk: http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-mi 1 lenni um?source=c.em.mt&r _by=734354 7 

Thanks, 

Don 

https:l/mai I .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui= 2&ik=57a42ded38&\1ew=pt&search= inbol'&th= 13d800dd906f4c0a 1/3 
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Don Andres, President 

Franklin/Hollywood Blvd. West Homeowners Association 

7470 Franklin Avenue 

Hollywood, CA 90046-2242 

andres2007@sbcglobal.net 

323.333.7445 (cell) 

Note: The Franklin/Hollywood Boulevard West Homeowners Association consists of more than 200 
residents. If copied on this email, their respective email addresses do not appear due to privacy reasons. 

Background Information ---

From: "Terri Gerger" <TGerger@pacbell.net> 

Hi all, 

Please distribute far and wide so we can gather as many signatures in opposition to the Mi I lenni um 

project as possible before March 2gth. 

I created a petition to Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VITM 71837-CN and Tom La Bonge, CPC-
2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD which says: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Pl an and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of 
Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies 
issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its 
proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the 
proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in 
relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

Will you sign this petition? Click here: 

http://signon.org/s ign/opposition-to-the-mi 11 enni um?source=c.em.mt&r _by=7343547 

Thanks! 

From: Marian Dodge [mailto: president@hillsidefederation.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 2:05 PM 
Subject: Please Oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project 

Dear Hillside Federation Friends, 

https:l/mail .g oog le.comlmail/?ui =2&i k=57a42ded38&\1ew= pl&search= inbox&th= 13d800dd906f4c0a '2)3 
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At the Federation March 13 meeting we heard a presentation by the developer of the Millennium Hollywood 
project. (See the Federation's March newsletter for details on the project. It's the 2 towers that would dwarf the 
adjacent Capitol Records building.) There were many questions and much discussion. Terri Gerger of Hollywood 
Dell Civic Assn. moved the motion to oppose the project as currently proposed for the reasons stated above. The 
Federation has written a letter supporting Hollywood Dell's position. Your organization can also send a letter of 
support to City Planning Commission clerk at James.K.Williams@lacity.org. I suggest copying the letter to Eric 
Garcetti and Tom LaBonge. 

You may weigh in as individuals by signing the petition below. 

Marian Dodge, President 
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations 

www.hillsidefederation.org 

https://mail.google.comlmail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13d800dd906f4c0a 313 
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. Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

AE Chavez <ehekatl@me.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear James K. Williams: 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 5:58 PM 

The Hollywoodland Homeowners Association is a hillside community that will be heavily impacted by the 
proposed Millennium Hollywood Project in its current incarnation. We would like to let you know that 
we support a 150' height limit (12-14 stories) on the Millennium Hollywood Project to maintain the Historic Scale 
of the area. Most historic buildings in Hollywood, including the Capitol Records building conform to that scale, 
as does the W Hotel built quite recently. The Bl"1:l 6200 Project across from the Pantages Theater also is 
conforming to the 150 foot height limit--it is modern, in accord with the 'New Hollywood' that the area has long 
wanted, and is responsible and sustainable development. 

We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood, while encouraging responsible new and 
infill development. The consensus of adjoining communitiesimpacted by this project, experts such 
as architects and engineers, and pure common sense has led us to the conclusion that the Millennium 
Hollywood project will havesignificant and adverse impacts on a number of Hollywood's historic resources and 
limited infrastructure. We hope you agree that a project of this magnitude requires thorough vetting of the 
issues with accurate information, thoughtful responses and compliance with the basic CEQA requirements. 

We support the position of Terri Gerger of the Hollywood Dell: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause 
excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the 
neighboring hillside communities. 

We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any 
approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map 
adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to 
the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community 
Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

Best Regards, 

Alex Chavez 
HHA President 

-- This message and related information was sent to the intended addressee only and is protected by the 

Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. 2510-2521. The information within this email may contain 

confidential information which may be privileged, is confidential, and exempt from disclosure to any unintended 

party under applicable law. If you receive this message in error, you are notified that this information is 

confidential in nature and use of said information is strictly prohibited by law. If received in error, notify sender 

immediately. Further, any images disseminated within this email may be copyrighted, and all legal copyright uses 

shall be enforced by sender or owner of images. 
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Dennis Gassner <dgassner@mac.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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I object to the Milennium Project. This will ruin Hollywood. Enough is Enough!!! 
Dennis Gassner 

https :I/mail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui= 2&i k=57a42ded38&\1eVF pt&search= inbox&th= 13d80304f87ab8af 
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May Pulido <maukabreeze@hotmail.com> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Cc: "lydskidoo@hotmail.com" <lydskidoo@hotmail.com> 

I support the appeals against the Hollywood Millennium Project. 

May Pulido 
Hollywood Heights resident 

https ://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui= 2&i k= 57a42ded38&\1ew= pl&search= inbol'&!h= 13d804f269efd37b 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 6:41 PM 
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Robby Djendrono <rdjendrono@gmail.com> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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I support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

Sincerely, 
Robby Djendrono 
Hollywood Hills residence 

https://mail.google.comlmail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&\1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=13d80667c66578b9 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 7:07 PM 
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baz <bazdennen@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 7:12 PM 

I write in support of the appeals to the Millennium Project. These buildings are completely out of 
context with Hollywood. 

htlps:l/mail.google.com'rnail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13d806b50eba9852 1/1 
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Diane Laskin <rubyhazard@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams, 
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Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 7:28 PM 

I'm writing on behalf of any and all appeals to stop the Millennium Towers project from building over the 150 
ft. historic scale of Hollywood. 
Other builders have and are complying with the height limit. Millennium should not get a pass! 

I object to the proposed towers, not only for aesthetic and historic reason, but more importantly, because the 
area cannot bear that much more traffic. 
Last Thursday afternoon at 3:30 p.m., my drive time on Vine from Sunset Blvd. to Franklin Blvd., (A mere half 
mile.) was fifteen minutes! 
I live in the area, and find that kind of congestion is apparent almost every afternoon between 3:30 and 6:30 p.m .. 
I'd hate to think what would happen if police or fire vehicles need to get through quickly. There wasn't even room 
for cars to pull over and out of the way. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Diane Laskin 

6400 Primrose Ave. 17 
L.A., CA. 90068 

https:/lmail .goog le.com'mai l/?ui= 2&i k=57a42ded38&view= pl&search= inbox&th= 13d8079cc026ec99 1/1 
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Chris Palmeri <cpalmeri2@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Chris Palmeri <cpalmeri2@yahoo.com> 
To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

llis project is just too high! 

https:l/mail.google.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&\i&N=pt&search=inbox&th=13d80d9178688e1e 
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vb stew a rt68@a ol. com <vbstewart68@aol.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Support the appeal against the Millennium Project! 

Thank you, 
Victoria Stewart 

hltps://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui= 2&i k=57a42ded38&\1ew= pt&search= inbo~th= 13d8103756f53413 
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Robert Goes <robert@designgoes.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Dear Mr. Williams: 
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As a resident of the Hollywood area for over 25 years, specifically 
Beachwood Canyon, I am appalled that we as citizens are being force fed the 
non conforming Millennium Project. 

It is factual already that City Council is determined to exploit any area of 
the city for tax revenues no matter what Zoning and Ordinances stand to 
protect the better interest of any community. The over development of non 
conforming height in residential units is evident clearly in Marina del Rey 
on Via Marina. So much so that a judge was disbarred for taking 750k in hush 
money. People are thinking that approving a project that defies the 150 ft 
height restriction, citing an absurd traffic study and the deficiency in the 
EIR would point to graft and corruption on some level. Prove this here say 
false by supporting the appeals against this Millennium Project. 

Hollywood is a historic district and needs to maintain cohesive zoning and 
ordinances period. Its unfair to force some projects to the books while 
giving another project, such as the Millennium, the right to ruin the 
community by shear scale and disregard for proper urban planning. City 
Council needs to realize allowing developers to run wild to increase tax 
revenues is not the method to shore up a city on the brink of bankruptcy. 

Sincerely 

Robert Goes 
5962 Graciosa Drive 
Hollywood, Ca 90068 
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. I'm the 27th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Robert Adjemian <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 5:20 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-1757578-20130401-s2_k=n@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium HollyiMJod Project. So far, 29 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http://signon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

My additional comments are: 

I'm willing to settle for 21 stories, maybe 29 if I must, but no more. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=780329&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

Robert Adjemian 
Hollywood, CA 

This email \!Vas sent through SignOn. org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their ooo onfine petition and 
share it vvith friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don1 \!Vant to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://vwvw.signon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu10EgUphbWVzLk 
su V2/sb GlhbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id=39205. 
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. I'm the 28th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 
:i1 

Don Andres <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 5:20 PM 
Reply-To: s ignon-anon+em-7346960-20130401-7 ev6TT@s ignon. org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Holfyoood Project. So far, 29 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http://signon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

As President of Franklin/Hollywood Blvd. West Homeowners Assn., I request that you reconsider the 
impacts of this proposal's massive size and increased traffic burdens upon our City's residential 
communities. The City and the Developer need to focus on "Community-scaled Development", consistent 
with the approved Hollywood Community Plan. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=780330&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

Don Andres 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email vvas sent through SignOn. org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their OWi on/ine petition and 
share it !Mth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don~ vvant to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://vwwv.signon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu1DEgUphbWVzLk 
suV2/sb GlhbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id=39205. 
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. 29 signers: Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project petition 
I i': ·· · , '' :< 

SaveHollywood.org <signon@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 5:20 PM 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTIM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I started a petition to you on SignOn.org titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project. So far, the petition 
has 29 total signers. 

You can email all petition signers by clicking here: http:/lsignon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-
19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click this 
link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=780331&target_type=custom&target_id=i9225 

Thank you. 

-SaveHollywood.org 

If you have any other questions, please email signon@signon.org. 

The links to dovvnload the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your constituents will remain available for the 
next 14 days. 

This email was sent through SignOn. org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their ovvn online petition and 
share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have 
signed this petition, click here: http://wvwv.signon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e= 
UxgjzvDMhEgPVFB Wu 1 DEgUphb WVzLk suV2/sb G!hbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm 9yZw--&petition_id=39205. 
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· VTTM 71837-CN - Please Support the Appeals Against the Millennium Project 

jennifer van zyl <jennifervanzyl@mac.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Cc: "rudyvanzyl@mac.com van Zyl" <rudyvanzyl@mac.com> 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 10:32 PM 

My husband and I have been homeowners in the neighborhood very near to the proposed Hollywood Millennium 
project for almost 15 years. We are active in making our local area a better place and are raising our young 
family in the neighborhood .. 

We are writing to you to say that we are very much against the current Millennium Project as proposed for the 
following reasons: 
-TOO TALL: the height of the building is too tall by a longs hot.. it should not exceed 150 feet like other buildings 
in the neighborhood; 
-WILL RUIN HISTORIC HOLLYWOOD: the Capitol Records building is one of the most beautiful and interesting 
buildings in Los Angeles. These 2 towers would dwarf and hide Capitol Records and make forever damage 
historic Hollywood; 
-CONGESTION: if you come to the neighborhood on any premiere day, Hollywood Bowl Day or really any rush 
hour time any day you will see how hard it is to get around the streets ... they are clogged with people trying to get 
onto the 101 freeway and sometimes it takes us 20 minutes to drive home less than a mile; 
-PARKING PROBLEMS: the City has almost no public parking in Hollywood and restricted meters already. 
these buildings have inadequate parking. 

Therefore we request that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Projects impaces on the surrounding 
Hollywood area and residents. This is a very important issue to us and many of our neighbors. 

Sincerely, 
Jennifer and Rudy van Zyl 
2775 Rinconia Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
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Keller Wortham <kellerwortham@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

------- Forwarded message ------

Dear Mr. Williams, 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 11 :43 PM 

My name is Keller Wortham. I am a resident and property owner in Hollywood and am 
writing to support the appeals against the Millennium Proiect. 

I understand that six groups have filed appeals to the decision of the Advisory 
Agency to approve the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and to the entire 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). There was a legal deficiency in the 
decision because the map was based on the zoning change. variances and 
conditional uses. which Millennium is seeking. However, those changes have 
not yet been approved. so the decision is invalid. 

Caltrans also objects to the traffic study prepared by the Millennium, as they 
are concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to 
additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. 
Caltrans cannot recognize this project as adequately identifying and 

mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about 
the project. It's written to allow any combination of office, hotel and retail 
space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the 
document. There is so much latitude in the EIR that it is impossible to know 
what the project will be! 

I would like you to know that I and the other residents of my neighborhood 
are very concerned and are paying attention. We oppose what seems like the 
railroading of this Millenium Project, which would be destructive to the 
neighborhoods and city that we have come to love. 

htlps:/lmail.google.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&~ew=pt&search=inbox&lh=13d81636e174d785 1/2 
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Thanks for your time, 

Keller 

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&view=p!&search=inbox&th=13d81636e174d785 212 
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Jack Conrad <phatjaxx@gmail.com> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
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Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 7:11 AM 

I wholeheartedly support the appeals against the Millennium Project. Hollywood is already suffering from 
unplanned and unsupported infrastructure problems. The Argyle/Franklin 101 N on ramps are already backed up 
1/2 mile in the PM rush. Adding to this problem will be a disaster! 
Please do the right thing and see that if a plan like this is going to get improved that the City or the developers 
must be made to mitigate the foreseeable infrastructure problems that they are going to cause. 
Thank you, 
jc/upper Beachwood Drive 90068 

Jack Conrad 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/?ui== 2&i k=57a42ded38&vieVF pt&search== inbox&th== 13d82fd865947b9c 1/1 
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Margaret Avery <margaret.avery@yahoo.com> 
Reply-To: Margaret Avery <margaret.avery@yahoo.com> 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 2:16 PM 

To: "James.K.Williams@lacity.org" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

APPEAL AGAINST THE MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 

I live in Beachwood Canyon. Franklin Ave. is the only street that allows me 
to get to 
Beachwood Ave., the route to my home. Franklin is generally horrible 
beginning at 2pm 
week days. This is generally because people traveling east and west are 
destined for 
the 101 Hollywood freeway entrance located at Franklin and Argyle Streets. 
They come from 
as far East as Western Ave, as far west as Cahuenga, and as far south as 
Wilshire. 
Currently, the cross streets Gower, Argyle, and Vine have anxious drivers 
caught in the 
intersection, thus blocking through traffic. 
Please do not allow the Millenium Project to contribute to an existing traffic 
jam. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Margaret Avery, a 40 yr. home owner 
2807 Pelham Place 
Hollywood, Ca. 90068 

Margaret Avery 

https://mail .g oog le.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&1Ae\lll=pt&search=inbox&th= 13d7f5c42a3a6969 1/1 
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LA 
:--: GHCS 

Re: millennium FEIR 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 8:55 AM 
Reply-To: laurie. becklund@gmail.com 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Good morning, Mr. Willams -

Attached is a copy of my appeal regarding the Millennium Project. I was ill yesterday and found the appeal in my 
"draft" inbox this morning. I hope this will suffice. I am ccing this to two of the other people in the Department 
most familiar with the project in case you happen to be away. I will submit paper copies today. 

thank you, 

laurie becklund 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the ftu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1:41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 
projects in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The 
number of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are 
included in Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from 
Inspector O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from 
Commander Smith, dated August 16, 2012. 

https://mail .g oog le.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&\iew=pt&search= inbox&th= 13d835d04157 486b 1/4 
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No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those 
mentioned above. All the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the 
Final EIR and included in Appendix A of the FE!R. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in 
the body of the Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance 
included a cumulative impacts section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. 
It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with 
the 57 others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed 
with the individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in 
an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean 
letters following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow 
the link below. 

http://plannlng.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR% 
20Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our 
website (planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by 
Final EIR. The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will 
have access to both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to 
download and search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url 
that includes those three last volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has flied an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213. 978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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l®J millennium appeals march 18 2012.docx 
. 250K 
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. I'm the 4th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Mary ledding <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:39 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-4131871-20130401-KA2tTQ@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollyoood Project. So far, 10 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http:/ ls ignon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines." 

My additional comments are: 

This project did not get CAL TRANS approval. Traffic is a major issue in Hollywood and by-passing 
CAL TRANS is wrong. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf. html?job_id=779816&target_type=custom&target_id= 19225 

Mary Ledding 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email oos sent through SignOn.org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their 0111111 online petition and 
share it wth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoiteOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don1 oont to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://lflMMI.signon.org/delivery_unsub. html?e= UxgjzvDMhEgPVFB Wu1 DEgUphb WVzLk 
su V2/sb GlhbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition _id=39205. 
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. I'm the 10th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

suzanne friedline ferber <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :39 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-4150618-20130401-QsEiec@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Holly.MJod Project. So far, 10 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http:/ /s lg non. org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIKCN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

Please stop the milennium project. Their building heights are out of control. They need to follow the 
historic guidelines. Thank you. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf. html?job_id=779817&target_type=custom&target_ld=19225 

suzanne friedline ferber 
las angeles, CA 

This email 11tas sent through Sign On. org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their ooo online petition and 
share it !Mth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don1 11tant to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/delivery_unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu1DEgUphbWVzLk 
s u V2/s b GlhbXNAb G FjaXR5Lm 9yZw--&petition _id=39205. 
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. VTTM 71837-CN Hollywood Millennium Project 

Hans Schurig <hans.schurig@dslextreme.com> 
To: James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1 :57 PM 

Ladies and Gentlemen 

As residents in the Hollywood community for 34 years, we concur with 
the appeals filed against the Hollywood Millennium Project by 
SaveHollywood.org, and support the following organizations and 
neighborhood associations that have expressed concerns about this 
projects attempt for zoning changes, variances and conditional uses: 

• Caltrans 

• the Los Angeles Conservancy 

• Hollywood Heritage Inc. 

• the Hillside Federation 

• Six neighborhood groups 

• People for Livable Communities L.A. 

A major issue for us is increased traffic, not only during construction, 
but also in light of the fact that both Paramount Studios and Universal 
Studios are also planning to expand, with thousands of additional 
commuting employees. The thought that two high-rise buildings are 
under consideration in the center of Hollywood is sobering. Let us 
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instead consider a more sensible and realistic development within the 
historic building height limit of approximately 150 feet, that will 
preserve the environment that is Hollywood today. 

Hans and Ingrid Schurig 

2244 Holly Drive 

Hollywood, CA 90068 

323-463-4981 
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. I'm the 9th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Schelley Kiah <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:39 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-498826-20130401-Q_YGub@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hoflyv.ood Project. So far, 10 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http:/ ls ignon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIK CN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

I am not against development; but it needs to be sensitive to and compatible with the surrounding 
community, infrastructure, services, aesthetics and security. This project would wreak ha\.Qc on 
Hollywood, its international allure and its history!!! 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver_pdf.html?job_id=779814&target_type=custom&target_id=19225 

Schelley Kiah 
Los Angeles, CA 

This email was sent through Sign On. org, a free setvice that allows anyone to set up their ovvn on line petition and 
share it vtdth friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you don~ want to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www. signon. orgldelivery_unsub. html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFB Wu1 DEgUphb WVzLk 
suV2/sbG!hbXNAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id=39205. 

https://mail.google.comlmail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=13d7f4d11f69a8a4 1/1 

RL0028579 



EM30092 

3118/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - I'm the 7th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Holly.r..ood Project" 

I'm the 7th signer: "Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project" 

Dot Fahn <signon-noreply@signon.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 1:39 PM 
Reply-To: signon-anon+em-2515839-20130401-wAkU7K@signon.org 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I just signed a petition addressed to you titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollyoood Project. So far, 10 people 
have signed the petition. 

You can reach me directly by replying to this email, but if you'd like to email all petition signers, click here: 
http://signon.org/target_talkback. html?tt=tt-39205-custom-19225-20130401-nJIK CN 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will 
cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood 
and the neighboring hillside communities. We request, prior to the City Planning Commission, Planning 
Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of approvals regarding 
the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the Planning 
Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent 
hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. " 

My additional comments are: 

STRONGLY SUGGEST RECONSIDERING, BASED ON THE ENORMITY OF NEGATIVE IMPACT TO 
THE COMMUNITY. 

To download a PDF file of all of your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http://www.signon.org/deliver _pdf. html?job_id=779815&target_type=custom&target_id= 19225 

Dot Fahn 
Mar Vista, CA 

This email oos sent through SignOn.org, a free service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition and 
share it vith friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you have any questions, please email signon@signon.org. If you donY oont to 
receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org!delivery_unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu1DEgUphbWVzLk 
s u V2/s b GlhbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id=39205. 
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Jeffrey <jeffrey0909@sbcglobal.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 2:35 PM 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

The Millennium Project is totally inappropriate for our community. Should the city approve this architectural 
monstrosity, it would have a devastating effect on traffic, views and the overall environment of our neighborhood. 
Even a casual observer knows that the EIR for this project is horribly deficient. I urge the city to support our 
appeal and to overturn the approval for this project. Two fifty-five story buildings in the heart of Hollywood are not 
acceptable! Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Williams 

1994 North Sycamore Ave. 

Hollywood, CA 90068 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai ll?ui= 2&i k==57a42ded38&\1eVF pt&search= inbol<&lh= 13d84946504efa3d 1/1 
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Kim St. Charles <kstcharles@hotmail.com> 
To: james.k.williams@lacity.org 

Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 6:44 PM 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

As a resident of Hollywood Hills East and the Hollywood Dell, I strongly oppose the Millennium Project. I can 
tell you that the V.ew from my house will be severely diminished if this project goes through. This will not only 
decrease the value of my home, but also decrease my enjoyment of liV.ng in such a beautiful place. I cherish the 
Capital Records building as it is currently seen, and I am loath for that historic V.sta to change. That iconic 
building should not be eclipsed by any new development. 

I am also extremely concerned about the traffic impact of this proposed project. My husband and I have lived in 
the area for more than 6 years, and we have commuted to and from work. We do not want to see a traffic 
increase in an already highly congested area. I believe this matter needs to be throroughly studied and 
addressed before construction of any kind is approved. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
Kim St.Charles 
6308 Quebec Dr. 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=57a42ded38&1.1e1N=pt&search=inbox&th=13d8577a1888775d 1/1 
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Jill Coren <werber@pacbell.net> 
To: James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 11:29 AM 

i am a beachwood canyon, hollywood resident. i join Caltrans objections to the traffic study prepared by the 
Millennium: Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 
congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. Caltrans is also concerned that the freeway ramps will 
back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. Without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize 
this project as adequately identifying and mitigating the its impacts on the state highway facilities. 

The most nagging deficiency in the EIR is the absence of any specifics about the project. It's written to allow any 
combination of office, hotel and retail space. The City claimed that each possibility was reviewed with worst-case 
impacts considered. In fact, the phrase "worst-case" appears 35 times in the document. There is so much latitude 
in the EIR that it is impossible to know what the project will bel . 

i support the appeals against the Millennium Project. 

help preserver our community 

jill werber 
hollywood ca 

https:l/mail .g oog le.com/mail/?ui= 2&i k=57a42ded38&vieVFpt&search= inbox&th= 13d89105b51015ad 1/1 
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. 403 signers: Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project petition 

Save Hollywood! <signon@signon.org> Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 5:38 PM 
To: "Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I started a petition to you on SignOn.org titled Opposition to the Ml1fennium Ho!IY!MJod Project. So far, the petition 
has 403 total signers. 

You can email all petition signers by clicking here: http:/lsignon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom-
19225-20130403-asqMM E 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and out-of-character with the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan 
and will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of 
Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. We request that prior to the City Planning 
Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation of 
approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning 
variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding 
Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment 
Agency guidelines. " 

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click this 
Ii nk: http: //www.signon.org/ deliver _pdf. html ?job _id= 783376& target_ type= custom&target_id= 19225 

Thank you. 

--Save Hollywood! 

If you have any other questions, please email signon@signon.org. 

The links to doWJ/oad the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your constituents will remain available for the 
next 14 days. 

This email vvas sent through SignOn. org, a free service that allovvs anyone to set up their OWJ online petition and 
share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn.org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have 
signed this petition, click here: http://www. signon. orgldelivery_unsub. html?e= 
UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWu1 DEgUphb WVzLk suV21sbGlhbXNAb GFjaXR5Lm9yZw--&petition_id=39205. 
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Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Here it is!!! 
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Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 07, 2013 10:19 AM 
Darlene.Navarrete@lacity.org 
Fw: CPC Staff Rpt 
Millenium CPC Report (Luci).doc 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 07:58 AM 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacitv.org> 
Subject: CPC Staff Rpt 

Hi Dan & Elva, 

I'm attaching my draft staff report for your review. 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

~ 
~ 
LOS ANGELES CITY 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Council Chambers Room 350, 3rd Fir 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: Zone Change/Height District 

Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 
Conditional Use, Zone Variance 
and Site Plan Review appealable to 
City Council. (per L.A.M.C. Section 
12.36 C). 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

Expiration Date: April 23, 2013 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with each site consisting of up to two towers measuring 585 feet and 220 feet in the maximum 
height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the 
uses from those listed above in compliance with the land use equivalency program and 
development regulation. A minimum of 5% grade level open space will be provided for 
buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12% grade level open space for buildings taller 
than 550 feet. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-DA-H D: 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2; 
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2. Pursuant to Section 12.32-Q, A Height District Change '20' to '2", Removing the "D" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W,24 and 12.24-T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel 
use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 
a. allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19); 
b. permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1 ); 
c. to permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W, 18(a)); 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
b. allow less than the required parking the sports club/fitness facility; 

6. Pursuant to Section 12.21-A,4(y), City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On
Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared on-site parking; 

7. Pursuant to Article 6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City CEQA 
Guidelines, Adopt ENV-2011-0675-EIR and accompanying mitigation measures and 
Mitigation and Reporting Monitoring Program as the environmental clearance for the proposed 
project. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 
from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6:1 

3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 

4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow Floor Area averaging a unified development to allow the use of 
the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 
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5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 

7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared 
on-site parking. 

10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of two buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15, 000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6: 1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated with the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed in the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand. Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) the Development Regulations shall prevail, and where the 
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Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General 
Plan shall prevail. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has been established by 
the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the 
project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be 
modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total 
peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework within which 
proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 
limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental 
impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project 
as set forth in the EIR. 

Background 

The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No. 2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the Project Site in the General Plan. The C4-2D-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 2D. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "D" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" Development 
Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3: 1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted 
Supplemental Sign Use District ("SN") pursuant to Ordinance No. 176, 172. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
RS Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted. Additionally, the project is subject to the adopted Hollywood 
Signage Supplemental Use District which is discussed above. 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with direct 
access to a major public transit station (Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fa9ade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story and approximate 1,800 square-foot rental 
car business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 

RL0028591 



EM26605 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU-CU-ZV-H D A-3 

is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and west halves of the project site. 

Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision 
consisting of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 
office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the 
existing office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square 
feet), approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency 
on February 6, 2009 with an appeal period end date of March 4, 2013. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the 
entitlements in VTT-71837 and CPC-2013-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-HD-ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Map Symbols, Footnotes, 
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Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District so as to improve the 
regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as well as the location of and 
coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the RS Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13, 790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District and project Permit Compliance for signage, and Conditional 
Uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, 
and restaurant uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a 
property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone Change from C4-2S. C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D 
and [T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a Height District change to modify the "D" limitation to permit a 
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maximum floor area ratio of 4.5: 1; a Zone Variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel in lieu of 
the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a Zone Variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No. 3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a Zone Variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where 
the man use is in the C4 Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and Site Plan Review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has been allowed to 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use permitting the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ration between 4.5: 1 and 6: 1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in height from 75 to 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment units, a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a Conditional 
Use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expanded 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 
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ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a conditional use permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

Walkability 

The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, Guidance for Entitlement Review (Walkability 
Checklist) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning 
and specifies urban design guidelines that are generally applicable to all projects requiring 
discretionary approval for new construction. Consisting of objectives, goals, and implementation 
strategies, the Walkability Checklist cites various design elements intended to improve the 
pedestrian environment, protect neighborhood character, and promote high-quality urban form. 
Such topics as sidewalks, crosswalks/street crossings, on-street parking, utilities, building 
orientation, off-street parking and driveways, on-site landscaping, building fa9ades, and building 
signage and lighting are addressed and should be considered in the design of a project. 

The project satisfies various relevant elements of the Walkability Checklist, including the 
following: 

Sidewalks: The project will preserve the Hollywood Walk of Fame along Vine Street, and 
improve sidewalks along Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue, and Ivar Avenue. In addition, the 
project will include pedestrian connections transitioning the public right-of-way with mid
block connections throughout the project, allowing path of travel from Ivar Avenue 
across Vine Street, and reaching the project's east project frontage along Argyle 
A venue. The pathways within pedestrian level public plazas will include street furniture, 
lighting, and landscaping with a consistent use of materials, colors, and furnishings 
throughout, which will enhance the pedestrian experience. 

Building Orientation: The Development Regulations associated with the project include 
provisions that ensure active street-level frontages with entrances that are visible from 
the street and sidewalk, and developed to the property line, consistent with the pattern of 
development in the immediate vicinity. 

Off-Street Parking & Driveways: Curb cuts for vehicular driveways shall be located no 
closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets unless approved by DOT to be a leg 
of the intersection, access driveways to parking facilities not located at signalized 
intersections will not exceed 28 feet in width, parking and loading access shall be shared 
where feasible and priority placement within parking structures will be given to bike 
parking, car-share parking, and other alternative vehicles. Moreover, pedestrian access 
to parking facilities shall be directly from the street or from within the building for an 
underground garage. 

On-Site Landscaping: The Development Regulations provide for a minimum of 10% of 
grade level open space to be landscaped with softscape or water features, and calls for 
the use of a seasonally diverse use of plant material with 30% of all landscaping to be 
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Issues 

California Native or drought tolerant. The open space is characterized to be planted as a 
single area or multiple singles areas with each single area having a minimum size of 100 
square feet. 

Building Facade & Lighting: The Development Regulations provide Street Wall 
standards which include the use of articulation, consisting of massing, fenestration, 
varied textures, openings, recesses, and design accents. Also, architectural elements, 
such as balconies, verandas, and porches will add additional character. 

The pubic comment period on the Draft EIR concluded on December 10, 2012, and the public 
hearing on the project was held on February 19, 2013. The following discussion is a summary 
of the recurring issues that were raised during both the environmental review as well as the 
testimony received at the hearing. 

Traffic: Numerous letter and speakers, predominantly hillside residents, cited existing traffic 
conditions in their neighborhoods and expressed concerns over the potentially detrimental 
conditions that may result from the intensity and density of development, particularly along 
Franklin Avenue, which serves as a parallel east-west route along the US-101 Freeway. 

The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic 
conditions, (2011), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS) of A through D, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one 
intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines 
on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for 
protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The 
addition of the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future (2020) at 
all study intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is 
defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when 
the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections would 
continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 intersections are 
anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or both peak hours with or without the 
project. With the addition of project and the project-related traffic mitigation measures, however, 
the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. Of these, five study intersections 
would remain at a significant level even with the implementation of mitigation measures, 
meaning there was minimal improvement to the CMA (less than 0.010). As such, while residents 
expressed concern about the traffic impacts, the analysis has determined that area will 
nonetheless experience diminished levels of service even without the project. 

Height/FAR increase 

Several speakers at the public hearing, including Councilman Tom LaBonge (CD 4), cited 
concerns with the proposed height and scale of the project, which is proposed under the 
Development Regulations to range from 220 feet to 585 feet (approximately 55 stories). The 
tallest existing structures within the Hollywood Community Plan area stand at approximately 20 
stories, including the Sunset Vine Tower, and an office building at 6265 Sunset Boulevard. In 
addition, speakers stated that allowing an FAR of 6:1 would set a precedent not previously 
experienced in Hollywood. 
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The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) and 
the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation is intended to 
accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential density, recognizing the need to 
promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, while simultaneously addressing "the 
needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment, and tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 16S,6S9, limits 
buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, and which may exceed a FAR of 
3: 1 if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program 
and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any Designs for Development 
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan allowed a 4.S:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA approval. Although the CRA has since been 
dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties in the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
which have been approved by the City Planning Commission and conforms with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan (CRA). 

Despite opposition to the 6:1 FAR, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6: 1 
FAR, including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within SOO feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review 
for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAAITT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable S- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ratio between 4.S:1 and 6:1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 1 SO residential condominiums, 37S 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,SOO square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 62S0-62S2 Hollywood Boulevard. 

Density 

The project was approved under VTT-71837-CN for the development of 492 residential 
condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 21S,OOO square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new 
and 114,303 square feet of existing office space, 3S,OOO square feet of fitness/sports club use, 
and 1S,OOO square feet of restaurant use. The project is subject to an exception in LAMC 
Section 12.22-A, 18(a), which permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, 
C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per 
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dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As such, the project, 
as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project site. 

AMOA - Sensitive Receptor 

AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMOA") is adjacent to the proposed 
project with an approximate 2-acre campus in Hollywood, and which includes a structure at 
1777 Vine Street. AMOA is a performing arts school and the mid-century 1777 Vine Street 
building includes classrooms in addition to studios, office, computer lab and a student lounge. At 
the public hearing, a legal representative for AMOA, and AMOA staff and students voiced their 
concerns about potential impacts the proposed project would have on their school and the 
functions associated at 1777 Vine Street. The school contends that due to the types of activities 
that occur at this site, it should be considered a sensitive receptor and that additional mitigation 
is needed to safeguard the school from noise/vibration and air quality impacts. According to the 
testimony of a representative of the AMOA, certain rooms have been altered to facilitate noise 
attenuation for certain music and voice activities, and that an air filtration system for the building 
has been installed. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive 
receptors. In this instance, AMOA is located in a heavily urbanized and heavily trafficked area, 
approximately one block south of the US-101 Freeway. It is located adjacent to a surface 
parking lot (West Site), which has the inherent expectation for high intensity development by 
virtue of its location in the Hollywood area, its Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation, and the permitted uses and densities allowed in the C4 Zone. 

A sensitive receptor, as defined in the Guidance Documents of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Guidance Documents, which has jurisdiction in LA County, is 
"a person in the population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to exposure to 
an air contaminant." Land uses where these sensitive receptors are typically located include: 

Schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers 
Long-term health care facilities 
Rehabilitation centers 
Convalescent Centers 
Hospitals 
Retirement Homes 
Residences 

The property at 1777 Vine Street does not include a school, playground, or childcare center or 
medical-based services or operations which would warrant designation as a sensitive receptor 
as it pertains to air quality. 

With respect to noise and vibration, page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's student 
housing facilities are located north of the project site across Yucca Steet, the Franklin Building, 
the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street 
Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMOA student housing in the 
EIR and which have been identified as noise-sensitive receptors. Short-term construction noise 
and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses were considered significant and unavoidable 
after mitigation. However, the EIR included the most stringent available mitigation measures 
that would minimize noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses to the maximum 
extent feasible, irrespective of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Despite the maximized level of mitigation for noise and vibration, again for the short-term 
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construction impacts that were deemed significant and unavoidable, two mitigation measures, 
H-3 and H-7, were amended to address AMDA's concerns, to include all immediately adjacent 
structures, including 1777 Vine Street, in the mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as 
follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on 
the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the 
nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 
potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted, the testimony received at the public hearing, and the 
proposed project's compliance with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
the former Hollywood Community Plan (1988), and the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 
the Department of City Planning is recommending that the City Planning Commission: 

Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 to permit the use of a sports club/fitness facility 
on the project site, not otherwise allowed in the C4 Zone. The sports club/fitness facility is a use 
that should be allowable and which is expected within a mixed-use development providing 
amenities for both residents and employees of the project site. 

Approve a Height District Change from '2D' to '2', removing the "D" Limitation to allow a Floor 
Area Ratio of 6:1, consistent with FAR incentive provided for in the Regional Center Commercial 
land use designation of the Hollywood Community Plan, and which is consistent with other 
developments previously approved under the CRA's approval process for 6:1 FAR. 

Approve the conditional use requests to allow live entertainment and on-site sales of alcohol in 
within the development. These uses would satisfy the Hollywood Community Plan's objectives 
of encouraging the nightlife activity in Hollywood, by providing uses which extend commercial 
operating hours thereby enhancing pedestrian activity and solidifies Hollywood as an 
entertainment destination for residents and tourists alike. 

Approve a conditional use to allow floor area averaging across a unified development, as it will 
ensure that the project, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, is constructed as a single project 
with guarantees that design elements and related improvements will be continuously 
maintained. 

Approve the associated variances for above ground outdoor dining allowing the project to 
provide an amenity to hotel guests, residents, and visitors to take advantage of the Los Angeles 
climate, skyline views, and which reinforces Hollywood as a destination for nightlife and 
entertainment. 
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Approve the related variance for reduced parking for the fitness use and for shared and reduced 
on-site parking for transportation alternatives for the entire project, recognizing that the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the parking requirements of the code, including reductions for 
mixed-use projects, projects located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, and projects 
located in proximity to mass transit. 

The requested entitlements would redevelop and intensify an underutilized site improved with 
surface parking and which preserves the iconic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings. The 
project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that satisfies the Community Plan's 
jobs-housing balance while recognizing the need to offer entertainment-related uses that identify 
the character of Hollywood, encourage a critical mass of economic activity, and improve the 
aesthetic character of community. Moreover, the project will encourage additional development 
on underutilized parcels while setting a precedent that the preservation of 'old' Hollywood can 
be accommodated with new development. 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

2. Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 

RL0028601 



EM26615 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D T-2 

easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted an approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

0. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be seized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if not street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 
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(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Crime Prevention Section (located at 
Parker Center, 150 N. Los Angeles Street, Room 818, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-
3134). These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit A or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit B. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 586 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit B) stamped 
pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit B), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No. 2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission. The FAR shall be averaged across the East and West Sites as a 
Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W, 19 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

6. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as may permitted by the Land 
Use Equivalency Program (Exhibit A), may be constructed on the subject site. 

7. Parking. A minimum of 1,918 project related parking shall be provided to serve, and be 
shared, among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 

b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off
street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for 
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review and approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, 
Room 750). 

8. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

9. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

10. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

11. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

12. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining residential lots as necessary to 
preclude dust dispersion from the Project Site to adjacent homes. 

13. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 

14. Posting of Construction Activities. The adjacent residents shall be given regular 
notification of major construction activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign 
(At a distance of 50 feet) shall be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone 
number for inquiring about the construction process and to register complaints. 

15. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, 
vanpool, or take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited 
to, the following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

16. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
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plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transit/ridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

17. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit completed prior to the 
issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. Temporary 
certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay through no 
fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has demonstrated 
reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. All improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
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applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

18. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

19. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

20. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

21. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

22. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

23. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

24. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character if the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

25. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post-
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construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

26. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

Q-6 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
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number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a 
minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

Q-8 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

RL0028614 



EM26628 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D Q-9 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
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Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at 
California State University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, 
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study 
or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, 
if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University 
Los Angeles, California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles 
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County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating 
what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
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wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

RL0028618 



EM26632 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-13 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction 
conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on 
or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 
movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or 
exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures 
have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-16 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 
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F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-18 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 
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H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Q-23 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

RL0028629 



EM26643 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D Q-24 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-25 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
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which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 
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xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 
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Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently 
being established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
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Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10- 2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination 
with the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 

RL0028636 



EM26650 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D Q-31 

shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
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routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaaina for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued the maintenance and operation of the 
development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the floor area 
potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying design 
elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by the 
Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food service 
at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cate to be located 
on the observation deck of the hotel, and on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live entertainment and 
dancing. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, and within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited under 
this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual operator from 
securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval to 
establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are approved as identified 
above in Condition No. 1a through 1c of this section. The Plan Approval application shall 
be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete 
by the Planning Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all 
abutting owners, for the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los 
Angeles Police Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol sales and 
consumption, the Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the 
applicant or suggested by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing 
conditions, as applicable, on the following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum 
seating capacity, valet parking, noise, character and nature of operation, food service 
and age limits. Entertainment-related and other specific conditions of operation, 
including the length of a term grant and security, shall be determined as part of the plan 
approval determination. 
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4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Within [six months] of the effective date of this action, all employees involved with the 
sale of alcoholic beverages shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department 
"Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR)." Upon completion of such 
training, the applicant shall request the Police Department to issue a letter identifying 
which employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the 
letter from the Police Department to the Zoning Administrator as evidence of 
compliance. In the event there is a change in the licensee, within one year of such 
change, this training program shall be required for all new staff. 

7. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and required to comply. 

8. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

9. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

10. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

11. During the operation hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

12. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

13. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

14. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

RL0028641 



EM26655 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D C-3 

15. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 

16. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

17. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

18. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

19. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

20. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

21. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

22. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

23. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

24. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 
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25. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

26. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

27. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. 

28. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant. The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the building is prohibited. 

29. Within 60 days of the opening of the restaurants, all employees of the business shall 
receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) and LEAD programs regarding 
alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los Angeles Police Department and 
State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control Department at least two times per year or 
to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police Department. The applicant shall transmit a 
copy of the completion of such training to the Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the 
file. 

30. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

31. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

32. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

33. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

34. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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35. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, or 
employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval which action is brought within 
the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, 
action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to 
cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and sets forth specific 
land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood area. The 
Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the subject property 
as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, RS, P, and PB. 
The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of 
commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project 
would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. This type of 
development would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 
The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property 
contains approximately 4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the 
tract map, the applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-
2D-SN to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance of 
increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing growth in 
locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and incentives for new 
mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site is located in an FAR 
Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR 
of 6: 1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the recently 
adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6: 1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that includes a 
range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with the Regional 
Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the provision of both 
residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for 
Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.48: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, which 
will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting these structures, 
the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals 
addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing 
programmable open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote tourism, 
support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit 
Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. A number of Metro and 
LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 
210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To 
promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with DOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with the provision of a shared car 
system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project 
will incorporate a Transit Demand Management program meant to promote the use of 
carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic resources, 
locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian 
activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable land use planning goals, 
objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community 
Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a major 
population center by providing the addition of new multi-family residential units, approximately 
215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and approximately 34,000 square 
feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood community. Development of the project would 
be consistent with growth projections for the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as 
identified by the Department of City Planning and SCAG (see also Section IV.I, Population, 
Housing, and Employment). Specifically, the project's approximately 492 new residential units 
and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, representing about 0.37 percent 
of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion between 2010 and 2030. Development of the 
Project would provide approximately 492 residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, 
providing housing necessary for the growing community. In addition, development of the project 
would not result in the removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. 
Development of the project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of 
which would provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long
range planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the site, 
which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much-needed 
housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance objectives of the 
Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was 
adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The 
Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues 
as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, 
transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few under
improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an otherwise mix-use 
neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in close proximity to jobs 
and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and associated Height 
District Change would be consistent with several goals and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting policies 
relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to provide for the stability 
and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 
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Housing Element. Since the proposed development involve approximately 492 multi-family 
residential units, the Housing Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. 
The Housing Element includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing 
opportunities in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project 
would satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2. 1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2. 1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2. 1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2. 1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 
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4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, and the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area. The property is located on two city blocks 
straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca 
Street is designated as a Secondary Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue 
(along the West Site) and as a Local Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue 
(along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 

The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No. 2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "D" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the 'D' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is not height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of up to 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, 
approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 
114,302 square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 
square feet of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 
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square feet of retail use, with 1,918 parking spaces, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the 'D' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1, 163,079 square feet, resulting 
in an FAR of 5. 98: 1. A 6: 1 FAR is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density 
of uses necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of 
historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity 
in the area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. 
At the same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate 
the ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public 
gathering areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also 
enable pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to 
Argyle Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, 
the project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering 
spaces and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between 
the Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 
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The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Susses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU. 1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2. 15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 
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Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods." 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts, and promotes public safety and the general welfare. 
Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of the "D" Limitation is 
beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, and is 
representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the ''T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
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development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is sell served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-1-1 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for Business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 
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Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan calls for active commercial uses with extended hours of operation to 
promote pedestrian activity and which supports Hollywood as a destination for business, 
conventions, trade shows, entertainment and tourism. The project has been conditioned 
herein to ensure the use would not have a detrimental impact to the community and 
furthers the City's goal to ensure that the establishment does not become a nuisance or 
require additional resources of LAPD to monitor and enforce. 

17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
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creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202; and 
Cahuenga Videos and Adult Books at 1651 Cahuenga Boulevard. A finding of public 
convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant to AB 2897, 
Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and nightclubs offering a 
full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment destination serving 
both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department ("LAPD") statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that 
in 2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the Area after giving consideration to the distance of the 
proposed use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments 
dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer 
and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of the downtown Hollywood 
and would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. 
As such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 
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Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, Live Entertainment. Reduced/Shared Parking) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned property along Ivar 
Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences would be buffered 
by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which front both sides of 
Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, market, TV repair, and 
office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-2D-SN Zone along 
Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family residences in the R4-2 
Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development that is characteristic of 
the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood community. The 
development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with other uses of the 
project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest lively 
development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
the Los Angeles region. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
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the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan, while simultaneously providing publically accessible 
and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the unified 
development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with pedestrian 
walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the Capitol 
Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project is 
proper in relation to adjacent uses or the development of the community. The provision 
of live entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance 
floor up to 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. Special 
events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations throughout 
the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion of local 
business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise the 
cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the blanket conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be desirable to the public convenience or welfare because the 
project will fill the need for hospitality type uses within the region and provide new jobs 
for the local economy. Moreover, the project is located in a rapidly growing 
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neighborhood that is already characterized by tourism and entertainment businesses, 
restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel location will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare. 

Floor Area Averaging 

The location of the project and FAR averaging across the development will be desirable 
to the public convenience and welfare because it facilitates a beneficial mix of uses and 
a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty 
Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the project allows for 
the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building 
sites because it permits the development of two new structures with massing that better 
relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project site also allows for an 
open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and enhances walkability. 
The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial and sports club uses 
will meet the demand from local residents and allow project residents and office 
employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within the property. 
Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the design of the 
project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are ultimately built 
in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the Capitol Records 
Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified development including a 
combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections and 
common architectural and landscape features, which constitute distinctive design 
elements of the development. The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site 
that are designed to work together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and 
the vehicular connections are designed to promote walkability through functional 
linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and wayfinding features) within the 
Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the neighborhood beyond. The new 
structures on the East and West Sites are required to be designed to complement each 
other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood 
and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features and open space are also 
designed to flow continuously between and connect the East and West Sites and create 
cohesion by repeating common features and themes. Accordingly, the averaging of FAR 
across the project's location is desirable to the public convenience and welfare. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare because it is representative of the other live entertainment 
venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community Plan's objective of 
extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and cafes, along 
commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity and enhancing 
Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors alike. The area 
surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and is largely 
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developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood Boulevard is 
designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan as 
well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and its dancing and live 
entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the immediate area, but 
will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

Hotel Use 

The construction of a hotel within the mixed-use development will not be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate area. The hotel use, if 
built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the development of 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will not be materially detrimental 
to the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. Rather, it will permit 
development of the project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site 
and to the surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create 
a project design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a 
beneficial and efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting 
development will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and 
create beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

Live Entertainment 

The project is consistent with the nature of the Hollywood area and will fill an existing 
need through the creation of a mixed-use development that furthers the vision for 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the future residents, employees and 
visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in the immediate neighborhood. The 
property is currently underutilized with a substantial portion of the site used for surface 
parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of beneficial uses, be welcoming to 
pedestrians and easily accessible by public transportation. Moreover, the City will have 
the opportunity to ensure that each establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering 
live entertainment will operate in a manner that is not detrimental to the character of the 
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neighborhood through the required plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator 
subsequent to the grant of a master conditional use permit for these uses. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoor dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 
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The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the 
associated Development Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) and Development Regulations 
(Exhibit B) incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would share parking 
spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand 
patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
TOM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the provision of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
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approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director'' under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking variance, the project will meet parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with 
these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
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be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
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approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red Line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a manner consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
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to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will not improve the existing conditions, but will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
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surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
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requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 
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The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
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hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
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25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone 
and would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone 
and would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 

RL0028670 



EM26684 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-27 

585 feet above grade. 
• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 

and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
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by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
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lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
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423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 
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Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 
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Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 
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The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 
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Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

RL0028679 



EM26693 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-36 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG em1ss1ons both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 
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The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;:ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
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Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 
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b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
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the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the 
proposed construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
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structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 
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As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
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and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 
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The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

RL0028690 



EM26704 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-47 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
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nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 
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J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 

RL0028695 



EM26709 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D F-52 

LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 
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J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
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underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
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there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
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Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 
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viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

1. Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 
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L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
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would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV. B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
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daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate 
air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the 
HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the 
Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City 
Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose 
sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by 
the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
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residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 
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Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 
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H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 
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With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
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• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 
Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
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18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
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friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 
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K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-SS). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
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Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 
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The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 
No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 
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The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Obiectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
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necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Obiectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
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mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Obiectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
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the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Obiectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 
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The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

F-82 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
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Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development-4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
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Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
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not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative S's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
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uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
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Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
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to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
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It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 
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4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, 
3rd Floor, Room 350, Los Angeles, CA 90012 on Wednesday, February 19, 2013 at 9:00 AM. 

Summary of the Public Hearing Testimony 

The hearing covered the Advisory Agency's consideration of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN and the Hearing Officer's receipt of testimony under the public hearing requirements 
of CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

The public hearing began with an introduction by the Advisory Agency as to the purpose and 
procedures of the Tract Map hearing as well as the Hearing Officer's statements regarding the 
preparation of staff report with the Department of City Planning's recommendation to the City 
Planning Commission. The applicant (Phil Aarons, Millennium Partners) and the applicant's 
representatives (Jerry Neuman and Alfred Fraijo of Sheppard Mullin) presented the project by 
discussing the development features, including the intent to develop the project with the use of 
Land Use Equivalency Program and Development Regulations to provide a mix of uses that 
maximizes the utility of the site with development standards that allow sufficient flexibility to 
respond to market conditions. The applicant's representative stated the project's compliance 
with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including the use of the 6:1 FAR 
incentive permitted in Regional Center Commercial land use areas. The shared parking 
variance request reflects the development's intent to de-couple the parking from the dwelling 
units as per the City Planning Commission's practice, and to provide parking to the various uses 
of the site with the understanding that certain uses demand parking at specific times of the day. 
The applicant also stated that the dwelling units would be constructed to condominium 
standards, but may be made available as apartments if it is determined that the market is more 
receptive. 

Upon the conclusion of the applicant and the applicant's representative, the public hearing was 
open to the public. Approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and opposition 
to the project. The members represented residents, labor groups, neighborhood councils, 
homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce, and affected 
business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the Montalban Theater and 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

EM30097 

Chrissy Robbins <crobbins@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11 :42 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbey1@gmail.com; 
marcel. porras@lacity.org; I uci ral ia. i barra@lacity.org; sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 
Hollywood Millennium Project 

My name is Chrissy Robbins. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Chrissy Robbins 
AMOA- LA 
323-603-5974 (office) 
213-804-4412 (cell) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29919 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:54 AM 

Melissa Paul 

Re: RE. New Millennium Construction - URGENT PLEASE READ 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 9:01 PM, Melissa Paul <melissa paul@amda.edu> wrote: 
My name is Melissa Paul. I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium to provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed Without altering the current proposal, our academic careers will be put in jeopardy and by 
extension, our professional ones. Please help safeguard our futures by ensuring that Millennium takes the 
proper measures to ensure that the students and faculty of my school as well as our buildings are sufficiently 
protected, even if this means relocating the proposed buildings to another part of the city. I would also like to 
point out that aside from the risks posed to our school, the tourism industry of this city will suffer greatly - many 
travel specifically to Hollywood to view the landmark that is Capitol Records, and the skyline that it 
incorporates. Building these skyscrapers will be destroying a significant attraction that make the city millions oj 
dollars in tourism every year. Please, as residents of not only AMDA, but of Hollywood, we implore you to take 
a proactive stance on this issue. 

Melissa Paul 
(323) 703-6757 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 

Thank you for you time. 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29920 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:54 AM 
Jennice Butler 
Re: Mitigations needed to protect AMDA during Millennium construction 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:53 PM, Jennice Butler <jennicebutler@gmail.com> wrote: 

My name is Jennice Butler. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Jennice Butler 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29785 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
Hope Anderson 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 5:27 PM, Hope Anderson <hopeanderson09@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

I am a resident of Beachwood Canyon who is very concerned about the proposed Millennium Hollywood 
Project. While I understand the inevitability of higher buildings in Hollywood, nothing has been done to create 
a supportive infrastructure for their construction. 

Our streets are already inadequate to the traffic, with jams occurring not only during peak hours but throughout 
the day. Recently during rush hour it took me 40 minutes to travel on Franklin Avenue from Western to 
Beachwood, a distance of one mile; this occurred in the absence of an accident or other emergency. North-south 
streets are similarly jammed, forcing residents who can't get home early to sit in traffic. The congestion on 
Hollywood's streets is compounded by badly timed lights (such as those on Yucca) that impede the flow of cars, 
and a lack of left-tum signals (why are there none at Gower and Franklin, where traffic is constantly backed 
up?). 

In the midst of this chaos, we residents are expected to absorb an exponential increase of cars from the 
Millennium Project, despite the fact that there is nowhere for the traffic generated by these towers to go. Until 
the City can provide a realistic answer to this question, and a real solution to the current, dire traffic problems in 
Hollywood, it would be irresponsible to approve the project as it stands. This is not a question of NIMBY-ism 
but a realistic assessment of the situation at hand: too many cars and too little space. 

Thank you for your consideration of my letter. 

Sincerely yours, 

Hope Anderson 
Writer/Director/Producer 
www.hopeandersonproductions.com 
www.underthehollywoodsign.com 
(323) 957-6867 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29786 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

EM30098 

Kyrsty Hernandez < khernandez@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 11:57 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

City protect AMDA during this immense building construction 
imageOOl.png; image002.png; image003.png; image004.png; image005.png; 
image006.png 

My name is Krysty Hernandez. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

'l(rysty Jfemandez 

AMOA 
Krysty Hernandez 
AMOA Admissions 
American Musical & Dramatic Academy 
khernandez@amda.edu 
office: 323-603-5981 

office: 1-800-367-7908 

facebook D ~y D J. y,ouO Vlmw 
www.AMDA.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29921 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:54 AM 
Nadari Hockenhull 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:53 PM, Nadari Hockenhull <nhockenhull@amda.edu> wrote: 

Good Evening, 

My name is Nadari Hockenhull. I am a Professor at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA. 

The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. 

The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

N adari Hockenhull 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29787 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
Richard Elfman 
Re: Millenium project 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 2:18 PM, Richard Elfman <richard@buzzine.com> wrote: 
My family owns a 1926 apartment building in Beachwood Canyon. I have also lived here the past twelve 
years. Simply stated, there is already too much traffic on our streets, too high a density in the area. Secondly, 
there is an aesthetic here, a distinct character that makes Hollywood what it is. The Millennium project is so 
vastly over scale that it will ruin our skyline, literally dwarf everything around it. 

I do not even understand how this monstrosity has even gotten as far at it has. I suspect it boils down to 
money and connections. It makes us ask who our representatives are really working for. 

Please stop this outrageous assault on our neighborhood! 

Richard Elf man 
Publisher I CEO 
Buzzine Networks 
424.226 BUZZ 
323.460.6675 (direct) 
Buzzine.com 
Buzzi neBol lvwood .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29922 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:55 AM 
Kelly Dorsey 
Re: Concerns of the proposed Millennium building projects. 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:48 PM, Kelly Dorsey <kelly dorsey@amda.edu> wrote: 
Hello, 

I am a current student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from 
Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. We are a performing arts school and the air quality is extremely important to us. While construction 
is happening, the air quality is predicted to be so bad that you shouldn't even be near the area. The construction 
of these buildings are superfluous and would thrive better in a different area. All of our education will be 
hindered by the construction and every student pays nearly $40,000 to come to the school. We should not have 
to fear that there will be anything interfering with said education. Hollywood's two tallest buildings are the 
Westin Diplomat Resort and Ocean Palms Phase. Both only rise to 38/39 stories. The proposed building is 
estimated to be 53 stories, 9 of which are underground. With Capitol Records coming to a whopping 13 stories 
and our main campus building sticking at eight, there will be no more sun and no more skyline. Anything you 
can do to reconsider this notion would be wholeheartedly appreciated. Please feel free to write back to me with 
any comments. Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly Dorsey 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0028748 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29788 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
Larry Jimenez 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 5:28 PM, Larry Jimenez <lawrenj @pacbell .net> wrote: 
Yes, the project is Big, the parking Small and the profits will not aid the Hollywood community. 
congratulate you for living somewhere else. While we strangle,gasp, cough and sweat in the 
gridlock You can laugh. 

Sincerely, Guido, Sal, Pepe, Juan, Igor, Sven, Marc, Gabrielle & Kurt Inc. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM26753 

Richard Lichtenstein <Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 8:15 AM 
Lisa Webber (lisa.webber@lacity.org) 
FW: 03/14/2013 08:30 AM - City Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda 
plncityplnagenda28581376_03142013.pdf 

Good Morning. The attached has the meeting on the 28th in Van Nuys. Wasn't it moved to City Hall for 
Capitol/Millennium Hearing? r 
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lnformaci6n en Espanol acerca de estajunta puede ser obtenida l/amando al (213) 978-1300 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING 

THURSDAY, MARCH 14, 2013, after 8:30 a.m. 
**** THE BOYS & GIRLS CLUB **** 

100 W. 5th STREET, SAN PEDRO, CA 90731 

William Roschen, FAIA, President 
Regina M. Freer, Vice President 
Sean 0. Burton, Commissioner 
Diego Cardoso, Commissioner 
Camilla Eng, Commissioner 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director 
Alan Bell, AICP, Deputy Director 

Lisa M. Webber AICP, Deputy Director 
Eva Yuan-McDaniel, Deputy Director 

George Hovaguimian, Commissioner 
Robert Lessin, Commissioner 
Dana Perlman, Commissioner 
Barbara Romero, Commissioner James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 

POLICY FOR DESIGNATED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS No!sl 4. 
Pursuant to the Commission's general operating procedures, the Commission at times must necessarily limit the speaking 
times of those presenting testimony on either side of an issue that is designated as a public hearing item. In all instances, 
however, equal time is allowed for presentation of pros and cons of matters to be acted upon. All requests to address the 
Commission on public hearing items must be submitted prior to the Commission's consideration of the item. EVERY PERSON 
WISHING TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION MUST COMPLETE A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM AND SUBMIT IT TO 
THE COMMISSION STAFF. 

The Commission has adopted rules regarding written submissions to ensure that it has reasonable and appropriate 
opportunity to review your materials. The mailing and email addresses, deadlines, page limits, and required numbers 
of copies for your advance submissions may be found under "Forms and Instructions". Day of hearing submissions 
(15 copies must be provided) are limited to 2 pages plus accompanying photographs, posters, and PowerPoint 
presentations of 5 minutes or less. Non-complying materials will NOT be distributed to the Commission. 

The Commission may ADJOURN FOR LUNCH at approximately 12:00 Noon. Any cases not acted upon during the morning 
session will be considered after lunch. Tl ME SEGMENTS noted* herein are approximate. Some items may be delayed due to 
length of discussion of previous items. 

The Commission may RECONSIDER and alter its action taken on items listed herein at any time during this meeting or during 
the next regular meeting, in accordance with the Commission Policies and Procedures and provided that the Commission 
retains jurisdiction over the case. In the case of a Commission meeting cancellation, all items shall be continued to the 
next regular meeting date or beyond, as long as the continuance is within the legal time limits of the case or cases. 

Sign language, interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon 
request. To ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the 
meeting by calling the Commission Executive Assistant at (213) 978-1300 or by e-mail at CPC@lacity.org. 

If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing agenized here, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

AGENDAS are posted for public review in the Main Street lobby of City Hall East, 200 No. Main Street, Los Angeles, 
California, and are accessible through the Internet at www.planning.lacity.org. Click the Meetings and Hearings" link. 
Commission meetings may be heard on Council Phone by dialing (213) 621-2489 or (818) 904-9450. 

GLOSSARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL TERMS: 

CEQA - Calif. Environmental Quality Act 
EIR - Environmental Impact Report 
CE - Categorical Exemption 

ND - Negative Declaration 
MND - Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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EM26755 

1. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

A. Update on City Planning Commission Status Reports and Active Assignments 

1. Ongoing Status Reports: 

2. City Council/PLUM Calendar and Actions 

3. List of Pending Legislation (Ordinance Update) 

B. Legal actions and rulings update 

C. Other items of interest: 

2. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

A. Advance Calendar 

B. Commission Request 

C. Minutes of Meeting - February 28, 2013 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

The Commission shall provide an opportunity in open meetings for the public to address it, for a 
cumulative total of up to thirty (30) minutes, on items of interest to the public that are within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the Commission. (This requirement is in addition to any other hearing required or 
imposed by law.) 

PERSONS WISHING TO SPEAK MUST SUBMIT A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM. ALL 
REQUESTS TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION ON NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND ITEMS OF 
INTEREST TO THE PUBLIC THAT ARE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION 
MUST BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD. 

Individual testimony within the public comment period shall be limited as follows: 

(a) For non-agendized matters, up to five (5) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. 

(b) For agendized matters, up to three (3) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR THESE ITEMS WILL BE DEFERRED UNTIL SUCH TIME 
AS EACH ITEM IS CALLED FOR CONSIDERATION. The Chair of the Commission may 
allocate the number of speakers per subject, the time allotted each subject, and the time 
allotted each speaker. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 2 MARCH 14, 2013 
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4. CPC-2009-1557-CPU 
CEQA: ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
Plan Area: San Pedro 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Location: VARIOUS 

EM26756 

Council District: 15 - Buscaino 
Expiration Date: N/A 
Appeal Status: Not appealable 

The project area is the San Pedro Community Plan area, located adjacent to the Port of Los Angeles, 
the Pacific Ocean, and the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. It is generally bounded by: Taper Avenue on 
the north; John S. Gibson Boulevard, Harbor Boulevard, the West Channel of the Port of Los Angeles, 
and Cabrillo Beach on the east; the Pacific Ocean on the south; and the western border of Los Angeles 
with the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

Proposed Project: 
San Pedro Community Plan Update: The San Pedro Community Plan Update (Proposed Plan) revises 
and updates the San Pedro Community Plan Text and Land Use Diagram to reflect shifts in existing 
conditions since the last Plan Update in 1999. The Proposed Plan includes new goals, policies, and 
implementation programs; revisions to the Citywide General Plan Transportation Element, and General 
Plan Land Use designations; Zone and Height District changes; changes to existing supplemental use 
district boundaries and related plans and guidelines; new overlay zones; and Street Reclassifications. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code and City Charter 

Sections 555 and 558, amend the San Pedro Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the 
City of Los Angeles, as modified in the attached San Pedro Community Plan Resolution, the San 
Pedro Community Plan Text, Land Use Change Maps, and Additional Plan Map Symbol, 
Footnote, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes. 

2. Pursuant to Section 12.32 of the Municipal Code, rezoning actions to effect changes of zone as 
identified on the Land Use Change Map, Land Use Change Matrix, Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District, and expanded Vinegar Hill Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zone (HPOZ) boundaries. 

3. Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code and City Charter Sections 
555 and 558, amend the Highways and Freeways Map of the Transportation Element of the 
General Plan to reclassify selected streets within the San Pedro Community Plan as shown on the 
Street Re-Designation Matrix. 

4. Review and Consideration of Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR. 

Applicant: City of Los Angeles 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Approve the Staff Report as the Commission Report. 
2. Approve and Recommend that the Mayor approve and the City Council adopt the San Pedro 

Community Plan Resolution, the San Pedro Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional 
Plan Map Symbol, Footnote, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending 
the San Pedro Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

3. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt the requested rezoning actions to effect 
changes of zone as identified in the Land Use Change Map, Land Use Change Matrix, Community 
Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District, and Vinegar Hill Historic Preservation Overlay Zone 
(HPOZ) boundaries. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 3 MARCH 14, 2013 
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EM26757 

4. Instruct the Department of City Planning to finalize the necessary zone change ordinances and 
findings to be presented to City Council, and make other technical corrections as necessary. 

5. Amend the Highways and Freeways Map of the Transportation Element of the General Plan to 
reclassify selected streets within the San Pedro Community Plan as shown on the Street Re
Designation Matrix. 

6. Authorize the Director of Planning to present the resolution, Plan text and Plan amendments to the 
Mayor and City Council, in accordance with Sections 555 and 558 of the City Charter. 

7. Find that in accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 13.14 C.5, the proposed 
supplemental development regulations of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) 
District are consistent with, and necessary to implement, the programs, policies, and design 
guidelines of the San Pedro Community Plan. 

8. Recommend that the City Planning Commission approve the amended Downtown San Pedro 
Community Design Guidelines (COO) and Standards to include the addition of guidelines for multi
family development, as part of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO). 

9. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt an Ordinance repealing the existing 
Downtown San Pedro Community Design Overlay (COO) District and boundaries (Ordinance No. 
179,935), in as much as the COO guidelines and standards have been merged into the CPIO. 

10. Approve the establishment of the Vinegar Hill HPOZ Expansion Area and Recommend that the City 
Council adopt the recommended boundaries of the proposed Vinegar Hill HPOZ Expansion Area, 
for the area containing the existing Vinegar Hill HPOZ and the Vinegar Hill expansion area as a 
merged area. 

11. Find that the boundaries of the Vinegar Hill HPOZ are appropriate and that the Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zone meets one or more of the required criteria pursuant to Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 12.20.3 F 3 (c). 

12. Recommend that the City Planning Commission approve the amended Vinegar Hill Preservation 
Plan to include the addition of guidelines for commercial rehabilitation and infill development. 

13. Find that the City Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004) and transmit the 
EIR to the City Council for certification. 

14. Recommend that the City Council consider a Statement of Overriding Considerations with the Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 

15. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the Findings, and direct staff to prepare 
additional environmental findings for City Council consideration. 

Staff: Kevin Keller 
Conni Pallini-Tipton (213) 978-1163 

The next scheduled regular meeting of the City Planning Commission 
will be held at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday. March 28. 2013 

Van Nuys City Hall Council Chamber, 2nd Floor 
14410 Sylvan Street 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

An Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

As a covered entity under Title 11 of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate. The 
meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Translation services, sign language interpreters, assistive listening 
devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services must be requested 72 hours prior to the meeting by calling the 
Planning Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300 or by email at CPC@lacity.org. 
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From: 

Sent: 

EM30099 

Pamela Clay <itsmusic@earthlink.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:06 PM 

To: tom.labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; 
luciralla.ibarra@lacity.org 

Subject: We strongly oppose the Millenium Project - thank you for taking our comments into 

consideration! 

Dear Honorable Councilmen LaBonge and Garcetti and City Staffers Williams and Ibarra, 

My husband, Bruce Bermudez, and I have been living in the Hollywood Dell for 22 years this year, and are 
deeply concerned about the proposed Millenium Project. 

Some of our concerns include: 

1. The height of the buildings, which would be more than 3 times the Historic Scale designation for 
Hollywood high rises (how can this even be thinkable?). 

2. The increased traffic. Hollywood is already congested - it is also unthinkable the impact the Millenium 
Project would have during the construction phase, as well as after it is built. I know developers may pitch 
you some great ideas about traffic abatement, but they wouldn't have to live with them, like we would be 
forced to be. Traffic in our little neighborhood has already changed drastically with all of the 
'mcmansions' that have been built, and continue to be erected. 

3. Where in the world are all of the office dwellers, restaurant and retail attendees of the proposed 
100,000 square feet supposed to park? The buildings only allocate parking spaces for the 
apartments. PLEASE don't let this project go through!!! 

4. Transformation of the Hollywood skyline. Please don't let this happen. 

5. Blocking of the Hollywood sign from various city locations. 

6. No planning for any additions to infrastructure, water, police or fire. (What?!!!) 

7. And finally, approval of the Millennium Project as it's presented does not mean that what is proposed 
will actually go down the way it was proposed. What? PLEASE don't let this project come to be! 

Thank you very much for your time and attention in this crucial matter, and for your service to our 
community. 

Sincerely, 
Pamela C. Magathan (Bermudez) 
2401 Holly Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Toujours L'Amour XOX 
www . pamelacl ay . com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30100 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:20 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29789 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
rita ryack 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 5:43 PM, rita ryack <meankitty@earthlink.net> wrote: 
As a 20 year Hollywood resident I absolutely oppose the Millennium Project development and support the 
appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
22 year development? Are you kidding me? This will destroy Hollywood's unique historical character, bring 
unimaginable traffic and parking problems, create air and noise pollution, block the open sky, and make 
Hollywood an urban nightmare and a crappy place to live. 
I beg you to oppose this ill-conceived project. We have enough development in the city of Hollywood. 

Thank you, 
Rita Ryack 
Beachwood Canyon 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29923 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:55 AM 
Richard Truscott 
Re: Attention: Safety Risk to Students that will shape Hollywood's FUTURE 

Good morning, 
Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:43 PM, Richard Truscott <richard truscott@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Rich Truscott. I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts here 
in Hollywood and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect 'ALL' of the AMOA L.A. campus, this includes our 1777 Vine St. address, as well as, 
the 6305 Yucca St. address . The impacts from Millennium at AMOA L.A. will be enormous, yet 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission 
should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. The need to be revised 
immediately, as I have been very closely following this project for the last couple of years now, and this 
project is by far the most exciting for myself. Thank you for considering us as an important school of 
Hollywood and of all that is the entertainment industry. We are a raising school, that one day will be the 
next Julliard, but we need health students and faculty to make that happen. 

Sincerely, 

Rich C.A. Truscott 

P. S. If you ever need help, I volunteer to bridge any gap between the project and my 
school, as I am graduating and I would pride myself in helping make this project the 
biggest impact in the heart Hollywood. 

RichardC.A. Truscott@qmail.com 

323-703-6730 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM30101 

Tara Taylor <ttaylor@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:32 PM 
Cynthia Maj 
Protect AMDA/Millenium Project 

My name is Tara Taylor. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require that Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium 
on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you, 

Tara A. Taylor 
Education Coordinator 
AM DA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca Street, Los Angeles, CA 90028 
323.603.5967 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Luci, 

EM26758 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org > 

Friday, March 08, 2013 9:01 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
CPC-2008-3440 et. al. (Cover through A-11) 
Millennium-cover to A-11.pdf 

I just wanted to get my comments on the above-referenced section to you as soon as possible. Some notations 
were just my thinking out loud. There are only minor edits, which you may accept or decline. 

I will get the rest of the sections to you by Monday. Please feel free to call me if you have any questions on the 
edits. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 3 51 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 37 4-5066 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

--City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC~-. 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
200 North Spring Street . 
~gt~:n91!!i~n~m~§:r§~\8.9~ftl!~§p1:'1~·rff,~€If; 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 
Plan Area: 
Specific Plan: 
Certified NC: 

CU-ZV-HD ~ 
ENV-2011-0675-EI R l 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 
13 
Hollywood 
None 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: 
Hollywood United 
Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: Zone:· 

Proposed: C2-2-SN 

Zone Change/Height District 
Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 
Conditional Use, Zone Variance 
and Site Plan Review appealab!e to 
City Council. (per L.AM.C. Section 
12.36 C). 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 

Mullin 

Expiration Date: ~t?t1rng~~,1~9:t~ 

PROJECT 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
LOCATION: .1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street 

PROPOSED The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mlxed-
PROJECT: use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 

subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with each site consisting of up to two towers measuring 585 feet and 220 feet in the maximum 

\,.,.n~ height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
ha-·w'l.YV>G\~'"""" J hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
r~r- , foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 

square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the 
uses from those listed above in complian~ with the land use equivalency program and 
development regulation. A minimum of ~rade level open space will be provided for 
buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 1 ~grade level open space for buildings taller 

than 550 feet Bp..u_Q ttA--~~ 
REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 
boldl 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the eertification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measur:s, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerati.ons. _ ....... '"'~ 7 ~~;A . _ .\~ ". 

~~~,·~~ n· 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV ~D: . 

1. Pursuant to Section .12. 32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2; 
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CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-DA-HD Page2 

j 2. 
/~ ( .~~[· 

Pursuant to Section 12.3:Brl, A Height District Change '20' to '2", ~moving the ,"D" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1 In lieu .of tpe 4.5:1 currently permitted; ' 

'?V"'-) ..... OCJ\ 
Pursuant to Section 12.24.~4 and 12.2~ Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel 
use within 500 feet of a R Zone;"~..... ~\.) ·P) ~.,·co\ ''' '"" {\ c ~ 

·¥"'-' V'· C)'V ()y'CA \..,r 

Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 
a. allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19); 
b. permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1); 
~permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W,18(a)); 

Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
b. allow less thafU!le required parking the sports club/fitness facility; 

IB · 6lc.f1~· L.. t.bW 
Pursuant to Section 1 i.2"1'l-A,4(y), City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On
Slte Parking for Transp"¥ation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared on-site parking; 

Pursuant to Article 6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City CEQA 
Guidelines, Adopt ENV-2011-0675-EIR and accompanying mitigation measures and 
Mitigation and Reporting Monitoring Program as the environmental clearance for the proposed 
project. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. 

3. 

Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 

~ {.f!ndings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
-::=: proposed project and find that: -· , ~'kt>...? 

().C '¥C""°'- -. 
a. The Environmental Impact Repo#IR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 

the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with 'the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 
from C4-20-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6:14\ f\ 

c_.; °'v 
Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 

Approve a Conditional Use to allow Floor Area averaging a unified development to allow the use of 
the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. ? ]\ 

' ~\('\ 
00-(JS fJ(' 

'\~~ 
y!J'P' 
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5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 

7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared 
on-site parking. 

10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the 'T' 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio l barra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 Nort/7 Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The project site ls located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project lnvolves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site, The development involves approximately 1, 166,970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures, The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelllng units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of two buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quaHty food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approxlmately 1, 166, 970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6:1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivaiency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement-will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated with the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed ln the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand, Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
from, or more or less restrictive than)(the zoning or land use regulations in the ~Ol? Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) the Development Regulations shall prevail,, ..a.Rel \D-Jhere the 

/ .· . 

RL0028766 



EM26764 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU-CU-ZV-HD A-2 

Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General 
Plan shall prevaiL 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has been established by 
the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the 
project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be 
modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total 
peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework within which 
proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 
limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental 
impacts would occur above those oodresseJI as part of the environmental review for the Project 
as set forth in the El R. (cJ..Q,~'i~ rr< 

Background M ~ 
The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identify and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No. 2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the Project Site in the General Plan. The C4-20-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 20. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "D" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" Development 
Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3:1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted 
Supplemental Sign Use District ("SN") pursuant to Ordinance No. 176, 172. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
R5 Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted.lA.dditionally, the project is subject to the adopted Hollywood .. , .-1 
Signage Supplemental Use District which is discussed ·abov~ -:r: UJcCtfl.d.. \O·V'f- 1..n .t\~~ 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with direct 
access to a major public transit station (Hol!ywoodNine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fa9ade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garba..ae area and a parking~ttendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story and approximate 1,800 square-foot rental 
car business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 

~f)i) ~ 
fd~:tz 
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is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. q 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing us~s related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy ln the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of _ .J. 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office sgace, and......-0-fl""Y"" 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi-
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and west halves of the project site_ 

~ 
Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenuez is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision 
consisting of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 

r office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 

~ ~ mor~ than 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the 

/ 

? / existing office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square 
feet), approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency 
on February 6, 2009 with an appeal period end date of March 4, 2013. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the / 
entitlements in VTT-71837 and CPC-2013-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-HD-ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 2CIY(; '? 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Map Symbols, Footnotes, 
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Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District so as to improve the 
regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as well as the location of and 
coverag·e area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

j 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6:1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67 450: On April 1 , 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the RS Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13, 790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
j Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 

Supplemental Use District and ~oject Permit Compliance for signage, and Conditional 
Uses allowing for· the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, 
and restaurant uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a 
property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map ""'i..J/ 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartmen~~~~ 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue<J (;jf-
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del mar Avenue. 

? 
CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone Change from C4-2&J C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D 
and [T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a Height District change to modify the "D" limitation to permit a 
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maximum floor area ratio of 4.5:1; a Zone Variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q)R3-1XL Parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1 XL Parcel in lieu of 
the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a Zone Variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No. 3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a Zone Variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where / 
th@use is in the C4 Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and Site Plan Review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street This case has been allowed to ? 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. \....; ~ ~ • 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
rfo. _gonditiona! use permitting the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 

on-site consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. · 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning / 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines V 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space . t..: 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Are~etween 4.5:1 and 6:1 in V"AA'"'O 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for.· 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. ~ 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative ~Cf) 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development rangin in height from 75 to / 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartmen u nits a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a Qonditional 
~ allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expandea 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
· ;:dlowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 
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ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a ,9.0nditional ).I.Se permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

Walkability 

The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, Guidance for Entitlement Review (Walkability 
Checklist) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning 
and specifies urban design guidelines that are generally applicable to all projects requiring 
discretionary approval for new construction. Consisting of objectives, goals, and implementation 
strategies, the Wa!kability Checklist cites various design elements intended to improve the 
pedestrian environment, p(otect neighborhood character, and promote high-quality urban form. 
Such topics as sidewalks, crosswalks/street crossings, on-street parking, utilities, building 
orientation, off-street parking and driveways, on-site landscaping, building fa9ades, and building 
signage and lighting are addressed and should be considered in the design of a project. 

The project satisfies various relevant elements of the Walkability Checklist, including the 
following: 

Sidewalks: The project will preserve the Hollywood Walk of Fame along Vine Street, and 
improve sidewalks along Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue, and Ivar Avenue. In addition, the 
project will include pedestrian connections transitioning the public right-of-way with mid-
block connections throughout the project, allowing path of travel from Ivar Avenue ~ ..,1.-b\'1"\ 
across Vine Street, and reaching the project's e_g§t J:2[Qje_ct frontage along Argyle G!/JIJ5 ·~ ct-' 

. !,.,JC' Avenue. The pathways within pedestrian level public plazas will include street furniture, ~-0;" 
~,.... -1../"'l lighting, and landscaping with a consistent use of materials, colors, and furnishings • 
~~· throughout, which will enhance the pedestrian experience. 

I? ~~u 
vJ;5 Building Orientation: The Development Regulations associated with the project include 

provisions that ensure active street-level frontages with entrances that are visible from 
the street and sidewalk, and developed to the property line, consistent with the pattern of 
development in the immediate vicinity. 

Off-Street Parking & Driveways: Curb cuts for vehicular driveways shall be located no 
closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets unless approved by DOT to be a leg 
of the intersection, access driveways to parking facilities not located at signalized 
intersections will not exceed 28 feet in width, parking and loading access shall be shared 
where feasible and priority placement within parking structures will be given to bike 
parking, car-share parking, and other alternative vehicles. Moreover, pedestrian access 
to parking facilities shall be directly from the street or from within the building tf.QI)an ~ 
underground garage. ~rt\ ~ J"" 

r et"'"" 
On-Site Landscaping: The Development Regulations provide for a minimum of 10% of 
grade level open space to be landscaped with softscape or water features, and calls for 
the use of a seasonally diverse use of plant material with 30% of all landscaping to be 

~ 
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Issues 

California Native or drought tolerant. The open space is characterized to be planted as a 
single area or multiple singles areas with each single area having a minimum size of 100 ~ 
square feet. -

Building Facade & Lighting: The Development Regulations provide Street Wall 
standards which include the use of articulation, consisting of massing, fenestration, 
varied textures, openings, recesses, and design accents. Also, architectural elements, 
such as balconies, verandas, and porches will add additional character. 

The pubic comment period on the Draft EIR concluded on December 10, 2012, and the public 
hearing on the project was held on February 19, 2013. The following discussion is a summary 
of the recurring issues that were raised during both the environmental review as well as the 
testimony received at th~ hearing. / 

Traffic: Numerous letter~nd speakers, predominantly hillside residents, cited existing traffic 
. conditions in their neighborhoods and expressed concerns over the potentially detrimental 
conditions that may result from the intensity and density of development) particularly along 
Franklin Avenue, which serves as a parallel east-west route along the US-101 Freeway. 

The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic 
conditions, (2011 ), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS) of A through D, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one 
intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines 
on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for 
protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The 
addition of the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future (2020) at 
all study intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is 
defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when 
the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections would 
continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 intersections are 
anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or both peak hours with or without the 
project With the addition of project and the project-related traffic mitigation measures, however, 
the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. Of these, five study intersections 
would remain at a significant level even with the implementation of mitigation measures, 
meaning there was minimal improvement to the CMA (less than 0.01 O).ll\s such, while residents 
expressed concern about the traffic impacts, . the analysis has determined that area will 

nonetheless experience diminished levels of service even w~thout .. thlpr~~\~~.;a~~~~~1.) . _ · .. , 
.__~-U 0 ,rJ .. eJ,~ 0 1\ \ h .J(<A_l.ilf;..;.-\-hL P;y\C,L\.U/.J,. 

Height/FAR increase '(..)-\ G ((<.c};~ c.0' t"'\·~J\..OU""f, d ~ ~~'wt\\ 
' "1 ' h,...c>--S cN._.Jr;.£;{'N\'l i-:~,f-'\ ~ '\u/l> .. Ll--

. \'.• o t·,1i,.1 Ml .. ,,VO ,n:.~'<i\ , ~"\\'$ \,.,,>J~, df. 
Severa! speakers at the public hearing, including Councilman Tom LaBonge (CD 4), cited \p~,~U: 
concerns with the proposed height and scale of the project, which is proposed under the ~wl0 ,\~' 
Development Regulations to range from 220 feet to 585 feet (approximately 55 stories). The ~Fvc'"· ~ 
tallest existing structures within the Hollywood Community Plan area stand at approximately 20 
stories, including the Sunset Vine Tower, and an office building at 6265 Sunset Boulevard. In 
addition, speakers stated that allowing an FAR of 6:1 would set a precedent not previously 
experienced in Hollywood. 
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The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) and 
the. proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation is intended to 
accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential density, recognizing the need to 
promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, while simultaneously addressing "the 
needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment, and tourism." \\.OOJ~~ 

l,.Jl~ ()A.. .\-p 

The 'D' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 165,659, limits 
buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, · exceeo ),.FAR of 
3: 1 if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program 
and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any Designs for Development 
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan allowed a 4.5:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA approval. Although the CRA has since been 
dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, / 
allowing a 6: 1 FAR for properties in the Regional Center Commercial land use designatio~ V 
which have been approved by the City Planning Commission and conforrr@with the Holly~~o~ .• a.&. 
Redevelopment Plan (CRA). ~ ~2.~~ ··· 
Despite opposition to the 6: 1 FAR, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood ~~11 

Redevelopment Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6: 1 P.. ' 
FAR, including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review 
for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAAITT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines nn~A. 

j abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space ~ 
requirements for commercial projects, aii"d a Floor Area ratio between 4.5:1 and 6:1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6250-6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

Density 

The project was approved under VTT-71837-CN for the development of 492 residential 
condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 215,000 square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new 
and 114,303 square feet of existing office space, 35,000 square feet of fitness/sports club use, 
and 15,000 square feet of restaurant use. The project is subject to an exception in LAMC 
Section 12.22-A, 18(a), which permits any use in the R5 Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .5, C2, 
C4, or C5 Zones provided that said lot is located .in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The R5 Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per 
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dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As such, the project, 
as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project site. 

~ AMOA - Sensitive Receptor 

'\AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMOA") is adjacent to the proposed / 
project with an approximate 2-acre campus in Hollywood,..)Mitl which includes a structure at 
1777 Vine Street. AMOA is a performing arts school and the mid-century 1777 Vine Street 

. building includes classrooms in addition to studios, office, computer lab and a student lounge. At ~( 
the public hearing, a legal representative for AMOA,lanci)A.MOA staff and students1voiced their a~~ 
concerns about potential impacts the proposed project would have on their scnool and the 
functions associated at 1777 Vine Street The school contends that due to the types of activities ,,..,-,.,-

Nl .. v\,t? that occur at this .§i.te, it should be considered a sensitive receptor and tp.aladditional mitigation 
1.....,.v·~ - is needed to safeguard the school from noise/vibration and air quality impacts. According to the 

testimony of a representative of the AMOA, certain rooms have been altered to facilitate noise 
attenuation for certain music and voice activities, and that an air filtration system for the building 'L . 7 

.., has been installed. po~~ ~..,..,1)-t ~.,. ~~ ()...v 'Y ~~· l • 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive . 
receptors. In this instance, AMOA is located in a heavily urbanized and heavily trafficked area, 
approximately one block south of the US-101 Freeway. It is located adjacent to a surface 
parking lot (West Site), which has the inherent expectation for high intensity development by 
virtue of its locatlon in the Hollywood area, its Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation, and the permitted uses and densities allowed in the C4 Zone. 

~ 
A sensitive receptor, as defined in the G11idance 9eeul"l'le:Rts ef tfle South Coast Air Quality 

·Management District (SCAQMD)" Guidance Documents, which has jurisdiction in LA County, is 
. "a person in the population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to exposure to . · 
· ah air cc;irtaminant." Land uses where these sensitive receptors are typically located include: 

Schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers 
Long-term health care facilities 

- ·Rehabilitation centers 
Convalescent Centers 
Hospitals 
Retirement Homes 
Residences 

The property at 1777 Vine Street does not include a school, playground, or childcare center or 
medical-based services or operations which would warrant designation as a sensitive receptor 
as it pertains to air quality. . , ... \/'\ 1 w lol('.'\JV' • 

With respect to noise and vibration, page IV. H-15 of the Draft E!R, a~ AMOA's student 
housing facilities are located north of the project site across Yucca Steet, the Franklin Building, 

. . the.Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview-,Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the. Vine Street 

I. Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMOA student housing in the 
· EIR)and which have been identified as noise-sensitive receptors. Short-term construction noise 
· .• and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses were considered significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation. However, the ElR included the most stringent available mitigation measures 
that would minimize noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses to the maximum 
extent feasible, irrespective of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Despite the maximized level of mitigation for noise and vibration, again for the short-term 

Lf :I"~~ l.o\'1"~ ~~ 
~~~~ ~~¥3Vm5 

SV +-~ _ ri.o/'vr? 
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y 
construction impacts that were deemed significant and unavoidable, two mitigation measures, 
H-3 and H-7, were amended to address AMDA's concernso,to include all immediately adjacent 
structures, including 1777 Vine Street, in the mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as 
follows: 

H~3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on 
the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the 
nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 
potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to.the maximum ex1;ent feasible during construction. 

Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted, the testimony received at the public hearing, and the 
proposed project's compliance with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
the former Hollywood Community Plan (1988), and the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 

-~ the Depa~ment of City Planning is recommending that the City Planning Commission: 

.:~,fJ '-ef' Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 to permit the use of a sports club/fitness facility 
i/J;J # on the project site, not otherwise allowed in the C4 Zone. The sports club/fitness facility is a -1.iSe 

11' $ t · · ~ithin a mixed-use development providing~ 

VJ' L.---r..,. \,i.\ ~ M . ~ ~L..h ~C>ltl. i1>~ ~ 'v . a both residents and employees of the roject site. ~enc.A. QJ\..o\ <1'f°P ~ 

O" Approve a Height District Change from '20' to '2't\.removing the "D" Limitation to allow a Floor 

1~io of 6: 1, consisten~FAR incentive provided for in the Regional Center Commercial 
~~ land use designation of the Hollywood Community Plan, and wfiieh is ooRsistent with other .....-" 

developments previously approved under the CRA's approval process for 6:1 FAR 

j 

Approve the_.conditjooal use requests to allow live entertainment and on-site sales of alcohol/ / 
within the development. These uses would satisfy the Hollywood Community Plan's objectives 
of encouraging the nightlife activity in Hollywood, by providing uses which extend commercial 
operating hours thereby enhancing pedestrian activity and (solidifie~ Hollywood as an ~ 
entertainment destination for residents and tourists alike. ~ Y 
Approve a conditional use to allow floor area averaging across a unified developmen!(,\as it will 
ensure that the project, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, is constructed as a sinQ(e project 
with guarantees ~ design elements ~nd related improvements will be continuously 
maintained.) CeM>\~ t-n ~~ ~~~-~~~~\>~l\k( 

Approve the associated vari§nces for above ground~\li8[o, dining allowing the project ta~~ 
provide an amenity to hotel guests, residents, and visitors~ tak#advantage of the Los Ange. le~ · F1Wt 
climate, skyline views, and which reinforces Hollywood J as a destination for nightlife and ~k> 
entertainment ~ dJJt· lo 

j. t,~ ~ IUO C?vpS · ... 
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Approve the related variance for reduced parking for the fitness use and for shared and reduced 
on-site parking for transportation alternatives for the entire project, recognizing that the project ls 
permitted several exceptions to the parking requirements of the code, including reductions for 
mixed-use projects, projects located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, and projects "'7 

located in proximity to mass transit. ~~ ~ ~ cµJ«~~~· 

The requested entitlements would redevelop. and intensify an underutilized site imgroyed with .rf ~ 
surface parking and which preserves the iconic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings. The l:fV~ 7 
project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that satisfies the Community Plan's 4.,.~, 
jobs-housing balance while recognizing the need to offer entertainment-related uses that identify ~· .,._, 
the character of Hollywood, encourage a critical mass of economic activity, and improve the 
aesthetic character of community. Moreover, the project will encourage additional development 
on underutilized parcels while setting a precedent that the preservation of 'old' Hollywood can 
be accommodated with new development ( 

~w~~ 
~~ 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
. be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expe·nse to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

2. Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the· Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 

RL0028777 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29790 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
Halle Redman 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 7:15 PM, Halle Redman <ellahsue@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
As a long time resident of Hollywood I am writing this to let you know I am very opposed to the Millennium 
Project in Hollywood. The buildings are too high, traffic will be impacted, parking will be even worse. Maybe 
buildings on a smaller scale that conform to the current height limit and added sufficient parking and traffic 
solutions would be acceptable. Please do not let this project go forward. 

Thank you. 

Halle Redman 
2903 Nichols Canyon Rd 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29925 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:55 AM 
Jennifer Hoffman 
Re: AMDA Concerns: Stop the Millennium Project 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:39 PM, Jennifer Hoffman <jennifer hoffman@amda.edu> wrote: 

Hello, 

My name is Jenny Hoffman. I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and will continue to be for the next two years. I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium 
provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
effects could not only inhibit our learning, but may also be a health hazard. We are all striving to become 
well rounded performers, a dream most of us have had since childhood. I would hate for any of us to be 
negatively affected by this project. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. Thank you. 

Jenny Hoffman 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29791 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
Duane Capizzi 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Good morning, 
Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 6:06 PM, Duane Capizzi <daffycap@gmail.com> wrote: 

To whom this may concern, regarding the above: 

I supporting the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
I oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
I opposing the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
I oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 
I oppose unlimited height for the buildings 
I oppose the negligible traffic mitigations 
I oppose the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built 
outside of the "Transit Corridor") 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Duane Capizzi 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM30102 

Andrea Martinez <amartinez@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:33 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Please protect AMDA during immense building construction! 

My name is Andrea Martinez. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Andrea Martinez 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29926 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:55 AM 
Cynthia Maj 
Re: Protect AMDA I Millenium Project 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:33 PM, Cynthia Moj <CMoj@amda.edu> wrote: 

Attention Hollywood City Officials: 

Hello, my name is Cynthia Maj. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. 

The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it 
is currently proposed 

Thank you, 

Cynthia Mo} 

Director of Education Services 
AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca Street, Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Ph:323.603 .5900 Fx: 323.469.3350 

www.amda.edu 

This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by 
reply email immediately. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29927 
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EM26775 

Subject: Millennium Staff Rpt 

Location: Rm 750 

Start: 3/19/2013 2:30 PM 

End: 3/19/2013 3:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: dan.scott@lacity.org; Lisa Webber; Sergio Ibarra 

Resources: Rm 750 

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggZGFulnNjb3ROQGxhY 
210eS5vcmc&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYT 
Q5YmRiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1 ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Tue Mar 19, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map <http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Rm+750+&hl=en>) 
Calendar 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes <https ://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
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action=RESPON D&eid=OG8zM DhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjgqZGFulnN jb3R 
OQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=1 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYTQ5Ym 
RiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Maybe <https://www.qooqle.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=OG8zM DhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjgqZGFulnN jb3R 
OQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=3 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYTQ5Ym 
RiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=OG8zM DhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjgqZGFulnN jb3R 
OQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=2 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYTQ5Ym 
RiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggZGFulnNjb3ROQGxhY 
210eS5vcmc&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYT 
Q5YmRiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1 ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account dan.scott@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar dan.scott@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130319T2130002 
DTEND:20130319T2230002 
DTST AM P:20130308T17 40222 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130308T1740212 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report\nView your ev 
ent at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnV 
yaDVkMzl2cTNz2jJwbjgg2GFulnNjb3ROQGxhY210eS5vcmc&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYX 

JyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnODdm2jMxNjUzYTQ5YmRi2GMOOT2jODJiNDgyMDl42GU12TllMjU 
02A&ct 
z=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T17 4022Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29928 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:55 AM 
Pamela Forbes 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:28 PM, Pamela Forbes <pamela forbes@amda.edu> wrote: 
Hello, 

My name is Pamela Forbes.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you for your time and consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Forbes 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29792 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
Jocelyne Fine 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 8:06 PM, Jocelyne Fine <jocsto@yahoo.com> wrote: 
Even though I am not a resident of Hollywood, I once was and I have taken visitors there many 
times. I believe this project is misguided and will alter the character of this landmark area. Already 
too many times has Los Angeles lost historical buildings and has had entire neighborhoods erased to 
make way to developments. This project - if allowed to proceed - will forever alter Hollywood and its 
skyline. It will also create even more traffic congestion and impact the infrastructure and the 
environment. 
Please reconsider this project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Jocelyne Fine 
North Hollywood 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0028788 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

EM30103 

Jenny Yu <jyu@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:33 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

AMDA & Hollywood Millennium 

My name is Jenny. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you 
require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Jenny'Yu 
Marketing Associate 
AM DA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
Office: (323) 603-5915 
www.AMDA.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM29533 

Michelle Mowery <michelle.mowery@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 22, 2013 1 :27 PM 
Emily Dwyer 
Nathan Baird 
Fwd: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 

Attachments: Comparison Result #407722898v7Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood Draft 1 9 
13 (compared with.pdf 

We seem to have dropped the ball on this one. Too late to provide input? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:36 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
To: Tomas Carranza <Tomas.Carranza@lacity.org>, Michelle Mowery <michelle.mowery@lacity.org> 

Its great to have Emily on the other side of these things. 

Can we have a quick discussion about this on Tuesday? To see if there's anything else we might request? Or 
maybe we're already getting everything we want? 

-Nate 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 3:19 PM 
Subject: Bicycle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 
To: Nathan Baird <nate.baird@lacity.org> 
Cc: Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 

Hi Nate, 

Here is the language in the Community Benefits of the Development Agreement for Hollywood Millennium. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. As we discussed, let me 
know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it 
was already included in the TDM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative 
solutions to achieve the intent of these community benefits. 

(a) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the First 
Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall maintain bicycle amenities 
at the Project in accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3. l.3.5(b). Bicycle amenities in the First 
Phase of Project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development 
Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the Initial West Portion Phase 
shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated 
bicycle ways between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle users to 
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such facilities. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such 
bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for conformance with the requirements of 
this subsection 3.1.3.S(b). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program, and provide 
information regarding use of such facilities. 

Thanks! 
Emily 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity.org 

Michelle Mowery 
Sr. Bicycle Coordinator 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation Bicycle Program 
100 S. Main Street, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 972-4962 

www.bicyclela.org 
http: /lladotbi kebloq. word press.com 
http:/lwww.facebook.com/LADOTBikeProqram 
http: /!twitter. com/#! /LADOTBi keProq 
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RECORDING REQlJESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

EM29535 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

NO RECORDING FEE- PUBLIC AGENCY - GOVERNMENT CODE §6103 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

by and among 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 

1750NORTH VINELLC, 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 

and 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC 

-1-

(Space above for Recorder's Use) 

OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 
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a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including any 
board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in 
the process of approving or disapproving a particular activity, as 
distinguished from an activity which merely requires the City and/or any 
City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
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1.15 "East Parcel" ...... ....... ........ ....... ........ ........ ........ ...... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 3 

1...3. means the portion of the Propertv located to the east of Vine Street as 
depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto . ................................................................ 3 

1.16 "EIR" ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 3 

1.4 means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-_, certified by the City in 
accordance with the requirements of CEQA. .......................................... ....... .. ....... 3 

1.17 "Effective Date" ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 3 

1...S. is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the 
City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the 
City of Los Angeles ... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... 3 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" ........................................................................................ . 3 

.L..6. means the land use equivalency program, as more fully described in 
Section 3.2.5 of this AgreemeHt aHcl the Projeet AflflFOvals.3 below and 
Section 4.2 of the Development Guidelines, which allows land uses to be 
developed on the Property to be exchanged among the permitted land uses 
so long as the limitations of such equivalency program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum Floor Area. All permitted 
land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of other 
permitted land uses on the Property under the Equivalency Program once 
the maximum FAR is reached .......................................................................... ........ 3 

1.19 "Existing Improvements" ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ .4 

1..1 means the existing buildings, structures and improvements located within 
the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty 
Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced 
pursuant to this Agreement. ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ........ ....... .4 

1.20 "Fees" ......... .. ............ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ....... 4 

1....8. means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City .. ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ...... .4 

1.21 "First Phase" ...... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ................................................... .. 4 

1..2. means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the Property 
without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For 
clarification any modification to an existing improvement on the Property 
will NOT constitute construction of a new building in accordance with this 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 
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definition even if building permits are required in connection with such 
improvement ...... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ......... 4 

1.22 "Floor Area" ............. ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...................................................... .4 

1.10 means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code ....... ....... ....... ........ .4 

1.23 "General Plan" ....................................................................................................... 4 

1.11 means the General Plan of the City ... .................................................................. .... .4 

1.24 "Impact Fees" ......................................................................................................... 4 

1.12 means impact fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share 
charges or other similar impact fees or charges imposed on and in 
connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable 
Rules. Impact Fees do not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or 
(ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general applicability, provided that 
such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ..... ......... ....... 4 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" .......... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... ... ...... .. ...... .. ..... .4 

1.13 in each instance will be deemed to be followed by the phrase "without 
limitation" .. ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... 4 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" ................................................................................... .4 

1.14 means the first Phase to be developed on the East Parcel... ..... ......... ....... ....... ........ .4 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" .................................................................................. .4 

1.15 means the first Phase to be developed on the West Parcel. ..... ........ ....... ........ ........ .4 

1.28 "Litigation" .............. .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .4 

1.16 means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, 
implementation or enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly 
relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, the EIR and/or the Project 
Approvals ................................................................................................................. 4 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" ..... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... .. 4 

1..11 means the permits, approvals, plans, inspections, certificates, documents, 
licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the City in order for 
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Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits 
and Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions ...... ....... ......... ..... ........ .4 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" ............. ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 5 

1.18 means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for each potential 
environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation 
monitoring program adopted as a condition of approval of the EIR and/or 
Project Approvals ..................................................................................................... 5 

1.31 "Mortgage" ...... ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.19 means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale leaseback, 
or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for 
fair value, encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or 
Developer's interest in this Agreement, given by Developer for the 
purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements 
thereon, or any other purpose ................................................................................... 5 

1.32 "Mortgagee" ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 5 

1.20 means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, any 
administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or 
(iii) with respect to any parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale
leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee title under a Mortgage who 
has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 6.1.4 
of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such 
holder, beneficiary or lessor ..................................................................................... 5 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" ... ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ . 5 

1.21 is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. .... ..................................................... 5 

1.34 "Municipal Code" ..... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...................................................... . 5 

1.22 means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the same may 
exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used 
in the context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code as of the Effective Date of this Agreement. .................... 5 

1.35 "Parties" .... ....... ....................................................................................................... 5 

1.23 means collectively Developer and the City ............................................................. 5 

1.36 "Party" ...... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... 5 

1.24 means any one of Developer or the City .... ....... ....................................................... 5 

SMRH:408001110.l 
020613 

-IV- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0028796 



EM29540 

1.37 "Phase" ....... .. ............ ........ ........ ........ ......... ........ ...... ........ ........ ....... ........ ......... ........ 5 

1.25 means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction of 
replacement improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as 
a single construction project. For the pumoses of avoiding doubt 
renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will not constitute a Phase . .... ....... 5 

1.38 "Planning Commission" ........... ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 5 

1.26 means the City Planning Commission and the planning agency of the City 
pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code 
(Development Agreement Act) .. ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... 5 

1.39 "Planning Director" ............................................................................................... 5 

1.27 means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her designee .. ....................... 5 

1.40 "Proceeding" ........................................................................................................... 5 

1.28 is defined in Section 7. 9 .1 ........................................................................................ 5 

1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" ............................................................................. 6 

1.29 means all processing fees and charges required by the City or any City 
Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, project 
permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, 
encroachment permits, tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right 
lots, street vacations and certificates of occupancy which are necessary to 
accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. Expressly exempted 
from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted 
after the Effective Date, except as specifically provided for in this 
Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include those linkage fees, 
impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be 
calculated at time of payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and 
Charges to be applied in connection with the development of the Project 
shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time an 
application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is 
established by the City in a subsequent agreement.. ................................................ 6 

1.42 "Project" .... ....... .................................................................................................. ..... 6 

1.30 means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the Project 
Approvals and the Development Regulations .......................................................... 6 

1.43 "Project Approvals" ........ ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... 6 
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1.31 those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which have been 
requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are 
comprised of (1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the 
"D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 
12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; (2) Vesting 
Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a 
R Zone per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; 
(3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio averaging in a unified 
development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing 
per Municipal Code Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance 
from Municipal Code Section 12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with 
outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal Code § 12.27; 
(6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce 
parking required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) 
Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a project that creates 
a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; 
and (9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map dividing the Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" 
lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air space lots 
into a maximum 897 condominium units ................................................................ 6 

1....4..4. "Property" ........ ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... 6 

1.32 shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally 
described in Exhibit A-2 attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, the Property 
shall not include the Third Party Property ....................................................... ........ 6 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" .......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....................................................... 6 

1.33 means the rights and authority excepted from this Agreement's restrictions 
on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take 
future Discretionary Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement 
that may be in conflict with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals, 
but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and are 
generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural 
disasters as found by the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and 
similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to Chapter IX of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire 
Code) regarding the construction, engineering and design standards for 
private and public improvements and which are (a) necessary to the health 
and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally applicable on 
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a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of 
God); (3) are necessary to comply with state or federal laws and 
regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the Effective Date 
of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute 
Processing Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its 
actual costs in processing applications, permit requests and approvals of 
the Project or in monitoring compliance with permits issued or approvals 
granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the Project, 
unless otherwise waived by the City ........................................................................ 6 

1.46 "Term" ...... ....... ....................................................................................................... 7 

1.34 means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof ........................................................................ 7 

1.47 "Third Party Property" .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... 7 

1.35 means the portion of the Property that is not owned by Developer as of the 
Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 
attached hereto .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .. ...... 7 

1.48 "Transferee" ........................................................................................................... 7 

1.36 means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in interest, 
assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may 
include Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any 
individual residential dwelling unit developed on the Site will not be 
deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. ................................................................. 7 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" ..... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ....... 7 

1.37 means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 approved by the City on 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

, 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision 
of up to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units .... ....... ....... 7 

1.50 "West Parcel" ......................................................................................................... 7 

1.38 means the portion of the Property located to the west of Vine Street as 
depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto .. ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..... 7 

1.51 "1720 Owner" ......................................................................................................... 7 

1.39 means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ..... ....... ......... 7 

1.52 "1749 Owner" ........... ....... ......... ....... ......... ......... ..................................................... 7 
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1.40 means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company .... ........ ......... 7 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. .. .. ...... .. ..... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ....... 7 

2.1 State Enabling Statute ........................................................................................... 7 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions ... ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ..... .. ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... 8 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. .................................................................................. 8 

2.4 Applicability of the Agreement ...... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ........... ... 10 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES .............................................................................. 10 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer ..................................... ... 10 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City .......................................... 17 

3.3 Third Party Property .......................................................................................... .22 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .22 

4.1 Annual Review .................................................................................................... .22 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .23 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination ....... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .23 

4.4 Appeal by Developer ........ .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ..... .. .... .. ....... .. ...... ... ..... .. ...... ... ...... .... .23 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance ....................................................................... .23 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure ................................................... .24 

4.7 Termination or Modification of Agreement ... .................................................. .24 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs ..................................................................................... .24 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the 
Property ............................................................................................................... .24 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer .................................... .24 

4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation .... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .25 

5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS ................................................................................................ .25 

5.1 Default by Developer ...... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ...... .25 

5.2 Default by the City ............ ....... ....... ......... ....... .................................................... .26 
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5.3 No Monetary Damages .... ....... ........ ........ ........ ...... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ...... .26 

6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS ....... ........ ........ ........ ....... ........ ...... ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ...... .27 

6.2 Assignment. .......................................................................................................... .28 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... ........ ........ ........ ....... ......... ...... 30 

7.1 Effective Date ....................................................................................................... 30 

7.2 Term ... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... 30 

7.3 Appeals to City Council ....................................................................................... 30 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance ..................................... ... 30 

7.5 Dispute Resolution .......... ......... ....... ......... ....... ..................................................... 31 

7.6 Amendments ......................................................................................................... 32 

7.7 Covenants .. ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... 32 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation ...................................................................... 32 

7.9 Indemnification . ....... .. ..... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ..... 33 

7.10 Deposit ......... .. ..... ....... .. ...... .. ...... ....... .. ...... .. ...... .. .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ...... .. ..... 35 

7.11 Notices ....... ......... ....... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ..... ......... ....... ....... ......... ......... ..... 35 

7.12 Recordation .......................................................................................................... 36 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance ...... ......... ................................................... 36 

7.14 Successors and Assignees ........ ....... ......... ....... ..................................................... 36 
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7.16 Time of the Essence .. ............................................................................................ 36 
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7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries .. ....... ......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ......... ....... ......... ..... 37 

7.19 Entire Agreement ..... ................ ....... ......... ....... ..................................................... 37 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents ........ ...... 37 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate ........ ........ ........ ........ ........ ...... ......... ........ ....... ........ ........ ....... 37 
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7.22 Counterparts ..... ....... ........ ....... ........ ........ ......... ...... ........ ........ ........ ....... ........ ....... 37 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is executed this 
____ day of , 2013, by and among the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), 1720 NORTH VINE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1720 Owner"), 1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1749 Owner"), 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Owner"), 1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Argyle Owner", and collectively with the 1720 Owner, the 1749 Owner, 
and the Capitol Records Building Owner, the "Property Owners" ), and MILLENNIUM 
HOLLYWOOD LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with the Property Owners, 
"Developer"), pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., and the 
implementing procedures of the City, with respect to the following: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer recognize that the further development of the 
Property will create significant opportunities for economic growth in the City of Los Angeles, 
the Southern California region and California generally; 

WHEREAS, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that the Project, as 
defined below, may be developed in accordance with the Project Approvals, as defined below, 
and the terms of this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, Developer will implement public benefits above and beyond the 
necessary mitigation for the Project, including benefits and other consideration as noted in 
Section 2.3 .1; 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will 
not be reduced in density, height, or use, or be subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or 
policies unless otherwise allowed by this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement, the City is encouraging the 
development of the Project as set forth in this Agreement in accordance with the goals and 
objectives of the City, while reserving to the City the legislative powers necessary to remain 
responsible and accountable to its residents; and 

WHEREAS, Developer intends to redevelop the 4.46-acre site (the "Property"), 
as set forth in Exhibits A-1 and A-2 attached hereto, located at 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 
1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, and 1770N. Vine Street; 6236, 
6270, and 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733 and 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; and 1746, 1748, 1754, 
1760, and 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90028; 

WHEREAS, Developer anticipates that the Project will be completely built-out 
and operational by the year 2020, but is requesting a longer term in this Agreement to allow 
sufficient time for development in the unlikely event of delays caused by unforeseen economic 
conditions and other unforeseen factors such as, but not limited to, unanticipated site conditions 
and the unavailability of materials or labor shortages; 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

-1- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0028803 



EM29547 

WHEREAS, for the foregoing reasons, the Parties desire to enter into a 
development agreement for the Project pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, as defined 
below, and the City's charter powers upon the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development 
Agreement Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration of the premises and mutual 
promises and covenants herein contained and other valuable consideration the receipt and 
adequacy of which the Parties hereby acknowledge, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. DEFINITIONS. 

For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided or 
unless the context requires: 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Development Agreement, including all exhibits attached 
hereto and all amendments and modifications hereto. 

1.2 "Applicable Rules" means all of the rules, regulations, ordinances and officially 
adopted policies of the City in force as of the Effective Date, including, but not limited to, the 
Municipal Code, this Agreement (including the Development Regulations and all other 
attachments hereto) and Project Approvals. Additionally, notwithstanding the language of this 
Section or any other language in this Agreement, all specifications, standards and policies 
regarding the design and construction of public works facilities, if any, shall be those that are in 
effect at the time the applicable Project plans are being processed for approval and/or under 
construction but only to the extent not inconsistent with the Development Regulations or this 
Agreement. 

1.3 "Argyle Owner" means 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.4 "Assignment Agreement" means a written agreement between Developer (and/or 
any of them) and a Transferee of Developer (or any of them), consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement, in which the parties agree to specific obligations of this Agreement being transferred 
from such Developer to such Transferee. An Assignment Agreement may, but shall not be 
required to, allocate to the Transferee for its portion of the Property a defined portion of the 
Maximum Floor Area. 

1.5 "Capitol Records Building Owner" means 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company. 

1.6 "CEQA" means the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., Title 14, 
Sections 15000 et seq.). 

1.7 "City" means the City of Los Angeles, a charter City and municipal corporation. 
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1.8 "City Agency" means each and every agency, department, board, commission, 
authority, employee, and/or official acting under the authority of the City, including without 
limitation, the City Council and the Planning Commission. 

1.9 "City Council" means the City Council of the City and the legislative body of the 
City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code. 

1.10 "Conditions of Approval" means the conditions of approval issued in connection 
with the Project Approvals. 

1.11 "Denlopment PaFameteFs" meaHs , eolleetively, the DeveloIJmeHt RegulatioHs 
aHEi the BEJ:ttivaleHey Program. 

1.12 "Development Regulations" meaHs the MilleHHium Hollywooa, DeveloIJmeHt 
RegulatioHs: DesigH GuiaeliHes aHEi StaHEiaras attaehea as Exhibit B. 

1.11 "Developer" means, collectively or individually, as applicable, 1720 Owner, 
1749 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware 
liability company, and all of their respective Transferees. 

1.12 "Development Agreement Act" means means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of 
Division 1 of Title 7 (Sections 65864 et seq.) of the California Government Code. 

1.13 "Development Regulations" means the Millennium Hollywood Development 
Regulations: Design Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. 

.1...1A "Discretionary Action" means an action which requires the exercise of 
judgment, deliberation, or a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including 
any board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in the process of 
approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity which merely 
requires the City and/or any City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance with statutes, 
ordinances, or regulations. 

1.15 "East Parcel" means the portion of the Property located to the east of Vine Street 
as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.16 "EIR" means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-_, certified by the City in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. 

1.17 "Effective Date" is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk 
of the City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" means the land use equivalency program, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2.5 of this AgreemeHt aHEi the Projeet AIJIJrO'i'als.3 below and Section 4.2 
of the Development Guidelines, which allows land uses to be developed on the Property to be 
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exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of such equivalency program 
are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are 
identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum Floor Area. All permitted land use increases can 
be exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses on the Property under the 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. 

1.19 "Existing Improvements" means the existing buildings, structures and 
improvements located within the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

1.20 "Fees"means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City. 

1.21 "First Phase" means the first Phase in which a new building is added to the 
Property without regard to any minimum or maximum size of such building. For clarification 
any modification to an existing improvement on the Property will NOT constitute construction of 
a new building in accordance with this definition even if building permits are required in 
connection with such improvement. 

1.22 "Floor Area" means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

1.23 "General Plan" means the General Plan of the City."Impact Fees" means impact 
fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair share charges or other similar impact fees or 
charges imposed on and in connection with new development by the City pursuant to rules, 
regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set forth in the Applicable Rules. Impact Fees do 
not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or (ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general 
applicability, provided that such City-wide fees or charges are not imposed on impacts of new 
development. 

1.25 "include", "including", "includes" in each instance will be deemed to be 
followed by the phrase "without limitation". 

1.26 "Initial East Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the East 
Parcel. 

1.27 "Initial West Parcel Phase" means the first Phase to be developed on the West 
Parcel. 

1.28 "Litigation" means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, implementation or 
enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, 
the EIR and/or the Project Approvals. 

1.29 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" means the permits, approvals, plans, 
inspections, certificates, documents, licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the 
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City in order for Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits and 
Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions. 

1.30 "Mitigation Measures" means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for 
each potential environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation monitoring 
program adopted as a con di ti on of approval of the EIR and/ or Project Approvals. 

1.31 "Mortgage" means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale 
leaseback, or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for fair value, 
encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or Developer's interest in this Agreement, 
given by Developer for the purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements thereon, or any other 
purpose. 

1.32 "Mortgagee" means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, 
any administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or (iii) with respect to any 
parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale-leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee 
title under a Mortgage who has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 
6.1.4 of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such holder, beneficiary or 
lessor. 

1.33 "Mortgagee Successor" is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. 

1.34 "Municipal Code" means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the 
same may exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used in the 
context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as of 
the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

1.35 "Parties" means collectively Developer and the City. 

1.36 "Party" means any one of Developer or the City. 

1.37 "Phase" shall hctv'e the meaHiHg Eleserisea iH SeetieH 3.2.1 efthis AgreemeHt. 

1.25 means the demolition of Existing Improvements and construction ofreplacement 
improvements within the Project undertaken by Developer as a single construction project. For 
the pumoses of avoiding doubt renovation or repair of Existing Improvements will not constitute 
a Phase. 

1.38 "Planning Commission" means the City Planning Commission and the planning 
agency of the City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code (Development 
Agreement Act). 

1.39 "Planning Director" means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her 
designee. 

1.40 "Proceeding" is defined in Section 7.9.1. 
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1.41 "Processing Fees and Charges" means all processing fees and charges required 
by the City or any City Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, 
project permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, encroachment permits, 
tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right lots, street vacations and certificates of 
occupancy which are necessary to accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. 
Expressly exempted from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted after the Effective Date, 
except as specifically provided for in this Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include 
those linkage fees, impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be calculated at time of 
payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and Charges to be applied in connection with the 
development of the Project shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time 
an application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is established by the City 
in a subsequent agreement. 

1.42 "Project" means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the 
Project Approvals and the Development Regulations. 

1.43 "Project Approvals" those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which 
have been requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are comprised of 
(1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the "D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to 
C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; 
(2) Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a R Zone per 
Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; (3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio 
averaging in a unified development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing per Municipal Code 
Sections 12.24.W. l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance from Municipal Code Section 
12.14.A. l(a)(lO) for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal 
Code§ 12.27; (6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce parking 
required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) Authority for Reduced On-Site 
Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a 
project that creates a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; and 
(9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map dividing the 
Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up 
to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.44 "Property" shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-1, and is legally described in Exhibit A-2 
attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property 
by Developer, the Property shall not include the Third Party Property. 

1.45 "Reserved Powers" means the rights and authority excepted from this 
Agreement's restrictions on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take future Discretionary 
Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement that may be in conflict with the Applicable 
Rules and Project Approvals, but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and 
are generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by 
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the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to 
Chapter IX of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire Code) regarding the 
construction, engineering and design standards for private and public improvements and which 
are (a) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally 
applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or 
The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of God); (3) are necessary to 
comply with state or federal laws and regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the 
Effective Date of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute Processing 
Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its actual costs in processing 
applications, permit requests and approvals of the Project or in monitoring compliance with 
permits issued or approvals granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the 
Project, unless otherwise waived by the City. 

1.46 "Term" means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof 

1.47 "Third Party Property" means the portion of the Property that is not owned by 
Developer as of the Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 attached hereto. 

1.48 "Transferee" means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in 
interest, assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may include 
Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. The purchaser of any individual residential dwelling 
unit developed on the Site will not be deemed a Transferee of this Agreement. 

1.49 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 
approved by the City on , 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air 
space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.50 "West Parcel" means the portion of the Property 1 ocated to the west of Vine 
Street as depicted on Exhibit A-1 attached hereto. 

1.51 "1720 Owner" means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.52 "1749 Owner" means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. 

2.1 State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage 
private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act which 
authorizes any the City to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain 
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in this 
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows: 
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"The Legislature finds and declares that: 

"(a) The lack of certainty in the approval of 
development projects can result in a waste of resources, escalate 
the cost of housing and other development to the consumer, and 
discourage investment in and a commitment to comprehensive 
planning which would make maximum efficient utilization of 
resources at the least economic cost to the public. 

(a) (b) Assurance to the applicant for a development project that 
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in 
accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions 
of approval will strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 
participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic cost of 
development. 

(b) (c) The lack of public facilities, including, but not limited to, 
streets, sewerage, transportation, drinking water, school, and utility facilities, is a 
serious impediment to the development of new housing. Whenever possible, 
applicants and local governments may include provisions in agreements whereby 
applicants are reimbursed overtime for financing of public facilities." 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and accountable to its 
residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated by the 
Legislature, the City: (1) accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development 
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of 
the Parties; and (2) to offset these restraints, seeks public benefits which go beyond those 
obtained by traditional City controls and conditions imposed on development project 
applications. 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions. The City Planning Commission Action. The 
City Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended approval of 
this Agreement on , 2013. 

2.2.2 The City Council Action. The City Council on 
, 2013, after conducting a duly-noticed public 

hearing, adopted Ordinance No. __ , to become effective on the thirty-first day after 
publication, or on the forty-first day after posting, approving this Agreement, found that its 
provisions are consistent with the City's General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the 
Municipal Code, and authorized the execution of this Agreement. 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. 

2.3.1 Public Benefits. This Agreement provides assurances that the public 
benefits identified below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be 
achieved and developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with 
the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The Project will provide 
local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) promote 
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Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, and future transient 
occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business expansion and relocation in 
Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary and permanent jobs to improve the 
local and regional economy; (iv) provide the density necessary to support a new mix of uses in 
close proximity to mass transit; and other benefits as contained in Section 3.1.4. The Project will 
contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of land uses, which 
will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain Hollywood as a regional center 
and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

2.3.2 Developer Objectives. In accordance with the legislative findings set 
forth in the Development Agreement Act, and with full recognition of the City's policy of 
judicious restraints on its police powers, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that 
the Project may be developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals 
and with the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. In the absence 
of this Agreement, Developer would have no assurance that it can complete the Project for the 
uses and to the density and intensity of development set forth in this Agreement and the Project 
Approvals. This Agreement, therefore, is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will not 
be (1) reduced or otherwise modified in density, intensity or use from what is set forth in the 
Project Approvals, (2) subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or official policies or 
plans which are not adopted or approved pursuant to the City's Reserved Powers, or 
(3) subjected to delays for reasons other than Citywide health and safety enactments related to 
critical situations such as, but not limited to, the lack of water availability or sewer or landfill 
capacity. 

2.3.3 Mutual Objectives. Development of the Project in accordance with this 
Development Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property in accordance 
with the objectives set forth in the General Plan. Moreover, a development agreement for the 
Project will eliminate uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property, assure installation of necessary improvements, assure attainment of maximum efficient 
resource utilization within the City at the least economic cost to its citizens and otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the Development Agreement Act was enacted. The 
Parties believe that such orderly development of the Project will provide public benefits, as 
described in Section 2.3.1, to the City through the imposition of development standards and 
requirements under the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, including without 
limitation: increased tax revenues, installation of on-site and off-site improvements, 
redevelopment of an underutilized site, preservation of the historic Capitol Records building, a 
grade level pedestrian plaza, a mix of land uses including some or all of the following uses: 
residential, commercial and office within an existing activity center offering direct proximity to 
existing public transit and transportation infrastructure, the addition of retail and restaurant uses, 
approximately 2,900 construction-related jobs, and creation and retention of l,257 to 1,635 direct 
and indirect jobs for the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, although development of the Project 
in accordance with this Agreement will restrain the City's land use or other relevant police 
powers, this Agreement provides the City with sufficient Reserved Powers during the term 
hereof to remain responsible and accountable to its citizens. In exchange for these and other 
benefits to the City, Developer will receive assurance that the Project may be developed during 
the term of this Agreement in accordance with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals and 
Reserved Powers, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 
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2.4 Applicability of the Agreement. This Agreement does not: (1) grant height, 
density, or intensity in excess of that otherwise established in the Applicable Rules and Project 
Approvals; (2) eliminate future Discretionary Actions relating to the Project if applications 
requiring such Discretionary Action are initiated and submitted by the owner of the Property 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; (3) guarantee that Developer will receive any profits 
from the Project; (4) prohibit the Project's participation (with the consent of Developer, to the 
extent required under Applicable Rules) in any benefit assessment district that is generally 
applicable to surrounding properties; or (5) amend the City's General Plan. This Agreement has 
a fixed Term. Furthermore, in any subsequent Discretionary Actions applicable to the Property 
or any portion thereof, the City may apply the new rules, regulations and official policies as are 
contained in its Reserved Powers. 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES. 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer. In consideration for the 
City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry 
out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purposes, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, Developer hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.1.1 Project Development. Developer agrees that it will use its commercially 
reasonable efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into account market 
conditions and economic considerations, to undertake development of the Project in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including the Applicable Rules and the Project 
Approvals. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to require Developer to proceed with 
the construction of or any other implementation of the Project or any portion thereof. In 
addition, Developer agrees to the following: 

(1) Dedication of Land for Public Street Purooses. Provisions for the 
dedication of land for public purposes are set forth in the conditions of approval of the 
Project Approvals. 

(2) Description of Transportation Improvements. The transportation 
improvements to be included within the scope of the Project are set forth in the Project 
Approvals. 

(3) Maximum Height of the Project. The maximum height of the Project shall 
not exceed 585 feet and the Project shall comply with and be limited as set forth in the 
Project Approvals. 

(4) Maximum Floor Area of the Project. The maximum Floor Area 
("Maximum Floor Area") of the Project shall not exceed 1,166,970 net square feet 
(inclusive of Existing Improvements that are retained) and the Project shall comply with 
and be limited as set forth in the Project Approvals. 

3.1.2 Timing of Development. It is presently anticipated that the First Phase of 
the Project will be the Initial West Parcel Phase. Notwithstanding the foregoing Developer may 
construct the Project in any number of phases (eaeh a "Phase") Phases as Developer determines 
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on the Property, consistent with the Applicable Rules and the Project Approvals. The parties 
acknowledge that Developer cannot at this time predict when or at what rate the Property would 
be developed. These decisions depend upon numerous factors that are not all within the control 
of Developer, such as market orientation and demand, availability of financing, and competition. 
Because the California Supreme Court held in Pardee Construction Co. v. The City of Camarillo, 
37 Cal. 3d 465 (1984), that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of 
development permitted a later adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and 
controlling the Parties' agreement, Developer and the City do hereby acknowledge and provide 
for the right of Developer to develop the Project in an order and at a rate and times as Developer 
deems appropriate within the exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment, subject to 
any restrictions that may exist in the Project Approvals. The City acknowledges that this right is 
consistent with the intent, purpose, and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement. 

3.1.3 Additional Obligations of Developer as Consideration for this 
Agreement. In addition to the obligations identified in Sections 2.3 .1 and 3 .1.1 of this 
Agreement, in consideration for the City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for 
the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, 
and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in Section 2 of this 
Agreement, Developer hereby agrees as follows the responsibility for which may be allocated 
among the parties comprising the "Developer" as determined in the sole discretion of the parties 
comnrising the Developer: 

3.1.3.1 Project Labor Agreement. Develefler shallFor each Phase of the 
Project, er shall eause its CeHtraeter te, eHter iHte a "Project Labor Agreement" (herein so 
called) with the Building and Construction Trades Council fer eaeh Phase efthe Prejeet shall be 
in effect prior to the issuance of a building permit for construction of such Phase=. The purpose 
of eaeH-the Project Labor Agreement will be to promote efficiency of construction operation 
during tHe--construction ef sueh Phase and provide for the orderly settlement of labor disputes 
and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby assuring timely and economical completion 
of sueh Phase aHd the ealaHee ef the Phaseconstruction. Additionally, the Project Labor 
Agreement will reflect a commitment by all parties to diversity in the workforce hiring that 
reflects levels of minority, women and other worker utilization at levels which are representative 
of the relevant workforce of these groups in the Greater Los Angeles Area. The Project Labor 
Agreement will serve to identify the construction trade union(s) as the primary source of all craft 
labor employed eH the Phase efthe Prejeetin such construction. The union(s) will use their best 
efforts to recruit and identify individuals, particularly residents of the City of Los Angeles, for 
entrance into joining labor/management apprenticeship programs and to assist individuals in 
qualifying and becoming eligible for such programs. 

3.1.3.2 Local Hiring. For each Phase of the Project Developer shall 
work with the local construction trades and implement an apprenticeship and zip code 
identification program to prioritize local source hiring for Project construction from the 13th 
Council District of the City of Los Angeles, with priority given to construction workers from 
such area. This program shall be prepared in consultation with the PlaHHiHg DeflaFtmeHtMayor' s 
Office of Economic Development and the Council Office for the 13th Council District, no later 
than six months prior to the commencement of construction of the ffist-First Phase of the Project. 
Thereafter, on an annual basis as part of the required Annual Review for any year during which 
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construction activity occurred, a report detailing the demographic and geographic information of 
the Project's construction workers shall be included. 

3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of each Phase of the Project including core and 
shell construction shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as determined pursuant 
to the provisions of Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit 
proof of compliance with this obligation prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for 
the Proj eetsuch Phase. 

3.1.3.4 Community Organization Meeting Space. Developer shall 
provide ttp-te-not less than 1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project (the "Meeting 
Space") for use by Hollywood and community non-profit groups including, but not limited to, 
the local Neighborhood Council and other civic organizations, during reasonable business hours, 
as available. Subject to availability, meetiHg Sflaee the Meeting Space shall be provided to 
accommodate small gatherings, such as regularly scheduled community meetings, for a 
maximum of 30 occurrences per year. Subject to availability, groups shall be provided with 
access to sueh SIJaee the Meeting Space if they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a 
refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. 
Developer shall establish and- commencing upon issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the 
First Phase operate a publicly accessible reservation system whereby community groups can 
reserve the meetiHg SIJaee Meeting Space as available. This requirement shall include only the 
use of space and shall not include Developer's provision of security, food, beverage, equipment 
or other materials. The meetiHg Sflaee Meeting Space will be included in one of the Project 
buildings atttlat all times following the issuance of a final certificate of completion for the First 
Phase, subjeet to availaeility, although it need not be in its initial location. The Meeting Space 
shall include reasonable access to restroom facilities and shall be located within the first three 
floors of the building. The plans submitted by Developer for plan check with the City shall 
include plans for the Meeting Space which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning for 
conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3.4. Subject to availability the 
Meeting Space may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project. The foregoing 
requirement is not intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to 
any particular space within the Project, and the location of any meetiHg SIJaee Meeting Space in 
the Project- subject to compliance with the requirements set forth in this subsection 3.1 3.4 may 
be changed at Developer's discretion from time to time. 

3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 
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shall 6e submitted to the PlaHHiHg Direetor prior to issuaHee of a fiHal 
(s)eertifieate of oeeupaHey for the first Phase of the Proj eet 

(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of 
completion for the First Phase Developer shall procure and thereafter operate 
during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service providing for service 
between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. 
Such shuttle service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable 
hours generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to 
improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of 
the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes to the Project and 
the public transportation access points within two blocks of the Project" as such 
service will not be required to accommodate linkages between the Project and 
areas already adequately serviced by DASH and Metro. Developer shall not be 
obligated to expend more than $50 000 per year for the operation of such service. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement 
Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented 
such program. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the seeoHd First Phase of the Project, thereafter 
during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide or eause to 6e 
provided maintain bicycle amenities withiH the seeoHd Phase of Projeet, iHeludiHg 
short term 6ieyele storage raeks, loHg term 6ieyele storageat the Project in 
accordance with the requirements of this subsection 3.1.3 .S(b). Bicycle amenities 
in the First Phase of Project shall include in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space ef 
comnrising not less than MG--200 square feet for the provision by a tenant of 
bicycle repair services. In addition, each of the Initial East Portion Phase and the 
Initial West Portion Phase shall include in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities,--=and wayfinding signage directing 
bicycle users to such facilities. The fiHal loeatioH of plans submitted by 
Developer for plan check with the City shall include plans for such bicycle 
facilities shall 6e mutually agreea6le to Developer aHd the Direetor of PlaHHiHg, 
iH their reasoHaele diseretioH which shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning 
for conformance with the requirements of this subsection 3 .1.3 .5(b). As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program 
and provide information regarding use of such facilities . 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall 
pro·1ide fuHdiHg iH the amouHt of Fifty ThousaHd Dollars ($50,000) (the "TFsnsit 
Linltttge Payment") to the City or its desigHee toward developmeHt of eoHHeetioH 
meehaHisms from the Proj eet to puelie traHsit serviees eoHstrueted or 
implemeHted after the Bffeetive Date, iHeludiHg wayfiHdiHg sigHage, v1ithiH 1,000 
yards of the Property. Sueh paymeHt 'Nill 6e a eoHditioH to the He~<t Phase of the 
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Proj eet eoHstrueted 6y Developer fo11owiHg the earlier to oeeur of 
(i) eommeHeemeHt of eoHstruetioH 6y City, Metro or otherwise of aHy sueh 
eoHHeetioH meehaHisms that are im13ro'9'emeHts or (ii) eommeHeemeHt of serviee 
City, Metro or otherwise of aHy sueh eoHHeetioH meehaHisms that are serviees, 
sueh as 6us routes. Proof of 13aymeHt of the TraHsit LiHkage PaymeHt (a) cause to 
be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between the Project and all public 
transportation access points within a four block radius of the Project including 
bus stops DASH stops and the Red Line Station and (b) provide funding in the 
amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10 000) to the City' s Department of 
Transportation for the installation at the DASH access point nearest the Project of 
directional signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point 
and the Project and (c) provide funding in the amount of Twenty Five Thousand 
Dollars ($25 000) to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus and commuter 
train access points within a four block radius of the Project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and 
the Project (collectively the "Transit Linkage Payments") to the City and/or 
Metro for such installation. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payments 
shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate 
of occupancy for sueh--First Phase of the Project. 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50, 000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 
prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the seeoHd First Phase of 
the Project. 

(e) Vine Street ftftd-Metro CeeeeetieesConnection. Developer 
shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the 
Director of Planning-aftd-,,J he 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to 
prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a 
condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the 
Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the Hrst-First Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of 
this Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. De'9'elo13er wi11 use its eommereially reasoHaele efferts to oetaiH a 
diseouHt from Metro for sueh 13assesln addition Developer shall purchase and 
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make available not less than 25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project (which passes may be distributed by Developer to such persons in its sole 
discretion). As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this 
Agreement Developer shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has 
implemented such program. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the fust-First Phase of the 
Project, thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, 
within each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) 
"Park and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or 
occupants of the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro commuter 
train or bus for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall 
establish and maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure 
that such parking continue to meet such condition the results of which shall be 
submitted as part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this 
Agreement. 

(h) Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the First Phase of the Project thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement Developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
non-residential parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle services. As part of 
the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program 
and provide information regarding use of such spaces. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building permit for the first Phase ef the 
Prejeet eH the Initial East Parcel (whieh area is cle13ietecl eH Exhieit A 1 attaehecl herete)Phase, 
Developer shall prepare in cooperation with the City' s Office of Historic Resources and submit 
to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written adjacent structure monitoring 
plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol Records Building, including the 
recording studios and underground echo chambers therein. Approval of such plan may be issued 
by the Director of Building and Safety, in his or her reasonable discretion. The Director shall not 
withhold its approval of the proposed plan if an officer ofEMI Music Ltd. dba Capitol Records., 
or the then tenant of the portions of the Capitol Records Building containing such recording 
studios and echo chambers ("Capitol Records") submits written confirmation that Capitol 
Records has approved such plan. Following its approval, such plan shall be implemented during 
construction (including reconstruction and replacement) of all improvements on the East Parcel. 
As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer 
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such monitoring program. 

3.1.3.7 Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming. After 
issuance of a final certificate of completion for the Phase ef-on the Projeet East Parcel which 
includes the open public space to be constructed adjacent to the existing Jazz Mural (the "Art 
Plaza"), for a 13eriecl equal te the lesser efteH (10) years er the remaiHiHg term the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall conduct within the Art Plaza at least four ( 4) public events per year, 
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which may include musical, dramatic, comedic and/or dance performances, and art exhibitions= 
Programming will be developed in consultation with the City's Cultural Affairs Department the 
Hollywood Arts Council and the Hollywood Business Improvement District. Developer will 
pay for all costs associated with such public events, including planning, promotion, security, 
cleanup and insurance. Developer will obtain all permits required pursuant to applicable law, 
including assembly permits as may be required by the Municipal Code, in connection with each 
such public event. Developer will reasonably consider, but will not be bound to conduct, public 
events suggested by City and/or City Agencies. An annual schedule of such public events will 
be provided by Developer to the City Agency designated by the City to oversee such events. The 
foregoing will all be conducted at Developer's sole cost and expense. 

3.1.3.8 Parking Access Management System. Developer shall provide a 
parking access management system containing, among other things, overhead illuminated signs 
for each exit/entry driveway from public streets into non-residential parking areas of the Project. 
The final size and design of such parking access management system shall be mutually agreeable 
to Developer and the Director of PlaHHiHgBuilding and Safety, in their reasonable discretion. 

3.1.3.9 Pedestrian Improvements Contribution. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to the Hollywood Chamber 
of Commerce Walk of Fame Committee or otherwise as directed by the City (the "Pedestrian 
Payment") toward the renovation and upkeep of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements along Vine Street between the Project and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Such renovation and upkeep is intended to enhance the pedestrian experience for 
people in the vicinity of the Property. Proof of payment of the first half of the Pedestrian 
Payment shall be submitted to the PlaHHiHg Direeter 13rier te issttaHee ef a Department of 
Building and Safety as a condition to issuance of a building permit for the First Phase of the 
Project and proof of payment of the balance of the Pedestrian Payment shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building and Safety as a condition to issuance of the final certificate of 
occupancy for the ffi:st-First Phase of the Project. 

3.1.3.10 Music Appreciation Exhibit. Developer shall install 
publicly accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms within the 
ffi:st-First Phase of the Project (collectively, the "Music Appreciation Exhibit"). The Music 
Appreciation Exhibit shall be designed, decorated and programmed in a manner so as to 
celebrate music and entertainment. The Music Appreciation Exhibit plans (but not any proposed 
programming therein) shall be reviewed by the Director of Planning, in consultation with the 
Council Office, and approved by the Director of Planning, in his or her reasonable discretion. 
Developer's shall be entitled to credit to the Art Developments Fee otherwise payable by 
Developer under the Applicable Rules in connection with the Project for Developer's cost of 
installing such Music Appreciation Exhibit. The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be maintained 
by Developer, at its sole cost, to a standard at least as high as the balance of the Project. As part 
of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has programmed such Music Apnreciation Exhibit. 

3.1.3.11 Hollywood Central Park. CemmeHeiHg ttfl8H the A13ril 15 
Developer shall make a contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central Park in the amount of 
$50 000. Proof of such payment shall be submitted to the Planning Director as a condition to the 
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issuance of the building permit for the First Phase. Thereafter commencing upon the Amil 1 
following the later of (a) issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the fu:st--First Phase of 
the Project or (b) the completion and commencement of operation of the proposed Hollywood 
Central Park, and thereafter on April 1 of each year during the remaining Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall make an annual contribution, in the amount of $50,000 to the City 
Department of Recreation and Parks or otherwise as directed by the City for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

3.1.3.12 Retail/RestauFant Diseount PFogFam. DuriHg the Term 
ef this AgreemeHt, Devele13er will use its eemmereially reaseHaele efferts te estaelish, "vith 
teHaHts ef the Prejeet, a diseeuHt 13regram effered ey retail aHd/er restauraHt teHaHts for the 
e eHefit ef em13leyees aHd resideHts ef the Prej eet. 

3.1.3.13 EleetFieal Cat' ReehaFging Station. Devele13er shall 
eeHstruet, maiHtaiH aHd e13erate v1ithiH the 13arkiHg faeilities efthe Prejeet, teH (10) 208/240 V 40 
am13, greuHded AC eutlets, iH additieH te the eutlets required ey a1313liea0le 13revisieHs ef the 
·M1:1Hiei13al Cede. 

3.1.3.12 3.1.3.14Affordable Housing. Prior to the issuance of any 
final certificate of occupancy for any new residential dwelling units in any Phase of the Project, 
Developer shall provide evidence to the Director of Planning that it has either: 

(a) Affordable Housing Payment. Contributed a fixed-fee payment 
to the City Housing Authority to support affordable housing (each and 
collectively, the "Affordable Housing Payment") in an amount equal to Seventy 
Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000) multiplied by fifteen percent (15%) of the total 
number of market rate residential dwelling units in such Phase as shown on the 
final approved building plans for such Phase,--~or 

(b) Affordable Project Contribution. Contributed an amount equal 
to the Affordable Housing Payment for such Phase to a developer of a Transit 
Affordable Housing Project. As used herein, the term "Transit Affordable 
Housing Project" means a multifamily development project located within 1,000 
yards of a commuter rail station or bus route containing "Affordable Units" (as 
defined below) iH the ameuHt ef He less thaH fifteeH 13ereeHt (15%) efthe tetal 
H1:1me er ef market rate resideHtial dwelliHg 1:1Hits iH s1:1eh Prej eet Phase. As used 
herein, the term "Affordable Units" means multifamily units subject to a 
regulatory agreement with the City and/or other governmental agency limiting 
rental thereto to low and/or very low income families, as defined in Section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended from time to time. 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City. In consideration for 
Developer entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to 
carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purpose, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, the City hereby 
agrees as follows: 
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3.2.1 Entitlement to Develop. Developer has the vested right to develop the 
Project containing up to Maximum Floor Area in, on, under and/or above the Property as 
contemplated by the EIR subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the A-fl13lieaele 
Ri:iles, Proj eet A1313rovals, (including the Equivalency Program and the Development 
Regulations) the Applicable Rules the Project Approvals and the Reserved Powers. The 
114 ,303 square feet of e~fistiHg Floor Area in the Existing Improvements Cl 14 303 square feet as 
of the Effective Date) shall be included as part of such maximum permitted density of the 
Project. The density of certain portions of the Property may exceed the pro-rata or average per 
acre density for the Property as a whole provided that (a) such density shall be subject to 
maximum height limitations applicable to each portion of the Property as set forth in the Project 
Approvals and Development Regulations, and (b) the total density for the Property shall not 
exceed Maximum Floor Area. Developer's vested rights under this Agreement shall include, 
without limitation, the right to remodel, renovate, rehabilitate, rebuild, or replace the Project or 
any portion thereof throughout the applicable Term for any reason, including, without limitation, 
in the event of damage, destruction, or obsolescence of the Project or any portion thereof, subject 
to the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, and Reserved Powers. Any and/or all Existing 
Improvements which comply with the Applicable Rules on the Property as of the Effective Date 
which are damaged or destroyed during the Term may be remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, 
repaired, rebuilt or replaced subject to the Applicable Rules (other than the Project Description 
set forth on Exhibit B) and the Reserved Powers. To the extent that all or any portion of the 
Project is remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, rebuilt, or replaced, Developer may locate that 
portion of the Project at any other location of the Property, subject to the requirements of the 
Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules, and the Reserved Powers. 

3.2.2 Consistency in Applicable Rules. Based upon all information made 
available to the City up to or concurrently with the execution of this Agreement, the City finds 
and certifies that no Applicable Rules prohibit or prevent or encumber the full completion and 
occupancy of the Project in accordance with the uses, densities, designs, heights, signage 
regulations, permitted demolition, and other development entitlements incorporated and agreed 
to herein and in the Project Approvals. 

3.2.3 Changes in Applicable Rules. 

3.2.3.1 Non-Application of Changes in Applicable Rules. Any change 
in, or addition to, the Applicable Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any 
applicable General Plan, zoning or building regulation, adopted, or becoming effective after the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by means of 
ordinance including but not limited to adoption of a specific plan or overlay zone, The City 
Charter amendment, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium, 
initiated, or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by the City, the Mayor, City 
Council, Planning Commission or any other Board, Commission, Department or Agency of the 
City, or any officer or employee thereof, or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, 
absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any 
way with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, or this Agreement, shall not be applied to the 
Project unless these changes represent an exercise of the City's Reserved Powers, or are 
otherwise agreed to in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may, in its 
sole discretion, give the City written notice of its election to have any subsequent change in the 
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Applicable Rules applied to some portion or all of the Property as it may own, in which case 
such subsequent change in the Applicable Rules shall be deemed to be contained within the 
Applicable Rules insofar as that portion of the Property is concerned. In the event of any conflict 
or inconsistency between this Agreement and the Applicable Rules, the provisions of this 
Agreement shall control. 

3.2.3.2 Changes in Building and Fire Codes. Notwithstanding any 
provision of this Agreement to the contrary, development of the Project shall be subject to 
changes occurring from time to time in the California Building Code and other uniform 
construction codes. In addition, development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring 
from time to time in Chapters V and IX of the Municipal Code regarding the construction, 
engineering, and design standards for both public and private improvements provided that these 
changes are (1) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are 
generally applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or City Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.3.3 Changes Mandated by Federal or State Law. This Agreement 
shall not preclude the application to the Project of changes in, or additions to, the Applicable 
Rules, including rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies, to the extent that these 
changes or additions are mandated to be applied to developments such as this Project by state or 
federal regulations, pursuant to the Reserved Powers. In the event state or federal laws or 
regulations prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, these 
provisions shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with state or federal 
laws or regulations. 

3.2.4 Subsequent Development Review. The City shall not require Developer 
to obtain any approvals or permits for the development of the Project in accordance with this 
Agreement other than those permits or approvals that are required by the Applicable Rules, the 
Reserved Powers, and/or the Project Approvals. Except as permitted by the Equivalency 
Program and by those changes and modifications as described in Section 3.2.5, any subsequent 
Discretionary Action initiated by Developer that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or 
Applicable Rules, which changes the uses, intensity, density, building height, or timing of the 
Project, or decreases the lot area, setbacks, yards, parking, or which increases entitlements 
allowed under the Project Approvals, shall be subject to rules, regulations, ordinances, and 
official policies of the City then in effect. The Parties agree that this Agreement does not 
modify, alter or change the City's obligations pursuant to CEQA and acknowledge that future 
Discretionary Actions may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. In the 
event that additional environmental review is required by CEQA, the City agrees to utilize tiered 
environmental documents to the fullest extent permitted by law, as determined by the City, and 
as provided in California Public Resources Code Sections 21093 and 21094. 

3.2.5 Development Pttt'ttmeteFsRegulations . 

3.2.5.1 Development Flexibility. The City acknowledges that the 
Development Parameters Regulations provide flexibility regarding modifications to Project's 
final development layout so that the Project can be built with a mix of uses and layout that 
responds to market demand and changing needs of the Southern California economy while 
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maintaining design quality and consistency. Developer shall have the right to modify the Project 
within the limits set forth in the Development ParametersRegulations. Implementation of the 
Development Parameters Regulations will not require any new or additional Discretionary 
Approvals from the City. 

3.2.5.2 Development Regulations. The Development Regulations permit 
design flexibility within a set of site-wide guidelines and standards that ensure the integrity of an 
overall master plan concept for the Site and protect the visual and environmental quality of the 
Project as a whole. The Development Regulations establish standards for use, bulk, parking and 
loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting and sustainability. 

3.2.5.3 Equivalency Program. The ::Equivalency Program-" (herein so 
called) is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while ensuring that a change 
in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. With respect to any 
proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange Phase") that would result in a build out of the 
Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project scenarios studied under the EIR 
under the Equivalency Program Developer may request a transfer or exchange of land uses for 
such Exchange Phase by a delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the 
City which request shall be accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use 
transfer/exchange that is being proposed for such Exchange Phase· (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in the Exchange Phase together with the Existing 
Improvements and the other Phases nreviously developed are consistent with the overall AM 
and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-3 Project Trip Cap from the EIR a copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR (collectively an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). 
The Planning Director shall approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange 
Submission reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in such Table 11-3 Project 
Trip Cap and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the 
EIR. 

3.2.5.4 EIR Analysis. Implementation of the Development Parameters 
Regulations will not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts as analyzed in the EIR. 
The Project including the development flexibility set forth in the Development Parameters 
Regulations were fully analyzed in the EIR. 

3.2.6 Special Taxes and Assessments. Developer shall have the right, to the 
extent permitted by law, to protest, oppose, and vote against any and all special taxes, 
assessments, levies, charges, and/or fees imposed with respect to any assessment districts, 
infrastructure financing, Mello-Roos or community facilities districts, community taxing 
districts, maintenance districts, or other similar districts. If Developer requests the formation of 
any such districts in connection with the Project, the City agrees to cooperate fully in their 
formation. 
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3.2. 7 Effective Development Standards. The City agrees that it is bound to 
permit the uses, intensity of use and density on this Property which are permitted by this 
Agreement and the Project Approvals, insofar as this Agreement and the Project Approvals so 
provide or as otherwise set forth in the Applicable Rules or the Reserved Powers. The City 
hereby agrees that it will not unreasonably withhold or unreasonably condition any Discretionary 
Action which must be issued by the City in order for the Project to proceed, provided that 
Developer reasonably and satisfactorily complies with all City-wide standard procedures, 
actions, payments of Processing Fees and Charges, and criteria generally required of developers 
by the City for processing Requests for development consistent with this Agreement. 

3.2.8 Interim Use. The City agrees that Developer may use the Property during 
the Term of this Agreement for any use which is otherwise permitted by the applicable zoning 
regulations and the General Plan in effect at the time of the interim use, except as expressly 
provided in this Development Agreement, or pursuant to any approvals, permits, other 
agreements between the City and Developer, or other entitlements previously granted and in 
effect as of the Effective Date. 

3.2.9 Moratoria or Interim Control Ordinances. In the event an ordinance, 
resolution, policy, or other measure is enacted, whether by action of the City, by initiative, or 
otherwise, which relates directly or indirectly to the Project or to the rate, amount, timing, 
sequencing, or phasing of the development or construction of the Project on all or any part of the 
Property, the City agrees that such ordinance, resolution, or other measure shall not apply to the 
Property or this Agreement, unless such changes: (1) are found by the City to be necessary to the 
public health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are generally applicable on a 
Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or the City 
Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.10 Time Period of Tentative Tract Map and Project Approvals. The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Project may be subject to unavoidable delays due to 
factors outside Developer's control. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
66452.6(a), the City agrees that the duration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and any new 
tract or parcel map which are consistent with the Project Approvals, shall automatically be 
extended for the Term of this Agreement. The City further agrees that the duration of all of the 
Project Approvals shall automatically be extended for the Term of this Agreement. 

3.2.11 Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees 
and Charges for Ministerial Permits and Approvals. 

3.2.12 Timeframes and Staffing for Processing and Review. The City agrees 
that expeditious processing of Ministerial Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions, if 
any, and any other approvals or actions required for the Project are critical to the implementation 
of the Project. In recognition of the importance of timely processing and review of Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals, the City agrees to work with Developer to establish time frames for 
processing and reviewing such Ministerial Permits and Approvals and to comply with 
timeframes established in the Project Approvals. The City agrees to expedite all Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions requested by Developer, if any. 
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3.2.13 Other Governmental Approvals. Developer may apply for such other 
permits and approvals as may be required for development of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement from other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Property. The City shall cooperate with Developer in its endeavors to 
obtain such permits and approvals. Each Party shall take all actions and do all things, and 
execute, with acknowledgment or affidavit, if required, any and all documents and writings that 
may be necessary or proper to achieve the purposes and objectives of this Agreement. 

3.2.14 Administrative Changes and Modifications. The Parties may determine 
as the development of the Project proceeds that refinements and changes are appropriate with 
respect to certain details of the Project and the performance of the Parties under this Agreement. 
The Parties desire to retain a certain degree of flexibility with respect to the details of the Project 
development and with respect to those items covered in general terms under this Agreement and 
under the Project Approvals. If and when the Parties find that "Substantially Conforming 
Changes," as herein defined, are necessary or appropriate, they shall, unless otherwise required 
by law, effectuate such changes or adjustments through administrative modifications approved 
by the Parties. As used herein, "Substantially Conforming Changes" are changes, 
modifications or adjustments that are substantially consistent with the Project Approvals, and 
that do not materially alter the overall nature, scope or design of the Project including, without 
limitation, minor changes to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, minor changes in building 
footprint configurations, locations, size or heights of buildings, architectural features or other 
Development PaFameteFs Regulations (subject in all cases to the maximum density intensity of 
use and height FestFietioH restrictions set forth in the Applicable Rules), signage or configuration 
and size of parcels or lots (including lot line adjustments). Stteh-Substantially Conforming 
Changes would not be considered Discretionary Actions, and would therefore not require a 
public hearing. 

3.3 Third Party Property. The Third Party Property, which may be acquired by 
Developer after the Effective Date, shall be subject to this Agreement upon acquisition thereof 
by Developer (or any of them or any entity controlled by, controlling or under common control 
with any of them), including without limitation the Development ParnmeteFSRegulations. 
Developer shall provide to the City (a) notice pursuant to Section 6.2 and Section 7.12 of this 
Agreement of the acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, and (ii) evidence of 
Developer's ownership or leasehold interest in the Third Party Property. Developer is in no way 
obligated to acquire or attempt to acquire the Third Party Property, and in the event that 
Developer does not acquire the Third Party Property, neither Developer nor the owner of the 
Third Party Property shall have any rights or obligations under the terms of this Agreement with 
respect to the Third Party Property. 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW. 

4.1 Annual Review. During the Term of this Agreement, the City shall review 
annually Developer's compliance with this Agreement by Developer, and/or any Transferee. 
This periodic review shall be limited in scope to good faith compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement as provided in the Development Agreement Act and Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, shall have the burden of demonstrating such good faith compliance relating solely to 
such parties' portion of the Property and any development located thereon. The Annual Review 
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shall be in the form of an Annual Report prepared and submitted by the Planning Director. The 
Report shall include: the number, type and square footage of and the status of the Project; any 
transfers of floor area; the total number of parking spaces developed; provisions for open space; 
any equivalency transfers; status of activities relating to streetscape improvements; and a 
summary of performance of Developer's obligations. For pumoses of this Section each 
Transferee shall be the "Developer" with respect to the portion of the Property owned by it. 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure. Submission by Developer, and/or Transferee, of 
evidence of compliance with this Agreement with respect to each such Party's portion of the 
Property, in a form which the Planning Director may reasonably establish, shall be made in 
writing and transmitted to the Planning Director not later than sixty (60) days prior to the yearly 
anniversary of the Effective Date. The public shall be afforded an opportunity to submit written 
comments regarding compliance to the Planning Director at least sixty (60) days prior to the 
yearly anniversary of the Effective Date. All such public comments and final staff reports shall, 
upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer, and/or any 
Transferees. 

4.2.1 Special Review. The City may order a special review of compliance with 
this Agreement, at any time. 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination. On or before the yearly anniversary of the 
Effective Date of the Agreement, the Planning Director shall make a determination regarding 
whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee, has complied in good faith with the provisions 
and conditions of this Agreement. This determination shall be made in writing with reasonable 
specificity, and a copy of the determination shall be provided to Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, in the manner prescribed in Section 7.120. 

4.4 Appeal by Developer. In the event the Planning Director makes a finding and 
determination of non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, shall be 
entitled to appeal that determination to the Planning Commission. After a public hearing on the 
appeal, the Planning Commission shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, has 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement. Nothing in this 
Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying or abrogating Los Angeles City 
Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and Board actions). 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance. If, as a result of this Annual Review 
procedure, it is found and determined by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission or 
The City Council, on appeal, that Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, has not 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, the City, after 
denial of any appeal or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal period 
described in Section 7.3, shall submit to Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, 
by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner 
prescribed in Section 7.11, stating with specificity those obligations of Developer and/or any 
Transferee, as the case may be, which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of 
non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, shall promptly 
commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the 
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notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty (60) days after 
receipt of the notice of default, or any longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
items of the default(s), by mutual consent of the City and Developer provided that Developer 
shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the item of default(s) is 
cured. 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure. If the Planning Director finds and 
determines that Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee (or any one of them) has not 
cured a default pursuant to this Section, and that the City intends to terminate or modify this 
Agreement or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
Planning Director shall make a report to the Planning Commission. The Planning Director shall 
then set a date for a public hearing before the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If after the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that (i) such Developer, or such Transferee has not cured a default pursuant to this 
Section, and (ii) subject to Sections 5.1. I and 5. I.4, the City may terminate or modify this 
Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
finding and determination shall be appealable to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3 
hereof In the event of a finding and determination of compliance, there shall be no appeal by 
any person or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying 
or abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council's review of Commission and 
Council actions). 

4. 7 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Subject to Sections 5. I. I and 
5. I .4, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights 
and obligations, as the case may be, after the final determination of noncompliance by the City 
Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal periods described in 
Section 7.3. There shall be no modifications of this Agreement unless the City Council acts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65867.5 and 65868, irrespective of whether an appeal is 
taken as provided in Section 7.3. 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs. Developer shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, 
reasonably and necessarily incurred, to accomplish the required annual review. 

4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the Property. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 4 or any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Transferee of all or any portion of the Property shall only be responsible for 
submitting evidence of compliance with this Agreement as it relates solely to that portion of the 
Property transferred, assigned, or conveyed to such Transferee in an Assignment Agreement 
authorized by Section 6.2 of this Agreement. 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer. The City's rights in 
Section 4 of this Agreement relating to compliance with this Agreement by Developer shall be 
limited to only those rights and obligations assumed by Developer under this Agreement and as 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement authorized by Section 6.2 of this 
Agreement. 
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4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation. From time to time, Developer 
of any portion of the Property may, separate from the annual review process, submit a written 
request for confirmation from the Planning Director that certain obligations of this Agreement 
have been satisfied. Subject to the time limits and process requirements of Section 4.3, the 
Planning Director shall issue a written confirmation stating either that such obligations have been 
satisfied or setting forth the reasons why subject obligation have not been satisfied. 

5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS. 

5.1 Default by Developer. 

5.1.1 Default. In the event Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee of 
any portion of the Property fails to perform its obligations under this Agreement applicable to its 
portion of the Property as specified in the applicable Assignment Agreement, in a timely manner 
and in compliance pursuant to Section 4 of this Agreement, the City shall have all rights and 
remedies provided for in this Agreement, including, without limitation, modifying or terminating 
this Agreement, provided that (a) such modification or termination shall relate solely and 
exclusively to the property of the defaulting Developer or Transferee, and (b) the City has first 
complied with all applicable notice and opportunity to cure provisions in Sections 5. I .2 and 6. I .5 
and given notice as provided in Sections 4.3, 4.6, 6. I .4 and/or 7.11 hereof, and (c) Developer 
may appeal such declaration in the manner provided in, and subject to all terms and provisions 
of, Sections 4.4 and 4.5. In no event shall a default by a Developer or a Transferee of any 
portion of the Property constitute a default by any non-defaulting Developer or Transferee with 
respect to such non-defaulting parties' obligations hereunder nor affect such non-defaulting 
parties' rights hereunder, or respective portion of the Property. 

5.1.2 Notice of Default. The City through the Planning Director shall submit to 
Developer (or any one of them) or a Transferee, as applicable, by registered or certified mail, 
return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 7. I I, 
identifying with specificity those obligations of such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, 
which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, Developer or Transferee, 
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after 
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty 
(60) days after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
remedy the default(s), provided that Developer or Transferee, as applicable, shall continuously 
and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

5.1.3 Failure to Cure Default Procedures. If after the cure period has elapsed 
(Section 4.6), the Planning Director finds and determines that Developer (or any of them), or a 
Transferee, as the case may be, remains in default and that the City intends, subject to Section 
5. I. I and 5. I .4 of this Agreement, to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the Planning Director shall make a report to 
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Commission in accordance 
with the notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If 
after public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, remain(s) in default and that the City 
intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and 
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obligations, as the case may be, such Developer and such Transferee shall be entitled to appeal 
that finding and determination to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3. In the event 
of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be no appeal by any person 
or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying of 
abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and 
Board actions). 

5.1.4 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Upon default by 
Developer (or any of them) or a Transferee and the delivery of notice and expiration of all 
applicable cure periods, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations hereunder, as the case may be, relating solely to the defaulting 
Developer or Transferee and such defaulting party's portion of the Property, after such final 
determination of the City Council or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal 
periods described in Section 7.3 relating to the defaulting parties rights and obligations. There 
shall be no termination or modification of this Agreement unless the City Council acts pursuant 
to Section 7.3. 

5.2 Default by the City. 

5.2.1 Default. In the event the City does not accept, process, or render a 
decision on necessary development permits, entitlements, or other land use or building approvals 
for use as provided in this Agreement upon compliance with the requirements thereof, or as 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, or the City otherwise defaults under the provisions of this 
Agreement, Developer, and any Transferee, shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or 
by applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City's 
obligations under this Agreement provided that Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, has 
first complied with the procedures in Section 5.2.2. No part of this Agreement shall be deemed 
to abrogate or limit any immunities or defenses the City may otherwise have with respect to 
claims for monetary damages. 

5.2.2 Notice of Default. Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, shall first 
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations that have 
not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City shall promptly commence to 
cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the notice of default 
and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than one hundred and twenty (120) days 
after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
default(s), provided that the City shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times 
until the default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City has cured the default, 
the Parties shall submit the matter to arbitration pursuant to Section 7.5 of this Agreement. 

5.3 No Monetary Damages. It is acknowledged by the Parties that the City would 
not have entered into this Agreement if it were liable in monetary damages under or with respect 
to this Agreement or the application thereof. The Parties agree and recognize that, as a practical 
matter, it may not be possible to determine an amount of monetary damages which would 
adequately compensate Developer for its investment of time and financial resources in planning 
to arrive at the kind, location, intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate 
the consideration the City would require to enter into this Agreement to justify the exposure. 
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Therefore, the Parties agree that each of the Parties may pursue any remedy at law or equity 
available for any breach of any provision of this Agreement, except that the Parties shall not be 
liable in monetary damages and the Parties covenant not to sue for or claim any monetary 
damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. 

6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS. 

6.1.1 Encumbrances on the Property. The Parties hereto agree that this 
Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer (or any of them), or any Transferee, from 
encumbering the Property or any estate or interest therein, portion thereof, or any improvement 
thereon, together with the rights of Developer hereunder, in any manner whatsoever by one or 
more Mortgages with respect to the construction, development, use or operation of the Project 
and parts thereof. The City acknowledges that the Mortgagees may require certain Agreement 
interpretations and modifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with 
Developer and representatives of such lender(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for 
interpretation or modification. The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such 
requested interpretation or modification, provided such interpretation or modification is 
consistent with the intent and purposes of this Agreement. 

6.1.2 Mortgagee Protection. To the extent legally permissible, this Agreement 
shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property, or any portion thereof, 
including the lien of any Mortgage. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no breach of this Agreement 
shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and 
for value. Any acquisition or acceptance of title or any right or interest in or with respect to the 
Property or any portion thereof by a Mortgagee, pursuant to foreclosure, trustee's sale, deed in 
lieu of foreclosure, lease or sublease termination or otherwise, shall be subject to all of the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement applicable to the Property or such portion, as applicable, except 
that any such Mortgagee, including its affiliate, or any other entity (a "Mortgagee Successor") 
which acquires the Property or any portion thereof a result of the foreclosure of such Mortgage, 
by power of sale granted thereunder, by acceptance of a deed in lieu of foreclosure, pursuant to a 
bankruptcy proceeding or other such similar proceedings or otherwise as a result of the exercise 
of remedies under any Mortgage, shall be entitled to the benefits arising under this Agreement 
provided Mortgagee complies with Section 6.1.3 below. 

6.1.3 Mortgagee Not Obligated. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
Section 6, Mortgagee will not have any obligation or duty pursuant to the terms set forth in this 
Agreement to perform the obligations of Developer or other affirmative covenants of Developer 
hereunder, or to guarantee such performance, except that the Mortgagee or its Mortgagee 
Successor shall have no vested right to develop the Project without fully complying with the 
terms of this Agreement and executing and delivering to the City, in a form and with terms 
reasonably acceptable to the City, an assumption agreement of Developer's obligations 
hereunder relating to the portion of the Property acquired by such Mortgagee or Mortgagee 
Successor which in the case of unpaid monetary obligations shall be deemed allocated pro rata 
based upon the relation of the size of the land acquired to all of the land in the property unless 
otherwise agreed by such Mortgagee or Successor Mortgagee. 
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6.1.4 Request for Notice to Mortgage. The Mortgagee of any Mortgage or 
deed of trust encumbering the Property, or any part or interest thereof, who has submitted a 
request in writing to the City in the manner specified herein for giving notices shall be entitled to 
receive written notification from the City of any notice of non-compliance by Developer in the 
performance of Developer's obligations under this Agreement. As of the date hereof, HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as administrative agent for itself and certain other lenders 
("Existing Me.-tgagageeMortgagee") is the Mortgagee of the entire Property and there are no 
other Mortgagees. The City acknowledges that Existing Mortgagee has requested notices 
pursuant to this Section 6.1.4 and that Existing Mortgagee's addresses for notices are as follows: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
545 Washington Boulevard, I 0th Floor 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07310 
Attention: Commercial Mortgage Servicing 

Department 

with a copy to: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
601 Montgomery Street, 10th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Attention: Ms. Mee Mee Kiong 

6.1.5 Mortgagee's Time to Cure. If the City timely receives a request from a 
Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of non-compliance given to Developer under the 
terms of this Agreement, the City shall provide a copy of that notice to the Mortgagee within ten 
(10) days of sending the notice of non-compliance to Developer. The Mortgagee shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to cure the non-compliance for a period of one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the Mortgagee receives written notice, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
acquire possession of the Property or portion thereof (to the extent necessary to cure the default) 
and remedy the default(s), provided that Mortgagee shall continuously and diligently pursue the 
remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured::-

6.1.6 Disaffirmation. If this Agreement is terminated as to any portion of the 
Property by reason of (i) any default or (ii) as a result of a bankruptcy proceeding, or if this 
Agreement is disaffirmed by a receiver, liquidator, or trustee for Developer or its property, the 
City, if requested by any Mortgagee, shall negotiate in good faith with such Mortgagee (or if 
more than one Mortgage encumbers such portion of the Property, the Mortgagee holding the 
highest, or most senior priority Mortgage) for a new development agreement in substantially the 
same form as this Agreement for the Project or such portion of the Property acquired by such 
Mortgagee or its Successor Mortgagee. This Agreement does not require any Mortgagee to enter 
into a new development agreement pursuant to this Section. 

6.2 Assignment. The Property, as well as the rights and obligations of Developer 
under this Agreement, may be transferred or assigned in whole or in part by Developer to a 
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Transferee without the consent of the City, subject to the conditions set forth below in 
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.1 Conditions of Assignment. No such assignment shall be valid until and 
unless the following occur: 

(a) Written Notice of Assignment Required. Developer, or any 
successor transferor, gives prior written notice to the City of its intention to assign 
or transfer any of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement and a 
complete disclosure of the identity of the assignee or Transferee, including copies 
of the Articles of Incorporation in the case of corporations, the trust declaration in 
the case of non-public trusts, the names of individual members in the case of a 
limited liability company, and the names of individual partners in the case of 
partnerships. Any failure by Developer or any successor transferor to provide the 
notice shall be curable in accordance with the provisions in Section 5 .1. 

(b) Automatic Assumption of Obligations. Unless otherwise stated 
elsewhere in this Agreement to the contrary, a Transferee of Property or any 
portion thereof expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the rights and 
obligations of this Agreement (including an allocation of the Transferee's share of 
the Maximum Floor Area) transferred or assigned by Developer and which are 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement. 

6.2.2 Liability Upon Assignment. Each Developer of any portion of the 
Property shall be solely and only liable for performance of such Developer's obligations 
applicable to its portion of the Property under this Agreement as specified in the applicable 
Assignment Agreement. Upon the assignment or transfer of any portion of the Property together 
with any obligations assignable under this Agreement, the Transferee shall become solely and 
only liable for the performance of those assigned or transferred obligations so assumed and shall 
have the rights of a "Developer" under this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Property 
acquired; which such rights and obligations shall be set forth specifically in the Assignment 
Agreement, executed by the transferring Developer, and the Transferee, as of the date of such 
transfer, assignment or conveyance of the applicable portion of the Property. The failure of a 
Developer of any portion of the Property to perform such Developer's obligation set forth in the 
applicable Assignment Agreement may result, at the City's option, in a declaration that this 
Agreement has been breached and the City may, but shall not be obligated to, exercise its rights 
and remedies under this Agreement solely as it relates to the defaulting Developer's portion of 
the Property as provided for in Section 5.1 hereof, subject to such defaulting Developer's right to 
notice and opportunity to cure the default in accordance with provisions of SeetieH Sections 4.6 
and 5. 1 hereof 

6.2.3 Release of Developer. With respect to a transfer and assignment of all or 
a portion of a Developer's interest in the Property and the related rights and obligations 
hereunder, upon the effective date of any such transfer and assignment, as evidenced by the 
execution of an Assignment Agreement pursuant to this Section 6.2 between such Developer and 
the Transferee and delivery of such Assignment Agreement to the City, such Developer shall 
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automatically be released from any further obligations to the City under this Agreement with 
respect to the portion of the Property so transferred. 

6.2.4 Release of Property Transferee. A Transferee shall not be liable for any 
obligations to the City under this Agreement relating to any portion of the Property other than 
that portion transferred to such Transferee, and no default by a Developer under this Agreement 
with respect to such other portions of the Property shall be deemed a default by such Transferee 
with respect to the portion of the Property transferred to such Transferee. 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

7.1 Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date on which 
this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles after execution by 
Developer and Mayor of the City of Los Angeles. 

7.2 Term. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and 
shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless said Term is otherwise terminated or modified by 
circumstances set forth in this Agreement or by mutual consent of the Parties hereto. Following 
the expiration of this Term, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and effect; 
provided, however, that this termination shall not affect any right or duty arising from 
entitlements or approvals, including the Project Approvals on the Property, approved 
concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Effective Date of this Agreement. The Term of this 
Agreement shall automatically be extended for the period of time of any actual delay resulting 
from any enactments pursuant to the Reserved Powers or moratoria, or from legal actions or 
appeals which enjoin performance under this Agreement or act to stay performance under this 
Agreement (other than bankruptcy or similar procedures), or from any actions taken pursuant to 
Section 7.5 (Dispute Resolution), or from any litigation related to the Project Approvals, this 
Agreement or the Property. 

7.3 Appeals to City Council. Where an appeal by Developer, or its Transferees, as 
the case may be, to the City Council from a finding and/or determination of the Planning 
Commission is created by this Agreement, such appeal shall be taken, if at all, within twenty (20) 
days after the mailing of such finding and/or determination to Developer, or its successors, 
Transferees, and/or assignees, as the case may be. The City Council shall act upon the finding 
and/or determination of the Planning Commission within eighty (80) days after such mailing, or 
within such additional period as may be agreed upon by Developer, or its Transferees, as the case 
may be, and the City Council. The failure of the City Council to act shall not be deemed to be a 
denial or approval of the appeal, which shall remain pending until final the City Council action. 

7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, whenever a period of time, including a reasonable period of time, 
is designated within which either Party hereto is required to do or complete any act, matter or 
thing, the time for the doing or completion thereof shall be extended by a period of time equal to 
the number of days during which such Party is actually prevented from, or is unreasonably 
interfered with, the doing or completion of such act, matter or thing because of causes beyond 
the reasonable control of the Party to be excused, including: war; insurrection; riots; floods; 
earthquakes; fires; casualties; acts of God; litigation and administrative proceedings against the 
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Project (not including any administrative proceedings contemplated by this Agreement in the 
normal course of affairs (such as the Annual Review)); any approval required by the City (not 
including any period of time normally expected for the processing of such approvals in the 
ordinary course of affairs); restrictions imposed or mandated by other governmental entities; 
enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations; judicial decisions; the exercise of 
the City's Reserved Powers; or similar bases for excused performance which are not within the 
reasonable control of the Party to be excused (financial inability excepted). This Section shall 
not be applicable to any proceedings with respect to bankruptcy or receivership initiated by or on 
behalf of Developer or, if not dismissed within ninety (90) days, by any third parties against 
Developer. If written notice of such delay is given to either Party within thirty (30) days of the 
commencement of such delay, an extension of time for such cause will be granted in writing for 
the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.5 Dispute Resolution. 

7.5.1 Dispute Resolution Proceedings. The Parties may agree to dispute 
resolution proceedings to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes or questions of interpretation 
under this Agreement. These dispute resolution proceedings may include: (a) procedures 
developed by the City for expeditious interpretation of questions arising under development 
agreements; or (b) any other manner of dispute resolution which is mutually agreed upon by the 
Parties. 

7.5.2 Arbitration. Any dispute between the Parties that is to be resolved by 
arbitration shall be settled and decided by arbitration conducted by an arbitrator who must be a 
former judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court or Appellate Justice of the Second 
District Court of Appeals or the California Supreme Court. This arbitrator shall be selected by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

7.5.2.1 Arbitration Procedures. Upon appointment of the arbitrator, the 
matter shall be set for arbitration at a time not less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) days 
from the effective date of the appointment of the arbitrator. The arbitration shall be conducted 
under the procedures set forth in Code of Civil Procedure Section 638, et seq., or under such 
other procedures as are agreeable to both Parties, except that provisions of the California Code of 
Civil Procedure pertaining to discovery and the provisions of the California Evidence Code shall 
be applicable to such proceeding. 

7.5.3 Extension of Term. The Term of this Agreement as set forth in 
Section 7.2 shall automatically be extended for the period of time in which the Parties are 
engaged in dispute resolution to the degree that such extension of the Term is reasonably 
required because activities which would have been completed prior to the expiration of the Term 
are delayed beyond the scheduled expiration of the Term as the result of such dispute resolution. 

7.5.4 Legal Action. Either Party may, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or 
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance the obligations and rights of the Parties hereto. Notwithstanding the above, the 
City's right to seek specific performance shall be specifically limited to compelling Developer to 
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complete, demolish or make safe any particular improvement(s) on public lands which is 
required as a Mitigation Measure or Condition of Approval. Developer shall have no liability 
(other than the potential termination of this Agreement) if the contemplated development fails to 
occur. 

7.5.5 Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California, and the venue for any legal actions brought 
by any Party with respect to this Agreement shall be the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California for state actions and the Central District of California for any federal actions. 

7.6 Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual 
consent in writing of the Parties to this Agreement and each Mortgagee in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65868, and any Transferee of the Property or any portion thereof, in 
the event such amendment affects the rights and obligations of the Transferee under this 
Agreement in connection with the development, use and occupancy of its portion of the Property 
and/or any improvements located thereon. Any amendment to this Agreement which relates to 
the Term, permitted uses, substantial density or intensity of use, height, or size of buildings 
provisions (not otherwise permitted by the Development Parameters Regulations or changes and 
modifications pursuant to Section 3.2.5 or otherwise permitted by the Agreement) obligations for 
reservation and dedication of land, conditions, restrictions, and requirements relating to 
subsequent Discretionary Action or any conditions or covenants relating to the use of the 
Property, which are not provided for under the Applicable Rules or Project Approvals, shall 
require notice and public hearing before the Parties may execute an amendment thereto. 
Developer, or a Transferee as applicable, shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably 
and necessarily incurred, to review any amendments requested by Developer or a Transferee, 
including the cost of any public hearings. 

7.7 Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants which 
shall run with the land comprising the Property for the benefit thereof, subject to the provisions 
of any Assignment Agreement (if applicable), and the burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and 
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and all successors and assigns of the Parties, including 
any Transferee of Developer. 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation.Cooperation in the Event of Legal 
Challenge. In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other governmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the Parties hereby 
agree to affirmatively cooperate in defending said action. Developer and the City agree to 
cooperate in any legal action seeking specific performance, declaratory relief or injunctive relief, 
to set court dates at the earliest practicable date(s) and not cause delay in the prosecution/defense 
of the action, provided such cooperation shall not require any Party to waive any rights. 

7.8.2 Relationship of the Parties. It is understood and agreed by the Parties 
hereto that the contractual relationship created between the Parties hereunder is that Developer is 
an independent contractor and not an agent of the City. Further, the City and Developer hereby 
renounce the existence of any form of joint venture or partnership between them and agree that 
nothing herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making 
the City and Developer joint-venturers or partners. 
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7.9 Indemnification. 

7.9.1 Obligation to Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless: Developer 
hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, and 
employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding ("Proceeding") against the City or its agents, 
officers, or employees (i) to set aside, void, or annul, all or any part of any Project Approval, or 
(ii) for any damages, personal injury or death which may arise, directly or indirectly, from such 
Developer or such Developer's contractors, subcontractors', agents', or employees' operations in 
connection with the construction of the Project, whether operations be by such Developer or any 
of such Developer's contractors, subcontractors, by anyone or more persons directly or indirectly 
employed by, or acting as agent for such Developer or any of such Developer's contractors or 
subcontractors. In the event that the City, upon being served with a lawsuit or other legal 
process to set aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, fails to promptly notify 
Developer of the Proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense of the Proceeding, 
Developer shall thereafter be relieved of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. However, if 
Developer has actual notice of the Proceeding, it shall not be relieved of the obligations imposed 
hereunder, notwithstanding the failure of the City to provide prompt notice of the Proceeding. 
The City shall be considered to have failed to give prompt notification of a Proceeding if the 
City, after being served with a lawsuit or other legal process challenging the Approvals, 
unreasonably delays in providing notice thereof to the Applicant. As used herein, "unreasonably 
delays" shall mean any delay that materially adversely impacts Applicant's ability to defend the 
Proceeding. The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall apply notwithstanding any 
allegation or determination in the Proceedings that the City acted contrary to applicable laws. 
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean that Developer shall hold the City harmless 
and/or defend it from any claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, intentional misconduct or 
gross negligence in the performance of this Agreement. 

7.9.2 Defending the Project Approvals. Developer shall have the obligation 
to timely retain legal counsel to defend against any Proceeding to set aside, void, or annul, all or 
any part of any Project Approval. The City shall have the right if it so chooses, to defend the 
Proceeding utilizing in-house legal staff, in which case Developer shall be liable for all legal 
costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City, including charges for staff time charged. In the 
event of a conflict of interest which prevents Developer's legal counsel from representing the 
City, and in the event the City does not have the in-house legal resources to defend against the 
Proceeding, the City shall also have the right to retain outside legal counsel, in which case 
Developer shall be liable for all legal costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City. Provided 
that Developer is not in breach of the terms of this Section 7.9, the City shall not enter into any 
settlement of the Proceeding which involves modification to any Project Approval or otherwise 
results in Developer incurring liabilities or other obligations, without the consent of Developer. 

7.9.3 Breach of Obligations. Actions constituting a breach of the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9 shall include, but not be limited to: (i) the failure to timely retain 
qualified legal counsel to defend against the Proceedings; (ii) the failure to promptly pay the City 
for any attorneys' fees or other legal costs for which the City is liable pursuant to a judgment or 
settlement agreement in the Proceeding seeking to set aside, void or annul all or part of any 
Project Approval; or (iii) the breach of any other obligation imposed in this Section 7.9, in each 
case after written notice from the City and a reasonable period of time in which to cure the 
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breach, not to exceed thirty-days. For purposes of this Section 7.9, Developer shall be 
considered to have failed to timely retain qualified legal counsel if such counsel is not retained 
within fourteen (14) days following the City's provision of the notice of Proceedings to 
Developer required hereunder. As used herein, qualified legal counsel shall mean competent 
counsel retained by Developer that does not have a conflict of interest with the City as a result of 
representing Developer in the Proceeding. In the event that Developer breaches the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9, the City shall have no obligation to defend against the Proceedings, 
and by not defending against the Proceedings, the City shall not be considered to have waived 
any rights in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.4 Cooperation: The City shall cooperate with Developer in the defense of 
the Proceeding; provided however, that such obligation of the City to cooperate in its defense 
shall not require the City to (i) assert a position in its defense of the Proceeding which it has 
determined, in its sole discretion, has no substantial merit; (ii) advocate in its defense of the 
Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole discretion, lack substantial merit; or 
(iii) advocate in its defense of the Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole 
discretion, are contrary to its best interests, or to public policy. Nothing contained in this section 
shall require Developer to refrain from asserting in its defense of the Proceeding positions or 
legal theories that do not satisfy the foregoing requirements. 

7.9.5 Contractual Obligation: Developer acknowledges and agrees that the 
obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 are contractual in nature, and that the breach of any such 
obligation may subject Developer to a breach of contract claim by the City. 

7.9.6 Waiver of Right to Challenge: Developer hereby waives the right to 
challenge the validity of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.7 Survival: The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall survive any 
judicial decision invalidating the Project Approvals. 

7.9.8 Preparation of Administrative Record: Developer and the City 
acknowledge that upon the commencement of legal Proceedings, the administrative record of 
proceedings relating to the Project Approvals must be prepared. Those documents must also be 
certified as complete and accurate by the City. Developer, as part of its defense obligation 
imposed in this Section 7.9, shall prepare at its sole cost and expense the record of proceedings 
in a manner which complies with all applicable laws; in accordance with reasonable procedures 
established by the City; and subject to the City's obligation to certify the administrative record of 
proceedings and the City's right to oversee the preparation of such administrative record. 
Developer agrees that its failure to prepare the administrative record as set forth herein, and in 
compliance with all time deadlines imposed by law, shall constitute a breach of its obligation to 
defend the City. In the event that Developer fails to prepare the administrative record, the City 
may do so, in which event the City shall be entitled to be reimbursed by Developer for all 
reasonable costs associated with preparation of the administrative record, including reasonable 
charges for staff time. 

7.9.9 Termination. Developer shall have the right, without City's prior 
approval but only with the prior written consent of all Mortgagees, in the event of and during the 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
020613 

-34- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0028836 



EM29580 

continuation of any Litigation, to terminate this Agreement or renounce the Project Approvals, 
provided, however, that the provisions of this Section 7.9 shall survive any such termination. 

7.10 Deposit. Following the filing of a lawsuit, or other legal process seeking to set 
aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, Developer shall be required, following 
written demand by the City, to place funds on deposit with the City, which funds shall be used to 
reimburse the City for expenses incurred in connection with defending the Project Approvals. 
For Project Approvals which included the certification of an environmental impact report by the 
City, the amount of said deposit shall be ten thousand ($10,000) dollars. For all other Project 
Approvals, the amount of the deposit shall be five thousand ($5,000) dollars. The City, at its 
sole discretion, may require a larger deposit upon a detailed showing to Developer of the basis 
for its determination that the above stated amounts are insufficient. Any unused portions of the 
deposit shall be refunded to Developer within thirty (30) days following the resolution of the 
challenge to the Project Approvals. All Deposits must be paid to the City within thirty (30) days 
of Developer's receipt of the City's written demand for the Deposit. 

7.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between the City or 
Developer must be in writing, and shall be given either personally or by registered or certified 
mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail, the same shall be deemed 
to have been given and received on the first to occur of (i) actual receipt by any of the addressees 
designated below as the Party to whom notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a 
registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is 
deposited in the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have 
been given when delivered to the Party to whom it is addressed. Any Party hereto may at any 
time, by giving ten (10) days' written notice to the other Party hereto, designate any other 
address in substitution of the address, or any additional address, to which such notice or 
communication shall be given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at 
their addresses set forth below: 

If to the City: 

Director of City Planning 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

If to Developer: 

1720 North Vine LLC 
1749 North Vine LLC 
1750 North Vine LLC 
1733 North Argyle LLC 
Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Suite 1000 
1680 North Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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with copies to 

City Attorney 
City of Los Angeles 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
700 The City Hall East, 200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

with copies to 

Millennium Partners 
1195 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 
Attn: Chief Financial Officer 

And with copies to 
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Attn: Mario Palumbo 
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Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

And with copies to 

Paul Hastings JaHofosky & 'Nalker LLP 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
75 East 55th Street 
New York, NY 10022 
Attn: Eric R. Landau, Esq. 

7.12 Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, this Agreement 
shall be recorded with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles within ten (10) days 
following its execution by all Parties. Developer shall provide the City Clerk with the fees for 
such recording prior to or at the time of such recording, should the City Clerk effectuate the 
recordation. 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance. Every person who now or hereafter owns 
or acquires any right, title, interest in or to any portion of the Property, is and shall be 
conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to every provision contained herein, whether 
or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person 
acquired an interest in the Property. 

7.14 Successors and Assignees. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties any subsequent owner of all or any portion of 
the Property and their respective Transferees, successors, and assignees, subject to applicable 
Assignment Agreements. 

7.15 Severability. If any provisions, conditions, or covenants of this Agreement, or 
the application thereof to any circumstances of either Party, shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such provision, condition, 
or covenant to persons or circumstances other than those as to whom or which it is held invalid 
or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest 
extent permitted by law. 

7.16 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence for each provision of this 
Agreement of which time is an element. 

7.17 Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless 
in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom enforcement 
of a waiver is sought and refers expressly to this Section. No waiver of any right or remedy with 
respect to any occurrence or event shall be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy with respect 
to any other occurrence or event. 
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7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries. The only Parties to this Agreement are the City 
and Developer and their successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries (other than 
Mortgagees) and this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be construed to benefit or be 
enforceable by any other person whatsoever. 

7.19 Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth and contains the entire 
understanding and agreement of the Parties and there are no oral or written representations, 
understandings or ancillary covenants, undertakings or agreements which are not contained or 
expressly referred to herein and no testimony or evidence of any such representations, 
understandings, or covenants shall be admissible in any proceedings of any kind or nature to 
interpret or determine the provisions or conditions of this Agreement. 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents. Each 
Party acknowledges that it has received independent legal advice from its attorneys with respect 
to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the provisions hereof The 
provisions of this Agreement shall be construed as to their fair meaning, and not for or against 
any Party based upon any attribution to such Party as the source of the language in question. The 
headings and table of contents used in this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only 
and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate. At any time, and from time to time, Developer may deliver 
written notice to the City and the City may deliver written notice to Developer requesting that 
such Party certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying Party (i) this Agreement is in 
full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this Agreement has not been 
amended, or if amended, the identity of each amendment, and (iii) the requesting Party is not in 
breach of this Agreement, or if in breach, a description of each such breach (an "Estoppel 
Certificate"). The Planning Director shall be authorized to execute, on behalf of the City, any 
Estoppel Certificate requested by Developer which complies with this Section 7.21. The City 
acknowledges that an Estoppel Certificate may be relied upon by Transferees or successors in 
interest to Developer who requested the certificate and by Mortgagees holding an interest in the 
portion of the Property in which that Developer has a legal interest. 

7.22 Counterparts. This Agreement is executed in duplicate originals, each of which 
is deemed to be an original. This Agreement, not counting the Cover Page and Table of 
Contents, consists of_ pages and 6 Attachments which constitute the entire understanding and 
agreement of the Parties. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as 
of the date first written above. 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corpora ti on of the State of California 

By: _________ _ 
Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor 

DATE: 

SMRH:4080011 IO. I 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A TRUTANICH, City Attorney 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: 

ATTEST: 
JUNELAGMAY 

By: _________ _ 

Deputy 
DATE 
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1720 Owner 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

1749 Owner 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

Capital Records Building Owner 

L 750 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 
By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 
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Argyle Owner 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE 
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MORTGAGEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ("Mortgagee"), is 
the current beneficiary of record under the following deeds of trust (collectively, the 
"Mortgages"): (a) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of 
December_, 2012, made by CPH 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), as trustor, in favor of Title 
Company, as trustee ("Trustee"), for the benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on 

, 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the Official Records 
----------
of Los Angeles County, California ("Official Records"), (b) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents 
and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012, made by 1749 North Vine Street LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company ("1749 Owner"), as trustor, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records; and (c) Deed of Trust, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of December_, 2012,, made by 1733 North Argyle 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ("Argyle Owner"), 1720 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company ("1720 Owner"), 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), as trustors, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on , 2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records. 

The Mortgages encumber the "Property" other than the "Third Party Property", as such 
terms are defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 
(the "Development Agreement"), executed by and among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation, 1749 Owner, Argyle Owner, 1720 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner. and 
Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware liability company. 

Mortgagee has reviewed and approved the Development Agreement, and hereby consents 
to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Mortgagee further heresy sueorclim1tes the 
lieHs of the Mortgages to all of the terms, eoHclitioHs, eoveHaHts, aHcl easemeHts eoHtaiHecl iH the 
DeveloIJmeHt AgreemeHt. 

Executed as of 

SMRH:408001110.l 
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--------- '2013: 

MORTGAGEE: 

HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: -------------
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GROUND LESSEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), is the tenant of record under that certain Ground 
Lease dated December_, 2012 (the "Ground Lease"), between 1750 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, as ground lessor ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), and 
Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee, as ground lessee, a memorandum of which was 
recorded on , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the 
Official Records of Los Angeles County, California. 

The Ground Lease encumbers a portion (the "Leased Premises") of the "Property", as 
defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 (the 
"Development Agreement"), executed by among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation (the "City"), 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 
North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, Capitol Records Building Owner, 1733 
North Argyle, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a 
Delaware liability company. 

Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee has reviewed and approved the Development 
Agreement, and hereby consents to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Capitol 
Records Building Ground Lessee further hereby subordinates its leasehold interest in the Leased 
Premises to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the Development 
Agreement. 

Executed as of 
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---------~ 
'2013: 

CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING GROlJND 
LESSEE: 

CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: __________ _ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: ___________ _ 
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EXHIBIT A-1 

DIAGRAM OF THE PROPERTY 
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EXHIBIT A-2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE THIRD PARTY PROPERTY 
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EXHIBITB 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
[Attached] 

-1- OLD: 407722898. 7 
NEW: 407722898.10 

RL0028849 



Land Use Catei:;ory 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NIA Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 
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EXHIBIT C 

PROJECT TRIP CAP 

Table 11-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Use Size AM Peak Hour Trim 

461 du 165 trips 
254 rm 121 trips 

80 ksf 63 trips 
150 ksf 137 trips 
100 ksf 78 trips 
25 ksf 13 trips 
-8 ksf ru trips 

574 trips 

-1-

PM Peak Hour Trim 

151 trips 
128 trips 
156 trips 
54 trips 

321 trips 
121 trips 
m trips 

924 trips 
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Comparison Details 

Title pdfDocs compareDocs Comparison Results 

Date & Time 2/6/2013 11:09:49 AM 

Comparison Time 2.34 seconds 

compareDocs version v3.4.11.2 

Sources 

Original Document 
[#407722898] [v7] Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood [Draft 

1.9.13].docxDMS Information 

Modified Document 
[#407722898] [vlO] Development Agreement Millennium Hollywood [Draft 

2.6.13].docxDMS information 

Comparison Statistics 

Insertions 159 

Deletions 75 

Changes 139 

Moves 12 

TOTAL CHANGES 385 

compareDocs Settings Used 

Open Comparison Report after Saving 

Report Type 

Character Level 

Include Headers/ Footers 

Include Footnotes/ Endnotes 

Include List Numbers 

Include Tables 

Include Field Codes 

Include Moves 

Show Track Changes Tool bar 

Show Reviewing Pane 

Update Automatic Links at Open 

Summary Report 

Include Change Detail Report 

Document View 

Remove Personal Information 
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Name 

Insertions 
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Moves/ Moves 

Inserted cells 

Deleted cells 

Merged cells 

Formatting 

Changed lines 

Comments color 

Balloons 

Category 
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Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Word 

Standard 

Color only. 

Mark left border. 

ByAuthorcolor options] 

False 

Option Selected 

Always 

Formatting 

False 

True 

True 

True 

True 

True 

True 

False 

False 

False 

End 

End 

Print 

False 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29929 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:55 AM 
Richard Shattuck 
Re: Protect AM DA 

Your e-mail has been received and placed in the case file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 8:25 PM, Richard Shattuck <richard shattuck@amda.edu> wrote: 

My name is Rick Shattuck I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed 

Thank you! 

Rick Shattuck 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0028852 



EM26778 

Subject: Millennium Staff Rpt 

Location: Rm 750 

Start: 3/19/2013 2:30 PM 

End: 3/19/2013 3:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; Lisa Webber; Dan Scott 

Resources: Rm 750 

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggc2VyZ21vlmliYXJyYUB 
sYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnNzJIYTBmMz 
RmY2EONDBkN2Y3MjllYjA4YWQ3NDk5MGUOODQxZTc3ZA&ctz=America/Los Angel 
es&hl=en> 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Tue Mar 19, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map <http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Rm+750+&hl=en>) 
Calendar 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes <https ://www.google.com/calendar/event? 

RL0028853 



EM26779 

action=RESPOND&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggc2VyZ21vlmli 
YXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=1 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnNzJIYTBmMzRmY2EOND 
BkN2Y3MjllYjA4YWQ3NDk5MGUOODQxZTc3ZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> -
Maybe <https://www.qooqle.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggc2VyZ21vlmli 
YXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=3 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnNzJIYTBmMzRmY2EOND 
BkN2Y3MjllYjA4YWQ3NDk5MGUOODQxZTc3ZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> -
No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggc2VyZ21vlmli 
YXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=2 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnNzJIYTBmMzRmY2EOND 
BkN2Y3MjllYjA4YWQ3NDk5MGUOODQxZTc3ZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggc2VyZ21vlmliYXJyYUB 
sYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnNzJIYTBmMz 
RmY2EONDBkN2Y3MjllYjA4YWQ3NDk5MGUOODQxZTc3ZA&ctz=America/Los Angel 
es&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130319T2130002 
DTEND:20130319T2230002 
DTST AM P:20130308T17 40222 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130308T1740212 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report\nView your ev 
ent at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnV 
yaDVkMzl2cTNz2jJwbjggc2Vy221vlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhL 

mliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnNzJIYTBmMzRmY2EONDBkN2Y3MjllYjA4YWQ3NDk5MGUOO 
DQx2Tc3 
2A&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T17 4022Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30104 

Jillian Doyle <jdoyle@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:33 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbey1@gmail.com; 
marcel. porras@lacity.org; I uci ral ia. i barra@lacity.org; sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cc: Cynthia Moj 
Subject: Development Project 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My name is Jillian Doyle. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you, 

Jillian Doyle 
Assistant Director of Financial Aid 
American Musical & Dramatic Academy 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
jdoyle@amda.edu 
office: 323.603.5963 I fax: 323.469.4823 
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EM29595 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Regina Freer < rfreer@oxy.edu > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 3:44 PM 
James Williams 

Subject: Fwd: CPC Briefing 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Angela Adriatico <aadriatico@cityview.com> 
Date: Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 12:54 PM 
Subject: RE: CPC Briefing 
To: Regina Freer <rfreer@oxy.edu> 

Hello Regina 

Sean is traveling next week and will not be attending the CPC meeting on the Thursday 

Angela Adriatico 

Executive Assistant to Sean Burton 
Office: 310.566.8726 

10877 Wilshire Boulevard, 12th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90024 

From: Regina Freer [mailto: rfreer@oxv.edu] 
Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 11 :21 AM 
To: Sean Burton; Angela Adriatico; Robert Lessin; Arelys Mendez 
Subject: CPC Briefing 

Bob and Sean, 

I am reaching out in the hope that you two can join me for the CPC briefing at 9am on Wednesday morning, 
March 27th - it should be over by 10:30. Because Bill has a conflict with the large and controversial Millennium 
project I will be chairing our hearing Thursday. I value your insight and want to be sure we are bringing our "A" 
game. The briefing should help. 

Let me know if you are available. 

RL0028857 



EM29596 

Thank you, 

Regina 

Important Notice: The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the confidential use of the recipient(s) named above. If you 
have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail, and delete the original message. Your acceptance of this 
communication constitutes your agreement to keep this communication confidential. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

EM29930 

Isabel Cano <icano@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 9:09 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

My name is Isabel Cano, work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you 
require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA 
will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Isabel Cano 

Isabel Cano 
Financial Aid Counselor 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
323.603.5904 phone 
323.469.4823 fax 
icano@amda.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29793 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
Howard Franklin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-1A) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 9:28 PM, Howard Franklin <howardwfranklin@gmail.com> wrote: 
I am a 30 year resident and taxpayer in Outpost Estates. I find the Millennium project to be a travesty -- a 
grotesque attack on Hollywood that will create untold problems with traffic and overcrowding, in addition to 
being a blight on the cityscape. I cannot believe anybody who knows and understands our community would be 
for it. 

Yours truly, 

Howard Franklin 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29597 

Francie Kelley <francie@paragonegallery.com > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 4:48 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Millenium Project 

As a 30+ year resident of Nichols Canyon, I ask you to absolutely oppose 
the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Our delicate hillside communities cannot take 
ANY more traffic, and this project whether 50 stories or 25, would mean 
a massive increase in congestion. Not to mention destroying the famed 
Hollywood skyline as its been for years! 

The people who stand to gain from this are the out of town developers 
who will not have to deal with any of the repercussions of this project, 
and rather simply make millions from it at the expense of the local 
community. So there would be some construction jobs. When you 
look at the risk/benefit, clearly you MUST see that the risk far out 
weighs the benefit. 

The fact that there is no planning for adequate parking or traffic congestion, 
is ridiculous. 

Please don't be drawn into this horrible project and do whatever you can 
to prevent it from going forward in any form. 

Thank you, 

Francie Kelley 
7721 Firenze Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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EM26781 

Subject: Millennium Staff Rpt 

Location: Rm 750 

Start: 3/19/2013 2:30 PM 

End: 3/19/2013 3:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: lisa.webber@lacity.org; Dan Scott; Sergio Ibarra 

Resources: Rm 750 

more details » 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Tue Mar 19, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 
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EM26782 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:l/www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM26783 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130319T2130002 
DTEND:20130319T2230002 
DTST AM P:20130308T17 40222 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130308T1740212 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report\nView your ev 
ent at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnV 

yaDVkMzl2cTNz2jJwbjggbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlml 

iYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnMmU2MjUONzJmYzgxNDQxNGE5Nzc1 MWM4NT JkMjMyYzhlYT 
MONTUyYw 
&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T17 4022Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

EM29931 

Chelsea Schwan <cschwan@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 9:27 AM 
Millennium Support 

My name is Chelsea Schwan. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium 
on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Chelsea Schwan 
AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
Academic Services Coordinator 
6305 Yucca Street, 2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
323.603.5911 
www.AMDA.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29794 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
danielle 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Sun, Mar 24, 2013 at 10:26 PM, danielle <d mentzer@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
Hello, 

I'm writing to oppose the building of high-rises in Hollywood. It's has taken so long time to turn this 
community around. To create a community. The development projects proposed will turn Hollywood into just 
another city. It will lose its edge, its charm, what attracts people to it. 

In detail I.. 

• support the appeals 
• oppose the Millennium project 
• oppose the 22 year development agreement 
• oppose certification of the Environmental Impact Report. 

Sincerely, 
Danielle Mentzer 
A citizen of Hollywood 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30105 

James Bowman <JBowman@amda.edu> 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:35 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Millennium Project 

My name is James Bowman. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium 
to provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impact from 
Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should 
NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

James Bowman 

SR Admissions Advisor 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM29598 

Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Friday, March 22, 2013 4:33 PM 

To: Aziz Elattar; Elhami Nasr; Dianna Watson; jay.kim@lacity.org; tomas carranza; 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Attachments: 130322 Millennium Hollywood Project.pdf 

Thanks for coming to the meeting today. 

Here is the sign-in sheet. We are working on a Meeting Minutes and will send to you sometimes next week. 

(See attached file: 130322 Millennium Hollywood Project.pdj) 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

RL0028868 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Srimal, 

EM26784 

Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 9:46 AM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Dianna Watson; Elizabeth Pollock 
Re: Fw: Hollywood Millennium Project FEIR Comment Letter 

graycol.gif; pic03173.gif; ecblank.gif 

For the above meeting, could you find out when will this project be presented to the City Council? And when is the Notice 
of Determination? 

Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal .hewawitharana@lacity.ora> 

02/21/2013 01 :12 PM 

Hi Alan, 

To 

cc 

Subject 

Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Dianna Watson <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov>, Elizabeth Pollock 
<elizabeth .pollock@dot .ca.gov> 

Re: Fw: Hollywood Millennium Project FEIR Comment Letter 

The FEIR will be presented to the City Planning Commission on March 28, 2013. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Feb 21, 2013 at 10:33 AM, Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Srimal, 

Do you know when is the City going to approve the FEIR. Please respond to this email 
promptly to all parties. 

RL0028870 



Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

EM26785 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear City Officials: 

EM30106 

Sheena Ponce <sponce@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:35 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Hollywood Millennium - AMDA 

My name is Sheena Ponce. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. We are all for the development 
and growth of Hollywood, but the impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous and Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project 
as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Sheena <Ponce 
Assistant Director of Financial Aid 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
323-603-5900 phone 
323-469-1739 fax 
sponce@amda.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29795 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
Caroline Schweich 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 9:06 AM, Caroline Schweich <cschweich@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
To Whom It May Concern: 

The Oaks Homeowners Association, representing approximately 800 homes in the Los Feliz Oaks, opposes the 
Millenium Hollywood Project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) such as it is currently presented. 

While we are not opposed to development in Hollywood, we feel strongly that the additional density which will 
result from the Millenium Project does not have sufficient infrastructure to support it. We are particularly 
concerned by the traffic and gridlock which will result from the additional cars inevitably coming from this 
project and other developments in Hollywood, particularly on Franklin Avenue between Canyon and Argyle, as 
this directly affects us and impedes our ability to enter and exit our neighborhood. We firmly oppose the 
negligible traffic mitigations thus far. 

We would like to thank our Councilman Tom LaBonge for his opposition to the height of this project. We urge 
Councilman Eric Garcetti to oppose the project as it is currently proposed. We fully support the appeal (VTT-
71837-CN-IA). 

Sincerely, 

Caroline Schweich 
Oaks Homeowners Association, President 
Tel: 323 .957.2326 

http ://oakshome.org/ 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 

RL0028874 



200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29796 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30271 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 8:58 AM 
Lisa Webber 

Subject: Fwd: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

Letter.pdf; A TTOOOOl.htm Attachments: 

www.sheppardmullin.com/afraijo 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Michael Kiely" <MKiely@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: "lisa. webber@laciity.org" <lisa. webber@laciity.org>, "dan. scott@lacity.org" 
<dan.scott@lacity.org>, "Jerry Neuman" <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, "michael .logrande@lacity.org" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Mario Palumbo (MPalumbo@MillenniumPtrs.com)" <MPalumbo@MillenniumPtrs.com>, 
"Philip Aarons (PAarons@MillenniumPtrs.com)" <PAarons@MillenniumPtrs.com> 
Subject: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

Attached letter withdrawing Millennium project Development Agreement application. 

Michael J. Kiely 
213.617.5587 I direct 
310.962.1974 I cell 
MKiely@sheppardmullin.com<mailto :MKiely@sheppardmullin.com> I 

Bio<http ://www.sheppardmullin.com/mkiely> 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin.com<http ://www.sheppardmullin.com> 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Sheppard Mullin 

March 28, 2013 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Acting Chair and Vice President 
City of Los Angeles Planning Commission 
Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street 
Mail Stop 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

EM30272 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 -1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620.1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

213.617.5563 direct 
jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 

File Number: OOOX-00005923LV-
16171 7 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Withdrawal of CPC-2013-103-DA 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of our clients 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 North 
Vine Street LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company, 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, collectively, the 
owners of the properties covered by the above referenced case, and Millennium Hollywood 
LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with such owners , "Developer"), we request the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Planning withdraw the above referenced application for a 
development agreement. 

Thank you for your consideration in the pursuit of the development agreement, and for your 
prompt attention to this request. Please contact me should you require any further information. 

RL0028877 



Sheppard Mullin 
Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Mr. Michael LoGrande 
March 28, 2013 
Page 2 

Very truly yours , 

~??z---

EM30273 

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

SMRH:408212355.1 

cc: Mr. Phil Aarons - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Mr. Mario Polumbo - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Ms. Lisa Webber - City Planning 
Mr. Dan Scott - City Planning 
Jerry Neuman, Esq. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29797 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 

RL0028880 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM29600 

Save Hollywood! <signon@signon.org > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 5:40 PM 
Los Angeles City Planning Commission, VTTM 71837-CN 

Subject: 675 signers: Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project petition 

Dear Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

I started a petition to you on SignOn.org titled Opposition to the Millennium Hollvwood Project. So far, the 
petition has 675 total signers. 

You can email all petition signers by clicking here: http ://signon.org/target talkback.html?tt=tt-39205-custom
l 9225-20130405-Rd2rVt 

The petition states: 

"The Project is out-of-scale and out-of-character with the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan 
and will cause excessive cumulative negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of 
Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. We request that prior to the City Planning 
Commission, Planning Department or their Advisory Agencies issuing any approvals or recommendation 
of approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning 
variances) that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding 
Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment 
Agency guidelines. " 

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition, including their addresses, click 
this link: http ://www.signon.org/deliver pdf.html?job id=786217&target type=custom&target id=l9225 

Thank you. 

--Save Hollywood! 

If you have any other questions, please email signon@signon.org. 

The links to download the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your constituents will remain available for 
the next 14 days. 

This email was sent through SignOn.org, afree service that allows anyone to set up their own online petition 
and share it with friends. SignOn is sponsored by MoveOn. org Civic Action, but MoveOn does not endorse the 
contents of any petitions. If you don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have 
signed this petition, click here: 
http://www.signon.org/deliverv unsub.html?e=UxgjzvDMhEgPVFBWulDEgUphbWVzLksuV2lsbGlhbXNAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9vZw--&petition id= 39 205. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Yes 

-----Original Message-----

EM26787 

Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 9:50 AM 
Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com 
Re: 03/14/2013 08:30 AM - City Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda 

From: Richard Lichtenstein [mailto:Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 08:14 AM 
To: Lisa Webber (lisa.webber@lacity.org) <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: FW: 03/14/2013 08:30 AM - City Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda 

Good Morning. The attached has the meeting on the 28th in Van Nuys. 
Wasn't it moved to City Hall for Capitol/Millennium Hearing? r 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Attention City Officials, 

EM30107 

Darlene Reynoso <dreynoso@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:40 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 

My name is Darlene Reynoso. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. 

The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. Our school is pertinent to Hollywood and the success of 
our students relies on the instruction and environment in which they are taught. The lack of 
mitigations may hinder a student's focus, passion and health. Considering the importance and 
money put into this 53 story high rise, I am certain this proposal can allow for some wiggle room by 
helping protect and promote the furtherance of education. 

The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Darlene Reynoso 
Financial Aid Counselor 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Phone: 323-603-5910 
Fax: 323-469-4823 
dreynoso@amda.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Williams, 

EM29601 

Liz Kubal! <liz@lizkuball.com> 

Friday, March 22, 2013 5:45 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Millennium Project 

I'm a resident of the Hollywood Dell, and I strongly oppose the proposed Millennium Project. Anything that obstructs the 
historic Capitol Records building from view is, in my opinion, a detriment to Hollywood. Just this weekend, I had visitors 
in town, and the first thing they saw when we came in from the airport was the Capitol Records building. One of them 
pointed it out to the other, and they both said, "Wow .... " That may not seem like much, but to me, it says everything 
about what it is to live in this neighborhood. 

Please join me in opposing the proposed Millennium Project. I've heard no resident of this neighborhood speak in 
support of it. Talk on the sidewalks as we walk our dogs and congregate on porches is about how this can't go forward. 
We need your support. 

Thanks! 
Liz Kuball 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29798 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
Randy Sommer 
Re: Millennium Project 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 9:37 AM, Randy Sommer <randy.sommer@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
To Whom It May Concern 
As a resident of the far west side of The Oaks in Los Feliz, 
I wish to express my deep concern with the overall scale of the proposed Millennium Project. 
While I am not against the concept, I am astonished, like many other people, at the ridiculous 
scale of the buildings and the parking problems that will surely take place. 
That area is already a driving nightmare and this project invites only more auto traffic instead of a sufficient 
number of 
mass transit alternatives. 
Visually it will be so out of scale with the surrounding urban scape that it clearly falls into the category of 
preposterous. 
It seems no one has a master plan for the explosive build up of Hollywood in general, both in terms of greatly . . 
mcreasmg 
unbearable traffic congestion and with very little regard for the ultimate aesthetic appearance of Hollywood. 
Please listen to many concerned tax paying citizens and have this monstrous behemoth of a project scaled back 
considerably 
to maintain a quality of life in Hollywood for citizens and visitors alike. 
Sincerely, 
Randy Sommer 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29799 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM30108 

Bernardita Nassar < bernardita_nassar@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:40 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Protect AM DA 

My name is Bernardita Nassar.I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Aris 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Bernardita Nassar 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

This is the letter 

EM30275 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 8:59 AM 

stacy.munoz@lacity.org 
Fw: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

Letter.pdf 

From: Michael Kiely [mailto: MKiely@sheppardmullin.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2013 08:56 AM 
To: lisa.webber@lacitv.org < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Subject: FW: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

Attached letter withdrawing Millennium project Development Agreement application. 

Michael J. Kiely 
213.617.5587 I direct 
310.962.1974 I cell 
MKiely@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Sheppard Mullin 

March 28, 2013 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Acting Chair and Vice President 
City of Los Angeles Planning Commission 
Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street 
Mail Stop 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

EM30276 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 -1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620.1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

213.617.5563 direct 
jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 

File Number: OOOX-00005923LV-
16171 7 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Withdrawal of CPC-2013-103-DA 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of our clients 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 North 
Vine Street LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company, 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, collectively, the 
owners of the properties covered by the above referenced case, and Millennium Hollywood 
LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with such owners , "Developer"), we request the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Planning withdraw the above referenced application for a 
development agreement. 

Thank you for your consideration in the pursuit of the development agreement, and for your 
prompt attention to this request. Please contact me should you require any further information. 
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Sheppard Mullin 
Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Mr. Michael LoGrande 
March 28, 2013 
Page 2 

Very truly yours , 

~??z---

EM30277 

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

SMRH:408212355.1 

cc: Mr. Phil Aarons - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Mr. Mario Polumbo - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Ms. Lisa Webber - City Planning 
Mr. Dan Scott - City Planning 
Jerry Neuman, Esq. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29800 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
BarryWeissLA@gmail.com 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 9:53 AM, Barry Weiss <barryweissla@gmail. com> wrote: 
Regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project (VTT-71837-CN-lA): 

I support the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA); 

I oppose: 
-the Mellennium Hollywood Project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
-the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
- and certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR). 

Furthermore, I oppose: 

-unlimited height for the buildings 
-the negligible traffic mitigations 
-the inadequate parking (1900 parking spaces proposed vs. 3500 spaces if this project were built outside of the 
"Transit Corridor"). 

I ask you to support me in the above! 

With warmest regards, 

Barry Weiss 
818-257-3181 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM29801 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello everyone, 

EM29602 

Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 22, 2013 6:11 PM 
Emily Dwyer 
Thomas Drischler; Farhad Zaltash; Phil Aker; James Lefton 
Re: Circulation Shuttle Community Benefits for Hollywood Millenium 

Can you guys help provide some insight to this issue? Our office is interested in studying an on-call 
shuttle that would travel between Hollywood and Vine and the Hollywood Hills. 

Emily Dwyer from Planning has included the language that is currently being considered in the 
development agreement, however, I have concerns that benefit is arbitrary and not based in actual 
cost/ demand. 

This project is being considered next Thursday at the Planning Commission. 

Thank you, 

Marcel 
On Wed, Feb 20, 2013 at 7:52 AM, Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Tom and Farhad, 

Phil Aker directed me to contact you. I am helping refine the Community Benefits in the 
Hollywood Millennium Development Agreement. The developer has proposed contracting out a 
Circulation shuttle, but we do not know if their estimate of $50,000 will actually result in the community benefit described below. 
Please see the attached pdf (p. 24) to see the redline version to give you more context. I would greatly appreciate it if you could 
let me know if the language needs to have additional clarifications/thresholds, anything needs to be deleted since it was already 
included in the TDM measures that mitigated traffic impacts, or if there are other more creative solutions to achieve the intent of 
these community benefits. 

(a) Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of completion for the First Phase, 
Developer shall procure and thereafter operate during the Term of this Agreement a shuttle service, providing 
for service between the Project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the Project. Such shuttle 
service will be operated on an "on call" basis during reasonable hours, generally consistent with DASH 
operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in 
vicinity of the Project that are currently underserved by the DASH routes, to the Project and the public 
transportation access points within two blocks of the Project; as such service will not be required to 
accommodate linkages between the Project and areas already adequately serviced by DASH and 
Metro. Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $50,000 per year for the operation of such 
service. As part of the Annual Review process required by Section 4.1 of this Agreement, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the Planning Director how it has implemented such program. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Emily Dwyer, LEED AP sD+c 
Planning Assistant 
City of LA, Dept. of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
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200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 

Tel: (213) 978-1326 
Fax: (213) 978-1343 
Emily.Dwyer@lacity .org 

EM29603 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdl 3.com 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

on my way down 

EM30278 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 9:05 AM 

Lisa Webber 
Re: Fw: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

On Thu, Mar 28, 2013 at 8:58 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
This is the letter 

From: Michael Kiely [mailto: MKiely@sheppardmullin.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2013 08:56 AM 
To: lisa .webber@lacitv.org < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Subject: FW: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

Attached letter withdrawing Millennium project Development Agreement application. 

Michael J. Kiely 
213.617.5587 I direct 

310.962.1974 I cell 

MKiely@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
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EM30279 

purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

2 

RL0028896 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

-----Original Message-----

EM26788 

Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 9:50 AM 
iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 
Fw: 03/14/2013 08:30 AM - City Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda 
plncityplnagenda28581376_03142013.pdf 

From: Richard Lichtenstein [mailto:Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 08:14 AM 
To: Lisa Webber (lisa.webber@lacity.org) <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: FW: 03/14/2013 08:30 AM - City Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda 

Good Morning. The attached has the meeting on the 28th in Van Nuys. 
Wasn't it moved to City Hall for Capitol/Millennium Hearing? r 
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lnformaci6n en Espanol acerca de estajunta puede ser obtenida l/amando al (213) 978-1300 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING 

THURSDAY, MARCH 14, 2013, after 8:30 a.m. 
**** THE BOYS & GIRLS CLUB **** 

100 W. 5th STREET, SAN PEDRO, CA 90731 

William Roschen, FAIA, President 
Regina M. Freer, Vice President 
Sean 0. Burton, Commissioner 
Diego Cardoso, Commissioner 
Camilla Eng, Commissioner 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director 
Alan Bell, AICP, Deputy Director 

Lisa M. Webber AICP, Deputy Director 
Eva Yuan-McDaniel, Deputy Director 

George Hovaguimian, Commissioner 
Robert Lessin, Commissioner 
Dana Perlman, Commissioner 
Barbara Romero, Commissioner James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 

POLICY FOR DESIGNATED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS No!sl 4. 
Pursuant to the Commission's general operating procedures, the Commission at times must necessarily limit the speaking 
times of those presenting testimony on either side of an issue that is designated as a public hearing item. In all instances, 
however, equal time is allowed for presentation of pros and cons of matters to be acted upon. All requests to address the 
Commission on public hearing items must be submitted prior to the Commission's consideration of the item. EVERY PERSON 
WISHING TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION MUST COMPLETE A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM AND SUBMIT IT TO 
THE COMMISSION STAFF. 

The Commission has adopted rules regarding written submissions to ensure that it has reasonable and appropriate 
opportunity to review your materials. The mailing and email addresses, deadlines, page limits, and required numbers 
of copies for your advance submissions may be found under "Forms and Instructions". Day of hearing submissions 
(15 copies must be provided) are limited to 2 pages plus accompanying photographs, posters, and PowerPoint 
presentations of 5 minutes or less. Non-complying materials will NOT be distributed to the Commission. 

The Commission may ADJOURN FOR LUNCH at approximately 12:00 Noon. Any cases not acted upon during the morning 
session will be considered after lunch. Tl ME SEGMENTS noted* herein are approximate. Some items may be delayed due to 
length of discussion of previous items. 

The Commission may RECONSIDER and alter its action taken on items listed herein at any time during this meeting or during 
the next regular meeting, in accordance with the Commission Policies and Procedures and provided that the Commission 
retains jurisdiction over the case. In the case of a Commission meeting cancellation, all items shall be continued to the 
next regular meeting date or beyond, as long as the continuance is within the legal time limits of the case or cases. 

Sign language, interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon 
request. To ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the 
meeting by calling the Commission Executive Assistant at (213) 978-1300 or by e-mail at CPC@lacity.org. 

If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing agenized here, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

AGENDAS are posted for public review in the Main Street lobby of City Hall East, 200 No. Main Street, Los Angeles, 
California, and are accessible through the Internet at www.planning.lacity.org. Click the Meetings and Hearings" link. 
Commission meetings may be heard on Council Phone by dialing (213) 621-2489 or (818) 904-9450. 

GLOSSARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL TERMS: 

CEQA - Calif. Environmental Quality Act 
EIR - Environmental Impact Report 
CE - Categorical Exemption 

ND - Negative Declaration 
MND - Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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EM26790 

1. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

A. Update on City Planning Commission Status Reports and Active Assignments 

1. Ongoing Status Reports: 

2. City Council/PLUM Calendar and Actions 

3. List of Pending Legislation (Ordinance Update) 

B. Legal actions and rulings update 

C. Other items of interest: 

2. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

A. Advance Calendar 

B. Commission Request 

C. Minutes of Meeting - February 28, 2013 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

The Commission shall provide an opportunity in open meetings for the public to address it, for a 
cumulative total of up to thirty (30) minutes, on items of interest to the public that are within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the Commission. (This requirement is in addition to any other hearing required or 
imposed by law.) 

PERSONS WISHING TO SPEAK MUST SUBMIT A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM. ALL 
REQUESTS TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION ON NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND ITEMS OF 
INTEREST TO THE PUBLIC THAT ARE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION 
MUST BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD. 

Individual testimony within the public comment period shall be limited as follows: 

(a) For non-agendized matters, up to five (5) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. 

(b) For agendized matters, up to three (3) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR THESE ITEMS WILL BE DEFERRED UNTIL SUCH TIME 
AS EACH ITEM IS CALLED FOR CONSIDERATION. The Chair of the Commission may 
allocate the number of speakers per subject, the time allotted each subject, and the time 
allotted each speaker. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 2 MARCH 14, 2013 
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4. CPC-2009-1557-CPU 
CEQA: ENV-2009-1558-EIR 
Plan Area: San Pedro 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Location: VARIOUS 

EM26791 

Council District: 15 - Buscaino 
Expiration Date: N/A 
Appeal Status: Not appealable 

The project area is the San Pedro Community Plan area, located adjacent to the Port of Los Angeles, 
the Pacific Ocean, and the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. It is generally bounded by: Taper Avenue on 
the north; John S. Gibson Boulevard, Harbor Boulevard, the West Channel of the Port of Los Angeles, 
and Cabrillo Beach on the east; the Pacific Ocean on the south; and the western border of Los Angeles 
with the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

Proposed Project: 
San Pedro Community Plan Update: The San Pedro Community Plan Update (Proposed Plan) revises 
and updates the San Pedro Community Plan Text and Land Use Diagram to reflect shifts in existing 
conditions since the last Plan Update in 1999. The Proposed Plan includes new goals, policies, and 
implementation programs; revisions to the Citywide General Plan Transportation Element, and General 
Plan Land Use designations; Zone and Height District changes; changes to existing supplemental use 
district boundaries and related plans and guidelines; new overlay zones; and Street Reclassifications. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code and City Charter 

Sections 555 and 558, amend the San Pedro Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the 
City of Los Angeles, as modified in the attached San Pedro Community Plan Resolution, the San 
Pedro Community Plan Text, Land Use Change Maps, and Additional Plan Map Symbol, 
Footnote, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes. 

2. Pursuant to Section 12.32 of the Municipal Code, rezoning actions to effect changes of zone as 
identified on the Land Use Change Map, Land Use Change Matrix, Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District, and expanded Vinegar Hill Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zone (HPOZ) boundaries. 

3. Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code and City Charter Sections 
555 and 558, amend the Highways and Freeways Map of the Transportation Element of the 
General Plan to reclassify selected streets within the San Pedro Community Plan as shown on the 
Street Re-Designation Matrix. 

4. Review and Consideration of Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR. 

Applicant: City of Los Angeles 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Approve the Staff Report as the Commission Report. 
2. Approve and Recommend that the Mayor approve and the City Council adopt the San Pedro 

Community Plan Resolution, the San Pedro Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional 
Plan Map Symbol, Footnote, Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending 
the San Pedro Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

3. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt the requested rezoning actions to effect 
changes of zone as identified in the Land Use Change Map, Land Use Change Matrix, Community 
Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District, and Vinegar Hill Historic Preservation Overlay Zone 
(HPOZ) boundaries. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 3 MARCH 14, 2013 
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EM26792 

4. Instruct the Department of City Planning to finalize the necessary zone change ordinances and 
findings to be presented to City Council, and make other technical corrections as necessary. 

5. Amend the Highways and Freeways Map of the Transportation Element of the General Plan to 
reclassify selected streets within the San Pedro Community Plan as shown on the Street Re
Designation Matrix. 

6. Authorize the Director of Planning to present the resolution, Plan text and Plan amendments to the 
Mayor and City Council, in accordance with Sections 555 and 558 of the City Charter. 

7. Find that in accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 13.14 C.5, the proposed 
supplemental development regulations of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) 
District are consistent with, and necessary to implement, the programs, policies, and design 
guidelines of the San Pedro Community Plan. 

8. Recommend that the City Planning Commission approve the amended Downtown San Pedro 
Community Design Guidelines (COO) and Standards to include the addition of guidelines for multi
family development, as part of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO). 

9. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt an Ordinance repealing the existing 
Downtown San Pedro Community Design Overlay (COO) District and boundaries (Ordinance No. 
179,935), in as much as the COO guidelines and standards have been merged into the CPIO. 

10. Approve the establishment of the Vinegar Hill HPOZ Expansion Area and Recommend that the City 
Council adopt the recommended boundaries of the proposed Vinegar Hill HPOZ Expansion Area, 
for the area containing the existing Vinegar Hill HPOZ and the Vinegar Hill expansion area as a 
merged area. 

11. Find that the boundaries of the Vinegar Hill HPOZ are appropriate and that the Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zone meets one or more of the required criteria pursuant to Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Section 12.20.3 F 3 (c). 

12. Recommend that the City Planning Commission approve the amended Vinegar Hill Preservation 
Plan to include the addition of guidelines for commercial rehabilitation and infill development. 

13. Find that the City Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report No. ENV-2009-1558-EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2008021004) and transmit the 
EIR to the City Council for certification. 

14. Recommend that the City Council consider a Statement of Overriding Considerations with the Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 

15. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the Findings, and direct staff to prepare 
additional environmental findings for City Council consideration. 

Staff: Kevin Keller 
Conni Pallini-Tipton (213) 978-1163 

The next scheduled regular meeting of the City Planning Commission 
will be held at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday. March 28. 2013 

Van Nuys City Hall Council Chamber, 2nd Floor 
14410 Sylvan Street 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

An Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

As a covered entity under Title 11 of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate. The 
meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Translation services, sign language interpreters, assistive listening 
devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services must be requested 72 hours prior to the meeting by calling the 
Planning Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300 or by email at CPC@lacity.org. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 4 MARCH 14, 2013 
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EM30280 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 9:14 AM 

stacy.munoz@lacity.org 

Subject: Re: Fw: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

You're awesome 

From: Stacy Munoz [mailto: stacy.munoz@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2013 09:05 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Re: Fw: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

on my way down 

On Thu, Mar 28, 2013 at 8:58 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
This is the letter 

From: Michael Kiely [mailto: MKiely@sheppardmullin.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2013 08:56 AM 
To: lisa.webber@lacitv.org < lisa.webber@lacitv.org> 
Subject: FW: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

Attached letter withdrawing Millennium project Development Agreement application. 

Michael J. Kiely 
213.617.5587 I direct 

310.962.1974 I cell 

MKiely@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 
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EM30281 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv. orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

My name is Matt Lemp. 

EM30109 

Matt Lemp <mlemp@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:47 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

AMDA and Hollywood Millennium Project 

I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you 

require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts 

from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 

mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 

Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Matt Lemp 
Production Coordinator 
AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
(323) 603-5917 
Fax: (323) 469-3350 
www.AMDA.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29802 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:20 AM 
Alex Lyras 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-1A) 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 2:47 PM, Alex Lyras <lyrasalex@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Councilmen and future Mayor! 

Very much hoping you're going to look out for us locals on this towering project. It seems at the moment that 
there are several areas of concern. CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Aside from basic fundamentals, like half the parking spaces needed for the amount of apartments being 
proposed, there is a serious concern per the neighborhood's aesthetics. No doubt new construction is good for 
our LA economy, but must these towers be five times the size of every other building around them? Seem a bit 
egregious, not to say unnecessary, especially considering that half the lofts downtown are still empty. 

It would seem a scaled down version would be more reasonable. And fortunately, at this point in time, we're all 
still able to be reasoned with. 

Sincerely, 

aL 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM29604 

John Griffiths <jdgriffiths@earthlink.net> 
Friday, March 22, 2013 6:18 PM 
I uci ral la.i barra@lacity.org 
Eric Garcetti; tom.labonge@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; 
patti@hollywooddell.com 

Revise Hollywood Millennium Project 

Dear Councilmembers and L.A. City Staffers: 

As a resident of the Hollywood Dell community just north of the proposed Hollywood Millennium Project, I 
can tell you that the size of the buildings as planned now are as welcome as an oil derrick off the coast of 
Malibu. I'd like you all to drive or walk down Vine Street in the hills north of Franklin and imagine what those 
buildings will look like. 

Beyond destroying any semblance of character or old-Hollywood magic the city has been able to restore over 
the past few, shaky years, the idea of no added fire, traffic or crime protection strikes me as simply 
unconscionable. 

There are enough incidents of break-ins, stolen packages, garbage dumping, public drunkenness and drug use, 
and related car crashes in the Dell as is. The people who can't find parking NOW for the clubs and bars and 
events in the area already cause problems in the Dell. And this plan as of now only includes minimal parking? 

I've sent emails before asking what the developers, councilmembers and city staffers what the Millennium will 
provide the hillside communities to mitigate all of the above - as well as the likelihood of home devaluation. 
You have been bashful to say the least. 

Will surrounding areas be beautified, will roads be paved in the hills, will graffiti be managed, will the 
homeless get better help, or will the city's bottomless general coffers just be filled? I'd love an answer to the 
simple question of what the citizens of Hollywood get out of the Millennium beyond some new places to go. 

The artist's rendering of the Millennium Project suggests a severe level of detachment on the part of its 
developers and supporting councilmembers and city staffers in regards to this plan. In reality, the areas north of 
Hollywood Blvd. do not stretch flatly into the far-away Hollywood sign, and do not consist of generic buildings 
that look like warehouses. The Dell, Beachwood Canyon, Whitley Heights, the Oaks, Los Feliz, etc. are world
class urban hillside communities that are right next to downtown Hollywood, and are rife with showbiz history 
and scenic beauty that draws hordes of tourists and money to California and L.A. each year. 

It's tragic that Robert Nudelman, the late Hollywood preservationist, is no longer with us to lend some 
perspective. 

Thanks for reading this and doing your best, 

John Griffiths 
Television Critic l Us Weekly 
President I Gay & Lesbian Entertainment Critics Association 
2168 Alcyona Drive I L.A., CA 90068 
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323 460 4137 
jdgriffiths@earthlink.net 
tvnut@facebook.com 
galeca.com 

EM29605 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM26793 

Richard Lichtenstein < Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Friday, March 08, 2013 9:51 AM 
'lisa.webber@lacity.org' 

Subject: Re: 03/14/2013 08:30 AM - City Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda 

Thx. R 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Sent: Fri Mar 08 09:50:06 2013 
Subject: Re: 03/14/2013 08:30 AM - City Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda 

Yes 

-----Original Message-----
From: Richard Lichtenstein [mailto:Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 08:14 AM 
To: Lisa Webber (lisa.webber@lacity.org) <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: FW: 03/14/2013 08:30 AM - City Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda 

Good Morning. The attached has the meeting on the 28th in Van Nuys. 
Wasn't it moved to City Hall for Capitol/Millennium Hearing? r 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM30282 

Michael Zelniker <mzelniker@amda.edu> 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 9:25 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Hollywood Millennium project and AMDA 

City Officials and Members of the Commission, 

My name is Michael Zelniker. I am a teacher at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
located in Hollywood at 6305 Yucca Street. I'm also a resident of Hollywood as I live at 2556 Canyon Drive in 
the Hollywood Hills. I am also a long time activist and supporter of the Democratic party. 

As you know, AMDA opened its Hollywood campus in 2003 and has become a cornerstone of creative and 
financial activity over these 10 years. It has been brought to my attention that the impacts on AMDA from the 
Millennium project will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given it's 
proximity to the school. 

I strongly urge that the Commission NOT approve the Millennium project as currently planned and until such 
considerations are fully integrated into the plan. I will be pleased to discuss further at your convenience. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely yours, 

Michael Zelniker 
323-851-5289 

RL0028909 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning, 

EM29803 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:19 AM 
Lisa Battista 
Re: Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 7:20 AM, Lisa Battista <lisabattista@me.com> wrote: 
Hi, Thanks for reading my email. I've signed the Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood Project petition. 
This particular view has a special place in my heart. I hope that it is not disgraced by two buildings as currently 
proposed. 
Sincerely, Lisa Battista 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30110 

Ingrid Tejada <itejada@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:42 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Hollywood Millennium Project 
imageOOl.png; image002.png; image003.png 

My name is Ingrid Tejada I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium to provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impact from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Ingrid Tejada 

Admissions Representative 

AM DA College and Conservatory of Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca Street, 6th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Office: 323.603.5965 

Toll Free: 888.474.9444 

Fax:323.469.1906 

www.amda.edu 

tacebook D NY D LA 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29606 

Diane Laskin <rubyhazard@sbcglobal.net> 
Friday, March 22, 2013 6:58 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
Millennium Towers 

I'm writing on behalf of any and all appeals to stop the Millennium Towers project from building over the 150 
ft. historic scale of Hollywood. 
Other builders have and are complying with the height limit. Millennium should not get a pass! 

I object to the proposed towers, not only for aesthetic and historic reason, but more importantly, because the 
area cannot bear that much more traffic. 
Last Thursday afternoon at 3:30 p.m., my drive time on Vine from Sunset Blvd. to Franklin Blvd., (A mere half 
mile.) was fifteen minutes! 
I live in the area, and find that kind of congestion is apparent almost every afternoon between 3 :30 and 6:30 
p.m.. 
I'd hate to think what would happen if police or fire vehicles need to get through quickly. There wasn't even 
room for cars to pull over and out of the way. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Diane Laskin 

6400 Primrose Ave. 1 7 
L.A., CA 90068 
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EM26794 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org > 

Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 10:04 AM 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Staff Rpt 

Sergio Ibarra has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Tue Mar 19, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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EM26795 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130319T2130002 
DTEND:20130319T2230002 
DTSTAMP:20130308T1803442 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Sergio 

lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130308T1740212 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T180344Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear Sirs and Madam: 

EM29607 

Ken Ackerman < kvamd@yahoo.com > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 9:02 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org; tom.labonge@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; 
luciralla.ibarra@lacity.org 
file no. VTT-71837-CN-lA andCPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

In reply to an email I received today as concerns the above file number (aka Hollywood Millenium Project) I 
wish to give my support to the planned project as currently visualized by the developer with the exception that 
parking and some form of traffic mitigation be required of said developer if he wishes to pursue a project as 
large as currently conceived. I am aware that he plans sufficient parking for residents of his project, but he 
needs to also provide parking for the other businesses planned for the development and not expect hotel and 
retail customers to find parking outside the project perimeter. He will also have to work with City traffic 
engineers as regards street and freeway access to his project. At the very least I would expect controlled on/off 
ramps at the Hollywood Freeway at Cahuenga, at Argyle and at Gower to replace the current stop signs, which 
will be insufficient if traffic is significantly increased in the area (this is true of all current and planned high rise 
projects in the north end of Hollywood). If the developer is willing to make these improvements then he has my 
full support for his project. 

Kenneth Ackerman 
6357 La Punta Drive 
Hollywood, CA 90068 
<kvackerman@pacbell.net> 
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From: 

Sent: 

EM30283 

Michael Zelniker <aionpic@gmail.com > 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 9:40 AM 

To: c.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

City Officials and Members of the Commission, 

My name is Michael Zelniker. I am a teacher at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts located in 
Hollywood at 6305 Yucca Street. I'm also a resident of Hollywood as I live at 2556 Canyon Drive in the Hollywood Hills. I 
am also a long time activist and supporter of the Democratic party. 

As you know, AMOA opened its Hollywood campus in 2003 and has become a cornerstone of creative and financial 
activity over these 10 years. It has been brought to my attention that the impacts on AMOA from the Millennium project will 
be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given it's proximity to the school. 

I strongly urge that the Commission NOT approve the Millennium project as currently planned and until such 
considerations are fully integrated into the plan. I will be pleased to discuss further at your convenience. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely yours, 

Michael Zelniker 
323-851-5289 (office) 
323-481 -3962 (cell) 
follow me on twitter: @michaelzelniker 

imdb.com/name/nm0954677/ 
michaelzelniker. word press. com 
http ://www.facebook.com/fallingthemovie 
http ://www.rivetingriffs.com/Falling.html 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

March 28, 2013 

EM30892 

Diego de la Garza <diego.delagarza@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 1:28 PM 
Marcel Porras 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium letter? 

CONTACT: Diego de la Garza, 213-473-7571 

Councilmember Eric Garcetti released the following statement to the LA City Planning Commission regarding the 
proposed Millennium Project: 

"I do not support the project as it is currently envisioned because the proposed height is out of scale with the Hollywood 
landscape and does not have a broad enough level of support throughout the community. I look forward to 
working closely with my colleague Tom LaBonge, community groups and residents to assess other options at this site with 
the developer that would continue the progress we have seen in Hollywood in recent years." 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :24 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Diego, 

Please send James the statement that we released to the press. 

Thanks, 

Marcel 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :09 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marcel, 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28, 2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

RL0028917 



James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM30893 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cdl3 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

EM30284 

Ashley Miles <boo0202@gmail.com> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 11:20 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Hollywood Highrise Behind AMOA Campus 

My name is Ashley Miles.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. 

Thanks for your time. 

Ashley Miles 

RL0028919 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Alan, 

EM26796 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 08, 2013 10:48 AM 
Alan Lin 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Fw: Hollywood Millennium Project FEIR Comment Letter 

graycol.gif; pic03173.gif; ecblank.gif 

As mentioned earlier, the case will be presented to the City Planning Commission on March 28. But the date of 
presentation to the City Council has not been determined yet. 

I am copying Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project; if you have any further questions 
about the case, please contact her, as she would have more information on it, than I. 

Srimal 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at 9:45 AM, Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Srimal, 

For the above meeting, could you find out when will this project be presented to the City 
Council? And when is the Notice of Determination? 

Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

Sri ma I Hewawitharana <srimal . hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal .hewawitharana@lacity.ora> 

To Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

02/21/2013 01 :12 PM 
cc Dianna Watson <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov>, Elizabeth Pollock 

<elizabeth .pollock@dot .ca.gov> 
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EM26797 

Subject Re: Fw: Hollywood Millennium Project FEIR Comment Letter 

Hi Alan, 

The FEIR will be presented to the City Planning Commission on March 28, 2013. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Feb 21, 2013 at 10:33 AM, Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot. ca. gov> wrote: 
Srimal, 

Do you know when is the City going to approve the FEIR. Please respond to this email 
promptly to all parties. 

Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 
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EM26798 
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From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

EM30285 

Rachel Staples <rstaples@amda.edu> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 11 :28 AM 
A voter concerned with Hollywood Millennium Project & Protection of Voters 

Hello :) My name is Rachel Staples & I vote! I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts located at 
6305 Yucca Street, and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to 
protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 
currently proposed. Please help protect our students, staff, faculty and your voters!!!! Thank you. 

Rachel Staples 
Senior Advisor of Admissions & Career Services 
AMDA College & Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Toll Free: (800) 367-7908 
Direct Office Line: (323) 603-5938 

Fax: (323) 469-5246 
rstaples@amda.edu 
www.AMDA.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30111 

Javier Tobias <jtobias@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:48 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Millenium Project Concerns 

My name is Javier Tobias_./ work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you, 

Javier F Tobias 
Associate Director of Facilities 
AMDA College & Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca St. Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Office: (323) 603 5940 
Fax: (323) 469 3350 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM29608 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
<fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com > on behalf of Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net > 
Friday, March 22, 2013 10:21 PM 
maritza@marvista.org 
Millennium Hearing - Neighbors say NO - Attend and Support Them! 

Having trouble viewing this email? Click here 

IN THIS ISSUE 
Millennium Hearing - March 28! 

Dishcrawl March 27! 

Register for RiverRun L.A. March 31st! 

Neighbor. Billy Frenzer Signs - YouTube Video 

Saul is Missing 

Angus has Run Away! 

March 28th, 8:30 a.m. Your Neighborhood Leaders 
Have United to say NO to Millennium! Join Them! 
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EM29609 

Please attend on March 28th and testify. 

JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER ROOM 340 
200 N. MAIN STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

Hearing Agenda 

Even if you don't want to speak, you can still fill out a comment card checking the box that you 
support our appeals! Comment cards count. 

If you can't attend, write an email 

1) supporting the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2) opposing the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3) opposing the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4) and opposing certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Do this as soon as possible. Send it to luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org and type Millennium Hollywood in 
the subject line. 

Return to top 

Dishcrawl Makes its Hollywood Premiere! 
0 [0;~:7;;':/:::;::;;~~Td';!~'t::J:"" 

Dishcrawl is back, and debuting in Hollywood! Dishcrawl takes food lovers on a 
gourmet tasting adventure to four distinctive restaurants in one night. It's like 
a pub crawl, but more delicious! You are invited to the Hollywood premiere of 
culinary excellence. Discover the fantastic flavors that await your taste buds in 
our glamourous eateries. We invite you to grace us with your presence on Wednesday, the 27th 
of March, 2013 at 7:00 pm where we will sample dishes from 4 restaurants. 

Dishcrawl expands into Hollywood's Cahuenga Corridor neighborhood with the mission to give folks a 

2 
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reason to get out of the house and socially engage with each other while helping local restaurants 
gain exposure. Reservations are $45 per person and can be purchased at 
d ishcrawl .com/LA 

''Dishcrawl is a great way to 
introduce food lovers to restaurants' 
signature dishes and also to the chefs 
and owners responsible for those 
dishes," says Los Angeles Dishcrawl 
Coordinator Kimberly Dullaghan. ':4s 
a result, food communities are 
created and cultivated, playing a 
large role in Los Angeles culture. " 

Participating restaurants are kept 
secret until two days before the 
event, at which time the first location 
is revealed to ticket holders. 

For more information about Los Angeles's upcoming Dishcrawls visit dishcrawl.com/LA check out our 
facebook or follow @DishcrawlLA. 

~----------~ 

About Dishcrawl 

Dishcrawl creates dining experiences and events to satisfy 
anyone's craving. Our mission is to show food lovers the best 
dishes in local restaurants. You can find your local Dishcrawl 
Ambassador leading you through progressive dinners, prix fixe 
dinners, and other fun food events! Dishcrawlers can enjoy 

~----------~ dining experiences in San Francisco, New York, Montreal, 
Ottawa, San Jose, Toronto, Philadelphia, DC, and more. Visit Dishcrawl.com for a local dining 
experience. 

Contact Information 

Kimberly Ann Dullaghan 

323.875.9552 direct 
ki mberlyd@d ishcrawl .com 
twitter.com/dishcrawlLA 

Return to top 

TL.A. River Run - May 5 - register by March 31! 

3 
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The second annual Los Angeles River Fun Run will be held May 5, 
2013. 

RiverRun Last Year - click! 

Early registration continues from now until March 31. For more information on the event, which is 
sponsored by Council member Tom La Bonge, visit lariverfunrun.com. 

The inaugural L.A. River Fun Run showcased a 5k route along the L.A. River bed that allowed 
runners to run past wildlife and history while providing awareness to one of L.A.'s hidden gems. All 
proceeds went towards the beautification and restoration of the L.A. River and benefited the 
organizations that are actively participating in the cause. 

This year, the L.A. River Fun Run will unveil an exciting new 5k course that will not only expose you 
to the power of the river but the surrounding diverse community as well. 

As always, 100% of the proceeds go directly to the organizations that restore and protect the Los 
Angeles River. 

Click here for the video from last year's RiverRun! http://bit.ly/Zapeek 

Return to top 

Neighbor, Billy 
Frenzer Sings "Send 
in the Drones!" 

Billy Frenzer sings his latest tune! 

Billy is a familiar figure in Beachwood 
Canyon! Many know his comedic 

body of work including many of his 
musical productions. Here's his latest 

and we hope you share with your 
friends and neighbors! Support local 

talent! 

Send in the Drones! 

Return to top 

Click the image to watch! 

Gray Kitty Missing Near Temple & Gower! 

0 ~'""~ '""·- Saul is missing. He took a walk on the night of Wednesday the 20th from 6000 
Temple Hill Drive right at the corner of Gower. 

He's an indoor cat, gray in color, is neutered and has tags, and is medium sized. (No 
photo available) 

Please, if you live in this area, look and listen for any sign of this kitty! 

If you see or hear anything, please call me, Michelle Stark at 917-658-4976. 

4 
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Return to top 

Angus is on the Run! Have You Seen Him? 
Th is dog was seen on Los Ti los Road (Outpost Estates) at around 0 ~;';~'7~ ':"=·~, .. '° '"'·"·"-"" ' ~~ ... ~- ~~"-"""· 

11.30 am today, March 22 and went into access road at top of 
Hollywood Bowl. He could could be either still in Outpost, around 
Hollywood Heights or Cahuenga by now. He is quite nervous and a 
very recent rescue so he may run away if approached. He has 
been called Angus for about a week. He is medium size, about 
201bs, blackish grey, about 2 years old and has a collar and tag. 
Please share and either message me, Babette Pepaj 
at babette@bakespace.com or contact Kristi at 213-709-2114. 

Click here for the Facebook Post 

Return to top 

: Jorn the mailmg hst! ~ L:J : . . . . 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
beachwoodca nyon@sbcg loba I. net 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email was sent to maritza@marvista.org by beachwoodcanyon@sbcg lobal.net I 
5 
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Update Profile/Email Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 

6 
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From: 
Sent: 
Cc: 

EM30112 

Megan Maclean <mmaclean@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:49 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbey1@gmail.com; 
marcel. porras@lacity.org; I uci ral ia. i barra@lacity.org; sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Subject: AMDA and Hollywood Millennium Project 

My name is Megan MacLean. 

I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing 

to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to 

protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enonnous, yet 

Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 

school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is 

currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Megan MacLean 
AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
(323) 603-5917 
Fax: (323) 469-3350 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM30286 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 11:48 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Millennium 

I'm at the hearing now but will need to step away soon for an afternoon full of meetings. If you need any 
questions answered, please call me on my cell at 213-453-6823 or Wes at 213-972-8482. (I hope you get this e
mail during the hearing!) 
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Subject: Millennium Staff Rpt 

Location: Rm 750 

Start: 3/12/2013 2:30 PM 

End: 3/12/2013 3:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: dan.scott@lacity.org; Lisa Webber; Sergio Ibarra 

Resources: Rm 750 

This event has been changed. 

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggZGFulnNjb3ROQGxhY 
210eS5vcmc&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYT 
Q5YmRiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1 ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Changed: Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map <http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Rm+750+&hl=en>) 
Calendar 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Who 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 
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Going? 
Yes <https ://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=OG8zM DhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjgqZGFulnN jb3R 
OQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=1 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYTQ5Ym 
RiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=OG8zM DhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjgqZGFulnN jb3R 
OQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=3 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYTQ5Ym 
RiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=OG8zM DhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjgqZGFulnN jb3R 
OQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=2 
&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYTQ5Ym 
RiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnVyaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggZGFulnNjb3ROQGxhY 
210eS5vcmc&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn0DdmZjMxNjUzYT 
Q5YmRiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1 ZTllMjUOZA&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account dan.scott@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for updated invitations on calendar dan.scott@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0028934 



EM26801 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130312T213000Z 
DTEND:20130312T223000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130308T1848182 
ORGANIZER;CN=luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
; CN=luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org ;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: luci ralia. ibarra@laci 
ty.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130308T174021Z 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report\nView your ev 
ent at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnV 
yaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggZGFulnNjb3ROQGxhY210eS5vcmc&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlmliYX 

JyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnODdmZjMxNjUzYTQ5YmRiZGMOOTZjODJiNDgyMDl4ZGU1ZTllMjU 
OZA&ct 
z=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T184817Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29614 

Blythe Dalton < blythed7@aol.com > 

Friday, March 22, 2013 11:20 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am writing to show my non-support of this project 

We own a house on scenic and gower and I commute everyday to Venice. I love living in Hollywood but I will move if 
traffic gets worse, which it will, due to the Hollywood millennium project 

Traffic congestion around my streets, on and off ramps to freeways and streets like gower and vine will clog with the 
already congested two lane streets 

Please help keep out neighborhood safe for our children by not allowing his to pass ... people will be frustrated drivers as 
they try and navigate the hills of Hollywood and put everyone's safety at risk! 

We all love this neighborhood but you are hurting it with this project and will force people to move to areas like Santa 
Monica where they know we will be safe! 

Best 
Blythe dalton Klippsten 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Lucy, 

EM30894 

ggg@copper.net 

Thursday, April 11, 2013 1:44 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

New Traffic Scorecard Reinforces Density.docx 

Please add the attached doc to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -
ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

George Abrahams 
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New Traffic Scorecard Reinforces Density
Traffic Congestion Nexus 

Inrix, an industry provider of traffic information, has just published its third annual Traffic 
Scorecard, which ranks the nation's 100 largest metropolitan areas based upon the intensity of 
their peak hour traffic congestion in 2009. The results provide further evidence of the association 
between higher urban population densities and more intense traffic congestion. 

Los Angeles, Again: Not surprisingly, Los Angeles is again the most congested metropolitan 
area over 1,000,000 population. In Los Angeles, roadway travel takes nearly 34.7% more in peak 
periods than when there is no congestion. This means that a trip that would take 30 minutes 
without congestion would take, on average 40.5 minutes during peak periods. 

The principal measure used by Inrix is the Travel Time Index, which was developed by the 
Texas Transportation Institute (TTI), for its congestion reports that started in 1982. TTI's latest 
Urban Mobility Report is for 2007. The Inrix measures are developed from actual GPS vehicle 
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readings. This information is also provided to TTI to assist in preparation of its annual Urban 
Mobility Report. 

Measuring Delay: In the new edition, Inrix switches from using the Travel Time Index to what 
it calls the Travel Time Tax. The difference between the two measures is that the Travel Time 
Tax measures the percentage of delay, such as 35% in Los Angeles, while the Travel Time Index 
would state the figure as 1.35. The new method is preferable because differences in traffic 
congestion are more readily apparent. . For example, a metropolitan area having a Travel Time 
Tax of I 5% would have 50% worse traffic congestion than a metropolitan area having a Travel 
Time Tax of I 0%. This large difference is not as obvious when comparing the Travel Time 
Index values of I. I 5 and I. I 0. The "Travel Time Tax" parlance, however, is less than optimal 
and this article will use "average congestion delay" instead. 

Ranking the Metropolitan Areas: The average congestion delay in Los Angeles was much 
worse than in the other largest metropolitan areas, just as its core urban area density is well 
above that of anywhere else in the US, including New York (where far less dense suburbs more 
than negate the density advantage in the core city). It also doesn't help that a number of planned 
freeways were cancelled in Los Angeles over the last 50 years. 

Among the large metropolitan areas, Washington, DC had the second worst Average congestion 
delay, at 22.4%, followed by San Francisco, at 21.5%, Austin at 20.7% and New York at I9.7%. 
Austin may seem to have placed surprisingly high, however this was the nation's last large 
metropolitan area to open a full freeway to freeway interchange and has only recently begun to 
develop a comprehensive freeway system, through the addition of toll roads. Austin's late 
roadway development is the result of two factors. Austin was too small in I956 to receive a 
beltway under the interstate highway system and an anti-freeway movement delayed 
construction for decades. 

Inrix also develops an average congestion delay for the worst commuting hour. Los Angeles also 
has the most congested worst hour, with an average congestion delay of 69%. Austin ranked 
second worst at 55%, while San Francisco was third at 46%, Washington, DC fourth at 45% and 
New York fifth at 44%. 

Honolulu: Almost as Bad as Los Angeles: Smaller metropolitan areas also exhibited intense 
traffic congestion. Honolulu had an average congestion delay nearly as bad as Los Angeles, at 
32.4% and a worst hour average congestion delay of 64%. The core urban area of Honolulu has 
the highest density of any metropolitan area between 500,000 and I,000,000 population. New 
York exurb Bridgeport-Stamford had a worst hour average congestion delay of 63%, with a peak 
period average congestion delay of I8.0%. 

Inrix: Density and Traffic Congestion: Virtually all of the congestion and most of the analyzed 
road mileage is in the urban areas, rather than in the rural areas that make up the balance of the 
metropolitan areas. The metropolitan areas with more dense urban areas tend to have worse 
traffic congestion, as the table below indicates. 
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•Metropolitan areas with core urban densities (see Note 1) of more than 4,000 per square 

mile had peak period average congestion delays of 18.4%, which is more than three times 

that of metropolitan areas with core urban densities ofless than 2,000 (5.9%). 

• Metropolitan areas with core urban densities of more than 4,000 per square mile had worst 

peak hour average congestion delays of 37.5%, which is nearly 24 times that of metropolitan 

areas with core urban densities ofless than 2,000 (15.9%). 

These relationships are similar to those indicated in the Texas Transportation Institute data for 
2007. 

Traffic Congestion & Urban Density in the United States: 2009 

Core Urban Area Density (2000) 

Peak Period 
Average 
Congestion 
Delay: 2009 

Worst 
Hour 

Compared to A Compared to 
Least Dense Cverage_ Least Dense 

ongest1on 
Category Delay: Category 

2009 
Over 4,000 18.4% 3.26 37.5% 

3,000-3,999 10.0% 1.76 22.3% 
2,000-2,999 7.3% 1.30 17.7% 

Under 2,000 5.6% 1.00 15.9% 

Density: Population per square mile 
Travel Time Tax: Additional travel time required due to traffic congestion 
2000 population density is the latest reliable data 
Calculated from INRIX & 2000 Census data 

2.36 

1.41 
1.12 

1.00 

Sierra Club Data Also Shows Nexus: Moreover, the association between higher densities and 
greater traffic congestion is indicated by the ICLEI-Local Governments for Sustainability 
Density-VMT Calculator, which is based upon Sierra Club research. According to the 
Calculator, under the "smart growth" scenario, residential housing would be 15 units per acre, as 
opposed to its "business as usual" scenario at a typical density of four housing units per acre. The 
density of traffic (vehicle miles per square mile) under the higher density "smart growth" 
strategy would be 2.5 times as high as under the "business as usual" scenario (Figure). 
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Traffic Intensity & Population De,nsity 
VEHICLE MILES PER SQUARE MILE 

400,000i 

350,000 

300,000 

250,000 

200,000 
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100,000 

~.ooo 
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Does no1 1nc100e Tnas 
Based~ 

ICLEl-l.oca/ Governments 

for Sustainability 
Density~VMr Calculat.or" 

Typical: 4 Housing1 Unis per A.ore SmartGroWth: 15 Housing Units per 
Acre 

The Inevitable Comparisons: Invariably, analysts (smart growth advocates and me) like to 
point out relationships between Portland, with its "smart growth" policies and Atlanta, the least 
dense major urban area in the world. The Inrix data shows Portland to have an average peak hour 
delay of 12.2%, which is 15% worse than Atlanta (10.6%). Portland is nearly twice as dense as 
Atlanta, while Atlanta's traffic congestion is made worse by one of the most decrepit freeway 
and arterial systems in the nation. 

A National Vision: Inrix has also developed a monthly national congestion delay factor. Inrix 
notes that traffic congestion had been improving as driving declined due to the Great Recession. 
However, Inrix refers to reduction in driving as "lucky," and notes that without a "national 
vision" that "includes addressing congestion as a national priority," greater traffic congestion 
will result. 

There is indeed good reason to address traffic congestion. As David Hartgen and M. David 
Fields have shown, there is a strong relationship between the higher levels of mobility that occur 
with less congestion and greater economic growth. Obviously that relationship extends to higher 
urban densities, which are associated with economically counter-productive levels of traffic 
congestion. 

But there is more than jobs and the economy. More intense traffic congestion produces more 
intense air pollution as well as more greenhouse gas emissions. It is well to remember that public 

RL0028941 



EM30899 

health was the rationale for air pollution regulation. Air pollution's negative impacts are so local 
that they are measured in the quality of life of individual people, especially those in close 
proximity to unnecessarily overcrowded roads. It is ironic that the higher density promoted by 
smart growth advocates exposes urban residents to more intense air pollution. 

Note 1: 2000 core urban area (urbanized area) population densities are used in this analysis 
because there is no later reliable information. The next reliable urban area density data will be a 
product of the 2010 census. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) produces later urban 
area density figures, many of which are substantially inconsistent with those of the United States 
Bureau of the Census, which is the primary source of such information. For example, as late as 
2005, FHW A reported the Houston urban area to have 1.3 million fewer people than the Bureau 
of the Census, while reporting a land area nearly 250 square miles larger than the census had 
measured. Of course, this is a physical impossibility. The result was that Houston's density was 
overstated by 45%. 

Note 2: Inrix also ranks metropolitan areas using an "overall congestion" measure, which is 
simply all congestion added up. As a result, the overall congestion measure is heavily weighted 
by population. This is illustrated by comparing Los Angeles and Honolulu. These metropolitan 
areas have very similar average congestion delays, as noted above. This means that drivers 
encounter similar traffic delays during peak in Los Angeles and Honolulu. However, Honolulu's 
overall congestion measure is 95% less than that of Los Angeles, principally driven by the fact 
that Honolulu's population is 93% less. As such, the overall congestion measure is of little 
relevance to people in their day to day commute or as a comparative measure of the intensity of 
congestion between areas. 

Photograph: Los Angeles City Hall. 

Wendell Cox is a Visiting Professor, Conservatoire National des Arts et Metiers, Paris. He was 
born in Los Angeles and was appointed to three terms on the Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission by Mayor Tom Bradley. He is the author of "War on the Dream: How Anti-Sprawl 
Policy Threatens the Quality of Life. " 

RL0028942 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30113 

Hayes Bergman <hbergman@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:49 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbey1@gmail.com; 
marcel. porras@lacity.org; I uci ral ia. i barra@lacity.org; sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cc: Cynthia Moj 
Subject: Serious concerns about Hollywood Millennium 

Importance: High 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My name is Hayes Bergman. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium to provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium 
on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Hayes Bergman 
Assistant Director of Admissions 
AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Toll Free: (866) 374-5300 
Office: (323) 603-5928 
Fax: (323) 469-5246 
www.AMDA.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM29615 

Blythe Dalton < blythed7@aol.com > 

Friday, March 22, 2013 11:21 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Millennium project 

In addition, I support all listed below 

1) supporting the appeals (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 
2) opposing the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD,) 
3) opposing the 22 year development agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4) and opposing certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Blythe dalton Klippsten 
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Subject: Millennium Staff Rpt 

Location: Rm 750 

Start: 3/12/2013 2:30 PM 

End: 3/12/2013 3:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; Lisa Webber; Dan Scott 

Resources: Rm 750 

This event has been changed. 

more details » 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Changed: Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes -
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Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for updated invitations on calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130312T213000Z 
DTEND:20130312T223000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130308T1848182 
ORGANIZER;CN=luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
; CN=luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org ;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: luci ralia. ibarra@laci 
ty.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130308T174021Z 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report\nView your ev 
ent at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnV 
yaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggc2VyZ21vlmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhL 

mliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnNzJIYTBmMzRmY2EONDBkN2Y3MjllYjA4YWQ3NDk5MGUOO 
DQxZTc3 
ZA&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T184817Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Tomas! 

EM30287 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 12:39 PM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Millennium 

I didn't get your e-mail til now. I'm sorry I missed you. I will call if we do need you. 
Thank you! 
Luci 

On Thu, Mar 28, 2013 at 11 :47 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 
I'm at the hearing now but will need to step away soon for an afternoon full of meetings. If you need any 
questions answered, please call me on my cell at 213-453-6823 or Wes at 213-972-8482. (I hope you get this e
mail during the hearing!) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30114 

Andrea Martinez <amartinez@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:50 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Please protect AMDA during immense building construction! 

AND I am also Alumni, and want to protect the future students to come. 

From: Andrea Martinez 
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:33 PM 
To: 'Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org'; 'rogelio.navar@lacity.org'; 'pnabbeyl@gmail.com'; 'marcel.porras@lacity.org'; 
'luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org'; 'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org'; 'cpc@lacity.org' 
Subject: Please protect AMDA during immense building construction! 

My name is Andrea Martinez. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Andrea Martinez 

RL0028949 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30900 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 2:16 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: Re: Millennium letter? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Diego de la Garza" <diego.delagarza@lacity.org> 
Date: Apr 11, 2013 1:28 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium letter? 
To: "Marcel Porras" <marcel.porras@lacity. org> 
Cc: "James Williams" <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

March 28, 2013 

CONTACT: Diego de la Garza, 213-473-7571 

Councilmember Eric Garcetti released the following statement to the LA City Planning Commission regarding the 
proposed Millennium Project: 

"I do not support the project as it is currently envisioned because the proposed height is out of scale with the Hollywood 
landscape and does not have a broad enough level of support throughout the community. I look forward to 
working closely with my colleague Tom LaBonge, community groups and residents to assess other options at this site with 
the developer that would continue the progress we have seen in Hollywood in recent years." 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :24 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Diego, 

Please send James the statement that we released to the press. 

Thanks, 

Marcel 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :09 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marcel, 

RL0028950 



EM30901 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28, 2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cdl3 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31812 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, April 24, 2013 6:29 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium determinations 

Friday it will go out. All of my commissions have campfires this week . Don out sick all week so im gettin 
ready for CPC alone tomorrow. Its done will mail friday. 

On Apr 24, 2013 3:32 PM, "Luciralia Ibarra" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi James, 

I am getting a lot ofrequests for copies of the determinations for Millennium. Do you have electronic copies? Id 
so, that would be great. Otherwise I can try and grab a copy. I'd rather distribute copies rather than have folks 
pester you about it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

RL0028952 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM30288 

Stuart Levin <sflevin@amda.edu> 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 12:44 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Millenium Project in Hollywood 

My name is Stu Levin. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to 
protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not 
providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should 
NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed 

Thank you. 

Stu Levin 
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EM26805 

Subject: Millennium Staff Rpt 

Location: Rm 750 

Start: 3/12/2013 2:30 PM 

End: 3/12/2013 3:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: lisa.webber@lacity.org; Dan Scott; Sergio Ibarra 

Resources: Rm 750 

This event has been changed. 

more details » 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Changed: Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Who 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes -
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EM26806 

Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for updated invitations on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM26807 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130312T213000Z 
DTEND:20130312T223000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130308T1848182 
ORGANIZER;CN=luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
; CN=luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org ;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: luci ralia. ibarra@laci 
ty.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130308T174021Z 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report\nView your ev 
ent at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=OG8zMDhicjF1 bnV 

yaDVkMzl2cTNzZjJwbjggbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&tok=MjcjbHVjaXJhbGlhlml 

iYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3JnMmU2MjUONzJmYzgxNDQxNGE5Nzc1 MWM4NT JkMjMyYzhlYT 
MONTUyYw 
&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T184817Z 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM30115 

Sonia Munoz <smunoz@amda.edu> 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 

marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Subject: Please Protect AMDA 
Attachments: imageOOl.png; image002.png; image003.png; image004.png; image005.png; 

image006.png 

Importance: High 

My name is Sonia Munoz. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Sonia Munoz 
Admissions Call Center Manager 
smunoz@amda.edu I amda.edu 
Office: 323.603. 5948 I Fax: 323.469.5246 
Toll Free: 800.367.7908 

AMOA 
American Musical & Dramatic Academy 
6305 Yucca Street, 6th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

faceboak ~NY ~lA YouD VD'nm 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30902 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 2:18 PM 
Marcel Porras 
Re: Millennium letter? 

Thank you Marcel. I needed this for the permanent record. 

James 

On Apr 11, 2013 1 :24 PM, "Marcel Porras" <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Diego, 

Please send James the statement that we released to the press. 

Thanks, 

Marcel 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :09 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marcel, 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28, 2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

RL0028958 



EM30903 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cdl3 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM26808 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 10:57 AM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Lisa 

yes, to ask about progress on millennium and how she would get me her comments on the staff report on 
Monday, why? 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at 10:55 AM, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity. org> wrote: 
Did lisa come to see u today? 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0028960 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Got both your e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

EM30904 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 2:22 PM 
ggg@copper.net 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :44 PM, ggg@copper.net <ggg@copper.net> wrote: 
Hi Lucy, 

Please add the attached doc to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -
ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

George Abrahams 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

RL0028961 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

EM30116 

Ladine Harvey < ladine_harvey@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:55 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

My name is Ladine Harvey.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed Thank you. 

Ladine Harvey 

RL0028962 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

My name is Xan Cramer. 

EM30289 

Xan Cramer <xan_cramer@amda.edu > 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 1:10 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org 
rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org; 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; cpc@lacity.org 

Millenium Project 

I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you 
require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from 
Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 
Thank you. 
Xan Cramer 

RL0028963 



From: 
Sent: 

EM31813 

Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 10:31 AM 

To: Gary Khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Dennis Chew; David Uebersax; 
Sorin Alexanian; christina khanjian; brian.cornelius@ggpnc.org; Ermanno Neiviller; 
Harvey Watts 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Randy Myer; Randy Myer; Linda Demmers 
Re: May 8 meeting 

See agenda item below for M. Project. Due to complexity of the project and related documents, the agenda 
items needs the specifics below, so that PZHP and Boardmembers and interested stakeholder can review and 
prepare before the meeting, which has at least 4 agenda items. 

Linda: Please foward to Boar 

Proposed Millennium Project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD), Proposed CA Environmental Impact 
Report on the Project (CPC-2013-103-DA), Appeal of the Decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency to approve 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN., and Negotiation between M. Project Applicant and Councilman 
Garcetti: Updates and Actions. On March 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission approved 5-0 the Proposed 
M. Project, withheld action on the City Planning staffs recommended approval of the DEIR and voted 6-0 
against the Appeal. TheCity's Planning and Land Use Management Committee and City Council could act on 
these documents last one or two weeks in May. Attachments: Los Angeles Times Editorial, April 4, 2013, 
Recommended actions of Canyon and Hillside Residents Association and North Hills West Neighborhood 
Council, and Sumary of Topics in negotiation topice between Applicant and Garcetti, including hight reduction 
to 29 stories .. and Minutes of the CPC meeting on three M. Project agenda items.(DeMonte, Spicer) 30 Mins. 

I will send the four attachments later today, afternoon or evening, due to other commitments. 

Linda: Please forward to Board members so those present and not present at April meeting 
can briefthem selves and/or come to the PZHP Committee meeting. 

From: Gary Khanjian <qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net> 
To: Rosemary De Monte <qqpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr 
<jacquekerr@qmail.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Sorin 
Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcqlobal.net>; "brian.cornelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.cornelius@ggpnc.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; Harvey Watts <hfwjr@sch-wat.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcqlobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo .com>; Linda Demmers 
<linda.demmers@qmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2013 4:01 PM 
Subject: May 8 meeting 

Hi All 

I am preparing the agenda for May 8 meeting. I will be out of town 
the whole week of April 30 to May 5 2013. I need to finalize the agenda 
by this Friday April 26. 

So far I have one hearing 1710-1716 N. Vermont Ave. renewal of CUP 
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EM31814 

and no other agenda items. 

Do you have any agenda item(s) that you would like to add. Please 
let me know by Thursday April 25 2013 

Thank you 
Gary Khanjian 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30290 

Nicole Nelson < nnelson@amda.edu > 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 3:36 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
AMDA 
imageOOl.png; image002.png; image003.png; image004.png; image005.png; 
image006.png 

My name is Nikki Nelson. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations 
to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium 
is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission 
should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Nikki Nelson 
Admissions Call Center Representative 
nnelson@amda.edu I amda.edu 
Toll Free: 1.800.367.79081 Fax: 323.469.5246 

AMD 
American Musical & Dramatic Academy 
6305 Yucca Street, 6th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

facebook ~NY lA Youim 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

hi luci --

EM31815 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 11:40 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
on deadline 

i'm writing another piece about the millennium project right now on deadline. i thought the millennium issues 
would be more or less complete by now. meanwhile, could you give me even a short answer to the following 
questions: 

1. how does the process work when you don't have a development agreement? 

2. what are the community benefits? 

3. i'd to cover these hearings, meetings? can you tell me where they are? 

4. when are the PLUM and city council hearings scheduled? 

5. I'm also happy for any other comment from the planning department that you think i need to understand the 
city's position. 

thanks much! 

laurie becklund 

RL0028967 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Commissioners, 

EM30117 

Annissa Mason <amason@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:57 PM 
pnabbeyl@gmail.com; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; cpc@lacity.org 
Please Reject the Millenium Project 

I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts in Hollywood. I am writing to you in regard 
to the proposed Millenium project. The impact of the Millennium construction upon our school will be 
unimagineable. Our students have worked their entire lives to attend our school and follow their dream. They 
deserve the quality of education that we promise and deliver. I believe that the creation of the AMOA LA 
campus has provided a major urban renewal to the Hollywood community and has benefitted the immediate 
neighborhood immensely. I hope that you will take our campus and our students into consideration as you go 
further. We need to make sure that our school can survive during this huge undertaking. That being said, it is 
imperative that Millenium provide appropriate mitigations due to close proximity to our school to the 
proposed building. I ask the Commission to reject the Millenium project as it is currently proposed. It is 
important to recognize that this neighborhood would not be what it is today without the businesses and 
institutions who have worked so hard to bring Hollywood back to the destination that it is today. AMOA is an 
integral part of that. We hope that you will advise the Millenium project to take care of this community, and 
its neighbors, by clearly providing mitigations to both of our campus buildings so that we can continue to 
survive and thrive. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Best Regards, 

Annissa Mason 
Alumni Relations Associate 
AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Ph: (323) 603-5968 
www.AMDA.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

EM30291 

Marissa Koeller < marissa_koeller@amda.edu > 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 3:47 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Current Millennium Project Proposal 

My name is Marissa Koeller, and I am a current student at the American Musical and Dramatic Academy 
College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts (AMDA). I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood 
Millennium provide meaningful mitigation to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigation given it's proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you, 
Marissa Koeller 

RL0028969 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM26809 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Friday, March 08, 2013 11:02 AM 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org; 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
lisa.webber@lacity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org; sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
[Update] Millennium Staff Rpt 

Sorry, when I initially set this up, I inadvertently picked the 19th in lieu of the 13th. See you next Tuesday. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

Millennium Staff Rpt 
To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 

Where Rm 750 C!r@Q) 

Who • Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 

• Lisa Webber 

• Dan Scott 

• Sergio Ibarra 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you! 

EM30905 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 2:22 PM 
James Williams 
Re: Re: Millennium letter? 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 2: 16 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Diego de la Garza" <diego.delagarza@lacity.org> 
Date: Apr 11, 2013 1:28 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium letter? 
To: "Marcel Porras" <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 
Cc: "James Williams" <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

March 28, 2013 

CONTACT: Diego de la Garza, 213-473-7571 

Councilmember Eric Garcetti released the following statement to the LA City Planning Commission regarding the 
proposed Millennium Project: 

"I do not support the project as it is currently envisioned because the proposed height is out of scale with the Hollywood 
landscape and does not have a broad enough level of support throughout the community. I look forward to 
working closely with my colleague Tom LaBonge, community groups and residents to assess other options at this site with 
the developer that would continue the progress we have seen in Hollywood in recent years." 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :24 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Diego, 

Please send James the statement that we released to the press. 

Thanks, 

Marcel 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :09 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marcel, 
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EM30906 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28, 2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd l 3.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello, 

EM30118 

Yvette Flores <yflores@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:58 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 
Cynthia Maj 
City protect AMDA during this immense building construction 
imageOOl.png; image002.png; image003.png; image004.png; image005.png 

My name is Yvette Flores. I am and alumni & now staff member at AMOA College and 
Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium 
provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

AMOA, is providing an education to striving artist here in Hollywood; for our students, staff & 
faculty to be put in danger because of not providing appropriate mitigations is absolutely ridiculous. 
From 7 am to 12am students, faculty & staff are working hard dancing, singing, acting & teaching at 
our Vine Building which the soon to be project will be built within feet of classrooms where dust 
particles and debris will contaminate and be of critical nature to them. As longs as proper mitigations 
are to protect AMOA then I will be okay with the project, but as of now I ask you to not approve. 
Thank you. 

Yvette Flores 
Admissions Representative 
yflores@amda.edu 
Toll Free: 800.367.7908 

AM 
American Musical & Dramatic Academy 
6305 Yucca Street, 6th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

faceboak .. ~NY ~lA Youiim 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

EM30292 

Rose Beattie < rbeattie@amda.edu > 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 4:13 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 
protect AMDA - Millennium - mitigations 

My name is Rose Beattie. 

I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve 
the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Rose Beattie 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Laurie, 

EM31816 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 2:47 PM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: on deadline 

The process doesn't change without the DA All per code. 
There are no community benefits since there is no longer a DA (the applicant can still choose to participate in 
3rd party agreements, but those are not enforceable through the city). 
The City Clerk schedules PLUM and council meetings, which have not yet been scheduled at this time. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 11 :40 AM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

i'm writing another piece about the millennium project right now on deadline. i thought the millennium issues 
would be more or less complete by now. meanwhile, could you give me even a short answer to the following 
questions: 

1. how does the process work when you don't have a development agreement? 

2. what are the community benefits? 

3. i'd to cover these hearings, meetings? can you tell me where they are? 

4. when are the PLUM and city council hearings scheduled? 

5. I'm also happy for any other comment from the planning department that you think i need to understand the 
city's position. 

thanks much! 

laurie becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31817 
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EM26810 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com > on behalf of Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org > 

Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 11:07 AM 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Staff Rpt 

Sergio Ibarra has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

RL0028977 



EM26811 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130312T2130002 
DTEND:20130312T2230002 
DTSTAMP:20130308T1907052 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Sergio 

lbarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130308T1740212 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T1907042 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30907 

Edgar Garcia < edgar.garcia@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 4:02 PM 
Alfred Fraijo, Jr. 
Confirmation 

Alfred, wanted to confirm that the Millennium team will be presenting to the Cultural Heritage Commission on 
April 18th. The CHC agenda is to be released shortly. 

EG 

Edgar Garcia, Preservation Planner 
Office of Historic Resources 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, #620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
www.preservation.lacity.org 
Tel: 213-978-1189 
Fax: 213-978-0017 
E-mail: edgar.garcia@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM30119 

Thomas Greene <tgreene@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:59 PM 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Protect AM DA 

My name is Thomas Webster Greene, V. I work at AM DA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts 
from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity 
to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you 

Thomas Greene 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30293 

Scott Gill <sjgill@mac.com> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 4:22 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; cpc@lacity.org 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; Cynthia Moj; Jenny Rhee 

Hollywood Millennium Project impacts AMDA 

My name is Scott Gill. I work for AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to 
ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts 
from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given 
its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 

Thank you so much, 
Scott Gill 
office: 323.603.5964 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Friday, March 08, 2013 11 :58 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Staff Rpt 

Lisa Webber has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Staff Rpt 

To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
When 
Tue Mar 12, 2013 2:30pm - 3:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Rm 750 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Luciralia Ibarra - organizer 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-1/Google Incl/Google Calendar 70.90541/EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD: REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130312T2130002 
DTEND:20130312T2230002 
DTSTAMP:20130308T1958262 
ORGANl2ER;CN=Luciralia lbarra:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
UID:8o308br1 unurh5d326q3sf2pn8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Lisa W 
ebber;X-N UM-GU ESTS=O: mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130308T1740212 
DESCRIPTION:To discuss conditions/edits to the CPC rec report 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130308T1958262 
LOCATION:Rm 750 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Staff Rpt 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Edgar, 

EM30908 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 5:04 PM 
'Edgar Garcia' 

RE: Confirmation 

Please hold off on confirming hearing. I'm reaching out to Rich who is coordinating Millennium effort in this 

regard. 

Thank you. 

From: Edgar Garcia [mailto:edqar.qarcia@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 4:02 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Confirmation 

Alfred, wanted to confirm that the Millennium team will be presenting to the Cultural Heritage Commission on 
April 18th. The CHC agenda is to be released shortly. 

EG 

Edgar Garcia, Preservation Planner 
Office of Historic Resources 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, #620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
www.preservation.lacity.org 
Tel: 213-978-1189 
Fax: 213-978-0017 
E-mail: edgar.garcia@lacity.org 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30120 

Julie Hayman <jhayman@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 12:56 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Hollywood Millennium concerns. 
imageOOl.png; image002.png; image003.png 

My name is Julie Hayman. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Hayman 

Admissions Representative 

AM DA College and Conservatory of Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca Street, 6th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Office: 323.603.5908 

Toll Free: 888.474.9444 

Fax:323.469.1906 

www.amda.edu 

facebook D NY ~LA 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM31818 

Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 3:34 PM 

To: Gary Khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; Christine Amirian-Khanjian; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin 
Alexanian; brian.cornelius@ggpnc.org; Dennis Chew; David Uebersax 

Subject: Fw: Fwd: The Millennium Project One Proposed Set of Actions for PZHP 5/8 

Good Afternoon, 

See below, one of the proposed sets of action on the Millennium Project, # I through 
6 and its subparts. See also the paras. before the six points for important context. 

Please review before the meeting and bring this email to the meeting in print or on computer. 

Thanks, 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 
----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org> 
To: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2013 12:34 PM 
Subject: Fwd: The Millennium Project 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Terri Gerger" <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Subject: The Millennium Project 
Date: April 15, 2013 3:32:05 PM PDT 
To: <chris@chrislaib.com> 
Cc: <rndyrm@yahoo.com>, "'Marian Dodge"' <president@hillsidefederation.org> 

Hi Chris, 
Thank you for speaking with me today. As you know the Hillside Federation (of which LFIA is a member) voted 

unanimously to oppose the Millennium Project in its current form. 
Per Millennium's existing Project specs, the 1.1 Million square foot project would include a building next to 
the CR building of 52-55+ stories upon a wide base building approximately as tall as the CR building. The 
buildings on the other side of Vine will be equally dense with a second tower also over 50+ stories and a lesser 
tower housing a 200-room hotel and conference facilities. We believe (as does Caltrans) the Project's traffic 
studies are flawed and underestimate the amount of traffic that will be generated to/from the site. For 
example, the amount of increased traffic estimated to transit both the Cahuenga/Franklin and Argyle/Franklin 
intersections, regardless of proposed mitigations, is anticipated to exceed the LADOT's maximum capacity for 
those intersections. The Project's EIR traffic study marks these 2-intersections as unmitigateable. 
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EM31819 

None of the almost SO-Community Groups aligned against the Project are against developing the site nor are 
they campaigning against its proposed uses. Our focus is to reduce the height and size of the Project, increase 
its parking capabilities and as a by-product, effectively reduce the traffic congestion to be generated by the 
Project. 
These are the critical points we want to continue to put forward in a consistent story to the public via emails, 
newspapers, outreach to politicians, etc. 
1) We are not opposed to development of the properties. we are for responsible development in 
conformity with the rest of Hollywood. 
2) The height of the buildings should follow the same height as the rest of Hollywood - 150 feet 
3) The maximum number of stories of any one building should be 29 stories 
4) FAR should be no more than 4.5:1 as opposed to 6:1 
5) The traffic study included in the EIR was based on inaccurate data and the study should be redone to 
take into account the impact on freeway congestions and surface street intersections adjacent to Freeway 
on/off ramps and the Project (i.e.: Franklin/Argyle, Hollywood/Van Ness, Cahuenga/Franklin). Adequate 
mitigations regarding these conditions should be outlined in the new traffic study. 
6) The Shared Parking Program is inadequate to cover the true number of cars that will use the property 
daily and the parking should be reevaluated to include: 
a) 100 Park-N-Ride spots (if the City wants Hollywood to be a Transit Oriented District they need to allow 
for a Park-N-Ride area in the TOD) 
b) 1,918 parking spaces is inadequate to accommodate the Project's proposed uses, employees, 
residential and commercial visitors and tourists anticipated to utilize the development. Additional on-site 
parking needs to be provided for residential visitor parking, residential use, retail uses (i.e.: spa/health club, 
hotel convention, tourist). 
c) 50 additional parking spaces for tourists (the observation deck and performance terrace were not 
included in the traffic study) 
d) Employee parking (the EIR states that there are in excess of 1400 employees that will have "offsite" 
parking yet there is no specific designation for this parking) facilities should be identified, transportation 
to/from the offsite location specified and a permanent location developed and completed prior to the 
Project opening. 
e) The "On Call Shuttle" for the surrounding community is nothing more than an invitation for the 
employees to consider parking in our neighborhoods and call for the shuttle, thus burdening our streets 
with the project's cars. The project needs more parking spaces or a designated parking facility for the 
employees. 
As I mentioned The Oaks, Whitley Heights and the Hollywood Dell Civic Association have all donated $5,000 
each. Hancock Park, Outpost Hollywoodland are working on their contribution. Hancock Park's Board 
meeting, for instance, is tomorrow night. We would greatly appreciate LFIA's contribution of $5,000 to 
assist in the Appeal of the City Planning Commission's Determination Letter that is due out some time this 
week. The attorneys will have 10 days from the issuance of the letter to file the appeal so time is of the 
essence. 
We are setting up a website with much of this information and we will send a link to you as soon as we have 
it. 
Any help you might have on the political front to meet with Garcetti or Greuel on this topic would be greatly 
appreciated. 
Thank you, 
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From: 
Sent: 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 5:29 PM 

To: 'Edgar Garcia' 
Subject: RE: Confirmation 

Hi Edgar, apologies for the confusion. We are confirmed for this date - April 18th - per Rich. 

Thank you for checking in. 

From: Edgar Garcia [mailto:edgar.garcia@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 4:02 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Confirmation 

Alfred, wanted to confirm that the Millennium team will be presenting to the Cultural Heritage Commission on 
April 18th. The CHC agenda is to be released shortly. 

EG 

Edgar Garcia, Preservation Planner 
Office of Historic Resources 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, #620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
www.preservation.lacity.org 
Tel: 213-978-1189 
Fax: 213-978-0017 
E-mail: edgar.garcia@lacity.org 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM26814 

Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 1:38 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Dianna Watson; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; elizabeth.pollock@dot.ca.gov 
Fw: Hollywood Millennium Project FEIR Comment Letter 

Attachments: pic04656.gif; ecblank.gif; 11411339.gif; pic03173.gif 

Luciralia, 

Would you keep me posted when a City's Council Meeting is scheduled for the above project? Or when the Notice of 
Determination is about to certified? 

Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

----- Forwarded by Alan Lin/007/Caltrans/CAGov on 03/08/2013 01 :35 PM -----

Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hew awitharana@lacity. ora> 

03/08/2013 10:47 AM 

Hi Alan, 

To 

cc 

Subject 

Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Re: Fw: Hollywood Millennium Project FEIR Comment Letter 

As mentioned earlier, the case will be presented to the City Planning Commission on March 28. But the date of 
presentation to the City Council has not been determined yet. 

I am copying Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project; if you have any further questions 
about the case, please contact her, as she would have more information on it, than I. 

Srimal 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at 9:45 AM, Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Srimal, 

For the above meeting, could you find out when will this project be presented to the City 
Council? And when is the Notice of Determination? 

RL0028989 



Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

EM26815 

Sri ma I Hewawitharana <srimal . hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

<srimal.hewawitharana@lac ity.ora> 

02/21/2013 01 :12 PM 

To 

cc 

Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Dianna Watson <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov>, Elizabeth Pollock 
<elizabeth. pollock@dot.ca.gov> 

Subject Re: Fw: Hollywood Millennium Project FEIR Comment Letter 

Hi Alan, 

The FEIR will be presented to the City Planning Commission on March 28, 2013. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Feb 21, 2013 at 10:33 AM, Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Srimal, 

Do you know when is the City going to approve the FEIR. Please respond to this email 
promptly to all parties. 

Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 
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EM26816 

(See attached file: pic03173.gif) 

RL0028991 



EM26817 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31820 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 4:22 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: on deadline 

so, does that mean the community benefits talked about before, like the $250,000 ladot payment and donations 
to nonprofits won't happen? or, just that they're voluntary? 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 2:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
The process doesn't change without the DA All per code. 
There are no community benefits since there is no longer a DA (the applicant can still choose to participate in 
3rd party agreements, but those are not enforceable through the city). 
The City Clerk schedules PLUM and council meetings, which have not yet been scheduled at this time. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 11 :40 AM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

i'm writing another piece about the millennium project right now on deadline. i thought the millennium issues 
would be more or less complete by now. meanwhile, could you give me even a short answer to the following 
questions: 

1. how does the process work when you don't have a development agreement? 

2. what are the community benefits? 

3. i'd to cover these hearings, meetings? can you tell me where they are? 

4. when are the PLUM and city council hearings scheduled? 

5. I'm also happy for any other comment from the planning department that you think i need to understand the 
city's position. 

thanks much! 

laurie becklund 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM31821 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30121 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:05 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks Luci! 

Have a great weekend! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 

EM26819 

Alan Lin <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 1 :42 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Fw: Hollywood Millennium Project FEIR Comment Letter 

Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30910 

Edgar Garcia < edgar.garcia@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 5:53 PM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Re: Confirmation 

No problem. Wanted to double-check as the agenda will be released tomorrow by the Commission office and 
will be circulated to the public. 

EG 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 5:28 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Edgar, apologies for the confusion. We are confirmed for this date - April 18th - per Rich. 

Thank you for checking in. 

From: Edgar Garcia [mailto:edqar.qarcia@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 4:02 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Confirmation 

Alfred, wanted to confirm that the Millennium team will be presenting to the Cultural Heritage Commission on 
April 18th. The CHC agenda is to be released shortly. 

EG 

Edgar Garcia, Preservation Planner 

Office of Historic Resources 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, #620 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RL0028998 



EM30911 

www.preservation.lacity.org 

Tel: 213-978-1189 

Fax: 213-978-0017 

E-mail: edgar. garcia@lacity.org 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Edgar Garcia, Preservation Planner 
Office of Historic Resources 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, #620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
www.preservation. lacity.org 
Tel: 213-978-1189 
Fax: 213-978-0017 
E-mail: edgar. garcia@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30122 

Maryann Willett < mwillett@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:10 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org 

Cc: 

Subject: 

rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org; 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; cpc@lacity.org 

Millennium Project 

Dear Mr. Garcetti, 

As a longtime staff member at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts, I am greatly involved 
and engaged in the welfare of our school and our students. The Millennium Project poses significant 
disadvantages to our college. 

Will the City Council require Hollywood Millennium to provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA? The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous. Will Millennium provide appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to our school? The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as 
it is currently proposed. 

I look forward to hearing your thoughts on this issue. 

Kind regards, 
Mary Ann Willett Saenz 

Mary Ann Saenz 
AMDA College & Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
Senior Admissions Advisor 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Office: 323-603-5941 
Fax: 323-469-5246 
www.amda.edu 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30912 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 

2 

RL0029002 



EM30914 

Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to ken.bernstein@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 10 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences :· 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31822 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 4:29 PM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: on deadline 

As discussed at cpc, some transportation related benefits were included as conditions. I don't recall there being 
donations to non-profits in the DA In any event, those benefits that were mentioned in the DA, but were not 
included in the commission's actions are no longer up for discussion. 

As I said, the developer can choose to enter into 3rd party agreements with individual groups/non-profits, but 
those will not be part of any city-issued determinations. 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 4:22 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
so, does that mean the community benefits talked about before, like the $250,000 ladot payment and donations 
to nonprofits won't happen? or, just that they're voluntary? 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 2:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
The process doesn't change without the DA All per code. 
There are no community benefits since there is no longer a DA (the applicant can still choose to participate in 
3rd party agreements, but those are not enforceable through the city). 
The City Clerk schedules PLUM and council meetings, which have not yet been scheduled at this time. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 11 :40 AM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

i'm writing another piece about the millennium project right now on deadline. i thought the millennium issues 
would be more or less complete by now. meanwhile, could you give me even a short answer to the following 
questions: 

1. how does the process work when you don't have a development agreement? 

2. what are the community benefits? 

3. i'd to cover these hearings, meetings? can you tell me where they are? 

4. when are the PLUM and city council hearings scheduled? 
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5. I'm also happy for any other comment from the planning department that you think i need to understand the 
city's position. 

thanks much! 

laurie becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa, 

EM30123 

rogelio navar < rogelio.navar@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:14 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Michael LoGrande; Brian Currey; Iida granados 
Hollywood Millennium 

What time do we expect the item to be heard. Brian Currey, will be attending and speaking at the hearing and I 
want to make sure he can speak either at the beginning of the meeting or after staff and the applicant make their 
respective presentations. Thanks! 

Rogelio 

Rogelio Navar 
Senior Policy Director 
Office Economic & Business Policy 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 1300, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

t. 213-978-2761 I e. rogelio .navar@lacity.org I w. www.losangelesworks.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Let's do April 4. 

EM26820 

Lambert Giessinger < lambert.giessinger@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 08, 2013 2:00 PM 
Richard Lichtenstein 
Re: 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at 1 :57 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Hey ..... Millennium is fine looking at an mid to late April date for rescheduling Cultural Resources Commission 
informational presentation. Let me know some possible dates when you get a minute. Have a great weekend. r 

Lambert M. Giessinger 
Historic Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1183 
(213) 978-0017 Fax 
lambert. giessinger@lacity.org 
www. preservation. lacity. org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30294 

Jim Nelson < motherco@aol.com > 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 5:45 PM 
eric garcetti; Tom Labonge; L.A. City - Perry; paul.koretz@lacity.org; 
councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
'tony tucci'; 'Cassandra Barrere'; 'Rick Seireeni'; 'Valerie O'Brien'; 'John Harris'; 'Jamie 

Hall'; 'Alison Simard'; 'Skip'; editor@LAindependent.com; steve.lopez@latimes.com; 

Craig Hodgetts; Jerry Daniel; beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net; Martha Welborne; 
president@hillsidefederation.org; robert kovacik; board@babcnc.org; 

vicepresident@hhwnc.org 
Hooray for Hollywood 
Entertainment District Article by Jim Nelson 08.doc 

In 1982, I stood at the famous corner of Hollywood and Vine. Here was a place that held so many fantasies to 
me about movies, glamour and fun. Sadly it had sunk so low that I was sure I was in the wrong place. I asked a 
passerby ifthere was another corner of Hollywood and Vine? He said, "yes .... In people's memories". I thought 
this was so sad, that a dream had died. At that moment, I decided to bring it back to life. It was perfect the fun 
city that I had dreamed of my whole life: a reborn Hollywood Boulevard! Unfortunately, it was too complex to 
get the city, community and landowners together to do something in the old downtown Hollywood, so I 
abandoned my original site and took my idea a bit to the north to Universal City and started the long task of 
building my dream city there. (CityWalk). 

Today, 30 years later, hundreds of people filled City Hall to Celebrate the Re-Birth of Hollywood. The excitement was 
electric. Every single person spoke of their Love and Hope for what has been a dead City since my Birth (1947). 
Millennium's promise of a World Class Project was greeted with the Glee of Children on Christmas Morning. 

Now, it is our job to help Millennium fulfill that Promise. 

From CityWalk, We know that if it's done right, the retail sales for the project could reach levels of 500 dollars a foot. We 
also know that if it's done wrong, it might only reach averages of 200 dollars a foot. At a 9% Sales Tax rate that's a 
minimum Opportunity Cost of 180 Dollars a foot. 

That's a lot of money (15,000,000 per annum). 

And that's at the 85,000 square feet of retail that they are proposing. 

Question, What if the project was redesigned as a Destination Entertainment Center and the Retail space was increased 
to 300,000? 

Answer: The City would stand to make more than 150,000,000 a year. With that type of income, the Developer could 
afford to do things like a new off ramp at Barham, an elevated HOV lane like the 110 or the 10 plus all kinds of 
improvements to Hollywood's Infrastructure and Public Areas. 

Furthermore, We have all the Skills and Talent right here in Hollywood to Help Millennium create the Exceptional 
Experience that the location demands. 

I personally commit to providing my time to the effort - pro-bona (at the conceptual stage). As a first step, I'm attaching 
an Instruction Manual for Entertainment Districts that I wrote based on my experience with CityWalk. Please pass it 
along to them. 
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It's finally Hollywood's time. Let's not blow it. 

Regards, 

Jim 

EM30295 
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Creating an Entertainment District 
©Jim Nelson, Hollywood California 

A. Background 

The basic purpose of an entertainment district is to generate feelings of adventure, 
excitement and satisfaction in the visitors. If you reflect on your own experiences 
going somewhere to have a good time - whether it was a carousel, a circus parade, a 
carnival in the local school yard or a flea market on a back road, remember the 
excitement you felt going somewhere to be with people and be entertained. 

For an entertainment district to be successful, visitors must enjoy the experience, 
have a sense that their personal aspirations have been fulfilled and look forward to 
returning on a regular basis. They must desire to make the project a "neighborhood" 
that is a part of their lives. 

Bourbon Street in the heart of New Orleans is one of the oldest entertainment 
districts in America. It is a unique combination of hospitality and entertainment 
venues mixed together next to streets that seem to go on forever with antique 
galleries and collectable shops. There is the feeling that there are enough activities for 
all kinds of people to do. Not only is it a fun place to visit but parking, security, 
access and maintenance are successfully coordinated to create an enduring and 
successful recreational place to visit. 

For time eternal, marketplaces have been where people go to get their daily 
provisions, as well as, meet neighbors, exchange news and entertain each other. 
Whether the Arabian souks, the farmer's market, Main Street or the mall, shopping 
has always been a pastime - IT'S AN EVENT!. 

In post-war America the downtown shopping districts of American cities were 
replaced by the suburban shopping mall. Victor Gruen, Ernie Hahn, the Simons and 
others worked to lay down a set of rules for the success of the modern mall. People 
came from all over to shop in air conditioned comfort while sales of $250 per foot 
could be counted on like rain in April. 

In the 1980's the novelty and convenience that had sustained the original growth of 
the American mall started to wane. The basic demographics of the markets shifted 
and the "American Dream" of the Post War era sputtered to an end. At the same time, 
an entire new generation of Americans emerged with a new work/play ethic. During 
this watershed period of the last twenty years, the value of entertainment in retail 
has been proven. If the shopping experience were made entertaining it would perform 
better. If you added entertainment to the retail mix, a mall's performance went up by 
an order of magnitude while its cost of operations did not, thereby increasing profit 
margins. The entertainment retail boom was born. 

PAGE 1OF12 
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I Creating an Entertainment District 
By my definition, an Entertainment District is an eclectic mixture of retail, 
restaurants and recreation venues, blended with other mixed uses and community 
activities and themed to the reality so as to create a comfortable and safe 
environment. The purpose of an entertainment center is to replicate the vitality and 
excitement of the long gone urban areas such 
as Broadway, Rush Street, Scully Square, and 
Picadilly Circus. A mixed use Entertainment 
District changes personality from day to night 
while offering a taste of the unusual in an 
environment that feels safe and familiar. 

Boston's Fanueil Hall is a perfect example of 
an entertainment district that has the feel of a 
vital town center. It offers a wide enough 
selection of experiences that a visitor can 
decide to visit on the spur of the moment, 
without really knowing what they want to do, 
yet be assured of finding something they will 
enjoy doing. 

Fanueil Hall 
In the last few years, certain landmark projects have solidified the concept of an 
entertainment district. San Diego's Horton Plaza is a remarkable blend of mall, 
entertainment zone and festival market developed on a site in decaying downtown San 
Diego. Six years after the project opened, Governor Pete Wilson credited more than 15 
billion dollars of the then current value of downtown San Diego as a direct result of the 
project's success. Indeed, the revitalization of the Gaslight District, the success of the 
convention center and the San Diego Marriott can arguably be traced to the project. 
Perhaps the most important and interesting aspect of its success is Horton Plaza's 
ability to draw visitors from all age groups in three separate markets - local shoppers, 
local entertainment seekers and tourists. 

Horton Plaza 

PARTS OF THIS DOCUMENT MAY ARE PROPRIEfARY. RECIPIENTS ARE CAUTIONED AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED USE, DISTRIBUTION 
OR PUBLICATION. FOR QUESTIONS, CONTACT MOTHER COMPANY. 323-203-5882) ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
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I Creating an Entertainment District 
Two projects marked the beginning of the new genre in retail: CityWalk and Caesar's 
Forum. The Forum Shops, an arcade of shops dressed up as a Roman street, link the 
Caesars and Mirage casinos in Las Vegas. This project has shown the value of 
bringing retail to the Vegas tourist market - its sales are three times the level of a 
normal mall. 

Universal CityWalk, in Hollywood, then went on to show the value of integrating 
entertainment uses with unique retail and restaurants. CityWalk generates sales that 
are two times normal mall sales without the presence of any of the usual shops that 
you will find in a shopping complex. 

CityWalk 

CityWalk and the 3rd St. Promenade in Santa Monica heralded a new generation of 
entertainment centers. They not only combined the features that have been market 
tested at Fanueil Hall, Dallas West End, Horton Plaza, and other projects, but they 
set themselves apart from their predecessors by their energy and interactively. 
Indeed, it is the 16-hour day with its various user groups that will really differentiate 
the successful entertainment centers from the 10 a.m. to 9 p.m. mall world or the 5 
p.m. to 2 a.m. restaurant/night club districts. It is this layering of different markets -
one on top of another - in the same format as cities of old, that gives the density, 
depth and sense of discovery that makes a well done Entertainment Center so 
attractive to today's market. 

The impact of Entertainment Centers on traditional shopping centers has been 
profound. Malls are now becoming part shopping center, part entertainment district, 
and part attraction and part civic center. The basic shopping experience is being 
reshaped into a dynamic environment where the Center is the "event" and the venues 
are the "event merchandise" giving visitors the basics of human reality that have 
been denied them in the sterilized malls of the last few decades. As this trend 
matures, a trip to the mall will be a chance to engage all our senses so that we come 
away reinvigorated, contented and inspired. 

PARTS OF THIS DOCUMENT MAY ARE PROPRIEfARY. RECIPIENTS ARE CAUTIONED AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED USE, DISTRIBUTION 
OR PUBLICATION. FOR QUESTIONS, CONTACT MOTHER COMPANY. 323-203-5882) ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
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I Creating an Entertainment District 
As a final note, the evolution of "regular" malls into more entertaining and engaging 
experiences means we must work even harder to have a unique voice to distinguish 
us from other malls. Replicating the chemistry of a successful entertainment center 
looks easy but it isn't, nor is it our intention. Inexperienced developers have 
attempted to do it by simply building a glitzy shell and then filling it with ordinary 
mall shops. Entertainment Retail has to be unique in order to generate a sense of 
discovery for the consumer and very few mall stores could be described as unique. 

B. hnplementation-Putting it together: 

In order to make the Project an experiential adventure that visitors will come to 
repeatedly, the conceptual team behind a project must dedicate themselves to 
implementing everything that has been learned in the last century of retail. In this 
way, the project will represent the shopping/entertainment experience of the future. 

People are still going out and they are spending money for experiences that are 
fulfilling, unique and entertaining. The success of these CityWalk-type destination 
entertainment centers shows that the market is ripe for out-of-home entertainment. 
The key to the market is to recognize the need to create a sense of place that is an 
entertaining and event-oriented environment in which people feel comfortable and 
enriched. 

By developing shops, venues, or projects that fulfill people's basic desires to be 
entertained and enriched, while shopping, working, playing, visiting, or just being 
with one another, everyone, young and old, will come out of their homes on a regular 
basis to experience this kind of environment. It becomes part of their lives because 
the people who love being part of a community are the ones who appreciate and use 
it the most. 

Another key factor is keeping the 
focus on entertainment such as 
cinemas, art houses, legit theater, 
music hall/ opera, comedy venues, 
dinner theaters, jazz clubs, 
restaurants with dancing, live concert 
venues and all manner and form of 
unique entertaining retail that can't 
be found in regular malls. 

The Two "Arts" of Place 

- The Art of 
Strategic Retail Development 

- The Art of 
Keeping it Alive 

So how do you pull it all together and make it work? How do you go from general 
statements of vision to a successful project? The answer involves two interlocking 
actions: Placemaking and Placekeeping. 

PARTS OF THIS DOCUMENT MAY ARE PROPRIEfARY. RECIPIENTS ARE CAUTIONED AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED USE, DISTRIBUTION 
OR PUBLICATION. FOR QUESTIONS, CONTACT MOTHER COMPANY. 323-203-5882) ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
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I Creating an Entertainment District 

C. Placemald.ng 

The development of a new entertainment district from scratch is an art called 
placemaking. To devise, develop and build an "Entertaining Place" from start to finish 
requires an entirely different set of rules than traditional development projects, which 
often require only land and a tenant. 

In the placemaking approach, there is only 
one rule: there are no rules. "Placemaking" 
is a philosophy of development and 
management. This philosophy sets out the 
goals of how things should be 
conceptualized, designed and managed. 
These goals "nest" within each other in that 
they apply to the smallest retail venue all 
the way out to the overall boundaries of 
development. 

Place Making 
•Create a Community Attraction -

A place to "see and be seen" 
-Develop a "Vision" not a formula. 
- Use themeing to create feeling. 

- Focus on how it will feel - Not the deal 

-Put the money where it matters! 

-Good Design, Amenities,Management 

By having a philosophy rather than a set of rules - the developer, designers, 
managers and tenants can be encouraged to be creative with less worry that the 
overall strategy will be compromised. Furthermore, management will have a 
framework to use in testing proposals and ideas thereby ensuring consistency with 
the vision and strategy of the project. 

The philosophy of placemaking says that each shop, venue or 
development should: 

• Have a specific attitude (spirit, point of view) 

• Create value for the customer 

1. Give positive reflection of self-image or desired role 

2. Produce sensation of personal enhancement 
(i.e. it should not be a "waste of time"). 

• Be inviting and approachable 

• Create a perception of adventure and discovery 

• Have either a real hospitality element or a sense of hospitality 

• Produce a sense of being "safely lost" by self-orienting yet complex design 

• While remembering the value of being a "niche" marketer, always position 
venues to appeal to the broadest market possible (i.e. no self limiting "kids" store) 

• Avoid pandering to the lowest common denominator or destructive markets 

• Be dynamic in merchandising, management and design 

PARTS OF THIS DOCUMENT MAY ARE PROPRIEfARY. RECIPIENTS ARE CAUTIONED AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED USE, DISTRIBUTION 
OR PUBLICATION. FOR QUESTIONS, CONTACT MOTHER COMPANY. 323-203-5882) ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
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I Creating an Entertainment District 
On the creative side, the critical elements include; the skills needed to study 
individual markets, the identification of target segments and the determination of 
unfulfilled demand. In turn, this information must be converted into designs for the 
merchandising concept, products and a physical environment that taps into the 
wellspring of unmet demand in the target market. Naturally, each project and 
concept will have its own way of addressing these points and the way that it does will 
be its personality. 

D. Entertainment Retail 

Unfortunately, many entertainment retail projects don't thoroughly evaluate their 
audience and don't seek to encourage their enlightenment, education and experience. 
This has led many people to worry that the retail world is going to end up becoming a 
giant theme park populated with Big Box stores. 

I believe that a great change is occurring in retail and that soon the basic 
requirement of any store will be that each customer must have the chance to be 
entertained and have an experience. The retail that doesn't entertain or enlighten will 
simply fail or become a commodity business. Already, the end of the Shopping Center 
Age is upon us - Power Centers, Outlet Malls, QVC, and shopping on the Internet, are 
not the future, they are the present. 

Entertainment Retail is an archetype that describes stores that attempt to entertain 
the customer rather than sell only for consumption or impulse. An entertainment 
retail store attempts to form a relationship and become a part of the personal side 
and lifestyle of their customers. Furthermore, because entertainment is part of the 
leisure industry, Entertainment Retail encompasses not only the traditional retailing 
themes but all the leisure time themes and categories from education and travel to 
computers and information. It is the ability to deliver a sense of enrichment and 
entitlement that creates empathy with the customer that really forms a bond. 

By making stores experiential and responsive to the sales of lifestyles rather than to 
the sales of products, entertainment retailing was born. Each Project must be 
dedicated to embracing the concept of selling more than just products, they must 
create experiences. 

The Retail Experience Must 
give the Customer the E's: 

E mpathy 

E nrichment 

E ntitlement 

E ntertainment 

PARTS OF THIS DOCUMENT MAY ARE PROPRIEfARY. RECIPIENTS ARE CAUTIONED AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED USE, DISTRIBUTION 
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I Creating an Entertainment District 

E. Entertainment: 

While much attention has been paid to the in-home entertainment market, people 
still like to go "out on the town" to see and be seen. The development of new delivery 
channels for this market is just starting. At the smaller level, different cinematic 
experiences such as Iwerks, Showscan and IMAX have captured a lot of attention, 
while exotics such as virtual reality and themed restaurants seem to be getting a lot 
of media attention. 

Some revolutions are happening quietly. For example, one of the largest tenants at 
Universal CityWalk was the 22,000 square foot UCLA Adult Education Center which 
operated at twice the original projections. Hear Music, an entirely new record store 
format that is oriented towards informing customers, generated margins at it's 3rd 
Street Promenade location that were much higher than the norms in the industry. 

Perhaps the best example of integrating entertainment and retailing is the House of 
Blues concept. The House of Blues is more than a themed restaurant and a T- Shirt 
shop. It is a performance venue and recording studio that generates CD's and videos 
that are marketed through a House of Blues label. The important thing to note here 
is that the House of Blues is not only an entertainment venue. It generates 
entertainment product and constantly reinforces and builds a relationship with its 
customer base. The retailers that recognize this two-way relationship between 
interactive merchandising and product creation will be the winners in today's retail 
revolution. Likewise, the real estate developers and city governments that pay 
attention to this trend will be the leaders in development and urban planning for the 
next millennium. 

F. Programming: 

In my usage, "Programming" means to define the way a project should feel. Consider 
the following vision statement as an example: The Project will be a place to "go for a 
day in the country" and "a night on the town" with great auto access, convenient 
parking and security and the kind of natural beauty that made California famous. 

Programming is the emotional blueprint and a guideline for how the parts fit together 
to make a whole and how the details support the vision. 

The target markets must be examined with care and each tenanting decision should 
support the programming strategy. The project must also avoid tenant uses that 
attract market segments that might drive away the target market or that pander to 
the lowest common denominator. The keys to entertaining retail are words like 
discovery, enlightenment and uniqueness. 

If the tenant mix and sense of place is not absolutely unique, it will be more difficult 
for the project to differentiate itself from the competition and survive. For this reason, 
imitating formulas that have been successful in other markets is also dangerous to 
the future of the project. The successful project must be a step ahead of current 
development because malls and power centers are now utilizing some of the tenants 
that were exclusively the domain of entertainment centers a decade ago. 
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G. Placekeeping 

Managing the completed project is an art in itself known as "Placekeeping." The 
operation of any entertainment center has to be pro-active, supportive and 
communal. Operational integration with the strategic vision is not only needed to 
keep the project true to it's concept, but the required "event" merchandising needs an 
active and innovative staff, enlightened management direction and creative 
marketing. Furthermore, the vision, mix, and actual operation of the shops and 
venues must also be kept synchronized. 

Operationally, an Entertainment Retail Concept is a vastly different entity than a mall 
or outlet regardless of the mall's decor or themed environment. To help in 
remembering the specific challenges in creating a successful entertainment retail 
complex one must remember the following maxim: "If you don't keep an eye on the 
APES, they will kill you". 

Access 

parking 

If you keep the APES in line - everything will be fine. And the best way to deal with 
these delicate components of a successful retail development enterprise is with 
teamwork. 

1. Project Management 

Experience has shown that large-scale projects operate best under a unified 
management structure, as opposed to a business improvement district or non
managed environments. A unified management structures is recommended for the 
following reasons: 

1. Projects flourish longer due to an ability to control the tenant mix, 
maintain amenity levels and ensure that common infrastructure 
elements, such as parking, loading docks and central plants, are utilized 
to the benefit of all. 
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2. Avoiding concentrated development in low risk - high return areas, can 

sub optimize the overall project potential. Instead, development of both 
short and long term investments must be balanced so that a steady 
growth curve can be achieved. 

3. A consistent policy and management framework can be provided to deal 
with project-wide issues such as: security, maintenance, tenant 
improvements, use clause enforcement and coordination of events, 
promotions, merchant associations and community relations. 

The management team should be in place from the beginning of the master planning 
process through development and initial opening, and continue into the actual 
operation of the project itself. 

The development team must have members familiar with large scale, mixed-use 
development, attraction planning and entertainment center development. 

To correctly manage and operate the Project, the management team must have 
personnel with: 

• Festival retail and live entertainment background. 

• Accountancy expertise with the special overheads and CAM of an 
entertainment center. 

• Experienced with attraction maintenance, parking, special events, promotion 
management and public relations. 

2. Merchant's Association: 

Forming a Merchant's Association between the project management and all the 
tenants, attractions, sponsors and venues is an invaluable way to facilitate an on
going dialogue between management and tenants, which will solve problems and 
enforce use clauses and standards. For it to be successful, the Merchants Association 
framework needs to be established as early as possible in the development process. 

This group would have the overall responsibility for reviewing the marketing and 
promotion plans, as well as, serving, as an administrative body for the 
implementation of actions needed to coordinate the project's positioning and 
operations. Other responsibilities of this group would be to coordinate management 
and tenant's plans and policy on the following issues: 

a) Access and Parking Management 

All project parking, as well as, automobile and pedestrian access needs to be 
managed in such a manner that the customer comes first and the commercial 
viability of the project is always protected. Validation programs, pricing of parking, 
coordination of traffic flows and auto access must be well planned and subject to 
revision for special events or changing patterns of use. 
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b) Maintenance 

The most obvious of the environmental issues is the organization and management 
of the efforts needed to ensure a clean and well-maintained appearance 
throughout the project area. This includes ensuring that tenants meet standards 
and ordinances and that maintenance crews and contractors are coordinated to 
ensure the best possible maintenance, gardening, and trash collection programs. 
Yes, even trash collection programs can be complex, particularly when it includes 
issues such as common trash compactor locations, mandatory recycling programs, 
etc. 

c) Enforcement of Use Clauses 

A specific goal must be to protect against a Palm Springs or Westwood type spiral 
down to Tee Shirt Shops and Yogurt Stands. Unfortunately, it is natural for some 
tenants to try and focus on high margin/volume products or to merchandise their 
shops in a way that is detrimental to the market focus and attractiveness of the 
overall project. To prevent this, the Merchants' Association should play an active 
role in the determination of compliance with use clauses, as well as, the leasing 
and design review process. Potential tenants must accept this as an absolute 
condition of locating in the Project. 

Additionally, the various aspects of a tenant's use clause, which sets out in detail 
the merchandise mix, quality of product, stocking levels and non-compete 
arrangements with other tenants, has to be worked out very carefully. The tenant 
use clauses are the key control mechanism designed to ensure that the center 
stays fresh and well merchandised. Naturally, all of the various downside 
potentials of a tenant's behavior such as temporary signage, sidewalk use 
(flexspace), coin-op machines, sound and light levels, employee quality and dress, 
operating hours and participation in promotions and events, need to be covered in 
the lease. This lease must be unique to the needs and qualities of this 
development. 

d) Calendar of Events 

It is recommended that the Merchant's Association work with local groups such as 
the Chamber of Commerce and other Civic, Cultural and Community Groups to 
ensure that a regular calendar of events is maintained and managed for the benefit 
of the Project, the local community and the City as a whole. 

(1) Regular Events: 

• Farmer's Markets, 

• Art Shows 

• Antique Flea Markets 
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(2) Special Events: 

• Cirque de Soliel 

• Circus/Carnivals, 

(3) Holiday Celebrations: 

• Dao Dah Parade (Thanksgiving), 

• Halloween Extravaganza, 

• Mardi Gras, 

• First Night (New Year's), 

• Fourth of July Picnic with Fireworks. 

e) Flexspace Management 

Coordination of the usage of sidewalks and the streets is a proven method of 
creating an "expandable" project that can grow during the high season, special 
events and holidays. By planning for the use and managing how merchants, 
restaurateurs and temporary tenants can utilize the streets, and other public 
places, without the cost of permanent structures, a significant improvement in the 
project ROI can be achieved over time. 

f) Carts, Kiosks, Street Fairs and Markets 

A cart and kiosk program utilizes the public areas to generate life, income, and 
identify potential new tenants. Management is needed to initiate and coordinate 
these programs and a plan for utility hook-ups for the carts' has to be included in 
the underground utility plans. 

g) Street Entertainment 

Street entertainers and mini-events are a way to ensure that the ambiance is 
always kept entertaining and enjoyable. Auditions, scheduling, monitoring and 
discipline are an ongoing part of the program and arrangements for a specific 
manager for this activity is key to sucess. 
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3. Security 

The goal should be to ensure that the Project has an unparalleled reputation for 
safety and that the costs of security are distributed equitably. Provisions for video 
monitoring, central enunciator panels, project radio networks, guard stations, entry 
alarms, police sub stations, and posted codes of conduct are all pro-active steps that 
can be taken to establish a solid security base. Coordination with the local police 
force, probation officers and gang units in conjunction with a force of private security 
guards will provide the mix of enforcement that is appropriate for the project. As this 
will represent a substantial operating cost, the coordination and estimation of costs 
should begin as early as possible. 

Author Notes: Jim Nelson, Real Estate Developer/Planner 

Prior to starting Mother Company in 1994, Jim was the head of planning and development 
for MCA Development Company at Universal City California. In this position, he prepared a 
comprehensive Master Plan for Universal City in 1988 and then gained renown as the 
creative force behind the wildly successful CityWalk project at Universal City that won the 
1994 ICSC award for Innovative Design. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30915 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail128.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 

2 

RL0029023 



EM30917 

Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thanks, luci. 

EM31824 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Thursday, April 25, 2013 4:56 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: on deadline 

i really, really wish there were some way the city and developers would have simply looked at the original 
comments from all of the community members (long before you came downtown). virtually all our concerns 
were right there, from the night of the scoping hearing, especially the part about the 101 onramps at vine and 
argyle. as it is, everyone who has lived here for so long, and looked forward to development at hollywood and 
vine, may not even be able to participate in the vibrant new hollywood blvd because there are no public transit 
options at all, and there will be no place to park for anyone who can't ride a bike, who has children to take to 
school when there is no busing, who is a woman alone ... 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 4:28 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
As discussed at cpc, some transportation related benefits were included as conditions. I don't recall there being 
donations to non-profits in the DA In any event, those benefits that were mentioned in the DA, but were not 
included in the commission's actions are no longer up for discussion. 

As I said, the developer can choose to enter into 3rd party agreements with individual groups/non-profits, but 
those will not be part of any city-issued determinations. 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 4:22 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
so, does that mean the community benefits talked about before, like the $250,000 ladot payment and donations 
to nonprofits won't happen? or, just that they're voluntary? 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 2:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
The process doesn't change without the DA All per code. 
There are no community benefits since there is no longer a DA (the applicant can still choose to participate in 
3rd party agreements, but those are not enforceable through the city). 
The City Clerk schedules PLUM and council meetings, which have not yet been scheduled at this time. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 25, 2013 at 11 :40 AM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --
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i'm writing another piece about the millennium project right now on deadline. i thought the millennium issues 
would be more or less complete by now. meanwhile, could you give me even a short answer to the following 
questions: 

1. how does the process work when you don't have a development agreement? 

2. what are the community benefits? 

3. i'd to cover these hearings, meetings? can you tell me where they are? 

4. when are the PLUM and city council hearings scheduled? 

5. I'm also happy for any other comment from the planning department that you think i need to understand the 
city's position. 

thanks much! 

laurie becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30124 

Marina Benedict < mbenedict@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:15 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Concerned AMDA Faculty Member 

My name is Marina Benedict. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. I have taught at this institution for almost 10 years and I have 
seen the tremendous positive impact that AMDA has had on this neighborhood. We have 
made an investment here and we support the development of Hollywood but the impacts from 
the Millennium project on AMDA will be enormous. We rely on a safe, quiet environment for 
our class work. We have not been identified as a sensitive receptor by Millennium. 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Please 
help protect us. We are a small nonprofit arts college trying to survive and thrive and we 
need your protection and support. 

Marina Benedict 
Dance Department Co-Chair 
AMDA Los Angeles 
mbenedict@amda.edu 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM26821 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Friday, March 08, 2013 2:02 PM 
'Lambert Giessinger' 

RE: Re: 

Will check with Phil if he can be in town then but if not what's the next available meeting? Thanks. r 

From: Lambert Giessinger [mailto:lambert.giessinger@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 2:00 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Re: 

Let's do April 4. 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at 1 :57 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Hey ..... Millennium is fine looking at an mid to late April date for rescheduling Cultural Resources Commission 
informational presentation. Let me know some possible dates when you get a minute. Have a great weekend. r 

Lambert M. Giessinger 
Historic Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1183 
(213) 978-0017 Fax 
lambert. giessinger@lacity.org 
www. preservation. lacity. org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM30308 

Tristyn Lau <tristyn_lau@amda.edu > 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 11:13 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Millennium 

My name is Tristyn Lau. I am a student at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Tristyn Lau 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31826 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail169.us4.mcsv.net> on behalf of 
Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 26, 2013 6:01 AM 
ken. bernstein@lacity.org 
Bike-In Movie Night: The Big Lebowski 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Bike-In Movie Night: The Big Lebowski 

RL0029030 



EM31827 

In just over 2 weeks, Millennium Hollywood will be hosting our first Bike-In Movie 

Night! Tuesday, May 7, we're showing The Big Lebowski FOR FREE, across the street 

from the Capitol Records Building! Join us, as we turn a Vine Street parking lot into a 

glorious bike-in theater, beneath the bright lights of Hollywood. The Dude will most 

certainly abide. The event starts at 7:30pm, and you can get in FREE with an RSVP here. 

The event. .. 

Helen Bernstein Robotics 
Team Update 

2 

The Oaks Is Gourmet To Go 

Guest post from e*star LA 
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Last month, we told you about Helen 

Bernstein High School's robotics team, 

led by physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk. After a grueling three 

days of competition, we've got an update 

on the team's results. The team, in only 

its ... 

e *star LA writes a weekly post for 

Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. Now that the weather is 

warming up, you could probably use a 

good place to make a quick stop ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30125 

Marina Benedict < mbenedict@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:16 PM 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Concerned AMDA Faculty Member 

My name is Marina Benedict. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. I have taught at this institution for almost 10 years and I have 
seen the tremendous positive impact that AMDA has had on this neighborhood. We have 
made an investment here and we support the development of Hollywood but the impacts from 
the Millennium project on AMDA will be enormous. We rely on a safe, quiet environment for 
our class work. We have not been identified as a sensitive receptor by Millennium. 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Please 
help protect us. We are a small nonprofit arts college trying to survive and thrive and we 
need your protection and support. 

Marina Benedict 
Dance Department Co-Chair 
AMDA Los Angeles 
mbenedict@amda.edu 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30918 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
kevi n.kel ler@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30309 

Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 29, 2013 8:34 AM 
tedstein@msn.com 
Re: Phone Number 

Phillip Aarons, Millennium Partners- 212-875-4900. Take care. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Theodore Stein [mailto:tedstein@msn.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 07:52 AM 
To: Michael Logrande <Michael.Logrande@LACity.org> 
Subject: Phone Number 

Could you please send me the name and phone of the person we discussed yesterday 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

April 18 

EM26822 

Lambert Giessinger < lambert.giessinger@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 08, 2013 2:04 PM 
Richard Lichtenstein 
Re: Re: 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at 2:02 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Will check with Phil if he can be in town then but if not what's the next available meeting? Thanks. r 

From: Lambert Giessinger [mailto: lambert.qiessinqer@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 2:00 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Re: 

Let's do April 4. 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at 1 :57 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Hey ..... Millennium is fine looking at an mid to late April date for rescheduling Cultural Resources Commission 
informational presentation. Let me know some possible dates when you get a minute. Have a great weekend. r 

Lambert M. Giessinger 

Historic Preservation Architect 

Office of Historic Resources 

City of Los Angeles 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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(213) 978-1183 

(213) 978-0017 Fax 

lambert. giessinger@lacity.org 

www. preservation. lacity. org 

Lambert M. Giessinger 
Historic Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31829 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail169.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 26, 2013 6:01 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
Bike-In Movie Night: The Big Lebowski 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Bike-In Movie Night: The Big Lebowski 
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In just over 2 weeks, Millennium Hollywood will be hosting our first Bike-In Movie 

Night! Tuesday, May 7, we're showing The Big Lebowski FOR FREE, across the street 

from the Capitol Records Building! Join us, as we turn a Vine Street parking lot into a 

glorious bike-in theater, beneath the bright lights of Hollywood. The Dude will most 

certainly abide. The event starts at 7:30pm, and you can get in FREE with an RSVP here. 

The event. .. 

Helen Bernstein Robotics 
Team Update 

2 

The Oaks Is Gourmet To Go 

Guest post from e*star LA 
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Last month, we told you about Helen 

Bernstein High School's robotics team, 

led by physics teacher Tad 

Chanudomchuk. After a grueling three 

days of competition, we've got an update 

on the team's results. The team, in only 

its ... 

e *star LA writes a weekly post for 

Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. Now that the weather is 

warming up, you could probably use a 

good place to make a quick stop ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

EM30126 

Louise Spear < lspear@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:21 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood and its impact on AMDA 

I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts, and I am writing to ask that you require Millennium 
Hollywood to provide meaningful mitigations to protect the students, faculty, and staff of AMOA. The impact from the 
Millennium project on AMOA will be enormous, and Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

Louise Spear 
Director of Library Services 
AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

EM30310 

Jacklyn Chung-Young <jacklyn_chung-young@amda.edu > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 9:51 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

My name is Jacklyn Chung-Young.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Jacklyn 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30921 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to charmie.huynh@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 10 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences :· 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 

3 

RL0029047 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM26824 

Richard Lichtenstein <Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 2:20 PM 
'Lambert Giessinger' 
RE: Re: 

Thanks. Will inquire. Have a great weekend. r 

From: Lambert Giessinger [mailto:lambert.giessinger@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 2:04 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Re: Re: 

April 18 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at 2:02 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Will check with Phil if he can be in town then but if not what's the next available meeting? Thanks. r 

From: Lambert Giessinger [mailto: lambert.qiessinqer@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2013 2:00 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Re: 

Let's do April 4. 

On Fri, Mar 8, 2013 at I :57 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Hey ..... Millennium is fine looking at an mid to late April date for rescheduling Cultural Resources Commission 
informational presentation. Let me know some possible dates when you get a minute. Have a great weekend. r 

Lambert M. Giessinger 

Historic Preservation Architect 

Office of Historic Resources 

City of Los Angeles 
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200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

(213) 978-1183 

(213) 978-0017 Fax 

lambert. giessinger@lacity.org 

www. preservation. lacity. org 

Lambert M. Giessinger 
Historic Preservation Architect 
Office of Historic Resources 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1183 
(213) 978-0017 Fax 
lambert. giessinger@lacity.org 
www. preservation. lacity. org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Luci, 

EM31832 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 26, 2013 7:14 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Millennium 

We survived CPC and this morning you are the only thing on my mind. Rather, getting your Millennium determ 
mailed. We are on it and will be done in a few hours. I apologize for any inconvenience (or stress) you may 
have had to endure. It's over now. 

Hope your weekend is better than your week, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30924 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30311 

Sandel le Kincaid <sandelle@hotmail.com > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 10:00 AM 
Planning@lacity.org 
Millennium Towers Approved 6-0?!!?! 

This is horrible news. Not ONE person on the Planning Commission listened to the multitudes of residents 
who have serious legitimate concerns about a project of this size smack in the middle of Hollywood? So 
the New York developer was able to pay off every single one of you? Disgusting! Why is no one 
answering the most basic question: WHY DOES THIS PROJECT NEED TO BE 55 AND 44 STORIES 
HIGH? Most of us are not against a project that is right-sized for the community. But have you seen 
Hollywood lately? There are cranes all over. We are not starved for construction. The occupancy rate for 
the condos at the W just down the street is about 30% after several years. This monstrosity will stand 
half-empty long after the New York developers are gone and laughing all the way to the bank! In the 
meantime, traffic which is already gridlocked weekends and evenings (and all day long in the summer) will 
be exponentially worse, the fire and police have already stated that response times would decline to 
dangerous levels, our aging infrastructure will be that much more stressed (remember sink holes and 
broken water mains, anyone?), and the historic nature of our skyline destroyed. Why are you giving them 
a pass for such a hugely tall structure when everyone else has had to follow historic height requirements? 

Does your conscience keep you up at night as you destroy our community? I hope so! 

Furiously yours, 

Sandelle Kincaid 
Proud Hollywood Resident 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30127 

Vanessa Conte <vconte@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:23 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Millennium Development Project 

My name is Vanessa Conte. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

Vanessa Conte 
Admissions Records Representative 
The American Musical and Dramatic Academy 

6305 Yucca St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Toll Free: (800) 367-7908 
Office: (323) 603-5944 
Fax: (323) 469-5246 
www.AMDA.edu 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30927 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30312 

TSSOl@aol.com 

Friday, March 29, 2013 10:08 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Subject: Millennium's mitigations in Hollywood! 

My Name is Tracy Silver and I am a teacher at AMDA in Hollywood. It has come to my 
attention that there is to be a great amount of construction done in our neighborhood without the correct 
mitigations from the developer, Millenium. 

I am requesting that the proper rules are undertaken as we deserve safety,and the ability to 
educate without severe changes to the community. Please do not overlook the rest of the community. 

Tracy Silver 

RL0029059 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

EM30128 

Louise Spear < lspear@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:23 PM 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood and its impact on AMDA 

I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts, and I am writing to ask that you require Millennium 
Hollywood to provide meaningful mitigations to protect the students, faculty, and staff of AMOA. The impact from the 
Millennium project on AMOA will be enormous, and Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

Louise Spear 
Director of Library Services 
AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31833 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 26, 2013 8:29 AM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium 

No need to apologize James! I'm sorry you were understaffed. I talked to Millennium and they're okay with it 
going out today. Sorry you had such a stressful week. But thank you nonetheless for your help in getting out. 
And I hope you have a very nice weekend as well. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Fri, Apr 26, 2013 at 7: 13 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Luci, 

We survived CPC and this morning you are the only thing on my mind. Rather, getting your Millennium determ 
mailed. We are on it and will be done in a few hours. I apologize for any inconvenience (or stress) you may 
have had to endure. It's over now. 

Hope your weekend is better than your week, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

RL0029061 



Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31834 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM26826 

poonsy6603@aol.com 

Friday, March 08, 2013 3:22 PM 

James.K.Williams@lacity.org 

Subject: Support for Appeals of Deputy Advisor Findings .. Millennium .. Case # CPC-2008-3440-
ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

To Whom It May Concern, 

We support the Appeals of Deputy Advisory Agency's 'Findings of Facts', from The Millennium Projects Planning Hearing, 

Feb. 19th, 2013 .. 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN Case# CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

To Quote Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (Millennium projects are in their District) as stated in their letter 
opposing these projects : 

"We wish to express our concern that we are being asked to take a position on a development where MUCH OF THE 
DETAILS REMAIN UNKNOWN" 

One of the many reasons we are appealing the Planning Commission Decision from the Feb. 19, 2013 Hearing is for this 
very reason. 
There are, not, as of yet, enough SPECIFICS for Millennium's Projects for them to be approved at ANY level. 

We and our family have been residents of Whitley Heights, for 27 years,one of the oldest communities in Los Angeles 

and an HPOZ area. 

Our home is several hundred yards west of the proposed MillenniumProject. 
We strongly protest the proposed construction of Two Skyscrapers on Vine between Franklin and Hollywood Boulevard, 
and the proposed Hotel Tower on Ivar for the following reasons. 

1. Their Heights are out of scale with the rest of the area. 

They will obstruct views of the famed Capitol Records Building for many blocks and many Vantage Points throughout 
Hollywood. 
Tourists flock to Hollywood by the thousands to see this famous, Historically Designated Building. 
It is 12 stories tall and will be dwarfed by 55 and upwards skyscraper buildings. 

The Capitol Records Building is a Famous Hollywood Landmark and the City of Los Angeles should never allow a Cultural 
Resource such as this, to be DWARFED, or UPSTAGED by what this developer (Phil Aarons) refers to as his "NEW Iconic 
Hollywood Landmarks" .. ('The Planning Report' .. Nov. 4, 2011interview) ... his Skyscrapers. 

2. They will obstruct views of the famed Hollywood sign. 

Again, a negative impact on Tourism. 

RL0029063 



EM26827 

Council member la Bonge is already proposing Observation Decks for Tourists to view what admittedly will be obstructed 
from view, by these 
buildings: 
The Hollywood Hills and The famous Hollywood Sign. 

Obviously, these projects are a TOURIST DESTINATION. 
They will SIT EMPTY .. 
WHO will invest upwards of a MILLION DOLLARS for CONDOS in buildings that offer no privacy whatsoever .. 
That have steady streams of TOURISTS all over the buildings, day and night, viewing the Hollywood Hills and The 
Hollywood Sign from Observation Decks? 
Tourist Destination Buildings that have Indoor and Outdoor Restaurants,Nighclubs, Bars, Sports/fitness Clubs, and 
Outdoor Music Concerts?? 
This is a greedy developer trying to squeeze TOO MUCH into too small a space. 
RIGHT NEXT TO A REAL ICONIC FAMOUS HOLLYWOOD LANDMARK. 
The Buildings will sit empty. 
As The W Hotel condos have sat empty, and many other newer developments in the area, that the letter of 
Determination CLAIMS are of this scale .. 
THEY ARE NOT EVEN CLOSE to the size of Millennium's buildings .. 

3. The construction of these SKYSCRAPERS will take years. 

The dust and filth generated from this massive undertaking will diminish the quality of our air which is already poor. It 
will also increase the level of noise we have to endure in Hollywood. 

There have been NO STUDIES as far as THE TOXINS these constructions will emit into our AIR and WATER SUPPLY .. on 
going FOR YEARS. 

There have been no OFFICIAL STUDIES OF ANYTHING .. 
And yet The City Planning Deputy Advisor Approved the Tract Map for these Projects .. 
BEFORE ANY STUDIES, OR REVIEWS OF STUDIES BY THE PLANNING DEPT. 

This is VERY PRE MATURE and has raised suspicions .. WHY SO FAST? 

We OPPOSE and CHALLENGE the City's effort to obviously 'EXPEDITE this Process' (to quote a Deputy Advisor the day of 
the hearing), taking these short cuts which may in the end, do harm to many,since the process was not followed as it 
should have been .. 
We want REAL environmental studies, REAL traffic studies, and we want time to have our own Independent Studies. 
City Planning CANNOT just RUBBER STAMP a project without the required STUDIES. 

4. The construction and completion of these Skyscrapers will have a massive impact on TRAFFIC. 

The Traffic studies, only by the city, so far have been bogus. 
Street segments have not been studied. 
There are claims there will be NO IMPACTS on RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS. 

These Communities will become DRIVE TH ROUGHS of Traffic that can't get anywhere on main thoroughfares, due to 
gridlock. 
There certainly Will BE IMPACTS. 

Vine, Sunset Boulevard, Hollywood Boulevard, Cahuenga, Highland andWilcox are already gridlocked during evening 
rush which starts at 4 PM and goes well beyond 8 PM. The rest of the day the traffic is backed up. 
Highland is impossible day and night. 
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Vine will become the same. 
We are constantly inundated with on going street closures for movie premieres, in the summer additional traffic and 
gridlock for the Hollywood Bowl..Some nights multiple events are going on. 
We SERIOUSLY CANNOT get in or out of these neighborhoods. 
With these mega developments along Vine St. and Ivar ... 
It will only get worse. 
These skyscrapers will cripple the surrounding neighborhoods. The 101N on ramp at Argyle is already ALWAYS jammed. 
Backing up traffic along Franklin and on Vine. We can't imagine how much worse it will get. 

EXCERPTS FROM MILLENNIUM PROJECTS TRAFFIC STUDY: 

According to MILLENNIUM'S Traffic Study ... their Projects will apparently cause NO significant Additional Freeway Traffic 
or any Impact on any Single-Family-Home Street (WE CHALLENGE) 

1. No Impact On Any Single-Family Neighborhood: 

(WE CHALLENGE) 

"As agreed to with LADOT, since the Site is Along a Major Highway, in a Commercial Area, and NOT Adjacent to Any 
Areas Zoned for Single Family Homes, NO Residential Street Segments Were Expected To Have Traffic Condition 
Impacted By The Project Traffic. 

(WE CHALLENGE) 

For analysis purposes, Segments of local Streets In An Area Designated for Single-Family Homes are Considered as 
"Residential Street Segments". 

Therefore, Residential Street Segments WOULD NOT BE potentially Significantly Impacted by the Project and Therefore 
RESIDENTIAL SEGMENTS WERE NOT REQUIRED TO BE ANALYZED" 

(WE CHALLENGE ... 
RESIDENTIAL SEGMENT STUDIES MUST BE ANALYZED) 

2. The ONLY INTERSECTION to undergo Physical Changes is .... Argyle and Franklin. 

Argyle MAY BE SHUT OFF NORTH AND SOUTH. 
(WE CHALLENGE) 

Meanwhile, depending upon where Final "Components" of the project are sited, Millennium wants Three Driveways, 
Including on Argyle between Hollywood and Yucca. 

CAHUENGA and FRANKLIN COMMUTER GRADES ...... D & E Worse Grades than Hollywood - Highland .. which is always 

gridlocked .. 

Cahuenga and Franklin will be totally IMPOSSIBLE to navigate with the addition of oversized Millennium projects adding 
more traffic. 

"Intersection Specific Improvements- Mitigation Measures including Widening, Parking Restriction, Restriping, Signage 
and Signal Enhancement 

WERE CONSIDERED, but PRIMARILY REJECTED DUE TO SECONDARY IMPACTS. 
(WE CHALLENGE THIS) 

Specific Measures at One Study Intersection which were not rejected are listed below: 
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Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue- --US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp .. 

To Mitigate the Significant Traffic Impact at this Intersection 

Under Both Existing (2011) and Future (2020) Conditions ... 

Restripe the North and South legs of Argyle Avenue to provide: 

1) A Right-Turn-Only lane in the Southbound Direction, 

and 

2) A combined Northbound through 
and Right-Turn Only Lane, thereby providing TWO Exclusive Left-Turn Only 

Lanes in theNorthbound Direction. 

This Improvement will Require the Approval of CALTRANS, as well as LADOT. Should that Approval NOT BE 

FORTHCOMING, and IF an Acceptable Alternative Measure is NOT Identified, Approved and Implemented, 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WOULD REMAIN. 

(WE CHALLENGE AND DEMAND NECESSARY STEPS SO THAT THERE ARE NO 'SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS' REMAINING) 

It should ALSO be noted that THE ALTERNATIVE MEASURE MAY RESULT IN PARKING REMOVALS, SIDEWALK 

NARROWING, OR OTHER COMPARABLE SECONDARY IMPACTS. 
(WE CHALLENGE and OPPOSE 'PARKING REMOVALS' and 'SIDEWALK NARROWING') 

3. SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC PROBLEMS WILL REMAIN ATTHE FOLLOWING INTERSECTIONS EVEN WITH THE CONSULTANT'S 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATIONS: 

(WE CHALLENGE .. 
THESE SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC PROBLEMS MUST BE REMEDIED AND NOT 'REMAIN'): 

"Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue- under Existing (2011) and Future 

(2020) conditions 

Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard- under Future (2020) conditions only 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard - under Future (2020) conditions only 

Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard - under Existing (2011) and Future 

(2020) 

Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard- under Future (2020) conditions only" 

4. Other Mitigations focus on bicycles, a $250,000 fund set up by Millennium to look at traffic, including a bicycle repair 
shop. 
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(THE AREA DOES NOT NEED A BICYCLE REPAIR SHOP .. lt DOES NEED TRAFFIC STUDIES/IMPROVEMENTS, TRAFFIC 
MITIGATIONS AND ENOUGH PARKING PROVIDED .. 

THE AREA IS TOO HILLY FOR BICYCLES, AND MILLION DOLLAR CONDO OWNERS WILL NOT BE LEAVING CARS BEHIND IN 
FAVOR OF BICYCLES. 
THIS IS BOGUS, DELUSIONAL THINKING. 
IT IS A LONG WAY OFF UNTIL THIS IS TRULY A BICYCLE FRIENDLY AREA OR CITY. 

5. NO significant impact on Freeway Traffic by Millennium Project or, even, the Combined Development of the Whole 
Hollywood Community Plan: 
(WE CHALLENGE THIS) 

A computerized transportation model prepared for the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) studying the Hollywood Community Plan update, demonstrated that Development of the Uses Allowed Under the 
Entire Community Plan, as Updated, would NOT Significantly Increase the Traffic Volumes on Any Freeway Segment (see 
page 4.5-21 of the Hollywood Community Plan Update DEIR, City of Los Angeles, 2011 ). 
(WE CHALLENGE THIS .. 
and the 2011 report is outdated) 

This Conclusion for the Update, Confirms the Conclusion From the More Conservative Manual Analysis Used in This 

Study, that 

the Added Project Trips will NOT have a Significant Impact on the Freeway System 

(i.e. will be below the 150 trip threshold for All Segments) (WE CHALLENGE THIS) 

6. There was found NO "Forced Flow With Stoppages of Long Duration", with regards to Traffic (WE CHALLENGE THIS) 
The Studies were done in 2011 and are OUTDATED. 
It is now 2013. 

In addition to REAL TRAFFIC STUDIES, we want to know: 
What Percentage of Future Trips Will Be Allocated to Millennium Traffic and Taken Away From Local Residents, Local 
School Traffic, Local Businesses, and Local Workers who Need Access Through Central Hollywood. 

5. The Los Angeles Police Department and the Los Angeles Fire Department have already warned the Los Angeles City 
Council that higher density in Hollywood will gravely impact their response times. 
People in need of emergency help will be face higher risk during peak traffic hours. 

Testimony of Pat Mccosker, President ofThe LAFD Union from the April 17th Plum Committee, Higher Density 
Hollywood Community Plan Hearing expresses what will be created with Higher Density in Hollywood: 

http://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=zGCB _aqornk 
6:50-7:59 

I don't know if supersizing Hollywood is a good idea or a bad idea .. I just know it is a DEADLY idea .. If you don't do 
something about the Infrastructure, And specifically, I mean, by having enough Firefighters and Paramedics to protect 
that Community. 
You know what's going on .. .40% of the time we're not getting there on time right now .. 
To save lives, when people are not breathing .. 
To keep a fire from burning out of control. 
So you can't build up the City even more While the Fire Department is staffed the way it is right now .. 
Because it'll be IRRESPONSIBLE. 
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It'll take us even longer to get there .. 
More lives will be lost .. More fires will burn out of control.. 
And it's irresponsible. 
So, you know, there's supposed to be a Mitigation, people pay fees, Developers pay fees Those don't come back to The 
Fire Dept. 
You're not following right now, Your Infrastructure Plan. 
The Mayor just swept the Hydrant Fee clean on The Fire Dept. 
Took Millions of Dollars out of it to Balance the Budget, rather than to put back into that Infrastructure that 
PROTECTION FOR CITIZENS when Developers build. 
This is DANGEROUS STUFF. 
Thank you 

(Since that hearing a young girl died in Hollywoodland in a car accident, when ES could not get to her in time. Neighbors 
stayed with her, waiting, while she died.) 

6. There has been no study done on the impact these skyscrapers will have on wildlife in The Hills .. 

In The Letter of Determination Findings of fact (CEQA) p. 
63 .. 
Biological Resources .. "there are no natural open spaces that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate the movement 

of any wildlife species nor any areas of significant biological resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or 
animal species in vicinity ..... the site does not contain other sensitive habitat areas ... 

As with so many other issues dismissed or excluded having to do with building so close to The Hollywood Hills, again, 
the surrounding Hollywood Hills are ignored, and disregarded, as if they do not exist. 
The size of these skyscrapers have already brought up issues of NOISE and LUMINOSITY, and the effects on properties 
and homeowners in The Hills and surrounding areas .. at Neighborhood Council Meetings. 

Hollywood Hills West actually included questions/issues of LUMINOSITY and NOISE in their decision opposing 
Millennium Projects (submitted to Luci Ibarra for The Millennium File). 
There could also most certainly be adverse effects on wildlife in the Hollywood Hills. 
Studies are needed to find out about the effects of Luminosity and issues of Sound and Noise (as sound travels UP into 
The Hollywood Hills) on these natural habitat areas of The Hollywood Hills. 
(NEED TO BE STUDIED) 

7. Millennium Partners have made no effort whatsoever to remedy all of the problems or to preserve or increase the 
quality of life for residents and small businesses surrounding their skyscrapers, other than the mention of a bicycle 
repair shop in one of their skyscrapers. 

8. Many Hillside homes will be losing both their views and their privacy as many of the hotel rooms and condos planned 
for the skyscrapers will look directly into their homes and properties. 

The PEOPLE VOTED for Zev Yaroslavsky's PROP U in the late 80's, restricting heights of buildings in Hollywood. 
People did not and still do not want high rise/ skyscrapers in Hollywood. 
Hollywood is a city of Hillside Communities .... 
Many bought their homes based on that protection. With the certitude that their homes could not be blocked by 
skyscraper buildings. 
That Hollywood Hills Homes, especially in Historic (HPOZ) Whitley Heights would be protected from looking out at a 
cement wall, or out at people barbequeing on terraces and tourists streaming to obeservation decks, all looking into 
their Hollywood Hill properties. 

9. The HEIGHT and SIZE of these skyscrapers remains the central issue. 
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Millennium requests for zone changes, removing this and that, especially removal of the D limitation for their projects 
is not only ludicrous but have been referred to as 

"UNPRECEDENTED ENTITLEMENTS" by Zev Yaroslavsky on l.A.Roundtable. 

The fact that their projects are proposed for properties at the BASE OF THE HISTORIC HOLLYWOOD HILLS has not been 
addressed or considered. 
Millennium Partners can achieve all the square footage they need by increasing the footprint of their buildings and 
lowering their massive height. This needs to be seriously considered as an ALTERNATIVE PLAN. 

In The letter Of Determination, nowhere could we find any other Alternative Plan offered or any other option 
mentioned. 
(WE CHALLENGE THIS) 

10. Building SKYSCRAPERS at the base of The Hollywood Hills, more than half the height of the Empire State Building on 
a street (Vine) that has an earthquake *fault is dangerous to public safety. If Millennium Partners lowered their 
proposed height and increased the footprint of their skyscrapers the project would offer more safety. 

*Hollywood Community Plan Draft Environmental Impact report: 

Hollywood Fault. 
The Hollywood Fault is located along the southern base of the Santa Monica Mountains beneath northern Hollywood. 
RUPTURE OF THE ENTIRE HOLLYWOOD FAULT COULD PRODUCE A MAGNITUDE 6.6 EARTHQUAKE (DOLAN et 
al.,1997) 
The ACTIVE Hollywood fault trends approximately east-west along the base of the Santa Mountains from Beverly Hills to 
the Los Feliz area of l.A.(Dolan et al., 2000) Studies by several investigators have indicated that THE FAULT IS ACTIVE, 
based on geomorphic evidence, stratigraphic correlation between exploratory borings, and fault trenching studies 
(Dolan et al., 2000). 
The fault is also considered active by the State Geologist. 

The earthquake faults in Hollywood are described in this report from the Southern California Earthquake Center: 
The Hollywood Fault extends ENE for a distance of 14 km through Beverly Hills, West Hollywood and Hollywood to the 
Los angeles River and Interstate 5 ....... 

L.A. Conservancy, who helped The Capitol Records Building become Historically Designated, has expressed their 
concerns about compromising this Historic Building, by building projects this MASSIVE so close to the Building ON A 
FAULT LINE: 

LA.Conservancy website/ Advocacy Issues 
http://www.laconservancy.org/issues/issues_capitolrecords.php 

"The Conservancy appreciates that this project does not propose to demolish or significantly alter the Capitol Records 
Tower. 
Yet the project does include new construction directly adjacent to it, which could potentially cause adverse impacts to 
the landmark." 

Hollywood Heritage has also expressed their concerns and position about Millennium Projects/Preservation 
lssues:http://hollywoodheritage.org/ 

"Preservation Issue: 
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Hollywood Heritage's Position on the Millennium Project (Capitol Records Building) proposed for Hollywood. 

Following a recent meeting, a Hollywood Heritage member contacted our office and asked if we could clarify our 
position on the proposed Millennium project for the Capitol Records property. 

The Board of Hollywood Heritage and its 'Preservation Issues' Committee are continuing to meet with Millennium 
regarding the project. 

February 16, 2013 
Srimal Hewawitharana, 
Environmental Specialist 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project, ENV-2011-675-EIR 

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation Issues Committee and its members, thank you for the 
opportunity to review and comment on the Millennium Hollywood Project, and the accompanying Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR). 

For three decades Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of the preservation and protection of Hollywood's historic 
resources. 

We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood, while encouraging responsible new and infill 
development. 

Our organization has nominated many of the current Historic Cultural Monuments, listed the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District in the National Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance, 
provided technical assistance to developers and owners of significant properties, and participated in public policy 
discussions through the formulation of the Community Redevelopment Plan of 1986 and subsequent urban design plans, 
specific plans and in property entitlement discussion involving historic resources. 

These efforts have resulted in the rehabilitation of significant landmarks and districts in Hollywood. 

Our expertise in this area has led us to the conclusion that the Millennium Hollywood project has significant and adverse 
impacts on a number of Hollywood's historic resources. 

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental impact when the project causes a substantial 
adverse change in significance of a historical resource as defined in State CEQA Section 15064. 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006, p. D.3-3) also maintains that a project would have a significant 
impact on historic resources if the project results in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic 
resource by construction that reduces the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity via 
alteration of the resource's immediate surroundings. 

While we appreciate some of the mitigation measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Building, we believe that the proposed project would substantively alter the context in which these buildings gained 
their significance by compromising the immediate surroundings. 
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Portions of the project are grossly out of proportion with the identified resources, thereby minimizing them and 
irretrievably altering their setting. 

Additionally, while we appreciate the inclusion of open space, the current design significantly changes the pedestrian 
environment of Hollywood. 

Like many previous developments, it draws pedestrians away from the street and irrevocably alters the historic street 
wall along Vine and Argyle. 

We also find the current version of the Millennium Hollywood Draft EIR to be deficient in its assessment that the project 
would not cause an adverse change in significance for the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment Historic 
District. 

The heart of Hollywood is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and functions as one of the City of Los 
Angeles' major tourist destinations and economic engines. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment Historic Districtis a 12 block area of the commercial core. 

The district contains 103 of the most important buildings in Hollywood, listed at the national level of significance in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

The development pattern of the 1920s and 1930s was characterized by the construction of buildings of generally 12 
stories at major intersections, flanked by one and two-story retail structures. 

The District was formally designated by the National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the Interior in 1985. 

At the time, there were over 60 contributors and approximately 40 non-contributors which all dated from the 1905-

1935 period of significance. 

Since its listing, the District has seen significant and positive restorations, now having the largest collection of restored 
historic theaters in use in the nation. 

The District can count the beneficial reuse of the Broadway and Equitable Buildings, the Hollywood Professional 
Building, and the Nash Building, and many restorations, spurring the renaissance of Hollywood. 

But the District has suffered the loss of several contributors, and has seen the addition of overly-large developments 
such as Hollywood and Highland, the W Hotel and Madame Tussaud's. 

The current Millennium Hollywood project fails to significantly address the negative impact created by the mass and 
height of the proposed development in regards to the existing structures in the vicinity. 

This will be the largest tower in the area. 

While creating opportunities to see landmarks such as the Hollywood Sign from areas within the development, the 
project fails to address the fact that these new view lines will alter views that have been publicly available since the 
inception of these landmarks. 

In the "Related Projects" section of the DEIR, which compares this project with other projects nearby, unapproved, 
proposed developments are used alongside existing structures, allowing the square footage increase that this project 
suggests to be seen as more reasonable. 
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However, the structures included on the comparative chart are all less than one-third the size of the proposed 
Millennium tower. 

The only project that is as large is the proposed redevelopment of the Paramount Studios Lot. 

At 1,385, 700 sq. ft., the Paramount Lot is a much larger property and does not have any single building of a comparative 
height as proposed by Millennium. 

The addition of the proposed tower will overwhelm contributing properties in the district and the proposed "separation" 
of new and old construction is simply not an adequate mitigation measure. 

Hollywood Heritages appreciates the efforts of the project's developers and will work diligently with them to ensure the 
preservation and protection of all of Hollywood's historic resources. 

Sincerely, 
Bryan Cooper 
President, 
Hollywood 
Heritage,lnc. ___________________________ _ 

11.Virtually every neighborhood council and neighborhood association have raised these same objections: 

Out of the FOUR Hollywood Neighborhood Councils/PLUM COMMITIEES that have voted so far, THREE out of FOUR 
voted to OPPOSE the Millennium Projects. 

Hollywood Hills West NC/and Plum 
Committee ..... . 
Just west of projects. 
Representing many communities.Including Whitley Heights, Outpost Estates, Hollywood Heights, The Hollywood Knolls, 
Cahuenga Pass,, ... areas as far west Historic Spaulding Square, and Laurel Canyon and north as Mulholland, and Barham. 

From Zoo Drive along the southern bank of the Los Angeles River West Lankershim (north from river) to Mullholland 
(northwest), Laurel Canyon 
(southwest) Fairfax (further southwest )South Fountain East La Brea (southeast) to Hollywood to Wilcox up to Cahuenga 
then picks up again at Fire Road up to Zoo Drive 

Hollywood United NC/and PLUM Committee ........ . 
Millennium projects are in their District .. 
HUNC Boundaries: 
Eastern Boundary: Western Avenue to Fern Dell north along Western Canyon to the northern boundary Southern 
Boundary: Hollywood Blvd. 
Western Boundary: Cahuenga Ave. at Hollywood Blvd. to the 101 Freeway north along the eastern side of the John 
Anson Ford Theater property line, through Lake Hollywood to include the Lake Hollywood Neighborhood Association 
and north to the Hollywood Sign. 
Northern Boundary: Hollywood Sign and adjacent area 

Hollywood Studio District: 
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The south side of Hollywood Blvd. between El Centro Ave. and Western Ave .. The north side of Melrose Ave. between El 
Centro Ave. and the 101 Freeway. 
The west side of Western Avenue from Hollywood Blvd. to La Mirada Ave. The west side of the 101 freeway from La 
Mirada Ave. to Melrose Ave. at Mariposa Ave. 
The east side of El Centro Ave. from Hollywood Blvd. to Melrose Ave 

Only Central Hollywood NC voted to support. 
A Board Member works for, and is an advocate for Millennium, and is on The Board of Hollywood Central Park, under 
Chair, Phil Aarons 
(Millennium) 

THREE out of FOUR Neighborhood Councils, at least EIGHT HOA's and Neighborhood Associations, Hollywood Heritage, 
L.A. Conservancy, The W Hotel, AMOA, have voiced their concerns and OPPOSITION to Millennium Projects. 
AND many have APPEALED this decision 

Pat McOsker, President of the LAFD warned City Council members on The Plum Committee about the tragedies that may 
occur with higher density in this area. 

Millennium has not proposed enough parking, has not had the environmental studies that need to occur, have not been 
specific, and yet the Deputy Advisor approved Millennium's Tract map. 

This seems very Pre Mature. 

We also have questions and concerns regarding the unlimited heights allowed on Vine St., and the question of why and 
how Vine St. was NOT included ('with regards to heights' .. everyone was told by city planning) in The Hollywood 
Community Plan . 

Why the rest of Hollywood was included in the new Hollywood Community Plan, but streets from Cahuenga to Vine 
were not. 

When this issue came into question by the three member Plum Committee at the April 17, 2012 Plum Hearing for The 
Hollywood Community Plan, they were as baffled by this as the rest of us. 

The following is the dialogue between The Plum Committee and The City Planner, Kevin Keller: 

ttp://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=zGCB _aqornk 
25:14 - 26:03 & 27:56 - 33:46Huizar: 

Huizar: 
If our Planning Personnel could review the Board that was brought up .. I was just curious to see if that's an accurate 
assessment of what would be allowed under The Community Plan .. If that's O.K. we look at that. 
(referring to poster board with renderings of Millennium Skyscrapers pres 

ented by Hollywood Residents) 

Kevin Keller: 
That is a very powerful image. It's a reference to a development site 

in Hollywood .. The Capitol Records development site. (Millennium's name 
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was NEVER mentioned at the PLUM HEARINGS .. they morphed into The Capitol 

Records Project from The Millennium Projects) 

There is a proposal that has been submitted for a project there for 

that size. 

I WANTED TO GO ON RECORD THAT THAT'S NOT PART OF OUR COMMUNITY PLAN. 

(WHY NOT) 

However, the testimony is accurate (of the Hollywood resident): 

THE VINE CORRIDOR CURRENTLY DOES NOT HAVE HEIGHT LIMITS AND THERE ARE 

NONE PROPOSED. 

The Plan is proposing additional height limits, as was referenced, from 

basically, points west, up to Cahuenga. 

I believe there has been on going concern about what's the appropriate 

height of future development along Vine. 

Any project of that scale, that particular project, does require 

special discretionary review. 

Ed Reyes: 

SO BOTTOM LINE IS, THAT IMAGE THERE IS NOT ACCURATE BECAUSE THERE 

COULD NEVER BE A BU I LDI NG THAT SIZE NEXT THE CAPITOL RECORDS 

BUILDING. IS THAT WHAT YOU'RE SAYING? 

Keller: 

No. 

The proposal for that project is something similar of that 

height. 

It's not an approved project and it basically has been applied 

for under the Current Plan. 

For the sake of the audience, I want to be 

clear, that the proposed Community Plan is establishing new and more 

restrictive height limits in many areas of the Community. 

VINE CORRIDOR TODAY DOES NOT HAVE HEIGHT LIMITS AND IS PROPOSED TO NOT 

HAVE ANY HEIGHT LIMITS IN THE FUTURE. 

(WHY?? .. WE CHALLENGE THIS) 

I don't know the exact height, but it's probably accurate in terms of 

height ... (the poster board with skyscraper) 

Englander: 

SO WHAT YOU'RE SAYING IS, TODAY, RIGHT NOW, WITHOUT THE CHANGES OF THE 

NEW PLAN THAT"S BEING PROPOSED, THAT COULD, IN FACT, BE BUILT. 

Keller: 

Right. 
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Englander: 

WITH OR WITHOUT THE PLAN .... 

Keller: 

Correct. 

Huizar: 

YOU SAi D THE VINE AREA DOES NOT HAVE, CURRENTLY, OR UN DER THE PROPOSED 

PLAN, ANY HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS. 

AND WHY IS THATTHE CASE? 

UNDER THE NEW PLAN, YOU COULD PUT HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS .... CORRECT? 

Keller: 

CERTAINLY .. I think the concept of this Plan ... was .. it's .. a decision 

of where to best direct growth, IF it occurs. It's a very difficult 

decision to have, but it's very prudent 

IT WOULD BE IN FRONT OF THE COUNCIL TO CONSIDER ADDITIONAL HEIGHT 

LIMITS THROUGHOUT HOLLYWOOD. 

(The day The Hollywood Community Plan came before City Council, after 

much testimony and many speakers begging city council to consider 

this, adding additional height restrictions throughout ALL of 

Hollywood, .. 

led by Eric Garcetti, council did not amend the Hollywood Community 

Plan to 

establish additional heights but voted to pass the Plan) 

Keller: 

The Plan does call for. ... the development of a potentially specific 

plan or a more detailed set of design standards and guidelines for 

Central Hollywood, to help shape that overall massing. 

That would be an implementation program of the Plan .... 

Certainly .... there could be revisions .. 

(Led by Eric Garcetti..THERE WERE NONE) 

Huizar: 

BOTIOM LINE ... THIS IS AN ACCURATE BOARD ...... (the picture of the 55 

story skyscraper) 

BUT OUR PLAN DOESN'T REALLY ADDRESS THAT ISSUE ... because that's a .. 

separate application process that somebody else could .. apply for .. or 

is applying for. 

Correct? 

Keller: 

Correct. 

THERE IS NO HEIGHT LIMIT THERE TODAY OR PROPOSED IN THAT AREA, BUT IT 

IS A DISCRETIONARY REQUEST 

13 

RL0029075 



EM26839 

How can a developer going through this process NOW, in 2013, not have 
the same restrictions with regards to HEIGHTS as all the other streets 
in Hollywood under this Hollywood Community Plan? 
(WE CHALLENGE THIS) 

Why did Ed Reyes, leading the Plum Committee, say he wanted to look 
into this exclusion of certain streets from the new Hollywood Community 
Plan, gather more information and bring it back to the next Plum 
Hearing, May 8th, 2012? 

Only to not mention it again at the May 8th hearing, nor did Huizar, 
who had the most questions April 17th, and Englander did not even show 
up. 
Reyes did not allow any public testimony, and only allowed Kevin Keller 
to read testimony into the record. 

Why did the Plum Committee then go into executive session with Legal 
Council, behind closed doors, and came out saying they were passing the 
Hollywood Community Plan to City Council with a NO RECOMMENDATION? 

How could City Council, led by Eric Garcetti then unanimously pass 
it? 

(The outcome .... THREE LAWSUITS AGAINST IT .. ) 

Thereby allowing Millennium Projects to be built on the streets 
excluded from the Hollywood Community Plan, their unlimited heights ... 

Campaign Contributions .. L.A. Ethics Commission Website 

MILLENNIUM PARTNERS 

12/22/08 
Philip Aarons 
(Principal, Millenium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 

Eduardo Reyes (PLUM COMMITIEE) 
Council Member - District 1 
Committee To Re-Elect Ed P Reyes 2009 
A - Monetary Contribution Received 
[Period:l0/01/08 to 12/31/08] 
$500.00 
[Election: 03/03/09] 

Philip Aarons 
(Real Estate Developer, Millennium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 

Wendy Greuel -Controller 
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Wendy Greuel for Controller 2009 
Monetary Contribution Received 
[Period:Ol/01/08 to 06/30/08] 
$1,000.00 

Philip Aarons 
(R. E. Dev, Millennium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 Jack 5. Weiss 
City Attorney 

JACK WEISS FOR LOS ANGELES CITY ATIORNEY 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:02/26/09 to 04/04/09] 
$500.00 
[Election: 03/03/09] 

Philip Aarons 
(Developer, Millenium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 

Antonio Villaraigosa 
Antonio R. Villaraigosa for Mayor 2009 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:Ol/01/08 to 06/30/08] 
$900.00 

Philip Aarons 
(Real Estate Developer, Millenium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 

Janice Hahn 
Council Member - District 15 
Committee to Re-Elect Janice Hahn 2009 
Monetary Contribution Received 
(IND - Individual) 
[Period:02/26/09 to 06/30/09] 
$125.00 

Philip Aarons 
(Principal, Millenium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 

Eduardo Reyes (PLUM COMMITIEE) 
Council Member - District 1 
Ed Reyes Officeholder Account 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:l0/01/09 to 12/31/09] 
$500.00 

Philip Aarons 
(Real Estate Developer, Millennium Partners) 

EM26840 
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New York, NY 10023 

Jose Huizar (PLUM COMMITIEE) 
Council Member - District 14 
HUIZAR FOR COUNCIL 2011 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:Ol/23/11 to 02/19/11] 
$250.00 
[Election: 12/08/11] 

Philip Aarons 
(Real Estate Developer, Millenium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 

Mitchell Englander (PLUM COMMITIEE) 
Council Member - District 12 
Mitchell Englander for City Council 2011 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:Ol/23/11 to 02/19/11] 
$250.00 
[Election: 03/08/11] 

Philip E. Aarons 
(Real Estate Developer, Millennium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 

Eric Garcetti Council Member - District 13 

Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:lD/01/07 to 12/31/07] 
$500.00 

PHILIP E. AARONS 
(REAL ESTATE, MILLENIUM PARTNERS) 
NEW YORK, NY 10023 

CHRISTINE ESSEL Council Member - District 2 
CHRIS ESSEL FOR CITY COUNCIL 2009 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:lD/25/09 to 11/21/09] 
$150.00 
(Did not win .. Was appointed CEO of the CRA) 

MILLENNIUM PARTNERS LAW FIRM 

Sheppard Mullin Attorneys At Law 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 
Eric Garcetti for City Council 

EM26841 
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Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:Ol/01/01 to 05/19/01] 
$500.00 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1448 

Eric Garcetti 

EM26842 

Council Member - District 13 Committee to Elect Eric Garcetti 2005 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:Ol/01/03 to 12/31/03] 
$500.00 
[Election: 03/08/05] 

Sheppard, Mullin,Richter & Hampton LLP 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 
Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:04/01/02 to 06/30/02] 
$500.00 

Sheppard, Mullin,Richter & Hampton LLP 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 
Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:Ol/01/03 to 03/31/03] 
$500.00 

Sheppard, Mullin,Richter & Hampton LLP 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 

Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:04/01/05 to 06/30/05] 
$500.00 

Sheppard, Mullin,Richter & Hampton LLP 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 
Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:04/01/06 to 06/30/06] 
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$500.00 

MILLENNIUM PARTNERS 

Philip E. Aarons 
(Real Estate Developer, Millennium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023 

Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 

Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:l0/01/07 to 12/31/07] 
$500.00 

Philip E. Aarons 
(Real Estate Developer, Millennium Partners) 
New York, NY 10023-5961 
Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 

Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:Ol/01/10 to 03/31/10] 
$500.00 

Shelley Aarons 
(Psychiatrist, Shelley Aarons) 
Brooklyn, NY 11205 

Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 
Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:l0/01/09 to 12/31/09] 
$500.00 

Zachary Aarons 
(Owner, Apostate Partners) 
Brooklyn, NY 11205 

Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 

Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
10/01/09 to 12/31/09] 
$500.00 

EM26843 
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ARGENT VENTURES (Millennium's Partner for Millennium Hollywood 
Projects)) 

Andrew S. Penson 
(Real Estate, Argent Ventures LLC.) 
New York, NY 10176 

Eric Garcetti 
Council Member - District 13 

Friends of Eric Garcetti Officeholder 
Monetary Contribution Received 
Period:l0/01/07 to 12/31/07] 
$500.00 

Millennuim Partners ... Diamond Level Donors to Hollywood Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Hollywood Chamber of Commerce PAC - Supports Garcetti for Mayor 

From City Planning's Own Website: 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/forms_Procedures/do-real-planning-final_l.pdf 

2007 Los Angeles City Planning Commission Jane Ellison Usher, 
President; William Roschen, Vice President; Diego Cardoso; Regina M. 
Freer; Robin R. Hughes; Sabrina Kay; Father Spencer T. Kezios; Michael 
K. Woo. 

#9 ARREST VISUAL BLIGHT ... 
(Visual Blight= Millennium Skyscrapers) 

The Skyscrapers are out of scale with the rest of the area. 

The Letter of Determination mentions other developments in the area 
being this scale 
This is FALSE .. 
Not ONE is even close to this size. 

"Amidst the clutter of power lines, slapdash signage, and the 
demolition of our historic gems.". 

Millennium Skyscrapers will DWARF the Historic GEM, The Capitol Records 
Building, and create visual blight, blocking views OF The Capitol 
Records Building, and of ANOTHER Historic GEM, The Hollywood Sign, and 
The Hollywood Hills. 

"it is difficult to find visual calm on our streets ... " 

There will be NO VISUAL CALM on our streets with upwards of 55 Story 
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Skyscrapers .. 

A TOURIST DESTINATION, with indoor and outdoor restaurants, bars, 
nightclubs, outdoor music concerts, and fitness clubs, 

And with OBSERVATION DECKS for Tourists to view the Hollywood Sign and 
The Hollywood Hills, that will be blocked from view by The Skyscrapers. 

More cars from these buildings mean worse traffic in what is an already 
gridlocked area. 
Millennium is not proposing enough parking .. 

More Pedestrian Traffic, invited/lured to the area, for the sake of 
making more tourism money. 
AND Tour Buses .. adding to the traffic congestion and parked and 
emitting more toxins into the air. 
Where is the VISUAL CALM on our streets in this scenerio?? 

"The Planning Department has a KEY ROLE to play in reducing the Built 
Intrusions ... " 

Built Intrusions= Millennium Projects and everything that comes with 
Millennium Projects. 

Where does the Planning Commission come in in REDUCING BUILT INTRUSIONS 
with regards to Millennium OVERSIZED Projects. 

Can this be POSSIBLE when The Millennium Architect, William Roschen, is 
also President of The Planning Commission?? 
(WE CHALLENGE THIS CONFLICT OF INTEREST) 

"into the lives of our residents." 

RESIDENTS will be greatly impacted by Millennium Projects. 

RESIDENTS have NOT BEEN CONSIDERED AT All 
Congestion, air quality, water supply, loss of light, loss of privacy, 
luminosity into 
resident's homes and communities, luminosity possibly upsetting natural 
wildlife in The Hollywood Hills, emergency personnel shortage, traffic, 
which is barely manageable now, getting in and out of Hill 
communities,nearly impossible now, 
will be even worse, more DRIVE TH ROUGHS into residential 
communities with gridlocked traffic. 
All will only get worse. 

"We must seek phased elimination of above-ground wires, controlled 
limitation of signage to appropriate districts, " 

What ARE the 'appropriate signage districts'.?? 
IS Digital Advertising REALLY gone? 
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If Millennium is a Tourist Destination such as Hollywood and Highland, 
wont that mean the City will consider it an appropriate signage 
district?? 

Will signs go up, as they did on The Sunset Strip, causing homes to 
wind up looking at the backs of billboards where they used to look out 
at 
sky? 

"numbers, and sizes, and preservation of our historic resources" 

Millennium Projects not only do NOT preserve our Historic 
Resources .. and Historic societies have weighed in about this .. 
(The Hollywood Hills, The Capitol Records Building, The Hollywood Sign, 
and 
Historic Hollywood itself) .. 
They Intrude upon them. 

#10 NEUTRALIZE Mansionization 

"Neighborhoods zoned single family deserve our protection ..... " 

Is this protection ONLY from 'Mansionization'?? 

Shouldn't single family home communities bordering/surrounding, now 
facing and blocked by Millennium Skyscraper Projects be protected from 
the massive AIR RIGHTS, infringing on homes in The Hollywood Hills???? 

Loss of Privacy, and Views .. 
Luminosity into properties and homes in The Hollywood Hills with plans 
mentioned in Letter of Determination for:. 

*a) Lighting and 

**b) Outlets Lighting and for Barbeques on Terraces 

(Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, 

*a) page 10,A.1-3 ... 

**b) page 14, B.1-8 

Single family homes should be protected from drive th roughs when 
cars are gridlocked in the streets surrounding their neighborhoods from 
more traffic, due to skyscrapers below them bringing many more cars to 
the area??? 

Single family homes should be protected when their area is 
transformed into a Tourist Destination, again, their loss of privacy 
with Observation Decks, for Tourists to view what has become blocked by 
the massive skyscraper projects, also looking into homeowenrs in The 
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Hollywood Hills properties?? 

Single family homeowners should be protected from the NOISE, Tourist 
Activity, and 
added pedestrian and car traffic of the proposed outdoor concerts, 
indoor and out door restaurants, nightclubs and bars? 

Condo owners, who dare to invest in condos in these 
buildings also should be protected from the effects of this being a 
Tourist 
Destination, and TOURISM infringing on THEIR privacy as well. 

"The most pervasive threat they face is the replacement of 
existing homes with residences whose bulk and mass is significantly 
larger than the street's current 
character ....... " 

Millennium Projects bulk and mass are larger than that street's and the 
WHOLE SURROUNDING AREA'S current character .. 

The Capitol Records Building, that they will build around is 12 
stories high .. 

Millennum Buildings are proposed for 55 stories high or more .... 
'bulk and mass IS significantly larger than the street's and surrounding 
area's current character' .. 
as is their planned Hotel for Ivar. 

Since they are at the base of HILLS, their OVERSIZED OUT OF SCALE Bulk 
and Mass will be seen from many vantage points, not only below 
them, and east and west of them, but above them from The Hills .. 

NO Building there should be higher or Dwarf the Historically Designated 
Capitol Records Building. 
Which can be seen, from all over Hollywood, east to west north to south 
of it .. and THAT IS the STAR, THAT IS the Famous Iconic Hollywood 
landmark ... 
NOTHING can or should be built, around, near, or in front of it. 

'Sacrificing greenery, breathing, room, light, and air. 
let's be the champions of a citywide solution to prevent out-of-scale 
residences .... ' 

Millennium Skyscrapers ARE OUT OF SCALE RESIDENCES .. OUT OF SCALE with 
the whole surrounding area. 

Is the City not willing to 'BE CHAMPIONS' .. 
to PREVENT OUT OF SCALE RESIDENCES of any kind? 

WHY, with these kinds of statements and COMMITMENTS on City Planning's 
OWN website, would the massive, out of scale Millennium Projects, MOST 
CERTAINLY infringing on communities, impacting traffic even worse than 
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it is, blocking out views OF the famous Hollywood Hiiis and FROM The 
Hollywood Hills, be given these UNPRECEDENTED ENTITLEMENTS, or even be 
considered? 

If these projects are approved, then City Planning is going against 
their very own commitments. 

We oppose these projects. 
We have Appealed the Decision of the of Feb. 19, 2013 hearing. 
We support ALL of the additional Appeals. 

Mr. and Mrs. J. F. Geoghan Family 
Whitley Heights 
Hollywood, Ca. 90068 
March 8, 2013 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30930 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to blake.lamb@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 10 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences :· 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30129 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:25 PM 
rogelio navar 
Michael LoGrande; Brian Currey; Iida granados 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

Meeting starts at 8: 3 0 - one small item ahead of it. I would say it is on by 9 AM. 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 1:14 PM, rogelio navar <rogelio .navar@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 

What time do we expect the item to be heard. Brian Currey, will be attending and speaking at the hearing and I 
want to make sure he can speak either at the beginning of the meeting or after staff and the applicant make their 
respective presentations. Thanks! 

Rogelio 

Rogelio Navar 
Senior Policy Director 
Office Economic & Business Policy 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 1300, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

t. 213 -978-2761 I e. rogelio .navar@lacity.org I w. www.losangelesworks.org 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31835 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 26, 2013 8:30 AM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium 

Oh, and before I forget. If I could get an electronic or hard copy (whichever is easiest for you), I would greatly 
appreciate it. I know millennium will inquiring about it. 

On Fri, Apr 26, 2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
No need to apologize James! I'm sorry you were understaffed. I talked to Millennium and they're okay with it 
going out today. Sorry you had such a stressful week. But thank you nonetheless for your help in getting out. 
And I hope you have a very nice weekend as well. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Fri, Apr 26, 2013 at 7: 13 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Luci, 

We survived CPC and this morning you are the only thing on my mind. Rather, getting your Millennium determ 
mailed. We are on it and will be done in a few hours. I apologize for any inconvenience (or stress) you may 
have had to endure. It's over now. 

Hope your weekend is better than your week, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31836 

2 

RL0029091 



EM30313 

From: Curbed LA <email=curbed.com@curbednetwork.com> on behalf of Curbed LA 
<email@curbed.com > 

Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 6:24 PM 
vanessa.soto@lacity.org 

Subject: Hollywood's Huge Capitol Records Towers Get First Big Approval 

roblems viewing this email? Click here to read it on the web. 

EVELOPMENTWATCH IO COMMENTS 

::::J 

Iollywood's Huge Capitol Records Towers Get First Big Approval 

'he City Planning Commission's meeting on the huge Millennium 
lollywood project has finally ended after approximately a million hours and: 
b.e twin tower plan passed unanimously (and appeals were denied), 
ccording to a rep. The very controversial plan would put two very tall towers 
•n parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Building (on both sides of 
Tine, just north of Hollywood Boulevard)--the catch is that developers 
!lillennium ... read more ... 

COOL MAP THING 

-::::J 

18 COMMENTS 

Mapping Los Angeles's Most (Literally) Power-Hungry 
Neighborhoods 

14COMMENTS 

Peninsula Hotel Developer Jacks Price on A Quincy Jones 
Modern in Beverly Hills 

ARMERS ALMANAC 28COMMENTS 

::::J 

0 §~:-£i~§g~g:::,l LA Starts Talking Convention Center Update With No 
>~'· "- j Football Stadium 

OFFICE SPACE 30COMMENTS 

IGH-SPEED RAIL 74COMMENTS 

::::J 

EATER LA 
c:=J 

The Doughroom, a Neighborhood-Friendly 
Place in Palms 

RACKED LA 
c:=J 

Introducing the Spring 2013 Shoe Collection 
From Coach 

CURBED'S HOUSE OF THE DAY 
c:=J 

Mapping the Homes of America's Most 
Notorious Swindlers 

FOLLOW CURBED LA 

Forward 
to a 

friend 
Subscrib1 
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WTOMARKET 

EM30314 

Bullet Train Breaking the Rules, Losing Big Supporters 

17COMMENTS 

How to Survive Construction of Expo Line's Venice Blvd. 
Bridge 

Mid-Century Modern in Mt. Washington Asking $619k 

URBED UNIVERSITY 2013 13 COMMENTS 

::::J 

0 §:'.:-£~2§)~?~;;~" 1 A Guide to Owning in One ofLA's Historic Preservation 
"'" '""""

0 

... ~,,0 ,,., • Overlay Zones 

EVELOPMENTWATCII 28COMMENTS 

Condo Plan For Old Victorian Mansion Site at Base of Mt. 
Washington 

:ent to vanessa.soto@lacity.org. Subscriber since November 8, 2010. Change preferences or unsubscribe. 
'or information on advertising, please visit our media kit or contact sales@curbed.com. 
:urbed.com LLC, 36 Cooper Square #SF, New York NY 10003. 
:opyright © 2013. All rights reserved. 
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From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Good Afternoon, 

EM30130 

Dan DeShurley <ddeshurley@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:25 PM 
Millennium Hollywood 

My name is Daniel DeShurley and I am the Director of Operations at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts. I am asking that you require the Millennium developers to work with us to minimize the impact that this very 
important construction project will have on our college. Please understand that this development will seriously affect 
the operations of our institution if the City of LA does not step in and require these developers to offer a fair solution. I 
appreciate your time and look forward to seeing you tomorrow at the City Planning Commission meeting. 
Sincerely, 

Daniel DeShurley 

Director of Operations and Administrative Services 

The American Musical and Dramatic Academy 

6305 Yucca Street, J1h Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

(323)603-5920 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30933 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
bud.ovrom@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

City Planning Commission: 

EM30131 

Louise Spear <lspear@amda.edu> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1 :26 PM 
cpc@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood and its impact on AMOA 

I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts, and I am writing to ask that you require Millennium 
Hollywood to provide meaningful mitigations to protect the students, faculty, and staff of AMOA. The impact from the 
Millennium project on AMOA will be enormous, and Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

Louise Spear 
Director of Library Services 
AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Yup ... will do. 

EM31837 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 26, 2013 8:31 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium 

On Fri, Apr 26, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Oh, and before I forget. If I could get an electronic or hard copy (whichever is easiest for you), I would greatly 
appreciate it. I know millennium will inquiring about it. 

On Fri, Apr 26, 2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
No need to apologize James! I'm sorry you were understaffed. I talked to Millennium and they're okay with it 
going out today. Sorry you had such a stressful week. But thank you nonetheless for your help in getting out. 
And I hope you have a very nice weekend as well. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Fri, Apr 26, 2013 at 7: 13 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Luci, 

We survived CPC and this morning you are the only thing on my mind. Rather, getting your Millennium determ 
mailed. We are on it and will be done in a few hours. I apologize for any inconvenience (or stress) you may 
have had to endure. It's over now. 

Hope your weekend is better than your week, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
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213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM31838 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30315 

Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 
Friday, March 29, 2013 11:28 AM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 
Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 
I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

RL0029102 



EM30316 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30936 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
Michael 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to michael.logrande@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 10 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences :· 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 

3 

RL0029106 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31840 

Planning.ctsintranet@lacity.org 

Friday, April 26, 2013 11:04 AM 

LUCIRALIA.IBARRA@lacity.org; DAN.SCOTT@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Determination Date for Case No. CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-DA-HD Has Been 

Changed 

CASE NUMBER: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-DA-HD 
DETERMINATION DATE: 04/26/2013 
REASON/EXPLANATION: The Determination Date has either been entered or updated to 04/26/2013. Please 
see PCTS for details. 

Date Sent: 04/26/13 at 11 :04 AM* Please note: Do not respond to this email. This email was sent from the web 
via the Coldfusion Application Server, not an actual email client. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30132 

Julie Baysinger <jbaysinger@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:26 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Millenium Development Project 

My name is Julie Baysinger. I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. 
The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate 
mitigations given its proximity to the school. 
The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Ju{ie (]Jaysin9er 

AMDA- College and Conservatory of Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca St. 
Los Angeles, Ca 90028 
323.603.5945 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30133 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1 :27 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30939 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 
Reaching high in Hollywood 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to lambert.giessinger@lacity.org - whv did I get this? 1§1 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences ElJ 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30317 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 
Hollis, Calvin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30319 
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From: 

Sent: 

EM31841 

Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Friday, April 26, 2013 3:14 PM 

To: Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin 
Alexanian; David Uebersax; Brian Cornelius; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; Harvey 
Watts 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com; chrismckinley@ggpnc.org 
Re: May 8 2013 Draft Agenda 

Attachments: May 8 2013 Agenda.doc 

Hi All 

Attached is the final agenda. 

Richard I added the word " action items" for item #4 

We can have action items on #6 if we have not identified. 

Brian can you please post the agenda on the website and email us the draft 
March minutes. 

Thank you, see you May 8 2013 

Gary Khanjian 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net>; christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcqlobal.net>; Rosemary De 
Monte <qqpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@qmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Brian Cornelius 
<bcornelius@carusoaffiliated.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio .net>; Harvey Watts <hfwjr@sch-wat.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcqlobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2013 12:41 PM 
Subject: Re: May 8 2013 Draft Agenda 

Good Morning, 

Please make the following addition/correction. 

1. For Agenda Item 4, add after "Presentation", Possible Actions. 
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That will inform committee members, the applicants, and interested GGPNC 
Board members that there may be actions. 

Re the Millennium Project documents, two sets of action are to be proposed as indicated in 
the documents that I emailed to committee members yesterday. 

Re Signage, I may propose some action in writing in advance of the meeting. 

My understanding of the Brown Act is that items on which action is planned or could happen, action 
should be indicated on the agenda. 

2. For 4 c., 3, add See attachments posted on the GGPNC web site under PZHP Committee Agenda 
for May 8. [Chris McKinley can post those.} 

At te GGPNC Board meeting in March some members indicated they might not be able make 
recommendations on the M. Proj, because the agenda item said Update, not Update and possible action. 

Re # 6, , add possible presentation and actions. 

Thank for making the changes. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcqlobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De 
Monte <qqpnc rdm@yahoo .com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@qmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Brian Cornelius 
<bcornelius@carusoaffiliated .com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio .net>; Harvey Watts <hfwjr@sch-wat.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcqlobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo .com> 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2013 12:21 AM 
Subject: May 8 2013 Draft Agenda 

Hi all 

Attached is the draft agenda. 

Please let me know if you have an additions or corrections. 

Thank you 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

2 
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PRESIDENT 
Linda Demmers 

VICE PRESIDENTS 
Lisa Sedano - Administration 

Chris McKinley - Communications 

TREASURER 
Nelson Bae 

SECRETARY 
Kris Anderson 

1 . Call to Order. Roll Call. 

EM31844 

GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 
"Your Neighborhood. Your Voice. Your Council" 

MEETING OF THE 
PLANNING, ZONING & HISTORICAL 

PRESERVATION COMMITTEE 
AGENDA#6 

May 8, 2013 - 7:00 p.m. 
Citibank Community Meeting Room 

1965 N. Hillhurst Ave. (2nd floor of Citibank) 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 

2. Public Comments on Non-Agenda Items 

3. Consideration of and action on, the following: 

CERTIFIED COUNCIL #36 

PO Box 27003 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-

0003 

(213) 973-9758 

www.ggpnc.org 

GGPNC@ggpnc.org 

a.- 1710-1716 N. Vermont Ave. - ZA-2013-564. The applicant requesting a new 
Conditional Use Permit for the continued sale and dispensing of a full line of 
Alcoholic beverages in conjunction with an existing restaurant of 11,290 sq.ft. 
With 324 seats having active Dept of ABC type-47 license #477997. Also 
Requesting continued live entertainment and patron dancing(dancing only 
During special events w/1 day permits approved by LAPD). 

4. Other Comments, Presentations and Announcements and action items. 
a. Signage Vision Group update (Kerr 7 min.) 

b. Cate Vita updates (Kerr 3 min.) 

c. Millennium Project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD) (Spicer and DeMonte 30min ) 

1.- Proposed CA Environmental impact report on the project (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
2.- Appeal of the Decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency to approve vesting tentative tract 

Map No. 71837-CN 
3.- Negotiations between M.Project applicant and Councilman Garcetti and LaBonge. 

Regarding height reduction. 
4.- Presentation 

5. Approval of Past Meeting Minutes. 

6. unforeseen items 

7. Adjourn 

RL0029119 



EM31845 

AGENDAS & PUBLIC COMMENT: Agendas are posted for public review on the Council's website, the Public Library, Los Feliz Branch at 1874 Hillhurst Avenue, the 
Community Police Center al 1965 Hillhurst Avenue and possibly other locations. As an entity covered under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los 
Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to programs, services, and 
activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, 
please make your request at least 3 business days prior lo the meeting you wish lo attend by contacting the Neighborhood Council Project Coordinator, Melvin Canas, at 
(213) 485-1360 or e-mailing melvin.canas@lacity.org. 

To address the Board, the public is requested to fill out a 'Speaker Card' on any agenda item prior to the Board taking action on it. Comments from the public on agenda 
items will be heard only al the time the respective item is being considered. Comments from the public on matters not appearing on this Agenda within the Board's subject 
matter jurisdiction are heard during the Public Comment period, limited to 2 minutes per speaker, unless waived by the Board's presiding officer. 

PROCESS FOR RECONSIDERATION: The Board may reconsider and amend its action on items listed here if that reconsideration takes place immediately following the 
original action, or at the next regular meeting. The Board, on either of these two days, shall: 1) Make a Motion for reconsideration and, if approved, 2) hear the matter and 
take an action. If the motion to reconsider an action is to be scheduled at the next meeting following the original action, then two items shall be placed on the agenda for 
that meeting: 1) A Motion for Reconsideration on the described matter and 2) a [Proposed] Action should the motion lo reconsider be approved. A motion for 
reconsideration can only be made by a Board member who has previously voled on the prevailing side of the original action taken. If a motion for reconsideration is not 
made on the date the action was taken, then a Board member on the prevailing side of the action must submit a memorandum lo the Secretary identifying the matter lo be 
reconsidered and a brief description of the reason(s) for requesting reconsideration at the next regular meeting. The aforesaid shall all be in compliance with the Ralph M. 
Brown Act governing public entities. 

DOCUMENT ACCESS: In compliance with Government Code section 54957.5, non-exempt writings distributed to a majority or all of the board members in advance of a 
meeting may be viewed al Los Angeles Public Library Los Feliz Branch (lobby reference shelf), al our website by clicking on the following link: www.ggpnc.org, or at the 
scheduled meeting. In addition, if you would like a copy of any record related to an item on the agenda, please contact: ggpnc@ggpnc.org or call: (213) 973- 9758. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30134 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:29 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Re: Millennium Project in CPC 

I need to update you - call me when you have a minute 

On Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 5: 17 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
what if we move to file the Millennium project. This way it will not stay in CPC and therefore, we can 
transmit to City Council. we can talk tomorrow, have to run and pick up the little one! ! ! 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PIANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los J\ngeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited . If you have received this cormnunication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30135 

Jenny Rhee <jrhee@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:32 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
AMDA 

My name is Jenny Rhee.I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that 
you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on 
AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. Thank you. 

With respect, 

Jenny Rhee 

Jenny Rhee I Director of Academic Services I AMOA I 6305 Yucca St, Los Angeles, CA 90028 I (323)603-5971 I 
jrhee@amda.edu <mailto:jrhee@amda.edu> 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30942 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@mail175.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 6:00 AM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Franklin & Company in Franklin Village 
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Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for Millennium Hollywood on food and drink in Hollywood. A 

little more than a year ago, the space that used to be a neighborhood pizzeria got a tavern 

tenant, Franklin & Co. Brought to you by the same owner (Greg Morris) of the fast-casual 

purveyors, The Oaks Gourmet, around the corner, the tavern has had over a year to grow 

into its place as the Franklin Village resident pub ... 

The Glen-Holly Hotel The Millennium project: 

2 
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Pictured is Hollywood's very first hotel, 

built at the corner of Yucca and Ivar in 

1895. Charles M. Pierce, who went on to 

manage the famous Balloon Route tours, 

managed the Glen-Holly Hotel, which was 

built by artist Joakim Berg . The hotel had 

20 guest rooms and only one bathroom, 

but was famous for its 75-cent. .. 

Reaching high in Hollywood 

By The LA Times Editorial Board. For 

far too long, development in Los Angeles 

has been approved based not on 

community plans and zoning codes but 

on a somewhat chaotic form of 

negotiation in which developers cajole, 

strong-arm or, um, financially incentivize 

city politicians into .... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to av.perez@lacity.org - whv did I getthis? 10 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences :· 
Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite I 000 · Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM31846 

Linda Demmers < linda.demmers@gmail.com > 
Friday, April 26, 2013 3:53 PM 

To: 'Gary Khanjian'; 'Richard Spicer'; 'christina khanjian'; 'Rosemary De Monte'; 'jacqueline 
Kerr'; 'Sorin Alexanian'; 'David Uebersax'; 'Brian Cornelius'; 'Dennis Chew'; 'Ermanno 
Neiviller'; 'Harvey Watts'; brian.cornelius@ggpnc.org 

Cc: chrismckinley@ggpnc.org 
Subject: RE: May 8 2013 Draft Agenda 

Richard (et al.) 

It is my recommendation that you provide a brief overview of the Millennium Project at the next meeting. I have 
noticed that many board members do not read the packet in advance and they do not read pages that are handed out at 
the meeting. At the last meeting, many pages were passed around, but no one had time to look at them before the 
presentation started. If you could summarize in a few bullets: what is the millennium project, who has approved it, what 
the current calendar for further review looks like, and what, if any, position you would like to recommend to the 
Neighborhood Council. KIS (Keep it simple) - or KISS (whatever that means) So please come prepared to do a really 
basic overview of the project because I'm not sure that anyone has read anything that was distributed at the last 
meeting and if you have a letter to be approved or a CIS to file, then send it to my attention by May 14, letter 
included. That gives you a week to come before the board and a week after your PZHP meeting. 

A big thank you for tracking this to you and Rosemary. It is an important issue, but everyone has issues that are 
important to them that they are also keeping tabs on. Let's just make sure the board understands how important this is 
and if it is not too late to make comments, what you recommend those comments be. 

Regards-

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
ldemmers@ggpnc.org 

TO PREVENT A POSSIBLE VIOLATION OF THE BROWN ACT, PLEASE DO NOT 
FORWARD, REPLY, OR REPLY ALL TO THIS MESSAGE. 

From: Gary Khanjian [mailto:gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2013 3: 14 PM 
To: Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Brian 
Cornelius; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; Harvey Watts 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com; chrismckinley@ggpnc.org 
Subject: Re: May 8 2013 Draft Agenda 

Hi All 

Attached is the final agenda. 
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Richard I added the word " action items" for item #4 

We can have action items on #6 if we have not identified. 

Brian can you please post the agenda on the website and email us the draft 
March minutes. 

Thank you, see you May 8 2013 

Gary Khanjian 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net>; christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcqlobal.net>; Rosemary De 
Monte <qqpnc rdm@yahoo .com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@qmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Brian Cornelius 
<bcornelius@carusoaffiliated.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; Harvey Watts <hfwjr@sch-wat.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcqlobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2013 12:41 PM 
Subject: Re: May 8 2013 Draft Agenda 

Good Morning, 

Please make the following addition/correction. 

1. For Agenda Item 4, add after "Presentation", Possible Actions. 

That will inform committee members, the applicants, and interested GGPNC 
Board members that there may be actions. 

Re the Millennium Project documents, two sets of action are to be proposed as indicated in 
the documents that I emailed to committee members yesterday. 

Re Signage, I may propose some action in writing in advance of the meeting. 

My understanding of the Brown Act is that items on which action is planned or could happen, action 
should be indicated on the agenda. 

2. For 4 c., 3, add See attachments posted on the GGPNC web site under PZHP Committee Agenda 

for May 8. [Chris McKinley can post those.} 

At te GGPNC Board meeting in March some members indicated they might not be able make 
recommendations on the M. Proj, because the agenda item said Update, not Update and possible action. 

Re # 6, , add possible presentation and actions. 

Thank for making the changes. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 
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From: Gary Khanjian <qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcqlobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De 
Monte <qqpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@qmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Brian Cornelius 
<bcornelius@carusoaffiliated.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; Harvey Watts <hfwjr@sch-wat.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcqlobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2013 12:21 AM 
Subject: May 8 2013 Draft Agenda 

Hi all 

Attached is the draft agenda. 

Please let me know if you have an additions or corrections. 

Thank you 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30320 

Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 
Friday, March 29, 2013 11:44 AM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
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To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

2 
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Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
3 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30323 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30136 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:35 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

EM26849 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 4:14 PM 
ibarra.serge@gmail.com 
Tract Map LOD 
71837 LOD.docx 
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DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY PLANNING CITY OF Los ANGELES 
EXECUTIVE OFFICES 

200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 

Los ANGELES, CA 90012-4801 

AND 

6262 VAN NUYS BLVD., Sum 351 

VAN Nuvs,CA91401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

WILLIAM RO SCH EN 
PRESIDENT 

CALIFORNIA MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 

DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1271 
ALAN BELL, AICP 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1272 

LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1274 
EVA YUAN-MCDANIEL 

REGINA M. FREER 

VICE-PRESIDENT ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA 
MAYOR 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1273 

SEAN 0. BURTON 

DIEGO CARDOSO 

GEORGE HOVAGUIMIAN 

ROBERT LESSIN 

DANA M. PERLMAN 

BARBARA ROMERO 

VACANT 

JAMES WILLIAMS 

COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT I! 
(213) 978-1300 

Decision Date: February 22, 2013 

Appeal Period Ends: March 4, 2013 

North Vine Street Holding, LLC (0) 
Millennium Hollywood, LLC (S) 
1995 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 

John Chiappe, Jr. (E) 
PSOMAS, Inc. 
555 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

RE: Tract Map No.: 71837-CN 

FAX: (213) 978-1275 

INFORMATION 

www.planning.lacity.org 

Address: 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 
North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, & 
6334 West Yucca Street. 
Community Plan: Hollywood 
Zone: C4-2D-SN 
Proposed Zone: C4-2-SN 
Council District: 13 
CEQA No.: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

(SCH No. 2011041094) 

In accordance with provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 17.03 of the, the 
Advisory Agency is to consider the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 
composed of 41 lots, located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 17 45-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West 
Yucca Street for 492 residential condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, approximately 100,00 
square feet of new office space, 114,303 square feet of existing office space within the Capitol 
Records and Gogerty buildings, and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, 35,000 
square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use as shown on map 
stamp-dated February 1, 2013 in the Hollywood Community Plan. This unit density is based on 
the RS Zone (Per LAMC 12-22-A, 18(a)). (The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may 
not permit this maximum approved density. Therefore, verification should be obtained from the 
Department of Building and Safety, which will legally interpret the Zoning code as it applies to 
this particular property.) For an appointment with the Subdivision Counter call (213) 978-1362. 
The Advisory Agency's approval is subject to the following conditions: 

NOTE on clearing conditions: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, subdivider should 
follow the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider shall maintain 
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE2 

record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be prepared to present 
copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review. 
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

1. That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the Bureau of 
Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this area. 

2. That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following: 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 
b. Isometric views. 
c. Elevation views. 
d. Section cuts at all locations where air space lot boundaries change. 

3. That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the City 
Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements for ingress 
and egress purposes to serve proposed airspace lots to use upon the sale of the 
respective lots and they will maintain the private easements free and clear of 
obstructions and in safe conditions for use at all times. 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, GRADING DIVISION 

4. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

5. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

6. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY, ZONING DIVISION 

7. Prior to recordation of the final map, the Department of Building and Safety, 
Zoning Division shall certify that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on 
the subject site. In addition, the following items shall be satisfied: 
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VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 3 

a. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of 
occupancy of all existing structures to verify the last legal use and the 
number of parking spaces required and provided on each site. 

b. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on 
the site. Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on 
lots without a main structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition 
permits and signed inspection cards to show completion of the demolition 
work. 

c. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree 
with each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the 
discrepancy to correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

d. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 
18237. 

e. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-
35104, AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-
GD, AF-98-0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show 
compliance with all the conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as 
applicable. Termination of above affidavits may be required after the Map 
has been recorded. Obtain approval from the Department, on the 
termination form, prior to recording. 

f. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side 
and rear lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the 
residential and hotel uses. 

g. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and 
provide net lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re
checked as per net lot area after street dedication. Yard setback 
requirements shall be required to comply with current code as measured 
from new property lines after dedications. 

h. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures 
located in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

8. Prior to recordation of the final map, satisfactory arrangements shall be made 
with the Department of Transportation to assure: 
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a. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any 
security gate(s) and the property line. 

b. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide 
planning Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) 
for approval prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by 
the Department of Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are 
conducted at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

c. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the attached 
DOT letter dated August 16, 2012. (MM) 

d. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of 
Transportation as required per Ordinance No. 180542 and LAMC Section 
19.15 prior to recordation of the final map. Note: the applicant may be 
required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new ordinance. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 

9. Prior to the recordation of the final map, a suitable arrangement shall be made 
satisfactory to the Fire Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to 
the following: (MM) 

a. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. 
Their number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's 
review of the plot plan. 

b. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall 
not be less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

c. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a 
cul-de-sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire 
lane shall be greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be 
required. 

d. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design 
of one or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge 
of the roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

e. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an 
unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's 
expense. The entrance to all required fire lanes or required private 
driveways shall be posted with a sign no less than three square feet in 
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area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

f. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or 
where fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 
feet in width. 

g. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance 
from the street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main 
entrance of individual units. 

h. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 
150 feet from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, 
or designated fire lane. 

i. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all 
structures shall be required. 

j. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where 
buildings exceed 28 feet in height. 

k. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and 
accepted by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

I. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to 
any Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

m. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO 
PARKING" shall be submitted an approved by the Fire Department prior to 
building permit application sign-off. 

n. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and 
improvements necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by 
the Los Angeles Fire Department. 

o. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red 
and/or be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any 
structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. 

p. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at 
least one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no 
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case greater than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the 
public street, private street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto 
the roof. 

r. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the 
building. 

s. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located 
within 50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Department. 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 

10. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

a. Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

b. Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

c. Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

(1) Plumbing for all buildings must be seized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(2) Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

d. Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

(1) New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

e. New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

(1) The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
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forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING 
Street lighting clearance for this Street Light Maintenance Assessment District Condition 
is conducted at 1149 South Broadway, Suite 200. The separate street lighting 
improvement condition will be cleared at the Bureau of Engineering District office, see 
Condition S-3(c). 

BUREAU OF SANITATION 

11. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Bureau of Sanitation, 
Wastewater Collection Systems Division for compliance with its sewer system 
review and requirements. Upon compliance with its conditions and requirements, 
the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Collection Systems Division will forward 
the necessary clearances to the Bureau of Engineering. (This condition shall be 
deemed cleared at the time the City Engineer clears Condition No. S-1. (d).) 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY 

12. That satisfactory arrangements be made in accordance with the requirements of 
the Information Technology Agency to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in the same manner as other required improvements. Refer to the 
LAMC Section 17.05-N. Written evidence of such arrangements must be 
submitted to the Information Technology Agency, 200 North Main Street, 1ih 
Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, 213 922-8363. 

URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

13. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a plot plan prepared by a reputable tree 
expert, indicating the location, size, type, and condition of all existing trees on the 
site shall be submitted for approval by the Department of City Planning. All trees 
in the public right-of-way shall be provided per the current Urban Forestry 
Division standards. 

Replacement by a minimum of one 24-inch box tree in the parkway and on the 
site for each non-protected street tree to be removed for the unavoidable loss of 
desirable trees on the site, and to the satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. (MM) 
Note: Removal of all trees in the public right-of-way shall require approval of the 
Board of Public Works. Contact: Urban Forestry Division at: (213) 485-5675. 
Failure to comply with this condition as written shall require the filing of a 
modification to this tract map in order to clear the condition. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

14. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 

a. Limit the proposed development to the following uses, and/or as described 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program pursuant to CPC-2008-3440-VZC
CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA: 

i. Residential: 492 residential condominium units or as permitted by 
the Land Use Equivalency Program; 

ii. Hotel: 200 hotel guest rooms or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program; 

iii. Office: 215,000 square feet (including 114,303 within the Capitol 
Records and Gogerty buildings) or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program; 

iv. Restaurant: 34,000 square feet or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program; 

v. Fitness/Club Sport: 35,000 square feet or as permitted by the Land 
Use Equivalency Program; 

vi. Retail: 15,000 square feet or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

b. The design and development of the structure shall be in substantial 
conformance with the Development Regulations attached to CPC-2008-
3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

c. Approved herein is the development of 1,918 parking spaces, subject to 
the shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations and/or as 
determined by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and/or CPC-2013-
103-DA, to serve the project site. All guest spaces shall be readily 
accessible, conveniently located, specifically reserved for guest parking, 
unless an automated parking system is implemented, posted and 
maintained satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety. 

If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be 
installed at the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly 
posted. Tandem parking spaces shall not be used for guest parking, 
except in connection with an automated parking system. 
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In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing 
off-street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning 
(200 North Spring Street, Room 750). 

c. That a solar access report shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the 
Advisory Agency prior to obtaining a grading permit. 

d. That the subdivider considers the use of natural gas and/or solar energy 
and consults with the Department of Water and Power and Southern 
California Gas Company regarding feasible energy conservation 
measures. 

15. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a 
copy of the CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD shall be submitted to the 
satisfaction of the Advisory Agency. In the event CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD is not approved, the subdivider shall submit a tract modification. 

16. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or the recordation of the final map, a 
copy of the CPC-2013-103-DA shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the 
Advisory Agency. In the event CPC-2013-103-DA is not approved, the subdivider 
shall submit a tract modification. 

17. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the subdivider shall provide evidence of 
recorded and executed Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General 
Form CP-6770), binding the subdivider to the haul route conditions of Mitigation 
Measure K.1-3 included herein for the export of 333,515 cubic yards of material. 
(MM) 

18. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the 
City, its agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding 
against the City or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or 
annul this approval which action is brought within the applicable limitation period. 
The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding 
and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly 
notify the applicant of any claim action or proceeding, or if the City fails to 
cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES 

19. Prior to recordation of the final map the subdivider shall prepare and execute a 
Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department requiring the subdivider to 
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identify mitigation monitors who shall provide periodic status reports on the 
implementation of mitigation items required by Mitigation Condition Nos. 8c, 9, 
17, 20, and 21 of the Tract's approval satisfactory to the Advisory Agency. The 
mitigation monitors shall be identified as to their areas of responsibility, and 
phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, postconstruction/ 
maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the above mentioned 
mitigation items. Also, the project's design features, identified in the EIR, shall be 
implemented as part of the project. 

20. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770) in a 
manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the subdivider and all 
successors to the following: 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be 
enclosed within a fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the 
line of sight from the ground level of neighboring properties. Such 
barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout 
the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium 
Hollywood Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the 
Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, 
Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the Development 
Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open 
terrace and tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to 
ensure that architectural, parking and security lighting does not spill onto 
adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting shall be in 
conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles 
Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fagades and windows shall be constructed or treated with 
low-reflective materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential 
properties and roadways are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 
Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 
include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 
identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot 
coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot 
coverage between 151 and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall 
also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states that at least 50% of the total 
floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 
Section 7 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 
include, but are not limited to, the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 
feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or 
longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7.5.1) Towers shall 
be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to contribute 
to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall 
be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, 
except the following which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are 
offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing 
one another, or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control 
measures required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of 
development, including but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures 
or break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least 
three times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking 
areas and staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from 
the Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous 
gusts) exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each 
construction site that identifies the permitted construction hours and 
provides a telephone number to call and receive information about the 
construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive 
fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified 
within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project 
Applicant shall ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 
off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall 
use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that 
meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection Agency 
NOX standards), where commercially available. At a minimum, truck fleets 
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used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year 
NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code. Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality 
emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low
flow water fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is 
estimated this shall achieve a 
minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 

- All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed 
shall be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that 
equipment or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters 
meeting or exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting 
Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and 
Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project Site 
shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and 
maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 
Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be 
located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 
that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent that such placement is 
compatible with final site design. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are 
located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit 
the use of operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 
common areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are 
permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions 
and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 
alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or 
low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and 
preservation of any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are 
threatened with damage during construction. This plan shall conform to 
the performance standards contained in the Hollywood Walk of Fame 
Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted by the 
City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any 
construction activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame 
plan; Field inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan 
to ensure the protection of adjacent historic resources during construction 
from damage due to underground excavation, and general construction 
procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement due to the removal of 
adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to maintaining the Capitol 
Records Building underground recording studios and their special acoustic 
properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources and Department of Building and Safety prior to any 
construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall 
include the following: All new construction work shall be performed so as 
not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering 
structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be performed 
to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including 
the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to 
initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall 
consist of video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible 
areas on the exterior and select interior fa9ades of the buildings 
immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the 
adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited 
to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent 
building and structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring 
program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as 
vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 
in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to 
stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of 
Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 
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C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as 
part of the Project. However in the event any structural improvements are 
made to the Capitol Records Building during the life of the Project, such 
improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall 
be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to 
Capitol Records Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of 
the Project. However, in the event any structural improvements are made 
to the Gogerty Building during the life of the Project, such improvements 
shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be 
subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Gogerty Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the 
Gogerty Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and 
surrounding area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in 
accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HASS) standards. 
Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a written 
documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of 
Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of 
Project development, all further development activity shall halt and: 
a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by 

contacting the South Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-
5395) located at California State University Fullerton, or a member 
of the Register of Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA
qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered material(s) 
and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, 
conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of 
the evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or 
report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file 
indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, 
or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this 
condition shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of 
Project development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by 
contacting the Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, 
California State University Los Angeles, California State University 
Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum -
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, 
study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, 
conservation, or relocation of the resource; 
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c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of 
the evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or 
report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los 
Angeles County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of 
any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the 
case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was 
discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this 
condition shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, 
work at the specific construction site at which the remains have been 
uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works 
Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the 
remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles 
County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native 
American Heritage Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform 
Building Code seismic standards as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant 
shall submit a final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil 
engineer or certified engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of the 

RL0029152 



EM26868 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE19 

Department of Building and Safety. The final geotechnical report shall 
ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed structures given 
the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical 
report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, 
lateral movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as 
well as carry forward the applicable recommendations contained in the 
preliminary geotechnical report. The final geotechnical report shall include 
additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring wells, subsurface 
shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and 
inform compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of 
Department of Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a 
mat foundation, CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a 
mat and pile foundation system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old 
Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and 
shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per 
pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings 
bearing in the Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 
2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as 
slab-on-grade. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a 
pressure slab and waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth 
pressures. Below-grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for 
active soil pressures. Seismic earth pressure and surcharge pressures 
shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall design. Hydrostatic 
pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 347. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent 
fluid pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade 
walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to 
minimize the potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the 
walls. Waterproofing shall be required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with 
tiebacks shall be required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade 
excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall 
be required depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits 
and proximity to these structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 
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D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to 
document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the 
historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to 
construction activities. An adjacent structure monitoring program shall be 
developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall 
include the following: 

- All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely 
impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. 
Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to 
document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including 
the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

- As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and 
photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the 
exterior and select interior facades of the buildings immediately 
bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified 
engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent 
structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, 
vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect 
adjacent building and structure from construction-related damage. The 
monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as 
well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, 
work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase 
II Subsurface Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for 
automobile fueling operations, to determine the extent to which soil or 
groundwater contamination, if any, beneath the Property has been 
impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination and underground 
storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation; Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and 
USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos
containing materials identified on the properties shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition 
permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site 
structure, all lead-based paint identified on the properties shall be abated 
in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition 
permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a 
subsurface investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure 
(located on the 1720 North Vine Street parcel) noted during the 
geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or treatment of the structure 
during development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented 
shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; 
Field inspection sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a 
subsurface investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 
North Vine Street parcel) to ensure proper removal or treatment of the 
structures during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and 
federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; 
Field inspection sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather 
periods, to the extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season 
(October 15 through April 1 ), diversion dikes shall be constructed to 
channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels shall be lined with grass 
or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These measures 
include interceptor terraces, berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet 
structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the Los Angeles Building 
Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in 
areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or 
plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled 
recycling bins to recycle construction materials including: solvents, water
based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and 
vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an 
appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent 
contaminated soil on paved surfaces that can be washed away into the 
storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup 
methods shall be used whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall 
be placed under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management 
practices (BMPs) to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event 
producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. The design of structural 
BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate from 
a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed 
BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; 
Field inspection sign-off 
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F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not 
exceed the estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible 
by using permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: 
pervious concrete/asphalt, unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular 
materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is 
suitable for installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be 
stenciled with prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO 
OCEAN) and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in 
an enclosure, such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents 
contact with or spillage to the storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks 
and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a 
certified landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation 
for shrubs to limit excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based 
irrigation controller with rain shutoff; matched precipitation (flow) rates for 
sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; minimum irrigation system 
distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and 
agreement (Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to 
the Planning Department binding the Owner(s) to post construction 
maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the Standard 
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of 
Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field 
inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 
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F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit 
requirements (including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP 
requirements) at the Federal, State and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
No. 144331 and 16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit 
the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses 
unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 
6:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or 
national holidays. No construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors 
and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as 
far as feasibly possible from all adjacent land uses. The use of those 
pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the 
greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 
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H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high 
noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling 
apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise 
shielding and muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 
extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site 
boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and 
surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible 
during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall 
avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations 
Ordinance No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be 
provided that includes the following information: job site address, permit 
number, name and phone number of the contractor and owner or owner's 
agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval 
for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. 
The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to 
the start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to 
the public and approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, 
notification shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that 
discloses the construction schedule, including the various types of 
activities and equipment that shall be occurring throughout the duration of 
the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely 
impact or cause loss of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering 
structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed 
to document conditions of the on-site and neighboring/bordering buildings, 
including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art Deco 
Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring 
during construction. The performance standards of the adjacent structure 
monitoring plan shall include the following. All new construction work shall 
be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to 
neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are 
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on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior fagades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction
related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and 
horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until 
measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent 
construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure 
monitoring plan; Field inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled 
are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled 
according to manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at 
the Project Site and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the 
nature of the noise and vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a 
combination loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. 
Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers shall be utilized during mass 
excavation as necessary to facilitate timely completion of the excavation 
phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be 
provided to EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their 
submission to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol 
Records and Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the 
foundation or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo 
chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam liner 
shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to the 
EM I/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved 
for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if 
not so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) 
and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for drainage and 
waterproofing shall be installed per manufacturer recommendations. A 10 
to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall shall then be built to 
attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply 
with Section 112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which 
prohibits noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and 
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filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level on the 
premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building 
Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall 
have an STC of at least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum 
STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 Noise 
Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound 
transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and 
limits allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 
45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways 
shall remain clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to 
occupancy of the Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the 
capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades 
shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD 
equipment and personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 
feet from an approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the 
path of travel, except for dwelling units, where travel distances shall be 
computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot 
plans for LAFD approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire 
hydrants in its final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior 
to occupancy of the Project for review and approval. The emergency 
response plan shall include but not be limited to the following: mapping of 
emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location 
of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any required modifications 
shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire 
Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan 
by LAFD 
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J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial
grade, chain-link construction fences to protect construction zones on both 
the East and West Sites. The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to 
facilitate the ingress and egress of equipment and the work force. The 
bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where 
necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be 
maintained while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall 
be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be 
installed and maintained at the pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the 
site fence have to be removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers and 
or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public from unsafe 
conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to 
monitor and patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the 
phase of construction throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during 
construction through marked emergency access points approved by the 
LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD 
approval of marked access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen 
shall be used to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street 
closures are complete. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high 
visibility around the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect 
to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking 
areas in order to improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to 
its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be 
designed to ensure a high visibility of these areas, including the provision 
of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to 
review Project plans at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall 
incorporate any reasonable LAPD recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each 
portion of the Project Site, showing access routes and additional access 
information as requested by the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los 
Angeles Unified School District to offset the impact of additional student 
enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open 
space for each dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 
square feet for each dwelling unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 
square feet for each dwelling unit having more than three habitable rooms 
pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 (G). A minimum of 25 
percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground 
cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable 
dwelling unit tax shall be paid to the Department of Building and Safety 
and placed into a "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities Fund" to be 
used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and 
recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project 
Applicant shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles 
for the construction of condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and 
recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based 
on the projected resident population of the proposed development, to the 
Los Angeles Public Library to offset the potential impact of additional 
library facility demand in the Project Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City 
Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane 
and/or sidewalk closures during the construction period, the Project 
Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a Construction Management 
Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be approved by LADOT. 
The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of construction on 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the 
Project. The WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage 
for traffic flow as necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv 
through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the identification and signage of 
alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project. The 
Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs 
and access to abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic 
shall be restricted to off-peak hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related 
traffic shall be restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be 
incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 
9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time 
restrictions for hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record 
and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General 
Form CP-6770), binding the Project Applicant to the following haul route 
conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck 
routes approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 
and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive 
receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and 
export) shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM 
to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be 
permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in consultation 
with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul 
activity time limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such 
as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably be 
completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be 
notified prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of 
each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval 
shall be available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
dampened to control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all 
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating 
condition and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other 
appropriate means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to 
prevent excessive blowing dirt. 
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xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed 
by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of 
California, Department of Transportation policy regarding 
movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of 
Motor Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied 
with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance 
of the exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the 
trucks in and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning 
signs shall be in compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of 
"Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning 
operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted 
along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by 
the concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon 
completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount 
satisfactory to the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route 
streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued by the Central 
District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of 
Building and Safety; Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading 
permit; Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

RL0029173 



EM26889 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 40 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control 
Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction 
activities that may impact Metro bus lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use 
development, located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine 
Metro Red Line Transit Station and allows immediate access to the Metro 
Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number of Metro and LADOT bus 
routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable 
walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded 
by numerous supporting and complementary uses, such as additional 
housing for employees and additional shopping for residents within 
walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and implementation of a TDM program. 
A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and provided for LADOT 
review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project and a 
final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance 
of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final 
development program for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program 
element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such 
time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly 
design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of 
Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program 
with an on-site transportation coordinator; 

- A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
- Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 

Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements 
for the proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces 
for shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
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- A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law 
in all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for 
residents and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and 
shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated 
Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

- Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the 
central court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is 
currently being established (CF 10-2385-85). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the 
Project Applicant explore the implementation of an on-demand van, 
shuttle or tram service that connects the Project to off-site transit stops 
based on the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents 
and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional measure in 
the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of 
building permit; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) -
The Project shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by 
providing a meeting area and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). 
The Project owner shall participate in the TMO as a member. The TMO 
shall offer services to member organizations, which include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
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Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under
served by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area 
employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative 
transportation modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan 
and to expand the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate 
with LADOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location 
within or near the Project Site. The Project Applicant has offered to 
provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a project
specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The 
Project Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle 
parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working 
on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project 
that shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for Mobility Hub 
stations. The results of this study shall assist in determining the 
appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub at 
the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly 
environment through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, 
and improved amenities such as landscaping and shading particularly 
along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the project 
to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements shall 
include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks 
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along Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the 
HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station, and installing up to four 
transit shelters with benches at stops within a block of the Project Site, as 
deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation of locations shall 
be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time 
fixed-fee of $250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust 
Fund that is currently being established (CF 10- 2385-S5). These funds 
shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the Department of City 
Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies 
shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures 
implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with the General Plan 
Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb 
realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the 
funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in 
capacity, the Project funding may instead be used for the purchase of a 
shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the 
LADOT's Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated 
August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project 
be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic 
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signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the 
Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of 
Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT 
to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, 
then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated 
cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant 
through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall 
be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed 
prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of 
occupancy; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue -
US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic 
impact at this intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) 
conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a 
left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane for the southbound 
approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane for the 
northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require 
the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and 
LADOT; Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City 
Council recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The 
new plan includes revised street standards that provide an enhanced 
balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including 
transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building 
design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue 
and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 
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35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is classified as a Local 
Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-
foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's 
Land Development Group to determine if there are any highway 
dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any 
necessary traffic signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations 
associated with the proposed transportation improvements described 
above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation improvements and 
associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, 
prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the 
issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of 
occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of 
the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project Applicant 
has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction 
of LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the 
developer's engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, 
at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the 
proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; 
Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of 
occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the 
East Site, residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units 
and 675 reserved residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of 
Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be 
closed for construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided 
that is no more than 500 feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all 
construction-related employees generated by the Project. No employees 
or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on surrounding residential 
streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no 
staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street 
for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging or 
parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, 
on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles 
shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project 
Applicant shall employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, 
to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's 
Bureau of Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle demolition and construction materials including: solvents, water
based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, 
wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable material such as 
broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be hauled by 
truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
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hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded 
at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly 
compliance report submitted by contractor 

l.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling 
of paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of 
the Project. These bins shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and 
consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste 
disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by 
building management 

21. Construction Mitigation Conditions - Prior to the issuance of a grading or 
building permit, or the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall prepare 
and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form 
CP-6770) in a manner satisfactory to the Planning Department, binding the 
subdivider and all successors to the following: 

CM-1. That a sign be required on site clearly stating a contact/complaint 
telephone number that provides contact to a live voice, not a recording 
or voice mail, during all hours of construction, the construction site 
address, and the tract map number. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO POST 
THE SIGN 7 DAYS BEFORE CONSTRUCTION IS TO BEGIN. 
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a. Locate the sign in a conspicuous place on the subject site or 
structure (if developed) so that the public can easily read it. The 
sign must be sturdily attached to a wooden post if it will be 
freestanding. 

b. Regardless of who posts the site, it is always the responsibility of 
the applicant to assure that the notice is firmly attached, legible, 
and remains in that condition throughout the entire construction 
period. 

c. If the case involves more than one street frontage, post a sign on 
each street frontage involved. If a site exceeds five (5) acres in 
size, a separate notice of posting will be required for each five (5) 
acres, or portion thereof. Each sign must be posted in a prominent 
location. 

CM-2. The applicant shall ensure the following construction Best Management 
Practices is incorporated within the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP): 

a. Chapter IX, Division 70b of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
addresses grading, excavations, and fills. All grading activities 
shall require grading permits from the Department of Building and 
Safety. 

b. Do not hose down pavement at material spills. Use dry cleanup 
methods whenever possible. 

c. Store trash dumpsters either under cover and with drains routed to 
the sanitary sewer or use non-leaking or water tight dumpsters with 
lids. Wash containers in an area with properly connected sanitary 
sewer. 

d. Use gravel approaches where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil 
compaction and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

e. Conduct all vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing 
away from storm drains. All major repairs are to be conducted off
site. Use drip pans or drop cloths to catch drips and spills. 

CM-3. The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently 
dampened to control dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all 
times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 
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CM-4. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

CM-5. Ground cover in disturbed areas shall be quickly replaced. 

CM-6. All on-site haul roads shall be watered twice daily while in use during 
construction activities. 

CM-7. Vehicle speed on unpaved roads shall be reduced to less than 15 miles 
per hour (mph). 

CM-8. The project developer shall provide temporary traffic control during all 
phases of construction to assist with the improvement of traffic flow. 

CM-9. The project developer shall require by contract specifications that all 
diesel-powered construction equipment and haul trucks used would be 
retrofitted with after-treatment products (e.g., engine catalysts) to the 
extent that it is economically feasible and readily available in the South 
Coast Air Basin. 

CM-10. The project developer shall require contract specifications that 
alternative fuel construction equipment (i.e., compressed natural gas, 
liquid petroleum gas, and unleaded gasoline) would be utilized to the 
extent that it is economically feasible and the equipment is readily 
available in the South Coast Air Basin. 

CM-11. The project developer shall utilize low-VOC paints on all portions of the 
proposed structures. 

CM-12. General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions. 

CM-13. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
Nos. 144,331 and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which 
prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at 
adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

CM-14. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 
6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday. 

CM-15. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid 
operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes 
high noise levels. 
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CM-16. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. 

CM-17. The project sponsor shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of 
Title 24 of the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable 
interior noise environment. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING-STANDARD CONDOMINIUM CONDITIONS 

C-1. That approval of this tract constitutes approval of model home uses, including a 
sales office and off-street parking. Where the existing zoning is (T) or (Q) for 
multiple residential use, no construction or use shall be permitted until the final 
map has recorded or the proper zone has been effectuated. If models are 
constructed under this tract approval, the following conditions shall apply: 

1. Prior to recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall submit a plot 
plan for approval by the Division of Land Section of the Department of 
City Planning showing the location of the model dwellings, sales office 
and off-street parking. The sales office must be within one of the model 
buildings. 

2. All other conditions applying to Model Dwellings under Section 12.22-
A, 10 and 11 and Section 17.05-0 of the LAMC shall be fully complied 
with satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety. 

C-2. Prior to the recordation of the final map, the subdivider shall pay or guarantee the 
payment of a park and recreation fee based on the latest fee rate schedule 
applicable. The amount of said fee to be established by the Advisory Agency in 
accordance with LAMC Section 17.12 and is to be paid and deposited in the trust 
accounts of the Park and Recreation Fund. 

C-3. Prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the 
final map, a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730. 

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation 
of the final map, a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency 
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be 
recorded. 

C-4. In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building 
permit for an apartment building. However, prior to issuance of a building permit 
for apartments, the registered civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor 
shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency that all applicable tract conditions 
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affecting the physical design of the building and/or site, have been included into 
the building plans. Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. In addition. all 
of the applicable tract conditions shall be stated in full on the building plans and a 
copy of the plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Advisory Agency prior 
to submittal to the Department of Building and Safety for a building permit. 

OR 

If a building permit for apartments will not be requested, the project civil engineer, 
architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency 
that the applicant will not request a permit for apartments and intends to acquire 
a building permit for a condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear 
this condition. 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING - STANDARD COMMERCIAL CONDOMINIUM 
CONDITIONS 

CC-1. Prior to obtaining any grading or building permits before the recordation of the 
final map, a landscape plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect, shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Advisory Agency in accordance with CP-6730. 

In the event the subdivider decides not to request a permit before the recordation 
of the final map, covenant and agreement satisfactory to the Advisory Agency 
guaranteeing the submission of such plan before obtaining any permit shall be 
recorded. 

CC-2. In order to expedite the development, the applicant may apply for a building 
permit for a commercial/industrial building. However, prior to issuance of a 
building permit for a commercial/industrial building, the registered civil engineer, 
architect or licensed land surveyor shall certify in a letter to the Advisory Agency 
that all applicable tract conditions affecting the physical design of the building 
and/or site, have been included into the building plans. Such letter is sufficient to 
clear this condition. In addition. all of the applicable tract conditions shall be 
stated in full on the building plans and a copy of the plans shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Advisory Agency prior to submittal to the Department of Building 
and Safety for a building permit. 

OR 

If a building permit for a commercial/industrial building will not be requested, the 
project civil engineer, architect or licensed land surveyor must certify in a letter to 
the Advisory Agency that the applicant will not request a permit for a 
commercial/industrial building and intends to acquire a building permit for a 
condominium building(s). Such letter is sufficient to clear this condition. 
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BUREAU OF ENGINEERING - STANDARD CONDITIONS 

S-1. (a) That the sewerage facilities charge be deposited prior to recordation of 
the final map over all of the tract in conformance with Section 64.11.2 of 
the LAMC. 

(b) That survey boundary monuments be established in the field in a 
manner satisfactory to the City Engineer and located within the California 
Coordinate System prior to recordation of the final map. Any alternative 
measure approved by the City Engineer would require prior submission 
of complete field notes in support of the boundary survey. 

(c) That satisfactory arrangements be made with both the Water System 
and the Power System of the Department of Water and Power with 
respect to water mains, fire hydrants, service connections and public 
utility easements. 

(d) That any necessary sewer, street, drainage and street lighting 
easements be dedicated. In the event it is necessary to obtain off-site 
easements by separate instruments, records of the Bureau of Right-of
Way and Land shall verify that such easements have been obtained. 
The above requirements do not apply to easements of off-site sewers to 
be provided by the City. 

(e) That drainage matters be taken care of satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(f) That satisfactory street, sewer and drainage plans and profiles as 
required, together with a lot grading plan of the tract and any necessary 
topography of adjoining areas be submitted to the City Engineer. 

(g) That any required slope easements be dedicated by the final map. 

(h) That each lot in the tract complies with the width and area requirements 
of the Zoning Ordinance. 

(i) That 1-foot future streets and/or alleys be shown along the outside of 
incomplete public dedications and across the termini of all dedications 
abutting unsubdivided property. The 1-foot dedications on the map shall 
include a restriction against their use of access purposes until such time 
as they are accepted for public use. 
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(j) That any 1-foot future street and/or alley adjoining the tract be dedicated 
for public use by the tract, or that a suitable resolution of acceptance be 
transmitted to the City Council with the final map. 

(k) That no public street grade exceeds 15%. 

(I) That any necessary additional street dedications be provided to comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 

S-2. That the following provisions be accomplished in conformity with the 
improvements constructed herein: 

(a) Survey monuments shall be placed and permanently referenced to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. A set of approved field notes shall be 
furnished, or such work shall be suitably guaranteed, except where the 
setting of boundary monuments requires that other procedures be 
followed. 

(b) Make satisfactory arrangements with the Department of Transportation 
with respect to street name, warning, regulatory and guide signs. 

(c) All grading done on private property outside the tract boundaries in 
connection with public improvements shall be performed within 
dedicated slope easements or by grants of satisfactory rights of entry by 
the affected property owners. 

(d) All improvements within public streets, private street, alleys and 
easements shall be constructed under permit in conformity with plans 
and specifications approved by the Bureau of Engineering. 

(e) Any required bonded sewer fees shall be paid prior to recordation of the 
final map. 

S-3. That the following improvements be either constructed prior to recordation of the 
final map or that the construction be suitably guaranteed: 

(a) Construct on-site sewers to serve the tract as determined by the City 
Engineer. 

(b) Construct any necessary drainage facilities. 

(c) No Street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE 
improvement conditions. Otherwise relocate and upgrade street lights 
as follows: 
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1. Three (3) on Ivar Avenue 
2. Four (4) on Yucca Street 
3. Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
4. Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 
5. Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

Any depth greater than 5 feet below sidewalk grade would be acceptable 
with respect to clearance for street lighting facilities. 

(d) Plant street trees and remove any existing trees within dedicated streets 
or proposed dedicated streets as required by the Urban Forestry Division 
of the Bureau of Street Maintenance. All street tree plantings shall be 
brought up to current standards. When the City has previously been paid 
for tree planting, the subdivider or contractor shall notify the Urban 
Forestry Division (213-485-5675) upon completion of construction to 
expedite tree planting. 

(e) Repair or replace any off-grade or broken curb, gutter and sidewalk 
satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(f) Construct access ramps for the handicapped as required by the City 
Engineer. 

(g) Close any unused driveways satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

(h) Construct any necessary additional street improvements to comply with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. 

(i) That the following improvements be either constructed prior to 
recordation of the final map or that the construction be suitably 
guaranteed: 

NOTES: 

1. Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of 
any off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary 
reconstruction of the alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including 
any necessary removal and reconstruction of the existing 
improvements all satisfactory to Central District Engineering Office. 

2. That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to 
Geotechnical Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for 
review and approval. 
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The Advisory Agency approval is based on the R5 Zone (Per LAMC 12-22-A,18(a)). 
However the existing or proposed zoning may not permit this number of units and may 
be subject to additional provisions by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. This unit 
density 

Approval from Board of Public Works may be necessary before removal of any street 
trees in conjunction with the improvements in this tract map through Bureau of Street 
Services Urban Forestry Division. 

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power, Power System, to pay for removal, relocation, replacement or adjustment of 
power facilities due to this development. The subdivider must make arrangements for 
the underground installation of all new utility lines in conformance with LAMC Section 
17.05N. 

The final map must record within 36 months of this approval, unless a time extension is 
granted before the end of such period. 

The Advisory Agency hereby finds that this tract conforms to the California Water Code, 
as required by the Subdivision Map Act. 

The subdivider should consult the Department of Water and Power to obtain energy 
saving design features which can be incorporated into the final building plans for the 
subject development. As part of the Total Energy Management Program of the 
Department of Water and Power, this no-cost consultation service will be provided to 
the subdivider upon his request. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) 
on either side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The 
Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking 
lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol 
Records Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved 
and maintained and the rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The 
Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health 
and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant 
and the City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, 
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establish detailed and flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure 
that the Project is completed consistent with the development parameters set forth in 
the agreement. Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the 
proposed Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City, will 
establish the requirements for development on the Project Site. Wherever the 
Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish requirements that are 
different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall prevail. 
Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) was prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State 
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other 
interested parties on April 28, 2011. The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 
31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen 
groups, and interested individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 
2012, through December 10, 2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range 
of alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written 
responses were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on 
the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR 
(Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to 
Comments; Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program; and Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes 
up the Final EIR as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which 
the City of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City 
Planning, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in 
compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 
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Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant 
impacts of the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the 
significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, 
or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091, subd. (a)(1 )) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency 
making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or 
can and should be adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. ( a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as 
fully set forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require 
findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially 
significant," these findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in 
the Final EIR. For each of the significant impacts associated with the Project, either 
before or after mitigation, the following sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects 
identified in the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part 
of the Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 
21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which 
includes the evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 
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The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which 
the City of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City 
Planning, Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los 
Angeles California 90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA 
Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. 
Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound 
the Project Site. Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project 
Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas 
referred to as the West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is 
approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the East Site is approximately 
115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of approximately 194,495 
square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health 
and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed 
Development Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the 
proposed arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing 
characteristics, also known as the Equivalency Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the 
Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build
out duration of the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be 
exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency 
Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental 
impacts that are identified in this Draft EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR). All permitted land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding 
decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed Equivalency Program once 
the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable peak hour trips 
permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak hour trips 
and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 
As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular 
land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as 
an illustrative scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that 
implements the Development Agreement land use and development standards 
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(Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final EIR represents 
one scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development 
Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of land uses and 
developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. The 
Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with 
the City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling 
units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury 
hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 
square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total developed 
floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the 
East and West Sites. The proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel 
rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such 
as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, hotel office, internal food and 
beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will include a tract map to 
operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the hotel. 
Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording 
studio uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and 
egress to the Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided 
through the existing Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage 
uses would be provided under the Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West 
Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would 
be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting 
Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street frontage. An approximately 
35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of the Concept Plan. 
Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to the public 
and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa would 
include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents 
of the Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the 
general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the 
Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the 
Project Site through implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial 
Scenario would consist of approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 
507, 100 square feet of floor area), 254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 
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square feet of floor area), approximately 264,303 square feet of office space including 
the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex (a net increase of 150,000 
square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square feet of retail space, 
approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential 
Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 
987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space 
beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol 
Records Complex, approximately 25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 
10,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 
square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 
The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements 
of the LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the 
Project. The actual number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent 
upon the land uses constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the 
commercial office, retail, and restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) 
parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, 
subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking spaces would be provided for every 
1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the residential uses the Project 
would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than three (3) habitable 
rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) habitable 
rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan 
Update a shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses 
have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. 
The intent for a shared parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site 
by matching parking demand with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable 
laws and regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. 
The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC 
Section 13.11 ), and is thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the 
Hollywood Signage SUD. The Project's signage will include directional way-finding 
signs, on-site tenant identification signs, and informational signage as permitted by the 
Municipal Code. The Project will be in conformance with all applicable requirements of 
the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. 
Open space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open 
space will also enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for 
the Project. Grade level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records 
Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven 
the ground floor amenities. The Development Regulations will ultimately determine the 
amount and placement of open space on the Project Site. In addition, the Development 

RL0029194 



EM26910 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 61 

Regulations will set forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the 
Project, including areas to be accessible to the public (grade level open space, publicly 
accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level rooftop open space which 
may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses (common open space 
and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum 
floor plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These 
regulations respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built 
environment and to preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The 
Project would involve the development of four various height zones, as identified in 
Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The 
Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above 
ground zone and would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above 
ground zone and would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine 
Street (south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a 
maximum of 585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle 
Avenue and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above 
grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated 
pursuant to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project 
will occur within a pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be 
required to conform to the tower massing standards in the Development Regulations 
that apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above the curb level. The 
standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and bulk below 220 feet depending on 
the height of the proposed towers and their location on the Project Site, whether on the 
East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East Site with a maximum 
height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 17,380 square 
feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. 
In order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the 
following discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development 
components. 
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• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness 
Center/Sports Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic 
beverages, live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified 
development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas 
above the ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote 
Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared 
parking/reduced on-site parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement 
the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study 
Review, Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of 
Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project 
Area as may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, 
or City approval should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor 
area ratio in excess of 4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies 
of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief 
statement indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were 
determined not to be significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial 
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Study was prepared for the project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The 
Initial Study provides a detailed discussion of the potential environmental impact areas 
and the reasons that each topical area is or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, 
in which it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant 
impacts in the areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and 
Mineral Resources. Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the 
Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact 
would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any 
agricultural uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully 
developed with urban uses (structures and parking lots) and does not contain any 
agricultural resources or forestland. The Project Site does not have the potential to 
convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or forestland to a non-forest use. The Project 
Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as the City does not participate in the 
Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a Williamson Act contract. There 
would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural 
open spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or 
facilitate movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of 
significant biological resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal 
species in either's vicinity. Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status 
species identified in local plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department 
of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that 
are located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have 
the potential to have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the 
United States" as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances 
protecting biological resources are limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree 
Ordinance. The trees currently present at the Project Sites are common ornamental tree 
species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding areas are not part of a draft or 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, nor other 
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approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impact 
related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no impact on 
biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value 
to the region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally 
important mineral resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land use plan. Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, 
the Project would not alter its status with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No 
Mitigation Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and 
found to be less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are 
required: 

land Use and Planning (land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land 
use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, 
development of the Project Site would not conflict with, and would work to implement, 
key regional goals, policies, and strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding 
areas. Further, development of the Project under the Concept Plan would not be 
considered a regionally significant project pursuant to SCAG and the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality 
and IV. I Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is 
consistent with regional planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote 
infill development and to discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet 
housing need that contributes to lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and 
congestion impacts by providing housing opportunities near existing employment and by 
providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 
2008 RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally 
consistent with, density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the 
LAMC, and would be consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of 
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the zone change/height district change. Further, the Project would be consistent with 
adopted local plans such as the City's General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Project is also consistent with the goals 
of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin Avenue Design District Urban 
Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features 
incorporated into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects 
within the public and private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. 
The Project's orientation, building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, 
driveways, building signage and lighting within the private realm would be consistent 
with the guidelines established in the Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in 
the Do Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number 
of objectives for building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a 
neighborhood's character and promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the 
Project meets Do Real Planning objectives by enhancing walkability, offering good 
fundamental design, creating density around transit, encouraging housing for every 
income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, providing abundant 
landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with 
respect to land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already 
urbanized. While the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the 
surrounding development, it will introduce similar and compatible uses to the 
community. Further, with the numerous open spaces, plazas, and pedestrian 
passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well as a link to 
surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development of 
the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. 
As such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses 
including public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family 
residential building to the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office 
buildings with associated parking to the south, and commercial, retail, and 
entertainment, and residential buildings with associated parking to the west. The Project 
would not physically divide an established community and would be compatible with the 
surrounding land uses, density, and the overall urban community surrounding the 
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Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with regard to land use 
compatibility and the division of an established community would be less than significant 
and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the 
Concept Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. 
Even with the increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only 
approximately 0.06 percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los 
Angeles, or approximately 0.43 percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 
2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the 
population growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would 
contribute toward, but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los 
Angeles, and would be consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, 
efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve air 
quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units 
closer to major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an 
area currently served by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT 
Commuter Express 422 & 423), and would be located near existing transportation 
corridors. The Project's density falls within the range of densities found within the area, 
and provides housing closer to jobs at densities that are consistent with the VMT 
reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. Therefore, for these reasons, Project and 
cumulative related population and housing impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los 
Angeles, and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 
2035. The Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the 
City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent 
of SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The 
growth related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable 
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job and employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job
related growth that would cause adverse physical change in the environment and 
Project-specific and cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 
is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have 
the maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential 
increase in total occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer 
system will accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. 
Wastewater from the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant (HTP), which has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 
million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site 
uses represents approximately 0.2 percent of the remaining capacity at the HTP. 
Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to accommodate the Project under 
the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation Ordinance 
assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally 
exceed the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows 
greater than those anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its 
amendments. Impacts upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project 
would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be 
needed as part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection 
point(s). If, for any reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the 
Project Applicant will be required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer 
line with sufficient capacity. The BOS identified the connection to be made as either to 
the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The 
construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in significant impacts as 
the construction would be of short duration and with the implementation of best 
practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of way during 
construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final approval 
for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result 
in a measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a 
sewer's capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to 
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become constrained. Overall, impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related 
projects, would be considered less than significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year 
of electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 
0.0379 percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial 
Scenario is within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned 
electricity supplies would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. 
The Commercial Scenario would not require the acquisition of additional electricity 
resources beyond those that are anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak 
of 6, 142 mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project 
demand of approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a 
full year (8, 760 hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 
0.11 percent of the additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is 
expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth 
projections, they would still not exceed the existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and the operational impacts associated with the consumption 
of electricity would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. It should also 
be noted that the Project's estimated electricity consumption is based on usage rates 
that do not account for the Project's energy conservation features. Therefore, actual 
electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month 
( 121 , 831 cf /day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage 
rates from the SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation 
features, which would reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million 
cf/day with current peak demand of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 
230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The Project's demand is approximately 121,831 
cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of the additional natural gas capacity 
at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 6 million cf/day in both 
2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural gas demand still 
would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is adequate 
supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent 
approximately 0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial 
Scenario would not require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond 
those existing or those anticipated by SCG. 
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Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with 
respect to energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the 
east side of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the 
Project Site boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, 
and the west side of Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these 
parking lanes would result in the temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing 
metered parking spaces, including: four (4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue 
fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the south side of Yucca Street fronting 
the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street fronting the West Site, and 
nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane 
on Vine Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane 
closures would be conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting 
process. In the event that the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 
on-street parking spaces would occur at the same time throughout the duration of the 
construction process. If construction is staggered such that concurrent construction on 
both Sites does not occur, the temporary displacement of on-street parking would be 
reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during the construction of the West Site and 
nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East Site. Because the loss of on
street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated with temporary parking 
lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are 
generally consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is 
however requesting an exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports 
club uses. Under the LAMC, one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of 
area. However, if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that 
contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) 
spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the proposed Development Regulations 
and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for the fitness center/sports 
club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a fitness 
center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial 
Scenario, the fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 
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square feet of office space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
requirement would apply. However, under the Residential Scenario, no new office use 
would be constructed. The fitness center/sports club parking would still be parked at two 
(2) spaces per 1,000 square feet pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario 
or any other scenario developed based on the Equivalency Program and the 
Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal Code (the LAMC), if the 
fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 
square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces per 
1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 
square feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will 
not be in the existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports 
club and office use as part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed 
Development Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 
A.4(y) of the LAMC. As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking 
demand will be approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the 
finalized mix of land uses. The Development Regulations provide for the parking supply 
to be increased or decreased depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand 
is met. For example, the Residential Scenario would require and provide a total of at 
least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable 
Building Code standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design 
features' configurations that affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers 
entering and exiting the Site and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Therefore, impacts related to the safety of pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less 
than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN
SIGNIFICANT LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable 
changes with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding 
area. Construction activities would require grading, excavation, and building 
construction. These construction activities could create unsightly debris and soils 
stockpiles, staged building materials and supplies, and construction equipment, all of 
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which could occupy the field of view of passing motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring 
properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the Project Site would temporarily 
change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related activities. This 
temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on-site 
occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing 
visual quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building 
would be partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street 
after Project development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space 
on the ground floor and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is 
increased up to the maximum permitted height. The Development Regulations govern 
the orientation of the proposed structures to address context with existing buildings and 
protect view corridors to varying degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the 
visibility of the Capitol Records Building and other valued focal views are preserved in 
varying degrees based on implementation of the Development Regulations including the 
standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing 
buildings and from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial 
glare is currently present on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded 
paved surface parking lot occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of 
the daytime glare effect is limited to the ground surface level. The Project would include 
a high-rise development constructed of glass and other architectural materials that may 
be reflective, and contribute to new sources of glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and 
safe pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting 
power requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations 
(CCR), Title 24, Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct
beam illumination leaves the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet 
or exceed exterior lighting levels and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 
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A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed 
within a fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from 
the ground level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall 
be maintained in appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be 
removed immediately upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and 
Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural 
drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 
compatibility with the Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and 
tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, 
parking and security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. 
The Project's lighting shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of 
the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fagades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low
reflective materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties 
and roadways are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than 
significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot
high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in 
significant impacts related to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures 
A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project 
that reduce these impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I 
Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield 
construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the 
ground level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be 
maintained in appearance throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti 
shall be removed immediately upon discovery. The temporary nature of construction 
activities, combined with implementation of Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce 
potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character of the Project Site to a less than 
significant level. 
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To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this 
Draft EIR, and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol 
Records Building, Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the 
Development Regulations are implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. 
Accordingly the Project's impact after mitigation would be less than significant with 
respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation 
Measure A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the 
lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light 
pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fagades and windows are 
constructed with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section 
IV.A.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows 
cast upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such 
that the Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified 
as sensitive receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 
3:00 PM during the winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken 
and intermittent shadow pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the 
winter months to certain sensitive receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be 
impacted by a continuous shadow for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 
AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 
Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, 
but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in 
Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 
and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet 
above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 feet above curb 
level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet above curb level. 

RL0029207 



EM26923 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 74 

The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states that at least 50% 
of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 
Section 7 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, 
but are not limited to, the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater 
in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or longer dimension 
parallel to the north-south streets; (7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide 
privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline; and 
(7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all 
other towers on the same parcel, except the following which shall meet Planning 
Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary 
rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow 
prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant 
impacts upon Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter 
shadows. During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as 
far west as N. Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would 
fall entirely within the boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties 
located immediately to the north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two 
properties would be partially shaded by the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 
AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are not considered shade and shadow 
sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and retail uses. The summer 
afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties located to the 
east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project Site 
would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land 
use is shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 
Therefore, with adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation 
Measures, the Project's shade and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than
significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's 
summer shadow impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emissions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod 
Version 2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as 
recommended by the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were 
amortized over a 30-year lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG 
emissions from Project construction activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e 
MTY in 2016. This represents the highest annual level of construction intensity and 
GHG-producing activities. The total amount of construction-related GHG emissions is 
estimated to be approximately 10, 707. 76 C02e MTY, or approximately 356. 93 C02e 
MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of 
on-road mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth 
combustion, and generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a 
Project With GHG-Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing 
Measures scenario. Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the 
Project without GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e 
MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project with GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 19,091.63 C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG 
emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 
14, 17 4.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV. B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements 
of the LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG 
emissions, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 
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The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land 
uses and its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth 
project which will promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is 
in close proximity to the MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located 
approximately 500 feet southeast of the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops 
located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. The Project is also situated in a well
established commercial and entertainment area, which provides numerous 
neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and retail uses 
within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles traveled 
are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project 
without mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be 
reduced as a function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental 
GHG emissions would be less than significant under the qualitative threshold of 
significance. Impacts related to GHG emissions would be less-than-significant with 
implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance 
with the mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is 
the genesis of the conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG 
emissions will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used 
primarily for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and 
historic resources adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources 
Report, development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would 
not materially impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. 
The Project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any 
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historic resource either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The 
Project would preserve in place the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building. 
The Project would also protect the portion of the Walk of Fame along Vine Street during 
construction by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, 
Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, however, alter the immediate 
surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in the vicinity by 
constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated in the 
Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an 
intact grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an 
important commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th 
Century. The Project Site is located outside of the District and new construction will 
remain outside of the District boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the 
District, it is important to maintain a clear separation between the District boundary and 
new construction on the Project Site. The combination of grade-level setback and 
massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and height are effectively distanced 
from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According 
to the Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological 
paleontological sites or survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an 
archeological and paleontological records search was conducted in connection with 
preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified on or within a 0.5-mile radius of 
the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and 
preservation of any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened 
with damage during construction. This plan shall conform to the performance 
standards contained in the Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, 
Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted by the City in March of 2011, and 
be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any construction activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to 
ensure the protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from 
damage due to underground excavation, and general construction procedures to 
mitigate the possibility of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. 
Particular attention shall be paid to maintaining the Capitol Records Building 
underground recording studios and their special acoustic properties. The 
adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to the satisfaction of the 
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Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and Department of 
Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall 
include the following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to 
adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. 
Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be performed to document 
conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures 
that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior 
fagades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil 
engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for 
the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, 
vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and 
other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall 
include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the 
thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected 
building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to 
prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of 
the Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the 
Capitol Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall 
be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction 
of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any 
rehabilitation activities associated with the Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the 
Project. However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the 
Gogerty Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be 
conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction 
of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any 
rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and 
surrounding area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in 
accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. 
Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a written 
documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any construction. 
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C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at 
California State University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, 
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study 
or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if 
any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University 
Los Angeles, California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating 
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what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at 
the specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner 
shall be immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County 
Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall 
be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical 
resources prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations 
nonetheless have been incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less
than-significant impacts upon historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the 
proposed new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. 
The Project incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent 
historic resources and implements the Development Regulations, which shift the 
Project's mass and scale up and away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site 
structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately has a less than significant adverse impact 
because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-
6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible for listing in the 
National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to 
existing conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources 
to less than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records 
Building or the Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any 
adjacent buildings. The Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and 
relocation of portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site 
along Vine Street. The affected portion of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after 
construction is completed. 
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The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not 
include the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. 
Thus, the proposed construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger 
the application of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological 
resources. The Project together with related projects could, however, result in the 
increased potential for encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the 
Project vicinity. Not all archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value 
however, therefore, an increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not 
necessarily imply an adverse impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to 
implement standard mitigation measures identical to or equivalent to those required in 
connection with the Project. For these reasons, with implementation of the mitigation 
measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and cumulative impacts will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft 
EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, 
including structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would 
not leave soils exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During 
construction, however, particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking 
levels, there is the potential for erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially 
significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. 
The California Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http:l/zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the 
potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located 
approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater 
levels at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to 
liquefaction. Based on the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to 
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Liquefaction" map the Project Site is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable 
Area". However, the California Geological Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates 
that the Project Site is not located within a State Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The 
conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports supporting the geology and soils 
analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for development and impacts are less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building 
Code seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety. The final geotechnical report shall ensure adequate 
geotechnical support for the proposed structures given the existing geologic 
conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical report shall make final 
design-level recommendations regarding liquefaction, expansive soils, soil 
strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral movement and reduction in 
foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the applicable 
recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater 
monitoring wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing 
that shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed 
structures and inform compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat 
foundation, CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and 
pile foundation system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range 
from approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads 
between approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow 
foundation net bearing capacities in the Old Alluvium shall range from about 
6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings 
bearing in the Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 
to 4, 000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on
grade. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab 
and waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 
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D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. 
Below-grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil 
pressures. Seismic earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted 
for in the below-grade wall design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for 
in the design for walls below el 347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical 
considerations, an equivalent fluid pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non
yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize 
the potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. 
Waterproofing shall be required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks 
shall be required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be 
required depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and 
proximity to these structures. 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document 
conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures 
that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An 
adjacent structure monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and 
monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall 
include the following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to 
adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. 
Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document 
conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures 
that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior 
facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil 
engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for 
the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, 
vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and 
other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall 
include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the 
thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected 
building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to 
prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced 
above, all on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the 
Department of Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on
site grading and site preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, 
Division 70 of the LAMC, which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the 
recommendations of the Geotechnical report for the Project. With implementation of 
these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship 
between implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related 
projects would not cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or 
loss of topsoil, liquefaction, ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less
than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft 
EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age 
of the existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that 
removal of underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or 
lead-based paint may be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if 
they are not handled appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the 
foregoing, impacts in these issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II 
Subsurface Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for 
automobile fueling operations, to determine the extent to which soil or 
groundwater contamination, if any, beneath the Property has been impacted by 
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historical activities. Any soil contamination and underground storage tanks 
associated with such historical usage shall be abated in accordance with all 
applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing 
materials identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all 
applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all 
lead-based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with 
all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 
North Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper 
removal or treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal 
or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street 
parcel) to ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during 
development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented shall be in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, 
asbestos-containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition 
proposed as part of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures. 
Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials when the Project becomes 
operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers 
associated with hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would 
also be required to evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to 
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reduce impacts to the extent feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow 
local, state, and federal laws regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. 
Therefore, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures both Project
specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and hazardous materials will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section 
IV.E of the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the 
Project Site discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not 
directly discharge to a stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the 
course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet 
flows across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the 
local City storm drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by 
changing the pattern of development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will 
alter the storm water runoff pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site 
erosion or siltation, because all runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other 
storm drain infrastructure that is developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the 
amount of runoff associated with the Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates 
and volumes, as required by the Bureau of Sanitation, and will be collected and 
conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system designed in accordance with City 
Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the 
maximum potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the 
Project Site by approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1,742 square feet). However, 
the Project Site contains shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the 
Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, 
and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly limit the potential for groundwater 
recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces on the Project Site. 
Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, Project's 
impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

RL0029220 



EM26936 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 87 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation 
measures are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard 
mitigation measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, 
to the extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 
through April 1 ), diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the 
Project Site. Channels shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to 
reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Building and Safety Department. These measures include 
interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as 
specified by Section 91.7013 of the Los Angeles Building Code, including 
planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where construction 
is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic 
sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins 
to recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle 
fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable 
materials/wastes shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be 
discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated 
soil on paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall 
be used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be 
placed under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices 
(BMPs) to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of 
rainfall in a 24-hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance 
with the Development Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning 
Activities. A signed certificate from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed 
architect that the proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard shall 
be required. 

RL0029221 



EM26937 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 88 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by 
using permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious 
concrete/asphalt, unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., 
crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled 
with prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or 
graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an 
enclosure, such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact 
with or spillage to the storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and 
spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain 
shutoff; matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler 
nozzles; minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow 
reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and 
agreement (Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the 
Planning Department binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on 
the structural BMPs in accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit 
requirements (including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at 
the Federal, State and local level. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations 
nonetheless have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less
than-significant impacts upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final 
EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 
Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology 
and water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to 
implement structural or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for 
these features will be reviewed and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the 
Low Impact Development (LID) standards contained in the City's Best Management 
Practices handbook. The Project together with related projects could impact hydrology 
in the area. However, when new construction occurs it generally does not lead to 
substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also required to control the 
amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of 
the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA 
CNEL during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment 
of Ivar Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted 
noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise 
levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally unacceptable 
category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. However, exterior-to
interior reduction of newer residential units with windows closed is generally 25 dBA or 
more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise levels associated with 
roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 dBA for 
interior residential uses. 
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Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices 
would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise
sensitive uses. Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items 
required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact 
would be less than significant after mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated 
with the Project would adhere to Section 112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of 
noise would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic 
noise levels from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result 
of the Project, these events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus 
would not have potential to increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, 
noise impacts from parking structures would be considered less than significant and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration 
levels, which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne 
vibration at the Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty 
vehicular travel (e.g. refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the 
proposed land uses would not result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty 
vehicles. The number of transit buses that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity 
would also not substantially increase due to the Project. As such, vibration impacts 
associated with operation of the Project would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the 
pedestrian level at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and 
observation deck levels of the proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high 
ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided between the podium 
levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created by existing 
and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise 
sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with 
Section 112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise 
from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment 
from exceeding the ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied 
properties by more than 5 dBA. 
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H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), 
Exterior Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC 
of at least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, 
which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission between dwelling 
units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable interior noise levels in 
new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building 
envelope shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum 
STC of 30. Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 
99.05.507.4.1 (LA Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: 
wall and roof-ceiling assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of 
at least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the 
following building locations: 1) within 1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) 
within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 
3) where sound levels at the property line regularly exceed 65 decibels, other than 
occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency vehicles and public 
warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and 
appropriate noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise 
levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would 
be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 
PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after mitigation. 
Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to ensure that all new mechanical equipment 
associated with the Project would adhere to Section 112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance 
provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight 
between receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor 
noise levels would substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses 
given implementation of the above mentioned mitigation measures. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency 
services to the extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives of the LAFD, due to the limited duration of construction activities and 
compliance with applicable codes. However, mitigation measures are proposed to 
reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the Commercial Scenario would 
introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 1,635 jobs to the 
Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site would 
generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical 
emergency services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be 
within 5 minutes from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response 
distance standards of the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and 
as such medical response times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire 
Station 27 also houses a Paramedic Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. 
Although operational impacts related to fire services would be less than significant, 
conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set forth in Mitigation Measures 
J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to area fire stations, 
would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new facilities or 
expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall 
remain clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of 
the Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire 
mains serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and 
implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 
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J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD 
equipment and personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from 
an approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, 
except for dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front 
door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for 
LAFD approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants 
in its final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to 
occupancy of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan 
shall include but not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, 
evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and 
fire departments. Any required modifications shall be identified and implemented 
prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire 
Protection, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 
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It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and 
from the Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be 
required to submit the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for 
compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and 
National Fire Protection Association standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure J.1-7, the Project Applicant would be required to submit an emergency 
response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that Project construction and 
operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, which would 
create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response plan 
would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific 
and cumulative impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for 
police protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as 
needed and appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. 
This security includes perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, 
thereby reducing the demand for LAPD services. The specific type and combination of 
construction site security features will depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, 
construction impacts as they relate to increased on-site demand during construction 
would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the prov1s1on of 
LAPD police protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways 
and thus effecting police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, 
construction sites can be sources of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that 
invite theft and vandalism. When not properly secured, construction sites can become a 
distraction for local law enforcement from more pressing matters that require their 
attention. This could result in an increase in demand for police protection services. 
Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be maintained in order to 
facilitate emergency responders. 
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The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 
officer per 833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional 
approximately 1,966 residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional 
officers to maintain the same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 
sworn police officers. The addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents 
a 0.55 percent increase over existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 
additional officers to the Hollywood Community Police Station to maintain current 
resident service ratios would not require the expansion, consolidation, or relocation of 
this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to 
increase crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to 
increase crimes, especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from 
streets and sidewalks) and natural access control (landscaping buffers and other 
distinctions between public and private spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce 
crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the 
existing on-site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street 
signage would be based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of 
emergency access, and would ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, 
chain-link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and 
West Sites. The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress 
and egress of equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have 
filter fabric to prevent silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be 
utilized around catch basins when located within the construction zone. The 
perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained while in place. Where applicable, the 
construction fence shall be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary 
lighting shall be installed and maintained at the pedestrian walkway. Should 
sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate work in progress, 
barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public from 
unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to 
monitor and patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of 
construction throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction 
through marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 
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J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall 
be used to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are 
complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility 
around the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its 
landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in 
order to improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to 
ensure a high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting 
for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review 
Project plans at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any 
reasonable LAPD recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of 
the Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as 
requested by the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police 
Protection, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the 
Project Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 
Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. 
Traffic flow during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services 
as described in Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural 
access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-
8 are intended to address security-through-design requirements and recommendations 
to ensure that impacts to police services are less than significant. 
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Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund 
(e.g., in the form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward 
the provision of new police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The 
Project's security design features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help 
offset the increase in demand for police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the 
Project Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure 
J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct 
population of 1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the 
Project Site resulting from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged 
children into LAUSD schools would increase the demand for school services. Based on 
LAUSD demographic analysis, the Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD 
students ( 414 elementary students, 104 middle school students, and 206 high school 
students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, 
Cheremoya Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle 
would operate over capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under 
capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles 
Unified School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at 
schools serving the project area. 

Findings 
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Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Schools, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of 
developer fees in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete 
mitigation for any impact to school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 
50 fees, per Mitigation Measure J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than 
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct 
population of 1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community 
parkland per population ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario 
would generate a demand of an additional approximately 7.9 acres of new 
neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six acres of regional parkland per 
1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 11.8 acres of regional 
parkland. The demand for approximately 19.7 acres of new neighborhood, community, 
and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently underserved area would 
potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for 
each dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for 
each dwelling unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each 
dwelling unit having more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the 
requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 (G). A minimum of 25 percent of the 
common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, shrubs, or trees 
and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for every four dwelling units. 
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J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable 
dwelling unit tax shall be paid to the Department of Building and Safety and 
placed into a "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used 
exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project 
Applicant shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the 
construction of condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of 
the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks 
and Recreation, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open 
space and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and 
plazas, and other publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the 
provision of on-site open space and recreational amenities that would be provided for 
the residents and visitors to the Project Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC 
requirements that are intended to reduce the increased demands that are created by 
residential development projects. As such, the combination of the above described 
project design features, mandatory code compliance requirements, and mitigation 
measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and Recreation to a less than 
significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct 
population of 1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the 
LAPL estimates the Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 
91,980 (2010) and its 2020 service population will be approximately 94,494. Although 
the LAPL estimates the service population as above 90,000, which would warrant 
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consideration of a second branch nearby, there are no planned improvements to add 
capacity through expansion or for development of any new libraries to serve the Project 
area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would be accommodated within the 
planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. The Project would 
represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As 
such, impacts to library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles 
Public Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in 
the Project Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have 
been incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant 
impacts upon Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct 
support to LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the 
residents of the Project would have individual Internet service, which provides 
information and research capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at 
physical library locations. Further, as discussed above, the Project Applicant would 
provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the $200 per capita rate requested by the 
LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute tax revenue 
to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding of the operation of the 
LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City priorities. Funding for 
specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. As a result, 
impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation Measure 
J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 
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Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure K.1-3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood 
could be anticipated during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and 
traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging 
for specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing 
agencies for each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be 
used for intermittent construction staging for specified hours during Project construction 
on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly 
adjacent to the Project Site construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the 
Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or 
sidewalk closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior 
to construction, develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic 
Control Plan (WTCP) to be approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed 
to minimize the effects of construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation 
and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public 
streets in the area of the Project. The WTCP shall include temporary roadway 
striping and signage for traffic flow as necessary, elements compliant with 
conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the identification and signage of 
alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project. The Plan 
shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to 
off-peak hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic 
shall be restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated 
into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 
ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time 
restrictions for hauling. 
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K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and 
execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-
6770), binding the Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that can not 
reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior 
to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work 
day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable 
control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. 
Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 
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xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit 
in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and 
out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance 
with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to 
have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection 
Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, 
at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the 
City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall 
be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, 
Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may 
be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special 
Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may 
impact Metro bus lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Traffic - Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of 
vehicle and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation 
Measure K.1-4 above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and 
will help to facilitate the flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based 
on a review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting 
from said closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during 
construction. Pedestrian access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and 
Ivar Avenue would remain unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North
South access on Vine Street would still be possible, but would require pedestrians to 
cross the street mid-block. East-West access along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be 
maintained at all times and would not be impacted by the Project. In addition, Mitigation 
Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances associated 
with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an acceptable 
standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all 
staging and lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes 
until the below grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are 
built out separately, construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped 
portion of the Project Site. If one Site's development has been completed, worker 
parking would occur at the completed parcel. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as required through 
Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker parking 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more 
than 500 feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all 
construction-related employees generated by the Project. No employees or 
subcontractors shall be allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the 
duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of 
heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the duration of all 
construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction 
vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any residential street in the 
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immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned 
to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Parking, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk 
closures would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated 
with construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd 
total less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This 
equates to approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The 
Water Supply Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 
281 AFY water demand generated by the Project falls within the available and projected 
water supplies for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within 
the water demand growth projected in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management 
Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines 
configured in a looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP 
via two connection points to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street 
and Hollywood Boulevard. The replacement or addition of infrastructure could 
potentially result in temporary partial public street closures on Vine Street and Yucca 
Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be supplied with water from the 
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municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to the LADWP and Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing 
system has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site 
currently has the capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The 
Project's net increase of 222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP 
available capacity) would be accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The 
Project would not trigger the need for improvements that would create a significant 
adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of 
traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities 
and Service Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during 
the plan check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would 
not be expected to create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) 
any disruption of service would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water 
mains would be within public and private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing 
infrastructure would be replaced with larger infrastructure in areas that have already 
been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined that adequate water supply, 
treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems were adequate to 
implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see 
Section IV.L.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 
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Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario 
would generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction 
debris associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would 
be recycled in accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified 
construction and demolition waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck 
Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate 
approximately 2.205 net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of 
recycling efforts, which the Project will implement. The solid waste generation under 
the Residential Scenario would represent approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining 
combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. 
Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project Site would continue to be 
subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring each city or county 
to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source reduction, 
recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

l.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau 
of Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition 
and construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. 
The bulk recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal 
and wood shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable 
materials/wastes shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes 
shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

l.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of 
paper, metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the 
Project. These bins shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent 
with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have 
been incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant 
impacts upon Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies 
in the SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other 
plans and policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are 
designed to ensure that all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with 
City ordinances, policies, and objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of 
construction/demolition waste could be accommodated by this and other facilities in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires compliance with AB 939, and which 
requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge construction and demolition waste 
at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see 
Section IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide 
states that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total 
blockage; (b) partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development 
Regulations ensure that no development scenario of the Project would result in the total 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. As discussed below, however, the Project 
could result in varying degrees of visual blockage from this vantage point depending on 
the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual 
renderings of the Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes 
and illustrates the visibility of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This is considered the vantage point at street level where 
the Project could most impact a valued focal view. In each rendering the Capitol 
Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in View 6(a), which is the 
most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing envelope results in a 
high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project would significantly 
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obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most impactful 
scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level due 
to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback 
along Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of 
Permitted Building Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. 
Regardless, the extent of view blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this 
vantage point (considering the 220-foot high massing envelope) results in a significant 
visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the 
Project would obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is 
considered a substantial, yet partial, interruption of the focal view due to the ability to 
recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol Records Building's distinguishing 
architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-foot high massing 
envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of view 
blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and 
Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural 
drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 
compatibility with the Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities 
for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. 
(a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding 
focal view obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for 
the intersection view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street; and with respect to cumulative aesthetic impacts. 
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Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the 
Development Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the 
Project's potential view obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and 
structure articulation controls in the Development Regulation all help minimize focal 
view impacts on valued viewsheds to the extent feasible while still accomplishing most 
of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section 
IV.A.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR 
could enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban 
infill development that would not be out of character with the existing visual 
environment. However, development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the 
Related Projects, would have the potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic 
environment due to increased height and densities. The Related Projects have the 
potential to block views from local streets and other vantage points throughout the 
Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD Sign and would also 
develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. These new 
developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact 
of the Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively 
considerable and significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and 
Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural 
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drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess 
compatibility with the Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities 
for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. 
(a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could 
enter in the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project 
Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. 
The Applicant does not control the extent of development associated with the other 
Related Projects and thereby cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section 
IV.A.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would 
exceed the regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It 
should be noted that ROG emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the 
architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, 
including but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 

break-up of pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 

times daily; 
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• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 

staging areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 

Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 

exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 

that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant 
shall ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission 
standards. 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use 
newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 
model year United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), 
where commercially available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities 
shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091, subd. (a)(1 )) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality 
impacts to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce 
impacts associated with fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. 
Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV.B.1-11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily 
Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak daily emissions generated during 
the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase would exceed the regional 
emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due to off-road diesel 
powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented additional 
mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final 
EIR, which demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this 

RL0029246 



EM26962 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 113 

air quality impact to the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would 
further this impact to less than significant considering the localized and regional air 
quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the 
established SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime 
(smog season) and wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. 
As discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic 
Air Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood 
(U.S. 101) Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. 
The 101 Freeway is an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air 
quality environment at the Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding 
the 101 Freeway, the Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that 
could expose sensitive receptors to elevate air quality health risks levels that exceed the 
SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the 
potential air quality health risks associated with the Project Site location consistent with 
the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City Planning. The Project Site is 
located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by the Project. 
Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code. Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, 
the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 

would achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local 
landfills; and 
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• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 
ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance . 

• 
B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting 

or exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 
13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs 
recorded for the residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this 
measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and maintained for the life of the 
Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located 
either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant 
from the 101 Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final 
site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located 
within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of 
operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common 
areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on 
balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions 
recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 
alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC 
cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities 
for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. 
(a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 
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Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality 
emissions associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to 
reduce emissions associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts 
associated with regional operational emissions from the Project would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution 
levels in the Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in 
an ambient air quality environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated 
TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, 
the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is considered significant 
and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives 
that could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive 
receptors identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land 
uses including residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records 
Building could experience temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the 
sensitive receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, 
construction impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to 
human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future 
roadway noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach 
up to approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be 
placed on the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 
dBA CNEL. Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed 
residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which 
falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact 
of the environment on the Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally 
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unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses 
fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 
144331 and 16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the 
emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless 
technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 
PM Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national 
holidays. No construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location 
on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 
feasibly possible from all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise 
generation potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating 
several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, 
drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise 
shielding and muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's 
recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid 
residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations 
Ordinance No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided 
that includes the following information: job site address, permit number, name 
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and phone number of the contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of 
construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval for the Site, and City 
telephone numbers where violations can be reported. The notice shall be posted 
and maintained at the construction site prior to the start of construction and 
displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and approved by the 
City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, 
notification shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that 
discloses the construction schedule, including the various types of activities and 
equipment that would be occurring throughout the duration of the construction 
period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre
construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document 
conditions of the on-site and neighboring/bordering buildings, including the 
Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, 
the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and the Capitol Records Complex, prior 
to construction activities. The structure-monitoring program shall be developed 
for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall 
include the following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to 
adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. 
Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document 
conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures 
that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior 
fagades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil 
engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for 
the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, 
vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and 
other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall 
include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the 
thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected 
building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to 
prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are 
permitted. 

RL0029251 



EM26967 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 118 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled 
according to manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the 
Project Site and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of 
the noise and vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and 
tracked bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to 
facilitate timely completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be 
provided to EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation 
or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than 
two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed 
excavation at the West Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber 
provided that: (1) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent product 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 
drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacturer 
recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will then 
be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with 
Section 112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise 
from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment 
from exceeding the ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied 
properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), 
Exterior Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC 
of at least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, 
which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission between dwelling 
units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable interior noise levels in 
new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 
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Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities 
for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. 
(a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which 
limit the hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices 
and techniques during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related 
noise impacts would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with 
the implementation of the identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels 
generated by Project construction would in some cases exceed applicable thresholds. 
Thus, further reducing construction related noise levels considered technically 
infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional mitigation measures 
were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and surrounding land uses. 
The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly assessed in 
Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for the 
Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential 
groundborne vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the 
maximum extent feasible. Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels 
at the identified sensitive off-site receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance 
thresholds, potential construction groundborne vibration impacts would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any 
vibration-related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord 
agreements and further coordination between each entity with respect to on-site 
activities. For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project's physical 
vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment would be considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 
For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 
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Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the 
Existing (2011) With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM 

peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 
13 study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM 

peak hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at 
three additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. 
Those additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be 
significantly impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access 
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on Vine Street). The additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project 
(2020) conditions and under the Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon 
Year (2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access 
Scenario, which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Existing (2011 ), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and 
Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 
Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses 
for the Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic 
impacts resulting from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated 
parking between the East and West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the 
Project, totaled for both Sites, would remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the 
Maximum East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 
264,303 square feet of office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, 
all 25,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the 
East Site. Development of the West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of 
health club space, 288 residential dwelling units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. 
The parking associated with each Project use/component would be located on the Site 
containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the 
Maximum West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the 
office parking (but not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of 
health club space, 95,000 square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant 
space, and 350 residential dwelling units on the West Site. Development on the East 
Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of office space (but not the office parking), 
111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 5,000 square 
feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project use/component, except 
for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only 
anticipated to affect the traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the 
blocks containing the East Site and West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six 
Affected Intersections are listed below: 
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10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for 
the Existing (2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at 
intersection 18 - Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios 
(Project, Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or 
With No Vine Street Access, but no other significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 -
Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional 
significant impact would occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third 
intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard) would be significantly 
impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project 
component shifts would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. 
With at least 20 percent of the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site 
Development Scenario, the Project PM peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 -
Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. With 100% of 
the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street Access conditions), the 
impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking 
between the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts 
at the intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this 
analysis was performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in 
location of the Project uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the 
conclusions/impacts for the Project at two intersections that would accompany the 
analyzed shifts in land uses. Those conclusions are regarding the significance of the 
impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, and at 
intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 
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Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use 
development, located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro 
Red Line Transit Station and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail 
system. Additionally, a number of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than 
one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable walking distance) from the 
Project Site, providing access for Project employees, visitors, residents and 
guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous supporting and 
complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and additional 
shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take advantage 
of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be 
prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required 
prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM 
Program applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final 
development program for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is 
specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such time that new land 
use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM program 
shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning and Transportation. The 
TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 

shared car program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 

leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 

and employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 

pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 

• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
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• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 

court of the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently 

being established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LAOOT also recommends that the Project 
Applicant explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram 
service that connects the Project to off-site transit stops based on the 
transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents and visitors. Such a 
service shall be included as an additional measure in the TOM program if it is 
deemed feasible and effective by the Project Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The 
Project shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a 
meeting area and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner 
shall participate in the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to 
member organizations, which include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served 

by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 

enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 

modes in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to 
expand the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LAOOT to 
provide space for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the 
Project Site. The Project Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces 
for shared cars that could be a project-specific amenity or be linked with the 
larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project Applicant shall also provide space that 
shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. 
LAOOT is currently working on an operating plan and assessment study for the 
Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for 
Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in determining the 
appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub at the 
Project Site. 
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K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly 
environment through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and 
improved amenities such as landscaping and shading particularly along the 
sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the project to the 
HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements shall include 
reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar Avenue 
and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at 
stops within a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The 
LADOT designation of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed
fee of $250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is 
currently being established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by 
LADOT, in coordination with the Department of City Planning and Council District 
13, to implement bicycle improvements within the Hollywood area. However, 
improvements within Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete 
streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these 
funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with the 
General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such as 
curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should shuttle 
riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the 
LADOT's Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 
2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then 
a final determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be 
made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal 
upgrades would be implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B
permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a 
one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects 
the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and 
construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant 
through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be 
guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 
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K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through 
lanes, and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes 
and a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of 
this improvement shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow 
and other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street 
has been designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot 
half-width roadway within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between 
Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which 
requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. 
Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is classified as a Local 
Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local Streets. A 
Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development 
Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or 
sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary 
traffic signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with 
the proposed transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise 
noted, all transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within 
the City of Los Angeles shall be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the 
Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and 
completed prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary 
certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no 
fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project Applicant 
has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-
9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for 
the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East 
Site, residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 
reserved residential parking spaces. 
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Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities 
for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. 
(a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce 
Project-related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with 
implementation of the Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain 
significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under 
Existing (2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under 
Existing (2011) conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections 
even with implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections 
are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under 
Future (2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project 
impacts under the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with 
implementation of the above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These 
intersections are: 

4. 
15. 
16. 
18. 
31. 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak 
Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

hour) 
hour) 
hour) 
hour) 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions 
under the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 
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With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the 
additional three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than 
significant level. Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would 
remain significant. Potential additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but 
no feasible mitigation measures were identified. 
No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation 
measures would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard, but would not reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to 
further reduce the impacts to a less than significant level at this location, potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible additional 
measures were identified. As such, impacts at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No Vine Street Access 
Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking 
between the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts 
at the intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this 
analysis was performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in 
location of the Project uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the 
conclusions/impacts for the Project at two intersections that would accompany the 
analyzed shifts in land uses. Those conclusions are regarding the significance of the 
impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, and at 
intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with 
Vine Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard would no longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such 
would remain significant. With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact 
at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) 
would be significant prior to mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than 
significant level with implementation of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the 
Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting with a 20% shift, there is one 
additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue 
and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site Development Scenario, 
there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 
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IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives. Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe 
the objectives that have been identified for the Project, which are also listed in detail 
below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the 
Region. The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as 
surface parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents 
and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of economically viable, 
commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses that 
add to those already existing in Hollywood. Provide the mixture and 
density of uses necessary to ensure the Project, including the Capitol 
Records Complex, can sustain itself economically as well as support the 
long-term preservation of historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to 
existing transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared 
parking alternatives and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional 
transit system and existing development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while 
ensuring the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing 
market conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical 
land use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing 
business, resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. 
Provide the flexibility necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed 
will meet the needs of Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the 
eastern end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

RL0029263 



EM26979 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 130 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area 
Through Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon 
enhancing the energy and vitality of the area while complementing the 
existing built environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the 
historic Vine Street high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and 
density necessary to create a dynamic and thriving Hollywood while 
maintaining the setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and 
highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the historic Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering 
spaces and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages 
between the Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of 
Fame and the greater Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting 
buildings, landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to 
enhance the pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses 
and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is 
attractive to residents and visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit 
sufficient design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while 
establishing a set of development controls and objectives that are specific 
enough to ensure the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and 
regional policies and complement the existing built environment. 
Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural 
features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability that 
promote the long-term development of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit 
Oriented Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's 
adjacency to regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the 
necessary energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to 
pedestrians. 
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• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed 
to create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, 
sidewalks and other public spaces both day and night. Without a 
sufficient level of density, the mix of uses necessary to support a level of 
activity that makes the pedestrian experience safe and attractive will not 
be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces 
in an urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity 
and water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of 
materials and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and 
Providing a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State
of-the-Art Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure 
including the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine 
Street by promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the 
Project and along Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to 
activate the area. Support infrastructure improvements and implement a 
transportation demand management plan that reduces vehicular usage 
and promotes walkability and public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional 
sales and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and 
energy necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the 
enjoyment of the public in context with a new landmark development, the 
Capitol Records Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District. Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of 
public spaces both throughout the Project Site and between the Project 
and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of 
Los Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project 
to support itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The 
Project aims to ensure that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will 
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remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community, the City of Los 
Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the 
level of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street 
and pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring 
the critical mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to 
create an active and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal 
activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of 
New Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists 
and Generate New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that 
Hollywood and the historic main street remain competitive given the 
economic changes in the region and the changing needs of the 
community. Promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor on Vine 
Street through new land uses, the creation of new temporary and 
permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic benefits for 
surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of 
uses necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the 
area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity 
for Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and 
new business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that 
includes adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic 
activity necessary to sustain the Project and existing development within 
the Hollywood area. Maximizing density will ensure the development of a 
variety of land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling 
units, commercial uses, luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail 
establishments, sports club, parking facilities, and open space. Without 
the increased density, the necessary increase in businesses and 
pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 
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Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the 
History of Hollywood and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. 
Incorporate ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce 
massing at the street level and moderate overall massing of the Project in 
a manner that preserves views to and from the Capitol Records Building, 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and 
important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the 
intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life 
focused on Vine Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract 
residents, visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and 
preservation of the District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the 
existing context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium 
heights, and massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. 
Design of new buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but 
compatible with adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a 
reasonable range of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the 
EIR include a variety of uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1 : 
Alternative 2: 
Alternative 3: 
Alternative 4: 
Alternative 5: 
Alternative 6: 

No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR 
Reduced Height Development 
Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No 
Project alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse 
impacts of the Project. These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized 
below, are more fully described in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build - Continuation of Existing Uses) 
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Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the 
Project would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing 
condition. Future on-site activities would be limited to the continued operation and 
maintenance of existing land uses. Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to 
function as commercial office uses and surface parking lots. The Capitol Records 
Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities would continue to function 
as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the 
Project, including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build 
Alternative impacts would be less than those associated with the Project in all other 
impact areas. Conversely, the No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project 
objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with 
Alternative 1. However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California 
Public Resources Code that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of 
Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection 
with the Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant 
impacts that would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the 
Project Site in the existing condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined 
for the Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or 
its underlying purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and 
unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood and expressed by various 
stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the Project Objective to maximize the 
development potential of the Project Site in context with the Project area through quality 
design and development controls that ensure a unified and cohesive development. 
Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to supporting local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development. Since 
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the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not provide urban 
infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project Objective to 
generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of
the-art improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, 
since no new development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and 
promote the economic growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities 
and land uses, while attracting businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new 
revenue sources for the City. Also, the protection of the Capitol Records Complex would 
not be assured under this alternative, as no development standards and guidelines for 
construction adjacent to the Capitol Records Complex would be incorporated, which 
would be designed to provide sensitive architectural treatment of the Capitol Records 
Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment 
District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the art amenities and 
new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of Hollywood while 
also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the 
same extent as the Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of 
development to a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR 
under the Project. The reduction in land use density would result in a total of 
approximately 875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including the 
existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. 
Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 residential dwelling units and a 150-room 
hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 square 
feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement 
proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general 
community benefits realized by the Project. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce 
significant impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the 
Existing-With-Project and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project 
size. This alternative would also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts since this alternative requires less 
construction activity and results in less operational impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, 
make infeasible Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts 
associated with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality 
impacts would be avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project 
area intersections will remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative 
construction) impacts would remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of 
the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land 
uses proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet 
most of the basic Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the 
overall density when compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet 
the Project Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region 
because Alternative 2 will not provide the critical mass, at the same levels of density, 
necessary to activate the area. This alternative would also promote local mobility 
objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative would meet this overall 
objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced office space 
would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, 
therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. 
The Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due 
to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 
would not fully meet the Project Objective to generate maximum community benefits by 
maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state
of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the above paragraph, Alternative 2 would 
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promote the economic growth of Hollywood through development of new amenities, 
which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los Angeles. However, 
when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they would be 
under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the 
same extent as the Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of 
development to a 3:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR 
under the Project. The existing FAR is 3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project 
Site zoning. The reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 
583,485 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including the existing 
114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. 
Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-room 
hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet 
of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement 
proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general 
community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce 
significant impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the 
Existing-With-Project and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also 
reduce certain significant and unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with 
the Project because construction duration and overall operational size would be 
materially reduced. 

Findings 
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It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, 
make infeasible Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the 
environmentally superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative 
(Alternative 1, above). However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant 
and unavoidable impacts of the Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives 
and would still result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, 
Alternative 3 would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project 
Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent 
with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. 
Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project Objective to revitalize the Project Site from 
its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that responds to the growth 
of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the critical mass of density 
necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term development trends. 
Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same 
degree as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to 
support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit
oriented development to a lesser degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would 
encourage pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to 
support the mix of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public 
spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall square footage when 
compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the Project 
Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art 
improvements. Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to 
ensure that this iconic intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community would not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses 
proposed, because this alternative would not generate the density of residents and 
employees needed to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, 
transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be 
eliminated under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives 
would be significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects 
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Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 
The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square
foot Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the 
Project Site to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under 
the Project's Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, 
as opposed to a 6: 1 FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in 
a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, 
including approximately 328 residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by 
approximately 110,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square 
feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use. However, 
the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., lower height with less 
grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint under Alternative 
4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under 
Project Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most 
environmental categories. Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic 
impacts associated with the Project towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, 
this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which generally reduces impacts because the 
alternative is also less dense. However, it would not meet Project objectives as 
discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, 
make infeasible Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 
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This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it 
would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it 
will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height 
and density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to 
develop the Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains 
the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative 
development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood. While this alternative would redevelop a currently underutilized 
area, with a mix of uses that would improve the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it would not provide the critical 
mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a vibrant project that 
responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also promote local 
mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller hotel and 
multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the same 
support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet 
the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would 
encourage pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to 
support the mix of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public 
spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall square footage when 
compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would not meet, to the same extent as the 
Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum community benefits by 
maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state
of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and height when 
measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities available. 
Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the 
Hollywood Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in 
combination with a 220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. 
Accordingly, more massing would occur at lower levels than under the Project. 
Although Alternative 4 would preserve the Capitol Records Complex, it would not 
protect its character as well as the Project would. In particular, the limitation on building 
height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower heights in order to achieve 
a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the Development Regulations, 
which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic character of the 
Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 
114,303-square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 
4.5: 1 FAR, including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 
square feet of ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 
square feet of new development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 
1, 100 square feet per residential unit. This Alternative would not include the 
Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser 
degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. Alternative 5 is 
essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to support the residential 
dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under 
Project Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most 
environmental categories. Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic 
impacts associated with the Project towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, 
this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which generally reduces impacts because the 
alternative is also less dense. However, it would not meet Project objectives as 
discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant and unavoidable air 
quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce significant 
impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the 
reduced density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues 
like population and housing, public services and land use policies because of its 
residential development focus. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives as 
discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, 
make infeasible Alternative 5. 
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Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include 
commercial or office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to 
creating a high-quality mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of 
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 
5 would meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. 
Alternative 5 would revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant 
development; however, it would not create a mixed-use project that responds to the 
urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, Hollywood, and the region. This alternative 
would not provide the same amount of mixed land uses and density necessary to create 
a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever changing market conditions of 
Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not completely fulfill local and 
regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to create a mixed
use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. Alternative 5's 
increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail space 
would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal 
commercial uses, Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the 
local tax revenue as the Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient 
occupancy tax produced and significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not 
reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, the urban and historical importance of the 
intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on 
Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 
114,303-square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 
448-room hotel, approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 
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252,228 square feet of commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of 
approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No residential uses would be developed 
under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement 
proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general 
community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under 
Project Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most 
environmental categories. Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic 
impacts associated with the Project towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, 
this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which generally reduces impacts because the 
alternative is also less dense. However, it would not meet Project objectives as 
discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant and unavoidable air 
quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce significant 
impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land 
uses than what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the 
basic Project Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not 
include a balance of land uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project 
Objectives and would meet most to a much lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, 
make infeasible Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing 
density near major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not 
fully utilize the site consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community 
Plan; it would not reduce VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing 
consumers to the same extent as the Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use 
development; and it would not increase jobs through construction and operation of a 
new mixed-use development to the same extent as the Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the 
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Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes 
mostly commercial uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as 
the commercial uses would not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this 
objective to the same degree as the Project, as the alternative would not create the 
critical mass or mix of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to sustain the 
existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the 
area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed uses and density 
necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial development 
does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community 
Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community 
benefits, but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not 
maximize land use opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The 
workers who are present during the day would leave at night, which would create an 
empty and unattended area that could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance 
activity. Additionally, the alternative will worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, 
which results in more overall car trips for the area. Creating a mostly commercial 
development with no residential uses would not activate the area on a 24-hour basis 
and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since there would be 
minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. Nevertheless, 
there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on an 
annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the 
local tax revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the 
Project Site. Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource 
Preservation Objective of promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District 
with new development that is responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a 
primarily commercial development at an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this 
alternative would preserve the Capitol Records Complex, it would not promote the 
Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the main mixed-use corridor for the 
Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same 
extent as the Project, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the 
Project area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would 
be provided during the construction and operation of the Project. 
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While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with 
area-wide population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth 
rate. Additionally, although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent 
approximately 0.4 percent of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated 
for the Hollywood Community Plan area, the Project's residential population will be 
within the anticipated growth for the Community Plan area and SCAG forecasts. 
Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water facilities, electricity transmission 
lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would not induce growth 
because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 
The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible 
environmental changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented 
(CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and 
continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such 
resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, 
secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a 
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, 
irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the 
project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, 
slowly renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during 
construction of the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. 
Committed resources would include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational 
materials/resources, and (3) resources used in the transport of goods and people to and 
from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these 
resources for future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or 
brought into consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource 
consumption would be consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood 
Community and in the Los Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially 
reducing, rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. 
In addition, the Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a 
variety of green building elements. 
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A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's 
use of resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible 
environmental changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is 
the "Lead Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that 
the Final EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 
The City finds that it has independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for 
the Project, and that the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

8. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the 
decision-makers and the public at large in their consideration of the 
environmental consequences of the Project. The public review period provided all 
interested jurisdictions, agencies, private organizations, and individuals the 
opportunity to submit comments regarding the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was 
prepared after the review period and responds to comments made during the 
public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues 
received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, 
the Planning Department prepared written responses describing the disposition 
of significant environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, 
good faith and reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department 
reviewed the comments received and responses thereto and has determined that 
neither the comments received nor the responses to such comments add 
significant new information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. 
The lead agency has based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, 
including all comments received up to the date of adoption of these findings, 
concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were 
identified in the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures 
are described in the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified 
in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the 
Project. The City finds that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the 
extent feasible by the Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and 
contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision
makers for review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made 
every effort to notify the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of 
each textual change in the various documents associated with the Project review. 
These textual refinements arose for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that 
draft documents will contain errors and will require clarifications and corrections. 
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Second, textual clarifications were necessitated in order to describe refinements 
suggested as part of the public participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the 
changes to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project 
approval in order to ensure compliance with project implementation. The 
mitigation measures included in the Final EIR as certified by the City and 
included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the City serve that function. The 
Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures identified in the Final 
EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during implementation of the 
Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides the means to 
ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance with the 
requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby adopts 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the 
City hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as 
conditions of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City 
Planning, City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding 
made herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this 
reference, or is in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the 
City determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of 
CEQA) that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or 
Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings 
are for reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive 
listing of all evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the 
entirety of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as 
comprising the Project. It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions 
undertaken by other State and local agencies (who might be referred to as 
"responsible agencies" under CEQA). Because the City is the lead agency for the 
Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the basis for compliance with CEQA for 
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each of the possible discretionary actions by other State and local agencies to 
carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code 
and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the 
public agency allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the 
EIR but are not at least substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the 
lead agency must state in writing the reasons to support its action based on the 
completed EIR and/or other information in the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. 
and hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision
maker adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a 
project if it finds that significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in 
the EIR which cannot be substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. 
These findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record 
of proceedings, including but not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and 
materials that constitute the record of proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not 
feasible to mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The 
City recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation 
of the Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as 
infeasible alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, 
unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their 
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh 
and override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, 
and provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding 
considerations of economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually 
would be sufficient to outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and 
justify their adoption and certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development 
that increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban 
living, and furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for 
addressing regional housing needs through the development of infill sites. 
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2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the 
Project Site in context with the area through quality design and development 
controls that ensure a unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals 
through urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by 
maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment 
with new amenities, public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while 
attracting businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues 
sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and 
promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new 
development that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the 
built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of 
land uses in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote 
alternative methods of transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular 
travel by providing pedestrian pathways/linkages within the Project Site and 
providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue 
generated by the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the 
Project will produce a total of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax 
revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 
1,635 direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide 
planning and uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the 
neighborhood as a whole. 

The Advisory Agency hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the Advisory Agency's decision is based are located with the 
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City of Los Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT) 

In connection with the approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71387-CN, the 
Advisory Agency of the City of Los Angeles, pursuant to Sections 66473.1, 66474.60, 
.61 and .63 of the State of California Government Code (the Subdivision Map Act), 
makes the prescribed findings as follows: 

(a) THE PROPOSED MAP WILL BE/IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE 
GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an update to the Hollywood 
Community Plan, which maintained the designation of the subject property for 
Regional Center Commercial land uses with the corresponding zone(s) of C2, 
C4, RAS4, R5, P, and PB. The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse 
Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, and the 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property contains 
approximately 4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with 
the tract map, the applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height 
District Change from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the 
requested uses sought under the tract map and where the removal of the D 
Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

Prior to the recent update, the Hollywood Community Plan (December 13, 1988) 
designated the subject property for Regional Center Commercial development 
with a 3: 1 FAR for the entire site and an FAR of up to 6: 1 provided that the 
project satisfied the objectives the Redevelopment Plan by the CRA. It called for 
the continued development of Hollywood as a major center if population, 
employment, retail, and entertainment to "perpetuate its image as the 
international center of the motion picture industry." The objectives stated in the 
1988 Hollywood Plan aim for the provision of housing for all income types, the 
preservation of residential character of low and medium density residential areas, 
while promoting land use intensity and population density in areas 
accommodated by street capacity, public service facilities, utilities, and other 
related infrastructure systems. 

Prior to the dissolution of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), the 
project was identified in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as a 
Regional Center Commercial land use within the Hollywood Boulevard District. 
The objectives for Regional Center Commercial uses within this District called for 
the preservation of historic structures, the encouragement of entertainment, 
theater and tourist related uses, enhancement of pedestrian experiences and 
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pedestrian-oriented retail uses, and the development of projects which 
complement the existing scale of development. In addition, the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Area exceeded the permissible FAR of 3:1 for Regional Center 
Commercial areas in the Hollywood Community Plan with a FAR of 4.5:1 and a 
FAR of no more than 6: 1 in developments that further the goals and intents of 
both the Redevelopment Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and which 
concentrate high intensity and/or high density development in areas with 
"reasonable proximity or direct access to high capacity transportation facilities," 
compliment historic structures or which encourages new development in areas 
that don't have architecturally significant structures, provide "focal points of 
entertainment, tourist, or pedestrian oriented uses" to create a quality urban 
environment, develop appropriately designed housing to provide a balance in the 
community, provide for "substantial, well designed, public open space in the 
Project Area," and which provide social services or facilities which address the 
community's needs. Several recent developments along both Hollywood and 
Sunset Boulevards have taken advantage of this 6: 1 FAR incentive offered by 
the CRA due to proximity of the Metro Red Line. While the CRA and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area is no longer active, the FAR incentive of 
6: 1 has been captured in the recent Hollywood Community Plan Update. 

As part of the recent adoption of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, the 
project site underwent a zone change from C4-2D-SN to [Q]C4-2D-SN. The 'Q' 
Qualified Permanent Condition permits residential uses if a project incorporates a 
minimum 0.5:1 FAR of a non-residential use (hotels exempt). The 'D' 
Development Limitation permits an FAR of up to 4.5:1, and which may exceed 
the 4.5:1 FAR and develop with a 6:1 FAR provided that the project is approved 
by the City Planning Commission and/or the City Council on appeal, conforms 
with the Hollywood Community Plan, and to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
of the Community Redevelopment Agency, which has since been dissolved and 
its authority now lies with a designated local authority. 

In addition to the Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change, the applicant 
is requesting a Vesting Conditional Use to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of an 
R Zone, a Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging within a unified 
development, and a Conditional Use to permit the sale and consumption of a full 
line of alcoholic beverages along with patron dancing and live entertainment on 
the site. Zone variances are sought to allow a restaurant use with an above
ground outdoor eating area and to provide parking for the sports/fitness facility 
with a reduced ratio of 2 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet, and to locate 
parking across Vine Street, within the same development, but on a different 
parcel. 

The mixed-use development is subject to an exception available to projects that 
combine both residential and commercial uses. Los Angeles Municipal Code 
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section 12.21-A, 18(a), permits any use in the R5 Zone and also the R5 density 
for any lot located in the C4, C1, C1 .5, C2, C4, or C5 Zones in a project that 
combines residential and commercial uses. The R5 Zone permits residential 
densities of 200 square feet per dwelling, or a maximum of 972 by-right dwelling 
units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As proposed, the development currently 
does not exceed the maximum allowable density permitted under the existing of 
C4-2D-SN, or the proposed C2-2-SN Zone as both are included in the 
"Developments Combining Residential and Commercial uses" exception. 

The project consists of a range of uses, including residential dwelling units, hotel 
guest rooms, and commercial office, retail, and restaurant floor area of within two 
towers ranging in height between 220 feet and 585 feet. The project will be 
subject to the Development Regulatioms, allowing flexibility in the massing and 
height of the two proposed towers together with a Land Use Equivalency 
Program, which will permit the development to adapt to market conditions, by 
allowing a controlled exchange of uses with increases in the intensity and/or 
density of certain uses with decreases others, all while being limited to the 
maximum trip count analyzed in the EIR (maximum trip cap of 57 4 AM peak hour 
trips and 924 PM peak trips). The project proposes 492 residential dwelling units, 
200 hotel guest rooms, 215,000 square feet of office space (including 100,000 
new square feet and approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office space 
within the Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings), 15,000 square feet of retail 
floor area, 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, and 35,000 square feet of 
Fitness Center/Sports Club use. 

The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals for Regional 
Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance 
of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing 
growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The 
subject site is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for 
Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6: 1 permitted on a case by 
case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in 
the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in 
the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial 
and residential growth in the Regional Center. 
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Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential 
development within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional 
Center land use designation to include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset 
Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and 
housing in the Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development 
in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development 
that includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in 
keeping with the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community 
Plan. Moreover, the provision of both residential and commercial uses 
contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for Regional Center areas 
served by extensive public transit. 

Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address 
the needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, 
trade show, entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the 
local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. 
Complimenting these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large 
pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and 
entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing programmable 
open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote 
tourism, support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in 
Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes 
and along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served 
by the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 
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Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to 
incorporate uses and amenities which make it easier for residents to use 
alternative modes of transportation and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide 
bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider 
neighborhood-serving tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or 
rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro 
Red Line Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail 
system. A number of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of 
the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as 
DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To promote the availability of 
public transit, the applicant will coordinate with DOT to provide space for a 
Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with the provision of a 
shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a shared bicycle 
program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand Management 
program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a 
self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and 
other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for 
properties designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the 
preservation of historic resources, locating jobs and housing near major public 
transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The 
project also supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies 
and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan as 
well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 
Hollywood Community Plan objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major 
center population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required 
to satisfy varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted 
planning principles and standards." Moreover, the applicant is subject to, 
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and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District. 

(b) THE DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE GENERAL AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

The project proposes the development of 492 residential condominium units, a 
hotel with 200 hotel rooms, approximately 215,000 square feet of office space 
(100,000 square feet of new office space and approximately 114,303 square feet 
of existing office space), 15,000 square feet of retail, and approximately 35,000 
square feet of fitness center/sports club use, across both the East and West sites 
under the provisions of the Land Use Equivalency Program and the Development 
Regulations associated with the Development Agreement under both CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. The Land Use Equivalency 
program provides flexibility to modify the types and intensity of the proposed land 
uses in an effort to accommodate the market volatility. 

As proposed, the development meets the land use objectives for Regional Center 
areas in the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and would contribute 
to the recently adopted Plan's long term objectives of promoting a jobs-housing 
balance. The site is well serviced by public transit and caters to several 
entertainment-related businesses and services, including office, hotel, retail, 
restaurant, and live entertainment venues. The development enhances the 
character of Hollywood as a center for entertainment, tourism, and related 
services and opportunities. The recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan 
Update has determined that this area along Vine Street (Subarea 4:3) is 
conducive to high density and mixed-use development with a by-right FAR of 
4.5:1 with an FAR of up to 6:1 for being located in a FAR Incentive Area. 

(c) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED TYPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

The project site consists of two separate sites, separated by Vine Street and 
bound by Yucca Street to the north. The western parcel is a relatively flat, 
irregular-shaped, corner lot with approximately 78,629 square feet. It has a 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along 
Yucca Street to the north, a 200 foot frontage along Vine Street to the east, and a 
variable lot depth of 124 to 363 feet. The eastern site has a frontage of 
approximately 171 feet along Argyle Avenue to the east, 194 feet along Yucca 
Street to the north, and 435 feet along Vine Street to the west, and a variable lot 
depth of 153- to 344 feet. 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated to a 70-
foot roadway width and with 15-foot sidewalk widths on both the east and west 
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side of Vine Street. Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway along the 
northern street frontage of the West site and a Local Street along the northern 
frontage of the East site and dedicated with a 94-foot width. Ivar Avenue is a 
local street dedicated with a 70-foot width along the West site's western street 
frontage. Argyle Steet is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width along the 
East site's eastern street frontage. The Bureau of Engineering is requiring 
improvements along the alley adjoining the subdivision and the reconstruction of 
any off-grade concrete pavement and other existing improvements. The 
proposed project will provide parking pursuant to the shared parking provisions of 
the Development Regulations and the request parking variance under CPC-
2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. As conditioned the design and improvements of 
the proposed project are consistent with the applicable General and Specific 
Plans. 

The project site occupies two half blocks along the northern portion of Vine Street 
and are located between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The two 
parcels are differentiated as the "East" site and the "West" site, with the East site 
being located on the eastern side of Vine Street and the West site on the western 
side of Vine Street. The East site is improved with the 13-story Capitol Records 
Building along with ancillary studio recording uses, as well as the 2-story Gogerty 
Building together comprising the Capitol Records Complex. This will be 
maintained and preserved pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. 
The remainder of the East site contains surface parking, temporary structures, 
including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant kiosk, 
whereas the West site is improved with a 1,800 square-foot commercial structure 
currently occupied by a rental car business fronting Yucca Street, surface parking 
and parking attendant kiosk. 

The development of this tract is an infill of an otherwise high density and mixed
use Regional Center Commercial corridor within walking distance of several 
public transit options serving residents, employees, and tourists and other visitors 
to the area. 

The site is level and is not located in a slope stability study area, high erosion 
hazard area, or a fault-rupture study zone. Moreover, the site is not subject to the 
Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards (floodways, floodplains, mud 
prone areas, coastal high-hazard and flood-related erosion hazard areas). As 
conditioned, the proposed tract map is consistent with the intent and purpose of 
the applicable General and Specific Plans. 

The tract has been approved contingent upon the submittal of a comprehensive 
Geotechnical Report to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, 
Grading Division prior to the recordation of the map and issuance of any permits. 
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(d) THE SITE IS PHYSICALLY SUITABLE FOR THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF 
DEVELOPMENT. 

Adjacent uses include office and surface parking uses related to the American 
Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings 
in the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the 
southwest corner of Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi
family residences, office space, and surface parking is located east of the project, 
across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-2D-SN Zones. To the south of the 
project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi-family residential, and 
surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone To the west of the project site, are 
studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant 
uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

The development of the high-rise and mixed-use structure will increase the 
availability of employment opportunities together with additional housing in the 
Hollywood area. A large portion of the project site is under-improved and 
underutilized as surface parking and would result in much-needed investment 
and physical improvements. The project is seeking additional entitlements to take 
advantage of the FAR incentives provided to mixed-use projects in designated 
Regional Center Commercial land use areas. Moreover, the development of this 
site, as proposed, would be consistent with the recently approved and developed 
projects in the immediate vicinity, including the mixed-use development at 1614-
1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos 
Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Del Mar Avenue 
which includes 28 joint live work units, 1,014 apartment units, 40 commercial 
condominiums under Tract Map No. 67 429. The City Planning Commission 
approved a mixed-use development at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard, which 
includes 150 residential condominiums, 37 4 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms 
and 61,500 square feet or retail and restaurant use with a 6:1 FAR. Additionally, 
a property located at 1800-1802 North Argyle and 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street was granted a 6:1 FAR for the development of a 225-room hotel. 

The project will be compatible with the recent pattern of high density and mixed
use development that characterizes the Regional Center areas of the Hollywood 
Community. It satisfies the intent of the recently adopted Hollywood Community 
Plan Update by providing an appropriate mix of residential and commercial uses 
conducive to job creation and increased housing opportunities while supporting 
the need to promote the identity of Hollywood as the center for entertainment in 
the City. Moreover, the Development Guidelines established for the project allow 
for the provision of increased open space with increased height, where the taller 
the structures, the greater the opportunity for additional open space, public 
plazas, and enhanced walkability. At a minimum, the total open space will 
constitute 5% of the project site with a height of 220 feet, or 12% with a tower 

RL0029291 



EM27007 

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837-CN PAGE 158 

height of up to 585 feet. The project will provide parking to meet demand 
pursuant to the shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations and 
the shared parking variance under CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. Section 
12.21-A,4(x)(3) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code allows reduced parking at a 
ratio of two parking spaces for every 1,000 square feet of combined gross floor 
area of commercial, office, business, retail, restaurant, bar, and related uses, 
trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment area. In addition, LAMC Section 12.24-Y permits a 10% 
reduction in parking for projects located within 500 feet of mass transit. 
Moreover, a shared parking methodology will permit the project flexibility to 
accommodate parking demand while simultaneously taking into account the 
availability of mass transit in the area as well as retail, restaurant, health club, 
and office uses within the immediate vicinity that accounts for reduced parking 
demand. The proposed project will otherwise comply with LAMC requirements 
with respect to minimum requirements for height, open space, density and 
setbacks. The Advisory Agency has conditioned the proposed tract map to be 
physically suitable for the proposed density of the development. 

(e) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SUBSTANTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE OR 
SUBSTANTIALLY AND AVOIDABLY INJURE FISH OR WILDLIFE OR THEIR 
HABITAT. 

The project site, as well as the surrounding area are presently developed with 
structures and do not provide a natural habitat for either fish or wildlife. As such, 
the project will not injure wildlife or habitat. 

(f) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
ARE NOT LIKELY TO CAUSE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEAL TH PROBLEMS. 

There appear to be no potential public health problems caused by the design or 
improvement of the proposed subdivision. 

The development is required to be connected to the City's sanitary sewer system, 
where the sewage will be directed to the LA Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has 
been upgraded to meet Statewide ocean discharge standards. The Bureau of 
Engineering has reported that the proposed subdivision does not violate the 
existing California Water Code because the subdivision will be connected to the 
public sewer system and will have only a minor incremental impact on the quality 
of the effluent from the Hyperion Treatment Plant. 

(g) THE DESIGN OF THE SUBDIVISION AND THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 
WILL NOT CONFLICT WITH EASEMENTS ACQUIRED BY THE PUBLIC AT 
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LARGE FOR ACCESS THROUGH OR USE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE 
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION. 

The subdivision includes easements for sewer access and pipe lines. Easements 
providing access through or use of the property do not exist on the site. 
Furthermore, needed public access for roads and utilities will be acquired by the 
City prior to recordation of the proposed tract. The Bureau of Engineering has 
included conditions of approval which requires that the applicant record a 
covenant and agreement to maintain all elements of those areas being merged 
with the public right-of-way, that the construction be guaranteed, and waivers of 
any damages that may occur as a result of such improvements. 

(h) THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION WILL PROVIDE, TO THE 
EXTENT FEASIBLE, FOR FUTURE PASSIVE OR NATURAL HEATING OR 
COOLING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE SUBDIVISION. (REF. SECTION 66473.1) 

In assessing the feasibility of passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities 
in the proposed subdivision design, the applicant has prepared and submitted 
materials which consider the local climate, contours, configuration of the 
parcel(s) to be subdivided and other design and improvement requirements. 

Providing for passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities will not result in 
reducing allowable densities or the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by 
a building or structure under applicable planning and zoning in effect at the time 
the tentative map was filed. 

The lot layout of the subdivision has taken into consideration the maximizing of 
the north/south orientation. 

The topography of the site has been considered in the maximization of passive or 
natural heating and cooling opportunities. 

In addition, prior to obtaining a building permit, the subdivider shall consider 
building construction techniques, such as overhanging eaves, location of 
windows, insulation, exhaust fans; planting of trees for shade purposes and the 
height of the buildings on the site in relation to adjacent development. 

These findings shall apply to both the tentative and final maps for Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

Michael LoGrande 
Advisory Agency 
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JIM TOKUNAGA 
Deputy Advisory Agency 

JT:Ll:jq 

Note: If you wish to file an appeal, it must be filed within 10 calendar days from the 
decision date as noted in this letter. For an appeal to be valid to the City 
Planning Commission, it must be accepted as complete by the City Planning 
Department and appeal fees paid, prior to expiration of the above 10-day time 
limit. Such appeal must be submitted on Master Appeal Form No. CP-7769 at 
the Department's Public Offices, located at: 

Figueroa Plaza 
201 N. Figueroa St., 4th Floor 

Marvin Braude San Fernando 
Valley 
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Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
818 37 4-5050 

Forms are also available on-line at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code 
of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to 
that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which 
the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to 
seek judicial review. 

If you have any questions, please call Subdivision staff at (213) 978-1362. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

EM30945 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 

Thursday, January 24, 2013 5:55 PM 
Seth Wulkan 
Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Corrections & Additions - Additional Edits 

On Thu, Jan 24, 2013 at 5:48 PM, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 

Thanks Srimal , 

I will use this version , which has 'shall' in the mitigation measure. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto: srimal.hewawitharana@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 3:55 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Corrections & Additions - Additional Edits 

Hi Seth & Chris, 

There has been additional edits made to the revised Mitigation Measure B.1-4 (Section IV.B. l Air Quality; # 9 
on Page IV-2 and Page IV-3) to replace "will" with "shall"; the revised mitigation measure reads as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air 
filtration systems with filters meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 minimum 
efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

RL0029296 



EM30946 

Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and 
maintained for the life of the Project. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30324 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 
Hollis, Calvin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.org] 

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 
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To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

2 
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On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

3 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

EM30327 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30328 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30137 

Jenny Inouye <jenny.rhee.inouye@gmail.com > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:37 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 
cmoj@amda.edu 
Hollywood Millennium - AMDA 

Dear Respective Individuals, 

My name is Jenny Inouye.I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and 
I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to 
protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not 
providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should 
NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed Thank you. 
Thank you, 
Jenny Inouye 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Tom, 

EM30947 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Friday, January 25, 2013 11:10 AM 
Tomas Carranza 
Karen Hoo 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Response to Caltrans Comments 

Just wanted to check in with you to see if you were able to review the responses to Caltrans and Metro 
comments. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 3 :08 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 2:43 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
Thanks for sending this over - I'll take a look and will try to get comments to you next week. 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 12:00 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tom, 

As I mentioned in my voicemail this morning, I have attached the response the consultants have prepared to the 
comments Caltrans had submitted on the Millennium Hollywood Project for your review, please. I have 
attached the version which includes my edits and comments so you can see what they are as well. I am 
especially concerned about the response to Comment 03 and the table contained therein. I would greatly 
appreciate any feedback from you. 

Please note that I am under pressure to complete my review and publish the document by the end of this 
month. Therefore, your early review and response would be much appreciated. 

If you have any questions, my phone number is 213-978-1359. 

Thank you, Tom. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

EM27011 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 4:50 PM 
ibarra.serge@gmail.com 
DOT Traffic Study 
DOT (71837).pdf 
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FORM GEN. 160A (Rev. 11821 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

EM27012 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

September 27, 2012 

1720-1770 N, Vine St, 1745-4753 N. Vine St, 
6236-6334 W. Yucca St, 1733-1741 N. Argyle Av, 

1746-1764 N. Ivar St 

Luciralia Ibarra, City Planning Associate Ill 
Departm~ of ~ning 

,,t ~C __ _ , £tfu.t Pringle,' Transportation Engineering Associate 
Department of Transportation 

TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 71837 

Reference is made to your request for review of this case regarding potential traffic access 
problems. Based upon this review, it is recommended that: 

1. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any securitygate(s) 
and the property line. 

2. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval prior to 
submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of Building and 
Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 
400, Station 3. 

3. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the attached DOT letter 
dated, August 16, 2012. 

4. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 180542 and LAMC Section 19.15 prior to recordation 
of the final map. Note: the applicant may be required to comply with any other 
applicable fees per this new ordinance. 

Please contact this section at (213) 482-7024 for any questions regarding the above. 

Marcel Porras, Council District No. 13 
Jeannie Shen, Hollywood-Wilshire District- DOT 

a,\Tract\Conditian\TT 71837.wpd 
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FORM GEN. 160A (Rev. 1/82) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

August 16,2012 

Karen Hoo, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 

Tomas Carran~sportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation 

Millennium Hollywood 
DOT Case No. CEN 08-4776 

Subject: TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
MIXED-USE PROJECT LOCATED ON VINE STREET NORTH OF 
HOLLYWOOD BOULEVARD 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the traffic analysis, dated June 2012, 
prepared by Crain and Associates for the Millennium Hollywood Mixed-Use Project located on 
both sides of Vine Street south of Yucca Street. Based on DOT's traffic impact criteria 1, the 
traffic study included the detailed analysis of 37 intersections. The traffic study determined 
that thirteen of the study intersections would be significantly impacted by project related traffic. 
Transportation mitigation measures to fully or partially mitigate these impacts are described in 
this report. 

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

A. Project Description 
The proposed project consists of constructing 461 apartment units, a 254 room hotel, 
an 80,000 square-foot sports/fitness club, 264,303 square feet of office, 100,00 square
feet of retail, and 25,000 square-feet of restaurant uses. The site is currently occupied 
by 114,303 square-feet of office space and an 8,037 square-foot car rental facility. The 
existing Capitol Records complex will be retained by the project. The project 
entitlements, including a development agreement between the applicant and the City, 
would allow for modifications to the final development scenario but requires that the 
project's peak hour trip generation remain the same or decrease. Further, the 
proposed number of parking spaces will be dependent upon the ultimate configuration 
of land uses, but should be in accordance with the number required by the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code and the development agreement. 

The project would be developed on two sites that are located on opposite sides of Vine 
Street. Vehicular access to the West Site will be provided by a two-way driveway on 
Ivar Avenue and a two-way driveway on Vine Street. Access to the East Site will be 
provided by three two-way driveways - one on Vine Street, one on Yucca Street, and 
one on Argyle Avenue. The project is assumed to be completed by year 2020. A 
project horizon year of 2035 was also analyzed based on project entitlements including 
the development agreement. 

1
Per the DOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, a significant impact is identified as an increase in the Critical 

Movement Analysis (CMA) value, due to project related traffic, of 0.010 or more when the final ("with project") level of Service 
(LOS) is LOS E or F; an increase of 0.020 or more when the final LOS is LOS D; or an increase of 0.040 or more when the final 
LOS is LOS C. 
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Karen Hoo - 2 - August 16, 2012 

B. Trip Generation 
The proposed project is expected to generate approximately 9,922 net new daily trips, 
574 net new trips in the a.m. peak hour and 924 net new trips in the p.m. peak hour. 
These estimates were derived using trip generation rates from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) "Trip Generation Handbook, 81

h Edition." These trip 
generation rates are typically derived from surveys of similar land use developments 
but in areas with little to no transit service. Therefore, DOT's traffic study guidelines 
allow projects to reduce their total trip generation to account for potential transit usage 
to and from the site, and for the internal-trip making opportunities that are afforded by 
mixed-use projects. Consistent with DOT's guidelines, the estimated trip generation 
includes trip credits to account for the existing uses, the mixed-use nature of the 
project, and for the expected transit mode share. A copy of the trip generation 
estimates table from the traffic study is attached and identified as Attachment 1. 

C. Traffic Impacts 
In order to evaluate the effects of the project traffic on the available transportation 
infrastructure, the significance of the project's traffic impacts is measured in terms of 
change to the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio between the "future no project" and the 
"future with project" scenarios. This change in the V/C ratio is compared to DOT's 
established threshold standards to assess the project-related traffic impacts. DOT has 
determined that the project would result in significant traffic impacts at thirteen 
intersections before mitigation based on a project build-out year of 2020. To off-set 
these significant traffic impacts, the traffic study proposed a transportation mitigation 
program designed to fully or partially reduce these impacts (discussed in the "Project 
Requirements" section). The results of the traffic impact analysis are summarized in 
Attachment 2. The traffic study also evaluated a 2035 horizon year scenario; however, 
DOT's assessment of the project's impacts and associated transportation mitigation 
program is based on the results of the build-out year (2020) scenario. 

D. Unmitigated Traffic Impacts 
While the mitigation program reduces the significant traffic impacts at the impacted 
intersections, a significant and unavoidable impact is expected to remain at the following 
five intersections: 

1. Cahuenga Boulevard and Franklin Avenue 
2. Highland Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
3. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard 
4. Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street 
5. Sunset Boulevard and Vine Street 

Physical traffic mitigation improvement options at these impacted intersections were 
evaluated in an attempt to fully mitigate the impacts; however, no feasible mitigations 
were identified due to the constraints of the existing physical conditions. With the recent 
adoption of the Hollywood Community Plan, the roadway width has been set along the 
majority of arterials in Hollywood. Street widening was not an option either due to these 
new standards, or since it was not considered practical nor desirable to widen the street 
at the expense of reduced sidewalk widths or the loss of on-street parking spaces. 
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Karen Hoo - 3 - August 16, 2012 

E. Shared Mitigation 
Consistent with DOT policies, the cost of traffic mitigation measures can be shared 
between two or more development projects, provided that the mitigation can fully or 
partially mitigate the combined impact of these projects. This would be applicable in 
those cases where there are other proposed developments in the vicinity that may also 
contribute toward the cost of the improvement. 

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 

A. Construction Impacts 
DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to DOT 
for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The plan should 
show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, 
hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. 
DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

B. Traffic Mitigation Program 
Sustainability, smart growth and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions have 
become prime concerns for the City in addition to traditional mobility considerations. 
Therefore, under the direction of DOT, the project mitigation program first focuses on 
developing a comprehensive trip reduction program and on solutions that promote other 
modes of travel. The traffic mitigation program includes the following improvements: 

1. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program 
The purpose of a TOM plan should be to reduce the use of single occupant 
vehicles (SOV) by increasing the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, 
vanpool and transit. To minimize external trips, the project should be designed 
to provide tenants, employees, and patrons with convenient access to the 
existing transit services within Hollywood. Through strategic building design and 
orientation, this project can facilitate access to transit, can provide a pedestrian
friendly environment, can promote non-automobile travel and can support the 
goals of an aggressive trip-reduction program. 

Given the amount of transit services provided in the area and that the proposed 
project is a short walk from an existing Metro Red Line station, there is an 
inherent incentive for project employees, tenants and visitors to search for 
alternative commute options other than driving. Additionally, developing a 
mixed-use project can aid in the effort of minimizing off-site traffic impacts by 
encouraging more internal trips. The design of the development should 
contribute to minimizing traffic impacts by emphasizing non-auto modes of 
transportation. Also, to substantially reduce SOV trips to the project, a transit
friendly project with safe and walkable sidewalks should be included in the 
overall design of this mixed-use project. 

A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and provided for DOT review prior 
to the issuance of the first building permit for this project and a final TOM 
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EM27016 

- 4 - August 16, 2012 

program approved by DOT is required prior to the issuance of the first certificate 
of occupancy for the project. The TOM program should include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program 
with an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements 
for the proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum five parking spaces for 
a shared car program); 
Provide parking as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in 
all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for 
residents and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and 
shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with DOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility 
Hub (see description below); 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the 
central court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location 
As described below, financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust 
Fund that is currently being established (CF 10-2385-SS). 

In addition to these TOM measures, DOT also recommends that the applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that 
connects the project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of 
the project's employees, residents and visitors. Such a service can be included 
as an additional measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and 
effective by the applicant. 

2. Hollywood Transportation Management Organization 
The project should join or help create a Transportation Management 
Organization (TMO) serving the Hollywood area. DOT is currently working with 
other major employers in the Hollywood area to develop a TMO that would be 
available to the general public and employees of participating companies within 
the Hollywood area. The TMO would offer similar services to those described 
above but would have a much wider reach than the project's local TOM plan and 
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- 5 - August 16, 2012 

can result in much greater trip reduction benefits. TMO's in other major 
employment centers of Los Angeles County have proved beneficial in reducing 
traffic and improving air quality. A TMO in Hollywood can be instrumental in 
promoting the use of transit and the City's bike share and car share programs 
that will be installed in the coming years within the Hollywood community. The 
TMO's activities would help augment or implement some of the strategies 
described above for the project-specific TOM plan. TMO's typically implement 
and promote TOM strategies such as the following: 

employee flex time and modified work schedules; 
vanpool and carpool programs; 
provide information on rail, bus and shuttle services; 
satellite parking; 
non-vehicular commuting; 
parking management strategies; 
telecommuting programs; 
matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under
served by transit); 
promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes). 

3. Integrated Mobility Hubs 
DOT has been awarded grant funds to implement shared-vehicle stations within 
Downtown Los Angeles and Hollywood. This program, known as the Integrated 
Mobility Hubs project, would provide secure bike parking and a fleet of shared 
bikes and cars in an attempt to enhance urban mobility and serve as an 
extension of the current transportation network. The program can provide a form 
of "on-demand" transportation supplying Hollywood-area users with a convenient 
and reliable option for one or more of the legs of their commute while being 
environmentally friendly and furthering green-house gas emission reduction 
goals. For many, transit use is not often the most convenient choice because 
station endpoints are often beyond desirable walking distances to a traveler's 
final destination. Integrated mobility hubs provide an opportunity to customize 
the first and last mile experience by providing the end-user with vehicle options 
that would meet their particular trip needs for that day. Providing more first or 
last mile mobility choices can lead to increased use of public transit and 
introduce new transit riders. 

Given the project's close proximity to the Metro Red Line station and Metro bus 
stops, the project location is well-suited for increased use of public transit by 
occupants of the project. To support the goals of the project's TOM plan and to 
expand the City's program, the applicant should coordinate with DOT to provide 
space for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the project site. 
The applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that 
could be a project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs 
program. The applicant should also provide space that would accommodate 
bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. DOT is currently working 
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on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that will 
include specific sites, designs and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The 
results of this study will assist in determining the appropriate location and space 
needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub at the project site. 

4. Transit Enhancements 
The project should provide a pedestrian friendly environment through sidewalk 
pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such as 
landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Street and 
Argyle Avenue linking the project to the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Station. 

5. Bike Plan Trust Fund 
The applicant should contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $250,000 to be deposited 
into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being established (CF 10-
2385-S5). These funds would be used by DOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within 
Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth 
policies would also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. 

6. Intersection Improvement 
To off-set the project impact at the intersection of Argyle Avenue/Franklin 
Avenue and US 101 Freeway N/B On-Ramp, the applicant should restripe this 
intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane 
for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right 
lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement would 
require the joint approval of Caltrans and DOT. 

7. Traffic Signal Upgrades 
Some of the signalized intersections within the project study area require an 
upgrade to the traffic signal equipment and hardware. For example, some of the 
traffic signals at these intersections currently operate using a Type 170 traffic 
signal controller. Newer controllers (Type 2070) provide for enhanced and real
time operation of the traffic signal timing. Also, when supplemented by 
additional roadway system loops, DOT can identify the causes of delay and 
implement instant signal timing remedies to improve the flow of vehicles and 
buses. Collectively, these traffic signal upgrades provide a systemwide benefit 
by reducing delays experienced by motorists at the study intersections. The 
applicant should be required to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in 
Attachment 3. 

Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades will be made by DOT prior to the issuance of the 
first building permit. These signal upgrades would be implemented either by the 
applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or 
through payment of a one-time fixed fee to DOT to fund the cost of the 
upgrades. If DOT selects the payment option, then the applicant would be 
required to pay DOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and DOT 
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shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by 
the applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal 
improvements must be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit 
and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

C. Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
The City Council recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new 
plan includes revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between 
traffic flow and other important street functions including transit routes and stops, 
pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine 
Street has been designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot 
half-width roadway within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar 
Avenue and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot 
half-width roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine 
Street and Argyle Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue are also classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half
width roadway within a 30-foot half-width right-of-way. The applicant should check with 
BOE's Land Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, 
street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

D. Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures 
The applicant should be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary 
traffic signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the 
proposed transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all 
transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los 
Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of 
Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the 
issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be 
granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in 
each case, the applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the 
satisfaction of DOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the 
developer's engineer or contractor contact DOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-
9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the 
project. 

If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or other 
governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon demonstration that 
the substitute measure is environmentally equivalent or superior to the original measure 
in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. To the extent that a mitigation 
measure proves to be infeasible and no substitute mitigation is available, then a 
significant traffic impact would remain. 

E. Parking Analysis 
As referenced in the Project Description section above, the traffic study did not indicate 
the final number of parking spaces that would be provided. The applicant should check 
with the Department of Building and Safety on the number of Code required parking 
spaces needed for this project. 
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Karen Hoo - 8 - August 16, 2012 

F. Driveway Access 
The review of this study does not constitute approval of the driveway dimensions, 
access and circulation scheme. Those require separate review and approval and 
should be coordinated as soon as possible with DOT's Citywide Planning Coordination 
Section (201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor, Station 3,@ 213-482-7024) to avoid delays 
in the building permit approval process. In order to minimize and prevent last minute 
building design changes, it is highly imperative that the applicant, prior to the 
commencement of building or parking layout design efforts, contact DOT for driveway 
width and internal circulation requirements so that such traffic flow considerations are 
designed and incorporated early into the building and parking layout plans to avoid any 
unnecessary time delays and potential costs associated with late design changes. All 
driveways should be Case 2 driveways and 30 feet and 16 feet wide for two-way and 
one-way operations, respectively. All delivery truck loading and unloading will take 
place on site with no vehicles having to back into the project via any of the project 
driveways. A copy of the site plan from the traffic study is included as Attachment 4. 

G. Development Review Fees 
An ordinance adding Section 19.15 to the Los Angeles Municipal Code relative to 
application fees paid to the Department of Transportation for permit issuance activities 
was adopted by the Los Angeles City Council. Ordinance No. 180542, effective March 
28, 2009, identifies specific fees for traffic study review, condition clearance, and permit 
issuance. The applicant shall comply with any applicable fees per this ordinance. 

If you have any questions, please contact Weston Pringle of my staff at (213) 972-8482. 

Attachments 

s:\letters\CEN08-4776_17 40 vine hollywood millennium ts ltr.wpd 

c: Marcel Porras, Council District 13 
Jeannie Shen, Hollywood-Wilshire District Office, DOT 
Taimour Tanavoli, Citywide Planning Coordination Section, DOT 
Carl Mills, Central District, BOE 
George Rhyner, Crain and Associates 
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Attachment 1 
Millennium Hollywood Project 

Table 5 
Project Trip Generation 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
LU Use/Description Size Units Daily l/B O/B Total l/B O/B Total 

Proposed Uses 
220 Residential 461 du 2,917 46 184 230 176 95 271 
310 Hotel 254 rooms 2,075 87 55 142 80 70 150 
492 Sports/Fitness Club 80,000 bldg sf 2,634 50 60 110 153 116 269 
710 General Office 264,303 bldg sf 2,820 359 49 408 64 311 375 
820 Retail 100,000 bldg sf 6,791 94 60 154 312 324 636 
931 Quality Restaurant 25,000 bldg sf 2.249 1Q 1 20 125 62 187 

Subtotal [A] 19,486 652 412 1,064 910 978 1,888 

Internal Tria Caature 
Commute 

Residential 5% (146) (2) (10) (12) (9) (5) (14) 
Office (Based on Res.) 3% - 5% (146) (10) (2) (12) (5) (9) (14) 

Suaaort 
Res. (Based on support) 10% - 32% (943) (2) (22) (24) (57) (22) (79) 
Hotel 5% (104) (4) (3) (7) (4) (4) (8) 
Sports/Fitness Club 15% (395) (8) (9) (17) (23) (17) (40) 
Office (Based on support) 6% - 32% (912) (20) (6) (26) (21) (71) (92) 
Retail 15% (1,019) (14) (9) (23) (47) (48) (95) 
Quality Restaurant 15% (337) m ill w L1fil .{fil {28) 

Subtotal [B] (4,002) (62) (62) (124) (185) (185) (370) 

Transit/Walk-in External Trias 
Residential 15% (274) (6) (23) (29) (17) (10) (27) 
Hotel 10% (197) (8) (6) (14) (8) (6) (14) 
Sports/Fitness Club 15% (336) (6) (8) (14) (20) (14) (34) 
General Office 15% (264) (49) (7) (56) (6) (34) (40) 
Retail 15% (866) (12) (8) (20) (40) (41) (81) 
Quality Restaurant 15% (287) m ill w Ufil lfil (24) 

Subtotal [C] (2,224) (83) (53) (136) (107) (113) (220) 

[D] Driveway ([A]+[B]+[C]) 13,260 507 297 804 618 680 1,298 

Pass-b'i. Trias (% of External Auto) 
Sports/Fitness Club 20% (381) (7) (9) (16) (22) (17) (39) 
Retail 30% (1,472) (20) (13) (33) (68) (71) (139) 
Quality Restaurant 10% {163) ill Q ill .{fil _(fil iW 

Subtotal [E] (2,016) (28) (22) (50) (99) (93) (192) 

[F] Area Intersection Trips (Proposed Uses) 11.244 479 275 754 519 587 1.106 
([D]+[E]) 
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Table 5 
Project Trip Generation (Continued) 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
LU Use/Description Size Units Daily l/B O/B Total l/B O/B Total 

Existing Uses 
710 General Office 114,303 bldg sf 1,479 184 25 209 35 172 207 
N/A Car Rental Facility 8,037 lot sf 102 2 2 1 1 1 12 

Subtotal [G] 1,581 186 27 213 39 176 215 

Existing Internal TriQ. CaQ.ture 
Office (Based on support) 0% - 1% (15) ( 1) 0 ( 1) 0 ( 1) (1) 
Car Rental Facility 15% ilfil Q ill ill ill Q ill 

Subtotal [H] (30) (1) (1) (2) (1) (1) (2) 

Existing Transit/Walk-in TriQ.S 
Office 15% (220) (27) (4) (31) (5) (26) (31) 
Car Rental Facility 10% .(fil Q Q Q Q Q Q 

Subtotal [I] (229) (27) (4) (31) (5) (26) (31) 

[J] Adjacent Intersection Trips ([G]+[H]+[I]) 1,322 158 22 180 33 149 182 

Pass-bv Trips (None) 

[L] Area Intersection Trips (Existing Uses) 1.322 158 22 180 33 149 182 
([J]+[K]) 

Net Site Adjacent Trips ([D]-[J]) 
Residential 1,554 36 129 165 93 58 151 
Office 254 124 13 137 2 52 54 
Non-Office Commercial 10,130 189 133 322 490 421 911 

Total .1lill 349 ill ill .5.8..5 ill Ll1§ 

Net Area Trip Generation ([F]-[l]) 
Residential 1,554 36 129 165 93 58 151 
Office 254 124 13 137 2 52 54 
Non-Office Commercial 8,114 161 ill 272 391 328 719 

Total ~ 321 ill ill 486 ill 924 

Project Trip Distribution 

The directional distribution of Project trips was estimated by taking into account existing 

traffic patterns, characteristics of the surrounding roadway system, and the geographic 

location and proximity of the Site to freeways and major travel routes. Based on these 

31 

RL0029317 



EM27023 

Attachment 2 
Millennium Hollywood Project 

Table 10 
Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) Traffic Conditions - Without and With Project 

Peak Without Project With Project 

t!2:. Intersection ~ £M8 b.Q.§ £M.8 b.Q.§ Impact 
1 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.409 A 0.415 A 0.006 

US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp PM 0.749 c 0.761 c 0.012 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & AM 0.855 D 0.867 D 0.012 
Franklin Avenue PM 0.978 E 0.997 E 0.019 

3 Highland Avenue (South) & AM 0.873 D 0.873 D 0.000 
Franklin Avenue PM 0.869 D 0.869 D 0.000 

4 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.967 E 0.981 E 0.014 
Franklin Avenue PM 1.104 F 1.130 F 0.026 

5 Vine St. & AM 0.435 A 0.437 A 0.002 

Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp PM 0.716 c 0.725 c 0.009 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 0.854 D 0.871 D 0.017 

Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 1.067 F 1.096 F 0.029 * 

7 GJwer Avenue & AM 0.677 B 0.685 B 0.008 

Franklin Avenue PM 0.867 D 0.874 D 0.007 

8 Beachwood Drive & AM 0.755 c 0.765 c 0.010 
Franklin Avenue PM 0.764 c 0.782 c 0.018 

9 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.538 A 0.542 A 0.004 
Yucca Street PM 0.723 c 0.761 c 0.038 

10 Ivar Avenue & AM 0.125 A 0.158 A 0.033 

Yucca Street PM 0.217 A 0.263 A 0.046 

11 Vine Street & AM 0.545 A 0.601 B 0.056 

Yucca Street PM 0.514 A 0.609 B 0.095 

12 Argyle Avenue & AM 0.256 A 0.312 A 0.056 

Yucca Street PM 0.533 A 0.647 B 0.114 

13 Fuller Avenue & AM 0.642 B 0.645 B 0.003 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.585 A 0.591 A 0.006 

14 La Brea Avenue & AM 1.099 F 1.106 F 0.007 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.984 E 0.997 E 0.013 

15 Highland Avenue & AM 0.931 E 0.937 E 0.006 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 1.106 F 1.130 F 0.024 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 1.002 F 1.026 F 0.024 

Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.947 E 0.991 E 0.044 

17 Ivar Avenue & AM 0.535 A 0.571 A 0.036 

Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.607 B 0.663 B 0.056 

18 Vine Street & AM 0.972 E 1.024 F 0.052 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.972 E 1.014 F 0.042 

19 Argyle Avenue & AM 0.719 c 0.735 c 0.016 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.969 E 0.989 E 0.020 

62 

RL0029318 



EM27024 

Table 10 (continued) 
Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) Traffic Conditions - Without and With Project 

Peak Without Project With Project 
!:!2.;. Intersection ~ CMA b.Q.§ CMA b.Q.§ Impact 
20 Gower Street & AM 0.999 E 1.011 F 0.012 

Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.913 E 0.930 E 0.017 

21 Bronson Avenue & AM 0.723 c 0.733 c 0.010 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.682 B 0.693 B 0.011 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & AM 0.661 B 0.672 B 0.011 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.532 A 0.536 A 0.004 

23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ramps & AM 0.515 A 0.527 A 0.012 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.511 A 0.524 A 0.013 

24 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.655 B 0.665 B 0.010 
Selma Avenue PM 0.761 c 0.778 c 0.017 

25 Ivar Avenue & AM 0.241 A 0.264 A 0.023 

Selma Avenue PM 0.431 A 0.469 A 0.038 

26 Vine Street & AM 0.697 B 0.716 c 0.019 
Selma Avenue PM 0.757 c 0.794 c 0.037 

27 Argyle Avenue And AM 0.467 A 0.474 A 0.007 
Selma Avenue PM 0.655 B 0.665 B 0.010 

28 Highland Avenue & AM 1.170 F 1.174 F 0.004 
Sunset Boulevard PM 1.065 F 1.067 F 0.002 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.866 D 0.884 D 0.018 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.931 E 0.946 E 0.015 

30 Ivar Avenue & AM 0.475 A 0.487 A 0.012 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.661 B 0.679 B 0.018 

31 Vine Street & AM 1.031 F 1.050 F 0.019 
Sunset Boulevard PM 1.076 F 1.113 F 0.037 

32 Argyle Avenue & AM 0.669 B 0.674 B 0.005 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.773 c 0.781 c 0.008 

33 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.435 A 0.443 A 0.008 
De Longpre Avenue PM 0.502 A 0.515 A 0.013 

34 Vine Street & AM 0.593 A 0.609 B 0.016 
De Longpre Avenue PM 0.736 c 0.759 c 0.023 

35 Vine Street & AM 0.907 E 0.921 E 0.014 
Fountain Avenue PM 1.022 F 1.045 F 0.023 

36 Vine Street & AM 0.989 E 1.005 F 0.016 

Santa Monica Boulevard PM 1.070 F 1.088 F 0.018 

37 Vine Street & AM 0.961 E 0.967 E 0.006 
Melrose Avenue PM 1.039 F 1.046 F 0.007 

* Denotes significant project traffic impact prior to implementation of project mitigation. 
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Attachment 3 
Traffic Signal Upgrades 

The applicant shall provide funds to DOT or implement the following traffic signal upgrades at 
intersections within the project area, as follows: 

1. Install system loops at the following intersections: 

Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue 
Franklin Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard 
Franklin Avenue and Vine Street/101 Fwy SB Off-Ramp 
Franklin Avenue and Argyle Avenue/Dix Avenue 
Franklin Avenue and Beachwood Drive 
Franklin Avenue and Gower Street 
Franklin Place/Avenue and Highland Avenue 
Yucca Street and Cahuenga Boulevard 
Yucca Street and Ivar A venue 
Yucca Street and Vine Street 
Yucca Street and Argyle A venue 
Hollywood Boulevard and Fuller A venue 
Hollywood Boulevard and La Brea Avenue 
Hollywood Boulevard and Highland A venue 
Hollywood Boulevard and Cahuenga Boulevard 
Hollywood Boulevard and Ivar A venue 
Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street 
Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle A venue 
Hollywood Boulevard and Gower Street 
Hollywood Boulevard and Bronson A venue 
Selma A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard 
Selma Avenue and Ivar Avenue 
Selma A venue and Vine Street 
Selma A venue and Argyle A venue 
Sunset Boulevard and Highland A venue 
Sunset Boulevard and Cahuenga Boulevard 
Sunset Boulevard and Ivar Avenue 
Sunset Boulevard and Vine Street 
Sunset Boulevard and Argyle A venue 
De Longpre A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard 
De Longpre A venue and Vine Street 
Vine Street and Fountain A venue 
Vine Street and Santa Monica Boulevard 

2. Upgrade the traffic signal controller to a 2070 controller (which may require the replacement of 
the entire signal cabinet assembly) at the following intersections: 

Franklin Avenue and Vine Street/101 Fwy SB Off-Ramp 
Franklin Avenue and Gower Street 
Franklin Avenue and Beachwood Drive 
Yucca Street and Ivar A venue 
Yucca Street and Vine Street 
Yucca Street and Argyle A venue 
Selma A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard 
Selma Avenue and Ivar Avenue 
Sunset Boulevard and Ivar Avenue 
Sunset Boulevard and Argyle A venue 
De Longpre A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard 
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Attachment 4 
============Millennium Hollywood Project 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM30138 

Emily Meister <emeister@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:41 PM 

To: Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cc: Cynthia Maj 
Subject: The Proposed Hollywood Millenium Project - Protecting AMDA 

To whom it may concern, 

My name is Emily Meister and I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts. 

I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect our 
campus, AMOA. The impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to our school and so the Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you for your time, 
Emily 

Emily Meister 
AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

6305 Yucca St. Los Angeles, CA 90028 
www.AMOA.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

EM30329 

Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 
Friday, March 29, 2013 1:10 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.org] 

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
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Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 
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Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM30332 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30333 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

EM30139 

John Bergschneider <jbergschneider@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:45 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

My name is John Bergschneider. I am an employee with the American Musical and Dramatic Academy, college of the 
performing arts. 

I am writing you to ask that Millennium Hollywood be held to better communication, and the best solutions possible to 
lessen the environmental impacts, towards our school. Given the proximity of Millennium Hollywood's project, and the 
sensitive nature of our learning institution, it is paramount that this project moves forward with a thoughtful plan for all 
involved. 

I applaud the efforts to promote a better working community, and for this, my hope is that AMOA not receive any 
hardship from Millennium Hollywood's giant project. 

Sincerly, 

John Bergscchneider 
AMOA 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31849 

Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 

Friday, April 26, 2013 4:30 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

We now have some ideas and would welcome an opportunity to meet with developer representatives. Your help in 
arranging a meeting would be helpful. 

Cal Hollis 
Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay ifl have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
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operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 1 :55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 
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Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 
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Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

EM31855 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31856 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30140 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:55 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Seth & Chris, 

EM30949 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Thursday, January 24, 2013 3:55 PM 
Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Millennium Hollywood - Corrections & Additions - Additional Edits 
IV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR SH 1_ 15_ 13.DOCX 

There has been additional edits made to the revised Mitigation Measure B.1-4 (Section IV.B. l Air Quality; # 9 
on Page IV-2 and Page IV-3) to replace "will" with "shall"; the revised mitigation measure reads as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air 
filtration systems with filters meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 minimum 
efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 
Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and 
maintained for the life of the Project. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

RL0029338 



EM30950 

IV. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

This section presents corrections and additions that have been made to the text of the Draft EIR. These 

changes include revisions resulting from responses to comments and others that are necessary to provide 

clarifications to the project description and analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. The revisions 

are organized by section and page number as they appear in the Draft EIR. Text deleted from the Draft 

EIR is shmvn in strikethrough, and new text is underlined. For corrections resulting from a response to a 

comment on the documents, references refer to the comment letter number and name of commenter. 

Table of Contents 

1. Page ii under VI. Alternatives to the Proposed Project, list number 2 - Insert a period(".") between 

the "4" and "5" to read: 

Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development 4~5:1 FAR .................................................................. VI-15 

Section I Introduction/Summary 

2. Page I-73 within Table I-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of 

Significance After Mitigation - Remove the extraneous "w" in the word "necessawry" in Mitigation 

Measures J.2-1 so that the sentence containing the word will read: 

The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where necessawry. 

Section II Project Description 

3. Page H-23, Footnote 4 is revised as follows: 

Note: All square footage numbers for the Project represent net square footage. are based on the 

definition of floor area. The term "net square feet" is defined in L·\MC Seetion H .5 .3. Floor area is 

defined in Section 12.03 of the LAMC as the area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of 

a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms 

housing building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and 

ramps, space for the landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 

4. Page II-24, Table II-4, Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and 

Square-Footage Summary, is revised as follows: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Correction and Additions to the Draft EIR 
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Footnote B: GSF=Gross Square Feet. For purposes of analyzing the volume of new construction, 

the total GSF was assumed to be l 5% above the "Net Developed Floor Area" floor area as 

defined by the LAMC. 

Footnote C: The total office square footage included under the "Net Developed Floor Area" 

column includes the existing 114,303 sf of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 

Complex which will be retained as part of the Project. 

5. Page II-24, Table II-4, Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and 

Square-Footage Summary, the third column heading is revised as follows: 

Proposed Net Developed Floor Area (sfY 

6. Page II-31, the last paragraph is revised to reflect that there could be up to six levels of below grade 

parking on the West Site: 

Based on the Code required parking standards and the implementation of a shared parking program, it 

is envisioned that the Project would include up to three levels of above-grade parking within the 

podium structures, up to six levels of below grade parking on the East Site, and up to fettrsix levels of 

below grade parking on the West Site. 

7. Page H-32, the second sentence under the heading "g. Signage and Lighting" is revised to reflect that 

Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District and its 

provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172: 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 1813401713172, LAMC 

Section 13.l 1), and is thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage 

SUD. 

8. Page U-49, the following discretionary action is to be added to the bullet list, after the Variance for 

sports club parking: 

• Citv Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking 

or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Section IV.BJ Air Quality 

9. In response to Comment Letter No. 07 - South Coast Air Quality Management District, the following 

mitigation measure has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters 

meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 minimum efficiency reporting 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
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value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 

and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiencv filters shall be 

installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

10. In response to Comment Letter No. 07 - South Coast Air Quality Management District, the following 

additional mitigation measures have been added to Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure B.l-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities 

shall use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles 

that meet 2010 model vear United States Environmental Protection 

Agency NOx standards), where commerciallv available. At a minimum, 

truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 

m_Q_d_tl_y~~r N O~_S!missi Qns _n:_miiI~IJl_§Jlj:§_,_ 

Mitigation Measure B.l-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HV AC) air intakes shall be 

located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 

that are distant from the l 01 Freeway to the extent that such placement is 

g)mpatipl~ with final sit~_design. 

Mitigation Measure B.l-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are 

located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit 

the use of operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Mitigation Measure B.l-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 

common areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are 

permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions 

and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Mitigation Measure B.l-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 

alternativelv fueled sweepers with HEP A filters. and use water-based or 

low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

l l. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as B.1-3. Any 

references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the new 

mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measure B.1-3 is now B.1-4. 

• Previous mitigation measure B.l-4 is now B. l-5. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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Section IV.C Cultural Resources 

12. Page CV.C-48, Mitigation Measure C-5, is revised to read: 

Mitigation Measure C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site 

and surrounding area) shall be documented with B:j3--teat least twenty-five 

images in accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 

standards. Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through 

a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City 

Plalliling, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

13. Page IV.C-48, Mitigation Measure C-6, part a. The Society of Professional Archaeologists no longer 

exists and the new entity is the Register of Professional Archaeologists. Revise reference to Society 

of Professional Archaeologist (SOPA) to read: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central 

Coastal [nformation Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University 

Fullerton, or a member of the SoeietyRegister of Professional Archaeologist§. (&ROPA) 

or a &ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered material(s) and 

prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

Section IV.G Land Use Planning 

14. Pages IV.G-15 and IV.G.16 is revised to reflect that Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the 

Holly\'.-ood Signage Supplemental Use District and its provisions replace and supersede the 

provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172, and to show that supergraphic signs are prohibited: 

Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD) 

Ordinance 181340 is the amendment of the Hollvwood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD). 

which was originally established bv Ordinance 176172 established the SUD. This ordinance was 

enacted to acknmvledge and promote the continuing contribution of signage to the distinctive 

aesthetic of Holly\'.-ood, as well as to control the blight created by poorly placed, badly designed signs 

throughout Holly\'.-ood. Specifically, the Ordinance seeks to: 

1) provide for the systematic execution of the Hollywood Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan; 

2) promote appropriate and economically viable signage; 

3) limit visual clutter by regulating the number, size, and location of signs; 

4) minimize potential traffic hazards and protect public safety; 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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5) protect street views and scenic vistas of the Hollywood Sign and the Hollywood Hills; ruld 

6) protect and enhance major commercial corridors and properties; and 

7) Provide a public benefit and enhancement to the community environment. 

The Project Site is located within the established boundaries of the SUD. 

Under the SUD, there are specific standards for supergraphic signs. A supergraphic sign is defined as 

"a sign, consisting of an image v, hich is applied to and made integral 'Nith a ·.-vall, or projected onto a 

v, all or printed on vinyl, mesh or other material, and 'Nhich does not comply with the provisions of 

Section 91.6201 et seq. of the Municipal Code, relating to wall signs, mural signs, off site signs 

and/or temporary signs." A,ccording to the SUD, a supergraphic sign may include off site advertising 

and shall comply with the following standards: 

[] A Supergraphic Sign shall not be allmved on any lot ·.-vhere a billboard or solid panel roof sign is 

located. 

[] To qualify for a Supergraphic Sign an applicant shall participate in the sign reduction program, 

pursuant to Section 9 of the SUD. 

[] The exposed face of a Supergraphic Sign shall be apprmcimately parallel to the plane of the wall 

upon which it is located. 

[] A, maximum of tvvo Supergraphic Signs may be located on a building provided the images are 

located on opposite walls of the building and cannot be viewed at the same time from any 

location. 

[] A, Supergraphic Sign shall be at least 1,200 square foot in size. 

[] The written message, including logos, shall not exceed 15 percent of the total area of the sign. 

Section 6. Supplemental Use District Compliance Requirements, of Ordinance 181340 of the SUD 

provides that all applications for signs within a redevelopment project area shall be approved by the 

CRA/LA or its successor agency staff for that area, pursuant to any regulations or design guidelines 

adopted by the CRA/LAor its successor agency. 

Section 7, Standards for Specific Types of Signs, of Ordinance 181340 provides standards for various 

types of signs, including location, dimension, and illumination standards. 

15. Page IV.G-20, the last sentence under the heading "SN Designation", is revised to reflect that 

Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District and its 

provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
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The Project Site is within the boundaries of the adopted Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use 

District (Ordinance No. 181340176172), which is discussed above. 

16. Page IV.G-40, the following will be added to Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan Update 

Consistency Analysis, between Policy LU.3.4 and Policy LU.3.8: 

Policy LU.3.5: Discourage curb-cuts next to sidewalks on streets with a high level of pedestrian 

traffic, when alternative access exists. 

Consistent: The Project is designed to mm1m1ze curb cuts to the maximum extent possible by 

providing alternative access points to the Project Site from both sidewalks and interior 

entrances. Access points are provided where necessary to allow vehicles to enter and exit the Project 

Site and no curb cuts are proposed to strictlv allow pedestrians to access the Project Site. Curb cuts 

are minimized along Hollvwood Blvd., where most of the sidewalk activity exists. Therefore, the 

Project would be consistent with this policv. 

Policy LU 3.6: Discourage the siting of parking lots next to sidewalks, which carry high volumes of 

pedestrian traffic. 

Consistent: The Project is proposing to remove the existing parking lots and provide on-site parking 

within on-site parking garages. No new parking lots are proposed to be constructed near existing or 

proposed sidewalks. Overall, this minimizes pedestrian traffic though parking lots and minimizes 

vehicular traffic through walking areas. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this policy. 

17. Page IV.G-54, the first sentence under the heading "Holly\'.-ood Signage Supplemental Use District 

(SUD)", is revised to reflect that Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage 

Supplemental Use District and its provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in 

Ordinance 176172: 

Ordinance 176172 established the SUD and Ordinance 181340 amended it. 

Section IV.H Noise 

18. In response to Comment Letter No. 09 - AMDA, the following mitigation measures have been 

revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure H-3 Noise and groundbome vibration construction activities whose specific 

location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of 

compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall 

be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the nearest noise and 

vibration sensitiYe all adjacent land uses. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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Mitigation Measure H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 

extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site 

boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and 

surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible 

during construction. 

19. In response to Comment Letter No. 61 - Jordon, David, the following mitigation measure has been 

added: 

Mitigation Measure H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered 

piles are permitted. 

20. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as H-12. Any 

references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the new 

mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measure H-12 is now H-13. 

• Previous mitigation measure H-13 is now H-14. 

Section IV.J.1 Public Services - Fire Protection 

21. Figure IV.J.l-1, Fire Stations Locations - Fire Station 82 moved to its new location (2 blocks 

southeast from Bronson Avenue to Holly\'.-ood Boulevard) in June 2012, after the Draft EIR had 

received a correspondence from the LAFD on December 14, 2011 listing the previous location. 

Table IV.J.1-1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, and Table IV.J.l-3, Average Response 

Times July 5, 2011-December 14, 2011, list both the old address that was valid at the time the data 

was collected and the LAFD response was wTitten, as well as noting the new address as of June 2012. 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

22. In response to Comment Letter No. 05 - Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), the 

following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section CV.K. l, Transportation - Traffic, 

of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure K.1-4 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
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23. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft 

EIR are to be renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as K 1-4. 

Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the 

new mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measuresK l-4 through K 1-12 are now K l-5 through K l-13, respectively 

24. In response to Comment Letter No. 61 - Jordon, David, Table IV.K-21, Critical Movement Analysis 

(CMA) Summary Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Conditions - With Project Plus Mitigation, will be 

revised to remove erroneous minus signs in the "Future With Project Plus Mitigation Impact" column 

and other typographical errors. \\'bile the Draft EIR contained typographical errors, the correct 

values were included in the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of Draft EIR. The corrected Table 

IV.K-21 is recreated below: 

Table IV.K.1-21 
Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary 

Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Conditions - With Project Plus Mitigation 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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25. On page IV.K.1-36, after the Project Component Shifting Analysis, the following will be added: 

The Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario Analysis 

This supplemental analysis utilizes the same methodologv described above to assess the traffic 

impacts that would arise based on the Concept Plan or the Residential Scenario. 

Concept Plan - The Concept Plan includes approximatelv 492 residential dwelling units 

(approximatelv 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 

(approximately 167.870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space 

including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square 

feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximatelv 35,100 square feet of fitness/sports club use. 

and approximatelv 15,000 square feet ofretail use. 
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Residential Scenario - The Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential 

dwelling units (approximatelv 987,667 square feet ofresidential floor area), no hotel uses. no increase 

in office space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exist in the Capitol 

Records Complex, approximately 25,000 square feet of retail space, approximatelv 10,000 square feet 

of quality food and beverage uses, and approximatelv 30,000 square feet of fitness/sports club uses. 

26. In response to several comments on the Draft EIR, an updated construction traffic analysis, including 

individual intersection impact analyses, was conducted (the report is included as Appendix B to this 

Final EIR). The following text will be added to Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic of the Draft 

EIR, beginning on page IV.K. l-44, before the Haul Route section: 

Introduction 

A detailed construction traffic impact analysis has been conducted for the Project to assess potential 

traffic impacts at individual intersections during the construction period. This analysis is in addition 

to the analyses prepared for the Project traffic impacts upon completion and occupancy, and the 

construction period trip generation. The procedures. assumptions and results of this updated analysis 

are detailed below. 

Construction Phase Descriptions 

The Project construction activities are estimated to occur over a 38 month period. with completion 

estimated to occur prior to or during 2020. To be conservative, this analvsis of construction traffic 

impacts is based on both existing (201]) and future (2020) conditions. 

The construction activities will be sequenced throughout several phases and are expected to follow 

the time durations shown in Table IV.K-1.14. It should be noted that some overlap may occur 

between phases during development. but peak trip generation levels are anticipated to occur mostly 

during the mid-phase periods. Low levels of construction activity are expected during potential 

overlap periods as activity levels during any overlap of the phases are anticipated to be less than the 

peak level for the ending and/or starting phase. 

Phase 
l. Demolition 
2. Excavation & Shoring 

Table IV.K-14 
Project Construction Phases 

A1mroximate Time Period 
1 month 
8 month 

Start Month End Month 
1 1 
2 9 

3. Foundation & Below Grade 6 month 9 14 
4. Building Superstructure 
5. Exterior Finishing 
6. Framing I Rough In 
7. Finishes 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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13 25 
16 28 
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To reflect the maximum construction traffic generation from the Project Site and to the surrounding 

streets, it is assumed that all construction-related vehicles. including construction worker private 

vehicles, would access and park, or be stored on (or within a half-mile) of the Project Site throughout 

the construction process. Likewise, it is expected that on-site construction activity will fluctuate on a 

weekly basis. depending largely on the number of workers and construction trucks needed for the on

going activities during each particular time period. However, to remain conservative, the portion of 

the Project construction phase generating the highest dailv construction-related traffic \Vas analyzed 

as representing the entire phase. 

Based on the total amount of Project construction work and the anticipated durations, the maximum 

number of delivery/haul trucks and construction workers on-site per day will vary according to the 

construction phases as shown in Table IV.K. l-15 below. 

Table IV.K.1-15 
Project Construction Delivery/Haul Trucks and Workers by Phase 

Phase 
l. Demolition 
2. Excavation & Shoring 
3. Foundation & Below Grade 
4. Building Superstructure 
5. Exterior Finishing 
6. Framing I Rough In 
7. Finishes 

Construction Trip Generation 

Truck Loads/Dav 
6 trucks 

120 trucks 
40 trucks 
60 trucks 
40 trucks 
20 trucks 
50 trucks 

Workers/Dav 
14 workers 
75 workers 

100 workers 
175 workers 
225 workers 
400 workers 
700 workers 

The traffic-generating characteristics of various land uses have been surveyed and documented in 

many studies conducted under the auspices of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The 

most recent information is provided in the 9th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual, which was 

used as the basis for calculating the non delivery/haul vehicle trips associated with the constrnction of 

the Project. Commute patterns of workers and support needs will be similar to the typical industrial 

workers. Therefore, the Daily and AM and PM peak hour trip rates used for determining the Project's 

non delivery/haul vehicle trip generating potential per constrnction worker is considered to be 

approximately the same or less than the per emplovee rates developed for General Light Industrial 

uses. These rates are shown in Table IV.K.1-16. 

Table IV.K.1-16 

Project Trip Generation Rates and Equations 
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General Light Industrial (per employee) - LU 110 

Daily: T = 3.02 (E) 

AM Peak Hour: T = 0.44 (E): I/B = 83%, O/B = 17% 

PM Peak Hour: T = 0.42 (E): I/B = 21 %, O/B = 79% 

Where: 

T trip end~ E = emplovee 

JIB = inbound OIB = outbound 

Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington D.C., 2012. 

The ITE rates are for ongoing operations of all vehicle trips, including trips from trucks. However, to 

be conservative, constrnction delivery/haul trnck trips were calculated separately and added to the 

trips of constrnction workers. Further, in order to categorize the traffic impacts of constrnction 

trncks, each trnck trip was given a Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) via a standardized multiplier. 

Using factors in the Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, Circular Number 212, constrnction trnck 

trips are expected to have a PCE multiplier of 2.5. Using the above conservative assumptions, a 

constrnction-related trip generation estimate was calculated for the peak of each phase and is 

illustrated in Table IV.K.1-17 below. 

Table IV.K.1-17 
Construction-Related Trip Generation by Phase 
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AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Construction Stages Daily ..1!!.._ Out Total ..1!!.._ Out Total 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

l. Demolition Workers 14 /day 42 5 l 6 l 5 6 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 6 /day 30 2 2 4 2 2 4 

Phase 1 Total 72 7 3 10 0 3 7 10 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. Excavation & Workers 75 /day 227 27 6 33 7 25 32 

Shoring Delivery/Haul Trucks** 120 /day 600 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Phase 2 Total 827 27 6 33 0 7 25 32 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3. Foundation & Workers 100 /day 302 37 7 44 9 33 42 
Below Grade Delivery/Haul Trucks* 40 /day 200 13 13 26 13 13 26 

Phase 3 Total 502 50 20 70 0 22 46 68 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4. Building Workers 175 /day 529 64 13 77 16 58 74 
Superstructure Delivery/Haul Trucks* 60 /day 300 19 19 38 19 19 38 

Phase 4 Total 829 83 32 115 0 35 77 112 

5. Exterior Finishing Workers 225 /day 680 82 17 99 20 75 95 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 40 /day 200 13 13 26 13 13 26 

Phase 5 Total 880 95 30 125 0 33 88 121 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6. Framing I Rough In Workers 400 /day 1,208 146 30 176 35 133 168 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 20 /day 100 7 7 14 7 7 14 

Phase 6 Total 1,308 153 37 190 0 42 140 182 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7. Finishes Workers 700 /day 2,114 256 52 308 62 232 294 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 50 /day 250 16 16 32 16 16 32 

Phase 7 Total 2,364 272 68 340 0 78 248 326 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total Maximum Daily Construction Trips 2,364 272 68 340 0 78 248 326 

** 

In passenger car equivalents (PCEs) using a PCE factor of 2.5 per truck; Truck trips are divided into 8 working 

hours to calculate hourly trips. 

Soils import/export truck trips are not allowed in the peak hours. 

As illustrated in Table IV.K.1-17, the maximum number of construction-related vehicles accessing 

the Project Site is expected to occur during the maximum intensity time within Phase 7. To be 

conservative, the following analysis assumes the Phase 7 maximum trip generation (2,364 daily trips 

with 340 AM Peak Hour trips and 326 PM Peak Hour trips) for the duration of all seven phases. 

Since construction workers are expected to live throughout the Los Angeles region, they are also 

expected to travel to the Project Site from all directions. As such, the construction workers' trip 

distribution is assumed to be the same as the Project office use distribution in the analysis below, 

since the distribution is based on the assumption that the Project employees will also live throughout 

the region. 
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The local portion of the delivery/haul truck route is mainly from/to the US 101 Freeway. Therefore, a 

separate distribution was developed and used for the delivery/haul truck route. Using these 

assignment percentages, construction period traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hours are 

shown in Figures 3(a) and 3(b) of Attachment A of Appendix C, of the Final EIR, respectively. 

These trips are analyzed in the following sections in order to determine the maximum Project traffic 

impacts expected to occur during the construction period. 

Intersection Construction Traffic Impacts of the Project 

This analvsis utilizes the same methodologv used for the Commercial Scenario, which are the 

procedures outlined in Circular Number 212 of the Transportation Research Board1
. 

The analysis of existing and future traffic conditions at the studv intersections was conducted using 

the same procedures and assumptions for the Commercial Scenario. Specifically, to be conservative 

and consistent with Commercial Scenario analysis, the '"Existing (2011) Plus Construction" traffic 

volumes were based on the "Existing (2011) Without Project" traffic volumes from the Traffic Study, 

plus the addition of the volumes from Figures 3(a) and 3(b) that contain the maximum construction

related traffic volumes. The "Future (2020) With Construction" traffic volumes were based on the 

"Future (2020) Without Project" volumes of the Traffic Studv, plus the addition of the volumes from 

Figures 3(a) and 3(b) in Appendix C, of the Final EIR, that contain the maximum construction-related 

traffic volumes. 

Table IV.K.1-18 
Level of Service (LOS) As a Function of Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) and Intersection 

Capacity Utilization (ICU) Values 

Level of 
Service 

A 
~ 
~ 
l2 

Description of Operating Characteristics 
Uncongested operations: all vehicles clear in a single cycle. 

Same as above. 
Light congestion: occasional backups on critical approaches. 
Congestion on critical approaches, but intersection functional. 
Vehicles required to wait through more than one cycle during short 
peaks. No long-standing lines formed. 
Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical 
approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal 
does not provide for protected turning movements. 

Forced flow with stoppages of long duration. 

Range of CMA/ICU 
Values 
< 0.60 

>0.60 < 0.70 
>0.70 < 0.80 

>0.80 < 0.90 

>0.90 < 1.00 

1Interim Materials on Highwav Capacitv, Circular Number 212, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 

1980 
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The existing physical roadway conditions and signal information were based on the Traffic Study. 

The Project's maximum construction period impacts on existing and future conditions were calculated and are 
summarized in Table lV.K.1-19. 

Table IV.K.1-19 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 
Without and With Project Construction Trips 
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Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak W/O Constructior With Construction W/O Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection 

Cahuenga Bou] evard & 
US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 
Franklin A venue 

3 Highland Avenue (South) & 
Franklin A venue 

Hom· 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

4 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 
Franklin Avenue PM 

5 Vine St. & AM 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp PM 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 

7 Gower Street & AM 
Franklin A venue PM 

8 Beachwood Drive & AM 
.Frank.Im A venue PM 

9 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 
Yucca Street PM 

10 Ivar A venue & AM 
Yucca Street PM 

11 Vine Street & 
Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

13 Fuller A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

14 La Brea A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

1 5 Highland A venue & 
Holl ;wood Boulevard 

16 CahuengaBoulevard & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

17 Ivar A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street& 
Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 
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AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

o.353 A o.354 A o.cm 
0.648 B U~2 B U004 

0.734 
0.833 

0.763 
0.744 

0.833 
0.955 

0.377 
0.628 

0.669 
0.789 

0.591 
0.752 

0.663 
0.664 

0.447 
0.617 

0.095 
0.169 

0.429 
0.378 

0.111 
0.300 

0.507 
0.425 

0.898 
0.737 

0.708 
0.741 

0.741 
0.701 

0.366 
0.416 

0.734 
U.703 

0.445 
0.617 

0.693 
0.637 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
F 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 
c 
B 
jj 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 
B 

0.744 c 0.010 
0.835 D 0.002 

0. 763 c 0. 000 
0. 744 c 0. 000 

0.837 D CJ.(XJ4 
0.963 E 0.008 

0.378 A 0.001 
0.632 B 0.004 

0.680 B 0.011 
0.807 D 0.018 

0. 597 A 0. 006 
0.755 c 0.003 

o.671 B o.cm 
0.670 B O.lXJ6 

0.448 A 0.001 
0.622 B (J.(XJ5 

0.113 A 0.018 
0.181 A 0.012 

0.481 A 0.052 
0.420 A 0.042 

0.163 A 0.052 
0.357 A 0.057 

0. 507 A 0. 000 
0.428 A 0.003 

0.899 D 0.001 
0. 741 C CJ.(XJ4 

o.710 c o.cm 
0.746 c 0.005 

0.772 c 0.031 
0.709 c 0.008 

0.371 A 0.005 
0.421 A 0.005 

0.762 c 0.028 
0.723 c 0.0'20 

0.459 A 0.014 
0.630 B 0.013 

0.706 c 0.013 
0.648 B 0.011 

CMA 

0.409 
0.749 

0.855 
0.978 

0.873 
0.869 

0.967 
1.104 

0.435 
0.716 

0.854 
1.067 

0.677 
0.867 

0.755 
0.764 

0.538 
0.723 

0.125 
0.217 

0.545 
0.514 

0.256 
0.533 

0.642 
0.585 

1.099 
0.984 

0.931 
1.106 

1.002 
0.947 

0.535 
0.607 

0.972 
0.972 

0.719 
0.969 

0.999 
0.913 

LOS CMA LOS Impact 

A 0.411 A 0.(Xl2 
c 0.753 c 0.004 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
[) 

F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

F 
F 

F 
F 

A 
B 

E 
E 

c 
E 

F 
E 

0.864 D 0.009 
0.980 E 0.002 

0.873 D 0.000 
0.869 D 0.000 

o.970 E o.cm 
1.113 F 0.(Xl9 

0.435 A 0.000 
0.721 c 0.005 

0.865 D 0.011 
1.083 F 0.016 * 
0.683 B 0.006 
0.871 D 0.004 

0.763 C 0.(Xl8 
0.769 C U.lXJS 

0.539 A 0.001 
0. 729 c (J.(XJ6 

0.149 A 0.024 
0.229 A 0.012 

0.598 A 0.053 
0.565 A 0.051 

0.309 A 0.053 
0.590 A 0.057 

o.643 B o.m1 
o.588 A o.m3 

1.103 F o.m4 
0.988 E O.CXJ4 

o.932 E o.m1 
u12 F o.m6 

1.015 F 0.013 * 
o.955 E o.ms 

o.541 A o.m6 
o.613 B o.m6 

1.0CXJ F 0.028 * 
U.994 E 0.0'22 * 

0.733 c 0.014 
0.978 E O.CXJ9 

1.013 F 0.014 * 
0.925 E 0.012 * 
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Table IV.K.1-19 (continued) 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 
Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak WIO Constructior With Construction WIO Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

21 Bronson A venue & AM 0.527 A 0.539 A 0.012 0.723 c 0.735 c 0.012 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.479 A 0.489 A 0.010 0.682 B 0.692 B 0.010 

22 US-101 1'\"Vy. SB Ramps & AM 0.471 A 0.483 A 0.012 0.661 B 0.673 B 0.012 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.357 A 0.360 A 0.003 0.532 A 0.534 A 0.002 

23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ramps & AM 0.340 A 0.353 A 0.013 0.515 A 0.528 A 0.013 
Hollyvvood Boulevard PM 0.31 l A 0.313 A 0.002 0.5ll A 0.515 A 0.004 

24 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.468 A 0.469 A 0.001 0.655 B 0.656 B 0.001 
Selma A venue PM 0.561 A 0.562 A 0.001 0.761 c 0.762 c 0.001 

25 lvar Avenue & AM 0.121 A 0.125 A 0.004 0.241 A 0.245 A 0.004 
Selma A venue PM 0.294 A 0.297 A 0.003 0.431 A 0.434 A 0.003 

26 Vme Street & AM 0.467 A 0.471 A 0.0()4 0.697 B 0.700 c 0.003 
Selma A venue PM 0.512 A 0.516 A 0.004 0.757 c 0.761 c ll.004 

27 Argyle A venue And AM 0.256 A 0.261 A 0.005 0.467 A 0.472 A 0.005 
Selma A venue PM 0.338 A 0.343 A 0.005 0.655 B 0.661 B 0.006 

28 Highland A venue & AM 0.886 lJ 0.887 lJ 0.001 1.170 F 1.171 F 0.001 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.831 D 0.832 D 0.001 1.065 F 1.()68 F 0.003 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.673 B 0.676 B 0.003 0.866 D 0.870 D 0.004 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.703 c 0.707 c 0.004 0.931 E 0.934 E 0.003 

30 Ivar Avenue & AM 0.355 A 0.365 A 0.010 0.475 A 0.484 A 0.009 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.513 A 0.515 A 0.002 0.661 B 0.664 B 0.003 

31 Vme Street & AM 0.806 D 0.816 D 0.010 * 1.031 F Hl40 F 0.009 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.737 c 0.740 c 0.003 1.076 F 1.079 F 0.003 

32 Argyle A venue & AM 0.439 A 0.443 A 0.004 0.669 B 0.671 B 0.002 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.443 A 0.449 A 0.006 0.773 c 0.778 c 0.005 

33 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.341 A 0.343 A 0.002 0.435 A 0.437 A 0.002 
De Longpre A venue PM 0.389 A 0.391 A 0.002 0.502 A 0.503 A 0.001 

34 Vme Street & AM 0.468 A 0.473 A 0.005 0.593 A 0.597 A ll.004 
De Longpre A venue PM 0.585 A 0.597 A 0.012 0.736 c 0.747 c O.Ol l 

35 Vme Street & AM 0.684 B 0.690 B 0.006 0.907 E 0.913 E 0.006 
J:<·ountam A venue PM 0.765 c 0.768 c 0.003 1.022 F 1.026 F 0.004 

36 Vme Street & AM 0.754 c 0.765 c 0.011 0.989 E 1.()00 F 0.011 " 
Santa Mom ca Boulevard PM 0.797 c 0.804 D 0.007 1.070 } 1.077 } 0.007 

37 Vme Street & AM 0.747 c 0.752 c 0.005 0.961 E 0.966 E 0.005 
Melrose A venue PM 0.821 D 0.823 D 0.002 1.039 F 1.041 F 0.002 

An* indicates a significant impact (LAOOT Revised Scale). 

As shown in the Impact columns of Table IV.K.1-19. construction of the Project is expected to 

signifi.cantlv impact one studv intersection under the Existing (2011) conditions and five study 

intersections under the Future (2020) conditions. All these significantly impacted studv intersections 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
PageJV-17 

RL0029355 



EM30967 

City of Los Angeles January 2013 

with the Project construction traffic were concluded to be significantlv impacted study intersections 

by the Commercial Scenario. 

By applying the same mitigation measures as proposed for the Commercial Scenario below. all of the 

significant Project construction traffic impacts would be mitigated to less than significant level except 

one study intersection - Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard under the Future (2020) conditions. 

The results are shown in Table IV.K. l-20 for the Existing (2011) conditions and Table IV.K. l-21 for 

the Future (2020) conditions with the implementation of the recommended mitigation. For the 

Commercial Scenario below. this same intersection and 4 other intersections were reported to have 

significant impacts remaining with the recommended mitigation measures. 

No. Intersection 

Table IV.K.1-20 
Existing (2011) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Mitigation Measure 

Existing (2011) 

Peak W/O Constructior With Construction 

Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

With Construction 
With Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact 

31 VmeStreet& AM 0.806 D 0.816 D O.OJO * 0.805 D -0.001 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.737 c 0.740 c 0.003 

An * indicates a significaut impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

Table IV.K.1-21 
Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Future (2020) 

Peak W /0 Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS CMALOS Impact 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 0.854 D 0.865 D 0.011 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 1.067 F 1.083 F 0.016 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 1.002 F 1.015 F 0.013 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.947 E 0.955 E 0.008 

18 Vine Street & AM 0.972 E 1.000 F 0.028 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.972 E 0.994 E 0.022 

20 Gower Street & AM 0.999 E 1.013 F 0.014 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.913 E 0.925 E 0.012 

36 Vine Street & AM 0.989 E 1.000 E 0.011 
Santa Monica Boulevard PM 1.070 F 1.077 F 0.007 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

0.730 c -0.007 

With Construction 

With Mitigation 

0.814 D -0.040 

* 1.056 F -0.011 

* 1.004 F 0.002 
0.943 E -0.004 

* 0.986 E 0.014 
* 0.981 E 0.009 

* 1.001 F 0.002 
* 0.913 E 0.000 

* 0.989 E 0.000 
1.066 F -0.004 

* 
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27. The previously numbered tables in Section IV.K. l,Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional tables IV.K. l-14 to IV.K. l-21 and the additional Tables 

IV.K.l-39 to IV.K.1-44. Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous table number now 

refer to the new table numbers: 

• Previous Tables IV.K.l-14 through IV.K.1-30 are now numbered Tables IV.K.1-22 through 

IV.K.1-38. 

• Previous Tables IV.K. l-31 through IV.K.1-33 are now numbered Tables IV.K.1-45 through 

IV.K.1-47. 

28. On page IV.K.1-127, before the mitigation measures section, the following will be added: 

l7w Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario 

Analysis of both the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario was also prepared although both 

Scenarios generate lower traffic volumes than the Commercial Scenario analyzed above. A summary 

of the net Project trip generation is included in Table IV.K.1.39, Project EIR Scenarios Net Trip 

Generation Summary. 

Table IV.K.1-39 

Project EIR Scenarios 

Net Trip Generation Summary 

AMPeakHour 
Scenario Daily I/B O/B Total 

Traffic Study Project (Commercial Scenario) 9,922 321 253 574 

Concept Plan 7,271 230 229 459 
Residential Scenario 5,747 79 296 375 

PM Peak Hour 
I/B O/B Total 

486 438 924 

377 286 663 
342 185 527 

As shown in Table IV.K.1-39, the Commercial Scenario has the greatest peak hour traffic generation. 

The Concept Plan would generate lower traffic volumes than the Commercial Scenario. The Residential 

Scenario would have the lowest traffic volumes among the Scenarios. The Concept Plan and the 

Residential Scenario are collectivelv referred to as the "Project ECR Scenarios" herein. 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

The Project EIR Scenarios traffic assignment patterns are based on the road\vay net\vork assumptions and 

the project distribution patterns from the Traffic Studv. The separate assignment patterns for the 
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residential, office and other commercial uses that were used in the Traffic Study were also used for this 

analysis. The AM and PM peak hours Project trip values at each intersection were calculated by applying 

the inbound and outbound distribution percentages from the Traffic Studv and the Future (2020) 

conditions were determined using the procedures from the report. 

Specifically_ the distributions from Figures 5(a) through 5(c) of the Traffic Studv were applied to the net 

Project trip generation as shown in Attachment B of Appendix E. of the Final EIR. for each Project EIR 

Scenario. The total net AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes at the 37 study intersections for each 

Project EIR Scenario are depicted in Figures 1 and 2 of Attachment C of Appendix E, of the Final EIR. 

Adding the Project EIR Scenario volumes shown in Attachment C to the existing volumes shown in 

Figure 4 of the Traffic Study (Existing (2011) Without Project conditions), the Existing Plus Project EIR 

Scenarios volumes were developed for each Scenario. 

Existing Plus Project EIR Scenarios traffic conditions were analyzed using the following assumptions: 

• The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodologv used in the Traffic Studv analysis was 

used in the Project EIR Scenarios traffic impacts analyses; 

• The lane configurations from the Traffic Study were also utilized in the CMA calculations; and 

• The LADOT significance criteria utilized in the Traffic Studv were utilized for this analysis. 

As shown in Table CV. K. l-40, Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summarv Existing (20 l l) Plus 

Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions, the Concept Plan and Residential Scenario would generate 

fewer significant traffic impacts relative to Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios conditions than the 

Commercial Scenario, which was studied in the Traffic Study. The Commercial Scenario would have 

significant impacts at three intersections in the AM peak hour and four intersections in the PM peak hour. 

The Concept Plan would have significant impacts at two intersections in the AM peak hour and three 

intersections in the PM peak hour. The Residential Scenario would have significant impacts at two 

intersections in the AM peak hour and no intersections in the PM peak hour. All of the significant 

impacts under the Concept Plan and Residential Scenarios would be at intersections significantly 

impacted under the Commercial Scenario. 

Table IV.K.1-40 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 
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No. Intersection 
C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Highland Avenue (South) & 
Franklin Avenue 

4 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Franklin Avenue 

Vine St. & Franklin Ave. 
/US-101 Fwy. SB Off~Ramp 

6 Aigyl e Ave. & Franldin Ave. 
/US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp 

7 Gower Street & 
Franklin Avenue 

Beachwood Drive & 

Franklin Avenue 

9 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Yocca Street 

10 Ivar Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

11 Vine S tree! & 

Yocca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

13 Fuller Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

14 u Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

1 7 Ivar Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine S tree! & 

Holl)~vood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 

Holl)~vood Boulevard 

21 Bronsm Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

Peak 
Hour 

AM 
PM 

Av I 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Existing 

w/oProject 
CMA LOS 
0.353 A 

0.648 B 

0.734 

0.833 

0.763 
0.744 

0.833 

0.955 

0.377 

0.628 

0.669 
0.789 

0.591 
0.752 

0.663 

0.664 

0.447 
0.617 

0.095 
0.169 

0.429 

0.378 

0.111 

0.300 

0.507 
0.425 

0.898 

0.737 

0.708 

0.741 

0.741 

0.701 

0.366 

0.416 

0.734 

0.703 

0.445 

0.617 

0.693 

0.637 

0.527 

0.479 

0.471 

0.357 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 
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+Commercial Scenario 
!Traffic Study! 

CJVIA LOS lmoact 
0.359 A 0.006 

0.661 B 0.013 

0.746 

0.852 

0.763 
0.745 

0.848 

0.981 

0.379 

0.636 

0.686 
0.820 

0.598 
0.759 

0.673 

0.682 

0.451 
0.655 

0.130 
0.215 

0.484 

0.467 

0.161 

0.393 

0.510 
0.431 

0.902 

0.751 

0.715 

0.765 

0.784 

0.745 

0.402 

0.468 

0.786 

0.762 

0.461 

0.635 

0.705 

0.653 

0.537 

0.490 

0.482 

0.361 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
D 

A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

c 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

0.012 

0.019 

0.000 
0.001 

0.015 

0.026 

0.002 

0.008 

0.017 
0.031 

0.007 
0.007 

0.010 

O.Dl 8 

0.004 
0.038 

0.035 
0.046 

0.055 

0.089 

0.050 

0.093 

0.003 
0.006 

0.004 

0.014 

0.007 

0.024 

0.043 

0.044 

0.036 

0.052 

0.052 

0.059 

0.016 

0.018 

0.012 

0.016 

0.010 

0.011 

0.011 

0.004 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Imoact 
0.357 A 0.004 

0.655 B 0.007 

0.744 

0.847 

0.763 
0.745 

0.845 

0.970 

0.379 

0.632 

0.683 
0.809 

0.597 
0.757 

0.671 

0.680 

0.450 
0.639 

0.108 
0.194 

0.468 

0.441 

0.149 

0.359 

0.509 
0.429 

0.902 

0.746 

0.714 

0.758 

0.779 

0.736 

0.398 

0.455 

0.779 

0.744 

0.459 

0.632 

0.701 

0.649 

0.535 

0.487 

0.480 

0.360 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
D 

A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

c 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

0.010 

0.014 

0.000 
0.001 

0.012 

0.015 

0.002 

0.004 

0.014 
0.020 

0.006 
0.005 

0.008 

0.016 

0.003 
0.022 

0.013 
0.025 

0.039 

0.063 

0.038 

0.059 

0.002 
0.004 

0.004 

0.009 

0.006 

0.017 

0.038 

0.035 

0.032 

0.039 

0.045 

0.041 

0.014 

0.015 

0.008 

0.012 

0.008 

0.008 

0.009 

0.003 

January 2013 

+Residential Scenario 
CMA WS Impact 
0.357 A 0.004 

0.652 B 0.004 

0.738 

0.845 

0.763 
0.745 

0.845 

0.964 

0.379 

0.630 

0.677 
0.797 

0.593 
0.755 

0.667 

0.679 

0.449 
0.630 

0.099 
0.186 

0.445 

0.424 

0.136 

0.337 

0.511 
0.427 

0.904 

0.745 

0.715 

0.755 

0.755 

0.734 

0.404 

0.451 

0.778 

0.734 

0.456 

0.633 

0.695 

0.644 

0.529 

0.483 

0.473 

0.360 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

0.004 

0.012 

0.000 
0.001 

0.012 

0.009 

0.002 

0.002 

0.008 
0.008 

0.002 
0.003 

0.004 

O.Dl5 

0.002 
0.013 

0.004 
0.017 

0.016 

0.046 

0.025 

0.037 

0.004 
0.002 

0.006 

0.008 

0.007 

0.014 

0.014 

0.033 

0.038 

0.035 

0.044 

0.031 

0.011 

0.016 

0.002 

0.007 

0.002 

0.004 

0.002 

0.003 
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Table IV.K.1-40 (continued) 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Existing 

Peak w/oProject 
No. Intersection Hour CM/\ LOS 

23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ran~is & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

24 Othuenga Boulevard & 
Sehna Avenue 

25 Ivar Aveuue & 
Sehna Avenue 

26 Vine Street & 
Sehna Avenue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 
Sehna Avenue 

28 Highland Aveuue & 
Smset Boulevard 

29 Cahueuga Boulevard & 
Smset Boulevard 

30 Ivar Avenue & 
Smset Boulevard 

31 Vine Street & 
Smset Boulevard 

32 ArgyleAveuue & 
Sunset Boulevard 

33 Othuenga Boulevard & 
De Longpre Avenue 

34 Vine Street & 
De Longpre Aveuue 

35 Vine Street & 
Fomtain Avenue 

36 Vine Street & 
Santa Monica Boulevard 

37 Vine Street & 
Melrose Avenue 

AM: 0.340 
PM 0.311 

A1\1 0.468 
PM 0.561 

A1\if 0.121 
PM 0.294 

AM 0.467 
PM 0.512 

A\II 0.256 
PM 0.338 

AM 0.886 
PM 0.831 

AM 0.673 
PM 0.703 

AM 0.355 
PM 0.513 

AM 0.806 
PM 0.737 

AM 0.439 
PM 0.443 

AM 0.341 
PM 0.389 

AM 0.468 
PM 0.585 

AM 0.684 
PM 0.765 

AM 0.754 
PM 0.7'J7 

AM 0.747 
PM 0.821 

An * indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 
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A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
c 
c 
c 
c 
D 

+Commercial Seen ario 
Cfraflic Studvl 

CMA LOS Impact 

0.352 
0.322 

0.479 
0.578 

0.144 
0.332 

0.487 
0.549 

0.263 
0.347 

0.890 
0.832 

0.689 
0.718 

0.367 
0.530 

0.826 
0.774 

0.445 
0.451 

0.349 
0.403 

0.484 
0.608 

0.698 
0.787 

0.769 
0.815 

0.753 
0.828 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 

A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

B 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.012 
0.011 

0.011 
0.017 

0.023 
0.038 

0.020 
0.037 

0.007 
0.009 

0.004 
0.001 

0.016 
0.015 

0.012 
0.017 

0.020 
0.037 

0.006 
0.008 

0.008 
0.014 

0.016 
0.023 

0.014 
0.022 

0.015 
0.018 

0.006 
0.007 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Impact 

0.349 
0.319 

0.479 
0.576 

0.139 
0.322 

0.485 
0.539 

0.263 
0.346 

0.890 
0.834 

0.687 
0.715 

0.365 
0.526 

0.823 
0.763 

0.445 
0.450 

0.349 
0.400 

0.483 
0.601 

0.695 
0.782 

0.767 
0.809 

0.753 
0.827 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 

A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

B 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.009 
0.008 

0.011 
0.015 

0.018 
0.028 

0.018 
0.027 

0.007 
0.008 

0.004 
0.003 

0.014 
0.012 

0.010 
0.013 

0.017 
0.026 

0.006 
0.007 

0.008 
0.011 

0.015 
0.016 

0.011 
0.017 

0.013 
0.012 

0.006 
0.006 

+ Resi den ti al Scenario 
CMA LOS Impact 

0.342 
0.317 

0.483 
0.577 

0.139 
0.318 

0.491 
0.535 

0.263 
0.345 

0.891 
0.834 

0.687 
0.715 

0.%0 
0.525 

0.823 
0.758 

0.445 
0.449 

0.353 
0.401 

0.485 
0.5% 

0.697 
0.779 

0.761 
0.807 

0.751 
0.825 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.002 
0.006 

0.015 
0.016 

0.018 
0.024 

0.024 
0.023 

0.007 
0.007 

0.005 
0.003 

0.014 
0.012 

0.005 
0.012 

0.017 
0.021 

0.006 
0.006 

0.012 
0.012 

0.017 
0.011 

0.013 
0.014 

0.007 
0.010 

0.004 
0.004 
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Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

As for Existing (201 l) conditions, Future(2020) traffic impact estimates for the Project EIR Scenarios 

were prepared utilizing the same roadway network assumptions and the project distribution patterns used 

in the Traffic Studv. The Future (2020) Without Project traffic volumes from the Traffic Studv were 

combined with the net Project EIR Scenarios traffic volumes to develop the Future (2020) With Project 

EIR Scenarios. 

Table IV.K.1-41 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 
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City of Los Angeles 

No. Intersection 
Cahuenga Boulevard & 

US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Highland Avenue (South) & 
Franklin Avenue 

4 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Franklin Avenue 

Vine St. & Franklin Ave. 
IUS-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp 

6 Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave. 
/US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp 

7 Gower Street & 
Franklin Avenue 

Beachwood Drive & 

Franklin Avenue 

9 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 
Yucca Street 

10 Ivar Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

11 Vine Street & 

Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

13 Fuller Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

14 u Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

16 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

1 7 Ivar Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

21 Brans on Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

Peak 

Hour 
Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al'\1 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Future (2020) 

w/oProject 

CMA LOS 
0.409 A 

0.749 c 
0.855 

0.978 

0.873 
0.869 

0.%7 

1.104 

0.435 

0.716 

0.854 
1.067 

0.677 
0.867 

0.755 

0.764 

0.538 
0.723 

0.125 
0.217 

0.545 

0.514 

0.256 

0.533 

0.642 
0.585 

1.()99 

0.984 

0.931 

1.106 

1.002 

0.947 

0.535 

0.607 

0.972 

0.972 

0.719 

0.%9 

0.999 

0.913 

0.723 

0.682 

0.661 

0.532 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 
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+Commercial Scenario 
Cfraffic Study) 

CMA LOS Tmoact 
0.415 A 0.006 

0. 761 c 0.012 

0.867 

0.997 

0.873 
0.869 

0.981 

1.130 

0.437 

0.725 

0.871 
1.096 

0.685 
0.874 

0.765 

0.782 

0.542 
0.761 

0.158 
0.263 

0.601 

0.609 

0.312 

0.647 

0.645 
0.591 

1.106 

0.997 

0.937 

1.130 

1.026 

0.991 

0.571 

0.663 

1.024 

1.014 

0.735 

0.989 

1.011 

0.930 

0.733 

0.693 

0.672 

0.536 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

B 
B 

A 
B 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.012 

0.019 

0.000 
0.000 

0.014 

0.026 

0.002 

0.009 

0.017 
0.029 

0.008 
0.007 

0.010 

0.018 

0.004 
0.038 

0.033 
0.046 

0.056 

0.095 

0.056 

0.114 

0.003 
0.006 

0.007 

0.013 

0.006 

0.024 

0.024 

0.044 

0.036 

0.056 

0.052 

0.042 

0.016 

0.020 

0.012 

0.017 

0.010 

O.Oll 

0.011 

0.004 

Future (2020) With EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 

CMA LOS Imoact 
0.413 A 0.004 

0.756 c 0.007 

0.864 

0.992 

0.873 
0.869 

0.978 

l.119 

0.437 

0.721 

0.867 
1.086 

0.683 
0.872 

0.763 

0.779 

0.541 
0.745 

0.143 
0.243 

0.585 

0.577 

0.301 

0.614 

0.645 
0.589 

1.105 

0.993 

0.936 

1.124 

l.022 

0.982 

0.567 

0.646 

1.017 

l.001 

0.733 

0.989 

1.008 

0.925 

0.731 

0.690 

0.670 

0.535 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
B 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.009 

0.014 

0.000 
0.000 

O.Oll 

0.015 

0.002 

0.005 

0.013 
0.019 

0.006 
0.005 

0.008 

0.015 

0.003 
0.022 

0.018 
0.026 

0.040 

0.063 

0.045 

0.081 

0.003 
0.004 

0.006 

0.009 

0.005 

0.018 

0.020 

0.035 

0.032 

0.039 

0.045 

0.029 

0.014 

0.020 

0.009 

0.012 

0.008 

0.008 

0.009 

0.003 

January 2013 

+Residential Scenario 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.413 A 0.004 

0.753 c 0.004 

0.859 

0.990 

0.873 
0.869 

0.978 

l.113 

0.437 

0.718 

0.863 
1.075 

0.679 
0.870 

0.759 

0.778 

0.539 
0.736 

0.133 
0.235 

0.561 

0.559 

0.293 

0.591 

0.646 
0.587 

1.104 

0.991 

0.938 

1.120 

l.016 

0.981 

0.574 

0.643 

1.016 

0.993 

0.730 

0.993 

1.002 

0.921 

0.725 

0.687 

0.664 

0.534 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
E 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.004 

0.012 

0.000 
0.000 

O.Oll 

0.009 

0.002 

0.002 

0.009 
0.008 

0.002 
0.003 

0.004 

0.014 

0.001 
0.013 

0.008 
0.018 

0.016 

0.045 

0.037 

0.058 

0.004 
0.002 

0.005 

0.007 

0.007 

0.014 

0.014 

0.034 

0.039 

0.036 

0.044 

0.021 

O.Oll 

0.024 

0.003 

0.008 

0.002 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 
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City of Los Angeles 

No. Intersection 
23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

24 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Selma Avenue 

25 Ivar Avenue & 

Selma Avenue 

26 Vine Street & 

Selma Avenue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 

Selma Avenue 

28 Highland Avenue & 
Sunset Boulevard 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Sunset Boulevard 

30 Ivar Avenue & 

Sunset Boulevard 

31 Vine S tree! & 
Sunset Boulevard 

32 Argyle Avenue & 

Sunset Boulevard 

33 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

De Longpre Avenue 

34 Vine Street & 

De Longpre Avenue 

3 5 Vine S tree! & 

Fmmtain Avenue 

36 Vine Street & 
Santa Monica Boulevard 

3 7 Vine S tree! & 

Melrose Avenue 

EM30974 

Table IV.K.1-41 (continued) 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Future (2020) 
+Commercial Scenario 

Peak w/ o Project Cfraffic Study) 
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Tmoact 
Al\i! 0.515 A 0.527 A 0.012 

PM 0.511 A 0.524 A 0.013 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al'\1 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

0.655 

0.761 

0.241 

0.431 

0.697 

0.757 

0.467 

0.655 

1.170 

1.065 

0.866 
0.931 

0.475 

0.661 

1.03 l 
1.076 

0.669 

0.773 

0.435 

0.502 

0.593 

0.736 

0.907 

1.022 

0.989 
l.070 

0.%1 

1.039 

B 
c 
A 

A 

B 
c 
A 

B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

A 

c 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

0.665 

0.778 

0.264 

0.469 

0.716 

0.794 

0.474 

0.665 

1.174 

1.067 

0.884 
0.946 

0.487 

0.679 

1.050 
1.113 

0.674 

0.781 

0.443 

0.515 

0.609 

0.759 

0.921 

1.045 

1.005 
1.088 

0.%7 

1.046 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

F 
F 

E 
F 

0.010 

0.017 

0.023 

0.038 

0.019 

0.037 

0.007 

0.010 

0.004 

0.002 

0.018 
0.015 

0.012 

0.018 

0.019 
0.037 

0.005 

0.008 

0.008 

0.013 

0.016 

0.023 

0.014 

0.023 

0.016 
0.018 

0.006 

0.007 

Future (2020) With EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Imoact 
0.525 A 0.010 

0.520 A 0.009 

0.665 

0.775 

0.259 

0.459 

0.714 

0.785 

0.474 

0.663 

1.173 

1.067 

0.881 
0.944 

0.484 

0.675 

l.047 
l.102 

0.674 

0.779 

0.443 

0.513 

0.607 

0.751 

0.919 

1.040 

1.002 
1.082 

0.967 

1.045 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

F 
F 

E 
F 

0.010 

0.014 

0.018 

0.028 

0.017 

0.028 

0.007 

0.008 

0.003 

0.002 

0.015 
0.013 

0.009 

0.014 

0.016 
0.026 

0.005 

0.006 

0.008 

0.011 

0.014 

0.015 

0.012 

0.018 

0.013 
0.012 

0.006 

0.006 

An * indicates a significant impact (LAIXJT Revised Scale). 

January 2013 

+Residential Scenario 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.518 A 0.003 

0.518 A 0.007 

0.670 

0.777 

0.259 

0.455 

0.721 

0.781 

0.474 

0.662 

1.175 

1.068 

0.881 
0.943 

0.479 

0.674 

l.047 
l.097 

0.675 

0.778 

0.447 

0.513 

0.610 

0.747 

0.921 

1.037 

0.997 
1.079 

0.965 

1.043 

B 
c 
A 

A 

c 
c 
A 

B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

0.015 

0.016 

0.018 

0.024 

0.024 

0.024 

0.007 

0.007 

0.005 

0.003 

0.015 
0.012 

0.004 

0.013 

0.016 
0.021 

0.006 

0.005 

0.012 

O.Oll 

0.017 

O.Oll 

0.014 

0.015 

0.008 
0.009 

0.004 

0.004 

As shown in Table IV.K. l-41, Critical Movement Analvsis ("CMA") Summary Future (2020) With 

Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions, the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario would generate 

significant traffic impacts at fewer locations than the Commercial Scenario analvzed in the Traffic Study. 

The Commercial Scenario would have significant impacts at seven intersections in the AM peak hour and 

thirteen intersections in the PM peak hour. The Concept Plan would have significant impacts at six 

intersections in the AM peak hour and twelve intersections in the PM peak hour. The Residential 

Scenario would have significant impacts at five intersections in the AM peak hour and eight intersections 

in the PM peak hour. All of the significant impacts under the Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

would be at intersections significantlv impacted under the Commercial Scenario. 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

Mitigation Measures 

The same mitigation measures as above were applied to the intersections with significant Project traffic 

impacts under the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario. As concluded above. the Commercial 

Scenario has significant impacts remaining at 2 intersections under Existing (2011) conditions and 5 

intersections under Future (2020) conditions after applying the mitigation measures. As shown in Table 

IV.K.1-42. Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios 

Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures. by applving the same mitigation measures to the Concept 

Plan and the Residential Scenario impacts for Existing (2011) conditions. all of the significant Project 

traffic impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. As such. there would be no significant 

and unavoidable traffic impacts for the Concept Plan or the Residential Scenario under Existing (2011) 

conditions. 
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Table IV.K.1-42 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA"} Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures 

Existing 

Peak w/o Project 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS 
Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.833 ]) 

Franklin Avenue PM 0.955 E 

Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave AL\1 0.669 B 

<US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 0.789 c 
16 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.741 c 

Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.701 c 
18 Vine Street& AL\1 0.734 c 

l-lollywood Boulevard PM 0.703 c 
31 Vine Street& AM 0 806 [) 

Sunset Boulevard PM 0.737 c 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale) 

A-fillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 
Traffic Study - Commercial Scenario Concept Plan 
With Project 

CMA LOS Imoact 
0.848 D 0.015 

0.981 E 0.026 * 
0.686 B 0 017 

0.820 D 0.031 * 
0.784 c 0.043 ' 
0.745 c 0.044 ' 
0.786 c 0.052 * 
0.762 c 0.059 * 

0 826 [) 0.020 * 
0.774 c 0.037 

With Project+Mitigation With Project With Project+Mitigation 
CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS 
0.836 D 0003 0.845 ]) 0012 0 833 

0.967 E 0.012 * 0.970 E 0 015 0.958 

0.674 B 0.005 0.683 B 0.014 0.670 

0.806 D 0.016 0.809 D 0.020 0.796 

0.770 c 0.029 0.779 c 0038 

0 728 c 0.027 0.736 c 0035 

0.768 c 0.034 0.779 c 0.045 0.762 
0.744 c 0.041 * 0.744 c 0.041 0 728 

0.812 [) 0.006 0823 D ()()] 7 0.810 

0.759 c 0.022 0.763 c 0.026 0.750 

IV Correction and Additions to the Draft EIR 
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[) 

E 

B 

D 

c 
c 
D 
c 

Impact 
-IJCIOl 

0003 

0001 

0007 

0.029 

0025 

0.004 

0.012 

Residential Scenario 
With Project With Project+Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact 
0 845 [) 0.012 

0.964 E 0009 

0.677 B 0.008 

0.797 c 0.008 

0.755 c 0.014 

0.734 c 0.033 

0 778 c 0.044 0.762 c 0028 

0 734 c 0.031 0.719 c IJCll 7 

0.823 ]) 0017 0.811 [) 0 005 

0.758 c 0.021 0.745 c 0008 
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Table CV. K. l-43, Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary Future (2020) With Project ECR 

Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures, shows resulting impacts for the Future (2020) 

conditions with mitigation measures. For the Concept Plan under the Future (2020) conditions, 

significant Project traffic impacts would remain at three intersections, intersections which were also 

concluded to remain significant for the Commercial Scenario analvzed in the Traffic Studv. The 

remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard (AM and PM Peak Hours); and 

31. Vine Street and Sunset Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

For the Residential Scenario under the Future (2020) conditions, significant Project traffic impacts would 

remain significant at three intersections, which are intersections concluded to remain significant in the 

Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. The remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard (AM Peak Hour); and 

19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

T\vo of these three intersections were concluded to remain significant under the Commercial Scenario 

analyzed above. One additional significant and unavoidable impact at the intersection of Argyle A venue 

and Hollywood Boulevard would remain after implementation of the mitigation measures above. This 

intersection was concluded to be mitigated to a less than significant level with the mitigation measures for 

the Commercial Scenario analyzed above and was concluded to remain significantly impacted with 

implementation of the mitigation measures under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario. 
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Table IV.1-43 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures 

No. Intersection 
Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Cabuenga Boulevard & 

Franklin Avenue 

Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave 

/US-101 F"y. NB On-Ramp 

14 La Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

l-lollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Sunset Boulevard 

31 Vine Street & 

Sunset Boulevard 

35 Vine Street & 

Fountain A venue 

36 Vine Street & 

Santa Monica Boulevard 

Peak 
Hour 
AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AL\1 
PM 

AJA 
PM 

AL\1 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AL\1 
PM 

A1\1 

PM 

AL\1 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Future (2020) 
w/o Project 

CMA LOS 
0.855 D 

0.978 E 

0 967 
1.104 

0 854 

1067 

1099 

0.984 

0.931 
1.106 

1002 

0947 

0 972 

0 972 

0 719 

0.969 

0.999 
0.913 

0.866 
0.931 

1031 

1.076 

0 907 
1022 

0 989 

1.070 

E 
F 

]) 

F 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

D 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

An * indicates a significant impact (LAD OT Revised Scale) 

A-fillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Traffic Study - Commercial Scenario 
With Project 

CMA LOS Impact 
With Project+Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.867 D 0.012 0.856 D 0.001 

0 997 0.019 0 983 E 0.005 

0981 E 
l .130 F 

0871 D 

1096 F 

0.014 * 0 969 E 0003 

0.026 * 1.1 l 6 F 0 012 * 
(I 017 0 818 

0.029 * 1.062 

D -0036 

F -0 004 

1.106 F Cl 007 1.095 F -0 004 

0.997 E 0.013 * 0.985 E 0.001 

0937 E 0.006 0.926 E -0.005 
1.130 F 0.024 ' 1.117 F 0 010 * 
1.026 F 0.024 * 1013 F 0.010 * 
0 991 0.044 * 0 974 E 0.026 * 

Future (2020) + EIR Scenarios 
Concept Plan 

With Project 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.864 D 0.009 

0 992 E 0.014 

0978 
l.119 

0867 

1086 

1.105 

0.993 

0936 
1.124 

1.022 

0 982 

E 

[) 

F 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

()()] 1 

0.015 

0013 

0.019 

0.006 

0.009 

0.005 
0 018 

0.020 

0 035 

With Project+Mitigation 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.853 D -0 002 

0 980 E 0.002 

0966 
1.107 

0.815 

1.057 

0.926 
1111 

1009 

0 966 

[) 

F 

E 
F 

F 
E 

-0.0(1] 

0003 

-Cl 039 

-0 009 

-0.005 
0.005 

0007 
(I 019 

l .024 F 0.052 * 1.006 F 0.034 * l .01 7 0.045 

0.029 

I OOJ 
0 987 

0.029 
0 (I] 5 1014 F 0.042 * 0 998 E 0.026 * llJOl 

(I 735 c 0.016 (I 722 c 
0.989 E 0.020 * 0.976 E 

0003 

0.007 

1.011 F 0.012 I 000 E 0001 
0930 E 0.017 0.91 7 E 0.004 

0884 D 
0946 E 

1.050 F 
1.l 13 

Cl 018 0.871 D 
0.015 ' 0.934 E 

0.019 * 1037 F 
0.037 * 1.098 

0.005 
0003 

0.006 

(I 022 * 
0 921 E 0.014 * 0 9lll E 0 003 
l045 F 0.023 * 1.031 F 0.009 

1.005 

1088 F 
0.016 * 0 993 E 

0 018 * 1.075 F 

0003 

0.005 

0733 

0.989 

1.008 
0925 

0881 
0944 

1.047 

1lll2 

0919 
l .040 

1002 

1082 

c 
E 

F 
E 

D 
E 

F 
F 

E 

F 
F 

0.014 

0.020 

0.009 
0.012 

0 015 
0.013 

0.016 

0.026 

0.012 
0.018 

0013 

0.012 

0 721 

0.976 

0.997 
0.913 

0.869 
0.931 

1.034 

1089 

0 908 
1.027 

0 991 

1.070 

c 
E 

E 
E 

D 
E 

F 
F 

E 
F 
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0003 

0007 

-0002 
0000 

0003 
00(1] 

0003 

0.012 

0001 
0.005 

0.002 

0000 

CMA 
0 859 

0990 

0 978 
1.l 13 

0 863 

1.075 

1.104 

0991 

0.938 
1.120 

1.016 

0 981 

1016 

0 993 

0 730 

0 993 

1002 
0.921 

0.881 
0.943 

1.047 

l .097 

0 921 
1 ()37 

0 997 

1079 

Residential Scenario 
With Project 

LOS Impact 
D 0.004 

E 0.012 

E 
F 

[) 

F 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

F 
E 

c 
E 

F 
E 

D 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 

F 

()()]] 

0.009 

0.009 

0.008 

0.005 

0.007 

0007 
0.014 

0.014 

0.034 

0.044 

0.021 

0011 

0.024 

0003 
0.008 

(I 015 

0.012 

0.016 

0.021 

(1_(1]4 

(I (1]5 

0.008 

0.009 

With Project+Mitigation 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.848 D -0.007 

0.978 

0.967 
1.102 

0.927 
1.109 

1004 

0.966 

1000 

0.980 

0 718 

0.979 

0.870 
0.931 

1035 

l .084 

0.909 
](125 

E 
F 

E 
F 

F 

F 
E 

c 
E 

D 
E 

F 

E 
F 

1)()01 

(11)(1(1 

-0002 

-0.004 
0003 

00(1] 

IJCl] 9 

0 028 
(I 008 

-0.001 

0 010 

0003 
0000 

0.004 

0.008 

0.002 
0003 
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In order to address the significant impact on Intersection No. l 9 Argvle Avenue and Hollywood 

Boulevard, it is recommended that the following mitigation measure is also implemented 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East 

Site, residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 

reserved residential parking spaces. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

To reflect this added mitigation measure, the residential distribution percentages at the East and West 

Sites adjacent intersections (listed below) were revised for an analysis of the Residential Scenario 

With Added Mitigation. The intersections affected bv the East Site residential unit and reserved 

residential parking limitation are: 

11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 

12. Argvle Avenue and Yucca Street 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard 

19. Argyle A venue and Hollywood Boulevard 

26. Vine Street and Selma Avenue 

27. Argyle Avenue and Selma Avenue. 

Utilizing the updated distribution percentages, the Project impacts under Existing (2011) and Future 

(2020) conditions were calculated for the Residential Scenario Plus Added Mitigation. The CMA 

values and the resulting traffic impacts are summarized in Table IV.K.1-44. As shown in Table 

IV.K.1-44, with mitigation measure IV.K.1-14, the significant impact at the intersection of Argvle 

Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under the Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario 

would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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No. Intersection 
II Vine Street& 

Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

18 Vine Street& 

Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

l-lollywood Boulevard 

26 Vine Street& 

Selma A venue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 

Selma Avenue 

EM30980 

Table IV.K.1-44 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) With Residential Scenario Traffic Conditions 

With Added Mitigation 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak Existing Existing + Project WP + Mitigation Without Project With Project 
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 
AM 0.429 A 0.445 A 0.016 0.545 A 0.562 A 0.017 

PM 0.378 A 0.427 A 0.049 0.514 A 0563 A 0.049 

AM 0.111 A 0.141 A 0.030 0.256 A 0.296 A 0.040 

PM 0300 A 0341 A 0.041 0 533 A 0.595 A 0.062 

AM 0.734 c 0.780 c 0.046 0.763 c 0.029 0.972 E 1.018 F 0.046 

PM 0.703 c 0.736 c 0.033 0 722 c 0 019 0.972 E 0993 0.021 

AM 0.445 A 0.454 A 0.009 0.719 c 0728 c 0.009 

PM 0617 fl 0629 B 0012 0 969 E 0.989 E 0.020 

AM 0.467 A 0.491 A 0.024 0.697 B 0.721 c 0.024 

PM 0.512 A 0.536 A 0.024 0.757 c 0 781 c 0.024 

AM 0.256 A 0.263 A 0007 0.467 A 0.475 A 0 008 

PM 0.338 A 0.344 A 0.006 0.655 B 0.661 B 0.006 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale) 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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WP + Mitigation 
CMA LOS Impact 

l 001 F 0.029 

0.980 E 0.008 

0.717 c -0002 

0 976 E 0007 

RL0029369 



EM30981 

Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

29. Page CV.K.2-2, the paragraph under the heading "Shared Parking" is revised as follows: 

Section 12.24 .X.20 permits two (2) or more uses to share off street parking spaces if i-t is determined 

that a lower total number of parking spaces than would be required will provide adequate parking for 

the uses. The determination is made based on an analysis of parking demand, among other 

requirements. Vlhile this determination is usually made by a Zoning Administrator upon application, 

the Prajeet i'\:pplicant is requesting approval of a shared parking program through the Development 

Agreement. 

Section 12.21 A.4 (v) permits the Citv Planning Commission to grant reduced on-site parking with 

remote off-site parking or transportation alternatives in connection with a City Planning Commission 

approval of an application otherwise subject to its jurisdiction including, but not limited to approval 

of a zone change, height district change. supplemental use district, or conditional use. Here the 

location of the Project Site allows for a number of transportation alternatives to be used by residents, 

visitors, employees, and guests. The Project Site is within a quarter mile of the Hollywood/Vine 

Metro Red Line Transit Station and numerous LADOT and Metro bus routes. \\'bile this 

determination will allow reduced parking via the shared parking program, the Applicant is also 

requesting approval of the shared parking program through the Development Agreement, as the 

parking standards and procedures for calculating the parking demand are established in the 

Development Regulations. 

30. Page IV.K.2-8, the first two sentences under the heading "Shared Parking" is revised as follows: 

Shared parking may be applied to the Base Demand (defined below) when the uses have different 

parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle or between weekends and 

weekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the Development Regulations. This is 

consistent with Community Plan Update policies, Section 12.24 .X.20 of the LAMC, and Section 

106.61 of the Green Building Code. 

31. Page IV.K.2-24, the first two sentences in the first full paragraph is revised as follows: 

As discussed previously in this Section, the Project includes a shared parking program to ensure the 

Project's peak parking demand is met throughout the year, consistent with policies in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update, Section 12.24 .X.20 of the LAMC, and Section 106.6. l of the Green 

Building Code. Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the 

Development Regulations_,_and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed 

Development Agreement and Citv Planning Commission approval pursuant to Section 12.21 A (y) of 

theLAMC. 

Section IV.L.2Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Correction and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page JV-32 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

32. Page IV.L.2-17, an additional sentence and minor revisions will be added after the second sentence in 

the first full paragraph. This is the result of a letter from the Bureau of Sanitation dated January 8, 

2013 and submitted in response to the Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR. The BOS recognized 

that there are parts of its system that are constrained. The Draft EIR anticipated this potential 

constraint and stated that if there is insufficient capacity, then a secondary line would need to be made 

to another line with sufficient capacity (from the September 27, 2011 BOS letter, included as 

Appendix IV.L.4, of the Draft EIR). The January 8, 2013 BOS letter, included as Appendix G, of the 

Final EIR, provides additional specificity of where a secondary connection could be made. The 

additional sentence and minor revisions are shown underlined below: 

As described in the City's BOS letter, and discussed above, further detailed gauging and evaluation 

may be needed as part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). 

If, for any reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 

required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The BOS 

identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 12-inch line 

on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in significant 

impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the implementation of best practices, 

such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of way,- during construction, would not 

significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection 

permit will be made at that-the time of final building design. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page JV-33 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30334 

Dennis Chew < dennis.chew@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 1:23 PM 
DonaldS261@aol.com 

Re: Planning Commission letter resent 

Sorry, Don, I respond to my emails in order of reception. I found your newer and improved version. 
The Millennium Project letter is good. I always have a capitalization problem with our letters. 
Roschen is the "Chairperson"; the "Commission" was acknowledged in the letter, so if it reappears, it should 
also be capitalized. (Sometimes when "Community" appears, because it's us specifically, then it should be in 
caps.) 
This is just me, Don. I'd like "shake" to be "unsettles" and "changing of the guard" to "mandate from the 
voters". 
Have a great Easter! 
Dennis 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 7: 11 PM, <DonaldS26l @aol.com> wrote: 
For some reason, the pdf file did not go through properly. Here it is again. 
Don 

Dennis Chew 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: C818) 374-5050 
Fax: C818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacitv.org 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Simon, 

EM30983 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Thursday, January 24, 2013 3:29 PM 
Simon Pastucha 
Sergio Ibarra 
PVP of 1/15 

I'm following up on the PVP meeting of January 15th, where the Millennium project was discussed. How soon 
after these meetings do applicants get a summary of the feedback? We'll me moving pretty swiftly on this case 
and I want to make sure they have an opportunity to incorporate comments before our hearing on 2/19. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30335 

DonaldS261@aol.com 
Friday, March 29, 2013 1:30 PM 
dennis.chew@lacity.org 
Re: Planning Commission letter resent 

letter text sent to me by Randy and Chris. IT was a rush rush job and had to get it out immediately. 
Don 

In a message dated 3/29/2013 1 :22:44 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time, dennis.chew@lacity.org writes: 

Sorry, Don, I respond to my emails in order of reception. I found your newer and improved version. 
The Millennium Project letter is good. I always have a capitalization problem with our letters. 
Roschen is the "Chairperson"; the "Commission" was acknowledged in the letter, so if it reappears, it should also 
be capitalized. (Sometimes when "Community" appears, because it's us specifically, then it should be in caps.) 
This is just me, Don. I'd like "shake" to be "unsettles" and "changing of the guard" to "mandate from the voters". 
Have a great Easter! 
Dennis 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 7:11 PM, <DonaldS261@aol.com> wrote: 
For some reason, the pdf file did not go through properly. Here it is again. 
Don 

Dennis Chew 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: C818) 374-5050 
Fax: C818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacitv.org 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to 
the intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or 
authorized to receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use 
of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the 
intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete 
or destroy the message and any copies of this material from any computer. 

RL0029374 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Sergio, 

EM30141 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 1:58 PM 

Sergio Ibarra (sergio.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Millennium Hollywood: Design Guidelines 

We will forward you shortly a link to download the design guidelines with the clarification edits requested. We have 
done the following: 

1. For the materiality, we thought best and simplest to add a new subsection to 6.6 "Building Materials and Color 
Guidelines". 6.6.1.k simply states that examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in figures x-x. We will 

then insert the figures from the second document to be attached and referenced. 
2. 8.2: made edits to reference the open space diagrams 
3. 8.2: added and 8.2.6.c with language referring to diagonal line 
4. 8.2: corrected the typo within legend to figures 8.1.1-4 

Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

fyi ... 

EM31857 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 26, 2013 4:32 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> 
Date: Fri, Apr 26, 2013 at 4:30 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> 

We now have some ideas and would welcome an opportunity to meet with developer representatives. Your help in 
arranging a meeting wou ld be helpfu l. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay ifl have the applicant's rep 
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reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 

portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 

such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
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Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at I :55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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EM31860 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
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Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

6 

RL0029381 



Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM31863 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

EM31864 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31865 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

EM30142 

Craig R. Smith <csmith@smithlf.com > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 2:01 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Sonny Rouel 
Millennium Hollywood Project 

130327 Ibarra Letter re Millennium Project.pdf 

Please find our letter of this date concerning the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Thank you. 

Craig R. Smith, Esq. 
Smith Law Firm 
21550 Oxnard Street, Suite 760 
Woodland Hills, California 91367 
818-703-6057 
818-703-6058 (fax) 

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION 

This electronic transmission, and any documents attached hereto, may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. 
The information is intended only for use by the recipient named above. If you have received this electronic message in error, please 
notify the sender and delete the electronic message. Any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents of information 
received in error is strictly prohibited. 

IRS Circular 230 disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any tax advice 
contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding any penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another 
party any transaction(s) or tax-related matter(s) addressed herein. This communication may not be forwarded (other than within 
the recipient to which it has been sent) without our express written consent. 
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VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM30143 

SMITH LAW FIRM 
A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION 
21550 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 760 

WOODLAND HILLS, CALIFORNIA 91367 
818-703-6057 TEL. 818-703-6058 FAX. 

March 27, 2013 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
E-Mail: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

Please be advised that this office represents 1718 Vine St., LLC, the owner of the 
property located at 1718 Vine Street, Los Angeles, California 90028. 

We write to you to voice our client's comments concerning the project and the City's 
actions concerning the project. 

Our client has concerns involving the manner in which the development will obstruct its 
access to the rear portion of its property. While our client generally supports the Millennium 
Holljwood Project, it does not to the extent it is denied access to its property. Our client reserves 
all of its rights and remedies in this regard. 

cc: Client 

Sincerely, 

Smit}(Law Firm 
A Professional La 

;!//···_· :·. '',' } 
!; . j 

(By: 

\ ........ . 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Edgar, 

EM30984 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 8:21 AM 
edgar.garcia@lacity.org 
'Richard Lichtenstein' 
RE: Confirmation 

I just spoke with Rich. Phil Aarons wants to make the presentation. Phil is not available until May and would 

prefer the presentation be rescheduled for mid-May. Rich also will be in touch with Lambert about this. 

Thanks. 

From: Edgar Garcia [mailto:edgar.garcia@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 5:54 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Confirmation 

No problem. Wanted to double-check as the agenda will be released tomorrow by the Commission office and 
will be circulated to the public. 

EG 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 5:28 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Edgar, apologies for the confusion. We are confirmed for this date - April 18th - per Rich. 

Thank you for checking in. 

From: Edgar Garcia [mailto:edqar.qarcia@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 4:02 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Confirmation 

Alfred, wanted to confirm that the Millennium team will be presenting to the Cultural Heritage Commission on 
April 18th. The CHC agenda is to be released shortly. 

EG 
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Edgar Garcia, Preservation Planner 

Office of Historic Resources 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, #620 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

www.preservation. lacity.org 

Tel: 213-978-11 89 

Fax: 213-978-0017 

E-mail: edgar.garcia@lacity.org 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Edgar Garcia, Preservation Planner 
Office of Historic Resources 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, #620 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
www.preservation.lacity.org 
Tel: 213-978-1189 
Fax: 213-978-0017 
E-mail: edgar.garcia@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30336 

Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 
Friday, March 29, 2013 1:56 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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EM30337 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.org] 

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
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EM30338 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 
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Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM30339 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30340 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

To Whom It May Concern, 

EM30144 

Georgia Davies <georgia_davies@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 2:08 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

My name is Georgia Davies.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I 
am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

G. Davies. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you. 

EM30986 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Friday, January 25, 2013 12:03 PM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Response to Caltrans Comments 

On Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 11 :50 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
I'm almost done with my comments on the Caltrans' memo so I should have that ready for you later today. I'll 
try to finish the Metro letter next Monday. 

On Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 11 :09 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tom, 

Just wanted to check in with you to see if you were able to review the responses to Caltrans and Metro 
comments. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 3 :08 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 2:43 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
Thanks for sending this over - I'll take a look and will try to get comments to you next week. 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 12:00 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tom, 

As I mentioned in my voicemail this morning, I have attached the response the consultants have prepared to the 
comments Caltrans had submitted on the Millennium Hollywood Project for your review, please. I have 
attached the version which includes my edits and comments so you can see what they are as well. I am 
especially concerned about the response to Comment 03 and the table contained therein. I would greatly 
appreciate any feedback from you. 

Please note that I am under pressure to complete my review and publish the document by the end of this 
month. Therefore, your early review and response would be much appreciated. 
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If you have any questions, my phone number is 213 -978-1359. 

Thank you, Tom. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM30145 

Joanna Falk <jfalk@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 2:10 PM 
To: Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 

marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Cynthia Moj; Jan Martin 
Please protect AMDA 

High 

Dear Officials of the city of Los Angeles, 

I am writing to ask that Millennium Partners be required to provide satisfactory mitigations to protect AMOA College 
and Conservatory of the Performing Arts for the duration of construction on their proposed development, which is to be 
located next door to the school's campus in Hollywood. The impacts of this development on AMOA will be multiple and 
extensive, yet Millennium has not yet provided appropriate mitigations for the school. Given the proximity of the 
development to the AMOA campus, this response is unacceptable and the proposal should not move forward as 
currently outlined. The Commission should not approve the Millennium project without ensuring that AMOA is 
sufficiently protected. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Joanna Falk 

Joanna Falk 
Assistant to the Directors 
AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
323.603.5970 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30341 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 
Hollis, Calvin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 1 :55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
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installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 
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I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM30345 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30346 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31866 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 26, 2013 4:32 PM 
Hollis, Calvin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

That's great. I will contact them and inquire about availability. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Apr 26, 2013 at 4:30 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We now have some ideas and would welcome an opportunity to meet with developer representatives. Your help in 
arranging a meeting would be helpful. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay ifl have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 
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Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at I :55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 
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To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 11:35 AM 
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To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

EM31872 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

EM31873 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31874 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30146 

Anthony Banks <abanks@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 2:35 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Millennium Project 

My name is Anthony Banks. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to ask 
that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from Millennium 
on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Anthony Banks 
4th Floor Administrative Assistant 

American Musical and Dramatic Academy 
*************************************** 
6305 Yucca Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
(323) 603-5960 phone 
(323) 469-1739 fax 

www.amda.edu 

The information contained in this electronic message and any attachments are intended/or the exclusive use of the 
addressee(~) and may contain confidential information. Please be mindful o.f provisions of the federal Family 
Educational Rights and Privacy Act when using or disseminating private or confidential information. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30147 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 3:04 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM30347 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 2:02 PM 
Jim Nelson 
Re: Hooray for Hollywood 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Mar 28, 2013 at 5:44 PM, Jim Nelson <motherco@aol.com> wrote: 

In 1982, I stood at the famous corner of Hollywood and Vine. Here was a place that held so many fantasies to 
me about movies, glamour and fun. Sadly it had sunk so low that I was sure I was in the wrong place. I asked a 
passerby ifthere was another corner of Hollywood and Vine? He said, "yes .... In people's memories". I thought 
this was so sad, that a dream had died. At that moment, I decided to bring it back to life. It was perfect the fun 
city that I had dreamed of my whole life: a reborn Hollywood Boulevard! Unfortunately, it was too complex to 
get the city, community and landowners together to do something in the old downtown Hollywood, so I 
abandoned my original site and took my idea a bit to the north to Universal City and started the long task of 
building my dream city there. (CityWalk). 

Today, 30 years later, hundreds of people filled City Hall to Celebrate the Re-Birth of Hollywood. The excitement was 
electric. Every single person spoke of their Love and Hope for what has been a dead City since my Birth (1947). 
Millennium's promise of a World Class Project was greeted with the Glee of Children on Christmas Morning. 

Now, it is our job to help Millennium fulfill that Promise. 

From CityWalk, We know that if it's done right, the retail sales for the project could reach levels of 500 dollars a foot. We 
also know that if it's done wrong, it might only reach averages of 200 dollars a foot. At a 9% Sales Tax rate that's a 

minimum Opportunity Cost of 180 Dollars a foot. 

That's a lot of money (15,000,000 per annum). 

And that's at the 85,000 square feet of retail that they are proposing. 
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Question, What if the project was redesigned as a Destination Entertainment Center and the Retail space was increased 
to 300,000? 

Answer: The City would stand to make more than 150,000,000 a year. With that type of income, the Developer could 
afford to do things like a new off ramp at Barham, an elevated HOV lane like the 110 or the 10 plus all kinds of 
improvements to Hollywood's Infrastructure and Public Areas. 

Furthermore, We have all the Skills and Talent right here in Hollywood to Help Millennium create the Exceptional 
Experience that the location demands. 

I personally commit to providing my time to the effort - pro-bona (at the conceptual stage). As a first step, I'm attaching 
an Instruction Manual for Entertainment Districts that I wrote based on my experience with CityWalk. Please pass it 
along to them. 

It's finally Hollywood's time. Let's not blow it. 

Regards, 

Jim 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Srimal. 

EM30988 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org > 
Thursday, January 24, 2013 1:58 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Reviewed Corrections and Additions Section 

I just took a glance at MM B.1.4 sort of vears off mitigation and becomes a Finding. We should avoid letting 
them do that, however I know time is an issue. 

Also, I will be gone until Feb 5 after today, so let me know if you need anything from me. 
Jon 

On Thu, Jan 24, 2013 at 1:10 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity. org> wrote: 
Attached, please find the reviewed Corrections and Additions section. Very minor edits for the most part. 

However, I do have a question: shouldn't the Impacts/Mitigations Summary Table 1-1 be revised to reflect the 
mitigation measure changes and new mitigation measures? 

Srimal 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
j on. foreman@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30148 

Rachel Torres < rtorres@uniteherell.org > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 3:23 PM 
cpc@lacity.org 
Porras, Marcel; Jerry Neuman 
Letter in Support of Millennium Hollywood 

Letter to Planning Commission 3.27.13.pdf 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission, 

Attached please find our letter of support for the Millennium Hollywood project scheduled for tomorrow's 
Planning Commission agenda. 

Thank you for your courtesy in this matter. 

Best regards, 
Rachel Torres 

Rachel Torres 
Research Analyst 
UNITE HERE Local 11 
464 S. Lucas Ave., Suite 201 
Los Angeles, CA 900 l 7 
Phone: (213) 481-8530, Ext. 275 
Fax: (213) 481-0352 
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UNITE ! Local 11 
464 S. Lucas 

March 27, 2013 

Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
200 N Spring St 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Sent Via Email to: cpc@lacity.org 

RE: Millennium Hollywood 

Dear Members of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 

481-8530 • FAX 

On behalf of the 20,000 hotel workers UNITE HERE Local 11 represents throughout Los 
Angeles and Orange County, we would like to express our strong support for the 
Millennium Hollywood Project. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project, which is proposed to include a hotel, sports club, 
office, retail, and restaurant, continues a strong precedent of responsible development in 
Hollywood, beginning with the Hollywood and Highland project. This project will 
receive no city dollars nor is it on city land, yet thousands of good jobs will be produced 
for the construction and permanent employees. 

In addition, the hotel will has joined in partnership with the Hospitality and Training 
Academy (HTA) to ensure local residents are recruited and trained for high quality jobs 
at this hotel. The Hospitality Training Academy (HTA) is a non-profit institution and a 
true labor-management partnership/Taft-Hartley fund that provides benefits to both 
employers and the employees of the new hotel. The HTA also partners with educational 
institutions and community organizations to provide formal training to facilitate entry and 
advancement along the extensive career ladders within the hospitality and food service 
industries. HT A uniquely offers workers the tools to succeed in a vital, high growth 
industry, and provides workplace English, skill upgrades, vocational classes and "bridge 
training" to move participants into a job and then a career. 

We want to express our support for the project and encourage the Planning Commission 
to vote in favor of the project. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Ada Briceno, Secretary Treasurer 

CC: Counci]member Eric Garcetti 
Jerold Neuman, Attorney for Applicant 
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Sent: 
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Subject: 
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Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 
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Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 4:51 PM 
ibarra.serge@gmail.com 
CPC report Lucy 
Millenium CPC Report2 (Luci).doc 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

las Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~-· 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Council Chambers Room 350, 3rd Fir 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: Zone Change/Height District 

Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 
Conditional Use, Zone Variance 
and Site Plan Review appealable to 
City Council. (per L.A.M.C. Section 
12.36 C). 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

Expiration Date: April 23, 2013 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with each site consisting of up to two towers measuring 585 feet and 220 feet in the maximum 
height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the 
uses from those listed above in compliance with the land use equivalency program and 
development regulation. A minimum of 5% grade level open space will be provided for 
buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12% grade level open space for buildings taller 
than 550 feet. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-DA-H D: 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2; 
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2. Pursuant to Section 12.32-Q, A Height District Change '20' to '2", Removing the "D" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W,24 and 12.24-T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel 
use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 
a. allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19); 
b. permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1 ); 
c. to permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W, 18(a)); 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
b. allow less than the required parking the sports club/fitness facility; 

6. Pursuant to Section 12.21-A,4(y), City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On
Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared on-site parking; 

7. Pursuant to Article 6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City CEQA 
Guidelines, Adopt ENV-2011-0675-EIR and accompanying mitigation measures and 
Mitigation and Reporting Monitoring Program as the environmental clearance for the proposed 
project. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 
from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6:1 

3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 

4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow Floor Area averaging a unified development to allow the use of 
the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 

5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 
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7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared 
on-site parking. 

10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of two buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15, 000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6: 1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated with the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed in the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand. Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) the Development Regulations shall prevail, and where the 
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Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General 
Plan shall prevail. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has been established by 
the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the 
project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be 
modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total 
peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework within which 
proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 
limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental 
impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project 
as set forth in the EIR. 

Background 

The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No. 2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the Project Site in the General Plan. The C4-2D-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 2D. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "D" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" Development 
Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3: 1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted 
Supplemental Sign Use District ("SN") pursuant to Ordinance No. 176, 172. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
RS Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted. Additionally, the project is subject to the adopted Hollywood 
Signage Supplemental Use District which is discussed above. 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with direct 
access to a major public transit station (Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fa9ade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story and approximate 1,800 square-foot rental 
car business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 
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is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and west halves of the project site. 

Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision 
consisting of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 
office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the 
existing office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square 
feet), approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency 
on February 6, 2009 with an appeal period end date of March 4, 2013. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the 
entitlements in VTT-71837 and CPC-2013-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-HD-ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Map Symbols, Footnotes, 
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Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District so as to improve the 
regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as well as the location of and 
coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the RS Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13, 790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District and project Permit Compliance for signage, and Conditional 
Uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, 
and restaurant uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a 
property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone Change from C4-2S. C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D 
and [T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a Height District change to modify the "D" limitation to permit a 
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maximum floor area ratio of 4.5: 1; a Zone Variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel in lieu of 
the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a Zone Variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No. 3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a Zone Variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where 
the man use is in the C4 Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and Site Plan Review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has been allowed to 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use permitting the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ration between 4.5: 1 and 6: 1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in height from 75 to 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment units, a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a Conditional 
Use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expanded 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 
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ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a conditional use permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

Walkability 

The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, Guidance for Entitlement Review (Walkability 
Checklist) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning 
and specifies urban design guidelines that are generally applicable to all projects requiring 
discretionary approval for new construction. Consisting of objectives, goals, and implementation 
strategies, the Walkability Checklist cites various design elements intended to improve the 
pedestrian environment, protect neighborhood character, and promote high-quality urban form. 
Such topics as sidewalks, crosswalks/street crossings, on-street parking, utilities, building 
orientation, off-street parking and driveways, on-site landscaping, building fa9ades, and building 
signage and lighting are addressed and should be considered in the design of a project. 

The project satisfies various relevant elements of the Walkability Checklist, including the 
following: 

Sidewalks: The project will preserve the Hollywood Walk of Fame along Vine Street, and 
improve sidewalks along Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue, and Ivar Avenue. In addition, the 
project will include pedestrian connections transitioning the public right-of-way with mid
block connections throughout the project, allowing path of travel from Ivar Avenue 
across Vine Street, and reaching the project's east project frontage along Argyle 
A venue. The pathways within pedestrian level public plazas will include street furniture, 
lighting, and landscaping with a consistent use of materials, colors, and furnishings 
throughout, which will enhance the pedestrian experience. 

Building Orientation: The Development Regulations associated with the project include 
provisions that ensure active street-level frontages with entrances that are visible from 
the street and sidewalk, and developed to the property line, consistent with the pattern of 
development in the immediate vicinity. 

Off-Street Parking & Driveways: Curb cuts for vehicular driveways shall be located no 
closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets unless approved by DOT to be a leg 
of the intersection, access driveways to parking facilities not located at signalized 
intersections will not exceed 28 feet in width, parking and loading access shall be shared 
where feasible and priority placement within parking structures will be given to bike 
parking, car-share parking, and other alternative vehicles. Moreover, pedestrian access 
to parking facilities shall be directly from the street or from within the building for an 
underground garage. 

On-Site Landscaping: The Development Regulations provide for a minimum of 10% of 
grade level open space to be landscaped with softscape or water features, and calls for 
the use of a seasonally diverse use of plant material with 30% of all landscaping to be 
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Issues 

California Native or drought tolerant. The open space is characterized to be planted as a 
single area or multiple singles areas with each single area having a minimum size of 100 
square feet. 

Building Facade & Lighting: The Development Regulations provide Street Wall 
standards which include the use of articulation, consisting of massing, fenestration, 
varied textures, openings, recesses, and design accents. Also, architectural elements, 
such as balconies, verandas, and porches will add additional character. 

The pubic comment period on the Draft EIR concluded on December 10, 2012, and the public 
hearing on the project was held on February 19, 2013. The following discussion is a summary 
of the recurring issues that were raised during both the environmental review as well as the 
testimony received at the hearing. 

Traffic: Numerous letter and speakers, predominantly hillside residents, cited existing traffic 
conditions in their neighborhoods and expressed concerns over the potentially detrimental 
conditions that may result from the intensity and density of development, particularly along 
Franklin Avenue, which serves as a parallel east-west route along the US-101 Freeway. 

The traffic analysis in the EIR for the project studied 37 intersections. Under existing traffic 
conditions, (2011), all 37 intersections during the AM Peak Hour operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS) of A through D, as determined by DOT. During the PM Peak Hour, one 
intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion with some long-standing lines 
on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide for 
protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or F are considered unacceptable. The 
addition of the project will increase the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) in the future (2020) at 
all study intersections during one or both peak hours. Per DOT policy, a significant impact is 
defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project-related traffic as 0.010 or more when 
the final LOS is E or F. 

With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 22 of the 37 studied intersections would 
continue to operate at acceptable levels of A through D. The remaining 15 intersections are 
anticipated to operate at Levels of E or F during one or both peak hours with or without the 
project. With the addition of project and the project-related traffic mitigation measures, however, 
the impacted intersections would decrease from 15 to 13. Of these, five study intersections 
would remain at a significant level even with the implementation of mitigation measures, 
meaning there was minimal improvement to the CMA (less than 0.010). As such, while residents 
expressed concern about the traffic impacts, the analysis has determined that area will 
nonetheless experience diminished levels of service even without the project. 

Height/FAR increase 

Several speakers at the public hearing, including Councilman Tom LaBonge (CD 4), cited 
concerns with the proposed height and scale of the project, which is proposed under the 
Development Regulations to range from 220 feet to 585 feet (approximately 55 stories). The 
tallest existing structures within the Hollywood Community Plan area stand at approximately 20 
stories, including the Sunset Vine Tower, and an office building at 6265 Sunset Boulevard. In 
addition, speakers stated that allowing an FAR of 6:1 would set a precedent not previously 
experienced in Hollywood. 
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The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) and 
the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation is intended to 
accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential density, recognizing the need to 
promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, while simultaneously addressing "the 
needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment, and tourism." 

The 'D' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 16S,6S9, limits 
buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, and which may exceed a FAR of 
3: 1 if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program 
and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any Designs for Development 
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan allowed a 4.S:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA approval. Although the CRA has since been 
dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties in the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
which have been approved by the City Planning Commission and conforms with the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan (CRA). 

Despite opposition to the 6:1 FAR, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6: 1 
FAR, including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within SOO feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review 
for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAAITT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable S- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ratio between 4.S:1 and 6:1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 1 SO residential condominiums, 37S 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,SOO square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 62S0-62S2 Hollywood Boulevard. 

Density 

The project was approved under VTT-71837-CN for the development of 492 residential 
condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 21S,OOO square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new 
and 114,303 square feet of existing office space, 3S,OOO square feet of fitness/sports club use, 
and 1S,OOO square feet of restaurant use. The project is subject to an exception in LAMC 
Section 12.22-A, 18(a), which permits any use in the RS Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1 .S, C2, 
C4, or CS Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The RS Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per 
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dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As such, the project, 
as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project site. 

AMOA - Sensitive Receptor 

AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMOA") is adjacent to the proposed 
project with an approximate 2-acre campus in Hollywood, and which includes a structure at 
1777 Vine Street. AMOA is a performing arts school and the mid-century 1777 Vine Street 
building includes classrooms in addition to studios, office, computer lab and a student lounge. At 
the public hearing, a legal representative for AMOA, and AMOA staff and students voiced their 
concerns about potential impacts the proposed project would have on their school and the 
functions associated at 1777 Vine Street. The school contends that due to the types of activities 
that occur at this site, it should be considered a sensitive receptor and that additional mitigation 
is needed to safeguard the school from noise/vibration and air quality impacts. According to the 
testimony of a representative of the AMOA, certain rooms have been altered to facilitate noise 
attenuation for certain music and voice activities, and that an air filtration system for the building 
has been installed. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive 
receptors. In this instance, AMOA is located in a heavily urbanized and heavily trafficked area, 
approximately one block south of the US-101 Freeway. It is located adjacent to a surface 
parking lot (West Site), which has the inherent expectation for high intensity development by 
virtue of its location in the Hollywood area, its Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation, and the permitted uses and densities allowed in the C4 Zone. 

A sensitive receptor, as defined in the Guidance Documents of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Guidance Documents, which has jurisdiction in LA County, is 
"a person in the population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to exposure to 
an air contaminant." Land uses where these sensitive receptors are typically located include: 

Schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers 
Long-term health care facilities 
Rehabilitation centers 
Convalescent Centers 
Hospitals 
Retirement Homes 
Residences 

The property at 1777 Vine Street does not include a school, playground, or childcare center or 
medical-based services or operations which would warrant designation as a sensitive receptor 
as it pertains to air quality. 

With respect to noise and vibration, page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's student 
housing facilities are located north of the project site across Yucca Steet, the Franklin Building, 
the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street 
Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMOA student housing in the 
EIR and which have been identified as noise-sensitive receptors. Short-term construction noise 
and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses were considered significant and unavoidable 
after mitigation. However, the EIR included the most stringent available mitigation measures 
that would minimize noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses to the maximum 
extent feasible, irrespective of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Despite the maximized level of mitigation for noise and vibration, again for the short-term 
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construction impacts that were deemed significant and unavoidable, two mitigation measures, 
H-3 and H-7, were amended to address AMDA's concerns, to include all immediately adjacent 
structures, including 1777 Vine Street, in the mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as 
follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on 
the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the 
nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 
potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted, the testimony received at the public hearing, and the 
proposed project's compliance with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
the former Hollywood Community Plan (1988), and the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 
the Department of City Planning is recommending that the City Planning Commission: 

Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 to permit the use of a sports club/fitness facility 
on the project site, not otherwise allowed in the C4 Zone. The sports club/fitness facility is a use 
that should be allowable and which is expected within a mixed-use development providing 
amenities for both residents and employees of the project site. 

Approve a Height District Change from '2D' to '2', removing the "D" Limitation to allow a Floor 
Area Ratio of 6:1, consistent with FAR incentive provided for in the Regional Center Commercial 
land use designation of the Hollywood Community Plan, and which is consistent with other 
developments previously approved under the CRA's approval process for 6:1 FAR. 

Approve the conditional use requests to allow live entertainment and on-site sales of alcohol in 
within the development. These uses would satisfy the Hollywood Community Plan's objectives 
of encouraging the nightlife activity in Hollywood, by providing uses which extend commercial 
operating hours thereby enhancing pedestrian activity and solidifies Hollywood as an 
entertainment destination for residents and tourists alike. 

Approve a conditional use to allow floor area averaging across a unified development, as it will 
ensure that the project, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, is constructed as a single project 
with guarantees that design elements and related improvements will be continuously 
maintained. 

Approve the associated variances for above ground outdoor dining allowing the project to 
provide an amenity to hotel guests, residents, and visitors to take advantage of the Los Angeles 
climate, skyline views, and which reinforces Hollywood as a destination for nightlife and 
entertainment. 
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Approve the related variance for reduced parking for the fitness use and for shared and reduced 
on-site parking for transportation alternatives for the entire project, recognizing that the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the parking requirements of the code, including reductions for 
mixed-use projects, projects located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, and projects 
located in proximity to mass transit. 

The requested entitlements would redevelop and intensify an underutilized site improved with 
surface parking and which preserves the iconic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings. The 
project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that satisfies the Community Plan's 
jobs-housing balance while recognizing the need to offer entertainment-related uses that identify 
the character of Hollywood, encourage a critical mass of economic activity, and improve the 
aesthetic character of community. Moreover, the project will encourage additional development 
on underutilized parcels while setting a precedent that the preservation of 'old' Hollywood can 
be accommodated with new development. 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

2. Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted an approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

0. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be seized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if not street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 
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(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Crime Prevention Section (located at 
Parker Center, 150 N. Los Angeles Street, Room 818, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-
3134). These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit A or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit B. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit B) stamped 
pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit B), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit B), on the subject property shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on any one site (East or West Site), shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 

5. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No. 2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission. The FAR shall be averaged across the East and West Sites as a 
Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W, 19 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. 

6. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as may permitted by the Land 
Use Equivalency Program (Exhibit A), may be constructed on the subject site. 

7. Parking. A minimum of 1,918 project related parking shall be provided to serve, and be 
shared, among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 

b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 
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c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off
street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for 
review and approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, 
Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. No above grade parking shall be greater than three stories in 
height. 

8. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

9. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

10. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

11. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

12. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining residential lots as necessary to 
preclude dust dispersion from the Project Site to adjacent homes. 

13. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 

14. Posting of Construction Activities. The adjacent residents shall be given regular 
notification of major construction activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign 
(At a distance of 50 feet) shall be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone 
number for inquiring about the construction process and to register complaints. 
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15. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, 
vanpool, or take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited 
to, the following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

16. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transit/ridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

17. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit completed prior to the 
issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. Temporary 
certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay through no 

RL0029444 



EM27052 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D Q-4 

fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has demonstrated 
reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. All improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

18. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

19. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

20. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

21. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

22. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

23. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 
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24. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character if the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

25. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

26. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

Q-6 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
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Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 

Q-7 

Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a 
minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
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Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
South Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at 
California State University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, 
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study 
or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, 
if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

Q-11 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University 
Los Angeles, California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating 
what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 
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D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
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design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction 
conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on 
or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
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include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 
movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or 
exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures 
have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-17 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 
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F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

RL0029459 



EM27067 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-19 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

RL0029460 



EM27068 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D Q-20 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
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Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 
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J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
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work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-25 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

Q-26 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 
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xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
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permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently 
being established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 
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K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10- 2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination 
with the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 

Q-32 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
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shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaaina for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued the maintenance and operation of the 
development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the floor area 
potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying design 
elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by the 
Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food service 
at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cate to be located 
on the observation deck of the hotel, and on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live entertainment and 
dancing. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, and within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited under 
this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual operator from 
securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval to 
establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are approved as identified 
above in Condition No. 1a through 1c of this section. The Plan Approval application shall 
be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete 
by the Planning Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all 
abutting owners, for the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los 
Angeles Police Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol sales and 
consumption, the Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the 
applicant or suggested by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing 
conditions, as applicable, on the following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum 
seating capacity, valet parking, noise, character and nature of operation, food service 
and age limits. Entertainment-related and other specific conditions of operation, 
including the length of a term grant and security, shall be determined as part of the plan 
approval determination. 
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4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Within [six months] of the effective date of this action, all employees involved with the 
sale of alcoholic beverages shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department 
"Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR)." Upon completion of such 
training, the applicant shall request the Police Department to issue a letter identifying 
which employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the 
letter from the Police Department to the Zoning Administrator as evidence of 
compliance. In the event there is a change in the licensee, within one year of such 
change, this training program shall be required for all new staff. 

7. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and required to comply. 

8. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

9. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

10. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

11. During the operation hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

12. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

13. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

14. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 
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15. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 

16. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

17. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

18. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

19. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

20. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

21. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

22. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

23. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

24. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 
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25. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

26. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

27. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. 

28. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant. The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the building is prohibited. 

29. Within 60 days of the opening of the restaurants, all employees of the business shall 
receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) and LEAD programs regarding 
alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los Angeles Police Department and 
State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control Department at least two times per year or 
to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police Department. The applicant shall transmit a 
copy of the completion of such training to the Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the 
file. 

30. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

31. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

32. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

33. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

34. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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35. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, or 
employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval which action is brought within 
the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, 
action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to 
cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and sets forth specific 
land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood area. The 
Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the subject property 
as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, RS, P, and PB. 
The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of 
commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project 
would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. This type of 
development would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 
The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property 
contains approximately 4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the 
tract map, the applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-
2D-SN to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance of 
increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing growth in 
locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and incentives for new 
mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site is located in an FAR 
Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR 
of 6: 1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the recently 
adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6: 1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that includes a 
range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with the Regional 
Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the provision of both 
residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for 
Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.48: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, which 
will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting these structures, 
the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals 
addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing 
programmable open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote tourism, 
support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit 
Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. A number of Metro and 
LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 
210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To 
promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with DOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with the provision of a shared car 
system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project 
will incorporate a Transit Demand Management program meant to promote the use of 
carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic resources, 
locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian 
activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable land use planning goals, 
objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community 
Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a major 
population center by providing the addition of new multi-family residential units, approximately 
215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses, 
approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and approximately 34,000 square 
feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood community. Development of the project would 
be consistent with growth projections for the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as 
identified by the Department of City Planning and SCAG (see also Section IV.I, Population, 
Housing, and Employment). Specifically, the project's approximately 492 new residential units 
and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, representing about 0.37 percent 
of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion between 2010 and 2030. Development of the 
Project would provide approximately 492 residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, 
providing housing necessary for the growing community. In addition, development of the project 
would not result in the removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. 
Development of the project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of 
which would provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long
range planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the site, 
which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much-needed 
housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance objectives of the 
Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was 
adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The 
Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues 
as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, 
transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few under
improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an otherwise mix-use 
neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in close proximity to jobs 
and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and associated Height 
District Change would be consistent with several goals and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting policies 
relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to provide for the stability 
and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 
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Housing Element. Since the proposed development involve approximately 492 multi-family 
residential units, the Housing Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. 
The Housing Element includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing 
opportunities in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project 
would satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2. 1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2. 1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2. 1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2. 1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 
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4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, and the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area. The property is located on two city blocks 
straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca 
Street is designated as a Secondary Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue 
(along the West Site) and as a Local Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue 
(along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 

The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No. 2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "D" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the 'D' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is not height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of up to 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, 
approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 
114,302 square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 
square feet of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 
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square feet of retail use, with 1,918 parking spaces, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the 'D' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1, 163,079 square feet, resulting 
in an FAR of 5. 98: 1. A 6: 1 FAR is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density 
of uses necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of 
historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity 
in the area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. 
At the same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate 
the ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public 
gathering areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also 
enable pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to 
Argyle Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, 
the project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering 
spaces and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between 
the Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 
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The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Susses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU. 1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2. 15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 
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Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods." 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts, and promotes public safety and the general welfare. 
Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of the "D" Limitation is 
beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, and is 
representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the ''T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
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development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is sell served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-1-1 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for Business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 
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Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan calls for active commercial uses with extended hours of operation to 
promote pedestrian activity and which supports Hollywood as a destination for business, 
conventions, trade shows, entertainment and tourism. The project has been conditioned 
herein to ensure the use would not have a detrimental impact to the community and 
furthers the City's goal to ensure that the establishment does not become a nuisance or 
require additional resources of LAPD to monitor and enforce. 

17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
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creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202; and 
Cahuenga Videos and Adult Books at 1651 Cahuenga Boulevard. A finding of public 
convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant to AB 2897, 
Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and nightclubs offering a 
full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment destination serving 
both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department ("LAPD") statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that 
in 2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the Area after giving consideration to the distance of the 
proposed use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments 
dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer 
and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of the downtown Hollywood 
and would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. 
As such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 
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Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, Live Entertainment. Reduced/Shared Parking) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned property along Ivar 
Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences would be buffered 
by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which front both sides of 
Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, market, TV repair, and 
office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-2D-SN Zone along 
Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family residences in the R4-2 
Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development that is characteristic of 
the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood community. The 
development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with other uses of the 
project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest lively 
development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
the Los Angeles region. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
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the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan, while simultaneously providing publically accessible 
and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the unified 
development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with pedestrian 
walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the Capitol 
Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project is 
proper in relation to adjacent uses or the development of the community. The provision 
of live entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance 
floor up to 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. Special 
events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations throughout 
the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion of local 
business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise the 
cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the blanket conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be desirable to the public convenience or welfare because the 
project will fill the need for hospitality type uses within the region and provide new jobs 
for the local economy. Moreover, the project is located in a rapidly growing 
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neighborhood that is already characterized by tourism and entertainment businesses, 
restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel location will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare. 

Floor Area Averaging 

The location of the project and FAR averaging across the development will be desirable 
to the public convenience and welfare because it facilitates a beneficial mix of uses and 
a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty 
Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the project allows for 
the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building 
sites because it permits the development of two new structures with massing that better 
relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project site also allows for an 
open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and enhances walkability. 
The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial and sports club uses 
will meet the demand from local residents and allow project residents and office 
employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within the property. 
Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the design of the 
project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are ultimately built 
in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the Capitol Records 
Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified development including a 
combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections and 
common architectural and landscape features, which constitute distinctive design 
elements of the development. The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site 
that are designed to work together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and 
the vehicular connections are designed to promote walkability through functional 
linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and wayfinding features) within the 
Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the neighborhood beyond. The new 
structures on the East and West Sites are required to be designed to complement each 
other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood 
and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features and open space are also 
designed to flow continuously between and connect the East and West Sites and create 
cohesion by repeating common features and themes. Accordingly, the averaging of FAR 
across the project's location is desirable to the public convenience and welfare. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare because it is representative of the other live entertainment 
venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community Plan's objective of 
extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and cafes, along 
commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity and enhancing 
Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors alike. The area 
surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and is largely 
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developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood Boulevard is 
designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan as 
well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and its dancing and live 
entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the immediate area, but 
will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

Hotel Use 

The construction of a hotel within the mixed-use development will not be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate area. The hotel use, if 
built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the development of 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will not be materially detrimental 
to the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. Rather, it will permit 
development of the project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site 
and to the surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create 
a project design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a 
beneficial and efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting 
development will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and 
create beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

Live Entertainment 

The project is consistent with the nature of the Hollywood area and will fill an existing 
need through the creation of a mixed-use development that furthers the vision for 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the future residents, employees and 
visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in the immediate neighborhood. The 
property is currently underutilized with a substantial portion of the site used for surface 
parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of beneficial uses, be welcoming to 
pedestrians and easily accessible by public transportation. Moreover, the City will have 
the opportunity to ensure that each establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering 
live entertainment will operate in a manner that is not detrimental to the character of the 
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neighborhood through the required plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator 
subsequent to the grant of a master conditional use permit for these uses. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoor dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 
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The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the 
associated Development Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) and Development Regulations 
(Exhibit B) incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would share parking 
spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand 
patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
TOM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the provision of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
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approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director'' under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking variance, the project will meet parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with 
these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
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be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
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approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red Line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a manner consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
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to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will not improve the existing conditions, but will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
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surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
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requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 
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The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
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hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
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25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone 
and would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone 
and would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
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585 feet above grade. 
• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 

and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
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by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
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lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
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423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 
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Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 
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Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 
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The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 
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Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 
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To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG em1ss1ons both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 
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The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fai;:ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
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Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 
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b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
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the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the 
proposed construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
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structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 
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As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
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and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 
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The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 
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F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
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nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 
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J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
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LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 
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J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
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underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
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there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
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Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 
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viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

1. Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 
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L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
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would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV. B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
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daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate 
air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the 
HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the 
Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City 
Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose 
sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by 
the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
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residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 
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Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 
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H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 
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With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
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• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 
Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
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18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
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friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 
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K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-SS). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
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Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 
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The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 
No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 
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The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Obiectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
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necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Obiectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
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mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Obiectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
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the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Obiectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 
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The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

F-82 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
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Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development-4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
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Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
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not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative S's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
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uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
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Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
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to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
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It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 
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4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, 
3rd Floor, Room 350, Los Angeles, CA 90012 on Wednesday, February 19, 2013 at 9:00 AM. 

Summary of the Public Hearing Testimony 

The hearing covered the Advisory Agency's consideration of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN and the Hearing Officer's receipt of testimony under the public hearing requirements 
of CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

The public hearing began with an introduction by the Advisory Agency as to the purpose and 
procedures of the Tract Map hearing as well as the Hearing Officer's statements regarding the 
preparation of staff report with the Department of City Planning's recommendation to the City 
Planning Commission. The applicant (Phil Aarons, Millennium Partners) and the applicant's 
representatives (Jerry Neuman and Alfred Fraijo of Sheppard Mullin) presented the project by 
discussing the development features, including the intent to develop the project with the use of 
Land Use Equivalency Program and Development Regulations to provide a mix of uses that 
maximizes the utility of the site with development standards that allow sufficient flexibility to 
respond to market conditions. The applicant's representative stated the project's compliance 
with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including the use of the 6:1 FAR 
incentive permitted in Regional Center Commercial land use areas. The shared parking 
variance request reflects the development's intent to de-couple the parking from the dwelling 
units as per the City Planning Commission's practice, and to provide parking to the various uses 
of the site with the understanding that certain uses demand parking at specific times of the day. 
The applicant also stated that the dwelling units would be constructed to condominium 
standards, but may be made available as apartments if it is determined that the market is more 
receptive. 

Upon the conclusion of the applicant and the applicant's representative, the public hearing was 
open to the public. Approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and opposition 
to the project. The members represented residents, labor groups, neighborhood councils, 
homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce, and affected 
business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the Montalban Theater and 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMOA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District No. 4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31875 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Saturday, April 27, 2013 8:54 AM 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Subject: Re: Fwd: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 04/09/2013 

Lisa: I will work with rodel. 

From: Lisa Webber [mailto: lisa .webber@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2013 05:19 PM 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 04/09/2013 

Dan -can you please follow up on this request from Eva 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Eva Yuan-McDaniel <eva.yuan-mcdaniel@lacity. org> 
Date: Tue, Apr 9, 2013 at 12:11 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 04/09/2013 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Please see attachment. 

Of the 12 applicants, USC and Millennium owe the largest amounts. Can the planners contact the 
applicants/reps and see if they would pay quickly? If not, we have to forward the delinquent accounts for 
collection. 

Please let me know. Thanks. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Rodel Dela Cruz <rodel.delacruz@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Apr 9, 2013 at 11:21 AM 
Subject: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 04/09/2013 
To: Eva Yuan-McDaniel <eva.yuan-mcdaniel@lacity. org> 
Cc: Livea Yeh <livea.yeh@lacity. org>, Maria Apusen <maria.apusen@lacity.org> 

Hello Eva, 

Here attached is the latest list of Accounts Receivable for Full Cost Recovery Invoices Billing Profile 6801. This list 
includes today's newly-obtained Delinquency Report (Dunning Message Report) for work done from October 1, 2012 to 
December 31, 2012 (please see column labeled "1-30 Days Past Due"). There are a total of 12 invoices who became 
delinquent as of today. They will receive a Notice of Delinquent Invoice within the next few days (will be mailed out 
today). We have 3 additional payments pending to be processed that appeared under "1-30 Days Past Due". Please 
ignore the "1-30 Days Past Due" information showing for Hollywood & Gower (FCR13000075) and Hidden Creeks 
Estates, LLC (FCR13000059 & FCR13000067). These 3 invoices just need to have their status updated in FMS. 
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Please review and advise if any of these 12 invoices (3 belonging to USC) should be excused from being referred to the 
collections agency through the Office of Finance. Customers will have another 20 calendar days from today to pay off 
these invoices before going into Final Delinquency status and possibly onto the City's collections process. Thank you 

Rodel dela Cruz 
Accountant 
City Planning 
(213) 978-1292 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains confidential and privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of 
the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by email and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving them in 
any manner. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

2 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

EM30150 

Chanel Edwards Frederick < chanel_edwards_frederick@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 3:24 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

My name is Chanel Edwards-Frederick.I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect 
AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing 
appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the 
Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank You, 

Chanel Edwards-Frederick 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30989 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Thursday, January 24, 2013 1:11 PM 
Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Lisa Webber; Dan Scott 
Millennium Hollywood - Reviewed Corrections and Additions Section 

IV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR SH 1 15 13.DOCX 

Attached, please find the reviewed Corrections and Additions section. Very minor edits for the most part. 

However, I do have a question: shouldn't the Impacts/Mitigations Summary Table I-1 be revised to reflect the 
mitigation measure changes and new mitigation measures? 

Srimal 
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IV. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

This section presents corrections and additions that have been made to the text of the Draft EIR. These 

changes include revisions resulting from responses to comments and others that are necessary to provide 

clarifications to the project description and analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. The revisions 

are organized by section and page number as they appear in the Draft EIR. Text deleted from the Draft 

EIR is shmvn in strikethrough, and new text is underlined. For corrections resulting from a response to a 

comment on the documents, references refer to the comment letter number and name of commenter. 

Table of Contents 

1. Page ii under VI. Alternatives to the Proposed Project, list number 2 - Insert a period(".") between 

the "4" and "5" to read: 

Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development 4~5:1 FAR .................................................................. VI-15 

Section I Introduction/Summary 

2. Page I-73 within Table I-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of 

Significance After Mitigation - Remove the extraneous "w" in the word "necessawry" in Mitigation 

Measures J.2-1 so that the sentence containing the word will read: 

The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where necessawry. 

Section II Project Description 

3. Page H-23, Footnote 4 is revised as follows: 

Note: All square footage numbers for the Project represent net square footage. are based on the 

definition of floor area. The term "net square feet" is defined in L·\MC Seetion H .5 .3. Floor area is 

defined in Section 12.03 of the LAMC as the area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of 

a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms 

housing building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and 

ramps, space for the landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 

4. Page II-24, Table II-4, Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and 

Square-Footage Summary, is revised as follows: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Correction and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page JV-I 
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Footnote B: GSF=Gross Square Feet. For purposes of analyzing the volume of new construction, 

the total GSF was assumed to be l 5% above the "Net Developed Floor Area" floor area as 

defined by the LAMC. 

Footnote C: The total office square footage included under the "Net Developed Floor Area" 

column includes the existing 114,303 sf of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 

Complex which will be retained as part of the Project. 

5. Page II-24, Table II-4, Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and 

Square-Footage Summary, the third column heading is revised as follows: 

Proposed Net Developed Floor Area (sfY 

6. Page II-31, the last paragraph is revised to reflect that there could be up to six levels of below grade 

parking on the West Site: 

Based on the Code required parking standards and the implementation of a shared parking program, it 

is envisioned that the Project would include up to three levels of above-grade parking within the 

podium structures, up to six levels of below grade parking on the East Site, and up to fettrsix levels of 

below grade parking on the West Site. 

7. Page H-32, the second sentence under the heading "g. Signage and Lighting" is revised to reflect that 

Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District and its 

provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172: 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 1813401713172, LAMC 

Section 13.l 1), and is thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage 

SUD. 

8. Page U-49, the following discretionary action is to be added to the bullet list, after the Variance for 

sports club parking: 

• Citv Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking 

or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Section IV.BJ Air Quality 

9. In response to Comment Letter No. 07 - South Coast Air Quality Management District, the following 

mitigation measure has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters 

meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 minimum efficiency reporting 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page JV-2 
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value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 

and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site will incorporate this measure and ensure that high efficiency filters 

will be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

10. In response to Comment Letter No. 07 - South Coast Air Quality Management District, the following 

additional mitigation measures have been added to Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities 

shall use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles 

that meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection 

Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a minimum, 

truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 

model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be 

located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 

that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent that such placement is 

compatible with final site design. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are 

located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit 

the use of operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 

common areas for electric barbegues to the extent that such uses are 

permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions 

and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 

alternatively fueled sweepers with HEP A filters, and use water-based or 

low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

11 . The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as B.1-3. Any 

references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the new 

mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measure B.1-3 is now B.1-4. 

• Previous mitigation measure B.1-4 is now B.1-5. 
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Section IV.C Cultural Resources 

12. Page CV.C-48, Mitigation Measure C-5, is revised to read: 

Mitigation Measure C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site 

and surrounding area) shall be documented with B:j3--teat least twenty-five 

images in accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 

standards. Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through 

a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City 

Plalliling, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

13. Page IV.C-48, Mitigation Measure C-6, part a. The Society of Professional Archaeologists no longer 

exists and the new entity is the Register of Professional Archaeologists. Revise reference to Society 

of Professional Archaeologist (SOPA) to read: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central 

Coastal [nformation Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University 

Fullerton, or a member of the SoeietyRegister of Professional Archaeologist§. (&ROPA) 

or a &ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered material(s) and 

prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

Section IV.G Land Use Planning 

14. Pages IV.G-15 and IV.G.16 is revised to reflect that Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the 

Holly\'.-ood Signage Supplemental Use District and its provisions replace and supersede the 

provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172, and to show that supergraphic signs are prohibited: 

Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD) 

Ordinance 181340 is the amendment of the Hollvwood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD). 

which was originally established bv Ordinance 176172 established the SUD. This ordinance was 

enacted to acknmvledge and promote the continuing contribution of signage to the distinctive 

aesthetic of Holly\'.-ood, as well as to control the blight created by poorly placed, badly designed signs 

throughout Holly\'.-ood. Specifically, the Ordinance seeks to: 

1) provide for the systematic execution of the Hollywood Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan; 

2) promote appropriate and economically viable signage; 

3) limit visual clutter by regulating the number, size, and location of signs; 

4) minimize potential traffic hazards and protect public safety; 
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5) protect street views and scenic vistas of the Hollywood Sign and the Hollywood Hills; ruld 

6) protect and enhance major commercial corridors and properties; and 

7) Provide a public benefit and enhancement to the community environment. 

The Project Site is located within the established boundaries of the SUD. 

Under the SUD, there are specific standards for supergraphic signs. A supergraphic sign is defined as 

"a sign, consisting of an image v, hich is applied to and made integral 'Nith a ·.-vall, or projected onto a 

v, all or printed on vinyl, mesh or other material, and 'Nhich does not comply with the provisions of 

Section 91.6201 et seq. of the Municipal Code, relating to wall signs, mural signs, off site signs 

and/or temporary signs." A,ccording to the SUD, a supergraphic sign may include off site advertising 

and shall comply with the following standards: 

[] A Supergraphic Sign shall not be allmved on any lot ·.-vhere a billboard or solid panel roof sign is 

located. 

[] To qualify for a Supergraphic Sign an applicant shall participate in the sign reduction program, 

pursuant to Section 9 of the SUD. 

[] The exposed face of a Supergraphic Sign shall be apprmcimately parallel to the plane of the wall 

upon which it is located. 

[] A, maximum of tvvo Supergraphic Signs may be located on a building provided the images are 

located on opposite walls of the building and cannot be viewed at the same time from any 

location. 

[] A, Supergraphic Sign shall be at least 1,200 square foot in size. 

[] The written message, including logos, shall not exceed 15 percent of the total area of the sign. 

Section 6. Supplemental Use District Compliance Requirements, of Ordinance 181340 of the SUD 

provides that all applications for signs within a redevelopment project area shall be approved by the 

CRA/LA or its successor agency staff for that area, pursuant to any regulations or design guidelines 

adopted by the CRA/LAor its successor agency. 

Section 7, Standards for Specific Types of Signs, of Ordinance 181340 provides standards for various 

types of signs, including location, dimension, and illumination standards. 

15. Page IV.G-20, the last sentence under the heading "SN Designation", is revised to reflect that 

Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District and its 

provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172: 
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The Project Site is within the boundaries of the adopted Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use 

District (Ordinance No. 181340176172), which is discussed above. 

16. Page IV.G-40, the following will be added to Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan Update 

Consistency Analysis, between Policy LU.3.4 and Policy LU.3.8: 

Policy LU.3.5: Discourage curb-cuts next to sidewalks on streets with a high level of pedestrian 

traffic, when alternative access exists. 

Consistent: The Project is designed to mm1m1ze curb cuts to the maximum extent possible by 

providing alternative access points to the Project Site from both sidewalks and interior 

entrances. Access points are provided where necessary to allow vehicles to enter and exit the Project 

Site and no curb cuts are proposed to strictlv allow pedestrians to access the Project Site. Curb cuts 

are minimized along Hollvwood Blvd., where most of the sidewalk activity exists. Therefore, the 

Project would be consistent with this policv. 

Policy LU 3.6: Discourage the siting of parking lots next to sidewalks, which carry high volumes of 

pedestrian traffic. 

Consistent: The Project is proposing to remove the existing parking lots and provide on-site parking 

within on-site parking garages. No new parking lots are proposed to be constructed near existing or 

proposed sidewalks. Overall, this minimizes pedestrian traffic though parking lots and minimizes 

vehicular traffic through walking areas. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this policy. 

17. Page IV.G-54, the first sentence under the heading "Holly\'.-ood Signage Supplemental Use District 

(SUD)", is revised to reflect that Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Hollywood Signage 

Supplemental Use District and its provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in 

Ordinance 176172: 

Ordinance 176172 established the SUD and Ordinance 181340 amended it. 

Section IV.H Noise 

18. In response to Comment Letter No. 09 - AMDA, the following mitigation measures have been 

revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure H-3 Noise and groundbome vibration construction activities whose specific 

location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of 

compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall 

be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the nearest noise and 

vibration sensitiYe all adjacent land uses. 
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Mitigation Measure H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 

extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site 

boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and 

surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible 

during construction. 

19. In response to Comment Letter No. 61 - Jordon, David, the following mitigation measure has been 

added: 

Mitigation Measure H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered 

piles are permitted. 

20. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as H-12. Any 

references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the new 

mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measure H-12 is now H-13. 

• Previous mitigation measure H-13 is now H-14. 

Section IV.J.1 Public Services - Fire Protection 

21. Figure IV.J.l-1, Fire Stations Locations - Fire Station 82 moved to its new location (2 blocks 

southeast from Bronson Avenue to Holly\'.-ood Boulevard) in June 2012, after the Draft EIR had 

received a correspondence from the LAFD on December 14, 2011 listing the previous location. 

Table IV.J.1-1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, and Table IV.J.l-3, Average Response 

Times July 5, 2011-December 14, 2011, list both the old address that was valid at the time the data 

was collected and the LAFD response was wTitten, as well as noting the new address as of June 2012. 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

22. In response to Comment Letter No. 05 - Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), the 

following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section CV.K. l, Transportation - Traffic, 

of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
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23. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft 

EIR are to be renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as K 1-4. 

Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the 

new mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measuresK l-4 through K 1-12 are now K l-5 through K l-13, respectively 

24. In response to Comment Letter No. 61 - Jordon, David, Table IV.K-21, Critical Movement Analysis 

(CMA) Summary Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Conditions - With Project Plus Mitigation, will be 

revised to remove erroneous minus signs in the "Future With Project Plus Mitigation Impact" column 

and other typographical errors. \\'bile the Draft EIR contained typographical errors, the correct 

values were included in the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of Draft EIR. The corrected Table 

IV.K-21 is recreated below: 

Table IV.K.1-21 
Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary 

Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Conditions - With Project Plus Mitigation 
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Horizon YearConditions 
Future WP 

Peak Future WO Fu u re WP Plus iti~ ·on 

~ ~ 121 £.Ma .bQ! Impact £b!a .b.Qi Impact 
AM Q_ 4 E .926 E OD12 0.91& E .001 

1 F 1.057 F 0.018 . 1-~4 F 5 

nga Boulev..-d & 1 F F a.al . Ul24 F 
Frailk lin Avenue 1- F F a.02 1.18 F 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM E E a.01 -0.040 
F~ r AveJUS-10 Fwy. B Oo- - p F F a.cm F -a.ore 

{l c enga Boulev..-d & A A a.aa4 A -a.007 
Yucca. - ee; o_ c D a.03 c 3 

14 La Brea Avenue & F F a.co 1.1 F -a.ore 
.. 11ood Bou,evard F a.a13 1.roa F _oo 

15 :ghland AvEf!Ue & AM E E a.co a.97 E -a.ore 
H ly11ood Beu evard F F aD2 1.16 F 

16 nga Boulev..-d & F F aD2~ . 1.00 F 
H I 'l/ood Bou evard E F a.o ~ 1.a1 F 

18 Vine Street & AM F F a.0-2 1-00 F 
H ·11ood 8ou..evard F F a.o 3 . 1.()48 F 

19 Argyle Av e& c c a.GI a.7 c 
H ·11ood Bou evard E F aD22 . 1.00 F 

2a Gctfler Street & 1 F 1.069 F a.012 1-077 F 
'llOOd Bou evard 0 E .9SQ E aD16 . a.977 E 

26 Vine Street & c 0.764 c a.019 a.T c 
Selma Av c D a.03 . 0.82 0 

29 enga Boulev..-d & AM E E OD1 0.91 E 
s sei Boulevard E E a.01- . a.Qil4 E 

31 Vine Street & F 1.1 5 F a.020 . u a F 
s se; Boulevard F .169 F 0.038 1S F 

34 Vine Street & AM 0. 4 B .655 B a.ot - 0.643 B 
Del gpreAvenue a_ S3 c .S!l5 D a.022 . a.79 c 

35 Vine Street & 0.966 E a.95 E a.014 . a.oo E 
Foun:a· A e ue F 1. QQ F a.022 Ul3 F 

36 Vine Street & F 1. 63 F a.Gl . 1-re F 
Sa la t.1 a Brulevard F .146 a. 18 . 1.133 F 

' indicates a s gni can: i t priC7 io l ga1Dn. 

25 . On page IV.K.1-36, after the Project Component Shifting Analysis, the following will be added: 

The Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario Analysis 

This supplemental analysis utilizes the same methodology described above to assess the traffic 

impacts that would arise based on the Concept Plan or the Residential Scenario. 

Concept Plan - The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 

(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 

(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space 

including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square 

feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness/sports club use, 

and approximately 15,000 square feet ofretail use. 
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Residential Scenario - The Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential 

dwelling units (approximatelv 987,667 square feet ofresidential floor area), no hotel uses. no increase 

in office space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exist in the Capitol 

Records Complex, approximately 25,000 square feet of retail space, approximatelv 10,000 square feet 

of quality food and beverage uses, and approximatelv 30,000 square feet of fitness/sports club uses. 

26. In response to several comments on the Draft EIR, an updated construction traffic analysis, including 

individual intersection impact analyses, was conducted (the report is included as Appendix B to this 

Final EIR). The following text will be added to Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic of the Draft 

EIR, beginning on page IV.K. l-44, before the Haul Route section: 

Introduction 

A detailed construction traffic impact analysis has been conducted for the Project to assess potential 

traffic impacts at individual intersections during the construction period. This analysis is in addition 

to the analyses prepared for the Project traffic impacts upon completion and occupancy, and the 

construction period trip generation. The procedures. assumptions and results of this updated analysis 

are detailed below. 

Construction Phase Descriptions 

The Project construction activities are estimated to occur over a 38 month period. with completion 

estimated to occur prior to or during 2020. To be conservative, this analvsis of construction traffic 

impacts is based on both existing (201]) and future (2020) conditions. 

The construction activities will be sequenced throughout several phases and are expected to follow 

the time durations shown in Table IV.K-1.14. It should be noted that some overlap may occur 

between phases during development. but peak trip generation levels are anticipated to occur mostly 

during the mid-phase periods. Low levels of construction activity are expected during potential 

overlap periods as activity levels during any overlap of the phases are anticipated to be less than the 

peak level for the ending and/or starting phase. 

Phase 
l. Demolition 
2. Excavation & Shoring 

Table IV.K-14 
Project Construction Phases 

A1.mroximate Time Period 
1 month 
8 month 

Start Month End Month 
1 1 
2 9 

3. Foundation & Below Grade 6 month 9 14 
4. Building Superstructure 
5. Exterior Finishing 
6. Framing I Rough In 
7. Finishes 
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To reflect the maximum construction traffic generation from the Project Site and to the surrounding 

streets, it is assumed that all construction-related vehicles. including construction worker private 

vehicles, would access and park, or be stored on (or within a half-mile) of the Project Site throughout 

the construction process. Likewise, it is expected that on-site construction activity will fluctuate on a 

weekly basis. depending largely on the number of workers and construction trucks needed for the on

going activities during each particular time period. However, to remain conservative, the portion of 

the Project construction phase generating the highest dailv construction-related traffic \Vas analyzed 

as representing the entire phase. 

Based on the total amount of Project construction work and the anticipated durations, the maximum 

number of delivery/haul trucks and construction workers on-site per day will vary according to the 

construction phases as shown in Table IV.K. l-15 below. 

Table IV.K.1-15 
Project Construction Delivery/Haul Trucks and Workers by Phase 

Phase 
l. Demolition 
2. Excavation & Shoring 
3. Foundation & Below Grade 
4. Building Superstructure 
5. Exterior Finishing 
6. Framing I Rough In 
7. Finishes 

Construction Trip Generation 

Truck Loads/Day 
6 trucks 

120 trucks 
40 tmcks 
60 tmcks 
40 trucks 
20 trucks 
50 tmcks 

Workers/Day 
14 workers 
75 workers 

100 workers 
175 workers 
225 workers 
400 workers 
700 workers 

The traffic-generating characteristics of various land uses have been surveyed and documented in 

many studies conducted under the auspices of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The 

most recent information is provided in the 9th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual, which was 

used as the basis for calculating the non delivery/haul vehicle trips associated with the construction of 

the Project. Commute patterns of workers and support needs will be similar to the typical industrial 

workers. Therefore, the Daily and AM and PM peak hour trip rates used for determining the Project's 

non deliverv/haul vehicle trip generating potential per construction worker is considered to be 

approximatelv the same or less than the per employee rates developed for General Light Industrial 

uses. These rates are shown in Table IV.K.1-16. 

Table IV.K.1-16 

Project Trip Generation Rates and Equations 
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General Light Industrial (per employee) - LU 110 

Daily: T = 3.02 (E) 

AM Peak Hour: T = 0.44 (E): I/B = 83%, O/B = 17% 

PM Peak Hour: T = 0.42 (E): I/B = 21 %, O/B = 79% 

Where: 

T trip end~ E = emplovee 

JIB = inbound OIB = outbound 

Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington D.C., 2012. 

The ITE rates are for ongoing operations of all vehicle trips, including trips from trucks. However, to 

be conservative, constrnction delivery/haul trnck trips were calculated separately and added to the 

trips of constrnction workers. Further, in order to categorize the traffic impacts of constrnction 

trncks, each trnck trip was given a Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) via a standardized multiplier. 

Using factors in the Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, Circular Number 212, constrnction trnck 

trips are expected to have a PCE multiplier of 2.5. Using the above conservative assumptions, a 

constrnction-related trip generation estimate was calculated for the peak of each phase and is 

illustrated in Table IV.K.1-17 below. 

Table IV.K.1-17 
Construction-Related Trip Generation by Phase 
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AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Construction Stages Daily ..1!!.._ Out Total ..1!!.._ Out Total 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
l. Demolition Workers 14 /day 42 5 l 6 l 5 6 

Delivery/Haul Trucks* 6 /day 30 2 2 4 2 2 4 

Phase 1 Total 72 7 3 10 0 3 7 10 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. Excavation & Workers 75 /day 227 27 6 33 7 25 32 
Shoring Delivery/Haul Trucks** 120 /day 600 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Phase 2 Total 827 27 6 33 0 7 25 32 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3. Foundation & Workers 100 /day 302 37 7 44 9 33 42 
Below Grade Delivery/Haul Trucks* 40 /day 200 13 13 26 13 13 26 

Phase 3 Total 502 50 20 70 0 22 46 68 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4. Building Workers 175 /day 529 64 13 77 16 58 74 
Superstructure Delivery/Haul Trucks* 60 /day 300 19 19 38 19 19 38 

Phase 4 Total 829 83 32 115 0 35 77 112 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5. Exterior Finishing Workers 225 /day 680 82 17 99 20 75 95 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 40 /day 200 13 13 26 13 13 26 

Phase 5 Total 880 95 30 125 0 33 88 121 

6. Framing I Rough In Workers 400 /day 1,208 146 30 176 35 133 168 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 20 /day 100 7 7 14 7 7 14 

Phase 6 Total 1,308 153 37 190 0 42 140 182 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7. Finishes Workers 700 /day 2,114 256 52 308 62 232 294 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 50 /day 250 16 16 32 16 16 32 

Phase 7 Total 2,364 272 68 340 0 78 248 326 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total Maximum Daily Construction Trips 2,364 272 68 340 0 78 248 326 

** 

In passenger car equivalents (PCEs) using a PCE factor of 2.5 per truck; Truck trips are divided into 8 working 
hours to calculate hourly trips. 
Soils import/export truck trips are not allowed in the peak hours. 

As illustrated in Table IV.K.1-17, the maximum number of construction-related vehicles accessing 

the Project Site is expected to occur during the maximum intensity time within Phase 7. To be 

conservative, the following analysis assumes the Phase 7 maximum trip generation (2,364 daily trips 

with 340 AM Peak Hour trips and 326 PM Peak Hour trips) for the duration of all seven phases. 

Since construction workers are expected to live throughout the Los Angeles region, they are also 

expected to travel to the Project Site from all directions. As such, the construction workers' trip 

distribution is assumed to be the same as the Project office use distribution in the analysis below, 

since the distribution is based on the assumption that the Project employees will also live throughout 

the region. 
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The local portion of the delivery/haul truck route is mainly from/to the US 101 Freeway. Therefore, a 

separate distribution was developed and used for the delivery/haul truck route. Using these 

assignment percentages, construction period traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hours are 

shown in Figures 3(a) and 3(b) of Attachment A of Appendix C, of the Final EIR, respectively. 

These trips are analyzed in the following sections in order to determine the maximum Project traffic 

impacts expected to occur during the construction period. 

Intersection Construction Traffic Impacts of the Project 

This analvsis utilizes the same methodologv used for the Commercial Scenario, which are the 

procedures outlined in Circular Number 212 of the Transportation Research Board1
. 

The analysis of existing and future traffic conditions at the studv intersections was conducted using 

the same procedures and assumptions for the Commercial Scenario. Specifically, to be conservative 

and consistent with Commercial Scenario analysis, the '"Existing (2011) Plus Construction" traffic 

volumes were based on the "Existing (2011) Without Project" traffic volumes from the Traffic Study, 

plus the addition of the volumes from Figures 3(a) and 3(b) that contain the maximum construction

related traffic volumes. The "Future (2020) With Construction" traffic volumes were based on the 

"Future (2020) Without Project" volumes of the Traffic Studv, plus the addition of the volumes from 

Figures 3(a) and 3(b) in Appendix C, of the Final EIR, that contain the maximum construction-related 

traffic volumes. 

Table IV.K.1-18 
Level of Service (LOS) As a Function of Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) and Intersection 

Capacity Utilization (ICU) Values 

Level of 
Service 

A 
~ 
~ 
l2 

Description of Operating Characteristics 
Uncongested operations: all vehicles clear in a single cycle. 

Same as above. 
Light congestion: occasional backups on critical approaches. 
Congestion on critical approaches, but intersection functional. 
Vehicles required to wait through more than one cycle during short 
peaks. No long-standing lines formed. 
Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical 
approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal 
does not provide for protected turning movements. 

Forced flow with stoppages of long duration. 

Range of CMA/ICU 
Values 
< 0.60 

>0.60 < 0.70 
>0.70 < 0.80 

>0.80 < 0.90 

>0.90 < 1.00 

1Interim Materials on Highwav Capacitv, Circular Number 212, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 

1980 
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The existing physical roadway conditions and signal information were based on the Traffic Study. 

The Project's maximum construction period impacts on existing and future conditions were calculated and are 
summarized in Table lV.K.1-19. 

Table IV.K.1-19 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 
Without and With Project Construction Trips 
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Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak W/O Constructior With Construction W/O Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection 

Cahuenga Bou] evard & 
US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 
Franklin A venue 

3 Highland Avenue (South) & 
Franklin A venue 

Hom· 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

4 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 
Franklin Avenue PM 

5 Vine St. & AM 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp PM 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 

7 Gower Street & AM 
Franklin A venue PM 

8 Beachwood Drive & AM 
.Frank.Im A venue PM 

9 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 
Yucca Street PM 

10 Ivar A venue & AM 
Yucca Street PM 

11 Vine Street & 
Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

13 Fuller A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

14 La Brea A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

1 5 Highland A venue & 
Holl ;wood Boulevard 

16 CahuengaBoulevard & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

17 Ivar A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street& 
Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 
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AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

o.353 A o.354 A o.cm 
0.648 B U~2 B U004 
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Table IV.K.1-19 (continued) 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 
Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak W/O Constructior With Construction W/O Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMALOS Impact 

21 Bronson A venue & AM 0.527 A 0.539 A 0.012 0.723 c 0.735 c 0.012 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.479 A 0.489 A 0.010 0.682 B 0.692 B 0.010 

22 US-101 r\vy. SB Ramps & AM 0.471 A 0.483 A 0.012 0.661 H 0.673 H 0.012 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.357 A 0.360 A 0.003 0.532 A 0.534 A 0.002 

23 US- l 0 I Fwy. NH Ramps & AM 0.340 A 0.353 A 0.013 0.515 A 0.528 A 0.013 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.311 A 0.313 A 0.002 0.511 A 0.515 A 0.004 

24 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.468 A 0.469 A 0.001 0.655 H 0.656 H 0.001 
Selma Avenue PM 0.561 A 0.562 A 0.001 0.761 c 0.762 c 0.001 

25 lvar Avenue & AM 0.121 A 0.125 A 0.004 0.241 A 0.245 A 0.004 
Selma A venue PM 0.294 A 0.297 A 0.003 0.431 A 0.434 A 0.003 

26 Vme Street & AM 0.467 A 0.471 A 0.004 0.697 H 0.700 c 0.003 
Selma A venue PM 0.512 A 0.516 A 0.004 0.757 c 0.761 c 0.004 

27 ArgyleAvenueAnd AM 0.256 A 0.261 A 0.005 0.467 A 0.472 A 0.005 
Selma A venue PM 0.338 A 0.343 A 0.005 0.655 H 0.661 H 0.006 

28 Highland A venue & AM 0.886 j) 0.887 j) 0.001 1.170 F 1.17l F 0.001 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.831 j) 0.832 j) 0.001 1.065 F 1.068 F 0.003 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.673 H 0.676 H 0.003 0.866 D 0.870 D 0.004 
Suuset Boulevard PM 0.703 c 0.707 c 0.004 0.931 E 0.934 E 0.003 

30 !var Aveuue & AM 0.355 A 0.365 A 0.010 0.475 A 0.484 A 0.009 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.513 A 0.515 A 0.002 0.661 H 0.664 B 0.003 

31 Vme Street & AM 0.806 j) 0.816 j) 0.010 * 1.031 F 1.040 F 0.009 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.737 c 0.740 c 0.003 1.076 F 1.079 F 0.003 

32 ArgyleAveuue& AM 0.439 A 0.443 A 0.004 0.669 B 0.671 B 0.002 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.443 A 0.449 A 0.006 0.773 c 0.778 c 0.005 

33 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.341 A 0.343 A 0.002 0.435 A 0.437 A 0.002 
De Longpre A venue PM 0.389 A 0.391 A 0.002 0.502 A 0.503 A 0.001 

34 Vme Street & AM 0.468 A 0.473 A 0.005 0.593 A 0.597 A 0.004 
De Longpre A veuue PM 0.585 A 0.597 A 0.012 0.736 c 0.747 c 0.011 

35 Vme Street & AM 0.684 H 0.690 B 0.006 0.907 E 0.913 E 0.006 
Fountam A veuue PM 0.765 c 0.768 c 0.003 1.022 F 1.026 F 0.004 

36 Vme Street & AM 0.754 c 0.765 c 0.011 0.989 E 1.000 E 0.011 * 
Santa Momca Boulevard PM 0.797 c 0.804 j) 0.007 1.070 F 1.077 F 0.007 

37 Vme Street & AM 0.747 c 0.752 c 0.005 0.961 E 0.966 E 0.005 
Melrose A venue PM 0.821 j) 0.823 j) 0.002 1.039 F 1.041 F 0.002 

An * indicates a significant impact (LAIX.ff Revised Scale). 

As shown in the Impact columns of Table IV.K. l-19, construction of the Project is expected to 

significantly impact one study intersection under the Existing (2011) conditions and five studv 

intersections under the Future (2020) conditions. All these significantly impacted study intersections 
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with the Project construction traffic were concluded to be significantlv impacted study intersections 

by the Commercial Scenario. 

By applying the same mitigation measures as proposed for the Commercial Scenario below. all of the 

significant Project construction traffic impacts would be mitigated to less than significant level except 

one study intersection - Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard under the Future (2020) conditions. 

The results are shown in Table IV.K. l-20 for the Existing (2011) conditions and Table IV.K. l-21 for 

the Future (2020) conditions with the implementation of the recommended mitigation. For the 

Commercial Scenario below. this same intersection and 4 other intersections were reported to have 

significant impacts remaining with the recommended mitigation measures. 

Table IV.K.1-20 
Existing (2011) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Mitigation Measure 

Existing (2011) 

No. Intersection 

31 Vme Street & 
Sunset Boulevard 

Peak W/O Constructior With Construction 
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

AM 0.806 D 0.816 D 0.010 
PM 0.737 C 0.740 C 0.003 

With Construction 
With Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact 

* 0.805 D -0.001 
0.730 c -0.007 

An * indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

Table IV.K.1-21 
Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Future (2020) 

Peak W /0 Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS CMALOS Impact 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 0.854 D 0.865 D 0.011 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 1.067 F 1.083 F 0.016 

16 CahuengaBoulevard& AM 1.002 F 1.015 F 0.013 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.947 E 0.955 E 0.008 

I 8 Vine Street & AM 0.972 E 1.000 F 0.028 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.972 E 0.994 E 0.022 

20 Gower Street & AM 0.999 E 1.013 F 0.014 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.913 E 0.925 E 0.012 

36 Vine Street& AM 0.989 E 1.000 E 0.011 
Santa Monica Boulevard PM 1.070 F 1.077 F 0.007 

An* indicates a siguificaut impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

With Construction 

With Mitigation 

0.814 D -0.040 

* 1.056 F -0.011 

* 1.004 F 0.002 
0.943 E -0.004 

* 0.986 E 0.014 
* 0.981 E 0.009 

* 1.001 F 0.002 
* 0.913 E 0.000 

* 0.989 E 0.000 
1.066 F -0.004 

* 
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27. The previously numbered tables in Section IV.K. l,Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional tables IV.K. l-14 to IV.K. l-21 and the additional Tables 

IV.K.l-39 to IV.K.1-44. Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous table number now 

refer to the new table numbers: 

• Previous Tables IV.K.l-14 through IV.K.1-30 are now numbered Tables IV.K.1-22 through 

IV.K.1-38. 

• Previous Tables IV.K. l-31 through IV.K.1-33 are now numbered Tables IV.K.1-45 through 

IV.K.1-47. 

28. On page IV.K.1-127, before the mitigation measures section, the following will be added: 

l7w Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario 

Analysis of both the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario was also prepared although both 

Scenarios generate lower traffic volumes than the Commercial Scenario analyzed above. A summary 

of the net Project trip generation is included in Table IV.K.1.39, Project EIR Scenarios Net Trip 

Generation Summary. 

Table IV.K.1-39 

Project EIR Scenarios 

Net Trip Generation Summary 

AMPeakHour 
Scenario Daily I/B O/B Total 

Traffic Study Project (Commercial Scenario) 9.922 321 253 574 

Concept Plan 7,271 230 229 459 
Residential Scenario 5,747 79 296 375 

PM Peak Hour 
I/B O/B Total 

486 438 924 

377 286 663 
342 185 527 

As shown in Table IV.K.l-39, the Commercial Scenario has the greatest peak hour traffic generation. 

The Concept Plan would generate lower traffic volumes than the Commercial Scenario. The Residential 

Scenario would have the lowest traffic volumes among the Scenarios. The Concept Plan and the 

Residential Scenario are collectively referred to as the "Project EIR Scenarios" herein. 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

The Project EIR Scenarios traffic assignment patterns are based on the roadway network assumptions and 

the project distribution patterns from the Traffic Studv. The separate assignment patterns for the 
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residential, office and other commercial uses that were used in the Traffic Study were also used for this 

analysis. The AM and PM peak hours Project trip values at each intersection were calculated by applying 

the inbound and outbound distribution percentages from the Traffic Studv and the Future (2020) 

conditions were determined using the procedures from the report. 

Specifically_ the distributions from Figures 5(a) through 5(c) of the Traffic Studv were applied to the net 

Project trip generation as shown in Attachment B of Appendix E. of the Final EIR. for each Project EIR 

Scenario. The total net AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes at the 37 study intersections for each 

Project EIR Scenario are depicted in Figures 1 and 2 of Attachment C of Appendix E, of the Final EIR. 

Adding the Project EIR Scenario volumes shown in Attachment C to the existing volumes shown in 

Figure 4 of the Traffic Study (Existing (2011) Without Project conditions), the Existing Plus Project EIR 

Scenarios volumes were developed for each Scenario. 

Existing Plus Project EIR Scenarios traffic conditions were analyzed using the following assumptions: 

• The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodologv used in the Traffic Studv analysis was 

used in the Project EIR Scenarios traffic impacts analyses; 

• The lane configurations from the Traffic Study were also utilized in the CMA calculations; and 

• The LADOT significance criteria utilized in the Traffic Studv were utilized for this analysis. 

As shown in Table CV. K. l-40, Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summarv Existing (20 l l) Plus 

Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions, the Concept Plan and Residential Scenario would generate 

fewer significant traffic impacts relative to Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios conditions than the 

Commercial Scenario, which was studied in the Traffic Study. The Commercial Scenario would have 

significant impacts at three intersections in the AM peak hour and four intersections in the PM peak hour. 

The Concept Plan would have significant impacts at two intersections in the AM peak hour and three 

intersections in the PM peak hour. The Residential Scenario would have significant impacts at two 

intersections in the AM peak hour and no intersections in the PM peak hour. All of the significant 

impacts under the Concept Plan and Residential Scenarios would be at intersections significantly 

impacted under the Commercial Scenario. 

Table IV.K.1-40 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 
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Table IV.K.1-40 (continued) 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Existing 

Peak w/oProject 
No. Intersection Hour CM/\ LOS 

23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ran~is & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

24 Othuenga Boulevard & 
Sehna Avenue 

25 Ivar Aveuue & 
Sehna Avenue 

26 Vine Street & 
Sehna Avenue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 
Sehna Avenue 

28 Highland Aveuue & 
Smset Boulevard 

29 Cahueuga Boulevard & 
Smset Boulevard 

30 Ivar Avenue & 
Smset Boulevard 

31 Vine Street & 
Smset Boulevard 

32 ArgyleAveuue & 
Sunset Boulevard 

33 Othuenga Boulevard & 
De Longpre Avenue 

34 Vine Street & 
De Longpre Aveuue 

35 Vine Street & 
Fomtain Avenue 

36 Vine Street & 
Santa Monica Boulevard 

37 Vine Street & 
Melrose Avenue 

AM: 0.340 
PM 0.311 

A1\1 0.468 
PM 0.561 

A1\if 0.121 
PM 0.294 

AM 0.467 
PM 0.512 

A\II 0.256 
PM 0.338 

AM 0.886 
PM 0.831 

AM 0.673 
PM 0.703 

AM 0.355 
PM 0.513 

AM 0.806 
PM 0.737 

AM 0.439 
PM 0.443 

AM 0.341 
PM 0.389 

AM 0.468 
PM 0.585 

AM 0.684 
PM 0.765 

AM 0.754 
PM 0.7'J7 

AM 0.747 
PM 0.821 

An * indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 
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A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
c 
c 
c 
c 
D 

+Commercial Seen ario 
Cfraflic Studvl 

CMA LOS Impact 

0.352 
0.322 

0.479 
0.578 

0.144 
0.332 

0.487 
0.549 

0.263 
0.347 

0.890 
0.832 

0.689 
0.718 

0.367 
0.530 

0.826 
0.774 

0.445 
0.451 

0.349 
0.403 

0.484 
0.608 

0.698 
0.787 

0.769 
0.815 

0.753 
0.828 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 

A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

B 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.012 
0.011 

0.011 
0.017 

0.023 
0.038 

0.020 
0.037 

0.007 
0.009 

0.004 
0.001 

0.016 
0.015 

0.012 
0.017 

0.020 
0.037 

0.006 
0.008 

0.008 
0.014 

0.016 
0.023 

0.014 
0.022 

0.015 
0.018 

0.006 
0.007 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Impact 

0.349 
0.319 

0.479 
0.576 

0.139 
0.322 

0.485 
0.539 

0.263 
0.346 

0.890 
0.834 

0.687 
0.715 

0.365 
0.526 

0.823 
0.763 

0.445 
0.450 

0.349 
0.400 

0.483 
0.601 

0.695 
0.782 

0.767 
0.809 

0.753 
0.827 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 

A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

B 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.009 
0.008 

0.011 
0.015 

0.018 
0.028 

0.018 
0.027 

0.007 
0.008 

0.004 
0.003 

0.014 
0.012 

0.010 
0.013 

0.017 
0.026 

0.006 
0.007 

0.008 
0.011 

0.015 
0.016 

0.011 
0.017 

0.013 
0.012 

0.006 
0.006 

+ Resi den ti al Scenario 
CMA LOS Impact 

0.342 
0.317 

0.483 
0.577 

0.139 
0.318 

0.491 
0.535 

0.263 
0.345 

0.891 
0.834 

0.687 
0.715 

0.%0 
0.525 

0.823 
0.758 

0.445 
0.449 

0.353 
0.401 

0.485 
0.5% 

0.697 
0.779 

0.761 
0.807 

0.751 
0.825 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.002 
0.006 

0.015 
0.016 

0.018 
0.024 

0.024 
0.023 

0.007 
0.007 

0.005 
0.003 

0.014 
0.012 

0.005 
0.012 

0.017 
0.021 

0.006 
0.006 

0.012 
0.012 

0.017 
0.011 

0.013 
0.014 

0.007 
0.010 

0.004 
0.004 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

As for Existing (201 l) conditions, Future(2020) traffic impact estimates for the Project EIR Scenarios 

were prepared utilizing the same roadway network assumptions and the project distribution patterns used 

in the Traffic Studv. The Future (2020) Without Project traffic volumes from the Traffic Studv were 

combined with the net Project EIR Scenarios traffic volumes to develop the Future (2020) With Project 

EIR Scenarios. 

Table IV.K.1-41 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

JV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
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City of Los Angeles 

No. Intersection 
Cahuenga Boulevard & 

US-101 Fwy. NB Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Highland Avenue (South) & 
Franklin Avenue 

4 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Franklin Avenue 

Vine St. & Franklin Ave. 
IUS-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp 

6 Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave. 
/US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp 

7 Gower Street & 
Franklin Avenue 

Beachwood Drive & 

Franklin Avenue 

9 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 
Yucca Street 

10 Ivar Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

11 Vine Street & 

Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

13 Fuller Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

14 u Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

16 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

1 7 Ivar Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

21 Brans on Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

Peak 

Hour 
Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al'\1 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Future (2020) 

w/oProject 

CMA LOS 
0.409 A 

0.749 c 
0.855 

0.978 

0.873 
0.869 

0.%7 

1.104 

0.435 

0.716 

0.854 
1.067 

0.677 
0.867 

0.755 

0.764 

0.538 
0.723 

0.125 
0.217 

0.545 

0.514 

0.256 

0.533 

0.642 
0.585 

1.()99 

0.984 

0.931 

1.106 

1.002 

0.947 

0.535 

0.607 

0.972 

0.972 

0.719 

0.%9 

0.999 

0.913 

0.723 

0.682 

0.661 

0.532 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 
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Final Environmental Impact Report 

EM31013 

+Commercial Scenario 
Cfraffic Study) 

CMA LOS Tmoact 
0.415 A 0.006 

0. 761 c 0.012 

0.867 

0.997 

0.873 
0.869 

0.981 

1.130 

0.437 

0.725 

0.871 
1.096 

0.685 
0.874 

0.765 

0.782 

0.542 
0.761 

0.158 
0.263 

0.601 

0.609 

0.312 

0.647 

0.645 
0.591 

1.106 

0.997 

0.937 

1.130 

1.026 

0.991 

0.571 

0.663 

1.024 

1.014 

0.735 

0.989 

1.011 

0.930 

0.733 

0.693 

0.672 

0.536 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

B 
B 

A 
B 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.012 

0.019 

0.000 
0.000 

0.014 

0.026 

0.002 

0.009 

0.017 
0.029 

0.008 
0.007 

0.010 

0.018 

0.004 
0.038 

0.033 
0.046 

0.056 

0.095 

0.056 

0.114 

0.003 
0.006 

0.007 

0.013 

0.006 

0.024 

0.024 

0.044 

0.036 

0.056 

0.052 

0.042 

0.016 

0.020 

0.012 

0.017 

0.010 

O.Oll 

0.011 

0.004 

Future (2020) With EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 

CMA LOS Imoact 
0.413 A 0.004 

0.756 c 0.007 

0.864 

0.992 

0.873 
0.869 

0.978 

l.119 

0.437 

0.721 

0.867 
1.086 

0.683 
0.872 

0.763 

0.779 

0.541 
0.745 

0.143 
0.243 

0.585 

0.577 

0.301 

0.614 

0.645 
0.589 

1.105 

0.993 

0.936 

1.124 

l.022 

0.982 

0.567 

0.646 

1.017 

l.001 

0.733 

0.989 

1.008 

0.925 

0.731 

0.690 

0.670 

0.535 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
B 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.009 

0.014 

0.000 
0.000 

O.Oll 

0.015 

0.002 

0.005 

0.013 
0.019 

0.006 
0.005 

0.008 

0.015 

0.003 
0.022 

0.018 
0.026 

0.040 

0.063 

0.045 

0.081 

0.003 
0.004 

0.006 

0.009 

0.005 

0.018 

0.020 

0.035 

0.032 

0.039 

0.045 

0.029 

0.014 

0.020 

0.009 

0.012 

0.008 

0.008 

0.009 

0.003 

January 2013 

+Residential Scenario 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.413 A 0.004 

0.753 c 0.004 

0.859 

0.990 

0.873 
0.869 

0.978 

l.113 

0.437 

0.718 

0.863 
1.075 

0.679 
0.870 

0.759 

0.778 

0.539 
0.736 

0.133 
0.235 

0.561 

0.559 

0.293 

0.591 

0.646 
0.587 

1.104 

0.991 

0.938 

1.120 

l.016 

0.981 

0.574 

0.643 

1.016 

0.993 

0.730 

0.993 

1.002 

0.921 

0.725 

0.687 

0.664 

0.534 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

F 
E 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.004 

0.012 

0.000 
0.000 

O.Oll 

0.009 

0.002 

0.002 

0.009 
0.008 

0.002 
0.003 

0.004 

0.014 

0.001 
0.013 

0.008 
0.018 

0.016 

0.045 

0.037 

0.058 

0.004 
0.002 

0.005 

0.007 

0.007 

0.014 

0.014 

0.034 

0.039 

0.036 

0.044 

0.021 

O.Oll 

0.024 

0.003 

0.008 

0.002 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 
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City of Los Angeles 

No. Intersection 
23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

24 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

Selma Avenue 

25 Ivar Avenue & 

Selma Avenue 

26 Vine Street & 

Selma Avenue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 

Selma Avenue 

28 Highland Avenue & 
Sunset Boulevard 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Sunset Boulevard 

30 Ivar Avenue & 

Sunset Boulevard 

31 Vine S tree! & 
Sunset Boulevard 

32 Argyle Avenue & 

Sunset Boulevard 

33 C'Aihuenga Boulevard & 

De Longpre Avenue 

34 Vine Street & 

De Longpre Avenue 

3 5 Vine S tree! & 

Fmmtain Avenue 

36 Vine Street & 
Santa Monica Boulevard 

3 7 Vine S tree! & 

Melrose Avenue 

EM31014 

Table IV.K.1-41 (continued) 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Future (2020) 
+Commercial Scenario 

Peak w/ o Project Cfraffic Study) 
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Tmoact 
Al\i! 0.515 A 0.527 A 0.012 

PM 0.511 A 0.524 A 0.013 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al'\1 
PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

Al\;! 

PM 

0.655 

0.761 

0.241 

0.431 

0.697 

0.757 

0.467 

0.655 

1.170 

1.065 

0.866 
0.931 

0.475 

0.661 

1.03 l 
1.076 

0.669 

0.773 

0.435 

0.502 

0.593 

0.736 

0.907 

1.022 

0.989 
l.070 

0.%1 

1.039 

B 
c 
A 

A 

B 
c 
A 

B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

A 

c 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

0.665 

0.778 

0.264 

0.469 

0.716 

0.794 

0.474 

0.665 

1.174 

1.067 

0.884 
0.946 

0.487 

0.679 

1.050 
1.113 

0.674 

0.781 

0.443 

0.515 

0.609 

0.759 

0.921 

1.045 

1.005 
1.088 

0.%7 

1.046 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

F 
F 

E 
F 

0.010 

0.017 

0.023 

0.038 

0.019 

0.037 

0.007 

0.010 

0.004 

0.002 

0.018 
0.015 

0.012 

0.018 

0.019 
0.037 

0.005 

0.008 

0.008 

0.013 

0.016 

0.023 

0.014 

0.023 

0.016 
0.018 

0.006 

0.007 

Future (2020) With EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Imoact 
0.525 A 0.010 

0.520 A 0.009 

0.665 

0.775 

0.259 

0.459 

0.714 

0.785 

0.474 

0.663 

1.173 

1.067 

0.881 
0.944 

0.484 

0.675 

l.047 
l.102 

0.674 

0.779 

0.443 

0.513 

0.607 

0.751 

0.919 

1.040 

1.002 
1.082 

0.967 

1.045 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

F 
F 

E 
F 

0.010 

0.014 

0.018 

0.028 

0.017 

0.028 

0.007 

0.008 

0.003 

0.002 

0.015 
0.013 

0.009 

0.014 

0.016 
0.026 

0.005 

0.006 

0.008 

0.011 

0.014 

0.015 

0.012 

0.018 

0.013 
0.012 

0.006 

0.006 

An * indicates a significant impact (LAIXJT Revised Scale). 

January 2013 

+Residential Scenario 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.518 A 0.003 

0.518 A 0.007 

0.670 

0.777 

0.259 

0.455 

0.721 

0.781 

0.474 

0.662 

1.175 

1.068 

0.881 
0.943 

0.479 

0.674 

l.047 
l.097 

0.675 

0.778 

0.447 

0.513 

0.610 

0.747 

0.921 

1.037 

0.997 
1.079 

0.965 

1.043 

B 
c 
A 

A 

c 
c 
A 

B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

0.015 

0.016 

0.018 

0.024 

0.024 

0.024 

0.007 

0.007 

0.005 

0.003 

0.015 
0.012 

0.004 

0.013 

0.016 
0.021 

0.006 

0.005 

0.012 

O.Oll 

0.017 

O.Oll 

0.014 

0.015 

0.008 
0.009 

0.004 

0.004 

As shown in Table IV.K. l-41, Critical Movement Analvsis ("CMA") Summary Future (2020) With 

Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions, the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario would generate 

significant traffic impacts at fewer locations than the Commercial Scenario analvzed in the Traffic Study. 

The Commercial Scenario would have significant impacts at seven intersections in the AM peak hour and 

thirteen intersections in the PM peak hour. The Concept Plan would have significant impacts at six 

intersections in the AM peak hour and twelve intersections in the PM peak hour. The Residential 

Scenario would have significant impacts at five intersections in the AM peak hour and eight intersections 

in the PM peak hour. All of the significant impacts under the Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

would be at intersections significantlv impacted under the Commercial Scenario. 
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EM31015 

City of Los Angeles January 2013 

Mitigation Measures 

The same mitigation measures as above were applied to the intersections with significant Project traffic 

impacts under the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario. As concluded above. the Commercial 

Scenario has significant impacts remaining at 2 intersections under Existing (2011) conditions and 5 

intersections under Future (2020) conditions after applying the mitigation measures. As shown in Table 

IV.K.1-42. Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios 

Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures. by applving the same mitigation measures to the Concept 

Plan and the Residential Scenario impacts for Existing (2011) conditions. all of the significant Project 

traffic impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. As such. there would be no significant 

and unavoidable traffic impacts for the Concept Plan or the Residential Scenario under Existing (2011) 

conditions. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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Table IV.K.1-42 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA"} Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures 

Existing 

Peak w/o Project 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS 
Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.833 ]) 

Franklin Avenue PM 0.955 E 

Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave AL\1 0.669 B 

<US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 0.789 c 
16 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.741 c 

Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.701 c 
18 Vine Street& AL\1 0.734 c 

l-lollywood Boulevard PM 0.703 c 
31 Vine Street& AM 0 806 [) 

Sunset Boulevard PM 0.737 c 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale) 

A-fillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 
Traffic Study - Commercial Scenario Concept Plan 
With Project 

CMA LOS Imoact 
0.848 D 0.015 

0.981 E 0.026 * 
0.686 B 0 017 

0.820 D 0.031 * 
0.784 c 0.043 ' 
0.745 c 0.044 ' 
0.786 c 0.052 * 
0.762 c 0.059 * 

0 826 [) 0.020 * 
0.774 c 0.037 

With Project+Mitigation With Project With Project+Mitigation 
CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS 
0.836 D 0003 0.845 ]) 0012 0 833 

0.967 E 0.012 * 0.970 E 0 015 0.958 

0.674 B 0.005 0.683 B 0.014 0.670 

0.806 D 0.016 0.809 D 0.020 0.796 

0.770 c 0.029 0.779 c 0038 

0 728 c 0.027 0.736 c 0035 

0.768 c 0.034 0.779 c 0.045 0.762 
0.744 c 0.041 * 0.744 c 0.041 0 728 

0.812 [) 0.006 0823 D ()()] 7 0.810 

0.759 c 0.022 0.763 c 0.026 0.750 

IV Correction and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Page IV-27 

[) 

E 

B 

D 

c 
c 
D 
c 

Impact 
-IJCIOl 

0003 

0001 

0007 

0.029 

0025 

0.004 

0.012 

Residential Scenario 
With Project With Project+Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact 
0 845 [) 0.012 

0.964 E 0009 

0.677 B 0.008 

0.797 c 0.008 

0.755 c 0.014 

0.734 c 0.033 

0 778 c 0.044 0.762 c 0028 

0 734 c 0.031 0.719 c IJCll 7 

0.823 ]) 0017 0.811 [) 0 005 

0.758 c 0.021 0.745 c 0008 
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EM31017 

Table CV. K. l-43, Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary Future (2020) With Project ECR 

Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures, shows resulting impacts for the Future (2020) 

conditions with mitigation measures. For the Concept Plan under the Future (2020) conditions, 

significant Project traffic impacts would remain at three intersections, intersections which were also 

concluded to remain significant for the Commercial Scenario analvzed in the Traffic Studv. The 

remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard (AM and PM Peak Hours); and 

31. Vine Street and Sunset Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

For the Residential Scenario under the Future (2020) conditions, significant Project traffic impacts would 

remain significant at three intersections, which are intersections concluded to remain significant in the 

Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. The remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard (AM Peak Hour); and 

19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

T\vo of these three intersections were concluded to remain significant under the Commercial Scenario 

analyzed above. One additional significant and unavoidable impact at the intersection of Argyle A venue 

and Hollywood Boulevard would remain after implementation of the mitigation measures above. This 

intersection was concluded to be mitigated to a less than significant level with the mitigation measures for 

the Commercial Scenario analyzed above and was concluded to remain significantly impacted with 

implementation of the mitigation measures under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario. 
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Table IV.1-43 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures 

No. Intersection 
Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Cabuenga Boulevard & 

Franklin Avenue 

Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave 

/US-101 F"y. NB On-Ramp 
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An * indicates a significant impact (LAD OT Revised Scale) 
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In order to address the significant impact on Intersection No. l 9 Argvle Avenue and Hollywood 

Boulevard, it is recommended that the following mitigation measure is also implemented 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East 

Site, residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 

reserved residential parking spaces. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

To reflect this added mitigation measure, the residential distribution percentages at the East and West 

Sites adjacent intersections (listed below) were revised for an analysis of the Residential Scenario 

With Added Mitigation. The intersections affected bv the East Site residential unit and reserved 

residential parking limitation are: 

11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 

12. Argvle Avenue and Yucca Street 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard 

19. Argyle A venue and Hollywood Boulevard 

26. Vine Street and Selma Avenue 

27. Argyle Avenue and Selma Avenue. 

Utilizing the updated distribution percentages, the Project impacts under Existing (2011) and Future 

(2020) conditions were calculated for the Residential Scenario Plus Added Mitigation. The CMA 

values and the resulting traffic impacts are summarized in Table IV.K.1-44. As shown in Table 

IV.K.1-44, with mitigation measure IV.K.1-14, the significant impact at the intersection of Argvle 

Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under the Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario 

would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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No. Intersection 
II Vine Street& 

Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

18 Vine Street& 

Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

l-lollywood Boulevard 

26 Vine Street& 

Selma A venue 

27 Argyle Avenue And 

Selma Avenue 

EM31020 

Table IV.K.1-44 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) With Residential Scenario Traffic Conditions 

With Added Mitigation 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak Existing Existing + Project WP + Mitigation Without Project With Project 
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 
AM 0.429 A 0.445 A 0.016 0.545 A 0.562 A 0.017 

PM 0.378 A 0.427 A 0.049 0.514 A 0563 A 0.049 

AM 0.111 A 0.141 A 0.030 0.256 A 0.296 A 0.040 

PM 0300 A 0341 A 0.041 0 533 A 0.595 A 0.062 

AM 0.734 c 0.780 c 0.046 0.763 c 0.029 0.972 E 1.018 F 0.046 

PM 0.703 c 0.736 c 0.033 0 722 c 0 019 0.972 E 0993 0.021 

AM 0.445 A 0.454 A 0.009 0.719 c 0728 c 0.009 

PM 0617 fl 0629 B 0012 0 969 E 0.989 E 0.020 

AM 0.467 A 0.491 A 0.024 0.697 B 0.721 c 0.024 

PM 0.512 A 0.536 A 0.024 0.757 c 0 781 c 0.024 

AM 0.256 A 0.263 A 0007 0.467 A 0.475 A 0 008 

PM 0.338 A 0.344 A 0.006 0.655 B 0.661 B 0.006 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale) 
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Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

29. Page CV.K.2-2, the paragraph under the heading "Shared Parking" is revised as follows: 

Section 12.24 .X.20 permits two (2) or more uses to share off street parking spaces if i-t is determined 

that a lower total number of parking spaces than would be required will provide adequate parking for 

the uses. The determination is made based on an analysis of parking demand, among other 

requirements. Vlhile this determination is usually made by a Zoning Administrator upon application, 

the Prajeet i'\:pplicant is requesting approval of a shared parking program through the Development 

Agreement. 

Section 12.21 A.4 (v) permits the Citv Planning Commission to grant reduced on-site parking with 

remote off-site parking or transportation alternatives in connection with a City Planning Commission 

approval of an application otherwise subject to its jurisdiction including, but not limited to approval 

of a zone change, height district change. supplemental use district, or conditional use. Here the 

location of the Project Site allows for a number of transportation alternatives to be used by residents, 

visitors, employees, and guests. The Project Site is within a quarter mile of the Hollywood/Vine 

Metro Red Line Transit Station and numerous LADOT and Metro bus routes. \\'bile this 

determination will allow reduced parking via the shared parking program, the Applicant is also 

requesting approval of the shared parking program through the Development Agreement, as the 

parking standards and procedures for calculating the parking demand are established in the 

Development Regulations. 

30. Page IV.K.2-8, the first two sentences under the heading "Shared Parking" is revised as follows: 

Shared parking may be applied to the Base Demand (defined below) when the uses have different 

parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle or between weekends and 

weekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the Development Regulations. This is 

consistent with Community Plan Update policies, Section 12.24 .X.20 of the LAMC, and Section 

106.61 of the Green Building Code. 

31. Page IV.K.2-24, the first two sentences in the first full paragraph is revised as follows: 

As discussed previously in this Section, the Project includes a shared parking program to ensure the 

Project's peak parking demand is met throughout the year, consistent with policies in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update, Section 12.24 .X.20 of the LAMC, and Section 106.6. l of the Green 

Building Code. Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the 

Development Regulations_,_and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed 

Development Agreement and Citv Planning Commission approval pursuant to Section 12.21 A (v) of 

theLAMC. 

Section IV.L.2Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

32. Page IV.L.2-17, an additional sentence and minor revisions will be added after the second sentence in 

the first full paragraph. This is the result of a letter from the Bureau of Sanitation dated January 8, 

2013 and submitted in response to the Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR. The BOS recognized 

that there are parts of its system that are constrained. The Draft EIR anticipated this potential 

constraint and stated that if there is insufficient capacity, then a secondary line would need to be made 

to another line with sufficient capacity (from the September 27, 2011 BOS letter, included as 

Appendix IV.L.4, of the Draft EIR). The January 8, 2013 BOS letter, included as Appendix G, of the 

Final EIR, provides additional specificity of where a secondary connection could be made. The 

additional sentence and minor revisions are shown underlined below: 

As described in the City's BOS letter, and discussed above, further detailed gauging and evaluation 

may be needed as part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). 

If, for any reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 

required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The BOS 

identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 12-inch line 

on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in significant 

impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the implementation of best practices, 

such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of way,- during construction, would not 

significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection 

permit will be made at that-the time of final building design. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM30349 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 29, 2013 2:02 PM 
Scott Gill 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project impacts AMOA 

Your e-mail has been received and will be placed in the file for the record. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Mar 28, 2013 at 4:22 PM, Scott Gill <sjgill@mac.com> wrote: 
My name is Scott Gill. I work for AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to 
ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts 
from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given 
its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 

Thank you so much, 
Scott Gill 
office: 323 .603 .5964 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

EM31877 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Saturday, April 27, 2013 4:58 PM 
RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com 

Hi Rich .. .l'm sorry I haven't had a chance to connect with you since returning back from Chicago .... as you well know, its 
been a busy week with the Department realignment proposal going to PLUM. I've got some time this week to chat 
about the various projects on your list .... 

Hollywood Millennium .... our LOD was transmitted this past Wednesday per the applicant's request .... Luci and I received 
a ppt presentation from the architects, and Luci was there for the mtg with LaBonge's staff. 

Ponte Vista ..... we have an all hands mtg scheduled on May 7 to see where we are with the project. A new potential 
wrinkle was identified last week regarding the installation of new bike lanes and the reduction of vehicular capacity in 
proximity to the project site. 

AM PAS ..... what's the next step? 

Thanks, 
Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30151 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 3:48 PM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Re: Millennium Hollywood: Design Guidelines 

That should do it, thanks Alfred. 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 1 :57 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Sergio, 

We will forward you shortly a link to download the design guidelines with the clarification edits requested. We 
have done the following: 

1. For the materiality, we thought best and simplest to add a new subsection to 6. 6 "Building Materials and 
Color Guidelines". 6.6.1.k simply states that examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in figures x-x. We 
will then insert the figures from the second document to be attached and referenced. 

2. 8.2: made edits to reference the open space diagrams 

3. 8.2: added and 8.2.6.c with language referring to diagonal line 

4. 8.2: corrected the typo within legend to figures 8.1.1-4 

Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
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200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

EM30152 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30350 

Louis Jones < ljones@amda.edu > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 4:23 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Building Project 

My name is Louis R. Jones.I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing 
to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts 
from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed Thank you. 

Louis Raphael Jones 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30351 

Louis Jones <ljones@amda.edu> 
Friday, March 29, 2013 4:23 PM 
sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Millennium Building Project 

My name is Louis R. Jones.I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing 
to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts 
from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed Thank you. 

Louis Raphael Jones 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30153 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 3:50 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

How is progress on the list? 

EM31023 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org > 
Thursday, January 24, 2013 9:17 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Srimal Hewawitharana; Karen Hoo 
Re: Millennium 

On Fri, Jan 18, 2013 at 5:36 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Alfred, 

To recap the week, we are pending updates on the following items: 

Entitlements: 
A An updated Master Land Use application verifying: (1) the ownership of the properties involved (LLC's), (2) 
the addition of the request for shared parking request (12.21-A,4(y), (3) the request for the D.A., and (4) your 
contact information. 
B. Updated findings consistent with the recently approved Core Findings Ordinance (see attached). 
C. The elevations and sections we have in the CPC file are outdated, we will need to update these for the file. 
As you know, once we release the hearing notice, people may be asking to view the file and if anything looks 
outdated or inconsistent, it will draw scrutiny. 
C. Until we can go into further detail regarding the Design Guidelines, as we've touched on already, and 
pending the comments from the Urban Design Studio, we need to make sure that the renderings are consistent 
with the guidelines. There seems to be come inconsistency.I know that we've talked about bringing the architect 
in for a meeting to go into further detail about that. Let's solidify that meeting in the coming week. 
D. On the Development Agreement, we discussed changes and recommendations to the language, timing, 
benchmarks, etc. I mentioned phasing in the contributions to the affordable housing component. Please consider 
including supporting documentation regarding the projects you have already identified (the commissioners 
would appreciate it); Also, with respect to local hire, consider adding operations as a component for local hiring 
goals, not just construction. Additionally, is there an agreement or something in place with metro regarding the 
portal option in the DA? if so, please provide a letter, MOU, or something to that affect which speaks to their 
understanding and/or participation 

EIR: 
Srimal received the remainder of the 1st screencheck after 9pm 1/15 and has forwarded the Caltrans Letter and 
Metro letter to DOT for their review. 

This is it in in the interim. I know I've mentioned it on the phone, but I'm out of the office both Monday and 
Tuesday, as is Srimal. 

Thank you and have a good weekend. 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
j on. foreman@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30352 

Louis Jones < ljones@amda.edu > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 4:24 PM 
cpc@lacity.org 
Millennium Building Project 

My name is Louis R. Jones.I work at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing 
to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts 
from Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its 
proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed Thank you. 

Louis Raphael Jones 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM31878 

Michelle Chang <michelle.chang@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 29, 2013 10:12 AM 
Manuel Garcia 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 
Millennium Hollywood.docx 

On Tue, Apr 23, 2013 at 3:41 PM, Manuel Garcia <manuel. garcia@lacity.org> wrote: 
http ://millenniumhollywood.net/project-overview/ 

http ://millenniumptrs.com/ 

http ://articles.latimes.com/2013/feb/19/local/la-me-millennium-hollywood-20130220 

http ://articles.latimes. com/2013/mar/28/local/la-me-garcetti-hollywood-20130329 

http ://www. holl ywoodreporter. com/news/holl ywood-high-rise-development-moves-3 8293 2 

Manuel Garcia 
Student Pro. Worker of IRC 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building & Safety 
Office of Inter-Governmental Relations & Communications 
201 N. Figueroa St., Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Office: 213-482-6709 
Fax: 213-482-6874 

Michelle Chang 
Student Professional Worker 
Office of Inter-Governmental Relations & Communications 
Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety 
201 N. Figueroa St., Ste 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Office: 213.482.6872 
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Millennium Hollywood 

Link to rendering: http ://millenniumhollywood.net/wp-content/uploads/2012/05/121023 01 C med

e1351187891408.jpg 

Comprising a total of 4.47 acres of land, Millennium Hollywood will be a transformative mixed-use 

project constructed on two vacant parking lots adjacent to the iconic Capitol Records Building. 

Millennium Hollywood would develop approximately 1.2 million square feet of new uses, including a 

492 residential units, 200 luxury hotel rooms, 215,000 square feet of Class A office space that includes 

the existing Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building, 34,000 square feet of restaurant space, a 

35,100 square feet health and fitness club use, 15,000 square feet of retail space, and 2,000 new parking 

spaces. 

Council District: 13 

Project Address: 1750 N Vine St, Los Angeles, CA 

Developer: Millennium Partners & Argent Ventures 

Architect: Handel Architects 

Contractor: 

Engineer: 

Sector: Mixed Use - residential, hotel, office, commercial, restaurant, fitness 

Estimated Valuation:$ 664,000,000 

Total Area: 1,200,000 sf 

Construction Jobs Created: 

Permanent Jobs Created: 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good afternoon, 

EM30154 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 3:56 PM 
Gennadiy Danilkevich 
Request for GSD Officers in City Planning Commission Meeting 

The City Planning Commission (CPC) will have their regular meeting tomorrow (Thursday-3/28) at the Public 
Works Boardroom Room 350-City Hall from 8:30 a.m. till 4:00 p.m. The Department of City Planning is 
requesting two (2) officers to ensure that the meeting will be orderly. We want the officers to be there at least by 
8:00 a.m. to ensure peace and order and direct the public to Room 1010 as the overflow room in case the PW 
Boardroom has reached its capacity. The CPC will consider the Hollywood Millennium project which is a 
highly controversial high rise development located adjacent the Capitol Records in Hollywood. We are 
expecting at least 250+ people to attend the CPC. 

Please contact me immediately for questions. I may be reached by telephone at 213-200-6853. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

EM30353 

Jim Nelson < motherco@aol.com > 
Friday, March 29, 2013 5:28 PM 
eric garcetti; Tom Labonge; L.A. City - Perry; paul.koretz@lacity.org; 
councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
'tony tucci'; 'Cassandra Barrere'; 'Rick Seireeni'; 'Valerie O'Brien'; 'John Harris'; 'Jamie 
Hall'; 'Alison Simard'; 'Skip'; editor@LAindependent.com; steve.lopez@latimes.com; 
Craig Hodgetts; Jerry Daniel; beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net; Martha Welborne; 
president@hillsidefederation.org; robert kovacik; board@babcnc.org; 
vicepresident@hhwnc.org 
Hooray for Hollywood ? 

I must add that the 8 hour trip to the hearing was quite informative and worth it (even though I was only given 30 
Seconds to Speak). 
However, I must say that the discovery that the Chairman of the Planning Commision has been serving as the Architect 
for the Owner - and continues to do so, is shocking. What has become of Los Angeles? 

Regards, 
Jim 

From: Jim Nelson [mailto:motherco@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2013 5:45 PM 
To: eric garcetti (garcetti@council.lacitv.org); Tom Labonge (Tom.LaBonqe@lacitv.org); L.A. City - Perry 
(jperrv@council.lacitv.org); 'paul.koretz@lacity.org'; 'councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org'; 'luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org' 
Cc: 'tony tucci'; 'Cassandra Barrere'; 'Rick Seireeni'; 'Valerie O'Brien'; 'John Harris'; 'Jamie Hall'; 'Alison Simard'; 'Skip'; 
editor@LAindependent.com; steve.lopez@latimes.com; Craig Hodgetts (chodqetts@hplusf.com); Jerry Daniel 
(coachtwiq@socal.rr.com); 'beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net'; Martha Welborne (MWelborne@CCF.la.org); Marian Dodge 
< president@h i llsidefederation .orq > (president@h ii lsidefederation .orq); robe rt kovacik (robe rt. kovaci k@n bcu n i .com); 
'boa rd@babcnc.org'; 'vicepresident@hhwnc.org' 
Subject: Hooray for Hollywood 

In 1982, I stood at the famous corner of Hollywood and Vine. Here was a place that held so many fantasies to 
me about movies, glamour and fun. Sadly it had sunk so low that I was sure I was in the wrong place. I asked a 
passerby ifthere was another corner of Hollywood and Vine? He said, "yes .... In people's memories". I thought 
this was so sad, that a dream had died. At that moment, I decided to bring it back to life. It was perfect the fun 
city that I had dreamed of my whole life: a reborn Hollywood Boulevard! Unfortunately, it was too complex to 
get the city, community and landowners together to do something in the old downtown Hollywood, so I 
abandoned my original site and took my idea a bit to the north to Universal City and started the long task of 
building my dream city there. (CityWalk). 

Today, 30 years later, hundreds of people filled City Hall to Celebrate the Re-Birth of Hollywood. The excitement was 
electric. Every single person spoke of their Love and Hope for what has been a dead City since my Birth (1947). 
Millennium's promise of a World Class Project was greeted with the Glee of Children on Christmas Morning. 

Now, it is our job to help Millennium fulfill that Promise. 

From CityWalk, We know that if it's done right, the retail sales for the project could reach levels of 500 dollars a foot. We 
also know that if it's done wrong, it might only reach averages of 200 dollars a foot. At a 9% Sales Tax rate that's a 
minimum Opportunity Cost of 180 Dollars a foot. 
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That's a lot of money (15,000,000 per annum). 

And that's at the 85,000 square feet of retail that they are proposing. 

Question, What if the project was redesigned as a Destination Entertainment Center and the Retail space was increased 
to 300,000? 

Answer: The City would stand to make more than 150,000,000 a year. With that type of income, the Developer could 
afford to do things like a new off ramp at Barham, an elevated HOV lane like the 110 or the 10 plus all kinds of 
improvements to Hollywood's Infrastructure and Public Areas. 

Furthermore, We have all the Skills and Talent right here in Hollywood to Help Millennium create the Exceptional 
Experience that the location demands. 

I personally commit to providing my time to the effort - pro-bona (at the conceptual stage) . As a first step, I'm attaching 
an Instruction Manual for Entertainment Districts that I wrote based on my experience with CityWalk. Please pass it 
along to them. 

It's finally Hollywood's time. Let's not blow it. 

Regards, 

Jim 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thanks, Lisa.+ 

EM30155 

rogelio navar < rogelio.navar@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:00 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Michael LoGrande; Brian Currey; Iida granados 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

Sending positive vibes you way for your 4 pm.+ 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Mar 27, 2013, at 1 :25 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

Meeting starts at 8:30 - one small item ahead of it. +1 would say it is on by 9 AM. 

On Wed, Mar 27, 2013 at 1:14 PM, rogelio navar <rogelio .navar@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 

What time do we expect the item to be heard.+ Brian Currey, will be attending and speaking at 
the hearing and I want to make sure he can speak either at the beginning of the meeting or after 
staff and the applicant make their respective presentations.+ Thanks! 

Rogelio 

Rogelio Navar 
Senior Policy Director 
Office Economic & Business Policy 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 1300, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
t. 213 -978-2761 I e. rogelio .navar@lacity.org I w. www.losangelesworks.org 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

RL0029628 



EM30156 

2 

RL0029629 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30355 

Lucy Varpetian < lvarpetian@yahoo.com > 

Saturday, March 30, 2013 7:29 AM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; Tom.Labonge@lacity.org; Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org 
Millenium 

Dear Councilmembers Garcetti and LaBonge and Ms. Ibarra: 
I have lived in Los Angeles Hollywood area well over 30 years. I am writing in support of 
the Millennium Hollywood Project. I believe this project offers a vast improvement to an 
otherwise dead zone in Hollywood. Repurposing underutilized parking lots will make 
Hollywood and Vine a "destination" again. As a property owner, this improvement is much 
appreciated. This is exactly what Hollywood needs and I applaud the Millennium Hollywood 
Project team for their vision to bring such an elegant development that will invigorate 
our community. 
Thank you for your time, 
Sincerely, 
Lucy Varpetian 
4227 Cromwell Ave., 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 
323-661-3128 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM30157 

Karly Rothenberg < krothenberg@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:00 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Please protect AMDA from the Millennium Project 

To all concerned parties involved in the Hollywood Millennium Project, 

My name is Karly Rothenberg and I am a faculty member and Industry Guest Coordinator at AMDA College 
and Conservatory of the Performing Arts I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide 
meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millenium on AMDA will be enormous, yet 
Millenium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its close proximity to the school. 

I cannot stress the importance of my safety concerns, not only for myself but my colleagues and our students as 
well. The exposure to excess dust and pollutants generated from unsafe construction sites is known to cause 
respiratory problems as well as a variety of other medical issues that would compromise the health and safety of 
all of us here on the AMDA campus. As a faculty member, not only does that concern me, but it would also be 
virtually impossible to teach successfully if we are drowned out by the sounds of construction occurring right 
next door to our buildings. 

I am also quite concerned over the disruption this project, as currently proposed, would cause to our invited 
Industry Guests who attend a variety of Student Presentations, Guest Directed Workshops, our Mainstage 
productions, and our very important Industry Event presentations, all of which take place here on campus. As 
Industry Guest Coordinator for AMDA, it is my responsibility to insure not only the safety but enjoyment of 
each of our guests when they attend these events on campus. Dusty conditions, sound interference during 
performances, and related unsafe construction conditions during Industry Presentations or Guest Workshops 
would deter our guests from attending. These guests are Talent Agents, Casting Directors, Directors, and 
Producers, all individuals who come to our campus to mentor or scout up and coming talent. This is clearly an 
issue that could compromise more than just our health, it disrupts relationships that our campus has spent the 
last several years developing and nurturing for the benefit of our students. 

Clearly there have been a number of construction projects that have been quite successful in the Hollywood 
area. 
The revitalization of our fair city, not to mention the beauty of our own campus, is what makes attending and 
teaching at AMDA such a priviledge. 

However, our students need a safe environment to learn their craft, and Industry professionals need a safe 
environment to teach and contribute to the next generation of artists. So I implore you NOT to approve the 
Millenium project as it is currently proposed. 
Thank you for your time. 

Karly Rothenberg 
Karly Rothenberg 
Faculty Member I Industry Guest Coordinator 
AMDA, College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts, Los Angeles, CA 
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krothenberg@amda.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30356 

Richard Lichtenstein < Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Saturday, March 30, 2013 9:29 AM 
'Bud Ovrom' 

FW: clips 

Thanks for your help on this ..... I my be getting older but I still have my memory!! Your guidance at the outset was 
extremely important. Happy Holidays. r 

L.A. planning panel OKs project to build Hollywood skyscrapers 
Councilman Eric Garcetti's intervention fails to stop the approval of the Millennium Partners' project, which would involve I million 
square feet of apartment, office and retail space. 

By Kate Linthicum, Los Angeles Times 

March 28, 2013 8:20 p.m. 

Despite a last-minute intervention by Los Angeles City Councilman Eric Garcetti, the city's Planning Commission moved forward Thursday with 
a bold development project that could add two towering skyscrapers to the Hollywood skyline. 

If the project is approved by the City Council, New-York-based developer Millennium Partners will be able to build more than 1 million square 
feet of apartment, office and retail space on fewer than five acres ofland surrounding the iconic Capitol Records building. Architectural 
renderings show two slender towers, including one that would be more than twice the height of the tallest building in Hollywood, which is 22 

stories. 

Garcetti said the proposed towers were "out of scale with the Hollywood landscape" in a statement released during the Planning Commission 
hearing. He also complained that the plan does not have enough support from community members. 

Garcetti, who is running for mayor, has often been on the other side of debates over development projects in his Hollywood district. A key 
backer of recent zoning changes that allow taller and bigger buildings near subway stops in the neighborhood, he has championed dozens of 
new developments, including the W Hotel project just south of the proposed Millennium project site. 

Opposition from Garcetti and Councilman Tom LaBonge, who also represents part of Hollywood, was not enough to sway the Planning 
Commission, which voted 6 to o to approve the project. 

Commission Vice President Regina Freer said she believes it fits with the city's emerging vision of concentrating new development near 
transportation hubs. 

"Hollywood, as a regional center, is the place where development of this kind of density does belong," she said. 

Freer led Thursday's hearing after the commission's president, William Roschen, recused himself because he has worked as a consultant on the 
Millenium project. 

Millennium officials had been seeking a development agreement with the city that would allow it to retain its building permits for 22 years - as 
opposed to the normal eight - in exchange for a community benefits package that includes an agreement with building trades unions and 
parking discounts for local residents. 

But on Thursday the developer withdrew its contract proposal after city lawyers raised concerns that the entire commission might have to cede 
the matter to the Board of Referred Powers, a council committee that hears commission issues when there is a risk of decisions being thrown 
out by a judge on conflict-of-interest grounds. 

At the all-day hearing, a large group of residents who oppose the project reiterated concerns about increased traffic and air pollution while 
construction workers and Hollywood redevelopment boosters spoke in favor of the jobs it would bring. 

The project has the strong backing of Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, whose economic and business policy director praised the project as 
"trans formative." It is also supported by the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce and the head of the Los Angeles County Federation of 
Labor, Maria- Elena Durazo. 

The chamber and the labor federation have endorsed Wendy Greuel, Garcetti's opponent in the May 21 mayoral runoff. A spokesman for Greuel 
said she had not made up her mind on the project. 

"In the past Wendy has stated she supports the smart growth principle of developing around transit hubs, but there is still a lot of community 
engagement that needs to happen and certainly that dialogue needs to continue as the project works its way to council before Wendy takes a 
position," Jim Dantona said. 
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LA BUSINESS JOURNAL 

Massive Hollywood Development Project Clears Hurdle 
[)\< !:!9..W.8B.R .. f..l~§Ti,,_;r,,d,y IVkiGii ?f;_ :ocn 
Los Angeles city planners on Thursday unanimously approved a controversial $664 million development plan with two huge skyscrapers in the heart of 
Hollywood 

Aller a marathon hearing Thursday, the nine-member Planning Commission approved ihe project by Millennium Partners and Argent Ventures LLC, both of 
New York. 

The project calls for two towers of up to 55 stories, with up to 492 apartments and condominiums, a boutique hotel with 200 rooms and office and retail space 

next to the iconic Capitol Records building north of Hollywood Boulevard on Vine Street. The taller of the two towers would be nearly 600 feet, more than 

twice the height of the Capitol Records building. 

Millennium Partners co-founder Philip Aarons said his company and Argent Ventures were pleased with the unanimous vote. 

"We spent a long time craf1:ing our plans for a transit-oriented. mixed-use development with the guiding principle being to honor and preserve the Capitol 
Records Tower," Aarons said. 

The project next goes to the City Council's Planning and Land Use Committee and then on to the foll council. 

But the plan's prospects for Council approval were dealt a big blow Thursday when Hollywood Councilman Eric Garcetti, a candidate for Los Angeles 

mayor, came out in opposition to the plan. 

In testimony submitted to the Planning Commission, Garcetti sided with the plan's numerous critics who have said the towers would be out of scale with the 

Hollywood landscape. 

Councilman Torn LaBonge, whose district also includes part of Hollywood, has also come out against the project Both have said in ihe past they were willing 

lo talk with Millennium Partners about a compromise. 

In a statement released Thursday afternoon. Millennium Partners Principal Mario Palumbo said, "We put forward the plan that we ihink works best fix the 

site. We have discussed this rm~iect with Councilmembers Garcelti and LaBonge on a number of occasions over the last five years and are happy lo continue 
those discussions." 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30159 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:03 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Ibarra -

EM30160 

John Given <john@johngiven.com > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:19 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org; tom.labonge@lacity.org; Bill Rosendahl 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD (Millennium Hollywood) 

2013-03-27 BHHA Ltr re Millenium Hollywood Project.pdf 

Attached is a letter from Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association regarding the above-captioned project, which is 
before the City Planning Commission tomorrow. I would appreciate your including it in the public comment file for the 
project and providing it to the members of the commission if you are able. 

Thank you, 

John Given 
Secretary 
Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association 
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BRENTWOOD HILLS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
Post Office Box 49495 • Los Angeles, CA 90049 

' . . ; :- ...... . , . - ... ..., .. : '\ 
~~ ........ -~;; . w w b >". • . . w 

William Roschen, President 
City Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 

r 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

e n t w 0 0 d 
. , • 

March 26, 2013 

VIA E-MAIL to luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org 

h I I I s 
. • 

:. 
0 

RE: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD; Millennium Hollywood 

Dear President Roschen and Commissioners: 

~ -r g · ·.~ ·-·" · .. ~ 

Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association shares the concerns of the Federation of 
Hillside and Canyon Associations and its constituent organizations regarding the above
captioned project. We agree with those who find the development to be out of scale and 
character with the neighborhood and the Hollywood Community Plan, and further agree that the 
project will have a cumulatively considerable impact on the health, traffic, safety, and 
infrastructure of Hollywood and neighboring hillside communities. We join the Hillside 
Federation in requesting, prior to the issuance of any approvals or recommendations for 
approvals, that the Planning Department reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the 
surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and 
Community Redevelopment Agency guidelines. 

BHHA is not opposed to the sensible development of Hollywood that honors the historic 
aesthetic and character of the community, or against projects that are appropriately scaled to the 
needs and infrastructure of the surrounding area. A successful large-scale project in any 
community must protect important view corridors, provide adequate parking and transportation 
infrastructure, and not overwhelm existing historic structures, such as the Capitol Records 
Building. We urge you to provide the leadership that will allow sensible development while 
preserving the well-known historic character of Hollywood for current and future generations. 

Sincerely, 

Mt?~ 
MICHAEL R. LESLIE, 
President, Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association 

cc: Los Angeles City Council 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30358 

Bud Ovrom < bud.ovrom@lacity.org > 
Saturday, March 30, 2013 9:38 AM 
Rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com 

Re: clips 

Congratulations!! As our vice president would say, this is a BFD ! ! 

Planning was the easiest hurdle. All ok with council, if eric and tom not happy? 

I meant to send you a congratulatory e-mail message yesterday, but we have our own issues. We should have lunch 
soon to discuss. 

Bud 

From: Rich a rd Lichtenstein [ma ilto: Rlichtenstei n@ma rathon-com .com] 
Sent: Saturday, March 30, 2013 09:28 AM 
To: 'Bud Ovrom' <bud.ovrom@lacitv.org> 
Subject: FW: clips 

Thanks for your help on this ..... I my be getting older but I still have my memory!! Your guidance at the outset was 
extremely important. Happy Holidays. r 

L.A. planning panel OKs project to build Hollywood skyscrapers 

Councilman Eric Garcetti's intervention fails to stop the approval of the Millennium Partners' project, which would involve I million 
square feet of apartment, office and retail space. 

By Kate Linthicum, Los Angeles Times 

March 28, 2013 8:20 p.m. 

Despite a last-minute intervention by Los Angeles City Councilman Eric Garcetti, the city's Planning Commission moved forward Thursday with 
a bold development project that could add two towering skyscrapers to the Hollywood skyline. 

If the project is approved by the City Council, New-York-based developer Millennium Partners will be able to build more than 1 million square 
feet of apartment, office and retail space on fewer than five acres ofland surrounding the iconic Capitol Records building. Architectural 
renderings show two slender towers, including one that would be more than twice the height of the tallest building in Hollywood, which is 22 

stories. 

Garcetti said the proposed towers were "out of scale with the Hollywood landscape" in a statement released during the Planning Commission 
hearing. He also complained that the plan does not have enough support from community members. 

Garcetti, who is running for mayor, has often been on the other side of debates over development projects in his Hollywood district. A key 
backer of recent zoning changes that allow taller and bigger buildings near subway stops in the neighborhood, he has championed dozens of 
new developments, including the W Hotel project just south of the proposed Millennium project site. 

Opposition from Garcetti and Councilman Tom LaBonge, who also represents part of Hollywood, was not enough to sway the Planning 
Commission, which voted 6 to o to approve the project. 
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Commission Vice President Regina Freer said she believes it fits Vvith the city's emerging vision of concentrating new development near 
transportation hubs. 

"Hollywood, as a regional center, is the place where development of this kind of density does belong," she said. 

Freer led Thursday's hearing after the commission's president, William Roschen, recused himself because he has worked as a consultant on the 
Millenium project. 

Millennium officials had been seeking a development agreement v11ith the city that would allow it to retain its building permits for 22 years - as 
opposed to the normal eight - in exchange for a community benefits package that includes an agreement with building trades unions and 
parking discounts for local residents. 

But on Thursday the developer withdrew its contract proposal after city lawyers raised concerns that the entire commission might have to cede 
the matter to the Board of Referred Powers, a council committee that hears commission issues when there is a risk of decisions being thrown 
out by a judge on conflict-of-interest grounds. 

At the all-day hearing, a large group of residents who oppose the project reiterated concerns about increased traffic and air pollution while 
construction workers and Hollywood redevelopment boosters spoke in favor of the jobs it would bring. 

The project has the strong backing of Mayor l\nlD.n.i.''··YJJ:,l!;\l_igr;);;q, whose economic and business policy director praised the project as 
"trans formative." It is also supported by the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce and the head of the Los Angeles County Federation of 
Labor, Maria- Elena Durazo. 

The chamber and the labor federation have endorsed="-'-'-~--'""'-"'""=• Garcetti's opponent in the May 21 mayoral runoff. A spokesman for Greuel 
said she had not made up her mind on the project. 

"In the past Wendy has stated she supports the smart growth principle of developing around transit hubs, but there is still a lot of community 
engagement that needs to happen and certainly that dialogue needs to continue as the project works its way to council before Wendy takes a 
position," ,Jim Dantona said. 

LA BUSINESS JOURNAL 

Massive Hollywood Development Project Clears Hurdle 
ey HOlJ\fARD FINE'"hu",d'ly. Ma;':~ /B '.'C1 ~' 

Los Angeles city planners on Thursday unanimously approved a controversial $664 million development plan witb two buge skyscrapers in the heart of 

Hollywood. 

Aller a marathon hearing Thursday, the nine-member Planning Commission approved the project by Millennium Partners and Argent Ventures LLC, botb of 

New York. 

The project calls for two towers of up to 55 stories, \vitb up to 492 apartments and condominiums, a boutique hot.el with 200 rooms and office and retail space 

next to the iconic Capitol Records building north of Hollywood Boulevard on Vine Street. The taller oftbe two towers would be nearly 600 feet, more than 

twice the beight of the Capitol Records building. 

Millennium Partners co-founder Philip Aarons said his company and Argent Ventures were pleased with the unanimous vote. 

"We spent a long time crafting our plans for a transit-oriented, mixed-use development with the guiding prineiple being to honor and preserve the Capitol 

Records Tower_" Aarons said. 

The project next goes to the City Councirs Planning and Land Use Committee and then on to the full council. 

But the plan's prospects fix Council approval were dealt a big blow Thursday when Hollywood Councilman Eric Garcetti, a candidate for Los Angeles 

mayor, came out in opposition to the plan, 

In testimony submitted to the Planning Commission, Garcetli sided witb the plan's numerous critics who have said the towers would be out of scale with the 

Hollywood landscape. 
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Councilman Tom LaBonge, whose district also includes part of Hollywood, has also come out against the project Both have said in the past they were willing 
to talk with Millennium Partners about a compromise. 

In a statement released Thursday afternoon. Millennium Partners Principal Mario Palumbo said, "We put forward the plan that we think works best fix the 

site. We have discussed this rm~iect with Councilmembers Garcetti and LaBonge on a number of occasions over the last five years and are happy lo continue 
those discussions." 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM31880 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 29, 2013 2:41 PM 

To: 
Subject: 

Luciralia Ibarra; Marcel Porras; Brian Currey; Renee Weitzer; Don Jefferson; Sergio Ibarra 
Millennium Final Determination Letter 

Attachments: CPC-2008-3440-VZC Final.pdf 

Good afternoon all, 

There were some challenges in mailing out the determination letter in a timely manner so the mailing date was 
changed to Saturday April 27, 2013 (previously Friday April 26, 2013). Please see the attached final 
determination for the Millennium project. 

It consists of a CPC portion and a Tentative Tract approval. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 

~VTT 71837-1A Final.pdf 

IGll 
ClJ CPC-2008-3440-VZC Final.pdf 

City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: _AP_R-_2-"--7 _20_1_3 __ _ 

CASE: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

SCH No. 2011041049 

Location: 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-
1753 North Vine Street; 17 46-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 
6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 
Council Districts: 13 - Hon. Eric Garcetti 

Related Case: Plan Area: Hollywood 
VTT-71837-CN-1A Requests: Vesting Zone Change, Height District 

, Change, Conditional Use, Zone Variance 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

At its meeting on March 28, 2013, the following action was taken by. the City Planning 
Commission: 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 
2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 2. 
3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 
4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 
5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development. 
6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 
9. Adopted the attached Conditions of Approval as modified 

10. Adopted the attached Findings as amended. 
11. Reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 

2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and Adopted the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
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Recommendations to City Council: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Height District Change from Height District 20 to 

Height District 2. 
3. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Conditions of Approval as modified. 
4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings as amended. 
5. Recommend that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 

Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project 
and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and · 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City-Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through 
fees. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Recused: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Lessin 
Perlman 
Freer, Hovaguimian, Romero 
Eng, Roschen 
Burton, Cardoso 

I 

Effective Date eals: The City Planning Commission's determination regarding the Zone Change request 
is not appealable (Applicant waived rights in .fetter dated April 22, 2013). Any aggrieved party may file an 
appeal within 15-days after the mailing date of this determination letter. Any appeal not filed within the 15-
day period shall not be considered by the City Council. All appeals shall be filed on forms provided at the 
Planning Department's Public Counters at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Fourth Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6262 Van 
Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251" Van .Nuys. 

FINAL APPEAL DATE: MAY l .3 2013 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 9oth day following the date on 
which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be 
other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

Attachments: Conditions, Ordinance, Map, Findings 
City Planner: Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planning Assistant: Sergio Ibarra 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the "T' Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

(1) As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

(1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

(2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

(3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a-
Car property is currently located). ' 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-:Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air $pace Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

0. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant 1-2 W' X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Departme~t to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
W' X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
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(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 151 Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on any one site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 

Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

7. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No. 2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6: 1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W, 19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No. 1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

8. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

9. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations, shall be provided and shared among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

Traffic Conditions 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 
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15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitlridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the ·relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 
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h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the 8-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation me;asure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

The City Planning Commission considered and approved additional conditions presented at the 
hearing on March 28, 2013. The City Planning Department prepared the following conditions to 
reflect testimony offered at the hearing, City Planning Commission deliberation, and project 
information in the administrative record. The following additional conditions are included as 
conditions of approval consistent with City Planning Commission action. 

20. Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy, the 
developer shall procure and thereafter operate a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the project. Such 
shuttle service will be operated either on an "on call" basis or a recurring periodic basis, 
as determined by the developer, during reasonable hours, generally consistent with 
DASH operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the 
residential neighborhoods in vicinity of the project that are currently underserved by the 
DASH routes, to the project and the public transportation access points within two blocks 
of the project site. As such, the service will not be required to accommodate linkages 
between the project and areas already adequately served by DASH and Metro. 
Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $250,000 per year for the 
operation of such service. 

21. Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the project. Bicycle 
amenities in the first phase of the project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising 
not less than 200 square feet for the provision by Bicycle Kitchen or other non-profit 
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organization, for bicycle repair services. No rent shall be charged to any such non-profit 
organization, but the developer may require such non-profit bicycle repair service to 
enter into a lease or license agreement on other commercially available terms (including, 
without limitation, operating hours, use limits, insurance, indemnity, signage). If, despite 
use of its commercially reasonably efforts, developer is unable to procure the services of 
a non-profit bicycle service provider, the developer shall have the. right to cause such 
space or kiosk to be leased or licensed to a for-profit bicycle service provider on 
commercially reasonable terms, including the payment of rent. In addition, each initial 
phase of the project on the east site and west site shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
repair facilities required in the Development Regulations, dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle 
users to such facilities. The plans submitted by the developer for plan check with the City 
shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of 
Planning. 

22. Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final 
certificate of occupancy for the project, the developer shall submit proof of payment(s) to 
the Planning Director. The payment(s) are to: (a) cause to be installed within all ground 
level pedestrian ways in the project directional signage showing pedestrian routes 
between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius 
of the project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) 
provide funding in the amount of $10,000 to the City's Department of Transportation 
(DOT) for the installation at DASH access point nearest the Project of directional 
signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point and the Project and 
(c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus 
and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points 
and the project to the City and/or Metro for such installation. 

23. Parking Tracking Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall provide a fixed-fee contribution to supplement the City's 
Department of Transportation's Express Park program that will provide new parking 
meter technology, vehicle sensors, a central management system, and real-time parking 
guidance for motorists in the vicinity of the project. The contribution shall be in the 
amount of $50,000 to be paid to the City Department of Transportation. 

24. Vine Street Metro Connection. The Developer shall engage an urban planning and 
architectural firm reasonable acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 131

h Council 
District and Metro to prepare a study of the potential design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal along the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard leading into the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro 
Station. Such study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not 
later than, and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

25. Metro Passes. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy 
for the project, the developer shall provide within the project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) passes to project residents, tenants, and their 
employees. 

RL0029654 



EM31894 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-6 

26. Metro Passes (Non-vehicular Parking for Project Residents). The developer shall 
purchase and make available not less than one hundred (100) Metro passes on a 
monthly basis for residents and tenants of the project. 

27. Monthly Parking leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon the issuance of 
the first final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide, within each publicly 
accessible parking area in the project, not less than ten (10) "Park and Ride" spaces for 
monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of the project who use the 
spaces and then transfer to a Metro commuter train or bus for transportation to their 
place of employment. In the initial year of operation of such "Park and Ride" spaces, the 
monthly charge to the user of each space shall not exceed $50.00 per month; thereafter, 
such monthly charge may be increased each calendar year by not more than three 
percent (3%) per calendar year. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program to reasonably assure that such parking continues to meet such 
condition. 

28. Daily Parking Discount for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon issuance of the first 
final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide each holder of a Metro pass 
who parks in any publicly accessible transient or daily parking area in the project, a ten 
percent (10%) discount off the developer's regularly daily parking fees, otherwise 
payable for such parking. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program of the use of such discounts to reasonably assure that such parking 
discount continues to be offered as required, which reports shall be provided to the 
Department of Transportation and/or the Department of City Planning upon request. 

29. Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy for the project, the developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
the non-residential parking areas of the project for a shared vehicle service and shall use 
its commercially reasonable efforts to cause the same to be at all times operated by a 
reputable shared car service provider selected by the developer, which may include 
Zipcar, Inc.; Avis Budget group, lnc./Avis on Location; Hertz Global Holdings, lnc./Hertz 
on Demand; Uhaul/U Car Share; Enterprise Rent-A-Car/We Car; Daimler/Car2Go N.A. 
LLC; City CarShare; Mint/Cars on Demand; Center for Neighborhood Technology/I-Go; 
RelayRides; Getaround or other reasonably similar organization or program. 
Nothwithstanding the foregoing, City acknowledges that the Developer's failure to cause 
such service to be provided within the Project (i) for any 180 day period following 
termination of contract between developer and such operator while a replacement 
operator is sought, or (ii) during any period in which such no reputable car sharing 
service provider is operating a car sharing service in the Hollywood area, or (iii) if 
developer's selected operator is unwilling or unable to operate all ten (10) spaces, will 
not constitute a default of developers obligations under this condition. 

30. Vine Street Medians. The developer shall engage an urban planning and/or traffic 
consulting firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, DOT, and the 13th 
Council District Councilmember to prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation from the installation of 
landscaped medians in Vine Street between Sunset Boulevard and Franklin Street. Such 
study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of City Planning not later than, 
and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first phase of the 
project. 
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Administrative Conditions Of Approval 

31. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

32. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions m_ay vary. 

33. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number an~ date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

34. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

35. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

36. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

37. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

38. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

39. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
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action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades· or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of B\jilding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architeetural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 
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A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development ~egulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sit~s and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved constructio~ parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-10 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehjcles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local 
landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of. Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

Q-11 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
manageme.nt 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

RL0029660 



EM31900 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-12 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to do~ument conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 

RL0029661 



EM31901 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-13 

during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 

. City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 
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a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a gr~ding permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
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applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

- Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-1 O Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
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area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, ,and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a ·subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 
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F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a_ roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforc~ment Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-20 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction .. 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off . 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
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adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field Inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

I 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-23 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction . 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pr~-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the• buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor ·· 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: .Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction · 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EM I/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 1 O to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. · 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot p,lan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. · 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progres.s, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street Closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-28 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase:· Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (De~ign Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21 (G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box .tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
· Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 

Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of BLi.ilding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-30 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably 
be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to 
the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned ofspilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 
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viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. 'Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out 
of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part 11 of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have 
temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at 
least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be 
issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 
770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan · approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate· access to the Metro Red line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are les:::rthan one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the. extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element· 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
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Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

Q-33 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TDM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs -To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
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assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints· for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or:.missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
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these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance ·of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management" 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. · 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-
. related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 

allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate .area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

l.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphC!lt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within· 24 hours of their receipt. 
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ORDINANCE NO. -------
An ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

by amending the zoning map. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE Cl1Y OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section_. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by changing the zone classifications of property shown upon a portion 
of the Zoning Map incorporated therein and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1 of 
the LAMC, so that such portion of the Zoning Map shall conform to the zoning on 
the map attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 

··.-: 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaging for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of 
the development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the 
floor area potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying 
design elements, and; · 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by 
the Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor 
compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food 
service at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe 
to be located on the observation deck, and on-site sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live 
entertainment and dancing. One (1) retail establishment, such as a 
gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption. Two (2) mobile bars to 
provide alcohol service for special events for on-site consumption on the . 
project site. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site, and at (2) mobile special events locations. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited 
under this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual 
operator from securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Administrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 2a through 2c of this section (alcohol 
sales and live entertainment). The Plan Approval application shall be accompanied by 
the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete by the Planning 
Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all abutting owners, for 
the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los Angeles Police 
Department. In reviewing· the plan approvals for alcohol sales and consumption, the 
Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the applicant or suggested 
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by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing conditions, as applicable, on the 
following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum seating capacity, valet parking, 
noise, character and nature of operation, food service and age limits. Entertainment
related and other specific conditions of operation, including the length of a term grant 
and security, shall be determined as part of the plan approval determination. 

4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. · 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting tq purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

7. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

8. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

9. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

10. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

11. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

12. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

13. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

14. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 
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15. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

16. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

17. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

18. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

19. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

20. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

21. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

22. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

23. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

24. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
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Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

25. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

26. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. This 
does not preclude the use of "bar'' or "cocktail" if used to advertise the name of the 
establishment. 

27. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant(s). The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the restaurant(s) is prohibited. 

28. Within 60 days of the opening of the establishments selling and/or serving alcohol, all 
employees of the business shall receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) 
and LEAD programs regarding alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los 
Angeles Police Department and State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Department at least two times per year or to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police 
Department. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the completion of such training to the 
Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the file. 

29. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

30. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

31. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

32. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with. the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

33. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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34. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the land Use Element, and sets forth 
specific land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood 
area. The Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the 
subject property as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, 
RAS4, R5, P, and PB. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for 
the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. 
Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and 
commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 
retained as part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. The property is also subject to 
Adapt'ive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific :Plan, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, and 
the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property contains approximately 
4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the tract map, the 
applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate 
balance of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of 
housing growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site 
is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5: 1 FAR for Commercial or 
Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6:1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the 
recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. · 

Policy l.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy l.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU .2.1 O: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that 
includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with 
the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the 
provision of both residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs 
balance meant for Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.48: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting 
these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street 
furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community 
while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire 
to provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which 
promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU .2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line 
Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red line rail system. A number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus 
lines 180, 181, 206, 210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines 
CE422 and CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility 
Hub program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, 
and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand 
Management program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, car share 
amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and 
other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic 
resources, locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the 
promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable 
land use planning goals, objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 
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1988 Hollywood Community Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with 
the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a 
major population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential 
units, approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square 
feet of retail uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood 
community. Development of the project would be consistent with growth projections for 
the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as identified by the Department of City 
Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 
492 new residential units and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, 

·representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion 
between 2010 a·nd 2030. Development of the Project would provide approximately 492 
residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, providing housing necessary for 
the growing community. In addition, development of the project would not result in the 
removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. Development of the 
project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of which would 
provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long-range 
planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the 
site, which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much
needed housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 
objectives of the Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework 
Element) was adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in 
August 2001. The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for 
the entire City of Los Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also 
sets forth a Citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide 
polices regarding such issues as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, 
open space, economic development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few 
under-improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an 
otherwise mix-use neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in 
close proximity to jobs and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone 
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Change and associated Height District Change would be consistent with several goals 
and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting 
policies relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to 
provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 

Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi
family residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing 
Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element 
includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities 
in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project would 
satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policv 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policv 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furtherm.ore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

RL0029699 



EM31939 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-5 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 

Upon its consideration of the project at its public hearing March 28, 2013, the City 
Planning Commission required the provision of additional transit-related measures to 
augment the mitigation of traffic-related impacts associated with the project. In addition 
to the Transit Demand Management (TOM) Plan under the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), the City Planning Commission imposed 11 new qualified 
('Q') conditions of approval to address the concerns of the public, and at the request of 
the applicant, to provide additional measures meant to further encourage transit use. 
These conditions range from the provision of Metro passes to residents and a circulation 
shuttle serving a 2-mile radius, to the funding of studies to analyze the feasibility of an 
additional access portal to the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro station along 
Hollywood Boulevard, as well as a Vine Street Median study. These conditions 
acknowledge that the project's close proximity to mass transit, it's location within a 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and the Hollywood Community Plan 
Update's goals of encouraging density in these land use areas, warrant transit-related 
enhancements. In imposing these conditions, the City Planning Commission found that 
there was considerable support to encourage developers in these areas to provide the 
community with a wide range of amenities aimed at the encouraging and promoting 
public transit use. 

4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 
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The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be. deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No. 2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility {LA Fitness) located at· 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "D" Limitation in the existing Height District 2D 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the 'D' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space {Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1, 918 parking spaces, or as otherwise provide for by the Development 
Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the 'D' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1, 163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 
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ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas .. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 

The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MT A'') and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Susses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality· urban environment; 

Objective d)- The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
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historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods." 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible, and promotes public safety and 
the general welfare. Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of 
the "D" Limitation is beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, 
and is representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the "T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a developmentmore compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse enviro.nmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a de.stination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
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bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use. designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of e'ntertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 

Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 
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17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criter)a, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
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from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 

Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, live Entertainment. Floor Area Averaging) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate· in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
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the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkapility. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. As such, FAR averaging will enhance the built environment and 
perform a function that is beneficial to the community. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
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is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the development is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it facilitates a beneficial mix of 
uses and a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower 
and Gogerty Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the 
project allows for the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and 
Gogerty Building sites because it permits the development of two new structures with 
massing that better relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project 
site also allows for an open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and 
enhances walkability. The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial 
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and sports club uses will meet the demand from local residents and. allow project 
residents and office employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within 
the property. Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the 
design of the project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are 
ultimately built in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the 
Capitol Records Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified 
development including a combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or 
vehicular connections and common architectural and landscape features, which 
constitute distinctive design elements of the development. The project contains a mix of 
uses across the entire site that are designed to work together to create a cohesive 
whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections are designed to promote 
walkability through functional linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and 
wayfinding features) within the Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the 
neighborhood beyond. The new structures on the East and West Sites are required to be 
designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the 
surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features 
and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and connect the East 
and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features and themes. 
Accordingly, the averaging of FAR across the project is compatible with and will not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project is compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it is representative of the 
other live entertainment venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community 
Plan's objective of extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and 
cafes, along commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity 
and enhancing Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors 
alike. The area surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and 
is largely developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood 
Boulevard is designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan as well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and 
its dancing and live entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the 
immediate area, but will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the 
community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
(Hotel Use, FAR Averaging and Live Entertainment) 

At its hearing on March 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission considered the project 
characteristics, applicable land use plans, and environmental documentation contained 
in the record to determine that the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent 
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and provisions of the General Plan and applicable community plan. More specifically, the 
Los Angeles General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and land Use Element, 
and the Hollywood Community Plan Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing 
and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the 
mixed uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide 
compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major 
transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The City Planning Commission 
acknowiedged public testimony regarding concerns about height, density and traffic 
while recognizing that the property and the surrounding area are located in an area of 
the City that is near transit and undergoing a significant transition. New developments, 
including mixed-use projects, are occurring within the surrounding community, 
revitalizing the Hollywood core, and showing growing evidence of transforming the area 
into a lively, pedestrian-oriented district with a variety of residential, entertainment, 
commercial and professional office uses, among others. 

Per the City's Housing Element, "high density development adjacent to transit corridors 
and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal of 
providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment. The site is located along a 
major transit corridor. The area is currently served by public transit (Metro Red line, 
Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). Further, the Metro Rail 
Red line travels along Hollywood Boulevard and connects to the Hollywood DASH near 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a major 
center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public convenience 
through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office 
facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and 
standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the proposed mixed
use development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the 
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Redevelopment Plan." In particular, the proposed project supports and is consistent with 
the following objectives identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The proposed project concentrates a high intensity/density development 
in an area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the proposed development 
complements the existing architecturally and/or historically significant 
structures/buildings onsite and in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d)- The proposed project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The proposed project provides substantial and well-designed public 
open spaces. 

Overall, the proposed project clearly supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
objective of "focus[ing] development within the Regional Center Commercial designation 
. . . in order to provide for economic development and guidance in the orderly 
development of a high quality commercial, recreational and residential urban 
environment with an emphasis on entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance 
with the Redevelopment Plan, the property and the development are in an area "served 
by adequate transportation facilities" and "reinforce[s} the historical development 
patterns for the area" and "stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing and provide[s] 
transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential neighborhoods." 

The hotel use, if built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the 
development of Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service 
and entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will permit development of the 
project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site and to the 
surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create a project 
design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a beneficial and 
efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting development 
will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and create 
beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

The development of entertainment and commercial uses is consistent with the nature of 
the Hollywood area and will fill an existing need through the creation of a mixed-use 
development that furthers the vision for Hollywood as a major center of population, 
employment, retail service and entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the 
future residents, employees and visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in 
the immediate neighborhood. The property is currently underutilized with a substantial 
portion of the site used for surface parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of 
beneficial uses, be welcoming to pedestrians and easily accessible by public 
transportation. Moreover, the City will have the opportunity to ensure that each 
establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering live entertainment will operate in a 
manner that is not detrimental to the character of the neighborhood through the required 
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plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator subsequent to the grant of a master 
conditional use permit for these uses. 

Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood 
Community Plan and Update, and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides 
needed services, promotes orderly development, and promotes public safety and the 
general welfare by ensuring that proposed buildings are properly related to the site, that 
safe and convenient ingress/egress is provided, and that the proposed uses and design 
are compatible with the surrounding properties. As such, the project including the hotel 
use, FAR Averaging, alcohol and live entertainment uses substantially conform with the 
purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan and the applicable community plan. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary:_·· hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoo·r dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 
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Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one'_ location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the attached 
Development Regulations incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would 
share parking spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different 
demand patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
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TDM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the prov1s1on of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24. Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking/shared parking per City Planning Commission approval, the project will meet 
parking demand of on-site facilities consh;tent with these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
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development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101 ), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of.the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project. near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the lAMC. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The City Planning Commission considered the project site characteristics, proposed 
parking plan, and relevant environmental documentation contained in the record to 
determine that there are special circumstances that support use of the purposed on-site 
shared parking plan. The City Planning Commission also considered these 
circumstances in connection with concerns raised by the public regarding this reduced/ 
shared parking request as they were discussed at its hearing on March 28, 2013. 

In particular, the City Planning Commission considered the unique circumstances of 
locating a single, unified development with some combination of residential dwelling 
units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine Street), less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station, and with a project-specific TDM Program 
support the request for reduced/shared parking. 

The unusual step of locating the project on both sides of Vine Street significantly 
enhances the resulting project and the effect of the project on the neighborhood in two 
significant ways. First, the project will activate four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of 
Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city blocks. Second, the project's open design 
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across the east and west sides of Vine Street will invite pedestrians up from areas of the 
Vine Street corridor south of the project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard 
and Vine Street. Additionally, the project's location spanning Vine Street enables the 
project to redevelop an area almost entirely composed of surface parking lots into a 
development of more than one million square feet of net new development while 
maintaining the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The unique design 
element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street will be 
maintained as a central design element of the project. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment ripe for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along Argyle 
Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro Station on 
Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The project is also less than 300 feet from 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both streets are major arterial 
thoroughfares serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid busses. The 
project site is also immediately adjacent:_to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 101) - an off
ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than one block from the 
project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, and on-ramps 
to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway are located at the corner of 
Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca Street and 
Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near numerous 
transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
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was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a mann.er consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community ·Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
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advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially· detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. ·· 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking {12.21-A.4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will improve the existing conditions and will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor·· will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 
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Parking Variance {Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.106 calls for supporting ·proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in· areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.100 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 

RL0029720 



EM31960 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-26 

combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The project includes Development Regulations, which establish the requirements for 
development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, 
which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning 
or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development 
Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and 
governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

11. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until M?lY 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft E!R; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all. such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the: significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office. and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. The Development Regulations and the land use 
Equivalency Program afford flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and density of 
specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land. uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Regulations with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the land use and 
development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final 
EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development 
Regulations. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed 
floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Regulations. The Concept Plan is 
based on the 2008 Entitlement .Application that was initially filed with the City in 2008. The 
Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 
square feet of residential floor area), 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and 
approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of mernbers visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Regulations. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
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approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
~esidential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) ·.parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Regulations. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones {A, 8, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine. Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and :550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (8-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND Tp HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 
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Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local gereral plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed,· the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City.is 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 
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With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impac~s would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 
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The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would · generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems {Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Planf (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
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approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP sy~tem and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7 ,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf /day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 
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Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational} 

Construction-Temporary Parking lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporariJy displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the · 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
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Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of.uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare} 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently ge·nerated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
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requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR}, Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Ma$sing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fa<tades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts 
related to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. 
Thus, changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in 
the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediate.ly upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than ·significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
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implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :OO AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7 .3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :OO PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive lancfuses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emissions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTV in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTV amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTV. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTV, or 42.6 percent. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG 
emissions, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of r.~sidential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
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Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 2oth Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance Of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 

RL0029737 



EM31977 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-43 

been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfactii;m of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
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California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
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Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will b¢ required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

. For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped !iquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the. Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. · 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-1 O Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
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monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, ·but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring point~; crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to wl)ich soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable· City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
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mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the. percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 }, 
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diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0. 75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-1 O The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO. DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 
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F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generaily does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
_required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1. 7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
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identified the LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring op the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code}, Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,01 O new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 
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The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAfD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
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Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J.1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be. provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
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based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 
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Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow . 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. · · 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAU SD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services {Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Spenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

RL0029753 



EM31993 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-59 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in. significant impacts related to libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures1 changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
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capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 
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K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. , 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person{s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 
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xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection . Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Traffic - Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigatfon Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 
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In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street. parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Parking, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
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approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125'. mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities 
and Service Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public a.nd 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV.L.1. 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 
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Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactfuf scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its sqlid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, anq vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and . 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see 
Section IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally bEf categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street. level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 
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Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Proje~t is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 

RL0029762 



EM32002 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-68 

submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final E!R" (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. {a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated :.with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: · 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) · 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV.B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
wou.ld exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
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associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of GARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 

· Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and· appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 1O1 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. · · 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
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associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the LA. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
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mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the P~9ject Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. · 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
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recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include · 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be ·_instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 AH plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 1 O to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a.minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
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trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue ...,.. US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour}, and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011 ), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) .. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
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West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking}, 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project con:iponent shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
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uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management <TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities throqgh a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court· of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-85). 
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In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project fl.pplicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

• 
K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 

shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation · with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
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and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the 8-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the 8-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
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engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 
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No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Proje¢t Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 -Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), imp(icts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shlft, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. Al TERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
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Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessacy flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
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the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project a~d the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those .linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy .and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 
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• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. ·The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 
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• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the El R include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5: 1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 
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Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources .Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts 
that would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in 
the existing condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not atfain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain. and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all ·of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
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Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development...: 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
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above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the ·significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3:1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations but would, to a lesser 
degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use· development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure ·that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, 
to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site· to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5:1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total. of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, to a 
lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. Alternative 5 is 
essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to support the residential dwelling 
units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
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create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5: 1 
FAR Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community 
benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. · 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1 ,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
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independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses th~reto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In a.ccordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. ' 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

l. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

. . 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicula_r travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spl-ing Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30162 

Jahel Caldera <jcaldera@amda.edu > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:19 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Cynthia Maj 
Please protect our School (AMDA) 
imageOOl.png; image002.png; image003.png; image004.png; image005.png; 
image006.png 

My name is Jahel Corban Caldera.I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing to 
ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts from 
Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to 
the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you. 

Jahel Caldera 
Admissions Representative 
jcaldera@amda.edu I amda.edu 
Toll Free: 800.367.7908 

AM 
American Musical Academy 
6305 Yucca Street, 6th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

facebook ~NY ~LA Youllm vim«I 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
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Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Saturday, March 30, 2013 9:43 AM 
'Bud Ovrom' 

RE: clips 

Yes, you didn't look to happy when I ran into earlier this week. Assume the "issues" refer to the consolidation 

proposal? Or have you finally decided to Take Down Those Digital Billboards (hahahaha). Eric told Phil Aarons at 9 pm 
the night before the Hearing that he told his staff to stand down on the opposition to the project and would simply 
indicate he still had some concerns with the height that he'd like to discuss with the Developer and Community 
Stakeholders. When his Planner showed me their prepared statement the next day which started with "The Councilman 
cannot support the project as it is currently envisioned" we told them about the conversation with EG from the night 

before. They said they would consider making appropriate changes. Then they read the statement as prepared and left 
the Hearing ..... Profiles in Courage!!! Yesterday Eric went on KABC and called Phil a Manhattan Developer and wouldn't 
support anything taller than 20-30 stories. Six years of meetings with him and he never referenced a "cap" like that. We 
will wait until next week to decide whether we'll have the matter brought to Council before or after July 1. Look forward 

to lunch middle of the month. Cheers. r 

From: Bud Ovrom [mailto:bud.ovrom@lacity.org] 
Sent: Saturday, March 30, 2013 9:38 AM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: Re: clips 

Congratulations!! As our vice president would say, this is a BFD ! ! 

Planning was the easiest hurdle. All ok with council, if eric and tom not happy? 

I meant to send you a congratulatory e-mail message yesterday, but we have our own issues. We should have lunch 
soon to discuss. 

Bud 

From: Rich a rd Lichtenstein [ma ilto: Rlichtenstei n@ma rathon-com .com] 
Sent: Saturday, March 30, 2013 09:28 AM 
To: 'Bud Ovrom' < bud.ovrom@lacitv.org > 
Subject: FW: clips 

Thanks for your help on this ..... I my be getting older but I still have my memory!! Your guidance at the outset was 
extremely important. Happy Holidays. r 

L.A. planning panel OKs project to build Hollywood skyscrapers 

Councilman Eric Garcetti's intervention fails to stop the approval of the Millennium Partners' project, which would involve I million 
square feet of apartment, office and retail space. 

By Kate Linthicum, Los Angeles Times 
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EM30362 

March 28, 2013 8:20 p.m. 

Despite a last-minute intervention by Los Angeles City Councilman Eric Garcetti, the city's Planning Commission moved forward Thursday with 
a bold development project that could add two towering skyscrapers to the Hollywood skyline. 

If the project is approved by the City Council, New-York-based developer Millennium Partners will be able to build more than 1 million square 
feet of apartment, office and retail space on fewer than five acres ofland surrounding the iconic Capitol Records building. Architectural 
renderings show two slender towers, including one that would be more than twice the height of the tallest building in Hollywood, which is 22 

stories. 

Garcetti said the proposed towers were "out of scale with the Hollywood landscape" in a statement released during the Planning Commission 
hearing. He also complained that the plan does not have enough support from community members. 

Garcetti, who is running for mayor, has often been on the other side of debates over development projects in his Hollywood district. A key 
backer of recent zoning changes that allow taller and bigger buildings near subway stops in the neighborhood, he has championed dozens of 
new developments, including the W Hotel project just south of the proposed Millennium project site. 

Opposition from Garcetti and Councilman Tom LaBonge, who also represents part of Hollywood, was not enough to sway the Planning 
Commission, which voted 6 to o to approve the project. 

Commission Vice President Regina Freer said she believes it fits with the city's emerging vision of concentrating new development near 
transportation hubs. 

"Hollywood, as a regional center, is the place where development of this kind of density does belong," she said. 

Freer led Thursday's hearing after the commission's president, William Roschen, recused himself because he has worked as a consultant on the 
Millenium project. 

Millennium officials had been seeking a development agreement with the city that would allow it to retain its building permits for 22 years - as 
opposed to the normal eight - in exchange for a community benefits package that includes an agreement with building trades unions and 
parking discounts for local residents. 

But on Thursday the developer withdrew its contract proposal after city lawyers raised concerns that the entire commission might have to cede 
the matter to the Board of Referred Powers, a council committee that hears commission issues when there is a risk of decisions being thrown 
out by a judge on conflict-of-interest grounds. 

At the all-day hearing, a large group of residents who oppose the project reiterated concerns about increased traffic and air pollution while 
construction workers and Hollywood redevelopment boosters spoke in favor of the jobs it would bring. 

The project has the strong backing of Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, whose economic and business policy director praised the project as 
"trans formative." It is also supported by the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce and the head of the Los Angeles County Federation of 
Labor, Maria- Elena Durazo. 

The chamber and the labor federation have endorsed Wendy Greuel, Garcetti's opponent in the May 21 mayoral runoff. A spokesman for Greuel 
said she had not made up her mind on the project. 

"In the past Wendy has stated she supports the smart growth principle of developing around transit hubs, but there is still a lot of community 
engagement that needs to happen and certainly that dialogue needs to continue as the project works its way to council before Wendy takes a 
position," Jim Dantona said. 

LA BUSINESS JOURNAL 

Massive Hollywood Development Project Clears Hurdle 
By HOWARD FINEThursday, March 28, 2013 

Los Angeles city planners on Thursday unanimously approved a controversial $664 million development plan with two huge skyscrapers in the heart of 

Hollywood. 

After a marathon hearing Thursday, the nine-member Planning Commission approved the project by Millennium Partners and Argent Ventures LLC, both of 

New York. 
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The project calls for two towers of up to 55 stories, with up to 492 apartments and condominiums, a boutique hotel with 200 rooms and office and retail space 

next to the iconic Capitol Records building north of Hollywood Boulevard on Vine Street. The taller of the two towers would be nearly 600 feet, more than 

twice the height of the Capitol Records building. 

Millennium Partners co-founder Philip Aarons said his company and Argent Ventures were pleased with the unanimous vote. 

"We spent a long time crafting our plans for a transit-oriented, mixed-use development with the guiding principle being to honor and preserve the Capitol 

Records Tower," Aarons said. 

The project next goes to the City Council's Planning and Land Use Committee and then on to the full council. 

But the plan's prospects for Council approval were dealt a big blow Thursday when Hollywood Councilman Eric Garcetti, a candidate for Los Angeles 

mayor, came out in opposition to the plan. 

In testimony submitted to the Planning Commission, Garcetti sided with the plan's numerous critics who have said the towers would be out of scale with the 

Hollywood landscape. 

Councilman Tom LaBonge, whose district also includes part of Hollywood, has also come out against the project. Both have said in the past they were willing 

to talk with Millennium Partners about a compromise. 

In a statement released Thursday afternoon, Millennium Partners Principal Mario Palumbo said, "We put forward the plan that we think works best for the 

site. We have discussed this project with Councilmembers Garcetti and LaBonge on a number of occasions over the last five years and are happy to continue 

those discussions." 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

EM31025 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Friday, January 25, 2013 3:07 PM 

Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 

Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Lisa Webber; Dan Scott 
Millennium Hollywood - Revised Responses to Comments Part I 

III. Responses to CommentsSH 1_7 _13.docx 

After reviewing some of the 2nd batch ofresponses to comments, I went back and re-reviewed the Responses to 
Comments Part I and made some additional edits. 

Especially to the following responses to comments: 

14-3 
19-3; 19-5; 19-6; 19-7; 19-8 
25-2; 25-3; 25-4; 25-5 
53-1 
58-l; 58-2 

Please incorporate these changes. 

Also, please double check all references to the Topical Responses; I noticed that their numbers were referred to 
incorrectly; often, Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, was given as Topical Response 1, Aesthetics (Topical 
Response 1 is the review period extension). I changed all those that I found, but it would be good to double 
check. 

In addition, I checked with Tom Carranza at DOT to follow-up on his review of the responses to the Caltrans 
and Metro comments; he says he will try and give me his comments on the Caltrans comments by the end of the 
day today and the Metro comments on Monday. 

Srimal 
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III. RESPONSES TO COM1\r1ENTS 

The purpose of the public review of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in terms of compliance with CEQA. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following 

regarding standards from which adequacy is judged: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 

among experts. The courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy, 

completeness, and a good faith effort at fitll disclosure. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states: 

The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who 

reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to 

comments that were received during the notice comment period and any extensions and may 

respond to late comments. 

The purpose of each response to a comment on the Draft EIR is to address the significant environmental 

issue(s) raised by each comment. This typically requires clarification of points contained in the Draft 

EIR. Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that CEQA requires in the 

response to comments. It states that: 

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 

raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 

objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency's 

position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must 

be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not 

accepted. There must be good faith. reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory 

statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

Section 15204(a) (Focus of Review-) of the CEQA Guidelines helps the public and public agencies to 

focus their review of environmental documents and their comments to lead agencies. Case law has held 

that the lead agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given them, provided that the agency 

responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure. Section 

15204.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for reviewers and states: 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 

the document in identifYing and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 

Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 

mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 

environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 

an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. in light of.factors such as 

the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 

the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 

every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 

demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 

respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 

requested by reviewers. as long as a good faith ejfort at full disclosure is made in the 

EIR. 

The guideline encourages reviewers to examme the sufficiency of the environmental document, 

particularly in regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and project 

alternatives. Given that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence, 

subsection (c) advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by factual support. Section 

15204(c) states: 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments. and, should submit data or 

references ojjering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 

supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an ejfect shall 

not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 

Written comments made during the public review of the Draft EIR intermixed points and opm10ns 

relevant to project approval/disapproval with points and opinions relevant to the environmental review. 

The responses acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions relevant to consideration for 

project approval, and discuss as necessary the points relevant to the environmental review. The response 

"comment noted" is often used in cases where the comment does not raise a substantive issue relevant to 

the review of the environmental analysis. Such points are usually statements of opinion or preference 

regarding a project's design or its presence as opposed to points within the purview- of an EIR: 

environmental impact and mitigation. These points are relevant for consideration in the subsequent 

project approval process. In addition, the response "comment acknowledged" is generally used in cases 

where the commenter is correct. 

Note that there may be spelling and/or grammar errors in the Comment Letters. These are replicated here 

exactly as they were delivered to the City. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 01 - STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

(#1) 

Scott Morgan 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

1400 Tenth Street P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 01-1 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On 

the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that 

reviewed your document. The review period closed on December 10, 2012, and the comments from the 

responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State 

Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future 

correspondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 211 04( c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 

activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 

required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by 

specific documentation." 

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need 

more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the 

commenting agency directly. 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review- requirements for 

draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the 

State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review 

process. 

Response to Comment No. 01-1 

This comment is stating that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected state agencies 

for review. The enclosed comment letter is referring to the Native American Heritage Commission letter 

dated October 29, 2012. This letter was also received electronically, on time. The letter and its response 

are included as Letter No. 06. 
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LETTER NO. 02 - STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

(#2) 

Scott Morgan 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

1400 Tenth Street P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

December 12, 2012 

Comment No. 02-1 

The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the 

end of the state review period, which closed on December 10, 2012. We are forwarding these comments 

to you because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final 

environmental document. 

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments. 

Hmvever, \Ve encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental 

document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the 

environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 

the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2011041094) when contacting this office. 

Response to Comment No. 02-1 

This comment is stating that the State Clearinghouse is forwarding noticing information about the Project, 

but the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

The enclosed comment letter is referring to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) letter 

dated December 10, 2012. This letter was also received electronically, on time. The letter and its 

response are included as Letter No. 03. 
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LETTER NO. 03- CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

Dianna Watson 

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

District 7, Regional Planning 

100 Main Street, MS#l6, Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 04 - COUNCIL OFFICE OF ERIC GARCETTI 

Eric Garcetti 

Councilmember, l31
h District 

Councilmember, City of Los Angeles District 13 

November 2, 2012 

Comment No. 04-1 

January 2013 

The Planning Department has released the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 

Millennium Project at 1750 Vine Street, w-hich commenced a 45 day public comment period: The 

proposed project is large in scale and includes what could be one of the tallest buildings in all of 

Holly\'.-ood. As I'm sure you are aware, the proposed project has generated controversy among my 

constituents. Accordingly, I request that the public comment period be extended to 60 days to increase 

the public's opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 04-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 05 - METRO 

Scott Hartwell 

CEQA Review Coordinator, Long Range Planning 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

November 6, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 06 - NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 

Dave Singleton 

Program Analyst 

Native American Heritage Commission 

912 Capitol Mall, Room 364, Sacramento, CA 95814 

October 29, 2012 

Comment No. 06-1 

January 2013 

The NAHC is the State of California 'Trustee Agency' for the protection and preservation of Native 

American cultural resources pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affirmed by the 

Third Appellate Court in the case of EPIC v. Jolmson (1985: 170 Cal App. 3rd 604). 

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American historic properties or resources 

of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes and interested Native American 

individuals as 'consulting parties' under both state and federal law. State law also addresses the freedom 

of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code §5097.9. This project is also subject 

to California Government Code Section 65352.3. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA - CA Public Resources Code 21000-21177, 

amendment s effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' 

requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a 

significant impact on the environment as 'a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of 

physical conditions within an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or 

aesthetic significance." In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess 

whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the 'area of potential effect 

(APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC advises the Lead Agency to request a Sacred Lands 

File search of the NAHC if one has not been done for the 'area of potential effect' or APE previously. 

The NAHC "Sacred Sites,' as defined by the Native American Heritage 'Commission and the California 

Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097.94(a) and 5097.96. Items in the NAHC Sacred 

Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public Records Act pursuant to California 

Government Code §6254 (r). 

Response to Comment No. 06-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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Comment No. 06-2 

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid unanticipated 

discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway. Culturally affiliated tribes and 

individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of the historic properties in the 

project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you make contact with the list of Native American 

Contacts on the attached list of Native American contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact 

Native American cultural resources and to obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. 

Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests cooperation from other public 

agencies in order that the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project information. 

Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice as defined by 

California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code §5097.95, the NAHC 

requests that pertinent project information be provided consulting tribal parties, including archaeological 

studies. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by CEQA Guidelines § 15370(a) to pursuing a 

project that would damage or destroy Native American cultural resources and California Public Resources 

Code Section 21083 .2 (Archaeological Resources) that requires documentation, data recovery of cultural 

resources, construction to avoid sites and the possible use of covenant easements to protect sites. 

Response to Comment No. 06-2 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather 

suggests that the Applicant contact a list of Native American Tribes attached to the comment. These 

comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is 

required. 

It should be noted that the Applicant contacted the South Central Coastal Information Center and received 

a response from them on August 19, 2008, indicating that no archaeological resources were known to 

exist beneath the Project Site. Nevertheless, to ensure that potential impacts were reduced to less than 

significant levels, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure C-6, C-7, and C-8 to mitigate potential 

impacts that could occur during excavation activities. 

Comment No. 06-3 

Furthermore, the NAHC if the proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the statutes and regulations of 

the National Environmental Policy Act (e.g. NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-43351). Consultation \vith tribes and 

interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC list, should be conducted in compliance with 

the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 

CFR Part 800.3 (±) (2) & .5, the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et 

seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001- 3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards 

for the Treatment of Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource 

types included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also, federal 

Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment), 13175 (coordination & consultation) 

and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards include recommendations for all 'lead agencies' to consider the 
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historic context of proposed projects and to "research" the cultural landscape that might include the 'area 

of potential effect.' 

Confidentiality of "historic properties of religious and cultural significance" should also be considered as 

protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected under Section 304 of he 

NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for listing on the National Register of 

Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 

U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural 

significance identified in or near the APEs and possibility threatened by proposed project activity. 

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code §27491 and Health 

& Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for inadvertent discovery of human remains 

mandate the processes to be followed in the event of a discovery of human remains in a project location 

other than a 'dedicated cemetery'. 

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing relationship between 

Native American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their contractors, in the opinion of the 

NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built around regular meetings and informal 

involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative consultation tribal input on specific projects. 

Response to Comment No. 06-3 

The commenter first recites provisions of NEPA, which are not relevant to the Project. Next, the 

commenter asks that the Applicant discuss conformance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 

historic resources within the context of Native American resources. As discussed in response to 

Comment No. 06-2 above, there are no known Native American or other archeological resources in the 

soils underneath the Project Site. 

Regarding the Secretary of the Interior's Standards generally, the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources 

Report analyzed the Project's potential impacts on historic structures according to the applicable 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The Historic Resources 

Report prepared by HRG analyzes the Secretary of the Interior's rehabilitation standards because those 

standards provide a more conservative impact analysis and account for the fact that the Capitol Records 

Building and Gogerty Building will likely require some form of protection during construction activities 

and ongoing maintenance over the term of the Development Agreement. 

With regard to the commenter's statement about the discovery of human remains, the Draft EIR provides 

Mitigation Measure C-8, which states the following: 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the specific 

construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of 

L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains 

are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 
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Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be 

adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

The last portion of the comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, 

but rather suggests that the Lead Agency and project proponents have an ongoing relationship with the 

Native American Heritage Commission. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for 

their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 06-4 

Finally, when Native American cultural sites and/or Native American burial sites are prevalent within the 

project site, the NAHC recommends 'avoidance' of the site as referenced by CEQA Guidelines Section 

15370(a). 

Response to Comment No. 06-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 6-2, above, for more information. 
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LETTER NO. 07 - SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Ian MacMillan 

Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review 

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 07-1 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to comment 

on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are intended to provide guidance to the lead 

agency and should be incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) as 

appropriate. Based on a review of the Draft EIR the AQMD staff recognizes the potential regional air 

quality benefits from projects that facilitate mixed land uses in close proximity to mass transit. However, 

given the significant health risk impacts from placing the proposed project's sensitive land uses (e.g., 

residential uses) within close proximity to the 101 Freeway (a significant source of Toxic Air 

Contaminants, TACs) it is crucial that the lead agency implement all feasible measures to reduce this 

impact. Further, AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency consider additional mitigation measures 

to minimize the project's significant regional construction and operations-related air quality impacts 

pursuant to Section 15126.4 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Lastly, the 

lead agency should consider updating the health risk assessment (HRA) based on more recent emission 

factors and traffic data. Details regarding these comments are attached to this letter. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with written responses 

to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final EIR. Further, staff is available to work 

with the lead agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact Dan 

Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any questions regarding the 

enclosed comments. 

Response to Comment No. 07-1 

This comment identifies the SCAQMD as a responsible commenting agency pursuant to CEQA and 

summarizes the concerns and comments presented in further detail in Comment Nos. 07-2 through 07-4, 

below. In response to the SCAQMD's request to be provided with written responses to their comments, 

and in accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Department of City Planning will 

provide a written response to the SCAQMD's comments at least 10 days prior to certifying an 

environmental impact report. The published Final EIR will include detailed written responses to all of the 

comments submitted during the Draft EIR comment period and will be published on the Department of 

City Planning's website in the same manner the Draft EIR was made available. An electronic copy of the 

Final EIR on CD will also be mailed to all commenting governmental agencies. See responses to 

Comment Nos. 07-2 to 07-5 for further detail. 
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Comment No. 07-2 

Health Risk Mitigation 

1. The Draft EIR concludes the residents living on the project site will be exposed to significant levels 

of air pollution from the nearby freeway. The lead agency also concludes that the one proposed 

mitigation measure (enhanced filtration in building's ventilation system) will not reduce this impact to 

a less than significant level. The HRA contained in the Draft EIR appropriately contains additional 

measures that seem to be feasible to reduce potential exposures. Specifically, the Final EIR should 

consider: 

a. Placing air intakes as far from the freeway as possible (for example, on the roof), 

b. Limiting the use of operable windows and/or balconies on portions of the site closest to the 

freeway, 

Also, the Final EIR should consider two additional measures: 

c. Provide a means to ensure that high efficiency filters will continue to be maintained and replaced 

for the life of the project (e.g., through a provision in covenants, conditions, and restrictions 

CC&Rs), and 

d. Consider maintaining positive pressure within the building's filtered ventilation system in living 

spaces to reduce infiltration of unfiltered outdoor air. 

Response to Comment No. 07-2 

This comment reiterates the findings of the Health Risk Assessment presented in the Draft EIR and 

requests that the lead agency consider implementing additional mitigation measures to further reduce 

potential exposures to unhealthy ambient air concentrations. 

It should be noted that CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze or mitigate the impacts of the 

environment on a project. In this case, the air quality at the nearby 101 Freeway is part of an existing 

environmental condition. Although the Project brings people into this existing environmental condition, 

the existing air quality in the Project vicinity due to the 101 Freeway is not an impact of the Project on the 

environment. Instead, it is an impact of the environment on the Project. There are many other laws that 

regulate clean air, but the limited purpose of CEQA is to evaluate and mitigate impacts of a project on the 

environment. Accordingly, the City imposes the mitigation measures on the Applicant not because they 

are required in order to make the EIR compliant with CEQA, but out of an abundance of caution pursuant 

to the City's police powers to regulate land use. As numerous courts have affirmed, the purpose of 

CEQA is "not to protect proposed projects from the existing environment" (Baird v. County of Contra 

Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464; Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5 .) "[C]ourts 

have recognized that CEQA is not a weapon to be deployed against all possible development ills ." (South 

Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 1614.) It has 
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a limited role. "The Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the environment." (Id. at 

1617-1618.) "We agree with [SOCWA v. County of Orange], that the Guidelines [15126.2]. .. is not an 

example of an environmental effect caused by development, but instead is an example of an effect on the 

project caused by the environment. Contrary to Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (a), \Ve hold that 

an EIR need not identify or analyze such effects .... Although the Guidelines ordinarily are entitled to great 

weight, a Guidelines provision that is unauthorized under CEQA is invalid." (Ballona Wetlands Land 

Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4111 455, 474.)] Based on this case law, it is clear that 

CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to adopt additional measures, as recommended in the comment 

letter, to mitigate the existing air quality environment around the Project Site. 

Nonetheless, in a good-faith response to this comment, the following additional mitigation measures have 

been added to Section IV.B.l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. See Section IV, Corrections and Additions 

to the Draft EIR of this Final ECR. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-6 

Mitigation Measure B.1-7 

Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HV AC) air intakes shall be 

located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 

that are distant from the 10 l Free\vay to the extent that such placement is 

compatible with final site design. 

For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are 

located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit 

the use of operable \vindmvs and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

With respect to the SCAQMD's recommendations under items c and d, it should be noted that the Draft 

EIR already requires, in Mitigation Measure B.1-4, the Project to install residential air filtration systems 

meeting ASHRAE 52.2 minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Building and Safety. To further enhance this measure based on SCAQMD's request, the 

following underlined language will be added to the mitigation measure. See Section IV, Corrections and 

Additions to the Draft EIR of this Final ECR. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 

Comment No. 07-3 

The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems \vith filters 

meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 minimum efficiency reporting 

value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 

and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site will incorporate this measure and ensure that high efficiency filters 

will be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

2. Given that the lead agency determined that the proposed project will exceed the CEQA regional 

operational significance thresholds for NOx and VOCs the AQMD staff recommends that the lead 

agency provide the following additional mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.4. 
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Transportation 

a. Require electric car charging stations (not just wiring infrastructure) for both non-residential and 

residential uses at the project site. 

Energy 

b. Require the project site to include a solar photovoltaic or an alternate system with means of 

generation renewable electricity. 

c. Provide outlets for electric and propane barbecues in residential areas. 

d. Require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers. 

e. Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters. 

f. Require use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products. 

Response to Comment No. 07-3 

This comment correctly summarizes the Draft EIR's findings with respect to the Project exceeding the 

CEQA regional operational significance thresholds for NOx, VOCs and presents additional 

recommendations to further reduce the Project's operational air impacts. The Project will be subject to 

the City's Green Building Code, which is one of the most stringent building codes in the nation with 

respect to energy efficiency standards. Compliance with these building standards substantially reduce the 

Projecf s impact on air quality. 

With respect to the AQMD's recommendation to require electric car charging stations (not just wiring 

infrastructure) for both non-residential and residential uses at the Project Site, the Project will be 

compliant with this measure. Consistent with the LA Green Building Code, the Project shall provide: "a 

minimum number of 208/240 V 40 amp, grounded AC outlet(s), that is equal to 5 percent of the total 

number of parking spaces, rounded up to the next whole number. The outlet(s) shall be located in the 

parking area." Thus, compliance with the LA Green Building Code \vill ensure that electric car charging 

stations will be provided on-site. 

With respect to the AQMD's recommendation to require the Project Site to include a solar photovoltaic or 

an alternate system with means of generating renewable electricity, the Project will be in full compliance 

with the requirements of the LA Green Building Code's stipulation for pre-wiring for future electrical 

solar systems. CEQA requires the City to implement the AQMD's recommended measure unless there 

are legal, technological, social, economic, or other considerations that make it infeasible or the measure 

cannot be implemented within a reasonable period of time. In this case, a consideration that makes a 

commitment to installing solar panels infeasible is the lack of specific project building design, which 

would be required to determine whether or not a roof top photovoltaic system is technically feasible 
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because the pitch of the roof and shading from other structures on the rooftop that would be known from a 

specific project building design are among the factors that affect technical feasibility. The City cannot 

forecast the future design of the building to a level of certainty that would allow the City to require solar 

panels as a feasible mitigation measure. It is too speculative. This consideration alone is sufficient to 

reject the recommended mitigation measure. However, separate and independent from this consideration 

is the social infeasibility of the recommendation. The social policies that balance all the competing 

interests of conservation, energy efficiency, economic growth, employment, and job creation were all 

debated and balanced at the time the City adopted its Green Building Code. The Green Building Code 

reflects the City's determination as to what is socially feasible with regards to photovoltaic systems on 

buildings and the Green Building Code stopped short of requiring installation of photovoltaic systems. 

Instead, what is socially feasible is to pre-wire the buildings for potential future electrical solar systems. 

With respect to the AQMD's request to provide outlets for electric and propane barbecues in residential 

areas, this measure will be incorporated into the Final EIR and MMRP as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-8: The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 

common areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are 

permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions 

and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

With respect to the AQMD's request to require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, require 

electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEP A filters, and require the use of water-based or low 

VOC cleaning products, this measure will be incorporated into the Final EIR and MMRP as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-9: 

Comment No. 07-4 

The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 

alternatively fueled sweepers with HEP A filters, and use water-based or 

low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

Construction Equipment Mitigation Measures 

3. The lead agency determined that the proposed project will exceed the CEQA construction 

significance threshold regionally for NOx and VOCs and locally for PM2.5 and NOX; therefore, 

AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency provide the following additional mitigation measures 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. 

• Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil 

import/export) and if the lead agency determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel trucks 

cannot be obtained the lead agency shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx 

emissions requirements. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Ill. Responses to Comments 

Page 111-16 

RL0029814 



EM31042 

City of Los Angeles January 2013 

Response to Comment No. 07-4 

In response to this comment, the following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section 

IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. See Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this 

Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-3 

Comment No. 07-5 

Health Risk Assessment 

Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities 

shall use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles 

that meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection 

Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a minimum, 

truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 

model year NOx emissions requirements. 

4. The proposed project will allow new high density residential units to be placed in close proximity to 

the 101 Freeway that currently carries over 200,000 vehicles per day. As a result, the project's 

sensitive land uses will be exposed to a significant source of TACs. In determining the potential 

health risks, the lead agency should use the most comprehensive and recent air quality data available. 

Therefore, the AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency consider revising its health risk 

assessment using the latest emissions factors from EMF AC2011 as opposed to the outdated CT

EMF AC2007, and using the Caltrans Performance Measurement System (PeMS)1 to analyze the 

duration, volume, and speed of peak traffic activity on the 101 Freeway. 

Response to Comment No. 07-5 

The SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency update the HRA using the most comprehensive and 

current air quality data available. The Project HRA was based on the most current data available at the 

time the Project NOP was published. Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR 

must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they 

exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 

time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This 

environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency 

determines whether an impact is significant. 

The SCAQMD provided a NOP comment letter on the Project dated May 6, 2011. In that letter, the 

SCAQMD did not request that any HRA's prepared for the Project should utilize a specific EMFAC 

version or specific traffic data. It should be noted that EMF AC 2011 was not available at the time the 

NOP was published. The NOP comment letter did suggest that any HRA's should be consistent with the 

Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling 

1 http://pems.dot.ca.gov/ 
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Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis. This guidance document was consulted pnor to the 

preparation of the Project HRA and the Project HRA is consistent with the relevant guidance information 

from this document. Parker Environmental Consultants staff also consulted directly with SCAQMD2 and 

Caltrans3 staff with respect to general HRA assumptions and methodology and traffic data for use in the 

preparation of the Project HRA. Thus, consistent with the requirements and spirit of CEQA, the Project 

HRA used the best information available at the time the NOP \Vas published to evaluate the Project's 

potential impacts through a good-faith and reasoned analysis. 

Furthermore, although EMF AC2011 is now currently available, the use of EMF AC2007 for the Project 

HRA is consistent with the EMF AC2007 data that is built-in to CalEEMod, which is the model 

SCAQMD supports for a development project's generation of air quality emissions. Thus, the Project 

Draft EIR utilized EMFAC2007 via CalEEMod to estimate the Project's generation of air quality 

emissions, and similarly, the Project HRA utilized EMFAC2007 to evaluate impacts associated with the 

placement of sensitive receptors in close proximity to the 101 Freeway. Thus, the Draft EIR is internally 

consistent with its air quality modeling for all impact issues areas. Also, it should be noted that if the 

Project HRA were to be revised using EMFAC201 l, the impacts would likely be reduced compared to the 

impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR. EMF AC2011 includes the latest data on California· s car and truck 

fleets and travel activity. EMFAC2011 also reflects the emissions benefits of ARB's recent rulemakings 

including on-road diesel fleet rules, Pavley Clean Car Standards, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.4 As 

these updates would effectively lower several emission factors, it is logical to infer that total emissions 

estimated for the 101 Freeway \vould decrease and associated exposure impacts disclosed in the Draft 

EIR would also likely decrease. As such, the Project HRA contained in the Draft EIR represents a 

reasonable and worst-case impact analysis and no further analysis is warranted. 

Finally, as noted above, the air quality at the l 0 l Freeway is part of an existing environmental condition. 

CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to analyze the impact of the environment on the Project. The case 

law cited above supports this position. The Draft EIR included the Project HRA to present a conservative 

analysis and in the spirit of full disclosure. Further analysis or HRA modeling is not required in the Final 

EIR. 

2 Multiple telephone and email correspondence with Jan MacMillan. SCAQMD Program Supervisor, CEQA 
Intergovernmental Review, August 2011. 

3 Email correspondence with Steven M. Malkson, Lead Transportation Engineer, Cal/rans District 7 Traffic 
lvfonitoring, November 8, 2011. 

4 Elv!FAC201 l Technical Documentation page 13, Cal~fornia EPA, Air Resources Board, September 19, 2011. 
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LETTER NO. 08 - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

Jonathan Nadler 

Manager, Compliance and Performance Assessment 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 West Seventh Street, 121
h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 09 AMDA 

Victor S. De la Cruz 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
for AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 10 BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

Fran Reichenbach 

President, Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 

November l, 2012 

Comment No. 10-1 

We respectfully request an extension of public comments regarding the Millennium DEIR. This report 

took a long time to construct with various professionals involved. It's not realistic to ask the average 

citizens to study and present meaningful comments on this huge proposal within a matter of weeks. Also, 

before and during the holidays, people have many family events and needs that compete for their 

attention. 

Neighborhood Councils are breaking in new boards. Many neighborhood organizations, including ours, 

don't even have meetings during the holiday season. With NCs and neighborhood organizations dark or 

unprepared to do the kind of work necessary to appropriately respond to this EIR, it's only reasonable to 

grant our request for an extension of time within which to respond to this huge and dense EIR. 

We are formally requesting the fullest extension possible under article 15105 of CEQA guidelines, to 

December 25. Since that falls on Christmas, we suggest that you extend the deadline until the second 

week of the New Year, when all parties are likely to be able to more completely address this project. 

While developers of this project are requesting all kinds of entitlements, it would be a demonstration of 

profound public courtesy for you to grant an extension up to and through the second week of the New 

Year 2013. 

Response to Comment No. 10-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 11 GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

Linda Demmers 

President, Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

November 21, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 12_HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION (#1) 

Whitley Heights 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 12-1 

Title: From The Hollywood Dell 

Details: Please spread the word to your communities. 

Thank you! 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

Neighborhood News & Upcoming Events 

January 2013 

Dear neighbors, as most of you know there is a very large proposed project called the Millennium Project 

right at the base of our neighborhood surrounding the Capitol Records building. 

I believe this project will efffect our Dell neighborhood more than any other neighborhood since it is right 

at our two main entrances. There is a special meeting at HUNC (Hollywood United Neighborhood 

Council) this Thursday. It would be great if we could attend m full force! 

Please attend if you can! 

Special Board Meeting for review of Millennium Project 

Special Board Meeting and PLUM Committee Presentation 

Thursday December 6th, 2012; 7:00pm 

Seventh-day Adventist Church ofHolly\'.-ood, 1711 N Van Ness Ave, Hollywood, CA 90028 

(On site parking available within the Church compound) 

(Whitley Heights NC (Hollywood Hills West NC) and HHWNC Plum Committee rejected The 

Millennium Skyscraper Projects.) 

Response to Comment No. 12-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTERN0.13_HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION (#2) 

Patti Negri 

President, Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

December 6, 20 l 2 

Comment No. 13-1 

We are writing to request an extension of the Public Review/Comment Period for the Millennium Draft 

Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") until January 31, 2013. 

The Hollywood Dell Community Association, representing approximately 1,500 residents in the 

Hollywood Dell neighborhood, and in concert with other Community Associations and Councils in the 

Hollywood area, is in the process of reviewing the recently released DEIR. This two-volume report, the 

work product of paid professional architects, draftsmen, consultants, attorneys, investors, and city staff 

that took over 2- years to research and develop, is dense, technical, filled with complex calculations and 

numerous acronyms and references that require multi-page appendices and cross referencing on the slow 

responding City Planning and Zoning \veb site. 

We are not professional planners, but are concerned residents and business owners located within 500' of 

the proposed development who need additional time to properly review the DEIR. Many residents are 

away for the Holidays, others have escalated work schedules, and some neighborhood councils do not 

have scheduled meetings until after the first of the year while others are trying to get up to speed after 

recent officer elections. 

No project in Hollywood is more ambitious, larger or likely to create indelible change to our Community 

than the Millennium development. We want that change to be positive. We want and need sound 

development in Hollywood which demands adequate time to review a DEIR of this magnitude. 

We trust that the City will grant an extension of the public comment period to the DEIR as requested to 

January 31, 2013. It will allow- us to comment proactively and help us guide the Millennium Project to be 

one we can all support, use and point to with pride. 

Response to Comment No. 13-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 14 HOLLYWOOD HERITAGE 

Bryan Cooper 

President, Hollywood Heritage, Cnc. 

P.O. Box 2586, Hollywood, CA 90078 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 14-1 

January 2013 

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation [ssues Committee and its members, thank 

you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Millennium Hollywood Project, and the 

accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report (DECR). 

For three decades Holly\'.-ood Heritage has been an advocate of the preservation and protection of 

Hollywood's historic resources. We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood, 

while encouraging responsible new and infill development. Our organization has nominated many of the 

current Historic Cultural Monuments, listed the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 

District in the National Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance, provided technical 

assistance to developers and owners of significant properties, and participated in public policy discussions 

through the formulation of the Community Redevelopment Plan of 1986 and subsequent urban design 

plans, specific plans and in property entitlement discussion involving historic resources. These efforts 

have resulted in the rehabilitation of significant landmarks and districts in Hollywood. 

Response to Comment No. 14-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 14-2 

Our expertise in this area has led us to the conclusion that the Millennium Holly\'.-ood project has 

significant and adverse impacts on a number of Hollywood's historic resources. 

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental impact when the project causes a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined by the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15064. The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

(2006, p. D.3-3) maintains that a project would have a significant impact on historic resources if the 

project results in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource by constrnction 

that reduces the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity via alteration 

of the resource's immediate surroundings. 
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Response to Comment No. 14-2 

The commenter references the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and provisions of CEQA. [t 

should be noted that these same legal provisions and requirements, among others, were used to prepare 

the Historic Resources Report and Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR. Based on the 

detailed analysis in those documents, the Project does not have a significant impact on any on-site or off

site historic resources. Please see Response to Comment No. 19-3, which explains why the historic 

resources on and around the Project Site are not materially impaired. 

Comment No. 14-3 

We appreciate some of the mitigation measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records and 

Gogerty Building, however we believe that the proposed project would substantively alter the context in 

which these buildings gained their significance by compromising the immediate surroundings. Portions 

of the project are grossly out of proportion with the identified resources, thereby minimizing them and 

irretrievably altering their setting. Additionally, while we applaud the inclusion of open space, the current 

design significantly challenges the pedestrian environment of Hollywood. Like many previous 

developments, it draws pedestrians away from the street and irrevocably alters the historic street wall 

along Vine and Argyle. 

Response to Comment No. 14-3 

It is noted that the commenter appreciates the mitigations measures that will preserve the Capitol Record 

Building and the Gogerty Building. The commenter is correct that the Project allows for a scale of new 

development that is significantly larger than existing buildings in the immediately surrounding area. See 

Responses to Comments No. 19-3 and 19-4, which explain why the difference in scale between the 

Project and existing historic resources does not trigger a significant impact. 

To summarize, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add considerable height 

and density, and that the surroundings will be altered. Alteration of the surroundings, however, will not 

reduce the integrity of historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local 

registers will be impaired. In addition, Section 6.2: Impact Analysis Using Los Angeles CEQA 

thresholds in the Historic Resources Report, specifically analyzes the Project's potential impacts on the 

surrounding historic resources and specifically assesses the height differences between existing resources 

and the Project structures. It concludes that impacts are less than significant and that the Project will not 

materially impair the historic significance of any resource on the Project Site or in the area. 

Next, the commenter applauds the Projecf s grade level open space, but then criticizes its design as 

challenging the pedestrian environment. As explained in the project description contained in the Draft 

EIR, the Project will transform existing parking lots into a mixed-use development that incorporates 

grade-level public plazas, pedestrian passage ways, amenities, and commercial uses (where none 

currently exist) that enliven the street scene and pedestrian environment at the Project Site. The Project is 

designed to provide uses and activity that will attract pedestrians into the area, especially along 

Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Similarly, the Project Site is located very close to the Metro Red 
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Line HollywoodNine Station, which will also encourage a vibrant pedestrian environment compared to 

the existing conditions. The Project seeks to be pedestrian friendly, not challenge the pedestrian 

environment. Lastly, it should be noted that the street walls along Vine Street and Argyle Avenue that are 

nearest to Holly\'.-ood Boulevard are not part of the Project Site. 

Comment No. 14-4 

We also find the current version of the Millennium Hollywood Draft EIR to be deficient in its assessment 

that the project would not cause an adverse change in significance for the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment Historic District. 

The heart of Hollywood is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and functions as one of the 

City of Los Angeles' major tourist destinations and economic engines. The Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment Historic District is a 12 block area of the commercial core. The district 

contains 103 of the most important buildings in Hollywood, listed at the national level of significance in 

the National Register of Historic Places. The development pattern of the 1920s and 1930s was 

characterized by the construction of buildings of generally 12 stories at major intersections, flanked by 

one and two story retail structures. 

The District was formally designated by the National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the 

Interior in 1985. At the time, there were over 60 contributors and approximately 40 non-contributors 

which all dated from the 1905-1935 period of significance. Since its listing, the District has seen 

significant and positive restorations, now having the largest collection of restored historic theaters in use 

in the nation. The District can count the beneficial reuse of the Broadway and Equitable Buildings, the 

Holly\'.-ood Professional Building, and the Nash Building, and many restorations, spurring the renaissance 

of Hollywood. But the District has suffered the loss of several contributors, and has seen the addition of 

overly-large developments such as Hollywood and Highland, the W Hotel and Madame Tussaud's. 

Response to Comment No. 14-4 

The commenter claims that the Draft EIR is deficient regarding the Project's impact on the Hollywood 

Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. To be adequate, the Draft EIR must support its 

significance conclusions with substantial evidence. In this case, the Cultural Resources section of the 

Draft EIR is supported by the Historic Resources Report, which is considered substantial evidence. 

The remainder of the comment describes the history and contributors to the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment District. It should be noted that the Historic Resources Report and the 

Draft EIR provide a detailed analysis of the Projecf s potential impacts on the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment District. 

The last sentence of the commenter is related to other projects in the area and is not a comment on the 

adequacy or analysis contained in the Draft EIR and thus does not require a response. For additional 

information on potential impacts on historic resources, please see the Cultural Resources Topical 

Response (Topical Response No. 4). 
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Comment No. 14-5 

The current Millennium Hollywood project fails to significantly address the negative impact created by 

the mass and height of the proposed development in regards to the existing structures in the vicinity. This 

will be the largest tower in the area and will be visible throughout the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 

and Entertainment District, irrevocably altering the character of this national landmark. In addition, while 

creating opportunities to see landmarks such as the Hollywood Sign from areas within the development, 

the project fails to address the fact that these new view lines will alter views that have, to date been 

publicly available. 

Response to Comment No. 14-5 

The commenter is incorrect. The Draft EIR for the Project adequately analyzes the potentially adverse 

impacts related to the Project, including impacts related to mass and height of the Project compared to 

existing conditions. The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add 

considerable height and density, and that the immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic 

resources will be altered. Alteration of the surrounding area however will not critically reduce the 

integrity of surrounding historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local 

registers will be impaired. 

The commenter is correct in asserting that the Project could be the largest tower in the area and would be 

highly visible in the surrounding area. As noted above, however, and in the responses to Comment Letter 

No. 19, the Draft EIR analyzed the potential visual impacts and cultural impacts (among many others) of 

the Project. Those sections of the Draft EIR are supported by technical studies. Based on the evidence in 

the administrative record, it is clear that the Project will not have a significant unavoidable impact on 

historic resources on the Project Site or in the adjacent Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District. 

The commenter is incorrect in claiming that the Draft EIR fails to address the new view lines that could 

potentially alter views of the Hollywood Sign or other value viewsheds in the area. The Draft EIR 

provides an extensive analysis of focal and panoramic view·shed impacts. It also contains numerous 

photo-simulations that illustrate exactly how views could change after development of the Project. The 

Draft EIR is also supported by an Aesthetics Impact Report, which further assesses viewshed impacts. 

Please see those sections of the Draft EIR, the referenced technical studies, and the Cultural Resource and 

Aesthetics Topical Responses for additional information. 

Comment No. 14-6 

In the "Related Projects" section of the DEIR, which compares this project with other projects nearby, 

unapproved, proposed developments are used alongside existing structures, allowing the square footage 

increase that this project suggests to be seen as more reasonable. However, the structures included on the 

comparative chart are all less than one-third the size of the proposed Millennium tower. The only project 

that is as large is the proposed redevelopment of the Paramount Studios Lot. At 1,385,700 sq. ft., the 

Paramount Lot is a much larger property and does not have any single building of a comparative height as 
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proposed by Millennium. We believe that the addition of the proposed tower(s) will overwhelm 

contributing properties in the district and the proposed "separation" of new and old construction is simply 

not an adequate mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment No. 14-6 

It should be noted that the Related Projects List contained in the Draft ECR was included to analyze 

potential cumulative impacts. Accordingly, the list should include all past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable projects that could have cumulative impacts when considered together with the Project. As 

required by CEQA, the intent of this analysis is to include unapproved, proposed and existing projects 

(that are not overly speculative) to provide a conservative cumulative analysis. The commenter is 

suggesting that the Draft EIR uses this approach to make the Project seem more reasonable, when it fact 

the approach is mandated by CEQA and actually is more conservative than limiting the Related Projects 

List as the commenter seems to propose. 

The Related Projects List is included in Table III-1, Related Projects List, of the Draft EIR. The list was 

based on consultation with the LADOT database of projects in the area, traffic reports for individual 

projects, and other sources, as listed in the Notes to Table III-1. The list was based on known and 

foreseeable projects at the time the Notice of Preparation for the Project was prepared. The Related 

Projects List included related projects as far west as La Brea Avenue, as far east as Western Avenue, as 

far south as Melrose Avenue, as well as many related projects along Hollywood Boulevard in the vicinity 

of the Project Site. 

The portion of the comment regarding the characteristics of the Paramount Studios project does not 

challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR and thus does not require a 

response here. Regarding the scale and massing of the Project, please see Response to Comment No. 14-

5 above, Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and the Cultural Resources Topical Response. 

Comment No. 14-7 

Hollywood Heritage appreciates the efforts of the project's developers and will work diligently with them 

to ensure the preservation and protection of all of Hollywood's historic resources. Please feel free to 

contact us at (323) 874-4005 should you have any questions. 

Response to Comment No. 14-7 

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As 

such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 
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LETTERN0.15_HOLLYWOOD UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (#1) 

Susan Swan 

President, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 

Certified Council #52 

P.O. Box 3272, Los Angeles, CA 90078 

November 30, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 16_ HOLLYWOOD UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (#2) 

Susan Swan 

President, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 

Certified Council #52 

P.O. Box 3272, Los Angeles, CA 90078 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTERN0.17_HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (#1) 

Sarajane Schwartz 
President, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 
2700 N Beachwood Drive, Los Angeles, CA. 90068 

December 8, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 18 _HOLL YWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (#2) 

Sarajane Schwartz 
President, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 
2700 N Beachwood Drive, Los Angeles, CA. 90068 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 19 LOS ANGELES CONSERVANCY 

Adrian Scott Fine 

Director of Advocacy 

Los Angeles Conservancy 

523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826, Los Angeles, CA 90014 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 19-1 

January 2013 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Project which, through its 

inclusion, directly impacts the iconic 1956 Capitol Records building. 

The Conservancy, along with Hollywood Heritage, has long been active in protecting and advocating for 

the historic resources in Hollywood, particularly in and around the National Register-listed Hollywood 

Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District immediately south of the project site. In 2006, the 

Conservancy's Modem Committee successfully nominated Capitol Records for designation as a City of 

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM). The Conservancy commends the project applicant, 

Millennium Partners and Argent Ventures, for placing and sensitively considering the preservation of 

Capitol Records and the Gogerty Building at the core of the proposed development. We are encouraged 

by the direction of this project to date, however we do have some questions and think additional 

safeguards are necessary to address the larger preservation goals. 

Response to Comment No. 19-1 

The comment is primarily an introduction of the Conservancy's role in Hollywood and does not state a 

specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. It is noted that the Conservancy is encouraged by the Project and 

commends the Applicant for preserving the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. Responses 

to the substantive comments on the Draft EIR raised in this letter are provided below. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 19-2 

I. Scale new construction appropriately to ensure compatibility with historic resources 

The Conservancy appreciates the efforts of the project team to incorporate new construction carefully and 

respectfully around Capitol Records. Areas for new buildings are located to the west and south to avoid 

impacts to several character-defining features of Capitol Records called out in its Historic-Cultural 

Monument (HCM) nomination. Specifically, proposed new construction would generally avoid 
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obstructing significant views of Capitol Records from the 101 Freeway and be sited away from Capitol 

Records' famed underground recording studios and reverberation chambers. 

Response to Comment No. 19-2 

It is noted that the Conservancy appreciates the efforts of the project team to design the Project around the 

Capitol Records Building and preserve certain viewsheds and the historic integrity of the structure. 

Comment No. 19-3 

While these efforts are commendable, we remain concerned the allowable scale and massing threatens to 

overwhelm Capitol Records and the surrounding historic buildings, immediately adjacent and nearby 

along Hollywood Boulevard. Two of the four proposed height zones in the Development Regulations 

allow for towers up to 585 feet, significantly taller than the adjacent 165-foot Capitol Records on the East 

Site as well as the two-story theatre built in 1926 (Holly\'.-ood Playhouse) just south of the West Site. The 

buildings along Hollywood Boulevard are also generally below 150 feet, including the low-scaled 1930 

Pantages Theater, built in 1930 and directly abutting the southern edge of the East Site. 

Response to Comment No. 19-3 

The Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the Project's potential impacts to historic resources. The 

analysis in the Draft EIR is supported by a Historic Resources Report prepared by the Historic Resources 

Group. Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project's impacts to historic resources on the Project 

Site, and adjacent to it, are less than significant. The Historic Resources Report specifically analyzed the 

Project's potential impacts on the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Playhouse, and the Pantages 

Theater, which are the structures referenced in this comment. 

Specifically, the Historic Resources Report concludes that new construction on the East Site will be 

adequately separated from the Pantages Theater. Similarly, the Development Regulations provide for 

open space requirements and setbacks from Vine Street on the West Site to buffer new development from 

the Hollywood Playhouse. Accordingly, the Historic Resources Report concludes that there is an 

adequate visual separation between the Project and the Hollywood Playhouse. Likewise, the Historic 

Resources Report provides a detailed analysis of the Project's potential impacts on the Capitol Records 

Building using both the CEQA thresholds of significance and the Secretary of the Interior's conformance 

standards. It concludes that the Project will not significantly impact the Capitol Records Building. 

Granted, the commenter is correct that the Project allows for a scale of new development that is 

significantly taller than the existing buildings in the immediately surrounding area. The Draft EIR 

specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add considerable height and density, and 

that the immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will be altered. However, 

merely altering the surroundings does not automatically trigger a significant adverse impact. 

As noted in the Draft ECR, the CEQA Guidelines state that a substantial adverse change m the 

significance of a historic resource means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
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or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially 

impaired.5 The Guidelines go on to state that '"[t]he significance of an historic resource is materially 

impaired when a project... [ d]emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 

characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its 

inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources.. local register 

o.f historic resources.. or its identification in a historic resources survey. "6 (Emphasis added). 

The commenter seems to imply that the alteration of the immediate surroundings of on-site and adjacent 

historic resources caused by the scale of the Project \vill adversely alter the characteristics that convey the 

historic significance of on-site and adjacent historic resources. As demonstrated in the Draft EIR 

however, all of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will retain their eligibility for listing in national, 

state, and local registers despite alteration of their surroundings by the Project. The Historic Resources 

Report and the Draft EIR both demonstrate that the Capitol Records Building and the contributing 

strnctures in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District will all remain intact and 

would not be materially impaired (based on the applicable technical and legal standards) by the Project~ 

Comment No. 19-4 

Historic buildings can often coexist \vith taller buildings, but the project's maximum allowable height 

would d\varf its immediate neighbors and compete for status with the already iconic circular tower of 

Capitol Records. We urge the applicant to consider lmver height maximums or allocating available 

square footage more evenly across the project site to be more compatible with the lower scaled historic 

properties and the National Register-listed historic district in this area of Hollywood. This may be 

addressed to some degree already yet the preferred project and Development Regulations, as currently 

outlined in the Draft EIR, do not necessarily provide this level of detail and clarity. 

Response to Comment No. 19-4 

The commenter is correct that historic buildings often coexist with taller buildings in urban areas. There 

are several examples of this coexistence in major urban cities across the United States, including in Los 

Angeles. For example, the historic Los Angeles Central Library in downtmvn Los Angeles coexist \vith 

the 1,018-foot adjacent U.S. Bank Tower (formerly the Library Tower), which was developed as part of 

the Central Library redevelopment effort. 

The commenter urges the Applicant to consider lower height maximums or adjust square footages to be 

more compatible with iconic circular features of the Capitol Records Building. The Development 

Regulations indeed present several height datum development scenarios. It should be noted that simply 

lowering the maximum elevations of the Project strnctures does not necessarily reduce potential impacts 

on the Capitol Records Building. As analyzed in the Aesthetics section of the Draft EIR, and confirmed 

by the Aesthetics Impacts Report prepared by Van Cleve Architects, lower height designs create more 

visual obstruction of the circular features of the Capitol Records Building. 

CEQA Guidelines, sect1:on 15064.S(b) (1). 

CEQA Guidelines, section 1506't.5(b)(2). 
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The comment claims that there is insufficient detail in the Development Regulations or Draft EIR to 

provide a sufficient level of impact analysis. The Development Regulations do in fact present a detailed 

description of the development scenarios, complemented with numerous height and massing figures, 

which illustrate the potential impacts on adjacent and on-site historic resources. Several variations of 

structure height are presented in the Development Regulations and are correspondingly analyzed in the 

Draft EIR and the supporting technical reports. The Historic Resources Report utilized the development 

limitations established in the Development Regulations to analyze potential impacts on historic resources. 

As stated above, the Historic Resources Report and the Draft EIR used the detail provided in the 

Development Regulations to conclude that impacts to the on-site and adjacent historic resources will be 

less than significant 

Comment No. 19-5 

H. Incorporate precise preservation-oriented standards and guidelines in the Development 

Regulations 

Despite the placement and siting of new construction on the West and East Sites, significant impacts to 

Capitol Records may still occur. The draft Development Regulations, which will be attached to and 

enforceable through a Development Agreement, aims to ensure compatibility \vith historic resources by 

establishing required standards and recommended guidelines for new design elements. Hmvever, the 

existing draft document lacks sufficient detail to mitigate impacts and provide surety in a reliable and 

predicable manner. 

Response to Comment No. 19-5 

The commenter states that the draft Development Regulations lacks sufficient detail to mitigate impacts. 

The Development Regulations provide 55 pages of precise development regulations that control the 

extent of development on the Project Site and do not lack sufficient detail to mitigate impacts to historic 

on-site and adjacent historic resources. In addition, the Development Regulations contain Section 3: 

Historic Resources and Setting, w-hich specifically recognizes the historic resources on the Project Site 

and surrounding vicinity. That section sets forth key Project objectives regarding historic resources that 

include, but are not limited to: (l) preservation of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building; (2) 

preservation of certain valued views to the Capitol Records Building and the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment District; (3) incorporation of open space and setback requirements to 

reduce the massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent historic resources; and ( 4) 

the design of new buildings in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic 

resources. 

The Historic Resources Report was prepared in conjunction with the Development Regulations. 

Consequently, the Historic Resources Report, and the related historic resources section of the Draft EIR, 

specifically analyzed the potential impacts on historic resources pursuant to the precise limitations set 

forth in the Development Regulations, including the height limitations, open space areas, separation and 

setbacks from existing historic resources. The ultimate conclusion was that the Project does not have a 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

III. Re,sponses to Comments 

Page III-37 

RL0029835 



EM31063 

City of Los Angeles January 2013 

significant impact on historic resources. This conclusion is based on substantial evidence (i.e., the 

Historic Resources Report) and the precise requirements of the Development Regulations. 

Comment No. 19-6 

For instance, the figures in section 6.1.2 appear to require 10-foot setbacks at the south and east edges of 

Capitol Records' base and an additional 50-foot setback east of the tower curve. However, these 

standards are not articulated in the text of the Development Regulations. If these setbacks are to protect 

the underground recording studios and reverb chambers, the location of these features should be 

referenced and clearly labeled in the Development Regulations and the required setbacks established. 

Additional open space or other appropriate uses may also be encouraged to increase the buffer between 

these areas and any new structures. 

Response to Comment No. 19-6 

The commenter differentiates the figures from the text of the Development Regulations. However, the 

Development Regulations (text and figures) are to be taken holistically. The limitations in the text and 

the figures are enforceable and will become binding on the parameters of development. The setbacks 

referenced in the comment (as well as other features in the Development Regulations) were designed to 

address all historic resources on the Project Site and adjacent to it, not merely the recording facilities at 

the Capitol Records Building. 

The comment refers to underground recording studios and reverb chambers. It should be clarified that 

only the echo/reverberation chamber is located underground and that the recording studios are located at

grade. In addition, the Noise section of the Draft EIR identifies the Capitol Records Building's 

underground echo/reverberation chambers, as well as the at-grade recording studios, as sensitive noise 

receptors. See Figure IV.H. l: Noise Monitoring and Sensitive Receptor Location Map, in the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR is also supported by a noise technical appendix. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project 

would have a temporary significant noise and vibration impact on the Capitol Records Building's 

recording facilities, but only during construction. The construction activities could cause noise and 

vibration impacts, but construction \vill not physically disturb the Capitol Records Building's recording 

facilities. The Noise section of the Draft EIR contains numerous mitigation measures to reduce potential 

noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, including the underground echo/reverberation chambers and 

the at-grade recording studios. Moreover, potential noise impacts on these uses will be minimized to the 

extent possible through agreements between the Capitol Records Building tenant and the Applicant, who 

owns the building. The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration 

levels that could be experienced by the Capital Records Building's echo chambers and studios. The 

Project will not have a long-term operational impact on the Capitol Records Building's recording studios. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations as drafted, in conjunction with the noise and vibration mitigation 

measures in the Draft EIR, ensure that all feasible steps have been taken to minimize impacts on the 

Capitol Records Building's recording facilities. 
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Comment No. 19-7 

Similarly, another significant view of Capitol Records, the one from the corner of Hollywood and Vine, 

may be impacted by the location and design of new construction on the project site. The Draft EIR 

identifies significant adverse impacts to this view for building envelops built to the maximum heights of 

220 and 400 feet. In theory, the Development Regulations would narrow the floor plates as towers extend 

higher to avoid obstructing this view. However, the regulations fail to provide standards or guidelines 

that direct siting of any portion of new construction away from this view corridor. 

Response to Comment No. 19-7 

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR discloses a significant impact related to View 6(a) and View 

6(b), which are the 220 and 400-foot development scenario view simulations looking at the Capitol 

Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. [n this respect, the Draft EIR 

complies with CEQA by disclosing this potential impact and properly informing the decision makers 

about the Project's potential impacts. It should be noted, however, that portions of the Capitol Records 

Building and the Jazz Mural remain visible from this vantage point under all development scenarios. 

And, the Draft EIR concludes that the visual impacts from the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street 

vantage point are considered less than significant under the 550 and 585-foot development scenarios. In 

other words, from this perspective, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building is preserved to varying 

degrees based on the implementation of the Development Regulations. 

The commenter states that "the regulations fail to provide standards or guidelines that direct siting of any 

portion of new construction away from this view corridor". Hmvever, the Development Regulations 

contain provisions that setback development from Vine Street on both the East Site and West Site. More 

specifically, and as detailed in the Draft EIR, the Development Regulations requirements for open space 

and massing direct new development away from the Vine Street view corridor. Grade-level open space 

requirements are discussed in section 8.2 of the Development Regulations. The Development 

Regulations state that the open space is designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz 

Mural. The Development Regulations mandate a minimum 4% of total lot area be used for grade-level 

open space for buildings up to 220 feet high. This percentage increases as building heights increases. 

The grade-level open space requirements have the effect of setting new development back from Vine 

Street immediately south of the Capitol Records Building on the East Site, and directly across from the 

Capitol Records Building on the West Site. Similarly, massing standards for tower elements are 

discussed in section 6.1 of the Development Regulations. The massing standards help reduce potential 

adverse visual effects to the Capitol Records Building and its surroundings in the following manner: 

1. Creating physical and visual separations around the Capitol Records Building. 

2. Setting a minimum setback for tower elements. 

3. Reducing the percentage of allowable lot coverage of towers as height increases. 

4. Reducing the total square footage of tmver floor plates as height increases. 
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These elements reduce the bulk of buildings as height increases and push tower elements toward the 

center of the block, away from the Capitol Records Building. In this way, important views from Vine 

Street, as well as other vantage points are protected. As related to the comment here, the Development 

Regulations are not required to site any or all new construction away from the Holly\'.-ood Boulevard and 

Vine Street view corridor as the commenter proclaims. Instead, the Draft EIR must disclose the impacts 

associated with implementation of the Project according to the parameters of the Development 

Regulations. As explained above, the Draft EIR satisfies these disclosure and analytical requirements. 

See Topical Response 2, Aesthetic, for a further discussion of the potential aesthetic impacts associated 

with the Project. 

Comment No. 19-8 

Additionally, the required 10-foot setback from Vine Street for any portion of the building up to 150 feet, 

and an additional 10-foot setback for towers above 150 feet are insufficient to maintain even partial views 

of the 165-foot tall Capitol Records. More specific and detailed setbacks, massing, angles or other 

elements of the Development Regulations should be established to protect the integrity of Capitol 

Records and the nearby historic resources. 

Response to Comment No. 19-8 

The commenter asserts that the Project fails to maintain even partial views of the Capitol Records 

Building. However, as discussed above, the requirements for setbacks and open space stipulated in the 

Development Regulations are sufficient to maintain views of the Capitol Records Building from Vine 

Street under all development scenarios. For more information, please see the Response to Comment No. 

19-7 above and see Figure IV.A.1-16 in the Draft EIR, which clearly demonstrates that views of the 

Capitol Records Building remain visible to varying degrees under all development scenarios. 

With respect to the commenter's request that the Development Regulations be further modified, this 

comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather it 

suggests revisions to the Development Regulations. There are no changes anticipated to the Development 

Regulations as a result of historic concerns at this time. This comment is noted for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Furthermore, it should be noted that the Historic 

Resources Report and Cultural Resources section of the Draft EIR specifically analyzed the historic 

"integrity" of the Capitol Records Building and nearby historic resources in a pre-Project and post-Project 

condition. The conclusion was that the Project will not result in a significant impact on either on-site or 

off-site historic resources. Thus, further setbacks, massing scenarios, or other design components need 

not be established as suggested by the commenter. 

Comment No. 19-9 

III. Modify the Development Agreement and mitigation measures with additional 

safeguards 
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a. Design review and approval by the Cultural Heritage Commission 

While the buildable area overlaps only a portion of the HCM-designated Capitol Records parcel, it seems 

appropriate that the city's Cultural Heritage Commission review and comment on the ultimate design of 

new elements at the project site given the importance of Capitol Records and the likelihood of adverse 

impacts of new construction. This review should occur prior to any issuance of building permits for all 

phases of development to ensure final details of design, siting, cladding materials, and other elements of 

compatibility are adequately considered. 

Response to Comment No. 19-9 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather 

it recommends review of the Project by the City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission. This 

comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. In 

addition, it should be noted that the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources reviewed the 

Historic Resources Report for the Project, and concurred with its findings, before publication of the Draft 

EIR. 

Comment No. 19-10 

b. Post-construction noise and vibration monitoring 

We appreciate the proposed monitoring of vibration and differential settlement impacts on sensitive 

historic resources during construction. Such monitoring can identify potential impacts during 

construction and mitigate issues before major damage can occur. In the event that substantial damage 

results due to the project construction, we urge the applicant to commit to repairing any damage, 

conforming to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. All work shall be overseen by a qualified 

architectural historian or preservation professional. 

Response to Comment No. 19-10 

It is noted that the Conservancy appreciates the vibration monitoring mitigation measures in the Draft 

EIR. The commenter urges the Applicant to conform to the Secretary of Interior's Standards for repairs 

on historic structures. The Draft EIR already contains such measures. For example, Mitigation Measure 

H-11 in the Noise section of the Draft EIR requires an adjacent structure monitoring plan, with 

performance standards developed by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist, that 

ensure that construction of the Project will not adversely impact adjacent structures. That measure 

requires all work to be halted if the thresholds of the structure monitoring plan are exceeded, until 

measures are taken to stabilize affected buildings. In addition, Mitigation Measures C-2 in the Cultural 

Resources section of the Draft EIR contains similar requirements. Also, Mitigation Measures C-3 and C-

4 in the Cultural Resources section require any structural improvements to the Capitol Records Building 

and the Gogerty Building to comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. As noted in these 

mitigation measures, all such work shall be performed to the satisfaction of the Department of City 

Planning and the Office of Historic Resources. Therefore, at this time, there is no need to incorporate 
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additional adherence to the Secretary of the Interiors Standards or oversight by an architectural historian 

as suggested by the commenter. 

Comment No. 19-11 

In addition, we urge the project applicant to commit to ongoing noise and vibration monitoring of the 

Capitol Records recording studios and reverb chambers following construction and during the initial 

operation of new uses surrounding the historic building. While the applicant currently owns all of the 

parcels and has a vested interest in protecting the operation of Capitol Records, ownership may change in 

the future necessitating the need for a process to address operational impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 19-11 

Please see the Response to Comment No. 19-6 above, which addresses construction and operational noise 

impacts on the Capitol Records Building's recording studios. To summarize, the Draft EIR concludes 

that the Project would have a temporary significant noise and vibration impact on the Capitol Records 

Recording studio, but only during construction. As noted above, construction activities will not 

physically disturb the recording facilities. These impacts will be minimized to the extent possible through 

agreements between the Capitol Records Building tenant and the Applicant, who owns the building. The 

Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be 

experienced by the Capital Records Building's echo chambers and studios. As analyzed in the Draft EIR, 

and supporting technical noise study, the Project will not have a long-term operational impact on the 

Capitol Records Building's recording studios. No further analysis of this issue is required in the Final 

EIR. 

Comment No. 19-12 

c. Revise the exceeding long development period 

The Conservancy remains concerned about long-term implications of the twenty-five year development 

term requested by the project application. Projects of a similar scope and scale have been approved in the 

City with development terms ranging from ten to fifteen years. Approval of the proposed development 

term would severely limit consideration of other opportunities that may arise in the future, including new 

development that may be more appropriate for the site in the future. The ownership, economic and social 

circumstances, as well as the design and land use priorities will change greatly during the twenty-five 

year period currently requested by the project applicant. 

The proposed project does not appear to warrant this exceptionally long development term, therefore we 

urge a time period more in line with similar projects approved by the City. 

Response to Comment No. 19-12 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR but rather 

it questions the term of the Development Agreement and urges the City of Los Angeles to consider a 
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shorter term. The term of the Development Agreement is subject to the discretionary approval of the Los 

Angeles City Council. Accordingly, this comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 19-13 

Interests of the Los Angeles Conservancy: 

The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local preservation organization in the United States, with 

over 6,500 members throughout the Los Angeles area. Established in 1978, the Conservancy works to 

preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los Angeles County through 

advocacy and education. Since 1984, the Conservancy's all-volunteer Modem Committee has worked to 

raise awareness about Los Angeles' unique collection of mid-twentieth century modernist structures that 

shaped the tastes and architectural trends of the entire nation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Please feel free to contact me at 213-430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should you have any 

questions. 

Response to Comment No. 19-13 

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As 

such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 20 MONTALBAN FOUNDATION 

Gilbert Smith 

Chair, Ricardo Montalban Foundation 

1615 North Vine Street, Hollywood, CA 90028 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 20-1 

As stakeholders in the heart of the Hollywood Entertainment District, we are voicing our support of the 

Millennium Hollywood project. This project will anchor our historic neighborhood with a 21st Century 

mixed-use addition that embodies architectural beauty, urban infill dynamics, and public tourist, 

shopping, and entertainment business opportunities 

We believe that the developers have a vision that will compliment Capitol Records, and our important 

music industry and are including cultural expressions that capture our rich history and leadership in the 

entertainment community. With the construction phase Hollywood w-ill see nearly 3,000 construction

related jobs. The completed project \vill provide nearly 1,300 permanent jobs. As a transit-oriented 

development project, it will also encourage the use of our Metro and other public transportation services. 

We have seen an ocean of positive change with the opening of the W Hotel and the Legacy Mixed Use 

projects. The Millennium Holly\'.-ood project will bring together business, residents, and our 

entertainment venues and serve as a beacon to the entire Los Angeles community. 

Response to Comment No. 20-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 21 OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

Caroline Schweich 

President, Oaks Homeowners Association 

PO Box 29155, Los Angeles, CA 90029-0155 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 22 SUNSET HILLS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

Beth Fogarty 

Sunset Hills Homeowners Association 

PO Box 15201, Beverly Hills CA 90209 

December 11, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 23 _ABRAHAMS, GEORGE 

George Abrahams 

3150 Durand Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 23-1 

The December l 0, 2012 close of public comment period for the draft EIR for project ENV-2011-675-EIR 

is too short to prepare a traffic analysis of the project. I have asked several traffic consultants and they all 

have replied that they have other work scheduled currently and that the time to prepare an analysis is 

greater than the comment period. The comment period should be extended at least 120 days so that we 

can hire a traffic planner to do the necessary study. Please add this comment to the ENV-2011-675-EIR 

case file. 

Response to Comment No. 23-1 

The Draft EIR included a traffic analysis of the Project, which is included in Appendix IV.K. l. 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 25_BAUMGART, TED 

Ted Baumgart 

2425 Mountain Ave, La Crescenta, CA 91214 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No.25-1 

I grew up in Laurel Canyon, attended Wonderland A venue School and Bancroft Junior High, this is my 

backyard. My friends attended Hollywood High, and so did many of their parents. My uncle's house was 

up Beachwood with a prominent view of the city. By looking at the renderings of this ghastly project 

idea I notice at least one of the two is a bold faced lie! I'm an architectural/film set designer and 

illustrator, and I knmv how to cheat the eye. 

Response to Comment No. 25-1 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 25-2 

It shows the Hollywood Hills miles in the distance, when in fact they are very close to this site and these 

monstrosities will be looking right into the windows of the homes in the hills. 

Response to Comment No. 25-2 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 

refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments 

will be fonvarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 25-3 

Not only that, but built these two ugly behemoths would be precedents that give legality to more tall 

buildings to be built, and soon there won't be a view but tall buildings looking into Hollywood Hills 

homes windows and homes looking into building windows. 

Response to Comment No. 25-3 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 

refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 
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Comment No. 25-4 

There will be no ridgeline of 'The Hills' looking over Hollywood seen through palm trees, the very icon 

known around the world. 

Response to Comment No. 25-4 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 

refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 25-5 

The problem exists already west above the Strip. We were next door to a famous and well respected 

artist's home looking out of big floor-to-ceiling glass windows across a swimming pool at dusk to the 

jeweled city below, working on a new show concept, and low and behold some skyscrapers in front of us 

were looking right back into our windows. Not the cozy hills anymore. Not the jeweled city below. You 

get walls in Manhattan or any dense big city, but no one has the Hollywood Hills as the predominantly 

horizontal jewel \vith city below, and visa versa. This proposal \vould unleash a wall of buildings that 

dwarf the hills. Be very aware of the essence, soul, and character of Hollywood knmvn around the world. 

It is worth more per square foot developed intelligently than these monuments to shorter term profit and 

quick tax base increase. LA is not any other city and Hollywood defines LA, so let's keep it, use it, and 

develop it intelligently. This is not just any "Run-of-the-Mill-ennium Project", this proposal is insane. 

Response to Comment No. 25-5 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 

refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments 

will be fonvarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 
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LETTER NO. 26_BECKLUND, LAURIE 

Laurie Becklund 

October 29, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 27 _BRACKETT, ALAN 

Alan Brackett 

Safety Committee member of Hollywood Homeowners Association 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 28_BROSSEAU, DEBORAH 

Deborah Brosseau 

November 12, 2012 

Comment No. 28-1 

Thank you for sending the report and detailed information about this project. I am vehemently opposed to 

the Millennium Project and disgusted by the impacts delineated in the report. 

Response to Comment No. 28-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 28-2 

Please keep me posted on any opportunities to publicly and privately express this opposition. 

Response to Comment No. 28-2 

The EIR process provides an opportunity to provide comments after the Draft EIR is released, which this 

commenter did. When the Project goes into various public hearings such as at City Planning Commission 

and City Council, the public will have another opportunity to provide written and oral comments. The 

dates of future hearings are not known at this time. 
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LETTER NO. 29 _CAPLAN, RANDI 

Randi Caplan 

Beachwood Canyon Property Owner 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 29-1 

The public comment period for the Millennium Hollywood Project did not allow sufficient time for a 

traffic study to be prepared by an independent consultant. To protect the people who live in the 

community from runaway development that severely impacts our infrastructure and services, the 

comment period should be extended [at a minimum] to allow for a traffic study (and any other needed 

studies) to be included. 

Response to Comment No. 29-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The commenter seeks the extension to protect, in the commenter's words, the community from runaway 

development that could impact infrastructure and services. The Draft EIR and Appendices included many 

studies, including air quality, historic resources, noise, traffic, parking, public services, utilities including 

infrastructure and water supply. The CEQA process is designed to "provide public agencies and the 

public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on 

the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to 

indicate alternatives to such a project." (CEQA Statute § 21061). According to CEQA Guidelines 15002, 

the basic purposes of CEQA are to: (1) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the 

potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities; (2) identify the \vays that 

environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) prevent significant, avoidable damage 

to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures 

when the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and (4) disclose to the public the reasons 

why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant 

environmental effects are involved. The Draft EIR complied with these CEQA requirements. 
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LETTER NO. 30_CAREY, SABINE 

Carey Sabine 

2442 Cheremoya Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 31_CLARK, GEORGE 

George Clark 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 32 _CLARK, JOSEPHINE AND BRYAN 

Josephine and Bryan Clark 

Holly Hill Terrace, Hollywood, CA 90068 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 32-1 

This so-called "Plan" is totally inadequate ....... a monstrosity of a building ..... and creates traffic problems 

that will choke this area of Hollywood to death ..... 

Response to Comment No. 32-1 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The Draft EIR 

contains extensive analysis of traffic impacts and is supported by a traffic technical appendix. The traffic 

section of the Draft EIR discloses the Project's potential traffic impacts. This comment is acknowledged 

for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 33 _CLEMENTS, CHIP 

Chip Clements 

6284 Mulholland Highway, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 36_CONRAD, JACK#l 

Jack Conrad 

December 8, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

EM31086 

January 2013 

Ill. Responses to Comments 

Page 111-61 

RL0029859 



City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 37 _CONRAD, JACK #2 

Jack Conrad 

December 11, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 38_CONTI, FABIO 

Fabio Conti 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 38-1 

As a longtime resident of the Hollywood Hills and a small business owner near the intersection of Sunset 

and Vine, I have seen the Hollywood community change for the better over the years. 

The most positive change has come through the construction of more residential developments as it has 

brought a stable population to the area. The Sunset and Vine project by the CIM Group, for example, has 

interjected a new level of activity that has benefited many local businesses like my restaurant Fabiolus. 

I support the Millennium Hollywood project because I am confident it will have the same beneficial 

impact on the community as a whole. The fears that this project will create gridlock on area streets are 

completely unfounded because people who will move here will be doing so to live an urban lifestyle that 

involves a lot of walking and taking the subway to get around, not sitting in their cars. 

It's time that Hollywood grew up. The parking lots around Capitol Records are the perfect place for 

density because the site is close to the subway, the Hollywood Freeway and all kinds of excitement that 

people want to be a part of, meaning this development can be absorbed without placing too big of a 

burden on the community. 

Moreover, by proposing taller buildings, this project would open up the streetscape for more open space. 

As one of the densest neighborhoods in Los Angeles, Hollywood desperately needs more open space for 

young people like my two sons. 

Millennium Hollywood is an exciting project that will be positive for the Hollywood community, and I 

am excited to support it. 

Response to Comment No. 38-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 39 _COVIELLO, GAIL 

Gail Coviello 

December 8, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 40_D' ANTONIO, JOANNE 

Joanne D 'Antonio 

Safety Chair, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 41_DE VARENNES, MONIQUE 

Monique de Varennes 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 42_DILLARD, JOYCE 

Joyce Dillard 

P.O. Box 31377, Los Angeles, CA 90031 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 43_DRABECK, KATRINA 

Katrina Drabeck 

6238 De Longpre Avenue 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 44_DUKE, OLIVIA #1 

Olivia Duke 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 44-1 

I am OUTRAGED that these ugly two towers are being allowed to be built in Hollywood. We are already 

suffering so much from the building that has been allowed to continue. What is it going to take! Nobody 

but the contractors want these buildings built. Homeowners are moving out of Hollywood and the state 

because of all of the obvious under the table money that is being received by the city from the contractors 

building these totally unnecessary Gothic structures that take away from the unique history of the 

Holly\'.-ood city structure's. Is everyone on drugs? It must be either this or the money that is being 

handed over to the city. If you think that someone will not call in an investigation on this I can hardly 

believe the lack of thought. It is so obvious to everyone in the Hollywood Hills what is going on. We are 

just disgusted. I am thinking of moving after 25 years in the Hollywood Hills. The traffic due to all the 

building that has been allowed is destroying our Hollywood Hills area. Thank you. 

Response to Comment No. 44-1 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 45_DUKE, OLIVIA #2 

Olivia Duke 

December 11, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 46_DYER, BRIAN 

Brian Dyer 

1835 Grace Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90028 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 47_ENGLAND, SUZANNE 

Suzanne England 

6330 Franklin Avenue, Hollywood, CA 90028 

November 30, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

January 2013 

Ill. Responses to Comments 

Page 111-72 

RL0029870 



City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 48_FERRY, EMILY 

Emily Ferry 

1958 Vista del Mar, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

October 27, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 49 _FOLB, BRIAN 

Brian Folb 

Authorized Representative, Paramount Contractors & Developers, Inc 

6464 Sunset Boulevard, Suite 700, Hollywood, CA 90028 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 49-1 

I am writing in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

January 2013 

Our company developed several mid-range height (6-12 stories) office buildings in the late 1960's and 

early l 970's during what was considered a. development boom period for Hollywood. Weak economic 

conditions slowed things down in the 90's and early 2000's. However, we are seeing a gro\Vth trend 

starting again now with the resurgence of a significant amount of multi-family housing occurring in 

Hollywood and I don't see this trend slowing down in the near future. 

Response to Comment No. 49-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 49-2 

Further, the Hollywood Community Plan calls for higher density development around the mass transit 

portals and this project is a perfect fit in accommodating this mandate. We also feel the proposed taller 

buildings would be appropriate and an asset providing street-level opportunities .for much needed public 

open space, green space and linkages to existing and planned green space adjacent to the site. The taller 

buildings will also provide the opportunity for a roof-top public observation deck offering visitors 

panoramic views of the entire city and the famous Hollywood Sign. 

Response to Comment No. 49-2 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 49-3 

On the Economic benefits side, 5900 jobs will be created by this project, of which 2900 jobs would be 

involved directly in the construction of the Project. The anticipated $540 million investment would result 

in a total economic output of approximately $925 million in L.A. County. At full development, the 

business activities generated, including household spending has the potential to provide recurring 

economic output of approximately $230 million and $4.3 million in net recurring revenue to the City of 

L.A. upon completion. Quimby Fees are an additional benefit. 

Response to Comment No. 49-3 

This comment describes the economic benefits including revenue and job creation that are projected to 

occur with construction and development of the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 49-4 

The project also intends to preserve and showcase the iconic Capitol Records Building, by creating open 

public spaces around the area of the building, activating the neighborhood and giving people an 

opportunity to interact with the famous landmark. The result will create a more public feel to what up to 

now has been an isolated, private site, bringing in a new- population to energize the area, and fostering an 

active streetscape where none has existed in the past. 

Please feel free to contact me personally should you have any questions or reqmre any additional 

information. 

Response to Comment No. 49-4 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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EM31101 

City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 50_GEOGHAN, JIM #1 

Jim Geoghan 

HHWNC Traffic Chair 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 50-1 

As the newly elected HHWNC Traffic Chair and as a 27 year resident of Hollywood I protest this move 

totally. 

The DEIR report is hundreds of pages and most people have yet to read ANY of it. 

This must be delayed so people have a chance to READ this enormous document. 

Response to Comment No. 50-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 51_GEOGHAN, JIM #2 

Jim Geoghan 

6603 Whitley Terrace 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 8, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 52_GERGER, TERRI 

Terri Gerger 

December l L 2012 

Comment No. 52-1 

(E-mail Subject: How do I see the link online to the Millennium Hollywood Project) 

Under consideration and the letters filed to date in response to the DEIR 

For 

CASE No: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Response to Comment No. 52-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The 

commenter was informed, by return e-mail, that the Millennium Hollywood Project DEIR is on the 

Planning Departmenfs website and was provided with the link and access instructions. 

Comment No. 52-2 

Thank you. 

How do I see the comment letters that have been filed to date? 

Response to Comment No. 52-2 

The comment letters will be kept on file in the Planning Department, Room 750, City Hall. 

Comment No. 52-3 

Aren't you going to post them online like you normally do? 

Thank you for the information. 

Response to Comment No. 52-3 

The comment letters will be included in the Final EIR and will be posted online when the Final EIR is 

released. 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 53_GOLDSTEIN, JEFFREY 

Dr. Jeffrey Goldstein 

UCLA School of Dentistry 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 53-1 

January 2013 

It is clearly outrageous that projects like this can be rammed though without appropriate studies impacting 

traffic, fire safety, water a sewer preparations and public safety, overall. Where is Tom LaBonge and Eric 

Garcetti when it comes to this. 

Response to Comment No. 53-1 

The Draft EIR analyzed traffic m a comprehensive traffic study according to the guidelines and 

parameters of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation. 

The Draft EIR included a Water Supply Assessment approved by the Los Angeles Department of Water 

and Power to determine that water supplies were sufficient to serve the Project. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department and Los Angeles Police Department \Vere contacted for information as 

to response times and demands. Mitigation measures are included to reduce, avoid, and eliminate any 

potential impacts to fire and police service. 

The Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) was contacted to analyze sewer impacts. Based on the 

estimated flmv, the sewer system will accommodate the total flow for the Project. As is typical with a 

large-scale Project, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as part of the permit process to 

identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). u: for any reason, the local sewer lines have 

insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be required to build a secondary line to the nearest 

larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 54_GOODWIN, JOHN 

John Goodwin 

President, Galaxy Press 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 54-1 

EM31106 

January 2013 

I am writing to signify my support of the Millennium Hollvwood Project. My specific reasons more 

closely align with the desire to see the continued achievement of Hollywood's renaissance. One of my 

side projects is the annual Hollywood Christmas Parade, for which I am one of the key organizers and my 

office is the green room (Hollywood and Sycamore). The intention of this parade is to portray the 

benefits of and to drive business and activity to Hollywood (the original purpose of the parade over 80 

years ago.) I am thus very supportive of activities which seek to validate Hollywood as a regional center. 

Having the Metro Red Line at Hollywood and Vine, makes public transportation a very viable option to 

get in and out ofHolly\'.-ood at this site if visitors choose not to drive. 

As a member of the Board of the Hollywood Chamber, there are additional attendant benefits to this 

project: namely the estimated 5,900 total jobs created (2,900 jobs in the construction alone) and at full 

development, the business activities generated, including household spending has the potential to provide 

recurring economic output of approximately $230 million and $4.3 million in net recurring revenue to the 

City of Los Angeles upon completion. 

Response to Comment No. 54-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 55 _GREEN, WENDY 

Wendy Green 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 55-1 

As a member of the public who will be very much affected by this project, I want to say that it has been 

next to impossible to find out about where it is in the approval process. I just spent half an hour on the 

official city website, and called and emailed appropriate parties (as best I could determine) to find out 

about that very thing, to no avail whatsoever. The public is not informed. It certainly should be with a 

project of this magnitude. I am begging those involved with deciding the future of my neighborhood and 

quality of life for more time. Please extend the deadline. 

Response to Comment No. 55-1 

The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was mailed out to an area 500 foot radius from the Project Site, as 

well as to a list of owners and occupants and agencies provided by the City Planning Department. In 

addition, the Notice was advertised in the Los Angeles Times on the first day of public review, October 

25, 2012. The Draft EIR was made available for review on the City's website and in person at City Hall, 

as well as digital copies at local area libraries. 

The preparation of the Final EIR (including responding to comments received on the Draft EIR) will be 

finished before the entitlement, hearing and approval process. The dates for a public hearing and the next 

phase of the process are not yet known or scheduled at this time; however, notices will be mailed in 

advance of the dates once the dates are knmvn. 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 56_GREGORIAN, LUCY 

Lucy Gregorian 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 56-1 

My dog and I will actually fall for it. 

Response to Comment No. 56-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 57 _HALLINAN, EDA 

Eda Hallinan 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 57-1 

It is really hard for me to believe that City Council will approve these two ridiculous buildings in our 

small Hollywood community. Change is natural, but there is no one who actually cares about our 

community of Hollywood who could approve these two monstrosities. 

Response to Comment No. 57-1 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 57-2 

How is it possible that city council has not yet protected us in Hollywood by passing building height 

restrictions in the Vine corridor? 

Response to Comment No. 57-2 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 57-3 

Hmv is it possible that there could be a vote on this proposal when there is has not yet been a traffic study. 

Response to Comment No. 57-3 

A traffic study was prepared and discussed in Section IV.K. l, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 57-4 

I urge you to extend the public comment period -- to give time to the community to really see what the 

plans are. There was not enough of a public comment period for people who actually live here to make 

voice their opinions. Now that these drawings exist let us trnly air them and let people know their 

opinions count. 

Response to Comment No. 57-4 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 58_HODOUS, BARBARA 

Barbara Hodous 

Eerkes Crane Robinson & Seal LLP 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 58-1 

I am writing to express my vehement opposition to the ugly and unnecessary high rise towers proposed to 

be erected near Vine. A great deal of the appeal of Hollywood (and Los Angeles in general) is that one 

can see the hills from many places, even when one is driving in the midst of the Hollywood commercial 

districts. This ability to see the land and the beautiful hills, despite the traffic and congestion, is much of 

what distinguishes Hollywood and Los Angeles from most other major cities. Hasn't anyone learned 

from the disastrous high rise at Sunset and Vine which sat hideous and unused for years? 

Response to Comment No. 58-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 58-2 

There is no need for such ugly high rise buildings which \vill only destroy the city, destroy the panorama, 

add to traffic (assuming these monstrosities can be filled, w-hich I doubt) and generally make life more 

difficult and unpleasant. This project should be stopped! I am a long-time Holly\'.-ood resident, 

extremely distressed by such bad decisions on the part of city planners, etc. I will not vote for anyone 

who approves such a project. 

Response to Comment No. 58-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. Also, please 

note that the Draft EIR contains extensive traffic analysis and supporting technical infonnation. 

Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adeguacv of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These 

comments \vill be fonvarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is 

required. 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 59 _HOLMES, MARY 

Mary Holmes 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 59-1 

As a member of the public who will be very much affected by this project, I want to say that it has been 

next to impossible to find out about where it is in the approval process. I just spent half an hour on the 

official city website, and called and emailed appropriate parties (as best I could determine) to find out 

about that very thing, to no avail whatsoever. The public is not informed. It certainly should be with a 

project of this magnitude. I am begging those involved with deciding the future of my neighborhood and 

quality of life for more time. 

Response to Comment No. 59-1 

The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was mailed out to an area 500 foot radius from the Project Site, as 

well as to a list of owners and occupants and agencies provided by the City Planning Department. In 

addition, the Notice was advertised in the Los Angeles Times on the first day of public review, October 

25, 2012. The Draft EIR was made available for review on the City's website and in person at City Hall, 

as well as digital copies at local area libraries. 

The preparation of the Final EIR (including responding to comments received on the Draft EIR) will be 

finished before the entitlement, hearing and approval process. Notices for hearing dates and the next 

phase of the process are not yet known or scheduled at this time. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 59-2 

Please extend the deadline. 

Response to Comment No. 59-2 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 60_ILES, ALEXA 

Alexa Hes 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 60-1 

Please note that a signed hard copy of the extension request letter attached will be mailed with a 

signature. 

Response to Comment No. 60-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 61_JORDON, DAVID 

David Jordon 

6230 Yucca LLC 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 62_KAHANA, TAL 

Tal Kahana 

6000 Temple Hill Drive, 90068 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 63_KATZ, DEAN 

Dean Katz 

6376 Quebec Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 64_KRUSE, ZIGGY #1 

Ziggy Kruse 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 64-1 

Given the gravity and the scope of the Millennium Project and the for sure long period of time it took to 

complete the DEIR on the project it seems unreasonable that the public is only given roughly 6 weeks 

(10-25-2012 through 12-10-2012) to submit comments on the DEIR. 

The traffic section of the main text is 131 pages long, the parking section is 26 pages long, and the 

alternatives section is 151 pages long. Also, those main text sections do not include the appropriate 

appendices that would have to be evaluated, as well. 

This DEIR was compiled with input by experts and city planners, which is not the case of the the input 

you will receive from the public. Some might hire a "pro", but the majority of stakeholders I constituents 

are not equipped to rush through any document this size in the time period asserted by your office. 

At this time it would be very appropriate for your office to extend the comment period at best for an 

additional 90 - 120 days or at a minimum until after the December 2012 I January 2013 holiday season. 

Response to Comment No. 64-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response L Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 65_KRUSE, ZIGGY #2 

Ziggy Kruse 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 67_KUHRT, STACEY 

Stacey Kuhrt 

5200 Franklin Avenue, Hollywood, CA 90027 

November 29, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 68_LEDDING, MARY 

Mary Ledding 

6384 La Punta Drive, Los Angeles CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 69 _LOND, HARLEY #1 

Harley Lond 

2274 Alcyona Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

November 15, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 70_LOND, HARLEY #2 

Harley Lond 

2274 Alcyona Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 71_MANZO, NITA 

Nita Manzo 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

EM31123 

January 2013 

Ill. Responses to Comments 

Page 111-98 

RL0029896 



EM31124 

City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 72_MASON, JEAN CLYDE 

Jean Clyde Mason 

2777 Woodshire Drive, Hollywoodland, CA 90068 

December 11, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 73 _MCDONOUGH, BARBARA 

Barbara McDonough 

December 8, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 74_MORROW, MICHAEL 

Michael Morrow 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 74-1 

I'm almost a 66 year resident of Hollywood and am awestruck that a traffic study was not yet done for the 

proposed project. Former City Councilman, Mike Woo, knew how bad traffic could get, and that was one 

reason he had a four-story height limit set on new Hollywood construction. Towers ten times that seem 

out of the question of sanity for all but pedestrians. As popular as Hollywood has been, I'd rather it not 

have something build that would even resemble a tempting, twin-towers type target for any troubled 

terrorist. I'd think that City-Hall height would be enough for more than enough for any future (additional) 

Hollywood landmark 

Response to Comment No. 74-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. Also, 

it should be noted that a detailed traffic study was prepared for the Project and was circulated for public 

review along with the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 74-2 

Finally, please extend the time for public comment on the traffic study, and let me know the results of a 

traffic study for the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 74-2 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response L Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. Also, as stated above, it should be noted that a detailed traffic study was 

prepared for the Project and was circulated for public review along with the Draft EIR. 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 75_NEGRI, PATTI 

Patti Negri 

December 7, 2012 

Comment No. 75-1 

Thank you Jack, this is GREAT! We will shortly be sending an email around for hopefully ALL 

residents to do the same! ;o) Patti. 

Response to Comment No. 75-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 76_NELSON, TODD 

Todd Nelson 

December l L 2012 

Comment No. 76-1 

When you have a moment, could you please confinn that you received our DEIR comment letter that was 

emailed to you yesterday afternoon? Thank you very much! 

Response to Comment No. 76-1 

The comment is referring to Comment Letter No. 09, from AMDA (for Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP). 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft ECR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 77 _PAGE, BARB 

Barb Page 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 77-1 

Please consider the traffic implications in the Hollywood area. The traffic on Franklin between the 

Mayfair market and Gower is already impossible and getting worse. This is unacceptable, to proceed 

without a traffic study. I object to the Millennium Hollywood Project because it is not ready unless/until 

the traffic studies have been completed! 

Response to Comment No. 77-1 

The commenter wants a traffic study done for the Project. As identified in the Draft EIR., a Traffic Study 

was performed for the Project and Section IV.K. l, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR summarizes 

the analysis presented in the Traffic Impact Study for the Millennium Hollywood Development, 

Hollywood, CA, which was prepared by Crain & Associates, dated June 2012 (Traffic Study). The scope 

and methodology of the analysis was determined in conjunction with the City of Los Angeles Department 

of Transportation (LADOT). The Traffic Study is contained in Appendix K. l to this Draft EIR. 

Nevertheless, the comment is acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 

bodies for their review- and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 78_PHILLIPS, SUZANNE 

Suzanne Phillips 

2917 Ledgewood Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 79 _POOLE, NANCY CARLA 

Nancy Carla Poole 

5860 Canyon Cove, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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City of Los Angeles January 2013 

LETTER NO. 80_REICHENBACH, FRAN (#1) 

Fran Reichenbach 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 80-1 

I just got off the phone with Srimal. She tells me that requests for an extension of time for commenting 

on this Environmental document have been received and while they are still being reviewed, she is of the 

understanding that you are officially preparing a statement refusing to allow such an extension of time. I 

also understand that you are in receipt of a request to extend this comment period by Eric Garcetti. I'm 

hoping that you will call me so we can discuss this. It would help to understand directly from you the 

rationale for denying so many requests. 

Response to Comment No. 80-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 81_REICHENBACH, FRAN (#2) 

Fran Reichenbach 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 81-1 

It is my opinion, that the Planning Department should be responsive to the people as well as the 

councilmember (Garcetti) who have made this request. Please extend the comment period. 

Response to Comment No. 81-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 82_REICHENBACH, FRAN (#3) 

Fran Reichenbach 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 82-1 

Attached is a copy of the extension request from the Hollywood Dell. Please consider and include in the 

file for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Response to Comment No. 82-1 

The extension request from the Hollywood Dell Civic Association is included as Comment Letter# 13 and 

responded to in Comment 13-l. 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 83_ REZNIK, BENJAMIN (#1) 

Benjamin M. Reznik 

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, ]1h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 83-1 

We represent and are writing on behalf of HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the 

Holly\'.-ood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, respectively, of the 

W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Holly\'.-ood Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90028. On 

October 25, 2012, the Planning Department circulated the Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for the 

Millennium Holly\'.-ood Project for a 45-day comment period until December 10, 2012. We request that 

the comment period be extended to a total of 60 days ending on December 24, 2012. We also request 

notice of your approval of the extension by Friday, December 7, 2012. 

The Project provides over a million square feet of new development including dwelling units, hotel, 

office, restaurant, health and fitness and retail uses on a property that has historic designation. The EIR is 

1,250 pages with thousands of additional pages of Appendices. Due to the expansive scope of proposed 

development and the extraordinary length of the EIR, the extension is warranted under the California 

Environmental Quality Act. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15105) As the City frequently provides for a 60-day 

comment period on other large projects, this request is reasonable and consistent with City practices. 

Response to Comment No. 83-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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City of Los Angeles 

LETTER NO. 84_REZNIK, BENJAMIN (#2) 

Benjamin M. Reznik 

J effer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 
1900 Avenue of the Stars, ]1h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 85_ROSBY, LOIS 

Lois Rosby 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 86_ROSENFELD, JACK 

Jack Rosenfeld 

December 7, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 87 _ROSENTHAL, JAMIE 

Jamie Rosenthal 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 88_SANJURJO, ERIK 

Erik Sanjurjo 

November 30, 2012 

Comment No. 88-1 

Please find attached a letter from HUNC pertaining to a position we have taken on the Millennium 

project. I am submitting the letter on behalf of myself, our president and our governing Board. 

Our PLUM Committee is meeting again next Thursday to further consider what specific issues we would 

like the City to address when deliberating over the project. We will send another letter. 

Response to Comment No. 88-1 

The letter in reference is included as Comment Letter No. 15, from the Hollywood United Neighborhood 

Council. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

ECR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 89_SCHOENFELDT, JAY 

Jay Schoenfeldt 

December 5, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 90_SCHWAB, CHRISTOF 

Christof Schwab 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 90-1 

I have been a resident of the Hollywood Hills since 1966 and have seen Hollywood descend from a very 

livable area to a shabby neighborhood filled with tacky stores, tattoo parlors, head shops, and mediocre 

restaurants. Attempts have been made in the past to revive the area but were always sabotaged by fierce 

opposition from mostly ignorant activists who were trying to preserve something that was not worth 

savmg. 

The recent developments along Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard, such as the W Hotel and 

residential complex have already had a remarkable effect on Hollywood, and I feel that the new 

Millennium/Capitol Records Project will substantially enhance the ongoing rejuvenation of the area. 

When residents move in, they will support upscale stores, restaurants and other business ventures, and the 

homeowners from the Hollywood Hills will not have to drive to other areas to go shopping or to find a 

good meal. 

Based on the somewhat alarmist e-mails I have received from the local neighborhood association, I 

believe that the opposition to this project is mainly founded in ignorance and activist hysteria. Obviously 

traffic will increase but in my experience (I am a retired licensed structural engineer), issues such as 

parking and utilities will be addressed as part of the overall planning. I have confidence in the 

professionalism of the planners and designers that they will find acceptable solutions to these problems. 

My wife and I \vould like to express our full support for the proposed development. 

Response to Comment No. 90-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 91_SHELTON, MARTY 

Marty Shelton 

Vice President, NAI Capital, Inc. 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 91-1 

I submit this letter in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project and the positive impact it will have on 

the continued revitalization of Hollywood. I understand the developer is seeking approval of a 

Development Agreement and with that they \vould also implement an Equivalency Program. In my 

opinion, the Equivalency Program shows the developer intends to be responsive to market demands and 

the economy going fonvard which can only benefit the Hollywood Community. 

Also, as a representative of the ownership of 6363 Hollywood Boulevard, Hollywood, CA we welcome 

the economic growth the project will generate, jobs both constrnction and permanent, the transit oriented 

nature of the project, the plam1ed open space and finally the preservation of the Capitol Records building. 

Response to Comment No. 91-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 92_SHEPODD, LYNN 

Lynn Shepodd 

Resident Hollywoodland Up Beachwood Canyon 

December 8, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 93_SHONTZ, LEXIS 

Lexis Shontz 

V.P. The Lofts at Hollywood+ Vine 

6253 Hollywood Blvd., Suite 903, Los Angeles, CA 90028 

November 7, 2012 

Comment No. 93-1 

Thank you for sharing the Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. I am a 

resident, property owner and the Vice President of the Board of Directors of The Lofts at Hollywood + 

Vine located at 6253 Hollywood Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90028. I want to register a serious level of 

concern, not opposition but concern regarding the development of this project over the next 20 odd years. 

Response to Comment No. 93-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 93-2 

How can I keep myself and my constituency of homeowners apprised of the who, what, when and how 

regarding the "unavoidable environmental impacts" discussed in your report dated October 25, 2012? 

Will there be a timeline? Is there a way to keep us updated during the life of the project? 

Response to Comment No. 93-2 

The commenter would like to be notified of any further actions regarding the Draft EIR and proposed 

Final EIR. The public can keep track of the Final EIR process by visiting the City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning website here: www.http://cityplanning.lacity.org. When the Final EIR is 

heard at future public hearings, all those who commented during the public review period of the Draft 

ECR will also receive a notice in the mail identifying when and where future hearings will be held. The 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 93-3 

Will there be any measures to protect us and our property from such impacts? 

Response to Comment No. 93-3 
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Section V., Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) of this Final EIR includes all of the 

mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid environmental impacts of the project and notes the 

monitoring phase, the enforcement phase, and the applicable department or agency responsible for 

ensuring that each mitigation measure is implemented. 

Comment No. 93-4 

I think the more informed, protected and respected we are as neighbors, the less concermng this 

development will be. 

Response to Comment No. 93-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 94_SMITH, CRAIG 

Craig Smith 

Smith Law Firm 

EM31147 

21550 Oxnard Street, Suite 760, Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 95_SMITH, JIMMIE 

Jimmie Smith 

November 4, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 96_SMITH, MD SAM 

MD Sam Smith 

President, MD Sam Smith, CFP 

8033 W. Sunset Blvd., Suite 893, Los Angeles, CA 90046 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 96-1 

I am writing you today in SUPPORT of the Millenium Hollywood Project. 

Over the course of the last several years as a businessman living and working in Hollywood, I have 

watched the evolution of the Millenium Hollywood Project and witnessed the exceptional consideration 

of our community, its long term best interests and the overall vitality of Hollywood as it transforms itself 

in the new century. MHP is a sterling example of next generation Transit Oriented Development that 

will enable residents, workers and visitors to enjoy a quality of life that is transformational at its core. 

Hollywood's renaissance has continued its uphill climb despite the recent economic setbacks. The 

Millenium Hollywood Project will greatly enhance Hollywood's ability to continue this evolution. The 

investment of the project and the economic inertia it will create will bring new energy to our city. The 

long term effect on our tax base and economic vitality will be broad reaching and well distributed 

throughout the surrounding communities. 

The Millenium Hollywood Project has taken great lengths to preserve and enhance the iconic Capitol 

Records Building while bringing much needed pedestrian energy to the neighborhood. 

The design of the project has succeeded in considering the view and the impact of the project from every 

angle. From every vantage point the project brings a new perspective to our future city and its citizens. 

Every great vision creates change and change is not always comfortable at first. Every great vision also 

requires courage. Courage to believe in the possibility. 

The possibility created by the Hollywood Millenium Project is a vibrant regional center that will bring 

new life and new energy to an already electric city! Let's move this project forward! 

Response to Comment No. 96-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 97_TABOR, MAUREEN 

Maureen Tabor 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 98_TAGER, ALISA 

Alisa Tager 

2731 Woodshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 99 _THALER, SCOTT (#1) 

Scott Thaler 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. lOO_THALER, SCOTT (#2) 

Scott Thaler 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 100-1 

[Blank] 

Note that the comment within the email was blank, but the subject line was: "NO!" 

Response to Comment No. 100-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. lOl_THALER, SCOTT (#3) 

Scott Thaler 

December 11, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 102_THOELKE, SCOTT 

Scott Thoelke 

December 10, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 103_TURNER, DAVID 

David Turner 

2279 Fink Street, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 8, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 104_ VANZYL, JENNIFER AND RUDY 

Jennifer and Rudy Van Zyl 

2775 Rinconia Drive, Hollywood, CA 90068 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 106_ VINITSKY, ELLEN 

Ellen Vinitsky 

6359 Primrose Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

October 28, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 108_ WESTBROOK, YVONNE 

Yvonne Westbrook 

December 9, 2012 

[to be submitted at a later date] 
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LETTER NO. 109 _ WHITM, JUDITH 

Judith Whitm 

December 10, 2012 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Greetings, 

EM30163 

Rashad Davis < rashad_davis@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:35 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

AMDA 

My name is Rashad Davis .I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Petjorming 
Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful 
mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts/ram Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet 
Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the school. The 
Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed Thank you. 
I am just trying to live my dreams here. I hope you all understand 

Best, 

Rashad Davis 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

ENV-2011-675-EIR 

EM31164 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 2:45 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 

Millennium Project 

Do you have any better idea when the Determination Letter may come out for this project? 

Thank you and have a nice weekend. 

Terri Gerger 

RL0029938 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Dear Michael, 

EM30364 

Edward Hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> 

Saturday, March 30, 2013 5:45 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org; 'Kevin Keller'; Christine.Jerian@lacity.org; 'Mitch 
O'Farrell'; 'Ken, Bernstein'; 'Karen Gilman'; labreacoalition@gmail.com; Steven 

Whiddon; "Maggi Fajnor"; 'Alpha Design'; 'Alan Bell' 

Super selective enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances in LA residential 
Neighborhoods 
MELROSE HILL NA GOALS.doc 

It was good to see you this week at the Millennium project hearing. I was personally pleased to see it gain the 
Commission's 6-0 approval. The opinion in our neighborhood is that this is a well-designed true mixed use transit
oriented project, very close to a subway stop. In that situation, we would rather see tall, slender towers with lots of 
open ground floor public pedestrian space and towers that are part of the view; rather than less tall, fat buildings with 
little ground floor public space and that block views. I hope they do equally well at PLUM and at Council. 

Thank you for supporting our Plan Check NC meeting this coming Saturday to try to finally resolve once and for all who 
cites HPOZ and other zoning violations in multi-family use properties in our City. As you know, we don't care who cites, 
we just think the citations and follow up enforcement should be effective and fair with the same rules for all. 

On a related subject, it has now been over a year and a half since our Council member (and probably future Mayor) 
Garcetti, at the request of a few very well- organized vocal nearby jealous gang families and scofflaws (that do not live, 
work or own property in our Melrose Hill neighborhood); proposed that the great majority of our over 100-year old 
historic neighborhood be changed to an "over height fence neighborhood" with 6' tall fences 18" back from the sidewalk 
and a phony "moratorium" (that never went into effect in our neighborhood) on any enforcement of quality of life 
violations. This was in direct opposition to our Neighborhood Council that voted to exclude our entire 4,500 resident 
neighborhood from the fence district and the phony "moratorium." 

By now, we all know these two motions are generally phony-baloney, and are just an effort to weaken LID and the hard 
fought residential guidelines in the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, to calm these very well-organized 
vocal gang/scofflaw groups (at least until after the elections) and to waste a lot of scarce Planning time and resources. 

As we have repeatedly stated, we have no objection to Eric's tall fences, paved over front yards and front yard parking 
lots if it is the way the majority of the residents of those neighborhoods really want to live. Our concern is that the so 
vocal scofflaws are really just that, a very well-organized very vocal MINORITY just trying to get out of paying their own 
non-compliance fees for their own code violations. And that the MAJORITY would prefer a safe green neighborhood 
where the City's quality-of-life laws apply to all residents equally. I guess you and Kevin will determine that in your 
survey. 

For our neighborhood, as Kevin can verify, we have requested a "Just obey the law" neighborhood designation. As you 
are probably aware, our neighborhood has worked for 34 years to try to support City laws and ordinances and to teach 
that to our children, now grown and many now owners with their own children in our neighborhood. Attached are our 
neighborhood goals since 1989. Even our neighborhood Lemon Grove Park is not fenced other than the play fields and 
tot lot. 

RL0029939 
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We believe these are all reasons for our comparatively low crime rate, our no to low fences, our green shaded 
landscaped front yards and our rare instances of graffiti, dumping, etc. This is in stark contrast to the gang/scofflaw 
neighborhoods to the east and west of us with their illegal tall fences, graffiti, Illegally paved over front yards, dumping, 
illegal front yard parking, open storage, heavy gang presence, frequent extortion and intimidation schemes and general 
disrespect for our City's laws and ordinances. 

Perhaps the answer is the City could create a formal "gang/scofflaw neighborhood" designation for those 
neighborhoods that really want to live that way. Those residents would be free to build unlimited height front yard 
fences 18" back from the sidewalk. They would be free to remove their trees and landscaping and pave over their front 
yards and parkways and store unlimited vehicles and open storage in their residential front yards. 

What do you think Michael? If it would be helpful, we would be pleased to give you and your appropriate staff a tour of 
our neighborhood and the proposed HPOZ expansion area, as well as of the surrounding scofflaw neighborhoods so that 
you can see for yourself the absurdity of making the Melrose Hill Neighborhood into an "over height fence 
neighborhood." 

In any case, please let us know your schedule for proceeding with Eric's two motions. The last we heard was Kevin's 
promise to the City Council PLUM Committee to be back to them in "January." We guess he meant January, 2014. 

Keep up your good work, Michael! You have a very tough job. With highest personal regard, I am, 

Sincerely, 

Edward Villareal Hunt, AIA, ASLA 
President, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 
323-646-6287 

NO REPLY 
From: edward [mailto:edvhunt@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2012 6:44 PM 
To: Michael LoGrande (michael.logrand@lacity.org) 
Cc: Eric (eric.garcetti@lacity.org); 'Christine Jerian'; 'Steven Whiddon'; 'Maggi Fajnor'; 'Mitch O'Farrell'; 'Mitch O'Farrell'; 
'David Bell'; 'Eva Yuan-McDaniel'; 'Sharon Commins'; 'August Steurer'; 'Pablo & Jackie Ruiz'; 'marlene.savage@ca.rr.com'; 
'Frank Wada' 
Subject: Eric Garcetti plan for super selective enforcement in LA residential Neighborhoods 

Dear Michael, 

As you know, about a year ago, our Council Member, Eric Garcetti, proposed that the great majority of our 
some 4,500 resident neighborhood be changed to an "over height fence neighborhood" at the request of a 
couple of the surrounding vocal scofflaw groups that do not live, work or own property in our neighborhood and 
were just trying to get out of paying their LADBS noncompliance fees in their own neighborhoods. There was 
no notice to our neighborhood or any attempt to poll the attitudes of the majority of our residents and property 
owners or meet with our neighborhood leaders. 

In addition, Eric requested a "moratorium" on the LADBS enforcement and fees for all front yard 
violations. Note that this was just months after Eric and his fellow council members had increased the fees 
1,800% from $50 to now over $900; with the first $365 due even if the owner immediately corrects the violation 
(which seems unfair to us). 
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These 2 proposals were in opposition to 33 years of our neighborhood trying to keep these ugly front yard 
violations (illegal fences, illegal front yard paveovers, and illegal front yard parking and open storage) out of our 
neighborhood (see our attached goals). This was also in opposition to our and our Neighborhood Council's 
written request to Eric (with copies to you) recommending our some 100 acre neighborhood be EXEMPTED 
from the proposed scofflaw areas in Eric's motion. 

This was also in opposition to numerous guidelines of the newly approved Hollywood Community Plan Update 
as you can easily verify with Kevin or Mary. This is also in opposition to numerous Departments of the City 
(including yours) whose efforts lately have been to ENCOURAGE attractive green landscaped residential front 
yards. An example is the new LID ordinance. 

Also, this is clearly "selective enforcement" which we are told by Building and Safety is against the law. Also, 
the tall fence neighborhood ordinance requires that fences be moved 18 inches back from the sidewalk and 
requires 5' and 1 O' "visibility triangles," landscaping, irrigation and numerous other very expensive 
modifications to existing fences. Also this is counter-productive to your Department's proposal in the now 
passed HCPU to expand our HPOZ. 

Last week, I spoke to our new Council Deputy, Christine Jerian, who adamantly refused to reconsider the 
obviously erroneous boundaries in Eric's motion and said it was now in the hands of the "Planning Department" 
which is a bit of a surprise. Does your Department really have nothing better to do with your resources than to 
try to support illegal selective enforcement and uglify our 100-year old neighborhood with these obnoxious front 
yard violations at the request of a few surrounding scofflaws that have no connection with our 4,500 resident 
neighborhood? 

It has already been a year, so our question is WHEN and how is your Department going to resolve this? Is the 
"moratorium" in effect or not? What is your schedule? Will we be able to participate in your process and if so, 
WHEN and how? 

Michael, please answer our questions. We are disgusted at the so far one year runaround and this ridiculous 
waste of time. 

With highest personal regard, I am, 

Sincerely, 

Edward Villareal Hunt, A.I.A., A.S.L.A. 
President, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 
4928 W. Melrose Hill, Los Angeles, CA 90029 
323.856.9914, Cell: 323.646.6287 
Email: edvhunt@earthlink.net 
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MELROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD GOALS 
1. Maintain an organization, above all, responsive to the residents, property 

owners, business owners and customers of the Melrose Hill 
Neighborhood. 

2. Provide a forum of communications for neighborhood residents, property 
owners, business owners and customers, City, County and State 
Governments, and the City of Los Angeles as a whole. 

3. Establish and promote at least one annual neighborhood-wide celebration 
to reinforce friendship and a sense of neighborhood, as well as to promote 
cultural and recreational activities. 

4. Continually survey the physical assets and liabilities of the neighborhood 
as well as the attitudes of its residents. 

5. Utilize the input gained from these surveys as a basis for comprehensive 
planning. Constantly update that planning to accommodate future needs 
and inputs in order to continually improve the safety and quality of life 
within the neighborhood. 

6. Encourage quality maintenance and conservation of homes, apartments 
and commercial structures in the neighborhoods and maintain the grace 
and scale of the tree-lined streets. 

7. Conserve and reinforce the open, walkable, park-like character of the 
neighborhood by encouraging no to legal height fences, green residential 
front yards and parkways, planting and preservation of heritage trees and 
the planting of appropriate street trees and of flowering plants. 

8. Work with the City and County of Los Angeles and the State of California 
for adequate nearby schools, parks and recreational facilities, as well as 
for adequate transit linking the neighborhood with the other parts of the 
City. 

9. Encourage and support where possible the revitalization of the 
communities of Hollywood and East Hollywood. 

RL0029942 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30164 

Jerry Hendershot <jerryhendershot@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:39 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood 

I am opposed to the Millennium Project in Hollywood. Private interests are pushing these architechtural 
obsenities. 
I would not oppose it if limited to ten stories. 
Otherwise, taller than that the streets in Hollywood are/were not built to handle the traffic that would result. 
There is already serious traffic overload on Hollywood Blvd; this would be unbearable 

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Terri, 

EM31165 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 12, 2013 3:09 PM 
Terri Gerger 
Re: Millennium Project 

Pending the revised Development Regulations, we're hoping to issue the Determination around the end of next 
week. 
Thank you and have a nice weekend as well. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Fri, Apr 12, 2013 at 2:44 PM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell .net> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Do you have any better idea when the Determination Letter may come out for this project? 

Thank you and have a nice weekend. 

Terri Gerger 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32033 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Monday, April 29, 2013 2:41 PM 

To: Luciralia Ibarra; Marcel Porras; Brian Currey; Renee Weitzer; Don Jefferson; Sergio 
Ibarra 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon all, 

Millennium Final Determination Letter 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC Final.pdf 

There were some challenges in mailing out the determination letter in a timely manner so the mailing date was 
changed to Saturday April 27, 2013 (previously Friday April 26, 2013). Please see the attached final 
determination for the Millennium project. 

It consists of a CPC portion and a Tentative Tract approval. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 

~VTT 71837-1A Final.pdf 

IGll 
~ CPC-2008-3440-VZC Final.pdf 

City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: _AP_R-_2-"--7 _20_1_3 __ _ 

CASE: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

SCH No. 2011041049 

Location: 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-
1753 North Vine Street; 17 46-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 
6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 
Council Districts: 13 - Hon. Eric Garcetti 

Related Case: Plan Area: Hollywood 
VTT-71837-CN-1A Requests: Vesting Zone Change, Height District 

, Change, Conditional Use, Zone Variance 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

At its meeting on March 28, 2013, the following action was taken by. the City Planning 
Commission: 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 
2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 2. 
3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 
4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 
5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development. 
6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 
9. Adopted the attached Conditions of Approval as modified 

10. Adopted the attached Findings as amended. 
11. Reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 

2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and Adopted the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
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Recommendations to City Council: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Height District Change from Height District 20 to 

Height District 2. 
3. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Conditions of Approval as modified. 
4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings as amended. 
5. Recommend that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 

Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project 
and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and · 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City-Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through 
fees. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Recused: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Lessin 
Perlman 
Freer, Hovaguimian, Romero 
Eng, Roschen 
Burton, Cardoso 

I 

Effective Date eals: The City Planning Commission's determination regarding the Zone Change request 
is not appealable (Applicant waived rights in .fetter dated April 22, 2013). Any aggrieved party may file an 
appeal within 15-days after the mailing date of this determination letter. Any appeal not filed within the 15-
day period shall not be considered by the City Council. All appeals shall be filed on forms provided at the 
Planning Department's Public Counters at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Fourth Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6262 Van 
Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251" Van .Nuys. 

FINAL APPEAL DATE: MAY l .3 2013 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 9oth day following the date on 
which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be 
other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

Attachments: Conditions, Ordinance, Map, Findings 
City Planner: Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planning Assistant: Sergio Ibarra 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the "T' Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

(1) As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

(1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

(2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

(3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a-
Car property is currently located). ' 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-:Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air $pace Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

0. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant 1-2 W' X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Departme~t to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
W' X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

RL0029953 



EM32041 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-6 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 151 Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on any one site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 

Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

7. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No. 2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6: 1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W, 19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No. 1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

8. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

9. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations, shall be provided and shared among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 

RL0029955 



EM32043 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-2 

b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

Traffic Conditions 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 
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15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitlridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the ·relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 
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h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the 8-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation me;asure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

The City Planning Commission considered and approved additional conditions presented at the 
hearing on March 28, 2013. The City Planning Department prepared the following conditions to 
reflect testimony offered at the hearing, City Planning Commission deliberation, and project 
information in the administrative record. The following additional conditions are included as 
conditions of approval consistent with City Planning Commission action. 

20. Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy, the 
developer shall procure and thereafter operate a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the project. Such 
shuttle service will be operated either on an "on call" basis or a recurring periodic basis, 
as determined by the developer, during reasonable hours, generally consistent with 
DASH operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the 
residential neighborhoods in vicinity of the project that are currently underserved by the 
DASH routes, to the project and the public transportation access points within two blocks 
of the project site. As such, the service will not be required to accommodate linkages 
between the project and areas already adequately served by DASH and Metro. 
Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $250,000 per year for the 
operation of such service. 

21. Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the project. Bicycle 
amenities in the first phase of the project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising 
not less than 200 square feet for the provision by Bicycle Kitchen or other non-profit 

RL0029958 



EM32046 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-5 

organization, for bicycle repair services. No rent shall be charged to any such non-profit 
organization, but the developer may require such non-profit bicycle repair service to 
enter into a lease or license agreement on other commercially available terms (including, 
without limitation, operating hours, use limits, insurance, indemnity, signage). If, despite 
use of its commercially reasonably efforts, developer is unable to procure the services of 
a non-profit bicycle service provider, the developer shall have the. right to cause such 
space or kiosk to be leased or licensed to a for-profit bicycle service provider on 
commercially reasonable terms, including the payment of rent. In addition, each initial 
phase of the project on the east site and west site shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
repair facilities required in the Development Regulations, dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle 
users to such facilities. The plans submitted by the developer for plan check with the City 
shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of 
Planning. 

22. Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final 
certificate of occupancy for the project, the developer shall submit proof of payment(s) to 
the Planning Director. The payment(s) are to: (a) cause to be installed within all ground 
level pedestrian ways in the project directional signage showing pedestrian routes 
between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius 
of the project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) 
provide funding in the amount of $10,000 to the City's Department of Transportation 
(DOT) for the installation at DASH access point nearest the Project of directional 
signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point and the Project and 
(c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus 
and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points 
and the project to the City and/or Metro for such installation. 

23. Parking Tracking Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall provide a fixed-fee contribution to supplement the City's 
Department of Transportation's Express Park program that will provide new parking 
meter technology, vehicle sensors, a central management system, and real-time parking 
guidance for motorists in the vicinity of the project. The contribution shall be in the 
amount of $50,000 to be paid to the City Department of Transportation. 

24. Vine Street Metro Connection. The Developer shall engage an urban planning and 
architectural firm reasonable acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 131

h Council 
District and Metro to prepare a study of the potential design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal along the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard leading into the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro 
Station. Such study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not 
later than, and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

25. Metro Passes. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy 
for the project, the developer shall provide within the project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) passes to project residents, tenants, and their 
employees. 
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26. Metro Passes (Non-vehicular Parking for Project Residents). The developer shall 
purchase and make available not less than one hundred (100) Metro passes on a 
monthly basis for residents and tenants of the project. 

27. Monthly Parking leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon the issuance of 
the first final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide, within each publicly 
accessible parking area in the project, not less than ten (10) "Park and Ride" spaces for 
monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of the project who use the 
spaces and then transfer to a Metro commuter train or bus for transportation to their 
place of employment. In the initial year of operation of such "Park and Ride" spaces, the 
monthly charge to the user of each space shall not exceed $50.00 per month; thereafter, 
such monthly charge may be increased each calendar year by not more than three 
percent (3%) per calendar year. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program to reasonably assure that such parking continues to meet such 
condition. 

28. Daily Parking Discount for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon issuance of the first 
final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide each holder of a Metro pass 
who parks in any publicly accessible transient or daily parking area in the project, a ten 
percent (10%) discount off the developer's regularly daily parking fees, otherwise 
payable for such parking. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program of the use of such discounts to reasonably assure that such parking 
discount continues to be offered as required, which reports shall be provided to the 
Department of Transportation and/or the Department of City Planning upon request. 

29. Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy for the project, the developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
the non-residential parking areas of the project for a shared vehicle service and shall use 
its commercially reasonable efforts to cause the same to be at all times operated by a 
reputable shared car service provider selected by the developer, which may include 
Zipcar, Inc.; Avis Budget group, lnc./Avis on Location; Hertz Global Holdings, lnc./Hertz 
on Demand; Uhaul/U Car Share; Enterprise Rent-A-Car/We Car; Daimler/Car2Go N.A. 
LLC; City CarShare; Mint/Cars on Demand; Center for Neighborhood Technology/I-Go; 
RelayRides; Getaround or other reasonably similar organization or program. 
Nothwithstanding the foregoing, City acknowledges that the Developer's failure to cause 
such service to be provided within the Project (i) for any 180 day period following 
termination of contract between developer and such operator while a replacement 
operator is sought, or (ii) during any period in which such no reputable car sharing 
service provider is operating a car sharing service in the Hollywood area, or (iii) if 
developer's selected operator is unwilling or unable to operate all ten (10) spaces, will 
not constitute a default of developers obligations under this condition. 

30. Vine Street Medians. The developer shall engage an urban planning and/or traffic 
consulting firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, DOT, and the 13th 
Council District Councilmember to prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation from the installation of 
landscaped medians in Vine Street between Sunset Boulevard and Franklin Street. Such 
study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of City Planning not later than, 
and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first phase of the 
project. 
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Administrative Conditions Of Approval 

31. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

32. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions m_ay vary. 

33. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number an~ date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

34. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

35. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

36. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

37. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

38. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

39. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
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action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades· or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of B\jilding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architeetural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 
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A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development ~egulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sit~s and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved constructio~ parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-10 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehjcles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local 
landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of. Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

Q-11 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
manageme.nt 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to do~ument conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
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during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 

. City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 
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a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a gr~ding permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
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applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

- Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-1 O Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
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area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, ,and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a ·subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 
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F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a_ roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforc~ment Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-20 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction .. 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off . 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
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adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field Inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

I 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-23 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction . 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pr~-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the• buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor ·· 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: .Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction · 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EM I/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 1 O to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. · 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot p,lan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. · 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progres.s, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street Closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-28 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase:· Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (De~ign Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21 (G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box .tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
· Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 

Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of BLi.ilding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-30 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably 
be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to 
the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned ofspilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 
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viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. 'Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out 
of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part 11 of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have 
temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at 
least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be 
issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 
770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan · approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate· access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are les:::rthan one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the. extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element· 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
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Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

Q-33 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TDM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs -To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
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assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints· for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or:.missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
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these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance ·of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management" 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. · 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-
. related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 

allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate .area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

l.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphC!lt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within· 24 hours of their receipt. 
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ORDINANCE NO. -------
An ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

by amending the zoning map. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE Cl1Y OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section_. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by changing the zone classifications of property shown upon a portion 
of the Zoning Map incorporated therein and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1 of 
the LAMC, so that such portion of the Zoning Map shall conform to the zoning an 
the map attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 

··.-: 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaging for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of 
the development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the 
floor area potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying 
design elements, and; · 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by 
the Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor 
compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food 
service at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe 
to be located on the observation deck, and on-site sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live 
entertainment and dancing. One (1) retail establishment, such as a 
gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption. Two (2) mobile bars to 
provide alcohol service for special events for on-site consumption on the . 
project site. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site, and at (2) mobile special events locations. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited 
under this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual 
operator from securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Administrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 2a through 2c of this section (alcohol 
sales and live entertainment). The Plan Approval application shall be accompanied by 
the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete by the Planning 
Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all abutting owners, for 
the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los Angeles Police 
Department. In reviewing· the plan approvals for alcohol sales and consumption, the 
Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the applicant or suggested 
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by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing conditions, as applicable, on the 
following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum seating capacity, valet parking, 
noise, character and nature of operation, food service and age limits. Entertainment
related and other specific conditions of operation, including the length of a term grant 
and security, shall be determined as part of the plan approval determination. 

4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. · 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting tq purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

7. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

8. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

9. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

10. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

11. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

12. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

13. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

14. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 
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15. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

16. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

17. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

18. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

19. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

20. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

21. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

22. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

23. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

24. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
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Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

25. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

26. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. This 
does not preclude the use of "bar'' or "cocktail" if used to advertise the name of the 
establishment. 

27. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant(s). The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the restaurant(s) is prohibited. 

28. Within 60 days of the opening of the establishments selling and/or serving alcohol, all 
employees of the business shall receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) 
and LEAD programs regarding alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los 
Angeles Police Department and State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Department at least two times per year or to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police 
Department. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the completion of such training to the 
Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the file. 

29. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

30. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

31. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

32. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with. the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

33. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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34. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the land Use Element, and sets forth 
specific land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood 
area. The Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the 
subject property as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, 
RAS4, R5, P, and PB. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for 
the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. 
Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and 
commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 
retained as part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. The property is also subject to 
Adapt'ive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific :Plan, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, and 
the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property contains approximately 
4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the tract map, the 
applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate 
balance of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of 
housing growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site 
is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5: 1 FAR for Commercial or 
Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6:1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the 
recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. · 

Policy l.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy l.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU .2.1 O: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that 
includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with 
the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the 
provision of both residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs 
balance meant for Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.48: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting 
these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street 
furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community 
while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire 
to provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which 
promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU .2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line 
Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red line rail system. A number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus 
lines 180, 181, 206, 210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines 
CE422 and CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility 
Hub program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, 
and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand 
Management program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, car share 
amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and 
other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic 
resources, locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the 
promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable 
land use planning goals, objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 
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1988 Hollywood Community Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with 
the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a 
major population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential 
units, approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square 
feet of retail uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood 
community. Development of the project would be consistent with growth projections for 
the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as identified by the Department of City 
Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 
492 new residential units and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, 

·representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion 
between 2010 a·nd 2030. Development of the Project would provide approximately 492 
residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, providing housing necessary for 
the growing community. In addition, development of the project would not result in the 
removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. Development of the 
project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of which would 
provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long-range 
planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the 
site, which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much
needed housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 
objectives of the Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework 
Element) was adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in 
August 2001. The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for 
the entire City of Los Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also 
sets forth a Citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide 
polices regarding such issues as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, 
open space, economic development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few 
under-improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an 
otherwise mix-use neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in 
close proximity to jobs and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone 
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Change and associated Height District Change would be consistent with several goals 
and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting 
policies relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to 
provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 

Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi
family residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing 
Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element 
includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities 
in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project would 
satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policv 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policv 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furtherm.ore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 
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3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 

Upon its consideration of the project at its public hearing March 28, 2013, the City 
Planning Commission required the provision of additional transit-related measures to 
augment the mitigation of traffic-related impacts associated with the project. In addition 
to the Transit Demand Management (TOM) Plan under the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), the City Planning Commission imposed 11 new qualified 
('Q') conditions of approval to address the concerns of the public, and at the request of 
the applicant, to provide additional measures meant to further encourage transit use. 
These conditions range from the provision of Metro passes to residents and a circulation 
shuttle serving a 2-mile radius, to the funding of studies to analyze the feasibility of an 
additional access portal to the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro station along 
Hollywood Boulevard, as well as a Vine Street Median study. These conditions 
acknowledge that the project's close proximity to mass transit, it's location within a 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and the Hollywood Community Plan 
Update's goals of encouraging density in these land use areas, warrant transit-related 
enhancements. In imposing these conditions, the City Planning Commission found that 
there was considerable support to encourage developers in these areas to provide the 
community with a wide range of amenities aimed at the encouraging and promoting 
public transit use. 

4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 
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The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be. deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No. 2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility {LA Fitness) located at· 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "D" Limitation in the existing Height District 2D 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the 'D' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space {Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1, 918 parking spaces, or as otherwise provide for by the Development 
Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the 'D' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1, 163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 
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ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas .. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 

The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MT A'') and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Susses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality· urban environment; 

Objective d)- The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
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historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods." 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible, and promotes public safety and 
the general welfare. Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of 
the "D" Limitation is beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, 
and is representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the "T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a developmentmore compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse enviro.nmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a de.stination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
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bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use. designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of e'ntertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 

Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 
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17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criter)a, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
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from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 

Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, live Entertainment. Floor Area Averaging) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate· in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
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the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkapility. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. As such, FAR averaging will enhance the built environment and 
perform a function that is beneficial to the community. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
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is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the development is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it facilitates a beneficial mix of 
uses and a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower 
and Gogerty Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the 
project allows for the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and 
Gogerty Building sites because it permits the development of two new structures with 
massing that better relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project 
site also allows for an open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and 
enhances walkability. The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial 
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and sports club uses will meet the demand from local residents and. allow project 
residents and office employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within 
the property. Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the 
design of the project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are 
ultimately built in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the 
Capitol Records Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified 
development including a combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or 
vehicular connections and common architectural and landscape features, which 
constitute distinctive design elements of the development. The project contains a mix of 
uses across the entire site that are designed to work together to create a cohesive 
whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections are designed to promote 
walkability through functional linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and 
wayfinding features) within the Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the 
neighborhood beyond. The new structures on the East and West Sites are required to be 
designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the 
surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features 
and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and connect the East 
and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features and themes. 
Accordingly, the averaging of FAR across the project is compatible with and will not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project is compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it is representative of the 
other live entertainment venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community 
Plan's objective of extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and 
cafes, along commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity 
and enhancing Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors 
alike. The area surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and 
is largely developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood 
Boulevard is designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan as well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and 
its dancing and live entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the 
immediate area, but will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the 
community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
(Hotel Use, FAR Averaging and Live Entertainment) 

At its hearing on March 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission considered the project 
characteristics, applicable land use plans, and environmental documentation contained 
in the record to determine that the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent 
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and provisions of the General Plan and applicable community plan. More specifically, the 
Los Angeles General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and land Use Element, 
and the Hollywood Community Plan Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing 
and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the 
mixed uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide 
compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major 
transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The City Planning Commission 
acknowiedged public testimony regarding concerns about height, density and traffic 
while recognizing that the property and the surrounding area are located in an area of 
the City that is near transit and undergoing a significant transition. New developments, 
including mixed-use projects, are occurring within the surrounding community, 
revitalizing the Hollywood core, and showing growing evidence of transforming the area 
into a lively, pedestrian-oriented district with a variety of residential, entertainment, 
commercial and professional office uses, among others. 

Per the City's Housing Element, "high density development adjacent to transit corridors 
and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal of 
providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment. The site is located along a 
major transit corridor. The area is currently served by public transit (Metro Red line, 
Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). Further, the Metro Rail 
Red line travels along Hollywood Boulevard and connects to the Hollywood DASH near 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a major 
center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public convenience 
through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office 
facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and 
standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the proposed mixed
use development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the 
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Redevelopment Plan." In particular, the proposed project supports and is consistent with 
the following objectives identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The proposed project concentrates a high intensity/density development 
in an area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the proposed development 
complements the existing architecturally and/or historically significant 
structures/buildings onsite and in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d)- The proposed project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The proposed project provides substantial and well-designed public 
open spaces. 

Overall, the proposed project clearly supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
objective of "focus[ing] development within the Regional Center Commercial designation 
. . . in order to provide for economic development and guidance in the orderly 
development of a high quality commercial, recreational and residential urban 
environment with an emphasis on entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance 
with the Redevelopment Plan, the property and the development are in an area "served 
by adequate transportation facilities" and "reinforce[s} the historical development 
patterns for the area" and "stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing and provide[s] 
transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential neighborhoods." 

The hotel use, if built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the 
development of Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service 
and entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will permit development of the 
project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site and to the 
surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create a project 
design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a beneficial and 
efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting development 
will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and create 
beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

The development of entertainment and commercial uses is consistent with the nature of 
the Hollywood area and will fill an existing need through the creation of a mixed-use 
development that furthers the vision for Hollywood as a major center of population, 
employment, retail service and entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the 
future residents, employees and visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in 
the immediate neighborhood. The property is currently underutilized with a substantial 
portion of the site used for surface parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of 
beneficial uses, be welcoming to pedestrians and easily accessible by public 
transportation. Moreover, the City will have the opportunity to ensure that each 
establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering live entertainment will operate in a 
manner that is not detrimental to the character of the neighborhood through the required 
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plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator subsequent to the grant of a master 
conditional use permit for these uses. 

Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood 
Community Plan and Update, and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides 
needed services, promotes orderly development, and promotes public safety and the 
general welfare by ensuring that proposed buildings are properly related to the site, that 
safe and convenient ingress/egress is provided, and that the proposed uses and design 
are compatible with the surrounding properties. As such, the project including the hotel 
use, FAR Averaging, alcohol and live entertainment uses substantially conform with the 
purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan and the applicable community plan. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary:_·· hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoo·r dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 
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Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one'_ location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the attached 
Development Regulations incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would 
share parking spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different 
demand patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
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TDM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the prov1s1on of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24. Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking/shared parking per City Planning Commission approval, the project will meet 
parking demand of on-site facilities consh;tent with these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
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development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101 ), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of.the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project. near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the lAMC. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The City Planning Commission considered the project site characteristics, proposed 
parking plan, and relevant environmental documentation contained in the record to 
determine that there are special circumstances that support use of the purposed on-site 
shared parking plan. The City Planning Commission also considered these 
circumstances in connection with concerns raised by the public regarding this reduced/ 
shared parking request as they were discussed at its hearing on March 28, 2013. 

In particular, the City Planning Commission considered the unique circumstances of 
locating a single, unified development with some combination of residential dwelling 
units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine Street), less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station, and with a project-specific TDM Program 
support the request for reduced/shared parking. 

The unusual step of locating the project on both sides of Vine Street significantly 
enhances the resulting project and the effect of the project on the neighborhood in two 
significant ways. First, the project will activate four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of 
Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city blocks. Second, the project's open design 
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across the east and west sides of Vine Street will invite pedestrians up from areas of the 
Vine Street corridor south of the project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard 
and Vine Street. Additionally, the project's location spanning Vine Street enables the 
project to redevelop an area almost entirely composed of surface parking lots into a 
development of more than one million square feet of net new development while 
maintaining the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The unique design 
element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street will be 
maintained as a central design element of the project. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment ripe for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along Argyle 
Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro Station on 
Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The project is also less than 300 feet from 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both streets are major arterial 
thoroughfares serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid busses. The 
project site is also immediately adjacent:_to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 101) - an off
ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than one block from the 
project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, and on-ramps 
to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway are located at the corner of 
Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca Street and 
Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near numerous 
transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
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was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a mann.er consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community ·Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
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advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially· detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. ·· 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking {12.21-A.4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will improve the existing conditions and will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor·· will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 
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Parking Variance {Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.106 calls for supporting ·proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in· areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.100 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
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combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The project includes Development Regulations, which establish the requirements for 
development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, 
which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning 
or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development 
Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and 
governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

11. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until M?lY 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft E!R; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

RL0030026 



EM32114 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-27 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all. such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the: significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office. and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. The Development Regulations and the land use 
Equivalency Program afford flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and density of 
specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land. uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Regulations with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the land use and 
development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final 
EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development 
Regulations. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed 
floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Regulations. The Concept Plan is 
based on the 2008 Entitlement .Application that was initially filed with the City in 2008. The 
Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 
square feet of residential floor area), 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and 
approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of mernbers visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Regulations. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
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approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
~esidential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) ·.parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Regulations. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones {A, 8, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine. Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and :550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (8-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND Tp HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 
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Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local gereral plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed,· the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City.is 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

RL0030032 



EM32120 

- - .:-;.-_--;;.-,-~-. ~ - ' 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-33 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impac~s would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 
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The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would · generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems {Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Planf (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
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approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP sy~tem and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7 ,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf /day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

RL0030035 



EM32123 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-36 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational} 

Construction-Temporary Parking lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporariJy displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the · 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
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Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of.uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare} 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently ge·nerated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
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requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR}, Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Ma$sing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fa<tades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts 
related to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. 
Thus, changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in 
the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediate.ly upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than ·significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
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implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :OO AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7 .3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

RL0030039 



EM32127 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-40 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :OO PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive lancfuses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emissions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTV in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTV amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTV. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTV, or 42.6 percent. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.8.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG 
emissions, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of r.~sidential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
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Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 2oth Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance Of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
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been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfactii;m of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
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California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
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Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will b¢ required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

. For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped !iquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the. Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. · 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-1 O Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
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monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, ·but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring point~; crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to wl)ich soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable· City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
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mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the. percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 }, 
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diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0. 75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-1 O The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO. DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 
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F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generaily does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
_required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1. 7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
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identified the LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring op the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code}, Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,01 O new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 
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The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAfD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
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Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J.1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be. provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
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based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 
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Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow . 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. · · 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAU SD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services {Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Spenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in. significant impacts related to libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures1 changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
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capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 
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K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. , 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person{s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 
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xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection . Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Traffic - Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigatfon Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 
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In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street. parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Parking, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
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approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125'. mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities 
and Service Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public a.nd 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV.L.1. 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 
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Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactfuf scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its sqlid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, anq vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and . 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

RL0030065 



EM32153 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-66 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see 
Section IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally bEf categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street. level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 
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Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Proje~t is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
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submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final E!R" (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. {a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated :.with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: · 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) · 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV.B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
wou.ld exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
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associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of GARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 

· Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and· appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 1O1 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. · · 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
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associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the LA. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
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mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the P~9ject Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. · 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
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recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include · 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be ·_instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 AH plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 1 O to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a.minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
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trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue ...,.. US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour}, and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011 ), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) .. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
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West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking}, 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project con:iponent shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
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uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management <TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities throqgh a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court· of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-85). 
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In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project fl.pplicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

• 
K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 

shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation · with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
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and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the 8-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the 8-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
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engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

RL0030080 



EM32168 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-81 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Proje¢t Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 -Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), imp(icts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shlft, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. Al TERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 

RL0030081 



EM32169 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-82 

Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessacy flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
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the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project a~d the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those .linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy .and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 
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• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. ·The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 
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• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the El R include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5: 1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 
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Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources .Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts 
that would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in 
the existing condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not atfain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain. and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all ·of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
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Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development...: 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
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above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the ·significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3:1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations but would, to a lesser 
degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use· development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure ·that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, 
to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site· to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5:1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total. of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, to a 
lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. Alternative 5 is 
essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to support the residential dwelling 
units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
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create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5: 1 
FAR Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community 
benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. · 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1 ,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
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independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses th~reto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In a.ccordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. ' 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

l. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

. . 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicula_r travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spl-ing Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Charmie, 

EM30368 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com > 
Monday, April 01, 2013 9:19 AM 
'Charmie Huynh' 
RE: Millennium 

We received approval from the City Planning Commission on Thursday. I wil l be meeting with Planning this 

week to review next steps. I will follow-up shortly. 

Thank you. 

From: Charmie Huynh [mailto:charmie.huynh@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 9:18 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Millenium 

Hi Alfred, 

How are you? Hope you're doing well. 

I just wanted to see how this project is progressing and any status updates you can give me would be much 
appreciated. 

Thanks, 

Charmie Huynh, P.E. 
Structural Engineering Associate I Case Manager 
Development Services Case Management 
City of Los Angeles - Department of Building and Safety 
201 N Figueroa St, Suite 1030 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
T: (213) 482-6875 
F: (213) 482-6874 
E: Charmie.Huynh@lacity.org 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32186 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Monday, April 29, 2013 7:53 PM 
Lisa Webber 
RE: 

Sorry to have missed you calls today. We had a good site visit with Luci last week and she has been very responsive to 
our submission of draft CEQA materials. We're hoping to turn around a new draft by end of week. I did write Luci today 
and asked if she had time to meet tomorrow afternoon with Bill Delvac and me (asked if you'd be free as well) to look at 
"entitlement" issues. Hope sometime in the PM works for her and you're around as well. Have kept ML in loop on most 
of Millennium developments. And as for PV, I don't know where to even begin:). Hope you had a good trip. Look 
forward to catching up. r _________________ _ 

From: Lisa Webber [lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Saturday, April 27, 2013 4:58 PM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: 

Hi Rich ... l'm sorry I haven't had a chance to connect with you since returning back from Chicago .... as you well know, its 
been a busy week with the Department realignment proposal going to PLUM. I've got some time this week to chat 
about the various projects on your list .... 

Hollywood Millennium .... our LOD was transmitted this past Wednesday per the applicant's request .... Luci and I received 

a ppt presentation from the architects, and Luci was there for the mtg with laBonge's staff. 

Ponte Vista ..... we have an all hands mtg scheduled on May 7 to see where we are with the project. A new potential 
wrinkle was identified last week regarding the installation of new bike lanes and the reduction of vehicular capacity in 
proximity to the project site. 

AM PAS ..... what's the next step? 

Thanks, 
Lisa 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

EM27183 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 4:51 PM 
ibarra.serge@gmail.com 
CPC Report Sergio 
Millenium CPC Report2-13-13.doc 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

~ 
~ 
LOS ANGELES CITY 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-DA-H D 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

April 9, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 

CEQA No.: 
Incidental Cases: 
Related Cases: None 

200 North Spring Street, Room 1010, 10th Fl 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Council No.: 
Plan Area: 

13 
Hollywood 

Public Hearing: 
Appeal Status: 

February 4, 2009 
General Plan Amendment, Zone 
Change/Height District Change 
appealable by applicant to City 
Council if disapproved in whole or 
in part. 
Conditional Use, Zone Variance 
and Site Plan Review appealable to 
City Council. (per L.A.M.C. Section 
12.36 C). 

Specific Plan: 
Certified NC: 
GPLU: 
Zone: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

None 
Hollywood United 
Regional Center Commercial 
C4-2D-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

Expiration Date: April 23, 2009 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

REQUEST: 

1750 N. Vine Street 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with each site consisting of up to two towers measuring 585 feet and 220 feet in the maximum 
height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the 
uses from those listed above in compliance with the landu use equivalency program and 
development regulation. A minimum of 5% grade level open space will be provided for 
buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12% grade level open space for buildings taller 
than 550 feet. 

1. Pursuant to Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code, a General Plan Amendment to change the land use 
designation from Low Medium II Residential to Regional Center and Medium Residential; 

2. Pursuant to Section 12.32 of the Municipal Code, a Zone/Height District Change from C2-2D-O to C2-2-
0 on Lot 1 and Lot 2. Removing the "D" Limitation will permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1 in lieu of the 
3: 1 currently permitted; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W.1 of the Municipal Code, a Conditional Use to allow alcohol sales in the two 
proposed restaurants on the ground floor, and to allow consumption of alcohol in the proposed health spa 
when purchased through either of the two restaurants; 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W.19 of the Municipal Code, a Conditional Use to allow Floor Area Ratio 
averaging in unified developments to allow the use of the total net lot area equal to 57,463 square feet, 

RL0030102 



CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-DA-H D 
Page 2 

EM27185 

using the total lot area of the Figueroa Street Lot (Lot 1) of 39,469 square feet and the total lot area of the 
Flower Street Lot (Lot 2) of 17, 944 square feet; 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code, a Zone Variance to permit a total of 201 accessible 
parking spaces for the 273 residential units in lieu of the 342 spaces required; 

6. Pursuant to Section 16.05 of the Municipal Code, Site Plan Review findings for a development of over 50 
dwelling units; and 

7. Pursuant to Article 6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City CEQA Guidelines, 
adopt ENV-2008-2141-EIR and accompanying mitigation measures and Mitigation and Reporting 
Monitoring Program as the environmental clearance for the proposed project. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Approve and a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from Low Medium 11 

Residential to Regional Center and High Medium Residential. 
2. Approve a Zone/Height District Change from C2-2D-O to C2-2-0 on Lot 1 and Lot 2. The removal 

of the "D" limitation will permit a floor area ratio of 6: 1 in lieu of the 3: 1 currently permitted. 
3. Approve a Conditional Use to allow alcohol sales in the two proposed restaurants on the ground floor, 

and to allow consumption of alcohol in the proposed health spa when purchased through either of the two 
restaurants. 

4 Approve a Conditional Use to allow Floor Area Ratio averaging in unified developments to allow the use 
of the total net lot area equal to 57,463 square feet, using the total lot area of the Figueroa Street Lot (Lot 
1) of 39,469 square feet and the total lot area of the Flower Street Lot (Lot 2) of 17,944 square feet. 

5. Approve a Zone Variance to permit a total of 201 accessible parking spaces for the 273 residential units 
in lieu of the 342 spaces required. 

6. Approve Site Plan Review findings for a development of over 50 dwelling units. 
7. Adopt Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2008-2141-EIR and accompanying mitigation measures and 

Mitigation and Reporting Monitoring Program as the environmental clearance for the proposed project. 
8. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 

Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

9. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Dan Scott, Principal City Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, Planning Assistant 
(213) 978-1333 

Attachments 
Project Analysis 
Conditions 
Findings 
Public Hearing and Communications 
Exhibits (incl. Environmental Clearance) 

Lisa Webber, Planning Deputy 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer 
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ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other 
items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for 
consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you challenge 
these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a 
covered entity under Title 11 of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of 
disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. 
Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. 
To ensure availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The proposed project includes the construction of approximately 1,052,667 net 
square feet of new developed floor area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty 
Building are within the Project Site. These historic structures would be preserved and 
maintained and are operating as office and music recording facilities under long term lease. 
Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project 
would include a maximum of approximately 1, 166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 
6: 1 Floor Area Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and/or 
remove the existing approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would 
develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units, 
luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, 
and retail uses. 

The Project Applicant is proposing to develop a mixed-use development which spans the north 
half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between 
Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial 
and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty 
Building (the Capital Records Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be 
preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. 

The Project would implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development 
parameters for the Project Site and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the 
development parameters set forth in the agreement. Implementation of a proposed 
Development Agreement also would grant flexibility regarding the final arrangement and density 
of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics subject to detailed development 
controls. As a condition of approval for the Development Agreement, the City has guaranteed a 
range of community and economic benefits that the Project Applicant would not otherwise be 
obligated to provide through the standard permitting process. The Development Agreement 
will secure for the City the delivery of these public and economic benefits while protecting the 
Project Applicant's right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. 

Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development 
Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for 
development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions 
which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning 
or land use regulations in the LAMC the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the 
Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General 
Plan shall prevail. a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (the Concept Plan). Thus, the Concept Plan 
presented in this Draft EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential 
dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury 
hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 
square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 
approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 
square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. 
The Concept Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 
square feet, which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1. 
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The proposed Equivalency Program is a planning tool that provides flexibility for modifications to 
landuses and square footages in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the 
Hollywood economy. The Equivalency Program is designed to limit the flexibility of how 
development may occur on-site and would apply to new development within the Project Site. 
The Equivalency Program defines a framework within which proposed land uses can be 
exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Development 
Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would occur above those 
addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in the EIR. 

As a result and in addition to the proposed Concept Plan, the El R identified two additional 
development scenarios, the Residential Scenario and the Commercial Scenario, which could be 
developed on the Project Site through implementation of the above described Development 
Agreement. The Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied in 
the EIR as representative development scenarios, in order to help establish the maximum 
environmental impacts per each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. 
The Development Regulations, including the use, bulk and massing controls, also were used to 
study the maximum levels of impacts. The scenario that creates the maximum impacts is 
analyzed for each issue area. The maximum impacts from that most intense scenario per issue 
area creates the greatest environmental impact permitted for the Project for that issue area. 
The intent of the Equivalency Program is to allow flexibility with respect to the buildout of the 
Project. However, there are a number of controlling factors that ensure the EIR has properly 
analyzed and disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of 
the Project. This EIR analyzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for 
each environmental issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each 
issue area. For instance, with respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was 
established. The trip cap represents the total number of peak hour trips (AM plus PM peak hour 
trips) that may be generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the total AM (7 
AM to 10 PM) plus PM (3 PM to 6 PM) peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial 
Scenario was determined to have the maximum (AM plus PM peak hour) trips equal to 1,498 
trips. The Commercial Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum 
allowable peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 1,498 
total peak hour trips. The total development of land uses for the Project resulting from the 
Equivalency Program will not exceed this trip cap. In addition to traffic, the EIR establishes, as 
discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, maximum levels for every other 
environmental impact produced by the Project. In no instance will any development scenario 
permitted by the Development Agreement and Equivalency Program exceed the maximum 
environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which the vehicular trip cap is 
only one of several environmental thresholds. 

For this section, and in particular the Summary of Impacts Table presented below, the summary 
identifies the worst case scenario to illustrate the most conservative impact, as it relates to each 
specific environmental category. In the situation where a maximum quantifia quantifiable 
threshold point cannot be established (e.g., soils and geology), the Concept Plan has been 
analyzed. 

FAR Averaging and Density Transfer 

Neighborhood-Serving Retail, Office and Civic Uses 
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The project would include up to 300,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail and 
office uses and up to 25,000 square feet of civic uses. Of the 300,000 commercial square feet, 
up to 150,000 square feet may be used for office uses (with a maximum of 25,000 square feet 
of medical office space) , while the remaining area would be made up of neighborhood-serving 
retail uses, up to a maximum of 200,000 square feet. Ground floor office and retail uses would 
be interspersed throughout the more central areas of the site, with a concentration in the 
southeast corner. The majority of the neighborhood-serving retail uses would be interspersed 
throughout the more central areas of the site, near the intersection of Olympic Boulevard and 
Evergreen Avenue, and could include such uses as retail stores, restaurants, other retail uses 
designed to meet the needs of the neighborhood. Civic uses would be generally located in the 
central northern portion of the site and would consist of community-serving or public facilities. 

As previously mentioned, the project would allow for some flexibility in terms of the 
permitted type and amount of proposed land uses. The floor area caps of 150,000 square feet 
of office space and 200,000 square feet of retail space, out of a total maximum of 300,000 
commercial square feet, would allow for the project to respond to the changing market demands 
and best meet the needs of the community. 

Project Design and Layout 
New buildings would be sited around landscaped courtyards and open space areas that 

would form a strong organizing feature for the site. Landscaped pathways creating linkages 
between the buildings on-site would be provided throughout the property to integrate the various 
project elements and foster a pedestrian-friendly environment. A series of parks and tree-lined 
streets would also create physical and visual continuity throughout the site. 

The majority of the new buildings would range in height from two to seven stories 
(approximately 24 feet to 74 feet). In addition , up to three buildings could be as tall as 18 
stories (approximately 210 feet) and up to three building could be as tall as 24 stories 
(approximately 260 feet). As illustrated in Figure 11-9 Section II , a transitional height zone 
extending a distance of 70 feet in to the site interior would limit building heights to 35 feet along 
the north and northeastern site perimeters of the project site, closest to adjacent low density 
residential uses. The allowable height would step up to 64 feet moving towards the center of 
the site, transitioning to a 7 4-foot height limitation along the edges of the central park and along 
the Evergreen Street retail frontage. 

In general , project uses within the proposed building would be developed above 
structured parking . Project buildings would typically consist of several stories of subterranean, 
semi-subterranean, and/or aboveground parking above which a podium would form a plaza 
level with landscaped courtyards or terraces, building entryways, and other amenities. The 
ground level and facades of such buildings may include office lobbies, retail storefronts, or other 
uses integrated with the podium structure in order to mask any parking uses within the building 
interior. 

The buildings would also typically be aligned with the proposed streets, with varied yards 
or setbacks depending on ground floor uses. For example, along retail-oriented streets, 
generous paved setbacks would provide space for strolling , window shopping , and cafe seating, 
as appropriate, and street trees would be planted in wells with grates. Along residentially
oriented streets, the yards would provide a transition between sidewalks and building entrances 
and would be landscaped to provide privacy for ground floor occupants (where appropriate) and 
a clear demarcation between public and private spaces. The dimensions of such 
yards/setbacks will vary according to street type, in accordance with the Specific Plan. 

The project would also include a new street grid to improve accessibility to and through 
the site. This new roadway system would link the various areas of the site, improve connectivity 
to the surrounding neighborhood and the regional roadway network, and provide improved 
access for public safety vehicles. Several streets located north of the site, including Orme, 
Camulos, Euclid , and Dacotah Streets, would be extended south through the project site from 
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81
h Street to Olympic Boulevard, creating new north-south throughways. Additional existing 

streets north of the site would be extended into the site interior, including Mott, Marietta, 
Rosalind and Fresno Streets, and Evergreen Avenue, all of which would connect to other 
internal roadways. The alignment of Glenn Avenue would be slightly altered but would continue 
to function as a primarily east-west route through site. In addition, the project would provide bus 
stop amenities and new bus stops along the site perimeter, thus improving access to public 
transportation services in the area. The project would also include a system of bicycle routes 
and pedestrian paths throughout the site to encourage alternatives modes of transportation. 
Specifically, the internal street network would be designed to accommodate shared vehicular 
and bicycle traffic, equivalent to the City of Los Angeles' Class Ill bike lane designation. 

The project would also provide new and upgraded utility infrastructure to meet the needs 
of site residents and tenants. Improvements would include water, sewer, storm drain , electrical , 
natural gas, and communications infrastructure as well as all associated connections necessary 
to serve project buildings, as appropriate. The lines proposed on-site would be undergrounded 
in the public street rights-of-way or easements and would remain publicly owned. Two major 
easements associated with an existing Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) 
storm drain and a Metropolitan Water District (MWD) water line that traverses the site would be 
maintained, with a segment of the storm drain realigned within the site to accommodate project 
development. Additionally, the existing drainage channel running through the site from west to 
east (generally corresponding to the Mall) would be maintained and improved with a series of 
urban bioswales designed to collect surface water and provide first flush treatment prior to 
discharge to the local storm drain system. 

The project proposes several sustainable elements into the design, and will seek LEED 
certification. The project will be sustainable through sustainable site, water efficiency, energy 
and atmosphere, materials and resources, and indoor environmental quality; 

Background 

The Project Site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial 
uses surrounding the Project Site and a major public transit station. The surrounding area is 
populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to those proposed in the 
Project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial retail, hotel and office 
uses. 

More specifically, starting from the northwest corner of the Project Site on the western 
side of Vine Street, there is a restaurant on the southwest corner of Ivar Avenue and Yucca 
Street, with one and two-story commercial structures and associated surface parking lots 
extending south along Ivar Avenue. Immediately north of the West Site on Yucca Street is the 
Marsha Toy building currently occupied by the American Musical and Dramatic Academy, and 
on the northwest corner of Yucca Street and Vine Street is a Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power distribution station. 

Bordering the Project Site on the eastern side of Vine Street to the east and north, at the 
southwest corner of Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue, is the former KFWB radio station 
property, which includes a recently demolished vacant building that is to be replaced by a 16-
story (180Jeet above grade) mixed-use building that was approved by the City in 2009. Across 
the street from this property to the east on Argyle Avenue is a two-story multi-family residential 
building. South of this residential building, on the east side of Argyle Avenue is the Little 
Country Church of Hollywood property. 1 South of the church is a large parking lot at the 

1
-= The Little Country Church of Hollywood building was extensively damaged by a structural fire in 

December 2007. In 2009-,Jhe property owner withdrew a development application for a conditional 
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northeast corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue anchored by a vacant building= 
This site, spanning both sides of Hollywood Boulevard between Argyle and El Centro Avenues, 
was approved by the City for a 6-story (up to 75 feet) mixed-use residential and commercial 
complex known as Boulevard 6200. 

Bordering the East Site immediately to the south is a one-story restaurant known as the 
Lexington Social House, and the Pantages Theater building. Further to the south at the 
northeast corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street-'=is a 12-story multi-family building 
known as The Lofts @ Hollywood and Vine, which has a ground floor restaurant/pub. On the 
south side of Hollywood Boulevard-'=between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue-'=are the 
Hollywood and Vine Metro Red Line Station, The W Hotel and Residences, and the Taft office 
building. 

The Project Site spans the north half of two blocks (the East Site and West Site) 
between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. It is currently occupied by commercial office 
uses and surface parking lots. 

East Site 
The East Site currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary 
studio recording uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building ("Capitol Records Complex"). 
The Capitol Records Building was built in 1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, 
leaving portions of the interior and the fa9ade from the original circa 1930 construction, while 
completely demolishing and remodeling the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the 
East Site contains surface parking lots and temporary structures, including a partially enclosed 
garbage area and a parking lot attendant kiosk. 

West Site 
The West Site currently contains a one-story approximately 1,800 square--rental car facility 
structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The rental car 
facility business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There is 
no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the Project Site on the western side of Vine 
Street consists of surface parking lots. 

The Project Site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los 
Angeles. The Framework Element identifies the Project Site as a Regional Center, which is 
described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and activity and containing a 
diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, retail commercial malls, 
government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and cultural facilities and 
supporting services."2 As shown in Figure IV.G-2, Existing City Zoning Designation, the entire 
Project Site is currently zoned C4-2D-SN (Commercial, Height District No. 2, Signage District), 
which is consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation for the Project 
Site in the General Plan. Uses that are allowed in the C4 zone include all of the uses allowed in 
the C4, C2, C1 .5, C1, and CR zones (see LAMC Section 12.16(A)(2)). As such, permitted uses 
within a C4 zone include, but are not limited to, banks, business colleges, schools, hotels, 
museums, offices, retail, residential and churches/religious institutions (see LAMC Sections 
12.14(A)(1)(a), 12.13.5, 12.13(A)(1), 12.13(A)(2)(a), 12.12.2(A)(1), and 12.12.2(A)(1)(h)). In 

2 

use permit at 1750 N. Argyle Avenue to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages with live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with the reconstruction, use and 
maintenance of the 5, 155 square foot structure at this address. The reason for withdrawal was cited 
as a possible project modification. 

City of Los Angeles Planning Department, The Citywide General Plan Framework: An Element of the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan, approved July 27, 1996, Long Range Land Use Diagram, Figure 3-1. 
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addition, as uses allowed in the C1 zone are allowable in the C4 zone, any use permitted in the 
R3 zone is permitted in the C4 zone. Therefore, multiple family dwellings are permitted in the 
C4 zone (see LAMC Section 12.10(A)(1)). 

The C4-2D-SN zone corresponds with Height District 2D. Pursuant to LAMC Section 
12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6: 13 and does not specify a height 
restriction. However, the Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further 
regulated by a "D" Development Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 
6, 1990. The "D" Development Limitation restricts the floor area on the Project Site to three 
times the buildable area of the lot, or a FAR of 3: 1. The SN designation refers to the location of 
the property within an adopted "SN" Supplemental Sign Use District. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
R5 Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted. The Project Site is within the boundaries of the adopted 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District (Ordinance No. 176, 172), which is discussed 
above. 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan area, which designates 
the Site for "Regional Center Commercial" land uses, including commercial, residential, and 
office uses. It is also within the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Area. Please see Figure 11-3, 
Land Use Map and Figure 11-4, Zoning Map, which illustrate the land use designation and zoning 
of the Site and surroundings. The Project Site is currently zoned "C4-2D-SN", which translates 
to Commercial with Limitations and Multi-Family Residential uses within Height District 2 (with 
Development Limitations) and within a Sign District. The main purpose of these land use and 
zoning designations is to preserve commercial land for commercial and accessory uses, 
including, but not limited to: commercial offices, retail with limited manufacturing, service 
stations and garages, retail contract business, churches, schools, theaters, hotels, 
clinics, and hospitals. Multi-family residential uses, parks, and playgrounds are also allowed in 
the C4 zone to serve and support the commercial uses on-site or in the surrounding area. 
With respect to the Project's land uses, multi-family uses, commercial offices, commercial retail 
uses, and hotels are all permitted by right in the C4 zone. Gymnasiums and health clubs are not 
listed as allowable land uses in the C4 zone. Therefore, the Project Applicant is requesting a 
zone change from C4 to C2 to permit the proposed health and fitness center. 

The "SN" designation signifies that the Project is located within the established 
boundaries of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District (Hollywood Signage SUD).1 
This ordinance was enacted to promote the continuing contribution of signage to the distinctive 
aesthetic of Hollywood, as well as to control the blight created by poorly placed, badly designed 
signs throughout Hollywood. Specifically, the Ordinance seeks to: 1) provide for the systematic 
execution of the Hollywood Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan; 2) promote appropriate 
and economically viable signage; 3) limit visual clutter by regulating the number, size, and 
location of signs; 4) minimize potential traffic hazards and protect public safety; 5) protect street 
views and scenic vistas of the Hollywood Sign and the Hollywood Hills; and 6) protect and 
enhance major commercial corridors and properties. No off-site signs are proposed as part of 
the Project. Pursuant to the City of Los Angeles sign regulations, an off- site sign is a sign that is 

\ Floor Area is defined in the LAMC as that area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a 
building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 
building-operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, 
space for the landing and storage of helicopters, and basement storage areas. Therefore, floor area 
does not include exterior walls, stairs, elevators, shafts, telephone/electric rooms on each typical 
floor, and parking areas. 
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not used to advertise business conducted, services rendered, or goods produced or sold on the 
lot upon which the sign is placed. 

In accordance with the regulations applicable to Height District No. 2, a maximum floor 
area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 is allowable with no restrictions to the heights of structures. However, the 
"D" (Development Limitation) imposed by Ordinance No. 165659 restricts the floor area on the 
Project Site to three times the buildable area of the lot, resulting in a permissible FAR of 3:1. 
The Project would therefore include a zone change to eliminate the "D" designation, and to 
permit a 6: 1 FAR. The Project Applicant is also requesting that the floor area be averaged 
across the Project Site. 

In addition to the zoning and Community Plan designations discussed above, the Project 
Site is located within the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan (Redevelopment Plan) and the Project 
Site is located within the "Regional Center Commercial" land use designation in the 
Redevelopment Plan. The Redevelopment Plan establishes a 4.5:1 FAR limitation for all 
properties designated as "Regional Center Commercial". Pursuant to Section 506.2.3 of the 
Redevelopment Plan, and consistent with the Community Plan, approval from the Community 
Redevelopment Agency Los Angeles (CRA/LA) or its successor agency is required to permit 
development in excess of 4.5:1 FAR and up to 6:1 FAR on a specific site if the proposed 
development furthers the goals and intent of the Redevelopment Plan, including design 
guidelines, and the Community Plan. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837. Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision which 
consists of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 
office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of 
the uses from those listed above in compliance with the land use equivalency program 
and development regulations using the process outlined in the development agreement 
approved in conjunction with the vesting tentative tract map. a two-lot subdivision for 
273 residential condominium units and three commercial condominiums comprised of 
18,062 square feet for restaurant and spa use with 379 parking spaces including 69 for 
guests in the proposed (T)(Q)C2-2-0 zone. Also requested was a deviation from the 
Advisory Agency Parking Policy of 2.25 parking spaces for each residential 
condominium, and requested the frontage for Lot No. 1 along Figueroa Street be 
designated as the front yard. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency on 
February 6, 2009. The appeal period ended February 17, 2009. No appeals filed. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 
Recent Activity CPC-2010-851-SP-ZC-DA-GPA 
City Planning Commission CPC-8546 
City Planning Commission CPC-7750 
City Planning Commission CPC-1986-445-GPC 
Ordinance ORD-166585-SA4040 
Environmental Case N D-83-384-ZC-H D 

RL0030112 



EM27195 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR A-8 

Walkability 

The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, Guidance for Entitlement Review (Walkability 
Checklist) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning 
and specifies urban design guidelines that are generally applicable to all projects requiring 
discretionary approval for new construction. The Walkability Checklist consists of objectives, 
goals, and implementation strategies regarding various design elements that are intended to 
improve the pedestrian environment, protect neighborhood character, and promote high-quality 
urban form. Such topics as sidewalks, crosswalks/street crossings, on-street parking, utilities, 
building orientation, off-street parking and driveways, on-site landscaping, building fa9ades, and 
building signage and lighting are addressed and should be considered in the design of a project. 
Walkability is a measure of how interesting, inviting, and comfortable the street and sidewalk 
environment is for pedestrians. An analysis of site plans, community context, and building 
elevations is essential to improving and ensuring walkability. 

Development of the Project in accordance with the design standards and the Project's 
proposed Development Regulations would create a pedestrian oriented, mixed use community 
combining new housing with on-site retail and community serving commercial uses, and 
community-serving facilities such as a fitness area and open spaces. The Project would provide 
efficient and aesthetically attractive streets frontages, sidewalks, landscaping, and public open 
spaces within and adjacent to the development with convenient connections to adjoining 
pedestrian networks, mass transit, arterials, and freeways. 

The Project Site will be comprised of a variety of public elements that include open 
spaces, existing streets-, and sidewalks. The Hollywood Walk of Fame is an integral element 
that fronts proposed open space plazas along Vine Street at both the East and West Site. Its 
adjacency to the public plazas requires compatibility and cohesiveness-, and the combination of 
landscaped plazas, publicly accessible passageways, and landscaped streets and sidewalks 
creates diversity, within the public realm while forming a single unified pedestrian network 
system. Cohesiveness of the Project would be achieved by providing certain uniform elements, 
such as lighting, paving, rhythmic tree plantings and continuous open spaces with a consistent 
palette of materials and furnishings throughout. 

The system of signs and identity elements established for the Project will create an 
image of a unified, neighborhood serving business and residential community. Signage 
regulations set forth in the proposed Development Regulations=establish criteria for both 
opportunities and constraints of new identity elements of the Project. In addition to identifying 
the location and development, signage would enhance the visitor experience and serve as a 
visual cue to pedestrians that adds to the sense of place and provides a sense of coherence 
within the immediate environment. These elements would be consistent with the Walkability 
Checklist guidelines. 

The Project would expand parking options throughout the Project Site through the 
provision of several new underground and/or above grade parking facilities. The exterior design 
of parking structures would utilize architectural styles for visual compatibility and integration with 
the overall development, and complement surrounding buildings and structures to create an 
environment conducive to safe pedestrian and vehicular interaction. Consistent with the 
Walkability Checklist guidelines for sidewalks, crosswalks, and street crossings within the public 
realm, and as a transit-oriented development, the Project would generate greater pedestrian 
circulation than currently exists on the Project Site. Proximity to and connections from the Metro 
Red Line Station would encourage the use of transit for employees, visitors and residents. 
Pedestrian access to the Project Site would continue to be maintained via improved sidewalks 
along Vine Street, Argyle Avenue, Ivar Avenue, and Yucca Street. 
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Floor Area Ratio. The C4-2D-SN zone corresponds with Height District 2D. Pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 4 and does not specify 
a height restriction. However, the Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is 
further regulated by a "D" Development Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective 
May 6, 1990. The "D" Development Limitation restricts the floor area on the Project Site to three 
times the buildable area of the lot, or a FAR of 3: 1. 

Though the Redevelopment Plan establishes a 4.5:1 FAR limitation for all properties designated 
as "Regional Center Commercial", pursuant to Section 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan and 
consistent with the Community Plan, the CRA-/LA may permit development in excess of 4.5:1 
FAR and up to 6:1 FAR on a specific site. Density up to 6:1 FAR is permitted fftRe--if the 
proposed development furthers the goals and intent of the Redevelopment Plan and the 
Community Plan. 

ISSUES 

Height of Towers and Views to Capitol Records Tower 

The Project has the potential to add height and density to an Entertainment District in a highly 
urbanized environment. The project proposes up to two towers ranging from 220 feet to 585 feet 
in height for the East and West Site and up to two additional towers of up to 220 feet per site. 
Alteration of the surroundings, however, will not reduce the integrity of historic resources such 
that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local registers will be impaired. In addition, the 
heights proposed for the project, including the maximum height scenario, creates a vibrant, 
mixed-use community with modern, yet architecturally varied structures that act as a focal point 
for the Hollywood area and introduces cutting edge architecture to an existing urban 
environment. The Hollywood Community Plan envisioned the possibility of towers in the project 
site, demonstrated by no height limitations pursuant to the existing zoning and Regional Center 
land Commercial Land use designation. As part of our General Plan Framework chapter, 
Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional commerce, identity, and 
activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional Centers to contain mid- and 
high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity and incorporation of retail 
uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce considerable pedestrian activity. As 
such, the project has the potential to be the tallest tower(s) in the neighborhood, and serves to 
add to an exciting, modern skyline envisioned in the Hollywood Community Plan. The 
development regulations ensure that the towers will be elegant and slim, comparable in massing 
to the Capitol Records building and other nearby historic structures. As the tower height 
increases, there is a complimentary decrease in the maximum tower lot coverage allowed (see 
Exhibit X) . 

The development regulations have comprehensive standards for bulk that permits design 
flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the development for the project site. 
One of the objectives of the project is to preserve public views from certain key vantage points 

\ Floor Area is defined in the LAMC as that area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of a 
building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 
building-operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, 
space for the landing and storage of helicopters, and basement storage areas. Therefore, floor area 
does not include exterior walls, stairs, elevators, shafts, telephone/electric rooms on each typical 
floor, and parking areas. 
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to the Capitol Records tower by creating grade level open space on the East site adjacent to the 
Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. This 
is achieved by creating a site plan with grade level open space predetermined based on the 
height of the towers as seen on Table 6.1.1. In every height scenario, whether the open space 
is 5% of the project site or 12% , a triangular shaped plaza is formed on the East Site adjacent 
to the Capitol Records building (See Exhibit X). This triangular plaza preserves views from 
Hollywood Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, a key vantage point. On the West Site, at 
grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set back from the property line, ranging 
from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the height of the towers, in order to preserve 
views of the Hollywood Playhouse. In addition, the rectangular plaza provides additional views 
directly across from the Capitol Records building. In addition on both the West and East sites, 
at-grade passageways through the entire site running east to west are required, creating new 
vantage points for the Capitol Records building at a pedestrian level and scale. 

The massing of the towers is regulated so that towers are slimmer in bulk as height increases 
as a means of not overpowering the massing of the historic structures in the area, including the 
Capitol Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that towers have their massing designed 
to reduce overall bulk and appear slender, with a simple, faceted geometry. In addition, in the 
case where two towers are proposed for one site, the Spacing Standards (section 7.5) provide 
that if two towers are on a single site, they shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers 
on the same parcel. This will prevent the possibility of two towers adjacent or near adjacent to 
each other from creating a collective mass that overwhelms the Capitol Records building and 
surrounding historic structures. Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are regulated 
based on height. If a tower is proposed in the tallest height scenario, such as 585 feet (see 
Table 6.1.1 ), then the maximum tower lot coverage is 11.5 percent of the site, for both towers 
on a given site. This creates two towers that are approximately the same size as the Capitol 
Records building. For the shortest height scenario at 220 feet, a tower would be allowed to 
occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height to the 242 foot Capitol Records 
tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, although occupying a larger percentage 
of the site, would be broken up by the jagged site plan itself, with a large portion of the tower 
being tucked to the side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller portion directly 
to the side of it (see figure 6.1.2a.1 ). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the Capitol 
Records Building (see Exhibit X . 

In every tower height scenario the space not occupied by grade level open space may be 
occupied by a podium which is regulated in massing by the Development Regulations. Street 
wall standards are sensitive to the adjacent historic buildings and are intended to differentiate 
newer buildings from the historic street wall along the corridor. A street wall (or podium) is 
required to be setback by a minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the 
East Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the West Site. The street wall can range in height 
from 30 feet to a maximum height of 150 feet above curb level , the historic height limit in the 
district. The limitation of 150 feet for the street wall ensures that the street level massing is 
consistent with the surrounding buildings, creating a consistent visual scale for the pedestrian 
and maintaining a continuous rhythm in massing in the district. Additionally along Yucca, the 
streetwall will be limited to a maximum of 30 feet in height with a 10 foot setback in order to 
coincide with the height of the historic retail shops along the street. 

Height of Towers and Views to Capitol Records Tower 

Several written comments and speakers' comments were received on the Draft EIR and 
at the Public Hearing regarding the Project's potential impacts on historic resources. The 
comments question the compatibility of the Project, considering its overall size and scale, with 
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the Capitol Records Building and other adjacent historic resources. The Draft EIR provides a 
detailed analysis of the Project's potential impacts to historic resources. A Historic Resources 
Report prepared by the Historic Resources Group supports the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project's impacts to historic resources on the 
Project Site, and adjacent to it, are less than significant. This conclusion stands because overall 
the Capitol Records Building , the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District, and the commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street (which are all 
considered historic resources) would retain enough integrity after Project development to remain 
eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. In other words, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not impair the 
significance of any onsite or offsite historical resources. 

To help further explain how the Project is compatible with the surrounding historic 
environment, the Project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration 
of any historic resource either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The 
Project would preserve in place the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building . The 
Project would also protect the portion of the Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction 
by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and 
Repair Guidelines. The Draft EIR recognizes and discloses the fact that the Project will , 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources on the Project 
Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. 

The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project will potentially add considerable 
height and density in areas currently used for surface parking and one small , single-story 
commercial building . The immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic resources 
will be altered. In order for this alteration to be considered a substantial adverse change under 
CEQA, however, it must be shown that the integrity and/or significance of the historic resources 
would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration. The Draft EIR provides extensive 
analysis regarding potential alteration to the surroundings of the Capitol Records Building , the 
Gogerty Building , the retail storefronts located at 6316-6324 Yucca Street, and the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project will 
not have a significant impact on the surroundings of any of these historic resources. 
Furthermore, protection of the historic significance of the Capitol Records Building is a stated 
objective of the Project. To meet that objective, the Project includes Development Regulations 
that include standards for grade-level open space, and tower massing that seek to protect 
important public views to the Capitol Records Building and help ensure that it is appropriately 
distanced from the new construction so that the mass and scale of the Project does not 
overwhelm architectural significance of the Capitol Records Building. 

Also of note, the Draft EIR discloses that the Capitol Records Building is significant for 
its association with the music industry in Los Angeles. The Draft EIR, thus, incorporates 
mitigation measures designed to protect the Capitol Records Building's unique underground 
recording studios. The Draft EIR recognizes that excavation and construction associated with 
the Project has the potential to damage the special acoustical properties of the underground 
studios. Therefore, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure C-2 identified in Section IV.C, 
Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, which is designed to protect adjacent historic resources 
and minimize the Project's potential construction impacts on the underground studios the in the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Moreover, as described in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources. 
Similarly, development of the Project must comply with the Development Regulations, which 
shift the Project's mass and scale up and away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site 
historic resources. Therefore, based on the information above, the detailed analysis in the Draft 
EIR, and the supporting Historic Resources Report the Project ultimately has a less than 
significant impact on historic resources. 
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The Development Regulations carefully use setback, tower massing and open space 
requirements to respect the historic structures nearby. On the East Site, the proposed new 
construction will occupy existing surface parking areas located mid-block directly south and east 
of the Capitol Records Building and directly north of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District. The Pantages Theater, located at 6233 Hollywood Boulevard , is the 
district contributor immediately adjacent to the southeastern corner of the proposed new 
development footprint on the East Site. 

On the West Site, the proposed new construction will be located directly north of the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District where the Hollywood Playhouse at 
1735 N. Vine Street is the district contributor immediately adjacent to the southeastern boundary 
of the proposed new development footprint. Proposed new construction on the West Site is 
also immediately west and south of the Art Deco commercial building at 6316- 6324 Yucca 
Street. With the exception of the Enterprise Rental Car building which is not historically 
significant and will be demolished as part of the Project, the majority of the West Site is also 
currently occupied by surface parking. 

Because the Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas 
currently used for surface parking and one small , single-story commercial building , the 
immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic resources discussed above will be 
altered. In order for this alteration to be considered a substantial adverse change, however, it 
must be shown that the integrity and/or significance of the historic resources would be materially 
impaired by the proposed alteration. 

The Capitol Records Building is significant as an outstanding example of Modern high
rise architecture from the mid-20th century. The building's architectural significance makes it 
essential that certain important views showcasing its circular shape be maintained so that the 
iconic architecture of the building continues to be visible and understood. Because development 
on the East Site will be confined to areas east and south of the Capitol Records Building, street 
views from the north and west to Capitol Records will remain. The Project's allowable height 
and density, however, has the potential to block important views and obscure public 
sight lines, particularly from the south of Capitol Records along Vine Street and 
from the Hollywood Freeway. This could affect the building's ability to convey its significance. 
Protection of the historic significance of the Capitol Records Building is a stated objective of the 
Project. To meet that objective, the Project includes Development Regulations that include 
standards for grade-level open space, and tower massing that seek to protect important public 
views to the Capitol Records Building and help ensure that it is appropriately distanced from the 
new construction so that the mass and scale does not overwhelm its architectural significance. 

Grade-level open space requirements are discussed in section 8.2 of the Development 
Regulations. The Regulations state that the open space is "designed to showcase the Capitol 
Records Tower and Jazz Mural." The Regulations mandate a minimum 4% of total lot area be 
used for grade-level open space for buildings up to 220 feet high. This percentage increases as 
building heights increases. The gradelevel open space requirements have the effect of setting 
new development back from Vine Street immediately south of the Capitol Records Building on 
the East Site, and directly across from the Capitol Records Building on the West Site. The open 
space protects views of the Capitol Records Building from Vine Street, and creates a "buffer 
zone" so that Capitol Records visual prominence along Vine Street is maintained. 
Massing standards for tower elements are discussed in section 6.1 of the Development 
Regulations. The massing standards help reduce potential adverse effects to the Capitol 
Records Building and its surroundings in the following manner: 

1) Creating physical and visual separations around the Capitol Records Building . 
2) Setting a minimum setback for tower elements. 
3) Reducing the percentage of allowable lot coverage of towers as height increases. 
4) Reducing the total square footage of tower floor plates as height increases. 
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These elements reduce the bulk of buildings as height increases and push 
tower elements toward the center of the block, away from the Capitol Records Building. In this 
way, important views from Vine Street and from the Hollywood Freeway are protected. 
Therefore, development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not 
alter the surroundings of the Capitol Records Building in a manner that would 
materially impair its significance as a historical resource. 

The Gogerty Building is significant as a good example of a commercial building in 
Hollywood from the early 1930s and as a representative example of the work of noted local 
architect H.L. Gogerty. Important character-defining features include recessed window and 
door openings, stepped entry surrounds, and decorative vertical piers. The building's curved 
street-facing fa9ade responds to and defines its corner location. Because the Project restricts 
new development to mid-block areas to the south and east of the Gogerty Building, the new 
construction will be effectively distanced from new construction . The significance of the Gogerty 
Building is largely conveyed by its highly articulated street-facing facades along 
Vine and Yucca streets, and these facades will not be obscured by any new construction . For 
these reasons, the significance and integrity of the Gogerty Building will not be materially 
impaired by alterations to its surroundings caused by the Project. 

Alteration to Surroundings of 6316-6324 Yucca Street is significant as an excellent 
example of a low-rise, multiple storefront commercial building from the 1930s. The building's 
historic significance is conveyed through its largely intact storefronts and distinctive 
Art Deco detailing. Characteristic of commercial buildings from the period , architectural 
articulation is confined to the street facing (north) fa9ade. Retaining clear sightlines to this 
fa9ade from Yucca Street is critical to retaining the building's significance. Section 8.2 of the 
Project's Development Regulations include a project design feature that requires new 
development on the West Site to be set back a minimum of ten feet from Yucca Street. In 
addition, the Project's massing standards (discussed in section 6.1 of the Project's Development 
Regulations) require an additional ten-foot setback for any development above thirty feet 
that faces Yucca Street. This combination of grade-level setbacks and massing standards 
ensures that the storefronts will retain their prominence along Yucca Street. In this manner, the 
project does not materially alter, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the 6316-
6324 Yucca Street storefronts that convey its historical significance. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an 
intact grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The District is 
composed of a variety of property types and architectural styles lining a commercial boulevard . 
Taller buildings (from four to twelve floors) are normally located at corners with one and two
story buildings located inbetween. Characteristic of pre-World War II commercial areas, the 
District is scaled to the pedestrian . Contributing properties to the District are oriented 
toward the street with architectural articulation largely confined to street facing fa9ades. The 
District's historic significance is experienced primarily from the street either by pedestrians or 
passing vehicles. 

The Project Site is adjacent to the District's easternmost blocks which include the 
important intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Several of the District's 
important contributing properties are located here. The Project Site is located outside the 
District and new construction will remain outside of the district boundaries. The Project's 
allowable height and density, however, have the potential to overwhelm certain 
contributing properties that are adjacent to the Project's development footprint. 
In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear separation 
between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. To accomplish this 
separation , the Development Regulations include several project design features that ensure an 
appropriate distance between new construction and the contributing buildings to the District. 
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First, on the East Site, new construction will be separated from the District by the alley running 
behind the Pantages Theater. The Lexington Social House Building at 1720 N. Vine Street 
(located outside the District boundary) also effectively separates new construction from the 
District. Thus, there is clear separation between the Project and the Pantages Theater, which is 
the closest contributing structure to the East Site. As delineated in section 8.2 of the 
Project's Development Standards, grade-level open space requirements set back new 
development from Vine Street on the West Site north of the Hollywood Playhouse a minimum of 
15 feet. The required open space maintains the prominence of the Hollywood Playhouse fa9ade 
on the Vine Street. Thus, the Project provides a visual separation between the Project and the 
Hollywood Playhouse, which is the closest contributing structure to the West Site. 

In addition , the Project's massing standards further minimize the Project's potential 
adverse effects on the surroundings of the District. The massing standards for tower elements 
are discussed in section 6.1 of the Project's Development Regulations. The massing standards 
help reduce potential adverse effects to the District by reducing the bulk of buildings as height 
increases and setting back tower elements toward the center of the block and away from the 
District. For example, on the West Site, tower massing standards require a 15-foot setback for 
new development above the 40-foot height of the Hollywood Playhouse in addition to the 
minimum 15-foot grade-level setback mentioned above. As required by the massing 
standards, the grade-level setback increases as the height of the new development increases. 
The combination of grade-level setbacks and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk 
and height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the Historic District. 
Therefore, development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not 
alter the surroundings of the District in a manner that would materially impair its significance as 
a historical resource. 

AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMOA") is adjacent to the proposed 
project and is an approximately 2-acre campus in Hollywood at 1777 Vine Street. AMOA is a 
performing arts school and 1777 Vine street houses the majority of AMDA's classrooms in 
addition to studios, office, computer lab and student lounge. At the public hearing, a legal 
representative for AMOA, and AMOA staff and students voiced their concerns about potential 
impacts the proposed project would have on their school and the functions associated at 1777 
Vine Street. The school contends that due to the types of activities that occur at this site, it 
should be considered a sensitive receptor and that additional mitigation is needed to safeguard 
the school from noise/vibration and air quality impacts. According to testimony of a 
representative of AMOA, certain rooms have been altered to facilitate noise attenuation and an 
air filitration system for the building has been installed. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive 
receptors. In this instance, AMOA is located in a heavily urbanized and heavily trafficked area , 
approximately one block south of the US-101 Freeway in a commercial office building. It is 
located adjacent to a surface parking lot (West Site), which has the inherent expectation for high 
intensity development by virtue of its location in the Hollywood area, its Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation, and the permitted uses and densities allowed in the C4 zone. 
As a result, AMOA was not identified as a noise and vibration sensitive receptor. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive 
receptors. While the Draft EIR did not identify AMOA as a noise and vibration sensitive receptor 
for the project, this designation would not change the impact determinations disclosed in the 
Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the Draft EIR provides an analysis of 
temporary construction related noise and vibration increases occurring within an approximate 
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500-foot radius of the Project Site, which includes the AMOA property. As shown on page IV. 
H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's student housing facilities were identified as sensitive 
receptors. Sensitive Receptor No. 1 included the multi-family residential uses north of the 
Project Site across Yucca. This includes the Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, 
the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows," 
all of which are described as AMOA student housing. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent 
land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Furthermore, the 
Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and vibration impacts upon 
adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, regardless of the land 
use designation or sensitive receptor identification. Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately 
disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and 
provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible, regardless of any sensitive receptor designations. Despite the 
maximized level of mitigation for noise and vibration, the applicant has amended two Mitigation 
measures, H-3 and H-7, to address AMDA's concerns, to include all adjacent structures, 
including AMOA at 1777 Vine Street, in their Mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as 
follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location 
on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 
feasibly possible from the nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land 
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods 
with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

In addition to noise and vibration, AMOA representatives were concerned about potential air 
quality impacts as a sensitive receptor. A sensitive receptor, as defined in the Guidance 
Documents of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), which has 
jurisdiction in LA County, is "a person in the population who is particularly susceptible to health 
effects due to exposure to an air contaminant." Land uses where these sensitive receptors are 
typically located include: 

Schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers 
Long-term health care facilities 
Rehabilitation centers 
Convalescent Centers 
Hospitals 
Retirement Homes 
Residences 

The property at 1777 Vine Street does not include a school, playground, or childcare center or 
medical-based services or operations which would warrant designation as a sensitive receptor 
as it pertains to air quality. Moreover, With respect to CO Hotspots, SCAQM suggests 
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conducting a CO hotspots analysis for any intersection where a proposed project would worsen 
the LOS to any level below C, and for any intersection rated D or worse where the 
proposed project would increase the V/C ratio by two percent or more. The intersection of 
Yucca Street and Vine Street (which directly abuts the AMOA property) would not meet these 
analysis criteria and thus was correctly not analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. Intersections 
that do not meet the analysis criteria would not have the potential to exceed their respective 
national or state ambient air quality standards. It should also be noted that the mitigation 
measures contained in the Draft EIR meet and exceed the standard air quality mitigation 
measures for development projects in the City of Los Angeles. In addition, the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District also submitted comments regarding air quality mitigation 
measures. As a result, additional air quality mitigation measures were added to 
the EIR. 

Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted, the public hearing, and the proposed project's compliance 
with the Hollywood Community Plan and the City Center Redevelopment Plan, support from 
Council Office 13, the Central City Association, and the Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood 
Council, the Department of City Planning is recommending that the City Planning Commission: 

Approve 1) a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from Community 
Commercial to Regional Center Commercial , 2) a zone change and height district change from 
C2-2D-O to (T)(Q)C2-2-0, removing the "D" Limitation to allow a Floor Area Ratio of 6: 1, 3) 
Conditional Uses to allow on-site sales of alcohol within two restaurants and on-site 
consumption at each restaurant and at the spa when purchased through one of the restaurants, 
4) a zone variance to allow only 201 accessible parking spaces in lieu of the 342 spaces for 
residential units, and 5) site plan review for a development with over 50 dwelling units. 

The requested entitlements would allow for a project that would redevelop and intensify the site 
by providing new housing in Hollywood. The project will create a high-quality residential 
development that offers housing to the Hollywood neighborhood, promotes safety by creating a 
sense of presence by promoting pedestrian activity and locating residential units on the site. 
The project better utilizes the site by improving the land use and character of the existing 
neighborhood. The project introduces a high-density development of 273 residential units and 
18,062 square feet of restaurant and spa use. The project will help bring a critical mass to 
Hollywood to help create and support an active, around-the-clock use in Downtown, and will 
build upon the momentum of recent developments such as LA Live and recent high density 
housing within the Hollywood neighborhood. 

Walkable areas of Downtown will be extended to the east side of Figueroa Street across the 
Convention Center by incorporating wide walking areas and a plaza along and facing Figueroa 
Street as well as pedestrian linkages through the site and to the Flower Street Lot. Walkable 
elements of the project on Figueroa Street will be extended through street furniture, design, 
walkways, and wide sidewalks, and being in compliance with the Central City Community Plan 
and the Downtown Design and Standards Guidelines 

The site is located near several transit lines, including the Blue Line rail, several major MTA bus 
Lines, the "F" Dash Line, and the Orange County and the Santa Monica Blue bus lines. Also, 
the site's proximity to Downtown will bring residents closer to jobs to alleviate traffic congestion. 
By creating additional housing units, the project and its location will not only bring residents 
closer to their jobs, but it will also help reduce congestion, vehicle dependency, and commute 
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times for residents. The project would accommodate the growing population of the surrounding 
area and balance the jobs-to-housing ratio. 

The project would include varying unit sizes from studios to three-bedroom units that would 
accommodate various household sizes of the Central City community as well as provide 
different choices in housing needs. Several amenities, such as landscaping, open areas, water 
features, rooftop and podium level landscaping, will be included as part of the project. The 
project's open areas include green spaces, street trees, and areas, all of which that allow for 
walking, meeting, and sitting. 

The design of the project is distinct and brings an iconic high-rise building to the South Park 
neighborhood. The angles, variations, size, and form of the building bring will bring the area 
and region a symbol of pride and identity, while creating a modern, efficient, and balanced 
urban environment that complements surrounding uses. 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

A. Dedications and Improvements. 

1. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public improvements and dedications for streets 
and other rights of way adjoining the subject property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction 
of the Bureau of Engineering, Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other 
responsible City, regional and federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the 
following: 

a. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

i. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

ii. Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Environmental Conditions 

2. B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year United 
States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially available. At 
a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model 
year NOx emissions requirements. 

3. C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City 
Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

4. C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
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University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 
A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

5. C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 
A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

6. C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, 
and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be immediately 
notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the 
guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

7. D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed structures 
given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical report shall 
make final design-level recommendations regarding liquefaction, expansive soils, soil 
strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral movement and reduction in foundation soil
bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the applicable recommendations contained in the 
preliminary geotechnical report. The final geotechnical report shall include additional 
borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and 
laboratory testing that shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the Project's 
proposed structures and inform compliance with all applicable building codes. 

RL0030124 



EM27207 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR 

8. D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat 
foundation, CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile 
foundation system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from 
approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between 
approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net 
bearing capacities in the Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

9. D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in 
the Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

T-3 

10. D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and waterproofing 
shall be required for the East Site. 

11. D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

12. D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these structures. 

13. D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions 
of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: 
All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 
support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation 
shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including 
the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating 
construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and 
photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil 
engineer or certified engineering geologist include, but not be limited to, vibration 
monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as 
vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the 
affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent 
construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

14. E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II 
Subsurface Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination and 
underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

15. E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and 
federal regulations. 
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16. E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

T-4 

17. E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North Vine 
Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or treatment of 
the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented shall be 
in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

18. E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

19. F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

20. F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, berms, 
veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of the Los 
Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in 
areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

21. F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

22. F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

23. F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

24. F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

25. K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and 
execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding 
the Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

a. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

b. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that can not 
reasonably be completed otherwise. 

c. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 
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d. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 
e. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior 

to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 
f. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 
g. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 

available on the job site at all times. 
h. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 

dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

i. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

j. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

k. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

I. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

m. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

n. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

o. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

p. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out 
of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

q. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have 
temporary "No Parking" signsposted along the route. 

r. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

s. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at 
least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

t. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be 
issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 
770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

A. Entitlement Conditions 

1. Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted in the C4 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Plan. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning for verification of 
compliance with the imposed conditions. The plan shall be in substantial conformance 
with the plot plan labeled as Exhibit "E-2" stamped and dated March 23, 2009, attached 
to the subject case file. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with 
provisions of the Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject 
permit authorization. 

3. Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed a height of 
586 feet and in substantial conformance with the elevation plan labeled as Exhibit "E-2" 
stamped and dated March 23, 2009, pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Floor Area. The total floor area of non-residential uses on the subject property shall not 
exceed 344,775 square feet, as defined by Section 12.03 of the Municipal Code. 

5. Density. Not more than 273 dwelling units may be constructed on the subject site. 

6. Parking. All project related parking shall be provided in compliance with Section 
12.21.A.4 of the Municipal Code and the following: 

a. Provide a minimum 1.25 parking spaces for each residential unit on site. 

b. Provide a minimum 1 parking space for each 1,000 square feet of commercial 
floor area. 

c. All guest spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

d. If guest parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for guest parking. 

e. In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off
street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for 
review and approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, 
Room 750). 
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B. Other Conditions 

7. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

8. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. No truck deliveries shall 
occur outside of that time period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the 
project site shall occur on any local or collector street within the project vicinity outside of 
that time period. 

9. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys and/or other public ways shall not be used for the 
parking or loading or unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be clearly 
identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

10. Maintenance. The subject property including associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor pool areas, and landscaped planters adjacent to the exterior walls along the 
property lines shall be maintained in an attractive condition and shall be kept free of 
trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located throughout the site. 

11. Dust Walls. Temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening or other suitable 
product) not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained along the 
property line between the site and adjoining residential lots as necessary to preclude 
dust dispersion from the project site to adjacent homes. 

12. Community Relations. A 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the receipt of 
construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to immediate 
neighbors and the local neighborhood association, if any. The applicant shall be 
required to respond within 24-houts of any complain received on this hotline. 

13. Posting of Construction Activities. The adjacent residents shall be given regular 
notification of major construction activities and their duration. A visible and readable 
sign (at a distance of 50 feet) shall be posted on the construction site identifying a 
telephone number for inquiring about the construction process and to register 
complaints. 

C. Environmental Conditions 

Aesthetics (Views, Light, and Glare) 

14. A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately upon discovery. 

15. A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building 
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Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. 
Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the Development Standards. 

16. A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and 
tower levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking 
and security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

17. A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways are 
minimized. 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

18. A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 
of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower 
lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage between 
151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 
above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states that at least 
50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

19. A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 
of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall 
be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7.5.1) 
Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to contribute to 
an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 
80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following which shall meet 
Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary 
rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Section IV.B.1 Air Quality 

20. B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including but 
not limited to the following: 
Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 

miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
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• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 
identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and 
receive information about the construction project or to report complaints regarding 
excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 
24 hours of their receipt. 

• B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant 
shall ensure all 

• construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards 

21. B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building 
Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this shall 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be ENERGY 

STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or appliance. 

22. B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

23. B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

24. B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

25. B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas 
for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

26. B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products for 
maintenance of the building. Mitigation Measure B.1-3, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air 
Quality, outlining requirements of the LAGreen Building Code, is applicable to GHG 
emission reductions. 

27. C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted 
by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City 
Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction activities. 

28. C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
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underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility of 
settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their special 
acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to the 
satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. The performance 
standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: All new 
construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of support 
to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be 
performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the 
historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction 
activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fa~ades of 
the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified 
engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring 
program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect 
adjacent building and structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program 
shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the 
thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until 
measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related 
damage to adjacent structures. 

29. C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol Records 
Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance 
with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Capitol Records 
Building. 

30. C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building during 
the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall 
be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 
Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty Building. 

31 D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

32. D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 347. 
Subject to final designlevel geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid pressure of 60 
pcf shall be assumed for nonyielding below grade walls. 

33. D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 
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34. F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken 
to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal 
site. 

35. F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate from 
a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet this 
numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

36. F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

37. F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, unit 
pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

38. F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

39. F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical icons 
to discourage illegal dumping. 

40. F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

41. F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

42. F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

43. F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive 
spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; matched 
precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; minimum irrigation 
system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

44. F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding theOwner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance 
with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

45. F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

46. F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State and 
local level. 
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47. H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of noise 
beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

48. H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

49. H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, 
general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all adjacent land 
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the 
greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise 
impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

50. H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

51. H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

52. H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

53. H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of noise 
on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent 
feasible during construction. 

54. H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

55. H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No.178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the start 
of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and approved 
by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

56. H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

57. H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause 
loss of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art 
Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and the Capitol 
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Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring program shall be 
developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The performance 
standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following. All new 
construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of support 
to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 
performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the 
historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction 
activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fa~ades of 
the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified 
engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring 
program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect 
adjacent building and structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program 
shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the 
thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until 
measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related 
damage to adjacent structures. 

58. H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are 
permitted. 

59. H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

60. H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project 
Site and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

61. H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

62. H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building & Safety. 

63. H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch thick 
closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site 
adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved 
for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, 
then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 
drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 
12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall shall then be built to attenuate operational noise 
created by the Project. 

64. H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 

RL0030135 



EM27218 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR 

conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Q-9 

65. H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and 
exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply 
with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound 
transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable 
interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

66. J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

67. J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains serving 
the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior to 
occupancy of the Project. 

68. J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

69. J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

70. J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

71. J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

72. J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to 
occupancy of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall 
include but not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes 
for vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

73. J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, 
chain-link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West 
Sites. The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt 
run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained while 
in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a pedestrian 
walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the pedestrian walkway. 
Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers 
and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public from unsafe conditions. 

74. J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction throughout 
the construction period. 

RL0030136 



EM27219 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR Q-10 

75. J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

76. J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be 
used to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

77. J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

78. J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order 
to improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

79. J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure 
a high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

80. J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project 
plans at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

81. J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by the 
LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

82. J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

83. J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling unit 
having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having more than 
three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 12.21 (G). A minimum 
of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, shrubs, 
or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for every four dwelling units. 

a. Open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, recreational 
facilities or walkways shall be attractively landscaped and maintained in 
accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic irrigation plan, 
prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the decision 
maker. 

b. Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe and 
sanitary condition and good repair, and free from graffiti, debris, rubbish, 
garbage, trash, overgrown vegetation or other similar material, pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 91.8104. 

c. The exterior of buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when such graffiti is 
visible from a public street or alley, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 
91,8104.15. 

d. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the light 
source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties. 
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e. The exterior of the proposed building shall be constructed of materials such as 
high-performance, tinted non-reflective glass and pre-cast concrete or fabricated 
wall surfaces. 

84. J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax 
shall be paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and 
Recreational Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and 
development of park and recreational sites. 

85. J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Section IV.J.5 Public Services - Libraries 

86. J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project Area. 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

87. K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of construction 
on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The WTCP shall 
include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as necessary, elements 
compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the identification and 
signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project. The Plan 
shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, 
hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. Any 
construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to offpeak hours. 

88. K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 
i On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. ii Work shifts 
shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. The WTCP shall also include 
Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for hauling. 

89. K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

90. K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use 
development, located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line 
Transit Station and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, 
a number of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be 
within reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
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The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly 
design and implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be 
prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the Project and a final TOM program approved by LAOOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new land 
uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To the extent 
a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such 
time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM 
program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM 
program shall include, but not be limited to, the following strategies: 
• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site 

transportation coordinator; J A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the proposed 

residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of the 

Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). In addition to these TOM measures, LA DOT also 
recommends that the Project Applicant explore the implementation of an on-demand 
van, shuttle or tram service that connects the Project to off site transit stops based on 
the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents and visitors. Such a 
service shall be included as an additional measure in the TOM program if it is 
deemed feasible and effective by the Project Applicant. 

91. K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area and 
initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the TMO 
as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which include: 
• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by transit, 

but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
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• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes in 

the Hollywood area. 

92. K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to 
expand the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide 
space for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, 
and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and assessment 
study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints 
for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in determining the appropriate 
location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub at the Project Site. 

93. K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such as 
landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within a 
block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation of 
locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

94. K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LA DOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with 
the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb 
realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded projects, to the 
degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should shuttle riders on the DASH 
system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding may instead be used for the 
purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

95. K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to 
implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix 
K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to 
implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of 
the first building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT the 
estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct the 
upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B-Permit 
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process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of 
any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

96. K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe 
this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane for the 
southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane for the 
northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint approval of 
Caltrans and LADOT. 

97. K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important street 
functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, 
building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a Modified Major 
Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot half-width right-of
way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary 
Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of
way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is classified as a Local Street. 
Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires 
a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant 
shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to determine if there are any highway 
dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

98. K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant 
shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal 
equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates of 
occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project Applicant 
has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT. Prior 
to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's engineer or contractor 
contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting 
to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

99. K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential 
parking spaces. 

Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

1 OO.K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 feet 
greater in length than the closed route. 

101.K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
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activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging or 
parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any residential 
street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned 
to the base of operations. 

Section IV.L.1 Utilities and Service Systems -Water 

102.L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Section IV.L.3 Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste 

103.L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt 
and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable 
material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be hauled by 
truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be hauled by truck to 
an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

104.L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins shall 
be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's 
regular solid waste disposal program. 

D. Administrative Conditions 

25. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

26. Code Compliance. Area, height and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

27. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

28. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public offices, legislation or their successors, designees or 
amendment to any legislation. 

29. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and any designated agency, or 
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the agency's successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any 
amendments thereto. 

30. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the building plans submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

31. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

32. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall 
provide periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions 
specified herein, as to area of responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, 
construction, post-construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the 
Environmental Conditions. 

33. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim action or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

ZONE VARIANCE, ZONING ADMINISTRATOR'S ADJUSTMENT, AND SITE PLAN REVIEW 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

A. Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permit a 586-foot maximum height throughout the entire project site. (See 
Exhibit E-2 stamp-dated March 23, 2009) 

2. Permit approximately one unit per every 200 square feet of lot buildable lot area 
for the entire project site area. 

3. Permit 273 residential units and 18,062 square feet of commercial space on the 
subject site. 

4. Permit a total floor area of 57,463 square feet, using the total lot area of the 
Figueroa Street Lot (Lot 1) of 39,468 square feet and the total lot area of the 
Flower Street Lot (Lot 2) 17,944 square feet. 

5. The applicant shall submit a "green building" program for review to the 
Department of City Planning prior to obtaining a building permit. The program 
shall address the development's sensitivity to the environment, resources and 
energy consumption, and the impact on the project residents. The program shall 
include a description of the following building materials and construction systems: 

a. Sustainable sites; 

b. Water efficiency; 

c. Energy & atmosphere; 

d. Materials & resources; 

e. Indoor environmental quality; 

As an alternative to the above "green building" program requirement, the 
applicant, at its own discretion, may submit documentation verifying certification 
by the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) rating system, 
with the minimum level of "LEED Certified". (www.usgbc.org) 

B. Conditional Use Conditions 

6. The conditional use authorization herein for the sale of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption shall be within the development through the following: on
site sales at two (2) restaurant establishments and on-site consumption at the 
two (2) restaurant establishments and at one (1) spa through the purchase from 
either of the two (2) restaurant establishments. The following conditions shall 
also apply: 
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a. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
department of City Planning prior to the utilization of any grant made 
herein pursuant to the sale of alcoholic beverages. Each plan approval 
shall be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees, pursuant to 
Section 19.01 C of the Municipal Code, and must be accepted as 
complete by the Department of City Planning. Mailing labels shall be 
provided by the applicant for all abutting property owners. IN reviewing 
the plan approvals for alcohol sales and consumption, the Director of 
Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the applicant or 
suggested by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing 
conditions, as applicable, on the following: hours of operation, security 
plans, maximum seating capacity, valet parking, noise, character and 
nature of operation, food service and age limits. 

b. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant 
shall submit an overall security plan for the project site which shall be 
prepared in consultation with the Los Angeles Police Department and 
which addresses security measures for the protection of visitors and 
employees. The project shall include appropriate security design features 
for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; 
walls/fences with key security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped 
with electronic surveillance systems; well-illuminated semi-public space 
designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate areas of concealment; 
and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot traffic 
areas. 

c. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged 
for "public premises" license unless approved through a new conditional 
use authorization. "Public Premises" is defined as a premise maintained 
and operated for sale or service of alcoholic beverages to the public for 
consumption on the premises, and in which food is not sold to the public 
as a bona fide eating place. 

d. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall 
submit copies of the plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire 
Department. The Fire Department's approval shall be shown via a stamp 
on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator for sign-off. 

e. The sale of on-site alcoholic beverages shall be limited to the hours 
between 7:00 AM and 2:00 AM. 

f. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to 
patrons shall enroll in and complete a certified training program is 
recognized by the State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the 
responsible service of alcohol. This training shall be completed by new 
employees within four weeks of employment and shall be completed by 
all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

g. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license 
shall be given a copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and 
these conditions shall be incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all 
vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be made aware that violations of 
these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges of serving 
alcoholic beverages on the premises. 
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h. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be 
posted at each restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and 
guests to report an emergency or a complaint about the method of 
operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

i. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of 
all private security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew 
loitering laws concerning all minors within the grounds of the project site 
without a parent or adult guardian. Staff shall monitor the area under its 
control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about the premises. 

j. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the 
facility shall be on the premises at all times that the facility is open for 
business. 

k. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the 
establishment structure. No public phones shall be located on the 
exterior of the premises under the control of the establishment. 

I. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of 
alcoholic beverage sales from a Planning Department public counter 
subsequent to the Zoning Administrator's signature on the Planning 
Department sign-off form and mount it on either the inside of the window 
of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of the building (if 
inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

m. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

n. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising 
directed to the exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability 
of alcoholic beverages. 

o. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be 
served by employees of the restaurant. The sale of alcoholic beverages 
for consumption off the premises of the building is prohibited. 

p. Within 60 days of the opening of the restaurants, all employees of the 
business shall receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) and 
LEAD programs regarding alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by 
the Los Angeles Police Department and State of California Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Department at least two times per year or to the 
satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police Department. The applicant shall 
transmit a copy of the completion of such training to the Zoning 
Administrator for inclusion in the file. 

q. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer 
while in the premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept 
money or any other thing of value from a customer for the purpose of 
sitting or otherwise spending time with customers while in the premises, 
nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make available, either 
gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

RL0030146 



EM27229 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR C-4 

r. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State 
Law prohibits the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years 
of age. "No loitering or Public Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the 
subject facility. 

s. The applicant shall designate a community liaison that shall be available 
to meet with representatives of the Neighborhood Council, community 
groups, or neighborhood associations to resolve any community concerns 
regarding the sale of alcohol. 

t. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the 
character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Department to impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is 
determined by the City Planning Department that such conditions are 
proven necessary for the protection of person in the neighborhood or 
occupants of adjacent property. 

u. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence 
be submitted showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the 
grant, resulting in a disruption or interference with the peaceful enjoyment 
of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the City Planning Department 
will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan Approval 
application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing 
to review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the 
conditions of the grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and 
supporting documentation of how compliance with each condition of the 
grant has been attained. 

C. Other Conditions 

7. Noise (Residential). All exterior windows shall be constructed with double-pane 
glass and use exterior wall construction which provides a Sound Transmission 
Class of 50 or greater as defined in UBC No. 35-1, 1979 edition or any 
amendment thereto. As an alternative, the developer may retain an acoustical 
engineer to submit evidence, along with the application for a building permit, any 
alternative means of sound insulation sufficient to mitigate interior noise levels 
below a CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room. 

8. Graffiti Removal. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to 
match the color of the surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its 
occurrence. 

9. Aesthetics. The structure, or portions thereof shall be maintained in a safe and 
sanitary condition and good repair and free of graffiti, trash, overgrown 
vegetation, or similar material, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91,8104. All 
open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, recreational 
facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped and maintained in accordance 
with a landscape plan, including an automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect to eh satisfaction of the decision maker. 
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10. Downtown Design Guide. That project plans shall be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning's Urban Design Studio for review and compliance 
with the Downtown Design Guide or show a clear alternative approach which is 
superior to and achieves all the prominent objectives of the Design Guide prior to 
obtaining any permits plan. The project shall be substantially in conformance with 
the photograph titled "The Tower'' of the model shown in Exhibit E-2 between 
pages A-021 & A-022 and "The Plaza" between pages A-025 & A-026 (showing 
the parking levels screened and integrated into the building design). 

11. Landscaping. That a landscape plan, prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect, be submitted to and approved by the Department of City Planning's 
Urban Design Studio in accordance with CP-6730 prior to obtaining any permit. 
The Landscape plans shall be in compliance with the Downtown Design Guide 
and show the entire site as a unified development having functional linkages for 
pedestrians including one from Flower to Figueroa, and common architectural 
and landscape features. 

D. Administrative Conditions 

12. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees 
or verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be 
required by the subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City 
Planning for placement in the subject file. 

13. Code Compliance. Area, height and use regulations of the zone classification of 
the subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may 
vary. 

14. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an 
agreement concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be 
recorded in the County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land 
and shall be binding on any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The 
agreement shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning for approval 
before being recorded. After recordation, a copy bearing the Recorder's number 
and date shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for attachment to 
the file. 

15. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these 
conditions shall mean those agencies, public offices, legislation or their 
successors, designees or amendment to any legislation. 

16. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these 
conditions shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and any 
designated agency, or the agency's successor and in accordance with any stated 
laws or regulations, or any amendments thereto. 

17. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be 
printed on the building plans submitted to the Department of City Planning and 
the Department of Building and Safety. 

RL0030148 



EM27231 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR C-6 

18. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with 
due regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved 
to the City Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 
12.27.1 of the Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in 
the decision makers opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the 
protection of persons in the neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

19. Utilization of Entitlement. The applicant/owner shall have a period of five years 
from the effective date of the subject grant to effectuate the terms of this 
entitlement by either securing a building permit or a certificate of occupancy for 
the authorized use, or unless prior to the expiration of the time period to utilize 
the privileges, the applicant files a written request and is granted an extension to 
the termination period for up to one additional year pursuant to Sections 
12.24.J.3 and 12.28.C, of the Municipal Code. Thereafter, the entitlement shall 
be deemed terminated and the property owner shall be required to secure a new 
authorization for the use. 

20. Multiple Entitlements. The subject Adjustments for building setback require the 
completion of all applicable conditions of approval herein to the satisfaction of the 
Planning Department and the effective date of these grants shall coincide with 
that of the associated zone/height district change on the property involved. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. eneral Plan Land Use Desi nation. The existing Hollywood=Community Plan, part of 
the General Plan Land Use Element, was adopted in December 1988 and is currently being 
updated. As discussed above, the Community Plan Update was adopted by the Planning 
Commission and is pending final approval by the City Council. However until the new 
Hollywood Community Plan Update is formally adopted by the City the 1988 adopted 
Community Plan is the governing plan. The existing Community Plan sets forth specific land 
use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood area. It designates 
the Project Site as Regional Center Commercial and refers to the LAMC for specific land uses 
permitted within this designation. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows 
for the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. 
Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and 
commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as 
part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation. 

2. General Plan Text. 
While there are no specific policies relevant to the Project within the existing Community Plan 
that were adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts per se, the 1988 Community Plan 
states that among its general purposes is to guide development in order to maintain a healthful 
and pleasant environment. 

The consistency of Project with the applicable objectives of the 1988 Community Plan is 
analyzed below in Table IV.G-3, 1988 Hollywood Community Plan Objectives Consistency 
Analysis. 

Objective 1: To coordinate the development of Hollywood with that of other parts of 
the City of LosAngeles and the metropolitan area. 

Objective 2: To designate lands at appropriate locations for the various private uses 
and public facilities in the quantities and at densities required to 
accommodate population and activities projected to the year 2010. 

Objective 3: To make a provision for the housing required to satisfy the varying needs 
and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice. 

Objective 4. To promote economic well being and public convenience through: 
Allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail, service and office 
facilities in quantities and patterns on accepted planning principles and 
standards. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a major 
population center by providing the addition of new multi-family residential units, 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail 
uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and approximately 
34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood community. Development 
of the Project would be consistent with growth projections for the Community Plan Area 
through the year 2010, as identified by the Department of City Planning and SCAG (see also 
Section IV.I, Population, Housing, and Employment). Specifically, the Project's 
approximately 492 new residential units and their estimated population of approximately 
1,078 persons, represents approximately 0.37 percent of SCAG's population forecast for the 
Subregion between 2010 and 2030. Development of the Project would provide 
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approximately 492 residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, providing housing 
necessary for the growing community. Development of the Project would satisfy varying 
needs and desires and increase the opportunity for individual choice by providing a diverse 
mix of unit configurations that would appeal to different income categories, such as one, 
two, and three bedroom units. In addition, development of the Project would not result in the 
removal of any lower density housing. All of the proposed units on the Project Site would be 
centrally located, and would therefore not create a scattered intrusion of apartments within a 
lower density housing area. Development of the Project would provide retail, office, hotel, 
and residential land uses, all of which would provide a service to the surrounding community 
consistent with current and long-range planning principles and standards. Those standards 
include Hollywood Community Plan design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG 
projections. 

The proposed project is comprised of 273 residential units and 18,073 square feet of 
commercial retail and spa use. The proposed land use plan is consistent with the General 
Plan designation on the project site. The Central City Community Plan is part of the Land 
Use Element of the Citywide General Plan, and set forth specific land use requirements and 
required entitlements for projects within the Community Plan area. The Central City 
Community Plan designates the project site as Community Commercial land use and refers 
to the LAMC for specific land uses permitted within this designation. The Community 
Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of a residential and commercial 
uses and development density on the project site is limited to a floor area ratio of 3: 1. The 
project is requesting a discretionary approval to change the Height District from 2D to Height 
District 2, which permits a FAR of 6: 1. Under the existing and proposed height district, there 
would be no limit to the building height. Development of the project includes construction of 
up to 273 dwelling units and 18,062 square feet of commercial use with 379 parking spaces, 
which would be consistent with the proposed Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the site 
and provide additional housing in Downtown that would accommodate the growing 
population of the surrounding area and balance the jobs-to-housing ratio. Finally, the 
proposed project would include varying unit sizes from studios to three-bedroom units that 
would accommodate various household sizes of the Central City community as well as 
provide different choices in housing needs. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) 
was adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in IA.ugust 2001. 
The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such 
issues as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic 
development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few 
under-improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an otherwise 
mix-use neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in close 
proximity to jobs and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and 
associated Height District Change would be consistent with several goals and policies of the 
Framework Element. 
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The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting 
policies relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to 
provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 

Housing Elemen~ . Since development would involve approximately 492 multi-family 
residential units, the Housing Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the 
Project. Housing Element objectives and policies applicable to the Project and with 
which the Project conforms are listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis. The Project would meet many housing objectives and policies 
contained in the Housing Element of the Los Angeles General Plan as follows: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure 
and service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The Project would include a mix of uses including retail, residential, and office land uses. 
As such, the proposed uses would promote activities and natural surveillance that 
would occur after commercial business hours, as residents of the Project would be 
located on-site 24 hours per day. In addition, development of the Project would include 
the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead based 
paint; 

Policy 2.1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of development 
that improve the integration of housing with commercial uses and the integration of 
public services and various densities of residential development within neighborhoods at 
appropriate locations. 

The Project would provide for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system 
for residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. 
Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund 
(in the form of property taxes, sales revenue, etc) that could be applied toward the 
provision of new police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the Project Site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed 
fA-prior to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, 
there would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site 
would be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing 
Element. 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle 
Avenue to Plan designated Local Street standards and Yucca Street to Plan designated 
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Local Street standards will assure compliance with this Element of the General Plan and 
with the City's street improvement standards pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 

4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

6. Charter Findings - City Charter Sections 556 and 558 (General Plan Amendment). 
The proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Sections 556 and 558 in that the 
plan amendment promotes an intensity and pattern of development that is consistent 
with the area's General Plan Framework designation and that encourages transit use; 
reduces automobile dependency; improves air quality; encourages the development of 
multiple-family housing and community-serving commercial uses; and enhances the 
pedestrian environment. The recommended General Plan Amendment to amend the 
land use designation from Community Commercial to Regional Commercial will further 
many of the City's land use policies and address the need for housing. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The General Plan Amendment would allow for 
the project to intensify the use on the site and provide additional housing in Downtown 
that would accommodate the growing population of the surrounding area and balance 
the jobs-to-housing ratio. Finally, the proposed project would include varying unit sizes 
from studios to three-bedroom units that would accommodate various household sizes of 
the Central City community as well as provide different choices in housing needs. 

7. Zone Change and Height District Change Findings. 

a. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these findings, the recommended 
action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. 

The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project is requesting a discretionary approval to remove the 
"D" Limitation change the existing Height District 2D to Height District 2, which would 
permit an FAR of 6: 1. Under both the existing and proposed height district, there would 
be no limit to the building height. Granting the zone change/height district change would 
allow for the development of up to 273 dwelling units and 18,062 square feet of 
commercial use with 379 parking spaces, which would be consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to 
help bring a critical mass to the Downtown area that would help bring night time uses, 
bring home ownership opportunities, and encourage pedestrian activity. 

Public Necessity. Granting the requested zone change/height district change will be 
deemed consistent with public necessity. The project will bring 273 residential units and 
home ownership opportunities to the Hollywood area. This will also include a mix of 
residences that include studio to three bedroom units that range in various sizes. This 
will accommodate different household sizes to the South Park neighborhood. 
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Convenience. Granting the requested zone change/height district change will be 
deemed consistent with public convenience. The site is located in the Hollywood 
entertainment district. The area includes commercial uses, including retail, restaurants, 
and offices, and also includes residential and entertainment uses. The site's proximity to 
several transit lines such as the Blue Rail Line, several major MTA bus lines, the "F" 
Dash Line, and the Orange County and Santa Monica Bus Lines, provide convenience 
to residences of the proposed building. Residences either will be located closer to jobs 
or closer to transit opportunities to consider alternatives to driving to their jobs. 
Furthermore, the site proposes two restaurants and a spa, and will provide the 
convenience and options of dining for residents of the building and for visitors of the 
Convention Center, Staples Center, or other guests. 

General Welfare. Granting the requested zone change/height district change will be 
deemed consistent with the general welfare. The project replaces one surface parking 
lot and refurbishes another. By replacing a surface parking lot, the project brings an 
active viable use that will promote safety, bring residents on the streets, and create more 
stakeholders. Furthermore, as discussed above, with the site's proximity to several 
transit opportunities, will help alleviate congestion, vehicle dependency, and commute 
times to improve the general welfare. 

Good Zoning Practice. Granting the requested zone change/height district change will 
be deemed consistent with good zoning practice. The project site is not only near transit 
lines but in Downtown. The project would bring in a mixed use project that would 
introduce housing and over 18,000 square feet of commercial use. The project would 
bring more balance to the jobs to housing ratio in Hollywood. Also, the project will be an 
infill development that replaces a surface parking lot. The project will not involve the 
relocation of tenants, and will help bring a critical mass to the area to create a 24-hour 
Downtown. This critical mass will also help support new developments such as LA Live 
by creating a use that will complement the area by extending pedestrian activity, bringing 
in walkable elements on Figueroa Street through street furniture, design, and wide 
sidewalks, and being in compliance with the Central City Community Plan and the 
Downtown Design and Standards Guidelines. 

Furthermore, the site is ideal for the requested zone change/height district change since 
it is located on the Figueroa Corridor, which is an important link between Exposition 
Park/USC and Downtown Los Angeles. This corridor is being studied by the Planning 
Department for higher density development to keep projects developing south of 
Downtown towards Exposition Park/USC and north of Exposition Park/USC towards 
Downtown. There is also a proposed rail line, which will transverse Figueroa Street 
connecting the two centers. Since higher density is the desired development pattern for 
the Figueroa Corridor, a zone change would be appropriate to allow for high density 
development to connect Exposition Park/USC with Downtown. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the "T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

8. Conditional Use Permit Findings (for floor area ratio averaging in unified 
developments). Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-W, 19, a conditional use permit is 
necessary for a floor area ratio averaging in unified developments in the C2 zone. The 
project is on a site with a total net lot area equal to 57,463 square feet in a C2 zone, 
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where the lot area of the Figueroa Street (Lot 1) totals 39,469 square feet and the lot 
area of the Flower Street Lot (Lot 2) totals 17,994. A conditional use permit requires the 
following findings, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-E. 

a. Why does applicant believe the location of the project will be desirable to the 
public convenience and welfare? 

Granting of the conditional use to permit averaging of floor area ratio will lead to 
a project that will be desirable to the public convenience and welfare. The 
project will construct 273 residential units, two new restaurants and a high-end 
health spa. The project will continue the pattern of mixed-use and residential 
developments that create the urban environment envisioned by the City for the 
South Park neighborhood. In addition, the project will introduce a building that 
will be iconic to both the local area as well as the region. The design will be a 
high-quality design and will incorporate a sustainable design will be a LEED 
certifiable project. 

Floor area averaging for Lot 1 and Lot 2 is requested along with the removal of 
the "D" Limitation to allow for a development with a floor area ratio of 6: 1 and for 
a 344,775 square foot mixed use project. This will enable the project to provide a 
mix of bedroom units ranging from studio to 3-bedroom units to bring a mix of 
household sizes to the area. The development will also include over 18,000 
square feet of commercial uses that include two restaurants and a high-end spa. 
This will bring viable commercial use to the area and contribute to making this 
part of Downtown walkable. 

Granting the conditional use will also lead to a development that will bring a 
critical mass to the Downtown area. A 24-hour Downtown would be created, and 
a mix of uses that include residential, commercial retail, hotel and office, as well 
as entertainment venues such as LA Live, Staples Center and the Convention 
Center will be supported with a mixed use development. Residents of this 
development will bring stakeholders to the area as well as people on the streets. 
As more activity and a sense of presence is brought to the area, unwanted 
criminal activities such as loitering , graffiti, and drug activity will be reduced, 
while a sense of security is brought into the neighborhood. 

The site is designed to link the Figueroa corridor from Downtown to a site south 
of Pico Boulevard, continuing the critical mass needed to create a vibrant corridor 
between Downtown and USC. The residents in the project will activate the 
streets, since there will be more foot traffic between the project and LA Live to 
Downtown. Residents will also be close to jobs, retail, and entertainment. 

The project continues the development of mixed-uses in keeping with other 
projects in the vicinity that have been granted variances without proving 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity. 

b. Describe how the proposed project will be proper in relation to adjacent uses of 
the development of the community. 

The project is located in the South Park neighborhood, which has been targeted 
for high-density residential and retail/commercial development because of its 
proximity to major transportation lines, the Central Commercial Core and jobs. 
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This area has recently seen major increase in medium and high-density 
residential, retail and commercial developments. 

This site is also located adjacent to the Los Angeles Sports and Entertainment 
District (LASED), which is a high-density residential and commercial project, 
along the Figueroa Corridor. This corridor has been slated for high-density 
development that will create a vibrant neighborhood for the existing residential 
and the new retail and entertainment uses provided by the LA Live Project. 

The location of the project makes it an ideal site for high density residential. The 
site is located within walking distance to jobs, transit, and retail. The conversion 
of the existing surface parking lot will not result in the displacement of any 
tenants or of any form of housing. In addition, the proximity of the site to jobs will 
help create a balance of the jobs to housing ratio in Downtown. 

c. Describe how the proposed project will not be detrimental to the character of 
development in the immediate neighborhood and will be in harmony with the 
various elements and objectives of the General Plan. 

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood and will be in harmony with the Central City 
Community Plan, which is a part of the General Plan. The Central City 
Community Plan states, "This plan for Los Angeles Central City is a key part of 
the Los Angeles General Plan, which proposes a series of major Centers having 
high density residential and commercial uses at locations throughout the City 
connected by a rapid transit system ... " 

The project site is located within the South Park neighborhood of the Central City 
Community Plan. The Community Plan states, "This area [South Park] offers an 
opportunity for a concerned public and private effort to bring about new vitality 
and amenities in the Central City; a new community with all its associated land 
uses and variety is planned. South Park should be thought of as a commercial
residential complex with a significant amount of open space; recreational, cultural 
and civic uses; retail activities; community buildings and restaurants. Elevated 
plazas should be utilized to add open space and to provide pedestrian -
vehicular separation. Development for this area should be oriented to people -
employees, visitors, shoppers and residents." 
The South Park neighborhood south of Pico Boulevard is designated as High 
Medium Density Housing and Community Commercial. The proposed project will 
create high-density housing with retail/spa on lots that are underutilized. The 
project is designed to create a synergy between the building and the street, 
allowing for a vital, pedestrian experience along Figueroa Street. 

Goals and objectives of the Central City Community Plan and discussion are as 
follows: 

Goal and Objective 3 - 'To organize growth and change, to reinforce viable 
functions, and to facilitate the renewal or rehabilitation of deteriorated and under
utilized areas." 

This project will be located on seven lots presently utilized as surface parking. 
The project will revitalize the underutilized lots by creating retail and housing 
uses for the South Park area, without removing any existing residential units. 
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Goal and Objective 4 - 'To create a modern, efficient and balanced urban 
environment for people, including a full range of around-the-clock activities and 
uses, such as recreation and housing." 

The proposed project will create 273 new housing units in the South Park 
neighborhood\ of the Central City Plan area. It will also include two new 
restaurants and a high-end spa to serve residents of the building as well as those 
who choose to patron these establishments. The restaurants will be located at 
ground level and will face Figueroa Street. Outdoor seating will also be included 
to create a vibrant outdoor experience along the Figueroa Street sidewalk. Also, 
they will open late into the evening, while the residents of the subject building will 
be part of the around-the-clock activities in the area. This will help tie into the 
lively, urban environment of the Staples Center, Convention Center and LA Live. 

Goal and Objective 5 - 'To create a symbol of pride and identity which gives 
Central City a strong image as a major Center of the Los Angeles region." 

This project will be a 43-story building. The unique design of the building will 
give this part of Downtown of strong identifying building locally, as well as a much 
a much-desired architectural landmark regionally. 

Goal and Objective 7 - 'To achieve excellence in design, based on how Central 
City is to be used by people, giving emphasis to parks, green spaces, street 
trees, and places designed for walking and sitting." 

This project is designed to create a pedestrian-friendly experience along 
Figueroa Street, as well as create open space amenities in the project for the 
residents. The project includes lush landscaping, outdoor seating for the public, 
planter boxes and water elements along Figueroa Street. In addition, there will 
be outdoor seating along the sidewalk area for guests of the restaurants. There 
will also be several open space amenities offered to the residents of the project. 
Such include an outdoor BBQ, a putting green, a pool and spa, outdoor seating 
and paths with water features. 

Goal and Objective 10 - 'To provide high and medium density housing close to 
employment ... " 

The project will provide high-density housing along and near several 
transportation lines. These lines include the Blue Line rail, several major Metro 
Transit Authority Lines, the DOT Dash Lines, Orange County Bus Lines and the 
Santa Monica Blue Bus. These transportation lines allow for access to 
employment centers in all parts of the metropolitan area and help reduce the 
number of vehicles on the road. 

This project also meets the following Land Use objectives within the Housing 
section. 

Objective 1 - 'The major concentration of Central City housing shall be located in 
South Park ... " 

Objective 2 - "Central City housing should include high rise, medium rise and low 
rise ... condominium units." 
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Objective 3 - 'This Plan shall promote the development of new dwelling units 
through its implementation programs. In addition to those new dwelling units 
developed within areas designated for housing on the Plan Map, development of 
new and rehabilitated dwelling units within blocks and buildings designated for 
commercial use shall be encouraged." 

The development of 273 units in a mixed-use, high-rise building meets the goals 
of the above three objectives. These units will create new stakeholders and will 
help add to the critical mass in the South Park area. The project will strengthen 
the identity of the South Park neighborhood. 

Objective 6 - 'The Plan encourages the provisions of facilities and amenities, 
such as recreation areas, playgrounds, child care centers, and park areas in 
conjunction with housing units, to attract the variety of families and individuals 
which will produce vital, varied Central City." 

This project will include a unique, iconic design and will create a pedestrian
friendly experience through design features along Figueroa Street, as well as 
create open space amenities in the project for the residents. The project 
includes lush landscaping throughout the site. Project features will also include 
outdoor seating for the public, planter boxes and water elements along Figueroa 
Street. In addition, there will be outdoor seating in the sidewalk area for guests 
of the restaurants. 

As mentioned above, the project will also include several open space amenities 
offered to the residents of the project. These amenities include an outdoor BBQ, 
a putting green, a pool and spa, outdoor seating and paths with water features. 
Thus, the project furthers the objectives and goals of the Central City Community 
Plan, and will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 

9. Conditional Use for the on-site sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages in 
the C2 zone. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-W, 1, the sale or dispensing of alcoholic 
beverages for on-site consumption in the C4 zone, or as an incidental business to the 
operation of clubs, lodges, hotels or apartment hotels requires a conditional use permit. 
The project will contain a lobby lounge, ballroom, and meeting rooms, which will sell 
alcohol for on-site consumption. The hotel will also provide room service and in-room 
bars. 

a. Describe briefly how the proposed project will be proper in relation to adjacent 
uses or the development of the community. 

The proposed project has two restaurants located on the ground floor of a mixed
use development located at 1340 S. Figueroa Avenue. One of the restaurants 
will be in a 3,948 square foot space and the other in a 4,548 square foot space. 
Since the tenants have not been selected yet, the configuration and seating of 
the restaurants have not been finalized. However, both restaurants will open 
onto Figueroa Avenue and both will potentially have outdoor seating to ensure 
that a vibrant street level experience be maintained. These restaurants will 
include the sale of alcohol for on-site consumption at the restaurant and at the 
spa when purchased through either of the restaurants. 
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The project is bounded by Figueroa Street and Flower Street, between Pico and 
Venice Avenues. The Central City Community Plan designates the subject 
property, which is in the South Park planning area south of Pico Boulevard, as 
High Medium Residential and Community Commercial. The site is zoned C2-2D
O. The Community Plan has a goal to continue development of a 24-hour 
Downtown with a full range of housing and complementary retail, restaurant, and 
entertainment uses. 

The surrounding adjacent parcels are all zoned for commercial development and 
the adjacent and surrounding area is developed with high-density retail, 
commercial, parking and residential uses. This area has developments that 
include the Staples Center, the Convention Center, LA Live and several high
density housing and mixed-use projects by private developers. These uses are 
all similar and compatible to that of the proposed use. The proposed project is in 
the South Park area of Downtown. This area of Downtown is zoned and 
developed with a similar and compatible mix of residential and commercial uses. 
The restaurants will serve guests and members of the on-site spa, residents of 
the building, neighborhood residents and workers, visitors to the Staples Center 
and Convention Center, visitors to LA Live, and the faculty and student body of 
FIDM. 

Sale of alcohol is consistent with the pattern of neighborhood markets and 
restaurants in Downtown Los Angeles. The restaurants will provide the 
community with economically viable and respected establishments as part of its 
neighborhood-serving retail. The proposed project is part of an optimal mixed
use development plan that increases the utility of land, provides nearby residents 
and employees the option of enjoying food and drink without having to drive 
elsewhere, and adds appropriately to the mix of uses in the building and 
immediate vicinity. In light of these issues, the proposed location is admirably 
suited for the restaurants, in that it furthers community and economic 
development in the Central Business District. 

b. Why does applicant believe the location of the project will be desirable to the 
public convenience and welfare. 

According to the applicant, members of the Downtown Los Angeles 
Neighborhood Council stated that restaurants and bars in the Downtown area are 
underrepresented. In addition, the Central Business District is undergoing 
redevelopment, creating new places to live, as well as work. The addition of the 
food establishments at the proposed location will not be materially detrimental to 
the character of this redevelopment, but will actually serve a benefit to the 
community. New, well-designed and landscaped, quality establishments that are 
effectively maintained and operated by trained staff will enhance the 
neighborhood's aesthetics, convenience, livability and security. Additionally, with 
operating hours from 7:00 am until 2:00 am, a 19-hour operating schedule will 
help provide a secure environment by providing security and lighting into the 
nighttime hours. Furthermore, the project will include conditions of approval for 
the conditional use request to ensure the facilities are run properly and that 
neighboring residents will be able to report any problems resulting from the 
development. 
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The use is complementary to the proposed residential and spa development, as 
well as to other developments currently constructed and being constructed in the 
area. The operators will provide high quality food, drink, and related 
merchandise that will contribute to the convenience and welfare of neighborhood 
residents. Again, the proposed project is part of an optimal mixed-use 
development plan that increases the utility of land, provides nearby residents and 
employees the option of enjoying food and drink without having to drive 
elsewhere, and adds appropriately to the mix of uses in the building and 
immediate vicinity. In light of these issues, the proposed location is well suited 
for the restaurants, in that it promotes livability and convenience for residents and 
employees of the mixed-use project, as well as the larger neighborhood. 

c. Describe how the proposed project will not be detrimental to the character of 
development in the immediate neighborhood and will be in harmony with the 
various elements and objectives of the General Plan. 

As previously noted, the Central City Community Plan designates the subject 
property is zoned C2-2D-) and has a land use designation of Community 
Commercial. Food establishments are permitted uses and the sale and 
consumption of alcohol is permitted with a conditional use permit. The plan 
describes South Park as a thriving mixed-use community with a high 
concentration of housing. As such, proximate retail, restaurant, and other 
auxiliary services are needed. The restaurants will provide job opportunities and 
the proposed goods and services available through the restaurants will serve the 
needs of both residents and workers, enhancing the desirability of the 
neighborhood as a place to work and live. 

The proposed project is located in the Central City Community Plan, which is a 
part of the General Plan. The Los Angeles Central City Community Plan states, 
"This plan for Los Angeles Central City is a key part of the Los Angeles General 
Plan, which proposes a series of major Centers having high density residential 
and commercial uses at locations throughout the City connected by a rapid 
transit system ... " 

The project site is located within the South Park Planning Area of the Central City 
Community Plan. The Community Plan states, "This area [South Park] offers an 
opportunity for a concerned public and private effort to bring about new vitality 
and amenities in the Central City; a new community with all its associated land 
uses and variety is planned. South Park should be thought of as a commercial
residential complex ... Development for this area should be oriented to people -
employees, visitors, shoppers and residents." 

A goal of the Central City Community Plan is to link South Park to the Financial 
Core with walkable, mixed-use streets. These restaurants will serve the 
residents in the building, as well as residents and workers from nearby 
developments, the Staples Center and LA Live. This will create pedestrian traffic 
from Downtown and the adjacent developments. 

The proposed project will create high-density housing with two restaurants and a 
spa on seven lots that currently are underutilized. With the proposed outdoor 
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seating, the project is designed to create a synergy between the building and the 
street, allowing for a vital, pedestrian experience along Figueroa Street. 

The proposed restaurants will be in harmony with these ideals and various 
elements and objectives of the General Plan and Central City Community Plan. 

A few of the goals and objectives of the Plan that the proposed project will 
advance are discussed below. 

Goal and Objective 3 - 'To organize growth and change, to reinforce viable 
functions, and to facilitate the renewal or rehabilitation of deteriorated and under
utilized areas." 

This project will be located on seven lots currently being used as surface parking. 
The project will revitalize the underutilized lots by creating retail and housing 
uses for the South Park area, without removing any existing residential units. 

Goal and Objective 4 - 'To create a modern, efficient and balanced urban 
environment for people, including a full range of around-the-clock activities and 
uses, such as recreation and housing." 

The restaurants and high-end spa will serve residents of the building, 
neighborhood residents and workers, visitors to the Staples Center and 
Convention Center, visitors to LA Live, and the faculty and student body of FIDM. 
The restaurants will be located on the ground floors and will be facing Figueroa 
Street. They will have outdoor seating to create a vibrant outdoor experience 
along the sidewalk of Figueroa. These two restaurants will open late into the 
evening, and will create around-the-clock activities in an area that will tie into the 
lively, urban environment of the Staples Center, Convention Center and LA Live. 

The approval of the applicant's request is consistent with the zoning designation 
of the subject property and is within the bounds of the various elements and 
objectives of the General Plan. 

The restaurants will sell alcohol responsibly and adhere to all applicable 
governmental regulations. The applicant's request is consistent and harmonious 
with the adjacent and surrounding uses and the proposed restaurant will improve 
the aesthetics of the streetscape and bring much needed life to an unused 
streetscape along Figueroa Street. The proposed project will also improve safety 
in the area by creating a 19-hour operation in the South Park district. The 
proposed project will clearly enhance, not damage, the character of development 
in the immediate neighborhood. 

d. Will the approval of the Conditional Use at this location adversely affect the 
economic welfare of the community? Why? 

The approval of this conditional use permit will not adversely affect the economic 
welfare of the community. The proposed project provides two restaurants that 
would contribute to the economic vitality of the site and to the City's tax base. 
The economic welfare of the community depends on healthy and viable 
commerce and these restaurants will provide the community with economically 
viable and respected commercial establishments as part of its community-serving 
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retail. Furthermore, these establishments will also create service sector 
employment opportunities in the area. 

e. Will the approval of the Conditional Use result in or contribute to an undue 
concentration of premises for the sale or dispensing of alcoholic beverages, 
including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws and the 
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for undue 
concentration and the number and proximity of such establishments within a one 
thousand foot radius of the site and area crime rate?. 

Granting the requested CUB will not result in an undue concentration of premises 
for the sale or dispending for consumption off premises. The public convenience 
and welfare will be served by its issuance and there will not be a detrimental 
affect on the community. The granting of the CUB in conjunction with a 273-unit 
condominium and 18,000 square feet of commercial use will contribute positively 
to the public convenience and welfare and the economic vitality of the region. 

The area has been identified as not having an over-concentration of alcoholic 
beverage licenses. According to the State Alcoholic Beverage Control Board 
(ABC), indicated that Census Tract 2240.10 (the subject tract), which includes a 
population of 2,529, has issued two (2) existing on-site and three (3) off-site 
licenses. The allowance for licenses was set at three (3) on-site and two (2) off
site licenses, and as such, the area is not deemed to have an over-concentration 
of licenses if a strict reading is given to ABC guidelines. These figures indicate 
that there is not an over-concentration of on-site licenses, but not of off-site 
licenses. 

It should be noted that the method of determining alcohol license concentration 
fails to account for neighborhoods such as Downtown. City-wide destinations 
serve more people than live in the census tract. People come to Downtown for 
the purpose of shopping, dining, entertainment, cultural activities, and for school. 
Consequently, in commercial destination areas such as Downtown, alcohol 
licenses in excess of the number allowed in a census tract is thoroughly 
appropriate. Moreover, current population figures undercount Downtown's 
reality. The census figures are 9 years out-of-date and cannot account for the 
significant increase in housing construction and concomitant population growth 
that is Downtown's recent history. 

Although there are some nearby restaurants that sell alcoholic beverages for on
site consumption, there is not an undue concentration of such uses near the 
proposed project. In fact, there is strong demand by the growing Downtown 
residential community for additional eating and drinking establishments. 
Additionally, providing alcoholic sales for on-site consumption is consistent with 
the pattern of markets, restaurants, and other neighborhood food establishments 
in Los Angeles. The approval of the Conditional Use will not result in an undue 
concentration of drinking establishments in the community. 

The project site is in an area of the census tract where there are lower 
concentrations of these types of establishments. A list prepared by GC Mapping 
Services identifies establishments that serve alcohol and as well as sensitive 
land uses within 600 feet and 600 to 1,000 feet. According to their on-site field 
inspection, two establishments that sell alcohol and 10 apartment buildings, two 
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churches, and one recreation area were identified to be within a 600-foot radius 
of the subject site. Only establishment, The Staples Center, was identified to sell 
alcohol within 600 to 1,000 feet of the site. 

The project will include two restaurants and a high-end spa which may offer 
alcohol sales through the restaurants. It is important to note that the vast 
majority of activities within the project will not involve the sale of alcoholic 
beverages and, the sale of alcohol will generally be incidental to primary 
restaurant and spa operations. Accordingly, approval of the CUP will not result in 
an unreasonable concentration of such establishments, but will provide 
numerous public benefits including public convenience and entertainment 
opportunities. 

The sale of alcoholic beverages is critical to the successful operation of these 
restaurants and spa. These establishments aim to attract and cater to a 
sophisticated clientele. Since the establishments will be part of a carefully 
controlled project, the service of alcoholic beverages will enhance the quality of 
the project site and maintain the quality and character of the neighborhood. 

The Project will provide a residential and commercial uses to the South Park 
neighborhood. The project has been conditioned to address potential security 
concerns and will be in conformance with all requirements of ABC. Through the 
approval of the CUB may appear to contribute to an undue concentration of 
alcohol licenses in the area, no detriment will result and public convenience will 
be served. 

f Will the approval of the Conditional Use detrimentally affect nearby residentially 
zoned properties? Why? 

The uses proposed on the project site, including the Condition Use Permit 
requested herein, will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned property 
or other surrounding sensitive uses. While there are residential uses near the 
project site, development of the currently underutilized project site will be 
beneficial to such uses. Development of the project will provide additionally 
needed housing as well as needed services such as restaurant and spa uses. 
All establishments serving alcohol at the project site will be staffed with qualified 
teams for the responsible service of alcohol. 

There are two churches and one hospital near the project site. The 
Fundamentalist Baptist Church is located at 1329 S. Hope Street, while the I Am 
Sanctuary is located at 1320 S. Hope Street. The California Hospital Medical 
Center is located 1338 S. Hope Street. The establishments selling alcohol at the 
project site must agree to all measures necessary to ensure that alcohol is 
served only to adults of 21 years or older and will mitigate any potential 
inconveniences or detrimental impacts. However, it is anticipated that no such 
inconveniences or detrimental impacts are anticipated because peak times for 
the commercial uses on the project site will not coincide with the peak times for 
the church or hospital traffic. Alcohol sold at the project site would be intended 
for the residents and visitors who choose to patron the restaurant or spa. 

10. Zone Variance to permit a total of 201 accessible parking spaces for the 273 
residential units in lieu of the 342 spaces required. Pursuant to LAMC Section 

RL0030163 



EM27246 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR F-15 

12.27, a zone variance is necessary to allow only 201 accessible parking spaces for 273 
residential units in lieu of the 342 required. The remaining 141 parking spaces will be in 
tandem spaces and accessed via valet service as part of the project. 

a. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

The project is located in the South Park Planning area of the Central City 
Community Plan. This area has been targeted for high-density residential and 
retail/commercial development because of its proximity to major transportation 
lines, the Central Commercial Core and jobs. This area has seen major 
development in medium and high-density residential, retail and commercial. 

The applicant is requesting a zone variance to allow 201 parking spaces for the 
273 residential units be accessible within the parking structure, and that the 
remaining 141 spaces be tandem. The lot is a relatively small, urban lot and a 
high-density project is in keeping with the existing development in the area. 
However, the area required for the drive aisle widths and turning radii greatly 
reduces the area that accommodates the parking stalls. Therefore, if the density 
of the project is constant at 273 units, it is difficult to fit the required number of 
side-by-side parking stalls on the site, without increasing the footprint of the 
parking structure. 

The project will include a 24-hour valet on site to park all vehicles of residential 
tenants and their guests. The purpose and intent of the zoning regulation is to 
allow for easy access for the tenants or residents of any residential project. 
Since the site will have a 24-hour valet, the requested variance would not conflict 
with the general purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. This will allow a 
smaller parking footprint without inconveniencing the residents and their guests. 

b. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as size, 
shape, topography, location, or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

The size of the Figueroa Lot (Lot 1) creates challenges to provide sufficient 
amount of accessible number of parking spaces. Lot 1 has a frontage of 242 feet 
and a depth of 155 feet. The project will provide abundant hardscape and 
landscaping, open areas, and building setback ranging from 15 to 30 feet. The 
area required for the drive aisle widths and turning radii greatly reduces the area 
that accommodates the parking stalls. Therefore, the design of the project 
makes it impossible to build the required number of side-by-side parking stalls on 
the site. 

The location of the site and the existing use also makes this a unique site. The 
site is within walking distance of many jobs, as well as several major transit lines. 
The project will replace an existing surface parking lot with 273 new residential 
units and over 18,000 square feet of commercial use. The project will be an infill 
development that will not replace existing tenants. 

This site is also located near the Sports and Entertainment District, which is a 
high-density residential and commercial project, along the Figueroa corridor. 
This corridor has been slated for high-density development, creating a vibrant 
neighborhood for the existing residential and the new retail and entertainment 
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uses provided by the LA Live Project. The site is served by several major 
transportation lines and is within walking distance to the City Center. Therefore, 
the site is ideally located in proximity to many jobs, retail and commercial uses 
that will serve the proposed 273 units. The site's proximity to jobs will help with 
the jobs to housing balance in Downtown. In addition, the conversion of the 
existing surface parking lot will not result in the displacement of any lower income 
or rental units. 

As such, granting the variance will help further the development of the area and 
is in concert with adjacent development. It also creates a landmark project in 
Downtown Los Angeles. 

c. Such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right or use generally possessed by other property in the same zone 
and vicinity but which, because of such special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships, is denied the property in question. 

The applicant is requesting the subject variance to provide the required number 
of parking spaces on the site. The project does meet the required number of 
parking spaces, but in order to minimize the number of levels of parking within 
the podium, and meet design standards, the project is unable to provide 
accessible spaces for all of the residential units. As such, the applicant has 
included valet service to address the 141 tandem parking spaces and provide 
residents the convenience in parking their vehicles through this feature. Other 
projects in the area do face limitations of a small site. However, this project 
provides a high density development that facilitates residents to enter and leave 
the site. 

Other recent developments have been able to provide all of their units as 
accessible. 

d. The granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

The project continues the pattern of mixed use developments in the vicinity. 
These developments have been approved without proving materially detrimental 
to the public welfare or injurious to other property or improvements in the same 
zone or vicinity. 

The granting of the requested variance will allow for tandem parking, thereby 
creating a smaller parking footprint. The granting of this variance will in no way 
be detrimental to public welfare. There will be a 24-hour valet on site, the 
tenants and their guests, as well as anyone using the facilities will not be 
inconvenienced or injured in any way. Proximate and adjacent properties will not 
notice any difference in the use of their property or improvements with the 
granting of this variance. 

The site is designed to link the Figueroa corridor from Downtown to a site south 
of Pico, continuing the critical mass needed to create a vibrant corridor between 
Downtown and USC. Residents of the subject building will activate the streets, 
since there will be more foot traffic between the project and LA Live to 
Downtown. The residents can take advantage of being within walking distance to 
an area that has many jobs and retail uses. The restaurants on site are also 
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designed for outdoor seating to allow for a continued linkage between the 
building and the Figueroa corridor. Finally, the design team will incorporate high
end design and sustainable building elements to help develop a building that will 
provide a public benefit to all who experience and live in the building. 

e. The granting of the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General 
Plan. 

The General Plan does not specifically address variances. The project will 
provide 201 accessible parking spaces and 141 tandem parking spaces for the 
residential units. As mentioned above, the project will create a smaller parking 
footprint and provide valet service. This will help facilitate traffic and allow for 
smoother circulation into and out of the site, as well as improve safety. The 
project would comply with the Central City Parking District for the residential 
portion and would comply with the Downtown Parking District for the commercial 
portion of the project. As such, none of the elements of the General Plan will be 
affected by this variance. 

11. Site Plan Review Findings. Pursuant to Section 16.05-F of the Municipal Code: 

a. That the project complies with all applicable provisions of this Code and any 
applicable specific plan. 

The project will comply with all applicable provision of the Code. The site is 
zoned C2-2D with a Community Commercial land use designation within the 
Central City Community Plan. The applicant proposes to construct a mixed-use 
building with 344, 775 square feet of total floor area. This project will have 273 
condominium units and three retail units. The retail units are planned as a 9,566 
square foot spa, a 3,948 square foot restaurant and a 4,548 square foot 
restaurant. The Vesting Tentative Tract Map will create two parcels. The 
existing Height District 2D allows for a Floor Area Ratio of 3: 1. With the approval 
of the requested Zone Change to a Height District of 2, the allowed floor area will 
be within the allowable 6: 1 ratio. 

Since the project is being developed as condominiums, the Advisory Agency's 
Residential Parking Policy No. AA 2000-1 would be applicable. The project has 
requested a deviation from the policy to provide a ratio of 1.25 spaces for each 
unit. At the February 4, 2009 hearing, the Deputy Advisory Agency granted the 
request. The determination letter issued on February cc, 2009 included findings 
to justify granting this request. 
The project, as proposed, requires a General Plan Amendment, Zone 
Change/Height District Change, Conditional Use Permits, zone variance and Site 
Plan Review Findings. Also included in the request is Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No 70522, which was approved by the Advisory Agency. Granting the 
requested entitlements with findings, the Project, as conditioned, would comply 
with applicable regulations, standards, and provisions of the Municipal Code. The 
site is not located within a Specific Plan. 

b. That the project is consistent with the General Plan. 

See Findings Nos. 2, 6, Sc, 9c, and 1 Oe. 

The project includes a request to change the General Plan land use designation 
from Community Commercial to Regional Commercial and change the zone from 

RL0030166 



EM27249 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR F-18 

C2-2D to C2-2. With this change to the General Plan, the project will be 
consistent with the General Plan. The project will be developed as a mixed use 
project with a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 6: 1. 

Goals and objectives of the Central City Community Plan and discussion are as 
follows: 

Goal and Objective 3 - 'To organize growth and change, to reinforce viable 
functions, and to facilitate the renewal or rehabilitation of deteriorated and under
utilized areas." 

This project will be located on seven lots presently utilized as surface parking. 
The project will revitalize the underutilized lots by creating retail and housing 
uses for the South Park area, without removing any existing residential units. 

Goal and Objective 4 - 'To create a modern, efficient and balanced urban 
environment for people, including a full range of around-the-clock activities and 
uses, such as recreation and housing." 

The proposed project will create 273 new housing units in the South Park 
neighborhood\ of the Central City Plan area. It will also include two new 
restaurants and a high-end spa to serve residents of the building as well as those 
who choose to patron these establishments. The restaurants will be located at 
ground level and will face Figueroa Street. Outdoor seating will also be included 
to create a vibrant outdoor experience along the Figueroa Street sidewalk. Also, 
they will open late into the evening, while the residents of the subject building will 
be part of the around-the-clock activities in the area. This will help tie into the 
lively, urban environment of the Staples Center, Convention Center and LA Live. 

Goal and Objective 5 - 'To create a symbol of pride and identity which gives 
Central City a strong image as a major Center of the Los Angeles region." 

This project will be a 43-story building. The unique design of the building will 
give this part of Downtown of strong identifying building locally, as well as a much 
a much-desired architectural landmark regionally. 

Goal and Objective 7 - 'To achieve excellence in design, based on how Central 
City is to be used by people, giving emphasis to parks, green spaces, street 
trees, and places designed for walking and sitting." 

This project is designed to create a pedestrian-friendly experience along 
Figueroa Street, as well as create open space amenities in the project for the 
residents. The project includes lush landscaping, outdoor seating for the public, 
planter boxes and water elements along Figueroa Street. In addition, there will 
be outdoor seating along the sidewalk area for guests of the restaurants. There 
will also be several open space amenities offered to the residents of the project. 
Such include an outdoor BBQ, a putting green, a pool and spa, outdoor seating 
and paths with water features. 

Goal and Objective 10 - 'To provide high and medium density housing close to 
employment ... " 

The project will provide high-density housing along and near several 
transportation lines. These lines include the Blue Line rail, several major Metro 

RL0030167 



EM27250 

CPC-2008-2363-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-ZV-SPR F-19 

Transit Authority Lines, the DOT Dash Lines, Orange County Bus Lines and the 
Santa Monica Blue Bus. These transportation lines allow for access to 
employment centers in all parts of the metropolitan area and help reduce the 
number of vehicles on the road. 

This project also meets the following Land Use objectives within the Housing 
section. 

Objective 1 - 'The major concentration of Central City housing shall be located in 
South Park ... " 

Objective 2 - "Central City housing should include high rise, medium rise and low 
rise ... condominium units." 

Objective 3 - 'This Plan shall promote the development of new dwelling units 
through its implementation programs. In addition to those new dwelling units 
developed within areas designated for housing on the Plan Map, development of 
new and rehabilitated dwelling units within blocks and buildings designated for 
commercial use shall be encouraged." 

The development of 273 units in a mixed-use, high-rise building meets the goals 
of the above three objectives. These units will create new stakeholders and will 
help add to the critical mass in the South Park area. The project will strengthen 
the identity of the South Park neighborhood. 

Objective 6 - 'The Plan encourages the provisions of facilities and amenities, 
such as recreation areas, playgrounds, child care centers, and park areas in 
conjunction with housing units, to attract the variety of families and individuals 
which will produce vital, varied Central City." 

This project will include a unique, iconic design and will create a pedestrian
friendly experience through design features along Figueroa Street, as well as 
create open space amenities in the project for the residents. The project 
includes lush landscaping throughout the site. Project features will also include 
outdoor seating for the public, planter boxes and water elements along Figueroa 
Street. In addition, there will be outdoor seating in the sidewalk area for guests 
of the restaurants. 

As mentioned above, the project will also include several open space amenities 
offered to the residents of the project. These amenities include an outdoor BBQ, 
a putting green, a pool and spa, outdoor seating and paths with water features. 
Thus, the project furthers the objectives and goals of the Central City Community 
Plan, and will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 

c. That the project is consistent with any applicable adopted redevelopment plan. 

The project is located within the City Center Redevelopment Plan and the Central 
Business District Redevelopment Plan. The project will be consistent with both 
plans. 

The project will meet several of the objectives of the City Center Redevelopment 
Plan. The following are objectives from the City Center Redevelopment Plan: 
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• Further the development of Downtown as a major center in the Los 
Angeles metropolitan region, within the context of the Los Angeles 
General Plan as envisioned by the General Plan Framework, Concept 
Plan, Citywide Plan portions, the Central City Community Plan and the 
Downtown Strategic Plan. 

• Create an environment that will prepare and allow the Central City to 
accept that share of regional growth and development that is appropriate 
and which is economically and functionally attracted to it. 

• Guide growth and development, reinforce viable functions and facilitate 
the redevelopment, revitalization or rehabilitation of deteriorated or 
underutilized areas. 

• Create a modern, efficient and balanced urban environment for people, 
including a full range of around-the-clock activities and uses such as 
recreation, sports, entertainment and housing. 

• Create a symbol of pride and identity which gives the Central City a 
strong image as a major center of the Los Angeles region. 

• Achieve excellence in design, based on how the Central City is to be 
used by people, giving emphasis to parks, green spaces, street trees and 
places designed for walking and sitting. 

• Provide a full range of employment opportnities for person of all income 
levels. 

• Provide high- and medium-density housing close to employment and 
available to all ethnic, social and economic groups and to make an 
appropriate share for the City's low- and moderate-income housing 
available to residents of the area. 

• Establish an atmosphere of cooperation among residents, workers, 
developers, business, special interest groups and public agencies in the 
implementation of this plan. 

The project would contribute toward the development of Downtown Los Angeles 
as a major city center through the construction of a mixed-use project that would 
provide 273 residential condominium units and over 18,000 square feet of 
commercial retail space. The project would create additional housing 
opportunities, create around-the-clock activities, provide high-density housing 
near employment concentrations, redevelop a total of seven lots, establish an 
atmosphere of cooperation among business, special interests groups and 
residents, and contribute toward identity for the Civic Center area by developing 
an iconic building that will serve as a landmark in the Downtown skyline. 

The project will meet several of the objectives of the Central Business District 
Redevelopment Plan. The following are objectives from the Central Business 
District Redevelopment Plan: 

• To assist in the development of Downtown Los Angeles as a major center 
of the Los Angeles metropolitan region, within the context of the Los 
Angeles General Plan as envisioned by the concept and Citywide plan 
portions thereof 

• To create a climate that will prepare Central City to accept that share of 
anticipated regional growth that is economically and functionally attracted 
to it. 
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• To organize growth and change to reinforce viable functions and to 
facilitate the renewal or rehabilitation of deteriorated and underutilized 
areas. 

• To create a modern, efficient and balanced urban environment for people, 
including a full range of around-the-clock activities and uses, such as 
recreation and housing. 

• To create a symbol of pride and identity which gives Central City a strong 
image as a major center of the Los Angeles region. 

• To provide an integrated transportation system that will allow for efficient 
movement of people and good while enhancing the environment, giving 
special attention to separation of the pedestrian and the automobile. 

• To achieve excellence in design, based on how Central City is to be used 
by people, giving emphasis to parks, green spaces, street trees and 
places designed for walking and sitting. 

• To presetVe key landmarks that highlight the history and unique character 
of the City - blend old and new in an aesthetic realization of change or 
growth with distinction. 

• To provide a full range of employment opportunities for persons of all 
income levels. 

• To provide high- and medium-density housing close to employment and 
available to all ethnic and social groups and to make an appropriate share 
of the City's low- and moderate-income housing available to residents of 
the area. 

• To provide the public setVices necessary to the solution of the various 
social, medical and economic problems of Central City residents, 
especially the Skid Row population. 

• To establish an atmosphere of cooperation among business, special 
interest groups and public agencies in the implementation of this Plan. 

The project would assist in the development of Downtown Los Angeles as a 
major center of the Los Angeles metropolitan region, provide necessary high
density housing to create a climate that will prepare the Central City to accept its 
share of anticipated regional growth, redevelop an underutilized site that places 
residents near employment opportunities, as well as creating on-site 
employment, provide a high-quality architecturally distinct landmark that would 
create a symbol of pride and identity that gives Central City a strong image as a 
major center of the Los Angeles region. Furthermore, the project would provide 
centralized housing to accommodate growth in the South Park area of the 
Central Business District. 

d. That the project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including 
height, bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collections, and other such pertinent improvements, which is 
not or will not be compatible with existing and future development on neighboring 
properties. 
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(1) Building Design. The building will be 586 feet tall. The building is 
designed to create a new iconic landmark that would reshape the 
Downtown skyline. The building has two components: a tower and a 
base. The tower interlocks with the base, and would be primarily a glass 
curtain wall and slight variations to the typical base and tower to form that 
create varying massing for the project. The sculptural and three 
dimensional shape of the tower create multiple images of the project from 
different angels. The tower form interlocks with the base building and 
completes its form to the ground at the front while stepping back from the 
base in all other locations. The tower starts at the ground, interlocked 
with the base, and rises up and tapers along the north and south facades. 
The shaft continues up 30 floors until it reaches the narrowest portion of 
the tower and it begins to flare outward as it rises to the 43rd floor. The 
tapering form of the tower is accentuated by slight geometrical kinks to 
the north and south facades. This allows for the most dramatic and iconic 
shape while retaining the functions of the tower. The east and west 
facades are completely vertical. This shaping creates the illusion of a 
narrower and slender profile of the tower. 

(2) Parking Facilities. For the Figueroa Street Lot, the proposed building will 
contain 379 parking spaces for the 273 residential units and over 18,000 
square feet of commercial areas. Parking for the project would be within 
the 8-level podium portion, or base, of the building. 

Parking for the proposed commercial uses would include 21 spaces on 
the first basement level (B-1). Floors 3 through 8 would provide 358 
parking spaces, with both tandem and side-by-side parking, for the 
project residents and guests. There would be 201 accessible parking 
spaces, with 29 standard size spaces, six compact spaces, 133 tandem 
standard spaces, 24 tandem standard/compact spaces and nine 
handicap spaces. 

Vehicular access for the Figueroa Street Lot would be via two driveways 
along Figueroa Street and three driveways along Lebanon Street. There 
would be two curb cuts along Figueroa Street. The northern Figueroa 
Street driveway would be restricted to right-turn-in only for the entrance of 
residents and commercial/residential guests of the project. 

The existing surface parking lot located on the Flower Street Lot (Lot 2) 
would be removed and/or repaved and improved with a new surface 
parking lot with landscaped areas. This lot would be designed to 
complement the Figueroa Street Lot (Lot 1). The Flower Street Lot would 
be accessible via an ingress/egress driveway from Lebanon Street and 
an ingress/egress driveway from Flower Street. Currently, the Flower 
Street Lot contains approximately 58 parking spaces. The project would 
reduce the amount to 36 spaces. The lot will be operated by a private 
parking company and would not be used for the uses proposed on the 
Figueroa Street Lot. 
There would be valet drop-off for guests and residents at the northern 
entrance to the project, as well as access to the parking structure from 
this Figueroa Street driveway. The southern access point would serve as 
egress from the project to Figueroa Street and include a valet pick-up 
point. There would also be access from Lebanon Street, the alley that is 
the eastern edge of the project site to the parking structure, which would 
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remain open at all times. There would be two ingress/egress access 
points for both the commercial and residential parking that allow access 
to the parking structures only. In addition, there would be a service 
entrance in the central portion of the site along Lebanon Street. This 
would provide access to the loading docks for truck deliveries. 

(3) Loading Areas. There will be one service entrance in the central portion 
of the site along Lebanon Street. This would provide access to the 
loading docks for truck deliveries. 

(4) Lighting. The project will provide illumination at street level for security. 
All lighting on the upper levels will be shielded and focused on the project 
site and directed away from the neighboring land uses. Therefore, the 
project will not result in a substantial amount of light that would adversely 
affect the day or night time views in the project vicinity. The project will 
include architectural features and facades with a low level of reflectivity. 

(5) Landscaping. The Figueroa Lot (Lot 1) will provide landscaping on the 
open plaza level, the podium level, and roof top level. Landscaping will 
be provided along the street in order to promote a pleasant experience for 
pedestrian movement along Figueroa Street. Double row trees will be 
provided along the sidewalk to create a landscape experience on both 
sides as people walk along that portion of the site. Raised planters will be 
placed at the store frontages of the restaurants and the spa. 

The podium level will feature a putting green and lawn along with planters 
and strolling garden with trees disbursed throughout the podium level. 
These trees will be planted along the walkways and within the outside 
seating areas. 

The rooftop level will include raised planters along the interior portions of 
the roof level. Five raised planter box with accent trees will disbursed 
equidistantly along the perimeters of the rooftop level. 

The Flower Lot (Lot 2) will street trees along Flower Street. Screen walls 
of California Pepper Tree Evergreen with underplanting of grasses will be 
on both the north and south perimeters of the lot. Small flowering trees 
will be placed along the east perimeter near the pedestrian link. Parking 
islands in the middle of the lot will include Sycamore shade trees next to 
the pedestrian link from Flower Street to Figueroa Street. 

(6) Trash Collection Service. The project will provide residential trash 
collection on the east side of Lot 1 adjacent to the parking garage 
entrance in order to minimize the effect on traffic on Flower Street and 
Figueroa Street. 

e. That the project incorporates feasible mitigation measures, monitoring measures 
when necessary or alternatives identified in the environmental review which 
would substantially lessen the significant environment effects of the project, 
and/or additional findings as may be required by CEQA. 

The project will address all mitigation measures set forth in ENV-2008-2257-
MND to assure compliance with the environmental review and to minimize the 
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effect of cultural resources, geology and soils, nose, and 
transportation/circulation. Other mitigation measures are included to ensure 
project impacts remain less than significant in environmental factors such as 
aesthetics, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, public services, and utilities. 

f. That any project containing residential uses provides its residents with 
appropriate type and placement of recreational facilities and service amenities in 
order to improve habitability for the residents and minimize impacts on 
neighboring properties where appropriate. 

The project is designed to include a pedestrian-friendly experience along 
Figueroa Street, as well as create open space amenities in the project for 
residents. There will be two, upscale restaurants and a spa to service both the 
residents to the building and the general public. 

The exterior space of the project is designed to create a lush landscape 
experience for those who access the site via Figueroa Street. There will be 
outdoor seating for residents, as well as the public. Landscaping will also include 
planter boxes and water features along Figueroa Street. In addition, there will 
outdoor dining for guests of the restaurant. 

The gth floor podium level will be lushly landscaped. There will also be several 
open space amenities offered to the residents of the project. Other amenities 
include an outdoor BBQ, a putting green, a pool and spa, outdoor seating and 
walk paths, and water features. These features will be easily accessible for 
residents of the building. 

12. The approval of the requested General Plan, zone change/height district change, 
conditional use, zone variance and site plan review has been made contingent upon 
compliance with the conditions of approval imposed herein. Such limitations are 
necessary to protect the best interests of and to assure a development more compatible 
with surrounding properties, to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the 
General Plan, and to prevent or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of 
the subject recommended action. 

13. FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

On January 21, 2009, the Department of City Planning issued Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
ENV-2008-2257-MND, to analyze the potential environmental effects that could result from the 
construction and operation of the project. The MND identified mitigation measures, monitoring 
measures when necessary, and alternatives which would mitigate the negative environmental 
effects of the project. The mitigation measures are incorporated in the Conditions of Approval 
for the recommended General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Height District Change, 
Conditional Use, zone variance, and Site Plan Review. 

On the basis of the whole of the record before the Department of City Planning, the lead 
agency, including any comments received, the lead agency found that, with imposition of the 
mitigation measures described in the MND, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will have a significant effect on the environment. 

For the reasons set forth in ENV-2008-2257-MND, the project will not have a significant effect 
on the environment. The attached Mitigation Negative Declaration reflects the lead agency's 
independent judgment and analysis. 
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The project site is presently developed as surface parking lots, and does not provide a natural 
habitat for either fish or wildlife. The proposed project consists of the removal of one parking lot 
for the development of a 43-story mixed use building. The other parking lot will be improved but 
will remain as surface parking. 

In accordance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (AB 3180), the City Planning 
Commission has assured that identified mitigation measures within ENV-2008-2257-MND will 
be implemented by requiring reporting and monitoring as specified in the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program of the environmental clearance. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the Advisory Agency's decision is based are located with the City of Los Angeles, 
Planning Department located at 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, California 
90012. 
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PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMUNICATIONS 

Summary of Public Hearing Testimony and Communications Received 

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, 
101

h Floor, Room 1020, Los Angeles, CA 90012 on Wednesday, February 4, 2009 at 9:30 AM. 

1. Present: Approximately eighteen people attended: The applicant and team members, a 
representative from the Central City Association, a neighboring property owner, a 
representative from Council Office 9, and a representative from the Downtown Street 
Standards Committee and from the Urban Design Studio. 

2. Public Speakers: 3 in support; 0 in opposition. 

3. The Applicant's Representative spoke at the hearing and made the following statements: 

a. The project will be a LEED certifiable project. More details on the building are 
being collected, but the project will be a minimum LEED certifiable project. 

b. The project has been presented to the Downtown Street Standards Committee, 
the Downtown Neighborhood Council, the Central City Association, and the 
Community Redevelopment Agency. 

c. The project will comply with Figueroa Street improvements requested along the 
length of the lot, and will meet the street tree standards. The project will become 
wider from the sidewalk to the plaza, and will include water elements and 
landscaping. 

d. The alley will only include pavement improvements and will not include the 
merger of the alley. 

e. Vehicular driveways will have "Right Turn In" and "Right Turn Out" signs for entry 
and exit points on Figueroa Street. The alley will also provide a driveway into 
and out of the site. 

f. The project will include several connections to make the project walkable for 
Downtown. 

g. The applicant will work with the Bureau of Engineering to improve the alley with 
paving, materials and color in order to ensure both lots are visually unified. 

h. The applicant has worked closely with the Urban Design Studio to ensure the 
project would comply with the Downtown Street Standards. The project's plaza 
area will open up towards Figueroa Street to have developments line with 
neighboring developments and meeting Downtown standards for sidewalk 
widths. 

i. The applicant has requested to remove the "D" Limitation rather than wait two to 
three years for the Community Plan Update. This has already been removed in 
the Staples Center area and South Park area. 
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4. Three people spoke at the public hearing portion the hearing. 

The first speaker, a representative from the Central City Association spoke in support of 
the project. She discussed how the project would be in line with the Mayor's goals to 
create more housing, and stated support for the requested entitlements. More 
specifically, she explained how residents in the area are seeking the same amenities 
other communities like West Los Angeles or Hollywood have. Thus, she stated support 
for the request for on-site sales and consumption of alcohol at the two restaurants and 
within the spa. The area was described as being surrounded by emerging commercial, 
entertainment, and residential areas, and that the project would make the South Park 
neighborhood a Downtown destination point. It would also enhance public safety by 
promoting foot traffic and positive pedestrian activity, especially in the evening hours. 
She further stated that the project would bring lighting and security in this burgeoning 
neighborhood, and that the project would contribute to the ongoing revitalization in 
Downtown. 

The second speaker, from the Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning, 
and representing the Downtown Street Standards Committee, stated the Committee's 
support for the project because it would meet the requirements of the Committee as well 
as bring a design that create excitement for the region. He stated the biggest concern 
was driveway access off of Figueroa Street, where the Department of Transportation 
had commented with a condition for "Right turn in" and "Right turn out" for the vehicular 
driveway access points along Figueroa Street. He also suggested pedestrian access 
points between the Figueroa and Flower Street lots have a clear line of site. The 
speaker stated the Applicant's willingness to work with the Committee to come up with a 
design that works for the area. The project will meet BOE's dedication and improvement 
conditions as well as setback the building so that the development would also comply 
with the street standards of Downtown. He finally stated the project would be a gateway 
piece from the freeway interchange in that section of Downtown, and that this project 
would work to connect developments near the USC area and developments along 
leading up to Downtown. 

The third speaker, a representative of Council Office 9, stated Councilmember Jan 
Perry's support for the project. He mentioned how the CRA and Council Office have 
worked closely with the developers of the project to make sure the project worked. He 
also stated the project is an ambitious project that will bring an iconic building into the 
Downtown South Park neighborhood, and will bring much excitement to the east side of 
Figueroa across the Convention Center. He concluded by stating Councilmember Perry 
was most please with the project and hopes to get this project started as quickly as 
possible. 

5. Organizations testifying in SUPPORT: Civic Center Association, Downtown Street 
Standards Committee 

Organizations testifying in OPPOSITION: None 

6. Communications Received 

a. Petitions - Support: None. 
Petitions - Opposition: None. 

b. Letters - Support: 4. 
Letters - Opposition: 0. 
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Letters of support 
Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council 
CRA/LA 
Solison Properties, LLC 
Central City Association 

Letters of opposition: None 

Description of Exhibits 

Exhibit E-1 
Exhibit E-2 
Exhibit E-3 
Exhibit E-4 
Exhibit E-5 

Maps 
Plans 
Environmental Clearance 
Reports Received 
Communication to City Planning Commission 

P-3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you for the update Luci! 

Terri Gerger, GRI, SFR 

Realtor, DRE# 01237417 

Keller Williams Realty 

323.466.3875 

www.talkt oterri.com 

Treasurer 

EM31167 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 3:20 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Project 

Friends of Hollywood Central Park 

www.hollywoodcentralpark.org 

Chair 

Friends of Franklin Ivar Park 

www.FriendsofFranklinlvarPark.org 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Friday, April 12, 2013 3:09 PM 
To: Terri Gerger 
Subject: Re: Millennium Project 

Hi Terri, 
Pending the revised Development Regulations, we're hoping to issue the Determination around the end of next 
week. 
Thank you and have a nice weekend as well. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Fri, Apr 12, 2013 at 2:44 PM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell .net> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 
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ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Do you have any better idea when the Determination Letter may come out for this project? 

Thank you and have a nice weekend. 

Terri Gerger 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM31169 

Debra Francisco <djf7521@gmail.com> 
Friday, April 12, 2013 4:46 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; tgerger@pacbel.net; president@hillsidefederation.org 
Hollywood Millennium Project 
mill.pdf 

Please see the attached letter from our council. 

Thank you, 
Debra Francisco 
NHWNC Secretary 
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NORTH HILLS WEST NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

Tino Julian/President - Robin TylerNice President 
Mary Armenteros/Treasurer - Debra Francisco/Secretary 

Marina Adlivankina - Anita Goldbaum - David Hyman 

•• Frank Klein - John McGovern - Jaynee Thorne - Deborah Stevens - Nancy Xander 

NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

LETTER OF OPPOSITION 

April 10, 2013 

Los Angeles City Council Members 
Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD (Millennium Hollywood) 

This will advise that at a special public meeting of the Board of Governors on April_ 2013, and with a proper vote taken, the 
prevailing decision of this Neighborhood Council was to support the position of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association and the 
Federation of Hillsides and Canyons Associations and oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project as approved by the City Planning 
Commission. 

It is important to build projects in the Hollywood community that are sympathetic and compatible with other projects in Hollywood, 
and protect the view corridors and historical buildings like Capitol Records. Parking is a critical element to any thriving 
business/retail center. The proposed traffic mitigations are hugely inadequate for a project of this magnitude when considered 
along with the additional 57 projects approved but not yet built in Hollywood. 

The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative 
negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request that prior to the Plum Committee and the City Council s issuing any approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its 
proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the City Council reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the 
surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency 
guidelines. 

Please provide a copy of the decision letter to this Neighborhood Council by email or mail at the letterhead address. 

Thank you for you attention to this matter; 

Very truly yours, 
NORTHI HILLS WEST NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

nt - air Planning & Land Use Committee 
lanning & Land Use Committee 

pb/ 

cc: Terri Gerger, Hollywood Dell Assn.TGerger@pacbel.net 
Marian Dodge, Pres. Federation of Hillsides and Canyons Assn. president@hillsidefederation.org 

PO Box 2091 - North Hills - CA- 91393 - 818-892-8899 -Website -www;nhwnc.net- Email - board@nhwnc.net 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
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Charmie Huynh <charmie.huynh@lacity.org > 
Monday, April 01, 2013 9:32 AM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Re: Millennium 

Thanks Alfred. I'm available to assist you with coordinating meetings with other departments, and especially 
regarding submittal to LADBS plan check. When will you submit to us for building permit? 

Thanks, 

Charmie Huynh, P.E. 
Structural Engineering Associate I Case Manager 
Development Services Case Management 
City of Los Angeles - Department of Building and Safety 
201 N Figueroa St, Suite 1030 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
T: (213) 482-6875 
F: (213) 482-6874 
E: Charmie.Huynh@lacity.org 

On Mon, Apr 1, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good morning Charmie, 

We received approval from the City Planning Commission on Thursday. I will be meeting with Planning this 

week to review next steps. I will follow-up shortly. 

Thank you. 

From: Charmie Huynh [mailto:charmie.huynh@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 9:18 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Millenium 

Hi Alfred, 
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How are you? Hope you're doing well. 

I just wanted to see how this project is progressing and any status updates you can give me would be much 
appreciated. 

Thanks, 

Charmie Huynh, P.E. 

Structural Engineering Associate I Case Manager 
Development Services Case Management 

City of Los Angeles - Department of Building and Safety 

201 N Figueroa St, Suite 1030 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
T: (213) 482-6875 
F: (213) 482-6874 
E: Charmie.Huynh@lacity.org 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mr. Williams, 

EM30165 

Bonstelle, Sheri L. <syb@jmbm.com> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:41 PM 
james.k.williams@lacity.org; cpc@lacity.org 
michael.logrande@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC Hearing Date: March 28, 2013 - Items 5, 6, and 7 
Comment Letter to CPC.PDF 

We submit the attached letter regarding the Hollywood Millennium Project to the City Planning Commission on behalf of 
HEl/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and 
homeowners association, respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences. We will provide hard copies at the 
hearing tomorrow. 

<<Comment Letter to CPC.PDF>> 

Sheri Bonstelle of 
JMBM I Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067 

(310) 712-6847 Direct 
(310) 712-3377 Fax 
sbonstelle@jmbm.com 

This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. Dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone or by e-mail, and permanently delete the original, and 
destroy all copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 

Circular 230 Disclosure: To assure compliance with Treasury Department rules governing tax practice, we hereby inform 
you that any advice contained herein (including in any attachment) (1) was not written or intended to be used, and cannot 
be used, by you or any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding any penalties that may be imposed on you or any taxpayer 
and (2) may not be used or referred to by you or any other person in connection with promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another person any transaction or matter addressed herein. 
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Jeffer Mangels JMBM Butler & Mitchell LLP----------------------

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct (310) 201-3572 
Fax: (310) 712-8572 
bmr@jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

wvm.jmbm.com 

March 27, 2013 

President William Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-A V-HD; CPC-2013-103-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Hearing Date: Mru·ch 28, 2013 Item Nos. 5, 6 & 7 

Dear President Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission: 

We represent HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC ("HEI/GC") and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028 (the "W Residences"), and we submit this letter on their behalf. We 
previously submitted public comment letters regarding the scoping of the EIR for the Hollywood 
Millennium Project (the "Project") and identifying issues in the Draft EIR for the Project, which 
is attached for reference. The Final EIR failed to respond to the concerns outlined in our letters, 
and additional issues identified and discussed below. 

HEI/GC and HVRA do not oppose all development on the proposed site, but have 
legitimate concerns regarding the amorphous and confusing proposed Project, which does not 
have a specific scope or description, and wholly engulfs and obscures the historic Capitol 
Records Building. The Applicant requests carte blanche to construct numerous buildings on the 
site without any future evaluation of the actual architectural design, massing, pedestrian and 
traffic flow, and uses, including multiple venues that serve alcohol, based solely on evaluation of 
impacts at the level of a Program EIR. There is no other project in Hollywood, or the City, that 
has been approved with this minimum level of specificity without also providing for subsequent 
entitlements at the time of actual project design. As set forth in our previous letters, the EIR for 
the Project fails to adequately describe the project or properly analyze several issues including, 
but not limited to, land use, historic resources, aesthetics, traffic, parking, air quality, noise, 
school and library services, parkland, open space, landfill capacity and growth-inducing impacts. 

A Limited Liability Law Partnership Including Professional Corporations/ Los Angeles • San Francisco • Orange County 

LA 9380626v6 
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President Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission 
March 27, 2013 
Page2 

I. The EIR Fails to Fully Evaluate a Stable, Accurate and Finite Project Description. 

Our connnent letter noted that the Draft EIR contains amorphous, confusing and unstable 
Project description that amounts in essence to a zone change with no definite proposal to 
accompany it. The Responses to Comments 09-3, 81-2, and 81-3, among others, simultaneously 
claim that the Project description is finite and stable, and also that "the proposed Project 
represents several design scenarios ... [but] may be any combination of the designs analyzed in 
the Draft EIR." See Final EIR, p. Ill.B-300 (emphasis added). Rather than clarifying the 
proposal, the Responses to Comments mischaracterize the requests of various commenters and 
rely on inapposite case law to avoid clarity. In so doing, the Final EIR fails substantively to 
respond to comments and is therefore legally inadequate. See, e.g., City of Long Beach v. 
LA USD, 176 Cal. App. 4th 889, 904 (2009). 

The Responses to Comments 81-2 wrongly attempts to rely on cases such as Dusek v. 
Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985) and County of Inyo v. City of Los 
Angeles, 71 AL App. 3d 185 (1977) for the proposition that an 11elastic" project description is not 
per se invalid. That reliance is misplaced. In Dusek, the primary issue was whether an EIR for 
the adoption of a 200-acre redevelopment project area allowed approval of a project that 
included only the demolition of an historic structure on a 7.55-acre parcel within the proposed 
redevelopment area. Dusek, 173 Cal. App. 4th at 1033. The EIR in that case specifically 
evaluated demolition of the historic structure, the impacts of which were clearly "the most 
significant impact of the project" and 11the focal point of the EIR." Id. at 1034, 1041. In fact, the 
Court opined that the only reason for evaluation of the larger project was to avoid the possibility 
of segmentation if only the smaller site were evaluated, and the clear object of the EIR was 
evaluation of the impacts on the historic structure. Id. at 1042. Also, the general project 
description provided in the Dusek EIR assumed further CEQA review. Id. 

None of the considerations in Dusek apply in this case. First, no single impact is at issue, 
and the Final EIR cannot claim to have addressed a singular overriding concern of the public that 
would occur irrespective of the final form of the proposed Project. Although effects to the 
Capitol Records building and other historic structures within the Project site represent one such 
concern, others such as traffic, air quality, noise, and aesthetics, and pedestrian safety also apply. 
The Draft EIR identified-and the commenters have expressed concern regarding-a 
constellation of enviromnental effects, and each of the impacts differs according to the uses and 
form of the final Project, neither of which the Draft or Final EIR allows a reader to discem. 1 

Although the Final EIR attempts to deflect this criticism with the mantra that the Draft EIR 
evaluates the "worst case11 scenario for each issue area, the fact remains that no one-including 
the Applicant-appears to have any understanding of what the proposed Project will ultimately 

1 Here, we emphasize that the evaluation of different permutations of development allowed under the proposed 
Design Regulations, according to different environmental issue areas, forces the public and decisionrnakers to "ferret 
out" the impacts of any single permutation from the EIR. This misleads the public as to the true nature of the 
impacts and violates CEQA. Environmental Planning and Infonnation Council v. County of El Dorado, 131 Cal. 
App. 3d. 350, 357-58 (1982). 

JMBM I 
jeffor Mangels 
Butler & Mitchell W' 

LA 9380626v6 
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President Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission 
March 27, 2013 
Page 3 

comprise. Indeed, the Final EIR directly acknowledges the completely indeterminate nature of 
the proposed Project, stating in the Response to Comment No. 81-5 that it would allow the 
Applicant (or someone else) to build "structures that are consistent with the growth of 
Hollywood and the local economy at the time of construction, 11 which could be 22 years from the 
time of approval. Final EIR, p. III.b-305. This statement absolutely confirms what we stated in 
Comment 81-5 and what several other commenters have observed: that the proposed Project and 
its equivalency program are overbroad, and amount to little more than a zone change with no 
specific development proposal. However, rather than substantively respond to this valid 
criticism and provide some clarity regarding the scope of the development, the Final EIR 
absurdly brushes aside requests for the required and appropriate clarity and stability as requests 
for "detailed engineering design." See, e.g., response to Comment No. 81-2. Thus, the Final EIR 
fails in its obligation to provide substantive responses to comments, continues to disallow an 
intelligent evaluation of the benefits of the project in light of its significant effects, and fails to 
substantiate the findings required to approve the Proposed Project. The Final EIR is, therefore, 
inadequate under CEQA. See Pub. Res. Code§ 2108l(b) (requiring an agency to make findings 
that the benefits of a project outweigh its significant environmental effects); See King County 
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 712 (1990) (decisiomnakers must be 
able to evaluate the benefits of a project in comparison to its environmental effects); City of Long 
Beach v. LAUSD, supra (an EIR must substantively respond to comments). 

II. The Project Description Fails to Meet the Filing Requirements for a Vesting Zone 
Change 

Even assuming, arguendo, the Final EIR passes legal muster as a project EIR in the first 
instance (and, it does not), the Final EIR does not provide sufficient detail to consider approval 
of the entitlements sought. The Draft EIR specifies and the Recommendation Report confirms 
·that the Applicant seeks a vesting zone change and vesting conditional use permit, among other 
approvals. Draft EIR, p. II-49. However, the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMCn) requires 
specificity in an application for these entitlements, which neither the Draft EIR nor Final EIR 
provides. 

Section 12.32 Q of the LAMC sets forth the required elements of an application for a 
vesting zone change. These requirements are specific, and contemplate a specific development 
proposal, rather than a program. Among these, the application "shall show the proposed 
project's": Height, Design, Size, Square footage, Number ofresidential units, Use and location of 
buildings, Site plan, Rendering and architectural plan, The location of landscaped areas, Walls, 
and "Other information deemed necessary." LAMC § 12.32 Q.3(a). Instead of these required 
elements, the Draft EIR provides a "concept plan" that it acknowledges may not resemble the 
ultimate development in any particular respect. See Draft BIR, pp. II-21-23 and Figure II-7. 
The purported Equivalency Program and Development Regulations allow development of a 
nearly infinite number of variations, ranging anywhere from nearly over 900 residential units 
(rental or owned) to none, anywhere from over 200 hotel rooms to none, 215j000 s.f. or more of 
office uses, and an indeterminate square footage in which alcohol sales and/or service would 
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occur. Other uses, such as restaurants and health/fitness clubs are listed, but may or may not 
appear in the final development. Open space and landscaped areas on the Project site, according 
to the Draft EIR, could comprise anywhere from four to twelve percent of the site. General 
building envelopes allow development on several areas of the Project site, in infinite 
configurations. Thus, while the Final EIR correctly but irrelevantly notes that "detailed 
engineering design" is not required and that some flexibility is pennitted, it cannot justify the 
amorphous nature of the proposal it includes, and the document fails to provide sufficient detail 
to support the request for the entitlements sought. 

III. The EIR Fails to Substantially Address the Actual Impacts of the Service of 
Alcoholic Beverages and Live Entertainment 

The Applicant applied for a master conditional use permit to allow the sale of alcohol in 
several venues, including five restaurants, one cafe or restaurant on a rooftop observation desk, 
on nightclub lounge, one retail establishment and two mobile bars. However, as set forth in our 
comment letter, the Project Description fails to identify specific information for each venue that 
is required in the City's CUB application form (CP-7773, LAMC 12.24W.1), including but not 
limited to: floor plans, total occupancy numbers for each venue, hours of operation, and 
mitigation measures related to security, noise, traffic, parking and public services. The 
information is necessary to determine any significant impacts caused by the sale of alcohol based 
on project-specific design and use, and any mitigation necessary to reduce these impacts to less 
than significant. The impacts of the consumption of alcohol cannot be evaluated without this 
information, because the impacts change based on several factors, such as whether food is 
served, how late alcohol is consumed, and whether alcohol is consumed outside on patio. 

The Response to Comment No. 81-10 states that the master CUP establishes the 
maximum number of establishments, the type of alcohol serving establishments, and permitted 
activities at those establishments. Each operator must seek and obtain Plan Approval from the 
Zoning Administrator, per Municipal Code Section 12.24M. This provision allows subsequent 
notice and review by the Zoning Administrator based on submission of additional findings and 
information (see Form CP-2035). The Zoning Administrator may deny the plans if the Zoning 
Administrator finds that the use does not conform to the purpose and intent of the findings 
required for a conditional use under this section, and may specify the conditions under which the 
plans may be approved (LAMC 12.24M). However, the provision does not exempt the service 
of alcohol from subsequent environmental review. 

The Response states that subsequent review, and likely conditions of approval, will occur 
at the Zoning Administrator level, but that review will not require preparation of a new MND or 
EIR because the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with the master CUP. 
However, the Zoning Administrator's subsequent review of the Plan Approval is a discretionary 
action under CEQA (as defined in the Friends of Juana Briones House case), and additional 
environmental review is required in order for the Zoning Administrator to impose additional 
conditions based on the subsequent detailed information provided on Form CP-2035. "A project 
qualifies as ministerial "when a private party can legally compel approval without any changes in 
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the design of its project which might alleviate adverse environmental consequences." Friends of 
Juana Briones House v. City of Palo Alto, 190 Cal.App.4th 286, 302 (20 l 0). "Conversely, 
where the agency possesses enough authority (that is, discretion) to deny or modify the proposed 
project on the basis of environment consequences the EIR might conceivably uncover, the permit 
process is 'discretionary' within the meaning of CEQA." Id., citing, Friends of Westwood, Inc. 
v. City of Los Angeles, 191 Cal. App. 3d 259, 267, 272 (1987). 

Therefore, the City must direct the Applicant to prepare additional environmental review as part 
of the Plan Review process for each application for service of alcohol by an operator. In 
addition, we request that the City Planning Commission direct that notice for any Plan Approval 
be distributed to owners and occupants within 500 feet, and not just abutting property owners. 

IV. The Draft and Final EIR Describe a Program, and Not a Development Proposal, 
That Requires Further CEQA Review 

At a minimum, the Final EIR must acknowledge the fact, repeatedly raised by 
commenters, that this document is a Program EIR and, as such, requires further CEQA review 
for subsequent development proposals. This feature of the EIR is, in fact, the only one shared 
with the Dusek EJR. The primary difference in this case is that while the redevelopment agency 
in Dusek contemplated such review, this EIR contemplates only administrative review, with no 
public comment for any development proposal ultimately submitted within the 22-year window 
proposed in the Development Agreement. 

Section J5168(c)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the use of a Program EIR as 
suitable ,for "the issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program." This precisely describes the nature of the proposed Project, 
which does not provide any specific proposal, but instead a pmported Equivalency Program and 
Development Regulations, within which any number of projects may actually be constructed, in 
any number of sequences. Where an agency seeks to rely on a Program EIR to dispense with 
further EIRs or negative declarations, it must be both comprehensive and specific. "A program 
EIR will be most helpful dealing with subsequent activities if it deals with the effects of the 
program as specifically and comprehensively as possible." CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c)(5) 
(emphasis added). Here, the dizzying array of possible development and use options does not 
allow-and consequently the EIR cannot and does not provide--the requisite specificity to avoid 
further CEQA review, as section 3.1.5 of the proposed Development Agreement contemplates. 
See Rio Vista Farm Bureau v. County of Solano, 5 Cal. App. 4th 351, 371 (1992) (a "first-tier11 

EIR [which anticipates further CEQA review] need not provide detailed, site-specific analysis). 

V. The EIR Fails to Adequately Identify and Analyze the Environmental Impacts of the 
Proposed Zone Change and Amendment to the Community Plan Considering Pending 
Litigation 

Our comment letter noted that the Property is currently within the C4-2D-SN zone, with a 
"D" limitation that restricts the total floor area on the site to 3: 1. The City Council approved a 
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Community Plan Update that increased the FAR on the site to 4.5:1, but this is currently the 
subject of litigation. based on three cases consolidated and pending in Superior Court (Save 
Hollywood.org. v. City of Los Angeles (BS 138370), Fix the City, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (BS 
138580), and La Mirada Neighborhood Association ofHollywood (BS138369)). The Response 
to Comment 81-9 confirms that the existing FAR is 3:1 per the "D" limitation, with a modified 
FAR of 4.5: 1 under the Updated Community Plan. The Response agrees that the Superior Court 
may order a stay on issuing permits under the Updated Community Plan (at the 4.5:1 FAR), but 
claims that the EIR evaluates the Project with a variety of total floor areas, including 3:1, 4.5:1 
and 6: 1, and so does not need to rely on the outcome of the litigation. Final EIR Page III.B-311. 
First, the Applicant must request a zone change and general plan amendment to both a 4.5: I FAR 
and 6: l FAR, to account for any result in the litigation. Second, this Project's EIR does not keep 
it from having to comply with any stays issued by the Court under the Updated Community Plan. 
Finally, any analysis of the Court for the development on the site at an FAR of 4.5:1 will apply 
to the proposed Project. The Applicant can agree to proceed at their owu risk hoping that the 
litigation will conclude in their favor, but cannot state that the litigation result will not apply to 
this Project. 

VI. The Advisory Agency Failed to Properly Find Consistency with the Zoning and 
General Plan for the Project and Violated' Due Process 

The Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 7187-CN was heard and approved by the Advisory 
Agency on February 22, 2013, without the necessary finding of consistency with the Project's 
proposed amended zoning and general plan designation. The VTTM includes a 41-lot 
subdivision with residential, hotel, office, restaurant, sports club and retail uses at an FAR of 6: 1. 
The Applicant requests a zone change from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN, as part of the entitlements to 
be heard initially by the City Planning Commission on March 28, 2013, and subsequently by the 
City Council. The existing zoning on the site includes a D condition that limits buildings on the 
lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, with an allowance to exceed a 3: 1 FAR if the 
project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program and the 
Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any CRA Design for Development. 
The CRA has dissolved, but the Redevelopment Plans remain in place and are administered 
currently by the Designated Local Authority. 

In addition, the Hollywood Community Plan Update, which is currently subject to 
litigation, allows a 6: 1 FAR for properties located in the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation that have been approved by the City Planning Commission. The City Planning 
Commission and City Council have not yet approved the zone change to allow the various uses 
pennitted in the C2 zone and not in the C4 zone, and have not approved the increase in FAR 
from 3: I under the current D limitation to 6: 1. In addition, the Designated Local Authority has 
not approved the increase in FAR to 6:1. Therefore, the City's Advisory Agency violated due 
process by approving the VTTM prior to approval of the zone change and general plan 
amendment by the City Planning Commission and City Council and prior to approval of the 
increase in FAR by the Designated Local Authority. See Response to Comment No. 81-9. 
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The Advisory Agency approved the VTTM immediately as a tactical matter, so that it 
could be heard on appeal by the City Planning Commission at the same time that the 
Commission heard the other entitlements. However, the Advisory Agency blatantly and 
knowingly violated due process. The VTTM can only be approved after the City Planning 
Commission and City Council take action on the other entitlements, and the Advisory Agency 
may find consistency. Then, the City's Municipal Code and State Subdivision Map Act provide 
for a further appeal of the VTTM to the City Planning Commission. The City cannot circumvent 
this process, which has been consistently applied to other projects in the City, just for the 
purpose of the Applicant's convenience. 

VII. The Project EIR Fails to Fully Evaluate the Traffic Impacts and Parking Impacts of 
the Project 

The Draft EIR fails to fully evaluate the traffic and parking impacts, because the Draft 
EIR must make certain assumptions due to a lack of finite Project Description. Response to 
Comment No 81-11 justifies the Draft EIR's modified trip generation rates by stating that the 
ITE Trip Generation Manual for peak hour rates for High-Rise Apartments are 30 to 35% lower 
that the standard Apartment rates. In addition, the Draft EIR uses adjusted generation values, 
because "different uses are more or less able to take advantage of transit, walk-in, mixed-use and 
other opportunities at the Project Site." However, the Project Description is so amorphous that 
there is no requirement of a certain mix of uses that would support using the reduced rate for 
mixed-uses. In fact, the Project could include all office uses that would not justify any reduction. 
In addition, the Project could include tall office buildings but lower apartment buildings, which 
would not justify taking the lower High-Rise Apartments generation rate. 

The same analysis applies to the parking calculations. Response to Comment No. 81-12 
states that "as a mixed-use Project, different users will share a portion of the parking spaces 
during a 24-hour period." Although the Draft EIR did not take any reduction for transit use, it 
did take reductions for sharing between the office/restaurant/retail/commercial uses. Again, the 
Project Description allows for a variety of uses, or a single use. Therefore, the shared parking 
analysis is not warranted based on the amorphous Project Description. Finally, Comment No. 
81-12 states that it uses the base rate of 2 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet, as allowed in 
Hollywood by LAMC 12.21.A.4(x)(3). However, this is already a reduction of the 4 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of retail use, which is typically required for retail use and is generally accepted 
in the leasing industry as necessary to meet a retail store needs. 

VIII. The EIR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments Regarding the Air Quality 
Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The Response to Comment No. 07-02 and to other comments related to the air quality 
impacts of the Proposed Project are wholly inadequate and improperly attempt to discount or 
disregard the Draft EIR's determinations regarding those impacts. The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District ("SCAQMD"), as the regulatory agency charged with regulating and 
improving air emissions in an area that includes the City, brings particular expertise to air quality 
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impact analysis. Indeed, the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide (the "Guide") expressly relies on the 
SCAQMD analytical methods. See Guide, pp. B-1 and B.1-3. Moreover, the Guide reflects the 
City's determination that where a project could "create or be su~jected to" such conditions as 
potential CO hotspots or odors, a significant impact would result. Guide, p. B.2-4 (emphasis 
added). Recommended mitigation measures in the Guide include locating sensitive receptors 
away from hotspots. Guide, p. B.2-9 (emphasis added). Consistent with this determination, and 
as described on page IV.B.1-49, the City requires preparation of a health risk assessment 
("HRA") for any residential development within 500 feet of a freeway. 

Thus, the Draft EIR properly recognized that, according to the City's own adopted 
thresholds for CEQA analysis, as well as standard practices, the placement of a project within an 
area that could be subject to adverse air quality conditions could constitute a significant impact 
and included mitigation measures to reduce the potential impact. However, the Final EIR, 
responding to comments from SCAQMD and JMBM, impermissibly attempts to discount the air 
quality impacts the Draft EIR identified. In particular, the response to Comment No. 07-02 
wrongly attempts to rely on South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. Dana Point 
(SOCWA), 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604 (2011), which is inapplicable to this circumstance. First, 
SOCWA concerned whether the lead agency was required to prepare an EIR, rather than an 
MND, to account for odor impacts to an area for which a zone change was proposed. In that 
project, unlike here, residential development was not proposed, but was theoretically permissible 
under the proposed zoning-"a gleam in the developer's eye;" Id. at 1610. Moreover, in that 
case, the Court acknowledged that the project in SOCWA would have no effect on the existing 
odor emissions at issue. Id. at 1617. 

Here, however, !he proposed Project includes residential units and would itself contribute 
to and exacerbate the purported effects of "the environment." First, as stated in the Project 
Description, the proposed Project could include as many as 492 residential units and 200 luxury 
hotel rooms. Far from merely '1a gleam in the developer's eye" (as it was in SOCWA), some 
residences are proposed as part of the proposed Project, and the threat of impacts to them are 
hardly theoretical. Secondly, where proposed zone change in SOCWA would have no effect on 
the odors at issue in that case, the proposed Project here would contribute to air quality impacts 
of the 101 Freeway. As stated on pages IV.B.1-37 and IV.B.1-41-42 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed Project would cause significant and unavoidable impacts regarding construction and 
operational emissions, respectively. According to SCAQMD analytic methods, projects with 
project-specific air quality impacts are also considered to have cumulative impacts. See Draft 
EIR, pp. N.B-53-55. Consequently, the proposed Project would, in combination with past and 
present projects, exacerbate air quality impacts associated with the 101 Freeway and have a 
significant cumulative impact on air quality in the vicinity, including to the residents of the 
proposed Project itself. Because the proposed Project would contribute to and exacerbate 
identified air quality impacts, it cannot claim that such impacts are merely those of "the 
environment on a project," as it attempts to do in responses to comments. See, e.g., Final EIR, p. 
III.B-21. That attempt dilutes the conclusions of the Draft EIR and therefore misleads the public 
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and decisionmakers as to the true nature of the impacts of the Proposed Project, rendering the 
EIR legally inadequate. 

IX. The Draft EIR Failed to Disclose Significant Impacts to an Adjacent Off-Site Sensitive 
Receptor 

Comment No. 09-11 alerts the City to the presence of a sensitive receptor, the AMDA 
American College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMDA"), located immediately 
adjacent to the Project site. The noise analysis in the Draft EIR does not disclose this receptor. 
as the Response to Comment No. 09-11 acknowledges. However, the candor and relevance of 
the response ends there. 

The Response first attempts to paint the AMDA as somehow illegitimate, implying that it 
has no permits to operate as a school. However, the law is clear that such considerations are 
irrelevant, as even unpermitted facilities are considered part of the environmental baseline for 
CEQA purposes. See, e.g., Fat v. County of Sacramento, 97 Cal. App. 4th 1270 (2002) (holding 
that even prior unpermitted expansion of an airport properly constituted the baseline for the 
purposes of analysis under CEQA). Also, CEQA § 2109l(d)(2)(B) requires a Final EIR to 
address "significant" environmental issues, which include new or more severe significant 
impacts. See also City of Long Beach v. LAUSD, 176 Cal. App. 4th 889 (2009). A failure to 
respond to significant issues raised (including mitigation proposals) renders an EIR legally 
inadequate. 176 Cal. App. 4th at 904. Simply put, even if the AMDA is unpermitted (and we 
provide no opinion on this question), it still represents a sensitive use immediately adjacent to the 
Project site, the impacts to which CEQA requires disclosure and evaluation. 

Next, the same Response wrongly attempts to characterize the undisclosed sensitive 
receptor as not requiring analysis under CEQA. See Final EIR, p. IILB-45. Although the Final 
EIR attempts to rely on Mira Mar for the proposition that analysis of a sensitive receptor 
somehow represents an evaluation of effects on specific persons and therefore is not required, 
that reliance is misplaced and the argument proves too much. Both the CEQA Guidelines and 
the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide specifically address the issue of sensitive receptors and 
require analysis of the same. The sensitivity of a use. not its public or private ownership or 
character, is the dispositive criterion for analysis. Analysis of a sensitive receptor inherently 
recognizes that certain impacts would particularly affect "specific persons" deemed worthy of 
heightened protection. The line of argument presented in the Final EIR would effectively allow 
any EIR to ignore any sensitive receptor on the basis of private ownership or the specificity of 
the persons who occupy the use. The Final EIR cannot shirk its obligation to disclose this new 
or. at least, substantially more severe, significant effect on that basis. See id. 

X. The Draft EIR Also Failed to Disclose Impacts to On-Site Sensitive Receptors 

Our comment letter alerts the City that the Project Description fails to clarify the 
sequence and timing of development, and therefore, the Draft EIR fails to analyze the effect of 
construction noise on residential units, which are sensitive receptors, constructed early in the 
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Project's 22 year term. The Response to Comment No. 81-25 acknowledges that the noise 
analysis in the Draft EIR does not disclose this receptor. The Response then attempts two 
gambits to avoid the obligation to address this impact, neither of which passes legal muster. 

First, the Response wrongly attempts to exclude future residents of the Project from the 
environment, making the novel claim that a perfectly foreseeable future use--indeed a use 
specifically proposed by the Project--does not require analysis. The City makes this claim in the 
Final EIR with the full knowledge of a 22-year deve1opment horizon and in the context of an 
EIR that provides a 2035 traffic analysis that anticipates and accounts for future development. 
The Final EIR provides no authority for this position, which contradicts the approach taken in 
other EIRs the City has issued and which opposes any common-sense assessment of 
foreseeability. Moreover, this cla.lm contradicts the operational noise analysis of the Draft EIR, 
which accounted for future residents, as it was required to do. 

Second, the Response attempts to conflate construction noise impacts with operational 
noise impacts, and to ignore the conclusions of the Draft EIR on the former. On page III.B-332 
of the Final EIR, the Response claims that the Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce 
operational interior noise impacts to future residents to a less-than-significant level. It ignores 
that the Draft EIR concluded that construction-related noise impacts on off-site receptors are 
significant and unavoidable. Draft EIR, p. IV.B.1-37. Given that on-site receptors would 
generally lie closer to on-site construction activities than off-site receptors, noise levels 
experienced on-site are likely higher and are therefore significant. Consequently, unless the 
Final EIR includes mitigation that would reduce construction-related noise to acceptable levels in 
the proposed residences, a new or substantially more severe significant impact would result. 

Finally, and incredibly, the Final EIR claims that residents of the Project "will be fully 
aware of the Project's scale and will chose to reside on the Project's site." First, an awareness of 
a Project's scale does not result in the awareness of a specific impact by a potential resident, and 
even if the resident was aware of the impact, it does not relieve the Applicant of its obligation 
under CEQA to disclose and avoid or mitigate any impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

In the Response to Comments No. 09-11 and 81-25, the Final EIR dismisses these 
comments with irrelevant considerations and fails to provide any substantive analysis or to 
correct this deficiency. Either failure, by itself, renders the EIR legally insufficient and requires 
recirculation. 

XI. The EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate the Project's Impact on the Historic Capital 
Records Building and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District 

Our comment letter identifies significant impacts to historic resources on and surrounding 
the site, including the Capital Records Building and Gogerty Building (City historic cultural 
monuments) and the contributing buildings to the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District (on the National Register of Historic Places). See Comment No. 81-17. 
The Millem1ium Hollywood Project Historic Resources Technical Report, dated July 2012, notes 
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that a project is a substantial adverse change that requires m1t1gation if the integrity or 
significance of the historic resource would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration 
(Historic Report, page 37). The Report concludes that the proposed Project's allowable height 
and density does have the "potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines, 
particularly from the south of Capital Records along Vine Street and from the Hollywood 
Freeway." (Historic Report, p. 37). The Report concludes that that the Development 
Regulations, which require certain setbacks, mitigate the impact to the historic resources to the 
extent feasible. 

First, as stated in our comment letter, the Development Regulations, which provide 
certain setbacks, massing and distance fail to mitigate the impact to the extent feasible, because 
they do not consider the effect of the future Project's design, material, articulation, connectivity 
of visual lines, architectural style, space flow and other elements of a project's design. The 
Response to Comment No. 81-17 disregards this analysis, and merely claims that the Historic 
Report "evaluated all of the potential development scenarios presented in the Development 
Regulations, including the specific setbacks, massing and height scenarios before reaching the 
conclusion that the Project would have less than significant impacts on historic resources." This 
Response is wholly inadequate, because it does not address the character of the surrounding 
buildings in the Project that is essential for a full historic analysis. The City consistently 
considers all of these elements, and not just setbacks and massing, when determining an effect on 
a historic structure. A detailed articulated wood building with outdoor patios will have a very 
different impact on an adjacent historic structure than a solid enclosed concrete building. 
Therefore, the Development Regulations must include significantly more detail, which is subject 
to further environmental review, or the City must conduct subsequent environmental review at 
the time each specific building on the site is des]gned. 

Second, the EIR fails to fully consider the impact of the Capital Records building on the 
immediate Hollywood neighborhood. The public view from street level looking north on Vine 
from Hollywood Boulevard is an unobstructed view of the cylindrical shape of the Capital 
Record building. The Response to Comment No. 81-17 claims that the mitigation measures 
included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to a less than 
significant level under all development scenarios. However, the Historic Report actually states 
that the development has the potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines 
from south of Capital Records. Allowing a triangular ground level setback does not mitigate all 
potential significant impacts - the Project design must retain the existing unobstructed view of 
the cylindrical Capital Records form from the street, hills and key viewpoints within Hollywood. 
The Project design must also maintain views of the top of the iconic tower over the lower 
buildings from surrounding streets. This may feasibly be accomplished by developing shorter 
buildings on the Eastern side of Vine Str~et and concentrating the massing on the Western side 
of Vine Street. 
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XU. The EIR Fails to Quantify the Project's Impacts on Public Services, Parks, Open 
Space, Landfill Capacity and Growth Inducing Impacts 

We reiterate all of the issues addressed in our comment letter that are not specifically re
stated here (see attached Comment Letter), including significant impacts to public services, 
parks, open space, landfill capacity and growth inducing impacts. The Response to Comments in 
the Final EIR claims to have folly evaluated and mitigated these impacts, but we stand by our 
original analysis that these areas require additional detail and environmental analysis. 

XIII. The City Must Therefore Recirculate the Draft EIR to Adequately Disclose New or 
More Severe Significant Impacts 

The Final EIR attempts to extricate itself from the obligation to recirculate in light 
of the undisclosed significant impacts. These attempts are unavailing. Section 15088.5 of the 
CEQA Guidelines provides the criteria for recirculation. Specifically, sections 15088.5(a)(l-2) 
provide that information showing a new significant environmental effect of a project, or a 
substantial increase in its severity, triggers recirculation. As stated above, the Draft EIR failed to 
disclose sensitive receptors, the noise impacts to which cannot be feasibly mitigated to a less
than:-significant level. FEIR, pp. IlIB-45-46. Thus, the Draft EIR failed to disclose a new 
significant impact (the impact to the AMDA and to future on-site residents) or, at the very least, 
a substantial increase in the severity of an impact it identified (impacts to sensitive receptors 
generally). The City must therefore recirculate the Draft EIR to provide the public an 
opportunity to review and comment on this impact. 

As previously stated in our comment letter, HE1/GC and HVRA support the broad vision 
and diverse mix of uses for the Project, however, they strongly object to the scale of the Project, 
in terms of height and density, and the lack of specificity of the requested entitlements that will 
allow a variety of configurations not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The history of Hollywood's 
iconic architecture should be preserved and be visible and accessible to the public. The proposed 
Project is out of scale with the immediate historic neighborhood, by dwarfing the 150 foot high 
historic structures on Hollywood Boulevard and completely obscuring the Capital Records 
Building. We request the City Planning Commission to consider a Project that sets back from 
and limits building heights adjacent to the Capital Records Building, as well as preserves lasting 
views of the Hollywood hills and the Hollywood Sign from the streets of Hollywood. 

Sincerely, 

jff)/(J 
BENJAMIN M. REZNIK of 
J effer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

JMBMI Jeffer Mangels 
Butler & Mitchell cLP 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Jeffer Mangels JMBM Butler & Mitchell LLP __ _ 

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct (310) 201-3572 
Fax: (310) 712"8572 
brnr@jrnbrn.com 

December 10, 2012 

VIA E-MAIL (Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org) AND MAIL 

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 North Spring Street, Room 570 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 
ENV-2011-275-EIR 
Public Comment Letter 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
{310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbrn.com 

On behalf of HEI/GC Hollywood & Vme Condommmms, LLC ("HEVGC") and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028 (the "W Residences"), we provide the following public comment 
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project (the "Project"), prepared by the City of Los Angeles (the "City"). 

On May 31, 2011, HEI/GC submitted a public comment letter regarding the scoping of 
the EIR for the Project. After review of the DEIR, we have several concerns about the Project 
and the accompanying environmental analysis, because the DEIR fails to fully evaluate the 
issues identified in this letter, and fails to properly analyze several additional issues relating to: 
project description, land use, aesthetics, parking, air quality, school and library services, 
parkland, historic resources, noise, landfill capacity and growth inducing impacts. 

I. The DEIR Does Not Contain A Stable, Accurate, and Finite Project Description, 
Precluding an Understanding of What the Project Actually Contains. 

The DEIR contains an amorphous, confusing, and wholly unstable Project Description, 
which amounts in essence to a zone change with no definite proposal to accompany it. An 
"accurate, stable, and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally 
sufficient EIR." San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App, 4th 645, 

A limited Liability Law Partnership Including Professional Corporations/ Los Angeles• San Francisco• Orange County 
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655 (2007) ("San Joaquin Raptor Il'). quoting County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. 
App. 3d 185, 193 (1977). Furthermore, "[aJn accurate Project Description is necessary for an 
intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a proposed activity." Silveira v. 
Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary Dist., 54 Cal. App. 4th 980, 990 (1997). Therefore, an inaccurate 
or incomplete project description renders the analysis of environmental effects inherently 
unreliable, in turn rendering impossible any evaluation of the benefits of the Project in light of its 
significant effects. Although extensive detail is not necessarily required, a DEIR must describe a 
project not only with sufficient detail, but also with sufficient accuracy, to permit informed 
decision-making. See CEQA Guidelines§ 15124. 

The DEIR fails to meet this foundational requirement and, ultimately, provides only the 
most basic understanding of what the Project entails. In fact, the only clear aspects of the Project 
are the doubling of the currently permitted floor area ratio to allow development of about 1.2 
million square feet ("s.f.") of some combination of uses, of which about 1.1 million s.f-an 
amount approximately equivalent to the Staples Center--comprises new development. Also, 
development of the Project would presumably occur sometime before the 2035 horizon year of 
the requested development agreement ("D.A.''). The purported equivalency program and 
development regulations represent little more than a jumbled amalgam of different Project 
characteristics, different aspects of which are evaluated depending on the environmental issue 
area. A project description that allows anything is a project description that clarifies nothing. 

For instance, the EIR includes a basic 11Concept Plan," as well as two additional 
scenarios---the so-called Commercial and Residential Scenarios. (DEIR, pp. 23, 27-28) 
However, further reading soon clarifies that these scenarios are merely three among many, as 
uses, floor area, and parking may be transferred between the two halves of the Project site. 
Moreover, as illustrated in the purported "Development Regulations," the only guarantees 
provided with respect to massing are a 150-foot-tall podium on each half of the Project site, 
above which any number of development configurations could occur. Development above the 
podium could result in towers or large, blocky structures ranging in height from 220 to 585 feet, 1 

dwarfing the 151-foot-tall {including the spire) Capitol Records Building and potentially 
displacing the Century Plaza Towers as the tallest buildings outside of downtown Los Angeles. 
Or, as the building envelopes illustrated in the Development Regulations indicate, two massive 
walls of development more akin to the Las Vegas Strip's Planet Hollywood than to Hollywood 
Boulevard. Despite representations throughout the DEIR that the Development Regulations 
would guide and limit development, avoiding environmental impacts, the Development 
Regulations provide large building envelopes and a number of broad generalities masquerading 
as standards. For example, Section 6.2 (Street Walls) only encourages architectural elements to 
reduce the apparent massing of the inevitable monolith: it requires nothing. Similarly, section 
6.6.1.f provides that windows be recessed, except where ninappropriate. 11 Section 7.1. l provides 
that the towers shall not appear "ovenvrought" and shall have "big, simple moves": how can 600-

1 By way of comparison, the Ritz Carlton at L.A. Live is 653 feet tall; the Century Plaza Towers are 571 feet ta[l. 
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foot-tall structures not appear "overwrought" ]n comparison to adjacent development less than 
one third its height?2 

Further, the purported Equivalency Progrnm and Development Regulations allow 
development of a nearly infin]te number of development mixes, ranging anywhere from nearly 
over 900 residential units (rental or owned) to none, anywhere from over 200 hotel rooms to 
none, and 215,000 s.f. or more of office uses. Other uses,_such as restaurants and health/fitness 
clubs are listed, but may or may not appear in the fmal development. 

Thus, the project description fails not only to provide any meaningful description of the 
actually proposed development, but also, by using only generalities in terms of square footages, 
fails to provide any information about the actual uses planned for the Project site. As stated 
above, residential units could comprise rental units or for-sale units. The requested entitlements 
also include a conditional use permit for alcoholic beverage sales though, consistent with the rest 
of the project description, the DEIR fails to provide any specific information on this point (will 
the contemplated roof-top cafe (if the tower exceeds 550 feet in height), or other spaces, include 
alcohol service?). To the extent the Applicant has any specific plans for specialized uses that 
might occur on-site, the DEIR must describe those plans. See Bakersfield Citizens for Local 
Control v. City of Bakersfield, 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1213 (2004) ("[T]o simply state as did 
the . . . ElR that 'no stores have been identified' without disclosing the type of retailers 
envisioned ... is not only misleading and inaccurate, but hints at mendacity.")- The actual uses 
of the site could alter the impact analysis and, as described in more detail below, the significant 
omissions in the DEIR either prevent or obscme key impact analyses. As the project description 
stands, the community and decision-makers are simply left to wonder as to what the Applicant 
would ultimately construct and precisely what would occupy that square footage. Furthermore, 
changes to the Project would occur with the Applicant "filing a request," but no further detail is 
provided regarding the level of review and how the Project would achieve compliance with 
CEQA. 

As a result of the exclusions described above and in more detail below, the DEIR lacks 
the information necessary for reasoned and informed consideration of the Project's 
environmental impacts. See CEQA Guidelines § 15121(a). Moreover, given the many 
significant and unavoidable impacts the DElR predicts that the Project will cause, the lack of 
specificity regarding the development proposal-specifically, the request for a building envelope 
and virtually unlimited physical and temporal flexibility-renders impossible any informed 
judgment by the decision-makers regarding the benefits of the Project against its significant 
effects, contrary to CEQA. See King County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d 
692, 712 (1990). These omissions in the DEIR also deprive the decision-makers of substantial 
evidence upon which to make findings or adopt a statement of overriding considerations. The 
City must demand that the Applicant put forth an actual, finite development proposal, and must 

2 Particularly instructive in this regard is the acknowledgement in the Development Regulations that the "historic 
datum" for the community is 150 feet See Development Regulations,§ 7.1.5. Thus, this development would, even 
under the most charitable reading, dwarf the surrounding neighborhood. 
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base both the envirorunental analysis and the consideration ofilie Project on that basis. The City 
must also revise and recjrculate the DEIR to provide the public and decisionmakers the 
opportunity for informed comment and deliberation. 

IL The DEIR Fails to Adequately identify and Analyze the Significant Environmental 
Impacts of Removing the Zoning Restrictions and Amending the Community Pian. 

The DEIR notes that the Property is within a C4-2D-SN zone, with a "D" development 
":'-limitation that restrict the total floor area on the Property to a floor area ratio ("FAR") of 3:1 

(Ord .. No. 165659). (DEIR, III-25) The Property has a Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council approved a Community Plan Update that 
increased the FAR on the site to 4.5: l. Subsequently, several neighborhood groups sued the City 
over the Community Plan Update in response to the proposed increase in density. These include 
Save Hollywood.org v. City of Los Angeles (BS138370), Fix the City, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 
(BS138580), and La Mirada Neighborhood Association of Hollywood (BS138369). These 
complaints allege violations of CEQA for failure to properly evaluate the increase in density, 
among oilier issues. These cases have been consolidated and are being heard by Judge Goodman 
in Los Angeles Superior Court, with yet unknown outcome. The Hollywood Chamber of 
Commerce intervened in the case, and is represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, 
the same attorneys that represent the developer of the Hollywood Millennium Project. A Motion 
to Compel documents is calendared for December 14, 2012. Possible outcomes of the litigation 
include a stay on issuing permits under the new 4.5: 1 FAR density, or an order for additional 
environmental review under CEQA. As such, the DEIR must evaluate the Project under the 
existing FAR of 3:1, or provide a caveat that if the court issues a petition for writ of mandate 
requiring additional CEQA review for the Community Plan Update, the Project will also require 
subsequent CEQA review. 

The Project includes an increase in FAR from 3:1 to 6:1, which is double the currently 
permitted density on the site. The DEIR states that the Redevelopment Plan allows an increase 
in FAR from 4.5:1 to 6:1, if the proposed development furthers the goals and intent of the 
Redevelopment Plan and the Community Plan. (DEIR, III-26) However, the DEIR does not 
evaluate the increase in FAR from the existing permitted FAR of 3:1 to 4.5:1, in the event that 
the Community Plan Update is not upheld in the court. Therefore, the DEIR must fully evaluate 
the land use impacts of doubling the density on the Property. 

HI. The DEIR Does Not Evaluate Any Impacts Related to a Conditional Use Permit for 
the Sale of Alcoholic Beverages or Live Entertainment. 

The DEIR lists one of the proposed uses of the DEIR as a "Conditional Use Permit for 
limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live entertainment, and floor area 
ratio averaging in a unified development". (DEIR, II-49) However, the DEIR fails to identify 
and fully evaluate the impacts for the proposed conditional uses for the sale of alcoholic 
beverages or live entertainment. 
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For a Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcohol and/or live entertainment (CUB), the City 
requires specific information, such as (i} floor plans identifying areas where alcohol will be 
served and consumed, (ii) the total occupancy numbers of each area where alcohol will be 
served, (iii) the sensitive uses in the area that may be affected by the service of alcohol in this 
specific location, (iv) the hours of operation of the establishment, and the times when alcohol 
will be served within the hours of operation, (v) food service during alcohol service, (vi) fue 
times at which live entertainment is permitted, (vii) mitigation measures, including design 
features and insulation, to limit the noise of live entertainment, (viii) particular mitigation 
measures for service of alcohol on outdoor patios and roof decks, and several other mitigation 
measures related to noise, traffic, security, parking, and impact on public services that are 
directly effected by the sale of alcohol and live entertainment. Hollywood is an area that is 
oversaturated witli liquor licenses for both on and off-site consumption. Therefore, any proposed 
conditional use permit for the sale of alcohol or live entertainment must be thoroughly evaluated 
with input from the Police Department and community stakeholders, and each establishment 
within the Project must be evaluated separately. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent MNT> 
or EIR is required for tlie service of alcohol and live entertainment use within the Property, at the 
time that the Applicant has completed at least schematic design level drawings for each 
establishment This is the standard of review for CUB permits that has been consistently applied 
to the entitlements for ilie numerous hotels, restaurants and night clubs in the Hollywood area, 
and is required to properly evaluate the Project's environmental impacts under CEQA. 

IV. The Traffic Analysis Uses Inappropriate Trip Generation Rates. 

As shown in page lV.K.1-34, the traffic analysis for the Project used a trip generation rate 
for residential units of 0.685 trips per unit. This rate is about two thirds of the trip generation 
rate employed in studies for other similarly sized projects. For example, the Casden Sepulveda 
Project BIR used a rate of l trip per unit. Both projects use discounts for transit proximity. 
However, the DEIR for the Project provides no substantial evidence to support this lower rate, 
and given the number of potential residential units (about 500 in one scenario), this trip 
generation difference is substantial and would have a material effect on the analysis. The City 
must revise the DEIR and traffic study either to substantiate the failure to employ an appropriate 
trip generation rate, or to revise the traffic study to reflect that rate. 

V. The DEIR Fails to Properly Analyze the Parking Required for the Project. 

The DEIR fails to properly analyze the parking for the entire Project, in an area with a 
significant shortage of public parking for restaurant, entertainment and retail uses in the 
evenings, especially on tlie weekends. The Project is located in the Hollywood area near mass 
transit and several bus lines. These methods of transit are easily accessible for commuting to and 
from Holl)'\.Vood for work during the day, and for tourists to access the Hollywood venues. 
However, the MTA lines are not frequently used for attending theater, restaurants, bars and 
nightclub venues in the evening, due to factors of convenience and safety. Although the Red 
Line has direct access to downtown for work commuting, it does not directly access most 
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residential areas ]n the City, and therefore does not provide a viable alternative for commuting 
for evening entertainment. 

The Property currently contains approximately 264 parking spaces available to the public. 
(DEIR, IV.K2-4). The Project removes and does not replace these parking spaces. In addition, 
the Project provides parking for office, retail, restaurant, and bar uses at a rate of two parking 
spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area (per LAMC 12.21.A.4(x)(3)). This is a special rate for 
projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area, based on proximity to transit. This 
rate is half of the rate of four spaces/1,000 sf that is typically required for retail spaces in the City 
of Los Angeles, and one tenth the standard rate of one space/100 square feet for restaurant uses 
(LAMC 12.21.A.4(c)(3), (4), (5)). The City adopted this rate to promote the use of mass transit 
in a Redevelopment Area; however, it has not proven effective, and restaurants and retail spaces 
are vastly underparked in Hollywood. There are not enough private lots to accommodate an of 
the restaurant valet services along Hollywood Boulevard and for individuals seeking to visit the 
restaurants, theaters and nightclubs. Therefore, the Project should include spaces available to the 
public to replace the 264 parking spaces that currently serve various existing restaurants and 
nightclubs through leases and other agreements. In addition, the Project should provide parking 
fully accessible to the public for all of the non-residential uses at the rates set forth in LAMC 
12.2 LA.4(x)(3) without additional discount. 

Although the DEIR states that the final parking layout will be determined by the final use 
configuration of the Project, the DEIR should require that the Project be fully parked to code 
standards within each phase of development, so that parking cannot be deferred to a later phase. 
In addition, any transit reduction analysis or shared parking analysis must consider that the 
office/restaurant/retail!commercial calculation of two parking spaces/1,000 square feet already 
includes a 50 percent reduction for proximity to transit. 

VI. The DEIR Wrongly Downplays The Significance Conclusions Of The Air Quality 
Analysis. 

A. The DEIR Provides A Misleading Discussion of Significant 
Unavoidable Air Quality Impacts. 

The tables in the Air Quality analysis for the DEIR demonstrate that the Project would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to both local and regional air quality, as well as to 
any residents of the Project (should the Project include residential units). However, the 
discussion then impennissibly seeks to downplay and dilute the effect of those impacts. For 
example, the analysis states on page IV.B.1-48 that even though impacts regarding toxic air 
contaminants ("T ACs0

) are significant, they are typical of "other, similar residential 
developments in the City." However, there are no comparable developments within the 
community. Moreover, the analysis implies that such impacts would be mitigated by stating on 
the same page that local, regional, and federal regulations would "protect" sensitive receptors, 
but provides no discussion as to how this protection would occur or what form it would take. If 
impacts associated with ultrafine diesel particulate matter cannot be mitigated, and the cancer 
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burden on the Project site remains in excess of established tlrresholds, what protection can 
regulations provide? The DrEIR misleads the public and decisionrnakers regarding the true 
extent of Project impacts. 

B. The DEIR Fails to Disclose That The Project Would Obstruct 
Implementation Of The 2007 Air Quality Management Plan 

The DEIR states on page IV.B.1-54 that the Project, despite multiple significant project
related and c1mmlative air quality impacts, including air quality impacts directly relating to 
cancer, would not obstruct implementation of the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (the 
"AQMP"). However, the DEIR states on page IV.B.1-21 that the purpose of the AQMP is to 
reduce pollutants and meet state and federal air quality standards. In fact, the emissions 
thresholds published by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (the "SCAQMD") 
were developed for the purpose of attaining state and federal air quality standards. Thus, even if 
a project is consistent with broad growth projections, exceeding thresholds~particularly 
operational thresholds--would thwart the ability of the air basin to reach attainment. Indeed, this 
is the very meaning embodied in the concept of cumulative impacts. As stated on page IV.B.l-
55 of the DEIR, the SCAQMD considers exceedences of emissions thresholds at the project level 
also to constitute cumulatively considerable contributions to cumulative impacts on regional air 
quality. Such a conclusion requires a determination that a cumulative impact-here, regional air 
quality and cancer risk-would occur in the first instance. See Communities for a Better 
Environment v. California Resources Agency ("CBE"), 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120 (2002). By 
contributing to----and by definition, worsening-the significantly impacted regional air quality, 
the Project impedes implementation of the AQMP. By failing to disclose this significant impact, 
the DEIR wrongly seeks to downplay it and robs the public and decisiorunakers to understand 
the importance and effect of their decision to approve or reject the project. The City must revise 
the DEIR to accurately disclose this impact as significant and unavoidable. Also, where, as here, 
revisions to the EIR would disclose a significant impact not previously disclosed, the City must 
recirculate the DEJR to properly inform the public regarding the impacts of the Project CEQA 
Guidelines§ 15088.S(a)(l). 

VII. The DEIR Fails To Evaluate The Project's Indirect Impact On School 
Overcrowding and Library Services. 

The DEIR states on page IV.J.3-16 that payment of school fees authorized under Senate 
Bill 50 (''SB50") would mitigate the impact of the Project on area schools, but failed to analyze 
the secondary effects of school-related traffic and construction activities on the surrounding 
community. Recent changes to SB50 now provide that school impact fees established according 
to the provisions of that statute comprise full and complete mitigation of impacts "on school 
facilities." Cal. Govt. Code § 65996(a) (emphasis added). Impacts "on school facilities" are 
narrow defined, and do not absolve a lead agency of the requirement to discuss impacts that 
could occur to parties other than the school itself. Chawanakee Unified Sch. Dist. v. County of 
Madera, 196 Cal. App. 4th 1016, 1028-29 (2011). Examples of impacts an EIR is obligated to 
address, where overcrowding and a need exists to construct new facilities to accommodate 
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project or cumulative student generation, include traffic impacts associated with student travel to 
a new school facility, as well as indirect construction-related impacts on the environment 
surrounding a proposed school construction site. Id. at 1029. 

Here, the DEIR has provided evidence (enrollment figures, and the facilities lack of 
ability to accommodate all of the Project-related student generation) that overcrowding could or 
would result from the addition of Project-generated and cumulatively generated students at 
Cheremoya Elementary and Le Conte Middle School. (DEIR, Table N.J.3-5) Having identified 

· a future overcrowding condition at these schools, the DEIR failed to discuss measures necessary 
to accommodate Project-related and cumulative students, whether at the campuses identified, or 
at another location, and such measures could include construction of new buildings or expansion 
of existing buildings at those campuses. Although the impacts of any construction activities on 
the school would be mitigated by SB50 fees, the impacts of such construction on the 
communities surrounding the affected schools or school sites do not fall within the types of 
impacts that fees can mitigate and are therefore subject to analysis and mitigation in the DEIR. 
Id. Thus, the DEIR must evaluate the potential construction-related impacts of school expansion, 
such as air quality and noise issues associated with construction, new architectural coatings, and 
hardscaping improvements, as well as potential indirect traffic impacts associated with the use of 
the expanded school. The DEIR's failure to provide this analysis, particularly in the absence of 
evidence to contradict the claimed necessity to reopen a school, represents prejudicial failure. 
The City must revise the DEIR to disclose and evaluate impacts related to project-specific and 
cumulative contributions to overcrowding. The City must also recirculate the DEIR to inform 
the public of the true consequences of approving the Project. 

Similarly, the DEIR concludes that the library system would be above capacity, because 
the Project would create a service population of 94,494 people by 2020, but the local library 
system is only designed to accommodate 90,000 people (DEIR, N.J.5-12) The only mitigation 
is the payment of a $200 per capita mitigation fee. Although the Project complies with code 
through payment of mitigation fees, the Project is being developed in an area that does not have 
sufficient educational and information systems to support the residential development. 
Education and information are essential for creating and supporting an educated public and 
growing economy. Therefore, the Project should include educational and informational facilities 
for its residents, including resident library and business centers, free internet access for 
educational and job purposes, and technical support. 

VIII. The DEIR Fails to Fully Evaluate the Project's Impact on Historic Resources On 
and Adjacent to the Property. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project causes a significant impact to historic resources that 
cannot be fully mitigated; however, the DEIR fails to provide additional measures necessary to 
mitigate the significant impact to the extent feasible. 

First, the Millennium Hollywood Project Historic Resources Technical Report, dated July 
2012, by the Historic Resources Group (DEIR, Appendix CV_C), identifies several historic 
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resources on the Property (including the Capital Records Building and the Gogerty Building), 
and immediately adjacent to the Property (including the contributing buildings to the Hollywood 
Boulevard Comrne~ial and Entertainment District (the "Entertainment District"), such as the 
Pantages Theater, Equitable Building, and the Guaranty Building). The public view from street 
level on Hollywood Boulevard includes a streetscape of historic buildings from the first half of 
the 20th century, that have a maximum height of 150 feet, and are visible without obstruction in 
front or behind. The public view from street level looking north on Vine Street from Hollywood 
Boulevard is an unobstructed view of the cylindrical shape of the Capital Records Building. 

The proposed Project will drastically alter these views of historic structures, by providing 
580+ foot towers that dominate the skyline above the Entertainment District, and by par1ially 
obscuring the Capital Records Building, even with the 4% triangular open space to the south. 
The Report states that in order for the Project to be considered a substantial adverse change, "it 
must be shown that the integrity and/or significance of the historic resources would be materially 
impaired by the proposed alteration." (Historic Report, p. 37) However, the Report then 
concludes that the Project's allowable height and density does have the "potential to block 
important views and obscure public sight lines, particularly from the south of Capital Records 
along Vine Street and from the Hollywood Freeway." (Historic Report, p. 37) The DEIR 
concludes that the Development Regulations (Section 6.1), which require certain setbacks, 
mitigate the impact to historic resources to the extent feasible. However, this is not sufficient 
under the Los Angeles Municipal Code or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation. The City's Office of Historic Resources does not just consider setback, massing 
and distance when evaluating a project's impact on an historic resource; it also considers the 
design, material, articulation, connectivity of visual lines, architectural style, space flow and 
other elements of a project's design. In order to properly evaluate the impact of the Project on 
the several historic resources on or near the Property, the Applicant must provide schematic level 
design drawings with sufficient information regarding materials, fac;ade articulation, and 
character to properly evaluate the necessary design modifications to fully mitigate any impact to 
the extent feasible. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent BIR will be required at the time that 
schematic design has been completed for each phase of the Project to evaluate and mitigate 
impacts to the historic structures. 

Second, the Historic Report identifies the sound chambers of the Capital Records 
Building as character defining elements of the historic structure. The Report proposes that the 
Project include a shoring plan to ensure protection of the resource during construction, and 
general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement. (Historic Report, p. 51) 
However, this mitigation is not sufficient to preserve the special acoustic properties of the sound 
chambers. The sound chambers are significant not just for their architectural shape, but also for 
the quality of sound created in the space. This sound requires preservation of the chamber as 
well as the density of ground surrounding the chamber that is necessary to maintain the specific 
acoustic quality. The Applicant must evaluate this quality quantitatively, and then require that 
the quality be maintained during and after construction, as part of the proposed Adjacent 
Structure Monitoring Plan. (DEIR, MM C-2) The DEIR states that the preservation of the 
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Capital Records and Gogerty Building is a landlord/tenant issue, because the Project and these 
historic properties are under common ownership. This is not true -· Once a property is 
designated as an Historic-Cultural Monument, its preservation comes under the public trust. The 
quality of work necessary to maintain the Capital Records Building and its sound chambers will 
be identified by the City's Office of Historic Resources, and not negotiated between the owner 
and tenant. 

Third, other recent projects in the area, such as fue W Residences, were required to limit 
their height to 150 feet in order to be consistent with neighboring historic properties. The 
Applicant must provide an explanation regarding why it was architecturally and financially 
feasible for the W Residences to comply with a 150 foot height limit, but it is not feasible for the 
Applicant to provide the same height limit for identical uses on the adjacent block. 

Finally, the DEIR requires that the Applicant document the Project site in conformance 
with HABS standards. This documentation should require "at least" 25 images, and not "up to" 
25 images (DEJR, MM C-5). Full documentation is the only method to ensure that the historic 
resource is properly maintained. 

IX. The DEIR Does Not Protect Views and the Insufficient Project Description Does Not 
Provide a Full Evaluation of Aesthetic Impact. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will have significant unavoidable impacts due to 
focal view obstruction, cumulative height and massing. (DEIR, I-11) The Project does not 
include an actual architectural design, but proposes massing envelope standards, which include 
Development Standards, Density Standards, Tower Massing Standards, Building Height 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards (DEIR, MM AJ-1) The DEIR then provides 
additional mitigation measures that attempt to mitigate any aesthetic, light/glare, or 
shade/shadow impacts that may be created within the design limitations. These mitigation 
measures include requiring treated or low-reflective materials (DEIR, MM A.I-4), and requiring 
certain spacing in the Tower Massing Standards to minimize shade (DEIR, MM A.2-1, 2-2). 
However, the aesthetic impact cannot be evaluated merely by creating massing standards, and 
certain limits on light and glare. The Applicant must provide the actual material and design of 
the various buildings in order to properly evaluate the environmental impact. The design 
includes the architectural style, the flow of space, the contrast to adjacent buildings, and the 
actual landscaping on streetscape and higher levels. This cannot be properly evaluated by trying 
to imagine the infinite scenarios that may be created within these proposed standards. In 
addition, a finding that the Project will have "significant unavoidable impacts" should not 
provide a free pass for the architect to design a Project with any aesthetic impact as long as it 
complies with basic standards. Therefore, a supplement or subsequent EIR will be required for 
the construction of future buildings on the site. 

Jl\ '1B11. ·1' jeffor Maogels 
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X. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Parks. 

The DEIR identifies certain park in-lieu fees required for the Project, including the 
Dwelling Unit Construction Tax (LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(l) and the Quimby Fees for 
Condominium Units (LAMC 17.12). The fees should also include all applicable recreation and 
park fees for residential units subject to a zone change, as set forth in LAMC 12.33 (the fees are 
identical to Quimby Fees for condominium units). In addition, all park in-lieu funds should be 
specifically allocated to parks within the immediate vicinity of the Project as a condition of the 
Development Agreement. This may include renovation to existing parks, or funding of future 
parks, such as the Hollywood Cap Park. The DEIR identifies the required open space per unit 
required by the Project (DEIR, MM J.4-1); however, this open space does not count towards the 
required parkland, unless it exceeds the typical open space requirements. The DEIR must also 
evaluate the proposed 2-year closure of Runyon Canyon on the Project. 

XI. The DEIR Improperly Considers Certain Area as Open Space. 

The Development Regulations provide that a number of building forms and structures 
may encroach into Project-provided open space. These include building entries, architectural 
fac;ade details (undefined and unlimited), and retail storefronts. "Open space" with such 
encroachments provides no benefit as such, and the DEIR wrongly allows the Project to take 
credit for providing such space. · 

XII. The DEIR Failed To Adequately Evaluate and Mitigate Construction-Related Noise 
And Vibration Impacts. 

A. The DEIR Construction Vibration Analysis Relies On Deferred Mitigation, The 
Effectiveness Of Which Is Unsubstantiated. 

Mitigation for vibration-related building damage comprises measure H-11, which 
improperly defers development of mitigation and contains no quantifiable performance 
standards. For deferral of mitigation and analysis to properly occur, the DEIR must describe the 
nature of the actions anticipated for incorporation into the mitigation plan and provide 
performance standards. See, e.g., Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond, 
184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 95 (2010). Here, the DEIR fails. No specific criteria are provided, except 
for a vague commitment not to adversely affect certain structures, and to develop and implement 
mitigation if damage is observed during construction. Further, measure H-11 provides no 
information regarding the actual nature of the options available to address potential impacts. 
Absent an articulation of such options, the mitigation is simply insufficient and does not provide 
enough information to allow informed cons1deration of the potential effects of the project. See 
Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 794 (2005). 

However, even if deferral of mitigation was appropriate in this instance (it is not), the 
DEIR has failed to expla1n why deferral is appropriate. 1bis failure alone constitutes an abuse of 
discretion. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 1749 Cal. App. 4th 645, 

JMBM l jeffer Mangels 
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670 (2005). Therefore, the City must revise the analysis to provide information adequate to 
inform decisionmakers and the public regarding the potential effects of the Project. The City 
must also recirculate the EIR to allow public comment on the new information that conce...rns this 
key impact ana]ysis. 

B. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed To Evaluate The Effects of 
Construction Noise On Residents of the Project. 

The Project Description never clarifies whether the East and West Sites would be 
developed only together, or in some sequence, during the 22-year building horizon requested by 
the Applicant (2013-2035). The Project Description states that the Project will take three to three 
and a half years to construct, if completed in a single phase, which is unlikely. Consequently, it 
is reasonable to assume that constmction of the Project could occur in phases, and that an early 
phase of the Project may include residential units, which construction activities during a later 
phase could adversely affect Given that the proximity of nearby sensitive receptors renders full 
construction noise mitigation technically infeasible according to the City's Noise Ordinance (see 
DEIR, p. IV.H-27), the probability exists that any residents present on either site during 
construction of a subsequent phase would experience construction noise levels well :in excess of 
the City significance thresholds. Consequently, the DEIR has failed to disclose a significant, 
unavoidable impact of the Project, and must be amended to provide this analysis. Moreover, the 
presence of an additional significant impact requires recirculation of the EIR for public 
comment. CEQA Guidelines§ l 5088.5(a)(l). 

The fact that the DEIR determines that the noise will be "significant and unavoidable" 
does not provide a pass to allow any level of noise on the site during construction hours. 
Therefore, the Applicant must provide phase-specific standards at each phase of construction, 
that limits the noise during construction to all extents feasible. 

C. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed to Evaluate The Effects of 
Construction Noise on the W Hotel and Residences 

The DEIR identifies the Lofts at Hollywood & Vine, a residential project on the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard, as a sensitive use within proximity of the Project site that has the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. (DEIR, Page IV H-15) However, the DEIR does not 
identify the W Residences, which includes a hotel and residential units, as a sensitive use. The 
W Residences are located directly across the street from the Pantages Theater, which has a height 
of 44 feet at the street fo;;ade, and 68 feet at the rear of the parcel. The DEIR notes that there 
will be a peak noise level increase of 33.8-47.9 dB at the Pantages Theater and 10.1 dB at the 
Lofts. (DEIR, Page IV.H-25) 

Any construction work above the 44 foot height will not be buffered by the Pantages 
Theater structure, and will be clearly audible at the W Residences, which has a height of 150 
feet Therefore, the DEIR must evaluate the impact of construction noise on the W Residences 
over the 22 year period. The DEIR must include conditions, such as appropriate noise buffers 
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during construction, including at the upper stories. The DEIR must also provide proper notice to 
surrounding neighbors, which will affect the ability to utilize the hotel rooms and residential 
units facing the Project during the various construction periods. 

D. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Evaluate Operational Noise Caused by Outdoor 
Patios and Rooftop Decks 

The DEIR also fails to properly identify noise impacts during the operation of the Project. 
The DEIR states that the residential units, hotels, and restaurants, will have outdoor areas and 
rooftop patios. The DEIR fails to identify the location of these outdoor areas, and fails to 
provide typical mitigation measures required of other hotel rooftops in the areas, such as (i) time 
limits for rooftop patio use, (ii) prohibition of live entertainment and limits to background music 
on rooftops, and (iii) proper design and landscaping to locate noisier areas, such as pools, away 
from residential uses. A subsequent or supplemental environmental review is necessary prior to 
approval of specific outdoor areas for residential, hotel and restaurant use. 

E. The DEIR Failed To Adequately Evaluate Construction-Related Vibration 
Impacts To The Capitol Records Echo Chambers 

Page IV .H-30 of the DEIR includes a discussion of potential vibration-related building 
damage that could occur as a result of the Project. However, although it includes structures such 
as the Capitol Records Complex (receptor 15), it omits the Capitol Records echo chambers 
(receptor 16). Though the remainder of the Capitol Records Complex is characterized as fragile 
for the purposes of the analysis, the analysis fai1s to discuss why the echo chambers, which are 
also part of the complex, are not. 

XIII. The DEIR Failed To Disclose Growth-Inducing Impacts Of The Project. 

The Project includes, among other requests, a zone change that would allow a 
substantially more intensive commercial or mixed use of the Project site. Yet the DEIR includes 
no analysis of the impacts of the substantially increased development allowed under the new 
designation, or even of the (intended) growth-inducement potential of the change in designation. 

The Project would vastly increase the allowable density of development in the Project 
site and vicinity. As described on page II-7 of the DEIR, the Project would rezone the Project 
site from C4 to C2, and would also remove the existing density limitation. Collectively, these 
changes are intended to double the permitted floor area ratio and remove all limitations on 
height, allowing construction of towers as tall as (in the case of the Project) 585 feet. Simply 
put, the Project would bring downtown and Century City building heights and density to 
Hollywood, establishing a precedent for other projects to follow, and an expectation among 
developers regarding the square footage they can obtain. Development consistent with the new 
designation therefore becomes foreseeable, and the failure of the DEIR to evaluate, even in a 
general sense, the reasonably foreseeable cumulative development facilitated by the Project 
renders the impact analysis incomplete and inadequate. Consequently, the City must revise the 
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DEIR to include this analysis, and must recirculate the DEIR to allow infom1ed comment by the 
public and informed decision-making by the City regarding this undeniably precedent-setting 
project. 

XIV. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Landfill Capacity and 
Mischaracterizes the Impact as Less Than Significant. 

According to page IV.L.3-10, the landfills currently serving the City have remaining 
capacity of 9,947 tons per day ("tpd") of solid waste. However, as also acknowledged in the 
DEIR, one of those landfills, Chiquita Canyon, has only three years of capacity remafoing. 
Consequently, even under the most aggressive development scenario, only a single landfill will 
serve the City by the time the Project becomes operational. If the Applicant obtains a 22-year 
tenn on the proposed D.A., fewer than ten years of landfill capacity will remain by the time the 
Project is constructed. 

Although some plans exist for future expansion, such plans have not yet been approved, 
and the DEIR carefully avoids a description of the likelihood or timing of such an expansion 
occurring. Consequently, landfill space within and near the City remains at a premium and is 
properly considered a diminishing asset Therefore, until such time as additional or alternative 
means of solid waste disposal become available, a cumulative impact regarding such capacity 
exists, and the Project's contribution to that impact is cumulatively considerable. The City must 
revise the DEIR to reflect the proper impact category, and must recirculate the DEIR for public 
comment, consistent with CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.S(a)(l). 

In summary, HEI/GC and HVRA support the broad vision and diverse mix of uses for 
the Project, however they strongly object to the scale of the Project, in terms of height and 
density, and the lack of specificity of the requested entitlements that will allow a variety of 
configurations not evaluated in this DEIR. Thank you for your consideration and response to 
these comments. If you have any additional questions, please contact me directly at (310) 201-
3572 or bmr@jmbm.com. 

of 
Jeffi Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

BMR:slb 
cc: Michael LoGrande, Planning Director (via e-mail Michael.Logrande@lacity.org) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Monday, April 01, 2013 9:42 AM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 

Subject: Millennium 

Good morning Luci, 

I hope you had a nice Easter weekend. 

I have a quick question for you. 

Could you call me at 323.466.3875? 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger, GRI, SFR 
Realtor, DRE# 01237417 
Keller Williams Realty 
323.466.3875 
www.talktoterri.com 

Treasurer 
Friends of Hollywood Central Park 
www.hollywoodcentralpark.org 

Chair 
Friends of Franklin Ivar Park 
www.FriendsofFranklinlvarPark.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Received. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

EM31171 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 12, 2013 4:48 PM 
Debra Francisco 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 

On Fri, Apr 12, 2013 at 4:45 PM, Debra Francisco <djf752l @gmail.com> wrote: 
Please see the attached letter from our council. 

Thank you, 
Debra Francisco 
NHWNC Secretary 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

hi luci --

EM30193 

laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:43 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

I just left you a voice mail. has the city attorney cancelled tomorrow's planning commission hearing, or is it still 
on? would love to know. thanks! 

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the flu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 
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As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 
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On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM30196 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hey Kevin, 

EM30372 

Oliver Netburn <onetburn@hotmail.com > 

Monday, April 01, 2013 12:31 PM 
kevi n.kel ler@lacity.org 
Hollywood CPIO/CDO 

CHNC testified at millennium to get money for both the Hollywood CPIO/CDO and also to study a streetscape 
plan/pedestrian improvements for Vine. Any help you can provide would be good. Also, we are hoping to do the 
same with Paramount, so really we're just looking at both Millennium and Paramount to foot half the estimated bill 
each. 

Anyway, just thought you'd like to know. 

Oliver 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31172 

Debra Francisco <djf7521@gmail.com > 
Friday, April 12, 2013 4:50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 

Thank you very much - have a wonderful evening and a great weekend! 
Debra 

On Fri, Apr 12, 2013 at 4:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Received. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Apr 12, 2013 at 4:45 PM, Debra Francisco <djf752l @gmail.com> wrote: 
Please see the attached letter from our council. 

Thank you, 
Debra Francisco 
NHWNC Secretary 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM30197 

Mary Ledding <ledfam6384@sbcglobal.net> 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 4:55 PM 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

tom.labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org; cm.public@lacity.org; 

james.K.Williams@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 

Millennium Hollywood (VTT-71837-CN-lA) 

Please note my strong, loud, and continuous objection to the expected actions of the LA Planning Commission to simply 
rubber-stamp the planned Millennium Hollywood project tomorrow!!! It seems this project has been rushed through 

with little or no involvement of the citizens who will be most directly affected. Specifically, the size and traffic impact of 
this project has simply been ignored. 

I previously voiced my specific objections to the project at the original announcement, and again at the numerous 
variances that were being requested in order to ram it through. It is startling that in granted ALL of the variances 
requested, there were no findings consistent with Los Angeles City Charter, Article 8, Section 98, as well as under the LA 
Municipal Code, Chapter 1, Article 2 Section 12.27. The variances were simply granted, in non-compliance with these 
specific provisions -which have been used against me and others in the neighborhood to find objection to much milder, 

smaller, and in-offensive variations. Big money clearly talks in Los Angeles. 

Please note that I 

1. Support all appeals from prior actions taken in furthering this project (VTI-71837-CN-lA) 
2. Oppose the Millennium project (CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CB-CU-ZV-HD) 
3. Oppose the 22-year development agreement that has been snuck through the back-door (CPC-2013-103-DA) 
4. Oppose the certification of the Environmental Impact Report (ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

5. Oppose the unlimited height of the proposed Millennium project 
6. Oppose the approval of the project without the full and complete review and approval of CAL TRANS 
7. Oppose the totally inadequate parking requirements being imposed on the builders of the Millennium project 
8. Will support all efforts to expose and undo any and all "back-room" agreements which have been made on this 

project. 

I live in the Hollywood Dell and have done so since 1975. I have seen good and back construction and welcome the re

vitalization of Hollywood. However, the existing traffic situation is already unbearable and the addition of two massive 
tower projects at one of the key exits locals to the Valley will mean that traffic congestion and the quality of life - just 
being able to get home through the traffic - will be severely deteriorated. 

Please come to your senses tomorrow and put significant and reasonable limitations on this ill-conceived, unwelcome 
project. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Ledding 
6384 La Punta Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Afternoon, 

EM30373 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, April 01, 2013 4:15 PM 
Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber 
Millennium determination 

Just a head's up: The applicant's rep has asked me to hold off on issuing the CPC determination so they can get 
a better handle on CD 13. That they'd rather keep it in our shop while continuing to work with the council 
office. Alfred has requested a meeting for 1130 tomorrow to go over next steps. 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

EM30198 

Tim Kuzniar <timkuzniar@yahoo.com > 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 5:32 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 
cmoj@amda.edu 

Hollywood Millennium Project 

To whom it may concern, 

My name is Tim Kuzniar. I am a.former employee of AMDA College and Conservat01y qf the 
Performing Arts and I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide 
meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from Millennium on AMDA l'Vill be 
enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to the 
school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed 

Thank you. 

Tim Kuzniar 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31173 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org > 
Friday, April 12, 2013 4:55 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: Re: Millennium letter? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "James Williams" <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Date: Apr 11, 2013 2:17 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium letter? 
To: "Marcel Porras" <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Thank you Marcel. I needed this for the permanent record. 

James 

On Apr 11, 2013 1 :24 PM, "Marcel Porras" <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Diego, 

Please send James the statement that we released to the press. 

Thanks, 

Marcel 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :09 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marcel, 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28, 2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
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200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM31174 

Marcel Porras 11 Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd l 3.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear City Officials, 

EM30199 

Mark Abulencia < mabulencia@amda.edu > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 5:50 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Mitigation request to Hollywood Millenium from AMOA 

Hello, my name is Mark Abulencia, and I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts. 

I am writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The impacts 
from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to 
the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thanks so much! 
- Mark Abulencia 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

fyi ... 
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Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, April 30, 2013 8:33 AM 
Dan Scott; Lisa Webber; Michael LoGrande; Tomas Carranza 
Fwd: Millennium Final Determination Letter 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC Final.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Apr 29, 2013 at 2:40 PM 
Subject: Millennium Final Determination Letter 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity. org>, Brian Currey 
<brian.currey@lacity.org>, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity. org>, Don Jefferson 
<don.jefferson@lacity.org>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Good afternoon all, 

There were some challenges in mailing out the determination letter in a timely manner so the mailing date was 
changed to Saturday April 27, 2013 (previously Friday April 26, 2013). Please see the attached final 
determination for the Millennium project. 

It consists of a CPC portion and a Tentative Tract approval. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 

~VTT 71837-1A Final.pdf 

IGll 
~ CPC-2008-3440-VZC Final.pdf 

City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 
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Jam es. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32188 
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: _AP_R-_2-"--7 _20_1_3 __ _ 

CASE: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

SCH No. 2011041049 

Location: 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-
1753 North Vine Street; 17 46-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 
6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 
Council Districts: 13 - Hon. Eric Garcetti 

Related Case: Plan Area: Hollywood 
VTT-71837-CN-1A Requests: Vesting Zone Change, Height District 

, Change, Conditional Use, Zone Variance 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

At its meeting on March 28, 2013, the following action was taken by. the City Planning 
Commission: 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 
2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 2. 
3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 
4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 
5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development. 
6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 
9. Adopted the attached Conditions of Approval as modified 

10. Adopted the attached Findings as amended. 
11. Reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 

2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and Adopted the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
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Recommendations to City Council: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Height District Change from Height District 20 to 

Height District 2. 
3. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Conditions of Approval as modified. 
4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings as amended. 
5. Recommend that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 

Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project 
and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and · 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City-Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through 
fees. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Recused: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Lessin 
Perlman 
Freer, Hovaguimian, Romero 
Eng, Roschen 
Burton, Cardoso 

I 

Effective Date eals: The City Planning Commission's determination regarding the Zone Change request 
is not appealable (Applicant waived rights in .fetter dated April 22, 2013). Any aggrieved party may file an 
appeal within 15-days after the mailing date of this determination letter. Any appeal not filed within the 15-
day period shall not be considered by the City Council. All appeals shall be filed on forms provided at the 
Planning Department's Public Counters at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Fourth Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6262 Van 
Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251" Van Nuys. 

FINAL APPEAL DATE: MAY l .3 2013 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 9oth day following the date on 
which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be 
other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

Attachments: Conditions, Ordinance, Map, Findings 
City Planner: Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planning Assistant: Sergio Ibarra 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the "T' Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

(1) As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

(1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

(2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

(3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a-
Car property is currently located). ' 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-:Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air $pace Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

0. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant 1-2 W' X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Departme~t to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
W' X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
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(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 151 Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on any one site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 

Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

7. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No. 2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6: 1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W, 19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No. 1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

8. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

9. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations, shall be provided and shared among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

Traffic Conditions 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 
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15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitlridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the ·relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 
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h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the 8-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation me;asure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

The City Planning Commission considered and approved additional conditions presented at the 
hearing on March 28, 2013. The City Planning Department prepared the following conditions to 
reflect testimony offered at the hearing, City Planning Commission deliberation, and project 
information in the administrative record. The following additional conditions are included as 
conditions of approval consistent with City Planning Commission action. 

20. Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy, the 
developer shall procure and thereafter operate a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the project. Such 
shuttle service will be operated either on an "on call" basis or a recurring periodic basis, 
as determined by the developer, during reasonable hours, generally consistent with 
DASH operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the 
residential neighborhoods in vicinity of the project that are currently underserved by the 
DASH routes, to the project and the public transportation access points within two blocks 
of the project site. As such, the service will not be required to accommodate linkages 
between the project and areas already adequately served by DASH and Metro. 
Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $250,000 per year for the 
operation of such service. 

21. Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the project. Bicycle 
amenities in the first phase of the project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising 
not less than 200 square feet for the provision by Bicycle Kitchen or other non-profit 
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organization, for bicycle repair services. No rent shall be charged to any such non-profit 
organization, but the developer may require such non-profit bicycle repair service to 
enter into a lease or license agreement on other commercially available terms (including, 
without limitation, operating hours, use limits, insurance, indemnity, signage). If, despite 
use of its commercially reasonably efforts, developer is unable to procure the services of 
a non-profit bicycle service provider, the developer shall have the. right to cause such 
space or kiosk to be leased or licensed to a for-profit bicycle service provider on 
commercially reasonable terms, including the payment of rent. In addition, each initial 
phase of the project on the east site and west site shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
repair facilities required in the Development Regulations, dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle 
users to such facilities. The plans submitted by the developer for plan check with the City 
shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of 
Planning. 

22. Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final 
certificate of occupancy for the project, the developer shall submit proof of payment(s) to 
the Planning Director. The payment(s) are to: (a) cause to be installed within all ground 
level pedestrian ways in the project directional signage showing pedestrian routes 
between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius 
of the project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) 
provide funding in the amount of $10,000 to the City's Department of Transportation 
(DOT) for the installation at DASH access point nearest the Project of directional 
signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point and the Project and 
(c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus 
and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points 
and the project to the City and/or Metro for such installation. 

23. Parking Tracking Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall provide a fixed-fee contribution to supplement the City's 
Department of Transportation's Express Park program that will provide new parking 
meter technology, vehicle sensors, a central management system, and real-time parking 
guidance for motorists in the vicinity of the project. The contribution shall be in the 
amount of $50,000 to be paid to the City Department of Transportation. 

24. Vine Street Metro Connection. The Developer shall engage an urban planning and 
architectural firm reasonable acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 131

h Council 
District and Metro to prepare a study of the potential design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal along the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard leading into the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro 
Station. Such study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not 
later than, and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

25. Metro Passes. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy 
for the project, the developer shall provide within the project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) passes to project residents, tenants, and their 
employees. 
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26. Metro Passes (Non-vehicular Parking for Project Residents). The developer shall 
purchase and make available not less than one hundred (100) Metro passes on a 
monthly basis for residents and tenants of the project. 

27. Monthly Parking leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon the issuance of 
the first final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide, within each publicly 
accessible parking area in the project, not less than ten (10) "Park and Ride" spaces for 
monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of the project who use the 
spaces and then transfer to a Metro commuter train or bus for transportation to their 
place of employment. In the initial year of operation of such "Park and Ride" spaces, the 
monthly charge to the user of each space shall not exceed $50.00 per month; thereafter, 
such monthly charge may be increased each calendar year by not more than three 
percent (3%) per calendar year. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program to reasonably assure that such parking continues to meet such 
condition. 

28. Daily Parking Discount for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon issuance of the first 
final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide each holder of a Metro pass 
who parks in any publicly accessible transient or daily parking area in the project, a ten 
percent (10%) discount off the developer's regularly daily parking fees, otherwise 
payable for such parking. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program of the use of such discounts to reasonably assure that such parking 
discount continues to be offered as required, which reports shall be provided to the 
Department of Transportation and/or the Department of City Planning upon request. 

29. Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy for the project, the developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
the non-residential parking areas of the project for a shared vehicle service and shall use 
its commercially reasonable efforts to cause the same to be at all times operated by a 
reputable shared car service provider selected by the developer, which may include 
Zipcar, Inc.; Avis Budget group, lnc./Avis on Location; Hertz Global Holdings, lnc./Hertz 
on Demand; Uhaul/U Car Share; Enterprise Rent-A-Car/We Car; Daimler/Car2Go N.A. 
LLC; City CarShare; Mint/Cars on Demand; Center for Neighborhood Technology/I-Go; 
RelayRides; Getaround or other reasonably similar organization or program. 
Nothwithstanding the foregoing, City acknowledges that the Developer's failure to cause 
such service to be provided within the Project (i) for any 180 day period following 
termination of contract between developer and such operator while a replacement 
operator is sought, or (ii) during any period in which such no reputable car sharing 
service provider is operating a car sharing service in the Hollywood area, or (iii) if 
developer's selected operator is unwilling or unable to operate all ten (10) spaces, will 
not constitute a default of developers obligations under this condition. 

30. Vine Street Medians. The developer shall engage an urban planning and/or traffic 
consulting firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, DOT, and the 13th 
Council District Councilmember to prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation from the installation of 
landscaped medians in Vine Street between Sunset Boulevard and Franklin Street. Such 
study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of City Planning not later than, 
and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first phase of the 
project. 
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Administrative Conditions Of Approval 

31. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

32. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions m_ay vary. 

33. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number an~ date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

34. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

35. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

36. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

37. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

38. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

39. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
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action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades· or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of B\jilding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architeetural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 
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A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development ~egulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sit~s and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved constructio~ parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-10 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehjcles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local 
landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of. Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

Q-11 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
manageme.nt 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to do~ument conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
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during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 

. City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 
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a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a gr~ding permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
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applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

- Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-1 O Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
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area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, ,and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a ·subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 
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F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a_ roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforc~ment Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-20 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction .. 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off . 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
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adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field Inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

I 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-23 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction . 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pr~-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the• buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor ·· 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: .Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction · 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EM I/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 1 O to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. · 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot p,lan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. · 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

RL0030261 



EM32223 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-27 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progres.s, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street Closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-28 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase:· Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (De~ign Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21 (G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box .tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
· Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 

Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of BLi.ilding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-30 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably 
be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to 
the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned ofspilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 
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viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. 'Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out 
of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part 11 of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have 
temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at 
least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be 
issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 
770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan · approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate· access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are les:::rthan one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the. extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element· 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
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Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

Q-33 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TDM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs -To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
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assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints· for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or:.missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
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these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance ·of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management" 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. · 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-
. related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 

allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate .area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

l.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphC!lt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within· 24 hours of their receipt. 
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ORDINANCE NO. -------
An ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

by amending the zoning map. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE Cl1Y OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section_. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by changing the zone classifications of property shown upon a portion 
of the Zoning Map incorporated therein and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1 of 
the LAMC, so that such portion of the Zoning Map shall conform to the zoning an 
the map attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaging for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of 
the development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the 
floor area potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying 
design elements, and; · 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by 
the Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor 
compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food 
service at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe 
to be located on the observation deck, and on-site sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live 
entertainment and dancing. One (1) retail establishment, such as a 
gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption. Two (2) mobile bars to 
provide alcohol service for special events for on-site consumption on the . 
project site. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site, and at (2) mobile special events locations. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited 
under this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual 
operator from securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Administrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 2a through 2c of this section (alcohol 
sales and live entertainment). The Plan Approval application shall be accompanied by 
the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete by the Planning 
Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all abutting owners, for 
the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los Angeles Police 
Department. In reviewing· the plan approvals for alcohol sales and consumption, the 
Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the applicant or suggested 
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by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing conditions, as applicable, on the 
following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum seating capacity, valet parking, 
noise, character and nature of operation, food service and age limits. Entertainment
related and other specific conditions of operation, including the length of a term grant 
and security, shall be determined as part of the plan approval determination. 

4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. · 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting tq purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

7. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

8. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

9. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

10. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

11. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

12. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

13. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

14. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 
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15. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

16. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

17. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

18. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

19. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

20. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

21. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

22. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

23. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

24. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
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Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

25. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

26. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. This 
does not preclude the use of "bar'' or "cocktail" if used to advertise the name of the 
establishment. 

27. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant(s). The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the restaurant(s) is prohibited. 

28. Within 60 days of the opening of the establishments selling and/or serving alcohol, all 
employees of the business shall receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) 
and LEAD programs regarding alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los 
Angeles Police Department and State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Department at least two times per year or to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police 
Department. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the completion of such training to the 
Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the file. 

29. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

30. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

31. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

32. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with. the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

33. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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34. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the land Use Element, and sets forth 
specific land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood 
area. The Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the 
subject property as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, 
RAS4, R5, P, and PB. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for 
the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. 
Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and 
commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 
retained as part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. The property is also subject to 
Adapt'ive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific :Plan, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, and 
the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property contains approximately 
4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the tract map, the 
applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate 
balance of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of 
housing growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site 
is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5: 1 FAR for Commercial or 
Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6:1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the 
recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. · 

Policy l.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy l.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU .2.1 O: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that 
includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with 
the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the 
provision of both residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs 
balance meant for Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.48: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting 
these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street 
furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community 
while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire 
to provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which 
promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU .2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line 
Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red line rail system. A number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus 
lines 180, 181, 206, 210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines 
CE422 and CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility 
Hub program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, 
and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand 
Management program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, car share 
amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and 
other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic 
resources, locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the 
promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable 
land use planning goals, objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 
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1988 Hollywood Community Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with 
the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a 
major population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential 
units, approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square 
feet of retail uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood 
community. Development of the project would be consistent with growth projections for 
the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as identified by the Department of City 
Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 
492 new residential units and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, 

·representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion 
between 2010 a·nd 2030. Development of the Project would provide approximately 492 
residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, providing housing necessary for 
the growing community. In addition, development of the project would not result in the 
removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. Development of the 
project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of which would 
provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long-range 
planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the 
site, which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much
needed housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 
objectives of the Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework 
Element) was adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in 
August 2001. The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for 
the entire City of Los Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also 
sets forth a Citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide 
polices regarding such issues as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, 
open space, economic development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few 
under-improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an 
otherwise mix-use neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in 
close proximity to jobs and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone 
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Change and associated Height District Change would be consistent with several goals 
and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting 
policies relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to 
provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 

Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi
family residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing 
Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element 
includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities 
in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project would 
satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policv 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policv 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furtherm.ore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 
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3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 

Upon its consideration of the project at its public hearing March 28, 2013, the City 
Planning Commission required the provision of additional transit-related measures to 
augment the mitigation of traffic-related impacts associated with the project. In addition 
to the Transit Demand Management (TOM) Plan under the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), the City Planning Commission imposed 11 new qualified 
('Q') conditions of approval to address the concerns of the public, and at the request of 
the applicant, to provide additional measures meant to further encourage transit use. 
These conditions range from the provision of Metro passes to residents and a circulation 
shuttle serving a 2-mile radius, to the funding of studies to analyze the feasibility of an 
additional access portal to the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro station along 
Hollywood Boulevard, as well as a Vine Street Median study. These conditions 
acknowledge that the project's close proximity to mass transit, it's location within a 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and the Hollywood Community Plan 
Update's goals of encouraging density in these land use areas, warrant transit-related 
enhancements. In imposing these conditions, the City Planning Commission found that 
there was considerable support to encourage developers in these areas to provide the 
community with a wide range of amenities aimed at the encouraging and promoting 
public transit use. 

4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 
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The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be. deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No. 2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility {LA Fitness) located at· 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "D" Limitation in the existing Height District 2D 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the 'D' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space {Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1, 918 parking spaces, or as otherwise provide for by the Development 
Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the 'D' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1, 163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 
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ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas .. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 

The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MT A'') and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Susses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

RL0030288 



EM32250 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-8 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality· urban environment; 

Objective d)- The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
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historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods." 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible, and promotes public safety and 
the general welfare. Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of 
the "D" Limitation is beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, 
and is representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the "T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a developmentmore compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse enviro.nmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a de.stination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
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bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use. designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of e'ntertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 

Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 
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17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criter)a, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
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from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 

Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, live Entertainment. Floor Area Averaging) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate· in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
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the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkapility. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. As such, FAR averaging will enhance the built environment and 
perform a function that is beneficial to the community. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
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is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the development is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it facilitates a beneficial mix of 
uses and a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower 
and Gogerty Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the 
project allows for the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and 
Gogerty Building sites because it permits the development of two new structures with 
massing that better relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project 
site also allows for an open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and 
enhances walkability. The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial 
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and sports club uses will meet the demand from local residents and. allow project 
residents and office employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within 
the property. Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the 
design of the project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are 
ultimately built in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the 
Capitol Records Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified 
development including a combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or 
vehicular connections and common architectural and landscape features, which 
constitute distinctive design elements of the development. The project contains a mix of 
uses across the entire site that are designed to work together to create a cohesive 
whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections are designed to promote 
walkability through functional linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and 
wayfinding features) within the Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the 
neighborhood beyond. The new structures on the East and West Sites are required to be 
designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the 
surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features 
and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and connect the East 
and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features and themes. 
Accordingly, the averaging of FAR across the project is compatible with and will not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project is compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it is representative of the 
other live entertainment venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community 
Plan's objective of extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and 
cafes, along commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity 
and enhancing Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors 
alike. The area surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and 
is largely developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood 
Boulevard is designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan as well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and 
its dancing and live entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the 
immediate area, but will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the 
community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
(Hotel Use, FAR Averaging and Live Entertainment) 

At its hearing on March 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission considered the project 
characteristics, applicable land use plans, and environmental documentation contained 
in the record to determine that the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent 
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and provisions of the General Plan and applicable community plan. More specifically, the 
Los Angeles General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and land Use Element, 
and the Hollywood Community Plan Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing 
and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the 
mixed uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide 
compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major 
transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The City Planning Commission 
acknowiedged public testimony regarding concerns about height, density and traffic 
while recognizing that the property and the surrounding area are located in an area of 
the City that is near transit and undergoing a significant transition. New developments, 
including mixed-use projects, are occurring within the surrounding community, 
revitalizing the Hollywood core, and showing growing evidence of transforming the area 
into a lively, pedestrian-oriented district with a variety of residential, entertainment, 
commercial and professional office uses, among others. 

Per the City's Housing Element, "high density development adjacent to transit corridors 
and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal of 
providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment. The site is located along a 
major transit corridor. The area is currently served by public transit (Metro Red line, 
Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). Further, the Metro Rail 
Red line travels along Hollywood Boulevard and connects to the Hollywood DASH near 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a major 
center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public convenience 
through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office 
facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and 
standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the proposed mixed
use development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the 
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Redevelopment Plan." In particular, the proposed project supports and is consistent with 
the following objectives identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The proposed project concentrates a high intensity/density development 
in an area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the proposed development 
complements the existing architecturally and/or historically significant 
structures/buildings onsite and in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d)- The proposed project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The proposed project provides substantial and well-designed public 
open spaces. 

Overall, the proposed project clearly supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
objective of "focus[ing] development within the Regional Center Commercial designation 
. . . in order to provide for economic development and guidance in the orderly 
development of a high quality commercial, recreational and residential urban 
environment with an emphasis on entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance 
with the Redevelopment Plan, the property and the development are in an area "served 
by adequate transportation facilities" and "reinforce[s} the historical development 
patterns for the area" and "stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing and provide[s] 
transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential neighborhoods." 

The hotel use, if built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the 
development of Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service 
and entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will permit development of the 
project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site and to the 
surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create a project 
design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a beneficial and 
efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting development 
will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and create 
beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

The development of entertainment and commercial uses is consistent with the nature of 
the Hollywood area and will fill an existing need through the creation of a mixed-use 
development that furthers the vision for Hollywood as a major center of population, 
employment, retail service and entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the 
future residents, employees and visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in 
the immediate neighborhood. The property is currently underutilized with a substantial 
portion of the site used for surface parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of 
beneficial uses, be welcoming to pedestrians and easily accessible by public 
transportation. Moreover, the City will have the opportunity to ensure that each 
establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering live entertainment will operate in a 
manner that is not detrimental to the character of the neighborhood through the required 
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plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator subsequent to the grant of a master 
conditional use permit for these uses. 

Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood 
Community Plan and Update, and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides 
needed services, promotes orderly development, and promotes public safety and the 
general welfare by ensuring that proposed buildings are properly related to the site, that 
safe and convenient ingress/egress is provided, and that the proposed uses and design 
are compatible with the surrounding properties. As such, the project including the hotel 
use, FAR Averaging, alcohol and live entertainment uses substantially conform with the 
purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan and the applicable community plan. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary:_·· hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoo·r dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 
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Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one'_ location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the attached 
Development Regulations incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would 
share parking spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different 
demand patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 

RL0030300 



EM32262 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-20 

TDM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the prov1s1on of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24. Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking/shared parking per City Planning Commission approval, the project will meet 
parking demand of on-site facilities consh;tent with these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
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development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101 ), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of.the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project. near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the lAMC. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The City Planning Commission considered the project site characteristics, proposed 
parking plan, and relevant environmental documentation contained in the record to 
determine that there are special circumstances that support use of the purposed on-site 
shared parking plan. The City Planning Commission also considered these 
circumstances in connection with concerns raised by the public regarding this reduced/ 
shared parking request as they were discussed at its hearing on March 28, 2013. 

In particular, the City Planning Commission considered the unique circumstances of 
locating a single, unified development with some combination of residential dwelling 
units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine Street), less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station, and with a project-specific TDM Program 
support the request for reduced/shared parking. 

The unusual step of locating the project on both sides of Vine Street significantly 
enhances the resulting project and the effect of the project on the neighborhood in two 
significant ways. First, the project will activate four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of 
Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city blocks. Second, the project's open design 
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across the east and west sides of Vine Street will invite pedestrians up from areas of the 
Vine Street corridor south of the project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard 
and Vine Street. Additionally, the project's location spanning Vine Street enables the 
project to redevelop an area almost entirely composed of surface parking lots into a 
development of more than one million square feet of net new development while 
maintaining the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The unique design 
element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street will be 
maintained as a central design element of the project. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment ripe for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along Argyle 
Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro Station on 
Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The project is also less than 300 feet from 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both streets are major arterial 
thoroughfares serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid busses. The 
project site is also immediately adjacent:_to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 101) - an off
ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than one block from the 
project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, and on-ramps 
to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway are located at the corner of 
Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca Street and 
Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near numerous 
transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
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was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a mann.er consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community ·Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
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advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially· detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. ·· 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will improve the existing conditions and will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor·· will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 
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Parking Variance {Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.106 calls for supporting ·proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in· areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.100 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
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combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The project includes Development Regulations, which establish the requirements for 
development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, 
which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning 
or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development 
Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and 
governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

11. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until M?lY 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft E!R; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all. such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the: significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office. and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. The Development Regulations and the land use 
Equivalency Program afford flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and density of 
specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land. uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Regulations with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the land use and 
development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final 
EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development 
Regulations. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed 
floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Regulations. The Concept Plan is 
based on the 2008 Entitlement .Application that was initially filed with the City in 2008. The 
Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 
square feet of residential floor area), 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and 
approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of mernbers visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Regulations. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
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approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
~esidential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) ·.parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Regulations. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones {A, 8, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine. Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and :550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (8-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND Tp HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 
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Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local gereral plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed,· the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City.is 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 
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With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impac~s would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 
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The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would · generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems {Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Planf (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
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approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP sy~tem and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7 ,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf /day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 
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Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational} 

Construction-Temporary Parking lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporariJy displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the · 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
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Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of.uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare} 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently ge·nerated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
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requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR}, Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Ma$sing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fa<tades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts 
related to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. 
Thus, changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in 
the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediate.ly upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than ·significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
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implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :OO AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7 .3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :OO PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive lancfuses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emissions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTV in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTV amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTV. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTV, or 42.6 percent. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.8.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG 
emissions, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of r.~sidential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
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Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 2oth Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance Of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 

RL0030323 



EM32285 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-43 

been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfactii;m of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
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California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
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Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will b¢ required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

. For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped !iquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the. Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. · 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-1 O Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
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monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, ·but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring point~; crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to wl)ich soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable· City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
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mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the. percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 }, 
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diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0. 75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-1 O The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO. DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 
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F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generaily does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
_required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1. 7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
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identified the LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring op the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code}, Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,01 O new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 
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The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAfD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
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Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J.1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be. provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
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based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 
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Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow . 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. · · 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAU SD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services {Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Spenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in. significant impacts related to libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures1 changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
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capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 
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K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. , 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person{s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 
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xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection . Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Traffic - Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigatfon Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 
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In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street. parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Parking, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
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approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125'. mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities 
and Service Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public a.nd 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV.L.1. 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 
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Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactfuf scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its sqlid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, anq vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and . 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see 
Section IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally bEf categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street. level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 
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Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Proje~t is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
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submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final E!R" (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. {a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated :.with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: · 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) · 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV.B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
wou.ld exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
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associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of GARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 

· Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and· appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 1O1 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. · · 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
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associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the LA. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
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mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the P~9ject Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. · 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
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recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include · 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be ·_instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 AH plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 1 O to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a.minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
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trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue ...,.. US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour}, and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011 ), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) .. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
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West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking}, 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project con:iponent shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
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uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management <TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities throqgh a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court· of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-85). 
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In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project fl.pplicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

• 
K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 

shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation · with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
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and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the 8-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the 8-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
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engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 
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No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Proje¢t Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 -Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), imp(icts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shlft, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. Al TERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
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Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessacy flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
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the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project a~d the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those .linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy .and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 
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• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. ·The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 
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• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the El R include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5: 1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 
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Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources .Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts 
that would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in 
the existing condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not atfain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain. and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all ·of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
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Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development...: 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
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above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the ·significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3:1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations but would, to a lesser 
degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use· development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure ·that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, 
to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site· to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5:1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total. of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, to a 
lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. Alternative 5 is 
essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to support the residential dwelling 
units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
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create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5: 1 
FAR Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community 
benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. · 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1 ,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
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independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses th~reto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In a.ccordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. ' 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

l. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

. . 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicula_r travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spl-ing Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

EM31175 

PEGGY8960@aol.com 
Sunday, April 14, 2013 5:25 PM 
James.K.Williams@lacity.org 
tgerger@pacbell.net; Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org; councilmember.garcetti@lacity.org; 
councilmember.labonge@lacity.org; president@hillsidefederation.org; djf7521 
@gmail.com 
NHWNCLetter of Opposition to CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD (Millennium 
HWD) 
Oppposition Let re Miillennium HWD Projectl.pdf 

Attached please find letter of Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood project. Please note it is addressed to all members 
of the City Council but since the file apparently has not yet been transmitted and the City Clerk has not assigned a CF 
number, we are sending it to you instead. Would you please be kind enough to include it in the file when it is 
transmitted. We apologize for the lateness but due to conflicting NHWNC meeting schedules we were unable to get it 
approved until the special meeting April 10.' 

Thank you for this courtesy and please do not hesitate to contact me or the council secretary, Debra Francisco, 
dfrancisco@nhwnc.net. if there are any problems. 

Sincerely, 

Peggy Burgess 
Stakeholder Member NHWNC Planning & Land Use Committee 
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NORTH HILLS WEST NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

Tino Julian/President - Robin TylerNice President 
Mary Armenteros/Treasurer - Debra Francisco/Secretary 

Marina Adlivankina - Anita Goldbaum - David Hyman 

•• Frank Klein - John McGovern - Jaynee Thorne - Deborah Stevens - Nancy Xander 

NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

LETTER OF OPPOSITION 

April 10, 2013 

Los Angeles City Council Members 
Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD (Millennium Hollywood) 

This will advise that at a special public meeting of the Board of Governors on April_ 2013, and with a proper vote taken, the 
prevailing decision of this Neighborhood Council was to support the position of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association and the 
Federation of Hillsides and Canyons Associations and oppose the Millennium Hollywood Project as approved by the City Planning 
Commission. 

It is important to build projects in the Hollywood community that are sympathetic and compatible with other projects in Hollywood, 
and protect the view corridors and historical buildings like Capitol Records. Parking is a critical element to any thriving 
business/retail center. The proposed traffic mitigations are hugely inadequate for a project of this magnitude when considered 
along with the additional 57 projects approved but not yet built in Hollywood. 

The Project is out-of-scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood Community Plan and will cause excessive cumulative 
negative impact on the health, safety, traffic and infrastructure of Hollywood and the neighboring hillside communities. 

We request that prior to the Plum Committee and the City Council s issuing any approvals regarding the Millennium Project (and its 
proposed Tract Map adjustments and zoning variances) that the City Council reconsider the proposed Project's impacts to the 
surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities in relation to CEQA and Community Redevelopment Agency 
guidelines. 

Please provide a copy of the decision letter to this Neighborhood Council by email or mail at the letterhead address. 

Thank you for you attention to this matter; 

Very truly yours, 
NORTHI HILLS WEST NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

nt - air Planning & Land Use Committee 
lanning & Land Use Committee 

pb/ 

cc: Terri Gerger, Hollywood Dell Assn.TGerger@pacbel.net 
Marian Dodge, Pres. Federation of Hillsides and Canyons Assn. president@hillsidefederation.org 

PO Box 2091 - North Hills - CA- 91393 - 818-892-8899 -Website -www;nhwnc.net- Email - board@nhwnc.net 

RL0030381 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Larry, 

EM32341 

Angela Motta <angela.motta@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, April 30, 2013 5:08 PM 
Larry Galstian 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Bike In Movie 

I referred the bike in movie people to the inspectors you recommended but they have not gotten a return 
call. They are getting nervous as the event is a week away. 

Can you see if he can get a call back? His info is below. 

Thanks!!! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Luciano <JLuciano@millenniumptrs.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 30, 2013 at 4:50 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Bike In Movie 
To: "angela. motta@lacity.org" <angela. motta@lacity.org> 

Thanks for taking the time to speak to me about the permit. Here is my info. Cell and email are best ways to 
reach me. I appreciate anything you can do. 

John Luciano 

Millennium Partners 

1680 North Vine Street Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

415-290-7763 (cell) 

j luciano@millenniumptrs.com 

John 
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Angela Motta, Field Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
Council District 13 
5500 Hollywood Blvd. 4th Floor. 
Hollywood, CA 90028 
Phone: 323-957-4500 
Fax: 323-957-6841 

EM32342 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30374 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org > 
Monday, April 01, 2013 4:21 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Re: Millennium determination 

Put the case on-hold in PCTS. Thanks 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 04:15 PM 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.org>; Michael LoGrande < michael.loqrande@lacitv.org>; Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacitv.org > 
Subject: Millennium determination 

Good Afternoon, 

Just a head's up: The applicant's rep has asked me to hold off on issuing the CPC determination so they can get 
a better handle on CD 13. That they'd rather keep it in our shop while continuing to work with the council 
office. Alfred has requested a meeting for 1130 tomorrow to go over next steps. 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear city leaders, 

EM30200 

Ron@oasis < Ron@oasisofhollywood.org > 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 6:33 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
tom.labonge@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Project 

I am the Executive Director of a non-profit operating in Hollywood for the past 34 years. Our building 
is situated literally across the street from this proposed project. I am in full support of this project. I'm 
sure I don't have to spell out all the short and long term benefits of a project of this magnitude let 
alone the revenue the city is sorely in need of. I encourage you to vote in favor of the future of 
Hollywood, which a project like this will bring much attention to. 

Sincerely, 
Ron Radachy 

Ron Radachy 
Executive Director 
Oasis of Hollywood 
P.O. Box 1590 
Hollywood, Ca 90078 
323-469-3027 xt 107 
323-463-4 767 fax 
Ron@oasisofhollywood.org 
www.oasisofhollywood.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Mike. 
Can you call the event operator 

EM32343 

Larry Galstian < larry.galstian@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, April 30, 2013 5:35 PM 
michael.martin@lacity.org 
Fw: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Bike In Movie 

From: Angela Motta [mailto:anqela.motta@lacitv.org ] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2013 05:08 PM 
To: Larry Galstian < Larrv.Galstian@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Bike In Movie 

Hi Larry, 

I referred the bike in movie people to the inspectors you recommended but they have not gotten a return 
call. They are getting nervous as the event is a week away. 

Can you see if he can get a call back? His info is below. 

Thanks!!! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Luciano <JLuciano@millenniumptrs.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 30, 2013 at 4:50 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Bike In Movie 
To: "angela. motta@lacity.org" <angela. motta@lacity.org> 

Thanks for taking the time to speak to me about the permit. Here is my info. Cell and email are best ways to 
reach me. I appreciate anything you can do. 

John Luciano 

Millennium Partners 

1680 North Vine Street Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

415-290-7763 (cell) 

j luciano@millenniumptrs.com 
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John 

Angela Motta, Field Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
Council District 13 
5500 Hollywood Blvd. 4th Floor. 
Hollywood, CA 90028 
Phone: 323-957-4500 
Fax: 323-957-6841 

EM32344 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

MINUTES 

1. Call to order: 9 AM 

EM31177 

Marlene Savage < marlene.savage@ca.rr.com > 

Sunday, April 14, 2013 6:22 PM 
ajhun@midcitywest.org; 'August PlanCheck'; 'Adell Walker'; allen.bell@lacity.org; 
'Brian Reiff'; 'Wendy Averill'; 'Barbara Broide'; 'Bill Pope'; 'challis macpherson'; 'Cory 
Watkins-Suzuki'; cnevil@verizon.net; 'Cecilia Castillo'; 'Cindy Cleghorn'; 'Chris Spitz'; 

'Wesley G. Farrow'; 'Constance Boukidis'; 'Carol Sidlow'; cainfam@verizon.net; 'Michael 
Newhouse'; 'Diana Gordon'; 'Denny Schneider'; 'Jonathon Neumann'; 'Dee 
Olomajeye'; eliz.pollock@gmail.com; 'Eli lipmen'; 'Eric De Sobe (DelReyNC)'; 'Edward 
Hunt'; 'Ellen Lanet'; elliepac@gmail.com; 'Frank Sanford'; 'Ginger Damon'; 'George 
Wolfberg'; 'Nancy Freedman'; 'Haydee Urita-Lopez'; 'Jay Ross'; 'Jay'; 'Jake Kaufman'; 
jsbrady@verizon.net; 'john reed'; 'Joan E. Trimble'; 'Jonathon Neumann'; 
Jane.usher@lacity.org; 'Karen Wolfe'; 'SOPHIA KIM'; layla.campos@lacity.org; 
lindalucks@gmail.com; 'Len Nguyen'; 'Laura Henne'; 'Dan Moreno'; 'Lisette 
Covarrubias'; 'Maureen Madison'; 'Michelle Rudo'; 'Mark Redick'; 'Marc Saltzberg'; 
'Mehrnoosh Mojallali'; 'Matthew Kline'; 'Rolin Moe'; 'Eli lipmen'; 'Russell Brown -
PlanCheck'; RosenFree@aol.com; sburau@midcitywest.org; smcommins@msn.com; 
stantreitel@aol.com; 'Sharon Blunk'; 'Shelli Margolin-Mayer'; 

tdeegan@midcitywest.org; 'Terrence Gomes'; 'Terri Tippit'; 'Shannon'; 'Tony 
Wilkinson'; 'Whitney Blumenfeld' 

Minutes of April 7, 2013 WRAC/LUPC meeting 

2. Attending: Marlene Savage; Sharon Commins; Nancy Freedman; Steve Twining; 
George Wolfberg; Chris Spitz; Elizabeth Pollock; Shannon Burns; Mehrnoosh Mojallali; 
Cindy Cleghorn; Jay Handal; Barbara Broide; Bill Pope; Ellen Lanet; Ellie Bertwell; 
Barbara Ells 
3. Main Presentation: guest speaker, City Attorney William Carter 
a. Has extensive trial attorney experience at local, state and federal levels including 
prosecuting environmental crimes 
b. Oversees civil and criminal litigation 
c. On Administrative Code Enforcement 'ACE': LAPD and Animal Services proposed as 
the pilot program. Going to City Council Finance Committee April 8, 2013 
d. Land Use Unit: City can move too fast as well as too slow. 
i. Millennium project was sent to the City Attorney for review Friday before a 3 day 
weekend. Developer pulled all development agreements including community benefits in 
order to prevent the case being sent to the Board of Referred Powers due to conflict of 
interest--project architect is the current president of the CPC 
ii. Digital billboards: Should be turned off 
iii. AEG: stadium project is moot 
iv. USC: very complex development agreements involved 
v. CCFO: Needed because of the overt commercial activity of some operators. 
vi. Casden: mike off and on; project heavily changed at the end of CPC hearing. No 
development agreement; no conditioning 
vii. Franchise Waste Hauling: another to monitor closely 

RL0030388 



EM31178 

viii. 
Consolidate Planning and LADBS: Planning is developer fee supported. Needs strong 
oversight 
ix. UCLA Hotel civil lawsuit: Over taxes; UCLA would not have to pay the same taxes as 
competing hotels in the area 
e. 
Questions 
i. How to close uses which are not allowed by specific plan in Westside NC: fortunetellers 
and psychics? There exists a 1998 ordinance regarding neighborhood oriented uses. 
1. Will look into it. City drafting regs for massage parlors; should be possible 
ii. Cell Towers Ordinance: taking too long. AB 162 [discussed below with resolution] 
iii. CCFO: Is there a war on single family homes? 
1. Yes. CCFO needed to correct this and establish controls over commercialization of 
single family homes 
iv. How to hold electeds accountable? 
1. Be vocal and show up at hearings with a cogent point of view 
v. Transient Occupancy Tax for rentals in single family homes? 
1. Doesn't think so but there was a recent case; will check into it 
vi. Slow response on ordinances from City Attorney: why? 
1. Sometimes the delay is due to department reports needed to complete the work 
4. Resolution AB 162, proposed state wireless communications bill 
a. Chris Spitz reports this bill is toxic to efforts to regulate wireless facilities-both public 
and private-at the local level. It would establish impossible conditions and time limits. 
It also removes the requirement that operators establish a need for coverage. Hearing 
date in Sacramento not set yet. 
b. Proposed Motion to be sent to the WRAC Leadership: The WRAC strongly recommends 
the City of Los Angeles oppose AB 162, Holden, re wireless communications facilities, on 
the basis it undermines local land use control and the principle of home rule. Approved 
by WRAC LUPC voting members 9-0-0 
5. 
Announcements 
a. Plancheck coming up on April13, 2013. The proposed consolidation of Planning with 
LADBS and the Mobility Element update are on the agenda 
b. South Roberson NC spans 4 planning districts and 2 Council Districts. Would like 
WRAC LUPC to discuss next meeting 
c. The Infrastructure 3 billion bond is on the table again. Will be at WLA City Hall on April 
23, 2013 at 6 PM. Give input on what goes in it; sunset clause; etc. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Sharon Commins, subbing for Jay Ross 

Sharon Commins, Chair 
Mar Vista Community Council 
smcom m ins@ ma rvista .org 

310-650-5119 mobile 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

for the file. 

EM30375 

Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 12:13 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 
Fwd: FW: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 
Letter.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael Kiely <MKiely@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Thu, Mar 28, 2013 at 8:56 AM 
Subject: FW: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 
To: "lisa.webber@lacity.org" <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Attached letter withdrawing Millennium project Development Agreement application. 

Michael J. Kiely 
213.617.5587 I direct 

310.962.1974 I cell 

MKiely@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 
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Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 

2 
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Sheppard Mullin 

March 28, 2013 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Acting Chair and Vice President 
City of Los Angeles Planning Commission 
Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street 
Mail Stop 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

EM30377 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 -1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620.1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

213.617.5563 direct 
jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 

File Number: OOOX-00005923LV-
16171 7 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Withdrawal of CPC-2013-103-DA 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of our clients 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 North 
Vine Street LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company, 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, collectively, the 
owners of the properties covered by the above referenced case, and Millennium Hollywood 
LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with such owners , "Developer"), we request the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Planning withdraw the above referenced application for a 
development agreement. 

Thank you for your consideration in the pursuit of the development agreement, and for your 
prompt attention to this request. Please contact me should you require any further information. 
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Sheppard Mullin 
Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Mr. Michael LoGrande 
March 28, 2013 
Page 2 

Very truly yours , 

~??z---

EM30378 

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

SMRH:408212355.1 

cc: Mr. Phil Aarons - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Mr. Mario Polumbo - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Ms. Lisa Webber - City Planning 
Mr. Dan Scott - City Planning 
Jerry Neuman, Esq. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Please see attached letter. 
Don 

EM30201 

DonaldS261@aol.com 

Wednesday, March 27, 2013 6:58 PM 
boardmembers@lfia.org 

Letter to Planning Commission 
2013 0327 Planning Commission re Millenium Project.pdf 
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OFFICERS 
2012-2013 

President 
CHRIS LAIB 

First Vice President 
VACANT 

Second Vice President 
DEMIANWYMA 

Coordinating Secretary 
DONALD SELIGMAN* 

Recording Secretary 
DEBBIE SIMONS 

Directors 

Treasurer 
DONNA KOLB 

EM30202 

%s ~iz'zl,,;provement Association 
P.O. Box 29395, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

(323) 660-1914 
www .LFIA.org 

Organized in 1916 for the betterment and protection of the Los Feliz district Los Angeles, California 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30379 

Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com > 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 3:23 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Planning Commission/Millennium Hollywood Project Hearing Determination Letter 
imageOOl.jpg 

Luci - Can you update me on whether the Planning Commission's Determination Letter regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood Project has been released and the date the Letter was issued or when you anticipate the Letter will be 
issued? 

I was the speaker for the Hollywood Dell Civic Association Appeal at the Planning Commission hearing last week. 

Thanks, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 
Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 
D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 
F: 213-680-2652 
C: 213-304-5324 

~ IDAUM 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
www.daumcommercial.com 

ONCOR INTERNATIONAL 
www.oncorintl.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi James, 

EM31180 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Monday, April 15, 2013 8:34 AM 
James Williams 
Re: CPC Determination (Millennium) 

I hope you had a good and restful weekend (despite the gloom). I know it's Monday so I hate to pester you with 
this, but before the rep harasses you for the info, can you let me know when the case file gets transmitted to the 
city clerk. Is it when we issue the determination or after the appeal period ends? 

Thank you! 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 12:24 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi James, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I have a question pertaining to the Millennium project that went to CPC on 
3/28 ... 

The applicant has asked us to hold off on issuing the determination to perhaps make some progress with 
Garcetti's office. In the meantime, the applicant was curious about when the case file gets sent to the City 
Clerk. ... does it get transmitted once the determination is issued, or once the appeal period ends? I'm assuming 
they want to keep it in our shop so as to keep Garcetti having full leverage once the case file is in the City 
Clerk's hands. 

Also, Michael wanted to know if CD 13 submitted a letter to the file when they spoke in opposition at the 
hearing. 

Thanks so much for your help. 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31181 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

EM32345 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:31 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24, 2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

RL0030400 
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To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22, 2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:17 AM 

2 
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EM32347 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

3 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32349 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

I hope you had a nice weekend. 

EM31182 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Monday, April 15, 2013 2:53 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 

Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

Do you have a document that shows the total parking spaces the project should have and how the various 
allowances for being in a transit corridor or using a "shared parking plan" work to get to the 1900 spaces 

envisioned for the project? 

I just can't understand how a project that should have roughly 4,000 spaces (and actually 5,200 spaces if you 
include the employee parking) ends up with 1900 spaces. 

I would really appreciate any assistance you can provide to understand how this works. 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30203 

DonaldS261@aol.com 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 7:12 PM 
boardmembers@lfia.org 
Planning Commission letter resent 
2013 0327 Planning Commission re Millenium Project.pdf 

For some reason, the pdf file did not go through properly. Here it is again. 
Don 
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EM30204 

%s ~iz'zl,,;provement Association 
P.O. Box 29395, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

(323) 660-1914 
www .LFIA.org 

Los Angeles City Planning Connnission 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

Dear City Planning Connnission Members: 

March 27, 2013 

The Los Feliz Improvement Association representing over 1,000 households in Los Feliz, 
stands united with fellow connnunity groups who are seriously concerned about the impact 
the Millennium Project will have on our connnunities. We respectfully request that you con
sider the following reconnnendations. 

We strongly urge that Mr. William Roschen recuse himself as chair of the City Planning 
Connnission during deliberation and review of this project. Mr. Roschen is a principal at the 
architectural firm ofRoschen Van Cleve which designed the Millennium Project. As an in
terested party, Mr. Roschen's participation in the decision making process would create the 
appearance of impropriety and thus shake the connnunity's confidence in the Los Angeles 
City Planning Connnission's ability to fairly consider all aspects of the proposed project. 

We also ask that the commission allow ample time for consideration ofthis project. It has 
become apparent to us that affected connnunities may not have sufficient time to voice their 
concerns. Moreover, there is about to be a changing of the guard at City Hall and we feel 
that the new leadership should have the opportunity to voice its concerns and input about the 
project. 

While we recognize the need for redevelopment and improvement throughout Hollywood, 
the process must allow for meaningful connnunity involvement. Meaningful connnunity 
involvement means that we need ample time to participate in an unbiased, fair and transpar
ent planning process. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Chris Laib, President 

Cc. Councilmember Tom LaBonge 
Renee Weitzer, CD 4 Land Use and Planniong 

Organized in 1916 for the betterment and protection of the Los Feliz district Los Angeles, California 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Greg, 

EM30380 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 3:51 PM 
Greg Johnson 
Re: Planning Commission/Millennium Hollywood Project Hearing Determination 
Letter 

It has not yet been issued. We are waiting for a revised Development Regulations document that includes the 
changes we requested at CPC and I still need to finish drafting the determination. I am not sure when exactly it 
will be issued, but it is likely to go out next week. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Apr 2, 2013 at 3:22 PM, Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com> wrote: 

Luci - Can you update me on whether the Planning Commission's Determination Letter regarding the 
Millennium Hollywood Project has been released and the date the Letter was issued or when you anticipate the 
Letter will be issued? 

I was the speaker for the Hollywood Dell Civic Association Appeal at the Planning Commission hearing last 
week. 

Thanks, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 

Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 

D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 

F: 213-680-2652 

C: 213-304-5324 

RL0030408 



801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

www.daumcommercial.com 

ONCOR INTERNATIONAL 

www.oncorintl.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30381 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM30205 

Katherine Giaquinto <katgiaquinto@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, March 27, 2013 8:42 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Hollywood Millenium Mitigations 

My name is Katherine Giaquinto. I work at AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am 
writing to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMOA. The 
impacts from Millennium on AMOA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations 
given its proximity to the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. Thank you. 

Warm Regards, 

-Katherine 

Katherine Giaquinto 
www. katherinegiaquinto. com 
www. ovationvoicestudio. com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Angela, 

EM32350 

Larry Galstian < larry.galstian@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:35 AM 
Angela Motta 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Bike In Movie 

John and I have connected yesterday. 

On Tue, Apr 30, 2013 at 5:08 PM, Angela Motta <angela.motta@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Larry, 

I referred the bike in movie people to the inspectors you recommended but they have not gotten a return 
call. They are getting nervous as the event is a week away. 

Can you see if he can get a call back? His info is below. 

Thanks!!! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Luciano <JLuciano@millenniumptrs.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 30, 2013 at 4:50 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Bike In Movie 
To: "angela. motta@lacity.org" <angela. motta@lacity.org> 

Thanks for taking the time to speak to me about the permit. Here is my info. Cell and email are best ways to 
reach me. I appreciate anything you can do. 

John Luciano 

Millennium Partners 

1680 North Vine Street Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

415-290-7763 (cell) 

j luciano@millenniumptrs.com 

RL0030411 



John 

Angela Motta, Field Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
Council District 13 
5500 Hollywood Blvd. 4th Floor. 
Hollywood, CA 90028 
Phone: 323-957-4500 
Fax: 323-957-6841 

Larry Galstian 
Assistant Bureau Chief 
Inspection Bureau 
Department of Building & Safety 
221 N. Figueroa St. Room 400 
Los Angeles CA 90012 
(213)202-9869 office 
(213)482-0303 fax 
(213)792-6184 cell 
larry.galstian@lacity.org 

EM32351 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Terri, 

EM31183 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 

Monday, April 15, 2013 3:00 PM 
Terri Gerger 
Re: Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

The total number of parking spaces will be determined by the final arrangement of uses (square footage), and 
the number ofresidential units and/or hotel guest rooms (per the Development Regulations). The 1918 parking 
spaces currently proposed are based on what was approved in the Tract Map. There is no parking plan required 
at this time, however, a parking area and driveway plan is to be submitted to DOT for review and approval prior 
to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by Building and Safety, which is a standard condition 
applied to most, if not all, projects. 
Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 2:52 PM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> wrote: 

Luci, 

I hope you had a nice weekend. 

Do you have a document that shows the total parking spaces the project should have and how the various 
allowances for being in a transit corridor or using a "shared parking plan" work to get to the 1900 spaces 

envisioned for the project? 

I just can't understand how a project that should have roughly 4,000 spaces (and actually 5,200 spaces if you 
include the employee parking) ends up with 1900 spaces. 

I would really appreciate any assistance you can provide to understand how this works. 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31184 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Chris, 

EM30382 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 4:11 PM 
Chris Joseph 
Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan; Luciralia Ibarra; Karen Hoo 
Re: millennium FEIR 

Wondering how the response you are preparing is coming along, since I've had yet another request about the 
cumulative impacts analysis from Ms. Becklund. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 11 :33 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks. That would be great. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 11 :26 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
I don't know that we will be able to go into that precise level of detail, but we can certainly draft a response. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 11 :21 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, we've already explained to her, in a previous e-mail, that each section of the DEIR discussed the 
cumulative impacts pertaining to that environmental issue. I guess what she's looking for is an analysis of each 
of the 58 related projects, stating Related Project 1 = X trips, Y emissions, Z public services/utilities and so 
forth for each project. In other words, the environmental impacts for each of those 58 related projects or mini 
EIRs for each. We don't do that anywhere, do we? We have a table (Table III-1), listing the project, size, type 
of use, and, in certain sections, such as Aesthetics-Views/Light and Glare, we state that certain Related Projects 
might have impacts, but in Air Quality, for example, we don't say Related Project 1 will result in X air 
em1ss1ons. That is the type of info that she is looking for, I think. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 10:56 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Hi Srimal. Not sure how to respond .... but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and analyzed in the 
respective sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional details/responses. If so, we can have 
Seth draft something. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 10:45 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
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Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it to Alfred this 
morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help explain how the cumulative 
impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 
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As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 

11 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the 
link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millennium%20Hollyw 
ood%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. 
The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to 
both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 
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On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire 
Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM30386 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

EM27260 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 4:53 PM 
ibarra.serge@gmail.com 
FEIR 
FEIR Millennium Hollywood 2.8.13_compiled.pdf 
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City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning• Environmental Analysis Section 
City Hall• 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 •Los Angeles, CA 90012 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

This document, together with the Draft EIR and its appendices, comprise the Final EIR as required under 
the California Environmental Quality Act 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Case Number: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2011041094 

Project Location: 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 
1768, 1770 N. Vine Street; 6236, 6270, 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733, 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; 1746, 1748, 

1754, 1760, 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California, 90028 

Council District: 13 

Project Description: The proposed project includes the construction of approximately 1,052,667 net 
square feet of new developed floor area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building 
are within the Project Site. These historic structures would be preserved and maintained and are operating 
as office and music recording facilities under long term lease. Including the existing approximately 114,303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 
net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:1 Floor Area Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The 
Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units, 
luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail 
uses. 

APPLICANT: PREPARED BY: 
Millennium Hollywood LLC CAJ A Environmental Services 

February 2013 

ON BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose 

Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead agency to 

prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). The contents of a Final EIR are 

specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA Statute and Guidelines, as follows: 

The Final E1R shall consist of 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Revised Draft EIR either verbatim or in 

summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Revised Draft 

EIR. 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to sign~ficant environmental points raised in the 

review and consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

The evaluation and response to public comments is an important part of the CEQA process as it allows 

the following: (l) the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained within the 

Draft EIR; (2) the ability to detect any omissions which may have occurred during preparation of the 

Draft EIR; (3) the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the Draft EIR; (4) the 

ability to share expertise; and (5) the ability to discover public concerns. 

B. Process 

As defined by Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department is 

the Lead Agency for the Project. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated on April 

28, 2011 through May 31, 2011 for the required 30-day review period. 

The public review period for the Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project was October 25, 2012 

to December 10, 2012, for a 45-day review period. 

Comments on the Draft EIR were received during the comment period, and those comments are set forth 

and are responded to in this Final EIR. 

The Draft EIR and this Final EIR will be submitted to the Planning Commission and City Council for 

requested certification and action on the Project. 

Aiillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

I. Introduction 
Page 1-1 
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City of Los Angeles February 2013 

C. Organization of the Final EIR 

Together with the Draft EIR this document constitutes the Final EIR for the Project and includes the 

following sections: 

Section I. Introduction: This section provides an introduction to the Final EIR. 

Section II. List of Comm enters: This section includes a list of the persons and agencies who submitted 

comments on the Draft EIR. 

Section III. Responses to Comments: This section includes responses to each of the comments 

submitted by persons and agencies listed in Section II. 

Section IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR: This section provides corrections and 

additions to the Draft EIR based on comments received during and after the public review period and 

based on staff-initiated text changes. 

Section V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This section includes all of the mitigation 

measures identified to reduce or avoid environmental impacts of the project and notes the monitoring 

phase, the enforcement phase, and the applicable department or agency responsible for ensuring that each 

mitigation measure is implemented. 

Appendices: The appendices to this document include copies of all the comments received on the Draft 

EIR and additional information cited to support the responses to comments. 

D. Review and Certification of the Final EIR 

Consistent with State law (Public Resources Code 21092.5), responses to agency comments are being 

forwarded to each commenting agency more than 10 days prior to the public hearing. In addition, at the 

same time responses are being distributed to all commenters who provided an address. 

The Final EIR is available for public review at the following locations: 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

200 Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Telephone: (213) 978-1359 

E-Mail: srimal .hewawitharana@lacity .org 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
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City of Los Angeles 

Central Library 

630 W. 5th Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90071 

EM27266 

Frances Howard Goldwyn-Hollywood Regional Branch Library 

1623 N. Ivar Avenue 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

John C. Fremont Branch Library 

6121 Melrose Avenue 

Los Angeles, CA 90038 

Will and Ariel Durant Branch Library 

7140 W. Sunset Boulevard 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

February 2013 

The Final EIR is also available online at the Department of City Planning's website 

[http://planning.lacity.org/ (click on "Environmental" and then "Final EIR")]. The Final EIR can be 

purchased on cd-rom for $7.50 per copy. Contact Srimal Hewawithara.na of the City of Los Angeles at 

srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org to purchase one. 

Aiillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

I. Introduction 
Page 1-3 

RL0030426 



City of Los Angeles 

Aiillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

EM27267 

This page left blank intentionally 

February 2013 

I. Introduction 
Page 1-4 

RL0030427 



EM27268 

II. LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning received a total of l 05 comment letters on the 

Draft EIR. Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number, and distinct comments 

within each comment letter are also numbered. For example, comment letter "l" is from the State 

Clearinghouse and Office of Planning and Research. The comments in this letter are numbered "1-1 ", "1-
2", "1-3", etc. 

The agencies and organizations/persons listed below provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the 

City of Los Angeles during and after the formal public review period, which \Vas from October 25, 2012 

to December 10, 2012. Copies of the comments are included in Appendix A to this document. 

Public Agencies 

1. State Clearinghouse and Office of Planning and Research (#1) on December 11, 2012 

2. State Clearinghouse and Office of Planning and Research (#2) on December 12, 2012 

3. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) on December 10, 2012 

4. Council Office of Eric Garcetti on November 2, 2012 

5. Metro (Scott Hartwell, CEQA Review Coordinator) on November 6, 2012 

6. Native American Heritage Commission (Dave Singleton, Program Analyst) on October 29, 2012 

7. South Coast Air Quality Management District on December 11, 2012 

8. Southern California Association of Governments on December 10, 2012 

Neighborhood Councils, Homeowners Associations, Private Organizations 

9. AMDA on December 10, 2012 

10. Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association on November 1, 2012 

11. Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council on November 21, 2012 

12. Hollywood Dell Civic Association (#1) on December 6, 2012 

13. Hollywood Dell Civic Association (#2) on December 6, 2012 

14. Hollywood Heritage on December 10, 2012 

15. Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#1) on November 30, 2012 
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16. Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2) on December 10, 2012 

17. Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#1) on December 8, 2012 

18. Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2) on December 9, 2012 

19. Los Angeles Conservancy on December 10, 2012 

20. Montalban Foundation on December 4, 2012 

21. Oaks Homeowners Association on December 10, 2012 

22. Sunset Hills Homeowners Association on December 11, 2012 

Individuals 

23. Abrahams, George on December 4, 2012 

24. Anderson, Robert on December 10, 2012 

25. Baumgart, Ted on December 10, 2012 

26. Becklund, Laurie on October 29, 2012 

27. Brackett, Alan on December 10, 2012 

28. Brosseau, Deborah on November 12, 2012 

29. Caplan, Randi on December 9, 2012 

30. Carey, Sabine on December 10, 2012 

31. Clark, George on December 9, 2012 

32. Clark, Josephine and Bryan on December 8, 2012 

33. Clements, Chip on December 10, 2012 

34. Conrad, Jack (#1) on December 8, 2012 

35. Conrad, Jack (#2) on December 11, 2012 

36. Conti, Fabio on December 4, 2012 

37. Coviello, Gail on December 8, 2012 
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38. D' Antonio, Joam1e on December 9, 2012 

39. de Varennes, Monique on December 9, 2012 

40. Dillard, Joyce on December 10, 2012 

41. Drabeck, Katrina on December 10, 2012 

42. Duke, Olivia (#1) on December 10, 2012 

43. Duke, Olivia (#2) on December 11, 2012 

44. Dyer, Brian on December 10, 2012 

45. England, Suzanne on November 30, 2012 

46. Ferry, Emily on October 27, 2012 

47. Folb, Brian on December 6, 2012 

48. Geoghan, Jim (#1) on December 4, 2012 

49. Geoghan, Jim (#2) on December 8, 2012 

50. Gerger, Terri on December 11, 2012 

51. Goldstein, Jeffrey on December 10, 2012 

52. Goodwin, John on December 9, 2012 

53. Green, Wendy on December 6, 2012 

54. Gregorian, Lucy on December 10, 2012 

55. Hallinan, Eda on December 9, 2012 

56. Hodous, Barbara on December 10, 2012 

57. Holmes, Mary on December 6, 2012 

58. Iles, Alexa on December 6, 2012 

59. Jordon, David on December 10, 2012 

60. Kahana, Talon December 10, 2012 
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61. Katz, Dean on December 10, 2012 

62. Kruse, Ziggy (#1) on December4, 2012 

63. Kruse, Ziggy (#2) on December 10, 2012 

64. Kuhrt, Stacey on November 29, 2012 

65. Ledding, Mary on December 10, 2012 

66. Lond, Harley (#1) on November 15, 2012 

67. Lond, Harley (#2) on December 10, 2012 

68. Manzo, Nita on December 10, 2012 

69. Mason, Jean Clyde on December 11, 2012 

70. McDonough, Barbara on December 8, 2012 

71. Morrow, Michael on December 10, 2012 

72. Negri, Patti on December 7, 2012 

73. Nelson, Todd on December 11, 2012 

74. Page, Barb on December 10, 2012 

75. Phillips, Suzanne on December 9, 2012 

76. Poole, Nancy Carla on December 9, 2012 

77. Reichenbach, Fran (#1) on December4, 2012 

78. Reichenbach, Fran (#2) on December 4, 2012 

79. Reichenbach, Fran (#3) on December 6, 2012 

80. Reznik, Benjamin (#1) on December 6, 2012 

81. Reznik, Benjamin (#2) on December 10, 2012 

82. Rosby, Lois on December 10, 2012 

83. Rosenfeld, Jack on December 7, 2012 

Aiillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

February 2013 

II. List of Commenters 
Page 11-4 

RL0030431 



EM27272 

City of Los Angeles 

84. Rosenthal, Jamie on December 10, 2012 

85. Sanjurjo, Erik on November 30, 2012 

86. Schoenfeldt, Jay on December 5, 2012 

87. Schwab, Christof on December 9, 2012 

88. Shelton, Marty on December 9, 2012 

89. Shepodd, Lynn on December 8, 2012 

90. Shontz, Lexis on November 7, 2012 

91. Smith, Craig on December 10, 2012 

92. Smith, Jimmie on November 4, 2012 

93. Smith, MD Sam on December 6, 2012 

94. Tabor, Maureen on December 9, 2012 

95. Tager, Alisa on December 9, 2012 

96. Thaler, Scott (#1) on December 9, 2012 

97. Thaler, Scott (#2) on December 9, 2012 

98. Thaler, Scott (#3) on December 11, 2012 

99. Thoelke, Scott on December 10, 2012 

100. Turner, David on December 8, 2012 

101. Van Zyl, Jennifer and Rudy on December 9, 2012 

102. Vinitsky, Ellen on October 28, 2012 

103. Westbrook, Yvonne on December 9, 2012 

104. Whitm, Judith on December 10, 2012 

Received After the Public Review Period Closed 

105. Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association on Febrnary 1, 2013 
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HI. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

A. TOPICAL RESPONSES 

During the comment period, the Lead Agency received a number of comments that make common claims 

and raise similar environmental issues. The Final EIR responds to all comments that were received 

during the comment period. The topical responses below (Topical Responses) are designed to provide a 

general and topical response to common themes presented in the comment letters, and thereby reduce the 

redundancy of responding to each common comment individually with the same response. Accordingly, 

the individual responses to each comment submitted \vill occasionally reference back to these Topical 

Responses. 

This Final EIR presents the following Topical Responses: 

1. Draft EIR Review Period Extension Request 

Several comments were received on the Draft ECR regarding extending the comment period. [n 

accordance with the CEQA requirements outlined below, a 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR 

began on October 25, 2012, and ended on December 10, 2012. With respect to the public review period 

for a Draft EIR under CEQA, the California Public Resources Code, Section 2109l(a) states: 

The public review periodfor a draft environmental impact report may not be less than 30 days. If 
the draft environmental impact report is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review, the 

review period shall be at least 45 days, and the lead agency shall provide a sufficient number of 

copies of the document to the State Clearinghouse for review and comment by state agencies. 

In addition, Section 15 l05(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: 

The public review periodfor a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be longer 

than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a draft E1R is submitted to the State 

Clearinghouse jar review by state agencies, the public review period shall not be less than 45 

days, unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse. 

Finally, Section 15203 of the State CEQA Guidelines, addresses "Adequate Time for Review and 

Comment" and states: 

The Lead Agency shall provide adequate time for other public agencies and members of the 

public to review and comment on a draft EIR or Negative Declaration that it has prepared. 

It also provides that: 

Public agencies may establish time periods for review in their implementing procedures and shall 

notifY the public and reviewing agencies of the time for receipt of comments on EIRs. These time 

periods shall be consistent with applicable statutes, the State CEQA Guidelines, and applicable 

Clearinghouse review period5. 
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Just prior to the public review period for the Draft EIR, a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was sent 

to owners, occupants within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site, as well as interested parties, and those 

who requested notification. The Notice of Availability was also published in the Los Angeles Times on 

October 25, 2012. At the beginning of the public review period, CD copies of the Draft EIR were 

provided to persons that attended the scoping meeting for the Project, persons that commented on the 

Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR, interested parties, and numerous public agencies. As of October 

25, 2012, the Draft EIR was also made available for public review at three local libraries, at the City of 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Council Offices (both City Hall and the field offices), and the 

City Clerk's Office. In addition, the Draft EIR was also available for review· on the City's website. 

Copies of the Draft EIR were also submitted to the State Clearinghouse. 

With regard to the size of the Draft EIR the Draft EIR is comprised of seven volumes, including two 

volumes comprising the impact analysis sections of the Draft EIR and five volumes that comprise the 

technical appendices. The technical appendices are largely comprised of technical modeling runs and 

data. The size of the Draft EIR does exceed the 300-page guideline set forth in Section 15141 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines. However, the size of the Draft EIR is comparable to other Draft EIRs prepared for 

large-scale projects within the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, Section I, Introduction/Summary, of the Draft EIR, provides a comprehensive summary of the 

Draft EIR that includes a description of the Project, a summary of the environmental impacts and 

mitigation measures for each environmental issue evaluated within the Draft EIR, and an overview of the 

alternatives to the Project that were evaluated. Also note that the page guideline for Draft EIRs provided 

in Section 15141 of the CEQA Guidelines is the original recommendations from 1970, when CEQA was 

first enacted, and has not been revised to reflect the fact that the analytical requirements for EIRs have 

expanded substantially over the last four decades. 

Although CEQA allows for time extensions to the standard 45-day comment period, CEQA does not 

require such extensions, and such extensions are at the discretion of the Lead Agency. As described 

above, the Draft EIR has been made available for widespread review and has been easily accessible by the 

public. Moreover, the City has received 105 comment letters from the public, which indicates that a 

substantial number of public agencies and members of the public reviewed and commented on the Draft 

EIR within the statutory timeframe. Thus, the City, as Lead Agency, has determined that the 45-day 

public comment period was consistent with both the letter and intent of CEQA. 

Specifically, on December 5, 2012, Michael LoGrande, Director of City Planning, wrote a letter that 

stated in part: 

However, upon further review, it has been decided that an extension will not be warranted. 

Therefore, the public comment period will not be extended to 60 days and the comment period 

will end on December 10, 2012, as stated on the Notice a/Availability/Completion of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report, dated October 25, 2012. 
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Although the statutory review time for the Draft ECR has closed, the public will have several opportunities 

to provide comments regarding the Project during the upcoming public hearing process. Based on the 

above, the City of Los Angeles fully complied with the CEQA statutory time requirements for public 

review and notification of the Draft EIR for the Project. 

The comments requesting an extension of the comment period are noted and have been incorporated into 

the Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to any action on the Project. 

2. AESTHETICS 

2A. Views of the Capitol Records Building 

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding how the Project could affect views of the 

Capitol Records Building from the street level, as well as from vantage points located in the Hollywood 

Hills. Section IV.A.I in the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of potential view impacts (both from a 

focal view- and panoramic view perspective) on the Capitol Records Building. In addition, the Draft 

EIR's analysis of the Project's potential aesthetics impacts is supported by an Aesthetics Impacts Report, 

which was prepared by Roschen Van Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IV .A of the Draft 

EIR w-hich presents additional evidence regarding the Project's potential aesthetic impacts on the Capitol 

Records Building. As further discussed below, the Draft EIR and the Aesthetics Impacts Report conclude 

that the Project only has a significant impact on one focal view perspective (i.e., View 6) of the Capitol 

Records Building. The Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would have a less than significant 

impact on views of the Capitol Records Building from panoramic view perspectives from the Hollywood 

Hills. The information below, and in the Draft EIR, further supports these conclusions. 

To be aesthetically sensitive to the Capitol Records Building, the Project has been designed with setbacks 

and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, the 

Millennium Hollywood Project Development Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (included as 

Appendix II to the Draft EIR) in Section l.2.2(b) state that one of the objectives of the Project is to: 

Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Building by 

creating grade level open space I civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and 

Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records Building. 

To illustrate how the Project design preserves view corridors to the Capitol Records Building, the Draft 

EIR includes Figure IV.A.I-JO, Capitol Records View Corridors. This figure illustrates that there are 

three wide view corridors, which allow the Capitol Records Building to be visible even after development 

of the Project. The corridors are generally along Hollywood Boulevard west of Vine Street; generally 

along the Hollywood Freeway east of Argyle Avenue; and generally along the Hollywood Freeway west 

of Vine Street. In addition, the Draft EIR includes several figures (Figures II-9, Conceptual Architectural 

Rendering of the Project looking West along Argyle Avenue, II-10, Conceptual Architectural Rendering 

of the Project looking North from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, and II-11, Conceptual 
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Architectural Rendering of the Project looking East from Vine Street) that show how the Capitol Records 

Building remains visible from adjacent streets, including Argyle Avenue, the intersection of Hollywood 

Boulevard and Vine Street, and Vine Street. These images demonstrate how the Project is aesthetically 

compatible with the Capitol Records Building and how it has been used as a centerpiece of the Project's 

design. 

As thoroughly discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project can be implemented in a variety of height and 

massing permutations. The Draft EIR presents numerous view simulations (as shown in Figure IV.A. l-

11 through Figure IV.A.1-20) that disclose the level of aesthetic impacts and view obstructions that could 

occur if the Project was developed at any of the proposed height and massing scenarios. These various 

view simulations indicate that there are no development scenarios that would fully block views of the 

Capitol Records Building from the street-level perspectives, especially at the Hollywood Boulevard and 

Vine Street intersection. 

Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have less than significant visual obstruction 

impacts to focal views of the Capitol Records Building according to the 550-foot-high and 585-foot-high 

massing envelopes. To present the most conservative analysis, and in accordance with the aesthetic 

elements of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would result 

in a significant visual obstmction of the Capitol Records Building when viewed from the comer of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street according to the 220-foot high and 400-foot high massing 

envelopes, which create more bulk (and thereby view obstmction of the Capitol Records Building) at the 

street level. 

The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measures to ensure the Project is developed in a manner consistent 

with the aesthetic images and environmental impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR. These measures 

ensure preservation of valued focal vie\vs of the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, Mitigation 

Measure A.1-2 is included in the Draft EIR to ensure that the Development Regulations are implemented 

and enforced as the Project is developed. It states that: 

The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction. 

Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to 

assess compatibility with the Development Standards. 

2B. Views of the HOLLYWOOD Sign 

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding how the Project could affect views of the 

HOLLYWOOD Sign. The Draft EIR analyzes view- impacts on the HOLLYWOOD Sign within the 

context of the visual character of the area surrounding the Project. The Draft EIR contains images and 

view simulations that illustrate how the Project integrates with the existing visual environment. From 

these images, it is clear that views of the HOLLYWOOD Sign from areas around the Project are often 
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seen in conjunction with other urban elements and within the wider view perspectives that include the 

Hollywood Hills as a topographical backdrop. In its existing condition, the immediate Project area offers 

only intermittent and partially obstructed views of the HOLLYWOOD Sign due to existing buildings and 

urban fabric surrounding the Project Site. 

In particular, the Draft EIR illustrates this intermittent type of view of the HOLLYWOOD Sign in View 

8, shown in Figure IV.A.l-18, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, of the Draft EIR, which depicts 

the existing view from Sunset Boulevard a few blocks south of the Project Site. From this location the 

Project Site is less visually prominent; however it was selected for evaluation as a representative view of 

an area from which the HOLLYWOOD Sign is visible at the street level. As shown in Views 8(a) and 

8(b), in Figure IV.A.1-18, development on the West Site would potentially block the HOLLYWOOD 

Sign. It should be noted, however, that this is only one of many areas where the HOLLYWOOD Sign is 

visible from sidewalk vantage points in the Hollywood area. These types of view perspectives are 

momentary and experienced as a pedestrian walks along streets in in the vicinity of the Project. TI1e view

perspective changes constantly as the pedestrian walks along the street and intermittent views of the 

HOLLYWOOD Sign come into and out of the pedestrian viewshed experience. TI1ese types of view

perspectives are not considered prominent public viewing locations for the HOLLYWOOD Sign. 

Nonetheless, the Draft EIR includes analysis of these view perspectives to fully disclose potential 

aesthetic impacts to the valued visual character of the area around the Project. 

As the Draft EIR points out, even under existing conditions, there is only a sliver view of the sign from 

this vantage point and it is flanked by existing urban structures, which represents the typical urban 

character of the existing aesthetic environment in the vicinity of the Project Site. The visibility of the 

HOLL Y\VOOD Sign within this contextual urban background would still remain visible from 

intermittent fixed locations within the urban landscape for pedestrians walking along Sunset Boulevard in 

this vicinity. Furthermore, since the Development Regulations mandate smaller floor-plates for the 

towers above 220 feet above grade, the taller tower scenarios would increase the visibility of the sign 

because the towers become narrower as the tower heights increase. As shown in conceptual Views 8(c) 

and 8(d), the HOLLYWOOD Sign is not obstructed at all by the Project with taller towers that cover a 

smaller portion of the Project Site area. 

2C. Views of Hollywood from the Hollywood Hills 

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding how the Project would affect views of 

Hollywood from the Hollywood Hills. The Draft EIR analyzes this issue in detail and includes an entire 

section (with multiple view simulations) dedicated to the analysis of scenic vista views from the 

Hollywood Hills into the Los Angeles Basin. Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would 

have a less than significant impact on scenic vistas. 

The Draft EIR's description of the existing environmental setting recognizes that the Hollywood Hills rise 

to an elevation of approximately 1,000 feet above sea level and, as such, afford long-range panoramic 

views of the Hollywood area and Los Angeles Basin to the south. As shown in Figure IV.A.1-11, 
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Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings - View 1, of the Draft EIR, the Capitol Records Building is 

visible and is one of many historic structures at the predominately 150-foot height datum that 

characterizes many structures along Hollywood Boulevard in the Project vicinity. In this context, 

development of the Project, especially at the 550 and 585-foot high massing envelope, would result in 

two prominent high-rise buildings that would alter the skyline and potentially impact existing views of 

other high-rise structures such as The W Hotel and Residences complex (approximately 150 feet above 

grade), the Taft Building (approximately 150 feet above grade), the Guarantee Building (approximately 

150 feet above grade), the Knickerbocker Hotel (approximately 124 feet above grade), the Hollywood 

Equitable Building (14 7 feet above grade), and the Sunset Media Tower (approximately 310 feet above 

grade) from certain vantage points. Views of the Capitol Records Building \vould be unobstructed from 

most vantage points from the north, as the Capitol Records Building is situated in the north of the Project 

Site and would not be obstmcted by the new structures which are situated to the south on the Project's 

East Site. 

To illustrate the Project's potential impacts, the Draft EIR includes Figure IV.A.1-20, Conceptual Visual 

Simulation Renderings - View 10, which is a representative scenic view from the Hollywood Hills Hotel 

and is characteristic of both public and private views that exist from vantage points to the northwest of the 

Project Site. This location provides a scenic panoramic view of the Hollywood area and the Los Angeles 

Basin, and demonstrates the urbanized context of the Basin-wide views from vistas in the Hollywood 

Hills. The Capitol Records Building is visible within the skyline, but its prominence is limited by 

viewing distance and the numerous structures that occupy the skyline. From this vantage point, the 

Project would block the existing view of the Capitol Records Building, as the West Site is positioned 

directly in line with the Capitol Records Building. The Project's new structures would become the focal 

point of the skyline, as they would be considerably higher than the surrounding buildings, especially since 

the field of view- primarily includes the area north of Franklin A venue. While the Project would alter this 

existing vista view, it would not otherwise block or materially detract from the panoramic vista view of 

the Hollywood Area and Los Angeles Basin. For these reasons the Draft EIR concludes that the Project's 

potential to obstruct broader long-range panoramic views would be considered less than significant. 

In addition, tl1e Draft EIR contains the Aesthetics Impacts Report, which \Vas prepared by Roschen Van 

Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IV.A of the Draft EIR. It provides additional technical 

evidence regarding the potential impacts the Project could have on views from the Hollywood Hills. In 

particular it states that: 

The existing scenic vistas fi·om the Hollywood Hills are a diverse expanse of urban Los Angeles, 

which should be described as a basin wide perspective. These views include multiple urban 

centers such as downtown, Century City and the Wilshire corridor. The full texture and fabric of 

these views involves high-rise. low rise and single-family neighbors combining into an 

architecturally diverse picture of the Los Angeles Basin. The texture and fabric of the Project is 

consistent with this basin view and will add urban figure and form in balance with the other 
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urban centers represented in the scenic vista views of the Los Angeles Basin from viewpoints in 

the Hollywood Hills. 

Based on this evidence, the view simulations contained in the Draft EIR, and detailed impact analysis, the 

Draft ECR concludes that development of the Project in accordance with the Development Regulations 

would result in a less than significant visual impact related to obstruction of visual resources from scenic 

vantage points located within the Hollywood Hills. 

2D. Nighttime Lighting and Daytime Glare 

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding how the Project would create nighttime 

lighting pollution and daytime lighting glare. The Draft EIR analyzes this issue within the context of 

adjacent uses and the relatively high level of existing ambient light in the urban area surrounding the 

Project. 

Nighttime Lighting 

The Draft EIR establishes that the existing conditions around the Project Site have relatively high levels 

of nighttime lighting. The predominant sources of lighting are from vehicle headlights and streetlights on 

surrounding streets, architectural lighting, security lighting, and building illumination. The Project would 

introduce new· lighting sources. With respect to outdoor illumination, the Project would promote an 

active pedestrian environment \vith public open space, plazas, and mid-block pedestrian linkages that 

require adequate lighting. The Project will also include at-grade entrances to the parking garages that will 

require adequate illumination and directional signage. Thus, the Project will generate new sources of 

exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe pedestrian environment. As analyzed in the Draft EIR, 

the Project does not include an intensive lighting program or off-site advertising components that require 

high-intensity lighting. Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 

requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6, and 

design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves the Project Site. To 

further reduce the potential impacts of nighttime lighting, the Project would also be required to meet or 

exceed exterior lighting levels and uniformity ratios for lighting using the following strategies: 

1. Shield all exterior luminaries or provide cutoff luminai res per Section 123 (b) of the California 

Energy Code; 

2. Contain interior lighting within each source; 

3. Allow· no more than .01 horizontal lumen foot-candles to escape 15 feet beyond the Site 

boundary; and 

4. Automatically control exterior lighting dusk to dawn to turn off or lmver light levels during 

inactive periods. 
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Accordingly, the Draft EIR concludes that compliance with the provisions stated in the Los Angeles 

Municipal Code and Green Building Code related to signage guidelines and exterior illumination 

standards to reduce light pollution would reduce the Project's impacts regarding nighttime lighting to a 

less than significant level. 

In addition, Section 9.5 of the Development Regulations contains site-specific Lighting Standards. 

Pursuant to Subsection 9.5.1, lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the 

street lighting. Its purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians' faces, 

articulate the building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the 

development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime 

streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, the Draft EIR also includes 

Mitigation Measure A.l-3, which requires the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting 

requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. That mitigation 

measure states: 

The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower levels 

of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and security 

lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting shall be in 

conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to 

reduce light pollution. 

Daytime Glare 

The Draft EIR explains that glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on 

existing buildings and from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is 

currently present on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 

occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited to the 

ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of glass and other 

architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of glare. However, impacts 

associated with glare could be reduced to less than significant levels with the implementation of 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4, w-hich states: 

The Project's ji:u;:ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-rejfoctive materials 

such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways are minimized. 

3. AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

3A. Construction Dust 

A number of comments received on the Draft EIR reflect concern with respect to potential air quality and 

dust impacts caused by the Project during construction activities. Specifically, a few comments have 
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been directly related to fugitive dust, and in particular, the potential for dust to accumulate on nearby 

properties and cars during the construction of the Project. As described in Section IV.B.1-1, Air Quality, 

of the Draft EIR, the Project's construction impacts were assessed on a regional and localized basis in 

accordance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) methodology and 

thresholds of significance. A discussion of localized construction air quality impacts, which includes a 

quantified modeled analysis for particulate matter (PM10) and fine particulate matter (PM25) emissions 

during construction can be found starting on page IV.B.l-43 of the Draft EIR. As summarized in Table 

IV.B-14, Localized On-Site Daily Construction Emissions - Unmitigated, the Proposed Project's 

unmitigated construction related air quality emissions are anticipated to be below the threshold of 

significance for both PM10 and PM25, respectively. Under the mitigated scenario (see Table IV.B.1-15), 

the Project's construction-related PM10 and PM25 emissions are further reduced to below significance. 

This is in large part due to the fact that the Proposed Project is required to comply with the SCAQMD's 

Rule 403, which requires the project contractors to implement best available control measures to mitigate 

fugitive dust. Compliance with Rule 403 is mandatory for all construction projects within the South 

Coast Air Basin. As such, compliance with Rule 403 was assumed in the Project's unmitigated and 

mitigated scenarios. As detailed at the end of Section IV.B.1-1, Air Quality, Mitigation Measure B.l-1 

would reduce fugitive dust impacts to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, the best available 

control measures under Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust, are as follows: 

• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of pavement; 

• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 

• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 

• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging areas; 

• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 miles per 

hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 

• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that identifies the 

permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information 

about the construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust 

generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

All of these control measures are proposed as part of the Project and would be effective in reducing 

potential construction related fugitive dust impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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3B. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

With regard to Greenhouse Gas Emissions, several commenters noted the need for an explanation of the 

Draft EIR's less than significant level of significance. According to Section IV.B.2 Air Quality -

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the Project, through its density, combination of residential, 

hotel and commercial land uses and its proximity to the regional public transportation system is a smart

growth project, which will promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close 

proximity to the MT A Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet to 

the southeast of the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project 

Site. The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which provides 

numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and retail uses within 

walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles traveled are anticipated to be 

reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and location, when compared to a project in a 

location without transit access and a project without mixed-use characteristics. 

With respect to analyzing the Projecfs contribution to GHG emissions, the L.A. CEQA Threshold5 Guide 

does not provide guidance as to how climate change issues are to be addressed. Furthennore, neither the 

SCAQMD nor the CEQA Guidelines Amendments recently adopted by the Natural Resources Agency on 

December 30, 2009, provide any adopted thresholds of significance for addressing GHG emissions. 

Nonetheless, the new Sections 15064.4, 15064.7 and 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines Amendments 

serve to assist lead agencies in detennining the significance of the impacts of GHGs. These can be found 

in Section IV.B.2, Air Quality - Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR. In reliance upon the 

CEQA Guideline Amendments, the opinions of project and City planning and environmental experts, and 

the judicial precedent established in CREED v. Chula Vista, the City determines in good faith based to the 

extent possible on scientific and factual data, that the Project would have significant cumulative 

environmental impact if it would: 

(a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment by conflicting with or obstructing the goals or strategies of AB 32. 

The Project can demonstrate that it will not conflict with the goals and strategies of AB 32 by 

either of the following: 

(1) providing a quantitative analysis demonstrating that the Project will be constructed and 

operated at GHG levels that are at least 16% below the Project's theoretical BAU emission levels; 

or 

(2) by providing a qualitative analysis demonstrating the Project is consistent with the goals and 

strategies of AB 32. 

(b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 

emissions of greenhouse gases by failing to comply with the LA Green Building Code. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Ill.A. Responses to Comment5 - Topical Responses 

Page III.A-JO 

RL0030443 



EM27284 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Overall, the Project is required to comply with the LA Green Building Code, which is qualitatively 

consistent with AB 32's 2011 Scoping Plan. Compliance with the LA Green Building Code is required 

by law and thereby is an innate feature of all projects. Mitigation Measure B.1-3 in Section IV.B.l, Air 

Quality, of the Draft EIR, states that the Project shall meet the requirements of the City of LA Green 

Building Code. Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: (a) be 

designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; (b) reduce potable water consumption and 

wastewater generation by 20% through the use of low-flow water fixtures; and (c) provide readily 

accessible recycling areas and containers. The inclusion of Mitigation Measure B.1-3 ensures the Project 

will comply with the requirements of the LA Green Building Code, and compliance will be monitored 

through the City's Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan. 

As concluded in Section IV.B.2, Air Quality - Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the Project 

would be consistent with CARB's AB 32 Scoping Plan aimed at achieving 1990 GHG emission levels by 

2020. Therefore, the Project's generation of GHG emissions would not be considered cumulatively 

considerable and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

4A. Project Compatibility with Historic Resources 

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding the Project's potential impacts on historic 

resources. The comments question the compatibility of the Project, considering its overall size and scale, 

with the Capitol Records Building and other adjacent historic resources. The Draft EIR provides a 

detailed analysis of the Project's potential impacts to historic resources. A Historic Resources Report 

prepared by the Historic Resources Group supports the analysis in the Draft EIR. Ultimately, the Draft 

EIR concludes that the Project's impacts to historic resources on the Project Site, and adjacent to it, are 

less than significant. This conclusion stands because overall the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty 

Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the commercial building 

at 6316-6324 Yucca Street (which are all considered historic resources) would retain enough integrity 

after Project development to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California 

Register. In other words, development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations \vould 

not impair the significance of any onsite or offsite historical resources. 

To help further explain how the Project is compatible with the surrounding historic environment, the 

Project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of any historic resource 

either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the 

Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 

Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood Walk of 

Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Draft EIR recognizes and discloses the 

fact that the Project will, however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources on the Project 

Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. 
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The Draft ECR specifically acknowledges that the Project will potentially add considerable height and 

density in areas currently used for surface parking and one small, single-story commercial building. The 

immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will be altered. In order for this 

alteration to be considered a substantial adverse change under CEQA, however, it must be shown that the 

integrity and/or significance of the historic resources would be materially impaired by the proposed 

alteration. The Draft EIR provides extensive analysis regarding potential alteration to the surroundings of 

the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the retail storefronts located at 6316-6324 Yucca 

Street, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. The Draft EIR concludes 

that the Project will not have a significant impact on the surroundings of any of these historic resources. 

Furthennore, protection of the historic significance of the Capitol Records Building is a stated objective 

of the Project. To meet that objective, the Project includes Development Regulations that include 

standards for grade-level open space, and tower massing that seek to protect important public views to the 

Capitol Records Building and help ensure that it is appropriately distanced from the new construction so 

that the mass and scale of the Project does not ovenvhelm architectural significance of the Capitol 

Records Building. 

Also of note, the Draft EIR discloses that the Capitol Records Building is significant for its association 

with the music industry in Los Angeles. The Draft EIR, thus, incorporates mitigation measures designed 

to protect the Capitol Records Building's unique underground recording studios. The Draft EIR 

recognizes that excavation and construction associated with the Project has the potential to damage the 

special acoustical properties of the underground studios. Therefore, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation 

Measure C-2 identified in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft ECR, which is designed to 

protect adjacent historic resources and minimize the Project's potential construction impacts on the 

underground studios the in the Capitol Records Building. 

Moreover, as described in Section CV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project incorporates 

several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources. Similarly, development of 

the Project must comply with the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up 

and away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site historic resources. Therefore, based on the 

information above, the detailed analysis in the Draft EIR, and the supporting Historic Resources Report 

the Project ultimately has a less than significant impact on historic resources. 
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HI. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
B. INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 

The purpose of the public review of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in terms of compliance with CEQA. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following 

regarding standards from which adequacy is judged: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 

account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 

in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 

an E1R inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 

among experts. 17w courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy, 

completeness, and a good faith effort at filll disclosure. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states: 

The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who 

reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to 

comments that were received during the notice comment period and any extensions and may 

respond to late comments. 

The purpose of each response to a comment on the Draft EIR is to address the significant environmental 

issue(s) raised by each comment. This typically requires clarification of points contained in the Draft 

EIR. Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that CEQA requires in the 

response to comments. It states that: 

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 

raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 

objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency's 

position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must 

be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not 

accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory 

statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

Section 15204(a) (Focus of Review) of the CEQA Guidelines helps the public and public agencies to 

focus their review of enviromnental documents and their comments to lead agencies. Case law has held 

that the lead agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given them, provided that the agency 
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responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure. Section 

15204.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for reviewers and states: 

In reviewing draft EIR.s, persons and public agencies should focus on the sujjiciency of 

the document in identifj1ing and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 

ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 

Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 

mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 

environmental ejjects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 

an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light ofjactors such as 

the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 

the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 

every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 

demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 

respond to sign~fi.cant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 

requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 

EIR. 

The guideline encourages reviewers to examme the sufficiency of the environmental document, 

particularly in regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and project 

alternatives. Given that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence, 

subsection (c) advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by factual support. Section 

15204(c) states: 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or 

references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 

supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall 

not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 

Written comments made during the public review of the Draft EIR intermixed points and op1mons 

relevant to project approval/disapproval with points and opinions relevant to the environmental review. 

The responses acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions relevant to consideration for 

project approval, and discuss as necessary the points relevant to the environmental review. The response 

"comment noted" is often used in cases where the comment does not raise a substantive issue relevant to 

the review of the environmental analysis. Such points are usually statements of opinion or preference 

regarding a project's design or its presence as opposed to points within the purview of an EIR: 

environmental impact and mitigation. These points are relevant for consideration in the subsequent 

project approval process. In addition, the response "comment acknowledged" is generally used in cases 

where the commenter is correct. 

Note that there may be spelling and/or grammar errors in the Comment Letters. These are replicated here 

exactly as they were delivered to the City. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page 111.B-2 

RL0030447 



EM27288 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

LETTER NO. 01 - STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

(#1) 

Scott Morgan 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

1400 Tenth Street P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 01-l 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On 

the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that 

revie\ved your document. The review period closed on December 10, 2012, and the comments from the 

responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State 

Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future 

correspondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 211 04( c) of the California Public Resources Code states that 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 

activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 

required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by 

specific documentation." 

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need 

more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the 

commenting agency directly. 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 

draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the 

State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review 

process. 

Response to Comment No. 01-l 

This comment is stating that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected state agencies 

for review. The enclosed comment letter is referring to the Native American Heritage Commission letter 

dated October 29, 2012. This letter was also received electronically, on time. The letter and its response 

are included as Letter No. 06 (Native American Heritage Commission). 
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LETTER NO. 02 - STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

(#2) 

Scott Morgan 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

1400 Tenth Street P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

December 12, 2012 

Comment No. 02-1 

The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the 

end of the state review period, which closed on December 10, 2012. We are forwarding these comments 

to you because they provide infonnation or raise issues that should be addressed in your final 

environmental document. 

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments. 

However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental 

document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the 

environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 

the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2011041094) when contacting this office. 

Response to Comment No. 02-1 

This comment is stating that the State Clearinghouse is forwarding noticing information about the Project, 

but the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

The enclosed comment letter is referring to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) letter 

dated December 10, 2012. This letter was also received electronically, on time. The letter and its 

response are included as Letter No. 03 (Caltrans). 
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LETTER NO. 03- CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

Dianna Watson 

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

District 7, Regional Planning 

100 Main Street, MS#l6, Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 03-1 

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

review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would. include the construction of 

approximately 1 million square feet of developed tloor area. The historic Capitol Records Building and 

the Gogerty Building would remain within the project site. The Project would demolish and/or remove 

the existing rental car facility. The project would develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential 

dwelling units, 254 luxury hotel rooms, 264,303 square feet of office space, 25,000 square feet of 

restaurant space, 80,000 square feet of health and fitness club space, and 100,000 square feet of retail 

space. 

Below are Caltrans' major concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 

Millennium Hollywood Project: 

Response to Comment No. 03-1 

The comment is an introduction and as such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. See Response to Comment 

Nos. 03-2 to 03-15 (Caltrans) for further detail. 

Comment No. 03-2 

l. Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18, 2011, on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and met 

with the developer's consultant on September 15, 2011, to discuss Caltrans' concerns about the project's 

impact on the US-101 freeway and on/off ramps within the 5 miles radius of the project site. The traffic 

consultant acknowledged Caltrans' concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic 

procedures for analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow- standard statewide procedures 

outlined in Caltrans Traffic Study Guide. However, the June 2012 Traffic Impact Study (TIS), which is 

the basis for the traffic impact discussion in the DEIR, did not follow those procedures and does not 

analyze the impacts to the state highway system. 
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Response to Comment No. 03-2 

As cited in the comment, Caltrans was consulted during the NOP process. The concerns and 

recommendation of Caltrans were considered during the transportation analysis scoping process, 

including the use of the Caltrans draft procedures. Also taken into account were the concerns and 

recommendations of other NOP commenters, as well as the City of Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation (LADOT) policies and the past analyses conducted for similar projects by the City of Los 

Angeles (the lead agency). The comment states that the Traffic Study does not analyze the impacts to the 

state highway system; however, the Traffic Study analyzed key freeway ramps utilizing LADOT' s 

signalized intersection LOS methodology and of freeway mainline segments utilizing the Congestion 

Management Program (CMP) recommended methodology. The Caltrans Traffic Study Guide was 

consulted in the preparation of the Traffic Study but it does not provide a definition of thresholds of 

significance; therefore, the CMP methodology \Vas used because it defines thresholds of significance and 

is the standard methodology used by the lead agency for all traffic studies within the City of Los Angeles. 

The CMP, a state-mandated program, includes procedures and thresholds that provide a consistent 

evaluation of projects to address the potential impacts on the regional transportation system. 

Comment No. 03-3 

2. There was no analysis performed for any of the freeway elements. The TIS only used the Los Angeles 

County Congestion Management Program ( CMP) criteria. However, the CMP fails to provide adequate 

information as to direct and cumulative impacts to the freeway mainline and ramps, per CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 03-3 

The CMP criteria provide an initial review to determine if significant Project impacts may occur and in 

tum require further study. The initial review in the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be 

less than significant, so subsequent analyses were determined to not be needed. Support for this 

conclusion is provided by the recently certified Hollywood Community Plan Update Environmental 

Impact Report which was also determined not to have a significant impact on the freeway system. 

To address Caltrans' concerns, an additional model analysis was conducted. The analysis used the 

current Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) model for year 2035, with LADOT 

refinements, for the initial future projections (the Base Model). See Appendix B, Transportation 

Modeling Procedures and Results, attached hereto for the model procedures and results. The model 

demonstrated that the Project will not result in the addition of 150 trips or more to any freeway segment. 

This analysis verifies that Project traffic impacts on the regional system will be less than significant. 

Comment No. 03-4 

3. Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US-10 I is operating at LOS F. Any additional trips will 

worsen the existing freeway condition. The Tl S did not include a cumulative traffic analysis tor U S-101, 

which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the 
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proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth from the Hollywood Community Plan (Plan). Because the 

TIS prepared for the Plan in 2005 determined that build-out of the Plan would result in significant 

transportation impacts to the US-101, the Plan created a Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plan 

(TIMP) to identify future improvements to the US-101. Since the proposed project site is located within 

the Plan area, the identified improvements should have been taken into consideration, as well as 

improvements listed in Metro's Long Range Transportation Plan. 

Response to Comment No. 03-4 

The Project is not expected to generate more than 150 additional trips on the freeway system. Therefore, 

based on the CMP criteria used by the City of Los Angeles on this and other projects, the Project would 

not result in significant traffic impacts on the freeway mainline (see Response to Comment No. 03-3 

(Caltrans) above). In addition, the Project will provide infill uses that reduce regional trip demand as 

called for by the Smart Gmwth Initiatives in the Demand Section of the Metro's Long Range 

Development Plan (LRDP) and in the Sustainable Community Strategies within the Regional 

Transportation Plan adopted by SCAG. As mitigation, the Project will participate in upgrades to the 

regional transportation system by funding or implementing other programs called for in the LRDP and 

TIMP. These programs include signal system upgrades, upgrades to the transit system (through the 

Project installing shelters at area bus stops, improving the pedestrian linkages to those stops, and funding 

of alternative mode lanes), and a TDM Program to help reduce project automobile trip demand. These 

mitigation measures will improve conditions on the Congestion Management Plan system, including the 

regional freeway system. Also, given the robust transit system in the Project's vicinity, a main focus of 

the transportation mitigation program is to reduce automobile trips by enhancing pedestrian and bicycle 

linkages to the transit system and investing in multi-modal transportation improvements. This focus is 

consistent with LADOT's Traffic Study Guidelines and the objectives identified in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update. 

Further, no applicable Hollywood Community Plan Update Transportation Improvement and Mitigation 

Plan (TIMP) requirements are listed in the comment and, after additional review of the TIMP, no 

applicable TIMP requirements or additional measures were identified. For example, the Capitol 

Improvement measures in the TIMP are not at locations identified as having unmitigatable significant 

Project impacts. Project participation in the program called for in the TIMP to "coordinate Caltrans' 

freeway traffic management system with the ATSAC/Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) highway 

and street traffic signal management system" was discussed in the meeting which took place on 

December 4, 2012 between City, Project and Caltrans representatives but rejected by Caltrans 

representatives. 

Comment No. 03-5 

4. Page JV.K.l-60 of the DEIR states: "'The Project would result in a less than significant impact with 

respect to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway segments. No mitigation is required." 

This conclusion is not based on any credible analysis that could be found anywhere in the DEIR. It is Cal 
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trans' opinion, based on the work that we have done in this area, that this project will result in significant 

impacts to the state highway system. 

Response to Comment No. 03-5 

The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR analyzed impacts to CMP locations and freeway segments based on 

the CMP criteria (see Response to Comment No. 03-2 (Caltrans)). Based on the data from this analysis, 

the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be less than significant, so subsequent analyses 

were determined to not be needed. However, an additional model analysis was conducted using the 

current SCAG model for year 2035 for the initial future projections (the Base Model).This analysis also 

shows that Project traffic impacts on the freeway system will be less than significant. See the Response 

to Comment No.03-3 for additional details. 

Comment No. 03-6 

5. The submitted traffic analysis did not include the following ramp intersections that are closest to the 

project site, which may be significantly impacted by this development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 

• SB Route l 01 off-ramp to Gower A venue 

• NB Route l 01 off-ramp to Gower A venue 

• SB Route 10 l off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd. 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Cahuenga Blvd. 

• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine Street 

The traffic analysis at these off-ramps needs to show projected queue build-up upstream of the off-ramp. 

Although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs to show how the added/over-flow 

volume to the on-ramp may affect other nearby intersections, including off-ramps. Caltrans is concerned 

that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do not 

back up, the intersections adjacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the off-ramp volumes at the same 

time as they serve local circulation and land uses. 

Response to Comment No. 03-6 

Standard City procedures as outlined m the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 

2012,were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. The study locations selected 

were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts have the potential to be significant and 

substantial. The locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical capacity constraints 
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of the area roadway system. The freeway ramps, including the meters and weave sections on the ramps, 

are not the roadway system constraints in the Hollywood area. Rather, the signalized intersections and 

the freeway mainline sections were determined to fonn the capacity constraints in the Hollywood area. 

Queues from those constraints determine the conditions on the ramps and at other non-critical locations. 

The more minor (STOP controlled) intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacity. 

Further, according to LADOT guidelines, the analysis of unsignalized intersections in traffic impact 

studies is solely to assess the need for future signalizing by conducting warrant analyses. Only 

unsignalized intersections that serve as integral elements to the project site's access and circulation plan 

are included in such an analysis. Here, there are no unsignalized intersections that serve as integral 

elements to Project access and circulation and as such, no unsignalized intersections were studied. 

Comment No. 03-7 

6. As shown in the DEIR, Table 5 Project Trip Generation, the project will generate a 19,486 average 

daily vehicle trips with 1,064/1,888 vehicle trips during the AM/PM peak hours. These volumes appear 

to be low and Caltrans requests that the lead agency verify them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are 

not in compliance with the Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation should be properly 

justified and substantiated. For example, the 30% reduction of the retail pass-by trips is significantly high 

without justification. Utilizing such high reduction rates will result in inadequate identification of traffic 

impacts and mitigation, thus violating CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 03-7 

LADOT, the responsible department within the City of Los Angeles (the lead agency), verified that the 

rates, equations, and calculations used in the Traffic Study were appropriate for the Project. All but one 

of the base generation estimates cited in the comment were prepared using the infonnation and 

procedures in Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008 Manual, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). 

(Information for the rental car facility use was not available from that source, so rates incorporated into 

the West Los Angeles Transportation and Mitigation Specific Plan, rates previously used by the City, 

were utilized.) Likewise, the pass-by trip adjustment cited in the comment is specified in the LADOT 

Policies and Procedures, May 2012 and was in tum based on a conservative implementation of the 

procedures in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The data and procedures in the ITE Trip Generation 

Manual are nationally-accepted guidelines utilized by most agencies in Los Angeles County and are the 

most appropriate source for the trip generation estimates for the Project. Also, it should be noted that the 

trip generation rates identified in the ITE Trip Generation Manual are based on surveys of sites in 

suburban areas with little to no transit use, so it is common practice to allow for trip reduction credits to 

allow for potential transit trips, pass-by trips, and internal trips associated with mixed-use projects. Also 

see Response to Comment No. 59-27 (Jordon, David) for a discussion of other adjustments. 
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Comment No. 03-8 

To address these concerns, an analysis for the project's impacts to the freeway system should be 

performed based on the proposed scope of the project as described in the DEIR and would need to include 

all of the following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facilities in the project 

vicinity: 

a. If the project will be developed in phases, the project added demand and trip assignment to US-

10 l should be based on each phase of the project otherwise it should be based on 100% 

occupancy. 

Response to Comment No. 03-8 

Please see Response to Comment No.03-3 (Caltrans) concerning the project freeway impacts including 

impacts on the US 101. The Project does not have defined phases, so no phasing analysis is appropriate. 

The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the analysis in Response to Comment No. 03-3 above analyzed the 

"worst-case scenario" of 100% occupancy. 

Comment No. 03-9 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on a Select Zone 

Analysis. Based on the magnitude of the project and its close proximity to US-101, the trip 

assignment appears to be unreasonably low. Please elaborate on the trip assignment methodology 

utilized. 

Response to Comment No. 03-9 

The select zone analysis recommended in the comment is not considered appropriate for the Project. A 

select zone analysis fails to accurately analyze urban infill projects, including the Project. In particular, a 

select zone analysis does not take intercepted trips into account, and intercepted trips are a major factor 

for urban in-fill projects. Further, urban areas (such as the Traffic Study area in Hollywood)contain 

numerous more minor streets with signalized intersections that are not in the regional model network. 

Those intersections may be significantly impacted, but the streets and the intersections would not have 

trips assigned to them by a select zone analysis. 

A manual approach was selected as the most appropriate method to be used for the Traffic Study. The 

manual procedures utilized separated the Project into components by land uses and separately assigned 

the trips to and from those components. The assignments considered the types of land uses in the 

surrounding area to which the component's trips would be linked. The assignments were individually 

reviewed and approved by LADOT and are detailed in the Traffic Study. See Appendix K. l of the Draft 

EIR. 
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Comment No. 03-10 

c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should be cross-referenced by the source, page 

number, year, and table numbers. 

Response to Comment No. 03-10 

Appendix D of the Traffic Study (Appendix K. l of the Draft EIR) lists the source, land use codes (which 

may be within multi-page sections), source edition, and year. The land-use code and independent variable 

dictate the formula used. Tables were not used. 

Comment No. 03-11 

d. The off ramps on NB and SB US-10 l, between Vermont A venue and Highland A venue, which 

would represent the most impacted area by the proposed Development, should be analyzed 

utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 85th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology 

with the actual signal timings at the ramps' termini. 

Response to Comment No. 03-11 

The CMA methodology was selected for use in the Traffic Study for all intersections. The CMA analysis 

is specified for use in traffic studies by the lead agency, the City of Los Angeles. Traffic Study Policies 

and Procedures, May 20 l 2published by the City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation specifies 

CMA calculations as the methodology to be used in City of Los Angeles traffic studies. The CMA 

methodology was selected for inclusion in the City of Los Angeles manual as it is a "Planning 

Methodology" rather than an '·Operations Methodology". It should be noted that the methodology 

recommended in the comment would be dependent upon the signal timing remaining fixed through 2035 

for the horizon year to be accurate, whereas the computerized signal systems now being employed in the 

City of Los Angeles vary the signal timing on an instantaneous basis. However, additional methodologies 

may be required to be used during detailed mitigation design by the agency approving implementation of 

a mitigation measure, \vith appropriate adjustments being made. 

Comment No. 03-12 

e. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB US-101, within the same area, should be analyzed 

utilizing the same methodology and with the actual metering rates. These rates can be obtained 

by contacting Ms. Afsaneh Razavi, Senior Transportation Engineer, Caltrans Ramp Metering 

Department at (323) 259- 1841. 
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Response to Comment No. 03-12 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, 

were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6 

and 03-l l (Caltrans) for additional information. 

Comment No. 03-13 

f. An HCM weaving analysis needs to be performed for both the NB and SB mainline segments, 

bet\veen the on and off ramps within the same area, utilizing balanced traffic demands entering 

and exiting the weaving segments. 

Response to Comment No. 03-13 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, 

were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6 

and 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional information. 

Comment No. 03-14 

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 

congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concerns need to be adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 03-14 

These concerns are adequately addressed in the Traffic Study and Section IV.Kl Transportation-Traffic 

of the Draft EIR. The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to 

Comment No. 03-03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See 

Response to Comment Nos.03-3 and 03-6 (Caltrans) for additional information. 

Comment No. 03-15 

In summary, without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize the TIS and DEIR as 

adequately identifying and mitigating the projecf s impacts to the State highway facilities. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 897-839 l 

and refer to IGR/CEQA No. 121036AL. 

Response to Comment No. 03-15 

The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR and the additional analysis provided in Response to Comment No. 03-

03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See Response to Comment 

Nos. 03-2 through 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional information. 
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LETTER NO. 04 - COUNCIL OFFICE OF ERIC GARCETTI 

Eric Garcetti 

Councilmember, 13th District 

Councilmember, City of Los Angeles District 13 

November 2, 2012 

Comment No. 04-1 

The Planning Department has released the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 

Millennium Project at 1750 Vine Street, which commenced a 45 day public comment period: The 

proposed project is large in scale and includes what could be one of the tallest buildings in all of 

Hollywood. As I'm sure you are aware, the proposed project has generated controversy among my 

constituents. Accordingly, I request that the public comment period be extended to 60 days to increase 

the public's opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 04-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 05- METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (METRO) 

Scott Hartwell 

CEQA Review Coordinator, Long Range Planning 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

November 6, 2012 

Comment No. 05-1 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) is in receipt of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Project. This letter conveys 

recommendations from MTA concerning a number of issues in relation to the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 05-1 

This comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 05-2 

Congestion Management Program TDM Requirements 

While the Draft EIR identifies transportation demand management (TDM) policies and programs that 

would be incorporated into the proposed project, CMP TDM Guidelines require that projects which 

include a non-residential development component exceeding 100,000 square feet incorporate a specific 

set of TDM measures into project design. TI1ese TDM requirements are detailed in Appendix C and 

summarized in Exhibit 4-1 in the 2010 CMP. 

Response to Comment No. 05-2 

As shown in Mitigation Measure K.1-4 on pages IV.K.1-55 through 56 of the Draft EIR (and revised to 

Mitigation Measure K. l-5 to accommodate a new Mitigation Measure K. l-4, as described in Section IV, 

Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) the Project would be required to provide a TDM Program to 

mitigate the Project's traffic impacts on the surrounding roadway system. The TDM Program measures 

include, but are not limited to, providing an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program 

with an on-site transportation coordinator, car share amenities, parking as an option only for all leases and 

sales, provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees, and a 

guaranteed ride home program. TI1e specific TDM strategies will comply with TDM requirements 

detailed in Appendix C of the 2010 CMP. 
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Comment No. 05-3 

Potential Impacts to Metro Bus Service during Project Construction 

Although the proposed project is not expected to result in any long-term impacts on transit: Several 

transit corridors \vith Metro bus service could be impacted by the project. Metro Bus Operations Control 

Special Events Coordinator should be contacted at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that 

may impact Metro bus lines. Other Municipal Bus Service Operators including LADOT may also be 

impacted and therefore should be included in construction outreach efforts. 

Response to Comment No. 05-3 

Due to the staging during the construction period, the Project Site adjacent on-street parking spaces will 

be affected along Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue. There is only one Metro 

bus that runs adjacent to the Project Site. Metro Bus 222 travels past the Project Site on Yucca Street and 

Argyle Avenue and could be affected by the construction activities. Metro Bus Operations Control 

Special Events Coordinator will be contacted to ensure the appropriate coordination. The following 

additional mitigation measure has been added in response to Metro's request to Section IV.K. l, 

Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. See Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 

this Final EIR: 

Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
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LETTER NO. 06 - NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 

Dave Singleton 

Program Analyst 

Native American Heritage Commission 

912 Capitol Mall, Room 364, Sacramento, CA 95814 

October 29, 2012 

Comment No. 06-1 

The NAHC is the State of California 'Trustee Agency' for the protection and preservation of Native 

American cultural resources pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affinned by the 
Third Appellate Court in the case of EPIC v. Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App. 3rd 604). 

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American historic properties or resources 

of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes and interested Native American 

individuals as 'consulting parties' under both state and federal law. State law also addresses the freedom 

of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code §5097.9. This project is also subject 

to California Government Code Section 65352.3. 

The California. Environmental Quality Act (CEQA - CA Public Resources Code 21000-21177, 

amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' 

requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a 

significant impact on the environment as 'a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of 

physical conditions within an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or 

aesthetic significance." In order to comply \vith this provision, the lead agency is required to assess 

whether the project \vill have an adverse impact on these resources within the 'area of potential effect 

(APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC advises the Lead Agency to request a Sacred Lands 

File search of the NAHC if one has not been done for the 'area of potential effect' or APE previously. 

The NAHC "Sacred Sites,' as defined by the Native American Heritage 'Commission and the California 

Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097.94(a) and 5097.96. Items in the NAHC Sacred 

Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public Records Act pursuant to California 

Government Code §6254 (r). 

Response to Comment No. 06-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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Comment No. 06-2 

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid unanticipated 

discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is undenvay. Culturally affiliated tribes and 

individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of the historic properties in the 

project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you make contact with the list of Native American 

Contacts on the attached list of Native American contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact 

Native American cultural resources and to obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. 

Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests cooperation from other public 

agencies in order that the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project information. 

Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice as defined by 

California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code §5097.95, the NAHC 

requests that pertinent project information be provided consulting tribal parties, including archaeological 

studies. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to pursuing a 

project that would damage or destroy Native American cultural resources and California Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.2 (Archaeological Resources) that requires documentation, data recovery of cultural 

resources, constmction to avoid sites and the possible use of covenant easements to protect sites. 

Response to Comment No. 06-2 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR but rather 

suggests that the Applicant contact a list of Native American Tribes attached to the comment. These 

comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is 

required. 

It should be noted that the Applicant contacted the South Central Coastal Information Center and received 

a response from them on August 19, 2008, indicating that no archaeological resources were known to 

exist beneath the Project Site. Nevertheless, to ensure that potential impacts were reduced to less than 

significant levels, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure C-6, C-7, and C-8 to mitigate potential 

impacts that could occur during excavation activities. 

Comment No. 06-3 

Furthennore, the NAHC if the proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the statutes and regulations of 

the National Environmental Policy Act (e.g. NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-43351). Consultation with tribes and 

interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC list, should be conducted in compliance with 

the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 

CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et 

seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001- 3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards 

for the Treatment of Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource 

types included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also, federal 

Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment), 13175 (coordination & consultation) 
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and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards include recommendations for all 'lead agencies' to consider the 

historic context of proposed projects and to "research" the cultural landscape that might include the 'area 

of potential effect.' 

Confidentiality of "historic properties of religious and cultural significance" should also be considered as 

protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected under Section 304 of he 

NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for listing on the National Register of 

Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 

U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural 

significance identified in or near the APEs and possibility threatened by proposed project activity. 

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code §27491 and Health 

& Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for inadvertent discovery of human remains 

mandate the processes to be followed in the event of a discovery of human remains in a project location 

other than a 'dedicated cemetery'. 

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing relationship between 

Native American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their contractors, in the opinion of the 

NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built around regular meetings and informal 

involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative consultation tribal input on specific projects. 

Response to Comment No. 06-3 

The commenter first recites provisions of NEPA, which are not relevant to the Project. The commenter 

states to contact NAHC if the Project comes under the jurisdiction of NEPA and recites provisions of 

NEPA. However, the Project does not come under the jurisdiction of NEPA. Therefore, the provisions of 

NEPA are not relevant to the Project. Next, the commenter asks that the Applicant discuss conformance 

with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for historic resources within the context of Native American 

resources. As discussed in Response to Comment No. 06-2 (Native American Heritage Commission) 

above, there are no known Native American or other archeological resources in the soils underneath the 

Project Site. 

Regarding the Secretary of the Interior's Standards generally, the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources 

Report analyzed the Project's potential impacts on historic structures according to the applicable 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The Historic Resources 

Report prepared by HRG analyzes the Secretary of the Interior's rehabilitation standards because those 

standards provide a more conservative impact analysis and account for the fact that the Capitol Records 

Building and Gogerty Building will likely require some form of protection during construction activities 

and ongoing maintenance over the term of the Development Agreement. 
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With regard to the commenter's statement about the discovery of human remains, the Draft EIR provides 

Mitigation Measure C-8, which states the following: 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the specific 

construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of 

L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. ff the remains 

are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be 

adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

The last portion of the comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, 

but rather suggests that the Lead Agency and project proponents have an ongoing relationship with the 

Native American Heritage Commission. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for 

their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 06-4 

Finally, when Native American cultural sites and/or Native American burial sites are prevalent within the 

project site, the NAHC recommends 'avoidance' of the site as referenced by CEQA Guidelines Section 

15370(a). 

Response to Comment No. 06-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 06-2 (Native American Heritage Commission), above, for more 

information. 
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LETTER NO. 07 - SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Ian MacMillan 

Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review 

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 07-1 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to comment 

on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are intended to provide guidance to the lead 

agency and should be incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) as 

appropriate. Based on a review of the Draft EIR the AQMD staff recognizes the potential regional air 

quality benefits from projects that facilitate mixed land uses in close proximity to mass transit. However, 

given the significant health risk impacts from placing the proposed project's sensitive land uses (e.g., 

residential uses) within close proximity to the 101 Freeway (a significant source of Toxic Air 

Contaminants, TACs) it is crucial that the lead agency implement all feasible measures to reduce this 

impact. Further, AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency consider additional mitigation measures 

to minimize the project's significant regional construction and operations-related air quality impacts 

pursuant to Section 15126.4 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Lastly, the 

lead agency should consider updating the health risk assessment (HRA) based on more recent emission 

factors and traffic data. Details regarding these comments are attached to this letter. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with written responses 

to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final EIR. Further, staff is available to work 

with the lead agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact Dan 

Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any questions regarding the 

enclosed comments. 

Response to Comment No. 07-1 

This comment identifies the SCAQMD as a responsible commenting agency pursuant to CEQA and 

summarizes the concerns and comments presented in further detail in Comment Nos. 07-2 through 07-4, 

below. In response to the SCAQMD's request to be provided with written responses to their comments, 

and in accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Department of City Planning will 

provide a written response to the SCAQMD's comments at least 10 days prior to certifying an 

environmental impact report. The published Final EIR will include detailed written responses to all of the 

comments submitted during the Draft EIR comment period and will be published on the Department of 

City Planning's website in the same manner the Draft EIR was made available. An electronic copy of the 
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Final EIR on CD will also be mailed to all commenting governmental agencies. See Responses to 

Comment Nos. 07-2 to 07-5 (SCAQMD) for further detail. 

Comment No. 07-2 

Health Risk Mitigation 

1. The Draft EIR concludes the residents living on the project site will be exposed to significant levels 

of air pollution from the nearby freeway. The lead agency also concludes that the one proposed 

mitigation measure (enhanced filtration in building's ventilation system) will not reduce this impact to 

a less than significant level. The HRA contained in the Draft EIR appropriately contains additional 

measures that seem to be feasible to reduce potential exposures. Specifically, the Final EIR should 

consider: 

a. Placing air intakes as far from the freeway as possible (for example, on the roof), 

b. Limiting the use of operable windows and/or balconies on portions of the site closest to the 

freeway, 

Also, the Final EIR should consider two additional measures: 

c. Provide a means to ensure that high efficiency filters will continue to be maintained and replaced 

for the life of the project (e.g., through a provision in covenants, conditions, and restrictions 

CC&Rs), and 

d. Consider maintaining positive pressure within the building's filtered ventilation system in living 

spaces to reduce infiltration of unfiltered outdoor air. 

Response to Comment No. 07-2 

This comment reiterates the findings of the Health Risk Assessment presented in the Draft EIR and 

requests that the lead agency consider implementing additional mitigation measures to further reduce 

potential exposures to unhealthy ambient air concentrations. 

It should be noted that CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze or mitigate the impacts of the 

environment on a project. In this case, the air quality at the nearby 101 Freeway is part of an existing 

environmental condition. Although the Project brings people into this existing environmental condition, 

the existing air quality in the Project vicinity due to the 101 Freeway is not an impact of the Project on the 

environment. Instead, it is an impact of the environment on the Project. There are many other laws that 

regulate clean air, but the limited purpose of CEQA is to evaluate and mitigate impacts of a project on the 

environment. Accordingly, the City imposes the mitigation measures on the Applicant not because they 

are required in order to make the EIR compliant with CEQA, but out of an abundance of caution pursuant 

to the City's police powers to regulate land use. As numerous courts have affirmed, the purpose of 
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CEQA is "not to protect proposed projects from the existing environment" (Baird v. County of Contra 

Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464; Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5.) "[C]ourts 

have recognized that CEQA is not a weapon to be deployed against all possible development ills." (South 

Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 1614.) It has 

a limited role. "The Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the environment." (Id. at 

1617-1618.) "We agree with [SOCWA v. County of Orange], that the Guidelines [15126.2]. .. is not an 

example of an environmental effect caused by development, but instead is an example of an effect on the 

project caused by the environment. Contrary to Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (a), \Ve hold that 

an EIR need not identify or analyze such effects .... Although the Guidelines ordinarily are entitled to great 

weight, a Guidelines provision that is unauthorized under CEQA is invalid." (Ballona Wetlands Land 

Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 474.)] Based on this case law, it is clear that 

CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to adopt additional measures, as recommended in the comment 

letter, to mitigate the existing air quality environment around the Project Site. 

Nonetheless, in a good-faith response to this comment, the following additional mitigation measures have 

been added to Section IV.B.l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. See Section IV, Corrections and Additions 

to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-6 

Mitigation Measure B.1-7 

Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HV AC) air intakes shall be 

located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 

that are distant from the l 01 Free\vay to the extent that such placement is 

compatible with final site design. 

For portions of new stmctures that contain sensitive receptors and are 

located within 500-feet of the 101 Free\vay, the project design shall limit 

the use of operable \vindmvs and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

With respect to the SCAQMD's recommendations under items c and d, it should be noted that the Draft 

EIR already requires, in Mitigation Measure B.1-4, the Project to install residential air filtration systems 

meeting ASHRAE 52.2 minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Building and Safety. To further enhance this measure based on SCA Q MD' s request, the 

following underlined language will be added to the mitigation measure. See Section IV, Corrections and 

Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems \vith filters 

meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 minimum efficiency reporting 

value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 

and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site will incorporate this measure and ensure that high efficiency filters 

shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 
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Comment No. 07-3 

2. Given that the lead agency determined that the proposed project will exceed the CEQA regional 

operational significance thresholds for NOx and VOCs the AQMD staff recommends that the lead 

agency provide the following additional mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.4. 

Transportation 

a. Require electric car charging stations (not just wiring infrastructure) for both non-residential and 

residential uses at the project site. 

Energy 

b. Require the project site to include a solar photovoltaic or an alternate system with means of 

generation renewable electricity. 

c. Provide outlets for electric and propane barbecues in residential areas. 

d. Require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers. 

e. Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters. 

f. Require use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products. 

Response to Comment No. 07-3 

This comment correctly summarizes the Draft EIR's findings with respect to the Project exceeding the 

CEQA regional operational significance thresholds for NOx, VOCs and presents additional 

recommendations to further reduce the Project's operational air impacts. The Project will be subject to 

the City's Green Building Code, which is one of the most stringent building codes in the nation with 

respect to energy efficiency standards. Compliance with these building standards substantially reduce the 

Project's impact on air quality. 

With respect to the AQMD's recommendation to require electric car charging stations (not just wiring 

infrastructure) for both non-residential and residential uses at the Project Site, the Project will be 

compliant \vith this measure. Consistent with the LA Green Building Code, the Project shall provide: "a 

minimum number of 208/240 V 40 amp, grounded AC outlet(s), tliat is equal to 5 percent of the total 

number of parking spaces, rounded up to the next whole number. The outlet(s) shall be located in the 

parking area." Thus, compliance with the LA Green Building Code will ensure that electric car charging 

stations will be provided on-site. 
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With respect to the AQMD's recommendation to require the Project Site to include a solar photovoltaic or 

an alternate system with means of generating renewable electricity, the Project will be in full compliance 

with the requirements of the LA Green Building Code's stipulation for pre-wiring for future electrical 

solar systems. CEQA requires the City to implement the AQMD's recommended measure unless there 

are legal, technological, social, economic, or other considerations that make it infeasible or the measure 

cannot be implemented within a reasonable period of time. In this case, a consideration that makes a 

commitment to installing solar panels infeasible is the lack of specific project building design, w-hich 

would be required to determine whether or not a roof top photovoltaic system is technically feasible 

because the pitch of the roof and shading from other stmctures on the rooftop that would be known from a 

specific project building design are among the factors that affect technical feasibility. The City cannot 

forecast the future design of the building to a level of certainty that would allow the City to require solar 

panels as a feasible mitigation measure. It is too speculative. This consideration alone is sufficient to 

reject the recommended mitigation measure. However, separate and independent from this consideration 

is the social infeasibility of the recommendation. The social policies that balance all the competing 

interests of conservation, energy efficiency, economic grmvth, employment, and job creation were all 

debated and balanced at the time the City adopted its Green Building Code. The Green Building Code 

reflects the City's determination as to what is socially feasible with regards to photovoltaic systems on 

buildings and the Green Building Code stopped short of requiring installation of photovoltaic systems. 

Instead, what is socially feasible is to pre-wire the buildings for potential future electrical solar systems. 

With respect to the AQMD's request to provide outlets for electric and propane barbecues in residential 

areas, this measure will be incorporated into the Final EIR and MMRP as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-8: The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 

common areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are 

permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions 

and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

With respect to the AQMD's request to require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, require 

electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and require the use of water-based or low 

VOC cleaning products, this measure will be incorporated into the Final EIR and MMRP as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.l-9: 

Comment No. 07-4 

The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 

alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or 

low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

Constmction Equipment Mitigation Measures 

3. The lead agency determined that the proposed project will exceed the CEQA constmction 

significance threshold regionally for NOx and VOCs and locally for PM2.5 and NOX; therefore, 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page 111.B-24 

RL0030469 



EM27310 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency provide the following additional mitigation measures 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. 

• Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil 

import/export) and if the lead agency determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel trucks 

cannot be obtained the lead agency shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx 

emissions requirements. 

Response to Comment No. 07-4 

In response to this comment, the following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section 

IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. See Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this 

Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-3 

Comment No. 07-5 

Health Risk Assessment 

Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities 

shall use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles 

that meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection 

Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a minimum, 

truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 

model year NOx emissions requirements. 

4. The proposed project will allow new high density residential units to be placed in close proximity to 

the 101 Freeway that currently carries over 200,000 vehicles per day. As a result, the project's 

sensitive land uses will be exposed to a significant source of TACs. In determining the potential 

health risks, the lead agency should use the most comprehensive and recent air quality data available. 

Therefore, the AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency consider revising its health risk 

assessment using the latest emissions factors from EMFAC201 l as opposed to the outdated CT

EMFAC2007, and using the Caltrans Performance Measurement System (PeMS)1 to analyze the 

duration, volume, and speed of peak traffic activity on the 101 Freeway. 

Response to Comment No. 07-5 

The SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency update the HRA using the most comprehensive and 

current air quality data available. The Project HRA was based on the most current data available at the 

time the Project NOP was published. Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR 

must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they 

exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 

1 http://pems.dot.ca.gov/ 
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time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This 

environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency 

determines whether an impact is significant. 

The SCAQMD provided a NOP comment letter on the Project dated May 6, 201 l. In that letter, the 

SCAQMD did not request that any HRA's prepared for the Project should utilize a specific EMFAC 

version or specific traffic data. It should be noted that EMFAC 2011 was not available at the time the 

NOP was published. The NOP comment letter did suggest that any HRA 's should be consistent with the 

Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling 

Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis. This guidance document was consulted prior to the 

preparation of the Project HRA and the Project HRA is consistent with the relevant guidance information 

from this document. Parker Environmental Consultants staff also consulted directly with SCAQMD2 and 

Caltrans3 staff with respect to general HRA assumptions and methodology and traffic data for use in the 

preparation of the Project HRA. Thus, consistent with the requirements and spirit of CEQA, the Project 

HRA used the best information available at the time the NOP was published to evaluate the Project's 

potential impacts through a good-faith and reasoned analysis. 

Furthermore, although EMFAC201 l is now currently available, the use of EMFAC2007 for the Project 

HRA is consistent \vith the EMF AC2007 data that is built-in to CalEEMod, w-hich is the model 

SCAQMD supports for a development project's generation of air quality emissions. Thus, the Project 

Draft EIR utilized EMFAC2007 via CalEEMod to estimate the Project's generation of air quality 

emissions, and similarly, the Project HRA utilized EMFAC2007 to evaluate impacts associated with the 

placement of sensitive receptors in close proximity to the 101 Freeway. Thus, the Draft EIR is internally 

consistent with its air quality modeling for all impact issues areas. Also, it should be noted that if the 

Project HRA were to be revised using EMF AC2011, the impacts would likely be reduced compared to the 

impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR. EMFAC2011 includes the latest data on California's car and truck 

fleets and travel activity. EMFAC2011 also reflects the emissions benefits of ARB's recent rulemakings 

including on-road diesel fleet rules, Pavley Clean Car Standards, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.4 As 

these updates would effectively lower several emission factors, it is logical to infer that total emissions 

estimated for the 10 l Freeway would decrease and associated exposure impacts disclosed in the Draft 

EIR would also likely decrease. As such, the Project HRA contained in the Draft EIR represents a 

reasonable and worst-case impact analysis and no further analysis is warranted. 

2 A1ultiple telephone and email correspondence with Jan lvfaclvfillan, SCAQMD Program Supervisor, CEQA 
Intergovernmental Review, August 2011. 

3 Email correspondence with Steven 1\/f. Malkson, Lead Transportation Engineer, Ca/trans District 7 Traffic 
lvlonitoring, November 8, 2011. 

4 f}'vfF:4C201 l Technical Documentation page 13, California EPA, Air Resources Board, September 19, 2011. 
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Finally, as noted above, the air quality at the l 0 l Freeway is part of an existing environmental condition. 

CEQA does not require the Draft ErR to analyze the impact of the environment on the Project. The case 

law cited above supports this position. The Draft EIR included the Project HRA to present a conservative 

analysis and in the spirit offull disclosure. Further analysis or HRA modeling is not required in the Final 

EIR. 
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LETTER NO. 08 - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

Jonathan Nadler 

Manager, Compliance and Performance Assessment 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 08-1 

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for review and comment. SCAG is the 

authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) of programs proposed for federal 

financial assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372. 

Additionally, SCAG reviews the Environmental Impact Reports of projects of regional significance for 

consistency with regional plans pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA 

Guidelines. 

Response to Comment No. 08-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 08-2 

Based on SCAG staffs review, the proposed project supports the goals of SCAG's 2012-2035 Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (ATP/SCS) by focusing growth near transit areas 

and increasing the variety of available transportation and housing choices in the Hollywood neighborhood 

in Los Angeles California. SCAG staff comments are detailed in the attachment to this letter. 

When available, please send a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Report to the attention of Pamela 

Lee at SCAG, 818 West ]1h Street, 12th floor, Los Angeles, California, 90017 or by email to 

leep@scag.ca.gov. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact Pamela 

Lee at (213) 236-1895 orleep@scag.ca.gov. Thank you. 

Response to Comment No. 08-2 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. However, the comment does state that the 

Project supports the goals of SCAG's 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
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Strategy (RTP/SCS). As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-3 

Summary 

SCAG is the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency under state law responsible for 

preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including its Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(SCS) component pursuant to SB 375. As the clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per 

Executive Order 12372, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with 

regional plans. Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project 

sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainment of the regional goals and policies in the adopted 

2012-2035 RTP/SCS. 

Based on SCAG staff review, the proposed project supports the applicable goals of the 2012-2035 

RTP/SCS, and the analysis in the DEIR is properly based on the growth forecasts adopted as part of the 

2012-2035 RTP/SCS. 

Response to Comment No. 08-3 

The comment describes SCAG's role and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. However, the comment 

does state that the Project supports the goals of SCAG's 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the analysis in the Draft EIR is properly based on 

the growth forecasts adopted as part of that plan. As such, the comment is acknmvledged for the record 

and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review· and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-4 

2012-2035 RTP/SCS GOALS 

The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS links the goal of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic 

development, enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, promoting transportation

friendly development patterns, and encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio

economic, geographic and commercial limitations (see http://rtpscs.scag .ca.gov). The goals included in 

the 2012 RTP/SCS, listed below, may be pertinent to the proposed project. 
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2012-2035 RTP/SCS GOALS 

RTP/SCS G1: Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and 
competitiveness 

RTP/SCS G2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region 

RTP/SCS G3: Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in Ille region 

RTP/SCS G4: Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system 

RTP/SCS G5: Maximize l/1e productivity of our transportation sys/em 

RTP/SCS G6: Prolect the environment and health for our residents by improving air quality and encouraging active 
transportation (non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking) 

RTP/SCS G7: Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible 

RTP/SCS GS: Encourage land use and growth pattems that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation 

RTP/SCS G9: Maximize the security of /he regional transportation system through improved system monitoring, rapid 
recoverv olannina, and coordination with other security aaencies 

Response to Comment No. 08-4 

The comment discusses the overall goal of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and lists goals that may be pertinent 

to the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-5 

SCAG Staff Comments 

The proposed project would promote economic growth throughout the Hollywood neighborhood through 

the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting businesses, residents, and tourists that 

generate new revenue sources forthe City of Los Angeles (DEIR page 1/-47; RTP/SCS Goal Gl). 

Response to Comment No. 08-5 

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy, overall 

economic development, and consistency with RTP/SCS Goal 1. As such, the comment is acknowledged 

for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-6 

The project will encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized 

transportation. The project is located adjacent to a Metro Red Line Station near the Hollywood 

Boulevard and Vine Street intersection and includes pedestrian oriented, mixed-use community design 

features, The Los Angeles City Bicycle Plan designates several streets within the project site as bicycle 

lanes (DEIR page 1/1-36; RTP/SCS Goals G2, G5, G6, and G8). 
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Response to Comment No. 08-6 

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to a growth strategy that 

facilitates transit and non-motorized transportation and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G2, G5, G6, and 

G8. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 

bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-7 

Through the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM) mitigation 

measure, the proposed project is expected to achieve a 15 percent reduction in project-generated vehicle 

trips and reduce associated traffic congestion and emissions (DEIR page lV.B.l-41; RTPISCS Goals G2 

and G6). 

Response to Comment No. 08-7 

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy 

transportation demand management program implementation and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G2 

and G6. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-8 

Through mixed-use, infill development near transit stations and major transit corridors, the proposed 

project encourages mobility and accessibility throughout the project site, encourages land use and grmvth 

patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation and supports regional connectivity. The 

proposed additional residential density and commercial uses would be located in an area currently served 

by public transit, including the Metro Rail Red Line, and would be located near existing transportation 

corridors, including Hollywood Boulevard (DEIR page IV.G-28; RTP/SCS Goals G2, G3, G5, G6, and 

G8). 

Response to Comment No. 08-8 

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy, infill 

development near transit stations, and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G2, G3, G5, G6, and G8. As 

such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-9 

Active transportation will be encouraged throughout the proposed project's design. Pedestrian linkages, 

walk\vays, and bike locks will be provided as a part of the project to help provide a variety of travel 

choices (OEIR page IV.G-31; RTP/SCS Goals G2, G5, G6, and G8). 
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Response to Comment No. 08-9 

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy active 

transportation and design and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G2, G5, G6, and G8. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-10 

The project supports the preservation and productivity of our sustainable regional transportation system. 

The project accommodates growth and is located near mass transit, thereby reducing air quality impacts, 

greenhouse gas emissions and traffic congestion (DEIR page IV.G-44; RTP/SCS Goals G4, G5, and G6). 

Response to Comment No. 08-10 

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy, 

productivity of a regional transportation system, and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G4, G5, and G6. 

As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 

bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-11 

2012-2035 RTP/SCS REGIONAL GROWTH FORECASTS 

The Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project should reflect the most recently adopted SCAG 

forecasts, which are the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS population, household and employment forecasts (adopted 

by the SCAG regional Council in April 2012). The forecasts for the region and jurisdiction are presented 

below. 

I 
Adopted SCAG Region Wide Forecasts Adopted Ci tv of Los Angeles Forecasts 

Year2020 Year2035 Year2020 Year2035 
Population 19 663 000 22 091 000 Population 3 991 700 4 320 600 
Households 6,458 ,000 7,325,000 Households 1,455,700 1,626,600 

. Emolovment 8,414,000 9,441,000 Emolovmenl 1,817,700 1,906,800 

SCAG Staff Comments 

Pages IV.1-4 and lV.1-8 indicate that the Draft EIR population, household and employment analyses 

were based on the adopted SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/ISCS Regional Growth Forecasts. 
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Response to Comment No. 08-11 

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth forecasts. As such, 

the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 08-12 

MITIGATION 

SCAG Staff Comments 

SCAG staff recommends review of the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Final Program EIR List of Mitigation 

Measures Appendix for additional guidance, as appropriate. The SCAG List of Mitigation Measures may 

be found here: http://scag.ca.govligrlpdflSCAG CGRMMRP 2012.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 08-12 

The comment recommends a review of a list of mitigation measures for additional guidance but does not 

state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing 

the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 09 - AMDA 

Victor S. De la Cruz 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

for AMDA College and Conservatory of the Perfonning Arts 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 09-1 

This finn represents AMOA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMOA"). On behalf of 

AMOA, thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project"). The proposed Project would be 

constructed directly adjacent to AMDA's' approximately 2-acre campus in Hollywood. In particular, 

AMDA's building at 1777 Vine Street ("AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building"), a five-story facility 

housing the majority of AMDA's classrooms, acting rehearsal rooms, dance studios, and private voice 

rooms, shares a property line with the Project where one of the two proposed 585-foot high towers could 

be built without even the most minor of setbacks. Thus, the impacts of the proposed Project's 

construction alone could be catastrophic to AMOA if not properly mitigated in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

As one of the key players in Hollywood's revitalization, first purchasing and painstakingly restoring 6305 

Yucca Street, an eight-story Art Deco building (the "Vine Tower") that serves as the administrative and 

student hub of AMOA' s campus, and then building a formidable presence on the block bounded by 

Yucca Street, Vine Street, Ivar Avenue, and U.S.101 (the "Hollywood Freeway"), much of which is now 

used for student residences, AMOA is not opposed to the continued development and revitalization of the 

neighborhood it is so proud to call home. AMOA welcomes responsible development and looks forward 

to \vorking with community stakeholders on the continued improvement of Hollywood. 

Response to Comment No. 09-1 

The comment is an introduction stating that the letter is being written on behalf of AMOA College and 

Conservatory of the Performing Arts. The comment does not challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 

but is noted for the record. The letter then details what AMOA is and what it does. It should be noted 

that AMOA was aware of the Project and potential for development on the Project Site before AMOA 

purchased the 1777 Vine Street building. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review· and consideration. 

Comment No. 09-2 

However, a massive one million-plus square foot project needs to be appropriately analyzed and mitigated 

under CEQA, something which this DEIR fails to do. As a threshold matter, although the DEIR 
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acknowledges that schools are sensitive receptors, it does not identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor. 

This is unacceptable; all of the Project's potentially significant impacts to AMDA must be disclosed, 

analyzed, and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 09-2 

This comment contends that AMDA should have been identified as a n01se and vibration sensitive 

receptor in the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-11 (AMDA) for a detailed response 

to this issue. To summarize, AMDA operations currently occur in commercial office buildings that are 

not designed to accommodate nor shield noise and vibration sensitive operations. Furthermore, the 

AMDA facility is located in a heavily urbanized submarket that has an inherent expectation for 

redevelopment, infill development, and general development construction activities. While the Draft EIR 

did not identify AMDA as a noise and vibration sensitive receptor, this designation would not change the 

impact determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the Draft EIR 

provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration increases occurring within an 

approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site. 

Comment No. 09-3 

Likewise, CEQA requires an accurate, stable, and finite project description, yet the DECR's equivalency 

program would allow virtually any type of development to be built, irrespective of what the DEIR 

renderings and vague development regulations (the "Development Regulations") might indicate. Greater 

specificity about the project is necessary for the public to meaningfully participate in the approval process 

for the Project. 

In short, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA's minimum legal requirements in several respects and must 

be revised and re-circulated. 

Response to Comment No. 09-3 

The Project Description is designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that 

comprehends all of the impacts of a range of Project build-out combinations. As such, the Project 

Description is stable and presents the information required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for 

environmental review-. 

The Project Description, provided m Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, contains the 

required contents set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, which was cited by the Commenter. 

Specifically, Section 15124(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "The precise location and boundaries of 

the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the project 

shall also appear on a regional map." Consistent with these requirements, Figure H-1 on page H-3 of 

Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR depicts the regional vicinity of the Project Site, Figure Il-

5 on page II-17 and Figure H-6 on page II-19 provide Photo Location Maps of the Project Site, Figure 
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II-7 on page II-25 provides a site plan of the Project Site, and Figure H-2 on page II-2 provides an aerial 

view of the Project Site and its environs. 

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, '·A statement of objectives sought by the proposed 

project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of 

alternatives to evaluate in the ECR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of 

overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose 

of the project." Pages II-44 through II-48 of Subsection D, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft 

EIR discusses the Project Objectives. In addition, as stated on page II-44, "The underlying purpose of the 

Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modem mixed-use 

development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for 

creative development consistent with the priorities of the City's urban land use policies for Hollywood 

and those expressed by various stakeholders." 

Section 15124(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A general description of the project's technical, 

economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and 

supporting public service facilities." Pages II-15 through II-44 of Section II, Project Description, provides 

a discussion of the project's characteristics. 

Section 15124(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, '"A statement briefly describing the intended uses of 

the EIR". Pages II-49 through II-50 of Subsection E, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR 

provides a discussion of the "Intended Uses of the EIR." 

Based on the above, the Project Description in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and 

accurately describes the Proposed Project in an appropriate level of detail for evaluation and review of 

environmental impacts. 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary, 

CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply extensive 

detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry Creek 

Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th 20, 27 - 28 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies 

CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not 

required). Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from 

the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single 

project. 

With regards to the adequacy of the Project Description, please refer to Response to Comments Nos. 81-2 

and 81-3 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-4 

I. AMDA AND ITS HOLLYWOOD CAMPUS 
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AMDA is one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, with its two 

campuses in New York City and Los Angeles recognized internationally for launching some of the most 

successful careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited by the National Association of Schools 

of Theater ("NAST")5
, AMDA's Los Angeles campus enrolls approximately 700 students from 

throughout the world and offers both a 4-year bachelor of fine arts and various 2-year certificate 

programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus has been a thriving community of young artists 

engaged daily in everything from general education courses typical of more traditional4-year colleges, to 

musical theater, dance studios, and voice recitals. 

AMDA's campus is comprised of several buildings in the immediate vicinity of the Project. The Vine 

Tower, AMDA's main building, is kitty-comer from the Project and houses administrative offices, 

classrooms, studio spaces, a costume shop, a stage combat annory, a computer lab, the AMDA Cafe, the 

campus store and a black box theatre. AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building across the street from the Vine 

Tower, and sharing a property line \vith the Project site, is a five-story facility with 23 classrooms, 11 

private voice studios, acting rehearsal rooms, a student lounge, the film production office, the scene shop, 

and other ancillary AMDA uses. An outdoor performance space, a campus piazza, a perfonning arts 

library, and film, television and editing facilities are also located on campus. 

Finally, six residential buildings, primarily on the same block as the Vine Tower, have been purchased, or 

are otherwise controlled by AMDA, for student housing (The Franklin Building, the Yucca Street 

Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the 

"Bungalows"). 

Simply stated, AMDA's investment in, and commitment to the Hollywood community is sustained and 

substantial. 

Response to Comment No. 09-4 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR but rather 

discloses information about what AMDA is and what they do. These comments will be forwarded the 

decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 09-5 

H. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT DRAFT ENVCRONMNTAL CMPACT 

REPORT 

NAST has been designated by the United States Department of Education as the agency responsible for the 
accreditation throughout the United States offreestanding institutions and units offering theatre and theatre-related. 
programs (both degree-and non-degree-granting). NAST cooperates with the six regional associations in the process 
of accreditation and, in the field of teacher education, with the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education. NAST consults with the American Alliance fiJr Theatre and Education, the Association for Theatre in 
Higher Education, and similar organizations in the development of NAST standards and guidelines for accreditation. 
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The DEIR has several flaws and must be revised and re-circulated to comply with CEQ A. Set forth 

below are our specific comments on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-5 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather states 

that the entire DEIR is flmved and must be revised. This is more of an introductory statement to the 

comments to follow-. TI1ese comments \vill be forwarded the decision makers for their consideration and 

no further response is required. 

Comment No. 09-6 

A. The DEIR's Equivalency Program is Much Too Broad To Apprise the Public of the Projecf s 

Impacts 

As a threshold matter, the DEIR is more a program-level EIR than a project-level EIR. TI1e ultimate 

project that could be built under this DEIR could be almost all apartments, all condominiums, all hotel, all 

health/fitness club, all office, all restaurant, or all retail - so long as the total vehicle trip count falls within 

a cap set forth in the DEIR. As explained in greater detail throughout this comment letter, protection of 

the environment is about more than vehicle trip counts. Although CEQA does not foreclose equivalency 

program analysis, there comes a point when an equivalency program is so over-ambitious that the public 

has no idea what type of uses will ultimately be built, where on the site they will be, what their general 

design \vill be, and what the ultimate environmental impacts will be. 

Response to Comment No. 09-6 

The Draft EIR provides a worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For each category, the 

Draft EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is 

designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts 

of a range of Project build-out combinations. 

For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to cause the greatest 

impact for that category. TI1is "worst - case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, w-hich 

allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all 

of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); 

County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not 

per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may 

describe a project more broadly than the project actually approved). Therefore, the Project Description in 

the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR 

from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. 
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With regards to the commenter's statement that the equivalency program is over-ambitious, please refer 

to Response to Comments 81-2 through 81-4 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-7 

That is the case here. The DEIR'.s attempt to analyze every possible development scenario results in an 

environmental analysis that fails to disclose and analyze the most basic of things -like project driveways 

and ingress and egress from the Project's approximately 4.5 acre site. Will left-tums be allowed out of the 

Project's Vine driveways (assuming there will be Vine driveways)? The answer to that simple question 

can have a dramatic impact on traffic circulation in one of Hollywood's most congested areas, but the 

DECR is silent on these basics. Likewise, the DEIR is completely inconsistent with the project that has 

been applied for, and which could be built under the proposed Development Agreement. For example, 

the Project applications call for approximately seven stories of above-ground parking. (See Exhibit A.) 

The DEIR, however, says there will likely be three. (See Exhibit B.) In other instances, key Project 

components, including a night-club and an outdoor viewing deck with a cafe and alcohol sales; are 

completely missing from the DEIR's environmental analysis. (See Exhibit C.) The DEIR's renderings 

and discussion about the "Development Regulations" might imply good design, but the plans submitted 

with the application would indicate that huge podium parking structures with large, massive, 

undifferentiated walls are back in vogue. (See Exhibit D) Ultimately, because the Project Development 

Agreement and Development Regulations are so vague, nothing in the DEIR \vould prevent the absurd, 

say t\venty stories above-ground parking. 

Response to Comment No. 09-7 

The comment notes that the Development Agreement and Project Description are so vague that almost 

anything could be built at the Project Site. However, the Project Description is designed to allow the 

Draft EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts of a range of Project 

build-out combinations. As such, the Project Description is stable and presents the information required 

by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. The Project Description, provided in 

Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR contains the required contents set forth in Section 15124 

of the CEQA Guidelines. 

The comment expresses concerns that the Project is not consistent \vith its original application to the City. 

There are some inconsistencies with the application submitted in 2008, like the levels of parking, 

however, the Project would have to comply with what was studied in the Draft EIR, not \vhat the 2008 

application describes. The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact analysis for each 

environmental category of impact, which complies with CEQA. Specifically, development proposed 

through the Equivalency Program allows the Project Applicant to construct land uses and structures that 

are consistent with the grmvth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of construction. It does not 

allow the Project Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the Draft EIR. 

Through the analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the 
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Residential Scenario, the Draft ECR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue 

area. 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to identify the locations of driveways and ingress/egress 

points, specifically along Vine Street. The locations of driveways and ingress/egress points, including 

along Vine Street, are identified in the Draft EIR. As described in Section IV.K.1, Transportation -

Traffic, on page IV.K. l-35 of the Draft EIR, under the Project, vehicular access to the West Site would be 

provided via two full-service driveways. One driveway would be located along Ivar Avenue and one 

would be located along Vine Street. Access to the East Site would be through three driveways - one 

driveway each on Vine Street, Yucca Street, and Argyle Avenue. All driveways would be mid-block 

(away from signalized intersections) and would be full service (left-turns are allowed to and from the 

driveways). The driveways would be similar to the existing drive\vays on these street segments, such as 

the existing rental car facility and Capitol Records drive\vays. 

Due to the community's desire to enhance the pedestrian experience by not disrupting the Vine Street 

sidewalk, a No Vine Street Access Scenario was developed and analyzed (see Appendix K of Appendix 

K. l to the Draft EIR). Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, all new access to the Project would be 

provided from Ivar Avenue for the West Site and Argyle Avenue for the East Site. The existing Capitol 

Records Complex driveway along Yucca Street east of Vine Street would be maintained for access to the 

East Site. Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of the 

driveway access and analyzes scenarios with alternative driveway access patterns. The net AM and PM 

peak hour Project traffic volumes for the Project with No Vine Street Access are presented in Figures 

IV.K.1-17 and IV.K.1-18, respectively. The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary for the 

Project under the Existing (2011 ), Future (2020), and Horizon Year (2035) traffic conditions Without and 

With Project for the No Vine Street Access Scenario are presented in Table IV.K.1-22. The Significance 

of Traffic Impacts Comparison of Existing (2011), Future (2020), and Horizon Year (2035) traffic 

conditions with and without access from Vine Street is presented in Table IV.K.1-23, on page IV.K.1-113 

of the Draft EIR. 

The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not analyze certain components, such as alcohol sales; 

however, the Draft EIR states that the Project Applicant is requesting a master conditional use pennit to 

permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite consumption of a full line of alcoholic 

beverages. Further, the Project Description also states that "[flood and beverage uses would be provided 

both on the ground floor and within the hotel, sports club and office and on a possible rooftop observation 

deck. The food and beverage uses would include full-service restaurants and a cafe. The full service 

restaurant \vould also include outdoor dining areas." See Section II, Project Description, page II-30. As 

such, pursuant to the Project Description, the full-service restaurants and cafe, the hotel and the dining 

area of the potential rooftop observation deck could serve alcohol. The Project Applicant is requesting a 

master conditional use permit to permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite consumption 

of a full line of alcoholic beverages. Because none of the specific operators of the alcohol-serving 

establishments can be known until after the Project is built, a master conditional use would require that 

each operator seek and obtain plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator is 
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authorized to serve alcohol within the project. The purpose of the plan approval is to ensure that each 

operator proposes a use that is consistent and compatible with the master conditional use permit. These 

uses are discussed when analyzing the Project and its retail and commercial uses. Please see Response to 

Comment Nos. 81-7 and 81-10 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional infonnation regarding alcohol 

sales. 

Comment No. 09-8 

The case law on equivalency programs is limited, but the general principles behind CEQA are clear. 

First, an accurate, stable, and consistent project description is required for a legally sufficient EIR. 

Inconsistencies in the project description, including "using variable figures" can be fatal. San Joaquin 

Raptor Rescue Center v. County ofMerced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 653 (holding that the failure to 

provide a stable and consistent project description invalidated the EIR); also see City of Santee v. County 

of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal. App. 3d 1438, 1454-55 (concluding that an EIR that did not contain an 

accurate, stable, and finite project description could not "adequately apprise all interested parties of the 

true scope of the project for intelligent weighing of the environmental consequences."). 

Response to Comment No. 09-8 

The comment states that case law on equivalency programs is limited and cites two cases regarding the 

adequacy of project descriptions under CEQA. The comment does not provide any specific information 

with respect to why or how the commenter believes the Draft EIR or the Project Description is 

insufficient in any way. The Project Description is stable and presents the information required by CEQA 

to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. The Project Description complies with the 

requirements set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

An ECR requires an accurate and stable project description as described by the commenter. This does not 

mean, however, that the project description must be rigid or inflexible. See County of Inyo v. City of Los 

Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 199 (1977). The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact 

analysis for each category of impact. For each category, the Draft EIR uses the scenario that would 

produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a 

Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts of the range of Project build-out 

combinations. For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to 

cause the greatest impact for that category. 

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information as to the Project 

Description's adequacy under CEQA. 

Comment No. 09-9 

In short, we have no idea what will be built, except that it will likely be massive. And even if the DEIR 

analyzed ingress and egress for the Concept Plan, for example, that analysis would be meaningless 

because the Applicant has no obligation to build the Concept Plan or a project that looks anything like it. 
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An EIR cannot stultify CEQA's public disclosure requirements. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles 

(1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 198 ("A curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws a red 

herring across the path of public input."); also see Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 

University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 405 ("An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable 

those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues 

raised by the proposed project."). 

Response to Comment No. 09-9 

The comment cites additional case law regarding the adequacy of project descriptions under CEQA and 

asserts that the analyses in the Draft EIR would be meaningless because the Project Applicant has no 

obligation to build the Concept Plan or a project that looks anything like it. As described in Section II, 

Project Description, of the Draft EIR, "[t]hrough the analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional 

scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario, further described below, this Draft EIR 

analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area. The most intense impacts from 

each scenario represent the greatest environmental impacts permitted for any development scenario for 

the Project. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area from 

eitherthe Concept Plan, the Residential Scenario, orthe Commercial Scenario." Page II-21. 

The EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For ea.ch category, 

the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is 

designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts of a 

range of Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the EIR analyzes the 

scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category. 

This '"worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts a.re 

disclosed. Dusekv. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County o.flnyo v. City 

of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary, 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply 

extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry 

Creek Citizens Coalition v. County o.f Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th 20 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies 

CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not 

required). [n Dry Creek Citizens Coalition, the appellants contended that the ECR provided an inadequate 

conceptual description of the stream diversion structures and that actual design of the structures could not 

be deferred until after project approval. Id. at 27. The appellant further claimed that only precise 

engineering designs provide the necessary detail to analyze the environmental consequences of the entire 

project under CEQA. Id. The court rejected those contentions, relying on CEQA Guidelines Section 
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15124 and explained that CEQA requires general descriptions of the technical aspects of a project. Id. at 

36. The conceptual description of the stream diversion structures for the mining project included 

dimensions, heights, the purposes of the structures, and figures relating to the structures. 

Like the conceptual description of the stream diversion structures for the mining project in Dry Creek 

Citizens Coalition, here, the Project Description is legally adequate because it contains sufficient detail to 

enable the public and the decision makers to understand the environmental impacts of the proposed 

project. Id. at 36. A description of the technical and environmental characteristics of the Project are 

described and illustrated in the Project Description, including but not limited to details regarding the 

proposed uses, points of access, floor area averaging, maximum FAR scale and massing, height ranges, 

and Project purposes and objectives. See Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the 

Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. CEQA does 

not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. As such, the analysis 

on impacts in the Draft EIR represents the greatest environmental impacts permitted for any development 

scenario for the Project. 

Comment No. 09-10 

The DEIR fails to provide a meaningful understanding of the Project. By analyzing the Concept Plan, the 

DEIR gives the public the impression that something approaching that plan will be built even though the 

Development Agreement allows different parts of the Project site to be sold to different developers who 

may choose to build something that bears no real resemblance to the Concept Plan. (See Development 

Agreement, Section 6.8.1.)(Exhibit E.) This is all the more shocking given that the Development 

Agreement also provides that no subsequent approvals/environmental review- \vould be required for any 

subsequent build-out of the Project. (See Development Agreement, Section 3.1.5.)(Exhibit F.) Without 

discussing things as simple as ingress and egress (required analysis for much smaller projects), or what 

will ultimately be built, the DEJR's enigmatic project description has the effect of cutting the public out of 

some of the more important questions about the Project. And it certainly cannot provide the City Council 

with enough information to support a Statement of Overriding Considerations. CEQA requires more. 

Response to Comment No. 09-10 

The Project Description provides a meaningful understanding of the Project. As stated on Page I-7 in the 

Introduction/Summary, and thereafter throughout each substantive chapter, the Draft EIR "analyzes the 

greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each issue area. The Project may not exceed 

these maximum impacts for each issue area." The Draft EIR informs the public as to the extent of the 

maximum potential impacts and, where feasible, the mitigation measures used to reduce each of those 

impacts below a level of significance. The Draft ECR thereby complies with the CEQA mandate that 

requires review of "entirety of the project," San .Joaquin Rap tor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 
Cal. App. 4Th 645, 654, 57 Cal. Rptr. 3d 663, 671 (51h Dist. 2007), including all reasonably foreseeable 

uses. Id at 149 Cal. App. 4Th 660, 57 Cal. Rptr. 3d at 676. 
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The Development Agreement does permit, as is typical in such arrangements, for portions of the Project 

Site to be sold to and developed by third parties. Any such transfer cannot, however, affect the 

constraints placed on development of the Project Site by the CEQA approval and the Development 

Agreement itself. The maximum impacts identified in the EIR cannot be exceeded by the Project 

Applicant or a potential third part developer. Government Code Section 65868.5 requires that every 

Development Agreement be recorded after approval, and makes every such agreement "binding upon all 

successors in interest." 

The Development Agreement provisions limiting further discretionary reviews or actions during the 

build-out phase is also a standard provision in development agreements, and reflects the central purpose 

of the Development Agreement Act, which is to provide private sector developers with "assurance .. .that 

upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in accordance with existing 

policies, rnles and regulations, and subject to conditions of approval. Government Code Section 

65864(b). Subsequent discretionary revie\vs may still take place if consistent with the rnles, regulations 

and policies in effect when the project was approved or to process a subsequent application by the 

developer for a new or amended approval. Government Code Section 65866. 

Please refer to Response to Comments 81-2, 81-3, and 81-4 (Reznik, Benjamin #2)) for additional 

infonnation regarding adequacy of the Project Description. 

Comment No. 09-11 

B. The DEIR Excludes Analysis and Mitigation of Clearly Significant and Adverse Noise and 

Vibration Impacts to AMDA and Avoids Meaningful Analysis and Mitigation of Noise and 

Vibration Impacts, Generally. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Disclose and Analyze AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include residences, transient 

lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums. concert halls. amphitheaters, 

playgrounds, and parks. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. U-2.) Although the DECR acknowledges that 

schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are sensitive receptors at page IV.H-15, inexplicably AMDA

which shares a property line with the Project- is excluded from the list of sensitive land uses adjacent to 

the Project site. 6 The DEIR's omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor is a material error in the DEIR 

that has prevented significant impacts from being disclosed and mitigated. 

To be perfectly clear, AMDA is a school and the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within AMDA's 1777 

Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not taking classes such as "Harmony Review Lab," 

6 AA1DA has been a prominent member of the H ol(vwood community since 2003 and various principals of lvfillenniurn 
Hollywood LLC (the "Applicant") have been familiar with AA1DAfor several years, all of which makes the omission 
very confusing to AMDA. A1oreover, since 2010, well before issuance of the DEIR's Notice of Preparation, all of 
AiWDA '.Y 1777 Vine Street Building was being used by the college. 
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"Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing their singing in a private voice 

room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing breathing exercises with a voice tutor. Every 

day, the AMDA campus is a thriving hub of productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early 

morning until about 11 :30 p.m., and in summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple 

productions. How all this could continue to happen with the immediately adjacent construction of over 

one million square feet of towers is something the DEIR cannot ignore. 

Response to Comment No. 09-11 

This comment contends that AMDA should have been identified as a n01se and vibration sensitive 

receptor in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR's determination that the AMDA campus was not a sensitive 

receptor was based on building permit and land use codes reported on the City's Zoning Information and 

Map Access System (ZIMAS) database. Per the ZIMAS database, the property at 6305 W. Yucca Street 

is identified as a "store and office combination." There are no use permits on file indicating that the site 

is utilized as a school or institutional use with 700 students, student housing, amphitheaters, library, 

studio and classroom spaces. 

AMDA applied for a building permit and certificate of occupancy in 2003 for interior renovations to 

change 10,590 square feet of office uses to a dance school including interior and exterior remodeling. 

However, this conditional certificate of occupancy has not been finalized, and as such, did not appear in 

the ZIMAS database. Therefore, AMDA's current use of the property at 6305 Yucca Street (also 

associated with addresses 6309-6317 W. Yucca Street and 1801-1805 N. Vine Street), appears to be a 

non-pennitted use, as there appears to be no use permits on file authorizing the operation of a school. 

AMDA's property at 1777 N. Vine Street is identified in the ZIMAS database as an office building. The 

only use permit on file for this property is a certificate of occupancy issued in 1962 for a six-story Type I 

professional office building and parking garage. There appears to be no existing use permits authorizing 

the use or operation of a school. Furthermore, at the time the NOP was published, this property had 

vacant storefronts on the ground floor and was advertising office spaces for lease. As such, it was 

detennined that this building was operating as an office building with a commercial dance studio and was 

not considered a sensitive land use. 

With respect to CEQA, it should be noted that when detennining whether an environmental impact is 

significant, "the question is whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not 

whether a project will affect particular persons." Mira Mar Mobile Community v Citv of Oceanside (2004) 

119 CA 4th 4 77 492 14 CR3d 308. Here, the Draft EIR has adequately analyzed the noise impacts on the 

surrounding environment even though all of the AMDA facilities were not specifically listed as a 

sensitive uses for the reasons explained above. Regardless of the land use designations at AMDA, the 

Draft EIR provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration increases occurring 

within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site. As shown on page IV.H-15 of the Draft EIR, 

all of AMDA's student housing facilities were in fact identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptor 

No. 1 included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across Yucca. This includes the 
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Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, [var Residence Hall, the Vine 

Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMDA student housing. The 

construction noise impacts were quantified and reported in Table IV.H-9 on page IV.H-25 of the Draft 

EIR. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses 

would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Specifically identifying AMDA's 

classrooms and studio uses as one singular land use that could be impacted would not change the level of 

construction impacts in the Project area. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that 

would ensure noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum 

extent feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the 

Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land 

uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the 

maximum extent feasible. The mitigation strategies recommended in the Draft EIR would serve to reduce 

the Project's construction-related noise impacts for all adjacent and nearby land uses that could be 

impacted, not just the sensitive land uses. Notwithstanding that no additions or corrections to the Draft 

ECR are warranted, the following changes are proposed to mitigation measures H-3 and H-7 and are 

recommended to address AMDA's concern that their use was not identified as a sensitive receptor: 

H-3 Noise and groundbome vibration construction activities whose specific location 

on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 

generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 

feasibly possible from the nearest aoise and vibmtioa sensitive all adjacent land 

uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods 

with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 

minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 

eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 

amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 

receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation 

measures. 

Comment No. 09-12 

2. The DEIR Must Disclose, Analvze and Mitigate Significant Construction Noise Impacts to 

AMDA. 

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of construction and operational 

noise impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce those impacts. It 

is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts to AMDA because the DEIR ignored 
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analysis of AMDA altogether, but there can be no question that the impacts will be extremely significant 

and adverse. Table IV.H-9 of the DEIR, for example, reveals that noise levels at the Pantages and Avalon 

Theaters, both of which are anywhere from two to ten feet from the Project, will skyrocket from 69.8 

dBA Leq to 113.9 dBA Leq As DEIR Table IV.H-1 indicates, a dBA of 113.9 Leq would be louder than a 

jet flying overhead at a height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an 

indoor concert. This is troubling because the DEIR would allow construction next to AMDA at a similar 

distance from the Pantages Theater. There is no way that AMDA could continue operating in such an 

environment \vithout specific mitigation that deals with AMDA as a sensitive receptor. Putting aside the 

fact that no school could teach music in the middle of a rock concert, the Project would be putting AMDA 

students and faculty in an environment that the DEIR states can cause temporary or permanent hearing 

loss. ("Frequent exposure to noise levels greater than 85 dBA over time can cause temporary or 

permanent hearing loss.") (DEIR p. CV.H-3) Mitigation of these impacts on AMDA are of the utmost 

necessity. 

Response to Comment No. 09-12 

The comment asserts that it is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts upon 

AMDA since it was not identified as a sensitive receptor in the Draft EIR, however, the comment 

describes noise levels predicted in the Draft EIR for other adjacent land uses that are substantially similar 

to the characteristics and setback distances of AMDA. The Draft EIR concludes that short-term 

construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses \vould be considered significant and 

unavoidable after mitigation. Further, the Draft ECR did identify AMDA's student housing as sensitive 

land uses and as such, properly disclosed the noise impacts upon AMDA's residential land uses. 

Specifically identifying AMDA's classroom and studio uses as one singular land use that could be 

impacted would not change the level of construction impacts for AMDA or the Project area. 

Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and vibration impacts 

upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, regardless of the land use 

designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the Draft ECR adequately disclosed all potential 

construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and 

comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible. As noted in 

response to comment 09-11, above, Mitigation Measures H-3 and H-7 have been revised to ensure that 

the construction equipment staging and barriers be positioned to protect all adjacent land uses including 

AMDA's building at 1777 Vine Street. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment for a detailed 

discussion regarding noise mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 09-13 

Furthermore, mitigation must address multiple different construction impacts- not just construction 

machinery. For example, the DECR notes that "[t]he Yucca street parking curb lane will be retained for 

construction vehicle waiting and staging for the duration of Project construction during all hours ... " 

(DEIR p. IV.K.2-22.) A revised DEIR should disclose that this truck staging area would literally divide 
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AMDA's main campus area (i.e., the Vine Tower and AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building) and consider 

whether the noise impacts from this staging area can be relocated away from a sensitive receptor. 

Response to Comment No. 09-13 

Mitigation Measures H-3, H-8 and H-10 located on pages IV.H-43 and IV.H-44 of the Draft EIR include 

specific strategies to reduce impacts with respect to general construction activities, truck idling and 

staging, and haul route activities. These mitigation measures would ensure that construction related noise 

and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. As 

noted in Response to Comment 09-1 l, above, Mitigation Measure H-3 has been revised to ensure that the 

noise and vibration generating construction equipment be staged as far away as feasibly possible from all 

adjacent land uses to include AMDA's building at 1777 Vine Street. Also, please see Appendix J, 

Feasibility Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 09-14 

3. The DEIR's Use of the Equivalent Noise Level (L£9.iJor Construction-Related Noise Hides 

the Project's True Noise Impacts. 

The DEIR fails to fully disclose Project impacts by only reporting Leq and not the full range of dBA 

increases that would result from the project. L0 q, or the equivalent energy noise level, "is the average 

acoustic energy content of noise for a stated period of time." (DEIR, p. IV.H-2.) The DEIR is required to 

not only disclose the average dBA over a period of time, but the full range of dBA (i.e., what will be the 

loudest noises that \vill be occurring throughout constmction). Disclosure of the full range of dBA is 

important for many reasons. First, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide provides that a Project will have a 

significant impact if constmction activities lasting more than a day would exceed existing ambient 

exterior noise levels by l 0 dB A or more at a noise-sensitive use, or 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive 

use for constmction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period. (DEIR, p. IV.H-20.) 

The thresholds are not based on Leq- they are based on dBA alone. By only disclosing Leq, the DEIR 

underreports the tme range and magnitude of significant impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 09-14 

The Draft EIR used the proper methodology to analyze potential noise impacts. Consistent \vith Section 

111.0 l (a) of the LAMC pertaining to noise monitoring, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds 

Guide, and the standard methodology used by the City Planning Department for noise impact analyses in 

EIRs, the Project Draft EIR appropriately analyzed constmction related noise impacts based on the Leg 

designation. As illustrated in Tables IV.H-7 and H-8 of the Draft ECR, the constmction noise analysis 

utilized the worst-case noise ranges in terms of Leq, per the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

These worst-case Leq reference noise levels were utilized to model constmction impacts on adjacent uses 

based on the closest possible distance from the adjacent use to the Project Site's property lines. Thus, as 

constmction equipment would infrequently operate on the Project Site property line, the estimated 
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construction noise levels disclosed in Table CV.H-9 of the Draft ECR are very conservative, and in some 

cases, likely overstate the actual peak noise level increases at the identified locations. 

Comment No. 09-15 

Second, the aforementioned distinction between Leq and dBA is about more than teclmical legal 

compliance \vith the CEQA threshold; the loudest noises that may occur at any given time matter. 

Particularly loud construction episodes, for example, would undoubtedly interrupt courses, recitals, and 

other AMDA activities to a greater extent than the already high average noise levels. All feasible 

mitigation must be imposed for these high noise incidents. 

Response to Comment No. 09-15 

As illustrated in Tables IV.H-7 and H-8 of the Draft EIR, the construction noise analysis utilized the 

worst-case noise ranges in terms of Leq, per the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. These 

worst-case Leq reference noise levels were utilized to model construction impacts on adjacent uses based 

on the closest possible distance from the adjacent use to the Project Site's property lines. Thus, as 

construction equipment would infrequently, if ever, operate on the Project Site property line, the 

estimated construction noise levels disclosed in Table IV.H-9 of the Draft EIR are very conservative, and 

in some cases, likely overstate the actual peak noise level increases at the identified locations. As such, 

the Draft ECR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent 

land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

Comment No. 09-16 

Finally, the Leq reported in the DEIR could be masking the true noise impacts of the Project because the 

DEIR fails to disclose the period of time over which construction noise is being averaged (e.g., the Leq 

period may be including nighttime noise \vhen no construction is taking place, break times, or other 

similar non-representative time periods). 

Response to Comment No. 09-16 

As discussed in detail in the Draft EIR, the short-term construction noise impacts are based on worst-case 

assumptions to disclose the peak noise level impacts on adjacent land uses. Mitigation Measure H-2 

states that construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday 

through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No construction activities 

shall occur on any Sunday. Thus, the noise estimates provided in tenns of Leq were not discounted for 

non-construction periods or nighttime hours and represent construction noise during regular construction 

hours, and thus, the estimates adequately represent the worst-case construction related noise impacts. 
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Comment No. 09-17 

4. The DEIR's Noise Section is Rendered Meaningless by Failure to Report Post-Mitigation 

Noise impacts and Failure to Definite Mitigation Measures with any Precision or Certainty. 

Despite reporting Project noise impacts that are clearly unacceptable, the DEIR fails to indicate what the 

Project's noise impacts will be after mitigation. This approach is not only contrary to the approach taken 

in the DEIR's Air Quality and Traffic sections, it is contrary to the City's practice for other environmental 

impact reports. (See Exhibit G.) Disclosure of impact levels after mitigation is required, and the 

Applicant must be required to abide by the post-mitigation noise levels that are set forth in the DEIR. 

Indeed, without post-mitigation noise projections, community members and stakeholders affected by the 

Project have no way of knowing with any certainty if the mitigation measures in the DEIR are, in fact, 

effective in reducing noise levels, and if they are, by how much noise levels will be reduced. The DEIR 

must disclose the resulting (i.e., post-mitigation) noise levels at the relevant property lines so that AMDA 

and the public can detennine if the mitigation measures truly reduce noise to the maximum extent 

feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 09-17 

The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to indicate what the Project's noise impacts will be after 

mitigation. However, the Draft EIR does in fact indicate the Project's noise impacts after mitigation after 

each impact discussion. Please see Pages IV.H-2; IV.H-29; IV.H-3 l in the Draft EIR for example. It 

should be noted that Exhibit G referenced in this comment does not provide evidence or citation regarding 

the expected benefit or noise reductions of the referenced mitigation. In addition, it should be noted that 

the Draft EIR was developed according to standard City of Los Angeles protocols and inlcudes applicable 

thresholds of significance and environmental impact conculusions. 

Regarding mitigation, Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-16 of the Draft EIR meet and exceed the City 

of Los Angeles standard noise mitigation measures for development projects in urbanized settings. 

Furthennore, where appropriate, the Draft EIR noted that although these mitigation measures would serve 

to reduce short-term construction noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible, impacts upon adjacent 

uses would remain significant and unavoidable. For other project impacts, where the impacts were 

deemed to be less than significant, it \Vas noted that no mitigation measures were required (e.g., Page 

IV.H-37; IV.H-39). The main difference between Exhibit G and the Draft EIR is in the style in which the 

infonnation on these levels of significance after mitigation is presented: under one subheading in the 

Exhibit and under each impact category in the Draft EIR. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility 

Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 09-18 

Part of the reason for the DEIR's failure to provide any information about post-mitigation noise levels 

may be that many of the noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are illusory. For example, many of the 
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mitigation measures are tempered with phrases like "as far as feasibly possible" or other language that 

actually has the effect of creating an inordinate amount of flexibility for the Applicant and/or depriving 

the measure of any certainty. Examples of deficient noise mitigation measures in the DEIR are set forth 

below, followed by a discussion of how each mitigation measure is legally deficient: 

• Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the Project 

may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck 

idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the nearest noise- and vibration

sensitive land uses. (Mitigation Measure H-3) (Emphasis added.) 

• Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several pieces of 

equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. (Mitigation Measure H-4) (Emphasis 

added.) 

• The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of the-art noise 

shielding and muffling devices as available. (Mitigation Measure H-6) (Emphasis added.) 

• Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight-feet high 

shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the 

surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

(Mitigation Measure H-7) (Emphasis added.) 

• All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. (Mitigation Measure H-8) (Emphasis added.) 

All the bolded language above serves to remove any assurances or standards from the mitigation. For 

example, relative to Mitigation Measure H-3, there is no reason that the DEIR should not disclose exactly 

where flexible noise-generating equipment will be located to reduce impacts to AMDA and other 

sensitive uses (and the resulting post-mitigation noise levels at the property line). A mere representation 

that the activities will be conducted "as far as feasibly possible" deprives the public of the ability to 

comment on whether the Applicant truly is mitigating "as far as feasibly possible." 

In fact, when the Applicant's current tenant, EMI, was previously concerned about impacts to Capitol 

Records from a nearby construction project at 6941 Yucca (the "Yucca Condominium Project"), it 

secured mitigation measures such as the following: 

• No stationary equipment will be operated within 40 feet of the west project site property line with 

EMI/Capital [sic] Records. Tower cranes and personnel lifts shall be positioned near Argyle on 

the eastern edge of the project site. (Mitigation Measure Supp 18) (Emphasis added.) 

• Construction materials shall be stock-piled at distant portions of the site, at least 40 feet from the 

western project site property line with EMI/Capitol Records. The equipment warm-up areas, 
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water tanks and equipment storage areas described in Mitigation Measure l -5 above shaB also be 

located at least 40/eet from the western project site property line with EMC/Capitol Records. 

(Mitigation Measure Supp 19) (Emphasis added.) 

• Within 40 feet of the western project site property line with EMC/Capital [sic] Records, 

demolition, excavation and construction activities at or below the street level of the project site 

(including loading of demolition refuse), grading equipment and activities, augured pile driving, 

vibratory rollers, jumping jack compactors, and other excavation and construction equipment and 

activities shall be prohibited after 10:00 a.m. Mondays through Saturdays, unless one of the 

following exceptions apply ... (Mitigation Measure Supp 12) (Emphasis added.) 

A complete list of mitigation measures for the Yucca Condominium Project is attached as Exhibit H for 

reference. 

Response to Comment No. 09-18 

The comment refers to the Draft EIR's potential noise impacts and corresponding mitigation measures. 

As explained above in Response to Comment No. 09-17, the Draft EIR does in fact indicate the Project's 

noise impacts after mitigation after each impact discussion. To provide a good-faith reasoned response to 

the comment, Parker Environmental Consultants prepared a technical assessment of all the noise 

mitigation measures reference by the comment. Please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise 

and Vibration Mitigation Monitoring Measures for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Comment No. 09-19 

The precision that EMI/Capitol Records previously received to protect itself from noise and vibration 

impacts needs to be reflected in the other mitigation measures for this Project too-not just Measure H-3. 

For example, Mitigation Measure H-4 must disclose which constmction equipment will not be operated 

simultaneously.7 The same goes for Mitigation Measure H-6. If state-of-the-art noise shielding and 

muffling devices are too expensive, or being used at another constmction site, does this mean that the 

noise levels need not be mitigated? With respect to Mitigation Measure H-7, how will an eight-foot noise 

barrier be enough to mitigate noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible, and why not disclose the full 

gamut of noise attenuation barriers available given that one can do better than plywood structures? Most 

importantly, why did the Yucca Condominium Project (112,917 square feet of construction) next door to 

the Capitol Records Tower require noise barriers of 16 feet in height, whereas this 1,052,667 net square 

foot project only requires eight-foot barriers? (See Exhibit I.) (The DEIR also needs to consider special 

mitigation for the Project's high-rise towers, such as sound wall barriers as construction proceeds to the 

upper floors.) Finally, with respect to Mitigation Measure H-8, aside from it being impermissible deferred 

7 
The scheduling of different construction activities and their resulting noise levels needs to be disclosed as part of the 
public review process. Otherwise, how would a decision to stop operating multiple pieces of equipment be made on 
the construction site qfier the Project has already been approved, especially if the DEIR has no standards (just vague 
"as feasible" language)? 
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mitigation, how can the DEIR state that construction trnck traffic will avoid sensitive receptors to the 

maximum eA1ent feasible, and then in another section state that construction truck staging will be right 

outside AMDA? 

Ultimately, the DEIR needs to establish specific mitigation measures and post-mitigation noise standards 

that can be measured and adhered to. As drafted, the DEIR says nothing about how loud Project noise 

will be after the imposition of mitigation measures, renders the little mitigation there is meaningless with 

vague, imprecise language, and does not commit the Applicant to any specific noise standard. 

Response to Comment No. 09-19 

Similar to Comment No. 09-18 above, this comment questions the noise mitigation measures proposed in 

the Draft EIR and compares the Project to the Yucca Condominium Project. See Response to Comment 

No. 09-18 (AMDA) above. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, which provides a 

detailed discussion regarding the Project's noise mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 09-20 

5. The DEIR's CNEL Baseline Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR states that noise measurements were recorded by Parker Environmental Consultants staff on 

April 19, 2011, at six locations in the vicinity of the Project Site for a period of 15 minutes per location, 

between the hours of 2:50 PM and 4:30PM. (DEIR, p. IV.H-5.) Somehow, despite only taking 

measurements for 15 minutes, the DEIR established dBA CNEL baselines for the five studied roadways. 

CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, "is a 24-hour average Leq·" (DEIR, p. IV.H-3.) The 

DEIR needs to disclose how a 24-hour average was derived for the baseline from a mere 15 minute 

measurement. Given the role that the CNEL baseline plays in establishing the Project's operational 

impacts, coupled with the large scope of this Project, anything less than a true understanding of the 

Project area's CNEL renders the DEIR's noise analysis meaningless. 

Response to Comment No. 09-20 

The comment claims that the Draft EIR established dBA CNEL baselines for the five studied roadways 

from the field noise measurements. However, the field noise measurements gathered in terms of Leq were 

not converted to CNEL. With respect to the CNEL analyses contained in the Draft EIR, page IV.H-6 of 

the Draft EIR states that the calculation of the existing roadway noise levels was accomplished using the 

Federal Highway Administration Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic 

volumes from the Traffic Impact Study for the Project. 

Comment No. 09-21 

6. The DEIR Fails to Study those Roadways that May Be Most Impacted by Traffic-Related 

Noise and Masks True Roadway Noise Impacts. 
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The DEIR's analysis of roadway traffic impacts is highly deficient. As a threshold matter, the DECR fails 

to consider whether there are residential streets that may be most impacted by traffic noise, even if those 

streets will not receive the most Project traffic. The DEIR states that "[t]he roadway segments selected 

for analysis are considered to be those that are expected to be most directly impacted by project-related 

traffic, which for the purpose of this analysis, includes the roadways that are nearest to the Project site." 

(DEIR, p. IV.H-14.) This selection of streets for roadway noise impacts, while appealing at first blush, 

has the effect of potentially masking significant impacts along nearby residential roadways that may 

receive lower project-related traffic, but have a lower significance threshold (3 dBA CNEL rather than the 

5 dB A CNEL streets studied in the DEIR's noise analysis). As such, further analysis of streets more 

sensitive to noise is required. 

Response to Comment No. 09-21 

The Draft EIR analyzed an appropriate range of roadway segments in proximity to the Project Site. 

Aside from the 3.7 dBA CNEL increase during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario (with 

No Vine Street Access) for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood 

Boulevard, no other roadway segment analyzed in the Draft EIR would come close to approaching either 

the 3 dBA or 5 dBA CNEL thresholds of significance. Thus, it is logical to infer that roadway segments 

located farther from the Project Site carrying less project-related trips than those segments analyzed in the 

Draft EIR would experience even smaller project-related roadway noise level increases. 

Comment No. 09-22 

Moreover, the traffic noise analysis suffers from other methodological problems. In addition the 

previously discussed concerns about the CNEL baseline, which appears to be based on a 15-minute 

measurement, the DEIR's traffic analysis grossly underreports the Project's true traffic impacts. 

Accordingly, it is very likely that the higher traffic impacts will lead to higher, and significant, roadway 

noise impacts. The DEIR therefore needs to be re-circulated with the disclosure of actual noise impacts 

from Project traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 09-22 

This comment suggests that the potential roadway noise impacts may be understated because the Project's 

traffic generation is grossly underreported. However, this comment does not specifically challenge how 

or why the traffic is underreported nor does this comment offer a suggestion as to what the traffic 

generation should have been reported as for the Project. The comment does not provide evidence to 

support its claim that traffic, and therefore noise, is underreported This comment is noted for the record 

and will be fonvarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 09-23 

7. The DEIR Must Analyze and Mitigate Vibration Impacts on AMDA's Building. 
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The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of the Project's construction and 

operational vibration impacts to AMOA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce 

those impacts to a level less than significant. The DEIR completely ignores vibration impacts on 

AMDA's classroom building despite making clear elsewhere that vibration impacts from construction on 

buildings further away would be significant. Based Table IV.H-11 and Table IV.H-12, impacts to the 

Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, and the Capitol Records Tower (all of which have similar distances 

to the Project as AMOA), it appears that construction-related vibration impacts at AMDA's 1777 Vine 

Street Building would range from approximately 119.9 VdB to 162 VdB and 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV

impacts that wildly exceed the significance thresholds of 65 VdB and 0.12 PPV. There is little question 

that AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would suffer significant damage from such high vibration levels. 

(The DECR states that 100 V dB is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in a fragile 

building yet Project-related VdB on AMDA's building is expected to be approximately 120 VdB to 162 

VdB.) (DEIR, p. IV.H-4). Likewise, given the types of activities that occur in AMDA's building (e.g., 

breathing exercises, music classes, ballet), AMOA would be considered a Category l Building (65 VdB 

threshold) more akin with university research operations than a typical school building (75 VdB 

threshold) with respect to operational vibration annoyance impacts. Irrespective of what threshold is 

applied, however, the vibration impacts on AMDA's building are significant and must be mitigated. 

Response to Comment No. 09-23 

AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building referenced in this comment is a contemporary commercial office 

building. Thus, this type of construction does not meet the definition of a structurally sensitive or historic 

building susceptible to building damages from construction-related vibration. Structures such as the 

Pantages Theater, Avalon Theater, Art Deco Storefronts, and the Capitol Records Complex were 

specifically identified in the Draft EIR because these structures, based on their historic nature and 

construction type, are more susceptible to potential building damage than a typical contemporary 

commercial office structure. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure H-11 in the Draft EIR identifies specific 

performance standards for all adjacent structures, including AMOA, which would ensure impacts related 

to building damage from construction vibration would be less than significant. 

With respect to human annoyance and disruption impacts upon AMOA from construction-related 

vibration, AMOA operations currently occur in commercial office buildings that a.re not designed to 

accommodate nor shield noise and vibration sensitive operations. Furthermore, the AMOA facility is 

located in a heavily urbanized area within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area that has had, and 

will continue to experience, a high level of redevelopment, infill development, and general development 

construction activities. 

While the Draft EIR did not identify AMOA as a vibration sensitive receptor, this designation would not 

change the impact determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the 

Draft EIR provides a robust analysis of construction related vibration increases occurring within an 

approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site. The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction 
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vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after 

mitigation. 

Specifically identifying AMDA as one singular land use that could be impacted would not change the 

level of constmction impacts in the Project area. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation 

measures that would ensure vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum 

extent feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the 

Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and 

provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum 

extent feasible. Also see Response to Comment No. 09-11 (AMDA) above for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-24 

8. The DEIR Avoids Required Analysis of the Proiect's [mpacts on the Capitol Records Echo 

Chambers and Recording Studios. 

CEQA does not allow an impact on the environment to be ignored if only the Applicant's property would 

be directly affected. TI1is is obvious, yet that appears to be the position taken by the DEIR with respect to 

the Project's noise and vibration impacts on the Capitol Records recording studios and historic echo 

chambers- a City-designated Historic Cultural Monument ("HCM"). The DEIR states that the Capitol 

Records underground echo chambers are located approximately 20 feet north of the proposed limits of 

excavation for the Project and that Capitol Records Recording Studios A, B, and C are approximately 

0.08 feet away from the Project. (DECR, pp. IV.H-16 and CV.H-29.) Despite the proximity of these uses, 

and the fact that the DEIR identifies vibration impacts as significant, the DEIR brushes off any 

meaningful impact analysis or mitigation on the ground that these sensitive receptors are owned by the 

Applicant. (DEIR p. IV.H-29.) The DEIR goes on to state that "[v ]ibration-related impacts upon these 

uses will be addressed through agreements between the owner and the tenant, with the intent of 

minimizing noise-related impacts on the uses." (Id.) 

The DEIR's analysis is akin to a statement that no historic resource analysis for the demolition of an HCM 

is necessary if it is the owner that wishes to demolish the building. Interestingly, the Applicant's tenant 

has previously stated in connection with other adjacent construction (the aforementioned Yucca 

Condominium Project) that significant impacts to the echo chambers would "basically render unusable the 

Echo Chambers at the Capitol Records property." (Exhibit J.) Simply put, the same level of analysis and 

mitigation that the City has previously required for other projects needs to be imposed here- especially 

because the Applicant may now have an economic interest in not protecting these historic monuments. 

Response to Comment No. 09-24 

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be 

experienced by the Capital Records Building's echo chambers and studios. Specifically, page IV.H-30 of 

the Draft EIR states that construction impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect 
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to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording operations. However, the Capitol Records 

Building's underground recording studios are located on the Project Site, which is owned and operated by 

the Project Applicant. As such, any land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord 

agreements and further coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. 

For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts 

on the existing environment (i.e., the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers) would be 

considered significant and unavoidable. With respect to the comment's comparison of this impact to the 

theoretical demolition of a historic resource, the comment makes an unfounded leap from a temporary 

operational conflict, during construction only, to an unsubstantiated theoretical loss of the physical 

resource. The Project will not physically disturb (let alone demolish) the Capitol Records Building's 

echo chambers. Thus, the commenter's analogy on this issue is unfounded. 

Under the analysis for the Project's impact on the Capitol Records Building's echo chambers and studios, 

the only significant impact would be an operational use conflict, not the physical loss of, or damage to, a 

historic resource. The impact associated with operational land use conflicts would be resolved to the 

extent feasible through coordination of the Project's construction schedule with the tenanf s use of the 

facility. 

Comment No. 09-25 

9. The DEIR's Mitigation for Groundboume Vibration Damage to Adjacent Buildings is Not 

Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

Even though estimated vibration levels from construction of the Project are expected to range from 3. 9 

PPV to 491.66 PPV and the threshold of significance is 0.12 PPV, the DEIR provides that groundbome 

vibration damage to adjacent buildings will be reduced to insignificance because Mitigation Measure H-

11 "requires the Project Applicant to perform all construction work without damaging or causing the loss 

of support for on-site and adjacent structures." (DEIR p. IV.H-31). But is that even possible? Can an 

impact of 491.66 PPV be reduced to a level below 0.12 PPV? Exactly how will adjacent buildings not be 

damaged? One would not know from the DEIR because the one proffered mitigation measure to address 

this impact is completely conclusory. 

Response to Comment No. 09-25 

With respect to potential building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 

provides a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure potential building damage 

impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels. Please also see Response to Comment No. 59-

20 (Jordon, David), which is summarized in relevant part below. 

Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards for the adjacent structures monitoring 

plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that would mitigate a significant impact 

and that might be achieved in various ways. 14 Cal Code Regs § 15 I 26.4(a)(l)(B). If it is not practical to 
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define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is prepared, the agency may defer formulation 

of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation measure describes the options that will be 

considered and identifies performance standards. See San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 CA 4th at 671; 
Endangered Habitats League, 131 CA4th at 794; Defend the Bav v City oUrvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261, 

1275, 15 CR3d 176. 

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative, since it does not rely 

on a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute 

qualitative commitment "not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering 

structures." Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring 

program, described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11. These programs will, at a minimum, use 

licensed qualified experts and scientific methods to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal 

movement at elevation and lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and stmctures. As part of this 

commitment, "work will stop in the area of the affected building" if vibration or stmctural crack or 

movement thresholds are exceeded, and not resume until "measures have been taken to stabilize the 

affected building." In addition, the stmctures monitoring program must include "vibration monitoring, 

elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent 

buildings from construction-related damage. In other words, Project constmction activities must conform 

to the performance standards set in Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to 

stmctures. Thus, the Draft EIR has properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the 

Project. 

Comment No. 09-26 

10. The DEIR Mentions a Rooftop Observation Deck But Provides No Analysis of its Potential 

Noise Impacts. 

The Project's application and the DEIR mention a rooftop observation deck, but the DEIR does not 

analyze its noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. Oddly enough, even though the application 

states the rooftop deck will be outdoors, will have alcohol service, and that special events with live 

entertainment could conceivably occur, the DEIR is completely silent on the noise impacts of that deck. 

The DEIR does not even disclose that the deck will be outdoors. Likewise, the Project's application 

makes clear that other outdoor decks may be incorporated into the Project. These decks must be analyzed 

and their impacts mitigated to the maximum extent feasible in a re-circulated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-26 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people and activities and 

events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and observation decks. Specifically, page 

IV.H-40 states the Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian 

level at-grade, above the ground floor on the podium levels, and observation deck levels of the proposed 

towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas, swimming pools and 
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poolside seating, and outdoor dining. It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people 

talking, swimming pool activity, and occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements 

during special events. 

As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft ECR, ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential 

to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 

distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound 

created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 

noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the 

ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with 

Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would ensure outdoor eating and gathering areas would not 

substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at surrounding off-site uses and these impacts would 

be less than significant. 

Comment No. 09-27 

11. The DEIR Must Fully Analvze Potential [mpacts From Above-Ground Parking Structures. 

Nothing in the DEIR prevents the construction of an above-ground parking structure adjacent to AMDA's 

l 777 Vine Street Building or other sensitive receptors. Should this occur, the Project would be raising 

vehicles from a street-level parking lot to be directly adjacent to AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building's 

windows on multiple levels. (The DEIR "envisions" three levels of above-grade parking, but the 

equivalency program would not prevent above-grade parking structures from being significantly taller.) 

The DEIR must analyze noise from car alarms, tire squealing, honking, and other loud parking structure 

noises that might impact AMDA. 

Response to Comment No. 09-27 

The Draft EIR adequately analyzed and disclosed that the Project \vould not have significant operational 

noise impacts associated with subterranean and above-grade parking structures. Specifically, page IV.H-

39 of the Draft EIR states that, based on the code required parking standards and the implementation of a 

shared parking program, it is envisioned that the Project would include one level of parking at-grade, 

three levels of above-grade parking within the podium structures, up to six levels of below-grade parking 

on the East Site, and up to six levels of below-grade parking on the West Site. The above-grade parking 

levels would be open-air, but would include screening to improve the visual qualities of the structures. 

Various noise events would occur periodically from the parking facilities. 

Such periodic events would generally include activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming 

of car doors, engine revs, and tire squeals. Automobile movements would comprise the most continuous 

noise source and would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. Car 

alarm and horn noise events generate sound levels as high as 75 dBA at a reference distance of 25 feet; 

however these noise sources would be sporadic and primarily limited to the daytime. It should be noted 
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that the existing Project Site currently generates noise levels largely associated with surface parking lot 

noise and the vehicle activities described above. Although the Project would increase the number of 

vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project 

Site. 

As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, Noise Monitoring Location 6 was conducted on Vine Street, 

between the existing surface parking lots for the West Site and East Sites. The measured noise level for 

this location was 69.8 dBA Leq, consistent with the range of 65-75 dBA noted above. While periodic 

noise levels from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, 

these events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have the potential to 

increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures would be 

considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

Comment No. 09-28 

12. The Project Would Expose AMDA to Interior Noise Levels Bevond Regulatory Standards. 

The DEIR states that "the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for any 

proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street .... Therefore, future interior noise levels 

associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 dBA for 

interior residential uses." (DEIR, p. IV.H-37.) To mitigate this impact to a level less than significant, the 

DEIR requires Project buildings to include sound-proof windows and noise insulation. Therefore, 

because AMDA' s l 777 Vine Street Building is a sensitive receptor fronting Vine Street, the DEIR must 

provide similar upgrades to AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building. In addition, because this impact was not 

disclosed as significant in the DEIR, this is yet another reason the DEIR must be re-circulated. 

Response to Comment No. 09-28 

The proposed residential or open space uses being discussed in the above quoted passage refer to the 

residential or open spaces proposed by the Project. The Project would place residential uses in an existing 

environment that exceeds the desired exterior ambient noise levels for residential land uses. Thus, the 

Project would be required to ensure the residential units achieve acceptable interior regulatory noise 

levels for multi-family residences. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-11 (AMDA) above 

regarding sensitive receptors. 

Furthermore, this comment does not substantiate the request for noise attenuation upgrades to AMDA's 

1777 Vine Street Building. The 45 dBA CNEL interior standard is for multi-family residential uses and 

is not applicable for commercial office buildings. Furthermore, the Project would not generate significant 

long-term operational noise impacts upon AMDA' s 1777 Vine Street Building, thus no mitigation 

measures are warranted. 
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Comment No. 09-29 

C. The DEIR's Traffic Analysis Has Multiple Material Flaws and is Not Supported by 

Substantial Evidence. 

1. The DEIR's Eguivalency Program Makes It Impossible to Understand the Full Range of Possible 

Uses and Configurations, All of Which Would Affect Traffic in Different Ways. 

The DEIR provides the impression that CEQA traffic analysis begins and ends at total trips, and that no 

farther analysis is required so long as total trips are maintained below a certain number. This is not the 

case; the imprecise nature of the DEIR's equivalency program means that the DEIR fails to provide a true 

understanding of the Project's impacts. Because the DEIR does not disclose precise driveway points and 

what specific uses those driveways \vould be serving, the public is not afforded an understanding of the 

peak hour usage of those driveways, how pedestrian activity at specific project access points may create 

hazards or create internal parking structure queuing, or how driveways at specific access points may 

backup traffic behind vehicles making a left-hand tum into the Project. 8 (Granted, the DEIR does not 

even discuss if left-hand turns into the Project will be allowed because of the multiple scenarios that could 

conceivably result from the equivalency program.) At one point, the DEIR's traffic study provides a 

glimmer of hope on specificity when it states that " [a] preliminary analysis concludes that the driveways 

as shown on the conceptual plans (Figure 3) will not introduce any unusual adverse hazards." (Traffic 

Study, p. 9.) But only a glimmer; a review of the aforementioned Figure 3 does not show a single 

driveway or Project access lane. (See Exhibit K.) Without an understanding of traffic circulation 

immediately around the Project, it is impossible to know if turns, queuing, and other vehicular conflicts 

will create trickle-down impacts to multiple intersections. 

Response to Comment No. 09-29 

Detailed driveway descriptions are provided on Pages 38 and 39 in Appendix IV.K.l of the Draft EIR. 

The locations and uses served by the driveways are disclosed on those pages and thus the public is 

afforded an understanding of the peak hour usage of the driveways. Also, page IV.K.1-35 of the Draft 

EIR, identifies the locations of driveways and ingress/egress points. Please see Response to Comment 

No. 09-7 (AMDA) for additional driveway access discussion. 

Further, although the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR discuss that the driveways will not introduce any 

unusual adverse hazards (see page IV.K.2-25 of the Draft EIR), additional analysis was completed to 

clarify and further demonstrate that impacts to pedestrian safety conditions due to Project Site access are 

less than significant. As discussed in , Appendix G, Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety 

Analyses, attached hereto, the Project would reduce the number of driveways serving the Project Site on 

8 
Although the Traffic Study does provide a general discussion of driveway locations, these driveway locations are 
hypothetical in nature only. (See Traffic Study, p. 38.) As the Project's Development Regulations provide, "parking, 
open space, and related development requirements.for any component of the Project may be developed in any location 
within the Project Site." (See Development Regulations, p. 10.) 
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Vine Street, [var Avenue and Argyle Avenue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline conflict 

with other vehicles, including bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would have 

adequate sidewalk space, and there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project 

would cause pedestrian safety impacts. 

Comment No. 09-30 

In a similar vein, the traffic analysis takes credits via "internal capture" for Project uses that may never be 

built. For example, the DECR claims a separate 15% internal capture reduction in trips for the 

fitness/sports center, for the retail, and for the restaurants (presumably because of the onsite office and 

residential uses). But what if the office and residential space that is actually built is significantly less than 

that analyzed in the DECR or disappears altogether? \\That if the Applicant uses the DECR to pursue a 

l 00% retail project? In this case, the Applicant would obtain a 15% trip reduction for nothing. 

Response to Comment No. 09-30 

This comment challenges the use of trip credits for "internal capture" \vith respect to the Project's trip 

generation estimates. As shown on page 29 in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR, internal capture credit 

is 5% for hotel, 15% for fitness/sports club, 15% for retail and 15% for restaurant. The Commercial 

Scenario, the Concept Plan, and the Residential Scenario were analyzed with a range of sizes for Non

Office Commercial (support) uses. For residential and office components, the internal capture credit is 

based on the support use, which is adjusted to equal the internal capture trips either inbound or outbound 

to the support components. Corresponding to the potential change in Project components, appropriate 

internal capture credit was applied to reflect that Project scenario. The purpose of the calculation is to 

ensure that any internal capture credit represents the land-uses. See Response to Comment No. 59-27 

(Jordon, David) for additional infonnation regarding the internal capture rates. 

The concern in the comment that the use of the internal capture credit would understate the trip generation 

of an all retail development is unfounded because an all retail development scenario is not reflective of 

the Project. As stated on pages II-44 through II-48, in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR, 

the Project Objectives call for the development of a mixed-use Project. Furthermore, irrespective of the 

land uses proposed, the Project's Equivalency Program establishes a trip cap as one measure to control 

the level of development for the Project. There are a number of other controlling factors that ensure the 

Draft EIR has properly analyzed and disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as 

a result of the Project. As stated on pages II-22 and II-23 of the Draft EIR: "[t]he Equivalency Program 

shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development Agreement. 

The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the Applicant filing 

a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall include detailed information 

identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed and supplemental information 

documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with the overall a.m. and p.m. peak hour trip cap 

identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap. The supporting documentation shall also provide sufficient 

information to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum 
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environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR." Thus, the development procedures described above 

will ensure that the Trip Cap is not exceeded, that the method of calculating trips is consistent with the 

method used on the Project Traffic Study as approved by LADOT, and that the development would not 

exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 

Comment No. 09-31 

Simply put, the DEIR's traffic analysis is not supported by substantial evidence. As stated earlier, the 

DECR's traffic analysis is more consistent with that of a program-level ECR. It cannot legally comport 

with CEQA's disclosure requirements until greater Project specificity is provided. 

Response to Comment No. 09-31 

The comment states that the traffic analysis is not supported by substantial evidence and cannot comport 

with CEQA's disclosure requirements until greater Project specificity is provided. First, the traffic 

analysis is supported by substantial evidence. The Traffic Study, Appendix K.l to the Draft EIR, 

adequately analyzes Project traffic impacts and is substantial evidence. Further, additional analyses were 

prepared regarding construction impacts, the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario impacts, 

pedestrian conflicts, and additional intersections to the north of the study area for further clarification. 

See Appendices D (Updated Construction Traffic Impacts [ncluding Individual [ntersection [mpact 

Analyses), E (Final ECR Added Intersection Analysis), F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic 

Impact Analysis), and G (Site Access [mpact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analysis), attached hereto. 

These additional analyses are also considered substantial evidence. 

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 03-1 (California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)) through 

03-15 (California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)) and Response to Comment Nos. 09-29 

through 09-52 (AMDA) for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-32 

2. The Traffic Studv's Trip Distribution Needs to Account forthe Separate Project Uses. 

As stated previously, the DEIR's equivalency program has the effect of making much of the Project's 

impact analysis irrelevant. While CEQA does not prohibit equivalency program environmental analysis, 

the analysis can become highly problematic in connection with complex projects that have several 

potential uses, all of which can be located in various different locations throughout a large project site. In 

this case, the equivalency program's broad-strokes description of potential project uses and their location 

on the Project site makes it impossible to capture and understand the Project's ultimate trip distribution. 

Response to Comment No. 09-32 

As shown in Figures 5(a) to 5(c) of the Traffic Study, Appendix K.l of the Draft EIR, separate trip 

distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office Commercial components. Additional 
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analysis of traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to 

clarify and amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by 

component trip distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrate that significant 

impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix E 

(Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis) attached hereto. Also, please see Response to Comment No. 

09-29 (AMDA) for additional information. 

Comment No. 09-33 

The DEIR's traffic analysis assigns a trip distribution based on one specific project iteration (the Concept 

Plan) and this trip distribution remains constant irrespective of what uses may ultimately be incorporated 

into the Project and where on the site they are located. This leads to a highly simplistic and flawed trip 

distribution. Hotels, for example, have a very different trip distribution than a fitness center or 

condominiums, yet the DEIR makes no attempt to account for the fact that the project that may ultimately 

be built will have no resemblance whatsoever to the Concept Plan (e.g., the Project could be almost 

entirely residential). Likewise, we know that vehicles will choose one route over another based on their 

points of ingress and egress. The DEIR's trip distributions, which are guided by a completely random 

allocation for one project iteration that does not have to be built, are therefore highly flawed. 

Response to Comment No. 09-33 

The comment states that the analysis in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR is based on the Concept Plan. 

However, the Commercial Scenario was determined to have the highest trip generation and as such, the 

Commercial Scenario was analyzed in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. Further, additional analysis of 

traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to clarify and 

amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by component trip 

distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrate that significant impacts would 

not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix E (Final EIR Added 

Intersection Analysis) attached hereto. 

Also, please see Response to Comment Nos. 09-29 and 09-32 (AMDA) for additional infonnation. 

Comment No. 09-34 

Indeed, the Applicant's traffic consultant has previously taken the position in connection with other EIRs 

that a traffic study would be deficient if the trip distribution for individual uses was not specifically 

assigned. They said: 

... recent traffic studies for large mixed-use projects approved by LADOT ... have used discrete 

trip distribution patterns and percentages for individual uses in order to more accurately assign 

trips to study intersections and routes. For example, office, residential, hotel and retail uses 

generally have different trip distributions, as their origins and destinations are different. Utilizing 

one generic trip distribution for dissimilar proposed and existing uses can result in project trips 
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and impacts being underestimated at study locations, as well as some locations not being 

considered for analysis because they have been assigned a low number of trips. (See Exhibit L.) 

Given the fact that the DEIR's own traffic consultant has cautioned against generic trip distribution, it is 

difficult to understand why this DEIR does not account for all the multiple uses and configurations that 

could ultimately be built under the equivalency program. Without an appropriate trip distribution, the 

DECR cannot be supported by substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 09-34 

First, separate and discrete trip distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office 

Commercial components of the Project. See Appendix K. l of the Draft EIR. As such, contrary to the 

assertion in the comment, generic trip distribution is not utilized. Additionally, an analysis of traffic 

impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted. The detailed analysis 

procedures and results are documented in Appendix F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic 

Impact Analysis) attached hereto. The analysis utilized the separate by component trip distributions 

developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study. The analysis determined that under the Residential 

Scenario and the Concept Plan less intersections are significantly impacted overall and that significant 

impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. 

For the Residential Scenario under the Future (2020) conditions, significant Project traffic impacts would 

remain significant at three intersections, two of these three intersections were concluded to remain 

significant under the Commercial Scenario analyzed in the Traffic Study, and the third intersection was 

concluded to remain significant under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario (see page IV .K. l -

121 of the Draft EIR). The remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard (AM Peak Hour); and 

19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

A mitigation measure has been developed to mitigate the significant impact at Intersection No. 19, Argyle 

A venue and Hollywood Boulevard, to a less than significant level under the Residential Scenario and that 

measure has been added to the recommended mitigation measures. The added measure would limit the 

allowed residential development on the East Site to 450 units and the allmved reserved residential parking 

on the East Site to 675 spaces (equivalent to the 450 units). This equates to approximately 50% of the 

total maximum of 897 units for the Residential Scenario. This measure would not affect the impact 

analysis of the remaining Project EIR Scenarios (the Commercial Scenario and the Concept Plan) as they 

have less than 450 residential units on the East Site. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page 111.B-65 

RL0030510 



EM27351 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Accordingly, the following mitigation measure shall be added: 

"K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, residential 

development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential parking spaces." 

With implementation of the mitigation measure, impacts at Intersection No. 19, Argyle Avenue and 

Hollywood Boulevard, under Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario are reduced to a 

less than significant level. See Appendix F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact 

Analysis) attached hereto. 

Please see Response to Comment 09-32 (AMDA) for additional infonnation. 

Comment No. 09-35 

3. The DECR Must Analvze Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts and Construction and Operational 

Traffic Impacts Arising From AMDA's Location 

The DEIR fails to analyze the Project's neighborhood intrusion impacts. Of particular importance, the 

DEIR did not analyze the Project's traffic impacts on AMDA and its students and faculty. AMDA's 

presence adjacent to the Project site creates various specific conditions that have not been analyzed, and 

which may require a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. For example, large groups of students 

cross Yucca Street between the Vine Tower and AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building when classes let out 

throughout the day, yet the DEIR did not take pedestrian counts to understand how large groups of 

students might impact left-and right-hand tum lanes on Yucca, or how traffic may create hazards for 

AMDA students and faculty. 9 

Response to Comment No. 09-35 

The AMDA facility is in a commercial neighborhood and is not a single-family residential use. The 

requirement for a neighborhood intrusion traffic impact analysis is typically warranted for residential 

neighborhoods, not commercial corridors such as Yucca Street or Vine Street. Yucca Street is a 

designated Secondary Highway between Cahuenga Boulevard and Vine Street. Vine Street is designated 

as a Major Highway Class II roadway in the vicinity of the AMDA facility. Furthermore, the southbound 

101 Freeway off-ramp, located at Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, is situated only 150 feet to the north 

of the AMDA facility and serves as a gateway to the Hollywood area. Thus, it would be inappropriate to 

require a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program to address the Project's traffic impacts with respect 

to AMDA's bifurcated facility. 

9 The DEIR cannot ignore multiple site-specific variables just because the City's thresholds do not address them. See 
lvfejia v. City <~{Los Angeles, (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 322, 342. ("We conclude that the city improper~v relied on a 
threshold of significance despite substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project may have siguificant 
impact on traffic on Wheatland Avenue. In light of the public comments and absent more carejid consideration by city 
engineers and planners, the evidence supports a fair argument that the increased trq[fic on Wheatland Avenue as a 
result of the project would be substantial considering the uses of the road.''). 
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With respect to neighborhood intrusion impacts in residential areas surrounding the Project Site, the 

Project is not anticipated to add traffic volumes to any local streets bordered by single-family homes, and 

in tum is not anticipated to cause residential neighborhood intrusion impacts. Pedestrian counts were 

conducted along the north-south segment where Project driveways would be added to determine the 

relative number of pedestrians that would be impacted by the Project. As discussed in the Site Access 

Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analyses, Appendix G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle 

Safety Analysis) attached hereto, the Project \vould reduce the number of driveways serving the Project 

Site on Vine Street, Ivar A venue and Argyle A venue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline 

conflict with other vehicles, including bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would 

have adequate sidewalk space, and there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project 

would cause pedestrian safety impacts. 

Comment No. 09-36 

Likewise, the DEIR neglected to analyze the Project's traffic impacts on vanous residential street 

segments. Ivar Avenue between Yucca Street and Franklin Avenue (a great portion of which is lined with 

AMDA student housing), for example, will no doubt experience significant traffic impacts because 

northbound travel on Yucca will be one of the most efficient ways of accessing the northbound 

Hollywood Freeway from the Project's Ivar Avenue access point (Ivar to Franklin and then Franklin to 

Argyle/the Hollywood Freeway). Several other likely cut-through routes have not been identified and 

necessitate further study. 

In short, the DEIR needs to critically address cut-through traffic and its impact on residential street 

segments, analyze AMDA-specific traffic issues, and provide appropriate mitigation for both constmction 

and operational traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 09-36 

The route described in the comment does not involve neighborhood traffic intmsion (defined as travel on 

local streets through single family residential areas). In addition, Project trips exiting to Ivar Avenue are 

anticipated to use the more direct travel path along Yucca Street for southbound US-101 freeway access, 

rather than using the more circuitous route described in the comment. Likewise, Project trips from the 

Ivar A venue drive\vay would need to "back-track" to use the described route to access the northbound 

US-101 freeway. As such, no further study is necessitated. 

Comment No. 09-37 

4. The DECR Must Analvze Traffic Impacts During the Hollywood Bowl Summer Season and 

Performances at the Pantages Theater, As Well As Ascertain Whether the P.M. Peak Hours Are 

Tmly 3:00 P.M.-6:00 P.M. 

The DEIR has dramatically underreported traffic impacts by not including manual counts taken on high 

traffic-volume days. Specifically, the DECR states that "[t]raffic volumes for existing conditions at the 37 
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study intersections were obtained from manual traffic counts conducted in March, April, May, September, 

and October 2011." (DEIR, p. IV.K-1-12.) The three-month break over the months of June, July, and 

August is highly suspect because it coincides precisely with the Hollywood Bowl summer concert season, 

which elevates traffic throughout Hollywood quite significantly .10 (Why else would counts have stopped 

for three months?) With an occupancy of approximately 18,000, the Hollywood Bowl is the largest 

natural amphitheater in the United States, and summer concert nights (at the tail-end of June and almost 

every night in July and August) often create traffic havoc throughout the area of Hollywood near the 

Project site. In fact, the Highland exit from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is often so congested 

during Hollywood Bowl summer events that traffic is directed to the Cahuenga off-ramp, with ensuing 

trickle-down impacts in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The DEIR cannot pick and choose 

convenient days for manual traffic counts. It is crncial that the Project's traffic baseline include 

Hollywood Bowl traffic so that Project traffic impacts are understood and mitigated to the maximum 

extent feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 09-37 

Per LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, "all traffic counts should generally be 

taken \vhen local schools or colleges are in session, on days of good weather, on Tuesdays through 

Thursdays during non-summer months, and should avoid being taken on weeks with a holiday." As such, 

counts stopped in the summer months based on the above, because schools are not in session, not to 

attempt to avoid the Hollywood Bowl summer events. 

The Traffic Study used the ITE Trip Generation Manual time periods of 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM as the 

Project's peak generation hours. LADOT has expanded the ITE time periods to 7-10 AM and 3-6 PM for 

traffic count purposes because those are the peak Los Angeles commute hours. During weekdays, 

Hollywood Bowl and Pantages Theater events generally start at 8:00 PM, after the roadway peak period. 

Of the 55 weekday events on the Hollywood Bowl 2012 calendar, 41 were scheduled to start at 8:00 PM. 

Of the 45 shows on the Pantages Theater calendar for the period of January through April of 2013, 38 

were scheduled to start at 8:00 PM. In addition, Project traffic is expected to have a peak during the 

normal street commuter peak traffic period. A study for a different period would consider less than the 

peak Project traffic volumes. 

Comment No. 09-38 

Likewise, the Project directly abuts the Pantages Theater, which has a seating capacity of almost 3,000. 

The DEIR needs to analyze the Project's traffic in conjunction with Pantages theater vehicular traffic, the 

latter of which would be circling the vicinity looking for parking at approximately the same time (i.e., the 

one hour period before the performance start time). 

1° Further elevating our suspicions about the date selection for manual tra:tfic counts is that when manual counts ~were 
reinstated in September, a month when there were still a few Hollywood Bowl concerts remaining on calendar, the 
DEIR's traffic consultant only took manual traffic counts in the morning, not qfiernoon. (See DEIR, Appendix IV.K.l, 
Appendix B.) 
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Response to Comment No. 09-38 

Please see Response to Comment No. 09-37 (AMDA). 

Comment No. 09-39 

Finally, given the scale of the proposed Project, the DEIR should analyze traffic impacts up to 7 p.m., and 

include this hour as part of the peak hour if conditions warrant. Security guards stationed at the entrance 

to AMDA's parking lot on Yucca Street have related to us that traffic in this particular area is at its worst 

from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. (not necessarily 3 p.m. to 6 p.m.). If this is the case, then the DEIR has failed to 

analyze the correct peak hour that applies to this particular neighborhood. Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation ("LADOT") peak hour reporting requirements alone are not substantial evidence unless 

they are supported by facts specific to the Project's location. 

Response to Comment No. 09-39 

The Project traffic is anticipated to peak during the standard Los Angeles commute hours of 3-6 PM 

because the primary uses are the residential and offices use, which have their heaviest generation levels 

during the commute (roadway) peak hours. Project generation and the corresponding impacts, would be 

less outside the 3-6 PM hours since the generation from the major components would be at a lower level. 

Therefore, the 3-6 PM hours were selected as the appropriate evening analysis period. As such, traffic 

generated by the Project \vould be at its worst during the standard Los Angeles commute hours of 3-6 PM 

and the correct peak hours were analyzed. 

Comment No. 09-40 

5. The DEIR Must Analyze Operational Traffic Impacts In Conjunction with Partial Construction 

Traffic. 

The DEIR significantly underreports the Project's construction traffic impacts by ignoring the 

development phasing allowed by the proposed Development Agreement. The DEIR's construction traffic 

section assumes that the entire Project will all be built at once purportedly in order to provide a 

conservative analysis of construction impacts. However, ignoring the much more likely scenario that the 

Project will be built in phases 11 has the result of severely undercounting total traffic impacts and problems 

that would be posed by construction traffic in conjunction with operational traffic from a half-complete 

Project. The traffic impacts of a partially built Project, together with construction elsewhere on tl1e site, 

would create a significant impact that has not been analyzed. CEQA requires that the Project's combined 

traffic impacts be analyzed. 

11 "The Project includes a Development Agreement that would allow the long-temz phased build out of the Project." (DEIR, p. II-
34.) 
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Response to Comment No. 09-40 

Appendix M of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR considers both construction and 

occupied Project trip generation. The Project trip generation during construction activities is anticipated 

to be less than the Project traffic analyzed for the occupancy period. Further, the total site Trip Cap 

generation calculation procedures consider constrnction activity. The Trip Cap procedures, Table 2 in 

Appendix M of the Traffic Study and the associated text on pages 4 and 5, require that the Project include 

in the trip generation calculation the number of construction workers and truck trips per weekday. Also 

included in the trip generation calculation are factors for the Project operating uses on the Project Site. 

Further, page IV.Kl-32 through 35 of the Draft EIR, describe the Trip Cap calculation procedures to 

include construction traffic. Therefore, the trip generation calculations to be compared to the Trip Cap 

do take both the construction and operating activities into account. 

Comment No. 09-41 

6. The DEIR's Trip Cap Erroneously Combines A.M. Trips and P.M. Trips. 

As the DEIR's Traffic section demonstrates, the City differentiates between a.m. and p.m. peak hour 

impacts (e.g., an intersection can be significantly impacted in the a.m. peak hour, but not the p.m. peak 

hour). Despite the City's requirement of a separate impact analysis for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, the 

equivalency program's trip cap of 1,498 combines a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips. CEQA requires that one 

trip cap be created for the a.m. peak hour and that another trip cap be created for the p.m. peak hour to 

keep impacts consistent with the DEIR's impact envelope. If this is not done, the Applicant will be 

afforded the ability to create a greater impact than that which the DEIR has disclosed for one of the peak 

hours. For example, ITE rate 931 (Quality Restaurant) generates virtually no trips in the a.m. peak hour, 

but has particularly high traffic generation rates in the p.m. peak hour. If the Applicant were to provide a 

significant amount of restaurant space in the Project, but only measured the resulting restaurant trips 

against a combined peak hour trip cap, the restaurants' inordinate p.m. peak hour impacts would be 

masked, and p.m. peak hour impacts on nearby intersections could not be analyzed. As a result, the DEIR 

may fail to disclose the specific a.m. or p.m. peak hour trip impacts that could result from the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 09-41 

The Project trip generation was calculated separately for both AM and PM peak hours for the various 

scenarios (i.e., Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and the Residential Scenario). The Commercial 

Scenario analyzed in the Traffic Study had the highest AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour trip generation 

individually, as well as the two peak hours combined. The precise scenario ultimately developed is 

restricted to be within the envelope of Project trip generation in the Appendix IV.Kl - Traffic Study and 

as described and analyzed in Section IV.Kl-Transportation-Traffic of the Draft EIR. For example, the 

Project could not provide a significant amount of restaurant space if the traffic generated by such a 

development would exceed the Trip Cap. Furthermore, irrespective of the land uses proposed, the 

Project's Equivalency Program establishes the Trip Cap as one measure to control the level of 
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development for the Project. As stated on pages II-22 and II-23 of the Draft EIR: "[t]he Equivalency 

Program shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development 

Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the 

Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall include detailed 

information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed and supplemental 

information documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with the overall a.m. and p.m. peak 

hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap. The supporting documentation shall also provide 

sufficient infonnation to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the 

maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR." Thus, the development procedures 

described above will ensure that the Trip Cap is not exceeded, that the method of calculating trips is 

consistent with the method used in the Traffic Study as approved by LADOT, and that the development 

would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the ECR. Further, the traffic impacts 

were assessed separately for AM and PM peak hours. Please see Table CV.K. l-14 for the Project traffic 

impacts under Existing (2011) conditions on pages CV.K.l-48-50 and Table IV.K.l-18 for the Project 

traffic impacts under Future (2020) conditions on page IV.K.1-75 t-77 of Section IV.K I, Traffic

Transportation, of the Draft EIR. These tables show that each intersection was analyzed for both the AM 

and PM peak period separately for Existing (2011) Plus Project and Future (2020) Plus Project 

conditions. For further clarity, the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan were analyzed in detail for 

both the AM and PM peak hour. The additional analysis verified that the Project would have no new AM 

or PM impacts at locations other than those identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix F (Concept Plan 

and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto. 

To address the concerns raised in the comment and to further ensure that the development remains within 

the range of the impacts analyzed, the Trip Cap has been split into separate AM and PM components. 

The resulting "Trip Cap" is 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (see the revised Trip Cap 

language and tables in Appendix H, Trip Cap, for detailed calculations of the separate AM and PM Trip 

Cap). As such, development cannot exceed 574 AM peak hour trips or 924 PM peak hour trips. To 

calculate the separate AM and PM peak hour Trip Cap, the values in the Traffic Study trip generation 

table (Table 5) were used and the same procedures used in the Draft EIR for the combined cap were 

utilized (except for the adding together of the AM and PM values). As demonstrated in the revised Trip 

Cap language and tables, the maximum generation values for both the AM and PM peak hours 

individually will occur with the Commercial Scenario, which was analyzed in the Traffic Study and the 

Draft EIR. Thus, the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR analyzed the peak impact during each hour. 

Comment No. 09-42 

7. The DEIR Provides No Substantial Evidence in Support ofits Approximately 30% Vehicle Trip 

Reduction for Public Transit use. 

The DEIR's traffic study assumes an approximately 30% reduction in vehicle trips due to public transit 

use. First it adjusts the trip generation rates by 15% (Table IV.K.1-4) and then, in \vhat is arguably 

double-dipping, takes another 15% reduction on the back-end for public transit usage in connection with 
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the Transportation Demand Management ("TDM") program. 12 (DEIR, p. IV.K.l-55.) While TDM 

programs may be effective in reducing total vehicle trips, the DEIR does not support the high 30% total 

trip reduction related to public transit with substantial evidence. For a Project that does not include any 

affordable units (in fact, the views from the proposed 55-story towers will command multi-million dollar 

prices) and whose office and hotel uses will likely be tied in great part to the entertainment industry, it is 

not clear how 30% of Project trips will be bus and Metro Red Line trips (the Metro Red Line, while very 

convenient to the Project, still only covers a very small portion of the sprawling Greater Los Angeles 

area). The DEIR needs to provide evidence in the fonn of similar transit-adjacent Los Angeles projects to 

support the assumptions regarding trip reductions. Likewise, much of the TDM program currently lacks 

any enforcement mechanisms or objective perfonnance standards by which the success of the TDM 

program can be measured. As drafted, the TDM program is impermissible deferred mitigation. 

Response to Comment No. 09-42 

The adjustments for alternative modes and implementation of a TDM program reflect an increase of 

transit use as well as an increase in the use of other alternative modes. Given the proximity to the 

Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station, high transit usage is expected. The Red Line Transit 

Station provides connections to the Metro rail system and many bus lines. Further, the high cost of 

parking will encourage use of transit and other modes, such as bicycling, carpooling and walk-in. 

Additionally, the mixed-use nature of the Project and surrounding area will reduce vehicle trip generation. 

The TDM program will further encourage the use of alternative modes. The promoted alternatives to 

driving alone include ride-sharing, bicycling, work-at-home and telecommunication, as well as transit. 

The LADOT approved the transit assumptions with consideration of the LADOT Traffic Study Policies 

and Procedures, May 2012. That document is based on the conditions within the City of Los Angeles, 

and the transit assumptions are within the requirements of that document. 

Comment No. 09-43 

8. The DEIR's Significance Determination for Construction Traffic Impacts is Not Supported Bv 

Substantial Evidence. 

The DEIR's significance determination for construction traffic impacts is not supported by substantial 

evidence. For example, none of the Project's constrnction trips \Vere assigned to the street system to 

detennine whether construction traffic would exceed LADOT impact thresholds. With respect to the 

DEIR's trip cap, it cannot be relied upon because construction traffic patterns will bear no resemblance to 

12 
Some of the 15% reduction from the TDiU program would presumab(v come from bicycle usage and other vehicle trip 
reduction measures. Howeve1~ the DEIR has not shown that this particular project could deliver a total 30% reduction either 
way. 
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the Project's operational uses. (And if the trip cap could be used, the DEIR fails to show how 

construction traffic trips fall under the total trip cap. 13 

Response to Comment No. 09-43 

The comment states that the construction trips do not fall under the Trip Cap. However, the maximum 

allowed Project trip generation recommended in Appendix IV.K. l - Traffic Study and discussed in 

Section IV .K. l Transportation-Traffic of the Draft EIR explicitly includes the combination of operational 

and construction traffic. If the Project is built in phases, the maximum trips, including construction trips 

and operational trips, would have to be less than the Trip Cap. Peak hour construction traffic is mainly 

due to construction worker commute trips, and will be similar to the occupied Project peak hour trips, 

which are also mainly commute trips. 

The comment questions whether the construction impacts will exceed the operational impacts despite the 

lower generation. First, Table IV.K. 1-13, Trip Generation During Construction By Month Within the 

Constmction Period, in the Draft ECR shows that the Project's construction trips range from 20 trips in 

month l to a maximum of l ,269 trips during months 22-25, when the construction activity is expected to 

peak. To further illustrate that the construction trip impacts will be within the envelope of the build

out/operational impacts, an analysis of the maximum construction period trip generation impacts, 

intersection by intersection, was conducted. The results from that analysis are provided in Appendix F 

(Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto. The analysis in 

Appendix F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto shows that 

the Project \vill not create any traffic impacts during the construction period, which were not disclosed in 

the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 09-44 

In addition, the construction traffic mitigation measures do not demonstrate how impacts will be reduced 

to a level less than significant. If anything, Mitigation Measures K. l -1 and K.1- 3 impermissibly defer 

mitigation by leaving determinations on sidewalk closures, haul routes, traffic detours, etc. to a future 

point in time and by providing that the haul route "shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive 

receptors to the extent feasible. 11 (Emphasis added.) As the Project's haul route requires discretionary 

approval from the City, the DEIR must analyze now- not later- whether a haul route can be created that 

will not impact sensitive receptors. If the Project proposes to use a haul route that passes AMDA, then 

the DEIR must first demonstrate that other routes are infeasible rather than leave that detennination to a 

future point in time. Of course, should the haul route pass AMDA, this would be yet another new 

significant impact requiring recirculation of the DEIR. 

13 The DEIR points to Table IV.K. l-12 for the proposition that "the level of trip-making activity from the Project Site dun·ng the 
combined peak hours will be 1,068 trips, which is more than one-quarter below the Trip Cap of 1,498 trips." (DEIR, p. IV.K.l-
43.) While the DlTIR may be correct that total peak hour construction trips would be 1,068. Table 1 V.K./-12 does not demonstrate 
this. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-44 

A detailed haul route for all construction phases cannot be prepared at this time as the end destination for 

export material will change over time as capacity at the receiving locations changes. Nevertheless, the 

Draft EIR included an analysis of potential impacts that could arise from haul trips and proposed 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the maximum extent feasible, as shown in Section IV.Kl and 

starting on page IV.K.l-45. The Draft EIR concluded that with mitigation, the Project's construction

related traffic impacts would be less than significant. Please refer to Mitigation Measures K 1-1 through 

K 1-3 in the Draft EIR for further details with respect to restrictions on the haul route activities. While 

the comment asserts that haul trips adjacent to the AMOA facility would constitute a significant impact, 

no evidence is provided to support that conclusion. Due to the level of redevelopment activity in the 

Hollywood area over the past few years, and AMDA's proximity to the 101 Freeway off ramp on 

Franklin Avenue, the site is currently subject to haul truck activities from other development projects on a 

regular basis. Thus, there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of haul trncks alone \vould create a 

significant adverse impact to the operations on the AMOA facility. 

Comment No. 09-45 

9. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Cumulative Construction Traffic Impacts. 

The DECR fails to consider that several projects are being built, or will be built, in the immediate vicinity 

of the Project (e.g., the BLVD 6200 Project, the Yucca Condominium Project). In addition to the 

combined traffic trips, many of these other development projects require, or will require, the same 

construction staging areas and haul routes. The DEIR needs to consider contingency plans in the 

likelihood of concurrent development and analyze total construction impacts accordingly. 

Response to Comment No. 09-45 

As shown in Appendix M of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR, traffic generation is 

anticipated to be less during the constmction phase than following build-out and occupancy for the 

Project. The same is to be expected for the Related Projects. Specifically, temporary traffic congestion 

impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated during the hauling phases as a result of 

truck staging, idling and traveling on area roadways. \\Thile the construction schedules and overall 

duration of construction of the Related Projects in the area is speculative, similar to the construction 

activities under the Related Projects, the Project's construction activities, including hauling, would be 

subject to the City's standard conditions to mitigate adverse impacts. Due to the temporary and 

intennittent basis of any lane closures, staging areas, and haul routes, if the Project and the Related 

Projects were to be built concurrently, impacts would be less than significant, given that these activities 

would be subject to construction traffic mitigation measures and the City's standard conditions during the 

daytime hours. 
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Comment No. 09-46 

10. The Traffic Studv's Use ofITE Code 492 Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence. 

If there ever was an ITE traffic generation rate that should be used with great caution, it is Land Use Code 

492 (Health/Fitness Club). This ITE rate, unlike most ITE rates which are based on multiple observations 

throughout the country and rigorous peer review-, was developed based on one observation. It is also 

unclear where this one observation \Vas conducted, when it was conducted, and why it \vould bear any 

meaningful relationship to the traffic generation rate for a gym in an urban area of the country that has 

consistently generated higher trip rates for gyms. For Code 492, ITE' s Trip Generation itself states that 

"[ u]sers are cautioned to use data with care because of the small sample size." (See Exhibit M). 

Furthermore, each data plot and equation in the traffic manual notes, in bold: "Caution- Use Carefully

Small Sample Size." (Exhibit N). Given this language, it is incumbent on the DEIR's traffic consultant 

to provide evidence substantiating how the ITE data has been used appropriately and cautiously. If such 

evidence is unavailing, in order to have a legally defensible document the DEIR must provide a 

generation rate that is based on traffic counts from existing fitness clubs within the City, or that is 

otherwise appropriate. 

Response to Comment No. 09-46 

ITE Trip Generation is nationally recognized as a standard in trip generation literature and has been 

widely referenced regarding trip generation. ITE Trip Generation data for Land Use 492 - Health/Fitness 

Club includes sites from California, Connecticut, New Jersey and Pennsylvania. Weekday AM and PM 

peak hour trip generation rates (those salient for the Traffic Study) are based on 5 to 6 sample sites. It 

should also be noted that the Health Club has been calculated to generate approximately 15% of the total 

gross Project trips at area intersections under the Commercial Scenario as described in the Traffic Study 

and the Draft EIR. As such, this rate is appropriate. 

Comment No. 09-47 

11. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Traffic [mpacts of the Rooftop Viewing Platform. 

One would not know anything about this from the DEIR, but the Applicant intends to create a major 

tourist destination at the Project site that has been completely omitted from environmental study. (See 

Exhibit 0.) ("The 8,300 square foot rooftop observation deck [accessed by a dedicated public-accessible 

elevator] on the East Site will create an open, publicly-accessible attraction that will serve as a new 

landmark Hollywood experience for area residents and visitors. The observation deck will feature a full 

service cafe, outdoor seating, attractive hardscapes and landscaping that will set the feature apart from 

other observation decks a.cross the country.") If, as the Project's entitlement application notes, this 

observation deck will be a major draw for tourists and residents alike, how have its impacts been 

evaluated? The DEIR fails to discuss traffic impacts from this deck, which will include tour bus traffic 

and parking impacts that must be analyzed. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-47 

As is standard practice, ITE definitions were used to create parameters measuring the Project size. Those 

parameters provide an acceptable estimate of the Project's trip generation. A rooftop observation deck, if 

developed, would be anchored by a cafe or restaurant use. Such use is accounted for in the Project's 

range of allowable land uses, and was appropriately factored into the traffic analysis in the Traffic Study 

and the Draft EIR. The restaurant or cafe use with the observation deck would be appropriately factored 

into the Project's trip cap and Land Use Equivalency Program. The portion of the observation deck not 

used as a restaurant would serve as an ancillary feature of the Project's outdoor common open space, 

similar to the passes and pedestrian linkages described for the Project's ground floor site plan. Open 

space is considered an ancillary use within a commercial project and is not assigned trip generation for 

purposes of a traffic analysis. Rather the generation is considered in terms of the square footage of the 

commercial use-in this case, a restaurant use. The portion of the observation deck not being utilized as a 

restaurant is considered open space, and would not be considered a trip generator for purposes on the 

traffic analysis. Accordingly, the portion of the observation deck that is allocated a restaurant use is 

assigned the appropriate estimate of the Project's trip generation. 

Further, as discussed in Response to Comment 09-41 above, a separate AM peak hour and PM peak hour 

Trip Cap has been established. As such, development, no matter what combination of uses, cannot 

exceed 574 AM peak hour trips or 924 PM peak hour trips. 

Comment No. 09-48 

12. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Project's Traffic Impacts on Weekend Nights. 

It is unclear why only weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours were studied for this Project. Many projects of 

the scale proposed by the Applicant include weekend impact analysis. [n this case, given the high amount 

of night club, restaurant, retail, hotel, and observation deck uses that may be active in the Project during 

weekend nights, the DEIR must analyze Friday and Saturday night traffic impacts. This area of 

Hollywood is literally the center of Los Angeles nightlife on weekends, with vehicles creating gridlock 

from approximately 9 p.m. to 3:00 a.m. (often at levels that by far exceed weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours). The traffic study cannot be complete until weekend impacts are studied and all feasible mitigation 

reduces those impacts to a level less than significant. 

Response to Comment No. 09-48 

The Project will mainly contain office and residential uses, which are most heavily peak commute hour 

traffic generators, with the other uses as supporting facilities. Therefore, peak commute hours were 

chosen for analysis of Project traffic impacts. As a comparison, the Saturday peak hour trip generation 

was calculated using the same procedures as for the peak commute hour trip generation calculations. The 

peak hours of all Project uses were assumed to coincide (e.g., Saturday trips to the Health Club, Offices 

and Restaurants all peak at the same time). The calculation shows that, even with conservative 
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assumptions and using the Commercial Scenario, the net Project trips at area intersections would be 19% 

lower at the peak on Saturdays than PM peak commute hour during weekdays. See Appendix C 

(Saturday Project Trip Generation) attached hereto. 

Comment No. 09-49 

13. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate Queuing Impacts on the Hollywood Freeway. 

Despite a request from the California Department of Transportation, in response to the DEIR's Notice of 

Preparation, that the DEIR study the queuing of vehicles using off-ramps that will back into the mainline 

through lanes of the Hollywood Freeway, the DEIR is completely silent on the Project's potential 

significant impacts due to queuing. Especially on weekend nights, the exits off the Holly\'.-ood Free\vay 

into Hollywood become extremely backed up, creating impacts on mainline segments as well. The DEIR 

cannot ignore this significant impact. 

Response to Comment No. 09-49 

Please see the Response to Comment No. 03-5. 

Comment No. 09-50 

14. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation for the Project's Significant Traffic Impacts. 

Given the major deficiencies identified in practically every component of the DEIR's traffic study, the 

traffic analysis needs to be redone. The DEIR identified restriping at one intersection as the only 

roadway improvement mitigation measure for this massive Project. This cannot possibly be the only 

feasible road improvement; thus, AMDA may suggest additional feasible mitigation measures once the 

Project's plans for ingress and egress are disclosed and the traffic study is redone so as to reasonably 

identify the Project's traffic impacts. One thing is clear at this point, however. Given the Project's 

significant impacts at multiple intersections, the DEIR needs to identify the mitigation measures that were 

supposedly discarded and deemed infeasible for the DEIR's conclusions about infeasibility to be 

supported by substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 09-50 

A variety of mitigation measures were considered during the Traffic Study process. The measures 

considered included modifications to the lane configurations at individual intersections. Those measures 

were not considered feasible due to secondary impacts on the sidewalk width or on-street parking supply, 

with one exception. After the potential measures were evaluated, due to secondary impacts, most of the 

significantly impacted intersections were determined to have no feasible mitigation measures. However, 

the Traffic Study recommends that the Project implements the identified feasible measures, including 

TDM program, transit enhancements, funding of a Transportation Management Organization, funding of 

an alternative mode lane trust fund, signal system upgrades and physical improvement at l study 
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intersection. Please see Mitigation Measures K.1-4 through K.1-12 on pages IV.K.1-45 through CV.K.1-

59 and Mitigation Measure K.1-13 identified in Response No. 09-43 above and in the Additions and 

Corrections section of the Final EIR. 

Comment No. 09-51 

D. The DEIR Fails to Completely Analyze the Project's Parking Impacts on the Surrounding 

Community. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will not have significant operational impacts on parking because the 

Project will presumably have enough parking for its own internal uses. Assuming this is tme, the DEIR 

still fails to account for the Project's displacement of public parking lots used by Pantages Theater patrons 

and other area visitors. Furthermore, from a cumulative impacts standpoint, the other parking lots in the 

area used for Pantages Theater parking have been entitled for other projects, one of which is already 

under construction. The DEIR needs to analyze the displacement of public parking spaces used for the 

Pantages (and other nearby uses) and mitigate parking impacts accordingly. The trickle-down impacts 

from the Pantages lacking parking for approximately 3,000 patrons for any given performance is also 

likely to create significant traffic congestion on area streets. Other projects in the vicinity, like he 

Hollywood Tower Terrace project at Franklin and Gower, have provided significant public parking 

components to mitigate such impacts. The proposed Project needs to do the same. 

Response to Comment No. 09-51 

As noted by the comment, the Project will provide sufficient parking supply for all uses within the Project 

Site, including the existing uses to remain. The Project Site does not contain any parking that is legally 

designated as the supply for any non-Project use (e.g., a public parking district structure, or a lot 

designated on a building permit for an off-site use). However, fee parking on the Project Site is allowed 

to be used by individuals. On weekends, when parking demand is less than on weekdays for all scenarios 

(see Appendix E of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR), the on-site Project parking 

will be made available to patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses. 

Comment No. 09-52 

Likewise, street parking in the area is used by AMDA students and visitors. AMDA is concerned about 

the street parking displacement that will occur as a result of the Project during construction and 

operations. The DEIR also needs to disclose whether or not the Project's commercial parking will be free 

of charge. If parking will not be free of charge, the DEIR needs to analyze parking validation options and 

off-site parking spillage that will occur as a result of Project visitors who are unable or unwilling to pay 

for parking. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-52 

On weekends, when parking demand is less than on weekdays for all scenarios (see Appendix E of the 

Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K. l of the Draft ECR), the on-site Project parking will be made available to 

patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses. Further, as analyzed in Section IV.K.1-2 Transportation

Parking, parking on the Project Site will be provided to meet the demand for all uses within the Project 

Site, including the existing uses to remain. The Draft ECR is not required to analyze parking validation 

options or otl1er issues related to parking for a fee. 

Comment No. 09-53 

E. The DEIR's Analysis of Aesthetics Conceals and Inappropriately Minimizes the Impacts of 

the Proposed Project. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Identizy AMDA as a Sensitive Receptor and Fails to Identify Significant 

Shade-Shadow Impacts to AMDA. 

Once again, the DEIR fails to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor, in the process concealing the 

Project's significant shade-shadow impacts on AMDA. (See DEIR, Table IV.A.2-1.) Not only would the 

Project's shade-shadow impacts surpass the threshold for AMDA's buildings, they would create 

significant shadows in tl1e key outdoor areas of the AMDA campus, such as the AMDA piazza and 

outdoor stage. (See Figures IV.A.2-1 through IV.A.2-7, demonstrating that AMDA's campus would be 

shaded by both Project's towers from 9:00a.m. to 3:00p.m. during the winter solstice). This is a 

significant impact not disclosed in the DEIR. Should the Project be constructed as proposed, AMDA 

students will essentially no longer have any sunlight on their campus. The DEIR needs to identify these 

impacts and mitigate them to a level less than significant in a re-circulated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-53 

This comment first asserts that the Draft EIR did not properly identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor. 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide contains screening criteria to help locate and evaluate shadow

sensitive uses. It provides that shadow-sensitive uses may include, but not be limited to residential, 

commercial, or institutional land uses where sunlight is important to function, physical comfort, or 

commerce. (Emphasis added). During preparation of the Draft EIR, the AMDA building \Vas evaluated 

by a records search and site visit. The AMDA facilities are primarily two commercial buildings, zoned 

as a commercial use, with minimal outdoor areas. Furthermore, the outdoor piazza referenced in the 

comment is a narrow outdoor area - with existing hedges that shade the piazza - between the AMDA 

building and the sidewalk on Yucca Street. Thus, per the criteria of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 

the piazza is not considered a shadow-sensitive use because most of the piazza is already shaded during 

the winter solstice under existing conditions and thus sunlight is not important to tl1e piazza's continuing 

function. 
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Moreover, the Project does not cast a shadow on the piazza during any of the summer solstice months. 

AMDA's outdoor piazza and stage area are currently shaded during the winter months, which is the only 

time when the Project's shadow pattern crosses theses AMDA facilities. As such there is currently 

minimal expectation for direct sunlight in these areas during the winter months. Based a review of aerial 

photographs obtained from Google Earth satellite imagery from November 14, 2009, and as verified by 

by a site visit on December 19, 2012, the piazza and outdoor stage area of the AMDA campus are situated 

within an existing shadow created by AMDA's landscaped hedge along the site's southerly property line 

along Yucca Street. Therefore, these areas are not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses and 

the Project's shade and shadow impacts upon these AMDA facilities \vould be considered less that 

significant. 

With respect to the Draft EIR, the AMDA building with the piazza are listed in Table IV.A.2-1, Summary 

of Winter Solstice Shadow- Impacts. The Project's summer and winter shade and shadow impacts upon 

AMDA are illustrated in Figures IV.A.2-1 through IV.A.2-16. As shown in these figures, the Project 

would not cast any shadows upon any portion of the AMDA facilities located north of Yucca Street 

during the summer months. During the winter months, the outer envelope of the Project's shadow pattern 

is projected over the AMDA outdoor facilities for more than 3 consecutive hours. However, as discussed 

in the Draft EIR, the Project's Tower Massing Standards would create a shadow gap resulting from the 80 

feet of separation between the two towers on the West Site (see Standards 7.5.2 on page CV.A.2-10 of the 

Draft EIR). This shadow gap is illustrated in Figures IV.A.2-1 through IV.A.2-7 in Section IV.A.2, 

Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow. As a result, compliance with the Project's development regulations would 

further reduce shadow impacts on AMDA, and indicates that the Project would not fully shade AMDA' s 

outdoor facilities continuously for more than 3 hours during the winter months. As such, the Draft EIR is 

correct and the Project's shade and shadow impact upon AMDA would be less than significant with 

mitigation, whether or not the outdoor space is considered a sensitive land use. 

Comment No. 09-54 

2. The DEIR Does Nothing to Mitigate Significant Impacts to Focal Views. 

The DEIR states that the impacts to focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Tower would be 

significant and unavoidable, but fails to provide any mitigation for this impact. CEQA requires all 

feasible mitigation to be imposed. A simple solution would be to reduce the floor plate of a 220-foot 

building adjacent to the Capitol Records Tower and create an absolute minimum setback requirement 

(there is no reason a 220-foot building must have a floor plate that blocks views of the Capitol Records 

Tower). 14 A determination that mitigation of impacts to the Capitol Records Tower is infeasible cannot 

be supported by substantial evidence. 

l..J It should be noted that this mitigation is not to be viewed as an expression of support for a taller tower. The taller 
towers create their own type of sign(ficant impact that must be mitigated. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-54 

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does nothing to mitigate impacts to focal vie\vs, and cites the 

Draft EIR's conclusion that the Project's impacts to focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Tower 

would be significant and unavoidable. This comment appears to reference the Draft EIR conclusion that 

focal views obstruction would be significant and unavoidable for View 6, under the 220-foot tower

massing model for buildings on the East Site. However, this comment fails to acknowledge the numerous 

project design controls and mitigation measures that have been proposed to mitigate visual impacts from 

the street level. 

First, the Development Regulations incorporate ground-floor open space and building setback 

requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves important 

views to the Capitol Records Building and recognized portions of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 

and Entertainment District. These requirements do set an absolute minimum setback requirement that 

preserves views of the Capitol Records Building. The ground-floor open space and building setback 

requirements would also be effective in reducing the massing at the street level and limiting the visual 

obstruction of adjacent historic resources. (See sections 6.1, 6.9, 7.1, 7.5, 8.1 and 8.2 of the Development 

Regulations.) Based on these standards, there are no development scenarios that would fully block views 

of the Capitol Records Building from street level perspectives. 

Second, a development objective of the Project is to preserve public views from certain key vantages 

points to the Capitol Records Building by creating grade level open space and civic plazas on the East 

Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and the Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the 

Capitol Records Building. (See section l.2.2.b of the Development Regulations.) This objective is 

carried forward into the Development Regulation and is an innate project design feature that reduces focal 

view obstruction on the Capitol Records Building, even under the 220-foot massing scenario reference by 

the comment. 

Third, it should be noted that CEQA does not require an analysis of every imaginable mitigation measure. 

In this case, the design of the Project assessed the sample mitigation measures contained in the 

Obstruction of Views section of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide when crafting the Development 

Regulations and aesthetics mitigation measures. For example, and as noted above, the Development 

Regulations use open space areas to minimize view obstrnction and enhance existing views, which is a 

sample mitigation measure in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. (See section 8 and Figures 8. l.l-8.1.4 

for the Development Regulations.) Similarly, the Development Regulations locate new structures on 

portions of the Project Site that reduce interference with existing views, which is another sample 

mitigation measure in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Compare Figure 2.1: Site Plan, which shows 

the total developable area of the Project Site, with Figure 6.1.2.a of the Development Regulations, which 

shows how the building footprints on the East Site (under the 220-foot massing scenario) are set back 

from Vine Street and angled to allow views of the Capitol Records Building from the intersection of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. In addition, the Project is requesting floor area averaging across 

both sites, which is another sample mitigation measure and allows development flexibility to incorporate 
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setbacks and open space on the East site that might not otherwise be available. Likewise, the 

Development Regulations allow 550 and 585-foot-high tower development scenarios on the East Site 

(See Development Regulations Figures 6.1.2.c.l and 6.1.2.d.l). These project design features were 

specifically added to the Development Regulations to slenderize the towers on the East Site and thereby 

open up views of the Capitol Records Building. The resulting aesthetic mitigation of these project design 

features is illustrated in Figure IV.A.l-16, Views 6(c) and (d), which show the majority of the Capitol 

Records Building remains visible from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after 

development of the Project. TI1e Draft EIR also includes a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure A.l-

2) that ensures these project design features are implemented in the development. In sum, the Project has 

mitigated view impacts to the extent feasible by incorporating project design features that reduce view 

impacts on the Capitol Records Building. The Development Regulations, which were included in the 

Draft EIR, are substantial evidence that the Project incorporates design features that mitigate visual 

impacts under the 220-foot massing scenario. 

As demonstrated above, the Project incorporates all feasible design features and mitigation measures to 

reduce aesthetic impacts on the Capitol Records Building. To present the most conservative assessment 

of view impact, and based on the illustration presented in Figure IV .A.1-16 (Conceptual Visual 

Simulation Renderings View 6), the Draft EIR found that a partial view obstruction at this vantage point 

(View 6) would result in a significant visual impact. 

Comment No. 09-55 

3. New· Visual Simulation Renderings of the Proposed Project and View· Impacts on the Capitol 

Records Tmver are Required. 

The DEIR's visual simulations improperly obscure views of the Capitol Records Tower and minimize the 

iconic role that it currently plays in the Hollywood skyline. (See Exhibit P.) For some reason, the DEIR's 

view simulations are by and large extremely small and the photographs are taken from very great 

distances that would make it appear that the Capitol Records To\ver is not seen from various vantage 

points. In particular, the view simulations of the Project from the Hollywood Freeway, which currently 

has one of the most iconic vie\vs of the Capitol Records Tmver and signal the entrance to Hollywood, 

appear designed to hide and minimize the building. (The photographs are also taken from the opposite 

side of the freeway from which views would be experienced.) 

Response to Comment No. 09-55 

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR's selection of perspectives for view simulations are 

purposefully taken from locations to obscure views of the Capitol Records Building and minimize its 

iconic role as part of the Hollywood Skyline. The referenced Exhibit P contains copies of Figures 

IV.A.l-11 through IV.A.1-14, Views 1 through 4, respectively, which are images from the Draft EIR. 

These graphics appear on pages IV.A-37 to IV.A-43, in Section IV.A, Aesthetics - Views/Light and 

Glare of the Draft EIR. The views from which the illustrative view simulations were taken were selected 
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based on a survey of the area and observations of notable and prominent views of the Capitol Records 

Building within the immediate project vicinity and broader Hollywood community. Views were selected 

to present a broad range of vantages that could be impacted by the Project. The Draft EIR clearly 

acknowledges the importance of the Capitol Records Building as an iconic architectural landmark within 

the Hollywood community. In fact, the first paragraph under the project Objectives subheading states: 

"The underlying purpose of the Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a 

vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex 

while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities of the 

City's urban land use policies for Hollywood and those expressed by various stakeholders." (See 

Section II, Project Description, page II-44) 

Additional emphasis on the importance of the historic Capitol Records Building and the importance it 

plays with respect to the architectural character of Hollywood community is presented in Section IV.C, 

Cultural Resources. As stated on page IV.C-30: "The Capitol Records Building is significant as an 

outstanding example of Modern high-rise architecture from the mid-201hcentury. The building's 

architectural significance makes it essential that certain important views showcasing its circular shape be 

maintained so that the iconic architecture of the building continues to be visible and understood." 

Further, with respect to the commenter's objection to the selection of views depicted in the Draft EIR, 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. \\Then responding to comments, lead 

agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all infonnation 

requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204). 

Here, the Draft EIR contains several panoramic and focal view simulations that include the Capitol 

Records Building. As shown in Figure IV .A. l -9, Photograph Location Map, the Draft EIR presents 

numerous perspectives that include views immediately adjacent to the Project Site, from the 101 Free\vay, 

more distant views of the Project Site from Sunset Boulevard, and several perspectives from the 

Hollywood Hills looking tmvards the Project Site. Accordingly, the Draft EIR has provided an adequate 

range of view simulations that properly inform the decision makers about the potential aesthetic impacts 

of the Project. Additional view simulations are not required as suggested by the comment. 

Comment No. 09-56 

One only need to look at the view simulations in the April 2007 Draft EIR for the Yucca Street 

Condominium Project (the last Draft EIR where views of the Capitol Records Tower \Vere at issue) to see 

that the Capitol Records Tower views are very substantial. (See Exhibit Q.) This Draft EIR for a much 

smaller project included multiple photographs that actually showed meaningful vie\vs of the Capitol 

Records Tower in full-size photographs, juxtaposed with visual simulations of the proposed project, and 

subsequent analysis of each photograph. Given how previous environmental impact reports have treated 
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the Capitol Records Tower, this DEIR's exclusion of meaningful and prominent Capital Records Tower 

views raises serious questions about potential DEIR bias and renders the analysis insufficient to support 

the DEIR' s finding of insignificance. 

Response to Comment No. 09-56 

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR excludes meaningful prominent views of the Capitol Records 

Building. On the contrary, the Draft EIR highlights the importance of views of the Capitol Records 

Building. Specifically, Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records Building View Corridors identifies valued 

viewsheds of the Capitol Records Building. In addition, the Draft ECR then includes several view 

simulations that relate to the identified view corridors and are considered prominent view locations. See 

Draft ECR Figures IV.A.l-11 through IV.A.l-14. 

Next, the commenter references the view simulations contained in the April 2007 Draft ECR for the Yucca 

Street Condominium Project (shown in the commenter's Exhibit Q) as an example of how such views 

were addressed in prior EIRs. The views depicted in the commenter's Exhibit Qare taken from the same 

general vantage point as Views 3 and 4 depicted in Figures IV.A.l-13 and IV.A.l-14, respectively of the 

Draft EIR. Similar to the views depicted in the commenter's Exhibit Q these views in the Draft EIR 

depict the viewshed of the Project Site from the Hollywood 10 l Freeway. These viewpoints allow the 

entire site (East and West Sites) to be captured in the view simulations whereas the close up views 

suggested in the comment would not provide the appropriate scale to see how the Project towers on both 

sites would potentially impact views. 

It should further be noted that these views are from the north and southbound lanes of the Hollywood 

Freeway are presented to represent the views available to passing motorists. As such these are transitory 

views experienced for seconds as one travels through the Hollywood area on the 101 Freeway. These are 

not stationary scenic views from a specific vantage or lookout. As such, the views in the Draft EIR are 

highly representative photographs from this vantage point. 

Lastly, even ifthe views suggested by the commenter where used for view simulations, the conclusions in 

the Draft EIR would not change. The entire Project would appear behind the Capitol Records Building 

when viewed from the 101 Freeway. Thus, the Project would not obscure focal views of the Capitol 

Records Buildings from the vantage points suggested by the commenter, and the related aesthetic impacts 

from this perspective would still be considered less than significant. 

Comment No. 09-57 

4. The DEIR's Equivalency Program Renders Meaningful Aesthetics Analysis Impossible. 

For a Project being built directly adjacent to one of the City's most important monuments, near one of the 

most famous intersections in the world, the vagueness and uncertainty created by the DEIR's equivalency 

program is completely inappropriate for environmental analysis of aesthetics. The Project's Development 

Regulations state that "parking, open space and related development requirements for any component of 
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the Project may be developed in any location within the Project site." (Development Regulations, p. 10.) 

(Emphasis added.) Thus, the public really has no idea what the ultimate project will look like. 

Response to Comment No. 09-57 

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for a discussion of the adequacy of the 

Project Description as well as how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to ensure 

compatibility with historic resources by establishing required standards and recommended guidelines for 

new design elements. While the Equivalency Program is designed to provide flexibility of uses, there are 

a number of controlling factors, such as the vehicle trip cap and the guidelines and regulations within the 

Development Regulations. The aesthetics analysis in the Draft ECR is based on an outer envelope of 

design scenarios, which presents a worst-case and conservative assumption of what the ultimate project 

could look like. In addition, the view simulations illustrate the Project at a variety of height scenarios 

(i.e., 220, 400, 550, and 585-feet high) to accurately disclose the potential development scenarios 

associated with implementation of the Development Regulations within the context of the Equivalency 

Program. Also, the Development Regulations establish definitive standards for setbacks from adjacent 

historic and aesthetic resources and street frontages, as well as providing standards for grade-level open 

space. These components of the Project, as embodied in the Development Regulations, establish key 

characteristics of the Project's potential aesthetic character regardless of the flexibility provided in the 

Equivalency Program. In doing so, the Draft EIR discloses and analyzes multiple variations of the 

aesthetic character that could be associated with the Project. Therefore, the Draft EIR does in fact 

adequately inform the public and decision makers regarding the aesthetic character and the related 

impacts of the Project. 

Comment No. 09-58 

Likewise, many Project elements do not bear any resemblance to what is described in the DEIR and in 

many cases the Project could be much more impactful on aesthetics than what was analyzed in the DEIR. 

For example, the DEIR states that "the Project would include up to three levels of above-grade parking 

within the podium structures." (DEIR p. II-31.) But the Project's Development Agreement would not 

commit the Applicant to this. In fact, the Project applications filed with the City state that the Project will 

have "around seven stories of above-grade parking." (See Exhibit A.) And more importantly, if the 

Applicant wanted to do all aboveground parking in 15-stories, the Development Regulations would do 

nothing to prevent this either. 

Response to Comment No. 09-58 

The commenter points to a discrepancy between the Project Description presented in Section II, of the 

Draft EIR and a dated entitlement application that was filed in 2008. For example, the commenter is 

concerned that the Draft EIR states that the Project will contain three levels of above grade podium 

parking, but this detail is not specified within the Development Regulations. For clarification, the Project 

Description in the Draft EIR accurately defines the Project as it is currently being proposed. The Draft 
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Millennium Hollywood Project Scope of Development: Design Guidelines and Standards submitted to the 

Department of City Planning in 2008, as referenced by the commenter and provided in the commenter's 

"Exhibit A," have since been revised and are contained in Appendix II, of the Draft EIR. 

The commenter is concerned that the Development Agreement or Development Regulations would not 

prevent the Applicant from developing 15-stories of above ground parking. However, as stated in Section 

IV .K.2, Transportation and Parking of the Draft EIR, the Project would include up to three levels of 

above-grade parking within the podium structures, up to six levels of below grade parking on the East 

Site, and up to six levels of below grade parking on the West Site, which is the scope of development 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. In other words, the Draft EIR is not proposing a project with 15-stories of 

above-ground parking. So, to understand the limitations on ultimate development, the fluidity of the 

Development Regulations must be considered (and in certain instances constrained) by the scope of 

environmental impact analysis presented in the Dratf EIR. 

Moreover, the Development Agreement does not allow for the Project to exceed the maximum impacts 

studied in the Draft EIR. As stated on pages II-22 and II-23 of the Draft EIR the Equivalency Program 

shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development Agreement. 

The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the Applicant filing 

a request with the Department of City Planning. The supporting documentation shall also provide 

sufficient infonnation to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the 

maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Thus, the development procedures 

described in the Draft EIR, Development Regulations, and the Development Agreement do in fact ensure 

that the development would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 

Contrary to the commenter assertion about resemblance of the Project, the Draft EIR presents numerous 

visual simulations of the Project. As is typical of Draft EIRs, view simulations anticipate likely project 

elements and design without the benefit of final engineering plans. The Draft EIR view simulations 

accurately depict the potential heights and massing of the Project element, including podiums where 

potential parking areas would be constructed. In addition, the Section 10 of the Development Regulations 

contains several provisions regarding the design of parking facilities, including Section 10.3, which 

provides screening standards for above grade parking. Therefore, the Draft EIR does in fact adequately 

disclose and analyze the potential environmental and aesthetic impacts associated with Project design and 

parking facilities. 

Comment No. 09-59 

5. The DEIR's Analvsis of Temporary Construction [mpacts is [nadequate. 

The DEIR's analysis of temporary construction impacts is very cursory. For example, no reference is 

made whatsoever to truck staging areas, which the DEIR notes elsewhere would be on Yucca Street, in 

what is essentially the middle of AMDA's campus. The DEIR must analyze the aesthetic impact of 

construction on student life at AMDA over the course of three years if the Project is built in one phase 
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(longer if it is multi-phased) and mitigate those impacts to a level less than significant. The one 

mitigation measure that has been provided (a fence) is far from sufficient. 

Response to Comment No. 09-59 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR's analysis of the Project's construction related impacts are 

cursory and inadequate. TI1e commenter is concerned with the placement of truck staging impacts and the 

potential aesthetic impact upon AMDA's campus during an expended construction period. TI1e 

commenter further asserts that the proposed truck staging areas on Yucca Street will be essentially in the 

middle of the AMDA campus and cites only one mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure A. l-1) has been 

proposed to address construction impacts. Mitigation Measure A. l-1 requires the Applicant to visually 

screen and maintain the Project Site during construction. As provided in Section IV.K. l, 

Transportation/Traffic and Section IV.K-2, Parking, the Draft EIR identifies three additional mitigation 

measures that address the Project's construction related impacts associated with vehicle staging and 

parking. Specifically, these mitigation measures are restated below: 

K. l-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk closures 

during the construction period, the Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a Construction 

Traffic Control/Management Plan (the "Plan") to be approved by LADOT to minimize the effects 

of construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular 

and pedestrian circulation in the area of the Project. The Plan shall include temporary roadway 

striping and signage for traffic flow as necessary, as well as the identification and signage of 

alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for construction 

unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500' greater in length than 

the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-related 

employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on 

surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. TI1ere shall be no 

staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the duration of all 

construction activities. TI1ere shall be no staging or parking of construction vehicles, including 

vehicles that transport \Yorkers, on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction 

vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Implementation of these measures, in conjunction with Mitigation Measures IV.A-1, would further serve 

to mitigate the Project's temporary and intermittent construction related impacts upon the AMDA campus 

and adjacent areas, specifically \vith respect to pedestrian circulation and vehicle storage staging areas. 

Combined with mitigation measure A.1-1, the Draft EIR properly concludes that the Project's temporary 

visual and aesthetic impact during the construction period would be less than significant \vith mitigation. 
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Comment No. 09-60 

F. The DEIR's Air Quality Analysis is Inadequate. 

1. Since the Traffic Study Artificiallv Minimizes Project Trips the Air Quality Analvsis is 

Similarly Flawed. 

Given all the flaws in the traffic study discussed above, when the traffic study is redone, the air quality 

impacts must be recalculated with the correct traffic inputs. As presently drafted, by severely 

underestimating the Project's traffic impacts, the DEIR fails to measure the Project's true air quality 

impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 09-60 

This comment asserts that the traffic study artificially minimized project trips. As the Project Traffic 

Study accurately disclosed the Projecf s trips, the air quality analysis presented in the Draft EIR is 

adequate and accurately reflects the Projecf s regional air quality impacts. 

Comment No. 09-61 

2. The DEIR Must Analyze the Project's Specific Air Oualitv Impacts on AMDA, Including 

Localized CO and Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts. 

As stated previously, AMDA is a sensitive receptor adjacent to the Project that has not been identified as 

such. Furthermore, AMDA's "piazza," an outdoor courtyard that is the central gathering place for AMDA 

students and a component of AMDA's cafeteria, is at the comer of Yucca Street and Vine Avenue (and 

closer than 25 feet from the road), yet the DEIR fails to analyze CO hotspot impacts on students at this 

location. As a sensitive receptor, AMDA must be studied for CO hotspots, toxic air contaminants, and 

other localized emissions impacts. This analysis must include construction impacts, as well as the 

potential operational impacts of an above-ground parking structure at the property line with AMDA. 

Response to Comment No. 09-61 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential regional and localized construction and operational air 

quality impacts. As stated earlier in Response to Comment No. 09-11 above, AMDA \Vas not identified 

as a sensitive receptor based on use permits on file with the City of Los Angeles. With respect to CO 

Hotspots, SCAQMD suggests conducting a CO hotspots analysis for any intersection where a proposed 

project would worsen the LOS to any level below C, and for any intersection rated D or worse where the 

proposed project would increase the V/C ratio by two percent or more. The Project would meet these 

criteria at 13 of the 37 intersections analyzed. The intersection of Yucca Street and Vine Street would not 

meet these analysis criteria and thus was correctly not analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. Intersections 

that do not meet the analysis criteria would not have the potential to exceed their respective national or 

state ambient air quality standards. 
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Comment No. 09-62 

3. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation Measures for ROG, NOx, and PM2.5. 

Despite regional significant and unavoidable reactive organic gas ("ROG") and nitrogen oxide ("NOx") 

impacts, the DEIR fails to impose all feasible mitigation for these particulates. For example, the DEIR 

does not consider best practices to reduce construction \vorker trips, further reductions in construction 

vehicle idling times, Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, electric powered compressor engines in lieu of 

fuel combustion sources, alternative fuels, minimization of traffic conflicts during construction, electricity 

usage from power poles in lieu of diesel or gasoline generators, low-VOC coatings, etc. Simply put, the 

DECR has not established that other mitigation measures that would further reduce the significant impacts 

are infeasible. Finally, with respect to localized on-site daily constmction emissions, the DEIR fails to 

impose all feasible mitigation to further reduce PM2 5 levels to a level less than significant. 

Response to Comment No. 09-62 

This comment suggests additional air quality m1t1gation measures, beyond the nut1gation measures 

identified in the Draft EIR It should be noted that the mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR 

meet and exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development projects in the City of Los 

Angeles. [n addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District also submitted comments 

regarding air quality mitigation measures. Additional air quality mitigation measures have been added to 

the Draft EIR. Please see the response to Comment No. 08-3 for additional information about mitigation 

measures. Generally, see all the responses to the Comment Letter 08 for additional discussion of air 

quality issues and revised mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 09-63 

G. The DEIR's Climate Change Threshold Is Completely Counter to the Instructions of the 

California Natural Resources Agency and Violates CEQA. 

The DEIR's impact determination is based on a comparison of the Project to "business as usual." (DEIR, 

p. IV.B.2-16). Such an approach is legally incorrect and goes directly counter to, the instructions of the 

Natural Resources Agency, the State agency that \Vas responsible for amending the CEQA Guidelines to 

address climate change. As stated in the Natural Resources Agency's Final Statement of Reasons 

accompanying the amended CEQA Guidelines: 

This section's reference to the "existing environmental setting" reflects existing law requiring that 

impacts be compared to the environment as it currently exists. (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 

15125.) This clarification is necessary to avoid a comparison of the project against a "business as 

usual" scenario as defined by ARB in the Scoping Plan. Such an approach would confuse 

"business as usual" projections used in ARB's Scoping Plan with CEQA's separate requirement of 

analyzing project effects in comparison to the environmental baseline. (Compare Scoping Plan, 

at p. 9 ("The foundation of the Proposed Scoping Plan's strategy is a set of measures that will cut 
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greenhouse gas emissions by nearly 30 percent by the year 2020 as compared to business as 

usual") with Fat v. County of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278 (existing 

environmental conditions normally constitute the baseline for environmental analysis); see also 

Center for Bio. Diversity v. City of Desert Hot Springs, Riverside Sup. Ct. Case No. RIC464585 

(August 6, 2008) (rejecting argument that a large subdivision project would have a "beneficial 

impact on C02 emissions" because the homes would be more energy efficient and located near 

relatively uncongested freeways).) Business as usual may be relevant, however, in the discussion 

of the "no project alternative" in an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.6(e)(2) (no project 

alternative should describe what would reasonably be expected to occur in the future in the 

absence of the project).) (Exhibit R.) 

By comparing the Project's greenhouse gas ("GHG") em1ss10ns to "business as usual," the DEIR 

completely undercounts GHGs and utilizes the wrong baseline, which is the issuance of the Notice of 

Preparation. Admittedly, no single development project will create significant climate change impacts on 

its own. 15 However, the DEIR must analyze Project emissions in accordance with legal requirements, 

since individual development projects may have a cumulatively significant impact that needs to be 

seriously analyzed. 

Response to Comment No. 09-63 

This comment seems to confuse the terminology of thresholds of significance, impact detennination, 

accepted methodologies (i.e., "business as usual" (BAU) calculations) for analyzing GHG emission 

reductions, and environmental baseline. The case lmv cited in the comment points out that there is a 

difference in the BAU methodology provided in the ARB Scoping Plan and CEQA's separate 

requirement for analyzing impacts against the proper baseline. TI1e Draft EIR properly employed the 

BAU methodology to analyze GHG impacts. The GHG analysis contained in the Draft EIR correctly 

establishes the current GHG emissions associated with the existing land uses on the Project Site 

(environmental baseline - see Table CV.B.2-3, Existing Project Site Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Table 

IV.B.2-6, Project Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft ECR then illustrates the Project's 

net increase of GHG emissions over existing Project Site emissions for two separate build-out scenarios; a 

build-out scenario with GHG-reducing measures (Project Scenario) and a build-out scenario without 

GHG-reducing measures (defined therein as a Business As Usual Scenario). By providing these two 

potential build-out scenarios, the Draft EIR properly discloses the Project's increase in GHG emissions 

compared to the existing conditions. The Draft EIR does not, as the comment states, "completely 

undercount[] GHGs" These t\vo potential build-out scenarios also illustrate the effectiveness of the 

Project's GHG-reducing measures and allows the decision-maker to determine \vhether those measures 

15 
The DEIR also does not disclose where the erroneous threshold originated. Under CEQA, "[t/hresholds of significance 

to be adoptedfiJr general use as part of the lead agency's environmental review must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, 
rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by substantial evidence" (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064. 7)(Emphasis added). To our knowledge, the City has not adopted this erroneous threshold 
through any public review process, nor is the threshold supported by substantial evidence. The DEIR therefore must be 
revised to include a discussion of how GHG emission thresholds compZv with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. 7. 
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represent a fair share contribution to reducing GHG impacts to the target level established under AB 32 

and thus are no longer cumulatively considerable. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR., the Project's GHG-reducing measures include compliance with the LA 

Green Building Code, the Project's location near transit, and the mixed-use nature of the Project. 

Specifically, as detailed in the Project Traffic Study, the Project's location and mixed-use characteristics 

would result in approximately 8,242 fewer daily motor vehicle trips compared to a project in a location 

without transit access and a project without mixed-use characteristics. In addition, as detailed in the 

Project Traffic Study, the Project includes a mitigation measure resulting in a 15% reduction in daily 

motor vehicle trips through the implementation of a project-specific Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) Program. 

As concluded on page IV.B.2-19 of the Draft EIR, although the Project is expected to result in a net 

increase in GHG emissions, the Project's GHG-reducing measures would ensure the Project's GHG 

emissions are reduced in manner that meets the objectives of AB 32 by reducing GHG levels by 42.6% 

below the Project's BAU emission levels. This reduction exceeds the 16% reduction goal below BAU in 

the 2011 Scoping Plan and constitutes the Project's fair share contribution to reduce its cumulative GHG 

impacts to below a level of significance. 

The comment also seems to assume that the Natural Resources Agency's Final Statement of Reasons is 

the legal authority for interpreting the CEQA Guidelines. The U.S. and California Constitution 

established a system of checks and balances and division of powers among the judicial, executive, and 

legislative branches, and among the federal, state, and local governments. Normally, as is the case here, 

state legislative agencies do not have the authority to make final interpretations of their own regulations. 

This is the role of the judicial branch. Among the founding principles of our judicial system is the 

doctrine of stare decisis, in which once a judicial interpretation of a law or regulation has been made and 

published, it is entitled to a level of deference in order to promote stability and allow those subject to the 

law or regulation to rely on the decisions. In California, a court has already held in a published decision 

that projects that demonstrate they have reduced their GHG emissions by at least the Scoping Plan's 

percentage as compared to Business As Usual levels do not make a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to GHG impacts. (Citizens For Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City 

of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 327.) The City, in part, relied on this holding to guide its 

assessment of GHG impacts of this project because the courts are a higher legal authority than the Natural 

Resources Agency. Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated with the Projecf s GHG emissions 

would not rise to the level of significance (i.e., would not be cumulatively considerable) under the 

quantitative threshold. 

Even if the quantitative threshold were exceeded, the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable 

impact because the project meets the qualitative threshold. The Draft EIR provides a thorough discussion 

and qualitative analysis concluding that the Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. As such, the Draft EIR 
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adequately analyzed and disclosed the Project's potential GHG impacts and no further response 1s 

required. 

Comment No. 09-64 

H. The DEIR's Analysis of Impacts to Cultural Resources Is Not Supported by Substantial 

Evidence. 

1. The DEIR First Needs to Analyze and Disclose the Significance of the Capitol Records 

Tower Before Anv Meaningful Analysis of Project Impacts Can Be Made. 

One would not know from the DEIR that the Capitol Records Tower was the first round office tower in 

the world, the first skyscraper built in Hollywood after World War II, that many view the building as "the 

symbol of recorded music on the West Coast," and perhaps most importantly, that the City of Los 

Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument ("HCM") application for the building identified the Capitol Records 

Tower as "literally the beacon of Hollywood." (See Exhibit S.) Whereas the City's HCM file makes clear 

that the Capitol Records Tower is an iconic and integral facet of the Hollywood (and Los Angeles) 

skyline- not just any historic building- the DEIR fails to discuss and analyze the cultural resource impacts 

on the Hollywood and City skyline should over one million square feet of development envelop the 

Capitol Records Tower and forever change its historic role as the beacon of Hollywood. 

One of the key inquiries relative to Cultural Resources is whether a project \vill reduce the integrity or 

significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(b)(l)) ("A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource means ... 

alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical 

resource would be materially impaired.") (Emphasis added.) The DElR must provide an analysis of how 

the Project can affect the historic nature of a City monument that is literally a "beacon" and symbolizes an 

entire region and/or idea. Specifically, the DEIR must include a good-faith discussion of when an 

adjacent development can be so massive in scale relative to a monument of worldwide importance that 

such a monument is materially impaired. The DEIR appears to take the position that mere visibility is the 

only thing that matters, such that a ten-foot setback renders impacts less than significant. The CEQA 

Guidelines indicate otherwise. 

Response to Comment No. 09-64 

The commenter is correct that the Capitol Records Building is reputed to be the first cylindrical office 

tower building in the world and was the first tall office building (built to the height limit of its day) 

constructed in Hollywood after World War IL As detailed in the Draft EIR, the Capitol Records Building 

is historically significant as an example of Corporate Modernist architecture from the 1950s in Los 

Angeles, and high-rise office buildings in Hollywood. It is also significant for its association with the 

Music Industry in Los Angeles. Capitol Records has been formally determined eligible for the National 

Register, is listed in the California Register, and has been designated as a Historic-Cultural Monument 
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(#857) by the City of Los Angeles. All of this information, as well as a detailed history of the Capitol 

Records Building and the surrounding historic resources, is included in the Historic Resources Report that 

is an appendix to the Draft EIR. 

The commenter is also correct that the Capitol Records Building occupies a prominent place in the 

Hollywood skyline due to its striking cylindrical shape and rooftop pylon, and the fact that no additional 

high-rise buildings were built in the vicinity until recently. The Draft EIR and the Historic Resource 

Report clearly acknowledge the significance of the Capitol Records Building. The commenter claims that 

the Draft EIR fails to analyze the cultural significance of the Capitol Records Building. However, Section 

IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to 

add considerable height and density, and that the immediate surroundings of the Capitol Records Building 

will be altered. As demonstrated in the Draft EIR, the Capitol Records Building will retain its eligibility 

for listing in national, state, and local registers despite alteration of its surroundings by the Project. TI1e 

Capitol Records Building will remain intact and retain its important character-defining features. Setback 

and open-space requirements specified in the Development Guidelines \vill also ensure that important 

views will be retained. TI1e Draft EIR also contains mitigation measure C-3 to ensure that any future 

alterations to the Capitol Records Buildings comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standard of 

Rehabilitation. 

Importantly, all of the historic impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR is supported by the Historic 

Resources Report, w-hich is clearly substantial evidence. TI1erefore, the commenter is incorrect in its 

statement that the Draft EIR analysis of cultural resources is not supported by substantial evidence. 

Please see: (l) Topical Response 4, Cultural Rresources; (2) Responses to Comments for Letter No. 19 

from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) Responses to Comment for Letter No. 14 from the 

Hollywood Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft ECR's analysis of 

historic resources. 

Comment No. 09-65 

2. The Lack of a Defined Project Renders Analysis of Impacts to the Capitol Records Tower 

Impossible. 

The lack of a specific design (including basic configuration or massing details) for the Project makes it 

impossible to analyze the Project's consistency with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Cultural 

Resources under CEQA, generally. The DEIR must be revised to include designs that would be used in 

connection with the proposed equivalency program, w-hich is much too vague to allow· for any meaningful 

environmental review. For example, one of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards requires that for 

related new construction "new work shall be differentiated from the old .... " However, it is impossible to 

understand the Project's consistency with the Standard given the lack of a Project design and the very 

broad language in the Development Regulations, which allow innumerable Project permutations that 

conflict with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards (See Development Regulation 7.1.5.) ("Generally, 

buildings over 150 feet tall ... shall not be historicized. They are contemporary forms in the skyline and 
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shall appear as such."). The vagueness (use of the word "generally") and exemption for development 

lower than 150 feet in height in this instance shows how the Development Regulations fail to provide 

meaningful historic resource protections. 

Response to Comment No. 09-65 

The Historic Resources Report provides a detailed analysis of the Project's impacts on historic resources 

according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See Section 6.3: Use of the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards to Determine Impacts in the Historic Resources Report for a details analysis of this 

issue. 

In addition, see Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for a discussion of the adequacy 

of the project description as well as how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to 

ensure compatibility with historic resources by establishing required standards and recommended 

guidelines for new design elements. Also, the Historic Resources Report used the setbacks and open 

space requirements contained in the Development Regulation to form its conclusions regarding the 

Project's potential impacts on historic resources. Thus, contrary to the commenter's assertion, there is in 

fact sufficient Project details for a historic resources expert to reach a definitive conclusion regarding 

potential historic resources impacts. 

Please see: (1) Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources; (2) Responses to Comments for Letter No. 19 

from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) Responses to Comment for Letter No. 14 from the 

Hollywood Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's analysis of 

historic resources. 

Comment No. 09-66 

The Development Regulations also fail to provide sufficient protections for the Capitol Records Tower 

from a massing standpoint. For example, the DEIR finds impacts to historic resources less than 

significant because the Development Regulations "help reduce potential adverse effects of mass and scale 

by reducing the bulk of buildings as height increases and pushing tower elements toward the center of the 

block, and away from historic resources .... In this way, important views from Vine Street and the 

Hollywood Freeway are protected." (DECR, p. CV.C-39.) However, this language from the DECR 

assumes a configuration for the Project that does not necessarily have to be built. For example, the DEIR 

does not disclose that if a building less than 150-feet high is built along the east side of Vine street, then 

no open space need be provided along Vine. (See Development Regulation 6.1.l ). Likewise, the 

Development Regulations allow parking to be built anywhere on the Project site, without consideration 

for historic resource impacts. (Development Regulation 4.1.) Several other potential configurations for 

the Project would be completely insensitive to the Capitol Records Tmver, the DEIR representations 

not\vithstanding. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-66 

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for a discussion of the adequacy of the 

project description as well as how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to provide 

sufficient views and clearance of the Capitol Records Building. The Capitol Records Building will retain 

its eligibility for listing in national, state, and local registers despite alteration of its surroundings by 

large-scale new development. The Capitol Records Building will remain intact and retain its important 

character-defining features. Setback and open-space requirements specified in the Development 

Guidelines will also ensure that important views will be retained. 

The commenter purports development scenarios that are not proposed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR 

does not propose development scenarios wherein all structures are lower than 150-high as the commenter 

purports. Similarly, the commenter does not provide any evidence to prove that if a hypothetical 15 0-tall 

building on the east side of Vine street would preclude open space. In contrast, the Development 

Regulations contain open space standards (see Section 8) and related building designs (see Figures 8.1.1 

through 8.1.4) for the development scenarios considered in the Draft EIR. The impacts related to these 

development scenarios are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR and were reviewed as part of the Historic 

Resources Report. Therefore, the Development Regulations do in fact provide sufficient protections for 

the Capitol Records Buildings according to the development scenarios proposed and analyzed in the Draft 

EIR. 

Please see: (l) Topical Response 4 (Cultural Resources), (2) Responses to Comments for Letter No. 19 

from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) Responses to Comment for Letter No. 14 from the 

Hollywood Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR' s analysis of 

historic resources. 

Comment No. 09-67 

I. The DEIR's Land Use Section Does Not Accurately or Fully Analyze the Project's Impacts. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Accura.telv Identify the Project Site's Applicable Planning and Land Use 

Regulations. 

Starting with the DEIR's Project Description, and carrying through its Land Use Planning environmental 

impact analysis, there are numerous errors and inconsistencies pertaining to the current planning and land 

use regulations that apply to the Project site. For example, the DEIR states that all square footage 

numbers for the Project are calculated using the definition of "net square feet" as defined in LAMC 

Section 14.5.3. (DECR, p. II-23, fn. 4.) No such definition appears in the LAMC, and the referenced 

section of the LAMC pertains to transfers of floor area in Downtown Los Angeles. The DEIR also refers 

to "net developed floor area," which is also allegedly defined by the LAMC (DEIR p. II-24, Table II-4, 

note b), but again, no such defined term exists. The DEIR' s erroneous references to purportedly defined 

terms render it impossible for the public to assess the true scale and impacts of the proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-67 

The comment is correct that net square feet and net developed floor area are not defined in the LAMC. 

Although these terms are not defined in the LAMC, the square footages that are analyzed in the Draft EIR 

for the Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and Residential Scenario are based on the definition of floor 

area provided in Section 12.03 of the LAMC. This has been corrected in Section IV, Corrections and 

Additions, of this Final ECR. As such, although the terms used were incorrect, the Draft EIR adequately 

analyzed the impacts of the Project. 

Comment No. 09-68 

2. The DEIR Does Not Demonstrate the Project's Conformance with Critical Communitv Plan 

Goals and Policies. 

(a) The Project Does Not Provide a Range a/Housing Opportunities. 

The Community Plan includes several policies regarding the importance of providing housing 

opportunities within Hollywood, including the importance of providing housing opportunities for 

households of all income levels and needs. (Community Plan Policy LU .2.17.) The DEIR asserts that the 

Project will comply with this policy by including one-, two-, and three bedroom residential units, which 

"range of units" \vill provide housing opportunities for a "variety of family sizes and income levels." 

(DEIR, p. IV.G-39.) TI1is claim is not based in reality- while a one-bedroom unit in a new- high-rise 

development will almost certainly command a lower price than a three-bedroom unit in that same project, 

there is no rational reason to assume that a lower-income individual or family could afford the rent or 

purchase price for that one-bedroom unit. Therefore, the Applicant must provide an accurate 

representation of the Project's consistency in a re-circulated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-68 

The comment claims that the housing opportunities that would be provided by the Project are not based in 

reality. TI1e comment is speculative as to who would or would not buy or rent a residential unit of the 

Project. In Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, the Project's consistency with applicable 

goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan is analyzed in Table IV.G-4, Hollywood 

Community Plan Update Consistency Analysis, on pages IV.G-37-48. Table IV.G-4 includes the 

Project's consistency with Policy LU.2.17, explaining that the Project will provide a range of residential 

units from one to three bedrooms and thus would provide housing opportunities for a variety of family 

sizes and incomes. This adequately demonstrates the Project's consistency with Policy LU.2.17. 

Comment No. 09-69 

(b) The Project Does Not SpecifY How Pedestrian and Vehicular Traffic Will be Separated. 
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Community Plan Policies LU.3.4, LU.3.5, and LU.3.6 are intended to ensure that conflicts between 

pedestrians and vehicles are minimized, in recognition of one of the Community Plan's overall goals of 

promoting a safe and navigable urban streetscape for pedestrians. These policies require that sidewalks 

be designed to make pedestrians feel safe, discourage curb cuts near high pedestrian traffic areas, and 

discourage the siting of parking areas next to busy sidewalks. However, the DEIR only addresses the first 

of these three policies, and states that by providing straight (or, alternately, "relatively straight") 

side\valks, pedestrian safety would be ensured. (DEIR, p. IV.G-40.) The DEIR does not cite or discuss 

Policies LU.3.5 and LU.3.6 regarding curb cuts and the parking areas, and, as discussed elsewhere in this 

letter, the DEIR does not disclose any precise drive\vay points for the Project. This lack of information 

not only precludes an understanding of hmv pedestrian activity at specific project access points may 

create hazards, but it also prevents the City from finding that the Project complies with these Community 

Plan Policies regarding pedestrian safety. An accurate representation of this Community Plan 

inconsistency must be provided in a re-circulated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-69 

Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan Update Consistency Analysis, on pages IV.G-37-48 of 

Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, includes the analysis of the Project's consistency 

with Goal LU.3: Make Streets Walkable, as well as multiple policies to implement that goal including 

Policies LU. 3.3, 3.4, 3.8, 3.9-12, 3.15, 3.17, 3.21-24, and 3.27. With regard to Policies LU 3.5 

(Discourage curb-cuts next to sidewalks on streets \vith a high level of pedestrian traffic, when alternative 

access exists) and 3.6 (Discourage the siting of parking lots next to sidewalks, which carry high volumes 

of pedestrian traffic), the Project would be overall consistent with these goals and policies. Specifically, 

with regard to LU 3.5, the Project is designed to minimize curb cuts to the maximum extent possible by 

providing alternative access points to the Project Site from both sidewalks and interior entrances. Access 

points are provided where necessary to allow vehicles to enter and exit the Project Site and no curb cuts 

are proposed to strictly allow pedestrians to access the Project Site. Curb cuts are minimized along 

Hollywood Blvd., where most of the sidewalk activity exists. With regard to LU 3.6, the Project is 

proposing to remove the existing parking lots and provide on-site parking within parking garages. In 

tum, this minimizes pedestrian traffic though parking lots and minimizes vehicular traffic through 

walking areas. 

Further, although the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR discuss that the driveways will not introduce any 

unusual adverse hazards (see page IV.K.2-25 of the Draft EIR), additional analysis was completed to 

clarify and further demonstrate that impacts to pedestrian safety conditions due to Project Site access are 

less than significant. As discussed in the Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analyses, 

Appendix G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analysis) attached hereto, the Project 

would reduce the number of driveways serving the Project Site on Vine Street, Ivar Avenue and Argyle 

Avenue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline conflict with other vehicles, including 

bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would have adequate sidewalk space, and 

there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project would cause pedestrian safety 

impacts. 
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Please also see Response to Comment No. 09-7 (AMDA) above. 

Comment No. 09-70 

(c) The DEIR Misrepresents the Project's Proposed Open Space and Passageway 

Development Regulations. 

Community Plan Policy LU.3.23 encourages large commercial projects to be designed with pedestrian 

connections, plazas, greenspace, and other related design features so as to avoid "superblocks." 

Community Plan Policy LU.4.19 similarly encourages the construction of public plazas, in addition to 

greenspace. The DEIR, in affinning the Project's compliance with Community Plan Policy LU.3.23, cites 

the Project's proposed Development Regulations, and states that "open space will enable important 

pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project." (DEIR, p. IV .G-42.) The DEIR 

further states that: "Grade level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building 

and Jazz Mural and will include design features and outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor 

amenities." (Id) This response appears to demonstrate the Project's compliance with these two 

Community Plan Policies. However, an examination of the proposed Development Regulations indicates 

that ifthe Project is developed so as not to exceed 150 feet in height (i.e., without any "towers" as defined 

by the Development Regulations), there is no required amount of grade-level open space (Development 

Regulation 6. l .l) and there is no minimum amount of "publicly accessible passageway area" 

(Development Regulation 8.3.4 a(i)). This serves to emphasize the difficulty of assessing the 

environmental impacts of a project with no fixed design- if the Project is built at a height above 150 feet, 

the DEIR' s claims about open space and passageways may be correct, but if a shorter project is built, 

these claims are no longer accurate. Given the Community Plan's clear recommendation to design 

projects that provide open space, pedestrian access, and greenspace, the DEIR must provide a more 

detailed analysis of how the Project will comply with these policies, regardless of the ultimate height that 

is proposed for the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 09-70 

The commenter contends that the Project no longer complies with the Hollywood Community Plan 

Update if the height of the Project is less than 150 feet. The commenter points to specific parts of the 

Development Regulations and asserts that if the Project was built at 150 feet or less, no grade level open 

space or publicly accessible passageway area \vould be required. Hmvever, the Draft EIR does not 

propose development scenarios lower than 220 feet. Further, as studied in the Draft EIR, the Project 

could range in height from 220 to 585 feet. This height range was fully and adequately analyzed 

throughout the Draft EI R. 
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Comment No. 09-71 

J. The DEIR's Public Services Analysis is Legally Inadequate. 

1. The DEIR Improperlv Categorizes the Project's Fire Code Land Use for Maximum Response 

Distance and Fire Flow Requirements. 

The City's Fire Code specifies maximum response distances that are allowed between project locations 

and fire stations, based upon land use and fire-flow requirements. (LAMC Section 57.09.06, Table 9-C.) 

When response distances exceed these requirements, all structures must be equipped with automatic fire 

sprinkler systems and any other fire protection devices and systems deemed necessary by the City. For 

the Project's proposed high-rise construction, these additional required fire protection devices and systems 

could include standpipe systems, fire alarm systems with emergency communication system, standby 

power systems, and an emergency command center.16 

The DEIR correctly notes that Table 9-C of the Fire Code identifies four types of land uses \vith 

corresponding maximum response distances from the nearest fire station -Low Density Residential, High 

Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial, Industrial/Commercial, and High Density 

Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers). However, despite the Project's proposed 

location in the center of the Hollywood business center within a Regional Center land use designation, 

and despite the fact that the Project would contain more than one million square feet of high-rise 

residential and commercial floor area, the DEIR asserts that the proper land use category for purposes of 

Table 9-C is High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial. As a result of this categorization, the 

DEIR claims that the applicable maximum response distance from the nearest fire station is 1.5 miles, and 

that two City fire stations are located within this maximum distance (Station No. 27 at 0.7 miles from the 

Project, and Station No. 82 at 0.8 miles from the Project). 

While the Project, in several of its many configurations, would contain high density residential land uses, 

there is no configuration that could appropriately be classified as "neighborhood" commercial. The 

equivalency program would also allow a completely commercial scenario. Given the location and 

immense size of the Project, the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should unquestionably be High 

Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers), which has a corresponding 

maximum response distance of 0.75 miles from the nearest engine company, and l mile from the nearest 

truck company. Only Station No. 27 is within 0.75 miles, and by only 0.05 miles. Moreover, Station No. 

27 is a "light force" truck and engine company, with a single aerial ladder truck and a single engine. 17 

These details pertaining to response distances must be clarified in the DEIR to properly classify the 

Project's proposed land uses, and to describe the impacts resulting from the relatively limited availability 

of fire protection services in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 

16 National Fire Protection Association, "High Rise Building Fires," December 2011, p. 17. 

17 
DETR p. IVJ.l-3, City of Los Angeles Fire Department website (http://lafd.org/apparatusllll.jire-a-rescueresources/ 

294-lafd-truck-company ), accessed December 5, :JO 12. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-71 

This comment contends that the Proposed Project should be classified as High Density 

Industrial/Commercial with regard to corresponding maximum fire response distance from the nearest fire 

station. The commenter provides this conclusion by asserting that an all commercial development could 

be developed based on the Equivalency Program. Based on the "worst-case impact envelope" studied [n 

the Draft EIR, including the trip cap, however, the Project is correctly identified as High Density 

Residential/Neighborhood Commercial. Specifically, the Community Plan and Update designates the 

Project Site as Regional Center Commercial and refers to the LAMC for specific land uses permitted 

within this designation. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the 

construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses, no industrial uses are 

allowed. Development of the Project would include some combination of multi-family residential, retail, 

restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 

retained as part of the Project. TI1is type of development would be consistent with the Regional Center 

Commercial land use designation and the High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial land use 

category identified in Table 9-C of the Fire Code, also presented in Table IV.J.1-2 of the Draft EIR. 

The strictest standards apply to High Density Industrial and Commercial as identified in Table 9-C of the 

Fire Code and in Table IV.J.1-2 of the Draft EIR, which requires a response distance of 0.75 miles for an 

engine and 1 mile for a truck company. The Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Station No. 27, which 

has both a truck and engine company and is 0.8 miles from Station No. 82, which has an engine company. 

Thus, the Project Site is within the response distance of the most conservative land use designation with 

the strictest standards as the Project Site is 0.7 miles from Station No. 27, which has an engine and a truck 

company. 

Comment No. 09-72 

In addition to maximum response distances, Table 9-C also sets forth minimum required fire flows for the 

same four land use categories discussed above. Confusingly, while the DEIR claims that the Project is 

appropriately categorized as High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial for purposes of 

determining maximum response distances, elsewhere the DEIR claims that tl1e Project only requires a fire 

flow of 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute from four to six hydrants flowing simultaneously, which 

corresponds to the Industrial/Commercial land use designation. (DEIR p. IV.J.l-11.) Again, given the 

location and proposed size of the Project, the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should be High 

Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers). This land use category requires 

a minimum fire flow of 12,000 gallons per minute, available to any block. This fire flow requirement 

could be even higher, for Table 9-C requires that, where local conditions indicate that consideration must 

be given to simultaneous fires, an additional 2,000 to 8,000 g.p.m. will be required. Given the densely 

developed nature of the properties surrounding the Project site, the possibility of simultaneous fires seems 

reasonable. The DEIR must provide more analysis of how the Project is being analyzed for potential 

impacts to fire protection services, and must not arbitrarily assign the Project to t\vo inappropriate Table 

9-C land use categories. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-72 

According to a \vritten correspondence \vi th the LAFD that is citied on page IV .J .1-11 and attached as 

Appendix J.1 of the Draft EIR, the required fire flow for the Project would be 6,000 to 9,000 gpm from 

four to six hydrants flowing simultaneously. As such, the Project is properly analyzed based on 

information directly from the Fire Department and was not arbitrarily assigned to an inappropriate land 

use category. Further, if the Project were to be categorized as Industrial/Commercial per Table 9-C, a 

response distance of l mile for an engine and 1.5 miles for a truck company would be required. The 

Project would also satisfy those requirements as the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Station No. 27, 

which has both a truck and engine company and is 0.8 miles from Station No. 82, which has an engine 

company. 

Further, as discussed in Section IV .J .1, Public Services-Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR the Project 

would replace the existing on-site water system (which now currently serves above grade parking and 

storage kiosk areas) with new water lines configured in a system that would be maintained and supplied 

by the LADWP via connection points to an existing LADWP water main. The Water Operations Division 

of the LADWP would perform a detailed fire flow study at the time of permit review in order to ascertain 

whether further on-site water system or other site-specific improvements would be necessary. Hydrants, 

water lines, and water tanks would be installed per Fire Code requirements for the Project. In addition, the 

Project Applicant would be required to submit the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for 

review- for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National 

Fire Protection Association standards, thereby further ensuring that the Project would not create any 

undue fire hazard. 

Comment No. 09-73 

2. The DEIR Completely Fails to Properly Analvze Fire Department Response Times. 

The DEIR contains a cursory, and inaccurate, analysis of average Fire Department response times. The 

DEIR states that the Fire Department "prefers" to arrive on the scene of all types of emergencies (fire 

and/or medical) within 5 minutes in 90 percent of cases, and to have an advanced life support unit arrive 

to all high risk medical incidents within 8 minutes in 90 percent of cases. (DEIR, p. IV.J.l-4.) The DEIR 

then reports that average response times for Station Nos. 27 and 82 are 4:43 and 4:18, respectively, while 

the average response time for the slightly more distant Station No. 41 is 5:09. (DEIR Table IV.J.l-3, p. 

IV.J.l-7.) Given the fact that t\vo of the three discussed fire stations appear to meet the Fire Department's 

response time goal of 5 minutes, the DEIR concludes that the impact of the Project upon emergency 

response times would be less than significant. 

Hmvever, the DEIR's stated response times, which were reported by the Fire Department to the 

Applicant's CEQA consultant, cover responses to structure.fires only, and do not include response times 

to medical emergencies. This presents an inaccurate picture of what the true Fire Department response 

times are today, and what they might be in the future if the Project is constmcted. In addition, the DEIR 
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itself contains a reference to a broader problem with its analysis of Fire Department response times- in 

May 2012, the City Controller issued an audit of the Fire Department's claimed response times, and found 

that the Department had produced inaccurate response time data for a number of years, making it 

impossible to determine proper emergency response times, as measured against national standards. (City 

Controller, Analysis of the Los Angeles Fire Department's Response Times, May 18, 2012, p. 3.) 

Furthennore, this audit stated that, to the extent that the Department's data could be properly analyzed, it 

showed that medical response times had been increasing. (Iclj 

The DEIR itself refers to the Controller's audit of Fire Department response times- in a footnote, the 

audit's finding that medical response times had increased is acknowledged. But the footnote goes on to 

state: "Nevertheless, this audit is presented for informational purposes only, and the written response from 

the LAFD (dated December 14, 2011) regarding response times is used in the analysis presented in this 

DEIR." (DEIR, p. IV.J.l-4, fn. 7.) This is completely inadequate analysis- the Controller's audit noted 

that the Fire Department had been keeping inaccurate response time data for years, w-hich means that any 

"written response" issued by the Department prior to the audit is extremely suspect. Furthermore, even if 

the response time data provided by the Fire Department could be treated as accurate, it would only be 

accurate for responses to structure fires only, and not for medical responses. And, as the audit 

demonstrates, recent medical response times have been increasing. The DEIR completely fails to provide 

any context or analysis of this issue, and this cannot be allowed to occur- any proposal to add over one 

million square feet of residential and commercial uses in the heart of Hollywood will have a dramatic 

impact on the demand for fire and medical services. If the DEIR cam1ot provide an accurate analysis of 

the Fire Department's ability to meet current demand, there is no substantial evidence for its assertion that 

the Project will not result in any new significant impacts. This analysis must be completely redone to 

reflect the current state of affairs regarding the City's Fire Department. 

Response to Comment No. 09-73 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft ECR for the Millennium 

Hollywood Project. That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical 

emergency services, stated, in part: '·Tue response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 

from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of the LAFD." 

This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response times are adequate as 

well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic Ambulance and a Basic Life Support 

Ambulance. See Appendix J.l of the Draft EIR. 

The current challenges facing the City in light of recent budget cuts are complex and continue to evolve. 

City officials are committed to developing interim solutions to ensure that the LAFD is able to meet 

mandated performance standards set forth in the Los Angeles Fire Code. CEQA does not shift financial 

responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response services to the Project Applicant. 

The City has a constitutional obligation to provide adequate fire protection services. As such, the City 

must continue to perfonn its obligations. However, it should also be noted, as discussed in greater detail 

in Section IV.J.l Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR that the Project would generate a 
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significant amount of General Fund revenues to the City in the form of sales and property taxes. The City 

could use these added revenues to help offset the LAFD budget cuts, although the ultimate use of these 

revenues cannot be predicted with certainty at this time. 

As discussed in Section CV.J .1 Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, response times are not 

the only factor involved in evaluating impacts to fire protection services. For example, the Project is 

consistent with Fire Code Section 57.09.06, regarding distance to fire stations. As shown in Table IV.J. l-

1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Fire Station 27, 

which houses a truck company and an engine company. The Project Site is 0.8 miles from LAFD Fire 

Station 82, which houses an engine company. That is within a 1.5-mile radius and is thereby consistent 

with Fire Code Section 57.09.06. 

The Project also incorporates a number of mitigation measures designed to ensure that impacts related to 

fire protection services would be less than significant. These measures include submittal of the proposed 

plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire 

Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards and submittal of an 

emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD that would include but not be limited to the 

following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of 

nearest hospitals, and fire departments. The mitigation measures would apply to medical emergencies as 

well. (See Mitigation Measures J. l-1 through J.1-7 on page IV.J.1-18 of the Draft EIR for a complete list 

of fire protection services mitigation measures). As such, the Draft EIR adequately analyses the Project's 

impacts to fire protection services. 

Comment No. 09-74 

3. The DEIR's Analysis of Police Services Impacts Fails to Acknowledge the Project's Alcohol

Serving and Entertainment Uses. 

The DEIR briefly discusses the Project's potential impacts on existing police protection services, proposes 

minimal mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction and operation of the Project, and 

concludes that the Project would not create any significant environmental impacts. However, this 

analysis fails to accurately portray the uses proposed for the Project, some of which will produce 

additional impacts which must be analyzed in the DEIR. Specifically, the DEIR's Project Description 

notes that the Applicant will be seeking conditional use approvals for on-site consumption of alcohol and 

live entertainment at the Project, including a night-club. Hmvever, despite being included in the Project 

Description, these proposed uses are not discussed anyw-here else in the DEIR. Moreover, given the 

Project's proposed equivalency program, there is no way of knowing if one bar/restaurant will be 

developed, or if ten will be proposed. The proposed live entertainment use could include a small jazz 

club, or a sprawling nightclub with events seven nights a week. Regardless of the specific mix of uses 

that the Applicant eventually decides upon, alcohol and entertainment uses will have a direct impact on 

police services in the community, and without providing more information and analysis regarding these 
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uses, the DEIR's conclusion that no significant impacts will exist is conclusory and not supported by 

substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 09-74 

See Response to Comment Nos. 81-7 and 81-10 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for a discussion of the request 

for a master conditional use permit to permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite 

consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

Section IV.J.2, Public Services - Police includes several mitigation measures that are designed to make 

police response efficient during operation, including reviewing plans at the plan check stage with 

reasonable recommendations incorporated, and providing the LAPD with access information. 

While the Equivalency Program is designed to provide flexibility of uses, there are firm constraints on 

how the Project is developed, including the vehicle trip cap and the Development Regulations. 

The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. In the Draft 

EIR, the Residential Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the maximum 

potential impacts to police protection services, for a 24 hour period (including both daytime and nighttime 

hours); however, as the Commercial Scenario would have the greatest potential increase in total 

population (residents and employees) at the Project Site, the Commercial Scenario would have the 

maximum potential impacts to police protection services for the daytime period. Due to the Project's 

direct population and employee increase and associated demand for police protection services from the 

Commercial Scenario, there would be a potential impact on police protection services. Thus, to reduce 

the Project's potential impacts to police protection services to less than significant levels, mitigation 

measures are provided in Section IV.J.2, Public Services - Police. 

Comment No. 09-75 

K. The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems Analysis Does Not Correctly Account for the 

Equivalency Program and Cumulative Impacts. 

The DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section analyzes the DEIR's Concept Plan, Commercial 

Scenario, and/or Residential Scenario to determine the Project's total potential impacts on utilities and 

service systems. In doing so, the DECR neglects to analyze the true intensity of uses that could 

conceivably be developed at the Project site. For example, although the DECR's Residential Scenario has 

more residential units than either the Concept Plan and Commercial Scenario, nothing prevents the 

Applicant from building even more residential units than the amount set forth in the Residential Scenario 

because of the Project's equivalency program. If the Applicant were to build more residential units than 

that in the Residential Scenario, then total Project impacts to those areas where residential uses are more 

impactful (like solid waste generation) have not been disclosed. This applies to every use, across every 

impact area (restaurants have greater water usage, for example, yet nothing in the DEIR or proposed 
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Development Agreement creates a cap on restaurant space). Accordingly, all of the· numbers in the 

DEIR's Utilities and Service Systems section are misleadingly low. 

Response to Comment No. 09-75 

The Draft EIR fully discloses all impacts and does not neglect to analyze the maximum intensity of uses 

that could conceivably be developed at the Project Site. For each category, the Draft EIR analyzes the 

scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the 

Draft EIR to analyze the outer boundaries of the impacts that could be produced across the range of 

Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario 

most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category. This "worst-case impact" approach complies 

with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project described in the 

Draft EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Sierra Club v. City of Orange, 163 Cal. App. 4Th 

523, 533, 78 Cal. Rptr. 3d l, 3 (4111 Dist. 2008). 

The comment then states that anything could be built at the Project Site, such as all restaurant uses or all 

residential uses. The Project could not be built as an all restaurant or all residential development as an all 

restaurant or all residential development is not reflective of the Project. As stated on pages II-44 through 

II-48, in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the Project Objectives call for the development 

of a mixed-use Project. Furthermore, irrespective of the land uses proposed, the Projecf s Equivalency 

Program establishes the Trip Cap as one measure to control the level of development for the Project. 

There are a number of other controlling factors that ensure the Draft EIR has properly analyzed and 

disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. As stated on 

pages II-22 and II-23 of the Draft EIR: "[t]he Equivalency Program shall be implemented pursuant to the 

administrative procedures set forth in the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange 

under the Equivalency Program \vould begin with the Applicant filing a request with the Department of 

City Planning. This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange 

that is being proposed and supplemental information documenting how the proposed land uses are 

consistent with the overall a.m. and p.m. peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap. 

The supporting documentation shall also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed 

Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft 

EIR." Thus, the development procedures described above will ensure that the Trip Cap is not exceeded, 

that the method of calculating trips is consistent with the method used on the Project Traffic Study, and 

that the development would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 

Comment No. 09-76 

The DEIR also states that "the potential need for the related projects to upgrade water lines to 

accommodate their water needs is site-specific and there is little, if any, relationship between the 

development of the Project and the related projects in relation to this issue as none of the related projects 

within the LADWP service area are located in proximity to the Project Site." (DEIR, p. IV.L.-1-20.) This 

is false. Immediately adjacent to the Project are the BLVD 6200 Project and the Yucca Condominium 
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Project, for example. The DEIR must analyze the immediate impacts of these projects and other related 

projects in close proximity. 

Response to Comment No. 09-76 

The Project analyzes the immediate impacts of projects and related projects in close proximity to the 

Project Site. Contrary to the commenter's statement that the DEIR did not analyze the BLVD 6200 

Project and Yucca Condominiums Project, these t\vo projects are listed on the Draft EIR's related project 

list, as identified in Section HI, Environmental Setting, Table III-I, Related Projects List. The comment 

also cites that the Project is "immediately adjacent" to the BLVD 6200 Project. However, the BLVD 

6200 Project is located over a block away and across Hollywood Boulevard to the South and across 

Argyle Boulevard to the East. While the Yucca Condominiums Project is located near the Project Site, 

the conclusion reached in the Draft EIR, that the potential need for the upgraded water service at each of 

the related projects will depend on the specific circumstances and activities at each site, remains the same. 

Comment No. 09-77 

L. The DEIR's Alternatives Analysis Fails to Comply with CEQA. 

1. The DEIR Does Not Provide a Reasonable and Legally Sufficient Range of Alternatives. 

The DEIR's Alternatives section provides several alternative projects, but all of them (with the obvious 

exception of the required "No Project" alternative) appear to have been provided as part of a pro forma 

attempt to appear compliant with CEQA rather than to actually comply with CEQ A. In practice, the 

DEIR does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives to comply with CEQA's minimum requirements 

for alternatives analysis. Four out of the.fi.ve development alternatives provide for 875,228 net square feet 

of development (reduced from the proposed Project's 1,166,970 net square feet). In other \vords, four out 

of the five development alternatives provide exactly the same development square footage, \vith almost 

exactly the same, if not worse, impacts to aesthetics, air quality (construction), cultural resources (had it 

been ' correctly identified as significant), and noise (construction) -key significant impacts of the 

Project. 18 With respects to AMDA's concerns about noise and vibration, for example, the DEIR has 

provided four alternatives that would not alleviate impacts on AMOA in the slightest. This is not a 

reasonable range of alternatives in legal compliance with CEQ A. 

18 
Although the DEIR does not identity the impacts as worse, the impacts are in actuality worse in some cases because the 

DEIR purposefitlly removed public benefits from the Alternatives to make them appear unattractive. The removal of 
public benefits from the alternatives in and of itself makes them complete~v unrealistic. The Applicant would be hard-put 
to jind another 583,485 square foot-plus project with a 20-plus year development agreement that has previously been 
approved by the City and has not been required to provide public benefits similar to those that magically disappear from 
the various alternatives. 
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Response to Comment No. 09-77 

The Draft EIR does provide a reasonable range of alternatives as well as justification as to why alternative 

sites and other development scenarios were considered but rejected. It should be noted that while an EIR 

must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not required to discuss every 

alternative to the Project. Instead, an ECR should present a "reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives." 14 Cal Code Regs § 15126.6(a). The CEQA Guidelines do not establish ironclad rules 

relating to the range of alternatives to be discussed in an EIR. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 

Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576. Rather, the nature and scope of the alternatives studied in an EIR 

is governed by the rule of reason. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(a). Under the rule ofreason, an EIR need 

discuss only those alternatives necessary to pennit a reasoned choice. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(f). See 

California Native Plant Socy v City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177CA4th 957. Here, the Draft EIR analyzed 

five alternatives not including the No Project Alternative. The alternatives included two reduced density 

alternatives (4.5:1 and 3:1 FAR), a reduced height alternative, and two land use alternatives. The Draft 

EIR provides over 150 pages of analysis for these alternatives. In doing so, the Draft EIR has provided 

the decision makers \vith a diverse set of alternatives that allow for a reasoned choice bet\veen densities, 

heights, and land uses. The Draft EI R's range of alternatives is reasonable. 

In addition, as stated in Section VI, Alternatives to the Project, of the Draft EIR, the development of the 

Project Site at an FAR below 3: l would also be considered economically infeasible and was rejected from 

farther environmental review because it is incapable of accomplishing the Applicant's development 

intentions and objectives for viable reuse of the Project Site. Also, such a development would result in 

environmental impacts similar to those identified for the Project and thus, would not substantially reduce 

or avoid the significant impacts that would occur under the Project. 

The reduced density mixed-use development at 3: 1 FAR would include 583,485 square feet. While 

certain impacts would be reduced due to the comparably smaller development than the Project, the 

Alternative 3 was selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Due to a reduction in overall 

square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the Project 

Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 

providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. Specifically, with a reduced 

version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic intersection of Hollywood would remain a 

thriving commercial corridor for the community would not be fully realized, given the reduction in land 

uses proposed, because this alternative would not generate the density of residents and employees needed 

to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

This Alternative, with its reduced density when measured against the Project, \vould not maximize land 

use opportunities available. Alternative 3 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue 

to the City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity to the Hollywood Area 

when compared to the Project as proposed. 

Regarding the level of impacts associated with the alternatives, the Draft EIR contains Table IV-70, 

which provides a summary analysis of how the Alternatives reduce impacts. Lead agencies are not 
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precluded from presenting alternatives that would substantially reduce some impacts, but increase others. 

When these alternatives are included in an ECR, however, the EIR must discuss the alternative's 

significant impacts, although in less detail than is required for an analysis of the project's impacts. A 

matrix displaying the significant effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. 

See 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(d). The Draft EIR complies exactly with these CEQA requirements. 

Last, the alternatives selected for analysis in the Draft EIR were selected to comply with CEQA, as 

discussed above. The alternatives were not selected simply to alleviate impacts that could occur on 

AMDA. This methodology complies with CEQA as explain above and further discussed in response to 

Comment No. 09-78 below. 

Comment No. 09-78 

Likewise, all five of the development alternatives fail to either significantly reduce or eliminate the 

Project's significant impacts to areas such as aesthetics, transportation, and air quality. In fact, none of the 

alternatives completely eliminate a single significant impact. (As Table VI-70 of the DEIR demonstrates, 

despite the DEIR's identification of multiple significant and unavoidable impacts, not one impact was 

reduced to insignificance by a single alternative.) The DEIR's failure to eliminate a single significant 

impact makes little sense. For example, in connection with the reduced FAR alternative of 3: l, the DEIR 

provides that "impacts related to focal view obstruction under Alternative 3 would be significant and 

unavoidable, similar to the impact identified under the Project." (DEIR p. VI-44.) However, this 

alternative, which has 583,485 less square feet than the Project, and is on the same approximately 4.5 

acres, should have no difficulty reducing the focal view impact to a level less than significant. The DEIR 

could not conceivably provide substantial evidence in support of the proposition that there is no other 

place on the site to build, but on Vine Street, so as to block the view of the Capitol Records Tmver from 

the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. Obviously, it is feasible to push a building back a bit after the 

total development envelope has shnmk by 583,485 square feet. AMOA can (and will, if necessary) 

provide several 583,485 square foot concept plans that would satisfy all the Project objectives and avoid 

significant impacts to focal views. 

Response to Comment No. 09-78 

The Project Objectives aims to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol 

Records Building and preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood 

Hills. While Alternative 3 would have less density, it would still create a development that could 

potentially create a focal view obstrnction of the Capitol Records Building, but to a lesser degree than the 

Project under the Development Regulations. This conclusion is based on the conservative approach that 

any substantial development on the Site has the potential to partially block views of the Capitol Records 

Building, depending on the vantage point. 

The Lead Agency can select alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen one or more effects. 

(Emphasis added). See 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(c), which indicates that the Project alternatives do 
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not have to eliminate all significant impacts, but must instead be capable of reducing significant impacts. 

The court in Sierra Club v City of Orange, 163 CA4th at 546 noted that for complex projects, "it is 

practically impossible to imagine an alternative that would provide substantial environmental advantages 

in all respects." As demonstrated in Table IV-70: Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts 

Under the Project Alternatives, the Draft EIR analyzes several alternatives that substantially lessen one or 

more environmental effects of the Project. In doing so, the Draft EIR's alternatives analysis complies 

with CEQA. 

Last, the commenter offers to provide plans that satisfy the objectives of the Project and avoids significant 

impacts. This portion of the comment provides an opinion with no supporting evidence. This comment is 

noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 09-79 

2. The DEIR Has Not And Cannot Show that A Further Reduced FAR Alternative is 

Infeasible. 

The DEIR states that development of the Project site at a density lower than a 3: l FAR \Vas rejected for 

further review as an alternative to the Project because it would be economically infeasible and would not 

satisfy the project objectives. Given that the lowest FAR alternative evaluated in the DEIR is a large 

583,485 square foot project, yet City discretionary review would be triggered by Los Angeles Municipal 

Code Section 16.05 at a mere 50,000 square feet of nonresidential floor area (or 50 residential units), the 

DECR's range of alternatives is far from reasonable. The DEIR has to evaluate a significantly reduced 

Project. This is especially so because, as stated above, the DEIR's alternatives fail to eliminate or 

significantly reduce the Project's significant impacts. With respect to a 3: l FAR project being infeasible 

in this area of Hollywood, this finding cannot be supported by substantial evidence. Several other 

projects in the area have been built at less than 3:1 FAR (e.g., the Jefferson at Hollywood Project on 

Highland and Yucca, the Hollywood Tower Terrace Project at Franklin and Gower). 

Given the presence of multiple buildings in the area built at less than a 3: 1 FAR, some of them quite 

recent, the DEIR must provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility. Financial data is 

critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely less profitable, since CEQA does 

not permit an alternative to be rejected on profitability grounds. See Citizens o.f Goleta valley v. Board of 

Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 ("The fact that an alternative may be ... less profitable is 

not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible."). The DEIR must provide specific 

evidence to support its finding of infeasibility. For example, in vacating an inadequate EIR and requiring 

the University of California to re-start the CEQA process, the Court stated that the University must 

"explain in meaningful detail in a new EIR a range of alternatives to the project and, if [found] to be 

infeasible, the reasons and facts that ... support its conclusion." Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 

Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406. In short, the DEIR's statement that 

anything less than 3: 1 would be infeasible is completely conclusory, and must be supported with specific 

evidence and financial information. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-109 

RL0030554 



EM27395 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Response to Comment No. 09-79 

Generally, the comment states that the Draft EIR has not shown that a further reduced FAR alternative is 

infeasible, and claims that the Draft EIR improperly rejected an alternative that was lower density than 

the 3: l FAR alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR. CEQA allows the Lead Agency to consider and reject 

certain alternatives. Section 15 l 26.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clearly states "an EIR need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to the project." In addition, Section 15126.6(d) provides that an ECR can 

"identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible during 

the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the Lead Agency's determination." Here, 

the Draft EIR complied exactly with these CEQA requirements. The Alternatives section (page VI-7) of 

the Draft EIR explains that a less-than-3: l FAR alternative was rejected from detailed review in the Draft 

EIR because such an alternative fails to meet the project objectives, is not considered economically 

feasible, and would not result in viable reuse of the Project Site. 

The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR range of alternatives is far from reasonable, and then 

demands that the Draft EIR evaluate a significantly reduced Project. While an EIR must describe a range 

of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not required to discuss every alternative to the Project. 

Instead, an EIR should present a "reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives." 14 Cal Code 

Regs § 15126.6(a). The CEQA Guidelines do not establish ironclad rules relating to the range of 

alternatives to be discussed in an EIR. Citizens o.fGoleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 

553, 576. Rather, the nature and scope of the alternatives studied in an EIR is governed by the rule of 

reason. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(a). Under the rule of reason, an EIR need discuss only those 

alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 14 Cal Code Regs § 15126.6(£). See California Native 

Plant Socy v City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 CA 4th 957. Here, the Draft EIR analyzed five alternatives 

not including the No Project Alternative. The alternatives included two reduced density alternatives 

(4.5: l and 3: l FAR), a reduced height alternative, and two land use alternatives. The Draft EIR provides 

over 150 pages of analysis for these alternatives. In doing so, the Draft EIR has provided the decision 

makers with a diverse set of alternatives that allow for a reasoned choice between densities, heights, and 

land uses. The Draft EIR's range of alternatives is reasonable. 

Next, the comment states that the Draft EIR's analysis of alternatives is not supported by substantial 

evidence. Specifically, the comment asserts that the Draft EIR must provide financial data to support a 

finding of economic infeasibility. The comment cites to the Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 

Regents o.f the University of California to support this claim. This claim, however, is misplaced and not 

supported by case law. In fact, in 2012 the Court of Appeal of California held that there is no requirement 

that the economic feasibility analysis be included in a Final EIR - much less a Draft EIR - so long as it 

was included in the administrative record. See The Flanders Foundation v. City a/Carmel-By-The-Sea et 

al. (2012) 202 Cal.App. 4th 603, 619. In the Flanders case, the plaintiff asserted that the City was 

required to place the economic feasibility analysis in the Draft EIR rather than elsewhere in the 

administrative record. This is the same position taken by the comment. The court in Flanders, however, 

explained that the plaintiff's reliance on Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 

University of Cal~fornia (1988) 4 7 Cal.3d 376 was misplaced because financial feasibility evidence was 
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ultimately available for review before final consideration of the project. Therefore, it is clear that 

economic feasibility evidence is not required to be in the Draft EIR, as asserted in the comment. Here, 

the administrative record for the Project will contain adequate financial feasibility evidence regarding 

Project Alternatives prior to final consideration of the Project by the decision makers. 

Finally, the comment claims that the Draft EIR's statement that anything less than a 3: 1- reduced-density 

alternative is infeasible is completely conclusory and unsupported by evidence. As explained above, the 

Draft EIR explains why a further-reduced-density alternative was rejected. In addition, the Draft EIR 

fully evaluates six alternatives to the Project that include varying uses, densities, and sizes of buildings to 

determine whether those alternatives satisfy the objectives of the Project, reduce environmental impacts, 

and are feasible. Therefore, the alternatives rejected from further consideration in the Draft EIR, as well 

as the range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, comply with applicable CEQA requirements. 

Comment No. 09-80 

3. The DEIR Must [nclude Footprint-Based Alternatives. 

Given the significant noise, air quality, and shade-shadow impacts on AMDA due in great part to the 

Project's footprint, which places the Project's most intensive construction directly adjacent to AMDA, the 

DEIR must consider footprint alternatives that would have the ability to significantly reduce, if not 

eliminate, many of the Project's significant impacts. None of the alternatives consider a setback from 

AMDA or less intense development around AMDA. There is little question that the Project site is large 

enough to permit flexibility for buffer areas and/or the relocation of the most intense development to other 

sections of the Project site. As none of the DEIR's alternatives mitigate noise, air quality, and shade

shadow impacts to AMDA, revised Project footprints that would significantly mitigate those impacts 

must be incorporated into the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-80 

As stated above in Response to Comments Nos. 09-12, 09-15, and 09-53, the commenter is offering their 

opinion that the Project would create significant impacts without any justifications for their claim. Please 

refer to Response to Comments Nos. 09-12, 09-15, and 09-53 (AMDA) above for additional information. 

With regard to the comment that the Project must incorporate an additional alternative that looks at a 

revised footprint area, the Project adequately proposes and studies a reasonable range of alternatives, as 

discussed above. While an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not 

required to discuss every alternative to the Project. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 09-77, 09-

78, and 09-79 (AMDA) above for more infonnation. 
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Comment No. 09-81 

4. The Analysis of Each of the Alternatives is Highlv Flawed. 

The critique of the DEIR's Project analysis is hereby applied by reference to all of the alternatives, which 

suffer from the same analytical problems. Since the alternative scenarios need to be redone in their 

entirety, there is no need to individually discuss the analysis for each of them. 

Response to Comment No. 09-81 

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 09-77, 09-78, and 09-79 (AMDA) above for more information on 

the analysis of Project Alternatives. The commenter provides an opinion on the Alternatives and does not 

discuss the adequacy of specific Alternatives. These comments will be forwarded the decision makers for 

their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 09-82 

III. CONCLUSION. 

We hope you agree that a project of this magnitude requires a thorough vetting of the issues with accurate 

infonnation, thoughtful responses, and compliance with basic CEQA requirements. For the reasons set 

forth above, the numerous inadequacies in the DEIR require significant revisions and re-circulation of the 

DEIR. 

Once again, \Ve appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 09-82 

This comment is a conclusion statement to their letter. The Draft EIR does not need to be revised and 

recirculated. The comment is noted for the records and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies. 
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LETTER NO. 10- BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

Fran Reichenbach 

President, Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 

November l, 2012 

Comment No. 10-1 

We respectfully request an extension of public comments regarding the Millennium DEIR This report 

took a long time to constmct with various professionals involved. It's not realistic to ask the average 

citizens to study and present meaningful comments on this huge proposal within a matter of weeks. Also, 

before and during the holidays, people have many family events and needs that compete for their 

attention. 

Neighborhood Councils are breaking in new boards. Many neighborhood organizations, including ours, 

don't even have meetings during the holiday season. With NCs and neighborhood organizations dark or 

unprepared to do the kind of work necessary to appropriately respond to this EIR, it's only reasonable to 

grant our request for an extension of time within which to respond to this huge and dense EIR. 

We are formally requesting the fullest extension possible under article 15105 of CEQA guidelines, to 

December 25. Since that falls on Christmas, \Ve suggest that you extend the deadline until the second 

week of the New Year, when all parties are likely to be able to more completely address this project. 

While developers of this project are requesting all kinds of entitlements, it would be a demonstration of 

profound public courtesy for you to grant an extension up to and through tl1e second week of the New 

Year 2013. 

Response to Comment No. 10-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. l1 - GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

Linda Demmers 

President, Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

November 21, 2012 

Comment No. 11-1 

The Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council respectfully requests an extension of the period for 

public comment regarding the Millennium DEIR. The report is voluminous and took a long time to 

construct with professionals. It is unrealistic to ask average citizens to study and present constructive 

comments in such a short amount of time. 

It is before and during Holiday Season, and with a newly seated board and executive committee, we are 

unprepared to respond in a responsible manner. We are therefore requesting the longest time possible, 

until after the Holidays to January 16, 2013. Under article 15105 of CEQA guidelines, the latest deadline 

would be December 25, 2012 obviously an unrealistic time. 

This project has so many entitlements that your Department should extend the courtesy to the public so 

they can do their due diligence to help make this project a welcome addition to the city. 

Response to Comment No. 11-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration 

Comment No. 11-2 

The GGPNC requests that the Millennium Project and DEIR applicant apply all applicable provisions 

from the Holly\'.-ood Community Plan and Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), adopted June 19, 

2012 by the Los Angeles City Council, to this project and DEIR. Those provisions are expressed in the 

goals, policies and programs, standards, and guidelines found in Chapters 1 through 7 of the Hollywood 

Community Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report, including mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment No. 11-2 

The Project's consistency with the applicable goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan 

Update is shown in Table IV.F-4, of the Draft EIR. Not every goal, policy, program, standard or 

guideline is applicable to a private development, such as the Project. Some of these are instead applicable 
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and directed to overall City and government-controlled planning and policy-making. The comment does 

not point to a specific goal or policy that the Project has left out or would be inconsistent. 

In addition, the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR for the Hollywood Community Plan 

Update are applicable to overall City and government-controlled planning and policy-making. Project

specific mitigation measures designed to minimize, reduce, or avoid Project-related impacts are included 

in the Project's Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 11-3 

We also recommend the development fees to be part of the Nexus Study provided for m the 

implementation program of the Hollywood Community Plan. 

Response to Comment No. 11-3 

The Project includes a number of mitigation measures related to traffic, including Mitigation Measure 

K. l -13 (which has been revised to Mitigation Measure K. l -13 due to the addition of new mitigation 

measure K. l-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR), in which the 

Project Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and improvements of any necessary signal 

improvements and mitigation measures. 

The commenter is likely referring to the plan to fund a nexus study to establish trip fees on new 

development to finance regional mobility improvements. The Community Plan Update became effective 

on August 6, 2012. Any proposed nexus study fees would apply to future projects. Any fees that would 

apply to this Project would depend on the provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and the nexus 

study, as well as determinations by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation. 

Comment No. 11-4 

Once again, we respectfully request an extension for public comment to January 16, 2013. 

Response to Comment No. 11-4 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 12- HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION (#1) 

Whitley Heights 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 12-l 

Title: From The Hollywood Dell 

Details: Please spread the word to your communities. 

Thank you! 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

Neighborhood News & Upcoming Events 

February 2013 

Dear neighbors, as most of you know- there is a very large proposed project called the Millennium Project 

right at the base of our neighborhood surrounding the Capitol Records building. 

I believe this project will effect our Dell neighborhood more than any other neighborhood since it is right 

at our two main entrances. There is a special meeting at HUNC (Hollywood United Neighborhood 

Council) tl1is Thursday. It \vould be great if we could attend m full force! 

Please attend if you can! 

Special Board Meeting for review of Millennium Project 

Special Board Meeting and PLUM Committee Presentation 

Thursday December 6th, 2012; 7:00pm 

Seventh-day Adventist Church of Hollywood, 1711 N Van Ness Ave, Hollywood, CA 9002 8 

(On site parking available within the Church compound) 

(Whitley Heights NC (Hollywood Hills West NC) and HHWNC Plum Committee rejected The 

Millennium Skyscraper Projects.) 

Response to Comment No. 12-l 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 13- HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION (#2) 

Patti Negri 

President, Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 13-l 

We are writing to request an extension of the Public Review/Comment Period for the Millennium Draft 

Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") until January 31, 2013. 

The Hollywood Dell Community Association, representing approximately 1,500 residents in the 

Hollywood Dell neighborhood, and in concert with other Community Associations and Councils in the 

Hollywood area, is in the process of reviewing the recently released DEIR. This two-volume report, the 

work product of paid professional architects, draftsmen, consultants, attorneys, investors, and city staff 

that took over 2- years to research and develop, is dense, technical, filled with complex calculations and 

numerous acronyms and references that require multi-page appendices and cross referencing on the slow 

responding City Planning and Zoning web site. 

We are not professional planners, but are concerned residents and business owners located within 500' of 

the proposed development who need additional time to properly review the DEIR. Many residents are 

away for the Holidays, others have escalated work schedules, and some neighborhood councils do not 

have scheduled meetings until after the first of the year while others are trying to get up to speed after 

recent officer elections. 

No project in Hollywood is more ambitious, larger or likely to create indelible change to our Community 

than the Millennium development. We want that change to be positive. We want and need sound 

development in Hollywood which demands adequate time to review a DEIR of this magnitude. 

We trust that the City will grant an extension of the public comment period to the DECR as requested to 

January 31, 2013. It will allow us to comment proactively and help us guide the Mille1mium Project to be 

one we can all support, use and point to with pride. 

Response to Comment No. 13-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER N0.14- HOLLYWOOD HERITAGE 

Bryan Cooper 

President, Hollywood Heritage, Cnc. 

P.O. Box 2586, Hollywood, CA 90078 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 14-l 

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation Issues Committee and its members, thank 

you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Millennium Hollywood Project, and the 

accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

For three decades Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of the preservation and protection of 

Hollywood's historic resources. We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood, 

while encouraging responsible new and infill development. Our organization has nominated many of the 

current Historic Cultural Monuments, listed the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 

District in the National Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance, provided technical 

assistance to developers and owners of significant properties, and participated in public policy discussions 

through the formulation of the Community Redevelopment Plan of 1986 and subsequent urban design 

plans, specific plans and in property entitlement discussion involving historic resources. These efforts 

have resulted in the rehabilitation of significant landmarks and districts in Hollywood. 

Response to Comment No. 14-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 14-2 

Our expertise in this area has led us to the conclusion that the Millennium Hollywood project has 

significant and adverse impacts on a number of Hollywood's historic resources. 

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental impact when the project causes a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined by the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15064. The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

(2006, p. D.3-3) maintains that a project would have a significant impact on historic resources if the 

project results in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource by constrnction 

that reduces the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity via alteration 

of the resource's immediate surroundings. 
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Response to Comment No. 14-2 

The commenter references the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and provisions of CEQA. It 

should be noted that these same legal provisions and requirements, among others, were used to prepare 

the Historic Resources Report and Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR. Based on the 

detailed analysis in those documents, the Project does not have a significant impact on any on-site or off

site historic resources. Please see Response to Comment No. 19-3 (Los Angeles Conservancy), which 

explains why the historic resources on and around the Project Site are not materially impaired. 

Comment No. 14-3 

We appreciate some of the mitigation measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records and 

Gogerty Building, however we believe that the proposed project would substantively alter the context in 

which these buildings gained their significance by compromising the immediate surroundings. Portions 

of the project are grossly out of proportion with the identified resources, thereby minimizing them and 

irretrievably altering their setting. Additionally, while we applaud the inclusion of open space, the current 

design significantly challenges the pedestrian environment of Hollywood. Like many previous 

developments, it draws pedestrians away from the street and irrevocably alters the historic street wall 

along Vine and Argyle. 

Response to Comment No. 14-3 

It is noted that the commenter appreciates the mitigations measures that will preserve the Capitol Record 

Building and the Gogerty Building. The commenter is correct that the Project allows for a scale of new 

development that is significantly larger than existing buildings in the immediately surrounding area. See 

Responses to Comments No. 19-3 and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), which explain why the 

difference in scale between the Project and existing historic resources does not trigger a significant 

impact. 

To summarize, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add considerable height 

and density, and that the surroundings will be altered. Alteration of the surroundings, however, will not 

reduce the integrity of historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local 

registers will be impaired. In addition, Section 6.2: Impact Analysis Using Los Angeles CEQA 

thresholds in the Historic Resources Report, specifically analyzes the Projecf s potential impacts on the 

surrounding historic resources and specifically assesses the height differences between existing resources 

and the Project structures. It concludes that impacts are less than significant and that the Project will not 

materially impair the historic significance of any resource on the Project Site or in the area. 

Next, the commenter applauds the Project's grade level open space, but then criticizes its design as 

challenging the pedestrian environment. As explained in the project description contained in the Draft 

EIR, the Project will transform existing parking lots into a mixed-use development that incorporates 

grade-level public plazas, pedestrian passage ways, amenities, and commercial uses (where none 
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currently exist) that enliven the street scene and pedestrian environment at the Project Site. The Project is 

designed to provide uses and activity that will attract pedestrians into the area, especially along 

Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Similarly, the Project Site is located very close to the Metro Red 

Line Hollywood/Vine Station, which will also encourage a vibrant pedestrian environment compared to 

the existing conditions. The Project seeks to be pedestrian friendly, not challenge the pedestrian 

environment. Lastly, it should be noted that the street walls along Vine Street and Argyle Avenue that are 

nearest to Hollywood Boulevard are not part of the Project Site. 

Comment No. 14-4 

We also find the current version of the Millennium Hollywood Draft ECR to be deficient in its assessment 

that the project would not cause an adverse change in significance for the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment Historic District. 

The heart of Hollywood is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and functions as one of the 

City of Los Angeles' major tourist destinations and economic engines. The Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment Historic District is a 12 block area of the commercial core. The district 

contains l 03 of the most important buildings in Hollywood, listed at the national level of significance in 

the National Register of Historic Places. The development pattern of the 1920s and 1930s was 

characterized by the construction of buildings of generally 12 stories at major intersections, flanked by 

one and two story retail structures. 

The District was formally designated by the National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the 

Interior in 1985. At the time, there were over 60 contributors and approximately 40 non-contributors 

which all dated from the 1905-1935 period of significance. Since its listing, the District has seen 

significant and positive restorations, now having the largest collection of restored historic theaters in use 

in the nation. The District can count the beneficial reuse of the Broadway and Equitable Buildings, the 

Hollywood Professional Building, and the Nash Building, and many restorations, spurring the renaissance 

of Hollywood. But the District has suffered the loss of several contributors, and has seen the addition of 

overly-large developments such as Hollywood and Highland, the W Hotel and Madame Tussaud's. 

Response to Comment No. 14-4 

The commenter claims that the Draft EIR is deficient regarding the Project's impact on the Hollywood 

Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. To be adequate, the Draft EIR must support its 

significance conclusions with substantial evidence. In this case, the Cultural Resources section of the 

Draft EIR is supported by the Historic Resources Report, which is considered substantial evidence. 

The remainder of the comment describes the history and contributors to the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment District. It should be noted that the Historic Resources Report and the 

Draft EIR provide a detailed analysis of the Project's potential impacts on the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment District. 
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The last sentence of the commenter is related to other projects in the area and is not a comment on the 

adequacy or analysis contained in the Draft EIR and thus does not require a response. For additional 

information on potential impacts on historic resources, please see the Cultural Resources Topical 

Response (Topical Response No. 4). 

Comment No. 14-5 

The current Millennium Hollywood project fails to significantly address the negative impact created by 

the mass and height of the proposed development in regards to the existing structures in the vicinity. This 

will be the largest tower in the area and will be visible throughout the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 

and Entertainment District, irrevocably altering the character of this national landmark. In addition, while 

creating opportunities to see landmarks such as the Hollywood Sign from areas within the development, 

the project fails to address the fact that these new view lines will alter views that have, to date been 

publicly available. 

Response to Comment No. 14-5 

The commenter is incorrect. The Draft EIR for the Project adequately analyzes the potentially adverse 

impacts related to the Project, including impacts related to mass and height of the Project compared to 

existing conditions. The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add 

considerable height and density, and that the immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic 

resources will be altered. Alteration of the surrounding area however will not critically reduce the 

integrity of surrounding historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local 

registers will be impaired. 

The commenter is correct in asserting that the Project could be the largest tower in the area and would be 

highly visible in the surrounding area. As noted above, however, and in the responses to Comment Letter 

No. 19, the Draft EIR analyzed the potential visual impacts and cultural impacts (among many others) of 

the Project. Those sections of the Draft EIR are supported by technical studies. Based on the evidence in 

the administrative record, it is clear that the Project will not have a significant unavoidable impact on 

historic resources on the Project Site or in the adjacent Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District. 

The commenter is incorrect in claiming that the Draft EIR fails to address the new view lines that could 

potentially alter views of the Hollywood Sign or other value viewsheds in the area. The Draft EIR 

provides an extensive analysis of focal and panoramic viewshed impacts. It also contains numerous 

photo-simulations that illustrate exactly how views could change after development of the Project. The 

Draft EIR is also supported by an Aesthetics Impact Report, which further assesses viewshed impacts. 

Please see those sections of the Draft EIR the referenced technical studies, and the Cultural Resource and 

Aesthetics Topical Responses for additional information. 
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Comment No. 14-6 

In the "Related Projects" section of the DEIR, which compares this project with other projects nearby, 

unapproved, proposed developments are used alongside existing structures, allowing the square footage 

increase that this project suggests to be seen as more reasonable. However, the structures included on the 

comparative chart are all less than one-third the size of the proposed Millennium tower. The only project 

that is as large is the proposed redevelopment of the Paramount Studios Lot. At 1,385,700 sq. ft., the 

Paramount Lot is a much larger property and does not have any single building of a comparative height as 

proposed by Millennium. We believe that the addition of the proposed tower(s) will overwhelm 

contributing properties in the district and the proposed "separation" of new and old construction is simply 

not an adequate mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment No. 14-6 

It should be noted that the Related Projects List contained in the Draft ECR was included to analyze 

potential cumulative impacts. Accordingly, the list should include all past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable projects that could have cumulative impacts when considered together with the Project. As 

required by CEQA, the intent of this analysis is to include unapproved, proposed and existing projects 

(that a.re not overly speculative) to provide a conservative cumulative analysis. The commenter is 

suggesting that the Draft EIR uses this approach to make the Project seem more reasonable, when it fact 

the approach is mandated by CEQA and actually is more conservative than limiting the Related Projects 

List as the commenter seems to propose. 

The Related Projects List is included in Table III-I, Related Projects List, of the Draft EIR. The list was 

based on consultation with the LADOT database of projects in the area, traffic reports for individual 

projects, and other sources, as listed in the Notes to Table III-I. The list was based on known and 

foreseeable projects at the time the Notice of Preparation for the Project was prepared. The Related 

Projects List included related projects as far west as La Brea Avenue, as far east as Western Avenue, as 

far south as Melrose Avenue, as well as many related projects along Holly\'.-ood Boulevard in the vicinity 

of the Project Site. 

The portion of the comment regarding the characteristics of the Paramount Studios project does not 

challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, and thus does not require a 

response here. Regarding the scale and massing of the Project, please see Response to Comment No. 14-

5 (Hollywood Heritage) above, Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and 

the Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources. 

Comment No. 14-7 

Hollywood Heritage appreciates the efforts of the project's developers and will work diligently with them 

to ensure the preservation and protection of all of Hollywood's historic resources. Please feel free to 

contact us at (323) 874-4005 should you have any questions. 
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Response to Comment No. 14-7 

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As 

such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 15- HOLLYWOOD UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (#1) 

Susan Swan 

President, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 

Certified Council #52 

P.O. Box 3272, Los Angeles, CA 90078 

November 30, 2012 

Comment No. 15-l 

The Board of the Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (HUNC) voted 10-0 at its regularly 

scheduled meeting on Monday, November 19, 2012 to formally request an extension on the review period 

for the Millennium project in our area. While we have been tracking this development for years, the 

timing of the release of the DEIR right before the start of the holiday season has not allowed us as much 

time as \Ve feel is needed to properly analyze and comment on a project of this size and impact. We join 

with numerous other community organizations to ask that the December 10, 2012 deadline be extended 

by an additional 30 or 45 days. 

HUNC only just received the DEIR, which is sizable in length and heavy on details, in early November. 

While we were able to convene one meeting of our Planning & Land Use Committee to hear a 

presentation from the developer on the proposal, many questions remain among our committee members 

and the public. 

Response to Comment No. 15-l 

For infonnation on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-ma.king bodies for their review and consideration 

Comment No. 15-2 

Also, as noted by the Holly\'.-ood Dell Civic Association and others, it is very difficult to respond to a 

project that does not include a specific proposal, but instead a matrix of options that range between FARs 

of 4.5 to 6. HUNC has gone on record opposing any kind of skyscraper, and would prefer lower heights 

generally. 

Response to Comment No. 15-2 

The comment states that it is difficult to respond to an EIR that does not include a specific proposal. It 

should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes the Project according to the uses and design permitted in the 
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Development Regulations. The Development Regulations, in conjunction with the components of the 

Project explained in the Project Description section of the Draft EIR, provide an adequate level of detail 

to perform an analysis of the Project's potential environmental impacts. Moreover, the comment does not 

challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR, thus the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment then goes on 

to oppose the Project as a whole, which is also noted for the record. 

Comment No. 15-3 

Reference was made at our Board meeting by a Millennium representative to certain undetermined 

community benefits, but these are to be negotiated between the developer and the City, which makes it 

difficult for our Board to see what the final package might be for the project. We are underwhelmed by 

what we have heard so far, showers for bike riders for example, and curious whether the City will ask for 

tangible improvements that will help mitigate not just the impact that the project will have on the 

intersections deemed by a traffic consultant to be impacted, but more generally across Hollywood to help 

improve overall vehicle mobility. 

Response to Comment No. 15-3 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the community benefits associated with the Project will be included in a 

Development Agreement and the project design features. In addition, the Draft EIR contains a 

comprehensive traffic analysis in Section IV.K..2 Transportation and Parking that discloses the Project 

potential impacts related to traffic, circulation, and vehicle mobility. Otherwise, this comment does not 

challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather suggests mitigation measures 

that could be considered for the Project. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for 

their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 15-4 

Our Board is holding a special meeting, in conjunction with our PLUM Committee, on December 6 to 

further discuss the issues around this project and prepare a list of issues we would like to see the Planning 

Department address before Millennium goes before the City Council. Given how long we have waited to 

engage in this conversation and how incomplete and at the same time overwhelming the information 

about this project is, we ask for an extended Public Comment period until mid- to late January so that we 

and other interested community groups can fully consider the potential impacts to local small businesses 

and residents. 

Response to Comment No. 15-4 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 16 - HOLLYWOOD UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (#2) 

Susan Swan 

President, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 

Certified Council #52 

P.O. Box 3272, Los Angeles, CA 90078 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 16-l 

On December 6, 2012, at a special joint meeting of its PLUM Committee and Board, HUNC voted 9-0-2, 

with input from a number of different community groups and dozens of individual stakeholders, to 

request that the following suggestions be considered as part of the consideration of the DEIR for the 

Hollywood Millennium Project, which is located within our area: 

Response to Comment No. 16-l 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 16-2 

1) Consider a new expanded traffic study, to be paid for by HUNC and the community, which will cover 

all of the different neighborhoods impacted by the project, from the Hollywood Dell and the rest of the 

Hollywood Hills east to Western Avenue. 

Response to Comment No. 16-2 

With regard to conducting an independent traffic study, the Project's Traffic Study was conducted 

pursuant to the standards and procedures required by and approved by the Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation (LADOT), as defined in the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to 

the Traffic Study. The Traffic Study concluded that there \vould be significant and unavoidable 

operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study 

intersections. The Traffic Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 2012, and 

included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR., included Project requirements as mitigation measures to 

fully or partially reduce impacts. The study area of the Traffic Study and the Draft ECR is adequate. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead 

agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
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requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204). 

Comment No. 16-3 

2) Reject the variance to increase the FAR for the project from 4.5 to 6. HUNC has long been opposed to 

allowing high rises in the greater Hollywood area. The new Hollywood Community Plan has height 

limits along the Vine corridor, among other area. There also has been a recent proposal before City 

Council for general heights limits across Hollywood (see motion Garcetti-LaBonge). 

Response to Comment No. 16-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment 59-14 (Jordon, David) with regard to the requested increase in FAR 

from 4.5 to 6. In addition, please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information 

regarding vie\vs corridors. With respect to heights, in should be noted that the Project Site does not have 

a height limitation pursuant to the existing zoning. As discussed in the Draft EIR the Project would 

implement a mixed-use development consisting of modem, yet architecturally varied, urban strnctures 

that are consistent in use and character to the surrounding urban aesthetics environment. 

Comment No. 16-4 

3) Support expenditure of roughly $5 Million in Quimby fees for parks all around the vicinity of the 

project, including the lot in development at Ivar and Franklin, the Gateway to Hollywood monument on 

Cahuenga and the Hollywood Freeway Cap Park. 

Response to Comment No. 16-4 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR but rather 

suggests where Quimby monies should be distributed. These comments will be forwarded to the decision 

makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Additionally, according to Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR the 

City imposes Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC 

Section 21.10.3, respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset 

potential project and cumulative environmental impacts. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 59-24 

(Jordon, David) for additional information. 

Comment No. 16-5 

4) Require that infrastrncture improvements (sidewalks, lighting, etc.) be done around the vanous 

intersections near the project, including Franklin and Vine, Ivar and Yucca, and Yucca and Argyle. This 

should also include new pedestrian improvements, including the north side of Franklin and at intersection 

with Argyle. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-128 

RL0030573 



EM27414 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Response to Comment No. 16-5 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

However, the Draft EIR does include some mitigation measures that address infrastrncture improvements, 

e.g. Mitigation Measure K.1-7 Transit Enhancements (which has been revised to Mitigation Measure K. l-

8 due to the addition of new mitigation measure K. l-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and 

Additions to the Draft EIR). 

Comment No. 16-6 

5) Support for a right tum lane at the intersection of Cahuenga and Franklin (northbound traffic), as 

proposed by developer. 

Response to Comment No. 16-6 

This comment expresses support for a right tum lane at the intersection of Cahuenga and Franklin 

(northbound traffic). However, the northbound right tum lane proposed by the Project was rejected by 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation due to the potential loss of on-street parking spaces. 

Instead, other mitigation measures were proposed and accepted by LADOT and other City agencies to 

mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection. For example, Mitigation Measures K. l-5 

through K. l-11 (which have been revised, due to the addition of new mitigation measure K.1-4, as 

described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) include a Transportation Demand 

Management program, transit enhancements, a contribution to the Bike Plan Trnst Fund, and Traffic 

Signal System Upgrades, all of which will help to reduce Project traffic impacts. 

Comment No. 16-7 

6) Oppose variance for reducing parking for health club from 10 spaces for every 1,000 ft2 to 2 spaces for 

every 1,000 ft2
. The nearby Gold's Gym has severe parking problems and usage would likely be at a level 

greater than 2 spaces for every 1, 000 ft2
. 

Response to Comment No. 16-7 

This comment expresses opposition to a variance for reduced parking for the proposed health club. 

Section IV.K.2, Transportation - Parking, of the Draft EIR, discusses and analyzes the variance for fitness 

center/sports club use. For example, see pages IV.K.2-23 through IV.K.2-24 of the Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 16-8 

7) Support fixes proposed for Argyle/Franklin at 101/DOT connection. Have Hollywood Dell and HUNC 

representatives included in all future discussions about specifics as we are stakeholders of both local and 

State governments and can serve as a bridge. 

Response to Comment No. 16-8 

This comment supports fixes proposed for the Argyle/Franklin at 10 I/DOT connection and recommends 

Hollywood Dell and HUNC representatives be included in all future discussions with local and State 

governments. The proposed enhancements for the Argyle/Franklin at l 0 I/DOT connection are identified 

in Mitigation Measure K.l-10 on pages I-94 and IV.K.l-58 of the Draft EIR (and revised to Mitigation 

Measure K. l-11 to accommodate a new- Mitigation Measure K. l-4, as described in Section IV, 

Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded 

to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 16-9 

8) Limit the number and size of concerts to be held outdoors at facility and coordinate all proposed events 

through CD 13 Holly\'.-ood Boulevard Street Closure Committee to ensure proper notification and minimal 

disruption to local traffic patterns. 

Response to Comment No. 16-9 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather 

suggests the overall size of concerts to be held at the Project Site. These comments will be fonvarded to 

the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 16-10 

9) Require that developers pay for left tum signals for all directions of the intersection of Hollywood and 

Vine that do not have them now as a general traffic mitigation. This intersection has been listed as one of 

two that will be impacted within the first five years. 

Response to Comment No. 16-10 

This comment suggests that developers be required to pay for left tum signals for all directions of the 

intersection of Hollywood and Vine. However, the mitigation measure recommended by the commenter 

would not address Project traffic impacts. The left-tum phases would require signal time and thereby 

decrease the phase length and capacity for other movements. Signal System Upgrades, the funding or 

implementation of w-hich is recommended as Mitigation Measure K.l-9 on page IV.K.l-58 of the Draft 

EIR (and revised to Mitigation Measure K. l -10 to accommodate a new Mitigation Measure K. l -4, as 
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described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) will increase the capacity for all 

intersection users. 

Comment No. 16-11 

10) Return a portion of the nearly $6 Million in additional General Fund revenue expected to be generated 

by the project to the Hollywood Community to pay for additional police and fire services that will be 

needed by the new residents of the project. 

Response to Comment No. 16-11 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts on police and fire services in Section 

IV.J.l, Public Services. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project's potential impacts on such services 

will be less than significant. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact 

analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather suggests \vhere General Fund revenue should be distributed. These 

comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is 

required. 

Comment No. 16-12 

11) Oppose the waiver of D limitation status for the parcels proposed for development to ensure that, even 

though the CRA is defunct, there will still be a review of how the project would impact the Hollywood 

redevelopment zone area. Section V 506.2.1 of the CRA Hollywood Community Redevelopment Plan, 

under the title of "Hollywood Boulevard District," states that: 

"The objectives of the District are to: ..... 2} Assure that new development is sympathetic to and 

complements the existing scale of development." 

Response to Comment No. 16-12 

The comment opposes the waiver of the existing "D" development limitation on the Project Site. As 

discussed in the Draft EIR, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the 

construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the 

Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 

the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. Please refer to Response 

to Comment No. 81-9 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information. 

In response to the commenter's statement that the Draft EIR should analyze how the Project would impact 

the now defunct Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section IV.G, Land 

Use, of the Draft EIR for a full discussion of the Project's consistency with the Hollywood 

Redevelopment Plan and its consistency with the existing scale of surrounding development. 
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Comment No. 16-13 

12) The height of the new· towers could be nearly as high comparatively as the dmvntown skyline and 

more than twice as tall as any existing structure in Hollywood. This would largely obscure the view of 

the Hollywood sign, a historic resource, which needs to be addressed. Section V 506.2.2 of the CRA 

Hollywood Community Redevelopment Plan, under the title of "Hollywood Core Transition District," 

states that properties along Hollywood Boulevard, which is deemed to be a hillside/flats transition area: 

"shall be given special consideration due to the low density of the adjacent residential areas. The 

objective of this District is to provide for a transition in the scale and intensity of development between 

Regional Center Commercial uses and residential neighborhoods. The Agency shall review all building 

permits in this District to ensure that circulation patterns, landscaping, parking and scale of new 

construction is not detrimental to the adjacent residential neighborhoods. Development guidelines shall 

be prepared for this District to ensure that new development is compatible with adjacent residential 

areas." 

Response to Comment No. 16-13 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding vie\vs, including views of the 

Hollywood Sign. 
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LETTER NO. 17 - HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (#1) 

Sarajane Schwartz 
President, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 
2700 N Beachwood Drive, Los Angeles, CA. 90068 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 17-l 

I am president of the Hollywoodland Homeowners Association, and we are writing to strongly urge you 

to extend the Public Review/Comment Period for the Millennium Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR) until January 31st 2013. We join the many other HOAs, neighborhood councils, and other 

organizations in asking for this extension. 

This two tower major project, unprecedented in its size and scope in the history of Hollywood, will 

forever change the very character and nature of Hollywood in irreparable ways. It is therefore a very 

reasonable request to give our community adequate time to study this very large and complicated two 

volume report that has taken years to put together. 

Hollywoodland , consisting of almost 600 homes, sits at the foot of the Hollywood Sign for which it was 

built. It was the first canyon development in Los Angeles, and we'll be celebrating our 90th anniversary 

in 2013. We have witnessed a lot of history in Hollywood, and have waited for decades for its proper 

revitalization. Surely the parties involved in this development can wait a few additional weeks to make 

sure things are done properly. 

Response to Comment No. 17-l 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response I, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

Comment No. 17-2 

We have many concerns regarding this project-the major one being the most important consideration for 

any development - safety. For example, Millennium borders and greatly impacts the "very high fire 

hazard zone" in which Hollywoodland is located. Apart from the acute problem of slmv response times of 

emergency vehicles caused by already gridlocked streets in Hollywood that will become even more 

congested with these skyscrapers, is the nightmare scenario of trying to evacuate our neighborhood or any 

other area in the Hollywood Hills because of a fire on to these paralyzed streets. The results would be 

catastrophic. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-133 

RL0030578 



EM27419 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Response to Comment No. 17-2 

As discussed in Section IV.J.l Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, response times are not 

the only factor involved in evaluating impacts to fire protection services. For example, the Project is 

consistent with Fire Code Section 57.09.06, regarding distance to fire stations. As shown in Table IV.J. l-

1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Fire Station 27, 

which houses a truck company. The Project Site is 0.8 miles from LAFD Fire Station 82, which houses 

an engme company. That is within a l.5-mile radius and is thereby consistent with Fire Code Section 

57.09.06. 

The Project also incorporates a number of mitigation measures designed to ensure that impacts related to 

fire protection services would be less than significant. These measures include submittal of the proposed 

plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire 

Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards and submittal of an 

emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD that would include but not be limited to the 

following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of 

nearest hospitals, and fire departments. (See Mitigation Measures J .1-1 through J. l -7 on page IV .J .l-18 

of the Draft EIR for a complete list of fire protection services mitigation measures). 

In regard to the potential for increased traffic impacting response times, increases in traffic attributable to 

the Project would not greatly affect the ability of emergency vehicles being able to maneuver through 

crowded intersections, as the LAFD has experience responding to emergencies in congested areas 

throughout the City, through the use of lights/sirens, ability to direct traffic to the side of the road, and to 

drive on the \vrong side of the road, if necessary. Further, although there are significant traffic impacts, 

the significant impacts are at limited locations and there is availability of alternative routes within the 

street system in the area surrounding the Project Site. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

CEQA does not shift financial responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response 

services to the Project Applicant. The City of Los Angeles has a constitutional obligation to provide 

adequate fire protection services. Assuming the City continues to perform its obligations, there is no basis 

to conclude that the Project will cause a substantial adverse effect on human beings. 

Comment No. 17-3 

In the end, one would hope that we all want the same thing-the successful redevelopment of Hollywood. 

This is best achieved when all of the parties are able to work together. In order to facilitate this process 

we need an extension of the public review/comment period on the DEIR. It is an extremely reasonable 

request considering the scope of the project, the limited amount of time for us to study it and the 

unfortunate holiday time of year. We hope that you will wisely and responsibly grant our request. 
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Response to Comment No. 17-3 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 18 - HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (#2) 

Sarajane Schwartz 
President, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 
2700 N Beachwood Drive, Los Angeles, CA. 90068 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 18-l 

The Hollywoodland Homeowners Association has already sent you a letter stating that the best course of 

action for the Millennium Project would be to extend the DEIR public comment period to January 31, 

2013. If that responsible decision is not made, and the deadline for review remains December 10, 2012, 

we want to add our comments. This is a preliminary reaction as we have not had adequate time to 

carefully study this very large document. 

Response to Comment No. 18-l 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response I, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

Comment No. 18-2 

Hollywood is a \vorld famous location with aging and very limited infrastructure. It is an inappropriate 

location for this unprecedented massive development that will permanently and negatively change the 

very special character and nature of Hollywood. 

Response to Comment No. 18-2 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential land use planning impacts, and infrastructure 

capacity issues, associated with the location of the Project Site. Please see Sections IV.G, Land Use 

Plalliling, and IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems for a detailed discussion of these topics. Otherwise, the 

comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 18-3 

The most important consideration for any project is safety, and because of this project's location, traffic 

cannot be separated from safety. Hollywood sits at the base of the Hollywood Hills that cuts off north and 

south traffic. Franklin is the last artery to the north that runs east and west. This is just a block from this 

project. Many of the canyon streets are cut off at the south by the Hollywood Freeway and dead end at 
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Franklin Ave. Franklin is already gridlocked for miles several hours a day. To the south many of the 

intersections and streets in Hollywood are already gridlocked with over capacity traffic. In addition the 

vast majority of streets in Hollywood are quite narrow and extremely limited particularly when compared 

to other areas that host skyscrapers. To approach the Millennium project from the northeast one has to 

make two left turns. One is at Franklin and the other at Argyle. 

Response to Comment No. 18-3 

It should be noted that the Draft HR contains a comprehensive discussion of potential traffic and public 

safety impacts in Sections IV.K, Transportation and IV.J, Public Services. These section assess the 

Project potential impacts given the existing conditions (including street and intersection capacities) 

surrounding the Project Site. Othenvise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 

Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 

bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 18-4 

Hollywoodland sits in a vulnerable bottleneck surrounded by Griffith Park on three sides. Millennium 

borders and greatly impacts this "very high fire hazard zone" of the Hollywood Hills in which 

Hollywoodland is located. Apart from the acute problem of slow response times of emergency vehicles 

caused by already gridlocked streets in Hollywood that will become even more congested with these 

skyscrapers, is the nightmare scenario of trying to evacuate our neighborhood or any other area in the 

Hollywood Hills because of a fire on to these paralyzed streets. The results would be catastrophic. This 

is not a totally hypothetical situation with us. In Hollywoodland we have had dozens of homes destroyed 

and damaged by fire. Several years ago, a resident died in a fire in his home because traffic impeded the 

response time of LAFD. In recent years within a period of several months there was a fire behind the 

Hollywood Sign and a major fire slightly to the east of us in Griffith Park. Just this year we had a fire in 

our area on a fortunately no wind day. We do not want a worst case scenario ofresidents being burned in 

their trapped cars while trying to escape. In addition, we have not even focused on the not unimportant 

issue of how all of this traffic impacts quality of life. 

We see no evidence that the traffic specifics mentioned in the DEIR adequately address these problems. 

Response to Comment No. 18-4 

As discussed in Section CV.J .1 Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, response times are not 

the only factor involved in evaluating impacts to fire protection services. For example, the Project is 

consistent with Fire Code Section 57.09.06, regarding distance to fire stations. As shown in Table IV.J. l-

1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Fire Station 27, 

which houses a truck company. The Project Site is 0.8 miles from LAFD Fire Station 82, which houses 
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an engme company. That is within a 1.5-mile radius and is thereby consistent with Fire Code Section 

57.09.06. 

The Project also incorporates a number of mitigation measures designed to ensure that impacts related to 

fire protection services would be less than significant. These measures include submittal of the proposed 

plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire 

Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards and submittal of an 

emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD that would include but not be limited to the 

following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of 

nearest hospitals, and fire departments. (See Mitigation Measures J .1-1 through J .1-7 on page IV .J .1-18 

of the Draft EIR for a complete list of fire protection services mitigation measures). 

In regard to the potential for increased traffic impacting response times, increases in traffic attributable to 

the Project would not greatly affect the ability of emergency vehicles being able to maneuver through 

crowded intersections, as the LAFD has experience responding to emergencies in congested areas 

throughout the City, through the use of lights/sirens, ability to direct traffic to the side of the road, and to 

drive on the wrong side of the road, if necessary. Further, although there are significant traffic impacts, 

the significant impacts are at limited locations and there is availability of alternative routes within the 

street system in the area surrounding the Project Site. As such, impacts \vould be less than significant. 

CEQA does not shift financial responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response 

services to the Project Applicant. The City of Los Angeles has a constitutional obligation to provide 

adequate fire protection services. Assuming the City continues to perform its obligations, there is no basis 

to conclude that the Project will cause a substantial adverse effect on human beings. 

The Draft EIR also includes mitigation measures with respect to traffic impacts. Despite mitigation 

measures, the Draft EIR acknowledges that there will remain operational impacts at two intersections due 

to the Project and at five intersections due to the Project \vith Cumulative impacts. 

Comment No. 18-5 

Utilities 

We are concerned about the massive additional population this project will bring to Hollywood. TI1e 

utilities are aging and currently inadequate for the present levels of population. We are still rationing 

water. Also with this added proposed load would our system be adequate to fight a large fire? We 

currently lose power several times a year because of our antiquated power lines. Shouldn't the current 

infrastructure be updated to adequately deal with its current users before more are added? 

We see nothing in the DECR that mitigates these issues. 
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Response to Comment No. 18-5 

The comment expresses concern \vith aging utility infrastructure. With regard to water, the Project would 

replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a looped system that would 

be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points to the existing 12-inch LADWP 

water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Additionally, according to Section IV.L.I, Water, 

of the Draft EIR, the LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be supplied with water from the 

municipal system, as identified in Appendix IV.L.l, Water Supply Assessment. The Draft EIR then 

confirms that all infrastructure improvements would be built to the LADWP and Los Angeles City 

Plumbing Code standards. 

With regard to Fire, please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-4 (Hollywoodland Homeowners 

Association (#2)1, above. The commenter also states that the existing power lines are aged. Although 

this does not speak to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, according to Section IV.L.4, Energy Conservation, 

of the Draft EIR, the Project projected annual electricity consumption would represent only 

approximately 0.03 percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. As stated in the Draft EIR, 

this is based on Los Angeles Department of Water and Power forecast that the annual electricity demand 

will be 26,408 gigawatt-hours in 2020, compared to the Project energy demand that requires 

approximately 8.024 gigawatt-hours in 2020. 

Comment No. 18-6 

Parking 

Adequate parking is already an issue in Hollywood. This project adds to the problem. It will bring in 

huge numbers of people. The vast majority of them will be using cars. Also, the project's proximity to 

mass transit will actually add to the capacity needed. If in the 'fortunate' case many of the project's 

residents decide to use mass transit - which by the way has not been the case so far with the buildings 

already built by the metro-more parking spaces are needed-not less. Spaces are needed for the 

residents' cars that they're leaving behind-they still will own cars-in addition to spaces needed for the 

cars of those coming to visit, work, or shop in the area. 

We see nothing in the details of the DECR concerning parking that will adequately deal with the proper 

capacity that will be needed. 

Response to Comment No. 18-6 

This comment expresses concern with respect to parking and asserts that the Draft EIR does not 

adequately address parking capacity, specifically with respect to residential land uses within close 

proximity to a Metro Station. A detailed parking analysis is provided in Section CV.K.2 Transportation -

Parking, of the Draft EIR. Also note that reserved spaces for residents are included in the shared parking 

demand calculations. 
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Comment No. 18-7 

Hollywood's Identity 

Hollywood is one of the world's most famous and unique cities and acts as a magnate for tourists while 

being a home for its residents. Tourists come to view such sites as the Capitol Records Building that will 

be overpowered by this project. They want to see Los Angeles' most iconic symbol, The Hollywood 

Sign. Its view will also be blocked by this project. They \Vant to see this historic area of Los Angles that 

sits surrounded by the fabled Hollywood Hills. Its view- will also be blocked by this project. They do not 

come to see skyscrapers. They want to see Hollywood's unique identity. This project is not only not part 

of that but works to destroy it. [n addition, there are frequent street closures in Hollywood to 

accommodate the many premieres and entertainment related events. These closures can go on for days 

particularly in the case, for example, of the Academy Awards. Residents accommodate these frequent 

occurrences because it's part of Hollywood's identity and life's blood. These events are on borrowed 

time if this massive project comes. How can streets be blocked off with all of this additional traffic? 

Also, Hollywood, an area developed in the 20's is home to many residents. It's our Bedford Falls-the 

mythical location of Frank Capra's '"Ifs A Wonderful Life." It is ironic that here it is Christmas time, and 

this project can tum Hollywood into Pottersville. 

We see nothing in the details of the current DEIR that can mitigate these issues. 

Response to Comment No. 18-7 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for infonnation regarding views, including views of the 

Hollywood Sign, and overall visual character of the Project in Hollywood. 

Comment No. 18-8 

These are just some of the very important issues that we feel the current DEIR does not properly address. 

We urge that more planning and review be done before the Millennium Project progresses. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 18-8 

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that 

the Draft EIR does not adequately address certain issues. The previous comments in the letter go into 

more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response 

to Comment, above. 
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LETTER NO. 19 - LOS ANGELES CONSERVANCY 

Adrian Scott Fine 

Director of Advocacy 

Los Angeles Conservancy 

523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826, Los Angeles, CA 90014 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 19-l 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Project which, through its 

inclusion, directly impacts the iconic 1956 Capitol Records building. 

The Conservancy, along with Hollywood Heritage, has long been active in protecting and advocating for 

the historic resources in Hollywood, particularly in and around the National Register-listed Hollywood 

Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District immediately south of the project site. In 2006, the 

Conservancy's Modem Committee successfully nominated Capitol Records for designation as a City of 

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM). The Conservancy commends the project applicant, 

Millennium Partners and Argent Ventures, for placing and sensitively considering the preservation of 

Capitol Records and the Gogerty Building at the core of the proposed development. We are encouraged 

by the direction of this project to date, however we do have some questions and think additional 

safeguards are necessary to address the larger preservation goals. 

Response to Comment No. 19-l 

The comment is primarily an introduction of the Conservancy's role in Hollywood and does not state a 

specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. It is noted that the Conservancy is encouraged by the Project and 

commends the Applicant for preserving the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. Responses 

to the substantive comments on the Draft EIR raised in this letter are provided below. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 19-2 

I. Scale new construction appropriately to ensure compatibility with historic resources 

The Conservancy appreciates the efforts of the project team to incorporate new construction carefully and 

respectfully around Capitol Records. Areas for new buildings are located to the west and south to avoid 

impacts to several character-defining features of Capitol Records called out in its Historic-Cultural 

Monument (HCM) nomination. Specifically, proposed new construction would generally avoid 
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obstructing significant views of Capitol Records from the 10 l Freeway and be sited away from Capitol 

Records' famed underground recording studios and reverberation chambers. 

Response to Comment No. 19-2 

It is noted that the Conservancy appreciates the efforts of the project team to design the Project around the 

Capitol Records Building and preserve certain viewsheds and the historic integrity of the structure. 

Comment No. 19-3 

While these efforts are commendable, we remain concerned the allowable scale and massing threatens to 

overwhelm Capitol Records and the surrounding historic buildings, immediately adjacent and nearby 

along Hollywood Boulevard. Two of the four proposed height zones in the Development Regulations 

allow for towers up to 585 feet, significantly taller than the adjacent 165-foot Capitol Records on the East 

Site as well as the two-story theatre built in 1926 (Hollywood Playhouse) just south of the West Site. The 

buildings along Hollywood Boulevard are also generally below 150 feet, including the low-scaled 1930 

Pantages Theater, built in 1930 and directly abutting the southern edge of the East Site. 

Response to Comment No. 19-3 

The Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the Project's potential impacts to historic resources. The 

analysis in the Draft EIR is supported by a Historic Resources Report prepared by the Historic Resources 

Group. Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project's impacts to historic resources on the Project 

Site, and adjacent to it, are less than significant. The Historic Resources Report specifically analyzed the 

Project's potential impacts on the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Playhouse, and the Pantages 

Theater, which are the structures referenced in this comment. 

Specifically, the Historic Resources Report concludes that new construction on the East Site will be 

adequately separated from the Pantages Theater. Similarly, the Development Regulations provide for 

open space requirements and setbacks from Vine Street on the West Site to buffer new development from 

the Holly\'.-ood Playhouse. Accordingly, the Historic Resources Report concludes that there is an 

adequate visual separation bet\veen the Project and the Hollywood Playhouse. Likewise, the Historic 

Resources Report provides a detailed analysis of the Project's potential impacts on the Capitol Records 

Building using both the CEQA thresholds of significance and the Secretary of the Interior's conformance 

standards. It concludes that the Project will not significantly impact the Capitol Records Building. 

Granted, the commenter is correct that the Project allows for a scale of new development that is 

significantly taller than the existing buildings in the immediately surrounding area. The Draft EIR 

specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add considerable height and density, and 

that the immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will be altered. However, 

merely altering the surroundings does not automatically trigger a significant adverse impact. 
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As noted in the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines state that a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historic resource means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 

or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially 

impaired. 19 The Guidelines go on to state that "[t]he significance of an historic resource is materially 

impaired when a project... [ d]emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 

characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its 

inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources.. local register 

o.fhistoric resources .. or its identification in a historic resources survey."20 (Emphasis added). 

The commenter seems to imply that the alteration of the immediate surroundings of on-site and adjacent 

historic resources caused by the scale of the Project will adversely alter the characteristics that convey the 

historic significance of on-site and adjacent historic resources. As demonstrated in the Draft EIR, 

however, all of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will retain their eligibility for listing in national, 

state, and local registers despite alteration of their surroundings by the Project. The Historic Resources 

Report and the Draft EIR both demonstrate that the Capitol Records Building and the contributing 

structures in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District will all remain intact and 

would not be materially impaired (based on the applicable technical and legal standards) by the Project. 

Comment No. 19-4 

Historic buildings can often coexist with taller buildings, but the project's maximum allowable height 

would dwarf its immediate neighbors and compete for status with the already iconic circular tower of 

Capitol Records. We urge the applicant to consider lower height maximums or allocating available 

square footage more evenly across the project site to be more compatible with the lower scaled historic 

properties and the National Register-listed historic district in this area of Hollywood. This may be 

addressed to some degree already yet the preferred project and Development Regulations, as currently 

outlined in the Draft ECR, do not necessarily provide this level of detail and clarity. 

Response to Comment No. 19-4 

The commenter is correct that historic buildings often coexist with taller buildings in urban areas. There 

are several examples of this coexistence in major urban cities across the United States, including in Los 

Angeles. For example, the historic Los Angeles Central Library in downtown Los Angeles coexist with 

the 1,018-foot adjacent U.S. Bank Tower (fonnerly the Library Tower), which was developed as part of 

the Central Library redevelopment effort. 

The commenter urges the Applicant to consider lower height maximums or adjust square footages to be 

more compatible with iconic circular features of the Capitol Records Building. The Development 

Regulations indeed present several height datum development scenarios. It should be noted that simply 

lowering the maximum elevations of the Project structures does not necessarily reduce potential impacts 

19 

20 

CEQ.4 Guidelini;s, section 15064.S(b) (1). 

CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5 (b) (2). 
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on the Capitol Records Building. As analyzed in the Aesthetics section of the Draft EIR and confirmed 

by the Aesthetics Impacts Report prepared by Van Cleve Architects, lower height designs create more 

visual obstruction of the circular features of the Capitol Records Building. 

The comment claims that there is insufficient detail in the Development Regulations or Draft EIR to 

provide a sufficient level of impact analysis. The Development Regulations do in fact present a detailed 

description of the development scenarios, complemented with numerous height and massing figures, 

which illustrate the potential impacts on adjacent and on-site historic resources. Several variations of 

structure height are presented in the Development Regulations and are correspondingly analyzed in the 

Draft EIR and the supporting technical reports. The Historic Resources Report utilized the development 

limitations established in the Development Regulations to analyze potential impacts on historic resources. 

As stated above, the Historic Resources Report and the Draft EIR used the detail provided in the 

Development Regulations to conclude that impacts to the on-site and adjacent historic resources will be 

less than significant 

Comment No.19-5 

II. Incorporate precise preservation-oriented standards and guidelines in the Development 

Regulations 

Despite the placement and siting of new construction on the West and East Sites, significant impacts to 

Capitol Records may still occur. The draft Development Regulations, which will be attached to and 

enforceable through a Development Agreement, aims to ensure compatibility with historic resources by 

establishing required standards and recommended guidelines for new design elements. However, the 

existing draft document lacks sufficient detail to mitigate impacts and provide surety in a reliable and 

predicable manner. 

Response to Comment No. 19-5 

The commenter states that the draft Development Regulations lack sufficient detail to mitigate impacts. 

The Development Regulations provide 55 pages of precise development regulations that control the 

extent of development on the Project Site and do not lack sufficient detail to mitigate impacts to historic 

on-site and adjacent historic resources. In addition, the Development Regulations contain Section 3: 

Historic Resources and Setting, which specifically recognizes the historic resources on the Project Site 

and surrounding vicinity. That section sets forth key Project objectives regarding historic resources that 

include, but a.re not limited to: (1) preservation of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building; (2) 

preservation of certain valued views to the Capitol Records Building and the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment District; (3) incorporation of open space and setback requirements to 

reduce the massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent historic resources; and ( 4) 

the design of new buildings in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic 

resources. 
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The Historic Resources Report was prepared in conjunction with the Development Regulations. 

Consequently, the Historic Resources Report, and the related historic resources section of the Draft EIR, 

specifically analyzed the potential impacts on historic resources pursuant to the precise limitations set 

forth in the Development Regulations, including the height limitations, open space areas, separation and 

setbacks from existing historic resources. The ultimate conclusion was that the Project does not have a 

significant impact on historic resources. This conclusion is based on substantial evidence (i.e., the 

Historic Resources Report) and the precise requirements of the Development Regulations. 

Comment No. 19-6 

For instance, the figures in section 6.1.2 appear to require l 0-foot setbacks at the south and east edges of 

Capitol Records' base and an additional 50-foot setback east of the tower curve. However, these 

standards are not articulated in the text of the Development Regulations. If these setbacks are to protect 

the underground recording studios and reverb chambers, the location of these features should be 

referenced and clearly labeled in the Development Regulations and the required setbacks established. 

Additional open space or other appropriate uses may also be encouraged to increase the buffer between 

these areas and any new structures. 

Response to Comment No. 19-6 

The commenter differentiates the figures from the text of the Development Regulations. However, the 

Development Regulations (text and figures) are to be taken holistically. The limitations in the text and 

the figures are enforceable and will become binding on the parameters of development. The setbacks 

referenced in the comment (as well as other features in the Development Regulations) were designed to 

address all historic resources on the Project Site and adjacent to it, not merely the recording facilities at 

the Capitol Records Building. 

The comment refers to underground recording studios and reverb chambers. It should be clarified that 

only the echo/reverberation chamber is located underground and that the recording studios are located at

grade. In addition, the Noise section of the Draft EIR identifies the Capitol Records Building's 

underground echo/reverberation chambers, as well as the at-grade recording studios, as sensitive noise 

receptors. See Figure IV.H.l: Noise Monitoring and Sensitive Receptor Location Map, in the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR is also supported by a noise technical appendix. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project 

would have a temporary significant noise and vibration impact on the Capitol Records Building's 

recording facilities, but only during construction. The constmction activities could cause noise and 

vibration impacts, but constmction will not physically disturb the Capitol Records Building's recording 

facilities. The Noise section of the Draft ECR contains numerous mitigation measures to reduce potential 

noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, including the underground echo/reverberation chambers and 

the at-grade recording studios. Moreover, potential noise impacts on these uses will be minimized to the 

extent possible through agreements between the Capitol Records Building tenant and the Applicant, who 

owns the building. The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential constmction noise and vibration 

levels that could be experienced by the Capital Records Building's echo chambers and studios. The 
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Project will not have a long-term operational impact on the Capitol Records Building's recording studios. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations as drafted, in conjunction with the noise and vibration mitigation 

measures in the Draft EIR, ensure that all feasible steps have been taken to minimize impacts on the 

Capitol Records Building's recording facilities. 

Comment No. 19-7 

Similarly, another significant view of Capitol Records, the one from the comer of Hollywood and Vine, 

may be impacted by the location and design of new constmction on the project site. The Draft EIR 

identifies significant adverse impacts to this view for building envelops built to the maximum heights of 

220 and 400 feet. In theory, the Development Regulations would narrow the floor plates as towers extend 

higher to avoid obstructing this view. However, the regulations fail to provide standards or guidelines 

that direct siting of any portion of new construction away from this view corridor. 

Response to Comment No. 19-7 

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR discloses a significant impact related to View 6(a) and View 

6(b ), which are the 220 and 400-foot development scenario view simulations looking at the Capitol 

Records Building from the comer of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. In this respect, the Draft EIR 

complies with CEQA by disclosing this potential impact and properly informing the decision makers 

about the Project's potential impacts. It should be noted, however, that portions of the Capitol Records 

Building and the Jazz Mural remain visible from this vantage point under all development scenarios. 

And, the Draft EIR concludes that the visual impacts from the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street 

vantage point are considered less than significant under the 550 and 585-foot development scenarios. In 

other words, from this perspective, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building is preserved to varying 

degrees based on the implementation of the Development Regulations. 

The commenter states that "the regulations fail to provide standards or guidelines that direct siting of any 

portion of new construction away from this view corridor". However, the Development Regulations 

contain provisions that setback development from Vine Street on both the East Site and West Site. More 

specifically, and as detailed in the Draft EIR the Development Regulations requirements for open space 

and massing direct new development away from the Vine Street view corridor. Grade-level open space 

requirements are discussed in section 8.2 of the Development Regulations. The Development 

Regulations state that the open space is designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz 

Mural. The Development Regulations mandate a minimum 4% of total lot area be used for grade-level 

open space for buildings up to 220 feet high. This percentage increases as building heights increases. 

The grade-level open space requirements have the effect of setting new development back from Vine 

Street immediately south of the Capitol Records Building on the East Site, and directly across from the 

Capitol Records Building on the West Site. Similarly, massing standards for tower elements are 

discussed in section 6.1 of the Development Regulations. The massing standards help reduce potential 

adverse visual effects to the Capitol Records Building and its surroundings in the following manner: 
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1. Creating physical and visual separations around the Capitol Records Building. 

2. Setting a minimum setback for tower elements. 

3. Reducing the percentage of allowable lot coverage oftmvers as height increases. 

4. Reducing the total square footage of tower floor plates as height increases. 

These elements reduce the bulk of buildings as height increases and push tower elements toward the 

center of the block, away from the Capitol Records Building. In this way, important views from Vine 

Street, as well as other vantage points are protected. As related to the comment here, the Development 

Regulations are not required to site any or all new construction away from the Hollywood Boulevard and 

Vine Street view corridor as the commenter proclaims. Instead, the Draft EIR must disclose the impacts 

associated with implementation of the Project according to the para.meters of the Development 

Regulations. As explained above, the Draft EIR satisfies these disclosure and analytical requirements. 

See Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a further discussion of the potential aesthetic impacts associated 

with the Project. 

Comment No. 19-8 

Additionally, the required 10-foot setback from Vine Street for any portion of the building up to 150 feet, 

and an additional 10-foot setback for towers above 150 feet are insufficient to maintain even partial views 

of the 165-foot tall Capitol Records. More specific and detailed setbacks, massing, angles or other 

elements of the Development Regulations should be established to protect the integrity of Capitol 

Records and the nearby historic resources. 

Response to Comment No. 19-8 

The commenter asserts that the Project fails to maintain even partial views of the Capitol Records 

Building. However, as discussed above, the requirements for setbacks and open space stipulated in the 

Development Regulations are sufficient to maintain vie\vs of the Capitol Records Building from Vine 

Street under all development scenarios. For more information, please see the Response to Comment No. 

I 9-7 above and see Figure IV .A .1-16 in the Draft EI R, which clearly demonstrates that views of the 

Capitol Records Building remain visible to varying degrees under all development scenarios. 

With respect to the commenter's request that the Development Regulations be further modified, this 

comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather it 

suggests revisions to the Development Regulations. There are no changes anticipated to the Development 

Regulations as a result of historic concerns at this time. This comment is noted for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Furthermore, it should be noted that the Historic 

Resources Report and Cultural Resources section of the Draft EIR specifically analyzed the historic 

"integrity" of the Capitol Records Building and nearby historic resources in a pre-Project and post-Project 
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condition. The conclusion was that the Project will not result in a significant impact on either on-site or 

off-site historic resources. Thus, further setbacks, massing scenarios, or other design components need 

not be established as suggested by the commenter. 

Comment No. 19-9 

III. Modify the Development Agreement and mitigation measures with additional safeguards 

a. Design review and approval by the Cultural Heritage Commission 

While the buildable area overlaps only a portion of the HCM-designated Capitol Records parcel, it seems 

appropriate that the city's Cultural Heritage Commission review and comment on the ultimate design of 

new elements at the project site given the importance of Capitol Records and the likelihood of adverse 

impacts of new construction. This review should occur prior to any issuance of building permits for all 

phases of development to ensure final details of design, siting, cladding materials, and other elements of 

compatibility are adequately considered. 

Response to Comment No. 19-9 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather 

it recommends review of the Project by the City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission. This 

comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. In 

addition, it should be noted that the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources reviewed the 

Historic Resources Report for the Project, and concurred with its findings, before publication of the Draft 

EIR. 

Comment No. 19-10 

b. Post-construction noise and vibration monitoring 

We appreciate the proposed monitoring of vibration and differential settlement impacts on sensitive 

historic resources during construction. Such monitoring can identify potential impacts during 

construction and mitigate issues before major damage can occur. In the event that substantial damage 

results due to the project construction, we urge the applicant to commit to repairing any damage, 

conforming to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. All work shall be overseen by a qualified 

architectural historian or preservation professional. 

Response to Comment No. 19-10 

It is noted that the Conservancy appreciates the vibration monitoring mitigation measures in the Draft 

EIR. The commenter urges the Applicant to conform to the Secretary of Interior's Standards for repairs 

on historic structures. The Draft EIR already contains such measures. For example, Mitigation Measure 

H-11 in the Noise section of the Draft EIR requires an adjacent structure monitoring plan, with 
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performance standards developed by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist, that 

ensure that constrnction of the Project will not adversely impact adjacent structures. That measure 

requires all work to be halted if the thresholds of the structure monitoring plan are exceeded, until 

measures are taken to stabilize affected buildings. In addition, Mitigation Measures C-2 in the Cultural 

Resources section of the Draft EIR contains similar requirements. Also, Mitigation Measures C-3 and C-

4 in the Cultural Resources section require any structural improvements to the Capitol Records Building 

and the Gogerty Building to comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. As noted in these 

mitigation measures, all such work shall be performed to the satisfaction of the Department of City 

Planning and the Office of Historic Resources. TI1erefore, at this time, there is no need to incorporate 

additional adherence to the Secretary of the Interiors Standards or oversight by an architectural historian 

as suggested by the commenter. 

Comment No. 19-11 

In addition, we urge the project applicant to commit to ongoing noise and vibration monitoring of the 

Capitol Records recording studios and reverb chambers following construction and during the initial 

operation of new uses surrounding the historic building. While the applicant currently owns all of the 

parcels and has a vested interest in protecting the operation of Capitol Records, ownership may change in 

the future necessitating the need for a process to address operational impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 19-11 

Please see the Response to Comment No. 19-6 (Los Angeles Conservancy) above, which addresses 

construction and operational noise impacts on the Capitol Records Building's recording studios. To 

summarize, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have a temporary significant noise and 

vibration impact on the Capitol Records Recording studio, but only during construction. As noted above, 

construction activities will not physically disturb the recording facilities. These impacts will be 

minimized to the extent possible through agreements bet\veen the Capitol Records Building tenant and the 

Applicant, who mvns the building. TI1e Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise 

and vibration levels that could be experienced by the Capital Records Building's echo chambers and 

studios. As analyzed in the Draft EIR and supporting technical noise study, the Project \vill not have a 

long-term operational impact on the Capitol Records Building's recording studios. No further analysis of 

this issue is required in the Final EIR. 

Comment No. 19-12 

c. Revise the exceeding long development period 

The Conservancy remains concerned about long-term implications of the twenty-five year development 

term requested by the project application. Projects of a similar scope and scale have been approved in the 

City with development tenns ranging from ten to fifteen years. Approval of the proposed development 

term would severely limit consideration of other opportunities that may arise in the future, including new 
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development that may be more appropriate for the site in the future. The ownership, economic and social 

circumstances, as well as the design and land use priorities will change greatly during the twenty-five 

year period currently requested by the project applicant. 

The proposed project does not appear to warrant this exceptionally long development term, therefore we 

urge a time period more in line with similar projects approved by the City. 

Response to Comment No. 19-12 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather 

it questions the tenn of the Development Agreement and urges the City of Los Angeles to consider a 

shorter term. The term of the Development Agreement is subject to the discretionary approval of the Los 

Angeles City Council. Accordingly, this comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 19-13 

Interests of the Los Angeles Conservancy: 

The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local preservation organization in the United States, with 

over 6,500 members throughout the Los Angeles area. Established in 1978, the Conservancy works to 

preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los Angeles County through 

advocacy and education. Since 1984, the Conservancy's all-volunteer Modem Committee has worked to 

raise awareness about Los Angeles' unique collection of mid-twentieth century modernist structures that 

shaped the tastes and architectural trends of the entire nation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Please feel free to contact me at 213-430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should you have any 

questions. 

Response to Comment No. 19-13 

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft ECR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As 

such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 20- MONTALBAN FOUNDATION 

Gilbert Smith 

Chair, Ricardo Montalban Foundation 

1615 North Vine Street, Hollywood, CA 90028 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 20-1 

As stakeholders in the heart of the Hollywood Entertainment District, we are voicing our support of the 

Millennium Hollywood project. This project will anchor our historic neighborhood with a 21st Century 

mixed-use addition that embodies architectural beauty, urban infill dynamics, and public tourist, 

shopping, and entertainment business opportunities 

We believe that the developers have a vision that will compliment Capitol Records, and our important 

music industry and are including cultural expressions that capture our rich history and leadership in the 

entertainment community. With the construction phase Hollywood will see nearly 3,000 construction

related jobs. The completed project will provide nearly 1,300 permanent jobs. As a transit-oriented 

development project, it will also encourage the use of our Metro and other public transportation services. 

We have seen an ocean of positive change with the opening of the W Hotel and the Legacy Mixed Use 

projects. The Millennium Hollywood project will bring together business, residents, and our 

entertainment venues and serve as a beacon to the entire Los Angeles community. 

Response to Comment No. 20-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 21 - OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

Caroline Schweich 

President, Oaks Homeowners Association 

PO Box 29155, Los Angeles, CA 90029-0155 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 21-1 

The Oaks Homeowners Association asks that the comment period for the above mention DEIR be 

extended by 60 days for these reasons: 

1. The DEIR is so long that one could not be expected to read it all and formulate comments within the 

short period. 

2. Awareness of the DEIR has not adequately been made to the community 

3. A comprehensive parking plan for Hollywood must be developed and proposed prior to the comment 

period for the DEIR The goal should be to minimize the number of new car trips to the Hollywood area, 

and maximize the efficiency, frequency and diversity of transit options. 

4. Various homeowners associations and NCs can not be expected to agendize for both the respective 

committee meeting and the full Board meeting, and officially act in such a short time frame. 

5. The community should be given the opportunity and time to conduct an independent traffic study. 

Oaks Homeowners Association would like to comment on the DECR. However, at this date can simply 

not do so in complete and official manner. 

Response to Comment No. 21-1 

The comment notes that the review time for the Draft EIR was too short and requests an extension. For 

infonnation on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review Period 

Extension Request. 

The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was mailed out to an area 500 foot radius from the Project Site, as 

well as to a list of mvners and occupants and agencies provided by the City Planning Department. In 

addition, the Notice \Vas advertised in the Los Angeles Times on the first day of public review, October 

25, 2012. The Draft EIR was made available for review· on the City's website and in person at City Hall, 

as well as digital copies at local area libraries. 

The comment requests a parking plan for Hollywood in general. It should be noted that CEQA does not 

require a project-specific Draft EIR to analyze impacts on an entire City area, portions of which will not 
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be impacted whatsoever by the Project. The Draft EIR adequately analyzed parking issues related to the 

Project and included a shared parking analysis as Appendix E to the Traffic Impact Study, included as 

Appendix IV.Kl to the Draft EIR. A Hollywood-wide plan for parking is beyond the scope of this Draft 

EIR. 

The comment requests time to conduct an independent traffic study. This is not a comment on the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, and as noted above the public was provided proper notice of the Project and 

its statutory review periods. While nothing in the Draft EIR or is environmental review process preclude 

the public from preparing an independent traffic study, it should be noted that the Project's Traffic Study 

was conducted within the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

(LADOT), as defined in the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to the Traffic 

Study. The Study adequately disclosed the Project's potential traffic impacts. The Study and subsequent 

letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 2012, included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR, included 

Project requirements as mitigation measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. The public was provided 

an opportunity to review the Study pursuant to CEQA review- times. 
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LETTER NO. 22 - SUNSET HILLS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

Beth Fogarty 

Sunset Hills Homeowners Association 

PO Box 15201, Beverly Hills CA 90209 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 22-1 

Please make note of our comments as per below 

Response to Comment No. 22-1 

The comment is an introductory note. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 22-2 

Please do not allow the following to be approved: 

l. Increasing the present zoning from a 4.5: l ratio to a 6: l ratio would allow the developer to increase the 

project size from 825,000 SF to l. l Million SF. 

2. Allowing a reduction in the City's parking requirement for the proposed 35,000SF health club from 10-

spaces/1000 to 2-spaces/1000. The reduction in parking spaces would have 280 health club users looking 

for parking on Hollywood's streets. 

3. The Community Redevelopment Agency's development requirements were put in place to maintain 

Hollywood's historic core and Unallow for redevelopment to enhance and compliment existing 

development and the livability of the surrounding residential communities. Allowing Millennium/Argent 

to eliminate their development's adherence to the CRA guidelines creates a massive project totally out of 

scale with the Hollywood area. 

Response to Comment No. 22-2 

This comment asks the City to not approve certain requests associated with the Project's entitlements. 

The comment is noted and \vill be fonvarded to the decision makers for consideration. With respect to 

the substantive issues related to the requests, please see the discussion below. 

The commenter is generally correct that the Project could develop approximately 1,166,970 square feet of 

net new floor area as stated in the Project Description of the Draft EIR. The impacts associated \vith this 

size development are fully analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
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The commenter implies that the alteration of the immediate surroundings of on-site and adjacent historic 

resources caused by the scale of potential new development associated with the Project will adversely 

alter the characteristics that convey the historic significance of on-site and adjacent historic resources. As 

demonstrated in the Draft EIR, however, all of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will retain their 

eligibility for listing in national, state, and local registers despite alteration of their surroundings by large

scale new development. The Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the retail storefronts 

located at 6316-6324 Yucca Street, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District 

will all remain intact and retain their important character-defining features. Setback and open-space 

requirements specified in the Development Guidelines will ensure that important views to historic 

resources and their street-level prominence will be retained. 

With regard to parking, the Project's parking was analyzed using a shared parking w-hich may be applied 

to the Base Demand when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 

24-hour cycle or between \veekends and \veekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the 

Development Regulations. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies and Section 106.61 

of the Green Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching 

parking demand with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the 

land uses constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking 

requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project constrnction based on the procedures 

set forth below and in the Development Agreement. As discussed above, parking will be provided to 

meet demand. 
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LETTER NO. 23 - ABRAHAMS, GEORGE 

George Abrahams 

3150 Durand Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 23-1 

The December 10, 2012 close of public comment period for the draft EIR for project ENV-2011-675-EIR 

is too short to prepare a traffic analysis of the project. I have asked several traffic consultants and they all 

have replied that they have other work scheduled currently and that t11e time to prepare an analysis is 

greater than the comment period. The comment period should be extended at least 120 days so t11at we 

can hire a traffic planner to do the necessary study. Please add this comment to the ENV-201 l-675-EIR 

case file. 

Response to Comment No. 23-1 

The Draft EIR included a traffic analysis of the Project, which is included in Appendix IV .K. l. 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 24 - ANDERSON, ROBERT 

Robert Anderson 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 24-1 

I have lived and worked in the Hollywood area off and on for forty-five years. 

I believe more time is needed to make this decision. 

Response to Comment No. 24-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

For infonnation on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

Comment No. 24-2 

Currently there is insufficient infrastructure to support this proposal. The traffic in this area is already 

chronically heavily congested. 

Response to Comment No. 24-2 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant project

related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant cumulative-related impacts at five 

study intersections. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 24-3 

The land mark Capitol Records Building is a historic building. The proposal is not practical. It would be 

a disastrous environmental eyesore. 
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Response to Comment No. 24-3 

The Project would retain the Capitol Records Building and any future maintenance of it would be 

performed pursuant the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-

2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a 

discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records building. The 

commenter states that the Project would be an eyesore. Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 

for information regarding project aesthetics, including views. 

Comment No. 24-4 

These buildings \vould not be appropriate for this earthquake prone neighborhood. The Sunset and Vine 

Tower was unsafe, unoccupied and boarded up with a fence around it for years after the 1994 earthquake. 

This has exactly the same potential. 

Response to Comment No. 24-4 

The commenter suggests that adjacent vacant properties are the result from past earthquakes in the area, 

and that the same will happen to the Project. As stated in the Draft EIR, the Project Site is not located in 

an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. Likewise, as discussed in the 

Draft EIR, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. Also, the California Geological 

Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system (http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the 

closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault, 

which is located approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. The geotechnical reports that support the 

Draft EIR conclude that geotechnical conditions on the Project Site are suitable for development of the 

Project. The commenter provides an opinion as to why certain buildings in the area are now boarded up, 

which does not contest the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 24-5 

Those who forget the mistakes of the past are doomed to repeat them. 

As presented, The Millennium Project appears to be an ill conceived, just plain bad idea. 

Response to Comment No. 24-5 

This comment expresses an opinion about the project, but does not challenge the adequacy of the impact 

analysis of the Draft ECR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 

consideration and no further response is required. 
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LETTER NO. 25 - BAUMGART, TED 

Ted Baumgart 

2425 Mountain Ave, La Crescenta, CA 91214 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No.25-1 

I grew up in Laurel Canyon, attended Wonderland Avenue School and Bancroft Junior High, this is my 

backyard. My friends attended Hollywood High, and so did many of their parents. My uncle's house was 

up Beachwood with a prominent view of the city. By looking at the renderings of this ghastly project 

idea I notice at least one of the two is a bold faced lie! I'm an architectural/film set designer and 

illustrator, and I know how to cheat the eye. 

Response to Comment No. 25-1 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 25-2 

It shows the Hollywood Hills miles in the distance, when in fact they are very close to this site and these 

monstrosities will be looking right into the windows of the homes in the hills. 

Response to Comment No. 25-2 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 

refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 25-3 

Not only that, but built these two ugly behemoths would be precedents that give legality to more tall 

buildings to be built, and soon there \von't be a view but tall buildings looking into Hollywood Hills 

homes windows and homes looking into building windows. 

Response to Comment No. 25-3 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 

refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 
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Comment No. 25-4 

There will be no ridgeline of 'The Hills' looking over Hollywood seen through palm trees, the very icon 

known around the world. 

Response to Comment No. 25-4 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 

refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 25-5 

The problem exists already west above the Strip. We were next door to a famous and well respected 

artist's home looking out of big floor-to-ceiling glass windows across a swimming pool at dusk to the 

jeweled city below, working on a new show concept, and low and behold some skyscrapers in front of us 

were looking right back into our windows. Not the cozy hills anymore. Not the jeweled city below. You 

get walls in Manhattan or any dense big city, but no one has the Hollywood Hills as the predominantly 

horizontal jewel with city below, and visa versa. This proposal would unleash a wall of buildings that 

dwarf the hills. Be very aware of the essence, soul, and character of Hollywood known around the world. 

It is worth more per square foot developed intelligently than these monuments to shorter tenn profit and 

quick tax base increase. LA is not any other city and Holly\'.-ood defines LA, so let's keep it, use it, and 

develop it intelligently. This is not just any "Run-of-the-Mill-ennium Project", this proposal is insane. 

Response to Comment No. 25-5 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 

refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 
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LETTER NO. 26 - BECKLUND, LAURIE 

Laurie Becklund 

October 29, 2012 

Comment No. 26-1 

Thank you for remembering to send me the CD of the DEIR for Millennium. Really appreciate the 

attempt to visualize this project with photos and graphics. An enormous amount of work. 

Response to Comment No. 26-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. 

Comment No. 26-2 

I'm puzzled by one thing: i thought the MOU signed by LADOT with the developer required a change in 

the intersection at Argyle and Franklin, the one I talked to you about briefly when i was in your office. 

the traffic study had all southbound access on Argyle being closed from franklin, which would have 

landlocked our whole neighborhood. the DEIR seems to suggest otherwise. did this change? 

Response to Comment No. 26-2 

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is included as Appendix A to the Traffic Impact Report, 

which is Appendix IV .K. l to the Draft EI R. Section IV. K. l, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR, 

make reference to intersection specific improvements at the intersection mentioned in the comment. See 

the mitigation measure from the Draft EIR for additional information: 

K.1-11 [ntersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 

Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection under both 

existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection 

to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum lane for the southbound approach 

and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final 

design of this improvement would require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

The conceptual image (in Appendix H of the Traffic Study) shows left-tum lanes allowing access from 

westbound Franklin Avenue to southbound Argyle Avenue and a right-tum lane allowing access from 

eastbound Franklin Avenue to southbound Argyle Avenue. Thus, there would continue to be southbound 

access on Argyle Avenue from Franklin Avenue. 
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LETTER NO. 27 - BRACKETT, ALAN 

Alan Brackett 

Safety Committee member of Hollywood Homeowners Association 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 27-1 

I am a homeowner resident in Hollywoodland directly above where this project is intended. I am 

concerned about infrastructure that I do not see being addressed. Are the city's sewer lines being 

upgraded along with other utilities? 

Response to Comment No. 27-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment 18-5 for a discussion on existing and proposed infrastmcture. 

The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts to water and electricity in Section IV.L, Utilities and Service 

Systems. The Project's Water Supply Assessment (Appendix IV.L.l to the Draft EIR) found that the Los 

Angeles Department of Water and Pmver (LADWP) \vould be able to meet the \vater demand of the 

Project, in addition to existing and planned future uses of the LADWP's system. Electrical service would 

be provided in accordance with the LADWP's Rules Governing Water and Electric Service. 

Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will accommodate the total flow for the Project, which 

was confirmed by the City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) in t\vo letters dated September 27, 2011 and 

January 8, 2013. As described in the City's BOS letters, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be 

needed as part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). As discussed 

in the Draft EIR., if, for any reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project 

Applicant will be required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient 

capacity. The BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or 

the 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in 

significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the implementation of best 

practices would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final approval for sewer capacity 

and connection permit will be made at the time of final building design. 

Comment No. 27-2 

I don't see how there is enough parking being provided in the new proposed sites to handle the amount of 

traffic and cars and the streets already are lacking parking. 

Response to Comment No. 27-2 

With regard to parking, the Project's parking was analyzed using a shared parking analysis because 

different uses have different parking demands during a 24-hour cycle and bet\veen weekday and 
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weekends. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies, and Section 106.61 of the Green 

Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 

with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the land uses 

constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking requirements 

shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project construction based on the procedures set forth in 

the Development Agreement. Accordingly, parking will be provided to meet demand based on the shared 

parking analysis. 

Comment No. 27-3 

Why are such tall sky-scrapers being allowed and if they are why are they not required to provide tourist 

viewing sites at their tops for viewing the Hollywood Sign, etc.? 

Response to Comment No. 27-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. It should be noted that pursuant to current zoning the Project 

Site does not have a height limitation. TI1e Project Description does mention a possible rooftop 

observation deck. Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding 

views, including of the Hollywood Sign. 

Comment No. 27-4 

This project will cause much more traffic to my area with people wanting to get to a "green" place with 

their dogs and families and none is being provided for this onslaught. \\lnat happened to the idea that new 

development needs to also provide "green" space (parks) for the new population they attract? 

Response to Comment No. 27-4 

According to Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 59-24 (Jordon, David) for 

additional information. 

Comment No. 27-5 

I bank at what is now the Chase bank on the corner of Sunset and Vine and when the big "W" hotel was 

built I noticed that the nice view of the Hollywood Sign was blocked from view from the bank parking lot 

where it had been visible for ~90 years. These new highrises will block the view of the sign for tourists 

as well as residents from anywhere south of their location for quite a distance. This I am afraid will cause 

more disturbance to my neighborhood with people wanting to see or touch the sign. Our neighborhood 

cannot handle and was not built to handle this kind of onslaught of traffic. Also, looking south from the 
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hills theses buildings will block the view from many homes that have paid a premium for this view. 

There are rules - written and unwritten - in the hills about blocking your neighbor's view with new houses 

or with trees and now I cannot understand why these highrises can get away with this when we have 

always had the understanding that this is an understood right of ownership in the hills that you respect 

your neighbor and try to get along and not block their views. Obviously, this respect is not there with this 

project. 

Response to Comment No. 27-5 

The Draft EIR analyzes a variety of public views and view corridors, which are discussed in Section 

IV.A. I, Views I Light and Glare. Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional 

information regarding views, including of the Hollywood Sign. 

Comment No. 27-6 

I am against this project continuing until big changes come to fruition. There needs to be a huge height 

restriction, more consideration for the surrounding area and respect for the people living and working for 

years in the area. Utilities and sewer and parking and traffic and lack of a "green" area need to be 

addressed. This is not downtown Los Angeles or New York or any other of the large cities and should 

not become one. This is Hollywood, where people from all over the world come to see something unique 

- not another big city filled with highrises and traffic and pollution. My neighborhood which is right up 

the street is the nearest "green" area and where do you think all the residents in these new buildings are 

going to go? They won't want to drive the extra mile to get to Griffith Park - they will head straight up 

the hill and past my house with their noise, congestion and danger of burning down our neighborhood 

with their cigarettes. 

Response to Comment No. 27-6 

The Draft EIR adequately analyzes utilities in Section IV.L, parking and traffic in Section IV.K, land use 

issues in Section IV.G, and aesthetics in Section IV.A. Please refer to those sections for a discussion of 

potential impacts the Project could have on those environmental issue areas. Othenvise, the comment 

does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and 

analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and 

will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 27-7 

Stop this project and put more thought into \vhat it means to the area - have some respect! Big money 

should not be allowed to get away with whatever it \vants in America! There is already too much of this 

happening and this is one place where the line should be drawn in the sand. Postpone and take a deep 

breath and let's talk and try and work things out! 

I will be glad to help in any way that I can - Please don't hesitate to call on me to represent our area. 
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Response to Comment No. 27-7 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 28 - BROSSEAU, DEBORAH 

Deborah Brosseau 

November 12, 2012 

Comment No. 28-1 

Thank you for sending the report and detailed information about this project. I am vehemently opposed to 

the Millennium Project and disgusted by the impacts delineated in the report. 

Response to Comment No. 28-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 28-2 

Please keep me posted on any opportunities to publicly and privately express this opposition. 

Response to Comment No. 28-2 

The EIR process provides an opportunity to provide comments after the Draft EIR is released, which this 

commenter did. When the Project goes into various public hearings such as at City Planning Commission 

and City Council, the public will have another opportunity to provide written and oral comments. The 

dates of future hearings are not known at this time. 
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LETTER NO. 29 - CAPLAN, RANDI 

Randi Caplan 

Beachwood Canyon Property Owner 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 29-1 

The public comment period for the Millennium Hollywood Project did not allow sufficient time for a 

traffic study to be prepared by an independent consultant. To protect the people who live in the 

community from runaway development that severely impacts our infrastructure and services, the 

comment period should be extended [at a minimum] to allow for a traffic study (and any other needed 

studies) to be included. 

Response to Comment No. 29-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The commenter seeks the extension to protect, in the commenter's words, the community from runaway 

development that could impact infrastructure and services. The Draft EIR and Appendices included many 

studies, including air quality, historic resources, noise, traffic, parking, public services, utilities including 

infrastructure and water supply. The CEQA process is designed to "provide public agencies and the 

public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on 

the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to 

indicate alternatives to such a project." (CEQA Statute § 21061). According to CEQA Guidelines 15002, 

the basic purposes of CEQA are to: (l) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the 

potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities; (2) identify the ways that 

environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) prevent significant, avoidable damage 

to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures 

when the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and ( 4) disclose to the public the reasons 

why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant 

environmental effects are involved. The Draft EIR complied \vith these CEQA requirements. 
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LETTER NO. 30 - CAREY, SABINE 

Carey Sabine 

2442 Cheremoya Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 30-1 

I am herewith informing you of my concerns for 40+ story tall high risers in the Hollywood area. They 

would be out of proportion, absolute eye-sores (from all directions), and most of all, causing a complete 

traffic chaos, way beyond what is already becoming a very congested area. In my past 18 years in 

Hollywood I have seen the traffic going from easy to an absolute nightmare. I can't imagine any more 

traffic being added to this area. 

Response to Comment No. 30-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a discussion of visual impacts. Also note that the 

Draft EIR contains an extensive and adequate analysis of traffic impacts in Section IV.K. Otherwise, the 

comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the 

Draft ECR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 30-2 

I am not opposed to adding several high structures in Holly\'.-ood but they should stay within proximity of 

the current high risers in Hollywood. 

Please do not allow a "Manhattanfication of Hollywood"!!!! 

Response to Comment No. 30-2 

The commenter is opposed to new development that is significantly larger than anything in the 

immediately surrounding area. The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential 

to add considerable height and density as compared with the immediate surroundings. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height, and it should be noted that the Project Site does not have a 

height limitation pursuant to current zoning. 
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LETTER NO. 31 - CLARK, GEORGE 

George Clark 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 31-1 

This continues to be something that boggles the mind. The city council is in cahoots with developers with 

no regard for public support, quality of life or safety. It now takes up to 45 minutes at rush hour to drive 

from Vermont to the 101 along Franklin. We are already jammed in here. Now they want to seriously 

increase the amount of traffic? 

Response to Comment No. 31-1 

The Project's Traffic Study was conducted pursuant to the guidelines set forth by and was approved by the 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). The Traffic Study concluded that there would be 

significant and unavoidable operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also 

cumulative impacts at five study intersections. The Traffic Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT 

dated August 16, 2012, which is included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR, included Project 

requirements as mitigation measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. All of the traffic mitigation 

measures are set forth in the EIR. Please see Section IV.Kl Transportation-Traffic of the Draft EIR for 

additional information regarding the Project's traffic impacts. 

Comment No. 31-2 

Can't wait until a fire in thew hills breaks out at rush hour. Scores will die and the the hills left in ashes. 

Response to Comment No. 31-2 

In regard to the potential for increased traffic impacting response times, increases in traffic attributable to 

the Project would not greatly affect the ability of emergency vehicles being able to maneuver through 

crowded intersections, as the LAFD has experience responding to emergencies in congested areas 

throughout the City, through the use of lights/sirens, ability to direct traffic to the side of the road, and to 

drive on the wrong side of the road, if necessary. Further, although there are significant traffic impacts, 

the significant impacts are at limited locations and there is availability of alternative routes within the 

street system in the area surrounding the Project Site .. 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 31-3 

On it's face it cannot \vork and will become a living nightmare. Can't this be stopped by lawsuits 

including enviro impact? No one will be able to see the Hollywood Hills except those living in the high 

rises which will topple in the strong earthquake that is coming at some point. 

Response to Comment No. 31-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views, including views of the 

Hollywood Sign. 

Comment No. 31-4 

The city planners are obviously in the pocket of developers and on it's face is immoral. [f dug into deeply 

enough no doubt illegality is going on as well. The Rico act is probably being violated as well. 

Shame on the city council. It is disgusting. We must mount a petition and throw all of them out of office 

is this proceeds. Of course they'll end up on developers boards but at least they will be out of offcie and 

we'll have politicians who care about the city and the people not just their own financial gain. 

Response to Comment No. 31-4 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 32 - CLARK, JOSEPHINE AND BRYAN 

Josephine and Bryan Clark 

Holly Hill Terrace, Hollywood, CA 90068 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 32-1 

This so-called "Plan" is totally inadequate ....... a monstrosity of a building ..... and creates traffic problems 

that will choke this area of Hollywood to death ..... 

Response to Comment No. 32-1 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The Draft EIR 

contains extensive analysis of traffic impacts and is supported by a traffic technical appendix. The traffic 

section of the Draft EIR discloses the Project's potential traffic impacts. This comment is acknowledged 

for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-ma.king bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 33- CLEMENTS, CHIP 

Chip Clements 

6284 Mulholland Highway, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 33-1 

I'm a resident of the Hollywood Hills above Vine Street and have just, at this late date, become aware of 

plans to build two 500-foot-tall skyscrapers on Vine St. near Hollywood Blvd. To me the prospect of 

adding these gigantic structures to our neighborhood sounds insanely inappropriate. 

I'm writing to express my displeasure at the prospect of your permitting these giant structures to tower 

over our community. I'm not against development. I love that Hollywood is evolving as a destination for 

entertainment and tourism. But why two 50-story buildings? It's more appropriate for Manhattan than for 

Hollywood. 

Please send these developers back to the drawing board and have them plan structures more appropriate 

for this part of town. With the W hotel complex and the Hollywood/Highland complex and a score of 

other projects, you guys hit just the right note in terms of planning an expansion of our community. 

These mega-skyscrapers don't fit in. 

Response to Comment No. 33-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height, and it should be noted that the Project Site does not have a 

height limit pursuant to existing zoning. 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 34 - CONRAD, JACK #1 

Jack Conrad 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 34-1 

Are you kidding me? 

The traffic in Holly\'.-ood is already a joke. How much infrastructure are these totally out of scale 

monstrosities going to add to our already overburdened city? 

Response to Comment No. 34-1 

The comment refers to traffic and infrastructure, but does not state a specific concern or question 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 

Project. Traffic, public services, and utility systems are all analyzed in the Draft EIR. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 34-2 

Have your artist draw in a reasonable representation of the traffic! 

Response to Comment No. 34-2 

Traffic generation and intersection impacts are shown m maps m Section IV.Kl, Transportation -

Traffic, of the Draft EIR. 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review- and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 35 - CONRAD, JACK #2 

Jack Conrad 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 35-1 

Thank you for your very kind reply. 

From \vhat I've been reading it looks like Garcetti has already sold us out. 

Disgraceful! ! 

Response to Comment No. 35-1 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 36 - CONTI, FABIO 

Fabio Conti 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 36-1 

As a longtime resident of the Hollywood Hills and a small business owner near the intersection of Sunset 

and Vine, I have seen the Hollywood community change for the better over the years. 

The most positive change has come through the construction of more residential developments as it has 

brought a stable population to the area. The Sunset and Vine project by the CIM Group, for example, has 

interjected a new level of activity that has benefited many local businesses like my restaurant Fabiolus. 

I support the Millennium Hollywood project because I am confident it will have the same beneficial 

impact on the community as a whole. The fears that this project will create gridlock on area streets are 

completely unfounded because people who will move here will be doing so to live an urban lifestyle that 

involves a lot of walking and taking the subway to get around, not sitting in their cars. 

It's time that Hollywood grew up. The parking lots around Capitol Records are the perfect place for 

density because the site is close to the subway, the Hollywood Freeway and all kinds of excitement that 

people want to be a part of, meaning this development can be absorbed without placing too big of a 

burden on the community. 

Moreover, by proposing taller buildings, this project would open up the streetscape for more open space. 

As one of the densest neighborhoods in Los Angeles, Hollywood desperately needs more open space for 

young people like my two sons. 

Millennium Hollywood is an exciting project that will be positive for the Hollywood community, and I 

am excited to support it. 

Response to Comment No. 36-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 37 - COVIELLO, GAIL 

Gail Coviello 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 37-1 

The public comment period did not allow sufficient time for a traffic study to be prepared by an 

independent consultant. Please extend the public comment period to allow for this traffic study to be 

included. I think it is crucial to this project. Thank you! 

Response to Comment No. 37-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

With regard to conducting an independent traffic study, the Project's Traffic Study \Vas conducted within 

the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LAD01), as defined in 

the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded 

that there \vould be operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative 

impacts at five study intersections. The Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 

2012, which is included as Appendix lV.K.2 to the Draft EIR., included Project requirements as mitigation 

measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead 

agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 

requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204). The Traffic Impact Study for the Draft EIR concluded that there would be 

operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study 

intersections. 
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LETTER NO. 38 - D' ANTONIO, JOANNE 

Joanne D 'Antonio 

Safety Chair, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 38-1 

The Millennium Hollywood Project is the most irresponsible disaster to ever hit Hollywood. These super 

high-rises are unsafe (no mitigation for fire, roads and emergency services) 

Response to Comment No. 38-1 

The commenter expresses concerns that the Project is unsafe and does not mitigate fire and emergency 

services. According to Section IV.J, Public Services, of the Draft EIR the Project suggests numerous 

mitigation measures to help offset potential impacts from Fire and Police, including emergency access. 

The commenter's statement that the Draft EIR does not address mitigation for these services is false. 

Comment No. 38-2 

and unsightly because they dwarfs the historical City of Hollywood and the iconic Capitol Records 

Building. 

Response to Comment No. 38-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 for a discussion on the Projecf s overall height. 

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical 

Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent 

historic Capitol Records building. 

Comment No. 38-3 

The public comment period did not allow time for an independent traffic study. This must be done. 

Response to Comment No. 38-3 

For infonnation on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

With regard to conducting an independent traffic study, the Project's Traffic Study was conducted within 

the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), as defined in 

the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded 
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that there would be operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative 

impacts at five study intersections. The Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 

2012, (included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR), included Project requirements as mitigation 

measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended or requested by commenters. The Traffic [mpact Study for the Draft ECR 

concluded that there would be operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also 

cumulative impacts at five study intersections. 

Comment No. 38-4 

And where are the plans to upgrade the very old infrastructure for these buildings? The utilities cannot 

take this additional burden. Imagine how much more sewage must go through these old pipes? 

Response to Comment No. 38-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-5 for a discussion on existing and proposed infrastructure. 

Comment No. 38-5 

I \vill not vote for a single politician that is currently in office if this goes through. And I will campaign 

aggressively against all of them. [t is unconscionable to sell out historic Hollywood to developers from 

another state. They will make our community look grotesque. And it will be prone to safety hazards. 

Up until now the subway helped our area, but now it is attracting greedy outsiders who do not care about 

destroying the community. You must have an independent study before City officials make am 

irreparable mistake by allowing these buildings to be built and set a precedent for more of the same. 

Response to Comment No. 38-5 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts on historic resources, safety, and 

aesthetics in Sections IV. C, Cultural Resources, IV .J, Public Services, and IV .A, Aesthetics respectively. 

Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These 

comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is 

required. 

Comment No. 38-6 

Height limits really need to be set for the entire community, not just certain streets, to retain a pleasing 

look in a safe, responsible environment. 
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Response to Comment No. 38-6 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Please refer to 

Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a discussion on the 

Project's overall height. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration 

and no further response is required. 
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LETTER NO. 39 - DE VARENNES, MONIQUE 

Monique de Varennes 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 39 -1 

As futile as this message no doubt is, I feel compelled to write it. I've lived within walking distance of the 

Capitol Records building, in apartments and houses, for 37 years; I look out at it from my kitchen \vindow 

(and, no, the proposed project will not block my view). I've raised my kids in this neighborhood; it's my 

home. I'm not an enemy of change -- in fact, I welcome it -- but I have reservations about the Millennium 

Project on two counts. 

Response to Comment No. 39 -1 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 39 -2 

The first is practical. There are so many large developments springing up in Holly\'.-ood at the moment -

it seems wrong-headed to greenlight something this gargantuan before measuring the impact of the new 

buildings on traffic, antiquated systems, and services. 

Response to Comment No. 39 -2 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to traffic, infrastructure and public 

services in Sections IV.K, Transportation, IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems, and IV.J, Public Services 

respectively. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the 

Draft EIR. These comments \vill be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no 

further response is required. 

Comment No. 39 -3 

The second objection is aesthetic. The proposed buildings look handsome (though I've been fooled by 

renderings before), but they are far too tall, making the iconic Capitol Records building look Lilliputian 

and absurd. Something closer to the scale of existing buildings would be far less objectionable. 

Response to Comment No. 39 -3 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views. 
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Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2))_for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 
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LETTER NO. 40 - DILLARD, JOYCE 

Joyce Dillard 

P.O. Box 31377, Los Angeles, CA 90031 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 40-1 

You may cover part of the Watershed issues, but have not adapted this document to the requirements of 

the MS4 permitting, the Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, the 

LA County Sediment Plan and the 200-year floodplain planning by the State Department of Water 

Resources. 

Response to Comment No. 40-1 

This comment expresses a general concern that the Project does not address the County of Los Angeles 

Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, the LA County Sediment Plan, and the 200-year floodplain 

planning by the State Department of Water Resources. As stated in the Draft EIR, the State's National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program establishes a comprehensive stormwater 

quality program to manage urban storm\vater and minimize pollution of the environment to the maximum 

extent practicable. Pursuant to the NPDES, the Proposed Project would be subject to the requirements set 

forth in the Los Angeles County Standard Urban Storm\vater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The goals and 

objectives of the SUSMP are achieved through the use of BMPs to help manage rnnoff water quality. 

The City has adopted the regulatory requirements set forth in the SUS MP of the Los Angeles Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) under the City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 173,494, 

therefore, the Proposed Project is consistent with the State Department of Water Resources and the 

commenter's concerns are unfounded. 

Comment No. 40-2 

We need to know the pollutant loads created for the project and the expected traffic congestion into the 

project area. 

Response to Comment No. 40-2 

The Project's air quality impacts are discussed in Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. The 

Project's traffic generation and intersection impacts are discussed in Section IV.K. l, Transportation -

Traffic, of the Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 40-3 

How is the capacity of the sewers being address on maintenance as well as a capital basis. Other than 

scenarios, what are the estimated usages and loads. 

Response to Comment No. 40-3 

The commenter would like information on sewer capacity and is referred to Section IV.L.2, Wastewater, 

of the Draft EIR for information on projected wastewater. According to the Draft EIR Wastewater from 

the Project Site \vould be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which has a 

remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net increase in 

waste\vater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent of the remaining 

capacity at the HTP. As shown in the Draft EIR, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 

accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well (which is the worst case scenario), a 

fact also confirmed by the City's BOS. Regarding the commenter's statement about what loads are 

estimated other than the scenarios presented, the Draft EIR presents the worst case scenario for 

wastewater usage. 

Comment No. 40-4 

Will the Tillman Plant diminished capacity affect this project. The diminished capacity is not approved in 

the LA Integrated Water Resources Plan. 

Response to Comment No. 40-4 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. For 

information purposes, wastewater from the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the HTP, 

which has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net increase 

in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent of the remaining 

capacity at the HTP. 

Comment No. 40-5 

We are attached the Final MS4 permit. How will this project be in compliance? 

Response to Comment No. 40-5 

With regard to the commenter's question about MS4 compliance, please see Response to Comment No. 

40-1 (Dillard, Joyce) above. 

Comment No. 40-6 

What is the continued mitigation measures for trash and bacteria issues. 
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Response to Comment No. 40-6 

The Project's solid waste mitigation measures are listed below: 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of Sanitation 

standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and construction materials 

including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, 

metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. TI1e bulk recyclable material such as broken asphalt 

and concrete, bricks, metal and wood shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non 

recyclable materials/wastes shall be hauled by tmck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall 

be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass, 

and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins shall be emptied and 

recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste 

disposal program. 
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LETTER NO. 41 - DRABECK, KATRINA 

Katrina Drabeck 

6238 De Longpre Avenue 

Hollywood, CA 90028 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 41-1 

EM27470 

February 2013 

I want to submit my extreme disapproval of the Millennium Hollywood Project, specifically the height of 

the towers. This plan is obscene. Growth in Hollywood should be in line with the aesthetic of the city. 

The Hollywood skyline is beautiful and iconic. These towers will dwarf all other buildings and 

absolutely ruin the skyline. As a long time Angelino, I love driving the stretch of the 101 and seeing the 

Capitol Records building, which would look ridiculous in between these highrises. As a Hollywood 

resident, I take great joy in driving dmvn Vine, past all of the beautiful historical buildings - this is about 

so much more than just Capitol Records - that make Hollywood so special 

Every city needs to grow and change over time to thrive. But that growth needs to make sense. It needs to 

have respect and thought to the world around it. (For example, the Hollywood W Hotel was a perfect fit 

for the community, aesthetically.) This plan simply does not fit in Hollywood and it \vould absolutely 

break my heart to see it realized. Perhaps the future of Hollywood involves a change in the skyline, but 

one this drastic, one that you can not even see past from the hills, one that would impede the view of the 

Hollywood sign from the city, is not \vhat Hollywood is to the people who live here. A generic city just 

like any other we are not. Please support growth that maintains Hollywood's character. Diminishing the 

feel of community that we all enjoy here will reduce the quality of life for current residents and even 

impact local businesses. 

Response to Comment No. 41-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Please refer to Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the 

Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records building. 

Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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Comment No. 41-2 

In addition, it is hard to understand a need for a residential tower when countless apartment and condo 

buildings built in the past few years still sit partially empty. Anyone who could afford to live in a new 

building like this would not get out of their nice cars to utilize the subway nearby. Traffic flow in 

Hollywood is already bad enough. This would make it a nightmare. 

Response to Comment No. 41-2 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to population and housing in 

Section IV.I, Population, Housing, and Employment. It also analyzes potential traffic impacts associated 

with the Project in Section IV.K, Transportation. Othenvise, the comment does not state a specific 

concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 41-3 

I much more strongly support the 220 ft high version of the project. 

Response to Comment No. 41-3 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes height issues related to aesthetics, land use, and project 

alternatives in Section CV.A, Aesthetics, CV.G, Land Use Planning, VI, Alternative to the Propose Project. 

Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 42 - DUKE, OLIVIA #1 

Olivia Duke 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 42-1 

I am OUTRAGED that these ugly two towers are being allowed to be built in Hollywood. We are already 

suffering so much from the building that has been allowed to continue. What is it going to take! Nobody 

but the contractors want these buildings built. Homeowners are moving out of Hollywood and the state 

because of all of the obvious under the table money that is being received by the city from the contractors 

building these totally unnecessary Gothic structures that take away from the unique history of the 

Hollywood city structure's. Is everyone on drugs? It must be either this or the money that is being 

handed over to the city. If you think that someone will not call in an investigation on this I can hardly 

believe the lack of thought. It is so obvious to everyone in the Hollywood Hills what is going on. We are 

just disgusted. I am thinking of moving after 25 years in the Hollywood Hills. The traffic due to all the 

building that has been allowed is destroying our Hollywood Hills area. Thank you. 

Response to Comment No. 42-1 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 43 - DUKE, OLIVIA #2 

Olivia Duke 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 43-1 

Thank you, Srimal, I am sorry to be so curt but please understand the deep frustration that we feel in our 

neiborhood. We are totally being disregarded by the city that we pay high taxes to. Our wonderful city 

and Hollywood is being destroyed by all of the building that is being allowed. I live up in Beachwood 

Drive at Glen Holly. I have to park four blocks away, during the summer people come to blows with the 

tourists, the noise level is out of control (there is no longer any quiet enjoyment time) and the traffic out 

front on a street that used to be safe to cross is unbelievable. It takes triple the time to get anywhere, even 

to the store. There is no parking anyw·here. We have gotten no help from the city after repeated requests 

and we are all just burnt out and jaded on the lack of care that we feel for our circumstances. We have 

gotten no help from Councilman La Bonge's office -- he is up to his ear lobes trying to put out the other 

fires that the city has caused. I don't know of one person who supports the building of those two towers -

we are very concerned about the increased environmental impact (on an environment that can hardly take 

more) and the biggest thing is the \Vas well as the surrounding condo's can not be rented out so there is 

no need for more. Why then have these awful, un-blending buildings been green lit? It tmly makes me 

physically ill. I used to love to come home. Now I can't wait to get out. I am thinking of moving after 25 

years -- I have multiple neighbors who already have left the state because of what is happening. 

Response to Comment No. 43-1 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential noise, traffic and parking, and population and 

housing impacts in Sections IV.H, Noise, IV.K, Transportation, and IV.I, Population, Housing and 

Employment respectively. Otherwise, the comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or 

question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts 

of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 44 - DYER, BRIAN 

Brian Dyer 

1835 Grace Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90028 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 44-1 

Below is the text of the attached word document. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 

me at (323) 469-5681. 

Response to Comment No. 44-1 

This comment is an introduction and does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft 

EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further 

response is required. 

Comment No. 44-2 

After reviewing the DEIR I find some troubling aspects to it, particularly in the design and in the 

geological and soils section 

Response to Comment No. 44-2 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analysis impacts associated with geology and soils in Section CV.D, 

Geology and Soils. The Draft ECR also contains geotechnical mitigation measures that ensure 

development on the Project Site is adequately supported and does not significant impact adjacent existing 

structures. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft 

EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further 

response is required. 

Comment No. 44-3 

Design: Even though East of Vine is not considered by the Hollywood Community Plan as the 

Hollywood Core, as the area west of Vine is, the design elements should be the same. The Pantages 

Theatre, which the Millennium Project (MP) will abut, finished construction in the 1930s. This alone 

should have extended the core to Argyle and up to the Henry Fonda theatre as the Eastern reaches of the 

core. As such, this "theatre district" as the city is already wanting to extol, should follow the design 

standards regarding height restrictions that the core has already been adjusted to through the Hollywood 

Community Plan. 
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Response to Comment No. 44-3 

Please see Response to Comment No 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, 

and l 9-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on 

the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent structures. 

Comment No. 44-4 

Geology: The MP DEIR uses the Modified Mercalli scale, which uses people's impressions about the 

intensity they feel during the earthquake. That is fine. However, the DEIR should go beyond and use the 

Richter scale as \vell so the public, in this questioning period, could better understand the DEIR Also, 

the DEIR does not use any report more recent than 2002. Nowhere in the DEIR is the recent activity in 

Beverly Hills, on the Inglewood Fault and Beverly Hills Fault mentioned. These faults have, in effect, cut 

in two the Santa Monica Fault and the Hollywood Fault, both of which can be triggered by the above 

mentioned faults and trigger each other. Cal Tech currently states on their website that the Santa Monica 

Fault can reach a 7.0 or higher, in conjunction with another fault. The Hollywood fault, which runs north 

of the Santa Monica fault may reach 6.5 or higher. 

Response to Comment No. 44-4 

The Project's geotechnical engineering report \Vas completed in May 2012, and is included as Appendix 

D to the Draft EIR. The Project will be built \vith the recommendations of the geotechnical report, w-hich 

are listed as Mitigation Measures D-1 to D-10, as well as the latest building codes. 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. For 

additional information regarding fault rupture, please refer to Response to Comment 24-4 (Anderson, 

Robert). 

Comment No. 44-5 

Regarding the liquefaction of soils mentioned in the DEIR, one only has to look at the building of the 

Metro Redline, which created a hole in Hollywood Boulevard, when underground erosion due to an 

underground stream created a collapse in the tunnel. The water table under the Runyon Canyon park was 

also reduced. Nowhere in the study are these incidences mentioned. If the soils and water table on either 

end of the project were not discoverable by the METRO DEIR what is yet to be found with the huge 

MP? 

Response to Comment No. 44-5 

This comment states that the Draft EIR did not mention certain conditions that other projects in and 

around Hollywood have found during construction activities. The conditions of the soil beneath the 

Metro Redline building and Runyon Canyon Park do not relate to the Project or the Project Site and as 
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such CEQA does not require that the EIR for the Project study such conditions. Please see Section IV.D 

Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR for information regarding the conditions of the soil at the Project Site. 

Comment No. 44-6 

Traffic: As already stated in the DEIR, traffic will be impacted. As witnessed by the Project Plan for 

Trizec Hahn's "Hollywood & Highland" the traffic mitigation processes listed on that projects section IV, 

, page 13 & 14 (attached document) for neighborhoods has not continued to be implemented. Traffic in 

the neighborhoods are already overflowing and causing cut-throughs. Since the project's Western 

boundary includes Argyle, this project will have a heavy impact on the communities into the core, South 

of Franklin and North of Hollywood where traffic is already beyond capacity due to clubs, theatres, The 

Ford Theatre and the Hollywood Bowl. In the above mentioned Trizec Hahn plan, one of the mitigations 

was that Trizec Hahn would provide traffic control officers where necessary. Lack of one is a continuing 

problem at Franklin and Highland intersection. Because Yucca, north of the project, from Gower, 

traveling West to Highland, is a t\vo lane street, with Historic buildings on either side prohibiting street 

expansion, traffic mitigation, without city oversight, will not be handled correctly. As the City does not 

have the personnel according to budget and cutting back, this is a bad policy at this time. 

Response to Comment No. 44-6 

The Project's Traffic Study was conducted within the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles 

Department of Transportation (LADOT), as defined in the Memorandum of Understanding, included as 

Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded that there would be operational impacts due to the 

Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study intersections. The Study and 

subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 2012, and included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft 

EIR, included Project requirements as mitigation measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. 

The Final EIR includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is used to implement and 

monitor the mitigation measures, as well as assigning which City department has enforcement and 

monitoring oversight. City budgets and personnel to ensure enforcement is beyond the scope of this EIR. 

Comment No. 44-7 

Already four North South bound streets, Vine, Cahuenga, Highland and La Brea, push traffic through the 

Cahuenga corridor. This traffic pattern should be kept as "friction less" as possible to facilitate 

transportation and emergency services. The rail system (Metro Redline) has not alleviated much of this 

problem to date. Donald Appleyard's San Francisco study subsequently put forth in his 1981 book 

"Livable Streets" shows how traffic erodes and destroys community which self admittedly the 

Millennium Project exacerbate. Traffic levels are a problem. But community and emergency routes need 

to be conserved by the city for the greater good of the people, rather than exploited for a short term 

solution of a company. 
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Response to Comment No. 44-7 

See Response to Comment No. 44-6 (Dyer, Brian), above. It should also be noted that the Draft EIR 

contains a detailed analysis of potential traffic impacts in Section IV.K, Transportation, which is 

supported by numerous technical studies contained as appendices. Othenvise, this comment does not 

challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the 

decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 44-8 

For these reasons, I \vould not want the MP to move fonvard in its current form. It does nothing for the 

community. In fact, it builds its own community where another already exists. It does not encourage 

community but divides it. It does not provide solutions to traffic, emergency services and community, but 

compounds the problems already there. 

Response to Comment No. 44-8 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 
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LETTER NO. 45 - ENGLAND, SUZANNE 

Suzanne England 

6330 Franklin Avenue, Hollywood, CA 90028 

November 30, 2012 

Comment No. 45-1 

I'm writing to contest the EIR you have approved for the Millennium Hollywood Project. My reasons are 

as follows: 

Response to Comment No. 45-1 

The commenter states she is contesting the EIR for reasons which follow· and which have been responded 

to individually. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no 

farther response is required. 

Comment No. 45-2 

The EIR has not completed a thorough study of the environmental impacts for our area. The 

infrastructure will be seriously impacted with all of the additional population created with this project. 

The air quality, noise, police and fire response, sewer usage, road wear and increased traffic locally as 

well as on the 101 Freeway and Vine Street off ramp, will all be impacted by this project. These things 

need farther study. 

Response to Comment No. 45-2 

With regard to the commenter's concern with the existing infrastrncture surrounding the Project Site, 

please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-5 (Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2)) above. 

Air quality, noise, fire response, sewer infrastructure, and increased traffic are all discussed and analyzed 

in the Draft EIR in Sections IV.B, IV.H, IV.J.l, IV.L.2-1, and CV.K. 

Comment No. 45-3 

The access for people leaving the hills in their cars will be seriously affected as well, as traffic will 

become even more dense. 

Response to Comment No. 45-3 

The Draft ECR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant project

related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant cumulative-related impacts at five 
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study intersections. This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft 

ECR. 

Comment No. 45-4 

Air quality is of major concern to me. I already get black soot throughout my apartment that overlooks the 

city. With the increased traffic, this will also increase. 

Response to Comment No. 45-4 

The Draft ECR includes a comprehensive discussion regarding the Project's potential air quality impacts 

related to construction and operation of the Project. Please see Section IV.BJ, Air Quality for an analysis 

of air quality impacts. To summarize, the Draft EIR analyzes consistency with the applicable air quality 

management plan and the Air Quality Element of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. It also 

analyzes construction related impacts associated with demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and 

building construction. In addition, it analyzes air quality impacts related to placement of the Project Site 

in relation to existing sources of air contaminants (including black soot from freeways) and impacts 

related to long-term operational aspects (including increased traffic related emissions) of the Project. For 

traffic related air quality impacts in particular, see page IV.B.1-25 of the Draft EIR, which explains how 

the CalEEMod Version 2011. l and the traffic study assumptions were used to calculate potential air 

quality impacts. Also, please note that the Draft EIR and MMRP contain numerous mitigation measures 

to reduce construction and operational air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

Comment No. 45-5 

The noise also concerns me; the increased traffic on the 101 Freeway and the Vine Street off ramp will 

bring increased traffic noise and the increased population, night clubs, shops, etc., will bring increased 

noise to the area. Peace of mind and quality of life for local residents must be considered in any 

community plan. 

Response to Comment No. 45-5 

The Draft EIR analyzed a logical range of roadway segments in proximity to the Project Site. Aside 

from the 3.7 dBA CNEL increase during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario (with No Vine 

Street Access) for the roadway segment oflvar Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard, 

no other roadway segment analyzed in the Draft EIR would come close to approaching either the 3 dBA 

or 5 dBA CNEL thresholds of significance. Thus, it is logical to infer that roadway segments located 

farther from the Project Site (i.e. 101 Freeway) carrying less project-related trips than those segments 

analyzed in the Draft EIR would experience even smaller project-related roadway noise level increases. 
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Comment No. 45-6 

-The population growth needs to be correctly addressed. The need for more rapid transit and density 

needs to be studied, based on true population growth, not biased figures. 

Response to Comment No. 45-6 

The comment addresses population growth and that the Draft EIR needs to accurately address it in its 

analysis. The Draft EIR accurately addresses population growth and consistency with regional and local 

plans. The Draft EIR states that the Residential Scenario would contribute toward, but not exceed, the 

population growih forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be consistent with regional policies to 

reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve 

air quality through the reduction of VMT. Overall, the Project would increase the density of residential 

uses as identified in the Draft EIR bringing more housing units closer to major employment centers. This 

additional density would be located in an area currently served by public transit (Metro Red Line, 

Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423), and would be located near existing 

transportation corridors. Therefore, the commenter's statement is incorrect, as the Draft EIR accurately 

addresses this issue. 

Comment No. 45-7 

-The proposed project removes height limits that were put in place previously. They were put in place for 

a very good reason-to prevent over development such as this project and to retain the integrity of the area. 

The heights of the buildings proposed are contrary to the elements of the area. Yucca Ave is mainly a 

street with low slung buildings, and should remain that way. The skyscrapers and high rises proposed are 

so out of place that it is ridiculous! It will min the whole feel of the area and the quality of life for local 

residents. 

-Preserving the quality of life in the area should be of great importance to the City of Los Angeles. In this 

case, the residents of the area have been left out of the equation. Yucca Ave, between Argyle and 

Cahuenga is a very neighborhood friendly place, with small shops and low buildings, creating a relaxed 

place for local residents to walk their dogs, go for a walk, or enjoy the locality. Placing high rises and 

skyscrapers here will ruin this whole atmosphere, taking away the friendly neighborhood feel we have, 

replacing it with an anonymous "any big city" feeling. It will take our neighborhood away. Creating so 

much density in this part of the city, in Hollywood, is detrimental to the quality of life here. 

Response to Comment No. 45-7 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. Also, it should be noted that the current zoning does not 

impose a height limit on the Project Site. 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views. 
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Please see Response to Comment No. 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-

3, 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion in 

response to the comment that the Project's overall height is out of place with other buildings in 

Hollywood. 

Comment No. 45-8 

-Hollywood is special, and should be kept that way. The Capitol Records building is one of a kind, and 

surrounding it with skyscrapers is incongruent and tasteless. It also reduces the iconic feel of the Capitol 

Records building and the area, and diminishes its importance. People come to Hollywood to experience a 

unique place; they can go to any city in the world to see glass and steel skyscrapers and high rises. The 

views, historic buildings and one-of-a-kind shops in Hollywood are what draw people here; not 

skyscrapers, chain stores and restaurants that can be found anywhere. 

Response to Comment No. 45-8 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Additionally, please refer to Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the 

compatibility of the Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records building. 

Comment No. 45-9 

-Since there is a major earthquake fault at Yucca and Vine Street, it is a danger to build these skyscrapers 

in that vicinity. I believe further study should be done on this. [n the event of a major earthquake, those 

skyscrapers would create a huge problem. Large numbers of people would rush out of the buildings into 

the street, creating even more of a challenge for fire and police vehicles to get through. 

Response to Comment No. 45-9 

For additional information regarding fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to occur, 

please refer to Response to Comment 24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above. 

Comment No. 45-10 

-Building with a conscience: I personally don't understand why the planned development of this 

community does not flow with the existing buildings. Should we not think along the lines of creating 

buildings that actually work with the classic structures here in Hollywood, instead of against them? If 

you must fill in every space \vith dense construction, can they not at least have similar heights to the 

surrounding area, and similar architectural styles? Just think how wonderful that \vould look! The future 

doesn't have to be a Holly\'.-ood filled with crappy looking "affordable housing" apartments, cheap

looking hotels (The W), disparate high rises and skyscrapers stuck in between classic buildings. 
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Response to Comment No. 45-10 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 45-11 

-Lastly, and apparently not a serious issue for the City of Los Angeles, is the further blocking of the view 

of the Hollywood Hills with extremely tall buildings. Part of the chann and attraction of this area is the 

Hollywood Hills and the Hollywood sign. 

Response to Comment No. 45-11 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 f Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) or a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Comment No. 45-12 

I care about Hollywood and OPPOSE the current version of the Hollywood Community Plan and 

Millenium Hollywood Project. It must be modified to take into consideration correct census data, height 

limits, infrastructure, emergency services, public transportation; and to alleviate density and congestion. I 

would like to see another EIR perfonned, but one that takes into account the real figures and problems. 

The Los Angeles City Council has rushed this through \vithout considering many things. This is a 

dangerous way to go, creating serious problems for the future in Hollywood. We should not rush into 

such projects, and should take a long hard look at the affects of projects of this nature on the future. 

Response to Comment No. 45-12 

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that 

the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The 

previous comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the 

Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, above. 
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LETTER NO. 46 - FERRY, EMILY 

Emily Ferry 

1958 Vista del Mar, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

October 27, 2012 

Comment No. 46-1 

I perused the CD mailed to me by The City of Los Angeles Planning Department with great sorrow and 

fear. 

This project will spell disaster for the Hollywood area. 

Response to Comment No. 46-1 

The comment expresses an opinion about the project but does not state a specific concern or question 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 

Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 

bodies for their review- and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-2 

Traffic in this neighborhood has already grown to epic proportions and there are many hours of the day 

when it is just best not to leave the house. The introduction of hundreds (if not thousands) of additional 

cars will make living in this area impossible. 

Response to Comment No. 46-2 

The Draft EIR includes a comprehensive analysis on traffic impacts and a traffic appendix. Please see 

those documents for a discussion on the Project's traffic impacts. Otherwise, the comment does not state 

a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-3 

The Cahuenga pass cannot be widened- that is just a fact. The confluence of Holly\'.-ood and Vine is 

inexorably bordered on the north, and, in essence, on the east, by the freeway which traverses this narrow 

throat. What will happen with all those vehicles? The noise! The pollution! The traffic jams! 
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Response to Comment No. 46-3 

Traffic generation, noise impacts due to traffic, and air quality pollutants are all discussed and quantified 

in the Draft EIR. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 46-4 

What on earth are the developers thinking? Who \vill benefit from these proposed edifices? Yes, some 

jobs for constrnction contractors/workers \vill be created, but they will be short-term jobs, existing only 

forthe duration of building. Then those of us who reside in the area will be left, trapped. 

Response to Comment No. 46-4 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. Nonetheless, it should be noted that 

the Project will create short-term constrnction jobs and long-term jobs associated with anticipated land 

uses and operation of the Project. Please see Section IV.I, Population, Housing, and Employment in the 

Draft EIR for additional employment information. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review- and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-5 

And where are the tenants for the housing spaces? There are already many empty condos and apartments 

in this neighborhood. 

Response to Comment No. 46-5 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. Hmvever, it should be noted that the 

Draft EIR analyzes population and housing issues in section IV.I, Population, Housing, and Employment. 

The analysis assesses the Project in comparison to local and regional growth forecast and related housing 

needs. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration 

Comment No. 46-6 

Services? What services will be provided by this development? A gym? We already have one nearby. 

More bars? We do not need more of those- our streets are already filled nightly with screaming revelers, 

urinating in the street and leaving trash behind. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-199 

RL0030644 



EM27485 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Response to Comment No. 46-6 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the Development Agreement associated 

with the Project, which will contain certain public benefits. In addition, the Project includes mixed land 

uses could provide new restaurants, enhanced open spaces, and commercial uses that represent an 

increase in services available at the Project Site. The comment does not state a specific concern or 

question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts 

of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-7 

The historic, iconic Hollywood sign and Capitol Records building have already been eclipsed and pushed 

aside by new construction. Those are the proud symbols of our neighborhood, the reason that tourists 

come to Hollywood. 

Response to Comment No. 46-7 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views and views of 

the Hollywood Sign. 

The Project would retain the Capitol Records Building. Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-

3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on 

the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records building. 

Comment No. 46-8 

I understand that Mayor Villaraigosa and Councilman Garcetti are determined to develop areas around the 

Metro stops and I do see validity in these desires, but fifty story buildings? And north of Sunset, near the 

hills, mired beneath the freeway? 

Response to Comment No. 46-8 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes project location within the context of land use planning in 

Section IV.G, Land Use Planning. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 

Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 

bodies for their review- and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-9 

If this project were to become half the height, half the size, and go near Fountain and Vine (Now that's an 

ugly intersection!) I would consider supporting it, but under the current description ..... No way, no how, 

under no circumstances, never, ever, ever! 
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Response to Comment No. 46-9 

It should be noted that the Project Site does not currently contain a height limitation based on existing 

zomng. Also, the Draft EIR analyzes height issues in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics, CV.C, Cultural 

Resources, and CV.G, Land Use Planning. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or 

question regarding the adequacy of the Draft ECR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts 

of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-10 

This is just the first of many letters and the beginning of my protest. Hollywood has been my home for 

many years and I will not relinquish her magnificence without a fight. 

Response to Comment No. 46-10 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 47 - FOLB, BRIAN 

Brian Folb 

Authorized Representative, Paramount Contractors & Developers, Inc 

6464 Sunset Boulevard, Suite 700, Hollywood, CA 90028 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 47-1 

I am writing in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

February 2013 

Our company developed several mid-range height (6-12 stories) office buildings in the late l 960's and 

early 1970's during what was considered a. development boom period for Hollywood. Weak economic 

conditions slowed things down in the 90's and early 2000's. However, we are seeing a grmvth trend 

starting again now with the resurgence of a significant amount of multi-family housing occurring in 

Hollywood and I don't see this trend slowing down in the near future. 

Response to Comment No. 47-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 47-2 

Further, the Hollywood Community Plan calls for higher density development around the mass transit 

portals and this project is a perfect fit in accommodating this mandate. We also feel the proposed taller 

buildings would be appropriate and an asset providing street-level opportunities .for much needed public 

open space, green space and linkages to existing and planned green space adjacent to the site. The taller 

buildings will also provide the opportunity for a roof-top public observation deck offering visitors 

panoramic views of the entire city and the famous Hollywood Sign. 

Response to Comment No. 47-2 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 47-3 

On the Economic benefits side, 5900 jobs will be created by this project, of which 2900 jobs would be 

involved directly in the construction of the Project. The anticipated $540 million investment would result 

in a total economic output of approximately $925 million in L.A. County. At full development, the 

business activities generated, including household spending has the potential to provide recurring 

economic output of approximately $230 million and $4.3 million in net recurring revenue to the City of 

L.A. upon completion. Quimby Fees are an additional benefit. 

Response to Comment No. 47-3 

This comment describes the economic benefits including revenue and job creation that are projected to 

occur \vith construction and development of the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 47-4 

The project also intends to preserve and showcase the iconic Capitol Records Building, by creating open 

public spaces around the area of the building, activating the neighborhood and giving people an 

opportunity to interact with the famous landmark. The result will create a more public feel to what up to 

now has been an isolated, private site, bringing in a new population to energize the area, and fostering an 

active streetscape where none has existed in the past. 

Please feel free to contact me personally should you have any questions or reqmre any additional 

information. 

Response to Comment No. 47-4 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 48- GEOGHAN, JIM #1 

Jim Geoghan 

HHWNC Traffic Chair 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 48-1 

As the newly elected HHWNC Traffic Chair and as a 27 year resident of Hollywood I protest this move 

totally. 

The DEIR report is hundreds of pages and most people have yet to read ANY of it. 

This must be delayed so people have a chance to READ this enonnous document. 

Response to Comment No. 48-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft ECR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 49- GEOGHAN, JIM #2 

Jim Geoghan 

6603 Whitley Terrace 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 49-1 

EM27490 

February 2013 

The Mellenniwn Project at the proposed 54 stories is a MONSTROSITY - I have lived in Whitley 

Heights for 27 years - the city should not and cannot approve a building over 540 feet, more than half the 

height of the Empire State Building. 

This plan taxes our services of water and electricity, the response time for the fire and police department 

and will make traffic worse than it is already. 

This project MUST be downsized to keep the community livable. 

Response to Comment No. 49-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts to water and electricity in Section IV.L, Utilities and Service 

Systems. The Project's Water Supply Assessment (Appendix IV.J.l of the DEIR) found that the Los 

Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) would be able to meet the water demand of the 

Project, in addition to existing and planned future uses of the LADWP's system. Electrical service would 

be provided in accordance \vith the LADWP's Rules Governing Water and Electric Service. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for 

Project. That response, by Captain Mark Woolf stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site 

would be within 5 minutes from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance 

standards of the LAFD." 

The Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) provided a written response on August 16, 2012, for the 

Project. That response, by Commander Andrew J. Smith, stated that average response times for 

emergency calls for service in the Hollywood Area during 2011 was 4.9 minutes as compared to a 

citywide average of 5. 8 minutes, and a set standard of seven minutes. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant project

related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant cumulative-related impacts at five 

study intersections. 
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This comment provides an op1mon but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. This 

comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-206 

RL0030651 



EM27492 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

LETTER NO. 50 _ GERGER, TERRI 

Terri Gerger 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 50-1 

(E-mail Subject: How do I see the link online to the Millennium Hollywood Project) 

Under consideration and the letters filed to date in response to the DEIR 

For 

CASE No: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Response to Comment No. 50-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The 

commenter was informed, by return e-mail, that the Millennium Hollywood Project DECR is on the 

Planning Department's website and was provided with the link and access instructions. 

Comment No. 50-2 

Thank you. 

How do I see the comment letters that have been filed to date? 

Response to Comment No. 50-2 

The comment letters will be kept on file in the Planning Department, Room 750, City Hall. 

Comment No. 50-3 

Aren't you going to post them online like you normally do? 

Thank you for the information. 

Response to Comment No. 50-3 

The comment letters \vill be included in the Final EIR and will be posted online when the Final EIR is 

released. 
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LETTER NO. 51 - GOLDSTEIN, JEFFREY 

Dr. Jeffrey Goldstein 

UCLA School of Dentistry 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 51-1 

It is clearly outrageous that projects like this can be rammed though without appropriate studies impacting 

traffic, fire safety, water a sewer preparations and public safety, overall. Where is Tom LaBonge and Eric 

Garcetti when it comes to this. 

Response to Comment No. 51-1 

The Draft EIR analyzed traffic m a comprehensive traffic study according to the guidelines and 

parameters of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation. 

The Draft EIR included a Water Supply Assessment as Appendix L. l to the Draft EIR approved by the 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to detennine that water supplies were sufficient to serve the 

Project. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department and Los Angeles Police Department were contacted for information as 

to response times and demands. Mitigation measures are included to reduce, avoid, and eliminate any 

potential impacts to fire and police service. 

The Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) was contacted to analyze sewer impacts. Based on the 

estimated flow, the sewer system will accommodate the total flow for the Project. As is typical with a 

large-scale Project, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as part of the permit process to 

identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any reason, the local sewer lines have 

insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant \vill be required to build a secondary line to the nearest 

larger sewer line \vi th sufficient capacity. 
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LETTER NO. 52 - GOODWIN, JOHN 

John Goodwin 

President, Galaxy Press 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 52-1 

EM27494 

February 2013 

I am writing to signify my support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. My specific reasons more 

closely align with the desire to see the continued achievement of Hollywood's renaissance. One of my 

side projects is the annual Hollywood Christmas Parade, for which I am one of the key organizers and my 

office is the green room (Hollywood and Sycamore). The intention of this parade is to portray the 

benefits of and to drive business and activity to Hollywood (the original purpose of the parade over 80 

years ago.) I am thus very supportive of activities which seek to validate Hollywood as a regional center. 

Having the Metro Red Line at Hollywood and Vine, makes public transportation a very viable option to 

get in and out of Hollywood at this site if visitors choose not to drive. 

As a member of the Board of the Hollywood Chamber, there are additional attendant benefits to this 

project: namely the estimated 5,900 total jobs created (2,900 jobs in the construction alone) and at full 

development, the business activities generated, including household spending has the potential to provide 

recurring economic output of approximately $230 million and $4.3 million in net recurring revenue to the 

City of Los Angeles upon completion. 

Response to Comment No. 52-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 53 - GREEN, WENDY 

Wendy Green 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 53-1 

As a member of the public who will be very much affected by this project, I want to say that it has been 

next to impossible to find out about where it is in the approval process. I just spent half an hour on the 

official city website, and called and emailed appropriate parties (as best I could determine) to find out 

about that very thing, to no avail whatsoever. The public is not informed. It certainly should be with a 

project of this magnitude. I am begging those involved with deciding the future of my neighborhood and 

quality of life for more time. Please extend the deadline. 

Response to Comment No. 53-1 

As defined by Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department is 

the Lead Agency for the Project. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated on April 

28, 2011 through May 31, 2011 for the required 30-day review period. 

The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was mailed out to an area 500 foot radius from the Project Site, as 

well as to a list of owners and occupants and agencies provided by the City Planning Department. In 

addition, the Notice was advertised in the Los Angeles Times on the first day of public review, October 

25, 2012. The Draft EIR was made available for review on the City's website and in person at City Hall, 

as well as digital copies at local area libraries. 

The preparation of the Final EIR (including responding to comments received on the Draft EIR) will be 

finished before the entitlement, hearing and approval process. A Notice of Public Hearing by the 

Advisory Agency/Hearing Officer is scheduled for February 19, 2013. The notice was mailed out to 

owners, occupants, and others, within a 500-foot radius of the Project. 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 54- GREGORIAN, LUCY 

Lucy Gregorian 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 54-1 

My dog and I will actually fall for it. 

Response to Comment No. 54-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 55- HALLINAN, EDA 

Eda Hallinan 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 55-1 

It is really hard for me to believe that City Council will approve these two ridiculous buildings in our 

small Hollywood community. Change is natural, but there is no one who actually cares about our 

community of Hollywood who could approve these two monstrosities. 

Response to Comment No. 55-1 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be fonvarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 55-2 

How is it possible that city council has not yet protected us in Hollywood by passing building height 

restrictions in the Vine corridor? 

Response to Comment No. 55-2 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 55-3 

How is it possible that there could be a vote on this proposal when there is has not yet been a traffic study. 

Response to Comment No. 55-3 

A traffic study was prepared and discussed in Section IV .K.1, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 55-4 

I urge you to extend the public comment period -- to give time to the community to really see what the 

plans are. There was not enough of a public comment period for people who actually live here to make 

voice their opinions. Now that these drawings exist let us truly air them and let people know their 

opinions count. 
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Response to Comment No. 55-4 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-213 

RL0030658 



EM27499 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

LETTER NO. 56- HODOUS, BARBARA 

Barbara Hodous 

Berkes Crane Robinson & Seal LLP 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 56-1 

I am writing to express my vehement opposition to the ugly and unnecessary high rise towers proposed to 

be erected near Vine. A great deal of the appeal of Hollywood (and Los Angeles in general) is that one 

can see the hills from many places, even when one is driving in the midst of the Hollywood commercial 

districts. This ability to see the land and the beautiful hills, despite the traffic and congestion, is much of 

what distinguishes Hollywood and Los Angeles from most other major cities. Hasn't anyone learned 

from the disastrous high rise at Sunset and Vine which sat hideous and unused for years? 

Response to Comment No. 56-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 56-2 

There is no need for such ugly high rise buildings which will only destroy the city, destroy the panorama, 

add to traffic (assuming these monstrosities can be filled, which I doubt) and generally make life more 

difficult and unpleasant. This project should be stopped! I am a long-time Hollywood resident, 

extremely distressed by such bad decisions on the part of city planners, etc. I will not vote for anyone 

who approves such a project. 

Response to Comment No. 56-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. Also, please 

note that the Draft EIR contains extensive traffic analysis and supporting technical infonnation. 

Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These 

comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is 

required. 
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LETTER NO. 57 - HOLMES, MARY 

Mary Holmes 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 57-1 

As a member of the public who will be very much affected by this project, I want to say that it has been 

next to impossible to find out about where it is in the approval process. I just spent half an hour on the 

official city website, and called and emailed appropriate parties (as best I could determine) to find out 

about that very thing, to no avail whatsoever. The public is not informed. It certainly should be with a 

project of this magnitude. I am begging those involved with deciding the future of my neighborhood and 

quality of life for more time. 

Response to Comment No. 57-1 

As defined by Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department is 

the Lead Agency for the Project. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated on April 

28, 2011 through May 31, 2011 for the required 30-day review period. 

The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was mailed out to an area 500 foot radius from the Project Site, as 

well as to a list of owners and occupants and agencies provided by the City Planning Department. In 

addition, the Notice was advertised in the Los Angeles Times on the first day of public review, October 

25, 2012. The Draft EIR was made available for review on the City's website and in person at City Hall, 

as well as digital copies at local area libraries. 

The preparation of the Final EIR (including responding to comments received on the Draft EIR) will be 

finished before the entitlement, hearing and approval process. A Notice of Public Hearing by the 

Advisory Agency/Hearing Officer is scheduled for February 19, 2013. The notice was mailed out to 

owners, occupants, and others, within a 500-foot radius of the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 57-2 

Please extend the deadline. 

Response to Comment No. 57-2 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 58 - ILES, ALEXA 

Alexa Iles 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 58-1 

Please note that a signed hard copy of the extension request letter attached will be mailed with a 

signature. 

Response to Comment No. 58-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 59 - JORDON, DAVID 

David Jordon 

6230 Yucca LLC 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 59-1 

EM27502 

February 2013 

We are the owner of the property located at 6320 Yucca Avenue which is immediately adjacent to the 

proposed Millennium Hollywood project and would be one the properties most impacted by this massive 

project. Based on our preliminary evaluation, we are concerned that the DEIR does not adequately 

analyze the potential environmental impacts of the project and contains a number of inaccuracies and 

false assumptions that does not fully disclose all impacts. Moreover, we are concerned that the proposed 

project sets a dangerous precedent by proposing significantly more development than allmved for the 

project site under the updated Hollywood Community Plan which created maximum floor area parameters 

for the project site that are consistent with adjacent properties. Our concerns include, but are not limited 

to, the following: 

Response to Comment No. 59-1 

The comment is an introduction and states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential 

environmental impacts of the Project and contains a number of inaccuracies and false assumptions that 

does not fully disclose all impacts. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

With regard to the concern stated in the comment regarding more development than allowed in the 

Hollywood Community Plan Update, please see Section IV.G Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR 

for infonnation regarding the Project's consistency with the Hollywood Community Plan Update. See 

Response to Comment 59-14 (Jordon, David) below for additional infonnation regarding FAR and the 

Hollywood Community Plan Update. 

The subsequent comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies 

of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, below. 

Comment No. 59-2 

1 . General Comments 

• The project description is unclear and seems intentionally nebulous. The DEIR is more akin to a 

programmatic EIR than a project EIR, in that it allows for an almost infinite number of use and 

square footage permutations, as well as different use distribution and site access schemes. It is 

impossible to understand the maximum build out scenario and how it impacts the community. An 
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accurate project description is fundamental to fulfilling the purpose of CEQA to inform the 

public. This project description fails in that regard. It should be redone and recirculated for 

public comment. 

• It is unclear whether the equivalence formula really considers all impact parameters. This lack of 

clarity disguises potentially significant impacts and obscures full and accurate public information 

about the project. 

Response to Comment No. 59-2 

The commenter asserts that the Project is not clear and seems intentionally nebulous. The Project 

Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. The proposed 

Project presents several scenarios with the provision that the final development may be any combination 

of the uses analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Project Description is stable and presents the information 

required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. It does not intend to be 

nebulous. 

As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on Page H-21, '"[t]hrough the analysis of 

the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario, 

further described below, this Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue 

area ... " Thus, the most intense impacts from each scenario represent the greatest environmental impacts 

permitted for any development scenario for the Project. This "worst-case impact envelope" approach 

complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project 

described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 

Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County oflnyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) 

(elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis comprehends all 

potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more broadly than the project actually approved). 

Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the 

Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. 

With regard to the portion of the comment that states that it is impossible to understand the maximum 

buildout and impacts, CEQA and the City of Los Angeles provide essential flexibility tools to applicants 

so that projects can respond to the ever-changing real estate market and needs of the Hollywood area. 

While flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 

siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all potential land uses, the 

maximum FAR (6:1), and all potential environmental impacts. In addition to the identified development 

scenarios listed in the Draft ECR, the proposed Equivalency Program would provide development 

flexibility so that the Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the 

build-out duration of the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged 

among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 

not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or 

exceed the maximum FAR. 
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It is the intent of the Equivalency Program to allow development flexibility with respect to the buildout of 

the Project. Specifically, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the 

Project could respond to the grmvth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 

the development. The City of Los Angeles has given developers a tool to allow the exchange of land uses 

among the permitted uses, so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not 

exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the 

maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). 

Development proposed through the Equivalency Program allows the Applicant to construct land uses and 

structures that are consistent with the growth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of 

construction. It does not allow the Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in 

the Draft EIR nor does it allow any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. TI1rough the 

analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential 

Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area. 

Comment No. 59-3 

• The Development Agreement is key information that is excluded from the DEIR. The applicant 

proposes that the development standards and regulations for the project are established in the 

Development Agreement which would serve as the regulatory document for future development. 

A Development Agreement is not a tool to create special development standards that in certain 

instances propose more lenient standards than the City's zoning code. What the applicant really 

wants is a Specific Plan approved via a Development Agreement which is not typically used for 

such purposes. If the applicant wants special regulations, the appropriate vehicle should be a 

Specific Plan which must be analyzed in the DEIR and available to the public for full review and 

comment. Failing to include the draft Development Agreement deprives the public of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 59-3 

The purpose of an EIR is to disclose, analyze and propose mitigation for the significant environmental 

impacts of a project, and alternatives to the project. Public Resources Code Section 21002.l(a). TI1e 

impacts that must be assessed are those that alter the physical environment. Public Resources Code 

Section 21060.5. 

The CEQA Guidelines authorize an EIR to '"incorporate by reference all or portions of another document 

which is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public." 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15150(a). 

The Guidelines provide that "incorporation by reference is most appropriate for including long, 

descriptive or technical materials that provide general background but do not contribute directly to the 

analysis of the problem at hand." 14 Cal. Code Regs.§ 15150(£) 
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The impacts that are to be analyzed in an EIR are those that result from the actual development of 

buildings, structures, infrastructure and other physical changes or improvements to existing conditions in 

the project area. The Development Agreement does not itself direct construction or improvements, but 

authorizes the project over a defined period of time and provides certainty by precluding further changes 

to the land use controls applicable to the project site over the term of the agreement. Accordingly, the 

Development Agreement is an appropriate document to incorporate by reference. 

The actual physical form of the Project and the dimensions of what changes will occur to the existing 

physical environment, are derived from the Development Regulations that the Project must comply with 

pursuant to the provisions of the Development Agreement. The Draft EIR clearly discloses the 

relationship between the Development Agreement and the Development Regulations. The text of the 

Draft EIR provides summaries of pertinent provisions from the Development Regulations in each section. 

To provide a comprehensive basis for analyzing potential Project development fonns the Draft EIR 

includes the full text of the Development Regulations in an appendix. 

The CEQA Guidelines further provide that a document incorporated by reference "shall be made 

available to the public for inspection at a public place or public building" and "at a minimum, the 

incorporated document shall be made available to the public in an office of the lead agency in the county 

where the project would be carried out. ... " 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15150(b). The Draft EIR complies 

with this Guideline, since the Draft EIR provides notice to the public on the first page of the Development 

Regulations appendix that the full text of the Development Agreement is on file with, and may be 

reviewed at, the offices of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning that is acting as the lead agency 

for the CEQA review of the Project. 

The CEQA Guidelines also provide that "where all or part of another document is incorporated by 

reference, the incorporated language shall be considered to be set forth in full as part of the text of the 

ECR." 14 Cal. Code. Regs Section 15150(a). The Development Agreement is therefore not omitted from 

the Draft EIR, but is properly included through incorporation by reference as expressly authorized by the 

CEQA Guidelines. 

A specific plan is not an appropriate means of authorizing the project. Essential to the feasibility of the 

project is the certainty and stability of the land use controls applicable to the site over the lengthy term 

required for financing, construction and occupancy of the proposed developments. While a specific plan 

may provide a set of detailed height, bulk and use parameters for an area as small as the project site, it is 

subject to modification or amendment at any time and would not meet this basic criteria for project 

viability. A Development Agreement is required to specify, among other terms of development, "the 

permitted uses of property, the density or intensity of use, [and] the maximum height and size of 

proposed buildings" Government Code Section 65865.2. The proposed Development Agreement for the 

project contains, through the Development Regulations, controls on each of these topics. 

There is also no basis for the assertion in the comment that the Project should be authorized by a specific 

plan because it proposes more lenient standards than the City zoning code. To the extent that proposed 
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development features require discretionary approvals pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code the 

Project entitlement applications make specific requests for these approvals, and each of these is listed in 

the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 59-4 

2. Aesthetics 

• The DEIR concludes that the proposed project would not create a significant shade and shadow 

impact. However, the shade and shadow study clearly shows that according to the City's 

significance criteria the project \vould result in a significant shade and shadow impact on our 

entitled residential project at 6230 Yucca. This is an undisclosed significant impact that requires 

recirculating the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 59-4 

This comment asserts that the Project would result in a significant shade and shadow impact upon a future 

but currently non-existing building at 6230 Yucca Street. Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 

requires that an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of 

the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is 

published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. 

This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead 

agency determines whether an impact is significant. 

As it may relate to the commenter's assertion that an entitled project should be considered a sensitive 

receptor, the Supreme Court has found that "the impacts of a proposed project are ordinarily to be 

compared to the actual environmental conditions existing at the time of CEQA analysis, rather than to 

allowable conditions defined by a plan or regulatory framework." (Communities for a Better 

Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (20 I 0) 48 Cal.4th 310, 320-321 ). This line of 

authority includes cases where a plan or regulation allowed for greater development or more intense 

activity than had so far actually occurred, as well as cases where actual development or activity had, by 

the time CEQA analysis was begun, already exceeded that allowed under the existing regulations. In each 

of these decisions, the appellate court concluded the baseline for CEQA analysis must be the existing 

physical conditions in the affected area, that is, the real conditions on the ground rather than the level of 

development or activity that could or should have been present according to a plan or regulation. 

Applied here, at the time the environmental analysis for the Draft EIR commenced, the property at 6230 

Yucca Street was improved with the former KFWB Studio Building. The former KFWB Studio Building 

was subsequently demolished by the time the NOP was published, but remained unimproved. To date, 

the site still remains undeveloped. A vacant lot does not meet the stated criteria as defined in the LA 

CEQA Thresholds Guide to be considered a sensitive receptor for purposes of assessing shade and 
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shadow impacts notwithstanding the fact that development is permitted on the lot whether by right or by 

virtue of a specific approval. 

In accordance with the guidance set forth in the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, the criteria used to 

determine whether a particular land use should be considered a shadow sensitive uses should be based on 

the type of land use, the existing conditions of the subject property, and whether there appears to be a 

reasonable expectation for a significant amount of direct sunlight on the property. Although it is 

acknowledged that the property at 6230 Yucca Street is entitled for and proposed to be developed with a 

multi-story residential development, the site remains vacant and does not contain any residential land uses 

or occupants. Thus, the adjacent property does not contain any shade and shadow sensitive land uses. 

Furthermore, in the event the property at 6230 Yucca Street is developed with residential land uses in the 

future, the future inhabitants of this building would choose to reside in this location with the knowledge 

of the proposed Hollywood Millennium Project and its proposed building heights, and thus would not 

have a reasonable expectation for direct sunlight from the westerly and southerly facing units. The 

resulting shadows created by the Project would not constitute a significant environmental impact upon 

residential units. The resulting impact from the Project's shadow patterns would be no different than a 

north-facing unit in the same building that receives no direct sunlight throughout the day. Therefore, the 

Project's shade and shadow impacts upon this adjacent property are considered less than significant 

pursuant to the environmental baseline and the Project's potential impacts. 

Comment No. 59-5 

3. Air Quality 

• The project will result in significant long term operational ROG and NO impacts, yet the AQMP 

consistency analysis on p. IV.B .l-31 focuses only on CO. This obscures a significant impact 

from meaningful public input. 

Response to Comment No. 59-5 

Page IV.B.1-31 of the Draft EIR regarding the AQMP consistency analysis states, "[a]s discussed in 

more detail below, the Project would result in constrnction and operational air quality emissions that 

exceed the SCAQMD thresholds of significance at the project level." (Emphasis added.) The section that 

follows starting on page IV.B. l-35 provides eleven pages of analysis regarding the Project's ROG and 

NOx impacts that exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance and the mitigation provided. The record 

of comments received with ideas on further reductions to the Project's ROG and NOX emissions 

demonstrates that the City has received meaningful public input on the Project's air quality impacts and 

that there is a clear understanding of those impacts. In addition to the referenced section of the Draft 

EIR's ROG and NOx analysis, the AQMP consistency analysis also provides a discussion on both of the 

required criteria in detennining a project's consistency with the AQMP. Specifically, the AQMP 

consistency analysis discusses the Project's regional operational air quality emissions, potential to create 
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CO Hotspots, the Project's population, housing and employment impacts, consistency with SCAG's 

Compass Growth 2% strategy, and reductions in the Project's VMTs through locating density in an area 

currently served by public transit (i.e., the Hollywood and Vine Metro Red Line Station, Hollywood 

DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). In other words, the Draft EIR does not just focus 

on CO as claimed in the comment. 

Further analysis of the Project's consistency with the AQMP is found in the cumulative impact section on 

Draft EIR page IV.B.l-53 to 57. While the Draft EIR has accurately concluded that Project air quality 

emissions would, in fact, exceed the project level thresholds, the location and type of such development 

projects is equally relevant in detennining whether the Project will be consistent with the goals and 

objectives of the AQMP. The Draft EIR focuses the Project's AQMP consistency analysis on these 

parameters. Specifically, page IV.B.1-31 and 32 state projects that are consistent \vith the projections of 

employment, population and housing forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent \vith 

the 2007 AQMP growth projections since the forecast assumptions by SCAG fonn the basis of the land 

use and transportation control portions of the 2007 AQMP. Accordingly, due to the Draft EIR's 

evaluation of the Project against the two criteria for consistency with regional plans and the regional 

AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, the Draft EIR appropriately analyzed the Project's consistency with 

the AQMP and correctly determined this impact to be less than significant. 

Comment No. 59-6 

• The construction assumptions are not spelled out clearly. Given the amount of excavation, the 

PMlO and PM2.5 emissions in Table IV. B-10 and IV.B-11 seem very low. 

Response to Comment No. 59-6 

The commenter states that construction assumptions a.re not spelled out clearly and that the emissions 

seem low. Pages IV.B.l-35 and IV.B.l-26 of the Draft EIR include a comprehensive discussion 

regarding the Project's construction assumptions utilized in the air quality impact analysis. Specifically, 

the analysis details the construction timeline for demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and 

building construction. In addition, the Draft EIR details the volume of demolition, soil export, and 

construction equipment fleet mixes that would occur for each construction phase, including the number of 

hours per day. 

Additionally, the total PM10 and PM2 5 emissions disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the 

Project's potential air quality emissions. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure B.1-1 ensures 

compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust, w-hich \vould serve to reduce PM10 and PM25 dust 

emissions by as much as 61 % during the construction phases. 

Comment No. 59-7 

• The LST analysis on page IV.B.l-44 is based on the SCAQMD look up tables. These tables do 

not reflect the most current federal N02 thresholds. Thus, impacts may be understated. The 
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impacts should be re-run according to the federal standards and publicly disclosed m a 

recirculated ECR. 

Response to Comment No. 59-7 

As disclosed in Appendix IV.B. l, Air Quality Data Sheets, to the Draft EIR, the Project's LST mass rates 

were adjusted for the revised federal N02 ambient air quality standard (0.10 ppm). 

Comment No. 59-8 

• There is no LSI analysis for operations. This failure obscures potentially significant impacts. 

LST analysis for operations is standard and is included in most City of Los Angeles EIRs. An 

LST analysis should be prepared and re-circulated for public review. 

Response to Comment No. 59-8 

As discussed on page IV.B.l-25 of the Draft ECR, the SCAQMD has developed LSTs that are based on 

the amount of pounds of emissions per day that can be generated by a project that would cause or 

contribute to adverse localized air quality impacts. However, because the LST methodology is applicable 

to projects where emission sources occupy a fixed location, LST methodology would typically not apply 

to the operational phase of this Project because emissions are primarily generated by mobile sources 

traveling on local roadways over potentially large distances or areas. As discussed on page 1-3 of the 

SCAQMD's guidance document for Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in 

Size (February 2005), LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project if the project includes 

stationary sources or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site. 

For example, the LST methodology could apply to operational projects such as \varehouse/transfer 

facilities. As the Project would include a mixed-use development and would not include long periods of 

motor vehicle queuing and idling at the Project Site, an operational analysis against the LST methodology 

is not applicable and thus was not included the Draft EIR. No further analysis is warranted or required by 

CEQA. 

Comment No. 59-9 

• The DEIR at page IV.B.1-52 claims that the project is substantially consistent with the CARB 

siting guidelines because most of the residential receptors would be located beyond 500 feet from 

the freeway. The project is either consistent or it is not. "Mostly consistent" implies that there 

are potentially significant impacts for some residential receptors. These impacts should be 

identified and the analysis recirculated. 

Response to Comment No. 59-9 

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the existing health risks and ambient air quality conditions at the 

Project Site and surrounding area due to the proximity to the 101 Freeway. Page IV.B.1-52 of the Draft 
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EIR states that approximately 98.6% of the Project's proposed development area would be located farther 

than 500 feet from the 101 Freeway. The Draft EIR does not imply that there would be potentially 

significant impacts to some residential receptors. Rather, the Draft EIR clearly identifies impacts on the 

Project from the existing air quality environment due to the 101 Freeway as significant and unavoidable. 

Specifically, page IV.B.1-53 of the Draft EIR states the Project Site is located in an existing ambient air 

quality environment that exceeds air quality standards due to heavy traffic on the l 0 l Freeway. 

It is important to note the CEQA does not require an analysis of the environment's impacts on a project. 

See Response to Comment No. 08-2 (Southern California Association of Governments), which 

summarized the case law regarding this issue. In short, the purpose of CEQA is "not to protect proposed 

projects from the existing environment" (Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464; 

Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5.) "[C]ourts have recognized that CEQA is not a 

weapon to be deployed against all possible development ills." (South Orange County Wastewater 

Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 1614.) It has a limited role. "The 

Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the environment." (Id. at 17-1618.) 'We agree 

with [SOCWA v. County of Orange], that the Guidelines [15126.2]. .. is not an example of an 

environmental effect caused by development, but instead is an example of an effect on the project caused 

by the environment. Contrary to Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (a), we hold that an EIR need 

not identify or analyze such effects .... Although the Guidelines ordinarily are entitled to great weight, a 

Guidelines provision that is unauthorized under CEQA is invalid." (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City 

of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 474.)] Still, in good-faith, and as listed in responses to 

Comment Letter No. 08 from SCAQMD, the Final EIR includes additional mitigation measures to 

address air quality impacts caused by the existing air quality environment at the Project Site. 

In addition, the Draft EIR's air quality impact analysis is supported by an HRA, which has quantified and 

disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the Project Site location consistent with the 

recommendations of CARE and the Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an 

ambient air quality environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be 

mitigated below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impacts associated with 

exposure to existing TACs were appropriately disclosed as significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR. 

Therefore, CEQA does not require recirculation of the air quality analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 59-10 

• The DEIR's conclusion of no significant impacts due to project related TAC emissions at page 

IV.B.1-52 is unsupported by any facts. As construction could occur until 2035 and thus expose 

sensitive receptors to TACs over a long period, the DEIR should have included an HRA for 

construction emissions. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-10 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR's conclusions regarding TAC emissions are unsupported. The 

Draft EIR contains an HRA in Appendix IV.B.3 that provides a detailed analysis of the health risks at the 

Project Site due to existing air quality conditions (see page 6 of the HRA). Regarding construction, and 

pursuant to the terms of the Development Agreement, constmction may occur up to the year 2035, but 

that does not mean that construction activities would be continuous from now until 2035. Instead, the 

Draft EIR states (page II-44) that the Project could be developed in one phase or a number of phases; and 

that in the in the event the Project is developed in one phase, construction could be complete in 

approximately 30-36 months. Accordingly, the Project does not propose long-term and continuous 

construction activities at the Project Site from breaking ground until 2035, but rather these activities could 

occur anytime between Project commencement and 2035. Thus, while the Project is seeking flexibility as 

to when the construction activities could occur, construction related TAC emissions \vould occur over 

short-term and intermediate periods. These types of Project construction activities do not warrant a health 

risk assessment because such assessments are based on exposure durations consisting of 30 to 70 years of 

continuous 24-hour a day, 7 days per week of activity. Nevertheless, an HRA was prepared to disclose 

potential health risks associated with Project Site air quality conditions. In summary, the Draft EIR 

includes that appropriate evidence (the HRA) and discloses impacts related to TA Cs at the Project Site. 

Comment No. 59-11 

• The mitigation measures, commencmg on page IV.B.l-60, are very limited and should be 

expanded to include, at a minimum: 

o All construction Tier 4 construction equipment should be used from 2015 on; 

o Non-VOC paints and finishes shall be used; 

o The project should install filters rated MERV 17 or higher; 

o The project should install cool roofs; 

o All outdoor lighting should be LED; 

o The project should maximize solar panel use; 

o The project should install DPM filters on all emergency generators; 

o The project should include EV charging stations and an alternative fuel station; and 

o The project should use only alternative fuel maintenance equipment. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-11 

It should be noted that the commenter does not raise a specific issue or challenge regarding the adequacy 

of the impact analysis of the Draft EI R, but rather generally suggests mitigation measures that could be 

applicable to the Project or any other project. In other words, the commenter has provided no nexus 

between the Project and the mitigation measures suggested. Granted, an EIR should respond to 

comments making specific suggestions for mitigating a significant impact unless the suggested mitigation 

is facially infeasible. An EIR need not, however, explain why suggested mitigation measures that are 

described in general terms and are not specific to the project are infeasible. Santa Clarita Org. for 

Planning the Env't v Citv of Santa Clarita (2011) 197 CA4th 1042, 1055, 129 CR3d 183. Nonetheless, in 

good faith this response elaborates on additional air quality mitigation measures that have been added in 

the Final EIR based on specific comments regarding potential environmental impacts associated \vith the 

Project. For example, please see Response to Comment Nos. 08-2, 08-3, and 08-4 (Southern California 

Association of Governments), which set forth additional air quality mitigation in response to the comment 

letter submitted by SCAQMD. 

Comment No. 59-12 

4. Geology 

• The amount of export appears to be severely underestimated based on the proposed number of 

subterranean parking levels. Therefore, construction air quality, noise and traffic impacts may 

also be understated. An updated soil export analysis should be required for the Final EIR, and a 

mitigation measure should require a final export analysis prior to issuance of building permits 

because the analysis will be more accurate when based on construction-level detail drawings. If 

the soil export increases, subsequent environmental analysis should be required. 

Response to Comment No. 59-12 

Site grading would include excavating the West and the East Sites up to 6 levels below grade for the 

construction of subterranean parking garage levels and building foundations. As stated in the Draft EIR, 

it is estimated that the Project will require the export of approximately 333,515 cubic yards of soil during 

the excavation phase. The comment provides no evidence to support its claim that this export figure is 

inaccurate. The Draft EIR explains that excavation would occur for approximately 14 months and would 

involve the cut and fill of land to ensure the proper base and slope for the building foundations; and that 

in total, the Project would require approximately 333,515 cubic yards of soil to be hauled off-site. 

Additionally, the Draft EIR discloses that the construction phase includes the construction of the proposed 

buildings, connection of utilities to the buildings, laying irrigation for landscaping, architectural coatings, 

paving, and landscaping the Project Site. This phase would also include the removal of all trees, walls, 

fences, parking related facilities, and asphalt and concrete. In total, approximately 240 cubic yards of site 
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improvements and approximately 585 cubic yards of asphalt/concrete would be removed and hauled off

site. 

It should also be noted that in order to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level, the Project 

proposes mitigation measures D-1 and D-2 in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR. 

Specifically, these mitigation measures would require the Project Applicant to submit a final geotechnical 

report to the Department of Building and Safety prior to any constrnction work at the Project Site. 

Comment No. 59-13 

5. Hydrologv 

• The project will require de\vatering, w-hich can induce settlement. However, the impacts on 

nearby fragile structures (Pantages, Avalon, Capital Records echo chambers) are not addressed. 

There is no substantial evidence in the Draft EIR or its appendices to address the known potential 

impact of settlement from de-\vatering. 

Response to Comment No. 59-13 

The comment states that dewatering can induce settlement. However, the comment provides no evidence 

to support this technical claim. As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would include up to six levels of 

below-grade parking on the East Site and the West Site. Construction of the Project would require only 

temporary dewatering for the deep excavations for these below-grade parking structures. No permanent 

dewatering \vould be required since the subterranean parking structures would be designed and 

constructed to withstand hydrostatic pressure associated \vith groundwater. As discussed below, the 

hydrology and geotechnical studies prepared for the Draft EIR did not conclude that dewatering \vould 

induce settlement to the extent that there would be a significant impact. Thus, the comment is 

unsubstantiated. 

Additionally, the commenter states that the potential risk to neighboring structures from settlement caused 

by dewatering was not addressed. As discussed in Section IV.F, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 

Draft EIR, it is during the construction phase, particularly during deep excavations, that construction 

activities may extend below the ground \vater level and necessitate dewatering. These activities and their 

potential impacts to neighboring strnctures are discussed on Pages CV. F-16 through CV. F .21 of the Draft 

ECR. Further, these activities would be addressed via obtaining a permit from the City for the temporary 

discharge of dewatering effluent from the Project Site. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the Draft EIR contains Appendix D, Preliminary Geotechnical 

Engineering Study, which assessed geological and settlement conditions on the Project Site. In addition, 

the Geology and Soils and the Cultural Resources sections of the Draft EIR each contain a mitigation 

measure (C-2 and D-10, respectively) that requires an adjacent strncture monitoring plan that ensures 

protection of adjacent historic structures. Those same sections of the Draft EIR (Section IV.C, Cultural 
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Resources, pages IV.C-29 to IV.C-33) analyze potential impacts to nearby historic structures. Thus, 

contrary to the commenter's statement, potential impacts were analyzed and supported with evidence. 

Comment No. 59-14 

6. Land Use 

• The updated Hollywood Community Plan, adopted only a few months, placed a Q condition on 

the project site that limits the maximum FAR to 4. 5: 1 which is consistent with surrounding 

properties. The proposed zone change and FAR of 6: 1 is not compatible with the Community 

Plan and surrounding properties. This reduced FAR was adopted in part to reduce aesthetic and 

land use impacts resulting from incompatibly large developments. No substantial evidence 

supports the conclusion that the project is consistent with the updated Hollywood Community 

Plan. 

Response to Comment No. 59-14 

With regards to the compatibility of the Project with the Hollywood Community Plan Update (the 

Update), substantial evidence exists in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR to demonstrate 

the Project's consistency with the Update. For example, see Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan 

Update Consistency Analysis, on pages IV.G-37-48, for a detail analysis of the compatibility of the 

Project with the relevant goals and policies of the Update. Further, a "Q" condition was placed on the 

Project Site pursuant to the Update. The '·Q' condition does not regulate the Floor Area Ratio (FAR), the 

"Q" condition places a use restriction on the Project Site to prohibit residential use only. The Project is 

consistent with the "Q" condition because it is a mixed use project and would not have only a residential 

use. 

With respect to FAR, the C4-2D-SN zone corresponds with Height District No. 2. Pursuant to LAMC 

Section 12.2 l. l(A)(2), Height District No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6: I and does not specify a height 

restriction. However, the Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a 

"D" Development Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" 

Development Limitation restricted the floor area on the Project Site to three times the buildable area of 

the lot, or a FAR of 3: 1. The Update modified the "D" Development Limitation for the Project Site to 

increase the FAR from 3: 1 to 4.5: l. The modified 'D" limitation in the Update also allows for a 6: 1 FAR 

on the Project Site, provided that a project complies with a few conditions. While the Project Applicant 

is requesting that the City remove the "D" limitation from the Project Site', thereby resulting in a FAR of 

6: 1, this is not inconsistent \vith the Update because the Update allows for a 6: l FAR on the Project Site. 

Also, the zone change is consistent with the Update because the Project Site retains the Regional Center 

Commercial land use designation under the Update and the C2 zone (which is the requested zoning) is an 

allowable zone within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 
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Comment No. 59-15 

• The project proposes supergraphic signage and states they are permitted in the Hollywood 

Signage Supplemental Use District. The Hollywood Signage SUD was amended which prohibits 

supergraphic signs. This error results in a significant land use impact because the purpose of the 

amended sign ordinance was to avoid the aesthetic environmental impact of supergraphic 

s1gnage. 

Response to Comment No. 59-15 

The commenter is correct that Ordinance 181,340 amended the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use 

District (SUD). The amended SUD does not allow for supergraphics. Nevertheless, the Project does not 

propose supergraphic signs.. Please refer to Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 

this Final EIR, for updated language regarding the Hollywood Signage SUD. Also, the proposed 

Development Regulations have been revised to reflect the amended ordinance, with which the Project will 

comply. The revised text of the Development Regulation is also listed in Section IV, Corrections and 

Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. The revised page is also included on the following page. 
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Comment No. 59-16 

7. Noise 

• The vibration and noise analyses do not account for pile drivers, yet there is no prohibition 

against the use of such equipment (see, e.g., Table IV.H-7). Pile driving generates significant 

groundbome vibration. Impacts to sensitive receptors such as the Capital Records recording 

studios, therefore, are not adequately analyzed. 

Response to Comment No. 59-16 

It should be noted that the Project will not use pile drivers during construction. Also, please see 

Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, which discusses noise mitigation feasibility issues. In addition, 

Table IV.H-7 in the Draft EIR does not list the types of equipment or methods of construction proposed to 

be used for the Project, but provides a range of noise levels for certain types of equipment typically used 

in construction. To ensure the use of pile drivers is prohibited during construction, it is recommended 

that the following mitigation measure (MM H-12, below) be incorporated into the Additions and 

Correction Section of the Final EIR. This mitigation measure shall also be incorporated into the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) to ensure it is a binding condition of permissible 

construction activity. 

Mitigation Measure 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piles are pennitted. 

Comment No. 59-17 

• The DEIR states at page IV .H. l-23 that the construction noise analysis uses the Commercial 

Scenario to assess noise impacts as this scenario will generate the most construction and 

operational noise. However, the DEIR does not explain why or include a quantitative analysis to 

demonstrate this. Therefore, no substantial evidence is included in the DEIR to support this 

conclusion. Noise is quantitative analysis and must be supported by quantitative evidence-not 

mere unsupported statements. 

Response to Comment No. 59-17 

The Draft EIR does include a quantitative analysis of construction noise impacts. See page IV.H.23 

regarding construction impacts and Tables IV.H.7 through IV.H-9, which provide quantitative noise 

levels during construction. That analysis is supported by evidence in Appendix H, Noise Data Sheets. It 

follows that the short-term construction noise and vibration impacts disclosed on the Draft EIR are 

correctly focused on the worst-case daily impacts. The Draft EIR estimated construction noise and 

vibration increases at adjacent land uses based on the worst-case daily mix of equipment and the type of 

construction activity. The Draft EIR explains why the Commercial Scenario was used on page IV.H-23 
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by stating that impacts under that scenario represent the maximum peak daily construction noise and 

vibration level for any of the permissible development scenarios. This statement should be taken with the 

understanding and context that the overall size of the Project's potential buildout would not alter the daily 

and peak noise and vibration impacts, but could alter the duration of the construction process. As 

explained in the Draft EIR, the thresholds of significance for construction noise and vibration are based 

on peak daily increases, and not total construction timeline. Accordingly, while the Project's overall 

construction timeline would have flexibility depending the size or scenario of the Project ultimately 

developed, the Draft EIR appropriately disclosed the \vorst-case daily construction noise and vibration 

impacts on adjacent land uses. 

Comment No. 59-18 

• The DEIR should require the use of noise curtains and reduced hours (especially in the p.m.) as 

feasible mitigation to reduce noise impacts on the Pantages and Avalon Theater. Limited hours 

would also be effective in reducing vibration impacts on these sensitive receptors. Noise curtains 

are a standard and feasible measure to reduce the severity of construction noise impacts. Thus the 

DEIR fails to include feasible mitigation to avoid or reduce the severity of impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 59-18 

The noise reduction actions described in the comment are in fact incorporated into the Project. Mitigation 

Measures H-1 through H-11 located on pages IV.H-43 through IV.H-45 of the Draft EIR include 

thorough and feasible mitigation strategies aimed at reducing construction noise and vibration impacts on 

adjacent land uses. Specifically, Mitigation Measures H-2 and H-10 limit construction hours and require 

construction schedule notifications, and Mitigation Measures H-5, H-6 and H-7 require the use of sound 

control curtains, muffling devices, and noise barriers. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility 

Assessment, w-hich discusses noise mitigation feasibility issues. 

Comment No. 59-19 

• The impact conclusion regarding the Capitol Record's echo chambers at page IV.H.1-30 is not 

consistent with the analysis and conclusions of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR. The analysis in the 

Yucca Project EIR is substantial evidence that the conclusion in this DEIR is incorrect and 

understates potential impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 59-19 

The commenter claims that the impact conclusion in the Draft EIR regarding the Capitol Record's echo 

chambers is not consistent with the analysis and conclusions of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR and therefore, 

the conclusion in the Draft EIR is incorrect and understates potential impacts. It is critical to note that the 

6230 Yucca Project EIR and this Draft EIR are for different projects with different development 

characteristics and different environmental impact analyses. Simply stated, it is improper to assume (as 
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the comment has done) that two different projects would have the same CEQA analysis. Also note that 

the commenter does not cite any specific instances or facts that are inconsistent between the two EIRs. 

Nonetheless, in good-faith reasoned response an assessment of the two EIRs is summarized here. The 

noise and vibration analysis presented in the Draft EIR is substantially consistent with the analysis 

presented in the EIR for the 6230 Yucca Project, and where it differs, presents a more detailed and 

conservative analysis. Both EIRs identify the Capitol Records Building's echo chamber as being a 

sensitive land use with respect to noise and vibration impacts impacting the operations at the studios. 

Both EIR's conclude that the construction activities would exceed the noise and vibration thresholds 

during construction and found that impact to be significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation. 

Where the analyses differ, is a result of the specific distances cited as it pertains to the active construction 

sites in relation to the Capitol Records Building's echo chambers. The 6230 Yucca Project EIR cited the 

location of the off-site Capitol Records echo chambers at distance of 75 feet to the southwest of that 

project site (see page IV.1-11 of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR). The Draft EIR cites a distance of 0.08 feet 

between the proposed construction area and the underground echo chambers, which are actually located 

on-site (see Tables IV.H-9 and IV.H-10 in the Draft EIR). The 6230 Yucca Project EIR found that the 

proposed construction activities would exceed the noise and vibration thresholds identified in the EIR, 

and concluded a significant unavoidable impact would occur. The 6230 Yucca Project EIR does not 

contain a specific calculation of the anticipated vibration levels at the Capitol Records Building's echo 

chambers. Rather, the vibration levels cited in the 6230 Yucca Project EIR \Vere generic in nature (based 

on distances of25, 50, 60, 75, and 100 feet) and are identified in Table IV-7, Vibration Source Levels for 

Constmction Equipment. 

Similar information is presented in Table IV.H-10 on page IV.H-28 of the Draft EIR, though the metrics 

provided in Table IV.H-10 were reported in PPV (in/sec.) and RMS VdB. These metrics are further 

defined in the Draft EIR on page IV.H-21. Although not included in 6230 Yucca Project ECR, subsequent 

analysis was provided by Veneklasen Associates (April 9, 2008), and submitted into the administrative 

record, which noted more specifically that '"[t]he expected vibration levels more than likely will be in the 

range of 80 to 90Vd8 which is 40 to 50 decibels above the existing ambient conditions." The detailed 

vibration analysis presented in the Draft EIR, which is based on 0.08 feet of separation as compared to 75 

feet, estimated the vibration levels to be 162.0 VdB in the vicinity of the Capitol Records Building's 

recording studios A, B, and C (See Table IV.H-11, Construction Groundbome Vibration Levels at 

Sensitive Land Uses - Human Annoyance Impacts on page IV.H-29 of the Draft EIR). For these reasons, 

among others, the Draft EIR presents a more detailed and conservative impact conclusion than the 6230 

Yucca Project EIR. For additional evidence of the difference between these projects related to noise 

impacts, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, w-hich discusses the applicability of noise 

mitigation measures as related to the 6230 Yucca Project and the Project. 

Within this context, the Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration 

levels that could be experienced on adjacent land uses, including the Capitol Records Building's echo 

chambers. Specifically, page IV.H-30 of the Draft EIR states that constmction impacts would produce 
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potentially significant impacts with respect to hwnan annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording 

operations. The Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment (i.e., 

the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers) were disclosed in the Draft EIR as 

significant and unavoidable. Please see Response to Comment 81-18 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) and 19-6 

(Los Angeles Conservancy) for additional information regarding impacts on the echo chambers. 

Comment No. 59-20 

• Page IV .H.l-30 discloses vibration levels at the Pantages, Avalon Theater and the Art Deco 

storefronts of that exceed the building damage significance threshold by 3250%. The vibration 

levels at the echo chambers will be almost 4000 times beyond the significance threshold. The 

DEIR nonetheless concludes a less than significant impact with mitigation. However, Measure 

H-11 merely requires the applicant to perform all work in a manner that does not damage these 

structures, without explaining how this can be done. This vague mitigation measure is inadequate 

because it neither prescribes a specific measure nor sets a performance standard relative to 

damage. Furthermore, damage is not the only consideration. These uses are sensitive receptors 

because vibration can also cause disruption to their operation. The DEIR is devoid of adequate 

disruption analysis. TI1e DEIR should include analysis demonstrating how such damage can be 

avoided, amended to adequately analyze potential disruption impacts, and then re-circulated for 

public review. 

Response to Comment No. 59-20 

The Draft EIR adequately addresses construction related vibration impacts both in terms of potential to 

damage buildings and in terms of human annoyance impacts (disruption to land use operations). With 

respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides a 

thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be 

mitigated to less than significant levels. 

With respect to human annoyance and potential disruption to adjacent land uses, page IV.H-29 of the 

Draft EIR states that because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 

receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundbome vibration 

impacts at off-site receptors 3, 8, 11, 16, and 17 would be significant and unavoidable. As such, the Draft 

EIR discloses impacts related to use and physical disturbance of identified resources. For reference, 

Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR identifies these receptors as multi-family residences, the Pantages 

Theater, the Avalon Theater (formerly the Hollywood Playhouse), the Capitol Records Building 

underground echo chamber, and the Capitol Records Recording Studios A, Band C. The Draft EIR then 

proposes mitigation for vibration related impacts. 

With respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides 

a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be 

mitigated to less than significant levels. Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards 
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for the adjacent structure monitoring plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that 

would mitigate a significant impact and that might be achieved in various ways. 14 Cal Code Regs 

§15126.4(a)(l)(B). If it is not practical to define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is 

prepared, the agency may defer fonnulation of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation 

measure describes the options that will be considered and identifies performance standards. See San 

Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 CA4th at 671; Endangered Habitats League, 131 CA4th at 794; Defend 

the Bav v City oflrvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261 1275 15 CR3d 176. 

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative since it does not rely on 

a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute qualitative 

commitment "not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures." 

Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring program, 

described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11. This program \vill, at a minimum, use licensed 

qualified experts to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal movement at elevation and 

lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and structures. As part of this commitment, "work will 

stop in the area of the affected building" if vibration or structural crack or movement thresholds are 

exceeded, and not resume until "measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building." [n addition, 

the structure monitoring program must include "vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring 

points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent buildings from construction-related 

damage. In other words, Project construction activities must conform to the performance standards set in 

Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to structures. Thus, the Draft EIR has 

properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the Project. 

Comment No. 59-21 

• Table IV.H-13 shows a cumulative noise increase along Argyle between Yucca and Hollywood 

of over 3 dBA CNEL under the various development and access scenarios, but concludes that the 

impact will not be significant. However, the Pantages is located adjacent to this roadway 

segment, and at over 65 dBA the noise levels would be considered to be "clearly unacceptable" 

for this use. Therefore, the DEIR should have applied the more restrictive 3 dBA threshold and 

conclude the impact to be significant. This failure disguises a significant impact under the correct 

significance threshold. Applying the correct threshold would result in a significant impact. 

Therefore the DEIR should be corrected and this significant impact disclosed and recirculated for 

public review. 

Response to Comment No. 59-21 

As shown in Table CV.H-13 of the Draft ECR, the existing estimated noise level for the roadway segment 

of Argyle Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard is 65.5 dBA CNEL. The Pantages 

Theater, which fronts this roadway segment on the building's east side, is currently exposed to these 

exterior noise levels which are considered "clearly unacceptable" for land use operations containing 

auditoriums, concert halls, and amphitheaters according to the information provided in Table IV.H-6 of 
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the Draft EIR. In reviewing all possible development and access scenarios analyzed in Table IV.H-13 of 

the Draft EIR, the future year 2035 without project development scenarios could result in a noise level at 

this roadway segment of 68.3 dBA CNEL. 

Thus, the Pantages Theater is located along a roadway segment with noise levels that are already "clearly 

unacceptable" under existing conditions without the Project, and would continue to be subject to elevated 

and potentially incompatible noise levels without the Project in the future year 2035. These noise level 

increases would occur as a result of related projects and ambient growth unrelated to the Project. The 

Project's contribution to these noise level increases would be a maximum of 0.4 dBA CNEL under the 

Horizon Year 2035 With Project category for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario (No Vine 

Street Access). This increase would not exceed the 3.0 dBA threshold of significance for project level 

impacts. As such, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed the Project's potential operational roadway noise 

impacts and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 59-22 

8. Public Services 

• As there is no guarantee that the library fee imposed as mitigation will be used on local libraries, 

and no quantitative analysis showing that the amount will be sufficient to mitigate impacts even if 

spent locally, the DEIR should have found a significant impact. Any mitigation imposing a fee 

must show that the amount of the fee will reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels and 

further show that a mechanism is in place to use the funds for the prescribed mitigation. The 

mitigation in the DEIR fails to include either of these requirements. 

Response to Comment No. 59-22 

The commenter states that there is no guarantee that the library fee imposed as mitigation would be used 

by the libraries, however, as discussed to Section IV.J.5, Public Services - Libraries, of the Draft EIR., the 

Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) themselves have recommended that the Project Applicant pay $200 

per capita based on the projected residential population of the Project development to offset potential 

impacts from Project implementation. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft ECR. In accordance with Section 

15130(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a projecfs contribution to cumulative impacts is less than 

cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 

measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. 

Furthermore, according to the LAPL, the funds from these fees would be used for staff, books, computers, 

and other library materials. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft EIR. The commenter also states that the Draft 

EIR must show that a mechanism is in place to use the funds, however, does not provide why this is 

necessary per CEQA. Nevertheless, funding for specific branch projects is provided by bond measures 

presented to voters. Additionally and separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute 
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tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding of the operation of the 

LAPL system comes from the General Fund and fluctuates with City priorities. 

Comment No. 59-23 

• The DEIR does not acknowledge the significant cumulative impact regarding solid waste due to 
limited landfill capacity. A quantitative cumulative analysis of solid \vaste capacity is necessary 

and required. The draft EIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-23 

The commenter states that a cumulative significant impact would occur with regards to landfill capacity, 

however, the commenter fails to identify how or why this would occur. According to Section IV.L.3, 

Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR, the overall quantity of construction and 

demolition debris generated during the construction lifetime of the related projects, combined \vith the 

construction debris from the Project, would constitute approximately 0.4 percent of the remaining 

capacity of 9.4 million tons at Peck Road Gravel Pit, the inert waste landfill serving the County. Of the 

0.4 percent, the Project would represent 0.08 percent. Additionally, the EIR states that the Sunshine 

Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have a remaining available daily intake of 9,947 tons per day 

(tpd). The cumulative solid waste generation shown in Table IV.L.3-7 of Section IV.L.3, Utilities and 

Service Systems - Sol id Waste, of the Draft EI R, would represent approximately 0 .17 percent of the 

remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. As 

shown in the Draft EIR, the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have adequate capacity for 

the related projects and the Project, and there is no need to recirculate the Draft EIR, as the commenter 

notes. 

Comment No. 59-24 

9. Recreation 

• The DEIR does not acknowledge the significant cumulative impact on parks due to the shortfall 

in existing parkland per the City's standard. A quantitative cumulative analysis of parks and 

recreation impacts is necessary and required. The DEIR should be amended and recirculated with 

this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-24 

The commenter states that a cumulative significant impact would occur \vith regards to parkland, but fails 

to identify how or why this would occur. As discussed in Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and 

Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to 

LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, respectively, based on the number of units proposed 

within a project to help offset potential project and cumulative environmental impacts. 
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In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15130 subdivision (a)(3), a project's contribution to 

cumulative impacts is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund 

its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. The fees 

are established to be proportionate to a project's demand for recreation and park facilities, as the demands 

for such facilities are primarily based on residential population of a given area. As discussed in Section 

IV.J.4, Public Services-Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15130 subdivision (a)(3), the Project's impacts would not be considered cumulatively considerable, as 

these fees are mandatory and proportionate based the Project's residential density. See pages IV .J .4-16-

17. Thus, the Draft EIR does not need to be amended and recirculated. 

Comment No. 59-25 

10. Traffic 

• The project may include a significant amount of retail (the concept plan refers to 100 KSF) but 

there is no midday Saturday traffic analysis (retail uses tend to experience peak generation at that 

time). This failure not only disguises a potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the 

standard established in other City EIRs. A quantitative analysis of weekend traffic impacts is 

necessary and required. The DEIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-25 

Although traffic impacts will be greater during peak commute hours, Saturday peak hour trip generation 

was calculated to respond to the comment and for further clarity. The Saturday peak hour trip generation 

was calculated using the same procedures as for the peak commute hour trip generation calculations in the 

Traffic Study. The peak hours of all Project uses were assumed to coincide (e.g. Saturday trips to the 

Health Club, Offices and Restaurants all peak at the same time). The calculation shows that, even with 

conservative assumptions and using the Commercial Scenario, the net Project trips at area intersections 

would be 19% lower at the peak on Saturdays than PM peak commute hour during weekdays. See 

Appendix C, Saturday Project Trip Generation, attached hereto. 

Also, please see Response to Comment 09-48 (Southern California Association of Governments) for 

additional information. 

Comment No. 59-26 

• The existing traffic conditions in Table IV.K. l-3 show only one intersection operating at LOSE 

and none at LOS F. Recent EI Rs for other projects (e.g., NBCU and Hollywood & Gower) show 

the same intersections to be much more congested, in some case three levels of service worse. 

These other EI Rs are substantial evidence of more sever impacts than are disclosed in this EIR. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-26 

The comment states that recent EIRs for other projects show intersections to be more congested under 

existing conditions and thus there are more severe impacts than disclosed in the Draft EIR. The comment 

is not specific regarding the study intersections with which the Commenter is concerned. The traffic 

counts were conducted in 2011 during normal weekdays when the majority of schools were in session, as 

called for in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012. The traffic counts for the 

NBC Universal project, which is referred to by the Commenter, are from 2006 and the traffic counts for 

the Hollywood & Gower project, also referred to by the Commenter, are from 2007. Volumes can 

fluctuate over a 4-5 year period for a variety of reasons. Traffic counts taken in 2006 and 2007 are no 

longer current or accepted as accurate, and cannot be considered substantial evidence of more severe 

impacts than are disclosed in the Draft EIR. To reflect the most current traffic conditions, traffic counts 

are required by the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, to be collected within 2 

years from when the traffic study is initiated. As such, the traffic counts from those projects no longer 

accurately reflect traffic volumes at a given intersection. 

Comment No. 59-27 

• The internal capture rates in Table IV.K.l-4 lack support. LADOT relies on ITE studies from 

Florida from the early 90's. These studies are out dated and were limited to 3 land uses. The 

DEIR must justify the internal capture rates used to avoid undercounting trips. 

Response to Comment No. 59-27 

The Comment claims that the internal capture rates lack support and the Draft EIR must justify the 

internal capture rates. Trip reductions related to the Project are expected to occur as a result of "multi

purpose" or "internal'' trips within the Project Site. Internal trips are most likely to occur at mixed-use 

developments containing a variety of uses. For example, residents, hotel guests and/or office workers are 

expected to use on-site retail, sports/fitness club and restaurants, reducing trips to and from a project. 

ITE studies provide the most reliable source for quantifying these trip generation adjustments. The ITE 

Trip Generation Manual (81
h Edition, 2008) was used for the Traffic Study. The studies used for the 

national publication have been determined to be appropriate for use in the City of Los Angeles. Based on 

the observed trip generation for mixed-use areas of Los Angeles and elsewhere, LADOT has for 

numerous traffic studies determined that internal trip making is an appropriate factor to be considered. 

However, to be conservative, the rates used in the Traffic Study and Draft EIR are lower than those 

recommended in the Trip Generation Manual. 

In order to further address the comment, data collected at Legacy Town Center (a mixed-use 

development) by the Texas A & M University, Texas Transportation Institute for the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHW A) -- Internal Trip Capture Estimator For Mixed-Use Developments, FHW A, 

February 2010 -- was compared to the Traffic Study assumptions. The following table compares the 
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FHW A study results with the Traffic Study assumptions for the support uses. (The residential and office 

uses internal trip calculations are based on balancing the support use trips rather than percentage 

assumptions.) 

FHWA Study 

Traffic AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Use Study Entering Entering Entering Entering 

Retail 15% 25% 37% 30% 61% 

Restaurant 15% 6% 9% 32% 34% 

Hotel 5% 3% 9% 36% 38% 

Sports/Fitness 15% NIA NIA NIA NIA 
Club1 

1 Not listed as a use for Legacy Town Center in the FIJWA Study. 

The only comparison where the assumed average is above the measured average rate for a peak hour is 

restaurants during the AM peak hour. The AM peak hour for restaurants accounts for less than l % of the 

daily Project traffic while the PM peak hour accounts for over 8% of the daily Project traffic. The PM 

measured percentages from the FHW A study are over twice the assumed percentage in the Traffic Study. 

In summary, the FHW A study rates were measured within the last decade and the comparison table shows 

the assumed rates are conservative compared to the measured rates. This comparison confirms that the 

rates approved by LADOT and used in the Traffic Study are conservative. 

Comment No. 59-28 

• The table in the traffic study used to calculate the net project trips appears to use lmver trip 

generation rates for residential and sports club uses than the ITE rates on which they were 

purportedly based (see also Table IV.K-5). This failure not only disguises a potentially 

significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs. A 

quantitative analysis of traffic impacts using the ITE rates is necessary and required. The draft 

ECR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-28 

The comment asserts that lower trip generation rates than the ITE rates appear to be used to calculate the 

net project trips related to residential and sports club uses. The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR used ITE 

equations, not rates, for the residential and sports club uses. The ITE Trip Generation Manual provides 

trip generation equations and rates for Apartment as Land Use 220 and Health/Fitness Club as Land Use 

492. As shown in Appendix D of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.l of the Draft EIR., the equations 

(rather than the rates) from the CTE Trip Generation Manual were used for the traffic generation estimates 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-241 

RL0030686 



EM27527 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

for the residential and health club uses. The equations, instead of the rates, were selected and agreed to 

by LADOT because the coefficient of determination (R2
) value for the given equations exceeds 0.77 for 

both AM and PM peak hours, which demonstrate that the equations are a good fit for the Project data, and 

the values are within the range of the data. The high R2 value demonstrates that the equations are more 

reliable than rates given the Project component sizes are within the data range. See Response to 

Comment 81-11 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for further clarification. As such the trip generation related to 

residential and sports club uses is considered appropriate, no potentially significant impacts are disguised, 

and the Draft EIR does not need to be amended and recirculated. 

Comment No. 59-29 

• Page IV .K.l-26 uses a single set of trip distribution assumptions, despite the fact that the mix of 

uses can vary dramatically under the equivalency program. It is likely that the individual land 

uses would have different distribution patterns, so that varying the overall mix would cause the 

distribution to change. Because the project description is vague and ambiguous as to the mix of 

uses, the DEIR is flawed by its failure to analyze traffic impacts under a similarly \vide array of 

potential uses. 

Response to Comment No. 59-29 

As shown in Figures 5(a) to 5(c) of the Traffic Study, Appendix K.1 of the Draft EIR, separate trip 

distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office Commercial components. Additional 

analysis of traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to 

clarify and amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by 

component trip distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrates that 

significant impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See 

Appendix E, Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis, attached hereto. 

Also, to further ensure that the development remains within the range of impacts analyzed, a separate AM 

and PM Trip Cap has been established. As such, the development to be built cannot exceed the peak AM 

trips studied or the peak PM trips studied. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-41 (AMDA) for 

additional information on the revised Trip Cap. 

Please also see Response to Comment Nos. 09-29, 09-32, and 09-34 (AMDA) for additional information. 

Comment No. 59-30 

Table IV.K.l-6 establishes a trip cap based on adding up a.m. and p.m. trip numbers for various uses. It is 

not appropriate to combine a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips, since the traffic impacts must be assessed 

separately for each peak hour under longstanding City methodology. This failure not only disguises a 

potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs. A 

quantitative analysis of traffic impacts by separating am and pm peaks is necessary and required. The 

DEIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-30 

The comment states that it is not appropriate to combine am and pm peak hour trips for the trip cap since 

traffic impacts must be assessed separately for each peak hour under longstanding City methodology. 

First, the Traffic Study complies with the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012 and 

is thus consistent with longstanding City methodology. Further, the traffic impacts were assessed 

separately for AM and PM peak hours. Please see Table IV.K.1-14 for the Project traffic impacts under 

Existing (2011) conditions on pages IV.K.1-48-50 and Table IV.K.l-18 for the Project traffic impacts 

under Future (2020) conditions on page IV.K.l-75 t-77 of Section IV.Kl, Traffic-Transportation, of the 

Draft EIR. These tables show that each intersection was analyzed for both the AM and PM peak period 

separately for Existing (2011) Plus Project and Future (2020) Plus Project conditions. 

However, to further ensure that the development remains within the range of impacts analyzed, a separate 

AM and PM Trip Cap has been established. As such, the development to be built cannot exceed the peak 

AM trips studied or the peak PM trips studied. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-41 (AMDA) for 

additional information on the revised Trip Cap. 

Comment No. 59-31 

• Table IV .1.-7 uses light industrial trip rates as a proxy for construction traffic. This appears to be 

a novel first-time approach that no other City EIR has taken. This failure not only disguises a 

potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs. 

A quantitative analysis of construction traffic impacts by using passenger car equivalencies for 

each construction truck trip is necessary and required. The draft EIR should be amended and 

recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-31 

The comment states that the analysis of construction trips disguises potentially significant impacts, 

deviates from other City EIRs, and should analyze passenger car equivalencies for each construction truck 

trip. As shown in/on page IV.K.1-33 of Draft EIR passenger car equivalencies (PCE) of 2.5 were used 

for the construction truck trips. The ITE rate for Light Industrial use (LU 110) was used for construction 

employees as the commute patterns of construction workers also needs to be included in a construction 

analysis. Those trips would be similar to the typical industrial workers because the mode use and 

start/end times of the construction related work during construction periods are most similar to the Light 

Industrial uses. Therefore, the daily, AM and PM peak hour trip rates used for determining the Project's 

non delivery/haul vehicle trip generating potential per constmction \vorker are considered to be 

approximately the same or less than the per employee rates developed for Light Industrial uses and thus 

appropriate for use in the analysis 

As shown in Appendix D of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV .K. l of the Draft EIR the summation of the 

construction work trips and the PCE conversion of the truck trips is lower than the Project build-out trip 
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generation analyzed in the Traffic Study. As shown in the detailed intersection by intersection 

construction analysis, Appendix D, Updated Construction Traffic [mpacts Including [ndividual 

Intersection Impact Analyses, attached hereto, the construction traffic would significantly impact fewer 

study intersections compared to the Project and no intersections not identified in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 59-32 

• It is not clear how the trip computation factors in Table CV .K.l-8 were derived. Moreover, it is 

unclear whether the analysis considers ballroom or meeting room space in the hotel. The 

vagueness of this analysis denies the public a meaningful opportunity to comment and disguises 

potentially significant impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 59-32 

The comment states that it is unclear how the trip computation factors in Table IV.K.l-8 were derived. 

The rates in Table IV.K.l-8 were developed based on Table 5, Project Trip Generation, in the Traffic 

Study, which is Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR. The rates take the adjustments for each individual use 

into account. 

The comment also states that it is unclear whether ballroom or meeting room space was considered in the 

analysis of the hotel use. The trip generation rates used for the Project's hotel uses were based on The 

ITE Trip Generation Manual, 81
h Edition, 2008, which includes the follmving definition for hotel uses on 

page 570: 

"Hotels are places of lodging that provide sleeping accommodation and supporting facilities such 

as restaurants, cocktail lounges, meeting and banquet rooms or convention facilities, limited 

recreational facilities (pool, fitness room), and/or other retail and service shops." 

The Project proposes standard ancillary facilities proportionate to the size of the hotel, which comply \vith 

the ITE Trip Generation code definition. Separate trip generation for hotel accessory uses is not 

considered appropriate. Thus, the analysis does not deny the public meaningful opportunity to comment 

and discloses potentially significant impacts. 

Comment No. 59-33 

• Pages IV .K.l-44 discloses long term lane closures during construction on Argyle, Vine, Ivar and 

Yucca, but finds a less than significant impact since the closures would not completely block all 

traffic lanes in any direction. The DEIR should have found the impact to be significant due to the 

amount and duration of the lane closures. At a minimum, the DEIR should have considered 

whether the rerouting of traffic due to these closures would have significant impacts at local 

intersections. This failure not only disguises a potentially significant impact, but also deviates 

from the standard established in other City EIRs. A quantitative analysis of traffic impacts 
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resulting from reducing traffic flow to one lane is necessary and required. The DEIR should be 

amended and recirculated with this analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 59-33 

The temporary constrnction staging on the surrounding street segments will temporarily restrict the 

Project Site adjacent on-street parking, and the lay down area will not be in travel lanes. Rerouting of the 

current and future traffic is considered to be nominal due to the temporary nature of any restriction, the 

restriction mainly being limited to the on-street parking lane, and one travel lane being maintained in each 

direction at all times. Please refer to pages IV.K.1-38 and IV.K.1-39 of Section IV.K.l, Transportation -

Traffic, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the Project constrnction temporary roadway closures traffic 

impacts. 

Comment No. 59-34 

• Table IV .K.l-14 discloses significant impacts at the northern edge of the study area. The analysis 

should be expanded to confinn that there are no significantly impacts intersections beyond this 

edge. Whenever a significant impact occurs at the edge of the study area, that impact provides 

substantial evidence of potentially significant impacts outside the study area. The traffic study 

should be revised to a larger geographic area and recirculated. 

Response to Comment No. 59-34 

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR shows that there are significant impacts at the edge of the study 

area and thus the traffic study should be revised to a larger geographic area. As per standard City of Los 

Angeles procedures, the study area for the Traffic Study \Vas selected in consultation with LADOT. The 

Traffic Study locations selected were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts may be 

significant and substantial. The locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical 

capacity constraints of the area roadway system. For the Hollywood area roadway system the capacity 

constraints are the freeway links and the signalized intersections. The more minor (STOP controlled) 

intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacity. ]n general, the northbound US-10 l 

Freeway ramps (or an associated intersection) form the northern boundary of the agreed-to study area. 

The Hollywood Freeway was selected as the northern boundary because most of the Project trips directed 

northward will utilize this facility, especially with limited surface routes to the north. The Project trips 

remaining on surface streets will be intercepted trips to and from the neighborhood areas rather than 

added trips. 

The intersection of Franklin Avenue and Argyle Avenue/US-101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp is one 

of two significantly impacted intersections located on the north edge of the study area. More than twice 

as many northbound Project trips will be turning left or right during the peak hours as will be traveling 

north from this intersection. In addition, as shown on the Figure IV.K.1-3 on page IV.K. l-17 for the AM 

peak hour and Figure IV .K.1-4 on page IV .K.1-19 of Section IV .K l, Traffic-Transportation, of the Draft 
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EI R, the counts collected for the Project show that the traffic along Argyle A venue north of US-10 l 

Freeway is substantially lower than those south of the freeway - 361 versus 656 trips during AM peak 

hour and 276 versus 916 trips during PM peak hour. Therefore, the US-10 l Freeway forms the study 

boundary as agreed-to with LADOT and significant impacts are not anticipated to occur beyond the 

boundary. 

The other intersection on the north study area boundary with a significant impact before mitigation is the 

intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (north). Cahuenga Boulevard provides a more 

direct route to the intersection to the north of Highland A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard. Thus, local 

traffic that is already on the local streets will use Highland A venue to the north. 

Further, conditions at the intersections to the north of the study area are addressed by the Project 

mitigation. The Signal System Upgrades and TDM measures will improve conditions throughout the 

area, including for the intersections to the north. Those measures will reduce the impacts at the 

intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (north) to less than significant and would have 

similar benefits at the intersections further north. To clarify the above and fully respond to the comment, 

an analysis of Project impacts at two additional intersections, Highland Avenue/Camrose Drive/Milner 

Road, and Argyle A venueNine Street/Dix Street, was conducted. (See Appendix E, Final EIR Added 

Intersection Analysis, attached hereto). These intersections were selected because they are the 

intersections (outside the study area) to the north of intersections found to be significantly impacted by 

Project traffic in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. This analysis concluded that the Project impacts 

would be less than significant at these locations. As such, there would not be significant impacts beyond 

the study area and the Traffic Study does not need to be revised and recirculated. 

Comment No. 59-35 

• The analysis relies on the TDM program in Mitigation Measure K 1.4 to reduce or avoid 

significant intersection impacts. This reliance is misplaced, since the Mitigation Measure does 

not establish any objective criteria to measure the success of the program or provide for 

corrective action if the trip reduction goals are not met. CEQA mitigation measures must be 

specific, setting forth specific measures and performance standards to justify the conclusion that 

the mitigation will reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Response to Comment No. 59-35 

The comment suggests that the TDM program does not set forth specific measures or performance 

standards. The specific details of the TDM program are included in the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl 

of Draft EIR and provided on pages IV.Kl-87 of Section I, Introduction/Summary and IV.Kl-55 of 

Section IV.Kl of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure Kl-4 states in part that "[a] preliminary TDM 

program shall be prepared and provided for DOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit 

for the Project and a final TDM program approved by DOT is required prior to the issuance of the first 

certificate of occupancy for the Project." See page IV.K 1-55 of the Draft EIR. Not only is approval of 
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the final program required prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, but 19 specific 

elements (e.g. parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales) are required in the TDM 

Program as listed on pages IV.K.1-55 through 56 of the Draft EIR. The final TDM Program will include 

all elements listed in Mitigation Measure K.1-4 and additional elements may be included to ensure that 

impacts are reduced. As such, the TDM program is set forth with specific detail and can be properly 

monitored by the City and LADOT. 

Comment No. 59-36 

• Mitigation Measure K.1-12 allows for the granting of TCO's under certain circumstances where 

the mitigation measures are delayed. Since the TCO will allow the project to become operational 

before mitigation is in place, this could result in significant impacts that should have been 

disclosed. TI1e DEIR should be revised and recirculated to include an analysis of impacts 

resulting from TCO's granted before relevant mitigation is in place. 

Response to Comment No. 59-36 

The comment states that because temporary certificates of occupancy (TCO) can be granted under certain 

circumstances where mitigation measures are delayed, the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated to 

provide an analysis of impacts related to the granting of a TCO. The comment presents a speculative and 

hypothetical circumstance of an event that may or may not occur in the future and CEQA does not require 

thattype of analysis. 

Mitigation Measure K.1-12 states in part that ". . . Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 

improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles must be guaranteed 

through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits 

and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy 

may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Applicant, provided that, in each case, 

the Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT." This 

measure reflects both LADOT and City policy of allowing, if necessary, the Project to continue to be 

developed, if by reasons beyond control of the Project Applicant mitigation is not feasible at the time it is 

to be implemented. This does not relieve the Applicant from implementing such mitigation measure. The 

mitigation measure is still required to be implemented when feasible. CEQA requires existing conditions 

plus project impacts and cumulative impacts to be analyzed and disclosed in the EIR. The Traffic Study 

and traffic section of the Draft EIR contain these analyses and all significant impacts on traffic and 

transportation created by the Project are disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 59-37 

• The transit impact analysis in Table IV .K. l -17 fails to consider increased transit usage from 

related projects and ambient growth. Moreover, the analysis lumps all bus and rail lines together, 
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rather than considering impacts on individual lines, which would allow a tme analysis of peak 

directional demand. 

Response to Comment No. 59-37 

The comment suggests that the transit impact analysis failed to adequately analyze transit impacts from 

related projects and ambient grmvth. Unlike individual road\vay capacity, the individual Transit Line 

capacity can be shifted between lines as demand shifts. Further, while the road capacity is near or 

exceeds the capacity in many instances, the analysis in the Draft ECR demonstrates that substantial transit 

capacity is available to the Project. The transit ridership growth from the related projects will not 

approach the capacity. Additionally, the transit impact analysis is based on the existing transit capacity 

without considering possible transit improvements to the area transit system. The additional capacity will 

help meet the growing area transit demand irrespective of the Project. Any capacity increases will further 

ensure that Project transit demand increases do not result in significant impacts and satisfy the area related 

projects transit demand. 

To clarify that there is adequate transit capacity for the Project and cumulative growth, the following 

comparison of the 2020 demand and the existing capacity was made. The table below contains the 

assumption that all Related Projects, within 'i4 mile of a Redline subway station, will generate transit trips 

at 15% of base traffic level, the same assumptions made for the Project. Even with that conservative 

assumption, less than half of the existing transit capacity would be used in 2020. 

Category AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Data Source/ Assumption 

Existing Ridership U62 1,422 (MTA Records) 

Ambient Growth 122 149 (1% per year from 2010 to 2020) 

Related Projects 1,714 2,199 
(15% of Auto Passenger Trips for 
Related Projects within 1.5 miles) 

Project 229 393 (Traffic Study) 

Total 3,226 4,163 

Transit Capacity 9,381 9,571 (Traffic Study) 

Percent to be Used 34% 43% 

Therefore, further analysis is not required to provide substantial evidence that the Project impacts on the 

transit system are less than significant. 
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Comment No. 59-38 

• In some case the project's incremental contribution at intersections varies between Table IV .K.1-

14 (20 11) and IV .K.l-18 (2020) (see, e.g., intersections 16 and 19). This error disguises 

potentially significant impacts and denies the public a meaningful opportunity to comment on 

potentially significant impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 59-38 

The comment states that the Project's incremental impacts at intersections vary between 2011 and 2020. 

This is true, but does not disguise potentially significant impacts because traffic volumes for each 

movement at each study intersection are expected to be different from year (2011) to year (2020) as 

explained below. Table IV.K.l-14 is based on existing (2011) traffic conditions and Table IV.K.l-21 are 

based on the future (2020) traffic conditions. As discussed on page 23 of Traffic Study in Appendix 

IV.K.l of the Draft EIR, the traffic analysis was performed through the use of established traffic 

engineering techniques. The methodology used in the Traffic Study for the analysis and evaluation of 

traffic operations at each study intersection is based on procedures for transportation planning analyses 

outlined in Circular Number 212 from the Transportation Research Board21
. Traffic volumes for each 

movement at each study intersection are expected to be different from year (2011) to year (2020), 

therefore, different critical movement pairs are expected for some intersections under existing and future 

conditions. For example, the westbound lefts and eastbound thru movements may determine the needed 

east-west signal phase length at an intersection in 2011. However, due to related projects' traffic, the 

eastbound lefts and \vestbound thru movements may instead be critical at that intersection in 2020. The 

numerical difference in the Project traffic impact reflects the CMA calculation methodology that is based 

on the critical movements and the degree to which the Project will add to them. Therefore, differences in 

Project impacts for existing and future conditions are considered reasonable and do not "disguise" 

potentially significant impacts. 

Comment No. 59-39 

• The analysis uses a l percent annual ambient growth factor between 2011 and 2020, but a lower 

factor (4.4% total) from 2020 to 2035. No justification is given for this deviation from the 

standard ambient growth rate of 1 percent through to the stated horizon date. 

Response to Comment No. 59-39 

The comment states that there is no justification for the lower annual ambient growth factor between 2020 

and 2035. The 1 % ambient growth rate through 2020 was used per LADOT Traffic Study Policies and 

Procedures, May 2012. The additional 4.4% total ambient growth rate from 2020 to 2035 was based on 

21 Interim Materials on Highwav Capacitv. Circular Number 212, Ti·ansportation Research Board, w·ashington, 
D.C.. 1980. 
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Los Angeles County CMP guidelines, was agreed to be LADOT, and was added to reflect that the 

Development Agreement would extend beyond 2020. (See the West/Central Los Angeles area growth 

rate included in the Appendix D of the Guidelines for CMP Transportation Impact Analysis of Draft 2010 

Congestion Management Program). The recommended traffic growth factor from 2010 to 2035 is 4.4%. 

To be conservative, 4.4% was assumed in the Traffic Study as the growth rate from 2020 to 2035 based 

on the CMP guidelines, but the growth rate from 2011 to 2020 was not decreased to that level. Therefore, 

the ambient growth rates used were conservative and justified. 

Comment No. 59-40 

• Table IV.K.1.21 contains a number of inaccuracies in the With Project Plus Mitigation (i.e, 

minuses that should be pluses-see Intersections 2, 4, 14, 15, and 18). This error deprives the 

public a meaningful opportunity to comment on potential impacts. They should be corrected and 

recirculated for public review. 

Response to Comment No. 59-40 

The typographical errors have been corrected in the Final EIR in Table IV.K.1-21. Please see Section IV 

of this Final EIR., Corrections and Additions, for revised language. The correct values were included in 

the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1 of Draft EIR and the inaccuracies, once corrected, do not show any 

additional significant impacts beyond those disclosed in the Draft EIR and thus there is no need for 

recirculation. 

Comment No. 59-41 

• The access analysis at page IV .K. 1-114 concludes that there is no feasible mitigation to avoid the 

additional significant impact under the No Vine Street Access Scenario. In fact, there is an 

obvious mitigation-requiring access on Vine Street. [t is insufficient to merely state that access 

on Vine Street is infeasible; substantial evidence must be included to show that it is truly 

infeasible rather than merely undesirable. 

Response to Comment No. 59-41 

The Draft EIR does not state that requiring access on Vine Street is infeasible. Both the With Vine Street 

Access and Without Vine Street Access scenarios are analyzed to provide a thorough review of the 

potential Project significant traffic impacts under each access option. The Draft EIR does not state that 

requiring access on Vine Street is infeasible and neither access option has been declared "infeasible". 

Rather, the LADOT Manual of Policies and Procedures section on Driveway Design states that the 

driveways should be "located on the street with the least traffic volume, when there is a choice." (Sub

section V. Driveway Location Planning). Further, restricting Vine Street access is being considered as a 

general City policy. As such, the Draft ECR analyzes both access options and reflects existing policy and 

the ongoing policy consideration. 
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Comment No. 59-42 

Page IV.K.l-128 provides that contributions to Signal System Upgrades should be made proportional to 

each phase's trip generation value. This could result in undisclosed significant impacts, since the DEIR 

relies upon the improvements to mitigate otherwise significant impacts, and the signal upgrades only 

provide the full benefit on a system-wide basis. Thus, the funding should be paid up front to avoid the 

impacts as assumed in the DEIR. Fair-share contributions only provide adequate mitigation when there is 

substantial evidence that that the mitigation measure will ultimately be fully funded and implemented. 

Furthermore, until the mitigation measure is fully operational, project impacts will remain significant. 

This impact may be temporary, but the duration of the significant impact is irrelevant. The DEIR, 

therefore, fails to disclose the significant impact that will occur until the Signal System Upgrades are in 

place. 

Response to Comment No. 59-42 

The comment states that the Signal System Upgrades (Upgrades) should all be paid up front; otherwise 

traffic impacts could temporarily remain significant. As discussed on pages IV .K. l-128 through IV.K. l-

129, of the Draft EIR, the mitigation triggers are intended to implement traffic mitigations prior to the 

Project trips generated that would create the impacts. In regard to the Upgrades, the Project Applicant 

must install the Upgrades prior to any Certificate of Occupancy being granted for the Project or LADOT 

may instead choose for the Project Applicant to pay a fee for LADOT to implement the Upgrades. The 

fee would be paid proportional to each phase of the Project's trip generation or if the entire Project was 

constructed at once, the fee would be paid in its entirety prior to the issuance of any Certificate of 

Occupancy for the Project. Making the payment proportional to the trip generation per phase of the 

Project will ensure that there are not any significant impacts that remain significant until full 

implementation of the Upgrades. Further, the signal system has already been substantially upgraded by 

the City through A TSAC and A TCS improvements. The Upgrades mitigation represents the next 

generation of the upgrades to the signal system. As with the A TSAC and A TCS systems, the Upgrades 

will be implemented on an incremental basis, with critical corridors receiving the highest priority to 

maximize the benefit to the area, which would be decided by the City. Therefore, the payments and 

upgrade installations can be balanced with the Project traffic impacts. The impacts will increase as more 

of the Project is constructed and occupied. Implementation of a portion of the mitigation based on the trip 

generation of a particular phase of the Project, for example, the Upgrades to signal systems closest to the 

Project Site, will address the impacts of a portion of the Project. As such, the Draft EIR fully discloses all 

significant traffic impacts. 

Comment No. 59-43 

Based on the above, the DEIR analysis does not adequately analyze the potential impacts of the project 

and must be revised and recirculated for further public review and comment. 
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Response to Comment No. 59-43 

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that 

the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The 

previous comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the 

Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, above. 
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LETTER NO. 60- KAHANA, TAL 

Tal Kahana 

6000 Temple Hill Drive, 90068 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 60-1 

Hello- I am a home owner and investment property owner in Beachwood Canyon. I have lived and owed 

in the canyon for over 20 years. In that time, I have seen the traffic drastically increase as a result of the 

W hotel and the resurgence of Hollywood Boulevard. 

The new building proposal is troubling for several reasons. 

Response to Comment No. 60-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

The comment states that the building proposal is troubling for many reasons. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. The comment then goes on to oppose the Project as a whole. The subsequent comments in 

the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 60-2 

The lack of height restriction is troubling for the traffic and visual impact it will have. 

Response to Comment No. 60-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Comment No. 60-3 

The lack of upgrades to our sewers and infrastructures is a problem deferred. 
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Response to Comment No. 60-3 

The commenter expresses concerns that the Project \vould not upgrade existing infrastructure and that a 

problem would occur. According to Section IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the 

Project suggests mitigation measures and code-compliance requirements to help offset potential impacts 

from water, sewer, solid waste, and energy. As stated in these sections of the Draft EIR, the Project 

would not create a significant impact to any utility system and not a problem deferred, as suggested by the 

commenter. 

Comment No. 60-4 

The lack of a traffic study before allowing the plans is irresponsible and creates the appearance of 

impropriety. 

Response to Comment No. 60-4 

The Project's Traffic Study was conducted within the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles 

Department of Transportation (LADOT), as defined in the Memorandum of Understanding, included as 

Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded that there would be operational impacts due to the 

Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study intersections. The Study and 

subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 2012, and included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft 

EIR, included Project requirements as mitigation measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. 

Comment No. 60-5 

Please continue the time period so that resident fears can be addressed and the traffic study completed. 

Response to Comment No. 60-5 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 61 - KATZ, DEAN 

Dean Katz 

6376 Quebec Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 61-1 

I am expressing my serious opposition to the Millenium Projects DECR 

Response to Comment No. 61-1 

The comment expresses an opinion, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration 

Comment No. 61-2 

As a key point to my objection, the City of Los Angeles has removed the "D" limitation and has given 

Millenium a height variance. The proposed area of improvement is directly in front of our neighborhood. 

The project, when complete, \vould obscure vast areas currently visible from our area. The sheer scale 

that Millenium is requesting in their project will make the balance of buildings surrounding dwarfed. 

These will be the tallest buildings east to downtown, and west to Century City. 

Response to Comment No. 61-2 

The comment opposes the waiver of the existing "D" development limitation on the Project Site. As 

discussed in the Draft EIR, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the 

construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the 

Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 

the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. Please refer to Response 

to Comment No. 81-9 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical 

Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent 

historic Capitol Records building. 
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Comment No. 61-3 

For our part as family residing here, was Hollywood enjoys a central location in the city and has easy 

access to outlying areas of Los Angeles. 

Needless to say, the congestion we're suffering already in the "Dell" residential area of the Hollywood 

Hills is catastrophic. This project condemns the area to traffic congestion beyond any scope I could 

1magme. 

Response to Comment No. 61-3 

The comment expresses concern about traffic and congestion, but does not state a specific concern or 

question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts 

of the Project. Please see Response to Comment No. 60-4 (Kahana, Tal) above for more infonnation. 

The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 61-4 

There are facets to the DEIR that I haven't been able to ascertain given the short response period. 

Response to Comment No. 61-4 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

Comment No. 61-5 

What are the codicils for residential units of the property in regards to noise and light? 

Response to Comment No. 61-5 

CEQA looks at impacts of the Project on the environment, not of the Project onto itself. Noise impacts as 

well as Light and Glare impacts to adjacent sensitive uses were analyzed in several sections of the Draft 

EIR, and according to the Project characteristics listed in the Development Regulations. Specifically, the 

Draft EIR analyzes operational noise impacts in Section IV.H, Noise. The Draft EIR also analyzes light 

and glare issues in Section IV.A. I, Aesthetics, Views/Light and Glare. 

Comment No. 61-6 

What limitations have been set for special use events that will imact our area? 
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Response to Comment No. 61-6 

All uses of the Project would be contained on the Project Site. As discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use 

Planning, and in Section II, Project Description the uses on the Project Site are limited to the mixed-uses 

proposed in the Draft EIR and activities permitted on the Project Site if the list of discretionary actions 

(on Page II-49 of the Draft EIR) are approved by the City of Los Angeles. 

Comment No. 61-7 

And what of filming companies using the location? What kind of sound, hours of filming, and huge 

lighting and techno rigs have been regulated for the property? Especially, along the upper floors where 

the aforementioned would be the most annoying? 

Response to Comment No. 61-7 

The comment expresses concern about possible future uses at the project premises, but does not state a 

specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes land use 

compatibility in Section IV.G, Land Use Plalliling. The Draft EIR also analyzes light and glare issues in 

Section IV.A.I, Aesthetics, Views/Light and Glare. The comment is acknowledged for the record and 

will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 61-8 

What is the light pollution factor for entire project? This is large question. We suffered with Super 

Graphics on what is the largest building in Hollywood at this time. Those graphics are found on virtually 

every building in Hollywood now. There is a supposed billboard and graphic disallowance in this plan, 

but for instance, there are huge amounts of light that have been added to the Hollywood area over the last 

couple of years. The Pantages addes neon. The W Hotel has a very bright emanation. The electronic 

billboard at Franklin and Cahuenga, the electronic billboard at the Target property on the edge of West 

Hollywood is even an issue up here. Add to that the former Bekins Storage building for years had super 

graphics and intense lighting that took the entire community a very long time to finally get resolved. I 

don't believe the city is proactive on this front, and the City remains solely reactive to these issues only 

after the fact, and uproar by Hollywood residents. 

Response to Comment No. 61-8 

Nighttime lighting is discussed in Section IV .A. I, Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR. 

The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power requirements in the California Energy 

Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting 

such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves the Project Site. The Project would also be required to 

meet or exceed exterior lighting levels and uniformity ratios for lighting using the following strategies: 
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Shield all exterior luminaries or provide cutoff luminaires per Section 123 (b) of the California Energy 

Code; 

Contain interior lighting within each source; 

Allow no more than .01 horizontal lumen foot-candles to escape 15 feet beyond the Site boundary; and 

Automatically control exterior lighting dusk to dawn to tum off or lower light levels during inactive 

periods. 

Comment No. 61-9 

Add to this, that I believe no intensive sound study can show the level of noise that will bounce reflective 

off the structures. Everything from motorcycles, to helicopters are a nuisance for us. I have had to make 

numerous calls, and complaints to the FAA regarding news helicopters that fail to adhere to aviation law. 

I can't imagine what the added decibels will be from this projejct. There's an area for an exterior stage. 

The right to some peace and happiness in our home, could easily be set aside to allow an oversized project 

to have concerts and events that naturally exceed standards due to the sound bouncing off these structures. 

Response to Comment No. 61-9 

The Project's operational noise is discussed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR. As discussed in the 

Draft EIR, the Project would include certain grade-level open space and potentially a roof-top observation 

deck. However, on page IV.H-40, the Draft EIR specifically concludes that the Project would not have 

significant operational noise impacts associated with people and activities and events within the common 

outdoor spaces, podium levels and observation decks. Furthermore, the Draft EIR notes that the Project 

must comply with the applicable noise sections of the of the LAMC, which thereby prevents noise levels 

from exceeding City standards for this location and ensures potential noise impacts on off-site sensitive 

uses would be less than significant. 

Comment No. 61-10 

But I remain steadfast in the opposition to allow a 6-1 ratio allowance for Millenium, and find it wholly 

incomprehensible that the city would set the D limitation aside, and allow this scale of project to move 

forward. This is the center of complaint with the project. Why can't they adhere to the 4.5 - l allowance? 

Seems that plenty of other projects have, and Millenium ought to as well. 

Response to Comment No. 61-10 

Regarding the removal of the "D" limitation, see Response to Comment No. 61-2 (Katz, Dean), above. 

Regarding the reduced FAR (4.5: 1), see Response to Comment No. 09-79 (AMDA) which discusses that 

a further reduced FAR alternative is infeasible. 
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LETTER NO. 62- KRUSE, ZIGGY #1 

Ziggy Kruse 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 62-1 

Given the gravity and the scope of the Millennium Project and the for sure long period of time it took to 

complete the DEIR on the project it seems unreasonable that the public is only given roughly 6 weeks 

(10-25-2012 through 12-10-2012) to submit comments on the DEIR. 

The traffic section of the main text is 131 pages long, the parking section is 26 pages long, and the 

alternatives section is 151 pages long. Also, those main text sections do not include the appropriate 

appendices that would have to be evaluated, as well. 

This DEIR was compiled with input by experts and city planners, which is not the case of the the input 

you will receive from the public. Some might hire a "pro", but the majority of stakeholders I constituents 

are not equipped to rush through any document this size in the time period asserted by your office. 

At this time it \vould be very appropriate for your office to extend the comment period at best for an 

additional 90 - 120 days or at a minimum until after the December 2012 I January 2013 holiday season. 

Response to Comment No. 62-1 

For infonnation on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 

their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 63- KRUSE, ZIGGY #2 

Ziggy Kruse 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 63-1 

These objections are send to you on behalf of myself, Robert Blue, Richard MacNaughton, Patricia 

Macfadden, SaveHollywood.org, Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning and CCLA as well as on 

behalf of Citizens Opposing Corrupt Development, Task Force for a Livable Hollywood. 

Response to Comment No. 63-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 63-2 

Time to review and respond too short 

The developer had years and millions of dollars all this documentation for the city and the city is 

providing residence who have to work in their spare time only 45 days to review and respond. This time 

period is unreasonably short and shows the disregard for the citizen opinions. 

A considerable portion of these documents including the special traffic report commissioned by the 

developer appeared to be the product of Accounting Control Fraud, but residents need much more time in 

order to document these problems. 

Response to Comment No. 63-2 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

Comment No. 63-3 

Traffic 

We have obtained a document from the city stating that the traffic mitigation under the Hollywood 

Community Plan overwhelm any possible mitigation and thus the DECR and the Traffic Study are directly 

contradicted by the city's own opinion on this subject. 
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Response to Comment No. 63-3 

This comment asserts that there is an inherent conflict between the traffic findings of the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update ECR and the Proposed Millennium Hollywood Project Draft EIR. The proposed 

mitigation measures for the Project Draft EIR have been carefully coordinated with the City of Los 

Angeles' transportation system improvements and are consistent with the citywide improvement program. 

The Project mitigation would implement the types of programs identified in the General Plan (including 

the Hollywood Community Plan Update) as being appropriate. The City of Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation, in their August 16, 2012 assessment letter, has concurred with the mitigation measure 

proposed for the Project. This letter is included in Appendix IV .K-2 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 63-4 

DEIR relies on matgerially false data 

This project is authorized under the June 19, 2012 Holly\'.-ood Community Plan (HCP), which is based on 

materially false data. TI1erefore the data underline this DEIR are similarly defected. 

Response to Comment No. 63-4 

The comment suggests that the Hollywood Community Plan Update and the Project Draft EIR are based 

on materially false data, but gives no reason for making this assertion. The Draft EIR analyzes and 

discusses potential Project impacts under both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update and is compatible and consistent with both. However, the data analyzed in the 

Draft EIR are not false or defective. Regardless, as discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the 

Draft EIR, potential land use impacts are identified as less than significant, without mitigation. 

Comment No. 63-5 

Earthquake danger 

This project is build on the edge of an active earthquake fault and his failed to properly assess the 

earthquake ramifications on this project. 

Response to Comment No. 63-5 

The Project is not within an Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map area. For additional 

information regarding fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to occur, please refer to 

Response to Comment No 24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above. 

Comment No. 63-6 

Harmful Nature of Transit Oriented Districts (TOD) 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-261 

RL0030706 



EM27547 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

The DEIR fails to consider the harmful nature of TOD's , not withstanding the fact that TOD's are 

mentioned in the defective HCP. The city first pointed out the ill advised nature of TOD's and in the 

1915 Traffic Study by the city of Los Angeles, a copy of which is already in the City's files. The DEIR 

fails to consider any of these factors, and the mathematics of transportation, the geography of the city and 

the interplay of density, zoning as well as modes of transportation have not changed since 1915. 

Furthermore, the DEIR fails to take into account the fact that the city of los Angeles is the most densely 

populated city in the country with approximately 7,000 people per square mile. 

Response to Comment No. 63-6 

Any reference to a 1915 Traffic Study and the ill advised nature of TODs is relying on outdated data and 

information. The analysis of the Project and the Project's traffic impacts is not based on and does not rely 

on a 1915 traffic study. Instead, the growth forecast from the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is used in the Draft 

EIR and is adequate and appropriate. Please see Response to Comment No. 08-3 (Southern California 

Association of Governments) for additional information on the growth forecast. 

Comment No. 63-7 

Inaccurate Data makes the entire DEIR defective 

Garbage in, Garbage out. - The DEIR and its thousands of pages of accompanying document are replete 

with factual errors, half truth and omissions of material infonnation making all the conclusions defective. 

Response to Comment No. 63-7 

The comment states that the Draft EIR is garbage and half-truths. The comment does not state a specific 

question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts 

of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 63-8 

Lack of proper procedure 

The defects in preparing these papers are so great that the DEIR fails to follow the proper procedures 

under CEQA. Furthermore, there is not substantial evidence to support the conclusions which favor the 

construction of this project. 

Response to Comment No. 63-8 

The Draft EIR was prepared, noticed, and circulated according to the proper procedural requirements in 

accordance with CEQA. Otherwise, the comment is an opinion on CEQA procedures and does not state a 

specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 
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environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 63-9 

If the public had been provided a reasonable opportunity to review these materials, than I could have been 

more detailed in my comments. The burden, however, rests solely on the city to ferret out all the material 

data and to present it in a fair and balanced manner so that the public can understand the various pros and 

cons of the project. The city has an opportunity to rectify its failures when it drafts the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 63-9 

For infonnation on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 64 - KUHRT, STACEY 

Stacey Kuhrt 

5200 Franklin Avenue, Hollywood, CA 90027 

November 29, 2012 

Note:_Since this letter appears to be a duplicate of Response to Comment No. 45 (England, Suzanne) 

above, many of the responses to that letter would apply to this letter, too. 

Comment No. 64-1 

I'm writing to contest the ECR you have approved for the Millenium Hollywood Project. My reasons are 

as follows: 

Response to Comment No. 64-1 

The comment opposes the Project, but does not otherwise state a specific concern or question regarding 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review- and consideration. 

Comment No. 64-2 

-The EIR has not completed a thorough study of the environmental impacts for our area. The 

infrastructure will be seriously impacted with all of the additional population created with this project. 

Response to Comment No. 64-2 

With regard to the commenter's concern with the existing infrastructure surrounding the Project Site, 

please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-5 (Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2)) above. 

Comment No. 64-3 

The air quality, noise, police and fire response, sewer usage, road wear and increased traffic locally as 

well as on the 101 Freeway and Vine Street off ramp, will all be impacted by this project. These things 

need further study. The access for people leaving the hills in their cars will be seriously affected as well, 

as traffic will become even more dense. 

Response to Comment No. 64-3 

Air quality, noise, police, fire response, sewer infrastructure, and increased traffic are all discussed and 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. in Sections IV.B, IV.H, IV.J. l, IV.L.2-1, and IV.K. 
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The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant and 

unavoidable project-related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant and 

unavoidable cumulative-related impacts at five study intersections. This comment does not challenge the 

adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 64-4 

Air quality is of major concern to me. I already get black soot throughout my apartment that overlooks the 

city. With the increased traffic, this will also increase. 

Response to Comment No. 64-4 

Pages IV.B.l-35 and IV.B.1-26 of the Draft EIR include a comprehensive discussion regarding the 

Project's construction air quality assumptions. Specifically, the analysis details the construction timeline 

for demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and building construction. In addition, the Draft EIR 

details the volume of demolition, soil export, and construction equipment fleet mixes that \vould occur for 

each construction phase, including the number of hours per day. The total PMlO and PM2.5 emissions 

disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the Project's potential air quality emissions. It should be 

noted that Mitigation Measure B. l-1 ensures compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust, 

which would serve to reduce PMlO and PM2.5 dust emissions by as much as 61 % during the construction 

phases. In addition, it analyzes air quality impacts related to placement of the Project Site in relation to 

existing sources of air contaminants (including black soot from freeways) and impacts related to long

term operational aspects (including increased traffic related emissions) of the Project. For traffic related 

air quality impacts in particular, see page IV.B.l-25 of the Draft EIR, which explains how the CalEEMod 

Version 2011.1 and the traffic study assumptions were used to calculate potential air quality impacts. 

Also, please note that the Draft EIR and MMRP contain numerous mitigation measures to reduce 

construction and operational air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

Comment No. 64-5 

The noise also concerns me; the increased traffic on the 101 Freeway and the Vine Street off ramp will 

bring increased traffic noise and the increased population, night clubs, shops, etc., will bring increased 

noise to the area. Peace of mind and quality of life for local residents must be considered 111 any 

community plan. 

Response to Comment No. 64-5 

The Draft EIR analyzed a logical range of roadway segments in proximity to the Project Site. Aside 

from the 3.7 dBA CNEL increase during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario (with No Vine 

Street Access) for the roadway segment of Ivar A venue between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard, 

no other roadway segment analyzed in the Draft EIR would come close to approaching either the 3 dBA 

or 5 dBA CNEL thresholds of significance. Thus, it is logical to infer that roadway segments located 

farther from the Project Site (i.e. 101 Freeway) carrying less project-related trips than those segments 
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analyzed in the Draft EIR would experience even smaller project-related roadway noise level increases. 

For additional information, please see Response to Comment No. 45-5 (England, Suzanne) above. 

Comment No. 64-6 

-The population grmvth needs to be correctly addressed. The need for more rapid transit and density 

needs to be studied, based on true population growth, not biased figures. 

Response to Comment No. 64-6 

The comment addresses population grm:vih and that the Draft EIR needs to accurately address it in its 

analysis. The Draft EIR accurately addresses population growth and consistency with regional and local 

plans. The Draft EIR uses the appropriate growth forecast from the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. The 

Draft EIR states that the Residential Scenario would contribute toward, but not exceed, the population 

growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be consistent with regional policies to reduce 

urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve air 

quality through the reduction of VMT. Overall, the Project would increase the density ofresidential uses 

as identified in the Draft EIR, bringing more housing units closer to major employment centers. This 

additional density would be located in an area currently served by public transit (Metro Red Line, 

Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423), and would be located near existing 

transportation corridors. Therefore, the Draft EIR accurately addresses this issue. Please see Response to 

Comment No. 08-3 (Southern California Association of Governments) for additional information. 

Comment No. 64-7 

-The proposed project removes height limits that were put in place previously. They were put in place for 

a very good reason-to prevent over development such as this project and to retain the integrity of the 

area. The heights of the buildings proposed are contrary to the elements of the area. Yucca Ave is mainly 

a street with low slung buildings, and should remain that way. The skyscrapers and high rises proposed 

are so out of place that it is ridiculous! It will ruin the whole feel of the area and the quality of life for 

local residents. 

Response to Comment No. 64-7 

The Project does not remove any height limitations. The Project Site does not have any existing zoning 

or other limitation on height. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-266 

RL0030711 



EM27552 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Please see Response to Comment No 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, 

and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on 

the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent structures. 

Comment No. 64-8 

-Preserving the quality of life in the area should be of great importance to the City of Los Angeles. In this 

case, the residents of the area have been left out of the equation. Yucca Ave, between Argyle and 

Cahuenga is a very neighborhood friendly place, with small shops and lmv buildings, creating a relaxed 

place for local residents to walk their dogs, go for a walk, or enjoy the locality. Placing high rises and 

skyscrapers here will ruin this whole atmosphere, taking away the friendly neighborhood feel we have, 

replacing it with an anonymous "any big city" feeling. It will take our neighborhood away. Creating so 

much density in this part of the city, in Hollywood, is detrimental to the quality oflife here. 

Response to Comment No. 64-8 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts on air quality in Section IV.B, Air 

Quality. The Draft EIR also analyzes land use compatibility issues in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning. 

Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These 

comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is 

required. 

Comment No. 64-9 

-Hollywood is special, and should be kept that way. The Capitol Records building is one of a kind, and 

surrounding it with skyscrapers is incongruent and tasteless. It also reduces the iconic feel of the Capitol 

Records building and the area, and diminishes its importance. People come to Hollywood to experience a 

unique place; they can go to any city in the world to see glass and steel skyscrapers and high rises. The 

views, historic buildings and one-of-a-kind shops in Hollywood are what draw people here; not 

skyscrapers, chain stores and restaurants that can be found anywhere. 

Response to Comment No. 64-9 

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Additionally, please refer to Topical Response 4, regarding Cultural Resources for a discussion on the 

compatibility of the Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records Building. 

Comment No. 64-10 

-Since there is a major earthquake fault at Yucca and Vine Street, it is a danger to build these skyscrapers 

in that vicinity. I believe further study should be done on this. In the event of a major earthquake, those 
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skyscrapers would create a huge problem. Large numbers of people would rush out of the buildings into 

the street, creating even more of a challenge for fire and police vehicles to get through. 

Response to Comment No. 64-10 

For additional information regarding fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to occur, 

please refer to Response to Comment No. 24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above. 

Comment No. 64-11 

-Building with a conscience: [ personally don't understand why the planned development of this 

community does not flow with the existing buildings. Should we not think along the lines of creating 

buildings that actually work with the classic structures here in Hollywood, instead of against them? If 

you must fill in every space with dense construction, can they not at least have similar heights to the 

surrounding area, and similar architectural styles? Just think how wonderful that would look! The future 

doesn't have to be a Hollywood filled with crappy looking "affordable housing" apartments, cheap

looking hotels (The W), disparate high rises and skyscrapers stuck in bet\veen classic buildings. 

Response to Comment No. 64-11 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to onsite and adjacent historic 

resources in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources. The Draft EIR also analyzed height issues in relation to 

aesthetics, land use, and project alternatives in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics, IV.G, Land Use Plaiming, and 

VI, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the 

impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 

consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 64-12 

-Lastly, and apparently not a serious issue for the City of Los Angeles, is the further blocking of the view 

of the Hollywood Hills with extremely tall buildings. Part of the charm and attraction of this area is the 

Hollywood Hills and the Hollywood sign. 

Response to Comment No. 64-12 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Comment No. 64-13 

I care about Hollywood and OPPOSE the current version of the Hollywood Community Plan and 

Millennium Hollywood Project. It must be modified to take into consideration correct census data, height 
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limits, infrastructure, emergency services, public transportation; and to alleviate density and congestion. I 

would like to see another EIR performed, but one that takes into account the real figures and problems. 

The Los Angeles City Council has rushed this through without considering many things. This is a 

dangerous way to go, creating serious problems for the future in Hollywood. We should not rush into 

such projects, and should take a long hard look at the affects of projects of this nature on the future. 

Response to Comment No. 64-13 

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that 

the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The 

previous comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the 

Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, above. 
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LETTER NO. 65 - LEDDING, MARY 

Mary Ledding 

6384 La Punta Drive, Los Angeles CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 65-1 

For some reason this was bounced back. 

Response to Comment No. 65-1 

This comment is an introductory comment and does not provide a concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 

consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 65-2 

This is to register my profound objections to the proposed Millenium Project. As currently anticipated it 

will increase the congestion immensely. I have lived in the Hollywood Hills since 1975 and in recent 

years, due to the extensive increased development in Hollywood, the ability to transgress through the 

Hollywood area in order to get home has gone from about 10 minutes in prior years to about 4 times that. 

Hollywood is NOT New York. I object strongly to the idea as some of you have proposed, that 

Hollywood should be developed with the type of density that New York has. We do not live on an island 

with limited space. We do not have useable, highly trafficked public transport systems - the buses are 

subject to the same sorts of traffic congestion as all cars in the area. They do not promise a quicker, more 

efficient mode of transportation. 

Response to Comment No. 65-2 

This comment opposes the Project, but does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the 

Draft EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no 

further response is required. 

Comment No. 65-3 

In addition to congestion, these projects will guarantee an increase in the level of air pollution in the area, 

as already congested on-off ramps to the Holly\'.-ood free\vay will become even more idling lanes for cars 

waiting to enter/exit. 
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Response to Comment No. 65-3 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to traffic and air pollution in 

Sections IV.K, Transportation, and IV.B, Air Quality Analysis respectively. Otherwise, this comment 

does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 65-4 

I know that others in the Hollywood Dell have already sent you comments regarding this project, of 

which I am aware and heartily concur. These deal \vith the development ratio, parking spaces, and the 

lack of adherence to the CRA guidelines. Please consider those comments re-iterated here. 

Response to Comment No. 65-4 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR has a lack of adherence to the CRA guidelines. In response to 

the commenter's statement, please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the 

Draft EIR for a full discussion of the Project's consistency with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and 

its consistency with the existing scale of surrounding development. Also, please see Response to 

Comment No. 16-12 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) above for more infonnation on 

overall compliance with the Redevelopment Plan. 

Comment No. 65-5 

This project will not only cause YEARS of congestion as it is built, but given how empty so many of the 

buildings in Hollywood currently are, it will take decades to tum it into really used space. Do not take the 

short-term view that any development is good for jobs, good for the economy, etc. This development is 

MAMMOUTH, OVERSIZED, and A DEVELOPER'S BOONDOGGLE. Please take every effort you 

can to reconsider this horror. For the first time in living here since 1975, I am considering moving to 

another state. That is what this project means to me and to the neighbors who live and work in the 

Hollywood area. 

Please stop or at least severely reduce and limit the size of this ugly, massive project. 

Response to Comment No. 65-5 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-271 

RL0030716 



EM27557 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

The comment does speak to the size of the Project. The commenter states that the Project is mammoth 

and oversized. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding 

Project aesthetics and views. 
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LETTER NO. 66 - LOND, HARLEY #1 

Harley Lond 

2274 Alcyona Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

November 15, 2012 

Comment No. 66-1 

This is in response to Draft Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR State Clearinghouse 

No. 2011041094 

I have reviewed the report regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project and have come to the conclusion 

that the development is not beneficial to the community: 

Response to Comment No. 66-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

The comment states that the Project is not beneficial for the community. The comment is acknowledged 

for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review· and consideration. 

The comment then goes on to oppose the Project as a whole. The subsequent comments in the letter go 

into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 66-2 

Hollywood does not need more shops or hotel rooms or pricey condos. There is much unused retail space 

on Hollywood Blvd and -- surprising given all the hoopla when The W was proposed -- retail space at 

The W. There appears to be other mixed use developments going up to the east of this development. 

Enough is enough .. 

Response to Comment No. 66-2 

It should be note that the Draft EIR analyzes land use compatibility issues in Section IV.G, Land Use 

Planning. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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Comment No. 66-3 

No. l: The size of the proposed development will be detrimental to the Hollywood skyline: To wit, 

destroying or altering views from the South, West and East of the Capitol Building (despite what the 

developers say) and the beautiful Hollywood Hills (and perhaps views of the Hollywood sign.). 

Response to Comment No. 66-3 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views, including views of the 

Hollywood Sign. 

Comment No. 66-4 

No. 2: The development would increase traffic congestion in an area already clogged with traffic; nearby 

freeway onramps and arteries are already at a virtual standstill during rush hour; this development would 

make that worse. 

Response to Comment No. 66-4 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant and 

unavoidable project-related impacts would occur at t\vo study intersections and significant and 

unavoidable cumulative-related impacts at five study intersections. This comment does not challenge the 

adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft ECR. 

Comment No. 66-5 

No. 3: There is already a higher level of noise and crime engendered by the clubs and restaurants that 

have opened in Hollywood; this will only contribute more. 

Response to Comment No. 66-5 

It should be noted that the comment does not provide any evidence to support its claim that the Project 

will contribute more noise and crime. [n contrast, the Draft EIR analyzes of both of these issues in 

Sections CV.J.2, Public Services - Police and CV.H, Noise based on reported statistics and existing 

conditions. As stated in the Draft EIR, overall, the Hollywood Area experiences a lower occurrence of 

crime than Citywide. The Draft EIR discloses that, like any development that brings people onto an 

otherwise unpopulated site, the Project would increase activity at the Project Site and thus has the 

potential to increase crime. However, based on calculations performed for CEQA's analytical purposes, 

the Project as a whole would only represent a potential 1.02 percent increase in potential crimes compared 

to the existing conditions. This increase, if any all actually occurs, is minimal and would be expected 

with any project. Please see Section IV.J.2. Public Services - Police in the Draft EIR for additional 

information regarding crime. 
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Comment No. 66-6 

No. 4: During construction, the noise will drift up into the hills and be unbearable (noise from 

construction of The W was horrible). 

Response to Comment No. 66-6 

As illustrated in Tables IV.H-7 and H-8 of the Draft EIR, the construction noise analysis utilized the 

worst-case noise ranges in terms of Leq, per the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. These 

worst-case Leq reference noise levels were utilized to model construction impacts on adjacent uses based 

on the closest possible distance from the adjacent use to the Project Site's property lines. Thus, as 

construction equipment would infrequently, if ever, operate on the Project Site property line, the 

estimated construction noise levels disclosed in Table IV.H-9 of the Draft EIR are very conservative, and 

in some cases, likely overstate the actual peak noise level increases at the identified locations. As such, 

the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent 

land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

Comment No. 66-7 

No. 5: The air quality \vill suffer from the dust and dirt of construction. 

Response to Comment No. 66-7 

Pages IV .B.1-35 and IV .B. l-26 of the Draft EIR include a comprehensive discussion regarding the 

Project's construction assumptions utilized the air quality impact analysis. Specifically, the analysis 

details the construction timeline for demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and building 

construction. In addition, the Draft EIR details the volume of demolition, soil export, and construction 

equipment fleet mixes that would occur for each construction phase, including the number of hours per 

day. The total PMlO and PM2.5 emissions disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the Project's 

potential air quality emissions. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure B. l-1 ensures compliance with 

SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust, which would serve to reduce PMlO and PM2.5dust emissions by as 

much as 61 % during the construction phases. 

Comment No. 66-8 

No. 6: Constmction will clog streets with construction vehicles, adding to local congestion. 

Response to Comment No. 66-8 

Construction traffic impacts are discussed in Section IV .K. l, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. 

Mitigation measures K.1-1 to K.1-3 would reduce any construction impacts from construction lane 

closures, construction vehicles, and hauling activities to less than significant. 
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Comment No. 66-9 

No. 7: After construction, the streets in the area will be damaged with potholes, alligator ridges, etc. 

Many streets around the W still show signs of damage from that construction. The city just can't seem to 

make developers take care of the streets they damage. 

Response to Comment No. 66-9 

Street paving schedules are decided by the City and Bureau of Street Services. The comment does not 

state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 66-10 

Let's leave things the way they are -- instead of developing the land here into gigantic structures that 

strain the earth, why not put in a much-needed park? 

Response to Comment No. 66-10 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 66-11 

Or keep the land as parking lots -- Hollywood certainly needs more parking. 

Response to Comment No. 66-11 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 66-12 

If you want to redevelop Hollywood, let's get rid of some of the sleazy stores that line parts of Hollywood 

Blvd.? 

Response to Comment No. 66-12 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 66-13 

Also, I'm not sure whether or not the City is helping to fund this development -- if so, I resent using my 

tax money to line the pockets of developers. 

Response to Comment No. 66-13 

The City is not helping to fund the Project. Also, the comment does not state a specific question 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 

Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 67 - LOND, HARLEY #2 

Harley Lond 

2274 Alcyona Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 67-1 

I'm sure that -- given the power that developers hold over the current members of the city council and the 

mayor -- the Millennium project will go ahead -- to the detriment of Hollywood. However, I urge you to 

take note: 

Response to Comment No. 67-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 67-2 

Do not allow the following to be approved: 

Increasing the present zoning from a 4.5:1 ratio to a 6:1 ratio would allow the developer to increase the 

project size from 825,000SF to l.lMillion SF. 

Allowing a reduction in the City's parking requirement for the proposed 35,000SF health club from 10-

spaces/1000 to 2-spaces/1000. The reduction in parking spaces would have 280 health club users looking 

for parking on Hollywood's streets. 

The Community Redevelopment Agency's development requirements were put in place to maintain 

Hollywood's historic core and Unallow for redevelopment to enhance and compliment existing 

development and the livability of the surrounding residential communities. Allowing Millennium/Argent 

to eliminate their development's adherence to the CRA guidelines creates a massive project totally out of 

scale with the Hollywo 

Response to Comment No. 67-2 

Please see Section IV.G, Land Use Planning of the Draft EIR for infonnation regarding the Project's 

consistency with the Redevelopment Plan. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific question 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 

Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 67-3 

Below is a copy of my previous letter to you and the Hollywood-area council members: 

This is in response to Draft Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR State Clearinghouse 

No. 2011041094 

I have reviewed the report regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project and have come to the conclusion 

that the development is not beneficial to the community. Hollywood does not need more shops or hotel 

rooms or pricey condos. There is much unused retail space on Hollywood Blvd and -- surprising given all 

the hoopla when The W was proposed -- retail space at The W. There appears to be other mixed use 

developments going up to the east of this development. Enough is enough. 

No. 1: The size of the proposed development will be detrimental to the Hollywood skyline: To wit, 

destroying or altering views from the South, West and East of the Capitol Building (despite what the 

developers say) and the beautiful Holly\'.-ood Hills (and perhaps vie\vs of the Hollywood sign.). 

No. 2: The development would increase traffic congestion in an area already clogged with traffic; nearby 

freeway onramps and arteries are already at a virtual standstill during rush hour; this development would 

make that worse. 

No. 3: There is already a higher level of noise and crime engendered by the clubs and restaurants that 

have opened in Hollywood; this will only contribute more. 

No. 4: During constmction, the noise will drift up into the hills and be unbearable (noise from 

construction of The W was horrible). 

No. 5: The air quality will suffer from the dust and dirt of construction. 

No. 6: Construction will clog streets with construction vehicles, adding to local congestion. 

No. 7: After construction, the streets in the area will be damaged with potholes, alligator ridges, etc. 

Many streets around the W still show signs of damage from that construction. The city just can't seem to 

make developers take care of the streets they damage. 

Let's leave things the way they are -- instead of developing the land here into gigantic structures that 

strain the earth, why not put in a much-needed park? Or keep the land as parking lots -- Hollywood 

certainly needs more parking. 

If you want to redevelop Hollywood, let's get rid of some of the sleazy stores that line parts of Hollywood 

Blvd.? Also, I'm not sure whether or not the City is helping to fund this development -- if so, I resent 

using my tax money to line the pockets of developers. 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-279 

RL0030724 



EM27565 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

Response to Comment No. 67-3 

This comment is a repeat of Comment Letter No. 66-0 l (Lond, Harley ( # l)). Please refer to Response to 

Comment No. 66-13 (Lond, Harley (# 1 )) above for a complete response to concerns. 
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LETTER NO. 68- MANZO, NITA 

Nita Manzo 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 68-1 

I am writing to comment on the proposed Millenium Project. 

I am not a land use attorney or a traffic expert, so I don't suppose that I \vill be able to add any expertise 

to your consideration process. 

Response to Comment No. 68-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration 

Comment No. 68-2 

Further, it would have been nice if the Planning Department could have given us more time to review this 

DEIR. After all, the developer is asking you for a 20 year agreement. Why then do we receive only a 

few weeks to look at this mountain of documents? 

Response to Comment No. 68-2 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

Comment No. 68-3 

I question the adequacy of the traffic study supporting this DEIR 

I live near the intersection of Argyle and Franklin, and I believe that it is already in failure at many 

evening peak times. I routinely drive east on Franklin at about 6:30 pm (which is outside of the 

mistakenly-tnmcated peak afternoon study time of 3:00 pm to 6:00 pm), Tuesdays and Thursdays, and I 

observe that west-going traffic on Franklin (mostly people waiting to get on the 101 at Argy le) is backed 

up often as far as Wilton Place. 

Again, this is at a time which was not even measured by the traffic study. 
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Despite this, the traffic study describes the Franklin/Argyle intersection as being currently adequate. 

(IV.Kl Transportation -Traffic Draft Environmental Impact Report Page IV.Kl-22) 

I recognize that whoever did this study may have complied with the applicable procedures or regulations 

of LA DOT. However, if LA DOT considers the Franklin/ Argyle intersection to be acceptable currently, 

then its judgment too must be questioned. 

Argyle is a Local Street, and many of us depend on it to get in and out of our homes. Not everyone can 

use public transit, and this is a hilly area. Please reconsider the proposed impacts on our neighborhood. 

Response to Comment No. 68-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 09-36 (AMDA). In addition, the Project was determined to have a 

significant impact at Intersection No. 6-Argyle Avenue and Franklin Avenue/US 101 NB On-Ramp. The 

Traffic Study Appendix IV.Kl of Draft EIR, has proposed a mitigation measure at this intersection to 

help improve the traffic conditions. The proposed enhancements for the Argyle Avenue and Franklin 

A venue/US l 01 NB On-Ramp are also identified in Mitigation Measure K 1-10 on pages I-94 and 

IV.K 1-58 of the Draft EIR (and revised to Mitigation Measure K l-11 to accommodate a new Mitigation 

Measure K 1-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). 

Comment No. 68-4 

There is so much more I would like to say, but I am out of time. 

Response to Comment No. 68-4 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 69- MASON, JEAN CLYDE 

Jean Clyde Mason 

2777 Woodshire Drive, Hollywoodland, CA 90068 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 69-1 

These height allowances are outrageous. I will join with my neighbors and I will fight against them. 

Response to Comment No. 69-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 69-2 

Garcetti is the leader of our now cormpt City Government. He should be impeached, dethroned, fined 

and first EXPOSED as a CROOKED POLITICIAN, taking bribes and favors from money hungry 

developers. 

Response to Comment No. 69-2 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 70 - MCDONOUGH, BARBARA 

Barbara McDonough 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 70-1 

This is a travesty on the landscape! These buildings are completely out of scale for anywhere in LA, not 

to mention the historic neighborhood of Hollywood. 

Response to Comment No. 70-1 

Please see Response to Comment No 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, 

and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on 

the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent structures. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 70-2 

Not only will they be an eyesore, you will ruin the one-of-a-kind underground echo chambers in the 

Capitol Studios which unfortunately will sit between the two hideous towers to-be. These echo chambers 

were built by the legendary Les Paul and still are attracting the top musical talent of the world to record 

there, which gives a lot of business to the area and are recognized globally as beyond valuable. Sinatra, 

the Beach Boys, The Beatles and hundreds of legendary acts have sought out recording there for the 

existing echo chambers. In 2007 one \Vas damaged when the digging began to build that adjacent parking 

lot. With these buildings, they will all be mined for sure. Who's going to answer for that? 

Response to Comment No. 70-2 

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be 

experienced by the Capitol Record echo chambers and studios. For the purposes of CEQA analysis, the 

Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment (i.e., the Capitol 

Records Building's underground echo chambers) would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Under the analysis for the Project's impact on the Capital Record echo chambers and studios, the only 

significant impact would be an operational use conflict, not the loss of, or damage to, a historic resource. 

Comment No. 70-3 

And have you even considered the traffic nightmare you will further aggravate? All the other 

development you have recently allowed will not even be functioning ... just try getting to Trader Joes on 
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Vine now... it's at least l 0-15 minutes to even get into the parking structure because the surrounding 

streets are infested with tourist foot traffic, cabs are parked all around the W hotel, and cars are backed up 

all the way up the hill past Yucca. 

Response to Comment No. 70-3 

The Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of traffic impacts and a corresponding technical report. Please 

see those documents for traffic impacts. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or 

question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts 

of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 70-4 

You will also have everyone trying to get on and off the 101 backing up the highway ramp. It's horrible 

as it is now on Argyle and with Vine being out of commission, this is a receipt for disaster. This is not 

proper civic planning! This is absolute greed driving your decision. 

Response to Comment No. 70-4 

The comment is noted. The traffic conditions on/off the northbound US-101 Freeway from Argyle 

A venue are constrained by the conditions at the freeway mainline and the surface street intersection of 

Argyle Avenue and Franklin Avenue/US 101 NB On-Ramp. The proposed enhancements for the Argyle 

Avenue and Franklin Avenue/US 101 NB On-Ramp are identified in Mitigation Measure K.1-10 on pages 

I-94 and IV.K.1-58 of the Draft EIR (and revised to Mitigation Measure K.1-11 to accommodate a new 

Mitigation Measure K. l-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). As 

shown in the Traffic Study, Appendix IV.Kl of Draft EIR, the Project traffic \vould not have significant 

impacts on freeway mainline. 

Comment No. 70-5 

Additionally, with all the recent earthquake activity in North America, nobody wants to even live in a 

high-rise, so undoubtedly they will sit with minimum capacity occupancy, just like the others that already 

exist on Vine. I ask you, who are they serving, save for greedy developers? Answer: just you and the 

guys making all the money to destroy such a historical comer. 

Response to Comment No. 70-5 

The Project Site is not listed within an Alquist-Prioli Fault Zoning Map area. For information regarding 

fault mpture and the potential for a major earthquake to occur, please refer to Response to Comment No 

24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above. 
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Comment No. 70-6 

You mve it to those you serve to revisit the building of such architectural ugly structures and the ethically

challanged glad-shaking deals you've been making on behalf of those you serve. It's truly disgusting. 

Response to Comment No. 70-6 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential aesthetic impacts in Section IV.A, Aesthetics. 

Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 71_MORROW, MICHAEL 

Michael Morrow 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 71-1 

I'm almost a 66 year resident of Hollywood and am awestruck that a traffic study was not yet done for the 

proposed project. Former City Councilman, Mike Woo, knew how bad traffic could get, and that was one 

reason he had a four-story height limit set on new Hollywood construction. Towers ten times that seem 

out of the question of sanity for all but pedestrians. As popular as Hollywood has been, I'd rather it not 

have something build that would even resemble a tempting, twin-towers type target for any troubled 

terrorist. I'd think that City-Hall height would be enough for more than enough for any future (additional) 

Hollywood landmark, 

Response to Comment No. 71-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft ECR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. Also, 

it should be noted that a detailed traffic study was prepared for the Project and was circulated for public 

review along with the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 71-2 

Finally, please extend the time for public comment on the traffic study, and let me know the results of a 

traffic study for the proposed project. 

Response to Comment No. 71-2 

For infonnation on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. Also, as stated above, it should be noted that a detailed traffic study was 

prepared for the Project and was circulated for public review along with the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER NO. 72 - NEGRI, PATTI 

Patti Negri 

December 7, 2012 

Comment No. 72-1 

Thank you Jack, this is GREAT! We will shortly be sending an email around for hopefully ALL 

residents to do the same! ;o) Patti. 

Response to Comment No. 72-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 73 - NELSON, TODD 

Todd Nelson 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 73-1 

When you have a moment, could you please confirm that you received our DECR comment letter that was 

emailed to you yesterday afternoon? Thank you very much! 

Response to Comment No. 73-1 

The comment is referring to Comment Letter No. 09, (AMDA). The comment does not state a specific 

concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 74- PAGE, BARB 

Barb Page 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 74-1 

Please consider the traffic implications in the Hollywood area. The traffic on Franklin between the 

Mayfair market and Gower is already impossible and getting worse. This is unacceptable, to proceed 

without a traffic study. I object to the Millennium Hollywood Project because it is not ready unless/until 

the traffic studies have been completed! 

Response to Comment No. 74-1 

The commenter wants a traffic study done for the Project. As identified in the Draft EIR, a Traffic Study 

was performed for the Project and Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft ECR summarizes 

the analysis presented in the Traffic Impact Study for the Millennium Hollywood Development, 

Hollywood, CA, which was prepared by Crain & Associates, dated June 2012 (Traffic Study). The scope 

and methodology of the analysis was determined in conjunction with the City of Los Angeles Department 

of Transportation (LADOT). The Traffic Study is contained in Appendix Kl to this Draft EIR. 

Nevertheless, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 

bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 75- PHILLIPS, SUZANNE 

Suzanne Phillips 

29 l 7 Ledgewood Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 75-1 

I strongly object to the overly high towers proposed for Hollywood. I believe they will mar forever a 

world famously view of the Hollywood hills that the whole city enjoys. 

Response to Comment No. 75-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for infonnation regarding views, including views of the 

Hollywood Sign, and overall visual character of the Project in Hollywood. 

Comment No. 75-2 

This area is already congested as we who live here know too well and I understand that parking. In the 

buildings will be inadequate. 

Response to Comment No. 75-2 

With regard to parking, the Project's parking was analyzed using a shared parking w-hich may be applied 

to the Base Demand when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 

24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the 

Development Regulations. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies and Section l 06.61 of 

the Green Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking 

demand with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the land uses 

constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking requirements 

shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project construction based on the procedures set forth 

below and in the Development Agreement. As discussed above, parking will be provided to meet 

demand. 

Comment No. 75-3 

I own 3 residential properties in the area as well as 2 commercial buildings. I live in Hollywoodland. 

Please pass my comments on. 
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Response to Comment No. 75-3 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 76- POOLE, NANCY CARLA 

Nancy Carla Poole 

5860 Canyon Cove, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 76-1 

Please extend the public comment period for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Response to Comment No. 76-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

Comment No. 76-2 

The traffic study must be done. As a homeowner, I already experience congested traffic in the area. How 

will traffic get onto the 101? 

Response to Comment No. 76-2 

A traffic study was prepared and discussed in Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. 

The Traffic Study is Appendix K. l of the Draft EIR. 

Traffic will access the 101 free\vay via the existing onramps. 

Comment No. 79-3 

It will also be out of size compared to the surrounding buildings. This is a recipe for an eyesore that will 

ruin the historic Hollywood area. 

Response to Comment No. 79-3 

It should be noted that the Project Site does not contain a height limitation under current zoning. Also, 

the Draft EIR analyzed height and massing issues related to surrounding properties in Sections IV.A, 

Aesthetics, IV.C, Cultural Resources, and IV.G, Land Use Planning. The Draft EIR discloses that the 

Project allows for a scale and massing of new development that is significantly larger than other 

structures in the immediately surrounding area. The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project 

has the potential to add considerable height and density, and that the immediate surroundings of the on

site and adjacent historic resources will be altered. Alteration of the surrounding area however will not 

critically reduce the integrity of surrounding historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in 

national, state, or local registers will be impaired. 
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Please see Response to Comment No 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, 

and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources for a discussion on the 

compatibility of the Project with the adjacent structures. 
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LETTER NO. 77 - REICHENBACH, FRAN (#1) 

Fran Reichenbach 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 77-l 

I just got off the phone with Srimal. She tells me that requests for an extension of time for commenting 

on this Environmental document have been received and while they are still being reviewed, she is of the 

understanding that you are officially preparing a statement refusing to allow such an extension of time. I 

also understand that you are in receipt of a request to extend this comment period by Eric Garcetti. I'm 

hoping that you will call me so we can discuss this. It would help to understand directly from you the 

rationale for denying so many requests. 

Response to Comment No. 77-l 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 78 - REICHENBACH, FRAN (#2) 

Fran Reichenbach 

December 4, 2012 

Comment No. 78-1 

It is my opinion, that the Planning Department should be responsive to the people as well as the 

councilmember (Garcetti) who have made this request. Please extend the comment period. 

Response to Comment No. 78-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response l, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 79 - REICHENBACH, FRAN (#3) 

Fran Reichenbach 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 79-1 

Attached is a copy of the extension request from the Hollywood Dell. Please consider and include in the 

file for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Response to Comment No. 79-1 

The extension request from the Hollywood Dell Civic Association is included as Comment Letter # 13 and 

responded to in Comment 13-l. 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 80 - REZNIK, BENJAMIN (#1) 

Benjamin M. Reznik 

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, ?1h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 80-l 

We represent and are writing on behalf of HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the 

Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, respectively, of the 

W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90028. On 

October 25, 2012, the Planning Department circulated the Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for the 

Millennium Holly\'.-ood Project for a 45-day comment period until December 10, 2012. We request that 

the comment period be extended to a total of 60 days ending on December 24, 2012. We also request 

notice of your approval of the extension by Friday, December 7, 2012. 

The Project provides over a million square feet of new development including dwelling units, hotel, 

office, restaurant, health and fitness and retail uses on a property that has historic designation. The EIR is 

1,250 pages with thousands of additional pages of Appendices. Due to the expansive scope of proposed 

development and the extraordinary length of the EIR, the extension is warranted under the California 

Environmental Quality Act. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15105) As the City frequently provides for a 60-day 

comment period on other large projects, this request is reasonable and consistent with City practices. 

Response to Comment No. 80-l 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 
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LETTER NO. 81 - REZNIK, BENJAMIN (#2) 

Benjamin M. Reznik 

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, ?1h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 81-1 

On behalf of the HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC ("HEI/GC") and the Hollywood & 

Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, respectively, of the W 

Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90028 (the "W 

Residences"), we provide the following public comment regarding the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project"), prepared by the City of Los 

Angeles (the "City"). 

On May 31, 2011, HEI/GC submitted a public comment letter regarding the scoping of the EIR for the 

Project. After review of the DEIR, we have several concerns about the Project and the accompanying 

environmental analysis, because the DEIR fails to fully evaluate the issues identified in this letter, and 

fails to properly analyze several additional issues relating to: project description, land use, aesthetics, 

parking, air quality, school and library services, parkland, historic resources, noise, landfill capacity and 

grmvth inducing impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 81-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts 

of the Project and contains a number of inaccuracies and false assumptions that does not fully disclose all 

impacts. The subsequent comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived 

inadequacies of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, below. 

Comment No. 81-2 

I. The DEIR Does Not Contain a Stable, Accurate, and Finite Project Description, Precluding 

an Understanding of What the Project Actually Contains. 

The DEIR contains an amorphous, confusing, and wholly unstable Project Description, which amounts in 

essence to a zone change with no definite proposal to accompany it. An "accurate, stable, and finite 
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project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR." San Joaquin Raptor 

Rescue Center v. County ofMerced, 149 Cal. App. 4th 645, 655 (2007) ("San Joaquin Raptor 11), quoting 

County of Inyo v. City ofLos Angeles, 71 Cal App. 3d 185, 193 (1977). Furthermore, "[a}n accurate 

Project Description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a 

proposed activity." Silveira v. Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary Dist., 54 Cal. App. 4th 980, 990 (1997). 

Therefore, an inaccurate or incomplete project description renders the analysis of environmental effects 

inherently unreliable, in tum rendering impossible any evaluation of the benefits of the Project in light of 

its significant effects. Although extensive detail is not necessarily required, a DEIR must describe a 

project not only with sufficient detail, but also with sufficient accuracy, to permit informed decision

making. See CEQA Guidelines§ 15124. 

Response to Comment No. 81-2 

The comment states case law regarding the adequacy of project descriptions cites the CEQA Guidelines 

and contends that the project description is unstable and "amounts in essence to a zone change with no 

definite proposal to accompany it." An EIR requires an accurate and stable project description as 

described by the Commenter. This does not mean, however, that the project description must be rigid or 

inflexible. "The CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise 

mold of the initial project; indeed, new- and unforeseen insights may emerge during the investigation 

evoking revision of the original proposal." County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71Cal.App.3d185, 199 

(1977). While the proposed Project presents several design scenarios with the provision that the final 

development may be any combination of the designs analyzed in the Draft EIR., the Project Description is 

stable and presents the information required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental 

review. The Project Description, provided in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR., contains 

the required contents set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, which was cited by the 

Commenter. 

Specifically, Section 15 l 24(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, '·Tue precise location and boundaries of 

the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the 

project shall also appear on a regional map." Consistent with these requirements, Figure II-1 on page H-3 

of Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR depicts the regional vicinity of the Project Site, Figure 

II-5 on page II-17 and Figure II-6 on page II-19 provide Photo Location Maps of the Project Site, Figure 

II-7 on page II-25 provides a site plan of the Project Site, and Figure II-2 on page II-2 provides an aerial 

view of the Project Site and its environs. 

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A statement of objectives sought by the proposed 

project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of 

alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of 

overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying 

purpose of the project." Pages II-44 through II-48 of Subsection D, in Section II, Project Description, of 

the Draft EIR discusses the Project Objectives. In addition, as stated on page II-44, "The underlying 

purpose of the Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modem mixed-
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use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for 

creative development consistent with the priorities of the City's urban land use policies for Hollywood 

and those expressed by various stakeholders." 

Section 15124(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A general description of the project's technical, 

economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and 

supporting public service facilities." Pages II-15 through H-44 of Section II, Project Description, 

provides a discussion of the project's characteristics. 

Section 15124(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, "A statement briefly describing the intended uses of 

the EIR". Pages H-49 through H-50 of Subsection E, in Section CI, Project Description, of the Draft EIR 

provides a discussion of the "Intended Uses of the EIR." 

Based on the above, the Project Description in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and 

accurately describes the Proposed Project in an appropriate level of detail for evaluation and review of 

environmental impacts. Specifically, the EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact analysis for each 

category of impact. For each category, the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. 

Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that 

comprehends all of the impacts of the range of Project build-out combinations. For a given 

environmental category, the EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that 

category. 

This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of 

Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the 

contrary, CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply 

extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry 

Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal.App.41
h 20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies 

CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not 

required). Therefore, the Project Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result 

from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single 

project. 

Comment No. 81-3 

The DEIR fails to meet this foundational requirement and, ultimately, provides only the most basic 

understanding of what the Project entails. In fact, the only clear aspects of the Project are the doubling of 
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the currently permitted floor area ratio to allow development of about 1.2 million square feet ("s.f.") of 

some combination of uses, of which about 1.1 million s.f.an amount approximately equivalent to the 

Staples Center--comprises new development. Also, development of the Project would presumably occur 

sometime before the 2035 horizon year of the requested development agreement ("D.A."). The purported 

equivalency program and development regulations represent little more than a jumbled amalgam of 

different Project characteristics, different aspects of which are evaluated depending on the environmental 

issue area. A project description that allows anything is a project description that clarifies nothing. 

Response to Comment No. 81-3 

The comment is in regard to the adequacy of the Project Description under CEQA. The Project 

Description, provided in Section n, Project Description, of the Draft EIR contains the required contents 

set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, 

Benjamin (#2)) above for a detailed assessment of the adequacy of the Project Description under CEQA. 

Further, as described in Section CI, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on Page H-21, "[t]hrough the 

analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential 

Scenario, further described below, this Draft ECR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each 

environmental issue area ... " Thus, the most intense impacts from each scenario represent the greatest 

environmental impacts permitted for any development scenario for the Project. This "worst-case impact 

envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies 

from the project described in the EIR so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment 

Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 

190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis 

comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more broadly than the project 

actually approved). 

With respect to the Equivalency Program, as described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft 

EIR, it does not allow the Project Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the 

Draft EIR. Further, it does not allow for development beyond the maximum impacts disclosed in the 

Draft EIR. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area from 

the Concept Plan, the Residential Scenario, or the Commercial Scenario. 

The Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in 

the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would 

begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall 

include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed. The 

supporting documentation would also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed 

Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 81-4 

For instance, the EIR includes a basic "Concept Plan," as \vell as two additional scenarios-the so-called 

Commercial and Residential Scenarios. (DEIR, pp. 23, 27-28) However, further reading soon clarifies 

that these scenarios are merely three among many, as uses, floor area, and parking may be transferred 

between the two halves of the Project site. Moreover, as illustrated in the purported "Development 

Regulations," the only guarantees provided with respect to massing are a 150-foot-tall podium on each 

half of the Project site, above which any number of development configurations could occur. 

Development above the podium could result in towers or large, blocky structures ranging in height from 

220 to 585 feet, 22 dwarfing the 151-foot-tall (including the spire) Capitol Records Building and 

potentially displacing the Century Plaza Towers as the tallest buildings outside of downtown Los 

Angeles. Or, as the building envelopes illustrated in the Development Regulations indicate, t\vo massive 

walls of development more akin to the Las Vegas Strip's Planet Hollywood than to Holly\'.-ood Boulevard. 

Despite representations throughout the DEIR that the Development Regulations \vould guide and limit 

development, avoiding environmental impacts, the Development Regulations provide large building 

envelopes and a number of broad generalities masquerading as standards. For example, Section 6.2 

(Street Walls) only encourages architectural elements to reduce the apparent massing of the inevitable 

monolith: it requires nothing. Similarly, section 6.6. l .f provides that windows be recessed, except where 

"inappropriate." Section 7. l. l provides that the towers shall not appear "overwrought" and shall have 

"big, simple moves": how can 600-foot-tall structures not appear "overwrought" in comparison to 

adjacent development less than one third its height? 23 

Response to Comment No. 81-4 

The comment raises concern that the Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and Residential Scenario are 

merely three among many uses, floor area, and parking, which may be transferred between the two halves 

of the Project Site. While flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to 

particular land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all potential 

land uses, the maximum FAR ( 6: l ), and the range of parking that would be provided. A conceptual plan 

was prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements 

the Development Agreement land use and development standards. The Concept Plan provides an 

illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the 

Development Agreement. Two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential 

Scenario were also prepared and analyzed. Through the analysis of the Concept Plan, the Commercial 

Scenario and the Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each 

environmental issue area. These maximum potential impacts per environmental issue area across all three 

plans form the greatest enviromnental impact permitted for any development scenario for the Project. In 

22 By way of comparison, the Ritz Carlton at L.A. Live is 653feet tall; the Century Plaza Towers are 571 feet tall. 

23 Particularly instructive in this regard is the acknowledgement in the Development Regulations that the "historic 
datum" for the community is l 50feel. See Development Regulations, § 7 .1.5. Thus, this development would, even under 
the most charitable reading, dwarf the surrounding neighborhood 
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addition to the identified development scenanos listed in the Draft EIR the proposed Equivalency 

Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could respond to the growth of 

Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the development. Land uses to be 

developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of 

the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental 

impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. 

To respond to the commenter's statement that two massive walls of development will be built, it is well 

recognized that there is a large range of aesthetic characteristics and contrasts (including height) within 

the City of Los Angeles. This also applies to the existing aesthetic conditions surrounding the Project 

Site in the Hollywood community of Los Angeles, which consists primarily of surface parking lots, low

scale construction, and surrounding larger urban structures. The proposed structures could range from 

approximately 220 to 585 feet high, assuming they are built to the maximum height limit established in 

the Development Regulations. Heights up to 585 feet are allowed by right on the Project Site, as there are 

no zoning or other regulations that place height limits on the Project Site. From most vantage points the 

Project's towers would occupy the skyline and contribute to the urban form. 

The visual character existing today at and around the Project Site is one of an urban landscape with a 

mixed-use nature and a variety of different heights and massing. As noted in the Draft EIR there is 

minimal thematic or consistent visual character that defines either the Project Site or the surrounding 

aesthetic environment. Instead, the area is characterized by a variety of commercial, office, hotel, and 

mixed-use urban structures that range from historic mid-rise architecture to modern glass tower buildings 

with advertising signage. 

The comment contends that the Development Regulations only provide broad generalities and provided a 

few examples. While the Development Regulations do provide some recommendations, the majority are 

requirements that guide and limit development. For example, Section 6.2, cited in the comment, requires 

the street wall to be articulated "to create a sense of different uses, visual uses and orientation." It also 

requires the street wall to "have proportions and architectural building details which emphasize and 

reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian environment." Section 6.6. l, also cited in the 

comment, provides a number of requirements and limits including, but not limited to, the use of 

"sustainable materials," rooftop mechanical equipment is required to be screened and the screening "shall 

be designed to be integral with the building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized." 

The comment also cites Section 7. l.l, and questions, "how can 600-foot-tall structures not appear 

"overwrought" in comparison to adjacent development less than one third its height?" First, Section 

7.1.l, requires that "[t]owers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear 

slender." Second, Section 7.1.2, the section containing the tenn overwrought states in part that "[t]owers 

shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry ... [and] shall not appear overwrought or to have 

over manipulated-manipulated elements" As such, "overwrought" is not related to height, but rather 

related to the idea of a sleek tower as opposed to an overcomplicated or overly ornate tower. 
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Comment No. 81-5 

Further, the purported Equivalency Program and Development Regulations allow development of a nearly 

infinite number of development mixes, ranging anywhere from nearly over 900 residential units (rental or 

owned) to none, anywhere from over 200 hotel rooms to none, and 215,000 s.f. or more of office uses. 

Other uses, such as restaurants and health/fitness clubs are listed, but may or may not appear in the final 

development. 

Response to Comment No. 81-5 

It is the overall intent of the Equivalency Program to allow- development flexibility with respect to the 

buildout of the Project. Specifically, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so 

that the Project could respond to the growih of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out 

duration of the development. The City of Los Angeles has given developers a tool to allow the exchange 

of land uses among the permitted uses, so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied 

and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR or 

exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). 

Development proposed through the Equivalency Program allows the Applicant to constmct land uses and 

stmctures that are consistent with the growth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of 

constmction. It does not allow the Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in 

the Draft EIR nor does it allow any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the 

analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential 

Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area. 

Procedurally, the Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures 

set forth in the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency 

Program would begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. 

This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed. The supporting documentation would also provide sufficient infonnation to demonstrate that 

the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in 

the Draft EIR. 

This '"worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County oflnyo v. City of 

Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary, 

CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply extensive 
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detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry Creek 

Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal.App.41
h 20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies 

CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not 

required). Therefore, the Project Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result 

from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single 

project.] 

Comment No. 81-6 

Thus, the project description fails not only to provide any meaningful description of the actually proposed 

development, but also, by using only generalities in terms of square footages, fails to provide any 

information about the actual uses planned for the Project site. As stated above, residential units could 

comprise rental units or for-sale units. 

Response to Comment No. 81-6 

The commenter asserts that the Project Description fails to provide information about actual uses for the 

Project. As stated earlier, in the Response to Comment No. 81-2, the Proposed Project presents several 

design scenarios, with the provision that the final development maybe any combination of the designs 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. CEQA and the City of Los Angeles provide essential flexibility tools to 

applicants so that Projects can respond to the ever-changing real estate market and needs of the 

Hollywood area. Even though the defined Concept Plan presented in the Draft EIR represents only one 

scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement, overall flexibility is 

contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, and massing 

characteristics. In addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed 

Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could respond to the 

growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the development. Land uses 

to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the 

limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of 

environmental impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. 

Procedurally, the Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures 

set forth in the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency 

Program \vould begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. 

This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed. The supporting documentation would also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that 

the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in 

the Draft EIR. 

This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County offnyo v. City of 
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Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Comment No. 81-7 

The requested entitlements also include a conditional use permit for alcoholic beverage sales though, 

consistent with the rest of the project description, the DEIR fails to provide any specific infonnation on 

this point (will the contemplated roof-top cafe (if the tower exceeds 550 feet in height), or other spaces, 

include alcohol service?). To the extent the Applicant has any specific plans for specialized uses that 

might occur on-site, the DECR must describe those plans. See Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. 

City of Bakersjield. 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1213 (2004) ("[T]o simply state as did the ... EIR that 'no 

stores have been identified' without disclosing the type of retailers envisioned ... is not only misleading 

and inaccurate, but hints at mendacity."). The actual uses of the site could alter the impact analysis and, 

as described in more detail below, the significant omissions in the DEIR either prevent or obscure key 

impact analyses. As the project description stands, the community and decision-makers are simply left to 

wonder as to what the Applicant would ultimately construct and precisely what would occupy that square 

footage. Furthermore, changes to the Project would occur with the Applicant "filing a request," but no 

further detail is provided regarding the level of review· and how the Project would achieve compliance 

with CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 81-7 

The comment states that specific information regarding the conditional use permit for alcohol sales was 

not included in the Draft EIR and to the extent that "any specific plans for specialized uses that might 

occur on-site,'' the Draft EIR must describe those plans. As Commenter notes, the Project Description 

does identify that a CUP for off-site sale and on-site sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages is being 

requested by the Project Applicant. See Section II, Project Description, page II-49. 

The Project Description provides more than the comment suggests regarding the location of alcohol sales 

by stating that "[f]ood and beverage uses would be provided both on the ground floor and within the 

hotel, sports club and office and on a possible rooftop observation deck. The food and beverage uses 

would include full-service restaurants and a cafe. The full service restaurant would also include outdoor 

dining areas." Id. at page II-30. As such, pursuant to the Project Description, the full-service restaurants 

and cafe, the hotel and the dining area of the potential rooftop observation deck could serve alcohol. 

The Project Applicant is requesting a master conditional use permit to permit the onsite sales and 

consumption and sale for offsite consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages. Because none of the 

specific operators of the alcohol-serving establishments can be knmvn until after the Project is built, a 

blanket conditional use would require that each operator seek and obtain plan approval from the Zoning 

Administrator before the operator is authorized to serve alcohol within the project. The purpose of the 
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plan approval is to ensure that each operator proposes a use that is consistent and compatible with the 

blanket conditional use. 

The master conditional use would consist of ten alcohol-related uses within the Project as follows: 

1. Five sit-down restaurants or cafes \vith a full line of alcoholic beverages for onsite sales and 

consumption with food (Type 4 7 - bona fide public eating place), including a hotel restaurant that 

may feature live music and dancing. 

2. One cafe or restaurant on the potential rooftop observation deck with a full-line of alcoholic 

beverages for onsite sales and consumption with food (Type 47 - bona fide public eating place). 

3. One nightclub lounge with a full line of alcoholic beverages for onsite sales and consumption. 

While the nightclub lounge may serve food, it is intended to be a Type 48 stand-alone bar 

establishment and \vill include bottle service. The nightclub lounge may also feature live 

entertainment and dancing. 

4. One retail establishment, such as a gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a 

full line of alcoholic beverages for offsite consumption (Type 21 - offsite general). 

5. Two mobile bars to provide alcohol service for special events at several locations on the Project 

Site, which may also feature live entertainment and dancing. Service of food and/or a full line of 

alcoholic beverages will be conducted at these special event locations either by the specified 

onsite providers or by appropriately licensed off-site providers. 

The Draft EIR also discusses the food and beverage uses in Section IV.H, Noise, for example. It explains 

that "[t]he Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at

grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the proposed 

towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas, swimming pools and 

poolside sea.ting, and outdoor dining." See Section IV.H, Noise, page IV.H-40. The section goes on to 

conclude that outdoor eating and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise 

levels at surrounding off site uses and that these impacts would be less than significant. 

The Commenter cites Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City ofBakersjield, 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184 

(2004) ("Bakersfield"), for his contentions regarding specific plans for specialized uses and the argument 

that the actual uses on the site could alter the impact analysis. First, Bakersfield is a case primarily 

regarding the need for an urban decay study and corresponding analysis in the environmental impact 

report when a project includes a Supercenter. This Project does not propose a Superstore or any type of 

retail use that \vould require an urban decay study. To the extent that Bakersfield, could be broadly 

applicable here, the Project Applicant does not have any specific plans for specialized uses that might 

occur on-site and is not proposing any specialized uses like a Supercenter. 
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The Draft EIR studies all of the potential uses of the Project Site including residential, hotel, food and 

beverage (including alcohol) uses, retail, fitness center/sports club, and office use. Further specificity is 

unknown and not required because the end user (i.e. name or type of retail or name of restaurant) would 

not implicate new or different environmental effects other than those already addressed in the Draft EIR. 

See Maintain Our Desert Environment v. Town ofApple Valley, 120 Cal. App. 4th 396 (2004). 

With regard to the comment that the public is left to wonder what will be built, please refer to Response 

to Comment No. 81-5 above (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)), for more information. Also, see Response to 

Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information as to the Project Description's 

adequacy under CEQA. 

Comment No. 81-8 

As a result of the exclusions described above and in more detail below, the DEIR lacks the information 

necessary for reasoned and informed consideration of the Project's environmental impacts. See CEQA 

Guidelines§ 1512l(a). Moreover, given the many significant and unavoidable impacts the DEIR predicts 

that the Project will cause, the lack of specificity regarding the development proposal-specifically, the 

request for a building envelope and virtually unlimited physical and temporal flexibility-renders 

impossible any infonned judgment by the decision-makers regarding the benefits of the Project against its 

significant effects, contrary to CEQA. See King County Farm Bureau v. City ofHanjord, 221 Cal. App. 

3d 692, 712 (1990). These omissions in the DEIR also deprive the decision-makers of substantial 

evidence upon which to make findings or adopt a statement of overriding considerations. The City must 

demand that the Applicant put forth an actual, finite development proposal, and must base both the 

environmental analysis and the consideration of the Project on that basis. The City must also revise and 

recirculate the DEIR to provide the public and decisionmakers the opportunity for informed comment and 

deliberation. 

Response to Comment No. 81-8 

The Commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks the information necessary for reasoned and informed 

consideration of the Project's environmental impacts. The Project Description presents the information 

required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. An EIR requires an accurate 

and stable project description as described by the Commenter. TI1is does not mean, however, that the 

project description must be rigid or inflexible. See County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 

3d 185, 199 (1977). 

The Commenter expresses concern about the building envelope and the physical and temporal flexibility, 

however, the EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For each 

category, the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the project description 

is designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact "envelope" that comprehends all of the impacts of 

a range of Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the EIR analyses the 

scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category. 
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This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to 

approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are 

disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County oflnyo v. City 

of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation ofCEQA, 

provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more 

broadly than the project actually approved). 

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the 

contrary, CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: "The description of the project ... should not supply 

extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact." See also, Dry 

Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design 

satisfies CEQA's requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is 

not required). 

Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the 

Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. 

As such, the City does not need to require the Project Applicant to put forth an "actual, finite development 

proposal" and the Draft EIR does not need to be revised and recirculated. 

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information as to the Project 

Description's adequacy under CEQA. 

Comment No. 81-9 

II. The DEIR Fails to Adequately identify and Analyze the Significant Environmental Impacts 

of Removing the Zoning Restrictions and Amending the Community Plan. 

The DEIR notes that the Property is within a C4-2D-SN zone, with a "D" development limitation that 

restrict the total floor area on the Property to a floor area ratio ("FAR") of3:1 (Ord. No. 165659). (DEIR, 

III-25) The Property has a Regional Center Commercial land use designation. On June 19, 2012, the 

City Council approved a Community Plan Update that increased the FAR on the site to 4.5: l. 

Subsequently, several neighborhood groups sued the City over the Community Plan Update in response to 

the proposed increase in density. These include Save Hollywood.org v. City of Los Angeles (BS 138370), 

Fix the City, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (BS138580), and La Mirada Neighborhood Association of 

Hollywood (BS138369). These complaints allege violations of CEQA for failure to properly evaluate the 

increase in density, among other issues. These cases have been consolidated and are being heard by 

Judge Goodman in Los Angeles Superior Court, with yet unknown outcome. The Hollywood Chamber of 

Commerce intervened in the case, and is represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, the same 

attorneys that represent the developer of the Hollywood Millennium Project. A Motion to Compel 

documents is calendared for December 14, 2012. Possible outcomes of the litigation include a stay on 

issuing pennits under the new 4.5: 1 FAR density, or an order for additional environmental review under 

C EQA. As such, the DEIR must evaluate the Project under the existing FAR of 3: l, or provide a caveat 
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that if the court issues a petition for writ of mandate reqmrmg additional CEQA review for the 

Community Plan Update, the Project will also require subsequent CEQA review. 

The Project includes an increase in FAR from 3:1 to 6:1, which is double the currently permitted density 

on the site. The DEIR states that the Redevelopment Plan allows an increase in FAR from 4.5: l to 6: l, if 

the proposed development furthers the goals and intent of the Redevelopment Plan and the Community 

Plan. (DEIR, HI-26) However, the DEIR does not evaluate the increase in FAR from the existing 

permitted FAR of 3:1 to 4.5: l, in the event that the Community Plan Update is not upheld in the court. 

Therefore, the DEIR must fully evaluate the land use impacts of doubling the density on the Property. 

Response to Comment No. 81-9 

The commenter is correct that a possible outcome of the litigation could include a stay on issuing permits 

under the newly proposed 4.5:1 FAR, however, the Project analyzes and discusses potential Project 

impacts under a 6:1 FAR, whether existing FAR is 3:1 per the "D" Limitation, or the modified FAR of 

4.5: I per the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The Draft EIR also evaluates the Project's consistency 

with both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan Update, so if the 

litigation results in a stay or negates the implementation of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, the 

Project has already been evaluated based on the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and no subsequent 

CEQA review is required. See pages IV.G.35-48 of the Draft EIR for the analysis of the Projecf s 

consistency with both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan 

Update. 

Further, as discussed in Section II, Project Description and Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft 

EIR, the Project Applicant is requesting the removal of the "D'' Limitation from the Project Site's zoning 

designation, thereby resulting in a FAR of 6: l. As such, the Project Applicant is not relying in any way 

on the Hollywood Community Plan Update for additional FAR. Further, the Regional Center 

Commercial land use designation allows for the constmction of commercial, parking, and high-density 

multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, 

restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, w-hich would be 

retained as part of the Project. Contrary to the commenter's statement that the Project is not consistent 

with zoning designations, this type of development would be consistent with the Regional Center 

Commercial land use designation of the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update. 

Comment No. 81-10 

III. The DEIR Does Not Evaluate Any Impacts Related to a Conditional Use Permit for the Sale 

of Alcoholic Beverages or Live Entertainment. 

The DEIR lists one of the proposed uses of the DEIR as a "Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and 

on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified 
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development". (DEIR, II-49) However, the DEIR fails to identify and fully evaluate the impacts for the 

proposed conditional uses for the sale of alcoholic beverages or live entertainment. 

For a Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcohol and/or live entertainment (CUB), the City requires 

specific information, such as (i) floor plans identifying areas where alcohol will be served and consumed, 

(ii) the total occupancy numbers of each area where alcohol will be served, (iii) the sensitive uses in the 

area that may be affected by the service of alcohol in this specific location, (iv) the hours of operation of 

the establishment, and the times when alcohol will be served within the hours of operation, (v) food 

service during alcohol service, (vi) the times at which live entertainment is pennitted, (vii) mitigation 

measures, including design features and insulation, to limit the noise of live entertainment, (viii) 

particular mitigation measures for service of alcohol on outdoor patios and roof decks, and several other 

mitigation measures related to noise, traffic, security, parking, and impact on public services that are 

directly effected by the sale of alcohol and live entertainment. Hollywood is an area that is oversaturated 

with liquor licenses for botl1 on and off-site consumption. Therefore, any proposed conditional use permit 

for the sale of alcohol or live entertainment must be thoroughly evaluated with input from the Police 

Department and community stakeholders, and each establishment within the Project must be evaluated 

separately. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent MND or ECR is required for the service of alcohol 

and live entertainment use within the Property, at the time that the Applicant has completed at least 

schematic design level drawings for each establishment. This is the standard of review for CUB permits 

that has been consistently applied to the entitlements for the numerous hotels, restaurants and night clubs 

in the Hollywood area, and is required to properly evaluate the Project's environmental impacts under 

CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 81-10 

The comment claims that the Draft EIR does not evaluate any impacts related to a conditional use permit 

(CUP) for the sale of alcoholic beverages or live entertainment. This issue was also raised and responded 

to in Response to Comment No. 81-7 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) above. Please see that response for a 

discussion of how the Draft EIR incorporates adequate information and analyses regarding the master 

conditional use permit for alcohol sales. In summary, the Draft EIR does analyze the potential impacts 

associated with the CUP for sale of alcoholic beverages and entertainment uses in the Draft EIR 

including, but not limited to, the project description, noise, public services, and land use sections. 

The comment then recites, without a reference to any controlling municipal code sections, the apparent 

City of Los Angeles requirements for a CUP for the sale of alcohol and/or live entertainment. These 

requirements are noted, but are not germane to the environmental impact issues analyzed in the Draft EIR 

because these details will be reviewed by the City before issuance of permits to the establishments 

covered by the CUP. 

It is important to recognize the CUP requested in the Draft ECR is a master CUP. A master CUP 

accomplishes the following: (l) establishes the maximum number of alcohol-serving establishments and 

locations within the project; (2) establishes the types of alcohol-serving establishments within the project; 
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and (3) establishes certain permitted activities within those establishments, such as live entertainment and 

dancing. 

Response to Comment No. 81-7 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) above lists the establishments covered by the 

master CUP requested in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, this blanket CUP would require that each operator 

seek and obtain plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator is authorized to serve 

alcohol within the Project. It follows that the Draft ECR has provided sufficient information and analysis 

to support approval of a master CUP with the understanding that the more specific plan approval review 

will be required before operation of permitted uses under the master CUP. 

Next, the comment claims that the Hollywood area is oversaturated with liquor licenses for both on and 

off-site consumption. The comment demands that any CUP must be thoroughly evaluated for each 

separate establishment. As noted above, the forthcoming Zoning Administrator review would provide a 

case-by-case assessment of the proposed alcohol and entertainment operations. Thus, the Draft EIR 

provides a sufficient level of information and analysis to support the master CUP within the context of 

additional review by the City before certificates of occupancy are granted. Similarly, the comment asserts 

that a supplemental or subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or EIR is required at the 

completion of the schematic design level drawings for each alcohol or entertainment related venues 

proposed in the Project. 

Again, note that the Draft EIR analyzes a master CUP. Subsequent review, and likely conditions of 

approval, will occur at the Zoning Administrator level, but that review will not require preparation of a 

new MND or EIR because the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with the land uses 

contemplated under the master CUP. 

Comment No. 81-11 

IV. The Traffic Analysis Uses Inappropriate Trip Generation Rates. 

As shown in page CV.K. l-34, the traffic analysis for the Project used a trip generation rate for residential 

units of 0.685 trips per unit. This rate is about two thirds of the trip generation rate employed in studies 

for other similarly sized projects. For example, the Castlen Sepulveda Project EIR used a rate of l trip 

per unit. Both projects use discounts for transit proximity. However, the DEIR for the Project provides 

no substantial evidence to support this lower rate, and given the number of potential residential units 

(about 500 in one scenario), this trip generation difference is substantial and would have a material effect 

on the analysis. The City must revise the DEIR and traffic study either to substantiate the failure to 

employ an appropriate trip generation rate, or to revise the traffic study to reflect that rate. 

Response to Comment No. 81-11 

The comment states that the trip generation rate for residential units of 0.685 trips per umt is not 

appropriate and that the Castlen Sepulveda Project EIR used a rate of l trip per unit. The comment seems 

to confuse the trip generation rates with the Trip Cap, as trip generation equations were used to determine 
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the trip generation for the residential units, not a rate. The rate of 0.685 vehicle trips per unit used for the 

Project in the Trip Cap is a back calculated rate from the Project trip generation, and is for Trip Cap 

purposes only. The Trip Cap rate of 0.685 vehicle trips per unit is based on the Project vehicle trip 

generation estimate (based on the trip generation equations), including adjustments, for the residential 

portion of the Project, divided by the number of residential units. The trip generation equations used for 

the residential units for Project generation is discussed in detail below. The comment references the 

Castlen Sepulveda Project EIR which used trip generation rates of 0.51 trips per unit for AM peak hour 

and 0.49 trips per unit for PM peak hour. Those rates were used because the Castlen Sepulveda Project is 

located \vithin the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan area, 

which requires the use of those rates as they reflect the conditions in that corridor. For instance, the 

project site for the Castlen Sepulveda Project is not within walking distance of any of the Metro Rail 

stations and is in a low density area. Here, the Project Site is located within a quarter mile of a Red Line 

subway station and within walking distance of a variety of uses. The trip generation equations used in the 

Traffic Study and the Draft EIR are considered to be appropriate for the multi-family residential units as 

part of a mixed-use project in the Hollywood area and were approved by LADOT. 

For the Project residential unit generation, trip generation equations from the ITE Trip Generation Manual 

were used to detennine the trip generation for the residential units, not a rate. The ITE Trip Generation 

Manual provides both trip generation equations and rates for Apartments (Land Use 220). As shown in 

Appendix D of the Traffic Study and Appendix IV .K. l of the Draft EIR, the equations (rather than rates) 

from the ITE Trip Generation Manual were used for the traffic generation estimates for the residential 

uses. The equations were selected and agreed to by LADOT because the coefficient of determination (R2
) 

value for the given equations exceeds 0.77 for both AM and PM peak hours and the values are within the 

range of the data, which demonstrates that the equations are a good fit for the Project data. The high R2 

value demonstrates that the equations are more reliable than rates given the Project component sizes are 

within the data range24
. 

Further, the adjusted generation values used for the calculations reflect that different uses are more or less 

able to take advantage of the transit, walk-in, mixed-use and other opportunities at the Project Site. 

LADOT has determined that there is substantial evidence to support these adjustments and approved their 

use in the Draft EIR. For instance, in the ITE Trip Generation Manual the peak hour rates for High-Rise 

Apartments (Land-use 222) are 30-35% lower than the standard Apartment rates (Land Use 220). 

Further, it should be noted that the adjustments utilized in the Traffic Study are not unique in that 

LA DOT has approved adjustments for transit use, walk-in factors and internal trips for other mixed-use 

projects in the immediate vicinity of a transit station. The LADOT adjustments reflect that the observed 

24 In statistics, the coefficient of determination, denoted R2
, is used as a measure of the accuracy of a statistical 

model whose main purpose is the prediction of a "dependent" variable. As input, the model uses 
"independent" variables (known and related information). The R2 is a number between 0 and 1.0, used to 
describe how well a regression line fits a set of data. An R2 near I. 0 indicates that a regression line fits the data 
well, while an R.c closer to 0 indicates a regression line does not.fit the data very precisely. 
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trips per residential unit are lower for mixed use, high density, transit served areas of Los Angeles (e.g. 

Downtown Los Angeles and Hollywood) than in the low-density outlying areas of Los Angeles. 

Based on the above, the trip generation rates for the residential uses are substantiated and therefore 

neither the Draft EIR, nor the Traffic Study needs to be revised. 

Comment No. 81-12 

V. The DEIR Fails to Properly Analyze the Parking Required for the Project. 

The DEIR fails to properly analyze the parking for the entire Project, in an area with a significant 

shortage of public parking for restaurant, entertainment and retail uses in the evenings, especially on the 

weekends. The Project is located in the Hollywood area near mass transit and several bus lines. These 

methods of transit are easily accessible for commuting to and from Hollywood for work during the day, 

and for tourists to access the Hollywood venues. However, the MTA lines are not frequently used for 

attending theater, restaurants, bars and nightclub venues in the evening, due to factors of convenience and 

safety. Although the Red Line has direct access to downtown for \vork commuting, it does not directly 

access most residential areas in the City, and therefore does not provide a viable alternative for 

commuting for evening entertainment. 

The Property currently contains approximately 264 parking spaces available to the public. (DEIR, IV.K2-

4). The Project removes and does not replace these parking spaces. In addition, the Project provides 

parking for office, retail, restaurant, and bar uses at a rate of t\vo parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of 

floor area (per LAMC 12.21.A.4 (x)(3)). This is a special rate for projects within the Hollywood 

Redevelopment Project Area, based on proximity to transit. This rate is half of the rate of four

spaces/1,000 sf that is typically required for retail spaces in the City of Los Angeles, and one-tenth the 

standard rate of one-space/100 square feet for restaurant uses (LAMC 12.21.A.4( c )(3), ( 4), (5)). The City 

adopted this rate to promote the use of mass transit in a Redevelopment Area; however, it has not proven 

effective, and restaurants and retail spaces are vastly underparked in Hollywood. There are not enough 

private lots to accommodate all of the restaurant valet services along Hollywood Boulevard and for 

individuals seeking to visit the restaurants, theaters and nightclubs. Therefore, the Project should include 

spaces available to the public to replace the 264 parking spaces that currently serve various existing 

restaurants and nightclubs through leases and other agreements. In addition, the Project should provide 

parking fully accessible to the public for all of the non-residential uses at the rates set forth in LAMC 

12.2l.A.4(x)(3) \vithout additional discount. 

Although the DEIR states that the final parking layout will be determined by the final use configuration of 

the Project, the DEIR should require that the Project be fully parked to code standards within each phase 

of development, so that parking cannot be deferred to a later phase. In addition, any transit reduction 

analysis or shared parking analysis must consider that the office/restaurant/retail/commercial calculation 

of t\vo parking spaces/1,000 square feet already includes a 50 percent reduction for proximity to transit. 
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Response to Comment No. 81-12 

As shown in Section IV.K.2, Transportation - Parking, and the Shared Parking Analysis provided in 

Appendix E of the Traffic Study (Appendix IV.K. l of the Draft EIR), the Project will provide sufficient 

parking supply for all uses within the Project Site, including the existing uses that will remain as part of 

the Project. As a mixed-use Project, different users will share a portion of the parking spaces during a 24-

hour period. For example, spaces that are vacant on weekends when office employees are not at work 

will be available for use and used by retail, restaurant, or other Project users. The parking demand of 

different uses would peak at different times and the Shared Parking Analysis takes these different user 

demand cycles into account. In addition, to be conservative in the analysis, no discount was taken from 

the LAMC requirements (used as the base parking for the Shared Parking Analysis) to reflect the use of 

transit or other alternative modes by any category of Project user. Please refer to the Shared Parking 

Analysis for the detailed analysis and results. See Appendix E of Appendix IV.Kl of the Draft EIR. 

Also see Response to Comment No. 09-50 (AMDA) for cumulative parking considerations. 

The comment also states that the Draft EIR should require that the Project be fully parked to code 

standards within each phase of development, so that parking cannot be deferred to a later phase. The 

Project \vould be parked to meet demand based on the shared parking program within each phase of 

development. Further, the comment states that a shared parking analysis must consider that the 

office/restaurant/retail/commercial calculation of t\vo parking spaces/1,000 square feet already includes a 

50 percent reduction for proximity to transit. Pursuant to Section 12.21.A.4 (x)(3) of the LAMC, 

office/restaurant/retail/commercial uses are to be parked at two (2) parking spaces/I ,000 square feet. This 

is the base parking requirement used for the shared parking analysis. The shared parking analysis does 

not calculate demand based on proximity to transit, but rather is applicable when uses, such as those of 

the Project, have different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays. 

Further, the comment recommends that the Project provide public parking to replace the parking spaces to 

be removed by the Project, provide parking for all of the non-residential uses at the rates set forth in 

LAMC 12.21.A.4 (x)(3) without additional discount. On weekends, when parking demand is less than on 

weekdays for all scenarios (see Appendix E of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.l of the Draft EIR), 

the on-site Project parking will be made available to patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses. This 

part of the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 81-13 

VI. The DEIR Wrongly Downplays The Significance Conclusions Of The Air Quality Analysis. 

I. The DEIR Provides a Misleading Discussion of Significant Unavoidable Air Quality 

Impacts. 
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The tables in the Air Quality analysis for the DEIR demonstrate that the Project would result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts to both local and regional air quality, as well as to any residents of 

the Project (should the Project include residential units). However, the discussion then impermissibly 

seeks to downplay and dilute the effect of those impacts. For; example, the analysis states on page 

IV.B. l-48 that even though impacts regarding toxic air contaminants ("TACs") are significant, they a.re 

typical of "other, similar residential developments in the City." However, there a.re no comparable 

developments within the community. Moreover, the analysis implies that such impacts would be 

mitigated by stating on the same page that local, regional, and federal regulations would "protect" 

sensitive receptors, but provides no discussion as to how this protection \vould occur or what fonn it 

would take. If impacts associated with ultrafine diesel particulate matter cannot be mitigated, and the 

cancer burden on the Project site remains in excess of established thresholds, what protection can 

regulations provide? The DEIR misleads the public and decisionmakers regarding the true extent of 

Project impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 81-13 

This comment confuses and incorrectly combines the issues of the Project's generation of TA Cs versus 

the Project's placement in an area that currently experiences elevated ambient air pollutants and TACs 

associated \vith the 101 Free\vay. The first is a Project impact on the environment and is within the scope 

of the required CEQA analysis. The second is an impact of the existing environment on the Project, 

which is outside the scope of the required CEQA analysis. The Draft EIR clearly and correctly discloses 

the nature of these very different impact issue areas. Please refer to pages IV .B.1-48 through IV .B.1-53 

of the Draft EIR for a detailed and adequate analysis of the Project's generation of TACs, and the 

Project's potential exposure to existing TACs in the Project area. 

Please also see Response to Comment No. 08-2 (Southern California Association of Governments), which 

addresses potential TAC emissions and the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the Project. That 

response indicates that CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze or mitigate the impacts of the 

environment on a project. In this case, the air quality at the nearby 101 Freeway is part of an existing 

environmental condition. Although the Project brings people into this existing environmental condition, 

the existing air quality in the Project vicinity due to the 101 Freeway is not an impact of the Project on the 

environment. Instead, it is an impact of the environment on the Project. Courts have affirmed, the 

purpose of CEQA is "not to protect proposed projects from the existing environment" (Baird v. County of 

Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464; Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5.) 

"[C]ourts have recognized that CEQA is not a weapon to be deployed against all possible development 
ills." (South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604, 

1614.) It has a limited role. "The Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the 

environment." (Id. at 1617-1618.) Therefore, the Draft EIR analysis is consistent with the CEQA 

Guidelines and case law that do not require an EIR to examine an effect on the project caused by the 

environment. 
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It should also be noted that the Final EIR incorporates additional air quality mitigation measures, m 

response to Comment No. 08-2 (Southern California Association of Governments) that will further reduce 

potential air quality impacts. 

Comment No. 81-14 

II. The DEIR Fails to Disclose That The Project Would Obstruct Implementation Of The 

2007 Air Quality Management Plan 

The DEIR states on page IV.B. l-54 that the Project, despite multiple significant project related and 

cumulative air quality impacts, including air quality impacts directly relating to cancer, would not 

obstruct implementation of the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (the "AQMP"). However, the DEIR 

states on page IV.B.l-21 that the purpose of the AQMP is to reduce pollutants and meet state and federal 

air quality standards. In fact, the emissions thresholds published by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (the "SCAQMD") were developed for the purpose of attaining state and federal air 

quality standards. Thus, even if a project is consistent with broad grmvth projections, exceeding 

thresholds-particularly operational thresholds-would thwart the ability of the air basin to reach attainment. 

Indeed, this is the very meaning embodied in the concept of cumulative impacts. As stated on page 

IV.B.1-55 of the DEIR the SCAQMD considers exceedences of emissions thresholds at the project level 

also to constitute cumulatively considerable contributions to cumulative impacts on regional air quality. 

Such a conclusion requires a determination that a cumulative impact-here, regional air quality and cancer 

risk-would occur in the first instance. See Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources 

Agency ( 11CBE 11
), 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120 (2002). By contributing to-and by definition, \vorsening-the 

significantly impacted regional air quality, the Project impedes implementation of the AQMP. By failing 

to disclose this significant impact, the DEIR wrongly seeks to downplay it and robs the public and 

decisionmakers to understand the importance and effect of their decision to approve or reject the project. 

The City must revise the DEJR to accurately disclose this impact as significant and unavoidable. Also, 

where, as here, revisions to the ElR would disclose a significant impact not previously disclosed, the City 

must recirculate the DEIR to properly inform the public regarding the impacts of the Project. (CEQA 

Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(l)). 

Response to Comment No. 81-14 

This comment asserts that all projects that exceed project level thresholds are cumulatively considerable 

and therefore would impede implementation of the AQMP. The AQMP was not formulated to put a cap 

on grmvth. Rather, a main goal of the AQMP is to establish a plan that can help accommodate inevitable 

growth in a way that ultimately improves cumulative air quality conditions across the Basin. Many large 

development projects by definition will exceed the project-level thresholds of significance. But, this does 

not mean that all large projects will conflict with goals or the implementation of the AQMP. 

While the Draft EIR has accurately concluded that Project air quality emissions would in fact exceed the 

project level thresholds, the location and type of such development projects is equally relevant in 

J\1illennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

111.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lll.B-318 

RL0030763 



EM27604 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

determining whether the Project will be consistent with the goals and objectives of the AQMP. The Draft 

ECR focuses the Project's AQMP consistency analysis on these parameters. Specifically, pages IV.B. l-31 

and 32 state projects that are consistent with the projections of employment, population and housing 

forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent with the 2007 AQMP growth projections 

since the forecast assumptions by SCAG forms the basis of the land use and transportation control 

portions of the 2007 AQMP. 

As discussed in Section IV.I, Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project would 

not exceed the population, housing, and employment projections and would not jeopardize attainment of 

the air quality conditions projected in the AQMP. 

Also, Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, provides further detailed analysis with respect 

to the Project's consistency with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficient utilization of existing 

infrastructure, contribution to reducing regional congestion, and improved air quality through the 

reduction ofregional vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Consistent with SCAG's Compass 2% Strategy, the 

Project would increase the density of residential uses within a targeted growth center that would result in 

placing residential uses in close proximity to a regional employment center and an area that is accessible 

via public modes of transportation. Concentrating density in an area currently served by public transit, 

(i.e., the Hollywood and Vine Metro Red Line Station, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter 

Express 422 & 423) would have the effect of reducing the Project's VMTs, which, in tum, reduces the 

mobile source air quality emissions attributable to vehicle trips. 

Therefore, the Project provides housing closer to jobs at densities that are consistent \vith the VMT 

reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. Based on the information presented above, the Project 

would not exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP and would not have the potential to 

impair implementation of the AQMP. Accordingly, through evaluation of the Project against the two 

criteria for consistency with regional plans and the regional AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, impacts 

with respect to regional plans and AQMP consistency would be less than significant. 

Finally, tl1ere is no reason to recirculate because the comment does not reveal any new significant 

environmental impacts. The information commenter cites in order to support its claim that the Project is 

not consistent with the AQMP (i.e., the project's emission of ROG and NOx in excess of the criteria 

pollutant standards) is from the Draft EIR. See Draft EIR at Table IV.B.1-13 and page IV.B.l-55. 

Accordingly, there is no merit to the claim that the Draft EIR robs the public and decision-makers of an 

understanding of the importance and effect of their decision to approve or disapprove the project, where 

the Draft EIR already informs the public and decision-makers of the Project's ROG and NOx emissions. 

Even if tl1e commenter's interpretation of how to determine consistency with the AQMP were correct, the 

mere inconsistency of a project with a plan is not itself an environmental impact. (Lighthouse Field 

Beach Rescue v City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal. App 4th 1170, 1206.) At best, an inconsistency with 

a land use control plan may point the decision-maker tmvard a secondary environmental impact, but 

"effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change." (Id. citing Guidelines, § 15358, 

subd. (b); Guidelines, § 15065, subd. (a) ; PRC § 21060.5, 21151, subd. (b), and § 21083, subd. (b).) 
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Here, the physical change is the change in the criteria air pollutant levels caused by the Project, which are 

already disclosed in the Draft EIR, not the alleged inconsistency with the Air Quality Management Plan. 

Comment No. 81-15 

VII. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate The Project's Indirect Impact on School Overcrowding and 

Library Services. 

The DEIR states on page IV.J.3-16 that payment of school fees authorized under Senate Bill 50 ("SB50") 

would mitigate the impact of the Project on area schools, but failed to analyze the secondary effects of 

school-related traffic and constmction activities on the surrounding community. Recent changes to SB50 

now provide that school impact fees established according to the provisions of that statute comprise full 

and complete mitigation of impacts "on school facilities." Cal. Go\'i. Code § 65996(a) (emphasis added). 

Impacts "on school facilities" are narrow defined, and do not absolve a lead agency of the requirement to 

discuss impacts that could occur to parties other than the school itself. Chawanakee Unified Sch. Dist. v. 

County o.fMadera, 196 Cal. App. 4th 1016, 1028-29 (2011). Examples of impacts an ECR is obligated to 

address, where overcrowding and a need exists to constmct new facilities to accommodate project or 

cumulative student generation, include traffic impacts associated with student travel to a new school 

facility, as well as indirect construction-related impacts on the environment surrounding a proposed 

school constmction site. Id. at 1029. 

Here, the DEIR has provided evidence (enrollment figures, and the facilities lack of ability to 

accommodate all of the Project-related student generation) that overcrowding could or would result from 

the addition of Project-generated and cumulatively generated students at Cheremoya Elementary and Le 

Conte Middle School. (DEIR, Table N.J.3-5) Having identified a future overcrowding condition at these 

schools, the DEIR failed to discuss measures necessary to accommodate Project-related and cumulative 

students, whether at the campuses identified, or at another location, and such measures could include 

constmction of new· buildings or expansion of existing buildings at those campuses. Although the 

impacts of any constmction activities on the school would be mitigated by SB50 fees, the impacts of such 

constmction on the communities surrounding the affected schools or school sites do not fall within the 

types of impacts that fees can mitigate and are therefore subject to analysis and mitigation in the DEIR. 

Id. Thus, the DEIR must evaluate the potential constmction-related impacts of school expansion, such as 

air quality and noise issues associated with constmction, new architectural coatings, and hardscaping 

improvements, as well as potential indirect traffic impacts associated with the use of the expanded school. 

The DEIR's failure to provide this analysis, particularly in the absence of evidence to contradict the 

claimed necessity to reopen a school, represents prejudicial failure. The City must revise the DEIR to 

disclose and evaluate impacts related to project-specific and cumulative contributions to overcrowding. 

The City must also recirculate the DEIR to inform the public of the true consequences of approving the 

Project. 
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Response to Comment No. 81-15 

The comment notes that impacts of the Project on area schools would be mitigated by SB50 fees. The 

comment also notes that measures may include new buildings or new campuses. The LAUSD's response 

to the Draft EIR stated that there are no known schools planned in the area. See Appendix IV.J.3. The 

planning of new schools or expansions of existing schools is a process that occurs through the LAUSD 

years ahead of implementation and is not within the control of the Project Applicant. Given, the 

timeframe of the Project buildout and the unknown developments within LAUSD, it is speculative to 

anticipate secondary impacts such as school-related traffic, not originating at the Project Site. As far as 

cumulative impacts to schools, the geographic distribution of the Related Projects ensures that a wide 

variety of schools in the southern area of Local District 4 could serve the Related Projects. That 

combined with the requirement of the Related Projects to also pay the SB 50 fees, would reduce potential 

cumulative impacts to schools and thus the Project \vould not have a cumulatively considerable impact on 

schools. For a complete analysis of cumulative impacts on schools please see Section IV.J.3, Public 

Services-Schools, of the Draft EIR, pages IV .J. 3-19-21. 

Comment No. 81-16 

Similarly, the DEIR concludes that the library system would be above capacity, because the Project 

would create a service population of 94,494 people by 2020, but the local library system is only designed 

to accommodate 90,000 people (DEIR, IV.J.5-12). The only mitigation is the payment of a $200 per 

capita mitigation fee. Although the Project complies with code through payment of mitigation fees, the 

Project is being developed in an area that does not have sufficient educational and information systems to 

support the residential development. Education and information are essential for creating and supporting 

an educated public and growing economy. Therefore, the Project should include educational and 

informational facilities for its residents, including resident library and business centers, free Internet 

access for educational and job purposes, and technical support. 

Response to Comment No. 81-16 

As discussed in Section IV.J.5, Public Services - Libraries, of the Draft EIR, the Los Angeles Public 

Library (LAPL) itself has recommended that the Project Applicant pay $200 per capita based on the 

projected residential population of the Project development to offset potential impacts from Project 

implementation. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, according to the LAPL, the funds 

from these fees would be used for staff, books, computers, and other library materials. In accordance with 

Section 15130 (a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a project's contribution to cumulative impacts is not 

cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 

measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. 

Additionally and separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute tax revenue to the 

City's General Fund through development. Regular funding of the operation of the LAPL system comes 

from the General Fund and fluctuates with City priorities. 
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Finally, the comment suggests that the Project include educational and informational facilities for its 

residents, including business centers, but does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions 

of the Draft EIR. While the comment itself recognizes that the payment of fees is sufficient, it should be 

noted that as part of the TDM Program (Mitigation Measure K. l-4), the Project will provide business 

services that may include a business center and internet access. This comment is noted for the record and 

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 81-17 

VHI. The DEIR Fails to Fully Evaluate the Project's Impact on Historic Resources On 

and Adjacent to the Property. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project causes a significant impact to historic resources that cannot be fully 

mitigated; however, the DEIR fails to provide additional measures necessary to mitigate the significant 

impact to the extent feasible. 

First, the Millennium Hollywood Project Historic Resources Technical Report, dated July 2012, by the 

Historic Resources Group (DEIR Appendix IV.C), identifies several historic resources on the Property 

(including the Capital Records Building and the Gogerty Building), and immediately adjacent to the 

Property (including the contributing buildings to the Holly\'.-ood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District (the "Entertainment District"), such as the Pantages Theater, Equitable Building, 

and the Guaranty Building). The public view- from street level on Hollywood Boulevard includes a 

streetscape of historic buildings from the first half of the 201
b century that have a maximum height of 150 

feet, and are visible without obstmction in front or behind. The public view from street level looking 

north on Vine Street from Hollywood Boulevard is an unobstructed view of the cylindrical shape of the 

Capital Records Building. 

The proposed Project will drastically alter these views of historic structures, by providing 580+ foot 

towers that dominate the skyline above the Entertainment District, and by partially obscuring the Capital 

Records Building, even with the 4% triangular open space to the south. The Report states that in order for 

the Project to be considered a substantial adverse change, "it must be shown that the integrity and/or 

significance of the historic resources would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration." (Historic 

Report, p. 37) However, the Report then concludes that the Project's allowable height and density does 

have the "potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines, particularly from the south of 

Capital Records along Vine Street and from the Hollywood Freeway." (Historic Report, p. 37) The DEIR 

concludes that the Development Regulations (Section 6.1 ), which require certain setbacks, mitigate the 

impact to historic resources to the extent feasible. However, this is not sufficient under the Los Angeles 

Municipal Code or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. The City's Office of 

Historic Resources does not just consider setback, massing and distance when evaluating a project's 

impact on an historic resource; it also considers the design, material, articulation, connectivity of visual 

lines, architectural style, space flow and other elements of a project's design. In order to properly 

evaluate the impact of the Project on the several historic resources on or near the Property, the Applicant 
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must provide schematic level design drawings with sufficient information regarding materials, fa9ade 

articulation, and character to properly evaluate the necessary design modifications to fully mitigate any 

impact to the extent feasible. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent EIR will be required at the time 

that schematic design has been completed for each phase of the Project to evaluate and mitigate impacts 

to the historic structures. 

Response to Comment No. 81-17 

The comment states that the Draft EIR concludes that the Project causes a significant impact to historic 

resources that cannot be fully mitigated. That statement is incorrect because the Draft EIR does not 

conclude that the Project causes a significant impact to historic resources. See Section CV.C, Cultural 

Resources of the Draft EIR, which clearly shows that the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR 

will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to a less-than-significant level under all development 

scenarios. These conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources 

Report circulated as an appendix to the Draft EIR. 

Next, the commenter references the Historic Resources Report and states facts about the existing 

conditions around the Project Site. These facts are noted and are generally correct. No response to this 

portion of the comment is necessary. 

Then, the commenter claims the Project will drastically alter views of historic structures. Please see the 

topical response for aesthetic impacts (Topical Response 2), which addresses views of the Capitol 

Records Building and surrounding historic resources. Also, see the Responses to Comment Letters No. 

14 and No. 18 (from Hollywood Heritage and Los Angeles Conservancy, respectively) that address 

impacts to historic resources. 

The commenter then recites a portion of the legal standard regarding the thresholds that triggers a 

"substantial adverse change" in the significance of a historic resource. It should be noted that these 

standards, among others, were used in the Historic Resources Report to assess the Project's potential 

impacts. Please see Response to Comment No. 19-3 (Los Angeles Conservancy), which provides a 

detailed response regarding the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources Report's application of the proper 

legal standards for assessing impacts. 

Next, the commenter claims that the Draft EIR's use of the Development Regulations to mitigate impacts 

to historic resources is not sufficient under the Los Angeles Municipal Code or the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. It should be noted that all relevant standards from these sources 

were applied during preparation of the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources Report as explained here. 

First, the commenter does not cite to any specific portion of the municipal code, which precludes a 

specific response here. There are numerous references throughout the Draft EIR that demonstrate how 

the municipal code was used for environmental impact analysis. Second, the Historic Resources Report 

provides a detailed analysis of the Project's impacts to historic resources according to the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards. See Section 6.3: Use of the Secretary of the [nterior's Standards to Determine 
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Impacts in the Historic Resources Report as an example. Third, the Office of Historic Resources 

reviewed and approved the Historic Resources Report before circulation of the Draft EIR. Based on the 

application of all these requirements, the Draft EIR found that compliance with the Development 

Regulation and the historic resource mitigation measures in the Draft EIR reduce impacts to historic 

resources to a less than significant level. 

Also, the commenter states that "[i]n order to properly evaluate the impact of the Project on the several 

historic resources on or near the Property, the Applicant must provide schematic level design drawings 

with sufficient information regarding materials, fa9ade articulation, and character to properly evaluate the 

necessary design modifications to fully mitigate any impact to the extent feasible." The Historic 

Resources Report evaluated all of the potential development scenarios presented in the Development 

Regulations, including the specific setbacks, massing, and height scenarios before reaching the conclusion 

that the Project would have less than significant impacts on historic resources. No additional level of 

detail is necessary for an evaluation of the Project's potential impacts on historic resources. 

Last, the commenter states that a supplemental or subsequent EIR is required. CEQA provides that a 

subsequent or supplemental EIR may be required if substantial changes proposed in the project will 

require major revisions of the EIR. Pub Res C §21166(a). More specifically under 14 Cal Code Regs 

§15162(a)(l), a further EIR may be required if proposed changes to the project will require "major 

revisions" to the previous EIR because of "new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 

in the severity of previously identified significant effects." At this time, there are no major revisions to 

the Project proposed, neither are there new significant environmental effects that have been identified 

during the analysis prepared for the Final EIR. Therefore, a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not 

required. 

Comment No. 81-18 

Second, the Historic Report identifies the sound chambers of the Capital Records Building as character 

defining elements of the historic structure. The Report proposes that the Project include a shoring plan to 

ensure protection of the resource during construction, and general construction procedures to mitigate the 

possibility of settlement. (Historic Report, p. 51) However, this mitigation is not sufficient to preserve 

the special acoustic properties of the sound chambers. The sound chambers are significant not just for 

their architectural shape, but also for the quality of sound created in the space. This sound requires 

preservation of the chamber as well as the density of ground surrounding the chamber that is necessary to 

maintain the specific acoustic quality. The Applicant must evaluate this quality quantitatively, and then 

require that the quality be maintained during and after construction, as part of the proposed Adjacent 

Structure Monitoring Plan. (DEIR MM C-2) The DEIR states that the preservation of the Capital 

Records and Gogerty Building is a landlord/tenant issue, because the Project and these historic properties 

are under common ownership. This is not true - Once a property is designated as an Historic-Cultural 

Monument, its preservation comes under the public trust. The quality of work necessary to maintain the 

Capital Records Building and its sound chambers \vill be identified by the City's Office of Historic 

Resources, and not negotiated between the owner and tenant. 
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Response to Comment No. 81-18 

The commenter claims that the mitigation proposed for the echo chambers in the Capitol Records 

Building is not sufficient to preserve the acoustical qualities of the chambers. The commenter provides 

no evidence to support this claim. Nor does the commenter provide evidence to support the claim about 

maintaining the acoustic qualities of the echo chambers. It should be noted that the Draft ECR analyzed 

the construction and operational noise impacts of the Project on the underground echo chambers and 

supported that analysis with technical noise modeling. See Response to Comment No. 19-6 (Los Angeles 

Conservancy), which is summarized below. 

The Noise section of the Draft EIR identifies the Capitol Records Building's underground 

echo/reverberation chambers as sensitive noise receptors. See Figure CV.H. l: Noise Monitoring and 

Sensitive Receptor Location Map, in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is also supported by a noise technical 

appendix. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have a temporary significant noise and 

vibration impact on the Capitol Records Building's recording facilities, but only during construction. The 

construction activities could cause noise and vibration impacts, but construction will not physically 

disturb the Capitol Records Building's recording facilities. The Noise section of the Draft EIR contains 

numerous mitigation measures to reduce potential noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, including 

the underground echo/reverberation chambers. Moreover, potential noise impacts on these uses will be 

minimized to the extent possible through agreements bet\veen the Capitol Records Building tenant and the 

Applicant, who mvns the building. TI1e Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise 

and vibration levels that could be experienced by the Capital Records Building's echo chambers. The 

Project will not have a long-term operational impact on the Capitol Records Building's recording studios. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations as drafted, in conjunction with the noise and vibration mitigation 

measures in the Draft ECR, ensure that all feasible steps have been taken to minimize impacts on the 

Capitol Records Building's recording facilities. 

Next, the commenter claims that the Draft EIR asserts that preservation of the Capitol Records Building is 

a landlord-tenant issue. That relationship is relevant to the operational noises issues discussed above, but 

not compliance with any applicable preservation standards. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Capitol 

Records Building has been designated as a Historical-Cultural Monument by the City of Los Angeles. As 

such, any future maintenance of the Capitol Records Building will comply with all City regulations and 

procedures regarding Historic-Cultural Monuments. Mitigation Measure C-3 in the Draft EIR stipulates 

"in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol Records Building during the life of the 

Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the 

Department of City Plam1ing, Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated 

with the Capitol Records Building." Therefore, compliance \vith the mitigation measure is not limited to 

any landlord-tenant relationship. 
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Comment No. 81-19 

Third, other recent projects in the area, such as the W Residences, were required to limit their height to 

150 feet in order to be consistent with neighboring historic properties. The Applicant must provide an 

explanation regarding why it was architecturally and financially feasible for the W Residences to comply 

with a 150 foot height limit, but it is not feasible for the Applicant to provide the same height limit for 

identical uses on the adjacent block. 

Response to Comment No. 81-19 

The commenter's comparison of the Project with the W Residences is irrelevant for purposes of CEQA. 

The projects are on different sites, with different development plans, and different land use requirements. 

CEQA does not require the Draft EIR for the Project to explain the financial feasibility of a different 

project under different ownership. Regarding height, the Project is located on a parcel that does not have 

a height limit. As noted in response to Comment 81-29, there are no height limitations on the Project Site 

and the construction of 585 foot towers is currently allowed by right on the Project Site and no 

entitlements are needed for height. 

In addition, it is well recognized that there is an extraordinary range of aesthetic characteristics and 

contrasts (including height) within the City of Los Angeles due to the intermingled suburban 

neighborhoods, dense urban areas, hillside residential areas, and accompanying urban fabric and 

infrastructure. In other words, there is minimal thematic or consistent visual character that defines the 

City. This also applies to the existing aesthetic conditions around the Project Site in the Hollywood 

community of Los Angeles, which consist primarily of surface parking lots, low-scale construction, and 

surrounding larger urban structures. As noted in the Draft EIR, there is minimal thematic or consistent 

visual character that defines either the Project Site or t11e surrounding aesthetic environment. Instead, the 

area is characterized by a variety of commercial, office, hotel, and mixed-use urban structures that range 

from historic mid-rise architecture to modem glass tower buildings \vith advertising signage. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would implement a modem mixed-use development consisting 

of modem, yet architecturally varied, urban structures that are consistent in use and character to the 

surrounding urban aesthetics environment and would not create a precedent setting development and/or 

structure. As illustrated in the urban silhouette figures in the Aesthetics Technical Report, the Project 

would become a prominent visual feature in the vicinity due to its proposed maximum heights. Also, the 

zoning on t11e Project Site allows for tall urban structures and the surrounding urban vicinity is populated 

with existing mid-rise towers and a variety of structures at different heights that present an erratic urban 

skyline. 
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Comment No. 81-20 

Finally, the DEIR requires that the Applicant document the Project site in conformance with HABS 

standards. This documentation should require "at least" 25 images, and not "up to" 25 images (DEIR, MM 

C-5). Full documentation is the only method to ensure that the historic resource is properly maintained. 

Response to Comment No. 81-20 

The comment refers to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure C-5, which states, "Prior to construction, the 

environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding area) shall be documented with up to 

twenty-five images in accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. 

Compliance \vith this measure shall be demonstrated through a \vritten documentation to the satisfaction 

of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction." Photo 

documentation is intended to record the conditions of the Project Site prior to new development. While 

this documentation will comply with the applicable HABS standards as stated in the mitigation measure, 

the Final EIR revises the mitigation measures to require "at least" 25 images as requested by the 

commenter. 

Accordingly, Mitigation Measure C-5 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure C-5: Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site 

and surrounding area) shall be documented with -Hp-ts at least twenty-five images in accordance 

with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall 

be demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City 

Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any constrnction. 

Comment No. 81-21 

IX. The DEIR Does Not Protect Views and the Insufficient Project Description Does Not 

Provide a Full Evaluation of Aesthetic Impact. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will have significant unavoidable impacts due to focal view 

obstrnction, cumulative height and massing. (DEIR I-11) The Project does not include an actual 

architectural design, but proposes massing envelope standards, which include Development Standards, 

Density Standards, Tower Massing Standards, Building Height Standards, and Building and Streetscape 

Standards (DEIR MM A.I-1) The DEIR then provides additional mitigation measures that attempt to 

mitigate any aesthetic, light/glare, or shade/shadow impacts that may be created within the design 

limitations. These mitigation measures include requiring treated or low-reflective materials (DEIR MM 

A.I-4), and requiring certain spacing in the Tower Massing Standards to minimize shade (DEIR, MM 

A.2-1, 2-2). However, the aesthetic impact cannot be evaluated merely by creating massing standards, and 

certain limits on light and glare. The Applicant must provide the actual material and design of the various 

buildings in order to properly evaluate the environmental impact. The design includes the architectural 

style, the flow of space, the contrast to adjacent buildings, and the actual landscaping on streetscape and 
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higher levels. This cannot be properly evaluated by trying to imagine the infinite scenarios that may be 

created within these proposed standards. In addition, a finding that the Project will have "significant 

unavoidable impacts" should not provide a free pass for the architect to design a Project with any 

aesthetic impact as long as it complies with basic standards. Therefore, a supplement or subsequent EIR 

will be required for the construction of future buildings on the site. 

Response to Comment No. 81-21 

The commenter states that the DEIR does not protect views and that the project description does not 

provide a full evaluation of the aesthetic impact. The Draft EIR does include actual architectural design. 

See the Development Regulations circulated with the Draft EIR, which contain several figures 

demonstrating the Project design under various heights and massing scenarios. Regarding aesthetics and 

light and glare, see Section 6.6: Building Materials and Color Guidelines of the Development 

Regulations, which provides specific standards that control reflectivity and other aesthetic characteristics 

of the Project. Also see the topical response regarding aesthetics (Topical Response 2) for a detailed 

analysis of the Project aesthetics impacts. The Draft EIR contains sufficient detail to analyze impacts, 

and accordingly the Draft EIR analyzed the worst-case scenarios (i.e. the outer envelope of possible 

impacts) to present a conservative analysis that informs the public and the decision makers. Also, see 

Response to comment No. 81-17 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for an analysis of why a subsequent or 

supplemental EIR is not required. 

Moreover, the commenter challenges the adequacy of the Draft EIR with respect to the lack of a specific 

architectural design. However, as explained in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the 

Project includes the approval of Development Regulations that \vill establish a very specific set of design 

guidelines to ensure future project designs are consistent with the scope of analysis presented in the Draft 

EIR. The Development Regulations thereby provide adequate specificity about what would be permitted 

under the Project, which adequately informs the decision makers regarding whether to approve the 

Project. 

Comment No. 81-22 

X. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Parks. 

The DEIR identifies certain park in-lieu fees required for the Project, including the Dwelling Unit 

Construction Tax (LAMC Section 21.l0.3(a)(l) and the Quimby Fees for Condominium Units (LAMC 

17 .12). The fees should also include all applicable recreation and park fees for residential units subject to 

a zone change, as set forth in LAMC 12.33 (the fees are identical to Quimby Fees for condominium 

units). In addition, all park in-lieu funds should be specifically allocated to parks within the immediate 

vicinity of the Project as a condition of the Development Agreement. This may include renovation to 

existing parks, or funding of future parks, such as the Holly\'.-ood Cap Park. The DEIR identifies the 

required open space per unit required by the Project (DEIR, MM J.4-1); hmvever, this open space does 
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not count towards the required parkland, unless it exceeds the typical open space requirements. The DEIR 

must also evaluate the proposed 2-year closure of Runyon Canyon on the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 81-22 

The Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation Measures J.4-2 and J.4-3, 

regarding payment of fees. TI1e fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget and 

planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LAD RP), as the use of the 

fees, pursuant to the LAMC, is to be determined by the LAD RP, not the Project Applicant. 

The comment states the proposed tvvo-year closure of Runyon Canyon Park as something to be evaluated. 

The Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks identified Runyon Canyon Park as a regional park 

within 2 miles of the Project Site, in their letter for the Draft EIR dated September 27, 2011. See 

Appendix J.4 of the Draft EIR. There is no reference to a closure in the LAD RP letter. Based on research 

performed in preparation of the Final EIR and review of the administrative record, there is no evidence of 

a proposed closure of Runyon Canyon. Further, there is no detail in the comment as to the timing of the 

closure and a potential closure is too speculative to analyze. 

Comment No. 81-23 

XI. The DEIR Improperly Considers Certain Area as Open Space. 

The Development Regulations provide that a number of building forms and structures may encroach into 

Project-provided open space. These include building entries, architectural fa<;;ade details (undefined and 

unlimited), and retail storefronts. "Open space" with such encroachments provides no benefit as such, 

and the DEIR wrongly allows the Project to take credit for providing such space. 

Response to Comment No. 81-23 

As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Development Regulations will 

ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on the Project Site. In addition, the 

Development Regulations will set forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the 

Project, including areas to be accessible to the public (grade level open space, publicly accessible 

passageways, and any observation deck-level rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be 

designed for the residential uses (common open space and private open space). 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design and the 

Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on the 

Project Site. The Project would be subject to the on-site open space requirements set forth in LAMC 

Section 12.2l(G). Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.C.20(b), certain architectural features and other 

projections are allowed to project in to yards and open space. 
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Further, the various open space requirements discussed above are adequately disclosed and analyzed in 

the Draft EIR. For example, see the discussion on page CV.G-57 in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of 

the Draft EIR regarding open space, the LAMC, and the Development Regulations. 

Comment No. 81-24 

XII. The DEIR Failed To Adequately Evaluate and Mitigate Construction-Related Noise 

And Vibration Impacts. 

A. The DEIR Construction Vibration Analysis Relies On Deferred Mitigation, The 

Effectiveness Of Which Is Unsubstantiated. 

Mitigation for vibration-related building damage comprises measure H-11, which improperly defers 

development of mitigation and contains no quantifiable performance standards. For deferral of mitigation 

and analysis to properly occur, the DEIR must describe the nature of the actions anticipated for 

incorporation into the mitigation plan and provide performance standards. See, e.g., Communities for a 

Better Environment v. City of Richmond, 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 95 (201 0). Here, the DEIR fails. No 

specific criteria are provided, except for a vague commitment not to adversely affect certain structures, 

and to develop and implement mitigation if damage is observed during construction. Further, measure H-

11 provides no information regarding the actual nature of the options available to address potential 

impacts. Absent an articulation of such options, the mitigation is simply insufficient and does not provide 

enough information to allow informed consideration of the potential effects of the project. See 

Endangered Habitats League, Cnc. v. County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 794 (2005). 

However, even if deferral of mitigation was appropriate in this instance (it is not), the DEIR has failed to 

explain why deferral is appropriate. This failure alone constitutes an abuse of discretion. San .Joaquin 

Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 1749 Cal. App. 4th 645, 1670 (2005). Therefore, the City 

must revise the analysis to provide information adequate to inform decisionmakers and the public 

regarding the potential effects of the Project. The City must also recirculate the EIR to allow public 

comment on the new information that concerns this key impact analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 81-24 

With respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides 

a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be 

mitigated to less than significant levels. Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards 

for the adjacent structure monitoring plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that 

would mitigate a significant impact and that might be achieved in various ways. 14 Cal Code Regs 

§15126.4(a)(l)(B). If it is not practical to define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is 

prepared, the agency may defer fonnulation of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation 

measure describes the options that will be considered and identifies performance standards. See San 
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.Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149CA4th at 671; Endangered Habitats League, 13 l CA 4th at 794; Defend 

the Bay v City of Irvine (2004) 119CA4th 1261, 1275, 15 CR3d 176. 

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative since it does not rely on 

a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute qualitative 

commitment "not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures." 

Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring program, 

described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11. This program will, at a minimum, use licensed 

qualified experts to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal movement at elevation and 

lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and structures. As part of this commitment, '"work will 

stop in the area of the affected building" if vibration or structural crack or movement thresholds are 

exceeded, and not resume until "measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building." In addition, 

the structure monitoring program must include "vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring 

points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent buildings from construction-related 

damage. In other words, Project construction activities must conform to the performance standards set in 

Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to structures. Thus, the Draft EIR has 

properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the Project. Given the size of the 

project and the number and variety of affected structures analyzed for potential noise and vibration 

impacts, it is not feasible to forecast precisely what the monitoring measures and curative actions will be 

in greater detail. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure H-11 sets forth the performance standards that the 

adjacent monitoring plan must include. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision makers for their consideration. 

Comment No. 81-25 

B. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed To Evaluate The Effects of Construction 

Noise On Residents of the Project. 

The Project Description never clarifies whether the East and West Sites would be developed only 

together, or in some sequence, during the 22-year building horizon requested by the Applicant (2013-

2035). The Project Description states that the Project will take three to three and a half years to construct, 

if completed in a single phase, which is unlikely. Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that 

construction of the Project could occur in phases, and that an early phase of the Project may include 

residential units, which construction activities during a later phase could adversely affect. Given that the 

proximity of nearby sensitive receptors renders full construction noise mitigation technically infeasible 

according to the City's Noise Ordinance (see DEIR, p. IV.H-27), the probability exists that any residents 

present on either site during construction of a subsequent phase would experience construction noise 

levels well in excess of the City significance thresholds. Consequently, the DEIR has failed to disclose a 

significant, unavoidable impact of the Project, and must be amended to provide this analysis. Moreover, 

the presence of an additional significant impact requires recirculation of the EIR for public comment. 

CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(l). 
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The fact that the DEIR determines that the noise will be "significant and unavoidable" does not provide a 

pass to allow any level of noise on the site during construction hours. Therefore, the Applicant must 

provide phase-specific standards at each phase of construction that limits the noise during construction to 

all extents feasible. 

Response to Comment No. 81-25 

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR does not specify a sequence to the Project's development. 

As stated on page II-34 of the Draft EIR, "the development of the Project will be influenced and 

dependent upon the economic characteristics of the overall commercial office, entertainment, housing and 

hotel markets within Hollywood and Southern California. The Project includes a Development 

Agreement that would allow the long-term phased buildout of the Project. As such, the Project will be 

able to respond to changing economic and social demands within the local area." 

CEQA does not require the analysis of a Project's impact on itself since the '·environment" that must be 

surveyed to determine potential significant impacts consists of the physical conditions "existing within 

the area which will be affected by" the Project. Public Resources Code Section 21060.5. Occupants of 

buildings developed by the project are not present as part of the existing physical conditions of the Project 

site or the surrounding area, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted to account for potential noise 

impacts on future occupants of Project buildings. It should also be noted that the only proposed noise 

sensitive receptors associated with the Project are residential uses. The Draft EIR already includes a 

mitigation measure (see mitigation measure H-13 in the MMRP) that requires the Project to be designed 

in manner to achieve the mandatory 45 dBA CNEL for interior spaces of multi-family residential uses. 

Furthermore, the Draft EIR concluded the placement of the proposed residences on the Project Site would 

result in significant and unavoidable exterior noise impacts for the proposed residential uses. In any 

event, occupants of the early phases of development will be fully aware of the Project's scale and will 

choose to reside of the Project Site with the knowledge that the Project Site is in early phases of 

development. As such, these occupants will be making an informed decision to occupy a site that will be 

affected by ongoing construction activities. 

Comment No. 81-26 

C. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed to Evaluate The Effects of Construction 

Noise on the W Hotel and Residences. 

The DECR identifies the Lofts at Hollywood & Vine, a residential project on the north side of Hollywood 

Boulevard, as a sensitive use within proximity of the Project site that has the potential to be impacted by 

the Project. (DEIR, Page N H-15) However, the DEIR does not identify the W Residences, which 

includes a hotel and residential units, as a sensitive use. The W Residences are located directly across the 

street from the Pantages Theater, which has a height of 44 feet at the street fa<;;ade, and 68 feet at the rear 
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of the parcel. The DEIR notes that there will be a peak noise level increase of 33.8-47.9 dB at the 

Pantages Theater and 10. l dB at the Lofts. (DEIR, Page IV.H-25) 

Any construction work above the 44 foot height will not be buffered by the Pantages Theater structure, 

and will be clearly audible at the W Residences, which has a height of 150 feet. Therefore, the DEIR must 

evaluate the impact of construction noise on the W Residences over the 22 year period. The DEIR must 

include conditions, such as appropriate noise buffers during construction, including at the upper stories. 

The DEIR must also provide proper notice to surrounding neighbors, which will affect the ability to 

utilize the hotel rooms and residential units facing the Project during the various construction periods. 

Response to Comment No. 81-26 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the effects of construction noise on the W 

Hotel and Residences located south of Hollywood Boulevard approximately 315 feet south of the Project 

Site's closest property line. Based on the same methodologies utilized in the Draft EIR, peak construction 

noise levels at this distance would be approximately 70 dBA. As illustrated in Table IV.H-4 of the Draft 

EIR, the existing noise levels for land uses fronting Hollywood Boulevard traffic between Vine Street 

Argyle Avenue (i.e., the location of the W Hotel and Residences) is approximately 70.4 dBA CNEL. 

Thus, the Project's construction-related noise increase at the W Hotel and Residences located 

approximately 315 feet south of the Project Site's closest property would not have the potential to 

increase noise levels above existing conditions in the Project area. These impacts would be less than 

significant and no additional mitigation measures are warranted. 

Comment No. 81-27 

D. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Evaluate Operational Noise Caused by Outdoor 

Patios and Rooftop Decks 

The DEIR also fails to properly identify noise impacts during the operation of the Project. The DEIR 

states that the residential units, hotels, and restaurants, will have outdoor areas and rooftop patios. The 

DEIR fails to identify the location of these outdoor areas, and fails to provide typical mitigation measures 

required of other hotel rooftops in the areas, such as (i) time limits for rooftop patio use, (ii) prohibition of 

live entertainment and limits to background music on rooftops, and (iii) proper design and landscaping to 

locate noisier areas, such as pools, away from residential uses. A subsequent or supplemental 

environmental review is necessary prior to approval of specific outdoor areas for residential, hotel and 

restaurant use. 

Response to Comment No. 81-27 

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people and activities and 

events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and observation decks. Specifically, page 

IV.H-40 of the Draft EIR states the Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at 
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the pedestrian level at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels 

of the proposed towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas, 

swimming pools and poolside seating, and outdoor dining. 

It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people talking, swimming pool activity, and 

occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements during special events. As shown in 

Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR., ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 

dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance 

provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 

by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise 

sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the 

ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

In addition, the Project would be required to comply with Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would 

ensure outdoor eating and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at 

surrounding off site uses and these impacts would be less than significant. 

Comment No. 81-28 

E. The DEIR Failed To Adequately Evaluate Construction-Related Vibration 

Impacts To The Capitol Records Echo Chambers 

Page IV.H-30 of the DEIR includes a discussion of potential vibration-related building damage that could 

occur as a result of the Project. However, although it includes structures such as the Capitol Records 

Complex (receptor 15), it omits the Capitol Records echo chambers (receptor 16). Though the remainder 

of the Capitol Records Complex is characterized as fragile for the purposes of the analysis, the analysis 

fails to discuss why the echo chambers, which are also part of the complex, are not. 

Response to Comment No. 81-28 

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be 

experienced on adjacent land uses, including the Capital Record echo chambers. Specifically page IV.H-

30 of the Draft EIR states that construction impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with 

respect to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

However, the Capitol Records Building's underground recording studios are located on the Project Site, 

which is owned and operated by the Project Applicant. As such, any vibration-related land use conflicts 

would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further coordination between each entity with 

respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project's physical 

vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment (i.e., the Capitol Records Building's 

underground echo chambers) would be considered significant and unavoidable. 
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With respect to potential damages from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides a 

thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be 

mitigated to less than significant levels. See also the response to Comment No. 19-6 (Los Angeles 

Conservancy) for further information regarding potential impacts on the echo chambers. 

Comment No. 81-29 

The DEIR Failed To Disclose Growih-Inducing Impacts Of The Project. 

The Project includes, among other requests, a zone change that v.-ould allow a substantially more 

intensive commercial or mixed use of the Project site. Yet the DEIR includes no analysis of the impacts 

of the substantially increased development allowed under the new designation, or even of the (intended) 

gro\\ih-inducement potential of the change in designation. 

The Project would vastly increase the allowable density of development in the Project site and vicinity. 

As described on page II-7 of the DEIR, the Project would rezone the Project site from C4 to C2, and 

would also remove the existing density limitation. Collectively, these changes are intended to double the 

pennitted floor area ratio and remove all limitations on height, allowing construction of towers as tall as 

(in the case of the Project) 585 feet. Simply put, the Project would bring downtown and Century City 

building heights and density to Hollywood, establishing a precedent for other projects to follow, and an 

expectation among developers regarding the square footage they can obtain. Development consistent 

with the new designation therefore becomes foreseeable, and the failure of the DEIR to evaluate, even in 

a general sense, the reasonably foreseeable cumulative development facilitated by the Project renders the 

impact analysis incomplete and inadequate. Consequently, the City must revise the DEIR to include this 

analysis, and must recirculate the DEIR to allow infonned decision-making by the City regarding this 

undeniably precedent-setting project. 

Response to Comment No. 81-29 

The commenter is correct that the Project is requesting a zone change from C4 to C2 and a removal of the 

"D" Limitation" to allow a higher FAR for the Project Site. However, the zone change from C4 to C2 is 

to allow for the sports club use and does not have any effect on the FAR or height. Further, contrary to 

the commenter's contention, neither the zone change nor the removal of the "D" Limitation removes any 

height limitations. There are no height limitations on the Project Site. The construction of 585-foot 

towers in currently allowed by right on the Project Site and no entitlements are needed for height. 

Further, there is analysis of the impacts under the new designation in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, 

of the Draft EIR. For example, as discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft ECR, the 

Project is consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan Update Land Use Policy 2.13, which states that 

new projects should utilize higher F ARs to incentivize mixed-use development around transit nodes and 

along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid Bus, or 24-hour bus lines. 
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The commenter also states that the Project fails to analyze growth-inducing impacts of the Project and 

that the Project would increase the allowable density of development in the Project Site and the vicinity. 

While the removal of the '"D" Limitation would allow for the FAR to be increased from 4 .5: l under the 

Community Plan Update (or from 3: l if the Update is stayed or invalidated) for the Project Site, it would 

not allow for an increased FAR in the vicinity of the Project. Any future projects in the vicinity of the 

Project Site would be subject to zoning and land use designations and restrictions for their respective 

sites. As described in the Draft EIR, these requirements \vould regulate future land uses and provide 

development standards for such land uses that would preclude potential land use consistency and 

compatibility impacts. Section V. General Impacts Categories, subsection D. Growth-Inducing Impacts 

contains an adequate analysis of growth-inducing impacts per Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA 

Guidelines. Further, Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR adequately discusses Cumulative 

Impacts consistent with Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines. As concluded in the Land Use Planning 

section, with implementation of the proposed Development Regulations, including the Project Design 

Features (PDFs), and upon approval of the requested actions in the Draft EIR, development of the Project 

together with future forecasted growth would not be anticipated to substantially conflict with the intent of 

the City General Plan, with other applicable land use plans, or with the LAMC regarding the future 

development of the Hollywood area. 

Comment No. 81-30 

I. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Landfill Capacity and 

Mischaracterizes the Impact as Less Than Significant. 

According to page IV.L.3-1 0, the landfills currently serving the City have remaining capacity of 9,947 

tons per day ("tpd") of solid waste. However, as also acknowledged in the DEIR, one of those landfills, 

Chiquita Canyon, has only three years of capacity remaining. Consequently, even under the most 

aggressive development scenario, only a single landfill will serve the City by the time the Project 

becomes operational. If the Applicant obtains a 22-year term on the proposed D.A., fewer than ten years 

of landfill capacity will remain by the time the Project is constructed. Although some plans exist for 

future expansion, such plans have not yet been approved, and the DEIR carefully avoids a description of 

the likelihood or timing of such an expansion occurring. Consequently, landfill space within and near the 

City remains at a premium and is properly considered a diminishing asset. Therefore, until such time as 

additional or alternative means of solid waste disposal become available, a cumulative impact regarding 

such capacity exists, and the Project's contribution to that impact is cumulatively considerable. The City 

must revise the DEIR to reflect the proper impact category, and must recirculate the DEIR for public 

comment, consistent with CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(l). 

Response to Comment No. 81-30 

The comment does not provide evidence regarding the limited landfill capacity claimed by the 

commenter. Also, the comment does not recognize that the Project could be built out far in advance of 

the full 22-year term of the Development Agreement. These misconceptions render the comment 
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unsubstantiated on this issue. Nonetheless, the commenter claims that a cumulative significant impact 

would occur with regards to landfill capacity. In addition, the commenter infers that hypothetically only a 

single landfill would serve the City when the Project becomes operational. Again, there is no evidence 

provided in the comment to support this assertion. 

In contrast, the Draft EIR states that the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have a 

remaining available daily intake of 9,947 tons per day (tpd). The cumulative solid waste generation 

shown in Table IV.L.3-7 of Section IV.L.3, Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR, 

would represent approximately 0.17 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the 

Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. As shown in the Draft EIR, the Sunshine Canyon and 

Chiquita Canyon Landfills have existing adequate capacity for the Related Projects and the Project. Also, 

the Draft EIR states on page IV.L.3-3 that an expansion of the Chiquita Canyon Landfill is currently 

proposed and would add a capacity of 23,872,000 tons (a 21-year life expectancy), which demonstrate 

potential additional capacity. Similarly, Draft EIR explains on page IV.L.3-10 that operations within the 

City and the Project Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB939 

requiring each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 

reduction, recycling and composting, which reduces total solid waste loads into the available landfills. 

Unlike the comment, these conclusions are supported by numeric calculations based on currently 

available public information. Therefore, the Draft EIR has performed an adequate fact-based impact 

analysis. There is no need for further analysis of hypothetical claims set forth in the comment. 

Comment No. 81-31 

In summary, HEIIGC and HVRA support the broad vision and diverse mix of uses for the Project, 

however they strongly object to the scale of the Project, in terms of height and density, and the lack of 

specificity of the requested entitlements that will allow a variety of configurations not evaluated in this 

DEIR. Thank you for your consideration and response to these comments. If you have any additional 

questions, please contact me directly at (310) 201- 3572 or bmr@jmbm.com. 

Response to Comment No. 81-31 

This comment is a conclusion statement to their letter. For additional information regarding a potential 

variety of configurations allowed under the Project, please refer to Response to Comment No. 09-66 

(AMDA). The comment is noted for the records and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies. 
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LETTER NO. 82 - ROSBY, LOIS 

Lois Rosby 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 82-1 

I am writing to request that you reconsider building two skyscrapers on Vine at Hollywood Blvd. 

Presently, the traffic congestion in this area is horrific and with the addition of the two skyscrapers, it will 

be next to impossible to get home during msh hour. Please consider the residents that reside in the area. 

Response to Comment No. 82-1 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential traffic impacts in Section IV.K, Transportation. 

Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 83 - ROSENFELD, JACK 

Jack Rosenfeld 

December 7, 2012 

Comment No. 83-1 

As an area resident, I have two main concerns with respect to this proposed project: the height of the 

proposed towers, and traffic mitigation. 

Response to Comment No. 83-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not otherwise state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review· and consideration. 

Comment No. 83-2 

1. Building heights. 

The Draft EIR states: 

D Height Zone B \vould permit development to a maximum height of 5 85 feet above grade and would be 

located on the eastern half of the West Site fronting Vine Street. 

D Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south of the 

Capitol Records Building) and \vould permit development to be a maximum height of 585 feet above 

grade. 

With all due respect, towers that reach 585 feet in height would be unacceptable. I do support sensible 

development, in harmony with the existing physical landscape. The Capitol Records building, as well as 

the 12-story towers at Hollywood and Vine (the old Equitable building, the Taft building, and the 

Broadway building), are the baseline that should be considered in determining an appropriate height for 

the new towers. The two new towers, as proposed, are completely out of scale with the neighborhood. 

They will cast long shadows and they will ovenvhelm the landmark Capitol Records building. which is 

one of this city's iconic structures. Aesthetically, the 585 foot towers would be a disaster. Limiting the 

towers to l 2 stories, or even 20 stories, would be a vast improvement. 

Response to Comment No. 83-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 
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Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views and overall 

visual character of the Project in Hollywood. 

With regard to the commenter's concern with shadows being cast on the neighboring Capitol Records 

Building, overall compliance with the Draft EIR Development Regulations would ensure that no sensitive 

land use is shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Thus, as 

determined in the Draft EIR, with adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation 

Measures identified, the Project's shade and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant 

levels. 

The Project would retain the Capitol Records Building. 

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical 

Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent 

historic Capitol Records building. 

Comment No. 83-3 

2. Traffic mitigation measures; parking issues. 

There are basically three ways to enter or exit the Hollywood Dell: (l) a left or right tum from Ivar onto 

Franklin, which an uncontrolled intersection; (2) a left or right tum from Dix Street onto Cahuenga, (also 

uncontrolled); and (3) a left or right tum from Odin onto Cahuenga (also uncontrolled). We need traffic 

mitigation, by way of controlled signals or other improvements. At present, it is already a challenge to 

travel south from the Dell into Hollywood. The Millennium project will inevitably aggravate traffic. A 

condition of approval should be traffic mitigation, by way of signalized intersections or other measures, to 

facilitate movement into and out of the Dell. 

Response to Comment No. 83-3 

The comment is noted. Right-tum in, right-tum out, and left tum-in movements at the locations cited in 

the comment require gaps only in a single direction of traffic. Further, numerous other routes to/from the 

Dell neighborhood are available, including the signalized intersection at Vine Street and Argyle Avenue. 

As such, signalization would not be required at the locations specified in the comment. Additionally, 

little Project traffic is anticipated to travel north of the Hollywood (US 101) Freeway as shown in Figures 

IV.K.1-5 and IV.K.1-6, Project Traffic Volumes (Net) AM and PM Peak Hour, respectively. Therefore, 

the Project impacts on access to/from the Dell neighborhood are not anticipated to be significant. 

Comment No. 83-4 

On a related point, the project approval should ensure that the Millennium Project does not burden street 

parking in the Dell, which is already scarce. 
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Response to Comment No. 83-4 

With regard to parking, the Project's parking was analyzed using a shared parking w-hich may be applied 

to the Base Demand when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 

24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the 

Development Regulations. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies and Section 106.61 

of the Green Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching 

parking demand with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the 

land uses constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking 

requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project construction based on the procedures 

set forth below and in the Development Agreement. As discussed above, parking will be provided to 

meet demand. 
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LETTER NO. 84 - ROSENTHAL, JAMIE 

Jamie Rosenthal 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 84-1 

i am writing in support of an extension of the public comment period for the environmental impact report. 

i am outraged that the allotted public comment time period has not allowed sufficient time for a necessary 

independent traffic study that is imperative for a project of this scale. 

Response to Comment No. 84-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

Comment No. 84-2 

i am a hollywood dell home owner and i am a commercial building owner whose property abuts this 

project as well as a business owner for 13 years at that property. i know quite well the traffic problems 

that already exist in this area since it is my exact commute each day. there are many more than 5 

intersections that will be impacted by this project. all it takes is a drive at rush hour from my business on 

yucca street, to meet my son's school bus at gelson's market less than a mile mvay on franklin and back to 

my home in the holly\'.-ood dell to see first hand the disastrous traffic problems that currently exist. the eir 

report does not adequately address or provide solutions on the issues of infrastructure and traffic that will 

surround this project and negatively impact this area as a result of this over scaled project. while i do not 

expect the out of town developers to care about the negative impact their project will have on the quality 

of life in our community, i do expect the city of los angeles to respect and support the voices of the 

thousands of tax payers and voters who have invested millions of dollars in their homes and properties in 

this neighborhood. a more detailed independent traffic study could provide alternative insights that could 

lead to viable solutions for this already troubled and poorly functioning problem. this can only benefit all 

of the residents oflos angeles. 

Response to Comment No. 84-2 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to traffic in Section IV.K, 

Transportation. That section is supported with detailed traffic modeling and reports contained in the 

traffic appendices circulated with the Draft EIR. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific 

concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. Please refer to Appendix IV.K. l of the Draft ECR for a detailed 

Traffic Study. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 84-3 

please extend the public comment time period to allow for an independent traffic study. 

Response to Comment No. 84-3 

With regard to conducting an independent traffic study, the Project's Traffic Study was conducted within 

the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), as defined in 

the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded 

that there would be operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative 

impacts at five study intersections. The Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 

2012, and included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR, included Project requirements as mitigation 

measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead 

agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 

requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15204). The Traffic Impact Study for the Draft EIR concluded that there would be 

operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study 

intersections. 
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LETTER NO. 85 - SANJURJO, ERIK 

Erik Sanjurjo 

November 30, 2012 

Comment No. 85-1 

Please find attached a letter from HUNC pertaining to a position we have taken on the Millennium 

project. I am submitting the letter on behalf of myself, our president and our governing Board. 

Our PLUM Committee is meeting again next Thursday to further consider what specific issues we would 

like the City to address when deliberating over the project. We will send another letter. 

Response to Comment No. 85-1 

The letter in reference is included as Comment Letter No. 15, from the Hollywood United Neighborhood 

Council. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 86 - SCHOENFELDT, JAY 

Jay Schoenfeldt 

December 5, 2012 

Comment No. 86-1 

I recently received notification of the Environmental Impact Report regarding the Millennium project. 

The proposed project will, no doubt, dramatically alter the Hollywood skyline. Is this development in 

Hollywood's best interest? As a neighboring property owner, [ am generally enthusiastic with 

Hollywood's redevelopment. However, I am not in favor of the proposed scale of the Mille1mium Project 

and it's alternatives. 

Response to Comment No. 86-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be fonva.rded to the decision-ma.king bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 86-2 

After review· of the renderings found at http://millenniumholly\'.-ood.net/project-overvie\'d, I think the 

project's two new· skyscrapers will compromise the architectural integrity of the landmark Capitol 

Records building. The developer states that the two tmvers will "frame views of the Capitol Records 

Building". I disagree. The existing Capitol Records building will be d\varfed by the two proposed towers 

that, conceptually, will stand at nearly three times the height of the 13 floor Hollywood Landmark as per 

the architectural rendering on the former weblink. 

Response to Comment No. 86-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Comment No. 86-3 

Architectural preservation is important to Angelinos. That is why \Ve have over two dozen Historic 

Preservation Overlay Zones throughout the city. The Millennium Project should pay homage to the 

existing Capitol Records building by allowing it to be the focal point rather than miniaturized by two 

skyscrapers sandwiching the landmark. 
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Response to Comment No. 86-3 

This comment relates to the preservation of the existing Capitol Records Buildings, and the commenter is 

pointed to Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR for an in depth discussion of the protection 

of the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, the Draft EIR and Project is designed to protect the historic 

significance of the Capitol Records Building and this is a stated objective of the Project. To meet that 

objective, the Project includes Development Regulations that include standards for grade level open 

space, and tower massing that seek to protect important public views to the Capitol Records Building and 

help ensure that it is appropriately distanced from the new construction so that the mass and scale does 

not overwhelm its architectural significance. 

Also in response to the historic Capitol Records Building, Mitigation Measure C-2, which is a shoring 

plan to protect adjacent historic resources, is recommended in the Draft EIR to minimize the Project's 

potential construction impacts on the acoustics of the underground studios the in the Capitol Records 

Building. Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that the development of the Project consistent with the 

Development Regulations and recommended Mitigation Measure C-2 would not alter the surroundings of 

the Capitol Records Building in a manner that would materially impair its significance as an historical 

resource. 

Comment No. 86-4 

It is important for in-fill developments to be in harmony with their surroundings. The neighboring 

buildings are all medium to low-rise developments with varying degrees of architectural pedigree. I don't 

see how this pair of behemoth skyscraper will fit in with its neighbors. The proposed project seeks to 

overshadow and dominate the surrounding Hollywood area with its vertical density and massive rentable 

floor area. It seems a project better suited for the Las Vegas strip. 

Response to Comment No. 86-4 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics for information regarding views and potential aesthetic 

impacts associated with the Project. In addition, Section IV.A of the Draft EIR contains and extensive 

analysis of aesthetic impacts. 

Comment No. 86-5 

It's for the above reasons that I object to the proposed Millennium Project, but would be in favor of a 

smaller scale concept that highlights the architecture of the Capitol Records landmark without 

compromising its integrity. This can be accomplished by developing a commercial focused development 

with a height less than the Captiol Records landmark. However, this is not an alternative as per the EIR. 

I therefore am in favor of no development at this point in time. 
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Response to Comment No. 86-5 

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will 

be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that 

the Draft ECR and related Project should not be approved. The previous comments in the letter go into 

more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response 

to Comment, above. 
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LETTER NO. 87 - SCHWAB, CHRISTOF 

Christof Schwab 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 87-1 

I have been a resident of the Hollywood Hills since 1966 and have seen Hollywood descend from a very 

livable area to a shabby neighborhood filled with tacky stores, tattoo parlors, head shops, and mediocre 

restaurants. Attempts have been made in the past to revive the area but were always sabotaged by fierce 

opposition from mostly ignorant activists who were trying to preserve something that was not worth 

savmg. 

The recent developments along Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard, such as the W Hotel and 

residential complex have already had a remarkable effect on Hollywood, and I feel that the new 

Millennium/Capitol Records Project will substantially enhance the ongoing rejuvenation of the area. 

When residents move in, they will support upscale stores, restaurants and other business ventures, and the 

homeowners from the Hollywood Hills will not have to drive to other areas to go shopping or to find a 

good meal. 

Based on the somewhat a.lannist e-mails I have received from the local neighborhood association, I 

believe that the opposition to this project is ma.inly founded in ignorance and activist hysteria.. Obviously 

traffic will increase but in my experience (I am a retired licensed structural engineer), issues such as 

parking and utilities will be addressed as pa.rt of the overall planning. I have confidence in the 

professionalism of the planners and designers that they will find acceptable solutions to these problems. 

My wife and I would like to express our full support for the proposed development. 

Response to Comment No. 87-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 88 - SHEL TON, MARTY 

Marty Shelton 

Vice President, NAC Capital, Inc. 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 88-1 

I submit this letter in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project and the positive impact it will have on 

the continued revitalization of Hollywood. I understand the developer is seeking approval of a 

Development Agreement and with that they would also implement an Equivalency Program. In my 

opinion, the Equivalency Program shows the developer intends to be responsive to market demands and 

the economy going forward which can only benefit the Hollywood Community. 

Also, as a representative of the ownership of 6363 Hollywood Boulevard, Hollywood, CA we welcome 

the economic growth the project will generate, jobs both construction and pennanent, the transit oriented 

nature of the project, the planned open space and finally the preservation of the Capitol Records building. 

Response to Comment No. 88-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 89- SHEPODD, LYNN 

Lynn Shepodd 

Resident Hollywoodland Up Beachwood Canyon 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 89-1 

Is it true you passed no height limits for Cahuenga and Vine Streets? This is lousy if it is true. 

Response to Comment No. 89-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 89-2 

I know the city has to build to stay modem but we have to drive to work and the more units you put the 

harder it will be. 

Response to Comment No. 89-2 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 90 - SHONTZ, LEXIS 

Lexis Shontz 

V.P. The Lofts at Hollywood+ Vine 

6253 Hollywood Blvd., Suite 903, Los Angeles, CA 90028 

November 7, 2012 

Comment No. 90-1 

Thank you for sharing the Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. I am a 

resident, property owner and the Vice President of the Board of Directors of The Lofts at Hollywood + 

Vine located at 6253 Hollywood Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90028. I want to register a serious level of 

concern, not opposition but concern regarding the development of this project over the next 20 odd years. 

Response to Comment No. 90-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

ECR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 90-2 

Hmv can I keep myself and my constituency of homeowners apprised of the who, what, \vhen and how 

regarding the "unavoidable environmental impacts" discussed in your report dated October 25, 2012? 

Will there be a timeline? Is there a way to keep us updated during the life of the project? 

Response to Comment No. 90-2 

The commenter would like to be notified of any further actions regarding the Draft EIR and proposed 

Final EIR. The public can keep track of the Final EIR process by visiting the City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning website here: www.http://cityplanning.lacity.org. When the Final EIR is 

heard at future public hearings, all those \vho commented during the public review period of the Draft 

EIR will also receive a notice in the mail identifying when and \vhere future hearings will be held. The 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review- and consideration. 

Comment No. 90-3 

Will there be any measures to protect us and our property from such impacts? 
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Response to Comment No. 90-3 

Section V., Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) of this Final EIR includes all of the 

mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid environmental impacts of the project and notes the 

monitoring phase, the enforcement phase, and the applicable department or agency responsible for 

ensuring that each mitigation measure is implemented. 

Comment No. 90-4 

I think the more informed, protected and respected we are as neighbors, the less concemmg this 

development will be. 

Response to Comment No. 90-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 
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21550 Oxnard Street, Suite 760, Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 91-1 

Pleased be advised that this office represents 1718 Vine St., LLC, the owner of the property located at 

1718 Vine Street, Los Angeles, California 90028. 

Pursuant to your request, we write to you to voice or client's comments concerning the EIR study and the 

City's actions concerning the project. 

Response to Comment No. 91-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 91-2 

Our client has concerns involving the manner in which the development will obstruct its access to the rear 

portion of its property. While our client generally supports the Millennium Hollywood Project, it does 

not to the extent it is denied access to its property. Our client reserves all of its rights and remedies in this 

regard. 

Response to Comment No. 91-2 

The commenter's concerns regarding access are not specific concerns regarding the scope of development 

within the Project site or related to the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. Regarding access, the 

commenter does not substantiate the concern with a specific environmental impact to be studied in the 

Draft EIR. The Applicant does not propose construction outside the parcels it controls and will develop 

the Project pursuant applicable City standards. The analysis in the Draft EIR adequately concludes that 

the driveways and building layout will not introduce any unusual adverse hazards. The final Site Plan/plot 

plan will also be reviewed by the LAFD and the LAPD to ensure adequate emergency access for the 

Project and the for the surrounding businesses. 

The City's permit process will ensure that no hazards are introduced into the final design and that the 

driveways will comply with the City's applicable emergency and other access requirements. The final 

construction Site Plan will be assessed in detail by the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
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(LADOT) as part of the building permit plan set approval process to ensure that I) adequate emergency 

circulation is being provided prior to a building permit being issued, 2) width and gate set back 

requirements are all met to ensure that queues do not extend into the public rights-of-way, and 3) 

adequate driveway sight distance continues to be provided for vehicles maneuvering into or out of the 

Project driveways. 
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LETTER NO. 92 - SMITH, JIMMIE 

Jimmie Smith 

November 4, 2012 

Comment No. 92-1 

I reside at 6253 Hollywood Blvd. As my building is the only residential space within direct proximity of 

the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project, I and the other residents of my building will certainly 

experience some of the largest impacts of this constmction. 

To state it simply: I am concerned. 

Response to Comment No. 92-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 92-2 

I am concerned about the traffic implications both during constmction and after, when the project is 

finished. 

Response to Comment No. 92-2 

A traffic study was prepared and discussed in Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. 

The study included an analysis and mitigation measures for implementation during construction and for 

operation. 

Comment No. 92-3 

I am concerned a.bout what will surely be a huge increase in dust. Our building has an historical 

designation and therefore we are not allowed to make changes to the exterior aesthetic of the building, 

this includes the windows. Already, without any construction, battling dust is a constant problem. How 

will this be mitigated? Our cars are parked in an outdoor lot adjacent to the building. How will 

mitigation of continual dust issues be addressed for our cars? 

Response to Comment No. 92-3 

With regard to the commenter's dust concern, pages IV.B.1-35 and IV.B.1-26 of the Draft EIR include a 

comprehensive discussion regarding the Project's construction air quality assumptions, including dust. 
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The total PMlO and PM2.5 emissions disclosed in the Draft ECR accurately reflect the Project's potential 

air quality emissions. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure B.l-1 ensures compliance with 

SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust, which would serve to reduce PMlO and PM2.5dust emissions by as 

much as 61 % during the construction phases. 

Comment No. 92-4 

And lastly, my largest concern is the change in topography. These massive structures will obliterate my 

view of one of the best aspects of my loft - my view of the Hollywood sign. I knmv a view is not my 

right, but it would be devastating to lose it. 

Response to Comment No. 92-4 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views of the Hollywood Sign. 

Comment No. 92-5 

From proposed design sketches [ am also concerned that I will lose my view if the Capitol Records 

building. This along with the view ifthe Hollywood sign were among the principal reasons for me to live 

here. Have any provisions been made for these issues? 

Response to Comment No. 92-5 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views of the Capitol 

Records Building and views of the Hollywood Sign. 
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LETTER NO. 93 - SMITH, MD SAM 

MD Sam Smith 

President, MD Sam Smith, CFP 

8033 W. Sunset Blvd., Suite 893, Los Angeles, CA 90046 

December 6, 2012 

Comment No. 93-1 

I am writing you today in SUPPORT of the Millenium Hollywood Project. 

Over the course of the last several years as a businessman living and working in Hollywood, I have 

watched the evolution of the Millenium Hollywood Project and witnessed the exceptional consideration 

of our community, its long term best interests and the overall vitality of Hollywood as it transforms itself 

in the new century. MHP is a sterling example of next generation Transit Oriented Development that 

will enable residents, workers and visitors to enjoy a quality oflife that is transformational at its core. 

Hollywood's renaissance has continued its uphill climb despite the recent economic setbacks. The 

Millenium Hollywood Project will greatly enhance Hollywood's ability to continue this evolution. The 

investment of the project and the economic inertia it will create will bring new energy to our city. The 

long term effect on our tax base and economic vitality will be broad reaching and well distributed 

throughout the surrounding communities. 

The Millenium Hollywood Project has taken great lengths to preserve and enhance the iconic Capitol 

Records Building while bringing much needed pedestrian energy to the neighborhood. 

The design of the project has succeeded in considering the view and the impact of the project from every 

angle. From every vantage point the project brings a new perspective to our future city and its citizens. 

Every great vision creates change and change is not ahvays comfortable at first. Every great vision also 

requires courage. Courage to believe in the possibility. 

The possibility created by the Holly\'.-ood Millenium Project is a vibrant regional center that will bring 

new life and new energy to an already electric city! Let's move this project forward! 

Response to Comment No. 93-1 

This comment is stating its support for the Project. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 94 - TABOR, MAUREEN 

Maureen Tabor 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 94-1 

This is a note to express my opposition to The Hollywood Millennium Project. 

As a home owner in Beach\'.-ood Canyon, this project has an adverse effect on me and on my property 

value. The traffic created would be unsustainable, dangerous, and ruin the small rise of good small 

developments in our area. I accept change, but this massiveness contemplated is not the kind of change 

that will improve the area. 

Response to Comment No. 94-1 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential traffic impacts in Section IV.L, Transportation. 

Othenvise, the comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 95 - T AGER, ALISA 

Alisa Tager 

2731 Woodshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 95-1 

I would like to voice my opposition to this project. 

I am a long-time resident of Beachwood and I have seen the traffic increase radically over the past 

decade. 

I am concerned there have been no impact studies on the traffic and impact on local infrastructure. 

Please postpone this project until further studies have been done to assess the problems and propose 

solutions. 

Response to Comment No. 95-1 

A traffic study was prepared and discussed in Section CV.K. l, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. 

With regard to the commenter's concern with the existing infrastructure surrounding the Project Site, 

please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-5 (Holly\'.-oodland Homeowners Association (#2)) above. 

According to Section CV.L, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR., the Project suggests 

mitigation measures and code-compliance requirements to help offset potential impacts from water, 

sewer, solid waste, and energy. As stated in these sections of the Draft ECR, the Project would not create 

a significant impact to any utility system and not a problem deferred, as suggested by the commenter. 
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LETTER NO. 96- THALER, SCOTT (#1) 

Scott TI1aler 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 96-1 

Please extend public comment period and allow time for a full traffic survey of the area!!!!! 

Response to Comment No. 96-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The Draft EIR analyzed traffic in a comprehensive traffic study according to the guidelines and 

parameters of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation. 
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LETTER NO. 97 - THALER, SCOTT (#2) 

Scott TI1aler 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 97-1 

[Blank] 

Note that the comment within the email was blank, but the subject line was: "NO!" 

Response to Comment No. 97-1 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 98- THALER, SCOTT (#3) 

Scott TI1aler 

December 11, 2012 

Comment No. 98-1 

Traffic study. 

Environmental Impact 

All need detail study before such an undertaking. 

Response to Comment No. 98-1 

The Draft EIR analyzed traffic m a comprehensive traffic study according to the guidelines and 

parameters of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation. 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 99 - THOELKE, SCOTT 

Scott TI10elke 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 99-1 

My wife and I live in Hollywood. We have lived here for over 20 years and own a home. I'm am 

strongly against the large scale development ideas being floated to over develop Hollywood. There are 

already to many empty buildings unoccupied in the Hollywood area to consider adding more. The streets 

are already over crowded with cars most of the day. TI1e pollution potential is horrifying. Air, ground 

waist and audio pollution would kill the neighborhood. Hollywood is a Mecca for tourists to visit 

because it represents "Old Hollywood". A small town where the film industry developed into a huge 

industry. Allowing expansion would eventually tum Hollywood into a city that would look like many 

other generic cities across the United States. There would be no reason for tourists to come here any 

longer as the small tmvn feel would be gone. Please do not allow the large scale development of 

Hollywood as it \vould drive long time residents to leave and bring down the tone of Beachwood Canyon 

and the entire Hollywood area. 

Response to Comment No. 99-1 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential land use compatibility, traffic, air quality, and 

aesthetics in Sections IV.G, Land Use Planning, IV.K, Transportation, IV.B, Air Quality Analysis, and 

IV.A, Aesthetics respectively. The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or 

question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts 

of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision

making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 100 -TURNER, DAVID 

David Turner 

2279 Fink Street, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

December 8, 2012 

Comment No. 100-1 

I agree with my neighbor Jack Rosenfeld on the congestion and further degradation of traffic flow in an 

area on the brink of gridlock now. That is what erecting these buildings will enact. Are you going to 

eliminate personal transportation? It sounds to me like it is doomed. Our Mayor wants Hollywood to be 

like New York City. 

Response to Comment No. 100-1 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential traffic impacts in Section IV.K, Transportation. 

Otherwise, the comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 100-2 

I am a third generation native of Los Angeles. I really don't like the direction this city is taking, and I will 

fight it religiously. All these electric billboards cheapen and degrade My quality of life and increase 

driving danger, and they seem to go with tall buildings to help pay the cost. I vote "NO" 

Response to Comment No. 100-2 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 101 - VANZYL, JENNIFER AND RUDY 

Jennifer and Rudy Van Zyl 

2775 Rinconia Drive, Hollywood, CA 90068 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 101-1 

My husband and I are writing you incensed over the proposed Hollywood Millennium Project... .. as 

residents in the district just north of the project we and every neighbor we have talked to are VERY 

MUCH AGAINST THIS PROJECT. .. shame on you for even considering such a ugly, out of place and 

road-clogging development. Our comments below: 

Response to Comment No. 101-1 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 101-2 

-These buildings are a good 400 feet too high from a visual standpoint; 

Response to Comment No. 101-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views corridors. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 

discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Comment No. 101-3 

-Have you been to the FranklinNine/Cahuenga area lately during rush hour? The other night it took me 

40 minutes!!! to get from Santa Monica & Vine Street into my Hollywood Dell neighborhood .. .two 

almost 600 feet buildings will only worsen that situation; 

Response to Comment No. 101-3 

The Project includes mitigation measures for intersection specific improvements: 

K.1-10 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle A venue/Franklin A venue - US l 01 Freeway 

Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection under both existing 
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(20 l l) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall re stripe this intersection to provide a left

tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum lane for the southbound approach and two left-tum lanes and 

a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement would 

require the joint approval of Cal trans and LADOT. 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 101-4 

-What about improving infrastructure in the area? We need better freeway entrance/exits and better 

maintained roads and sidewalks and public parking lots like Beverly Hills and Santa Monica; 

Response to Comment No. 101-4 

Road and sidewalk maintenance and public parking lots are under the jurisdiction of the City of Los 

Angeles. The Project includes several mitigation measures designed to alleviate impacts to roads and 

sidewalks, such as: 

• Sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such as landscaping 

and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the 

project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. 

• Traffic signal system upgrades 

• Highway dedications and street widening to meet the revised street standards of the recently 

adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update. 

With regard to parking, the Project's parking was analyzed using a shared parking which may be applied 

to the Base Demand when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 

24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the 

Development Regulations. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies and Section 106.61 

of the Green Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching 

parking demand with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the 

land uses constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking 

requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project construction based on the procedures 

set forth below- and in the Development Agreement. As discussed above, parking will be provided to 

meet demand. 

Comment No. 101-5 
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-We need real green space and open areas in Hollywood area-- virtual green space with vines on the side 

of 600 feet towers is not green space! 

Response to Comment No. 101-5 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 101-6 

-If you think residents in these buildings will use the Metro, you are mistaken. The Metro still does not 

go to the places where people go-- the airport, Beverly Hills, Century City, the Hollywood Bow (another 

shameful failure by our City officials that there is not a stop at the Bowl...wish I could send all those 

buses to your neighborhood); 

Response to Comment No. 101-6 

The Metro's routes and destinations are beyond the scope of the EIR and not under the jurisdiction of the 

City of Los Angeles. However, Metro's long range planning and Measure R programs include routes that 

will eventually connect to LAX, Beverly Hills, and Century City. The Hollywood Bowl bus situation is 

also not Project-related. 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 101-7 

-What about the poorly maintained and developed Cahuenga Pass? The ghetto-inspired chainlink fences 

should instead be sound walls to contain the heavy traffic on the streets and not spill into surrounding 

residential area. We need a bike/walk path OFF THE STREET so people can walk and ride between 

Hollywood and the Valley .. .if this were the Westside/Sepulveda Pass, it would be much safer, more 

beautiful and functional as sadly that is were the City and State spends it's infrastmcture funds. 

Meanwhile, the reason most tourists visit LA is to come to Hollywood ... and when they do it's filled with 

garbage, chainlink fences, the homeless, stripper clothing stores, souvenir shops and pedestrian unfriendly 

streets. 
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Response to Comment No. 101-7 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential traffic impacts in Section IV.K, Transportation. 

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 101-8 

-We do not want Vine Street area of Hollywood to become like the awful user-unfriendly Hollywood & 

Highland complex! I don't know a single neighbor \vho goes there and instead \Ve all drive by and go the 

the well-developed Grove. WE DO NOT WANT OUR NEIGHBORHOOD TO BECOME ANOTHER 

TIMES SQUARE! 

Response to Comment No. 101-8 

The Project Site has a Regional Center Commercial land use designation in the General Plan. It should be 

noted that the Draft EIR analyzes land use compatibility issues in Section IV.G, Land Use Plalliling. 

Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is 

acknmvledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 101-9 

We are amazed at how this project has gotten so far and that City officials will even consider such a 

project...they even misrepresented the surrounding area in their renders by making the Hollywood Dell 

look like a flatland loaded with housing projects! 

Response to Comment No. 101-9 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft ECR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration 

Comment No. 101-10 

We will fight this project and urge others to do the same. This is not responsible growth for Hollywood. 
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Response to Comment No. 101-10 

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 102 - VINITSKY, ELLEN 

Ellen Vinitsky 

6359 Primrose Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90068 

October 28, 2012 

Comment No. 102-1 

I have a great many concerns about the proposed Millennium Project. 

Response to Comment No. 102-1 

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 102-2 

I am concerned about traffic in Hollywood. I live above Franklin, between Vine and Cahuenga and 

getting anywhere south of Franklin and north of Santa Monica Boulevard has become an ordeal in the last 

several years and will only get worse. 

Response to Comment No. 102-2 

Proposed enhancements for the Argyle/Franklin at 101/DOT connection are identified in Mitigation 

Measure K. l-10 on pages [-94 and IV.K. l-58 of the Draft EIR (and revised to Mitigation Measure K.1-11 

to accommodate a new Mitigation Measure K. l-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions 

to the Draft EIR). This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for 

their consideration. 

See Response to Comment No. 26-2 (Becklund, Laurie) for additional information the proposed 

mitigation to this intersection. The second part of the comment is an opinion and does not state a specific 

question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts 

of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 

decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No.102-3 

I am concerned about the little Ma & Pa stores that have left the Hollywood area or will be forced to, 

including all the wonderful book stores that lined Hollywood Boulevard, only to be replaced by T-Shirt 

store, "Smoke Shops" and the likes, because mega-buildings with "retail space" will discourage anyone 

from patronizing the area businesses other than those manufactured for tourists. 
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Response to Comment No. 102-3 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 102-4 

I am concerned with all of the clubs in Hollywood where patrons park in our sleepy little neighborhoods 

and trash them and how a mega-building will only increase the population and traffic and visitors and 

such. 

Response to Comment No. 102-4 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 102-5 

In Downtown Los Angeles, there was an organic growth, where old buildings were renovated, saved, 

refurbished and the neighborhoods grew in an inclusive \vay, not in the way a million-square-foot 

building will overshadow everything in its path. Look at the old Bank District as an example. 

Response to Comment No. 102-5 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the enviromnental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 102-6 

I worry about the residents who have been displaced, 

Response to Comment No. 102-6 

The commenter suggests that the Project would displace existing residents and businesses of Hollywood, 

which is false. In fact, the Project would contribute toward the population growth forecast for the City of 

Los Angeles, and would be consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize 

existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of 

VMT. The Project would increase the density of residential uses by bringing more housing units, with a 

varying range of sizes, closer to major employment centers, which in tum would increase revenue for the 

Hollywood area rather than displace existing businesses. This additional density would also be located in 

an area currently served by public transit, (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter 
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Express 422 & 423) and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density 

falls within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at densities 

that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 

Comment No. 102-7 

the businesses displaced and more so-

Response to Comment No. 102-7 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 102-6 (Vinitsky, Ellen) above for more information on 

displacement of businesses. 

Comment No. 102-8 

-the incredible loss of Holly\'.-ood history that has been tom down building by building. 

Response to Comment No. 102-8 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential historic resource impacts m Section IV.C, 

Cultural Resources. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 102-9 

I worry about the loss of a view, a beautiful view for those of us above Franklin. 

Response to Comment No. 102-9 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for infonnation regarding views and views of the 

Hollywood Sign. 

Comment No. 102-10 

It seems to me that as usual - big business and developers have been favored far beyond us tax payers and 

residents. [t seems like favoritism for the connected few who got in on the project and will make a ton of 

money for themselves - like payola. It appears that anyone able to jump on this wagon will get to put 

their mouth on the government tit at the expense of anyone else and we - the residents and taxpayers- will 

have to pick up the tab for decades to come. 
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Response to Comment No. 102-10 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 102-11 

I am deeply opposed to this project. 

Please submit my name as one of opposition. 

Response to Comment No. 102-11 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and \vill be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review· and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 103 - WESTBROOK, YVONNE 

Yvonne Westbrook 

December 9, 2012 

Comment No. 103-1 

I have read the reports and heard both sides, pro and con; I believe it is in the best interest of both 

Hollywood residents and those proposing the plan to do more research before moving ahead. This seems 

a prudent decision, since many residents, who live day in and day out in the area will be affected in some 

way. I have been a resident and home owner in Hollywoodland for 40 years, am not opposed to change 

and have seen and felt the negative impact on traffic and air quality. 

Response to Comment No. 103-1 

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential traffic and air quality impacts in Section IV.K, 

Transportation, and IV.B, Air Quality Analysis respectively. Othenvise, the comment does not state a 

specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 

environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 103-2 

Our infrastructure cannot handle more traffic; I had an office in the Taft Building at Hollywood and 

Vine .. .I moved my office after The W Hotel was finished because the traffic became intolerable, as did 

the parking and I was losing client's as a result. This is true of the intersection at Hollywood and 

Highland, it's true of the project on the north east corner of Vine and Sunset. The very thing that made 

Hollywood livable, the ease of movement, has been lost and we cannot afford to support similar projects. 

I don't think that business and financial interests should rule the community--a community should be 

ruled by the heart. 

Response to Comment No. 103-2 

The Draft EIR analyzed traffic in a comprehensive traffic study according to the guidelines and 

parameters of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation. The traffic study looked at a number of 

intersections, including Holly\'.-ood Boulevard I Vine Street intersection and Sunset Boulevard I Vine 

Street intersection. The traffic study acknowledges that the Project plus mitigation traffic impacts at five 

study intersections (including the two identified in the comment) under the Future (2020) conditions 

would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the mitigation measures. 
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The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 104 - WHITM, JUDITH 

Judith Whitm 

December 10, 2012 

Comment No. 104-1 

Cui bono? The residents of this already congested area don't benefit. The city services which will be 

overloaded and thus increase fees paid by those who don't benefit? The number of feeder streets that are 

already parking lots? 

Response to Comment No. 104-1 

The commenter asks "cui bono?", meaning for whose benefit and states that the residents of the area don't 

benefit, and asks if the city services and streets will benefit. Regarding City services and infrastmcture 

please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-5 (Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2)) above. 

Also, it should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential traffic impacts in Section IV.K, 

Transportation. 

Other portions of this comment do not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in 

identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is 

acknowledged for the record and will be fonvarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 104-2 

The hundreds of thousands of property taxpayers who PAY for a view don't benefit. 

Response to Comment No. 104-2 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views, including views of the 

Hollywood Sign. 

Comment No. 104-3 

Gee, who benefits? Politicians who get campaign donations? From the builders who get zone variance 

without citizen approval? 

The list goes on. Doesn't it? 
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Response to Comment No. 104-3 

The commenter continues to question who benefits, but does not state a specific question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As 

such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 104-4 

Don't do this without voter approval. Please. 

Response to Comment No. 104-4 

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 

and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER NO. 105- MELROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 

Edward Villareal Hunt, President 

4928 West Melrose Hill, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

February 1, 2013 

Comment No. 105-1 

February 2013 

We are concerned about adding this substantial Millennium Project population to Park starved Hollywood 

without adding a commensurate amount of additional parkland. We understand this project has a 

requirement to pay Quimby fees. 

Our recommendation is that the Quimby Fees be directed tmvard the Construction of the first phase of the 

Proposed Hollywood Central Park to be constructed over the nearby 101 Free\vay. 

Response to Comment No. 105-1 

According to Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section l 7.12 and LAMC Section 21.l 0.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures J.4-2 and J.4-3 regarding payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. It should be noted that the fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget 

and planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LAD RP) because use of 

the fees is pursuant to the LAMC and is determined by the LADRP. The Project Applicant does not 

determine how these fees are used by the City. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 
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IV. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

This section presents corrections and additions that have been made to the text of the Draft EIR. These 

changes include revisions resulting from responses to comments and others that are necessary to provide 

clarifications to the project description and analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. The revisions 

are organized by section and page number as they appear in the Draft EIR. Text deleted from the Draft 

EIR is shown in strikethrettgh, and new text is underlined. For corrections resulting from a response to a 

comment on the documents, references refer to the comment letter number and name of commenter. 

Table of Contents 

1. Page ii under VI. Alternatives to the Proposed Project, list number 2 - Insert a period (".") between 
the "4" and "5" to read: 

Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development 4.:.5: 1 FAR .................................................................. VI-15 

Section I Introduction/Summary 

2. Page I-7 the first two paragraphs are to be removed and the following is to be added: 

This Draft EIR aH:alyzes the greatest potential eHviroameR-tal impaet of the Pnajeet for eaeh 

eaviroHmeR-tal isstte area. The Projeet may Hot eJ<eeed these mruamttm impaets for eaeh isstte area. 

Per iHstaH:ee, "ith respeet to the Projeet' s traf:fie im13aets, a , ehiettlar trip eal'l ,,,as esta0lished. The 

tri13 eal'l re13reseR-ts the total Httmaer of !'leak hettr trips (AM l'Jltts PM peal;: ho1:1F trips) iliat may ae 

geHerated ay the Proj eet. 

To develop the trip eap, trip rates for eaeh laH:d ttse were ealeulated eased OH the total AM (7 AM to 

lQ PM) phts PM (3 PM to €i PM) peak ho1:1r tril'JS geHerated per laH:d ttse. The Commereial SeeHario 

v.as determiHed to have the man:im1:1m (AM pltts PM peal< hottr) tri13s eEJ:Hal to 1,498 tri13s. The 

Commereial SeeHario is therefore the most impaetfal seeHario. The mrudmttm allowaale peal< hottr 

trips permitted HHder afl:j' develOl'JHlefl-t seeHaRO WOttld ae limited to 1,498 total peal;: hettr trips. The 

total de ,~elopmefl-t oflaHd ttses for the Projeet resttltiHg from Hle EEttti, aleHe J Program "ill Hot eneeed 

this trip eap. 

This Draft EIR analvzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each 

environmental issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. 

For instance, with respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The 

trip cap represents the maximum AM peak hour trips and the maximum PM peak hour trips that may 

be generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the AM peak hour trips 

and the PM peak hour trips generated per land use. TI1e Commercial Scenario was determined to have 
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the maximum AM peak hour trips (574) and the maximum PM peak hour trips (924). TI1e 

Commercial Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour 

trips permitted under anv development scenario would be limited to 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 

PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the Project resulting from 

the Eguivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

3. Page I-73 within Table I-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of 

Significance After Mitigation - Remove the extraneous "w" in the word "necessmvry" in Mitigation 

Measures J .2-1 so that the sentence containing the word will read: 

The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt nm off where necessawry. 

4. Table I-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of Significance After 

Mitigation - The table's "Mitigation Measures" column will be modified to include the changes, 

revisions, and additions of the mitigation measures identified below for Aesthetics, Air Quality, 

Cultural Resources, Noise, and Transportation - Traffic. 

Section II Project Description 

5. Page H-21, the last paragraph is to be removed and replaced as follows: 

For iastaRee, with respeet to the Projeet' s ffiaJfrl'l'ltlffi aggregate traffie iffipaets, a vehiettlar trip 68:fl 

'Nill be established. This trip eap '<viii eoHtrol whether aRy partiettlar e1cehaRge of laRd ttses is 

pefffiitted ttHder the Program. [a eom'leetioH with traffie iffipaets, trip rates for eaeh laRd ttse have 

beeH ideHtified to detefffiiHe the Projeet's ffimcimttffi allowable ,.\M (7 ,.\M to 10 AM) aad PM (3 PM 

to €l PM) peak hottr trips. UsiH:g the estabhshed trip rates ideH:tff:ied iH: Table II 2, Trip Ca13 

CoffiptttatioH By LaRd Use Type, the trip eap was estabhshed. The trip 68:fl represeH:ts the Httffiber of 

trips (AM pltts PM peak hottr trips) assoeiated with the ffiost trip iH:teH:sive developmeH:t seenario of 

the Projeet, ·.vhieh is the Coffiffiereial Seenario. As shovrn iH Table II 3, Projeet Trip Cap, the trip ea13 

is 1, 4 98 trij'JS afld thus the ffifr,Hffitlffi allo "able j'Jealc hottr trij'JS that dOttld ee allo ded ttHder an5 

developffieH:t seenario would ee limited to 1,498 total pealc hoiu trips. The development of laHd Hses 

resHltiHg from the EqHivaleHey Program will use the generatioH rates in Table II 2 to determiHe peak 

hoHr trips aRd will not eJrneed this trip eap, whieh establishes the maximHm AM aRd PM peak hem 

traffie iffipaets that are aRalyzed by this Draft EIR. The EIR will establish, as disettssed uHder Seetim'I 

IV, EnvironmeH:tal Impaet Aaalysis, mm<imum le»'els for every other eHviroHmeRtal impaet prodHeed 

by the Projeet. As diseussed above, iH RO instaHee will filly developmeHt seeHario pefffiitted by the 

DevelopmeHt ,.\greemeH:t aHd EqHivaleney Program exeeed the mmcimHm eHviroamental impaets 

stttdied iH: this Draft BIR of "hieh ma:<:imttm , ehie1tlar tri]'JS is 01115 oH:e of se, eral en ,·ironmeH:tal 

thresholds. 

For instance, with respect to the Project's maximum traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap will be 

established. This trip cap will control whether anv particular exchange of land uses is permitted 
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under the Eguivalency Program. In connection \vith traffic impacts, trip rates for each land use have 

been identified to determine the Proiect's maximum allowable AM (7 AM to 10 AM) and PM (3 PM 

to 6 PM) peak hour trips. Using the established trip rates identified in Table H-2 Trip Cap 

Computation By Land Use Type the trip cap was established. The trip cap represents the number of 

AM peak hour trips and PM peak hour trips associated with the most trip-intensive development 

scenario of the Project, which is the Commercial Scenario. As shown in Table H-3, Project Trip Cap, 

the " Trip Cap" is 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips and thus the maximum 

allowable peak hour trips that would be allowed under any development scenario would be limited 

to574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips. The development of land uses resulting from 

the Eguivalency Program will use the generation rates in Table II-2 to determine peak hour trips and 

will not exceed this Trip Cap which establishes the maximum AM peak hour trips and the maximum 

PM peak hour traffic impacts that are analyzed by this Draft EIR. The EIR will establish as 

discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis maximum levels for everv other 

environmental impact produced bv the Project. As discussed above, in no instance will anv 

development scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Eguivalency Program exceed 

the maximum environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which maximum vehicular trips is 

only one of several environmental thresholds. 

6. Page II-22, Table II-2, Trip Cap Computation by Land Use Type and Table II-3, Project Trip Cap, are 

replaced \vith the following tables: 
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Table 11-2 

Trip Cap Computation By Land Use Type 

Land Use/Activity Peak Hour Trips Factor 

Construction Period 

110 Construction Employee* 
NIA Construction Trucks** 

Operational Period 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 

*** 820 Retail 
(1-25,000 sf) 
(25,001 +sf) 

931 Restaurant 
NIA Car Rental Facility 

AM 

0.440 
0.625 

0.358 
0.476 
0.788 
0.913 

1.444 
0.559 
0.520 
0.373 

PM 

0.420 
0.625 

0.328 
0.504 
1.950 
0.360 

5.026 
2.604 
4.840 
0.871 

Unit 

trips/employee 
trips/truck load 

trips/du 
trips/rm 
trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 

trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 
trips/ks[ 

trips/ksf 

* The trip rates per peak construction worker used are the ITE Trip Generation, 8th edition manual rates 
for a Light Industrial site (LU 110). 

** 

*** 

Standard City haul route conditions prohibit such truck activity during the excavation and shoring 
construction phase and thereby 0 truck trips are to be assumed for that phase. The 0.625 rates apply to 

the average trucks hauling loads to or from the site on a weekday during each other construction phase. 
Incrementally applied to the retail building area on the site at the conclusion of a development phase. 

Land Use Categorv 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NIA Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 

Table 11-3 

Project Trip Cap 

Use Size AM Peak Hour Tri(!s 

461 du 165 trips 
254 rm 121 trips 

80 ksf 63 trips 
150 ksf 137 trips 
100 ksf 78 trips 
25 ksf 13 trips 
-8 ksf ill trips 

574 trips 

PM Peak Hour Tri(!s 

151 trips 
128 trips 
156 trips 
54 trips 

321 trips 
121 trips 
ill trips 

924 trips 
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7. Page II-23, beginning with the first full sentence in the first paragraph is to be removed and replaced 

as follows: 

This Feftttest shall iHeh:tde detailed iRfeffflatien identif; iHg the land use traHsfer/eJrehaHge that is aeing 

proposed aHd SHpplemeHtal infennation doeHmenting how the proposed laHd Hses a-re eonsistent with 

the overall AM and PM peak hoHr trip eap identified in Taale II 3, Projeet Trip Cap. The sHpporting 

doeumeHtation shall also provide sHffieien-t infermation to demonstrate that the proposed EqHirnleney 

Program would not eJ<eeed the rnm<imHrn environmental irnpaets identified in the Draft EIR. 

This reguest shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed and supplemental infonnation documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with 

the AM peak hour and PM peak hour Trip Cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap. The 

supporting documentation shall also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed 

Eguivalencv Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft 

EIR. 

8. Page II-23, Footnote 4 is revised as follows: 

Note: All square footage numbers for the Project represent net sq1:1are footage. are based on the 

definition of floor area. The tefl'l'l "Bet Sfttta-re feet" is defiHeEI in Ll'..MC SeetieH 14 .5 .3. Floor area is 

defined in Section 12.03 of the LAMC as the area in square feet confined within the exterior walls of 

a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms 

housing building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and 

ramps, space for the landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 

9. Page II-24, Table II-4, Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and 

Square-Footage Summary, is revised as follows: 

Footnote B: GSF=Gross Square Feet. For purposes of analyzing the volume of new construction, 

the total GSF was assumed to be 15% above the "1'Jet De\'eloped Floor Area" floor area as 

defined by the LAMC. 

Footnote C: The total office square footage included under the "Net Developed Floor Area" 

column includes the existing U4,303 sf of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 

Complex which will be retained as part of the Project. 

10. Page II-24, Table II-4, Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and 

Square-Footage Summary, the third column heading is revised as follows: 

Proposed 1'Jet Developed Floor Area (sfY 

Aiillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

IV. Corrections and Additions to the Drap EIR 
Page IV-5 

RL0030828 



EM27669 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

11. Page II-31, the last paragraph is revised to reflect that there could be up to six levels of below grade 

parking on the West Site: 

Based on the Code required parking standards and the implementation of a shared parking program, it 

is envisioned that the Project would include up to three levels of above-grade parking within the 

podium structures, up to six levels of below grade parking on the East Site, and up to fe.m:six levels of 

below grade parking on the West Site. 

12. Page II-32, the second sentence under the heading "g. Signage and Lighting" is revised to reflect that 

Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Holly\'.-ood Signage Supplemental Use District and its 

provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in Ordinance 1761 72: 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340176172, LAMC 

Section 13 .11 ), and is thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage 

SUD. 

13. Page II-49, the following discretionary action is to be added to the bullet list, after the Variance for 

sports club parking: 

• Citv Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking 

or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

14. Mitigation Measure A.2-2 is revised as follows: 

The Project shall conform to the Tmver Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the following 

Standards: (7.3.l) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located \vith its 

equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7 .5 .1) Towers shall be spaced to 

provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) 

Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same 

parcel, except the following which will shall meet Planning Code: l) the towers are offset (staggered), 

2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 

angled. 

Section IV.B.1 Air Quality 

15. In response to Comment Letter No. 07 (South Coast Air Quality Management District), the following 

mitigation measure has been revised as follows: 
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Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters 

meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting 

Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building 

and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be 

installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

16. In response to Comment Letter No. 07 (South Coast Air Quality Management District), the following 

additional mitigation measures have been added to Section IV.B. l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities 

shall use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles 

that meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection 

Agency NOx standards) where commercially available. At a minimum 

truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 

model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HV AC) air intakes shall be 

located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site 

that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent that such placement is 

compatible with final site design. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are 

located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway the project design shall limit 

the use of operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and 

common areas for electric barbegues to the extent that such uses are 

permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants Conditions 

and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Mitigation Measure B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or 

alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or 

low voe cleaning products for maintenance of the building. 

17. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.B.l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as B.1-3. Any 

references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the new 

mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measure B.1-3 is now B.1-4. 
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• Previous mitigation measure B. l-4 is now B. l-5. 

• All mitigation measures will change the words "must", '\vill", and "would" to "shall", as 

indicated in Section V, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of the Final EIR 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 

Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 

• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use oflow-flow water fixtures; 

• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this wettld shall achieve 

a minimum l 0% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 

• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be ENERGY STAR 

labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or appliance. 

Section IV.C Cultural Resources 

18. Page IV.C-48, Mitigation Measure C-5, is revised to read: 

Mitigation Measure C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site 

and surrounding area) shall be documented with ttj:}-{eat least twenty-five 

images in accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 

standards. Compliance \vith this measure shall be demonstrated through 

a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City 

Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

19. Page IV.C-48, Mitigation Measure C-6, part a. The Society of Professional Archaeologists no longer 

exists and the new entity is the Register of Professional Archaeologists. Revise reference to Society 

of Professional Archaeologist (SOPA) to read: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central 

Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University 

Fullerton, or a member of the Seeiet3 Register of Professional Archaeologist§. (S.ROPA) 

or a .S.ROPA-qualified archaeologist, \vho shall assess the discovered material(s) and 

prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 
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Section IV.G Land Use Planning 

20. Pages IV.G-15 and IV.G.16 is revised to reflect that Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the 

Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District and its provisions replace and supersede the 

provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172, and to show that supergraphic signs are prohibited: 

Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD) 

Ordinance 181340 is the amendment of the Hollvwood Signage Supplemental Use District (SUD), 

which was originallv established by Ordinance l 76172 established the SUD. This ordinance was 

enacted to acknowledge and promote the continuing contribution of signage to the distinctive 

aesthetic of Hollywood, as well as to control the blight created by poorly placed, badly designed signs 

throughout Hollywood. Specifically, the Ordinance seeks to: 

1) provide for the systematic execution of the Hollywood Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan; 

2) promote appropriate and economically viable signage; 

3) limit visual clutter by regulating the number, size, and location of signs; 

4) minimize potential traffic hazards and protect public safety; 

5) protect street views and scenic vistas of the Hollywood Sign and the Hollywood Hills; aHd 

6) protect and enhance major commercial corridors and properties· and 

7) Provide a public benefit and enhancement to the communitv environment. 

The Project Site is located within the established boundaries of the SUD. 

Under the SUD, there are speeifie standa-rds for sttpergraphie signs. A sttpergraphie sign is defined as 

"a sign, eensistiHg ef aH image , , hieh is aptJlied te and made iHtegHH , , ith a , <'aH, er tJrej eeted eHte a 

wall er tJriHted eH viHyl, mesh er ether material, and whieh dees Het eemtJly with the tJrevisieHs ef 

SeetieH 9l.62Ql et seEJ:. ef the MttHieipal Cede, relatiHg te wall sigHs, mttral sigHs, eff site sigHs 

and/er temtJeFaf)' sigHs." Aeeerdiag te the SUD, a SHtJergraphie sigH may iHelttde eff site advertisiHg 

anEl shall eemtJl J , , ith the felle • .-iHg stanElarEls: 

D l\: StttJergraphie SigH shall net be alleweEl eH any let v.here a billbeanl er selid tJanel reef sigH is 

leeateEl. 

D Te EJ:ualify for a StttJergratJhie SigH an atJplieaffi shall partieipate in the sigH reElttetieH pregram:, 

pttrsttaHtte SeetieH 9 efthe SUD. 
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D The e1<posed faee of a SHpergraphie Sign shall be apprm<imately parallel to the plane of the wall 

ttpoa whieh it is loeated. 

D A ma,<:imttm oft" 0 Sttpergrapkie Sigfls ma; ae leeated Ofl a attildiflg pro {ided the images are 

loeated on opposite walls of the building and eanaot be viewed at the sam:e time from any 

loeatioa. 

D A Sttpergraphie Sign shall be at least l,2QQ SEJ:ttare feet in size. 

D The written message, iaelttdiag logos, shall not e1<eeed 15 pereeBt of the total area of the sign. 

Section 6 Supplemental Use District Compliance Requirements of Ordinance 181340 of the SUD 

provides that all applications for signs within a redevelopment project area shall be approved by the 

CRA/LA or its successor agency staff for that area, pursuant to any regulations or design guidelines 

adopted by the CRA/LA or its successor agency. 

Section 7 Standards for Specific Tvpes of Signs of Ordinance 181340 provides standards for various 

types of signs including location dimension. and illumination standards. 

21. Page IV.G-20, the last sentence under the heading "SN Designation", is revised to reflect that 

Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Holly\'.-ood Signage Supplemental Use District and its 

provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in Ordinance 176172: 

The Project Site is within the boundaries of the adopted Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use 

District (Ordinance No. 181340176172), which is discussed above. 

22. Page IV.G-40, the following will be added to Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan Update 

Consistency Analysis, between Policy LU.3.4 and Policy LU.3.8: 

Policy LU.3.5: Discourage curb-cuts next to sidewalks on streets with a high level of pedestrian 

traffic. when alternative access exists. 

Consistent: The Project is designed to minimize curb cuts to the maximum extent possible by 

providing alternative access points to the Project Site from both sidewalks and interior 

entrances. Access points are provided where necessary to allow vehicles to enter and exit the Project 

Site and no curb cuts are proposed to strictly allow pedestrians to access the Project Site. Curb cuts 

are minimized along Hollywood Blvd .. where most of the sidewalk activitv exists. Therefore. the 

Project would be consistent with this policv. 

Policy LU 3.6: Discourage the siting of parking lots next to sidewalks. which carrv high volumes of 

pedestrian traffic. 
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Consistent: The Project is proposing to remove the existing parking lots and provide on-site parking 

within on-site parking garages. No new parking lots are proposed to be constructed near existing or 

proposed sidewalks. Overall this minimizes pedestrian traffic though parking lots and minimizes 

vehicular traffic through walking areas. Therefore the Project would be consistent with this policy. 

23. Page IV.G-54, the first sentence under the heading "Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

(SUD)", is revised to reflect that Ordinance 181340 is an amendment of the Holly\'.-ood Signage 

Supplemental Use District and its provisions replace and supersede the provisions set for the in 

Ordinance 176172: 

Ordinance 176172 established the SUD and Ordinance 181340 amended it. 

Section IV.H Noise 

24. In response to Comment Letter No. 09 (AMDA), the following mitigation measures have been 

revised or added as follows: 

Mitigation Measure H-3 Noise and groundbome vibration construction activities whose specific 

location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of 

compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shal 1 

be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the H:eaFest Heise ffil:S 

viaffitieH: sensitin1 all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 

construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak 

noise generation potential shall be operated efficientlv to minimize noise 

impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Mitigation Measure H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with 

state ef the aft noise shielding and muffling devices in accordance with 

the manufacturer's recommenda.tionsas available. 

Mitigation Measure H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 

extending eight-feet high shall be erected a.round the Project Site 

boundary to minimize the a.mount of noise on the adjacent land uses and 

surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible 

during construction. 

Mitigation Measure H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely 

impact or ca.use loss of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering 

structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation will shall be 

performed to document conditions of the on-site and 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Panta.ges Theater, the 

Avalon Theater, the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA 
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building at 1777 Vine Street. and the Capitol Records Complex, prior to 

construction activities. The structure monitoring program w-i-1+ shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan will 

shall including the following. All new- construction work w-i-1+ shall be 

performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to 

neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 

documentation w-i-1+ shall be performed to document conditions of the 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are 

on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction 

activities. As a minimum, the documentation w-i-1+ shall consist of video 

and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the 

exterior and select interior facades of the buildings immediately 

bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified 

engineering geologist w-i-1+ shall develop recommendations for the 

adjacent structure monitoring program that will shall include, but not be 

limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, 

crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect 

adjacent building and structure from construction-related damage. TI1e 

monitoring program w-i-1+ shall include vertical and horizontal movement, 

as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, 

work w-i-1+ shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures 

have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 

related damage to adjacent structures. 

Mitigation Measure H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled 

according to manufacturers' specifications. 

Mitigation Measure H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activitv will shall be 

posted at the Project Site and all construction personnel w-i-1+ shall~ 

instructed as to the nature of the noise and vibration mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a 

combination loader/excavator for light-dutv construction operations. 

Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers will shall be utilized during 

mass excavation as necessarv to facilitate timely completion of the 

excavation phase of development. 
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Mitigation Measure H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be 

provided to EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrentlv with their 

submission to the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Mitigation Measure H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the 

foundation or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo 

chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam liner 

will shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to 

the EMii Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: ( l) the liner is 

approved for this use bv the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 

& Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent product approved for 

this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 

drainage and watemroofing will shall be installed per manufacturer 

recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 

will shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the 

Project. 

25. In response to Comment Letter No. 59 (Jordon, David), the following mitigation measure has been 

added: 

Mitigation Measure H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered 

piles are permitted. 

26. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section CV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measures now identified as H-12 through H-

17. Any references in the Draft ECR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer 

to the new mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measure H-12 is now H-18. 

• Previous mitigation measure H-13 is now H-19. 

• All mitigation measures will change the words "must", '\vill", and "would" to "shall", as 

indicated in Section V, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of the Final ECR 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification shall be 

provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction schedule, 

including the various types of activities and equipment that wooM shall be occurring throughout 

the duration of the construction period. 
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Section IV.J.1 Public Services - Fire Protection 

27. Figure IV.J.l-1, Fire Stations Locations - Fire Station 82 moved to its new location (2 blocks 

southeast from Bronson Avenue to Holly\vood Boulevard) in June 2012, after the Draft EIR had 

received a correspondence from the LAFD on December 14, 2011 listing the previous location. 

Table IV.J.1-1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, and Table IV.J.1-3, Average Response 

Times July 5, 2011-December 14, 2011, list both the old address that was valid at the time the data 

was collected and the LAFD response was written, as well as noting the new address as of June 2012. 

28. Mitigation Measure J .1-7 is revised as follows: 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy of the 

Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan will shall include but not be 

limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and 

pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any required modifications shall 

be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Section IV.J.2 Public Services - Police 

29. Mitigation Measure J.2-5 is revised as follows: 

The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that will shall allow high visibility around the 

buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

30. On page CV.K.-31, the following is revised: 

AM Peak Hour and Plus PM Peak Hour Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers 

As discussed in Section II, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the controlling parameters of the 

Project shall be established by the proposed Millennium Hollywood Development Agreement 

(Development Agreement) between the City of Los Angeles and the Project Applicant. The 

Development Agreement includes Project design features such as the types of uses to be developed, 

the maximum height of the buildings, the amount of required parking, and the connections of the 

Project Site to the nearby Metro Red Line station and other area transportation facilities. 

For purposes of impact analysis, a Irip !:.ap has been developed to control the extent and intensity of 

uses developed on the Project Site through implementation of the Development Agreement. 

Similarly, this document establishes the levels of Project development that would "trigger" the traffic 

mitigation measures established in the Traffic Study, as approved by LADOT. Appendix H, 

Millennium Hollywood Project Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers, demonstrates when the developer 
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would be required to implement certain traffic mitigation measures that correspond to the amount of 

development on the Project Site and the related traffic trips. 

The trip generation calculations, development size limit (based on the Trip Cap), and mitigation 

measure triggers are listed in Appendix H to the Final EIR and are discussed in detail below. 

Trip Generation Calculations 

Adjustments to ITE Assumptions 

The level of potential traffic generated by the mixed-use components of the Project is a fundamental part 

of the Traffic Study. In it, adjustments to the basic CTE trip generation rates are listed individually by 

component in the Traffic Study. The adjustments were made because the vehicular travel behavior of a 

mixed-use project (located in a heavily-developed urban area near rail and mass transit options) is 

materially different than vehicular travel behavior of the single-use suburban sites studied for the CTE 

manual. 

In addition, the adjusted trip generation values from the Traffic Study are based on the SCAG model and 

approved by LADOT. The trip generation values in the Traffic Study generation table are: 

Base (ITE) generation and Reductions for: 

Internal Commute Trips, 

Internal Support Trips, 

Transit/Walk-in Trips, and 

Pass-by Trips. 

Similar adjustments were made to the existing uses trip generation estimates as were made to the trip 

generation estimates for the proposed uses associated \vith the Project. The adjustments to the existing 

uses trip generation \Vere made to properly account for the Project traffic impacts, as the existing uses are 

also in a location within an urban community, next to a transit raihvay station. 

31. on Page IV.K.l-32 to 35, the following is revised: 

Trip Cap Calculation 

As depicted in Table IV.K.1-6, Adjusted Trip Generation Based on the Project Uses - Commercial 

Scenario, the Commercial Scenario would produce ] , 4 98 trips 54 7 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak 

hour trips. For purposes of environmental impact analysis, the 1,498 tFi:[JS 547 AM peak hour trips and 

924 PM peak hour trips "Trip Cap" represents the number of trips associated with the most trip-intensive 
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development scenario of the Project. This Trip Cap shall control whether any particular exchange of land 

uses is permitted under the Equivalency Program in the Development Agreement. The Trip Cap 

represents the number of trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) associated with the most trip-intensive 

development scenario of the Project, which is the Commercial Scenario. The Trip Cap is 547 AM peak 

hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips ] , 4 98 trips and thus the maximum allowable peak hour trips that 

would be allowed under any development scenario would be limited to 54 7 AM peak hour trips and 924 

PM peak hour tripsl,498 tota-1 pea-le :Hour trips. Accordingly, the Trip Cap was used to analyze the 

maximum level of potential traffic impacts associated with Project development. 

Table IV.K.1-6 

Adjusted Trip Generation Based on the Project Uses - Commercial Scenario 

Land Use Categor,Y Use Size AM Peak Hour Tri[!s PM Peak Hour Tri[!s 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 rm 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail 100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
931 Quality Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 

NIA Car Rental -8 ksf ill trips ill trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 574 trips 924 trips 

Project Component Trip Generation Calculation Procedures 

The Project may be built in several phases, and the aggregate site development for each phase shall be 

evaluated to ensure that the Trip Cap would not be exceeded by cumulative Project Site development. 

Further, due to the potential for the Project to be constructed over many years, the implementation of 

traffic mitigation measures is phased to correspond with the amount of development (and associated trips) 

on the Project Site. As noted above, certain levels of development shall "trigger" the requirement to 

implement traffic mitigation measures before construction. 

The mitigation measures trigger based on generation would be implemented as follows: 

• First, a trip generation calculation would be required before any building permits are issued for 

each phase of development. Project trip generation for two separate periods (i.e., a construction 

period and an operational period) would be analyzed for each development phase. 

• Second, the calculated trip values would be compared to the trigger trip values for each measure 

to determine those measures that would be required to be implemented with that phase. The 

required measures for the construction phase and operations phase would consist of all measures 

not previously implemented and for which the calculated trip generation value exceeds the trigger 

value. 
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The table and narrative below explain how the trip generation would be calculated. Table IV .K. l -7, Trip 

Cap Computation Factors By Construction Activity and Land Use Level Tvpe, aad Table IV.Kl 8, Trip 

Cap ComputatioH E<aetors by LaHd Use Type Level contain the Project's proposed construction activities 

and land uses, and a corresponding trip generation multiplying factor, which would be used to create trip 

generation estimates. 

For the Construction Period, a set of trip generation calculations \vould consider the maximum level of 

construction period trip generation based on construction trucks and employees. The construction 

activities would first be considered in the trip generation calculations. Construction activity employees 

were considered to generate traffic similar to a light industrial use. No credit was taken for the 

transit/walk-in employee trips or other factors. The Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) factor for trucks is 

applied to account for the trucks' larger size and traffic impact. The PCE factor, depending upon truck 

size, ranges from l to 3. A conservative average PCE of 2.5 was assumed and applied to the trucks 

entering or exiting the Project Site on a daily basis. It was generally assumed that there would be l 

inbound and l outbound trip per load and the truck trips would be spread evenly over an 8-hour work day. 

For soils export, however, the standard City Haul Route conditions do not allow truck trips to be made 

during peak hours. Therefore, none of the truck trips shall be added to the peak hour trip generation and 

associated traffic impacts for the Excavation and Shoring phase. 

For the Operational Period, a second calculation would be made for the build out and occupancy phase. 

The Operational Period calculation typically represents a longer term period with higher trip generation 

than the Construction Period. 

The Operational Period multiplying factors were calculated based on the Traffic Study data summarized 

in Table IV.K.l-6. The measure of land use intensity for each Project use was also taken from the Traffic 

Study data summarized in Table IV.K.l-6. The trip generation data and land-use intensity assumptions 

were then used to establish the rate of trip generation per unit of development for the Project as outlined 

in Table IV.K.l-7, Trip Cap Computation Factors By Construction Activity and aad Table IV.Kl 8, Trip 

Cap Compa-tation Faetors by Land-Use Type Level. 

The trip generation estimates for the Operational Period are all based on procedures in the ITE Trip 

Generation Manual, except for the rental car facility, which is not an ITE land-use and which shall be 

demolished as part of the Project. For the residential use, the land-use intensity is measured in terms of 

dwelling units. For the hotel, the measurement is for the number of rooms. For all other uses, the square 

footage of building area is used as the land-use intensity parameter. 
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Table IV.K.1-7 

Trip Cap Computation Factors By Construction Activity and Land-Use Type Level 

* 

Land Use/Activity 

Construction Period 

110 Construction Employee* 
NIA Construction Trucks** 

Operational Period 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 Health/Fitness Club 
710 General Office 

*** 820 Retail 
(1-25,000 sf) 
(25,001 +sf) 

931 Restaurant 
NIA Car Rental Facility 

AM 

0.440 
0.625 

0.358 
0.476 
0.788 
0.913 

1.444 
0.559 
0.520 
0.373 

Peak Hour Trips Factor 

PM 

0.420 
0.625 

0.328 
0.504 
1.950 
0.360 

5.026 
2.604 
4.840 
0.871 

Unit 

trips/employee 
trips/truck load 

trips/du 
trips/rm 
trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 

trips/ksf 
trips/ksf 
trips/ks[ 

trips/ksf 

The trip rates per peak construction worker used are the ITE Trip Generation, 8th edition manual rates 
for a Light Industrial site (LU 110). 

** Standard City haul route conditions prohibit such truck activity during the excavation and shoring 
construction phase and thereby 0 truck trips are to be assumed for that phase. The 0.625 rates apply to 

*** 
the average trucks hauling loads to or from the site on a weekday during each other construction phase. 
Incrementally applied to the retail building area on the site at the conclusion of a development phase. 

As part of the application for the building permit, the total amount of trips shall be calculated based on the 

above trip generation factors and the net land-uses included on the Project Site during the development 

phase would be determined. For analytical purposes, the total development would be comprised of the 

following elements: 

a) All buildings currently occupying the Project Site which were constructed after the Development 

Agreement was approved; 

b) All buildings removed from the Site which were existing \vhen the Development Agreement was 

approved (as a credit); 

c) Any buildings proposed to be constructed on the Project Site for which a previous application 

was filed and not \vithdrawn, but which has not yet been constructed; and 

d) The current development phase being applied for. 

The trip generation level for each of the four land-use elements shall be determined using the rates in 

Table IV.K 1-1%. The trip generation for land-use items a}, b.l, and c.l shall be the same for both the 
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Construction and Operational Periods. The trip generation value for land-use element item d) can vary 

between the estimates for the construction and operational. The Project Construction Period and 

Operational Period trip generation shall be separately determined from the summation of the trip 

generation for the four land-use elements discussed above. 

32. on Page IV.K.l-41 to 44, the following is revised: 

To stay within the envelope of environmental impact analysis, the Project trips must remain within the 

Trip Cap upon completion and occupancy of the development (defined herein as the Operational Period). 

Table IV.K.l-10, Sample AM and PM Peak Hours Trip Level Computations For Comparison to the Trip 

Cap and Mitigation Trigger Values, shows a sample set of AM and PM trip level computations that 

compare each development scenario (Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and Residential Scenario) to 

the Trip Cap. As this table demonstrates, under all three scenarios the Project trip generation would 

remain at, or below, the Trip Cap value of-l:-;49-8 574 AM peak hour and 924 PM peak hour trips. 
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Table IV.K.1-10 

Sample AM Plus PM Trip Level Computations 

For Comparison to the Trip Cap and Mitigation Trigger Values 

Component Size AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Concept Plan 

220 Residential 492 du 176 trips 161 trips 
310 Hotel 200 nn 95 trips 101 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 35 ksf 28 trips 68 trips 
710 General Office 215 ksf 197 trips 78 trips 
820 Retail (1-25,000 sf) 15 ksf 22 trips 75 trips 

(25,001+ sf) 0 ksf 0 trips 0 trips 
931 Restaurant 34 ksf 18 trips 165 trips 
NIA Car Rental Facility -8 ksf -3 trips -7 trips 
110 Construction Employee 0 emp 0 trips 0 trips 
NIA Construction Truck Q trucks Q trips Q trips 

Total 533 trips 641 trips 

Commercial Scenario (Traffic Study) 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 rm 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail (1-25,000 sf) 25 ksf 36 trips 126 trips 

(25,001+0 sf) 75 ksf 42 trips 195 trips 
931 Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 
NIA Car Rental Facility -8 ksf -3 trips -7 trips 
110 Construction Employee 0 emp 0 trips 0 trips 
NIA Construction Truck Q trucks Q trips Q trips 

Total 574 trips 924 trips 

Residential Scenario 

220 Residential 897 du 321 trips 294 trips 
310 Hotel 0 ffil 0 trips 0 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 30 ksf 24 trips 59 trips 
710 General Office 114 ksf 104 trips 41 trips 
820 Retail (1-25,000 sf) 25 ksf 36 trips 126 trips 

(25,001+ sf) 0 ksf 0 trips 0 trips 
931 Restaurant 10 ksf 5 trips 48 trips 
NIA Car Rental Facility -8 ksf -3 trips -7 trips 
110 Construction Employee 0 emp 0 trips 0 trips 
NIA Construction Truck Q trucks Q trips Q trips 

Total 487 trips 561 trips 

As Table IV.K.1-11 shows, the level of trip-making activity from the Project Site during the AM and PM 

peak hours is well below the Trip Cap of 574 AM peak hour and 924 PM peak hour trips. the eombiaed 

peak hoers will be 1,068 trips, whieh is more thaa one quarter below the Trip Cap of 1,498 trips 
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Table IV.K.1-11 

Trip Generation During Project Construction For Each Construction Phase 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Construction Period TriJ!S Construction Period TriJ!S 

Construction Phase Truck~ Workers I Total Truck~ Workers I Total 

Average for Phase 

1 Demolition 3 4 7 3 4 7 
2 Excavation & Shoring 0 26 26 0 25 25 
3 Foundation & Below Grade 19 37 56 19 36 55 
4 Building Superstructure 31 70 101 31 67 98 
5 Exterior Finishing 19 81 100 19 78 97 
6 Framing I Rough In 9 132 141 9 126 135 
7 Finishes 28 275 303 28 263 291 

Peak of Phase 

1 Demolition 4 6 10 4 6 10 
2 Excavation & Shoring 0 33 33 0 32 32 
3 Foundation & Below Grade 26 44 70 26 42 68 
4 Building Superstructure 38 77 115 38 74 112 
5 Exterior Finishing 26 99 125 26 95 121 
6 Framing I Rough In 14 176 190 14 168 182 
7 Finishes 32 308 340 32 294 326 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumes that constrnction worker shifts begin and end as typical industrial 

shifts. 
2 Soils import/export tmck trips are not allowed in the peak hours. 

Table IV .K. l-12, Trip Generation During Project Construction By Month Within the Construction Period, 

utilizes the Table IV.K. l-11 information and calculates the level of Construction Trips during each 

construction phase period of months. It was assumed that each activity would be at its average level, 

except each phase will be at its peak when I) that phase is the only phase operating on the Project Site, or 

2) that phase is in its starting month and would not occupy the entire site at any time. As Table IV.K.l-12 

shows, the maximum level of trip-making activity from the Project Site during the AM peak hour will be 

496 trips, which is nearly 15% lower than the Trip Cap of 574 AM peak hour trips. The highest PM peak 

hour construction generation is 4 79 trips, slightly greater than half of the Trip Cap level of 924 PM peak 

hour trips. 
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Table IV.K.1-12 

Trip Generation During Project Construction 

By Month Within the Construction Period 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Month(s) Phascl Phasa2 Phasa3 Phasa4 Phasa5 Phasa6 Phasa7 Total Phaset Phasa2 Phasa3 Phasa4 Phasa5 Phasa6 Phasa7 Total 

10 10 10 10 

2 33 33 32 32 
9 19 42 61 18 42 60 

JO 12 70 70 68 68 
13 14 42 100 142 42 97 139 

15 115 115 112 112 
16 23 100 125 190 415 97 121 182 400 
22 25 100 71 84 241 496 97 69 80 233 479 
26 28 71 84 241 396 69 80 233 382 
29 38 340 340 326 326 

*Phases -- l ~Demolition, 2 ~Excavation and Shoring, 3 ~Foundation and Below Grade, 4 ~Building Superstructure, 5 ~Exterior Finishing, 6 ~ 
Framing I Rough In, and 7 ~Finishes. 

33. Page IV.K.-128 to 130, under Mitigation Measures: 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures for the various scenarios analyzed in this Draft EIR are identified and discussed 

within the applicable subheadings presented above for the Project Plus Existing Conditions (2011), the 

Project Plus Future Conditions (2020), the Project Plus Future Horizon Year (2035), the Project with No 

Vine Street Access, and the Project Component Location Shifting Traffic Impact Analysis, respectively. 

To address the flexibility afforded by the proposed Development Agreement in building out the Project, 

the following provides additional information with respect to mitigation triggers for implementing the 

Mitigation Measures identified herein. 

Off-Site Transportation Mitigation Measure Implementation Schedule 

The mitigation triggers are intended to implement traffic mitigations pnor to the construction or 

occupancy levels that would create traffic impacts. Thus, prior to issuance of any building permit, 

issuance of a permit allowing a change of land-use, or other approval of a diseretioaary aetioa that would 

affect Project trip generation, the number of Operational Period and Construction Period trips to be 

generated by the Project shall be calculated using the procedures described above. The results of the 

calculations shall be compared to the Trip Cap value of 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour 

trips 1,498i\M13ltts PM H6t 13eak hottr tri13s_,_ No building pennits shall be issued or other measures taken 

by the City, which would allow the Project-related trip generation to exceed the Trip Cap ¥altte, unless 

other supplemental analysis is completed. The results shall also be compared to the triggers based on the 

trip generation level. 
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Trigger mechanisms are to be used for mitigation measures that shall be directly implemented by the 

Project Applicant. However, payments shall be made based on the payment schedule set forth below for 

mitigation measures that shall be implemented by the City. Project payments to the trust funds for the 

Bicycle Plan Trust Fund and Signal Systems Upgrades shall be made proportional to each phase's trip 

generation value. The number of trips shall be multiplied by the rates set forth in Table CV.K.1-32, 

'Trigger" Values and Fee Payment Schedule For Off-Site Transportation Mitigation Measures, 

accounting for inflation based on the Marshall Valuation Service Comparative Cost Index (per City 

standards), and the higher of the amount based on the AM peak hour and PM peak hour trips shall be due. 

The AM peak hour and PM peak hour trigger value/payment a.mount for ea.ch off-site mitigation measure 

is listed in Table IV.K.1-32. The Project Applicant shall be responsible for implementing all off-site 

Transportation Mitigation Measures for which either of the two trigger values (AM peak hour or PM peak 

hour would be exceeded by that phase of development and ma.king any required payment corresponding 

to the higher value of that phase of development. 

The calculated trip generation for ea.ch phase shall be compared to the Table IV.K.1-32 trigger values to 

determine if the trigger value for ea.ch measure is exceeded by the Phase Trip Generation V a.lue. If the 

trigger for one or more off-site transportation Mitigation Measures shall be exceeded by the Construction 

Period trips, a B-permit application must be filed with the Bureau of Engineering for that improvement 

prior to any building pennit being issued. The application shall include the posting of a bond, for 

implementing that mitigation measure prior to the associated approval becoming effective. Filing the B

pennit with a bond ensures that the triggered mitigation measure shall be implemented to address the 

related traffic impact. If the Operational Period trips exceed a trigger, that corresponding mitigation 

measure shall be implemented prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy (C of 0) for that phase 

being issued by the City. 1 The mitigation trigger applies to any and all buildings proposed to be part of 

that phase. For any other approval by the City (e.g. a change of use) which is determined to cause the 

Project trip generation to exceed a trigger for a Transportation Mitigation Measure, a B-permit application 

must be filed with the Bureau of Engineering prior to approval. 

For those measures requiring a payment to a trust fund administered by the City (the Bicycle Plan Trust 

Fund and the Signal System Enhancements), the full payment for that phase shall be made to the City 

prior to any certificate of occupancy (temporary or permanent) being issued for a building in that phase. 

There are other Project-related constmction period transportation impacts and corresponding mitigation 

measure that are not directly related to the Project's trip generation level. Instead, these impacts are a 

1 Temporary Certificates of Occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Applicant, provided that, 

in each case, the Project Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT. LADOT 

Correspondence to the Department of City Plamring, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). 
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result of the temporary capacity loss (such as intrusions into the City's right of way) from Construction 

Period activities. As a result, there shall also be a review of any such Project activities during 

construction for each Project phase and the mitigation measures would be implemented accordingly. 

Table IV.K.1-32 

"Trigger" Values and Fee Payment Schedule 

For Off-Site Transportation Mitigation Measures 

Measure Trip Trigger 

AM/PM 

Hollywood Community Transportation Management 110 AMI 210 PM 
Organization (TMO) 

Bicycle Plan Trust Fund 

Signal System Upgrades* Completed Prior to 
any CofO 

Payment Schedule 

AM/PM 

$436/AM trip; 
$271/PM trip 

$1,611/AM trip; 
$1,001/PM trip* 

* The Project Applicant may pay the per trip amount for the Signal System Upgrades, or in the alternative, the City 
and Project Applicant may instead agree to the Project Applicant installing the Signal System Upgrades under a B-
permit, to be completed prior to any C of 0. 

The Transit Enhancements must be completed prior to any Certificate of Occupancy and a Caltrans 

Encroachment Permit must be applied for prior to any Certificate of Occupancy pursuant to the LADOT 

Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012. See Appendix K.2 of this 

Draft EIR. 

On-Site Transportation Project Features and Mitigation Measure Implementation Schedule 

On-site transportation Project features from the Project Description and Mitigation Measures 

recommended in the EIR include: 

• The Project Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program, 

• The Pedestrian, Bicycle, Automobile and Delivery Circulation Systems, 

• Widenings or dedications for adjacent public streets, 

• Site Loading Facilities, and 
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• The Parking Provisions. 

Standard City of Los Angeles procedures shall be followed for the building permits associated with each 

phase of development. The requirements shall consider the building(s) uses being planned for each phase 

and the layout of the Project Site at the completion of each development phase. Plans for the physical on

site transportation infrastructure shall accompany each building permit application or, if determined to be 

appropriate by the Director of the Planning Department, with any other application for an approval by the 

City. The on-site requirements shall be phased so as to appropriately serve the specific buildings to be 

developed on the Project Site within each phase. For example: 

• Greater loading dock capacity per square foot of building area shall be required for retail or 

restaurant uses than for office uses: and 

• The parking demand for each phase shall be calculated using the shared parking provisions of the 

Development Agreement, as studied in the Shared Parking Analysis and the EIR, and that amount 

of parking shall be provided for that phase. If less parking is provided, additional environmental 

analysis shall be required, however, the Project Applicant may provide more parking than 

required by the shared parking calculations. 

Pursuant to the LADOT Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 

Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR), prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the TD M Program shall 

be prepared and submitted to LADOT for review and a final TDM Program approved by LADOT is 

required prior to issuance of the first C of 0 for the Project. The TDM Program shall include measures to 

serve the occupants of the proposed building(s) (as well as retaining service to any other buildings on the 

Project Site), a description of how the building(s) shall comply with the City's Municipal Code bicycle 

requirements, and how the building(s) shall provide access to and/or encourage use of the area transit 

facilities. The TDM Program shall also address the implementation of other methods to encourage 

ridesharing and other alternative mode usage, including parking management, car and bike sharing, and 

on-site transit pass sales. 

The TDM Programs for all phases of the Project shall contain the measures listed in Table IV.K. l-33, 

Transportation Demand Management Measures To Be Included in All TDM Plans. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Table IV.K.1-33 

Transportation Demand Management Measures 

To Be Included in All TDM Plans 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site 

transportation coordinator 

A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment 

Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools 

Flexible/alternative \vork schedules and telecommuting programs 

Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales 

A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases 

Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services 

'5ource: Crain & Associates, February 2013. 

While the final TDM Program shall be approved by LADOT prior to issuance of the first C of 0 for the 

Project, the implementation of the additional specific measures below shall be included in the program 

beginning with the triggers listed in Table IV .K. l-34, "Trigger" Values for Selected On-Site 

Transportation Demand Management Measures. 
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Table IV.K.1-34 

"Trigger" Values for Selected On-Site 

Transportation Demand Management Measures 

I Measure 

I 
Trigger I 

Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home 50 Residential Units 
arrangements for the proposed residential uses, if constructed 

Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for 50 ksf of Net New Office Use or 50 
residents and employees Residential Units 

Provide car share amenities (including a minimum five parking 500 Net New Parking Spaces 
spaces for a shared car program) 

Bike Parking Required per the Municipal Code in a Bike Friendly 10 ksf of Net New Non-Residential 
Manner Uses 

Showers, and Lockers Required per the Municipal Code in a Bike 50 ksf of Net New Office Use 
Friendly Manner 

Source: Crain & Associates, Februa[J!_ 2013. dime J()-JJ 

34. In response to Comment Letter No. 05 (Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)), the 

following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic, 

of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations 

Control Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding 

construction activities that may impact Metro bus lines. 

35. The previously existing mitigation measures in Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft 

EIR are to be renumbered to accommodate the additional mitigation measure now identified as K 1-4. 

Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous mitigation measure number now refer to the 

new mitigation measure number: 

• Previous mitigation measures K 1-4throughK1-12 are now K 1-5throughK1-13, respectively. 
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• All m1t1gation measures will change the words "must", "will", and "would" to "shall", as 

indicated in Section V, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of the Final EIR 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the Project 

Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City 

of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii Except under a pennitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be during the 

hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the above time limits 

HH:l-St shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the 

Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only 

when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that can not reasonably be 

completed otherwise. 

iii Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities are 

pennitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the start of 

hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on the job 

site at all times. 

viii The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control dust caused 

by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled as 

required by law. 

x All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent spillage 

and dust. 

xi All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive blowing 

dirt. 
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xii All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any material 

spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, Department of 

Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles pertaining to 

the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in each 

direction. 

xvi One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of the Project 

area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part n of the 1985 Edition of 
'·Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, shall be 

notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs 

posted along the route. 

xviii Any desire to change the prescribed routes ffil±St shall be approved by the concerned 

governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use [nspection Division at 213 .485 .3 711 before 

the change takes place. 

xix The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 72 hours 

prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon 

completion of hauling operations. 

xx A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City Engineer for 

maintenance of haul route streets. The fonns for the bond shall be issued by the Central District 

Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further 

information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, located 

within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station and allows 

immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number of Metro and 

LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable walking 

distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project employees, visitors, residents and 

guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous supporting and complementary uses, such as 

additional housing for employees and additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly 

design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared 
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and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project 

and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of the first 

certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new land uses to be 

developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To the extent a TDM 

Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such time that new 

land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be 

acceptable to the Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, 

but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site 

transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 

• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 

• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the proposed 

residential uses, if constructed; 

• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 

• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 

• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 

• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 

• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees; 

• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, bicycle 

and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 

• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 

• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 

• Transit routing and schedule information; 

• Transit pass sales; 

• Rideshare matching services; 
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• Bike and walk to work promotions; 

• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of the 

Project Site; 

• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 

• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF l0-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant explore 

the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects tlie Project to off

site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents and 

visitors. Such a service eaR shall be included as an additional measure in the TDM program if it 

is deemed feasible and effective by the Project Applicant. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand the 

City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a 

Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project Applicant has 

offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a project-specific amenity 

or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project Applicant shall also provide 

space that Wffitld shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. 

LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs 

project that w-i-1-l shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. 

The results of this study w-i-1-l shall assist in determining the appropriate location and space needed 

to accommodate a Mobility Hub at the Project Site. 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $250,000 

to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Tmst Fund that is currently being established (CF 10-

2385-S5). These funds w-i-1-l shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the Department of 

City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements within the Hollywood 

area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete 

streets and smart growth policies w#l shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any 

measures implemented by using tlie fund shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation 

Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system 

modifications, may be included in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and 

efficient operation. Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, 

the Project funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH 

system. 
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K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement the 

traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to the 

Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). 

Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic 

signal upgrades will shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. 

These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit 

process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to 

LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project 

Applicant will shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 

LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project 

Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements will shall be 

guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building pennit and completed prior to the issuance of any 

certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 

Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection under both 

existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection 

to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum lane for the southbound approach 

and t\vo left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final 

design of this improvement-will shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall be 

responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 

modifications and bus stop relocations associated \vith the proposed transportation improvements 

described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation improvements and associated traffic 

signal work within the City of Los Angeles -wH-l shall be guaranteed through the B-Permit 

process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed 

prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may 

be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in 

each case, the Project Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the 

satisfaction of LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 

engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a 

pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

36. The following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section IV.K. l, Transportation -

Traffic, of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure K.1-14 
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37. In response to Comment Letter No. 59 (Jordon, David), Table IV.K-21, Critical Movement Analysis 

(CMA) Summary Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Conditions - With Project Plus Mitigation, will be 

revised to remove erroneous minus signs in the '·Future With Project Plus Mitigation Impact" column 

and other typographical errors. While the Draft EIR contained typographical errors, the correct 

values were included in the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.Kl of Draft EIR. The corrected Table 

IV.K-21 is recreated on the following page. 
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Table IV.K.1-21 
Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary 

Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Conditions - With Project Plus Mitigation 

Peak 
& lnte:rsection !:!2!ll 

2 H'ig]lfamd Avenue (Nortih) & AM 
Frarlkliil Avenue PM 

4 Cahumga Boulevard & AIM 
Fr:ai-/kliil Avenue PM 

6 Argyle Ava ,& ,l\M 
Fr:ai1kli1 Ave..fUS-101 hliy. NB On- R'anll PM 

9 Cahumga Boulev..-d & AM 
Yu:cca Street PM 

14 La Brea Avenue & AIM 
H'o~~t•'1rood Bo:ulevard PM 

15 H'ig]lland Avenue & AM 
Holly,11rood Bou1evaKI PM 

16 Cahumga Boulevard & AM 
Holb1•wood Boulevard PM 

rn Vi ne Street & AM 
H'o~~t•'1rood Boulevard PM 

19 Arg}'lle Avenue & AM 
Holly,11rood Bou1evaKI PM 

20 Gower Street & AM 
H'o~y,11rood Boulevard PM 

26 Vine Street :& AM 
Selma Avenue PM 

29 Cahumga Boulevard & AM 
Sunset Boulevard PM 

31 Vine Street :& AM 
Sunset Boulevard PM 

34 Vine Street & AJM 
De Longpre Avenoo PM 

35 Vine Street & AM 
FOOntain Av~1ue PM 

36 Vi ne Street & AM 
Santa blica Bculevard PM 

'" indicates a significant impac't pricr to 1m~atKm. 
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0.907 E 
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1.154 F 
1.035 F 

0.983 E 
1.157 F 

Ul56 F 
0.991 IE 

1.1]35 F 
1.021 F 

0-743 c 
0.999 E 

Ul77 F 
0.973 IE 

0-745 c 
0.799 c 
0.913 IE 
0.981 IE 

1.1]95 F 
1.131 F 

0.640 IB 
0.783 c 
0.966 IE 
1.077 F 

1..048 F 
1.128 F 

HOlilizorn '!fear C:omitions 
Future WP 

Future WP Pl us Mm~~io111 

~ ~ lmpoot ~ ~ l'1upact 
11926 E 0.012 ~ 0.915 E 0.001 
H l57 F O.o18 '" U:)t4 F 0005 

U:l37 F 0.016 ~ 1.024 F o.orn 
1.202 F 0 .. 026 '" 1.189' F 0.013 

11923 E 0.016 '" 0.367 D -O.JJ40 
1-213 F 0.029 '" 1.H9' F -0.005 

11578 A 0.004 0.:67 A -0 .007 
11806 D 0.0391 '" 0.190 c 0J)23 

1-1 fi0 F 0.006 1.149 F -O.mE 
1.043 F 0.013 ~ 1.ffi6 F 0.001 

11989 E 0.006 0.97B E -0 .. mE 
1.181 F 0.024 ~ 1.16B F 0J)11 

1-080 F 0 .. 024 ~ 1.067 F 0.01 1 
1-035 F 0.044 ~ 1.018 F O.iJ27 

1-081 F 0.052 '" 1.069 F 0.034 
1-064 F 0.043 ~ 1.&B F OJJ27 

11759 c 0.016 0.747 c 0.004 
1.021 F 0.022 ~ Hm F 0.008 

1-089 F 0.012 '" 1JJ77 F 0.000 
11989 E 0.016 ~ 0.977 E 0.004 

0.764 c 0.019 0.751 c 0.006 
0.836 D 0.037 '" 0.321 D 0.022 

0.929 E 0.016 ~ 0.918 E 0.005 
0.995 E 0.015 ~ O.Sll4 E 0.003 

1_ 115 F 0.020 '" 11-1101 F 0006 
1_ 169 F 0.038 ~ 1_15,2 F 0.021 

0.655 B 0.015 0.643 B 0.003 
11805 D 0..022 ~ 0.19'1 c 0.008 

0.980 E 0.014 ~ 0.%<9 E 0.003 
1.099 F 0.022 '" Hl86 F 0.009 

U l63 F O.o15 ~ 1 _(15.1 F OJlB 
1-146 F 0.018 '" 1.133 F 0.005 
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38. On page IV.K.1-36, afterthe Project Component Shifting Analysis, the follmving will be added: 

The Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario Analysis 

This supplemental analysis utilizes the same methodology described above to assess the traffic 

impacts that would arise based on the Concept Plan or the Residential Scenario. 

Concept Plan - The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 

(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxurv hotel rooms 

(approximatelv 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximatelv 215,000 square feet of office space 

including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square 

feet of quality food and beverage uses. approximately 35.100 square feet of fitness/sports club use, 

and approximately 15,000 square feet ofretail use. 

Residential Scenario - The Residential Scenario would consist of approximatelv 897 residential 

dwelling units (approximatelv 987,667 square feet ofresidential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase 

in office space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exist in the Capitol 

Records Complex, approximatelv 25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10.000 square feet 

of qualitv food and beverage uses, and approximately 30.000 square feet of fitness/sports club uses. 

39. In response to several comments on the Draft EIR, an updated construction traffic analysis, including 

individual intersection impact analyses, was conducted (the report is included as Appendix D, 

Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual Intersection Impact Analvses, to this Final 

EIR). The following text will be added to Section IV.Kl, Transportation - Traffic of the Draft EIR, 

beginning on page IV.K.l-44, before the Haul Route section: 

Introduction 

A detailed construction traffic impact analysis has been conducted for the Project to assess potential 

traffic impacts at individual intersections during the construction period. This analvsis is in addition 

to the analyses prepared for the Project traffic impacts upon completion and occupancy, and the 

construction period trip generation. The procedures, assumptions and results of this updated analysis 

a.re detailed below. 

Construction Phase Descriptions 

The Project construction activities a.re estimated to occur over a 38 month period with completion 

estimated to occur prior to or during 2020. To be conservative this analysis of construction traffic 

impacts is based on both existing (201 l) and future (2020) conditions. 

The construction activities \vill be sequenced throughout several phases and a.re expected to follow 

the time durations shown in Table CV.K-1.14. It should be noted that some overlap may occur 
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between phases during development, but peak trip generation levels are anticipated to occur mostly 

during the mid-phase periods. Low levels of construction activity are expected during potential 

overlap periods as activitv levels during anv overlap of the phases are anticipated to be less than the 

peak level for the ending and/or starting phase. 

Phase 
l. Demolition 
2. Excavation & Shoring 

Table IV.K-14 
Project Construction Phases 

A1mroximate Time Period 
1 month 
8 month 

3. Foundation & Below Grade 6 month 
4. Building Superstructure 13 month 
5. Exterior Finishing 13 month 
6. Framing I Rough In 13 month 
7. Finishes 17 month 

Start Month End Month 
1 1 
2 9 
9 14 

13 25 
16 28 
16 28 
22 38 

To reflect the maximum construction traffic generation from the Project Site and to the surrounding 

streets it is assumed that all construction-related vehicles including construction worker private 

vehicles would access and park or be stored on (or within a half-mile) of the Project Site throughout 

the construction process. Likewise. it is expected that on-site construction activity will fluctuate on a 

weekly basis. depending largelv on the number of workers and construction trucks needed for the on

going activities during each particular time period. However. to remain conservative. the portion of 

the Project construction phase generating the highest daily construction-related traffic was analyzed 

as representing the entire phase. 

Based on the total amount of Project construction work and the anticipated durations. the maximum 

number of deliverv/haul trucks and construction workers on-site per dav will vary according to the 

construction phases as shown in Table IV .K. l -15 below. 

Table IV.K.1-15 
Project Construction Delivery/Haul Trucks and Workers by Phase 

Phase 
1. Demolition 
2. Excavation & Shoring 
3. Foundation & Below Grade 
4. Building Superstructure 
5. Ex1erior Finishing 
6. Framing I Rough In 
7. Finishes 
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Construction Trip Generation 

The traffic-generating characteristics of various land uses have been surveyed and documented in 

many studies conducted under the auspices of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The 

most recent information is provided in the 9th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual w-hich was 

used as the basis for calculating the non deliverv/haul vehicle trips associated with the construction of 

the Project. Commute patterns of workers and support needs will be similar to the typical industrial 

workers. Therefore, the Daily and AM and PM peak hour trip rates used for determining the Project's 

non deliverv/haul vehicle trip generating potential per construction worker is considered to be 

approximatelv the same or less than the per employee rates developed for General Light Industrial 

uses. These rates are shown in Table IV.K.1-16. 

Table IV.K.1-16 

Project Trip Generation Rates and Equations 

General Light Industrial foer employee) - LU 110 

Daily: T = 3.02 (E) 

AM Peak Hour: T = 0.44 (E); I/B = 83%, O/B = 17% 

PM Peak Hour: T = 0.42 (E); I/B = 21 %, O/B = 79% 

Where: 

T trip ends E = emplovee 

JIB = inbound O!B = outbound 

Source: Trip Generation 9th Edition Institute of Transportation Engineers Washington D.C. 2012. 

The ITE rates are for ongoing operations of all vehicle trips, including trips from trucks. However, to 

be conservative. construction delivery/haul truck trips were calculated separately and added to the 

trips of construction workers. Further, in order to categorize the traffic impacts of construction 

trucks, each truck trip was given a Passenger Car Equivalent {PCE) via a standardized multiplier. 

Using factors in the Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, Circular Number 212. construction truck 

trips are expected to have a PCE multiplier of 2.5. Using the above conservative assumptions a 

construction-related trip generation estimate was calculated for the peak of each phase and is 

illustrated in Table IV.K.1-17 below. 
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Table IV.K.1-17 
Construction-Related Trip Generation by Phase 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Construction Stages Daily .1.!L Out Total .1.!L Out Total 

1. Demolition Workers 14 /day 
6 /day 

42 
30 

5 
2 

6 
4 

5 
2 

6 
4 Delivery/Haul Trucks* 2 2 

Phase 1 Total 72 7 3 10 0 3 7 10 

2. Excavation & Workers 75 /day 227 27 6 33 7 25 32 
Shoring Delivery/Haul Trucks** 120 /day 600 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Phase 2 Total 827 27 6 33 0 7 25 32 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3. Foundation & Workers 100 /day 302 37 7 44 9 33 42 

Below Grade Delivery/Haul Trucks * 40 /day 200 13 13 26 13 13 26 

Phase 3 Total 502 50 20 70 0 22 46 68 

4. Building 
Superstructure 

Workers 
Delivery/Haul Trncks * 

175 /day 
60 /day 

529 

300 

64 13 77 

19 19 38 

16 58 74 

19 19 38 

Phase 4 Total 829 83 32 115 0 35 77 112 

5. Exterior Finishing Workers 225 /day 680 82 17 99 20 75 95 
Delivery/Haul Trucks * 40 /day 200 13 13 26 13 13 26 

Phase 5 Total 880 95 30 125 0 33 88 121 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6. Framing I Rough In Workers 400 /day 1,208 146 30 176 35 133 168 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 20 /day 100 7 7 14 7 7 14 

Phase 6 Total 1,308 153 37 190 0 42 140 182 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7. Finishes Workers 700 /day 2,114 256 52 308 62 232 294 
Delivery/Haul Trucks* 50 /day 250 16 16 32 16 16 32 

Phase 7 Total 2,364 272 68 340 0 78 248 326 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total Maximum Daily Construction Trips 2,364 272 68 340 0 78 248 326 

** 

In passenger car equivalents (PCEs) using a PCE factor of 2. 5 per truck; Truck trips are divided into 8 working 
hours to calculate hourly trips. 
Soils import/export truck trips are not allowed in the peak hours. 

As illustrated in Table IV.K. l-17 the maximum number of construction-related vehicles accessing 

the Project Site is expected to occur during the maximum intensity time within Phase 7. To be 

conservative, the following analvsis assumes the Phase 7 maximum trip generation (2,364 daily trips 

with 340 AM Peak Hour trips and 326 PM Peak Hour trips) for the duration of all seven phases. 

Since construction workers are expected to live throughout the Los Angeles region thev are also 

expected to travel to the Project Site from all directions. As such the construction workers' trip 

distribution is assumed to be the same as the Project office use distribution in the analysis below, 

since the distribution is based on the assumption that the Project employees will also live throughout 

the region. 
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The local portion of the delivery/haul tmck route is mainly from/to the US 101 Freeway. Therefore, a 

separate distribution was developed and used for the deliverv/haul tmck route. Using these 

assignment percentages, constmction period traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hours are 

shown in Figures 3(a) and 3(b) of Attachment A of Appendix D, Updated Construction Traffic 

Impacts Including Individual Intersection Impact Analyses, of the Final EIR, respectively. These 

trips are analyzed in the following sections in order to determine the maximum Project traffic impacts 

expected to occur during the construction period. 

Intersection Construction Traffic Impacts of the Project 

This analysis utilizes the same methodologv used for the Commercial Scenario, which are the 

procedures outlined in Circular Number 212 of the Transportation Research Board2
. 

The analysis of existing and future traffic conditions at the study intersections was conducted using 

the same procedures and assumptions for the Commercial Scenario. Specifically to be conservative 

and consistent with Commercial Scenario analvsis the "Existing (2011) Plus Constmction" traffic 

volumes \Vere based on the "Existing (2011) Without Project" traffic volumes from the Traffic Study, 

plus the addition of the volumes from Figures 3(a) and 3(b) that contain the maximum constmction

related traffic volumes. The "Future (2020) With Construction" traffic volumes were based on the 

"Future (2020) Without Proiect" volumes of the Traffic Study plus the addition of the volumes from 

Figures 3(a) and 3(b) in Appendix D, Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual 

Intersection Impact Analyses, of the Final EIR, that contain the maximum construction-related traffic 

volumes. 

2Interim Materials on Highwav Capacity. Circular Number 212, Transportation Research Board. Washington, D.C., 

1980 
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Table IV.K.1-18 
Level of Service (LOS) As a Function of Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) and Intersection 

Capacity Utilization (ICU) Values 

Level of 
Service 

A 
Ji 
~ 
)2 

Description of Operating Characteristics 
Uncongested operations· all vehicles clear in a single cycle. 

Same as above. 
Light congestioff occasional backups on critical approaches. 
Congestion on critical approaches, but intersection functional. 
Vehicles required to wait through more than one cvcle during short 
peaks. No long-standing lines formed. 
Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical 
approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal 
does not provide for protected turning movements. 

Forced flow with stoppages of long duration. 

Range of CMA/ICU 
Values 
<0.60 

>0.60 < 0.70 
>0.70 < 0.80 

>0.80 < 0.90 

>0.90 < 1.00 

The existing physical roadway conditions and signal information were based on the Traffic Studv. 

The Project's maximum construction period impacts on existing and future conditions were calculated 

and are summarized in Table IV.K.1-19, on the following page. 
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Table IV.K.1-19 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak W/O Constructior With Construction W/O Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection 

Cahuenga Boulevard & 
US-101 Fv\Y. NBOfl~Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North)& 
Franklin A venue 

3 Highland Avenue (South)& 
Franklin A venue 

Hour 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

4 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 
Franklin Avenue PM 

5 Vine St. & AM 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp PM 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 
Franklin Ave./US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 

7 Gower Street & AM 
Franklin Avenue PM 

8 Beachwood Drive & AM 
.Frank.Im A venue PM 

9 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 
Yucca Street PM 

10 Ivar A venue & AM 
Yucca Street PM 

11 Vine Street & 
Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

13 Fuller A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

14 La Brea A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

17 Ivar A venue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

A.fillennium Hollywood Project 
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AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

0.353 A 0.354 A 0.001 
0.648 B 0.652 B 0.004 

0.734 
0.833 

0.763 
0.744 

0.833 
0.955 

0.377 
0.628 

0.669 
0.789 

0.591 
0.752 

0.663 
0.664 

0.447 
0.617 

0.095 
0.169 

0.429 
0.378 

O.lll 
0.300 

0.507 
0.425 

0.898 
0.737 

0.708 
0.741 

0.741 
0.701 

0.366 
0.416 

0.734 
0.703 

0.445 
0.617 

0.693 
0.637 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 
B 

0.744 c 0.010 
0.835 D 0.002 

0.763 c 0.000 
0.744 c 0.000 

0.837 D CJ.(XJ4 
0.963 E 0.008 

0.378 A 0.001 
0.632 B 0.004 

0.680 B 0.011 
0.807 D 0.018 

0.597 A 0.006 
0.755 c 0.003 

0.671 B 0.008 
0.670 B O.lXJ6 

0.448 A 0.001 
0.622 B 0.005 

0.113 A 0.018 
0.181 A 0.012 

0.481 A 0.052 
0.420 A 0.042 

0.163 A 0.052 
0.357 A 0.057 

0.507 A 0.000 
0.428 A CJ.(XJ3 

0.899 D 0.001 
0.741 c 0.004 

0.710 c 0.002 
0.746 c 0.005 

0.772 c 0.031 
0.709 c 0.008 

0.371 A CJ.(XJ5 
0.421 A CJ.(XJ5 

0.762 c 0.028 
0.723 c 0.020 

0.459 A 0.014 
0.630 B 0.013 

0.706 c 0.013 
0.648 B 0.011 

CMA 

0.409 
0.749 

0.855 
0.978 

0.873 
0.869 

0.967 
1.104 

0.435 
0.716 

0.854 
1.067 

0.677 
0.867 

0.755 
U.764 

0.538 
0.723 

0.125 
0.217 

0.545 
0.514 

0.256 
0.533 

0.642 
0.585 

1.099 
0.984 

0.931 
1.106 

1.002 
0.947 

0.535 
0.607 

0.972 
U.972 

0.719 
0.969 

0.999 
0.913 

LOS CMA LOS Impact 

A 0.411 A 0.002 
c 0.753 c 0.004 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 
c 
[) 

F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 
B 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

0.864 D 0.009 
0.980 E 0.002 

0.873 D 0.000 
0.869 D 0.000 

0.970 E 0.003 
1.113 F 0.009 

0.435 A 0.000 
0.721 c 0.005 

0.865 [) 0.011 
1.083 F 0.016 * 
0.683 B 0.006 
0.871 D 0.004 

0.763 c 0.008 
U.76'J C O.lXJS 

0.539 A 0.001 
0.729 c 0.006 

0.149 A 0.024 
0.229 A 0.012 

0.598 A 0.053 
0.565 A 0.051 

0.309 A 0.053 
0.590 A 0.057 

0.643 B 0.001 
0.588 A 0.003 

1.103 F 0.004 
0.988 E 0.004 

0.932 E 0.001 
1.112 F 0.(Xl6 

1.015 F 0.013 * 
0.955 E 0.008 

0.541 A 0.006 
0.613 B 0.006 

1.000 F 0.028 * 
0.9'!4 E U.022 " 

0.733 c 0.014 
0.978 E 0.009 

1.013 F 0.014 * 
0.925 E 0.012 * 
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Table IV.K.1-19 (continued} 

Existing (2011} and Future (2020} Critical Movement Analysis (CMA} 

Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak W/O Constructior With Construction W/O Constructior With Construction 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

21 Bronson A venue & AM 0.527 A 0.539 A 0.012 0.723 c 0.735 c 0.012 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.479 A 0.489 A 0.010 0.682 B 0.692 B 0.010 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & AM 0.471 A 0.483 A 0.012 0.661 B 0.673 B 0.012 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.357 A 0.360 A 0.003 0.532 A 0.534 A 0.002 

23 US-101 .Fwy. NB Ramps & AM 0.340 A 0.353 A 0.013 0.515 A 0.528 A 0.013 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.311 A 0.313 A 0.002 0.511 A 0.515 A 0.004 

24 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.468 A 0.469 A 0.001 0.655 B 0.656 B 0.001 
Selma A venue PM 0.561 A 0.562 A 0.001 0.761 c 0.762 c 0.001 

25 Ivar Avenue & AM 0.121 A 0.125 A 0.004 0.241 A 0.245 A 0.004 
Selma Avenue PM 0.294 A 0.297 A 0.003 0.431 A 0.434 A 0.003 

26 Vine Street & AM 0.467 A 0.471 A 0.004 0.697 B 0.700 c 0.003 
Selma A venue PM 0.512 A 0.516 A 0.004 0.757 c 0.761 c 0.004 

27 Argyle A venue And AM 0.256 A 0.261 A 0.005 0.467 A 0.472 A 0.005 
Selma A venue PM 0.338 A 0.343 A 0.005 0.655 B 0.661 B 0.006 

28 Highland A venue & AM 0.886 D 0.887 D 0.001 1.170 F 1.171 F 0.001 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.831 D 0.832 D 0.001 1.065 F 1.068 F 0.003 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.673 B 0.676 B 0.003 0.866 D 0.870 D 0.004 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.703 c 0.707 c 0.004 0.931 E 0.934 F 0.003 

30 Ivar Avenue & AM 0.355 A 0.365 A 0.010 0.475 A 0.484 A 0.009 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.513 A 0.515 A (J.002 0.661 B 0.664 B (J.003 

31 Vine Street & AM 0.806 D 0.816 D 0.010 * 1.031 F 1.040 F 0.009 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.737 c 0.740 c 0.003 l.076 F l.079 F 0.003 

32 Argyle A venue & AM 0.439 A 0.443 A 0.004 0.669 B 0.671 B 0.002 
Sunset Boulevard PM (J.443 A (J.449 A 0.006 (J.773 c 0.778 c 0.005 

33 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.341 A 0.343 A 0.002 0.435 A 0.437 A 0.002 
De Longpre A venue PM 0.389 A 0.391 A 0.002 0.502 A 0.503 A 0.001 

34 Vine Street & AM 0.468 A 0.473 A 0.005 0.593 A 0.597 A 0.004 
De Longpre A venue PM 0.585 A 0.597 A (J.012 0.736 c 0.747 c (J.011 

35 Vine Street & AM 0.684 B 0.690 B 0.006 0.907 E 0.913 E 0.006 
Fountain A venue PM 0.765 c 0.768 c 0.003 l.022 F l.026 F 0.004 

36 Vine Street & AM 0.754 c 0.765 c O.Dl 1 0.989 E l.000 E O.Dl 1 * 
Santa Monica Boulevard PM 0.797 c 0.804 D 0.007 1.070 F 1.077 F 0.007 

37 Vme Street & AM (J.747 c (J.752 c 0.005 (J.961 E 0.966 E 0.005 
Melrose A venue PM 0.821 lJ 0.823 lJ 0.002 1.039 F 1.041 ]:< 0.002 

An * indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

As shown in the Impact columns of Table IV.Kl-19, construction of the Proiect is expected to 

significantly impact one study intersection under the Existing (2011) conditions and five studv 

intersections under the Future (2020) conditions. All these significantly impacted study intersections 

with the Project construction traffic were concluded to be significantlv impacted study intersections 

by the Commercial Scenario. 
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By applying the same mitigation measures as proposed for the Commercial Scenario below, all of the 

significant Proiect construction traffic impacts would be mitigated to less than significant level except 

one studv intersection - Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard under the Future (2020) conditions. 

The results are shown in Table IV.K.1-20 for the Existing (2011) conditions and Table IV.K.l-21 for 

the Future (2020) conditions with the implementation of the recommended mitigation. For the 

Commercial Scenario below, this same intersection and 4 other intersections were reported to have 

significant impacts remaining with the recommended mitigation measures. 

No. Intersection 

Table IV.K.1-20 
Existing (2011) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Mitigation Measure 

Existing (2011) 

Peak W/O Constructior With Construction 

Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 

With Construction 
With Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact 

31 Vme Street & 
Sunset Boulevard 

AM 0.806 l) 0.816 l) 0.010 * 0.805 D -0.001 
PM 0.737 c 0.740 c 0.003 

An * indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

Table IV.K.1-21 
Future (2020) Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) 

Without and With Project Construction Trips 

Future (2020) 

Peak W/O Constructior 'Vith Construction 

No. Intersed:ion !12!!! ~ ~ ~L.Q§ Impact 

6 Argyle Ave. & AM 0.854 D 0.865 D 0.011 
FranklinAve.1US-lOl Fwy. NB On-Ramp PM 1.067 F 1.083 F 0.016 

16 Cahuenga Bou! evard & AM 1.002 F 1.015 F 0.013 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.947 E 0.955 E 0.008 

18 Vine Street & AM 0.972 E 1.000 F 0.028 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.972 E 0.994 E 0.022 

20 Gower Street & AM 0.999 E 1.013 F 0.014 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.913 E 0.925 E 0.012 

36 Vine Street & AM 0.989 E 1.000 E 0.011 
Santa Monica Boulevard PM 1.070 F 1.077 F 0.007 

An* indicates a si~'llificant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

0.730 c -0.007 

With Construction 

With Mitigation 

0.814 D -0.040 

* 1.056 F -0.011 

* 1.004 F 0.002 
0.943 E -0.004 

* 0.986 E 0.014 

* 0.981 E 0.009 

* 1.001 F 0.002 
* 0.913 E 0.000 

* 0.989 E 0.000 
1.066 F -0.004 

* 

40. The previously numbered tables in Section IV.K.l,Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR are to be 

renumbered to accommodate the additional tables IV.K.1-14 to IV.K.1-21 and the additional Tables 

IV.K.1-39 to IV.K.1-44. Any references in the Draft EIR that refer to the previous table number now 

refer to the new table numbers: 
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• Previous Tables IV.K.1-14 through IV.K.1-30 are now numbered Tables IV.K.1-22 through 

IV.K.l-38. 

• Previous Tables IV.K.1-31 through IV.K.l-33 are now numbered Tables IV.K.1-45 through 

IV.K.1-47. 

41. On page IV.K.1-127, before the mitigation measures section, the following will be added: 

The Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario 

Analysis of both the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario was also prepared although both 

Scenarios generate lower traffic volumes than the Commercial Scenario analvzed above. A summary 

of the net Project trip generation is included in Table IV.K. l.39, Proiect EIR Scenarios Net Trip 

Generation Summary. 

Table IV.K.1-39 

Project EIR Scenarios 

Net Trip Generation Summary 

AM Peak Hour 
Scenario Dailv I/B O/B Total 

Traffic Study Project (Co1mnercial Scenario) 9,922 321 253 574 

Concept Plan 7,271 230 229 459 
Residential Scenario 5,747 79 296 375 

PM Peak Hour 
I/B O/B Total 

486 438 924 

377 286 663 
342 185 527 

As shown in Table IV.K.1-39 the Commercial Scenario has the greatest peak hour traffic generation. 

The Concept Plan \vould generate lower traffic volumes than the Commercial Scenario. The Residential 

Scenario would have the lowest traffic volumes among the Scenarios. The Concept Plan and the 

Residential Scenario are collectively referred to as the "Project EIR Scenarios" herein. 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

The Project EIR Scenarios traffic assignment patterns are based on the roadway network assumptions and 

the project distribution patterns from the Traffic Studv. The separate assignment patterns for the 

residential office and other commercial uses that were used in the Traffic Studv were also used for this 

analysis. The AM and PM peak hours Project trip values at each intersection were calculated by applying 

the inbound and outbound distribution percentages from the Traffic Study and the Future (2020) 

conditions were detennined using the procedures from the report. 
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Specifically. the distributions from Figures 5(a) through 5(c) of the Traffic Study were applied to the net 

Project trip generation as shown in Attachment B of Appendix F Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

Traffic Impact Analvsis. of the Final EIR for each Project EIR Scenario. The total net AM and PM peak

hour traffic volumes at the 37 studv intersections for each Project EIR Scenario are depicted in Figures l 

and 2 of Attachment C of Appendix F, Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic [mpact Analysis, of 

the Final EIR. Adding the Project ECR Scenario volumes shown in Attachment C to the existing volumes 

shown in Figure 4 of the Traffic Study (Existing (2011) Without Project conditions), the Existing Plus 

Project EIR Scenarios volumes were developed for each Scenario. 

Existing Plus Project EIR Scenarios traffic conditions were analyzed using the following assumptions: 

• The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodologv used in the Traffic Studv analvsis was 

used in the Project ECR Scenarios traffic impacts analyses· 

• The lane configurations from the Traffic Study were also utilized in the CMA calculations· and 

• The LADOT significance criteria utilized in the Traffic Study \Vere utilized for this analvsis. 

As shown in Table IV .K. l-40. Critical Movement Analvsis ("CMA") Summarv Existing (2011) Plus 

Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions. the Concept Plan and Residential Scenario would generate 

fewer significant traffic impacts relative to Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios conditions than the 

Commercial Scenario. which was studied in the Traffic Studv. The Commercial Scenario would have 

significant impacts at three intersections in the AM peak hour and four intersections in the PM peak hour. 

The Concept Plan would have significant impacts at two intersections in the AM peak hour and three 

intersections in the PM peak hour. The Residential Scenario would have significant impacts at two 

intersections in the AM peak hour and no intersections in the PM peak hour. All of the significant 

impacts under the Concept Plan and Residential Scenarios would be at intersections significantly 

impacted under the Commercial Scenario. 
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Table IV.K.1-40 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

No. Intersection 
1 Cahuenga Bmlevanl & 

US-101 Fwy. N13 Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklin Avenue 

Highland Avenue (Smth) & 

Franklin Avenue 

4 Cahuenga Bmlevaid & 

Franklin Avenue 

Vine St. & Franklin Ave. 
/US-JOI F"y. SB Off-Ramp 

6 Argyle Ave. &Franklin Ave. 

/US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp 

7 Gower Street & 
Franklin Avenue 

Beachwood Drive & 

Franklin Avenue 

9 C,ahuenga Boulevanl & 
Yucca Street 

10 Ivar Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

11 Vine Street & 
Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

13 Ful !er Avenue & 

HollY"ood Boulevard 

14 La Brea Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 

HollY"ood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Bmlevaid & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

17 Ivar Avenue & 

HollY"ood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 
HollY"ood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

21 Bronson Avenue & 

HollY"ood Boulevard 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

Existing 

Peak 

Hour 
A1\1 
PM 

w/oProject 

Cl\!lA. LOS 
0.353 A 

0.648 B 

k\!I 0.734 

PM 0.833 

AM 0.763 

PM 0.744 

AM 0.833 

PM 0.955 

AM 0.377 
PI'vf 0.628 

k\!I 0.669 

PM 0.789 

AM: 0.591 

PI'vf 0.752 

AM 0.663 

PM 0.664 

AM: 0.447 
PM 0.617 

k\!I 0.095 

PM 0.169 

k\!f 0.429 

PM 0.378 

k\!I O.lll 
PM 0.300 

k\!f 0.507 

PM 0.425 

AM 0.898 

PM 0.737 

k\!f 0.708 

PM 0.741 

AM 0.741 

PM 0.701 

k\!f 0.366 

PM 0.416 

A1\f 0.734 

PM 0.703 

k\!f 0.445 
PM 0.617 

AM 0.693 

PM 0.637 

k\!I 0.527 

PM 0.479 

AM 0.471 

PM 0.357 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 

c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

D 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 

A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 
B 

A 

A 

A 

A 
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+ C ommerci al Seen ario 
CTraffic studyl 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.359 A 0.006 

0.661 

0.746 

0.852 

0.763 

0.745 

0.848 

0.981 

0.379 
0.636 

0.686 

0.820 

0.598 

0.759 

0.673 

0.682 

0.451 
0.655 

0.130 

0.215 

0.484 

0.467 

0.161 
0.393 

0.510 

0.431 

0.902 

0.751 

0.715 

0.765 

0.784 

0.745 

0.402 

0.468 

0.786 

0.762 

0.461 
0.635 

0.705 

0.653 

0.537 

0.490 

0.482 

0.361 

B 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
D 

A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 

A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

c 
B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

0.013 

0.012 

0.019 

0.000 

0.001 

0.015 

0.026 

0.002 
0.008 

0.017 

0.031 

0.007 

0.007 

0.010 

0.018 

0.004 
0.038 

0.035 

0.046 

0.055 

0.089 

0.050 
0.093 

0.003 

0.006 

0.004 

0.014 

0.007 

0.024 

0.043 

0.044 

0.036 

0.052 

0.052 

0.059 

0.016 
0.018 

0.012 

0.016 

0.010 

0.011 

0.011 

0.004 

Kxisting + EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.357 A 0.004 

0.655 B 0.007 

0.744 

0.847 

0.763 

0.745 

0.845 

0.970 

0.379 
0.632 

0.683 

0.809 

0.597 

0.757 

0.671 

0.680 

0.450 
0.639 

0.108 

0.194 

0.468 

0.441 

0.149 
0.359 

0.509 

0.429 

0.902 

0.746 

0.714 

0.758 

0.779 

0.736 

0.398 

0.455 

0.779 

0.744 

0.459 
0.632 

0.701 

0.649 

0.535 

0.487 

0.480 

0.360 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
D 

A 

c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

c 
B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

0.010 

0.014 

0.000 

0.001 

0.012 

0.015 

0.002 
0.004 

0.014 

O.O:Kl 

0.006 

0.005 

0.008 

0.016 

0.003 
0.022 

0.013 

0.025 

0.039 

0.063 

0.038 
0.059 

0.002 

0.004 

0.004 

0.009 

0.006 

0.017 

0.038 

0.035 

0.032 

0.039 

0.045 

0.041 

0.014 
0.015 

0.008 

0.012 

0.008 

0.008 

0.0® 

0.003 

+ Residential Scenario 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.357 A 0.004 

0.652 B 0.004 

0.738 

0.845 

0.763 

0.745 

0.845 

0.964 

0.379 
0.630 

0.677 

0.797 

0.593 

0.755 

0.667 

0.679 

0.449 
0.630 

0.099 

0.186 

0.445 

0.424 

0.136 
0.337 

0.511 

0.427 

0.904 

0.745 

0.715 

0.755 

0.755 

0.734 

0.404 

0.451 

0.778 

0.734 

0.456 
0.633 

0.695 

0.644 

0.529 

0.483 

0.473 

0.360 

c 
D 

c 
c 
D 
E 

A 
B 

B 
c 
A 
c 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

E 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

B 
B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

0.004 

0.012 

0.000 

0.001 

0.012 

0.009 

0.002 
0.002 

0.008 

0.008 

0.002 

0.003 

0.004 

0.015 

0.002 
0.013 

0.004 

0.017 

0.016 

0.046 

0.025 
0.037 

0.004 

0.002 

0.006 

0.008 

0.007 

0.014 

0.014 

0.033 

0.038 

0.035 

0.044 

0.031 

O.Oll 
0.016 

0.002 

0.007 

0.002 

0.004 

0.002 

0.003 
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Table IV.K.1-40 (continued) 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Existing 

Peak w/o Project 
No. Intersection Hour CIVL\ LOS 

23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ramps & 
Holl)~vood Boulevard 

24 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Selma Avenue 

25 Ivar Avenue & 

Selma Avenue 

26 Vine Street & 
Selma Avenue 

27 Algyle Avenue And 
Selma Avenue 

28 Highland Avenue & 
Smset Boulevard 

29 Cahuenga Bmlevard & 

Smset Boulevard 

30 Ivar Avenue & 
Sunset Boulevard 

31 Vine S !reel & 

Smset Boulevard 

32 Algyle Avenue & 
Smset Boulevard 

33 Cahuenga Bmlevard & 

De Longpre Avenue 

34 Vine Street & 

De Longpre Avenue 

3 5 Vine Street & 
Fountain Avenue 

36 Vine Street & 

Santa Monica Boulevard 

3 7 Vine Street & 

Melrose Avenue 

ALV! 
PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 

PM 

AcvI 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AcvI 
PM 

ALV! 
PM 

AcvI 
PM 

Ac\1 
PM 

AM 

PM 

Ac\1 
PM 

AM 

PM 

0.340 
0.311 

0.468 

0.561 

0.121 

0.294 

0.467 

0.512 

0.256 
0.338 

0.886 

0.831 

0.673 

0.703 

0.355 
0.513 

0.806 

0.737 

0.439 
0.443 

0.341 

0.389 

0.468 

0.585 

0.684 

0.765 

0.754 

0.797 

0.747 

0.821 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale). 

Aiillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
c 
c 
c 
c 
D 

+Commercial Scenario 
Cfraffic Study) 

CMA LOS Impact 

0.352 
0.322 

0.479 

0.578 

0.144 

0.332 

0.487 

0.549 

0.263 
0.347 

0.890 

0.832 

0.689 

0.718 

0.367 
0.530 

0.826 

0.774 

0.445 
0.451 

0.349 

0.403 

0.484 

0.608 

0.698 

0.787 

0.769 

0.815 

0.753 

0.828 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
B 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.012 
0.011 

0.011 

O.DI 7 

0.023 

0.038 

0.020 

0.037 

0.007 
0.009 

0.004 

0.001 

0.016 

0.015 

0.012 
0.017 

0.020 

0.037 

0.006 
0.008 

0.008 

0.014 

0.016 

0.023 

0.014 

0.022 

O.Dl5 

0.018 

0.006 

0.007 

Existing + EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Impact 

0.349 
0.319 

0.479 

0.576 

0.139 

0.322 

0.485 

0.539 

0.263 
0.346 

0.890 

0.834 

0.687 

0.715 

0.365 
0.526 

0.823 

0.763 

0.445 
0.450 

0.349 

0.400 

0.483 

0.601 

0.695 

0.782 

0.767 

0.809 

0.753 

0.827 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
B 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

a.om 
0.008 

0.011 

0.015 

0.018 

0.028 

0.018 

0.027 

0.007 
0.008 

0.004 

0.003 

0.014 

0.012 

0.010 
0.013 

0.017 

0.026 

0.006 
0.007 

0.008 

0.011 

0.015 

0.016 

0.011 

0.017 

0.013 

0.012 

0.006 

0.006 

+ Residential Scenario 
CMA LOS Imnact 

0.342 
0.317 

0.483 

0.577 

0.139 

0.318 

0.491 

0.535 

0.263 
0.345 

0.891 

0.834 

0.687 

0.715 

0.360 
0.525 

0.823 

0.758 

0.445 
0.449 

0.353 

0.401 

0.485 

0.5% 

0.697 

0.779 

0.761 

0.807 

0.751 

0.825 

A 
A 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

A 
A 

D 
D 

B 
c 
A 
A 

D 
c 
A 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

B 
c 
c 
D 

c 
D 

0.002 
0.006 

0.015 

0.016 

0.018 

0.024 

0.024 

0.023 

0.007 
0.007 

0.005 

0.003 

0.014 

0.012 

0.005 
0.012 

0.017 

0.021 

0.006 
0.006 

0.012 

0.012 

0.017 

0.011 

0.013 

0.014 

0.007 

0.010 

0.004 

0.004 
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Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

As for Existing (2011) conditions Future(2020) traffic impact estimates for the Project EIR Scenarios 

were prepared utilizing the same roadway network assumptions and the project distribution patterns used 

in the Traffic Studv. The Future (2020) Without Project traffic volumes from the Traffic Studv were 

combined with the net Project EIR Scenarios traffic volumes to develop the Future (2020) With Project 

EIR Scenarios. 

As shown in Table IV.K.l-4L Critical Movement Analysis ('"CMA") Summarv Future (2020) With 

Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario would generate 

significant traffic impacts at fewer locations than the Commercial Scenario analvzed in the Traffic Study. 

The Commercial Scenario would have significant impacts at seven intersections in the AM peak hour and 

thirteen intersections in the PM peak hour. The Concept Plan would have significant impacts at six 

intersections in the AM peak hour and twelve intersections in the PM peak hour. The Residential 

Scenario would have significant impacts at five intersections in the AM peak hour and eight intersections 

in the PM peak hour. All of the significant impacts under the Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

would be at intersections significantly impacted under the Commercial Scenario. 

Mitigation Measures 

The same mitigation measures as above \Vere applied to the intersections with significant Project traffic 

impacts under the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario. As concluded above, the Commercial 

Scenario has significant impacts remaining at 2 intersections under Existing (2011) conditions and 5 

intersections under Future (2020) conditions after applving the mitigation measures. As shown in Table 

IV.K.l-42. Critical Movement Analysis {"CMA") Summarv Existing {2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios 

Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures, by applving the same mitigation measures to the Concept 

Plan and the Residential Scenario impacts for Existing (201 l) conditions. all of the significant Project 

traffic impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. As such. there would be no significant 

and unavoidable traffic impacts for the Concept Plan or the Residential Scenario under Existing (2011) 

conditions. 

Aiillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
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Table IV.K.1-41 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

No. Intersection 
1 Cahuenga Bmlevanl & 

US-101 Fwy. N13 Off-Ramp 

2 Highland Avenue (North) & 

Franklio Avenue 

Highland Avenue (Smth) & 

Franklio Avenue 

4 C_ahm,'llga Bmlevanl & 

Franklio Avenue 

Vioe St. & Franklio Ave. 

•US-101 Fwy. SB Off-Ramp 

6 Argyle Ave. &Franklio Ave. 

/US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp 

7 Go=r Street & 
Franklio Avenue 

Beachwood Drive & 

Franklio Avenue 

9 Cahuenga Bmlevanl & 
Yucca Street 

10 Ivar Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

11 Vioe Street & 
Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 

Yucca Street 

13 Ful !er Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

14 lAl Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boule\'1rd 

15 Highland Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Bmlevanl & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

17 Ivar Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vioe Street & 
Hollywood Boule\'1rd 

19 Argyle Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 

Hollywood Boule\'1rd 

21 Bronson Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

22 US-101 Fwy. SB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boule\'1rd 

Future (2020) 

Peak 

Hour 
A1\1 
PM 

w/oProject 

Cl\!lA. LOS 
0.409 A 

0.749 c 
At\if 0.855 

PM 0.978 

AM 0.873 

PM 0.869 

AM 0.967 
PM 1.104 

AM 0.435 

PM 0.716 

Ai\!I 0.854 

PM 1.067 

AM 0.677 

PM 0.867 

AM 0.755 

PM 0.764 

AM 0.538 
PM 0.723 

Ai\!I 0.125 

PM 0.217 

AM 0.545 
PM 0.514 

Ai\!I 0.256 

PM 0.533 

At\if 0.642 

PM 0.585 

Ai\!I 1.099 

PM 0.984 

At\if 0.93 l 
PM l.106 

Ai\!I 1.002 
PM 0.947 

At\if 0.535 

PM 0.607 

At\.1 0.972 
PM 0.972 

At\if 0.719 

PM 0.969 

AM 0.999 

PM 0.913 

At\if 0.723 

PM 0.682 

AM 0.661 

PM 0.532 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 

B 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

Aiillennium Hollywood Project 
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+ C ommerci al Seen ario 
crrat1ic Study) 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.415 A 0.006 

0.761 c 0.012 

0.867 

0.997 

0.873 

0.869 

0.981 
1.130 

0.437 

0.725 

0.871 

1.096 

0.685 

0.874 

0.765 

0.782 

0.542 
0.761 

0.158 

0.263 

0.601 
0.609 

0.312 

0.647 

0.645 

0.591 

1.106 
0.9')7 

0.937 

1.130 

1.026 
0.991 

0.571 

0.663 

1.024 
1.014 

0.735 

0.989 

1.011 

0.930 

0.733 

0.693 

0.672 

0.536 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 

A 

B 
B 

A 

B 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 

B 

F 
F 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.012 

0.019 

0.000 

0.000 

0.014 
0.026 

0.002 

0.009 

0.017 

0.029 

0.008 

0.007 

0.010 

0.018 

0.004 
0.038 

0.033 

0.046 

0.056 
0.095 

0.056 

0.114 

0.003 

0.006 

0.007 

0.013 

0.006 

0.024 

0.024 
0.044 

0.036 

0.056 

0.052 
0.042 

0.016 

0.020 

0.012 

0.017 

0.010 

0.011 

0.011 

0.004 

Future (2020) With EIR Seen arios 

+Concept Plan 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.413 A 0.004 

0.756 

0.864 

0.992 

0.873 

0.869 

0.978 
1.119 

0.437 

0.721 

0.867 

1.086 

0.683 

0.872 

0.763 

0.779 

0.541 
0.745 

0.143 

0.243 

0.585 
0.577 

0.301 

0.614 

0.645 

0.589 

1.105 

0.993 

0.936 

1.124 

1.022 
0.982 

0.567 

0.646 

1.017 
1.001 

0.733 

0.989 

1.008 

0.925 

0.731 

0.690 

0.670 

0.535 

c 
D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

B 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 

B 

F 
F 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.007 

0.009 

0.014 

0.000 

0.000 

O.Oll 

0.015 

0.002 

0.005 

0.013 

0.019 

0.006 

0.005 

0.008 

0.015 

0.003 
0.022 

0.018 

0.026 

0.040 
0.063 

0.045 

0.081 

0.003 

0.004 

0.006 

0.009 

0.005 

0.018 

0.020 

0.035 

0.032 

0.039 

0.045 
0.029 

0.014 

0.020 

0.009 

0.012 

0.008 

0.008 

0.009 

0.003 

+ Residential Scenario 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.413 A 0.004 

0.753 c 0.004 

0.859 

0.990 

0.873 

0.869 

0.978 
1.113 

0.437 

0.718 

0.863 

1.075 

0.679 

0.870 

0.759 

0.778 

0.539 
0.736 

0.133 

0.235 

0.561 
0.559 

0.293 

0.591 

0.646 

0.587 

1.104 

0.991 

0.938 

1.120 

1.016 
0.981 

0.574 

0.643 

1.016 
0.993 

0.730 

0.993 

1.002 

0.921 

0.725 

0.687 

0.664 

0.534 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
F 

A 

c 
D 
F 

B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
c 
A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

A 

B 
A 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

A 

B 

F 
E 

c 
E 

F 
E 

c 
B 

B 
A 

0.004 

0.012 

0.000 

0.000 

O.Oll 

0.009 

0.002 

0.002 

0.009 

0.008 

0.002 

0.003 

0.004 

0.014 

0.001 
0.013 

0.008 

0.018 

0.016 
0.045 

0.037 

0.058 

0.004 

0.002 

0.005 

0.007 

0.007 

0.014 

0.014 
0.034 

0.039 

0.036 

0.044 
0.021 

O.Oll 

0.024 

0.003 

0.008 

0.002 

0.005 

0.003 

0.002 
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No. Intersection 
23 US-101 Fwy. NB Ramps & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

24 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Selma Avenue 

25 Ivar Avenue & 

Selma Avenue 

26 Vine S !reel & 

Selma Avenue 

27 Algyle Avenue And 

Selma Avenue 

28 Highland Avenne & 
Smset Boulevard 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

Smset Boulevard 

30 Ivar Avenue & 

Sunset Boulevard 

31 Vine Street & 
Smset Boulevard 

32 Algyle Avenue & 

Smset Boulevard 

33 Cahuenga Boulevard & 

De Inngpre Avenue 

34 Vine Street & 

De lllngpre Avenue 

3 5 Vine Street & 

Fouutain Avenue 

36 Vine Strnet & 

Santa Monica Boulevard 

3 7 Vine S trnet & 

Melrose Avenue 

EM27713 

Table IV.K.1-41 (continued) 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions 

Peak 
Hour 
AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AcvI 
PM 

ALV! 
PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 
PM 

ALV! 
PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

ALV! 

PM 

Ac'\1 
PM 

ALV! 
PM 

Future (2020) 

w/oProject 
CIVL\ LOS 
0.515 A 
0.511 A 

0.655 
0.761 

0.241 
0.431 

0.697 
0.757 

0.467 
0.655 

1.170 
1.065 

0.866 
0.931 

0.475 
0.661 

1.031 
1.076 

0.669 
0.773 

0.435 
0.502 

0.593 
0.736 

0.907 

1.022 

0.989 
1.070 

0.%1 
1.039 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

A 
c 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

+ Commercial Seen ario 
Cfraffic Study) 

CMA LOS Impact 
0.527 A 0.012 
0.524 

0.665 
0.778 

0.264 
0.469 

0.716 
0.794 

0.474 
0.665 

1.174 
1.067 

0.884 
0.946 

0.487 
0.679 

1.050 
1.113 

0.674 
0.781 

0.443 
0.515 

0.609 
0.759 

0.921 

1.045 

1.005 
1.088 

0.%7 
1.046 

A 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

F 
F 

E 
F 

O.DI 3 

0.010 
O.Dl 7 

0.023 
0.038 

0.019 
0.037 

0.007 
0.010 

0.004 
0.002 

O.Dl8 

0.015 

0.012 
0.018 

0.019 
0.037 

0.005 
0.008 

0.008 
O.DI 3 

0.016 
0.023 

0.014 

0.023 

O.DI 6 

0.018 

0.006 
0.007 

Future (2020) With EIR Scenarios 

+Concept Plan 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.525 A 0.010 
0.520 

0.665 
0.775 

0.259 
0.459 

0.714 
0.785 

0.474 
0.663 

l.l 73 
1.067 

0.881 
0.944 

0.484 
0.675 

1.047 
1.102 

0.674 
0.779 

0.443 
0.513 

0.607 
0.751 

0.919 

1.040 

1.002 
1.082 

0.967 
1.045 

A 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 
A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

F 
F 

E 
F 

0.009 

0.010 
0.014 

0.018 
0.028 

0.017 
0.028 

0.007 
0.008 

0.003 
0.002 

0.015 
0.013 

0.009 
0.014 

0.016 
0.026 

0.005 
0.006 

0.008 
0.011 

0.014 
0.015 

0.012 

0.018 

0.013 
0.012 

0.006 
0.006 

An* indicates a significant impact (LAIXJT Revised Scale). 

February 2013 

+Residential Scenario 
CMA LOS Irnnact 
0.518 A 0.003 
0.518 

0.670 
0.777 

0.259 
0.455 

0.721 
0.781 

0.474 
0.662 

l.l 75 
1.068 

0.881 
0.943 

0.479 
0.674 

1.047 
1.097 

0.675 
0.778 

0.447 
0.513 

0.610 
0.747 

0.921 

1.037 

0.997 
1.079 

0.965 
1.043 

A 

B 
c 
A 
A 

c 
c 
A 
B 

F 
F 

D 
E 

A 
B 

F 
F 

B 
c 
A 

A 

B 
c 
E 

F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

0.007 

0.015 
0.016 

0.018 
0.024 

0.024 
0.024 

0.007 
0.007 

0.005 
0.003 

0.015 
0.012 

0.004 
0.013 

0.016 
0.021 

0.006 
0.005 

0.012 
0.011 

0.017 
0.011 

0.014 

0.015 

0.008 
0.009 

0.004 
0.004 
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Table IV.K.1-42 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) Plus Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures 

Existing 
Peak w/o Project 

No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS 
Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.833 D 
Franklin Avenue PM 0.955 E 

Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave AM 0669 fl 
/US-101 Fwy. Nfl On-Ramp PM 0 789 c 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & AM 0.741 c 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.701 c 

18 Vine Street & AM 0.734 c 
Hollywood Boulevard PM 0.703 c 

31 Vine Street & Al'v! 0.806 D 
Sunset Boulevard PM 0.737 c 

An * indicates a significant impact (LAD OT Revised Scale) 

lvlillennium Hol~vwood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Traffic Study - Commercial Scenario 
With Project With Project+Mitigation 

CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Imoact CMA 
0.848 D 0 015 0.836 D 0 003 0.845 
0.981 E 0.026 * 0.967 [' 0.012 * 0970 

0.686 fl 0017 0674 fl 0 005 0.683 
0820 [) 0.031 0 806 ]) 0 016 0.809 

0.784 c 0.043 * 0.770 c 0.029 0.779 
0.745 c 0.044 * 0728 c 0.027 0.736 

0.786 c 0.052 * 0.768 c 0.034 0.779 
0.762 c 0.059 0.744 c 0.041 * 0.744 

0.826 D 0.020 ' 0.812 D 0.006 0.823 
0.774 c 0.037 0.759 c 0.022 0.763 

Existin~ + ~=IR Scenarios 
Concept Plan 

With Project With Project+Mitigation 
LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact 

D 0.012 0.833 D -0 001 
E 0015 * 0 958 E 0 003 

B 0 014 0670 B 0001 
D 0.020 0.796 ]) 0007 

c 0038 
c 0035 

c 0045 * 0.762 c 0.029 
c 0.041 0 728 c 0025 

D 0 017 ' 0.810 D 0.004 
c 0.026 0.750 c 0.012 

Residential Scenario 
With Project With Project+Mitigation 

CMA LOS Imoact CMA LOS Impact 
0.845 D 0.012 
0964 E 0.009 

0.677 J3 0.008 
0.797 c 0008 

0 755 c 0.014 
0.734 c 0.033 

0 778 c 0.044 * 0.762 c 0.028 
0.734 c 0.031 0.719 c 0 017 

0.823 D 0.017 ' 0.811 D 0.005 
0.758 c 0.021 0.745 c 0.008 
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Table IV.K.l-43, Critical Movement Analysis {"CMA") Summary Future (2020) With Project EIR 

Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures shows resulting impacts for the Future (2020) 

conditions with mitigation measures. For the Concept Plan under the Future (2020) conditions 

significant Proiect traffic impacts would remain at three intersections intersections which were also 

concluded to remain significant for the Commercial Scenario analvzed in the Traffic Studv. The 

remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard {PM Peak Hour); 

18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM Peak Hours)· and 

31. Vine Street and Sunset Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

For the Residential Scenario under the Future (2020) conditions, significant Project traffic impacts would 

remain significant at three intersections, which are intersections concluded to remain significant in the 

Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. The remaining significantly impacted intersections are: 

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollvwood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour)· 

18. Vine Street and Hollvwood Boulevard (AM Peak Hour); and 

19. Argvle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour). 

Two of these three intersections were concluded to remain significant under the Commercial Scenario 

analyzed above. One additional significant and unavoidable impact at the intersection of Argvle Avenue 

and Hollvwood Boulevard would remain after implementation of the mitigation measures above. This 

intersection was concluded to be mitigated to a less than significant level with the mitigation measures for 

the Commercial Scenario analyzed above and was concluded to remain significantly impacted with 

implementation of the mitigation measures under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario. 

Aiillennium Hol~vwood Project 
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Table IV.1-43 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Future (2020) With Project EIR Scenarios Traffic Conditions With Mitigation Measures 

No. Intersection 
Highland Avenue (North) & 
Franklin Avenue 

Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Franklin Avenue 

Argyle Ave. & Franklin Ave 
/US-101 Fwy. NB On-Ramp 

14 La Brea Avenue & 

Hollywood Boulevard 

15 Highland Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

16 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

18 Vine Street& 
Hollywood floulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 
flollywood Boulevard 

20 Gower Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

29 Cahuenga Boulevard & 
Sunset Boulevard 

Peak 
Hour 
Al'v! 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Al'v! 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Al'v! 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

AM 
PM 

Future (2020) Traffic Study - Commercial Scenario 
w/o Proiect With Project With Project+Mitigation 

CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact 
0.855 D 0.867 D 0.012 0.856 D 0 001 
0.978 E 0.997 E 0.019 * 0.983 E 0.005 

0.967 
1.lll4 

0 854 
1067 

1099 
0.984 

0.931 
1.106 

1002 
0.947 

0.972 
0.972 

0 719 
0969 

0.999 
0.913 

0.866 
0.931 

E 
F 

D 
F 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

E 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

D 
E 

0.981 
1.130 

E 
F 

0.014 * 0.969 
0.026 * 1.116 

[' 
F 

0.003 

0.012 * 
0 871 [) 0 Ill 7 0 818 ]) -0 036 

1.096 F 0.029 1.062 F -0.004 

1.106 F 
0.997 E 

0.937 
1.130 

1026 
0.991 

1.024 
1014 

E 
F 

F 
E 

F 

0735 c 
0989 E 

]()] 1 

0.930 E 

0.007 1095 
0 013 * 0.985 

0.006 0.926 
0.024 1.117 

0.024 ' 1013 
0.044 ' 0.974 

0.052 1.006 
0.042 * 0.998 

F -0 004 
E 0001 

E -0.005 

F 0.010 * 
F 0.010 * 
E 0.026 * 
F Q034 * 
E Q026 * 

0.016 
0.020 

0722 c 0 003 
0 976 E 0 007 

0.012 * 1000 [' 

0 017 * 0.917 E 

0.001 
0.004 

0.884 D 0 018 0.871 ]) 0.005 
0.946 E 0015 0.934 E 0 003 

CMA 
0.864 
0.992 

0.978 
1.l 19 

0.867 
1086 

1.l05 
0.993 

0.936 
1.124 

1.022 
0.982 

1.017 
1001 

0.733 
0.989 

1.008 
0925 

0.881 
0.944 

31 Vine Street & 
Sunset Boulevard 

Al'v! 
PM 

1031 
1076 

F 
F 

1050 F 0.019 * 1.037 F 0.006 1.047 

35 Vine Street & 
Fmmtain Avenue 

36 Vine Street & 
Santa Monica Boulevard 

AM 
PM 

Al'v! 
PM 

0.907 
1.022 

0.989 
l .070 

An* indicates a significant impact (LADOT Revised Scale) 

lvlillennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

E 
F 

E 
F 

1.113 F 0.037 ' 1098 F 0.022 * 1.102 

0.921 E 0.014 0.910 E 0 003 
1.045 F 0.023 1.031 F 0.009 

1005 F 0.016 ' 0.993 E 0 003 
l.088 F 0 018 1075 F 0 005 

0.919 
1.040 

1.002 
l .082 

Future (2020) + ~=IR Scenarios 
Concept Plan 

With Project 
LOS Impact 
]) 0.009 

E 

E 
F 

D 
F 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

F 
F 

c 
[' 

F 
E 

D 
E 

F 
F 

E 
F 

F 

Q014 

QI)]] 

QOlS 

QIJ13 
Q019 

Q~ 

QW 

Q~ 

0 018 

Q~ 

Qlli 

QOO 

Qm 

QIJ14 
Q~ 

QW 

Q012 

Q015 
Q013 

Q016 

Q~ 

0.012 
0.018 

Q013 
QIJ12 

With Project+Mitigation 
CMA LOS Imoact 
0.853 D -0 002 
0.980 

0 966 
1.107 

0.815 
1.057 

0.926 
1.111 

1.009 
0.966 

1.001 
0 987 

0.721 
0.976 

0 997 
0.913 

0.869 
0.931 

1.034 
1.089 

0.908 
1.027 

0.991 
1070 

E 

E 
F 

D 
F 

E 
F 

F 
E 

F 
E 

c 
E 

E 
E 

D 
E 

F 
F 

E 
F 

E 

0.002 

-IJCIOl 

0003 

-0.039 
-0009 

-0 005 
0.005 

0.007 
0.019 

Qm 
QIJ15 

Q~ 

Q~ 

~~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

QIJ12 

Q~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

CMA 
0.859 
0.990 

0 978 
l.113 

0.863 
1.075 

1.104 
0.991 

0.938 
1.120 

1016 
0.981 

1016 
0 993 

0.730 
0.993 

l .002 
0.921 

0.881 
0.943 

1.047 
1097 

0.921 
1.037 

0.997 
1.079 

Residential Scenario 
With Project 

LOS Impact 
D 0.004 
E 

E 

F 

]) 

F 

F 
E 

E 
F 

F 
E 

F 
E 

c 
E 

F 

E 

D 
E 

F 
F 

E 
F 

E 
F 

Q012 

Qm1 

Q~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

QW 

QW 

QIJ14 

Q014 
Q~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

QI)]] 

Q~ 

Q~ 

Q~ 

0 015 
0.012 

0.016 
0.021 

0.014 
0 015 

0008 
0009 

With Project+Mitigation 
CMA LOS Impact 
0.848 ]) -0 007 
0.978 

0.967 
1.102 

0.927 
1.109 

1004 
0.966 

1000 
0.980 

0.718 
0.979 

0.870 
0.931 

1.035 
1084 

0.909 
1025 

E 

[' 
F 

E 
F 

F 
E 

F 

[' 

c 
E 

D 
E 

F 
F 

E 
F 

0 001 

0000 
-0.002 

-0004 
0003 

0 001 
0.019 

0028 
0.008 

-0001 
0010 

0003 
0000 

0.004 
0008 

0.002 
0003 
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In order to address the significant impact on Intersection No. 19 Argvle Avenue and Hollywood 

Boulevard. it is recommended that the following mitigation measure is also implemented 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East 

Site residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 

reserved residential parking spaces. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

To reflect this added mitigation measure. the residential distribution percentages at the East and West 

Sites adjacent intersections (listed below) were revised for an analvsis of the Residential Scenario 

With Added Mitigation. The intersections affected by the East Site residential unit and reserved 

residential parking limitation are: 

11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 

12. Argvle Avenue and Yucca Street 

18. Vine Street and Hollw.-ood Boulevard 

19. Argvle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

26. Vine Street and Selma A venue 

27. Argyle Avenue and Selma Avenue. 

Utilizing the updated distribution percentages the Project impacts under Existing (2011) and Future 

(2020) conditions were calculated for the Residential Scenario Plus Added Mitigation. TI1e CMA 

values and the resulting traffic impacts are summarized in Table IV.K.1-44. As shown in Table 

IV. K .l -44. with mitigation measure IV .K. 1-14 the significant impact at the intersection of Argy le 

Avenue and Hollvwood Boulevard under the Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario 

would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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No. Intersection 
11 Vine Street & 

Yucca Street 

12 Argyle Avenue & 
Yucca Street 

18 Vine Street & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

19 Argyle Avenue & 
Hollywood Boulevard 

26 Vine Street & 
Selma Avenue 

27 Argyle Avenue .And 
Selma Avenue 

Table IV.K.1-44 

Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

Existing (2011) and Future (2020) With Residential Scenario Traffic Conditions 

With Added Mitigation 

Existing (2011) Future (2020) 
Peak Existing Existing+ Project WP + Mitigation Without Project With Project 
Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 
AM 0.429 A 0.445 A 0.016 0.545 A 0.562 A 0.017 
PM 0.378 A 0.427 A 0.049 0.514 A 0.563 A 0.049 

Acvl 0111 A 0141 A 0.030 0.256 A 0.296 A 0.040 
PM 0.300 A 0.341 A 0.041 0.533 A 0.595 A 0.062 

Ac\! 0.734 c 0.780 c 0.046 * 0.763 c 0.029 0.972 E 1.018 F 0.046 
PM 0.703 c 0.736 c 0.033 0.722 c 0.019 0.972 E 0.993 E 0.021 

AM 0.445 A 0.454 A 0.009 0.719 c 0.728 c 0.009 
PM 0.617 B 0.629 B 0.012 0.969 E 0.989 E 0.020 

Ac\! 0.467 A 0.491 A 0.024 0.697 B 0.721 c 0.024 
PM 0.512 A 0.536 A 0.024 0.757 c 0.781 c 0.024 

AL\1 0.256 A 0.263 A 0.007 0.467 A 0.475 A 0.008 
PM 0.338 A 0.344 A 0.006 0.655 B 0.661 B 0.006 

February 2013 

WP +Mitigation 
CMA LOS Impact 

* 1.001 F 0.029 

* 0.980 E 0.008 

0.717 c -0.002 

* 0.976 E 0.007 

An * indicates a significant impact (LAD OT Revised Scale). 
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Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

42. Page IV.K.2-2, the paragraph under the heading "Shared Parking" is revised as follows: 

SectieH 12.24 .X.20 J3eFFRits t..-e (2) er FHere 1:1ses te share eff street J3arking SJ3aees if it is seteFFRines 

that a lev. er tetal H:1:1mber ef J3arking SJ3aees thaH we1:1ls be reEJ:1:1ires 'Nill J3revise aaeEJ:1:1ate J3arkiHg fer 
the ttses. The SetenninatieH is FHaSe bases eH an aHalysis ef J3arkiHg SeFHaHS, ameHg ether 

reEJ:HireFHents. While this seteFFRiHatieH is HS1:1ally FHaae by a ZeHiHg AarniHistrater 1:1J3eH aJ3J3lieatiea, 

the Preject AJ3J3lieant is reEJ:ttestiHg al'JJ3rernl ef a shares J3arkiHg J3regram thre1:1gh the DeveleJ3FHent 

AgreeFHeffi. 

Section 12.21 A.4 (y) permits the Citv Planning Commission to grant reduced on-site parking with 

remote off-site parking or transportation alternatives in connection with a City Planning Commission 

approval of an application otherwise subject to its jurisdiction including, but not limited to approval 

of a zone change height district change supplemental use district or conditional use. Here the 

location of the Project Site allo,vs for a number of transportation alternatives to be used by residents 

visitors, emplovees, and guests. The Project Site is within a quarter mile of the HollywoodNine 

Metro Red Line Transit Station and numerous LADOT and Metro bus routes. While this 

determination will allow reduced parking via the shared parking program the Applicant is also 

requesting approval of the shared parking program through the Development Agreement as the 

parking standards and procedures for calculating the parking demand are established in the 

Development Regulations. 

43. Page IV.K.2-8, the second sentence under the heading "Shared Parking" is revised as follows: 

This is consistent 'vith Community Plan Update policies, Sectioa 12.24 .X.20 of the LAMC, and 

Section 106.61 of the Green Building Code. 

44. Page IV.K.2-8, the second and third paragraphs under the heading "Shared Parking" are revised as 

follows: 

The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a phase of development shall be 

calculated from Section 10 .1.1 of the Development Regulations, as described above, to establish the 

"Base Demand." The 111:1FHber ef reEJ:1:1ires atttemebile J3arkiHg SJ3aees establishes HHSer the Base 

DeFHaHS FHay be res1:1eeEl b) the sam:e HHFHber as the HHFHber ef biey ele Sj'.laees reEJ:Hires J3er seetieH 

10.4 ef the DevelepFHeffi Reg1:1latioas. The res1:1ltiag aaj1:1sted, or redueeEl, aHtoFHobile parking rates 

shall be al'Jplied to the proposed bttildiag(s) to be eoastrncted in eaeh phase of de·..-elopmeffi. For 

parking spaces that are to be shared be1'veen uses, the calculated minimum parking requirement for 

the Project Site, iaelttdiag that aew J3hase ef eeastractiea, is to be adjusted from the Base Demand 
based on the procedures in Shared Parking. Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) and in the 

shared parking demand analysis contained in Appendix K. l to this Draft EIR. 
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45. Page IV.K.2-19 to K.2-20, under the heading "Bicycle Standards" is revised as follows: 

Bicycle Parking shall be provided per the LAMC requirements. 

The Bieyele StaH:Elaffis fer eemmereial, effiee, aH:a retail laH:El eses are iEleRtifieEl ia Table IV.K.2 5, 

PrepeseEl Bieyele Parkiag StaaElarEls, aelew. Fer all eses iEleRtifieEl iH: this table, a miaimem ef 2 

shert term aH:a 2 leag term aieyele parkiag spaees shall ae previEleEl. \!/here there is a eemaiaatieH: ef 

eses SH: a let, the H:emaer ef aieyele parkiag spaees reEJ:eirea shall ae the sem ef the reEJ:eiremeRts ef 

the variees eses. 

Table IV.K.2 § 

Pr0130seEI Bie) ele Parh:ieg StaeElarEls 

I 

LaeEI Use 

I 

SheFt TeFm Bie 1 ele 

I 

Leei=; TeFm Bie 1 ele 

I 

PaFl~iei=; PaFl~iei=; 

Gfftee I per Hl,999 SEJ:. ft. I per 5,999 SEJ:. ft. 

Health Glees I per 2,999 SEJ:. ft. I per 2,999 SEJ:. ft. 

RestattraH:t aH:a Bars I per 2,999 SEJ:. ft. I per 2,999 SEJ:. ft. 

RestaHFaH:t Oess thaH: 1,999 SEJ:. ft.j 2 per restattfafl:t 2 per restattfafl:t 

Retail ~Geaeralj I per 2,999 SEJ:. ft. I per 2,999 SEJ:. ft. 

Retail ~Femimrej I per Hl,999 SEJ:. ft. I per Hl,999 SEJ:. ft. 

Hetel 1 per 29 geest reems 1 per 29 geest reems 

All ether eemmereial eses I per Hl,999 SEJ:. ft. I per Hl,999 SEJ:. ft. 

I &uree: ,!,fiUe1mium HellJ~•·eed .[.)e,,•elepmeHt-Reguletiem;, ;](}.f;] 

I 

Fer all resiEleH:tial aeilEliags eeRtaiaiag mere thaH: three Elwelliag eaits er mere thaH: five geest 

reems, leag aH:a shert term aieyele parkiag shall ae previEleEl. Leag term aieyele parkiag shall 

ae pre, iEleEl at a rate ef eae spaee per El,, elliag eait er geest re em. Ia aElElitiea, she rt term aie) ele 

parkiag shall ae previEleEl at eae spaee per tea Elwelliag eaits er geest re ems . A miaimem ef twe 

shert term aieyele parkiag spaees shall ae prnviaea iH: seeh eases. 
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IB instanees v;here a bHilding may eont:ain both dwelling Hnits and gHest: rooms, the sum of dwelling 

Hflits aad gttest rooms shall be ttsed to determifle the afl'IOttHt: of loag and short term parking. AHy 

eombiHat:iofl that: resttks ifl more thaa five eombiaed dwelliHg uaits and gttest rooms will reqttire 

bieyele parking. 

46. Page IV.K.2-24, the first two sentences in the first full paragraph is revised as follows: 

As discussed previously in this Section, the Project includes a shared parking program to ensure the 

Project's peak parking demand is met throughout the year, consistent with policies in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update, Seetion 12.24 .X.20 of the LAMC, and Section l 06.6.l of the Green 

Building Code. Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the 

Development Regulations_,_and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed 

Development Agreement and Citv Planning Commission approval pursuant to Section 12.21 A (v) of 

theLAMC. 

Section IV.L.2Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater 

4 7. Page IV .L.2-17, an additional sentence and minor revisions will be added after the second sentence in 

the first full paragraph. This is the result of a letter from the Bureau of Sanitation dated January 8, 

2013 and submitted in response to the Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR. The BOS recognized 

that there are parts of its system that are constrained. The Draft EIR anticipated this potential 

constraint and stated that if there is insufficient capacity, then a secondary line would need to be made 

to another line with sufficient capacity (from the September 27, 2011 BOS letter, included as 

Appendix IV.L.4, of the Draft ECR). The January 8, 2013 BOS letter, included as Appendix I, Bureau 

of Sanitation inter-departmental correspondence, Jan 8, 2013, of the Final EIR., provides additional 

specificity of where a secondary connection could be made. The additional sentence and minor 

revisions are shown underlined below: 

As described in the City's BOS letter, and discussed above, further detailed gauging and evaluation 

may be needed as part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). 

If, for any reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 

required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The BOS 

identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 12-inch line 

on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in significant 

impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the implementation of best practices, 

such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of way, during construction, would not 

significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final approval for se\ver capacity and connection 

permit \vill be made at that-the time of final building design. 
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Section VI, Alternatives to the Project 

48. Pages VI-32, VI-59, VI-86, VI-113, and VI-139, under the heading "Construction Traffic", the 

second sentence is revised as follows: 

Th1:1s, El1:1ring the Prejeet's eenstmetien 13hase, the Prejeet 'Ne1:1lEl generate an a1313re1<imate ma:idm1:1m 

eemeineEl 1,068 13eak hettr trips (well eelew the Prejeef s trip ea13 ef a eemeineEl 1,498 13eak he1:1r 

trips-) 

The maximum level of trip-making activitv from the Project Site during the AM peak hour will be 

496 trips. which is nearlv 15% lower than the Trip Cap of 574 AM peak hour trips. The highest PM 

peak hour construction generation is 479 trips, slightly greater than half of the Trip Cap level of 924 

PM peak hour trips. 

Appendix II, Development Regulations 

49. Page 50 of the Development Regulations, under the heading '·b. Calculating Shared Parking" is 

revised as follows (and the revised page 50 is included on the following page): 

(i) The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a phase of development shall 

be calculated from Section l 0.1. l. above to establish the "Base Demand." 

(ii) The Base Den'lanEl .. ill ee atljttsteEl 135 the nttmeer efBie5 ele s13aees requireEl 13er seetien lG.4. The 

follewing internal ttse reElttetien faeters shall alse ee a1313lieEl when 10,000 effiee eqttivalent sqttare 

feet eaeh ef effiee, resiElential anEl ether eemmereial uses 'Nill all be aeti=rn en the Site: 

Ietereal Use Retluetiee Faeters 

ResiElential §% 

Hetel § 1% 

Offiee 1§% 

Other Cemmereial 1§'% 

The resttlting minim1:1m atttemeeile 13arldng rates shall ee Sflflliea te the 13repeseEl e1:1ilElieg(s) te ee 

eenstmeteEl in eaeh 13hase ef Elevele13ment. 

(iii) For parking spaces that are to be shared between uses, the calculated mm1mum parking 

requirement for the Site, including that new phase of constrnction, is to be adjusted from the Base 

Demand based on the procedures in Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) or 

another source as determined by the Director of Planning. 
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50. Page 5 land 52 of the Development Regulations, under the heading "10.4 Bicycle Standards" is 

revised so that all of previous section l 0. 4 .1 is removed and replaced with (and the revised pages 51-

52 are included on the following pages): 

10.4.l Bicycle parking shall be provided per code requirements. 

51. Page 53 of the Development Regulations, under the heading '"l l. l Hollywood Signage Supplemental 

Use District" is revised as follows: 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance 181340 176172: Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

(Amended) pursuantto Section 13.11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 
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Mllllfi'-"'1! M Hm.L 000 
DEVEWPM if RE'filJUDO S. 

,SCOPf: Of £.H:VHOPMENT ?'ARKING 

a. Shared r;:iil1rki ng mav b.e ai;iplied to t 1 e Setti1;1n 10. 1-l b~e r<! tes for t'he Si e when the 
us~ h<Ne dirfer ent p;irl<;if"lll: ~i;, t.1iremerrl.s ,;md dlffeJerrt dema11d p.attems in a 24-ll1;1ur' 
tvde 1;1r ~tween weeb d'.> ;i nd weeikd ~y:!- . i ' e intent is to maximize ef.flitierrt use of 
the site by ma1Ldi in~ parkilr1g demaild wid'1 complimentary us.es. lhe cakulatliorH>h he 
p.ai ~king requirement~ shall be based 10J'\ a d!!'larned as:sessmer11t p:rlo~ to Its: oo s:ttuctJor\. 

b. Cal rul~tin_g Sh11rec:l IParki11g: 

W Th. f<! i ndiYtdv.al land 1.1se i:i oirbng r~q u1irements for e-M h OfifnJl(lneti.t 1of a 
phase of deYelo!Jmerrt ~'ha ll lbi! caitcula~ed rrom SectiOll l IH.1 . abo~i! 
to 8S:ta~l i sh ~Il e "Bas.e D1:1mainc:I." 

tii) f or par ~ 'g spia"e:; t · at are to IJ.e shared between u:;;ss, he ~lc~ lated 

rninirnYm r;:ia rkiriS: reci uiirermerit or "the Site, i dudirig that new phase 
of rnnstrui;~ian , is; ta lti.e ,(;ldju~led from t he Ba~ Dem:i,n,i:I ba:i;ecl an tihe 
protedu 'r~S. i r;, Shaf'~d Ptul<itl!J, UrbM Lar\ tl I ~titut,e, 21'1d 'E:d iti¢1'1 (2)005) 
or :motll!!'r s.ou ri:!!' Jis det!!'rmln:ed by the D-Jreetor of Pl8n nin~, 

10, 2.1 llle 111Jtomoblle pa1rldng spatfi r~q.u1l r!!d sllall be provided ·eil'.her {tfi <hie same lot a5 ~h-e use tor 
wlli' U1ey are intende<;I to :s~rve i;ir Q fl a11Qt1Jer lot l i;i.ated w ithfri, 7.50 feet ,i;if ttJ l1;1t; ~~ii;! 

di~t<J nee la be me015ll.Jred h Orizont01lly a.Ion!': the 5'tre<ets betweP.n the two IOtS, e:u:ept that \1.1here 
tile pa r,king area is lo¢at el'! adlj01cenit to ari alley, p1.Jbli1; walk or ,~ ri'Jate easement wtiioh i.s 1ea$ilv 
u~bie for poed~tri a11 navel betweerr the i;iarkini:i .01rea and rhe use it i.s to serve, t ' e 750-<f,oot 
di~tal'lce may be measured alot1g said .a lli::!y, wa1lk or eas~m,ent . 

10.2, 2 Curb .;iut5 for dri 'l"eways sllal I be located rm d m€'r tllan S 0 f£-~ to t: e i11ter:sect1ion of two sHe€'t& 
miless appmv@d by The l:it!pa,rtment ·of Tra n:sportation. 
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M IU ENNIUM HOl.L\'Ui.1000 
OEVEWPiMEMl R~Glll.AfiON<S 

-- - -- -

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PAR,KING 

~ --

101-~ -3 Access drl .,.~avs tu parki n;\l f;;ic;i litie..s not a1t slJ:lria l ~rnd Im~ l"!iec~ i oni.s shall no e..li!iu:ed 28, f,e~t In 
width. lhe minimum separation be" we-ell drives loc<ited .al on:g Mi~ same frorlitage ~ha l I be 50 
feet~ 

10.2',4 Pat iig arid loading a¢c;:e-:;5 sliall Ires red wher>@' feasible. 

10. 2_is, Frioritv plaoement within pai'fkin~ struo;\l,.e.s sfilall be gill€n to. bil<!!- pa ~ing, car-share pari:ing, and 
i;;itili.er alternative r ide vehioles_ 

1-0.2.G. Pedl:!s. :m Gtflitta ,n~e$ l0 ;i1IJ p~ rk i f\13 shall be directly from t ile ~beet, ' xc~p-t t h,at undergrourt.d 
parking garnges. may b~ entered diirei;;t~ f rom a bufldl n,g_ 

10-3.1 AOO\fc gr.ade parkln!J: far tile firo.t 20 feet shal l be< l ined w lt l1 habit,able floor area, havin.g, a 
mi11im1.1m depth lllf 20 te~t along stiteet fn;int;;iges wher~ teaslti'J@I a11idl ~hall be de-signed to blend! 
in wit ln tile form andl massing afld to look iike <111 illte.grn'I pa of th!!' b u l ld h'i.~ , wit In the u~e Qf 
111irnclows. ~nd/1t!'.r cladding. or by l ;ind~cap i ng, or gre~ :.oreen<5, (hi' a oombinatiiotl t lnereoi. The 
i tetlor of a ji nkinr:i ~t111.H;: tt.1re sllall be deslgm~d ~o be sc:reenetl from the v:lew of ~trn~t :s and 
sidew~l~s-

10.4 Bicycle !'itandani5o 
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- -

MfLlENN IUM Holl YW001l1 
OEllHOl"MUiff R1EGIJiL.A.TION:S, SCOPE Of DEViELOPMENT PARK fNG 

liO. S..2 ihe t ran~IPQrt;;itio-n demand man~gooitmt plan ~ha l l :;;et fo rth llest rpra Gt" ces tl'lat relate to tne 
Ptoj~t Site. and ~he f:' ro j ct's bul ldlng desiga~ features i ni order to; 

b. F'rnrrn:ite- al ern<rtive modes cif t nins:portatiioni . 

d. Provide omveniient <rn.d amactiv@ omili! p&le.striah l inbge5 ror m utes w thie Me.tro 
R@d Llne .Sta~ iQ ti ~H ~Qi ly.,.,.oood 6-0-ule-vard and Vine St~e-et. 

e. P'rovide a dequa.te p-arking, but p .ovide i nceritJi~e5 to teriant~ aml re.sr-d.eng to ut ilile 
alt>emW1,1e mode$ of travel. i tie incentives :s;h~ l l in1;ltJde bicycle factmies, car sll;iring, 
d l~<1Jul'itecl subw<11y ~ass.e5, and pa~ 111~ SJlaces as ;ui Qrily ·optional ,part .ofall lea~e and 
sal~ agm·eme.nts.. 

-52-
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V. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

A. Introduction 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code reqmres a Lead Agency to adopt a '·reporting or 

monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in 

order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment" (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program). 

Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional direction on mitigation monitoring or 

reporting: 

15097. MITIGATION MONITORING OR REPORTING. 

(a) This section applies when a public agency has made the .findings required under paragraph 

(1) of subdivision (a) of Section 15091 relative to an EIR or adopted a mitigated negative 

declaration in conjunction with approving a project. In order to ensure that the mitigation 

measures and project revisions identified in the EIR or negative declaration are implemented, the 

public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has 

required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant 

environmental effects. A public agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to 

another public agency or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; however, until 

mitigation measures have been completed the lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that 

implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program. 

The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the Project. Any agency listed below is assumed to be 

within the City of Los Angeles, unless its jurisdiction is listed separately. 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to address the potential environmental impacts 

of the Project. Where appropriate, this environmental document identified Project design features or 

mitigation measures to avoid or to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project. 

For purposes on the analysis below, references to mitigation measures includes the Project design 

features. The measures below are from the Draft EIR as well as the additions and modifications made in 

the Final EIR as a result of the Comments received on the Draft EIR. These additions and modifications 

are listed in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of the Final EIR. 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is designed to monitor implementation of 

these mitigation measures identified for the Project. The MMRP is subject to review and approval by the 

Lead Agency as part of the certification of the EIR and adoption of project conditions. The required 

mitigation measures are listed and categorized by impact area, as identified in the EIR, with an 

accompanying identification of the following: 
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• Monitoring Phase, the phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure shall be 

monitored; 

o Pre-Construction, including the design phase 

o Construction 

o Pre-Occupancy (prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy) 

o Occupancy (post-construction) 

• Enforcement Agency, the agency with the power to enforce the mitigation measure; and 

• Monitoring Agency, the agency to which reports including feasibility, compliance, 

implementation, and development are made. 

• Action(s) Indicating Compliance, the action(s) of which the Enforcement or Monitoring Agency 

indicates that compliance with the identified mitigation measure has been implemented. 

The Project Applicant shall be responsible for implementing all mitigation measures unless otherwise 

noted. The MMRP performance shall be monitored annually to determine the effectiveness of the 

measures implemented in any given year and reevaluate the mitigation needs for the upcoming year. 

B. Program Modification 

After review and approval of the MMRP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and modifications to the 

MMRP are permitted, but can only be made by the Applicants or their successors subject to the approval 

by the City of Los Angeles. This flexibility is necessary due to the nature of the MMRP, and the need to 

protect the environment with a workable program. The Lead Agency, in conjunction with any 

appropriate agencies or departments, will determine the adequacy of any proposed change or 

modification. No changes will be permitted unless the MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of 

CEQA, as determined by the Lead Agency. 
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C. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Section IV.A.1 Aesthetics - Views/Light and Glare 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a fenced or 

visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground level of neighboring 

properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance throughout the 

construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards, 

the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction, 

Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to 

assess compatibility \vith the Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower levels of 

the exterior of the proposed stmctures to ensure that architectural, parking and security lighting 

does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting shall be in conformance 

with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light 

pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective materials 

such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways are minimized. 
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Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Plan approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the 

following Tmver Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tmver Massing Standards: 

48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage 

between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 feet 

above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet above curb level. The 

Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states that at least 50% of the total floor area 

shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of the 

Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, the 

following Standards: (7.3.l) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be 

located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; (7.5. l) Towers shall 

be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive 

skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all 

other towers on the same parcel, except the following which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the 

towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, 

or 3) the towers are curved or angled. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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Section IV.B.1 Air Quality 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures required and/or 

recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including but not limited to the 

following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 

• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 
pavement; 

• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 

• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 

• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging areas; 

• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 miles 

per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 

• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that identifies the 

permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information 

about the constmction project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust 

generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall ensure all 

construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer truck fleets 

(e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year United States 

Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a 

minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year 

NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 

Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 

• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use oflow-flow water fixtures; 

• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this shall achieve a 

minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 

• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be ENERGY 

STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or exceeding 

the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project 

Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be installed and maintained for 

the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 
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Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on the roof 

of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent 

that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 500-feet of 

the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows and/or the orientation 

of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for electric 

barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common areas per the 

Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively fueled 

sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products for maintenance 

of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

Section IV.B.2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Mitigation Measure B.1-3, identified in Section IV.B.l, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the LA 

Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Section IV.C Cultural Resources 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of any 

portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during construction. 

This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the Hollywood Walk of Fame 

Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as adopted by the City in March of 2011, 

and be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning Office of Historic 

Resources prior to any construction activities. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; 

Field inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the protection 

of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to underground excavation, 

and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement due to the removal of 

adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to maintaining the Capitol Records Building 

underground recording studios and their special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure 

monitoring plan shall be approved to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office 

of Historic Resources and Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. As 

a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fai;ades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Final Environmental impact Report 

V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Page V-8 

RL0030895 



EM27736 

City of Los Angeles February 2013 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; 

Field inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the Project. 

However in the event any stmctural improvements are made to the Capitol Records Building 

during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the 

Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be 

subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior 

to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Constmction; Occupancy 

(any improvements to Capitol Records Building) 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. However, in 

the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building during the life of the 

Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of 

the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation 

activities associated with the Gogerty Building. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty Building) 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding area) shall 

be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic American Building 

Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a 

written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic 

Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 

Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 

further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central 

Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University 

Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a 

ROPA-qualified archaeologist, \vho shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 

survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 

necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 

archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological survey, 

study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. Prior to the 

issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file 

indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 

indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior 

to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 

further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center for 

Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, California 

State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum - who 

shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating 

the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 

necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 

paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological survey, 

study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum. Prior 

to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the 

case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a 

statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior 

to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction; Constmction 

Department of City Planning 

Department of Building and Safety 

Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the specific 

construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of 

L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains 

are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be 

adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 

Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or 
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Native American Heritage Commission sign-off 

Section IV.D Geology and Soils 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code seismic 

standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a final 

geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist to 

the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final geotechnical report 

shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed structures given the existing geologic 

conditions on the Project Site. The final geotechnical report shall make final design-level 

recommendations regarding liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of 

settlement, lateral movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry 

forward the applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The 

final geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring wells, 

subsurface shear \vave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure adequate 

geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform compliance with all 

applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; 

Written satisfaction of Department of Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, CIDH 

pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation system. Drilled pile 

bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 to 36 inches in diameter and 

shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 1,000 kips per pile or higher. 

Preliminary shallow- foundation net bearing capacities in the Old Alluvium shall range from about 

6,000 to 10,000 psf. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

EM27740 

February 2013 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the Young 

Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 34 7 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. Subject to 

final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and waterproofing shall be required 

for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below-grade 

walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic earth pressure 

and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall design. Hydrostatic 

pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 347. Subject to final design

level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non

yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the potential 

accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be required for walls 

below about el 34 7. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be required 

to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required depending 

on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these structures. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the 

Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure monitoring program shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 

accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades of the buildings 
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immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.E Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; 

Field inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 

Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling operations, to 

determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, beneath the Property has 

been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination and underground storage tanks 

associated with such historical usage shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 

and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 

Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and US Ts 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials identified 

on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 

regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead-based paint 

identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, and 

federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Constmction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface investigation of 

the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North Vine Street parcel) noted 

during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or treatment of the structure during 

development activities. Any removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all 

applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface investigation of 

the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to ensure proper removal or 

treatment of the structures during development activities. Any removal or treatments 

implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.F Hydrology and Water Quality 

F -1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the extent 

feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), diversion dikes 

shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels shall be lined with grass 

or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

EM27744 

February 2013 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 

Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee

channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of the Los Angeles 

Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where 

construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicated Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F -3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F -4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle 

construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and 

concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an appropriate 

landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F -5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved 

surfaces that can be washed away into the stonn drains. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicated Compliance: 

EM27745 

February 2013 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F -6 Pavement shall not be hosed dmvn at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 

whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F -7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed under a roof 

or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) to treat 

and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. 

The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management 

Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a California licensed 

civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold 

standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre

development rate. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

F -10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using permeable 

pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, unit pavers (e.g., turf 

block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

F -11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for installation. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Public Works 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with prohibitive 

language (such as NO DUMPCNG - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical icons to discourage 

illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 
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F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Occupancy 

Department of Public Works 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, such as a 

cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the storm water 

conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction; Occupancy 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

F -16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified landscape 

contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit excessive spray; a 

SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; matched precipitation (flow) 

rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; minimum irrigation system distribution 

uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F -1 7 The Owner( s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement (Planning 

Department General fonn CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the 
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Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the 

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Occupancy 

Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 

Department of City Planning 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F -19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory stonn \Yater pennit requirements 

(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State and local 

level. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.G Land Use Planning 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Section IV.H Noise 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 161574, 

and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of noise beyond certain 

levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday 

through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No construction 

activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundbome vibration construction activities whose specific location on the Project 

Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck 

idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all adjacent land uses. The use of those 

pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 

potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several pieces of 

equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, and 

jackhammers when in use. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

EM27750 

February 2013 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and muffling 

devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight-feet high 

shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent 

land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during 

construction. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance No. 

178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the following 

information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the contractor and 

owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval for 

the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. TI1e notice shall be posted 

and maintained at the construction site prior to the start of construction and displayed in a 

location that is readily visible to the public and approved by the City's Department of Building 

and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-oft; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of constrnction at the Project Site, notification shall be 

provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction schedule, 

including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring throughout the 

duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new constrnction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 

documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 

neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, the Art 

Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and the Capitol 

Records Complex, prior to constrnction activities. The strncture monitoring program shall be 

developed for implementation and monitoring during constrnction. 

The perfonnance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the following. 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss of 

support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be 

performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic 

structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. As 

a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic documentation of 
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accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior fai;ades of the buildings 

immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or certified engineering 

geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 

include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 

monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure 

from construction-related damage. TI1e monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 

movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop 

in the area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 

building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Approval of adjacent stmcture monitoring plan; 

Field inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Angered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Constmction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engmes shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 

manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Constmction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site and all 

construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and vibration mitigation 

measures. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

EM27753 

February 2013 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination loader/excavator 

for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked bulldozers shall be utilized 

during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely completion of the excavation phase of 

development. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 

EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently \vith their submission to the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Confirmation of submittal to EMI/Capitol Records and 

Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or structural walls 

of tl1e Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch thick closed cell neoprene 

foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol 

Records echo chamber provided that: (l) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent product 

approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be 

applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall 

be installed per manufacturer recommendations. A l 0 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete 

wall shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

February 2013 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 112.02 of 

the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, w-hich prohibits noise from air conditioning, 

refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level 

on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Constmction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4. l of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior Noise 

Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 

windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall comply with Title 24 

Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission between 

dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits allowable interior noise levels in new 

multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.I Population, Housing, and Employment 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Section IV.J.1 Public Services - Fire Protection 

Pre-Constmction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and constmction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain clear and 

unobstructed. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

EM27755 

February 2013 

Construction 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the Project, for 

review and approval, w-hich shall provide the capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site. 

Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Constmction (Design Phase) 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and personnel 

to the stmcture. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Constmction (Design Phase) 

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constmcted more than 300 feet from an approved 

fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for dwelling units, 

where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Constmction (Design Phase) 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD approval 

of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its final 

designs. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction (Design) 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy of the 

Project for review- and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but not be limited to 

the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, 

location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any required modifications shall be identified 

and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Occupancy 

Los Angeles Fire Department 

Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 

Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

Section IV.J.2 Public Services - Police 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, mm1mum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain-link 

construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. TI1e perimeter 

fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of equipment and the \vork 

force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent silt run off where necessary. 

Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when located within the construction zone. 

The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained while in place. Where applicable, the 

construction fence shall be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be 

installed and maintained at the pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be 

removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and 

protect the public from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and patrol the 

Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction throughout the construction 

period. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Los Angeles Police Department 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through marked 

emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety 

Los Angeles Police Department 

Field inspection sign-oft; 

LAPD approval of marked access points; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used to 

facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around the 

buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to improve 

security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Los Angeles Police Department 

Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a high 

visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Los Angeles Police Department 

Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans at the 

plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Los Angeles Police Department 

Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the Project Site, 

showing access routes and additional access information as requested by the LAPD, to facilitate 

pol ice response. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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Section IV.J.3 Public Services - Schools 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified School 

District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.J.4 Public Services - Parks and Recreation 

Pre-Construction 

Department of City Planning 

Los Angeles Unified School District 

Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of l 00 square feet of usable open space for each dwelling 

unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling unit having three 

habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having more than three habitable 

rooms pursuant to the requirements ofLAMC Section 12.2l(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the 

common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 

inch box tree is required for every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax set 

forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(l). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be paid to the 

Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities 

Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant shall pay all 

applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the constmction of condominium dwelling 

units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.J.5 Public Services - Libraries 

EM27760 

February 2013 

Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 

Department of City Planning 

Department of City Planning 

Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the projected 

resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public Library to offset the 

potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project Area. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 

Pre-Occupancy 

Department of City Planning 

Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 

Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk closures 

during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a 

Construction Management Plan/W orksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be approved by 

LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of construction on vehicular and 

pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the 

public streets in the area of the Project. The WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and 

signage for traffic flow as necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in 

Measure K. l-3, and the identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk 

closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and 

access to abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off

peak hours. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Approval of WTCP 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be restricted 

to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 
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i On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:3 l PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Approval ofWTCP; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute a 

Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the Project 

Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i All Project constmction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City 

of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other 

sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be during the 

hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the above time limits 

shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department 

of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 

necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that can not reasonably be completed 

otherwise. 

iii Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities are 

permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the start of 

hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the tennination of each work day. 

vii The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on the job 

site at all times. 
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viii The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control dust caused 

by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled as 

required by law. 

x All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent spillage 

and dust. 

xi All trucks are to be \vatered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive blowing 

dirt. 

xii All tmcks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any material 

spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, Department of 

Transportation policy regarding movements ofreducible loads. 

xiv All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles pertaining to 

the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv "Trnck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in each 

direction. 

xvi One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the tmcks in and out of the Project 

area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part Hof the 1985 Edition of 

"Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, shall be 

notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No Parking" signs 

posted along the route. 

xviii Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned governmental 

agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change 

takes place. 

xix The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 72 hours 

prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon 

completion of hauling operations. 

xx A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City Engineer for 

maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued by the Central District 
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Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further 

information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Constmction; Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 

Los Angeles Police Department 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; 

Field inspection sign-off; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator 

at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus lines. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Metro; Department of Transportation 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, located 

within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station and allows 

immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number of Metro and 

LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within reasonable \valking 

distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project employees, visitors, residents and 

guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous supporting and complementary uses, such as 

additional housing for employees and additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly 

design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared 

and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project 

and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of the first 

certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new land uses to be 

developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To the extent a TDM 

Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be implemented at such time that new 

land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be 

acceptable to the Departments of Plam1ing and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, 

but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-site 

transportation coordinator; 
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• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 

• Administrative support for the fonnation of carpools/vanpools; 

• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the proposed 

residential uses, if constructed; 

• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 

• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 

• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 

• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 

• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees; 

• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, bicycle 

and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 

• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 

• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 

• Transit routing and schedule information; 

• Transit pass sales; 

• Rideshare matching services; 

• Bike and walk to work promotions; 

• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of the 

Project Site; 

• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 

• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF l0-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant explore 

the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects the Project to off-
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site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's employees, residents and 

visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional measure in the TDM program if it is 

deemed feasible and effective by the Project Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Constmction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

TDM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 

Issuance of certificate of occupancy; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project shall 

join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area and initial 

staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the TMO as a 

member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, w-hich include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 

• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by transit, but 

contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 

• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 

• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements (such as 

transit/bicycle lanes), and 

• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes in the 

Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 
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K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand the 

City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a 

Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project Applicant has 

offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a project-specific amenity 

or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project Applicant shall also provide 

space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is 

currently working on an operating plan and assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that 

shall include specific sites, designs, and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this 

study shall assist in determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a 

Mobility Hub at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment through 

sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such as landscaping 

and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue linking the 

project to the Holly\'.-oodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements shall include 

reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar Avenue and Argyle 

Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station, and 

installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within a block of the Project Site, as 

deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation of locations shall be made in 

consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Department of Transportation 

LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $250,000 

to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Tmst Fund that is currently being established (CF 10-

2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the Department of City 
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Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements within the Hollywood area. 

However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent with the City's complete streets 

and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures 

implemented by using the fund shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. 

Items beyond signing and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, 

may be included in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system \varrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 

may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Constrnction; Constrnction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement the 

traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to the 

Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). 

Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement these traffic 

signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building pennit. These 

signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit 

process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to 

LA DOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. [f LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project 

Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 

LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. ff the upgrades are implemented by the Project 

Applicant through the B-Pennit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be 

guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any 

certificate of occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 

Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection under both 

existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection 

to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum lane for the southbound approach 

and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final 

design of this improvement shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 

Caltrans; Department of Transportation 

Caltrans; Department of Transportation 

Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 

Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently adopted the 

updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street standards that 

provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including 

transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, 

etc. Vine Street has been designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot 

half-width roadway within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue 

and Vine Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width 

roadway within a 45-foot half-width right-of-\vay. Yucca Street bet\veen Vine Street and Argyle 

Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as 

Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 

right-of-\vay. The Project Applicant shall check \vith BOE's Land Development Group to 

determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for 

this project. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall be 

responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 

modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation improvements 

described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation improvements and associated traffic 

signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of 

the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits and completed prior to 
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the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be 

granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each 

case, the Project Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the 

satisfaction of LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 

engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a 

pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor; 

Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, residential 

development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Section IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

Pre-Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for construction 

unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 feet greater in length 

than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Plan Approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-related 

employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on 

surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no 

staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the duration of all 

construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction vehicles, including 
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vehicles that transport workers, on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction 

vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Pre-Construction; Construction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Plan Approval; 

Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

Section IV.L.1 Utilities and Service Systems - Water 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall employ 

flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Action Indicating Compliance: 

Constmction 

Department of Transportation 

Department of Transportation 

Field inspection sign-off 

Section IV.L.2 Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater 

No mitigation measures are required. 

Section IV.L.3 Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of Sanitation 

standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and construction materials 

including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks, 

metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable material such as broken asphalt 

and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non

recyclable materials/wastes shall be hauled by tmck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall 

be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Actions Indicating Compliance: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass, 

and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins shall be emptied and 

recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste 

disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

Section IV.L.4 Utilities and Service Systems - Energy Conservation 

No mitigation measures are required. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

Thanks for the information. 

EM31185 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Monday, April 15, 2013 3:07 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

I believe I understand what you are saying but I couldn't find where in the DEIR or the EIR it laid out how the 

calculation is made to arrive at 1918 parking spaces based on what is currently proposed. Can you point me to 

where I can find that calculation? 

Thank you, 

Terri 

Terri Gerger 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2013 3:00 PM 
To: Terri Gerger 
Subject: Re: Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

Hi Terri, 

The total number of parking spaces will be determined by the final arrangement of uses (square footage), and 
the number ofresidential units and/or hotel guest rooms (per the Development Regulations). The 1918 parking 
spaces currently proposed are based on what was approved in the Tract Map. There is no parking plan required 
at this time, however, a parking area and driveway plan is to be submitted to DOT for review and approval prior 
to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by Building and Safety, which is a standard condition 
applied to most, if not all, projects. 
Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 
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On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 2:52 PM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> wrote: 

Luci, 

I hope you had a nice weekend. 

Do you have a document that shows the total parking spaces the project should have and how the various 
allowances for being in a transit corridor or using a "shared parking plan" work to get to the 1900 spaces 

envisioned for the project? 

I just can't understand how a project that should have roughly 4,000 spaces (and actually 5,200 spaces if you 
include the employee parking) ends up with 1900 spaces. 

I would really appreciate any assistance you can provide to understand how this works. 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30206 

emma.riordan@aol.com 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 1:06 AM 
james.k.williams@lacity.org 
Fwd: Millennium Projects 

Tomorrow, Hollywood Millennium Projects go before The Planning 
Commission: 

Opposed to Millennium Projects: 

On line Petition .. over 1,000 signers so far ... 

ht tp: //s i gnon . org/sign/oppos i t i on- t o - the - mi l l enni um?source=c . em . mt&r by=73435 4 7 

L.A. Conservancy 

Hollywood Heritage 

AMDA 

The W Hotel 

Out of the FOUR Hollywood Neighborhood Councils/PLUM COMMITTEES that 

have voted so far, THREE out of FOUR voted to OPPOSE the Millennium 

Projects. 

Hollywood Hills West NC/and Plum 

Committee ..... . 

Just west of projects. 

Representing many communities.Including Whitley Heights, Outpost 

Estates, Hollywood Heights, The Hollywood Knolls, 

Cahuenga Pass,, ... areas as far west Historic Spaulding Square, and 
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Laurel Canyon and north as Mulholland, and Barham. 

From Zoo Drive along the southern bank of the Los Angeles River West 

Lankershim (north from river) to Mullholland (northwest), Laurel Canyon 

(southwest) Fairfax (further southwest )South Fountain East 

La Brea (southeast) to Hollywood to Wilcox up to Cahuenga then picks up 

again at Fire Road up to Zoo Drive 

Hollywood United NC/and PLUM Committee ..... . 

Millennium projects are in their District .. 

HUNC Boundaries: 

Eastern Boundary: Western Avenue to Fern Dell north along Western 

Canyon to the northern boundary Southern Boundary: Hollywood Blvd. 

Western Boundary: Cahuenga Ave. at Hollywood Blvd. to the 101 Freeway 

north along the eastern side of the John Anson Ford Theater property 

line, through Lake Hollywood to include the Lake Hollywood Neighborhood 

Association and north to the Hollywood Sign. 

Northern Boundary: Hollywood Sign and adjacent area 

Hollywood Studio District: 

The south side of Hollywood Blvd. between El Centro Ave. and Western 

Ave .. 

The north side of Melrose Ave. between El Centro Ave. and the 101 

Freeway. 

The west side of Western Avenue from Hollywood Blvd. to La Mirada Ave. 

The west side of the 101 freeway from La Mirada Ave. to Melrose Ave. at 

Mariposa Ave. 

The east side of El Centro Ave. from Hollywood Blvd. to Melrose Ave 

Only Central Hollywood NC voted to support. 

A Board Member works for, and is an advocate for Millennium, and is on 
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The Board of Hollywood Central Park, under Chair, Phil Aarons 

(Millennium) 

OPPOSED: 

Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 

Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council 

OPPOSED: 

The Hillside Federation Orgs voted unanimously to oppose on March 13, 

2013: 

Member Associations : 

Beachwood Canyon Association 

Bel Air Knolls Property 

Bel Air Ridge Association 

Bel Air Skycrest Property 

Benedict Canyon Association 

Brentwood Hills Homeowners Assn. 

Brentwood Residents Coalition 

Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 

Canyon Back Alliance Crests Neighborhood 

Franklin Ave. I Hwd. Blvd. 

West Franklin Hills Residents 

Highlands Owners Association 

Hollywood Dell Civic 

Hollywood Heights Association 

Hollywoodland Homeowners 

Holmby Hills Homeowners 

Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 

Lake Hollywood Homeowners 

Laurel Canyon Association 
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Lookout Mountain Alliance 

Los Feliz Improvement 

Mt. Olympus Property Owners 

Mt. Washington Homeowners' Alliance 

EM30209 

North Beverly - Franklin Canyon Home owners Association 

Nichols Canyon Association 

Oak Forest Canyon Association 

Oaks Homeowners Assn. 

Outpost Estates Homeowners 

Pacific Palisades Residents Assn. 

Residents of Beverly Glen 

Roscomare Valley Association 

Shadow Hills Property Owners 

Sherman Oaks Homeowners 

Studio City Residents Association 

Sunset Hills HOA 

Tarzana Property Owners 

Torreyson-Flynn Association 

Upper Mandeville Canyon 

Whitley Heights Civic 

L.A. Conservancy, who helped The Capitol Records Building become 

Historically Designated, has expressed their concerns about 

compromising this Historic Building, by building projects this MASSIVE 

so close to the Building ON A FAULT LINE: 

L.A.Conservancy website/Advocacy Issues 

ht tp: //www . laconse r van c y. o rg /issues/ i ssues capi tol r eco r ds . php 

"The Conservancy appreciates that this project does not propose to 

demolish or significantly alter the Capitol Records Tower. 
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Yet the project does include new construction directly adjacent to it, 

which could potentially cause adverse impacts to the Landmark." 

Hollywood Heritage has also expressed their concerns and position about 

Millennium Projects/Preservation Issues: h t tp : // h o l l ywoodher i t a ge . org/ 

"Preservation Issue: 

Hollywood Heritage's Position on the Millennium Project (Capitol 

Records Building) proposed for Hollywood. 

Following a recent meeting, a Hollywood Heritage member contacted our 

office and asked if we could clarify our position on the proposed 

Millennium project for the Capitol 

Records property. 

The Board of Hollywood Heritage and its 'Preservation Issues' Committee 

are continuing to meet with Millennium regarding the project. 

February 16, 2013 

Srimal Hewawitharana, 

Environmental Specialist 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, 

Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project, ENV-2011-675-EIR 

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation Issues 

Committee and its members, thank you for the opportunity to review and 
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comment on the Millennium Hollywood Project, and the accompanying Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

For three decades Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of the 

preservation and protection of Hollywood's historic resources. 

We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in 

Hollywood, while encouraging 

responsible new and infill development. 

Our organization has nominated many of the current Historic Cultural 

Monuments, listed the Hollywood 

Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District in the National 

Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance, 

provided technical assistance to developers and owners of significant 

properties, and participated in public policy discussions through the 

formulation of the Community Redevelopment Plan of 1986 and subsequent 

urban design plans, specific plans and in property entitlement 

discussion involving historic resources. 

These efforts have resulted in the rehabilitation of significant 

landmarks and districts in Hollywood. 

Our expertise in this area has led us to the conclusion that the 

Millennium Hollywood project has significant and adverse impacts on a 

number of Hollywood's historic resources. 

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental 

impact when the project 

causes a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical 

resource as defined in State CEQA Section 15064. 
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The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006, p. D.3-3) also 

maintains that a project would have a significant impact on historic 

resources if the project results in a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historic resource by construction that reduces the 

integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the 

vicinity via alteration of the resource's immediate surroundings. 

While we appreciate some of the mitigation measures designed to 

preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building, we believe 

that the proposed project would substantively alter the context in 

which these buildings gained their significance by compromising the 

immediate surroundings. 

Portions of the project are grossly out of proportion with the 

identified resources, thereby minimizing them and irretrievably 

altering their setting. 

Additionally, while we appreciate the inclusion of open space, the 

current design significantly changes the pedestrian environment of 

Hollywood. 

Like many previous developments, it draws pedestrians away from the 

street and irrevocably alters the historic street wall along Vine and 

Argyle. 

We also find the current version of the Millennium Hollywood Draft EIR 

to be deficient in its assessment 

that the project would not cause an adverse change in significance for 

the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment Historic District. 
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The heart of Hollywood is listed in the National Register of Historic 

Places and functions as one of the City of Los Angeles' major tourist 

destinations and economic engines. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment Historic 

Districtis a 12 block area of 

the commercial core. 

The district contains 103 of the most important buildings in Hollywood, 

listed at the national level of significance in the National Register 

of Historic Places. 

The development pattern of the 1920s and 1930s was characterized by the 

construction of buildings 

of generally 12 stories at major intersections, flanked by one and 

two-story retail structures. 

The District was formally designated by the National Park Service on 

behalf of the Secretary of the Interior in 1985. 

At the time, there were over 60 contributors and approximately 40 

non-contributors which all dated from the 1905-1935 period of 

significance. 

Since its listing, the District has seen significant and positive 

restorations, now having the largest collection of restored historic 

theaters in use in the nation. 

The District can count the beneficial reuse of the Broadway and 

Equitable Buildings, the Hollywood 

Professional Building, and the Nash Building, and many restorations, 

8 

RL0030941 



EM30214 

spurring the renaissance of Hollywood. 

But the District has suffered the loss of several contributors, and has 

seen the addition of overly-large developments such as Hollywood and 

Highland, the W Hotel and Madame Tussaud's. 

The current Millennium Hollywood project fails to significantly address 

the negative impact created by the mass and height of the proposed 

development in regards to the existing structures in the vicinity. 

This will be the largest tower in the area. 

While creating opportunities to see landmarks such as the Hollywood 

Sign from areas within the development, the project fails to address 

the fact that these new view lines will alter views that have been 

publicly available since the inception of these landmarks. 

In the "Related Projects" section of the DEIR, which compares this 

project with other projects nearby, unapproved, proposed developments 

are used alongside existing structures, allowing the square footage 

increase that this project suggests to be seen as more reasonable. 

However, the structures included on the comparative chart are all less 

than one-third the size of the proposed Millennium tower. 

The only project that is as large is the proposed redevelopment of the 

Paramount Studios Lot. 

At 1,385,700 sq. ft., the Paramount Lot is a much larger property and 

does not have any single building of a comparative height as proposed 

by Millennium. 
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The addition of the proposed tower will overwhelm contributing 

properties in the district and the proposed 

"separation" of new and old construction is simply not an adequate 

mitigation measure. 

Hollywood Heritages appreciates the efforts of the project's developers 

and will work diligently with them to ensure the preservation and 

protection of all of Hollywood's historic resources. 

Sincerely, 

Bryan Cooper 

President, 

Hollywood 

Pat McOsker, former President of the LAFD union warned City Council 

members on The 

Plum Committee about the tragedies that may occur with higher density 

in this area at eh April 17th, 2012 Hollywood Community Plan Plum 

Committee Hearing. 

When part of his testimony was read at City Council the day The 

Hollywood Community higher density Plan was voted on, Councilmember 

Garcetti's response was 'people don't be afraid" 

Testimony of Pat McOsker, President of The LAFD Union from the April 

17th Plum Committee Hearing about the Higher Density that will be 

created with The Hollywood Community Plan. 

And the same problems hold true for all of the surrounding areas of 
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Millennium's massive out of scale 55 story(possibly taller) projects in 

Hollywood .. as massive as LA Live and The Staples Center .. on Vine St .. on 

an active fault line .. right next to, and dwarfing/blocking The 12-14 

story HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING .. 

Is this city insane?: 

Pat McOsker: 

ht tp : //www . yout ube . com/watch?v=zGCB aqorn k 

6:50-

I don't know if supersizing Hollywood is a good idea or a bad idea .. I 

just know it is a DEADLY idea .. If you don't do something about the 

Infrastructure 

And specifically, I mean, by having enough Firefighters and Paramedics 

to protect that Community. 

You know what's going on ... 

40% of the time we're not getting there on time right now. 

To save lives, when people are not breathing .. 

To keep a fire from burning out of control. 

So you can't build up the City even more 

While the Fire Department is staffed the way it is right now .. 

Because it'll be IRRESPONSIBLE. 

It'll take us even longer to get there .. 
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More lives will be lost .. 

More fires will burn out of control .. 

And it's irresponsible. 

So, you know, there's supposed to be a Mitigation, people pay fees, 

Developers pay fees 

Those don't come back to The Fire Dept. 

You' re not following right now, 

Your Infrastructure Plan. 

The Mayor just swept the Hydrant Fee clean on The Fire Dept. 

Took Millions of Dollars out of it to Balance the Budget, rather than 

to put back into that Infrastructure that PROTECTION FOR CITIZENS when 

Developers build. 

This is DANGEROUS STUFF. 

Thank you 

How much longer will the public outcries and warnings from Emergency 

Services go ignored, dismissed by Los Angeles politicians. 

By the very council members we voted for, to be good leaders, and care about 

our safety, well being and quality of life .. whose salaries we pay and 

yet don't care if our lives are at risk with continuous bad planning 
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and recreating cities that never were, never should not be, 

were meant to be. 

Please say NO to Millennim Projects 

Please say NO to Eric Garcetti 

and never 

Please do not ignore all the thousands who have voiced opposition to these 

IF they were not at all controversial, if the projects were WELCOME, 

wouldn't Eric Gaccetti be talking and engaging with communities 

But he isn't. 

He is dismsising them, ignoring them and denying their existence. 

That is not a good leader and certainly will not be a good mayor. 

Do not let Millennium's campaign contributions give them carte blanche to 

transform Hollywood into what it is not and what no one wants and what 

everyone knows is just the wrong plan for HOllywood. 

And it is still a MYSTERY how The PRESIDENT of THE PLANNING COMMISSION can 

be the ARCHITECT on one of the MOST CONTROVERSIAL PROJECTS where 

THE MOST UNPRECEDENTED ENTITLEMENTS are being requested, 

for PROJECTS HEATEDLY AND FERVENTLY OPPOSED BY MOST ... with many APPEALS 

already from the FIRST DEPUTY ADVISORY HEARING followed by a PLANNING STAFF 

recommending The Commissioners reject every part of every appeal ... 

SOMETHING IS VERY VERY ROTTEN IN LA's PLANNING DEPT. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30387 

Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com > 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 4:17 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: RE: Planning Commission/Millennium Hollywood Project Hearing Determination 
Letter 

Thanks Luci ... ifyou could let me know by email when it is released I'd appreciate it. 

Best, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 
Executive Vice President 
DAUM Commercial Real Estate Services 
CA License No. 00620927 
D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 
F: 213-680-2652 
C: 213-304-5324 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 3:51 PM 
To: Greg Johnson 
Subject: Re: Planning Commission/Millennium Hollywood Project Hearing Determination Letter 

Hi Greg, 
It has not yet been issued. We are waiting for a revised Development Regulations document that includes the 
changes we requested at CPC and I still need to finish drafting the determination. I am not sure when exactly it 
will be issued, but it is likely to go out next week. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Apr 2, 2013 at 3:22 PM, Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com> wrote: 

Luci - Can you update me on whether the Planning Commission's Determination Letter regarding the 
Millennium Hollywood Project has been released and the date the Letter was issued or when you anticipate the 
Letter will be issued? 

I was the speaker for the Hollywood Dell Civic Association Appeal at the Planning Commission hearing last 
week. 

Thanks, Greg 
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Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 

Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 

D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 

F: 213-680-2652 

C: 213-304-5324 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

www.daumcommercial.com 

ONCOR INTERNATIONAL 

www.oncorintl.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30388 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31187 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 

Monday, April 15, 2013 3:12 PM 
Terri Gerger 
Re: Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

The parking discussion begins on Page IV.K.2-1 of the DEIR Project impacts are found on Page IV.K.2-6 and 
the base parking standards are discussed on Page IV.K.2-7. 

On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 3:06 PM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> wrote: 

Luci, 

Thanks for the information. 

I believe I understand what you are saying but I couldn't find where in the DEIR or the EIR it laid out how the 

calculation is made to arrive at 1918 parking spaces based on what is currently proposed. Can you point me to 

where I can find that calculation? 

Thank you, 

Terri 

Terri Gerger 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2013 3:00 PM 
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To: Terri Gerger 
Subject: Re: Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

Hi Terri, 

The total number of parking spaces will be determined by the final arrangement of uses (square footage), and 
the number ofresidential units and/or hotel guest rooms (per the Development Regulations). The 1918 parking 
spaces currently proposed are based on what was approved in the Tract Map. There is no parking plan required 
at this time, however, a parking area and driveway plan is to be submitted to DOT for review and approval prior 
to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by Building and Safety, which is a standard condition 
applied to most, if not all, projects. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 2:52 PM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> wrote: 

Luci, 

I hope you had a nice weekend. 

Do you have a document that shows the total parking spaces the project should have and how the various 
allowances for being in a transit corridor or using a "shared parking plan" work to get to the 1900 spaces 
envisioned for the project? 

I just can't understand how a project that should have roughly 4,000 spaces (and actually 5,200 spaces if you 
include the employee parking) ends up with 1900 spaces. 

I would really appreciate any assistance you can provide to understand how this works. 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31189 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Alan, 

EM32352 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC Final.pdf 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24, 2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22, 2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 
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EM32355 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EM32356 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32357 
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: _AP_R-_2-"--7 _20_1_3 __ _ 

CASE: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

SCH No. 2011041049 

Location: 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-
1753 North Vine Street; 17 46-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 
6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 
Council Districts: 13 - Hon. Eric Garcetti 

Related Case: Plan Area: Hollywood 
VTT-71837-CN-1A Requests: Vesting Zone Change, Height District 

, Change, Conditional Use, Zone Variance 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

At its meeting on March 28, 2013, the following action was taken by. the City Planning 
Commission: 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 
2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 2. 
3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 
4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 
5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development. 
6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 
9. Adopted the attached Conditions of Approval as modified 

10. Adopted the attached Findings as amended. 
11. Reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 

2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and Adopted the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Page2 

Recommendations to City Council: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Height District Change from Height District 20 to 

Height District 2. 
3. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Conditions of Approval as modified. 
4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings as amended. 
5. Recommend that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 

Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project 
and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and · 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City-Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through 
fees. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Recused: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Lessin 
Perlman 
Freer, Hovaguimian, Romero 
Eng, Roschen 
Burton, Cardoso 

I 

Effective Date eals: The City Planning Commission's determination regarding the Zone Change request 
is not appealable (Applicant waived rights in .fetter dated April 22, 2013). Any aggrieved party may file an 
appeal within 15-days after the mailing date of this determination letter. Any appeal not filed within the 15-
day period shall not be considered by the City Council. All appeals shall be filed on forms provided at the 
Planning Department's Public Counters at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Fourth Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6262 Van 
Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251" Van .Nuys. 

FINAL APPEAL DATE: MAY l .3 2013 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 9oth day following the date on 
which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be 
other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

Attachments: Conditions, Ordinance, Map, Findings 
City Planner: Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planning Assistant: Sergio Ibarra 
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EM32360 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the "T' Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

(1) As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

(1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

(2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

(3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-2 

easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a-
Car property is currently located). ' 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-:Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-3 

E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air $pace Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-4 

D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

0. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-5 

Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant 1-2 W' X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Departme~t to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
W' X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
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(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 151 Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-1 

(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on any one site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 

Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

7. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No. 2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6: 1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W, 19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No. 1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

8. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

9. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations, shall be provided and shared among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

Traffic Conditions 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 
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15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitlridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the ·relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

RL0030968 



EM32369 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-4 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the 8-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation me;asure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

The City Planning Commission considered and approved additional conditions presented at the 
hearing on March 28, 2013. The City Planning Department prepared the following conditions to 
reflect testimony offered at the hearing, City Planning Commission deliberation, and project 
information in the administrative record. The following additional conditions are included as 
conditions of approval consistent with City Planning Commission action. 

20. Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy, the 
developer shall procure and thereafter operate a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the project. Such 
shuttle service will be operated either on an "on call" basis or a recurring periodic basis, 
as determined by the developer, during reasonable hours, generally consistent with 
DASH operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the 
residential neighborhoods in vicinity of the project that are currently underserved by the 
DASH routes, to the project and the public transportation access points within two blocks 
of the project site. As such, the service will not be required to accommodate linkages 
between the project and areas already adequately served by DASH and Metro. 
Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $250,000 per year for the 
operation of such service. 

21. Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the project. Bicycle 
amenities in the first phase of the project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising 
not less than 200 square feet for the provision by Bicycle Kitchen or other non-profit 
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organization, for bicycle repair services. No rent shall be charged to any such non-profit 
organization, but the developer may require such non-profit bicycle repair service to 
enter into a lease or license agreement on other commercially available terms (including, 
without limitation, operating hours, use limits, insurance, indemnity, signage). If, despite 
use of its commercially reasonably efforts, developer is unable to procure the services of 
a non-profit bicycle service provider, the developer shall have the. right to cause such 
space or kiosk to be leased or licensed to a for-profit bicycle service provider on 
commercially reasonable terms, including the payment of rent. In addition, each initial 
phase of the project on the east site and west site shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
repair facilities required in the Development Regulations, dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle 
users to such facilities. The plans submitted by the developer for plan check with the City 
shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of 
Planning. 

22. Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final 
certificate of occupancy for the project, the developer shall submit proof of payment(s) to 
the Planning Director. The payment(s) are to: (a) cause to be installed within all ground 
level pedestrian ways in the project directional signage showing pedestrian routes 
between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius 
of the project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) 
provide funding in the amount of $10,000 to the City's Department of Transportation 
(DOT) for the installation at DASH access point nearest the Project of directional 
signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point and the Project and 
(c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus 
and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points 
and the project to the City and/or Metro for such installation. 

23. Parking Tracking Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall provide a fixed-fee contribution to supplement the City's 
Department of Transportation's Express Park program that will provide new parking 
meter technology, vehicle sensors, a central management system, and real-time parking 
guidance for motorists in the vicinity of the project. The contribution shall be in the 
amount of $50,000 to be paid to the City Department of Transportation. 

24. Vine Street Metro Connection. The Developer shall engage an urban planning and 
architectural firm reasonable acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 131

h Council 
District and Metro to prepare a study of the potential design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal along the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard leading into the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro 
Station. Such study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not 
later than, and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

25. Metro Passes. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy 
for the project, the developer shall provide within the project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) passes to project residents, tenants, and their 
employees. 
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26. Metro Passes (Non-vehicular Parking for Project Residents). The developer shall 
purchase and make available not less than one hundred (100) Metro passes on a 
monthly basis for residents and tenants of the project. 

27. Monthly Parking leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon the issuance of 
the first final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide, within each publicly 
accessible parking area in the project, not less than ten (10) "Park and Ride" spaces for 
monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of the project who use the 
spaces and then transfer to a Metro commuter train or bus for transportation to their 
place of employment. In the initial year of operation of such "Park and Ride" spaces, the 
monthly charge to the user of each space shall not exceed $50.00 per month; thereafter, 
such monthly charge may be increased each calendar year by not more than three 
percent (3%) per calendar year. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program to reasonably assure that such parking continues to meet such 
condition. 

28. Daily Parking Discount for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon issuance of the first 
final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide each holder of a Metro pass 
who parks in any publicly accessible transient or daily parking area in the project, a ten 
percent (10%) discount off the developer's regularly daily parking fees, otherwise 
payable for such parking. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program of the use of such discounts to reasonably assure that such parking 
discount continues to be offered as required, which reports shall be provided to the 
Department of Transportation and/or the Department of City Planning upon request. 

29. Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy for the project, the developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
the non-residential parking areas of the project for a shared vehicle service and shall use 
its commercially reasonable efforts to cause the same to be at all times operated by a 
reputable shared car service provider selected by the developer, which may include 
Zipcar, Inc.; Avis Budget group, lnc./Avis on Location; Hertz Global Holdings, lnc./Hertz 
on Demand; Uhaul/U Car Share; Enterprise Rent-A-Car/We Car; Daimler/Car2Go N.A. 
LLC; City CarShare; Mint/Cars on Demand; Center for Neighborhood Technology/I-Go; 
RelayRides; Getaround or other reasonably similar organization or program. 
Nothwithstanding the foregoing, City acknowledges that the Developer's failure to cause 
such service to be provided within the Project (i) for any 180 day period following 
termination of contract between developer and such operator while a replacement 
operator is sought, or (ii) during any period in which such no reputable car sharing 
service provider is operating a car sharing service in the Hollywood area, or (iii) if 
developer's selected operator is unwilling or unable to operate all ten (10) spaces, will 
not constitute a default of developers obligations under this condition. 

30. Vine Street Medians. The developer shall engage an urban planning and/or traffic 
consulting firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, DOT, and the 13th 
Council District Councilmember to prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation from the installation of 
landscaped medians in Vine Street between Sunset Boulevard and Franklin Street. Such 
study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of City Planning not later than, 
and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first phase of the 
project. 
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Administrative Conditions Of Approval 

31. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

32. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions m_ay vary. 

33. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number an~ date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

34. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

35. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

36. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

37. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

38. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

39. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
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action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades· or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of B\jilding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architeetural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 
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A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development ~egulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sit~s and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved constructio~ parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-10 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehjcles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local 
landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of. Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

Q-11 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
manageme.nt 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to do~ument conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
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during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 

. City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 
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a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a gr~ding permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
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applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

- Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-1 O Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
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area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, ,and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a ·subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 17 49 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 ), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 
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F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a_ roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforc~ment Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-20 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction .. 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off . 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
16157 4, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
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adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field Inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

I 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-23 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction . 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pr~-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the• buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor ·· 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: .Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction · 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EM I/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 1 O to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. · 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot p,lan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. · 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progres.s, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street Closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-28 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase:· Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (De~ign Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21 (G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box .tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
· Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 

Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of BLi.ilding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

RL0030994 



EM32395 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-30 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably 
be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to 
the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned ofspilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 
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viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. 'Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out 
of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part 11 of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have 
temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at 
least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be 
issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 
770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan · approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate· access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are les:::rthan one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the. extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element· 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
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Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

Q-33 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TDM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs -To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
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assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints· for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or:.missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
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these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance ·of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management" 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements -Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-tum lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-tum lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. · 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-
. related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 

allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate .area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

l.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphC!lt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within· 24 hours of their receipt. 
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ORDINANCE NO. -------
An ordinance amending Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

by amending the zoning map. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE Cl1Y OF LOS ANGELES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section_. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby 
amended by changing the zone classifications of property shown upon a portion 
of the Zoning Map incorporated therein and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1 of 
the LAMC, so that such portion of the Zoning Map shall conform to the zoning an 
the map attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 

··.-: 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaging for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of 
the development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the 
floor area potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying 
design elements, and; · 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by 
the Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor 
compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food 
service at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe 
to be located on the observation deck, and on-site sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live 
entertainment and dancing. One (1) retail establishment, such as a 
gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption. Two (2) mobile bars to 
provide alcohol service for special events for on-site consumption on the . 
project site. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site, and at (2) mobile special events locations. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited 
under this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual 
operator from securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Administrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 2a through 2c of this section (alcohol 
sales and live entertainment). The Plan Approval application shall be accompanied by 
the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete by the Planning 
Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all abutting owners, for 
the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los Angeles Police 
Department. In reviewing· the plan approvals for alcohol sales and consumption, the 
Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the applicant or suggested 
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by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing conditions, as applicable, on the 
following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum seating capacity, valet parking, 
noise, character and nature of operation, food service and age limits. Entertainment
related and other specific conditions of operation, including the length of a term grant 
and security, shall be determined as part of the plan approval determination. 

4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. · 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting tq purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

7. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

8. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

9. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

10. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

11. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

12. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

13. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

14. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 
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15. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

16. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

17. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

18. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

19. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

20. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

21. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

22. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

23. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

24. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
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Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

25. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

26. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. This 
does not preclude the use of "bar'' or "cocktail" if used to advertise the name of the 
establishment. 

27. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant(s). The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the restaurant(s) is prohibited. 

28. Within 60 days of the opening of the establishments selling and/or serving alcohol, all 
employees of the business shall receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) 
and LEAD programs regarding alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los 
Angeles Police Department and State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Department at least two times per year or to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police 
Department. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the completion of such training to the 
Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the file. 

29. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

30. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

31. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

32. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with. the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

33. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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34. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the land Use Element, and sets forth 
specific land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood 
area. The Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the 
subject property as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, 
RAS4, R5, P, and PB. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for 
the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. 
Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and 
commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 
retained as part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. The property is also subject to 
Adapt'ive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific :Plan, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, and 
the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property contains approximately 
4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the tract map, the 
applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate 
balance of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of 
housing growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site 
is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5: 1 FAR for Commercial or 
Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6:1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the 
recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. · 

Policy l.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy l.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU .2.1 O: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that 
includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with 
the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the 
provision of both residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs 
balance meant for Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.48: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting 
these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street 
furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community 
while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire 
to provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which 
promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: lncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU .2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line 
Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red line rail system. A number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus 
lines 180, 181, 206, 210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines 
CE422 and CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility 
Hub program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, 
and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand 
Management program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, car share 
amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and 
other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic 
resources, locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the 
promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable 
land use planning goals, objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 
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1988 Hollywood Community Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with 
the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No. 4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a 
major population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential 
units, approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square 
feet of retail uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood 
community. Development of the project would be consistent with growth projections for 
the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as identified by the Department of City 
Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 
492 new residential units and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, 

·representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion 
between 2010 a·nd 2030. Development of the Project would provide approximately 492 
residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, providing housing necessary for 
the growing community. In addition, development of the project would not result in the 
removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. Development of the 
project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of which would 
provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long-range 
planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the 
site, which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much
needed housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 
objectives of the Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework 
Element) was adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in 
August 2001. The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for 
the entire City of Los Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also 
sets forth a Citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide 
polices regarding such issues as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, 
open space, economic development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few 
under-improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an 
otherwise mix-use neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in 
close proximity to jobs and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone 
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Change and associated Height District Change would be consistent with several goals 
and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting 
policies relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to 
provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 

Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi
family residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing 
Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element 
includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities 
in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project would 
satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policv 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policv 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furtherm.ore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 
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3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 

Upon its consideration of the project at its public hearing March 28, 2013, the City 
Planning Commission required the provision of additional transit-related measures to 
augment the mitigation of traffic-related impacts associated with the project. In addition 
to the Transit Demand Management (TOM) Plan under the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), the City Planning Commission imposed 11 new qualified 
('Q') conditions of approval to address the concerns of the public, and at the request of 
the applicant, to provide additional measures meant to further encourage transit use. 
These conditions range from the provision of Metro passes to residents and a circulation 
shuttle serving a 2-mile radius, to the funding of studies to analyze the feasibility of an 
additional access portal to the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro station along 
Hollywood Boulevard, as well as a Vine Street Median study. These conditions 
acknowledge that the project's close proximity to mass transit, it's location within a 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and the Hollywood Community Plan 
Update's goals of encouraging density in these land use areas, warrant transit-related 
enhancements. In imposing these conditions, the City Planning Commission found that 
there was considerable support to encourage developers in these areas to provide the 
community with a wide range of amenities aimed at the encouraging and promoting 
public transit use. 

4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 
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The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be. deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No. 2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility {LA Fitness) located at· 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "D" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the 'D' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space {Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1, 918 parking spaces, or as otherwise provide for by the Development 
Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the 'D' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1, 163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 
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ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas .. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 

The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MT A'') and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Susses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality· urban environment; 

Objective d)- The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
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historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods." 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible, and promotes public safety and 
the general welfare. Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of 
the "D" Limitation is beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, 
and is representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the "T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a developmentmore compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse enviro.nmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a de.stination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
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bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use. designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of e'ntertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 

Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 
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17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criter)a, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
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from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 

Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, live Entertainment. Floor Area Averaging) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate· in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
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the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkapility. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. As such, FAR averaging will enhance the built environment and 
perform a function that is beneficial to the community. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
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is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the development is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it facilitates a beneficial mix of 
uses and a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower 
and Gogerty Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the 
project allows for the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and 
Gogerty Building sites because it permits the development of two new structures with 
massing that better relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project 
site also allows for an open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and 
enhances walkability. The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial 
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and sports club uses will meet the demand from local residents and. allow project 
residents and office employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within 
the property. Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the 
design of the project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are 
ultimately built in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the 
Capitol Records Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified 
development including a combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or 
vehicular connections and common architectural and landscape features, which 
constitute distinctive design elements of the development. The project contains a mix of 
uses across the entire site that are designed to work together to create a cohesive 
whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections are designed to promote 
walkability through functional linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and 
wayfinding features) within the Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the 
neighborhood beyond. The new structures on the East and West Sites are required to be 
designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the 
surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features 
and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and connect the East 
and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features and themes. 
Accordingly, the averaging of FAR across the project is compatible with and will not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project is compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it is representative of the 
other live entertainment venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community 
Plan's objective of extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and 
cafes, along commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity 
and enhancing Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors 
alike. The area surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and 
is largely developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood 
Boulevard is designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan as well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and 
its dancing and live entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the 
immediate area, but will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the 
community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
(Hotel Use, FAR Averaging and Live Entertainment) 

At its hearing on March 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission considered the project 
characteristics, applicable land use plans, and environmental documentation contained 
in the record to determine that the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent 

RL0031026 



EM32427 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-16 

and provisions of the General Plan and applicable community plan. More specifically, the 
Los Angeles General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and land Use Element, 
and the Hollywood Community Plan Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing 
and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the 
mixed uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide 
compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major 
transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The City Planning Commission 
acknowiedged public testimony regarding concerns about height, density and traffic 
while recognizing that the property and the surrounding area are located in an area of 
the City that is near transit and undergoing a significant transition. New developments, 
including mixed-use projects, are occurring within the surrounding community, 
revitalizing the Hollywood core, and showing growing evidence of transforming the area 
into a lively, pedestrian-oriented district with a variety of residential, entertainment, 
commercial and professional office uses, among others. 

Per the City's Housing Element, "high density development adjacent to transit corridors 
and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal of 
providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment. The site is located along a 
major transit corridor. The area is currently served by public transit (Metro Red line, 
Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). Further, the Metro Rail 
Red line travels along Hollywood Boulevard and connects to the Hollywood DASH near 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a major 
center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public convenience 
through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office 
facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and 
standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the proposed mixed
use development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the 

RL0031027 



EM32428 

- ·-· ·-----·~.----- " ···-·.•;--;:-: 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-17 

Redevelopment Plan." In particular, the proposed project supports and is consistent with 
the following objectives identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The proposed project concentrates a high intensity/density development 
in an area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the proposed development 
complements the existing architecturally and/or historically significant 
structures/buildings onsite and in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d)- The proposed project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The proposed project provides substantial and well-designed public 
open spaces. 

Overall, the proposed project clearly supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
objective of "focus[ing] development within the Regional Center Commercial designation 
. . . in order to provide for economic development and guidance in the orderly 
development of a high quality commercial, recreational and residential urban 
environment with an emphasis on entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance 
with the Redevelopment Plan, the property and the development are in an area "served 
by adequate transportation facilities" and "reinforce[s} the historical development 
patterns for the area" and "stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing and provide[s] 
transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential neighborhoods." 

The hotel use, if built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the 
development of Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service 
and entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will permit development of the 
project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site and to the 
surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create a project 
design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a beneficial and 
efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting development 
will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and create 
beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

The development of entertainment and commercial uses is consistent with the nature of 
the Hollywood area and will fill an existing need through the creation of a mixed-use 
development that furthers the vision for Hollywood as a major center of population, 
employment, retail service and entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the 
future residents, employees and visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in 
the immediate neighborhood. The property is currently underutilized with a substantial 
portion of the site used for surface parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of 
beneficial uses, be welcoming to pedestrians and easily accessible by public 
transportation. Moreover, the City will have the opportunity to ensure that each 
establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering live entertainment will operate in a 
manner that is not detrimental to the character of the neighborhood through the required 
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plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator subsequent to the grant of a master 
conditional use permit for these uses. 

Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood 
Community Plan and Update, and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides 
needed services, promotes orderly development, and promotes public safety and the 
general welfare by ensuring that proposed buildings are properly related to the site, that 
safe and convenient ingress/egress is provided, and that the proposed uses and design 
are compatible with the surrounding properties. As such, the project including the hotel 
use, FAR Averaging, alcohol and live entertainment uses substantially conform with the 
purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan and the applicable community plan. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary:_·· hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoo·r dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 
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Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one'_ location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the attached 
Development Regulations incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would 
share parking spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different 
demand patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
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TDM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the prov1s1on of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24. Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking/shared parking per City Planning Commission approval, the project will meet 
parking demand of on-site facilities consh;tent with these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
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development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101 ), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of.the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project. near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the lAMC. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The City Planning Commission considered the project site characteristics, proposed 
parking plan, and relevant environmental documentation contained in the record to 
determine that there are special circumstances that support use of the purposed on-site 
shared parking plan. The City Planning Commission also considered these 
circumstances in connection with concerns raised by the public regarding this reduced/ 
shared parking request as they were discussed at its hearing on March 28, 2013. 

In particular, the City Planning Commission considered the unique circumstances of 
locating a single, unified development with some combination of residential dwelling 
units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine Street), less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station, and with a project-specific TDM Program 
support the request for reduced/shared parking. 

The unusual step of locating the project on both sides of Vine Street significantly 
enhances the resulting project and the effect of the project on the neighborhood in two 
significant ways. First, the project will activate four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of 
Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city blocks. Second, the project's open design 
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across the east and west sides of Vine Street will invite pedestrians up from areas of the 
Vine Street corridor south of the project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard 
and Vine Street. Additionally, the project's location spanning Vine Street enables the 
project to redevelop an area almost entirely composed of surface parking lots into a 
development of more than one million square feet of net new development while 
maintaining the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The unique design 
element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street will be 
maintained as a central design element of the project. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment ripe for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along Argyle 
Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro Station on 
Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The project is also less than 300 feet from 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both streets are major arterial 
thoroughfares serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid busses. The 
project site is also immediately adjacent:_to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 101) - an off
ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than one block from the 
project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, and on-ramps 
to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway are located at the corner of 
Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca Street and 
Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near numerous 
transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
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was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a mann.er consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community ·Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
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advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially· detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. ·· 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A.4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will improve the existing conditions and will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor·· will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 
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Parking Variance {Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.106 calls for supporting ·proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in· areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.100 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.106 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
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combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The project includes Development Regulations, which establish the requirements for 
development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, 
which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning 
or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development 
Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and 
governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

11. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until M?lY 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft E!R; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

Ill. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all. such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the: significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office. and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. The Development Regulations and the land use 
Equivalency Program afford flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and density of 
specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land. uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 57 4 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Regulations with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the land use and 
development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final 
EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development 
Regulations. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed 
floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Regulations. The Concept Plan is 
based on the 2008 Entitlement .Application that was initially filed with the City in 2008. The 
Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 
square feet of residential floor area), 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and 
approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35, 100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of mernbers visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Regulations. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507, 100 square feet of floor area), 
254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
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approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
~esidential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) ·.parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Regulations. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones {A, 8, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine. Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and :550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (8-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND Tp HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 
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Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local gereral plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed,· the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City.is 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 
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With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impac~s would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 
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The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would · generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems {Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Planf (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
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approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP sy~tem and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7, 197 mw of power with a peak of 6, 142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7 ,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7, 197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf /day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 
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Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational} 

Construction-Temporary Parking lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporariJy displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the · 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2, 129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
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Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of.uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2, 129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare} 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently ge·nerated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
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requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR}, Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Ma$sing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fa<tades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts 
related to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. 
Thus, changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in 
the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediate.ly upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than ·significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
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implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fac;ades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on any one property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :OO AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7 .3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :OO PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive lancfuses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emissions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTV in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTV amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTV. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14, 174.30 C02e MTV, or 42.6 percent. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.8.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG 
emissions, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of r.~sidential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
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Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 2oth Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance Of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
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been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfactii;m of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
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California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
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Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will b¢ required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

. For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped !iquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measures 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the. Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

D-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

D-4 lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

D-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. · 

D-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

D-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

D-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

D-1 O Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 

RL0031057 



EM32458 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-47 

monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, ·but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring point~; crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

RL0031058 



EM32459 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-48 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to wl)ich soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable· City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
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mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1, 7 42 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the. percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1 }, 
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diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91. 7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0. 75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-1 O The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO. DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 
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F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generaily does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
_required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1. 7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
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identified the LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring op the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although groundborne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code}, Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,01 O new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 
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The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAfD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
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Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J.1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be. provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
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based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 
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Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow . 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. · · 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAU SD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services {Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Spenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19. 7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1 ). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17 .12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in. significant impacts related to libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures1 changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
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capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 
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K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. , 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person{s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 
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xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection . Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Traffic - Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigatfon Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 
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In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street. parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Parking, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
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approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125'. mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities 
and Service Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public a.nd 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV.L.1. 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 
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Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactfuf scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its sqlid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, anq vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and . 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see 
Section IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally bEf categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street. level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 
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Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Proje~t is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOLLYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
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submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final E!R" (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. {a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated :.with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: · 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) · 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV.B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
wou.ld exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No. 7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
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associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of GARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 

· Mitigation Measures 

B.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and· appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 1O1 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. · · 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
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associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the LA. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
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mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the P~9ject Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. · 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMOA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
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recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include · 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be ·_instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 AH plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 1 O to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a.minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
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trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.Hof the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue ...,.. US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour}, and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011 ), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) .. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
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West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking}, 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project con:iponent shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 

RL0031087 



EM32488 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-77 

uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management <TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities throqgh a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court· of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-85). 
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In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project fl.pplicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

• 
K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 

shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation · with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
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and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the 8-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 50-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway 
within a 45-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the 8-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
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engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 
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No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Proje¢t Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 -Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), imp(icts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shlft, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. Al TERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
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Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessacy flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
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the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project a~d the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those .linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy .and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 
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• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
luxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. ·The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 
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• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the El R include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5: 1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR 

Alternative 1: No Project- No build (no Build- Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 
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Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources .Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts 
that would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in 
the existing condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not atfain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain. and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all ·of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 4.5:1 FAR 
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Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development...: 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
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above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the ·significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development- 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3:1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations but would, to a lesser 
degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use· development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure ·that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, 
to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site· to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5:1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total. of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1, 100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, to a 
lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. Alternative 5 is 
essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to support the residential dwelling 
units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
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create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5: 1 
FAR Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community 
benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table Vl-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. · 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1 ,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
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independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses th~reto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In a.ccordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. ' 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

l. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Any one of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

. . 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicula_r travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spl-ing Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30389 

Chris Joseph < chris@ceqa-nepa.com > 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 5:51 PM 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Subject: Re: millennium FEIR 

I think Alfred is coordinating with Luci 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Apr 2, 2013, at 4:10 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

Wondering how the response you are preparing is coming along, since I've had yet another 
request about the cumulative impacts analysis from Ms. Becklund. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 11 :33 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks. That would be great. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 11 :26 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
I don't know that we will be able to go into that precise level of detail, but we can certainly draft 
a response. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 11 :21 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, we've already explained to her, in a previous e-mail, that each section of the DEIR 
discussed the cumulative impacts pertaining to that environmental issue. I guess what she's 
looking for is an analysis of each of the 58 related projects, stating Related Project 1 = X trips, Y 
emissions, Z public services/utilities and so forth for each project. In other words, the 
environmental impacts for each of those 58 related projects or mini EIRs for each. We don't do 
that anywhere, do we? We have a table (Table III-1), listing the project, size, type of use, and, 
in certain sections, such as Aesthetics-Views/Light and Glare, we state that certain Related 
Projects might have impacts, but in Air Quality, for example, we don't say Related Project 1 will 
result in X air emissions. That is the type of info that she is looking for, I think. 
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Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 10:56 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Hi Srimal. Not sure how to respond .... but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and 
analyzed in the respective sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional 
details/responses. If so, we can have Seth draft something. 

On Mar 20, 2013, at 10:45 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it 
to Alfred this morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help 
explain how the cumulative impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If 
you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

----------Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity. org> 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1 :41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir 
lists 57 projects in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those 
trips? The number of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 
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As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are 
included in Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from 
Inspector O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from 
Commander Smith, dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those 
mentioned above. All the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the 
Final EIR and included in Appendix A of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in 
the body of the Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance 
included a cumulative impacts section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that 
category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the 
formal responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of 
the Millennium Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this 
project with the 57 others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these 
calculations are listed with the individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium 
package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you 
mean letters following the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, 
please follow the link below. 
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http ://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Project/DEIR/DEIR%20Millenni 
um%20Hollywood%20Project .html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to 
our website (planning.lacity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), 
followed by Final EIR. The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the 
project name, you will have access to both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity. org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the 
Fire Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to 
download and search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the url 
that includes those three last volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this 
project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM30393 
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From: 
Sent: 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com > 

Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:54 AM 
To: Lisa Webber 
Subject: RE: 

on Millennium conf call .... will dial you when done. thanks. r 

From: Lisa Webber [lisa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:52 AM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Subject: 

I'm sitting here at my desk until 9:30 AM if you are free and can chat. 213-978-1274 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
I isa.webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Michael 

EM30394 

Philip Aarons < PAarons@MillenniumPtrs.com > 

Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:37 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
LA Times 

Great to talk to you yesterday. Thanks so much for the call. It turns out that Carla Hall is writing an 
editorial for the LA Times on the Millennium Hollywood project for Thursday's paper. I am scheduled to talk to her 
tomorrow morning but if you felt comfortable in giving her a call, I think it would be tremendously helpful. I can only give 
her the developer's perspective but you can speak for the City wide planning issues that are embodied by the project. Her 
office number is 213-237-6058 and her cell is 310-497-9944. I hope this is not too great an imposition but I think it could 
be of huge value. 
Many thanks, Phil 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31190 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Monday, April 15, 2013 3:13 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

I'll take a look. Thank you for the quick response! Wow!! 

Best, 

Terri 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2013 3:12 PM 
To: Terri Gerger 
Subject: Re: Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

The parking discussion begins on Page IV.K.2-1 of the DEIR Project impacts are found on Page IV.K.2-6 and 
the base parking standards are discussed on Page IV.K.2-7. 

On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 3:06 PM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> wrote: 

Luci, 

Thanks for the information. 

I believe I understand what you are saying but I couldn't find where in the DEIR or the EIR it laid out how the 

calculation is made to arrive at 1918 parking spaces based on what is currently proposed. Can you point me to 

where I can find that calculation? 

Thank you, 

Terri 
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Terri Gerger 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2013 3:00 PM 
To: Terri Gerger 
Subject: Re: Shared Parking Plan for Millennium 

Hi Terri, 

The total number of parking spaces will be determined by the final arrangement of uses (square footage), and 
the number ofresidential units and/or hotel guest rooms (per the Development Regulations). The 1918 parking 
spaces currently proposed are based on what was approved in the Tract Map. There is no parking plan required 
at this time, however, a parking area and driveway plan is to be submitted to DOT for review and approval prior 
to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by Building and Safety, which is a standard condition 
applied to most, if not all, projects. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 2:52 PM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell. net> wrote: 

Luci, 

I hope you had a nice weekend. 

Do you have a document that shows the total parking spaces the project should have and how the various 
allowances for being in a transit corridor or using a "shared parking plan" work to get to the 1900 spaces 

envisioned for the project? 

I just can't understand how a project that should have roughly 4,000 spaces (and actually 5,200 spaces if you 
include the employee parking) ends up with 1900 spaces. 
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I would really appreciate any assistance you can provide to understand how this works. 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

EM27772 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 4:55 PM 
ibarra.serge@gmail.com 
DA Staff Report 
DA Staff Report.docx 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

~ 
~ 
LOS ANGELES CITY 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B
CU-ZV-H D 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Council Chambers Room 350, 3rd Fir 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: Zone Change/Height District 

Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 
Conditional Use, Zone Variance 
and Site Plan Review appealable to 
City Council. (per L.A.M.C. Section 
12.36 C). 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

Expiration Date: April 23, 2013 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with each site consisting of up to two towers measuring 585 feet and 220 feet in the maximum 
height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the 
uses from those listed above in compliance with the land use equivalency program and 
development regulation. A minimum of 5% grade level open space will be provided for 
buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12% grade level open space for buildings taller 
than 550 feet. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-DA-H D: 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2; 

RL0031121 



EM27774 
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2. Pursuant to Section 12.32-Q, A Height District Change '20' to '2", Removing the "D" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W,24 and 12.24-T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel 
use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 
a. allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19); 
b. permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1 ); 
c. to permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W, 18(a)); 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
b. allow less than the required parking the sports club/fitness facility; 

6. Pursuant to Section 12.21-A,4(y), City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On
Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared on-site parking; 

7. Pursuant to Article 6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City CEQA 
Guidelines, Adopt ENV-2011-0675-EIR and accompanying mitigation measures and 
Mitigation and Reporting Monitoring Program as the environmental clearance for the proposed 
project. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 
from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6:1 

3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 

4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow Floor Area averaging a unified development to allow the use of the 
total net lot area equal to 57,463 square feet, using the total lot area of the Figueroa Street Lot (Lot 1 of 
39,469 square feet and the total lot area of the Flower Street Lot (Lot 2) of 17,944 square feet. 

5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 

7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
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9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared 
on-site parking. 

10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other 
items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for 
consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you challenge 
these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a 
covered entity under Title 11 of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of 
disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. 
Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. 
To ensure availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The project site is a Regional Center Commercial land use designated property located in the 
Hollywood Community Plan area. The site involves the proposed unified development of two 
distinct parcels located on either side of Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West Site) between 
Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western parcel is located 
generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 230 feet 
along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to the north, and a 200-
foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a large portion of the 
northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet along Vine Street to 
the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along Argyle Avenue to the 
east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1, 166, 970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording facilities under 
long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The new 
development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and a 
sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of two buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 luxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35, 100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1, 166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6: 1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated with the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed in the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand. Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
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from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the LAMC the 
Development Regulations shall prevail, and where the Development Regulations are silent, the 
LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has been established by 
the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the 
project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be 
modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total 
peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework within which 
proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 
limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental 
impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project 
as set forth in the EIR. 

Background 

The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No. 2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the Project Site in the General Plan. The C4-2D-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 2D. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "D" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" Development 
Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3:1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted "SN" 
Supplemental Sign Use District (Ordinance No. 176, 172). In accordance with Section 13.11 of 
the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain RS Zones; and 
include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by addressing the 
location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of illumination of signs 
permitted. Additionally, the project is subject to the adopted Hollywood Signage Supplemental 
Use District which is discussed above. 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with 
access to a major public transit station (Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fac;ade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story approximately 1,800 square-foot rental car 
business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
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rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 
is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and west halves of the project site. 

Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision which 
consists of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use office, 
hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above-grade 
parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room hotel, 
more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the existing 
office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square feet), 
approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 
35, 100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square 
feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency on February 6, 
2009. The appeal period ended March 4, 2013. An appeal of the Advisory Agency's 
tract decision was filed on March 1, 2013. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the 
entitlements in VTT-71837 and CPC-2013-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-HD-ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
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approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional May Symbols, Footnotes, 
Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District so as to improve the 
regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as well as the location of and 
coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "D" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7-foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the RS Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13, 790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District and project Permit Compliance for signage, and Conditional 
Uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, 
and restaurant uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a 
property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North El Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del mar Avenue. 
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CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone Change from C4-2S. C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D 
and [T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a Height District change to modify the "D" limitation to permit a 
maximum floor area ratio of 4.5: 1; a Zone Variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel in lieu of 
the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a Zone Variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No. 3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a Zone Variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where 
the man use is in the C4 Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and Site Plan Review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North El Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has been allowed to 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use permitting the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ration between 4.5: 1 and 6: 1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in height from 75 to 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment units, a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a Conditional 
Use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expanded 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
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condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a conditional use permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

The pubic comment period on the Draft EIR concluded on December 10, 2012, and the public 
hearing on the project was held on February 19, 2013. The following discussion is a summary 
of the recurring issues that were raised during both the environmental review as well as the 
testimony received at the hearing. 

Height of Towers and Views to Capitol Records Tower 

Several speakers at the public hearing, including Councilman Tom LaBonge (CD 4), cited 
concerns with the proposed height and scale, which is proposed under the Development 
Regulations to range from 220 feet to 585 feet (approximately 55 stories). Specifically, the 
project proposes up to two towers ranging from 220 feet to 585 feet in height per site and up to 
two additional towers of up to 220 feet per site. Alteration of the surroundings, however, will not 
reduce the integrity of historic resources 1 such that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or 
local registers will be impaired. Moreover, the heights proposed for the project, including the 
maximum height scenario, create a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet 
architecturally varied structures that act as a focal point for the Hollywood area and introduces 
contemporary architecture to an existing urban environment. The Hollywood Community Plan 
envisioned the possibility of towers in the project site, demonstrated by no height limitations 
pursuant to the existing zoning and Regional Center land Commercial Land use designation. 
As part of our General Plan Framework chapter, Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as 
the focal points of regional commerce, identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element 
anticipates Regional Centers to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The 
intensity of activity and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should 
induce considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest 
tower(s) in the neighborhood, and serves to add to an exciting, modern skyline as envisioned in 
the Hollywood Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that the towers will be 
elegant and slim, comparable in massing to the Capitol Records building and other nearby 

1 Historic Resources for this project, as analyzed by the EIR, include the Capitol Records 
Building, the Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, 
and the commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street. All would retain enough integrity after 
Project development to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California 
Register. In other words, development of the Project consistent with the Development 
Regulations would not impair the significance of any onsite or offsite historical resources. 
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historic structures. As the tower height increases, there is a complimentary decrease in the 
maximum tower lot coverage allowed see Exhibit X) . 

Several speakers were concerned that the proposal does not have definitive standards that 
approximate what the project may look like at a future point in time. However the development 
regulations have comprehensive standards that permits design flexibility while establishing a set 
of controls that will guide the development for the project site. One of the objectives of the 
project is to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records tower 
by creating grade level open space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol 
Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is achieved by creating 
a site plan with grade level open space predetermined based on the height of the towers as 
seen in figures 8.1.2 through figure 8.1.4 of the Development Regulations. As the height of the 
towers increases, the amount of grade level open space also increases, from 5% to 12% of the 
entire site (see Section 8.2 of the Development Regulations). Whether the open space is 5% of 
the project site or 12%, open space is required adjacent to the Jazz Mural and across from the 
Capitol Records buildings fronting Vine Street. For the East Site containing Capitol Records, a 
triangular shaped plaza is formed (See Exhibit X). This triangular plaza preserves views from 
Hollywood Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, a key vantage point. On the West Site, at 
grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set back from the property line, ranging 
from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the height of the towers, in order to preserve 
views of the Hollywood Playhouse and creating additional views directly across from the Capitol 
Records building. Furthermore, on both the West and East sites, at-grade passageways 
through the entire site running east to west are required, creating new vantage points for the 
Capitol Records building at a pedestrian level and scale. 

The massing of the towers is regulated so that towers are slimmer in bulk as height increases 
as a means of not overwhelming the massing of the historic structures in the area, including the 
Capitol Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that towers have their massing designed 
to reduce overall bulk and appear slender, with a simple, faceted geometry. In addition, in the 
case where two towers are proposed for one site, the Spacing Standards (section 7.5) provide 
that if two towers are on a single site, they shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers 
on the same parcel. This will prevent the possibility of two towers adjacent or near adjacent to 
each other from creating a collective mass that overwhelms the Capitol Records building and 
surrounding historic structures. Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are regulated 
based on height. If a tower is proposed in the tallest height scenario, such as 585 feet (see 
Table 6.1.1 ), then the maximum tower lot coverage is 11.5 percent of the site, for both towers, if 
built, on a given site (East or West). In this maximum height scenario, the allotted maximum 
tower lot coverage allows for one tower that is approximately the same size as the Capitol 
Records building or for two towers that are slimmer than the Capitol Records building. For the 
shortest height scenario at 220 feet, a tower would be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and 
would be comparable in height to the 242 foot Capitol Records tower (as measured with an 82 
foot trylon). The tower, although occupying a larger percentage of the site, would be broken up 
by the jagged site plan itself, with a large portion of the tower being tucked to the side and 
behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller portion directly to the side of it (see figure 
6.1.2a.1). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the Capitol Records Building (see Exhibit 
X). Every height scenario is illustrated in the Development Regulations, as seen in section 
figures 6.1.2.a.1 through 6.1.2.d.2. In addition, Axon diagrams have been provided by the 
Applicant for every height scenario with a conceptual rendering that illustrates what the project 
may look like in real-time (see Exhibit X). 
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In addition to regulating the design of towers, the Development Regulations regulate the podium 
or street wall around the towers. Regulating the streetwall is another way of ensuring that the 
massing of the project respects the historic buildings adjacent and near to the project. Building 
heights in Hollywood, particularly historic buildings, were limited to 150 feet. In order to respect 
the historic datum, the maximum height allowed for a streetwall or podium is 150 feet, although 
height is further limited in the project where adjacent historic structures exist. In order to be 
compatible with the historic Yucca Street Commercial building on the West Site, the streetwall 
can only be built to 30 feet. The streetwall can be built to a maximum of 150 feet after a 10 foot 
setback. Along Vine Street on the West site the maximum streetwall height is 40 feet, to ensure 
compatability with the adjacent Hollywood Playhouse. Streetwalls are to be located a minimum 
1 O feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet along Vine Street 
on the West Site, creating additional open space and differentiating the project from the historic 
streetwall. Therefore, the Development Regulations, with required setbacks, open space and 
varying limitations on tower lot coverage per height scenario, provide a clear understanding of 
what type of project may occupy the site. In every scenario, the city must enforce rigorous 
Design Guidelines to ensure quality control over the entire development. 

FINDINGS 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT REQUEST AND FINDINGS 

State Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5 authorize municipalities to enter into 
binding development agreements with person having legal or equitable interest in real property 
for the development of such property. 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted rules and regulations establishing procedures and 
requirements for consideration of development agreements under Citywide Development 
Agreement Procedures (CF 85-2313-S3). In addition, on November 19, 1992, the City Planning 
Commission adopted new guidelines for the processing of development agreement applications 
(CPC No. 86-404 MSC). 

L.A. Event Center, LLC ("Event Center Applicant") has requested that the City consider entering 
into a development agreement (the "Development Agreement") with respect to the Event 
Center. The development agreement process was initiated by the Director, and all proceedings 
have been taken in accordance with the City's adopted procedures. 

1. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the objectives, policies 
and programs specified in the General Plan. The Project Site is regulated under 
the Community Plan, a component of the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

The Development Agreement, which will vest the Project's development rights, will be 
consistent with the General Plan and the Community Plan for the following reasons: 

The proposed Development Agreement will allow the Event Center Applicant to create a 
multi-purpose Event Center within the Downtown area of the City of Los Angeles and will 
assure the revenue streams necessary to fund construction of the Event Center, adding 
to the success of the Project and permitting the attendant job creation and additional 
investment in the surrounding Downtown area. The Community Plan recognizes the 
critical role that tourism and entertainment play in the commercial activity of Los Angeles 
and the Central City area in particular. The Convention Center and STAPLES Center are 
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specifically cited as adding significantly to the draw of Downtown for visitors. The 
revitalized Convention Center and Event Center will result in additional business, retail, 
and development in the areas adjacent to the Project, and is anticipated to create jobs 
for residents of the area. The expanded sports, entertainment, convention and other 
event activities will serve to further complement and benefit the tourism, hotel and 
entertainment industries in the immediate Project vicinity, as well as throughout 
Downtown and the City as a whole. The Project will also help sustain and grow the 
existing retail base along the Figueroa Street Corridor by attracting visitors and new 
businesses to the area. 

The Project will bring cohesiveness of design to the Project site, and would create 
continuity with surrounding areas. One of the goals of the Project is to create an urban 
environment designed to a human scale that activates the adjacent streets, encourages 
public pedestrian access, promotes the walkability of and around the Project, and 
creates strong pedestrian connections to the surrounding area, particularly nearby transit 
stops and stations. The public plazas and street improvements within the Project will 
serve to accomplish this goal, as will pedestrian-scaled elements at all entrances to the 
new facilities. 

Given its location in Downtown Los Angeles, which is the hub of the rail and bus transit 
system for the metropolitan Los Angeles area, the Project will also promote the use of 
the public transportation system. The nature of events at the Project site, including 
exhibitions, trade shows, sporting events and entertainment activities, are expected to 
attract visitors from across the region as well as from the immediate Downtown area, 
where the proximity of the Project to a comprehensive transit system would encourage 
and facilitate transit use and a 24-hour Downtown. The Project will include a network of 
walkable and safe pathways and streetscapes throughout the Project site that would 
facilitate connections with nearby transit to encourage the use of alternative modes of 
transportation. The streetscape and intersection improvements designed for the Project 
will promote attractive, functional, safe and enjoyable streets and bike paths as well as 
pedestrian-friendly sidewalks that connect to and complement the Downtown area. 

2. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the Convention and 
Event Center Specific Plan (to be approved as part of the Proposed Project's 
requested entitlements). 

The Development Agreement will allow for expedient implementation of the Convention 
and Event Center Specific Plan. The Development Agreement will create certainty in the 
development process, which will allow the Event Center Applicant to better address 
needs of the site and the area as a whole through the Convention and Event Center 
Specific Plan more quickly than might otherwise occur without the Development 
Agreement, due to the mutual benefits to the parties from the Development Agreement. 

3. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the City's Planning and 
Zoning Code and other relevant City ordinances. 

Approval of the Development Agreement, along with the requested discretionary actions 
and conditions of approval already imposed under City Planning case number CPC-
2012-849-GPA-VZC-SP-SN-DA, will provide a project that conforms with the LAMC 
requirements for the Project site. 
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4. The proposed Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety and general welfare. 

The Development Agreement includes prov1s1ons which specifically permit the 
application of rules and regulations as necessary to protect public health and safety. 
The public benefits associated with the Event Center will also promote the public health, 
safety and general welfare by attracting the National Football League to the City and 
thereby enhancing the City's prominence as the destination choice for Citywide 
conventions exhibitions, trade shows, and high profile events and its economic base, 
including tax revenues, through an increase in such conventions and events. 

The Development Agreement also facilitates the provision of a comprehensive 
Community Benefits Program, which will provide targeted employment opportunities at 
and above living wage levels, as well as job training, to local residents; programs and 
funds designed to assist the development of micro-businesses and minority owned 
businesses and introduce youth to careers in the sports, entertainment and hospitality 
industries; funds for streetscape improvements, neighborhood protection enhancements 
and land use planning in the vicinity of the Project; and funds for the development of 
publicly accessible park, and/or green space, among other community benefits. 

5. The proposed Development Agreement will promote the orderly development of 
the Project Site in accordance with good land use practice. 

As discussed above, the Proposed Project is consistent with the policies and provisions 
of the General Plan, Community Plan, Convention and Event Center Specific Plan and 
the LAMC. The proposed Development Agreement vests the Applicant's rights to 
develop the Project site as analyzed in the EIR No. 2011-0585 (SCH No. 20110024) and 
as delineated in the requested discretionary approvals. The proposed Development 
Agreement provides assurances that the Proposed Project will proceed in accordance 
with all applicable rules, regulations and conditions, and strengthens the public planning 
process by encouraging private participation in comprehensive planning and reducing 
the economic costs of development to the Event Center Applicant and the public. The 
proposed Development Agreement provides assurance of a comprehensive 
development plan that is consistent with all applicable provisions of the LAMC, General 
Plan, Community Plan and the Convention and Event Center Specific Plan, and that 
therefore is consistent with good land use practice. The proposed Development 
Agreement complies in form and substance with all applicable City and State regulations 
governing development agreements. The proposed Development Agreement further 
complies with the guidelines adopted by the City: 

a. The Project is anticipated to be completed in 2017. The Development 
Agreement provides for extension of that term if unforeseen conditions or 
other specified factors influence the ability to commence construction of 
the Event Center by 2017 and provides a mechanism for evaluating the 
environmental impacts associated with proposed extensions of the 
Proposed Project if its completion date is extended beyond 2017. 

b. In addition, following issuance of a building permit for the Event Center, a 
Development Agreement term coterminous with the term of the Mello
Roos Bonds issued for the Event Center project is requested to allow 
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continued vesting of the entitlements granted for the term of the Mello
Roos Bonds issued for the Event Center project. The Development 
Agreement will not be effective until a ground lease for the Event Center 
has been fully executed. 

c. The proposed Development Agreement is being processed with the 
processing of other Project entitlements, including City Planning Case 
number CPC-2012-849-GPA-VZC-SP-SN-DA. 

d. The proposed Development Agreement will provide public benefits not 
otherwise obtainable, and for which no nexus exist under the Project's 
environmental clearance, that will benefit the surrounding residents of the 
Project site and the City as a whole. 

e. The proposed Development Agreement contains all of the provisions, terms and 
conditions which, in addition to those required by law, are deemed to be 
necessary and or desirable in order to implement the City's General Plan. 

f. Based upon the above findings, the recommended Development Agreement 
action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30219 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciraliamcp@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 1:35 AM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

ppt 
CPC Presentation March2013 Without DA.ppt 
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City of Los Angele 

CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU 8-CU-ZV -H D 
VTT -71837 -CN-A 1 

ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Millennium Holly,-\'ood 

March 28, 2013 
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Project Site 
Land Use 

Yucca Street 

W 
::J 

Community Plan: Hollywood 

Land Use: Regional Center 
Commercial 

ffi Zone: [Q]C4-2D-SN 

~ 
~ [Q]: Residential permitted w/a 
~ minimum of 0.5:1 FAR of 
~ non-residential use 
<C 

Height District 2: 
No height limit 

D: 4.5:1 FAR or up to 6:1 
w/CPC approval 
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Project Description 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 

- 41 lots 
- 492 residential condominium units 
- 200 hotel rooms 
- Approx. 100,00 square feet of new office space 
- 114,303 square feet of existing office Capitol Records & Gogerty Bldgs 
- 34,000 square feet of restaurant 
- 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use 
- 15,000 square feet of retail use 

Limitations: Development Regulations 
Land Use Equivalency Program 
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Environmental Impact Report 

ENV-2011-675-EIR 
-

./ Notice of Preparation (NOP) Draft EI R 30-day review April 28 - May 31, 2011 

./ A Public Scoping Meeting - May 11, 2011 

./ DEIR circulation (October 25, 2012 - December 10, 2012) 

./ FEIR released February 8, 2013 

Significant & Unavoidable Impacts 
Aesthetics 

Focal View Obstruction - Capitol Records: 220' and 400' Height 
Cumulative Visual Impacts (Height/Massing) 

Air Quality 
Construction & Operational (US 101 Freeway) 

Noise 
Construction & Operational 

Transportation (Operational) 
5 existing study intersections 
13 cumulative study intersections (2020) 
16 cumulative study intersections (2035) 
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Requested Entitlements 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HO 

Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 

Height ~istrict Change from '20' to '2', removing the "0" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1 in 
lieu of the 4.5:1 currently permitted 

Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 
feet of a R Zone; 

Conditional Uses to: 

a. allow floor area averaging in a unified 
-1_ ... _1 _____ '" 1.4" "A \AI .4 n\. 
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Vesting Zone/Height District Change 

Existing: C4-2D-SN 

~rORosed: (T)(Q)C2-2=S~~ 
"---

(T): Tract Conditions 

(Q): Qualified Conditions 

Development 
Regulations 

Land Use Equivalency 

2: No Height Limit 

Removal of '0': 

Permits FAR of 6:1 with 

~ --~~. ~ ill( 

a: 
~ 1= __ = __ =_ - =:d----i 

r----

t; 
w 
z 
:; 

HO LYWOOD BLVD 
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Tract Appeal 

VTT-71837-A1 

Public Hearing - February 19th 

Advisory Agency approved the tract on February 22nd 

Appeal end-date - March 4th 

Six Appeals 

1) AMDA 2) Annie Geoghan 

. Mr1Jyle Civic Assoc. 4) Beachwood Canyon 
IS~tJborhood Assoc. 

Trai}cHollywood DeltiQ,Wic AssoCConstru6t)drJollywood land 
FA~~f¥fe'e"'ners As~Mi:ltion Height 
Parking 
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Issues 

Traffic Existing traffic conditions would be exacerbated 

Traffic Study 

39 Study Intersections 

Existing Levels of Service: 

Acceptable (LOS A through 0) AM Peak Hour 

One intersection (LOS E) during PM Peak Hour 

With and Without Project (2020) 

24 of 39 would continue to operate at acceptable LOS 

15 would operate at LOS E through F (unacceptable) one or both Peak Hours 

Before Mitigation: Significant impacts at 13 study intersections 

With Mitigation: Significant impacts at 5 study intersections 
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Issues 

Views Project does not ensure views to/from Hollywood Hills per the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 

Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 

Franklin Avenue Design District (Draft) 

Hollywood Community Plan 

Site-specific impacts to aesthetics (views, scenic resources, light/glare); 
individual discretionary projects 

EIR 

Focal View Obstruction - Capitol Records: 220' and 400' Height 
Cumulative Visual Impacts (Height/Massing) together with Related Projects 

Development Regulations 

Project Objective is to preserve views from key vantage points 
Capitol Records View Corridors 
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Issues 

Construction The EIR does not provide adequate noise mitigation and 
fails to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor 

EIR - Short-term Construction (Noise) 

MM's were modified to be inclusive of ALL adjoining land uses 
sensitive and non-sensitive alike 

MM's represent the maximum feasible mitigation 

Sensitive Receptor - Schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, long-term health 
care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, hospitals, retirement 
homes, residences. 

RL0031146 



EM30230 

Issues 

FAR Increase The proposed 6: 1 FAR is not consistent with the underlying 
zone restricting the site to a 3: 1 FAR 

Regional Center Commercial 
Hollywood Community Plan (1988) : FAR 3:1 

Hollywood Redevelopment Plan: 4.5: 1; up to 6: 1 with CRAApproval 
"to concentrate high intensity and/or density development in areas with reasonable 
proximity or direct access to high capacity transportation facilities or which 
effectively utilize transportation demand management programs" 

Hollywood Community Plan Update: 

'0' Limitation - 4.5: 1 with FAR up to 6: 1 with CPC Approval 
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Issues 

Density 

Existing Zone: C4 Proposed Zone: C2 

LAMe Section 12.22-A,18(a): 

Permits RS Uses in any lot in CR, C1, C1.S, C2, C4, or CS. 

Parking 

Mixed Use Developments: 1 parking space pI 500sf floor area 

Redevelopment Plan Area/State Enterprise Zone: 2 pI 1 ,000sf floor area 

Located Near Transit: 10% Reduction 

Transportation Alternatives: Reduced On-Site w/Remote Off-Site Parking 
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Issues 

Height 

Hollywood Community Plan (1988) : 

Height District 2D - No Height Limit 

Hollywood Community Plan Update: 

Height District 2D - No Height Limit 
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Existing East Site 

Hollywood Blvd 

Yucca Street 
Looking west towards Ivar Avenue 
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Existing West Site 

Yucca Street 
Looking east towards Vine 

Hollywood Blvd 
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Existing Site 

1. Y cca See, So Elevatio, ea block 

2. Yucca Stree I So Elevation, · e block 
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(DIIST1NG) 

6230 YUCCA STREET 
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Height 

.----;---Mll LENNIUM HOllYWOOD 
(PAOIIOS{Ot 

BLVD 6200 
W'l'R(MDI 

.-BRQ~ow.AYBLDG 

HOlLYWOODBlIID 

1540 NORTH VI E STREET 
~DI 

OLU IA SQUARE 
~ ([)ClS'T1NG) 

Western View of Hollywood Skyline 

SU SETBLVD 
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Future Development 
Surrounding the Site 
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Development Regulations 
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Development Regulations 

11.5 50 
13,325 East Site 10 

12 
6. 1.2.d.l 

9,042 West Site 151 6. 1.2.d.2 

15 50 
17,380 ast Site 10 

10 
6.1.2.c.1 

11,794 West Site 151 6.1.2.c.2 

8 50 
22,745 ast Site 10 

8 
6.1.2.b.l 

22,016 West Si te 15
1 6.1.2.b.2 

48 n/a 
55,616 East Site 10 

5 
6.1.2 .a.l 

37,742 West Si te 151 6.1.2.a.2 

Table 6.1.1 

Note 1: 1S; tower setback required for any t:ower fronting Vine St:reet,on West parcel. See Figure 6.3.2. 
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Development Regulations 

East Site 
585 Feet Tower 
120/0 open space 
Maximum floor 
plate 13,325 sf 
Minimum 15 foot 
tower setback 
from Vine St. 
14,045 sf of open 
space. 
Open Space 
within 40 degree 
angled line 
maintained. 

BElWEEN 220' AND 585' ___ --, 
TOWER CAN OCCUpy 

11 .5% OF SITE 

.------------- TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WI THIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

,......-------- EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

,......------- ROOFTOP OPEN SPACE AND "'j" VIEW DECK REQUIRED FOR 
.. / ''': BUILDINGS ABOVE 550' 
.... : 

, ~,-"" ~:~ 
........... I ,......--- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 

FLOOR AREA MU ST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

'----- TOTAL 12% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
13,904 SF 

II II 
I 

I 
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Development Regulations 

EAST SITE: 585 FT. AXIMU TO ER HE IGHT 
RELAT 'IONSHIP BETWEEN TOWER AND CAPITOL RECOIRD CURRENT TOWER DESIGN 
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Development Regulations 

EAS SITE: 220 fT. AXI U TOWER HEIG 
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Development Regulations 

Axon Diag ram 
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Land Use Equivalency 

Land Use Category 

220 Residential 
310 Hotel 
492 He alth/Fitnes s Club 
710 General Office 
820 Retail 
931 Quality Restaurant 

NI A Car Rental 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 

Table 11-2 of the EIR 
Trip Cap Computation by Land Use Type 

IJse Size 

461 du 
254 nn 

80 ksf 
150 ksf 
100 ksf 
25 ksf 
-8 ksf 

AM Peak Hour Trios 

165 trips 
121 trips 
63 trips 

137 trips 
78 trips 
13 trips 

ill trips 

574 trips 
* Incrementally applied to the retail building area on the site at the conclusion of a 
development phase. 

PMPeak Hour Trios 

151 trips 
128 trips 
156 trips 
54 trips 

321 trips 
121 trips 

ill trips 

924 trips 

N Th 
.**The trip rate (ojO.8(jJ.per 'p'eq.k.constru(jti~ worlf~r used is Jhe adwtion oft/Je IlJi!..rjp hE· I 

ote: e rna) lmMmi~~tJ.MaJ;~~W~m~~lL!'t)tf~W~NWt§~Je'fM:~~ ~~~~ t e qUlVa ency 
Program is 89 7 JlOifhe6l1'1Qx~ptWl7ft? IUn0ttntJlof~0mrnerdal uses allowed, including Health/Fitness 
Club, General Office, Retail and Restaurant, is 469,303 sf. Please refer to tables 11-2, 11-3, 11-4, 
11-5 and 11-6 of tn~OPi~:lIck5 arriving plus total trucks depa~ting in a weekday period of7-9:30Alvf and 3-7 

]5jfv'T JJased on a PCEfactor of 2.5 and 40% oj the peak period trucks arriving in the two peak hours. 
Leoend: du ... dwellin;; unit; I'm .... room; hf per 1,000 squarefeet; emp ... employee. 
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Bicycle Access and Parking 

First "Bicycle Friendly Street" 

Bicycle Ordinance included in Development Regulations 
Residential: 1 Long Term p/Unit 

Commercial: 1 Long Term p/10,000sf 

Health Club, Restaurant, Bars, General: 
1 Long Term p/2,000sf 

1 Short Term p/10 Units 

1 Short Term p/S,OOOsf 

1 Short Term p/S,OOOsf 

Hotel: 1 Long Term p/ 20 guest rooms 1 Short Term p/20 guest rooms 

Bicycle Repair: 
Developments requiring 20 or more long-term parking spaces, 100 sf of repair/maintenance 
space for residents/employees 

FranklIn Ave 

Las Palmas 
z • Senior Citizen 
~ Center 

Fran hn PI VI 

" Q) 

3 
~ 
» 0 

'Q' Emp re 
.L Club 
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Planning Department Recommendations 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

• Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed 
and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-
0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying 
mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, and Adopt the related environmental Findings, and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental 
clearance for the proposed project 
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Planning Department Recommendations 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU8-CU-HD 

• Recommend approval of the Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 

• Recommend approval of the Height District Change from 20 to '2' 

• Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet 
of a R Zone. 

• Approve a Conditional Use 
• floor area averaging of a unified development 
• to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages 
• to permit live entertainment and dancing. 

• Approve Zone Variances 
• to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
• allowing reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility 
• allowing for reduced/shared on-site parking. 

RL0031168 



EM30252 

Planning Department Recommendations 

VTT-71837-CN-A1 

• DA includes Development Regulations that satisfy or supercede 
applicable provisions of the LAMC 

• Development Regulations provide for Development Flexibility 
• Land Use Equivalency Program limits uses based on maximum 

Commercial/Residential Scenarios analyzed and Maximum Trips 
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Conclusion 

Land Use and Context 

• Appropriate site 
• Infill development 
• Complements Hollywood, abutting 

uses and Walk of Fame 
• Consistent with the Community Plan 
• Bicycles and Transit 
• Walkable 
·TOD 

Benefits 

• Community Benefits Program 
• Short term and long term jobs 
• Tourist Attraction 
• $4.8 million to Affordable Housing 
• Arts Programming 
• Further revitalization of Hollywood 

DO REAL PLANNING 

• Landscaping/Public Plazas 
• Bicycles and Transit 
• Walkable Development 
• Shared/Reduced Parking Near Transit 
• Jobs-Housing Balance 

• Iconic landmark protection 
• Hotels 
• Spillover benefits to other businesses 
• Multiplier effect 
• Catalyst for Hollywood development 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Phil, 

EM30395 

Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:39 PM 
Philip Aarons 
Re: LA Times 

I am happy to call her. Take care. 

On Apr 2, 2013 8:37 PM, "Philip Aarons" <PAarons@millenniumptrs.com> wrote: 
Michael 
Great to talk to you yesterday. Thanks so much for the call. It turns out that Carla Hall is writing an 
editorial for the LA Times on the Millennium Hollywood project for Thursday's paper. I am scheduled to talk to her 
tomorrow morning but if you felt comfortable in giving her a call, I think it would be tremendously helpful. I can only give 
her the developer's perspective but you can speak for the City wide planning issues that are embodied by the project. Her 
office number is 213-237-6058 and her cell is 310-497-9944. I hope this is not too great an imposition but I think it could 
be of huge value. 
Many thanks, Phil 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31193 

Dennis Chew < dennis.chew@lacity.org > 

Tuesday, April 16, 2013 7:30 AM 
Randy Myer 
Re: Zoning Meeting 

OK, Randy, 7 PM @ your home, 1969 De Mille Drive Tuesday night 411612013. 
Are You going to sit outside of the gates to let us in? (Or do I use the secret code?) 
Dennis 

On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 4:59 PM, Randy Myer <randymyer@me.com>wrote: 
The Zoning Committee is planning a last-minute meeting to discuss the Millennium Project and community 
activists' request for a donation from us to fight the height. The meeting will be at my house at 7 pm tomorrow 
evemng. If you are interested in attending, please let me know. 

Thanks, 
Randy 

Dennis Chew 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: (818) 374-5050 
Fax: (818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacitv.orq 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Got it! 

EM30254 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 6:49 AM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Re: Fw: Request for Spanish Interpreter 

On Thu, Mar 28,2013 at 6:48 AM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Guys please fax vehicle information for the interpreters, see below for vehicle information. 

From: la ng uages4you@aol.com [ma ilto: la ng uages4you@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:07 AM 
To: i risJaga r-awa ku n i@lacitv.org < i risJaga r-awa ku n i@lacitv.org> 
Subject: Re: Request for Spanish Interpreter 

Good morning Ms. Gagar-Awakuni, 

The interpreters will be Ms. Nubia Aguirre, 97 Toyota Camry, Silver, 3WOL914; Ms. Annette 
Mendez White Lexus ES300 Lic #6JNV649 and I will also stop by to relieve them if they need it--but I 
don't need a parking permit. 

Thank you very much. 

Warm regards, 
Delia Torres 
Languages4you 
W: (818) 550-9299 

The best compliment you can give us is the referral of your colleagues. We thank you for your trust! 

-----Original Message-----
From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
To: Delia Torres <languages4you@aol.com> 
Sent: Tue, Mar 26, 2013 8:54 am 
Subject: Request for Spanish Interpreter 

Good morning Delia, 

I hope you're doing well. Once again, I'm requesting a Spanish interpreter this Thursday (3/28) from 8 a.m. till 4 p.m. You 
will be interpreting Item 6 and 7 only on the attached City Planning Commission agenda. The meeting will be in the 
Council Chambers Room 340. The Millennium Project is a very complicated and controversial case. Please let me know 
as soon as possible the availability of the interpreter. 

Thank you, 
Iris 
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~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

EM30255 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PIANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM32511 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Wednesday, May 01, 2013 10:02 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Thank you for the determination letter. Do you know when is the City going to certify the project or file the Notice of 
Determination? Is a date set yet at this time? 

Your response is greatly appreciated. 

;?ifan'Iin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Caltrans District 7 
Office of Transportation Planning 
IGRlCEQA Branch 
100 S. Main Street, MS 16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 
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Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 
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To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
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To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

EM32515 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32516 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30396 

Philip Aarons < PAarons@MillenniumPtrs.com> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:50 PM 
Michael LoGrande 

Subject: Re: LA Times 

Michael 
Thanks so much. I plan to talk to her at 10 tomorrow morning so maybe after that. 
Best, Phil 

On Apr 2,2013, at 11 :39 PM, "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Phil, 
I am happy to call her. Take care. 

On Apr 2, 2013 8:37 PM, "Philip Aarons" <PAarons@millenniumptrs.com> wrote: 
Michael 
Great to talk to you yesterday. Thanks so much for the call. It turns out that Carla Hall is writing an 
editorial for the LA Times on the Millennium Hollywood project for Thursday's paper. I am scheduled to 
talk to her tomorrow morning but if you felt comfortable in giving her a call, I think it would be 
tremendously helpful. I can only give her the developer's perspective but you can speak for the City wide 
planning issues that are embodied by the project. Her office number is 213-237-6058 and her cell is 310-
497-9944. I hope this is not too great an imposition but I think it could be of huge value. 
Many thanks, Phil 

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security. cloud service. 
For more information please visit http ://www.symanteccloud.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Luci! 

EM31194 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 16, 2013 11:28 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: CPC Determination (Millennium) 

We transmit the case one day after the appeal period ends (20 days). 

James 

On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 8:34 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi James, 

I hope you had a good and restful weekend (despite the gloom). I know it's Monday so I hate to pester you with 
this, but before the rep harasses you for the info, can you let me know when the case file gets transmitted to the 
city clerk. Is it when we issue the determination or after the appeal period ends? 

Thank you! 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 12:24 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi James, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I have a question pertaining to the Millennium project that went to CPC on 
3128 ... 

The applicant has asked us to hold off on issuing the determination to perhaps make some progress with 
Garcetti's office. In the meantime, the applicant was curious about when the case file gets sent to the City 
Clerk. ... does it get transmitted once the determination is issued, or once the appeal period ends? I'm assuming 
they want to keep it in our shop so as to keep Garcetti having full leverage once the case file is in the City 
Clerk's hands. 

Also, Michael wanted to know if CD 13 submitted a letter to the file when they spoke in opposition at the 
hearing. 

Thanks so much for your help. 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM31195 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks Ed. 

EM30397 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:53 PM 
edward 
Re: Super selective enforcement of quality-of-life ordinances in LA residential 
Neighborhoods 

On Mar 30,2013 5:45 PM, "Edward Hunt" <edvhunt@earthlink.net> wrote: 

Dear Michael, 

It was good to see you this week at the Millennium project hearing. I was personally pleased to see it gain the 
Commission's 6-0 approval. The opinion in our neighborhood is that this is a well-designed true mixed use transit

oriented project, very close to a subway stop. In that situation, we would rather see tall, slender towers with lots of 
open ground floor public pedestrian space and towers that are part of the view; rather than less tall, fat buildings with 
little ground floor public space and that block views. I hope they do equally well at PLUM and at Council. 

Thank you for supporting our Plan Check NC meeting this coming Saturday to try to finally resolve once and for all who 
cites HPOZ and other zoning violations in multi-family use properties in our City. As you know, we don't care who cites, 
we just think the citations and follow up enforcement should be effective and fair with the same rules for all. 

On a related subject, it has now been over a year and a half since our Council member (and probably future Mayor) 
Garcetti, at the request of a few very well- organized vocal nearby jealous gang families and scofflaws (that do not live, 
work or own property in our Melrose Hill neighborhood); proposed that the great majority of our over 100-year old 
historic neighborhood be changed to an lIover height fence neighborhood" with 6' tall fences 18" back from the sidewalk 
and a phony IImoratorium" (that never went into effect in our neighborhood) on any enforcement of quality of life 
violations. This was in direct opposition to our Neighborhood Council that voted to exclude our entire 4,500 resident 
neighborhood from the fence district and the phony IImoratorium." 

By now, we all know these two motions are generally phony-baloney, and are just an effort to weaken LID and the hard 
fought residentia l guidelines in the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, to ca lm these very well-organized 
vocal gang/scofflaw groups (at least until after the elections) and to waste a lot of scarce Planning time and resources. 

As we have repeatedly stated, we have no objection to Eric's tall fences, paved over front yards and front yard parking 
lots if it is the way the majority of the residents of those neighborhoods really want to live. Our concern is that the so 
vocal scofflaws are really just that, a very well-organized very vocal MINORITY just trying to get out of paying their own 
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non-compliance fees for their own code violations. And that the MAJORITY would prefer a safe green neighborhood 
where the City's quality-of-life laws apply to all residents equally. I guess you and Kevin will determine that in your 

survey. 

For our neighborhood, as Kevin can verify, we have requested a "Just obey the law" neighborhood designation. As you 
are probably aware, our neighborhood has worked for 34 years to try to support City laws and ordinances and to teach 
that to our children, now grown and many now owners with their own children in our neighborhood. Attached are our 
neighborhood goals since 1989. Even our neighborhood Lemon Grove Park is not fenced other than the play fields and 
tot lot. 

We believe these are all reasons for our comparatively low crime rate, our no to low fences, our green shaded 
landscaped front yards and our rare instances of graffiti, dumping, etc. This is in stark contrast to the gang/scofflaw 
neighborhoods to the east and west of us with their illegal tall fences, graffiti, Illegally paved over front yards, dumping, 
illegal front yard parking, open storage, heavy gang presence, frequent extortion and intimidation schemes and general 
disrespect for our City's laws and ordinances. 

Perhaps the answer is the City could create a formal "gang/scofflaw neighborhood" designation for those 
neighborhoods that really want to live that way. Those residents would be free to build unlimited height front yard 
fences 18" back from the sidewalk. They would be free to remove their trees and landscaping and pave over their front 

yards and parkways and store unlimited vehicles and open storage in their residential front yards. 

What do you think Michael? If it would be helpful, we would be pleased to give you and your appropriate staff a tour of 
our neighborhood and the proposed HPOZ expansion area, as well as of the surrounding scofflaw neighborhoods so that 
you can see for yourself the absurdity of making the Melrose Hill Neighborhood into an lIover height fence 

neighborhood." 

In any case, please let us know your schedule for proceeding with Eric's two motions. The last we heard was Kevin's 
promise to the City Council PLUM Committee to be back to them in IIJanuary." We guess he meant January, 2014. 

Keep up your good work, Michael! You have a very tough job. With highest personal regard, I am, 

Sincerely, 

Edward Villareal Hunt, AlA, ASLA 

President, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 
2 
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323-646-6287 

NO REPLY 
From: edward [mailto:edvhunt@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2012 6:44 PM 
To: Michael LoGrande (michael,logrand@lacity.org) 
Cc: Eric (eric.garcetti@lacity.org); 'Christine Jerian'; 'Steven Whiddon'; 'Maggi Fajnor'; 'Mitch 
O'Farrell'; 'Mitch O'Farrell'; 'David Bell'; 'Eva Yuan-McDaniel'; 'Sharon Commins'; 'August Steurer'; 
'Pablo & Jackie Ruiz'; 'marlene.savage@ca.rr.com'; 'Frank Wada' 
Subject: Eric Garcetti plan for super selective enforcement in LA residential Neighborhoods 

Dear Michael, 

As you know, about a year ago, our Council Member, Eric Garcetti, proposed that the great majority of our some 4,500 
resident neighborhood be changed to an "over height fence neighborhood" at the request of a couple of the surrounding 
vocal scofflaw groups that do not live, work or own property in our neighborhood and were just trying to get out of paying 
their LADBS noncompliance fees in their own neighborhoods. There was no notice to our neighborhood or any attempt 
to poll the attitudes of the majority of our residents and property owners or meet with our neighborhood leaders. 

In addition, Eric requested a "moratorium" on the LADBS enforcement and fees for all front yard violations. Note that 
this was just months after Eric and his fellow council members had increased the fees 1,800% from $50 to now over $900; 
with the first $365 due even if the owner immediately corrects the violation (which seems unfair to us). 

These 2 proposals were in opposition to 33 years of our neighborhood trying to keep these ugly front yard violations 
(illegal fences, illegal front yard paveovers, and illegal front yard parking and open storage) out of our neighborhood (see 
our attached goals). This was also in opposition to our and our Neighborhood Council's written request to Eric (with 
copies to you) recommending our some 100 acre neighborhood be EXEMPTED from the proposed scofflaw areas in 
Eric's motion. 

This was also in opposition to numerous guidelines of the newly approved Hollywood Community Plan Update as you 
can easily verify with Kevin or Mary. This is also in opposition to numerous Departments of the City (including yours) 
whose efforts lately have been to ENCOURAGE attractive green landscaped residential front yards. An example is the 
new LID ordinance. 
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Also, this is clearly "selective enforcement" which we are told by Building and Safety is against the law. Also, the tall 
fence neighborhood ordinance requires that fences be moved 18 inches back from the sidewalk and requires 5' and 10' 
"visibility triangles," landscaping, irrigation and numerous other very expensive modifications to existing fences. Also 
this is counter-productive to your Department's proposal in the now passed HCPU to expand our HPOZ. 

Last week, I spoke to our new Council Deputy, Christine Jerian, who adamantly refused to reconsider the obviously 
erroneous boundaries in Eric's motion and said it was now in the hands of the "Planning Department" which is a bit of a 
surprise. Does your Department really have nothing better to do with your resources than to try to support illegal selective 
enforcement and uglify our 100-year old neighborhood with these obnoxious front yard violations at the request of a few 
surrounding scofflaws that have no connection with our 4,500 resident neighborhood? 

It has already been a year, so our question is WHEN and how is your Department going to resolve this? Is the 
"moratorium" in effect or not? What is your schedule? Will we be able to participate in your process and if so, WHEN 
and how? 

Michael, please answer our questions. We are disgusted at the so far one year runaround and this ridiculous waste of 
time. 

With highest personal regard, I am, 

Sincerely, 

Edward Villareal Hunt, AI.A, AS.L.A 

President, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 

4928 W. Melrose Hill, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

323 .856.9914, Cell: 323 .646.6287 

Email: edvhunt@earthlink.net 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you! 

EM31196 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 16, 201311:31 AM 
James Williams 
Re: CPC Determination (Millennium) 

On Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11:27 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Luci! 

We transmit the case one day after the appeal period ends (20 days). 

James 

On Mon, Apr 15, 2013 at 8:34 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi James, 

I hope you had a good and restful weekend (despite the gloom). I know it's Monday so I hate to pester you with 
this, but before the rep harasses you for the info, can you let me know when the case file gets transmitted to the 
city clerk. Is it when we issue the determination or after the appeal period ends? 

Thank you! 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 12:24 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi James, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I have a question pertaining to the Millennium project that went to CPC on 
3128 ... 

The applicant has asked us to hold off on issuing the determination to perhaps make some progress with 
Garcetti's office. In the meantime, the applicant was curious about when the case file gets sent to the City 
Clerk. ... does it get transmitted once the determination is issued, or once the appeal period ends? I'm assuming 
they want to keep it in our shop so as to keep Garcetti having full leverage once the case file is in the City 
Clerk's hands. 

Also, Michael wanted to know if CD 13 submitted a letter to the file when they spoke in opposition at the 
hearing. 

Thanks so much for your help. 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EM31197 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31198 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Laurie, 

EM30256 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 6:57 AM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: millennium FEIR 

I am sorry, but I was in meetings all day yesterday and I am still catching up on my e-mails for this project. The 
City Attorney has not cancelled the CPC hearing. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27,2013 at 4:43 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I just left you a voice mail. has the city attorney cancelled tomorrow's planning commission hearing, or is it still 
on? would love to know. thanks! 

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the flu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1:41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12,2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
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- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24,2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14,2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectIDEIRlDEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
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Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well . 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alan, 

EM32517 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 01, 2013 10:12 AM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

As I mentioned previously, the City Clerk will schedule the case for PLUM once the appeal period ends and 
again for the full City Council action after PLUM. We have no influence as to when it gets scheduled and will 
only be notified once they have scheduled it. Again, I will forward that along when we receive notice. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 10:02 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Thank you for the determination letter. Do you know when is the City going to certify the project or file the Notice of 
Determination? Is a date set yet at this time? 

Your response is greatly appreciated. 

;?ifan'Iin, P.E. 

Transportation Engineer-Civil 

Caltrans District 7 

Office of Transportation Planning 

IGRlCEQA Branch 

100 S. Main Street, MS 16 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

(213) 897-8391 Office 
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(213) 897-1337 Fax 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 
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To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 
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Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
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We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32522 

6 

RL0031200 



Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32524 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ok. 

EM30401 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 02, 2013 8:54 PM 
PAarons@millenniumptrs.com 

Re: LA Times 

From: Philip Aarons [mailto: PAarons@MilienniumPtrs.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2013 08:50 PM 
To: Michael LoGrande < michael.ioqrande@lacitv.orq> 
Subject: Re: LA Times 

Michael 
Thanks so much. I plan to talk to her at 10 tomorrow morning so maybe after that. 
Best, Phil 

On Apr 2,2013, at 11 :39 PM, "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Phil, 
I am happy to call her. Take care. 

On Apr 2, 2013 8:37 PM, "Philip Aarons" <PAarons@millenniumptrs.com> wrote: 
Michael 
Great to talk to you yesterday. Thanks so much for the call. It turns out that Carla Hall is writing an 
editorial for the LA Times on the Millennium Hollywood project for Thursday's paper. I am scheduled to 
talk to her tomorrow morning but if you felt comfortable in giving her a call, I think it would be 
tremendously helpful. I can only give her the developer's perspective but you can speak for the City wide 
planning issues that are embodied by the project. Her office number is 213-237-6058 and her cell is 310-
497-9944. I hope this is not too great an imposition but I think it could be of huge value. 
Many thanks, Phil 

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security. cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

luci --

EM32525 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmaii.com> 
Wednesday, May 01, 2013 5:25 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
quick q rei millennium letter of determination 

i'm finishing my piece on Millennium and spent the last few hours reading the letters of determination (thanks 
for mailing). I don't see much that's different. Could you tell me what's changed? 

thanks 

laurie 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi James, 

EM31199 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, April 16, 2013 12:03 PM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium letter? 

You around to discuss the project that was in Commission on Thursday? It was item #4. 

Marcel 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :09 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marcel, 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28,2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
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213.473.7721 
www.cd13.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30260 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 7:20 AM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Subject: Reminder: City Planning Commission Hearing @ Thu Mar 28,2013 7:30am - 5pm 
(JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBERS) 

more details» 
City Planning Commission Hearing 
Re: Hollywood Millennium project, a mixed use project located adjacent to the Capitol Records in the Hollywood 
Community Plan area. The project is highly controversial and It is anticipated that at least 250+ people to show up at the 
meeting. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 
P: 213.978.1249 F: 213.978.1029 
E: iris.faqar-awakuni@lacity.orq 
200 N. Spring St., Room 272 

When Thu Mar 28, 2013 7:30am - 5pm Pacific Time 

Where JF Chambers C!D..§Q) 

Calendar JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

Who • Wendy Fraticelli - creator 

• Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

• Russ Bellenot - optional 

• LAPD temp - optional 

• Ted Lin - optional 

• Michael Johnson - optional 

• Tony Ighani - optional 

• Justin Wesson - optional 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar JOHN 
FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBERS. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.goog le.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Luci, 

EM27788 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 5:01 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Jerry Neuman 
Hollywood Dell and CHNC 
CHNC Proposal.pdf; newimage.pdf 

As requested, attached for your reference is correspondence from the Dell Association and the Hollywood 

Central Neighborhood Council related to benefit requests. 

Please feel free to reach me or Jerry with any questions. 

Best regards, 

Alfred 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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CHNC/Millennium Development Agreement 

Commercial Property Enhancement Program (CPEP) $5,000,000 

Commercial Property Enhancement Program (CPEP) would draw on the work from the 

former Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA/LA) in an effort 

to spur economic development, improve existing businesses and attract new retailers to 
the historic commercial core of Hollywood. Through the upgrade and beautification of 

buildings, CPEP would be aligned with the City's strategic objective to strengthen the Los 
Angeles economy and to specifically address the goal of supporting and attracting 

businesses. The boundaries of the CPEP for the Millennium Development Agreement could 
be reduced or modified from those proposed by the CRA/LA. (see attached) 

Transportation Management Office $5,000,000 Bond 

The applicant/developer shall establish, fund and operate a Transportation Management 
Office (TMO) to encourage and manage the transit facilities onsite and offer the 

opportunity to others in the community to participate in a Transportation Demand 
Management (TOM) program. The Applicant is required to employ a full time paid TOM 

coordinator along with an office, phones, computers and printers at the time of the 
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy or later, as determined by DOT. DOT should be 

present during the interview process for such coordinator. 

The applicant/developer will fund the TMO until future enrollment from additional 
participants or other projects can make the TMO self-sufficient. It is understood that future 

projects will be required to participate and fund their fair share for the TMO and TOM. A 
performance bond, in the amount of five million dollars, shall be posted to insure the 

operation of this shuttle service. The details and specifics of the bond shall be to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Transportation. 

Park Improvements $550,000, plus $5,000 annually 

Money provided would benefit the Hollywood Cap Park ($500,000) and De Longpre Park 

($50,000 plus $5,000 annually) and would pay for the ongoing Environmental Review 
process of the Hollywood Cap Park and for immediate improvements and repairs of De 

Longpre Park with ongoing support of park maintenance and upkeep for the term of the 
Development Agreement. Improvements would include, but not be limited to improved 

sign age, lighting, landscaping and the installation of a publicly accessible Wi-Fi (or 
hotspot) for park users. The Wi-Fi (or hotspot) would be consistent with Council File 11-

1812. (see attached) 

Central Hollywood Community Design Overlay $500,000 
The Central Hollywood Community Design Overlay would implement the Hollywood 
Community Plan's Land Use Policy 2.5 (to support guidelines for well-designed 

development) and specifically Land Use Program 2.5.1 which is to "support the 
implementation of a Sunset Boulevard design overlay or zoning overlay in central 

Hollywood, including Sunset Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard, which may include 

guidelines for site planning and building design, controls on lot consolidation, and possible 

requirements for approved plans prior to demolition, in order to ensure that infill 
development in the Regional Center complements existing neighborhood character." (see 

attached) 
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Vine Street Medians $500,000 
The Central Hollywood Neighborhood Council recently supported preliminary work to be 
done on the potential installation of landscaped medians along Vine Street between 

Hollywood Boulevard and Melrose Avenue. The funding provided through the Millennium 

Development Agreement would go toward engineering and design costs with any 
remaining money going toward the installation of medians. The Vine Street medians would 

be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's Land Use Policy 3.16 and 4.16 and 
Mobility Plan 1.87.2. (see attached) 

Public Services $500,000 

Money provided would benefit the Hollywood Division of the Los Angeles Police 
Department and would pay for improvements and repairs of the divisions facilities located 

at Wilcox Avenue, De Longpre Avenue and Fountain Avenue. Most importantly, 

improvements would include, but not be limited to energy efficiency upgrades and 
improvements to the auxiliary building at the southern end of the property. 

Traffic Calming $500,000 
The applicant shall guarantee through the B-permit process the installation of traffic 

calming measures around Hollywood Presbyterian church, on LaBaig and Carlos Avenues 
and Yucca Street and may include, but not be limited to diagonal parking and speed bumps 

along Yucca Street. 

Full-service Grocery Store 25,000 sq. ft. 
uU(Jng tne I erm, tne property Uwner snail use commerclOlly reasonable eJJorts and pursue 
lease letters of intent to lease a 25,000 square-foot space to a full-service grocery store. 

Said condition is consistent with the Development Agreement at University of Southern 
California. 

Roof-top (Upper-level) Observation Deck -

The applicant shall provide a roof-top (upper-level) observation deck which will be free and 
publicly accessible. Signage at the ground-level and on certain promotional materials shall 

advertise the availability of the roof-top (upper-level) observation deck. 

Dog Park -
Money provided through Quimby fees and the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax (and 
specifically that money going into the proposed "Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities 

Fund") shall result in the construction of a local dog park not smaller than that having been 
built at Grand Park in downtown Los Angeles. 

Bicycle Maintenance Facility -
The proposed bicycle maintenance facility shall be offered to the Bicycle Kitchen at no cost. 
This project was contemplated by the LA/CRA. 
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The Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of 
Los Angeles (CRA/LA) has established the Hollywood 
Commercial Property Enhancement Program (CPEP) in an effort 
to spur economic development, improve existing businesses 
and attract new retailers to the historic commercial core 
of Hollywood. Through the upgrade and beautification of 
buildings, CPEP is aligned with CRA/Lt\s strategic objective to 
Strengthen the Los Angeles Economy and to specifically address 
the goal of Supporting and Attracting Businesses. 

The purpose of CPEP is to assist business and property owners 
to beautify storefronts and upgrade commercial spaces. Exterior 
improvements to properties in this commercial core will not 
only potentially draw more patrons to the district and revitalize 
the area, but also can serve as a catalyst to attract new retailer 
interest. Interior improvements will help to meet the needs of 
current businesses as well as prepare retail commercial spaces 
for new and diverse uses. 

Through CPEP, CRA/LA will be joining forces with the Hollywood 
Entertainment District Business Improvement District's 
"Hollywood Facelift" program by making funding available to 
eligible businesses and property owners that will enable them 
to make exterior and interior improvements. 

What is (PEP? 
CPEP offers businesses and property owners loans to improve 
the appearance of businesses and properties in the designated 
Target Area in the Hollywood commercial core. The conditional 
loans do not require cash repayments and are deemed repaid 
over a ten-year period if the recipient simply maintains the 
property and meets the conditions of the contract. 

(PEP Program (omponents 
There are two components to the program: Exterior only 
Component (EOC) and Exterior and Interior Component (EIC). 
The conditional loan program offers qualified applicants 
between $37,500 and up to $200,000 to make exterior 
or interior improvements to businesses and buildings. 
Depending on the size of the storefront, applicants may 
qualify for certain minimum funding amounts without a 
matching requirement. Applicants may request additional funds 
totaling $200,000 with a required dollar-for-dollar match. 

Who is eligible? 
Property owners and tenants of commercial property within 
the Target Area (see map). Applicants will be evaluated based 
on level of need, location, projects that enhance pedestrian 
activity, and entrepreneurial business activity. 

What can the (PEP funds be used for? 

Exterior* 

Doors, windows, awnings and canopies 

Exterior treatments or wall finishes 

Replace or remove security doors and grills 

Improve or replace signs 

Building ornamentation; fa~ade components 

Paint 

Energy efficient architectural, decorative, and 
security lighting 

Landscaping 

Addressing and correcting code violations 

* Exterior improvements to a Historic Resource must conform 
to Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation of 
Historic Structures. 

Interior 

Installation of permanent fixtures, wall separations, 
decorative masonry walls, and flooring 

New windows and doors 

Replacement of fixtures and components 

Site preparation for new construction 

Upgrade facility to accommodate a variety of new 
retail/commercial uses and floor plans 

Improvements related to electrical, HVAC, plumbing, 
life safety, accessibility, bathrooms and energy 
efficiency 
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Who designs the improvements? 

For the EOC, the CRA/LA will hire an architect and contractor 
to complete the improvements. With the EIC, participants 
may elect to hire their own contractors, and the CRA/LA will 
reimburse the participant for eligible costs. All design work 
and plans must be jointly approved by the CRA/LA and the 
participant before work begins. 

Bonus Resources: DWP Exterior Lighting Funds 

Applicants may be eligible for up to an additional $15,000 
through the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (DWP) to fund energy efficient exterior lighting 
and fixtures. New energy efficient lighting not only saves 
energy, but also enhances security in the area and creates a 
more pedestrian-friendly environment. 

Funding Availability 

Initial funding consideration will be made through a call 
for applications. Thereafter, should there be any remaining 
funds, applications will be accepted on an open window 
basis until all allocated money has been committed. 

Program Application 

To obtain detailed program guidelines and an application, 
call or email the CRA/LA Hollywood Regional Office. 

For more information 
Please contact CRA/ LA Hollywood staff at 323.960.2660 or 
email hollywoodinfo@cra.lacity.org 

Hollywood Facelift Project 

For additional information about the Hollywood Facelift 
Project established by the Hollywood Entertainment District 
Business Improvement District, visit their website: 
www.hollywoodbid.org 
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eRA/LA: 
We make strategic investments 
to create economic opportunity 
and improve the quality of life for 
the people who live and work 
in our neighborhoods 
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//-/&/:L 'NF()PMATION TECH. & GEN. SERVICES 
ARTS, PARKS & NEIGHBORHOODS 

MOTION OCT 2 5 2011 

Technology has changed the way the world works; people now communicate tlu'ough e-mail and 
social media, conduct business online, search for jobs, submit applications, and use the internet 
for obtaining news, documents, and research. 

Everyone should have access to this invaluable tool, however, some people do not have regular 
access to the internet, due to what researchers have termed "the digital divide," meaning the gap 
between individuals with regard to their 0ppOliunity to access information and communication 
technologies; 

In the City of Los Angeles, one of the largest cities in the world with a population of 
approximately 3.8 million people, many residents do not have internet access at home and must 
rely on obtaining access tlu'ough schools or public libraries, which are not equipped to handle the 
high volume of usage; 

One way to increase access to the internet is tlu'ough installation of WiFi hotspots in areas with 
high demand and little connectivity, which would allow Angelenos to access the internet and 
reduce the demand and wait time at library and school computers; 

This has been done at Universities tlu'oughout the country, where students can connect to the 
internet tlu'ough WiFi hotspots on campus, allowing them to access the internet in classrooms 
and in campus parks, and opening up space at the computer facilities; 

The City of New York can also serve as an example having recently brought free internet to all 
of the city' s parks through a pruinership with AT&T; 

While the City of Los Angeles does have WiFi at some of its locations, like City Hall, it is 
utilized more by City employees then the public, and is not available in areas of high public 
usage; 

The City of Los Angeles should consider new ways to close the digital divide and explore a 
partnership, like the City of New York, with a wireless provider that will place WiFi hotspots in 
the City ' s parks and libraries; 

I THEREFORE MOVE, that the City Council instruct the Chief Administrative Officer, with 
assistance of the Information Technology Agency, Recreation and Parks, and City Libraries, to 
repOli to the Information Technology and General Services Committee on the ability to place 
WiFi hotspots in City pmks and libraries, the potential costs, and the ability to work with private 
companies to provide the service. 

PRESENTED BY~ 
RICH ARC ON 

C '1 b 7th D' . ounCl mem er, lstnct 

" . 'J , 
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Hollywood Community Plan Chapter 3 Land Use Plan 

By directing residential and commercial development to districts, centers and 
boulevards which are adjacent to transit infrastructure and improving the 
accessibility of the transit system, the Hollywood Community Plan attempts to 
provide the Hollywood community with a variety of mobility options. Mobility 
options make it possible for Hollywood's residents and visitors to reduce their 
dependence on automobiles. 

Hybrid industrial zones (Map 31) allow a mixture of industrial uses with 
residential or commercial uses along the borders of the Media District, to provide 
a transition between industrial uses and surrounding neighborhoods. The Plan 
restores citywide standards of housing density in High Medium Residential Land 
Use designations (Map 30) and reinstates citywide standards for commercial 
intensity along commercial corridors. 

The Plan supports existing citywide measures, and efforts of the Community 
Redevelopment Agency, to increase the supply of housing. The Plan also supports 
providing a range of housing opportunities for residents who have a wide range 
of incomes. 

Policies and Programs 
Policies to promote jobs and housing growth in the Regional Center: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the 
Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center (Map 25). 

Policy LU.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential 
development within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center 
land use designation to include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, 
between Gower and the 101 Freeway (Map 25). 

Policy LU.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the 
needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade show, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities. including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local 
context. 

Policies to ensure that infill development is well-designed: 

Policy LU.2.S: Support guidelines for well-designed development. 

Program LU.2.S.1: Support the implementation of a Sl:IRset BOl:llevars 
(oFRFRURity DesigR Overlay District (Map 2S) aRd a Hollywood Boulevard 
(oFRFRURity DesigR Overlay District (Map 2e) design overlay or zoning overlay in 

77 
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Hollywood Community Plan Chapter 3 Land Use Plan 

central Hollywood. including Sunset Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard. which 
may include guidelines for site planning and building design. controls on lot 
consolidation. and possible requirements for approved plans prior to demolition. 
in order to ensure that infill development in the Regional Center complements 
existing neighborhood character. 

Policy LU.2.6: Maintain and improve existing elements of neighborhood design 
which create well-designed residential development in higher density, multifamily 
neighborhoods. 

Policy LU.2.7: Utilize existing alleys to reinforce pedestrian character, walkability, 
and bikeability. 

Policy LU.2.8: Support design standards that utilize existing alleys to reinforce 
pedestrian character, walkability and bikeability in multifamily residential 
neighborhoods (Map 28). Encourage use of rear alleys for access to parking areas. 

Policy LU.2.9: Infill development throughout the Hollywood Community Plan 
area should conform with the general urban design standards contained in 
Chapter 7. 

Policy LU.2.9A: Ensure that discretionary commercial rooftop uses within 500 
feet of residentially zones areas mitigate noise levels. including any necessary 
noise analysis reports. 

Policy LU.2.9B: Require noise abatement plans for newly proposed entertainment 
venues requiring discretionary approval. 

Policy LU.2.9C: Support architectural innovation and dynamic roof forms while 
balancing life safety issues in consultation with the Fire Department. 

Policies to promote jobs-housing balance: 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing 
growth in the Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor 
Area Ratio (FAR) Incentive Areas (Map 25). 

Policy LU.2.11: Support provision of minimum Floor Area Ratios in Mixed-Use 
Incentive Areas consistent with Map 25. 

Policies to focus jobs and housing growth in areas with supportive 
transit infrastructure: 

Policy LU.2.12: Incentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and 
along transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use 
development around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the 
Metro Rail, Metro Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines (Map 29) . 
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Policy LU.3.11: Encourage street benches for resting. 

Policy LU.3.12: Develop pedestrian paths to activity centers that make walking 
convenient, safe and practical. 

Policy LU.3.13: Support improved pedestrian access to large entertainment 
venues, such as the Hollywood Bowl. 

Policy LU.3.14: Support alternative pedestrian crossing system, such as diagonal 
crossing to expedite pedestrian crossing at intersections. 

Policy LU.3.1S: Maintain streets which are well-lighted and clean with safe, 
clearly marked street crossings. 

Policy LU.3.16: Encourage landscaped medians, where feasible, in consultation 
with the Department of Transportation. 

Policies and Programs to make streets attractive: 

Policy LU.3.17: Encourage public art, landscaping, street furniture and plazas 
which encourage pedestrians to linger in designated spaces. 

Policy LU.3.18: Design streets that are attractive: Establish Streetscape Plans 
for selected streets segments. 

Program LU.3.18.1: Develop Streetscape Plans (Maps 34, 35 and 36) for the 
following streets segments: 

• Hollywood Boulevard between Gower Avenue and the 101 Freeway 

• Western Avenue between Franklin Avenue and Melrose Avenue 

• Santa Monica Boulevard between Vine Street and the 101 Freeway 

• Cahuenga Boulevard between Hollywood and Sunset Boulevards 

• La Brea Avenue between Franklin and Rosewood Avenues 

• Melrose Avenue between Seward Avenue and Hoover Street 

Policy LU.3.19: Preserve distinctive street features such as wide landscaped 
parkways, landscaped medians, special paving and street lights, when feasible, to 
enhance walkability. 

Policy LU.3.20: Support the establishment of street lighting districts to restore 
character street lights and fixtures. 

Policies to encourage building designs which consider the pedestrian 
experience: 

Policy LU.3.21: Encourage building designs which create interesting, attractive 
walking environments on streets with high pedestrian activity. 

DRAFTJebruary 27,2012 90 

RL0031216 



EM27797 

Policy LU.4.16: Work with other City departments, neighborhood associations, 
business improvement districts and private developers to promote trees in parkways, 
landscaped medians, community gateways and throughout the Plan Area. 

Policies to promote green roofs: 

Policy LU.4.17: The Plan supports the use of rooftops for Open Space, where 
public safety permits. 

Policy LU.4.18: The Plan supports the use of rooftops for running tracks, 
gardens and other recreational purposes. 

Policies to promote public plazas: 

Policy LU.4.19: Encourage the construction of public plazas, in addition to 
greenspaces. 

Policy LU.4.20: The Plan supports granting a Floor Area Bonus through a 
discretionary process in exchange for the provision of a public plaza. 

Policy LU.4.21: The Plan supports the consideration of limited and selective 
street closings for public plazas, when circulation is not adversely impacted. 

Policy LU.4.22: The Plan supports the closure of Hudson Avenue, between 
Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street, to create a public plaza. 

Policy LU.4.23: Maintain existing pedestrian access to alleys, plazas and other 
public spaces. 

Policies to support community facilities: 

Policy LU.4.24: Encourage the provision of community facilities and open space 
within private discretionary projects. 

Policy LU.4.2S: The Plan supports the provision of community facilities to be 
used for classes, bicycle amenities, adult and child daycare, community meetings 
and other community purposes. 

Policy LU.4.26: The Plan supports allowing community centers to utilize 
alternative means of providing required parking. 

Policies to support the use of open space for cemeteries: 

Policy LU.4.27: Support the provision of adequate lands for funeral services. 
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Hollywood Community Plan Chapter 4 Mobility Plan 

Policies to manage neighborhood traffic: 

Neighborhood traffic management plans are plans which are developed and 
implemented by the Department of Transportation to reduce traffic speeds and 
volumes on the streets of neighborhoods which are affected by cut-through traffic. 
The Mobility Plan recommends several areas in Hollywood where neighborhood 
traffic management plans should be considered. 

Policy M.1.86: Minimize cut-through traffic with neighborhood traffic 
management plans which are bicycle-friendly. 

Policy M.1.87: Continue to implement traffic calming measures in residential 
neighborhoods which are impacted by regional and arterial street traffic, while 
maintaining pedestrian and bicycle circulation. 

Program M.1.87.1: Study cut-through traffic in the area bounded by Franklin 
and Hollywood Boulevard on the north, La Brea Avenue on the east, Fountain 
Avenue on the south, Fairfax Avenue on the west, and the area bounded by 
Hollywood Boulevard on the north, Fairfax Avenue on the east, Sunset Boulevard 
on the south, Laurel Canyon Boulevard on the west, and prepare a neighborhood 
traffic management plan, pending results of study. 

Program M.1.87.2: Consider the implementation of Neighborhood Traffic 
Management Plans, including possible speed humps, medians, directional signs. 
and other streetscape improvements along canyon routes and associated streets 
across the Hollywood Hills, as well as neighborhoods generally located between 
the following streets: 

Franklin Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Sunset and Hollywood Boulevards 

Sunset and Santa Monica Boulevards 

Santa Monica Boulevard and Melrose Avenue, including blocks south of 
Melrose Avenue 

• Franklin Avenue and Mulholland Drive 

• Highland Avenue. La Brea Avenue. and Martel Avenue along the Willoughby 
Corridor 

Policy M.1.88: Consider the establishment of a neighborhood traffic 
management plan upon approving a major development project. 

Program M.1.88.1: Work with the Department ofTransportation to design routes 
for valet parkers which minimize traffic impacts on residential neighborhoods. 

Policy M.1.89: Monitor "cut-through" traffic patterns and spillover parking 
from adjacent commercial areas as growth continues over time. 
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ATIACHMENT A-l ORIGINAL LIST 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood 

Hollywood & Central Hollywood & East 
Hollywood/B everly 

Hollywood & Central Mid-City Corridors 

Hollywood & Central Mid-City Corridors 

Hollywood & Central Mid-City Corridors 

EM27799 

LIST OF ACTIVITIES 

(INCLUDING PROGRAMS, PROJECTS) 

Hollywood Business Assistance Implementation of a strategy to attract 
Boulevard Retail additional resources to and physically 
Attraction and improve the project area's core 

Retention Strategy commercial corridor 

Business Incentive Public Improvement On-going program to provide fagade 
Programs improvement grants and matching 

rehabilitation loans for commercial 
businesses 

HCIP-Commercial Improvement Provide financial assistance to 
Historic Storefront business for facades improvement 

Grant 
Metro Bike Improvement Implement design improvements and 

construction of for a bicycle facility to 
be operated by Bicycle Kitchen 

Santa Public Improvement Implement public improvements 
MonicalWestern conSisting of sidewalk repairs, bike 

racks, and design features, 
crosswalks and street trees 

Walk of Fame Public Improvement Provide improvements on the Walk of 

Pedestrian Public Improvement Implement public improvements 
Crossroads consisting of sidewalk repairs, tree 

wells, tree planting. 

Open Public Improvement Public improvements on Hudson 
Space/Sustainable Plaza, De Longpre/La Brea. 

Business Improvement Provide financial assistance to 
Retention/Attraction business to are relocating, expanding, 

or "greening" their operations 

Orchard Gables Community Facility Rehabilitation of historic resource and 
conversion to space for operation of 
cultural program and a small business 
office space 

HollywoodlWestern Public Improvement Implement public improvements 
Streets cape consisting of sidewalk repairs, bike 

racks, and design features. 
crosswalks and street trees 

Wilcox Shrader DOT Mixed Use Mixed-use development to provide 
Lot - Mixed-Use 300 public parking spaces and 60-

Development units of affordable housing 

Vine Street Tower Commercial Development of a 128.000 square 
feet office building to serve 
entertainment-related companies 

5555 Hollywood Housing 120 -unit affordable housing 
Housing development for seniors 

Villas at Gower Housing 70-units of speoial needs housing 

Housing Projects Housing Pipeline of housing projects currently 
Pending being underwritten; Gordon, 

Selma-Cherokee/LAUSD and 
Western-Carlton are family projects 
and the Step-Up projects are special 
needs 

Coronel Housing Housing 54-unit affordable housing 
Project development for families 

Ebony Reparatory Community Facility capital improvements 
Theatre 

NHPAC(Art Community Facility capital improvements 
Program) 

Tuelyn Terrace Housing Rehabilitation of a 91-unit affordable 
housing project with existing 
covenants. Phase I - provide 
$225,000 loan for meet fire, life, 
safetyguidelines. Prepare 

$125,000 

$250,000 

$457,500 

$465,000 

$500,000 

$500,000 

$1,116,300 

$1,500,000 

$1,750,000 

$1,910,900 

$2,000,000 

$4,000,000 

$4,625,000 

$4,680,000 

$6,750,000 

$8,800,000 

$5,027,000 

$50,000 

$400,000 

$622,000 
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Hollywood Del! Civic Association 
P~bl!t: Benefits Package 

Millennium Hoflyw~ Project 

1} Install a traffic Signal andcrosswa!k at the Franklin and Ivar intersection, 
2) Install traffic signal(s} and crosswalk at the Cahuenga and Odin/Cahuenga Terrace , 
- Intersection. 
~ ~ 
,if) Reconfigure the Fr.anklln/Argyle intersection as follows: (" 

I a) On Argyle install a separate northbound lane for toru traffic into the Hollywood Dell 
neighborhood that is not hindered by right or left turn traffic onto Franldln/l01 Fl.',r'l, 

',. 

b) Program the pedestrian walk/don't walk signal at Franklin and Argyle so a!llanes are 
stopped while pedestrians cross, 

-_ .::~ c) Maintain 2-southbound through traffic lanes and i-left turn lane from Argyle crossing 
Franklin. .(" ~ 

4) Ellminate the Franklin eastbound "Left lHum" onto the 101 Fwy.:/ ___ -~//"-.., 
' 5) Pay CAURANS's costs to extend the 101 northbound on-ramp arF'rnnklin an~:.~:~~?._.J\.. 

aHow more stacking of cars on the onramp. _. 

6) Pay CAlTRANS and DOT's oosts associated with synchronizing the ramp light timing on 101 ~ 

northbound onramp and the left turn Signal for the northbound traffic entering the Freeway 
from the Argyle/Franklin intersection. ---~ , 

7) Pay CALTRANS cost of beautifying/landscaping and maintaining the hWside on the, 
northwest side of Franklin and Argy!e onramp including irrigation. . 

8} Pay CAlTRANS or DOT's cost of beautifying/landscaping the hillside south Franklin Ave 
between Cahuenga and Vine Street with plantings similar to the Franklin Ivar Park, 

9} Install Freeway directional signs at the intersections of Yucca and Vine and Yucca and Ivar to 
route northbound/southbound 101 Freeway traffic to the Cahuenga 101 onramps. 

10) Build a pedestrian access bridge extending from !var (south of 101 Fwy.) across Franklin to 
_-~'- the sidewalk 011 the north SIde of Franklin Avenue adjacent to the Park entrance. Bridge 

\ construction to indude ADA accessible elevator service on the Park side of Franklin Avenue. 
ll} },/~rO\lide additlonallignting under both freeway bridges along Franklin and Argyle to_~ 

'.t;Jf:::./ encourage pedestrian traffic from north of Franklin to the Project, This is a dead 40ne, ./ 't .. considered unsafe by many currently, 
\).,?~/ Allocate a specific number of parking spaces for HDCA to obtal?-$on~h~Y ~a:king.e9~::;~> at 

/(1.;'-"':' a discounted rate (so they can park and walk to the subway), -..,;.;:J,,,,,,,,-.z.,,, ~v"'" / 
t l~f Provide a Dell Resident discount parking oonefit for the "local" neighbors who want to 
L/ patronize the Project's various amenities. 

14) !i!uminate and maintain the "Hollywood" monument sign at Franklin and Cahuenga. 
15) The Project's Development Agreement shal! dearly state there will he no advertising 

sign age,. billboards or signage of any kind lnst<;llled, dls!1layed or attached to the Project:. 
structures or improvements. «{'\..-i-CL ,"'f" J,..:... "'!' 

16) The Project's helipads will not generate any helicopter traffic other than that required for 

emergency services, 
17) All items listed herein to be included in the Project's Development Agreement and 

completed by Millennium prior to receIpt of a Certifl.cate of Occupancy for any portion of 
the Project. 

II 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32526 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 02, 2013 9:53 AM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: quick q rei millennium letter of determination 

As I mentioned previously, the commission added the transportation related benefits that were previously in the 
DA. The findings were also revised to reflect the added conditions. 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 5:25 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
luci --

i'm finishing my piece on Millennium and spent the last few hours reading the letters of determination (thanks 
for mailing). I don't see much that's different. Could you tell me what's changed? 

thanks 

laurie 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you Elva, 

EM27801 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 5:52 PM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 
Re: CPC-2008-3440 et. al. (Cover through A-ll) 

Your comments were vary helpful. I got Dan's edits, too, today. So I was able to incorporate both today. Thanks 
again and have a good weekend. 
-Luci 

On Fri, Mar 8,2013 at 9:01 AM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

I just wanted to get my comments on the above-referenced section to you as soon as possible. Some notations 
were just my thinking out loud. There are only minor edits, which you may accept or decline. 

I will get the rest of the sections to you by Monday. Please feel free to call me if you have any questions on the 
edits. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Yes .. call me 213-978-1295 ... 

EM31201 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 16, 2013 12:06 PM 
Marcel Porras 
Re: Millennium letter? 

CPC-2011-2157-ZC continued to May 23,2013. 

James 

On Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 12:03 PM, Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi James, 

You around to discuss the project that was in Commission on Thursday? It was item #4. 

Marcel 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :09 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marcel, 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28, 2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd13 .com 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30261 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 8:01 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

thanks,luci. i know they wouldn't cancel the hearing. i just wondered if you had. this is kind of a shame. 

On Thu, Mar 28,2013 at 6:57 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
I am sorry, but I was in meetings all day yesterday and I am still catching up on my e-mails for this project. The 
City Attorney has not cancelled the CPC hearing. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 27,2013 at 4:43 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I just left you a voice mail. has the city attorney cancelled tomorrow's planning commission hearing, or is it still 
on? would love to know. thanks! 

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srimal, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the flu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1:41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12,2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 
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As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are included in 
Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24,2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14,2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those mentioned above. All 
the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A 
of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the body of the 
Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 
section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectIDEIRlDEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 
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If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM30264 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32527 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Thursday, May 02, 2013 10:10 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: quick q rei millennium letter of determination 

thanks, luci. i really do appreciate your help. 

So, the april 27 documents I was mailed constitute the final Notice of Determination? 

And, the EIR has been formally approved by the Planning Commission? 

So, nothing else happens between now and the PLUM meeting? (Or will you do another report before that 
based on appeals?) 

Have PLUM and city council hearings on this been scheduled? If not, are you still planning to take this to a 
council vote before new city council is sworn in? 

laurie 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:53 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
As I mentioned previously, the commission added the transportation related benefits that were previously in the 
DA. The findings were also revised to reflect the added conditions. 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 5:25 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
luci --

i'm finishing my piece on Millennium and spent the last few hours reading the letters of determination (thanks 
for mailing). I don't see much that's different. Could you tell me what's changed? 

thanks 

laurie 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30402 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 8:33 AM 
Chris Joseph 

Subject: Re: millennium FEIR 

OK, thank you. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Apr 2,2013 at 5:50 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
I think Alfred is coordinating with Luci 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Apr 2,2013, at 4:10 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org>wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

Wondering how the response you are preparing is coming along, since I've had yet another 
request about the cumulative impacts analysis from Ms. Becklund. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 11 :33 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks. That would be great. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 11:26 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
I don't know that we will be able to go into that precise level of detail, but we can certainly draft 
a response. 

On Mar 20,2013, at 11:21 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity. org> 
wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, we've already explained to her, in a previous e-mail, that each section of the DEIR 
discussed the cumulative impacts pertaining to that environmental issue. I guess what she's 
looking for is an analysis of each of the 58 related projects, stating Related Project 1 = X trips, Y 
emissions, Z public services/utilities and so forth for each project. In other words, the 
environmental impacts for each of those 58 related projects or mini EIRs for each. We don't do 
that anywhere, do we? We have a table (Table III-I), listing the project, size, type of use, and, 
in certain sections, such as Aesthetics-ViewslLight and Glare, we state that certain Related 
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Projects might have impacts, but in Air Quality, for example, we don't say Related Project 1 will 
result in X air emissions. That is the type of info that she is looking for, I think. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 10:56 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Hi Srima1. Not sure how to respond ... . but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and 
analyzed in the respective sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional 
details/responses. If so, we can have Seth draft something. 

On Mar 20,2013, at 10:45 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
wrote: 

Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it 
to Alfred this morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help 
explain how the cumulative impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If 
you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
Subject: Fwd: millennium FEIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srima1.Hewawitharana@lacity. org> 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1:41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir 
lists 57 projects in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those 
trips? The number of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

laurie 

On Tue, Mar 12,2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
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My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are 
included in Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from 
Inspector O'Connell, dated October 24,2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from 
Commander Smith, dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those 
mentioned above. All the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the 
Final EIR and included in Appendix A of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in 
the body of the Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance 
included a cumulative impacts section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that 
category. It is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the 
formal responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of 
the Millennium Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this 
project with the 57 others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these 
calculations are listed with the individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium 
package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you 
mean letters following the preparation of the FEIR? 

3 

RL0031233 



EM30405 

Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, 
please follow the link below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectlDEIRlDEIR%20Millenni 
um%20Hollywood%20Project .html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to 
our website (planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), 
followed by Final EIR. The Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the 
project name, you will have access to both the Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the 
Fire Department and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to 
download and search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI 
that includes those three last volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this 
project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 

4 

RL0031234 



Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM30406 
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From: 
Sent: 

Manuel Garcia < manuel.garcia@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 16, 2013 2:47 PM 

To: Michelle Chang 
Subject: Fwd: Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bud Ovrom <bud.ovrom@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Apr 5,2013 at 1:29 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 
To: David Lara <David.Lara@lacity.org>, Manuel Garcia <manue1.garcia@lacity.org> 

more info for our projects book 

how is it going? 

let's talk about status on monday. 

i think will skip the newsletter for this month, so that you can devote all of your rime to getting this done. 
Would like to have it by may 1 

bud 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Date: Fri, Apr 5,2013 at 12:05 PM 
Subject: Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 
To: bud.ovrom@lacity.org 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 

The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 
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support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed 

for the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed 

a lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners 

and nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business 

community, and organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, 

calling it a visionary development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as 

a whole and Hollywood in ... 

Stout: Bold Burgers 
Demand Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 

13 and Big Wangs at the corner of 

Cahuenga and Selma, Stout is a 

fantastic burger bar. Tons of craft and 

Belgian-style beers on tap, with a 

dazzling array of gourmet burgers, this 

place is worthy of repeat visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid 

film to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. 

If you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe 

at any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to bud.ovrom@lacity.orq - why did I get this? 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 
90028 

Manuel Garcia 
Student Pro. Worker of IRC 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building & Safety 
Office of Inter-Governmental Relations & Communications 
201 N. Figueroa St., Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Office: 213-482-6709 
Fax: 213-482-6874 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32529 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 02, 2013 10:44 AM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: quick q rei millennium letter of determination 

It is not the Notice of Determination. The EIR is certified with City Council action. We do not prepare another 
report prior to PLUM. We do not schedule councilor council committee meetings. The city clerk does that. I 
have not been advised of this case being scheduled. 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 10:10 AM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com>wrote: 
thanks, luci. i really do appreciate your help. 

So, the april 27 documents I was mailed constitute the final Notice of Determination? 

And, the EIR has been formally approved by the Planning Commission? 

So, nothing else happens between now and the PLUM meeting? (Or will you do another report before that 
based on appeals?) 

Have PLUM and city council hearings on this been scheduled? If not, are you still planning to take this to a 
council vote before new city council is sworn in? 

laurie 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:53 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
As I mentioned previously, the commission added the transportation related benefits that were previously in the 
DA. The findings were also revised to reflect the added conditions. 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 5:25 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
luci --

i'm finishing my piece on Millennium and spent the last few hours reading the letters of determination (thanks 
for mailing). I don't see much that's different. Could you tell me what's changed? 

thanks 

laurie 

RL0031240 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32530 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM30265 

Michael Kiely < MKiely@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, March 28, 2013 8:56 AM 

To: lisa.webber@laciity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org; Jerry Neuman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; 
michael.logrande@lacity.org 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mario Palumbo (MPalumbo@MillenniumPtrs.com); Philip Aarons 
(PAarons@MillenniumPtrs.com) 
Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 
Letter.pdf 

Attached letter withdrawing Millennium project Development Agreement application. 

Michael J. Kiely 
213.617.5587 1 direct 
310.962.19741 cell 
MKiely@sheppardmullin.com 1 Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 1 main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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March 28, 2013 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Acting Chair and Vice President 
City of Los Angeles Planning Commission 
Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street 
Mail Stop 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

EM30266 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 -1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620.1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

213.617.5563 direct 
jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 

File Number: 000X-00005923LV-
16171 7 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Withdrawal of CPC-2013-1 03-DA 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of our clients 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 North 
Vine Street LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company, 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, collectively, the 
owners of the properties covered by the above referenced case, and Millennium Hollywood 
LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with such owners , "Developer"), we request the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Planning withdraw the above referenced application for a 
development agreement. 

Thank you for your consideration in the pursuit of the development agreement, and for your 
prompt attention to this request. Please contact me should you require any further information. 
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Sheppard Mullin 
Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Mr. Michael LoGrande 
March 28, 2013 
Page 2 

Very truly yours , 

~??z---

EM30267 

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

SMRH:408212355.1 

cc: Mr. Phil Aarons - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Mr. Mario Pol umbo - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Ms. Lisa Webber - City Planning 
Mr. Dan Scott - City Planning 
Jerry Neuman, Esq. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Michael 

EM3120S 

Philip Aarons < PAarons@MillenniumPtrs.com> 
Wednesday, April 17, 2013 4:53 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
Millennium Hollywood 

Hope all is well with you. Thanks again for all the great support from you and the department staff on Millennium 
Hollywood. Unfortunately, we have been unable to convince Councilman Garcetti that the project we designed and your 
commission approved is right for his district, most particularly with respect to height. We have begun exploring some 
alternative solutions and I wanted to make sure you were part of that process. I'm anticipating that our architects will 
come out later this week or early next week to review the impacts of various alternatives and I wanted you (and your 
staff) to see the presentation. I will let you knowable soon as I know when they are out. 
Best, Phil 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Good Morning Luci, 

EM31207 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Thursday, April 18, 2013 8:17 AM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Talton, DiAnna@DOT 

Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30268 

Michael Kiely < MKiely@sheppardmullin.com> 

Thursday, March 28, 2013 8:57 AM 

lisa.webber@lacity.org 

FW: Withdrawal of Development Agreement - Millennium Hollywood 

Letter.pdf 

Attached letter withdrawing Millennium project Development Agreement application. 

Michael J. Kiely 
213.617.5587 1 direct 
310.962.19741 cell 
MKiely@sheppardmullin.com 1 Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 1 main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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SheppardMullin 

March 28, 2013 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Acting Chair and Vice President 
City of Los Angeles Planning Commission 
Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street 
Mail Stop 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2601 

EM30269 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 -1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620.1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

213.617.5563 direct 
jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 

File Number: 000X-00005923LV-
16171 7 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Withdrawal of CPC-2013-1 03-DA 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of our clients 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 North 
Vine Street LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company, 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, collectively, the 
owners of the properties covered by the above referenced case, and Millennium Hollywood 
LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with such owners , "Developer"), we request the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Planning withdraw the above referenced application for a 
development agreement. 

Thank you for your consideration in the pursuit of the development agreement, and for your 
prompt attention to this request. Please contact me should you require any further information. 

RL0031248 



Sheppard Mullin 
Ms. Regina M. Freer 
Mr. Michael LoGrande 
March 28, 2013 
Page 2 

Very truly yours , 

~??z---

EM30270 

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

SMRH:408212355.1 

cc: Mr. Phil Aarons - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Mr. Mario Pol umbo - Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Ms. Lisa Webber - City Planning 
Mr. Dan Scott - City Planning 
Jerry Neuman, Esq. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM32531 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Friday, May 03, 2013 3:39 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Talton, DiAnna@DOT; Pollock, Elizabeth R@DOT 

RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

2 
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On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

3 
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We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32535 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32536 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30408 

SaveHollywood.org <info=savehollywood.org@maiI24.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on behalf of 
SaveHollywood.org <info@savehollywood.org> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:18 AM 
MARITZA@MARVISTA.ORG 

How to Stop the Millennium 

How to Stop The Millennium CONNECT WITH US 

1 0 j Friend us on Facebook 

1 0 j Follow us on Twitter 

1 0 j Read our blog 

1 0 j Forward this to a Friend 
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by Richard Lee Abrams, Tuesday, April 2, 2013 

There is only one way to stop the Millennium and that is for the judge to 

throw out the new Hollywood Community Plan. The plan was basically 

written to allow The Millennium to build anything it wants with no regard to 

input from residents. 

While it is legally necessary to preserve the record by making all the 

objections while The Millennium currently whisks its way through the city 

administrative hearings, those objections will not stop The Millennium 

unless the Hollywood Community Plan is re-written. 

One should note, however, that SaveHollywood.org and Hollywoodians 

Encouraging Logical Planning do not take any position on specific projects 

and SaveHollywood.org is not officially opposed to this fiasco. Our lawsuit is 

directed at the fraudulent premises of Garcetti's Hollywood Community Plan. 

Our simple point is the old maxim: Garbage in, Garbage out. 

The Hollywood Community Plan was written to justify unlimited 

development for certain landowners who own property within Transit 

Oriented Districts. These dense projects made sense if and only if more 

people would move to Hollywood, but Hollywood has been losing population 

since 1990. In order to conceal reality, Garcetti's plan was based on a giant 

lie - that Hollywood's population is dramatically increasing and we must 

build mega-projects like The Millennium to accommodate all the 

2 

SHARE THIS EMAIL 

DOWNLOAD 

Save Hollywood Flyer (pdf) 

Outreach Letter (pdf) 

Fact Sheet: What's Wrong With 

This Plan? (pdf) 

Alternative Plan (pdf) 

Hollywood Community Plan 

CPC Determ ination Letter (pdf) 

READ SOM E POSTS 

We Have Something to Fight For 

Diminished Fire Resources - NBC 

Video 

How Did Garcetti Get the 

Hollywood Plan Sooooo Wrong? 

The Hollywood Community Plan 

Update - a Fiasco in the Making 

Why They Built the Pruitt-Igoe 

Project 

The Hollywood Community Plan 

Update - From Bad to Worse 

and more articles HERE 
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newcomers. 

In reality, these dense mixed-use projects were accelerating the exodus 

from Hollywood. Rather than admit the truth, Garcetti's Hollywood Plan 

falsely stated that we had 224,426 residents in 2005. That made 

construction for 250,000 ppl in 25 years seems reasonable. After all, that 

would be only an additional 25,000 persons over 25 years and since the 

population had gone from 210,974 in 2000 to 224,426 in just five years, the 

prospect of 250,000 ppl in 2030 was reasonable. 

It was all a lie. Hollywood's population peaked in 1990 at 213,883 

residents and never rose above that number. Garcetti would have gotten 

away with his grand deception if the Hollywood Community Plan had been 

finished a couple years earlier - before the 2010 US Census was released. 

Here's what Garcetti wanted people to believe: 

Hollywood Population 
~ear Population 
1970 159,800 
1980 180,978 
1990 213,883 
2000 210,794 
2005 224,426 
2030 244,000 to 250,000 

Here's what the US Census said: 

Hollywood Population 
IYear Population 

11970 159,800 

11980 180,978 

11990 213,883 
12000 210,794 

12010 198,228 
2030 190,000 or less based on 20 

year population trend for 
Hollywood, Los Angeles, and 
California 

According to the 2010 Census, Hollywood's population was only 198,228 

people. Analysis of the data showed that the population flight was greatest 
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in the census tracts contiguous to the subway stations and the CRA 

projects. In other word, mixed-use projects like The Millennium did not 

attract newcomers, but instead building more dense projects caused people 

to move away from Hollywood. 

The US Census gave Garcetti another huge legal problem. The law requires 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report [DEIR] to discuss all reasonable 

alternatives so that the public can discuss which Alternative they wanted. 

Although planners knew that Hollywood was experiencing a significant 

population decline, they refused to admit reality in the March 3, 2011 DEIR 

and they omitted any Down Sizing - Down Zoning Alternative [DS-DZ 

Alternative]. That was a fatal defect which requires the court to send the 

entire plan back to the DEIR stage for the City to redo the entire DEIR and 

include the latest data and study the DS-DZ Alternative. 

Now the grand lie about Hollywood's having 224,426 ppl in 2005 came back 

to bite Garcetti in his rear. If there were 224,426 ppl in 2005, Hollywood 

then lost 26,198 residents between 2005 and 2010. That requires the study 

of the DS-DZ Alternative. Garcetti has to either admit that the 2005 

population was a fraud or admit that there's been a dramatic decline in 

Hollywood between 2005 and 2010. Either admission dooms Garcetti's 

Hollywood Community Plan. 

It's what is called an open and shut case: 

1. The law required all reasonable alternatives to be studied; 

2. the DS-DZ Alternative was not studied. 

3. Thus, the Hollywood Community Plan must be send back to the 

DEIR phase. 

It costs tens of thousands of dollars to undertake this type of litigation. 

There is an entire administrative record to be compiled and it can cost a 

small fortune to compile the record, and we need attorneys to supervise the 

compilation of the Administrative Record. The Millennium has its attorneys 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP there. You can be certain that 

nothing negative about the HCP or the Millennium will stay in the 

Administrative Record unless our attorneys are extra vigilant. [BTW, 

Sheppard Mullin has 600 attorneys.] 

The Millennium is a $4 Billion real estate empire which can afford to pay its 

attorneys from Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP whatever it takes to 

make Black become White and Up become Down. We need to put on a 
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sufficient presentation so that the court can see the fraudulent nature of the 

Hollywood Community Plan and how it will harm Hollywood's future forever. 

Let's be real, "Truth Justice and the American Way" is from the Superman 

comic, not from real life. If we want something, we have to fight for it; no 

superhero is going to swoop down from the sky and save us. 

SaveHollywood.org has no $4 Billion benefactor to pay the costs and legal 

fees for attorneys and paralegals. All we have are a few citizens who are 

willing to pay for Los Angeles to have an honest government and to stop 

charades like the Hollywood Community Plan and projects like The 

Millennium. 

Right now everyone is being played. These billionaires are not fools. They 

will promise mitigations; they will promise monitoring; they will promise 

anything to lull you into complacency. They are happy for you to focus on 

The Millennium and ignore the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. If the 

court rubber stamps the Hollywood Community Plan, all the time and effort 

devoted to The Millennium will be for naught. 

follow on Twitter I friend on Facebook I read our blog I forward to a friend 

5 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Alan, 

EM31208 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:17 AM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Talton, DiAnna@DOT 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM27802 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, March 08, 2013 6:02 PM 
luciraliamcp@yahoo.com 
appeal points 
Appeal Report.docx 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-
CU-ZV-HD 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

200 North Spring Street Council No.: 13 
Council Chambers Room 350, 3rd Fir 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Plan Area: 
Specific Plan: 

Hollywood 
None 

Public Hearing: 
Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

REQUESTED 
ACTION: 

RECOM MENDED 
ACTION: 

February 19, 2013 
Zone Change/Height District 
Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 
Conditional Use, Zone Variance 
and Site Plan Review appealable to 
City Council. (per L.A.M.C. Section 
12.36 C). 
April 23, 2013 

Certified NC: 
GPLU: 
Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

Hollywood United 
Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN 
C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with each site consisting of up to two towers measuring 585 feet and 220 feet in the maximum 
height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the 
uses from those listed above in compliance with the land use equivalency program and 
development regulation. A minimum of 5% grade level open space will be provided for 
buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12% grade level open space for buildings taller 
than 550 feet. 

APPEAL from the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 70608-CN. 

1. DENY the appeal in WHOLE 
2. SUSTAIN in part the decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving VTT-70608-CN 
for the construction a 12 unit residential condominium with 30 parking spaces. 
3. ADOPT the modified Conditions of Approval (attached). 
4. ADOPT the findings (attached). 
5. ADOPT ENV-2008-2726-MND 
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MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 
Jim Tokunaga, Deputy Advisory Agency 

EM27804 

Page 2 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other items on the 
agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Area Planning Commission Secretariat, 200 North Spring Street, Room 
272, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No.213-978-1247). While all written communications are given to the Commission for 
consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda 
items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, 
or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under 
Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon 
request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language 
interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. 
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STAFF APPEAL REPORT 

REASON FOR CONTINUANCE 

On October 11, 2011 the Central Area Planning Commission heard the appeal pertaining to 
the Advisory Agency approval of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map. Planning staff presented 
the appeal report to the Commissioners, in addition the Applicant's representative, the 
Appellant's representative, the Appellant, neighbors of the project site, and a representative 
for the Fourth Council District also testified. After taking testimony, the Commission closed 
the public hearing and discussed the appeal. The discussion centered on the appeal issues 
pertaining to traffic, driveway location, and landscape. Planning staff reiterated that the 
LADOT has determined that 12 condominium units at this location will not create a 
significant traffic impact and that the driveway location is placed as far from Wilshire 
Boulevard as possible. Commissioner Kim asked the Applicant's representative if he would 
be willing to come back to the APC in November with a final landscape plan agreed upon by 
the appellant and the applicant. On November 7, 2011, planning staff contacted the 
Applicant's representative inquiring about the status of the landscape plan. The 
representative responded that the landscape plan had been completed and submitted to the 
Appellant, the representative, and Council District 4 on Monday, November 7,2011. As of 
November 15, 2011, there has been no response from the parties. The submitted 
landscape plan is included in the Commissioners package as Exhibit 3. 

Project Summary 
The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-20-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1,800 square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, lUXUry hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of two buildings with up to 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 lUXUry hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 
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fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6: 1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC-2013-103-DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated with the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed in the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand. Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) the Development Regulations shall prevail, and where the 
Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General 
Plan shall prevail. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has been established by 
the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the 
project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be 
modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total 
peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework within which 
proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 
limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental 
impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project 
as set forth in the EIR. 

Background 

The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No.2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the Project Site in the General Plan. The C4-2D-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 20. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No.2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No.2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "0" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "0" Development 
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Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3: 1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted 
Supplemental Sign Use District ("SN") pursuant to Ordinance No. 176,172. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
R5 Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted. Additionally, the project is subject to the adopted Hollywood 
Signage Supplemental Use District which is discussed above. 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with direct 
access to a major public transit station (HollywoodlVine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fayade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story and approximate 1,800 square-foot rental 
car business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 
is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing uses related to the 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings in 
the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D, [T][Q]C4-
2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, multi
family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the project 
site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and restaurant uses 
in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and west halves of the project site. 

Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 
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VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision 
consisting of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 
office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, more than 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the 
existing office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square 
feet), approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency 
on February 6, 2009 with an appeal period end date of March 4, 2013. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the 
entitlements in VTT-71837 and CPC-2013-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-HD-ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Map Symbols, Footnotes, 
Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 

CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District so as to improve the 
regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as well as the location of and 
coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "0" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7 -foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the R5 Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 
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CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13,790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District and project Permit Compliance for signage, and Conditional 
Uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, 
and restaurant uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a 
property located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North EI Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone Change from C4-2S. C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D 
and [T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a Height District change to modify the "0" limitation to permit a 
maximum floor area ratio of 4.5: 1; a Zone Variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL Parcel in lieu of 
the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a Zone Variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No.3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a Zone Variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where 
the man use is in the C4 Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and Site Plan Review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North EI Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has been allowed to 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use permitting the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
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abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ration between 4.5: 1 and 6: 1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in height from 75 to 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment u nits, a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a Conditional 
Use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expanded 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a conditional use permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

THE APPEAL 

Appellant: AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts; Beachwood 
Canyon Neighborhood Association; Argyle Civic Association; Annie 
Geoghan; Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

APPEAL POINTS: 

1. Failure to identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor in respect to noise. As a result, 
the EIR does not provide adequate mitigation in regards to noise. 

local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for 
sensitive receptors. While the Draft EIR did not identify AMDA as a noise and vibration 
sensitive receptor for the project, this designation would not change the impact 
determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the 
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Draft EIR provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration 
increases occurring within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site, which 
includes the AMDA property. As shown on page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of 
AMDA's student housing facilities were identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive 
Receptor No.1 included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across 
Yucca. This includes the Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview 
Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all 
of which are described as AMDA student housing. 

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon 
adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent 
feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and 
vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive 
mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible, regardless 
of any sensitive receptor designations. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for 
noise and vibration, the applicant has amended two Mitigation measures, H-3 and H-7, 
to address AMDA's concerns, to include all adjacent structures, including AMDA at 
1777 Vine Street, in their Mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific 
location on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and 
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as 
feasibly possible from the nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land 
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods 
with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains 
extending eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to 
minimize the amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise
sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

2. The City's CEQA Guide, the City's General Plan, and the Project EIR, make clear 
that AMDA is a Sensitive Receptor. CEQA has a clear mandate to identify 
schools as a sensitive receptor. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility 
for sensitive receptors. The City of Los Angeles, as Lead Agency, has the 
responsibility to determine the sensitivity of the receptor. Although schools are 
listed as a noise-sensitive use within 500 feet of a project site, the type of school 
can determine a sensitive use versus a non-sensitive use. In this case, a 
performance arts school was not comparable to a high school or college 
institution due to the nature of the classes held and the hours of operation. 
Moreover, as previously stated, the Draft EIR discloses that short-term 
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construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be 
considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Furthermore, the Draft 
EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and vibration impacts 
upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, 
regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. 

3. EIR's within and outside of the City make clear that AMDA is a sensitive receptor. 

Although the Appellant referenced other EIR's released by the City which include 
higher education institutions, it should be noted that AMDA is a performance arts 
school, the listed schools, are not. Such schools listed by the Appellant include 
Loyola Law School, Occidental College, ITT Technical Institute, the Los Angeles 
County College of Nursing and Allied Health and the USC Marshall School of 
Business. 

4. Nowhere does the Determination letter clearly state that the Advisory Agency has 
in fact approved VTTM No. 71837 

5. The Advisory Agency has granted the project a significant reduction from its 
parking requirement of 2.5 stalls per residential unit without the Determination 
Letter even acknowledging that a deviation has been requested or approved. 

The Letter of Determination for Tract Map No.: 71837 -CN states in Condition 14c 
states the approval of the development of 1,918 parking spaces, subject to the 
shared parking provisions of the Development Regulations and/or as determined 
by CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and/or CPC-2013-1 03-DA, to serve the 
project site. 

6. The Advisory Agency's decision letter clearly violates the California Subdivision 
Map Act by approving a tentative tract map inconsistent with the existing zoning. 
By issuing its approvals prior to City Planning Commission review and 
consideration of the requested entitlements or even before release of the 
Planning Department's Staff Recommendation Report, the Advisory Agency has 
in effect determined that the Commission's approval is a foregone conclusion. 
The Advisory Agency is not a legislative body and is without legal authorization to 
adopt the EIR and its statement of Overriding Considerations. 

7. The City cannot approve the VTTM and the Project, and instead should deny it 
as a result of the fact that the proposed map is inconsistent with the applicable 
zoning. The underlying zoning restricts the subject site FAR to 3:1 and limits the 
type of uses at the site. The Advisory Agency cannot approve a map 
inconsistent with what's permissible both in scale and uses in the subject site. 
The project's proposed FAR of 6:1 is a theoretical figure that doesn't clarify 
exactly what would be built, what the total square footage would be, how many 
residential units there would be, or how tall the skyscrapers ultimately will be. 
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The C4-2D-SN zoning restricts C4 uses to R4 uses. R4 zoning allows one unit 
per 400 square feet of lot area. 

8. The projects residential parking component is almost 500 spaces less than 
required by the Advisory Agency, which for condominiums is 2.5 parking spaces 
per unit instead of the 1.5 parking spaces proposed. Nowhere in the 
Determination Letter is there an analysis of the parking reduction or 
acknowledgement that they are granting the deviation. Other nearby Hollywood 
projects have provided a surplus of parking, such as the nearby Blvd. 6200 
project. The reduction of parking for a sports club further exacerbates the lack of 
parking. In addition, parking should be provided on-site to accommodate both 
the businesses intended to operate on the site, their visitors, patrons and support 
workers. 

9. The project is not compatible in size, bulk, scale and height with surrounding 
historic buildings, proposed buildings and other buildings existing. Other projects 
are not comparable in size and height. 

10. The project site is not suitable for the proposed density. The project is not 
comparable in size to other nearby projects, such as Blvd. 62. Nothing in the 
vicinity the density of the proposed project. 

11. The increased Traffic generated from the Project will essentially landlock the 
local neighborhood, particularly along Franklin Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard 
during rush hour. Additional traffic was not considered in the Traffic Study, such 
as "tourist traffic" or the "observation deck". The Traffic Study was formulated on 
inaccurate future population estimates and based on unsubstantiated manual 
formulas that underestimate the actual Project's impact of traffic trips and 
congestion on both local street and freeway onloff ramps. The Traffic Study did 
not use maximum build out or study cut -through traffic in the residential area. 

12. The inaccurate traffic data leads to inaccurate and understated air quality and 
health data. 

13. Noise and light generated from outdoor venues above the ground floor proposed 
for the project will transmit into our neighborhood. Our neighborhood is located 
less than 500' from the Project. 

14. It is impossible for the Advisory Agency to responsible address concerns raised 
in the Public Hearing within 3 to 4 days, with any significant detail. 

15. The project is inconsistent with the development guidelines defined by the 
Community Redevelopment Agency. The height should be based on the CRA 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 
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16. Failure of the City to comply with CEQA requirements to have a cumulutative 
analysis of the impacts of the Project and the other 57 known projects either 
approved or proposed for the development in the Hollywood Area. 

17. Inadequate public benefits and mitigations that are required to be provided by the 
Developer for the surrounding communities based on the impact the Project will 
have on the surrounding communities, partly due to the city not pursuing a nexus 
study. 

18. The project does not have an adequate assessment of infrastructure impacts due 
to the city not properly sequencing studies. 

19. FAR Averaging would allow massing to be spread out unevenly between both 
sites. 

20. A Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages and live entertainment and dancing would remove any public hearings 
and prevent scrutiny from nearby residents which might be as near as 500 feet. 

21. The duration of the DA should be limited to a 5 year time period. Development 
Agreements for projects of similar proposed size and scope have not been 
provided DA durations longer than 5 years. 

22. The EIR fails to use maximum build out in study of impacts on infrastructure. 

23. The development doesn't ensure that views to and from the Hollywood Hills are, 
to the extent practical, preserved, per the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

24. The design of the subdivision will likely impact a cultural resource. 

25. The project will create significant, unmitigated impacts to Aesthetics of views, 
light and glare, construction and operation Air Quality, construction and 
operational Noise levels, and operational Traffic, and as a result create 
substantial environmental impacts and cannot under the Map Act be approved. 

26. The City fails to include an economic feasibility analysis of Project Alternatives in 
the administrative record before the start of the public comment period. 

27. The EIR fails to include a downsized Alternative in the DEIR as a reasonable 
alternative, particularly an alternative less than 3: 1 FAR. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alan, 

EM32537 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 
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Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 
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Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FYI 

EM30413 

Maritza Przekop < maritza.przekop@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:39 AM 
Kevin Keller 
Fwd: How to Stop the Millennium 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: SaveHollywood.org <info@savehollywood.org> 
Date: Wed, Apr 3,2013 at 9:17 AM 
Subject: How to Stop the Millennium 
To: MARITZA@marvista.org 

How to Stop The Millennium CONNECT WITH US 

1 0 j Friend us on Facebook 

1 0 j Follow us on Twitter 

1 0 j Read our blog 
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by Richard Lee Abrams, Tuesday, April 2, 2013 

There is only one way to stop the Millennium and that is for the judge to 

throw out the new Hollywood Community Plan. The plan was basically 

written to allow The Millennium to build anything it wants with no regard to 

input from residents. 

While it is legally necessary to preserve the record by making all the 

objections while The Millennium currently whisks its way through the city 

administrative hearings, those objections will not stop The Millennium 

unless the Hollywood Community Plan is re-written. 

One should note, however, that SaveHollywood.org and Hollywoodians 

Encouraging Logical Planning do not take any position on specific projects 

and SaveHollywood.org is not officially opposed to this fiasco. Our lawsuit is 

directed at the fraudulent premises of Garcetti's Hollywood Community Plan. 

Our simple point is the old maxim: Garbage in, Garbage out. 

The Hollywood Community Plan was written to justify unlimited 

development for certain landowners who own property within Transit 

Oriented Districts. These dense projects made sense if and only if more 

people would move to Hollywood, but Hollywood has been losing population 

since 1990. In order to conceal reality, Garcetti's plan was based on a giant 

lie - that Hollywood's population is dramatically increasing and we must 

build mega-projects like The Millennium to accommodate all the 
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1 0 j Forward this to a Friend 

SHARE THIS EMAIL 

DOWNLOAD 

Save Hollywood Flyer (pdf) 

Outreach Letter (pdf) 

Fact Sheet: What's Wrong With 

This Plan? (pdf) 

Alternative Plan (pdf) 
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CPC Determ ination Letter (pdf) 
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Video 
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Hollywood Plan Sooooo Wrong? 

The Hollywood Community Plan 

Update - a Fiasco in the Making 

Why They Built the Pruitt-Igoe 

Project 

The Hollywood Community Plan 
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newcomers. 

In reality, these dense mixed-use projects were accelerating the exodus 

from Hollywood. Rather than admit the truth, Garcetti's Hollywood Plan 

falsely stated that we had 224,426 residents in 2005. That made 

construction for 250,000 ppl in 25 years seems reasonable. After all, that 

would be only an additional 25,000 persons over 25 years and since the 

population had gone from 210,974 in 2000 to 224,426 in just five years, the 

prospect of 250,000 ppl in 2030 was reasonable. 

It was all a lie. Hollywood's population peaked in 1990 at 213,883 

residents and never rose above that number. Garcetti would have gotten 

away with his grand deception if the Hollywood Community Plan had been 

finished a couple years earlier - before the 2010 US Census was released. 

Here's what Garcetti wanted people to believe: 

Hollywood Population 
~ear Population 
1970 159,800 
1980 180,978 
1990 213,883 
2000 210,794 
2005 224,426 
2030 244,000 to 250,000 

Here's what the US Census said: 

Hollywood Population 
IYear Population 

11970 159,800 

11980 180,978 

11990 213,883 
12000 210,794 

12010 198,228 
2030 190,000 or less based on 20 

year population trend for 
Hollywood, Los Angeles, and 
California 

According to the 2010 Census, Hollywood's population was only 198,228 

people. Analysis of the data showed that the population flight was greatest 
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Update - From Bad to Worse 

and more articles HERE 
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in the census tracts contiguous to the subway stations and the CRA 

projects. In other word, mixed-use projects like The Millennium did not 

attract newcomers, but instead building more dense projects caused people 

to move away from Hollywood. 

The US Census gave Garcetti another huge legal problem. The law requires 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report [DEIR] to discuss all reasonable 

alternatives so that the public can discuss which Alternative they wanted. 

Although planners knew that Hollywood was experiencing a significant 

population decline, they refused to admit reality in the March 3, 2011 DEIR 

and they omitted any Down Sizing - Down Zoning Alternative [DS-DZ 

Alternative]. That was a fatal defect which requires the court to send the 

entire plan back to the DEIR stage for the City to redo the entire DEIR and 

include the latest data and study the DS-DZ Alternative. 

Now the grand lie about Hollywood's having 224,426 ppl in 2005 came back 

to bite Garcetti in his rear. If there were 224,426 ppl in 2005, Hollywood 

then lost 26,198 residents between 2005 and 2010. That requires the study 

of the DS-DZ Alternative. Garcetti has to either admit that the 2005 

population was a fraud or admit that there's been a dramatic decline in 

Hollywood between 2005 and 2010. Either admission dooms Garcetti's 

Hollywood Community Plan. 

It's what is called an open and shut case: 

1. The law required all reasonable alternatives to be studied; 

2. the DS-DZ Alternative was not studied. 

3. Thus, the Hollywood Community Plan must be send back to the 

DEIR phase. 

It costs tens of thousands of dollars to undertake this type of litigation. 

There is an entire administrative record to be compiled and it can cost a 

small fortune to compile the record, and we need attorneys to supervise the 

compilation of the Administrative Record. The Millennium has its attorneys 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP there. You can be certain that 

nothing negative about the HCP or the Millennium will stay in the 

Administrative Record unless our attorneys are extra vigilant. [BTW, 

Sheppard Mullin has 600 attorneys.] 

The Millennium is a $4 Billion real estate empire which can afford to pay its 

attorneys from Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP whatever it takes to 

make Black become White and Up become Down. We need to put on a 
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sufficient presentation so that the court can see the fraudulent nature of the 

Hollywood Community Plan and how it will harm Hollywood's future forever. 

Let's be real, "Truth Justice and the American Way" is from the Superman 

comic, not from real life. If we want something, we have to fight for it; no 

superhero is going to swoop down from the sky and save us. 

SaveHollywood.org has no $4 Billion benefactor to pay the costs and legal 

fees for attorneys and paralegals. All we have are a few citizens who are 

willing to pay for Los Angeles to have an honest government and to stop 

charades like the Hollywood Community Plan and projects like The 

Millennium. 

Right now everyone is being played. These billionaires are not fools. They 

will promise mitigations; they will promise monitoring; they will promise 

anything to lull you into complacency. They are happy for you to focus on 

The Millennium and ignore the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. If the 

court rubber stamps the Hollywood Community Plan, all the time and effort 

devoted to The Millennium will be for naught. 

follow on Twitter I friend on Facebook I read our blog I forward to a friend 

Maritza Przekop, City Planning Associate 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
DSC- Case Management Unit 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 1030 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tel.: (213) 482-0482 
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Maritza. przekop@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32836 

Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 4:15 PM 

To: Gary Khanjian; 'Richard Spicer'; 'christina khanjian'; 'Rosemary De Monte'; 'jacqueline 
Kerr'; 'Sorin Alexanian'; 'David Uebersax'; 'Dennis Chew'; 'Ermanno Neiviller'; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

Cc: 'Randy Myer'; 'Randy Myer' 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it will be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with no contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhanjian@sbcglobal.nef 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina 
khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20132:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the committee have seen the 
final 
version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I should bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 
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Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhanjian@sbcglobal.nef 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmaiLcom> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' <gkhanjian@sbcglobaLnet>; 
'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobaLnet>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmaiLcom>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved at the committee meeting. 
Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have 
been approved at the PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I receive subsequent 
corrections, the letter would need to be re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by 
the first reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections to language, but not to content. If 
anyone wants to make a change after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee 
member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC Board meeting on May 21 and 
offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has 
weighed in on where to send the approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this 
draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect version. Attached is the most 
current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David 
Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

2 

RL0031289 



EM32838 

Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on her first draft of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the letter approved by the 

GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City Council members, 
the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. Those three should be 
identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other ltr should be deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled out, they should be followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 
Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin 
Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com>; 
"Iinda.demmers@gmail .com" <Iinda.demmers@gmail .com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 
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Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles. CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpnc. org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 
21,2013. Please forward your approval to me later than May 15,2013 if you would 
like it included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Luci, 

EM31209 

ggg@copper.net 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:55 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Megacities and the Density Delusion.docx 

Please add the attached doc to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -
ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

George Abrahams 
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Megacities and the Density Delusion: Why 
More People Doesn't Equal More Wealth 
by Joel Kotkin 0411612013 

Perhaps no idea is more widely accepted among urban core theorists than the notion that higher 
population densities lead to more productivity and sustainable economic growth. Yet upon 
examination, there are less than compelling moorings for the beliefs of what Pittsburgh blogger 
Jim Russell calls "the density cult," whose adherents include many planners and urban land 
speculators. 

Let's start at the top of the urban food chain, the world's 28 megacities of over 10 million people 
(which we are defining as areas of continuous urban development, incorporating suburbs and 
satellite communities). Is greater density the key to great prosperity? For the most part, the 
world's densest megacities are the poorest. Take the densest, the Bangladeshi capital of Dhaka. 
Its 14 million residents are squeezed into an area of 125 square miles, making for a population 
density of 115,000 per square mile, as reported in the latest edition of Demographia World 
Urban Areas (which includes estimates for all known urban areas in the world with at least 
500,000 residents). Dhaka's per capita gross domestic product, $3,100, is the lowest of all the 
world's megacities. 

Three other megacities - Mumbai, Karachi, Delhi - have population densities that are between 
three to seven times as high as the biggest megacity, Tokyo-Yokohama, which has a density of 
11,000 per square mile. Tokyo is also much richer; the region's per capita GDP tops $41,100, 
while the three ultra-crowded metropolises on the subcontinent have GDPs under $10,000 per 
capita. In contrast the two most spread out megacities, Los Angeles and New York, have 
population densities about half or less of Tokyo's, but their per capita GDPs rank number rank 
first and third ($63,100 in New York and $54,400 in Los Angeles). 

Do any dense metropolitan areas boast higher GDPs? Seoul-Incheon, South Korea, packs more 
than 20 million people into an area roughly a quarter of Tokyo's and at a density four times that 
of Los Angeles. Its per capita GDP, at $32,200, is the highest among the 10 most dense 
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megacities. Paris, which is twice as dense as New York and 50% more dense than Los Angeles, 
stands at $53,900. (Yes, Los Angeles is denser than New York - despite its small central core, 
L.A. lacks the wide stretches of bucolic suburbia common in eastern cities). 

This imperfect, if not inverse, relationship between density and wealth is widely ignored by most 
urban core boosters, many of whom argue that packing people together is the true key to 
economic growth. But more often than not, notes Russell, the objective is aggrandizing the 
"creative class" - those who tend to settle in dense urban cores and also work in industries that 
do best there, but with little positive for everyone else. 

Many retro-urban theorists maintain that high density is the key to urban prosperity. These 
theorists often point for justification to Santa Fe Institute research that, they claim, links 
productivity with density. Yet in reality it does nothing of the kind. Instead the study emphasizes 
that population size, not compactness, is the decisive factor. 

Size does matter. A region is helped by the infrastructure that generally comes only with a large 
population, for example airports. But being big does not mean being dense. In fact the U.S. cities 
that made the largest gains in GDP in 2011 - Houston, Dallas-Fort Worth and greater Detroit 
- are not dense cities at all. 

Some of the metropolitan regions that have the highest per capita GDPs in the world based on 
purchasing power are not particularly dense. The two regions at the top - Hartford, Conn. and 
San Jose, Calif., - are if anything largely suburban in character. Neither has a strong central 
core, and most of the jobs in the areas are on the periphery. 

These areas are marked by everything that density advocates detest: They have very low levels 
of transit ridership and are largely dominated by single-family homes. The most affluent, 
Hartford, has among the lowest urban population densities in the world. It turns out that our low
density, "sprawling" metropolitan areas do very well in terms of wealth creation. Of the top 10 
urban regions in the world in terms of GDP per capita all but one - Abu Dhabi in the United 
Arab Emirates - are located inside the United States. 

There are many thriving American urban areas with densities below the U.S. average for large 
urban areas. This includes not only Hartford, but also Boston, Durham, Seattle and Houston. 
Indeed, smaller, low-density Des Moines nearly broke into the top 10 (13th), reflective of the 
economic gains being made in the Great Plains. 

We may think, for example, of Boston, which ranks fifth in the world in per capita GDP, as a 
tightly packed urban area. But once one gets behind the relatively small urban core, the overall 
density is barely 2,200 per square mile, less than half San Jose or Los Angeles, hardly a fifth that 
of Tokyo and not much more than Atlanta, the least dense major city in the world with more than 
2.5 million residents. 

Why is this the case? One key reason is that cities, as they evolve, naturally spread out. As New 
York University's Shlomo Angel has pointed out, virtually all major cities in the world are 
growing more outward than inward, and becoming less dense in the process. This is not only true 
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in the United States, but also in Europe and, even more surprisingly developing countries as well. 
For example, over the past four decades, everyone's favorite dense core city, Paris, has seen its 
urban land area expand 55%, while its population has risen only 21 %. Today, the geographical 
extent of urban Paris is more than 25 times that of the Ville de Paris, home to most of the 
familiar tourist attractions. 

In some ascendant countries, notably China, American-style suburbs are being duplicated; and 
when Chinese and other Asians immigrate, they tend to move to lower-density suburban areas. 
The only exceptions have been cities where development has been distorted by ideology, such as 
Moscow before the fall of the Soviet Union, notes Alain Bertaud, a former principal planner 
World Bank. 

The reason for moving outward may be lost on theorists and their real estate backers, but they 
remain compelling for many people, particularly families. A National Association of Realtors 
survey in 2011 found that roughly 80% of adults prefer to live in detached single-family houses 
while only 8% preferred an apartment. It is thus not surprising that the suburbs, which abound in 
detached housing, contain nearly three-quarters of America's major metropolitan population or 
that areas outside the urban core accounted for 99% of growth between 2000 and 2010. 

For the most part, this suggests the population, for the most part, will continue to seek out the 
periphery. This is not only true, as NYU's Angel points out, in the United States or in similar 
countries such as Australia or Canada. As people seek out more affordable and larger housing, 
they tend to spread out from their historic cores. It happens most decisively in wealthy areas that 
are also land-rich. 

This is not to say that the higher-density enclaves of urban areas do not have an important place. 
In terms of culture, finance, media and certain other transaction-based industries, a number of 
dense urban cores remain unassailable in their efficiency and appeal. But in the United States, 
and much of the rest of the high-income world, this is accomplished by bringing residents from 
the periphery to the core - by car, train, bus and increasingly through telecommunications, even 
as most jobs are located elsewhere in the urban area. 

The future shape of the city is likely to continue expanding, even as some urban cores grow. 
Visit any burgeoning city in the developing world from Shanghai to Mexico City and the same 
reality emerges: as cities get larger, they spread out, as people begin to aspire, as best they can, 
for the quality of life that most North Americans and Europeans already take for granted. 

Joel Kotkin is executive editor of New Geography. com and a distinguished presidential fellow in 
urban futures at Chapman University, and a member of the editorial board of the Orange County 
Register. He is author of The City: A Global History and The Next Hundred Million: America in 
2050. His most recent study, The Rise of Posifamilialism, has been widely discussed and 
distributed internationally. He lives in Los Angeles, CA. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

My pleasure. 

EM27815 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> 
Saturday, March 09, 2013 2:35 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: CPC-2008-3440 et. al. (Cover through A-ll) 

On Fri, Mar 8,2013 at 5:52 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Thank you Elva, 
Your comments were vary helpful. I got Dan's edits, too, today. So I was able to incorporate both today. Thanks 
again and have a good weekend. 
-Luci 

On Fri, Mar 8,2013 at 9:01 AM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

I just wanted to get my comments on the above-referenced section to you as soon as possible. Some notations 
were just my thinking out loud. There are only minor edits, which you may accept or decline. 

I will get the rest of the sections to you by Monday. Please feel free to call me if you have any questions on the 
edits. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 

EM27816 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Got it. 
-Luci 

EM31213 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:59 AM 
ggg@copper.net 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 9:55 AM, ggg@copper.net <ggg@copper.net> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Please add the attached doc to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -
ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

George Abrahams 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM32544 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Monday, May 06, 2013 2:52 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 03,2013 3:57 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

RL0031299 



EM32545 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

2 
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Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 
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Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 
5 

RL0031303 



Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EM32549 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32550 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

fyi ... 

EM30419 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 9:50 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Fwd: Attny Client Privilege: Fwd: How to Stop the Millennium 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Apr 3,2013 at 9:47 AM 
Subject: Attny Client Privilege: Fwd: How to Stop the Millennium 
To: Siegmund Shyu <siegmund.shyu@lacity.org>, Curt Holguin <Curt.Holguin@lacity.org>, Alan Bell 
<alan.bell@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Conni Pallini <conni.pallini
tipton@lacity.org>, Mary Richardson <mary.richardson@lacity.org>, Nicholas Maricich 
<nicholas. maricich@lacity.org>, Bryan Eck <Bryan.Eck@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

FYI. 

As we know, the Hollywood Plan and the Hollywood Millennium project are two separate items but an 
interesting email. 

-Kevin 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: SaveHollywood.org <info@savehollywood.org> 
Date: Wed, Apr 3,2013 at 9:17 AM 
Subject: How to Stop the Millennium 

The Hollywood Community Plan: Coming Soon to a Community Near Is this email not displaYing 
YOUI New LA City Development Plans Will Adversely Affect Quality of Life correctly? 

~. 
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How to Stop The Millennium 

by Richard Lee Abrams, Tuesday, April 2, 2013 

There is only one way to stop the Millennium and that is for the judge to 

throw out the new Hollywood Community Plan. The plan was basically 

written to allow The Millennium to build anything it wants with no regard to 

input from residents. 

While it is legally necessary to preserve the record by making all the 

objections while The Millennium currently whisks its way through the city 

CONNECT WITH US 

1 0 j Friend us on Facebook 

1 0 j Follow us on Twitter 

1 0 j Read our blog 

1 0 j Forward this to a Friend 

SHARE THIS EMAIL 

DOWNLOAD 

Save Hollywood Flyer (pdf) 

Outreach Letter (pdf) 

Fact Sheet: What's Wrong With 

This Plan? (pdf) 
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administrative hearings, those objections will not stop The Millennium 

unless the Hollywood Community Plan is re-written. 

One should note, however, that SaveHollywood.org and Hollywoodians 

Encouraging Logical Planning do not take any position on specific projects 

and SaveHollywood.org is not officially opposed to this fiasco. Our lawsuit is 

directed at the fraudulent premises of Garcetti's Hollywood Community Plan. 

Our simple point is the old maxim: Garbage in, Garbage out. 

The Hollywood Community Plan was written to justify unlimited 

development for certain landowners who own property within Transit 

Oriented Districts. These dense projects made sense if and only if more 

people would move to Hollywood, but Hollywood has been losing population 

since 1990. In order to conceal reality, Garcetti's plan was based on a giant 

lie - that Hollywood's population is dramatically increasing and we must 

build mega-projects like The Millennium to accommodate all the 

newcomers. 

In reality, these dense mixed-use projects were accelerating the exodus 

from Hollywood. Rather than admit the truth, Garcetti's Hollywood Plan 

falsely stated that we had 224,426 residents in 2005. That made 

construction for 250,000 ppl in 25 years seems reasonable. After all, that 

would be only an additional 25,000 persons over 25 years and since the 

population had gone from 210,974 in 2000 to 224,426 in just five years, the 

prospect of 250,000 ppl in 2030 was reasonable. 

It was all a lie. Hollywood's population peaked in 1990 at 213,883 

residents and never rose above that number. Garcetti would have gotten 

away with his grand deception if the Hollywood Community Plan had been 

finished a couple years earlier - before the 2010 US Census was released. 

Here's what Garcetti wanted people to believe: 

Hollywood Population 
~ear Population 
1970 159,800 
1980 180,978 
1990 213,883 
2000 210,794 
2005 224,426 
2030 244,000 to 250,000 

Alternative Plan (pdf) 

Hollywood Community Plan 

CPC Determ ination Letter (pdf) 

READ SOM E POSTS 

We Have Something to Fight For 

Diminished Fire Resources - NBC 

Video 

How Did Garcetti Get the 

Hollywood Plan 500000 Wrong? 

The Hollywood Community Plan 

Update - a Fiasco in the Making 

Why They Built the Pruitt-Igoe 

Project 

The Hollywood Community Plan 

Update - From Bad to Worse 

and more articles HERE 
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Here's what the US Census said: 

Hollywood Population 
IYear Population 

11970 159,800 

11980 180,978 

11990 213,883 

12000 210,794 

12010 198,228 

2030 190,000 or less based on 20 
year population trend for 
Hollywood, Los Angeles, and 
California 

According to the 2010 Census, Hollywood's population was only 198,228 

people. Analysis of the data showed that the population flight was greatest 

in the census tracts contiguous to the subway stations and the CRA 

projects. In other word, mixed-use projects like The Millennium did not 

attract newcomers, but instead building more dense projects caused people 

to move away from Hollywood. 

The US Census gave Garcetti another huge legal problem. The law requires 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report [DEIR] to discuss all reasonable 

alternatives so that the public can discuss which Alternative they wanted. 

Although planners knew that Hollywood was experiencing a significant 

population decline, they refused to admit reality in the March 3, 2011 DEIR 

and they omitted any Down Sizing - Down Zoning Alternative [DS-DZ 

Alternative]. That was a fatal defect which requires the court to send the 

entire plan back to the DEIR stage for the City to redo the entire DEIR and 

include the latest data and study the DS-DZ Alternative. 

Now the grand lie about Hollywood's having 224,426 ppl in 2005 came back 

to bite Garcetti in his rear. If there were 224,426 ppl in 2005, Hollywood 

then lost 26,198 residents between 2005 and 2010. That requires the study 

of the DS-DZ Alternative. Garcetti has to either admit that the 2005 

population was a fraud or admit that there's been a dramatic decline in 

Hollywood between 2005 and 2010. Either admission dooms Garcetti's 

Hollywood Community Plan. 

It's what is called an open and shut case: 

1. The law required all reasonable alternatives to be studied; 
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2. the DS-DZ Alternative was not studied. 

3. Thus, the Hollywood Community Plan must be send back to the 

DEIR phase. 

It costs tens of thousands of dollars to undertake this type of litigation. 

There is an entire administrative record to be compiled and it can cost a 

small fortune to compile the record, and we need attorneys to supervise the 

compilation of the Administrative Record. The Millennium has its attorneys 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP there. You can be certain that 

nothing negative about the HCP or the Millennium will stay in the 

Administrative Record unless our attorneys are extra vigilant. [BTW, 

Sheppard Mullin has 600 attorneys.] 

The Millennium is a $4 Billion real estate empire which can afford to pay its 

attorneys from Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP whatever it takes to 

make Black become White and Up become Down. We need to put on a 

sufficient presentation so that the court can see the fraudulent nature of the 

Hollywood Community Plan and how it will harm Hollywood's future forever. 

Let's be real, "Truth Justice and the American Way" is from the Superman 

comic, not from real life. If we want something, we have to fight for it; no 

superhero is going to swoop down from the sky and save us. 

SaveHollywood.org has no $4 Billion benefactor to pay the costs and legal 

fees for attorneys and paralegals. All we have are a few citizens who are 

willing to pay for Los Angeles to have an honest government and to stop 

charades like the Hollywood Community Plan and projects like The 

Millennium. 

Right now everyone is being played. These billionaires are not fools. They 

will promise mitigations; they will promise monitoring; they will promise 

anything to lull you into complacency. They are happy for you to focus on 

The Millennium and ignore the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. If the 

court rubber stamps the Hollywood Community Plan, all the time and effort 

devoted to The Millennium will be for naught. 

follow on Twitter I friend on Facebook I read our blog I forward to a friend 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM30424 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you! 

EM31214 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Thursday, April 18, 2013 10:53 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Send it now, Gary. 
Dennis 

EM32840 

Dennis Chew < dennis.chew@lacity.org > 
Monday, May 13, 2013 4:36 PM 
Gary Khanjian 
Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

On Mon, May 13, 2013 at 4: 14 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 
Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it will be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with no contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De 
Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin 
Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis 
Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:27 PM 

Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the committee have seen the 
final 
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version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I should bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno 
Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved at the committee meeting. 
Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have 
been approved at the PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I receive subsequent 

corrections, the letter would need to be re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by 
the first reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections to language, but not to content. If 
anyone wants to make a change after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee 
member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC Board meeting on May 21 and 
offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has 
weighed in on where to send the approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this 

draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect version. Attached is the most 
current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
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323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David 
Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@qqpnc.orq; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@qmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on her first draft of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the letter approved by the 

GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City Council members, 
the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. Those three should be 
identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other ltr should be deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled out, they should be followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 
Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin 
Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew 
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<Dennis.Chew@laeity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ileaprieeio.net>; 
"brian .eornelius@ggpne.org" <brian .eornelius@ggpne.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.eom" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.eom> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbeglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.eom>; 
"Iinda.demmers@gmail .eom" <Iinda.demmers@gmail .eom> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
.gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
:323-422-8704 cell 
.323-469-5436 office 
:323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.eom> 
To: gkhanjian@sbeglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpne.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpne rdm@yahoo.eom>; 'Brian Cornelius' <brian.eornelius@ggpne.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 
21,2013. Please forward your approval to me later than May 15,2013 if you would 
like it included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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Dennis Chew 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 

EM32844 

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: (818) 374-5050 
Fax:(818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacitv.orq 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 
Sent: 

elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org on behalf of Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
Saturday, March 09, 2013 2:47 PM 

To: Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project - Hollywood Dell Civic Assoc. Comment Letter 
Hollywood Dell Civic Association (DOT).docx 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15,2013 at 1:54 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Hollywood Dell Civic Assoc. Comment Letter 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
My comments through track changes are attached. When the commenter recommends the installation of traffic 
signals or adding left-turn arrows to existing traffic signals, I suggest adding a response such as: "the 
commenter can independently request that LADOT's Hollywood-Wilshire District Office evaluate this 
intersection to assess the need for a traffic signal." This or similar language could follow the consultant's 
response stating that the project did not result in impacts at these locations. 

On Fri, Feb 15,2013 at 11:47 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tom, 

The attached Hollywood Dell Civic Association's comment letter was received by the Planning Department 
after the comment period closed, because they had mailed their letter to the wrong mailing address and wrong e
mail address as well. However, it was forwarded to the consultants and they prepared a response. The 
comment letter and response will be included in the file for the record. 

I am forwarding them both to you for your review, to see if any new issues have been raised. If you have any 
questions, please call me at 213 -978-1359. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacity.org 

EM27818 
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HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

Patti Negri, President 

4928 West Melrose Hill, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

P.O. Box 93094, Hollywood CA 90093 

December 10,2012 (letter as dated by Hollywood Dell Civic Association) 

It should be noted that this letter was not received by the City of Los Angles during the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report public review period for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Comment No.1 

The Hollywood Dell Civic Association CHDCA") wishes to provide the following comments on the 

Millennium Hollywood Project DEIR. Given the substantial impact this Project will have on adjacent 

commercial and residential communities, we have previously requested the Planning Department extend 

the public comment period for an additional 45-days to allow the HDCA and other surrounding 

residential communities to comment in greater detail on the DEIR. To date the Planning Department has 

not notified us of an extension to the public comment period so lacking more time the following 

comments are made with reservations. 

Response No.1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request, in the Final EIR 

The comment asserts that the Project will have a substantial impact on adjacent commercial and 

residential communities. It should be noted that Section IV.G, Land Use Planning of the Draft EIR 

analyzed potential land use compatibility impacts on surrounding commercial and residential land uses 

and concluded that the Project does not have significant unavoidable land use impacts. The remainder of 

this comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No.2 

We believe development of the Millennium site represents a proactive step in the renovation and 

reutilization of Hollywood's Historic core, however, we do not consider a 1.1 million net square foot 

project with the proposed size, bulk, massing and height indicated by Millennium in the DEIR as 

appropriate for the location. A Project of this size significantly increases traffic on all major streets 

adjacent Hollywood Hills communities and in the Hollywood area during AM/PM Peak Hours. This 

increased congestion severely limits ingress/egress from our neighborhoods. The proposed 2-towers of 

lvfillennium Hollywood Projecl 

Page J 

RL0031321 



EM27820 

February 2013 

558' in height dw-arf and minimize the historic Capitol Records building, will top out at approximately 

20-25 stories taller than any current structure in Hollywood, and would obstruct existing views to and 

from the Hollywood Hills and the Hollywood sign from many vantage points in the City. Additionally, 

the excessive height will block existing views of Hollywood Hills residents impacting property values, 

security and privacy. Occupants of the towers and observation decks will have unrestricted eye level 

views of homeowner's possessions and activities. We believe a scaled down project would offer far 

fewer impacts to our community, but retain the many benefits the larger project intends to promote such 

as increased housing, retail facilities and pedestrian space. A smaller Project may also more effectively 

enhance, protect and highlight the Capitol Records building and significantly reduce traffic and 

infrastructure impacts to the surrounding area. 

The following identifies deficiencies or inadequacies we believe exist in the DEIR and outlines why 

proposed mitigations do not appear to be sufficient or appropriate. Our recommendations are also 

included. 

Response No.2 

It is acknowledged that the comment believes the Project is a proactive step in the revitalization of the 

Hollywood's historic core. 

Regarding the location of the Project Site, as discussed in Section IV. G, Land Use Planning, the Project 

Site is located in a highly urbanized area surrounded by high density residential and commercial uses as 

well as a major public transit station. The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and 

commercial uses similar to those proposed in the Project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and 

bars, commercial retail, hotel and office uses. The Project Site does not have any height limits under the 

existing zoning, and with approval of a conditional use permit for FAR averaging, FAR would be average 

across the Project Site, with a total FAR of6:1. Please see Section IV.G, Land Use Planning of the Draft 

EIR for a detailed analysis of the Project's consistency with the Redevelopment Plan, Hollywood 

Community Plan and Update, and the compatibility of the Project with surrounding land uses. 

Regarding potential traffic impacts, the Draft EIR analyzed traffic patterns during AM and PM peak 

hours, as discussed in Section IV.K.l, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. That section is 

supported with detailed traffic modeling and reports contained in the traffic appendices circulated with the 

Draft EIR. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. Please refer to 

Appendix IV.K.l of the Draft EIR for a detailed Traffic Study. The comment is acknowledged for the 

record and w-ill be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review- and consideration. 

Please see Responses to Comments Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), Responses to 

Comments No. 14-2 and 14-3 (Hollywood Heritage), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources for a 

discussion of the Project's compatibility w-ith adjacent historic resources, including the Capitol Records 

Building, in the Final EIR. As analyzed in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and as 
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demonstrated in the responses listed above, the Project does not have a significant impact on the Capitol 

Records Building or any other adjacent historic resource. 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, in the Final EIR for additional information regarding 

views corridors and potential view- obstruction associated with the Project, including views of Hollywood 

from the Hollywood Hills. With respect to heights, in should be noted that the Project Site does not have 

a height limitation pursuant to the existing zoning. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would 

implement a mixed-use development consisting of modem, yet architecturally varied, urban structures 

that are consistent in use and character to the surrounding urban aesthetics environment. Regarding a 

smaller size project, it should be noted that Section VI, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the Draft 

EIR analyzes a range of alternatives that includes two reduced size alternatives (i.e., Alternative 2 

Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative 4.5:1 FAR and Alternative 3 Reduced Density Mixed Use 

Alternative 3: 1 FAR) and a reduced height alternative (i.e., Alternative 4 Reduced Height 

Alternative).The alternatives analysis assesses the level of impacts associated with smaller projects. The 

decision makers w-ill consider these smaller project alternatives in light of the entire record. 

The comment concludes by stating that the following parts of the letter will provide more detail as to the 

deficiencies or inadequacies of the Draft EIR and why the proposed mitigation measures do not appear 

sufficient or appropriate. Responses to each comment are provided below. 

Comment No.3 

Transportation and Traffic Studies 
Section IV . K. 1, 1-1 through 1-31: 

The DEIR does not present any Environmental Impact Analysis reflecting the Project's impacts 

on residential ingress/egress from their communities north of Franklin Avenue. In fact there are no traffic 

studies of intersections north of Franklin Avenue yet there are hundreds of residents that transit those 

intersections daily. For example, the analysis anticipates that traffic congestion at the Cahuenga/Franklin 

intersection is unmitigateable, however the study does not consider the traffic impacts at the intersections 

of DixiCahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, Odin/Cahuenga, Ivar/Franklin all of which are within 

500' of the Cahuenga/Franklin intersection and will experience similar traffic congestion impacting 

ingress/egress during peak AM/PM hours. 

Mitigation Suggestion: Order additional traffic studies of the intersections at DixiCahuenga, 

Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, OdiniCahuenga, IvarlFranklin and Argyle and Franklin to determine if the 

additional AM/PM traffic will impact ingress and egress to the Hollywood Dell. Have signals installed at 

each of the designated intersections to allow for controlled access and left hand turns. 

Response No.3 

The comment asserts that the traffic study should be revised to a larger geographic area. As per standard 

City of Los Angeles procedures, the study area for the Traffic Study was selected in consultation with 
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LADOT. The Traffic Study locations selected were those locations at w-hich the Project traffic impacts 

may be significant and substantial. The locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the 

critical capacity constraints of the area roadway system. For the Hollywood area roadway system the 

capacity constraints are the freeway links and the signalized intersections. The more minor (STOP 

controlled) intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacity. In general, the northbound 

US-lOl Freeway ramps (or an associated intersection) form the northern boundary ofthe agreed-to study 

area. The Hollywood Freeway was selected as the northern boundary because most of the Project trips 

directed northward would utilize this facility, especially with limited surface routes to the north. The 

Project trips remaining on surface streets will be intercepted trips to and from the neighborhood areas 

rather than added trips. 

The intersection of Franklin Avenue and Argyle Avenue/US-I 0 I Freeway Northbound On-Ramp and the 

intersection of Franklin A venue and Highland Avenue (north) are the two significantly impacted 

intersections located on the northern edge of the study area. An analysis of Project impacts at two 

additional intersections, Highland Avenue/Camrose Drive/Milner Road, and Argyle Avenue/Vine 

StreetlDix Street, was conducted for the Final EIR. (See Appendix E, Final EIR Added Intersection 

Analysis, of the Final EIR). These intersections were selected because they are the intersections (outside 

the study area) to the north of intersections found to be significantly impacted by Project traffic in the 

Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. This analysis concluded that the Project impacts would be less than 

significant at these locations. As such, there would not be significant impacts beyond the study area. 

The comment recommends studying intersections at DixiCahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, 

OdiniCahuenga, Ivar/Franklin and Argyle and Franklin. All of these intersections, except DixiCahuenga, 

are to the north of the study area and as such there would not be significant impacts at these intersections. 

The intersection of Dix/Cahuenga is a STOP controlled intersection and thus is not a proper intersection 

for study because locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical capacity constraints 

of the area roadway system. According to LADOT guidelines, the analysis of unsignalized intersections 

in traffic impact studies is solely to assess the need for the installation of a traffic signal by conducting 

warrant analyses. Additionally, only unsignalized intersections that serve as integral elements to the 

Project's site access and circulation plan are included in such an analysis. 

Please also note that conditions at the intersections to the north of the study area are addressed by the 

Project mitigation. The Signal System Upgrades and TDM measures will improve conditions throughout 

the area, including for the intersections to the north. Those measures will reduce the impacts at the 

intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (north) to less than significant and would have 

similar benefits at the intersections further north. 

The comment also includes a recommendation to have signals installed at each of the designated 

intersections to allow for controlled access and left hand turns. However, the Traffic Study and Appendix 

E analyses concluded that the Project impacts would be less than significant at the study intersections to 

the north, such as those cited by the commenter. There would not be significant impacts beyond the study 

area or at any intersections cited in the comment and thus, no additional mitigation is required. See the 
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Final EIR Response to Comment No. 16-10 (Hollyw-ood United Neighborhood Council (#2)), for 

information regarding signals and see Response to Comment No. 59-34 (Jordon, David) for additional 

information regarding the study at additional intersections. The commenter is referred to LADOT's 

Hollywood-Wilshire District Office to independently request an evaluation of each intersection to 

determine if the installation of a traffic signal is warranted. 

Comment No.4 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Section II Proj ect Description, Page 11-8. 

The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan limits the maXimum FAR allowable on the site to 

4.5: 1 FAR, this is further limited by the D-Development Limitation (Ordinance No. 165659) which 

restricts the development to 3: 1 FAR. Millennium is requesting a Variance to increase the FAR to a 

6: 1 FAR which would allow- an increase in the total development square footage from 3: 1 FAR (approx. 

291,735SF development) to 6:1FAR (approx. I,lOO,OOOSF). A 1. 1 Million square foot project would be 

larger than any existing structure in Hollywood and larger than many other significant projects previously 

developed in the City of Los Angeles (i.e.: Hollywood & Highland Shopping Ctr.: 375,OOOSF; Staples 

Center: 950,OOOSF; and the Los Angeles Convention Center: 756,000SF). 

Mitigation Suggestion: To reduce traffic congestion, view impacts and infrastructure demands we 

request the City limit the size of the Project to a 4.5:1 FAR which would allow full utilization of the site 

as a mixed use development proposed by the Developer while controlling the size, bulk and scale of the 

Project in a manner consistent and complimentary to other developments in the Hollywood area. 

Response No.4 

With respect to FAR, the C4-2D-SN zone corresponds with Height District No.2. Pursuant to LAMC 

Section 12.21. 1 (A)(2), Height District No.2 allows a maximum FAR of 6: 1 and does not specify a height 

restriction. However, the Height District No.2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a 

"D" Development Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" 

Development Limitation restricted the floor area on the Project Site to three times the buildable area of 

the lot, or a FAR of 3:1. The Hollywood Community Plan Update (the Update) modified the "D" 

Development Limitation for the Project Site to increase the FAR from 3:1 to 4.5:1. The modified 'D" 

limitation in the Update also allows for a 6: 1 FAR on the Project Site, provided that a project complies 

with a few conditions. While the Project Applicant is requesting that the City remove the "D" limitation 

from the Project Site, thereby resulting in a FAR of 6: 1, this is not inconsistent with the Update because 

the Update allows for a 6: 1 FAR on the Project Site. 

See Response to Comment Nos. 09-79 (AMDA) and 59-14 (Jordon, David) in the Final ErR for a 

discussion on reduced FAR alternatives and additional information regarding FAR. In addition, and as 

discussed above, the Draft EIR does is in fact analyze a reduced density mixed use alternative at 4.5:1 
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FAR, which is w-hat the commenter is suggesting. The decision makers will consider this project 

alternative in light of the entire record. 

Comment No.5 

Quimby Fees: The Developer will pay Quimby Fees to the City for the development and maintenance of 

green space throughout the City. 

Mitigation Suggestion: We request that those funds be specifically earmarked for parks and green 

spaces in the Hollywood area with a priority on parks and green spaces within walking distance of the 

Project. 

Response No.5 

According to Section 1V.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft ErR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures J.4-2 and J.4-3 regarding payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. The Draft ErR concludes the Project does not result in a significant unavoidable impact 

to parks. Moreover, it should be noted that the fees that are paid would be allocated according to the 

budget and planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) because 

use of the fees is pursuant to the LAM C and is determined by the LAD RP. The Proj ect Applicant does 

not determine how the City uses these fees. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No.6 

Infrastructure Improvements: 
Section IV.G, Section IV.J and Section IV. L: 

The DEIR does not mention any studies undertaken to consider repairs or expansion of existing 

sidewalks, street lighting, crosswalks, or pedestrian bridges to facilitate pedestrian access to areas 

immediately adjacent to the Project. Nor does it mention infrastructure studies or mitigations related to 

water, wastewater or electricity demand. Given the uncertainties in the water supply horizon and in 

capacities of local delivery systems, impacts to water are considered potentially significant. There is no 

mitigation measure offered beyond the promise to work with LADWP and to contribute a calculated 

amount in fees to the City as part of the permit process. 

Mitigation Suggestions: Undertake a study to review and upgrade existing lighting, sidew-alk access and 

crosswalks and the potential of installing signals at/near the intersections of Franklin/Vine, 
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FranklinlYucca and Franklin and Argyle. A portion of the estimated $5 Million the Project will pay into 

the City's General Fund should be designated/returned to the Hollywood Community to pay for 

additional Fire and Police services that the Project will demand. Though the DEIR suggest on one 

additional police officer will be required to meet the present standard of 1 officer per every 833 residents 

for the Project (Section IV.J.2, page 2-4), however, the Project proposes a total population for the Project 

of 3,970 (Residents + Daily Workforce+ Business Users, Section lVI, pages 17, 24 & 27) which would 

suggest the increase population on created by the Project requires an additional 3-full time officers be 

added to the Hollywood precinct. In general Developer Fees from the Project should be specifically 

designated to update the surrounding Hollywood utility delivery systems and infrastructure rather than 

going to the City's General Fund. 

Response No.6 

Regarding pedestrian amenities such as sidewalks, lighting, crosswalks, and pedestrian bridges, the 

Project would be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan Update's Goal LU.3: Make Streets 

Walkable, as well as multiple policies to implement that goal including Policies LV. 3.3, 3.4, 3.8, 3.9-12, 

3.15,3.17,3.21-24, and 3.27.See Response to Comment No. 09-69 (AMDA) in the Final EIR for more 

information. See also Final EIR Response to Comment No. 14-3 (Hollywood Heritage), which discusses 

how the Project will transform existing parking lots into a mixed-use development that incorporates 

grade-level public plazas, pedestrian passage ways, amenities, and commercial uses (w-here none 

currently exist) that enliven the street scene and pedestrian environment at the Project Site. The Project is 

designed to provide uses and activity that will attract pedestrians into the area, especially along 

Hollyw-ood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

Regarding water supply, Section IVL.l, Utilities and Services Systems, Water, of the Draft EIR, the 

LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be supplied with water from the municipal system. LADWP 

prepared and approved a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) according to the legal requirements of State of 

California Senate Bill 610 and 221, which is included in the Draft EIR as Appendix IVL.l, Water Supply 

Assessment. The WSA confirmed sufficient water supply for the Project. 

Regarding wastewater, Section IV.L.2, Utilities and Services Systems, Wastewater, of the Draft EIR 

analyzes infrastructure capacity to handle wastewater generated by the Project. Specifically, the Draft 

EIR quantifies (see Table IVL.2-2 through Table IVL.2-4) potential wastewater volumes associated w-ith 

the Project and confirms the applicable treatment systems have adequate capacity for the Project and all 

cumulative projects. In addition, the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation reviewed the Project and 

concluded that the sewer system will accommodate total flows from the Project. See page IVL.2-14 of 

the Draft EIR. These conclusions are based on quantified evaluations of the existing sewer system and 

anticipated Project wastewater flow rates. The Draft EIR also confirms that all infrastructure 

improvements would be built to the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. See 

Response to Comment Nos. 18-5 (Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2)), and 27-1 (Brackett, 

Alan) in the Final EIR for information on utility infrastructure. 
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Regarding electricity, the Draft EIR dedicates section IY.L.4, Utilities and Services Systems, Energy 

Conservation, to analyzing electricity issues. To summarize, the Draft EIR provides a quantitative 

assessment of whether the Project's electricity demand falls within overall demand anticipated by 

LADWP. The Draft ErR concludes that there is adequate energy supply, which is supported by written 

correspondence from LADWP. 

The comment also includes suggested mitigation for lighting, sidewalks and crosswalks, intersections, 

and police and fire systems. It should be noted that the Project does not have significant unavoidable 

impacts related to lighting, sidewalks and crosswalks, or public services systems. Also, it should be noted 

that the officer-to-resident ratio is explicitly calculated with permanent residents, not daily workforce or 

business users. The suggestion to designate the developer fees to surrounding utility systems and 

infrastructures rather than the City's General Fund is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. The Project 

Applicant does not determine how the City uses these fees. 

Please see Responses to Comments NO.3 and 9 regarding traffic and mitigation issues. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No.7 

Parking Variance 
Section II Project Description, Page II-31 

The Developer has asked for a Variance to reduce the City's standard parking allocation for health club 

use at the facility from 10: 1,000 to 2: 1,000 on the assumption that a significant portion of health club 

users would come from internal use, travel by public transport or be considered a "pass-by" user that 

would not significantly add to parking demands of the Project. This assumption is flawed as health club 

generated traffic increases substantially during peak PM traffic and most health club users do not 

typically take public transport or go to a health club on their way to dinner or other activities *("pass-by 

trips". The key reason the City has a high requirement for health club parking is historically health clubs 

generate parking requirements in excess of most other retail uses. 

Mitigation Suggestion: The parking requirement should not be reduced from 10: 1,000 as those 

individuals that drive to the Project to use the health club \vho cannot park in the facility will look for on 

street parking and reduce available public parking and generate additional traffic congestion on 

surrounding streets. 

Response No.7 

This comment expresses opposition to a variance for reduced parking for the proposed health club. 

Section IY.K.2, Transportation - Parking, of the Draft EIR, discusses and analyzes the variance for fitness 

center/sports club use. For example, see pages IY.K.2-23 through IV.K.2-24 of the Draft EIR. Further, 

pass-by trips are not assumed to be a reason for reductions in the parking demand. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Projecl 

Page 8 

RL0031328 



EM27827 

February 2013 

Under the Los Angeles Municipal Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within 

a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the 

requested two spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project is a mixed-use development that may 

include additional office space, but programming considerations may require the fitness center/sports club 

to be physically located in the development, although in a different building than the office. The Project 

also already includes approximately 114,000 square feet of office use that will remain, and although the 

fitness center/sports club will not be in the existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by 

having a sports club and office use as part of the same project. 

The comment also suggests a mitigation measure, however, Section IVK.2, Transportation - Parking, of 

the Draft EIR found parking impacts to be less than significant and as such no mitigation is required. 

Comment No.8 

Building Height: 
Section IV .AI, Aesthetics, Page IVAI-13 through I-56 

Height Zones for the project are identified to be within 220' to 585 feet in height. Existing views from 

and to the Hollywood Hills are not significantly impacted by the Project at 220' of height, however at 

500' and 585' feet the Project significantly impacts views to and from the Hollywood Hills, the 

Hollywood Sign and surrounding commercial area of Hollywood. The 2-proposed 585' tall towers 

combined with the site locations elevation would make the towers approximately the 6th and i h tallest 

buildings in Los Angeles. Totally out of scale with the Hollywood commercial district. The extreme 

height would also be between 20-25 stories taller than any existing development in the Hollywood 

commercial area. The lack of scale to surrounding commercial development adjacent to the Project is 

significant and the negative impact to view site lines from the Hollywood Hills is detrimental to 

residential property values, quality of life and privacy. From many points of view around Los Angeles 

the towers will appear taller than Mt. Hollywood located behind the project, obscure the view of the 

iconic Hollywood sign and dwarf the adjacent Capitol Records building and other structures in the 

Hollywood area. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

Cap the Project's height at a maximum of 30-stories (between 220' - 400'); this maintains most of 

the existing views to and from the Hollywood Hills, to the Hollywood sign and of Mt. Hollywood. 

Reduced height of the Project maintains reasonable continuity between existing Hollywood building 

heights and with the size and scale of the Capitol Records building. The resulting reduction in height may 

increase massing at lower elevations, but this will not significantly impact the view site lines to and from 

the Capitol Records building (Figure IVAI-IO). Additional photographic studies should be made 

showing the impact of the Project on views from other locations in the City and from other vantage points 

in the Hollywood Hills as the Project will be located less than 500' from many single family and multi

tenant residences. 
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Response No.8 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) in the 

Final EIR for a discussion on the Project's overall height. 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, in the Final EIR for additional information regarding 

views and overall visual character of the Project in Hollywood. 

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical 

Response 4, Cultural Resources, in the Final EIR for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with 

the adjacent historic Capitol Records Building. 

The comment includes a suggested mitigation measure to reduce the height and increase the massing at 

lower elevations. It should be noted that the Project Site does not contain a height limitation under 

current zoning. Also, the Draft EIR analyzed height and massing issues related to surrounding properties 

in Sections IY.A, Aesthetics, IY.C, Cultural Resources, and IY.G, Land Use Planning. The Draft EIR 

discloses that the Project allows for a scale and massing of new development that is significantly larger 

than other structures in the immediately surrounding area. To maintain certain view- corridors, certain 

height and massing criteria are listed in the Development Regulations of the Draft EIR. It should also be 

noted that the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4, Reduced Height Alternative and assesses the level of 

impacts associated with project capped at nO-feet high, which is similar to the 220-400-foot height cap 

proposed by the comment. The decision makers will consider this project alternative in light of the entire 

record. 

Regarding additional photographic studies, the Draft EIR includes several view simulations that relate to 

the identified view corridors and are considered prominent view- locations. See Draft EIR Figures IY.A.l-

11 through [Y.A. 1-14. 

Comment No.9 

Transportation & Traffic: 
Section: IY.K.ls, pages 1-1 to 1-131 

The Projects proposes certain transportation and traffic mitigations to offset the anticipated significant 

increase in traffic on adjacent streets. We believe this increase in traffic has been significantly 

underrepresented in the DEIR. We suggest the following additional mitigations be funded by the 

Developer. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

• Cahuenga/Franklin: Add a right tum lane for northbound traffic. 

Argyle/Franklin: In addition to proposed mitigations add a 4th north bound lane on Argyle to 

allow for 2-left tum lanes, one thru lane and one right tum lane. Through traffic from a right lane would 
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be significantly hampered by cars turning right being stopped by pedestrian traffic crossing Franklin. 

Further, representatives of the Hollywood Hills communities should be included in all conversations 

regarding traffic mitigations to intersections immediately adjacent to their communities. 

Additional mitigations suggestions: 

1) Synchronization of traffic signal light at Franklin and Argyle with the traffic calming light on the 

101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle 

2) Extending the 101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle to stack more northbound cars 

trying to enter the freeway at peak traffic hours 

3) Eliminate the U-Turn onto the 101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle as you drive east 

on Franklin to the intersection of Franklin and Argyle 

4) Widen Franklin eastbound under the Vine Street off ramp as you travel eastbound to the Franklin 

and Argyle intersection so there room for more cars to stack in the left tum lane. The two straight 

eastbound lanes essentially become one eastbound lane at peak traffic hours as too many cars 

queue for the left tum lane in the through lane and stop traffic. 

5) Signaled traffic light with crosswalk at Franklin and Ivar so that the residential traffic north of 

Franklin have an alternative intersection to exit onto Franklin (a secondary highway) 

• Holly\'iOod/Vine: Left tum signals should be added for all intersection directions. 

• Signals should be added to the intersections of Odin/Cahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, 

DixiCahuenga, and Ivar/Franklin. 

Response No.9 

The comment states that this increase in traffic has been significantly underrepresented in the Draft EIR. 

A manual approach was selected as the most appropriate method to be used for the Traffic Study, and that 

approach used standard, nationally accepted procedures and was in conformance with the LADOT Traffic 

Study Policies and Procedures manual. The manual procedures utilized trip generation estimates based 

on Trip Generation, ITE, 8TH Edition, separated the Project into components by land uses, and separately 

assigned the trips to and from those components. The assignments considered the types of land uses in 

the surrounding area to which the component's trips w-ould be linked. The Traffic Study was reviewed 

and approved by LADOT and is detailed in Appendix K.l of the Draft ErR. Additional analyses were 

prepared for the Final EIR to support and clarifY the conclusions in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. 

Please see Appendices B (Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results), C (Saturday Project Trip 

Generation, Crain & Associates, January 11, 2(13),D (Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including 

Individual Intersection Impact Analyses, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), E (Final EIR Added 

Intersection Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

Traffic Impact Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), G (Site Access Impact and 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), and H (Millennium 

Hollywood Project Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers) of the Final EIR for additional traffic information. 

The comment also suggests additional mitigation measures. The recommended mitigation measures are 
not required, do not reduce impacts, or are infeasible as follows: 

Cahuenga/Franklin: Add a right tum lane for northbound The intersection of Cahuenga Boulevard and Franklin 
traffic. Avenue already has a northbound right-tum lane 

marked. Additionally, an increase in the number of 
lanes at this intersection was evaluated, but rejected due 
to unacceptable associated parking restriction and 
removal. 

Af!::>'YlelFranklin: In addition to proposed mitigations add There is insufficient right -of-way and the 
a 4th north bound lane on Argyle to allow for 2-left tum recommendation does not increase the capacity of the 
lanes, one thru lane and one right tum lane. intersection. 
Synchronization of traffic signal light at Franklin and This measure was discussed in a meeting with Caltrans, 
Argyle with the traffic calming light on the 101 but no interest was expressed by Caltrans regarding such 
Northbound omamp at Franklin and Argyle a measure. 
Extending the 101 Northbound omamp at Franklin and The capacity constraint for the ramp is the meeting 
Argyle to stack more northbound cars trying to enter the reflecting the main line congestion, rather than the queue 
freeway at peak traffic hours area. Further, due to the need for sufficient acceleration 

prior to the weave section at the end of the ramp, 
extension of the queue area is not feasible. 

Eliminate the U-Turn onto the 101 Northbound omamp The U-turn is designated by Caltrans as a preferred route 
at Franklin and Argyle as you drive east on Franklin to by the signing they installed directing vehicles to access 
the intersection of Franklin and Argyle the Northbound] 0] Freeway through making that tum. 
Widen Franklin eastbound under the Vine Street off Bridge columns obstmct the turn pocket lengthening 
ramp as you travel eastbound to the Franklin and Argyle making this measure infeasible. 
intersection 
Sif,'naled traffic light with crosswalk at Franklin and Ivar Sufficient pedestrian volumes to warrant a signal have 

not been demonstrated. 
Hollywood/vine: Left tum signals should be added for This would not address Project traffic impacts. The left-
all intersection directions. turn phases would require signal time and thereby 

decrease the phase length and capacity for other 
movements. Signal System Upgrades, the funding or 
implementation of which is recommended as Mitigation 
Measure KI-9 on page IY.K.I-58 of the Draft EIR (and 
revised to Mitigation Measure Kl-l 0 to accommodate a 
new Mitigation Measure Kl-4, as described in Section 
IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR of the 
Final EIR) will increase the capacity for all intersection 
users. 

Signals should be added to the intersections of See Response to Comment NO.3 above. There would 
Odin/Cahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, not be any significant impacts at these intersections and 
DixiCahuenga, and IvarlFranklin as such no mitigation measures required. Further, these 

signals have not been demonstrated to be warranted, and 
their proximity to signalized intersections would reduce 
the overall systems ability to efficiently allow for traffic 
flows. 
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However, it should be noted that the Project Applicant is w-orking with the Hollyw-ood Dell Civic 

Association outside of the EIR on requests that will not be included as mitigation measures, but may 

involve additional traffic-related and other community benefits. 

Comment No. 10 

Open Space: 

Public Assemblies, Planned Gatherings and Concerts 

H.H., pages 32. 

The Project proposes holding concerts and public gatherings in the common plazas with no mention of 

controls or scheduling. 

Suggested Mitigations: The number of concerts and scheduled public gatherings at the Project should be 

limited and coordinated through CD 13 Hollywood Boulevard Street Closure Committee. 

Response No. 10 

This comment is similar to Comment No. 16-9 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) in the 

Final ErR, which asks to limit the number concerts and coordinate all proposed events through CD 13 

Hollywood Boulevard Street Closure Committee. Othenvise, this comment does not challenge the 

adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather suggests the overall size of concerts to be 

held at the Project Site. These comments will be fonvarded to the decision makers for their consideration 

and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 11 

Assessment: 

Open Space - page 794 

The DEIR provides an economic trigger for open space funds but does not specifically designate the 

allocation of those funds. The Franklin Ivar Park is a % acre park under development within .18 miles or 2 

blocks north and 1 block east of the Project. 

Additionally, the Community Plan Update adopted as a designated open space the Franklin Ivar Park. 

The creation of the Franklin Ivar Park would provide the establishment of open space linkages, including 

the "healing" of neighborhoods divided by freeways. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

The recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan included a designation of the Franklin [var Park for 

Open Space. A portion of the funds for Park Acquisition and Development through the "Park and 

Recreational Site and Facilities Fund" and/or the Quimby Fees should be specifically allocated to the 

Franklin Ivar Park as it is the closest park (.18 miles - two blocks up and one block over) to the Project. 
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The specific funds to be allocated to the Franklin Ivar Park include: 

1) Funds for a fly-over pedestrian bridge from Ivar on the south side of Franklin to the park on the 

north side of Franklin 

2) A signaled traffic light at Franklin and Ivar with a pedestrian crosswalk 

3) Landscaping on the south side of Franklin between Cahuenga and Ivar in a manner compatible 

with the landscaping in the Park 

$75,000 annual contribution to the Friends of Franklin Ivar Park (501C(3) for the ongoing maintenance 

of the Park 

Response No. 11 

According to Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures J.4-2 and J.4-3 regarding payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. It should be noted that the fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget 

and planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) because use of 

the fees is pursuant to the LAMC and is determined by the LADRP. The Project Applicant does not 

determine how the City uses these fees. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No. 12 

DEIR Compatibility with CRA Redevelopment Plan: 

The DE£R does not adequately discuss the need for the CRA or DLA to review, comment and oversee 

projects within the Redevelopment Area. As stated on the CRA/LA's website: 

Notice: ABxl-26 does not abolish the City's 31 existing Redevelopment Plans, which will continue to be 

administered bv a Designated Local Authority C'DLA ") that oversees projects ofthe former Community 

Redevelopment Agencv of the Cit}! of Los Angeles. The Land-use authorities granted in the 

RedeveLopment PLans remain effective and will continue to be administered bv the DLA starting on 

Februar}!1,20l2. 

FoLlOWing are the relevant RedeveLopment Plan Sections which must be considered: 
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From the CRA Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Amended May 20, 2003 and Effective July 12, 2003, 

Ordinance No. 175236: 

Section 407.1.4 Development Plans - All development plans (whether public or private) shall be subject 

to the review and approval by the Agency. All development in the Project area must conform to this 

Redevelopment Plan. 

The Millennium Protect has not been reviewed and approved bv the Agency 

Section V. 501 .... No real property in the Project Area shall be subdivided, developed, rehabilitated or 

otherwise changed after the date of adoption of this Redevelopment Plan, except in conformance with the 

provisions of this Plan or applicable Designs for Development adopted pursuant to this Plan. 

The DEIR does not address the Project's conformity with applicable Designs far Development 

Section V. 505.2 ... The Agency shall review all new development with this District to ensure that views 

to and from the Hollywood Hills are, to the extent practical, preserved. This review shall include an 

examination of the following: 

..... The topography in the area and the existing building scale in the immediate vicinity; 

The views to and from the Hollywood Hills which will be affected 

The development plans including the building massing, orientation, height and bulk 

The Project, as described in the DEIR, does not comply with this Section of the Redevelopment 

Plan as the height of the proposed buildings, by definition, will impact the views to and from the 

Hollywood Hills and not "preserve" current views. 

Section V 506.2.1 Hollywood Boulevard District .... The objectives of the District are to: .... .2) Assure 

that new development is sympathetic to and complements the existing scale of development. 

As previously stated, the proposed Project is of a magnitude that far exceeds any other buildings 

developed in the Hollywood Redevelopment area. This Project is uncomplimentary to the existing scale 

of proposed development in the Hollywood area and is also not sympathetic to existing developments in 

size, bulk or scale. The Project, as proposed, shows 2 towers roughly 4x's the height of the iconic Capitol 

Records building, which is immediately adjacent to both Project towers. 

Additionally, given the recent revisions to the Hollywood Community Plan, there isn't the ability 

to develop future buildings to the height, size or scale of this Project as there is neither the aggregate land 

available to acquire a large enough contiguous parcel develop a similar sized project nor do the height 

limits in the HCP allow for any commercial or residential structures close to this height. Thus, this 

Project will be the lone white elephant in the Regional Corridor with nothing complimentary to it. 
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Please note that Section V 506.2.2 Hollywood Core Transition District ... shall be glven special 

consideration due to the low density of the adjacent residential areas. The objective of this District is to 

provide for a transition in the scale and intensity of development between Regional Center Commercial 

uses and residential neighborhoods. The Agency shall review all building permits in this District to 

ensure that circulation patterns, landscaping, parking and scale of new construction is not detrimental to 

the adjacent residential neighborhoods. Development guidelines shall be prepared for this District to 

ensure that new development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. 

Response No. 12 

First, Sections II, Project Description, and IY.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR discuss the need for 

DLA review and approval of the Project. For example, see page £I-50 of the Draft ErR. Further, page 

IV.G-15 of the Land Use Planning section of the Draft ErR states "[g]iven that the City may elect to adopt 

or continue CRA/LA approval authority through the DLA or through transfer of that authority to the City 

Planning Department, including adoption and implementation of the Design District Plan, this Draft ErR 

will set forth the Project's consistency with CRA/LA plans and design district guidelines, and assume 

their applicability until such time any action from the City renders the Redevelopment Plan or Design 

District Plan no longer applicable to the Project Site." 

Second, the Draft ErR sets forth the Project's consistency with applicable goals and objectives of the 

Redevelopment Plan on pages Iy'G-48 through Iy'G-52. For example, the objective to '"[a]ssure that 

new development is sympathetic to and complements the existing scale of development" cited in the 

comment, is analyzed on page IV.G-50. Further, pages Iy'G-52 through Iy'G-54 of the Draft EIR 

analyze the Project's compatibility with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 

Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards. It is important to note the Draft Design District Urban 

Design Standards have not been adopted and thus are not enforceable. However, they were analyzed in 

the Draft EIR to be conservative and to demonstrate the Project's consistency with the standards. 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, in the Final EIR for additional information regarding 

views and overall visual character of the Project in Hollywood. Additionally, it should be noted that the 

Project Site does not contain a height limitation under current zoning. Also, the Draft EIR analyzed 

height and massing issues related to surrounding properties in Sections IY.A, Aesthetics, IY.C, Cultural 

Resources, and IY.G, Land Use Planning. The Draft EIR discloses that the Project allow·s for a scale and 

massing of new development that is significantly larger than other structures in the immediately 

surrounding area. To maintain certain view corridors, certain height and massing criteria are listed in the 

Development Regulations of the Draft EIR. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would implement a modem mixed-use development consisting 

of modem, yet architecturally varied, urban structures that are consistent in use and character to the 

surrounding urban aesthetics environment. As illustrated in the urban silhouette figures in the Aesthetics 

Technical Report, the Project would become a prominent visual feature in the vicinity due to its proposed 

maximum heights. Also, the zoning on the Project Site allows for tall urban structures and the 
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surrounding urban vicinity is populated with existing mid-rise towers and a variety of structures at 

different heights that present an erratic urban skyline. 

With regards to Capitol Records Building mentioned by the commenter, Section lY.C, Cultural Resources 

of the Draft ElR, shows that the mitigation measures included in the Draft ElR will mitigate potential 

impacts to historic resources to a less-than-significant level under all development scenarios. These 

conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources Report circulated 

as an appendix to the Draft BIR. 

Comment No. 13 

Finally, no consideration has been given to the Franklin Transition Corridor and ensuring that the 

development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. These residential areas include the Hollywood 

Dell, Argyle, Outpost, Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywoodland, The Oaks, Lake 

Hollywood, Los Feliz, and the residential community directly east on Yucca and Carlos between Argyle 
and Gow-er. 

Response No. 13 

Pages Iy'G-52 through Iy'G-54 of the Land Use and Planning section of the Draft EIR analyze the 

Project's compatibility with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin Avenue 

Design District Urban Design Standards. It is important to note the Draft Design District Urban Design 

Standards have not been adopted and thus are not enforceable. However, they were analyzed in the Draft 

ElR to be conservative and to demonstrate the Project's consistency with the standards. 

Further, the Project's compatibility with surrounding land uses is analyzed on pages Iy'G-61 through 

Iy'G-62 of the Land Use section of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 14 

The HDCA Board of Directors voted unanimously to accept and approve this letters comments and 

recommendations. 

Response No. 14 

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As 

such, the comment is acknow-Iedged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alan, 

EM32551 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, May 06, 2013 3:01 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

2 

RL0031339 



EM32553 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

EM32556 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

EM32557 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32558 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello, 

EM30425 

Noveen Crumbie < noveen_crumbie@amda.edu> 

Wednesday, April 03, 2013 4:48 PM 
Eric.Garcetti@lacity.org; rogelio.navar@lacity.org; pnabbeyl@gmail.com; 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; 
cpc@lacity.org 

Protect AM DA 

My name is Noveen Crumbie. I am a student at AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and I am writing 
to ask that you require Hollywood Millennium provide meaningful mitigations to protect AMDA. The impacts from 
Millennium on AMDA will be enormous, yet Millennium is not providing appropriate mitigations given its proximity to 
the school. The Commission should NOT approve the Millennium project as it is currently proposed. 

Thank you, 

Noveen Crumbie 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31216 

afraijo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit.com> 
Thursday, April 18, 20134:03 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 

Luci and Sergio, please see attached updated development regulations (in redline). I will 
send the clean version separately. 

Thank you. 

1

0 ~REVISED Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines 1

0 ~ 
and Standards 4.17.13. docx 

Your file will expire on April 25, 2013 16:02 PDT unless you 1 0 j 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

~ 
If 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk ~ 

14-Day Trial 

© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello Ms. Ibarra: 

EM30426 

PEGGY8960@aol.com 

Wednesday, April 03, 2013 5:15 PM 
Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CPC 2008--3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV=HD (Millennium Project) 

The North Hills West NC will be send a letter and CIS in oppposition to City Council approval of this project. In that 
connection, would you please send me the Council File number so it can be included in the letter. 
Thank you 
Peggy Burgess 
Stakeholder Member NHWNC Planning & Land Use Committee 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31217 

afraijo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit.com> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:03 PM 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 

Luci and Sergio, please see attached updated development regulations (in redline). I will 
send the clean version separately. 

Thank you. 

101 ~ LJlREVISED Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines Cll 
and Standards 4.17.13. docx 

Your file will expire on April 25, 2013 16:02 PDT unless you 1 0 j 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk ~ 

14-Day Trial 

~ 
If 
© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32845 

Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Monday, May 13, 2013 6:29 PM 

To: Gary Khanjian; 'christina khanjian'; 'Rosemary De Monte'; 'jacqueline Kerr'; 'Sorin 
Alexanian'; 'David Uebersax'; 'Dennis Chew'; 'Ermanno Neiviller'; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

Cc: 'Randy Myer'; 'Randy Myer' 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by consensus. Plus 
the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The members 
of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the applicant and the Planning 
Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by this NC in 
May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them so it would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be extended to 60 instead of 90 days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 
'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neivilier' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 

RL0031350 



EM32846 

<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20134:14 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it will be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with no contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhanjian@sbcglobal.nef 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina 
khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20132:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the committee have seen the 
final 
version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I should bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhanjian@sbcglobal.nef 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 
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From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved at the committee meeting. 
Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have 
been approved at the PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I receive subsequent 
corrections, the letter would need to be re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by 
the first reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections to language, but not to content. If 
anyone wants to make a change after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee 
member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC Board meeting on May 21 and 
offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has 
weighed in on where to send the approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this 
draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect version. Attached is the most 
current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIL. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David 
Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on her first draft of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the letter approved by the 
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GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City Council members, 
the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. Those three should be 
identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other ltr should be deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled out, they should be followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 
Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin 
Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com>; 
"Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 
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Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 
21,2013. Please forward your approval to me later than May 15,2013 if you would 
like it included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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From: 
Sent: 

elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org on behalf of Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
Saturday, March 09, 2013 3:32 PM 

To: Elva Nuno-Q'Donnell 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium FEIR - production 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11:29 AM 
Subject: Re: Millennium FEIR - production 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afrai jo@sheppardmullin.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, 
Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org>, Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com 

Hi Chris, 

To answer Seth's questions: 

ALL public agencies receive a CD, whether they commented on the DEIR or not. 

ALL public commenters receive a CD, provided we have a mailing address; if not, e-mail them an NOA. 

For the City's 3 hardcopies; 1 hardcopy set of appendices and 2 on CDs will be fine. 

In addition, libraries receive CDs. 

Also, please make sure that the CDs of the FEIR also contain the DEIR. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 5:46 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
See below 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: February 5,2013,5:43:36 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - production 

Chris, 
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We have the following questions for Srimal, when you speak with her: 

1. Are all Draft EIR agencies (whether or not they provided a comment) getting a CD? 

The agencies that commented on the DEIR will get a CD. 

2. Are all non-agency, (ie the public commenters) getting a CD or just the NOA? 

3. For the City's 3 hardcopies? does Srimal want 3 appendices, or 1 and the rest on CD? 

Seth 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30427 

De la Cruz, Victor <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 

Wednesday, April 03, 2013 6:28 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Michael LoGrande; Marcel Porras 
AMDA - Withdrawal of Hollywood Millennium Project Draft ErR Comment Letter 

4-2-13 Withdrawal of Hollywood Millennium Project Draft ErR Comment Letter.PDF 

Srimal, attached is a letter on behalf of AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts that was also sent by 
messenger. Please let us know if you have any questions. Thanks. -Victor 

Victor De la Cruz 
manatt I phelps I phillips 
11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 
Phone: (310) 312-4305; Fax: (310) 914-5824; vdelacruz@manatt .com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at vdelacruz@manatt.com or by telephone at (310) 312-4305, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To comply with requirements imposed by the Department of the Treasury, we inform you that 
any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written by the practitioner to be 
used, and that it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer, and (ii) 
supporting the promotion or marketing of any transactions or matters addressed herein. For information about this legend, go to 
http://www.manatt. com/Expertise.aspx?id=4870 
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manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

April 2, 2013 

VIA MESSENGER AND E-MAIL 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EM30428 

Victor S. De la Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Direct Dial: (310) 312-4305 
E-mail: VDelaCruz@Manatt.com 

Client-Matter: 46782-060 

Re: Withdrawal of Hollywood Millennium Project Draft ErR Comment Letter 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

As you know, this firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts ("AMDA"). Please be advised that at the March 28,2013, City Planning Commission 
hearing for the Millennium Project (the "Project"), AMDA withdrew its December 10,2012 
comment letter on the Project's Draft Environmental Impact Report (Case Number ENV-2011-
675-EIR). The Applicant, Millennium Hollywood, LLC, has addressed AMDA's concerns and 
AMDA is pleased to be able to support the Project. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Should you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (310) 312-4305. 

cc: Mr. Michael LoGrande, Department of City Planning, Director 
Mr. Marcel Porras, CD 13, Senior Economic Development and Planning Deputy 

11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 

Albany I Los Angeles I New York I Orange County I Palo Alto I Sacramento I San Francisco I Washington, D.C. 
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From: 
Sent: 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:02 PM 

To: Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Subject: FW: File Delivered: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

Hi Luci, just sent the regulations. 

Thank you. 

From: YouSendIt [mailto:delivery@yousendit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:03 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: File Delivered: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

Delivery provided by YouSendlt 

~ 
1 0 ~ Your file has been sent! 1 0 j 

~ 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org, sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

Message:Luci and Sergio, please see attached updated development 
regulations (in redline). I will send the clean version separately. 

Thank you. 

REVISED Millennium Hollywood_ 
~ ~ Design Guidelines and Standards 
@] @] 4.17.13.docx 

Size: 43.38 MB 
Expires: April 25, 2013 16:02 PDT 

If the above link does not work, you can paste the following address into your 
browser: 
http://www.yousendit.com/down loa dIU V In N3RldzhrYU FzeH N UQw 

~ 
~ 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all 
Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk 

~ 
~ You8endlt, Inc. I Privacy Policy 

19198. Bascom Ave., Campbell, CA95008 

~ 
14-Day Trial 

RL0031359 



EM31219 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM32559 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Monday, May 06, 2013 3:45 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

If we need to write a letter like you suggested, who do we write to and where do we mail? 

Thank you for your help! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:01 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 
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EM32560 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 
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Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 
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Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32564 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

EM32565 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32566 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi --

EM27838 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmaii.com> 
Saturday, March 09, 2013 6:27 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
millennium FEIR 

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the Hep as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you! 

EM31220 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:05 PM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Re: FW: File Delivered: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

Fyi, I will be out of the office tomorrow. Back on Monday. What happened with Phil's meeting? any positive 
news? 

Best, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 4:02 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jf. <afrai jo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Luci, just sent the regulations. 

Thank you. 

From: YouSendIt [mailto:deliverv@yousendit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:03 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: File Delivered: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

Delivery provided by YouSendlt 

~ 
1 0 ~ Your file has been sent! 1 0 j 

[§] 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org, sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Message:Luci and Sergio, please see attached updated development 

regulations (in redline). I will send the clean version separately. 

Thank you. 

REVISED Millennium Hollywood_ 
1 0 j 1 0 ~ Design Guidelines and Standards 

~ ~ 4.17.13.docx 
Size: 43.38 MB 
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Expires: April 25, 2013 16:02 PDT 

If the above link does not work, you can paste the following address into your 
browser: 
http://www.yousendit.com/down loa dIU V In N3RldzhrYU FzeH N UQw 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all 
Files ~ 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk 14-Day Trial 

~ 
~ You8endlt, Inc. I Privacy Policy 

19198. Bascom Ave., Campbell, CA95008 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM27839 

Planning.ctslntranet@lacity.org 
Monday, March 11, 2013 7:55 AM 
LUClRALIA.IBARRA@lacity.org; DAN.SCOTT@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Commission Hearing Date of 03/28/2013 for Case No. CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU
ZV-DA-HD Has Been Accepted 

CASE NUMBER: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-DA-HD 
REQUESTED HEARING DATE: 03/28/2013 
REASONIEXPLANATION: Your request hearing date has been accepted. To avoid cancelation please submit 
all necessary documents to Commission Office. 

Date Sent: 03111113 at 06:54 AM * Please note: Do not respond to this email. This email was sent from the web 
via the Coldfusion Application Server, not an actual email client. 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32850 

Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 6:44 PM 

To: Richard Spicer; 'christina khanjian'; 'Rosemary De Monte'; 'jacqueline Kerr'; 'Sorin 
Alexanian'; 'David Uebersax'; 'Dennis Chew'; 'Ermanno Neiviller'; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

Cc: 'Randy Myer'; 'Randy Myer' 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Richard 

What we decided is to send the same letter as the other Neighborhood Coucncil 
sent with some minor changes. 

If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it back again to our meeting, 
which as you said will be too late. 
Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to send nothing. 
This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers one is yes and the other 
is no. 

Please decide. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhanjian@sbcglobal.nef 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De 
Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20136:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by consensus. Plus 
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the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The members 
of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the applicant and the Planning 
Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by this NC in 
May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them so it would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be extended to 60 instead of 90 
days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina 
khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20134:14 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it will be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with no contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
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gkhanjian@sbcglobal.nef 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 

EM32852 

To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 
'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20132:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the committee have 
seen the final 
version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I should bring this 
final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhanjian@sbcglobal.nef 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emai ls that this letter was not approved at the committee 
meeting. Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and this is now being edited 
sequentia lly .... . This should have been approved at the PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I receive subsequent 
corrections, the letter would need to be re-circulated since it is not in the form that was 
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approved by the first reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections to language, 
but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change after this letter is attached to the 
agenda, please ask your committee member/board representative to bring those changes to 
the GGPNC Board meeting on May 21 and offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed Plum to PLUM and 
Rosemary has weighed in on where to send the approved document. I don't find the words 
document or Itr in this draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect 
version. Attached is the most current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; 
David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on her first draft of the 
recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the letter approved by the 

GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City Council 
members, the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. Those three should be 
identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other ltr should be deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled out, they should be followed]by the 
word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 
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5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that this Env. Document is Final, not 
Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline 
Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com>; 
"Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" <Iinda.demmers@gmail .com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 
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Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board 
packet, May 21,2013. Please forward your approval to me later than May 15, 
2013 if you would like it included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idem mers@ggpnc.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30429 

De la Cruz, Victor <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 
Wednesday, April 03, 20136:31 PM 
jim.tokunaga@lacity.org 
Michael LoGrande; Marcel Porras; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
AMDA - Withdrawal of Hollywood Millennium Project Vesting Tract Map Appeal 
4-2-13 Withdrawal of Vesting Tract Map No. 71837-CN Appeal.PDF 

Jim, attached is a letter on behalf of AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts that was also sent by 
messenger. Please let us know if you have any questions. Thanks. -Victor 

Victor De la Cruz 
manatt I phelps I phillips 
11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 
Phone: (310) 312-4305; Fax: (310) 914-5824; vdelacruz@manatt. com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at vdelacruz@manatt .com or by telephone at (310) 312-4305, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To comply with requirements imposed by the Department of the Treasury, we inform you that 
any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written by the practitioner to be 
used, and that it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer, and (ii) 
supporting the promotion or marketing of any transactions or matters addressed herein. For information about this legend, go to 
http://www.manatt. com/Expertise.aspx?id=4870 
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manatt 
manatll phelps I phillips 

Victor S. De la Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Direct Dial: (310) 312-4305 
E-mail: VDelaCruz@Manatt.com 

April 2, 2013 Client-Matter: 46782-060 

VIA MESSENGER AND E-MAIL 

Mr. Jim Tokunaga 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
Depruiment of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 721-B 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Withdrawal of Vesting Tract Map No. 71837-CN Appeal 

Dear Mr. Tokunaga: 

As you know, this firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts ("AMDA"). Please be advised that at the March 28,2013, City Planning Commission 
hearing for the Millennium Project (the "Project"), AMDA withdrew its appeal of the Hollywood 
Millennium Project's Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTT 71837-CN). The Applicant, 
Millennium Hollywood, LLC, has addressed AMDA's concerns and AMDA is pleased to be 
able to support the Project. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Should you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (310) 312-4305. 

IC Z 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

cc: Mr. Michael LoGrande, Department of City Planning, Director 
Mr. Marcel Porras, CD 13, Senior Economic Development and Planning Deputy 
Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, Department of City Planning, City Planner 

11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 

Albany I Los Angeles I New York I Orange County I Palo Alto I Sacramento I San Francisco I Washington, D.C. 

RL0031380 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31222 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:05 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

they've arrived 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: afrai jo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit.com> 
Date: Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 4:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 

Luci and Sergio, please see attached updated development regulations (in redline). I will 
send the clean version separately. 

Thank you. 

1

0 ~REVISED Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines 1

0 j 
and Standards 4.17.13. docx 

Your file will expire on April 25, 2013 16:02 PDT unless you 1 0 j 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 
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Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32567 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, May 06, 2013 3:53 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Okay, let me find out. Since this case hasn't been transferred to the City Clerk's office yet, a clerk may not yet 
have been assigned. I'll let you know what I learn. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 3:44 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

If we need to write a letter like you suggested, who do we write to and where do we mail? 

Thank you for your help! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:01 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 
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Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 
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To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 
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Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
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We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32573 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM32574 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32575 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30431 

De la Cruz, Victor <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 
Wednesday, April 03, 2013 6:34 PM 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org; tom.labonge@lacity.org; Michael LoGrande 
Marcel Porras; renee.weitzer@lacity.org 
AMDA - Withdrawal of Opposition to Hollywood Millennium Project 
4-2-13 Withdrawal of Opposition to Hollywood Millennium Project.PDF 

Councilmember Garcetti, Councilmember La8onge, and Planning Director LoGrande, attached is a letter on behalf of 
AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts that was also sent by messenger. Please let us know if you have 
any questions. Thanks. -Victor 

Victor De la Cruz 
manatt I phelps I phillips 
11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 
Phone: (310) 312-4305; Fax: (310) 914-5824; vdelacruz@manatt .com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at vdelacruz@manatt .com or by telephone at (310) 312-4305, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To comply with requirements imposed by the Department of the Treasury, we inform you that 
any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written by the practitioner to be 
used, and that it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer, and (ii) 
supporting the promotion or marketing of any transactions or matters addressed herein. For information about this legend, go to 
http://www.manatt.com/Expertise.aspx?id=4870 
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manatt 
manatt I phelps I phillips 

April 2, 2013 

VIA MESSENGER AND E-MAIL 

Councilman Eric Garcetti 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 470 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Councilman Tom LaBonge 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 480 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

EM30432 

Victor S. De la Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Direct Dial: (310) 312-4305 
E-mail: VDelaCruz@Manatt.com 

Client-Matter: 46782·060 

Mr. Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Withdrawal of Opposition to Hollywood Millennium Project 

Dear Councilman Garcetti, Councilman LaBonge, and Planning Director LoGrande: 

This firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
("AMDA") in Hollywood. Please be advised that at the March 28,2013, City Planning 
Commission hearing for the Millennium Project (the "Project"), AMDA expressed its support for 
the Project and withdrew both its December 10,2012 comment letter on the Project's Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Case Number ENV-2011-675-EIR) and its appeal ofthe Project's 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTT 71837-CN). The Applicant, Millennium Hollywood, LLC, 
has addressed all of AMDA's concerns and AMDA is pleased to be able to support the Project. 

cc: Mr. Marcel Porras, CD 13, Senior Economic Development and Planning Deputy 
Ms. Renee Weitzer, CD 4, Chief of Land Use Planning 

11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 

Albany I Los Angeles I New York I Orange County I Palo Alto I Sacramento I San Francisco I Washington, D.C. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I'm back at my desk. 

EM31224 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:57 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: FW: File Delivered: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:05 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: FW: File Delivered: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

Thank you! 

Fyi, I will be out of the office tomorrow. Back on Monday. What happened with Phil's meeting? any positive 
news? 

Best, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 4:02 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jf. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Luci, just sent the regulations. 

Thank you. 

From: YouSendIt [mailto:deliverv@yousendit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 4:03 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: File Delivered: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 

Delivery provided by YouSendlt 

~ 
1 0 ij Your file has been sent! 1 0 j 

~ 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Development Regulations 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org, sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Message:Luci and Sergio, please see attached updated development 

regulations (in redline). I will send the clean version separately. 

RL0031394 



EM31225 

Thank you. 

REVISED Millennium Hollywood_ 
~ ~ Design Guidelines and Standards 
~ ~ 4.17.13.docx 

Size: 43.38 MB 
Expires: April 25, 2013 16:02 PDT 

If the above link does not work, you can paste the following address into your 
browser: 
http://www.yousendit.com/down loa dIU V In N3RldzhrYU FzeH N UQw 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all 
Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk 

~ 
~ You8endlt, Inc. I Privacy Policy 

19198. Bascom Ave., Campbell, CA95008 

~ 
14-Day Trial 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM32856 

Brian Cornelius < brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 8:08 PM 
Richard Spicer 
Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin 
Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 

leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

I have no problem sending the letter as revised. 

Sent from 
Brian Cornelius iPad 

On May 13,2013, at 6:29 PM, Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by consensus. Plus 
the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The members 
of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the applicant and the 
Planning 
Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by this NC in 
May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them so it would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be extended to 60 instead of 
90 days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 
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From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina 
khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline 
Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio .net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20134:14 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it will be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with no contend 
changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De 
Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20132:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the 
committee have seen the final 

2 

RL0031397 



EM32858 

version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I should 
bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacguekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno 
Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org ; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Ok Thanks! 

EM32576 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Monday, May 06, 2013 4:01 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Talton, DiAnna@DOT; Pollock, Elizabeth R@DOT 

RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:53 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Okay, let me find out. Since this case hasn't been transferred to the City Clerk's office yet, a clerk may not yet 
have been assigned. I'll let you know what I learn. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 3:44 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

If we need to write a letter like you suggested, who do we write to and where do we mail? 

Thank you for your help! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:01 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
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Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 
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Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 
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Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.ora] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
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No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
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Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32582 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32583 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EM32584 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32585 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

LA Times Editorial 

EM30433 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 

Thursday, April 04, 2013 6:58 AM 
Michael.LoGrande@lacity.org 
FW: LA Times Editorial 
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The Millennium project: Reaching high in Hollywood 
The Millennium project appears to conform to the new community plan, but scrutiny should continue. 

The Millennium Hollywood project, which recently won the approval of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission but still 
needs the backing of the City Council, would be splayed across 4.47 acres of Hollywood, bordering two sides of Vine Street, 

weaving around the historic Capitol Records building. (Shimahara Illustration / April 3, 2013) 

By The Times editorial board 
April 4, 2013 

For far too long, development in Los Angeles has been approved based not on community plans and 
zoning codes but on a somewhat chaotic form of negotiation in which developers cajole, strong-arm 
or, um, financially incentivize city politicians into making concessions and giving breaks. It's time for 
that to stop. There is a reason why carefully thought out and democratically adopted zoning codes and 
strategic growth plans should be adhered to - especially in a city decried for its mash-up of buildings. 
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Last summer, after a bitter but long overdue debate, the city approved a new and detailed Hollywood 
Community Plan. That plan went through years of public hearings and community comment, and was 
ultimately approved by the City Council, 13 to o. Designed to guide Hollywood growth through 2030, 

it encouraged greater density around transit hubs, among other things; it was well understood that it 
would lead to taller buildings in the neighborhood. 
Now, just nine months later, an enormous and highly controversial project is wending its way through 
the process. The Millennium Hollywood project, which recently won the approval of the Los Angeles 
City Planning Commission but still needs the backing of the City Council, would be splayed across 
4-47 acres of Hollywood, bordering two sides of Vine Street, weaving around the historic Capitol 
Records building. The complex would replace a scruffy tract of parking lots and nondescript buildings 
with two slender towers that at their highest (they will be deliberately asymmetrical) could rise four 
times the height of the iconic music building. The footprint of the project flanks portions of Vine 
Street but stretches all the way to Ivar Avenue on the western edge and from Vine to Argyle Avenue on 
the east. 
Including the towers, the other new lower buildings and the existing space in the Capitol Records 
buildings, the developers say they will have more than a million square feet of residential, office, 
retail, hotel, dining and fitness center space. (And there will be about 2,000 underground parking 
spaces.) 
Opponents, including numerous neighborhood groups, have extensive objections to the project, which 
they say would be out of scale with the neighborhood. Mayoral candidate Eric Garcetti has argued that 
it would be too tall. But despite the many understandable concerns, the Millennium project appears to 
conform substantially to the Hollywood Community Plan. If it does, it should be allowed to proceed. 
That doesn't mean the opposition should stop monitoring the project (as if they would, no matter 
what we counseled them to do) or that the members of the City Council should not ask hard questions 
when the project and its developers come before that body seeking approval. For instance: Is the 
project's traffic study as extensive as it should be? The planning commission thought it was, but 
Caltrans did not. 
There's no doubt that this is a startlingly expansive project, and its towers will do just that - tower
over the Capitol Records building. But height alone is not a deal breaker. There is no reason why an 
artful design cannot incorporate the historic building much the same way the downtown Central 
Library is not so much dwarfed by its skyscraping neighbors as it nestles like a jewel in the embrace of 
those buildings. From the projections on the developer's website, Millennium doesn't quite hover 
around the Capitol Records building that same way, but developer Philip Aarons speaks of the 
expansive ground-level public spaces of the project as offering vantage points from which to view the 
building. 
It's also worth remembering that when the Capitol Records building itself was erected in the 1950S, it, 
too, towered over most of the buildings that then existed in Hollywood. 
The height of the new towers falls within the density limits of the Hollywood plan, which specifically 
allows the planning commission to approve an increase in the floor-to-area ratio for this part of 
Hollywood. The other, smaller variances and conditional-use permits the developers seek appear to 
be appropriate and reasonable. (For example, they've asked for a variance for above ground-floor 
outdoor dining.) 
The project has benefits for the city, including many construction jobs. Developers have agreed to 
make this a union project and to offer local workers priority in consideration for jobs. The developers 
are also contributing $4.8 million to the city housing department which will be put toward 106 units 
of affordable housing being built at two projects, one near Hollywood Boulevard and Western Avenue 
and the other in Westlake. The developers will give the city $2 million toward traffic mitigation. 
This project furthers the goals of the Hollywood community plan without exceeding its specific limits. 
If the plan itself is unpopular or goes too far, it should be challenged (and, indeed, at least three 
lawsuits against it have already been filed). But for the moment, it is the best guide that exists to how 
Hollywood should be developed in the years ahead. Barring a powerful argument to the contrary, a 

2 

RL0031410 



EM30435 

project that meets its requirements should be approved, and one that violates them should be 
rejected. 
Not that all discretion should (or ever will be) done away with. There will always be an element of 
negotiation between developers, planners, communities and politicians, as there should be. But the 
process in recent years has been a mess; all the parties need greater certainty. The city has to stop 
treating land use approvals as individual transactions - a system that can be gamed - and instead 
should approach them in the context of smart, forward-looking planning law. 
Copyright © 2013, Los Angeles Times 
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Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Luci, 
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Elva Nuno-Q'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 7:57 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Millenuim Review (T,Q,C's and Findings) 
MILLENNIUM T -Q-Cs-part 2of3.pdf; Millenium Findings- 30f3.pdf 

Hope you had a wonderful weekend. Attached please find two sets of edits for the remaining sections of the 
staff report. Only pages with edits were sent in order to save time. Again, there are minimal edits which you 
mayor may not chose to incorporate. I only glanced at the CEQA Findings which are pretty perfunctory in 
nature. 

For clearing conditions, I noticed that Major Projects is referenced in a couple of the conditions. I'm not sure if 
Jon discussed with you, but we had discussed that once a project receives its entitlements, the condition clearing 
occurs at the public counter. However, I'm not sure if that idea was carried through by Jon to management. I 
guess with Farmer's Field there is still the SF A so that would logically involve the staff from Major Projects. I 
don't know - I guess I'm just rambling. 

In any case, great job on the report. 

Elva 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUA liNG TENTA liVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
. be removed by the recordation of a'final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance? of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1 . As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant! developer shall contact the responsible agendes to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

2. Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications. 

1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation v.iews. 

. d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

R Prior to issuance of any Bullding or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing NO.5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located), 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 

C. 

Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract ~. 0,.(>,(,(1.bt-~ ~ 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237, 

~: 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-351 04, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. AI! access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted an approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

O. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

7. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on EIS Ivar Ave, SIO Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendere~ (??~. 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be seized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code fora minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

Ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department ReqUIrements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca st. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership CertIficate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer, 

Bureau of Street Lighting. ~ 

A No street lighting improvements if@ street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

RL0031418 



EM27847 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-6 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences' with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipubllc space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department'~Crime Prevention Section (located at 

eles Street, Roo 81 " 
. ~). These measures shall be approved the Police Department prior to the 

issuance of building permits. V· 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G ofthe Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. 

2. 

V 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit A or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subiect project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan J shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit B. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 586 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit B) stamped 
pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit B), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No.2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission The FAR shall be averaged across the East and West Sites as a 
Unified Development 'a~' defined in Section 12.24-W,19 of the Los Angeles Muni9ip':ll _ . .b-

Code. 4-or f\...h.~ ev;. k~~::A\ . Qcw~nf--.3,~~ 
~'i J..LqlJmu/\ 

Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as may permitted by the Land 
Use Equivalency Program (Exhibit A), may be constructed on the syblect site. 7' 

~ 4l\-;l ~. Nl6\'Cttr\h1tll C~-h\"t~ U1. 6t e I 

Parking. A minimum of 1,918 project related parking shall be provided to serve, and be 
shared, among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 

b. All viSitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. ' If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. E>irections to guest parking spaces shall be clearly. posted. Tandem 
parking sp<;ices shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. In addition, prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off
street parking spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for 

RL0031420 



EM27849 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 0-2 

review and approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, 
Room 750). 

8. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored orw;ite unless returned to their owner's base of operations. ../ 

9. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

10. loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

11. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

12. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained /' 
along the property line between the site and adjoining residential lots as necessary to v 
preclude dust dispersion from the Project Site to adjacent homes. if ()~ ~ 

13. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. . .~. po 1J\\? r, f\'t!\, \/ (}6 vJ • 

14. Posting of Construction Activities. The adjacent residents shall be given regular 
notification of major construction activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign 
(At a distance of 50 feet) shall be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone 
number for inquiring about the construction process and to register complaints. .? 

,....,ina~~ w(~ ~ (o...?-.fe;. J' o{-~vkfI'\c..... ' 
15. Employee Trans~rtation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 

reduction strategies that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, 
vanpool, or take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited ~ 
to, the following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, ~~*~ 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit ~~'tG\ 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

16. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
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17. 

plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitlridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

Develop and submit a Freeway Truck management Plan to Caltrans. 
-:? 

Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-r?utings. 

All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOTs 
Central District Office. 

General Conditions. ~ 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic Sig£Work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-permit'(;;;cess of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permifcompleted prior to the 
issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. Temporary 
certificates of occupancy maybe granted in th~event of any delay through no 
fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has demonstrated 
reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon. 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact 

c. All improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
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applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

18. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

19. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

20. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shan run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

21. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

22. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

23. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 

24. 

25. 

on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of ) 
Building and Safety. 0\ V 
Corrective ConditionsAe authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the characteQf)he surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property_ 

Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post-
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construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

26. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fa9ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

0-6 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (DeSign Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be ? 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following LJln'l6 I 

which shall meet Planning gode,;.. 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled, 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B. 1 ~1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 "miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
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number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1~2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project Shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a 
minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and· 
AU residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre·Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types Cif activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following, All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic strugt.u.r:,es that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior fo....t..-?, 
to initiating construction activities.(~a minimum, the documentation shall consist of F\ 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fag.ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign~off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 
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H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMIICapitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMI/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H~17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMIiCapitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shalf then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Bullding and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shan contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LAOOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrIan/bicycle friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 
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Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 

Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; j 
Transit pass sales; 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
c~~ \'" court of the Project Site; 

~~ ~ \ VN~ _ Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
('9\d. l ~ 1'!3~ ,'lOt.? Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently 

\ rJVJlU t.V\ o. IV being es!ablished (CF 10-2385-S5). 

,t~~ In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
~ explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
~ ~ the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 

\'0 2O\'J.,. employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
~ • f measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 

Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1 ~6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer van pools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
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Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the Hol1ywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of &!.! tJ. 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being_ ~C} 
established (CF 10- 2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination 'f' 
with the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
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shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1 ~1 0 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shan be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the 8-
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
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routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-at-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-toot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1 N13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, / 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. <F?) Q-1 J Gur&..1 
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction A utS f\..&..r 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation U ~ otoJ 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation ~ _ 1\ A • w?AA~ 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit '-f1'v !~....v" 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for j)I~.1\f 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 "MAW! 
feet greater in length than the closed route. ~~ . 

Cidt 7 
Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaging for Unified Devel9pments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

2. 

3. 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued the maintenance and operation of the 
development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the floor area 
potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of.the unifying design 
elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
/ 

accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by the •. \(» 
. Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor compliance. ~~ 

Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for livett.~~JfC~ 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within thel"~, . 
development through the following: . 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food service ".-rf}J 
at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe to be located (y 
on the observation deck of the hotel, and on-site sale of a full line of alcohol1c 
beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live entertainment and 
dancing. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, and within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited under 
this grant Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual operator from 
securing a special events permit. r~~ ~ 

Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval to ~ 
establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are approved as identified 
above in Condition No. 1a through 1c of this section. The Plan Approval application shall 
be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete 
by the Planning Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all 
abutting owners, for the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los 
Angeles Police Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol sales and 
consumption, the Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the 
applicant or suggested by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing 
conditions, as appUcable, on the following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum 
seating capacity, valet parking, noise, character and nature of operation, food service 
and age limits. Entertainment-related and other specific conditions of operation, 
including the length of a term grant and security, shall be determined as part of the plan 
approval determination. 
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4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Within [six months] of the effective date of this action, all employees involved with the 
sale of alcoholic beverages shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department 
"Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR)." Upon completion of such 
training, the applicant shall request the Police Department to issue a letter identifying 
which employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the 
letter from the Police Department to the Zoning Administrator as evidence of 
compliance. In the event there is a change in the licensee, within one year of such 
change, this training program shall be required for all new staff. 

7. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and required to comply. 

8. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

9. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

10. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

11. ' During the operation hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security' 
officer(s} inside the premises. 

12. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

13. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage nois~ or nuisance behavior. 

14. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas' and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and se€)orth specific 
land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood area. The 
Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the subject property 
as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, R5, P, and PB. 
The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of 
commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project 
would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. This type of 
development would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 
The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property 
contains approximately 4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the 
tract map, the applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-
2D-SN to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6: 1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance of 
increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing growth in 
locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and incentives for new 
mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site is located in an FAR 
Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR 
of 6: 1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the recently 
adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Pollcy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Pollcy LU.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residentjal development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that includes a 
range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with the Regional 
Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the provision of both 
residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for 
Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 

/ 
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35. The applicant shall defend, i emnify and hold harmless the ity, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim dion, proceeding against the ty or its agents, officers, or 
employees to attack, set side, void, or annul this approva hich action is brought within 
the applicable limitatio period. The City shall promptly otify the applicant of any claim, 
action, or proceedin and the City shall cooperate fully' the defense. If the City fails to 
cooperate fully in he defense, the applicant shal not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnif , or hold harmless the City. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, which 
will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting these structures, 
the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals 
addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing 
programmable open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote tourism, 
support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: !ncentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

/ 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour bus lines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. . 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Une Transit 
Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Une rail system. A number of Metro and 
LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 
210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To 
promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with DOT to provide space 

. for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with the provision of a shared car 
system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project 
will incorporate a Transit Demand Management program meant to promote the use of 
carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, pOlicies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic resources, 
locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian 
activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable land use planning goals, 
objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community 
Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No.3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No.4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a major 
population center by providing the addition of new multi-family residential units, approximately 
215,000 square feet of office uses, approximateiy 15,000 square feet of retail uses, 
approximately 35,100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and approximately 34,000 square 
feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood community. Development of the project would 
be consistent with growth projections for the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as 
identified by the Department of City Planning and SCAG (see also Section IV.I, Population, 
Housing, and Employment). Specifically, the project's approximately 492 new residential units 
and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, representing about 0.37 percent 
of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion between 2010 and 2030. Development of the 
Project would provide approximately 492 residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, 
providing housing necessary for the growing community. In addition, development of the project 
would not result in the removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. 
Development of the project would provide retail, office, hoteL and residential land uses, all of 
which would provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long
range planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the site, 
which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much-needed 
housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance objectives of the 
Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was 
adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The 
Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues 
as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, 
transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the f~eder- .. \. iL J 
improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an otherwis mix- 5e ~ 
neighborhopp. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in close proximity 0 jobs ? 
and ser\iie::6s, lhe proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and associated Height I 

District Change would be consistent with several goals and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting policies 
relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to provide for the stability 
and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 
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Housing Element. Since the proposed development involve approximately 492 multi-family 
residential units, the Housing Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. 
The Housing Element includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing 
opportunities in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project 
would satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; , 

PolicY 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1. 7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be .applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on thE{ project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and IVar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 
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4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience J 

~ "general welfare and good zoning practice . 
.ti.. . 
~ .;; fl«J The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
~"U~~ classif.ied within the Regional Center comme. rcialland use designation corresponding to 

the C4, Cz...p and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 

~ 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 

~ 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, and the 

~ City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area. The property is located on two city blocks 
'" .f\ ) straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine 
~ Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca 

Street is designated as a Secondary Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue 
(along the West Site) and as a Local Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue 
(along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 

The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District NO.2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 

. in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "0" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the '0' would not 
alter the height limit, as there i~eight limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting tl1eZone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of up to 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, 
approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 
114,302 square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 
square feet of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 
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square feet of retail use, with 1,918 parking spaces, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to<!1elp 
brin9.> critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home· 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the '0' Limitation allows the applicant· to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records BUilding, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development / 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1,163,079 square feet, resultiQfh./ 
in an FAR of 5.98:1. A 6:1 FAR is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan ~ 
Update and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density 
of uses necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of 
historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity 
in the area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. 
At the same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate 
the ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public 
gathering areas and increaSing the walkability of the area. The project design will also 
enable pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to 
Argyle Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, 
the project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering 
spaces and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between 
the Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 
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The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors, As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Busses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan, The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No, 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choiceH

; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "prom ote [s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LV. 2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LV. 5: Encourage sustainable land use and building deSign. 

Policy LV. 1. 14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506,2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 
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Objective b) -- The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existin@ architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places -- will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforcers] the 
historical development patterns for the area; stimu!ate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and providers] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods. " 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts, and promotes public safety and the general welfare. 
Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of the "D" Limitation is 
beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, and is 
representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the 'T' 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
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development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retall 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many inc~lude on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project i ell rved by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, resi ents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

j The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urba(qeG~ing located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the S-1-1 reeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for Business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity, 
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Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or othe~ended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of Ilve entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare ofthe pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development.· The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywo0cl 
Community Plan calls for active commercial uses with extended hours of operation to 
promote pedestrian activity and which supports Hollywood as a destination for business, 
conventions, trade shows, entertainment and tourism. The project has been conditioned 
herein to ensure the use would not have a detrimental impact to the community and 
furthers the City's goal to ensure that the establishment does not become a nuisance or 
require additional resources of LAPD to monitor and enforce. 

17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licenSing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City deSignated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
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creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the· community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City, Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcoho! and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 16231var Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202; and 
Cahuenga Videos and Adult Books at 1651 Cahuenga Boulevard. A finding of public 
convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant to AB 2897, 
Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and nightclubs offering a 
full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment destination serving 
both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department ("LAPDfI
) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that 

in 2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the Area after giving consideration to the distance of the 
proposed use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, 
hospitals, public playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments 
dispensing. for sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer 
and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations, The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of the downtown Hollywood 
and would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. 
As such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities, 
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19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned property along Ivar 
Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences would be buffered 
by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which front both sides of 
Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, market, TV repair, and 
office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-2D-SN Zone along 
Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family residences in the R4-2 
Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development that is characteristic of 
the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood community. The 
development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with other uses of the 
project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest lively 
development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
the Los Angeles region. 

Flo.or Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
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the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan, while simultaneously providing publically accessible 
and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas, FAR averaging across the unified 
development also enables the project to provide mid,·block connections with pedestrian 
walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the Capitol 
Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project is 
proper in relation to adjacent uses or the development of the community. The provision 
of live entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance 
floor up to 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. Special 
events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations throughout 
the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion of local 
business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise the 
cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
is authorized t~publiC dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the blanket conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors, Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant,nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood; or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be desirable to the public convenience or welfare because the 
project will flU the need for hospitality type uses within the region and provide new jobs 
for the local economy. Moreover, the project is located in a rapidly growing 
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neighborhood that is already characterized by tourism and entertainment businesses, 
restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in t\. ~ 
a compact built envIronment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, ~" 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a (}'v:~ 
proper location for hotel developmen~because it is a focal point of the regional o<! 10 
interests, contains a mass transit hub 'arrct-isa I read. y substantially developed with office ~ A 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural • "" ~V:. I} 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community X~~ 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to ~~ • 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel location will be desirable to the public 

convenience and welfare. l»~~ 4-h.L \~u..t ~ J;lh \;t)~ ? 

Floor Area Averaging. wt Et;b\ C5lJ JLe.~~ I 
The location of the project and FAR averaging across the development will be desirable 
to the public convenience and welfare because it facilitates a beneficial mix of uses and ", J..1., 
a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower an;L~...?~e;:;~l7\JU 
Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the project allow . 
the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty BuHding 
sites because it permits the development of two new structures with massing that better 
relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project site also allows for an 
open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and enhances walkability. 
The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial and sports club uses 
will meet the demand from local residents and allow project residents and office 
employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within the property. 
Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the design of the 
project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are ultimately built 
in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the Capitol Records 
Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified development including a 
combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections and 
common architectural and landscape features, which constitute distinctive design 
elements of the development The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site 
that are designed to work together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and 
the vehicular connections are designed to promote walkability through functional 
linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and wayfinding features) within the 
Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the neighborhood beyond. The new 
structures on the East and West Sites are required to be designed to complement each 
other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood 
and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features and open space are also 
designed to flow continuously between and connect the East and West Sites and create 
cohesion by repeating common features and themes. Accordingly, the averaging of FAR 
across the project's location is desirable to the public convenience and welfare. 

live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare because it is representative of the other live entertainment 
venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community Plan's objective of 
extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and cafes, along 
commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity and enhancing 
Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors alike. The area 
surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and is largely 
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developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood Boulevard is 
designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan as 
well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and its dancing and live 
entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the immediate area, but 
will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

Hotel Use 

The construction of a hotel within the mixed-use development will not be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate area. The hotel use, if 
built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the development of 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will not be materially detrimental 
to the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. Rather, it will permit 
development of the project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site 
and to the surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create 
a project design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a 
beneficial and efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting 
development will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and 
cr(?ate beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

Live Entertainment 

The project is consistent with the nature of the Hollywood area and will fill an existing 
need through the creation of a mixed-use development that furthers the vision for 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the future residents, employees and 
visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in the immediate neighborhood. The 
property is currently underutilized with a substantial portion of the site used for surface 
parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of beneficial uses, be welcoming to 
pedestrians and easily accessible by public transportation. Moreover, the City will have 
the opportunity to ensure that each establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering 
[ive entertainment will operate in a manner that is not detrim~l to the character of the 
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approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking varian~, the project will meet parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with 
these sections of the LAMC. 

23, That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutililed surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, lUXUry hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (Ivar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
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be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMe 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to. the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from th.e southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, lUXUry hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
SUbstantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel, These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/SJ2..Qrts Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
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4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infi!! and transit-oriented development 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, 
3fd Floor, Room 350, Los Angeles, CA 90012 on Wednesday, February 19, 2013 at 9:00 AM. 

Summary of the Public Hearing Testimony / 
~(1rifCF 

The hearing covered the Advisory Agency's consideration of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71837-CN and the Hearing Officer's receipt of testimony under the public hearing requirements 
of CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-1 03-DA 

The public hearing began with an introduction by the Advisory Agency as to the purpose and 
procedures of the Tract Map hearing as well as the Hearing Officer's statements regarding the 
preparation of staff report with the Department of City Planning's recommendation to the City 
Planning Commission. The applicant (Phi! Aarons, Millennium Partners) and the applicant's 
representatives (Jerry Neuman and Alfred Fraijo of Sheppard Mullin) presented the project by 
discussing the development features, including the intent to develop the project with the use of 
Land Use Equivalency Program and Development Regulations to provide a mix of uses that 
maximizes the utility of the site with development standards that allow sufficient flexibility to 
respond to market conditions. The applicant's representative stated the project's compliance 
with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including the use of the 6: 1 FAR 
incentive permitted in Regional Center Commercial land use areas. The shared parking 
variance request reflects the development's intent to de-couple the parking from the dwelling 
units as per the City Planning Commission's practice, and to provide parking to the various uses 
of the site with the understanding that certain uses demand parking at specific times of the day. 
The applicant also stated that the dwelling units would be constructed to condominium 
standards, but may be made available as apartments if it is determined that the market is more 
receptive. 

Upon the conclusion of the applicant and the applicant's representative, the public hearing was 
open to the public. Approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and opposition 
to the project. The members represented residents, labor groups, neighborhood councils, 
homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce, and affected 
business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the Montalban Theater and 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). 

For those in· support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and jdestination. For those expressing ~ 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern includ#traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being cons.idered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom LaBonge of neighboring Council District NO.4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Erik, 

EM32586 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Monday, May 06, 2013 10:40 PM 
Erik Sanjurjo; Luciralia Ibarra 
Angela Motta; Jim Van Dusen; Susan Swan 
Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on this case, who can 
provide you with a clarification on benefits. This project is a little more 
complicated, because originally, the project had included a development 
agreement, but that was subsequently withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com>wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for Millennium. The developer 
referred to several individual items (including street medians for CRNC, which they IDed as "the" NC for the 
area even though it's RUNC). We'd appreciate any update you could provide as to what is currently included, 
status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1. com 
CC: sswanla@ao1. com; marce1.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com>wrote: 
Hi Angela, 
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Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; stacy. marble@lacity.org; AftonN eighbor@aol.com; 
viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; 
anastasia@corniche.com; aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; 
colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; coreyj ohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 
3 2256@lapd.lacity.org; devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; Ed. Collins@disney.com; 
eriksanjurj o@hotmail.com; eugene. andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald. travens@lacity.org; 
henrya@metro.net; j hanlon@thompsonhotels.com; j eff@nederlander.com; bangzoomer@aol.com; 
trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; john@elslights.com; 
jose. malagon@pacbell.net; j oe@hollywoodbid.org; Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; 
Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; levidavidtinker@aol.com; Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; 
Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; MaryPat@elslights.com; philip. ayala@lacity.org; 
phili p@starlinetours.com; holl ywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003 @aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made changes we had asked for when they presented 
two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We are excited to be back and are going to 
perform the same sort of closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks flowing except in front of 
the EI Capitan where, as we did last time, we will route foot traffic to the crosswalk to the west of the EI 
Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are requesting Closure of the 
Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re-open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south of the boulevard off 
Hawthorne. 
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Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a prompt response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd13 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

LA Times Editorial 

EM30436 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 

Thursday, April 04, 2013 6:59 AM 
Lisa Webber (iisa.webber@lacity.org) 

FW: LA Times Editorial 
image007.jpg 

The Millennium project: Reaching high in Hollywood 
The Millennium project appears to conform to the new community plan, but scrutiny should continue. 

The Millennium Hollywood project, which recently won the approval of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission but still 
needs the backing of the City Council, would be splayed across 4.47 acres of Hollywood, bordering two sides of Vine Street, 

weaving around the historic Capitol Records building. (Shimahara Illustration / April 3, 2013) 

By The Times editorial board 
April 4, 2013 

For far too long, development in Los Angeles has been approved based not on community plans and 
zoning codes but on a somewhat chaotic form of negotiation in which developers cajole, strong-arm 
or, um, financially incentivize city politicians into making concessions and giving breaks. It's time for 
that to stop. There is a reason why carefully thought out and democratically adopted zoning codes and 
strategic growth plans should be adhered to - especially in a city decried for its mash-up of buildings. 
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Last summer, after a bitter but long overdue debate, the city approved a new and detailed Hollywood 
Community Plan. That plan went through years of public hearings and community comment, and was 
ultimately approved by the City Council, 13 to o. Designed to guide Hollywood growth through 2030, 

it encouraged greater density around transit hubs, among other things; it was well understood that it 
would lead to taller buildings in the neighborhood. 
Now, just nine months later, an enormous and highly controversial project is wending its way through 
the process. The Millennium Hollywood project, which recently won the approval of the Los Angeles 
City Planning Commission but still needs the backing of the City Council, would be splayed across 
4-47 acres of Hollywood, bordering two sides of Vine Street, weaving around the historic Capitol 
Records building. The complex would replace a scruffy tract of parking lots and nondescript buildings 
with two slender towers that at their highest (they will be deliberately asymmetrical) could rise four 
times the height of the iconic music building. The footprint of the project flanks portions of Vine 
Street but stretches all the way to Ivar Avenue on the western edge and from Vine to Argyle Avenue on 
the east. 
Including the towers, the other new lower buildings and the existing space in the Capitol Records 
buildings, the developers say they will have more than a million square feet of residential, office, 
retail, hotel, dining and fitness center space. (And there will be about 2,000 underground parking 
spaces.) 
Opponents, including numerous neighborhood groups, have extensive objections to the project, which 
they say would be out of scale with the neighborhood. Mayoral candidate Eric Garcetti has argued that 
it would be too tall. But despite the many understandable concerns, the Millennium project appears to 
conform substantially to the Hollywood Community Plan. If it does, it should be allowed to proceed. 
That doesn't mean the opposition should stop monitoring the project (as if they would, no matter 
what we counseled them to do) or that the members of the City Council should not ask hard questions 
when the project and its developers come before that body seeking approval. For instance: Is the 
project's traffic study as extensive as it should be? The planning commission thought it was, but 
Caltrans did not. 
There's no doubt that this is a startlingly expansive project, and its towers will do just that - tower
over the Capitol Records building. But height alone is not a deal breaker. There is no reason why an 
artful design cannot incorporate the historic building much the same way the downtown Central 
Library is not so much dwarfed by its skyscraping neighbors as it nestles like a jewel in the embrace of 
those buildings. From the projections on the developer's website, Millennium doesn't quite hover 
around the Capitol Records building that same way, but developer Philip Aarons speaks of the 
expansive ground-level public spaces of the project as offering vantage points from which to view the 
building. 
It's also worth remembering that when the Capitol Records building itself was erected in the 1950S, it, 
too, towered over most of the buildings that then existed in Hollywood. 
The height of the new towers falls within the density limits of the Hollywood plan, which specifically 
allows the planning commission to approve an increase in the floor-to-area ratio for this part of 
Hollywood. The other, smaller variances and conditional-use permits the developers seek appear to 
be appropriate and reasonable. (For example, they've asked for a variance for above ground-floor 
outdoor dining.) 
The project has benefits for the city, including many construction jobs. Developers have agreed to 
make this a union project and to offer local workers priority in consideration for jobs. The developers 
are also contributing $4.8 million to the city housing department which will be put toward 106 units 
of affordable housing being built at two projects, one near Hollywood Boulevard and Western Avenue 
and the other in Westlake. The developers will give the city $2 million toward traffic mitigation. 
This project furthers the goals of the Hollywood community plan without exceeding its specific limits. 
If the plan itself is unpopular or goes too far, it should be challenged (and, indeed, at least three 
lawsuits against it have already been filed). But for the moment, it is the best guide that exists to how 
Hollywood should be developed in the years ahead. Barring a powerful argument to the contrary, a 
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project that meets its requirements should be approved, and one that violates them should be 
rejected. 
Not that all discretion should (or ever will be) done away with. There will always be an element of 
negotiation between developers, planners, communities and politicians, as there should be. But the 
process in recent years has been a mess; all the parties need greater certainty. The city has to stop 
treating land use approvals as individual transactions - a system that can be gamed - and instead 
should approach them in the context of smart, forward-looking planning law. 
Copyright © 2013, Los Angeles Times 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32859 

David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM 
Gary Khanjian 

Cc: Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; 
Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com; 
Randy Myer; Randy Myer 

Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 

Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and not talking of serial edits; even while 
Linda allowed that anything beyond minor corrections could be accommodated as amendments if necessary, I 
think that there's no reason why we have to miss this opportunity to weigh in on this issue while there's still 
time. 

Thanks, 

Dave Uebersax 

Sent from my iPad 

On May 13,2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Richard 

What we decided is to send the same letter as the other Neighborhood Coucncil 
sent with some minor changes. 

If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it back again to our 
meeting, 
which as you said will be too late. 
Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to send nothing. 
This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers one is yes and the other 
is no. 

Please decide. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
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<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline 
Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20136:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by consensus. Plus 
the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The members 
of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the applicant and 
the Planning 
Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by this NC 
III 

May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them so it 
would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be extended to 60 
instead of 90 days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 
'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
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"brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20134:14 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it will 
be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with no 
contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno 
Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20132:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the 
committee have seen the final 
version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I 
should bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 
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Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org ; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved at the 
committee meeting. Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and this is now 
being edited sequentially ..... This should have been approved at the PZHP 
meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I 
receive subsequent corrections, the letter would need to be re-circulated 
since it is not in the form that was approved by the first reviewers. At this 
point, I will only incorporate corrections to language, but not to content. If 
anyone wants to make a change after this letter is attached to the agenda, 
please ask your committee member/board representative to bring those 
changes to the GGPNC Board meeting on May 21 and offer them as 
amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed Plum to 
PLUM and Rosemary has weighed in on where to send the approved 
document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this draft, but perhaps 
some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect version. Attached is the 
most current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; 
Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 
bria n .comeli us@qqpnc.orq; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@qmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on her first draft 
of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the letter approved 
by the 

GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all 
City Council members, the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. Those 
three should be identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the project quickly, so 
we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in Mayor early 
June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other ltr should be deleted. That was 
not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled out, they should be 
followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the Environmental 
document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that this Env. 
Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each recipient to ensure 
rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 
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From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin 
Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 
Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
<rndyrm@yahoo.com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail .com" 
<Iinda.demmers@gmail .com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday 
night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpnc.org>; 
'R De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo. com>; 'Brian Cornelius' 
<brian .comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the 
GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 2013. Please forward your 
approval to me later than May 15, 2013 if you would like it 
included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Becklund, 

EM27885 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 9:18 AM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the Hep as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30439 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 04, 2013 7:31 AM 
De la Cruz, Victor 

Subject: Re: AMDA - Withdrawal of Hollywood Millennium Project Draft EIR Comment Letter 

Victor, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Apr 3,2013 at 6:27 PM, De la Cruz, Victor <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> wrote: 
Srimal, attached is a letter on behalf of AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts that 
was also sent by messenger. Please let us know if you have any questions. Thanks. -Victor 

Victor De la Cruz 
manatt I phelps I phillips 
11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 
Phone: (310) 312-4305; Fax: (310) 914-5824; vdelacruz@manatt.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at vdelacruz@manatt.com or by telephone at (310) 312-4305, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To comply with requirements imposed by the Department of the 
Treasury, we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) 
is not intended or written by the practitioner to be used, and that it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer, and (ii) supporting the promotion or 
marketing of any transactions or matters addressed herein. For information about this legend, go to 
http ://www.manatt.com/Expertise.aspx?id=4870 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM27886 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 9:20 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: millennium FEIR 

I am forwarding you Ms. Laurie Becklund's e-mail. 

Srimal 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:18 AM 
Subject: Re: millennium FEIR 
To: laurie.becklund@gmail.com 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM31226 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 5:28 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Fwd: ALS Project Confirmation 
05VTT71837&CPC08-3440_ENG.docx 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 12:50 PM 
Subject: ALS Project Confirmation 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Please see attached. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Female Speaker 1: Unidentified Voice 

4 Female Speaker 2: lucy Ibarra 

5 Male Speaker 1: Dana Perlman 

6 Male Speaker 2: Sergio Ibarra 

7 [UtA]: Unintelligible Audio 

8 [ph]: Phonetic 

9 
10 

II [START RECORDING [05VTT71 837&CPC08-3440a]] 

12 Moderator: So we're going to go ahead and get started again. Again, this is the City Planning 

13 Commission Meeting. We're preparing to hear cases 5 and 6. We're going to hear them 

14 together. This is VTT7183 7 -CN 1 a with the Associated Environmental, which is in 

15 Council District 13, and the expiration date is the 3rd of April, as well as ... I'm sorry. 

16 I'm reading them out of order. Am I? No? And Case Number 6CPC-2008-3440-ZC-

17 CUB-CU-ZV-HD with the Associated Environmental, the same project in Council 

18 District 13. Expiration date is the 3rd of April. And I'll turn to our City Attorney, who 

19 has some clarit1cation regarding the item that has been removed from our agenda. 

20 Female Speaker 1: Thank you. Commissioner Farrow [ph], [U/A] city attorney's office for 

21 the record. Upon learning of a conflict of interest, the city attorney advised that the 

22 planning commission would be disqualit1ed from hearing the entire matter based on 

23 Government Code Section 1090 which prohibits boards from considering a contract in 

24 which one of its members has a financial interest unless an exception applies. No 

25 exception was applicable. 

26 Under city law, when a commission is disqualified, the matter is referred to the 

27 Board of Referred Powers which sits as the conflicted board. Upon learning this, the 

28 developer has decided to withdraw the development agreement. Given that a 
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development agreement is no longer involved, the conflict involving the board is 

removed and the planning commission may consider this matter. 

3 Moderator: Thank you. So to clarify then, the seventh item that was on the agenda has been 

4 
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16 
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21 

22 

23 

removed. That was the development agreement. 

So, we're going to be moving forward with items 5 and 6. I'd like to call Lucy 

Ibarra up of our staff to help. And just to let folks know how the hearing will run since 

we do have a full house, we will have comments from the staffwho will help us to 

understand from their point of view the project. We'll then call for the applicant, who 

will have some time, and we'll talk about the time that they'll be allotted to make their 

presentation. There are several appellants to this case. We're going to give equal time in 

the presentation to the group of appellants. I am going to ask, since there are different 

appellants, and we want to keep equal time for fairness sake, that you have some 

conversations with yourselves about how you want to organize and utilize the time that 

we're going to be allotted to appellants. 

And then, we also will have a public comment period. So if for some reason there 

are issues that are not raised within the context of the appellant or the developer ... excuse 

me, the applicant's presentation ... there is opportunity within the context of public 

comment for those comments to be received and noted and understood by us. And then, 

we'll turn to our own deliberations once we have gone through the public comments. So 

I'm hoping that we can run this smoothly. This is in Hollywood, but it's not the 

Academy Awards, so there's not a band to let you know that you're going overtime. But 

we are going to keep very judiciously to the time restrictions that we apply to public 

comment. 
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Because we have loads of public comment, about 100 speakers, we're going to 

allow for a minute per speaker. It's a lot. And so I will be very firm. I have been dying 

to be able to use this but I'm hoping, honestly, that I don't have to. But I will cut you off, 

should I need to, so I just want to prepare you that a minute goes very, very quickly. So, 

take some time to gather your thoughts in advance of us calling for a public comment. 

So, Lucy, please. 

7 Female Speaker 2: Good morning, Commissioner Farrow, commissioners. Lucy Ibarra with 

8 
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the Planning Department, the Major Project section. I'm here to present to you the 

Millennium Hollywood Project. As mentioned previously, the case numbers associated 

with this project are CPC-2008-3440, with the suffixes for a zone change, conditional use 

of variance and a height district change. And there's an appeal before you on the tract 

that was approved by the Advisory Agency. Together with this is an EMV, 2011-675 for 

the EIR that was prepared for the project. 

To familiarize you with the land use and zoning designations, the property is 

located in the Hollywood Community Plan. It is consisting of two sites flanking Vine 

Street; Yucca Street to the north. Hollywood Boulevard is less than 400 feet away to the 

south, and we have Ivar to the west and Argyle A venue to the east. The property bound 

by Ivar, Vine Street, and Yucca is characterized as the west site, whereas the other is 

characterized in the east site as we move forward. 

The [UI A] designation here is regional center commercial, which is typically 

designated for areas where we feel that they can accommodate a high intensity of uses 

and densities consistent with major transit centers. So this property is located less than 

500 feet from the Metro Station, the Hollywood and Vine Metro Station. 
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The cue associated with this property is respective of the Hollywood Community 

Plan update, which permitted residential uses with a minimum .5 FAR for non-residential 

uses, and this is to encourage the job's housing balance that is designated for this 

designation in the Hollywood Community Plan. It is located in Height District 2, which 

provides no height limit, and the "D" associated with the height district allows for 4-112: 1 

FAR and an FAR of 6: 1 with CPC approval, which is before you today. 

Part of the project includes development regulations and a land use equivalency 

program. Given the market conditions, the planning department has been tasked with 

permitting and reviewing projects that ask for some flexibility to accommodate the 

market conditions and the still fragile development community that is grappling with 

some of the financial issues that are beyond our scope. 

With that said, the tract map that was approved with this by the advisory agency 

included the following: 41 lots, including airspace lots, the development of 492 

residential units, 200 hotel rooms, approximately] 00,000 square feet of new office 

space, and this is in addition to the existing office space that's associated with Capitol 

Records and Gogerty Building, which are historic buildings that will be maintained and 

preserved as part of this development. 

There are 34,000 square feet of restaurant use proposed, as well as 35,000 square 

feet of fitness and sports club use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use. Now, I should 

note that the fitness club and sports use is reflective of the zone change that was proposed 

to you today. The reason that we need that zone change is to allow the sports club use in 

this project. Gymnasiums are not explicitly allowed in the C4 zone. There are other 

similar uses such as commercial swimming pools, recreational buildings, and private and 
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not-for-profit clubs that are comparable to sports use, but are not expressly allowed in the 

C4 zone. This is why the C2 zone change is before you. 

The Environmental Impact Report for this project: this is a summary of the 

process for that. It included an NOP issued in April through May 31 st, a Public Scoping 

Meeting, the circulation of the DEIR and the final which was released in February of this 

year. It recognized and acknowledged significant and unavoidable impacts despite the 

mitigation that was imposed, and here they are listed and included two aspects for 

aesthetics. It was the focal view obstruction of Capitol Records and that is only at these 

development scenarios, including the 220-foot height and the 400-foot height. 

As we'll get into the development regulations later and we'll speak to those more 

specifically, you'll see that we have several scenarios that play with the available height 

limit or no height limit in this area. And so the developer is proposing a set of 

development regulations that show what would happen to the building and the massing 

when you play with the height. Again, the cumulative visual impacts, this is related to 

height and massing when you compare this project with the other projects related and 

proposed for this area. 

Air quality with respect to construction ... and operational only because this 

property is located just south of the US 101 Freeway, and air quality in this area is 

already at a challenged spot: the noise, construction and operational, and transportation. 

So five study intersections were identified as significantly impacted by this project 

following mitigation, and 13 cumulative study intersections and 16 cumulative 

intersections when you look out into the future. 

The requested entitlements before you, as I mentioned, include the zone change. 

The height district change is to remove the "D" limitation which is before you, and it's a 
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request that the applicant is making to reach the 6: 1 FAR, which is permitted. The 

vesting conditional use to allow a hotel within 500 feet and the conditional uses are to 

include the project, because it flanks two sides of Vine Street, to define it as a unified 

development and allowing the floor area to be averaged across those sites; the sale and 

dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages and to permit live entertainment which is 

consistent with the character of the community. 

The variances is to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor and to 

allow less than the required parking for the sports club and facility. And this is 

something that we will speak to later but it's reflective of the permitted exceptions in the 

code for projects that are in mixed-use developments, near transit and before you an 

authority that's allowed in the code. And then ... so that's the one that reduced on site 

parking for transportation alternatives that's the one that's before you. 

With respect to the vesting zone and height district change, the existing zone C4-

2D-SN would then become 2TQ-C2-2-FN. The "T" is the tentative tract conditions. 

These are conditions that are reflective of the infrastructure associated with the 

development of the site, so those that were required in the tract for improvements to 

sewers, streets, and other public work type increments. Those are attached to the "T." In 

the event that they should ever effectuate the tract, we've captured those in this 

entitlement. 

The "Q" is reflected of the qualified conditions, and these are site-specific 

conditions to the project development and include mitigation measures. 

The "2" of the height limit is consistent with what's existing, which is no-height 

limit. And the "D" is part of the process of removing the 4-112: 1 FAR with your 

approval, which would allow it to go to 6: 1. 
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The "FN" is reflective of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

which will be maintained and will regulate signage on the site. 

Before you again is the tract appeal. Now, the public hearing for both the tract 

and the hearing officers' satisfactions of the CPC before you. It was held on February 

] 9th. The Advisory Agency issued its approval of the tract on February 22nd, which was 

followed with an appeal end date of March 4th. There were six appeals filed and the 

predominance of the issues associated were traffic, the FAR increase, the parking 

reductions, views, density, the construction-specifically noise-and height. 

To go into these issues, the appellant contends that the traffic conditions are 

already detrimental and the project would exacerbate conditions. The traffic study 

identified 39 study intersections. The existing levels of service are acceptable at a 

majority of the intersections, with one exception during the PM peak hour. Acceptable 

levels of service per DOT policy are levels A through D, and then levels E through Fare 

considered unacceptable. 

So with and without the project, 24 of the 39 intersections would continue to 

operate at acceptable levels of service. Fifteen would operate at levels of E through F at 

one or both of the PM peak hours. Before mitigation, there would be significant impacts 

at 13 of those intersections, and with mitigation, only five study intersections would be 

characterized as significant. 

The views: there were many concerns from Hollywood Hillside residents with 

respect to the views due to the proposed height. In one reference, they referred to the 

Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. In one instance of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 

there is a reference to the protection of, or consideration of use to and from the hillside, 
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but that is identified only with respect to the Franklin Avenue design district, and that is 

not where this project is located. 

The Hollywood Community Plan also identifies views as a potential impact with 

respect to aesthetics, but states that it would be considered on a site-specific basis on an 

individual project discretionary review. So for every project that comes before you, you 

can analyze ... or you can critique or analyze the views and impacts associated with each 

project on a discretionary basis as the cases come before you. 

The EIR identified, as I mentioned, two categories where the project would 

impact views. One was with focal view obstruction to the Capitol Records building; 

again at 220 feet, and again at 400 feet, and the cumulated visual impacts with height and 

massing together with the other projects. 

12 Male Speaker 1: I'm sorry, Lucy. I don't mean to interrupt you. Dana Perlman. Can you 

13 explain what you mean by the focal impact at 220 and 440? 

14 Female Speaker 2: Okay. So when the building ... as a building goes higher... and we'll get 

15 

16 

17 

18 

into this later... the aim is to provide a slimmer structure such that the views to the 

Capitol Records building will be preserved and expanded. As the building gets shorter, 

the massing becomes larger and that impacts those focal views to the Capitol Records 

building from certain vantage points. 

19 Male Speaker 1: Does the 220, 440 refer to distance from the location? 

20 Female Speaker 2: It refers to the massing of the building that will compromise views to 

21 Capitol Records. 

22 Male Speaker: Got it. Thank you. 
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Female Speaker 2: The development regulations that are proposed to be attached as 

conditions of approval reflect and encourage height so as to minimize impact at a street 

level scale to the views, and we'll go into that in more detail later. 

Construction: one of the appellants made the case, or tried to make the case, that 

noise mitigation in the EIR failed to identify them as a sensitive receptor. So typically, 

what we do as the lead agency, we can identify which uses are considered sensitive. And 

in this case, AMDA, which has a commercial structure at the corner of Yucca and Vine ... 

it's a commercial structure located one block south of the 101 Freeway. It's commercial 

use in regional center commercial land use designation in a very urban area, and we 

didn't think that they were consistent with the character of a sensitive use, which we 

typically reserve for schools that address and house under-aged children, childcare 

centers, long-term healthcare facilities, hospices, and hospitals and residences. For that 

reason, we didn't identify them as a sensitive receptor. However, we did modify our 

mitigation measures to include all adjacent uses to receive the maximum available 

mitigation for noise construction related impacts irrespective of their designation as a 

sensitive receptor. So they received the maximum available mitigation available, 

although the EIR does acknowledge that these are significant and unavoidable impacts 

and that even with mitigation, these are just unavoidable. 

The other issue that was brought up in the appeals, as well as in the public 

hearing, was with respect to the FAR. Historically, this property, by virtue of being 

located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, can achieve an FAR of up to 6: 1. It's 

located in regional center commercial, a land use designation which is explicitly called 

out to receive an FAR incentive under the new community plan. But historically, in the 

old Hollywood community plan, it was allowed a 3: 1, but if you were located in the 
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Hollywood redevelopment area, you could receive an FAR of 4-112: 1 with an FAR of 6: 1 

with CRA approval. Now, without the CRA, and without the Hollywood Redevelopment 

Plan, this was captured in the community plan update which permitted the 4-112:1 FAR 

for this land use designation and a 6: 1 with your approval. 

Other issues associated include density. Now, one of the appeal issues was that 

this project is too dense for the site and for the community, but I should point out that 

there's an exception in the code that allows any uses in the R5 zone that are located in the 

CR, Cl, Cl-1I2, C2, C4, and C5 zone. Now, the R5 zone allows a density of200 square 

feet per unit. With that, based on the size of this property, you could achieve a maximum 

of 972 units on the site based on the zone and the exception in the code. As proposed, 

and was approved with the vesting tract, they're only proposing 492 units. 

Parking: the code also includes various exceptions for mixed use projects that 

include office and projects located in redevelopment areas in the state enterprise zone, 

which is Project Dove, and for those projects located near transit which dissatisfies and 

allows a 10% reduction, and again, for transportation alternatives, which we'll go into 

later with the transit-oriented measures that are associated with the project. 

Again, with height, this project area, or this project site I should say, more 

specifically has not. .. does not have a history of a height limit under the community plan. 

The 1988 community plan did not identify a height limit for this property or this zone and 

neither does the Hollywood Community Plan update. 

At this point, I'd like to pass it on to my colleague, Sergio Ibarra, who is going to 

go into the project site and the development regulations. 

23 Male Speaker 2: Good morning, commissioners. I'm Sergio Ibarra with the planning 

24 department, and I'm going to go over the development regulations and the land use 
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equivalency program. But I'm going to begin first with a greater context in regards to the 

existing site. So as you can see, currently the site is developed by surface parking lots. 

There's an east site and a west site, and the west site has the rental car facility on site. On 

the west site, you have the AMDA facility to the north, as well as a three-story 

commercial building that was recognized as an historic resource in the EIR. On the east 

site, you have the Capitol Records building and the Gogerty building to the northern 

edge, northwest, and the surface parking lots flank both sides of every block. The site is 

also within a quarter mile of the Hollywood and Vine Metro stop. 

So here, we have a northern view of the Capitol Records building and the jazz 

mural, which was recently restored. And here, you have a view from the Capitol Records 

building looking south to the Hollywood Playhouse. Here, you have a view of the 

Gogerty building on the corner of Yucca and Franklin, and this is the west site, a surface 

parking lot with a rental car facility looking towards the Capitol Records building. The 

actual project looks to preserve this kind of view that's a through block view of the 

Capitol Records building. That's one of the objectives of the development plan. And 

here, you have a view of the Hollywood Playhouse, and the project also has a 15-foot 

setback that's required, adjacent to the Hollywood Playhouse so that you can preserve the 

architectural views of this resource. And it also has a setback after 40 feet that is 10 feet 

so that it's compatible with this resource in terms of its massing. And here's the rental 

car facility that's on the northern edge of the site right next to the historic three-story 

commercial building. 

This is the office building that AMDA occupies, fronting Vine Street and Yucca. 

And here is a view of Yucca Street. On the top, you have the east block, and that's the 

Gogerty Building and the Capitol Records building together. And then on the west block, 
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you have a three-story commercial building and the surface parking lot, and AMDA is 

right next to it on the corner. 

This is a western view of what the Hollywood skyline would look like with the 

project. The two tall towers would be the actual project, and the Capitol Records 

building is directly adjacent to it and the Sunset Vine tower is on the far right. This is 

just for greater context of what the project is. It's a focal point to the community. 

This is a diagram of future developments surrounding the site. It's important to 

note that the commission has approved two previous cases where the FAR was increased 

to 6: 1 and they are within this diagram. They are also located on Yucca and Hollywood 

Boulevard. 

Now I'm going to begin the development regulations. This is a diagram of the 

different heights that are allowed, the maximum height scenarios. It's important to note 

that Band C are where the tallest towers can be located, up to 585 maximum in terms of 

feet, and A and D can be no taller than 220 feet. Only the shaded areas are developable 

areas and not the area right near the Capitol Records building. 

This is a table that's within development regulations that shows you the different 

ranges of height. It's a little complicated, but we can begin with the first column at the 

tower height. You have basically four different ranges. You can go up to 585 feet or 550 

feet, 400 feet or 200 feet. What changes in every height scenario is, if you reach 585 feet, 

you get more open space, and that's on the far right column. You see the 12%, 10%, 8%, 

5%, so 585 feet gives you 12% of open space. 

Another distinction is the maximum floor area; actually, the maximum tower floor 

plate in square feet. So the taller you have of a tower, the smaller the floor plate 

becomes, creating an elegant, tall tower. So what you get with height is a slimmer tower 
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and more open space and greater views of the Capitol Records building, which is the 

three focal points that Lucy described earlier. 

This is just a site plan of the massing in relation to the Capitol Records building. 

And as you can see, you have the 585-foot tower on the left, which is the darker shading, 

and you have the 220-foot tower on the far right. And you would always have a podium 

that would reach no more than 150 feet. So anything greater than 150 feet is a tower. 

And also, you have a diagram of the open space. As you can see, the open space is 

triangulated to preserve the Capitol Records building view. The three views of concern 

are the view from Hollywood and Vine, and from the Hollywood Freeway east of Argyle 

and west of Vine. 

And so, the development regulations ensure that the triangulated area is a 40-

degree angle. I'm not sure if you can see it, but it's shown there. It will never be 

developed on and it will be part of the open space. 

Another important thing to note is that there will always be a passageway on both 

sides that will connect Argyle to Vine and Vine to Ivar, and that's required as part of the 

development regulations, and I'll go over that in a bit. 

So, one of the development regulations is that you must have a minimum 

separation of 80 feet between towers and that's just to not have an overwhelming mass on 

site. Another one is to have a minimum 20-foot step-back above 150 feet, and that's 

shown ... well, the two that are numbered are 20-foot step-backs and they are closest to 

the Pantages Theater, and that's just to create some distance between an historic resource. 

The number 3 bubble is ... there's a maximum of 40% of the street wall that can actually 

be a tower when it's fronting Vine Street, so only 40% of that frontage fronting Vine 

Street can be occupied by a tower. 
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And there's a minimum 10-foot step-back above 150 feet for both sites, and that's 

just to continue the street wall that exists along this district because there was an historic 

height maximum of 150 feet in the past, so the historic structures are no taller than 150 

feet, and Capitol Records is actually 150 feet if you exclude the tri-line. 

And there's also a set-back from Capitol Records to ensure that the tower is not 

directly adjacent to Capitol Records, and that's in addition to the triangulated open space 

that's required. 

This is just an example of what the development regulations would produce. This 

is a 585-foot tower. You have 80 feet separating the two towers. You have your 12% 

open space with a triangular open space that preserves the view of Capitol Records. You 

have a maximum floor plate of] 3,325 square feet and that maximum floor plate can be 

used for both towers, meaning that if you create two towers, you cannot use more than 

13,325 square feet. If you use one tower, you use that square footage for one tower; the 

open space has a 40-degree angle line that's maintained. 

On this slide is just to show the relationship between what the project would look 

like if it was fully developed, maximizing the square footage approximately to the 

Capitol Records building and, as you can see, there's a podium within the project that 

measures 120 feet. The Knickerbocker Hotel is 130 feet. Capitol Records is 150 feet. 

And we actually conditioned the project so that the podium can be no taller than 120 feet. 

They had proposed 150 feet but we felt that] 20 feet was more appropriate as in this 

diagram that was provided to us. 

This is the development regulations at the lowest height. At 220 feet, you don't 

need to abide by the 80-foot separation between towers. You can have one tower along 
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the site. The step-backs are the same except for that standard, and the open space is 

2 minimized in this height scenario. 

3 This is an axon diagram showing you what the 220-foot scenario would look like. 

4 As you can see, you have one building at 220 feet. It would be broken up by the site plan 

5 itself. And we also have very stringent design guidelines that would ensure that it would 

6 be varied and not a monotonous building and it would read, potentially, as two buildings. 

7 It's also important to note that on the west site, they would have two towers and they 

8 would be required to do so at this height scenario of 220 feet. 

9 And now we're going to go over the open space that's required. On the east site 

10 where Capitol Records is at, you're always going to have that triangulated open space to 

11 preserve views, so they cannot build upon that open space that you see in the triangle. 

12 And on the west site, you have a IS-foot step-back along Vine Street, and that's partly to 

13 respect the neighboring Hollywood Playhouse. You also have a 10-foot step-back along 

14 Yucca Street, and that's to differentiate between the historic three ... the three-story 

15 building on Yucca. 

16 Here's an example of how the open space changes when you have greater height. 

17 As you can see, it increased. 

18 This is an example of a publicly accessible passageway. Where the H's are, are 

19 the rooftops of the towers, and the rest is a passageway that would extend from Vine 

20 Street to Argyle and Ivar. These are required in any development scenario with a 

21 minimum width of 20 feet. The development regulations allow for obstructions such as 

22 open air cafes, bike racks, and other pedestrian amenities. And there's also a crosswalk 

23 existing between the two sites, so the passageways further connect both sites together. 

24 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440a]] 
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2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Female Speaker: lucy Ibarra 

4 Male Speaker:_Sergio Ibarra 

5 Male Speaker: Alfred Fraijo 

6 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

7 Male Speaker: Philip Aarons 

8 Male Speaker: Gary Handel 

9 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voice] 

10 [ph]: Phonetic 

11 

12 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440b]] 

13 Sergio Ibarra: It increased. This is an example of a publicly accessible 

14 passageway. Where the H's are, are the rooftops of the towers, and the rest is a 

15 passageway that would extend from Vine Street to Argyle and Ivar. These are required in 

16 any development scenario with a minimum width of20 feet. The development 

17 regulations allow for obstructions such as open air cafes, bike racks, and other pedestrian 

18 amenities. There's a also a crosswalk existing between the two sites so the passageways 

19 further connect both sites together as well as creating a pedestrian amenity and 

20 potentially programming for visitors. And so, yeah, that's required, and it changes in 

21 terms of the greater height you have in the tower, the more required open air publicly 

22 accessible passageway is required as well. It ranges from 20 to 50% so it could also be 

23 enclosed. 

24 So now I'm going to go over the land use equivalency. As Lucy described earlier, 

25 the maximum trips were analyzed and that is, when you add the AM peak hour and the 

26 PM peak hour trips, you have a maximum of 1,498 trips. That's 574 plus 924. And the 

27 way the land use equivalency program works is, you can exchange land uses that are 

28 permitted as long as you don't exceed the maximum trip cap that was analyzed in the 
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EIR. In this case, it was 1,498, and that was based on the maximum commercial scenario 

because that generated the most trips. 

Another consideration is that you can't exceed a certain degree of land use 

designation for residential or commercial because the impacts for the maximum 

residential and maximum commercial scenario was analyzed in the EIR so that there is a 

maximum in terms of how much commercial or residential they can also develop as part 

of the land use equivalency program. 

The way you come up with trips is through this conversion factor. So if you're 

doing residential units, you would multiply the .685 trips per dwelling unit and your other 

uses and make sure that you don't go over the 1,498 so at no point will you go over the 

trips that were analyzed in the EIR. 

And now I'll bring this back to Lucy Ibarra to conclude this presentation. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: I am Lucy Ibarra with the Planning Department. To finalize the 
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presentation before you, I am going to speak to the bicycle access and parking. The 

project abuts a portion of Yucca that was designated and defined as the first bicycle 

friendly street. It's less than a mile and it connects Vine Street to as far west as ... what 

does it connect? It's here. And it just goes past Cherokee, Las Palmas, and I think ... I 

think it's Highland. The bicycle ordinance is included in the development regulations so 

this case was filed prior to the effective date of the bicycle ordinance, but the applicant 

has included those regulations in the development regulations. With that said, they have 

also gone on to include 200 square feet of bicycle repair for long-term parking, and that 

will be included in the development regulations as well. 

So before you, I will be recommending that you recommend that the city council 

certify the EIR that was prepared for the project along with the related environmental 
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findings and the overriding considerations based on the goals that we've identified in the 

Hollywood Community Plan, and that is to encourage development of un de rut iIi zed 

properties in Hollywood, with the exception of the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Building. The project is predominantly surface parking now. The project itself will 

provide 1,635 direct jobs in the development that proposes residential units which 

promotes the jobs/housing balance that's identified in the Hollywood Community Plan, 

as well as the regional center commercial land use designation. The project is a transit

oriented development that locates, again, jobs and housing near transit, and it promotes 

the economic investment in the Hollywood area. 

Our recommendation to you on the CPC Case 2008-3440 ... we recommend that 

you approve the vesting zone change from C4 to C2; the height district change from 2D 

to remove the D limitation to allow an FAR of 6: 1; a vesting conditional use to permit a 

hotel use within 500 feet of an R zone; and to approve the conditional uses allowing the 

floor area averaging of a unified development; the sale and dispensing a full line of 

alcoholic beverages; and to permit live entertainment and dancing on the site, along with 

the variances permitting outdoor areas above the ground floor associated with the 

restaurants; reduced parking for the sports club and fitness facility; and to allow for a 

reduced shared onsite parking with a transportation alternative. 

With respect to the appeal, we recommend that you deny the appeals to uphold 

advisory agency's determination that the project is consistent with the C2 and C4 zones, 

the Hollywood Community Plan update, and is consistent still with the Hollywood 

Redevelopment Plan and the previous Hollywood Community Plan, and it is developed 

under the maximum permitted density for the zone and the regional center commercial 

land use designation. 
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In conclusion, we recommend approval of the project as presented before you, 

along with the regulations and the land use equivalency. The project is an appropriate 

infield [ph] development of any urban center of properties that are vastly underused and 

neglected. It compliments Hollywood, the Walk of Fame, and other character 

development with respect to uses. It's consistent with the community plan update and, 

again, it locates jobs near transit and it locates housing near transit, and it promotes 

landscaping, publicly accessible plazas, and walkable development consistent with our 

planning principles. 

With that, I'll take any questions that you may have with respect to our 

presentation. 

11 Moderator: Commissioners, Commissioner Freer, if there are any clarifying questions 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Fraijo: 

for Lucy-I'm sure Lucy is going to be available so we can continue to ask questions as 

we go forward. 

So why don't we turn now to the applicants. We have a number of folks who 

signed up as speakers relative to the applicant, Alfred Fraijo? 

Fraijo. 

17 Moderator: Thank you. Gerald Newman, Phil Aarons, and Gary Handel. So, is 20 

18 minutes enough time for you? 

19 Male Speaker: Yes. We will squeeze ourselves into those 20 minutes. 

20 Newman: We actually may need a few more to go through the specific community 

21 benefits and some condition issues. 

22 Moderator: We can't hear you. Can you speak into the mike, please, and announce 

23 yourself, please? 
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Newman: Jerry Newman, with the applicant. We may need additional time to go 

through the specific community benefits and to address specific appeal points. We could 

either do the latter in rebuttal, or we can do it as part of our presentation. 

4 Moderator: Okay. I think I prefer that you do it as a part of your presentation, so is 25 

5 minutes enough? And we're going to be giving equal time then to the ... 

6 Newman: We would expect any time that we have is equal time. 

Okay. So let's go then for 25 minutes. 7 Moderator: 

8 Aarons: Thank you very much. Commissioners, my name is Philip Aarons. I'm a 
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founding partner of Millennium Partners, the developers of the Millennium Hollywood 

Project before you for consideration. And I want to thank you sincerely for the 

opportunity to address you this morning and to answer any questions you may have. 

Seven years ago when Millennium and its partner, Argent Ventures, were presented with 

the option to acquire the Capitol Records building and the 4.5 acres of surface parking 

lots next to and across Vine Street, we saw an opportunity to create a development that 

would both preserve and celebrate one of the great icons of mid-20th century architecture 

and bring needed investment and pedestrian life to one of the world's most famous 

intersections, Hollywood and Vine. 

The challenge was how to design a transit-oriented development with a major 

focus on preservation, good jobs, walkability, and bike friendliness. And this became our 

central concern of the team we assembled, many of whom you will hear from today. 

Working in alignment with the principles established by the planning commission and the 

department staff and in dialogue with community stakeholders, we worked to formulate a 

plan and a set of entitlements that allowed a market responsive mix of uses while 

protecting open space connections, historic structures, views, excellent urban design. We 
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think the appropriate balance and significant community benefits is what you have before 

you today. 

Millennium Partners has worked for nearly 25 years building successful 

architecturally distinguished developments in urban neighborhoods across the country 

ranging from Boston to San Francisco to the upper west side of Manhattan, to 

Georgetown and Washington itself. With each development, we work with local 

government and our neighbors to formulate a design and a mix of uses that responds to 

the unique characteristic of each city and each site. And in each case, we stay with our 

projects. We stay with the projects we start. Millennium retains to this day a significant 

financial interest in every urban mixed-use project we have developed since 1991. 

In becoming part of the Hollywood community, we took our time and listened to 

a variety of stakeholders to tell us what they felt was important to develop on this site. 

We've had hundreds of meetings with community members since 2006, and over and 

over we have heard certain principles expressed that define the way this site should be 

developed, overlaid with that with the planning department's very own principles, 

including, and most importantly, to do real planning. 

We learned a lot from the planning department, and we want to take the 

opportunity to thank them for their leadership in shaping this project on essential issues 

as to how to combine buildings and open space into an urban form that makes them part 

of an integrated cityscape. 

We wanted to start with the principle of promoting a walkable city. Hollywood 

has a strong pedestrian history, and the Walk of Fame continues to attract millions of 

visitors on foot. We set about to further that walkability by leveraging Hollywood's 

unique history of public courtyards, marrying them with the city's desire to establish 
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active alleyways in order to create a series of attractive, safe, welcoming public open 

spaces for Hollywood residents and workers, which create linkages to other destinations 

in the area, both those that are popular today, and that those will be in the future

hopefully, the little country church garden, the East Cahuenga alley, and, of course, the 

future Hollywood Central Park. 

We've worked to ensure excellent design standards included as part of the 

requested entitlements for our project to design standards and guidelines. These 

guarantee that there will be high quality architecture on this project, and they will be 

explained in greater detail. They've been explained beautifully by Lucy and Sergio. 

They'll be explained by our architect. They are critical to our thinking. 

We wanted to promote density around transit. Millennium Hollywood is located less 

than 500 feet from the Hollywood and Vine Red Line Station. And at a fundamental 

level, our project is about getting people out of their cars and onto the Metro, onto their 

feet, and on their bikes. Accommodating growth by placing residential units and office 

space in such close proximity to mass transit not only assures better usage for the mass 

transit, it establishes the clear path for transit success across the city, a series of 

investments that Los Angeles has made with great enthusiasm and something that is to be 

applauded. 

We made a commitment as well because we expect people to use the transit that's 

available to a transportation demand management plan that you'll also hear more about. 

We are focused on bringing jobs to where housing exists. This is a key 

commitment of ours to provide a mix of uses of housing with good jobs-hotel, sports 

club, office, neighborhood serving retail and the continued use, very importantly, of the 

Capital Records building as a music industry center so that we can help improve the job/ 
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housing balance in the community. And we have signed agreements with the Building 

Trades Union and here with members of both unions who are with us today. 

And in addition, this site represents an opportunity to bring a major entertainment 

or tech company to Hollywood who recognizes what Hollywood will in the future mean 

to tech development. 

We are also committed to homes for a variety of incomes. We will provide a 

variety of different units of different sizes, which means they will be available at different 

price points and appeal to a mix of people. In addition, we are totally committed to 

providing affordable housing in the community, a long-term personal interest of mine, 

which is why we have signed an agreement with LAHD to provide a $4.8 million dollar 

payment to the city's housing department for the development of over 100 new units in 

two projects being built by the Hollywood Community Housing Corporation, both near 

transit centers. 

Green buildings: green buildings are not just a trend; it's increasingly becoming a 

way of life that's expected by people moving into new neighborhoods. That's why we 

are committed to building a Millennium Hollywood to lead certified standards. 

We also have a commitment to arresting visual blight. There are no signs, no 

super graphics, no blade walls being sought as part of this project, even though, as I'm 

sure all of you know, that's a huge economic detriment to the developer. We did not feel 

that this was appropriate for Hollywood, and there are plenty of signs there already. 

Open space is a key element of our program. There are a number of existing pedestrian 

open spaces in Hollywood that we have drawn for on our plans. Perhaps the biggest 

inspiration, and you'll see this in the architectural presentation, was the historic 

courtyards at Mann's Chinese Theater, Crossroads of the World, and the Egyptian 
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Theatre. That's why we hired James Corner Field Operations, the landscape architects 

for the justly acclaimed High Line Park in New York to be our landscape architects. 

They are designing our public open space. The plan that they came up with-a series of 

thematically linked gardens and open spaces that look out and invite the community into 

the Millennium Hollywood Project covers nearly one-third of the land site that we're 

building on and these will be a unique set of safe, vibrant, pedestrian welcoming spaces. 

There's one more guiding principle for Millennium Hollywood. It's just as 

fundamental as the ones I've already mentioned, if not more so, and that is preservation. 

Millennium Hollywood is first and foremost a preservation project. And by preservation, 

I mean the preservation of the Capitol Records building, its continued use as a music 

industry building, the protection of the historic views of Capital Records from the 

intersection of Hollywood and Vine and from the 101 Freeway to the south; and the 

creation and long-term preservation of new opportunities to view neighboring historic 

buildings, the Avalon, as was mentioned earlier, and hopefully at some point the restored 

gardens at the Little Country Church. 

As Lou Naidorf, the architect of the Capitol Records building, said in a recent 

interview, the Capitol Records building, after 60 years, deserves better than to be 

surrounded by vacant parking lots. And Hollywood deserves a strong, significant project 

at the eastern end of the historic portion of Hollywood Boulevard. It is possible, as we 

have designed it, for elegant urbanism to establish a new Hollywood downtown based on 

its historic downtown at the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. Our Millennium 

Hollywood Project takes the beauty, the excitement, the glamour of Hollywood, of the 

past and creates a specific environment for Hollywood in the future. 

25 

RL0031498 



2 

3 

4 

EM31252 

It is the perfect and appropriate balance between a wide variety of competing 

interests and concerns and impacts you will hear. And to describe how we came to the 

conclusion from an architectural perspective, I'd like to introduce our architect, Gary 

Handel. 

5 Handel: Members of the commission, my name is Gary Handel, founding principal of 
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Handel Architects. I'd also like to begin by thanking your staff. Their dedication, 

intelligence, and professionalism during the years that we've been working with them 

have been extraordinary, and their impassioned advocacy for the public realm has made 

this a better project. 

Sergio and Lucy basically went through some of the ideas behind the design 

guidelines, but their basic purpose is to ensure quality and consistency of design through 

the full implementation of the project while allowing the developer certain flexibility to 

adapt the project to market conditions. 

It's broken up into design standards and guidelines, and together they encompass 

several hundred individual regulations, restrictions and recommendations, which, taken 

together, form a comprehensive and binding development framework for the site. 

Within the 12 chapters of the guidelines and standards are a number of key 

objectives. Amongst those are to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings 

and to protect other historic resources; to preserve the views of Capitol; to create active 

landscape civic plazas; to create new mid-block pedestrian connections; to create vibrant 

urban spaces for residents and visitors; to create a true mixed use development which can 

revitalize this area; to eliminate the visual blight of surface parking; to establish linkages 

to public transportation routes in the area; to establish standards to ensure architectural 

excellence; to provide designs that address, respect, and compliment the existing context; 
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to create architecture that minimizes negative environmental impacts; to create buildings 

that emphasize the vertical architecture; and to develop a visual gateway to Hollywood 

from the freeway. 

The programmatic richness of this I think is important to understand. While there 

is certain flexibility in the exact composition of the elements on the site, the idea is to do 

a development that includes residential, hotel, office space, restaurants and retail, sports 

clubs, structured parking, and publicly accessible open spaces. These kinds of 

developments are what we know from our previous experience can revitalize the urban 

core of cities. 

Sergio talked about the height standards, basically establishing that, so we'll 

move through that. And then basically within the guidelines and standards are also things 

that basically regulate the street walls that shape and inform the pedestrian realm. 

This chart, I think is ... that Sergio also went through ... is very important because it 

establishes the binding regulations between height, open space, and lot coverage, which 

really are the key aspects of this for you to understand to look at this project. 

These, together, show the various alternatives of the 220, the 400, and the 585-

foot height, with the increasing amounts of open space and the move towards lower 

blockier buildings and elegant ones. It's a little bit hard to understand this from just 

looking at these acts on a metric, so we created a series of pedestrian views from key 

vantage points to illustrate that. 

So this is standing at Hollywood and Vine looking towards the Capitol Records 

project without the project. And then at the 220-foot height mark, basically in order to 

fully ... to build out the project, all the masses are pushed down and occupy substantially 

most of the site minus what the required open space is. By allowing greater height on the 
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site, we can move the buildings back from Vine Street and basically increase the 

visibility of Capitol, and at the tall sites, we can essentially free it up. We've put, in the 

440-foot high scheme, most of the open space in the service of freeing up this view. But 

I think the effects are even more significant in the next series of views. 

So here we are across Argyle Street with our back to the Little Country Street. .. 

Church ... looking west towards the Capitol Records building. This is an historic view 

without the proj ect. 

At the 220-foot mark. .. again, the full build-up of that site is apparent, and so 

basically we have the required passage that can connect all of the sites, but the views 

towards Capitol are impacted. On the right, that's not our project. That's the Second 

Street Ventures project as designed and approved, inputted into the rendering. 

At 400 feet, we can begin to move space off of that corridor and move space into 

the tower, but there's still the requirement at that height to build a significant structure on 

Argyle. 

And then at the 585-foot mark, most of the bulk can be moved into the tower, 

which gives us enormous flexibility in shaping the public realm and freeing up the views 

to Capitol Records. 

And so with the guidelines and standards as a binding foundation and framework, 

we created our current design proposal. 

It builds on what we just showed you in terms of using the podiums and scaling 

them appropriately to match into the existing context. 

We've lowered elements that would front onto Argyle and the west side of Vine 

Street to match the existing context and higher elements on the east side of Vine and on 

Ivar. 
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This shows the beginnings of the creation of that public space linkage through the 

site. The requirement would be all of that frontage would be lined by retail to activate 

that use. 

And then we also have the idea, on a planning basis, that those spaces could be 

extended to the vacant parking lots to the west along the Little Country Church and along 

Carlos Avenue to the new Hollywood Central Park. So it could be part of what we think 

could be a magnificent series of public open spaces. These open spaces are integral to 

the architecture and design of the project. So the goal is really to create a pedestrian

friendly environment for the core of Hollywood to provide significant open space both in 

quantity and quality, and to provide new ways to see Capitol Records, and it's been 

designed as a series of individual spaces that link together. 

These spaces are of significant size, and so in this diagram we've overlaid known 

Hollywood iconic spaces onto the open space within our plan. So working our way from 

Argyle on the left, you can see Grauman's Chinese overlaid into our space. And then 

fronting onto Vine on the left side of the east parcel, you can see Grauman's Egyptian put 

into the plan. And then across Vine Street, you can see the overlay of Crossroads of the 

World laid into our site just to get a sense of scale. These spaces will link together to 

create that seamless pedestrian network that will take you from Argyle to Vine to Ivar. 

And then working our way from east to west, you can see the lounge, which is 

seen as a more active, social space. 

And you can see the views of that space there with its fire pit lounge and juice 

bar. 

Working our way to the west is the garden, which is a more contemplative, 

quieter space. 
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And a view of the garden. And then fronting onto Vine Street is the stage. You 

could see how the Jazz Singer mural has been turned into a proscenium for performance; 

step seating to allow for those performances to happen, and Zack Spikes anchoring the 

southern end of that plaza. 

And a view looking at the stage from above. 

Across Vine is the plaza, which goes from the Walk of Fame to a cafe at its back, 

and it has a series of interesting features to it. It will have a cinema projection screen. It 

will have interactive LED paving so that you can basically program the plaza. You play 

it like Tom Hanks in "Big." You can find out if your musical choices are in sync with 

other members of the plaza. This is a view of the plaza looking back towards the cafe 

with a movie in progress. 

And here, you would see the plaza on a typical day, so the idea is that this is a 

very flexible and programmable space. And so, on some days, it would be used typically; 

on some days, you could bring a number of food trucks to the site; other days it could 

host a farmer's market; and it could also be a venue for performances that were more 

appropriate to this than from the stage across the street. 

You know, the architecture, the urban design and planning are seen as ... of a 

pIece. So the idea is really to combine for the podium elements the vocabulary of typical 

urban building blocks for the podium, and then to combine that with the indoor and 

outdoor living ideas that are embodied in the case study houses to move away from a 

slick monolithic tower to a tower that's more made up of an aggregation of elements. 

In that, we were inspired by this amazingly poetic image of Pierre Koenig's Case 

Study House #22 with its living room seemingly suspended over the city. 
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And we took that as an idea to basically build the tower out of these building 

blocks that would have the features of those case study houses provide a number of them. 

Aggregate them and combine them in different ways. 

In order to create an aggregate form, which is made up of smaller elements, 

combining to make a cohesive whole to introduce elements of layering, screening, and 

texture in order to create a tower that moves away from the all-glass building to 

something that's a little bit softer and more permeable. 

And to use those tower elements to frame the Capitol Records building to activate 

the pedestrian passages. So basically, here we are looking across Vine towards Capitol 

Plaza and the cafe. 

And then in the stage area, looking at the Jazz Singer mural proscenium and 

towards the western site to allow for public access to certain components of the project; 

so in this case, the observatory lounge, which is on the top floor of the hotel building 

which will be located on the west site, and a view by day and by night. And then a view 

looking towards the south showing the framing of Capitol Records by the new towers, 

and a view at night, which we think captures the spirit and romance ... 

... of what Hollywood was, is, and can be. Thank you. 

18 Newman: Ms. Freer, members of the commission, my name is Jerry Newman, and I'm here 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

representing Millennium Partners with regard to the item before you. As Mr. Handel 

indicated, the Millennium Hollywood Project brings together a number of incredible 

elements to create an extraordinary project that addresses impacts, responds to market 

conditions, provides mitigations that account for changing economic and development 

conditions, establishes a foundation for economic growth, provides exceptional 

community benefits, and solidifies the establishment of what has historically been 
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downtown Hollywood as the walkable, transit, and bike-friendly area it has long aspired 

to be. 

We've accomplished this through many ways, mostly working with your staff and 

their steadfast adherence to your Do Real Planning principles and their indelible planning 

leadership. In this project, we have broken new ground in the creation and establishment 

of the most comprehensive design guidelines any single project has ever undertaken. 

We've established both a comprehensive set of community benefits and a means of 

providing them that go well beyond any previously approved project in the area. 

Finally, we have imagined the needs and desires of those looking to Hollywood as 

a place where they could live, work, and connect to the rest of the city in a true urban 

fashion without the need of their own cars. 

In short, working with your staff, we have delivered on your mandate to create in

field projects that not only respond to today, but actively work to change and 

accommodate the social attitudes of tomorrow. 

You've already seen a presentation of the design guidelines, so I'm going to skip 

a little bit of that part of the presentation and want to talk to you about our Community 

Benefits program. Our Community Benefits program is comprehensive and provides 

extensive community benefits throughout Hollywood, and especially within our area. 

A number of these items may not have direct nexus, and for those items we have 

now entered into third-party agreements which represent our commitment towards them. 

So while the city may feel that there isn't a nexus that you can impose upon us, and 

therefore you want to know that we are committed to doing them, we have entered into 

the agreements that will be enforced by others so that you know that that commitment is 

real. 
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For instance, we have entered into a project labor agreement, as well as a 

continuing agreement with HERE regarding the employment of individuals within the 

hotel that are members of the labor union. In that, we have also included substantial local 

hiring requirements and job training programs for local residents. These are extensive in 

their nature and provide very specific means by which local hiring is done and can be 

tooled down to try to target groups that are most in need. 

We have committed to a community, organizing meeting space. This is a 

commitment that we think is important because we want to engage our community in a 

very real way, and we think the project as a place for our community provides a nexus to 

doing that. And we would ask that you would condition a community space of. .. 

11 Moderator: How much more time are you going to request? 

12 Newman: We have a number of community benefits we want to run through, and then we 

13 

14 

have a PO, so I don't know how you want me to handle this. I can do that. I can do the 

responses. 

15 Moderator: I wanted you to handle it within the allotted time. So, okay, here's what I'm 

16 going to do. We'll do 30-30. 

17 Newman: I'm going to rush. 

18 Moderator: Exactly. So you have five more minutes, and then I really will cut you off. 

19 Thank you. 

20 Newman: We would ask you to condition a community meeting space of not less than ]200 

21 

22 

23 

24 

feet within the project subject to pulling of our building permits we need to conclude 

those plans. We have offered a circulation shuttle that goes on demand to people within 

the hillside to bring them down to our parking areas and to provide shuttle services 

throughout Hollywood as a private means. We believe that is an important part of our 
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traffic demand management plan, and therefore would ask that you impose that as a 

2 condition because we think our project needs a traffic demand management plan that 

3 should be conditioned to the project and, as such, we are offering to spend a maximum of 

4 $250,000 per year on those shuttle plans. 

5 We have bike amenities. We would request, because we want this to be bike 

6 friendly ... and as you saw from the staff report, we are on the bike lines. We would want 

7 the bike amenities for a minimum of 15 years to be included in our project conditions; 

8 that we provide key office or tenant space for at least 200 square feet for bike repair 

9 services, as well as bike parking facilities and bike repair paths. 

10 We think the linkages to transit is very, very important. 

11 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440b]] 

12 
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2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

4 Male Speaker: Daniel Wright 

5 Male Speaker: Victor de la Cruz 

6 Male Speaker: George Abrahams 

7 Male Speaker: Alex Chavez 

8 Male Speaker: James Williams 

9 Male Speaker: Greg Johnson 

10 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voices] 

II Female Speaker: Annie Geoghan 

12 Female Speaker: Sarajane Schwartz 

13 Female Speaker: Fran Reichenbach 

14 [UtA]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 
17 

18 [START RECORDING [05VTT71 837&CPC08-3440c]] 

19 Newman: We think the linkages to transit is very, very important. We would like you to 

20 require us, and we would accept as a condition of approval, because we think there's an 

21 appropriate nexus that we install directional signage showing pedestrian routes to all 

22 public transportation access points within a four block area of the project. Also, that we 

23 would provide $10,000 to the Department of Transportation for the installation of 

24 directional signs showing where the DASH is at the nearest points of the project, and also 

25 an additional $25,000 for Metro directional signage for pedestrian routes between public 

26 transportation, access points, and our project. 

27 We would like to incorporate parking tracking services. We think parking and 

28 our project has been an issue raised by the community, and as such, we think it is 

29 important that we contribute $50,000 to the Department of Transportation's Express Park 

30 program for new parking meter technology as well as vehicular sensors and real-time 

31 parking information for people within their apps. 
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We also believe that the Vine Street Metro connection is very important. We will 

engage with urban planning and an architectural firm. We would like to engage an urban 

planning and architectural firm to provide a study on the portal north of Hollywood 

Boulevard as well as at the Vine Street station and the viability of that as a means of 

access to the Metro station. We think that that study should be done and we're happy to 

provide that study, and that should also be a subject to that study being done ... would be 

a requirement of our pulling a building permit. 

We have suggested Metro passes. We shall provide Metro passes for the sale 

of. .. within the project ... and maintain a coordinated place for Metro pass purchases. 

And we will request and have availability for our Metro passes for employees and 

occupants and residents of the area, and will provide at least 100 Metro passes on an 

ongoing basis. 

We think that having commuter parking is very important. As such, we think that 

we would want our parking to be utilized by people who want to access, and we have 

plenty of public parking which can do that; that will access the park-and-ride areas in the 

Metro. So, we will provide monthly fees not to exceed $50.00 in the first year, and then 

increase by 3% thereafter for people who wish to provide ... for at least 10 spaces for 

people who want to utilize park-and-ride on a monthly basis. 

We will provide discounted parking of 10% for people who utilize Metro passes. 

So if you want to park and ride, we will offer a 10% discount if you show us your Metro 

pass; as well as within the zip code around our site, both within the hill area as well as 

directly around the site, which we have provided staff with the zip codes. We would 

provide 10% discounted parking for residents within those areas. 
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We think having residents utilize our services and utilize our project is vital as a 

member of the community, and we think that that is an important nexus that we share 

with the community. 

We have shared vehicular parking. We will maintain 10 parking spaces for non

residential parking ... within the non-residential parking areas for shared vehicle services 

such as Zipcars. And we will have Zipcars provided there and will provide a promotion 

for those Zipcars. We think for our residents, where we are trying to have people move 

out of their cars, having a shared parking and a shared car utilization is vital for reducing 

traffic and other impacts of our project. 

We will look to study ... we have been asked by the neighborhood council, and we 

think it's an important of the aesthetics and visual area that we provide a study of 

medians on Vine, people within the area, and how our project intersects on Vine. We 

think it's important that that aesthetic be addressed. 

14 Moderator: Thank you, Mr. Newman. I appreciate that. 

15 Newman: We'll have more later. 

16 Moderator: Okay, I'd now like to move to the appellants and their representatives. There are 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

six appellants, and I have five speaker cards here indicating that they are associated with 

the appellants and so I'll call them. And if there is a sixth that should be recognized, 

please let me know. Daniel Wright from the Silverstein Law Firm and Geoghan from 

Whitley Heights I believe it is; George Abrahams, the Argyle Civic Association; Fran 

Reichenbach from the Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; and Sarajane 

Schwartz from the Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

So as I mentioned in the introduction, we now will have 30 minutes total for the 

appellants, and so I am hoping that you will be respectful of the fact that there are folks 
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behind you. You might want to tap them on the shoulder if they are going over because 

we will stay judicious with the 30 minutes. So I presume that you all have spoken and 

are able to divide yourselves in a way that everybody is going to think is fair. So please 

announce your name for the record and begin. The clock is starting with 30 minutes. 

Yes? 

6 Male Speaker: [U/A]. 

7 Moderator: Excuse me? 

8 Male Speaker: [U/A]. 

9 Moderator: If you can come up and queue, that would probably be helpful, or at least 

10 

11 

12 

sit close to the front so that you are able to come as soon as the speaker finishes. It's 

approximately five minutes per person, although we didn't have a sixth person. 

Somebody else is doing it, so it's probably a little more than that. 

13 Wright: Good morning, madam president and commissioners. I am Daniel Wright 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

of the Silverstein Law Firm. We represent Mr. and Mrs. Geoghan of Whitley Terrace, 

who are the appellant representatives on behalf the following community organizations 

listed in our appeal letter: Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywood Dell, 

Hollywoodland, Argyle Civic, La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Association. I'd like to 

reserve one minute of appellant's time for rebuttal as we have the burden of proof on our 

appeal on the tentative tract map. 

Let the record reflect that I have today submitted our further objection letter to the 

project, the development agreement, and all associated entitlements as proposed to you 

for the related planning entitlements and as approved by the advisory agency's 

determination letter, also under appeal by my clients to you. First, my clients would 

object to your proceeding to consider the CPC entitlements without the development 
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agreement. The entire project is based upon the development agreement and its 

development regulations and the land use equivalency programs. Being inextricably 

related, if you approve the entitlements today without the development agreement, you're 

approving this project without, for instance, any height limit or design. 

Most of the presentation you heard today was on the development agreement, and 

yet you're not considering the development agreement. These things being inextricably 

linked, you must consider them together. 

And in a related note, I'd like to talk about the ] 090 problem . My understanding 

of 1090, a government code, is that when it disqualifies a member of a commission who 

has a financial interest in a project, the disqualification applies to the entire project. Mr. 

Rochen [ph], to my knowledge, is not merely a party to the development agreement. He 

has his own contract with Millennium, and thus this qualifying interest applies to his 

participation in all of the entitlements and therefore it disqualifies this commission. So 

what we ought to be doing is, you should be terminating this hearing immediately. 

Also, I'd like to raise the issue that it was brought to our attention that the 

commission members did not receive the exhibits to any of the appeals that were filed in 

your package, and that means that you have not had in tront of you the evidence that 

supports our appeals. We object to that on the grounds of due process of law. 

19 Male Speaker: Excuse me, Mr. Wright. This won't count against you, but we do have the 

20 exhibits just for the record. 

21 Wright: You've received them today but I'd also like to point that ... 

22 Male Speaker: Mr. Wright, excuse me, sir. We have them there in the record so you can 

23 proceed on another point. 
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Wright: Yes, but you did not receive them in the mail for your consideration, and 

2 I'd also like to point out ... 

3 Male Speaker: We also, sir, did not receive your letter in the mail and various other 

4 documents that were submitted at the last minute. 

5 Wright: Well, I submitted a two-page letter in compliance with your rules. That's what 

6 you received ... 

7 Moderator: Please proceed. 

8 Wright: I hope that that doesn't come out of my time, madam president. Also, I'd like to 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

point out that the exhibits attached to the letter filed on behalf of the music school was 

not mailed to the members of the commission. And since we are relying on that letter as 

well, and are adopting all of its arguments ... again, that's a violation of due process. 

Now to the merits. To quote the words of former planning commission member, 

Jane Usher, in response to a previous ill-conceived Hollywood project, this is a project 

where the developer comes before the commission asking for the sun, the moon, the stars, 

and there's not even a hint or whisper of it being an appropriate request. In this case, 

Millennium comes before you asking for the sun, the moon, the stars, the Milky Way, the 

universe, and apparently dark matter, a mysterious component that mayor may not exist 

in our universe. And dark matter is precisely a good name for what passes for the project 

description in Millennium's EIR. I hope you had a chance to at least read that. 

As far as I can tell, the city planning director proposes to grant a black box design 

envelope surrounding the city's iconic Capitol Records building. It's a project that 

cannot be seen now prior to discretionary decision making, and will only be revealed to 

the public after construction begins sometime within the 22-year life of the development 

agreement, so don't hold your breath on those jobs. 
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What will a project be? Will it be 200 hotel rooms or zero rooms? Will it be 492 

condos? Will it be 492 apartments? None of those, but maybe mostly commercial, or 

not? Will there be a health club; of what size, or not? Hey, how about a giant 

observation deck on top of the two 585-foot tall towers that has a bar or maybe a 

restaurant, or not? Or maybe the towers will be low massive affairs, only 220 feet tall, 

which will be surrounding the Capitol buildings, which itself is only 150 feet tall. Will 

the above boxy above-ground parking podium be three stories, seven, or fifteen? It 

depends on where you look in the documents. 

There is no defined project here, and that is required by CEQA. The whole idea 

of a project description is to describe a proposed project, identify the anticipated impacts, 

and impose feasible mitigation measures. That is not happening here. The project 

description is amorphous and slippery, purposely written to allow infinite combinations 

of these possible land uses within a black box design envelope granted by the city. And it 

would make every developer in town say, hey, I want one of those black box design 

envelopes, too, for 22 years. 

So think about the precedent that this concept would create for you. Would it be, 

let's do real planning? Or would it be, let's hand over our land use authority without 

knowing what the project will be? We contend it's the second one. Because there's no 

finite project description which CEQA mandates, and this is a fatal flaw that cascades all 

the way through the entire EIR, depriving you as a decision maker and the public of any 

meaningful ability to assess the impacts or identify mitigation measures, it must be 

denied by you. On this ground alone, it's legally deficient. 

In addition to our own appeal documents and exhibits, the comment letters, 

particularly by the music school and the condos at the W hotel filed by their 
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representatives, raised innumerable, fatal, additional defects, all of them coming from this 

fatal project description, and the city planning department has apparently adopted this 

without any critical review. No one from planning can stand before you with a straight 

face and tell you that they exercised independent judgment in adopting this EIR and black 

box design envelope as the city's own work. 

It's planning malfeasance to allow this project to go forward or this far in the 

planning process without requiring a defined project. Therefore, our client ... my clients 

hereby adopt and endorse all objections in evidence submitted into the record that 

demonstrates the EIR's fatally flawed in countless ways. 

Our appeal also pointed out that the advisory agency's adopted policy that 

condominiums in congested parking areas like Hollywood require 2.5 parking spaces per 

dwelling unit. Attached to our comment letter today is a copy of that policy ... pages ... 

and also the analysis of the Hollywood/Gower Project in a case that we succeeded in 

against the city recently. In that project, the EIR was set aside due to flawed parking 

analysis and a denial of a fair hearing. 

In that case, our evidence established the same planner who acted as the advisory 

agency, in this case accepted new environmental review documents and revised findings 

drafted by the developer's consultants without making any independent review of the 

new parking. We proved in court he never looked at it before the final hearing. Those 

actions were found in our favor by the court as a derailment of the CEQA process. The 

city and this commission's and this city council's approvals of the deficient EIR were set 

aside by the court. 

The Millennium project's EIR solves the advisory agency parking problem by 

making it disappear like that dark matter of the universe. The EIR fails to identify it as 
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an applicable land use policy. There's no discussion of it, and therefore it essentially 

constitutes an implicit secret relief from the advisory policy without disclosing it. 

There's also further parking reductions from the existing lower code required for 

apartments, and thus the parking analysis for this reason alone is fatally flawed. When 

this was pointed out to the advisory agency planner at the hearing, he ignored it and does 

not discuss it in the determination letter before you. This is staff misconduct. It violates 

CEQ A's mandate to disclose the facts in good faith; analyze them to identify impacts, 

and implement feasible mitigation measures. Simply ignoring mandatory legal duties is 

not good faith, and on this ground you should find that the EIR is deficient. 

Finally, the entire entitlement proposed from Millennium is based upon the 

Hollywood Community Plan adopted last year by the city. That plan currently has three 

lawsuits challenging it, including one by the Silverstein Law Firm, where we just 

exposed the pattern and practice of the city attorney's office to purposely exclude 

materials required by law to be part of the CEQA administrative record. 

After the trial court ordered the city attorney to comply with the law, suddenly our 

administrative record had 50,000 additional pages that had been excluded under this 

policy for years by this city. When those cases are heard on the Hollywood Community 

Plan, we expect them to be over. .. the Hollywood Plan to be overturned. And therefore, 

you should not proceed with consideration of such a massive project of this size until the 

Hollywood Community Plan challenges are resolved. 

With that, I will reserve one minute for rebuttal and step aside for the remaining 

appellants. Thank you for your close attention, commissioners. 

23 Moderator: Please introduce yourself 
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de la Cruz: Good morning, commissioners, or good afternoon. I lost track oftime. Victor de 

2 la Cruz with Manatt, Phelps & Phillips. I'm here on behalf of AMDA College and 

3 Conservatory of the Performing Arts. I'm pleased to be here today to let you know that 

4 AMDA's concerns about the project and EIR have been resolved, and we have 

5 withdrawn our appeal and our comments on the environmental impact report. We thank 

6 Millennium and we thank the council office for working closely with us to resolve our 

7 concerns, and look forward to seeing this transformative project create a new vibrant 

8 environment, not only for AMDA, but for all of Hollywood. Thank you very much. 

9 Geoghan [Annie Geoghan]: Mr. and Mrs. Jim Geoghan on behalf of the aforementioned 

10 communities. We'd like to waive our time if possible to our legal counsel, Mr. Wright, 

11 for his rebuttal. 

12 Moderator: The appellants are within the time, so there's no waiving. Now is your bite at the 

13 apple. 

14 Geoghan: Okay. So the thing is, we have over 1000 signatures on a petition against it. We 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

have three out of four neighborhood councils have opposed it, and Hillside Federation, 

which I believe is 20 to 30 organizations, have opposed it. I'm very confused as to Mr. 

Aarons constantly saying in articles that he wants community input. I think he's gotten 

enough community input. And we would also ... for the record, I'd like to say that Mr. 

Garcetti has been contacted and he has denied this project in interviews and at debates. 

One was the night before our first hearing here, February 19th, and that's a problem. 

We are very much against the conflict of interest of the person who recused 

himself today as even being the architect on this project-and also that this is to protect 

and preserve the area. The LA Conservancy has come out on their own website. They're 

against this. Hollywood Heritage is against this. This is not framing the Capitol Records 
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building. If you stand on one corner, maybe you'll be able to see the Capitol Records 

building. 

And the welcoming thing, Mr. Aarons ... well, first of all, Mr. Aarons in an 

interview said that he wants to build bold things that are the new Hollywood landmarks. 

We have a landmark, and your buildings will be obstructing it. 

And the welcoming thing for the community-great. Ground level-beautiful. 

Give us the green; give us the bike shop in the building; give us all of that stuff. 

The jobs: fantastic. I grew up in New York City. I worked in three hotels to pay 

my way through school. There were plenty of jobs. And none of the buildings were 55 

stories in midtown Manhattan. So where does the building have to be 55 stories and 

higher to create jobs, to create community, to bring people to an area? Develop, build, 

revitalize this area; but no, we don't want the whole skyline reinvigorated as your website 

says. 

The neighborhood councils that opposed this have been beaten up on 

Millennium's website, and we're filing reports that they've misrepresented what went on 

at neighborhood council meetings many of us were at. They denied. And the fact that 

they opposed them, we kind of thought that with all the money, they didn't have to go 

after the little community neighborhood councils. 

And that's what I have to say. No elimination of the D thing. The heights are 

ridiculous. You know this is insane; we know this is insane; the whole city knows it's 

insane, but you're going to build it. 

22 Moderator: Can you state your name one more time for the record, please? 

23 Geoghan [Annie Geoghan]: This is Jim Geoghan from Whitley Heights. 

24 Moderator: Thank you. 
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Abrahams: George Abrahams, Argyle Civic Association. What's really flawed with this 

whole project is the planning concept itself. Transit-oriented development is a failed 

planning model. The reason that it does not work, has not worked, and will never work is 

because TOD's are self-limiting. Once traffic congestion becomes intolerable, people 

start leaving the area and new residents simply decide to live elsewhere in less dense 

areas. Thus, the required density to make mass transit viable is never achieved. The only 

way to get to the required density would be with the Berlin Wall to keep people from 

escaping like in the Cold War. 

They only city which does have what amounts to a Berlin Wall and the density is 

Manhattan where there is the Hudson and the East River. But Los Angeles is surrounded 

by broad expanses of open land and that's where the people will go. 

In some cities, TOD advocates, having failed to convince people to agree with 

their ideas, have reacted by trying to force people to follow them. But even these cities, 

which tried to artificially create a Berlin Wall by prohibiting construction of single family 

homes in the suburbs surrounding the central city such as Sidney and Melbourne, 

Australia, had to abandon stringent urban containment policies when housing became 

prohibitively expensive and politicians were faced to revolt at the polls. 

Sir Peter Hall, in a classic work 40 years ago, 'The Containment of Urban 

England' led an evaluation of the effects of the British Town and Country Planning Act 

of 1947 between] 966 and '71. The principal purpose of the act had been urban 

containment using the land rationing strategies oftoday's smart growth such as urban 

growth boundaries and comprehensive plans that forbade development on large slots of 

land that would otherwise be developable. 
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The finding of Hall and his colleagues were [U/A] later by a labor government 

report in the mid 2000s which showed housing affordability had suffered under this 

planning regime. England is now embarking on a program to liberalize the restrictive 

land use policies just as New Zealand did in 2011. And also in 2011, Florida appealed its 

state-wide smart growth mandate and closed the administrative bureaucracy that had 

overseen the program. 

Mass transit is another failed component ofTOD's. According to the US Census 

American Community Survey, travel to work in Los Angeles by mass transit takes 1.73 

times longer than travel by car. 

Listen to what Wendell Cox, a former three-term member of the Los Angeles 

County Transportation Commission, appointed by Mayor Bradley ... he has his own 

planning firm. He's a Senior Fellow of urban policy. In his Canadian study, "Improving 

the Competitiveness of Metropolitan Areas" ... in which he concluded that long commute 

times undermines the productivity of Canadian municipalities. 

"There is much concern about the competitiveness of the nation's metropolitan 

areas. Particular attention has been directed towards the generally longer commute times 

of Canadian workers and the diminished competitiveness that occurs as a result. While 

the prospects for improving transit commute times are discouraging, some current 

strategies could increase traffic congestion, lengthen commute times, and make 

metropolitan areas less competitive. Compact cities, also called "Smart Growth 

Policies," have been adopted across Canada in an effort to reduce automobile use and 

increase urban densities. International data indicates that higher densities are associated 

with greater traffic congestion, and data from US metropolitan areas indicate the 

commute times are longer, where employment densities are higher. The most recent data 
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indicates a strong relationship between greater transit use and greater traffic congestion. 

Further, higher traffic densities are strongly associated with higher levels of air 

pollution." 

So, when you combine a TOD policy that can never increase density beyond the 

point where you have traffic congestion with the net effects of traffic congestion that 

makes a city less competitive than other cities that are not congested, you have the 

prescription for the only possible outcome: a failed, unliveable city. 

Can you tell me how much time we have left? 

9 Moderator: An update. You have 11 minutes left for this ... you have 11 minutes left for the 

10 appellants. 

11 Abrahams: Okay, I'm going to use that ... three more minutes. 

12 Moderator: There's three others behind you. 

13 Abrahams: I'll tell you what. If they want to come up, they can speak. They'll speak, and I'll 

14 finish up. 

15 Chavez: Dear commissioners, I am Alex Chavez, President of the Hollywoodland 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Homeowners Association. Hollywoodland is a community located directly beneath the 

Hollywood sign and it's comprised of 550 homes and 1200 residents. We oppose the 

Millennium Hollywood Plan to build two giant skyscrapers in our community. We're not 

opposed to development. We're very clear about that. We like community development 

and the jobs it's creating, and its contribution to our local economy. But we are horrified 

by the looming threat of growth over development, which is what Millennium Hollywood 

means to us. 

On its face, the project sounds like it might be a good idea. Here's the glowing 

way they describe themselves in their literature. Millennium Hollywood will transform a 
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series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian friendly development that 

will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelinos to live, work, dine, and 

play, and for the rest of the world to visit. That sounds very nice, doesn't it? Well, let 

me explain why for the people of Hollywood, it's not so nice. First of all, two buildings 

over 50 stories high are an absolute insult to our community. Fifty stories; why not 75 

stories? You know, why not 100 stories? Think of all the jobs we could create. 

Here's why two 50-story buildings are grossly inappropriate. The Capitol 

Records building is 13 stories. The Double Tree [ph] Hotel is 12 stories. The Sunset 

Vine Tower outstrips the other two at 20 stories. But Millennium Hollywood aspires to 

be two or three times higher than any other buildings in our community. That is not just 

an abuse of violation for a skyline, but it violates us in countless other ways as well. 

We don't have the infrastructure to support these colossal constructions. We 

don't have the roads to support all the people that would live and work and commute to 

and from these buildings. We don't have the emergency services that would serve and 

continue to serve the rest of us in an efficient way. We don't have the parking spaces to 

accommodate the needs of these goliath structures. 

We have heard approvals from union members and the business community voice 

at previous hearings. I am a union member, and I am an entrepreneur who has a store and 

operates several businesses. But we cannot give blanket approval to these mega 

structures just because they create jobs and business. If a project is built at 15 or 20 

stories, as might be appropriate, it would still create jobs and it would be great for our 

economy. We don't need two 50-story buildings to create jobs and business. In the long 

run, they hurt our community. 
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As a union member, I will never want any other union workers to suffer job losses 

because Millennium Hollywood fails to move forward. But why are they [U/A] in an 

oversized plan? Don't they have the responsibility to present a reasonable alternative for 

this development? All these questions remain unanswered. I hope the city planning 

commissioner will consider all these important questions before moving this project onto 

the next phase. 

On behalf of the neighbors of Hollywoodland, thank you for listening. 

8 Williams: James Williams. We have 7 minutes on the clock. 

9 Johnson: Good morning, madam commissioner, commissioners. My name is Greg 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Johnson. I am a representative of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association appeal, and I'm 

a resident of the Hollywood Dell and a member of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, 

an association of more than 1500 single family homes, condominiums and apartments, 

representing in excess of 5000 residents within 500 feet of the project. 

I am also a commercial real estate broker and believe that Hollywood should be 

redeveloped reasonably and proportionately to the size of existing structures, historic 

buildings, and in concert with surrounding residential communities. 

The HDCA appealed both jointly and individually the Advisory Agency's 

determination letter because we believe the Advisory Agency failed to adequately 

consider the impacts the proposed project will have on surrounding commercial and 

residential communities. These impacts are based upon the project's proposed size, 

massing, scale, height, land use, traffic generation, reduced onsite parking allocation, and 

increased noise, light, and air pollution. 

The project's 1.1 million square feet is grossly out of scale to other Hollywood 

projects, both existing and planned, and larger than all but a handful of buildings in Los 
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Angeles. With two towers of approximately 585 feet in height, the project would contain 

two of the 15 tallest buildings in Los Angeles. The resulting density and height of the 

project would dwarf the historic 13-story Capitol Records building and all other existing 

structures in Hollywood, as well as the 57 city approved projects slated for Hollywood 

development, none of which exceed 30 stories. 

The 50-story towers will block views to and from Hollywood Hills, obscure views 

of the Hollywood sign, and appear from various locations throughout the city to be taller 

than Mount Lee, while casting significant shadows across hundreds of home and 

apartments. Increased traffic generated from the project will essentially land lock our 

neighborhood during AMlPM travel times, increasing traffic density along both Franklin 

A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard. Issues the projects propose traffic mitigation 

completely ignore, and also can aim at two of those highly impacted intersections. 

Our neighborhood is located less than 500 feet from the project. Noise and light 

generated from the outdoor venues proposed for the project will be directly transmitted 

into our yards in residences. 

Additional traffic congestion generated by the project's proposed observation 

deck, record court, and performance plaza, were not considered in the EIR or in 

calculations for onsite parking. Further, failure of the project to conform to any SEQ A 

guidelines ... excuse me, to many SEQ A guidelines, including the provisions to provide a 

stable and accurate project description, an identity of a five-mile study area for a Caltrans 

traffic study, an AQMD air quality study, as well as an addition of SEQA failure by the 

city and the project's EIR to cumulatively consider the impacts of the Millennium Project 

in relation to the 57 current Hollywood developments, all of which have been taken into 

consideration ... should have been taken into consideration by the Advisory Agency prior 
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to issuing a determination letter in favor of the project's vesting track map, variances, and 

development. 

In regards to the proposed variances, each of the eight variances do not meet the 

threshold to grant variances, specifically under the LA city charter, and under the LA 

municipal code. A variance cannot be granted to give relief from self-imposed hardships, 

and cannot be granted unless the following is true: one, a strict application of existing law 

would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships on the applicant. There are 

no existing laws. 

Practical difficulties are hardships on the applicant. The original 3: 1 FARon the 

property would allow today a 583,000 square foot mixed use project with similar mix of 

uses to be developed that would significantly reduce traffic congestion, the size, bulk, and 

height of the project. 

Item #2 under these variances: the special circumstances applicable to the 

property that do not apply to other properties in the same zone or vicinity. There are no 

such special circumstances. 

Number #3, the variances necessary for the applicant to preserve and enjoy 

substantial proper right... property rights, which, because of special circumstances and 

difficulties, other property owners in the same zone or vicinity get to enjoy. There's no 

such property rights in existence. 

#4: the granting variance won't be material or detrimental to the public or 

injurious to other property owners in the same zone or vicinity. 

As detailed earlier, granting any or all of the variances would be detrimental to 

the other property owners adjacent to the project. 

24 Male Speaker: Three minutes left. 
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Johnson: Thank you. Prior to the vote ... well, I'll cede the rest of my time to other 

2 speakers. 

3 Moderator: I encourage you lift up new issues should there be some, too. 

4 Schwartz: My name is Sarajane Schwartz. I'm a current board member of the 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Hollywoodland Homeowners Association and past president. For 35 years, I've been a 

resident of Hollywood land, eagerly awaiting the proper development of Hollywood, not 

its public rape. The unprecedented scale and mass of this project is totally inappropriate 

and outrageous. The almost 100-year-old already gridlocked streets and limited 

infrastructure cannot support this project. 

If you approve this project, you will be presiding over a wake for Hollywood as 

residents flee in an overly congested neighborhood. As a tourist destination, visitors do 

not come to Hollywood to see skyscrapers that obliterate iconic landmarks. As an 

entertainment capital, as the many entertainment-related events with street closures will 

have to find a new, less congested area, and of our residents who no doubt will suffer 

deaths due to the inability of emergency vehicles to reach their destinations; or even 

worse, the inability to evacuate the hills in case of a fire. 

I urge you to reject these twin tombstones that will bring about the death of 

Hollywood and undoubtedly some of its residents. It's too big. 

19 Male Speaker: One minute, 20 seconds. 

20 Schwartz: Everything else that the developers presented is smoke and mirrors. 

21 Thank you. 

22 Reichenbach: Gee, I hope I can do this. My name is Fran Reichenbach. I'm with 

23 

24 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association. I'm going to be real brief. We're not 

for no development; we're for smart development. Development in this area has always 
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been 150 feet high or 12 to 14 stories to maintain an historic scale. Hollywood 

Boulevard, itself, has continued to honor this historic scale. Even the W hotel maintained 

the scale. To create skyscrapers where ... it means the preservation of Hollywood doesn't 

mean anything. 

This project lacks specificity as required by CEQA. It doesn't address major 

impacts on traffic infrastructure or emergency response resources, and the developers and 

city staff say that these impacts are less than significant; yet, three out of four 

neighborhood councils rejected the project. Many other groups joined them, including 

Hancock Park. The neighborhoods north of Franklin already suffer extreme and 

extended response times. As a matter of fact, the fire department will take longer to 

respond to calls in these two towers since the traffic is expected according to those 

documents=, it is expected to be gridlocked after the project is built. 

There's no ... I'm just going to go on a tiny bit. 

14 Moderator: I'll give you about 15 seconds ... if you can wrap up, please. 

15 Reichenbach: Okay. There's no mitigation in place to address these impacts. I would 

16 

17 

caution the city attorney to pay attention to the things that Silverstein Law Group put 

before you at the beginning of this, okay? 

18 Moderator: Thank you. I appreciate that. Okay, we now have some comments from 

19 the mayor and the council offices. Excuse me ... a break? Okay. Yes, nature calls. 

20 We're going to take a five-minute break and we will return and we'll resume with ... 

2l excuse me. I want to be clear what we're going to be resuming with ... with comments 

22 from the mayor's office and the council offices when we return. Take a break. 

23 [END RECORDING: 05VTT71837&CPC08-3440c]] 

24 
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2 Moderator: Female Voiee 

3 Male Speaker: Brian Currey 

4 Male Speaker: Mcneel Porras 

5 Male Speaker: Tom laBonge 

6 Male Speaker: Rushmore Cervantes 

7 [utA]: Unintelligible Audio 

8 
9 

10 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440d]] 

11 Moderator: Okay, we're back on the City Planning Commission. If! can have folks please 

12 take a seat and calm their voices. This is a little awkward. Nature did call and so it was 

13 urgent. But what we're going to do is hear from the mayor's office, the council offices, 

14 and LARD. This is the city family. And then we're going to be breaking for lunch. So I 

15 apologize for that, but that calls as well. You want us to have sustenance as we consider 

16 this complicated case. And I will let folks know that there is a farmer's market just 

17 outside of City Rall if you want to take advantage of that during the lunchtime. We will 

18 take a very quick lunch so that we can come back and hear the remaining of public 

19 testimony. 

20 We have over 100 speakers and so we're going to be thinking about how to 

21 organize our time regarding that. But for now, we will hear from Brian Currey from the 

22 mayor's office; from Marcel Porras from the councilmen's office; Rushmore Cervantes 

23 from LARD; and, I believe that's ... and Councilman LaBonge as well. 

24 Please begin, Mr. Currey. 

25 Currey: Good afternoon. I'm Brian Currey. I'm counsel to the Mayor and Deputy Mayor 

26 for economic and business policy. I'm pleased to be here on behalf of Mayor 

27 Villaraigosa in support of the project. 
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Millennium Hollywood will be a transformative, mixed use, equitable, transit

oriented development project that will preserve and frame the iconic Capitol Records 

building. The project will transform a series of under-utilized parcels in Hollywood into 

a new pedestrian and bike-friendly meeting place for the community and for visitors to 

our city. 

The proposal makes a huge step forward towards the vibrant, active, and 

economically prosperous Hollywood that we envision for the future. We need to bring 

investment and activity back to our key urban hubs, places with excellent transit options, 

and the potential for increased jobs and economic activity. 

I would like to thank the planning department, their staff, and the commission for 

thoughtful consideration of the project. It is a very important project for the city and for 

Hollywood in terms of its economic impact on the neighborhood and on the city as a 

whole. 

The project will involve between half a billion and a billion dollars of capital 

investment into our city. Some 6000 construction jobs under a project labor agreement 

will be part of the project, with an emphasis on local hiring for people in Los Angeles. 

More than a thousand permanent jobs will be located at the new facility. There will be 

some $15 million dollars in upfront monies for the city and another $5.8 million in annual 

revenues to the City of Los Angeles. 

We need continued, renewed investment in our communities. This is exactly the 

sort of elegant density along transit hubs that forms the framework for our vision of a 

future Los Angeles that is more sustainable, that is less dependent upon automobiles, and 

that remains vibrant. 

Thank you very much. 
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Moderator: Thank you. 

2 Porras: 

3 

4 

5 

Good afternoon. Marcel Porras, Senior Planning and Economic Development 

Deputy for council member, Garcetti. Council member Garcetti does not support the 

project that is currently envisioned because the proposed height is out of scale with the 

Hollywood landscape and does not have [applause] 

6 Moderator: Thank you. I appreciate your enthusiasm but I don't want to set a precedent for 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Porras: 

clapping or booing or any of that going forward so that we can stay on point. Thank you, 

though. Please continue. 

... and does not have a broad enough level of support throughout the community. 

The council member looks forward to working closely with council member, Tom 

LaBonge, community groups, and residents to assess other options at this site in 

collaboration with the developer that would continue the progress we have seen in 

Hollywood in recent years. Thank you. 

14 Moderator: Thank you so much. 

15 LaBonge: Good morning. Tom LaBonge. I want to thank Councilman Garcetti for all the 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

work that he's done in Hollywood. I really think that's a very good statement that was 

made because we work together. We work together. There's no borders. 

Seven years ago, I was with Mayor Villaraigosa. We were walking through the 

construction at the Observatory and the mayor went, "Tommy, high rise all along 

Wilshire." And I said, "Mr. Mayor, Park Mile Specific Plan," meaning there's a balance. 

And yes, we want development, but there's certain zoning that needs to take place. 

Let's have a discussion on the right height. I'm a Griffith Park hiker every day 

and you look out there and it's taller than what I think it should be. What is the right 
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height? That's up to the planners from the planning department. Where's Mike 

Legrand? He's probably on the top of this building seeing if this is the right height. 

So I just wanted to say as you consider this, I think there's a tremendous aspect to 

the project on the ground floor. Jobs are real important. But I don't want to see it so tall 

that it affects the psyche of Hollywood, which is special. The 13-story-very special. 

Capitol Records building is very complimentary to the area, but design that's appropriate 

is what I suspect. 

And I want, in the future, to be able to put the arms around both the people on that 

side of the room and the people on that side of the room to build a better Hollywood with 

the blessing of the planning commission. Thank you very much. 

11 Moderator: Thank you; thank you. 

12 LaBonge: I do not support the height. I do support a project, but I do not support the height. 

13 

14 

And that's a real big ... the tallest building in Hollywood I want to let you know is ... do 

you know how many stories? 

15 Moderator: You're going to tell me. 

16 LaBonge: 22 stories; 22 stories. So figure out a balance: 29, 36, 42 hike. 

17 Moderator: Thank you. 

18 Cervantes: Good afternoon, commissioners. Rushmore Cervantes, Executive Officer with 

19 the Housing Department. 

20 Moderator: We thought you were the mayor. 

21 Cervantes: Well, I made the unfortunate mistake of allowing Councilman LaBonge to speak 

22 

23 

24 

in front of me. I always hate following him after he speaks. But I'm here just very 

briefly to mention to the commission what the developer has offered to the City of Los 

Angeles relative to community benefits. They negotiated with the Los Angeles Housing 
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Department to provide eight. .. approximately $4.8 million dollars that will go into the 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund for the creation of affordable housing for large families 

at 50% area meeting income or below in two specific projects within the project area. 

And for whatever reason either one of those projects do not become viable, those 

monies will be retained with the Affordable Housing Project... the trust fund ... excuse 

me ... and the Housing Department will provide affordable housing of a similar AMI in 

the same area. And these projects will not require any additional city funds to go along 

with that. 

So at the very least for the community benefit for the affordable housing piece, 

they're providing a substantial amount of money. So Ijust wanted to go on record to let 

you know what they have offered. Thank you. 

12 Moderator: Thank you very much. So with a little bit of awkwardness and embarrassment, 

13 we are going to break for lunch but I promise you that we will have a long, involved ... 

14 well, I'm not going to promise long. You will deliver a long hearing for us, but we will 

15 consider all of your comments. So again, there's a farmer's market. We're going to be 

16 taking 30 minutes for lunch so that we will return in 30 minutes from now. 

17 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440d]] 

18 
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2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Piedmont Brown 

4 Male Speaker: Gilbert Smith 

5 Male Speaker:J:dward Hunt 

6 Male Speaker: Clyde Wood 

7 Male Speaker: Ron Miller 

8 Male Speaker:_Gene Hale 

9 Male Speaker: Bill Harris 

10 Male Speaker: lee Ryerson 

II Male Speaker: Cliff Smith 

12 Male Speaker: Galo Medina 

13 Male Speaker: Ron Radachy 

14 Male Speaker: Dan Billy 

15 Male Speaker: Scott Campbell 

16 Male Speaker: Brandon Mason 

17 Male Speaker: Carlo Contreras 

18 Male Speaker: Brad Folb 

19 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voice] 

20 Female Speaker: laurie Becklund 

21 Female Speaker: Cheri Tilton 

22 Female Speaker: Rachel Torres 

23 [U/A]: Unintelligible Audio 

24 [ph]: Phonetic 

25 
26 

EM31286 

27 [START RECORDING [05VTT71 837&CPC08-3440e] DATE [3-28-13]] 

28 Moderator: The City Planning Commission Meeting, March 28th
. We've gone back and forth 

29 about how to organize the public comment period because we have so many public 

30 speakers. And we appreciate the interest and the passion and we want to hear from as 

31 many folks as possible and get as much testimony as possible. And so what we've 

32 decided on is that we're going to split the time-45 minutes for those who support; 45 

33 minutes for those who are opposed. 
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As opposed to calling the speaker cards, as folks come up, if you will state your 

name so that we know that you have, in fact, submitted a speaker card, and we'll have 

that for the record. And I will be doing it in sequence, so I will have those who are in 

support of the project first; those who are opposed to the project second. And what I will 

ask is that you please ... so that we get as much information as possible relative to your 

point of view that you seek new points that we absolutely understand. 

We want to hear that you support a point that was already made, but if that is the 

extent of what you have to offer, that will allow for us to get as many folks within that 

45-minute period as possible. And I know that is a challenge. There's great passion on 

both sides of this issue, and we understand that and want to validate that. But if you have 

heard your point made, it is important for us to know that you support that point to say 

that, but you needn't necessarily reiterate it to a great extent. What we want is as broad 

amount of information as possible. So the newer the point that is something that is 

elaborated, or giving us a different perspective, that's going to be valuable to us as we go 

forward. 

Right now, I'd like to call those who are in support. What I'd ask you to do is, if 

you can line up behind the podium, please. Yes, this is going to be chaotic. I understand. 

If you see folks who you know and trust in the line and you want to cede time to them 

perhaps, that is something that we encourage you to do. But, I also urge you to limit 

yourself. Please be as judicious as possible about this. This is going to be pure chaos, I 

can tell. 

So this is folks who are in support of the project. We're putting 45 minutes on the 

clock. I urge you to ... not aggressively, but assertively tap one another on the shoulder 
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when you're moving over a minute probably. You need to do that so we get as many 

people as possible. So please be sure to state your name for the record. 

Good afternoon. My name is Piedmont Brown. I'm the president of the 

Ironworkers Local 433, a thousand of hardworking members. I'm here on behalf of our 

members to support the Millennium Hollywood Project. Right now, we have members 

on the job in Hollywood on Sunset Boulevard building the new Emerson College. 

There's a lot of growth today in Hollywood. That's because years ago, we made 

the right decision to build the Red Line subway. Local 433 helped in that project. With 

the Red Line in place, we could build new developments without a terrible impact on 

traffic. Millennium Hollywood is a transit-orientated development. The aim is to get 

people out of their cars, to get into the city and the urban experience. When we built the 

Red Line, people said no one would ride it. They said no one in Los Angeles would get 

on a train. Well, people do ride the subways and they do live in high-rise buildings. 

Millennium Hollywood is a smart transit-orientated development. It's just what we need, 

and we're just the people to build it. We urge you to vote yes. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, counciL .. or commissioners. I'm Gilbert Smith and I am chair 

of the Ricardo Montalban Foundation; owner and operator of the Ricardo Montalban 

Theatre on Vine Street. Anybody know that theatre? I'm doing my job. Thank you. 

I'm here in support of the Millennium Project. As part of the infrastructure of 

Hollywood, I have a unique perspective. I grew up on Homewood A venue. My 

grandmother bought property on Homewood to bring our family to Hollywood. My 

wife's parents came to Hollywood in the 1920s. I walked the streets in the 1950s when it 

was a burgeoning community coming out of World War II. We had a very dark period, 
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and I was asked to come into the theatre which was an abandoned, misused facility on the 

heart of Hollywood and Vine, the entertainment capital of the world. 

We have a unique opportunity here to create a new infrastructure to service the 

new entertainment streaming and entertainment community. People still flock here to 

create entertainment because of the talent, the weather, and the infrastructure that's 

already in place. And for the most part, over the last 20 years, the entertainment 

community had fled from Hollywood, and we're now bringing it back. 

One of the things that I want to say in closing is that I think that it's very 

important for the commission to establish with the developer and with the community 

stakeholders and with the community a monthly meeting in the process of building this 

facility and this venue. We had that with the W Project because I was directly across the 

street, and we went through three and a half years of construction. There are many 

problems that are associated with that with keeping people organized as to how to come 

to your venue and egress and ingress, and just the monthly problems that I recall. 

So anyway, thank you very much for your time. 

Edward Hunt, President of Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association. We support 

this project primarily because we'd rather see in transit-oriented developments-tall, 

slender towers that permit generous ground floor landscape pedestrian areas that are part 

of the view rather than blocking the view. And we'd rather not see short, fat towers that 

blot out the view and have only minimum ground floor landscape spaces. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. Clyde Wood. I'm here representing CIM. We're one of the 

largest landowners and stakeholders in Hollywood. We do support the project, and I'm 

just going to make two very brief points. The first one is, as landowners, developers, and 

any stakeholders, the most important thing to us is consistency and predictability. We 
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support this project because it is consistent with the general plan and the community plan. 

There is no height district. The FAR increase is at your discretion, and the density is 

below the allowable density. The variances and CUP's they're requesting are only to 

allow uses that would provide a mix of amenities that you need in this kind of project. So 

people who are opposed to this project are not necessarily opposed to the project; they're 

opposed to the recent community plan that was just implemented. 

The second point is that when we invested in Hollywood starting over ten years 

ago, it was with a vision that catalytic projects like Hollywood and Highland, the W 

Hotel, the subway, all were subsidized by city dollars. With a redevelopment agency 

gone now, all we have is private development. And this is exactly the kind of project that 

was envisioned when those projects were because those were catalytic in order to be a 

catalyst for new private investment. So here you go. Here it is right in front of you. And 

this is what we need because this is what will bring jobs, sales taxes, TOT taxes to the 

city, and we desperately need that. Thank you. 

15 Becklund: Hi. My name is Laurie Becklund. I'm a Dell resident. I'm speaking in support 

16 

17 

18 

19 

of this project, but with changes. Briefly, I do not approve, myself, of this density unless 

there are other ways of doing it. I did not [U/ A] oppose the high-rise. 

What I want to ask you is just five quick point ... recommend to you five quick 

points I think are not being addressed here. 

20 Moderator: Do you support ... 

21 Becklund: Yes, I am in support of this. I'm trying to help make this happen-definitely. I 

22 

23 

24 

think the people from the Dell ... but I think people will realize I was part of the 

neighborhood meetings and we had to vote on, what do you want? I actually voted for 

the high-rise, and I appreciate Millennium as a developer. But some of these things will 
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not work ... I was just talking to Phil Aarons about this ... unless we make sure they're 

addressed. 

And two of them technically are scoping problems. One of them is, they did not 

check the ability to divide a community because of lack of access here. As you can see, 

we're already divided, unfortunately, and through lanes here. Communities are opposing 

this increasingly. There's a reason. That needs to be examined. 

Secondly, you checked no air traffic. There are helipads. I think that should be 

looked at. That's been a problem for years. 

Mainly, I wanted to ask you to use your power as visionaries and planners-not 

just as project approvers or even local Hollywood approvers. If you can pretend for a 

second that we're in the year 2035, if we leave this, if we leave the traffic issues the way 

they are, even in the best case scenario there will be no study out of traffic anywhere in 

the hills, and there will be no access ... 

14 Moderator: My impression ... can you stop the clock? My impression is that this is actually, 

15 probably better suited for the opponents relative to what you're asking-for changes. 

16 Becklund: I tried to do a public statement but he said 1. .. a general statement ... but he said I 

17 couldn't. I'm sorry. 

18 Moderator: Okay. So you filled out a general statement card? 

19 Becklund: No. I asked a question, and apparently that counted. But, truly, I can be neutral. 

20 I mean, 1... whatever... I'll wait. You tell me. 

21 Moderator: Just finish your comment and we'll start the clock when you finish. 

22 Becklund: I asked you to be visionary about this. Right now, as a community, this whole 

23 

24 

Hollywood thing is permanently having gridlock there. I asked you, if you have the CAP 

park at one end and the redoing of Cahuenga Pass through NBC Universal, to look at 
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what that is going to look like with thousands of sensitive receptors, and one of them is 

this area as smog builds over 22 years. Please address that interim thing for everybody's 

sake. It's an opportunity to make Hollywood amazing, and also deal with that. 

Secondly, I encourage you to think about jobs that may be lost if the permeability 

and the drive through here is not certain. It's not just hiring here; it's people who are 

unable to get to work in other places because it takes too long and they can't get there. 

The last thing is, one of the things the Hollywood Community Plan talks about is 

preserving local communities. I just talked to Phil Aarons about this. If. .. right now in 

the community plan, somebody had edited their saying ... the community plan saying 

preserve viable neighborhoods. Hollywood Dell and some of these others, are they 

viable? Ifnot, please tell us now. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. I'm Ron Miller, Executive Secretary of the Los 

Angles Orange County Building and Construction Trades Council. We represent 

140,000 craftsmen and women across 52 different affiliated local unions and 15 different 

trades. We support the Millennium Hollywood and we urge you to approve it today. 

Hollywood has a great heritage. And thanks to the hard work and residents and 

businesses, there's been a revival in the last ten years. Now the Millennium Project is 

here to accelerate that effort. It's the right project at the right time. It's transit-orientated. 

It will encourage use of the subway. 

I have many brothers and sisters in New York and Chicago. They walk out their 

door in the morning with their tool bags slung over their shoulder and they either walk 

down the street to a job, or they walk down the street to the subway station and get on 

there and go to work. That's what I have envisioned for LA. I want my members to be 
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able to sell one of their cars and be able to live in a community that they work, or be able 

to get on a subway and go to work. So I urge you to approve this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Gene Hale. I'm Chairman of the 

Greater Los Angeles African American Chamber of Commerce, which represents over 

400 African American businesses. 

We support this project for two reasons: one, with the unsolicited support of the 

developer to create what we call ... commonly known as STEM scholarships that would 

have an immediate impact on the future workforce of this region. 

The second is because of the number of jobs that it would create, not only for 

small businesses, but for veterans as well. So we urge you to support this project. Thank 

you. 

Good afternoon. I'm Bill Harris. I'm the Executive Director of Hollywood 

Community Housing Corporation. We're a non-profit developer of affordable housing 

for low income families, people with disabilities, and the chronically homeless. 

I've worked with Millennium Hollywood for the past number of years. They've 

supported several of our community services directly. I am very excited about their 

donation to LARD of $4. 8 million dollars. That's over a hundred units of affordable 

housing for people desperately in need. I fully urge you to support this project and 

approve it. 

20 Ryerson: Good afternoon. Lee Ryerson. I'm a resident of Hollywood 90068, and operated 

21 

22 

23 

a business employing about 200 people in Hollywood 90028. I support this project. I 

think Hollywood, having lived there and worked there, has a desperate need for 

developments like this. The flat parking lots and the decrepit under-utilized buildings 
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that sort of dot the horizon there have outlived their uses, and this kind of development is 

what we need to encourage as a community in my opinion. 

And the fact that Hollywood can and does attract this kind of development, I think 

is something that we should take advantage of, and the time is now-not ten years from 

now-not when everything is, you know, perfectly figured out. And I think that you can 

look for an urban environment that has dead parking lots and abandoned buildings, and 

you can drive straight through that very quickly. 

I'd rather have an urban environment that has public transit that's well used, 

buildings that attract class A companies to employ people in the community and create 

jobs. For that reason, I urge you to support this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Cliff Smith. I'm a business 

manager for Roofers Union Local 36; also a board member of the South Central 

Neighborhood Council. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will playa vital role in the Los Angeles 

Development Revival. The project construction will create almost 3000 much needed, 

career-based construction jobs, which provides stability to every community in the city. 

The completed project will create 2000 additional permanent jobs to our residents. The 

Millennium Hollywood will generate hundreds of millions of dollars to the local 

economy, and half of it will be on-site. 

This transit-oriented development plan enhances tourism, business, jobs, and 

economic growth in Los Angeles. We strongly encourage the commission to support this 

project. Thank you for your time. 
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Medina: Hi. My name is Galo Medina. I am a property owner on Hollywood Boulevard, a 

business owner in Hollywood. I am on the Board of Directors for the Hollywood 

Business Improvement District. And I am also born and raised in the Hollywood Hills. 

I've seen Hollywood come and go and I can tell you that there are not many 

companies, investors, who are prime to give $1 billion dollars worth of development right 

now. We have a huge opportunity. We can stay all day and worry about 55 floors, 20 

floors, 15 floors ... green ... how much square footage we have. But we do have an 

opportunity. And the city ... it's too easy to let these things go. We've had months and 

months of election talk of growth and jobs and development, and we finally have an 

investor who is ready to do this. Just please, keep that in mind. Thanks. 

11 Radachy: Hello. My name is Ron Radachy. I'm the Executive Director of Oasis of 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Hollywood, a non-profit that's been operating in Hollywood for the past 34 years, so I've 

been in Hollywood when it was ... for lack of a better term ... a sewer. .. and seen it 

coming back to life in the past 15 to 20 years with all the redevelopment. Our building, 

which we own, is on Ivar. I'm 130 feet from this project. !think it's terrific. 

I work with a lot of youth. Youth are graduating school and can't get jobs for all 

the economic reasons that all have already been stated. I think it's a double thumbs up. 

It will also inspire other developers to take the old, tired, non-historic buildings, retire 

them, put up new things. It will continue the redevelopment that Hollywood and the city 

so desperately needs. Thank you. 

21 Male Speaker: The time is 30 minutes. 

22 Tilton: My name is Cheri [ph] Tilton. I have worked and lived in Hollywood for over 30 

23 

24 

years. I'm on the Board of Directors for Hollywood PAL, and through my career have 

been very involved and on boards of other non-profit organizations. 
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This applicant has been a good corporate citizen. I whole heartedly support this 

project, for the revitalization of our Hollywood is essential. I've lived through, just as he 

said, from the rats and the prostitutes to a place that's incredible to live in. Our property 

values have gone up as a result of it, and it's become an incredible community. 

I enthusiastically support him. He has been a huge supporter of our not-for-profit 

sector. And without people like Phil and Millennium, so much of our youth, so many of 

our programs, so much of our not-for-profit would be unable to survive. Please, I 

endorse this project. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Dan Billy. I'm here representing 

Bill Wagner and the 20,000 members of the Operating Engineers Local Union #12. We 

make up the equipment operators, inspectors, and surveyors that work in the construction 

industry. 

We're in support of this project. We believe it's well planned. We believe it's a 

compliment to the area, and we'd like you to move forward on this project. Thank you. 

15 Campbell: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Scott Campbell. I'm president of 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Central Hollywood Neighborhood Council, which is just south of this project starting at 

Hollywood Boulevard. 

At our board meeting on February 25th of this year, we voted to approve this 

project; support the project at a 6: 1 FAR; height not to exceed 585 feet; create a 

subcommittee to include myself and other people that I appointed to work with the 

developer to establish an agreed upon public benefits package. We have had that meeting 

and Jerry Newman has mentioned several of the items that we talked about, but there are 

a few more that I want to let you know about. 
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One of them is a contribution to the Walk of Fame. Another is to potentially 

acquire the Little Country Church property; another is to have an observation deck and a 

cafe near the top of one or both of the buildings; a contribution to the Hollywood Central 

Park; contribution to the Franklin Ivar Park; contribution to creating a dog park; 

contribution to the Hollywood Sign Trust; redoing the building ... the LAPD building at 

6501 Fountain, particularly the Fountain side exterior. And we're hoping to have space 

for a market in this new project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Brandon Mason. I'm a resident, 

small business owner, and active community member in CD13, who unconditionally 

supports the Hollywood Millennium Project. 

While Capitol Records tower has forever showed as a beacon to visitors arriving 

in Hollywood from each direction to the city, the site has never provided them the 

opportunity to interact with the building itself. 

14 Moderator: Can you speak a little closer to the microphone? I had a hard time hearing. 

15 Mason: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Yes, I'm sorry. The structure is an ocean ... it's surrounding land around the 

Capitol Records building. It's an ocean of surface parking lots offering minimal, if any 

chance for visitors to take in the sites and enjoy the atmosphere beyond strolling the 

Walk of Fame itself. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will not only reverse that, but it will invite 

interaction with the Capitol Records tower through the creation of street level retail 

stores, dining, plazas, and open space for visitors to sit and enjoy the urban fabric of 

Hollywood itself. This will result in a creation of a more public feel to what up to now 

has been an isolated, private site, bringing in a new population to energize the area and 

fostering an active streetscape, or none, as it existed in the past. Thank you very much. 
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Contreras: Good afternoon. My name is Carlo Contreras. I am working at room service at 
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the Hollywood Loft Hotel and I am working in the hotel for ] 2 years. I live in the 

district as well. My co-workers and I support the 3000 good jobs to the communities. 

Better benefits include better living wage and job training for the hotel workers. Thank 

you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Rachel Torres. I'm a research 

analyst for Unite Here Local 11. On behalf of the 20,000 members of Unite Here, we 

wish to express our strong support for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

As one of the many community benefits this project offers, Unite Here as entered 

an agreement to ensure good jobs for hotel workers. The Millennium Hollywood Project 

continues a strong precedent of responsible development in Hollywood beginning with 

the Hollywood and Highland Project. This project will receive no city dollars nor is it on 

city land, yet thousands of good jobs will be produced for the construction and permanent 

employees. 

In addition, Millennium Hollywood has joined in partnership with the Hospitality 

Training Academy to ensure local residents are recruited and trained for high-quality jobs 

at this hotel. The Hospitality Training Academy is a non-profit institution and a true 

labor management partnership that provides benefits to both employers and the 

employees of the new hotel. 

The HT A also partners with educational institutions and community organizations 

to provide formal training to facilitate entry and advancement along the extensive career 

ladders within the hospitality and food service industries. HTA uniquely offers workers 

the tools to succeed in a vital, high-growth industry, and provides workplace English, 
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skills upgrades, vocational classes, and bridge training to move participants into a job and 

then a career. 

5 Folb: 

For that, we wish to express our strong support, and encourage the planning 

commission to vote in favor of the project. Thank you. 

Madam President, members of the commission, my name is Brad Folb. I'm 

6 president of Paramount Contractors and Developers in Hollywood. We're a small family 

7 business that's built what used to be considered high rises in Hollywood starting since the 

8 1950s. 

9 I wanted to specifically address the visual impact ... 

10 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440e] DATE [3-28-13]] 
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3 Male Speaker: Brad Folb 

4 Male Speaker: leron Gubler 

5 Male Speaker:J)avid Ambrose 

6 Male Speaker: Sam Smith 

7 Male Speaker: Jesse Ayala 

8 Male Speaker:_Hunter leggett [ph] 

9 Male Speaker: Joe Olivera 

10 Male Speaker: Jonathan Hirsh 

II Male Speaker: Russell Holmes 

12 Male Speaker: Ryan Grosh 

13 Male Speaker: Kyle Johnson 

14 Male Speaker: Erlin Munous [ph] 

15 Male Speaker: David Kirsch 

16 Male Speaker: Alfredo Hernandez 

17 Male Speaker: Jim Geoghan 

18 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voice] 

19 Female Speaker: Tina Hossain 

20 Female Speaker: Trida Labelle 

21 Female Speaker: Kayla [no last name given] 

22 Female Speaker: Nicole McGinley 

23 Female Speaker: Lisa Lejeune 

24 Female Speaker: Carol Stakenas 

25 Female Speaker: Christa Brown 

26 Female Speaker: Nicole Shahenian 

27 [utA]: Unintelligible Audio 

28 [ph]: Phonetic 

29 
30 

31 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440fj DATE [3-28-13]] 

32 Folb: Madam President, members of the commission, my name is Brad Folb. I'm 

33 president of Paramount Contractors and Developers in Hollywood. We're a small family 

34 business that's built what used to be considered high rises in Hollywood starting since the 

35 1950s. 
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I wanted to specifically address the visual impact of this project. From the ground 

floor level, this is an area that is under-utilized and there's very few people visiting. The 

Capitol Records building is a private office building. With this project, there's going to 

be a magnet of activity from the boulevard going up there, hundreds more people a day 

are going to be seeing this. Their views may be obstructed somewhat but they are going 

to be able to see it where they're not seeing it and not getting the benefit of it now. 

With regard to the height issue, I believe some of it is a red herring. The architect 

mentioned that at the higher levels of these towers, the maximum floor plate allowed is 

going to be 14,000 square feet. If there's two towers, that's 7000 square feet. As a 

developer, I can tell you that's a very skinny tower in terms of the whole visual 

landscape. Whether it is 22 stories height as Tom LaBonge said or whether it's 50 or 100 

stories, the visual impact of that extra area is just not going to be that significant relative 

to changing the project and making it squatter and lower. Thank you very much. 

Good afternoon. I'm Leron Gubler, president and CEO of the Hollywood 

Chamber of Commerce. I think we've all been to great cities around the world and the 

United States, and in many cases we visit those cities and we ask ourselves, why can't 

Los Angeles be more like this? Why can't we have exciting, vibrant, urban areas? 

Hollywood is one area of Los Angeles which has tremendous potential to create 

an exciting, vibrant, urban feel to it and, as a result, the Hollywood Chamber of 

Commerce supports this project. We believe it moves us forward to attaining that goal 

with developers that have the capability and a vision to achieve that to activate the street 

level in an exciting way, near transit, near freeway on and off ramps. If you can't build 

something like this in Hollywood, where can you build it? 
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Now, it seems the major sticking point with most people is on the height of the 

project. While we don't have an official position on how high the project should be, we 

appreciate what the developers are trying to do. They're trying to preserve the past, but 

look to the future. They're saying our best days in Hollywood are not behind us; they're 

ahead of us. And they're trying to create a 2]st century landmark that changes the 

paradigm about how people think about Hollywood and how they think about urbanism, 

which is what we have to be promoting here in Los Angeles. As we go forward, we are 

going to create a livable city and an exciting city for the future. 

It's a positive vision for Hollywood and it deserves your support, and we ask you 

to do that. Thank you. 

Ambrose: I'm so excited to be with you today. My name is David Ambrose, and I'm here 

representing just myself. I'm a resident of Hollywood, and every single day I take this 

Vine Street, right up, drive past these empty parking lots, and I go to work in an 

entertainment company in Burbank. I desperately hope one day to go to work in one of 

these buildings because that's what this building could do. It could pull us back into Los 

Angeles. I truly believe that. That's not an official commitment, I'm here as a private 

citizen. 

I will also say, I bought my house in Hollywood because it had been abandoned 

for a year and a half. I could afford it, and I spent the better part of two years improving 

it and fixing it. I have lived in Hollywood for nine years. My house, I think, now has 

improved the street. I've worked hard on the neighborhood council, and every day I 

come to these different meetings where we hear this project versus that project. What I 

often hear is a debate about good versus perfect. 
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I think this project is very, very, very good. And despite all the objections, which 

are somewhat valid, I think this project deserves your support. And as just a resident of 

Hollywood ... that moved to Hollywood to go to these kind of places, I hope you support 

it. Thank you very much. 

5 Male Speaker: 20 minutes. 

6 Smith: Good afternoon. My name is Sam Smith. I'm a 30-year resident and business 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

owner in Hollywood. I think today is my coming out day. I have to confess to a 30-year 

love affair with the Capitol Records building. 

The kind of vision and innovation that it's going to take for this to be a smart 

development I think has been well described today. We spent a lot oftime talking about 

square footage and FAR's and intersections and traffic patterns. But one thing that we 

haven't talked about is the good fortune of this project, and that good fortune lies in the 

people that make up the Millennium Partners. They have come to this community; they 

have invested themselves in it; they are part of the fabric and they care about it. 

I've taken the time to visit some of their other projects. They are as good as 

people say they are, and they have stuck with them. And when it comes to having a good 

neighbor in Hollywood, that's what I expect, and that's what I know I will see from 

Millennium Partners. Please support the project. 

19 Hossain: Good afternoon, commissioners. I'm Tina Hossain, here on behalf of the Los 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce, and our ] 600 member organization does strongly 

support the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project is important, not just for Hollywood, but for 

the entire city of Los Angeles. A catalytic project like this will boost the profile of 

Hollywood as well as the whole city by creating an iconic new space. It will create over 
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7000 total jobs during construction, and upon completion with a positive annual 

economic impact of $230 million dollars at full development. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will recapture the public investment made in 

LA's transit infrastructure by appropriately locating density in immediate proximity to 

the Red Line and encouraging further transit usage by its residents, workers, and visitors. 

This project upholds the vision of the Hollywood Community Plan and meets the 

goals to have ... this historically important regional center should grow by directing 

development away from residential neighborhoods and toward major streets and mass 

transit. 

The Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce strongly supports this project as a 

worthwhile investment in the future of our entire city. We thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Jesse Ayala. I'm here representing 

the Sheet Metal Workers Local Union 105, and I'm a member of the Los Angeles and 

Orange County Building Construction Trades. 

Before I proceed, let me thank you for your past support on projects that made 

history in the city of Los Angeles and created jobs, unique for all the construction 

workers, and created career opportunities for young men and women and servicemen and 

women that serves the country. [U/A] programs have provided careers with good paying 

jobs and benefits. 

I'm here to ask you for your continued support on projects that will continue to 

make history and continue to create opportunities for young men and women. Thank you 

for your support. 

23 Leggett: Good afternoon. My name is Hunter Leggett [ph]. I'm an architect and green 

24 builder here in Los Angeles. I am in support of the project. 
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I just want to touch on a couple of quick points. First off, I'd to commend the 

architect and developer for a beautifully designed project. I think it will be a phenomenal 

piece on the skyline of Hollywood and also serve to represent an iconic piece of 

architecture moving forward to the future. 

Second, I want to talk a little bit about the height districts. Hollywood and Vine 

has historically been the taller of the height districts in Hollywood. When the initial 

buildings on that corner and around there as well as Capitol Records were proposed, they 

were much taller than anyone could imagine at the time being. In moving forward and 

revitalizing Hollywood and increasing density, which I'm for, I think this project fits 

appropriately. 

Finally, with the public space and using the Capitol Records building as a 

centerpiece for the project, I know that the developer is committed to integrating artwork, 

music, and potential technology into a public space. I think this is vital for the next 

future of Hollywood, and I think it will be a great asset to the cityscape. Thank you. 

15 Labelle: Good afternoon. My name is Tricia Labelle. I am a resident of Hollywood and a 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

stakeholder of 15 years in the community. Not only willI have a view of this project 

from my home, but I will also receive the benefits of such a development in Hollywood 

that I truly appreciate what the developers have done. I have visited their locations 

around this country. I've seen how they have improved the quality of life in 

communities. There's no doubt between the jobs and the aspects that they're bringing to 

the building will benefit Hollywood tremendously. 

Right now from my home, I look at nothing but short, fat, squatty buildings and 

rooftops to see the highline of downtown. I appreciate, and have actually designed my 

backyard to see that skyline. And I welcome a project like this in this scale so that it does 
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protect and preserve the Capitol Records building, which I think is very valuable and 

important to Hollywood. 

These developers not only will just be building this building, but they're going to 

improve the surrounding areas like curbs and infrastructure that we desperately need in 

Hollywood to improve. I see what downtown has done with the high-rises and the 

infrastructure of downtown and it's far exceeded Hollywood. We've lost, I think, the 

dynamic of being the entertainment capital of the world, and we're quickly losing being a 

global competitor. 

I think this is something that is long overdue for Hollywood and necessary for our 

future, especially for generations to come long after any of us will live in this world, so I 

ask you to please support this project as it's been presented. Thank you very much. 

12 Male Speaker: 15 minutes. 

13 Olivera: What's the hurry? We're talking about a project for the next hundred years, and 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

we got to beat the clock? Give it a break. You people are listening very well. My name 

is Joe Olivera. I'm a resident. I was born and raised in Hollywood. 

Hollywood is dead. It's gone. It's over. We don't make movies here. They 

make them in other countries. They make cartoons in other countries. Hanna-Barbera 

used to be here. It's not here. We're trying to get the city to go again. 

Highland Avenue, in 1964 or '65, had a traffic flow 24 hours, 40,000 cars; today, 

270,000 cars. Hollywood was a junk street until Hollywood and Highland came in. It 

was ... right now, 6000 parking spaces. I think Jerry ... Aaron said it all. And if you saw 

the presentation, it's only going to lift the city. If there are problems, commissioners, it 

will be resolved. If it isn't, you just fix it. You want tax dollars, you want jobs, you want 

this, but you've got these people here that don't want anything. 
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Mr. LaBonge comes running in, running out. Hahaha. Mr. Garcetti, when he 

becomes mayor, he'll change his mind, because we need this project to make our town go 

forward. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. My name is Kayla and 1 literally live two feet away from the 

actual boulevard and 1, as well as my friends, moved from other cities to live in 

Hollywood for the excitement and the attractions and to be a part of Hollywood. 1 

currently live in a newly developed apartment complex and it's beautiful, it's safe, it's 

gorgeous, but the second 1 walk out, there's nothing but lingerie shops or smoke shops or 

little like souvenir shops and it's disgusting. 1 pay a lot of money for my rent every 

single month and then 1 get to live in this place where my surrounding areas are not only 

dangerous, because I'm pretty sure we've had about three or four shootings within the 

last six months, but it's dark and it's not glamorous as it's supposed to be in Hollywood. 

1 think that by moving forward with a project like this, it will be a new landmark 

within our environment and it's going to change our area and the people that are in it, and 

we won't see as many homeless people. You won't be hearing about shootings. It's 

going to lighten our area which it desperately needs. 1 pledge my support for this project. 

Thank you. 

18 McGinley: Hello. My name is Nicole McGinley. 1 am a resident of Hollywood and 1 fully 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

support this project. 1 currently live on Franklin and Argyle, which is only a few blocks 

from Hollywood and Vine where there are tons of shops, restaurants, bars-anyone my 

age would want. The only problem is, 1 can't walk there after dark. It's just too dark; it's 

dirty; it's dismal; it's vacant, and it's just awful. It's too dangerous. And 1 know plenty 

of men who will tell you that they won't make that walk, either. 
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If I walk down for happy hour, I can't get a cab home because everyone drives 

away when I tell them it's just a couple of blocks. If! want to take the Metro to meet my 

friends downtown for dinner, it's scarier to walk to the station than it is to get on the 

Metro, or even to walk around downtown in a lot of places. 

This is the perfect project for this exact, specific area because it's going to bring 

foot traffic; it's going to bring light; it's going to bring security; and it's going to bring 

even more places I can walk to so I don't have to drive. So not only do I support this 

project, but I'm, frankly, very excited about it. Thank you. 

My name is Jonathan Hirsh. I'm a resident of Hollywood and I also work in 

Hollywood. I support the Millennium Hollywood Project and ask the commission to do 

the same. 

Millennium Hollywood will bring back significant precedence our city lacks, and 

also bring a lot of foot traffic in the area. I walk to Hollywood Boulevard from my 

apartment a lot and, as she was saying, it's not the best place to walk around at night, or 

during the day there's not even that many attractions. There's a lot of tourists and 

Hollywood tourist busses constantly, but it's hard to see why they're there, what they're 

going to be looking for, and I think this project would bring something exciting to the 

area. Thank you. 

19 Male Speaker: 10 minutes left. 

20 Holmes: Hello. My name is Russell Holmes and I've lived in the hills of Beachwood 

21 

22 

23 

Canyon for over 15 years. I am here to tell you I drive by this area every single day 

going to work and the traffic is not as bad as what you've been hearing. It was worse 

where I lived in Austin, Texas. 
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I sometimes hear my neighbors complain about the tourists stopping to try to take 

pictures of the Hollywood sign and I try to remind them that these tourists bring billions 

of dollars-tourists and hospitality to our city, our local city, and without that, our 

economy would be affected and my real estate property value would be affected. 

In the words of Winston Churchill, I have to say ... he says, "There's nothing 

wrong with change if it's in the right direction." And the Millennium Hollywood is in 

the right direction. It will increase tourism revenues and it will take us up. And we've 

run out ofland. We have to go up. Up is the future of Los Angeles. 

9 Lejeune: Good afternoon. My name is Lisa Lejeune and I work in Hollywood just a couple 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

of blocks away from the Millennium Hollywood Project. I'm here today to support the 

project and ask the commission to do the same. 

This project will provide countless new jobs that everyone has already mentioned, 

and it will literally generate millions of dollars in local and state tax revenue that we, as 

Los Angeles, and the state of California need. It artfully preserves the historic and design 

significance of the Capitol Records building, which is important. And finally, its 

presence will make our community a safer place. 

Twenty years ago, I lived in the historic Fontenoy Building on Whitley and 

Yucca, and I wish a project like this had come in 20 years ago. I might not have moved 

away. Thank you. 

Stakenas: Good afternoon. Thank you members of the commission for an opportunity to 

speak. My name is Carol Stakenas. I'm the Executive Director of Los Angeles 

Contemporary Exhibitions, also known as LACE. We are the longest running non-profit 

contemporary art space in Los Angeles, and we've been a member of the Hollywood 
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community since 1996. I'm here today to speak on behalf of the board, staff, and artists 

that we work with in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Just recently, Hollywood was named as one of the top 12 art places in the nation. 

The potential is there, but it is held down by the lack of opportunity. With the 

Millennium Hollywood Project and their stellar reputation for valuing and supporting 

exemplary arts, I'm really looking forward to seeing what we can do with their Percent 

for Art commission, and we're committed to helping make it happen in Hollywood to 

really show the vibrancy of our art place. 

Millennium Hollywood offers a clear, and yes, bold plan. But it's committed to 

making Hollywood, Hollywood. Please support this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. I'm Christa Brown. I'm a Hollywood resident and I support the 

Millennium Hollywood Project. The developers have worked with the community for 

more than six years and created a community benefits package which enhances the 

quality oflife for all stakeholders. 

The open courtyards at Millennium Hollywood will be a lively, enriching place 

because the developer has taken steps to ensure that the space with be enlivened on a 

regular basis with money set aside to pay for the programming of arts activities. 

Moreover, those events will be community-oriented because they will be done in concert 

with both the Hollywood Arts Council and also the Hollywood entertainment district. I 

support the Hollywood Millennium Project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Ryan Grosh. I'm a Hollywood 

resident and I'm here to support the Millennium Project. Los Angeles is in a state of 

urban sprawl. It's continued to grow out wide. That's an old, outdated concept based on 

audio-oriented low density development. I mean, this doesn't need to happen. This is a 
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result of poor planning and shortsightedness. If we want to reduce traffic, pollution and 

smog, we really need to reinvest in our existing neighborhoods and rebuild these places, 

and Hollywood is the perfect place to do that. 

This project would provide residents with a sense of place, create a better sense of 

community in the entire area; make it safer for everyone to walk around and travel 

through. It's going to be a great place to work and play, and so I support the project. 

Thank you. 

8 Male Speaker: Five minutes. 

9 Johnson: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Kyle Johnson and I'm a Hollywood 

10 resident. Today, I ask that the commission vote in support of this project because it is a 

11 catalytic project that continues Hollywood's renaissance and provides jobs, housing, and 

12 quality office space. I think that the parking provided by Millennium is just right. By 

13 unbundling parking from housing, it allows Millennium to target an underserved 

14 demographic-people without cars. 

15 The excessive city parking requirements create what amounts to parking 

16 pollution: too many parking spaces and parking levels that exceed project uses. Thank 

17 you. 

18 [Male speaker talking in Spanish and translated by interpreter] 

19 Munous: Good afternoon. My name is Erlin Munous [ph]. I've been a Hollywood resident 

20 for the last 25 years. 

21 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

22 I'm here in support of the Millennium Project. 

23 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

24 In the last 11 years, I have had to go out of the city in order to work. 
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[Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

2 And I have to spend three hours on my own time travelling to and from work, and that's 

3 time wasted away from my family. 

4 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

5 I am in favor, and I really like the Millennium Project because it's going to help me work 

6 closer to home and allow me not to be away from the family and not use my 

7 transportation. 

8 Munous: Muchas gracias. [Thank you]. 

9 Kirsch: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Good afternoon. David Kirsch with the Carpenters/Contractors Cooperation 

Committee with the labor management organization affiliated with the Carpenters Union. 

I don't want to be the last person here so I'm just going to echo all the good things that 

have been said about the project and just emphasize the construction jobs. 

A lot of workers are out there are unemployed and these are the types of projects 

that are going to get people back to work. And this is great for them, it's great for the 

community, and I urge you to approve this project. Thank you. 

16 Hernandez: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Alfredo Hernandez. I'm a founding 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

board member of the East Hollywood Neighborhood Council and a founding board 

member of the Friends of the Hollywood Central Park. I'm in full favor of the 

Millennium Project. I believe that this project will create a large sum of Quimby Fees 

that can ... most of them can be used for the creation of the Hollywood Central Park. 

Thank you. 

Shahenian: Good afternoon, commissioners. Nicole Shahenian with the Hollywood Chamber 

of Commerce, and also a proud member of the Friends of the Hollywood Central Park. 

I'm here to express my support of the Millennium Project, and in particular, to let you 

86 

RL0031559 



2 

3 

4 

EM31313 

know how pleased I am with the open space and the commitment to community benefits 

that this project is going to produce. 

I also want to second the speaker before me in asking that the Quimby Fees for 

this project be designated specifically to the Hollywood Central Park. Thank you. 

5 Moderator: How much time is left, James? 

6 Male Speaker: Three minutes. 

7 Moderator: There are three minutes, so are there any other pro speakers? Great. Wow. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Thank you. Okay, we're now going to very quickly ... and I failed to mention that we did 

have some general comments cards and so once we finish with the 45 minutes for those 

who are opponents to the project, we will allow a couple of minutes for general 

comments. There aren't that many of those cards. So if you will begin to queue yourself, 

we will have the exact same amount of time and the exact same rules. 

And I'm hoping that you will be as judicious as those who came before you were 

in policing yourselves relative to the time you're taking. It is most beneficial to us if we 

have all of the points that are out there to be made ... are made. And if you are, in fact, 

echoing somebody's comment that has been made previously, if you can do that with 

brevity and move on to things that are new, that is what's most beneficial to us so we 

have a full plate to make our decision with. 

Okay, if our first speaker will step to the podium, and please begin. Please state 

your name for the record clearly. Thank you. 

Geoghan: My name is Jim Geoghan. I'm Traffic and Parking Chair for the Hollywood Hills 

22 West Neighborhood Council, a resident of Whitley Heights for 27 years, my wife and 1. 

23 [END RECORDING 5VTT71837&CPC08-3440fj DATE [3-28-13]] 

24 
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Date: April 4, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jim Geoghan 

4 Male Speaker: Ben Reznik 

5 Male Speaker: Jim Van Dusen 

6 Male Speaker: Unidentified Speaker 

7 Male Speaker: John Charota 

8 Male Speaker: Casey Maddren 

9 Male Speaker: Adrian Scott fine 

10 Male Speaker: Remi Kessler 

II Male Speaker: Sid Ziegler 

12 Male Speaker: Tony Tucci 

13 Male Speakers: Don Durkee 

14 female Speaker: Susan Polifronio 

15 Female Speaker: Mary Holmes 

16 Female Speaker: Joanne D'Antonio 

17 female Speaker: Patty Heideman 

18 female Speaker: Rosemary De Monte 

19 female Speaker: Marian Dodge 

20 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

21 [UtA]: Unintelligible Audio 

22 
23 [START RECORDING [05VTT71 837&CPC08-3440g]] 

24 Moderator: Okay, if our first speaker will step to the podium and please begin. 

25 Please state your name for the record clearly. Thank you. 

26 Geoghan: My name is Jim Geoghan. I'm Traffic and Parking Chair for the Hollywood Hills 

27 West Neighborhood Council. Resident of Whitley Heights for twenty-seven years, my 

28 wife and I; with secretary Whitley Heights, Home Owner's Association for six years. 

29 When my wife and I lived in Manhattan, we were three blocks away from the BMT, the 

30 IND and the IR T subway which offered us nine subway lines and about eleven bus lines. 

31 I'm listening to the words today, major traffic center. I guess we're talking about the one 

32 subway line down the street which ends up in North Hollywood. If you live in Tarzana, 
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Van Nuys, Sherman Oaks, Burbank, Studio City, Valley Village, I can go on with 

fourteen other locales, you're going to have to drive to this building. No one's taking the 

subway to the Millennium Project and at five to six or seven o'clock you're going to have 

to drive home. It's just going to be choking traffic. I'm not naive. Something's going to 

be built there. I just don't want to see something that's - more than half the height of the 

Empire State Building. That's all there is to it. I appreciate listening to the neighborhood 

councils who have spoken so far in favor of it, who have received their donations from 

Millennium and also the - the labor union people, the land owners and the business 

owners. If Millennium was going to build a slaughter house they'd have the same thing to 

say; jobs and money, jobs and money; slaughter house would be fine. Just listen to Tom 

LaBonge and let's just make a sensible building here and make your jobs, but fifty-five 

stories; I've heard they can go even more to seventy or eighty stories without the 

oversight of you people. Let's not be insane about this. A fifty-eight story building of 

five hundred and eighty stories is just ridiculous. It's a monstrosity. For the Millennium 

Group and Millennium Partners then to tell us "well don't worry about it," for where 

you've lived for twenty-seven years, "we're going to build this monstrosity and put in 

bicycle lanes and a bicycle repair shop," is there no end to their arrogance. I can't believe 

it. It's just the most insane thing I've ever heard in this room, thank you. 

19 Moderator: Can I please request that folks not clap or boo or anything else so that we can 

20 keep this going as rapidly and hear the points, please. Thank you. 

21 Reznik: Madame Chair, My name is Ben Reznik with Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell. 

22 

23 

24 

I'm here representing the Hollywood and Vine Condominium, LLC. It's the owners and 

the Hollywood and Vine Residences Association known as the W-Hotel Residences right 

a block away. My clients support some development on this site. The problem they have 
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with what's being proposed is they don't know what's being proposed. They don't know 

what it is that you might be approving. The difficulty is that you have before you a zone 

change, with the requested twenty-two year life span which mayor may not now exist 

based on the development agreement being pulled out this very moment, this very 

morning, but the request is to permit a height range from two hundred and twenty feet to 

five hundred and eighty five feet. It's to include - potentially nine hundred residential 

units, or none at all. It includes two hundred hotel rooms or none at all. It includes two 

hundred and fifteen thousand square feet of office, or maybe a lot more if the whole 

project is offices. It includes a master conditional use permit for alcohol sales; for five 

restaurants, cafes, roof top, etcetera, but without any occupancy numbers or locations. 

I've never seen the city approve something like that. It mayor may not include a health 

club and the final EIR specifically says that it's the indeterminate nature of the project 

description and states that the applicant does not know what it will build. So, if the 

applicant does not know what it will build, what is it that you're being asked to approve 

today? The difficulty is that there's no other project in Hollywood, and for that matter in 

the city that's been approved with this minimum level of specificity without providing for 

some sort of subsequent entitlement review. The way this is being presented is you're 

going to approve this box and whatever is built in the future, no one has the right to 

review or comment, or study, or analyze and now that the development agreement has 

been withdrawn, which was one of the only tools for some limits, what is it that you have 

before you? So, based on that, our client is in opposition. Thank you. 

22 Polifronio: Hello. Thank you for letting me speak. My name is Susan Polifronio. I'm a thirty-

23 

24 

five year resident and business owner in Hollywood. I've lived in the flats, no view. 

North of Franklin Avenue, north of the Hollywood freeway and I have a business over on 

90 

RL0031563 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

EM31317 

Franklin and Bronson. There are things I really like about the project. There are things I 

don't. I'm not even going to speak to any of them. What I am concerned about is safety 

and traffic movement and I don't know if you're aware of the intersection at Argyle and 

Franklin Avenue, that's where you exit on Vine Street. Vine Street exit from the 101 

going south, you either get on the 101 or you get on Franklin. People are coming west on 

Franklin that might want to go to north on the 101. There's a U-turn around right at 

Argyle that you have to do to do that. There is one light that allows the Hollywood Dell 

to exit anywhere at all and that's at Argyle and Franklin. The only other possibilities of 

exiting are at Ivar and Franklin, no light, or at Oden and Cahuenga, also no light. One of 

the reasons I'm particularly in concerned, in 2006 my husband suffered with cardiac 

arrest. He didn't suffer with it at home, thank God or in the ambulance, but he did on the 

gurney, on the way into the emergency room. That was 2006; if we come to the present 

time, I don't think he would have made it to Kaiser, which is not that far away from 

where we live. So, I'm really concerned about the ability for emergency vehicles to get in 

and for the Hollywood Dell residents and the other residents around there to get out with 

fires or other emergencies. Thank you. 

17 Holmes: My name is Mary Holmes. I've been a resident of Hollywood for fifty years. My 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

business is here. It's not true that people that live in the area don't want any change. 

We've seen Hollywood at its worst. We've seen it improve. It's better than it used to be. 

People can argue about what is aesthetically pleasing or not, but I asked a lawyer for 

Sheppard Mullin's, the legal definition of aesthetically okay and he said it has to be 

consistent with the area, congruent with what's already going on. A five-year old could 

pick out what is incongruent about those towers. The idea that you have to build up to be 

able to see something that you can already see is ridiculous. I want change, I don't want 
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that. Also, people don't know about this. I ask people every single day that work and live 

within a block of where these are proposed to be built "do you know about these towers?" 

and they consistently look at me as though I'm crazy because they don't believe that 

anybody would approve anything that tall. Your website talks about human scale. How 

that is within human scale, I don't know. I want pedestrian open places, I want 

improvement, I want investment, one more thing: the people in this line are about ninety 

percent residents of the area. The people in the other line were lawyers, paid workers, 

some residents; I counted ten. So, please consider the difference between who's invested 

here and how they're invested. Thank you. 

10 Van Dusen: My name is Jim Van Dusen and I'm a forty-three year resident of Hollywood. I'm 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

also on the Hollywood United Neighborhood Council and Board of Directors. The 

Hollywood United Neighborhood Council was not opposed to the plan and in its entirety 

construction and development is not necessarily a bad thing. What we did have a problem 

with was that there was no plan to sink our teeth into. I won't elaborate the gentlemen in 

front of me I think did an excellent job with this, but as we talked with Millennium 

probably four, five, six times and they would never tell us what they were going to build. 

So, we had a hard time making a recommendation for our constituents which runs 

through Millennium Project - Millennium Projects in our neighborhood counsel. So, we 

were never able to- we cannot tell our constituents what is being built. We hear about 

the tall buildings, short buildings, etc. So, that is our - our number one problem. Other 

problems that they're taught in this - about this is being a regional center, but it's a 

regional center without reasonable planning and the planning have you do with traffic 

and all the other buildings coming along the line around it and the damage that it will do 

to the business in Hollywood with increased traffic that we're already seeing, choking it 
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off. And companies that are leaving Hollywood because of this and more that will leave 

and also, personally, I would just add as a - just you might want to take into 

consideration this is also a zero sum game as far as jobs are concerned. Jobs coming to 

Hollywood will be coming to other parts of the city or from your neighborhood. So it's 

good for us in Hollywood, I certainly would like to see that, but it'll come from other 

areas and as a person also looks for space for companies that work for - there are people 

be moving out of perhaps downtown and moving up there so it's again is it better for LA 

just per say I would say not necessarily. I think it needs to be looked at from a regional 

standpoint. We're certainly, we're, Hollywood Neighborhood Counsel is certainly against 

the six to one FAR. We're for 4.5, we can approve that, but do look at this as an overall 

an overall approach because this is going to affect more than just five hundred feet 

around the project. This could affect business detrimentally in a very big way unless it's 

managed properly. Thank you. 

14 Unidentified Speaker: Thirty-four minutes. 

15 D'Antonio: Hi, I'm Joanne D' Antonio. Uh, I'm the former Safety Chair of the Hollywoodland 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Homeowner's Association and I'm also a member ofCERT. This is its emergency 

response team and at a Hollywood meeting recently a member of a higher up person in 

the fire department urn confessed to us at - at a meeting that they really are not equipped 

to handle emergency response for the Millennium buildings. So, I urge you to address the 

issues of safety and infrastructure before approving anything. The city has not been able 

- they've been actually cutting back on fire and police and to make this a safe area, we 

really have to increase the resources and figure out how to permanently increase the 

resources because the buildings won't be going anywhere. Vine and Ivar are hills so their 

height - any height that's built there is going to urn, be higher than it would be if it were 
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in the flats. So, when you look at the heights of these towers require please take that into 

consideration. I also question why there has to be a specific amount ofland usage. In 

other words, if you're going to have plaza levels why does that require them that they go 

up into towers? I mean, can't - they can't make a go of it any other way? It seems to me 

that the lower part of it makes more sense than u the tower part. Finally, I want to - two 

more things: one is that most companies that I know - I work in the film business, in 

television, and most companies don't want to be in this sort of building. They want quiet 

and convenience and they don't want to be in a tourist destination. So, I'm not sure what 

the occupancy is going to be of these buildings. I am concerned about that the parking is 

not thought out. A woman named Mary Holmes has given a two page report that's in 

your - she wasn't able to stay, but it's in your records there that's she's turned in, there's 

I mean, ten park and rides spaces doesn't sound like enough to use the TOD idea, the 

second - it takes a second fare to ride, a bus after the subway. So, if you're taking the 

metro and then you have to take the Orange Line that's two fares, so maybe we have to 

rethink how the transfers work in the city if you want people to come on public 

transportation. Also, for the people who actually live in Hollywood, there's no park and 

ride right now for people who don't live in walking distance of the metro station and 

finally it's dangerous to ride a bike on Vine Street. I've seen people nearly hit, and I 

suggest that the bike shop also have a first aid station. Thank you. 

20 Charota: John Charota representing Hollywood Heritage. I'm also a Hollywood resident. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

For three decades, Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of preservation and 

protection of Hollywood's historic resources. We appreciate some of the mitigation 

measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building. 

However, we believe that this proposed project would substantively alter the context in 

94 

RL0031567 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

EM31321 

which these buildings gained their significance. Portions of the project are grossly out of 

proportion with the identified resources; thereby, minimizing them in irretrievably 

altering their setting. The project would cause an adverse change in significance to the 

Hollywood Boulevard commercial and entertainment district and that district is 

recognized in the national register of historic places at the national level of significance. I 

asked that you review Hollywood Heritage's submitted letter, it's very concise and 

focused - very easy to understand and I think you will appreciate it. Thank you. 

8 Maddren: Hi. My name is Casey Maddren. I was born in Burbank. I've lived in LA all my 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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Fine: 

life. I currently live on Cahuenga Boulevard, north of the freeway. Transit-oriented 

development sounds great; we've been trying in LA for years. It isn't working; at least, 

not in the Hollywood area. We've seen the W-Hotel go up, Sunset and Vine, Jefferson 

Hotel, all near transit centers in Hollywood. Actually, the population of Hollywood has 

decreased significantly over the last twenty years and the traffic has gotten much worse 

over the last twenty years. So, I'm not seeing huge benefits from TOD. My main concern 

is the Cahuenga corridor, which already is severely overburdened. It's already turning 

more traffic than it should and in addition to this project, there are several other projects 

in the pipeline as well as a major- Universal is going through - is undertaking a major 

expansion, which is - city council has already approved, which is also going to affect the 

corridor negatively. So, I believe there are sever negative impacts involved in this project 

and it should not be approved in its current form. Thank you. 

Good afternoon commissioners; Adrian Scott Fine with the Los Angeles 

Conservancy. To date, the conservancy has not officially opposed this project as we're 

trying to work with Millennium Partners to work through some of our concerns and we 

do feel like we're making progress. However, our concerns are to secure precise 
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safeguards for the historic resources. Regardless of the changing market circumstances or 

conditions, changing ownerships, should that happen in the future, or other factors that 

will ultimately determine what is built. To that end, and that uncertainty, we do have a 

concern about the twenty-two year period here and would ask for a reduction to that. Our 

primary focus has been on the development regulations. I think we've resolved several 

issues along that way and we're making some progress, but there are some outstanding 

items; a specific request we ask for you all to impose on this project as a condition, is a 

required thirty-foot setback separation between the two-story historic Hollywood 

Playhouse Avalon and new construction proposed immediately north and on the west side 

of Vine to ensure that there's sufficient breathing room for the lower scale historic 

resources surrounding the project site. The development team is aware of this request and 

has been responsive to our concerns and we hope to continue to work with them. Thank 

you. 

14 Heideman: Good afternoon. I'm Patty Heideman. I'm a resident, a property owner, tax payer, 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

registered voter, who is active, who actively votes each time around. I'm not representing 

anyone, but people like me who live in the neighborhood and again pay my taxes. I want 

to say the traffic, check, the safety, check, everything that has been said, I want to 

question, however, like others, the nature of this project. It sounds to me as though the 

Capitol Building is being held hostage; that if we want to see the Capitol Building we 

have to go high. Ifwe don't want to go high then we're going to obscure the Capitol 

Building. It sounds to me as though we're being, held to a hostage choice. It seems to me 

there should be another choice, another development and, I'm not a lawyer, but I was 

looking at the agenda and I have a question and I don't expect you to answer it. It's just a 

question in my mind and it may be in other peoples' mind as well, but the applicant for 
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item six on the agenda of which you are talking is also the applicant for item seven and if 

item seven poses a conflict of interests, how is it that item six does not? As a lay person, 

I'm sure a lawyer or someone with a little bit more savvy in that regard might have an 

answer, but as a lay person looking at the agenda, it looks a little bit odd to me. I 

vehemently oppose this project. Thank you. 

6 De Monte: [U/A] 

7 

8 Moderator: You have to speak directly into the microphone. 

9 De Monte: I'm sorry, [U/A] just to you for information here. I am Rosemary De Monte. I am 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

a resident of Hollywood off and on for over fifty years. I am talking about this because 

the Millennium Project is not an island onto itself It is an accumulative problem that 

we're going to have. All of these - these different-the different things are all in the 

hopper or going to be - are approved or in the hopper so that when you're talking about 

this fourteen hundred and fifty nine cars that's something that's not exactly the truth 

because right here where there is a Franklin and Argyle failed intersection that cannot be 

mitigated is where everybody is at that they're building. Now, that's all of these projects 

represent sixty five hundred parking spaces and we know that is not going to be just sixty 

five hundred cars coming into the neighborhoods and it's going to be at least that. Now, 

also, forget the cars, add sixty five parking spaces, we also have tens of thousands of 

toilets that will be flushing where none have flushed before and it's also with this water 

that we do not have enough of now, into a sewer and water treatment infrastructure that 

does not work now, and you call this planning. So, I would like to say also that the jobs 

that will be kept - a lot of these people, I don't think live in Los Angeles, so that those 

jobs will come and go and the jobs that are going to be left in these towers are going to be 
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jobs that are wonderful and I'm not - I'm happy to have them, but none of those people 

will ever be able to buy any of the condos that are being built in this city. So, that's 

another point. Now, also, the towers are going to be built over an earthquake vault and if 

God forbid the worst scenario happens, the consequences, can you live with those 

consequences on -with your decision if you do that and then the neighborhood council 

that is pro for this, they are over here. Put those towers in their neighborhood and let's 

see if they would like it. Not that they are not - not my backyard people at all, I'm sure. 

Just us; us who have it in our backyard are and, I really do like a lot of what the 

Millennium wants to bring to Hollywood, but I wish, once again, human scale and 

remember all of this infrastructure that is not prepared for all of these projects and more 

that will be coming because of the Hollywood community plan. Thank you. 

Good afternoon commissioners. I'm Marian Dodge, President of Hillside 

Federation representing forty Home Owners Associations spanning the Santa Monica 

Mountains. The federation opposes the Millennium Hollywood Project as currently 

proposed because it is out of scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood 

community plan. It will cause an excessive cumulative, negative impact on the health, 

safety, traffic, and infrastructure of Hollywood and its neighboring hillside communities. 

The federation urges the commission to reconsider the cumulative impacts of a project of 

this size in an area that is already a choke point. We urge the applicant to consider 

alternatives with heights of no more than twenty-five stories and an FAR no greater than 

4 1h to 1 to coordinate with the existing buildings in the historic Hollywood area and 

reduce the strain on the neighborhood. Thank you. 

23 Kessler: Good afternoon. My name is Remi Kessler I'm a resident of the Oaks. We are 

24 eight hundred house north of Franklin, west of Bronson and east of Western; we already 
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very concerned with the access to Hollywood from our neighborhood because Franklin 

has been almost shut down due to the intersection of Argyle and Franklin; the access of 

101. From what we saw in the report, that access to the 101, that intersection cannot be 

mitigated. That means that our neighborhood we will not be able to get in, get out, or 

bring the fireman or the police come in neighborhood. We'd like to - we not opposed to 

the project, but we'd like to at least commission, look for more solutions for traffic and to 

mitigate the traffic in our neighborhood. I want to add also, one thing: promoting mass 

transit in new neighborhood is a really good thing, but traffic is essential to the good 

[U/A] of Hollywood. Thank you. 

10 Ziegler: Good afternoon. My name is Sid Ziegler. I am a resident of Nichols Canyon; been 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

there for a few years. I want to start by thank you. I can't believe that you're all 

volunteers and that you volunteered for this. So, I appreciate that. I also want to thank the 

Millennium folks. I mean, their projects are beautiful and looking at the presentation, I 

want to live in one of those buildings. Like, it looks beautiful, but I think something Tom 

LaBonge said is actually the most powerful piece here and that is, I want to put my arms 

around both sides and find something that works for both sides and I think the people on 

this side make very valid points. Just one thing that I have not heard in regard to the 

height issue is how it's going to affect other residents in the city. You know, Runyon 

Canyon and Griffith Park and the hiking areas up there, that's one of the treasures of the 

city; being able to get out of the flats and get up to the hills and see these vistas. To have 

these buildings there, that high, I think it's going to affect everybody in the city and 

thousands of people go there to get away from the city and to have these right there, 

blocking the view of downtown and having, people in the flats blocking the view of the 
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Hollywood sign and these are some of the treasures of the city so I hope you consider 

that. Find some way to put your arms around both sides, thank you. 

3 Unidentified Speaker: Twenty minutes 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Tucci: Hello commissioners. Tony Tucci. Hollywood Plan Community stakeholder, CD4 

stakeholder and, what an oversight. No height limits for the Hollywood community plan 

so, I guess we'll be seeing you guys a lot in the future and what a burden to pick a box, 

maybe the lesser of two evils, did you like the view from the skyline or did you like the 

view from the street corner? What I really want to ask you guys to do is to please support 

CEQA and define the project. Experts have questions in the IR and if you read a 

Bloomberg article that came out today, somebody from the California Department of 

Transportation had a question. But all the versions that I've seen, they do not mitigate, 

five significant impacts. So, just keep that in mind. Respect CEQA and if you can't 

mitigate, don't create, that's my slogan. 

14 Durkee: Good afternoon commissioners. My name is Don Durkee. I'm with the 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and I oppose this issue for many 

reasons. The traffic is the main one and I think you suggested don't beat the same drum, 

but that is what most of us are - harms most of us. I live fifteen blocks approximately 

below the site. The traffic is horrible now. It's going to be horrible during construction 

and it's going to be horrible after and I notice many of the people that spoke for the 

project are paid by the project. Also, I think that people that work on the project are only 

going to be there during the project. They're going to be gone after the project is 

completed. There will be personnel that will stay and work there, but most of them, the 

construction workers, the electrical workers, they'll be out of there and the promise of 

when he came - when I came to our PLUM meeting each time they said it would be 
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bicycle friendly and would open up - attract more bicycle riders to the city. Well, I have 

2 a bicycle. I live fifteen blocks away. Would I go to the gym that might not be there or 

3 may be there or to the hotel which they're not sure if it' s going to be there, would I ride 

4 to the restaurant which might be there or might not be there? I hope that you'll consider 

5 this project and oppose it. Thank you. 

6 [END RECORDING [05VTT7183 7 &CPC08-3440g.mp3]] 
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20 
21 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440h]] 

22 Don Durkee: ... would I ride to the restaurant which might be there or might not be 

23 there? I hope that you'll consider this project and oppose it. Thank you. 

24 Mullins: You're almost tlnished, I think. We're all almost tlnished. It's been a long day. I 

25 almost forgot my name. I'm Susan Mullins and I'm president of the Upper Nichols 

26 Canyon Neighborhood Association. I represent over six hundred residents. One hundred 

27 and ninety two kids and still counting and many of our neighbors work, go to Hollywood, 

28 their children go to schools in Hollywood. I, myself have been a thirty-seven year 

29 resident and worked in Hollywood and in the Hollywood Hills. So, we come to this with 

30 a lot of concern and a sense of interest even if we don't live right around the immediate 

31 area and I was trying to think about what is it about this project and so many people have 
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raised both wonderful reasons to have it and wonderful reasons to not have it or to control 

it and Mr. Aarons, who's the co-founder of Millennium, who prides itself on having these 

high-rise sky scraper hotels all over the country; he said that this was the right project for 

Hollywood because it is a city of fantasy and spectacle and I kind of bought into that idea 

when I saw it, like my neighbor said, gosh, I could live there, but yet it's not just a city of 

spectacle and fantasy. It's a real place where people live, work, and where the quality of 

life is really critically important and you've heard all of those so I'm not going to 

reiterate them, but I do want to ask of our Millennium Partners and of you and of and of 

those of us to oppose it as it's conceived; is to really think of this differently. When we 

heard - when Millennium came to us and made a presentation, they said it is this or it is a 

squat building in which we will have very little open space and that just feels like being 

put you know, on the horns of a dilemma where there is nowhere to go and it feels as 

though- and also by the way when we talked about parking and such they said we need to 

be given all the variances we want or that's it. Well, that's you know, my way or the 

highway and I would urge some creative thinking; or we think about how do we still have 

a building that has some height, whether it's twenty- two, thirty-eight stories but also 

instead of having to be squat, we really maintain that open space that I think is attractive 

to everyone and that's asking Millennium to consider having fewer square footage, fewer 

square feet, I guess the word is, fewer square feet to use in a way of trying to find a way 

to balance the interests of all the people in Hollywood. So, I thank you very much for 

your time. 

22 Meredith: Good afternoon commissioners. My name is Tom Meredith. I had lived in Los 

23 

24 

Angeles for forty-eight years and for the past twenty-five years I'm a resident of the 

Hollywood Dell. The community that's probably most impacted by the Millennium 
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Project. I served tirelessly on the Hollywood Dell Civic Association Board, but I don't 

stop there. I care very deeply about the neighborhood surrounding me and the 

communities where myself, as well as my fellow stakeholders live, work, and thrive. So, 

in addition to my work on the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, I serve on the boards of 

both Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and Hollywood United 

Neighborhood Council. We work tirelessly as volunteers to really improve city 

government responsiveness to local concerns and I'm here to speak as a representative of 

both those neighborhood councils. Now, I'm going to leave all the issues and concerns 

about the negative impact Millennium has on parking and safety and traffic and height 

and all that to my colleagues here, as well as fellow board members and neighbors and 

friends. I just want to go on record because there has been some reporting to the contrary 

that both Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and Hollywood United 

Neighborhood Council Boards voted non-support of the Millennium Project as proposed. 

In fact, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council, the Neighborhood Council for which 

the project falls within and whose nineteen-thousand residents are the community most 

unanimously supported, voted for non-support. Both these organizations have been here 

today with representatives to offer their comments and opinions. My final thought I 

wanted to leave with the group was I really rebuke the uninformed comment from the 

individual on this side of the room, that side of the room does not want anything -

nothing could be further from the truth. We're here for development. We're here for 

responsible development. I appeal to this commission that you follow the lead of Tom 

LaBonge and Eric Garcetti and think about it responsibly and listen to the community. 

Good afternoon. My name is Bill Zide. I'm on the Hollywood Studio District 

Neighborhood Council and on the PLUM Committee for that neighborhood council. We 
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had six hours of consideration, which now seems to pale in comparison to what you're 

going through, but six hours and we gave it careful thought and we considered it and we 

chose to vote against it. We are not anti-development, we're pro-development, pro

intelligent development; reasonable, considered, responsible to the community. Right 

now, the project as is is luxury apartments, or could be. We don't know. They're not as 

specific as they could be. That does not really relate to Hollywood. It's not really for 

Hollywood. They feel if they build it then they will come but what we should be 

concerned about are issues of affordable housing and jobs and this says that it is for jobs, 

but most of those jobs will probably be temporary non-union and low wage. It's not that 

they're bad jobs, but that's the reality before us and again an issue that was stated that 

you do have to consider is we are in a seismic zone. There's not a question if there will 

be an earthquake, but simply when. The worst structure you can build according to most 

people is a tall, thin, tower. So, take that into consideration. Not because it's, 

architecturally not pleasing, it's not maybe world class, but it has to be considered in the 

reality of where we live. Another issue: reality. I worked for the U.S. Census as did Tom. 

Density went down, not up, went down in the last ten years. It will go up, but not at the 

rates that seem to be projected. At least, that's not how historically it's been. Occupancy 

rates were also down. So, the reality is these are the facts before you. There are numerous 

considerations. It's not that we dislike Millennium or what it's trying to do but it needs to 

be reflective of the areas it's coming into and most of the neighborhood councils with the 

exception of one, the one that Lori is on, voted against it. So, please take heed of what 

we're telling you today and if you think there's no public consideration in terms of 

money, take into account this fact: each parking place that Millennium does not have to 

build is worth according to some people approximately twenty to thirty two thousand 

105 

RL0031578 



2 

3 

4 

5 

EM31332 

dollars, at five hundred parking spaces, the minimum it's going to get away with not 

building, that translates to I think about fifteen million dollars. So, it's not exactly all 

private money if you give it considerations like these. So, please think ahead and take 

these into consideration we know it's a difficult job and hopefully we're coming to the 

end here. Thank you. 

6 Bonsu: Good afternoon. My name is Nicole Bonsu and - -

7 Moderator: You need to speak directly into the mike. As close as you can get. 

8 Bonsu: I'm a resident of the Dell and I'm also on the Hunk Board although, I'm just 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

speaking for myself. I think that well, this gets into an unknown area that is 

uncomfortable for me. I'm not a financier, I'm not a developer. At any rate, I feel that 

potentially there is a much smaller but equally beautiful and reasonably profitable project 

somewhere smaller inside what is being proposed which, not sure exactly, but I'm not 

trying to be rude about it. At any rate, it seems to me from the bleachers that no one's 

really trying to get there and that upsets me. With all due respect I felt that the staffers 

seemed almost like advocates for this project and I'm not sure how that's proper. I've 

been in lots of meetings and with the representatives and developers, they're very nice, I 

don't ask them questions like "how much did you pay for this land" and "was the zone 

too high to begin with" I don't know how we got to this place where supposedly these 

options all of which to me are much too large, or nothing and I don't want nothing. So, 

again, I really think there's - I hope. I don't know for sure. I hope there's something 

really positive that could come, but I can't get into that. It's not my place, but it is your 

place. It's the city's place. You know, if we're a world-class city then it's not rude to ask 

questions like that. It's not rude to say what do we really want? And I would say as far as 

the commission itself, you know these questions of conflict of interests are, I think, very 
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complicated and I don't know what I think about them but I really hope that you will dig 

deep and think independently what do you think is right and do that. Thank you. 

Hi, my name is Brian and I am a thirty-three year resident of Hollywood. I want 

to thank you all for not yawning while I talk since you've been sitting for so long. My 

main concerns are one: is safety. I'm the one who handed this out to you earlier. The EIR 

for both this project and the Hollywood community plans stated and used a two thousand 

two report. The two thousand plan was done by Dollin [ph]. Dollin was subsequently 

hired by the Metro to do a study out at Century City. There, he determined that fault line 

was active in Century City and the subway station had to be moved. Villaraigosa stood 

behind that decision. The Hollywood Community Plan said when it was reported to them 

they said that - that was inferred by that report three years after the community plan was 

passed we had an earthquake epicentered in Beverly Hills, a 3.3. That western 

touchdown of the Hollywood Fault line which runs underneath Yucca that is claimed to 

run .5 miles, .4 miles north in the EIR. I would just like to present this - this is taken off 

of Professor Dollin's field trip that he takes USC students and he takes other international 

students around from around the world to show the Hollywood Fault line. This scarp goes 

up between Yucca up to Franklin. It's a fast rise. It's where two plates were thrust up. 

That's two hundred and forty six feet away from the Capitol Record Building. We are 

sitting on an active fault line that can trigger the Hollywood Fault. FEMA, the worst area 

that FEMA is looking at nationally is southern California for earthquakes. It's not for 

hurricanes; it's not for other things. We have the Hollywood Hills just to the north of 

Hollywood. We have four north and south corridors: La Brea, Highland, Cahuenga, Vine, 

funneling into the Cahuenga Pass. If anything happens south, we're doomed. The 

California Bureau of Land Mines said if we have a 6.6 or 6.3 earthquake, the Hollywood 
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Freeway just where the Cap Park wants to be built will collapse and will not be usable for 

three days while they try to get people out and try to reopen that 101 freeway. So, what 

are we going to do in case of an emergency when we have transportation as stated before; 

the California Department of Transportation has sent you a letter contesting in the 

Millennium Project and the other thing I would like to say: nowhere in this has planned 

for Hollywood Boulevard street closures. We've had five in the month of March, 

including the Academy Awards, the marathon, we continually have Hollywood 

Boulevard closed and what does that do for traffic? Thank you very much for staying 

awake. 

Good afternoon commissioners. I want to thank you for your service. My name is 

Stacy Si11ins and I am Vice President of Nichols Canyon Neighborhood Association. A 

lot of my friends had to leave and a lot of people are on spring break right now as you 

guys know and a lot of people wanted to come down and talk about this. The one thing 

that I - there's a lot to say, but I'll just keep it short so these guys can go. The one thing 

that I find disingenuous about a lot of what's happening is that nobody is against 

development. What we really want is responsible development and like my friend, Susan, 

said is how can we work together to find a way to make it so that we're all happy? I am a 

New Yorker; I know how to live in New York. I've taken the subway home, stopped at 

the market on my way, run home, or I've gone back out. This doesn't really do that - it 

just seems that the density will be really bad, but we need to find a way to make it happen 

for everybody. My husband is in the union. We want jobs, we need a lot of money 

coming into Hollywood so that we can all stay and be happy, but I really do want to give 

these guys time and thank you. 
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Williams: Good afternoon long suffering commissioners. I'm Lou Williams and I live in the 

neighborhood just above where the Millennium Project would go in and I want to say that 

I too was very impressed by the pictures. It's like the magical city of Oz. I could see 

myself with tinkling glasses on that observation deck, looking down on tiny, little 

Hollywood and then all of a sudden it kind of squished down and it leaned ominously 

over the sidewalks and I woke from my dream and I thought well they have to do that if 

we can't have them high because we need the density and then I thought, oh, no we don't. 

I have been beguiled by so many density projects in the years, over thirty-two, that I've 

lived in the area that I see the whole trajectory. For instance: all of Hollywood, [U/A] had 

to sell Hollywood and Highland to CIM for a four hundred and fifty million dollar loss; 

Hollywood Vine has only been able to sell twenty-nine of it' s one hundred and forty 

three condos for three years. [Timer goes offJI could go on, Hollywood Western, still 

after ten years cannot rent the commercial space directly over the entrance to the subway. 

We see the pollution, we see the impact on our infrastructure, we see people moving out, 

not moving into Hollywood [O/A]. 

16 Moderator: Can I suggest that you allow the final speaker to have thirty seconds? 

17 Williams: Quickly, I'm just saying you look at all of that and you say how do we fix this? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Why don't we build even bigger next time? Listen, we're not winning from this, but 

somebody is winning and that's what I wonder. Why does it keep happening? There's got 

to be a winner somewhere and it's not community and it is not the environment, thank 

you. 

22 Moderator: You'll be the last thirty seconds. 

23 Nelson: Hi. I'm Jim Nelson. I'm an architect and a real estate developer. I'm the 

24 President of [U/A] Laurel Canyon Association. I'm a founding member of Bel Air 
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Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council. I'm a thirty-year member of the Hillside 

Federation. I spent fifteen years as the treasurer of Hollywood Heritage. I have worked on 

the development of Hollywood for thirty-three years. I came here to develop Hollywood. 

Today is one of the most amazing things I have ever seen; it's the rebirth of Hollywood. 

Everything that you all said ... 

6 Moderator: Sir, if you're not on the microphone we can't hear you and I'm going to [O/V] 

7 Nelson: And I think that everything that you all said is true. This will create jobs, it will 

8 

9 

10 

create sales tax, it will create parking revenue. I know that for a fact. I built Universal 

City Walk. Six hundred dollars per square foot revenue. Take six percent of that and the 

sales tax, the parking tax, all of that. 

11 Moderator: I appreciate the time. Unfortunately, I'm going to have to cut you off. I do 

12 appreciate the service [O/V]. 

13 Nelson: I'm going to beg two paragraphs. 

14 Moderator: I'll give you one paragraph out of extreme generosity. 

15 Nelson: However, this project as currently configured and designed is no City Walk. 

16 Moderator: Sir, I'm going to have to cut you off. I appreciate your time and effort here. [O/V] 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

I'd like to call- I'm sorry sir, thank you. Out of fairness, the rules have been set. I really 

do appreciate what you have to say, but I'm going to have to cut you off. I'm sorry to 

have to do that out of fairness to the entire body, but thank you. I mentioned that there 

was going to be folks for general comment - excuse me. I don't appreciate that either. 

Juan Aguilar submitted a card for general comments. Okay, he's not here. So, what I'd 

like to do is go through a list of what we have identified together. Yes, I need to close the 

public hearing and public comment period first. And then, which I've just done and now I 

want to go through a list that I've been trying to keep a tally and I presume that my 

no 
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fellow commissioners have as well, so I'll go through what I have. If there are things that 

I've missed, please alert me. I'd like to take a five minute break and then call staff back 

up and see if we can have you respond to the list that we have here and continue with our 

own deliberations. Okay, so, this is what; we're not on break, it's not on for some reason. 

Okay. It's not on. Yeah, it's pushed. Okay, I'm sorry; we're not taking our break just yet. 

I want to go through the list and then we'll take our break so that will give staff some 

chance if there's an opportunity for them to clarify something in the meantime. So, there 

were several comments regarding the lack of specificity and defining the project and I'd 

like to have staff help us to understand their position relative to kind of an open ended 

possibility relative to what could occur on the site. So, it could be office, it could be - so 

to give some sense of your understanding of defining the exact project there were several 

comments relative to height, obviously, and removing the D limitation was something I 

also saw in several of the letters and I want to state for the record that we did, in fact, 

receive a volume ofletters from folks and we did have an opportunity to review them so 

people know that. The averaging of the floor area and increasing the massing to have 

some sense of understanding of how that is justified from staff s point of view, the traffic 

congestion; there were a number of comments relative to traffic studies and also to 

particular intersections and I know you went over some of that, but to clarify now that 

you've heard what the comments are relative to traffic congestion, related to that there 

were some concerns about emergency access. And I think that also was a traffic related 

concern, but where for example in the EIR is that dealt with and - if inadequately so, for 

us to have a discussion about that. There was mention of parking and I think for my own 

satisfaction, I'd also like to have the shared and reduced parking justifications explained a 

little more clearly for us, and particularly as it relates to some of the uses there like the 
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fitness club for example, the reduction, and if there opportunities around traffic demand 

management, for parking and for traffic congestion, if there's some opportunities there-

I think we heard some from the applicant. I'd like to be able to explore those options. 

There were several comments about noise and light and outdoor venues and the 

root/deck, the upper floors, and the impact on surrounding communities. There were 

some comments about again; this is sort of related to a specificity question, but around 

going forward if we're going to be approving alcohol sales is there opportunity for the 

community to engage in that at a later point? Is that something that we're giving a blanket 

approval to? What exactly are we approving relative to alcohol? There were questions 

about the setback on the Hollywood Playhouse, the thirty foot setback, there were also 

questions about the community plan and I think it would just be helpful for us to know 

where the community plan update stands and how your analysis relates or doesn't relate 

to the community plan update. And there were also questions about earthquake safety and 

how and where that's analyzed in your report and there wasn't a discussion of but 

something this commission has had previous policy based discussions around is 

proximity to freeway, so how close they are to the freeway, relative to air quality 

standards and things we've been concerned about. That is the list that I have. Did I miss 

things? 

Commissioner Lessin. One of the other things that was discussed in the 

applicant's presentation was a series of community benefits. Hard for us to keep track 

because we were going very, very quickly, but which one of those can actually be 

conditioned and have nexus to the project and which one are sort of an outside party's 

agreement with them? So, if we can hit those, I'd appreciate it. 

24 Moderator: So, I think that we - Oh, I'm sorry, Barbara. Commissioner Romero. 
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Romero: Barbara Romero. Speaking. An understanding on what's actually going to be-

not only what's going to be mitigated. It seems hard to - there was one appendix that I 

think lists all the transportation infrastructure mitigation if you guys can articulate that 

and summarize it I guess for us and when people talked about the key advantage points 

that were just elaborating on that for me because it looks like the key advantage points -

just to describe that and how it relates to the [U/A] and, thank you. 

7 Perlman: Commissioner Perlman. [U/A] just a couple of points. One, in your original 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

presentation you talked about floor area averaging between the sites, I have a concern 

about how the sites are linked and perhaps you can address that to make sure that if we're 

dealing with floor averaging if one side is developed and other side is sold, how are we 

protected, those sorts of issues. Similarly, with respect to the conditions and this is both 

for you and for the applicant that the proposed condition that the applicant mentioned the 

benefit conditions, how those are tied to both sites, both locations. There was a mention 

by the applicant that there would be no super graphics or signage which is very much 

appreciated, but also mention of a very large video screen and I didn't know what 

discussion to [UI A] regarding what table of content would be on this screen as a - in 

addition to the luminosity, I think is the right word of the screen, for its impact on the 

neighborhoods and finally one of the speakers raised a question regarding water treatment 

and the additional impact on the city's existing sewage and water treatment facilities and 

what these two towers might add in that regard. Thank you. 

21 Moderator: And one final I think I'd like us all to also have some clarification about the 

22 

23 

24 

length of time for the entitlements. There were several different time periods that were 

suggested in public comment and I'd like for the public and us to have assurances about 

how long these entitlements run. 
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Hobogomian: The only thing left on my list is the Metro passes and discount parking and that's 

one item that was brought up [UI A]. 

3 Moderator: So, some of the traffic demand management opportunities that were mentioned, I 

4 think by the applicant and I think definitely in some of the letters as well that we received 

5 and what the opportunities are there or not. 

6 Hobogomian: Also, there is one concern you know, if you're building such a huge complex, 

7 there's utilities that needs to be addressed from the sewer, water, electricity and all that 

8 thing, you know, where that's thing will be incorporated and how that thing can stand to 

9 play with it. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: So, is your question urn, to find out additional information about where the 

11 discussion is with respect to utilities and infrastructure? Yes, okay. 

12 Moderator: Commissioner Romero. 

13 Romero: And I think for me, personally, I wanted to just better understand the implications 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

of not having a development agreement. What things we're actually going to get and not 

get now that we won't have a development agreement just generally. Moderator: So, I 

think one way to add some clarity to that is what are the development restrictions and 

requirements that are included with your report that had nothing to do with the 

agreement. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Thank you. 

20 Moderator: Okay, so I think we have a very voluminous list, and we're not done yet, so we 

21 will take a five minute break and we will return. 

22 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440h.mp3]] 
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Date: April 8, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

4 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

5 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

6 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

7 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

8 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

9 Female Speaker: Helen Shi 

10 Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

II [O/V]: Overlapping VOices 

12 [U/A1: Unintelligible Audio 

13 [ph]: Phonetic 

14 
15 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440i]] 

16 Moderator: We're back. So, Lucy, we gave you a voluminous list, but we have the utmost 

17 faith in your capabilities. So, why don't we dive in? Where would you like to start? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Let me start by first reiterating why the planning department recommends that this 

19 project be approved. The property is located in a very urban area. It is zoned for high 

20 intensity and high-density uses; consistent with the regional center commercial land use 

21 designation; with the commercial zone and the height district. This property has 

22 historically had no height limit and with the inflammation of the CRA's overview 

23 through the redevelopment process has allowed historically a 4 ]12 to 1 FAR and up to a 6 

24 to 1 FAR through its own process. That was all captured with the community plan update 

25 and so, with that, and previous cases that had been approved with an FAR of6 to 1, we're 

26 recommending approval because it's similar in location to transit oriented development 

27 and land use designation and it's zones. Moving forward, there was a question with 

28 respect to the development regulations and the land use equivalency; those exhibits were 

29 attached to both the CPC case, the 2008 case, with respect to the entitlements in the fight 
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development of the project before you as well as the development agreement that is no 

longer on the table. With that said, assurance is provided to you in those development 

regulations, as well as the land use equivalency, that had been attached to CPC-2008-

3440 as exhibits C and D, I believe. 

5 Moderator: And so, that, which you're speaking of being attached are ... 

6 Lucy Ibarra: They're exhibits and they're included in the conditions of approval that the 

7 development be developed in substantial conformance with those exhibits. 

8 Moderator: And they go above and beyond what are our classic design standards and ... 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Goes above and beyond and it's actually much more restricted than what is 

10 allowed - it's strictly on what the zone would permit. 

11 Moderator: Okay, so we didn't have to go anywhere outside of what is before us today in 

12 order to have those [O/V] 

13 Lucy Ibarra: In order to find those, no. They're attached as exhibits to the CPC case. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Additionally, to address the ambiguity further, the advisory agency approved a tract map 

as I mentioned before that addressed the four hundred and ninety-two residential units, 

the hotel, the restaurant, the retail, and the fitness club space, as well as the office space. 

In the event that the applicant chooses to modify the project, the condition is that the 

project still needs to substantially conform with the development regulations and the land 

use equivalency. Those are conditions of that tract approval. In the event that they want 

to change that, they have to tile a tract map modification and substantiate why this is still 

in conformance with those development regulations and the land use equivalency. 

Anything above and beyond that would trigger an additional or a new CEQA analysis. 
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Moderator: And to your understanding, is there any precedence for something like this? I 

think the perception on the part of many of the public is this is an unprecedented, open

ended, kind of possibility here about what could or couldn't get built. 

4 Lucy Ibarra: Right. Well, since the development regulations give you a set of objectives and 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

standards that give you assurance as to what the setbacks would be, what the height 

would be, what the massing of the structures would be, but depending on the scenarios 

and then the land uses, the intensity of the land uses permitted. Now, it's not uncommon 

for us to have presented a project to you where we've imagined that it would be 

consistent with the EIR only for the project applicant to come back or a new owner to 

come back with a substantially smaller project and that's out of our realm and if they can 

do that and that's allowed. So, it's not so different than what we've experienced in the 

past, where the applicant comes back for a different project on the same site. 

13 Moderator: So the EIR captures then, or analyzes the potential impacts at kind of the 

14 maximum build out at ... 

15 Lucy Ibarra: So, what you see in the development regulations has been analyzed in the EIR; 

16 kind of - right. 

17 Moderator: So, does everybody have exhibit C so you have an understanding of what the 

18 

19 

development regulations are, and it really goes through it; if then - if this, then that kind 

of scenario. 

20 Lucy Ibarra: Right, and it - and it's not different than when we have other projects where you 

21 

22 

23 

know we're going to get built, we always say it substantially conforms to exhibit A, 

which usually refers to a site plan. Generally, there are issues that come up, so - you 

know, a fire hydrant that modifies a setback or something to that affect that you plan for 
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and the applicant would come back and if it triggers a plan approval, it triggers a plan 

approval. If it triggers a tract map modification map, there's a process for that. 

3 Moderator: So, I think I understand that relative to some of the design specifics. What about 

4 some of the use specifics? 

5 Lucy Ibarra: So, the uses are dictated by the land use equivalency that is also attached. So, in 

6 

7 

8 

9 

exchange for certain uses; so, if in the event that they wanted to reduce their residential to 

increase another portion of the uses, that is dictated by the calculation called out for in the 

land use equivalency, which limits them to the peak hour trips that are highlighted and 

surplus thresholds for the development. 

10 Moderator: So, the assurance then, that you're offering or that you're kind of are even in 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

favor of, is that they cannot go over particular thresholds that have been analyzed 

irrespective of what combination of uses ends up in the final project. 

Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And if they do, they have to come back and analyze it. Correct. 

Hobogamian: Can they go to zero? 

Lucy Ibarra: Excuse me? 

Hobogamian: Can they go to zero? Like no hotels and do all residential? 

Lucy Ibarra: Yes, they can; so long as they satisfy the traffic thresholds that identified. 

Although, the general plan limits residential uses so that in order to build residentially 

you have to have at a minimum a zero and a half to one FAR of non-residential uses. So, 

there has to be [O/V] 

21 Moderator: So, we're not going to get one hundred percent residential in - in any scenario? 

22 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

23 Moderator: Do they have any other questions relative to that? Ok. 
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Lucy Ibarra: There was a question with respect to the floor area averaging and the unified 

development. So, our recommendation for you was to approve that and just to reiterate 

what's stated in the code, the code can define a project as a unified development under 

section 1224(w)(19), because it is a combination of functional linkages such as pedestrian 

or vehicular connections, is characterized by common architectural and landscape 

features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development and is 

composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a whole, 

by a street, or an alley and in this case, the development regulations provide you that 

assurance. The project will be developed as a unified development, that the development 

regulations are tied together for more parcels, the east and west parcels and that the 

bisection is Vine Street with the plazas linking and providing that midblock connection 

between the two sides and for that reason, it allows for the floor area averaging across the 

two parcels, so long as the project is developed as one, and that's where the development 

regulations reinforce that aspect. 

15 Moderator: So, can you help me to understand that relative to some potential sequencing and 

16 

17 

the potential for kind of alternative owners, ownership, what is our certainty relative to 

that unified development and them being tied together? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: So, a lot of the conditions are contingent on the effectuation of other conditions. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

So, for example, the tract map conditions, any changes to say, say they develop the west 

site and then they decide that they can't develop the eastside, the conditions associated 

with the Q's and T's attached to parcels are present in both. So, in the event that a new 

developer comes or should Millennium not be able to perform on the second, the Q's and 

the T's are still embedded in that property for the other site. 

24 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman, did you have a question? 
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Perlman: I guess what I still don't understand is that while the Q's and T's are embedded, 

yet there's an exchange of floor area between the two, could a new owner on one parcel 

somehow get away from the fact that they had traded away some of their floor area to the 

other parcel? 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Well, that would make it difficult to sell right? I mean, if someone had already 

6 

7 

used a majority of their floor area on one, but that's - that's the due diligence that 

someone would have to come in - in order to perform in that parcel. 

8 Perlman: So, it does - it runs with the land and so it would restrict [O/V] 

9 Lucy Ibarra: The T's and the Q's run with the land, correct and if they wanted to do something 

10 entirely different, that's where the project would return to you and it's possible. 

11 Perlman: And similarly, with respect to the proposed public benefit conditions, could those 

12 also run with the land, so they run with both parcels, evenly? 

13 Lucy Ibarra: The benefit conditions can be conditioned at your discretion so that they can be 

14 

15 

16 

efIectuated at the issuance of the first building permit associated with the project. So, it's 

not specific to either one or both parcels, it could be the first of any particular permit 

associated with that development. 

17 Perlman: Great, thank you. 

18 Moderator: Other questions relative to this point? 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Moving on to the conditional use permit for the alcohol sales; there is a condition 

20 

21 

22 

in here that speaks to requiring individual vendors associated with this development to 

apply for their separate permits so that they can receive site specific conditions as it 

relates to their use before the zoning administrator. 

23 Moderator: So, there is an opportunity then, for the public to engage in a process relative to-
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Lucy Ibarra: Correct. The planned approval process requires is a hearing for conditional use 

permits. 

3 Moderator: So, we are in effect, saying that alcohol can happen, but how it happens is going 

4 to be subject to ... 

5 Lucy Ibarra: The plan approval process. 

6 Moderator: Did you have a question [U/A]? 

7 Lucy Ibarra: As to the length of the entitlements, I know there was some confusion as a result 

8 

9 

10 

11 

of the removal of the development agreement. The rights, the time to use the entitlements 

is, therefore, now limited by what was allowed for in the code, and that is six years and it 

could be potentially extended further on the tract map, should they start to file their final 

map and so that would extend those - the rights associates with the vesting tract mats. 

12 Romero: So, you're saying it goes from twenty two years to six years? 

13 Lucy Ibarra: It goes to six years because the intent of the development agreement would allow 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

the applicant to vest those rights for an additional amount of time in exchange for 

community benefits. Now, that that is off the table, they're just what the code allows and 

that's up to six years. 

Moderator: 

Perlman: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Perlman: 

Commissioner Perlman? 

Sorry, but if they were to record a map and I heard you say that [O/V] 

Right, if they record the final map that gives them additional time. 

How much? 

Lucy Ibarra: They get thirty-six months with a tentative and I think they can - I know that state 

law can sometimes extend the life of the final maps or in the event that there's economic 

downturn, so I can't say what the exact limit is right now, but I know that the last one 

was I think six years; five or six years additional. 
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Perlman: So ... [o/V] 

2 Lucy Ibarra: So, potentially twelve [O/V] 

3 Perlman: Okay, thank you. 

4 Moderator: And relative to that although I didn't mention it, I did see in a number of the 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

letters that we received on the record, there were questions about the timing of the track 

approval and the advisory agency's determination proceeding our deliberations on this 

and some questions about whether that was the legitimate kind of sequencing of the 

process. Can you just speak to that so I understand what the objection might have been 

and why you did not think it was ... ? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: The advisory agency indicated at the hearing on the 19th that it moved or it was 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

inclined to approve the tract map and it did with its decision which was rendered the 22nd
. 

That tract was conditioned to include provisions that the project be developed in 

substantial conformance with the CPC case before you and it also referenced at that time 

the development agreement. We embedded the development regulations and the land use 

equivalency because we thought that was important to both of those CPC cases. In the 

event one did not go through, we would still be able to capture it in the other. So the tract 

map did include references to the development of regulations and the land use 

equivalency program in both CPC cases. The advisory agency's findings were based on 

the sub-division map act which typically requires that the advisory agency find 

consistency with the general plan and the zone and the land use designation along with 

the characteristics of the development of the project and the surrounding community and 

it chose to approve it based on those findings. 

23 Moderator: And so, it doesn't, as was implicated I think, in some of the letters, it doesn't 

24 presume our decision? 
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Lucy Ibarra: No, it's subject to your approval. 

2 Moderator: I thought if! could walk away. .. Okay, let's go to the next issue then. 

3 Lucy Ibarra: We've asked that the applicant speak more to the technical issues with their 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

consultant, the traffic consultant, DOT was not able to continue to stay here for the 

remainder of the day on this hearing and so we've asked that the traffic consultant come 

forward to speak to your issues with respect to the mitigation measures and I understand 

that the applicant itself would like to add additional measures associated with the traffic 

demand and the traffic mobility conditions of the project beefup that portion, we believe 

there's a nexus for that and I think they wanted to speak to that on the record and so 

while we're having the traffic consultants address the traffic related issues, maybe they 

can do that simultaneously and [UI A] concerns. 

12 Moderator: And if we can ask you to come back after they presented that [O/V] to get your 

13 

14 

15 Lessin: 

16 

17 

sense about that, somebody from the applicant team can come up and speak to - oh, sorry 

[O/V] Commissioner Lessin. 

Lucy, one more thing, as we go through this with the traffic consultant, things that 

you agree with that you can make part of your recommendation, if you can sort of keep 

track of those, so that we don't have to redo this at the end. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Okay, sure. 

19 Lessin: Okay, thank you. 

20 Newman: Members of the commission, Jerry Newman, representing Millennium Partners 

21 

22 

23 

here with, I have with me the traffic consultant from Crain & Associates to discuss some 

of the questions that you have raised relative to our traffic analysis and how that was 

performed, and wanted to add some light on some of the questions relating to our traffic 
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impacts. As well as provide some of the additional TDM, traffic demand management 

plans, that we have requested to be included as part of our community benefits. 

First, I'd like to walk you through the various studied intersections that were 

included as studied intersections within the EIR and note to a couple of things, that I 

think are important for your deliberations. In the thirty-seven intersections that were 

studied, ultimately there were five that were deemed to be unmitigated, or have a 

significant impact prior to mitigations of the project. 

8 Moderator: Yeah, I think we're trying to avoid blocking the view of folks, so we can see it 

9 there, that's perfect, thank you. 

10 Newman: After the project of the six to one FAR was established and mitigations applied, 

11 

12 

13 

14 

the number of unmitigated intersections went down to two intersections and in fact, we 

do have two intersections, one at Cahuenga and Franklin and one at Vine and Hollywood 

that are continuing to be unmitigated; mostly due to the fact that they are highly 

trafficked intersections to begin with. 

15 Moderator: Can you repeat what those two were, again? 

16 [O/V] 

17 Newman: Those two were Cahuenga and Franklin and Vine and Hollywood. 

18 Perlman: Excuse me. Can you identify what the other three were that were removed and 

19 maybe can you explain how they were removed with increase [O/V] 

20 Newman: What mitigations were applied? I'll ask the traffic engineer to come up and walk 

21 you through those three intersections and what specific mitigations were applied. 

22 Perlman: Thank you. 

23 Newman: I do think it's important to note that as we studied a project of less density of four 

24 and a half to one FAR, the number of unmitigated significantly impacted intersections 
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were three. So, from that perspective, at our mitigation, we are still below the number of 

impacted intersections. Now, there could be applied intersections, applied mitigations to 

those as well, which we think may bring it down to one, so really at the end of the day 

was a difference of one intersection by a virtue of getting the additional density around 

transit, which we feel is very important. 

From a traffic demand management standpoint - oh wait, before - do we have 

those, that information, the three intersections that were mitigated? Shi: My name is 

Helen Shi; I'm a traffic engineer, working on this project. The three mitigated 

intersections for under existing conditions is Argyle Avenue and Franklin Avenue and 

freeway northbound onramp and the second one is Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood 

Boulevard and then the third mitigated impacts are at Vine Street and Sunset Boulevard. 

12 Moderator: And so, the first one, Argyle and Franklin, is the one that was mentioned I think, 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Shi: 

in public comment relative to the freeway onramp? 

Yes, we have proposed physical improvements at that intersection so it's the 

northbound two left turn lanes, and the one right turn lane, and the southbound one left 

[UI A] and one right turn only lane and then we also going to do some signal upgrade. 

Besides that, for overall mitigation, we have TDM plan, we have Hollywood area 

alternative mode lane [UI A] we have signal system upgrades to the whole area which is 

founding to DOT then they go and decide which part is better for the seasonal upgrade. 

And also we have signals that - I'm sorry, intersection-specific implements just as I 

mentioned for Vine intersection. 

22 Moderator: So just - I mean, for our own edification- this is in the kind of analysis that was 

23 

24 

provided for us relative to the EIR and the mitigation sections, these are all things that are 

listed for us on the mitigation. 
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Shi: It is. 

2 Perlman: Commissioner Perlman. In reviewing the mitigation information that was 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

provided, it seems to me, and correct me if I'm wrong, that one of the mitigations is 

relying upon the new community plan which modifies some of the highway classes. In 

other words, expecting someone else is going to be widening some of the roads. Of the 

three mitigated intersections -the mitigations that you did to calculate on those three 

intersections: Argyle and Franklin, Cahuenga and Hollywood, Vine and Sunset, are those 

all as a result of improvements or investments that are being done by the applicant or by 

someone else? 

10 Shi: By applicant. 

11 Perlman: They are, okay. 

12 Moderator: You wanted to clarify TDM? [O/V] 

13 Newman: Yeah, turning again, just again, relative to the specific question of Argyle and 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Franklin, we have provided mitigation measures at that specific stated intersection which 

has reduced it to below significant level. That said, in working with the community and 

having discussions with the community, we continue to try to look at that intersection to 

see if we can move it beyond the mitigation that we have done and are in discussions 

with Caltrans on addition improvements that might be able to take place there as a 

community gesture more than anything else and we think that there are additional work 

that we can do directly with Caltrans on that, so we will continue to work on that and to 

the extent that you feel that it's necessary to have a condition requesting us to continue 

that work, happy to have it, because while we've already mitigated the intersection it's 

not a direct mitigation, but it is an important aspect for people that live up in the hills that 

they want to know the safety of that area. 
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Romero: Great, and so that means it's in nexus so it can be included as a condition? 

2 Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's Office, yes for any of the additional 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

conditions that are about to be discussed, you'll need to do the same analysis, does it have 

a nexus, and I'm thinking that as we go through them and as you start to decide which 

entitlements you want to condition and what conditions you want to impose, staff can 

assist with making those nexus findings where there are none. Obviously, those will be 

unenforced voluntary conditions. 

8 Moderator: Okay, so I think we want Lucy to comment on the ability for us to make the 

9 

10 

findings relative to that nexus particular about working with Caltrans and that 

intersection. 

11 Newman: Relative to the traffic demand management specific items; they were included in 

12 

13 

my initial remarks, all of our TDM requests, if you want me to go back through those at a 

slightly slower pace ... 

14 Moderator: I think I have a list of them and so maybe ifI go through the list and if we have 

15 

16 

17 

questions about them in specific and we might want to then put that forward to staff, 

relative to again this finding a nexus question. The list that I generated relative to that 

was a circulation shuttle. So, that is shuttling between where and where and the amount. 

18 Newman: That is an on demand shuttle or on call shuttle that will be available to bring 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

people that will go up into the hills to provide residential community, people within the 

residential community a shuttle service to come down to Hollywood Boulevard to either 

enjoy the Hollywood Boulevard area or to go specifically to our project, for instance, if 

they wanted to have a monthly pass and park there, we would have a shuttle that would 

bring them down to their car so they did not have to keep their car up in the hills, so it's 

an on-demand shuttle, first, and then second, it is a shuttle that takes people within the 
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greater Hollywood area, basically bounded, as I understand it, by Western, La Brea, 

Santa Monica and Franklin, or the hills. 

3 Moderator: And the idea here relative to nexus and findings I presume, is that this helps us 

4 about this traffic issue as well. 

5 Newman: Yeah, we believe there's a nexus to the - and I think it's important when the 

6 

7 

8 

9 

applicant says that there's a nexus, that helps in your findings, we believe there's a nexus 

because to avoid general congestion in the area and to promote the idea of better 

circulation, both for our project, and the community, this is an important element that 

allows that to happen. 

10 Moderator: And the figure that I heard, I thought was two hundred and fifty thousand relative 

11 to that. Is that something that happens annually? How does .... 

12 Newman: The two hundred and fifty thousand dollar per year operational cap. We believe 

13 it's a cap. 

14 Moderator: For the circulation shuttle provision, so it's up to that amount? 

15 Newman: Up to two hundred and fifty thousand dollars. It's a up to amount. We priced it 

16 and we think that's what the general costs is to run a shuttle from that area. 

17 Moderator: There was also some discussion of bicycle amenities. Something this commission 

18 

19 

20 

has been particularly interested in. I know their skepticism about whether bikes are really 

going to take over our streets but I think that we want to facilitate that happening, should 

it. So, can you speak to the bicycle amenities plans that you have? 

21 Newman: We have a number of bicycle amenity plans. As you know, from a nexus 

22 

23 

24 

standpoint, the staff demonstrated the biking area that flows through Hollywood and 

adjacent to our project. We want to participate in people wanting to have easier living if 

you will, through biking, both from a hill standpoint and from the mobility standpoint and 
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from that perspective we are providing bike stations, bike areas; we are also providing a 

minimum of at least a two hundred square foot bicycle repair service kiosk, that will be 

guaranteed for fifteen years. There will be additional space for bike facilities, so that 

there's pads that people can utilize to repair their own bikes and we will have equipment 

for people to utilize or have free access to - to use to repair the bikes themselves. We will 

have bike facilities within -bike storage facilities within the area, bike garage type 

elements, and that is part of our design standards. 

8 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman. 

9 Perlman: We'd also like to see a commitment that should there be a local vendor providing 

10 shared biking like they do in some other cities that you would agree to - [O/V] 

11 Newman: We absolutely agree to that. It's something we promoted in other projects and we 

12 

13 

love that idea, much like we like the Zipcar, which I think Commissioner Freer is going 

to get to in a minute. 

14 Perlman: Great, thank you. 

15 Moderator: I also heard some discussion about linkages to the public transit that exists 

16 currently. 

17 Newman: Yeah, there was a number of items related to linkages and for the most part, there 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

are a number of transit areas that exist from the bus to the metro station and there are 

certain pedestrian pathways that are currently traveled and we will be creating additional 

pedestrian pathways as you saw by the through areas that we've guaranteed for the 

project. For that, we have committed to install directional pedestrian root signs, signage 

showing pedestrian routes in all public transport - to all public transportation points 

within a four block radius of the project from a walkability standpoint, we will 

additionally provide ten thousand dollars to the Department of Transportation for the 
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installation of directional signage at the DASH access point nearest the project and 

twenty five thousand dollars for Metro directional signage for pedestrian routes between 

public transportation access points and the project. 

4 Moderator: And so the idea here is to provide a little bit more foundation for folks to be able 

5 

6 

to use the public transit coming to and from your development but others who are coming 

in the surrounding areas as well. 

7 Newman: Correct. From within our development and - from without - we think it's 

8 

9 

10 

important that people understand and have access to where transportation linkages are 

and that as part of that, it promotes greater mobility from our project as well as people to 

our project. 

11 Moderator: Okay and is that when you indicated those two numbers, some others you've 

12 talked about as caps; is that at the flat provision? 

13 Newman: It's a fee. It's for the payment of the, creation of the signage. 

14 Moderator: Okay, and there was something that I didn't quite understand, but a parking 

15 tracking system, is that like an app? 

16 Newman: There's a number of elements to it. One: it's a fifty thousand dollar contribution 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

for the Department of Transportation's Express Park Program and that's part of their new 

meter technology and what that does is it provides a central management system for real 

time guidance to folks to identify where parking is available. Our parking structure will 

participate in that and it will also be available for other parking within the area. So, the 

idea has always been that you consolidate into a central system, all the parking within a 

geographic area. In this case, Hollywood, and then people as they come into the area can 

easily identify where parking is, you can either do it, parking availability when you leave 

as part of a computer program, or there's an app that's being developed for it. 
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Moderator: So, I had some of it right. You also mentioned something about the Metro 

2 connections and Vine Street, but I didn't quite understand that. 

3 Newman: So, when the Vine Metro Station, along with Hollywood and Highland, so Vine 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

and Hollywood Metro Station and Hollywood and Highland Metro Station were created, 

there was only one portal created for those stations. And in our case, the closest one, 

almost half, not even half a block away, is the Metro access portal at Hollywood and 

Vine but it exists at the southeast corner of Hollywood and Vine. Metro also created what 

they call knock out panels, within their system that allows access to other corners, but 

there has been an undefined either cost or - mechanism by which one can access those 

entry points. What we are proposing is that we provide a study which shows how much it 

would costs and where those access points - access points are and how they can best be 

developed to obtain additional access into the Metro system. 

13 Moderator: Is that not something that Metro would have already studied? 

14 Newman: One would believe that they have. In the event that they don't, which we have 

15 asked them for, we are happy to help with that. 

16 Moderator: Ok. Yes, Commissioner Perlman. 

17 Perlman: Assuming that there is a study, or if there isn't and you conduct a study, what 

18 commitment is the developer prepared to make to actually ... 

19 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440i]] 

20 
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15 
16 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440j]] 

17 Newman: One would believe that they have. In the event that they don't, which we have 

18 asked them for, we are happy to help with that. 

19 Moderator: Ok. Yes, Commissioner Perlman. 

20 Perlman: Assuming that there is a study, or if there isn't and you conduct a study, what 

21 commitment is the developer prepared to make to actually construct the portal? 

22 Newman: Unfortunately, as we understand where the portals are they don't exist on any 

23 property that we own. So our ability to construct them or even cause the construction of 

24 them is very minimal. But our ability to help you identify those opportunities for when 

25 new development happens is significant. So ... 

26 Perlman: What about contributing to the construction? 

27 Newman: We don't even know the [U/A] amount yet. I mean so if there is a question as to 

28 that certainly we could consider it but at this point we have no idea whether it's a large 

29 number, small number and what participation we would have to have and given the nexus 
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in terms of its really, it's not on our property that's a little more difficult for us to reach 

to. 

3 Perlman: What I understand neither is the DASH area or where you're giving $25,000 to 

4 

5 

6 

Metro for signage at Metro. It's a way to facilitate the actual construction of the portals 

so that more people will be able to access the Metro system including, hopefully, tenants 

who might be enjoying your property. 

7 Newman: So I'm trying to think this through from that standpoint. Part of our issue is one, 

8 

9 

we would never control a construction, so to have a condition on a matter that we don't 

control because Metro does and neither do you control that, I'm sorry. 

10 Moderator: I thought we controlled it all. 

11 Newman: With all due respect, it is in the hands of another agency; I'm not exactly sure 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

where I would one, make that donation, if you will, or that contribution, and I'm not sure 

if and when it could be held and happen for a period oftime and who would utilize it. 

So, what we do control is our ability to identify the opportunities and your ability to 

impose that opportunity on people that own the property if they wanted to or request it 

from Metro. So if we could figure out a mechanism to make it work. 

17 Perlman: Well, I'd love to hear what Lucy has to say about this. You know one of the 

18 

19 

20 

21 

things we struggle with in the city we've heard a number of people talk about that that 

there is not enough access to the Metro system, it's not expanded enough, in large part 

because there's insufficient resources. So, if additional resources could be dedicated to 

that future use, that might be something of interest. 

22 Lucy Ibarra: The limitation we have with respect to the metro portal is that you have the 

23 

24 

Hollywood Walk of Fame that may be impacted by any construction and you also have 

private property along Hollywood Boulevard, that elevates that section of Hollywood 
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Boulevard and that portion of Vine Street where we don't have the property owners 

consent or current even awareness of that even being an issue. And so what you can do 

as part of the condition with respect to this portal is express that the study analyzing the 

mitigation or necessary environmental analysis and that it expands potential cooperation 

of those property owners with respect to maybe encroachments and something to that 

effect into their property. But that wasn't analyzed in the EAR so it would be difficult at 

this time to kind of require that that be conditioned on the project at this point. 

8 Moderator: So you're concurring that the opportunity is limited to a study. 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Right and you can expand that study to include additional analysis with respect to 

10 any impacts with respect to traffic, noise, construction relative to the Metro portal study. 

11 Moderator: Ok. 

12 Newman: Alright thank you. 

13 Moderator: Something else that the Commission and other cases has an interest in is the 

14 

15 

provision of Metro passes. I thought I heard something relative to that as well. Again, 

this is in the direction of trying to get folks out of cars and into transit. 

16 Newman: Indeed you did hear that. We had committed u to provide an area for our 

17 

18 

19 

residents to acquire Metro passes and that for our tenants and their employees, we will 

purchase at a minimum of 100 metro passes, we'll purchase 100 metro passes to be 

provided to our tenants and their employees as well as residents. 

20 Moderator: Is that a one-time lOa? 

21 Newman: No, on an ongoing basis. It will be a condition that we will maintain in, reviewed 

22 

23 

as an annual uh for we'll go we've been 15 years we would accept it as a 15 year 

condition. 
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Romero: Can I ask of you can you specify the commitment for the residents because you're 

specifying for your employees but I don't, is it a discounted rate or is it a free pass? 

Newman: 

Romero: 

Newman: 

Romero: 

Newman: 

that. 

We're providing a free, 100 free passes. 

For employees or for resident and employees? 

Residents and employees. 

Ok so it's a 100 for... 

100 free passes, if you want to ask us to do it for a specific group, happy to do 

Newman: I was just I was trying to get a sense of if it was combined 100 for both groups, or 

if it was a separate, one specific number for your employees and one number for you 

residents too. Because that's what I heard from residents, is that in order for them to 

utilize this they are going to have to drive down to the Metro. 

13 Newman: Well, although we have residents. 

14 Moderator: Yeah, that's my position was this resident was speaking to residents within the; 

15 there were some other things that you were talking about relative to commuters. 

16 Newman: That will come up in the next one. 

17 Moderator: Yeah, I don't think that was about but --

18 Romero: I think that, I mean I think that it alleviates some of the traffic congestion I'm just 

19 wondering if that's something worth considering. 

20 Newman: So making those passes available to a broader community, is that the question? 

Yeah, for example when I lived in Toluca Lake, part of the homeowner's group, if 21 Romero: 

22 

23 

24 

you paid into the fee then you got 12 parking passes for Universal and everybody got 

them if you paid part of it so it was an incentive for us to go to Universal because there 

was a pass but you had to be part of the association. I don't know if there's ... 
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Newman: Well then let me make this, I'm going to offer a suggestion given the next item 

that I think you're going to cover. We have offered] 0 parking spaces for an effective 

park-and-ride at a discounted rate. Right? 

4 Romero: Ok. 

5 Newman: At a 10% discounted rate, we could take ten of the 100 and also link that to a free 

6 

7 

8 

9 

metro pass for people who take advantage of that park-and-ride. So that park-and-ride 

not only comes with, that parking space not only comes with a discounted parking space 

but it also comes with a free metro pass. So ten of the metro passes get assigned there 

and there will be 90 others for employees and residents. 

10 Romero: And residents of your actuaL .. 

11 Newman: Of our actual project. Would that ... 

12 Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office, I just wanted to interrupt to remind 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

you that you know when you're looking at the nexus and you're looking how to link 

these conditions to the entitlements, you need to look at the impact that the development 

has and so in this case, tying it to a broader community, we're looking to mitigate the 

traffic impacts of increased trips because you've got more residents, you've got more 

employees, you know I fear that we might be going a bit afield of that so just ... 

18 Moderator: My kind of own opinion about that and I'm sure there are others who have them is 

19 

20 

21 

part of where this discussion was initiated was a discussion of the unmitigatable 

intersections and that this is an opportunity to potentially get folks onto transit such that 

those intersections would be ... 

22 Khorasanee: Exactly. But in light of the analysis the reason they are unmitigatable is because 

23 of the existence of this development, not people who are already there separate from this 
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development. So, just tying it back to why this development is having the impact on the 

environment and how to mitigate those impacts. 

3 Moderator: Fellow commissioners? 

4 Perlman: Dana Pearlman, I'd have to respectfully disagree with the City Attorney. I do 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

think that this can help to mitigate the impact on the traffic of this project by reducing 

additional vehicular traffic on the roads whether it's through an offered condition of 

discounted parking for ride sharing or anything of that nature I think that it will have a 

lower impact on the overall number of cars which we're looking at the trip count which is 

the trip count which adds to existing traffic so if we can ... 

10 Khorasanee: But again the CEQA is predicated on the impact from the environment from this 

11 

12 

project, so if you imagine that you're looking at impacts with this project not existing 

that's not germane with this project, what impacts does it have, how to mitigate it. 

13 Romero: So because of the development there's going to be more traffic going into the 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Franklin/Argyle, northbound 101 so the people who live up who are coming down are 

going to be impacted because now you're adding more traffic if you're taking time and 

encourage taking people off you know in using the shuttle and encouraging them to use 

the Metro. I just don't understand how it doesn't; it impacts there. 

18 Moderator: Commissioner Lessin? 

19 Lessin: Yeah and just another country heard from, I'm much more comfortable with the 

20 

21 

22 

residents and if it' s split between residents and employees there. They're the ones that 

we really are trying to get on to the transit, they live, they transit, they don't need a car. I 

think that has a bigger impact than any of these other things that we're discussing. 

23 Romero: I think that's a clear nexus. 

24 Moderator: I think something else that we might want to ... 
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Newman: 

Moderator: 

Newman: 

Moderator: 

Newman: 

If! could offer a nexus? 

Yes. Please. 

Part of the ... 

EM31364 

I want to hear from Lucy too. I think you might have something to say about this. 

She stood up. Part of the reason for the discounted rate in parking is because we 

are providing community amenities, and so we are bringing people down into our project 

and so that is part of our traffic analysis of people coming to our project to utilize the 

community amenities. From our perspective, if that is part of the impact also providing 

them ability to then go elsewhere and not promote additional impact on the streets creates 

the nexus for us and that's why we think it's appropriate. 

11 Moderator: I think I'm convinced by that analysis but ... 

12 Lucy Ibarra: Right, I think it's a policy in general that we're trying to incentivize residents to 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

take advantage of their proximity to metro and major transit centers. To that end, we've 

conditioned the project so that the parking with respect to residential units be sold and/or 

leased separately from the unit. We can condition this to prioritize that these passes be 

given to those residents who choose to forgo the parking component associated with the 

sale or lease. We believe it's in the best interests of the project and furthering transit

oriented development if we incentivize residents to take advantage of this provision as 

it's associated with the development. And also this has been vetted by the DOT and 

they're comfortable with this. 

21 Moderator: I think that the rub is coming when we're talking about two different resident 

22 

23 

24 

populations. And I think that everybody here is comfortable relative to the residents of 

the project. The rub is coming with residents who are not living in the project but are 

approximate to the development and I think we're of two minds relative to that. 
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Newman: So we would again suggest that 90 I think that as Lucy just described, 90 of the 

2 

3 

4 

passes be reserved for residents who take advantage of the disconnected parking program 

and don't actually acquire parking spaces and ten of them be used for those folks who are 

coming to utilize the benefits of our project and then from there go to other places. 

5 Romero: And I thought this in your presentation or someone's presentation you alluded to 

6 zip codes, some zip codes? 

7 Moderator: I think they're the next item. I think that I had on my list. Did you want to 

8 continue on this? 

9 Lessin: I have a question that probably doesn't impact but I'm interested in knowing. The 

10 passes are they something that the resident comes and gets daily? 

11 Newman: It's a monthly pass. 

12 Lessin: 

13 Newman: 

It's monthly; they mayor may not be using it but just getting a monthly pass. 

Presumably, if they are not, I think that the linkage that Lucy described is a great 

14 

15 

one because if they have chosen not to have a car it's a good idea for them to have a 

metro pass. 

16 Moderator: So, I also heard something relative to, excuse me, monthly parking leases. And I 

17 think that's the item that's related to residents who are approximate. Is that correct? 

18 Newman: That's what we, again, that was the linkage that I just made. We agreed to have 

19 

20 

21 

22 

ten spaces put aside so that people that are not within the project, or outside the project, 

that want to come use the project benefits, maintain a car on the project, and have a lease 

of the space at a 10% discount and also providing additional incentive for that to happen, 

so of having that metro pass connected to that. 

23 Moderator: Got it. So can you speak then to the one relative to the zip codes? 
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Newman: We've offered two additional discounted parking ideas where we have people 

who come and want to use the Metro can come back with a Metro pass and have used the 

public parking that is available; we would give them a 10% discount on parking. So, if 

you've taken a Metro, you've come back, you've parked your car, shop at our place, then 

taken the metro down to Hollywood and Highland, you've come back and you can show 

you have a Metro card, we'll give you a 10% discount on your parking. That's item 

number one. Item number two is local area residents who want to take advantage and are 

not participating in the parking spaces, those ten parking spaces, but yet wanting to use 

the services that we provide, whether it be the health club or any other retail facilities, 

that they will also have a 10% discount if they show ID that they live within, there were 

two zip codes and I'm sorry, I'm not remembering them at the moment. But I will give 

those to staff. 

13 Moderator: Ok and so the idea there relative to this question of nexuses ... 

14 Newman: Then again, those are trying to incentivize people to utilize both transit and area 

15 

16 

and our facilities as part of their shopping experience and maintaining their residency in 

Hollywood so that they're not going off-site and utilizing the roads. 

17 Moderator: Got it. Ok. So I think that ... 

18 Hobogomian: Is that a good thing or a bad thing? 

19 Moderator: Help me to understand your perspective, Commissioner Hobogomian. 

20 Hobogomian: Yes, is that a good thing or a bad thing. Is that a good thing or it's a bad thing? 

21 Because we're just increasing more traffic to the project by incentivizing people to come 

22 and park there. So you're creating more cars to come in and you're creating more traffic. 

23 And how that will affect those junctions in order to alleviate the traffic when you're 

24 inviting more people? 
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Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office. Maybe if I could articulate the 

nexus a different way than I'm seeing here. It's that by virtue of the fact that this is going 

to be a shopping destination, it is attracting people to the site anyway so offsetting the 

traffic and mitigating the traffic impact is providing those people that are coming, 

because it exists, with a means to use Metro and encouraging them to use transit at a 

discounted rate. Would that [U/A] with what you're proposing ... 

7 Moderator: If they're going somewhere else and they get on Metro, they're going to receive a 

8 discount on their parking at the original destination. 

9 Hobogomian: But we're increasing the traffic at this location ... 

10 Khorasanee: I think the assumption is that they're going to be going somewhere else anyways. 

11 In a car. 

12 Hobogomian: You know he can go and park somewhere else in Hollywood and take the metro. 

13 Now you're bringing him to you to take the metro. 

14 Newman: We're approximate to the freeways and to a lot of transit areas and because of our 

15 proximity to the Metro station, I think what you have described is the ability for people to 

16 park and then have direct access is appropriate so ... 

17 Hobogomian: It's good for your business but I don't know if it' s good for traffic. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Just to reiterate, I have a concern with this one as well. I think if they're not using 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

transit, they shouldn't take advantage of the discount here, the project isn't proximity 

enough. I think if you can identify a nexus with adjacent apartments that maybe don't 

have parking and they'd like to lease one I think that that can be satisfied with the metro 

commuters and the shared monthly parking leases that are available to local area 

residents. 
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Moderator: Ok so then I think in your response to that I may have confused myself about 

what this is actually achieving. I thought this was about people who parked there and 

used transit to go somewhere else, that there were two different ones ... 

4 Lucy Ibarra: There's two different ones and so we would recommend that you just keep the 

5 

6 

ones for metro commuters and that's good. That will address concerns about promoting 

transit use and also providing that discount to those users that actually use the metro. 

7 Moderator: So the second one was purely a discount ... 

8 Lucy Ibarra: It's just a discount for people who live in the area and park there and I would ... 

9 Lessin: And that can be their own business issue. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

11 Lessin: I'm sorry. Commissioner Lessin. 

12 Moderator: Ok. I think that was what I heard from the TDM possibilities that were offered, is 

13 there something that I missed? 

14 Newman: Yeah. There were two other ones that I think are important. The last one, actually 

15 

16 

17 

18 

just really one, the Zipcar one. Where we offered to have a ten parking spaces within the 

non-residential area reserved for a Zipcar or something like Zipcar where there would be 

a temporary utilization of a car and we would make sure that that is operational and 

functional with a company that will operate it. 

19 Moderator: Ok. 

20 Newman: We would also suggest that that be second to an annual review just so we could 

21 demonstrate its success. 

22 Perlman: This is Commissioner Perlman; I had a note that there was something about the 

23 study for a median on Vine Street. 
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Newman: When I said two and I only did one it's because as I looked at the median, that 

was really an aesthetic issue from our standpoint. The community had requested that we 

study the idea of a median. I think both from an aesthetic standpoint and a traffic 

calming standpoint so we were going to offer up that, we think it's important that that 

median be studied. Whether we do that as a traffic demand management condition or as 

a sense of aesthetic and connectivity, to create a better connectivity or like connectivity to 

answer your question, by unified development so that as you walk across the street, it's 

irrelevant to us but it's something that we have of Ie red to the community and that we 

have asked for and that is the study of whether medians would be a good idea on Vine 

Street. 

11 Moderator: So a good idea would be I think we want to get Lucy to weigh in on whether or 

12 

13 

not the median on divine, on Vine, offers TDM opportunities or is it more about 

aesthetics. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: You know, I understand that this is something that the community has wanted but 

15 

16 

it's not something that I'm aware the DOT has vetted. And so I can't speak to whether or 

not it's appropriate to condition as it relates to this site. 

17 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman? 

18 Perlman: Could I make a suggestion then that perhaps the condition be that the applicant 

19 

20 

would work with LADOT on a study for a median and proceed in accordance with 

LADOT's conclusions regarding such median. 

21 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And so the language could be similar to that for the Metro portal in that it 

22 would include analysis of any mitigation or environmental impacts associated. Ok. 

23 Moderator: Ok 
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Newman: That would conclude the traffic demand management portion. As I suggested 

2 

3 

4 

earlier there are other additional community benefits that we were going to talk about and 

at some point after staff is done going through your issues we would like to address 

those. 

5 Moderator: Great. Thank you. Lucy, I think we're ready to continue going through our list. I 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Fraijo: 

don't know where we stood with that. 

Good Afternoon Commissioners. My name is Alfred Fraijo. I'm a land-use 

attorney, Shepard Mullin, representing the Applicant. We have a couple of items that 

you've raised that we wanted to ask some of our CEQA consultants to answer. In 

particular the shade and shadow issue that was raised, noise and light issue rather, and so 

we have someone that could speak to that point. 

12 Moderator: Ok and I want then, Lucy you're comfortable coming back to help us understand 

13 

14 

15 

16 Fraijo: 

17 

18 

their responses are and what our obligations are/aren't potentially with that. So this is 

relative to, obviously this has something to do with height, if it' s shade and shadow but 

also I think he said something relative to noise is that correct? 

That's correct. That was the item that was raised and it's an area of study in the 

CEQA documents so we wanted to just briefly summarize that and address any potential 

questions. 

19 Moderator: Thank you. 

20 Parker: 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Good afternoon. My name is Shane Parker. I'm with Parker Environmental. Just 

responding on first on the aesthetics question, there was a question about light and glare 

with regard to signage. I believe that was the question asked of us. The draft EIR has as 

a performance measure part of the project description design standards that provide very 

specific metrics for foot candles and lumens to be, to ensure that we don't have spill over 
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lighting in to the community. So those metrics are within the design guidelines, the 

development standards and they can be enforced through site plan review and they can be 

enforced through the operation life of the project. With respect to noise, if you could just 

remind me what the specific question was on the noise? 

Moderator: I think it was about, well there was some in letters relative to construction but 

Parker: 

there was also some questions about the observation decks and the noise relative to the 

surrounding community from uses that were going to be occurring in outdoor spaces. 

Right, again the design standards have mitigation, well design features to mitigate 

noise, Plexiglas barriers on podiums and setbacks from podiums but in general we 

assessed the noise environment in the area to be generally above the standards 

recommended in the general plan. So, we had excessive ambient noise levels already 

existing within the area. 

Moderator: So let's translate that in to a little bit more English. I suspect what that means is 

Parker: 

that the noise that is already generated by uses that are in the area is at such a level in that 

this is not going to ... 

Right, it would not exceed, the project's operational noise volumes would not 

exceed the ambient noise levels in the area and to the extent that we evaluated the 

positioning ofR-Vac equipment, we have performance based measures again to make 

sure that we can measure the noise after the fact to make sure that they are clearly not 

audible at off-site uses, and that too would go for outdoor event areas. 

Moderator: Yeah, my sense from hearing from the community and reading in their letters, that 

there was the most concern, there was concern about construction noise, but there was 

also concern about the uses that would be associated with those outdoor activities or 
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amenities that were going to be provided I think by the music amplification etcetera and 

so those were analyzed ... 

They were and with respect to that, we looked at the podiums and we looked at 

the positions of the towers and in a lot of cases, the positioning of the towers would 

provide a buffer between the residential uses especially to the north of the project site 

because the podiums were on the south side and the towers were oriented to the north. 

7 Moderator: Ok. Lucy did you want to speak to that? 

8 Lucy Ibarra: Excuse me. Lucy Ibarra with the Planning Department. Just to remind you that 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

this project is located in Hollywood, maybe one block, two blocks south at most from the 

US 101 freeway. It is in proximity to a lot oflive music and entertainment venues so 

there is a lot of ambient noise already within the project area. The EIR did analyze this 

and determined that the significant impacts are with respect to construction noise. Again 

the outdoor restaurants serving alcohol and things of that nature would be going through 

the plan approval process and so additional mitigations or conditions can be imposed for 

each individual use as it comes before the zoning administrator as it deems appropriate. 

16 Moderator: And how were noise kind of issues relative to these types of uses generally dealt 

17 with at the ZA level? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: At the ZA level, they consider security, lighting, they consider you know floor 

19 

20 

21 

plan, the location of the bar, with respect to the patio and the entrances and things of that 

nature. And it's all based on, they have to provide a floor plan when they submit their 

application and it gets vetted through the plan approval process which requires a hearing. 

22 Moderator: And what about uses in the plaza. There was something that suggested there were 

23 going to be performances in the plaza? 
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Lucy Ibarra: Right, so if you recall the plaza between the west and the east site are within the 

project so they're bordered on both sides by physical improvements either existing or 

proposed and so those would be, the sound would be for the most part maintained within 

that plaza area. 

5 Moderator: Ok, are there any questions relative to this. Can you say a little bit about how 

6 construction noise is going to be mitigated and tempered? 

7 Lucy Ibarra: There are standard construction related mitigation measures that are included in 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

the EIR and these are also ones that are vetted by Building and Safety and the grading 

division and the zoning division. And there's a mitigation monitoring plan that requires 

that these mitigation measures be implemented and be regularly monitored by our 

building and safety department on an ongoing basis during construction. And these are 

the EIR acknowledges that there's going to be significant potential impacts with respect 

to construction noise as a result of this project and acknowledges that irrespective of the 

amount of mitigation that you impose, these impacts are going to be present but the 

mitigation measures that are in there are the most possible feasible mitigation measures 

that are available to address these kinds of impacts. But your statement of overriding 

considerations recommended by the EIR will speak to the benefits that outweigh these 

impacts. 

19 Moderator: Ok are there any other questions relative to that? 

20 Lucy Ibarra: And while we're on the mitigation measures and the impacts to services, I just 

21 

22 

23 

24 

wanted to state that the EIR when it circulated is sent to all of our agencies, DWP, Fire, 

Police, building and safety grading and zoning, its also sent to during the EIR process and 

as well during the track map review process. So we get conditions from them in addition 

to recommended mitigation measures. So after implementation of the mitigation 
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measures with the conditions that were imposed in the tracks as well as in the T's that are 

associated with CPCK's it was determined that there would be less then significant 

impacts with respect to schools, libraries, police and fire, waste water and I believe and 

the water supply. So those were determined to be less than significant and I know there 

was a concern about that but the agencies did review the project based on the scope of the 

EIR and that's what was determined. 

7 Moderator: So were there some kind of determination for example that that, from the fire 

8 

9 

department that the addition of this was going to make their response times kind of 

impossible? That's something that they would have called out at that point? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: I can ask my staff if there's an actual response but it was determined less than 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

significant and it was included in the environmental and the fire department reviewed and 

that was based on their decision or their response to the draft EIR concluded. And in 

addition, I just want to state that there conditions with respect to the tract includes those 

provisions that the distance between the public right of way and the door in terms of 

access for emergency purposes, those are included in the conditions. 

16 Moderator: What were the, we're looking at a list of the fire stations? 

17 Newman : Jerry Newman. Yeah. Jerry Newman [U I A] in terms of the fire department's 

18 

19 

20 

21 

analysis, they identify the distribution of their fire stations which you're seeing here on 

the map and that's also contained in the environmental document. And that distribution 

shows that they have sufficient capacity within that area to not diminish their response 

times. 

22 Moderator: I just wanted to clarify that they had in fact reviewed this; that was the point at 

23 which they would have signaled some challenge, they didn't. [UI A] the EIR. 

24 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 
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Female Speaker 2: Correct. 

2 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440j]] 

3 
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Date: April 1, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

4 Male Speaker: Commissioner HobOgomian [ph] 

5 Male Speaker: Sergio Ibarra 

6 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

7 Male Speaker: Phil Aarons 

8 Male Speaker: Alfred Fraijo 

9 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

10 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

II Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

12 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

13 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

14 [U/A]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 

17 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440k]] 

18 Moderator: What were the, we're looking at a list of the fire stations? 

19 Newman: Jerry Newman. Yeah. Jerry Newman [U/A] in terms of the fire 

20 department's analysis, they identify the distribution of their fire stations which you're 

21 seeing here on the map and that's also contained in the environmental document. And 

22 that distribution shows that they have sufficient capacity within that area to not diminish 

23 their response times. 

24 Moderator: I just wanted to clarify that they had in fact reviewed this; that was the point at 

25 which they would have signaled some challenge, they didn't. [U/A] the EIR. 

26 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

27 Hobogomian: I think ... 

28 Moderator: Commissioner Hobogomian 
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Hobogomian: Commissioner Hobogomian, I think the response was that the question was does 

the access to the [UI A] the availability of the fire station of the access to the project that 

was the concern. 

4 Moderator: So relative to traffic and some of the other things that we were talking about, 

5 

6 

7 

about the traffic demand management then are addressing that nexus I think. I mean I 

think that's the hope that we have here, not that we're predetermining what the outcome 

we're going to have some discussion about all of this. 

8 Newman: As I, as we understand ... 

9 Moderator: Jerry 

10 Newman: Jerry Newman, I'm sorry. Jerry Newman. As we understand their analysis part 

11 

12 

13 

14 

of the reason why the distribution is important is because it shows multiple access points 

and multiple resources and then within the environmental impact report, it identifies 

specific numbers of trucks and resources within each area that in the event of an 

emergency, they can pull from a variety of different areas, to maintain response time. 

15 Moderator: Thank you. So I'm just checking in to see where we are relative to the list. 

16 Lucy Ibarra: 1fT could just speak to the earthquake related issue, the project was vetted by the 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Department of Building and Safety Grading Division, they did require additional analysis 

of the project and the applicant did perform that. The Building and Safety Department 

conditioned this grading I should say, the Building and Safety Grading Division of the 

Department conditioned this to require additional boring because the existing car rental 

business on the project site they couldn't bore on that particular parcel because there was 

a functioning business and they could not interrupt their services, so the building and 

safety for the most part agreed that there was no reason for a concern. The project itself 

is located outside of the fault study zone but they reserved their full approval of the 
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project on that analysis because they wanted to wait until the car rental services, there's 

an Enterprise rental service on that property, to just complete the boring, just to be 

comprehensive prior to their building permit issuance. 

4 Moderator: So they, there's a potential that they could be not satisfied by what's found 

5 through that process? 

6 Lucy Ibarra: The way that they conditioned it was that it's conditioned on these three things 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

and it's all related to boring on that particular parcel. And that's the only thing that 

prevents the project from moving forward but that of course would have to go to building 

and safety at their satisfaction. 

Moderator: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Moderator: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Ok. So they have to their satisfaction as a part of our decision ... 

It's conditioned in the tracts and it's included in the T's. 

Ok. Where do you stand with your list, Lucy? Mine is a jumble. 

There's no order to it. 

Moderator: [Laughs]. That's what mine looks like as well. I know there were some issues 

relative to the 30 foot setback at the Hollywood Playhouse, the freeway, the freeway 

adjacency, the community space. 

17 Lucy Ibarra: Right, and our Sergio Ibarra had additional measures he wanted to include in the 

18 

19 

20 

development regulations to further inform the development of the site with respect to the 

triangulation to maintain views of Capitol Records and I'll have him come up here to 

speak to that. 

21 Moderator: So this is relative to some of the height and view concerns that were expressed. 

22 Sergio Ibarra: Sergio Ibarra, planning department. We have four recommended changes 

23 

24 

to the development regulations. The first one being that the development regulations 

shall be amended to require an observation area or viewing deck accessible to the public 
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for all buildings and they include a hotel component and that would be section 8A of the 

development regulations. The second would be that section 8.22 through 8.25 shall be 

amended to reference the correct figures as follows: figures 6.1.2al-2 through 6.12d-2 

shall become bigger as 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, and 8.1A. 

5 Moderator: Now I know what it sounds like when I call cases with all the letters and numbers. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Can we try that one more time and then can you tell me what that really is? 

Sergio Ibarra: These figures reference the open space diagrams that I presented that show 

the forty degree angle, and it's just an error that was done in development regulations that 

reference the wrong tables and we're correcting that error so that the development 

regulations show that they have to abide by the forty degree angle that they can't develop 

on to preserve views. And speaking to that section 8.2 grade level open space standard 

shall include the following language: that the open space for the project shall be 

developed according to figures 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, and 8.1A, whereby open space cannot 

be developed north of the forty degree demarcation line shown in each diagram in order 

to preserve key vantage points of Capitol Records. So as of now, these diagrams are in a 

development regulations but there is not written language that says they shall develop 

according to these diagrams. So we just want to clarify. 

18 Moderator: So this gives us assurance that what we were looking at relative to the angles to 

19 the Capitol Records building ... 

20 Sergio Ibarra: Right 

21 Moderator: ... are in fact preserved and preserved and attached to the correct exhibit. 

22 Sergio Ibarra: Exactly. That's exactly right. 

23 Moderator: Thank you. 
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Sergio Ibarra: And the final one would be that section 10.4.1 of the development 

regulations shall be amended to read as follows: bicycle parking shall be provided per 

ordinance number 182386, which is the recent bicycle ordinance that was passed. 

4 Moderator: Yes. Commissioner Pearlman. 

5 Perlman: Sergio, Sergio, excuse me. I'm not sure if this is directed to you or Lucy, two 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

things, one was I had a question before that you perhaps could address, the gentleman, 

the engineer, addressed it regarding the restrictions on the sign as far as the lighting 

brightness of it. The sign that's in the public space found below but there was no 

comment on what sort of restriction there is as far as content, whether it can be 

advertising for anything off-site. 

11 Moderator: So I think maybe one way to deal with this is a broader conversation about sign 

12 regulations and what is or isn't included. 

13 Sergio Ibarra: I was going to go to that [U/A]. 

14 Moderator: I think this would probably be included in that. 

15 Aarons: Phil Aarons. Could I maybe address the issue? 

16 Perlman: Sure. 

17 Aarons: I believe the conversation is about one of the public areas where we suggested 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

there would be a video screen. The video screen is not meant to be a commercial sign; it 

won't be used as a commercial sign in any way. It's meant to be part of the future arts 

programming for the public plazas. It will be lit and no differently than the screen, for as 

you can see, this was the occasion for showing the Hollywood movie, Chinatown, but 

from our perspective there will be no excessive light, no commercial use, and no sound. 

The sound will flow completely through Wi-Fi and available only to people through their 
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2 

smartphones and headsets. It's part of this sort of social networking that we're trying to 

bring to this plaza. 

3 Perlman: Great. So you're comfortable with the restriction that there would be no 

4 commercial use for the video screen. 

5 Aarons: I am. 

6 Khorasanee: Commissioners, Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office, as you know we 

7 

8 

9 

have a long history of time, place, manner restriction that can be upheld and I think that 

for us to condition content here would be inappropriate but I do want to just turn to staff 

and ensure this is part of the 1 % art or the arts development? 

10 Aarons: No. It's simply part of the voluntary programming of the public open spaces for 

11 use for arts programming. 

12 Khorasanee: Ok 

13 Aarons: But it's not a requirement. 

14 Khorasanee: Ok. This is separate from what would go to cultural affairs? 

15 Aarons: Absolutely. 

16 Khorasanee: Ok. Because cultural affairs would have their own ... 

17 Aarons: Yes. 

18 Khorasanee: ... limitations that they'll impose on those projects but here again, time, place, 

19 manner is appropriate; content would not be I think that if you're ... 

20 Perlman: I'm thinking back to another project that was recently before us where we were 

21 able to put a limitation on advertising for any sort of off-site usage. 

22 Khorasanee: Which project was that? 

23 Moderator: Universal 

24 Khorasanee: Off-site, were they in a sign district? 
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Moderator: I mean, the thing is, it could have been commercial, I mean I think we have to be 

2 weary how far down that path we go because it could then be on-site. 

3 Khorasanee: Because we don't have a sign district here. We have a different animal here. 

4 Perlman: Ok, well then let me let me go to the next thing although it does appear 

5 

6 

7 

that in the development regs there is supposed to be a supplemental use district. No, this 

is subject to the Hollywood sign and supplemental use district. There's a reference in 

here to a high rise sign twenty-four feet from the top of the building. 

8 Aarons: Yes. Those were user identification signs, if we were fortunate to find a 

9 

10 

commercial tenant for the potential office use. Then, that would be an identification of 

that use for purposes of building identification and recognition. 

11 Moderator: So, I think it would be helpful Lucy if you can kind of help us relative to how this 

12 

13 

marches with our other policy discussions about signs and particularly the sign district in 

Hollywood. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: The project isn't asking for any exceptions from the Hollywood supplemental 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

signage use district so it would be regulated by that process. There are limitations that 

have already been vetted before you with respect to signage. I'm not asking for any 

exceptions, in the event that they do, they would have to come before the commission, to 

kind of substantiate those requests. But they haven't been included in the EIR because as 

to now they're complying with that requirement. 

20 Moderator: And relative to those adopted regulations on signs, what are the possibilities of 

21 

22 

this internal plaza screen? I understand the intent of the developer; we have to think 

about the possibilities. 

23 Aarons: I would accept a restriction as I said to the use we've identified. It's not a Trojan 

24 horse screen; it's a screen for the display of Chinatown and LA Story and other movies. 
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We're closing our parking lots later this month to do a bike-in movie which we're excited 

about. That's the goal of what we're trying to do to build a sense of community among 

the residents and local people from Hollywood since it's so close to transit. So that 

would be the goal and ifthere's a restriction imposed, we're happy to respect that 

restriction. 

6 Moderator: Yeah. I think we're being told we can't to do a restriction. 

7 Aarons: Ok 

8 Moderator: So I wanted to get you to say it just as many times as possible. 

9 Aarons: I guess I have said it many times and I'll say it again, thank you. 

10 Moderator: Ok. 

11 Sergio Ibarra: Sergio Ibarra, planning department. We had one more recommendation 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

for changes to the development regulations. And currently a viewing podium is required 

at 550 feet or greater but we feel that if there is a hotel built that would be a more 

compatible use and it would be compatible with the entertainment, with other hotels in 

the city that have viewing podiums. So we want to change language to in the event that a 

hotel is built a viewing deck shall be built on it to satisfy the 550 foot or greater 

requirement of having a viewing podium. 

18 Moderator: So that's adding to what you just presented to us. 

19 Sergio Ibarra: Previously said. So, in the place of having a viewing podium of 550 foot 

20 

21 

or greater, you can have it in the hotel. And you wouldn't build two; you would just 

build one at the hotel. 

22 Moderator: Still subject to the same sort of whatever design requirements are associated. 

23 Sergio Ibarra: Exactly 
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Moderator: Ok. The thirty foot setback with the Hollywood Playhouse I have left and I think 

2 

3 

4 

that we do want to make sure that we have time to deliberate all of this and particularly I 

think there was a lot of concerns about traffic, volume, height, and we want to be able to 

talk about all those. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. So, my understanding is that in the developers ongoing efforts to work 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 Fraijo: 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

with the community and the adjoining property owners they've been willing to make 

additional concessions to development regulations with respect to the Playhouse and I 

think maybe one other with respect to the two frontages, maybe one side you're at 

setback and then the frontage along was it Vine and they're going to speak to that and 

that will be also included in the amendments that we are proposing to the development 

regulations. 

Alfred Fraijo. Thank you. It really relates to the ongoing discussions we've had 

with Hollywood, LA Conservancy rather, on the issues related to the cultural resources in 

Hollywood. Adrian Fine who spoke before you indicated that we have been in ongoing 

discussions about this opportunity to really set a ground floor setback from Avalon which 

is adjacent to the Westside and that southern boundary and so what we're doing is 

agreeing to that setback so that it conforms with the setback regime that really we have in 

relationship to Capital Records, another cultural resource within our project and certainly 

in relation to the overall spatial separation from the podiums. And so we're willing to 

commit that as a regulation within the design guidelines and standards, and what we've 

done is prepared a series of graphics consistent with that commitment that I'd like to 

submit to the Department and commission for the record. 

23 Moderator: Thank you. Was there anything else that we, yes, please, Commissioner Perlman. 

24 
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Perlman: Yes. Sorry. I had a question regarding infrastructure impact on water 

2 treatment. 

3 [U/A] 

4 Perlman: I apologize. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: The EIR did analyze impacts of water, waste water, water treatment and they 

6 determined that it was less than significant. 

7 Moderator: No. We didn't, the shared parking, explaining the shared and reduced, why and 

8 how from the 2.5 to 1.5. 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Right. So the residential parking as per policy in practice for city planning 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

commission was for projects that are located near transit and that are part of mixed use 

developments, particularly those that include office are permitted exceptions that are 

expressly written in the code to kind of accommodate locations near transit or that that 

the jobs housing balance is kind of reflective of that. So our recommendation is to 

support it based on the numerous exceptions that are provided in the code for projects in 

this nature that are of mixed use and that further encourage the active use of transit 

opportunities in the vicinity. 

17 Moderator: So the idea being if! can find a parking space easily what's my incentive to get 

18 on a train. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And the other thing too is that a lot of uses that are on site like the retail, 

20 

21 

22 

the restaurant, the fitness club, there's a general, an acceptable expectation that residents 

that live there are more likely to use the fitness club on site then they are to get in their 

car and travel off site to do so, to do the same thing. 
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Moderator: So suppose there is a fitness site underneath me, I'm not going to go to a different 

gym, I'm going to go to that gym and the assumption is the parking that would be 

associated with the gym will be decreased because of that. 

4 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And also, the demand for certain uses shift during the day. So for example, 

5 

6 

7 

8 

the fitness club use is more likely to be used either early in the morning or in the post

work hours. So there's no need to park at code for the fitness club when it won't be used 

for a big chunk of the day. And you know the other uses as well, the restaurant and the 

retail and things of that nature. 

9 Moderator: How do you respond to what I saw in some of the letters about folks are going to 

10 

11 

be coming home to this residence at the same time that folks are going to be coming to 

the gym here and so in fact the parking will be utilized at the same time. 

12 Lucy Ibarra: Well, you have residents that either live on the site or forgo parking all together 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

because they live at the site. Alternatively, you probably have residents who live within a 

six block radius that would use these amenities without having to go into their car just 

because the transit at this juncture is so convenient. So that is our response and frankly it 

furthers your practice of encouraging the over parking of projects that are located in 

regional centers that are so closed and so heavily serviced by public transit amenities. 

18 Moderator: Ok so reinforcing this notion of local serving uses and proximity. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

20 Moderator: Commissioner Romero? 

21 Romero: I have a question regarding people who work on the site. Where are they going to 

22 be parking? 

23 Lucy Ibarra: So the parking does accommodate, it does reflect all of the uses that are on the 

24 site. The shared parking so every use is an exclusive use of the parking. All the parking 
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will be shared based on the demand of that particular use. So, people who work there 

presumably might have taken the train or people who live there, there's those exceptions 

that are permitted and are reflected in the code and its informed by the arrangement. 

4 Romero: So is there going to be any off-site parking that is going to be designated for some 

5 of the people that work there? 

6 Lucy Ibarra: There is no off-site parking proposed. 

7 Romero: So you're going to be determining based on the uses how much parking space is 

8 

9 

needed during the mornings, middle of the day, and evening and you think it is going to 

be covered? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Well we won't be monitoring that. We won't be going in there to say, oh you 

11 didn't take the train. 

12 Romero: No, but the uses are going to dictate. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: Right, right. 

14 Moderator: Are there other questions relative to the parking, Mr. Newman? 

15 Newman: Jerry Newman. I just wanted to add some additional clarity to that issue and the 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

question that you asked about the percentage of parking because there was a question that 

was raised. We are parking the project to code for the uses with the exception of the 

health club. The reason we are seeking the variance on the health club is because city 

policy and your policy has been to allow a reduction in parking in health clubs when they 

are associated with office because of exactly what was being asked, that people in office 

are going to maybe go to use the health club at the same time that people in residence are 

coming home and it keeps that offset from happening in terms of traffic demand. 

Unfortunately, it only talks about the policy is redirected when the health club and offices 

are located on the same site and currently there is a possibility that the health club will be 
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located on one side of the street and the office on the other. And if that happens we're 

seeking that variance, but the reality is there is one set of parking space, we have parking 

on either side but we analyze the parking on the full project. Then the question came up 

relative to the percentage, the actual number of parking spaces we've analyzed on a 

residential basis and whether or not we've met the city policy for condo at 2.5 spaces per 

unit on a condo basis. The city code actually provides for parking to be in condos to be at 

2.25 and then the city has adopted an additional policy which adds another quarter space. 

What we have done is we have provided parking at the code required parking at 2.25 for 

all of the condominiums the project. What we've done though in order to address some 

of the traffic demand issues is we, as you have indicated, segregated the parking from the 

units so that they're acquired separately and in order to accomplish that, in doing the 

count and in the analysis, we analyzed 1.75 parking per condominium unit as a reserve 

space and an additional half space as a guest space as part of the general population, 

because those are the ones that could be done separately, that could be acquired 

separately. But the total number of spaces that are there are the 2.25 per condominium 

unit. The interesting thing is we've also analyzed as if the project was all condominiums 

so that if we did a mix of apartment and condominiums we have in effect over analyzed 

the parking or over supplied the parking. 

19 Moderator: Other questions regarding the parking? So I think that exhausts the lists. Yes? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Oh I'm sorry, what was that? Oh, so I think it's up to us now to deliberate and I think that 

we owe it to the public and for our own satisfaction to have some discussion about the 

issue that came up the most which was relative to the height of the project, and staffs 

perspective on that I think was one about what we were allowing to occur as we got 
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thinner and taller and so I'd like to hear what commissioners have to say about that I 

think. Are there concerns relative to the height? Rephrase the question. 

3 Perlman: Ok I'll go first. This is Commissioner Pearlman. I have to say first of all I greatly 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

appreciated the public, especially those that are remaining at this late hour. The public's 

participation in this and input and their passion for the issues on both sides and these are 

not easy issues, and when we look at development and change it's not always easy to 

accept things that look different from how they are now. This is a dramatic change to 

what the current situation is. I am very familiar with the area having lived in L.A. my 

entire life. A couple things resonated with me, one was the parking lots around there that 

are not in good shape, the buildings around there that are not in good shape, the fact that 

most of development in Hollywood is gone i the western end and not on the eastern end 

because developers for some reason are not developing on the eastern end. And the 

difference between having I think someone said having short, fat towers versus tall, 

slender towers. It seems some of the developments in the past few years that had taken 

the approach of being shorter have not as been as successful in many respect. My own 

personal view is because they do not provide vistas that are very pleasing to look out over 

rooftops and parking lots or at neighboring buildings as opposed to actually having a 

view of something that's attractive. I do like the idea that these are as slender as they are; 

7,000 square foot plan at the top floors is very small. I have to say the height is troubling 

but I think that's part of the future. I think that's where the city is going and while I 

appreciated that some of the residents think that TOD is not successful or has not been 

successful, I think that's what we need to do. That's the only way we're going to 

improve traffic and reduce the vehicles on our roads and to put a large development like 
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this right at the heart of transit and the transit hubs that we have there I think is very 

important. 

3 Moderator: Other commissioners? I didn't mean to kind of narrow you to the issue of height 

4 if there are other things that you want to discuss relative to this, there were concerns 

5 about density and all the other things that we have talked about relative to community 

6 benefits as well. 

7 Commissioner Hogogomian? 

8 Hobogomian: Yeah, this is Commissioner Hobogomian. I'm going look at it also from the 

9 perspective of the local also. It's not just a community because it community and 

10 developers they go hand in hand and you know they have both to be successful in order 

11 for a project to make any sense. And like Commission Pearlman said if you want to do a 

12 project and a project of this magnitude and you want to invest so much money in the 

13 neighborhood, you need the developer to be successful. And probably one way I'm 

14 looking at it and I realize that's what they did the way they keep on explaining their 

15 situation is to have a project that provides much more than what the standard project 

16 provides and that is a view. You know when you look at these sites, entertainment and 

17 everything else, restaurants and entertainment, you know for the hotels and for the 

18 restaurants, for the condominiums or for the office buildings, to be successful they are 

19 doing something else that does not exist in a neighborhood, that is providing a view. 

20 Like we were discussing somebody was trying to buy a house and it took them seven 

21 days to go through escrow, they walked in and they saw the view and they said we're 

22 ready to buy it and they put the money in and they bought it in seven days. So, I do 

23 believe that this particular developer is trying to put the emphasis on the view, and try to 

24 when you walk into their condominiums and when you walk into their hotel office 
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buildings, the minute you see that view you are in love with that premises and you stay 

there. So, I do believe that's what one of their major point of their success of their 

project is relying on, I really don't see any problem with it, I really don't see a big thing 

in it especially in a neighborhood that needs this development so bad. These people they 

can go on. That's my view. 

6 Moderator: Commissioner Lessin? 

7 Lessin: Yeah. I want to get back under the weeds here just another minute juts because 

8 

9 

I'm not sure that I have a good handle on the screen; can we talk about where it is and 

how its conditioned now? 

10 Aarons: Where it is in terms of physical location? 

11 Lessin: Yes 

12 Aarons: So as you can see from the photograph it's in the plaza that will be created that 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 Lessin: 

was just described as a new setback from the side of the Avalon and we made that gesture 

to do the, that was fine back there guys there, the idea was that this Avalon, the historic 

Hollywood Playhouse is a historic structure and the L.A. Conservancy stepped forward 

and said we really want the building to read as a full building to the extent we can, and 

even though we had initially expected to build right up against the side we respected the 

Avalon, so we took that newly created plaza and we simply put an arch related screen on 

the non-Avalon side of it for use occasionally during situations where we might want to 

show a movie. 

22 Aarons: 

Thank you for the diagram; that helps a tremendous amount. 

Great. 

23 Lessin: My issue was is it viewable from off site? 
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Aarons: No. It may be modestly viewable from the sidewalk as you walk by the Avalon 

2 but it won't be visible otherwise. It's on the wrong side of the down side and it's not, it's 

3 sufficiently in. 

4 Lessin: So I guess now to City Attorney, how do we differentiate from what they're 

5 offering to a billboard? 

6 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440k]] 

7 
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Date: April 6, 2013 
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3 Male Speaker: Commissioner l.essin 

4 Male Speaker: Phil Aarons 

5 Male Speaker: Michael l.eGrand 

6 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

7 Male Speaker: James 

8 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

9 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

10 Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

II Female Speaker: l.ucy Ibarra 

12 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

13 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

14 [U/A]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 
17 [START RECORDING [05VTT71 837&CPC08-3440l]] 

18 Lessin: ... viewable from off-site. 

19 Aarons: No. It may be modestly viewable from the sidewalk as you walk by the Avalon 

20 but it won't be visible otherwise. It's on the wrong side of the down side and it's not, it's 

21 sufficiently in. 

22 Lessin: So I guess now to City Attorney, how do we differentiate from what they're 

23 offering to a billboard? 

24 Khorasanee: Well again, even how to differentiate from, well I would say this, I understand 

25 that you're worried about what conditions you can place on it, and again I would take it 

26 back to time, place, and manner, we don't have the sign situation here that we've had in 

27 other cases where you've been looking at a sign district and that kind of thing. Because 

28 this is within that other Hollywood sign district. But here, you don't have to like the 

29 screen, if you said no screen, that would be certainly part of the conversation, but in 

30 terms of the content, you're limited. 
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Aarons: And that's certainly, this was a gesture, meant to activate a public open space. If 

2 it creates more issues than it needs to, I could take it away. 

3 Lessin: 

4 Aarons: 

Actually, I like the idea. 

Ok. 

5 Lessin: This is Hollywood. I think it's a really good plan. I am worried about the 

6 potential for what it could be. 

7 LeGrand: Mike LeGrand, for the record. They would have to come in to secure a permit 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Lessin: 

and if the permit would state that it is not a sign basically it would allow for what it is, 

which is a video projection monitor for the purpose of showing movies, so if the issuance 

of the building permit right now it's of prohibited use to have an off-site digital sign, so if 

they came in for that and the inspector came out, we wouldn't allow it to become a sign 

and at the end of that Coca-Cola shows up one day and it's a stagnant Coca-Cola sign, we 

could send enforcement personnel out there to cite them and there's penalties and what 

have you, so they would not even be able to obtain the proper permits, to do that so it 

would be an illegal use if they tried to do that, which I know their intention is not to do 

that, but there are safeguards in that process. 

I understand. Yes, because I don't want to recommend that we take it 

away from them because I think it's a good, planned thing. It makes sense where it is. I 

just don't want it to be abused. So, thank you. 

20 Aarons: Thank you, Michael. 

21 Moderator: Commissioner Romero? Do you have comments or not? We're, I think we're 

22 wrappmg. 

23 Lessin: Did we hit the community space? 

24 Moderator: We did not actually. 
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Lessin: That's on my list. 

2 Moderator: Yes. The community space was offered and we're not clear if there is a nexus for 

3 that relative to our discussions. Thank you for that. 

4 Lessin: Got a list. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: With respect to land use, it would be difficult for us to create a nexus with the 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

community space. I understand that it's important to the community, but I think that the 

way that it was previously provided for in the conditions was to include it as part of the 

hotel development and that it would be available to communities wanting to use that 

space. I think that they can still continue to do that they can maybe manage that. 

There's just nothing in our Hollywood community plan, zone that would substantiate 

requiring 1200 square feet of community space to be rented at a fee with a calendar that 

we can't, we have no mechanism to enforce. 

13 Moderator: Ok. 

14 Lessin: It is what it is. 

15 Moderator: Commissioner Romero, did you want to? 

16 Romero: I had one question, clarification, in terms of the transportation infrastructure, is 

17 

18 

what we agreed on, that we would have a meeting, that they would help resolve all the 

outstanding issues in terms of going over some of those mitigations. I mean I'm [UI A]. 

19 Moderator: I think I had a I had a list of traffic demand management efforts. One of which 

20 

21 

22 

was to continue to work with Caltrans around that particular intersection and we were 

going to encourage those conversations to continue. Is that the conversation that you're 

speaking of? 

23 Romero: Yeah, and I guess that's good. So, and the second one, in terms of the MT A 

24 portal, what was the conclusion on that because ... ? 
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Moderator: That was ... 

2 Lucy Ibarra: Right. So the transit demand management plan, as other transit management 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

plans that are guided by DOT include a variety of options that the applicant can use to 

kind of implement these mitigations associated with their traffic impact. So what 

happens is that they go and they're monitored by DOT with respect to how successful 

those mitigations are, and if one or two are determined not to be working, there's a menu 

of additional items that they can draw from to kind of address those concerns and that's 

an ongoing monitoring program. With respect to the transportation benefits that you 

discussed earlier, we recommend that you condition those so that to ensure that they're 

implemented at the very least with the initial development of this project that each one of 

these be conditioned to be provided prior to the issuance of the final certificate of 

occupancy for the project as a whole, so does it matter what site is developed first. And 

that the bicycle amenities plan, that the project be conditioned to meet the bicycle 

ordinance as it is now, with the provision of200 square feet of bicycle repair space and 

that's to be included in the um prior to the C of 0 of the project. The final C of 0 for the 

project and then additional language with respect to your Vine Street Metro connection 

and the other study that you proposed for the Vine Street medians, for that study to 

analyze any potential environmental impacts. 

19 Romero: So, and I lost the, I don't remember the conversation in terms of the MTA portal 

20 that we said ... 

21 Lucy Ibarra: This study would be provided prior to the issuance of a, let me see ... 

22 Romero: My question, why can't they provide funding, don't you guys have a current 

23 easement, isn't there a current easement mechanism? 
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Lucy Ibarra: There are knockout panels, but this project and the environmental analysis for this 

project did not account for any construction related impacts to the Walk of Fame, 

construction related impacts ... 

4 Romero: I'm sorry, we already said that, but I didn't catch it. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: No it's ok. So, the project before you didn't account for any CEQA-related 

6 

7 

impacts it might have easily [U/ A]. The study that you're offering now is a condition 

would address any potential CEQA-related impacts associated with that. 

8 Romero: Ok. 

9 Moderator: So, I wanted to take my bite at the apple relative to the issues that I think were 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

most contentious and I definitely appreciate the input of the appellants and I read all of 

those letters and attempted as best I could to incorporate in my questions attention to the 

issues that were lifted up and for myself, in weighing how I was feeling about this and 

really throughout the process of the conversation here today, was most concerned about 

the issues that you lifted up, that is, is this an appropriate place for density, is this the 

appropriate density, and the conversation about traffic demand management was in that 

direction for me. That's why I wanted to ensure that we were pressing around those 

issues, because if were saying this is about putting density next to transit, we have to 

ensure that that transit is going to be used, that's it's going to be accessible, that's it's 

going to be providing what we claim it is. Relative to the height, I think that I have been 

convinced and it took convincing, relative to what happened as you go up in height. 

That, in fact, the things that many community members expressed as benefits that they 

wanted to preserve were actually best preserved by the taller towers I think I saw 

somebody's language in the letter of the two tall chopsticks so, I'm not eating with them, 

but the two tall chopsticks. And I also understand the concern that the community 
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presented, that are we being presented with a narrowed set of options and we're being 

told that we have to decide between these two options, and are there options that aren't 

on the table at all. And to me the options that were not on the table at all, I'm also 

convinced are probably not options that are going to come here if we were to say no to 

this either. And that this is the type of development that we are pushing forward with, I 

think that Hollywood as a regional center is the place where this kind of density and 

development does in fact belong and I understand that we have to be sensitive to the fact 

that there are existing communities as we go along that path. And I have come to a point 

where I am convinced that sensitivity has been addressed. I think that there is still some 

ways to go relative to things that are not under our purview. I wish that there were all 

sorts ofnexi, nexuses, don't tell my students that I don't know the plural, but if there are 

multiple places of nexus to be made that we can't make, I'm hoping that there are other 

venues where that can be brought to the table and I urge the community to keep pressing 

on that. There are certain things that were within our kind of purview and I hope that we 

have pushed as far as we can within our purview. I think there is further to push and I 

encourage that pushing to happen in sites and locations before bodies that have the ability 

to do it where we don't. Yes, please. I'm not going to so yes, no. Commissioner 

Perlman. 

19 Perlman: There's one more thing I wanted to say and that is because some of the appellants, 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

both in their written submissions and their oral statements as well as I believe one of the 

members the public representing, one of the attorneys representing one of the 

communities brought up that they felt that there was so much uncertainty with the 

project, it was such an ill-defined project. That we did not have sufficient information 

with which to reach a decision and I have to say that in my experience based on the 
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record, I think we have more than sufficient information. I think the developmental 

regulation guidelines which were handed to the staff submission and report were very 

thorough and comprehensive, , the traffic mitigation efforts and the other mitigation 

points that were in the reports were very thorough, so I just want to make clear for the 

record, that from where I sit, on this commission, we have had a very adequate complete 

record from which to make a decision, and so I'm prepared to try to come up with a 

motion. So that some one else ... 

8 Moderator: Yes. City Attorney 

9 Khorasanee: So, I think James, when you make your motion, James needs to call each item, 

10 

11 

because you're going to vote separately since you have appeals and then you have the 

entitlements. 

12 Moderator: We have two votes, the first is on item number 5, which is the appeal, whether we 

13 

14 

15 

want to grant or deny the appeal, and item number 6 is the recommendation relative to 

the proposed project and to remind folks that there are five of us, so this is bare quorum, 

so we need to consider that as we're moving forward. 

16 Perlman: So, then I, Commissioner Pearlman, my motion would be that with respect to item 

17 

18 

19 

five and I don't have my agenda to specify exactly what that is, but yes, item 5 which are 

the six appeals, although I believe that one was withdrawn by AMDA College. But the 

six appeals that were submitted in writing, my motion is that we deny the appeals. 

20 Moderator: So that's to support staff's recommendation to deny the appeal s. 

21 Perlman: That is correct. 

22 Moderator: Oh, we have some clarification. 

23 Lucy Ibarra: No, that that's fine. Ijust wanted to, for the second appeal, for the second case, 

24 CPC 2008 3440, just to reiterate, there's changes to the development regulations and 
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3 

4 

some typographical errors that we're making, corrections that we're making to some of 

the conditions. So I just want to make sure that that goes on the record. 

Moderator: Yeah, I think we have a whole list of things that we'll want to go through. 

There's a motion ... 

5 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin will second. 

6 Moderator: And a second, James, can you poll the commission on item 5 please. 

7 James: Certainly. Commissioner Perlman? 

8 Perlman: Yes. 

9 James: Commissioner Lessin? 

10 Lessin: Yes. 

11 James: Commissioner Hobogomian? 

12 Hobogomian: Yes. 

13 James: Commissioner Romero? 

14 Romero: Yes. 

15 James: Commissioner Freer? 

16 Moderator: Yes. 

17 James: Motion carries. 

18 Moderator: Now, moving to item six. 

19 Lessin: Ok. I am willing to make an attempt with Lucy's help on item 6, so if we can sort 

20 

21 

out what is part of staff s recommendations of these items, so that it's clear. Is that the 

easiest way to do this? 

22 Moderator: I actually have what I think is a list, let me give a try and see where we stand. 

23 

24 

There were several items relative to traffic and traffic demand management. And I'll go 

through what that list is, we also had discussions about the design regulations and there 
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were several technical corrections, as well as one I don't know if it qualifies as a 

technical correction relative to the observation decks. So there were three, two that I 

think were technical corrections, that one and then there was that one relative to bike 

parking, as well. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And then, also, the applicant provided an exhibit with respect to the 

6 setbacks to accommodate the Playhouse, the Hollywood Playhouse ... 

7 Moderator: Yes, and we wanted that to go in to the design guidelines as well. 

8 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And the applicant submitted a letter dated today asking for typographical 

9 corrections to the conditions associated with the alcohol use permit. 

10 Moderator: And those were all minor technical corrections 

11 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. It doesn't change the plan approval process that we're requiring for the 

12 project. 

13 Moderator: Just wanted to make sure that was on the record. And so for the traffic and traffic 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

demand management issues, there was the encouragement that we were provided to 

continue to work with Caltrans around the Argyle and Franklin intersection, and the 

freeway onramp intersection in particular. The provision of the shuttle and the frequency 

and amount that was mentioned, the bike amenities, and sharing and provision of the bike 

kiosks. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Bicycle repair space. 

20 Moderator: Bicycle repair, yes. The attention to linkages and the directional route signs, 

21 

22 

23 

within a four block radius, the DASH signage linkages and those to the metro as well. 

The parking tracking, the express park program, and the $50,000.00 that was going to be 

submitted for that, the portal study, that we were going to encourage the study, we 
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understood the limitations about what we were going to be doing with that, but to see 

what the environmental impacts were relative to that. Is that correct? 

3 Lucy Ibarra: Mhm. 

4 Moderator: Is that how the stated? To provide for sale, the metro passes, and we wanted to 

5 

6 

ensure that residents and employees were included in that, that it was in fact a fifteen year 

program and that there were I guess we didn't actually resolve this. 

7 Lucy Ibarra: I would leave it as a condition and not include a time limit on it. 

8 Moderator: Ok. I want to make sure it's not a one time, as it read currently, I think it could be 

9 interpreted as you buy 100 passes and you [U/A]. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Ok. So the language I have here is one paragraph, but it speaks to two things. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

One is a provision of a machine that would allow for the sale of metro passes to on-site 

residents and tenants and employees of the project. Separately, though, there's the 

provision of 100 metro passes and we can parcel these out as separate conditions so that 

one is to provide a kiosk on site that will stay there. 

15 Moderator: Yes. 

16 Lucy Ibarra: And the other one is a provision of 100 metro passes for residents with priority 

17 given to residents that forgo parking at the site. 

18 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin, so it's 100 metro passes per month. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Per month. Per month. Correct. 

20 Lessin: I understand. 

21 Moderator: And so, are you suggesting that we leave that into perpetuity? 

22 Lucy Ibarra: Just leave it in there. 

23 Moderator: Ok. And that I think that we, residents, is that strictly residents, or is that 

24 residents and employees that would have? 
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Lucy Ibarra: It's stated here as residents and tenants of the project. 

2 Moderator: Ok. And that also then includes the incentive for those who live in not to use, 

3 right. The 10% discount for using the metro? 

4 Lucy Ibarra: The park and ride spaces. Well, we skipped the parking leases for metro 

5 

6 

commuters. There's the provision of the minimum often spaces for park and ride 

purposes 

7 Moderator: Yes. 

8 Lucy Ibarra: And there's the daily discount for metro commuters 

9 Moderator: Yes. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: And that's the 10%, and then the shared vehicle parking service, a minimum of 

11 ten parking spaces for that. 

12 Moderator: Right. And then we also were offering encouragement to the applicants who 

13 work with LADOT around the median on Vine. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: You mean the median study. 

15 Moderator: The median study. Sorry, on Vine. And I think that rounds out the list that I have. 

16 Is there something that we're missing relative to traffic demand? 

17 Lessin: I didn't check off Zipcars. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: That's part of the shared parking service that we just discussed. 

19 Lessin: Alright. Got it. 

20 Moderator: Ok. The technical corrections were to several figures to make sure that the forty 

21 degree [U/Al 

22 Lucy Ibarra: So to make sure that the figure illustrations correspond to the numbering of the 

23 

24 

open space requirements with respect to the forty degree triangular view. The other one 

was the observation deck, to ensure that the observation deck be provided within the 
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hotel or elsewhere, so a little more flexibility as to where the placement of the 

observation deck goes. 

3 Moderator: So requiring one and then offering the specificity about where it would be should 

4 the hotel come on board. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And then the setback that was provided, the figure change that was 

6 

7 

provided by the applicant to correspond to the agreement that was made with the 

adjacent, the Hollywood Playhouse. I think it was. 

8 Moderator: Yes 

9 Lucy Ibarra: To provide a greater side or side back against their building and then against Vine 

10 street. 

11 Moderator: Again, excuse me, there was some discussion about the bike plan, is that already 

12 within what we were talking, I have bike plan on my list and I don't know. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: So one of the transit benefits was to require that the project included in the 

14 

15 

development regulations be consistent with the bicycle ordinance. And then the 200 

square feet. 

16 Moderator: It was the ordinance. 

17 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin, the reason we're doing that is because this was submitted 

18 prior to the implementation of that ordinance. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Yes. It was it was a vesting submitted prior to the implementation of the 

20 ordinance. 

21 Moderator: I think that is the list. Did you want to continue with your motion? 

22 Lessin: I will make the motion to approve staff to go ahead, you have something. 
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Lucy Ibarra: Correct. As well as the corrections to the letter with respect to the conditional use 

permit conditions a spelling out the types of establishments and then just some 

typographical error to correspond to the other conditions 

4 Moderator: Can you clarify what the type of .. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: So onsite sales, with food and service at five restaurants for onsite, one cafe on 

6 

7 

8 

the observations deck, should it be developed, on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 

beverages in connection with the nightclub and live entertainment and one retail 

establishment such as a grocery store or high end servicing. 

9 Moderator: And again those still have to come before [U/A] 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Those still have to go through the plan approval process, sorry. And then live 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

entertainment again with the club/lounge/restaurant again that has to go through the plan 

approval process with the ZA and then the plan, just there's a reference of conditions 

number 2A to 2N that should really be lA through IC. And then there's a duplicate 

condition referencing the STAR program so the employees that serve alcohol will have to 

go through this training with respect to serving and checkingID's and things like that. So 

there's a duplicate commission of that effect. 

17 Moderator: So those are all the technical changes. 

18 Lessin: And those are all included in your recommendation? 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Those are included in my recommendations and we gave a copy to James for the 

20 record. 

21 Khorasanee: So, Commissioners, just to clarify because I think it's important to make it clear, 

22 

23 

24 Lessin: 

your motion is going to include adoption of staff s report and recommendations including 

certification of the EIR and then everything else. 

That is my motion. 
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Khorasanee: Great. 

2 Lessin: This has been a long day. So we don't want to screw it up at this point. Thank 

3 you for the help. 

4 Moderator: We're looking for a second. 

5 Perlman: I would ask first for a brief amendment and then I would second if possible. With 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

respect to the traffic mitigation effort, ifI heard correctly, was to work with Caltrans on 

the Argyle and Franklin intersection. My notes show that there were two other 

unmitigated intersections, which were Cahuenga and Franklin and Vine and Hollywood 

and I would like to have the applicant to continue to work with LADOT to exert whatever 

efforts are possible to mitigate the traffic at those intersections as well. 

11 Moderator: Can we make sure that we have those intersections correct. I had different ones. 

12 Khorasanee: There's five. There's Hollywood ... 

13 Moderator: But the two went down. 

14 Khorasanee: Two unmitigated. And then the Argyle, yeah, I think you're right. It's Argyle 

15 and Franklin, Cahuenga and Hollywood, and Vine and Sunset. 

16 Perlman: Those, can you confirm that those were the two that were not mitigated. 

17 Lessin: Unmitigated were Hollywood and Vine, and Cahuenga and Franklin. 

18 Perlman: Yes, ok. So again, that they would commit to working with LADOT to mitigate 

19 those intersection. 

20 Khorasanee: Good catch. 

21 Lessin: I will happily accept that amendment. 

22 Perlman: I will second the motion. 

23 Newman: Jerry Newman; my only request would be to recognize that as part of the 

24 environmental findings that you're adopting, you're also adopting [U/A] ration relative to 
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those and this would not be to diminish that air, you would recognize you're doing that, 

but at the same time we will continue to work to find ways to mitigate. 

3 Perlman: That's the motion 

4 Moderator: So I think we have a motion from Commissioner Lessin, do we have a second? 

5 Perlman: I second 

6 Moderator: We have a second from Commissioner Perlman. James, would you like to poll 

7 the commission? 

8 James: Certainly. Commissioner Lessin? 

9 Lessin: Yes. 

10 James: Commissioner Perlman? 

11 Perlman: Yes. 

12 James: Commissioner Hobogomian? 

13 Hobogomian: Yes. 

14 James: Commissioner Romero? 

15 Romero: Yes. 

16 James: Commissioner Freer? 

17 Moderator: Yes. 

18 James: Motion carries. 

19 Moderator: Thank you all for your time and patience and I'd like to remind folks that this not 

20 the end of the road but rather one step along the way and this will be going to the 

21 planning and land use management committee of the city council and on to the full city 

22 council so there's still opportunity for input as it goes forward. Thank you so much for 

23 patience and input today. 

24 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440l]] 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Erik, 

EM32589 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, May 07, 2013 8:18 AM 
Marcel Porras 
Erik Sanjurjo; Angela Motta; Jim Van Dusen; Susan Swan 
Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated with the Millennium project. As 
such, there are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on this case, who can 
provide you with a clarification on benefits. This project is a little more 
complicated, because originally, the project had included a development 
agreement, but that was subsequently withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com>wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for Millennium. The developer 
referred to several individual items (including street medians for CRNC, which they IDed as "the" NC for the 
area even though it's RUNC). We'd appreciate any update you could provide as to what is currently included, 
status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
CC: sswanla@ao1.com; marce1.porras@lacity.org 
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Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com>wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; stacy. marble@lacity.org; AftonN eighbor@aol.com; 
viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; 
anastasia@corniche.com; aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; 
colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; coreyj ohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 
3 2256@lapd.lacity.org; devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; Ed. Collins@disney.com; 
eriksanjurj o@hotmail.com; eugene. andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald. travens@lacity.org; 
henrya@metro.net; j hanlon@thompsonhotels.com; j eff@nederlander.com; bangzoomer@aol.com; 
trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; john@elslights.com; 
jose. malagon@pacbell.net; j oe@hollywoodbid.org; Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; 
Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; levidavidtinker@aol.com; Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; 
Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; MaryPat@elslights.com; philip. ayala@lacity.org; 
phili p@starlinetours.com; holl ywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made changes we had asked for when they presented 
two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

2 

RL0031657 



EM32591 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We are excited to be back and are going to 
perform the same sort of closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks flowing except in front of 
the EI Capitan where, as we did last time, we will route foot traffic to the crosswalk to the west of the EI 
Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are requesting Closure of the 
Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re-open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south of the boulevard off 
Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a prompt response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
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213.473 .7721 
www.cd13 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32592 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM30440 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 04, 2013 8:39 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fwd: AMDA - Withdrawal of Hollywood Millennium Project Vesting Tract Map Appeal 
4-2-13 Withdrawal of Vesting Tract Map No. 71837-CN Appeal.PDF 

fyi ... 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: De la Cruz, Victor <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 
Date: Wed, Apr 3,2013 at 6:30 PM 
Subject: AMDA - Withdrawal of Hollywood Millennium Project Vesting Tract Map Appeal 
To: jim.tokunaga@lacity.org 
Cc: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org>, Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org>, 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Jim, attached is a letter on behalf of AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts that was 
also sent by messenger. Please let us know if you have any questions. Thanks. -Victor 

Victor De la Cruz 
manatt I phelps I phillips 
11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 
Phone: (310) 312-4305; Fax: (310) 914-5824; vdelacruz@manatt.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information 
that is legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this 
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at vdelacruz@manatt .com or by telephone at (310) 312-4305, and destroy the original 
transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To comply with requirements imposed by the Department of the 
Treasury, we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) 
is not intended or written by the practitioner to be used, and that it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer, and (ii) supporting the promotion or 
marketing of any transactions or matters addressed herein. For information about this legend, go to 
http ://www.manatt.com/Expertise.aspx?id=4870 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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manatt 
manatll phelps I phillips 

Victor S. De la Cruz 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

Direct Dial: (310) 312-4305 
E-mail: VDelaCruz@Manatt.com 

April 2, 2013 Client-Matter: 46782-060 

VIA MESSENGER AND E-MAIL 

Mr. Jim Tokunaga 
Deputy Advisory Agency 
Depruiment of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 721-B 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Withdrawal of Vesting Tract Map No. 71837-CN Appeal 

Dear Mr. Tokunaga: 

As you know, this firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing 
Arts ("AMDA"). Please be advised that at the March 28,2013, City Planning Commission 
hearing for the Millennium Project (the "Project"), AMDA withdrew its appeal of the Hollywood 
Millennium Project's Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTT 71837-CN). The Applicant, 
Millennium Hollywood, LLC, has addressed AMDA's concerns and AMDA is pleased to be 
able to support the Project. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Should you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (310) 312-4305. 

IC Z 

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 

cc: Mr. Michael LoGrande, Department of City Planning, Director 
Mr. Marcel Porras, CD 13, Senior Economic Development and Planning Deputy 
Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, Department of City Planning, City Planner 

11355 West Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90064-1614 Telephone: 310.312.4000 Fax: 310.312.4224 

Albany I Los Angeles I New York I Orange County I Palo Alto I Sacramento I San Francisco I Washington, D.C. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Laurie, 

EM27887 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 9:32 AM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: millennium FEIR 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectIDEIRlDEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 
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Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32866 

Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 12:28 AM 
linda.demmers@gmail.com 

Cc: Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin 
Alexanian; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 

leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer; David Uebersax 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Please proceed with the letter. We are all in agreement. 
Rosemary please send the letter to Linda. Brian and Christina please 
present the letter at GGPNC meeting along with Vermont/Rockwell decision. 

Thank you all 
Gary Khanjian 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Rosemary De 
Monte <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 

Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and not talking of serial edits; even 
while Linda allowed that anything beyond minor corrections could be accommodated as amendments if 
necessary, I think that there's no reason why we have to miss this opportunity to weigh in on this issue 
while there's still time. 

Thanks, 

Dave U ebersax 

Sent from my iPad 
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On May 13,2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1. net> wrote: 

Richard 

What we decided is to send the same letter as the other Neighborhood Coucncil 
sent with some minor changes. 

If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it back again to 
our meeting, 
which as you said will be too late. 
Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to send 
nothing. 
This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers one is yes and 
the other 
is no. 

Please decide. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20136:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for 
action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, 
and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by 
consensus. Plus 
the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The 
members 
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of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the 
applicant and the Planning 
Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by 
this NC in 
May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them 
so it would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be 
extended to 60 instead of 90 days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno 
Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20134:14 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it 
will be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with 
no contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 
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Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin 
Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 
'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20132:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that 
the committee have seen the final 
version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you 
that I should bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
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<ermanno@ilcapriccio .net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org ; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo .com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved 
at the committee meeting. Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and 
this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have been 
approved at the PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and 
then I receive subsequent corrections, the letter would need to be 
re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by the first 
reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections to 
language, but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change 
after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee 
member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC 
Board meeting on May 21 and offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed 
Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has weighed in on where to send the 
approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this 
draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect 
version. Attached is the most current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1: 28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; 
jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; 
Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@qqpnc.orq; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@qmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary 
on her first draft of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

5 

RL0031669 



EM32871 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of 
the letter approved by the 
GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board 
should go to all City Council members, the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff 
person. Those three should be identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the 
project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in 
Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other Itr should be 
deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled 
out, they should be followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the 
Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that 
this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each 
recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on 
elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr 
< jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
<rndyrm@yahoo .com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" 
<Iinda.demmers@gmail .com> 
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Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by 
Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.eom> 
To: gkhanjian@sbeglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<garvk@ggpne.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpne rdm@yahoo.eom>; 'Brian Cornelius' 
<brian .eornelius@ggpne.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for 
the GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 2013. Please 
forward your approval to me later than May 15, 2013 if 
you would like it included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi James, 

EM31409 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 18, 2013 5:32 PM 
James Williams 
Sergio Ibarra 
Millennium 

Just to give you a head's up, that the applicant is ready for us to issue the determinations for CPC-2008-3440 
and the appeal on VTT -71837. I am out of the office tomorrow, but will be back in the office on Monday. 
Have a good weekend. 

Best, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30443 

Michael Gargano < mgargano@argentventures.com> 
Thursday, April 04, 2013 9:44 AM 
Michael J. LoGrande 
Tweet from LA Times Opinion (@Iatimesopinion) 

I thought this editorial was well thought out. Great seeing you last week and thanks again for the tremendous 
work by you and the Department. Regards, 

Michael 

L.A. Times Opinion (@latimesopinion) 

4/411 3, 10:00 AM 
Editorial: The Millennium project: Reaching high in Hollywood lat.msl1 Od05PO 

Download the official Twitter app here 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM32593 

Susan <sswanla@aol.com> 

Tuesday, May 07, 2013 8:51 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Marcel Porras; Erik Sanjurjo; Angela Motta; Jim Van Dusen 
Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information as we are the lead 
Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and included on updates. Hope this will now not be 
the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my . iPhone 

On May 7, 2013, at 8: 18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated with the 
Millennium project. As such, there are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on this case, 
who can provide you with a clarification on benefits. This project 
is a little more complicated, because originally, the project had 
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included a development agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com>wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for Millennium. 
The developer referred to several individual items (including street medians for CRNC, which 
they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's RUNC). We'd appreciate any update you 
could provide as to what is currently included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
CC: sswanla@ao1.com; marce1.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com>wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; stacy. marble@lacity.org; 
AftonN eighbor@ao1.com; viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; 
stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; anastasia@corniche.com; aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; 
beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyj ohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 3225 6@lapd.lacity.org; 
devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; Ed.Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail .com; 
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eugene. andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald. travens@lacity.org; 
henrya@metro.net; j hanlon@thompsonhotels. com; j eff@nederlander.com; 
bangzoomer@aol.com; trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; 
john@elslights.com; jose. malagon@pacbell .net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; 
Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; 
levidavidtinker@aol.com; Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; 
MaryPat@elslights.com; philip. ayala@lacity.org; phili p@starlinetours.com; 
holl ywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made changes we had asked for when 
they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. Weare excited to be back and are 
going to perform the same sort of closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks 
flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as we did last time, we will route foot traffic to 
the crosswalk to the west of the EI Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are requesting 
Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re
open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south of the 
boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a prompt 
response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 
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Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd1 3.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

EM27889 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 3:12 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectIDEIRlDEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 
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On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31410 

Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 

Friday, April 19, 2013 12:11 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 
The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 
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Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
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countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 

Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 
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Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
5 

RL0031685 



Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM31415 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31416 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM32597 

Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, May 07, 2013 9:23 AM 
Susan Swan; Luciralia Ibarra 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; Angela Motta; Jim Van Dusen 
RE: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, including one new one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the community gets no benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure community knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; angela.motta@lacity.org; wjvd@roadrunner.com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information as we are the lead 
Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and included on updates. Hope this will now not be 
the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my . iPhone 

On May 7,2013, at 8:18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated with the 
Millennium project. As such, there are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 
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Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on this case, 
who can provide you with a clarification on benefits. This project 
is a little more complicated, because originally, the project had 
included a development agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for Millennium. 
The developer referred to several individual items (including street medians for CHNC, which 
they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's HUNC). We'd appreciate any update you 
could provide as to what is currently included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17,2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been filed. 
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Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 

EM32599 

To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram.sahakian@lacity.org; stacy.marble@lacity.org; 
AftonNeighbor@aol.com; viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; 
sta rgirl@hollywoodchamber.net; anastasia@corniche.com; a be rberi@thompsonhotels.com; 
beatrice.girma la@lapd.lacity.org; colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyjohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 322S6@lapd.lacity.org; 

devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; Ed.Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
eugene.andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald.travens@lacity.org; 
henrya@metro.net; jhanlon@thompsonhotels.com; jeff@nederlander.com; 
bangzoomer@aol.com; trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; Jmfisher@aol.com; 
john@elslights.com; jose.malagon@pacbell.net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; 
Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; 
levidavidtinker@aol.com; Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; 
MaryPat@elslights.com; philip.ayala@lacity.org; philip@starlinetours.com; 
hollywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon.Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan forfilming the Muppets. They made changes we had asked for when 
they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwa rded message ----------

From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16,2013 at 11:10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We are excited to be back and are 
going to perform the same sort of closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks 
flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as we did last time, we will route foot traffic to 
the crosswalk to the west of the EI Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are requesting 
Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re
open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south of the 
boulevard off Hawthorne. 
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Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a prompt 
response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd13.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32601 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Sergio, 

EM31417 

Kira Teshima < KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 

Friday, April 19, 2013 2:11 PM 

sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

On behalf of Alfred Fraijo, I am sending a clean version of the revised guidelines via YouSendlt. Please let me know if 
you have any difficulty accessing the document. 

Best, 
Kira 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 
213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

Subject: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

A file has been sent to you 
101 ~ LJlFINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and Ell 
Standards 4.19.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on May 03, 2013 14:02 PDT unless you 1 0 j 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
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App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr. Wright, 

EM32602 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, May 07, 2013 12:14 PM 
dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com; Luciralia Ibarra; Adrienne Khorasanee 

Millennium Project Determination Letter 

Thank you for your e-mail dated May 1, 2013. It is standard practice for the office of the City Planning Commission to 
provide copies of the determination letters without attached exhibits due to the voluminous size of each of the associated 
exhibits. All exhibits are maintained in the case file, which can be found in the Planning Commission Office and is 
available for review by the public. Our office hours are Monday through Friday, 8:00 am to 4:30 pm. 

Best regards, 

James 

RE: VTTM-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Mr. Williams: 

Our office received the above-referenced determination letters issued by the los Angeles City 
Planning Commission on April 27, 2013. 

VTTM-71837 Determination 

The Determ i nation letter for VTTM -7183 7 -C N -lA states on page 8 f Pa rag ra ph 14(b) that: "The 
design and development of the structure shall be in substantial conformance with the Development 
Regulations attached to CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. Paragraph 
14(c) contains a similar provision that refers to the Development Regulations. 

On page 8, Paragraph 14(a) states: "limit the proposed development to the following uses, and/or as 
described in the land Use Equivalency Program pursuant to CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and 
CPC-2013-103-DA." 

Thus, in order to fully understand the action of the City Planning Commission in VTTM 71837-CN-1A, 
a person receiving the Determination letter must refer to the CPC Determination to review the 
proposed Development Regulations and land Use Equivalency Program. 

CPC Determination 
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The epe Determination Letter on page Q1 in multiple places refers to the "attached" Exhibit D (the 
Land Use Equivalency Program) and Exhibit e (the Millennium Project Development 
Regulations). (The epe Determination Letter makes no apparent reference to any Exhibits A or 
B.) The detailed Land Use Equivalency Program and the Millennium Project Development Regulations 
contain substantive provisions of the epC's decision that are supposed to be attachments to the 
Determination Letter. 

Our review of the copies of the two Determination Letters, and those received by other members of 
the interested public show that the City failed to attached these critical portions of the epe 
Determination Letters. We have no idea if the Land Use Equivalency Program or the Development 
Regulations adopted by the epe are the same or different from prior iterations of those documents 
that were originally proposed as part of a Development Agreement now publicly withdrawn by the 
Developer and presumably not considered by the City. 

Without attaching the precise version of these documents that the epe supposedly approved as part 
of its substantive decision, it is impossible for the interested public to determine what the epe is 
approving, whether or not the interested public objects to what has been approved, and how to 
intelligently formulate an appeal of the epC's decision if one was trying to formulate one. For these 
reasons, both Determination Letters, which expressly refer to and rely upon substantive portions of 
the decision omitted from the materials mailed to the interested public, fail to constitute 
constitutionally valid notice of the actions of the epc. 

On this basis, we demand that the epe immediately give the public notice of rescission of the two 
Determination Letters and issue full and complete determination letters in accordance with concepts 
of constitutionally required notice of the epC's entire decision. 

Please contact me as soon as possible to inform whether or not the City will cure and correct this 
serious public notice problem. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel E. Wright, Esq. 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APe 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, eA 91101-1504 
T (626) 449-4200 
F (626) 449-4205 
Email: Dan@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM32604 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

EM32874 

Dennis Chew < dennis.chew@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 8:02 AM 
Gary Khanjian 

Cc: linda.demmers@gmail.com; Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; 
jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 

leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer; David Uebersax 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All! 

Again, I have no problem sending the revised letter to the Board. 

Dennis 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 12:27 AM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 
Hi Linda 

Please proceed with the letter. We are all in agreement. 
Rosemary please send the letter to Linda. Brian and Christina please 
present the letter at GGPNC meeting along with Vermont/Rockwell decision. 

Thank you all 
Gary Khanjian 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobaLnet> 
Cc: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; christina khanjian 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobaLnet>; Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline 
Kerr <jacquekerr@gmaiLcom>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aoLcom>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobaLnet>; Randy Myer 
<rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20138:36 PM 

Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 
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Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 

Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and not talking of serial edits; even 
while Linda allowed that anything beyond minor corrections could be accommodated as amendments if 
necessary, I think that there's no reason why we have to miss this opportunity to weigh in on this issue 
while there's still time. 

Thanks, 

Dave U ebersax 

Sent from my iPad 

On May 13,2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Richard 

What we decided is to send the same letter as the other Neighborhood Coucncil 
sent with some minor changes. 

If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it back again to 
our meeting, 
which as you said will be too late. 
Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to send 
nothing. 
This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers one is yes and 
the other 
is no. 

Please decide. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 
'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 
'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
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<rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 6:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for 
action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, 
and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by 
consensus. Plus 
the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The 
members 
of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the 
applicant and the Planning 
Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by 
this NC in 
May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them 
so it would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be 
extended to 60 instead of 90 days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 
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'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 
'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
<rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 4: 14 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it 
will be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with 
no contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard 
Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian. cornel i us@ggpnc.org" 
<brian. cornel ius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
<rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 
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We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that 
the committee have seen the final 
version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you 
that I should bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary 
Khanjian' <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy 
Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved 
at the committee meeting. Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and 
this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have been 
approved at the PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and 
then I receive subsequent corrections, the letter would need to be 
re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by the first 

reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections to 

language, but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change 
after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee 
member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC 
Board meeting on May 21 and offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed 
Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has weighed in on where to send the 
approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this 
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draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect 
version. Attached is the most current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1: 28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; 
jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; 
Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@qqpnc.orq; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@qmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary 
on her first draft of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of 
the letter approved by the 
GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board 
should go to all City Council members, the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff 
person. Those three should be identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the 
project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in 
Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other Itr should be 
deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled 
out, they should be followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the 
Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 
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Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that 
this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each 
recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on 
elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
<rndyrm@yahoo.com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" 
<Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by 
Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 
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----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter 
for the GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 
2013. Please forward your approval to me later 
than May 15, 2013 if you would like it included in 
the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

Dennis Chew 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: (818) 374-5050 
Fax:(818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacitv.org 
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This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi luci --

EM32605 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmaii.com> 
Tuesday, May 07, 2013 2:28 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
schedule? 

Can you tell me if the Millennium hearings are to be scheduled before the election? Is that still a possibility? 

And, what happened to the two new schools and library? did they count as "community benefits" so they're 
out? 

thanks 

laurie 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Srimal, 

EM27891 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 3:37 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Fwd: millennium FEIR 

If you can, do you have a second to look at this? I'm assuming she wants to see where LAPD and Fire's 
comments are in the EIR, and I'm not sure what she means by calculus on the cumulative impact. I'd appreciate 
your help on this. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3:11 PM 
Subject: Re: millennium FEIR 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 
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Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectIDEIRlDEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM27893 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM31419 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Friday, April 19, 2013 2:28 PM 

Kira Teshima 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

Subject: Re: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

Hi Kira, 
I was able to download it, thank you. 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2: 10 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Sergio, 

On behalf of Alfred Fraijo, I am sending a clean version of the revised guidelines via YouSendlt. Please let me know if 

you have any difficulty accessing the document. 

Best, 

Kira 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Subject: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
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A file has been sent to you 
FINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 4.19.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on May 03, 2013 14:02 PDT unless you 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

rg 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32606 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, May 07, 2013 2:32 PM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: schedule? 

I do not know if the PLUM or council hearings will be scheduled before the election. The city clerk is in charge 
of scheduling. I am not aware of schools or a library as community benefits with this project. 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 2:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi luci --

Can you tell me if the Millennium hearings are to be scheduled before the election? Is that still a possibility? 

And, what happened to the two new schools and library? did they count as "community benefits" so they're 
out? 

thanks 

laurie 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM31421 

Bud Ovrom < bud.ovrom@lacity.org > 
Monday, April 22, 2013 8:45 AM 
rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com; brian.currey@lacity.org; 

Michael.LoGrande@lacity.org; peter.sanders@lacity.org; 
christopher.pearson@lacity.org 

LABJ 

When I first saw the headline for their story on the Millennium project - 'sky's the limit ... .', I immediately thought it was 
a little incendiary. 
But, that is nothing compared to Crumpley's editorial. 

And, that's a probusiness publication! With friends like this .... 

Bud 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM27894 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 4:07 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

Yes, I will check into it and let you know. 

Srimal 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3:36 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
If you can, do you have a second to look at this? I'm assuming she wants to see where LAPD and Fire's 
comments are in the EIR, and I'm not sure what she means by calculus on the cumulative impact. I'd appreciate 
your help on this. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail. com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3:11 PM 
Subject: Re: millennium FEIR 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
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I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectIDEIRlDEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM27896 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks Luci 
Peggy 

EM30444 

PEGGY8960@aol.com 

Thursday, April 04, 2013 11:55 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Re: CPC 2008--3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV=HD (Millennium Project) 

In a message dated 4/4/2013 9:59:55 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time, luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org writes: 

Hi Peggy, 

The City Clerk issues the Council File numbers on cases. Because this case has not yet been transmitted 
to/received by the City Clerk, there is no CF number just yet. The determination for this case is likely to be issued 
by the Commission office and therefore transmitted to the City Clerk sometime next week or the following week. 
You can either submit letters to James Williams (JAMESKWILLlAMS@LACITY.ORG) in the Commission Office 
or you may contact Sharon Gin (SHARON.GIN@LACITY.ORG) in the City Clerk's office about a CF number at 
the end of next week or the following week. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Apr 3,2013 at 5:15 PM, <PEGGY8960@aol.com> wrote: 
Hello Ms. Ibarra: 

The North Hills West NC will be send a letter and CIS in oppposition to City Council approval of this project. In 
that connection, would you please send me the Council File number so it can be included in the letter. 
Thank you 
Peggy Burgess 
Stakeholder Member NHWNC Planning & Land Use Committee 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32607 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmail.com> 

Tuesday, May 07, 2013 2:39 PM 

Luciralia Ibarra 

Re: schedule? 

appreciate your quick response, luci. is there an easy number for me to call to check with the clerk? 

also, do you know if the combining of the departments is happening before the mayor leaves? 

thanks --

On Tue, May 7, 2013 at 2:31 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
I do not know if the PLUM or council hearings will be scheduled before the election. The city clerk is in charge 
of scheduling. I am not aware of schools or a library as community benefits with this project. 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 2:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi luci --

Can you tell me if the Millennium hearings are to be scheduled before the election? Is that still a possibility? 

And, what happened to the two new schools and library? did they count as "community benefits" so they're 
out? 

thanks 

laurie 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32883 

Linda Demmers < linda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 8:45 AM 
'Gary Khanjian' 

Cc: 'Richard Spicer'; 'christina khanjian'; 'Rosemary De Monte'; 'jacqueline Kerr'; 'Sorin 
Alexanian'; 'Dennis Chew'; 'Ermanno Neiviller'; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 
leeor@rominvestments.com; 'Randy Myer'; 'Randy Myer'; 'David Uebersax' 

Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Agenda items needed by tomorrow morning, May 15. Please send to me ASAP. 

From: Gary Khanjian [mailto:gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 12:28 AM 
To: linda .demmers@gmail.com 
Cc: Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; Dennis Chew; Ermanno 
Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer; David Uebersax 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Please proceed with the letter. We are all in agreement. 
Rosemary please send the letter to Linda. Brian and Christina please 
present the letter at GGPNC meeting along with Vermont/Rockwell decision. 

Thank you all 
Gary Khanjian 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Rosemary De 
Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo .com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 

Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and not talking of serial edits; even 
while Linda allowed that anything beyond minor corrections could be accommodated as amendments if 
necessary, I think that there's no reason why we have to miss this opportunity to weigh in on this issue 
while there's still time. 
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Thanks. 

Dave Uebersax 

Sent from my iPad 

On May 13,2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Richard 

What we decided is to send the same letter as the other Neighborhood Coucncil 
sent with some minor changes. 

If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it back again to our 
meeting, 
which as you said will be too late. 
Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to send 
nothing. 
This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers one is yes and 
the other 
is no. 

Please decide. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles. CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20136:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by consensus. Plus 
the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The members 
of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the applicant and the Planning 
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Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by this NC in 
May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them so it would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be extended to 60 instead of 90 
days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno 
Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20134:14 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it 
will be too late. 
If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with 
no contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 
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From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20132:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the 
committee have seen the final 
version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you 
that I should bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org ; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved 
at the committee meeting. Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and 
this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have been 
approved at the PZHP meeting. 
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Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then 
I receive subsequent corrections, the letter would need to be re
circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by the first 
reviewers. At this point, I will on ly incorporate corrections to 
language, but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change 
after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee 
member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC 
Board meeting on May 21 and offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed 
Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has weighed in on where to send the 
approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this 

draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect 
version. Attached is the most current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline 
Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno 
Neiviller; bria n .comel i us@qqpnc.orq; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@qmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary 
on her first draft of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the 
letter approved by the 
GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board 
should go to all City Council members, the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff 
person. Those three should be identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the 
project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in 
Mayor early June. 
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2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other Itr should be 
deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled 
out, they should be followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the 
Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that 
this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each 
recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on 
elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr 
< jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
<rndyrm@yahoo.com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" 
<Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by 
Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 
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Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the 
GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 2013. Please forward 
your approval to me later than May 15, 2013 if you 
would like it included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32608 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, May 07, 2013 2:44 PM 
laurie.becklund@gmail.com 

Re: schedule? 

The city clerk for PLUM is Sharon Gin and her number is: 213.978.1074. 

I don't know anything about the status of combing of the departments. I don't work on that. 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 2:38 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 

appreciate your quick response, luci. is there an easy number for me to call to check with the clerk? 

also, do you know if the combining of the departments is happening before the mayor leaves? 

thanks --

On Tue, May 7, 2013 at 2:31 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I do not know if the PLUM or council hearings will be scheduled before the election. The city clerk is in charge 
of scheduling. I am not aware of schools or a library as community benefits with this project. 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 2:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi luci --

Can you tell me if the Millennium hearings are to be scheduled before the election? Is that still a possibility? 

And, what happened to the two new schools and library? did they count as "community benefits" so they're 
out? 

thanks 

laurie 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32609 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31422 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 9:30 AM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Cal from Metro FINALLY gets back to me ... I'll follow up with him to help clean this up in advance of PLUM. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> 
Date: Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 
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Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 
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cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 

Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM31427 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

EM31428 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31429 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM32610 

Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, May 07, 2013 4:40 PM 
Jim Tokunaga; Luciralia Ibarra; Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
Joni Quinn 

Subject: Appeal of CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837-CN 

For your information, the following appeals have just been filed by an aggrieved party: 

• 1st Level Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
• 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837 -CN 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30445 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 04, 2013 1:28 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 
Fwd: FW: LA Times Editorial 
image007.jpg 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
Date: Thu, Apr 4,2013 at 6:58 AM 
Subject: FW: LA Times Editorial 
To: "Lisa Webber (lisa.webber@lacity.org)" <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

LA Times Editorial 

The Millennium project: Reaching high in Hollywood 

The Millennium project appears to conform to the new community plan, but scrutiny should continue. 
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The Millennium Hollywood project, which recently won the approval of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission but still 
needs the backing of the City Council, would be splayed across 4.47 acres of Hollywood, bordering two sides of Vine Street, 

weaving around the historic Capitol Records building. (Shimahara Illustration / April 3, 2013) 

By The Times editorial board 

April 4, 2013 

For far too long, development in Los Angeles has been approved based not on community plans and 
zoning codes but on a somewhat chaotic form of negotiation in which developers cajole, strong-arm 
or, um, financially incentivize city politicians into making concessions and giving breaks. It's time for 
that to stop. There is a reason why carefully thought out and democratically adopted zoning codes and 
strategic growth plans should be adhered to - especially in a city decried for its mash-up of buildings. 

Last summer, after a bitter but long overdue debate, the city approved a new and detailed Hollywood 
Community Plan. That plan went through years of public hearings and community comment, and was 
ultimately approved by the City Council, 13 to 0. Designed to guide Hollywood growth through 2030, 

it encouraged greater density around transit hubs, among other things; it was well understood that it 
would lead to taller buildings in the neighborhood. 

Now, just nine months later, an enormous and highly controversial project is wending its way through 
the process. The Millennium Hollywood project, which recently won the approval of the Los Angeles 
City Planning Commission but still needs the backing of the City Council, would be splayed across 
4.47 acres of Hollywood, bordering two sides of Vine Street, weaving around the historic Capitol 
Records building. The complex would replace a scruffy tract of parking lots and nondescript buildings 
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with two slender towers that at their highest (they will be deliberately asymmetrical) could rise four 
times the height of the iconic music building. The footprint of the project flanks portions of Vine 
Street but stretches all the way to Ivar Avenue on the western edge and from Vine to Argyle Avenue on 
the east. 

Including the towers, the other new lower buildings and the existing space in the Capitol Records 
buildings, the developers say they will have more than a million square feet of residential, office, 
retail, hotel, dining and fitness center space. (And there will be about 2,000 underground parking 
spaces.) 

Opponents, including numerous neighborhood groups, have extensive objections to the project, which 
they say would be out of scale with the neighborhood. Mayoral candidate Eric Garcetti has argued that 
it would be too tall. But despite the many understandable concerns, the Millennium project appears to 
conform substantially to the Hollywood Community Plan. If it does, it should be allowed to proceed. 

That doesn't mean the opposition should stop monitoring the project (as if they would, no matter 
what we counseled them to do) or that the members of the City Council should not ask hard questions 
when the project and its developers come before that body seeking approval. For instance: Is the 
project's traffic study as extensive as it should be? The planning commission thought it was, but 
Caltrans did not. 

There's no doubt that this is a startlingly expansive project, and its towers will do just that - tower
over the Capitol Records building. But height alone is not a deal breaker. There is no reason why an 
artful design cannot incorporate the historic building much the same way the downtown Central 
Library is not so much dwarfed by its skyscraping neighbors as it nestles like a jewel in the embrace of 
those buildings. From the projections on the developer's website, Millennium doesn't quite hover 
around the Capitol Records building that same way, but developer Philip Aarons speaks of the 
expansive ground-level public spaces of the project as offering vantage points from which to view the 
building. 

It's also worth remembering that when the Capitol Records building itself was erected in the 1950S, it, 
too, towered over most of the buildings that then existed in Hollywood. 

The height of the new towers falls within the density limits of the Hollywood plan, which specifically 
allows the planning commission to approve an increase in the floor-to-area ratio for this part of 
Hollywood. The other, smaller variances and conditional-use permits the developers seek appear to 
be appropriate and reasonable. (For example, they've asked for a variance for above ground-floor 
outdoor dining.) 

The project has benefits for the city, including many construction jobs. Developers have agreed to 
make this a union project and to offer local workers priority in consideration for jobs. The developers 
are also contributing $4.8 million to the city housing department which will be put toward 106 units 
of affordable housing being built at two projects, one near Hollywood Boulevard and Western Avenue 
and the other in Westlake. The developers will give the city $2 million toward traffic mitigation. 

This project furthers the goals of the Hollywood community plan without exceeding its specific limits. 
If the plan itself is unpopular or goes too far, it should be challenged (and, indeed, at least three 
lawsuits against it have already been filed). But for the moment, it is the best guide that exists to how 
Hollywood should be developed in the years ahead. Barring a powerful argument to the contrary, a 
project that meets its requirements should be approved, and one that violates them should be 
rejected. 
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Not that all discretion should (or ever will be) done away with. There will always be an element of 
negotiation between developers, planners, communities and politicians, as there should be. But the 
process in recent years has been a mess; all the parties need greater certainty. The city has to stop 
treating land use approvals as individual transactions - a system that can be gamed - and instead 
should approach them in the context of smart, forward-looking planning law. 

Copyright © 2013, Los Angeles Times 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30449 

David Wilson <david@dreamviolin.com> 

Thursday, April 04, 2013 4:05 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Millennium ... No! 

As a resident in Hollywood of 27 years, I think it is absolute madness to allow the hideous Millennium project to be 
built ... The further congested traffic conditions alone will render the area unlivable. It seems no one listens to the 
residents. Politicians owe Hollywood to the Millennium Project for financing their campaigns. It is obvious that the 
politicians are their puppets. Disgusting! 
David Wilson 
1740 N. Gramercy PI. 
LA. 90028 
323-466-3585 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Importance: 

Dear City Officials: 

EM30450 

jennifer van zyl <jennifervanzyl@mac.com > 
Thursday, April 04, 2013 11:28 PM 
tom.labonge@lacity.org; eric.garcetti@lacity.org 
cm.public@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org; James.K.Williams@lacity.org; 
I uci ralla.i barra@lacity.org 

We Oppose the current Millennium Project as over 150 foot limit 

High 

This note is to urge you to significantly change the proposed Millennium Project Plan and to limit them to the 150 foot 
height that the other Historical Hollywood Buildings had to comply with. 

As homeowners very close to the project, this is VERY important to us not only to maintain the character and feel of this 
historic area of Hollywood and Vine Street but to enable us to drive to our home. We already spend almost a half hour 
to negotiate around the Franklin/VinejCahuenga area and this is before the new development already on-going. During 
Hollywood Bowl, Oscars and Premiere Seasons, it will be absolutely unmanageable. 

While we are support responsible (ie, 150 foot limit) development and the use of train transit this project is not 
responsible. Although we hope that the subway someday goes the to airport, the beach, Beverly Hills, Century City and 
other places that most of us regularly go it does not go to those places now. Therefore to assume that 600 feet of 
people will use the train and not drive is an incorrect assumption that those of us who reside and work in the area will 
have to pay for. 

We have lived and worked in the Hollywood area for over 15 years. I do hope that someday we can pop down the hills 
to great shopping but this project is not that and I'm afraid will be another Hollywood & Highland miscalculation. Most 
everyone in our neighborhood does not frequent the H&H but instead drive by to get to the more user friendly The 
Grove shopping center. 

Please, Historic Hollywood is not NYC or Singapore or SF but a human scale friendly part of Los Angeles with one of the 
most iconic buildings representing great design and Hollywood history in the Capitol Records Building. 

Most sincerely, 

Jennifer & Rudy van Zyl 
Hollywood 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32611 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, May 07, 2013 5:07 PM 
Mindy Nguyen 

Subject: Re: Appeal of CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837-

CN 

Thank you, Mindy. 
When you have the chance, can you let me know who the appellant is? 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 4:40 PM, Mindy Nguyen <mindy. nguyen@lacity. org> wrote: 
For your information, the following appeals have just been filed by an aggrieved party: 

• 1st Level Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
• 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837 -CN 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31430 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Monday, April 22, 2013 1:08 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: You have green light to issue the LOD for Hollywood Millennium - thanks!! 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Nothing from me, Linda. 
Have a great day! Keep cool! 
Dennis 

EM32890 

Dennis Chew < dennis.chew@lacity.org > 

Tuesday, May 14, 2013 8:50 AM 
Linda Demmers 
Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 8:44 AM, Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmai1. com> wrote: 

Agenda items needed by tomorrow morning, May 15. Please send to me ASAP. 

From: Gary Khanjian [mailto:qkhanjian@sbcqlobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 12:28 AM 
To: linda .demmers@qmail.com 
Cc: Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; Dennis Chew; Ermanno 
Neiviller; brian.comelius@qqpnc.orq; leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer; David Uebersax 

Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Please proceed with the letter. We are all in agreement. 

Rosemary please send the letter to Linda. Brian and Christina please 

present the letter at GGPNC meeting along with Vermont/Rockwell decision. 

Thank you all 

Gary Khanjian 
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Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 

EM32891 

Cc: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Rosemary De 
Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo .com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo .com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 

Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and not talking of serial edits; even 
while Linda allowed that anything beyond minor corrections could be accommodated as amendments if 
necessary, I think that there's no reason why we have to miss this opportunity to weigh in on this issue 
while there's still time. 

Thanks, 

Dave Uebersax 

Sent from my iPad 

On May 13,2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Richard 

What we decided is to send the same letter as the other Neighborhood Coucncil 

sent with some minor changes. 
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EM32892 

If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it back again to our 
meeting, 

which as you said will be too late. 

Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to send 
nothing. 

This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers one is yes and 
the other 

is no. 

Please decide. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles. CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20136:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for action 

this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, and 
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EM32893 

Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by consensus. Plus 

the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The members 

of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the applicant and the Planning 

Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by this NC in 

May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them so it would 

be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be extended to 60 instead of 90 
days. 

bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 

(323) 665-6080 
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EM32894 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno 
Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20134:14 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi All 

Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it 
will be too late. 

If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version with 
no contend changes. 

Let me know by tonight. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 
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EM32895 

'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20132:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the 
committee have seen the final 

version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you 
that I should bring this final 

version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
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EM32896 

<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio .net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org ; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved 
at the committee meeting. Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and 
this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have been 
approved at the PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then 
I receive subsequent corrections, the letter would need to be re
circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by the first 
reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections to 
language, but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change 
after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee 
member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC 
Board meeting on May 21 and offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed 
Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has weighed in on where to send the 
approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this 
draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect 
version. Attached is the most current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 

Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

President 
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EM32897 

District A Representative 

323-428-8248 

Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline 
Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno 
Neiviller; bria n .comel i us@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary 
on her first draft of the recommendation 

of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the 
letter approved by the 

GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board 
should go to all City Council members, the Mayor, 

and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff 
person. Those three should be identified at the 

"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the 
project quickly, so we anticipate 

that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in 
Mayor early June. 
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EM32898 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other Itr should be 
deleted. That was not in the 

draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled 
out, they should be followed]by the word: 

"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the 
Environmental document, 

add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that 
this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each 
recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 

The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on 
elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 

(323) 665-6080 
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EM32899 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
<rndyrm@yahoo .com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" 
<Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 

Let me know if you have any questions or comments by 
Monday night 

May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 
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EM32900 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' 
<garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' 
<brian .comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the 
GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 2013. Please forward 
your approval to me later than May 15, 2013 if you 
would like it included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 

Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

President 

District A Representative 

323-428-8248 

Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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Dennis Chew 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 

EM32901 

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: (818) 374-5050 
Fax:(818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacitv.orq 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31431 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 1:16 PM 
Lisa Webber 

Subject: Re: You have green light to issue the LOD for Hollywood Millennium - thanks!! 

Got it. 
Thank you! 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1 :08 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32612 

Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, May 07,20135:16 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Re: Appeal of CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal of VTT-71837 -CN 

Absolutely. 

Appellant: Communities United for Reasonable Development 
Representative: Robert Silverstein of The Silverstein Law Firm 

Best, 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 5:07 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you, Mindy. 
When you have the chance, can you let me know who the appellant is? 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 4:40 PM, Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> wrote: 
For your information, the following appeals have just been filed by an aggrieved party: 

• 1st Level Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
• 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837 -CN 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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EM32613 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30451 

Millennium Hollywood <info=milienniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> on behalf 
of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April OS, 2013 12:05 PM 
kevin. keller@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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EM30452 

The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 
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EM30453 

Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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EM30454 

Sent to kevin.keller@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30455 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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EM30456 

The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 

2 

RL0031766 



EM30457 

Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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EM30458 

Sent to david.1ara@lacity.org - why did I getthis? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32902 

jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 8:59 AM 
Linda Demmers 

Cc: Gary Khanjian; Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; Sorin Alexanian; 
Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 

leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer; David Uebersax 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Everyone ... 
The time now is not good to register opposition - we'll have to take what we can get through the Board NOW - You 
won't have everything in the letter you want, Rosemary, but at least we are saying "no" to this over-blown project... 
Get what we can - instead of flapping uselessly a month later. 
Get the letter to Linda now .. 
J -

On 5/14/13, Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> wrote: 
> Agenda items needed by tomorrow morning, May 15. Please send to me ASAP. 

> 
> 
> 
> From: Gary Khanjian [mailto:gkhanjian@sbcglobal.netj 
> Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 12:28 AM 
> To: linda.demmers@gmail.com 
> Cc: Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline 
> Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 
> brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy 
> Myer; David Uebersax 
> Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

> 
> 
> 
> Hi Linda 

> 
> 
> 
> Please proceed with the letter. We are all in agreement. 
> 
> Rosemary please send the letter to Linda. Brian and Christina please 

> 
> present the letter at GGPNC meeting along with Vermont/Rockwell decision. 

> 
> 
> 
> Thank you all 

> 
> Gary Khanjian 

> 
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> 
> 
> 
> 
> Gary K. & Associates 
> 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
> Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
> gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
> 323-422-8704 cell 
> 323-469-5436 office 
> 323-469-4438 Fax 

> 
> 
> 
> From: David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
> To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
> Cc: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; christina khanjian 
> <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Rosemary De Monte <ggpncJdm@yahoo.com>; 
> jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
> <sorinalex@aol.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno 
> Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
> <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
> <Ieeor@rominvestments.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 
> Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
> Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM 
> Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

> 
> 
> 
> Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 
> 
> 
> 
> Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and 
> not talking of serial edits; even while Linda allowed that anything 
> beyond minor corrections could be accommodated as amendments if 
> necessary, I think that there's no reason why we have to miss this 
> opportunity to weigh in on this issue while there's still time. 

> 
> 
> 
> Thanks, 

> 
> 
> 
> Dave Uebersax 

> 
> Sent from my iPad 

> 
> 
> On May 13, 2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

> 
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> Richard 

> 
> 
> 

EM32904 

> What we decided is to send the same letter as the other Neighborhood 
> Coucncil 

> 
> sent with some minor changes. 

> 
> 
> 
> If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it back 
> again to our meeting, 

> 
> which as you said will be too late. 

> 
> Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to 
> send nothing. 

> 
> This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers one is 
> yes and the other 

> 
> is no. 

> 
> 
> 
> Please decide. 

> 
> 
> 
> Gary 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Gary K. & Associates 
> 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
> Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
> gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
> 323-422-8704 cell 
> 323-469-5436 office 
> 323-469-4438 Fax 

> 
> 
> 
> From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
> To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
> <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 
> 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' 
> <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
> <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
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> <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
> <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
> <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
> Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
> <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 

> 
> Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 6:29 PM 
> Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

> 
> 
> 
> Good Evening, 

> 
> 
> 
> The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board 
> agenda for action 

> 
> this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, 
> PLUM, and 

> 
> Council in Mayas as possible after 5/21. 

> 
> 
> 
> The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by consensus. 
> Plus 

> 
> the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the 
> letter. The members 
> 
> of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the 
> applicant and the Planning 

> 
> Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So 
> action by this NC in 

> 
> May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be 
> circulated to them so it would 

> 
> be ready for linda on Tuesday. 

> 
> 
> 
> None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

> 
> 
> 
> The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be 
> extended to 60 instead of 90 days. 

> 
> bur the Department turned down that request. 
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> 
> 
> 
> Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

> 
> 
> 
> Richard 

> 
> (323) 665-6080 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
> To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' 
> <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
> <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
> <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
> Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
> <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
> <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
> <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
> Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
> <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 

> 
> Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 4:14 PM 
> Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition letter 
> 
> 
> 
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> Hi All 

> 
> 
> 

EM32907 

> Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month it 
> will be too late. 

> 
> If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version 
> with no contend changes. 

> 
> 
> 
> Let me know by tonight. 

> 
> 
> 
> Gary 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Gary K. & Associates 
> 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
> Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
> gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
> 323-422-8704 cell 
> 323-469-5436 office 
> 323-469-4438 Fax 

> 
> 
> 
> From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
> To: Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' 
> <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
> <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
> <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
> Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
> <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
> <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
> <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
> Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 

> <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 

> 
> Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:27 PM 
> Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

> 
> 
> 
> Hi Linda 
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> 
> 
> 
> Thank you for all your help. 

> 
> 
> 
> We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the 
> committee have seen the final 

> 
> version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I 
> should bring this final 

> 
> version to our next meeting for approval. 

> 
> 
> 
> Please do not include in your next agenda. 

> 
> 
> 
> Gary 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Gary K. & Associates 
> 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
> Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
> gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
> 323-422-8704 cell 
> 323-469-5436 office 
> 323-469-4438 Fax 

> 
> 
> 
> From: Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmail.com> 
> To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' 
> <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
> <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 

> <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
> Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
> <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
> <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 
> leeor@rominvestments.com 
> Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
> <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 

> 
> Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:47 PM 
> Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

> 
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> 
> 

EM32909 

> It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved 

> at the committee meeting. Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and this 

> is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have been approved at the PZHP meeting. 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I 
> receive subsequent corrections, the letter would need to be 

> re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by the 

> first reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections 

> to language, but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change 

> after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee 

> member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC Board meeting on May 21 and offer them as 

amendments. 

> 
> 
> 
> So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed 

> Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has weighed in on where to send the approved 

> document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this draft, but 

> perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect version. 

> Attached is the most current version. 

> 
> 
> 
> Thanks for your work on this. 

> 
> 
> 
> PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIL. 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Linda Demmers 

> 
> Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

> 
> President 

> 
> District A Representative 

> 
> 323-428-8248 

> 
> Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

> 
> 
> 
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> 
> 
> 
> 
> From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 

> Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
> To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline 
> Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 
> brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

> Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
> Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

> 
> 
> 
> Good Afternoon, 

> 
> 
> 
> On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on 
> her first draft of the recommendation 

> 
> of the PZHP Committee. 

> 
> 
> 
> 1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of 
> the letter approved by the 

> 
> GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City 
> Council members, the Mayor, 

> 
> and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. 

> Those three should be identified at the 

> 
> "cc:" line. 

> 
> 
> 
> Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the 
> project quickly, so we anticipate 

> 
> that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City 
> Council in Mayor early June. 

> 
> 
> 
> 2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other Itr should be 
> deleted. That was not in the 

> 
> draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

> 
> 
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> 
> 3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or 
> spelled out, they should be followedlby the word: 
> 
> "Board". 
> 
> 
> 
> 4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 
> 
> 
> 
> 5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify 
> the Environmental document, 
> 
> add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 
> 
> 
> 
> Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the 
> letter that this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 
> 
> 
> 
> Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each 
> recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
> 
> The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking 
> on elected officials. 
> 
> 
> 
> Thanks for considering these suggestions. 
> 
> 
> 
> Richard 
> 
> (323) 665-6080 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
> To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer 
> <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 
> jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
> <sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis 
> Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
> <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
> <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
> <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
> Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
> <rndyrm@yahoo.com>; "linda.demmers@gmail.com" 
> <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
> Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
> Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

> 
> 
> 
> Hi all 

> 
> 
> 
> Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 

> 
> Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
> 
> May 13, 2013 

> 
> 
> 
> Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

> 
> 
> 
> Gary 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Gary K. & Associates 
> 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
> Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
> gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
> 323-422-8704 cell 
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> 323-469-5436 office 
> 323-469-4438 Fax 

> 
> 
> 
> ----- Forwarded Message -----

EM32913 

> From: Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmail.com> 
> To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garyk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
> <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
> Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
> Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

> 
> 
> 
> Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board 
> packet, May 21, 2013. Please forward your approval to me later than 
> May 15, 
> 2013 if you would like it included in the board agenda packet. 

> 
> 
> 
> Linda 

> 
> 
> 
> Linda Demmers 

> 
> Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

> 
> President 
> 
> District A Representative 

> 
> 323-428-8248 

> 
> Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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> 
> 

EM32914 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32614 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 08, 2013 8:36 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

Subject: Fwd: Appeal of CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal of 
VTT -71837-CN 

fyi ... 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity. org> 
Date: Tue, May 7,2013 at 5:16 PM 
Subject: Re: Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal ofVTT-71837-CN 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Absolutely. 

Appellant: Communities United for Reasonable Development 
Representative: Robert Silverstein of The Silverstein Law Firm 

Best, 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 5:07 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you, Mindy. 
When you have the chance, can you let me know who the appellant is? 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 4:40 PM, Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> wrote: 
For your information, the following appeals have just been filed by an aggrieved party: 

• 1st Level Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
• 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837 -CN 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32616 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 08, 2013 8:36 AM 
Mindy Nguyen 

Subject: Re: Appeal of CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837-

CN 

Thank you! 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 5: 16 PM, Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> wrote: 
Absolutely. 

Appellant: Communities United for Reasonable Development 
Representative: Robert Silverstein of The Silverstein Law Firm 

Best, 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 5:07 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you, Mindy. 
When you have the chance, can you let me know who the appellant is? 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 4:40 PM, Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> wrote: 
For your information, the following appeals have just been filed by an aggrieved party: 

• 1st Level Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
• 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837 -CN 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Everyone, 

EM27897 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 4:54 PM 
Dan Scott; Elva Nuno-O'Donnell; Lisa Webber 

Sergio Ibarra 
Millennium DA Staff Report 
CPC-2013-103-DA.doc 

Please find attached our draft staff report on the DA for Millennium. Sergio and I will be focusing on the 
Appeal Report at this point, hopefully with a draft of that report for your review by Thursday. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

los Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~ .... 
City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-

CU-ZV-HD 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: 

Expiration Date: 
Not Further Appealable 
April 23, 2013 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

The applicant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (concluding 
2035), allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the 
development, and in exchange will provide community benefits. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2013-103-DA: 

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into a 
Development Agreement with the applicant. 

RECOM MENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the proposed Development Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the Developer and the City of Los 
Angeles, as amended, subject to the terms of the agreement attached as Exhibit A-1, for a term of 
approximately 22 years. 

3. Recommend that the City Council Adopt an ordinance, attached as Exhibit A-2, and subject to review 
by the City Attorney as to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development 
Agreement. 

4. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee 
and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ANALYSIS 

Summary 

The Development Agreement process, described in Sections 65864-65869.5 of the State's 
Government Code, allows the City to enter into development agreements with any person 
having a legal or equitable interest in real property for the development of the property. The 
procedures of Section 65865 include provisions requiring periodic review at least every 12 
months, upon which the applicant must demonstrate good faith compliance with the terms of the 
agreement, and in the event the City finds that no evidence substantiates a good faith effort, the 
City may terminate the agreement. 

The development agreement is to: "specify the duration of the agreement, the permitted uses of 
the property, the density or intensities of use, the maximum height and size of the proposed 
buildings, and provisions for reservation or dedication of land for public purposes. 

The applicant is requesting a development agreement with a term of 22 years, concluding in 
2035. The permitted uses as well as the density and intensity of said uses will be dictated by the 
Land Use Equivalency Program. The development may include 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 lUxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use for a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio 
(FAR) of 6:1 as was approved with Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837-CN. 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all which have been covered within the scope of analyses in the 
EIR. The Land Use Equivalency Program is measured against the vehicular trip cap that has 
been established by the EIR, or 1,498 total peak hour trips. To that end, the intensity and types 
of land uses on the project site, including residential, hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, 
and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand while not being permitted to exceed the trip 
cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use Equivalency Program defines a framework 
within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for other permitted, and previously 
analyzed, land uses so long as the limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and 
no additional environmental impacts would occur above those addressed as part of the 
environmental review for the project as set forth in the EIR. 

The Development Regulations governs development of the project site with a set of site-wide 
guidelines and standards which establish minimum and maximum requirements with respect to 
height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, parking, and signage, all of which have 
been analyzed in the EIR. The development criteria provide assurance that a quality 
development will be gained while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate 
market demand. Where the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 
requirements that are different from, or are more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the LAMC, the Development Regulations shall prevail. In those instances where 
the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and the governing land use policies of the 
General Plan shall prevail. 
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In sum, the Development Regulations: 
• Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 

treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability. 
• Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 

ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the Project. 
• Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 

integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

• Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls for the development of the 
Project Site. 

• Ensure compliance with the development objectives. 

Issues: 

At the public hearing held of February 19, 2013, several speakers voiced their concern 
regarding the ambiguity of the project description, citing the Land Use Equivalency and 
Development Regulations provided no assurance about what exactly would be constructed on 
the project site. 

The intent of the development regulations is to accommodate a mix and intensity of uses 
conducive to Regional Center Commercial land use area, to provide development standards 
which speak to the unique characteristics of the site, including the preservation of the historic 
Capital Records and Gogerty Buildings, and to acknowledge that development is still subject to 
the market conditions following the economic downturn. 

The project proposes up to two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in height, and 
up to two additional towers not exceeding 220 feet per site. Towers at these heights are not 
anticipated to impair the integrity of the historic structures or compromise their eligibility for 
listing in national, state, or local registers. Under the development regulations, the taller the 
structures, the smaller the massing at the ground level, resulting in greater setbacks from the 
property line, providing greater visual accessibility to the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings. Moreover, the heights proposed for the project, including the maximum height 
scenario (585 feet) will create a vibrant, mixed-use community with modern, yet architecturally 
varied structures that act as a much-needed focal point for the Hollywood area and introduces 
contemporary architecture to urban environment currently identified as surface parking. 

The Hollywood Community Plan envisioned the possibility of high rise towers on the project site, 
as well as surrounding properties, demonstrated by the no height limitations under the Height 
District and Regional Center Commercial land use designation. As part of our General Plan 
Framework chapter, Regional Centers are envisioned to serve as the focal points of regional 
commerce, identity, and activity. Physically, our Framework Element anticipates Regional 
Centers to contain mid- and high-rise structures with an up to 6: 1 FAR. The intensity of activity 
and incorporation of retail uses in the ground floor of these structures should induce 
considerable pedestrian activity. As such, the project has the potential to be the tallest tower(s) 
in the neighborhood, introducing an exciting, modern skyline as envisioned in the Hollywood 
Community Plan. The development regulations ensure that the towers will be elegant and slim, 
comparable in massing to the Capitol Records building and other nearby historic structures. As 
the height of tower(s) increases, it is followed by a complimentary decrease in the maximum 
tower lot coverage (see Exhibit X). 

Several speakers were concerned that the proposal does not have definitive standards that 
approximate what the project may look like at a future point in time. However, the development 

RL0031791 



EM27903 

CPC-2013-103-DA A-3 

regulations have comprehensive standards that permit design flexibility while establishing a set 
of controls that guide development on the project site. One of the objectives of the project, for 
example, is to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records 
tower by creating grade level open space on the East site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and 
Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the Capitol Records. This is 
achieved by creating a site plan with grade level open space predetermined based on the height 
of the towers as seen in figures 8.1.2 through figure 8.1.4 of the Development Regulations. As 
the height of the towers increases, the amount of grade level open space also increases, from 
5% to 12% of the entire site (see Section 8.2 of the Development Regulations). Whether the 
open space is 5% of the project site or 12%, open space is required adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and across from the Capitol Records buildings fronting Vine Street. 

For the East Site containing Capitol Records, a triangular shaped plaza is formed (See Exhibit 
X), preserving views from Hollywood Boulevard of the Capitol Records building, another key 
vantage point. On the West Site, at grade open space is organized as a rectangular plaza set 
back from the property line, ranging from 5% to 12% of the total site area depending on the 
height of the towers, in order to preserve views of the Hollywood Playhouse and creating 
additional views directly across from the Capitol Records building. Furthermore, on both the 
West and East sites, mid-block, at-grade passageways through the entire site, traversing Vine 
Street create new vantage points for the Capitol Records building at a pedestrian level. 

The massing of the towers is regulated such that towers become slimmer as their height 
increases so as to minimize massing adjacent to the historic structures, including the Capitol 
Records building. The tower guidelines ensure that the taller towers are slender, with a simple, 
faceted geometry. Moreover, taller towers are required to expand the pedestrian level 
experience at the ground level, providing a greater and more positive experience within the 
ground-level public realm. 

In the instance where two towers are proposed for one site, Spacing Standards (Section 7.5 of 
the Development Regulations) dictate that the two towers shall be spaced at least 80 feet from 
all other towers on the same parcel. This will prevent the possibility of placing two towers 
adjacent, or near adjacent to, each other from creating a collective mass of structures which 
overwhelm the Capitol Records Building and surrounding historic structures. 

Furthermore, the actual massing of the towers are regulated based on height. A tower proposed 
in the tallest height scenario, or 585 feet (see Table 6.1.1), then the maximum tower lot 
coverage for all towers on a given site (East or West) is 11.5 percent of the site. In this 
maximum height scenario, the allotted maximum tower lot coverage allows for one tower that is 
approximately the same size as the Capitol Records building or for two towers that are slimmer 
than the Capitol Records building. For the shortest height scenario at 220 feet, a tower would 
be allowed to occupy 48% of the site, and would be comparable in height to the 242 foot Capitol 
Records tower (as measured with an 82 foot trylon). The tower, while occupying a larger 
percentage of the site, would be broken up by the jagged site plan itself, with a large portion of 
the tower being tucked to the side and behind the Capitol Records Building and a smaller 
portion to the side of it (see figure 6.1.2a.1). The 220 foot tower becomes a backdrop to the 
Capitol Records Building (see Exhibit X). Every height scenario is illustrated in the Development 
Regulations, as seen in section figures 6.1.2.a.1 through 6.1.2.d.2. In addition, Axonometric 
diagrams within the Development Regulations illustrate every height scenario with a conceptual 
rendering describing what the project may look like (see Exhibit X). 

In addition to regulating the design of towers, the Development Regulations regulate the podium 
or street wall around the towers. The street wall, as defined in the Development Regulations, is 
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described as "a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open 
space". Regulating the street wall is another way of ensuring that the massing of the project 
respects the historic buildings adjacent and near to the project. Building heights in Hollywood, 
particularly historic buildings, are predominantly limited to 150 feet. In an effort to respect the 
historic datum, the maximum height allowed for a street wall, or podium, is 150 feet, although 
height is further limited in the project where adjacent historic structures exist. For example, in 
order to be compatible with the historic Yucca Street Commercial building on the West Site, the 
street wall can only be built to 30 feet. The street wall can then be built to a maximum of 150 
feet after providing a 10 foot setback. Along Vine Street on the West Site, the maximum street 
wall height is 40 feet, ensuring compatibility with the adjacent Hollywood Playhouse. Street 
walls are to be located a minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East 
Site and 15 feet along Vine Street on the West Site, creating additional open space and 
differentiating the project from the historic street wall. 

Therefore, the Development Regulations, with required setbacks, open space and varying 
limitations on tower lot coverage per height scenario, provide a clear understanding of what type 
of project may occupy the site. In every scenario, the City must enforce these rigorous design 
guidelines to ensure quality control over the entire development. 

Conclusion 

The City's proposed Development Agreement is a contract that vests the entitlements 
associated with the development of the site, as described above, beyond the standard life of the 
entitlements (36 months for the tract map, and six years for legislative and quasi-judicial 
approvals) in exchange for the provision of community benefits. These community benefits are 
above and beyond, and are not required to have a nexus to the environmental or land use 
analyses associated with the project, and which serve as a good faith effort on behalf of the 
applicant as to his/her commitment to the surrounding community. The provision of these 
benefits is an additional incentive to the economic and aesthetic investment resulting from the 
much-needed redevelopment of underutilized surface parking lots located in a critical area of 
downtown, historic Hollywood. 
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FINDINGS 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT REQUEST AND FINDINGS 

State Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5 authorize municipalities to enter into 
binding development agreements with person having legal or equitable interest in real property 
for the development of such property. 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted rules and regulations establishing procedures and 
requirements for consideration of development agreements under Citywide Development 
Agreement Procedures (CF 85-2313-S3). In addition, on November 19, 1992, the City Planning 
Commission adopted new guidelines for the processing of development agreement applications 
(CPC No. 86-404 MSC). 

Hollywood Millennium, LLC ("Applicant") has requested that the City consider entering into a 
development agreement (the "Development Agreement") with respect to the development of the 
project, aslo referred to as "Hollywood Millennium". The development agreement process was 
initiated by the Director, and all proceedings have been taken in accordance with the City's 
adopted procedures. 

1. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the objectives, policies 
and programs specified in the General Plan. The Project Site is regulated under 
the Community Plan, a component of the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

The Development Agreement, which will vest the Millennium Hollywood Project's 
("Project") development rights, will be consistent with the General Plan, the Community 
Plan, and the Community Plan Update for the following reasons: 

The proposed Development Agreement will allow the applicant to create a mixed-use 
project within the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles and will permit the attendant 
job creation and additional investment in the surrounding Hollywood area. The 
Community Plan and Community Plan Update both recognize the critical role that 
tourism and entertainment play in the commercial activity of Los Angeles and the 
Hollywood area in particular. The project will revitalize the neighborhood with additional 
housing, restaurant and other commercial development, as well as newly created jobs 
for residents in the area. The expanded commercial, restaurant, entertainment, hotel, 
office, and other business activities will serve to further complement and benefit the 
tourism, hotel and entertainment industries in the immediate project vicinity, as well as 
throughout Hollywood and the City as a whole. The project will also help sustain and 
grow the existing retail base along the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street Corridor by 
attracting visitors and new businesses to the area. 

The project design will bring cohesiveness to the Project site, thereby creating continuity 
with adjacent improvements of the surrounding area. One of the land use objectives of 
the project is to create an urban environment designed to a pedestrian scale that 
activates adjacent streets, encourages public pedestrian access, promotes walkability of 
and around the project, and which creates pedestrian connections to the surrounding 
area, particularly nearby transit stops and stations. The open space and pedestrian 
connections within the project will serve to accomplish this goal. 

Given its location in Hollywood, the project will also promote the use of the public 
transportation system. The property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, 
and is less than 500 feet from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
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Both Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DOT), including the MTA Metro Rapid 
Busses, that stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
Additionally, an MTA Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. The project's proximity to a comprehensive transit system 
would encourage and facilitate transit use and a 24-hour Hollywood. The project will 
maintain the Capitol Records Tower and will reflect the bold architecture and design that 
has historically characterized Hollywood. At the same time, however, the inclusion of 
substantial public and common open space to activate the ground levels and sidewalks 
throughout the project will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering areas 
and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

2. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the applicable Specific 
Plan. 

The Project site is not in a Specific Plan area. 

3. The proposed Development Agreement is consistent with the City's Planning and 
Zoning Code and other relevant City ordinances. 

Approval of the Development Agreement, along with the requested discretionary actions 
and associated conditions of approval under City Planning case numbers, CPC-2008-
3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD and VTT-71837-CN, which will ensure that the project 
conforms to the requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

4. The proposed Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the public health, 
safety and general welfare. 

The Development Agreement includes provIsions which specifically permit the 
application of rules and regulations as necessary to protect public health and safety. 

The Development Agreement provides assurances that the public benefits identified 
below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be achieved and 
developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with the 
terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The project will 
provide local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) 
promote Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, 
and future transient occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business 
expansion and relocation in Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary 
and permanent jobs to improve the local and regional economy; and (iv) provide the 
density necessary to support a new mix of uses in close proximity to mass transit. The 
project will contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of 
land uses, which will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain 
Hollywood as a regional center and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

5. The proposed Development Agreement will promote the orderly development of 
the Project Site in accordance with good land use practice. 
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As previously discussed, the project is consistent with the policies and provisions of the 
General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code. The proposed Development Agreement vests the Applicant's rights to develop the 
Project site as analyzed in the EIR No.2011041094 and as delineated in the requested 
discretionary approvals. The proposed Development Agreement provides assurances 
that the proposed project will proceed in accordance with all applicable rules, regulations 
and conditions, and strengthens the public planning process by encouraging private 
participation in comprehensive planning and reducing the economic costs of 
development to the applicant and the public. Furthermore, the proposed Development 
Agreement reflects the development of a comprehensive project consistent with all 
applicable provisions of the LAMC, General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and that is therefore is consistent with good land use practice. The proposed 
Development Agreement complies in form and substance with all applicable City and 
State regulations governing development agreements. The proposed Development 
Agreement further complies with the guidelines adopted by the City: 

a. The Development Agreement shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless the 
term is otherwise terminated or modified by circumstances set forth in the 
Development Agreement or by mutual consent of the parties. 

b. The proposed Development Agreement is being processed with the processing 
of other Project entitlements, including City Planning Case number CPC-2008-
3340-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

c. The proposed Development Agreement will provide public benefits not otherwise 
obtainable, and for which no nexus exist under the Project's environmental 
clearance, that will benefit the surrounding residents of the Project site and the 
City as a whole. 

d. The proposed Development Agreement contains all the provisions, terms and 
conditions which, in addition to those required by law, are deemed to be 
necessary and or desirable in order to implement the City's General Plan. 

e. Based upon the above findings, the recommended Development Agreement 
action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project will implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
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flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

III. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21 081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement would afford the developer flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also known as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 574 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development 
Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept 
Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the 
proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of 
land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Agreement. 
The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the 
City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), up to 200 lUxury hotel rooms 
(approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept 
Plan would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which 
yields an FAR of 6: 1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of up to 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square 
feet of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference 
rooms, hotel office, intemal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use 
will include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35,100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507,100 square feet of floor area), 
254 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
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feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above ground zone and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (south 
of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet 
above grade. 

Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 

Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports Club 
use). 

Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live 
entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site parking. 

Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

Haul Route Approval. 

Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, Site 
Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 
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Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as may be 
applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval should DLA 
authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 4.5:1 in 
accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

RL0031802 



EM27914 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-10 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
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encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 
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The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The Project 
is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of anyone treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 
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The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7,197 mw of power with a peak of 6,142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7,197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 
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In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated with 
temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2,129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2,129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 
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Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 
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A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fayades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fayades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on anyone property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
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Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emiSSions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14,174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
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the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a O.S-mile radius of the Project Site. 
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Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa~ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 
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C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
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American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 
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Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

0-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

0-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 
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0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

0-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. 8elow
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

0-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 
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In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

RL0031818 



EM27930 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-26 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 
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The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1,742 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 
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F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
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required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although ground borne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
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receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 
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Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
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not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
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same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 
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J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 
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With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19.7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
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Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.JA of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
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abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 
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xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides ot the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-ot-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
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acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
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create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
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incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
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Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOllYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
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These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed 
the regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted 
that ROG emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating 
activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 
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Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 
pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 
areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 
miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 
identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and 
receive information about the construction project or to report complaints regarding 
excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 
hours of their receipt. 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts 
to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated 
with fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table 
IV.B.1-11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the 
mitigated peak daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and 
excavation phase would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the 
SCAQMD for NOx largely due to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In 
addition, the Applicant implemented additional mitigation measures in response to a comment 
letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. See 
Response to Letter No.7 in the Final EIR, which demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has 
been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to the extent feasible. There are no 
mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than significant considering the 
localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 
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Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to elevate 
air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. Accordingly, the 
HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the 
Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the Department of City 
Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment that would expose 
sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance by 
the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing TACs is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 
achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 
ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
SOO-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 
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B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
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Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 
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H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 
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H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 
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Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak hour) 
La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersection significantly impacts under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 
Project Component Shifting Analysis 

RL0031845 



EM27957 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-53 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
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would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on
site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 
program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 
employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
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Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

F-55 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central court of 
the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LAOOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer van pools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 
transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 
(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 
in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LAOOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LAOOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LAOOT. The LAOOT designation 
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of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$2S0,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-238S-SS). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a SO-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a 4S-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3»). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
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the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections II.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both day 
and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the Project, 
including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically as well as 
support the long-term preservation of historic structures along Hollywood Boulevard. 

Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce vehicular 
trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing transit and 
transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives and creating 
pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing development. 

Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to support 
the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring the Project 
has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market conditions and consumer 
needs in the Hollywood area. 

Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land use 
density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, resident, 
visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility necessary to 
ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of Hollywood at the time 
of development. 

Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern end 
of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built environment. 
Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street high-rise corridor 
to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and thriving 
Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view corridors necessary to honor and 
highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the historic Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District. 

Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces and 
connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, the 
regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater Hollywood 
community. 
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Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density necessary 
to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and visitors. 

Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient design 
flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a set of 
development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure the Project 
will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and complement the 
existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, 
architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting, and sustainability that 
promote the long-term development of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Oevelopment. The Project aims to: 

Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive linkages 
between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary energy and 
vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to create 
the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and other public 
spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the mix of uses 
necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian experience safe 
and attractive will not be achieved. 

Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource conservation, 
including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and water. Building design 
and construction will promote efficient use of materials and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including the 
Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by promoting 
walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along Vine Street, and 
providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. Support infrastructure 
improvements and implement a transportation demand management plan that 
reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and public transportation. 

Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by increasing 
the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales and possibly 
transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy necessary to support 
existing developments in the area. 
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Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment of 
the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. Enhance 
pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout the Project 
Site and between the Project and the community. 

Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los Angeles. 
Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support itself and 
support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure that this 
iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial corridor for the 
community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level of 
density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and pedestrian 
connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical mass of 
density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active and vibrant 
environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood and 
the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in the region 
and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and its commercial 
corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of new temporary and 
permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic benefits for surrounding 
commercial uses. 

Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax revenues, 
and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses necessary to 
support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new business 
relocation to Hollywood. 

Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary to 
sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. Maximizing 
density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, lUxury hotel rooms, office 
space, retail establishments, sports club, parking facilities, and open space. Without 
the increased density, the necessary increase in businesses and pedestrian activity 
that sustain Hollywood Boulevard will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street level 
and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves views to and 
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from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. 

Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood community. 
Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and 
Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine Street. 

Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to revitalize 
this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, visitors, and 
businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the District. 

Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing context, 
including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and massing 
setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new buildings to be in a 
manner that is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project - No build (no Build - Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 
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The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
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reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 

RL0031857 



EM27969 

CPC-2013-103-DA F-65 

Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 
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As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1,100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but WOUld, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density altematives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
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revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
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uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as the 
Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, and 
visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, and 
cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed uses 
and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the city, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 
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A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

C. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were necessitated 
in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

F. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
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and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Anyone of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and State-of-the-Art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million dollars in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 
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The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello James, 

EM31432 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 1 :22 PM 
James Williams 
Determination for CPC (Millennium) 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-HD LOD.doc 

As promised, please find attached the electronic file for the Determination to the CPC-2008-3440. Please let me 
know if you have any questions. I'm walking the files (including the tract file) down to you right now. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: ________ _ 

CASE: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

SCH No. 2011041049 

Location: 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-
1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 
6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 
Council Districts: 13 - Hon. Eric Garcetti 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Requests: Vesting Zone Change, Height District 
Change, Conditional Use, Zone Variance 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

At its meeting on March 28, 2013, the following action was taken by the City Planning 
Commission: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
project and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2; 
3. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Height District Change from Height District 2D to 

Height District 2; 
4. Approve the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone; 
5. Approve the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment; 
6. Approve the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development; 
7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
8. Approve a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility; 
9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives; 
10. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Conditions of Approval as Modified; 
11. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings of Approval as Modified. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through 
fees. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 
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Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Noes: 
Absent: 
Vote: 

James Williams, Commission Executive Assistant 
City Planning Commission 

Effective Date/Appeals: This action of the City Planning Commission is final pursuant to LAMC Section 
12.32-C,2. 

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial review of any decision of the City 
pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that 
section is filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City=s decision becomes final. 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the "T" Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

(1) As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

(1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

(2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

(3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

O. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
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(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 1st Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on anyone site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 

Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

7. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No.2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W,19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No.1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

8. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

9. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations, shall be provided and shared among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

Traffic Conditions 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 
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15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitiridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 
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h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

The City Planning Commission considered and approved additional conditions presented at the 
hearing on March 28, 2013. The City Planning Department prepared the following conditions to 
reflect testimony offered at the hearing, City Planning Commission deliberation, and project 
information in the administrative record. The following additional conditions are included as 
conditions of approval consistent with City Planning Commission action. 

20. Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy, the 
developer shall procure and thereafter operate a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the project. Such 
shuttle service will be operated either on an "on call" basis or a recurring periodic basis, 
as determined by the developer, during reasonable hours, generally consistent with 
DASH operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the 
residential neighborhoods in vicinity of the project that are currently underserved by the 
DASH routes, to the project and the public transportation access points within two blocks 
of the project site. As such, the service will not be required to accommodate linkages 
between the project and areas already adequately served by DASH and Metro. 
Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $250,000 per year for the 
operation of such service. 

21. Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the project. Bicycle 
amenities in the first phase of the project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising 
not less than 200 square feet for the provision by Bicycle Kitchen or other non-profit 
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organization, for bicycle repair services. No rent shall be charged to any such non-profit 
organization, but the developer may require such non-profit bicycle repair service to 
enter into a lease or license agreement on other commercially available terms (including, 
without limitation, operating hours, use limits, insurance, indemnity, signage). If, despite 
use of its commercially reasonably efforts, developer is unable to procure the services of 
a non-profit bicycle service provider, the developer shall have the right to cause such 
space or kiosk to be leased or licensed to a for-profit bicycle service provider on 
commercially reasonable terms, including the payment of rent. In addition, each initial 
phase of the project on the east site and west site shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
repair facilities required in the Development Regulations, dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle 
users to such facilities. The plans submitted by the developer for plan check with the City 
shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of 
Planning. 

22. Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final 
certificate of occupancy for the project, the developer shall submit proof of payment(s) to 
the Planning Director. The payment(s) are to: (a) cause to be installed within all ground 
level pedestrian ways in the project directional signage showing pedestrian routes 
between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius 
of the project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) 
provide funding in the amount of $10,000 to the City's Department of Transportation 
(DOT) for the installation at DASH access point nearest the Project of directional 
signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point and the Project and 
(c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus 
and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points 
and the project to the City and/or Metro for such installation. 

23. Parking Tracking Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall provide a fixed-fee contribution to supplement the City's 
Department of Transportation's Express Park program that will provide new parking 
meter technology, vehicle sensors, a central management system, and real-time parking 
guidance for motorists in the vicinity of the project. The contribution shall be in the 
amount of $50,000 to be paid to the City Department of Transportation. 

24. Vine Street Metro Connection. The Developer shall engage an urban planning and 
architectural firm reasonable acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council 
District and Metro to prepare a study of the potential design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal along the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard leading into the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro 
Station. Such study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not 
later than, and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

25. Metro Passes. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy 
for the project, the developer shall provide within the project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) passes to project residents, tenants, and their 
employees. 
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26. Metro Passes (Non-vehicular Parking for Project Residents). The developer shall 
purchase and make available not less than one hundred (100) Metro passes on a 
monthly basis for residents and tenants of the project. 

27. Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon the issuance of 
the first final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide, within each publicly 
accessible parking area in the project, not less than ten (10) "Park and Ride" spaces for 
monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of the project who use the 
spaces and then transfer to a Metro commuter train or bus for transportation to their 
place of employment. In the initial year of operation of such "Park and Ride" spaces, the 
monthly charge to the user of each space shall not exceed $50.00 per month; thereafter, 
such monthly charge may be increased each calendar year by not more than three 
percent (3%) per calendar year. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program to reasonably assure that such parking continues to meet such 
condition. 

28. Daily Parking Discount for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon issuance of the first 
final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide each holder of a Metro pass 
who parks in any publicly accessible transient or daily parking area in the project, a ten 
percent (10%) discount off the developer's regularly daily parking fees, otherwise 
payable for such parking. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program of the use of such discounts to reasonably assure that such parking 
discount continues to be offered as required, which reports shall be provided to the 
Department of Transportation and/or the Department of City Planning upon request. 

29. Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy for the project, the developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
the non-residential parking areas of the project for a shared vehicle service and shall use 
its commercially reasonable efforts to cause the same to be at all times operated by a 
reputable shared car service provider selected by the developer, which may include 
Zipcar, Inc.; Avis Budget group, Inc.lAvis on Location; Hertz Global Holdings, Inc.lHertz 
on Demand; Uhaul/U Car Share; Enterprise Rent-A-CarlWe Car; Daimler/Car2Go N.A. 
LLC; City CarShare; Mint/Cars on Demand; Center for Neighborhood Technologyll-Go; 
RelayRides; Getaround or other reasonably similar organization or program. 
Nothwithstanding the foregoing, City acknowledges that the Developer's failure to cause 
such service to be provided within the Project (i) for any 180 day period following 
termination of contract between developer and such operator while a replacement 
operator is sought, or (ii) during any period in which such no reputable car sharing 
service provider is operating a car sharing service in the Hollywood area, or (iii) if 
developer's selected operator is unwilling or unable to operate all ten (10) spaces, will 
not constitute a default of developers obligations under this condition. 

30. Vine Street Medians. The developer shall engage an urban planning and/or traffic 
consulting firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, DOT, and the 13th 

Council District Councilmember to prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation from the installation of 
landscaped medians in Vine Street between Sunset Boulevard and Franklin Street. Such 
study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of City Planning not later than, 
and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first phase of the 
project. 
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Administrative Conditions Of Approval 

31. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

32. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

33. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

34. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

35. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

36. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

37. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

3S. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

39. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
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action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fayades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 
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A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-10 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local 
landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

0-11 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
SOO-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
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during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 
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a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
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applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 pst. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
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area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 
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F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-20 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
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adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-23 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-28 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.S-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-30 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably 
be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to 
the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

RL0031908 



EM31471 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 0-31 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out 
of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have 
temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at 
least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be 
issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 
770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an intemal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
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Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

Q-33 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TDM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
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assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
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these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 92S-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaaina for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of 
the development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the 
floor area potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying 
design elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by 
the Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor 
compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food 
service at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe 
to be located on the observation deck, and on-site sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live 
entertainment and dancing. One (1) retail establishment, such as a 
gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption. Two (2) mobile bars to 
provide alcohol service for special events for on-site consumption on the 
project site. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site, and at (2) mobile special events locations. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited 
under this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual 
operator from securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Administrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 2a through 2c of this section (alcohol 
sales and live entertainment). The Plan Approval application shall be accompanied by 
the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete by the Planning 
Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all abutting owners, for 
the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los Angeles Police 
Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol sales and consumption, the 
Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the applicant or suggested 
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by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing conditions, as applicable, on the 
following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum seating capacity, valet parking, 
noise, character and nature of operation, food service and age limits. Entertainment
related and other specific conditions of operation, including the length of a term grant 
and security, shall be determined as part of the plan approval determination. 

4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

7. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

S. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

9. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

10. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

11. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

12. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

13. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

14. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 

RL0031917 



EM31480 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD C-3 

15. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

16. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

17. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

18. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

19. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

20. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

21. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

22. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

23. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

24. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
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Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

25. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

26. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. This 
does not preclude the use of "bar" or "cocktail" if used to advertise the name of the 
establishment. 

27. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant(s). The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the restaurant(s) is prohibited. 

28. Within 60 days of the opening of the establishments selling and/or serving alcohol, all 
employees of the business shall receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) 
and LEAD programs regarding alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los 
Angeles Police Department and State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Department at least two times per year or to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police 
Department. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the completion of such training to the 
Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the file. 

29. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

30. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

31. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

32. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

33. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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34. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and sets forth 
specific land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood 
area. The Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the 
subject property as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, 
RAS4, R5, P, and PB. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for 
the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. 
Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and 
commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 
retained as part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. The property is also subject to 
Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, and 
the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property contains approximately 
4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the tract map, the 
applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate 
balance of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of 
housing growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site 
is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or 
Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6:1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the 
recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that 
includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with 
the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the 
provision of both residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs 
balance meant for Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting 
these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street 
furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community 
while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire 
to provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which 
promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: Incentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line 
Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. A number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus 
lines 180,181,206,210,217,222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines 
CE422 and CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility 
Hub program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, 
and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand 
Management program meant to promote the use of carpools/van pools, car share 
amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and 
other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic 
resources, locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the 
promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable 
land use planning goals, objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 
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1988 Hollywood Community Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with 
the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No.4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a 
major population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential 
units, approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square 
feet of retail uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood 
community. Development of the project would be consistent with growth projections for 
the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as identified by the Department of City 
Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 
492 new residential units and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, 
representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion 
between 2010 and 2030. Development of the Project would provide approximately 492 
residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, providing housing necessary for 
the growing community. In addition, development of the project would not result in the 
removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. Development of the 
project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of which would 
provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long-range 
planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the 
site, which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much
needed housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 
objectives of the Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework 
Element) was adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in 
August 2001. The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for 
the entire City of Los Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also 
sets forth a Citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide 
polices regarding such issues as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, 
open space, economic development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few 
under-improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an 
otherwise mix-use neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in 
close proximity to jobs and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone 
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Change and associated Height District Change would be consistent with several goals 
and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting 
policies relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to 
provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 

Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi
family residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing 
Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element 
includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities 
in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project would 
satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1.7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 
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3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 

Upon its consideration of the project at its public hearing March 28, 2013, the City 
Planning Commission required the provision of additional transit-related measures to 
augment the mitigation of traffic-related impacts associated with the project. In addition 
to the Transit Demand Management (TDM) Plan under the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), the City Planning Commission imposed 11 new qualified 
('Q') conditions of approval to address the concerns of the public, and at the request of 
the applicant, to provide additional measures meant to further encourage transit use. 
These conditions range from the provision of Metro passes to residents and a circulation 
shuttle serving a 2-mile radius, to the funding of studies to analyze the feasibility of an 
additional access portal to the Hollywood BoulevardlVine Street Metro station along 
Hollywood Boulevard, as well as a Vine Street Median study. These conditions 
acknowledge that the project's close proximity to mass transit, it's location within a 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and the Hollywood Community Plan 
Update's goals of encouraging density in these land use areas, warrant transit-related 
enhancements. In imposing these conditions, the City Planning Commission found that 
there was considerable support to encourage developers in these areas to provide the 
community with a wide range of amenities aimed at the encouraging and promoting 
public transit use. 

4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 
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The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No.2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "0" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the '0' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1,918 parking spaces, or as otherwise provide for by the Development 
Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the '0' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1,163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 

RL0031926 



EM31489 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-7 

ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 

The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Busses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU. 1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
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historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods. " 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible, and promotes public safety and 
the general welfare. Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of 
the "0" Limitation is beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, 
and is representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the "T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
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bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 

Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 
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17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
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from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 

Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, Live Entertainment, Floor Area Averaging) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
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the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. As such, FAR averaging will enhance the built environment and 
perform a function that is beneficial to the community. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
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is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the development is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it facilitates a beneficial mix of 
uses and a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower 
and Gogerty Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the 
project allows for the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and 
Gogerty Building sites because it permits the development of two new structures with 
massing that better relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project 
site also allows for an open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and 
enhances walkability. The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial 
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and sports club uses will meet the demand from local residents and allow project 
residents and office employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within 
the property. Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the 
design of the project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are 
ultimately built in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the 
Capitol Records Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified 
development including a combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or 
vehicular connections and common architectural and landscape features, which 
constitute distinctive design elements of the development. The project contains a mix of 
uses across the entire site that are designed to work together to create a cohesive 
whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections are designed to promote 
walkability through functional linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and 
wayfinding features) within the Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the 
neighborhood beyond. The new structures on the East and West Sites are required to be 
designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the 
surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features 
and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and connect the East 
and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features and themes. 
Accordingly, the averaging of FAR across the project is compatible with and will not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project is compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it is representative of the 
other live entertainment venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community 
Plan's objective of extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and 
cafes, along commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity 
and enhancing Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors 
alike. The area surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and 
is largely developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood 
Boulevard is designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan as well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and 
its dancing and live entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the 
immediate area, but will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the 
community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
(Hotel Use, FAR Averaging and Live Entertainment) 

At its hearing on March 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission considered the project 
characteristics, applicable land use plans, and environmental documentation contained 
in the record to determine that the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent 
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and provisions of the General Plan and applicable community plan. More specifically, the 
Los Angeles General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, 
and the Hollywood Community Plan Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing 
and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the 
mixed uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide 
compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major 
transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The City Planning Commission 
acknowledged public testimony regarding concerns about height, density and traffic 
while recognizing that the property and the surrounding area are located in an area of 
the City that is near transit and undergoing a significant transition. New developments, 
including mixed-use projects, are occurring within the surrounding community, 
revitalizing the Hollywood core, and showing growing evidence of transforming the area 
into a lively, pedestrian-oriented district with a variety of residential, entertainment, 
commercial and professional office uses, among others. 

Per the City's Housing Element, "high density development adjacent to transit corridors 
and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal of 
providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment. The site is located along a 
major transit corridor. The area is currently served by public transit (Metro Red Line, 
Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). Further, the Metro Rail 
Red Line travels along Hollywood Boulevard and connects to the Hollywood DASH near 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a major 
center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No.4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public convenience 
through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office 
facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and 
standards. " 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the proposed mixed
use development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the 
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Redevelopment Plan." In particular, the proposed project supports and is consistent with 
the following objectives identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The proposed project concentrates a high intensity/density development 
in an area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the proposed development 
complements the existing architecturally and/or historically significant 
structures/buildings onsite and in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The proposed project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The proposed project provides substantial and well-designed public 
open spaces. 

Overall, the proposed project clearly supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
objective of "focus[ing] development within the Regional Center Commercial designation 
. . . in order to provide for economic development and guidance in the orderly 
development of a high quality commercial, recreational and residential urban 
environment with an emphasis on entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance 
with the Redevelopment Plan, the property and the development are in an area "served 
by adequate transportation facilities" and "reinforce[s] the historical development 
patterns for the area" and "stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing and provide[s] 
transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential neighborhoods." 

The hotel use, if built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the 
development of Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service 
and entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will permit development of the 
project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site and to the 
surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create a project 
design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a beneficial and 
efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting development 
will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and create 
beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

The development of entertainment and commercial uses is consistent with the nature of 
the Hollywood area and will fill an existing need through the creation of a mixed-use 
development that furthers the vision for Hollywood as a major center of population, 
employment, retail service and entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the 
future residents, employees and visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in 
the immediate neighborhood. The property is currently underutilized with a substantial 
portion of the site used for surface parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of 
beneficial uses, be welcoming to pedestrians and easily accessible by public 
transportation. Moreover, the City will have the opportunity to ensure that each 
establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering live entertainment will operate in a 
manner that is not detrimental to the character of the neighborhood through the required 
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plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator subsequent to the grant of a master 
conditional use permit for these uses. 

Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood 
Community Plan and Update, and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides 
needed services, promotes orderly development, and promotes public safety and the 
general welfare by ensuring that proposed buildings are properly related to the site, that 
safe and convenient ingress/egress is provided, and that the proposed uses and design 
are compatible with the surrounding properties. As such, the project including the hotel 
use, FAR Averaging, alcohol and live entertainment uses substantially conform with the 
purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan and the applicable community plan. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoor dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 
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Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A,4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Section 12.21 A,4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the attached 
Development Regulations incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would 
share parking spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different 
demand patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
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TOM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the provIsion of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking/shared parking per City Planning Commission approval, the project will meet 
parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (lvar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
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development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

The City Planning Commission considered the project site characteristics, proposed 
parking plan, and relevant environmental documentation contained in the record to 
determine that there are special circumstances that support use of the purposed on-site 
shared parking plan. The City Planning Commission also considered these 
circumstances in connection with concerns raised by the public regarding this reduced/ 
shared parking request as they were discussed at its hearing on March 28,2013. 

In particular, the City Planning Commission considered the unique circumstances of 
locating a single, unified development with some combination of residential dwelling 
units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine Street), less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station, and with a project-specific TOM Program 
support the request for reduced/shared parking. 

The unusual step of locating the project on both sides of Vine Street significantly 
enhances the resulting project and the effect of the project on the neighborhood in two 
significant ways. First, the project will activate four sidewalks (lvar Avenue, both sides of 
Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city blocks. Second, the project's open design 
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across the east and west sides of Vine Street will invite pedestrians up from areas of the 
Vine Street corridor south of the project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard 
and Vine Street. Additionally, the project's location spanning Vine Street enables the 
project to redevelop an area almost entirely composed of surface parking lots into a 
development of more than one million square feet of net new development while 
maintaining the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The unique design 
element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street will be 
maintained as a central design element of the project. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment ripe for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along Argyle 
Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro Station on 
Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The project is also less than 300 feet from 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both streets are major arterial 
thoroughfares serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid busses. The 
project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 101) - an off
ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than one block from the 
project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, and on-ramps 
to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway are located at the corner of 
Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca Street and 
Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near numerous 
transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
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was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red Line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a manner consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
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advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will improve the existing conditions and will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 
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Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.1 06 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.1 00 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.1 06 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
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combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The project includes Development Regulations, which establish the requirements for 
development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, 
which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning 
or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development 
Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and 
governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

III. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21 081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. The Development Regulations and the Land use 
Equivalency Program afford flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and density of 
specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 574 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Regulations with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the land use and 
development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final 
EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development 
Regulations. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed 
floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Regulations. The Concept Plan is 
based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the City in 2008. The 
Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 
square feet of residential floor area), 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and 
approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6:1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35,100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Regulations. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507,100 square feet of floor area), 
254 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
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approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Regulations. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 
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Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 
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With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 
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The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of anyone treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
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approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7,197 mw of power with a peak of 6,142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7,197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 
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Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2,129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
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Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2,129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
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requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts 
related to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. 
Thus, changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in 
the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
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implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fayades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on anyone property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emiSSions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14,174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG 
emissions, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
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Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a O.S-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
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been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
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California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 

RL0031964 



EM31527 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-45 

Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measures 

0-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Oepartment of Building and Safety. 

0-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Oepartment of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIOH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Orilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

0-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

0-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
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monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
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mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1,742 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
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diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 
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F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
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identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although ground borne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 
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The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
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Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
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based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 
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Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19.7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.S-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
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capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 
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K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 
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xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Traffic - Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 
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In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-ot-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an altemative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided tor all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets tor the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Parking, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation ot Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
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approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities 
and Service Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

RL0031984 



EM31547 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-65 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see 
Section IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 
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Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOllYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
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submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

RL0031988 



EM31551 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-69 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV. B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No.7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
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associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
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associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
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mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
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recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMIiCapitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
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trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
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West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
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uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/altemative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the altemative commute options through a location on the central court of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). 
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In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer van pools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
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and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a SO-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a 4S-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
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engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 
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No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections II.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
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Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
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the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Oeve/opment. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 
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• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
lUxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 
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• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project - No build (no Build - Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 
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Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts 
that would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in 
the existing condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
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Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
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above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations but would, to a lesser 
degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but WOUld, 
to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 210S1(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1,100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, to a 
lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. Alternative 5 is 
essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to support the residential dwelling 
units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density altematives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
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create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community 
benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 210S1(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
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independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

c. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 210S1.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §210S1.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

RL0032015 



EM31578 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-96 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Anyone of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM27981 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 5:00 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: millennium FEIR 

In order to answer Ms. Becklund's questions: 

Re. her question about the responses from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which 
are included in Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24,2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14,2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

There were no additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD in response to the Draft EIR; all comment 
letters received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A of the FEIR. 

Re. the question about cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the Draft EIR. Each 
impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts section that discussed 
the potential cumulative impacts for that category. The cumulative impacts discussions are contained in the body of the 
DEIR, not in an appendix. 

Hope this helps. 

Srimal 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 4:07 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 

Yes, I will check into it and let you know. 

Srimal 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3:36 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
If you can, do you have a second to look at this? I'm assuming she wants to see where LAPD and Fire's 
comments are in the EIR, and I'm not sure what she means by calculus on the cumulative impact. I'd appreciate 
your help on this. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3:11 PM 
Subject: Re: millennium FEIR 
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To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectIDEIRlDEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 
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Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM32622 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 08,2013 12:47 PM 
Mindy Nguyen 
Jim Tokunaga; Luciralia Ibarra; Joni Quinn 

Subject: Re: Appeal of CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837-

CN 

Thanks Mindy. 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 4:40 PM, Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> wrote: 
For your information, the following appeals have just been filed by an aggrieved party: 

• 1st Level Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
• 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837 -CN 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30459 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI128.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to estineh.mailian@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi James, 

EM31580 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 1:31 PM 
James Williams 
Re: Determination for CPC (Millennium) 

Land Use Equivalency SummaryFinalized.docx 

I'm attaching the Land Use Equivalency, which is referenced in the conditions as Exhibit D in both the staff 
report for the 3128 hearing and the determination I recently sent you. We will be forwarding Exhibit C, the 
Development Regulations, shortly. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1:21 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello James, 

As promised, please find attached the electronic file for the Determination to the CPC-2008-3440. Please let me 
know if you have any questions. I'm walking the files (including the tract file) down to you right now. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Land Use Equivalency Program 

Summary 

Development of the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) is subject to a Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Equivalency Program) that provides flexibility to adjust the type and 
density of land uses associated with the Project. The Equivalency Program ensures that the mix 
of land uses developed does not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial 
increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Project. Under the Equivalency Program, the developer 
may request a transfer or exchange of land uses by delivering a written request to the Planning 
Department of the City of Los Angeles before development of any phases of the Project. The 
request shall be accompanied by: (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer or 
exchange that is being proposed for the next phase of development; (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in such phase of development, together with any 
existing improvements and any other phases previously developed, are consistent with the 
overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap of the EIR; and 
(c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project, including the proposed phase of 
development, would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 
Tables U-5 and II-6 of the EIR identify the maximum Commercial and Residential scenarios 
whose impacts were analyzed in the EIR. This body of information is collectively considered an 
Equivalency Program Exchange Submission for the Planning Department's consideration.. The 
Planning Director can approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission 
reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed phase of development is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip 
Cap of the EIR (included below), and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR. 

Table H-3 of the EIR 

Project Trip Cap 

Land Use Category Use Size AM Peak Hour TriI!s PM Peak Hour TriI!s 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 TIn 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail 100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
931 Quality Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 

N/A Car Rental -8 ksf ill trips ill trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 574 trips 924 trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 1498 trips 
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Table 11-2 ofthe EIR 
T' C C b L dU T rip ap omputatlOn )y an se ype 
Land Use Factor 
220 Residential 0.685 trips/du 
310 Hotel 0.980 trips/rm 
492 Health/Fitness Club 2.738 trips/ksf 
710 General Office 1.273 trips/ksf 
820 Retail* 

(1-25,000 sf) 6.4 70 trips/ksf 
(25,000-150,000 sf) 3.163 trips/ksf 

931 Restaurant 5.360 trips/ksf 
N/A Cal" Rental Facility 1.244 trips/ksf 
110 Construction Employee** 0.860 trip slemp 
N/A Construction Peak Period Truck*** 1.0 trips/truck 
* IncrementalZv applied to the retail building area 011 the site at the conclusion ofa 
development phase. 
*' The trip rate (of 0.86) per peak construction worker used is the additioll of the ITE Trip 
Generation, 8th edition manual rates for a Light Industrial site (LU 110) for the ~L\4 peak 
hour (of 0.44) andfor the Plvlpeak hour (0[0.42) 
*** Total trucks arriving plus total trucks departillg in a weekday period of 7-9:30 AN! and 3-7 
PAl. Based on a peE factor of2.5 and 40% of the peak period trucks arriving in the two 
peak hours. 
Legend: du = dwelling unit; rm = room; ksf = per 1,000 square jeet; emp = employee. 
Note: The maximum amount of residential dwelling units allowed undel" the Equivalency Program is 897. 
The maximum amount of commel"cial uses allowed, including Health/Fitness Club, General Office, Retail and 
Restam"ant, is 469,303 sf. Please refel" to tables U-2, 11-3, Il-4, U-5 and 11-6 of the EIR. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM32623 

Jim Tokunaga <jim.tokunaga@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 08, 2013 12:48 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Mindy Nguyen; Luciralia Ibarra; Joni Quinn 
Subject: Re: Appeal of CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837-

CN 

FYI: This is Major Projects case not expedited. 

On Wed, May 8,2013 at 12:46 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks Mindy. 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 4:40 PM, Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> wrote: 
For your information, the following appeals have just been filed by an aggrieved party: 

• 1st Level Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
• 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837 -CN 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying , distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
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delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Jim Tokunaga 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
(213) 978-1307 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32915 

Brian Cornelius < brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 9:01 AM 
Gary Khanjian 

Cc: linda.demmers@gmail.com; Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; 
jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 

leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer; David Uebersax 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Will do. Rockwell letter will go to ChrislLinda today for inclusion in agenda for next meeting. 

Sent from 
Brian Cornelius iPad 

On May 14,2013, at 12:27 AM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Hi Linda 

Please proceed with the letter. We are all in agreement. 
Rosemary please send the letter to Linda. Brian and Christina please 
present the letter at GGPNC meeting along with Vermont/Rockwell decision. 

Thank you all 
Gary Khanjian 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; christina khanjian 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr 
< jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
< rndyrm@yahoo .com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 

Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and not talking of 
serial edits; even while Linda allowed that anything beyond minor corrections could be 
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accommodated as amendments if necessary, I think that there's no reason why we have 
to miss this opportunity to weigh in on this issue while there's still time. 

Thanks, 

Dave Uebersax 

Sent from my iPad 

On May 13,2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Richard 

What we decided is to send the same letter as the other 
Neighborhood Coucncil 
sent with some minor changes. 

If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it 
back again to our meeting, 
which as you said will be too late. 
Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to 
send nothing. 
This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers 
one is yes and the other 
is no. 

Please decide. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 
'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20136:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 
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Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board 
agenda for action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning 
Department, PLUM, and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121 . 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved 
by consensus. Plus 
the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive 
the letter. The members 
of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me 
that the applicant and the Planning 
Department want to move this project and FEIR 
forward quickly. So action by this NC in 
May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be 
circulated to them so it would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the 
Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period 
to be extended to 60 instead of 90 days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 
'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' < 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31583 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Monday, April 22, 2013 1:37 PM 

Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Fwd: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2:27 PM 
Subject: Re: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Kira, 
I was able to download it, thank you. 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2: 10 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Sergio, 

On behalf of Alfred Fraijo, I am sending a clean version of the revised guidelines via YouSendlt. Please let me know if 

you have any difficulty accessing the document. 

Best, 

Kira 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin .com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 
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www.sheppardmullin.com 

Subject: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

A file has been sent to you 
FINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 4.19.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on May 03, 2013 14:02 PDT unless you 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

2 

RL0032035 



Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM31585 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30463 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI128.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to ken.bernstein@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM27984 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, March 11, 2013 5:02 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: millennium FEIR 

This helps tremendously, Srimal! Thank you sooo much! 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 4:59 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

In order to answer Ms. Becklund's questions: 

Re. her question about the responses from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which 
are included in Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from Inspector 
O'Connell, dated October 24,2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14,2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander Smith, 
dated August 16, 2012. 

There were no additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD in response to the Draft EIR; all comment 
letters received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A of the FEIR. 

Re. the question about cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the Draft EIR. Each 
impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts section that discussed 
the potential cumulative impacts for that category. The cumulative impacts discussions are contained in the body of the 
DEIR, not in an appendix. 

Hope this helps. 

Srimal 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 4:07 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 

Yes, I will check into it and let you know. 

Srimal 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3:36 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
If you can, do you have a second to look at this? I'm assuming she wants to see where LAPD and Fire's 
comments are in the EIR, and I'm not sure what she means by calculus on the cumulative impact. I'd appreciate 
your help on this. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> 
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Date: Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 3:11 PM 
Subject: Re: millennium FEIR 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

EM27985 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm having a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 
others mentioned in the EIR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

I am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters 
following the preparation of the FEIR? 

Ifby the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http ://planning.lacity.org/eirlMillennium%20Hollywood%20ProjectIDEIRlDEIR%20Millennium%20Hollywoo 
d%20Project.html 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planning.1acity.org). Click on Environmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR. The 
Millennium project is the first project listed. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR. 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9: 18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dear Ms. Becklund, 
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I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Sat, Mar 9,2013 at 6:27 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hi --

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department 
and the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the HCP as well . 

Also, I have had difficulty finding the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and 
search was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the urI that includes those three last 
volumes and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FOIA request for documents related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM27987 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM32625 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 08, 2013 12:53 PM 
Jim Tokunaga 
Mindy Nguyen; Luciralia Ibarra; Joni Quinn 

Subject: Re: Appeal of CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837-

CN 

Yep, Millennium project...it looks like there are 2 appeals on the tract case. 

On Wed, May 8,2013 at 12:47 PM, Jim Tokunaga <jim.tokunaga@lacity.org> wrote: 
FYI: This is Major Projects case not expedited. 

On Wed, May 8,2013 at 12:46 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks Mindy. 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 4:40 PM, Mindy Nguyen <mindy.nguyen@lacity.org> wrote: 
For your information, the following appeals have just been filed by an aggrieved party: 

• 1st Level Appeal ofCPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
• 2nd Level Apepal of VTT -71837 -CN 

Mindy Nguyen I Development Services Center 
City of Los Angeles I Department of City Planning 
201 N Figueroa St, 4th FIr I Los Angeles CA 90012 
E: mindy.nguyen@lacity.org I T: 213 482 7077 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PlANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
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********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Jim Tokunaga 
Associate Zoning Administrator 
(213) 978-1307 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31586 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 1:49 PM 
James Williams 

Subject: Fwd: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

Hi James, 
Because it's a pretty big file, it's being transmitted via YouSendIt. But let me know if you need me to send it to 
you in a different format. 
Thank you! 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1:36 PM 
Subject: Fwd: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2:27 PM 
Subject: Re: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Kira, 
I was able to download it, thank you. 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2: 10 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Sergio, 

On behalf of Alfred Fraijo, I am sending a clean version of the revised guidelines via YouSendlt. Please let me know if 
you have any difficulty accessing the document. 

Best, 

Kira 
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Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

21 3.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin .com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

EM31587 

Subject: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

A file has been sent to you 
FINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 4.19.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on May 03, 2013 14:02 PDT unless you 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 
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Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32918 

Linda Demmers < linda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 9:14 AM 
'Brian Cornelius'; 'Gary Khanjian' 

Cc: 'Richard Spicer'; 'christina khanjian'; 'Rosemary De Monte'; 'jacqueline Kerr'; 'Sorin 
Alexanian'; 'Dennis Chew'; 'Ermanno Neiviller'; leeor@rominvestments.com; 'Randy 
Myer'; 'Randy Myer'; 'David Uebersax' 

Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Just to me. Chris doesn't do the agenda. 

From: Brian Cornelius [mailto:brian.comelius@ggpnc.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 9:01 AM 
To: Gary Khanjian 
Cc: linda.demmers@gmail.com; Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; 
Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer; David Uebersax 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Will do. Rockwell letter will go to ChrislLinda today for inclusion in agenda for next meeting. 

Sent from 
Brian Cornelius iPad 

On May 14,2013, at 12:27 AM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanj ian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Hi Linda 

Please proceed with the letter. We are all in agreement. 
Rosemary please send the letter to Linda. Brian and Christina please 
present the letter at GGPNC meeting along with Vermont/Rockwell decision. 

Thank you all 
Gary Khanjian 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; christina khanjian 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr 
< jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; 
"brian .comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
< rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
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Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 

Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and not talking of 
serial edits; even while Linda allowed that anything beyond minor corrections could be 
accommodated as amendments if necessary, I think that there's no reason why we have 
to miss this opportunity to weigh in on this issue while there's still time. 

Thanks, 

Dave Uebersax 

Sent from my iPad 

On May 13,2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Richard 

What we decided is to send the same letter as the other 
Neighborhood Coucncil 
sent with some minor changes. 

If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it 
back again to our meeting, 
which as you said will be too late. 
Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to 
send nothing. 
This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers 
one is yes and the other 
is no. 

Please decide. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 
'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
<brian .comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
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<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
< rndyrm@yahoo .com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20136:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Evening, 

The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board agenda for 
action 
this month so that the action can go to the City Planning Department, PLUM, and 
Council in Mayas as possible after 5121. 

The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by 
consensus. Plus 
the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the letter. The 
members 
of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that the applicant 
and the Planning 
Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So action by 
this NC in 
May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be circulated to them so it 
would 
be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 

None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 

The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be extended to 
60 instead of 90 days. 
bur the Department turned down that request. 

Thanks for update and considering the above points. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' 
<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo .com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 
'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' < 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30467 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to Ben.Mathias@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM32627 

Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com> 
Wednesday, May 08, 2013 4:08 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Terri Gerger 
City Planning Commission - Millennium Determination Letter Appeals 

imageOO1.jpg 

Luci - Can you share with me how many appeal letters have been received so far in regards to the CPC's Millennium 
Determination letter? 

Thanks, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 
Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 
D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 
F: 213-680-2652 
C: 213-304-5324 

~ IDAUM 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
www.daumcommercial.com 

ONCOR INTERNATIONAL 
www.oncorintl.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

The best is a good way to be. 

EM32921 

Valorie Keegan < Rolav1@aol.com> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 9:30 AM 
John Kelly 
Re:Xai Lounge 

Will you (building and safety) be moving to city planning sometime soon? I was reading the Planning Report, 
article saying this merger was moving warp speed. 

Incase you didn't see it, I put the link below ... and an interesting (and scary) article on the proposed Millennium 
Hollywood Project. Scary because that height and density at that location is more than inappropriate, it would 
be dangerous. Everyone keeps forgetting Hollywood is a bunch of neighborhoods. Its "down hill" from the 
Hollywood Hills, not a downtown - LA Live / time Sq West. 

LA City Planner LoGrande Makes Case for Merging Planning & Permitting I The Planning Report 
LINK: http://www.planningreport.com/20 13/05 /0 8/la-city-planner-Iogrande-makes-case-merging
planning-permitting 

Laurie Becklund on Transactional City Planning in Hollywood I The Planning Report 
LINK: http://www.planningreport.com/20 13/05 /08/laurie-becklund-transactional-city-planning
hollywood 

On May 14,2013, at 8:53 AM, John Kelly wrote: 

Am I good ... I'm the best. But no word yet. 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 8:34 AM, Valorie Keegan <Rolav1 @ao1.com> wrote: 

I was just going to ask you the same thing .... we haven't heard anything. Have there been further meetings? 

Are you good? 

On May 14,2013, at 7:31 AM, John Kelly wrote: 
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> Heard anything from Planning? 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30471 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
bud.ovrom@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to bud.ovrom@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Greg, 

EM32628 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 08, 2013 4:12 PM 
Greg Johnson 
Re: City Planning Commission - Millennium Determination Letter Appeals 
imageOOl.jpg 

I have not received any letters. You may want to contact the commission office since they currently have the 
file to see if they have received any correspondence. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, May 8,2013 at 4:07 PM, Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercia1. com> wrote: 

Luci - Can you share with me how many appeal letters have been received so far in regards to the CPC's 
Millennium Determination letter? 

Thanks, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 

Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 

D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 

F: 213-680-2652 

c: 213-304-5324 
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~DAUM 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

www.daumcommercial.com 

ONCOR INTERNATIONAL 

www.oncorintl.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32629 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alan, 

EM31589 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 
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Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32923 

Brian Cornelius < brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 3:08 PM 
jacqueline Kerr 

Cc: Linda Demmers; Gary Khanjian; Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De 
Monte; Sorin Alexanian; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; leeor@rominvestments.com; 

Randy Myer; Randy Myer; David Uebersax 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Rosemary can you email me a copy of the letter in its final form so I can present at the board meeting? 

Sent from 
Brian Cornelius iPad 

On May 14, 2013, at 8:59 AM, jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com> wrote: 

> Everyone ... 
> The time now is not good to register opposition - we'll have to take 
> what we can get through the Board NOW - You won't have everything in 
> the letter you want, Rosemary, but at least we are saying "no" to this 
> over-blown project ... 
> Get what we can - instead of flapping uselessly a month later. 
> Get the letter to Linda now .. 
>J-

> 
> 
> On 5/14/13, Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> wrote: 
» Agenda items needed by tomorrow morning, May 15. Please send to me ASAP. 
» 
» 
» 
» From: Gary Khanjian [mailto:gkhanjian@sbcglobal.netj 
» Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 12:28 AM 
»To: linda.demmers@gmaii.com 
» Cc: Richard Spicer; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline 
» Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 
» brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; 
» Randy Myer; David Uebersax 
» Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
» Hi Linda 
» 
» 
» 
» Please proceed with the letter. We are all in agreement. 
» 
» Rosemary please send the letter to Linda. Brian and Christina please 
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» 
» present the letter at GGPNC meeting along with Vermont/Rockwell decision. 
» 
» 
» 
»Thank you all 
» 
» Gary Khanjian 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary K. & Associates 
» 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
» Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
» gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
» 323-422-8704 cell 
» 323-469-5436 office 
» 323-469-4438 Fax 
» 
» 
» 
» From: David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com> 
» To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
» Cc: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; christina khanjian 
»<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 
» jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
» <sorinalex@aol.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno 
» Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
» <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
» <Ieeor@rominvestments.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 
» Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
» Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM 
» Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
» Please allow a letter to be carried forward to the Board. 
» 
» 
» 
»Since we're now addressing the question of scheduling for agenda, and 
» not talking of serial edits; even while Linda allowed that anything 
» beyond minor corrections could be accommodated as amendments if 
» necessary, I think that there's no reason why we have to miss this 
» opportunity to weigh in on this issue while there's still time. 
» 
» 
» 
» Thanks, 
» 
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» 
» 
» Dave Uebersax 
» 
»Sent from my iPad 
» 
» 

EM32925 

» On May 13, 2013, at 6:44 PM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
» 
» Richard 
» 
» 
» 
» What we decided is to send the same letter as the other Neighborhood 
» Coucncil 
» 
» sent with some minor changes. 
» 
» 
» 
» If you are not in agreement then I have no choice but to bring it 
» back again to our meeting, 
» 
»which as you said will be too late. 
» 
» Do you prefer to send a letter that is not 100% what you want or to 
» send nothing. 
» 
» This is what we have to decide tonight. There are two answers one is 
» yes and the other 
» 
»is no. 
» 
» 
» 
» Please decide. 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary K. & Associates 
» 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
» Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
» gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
» 323-422-8704 cell 
» 323-469-5436 office 
» 323-469-4438 Fax 
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» 
» 
» 
» From: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
»To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
» <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' 
»<ggpncJdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' 
» <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
» <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
» <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
» <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
» <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
» Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
» <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
» 
» Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 6:29 PM 
» Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
» Good Evening, 
» 
» 
» 
» The letter, as attached, should definitely be on the GGPNC Board 
» agenda for action 
» 
» this month so that the action can go to the City Planning 
» Department, PLUM, and 
» 
»Council in Mayas as possible after 5/21. 
» 
» 
» 
»The content of the letter is what the PZHP Committee approved by consensus. 
» Plus 
» 
» the committee discussed and concurred on who should receive the 
»Ietter. The members 
» 
» of the Committee and the Board have both been informed by me that 
» the applicant and the Planning 
» 
» Department want to move this project and FEIR forward quickly. So 
» action by this NC in 
» 
» May is essential. The Committee also agree that the draft be 
» circulated to them so it would 
» 
» be ready for Linda on Tuesday. 
» 
» 
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» 
» None of the proposed changes altered the content of the Committees action. 
» 
» 
» 
»The Committee and Board early on asked for the comment period to be 
» extended to 60 instead of 90 days. 
» 
» bur the Department turned down that request. 
» 
» 
» 
» Thanks for update and considering the above points. 
» 
» 
» 
» Richard 
» 
» (323) 665-6080 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
»To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Richard Spicer' 
» <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
»<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
» <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
» Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
» <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
» <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
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» <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
» Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
» <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
» 
» Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 4:14 PM 
» Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
»Hi All 
» 
» 
» 
» Do we want to send this letter now or next month? I know next month 
» it will be too late. 
» 
» If we want to send it now then we have to agree on the final version 
» with no contend changes. 
» 
» 
» 
» Let me know by tonight. 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary K. & Associates 
» 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
» Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
» gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
» 323-422-8704 cell 
» 323-469-5436 office 
» 323-469-4438 Fax 
» 
» 
» 
» From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
» To: Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmail.com>; 'Richard Spicer' 
» <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'christina khanjian' 
»<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
» <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
» Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
» <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
» <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
» <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
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» Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
» <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
» 
» Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:27 PM 
» Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
» Hi Linda 
» 
» 
» 
» Thank you for all your help. 
» 
» 
» 
» We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the 
»committee have seen the final 
» 
» version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I 
» should bring this final 
» 
» version to our next meeting for approval. 
» 
» 
» 
» Please do not include in your next agenda. 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary K. & Associates 
» 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
» Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
» gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
» 323-422-8704 cell 
» 323-469-5436 office 
» 323-469-4438 Fax 
» 
» 
» 
» From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
»To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' 
» <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina khanjian' 
»<cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
» <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David 
» Uebersax' <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' 
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» <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
» <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 
» leeor@rominvestments.com 
» Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' 
» <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
» 
»Sent: Monday, May 13,2013 1:47 PM 
» Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
» It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved 
» at the committee meeting. Rosemary offered to prepare a draft and 
»this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have been approved at the PZHP meeting. 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I 
» receive subsequent corrections, the letter would need to be 
» re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by the 
» first reviewers. At this point, I will only incorporate corrections 
» to language, but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change 
» after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your 
»committee member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC Board meeting on May 21 and offer 
them as amendments. 
» 
» 
» 
» So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed 
» Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has weighed in on where to send the 
» approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this 

» draft, but perhaps some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect 
»version. Attached is the most current version. 
» 
» 
» 
» Thanks for your work on this. 
» 
» 
» 
» PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIL. 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» Linda Demmers 
» 
» Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
» 
» President 
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» 
» District A Representative 
» 
» 323-428-8248 
» 
» Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
» Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
» To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline 
» Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno 
» Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
»Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
» Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
» Good Afternoon, 
» 
» 
» 
»On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary 
»on her first draft of the recommendation 
» 
»ofthe PZHP Committee. 
» 
» 
» 
»1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of 
» the letter approved by the 
» 
»GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City 
» Council members, the Mayor, 
» 
» and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. 
» Those three should be identified at the 
» 
» "CC:" line. 

» 
» 
» 
» Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the 
» project quickly, so we anticipate 
» 
»that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City 
» Council in Mayor early June. 
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» 
» 
» 
»2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other Itr should be 
»deleted. That was not in the 
» 
» draft Rosemary and I discussed. 
» 
» 
» 
»3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or 
» spelled out, they should be followedlby the word: 
» 
» "Board". 
» 
» 
» 
»4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 
» 
» 
» 
»5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify 
» the Environmental document, 
» 
» add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 
» 
» 
» 
»Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the 
» letter that this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 
» 
» 
» 
» Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of 
» each recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
» 
»The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking 
» on elected officials. 
» 
» 
» 
»Thanks for considering these suggestions. 
» 
» 
» 
» Richard 
» 
» (323) 665-6080 
» 
» 
» 
» 
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» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
»To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer 
»<spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte <ggpncJdm@yahoo.com>; 
» jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
» <sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis 
» Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
» <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" 
» <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
» <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
» Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer 
»<rndyrm@yahoo.com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" 
» <linda.demmers@gmail.com> 
» Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
» Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
»Hi all 
» 
» 
» 
» Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
» 
» Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
» 
» May 13, 2013 
» 
» 
» 
» Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary 
» 
» 
» 
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» 
» 
» 
» 
» Gary K. & Associates 
» 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
» Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
» gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
» 323-422-8704 cell 
» 323-469-5436 office 
» 323-469-4438 Fax 
» 
» 
» 
» ----- Forwarded Message -----

EM32934 

» From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
»To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garyk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
»<ggpncJdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
» Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
» Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
» Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board 
» packet, May 21, 2013. Please forward your approval to me later than 
»May 15, 
» 2013 if you would like it included in the board agenda packet. 
» 
» 
» 
» Linda 
» 
» 
» 
» Linda Demmers 
» 
» Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
» 
» President 
» 
» District A Representative 
» 
» 323-428-8248 
» 
» Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
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» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 

EM32935 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

confirmed. 

EM27988 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, March 12, 2013 7:43 AM 

Sarah Molina-Pearson 

Re: CPC Rec Reports 

CPC ADVANCE CALENDAR 2013.pdf 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 4:03 PM, Sarah Molina-Pearson <sarah.molina-pearson@lacity.org> wrote: 
James, 

Can you confirm if the March 28th CPC hearing will be in Council Chambers instead of the Public Works 
Board Room? 

Thanks, 
Sarah 

On Thu, Feb 14,2013 at 10:22 AM, Sarah Molina-Pearson <sarah.molina-pearson@lacity.org> wrote: 
Just FYI, Lisa Webber ok'd adding my case to the March 28,2013 agenda, Case No. CPC-2012-2405-VZC
ZAA-SPR. I'll update PCTS. 

Sarah 

On Wed, Feb 13,2013 at 9: 15 AM, Sarah Molina-Pearson <sarah.molina-pearson@lacity.org> wrote: 
Oh, thanks for letting me know. I guess I'll have to let the rep know. 

Thanks again, 
Sarah 

On Wed, Feb 13,2013 at 8:57 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Sarah! 

Please use PCTS and if that does not work just send the sheet. We need 25 hard copies of your report and the 
cover sheet emailed to me in Word. 

There is a challenge with March 14 ... it will be held in San Pedro to accommodate the Community Plan. Please 
see attached advance calendar. 

James 

On Wed, Feb 13,2013 at 8:52 AM, Sarah Molina-Pearson <sarah.molina-pearson@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi James, 
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How are you? I have two questions: 

1. I have a case I want to add to the March 14, 2013 agenda, do I just do it through PCTS or do you still want a 
day sheet? 
2. How many reports do you need? 

Thanks, 
Sarah 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity. org 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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MEETING Items 

DATE 

3-14-13 1 

BOYS & 

GIRLS CLUB 

SAN PEDRO 

3-28-13 3 

DOWN 

TOWN 

CITY 

COUNCIL 

CHAMBER 

EM27991 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

ADVANCE CALENDAR 

As of Monday, March 11,2013 

Cases 

SAN PEDRO COMMUNITY PLAN?? (PER KEVIN AND CONNI) IN HARBOR? 

CPC-2012-2405-VZC-ZAA-SPR - 1411 N HIGHLAND AVE - (CD4-LABONGE) -

CONSTRUCTION, USE AND MAINTENANCE OF A FIVE-STORY BUILDING 

CONSISTING OF 76 RESIDENTIAL APARTMENT UNITS (17 STUDIO UNITS, 27 ONE-

BEDROOM UNITS, 31 TWO-BEDROOM UNITS AND 1 THREE-BEDROOM UNIT) AND 

2,500 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE WITH 145 TOTAL PARKING 

SPACES. EXPIRES ON MARCH 28, 2013 

CPC-2008-3440-VZO-CUB-CU-ZV-HD - 1750 N VINE ST - (CD-13 GARCETTI) -

MIXED USE OFFICE, HOTEL, COMMERCIAL, RESIDENTIAL ZONE CHANGE, 

HEIGHT DISTRICT CHANGE, CONDITIONAL USE ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 

(GLOBAL LICENSE), SUBTERRANEAN AND ABOVE GRADE PARKING, PARKING 

VARIANCE. EXPIRES ON APRIL 24,2013 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU8-CU-ZV-DA-HD??? 

DOWNTOWN CITY HALL MEETING NOT IN VALLEY THIS DATE!! 

Applicant/Representative Planning Planned 

Staff Absence 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES C. PALLINI ROMERO 

DONNA KELLY, LENNAR S. PEARSON ROSCHEN 

HOMES CARDOSO 

REP: JOEL MILLER, PSOMAS 

MARIO PALUMBO - L.IBARRA 

MILLENIUM PROJECT 

REP.: ALBERT FRAIJO, 

SHEPPARD MULLIN 
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MEETING Items 

DATE 

4-11-13 4 

DOWN 

TOWN 

PUBLIC 

WORKS 

BOARD 

ROOM 

EM27992 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

ADVANCE CALENDAR 

As of Monday, March 11,2013 

Cases 

CPC-2012-3305-CDO-ZC - LITTLE TOKYO COMMUNITY DESIGN OVERLAY 

CPC-2006-5567-CPU - WEST ADAMS COMMUNITY PLAN 

CPC-2011-2175-ZC-HD-CU-ZV-SPR -1622 N HIGHLAND AVE - CD13-GARCETTI -

DEVELOPMENT OF A MIXED-USE COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL COMPLEX 

WITH SUBTERRANEAN PARKING 

CPC-2011-2480-CU -1600 W. PALOS VERDES DRIVE NORTH - CD15-(BUSCAINO) 

- ADDITION OF BEDROOMS TO EXISTING 86 UNITS, STUDENT SERVICES BLDG., 

AND 9 CLASSROOMS. REMOVAL OF 6 DWELLING UNITS, CONST. OF 16 

CLASSROOM ACADEMIC BLDG. WITH STUDIOS, LABS, AND 32 FACULTY OFFICE. 

EXPIRES ON MARCH 8, 2013 ... MOVED FROM FEB. 28 PER M. WOERSCHING 

2 

Applicant/Representative Planning Planned 

Staff Absence 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES K.KELLER ENG 

C. PALLINI 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES F. ROBLE 

A. VARMA 

HIGHLAND SELMA VENTURE B. LAMB 

REP: SHEPPARD MULLIN 

MARYMOUNT COLLEGE M. 

REP.: JAMES KRAUSE WOERCHING 
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MEETING 

DATE 

4-25-13 

VAN NUYS 

CITY 

COUNCIL 

CHAMBER 

Items 

5 SYLMAR COMMUNITY PLAN ?? 

EM27993 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

ADVANCE CALENDAR 

As of Monday, March 11,2013 

Cases Applicant/Representative 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

CPC-2012-3243-ZC-BL-ZV-ZAA-CLQ-SPR - 14135 W SHERMAN WAY - (CD2- MARC ANTHONY, PC 

KREKORIAN) THE DEMOLITION OF A PRIVATE SCHOOL/PRE-SCHOOL SHERMAN WAY ASSOC. 

(PINECREST) FOR THE USE AND CONSTRUCTION OF SIX STANDARD SINGLE- REP. JOEL MILLER PSOMAS 

FAMILY RESIDENCES AND 131 SMALL LOTS SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCES. 

EXPIRES ON APRIL 29,2013 **CONSENT REQUEST** 

?? 

Planning 

Staff 

S. HOUNSELL 

CPC-2010-3152-ZC-HD-SPE-SPR-SPP-CUB 4820 N PEACH AVE - (CD2- M. DAVID PAUL & ASSOC. N. 

KREKORIAN) A 500-CONDOMINIUM UNIT PROJECT WITH 55,000 SQ.FT. OF REP.: CRAIG LAWSON HENDRICKS 

NEIGHBORHOOD SERVING COMMERCIAL. CASE EXPIRES ON APRIL 10,2012?? 

*** CASE WILL BE EXPIRED BEFORE HEARING DATE 

CPC-2012-1363-GPA-ZC-SPR-BL - 20600 W ROSCOE BLVD - (CD3-ZINE) - CHUCK FRANCOUER, N. 

CONSTRUCTION USE AND MAINTENANCE 118 RESIDENTIAL DWELLING UNITS MONTAGE DEVELOPMENT HENDRICKS 

ON THE SITE. EXPIRES ON MARCH 6, 2013. 

CPC-2009-837-CU - 1587 MULLHOLLAND DRIVE - CURTIS SCHOOL CONTINUED PETER SMAILES, CURTIS 
F. QUON 

OPERATION OF EXISTING PRIVATE SCHOOL WITH DEMOLITION AND NEW SCHOOL FOUNDATION 

CONSTRUCTION. CONTINUED FROM FEB. 28, 2013. EXPIRES ON APRIL 25,2013. REP. MICHAEL GONZALES 

Planned 

Absence 
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MEETING 

DATE 

5-9-13 

DOWN 

TOWN 

CITY 

COUNCIL 

CHAMBER 

5-23-13 

VAN NUYS 

CITY 

COUNCIL 

CHAMBER 

Items 

2 

2 

EM27994 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

ADVANCE CALENDAR 

As of Monday, March 11,2013 

Cases Applicant/Representative 

CPC-2012-1222-ZC-GPA-SP AND CPC-2012-1223-DA 2901 E. OLYMPIC FIFTEEN GROUP LAND & 

BOULEVARD - (CD14-GARCETTI) - WYVERNWOOD REDEVELOPMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 

APPROXIMATELY 6B.B ACRE SITE WITH A MIXED-USE COMMUNITY PROVIDING REP.: K. LONNER, BURNS & 

INCREASED HOUSING, NEIGHBORHOOD-SERVING RETAIL AND OFFICE USES, BOUCHARD 

CIVIC SPACE, GREENS, AND OPEN SPACE AMENITIES IN BOYLE HEIGHTS. 

**CONTROVERSIAL - ONLY CASE THIS DATE 

LITTLE TOKYO COO (TENTATIVE) - PER KEVIN KELLER 

CPC-200B-4336-CU-ZV-SPR - 9151 N DE GARMO AVE - (CD6-CARDENAS) - COMMUNITY RECYCLING, 

CONSTRUCTION OF 107,000 SQ FT STRUCTURE TO ENCLOSE BACKYARD JOHN RICHARDSON 

OPERATIONS PURSUANT TO SCAQMD ORDER. EXPIRES ON APRIL 12, 2013 REP.: FRED GAINES 

CPC-2012-2576-ZC-SPE-SPP - 21701 W VENTURA BLVD - (CD3-ZINE) DIEGO WH, LLC 

DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING 2B,733 SF. AUTO DEALERSHIP AND REP: STEVE CATALANO, 

CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 72,404 SF. DEALERSHIP. EXPIRES ON JUNE 3, 2013 KINDEL GAGAN, INC. 

Planning 

Staff 

K. JONES 

D. O'DONNELL 

J. DRIVER 

Planned 

Absence 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30475 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

3 

RL0032090 



EM30478 

Sent to charmie.huynh@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Thanks Luci, I will. 

Best, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 
Executive Vice President 

EM32630 

Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com> 
Wednesday, May 08, 2013 4:13 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Terri Gerger 
RE: City Planning Commission - Millennium Determination Letter Appeals 

imageOO1.jpg 

DAUM Commercial Real Estate Services 
CA License No. 00620927 
D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 
F: 213-680-2652 
C: 213-304-5324 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 08, 2013 4: 12 PM 
To: Greg Johnson 
Subject: Re: City Planning Commission - Millennium Determination Letter Appeals 

Hi Greg, 

I have not received any letters. You may want to contact the commission office since they currently have the 
file to see if they have received any correspondence. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, May 8,2013 at 4:07 PM, Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercia1.com> wrote: 

Luci - Can you share with me how many appeal letters have been received so far in regards to the CPC's 
Millennium Determination letter? 

Thanks, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 

Executive Vice President 
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CA License No. 00620927 

D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 

F: 213-680-2652 

c: 213-304-5324 

~ IDAUM 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

www.daumcommercial.com 

ONCOR INTERNATIONAL 

www.oncorintl.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32631 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Kira, 

See attached. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

EM32936 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, May 14, 20134:55 PM 
kteshima@sheppardmullin.com 
Millennium 3rd appeal 
20130514165046469.pdf 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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City of Los Angeles - Department of City Planning 

APPEAL TO THE: Los Angeles City Council 

(DIREaOR, AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY COUNCIL) 

REGARDING CASE #: CPC-200B-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD; ENV-2011-675-EIR: VTT-71837-CN-1A; CPC-2013-103-DA 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 1720-1770 N. Vine, 1745-1753 N. Vine, 1746-1770 N. Ivar, 1733-1741 Argyle, 6236-6334 W. Yucca 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: May 13, 2013 
--~~-------------------------------------------

TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. 0 Appeal by Applicant 

2. 0 Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved 

3. 0 Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 

of Building and Safety 

APPElLANT INFORMATION - Please print clearly 

Name: HEIIGC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood & Vine Residences Association 

Are you filing for yourself or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

IZl Self o Other: ____________________________________ _ 

Address: 6250 Hollywood Blvd, Suite 120 Los Angeles, CA 

Attn: Ronald W. Barnes Zip: 90028 

Telephone: (213) 393-1350 E-mail: ron@myhoIlYvVoodresidence.com 

Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

DYes IZl No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

Address: 1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90067 

Telephone: _____ 3_10_-_20_1_"3_5_7_2 __ _ E-mail: BMR@JMBM.COM 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING - Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

o Entire ~art~!J 

Your justification/reason must state: 

• The reasons for the appeal • How you are aggrieved by the decision 

Specifically the points at issue • Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

• Master Appeal Form 
Justification/Reason for Appealing document 
Original Determination Letter 

Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee. 

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

Applicants filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 
and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (n or VTI) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be filed within 10 days of the written determination of the Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (Le. ZA, APe, epe, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appealable. 

"If a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact report, approves a 
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision-making body, if any." 
--CA Public Resources Code § 21151 (c) 

p1~-- _ .. ' 

Appellant Signature: __ --:::;,.L_---j~~--=-,,.,?C------_~--__ ~ ____ _ 

Amount ICes.. 8 Q 

'X. , ,"Ire 
Receipt No. JVO()O::t "20100 

Determination Authority Notified 

CP-7769 (11!09/09) 

Planning Staff Use Only 

Date: _--=S=--'.:.-'_\\..:....\--="> ____ _ 
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May 10,2013 

EM32939 

HEI/Ge Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC 
6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Suite 12D 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Attn: Ronald W. Barnes 

Michael LoGrande, Planning Director 
Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Representative Authorization 

Dear Mr. LoGrande, 

On behalf of HEIIGC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC ("HEI/GC") and 
the Hollywood & Vine Residences Association ("HVRA") , the owner and homeowners 
association, respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood 
Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90028 (the "W Residences"), I authorize Benjamin 
M. Reznik, Sheri L. Bonstelle, and Neill Brower of Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell 
LLP to act as representatives of HEI/GC and HVRA with respect toming and processing 
any appeals and participating in meetings and hearings in the City of Los Angeles 
regarding the Hollywood Millennium Project (CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-A V -HD; 
CPC-2013-103-DA; VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR). 

HEIIGC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC 

~:IIYW~ 
Name: Ronald W. Barnes 
Title: ~ ~"'''''\). ..... \. Q .... I',?t ..... s. .... t->...."..,,, "',-
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I. 

EM32940 

EXHIBIT" A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV -HD; ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-IA; CPC-2013:"103-DA 

INTRODUCTION 

HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC ("HEl/GC") and· the Hollywood & 
Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, respectively, 
of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 
90028 (the "W Residences") appeal to the Los Angeles City Council (the "City Council") the 
decision of the City Planning Commission ("Commission") approving andlor recommending 
approval of the following entitlements for the construction of a new mixed use development at 
1720-1770 N. Vine Street, 1745-1753 N. Vine Street, 1746-1770 N. Ivar Ave., 1733-1741 
Argyle Ave., 6236-6334 W. Yucca Street (the "Decision"), requested by Millennium Hollywood, 
LLC (the "Applicant") as set forth in a Letter of Determination dated April 27, 2013 (the 
"Detennination"; see Exhibit "A").} 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from ,C4 to (T)(Q) C2-2-SN. 
2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 2D to Height District 2. 
3. Approved a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 
4. Approved a Master Conditional Use to pennit the sale and dispensing of a full line of 

alcoholic beverages for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 
5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to allow floor area averaging of a unified 

development. 
6. Approved a Zone Variance to pennit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
7. Approved a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
8. Approved a Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 
9. Adopted the Conditions of Approval as modified. 
10. Adopted the Findings as amended. 
11. Reviewed and Considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV -2011-0675-EIR 

(SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopted the relative environmental Findings, 
and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
Project and make additional Findings. 

12. Recommended that the City Council Adopt a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q) 
C2-2-SN. 

13. Recommended that the City Council Adopt a Height District Change from Height 
District 2D to Height District 2. 

14. Recommended that the City Council Adopt the Conditions of Approval as modified. 
15. Recommended that the City Council Adopt the Findings as amended 
16. Recommended that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the 

Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), 
including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, and Adopt the relative environmental Findings, and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the Project, and make 
additional Findings. 

} HEJ/GC and HVRA have previously submitted letters dated December 10,2012 and March 27, 2013 opposing the 
project and its environmental review (see Exhibits "B" and "C"). All arguments previously set forth by HEIIGC and 
HVRA in its letters and public testimony are incorporated by reference as ifset forth here in their entirety, 
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EM32941 

EXHIBIT" A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV -HD; ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-IA; CPC-2013-103-DA 

As described in greater detail below, HEI/GC and HVRA appeal the Determination of the 
City Planning Commission ("CPC") because the findings and conclusions contained therein are 
not supported by substantial evidence. HEIIGC and HVRA are the owner and homeowners 
association, respectively, of the W Residences, located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. The 
Project is located on the block between Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue, directly north of the W 
Residences. HEI/GC and HVRA appeal the Determination, because they will be significantly 
adversely affected by the mUltiple environmental impacts associated with the Project. Note that 
although the Applicant waived its right to appeal the Zone Change (per Applicant's letter, dated 
April 22, 2013), the Applicant does not have standing to waive any appeal rights of third parties. 
HEI/GC and HVRA appeal the Determination in its entirety. 

I. GROUNDS FOR APPEAL 

The City Planning Commission erred . and abused its discretion III approving the 
entitlements including, but not limited to, the examples set forth below. 

A. The Final Environmental Impact Report Fails to Fully Evaluate Several 
Potential Significant Impacts 

The Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") fails to fully evaluate several 
significant and potentially significant impacts caused by the Project. These issues are more fully 
addressed in the letter froni HEI/GC and HVRA to the City planning department staff, dated 
December 10,2012, commenting on the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") (attached 
hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit "B"), and the letter from HEI/GC and HVRA to the 
City Planning Commission, dated March 27, 2013, summarizing the key issues not addressed in 
the response to comments in the FEIR and summarizing the lack of findings in the City staff 
report (attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit "C"). 

As set forth in the letters, the DEIR does not contain a stable, accurate and finite project 
description as required by the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQ A"). A DEIR must 
describe a project not only with sufficient detail, but also with sufficient accuracy, to permit 
informed decision-making. See CEQA Guidelines § 15124. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center 
v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4th 645,655 (2007); Silveira v. Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary 
Dist., 54 Cal. App. 4th 980, 990 (1997). The DEIR fails to substantially address the actual 
impacts of the service of alcohol and live entertainment due to a lack of definitive. project 
description identifying the location, plans and area of alcohol service that is typically required 
for such conditional use permits. 

The DEIR fails to analyze the significant environmental impact of removing zoning 
restrictions and amending the community plan. The Project includes an increase in FAR from 
3: 1 to 6: 1, which is double the current permitted density on the site. In addition, when the CPC 
approved a conditional use to allow floor area averaging of a unified development, it failed to 
consider that the vague proj ect description in effect permits an FAR of at least 12: 1 on any parcel 
within the Project, which exceeds the density permitted under the current Community Plan (that 
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EM32942 

EXHIBIT" A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD; ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT -71837-CN-IAj CPC-2013.:.103-DA 

is currently the subject of litigation). The DEIR also fails to disclose growth inducing impacts 
caused by setting a precedent of development at this level. 

The DEIR also fails to properly analyze traffic and parking, because it uses inappropriate 
trip generation rates for residential uses that are significantly less than other similarly sized 
projects in the City and does not consider the actual and realistic mass transportation usage for 
work commutes and evening entertainment in a congested area of Hollywood. The DEIR 
improperly downplays the significance conclusions of the air quality analysis, and fails to 
disclose that the Project would hinder implementation of the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan. 
The DEIR underestimates the impact of the Project on landfill capacity. The DEIR fails to 
evaluate the Project's significant potential impact on school overcrowding and library services. 
The DEIR also fails to consider the significant impact on the Capital Record Building and 
contributing buildings to the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, an 
historic resources, especially relating to preservati,on of protected public views and the impact on 
the historic echo chambers during the lengthy construction period. 

Of significant importance to HEI/GC and HVRA, the DEIR fails to adequately evaluate 
and mitigate construction related noise and vibration impacts, by relying on deferred mitigation 
and failing to evaluate the noise impacts on nearby residences and other sensitive receptors 
during the extensive construction period. The DEIR specifically omitted any evaluation of the 
impact on the American College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and future residences 
on the Project site in existence during the ongoing construction. 

In the Response to Comments (FEIR, Letters No.8 and 81), the City fails to fully and 
adequately address any of these issues identified by HEI/GC and HVRA, and the CPC relied on 
this insufficient information in certifying the EIR and approving all of the requested entitlements 
(listed above). Therefore, the CPC's approval of the entitlements was not supported by 
substantial evidence. 

B. The Failure of the CPC to Support its Findings by Substantial Evidence 
Constitutes an Abuse of Discretion and a Failure to Proceed in a Manner 
Required by Law. 

An agency abuses its discretion when it fails to proceed in a manner required by law, 
issues a decision unsupported by findings, and/or makes findings that are not supported by 
evidence. Cal. Code Civ. Pro. § 1094.5(b). As described above, the CPC failed to support its 
decision with adequate findings, and failed to support the findings it did make with substantial 
evidence. 

Any decision must be supported by evidence in the record. Western States Petroleum 
Assn. v. Superior Court, 9 Cal. 4th 559 (1995). Findings must "bridge the analytical gap 
between raw evidence and ultimate order;" ld. at 514-515, citing Topanga Assn. for a Scenic 
Environment v. Cnty o/Los Angeles, 11 Cal. 3d 506,151-16 (1974) (defining findings as legally 
relevant sub conclusions that "bridge the analytical gap." An agency "must render findings 
sufficient both to enable the parties to determine whether and on what basis they should seek 
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EXHIBIT" A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV -HD j ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTF-71837-CN-IAj CPC-2013-103-DA 

review and, in the event of review, to apprise a reviewing court of the basis for the board's 
action." Western States Petroleum, 9 Cal. 4th at 515. 

Findings should do the following: 

1. Provide a framework for making principled decisions, enhancing the integrity of the 
administrative process; 

2. Help make analysis orderly and reduce the likelihood that the agency will randomly leap 
from evidence to conclusions; 

3. Enable the parties to determine whether and on what basis they should seek judicial 
review and remedy; 

4. Apprise a reviewing court of the basis for ·the agency's action; and, 

5. Serve a public relations function by helping to persuade the parties that administrative 
decision making is careful, reasoned, and equitable. 

Topanga, supra, at pp. 514, 516, fn. 14, and 517. 

Even assuming the existence of substantial evidence (as described in this appeal, it does 
not exist), the mere presence in the record of evidence to support a determination does not 
compel the conclusion that a determination-let alone a legally sufficient determination-was in 
fact made. Sierra Club v. City of Hayward, 28 Cal. 3d 840, 859 (1981). 

Here, as summarized above and described in detail in the attached Exhibits liB" and "C," 
comments letters on the Draft EIR for the Project raised a host of analytical deficiencies and 
inconsistencies including, among other issues, failure of the Draft EIR to adequately evaluate the 
consistency of the Project with the General Plan, Community Plan, and the surrounding 
community, including historical structures. In making its purported findings, the Final EIR and 
the CPC completely failed to address any of the points raised in these letters, electing instead to 
provide unresponsive and irrelevant discussion, as detailed in Exhibit "C." The failure to 
respond to and correct these deficiencies does not allow the CPC to make or substantiate any 
findings related to compatibility of the development with the surrounding community and 
development; consistency with public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning 
practice; a lack of detriment to the health and safety of the community; enhancement of the built 
environment; substantial conformance with the purpose, intent, and provisions of the. various 
applicable policy and planning documents; or any necessary findings regarding hardship or 
necessity required for a variance. Moreover, as detailed in Exhibits liB" and "C," because the 
Final EIR failed to provide the requisite analysis for alcohol sales and consumption, the CPC 
could not make or support any of the findings related to conditional uses. Lastly, the numerous 
defects in the Final EIR render the CEQA findings unsupported by substantial evidence, or in 
some cases, by any evidence at all, as ueLailed in Exhibits "B" anu "C." 
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EXHIBIT" A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV -HD; ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-IA; CPC-2013-103-DA 

HEI/GC and HVRA are Aggrieved by the Decision 

As stated above, HEI/GC and HVRA are the owner and homeowners aSSocIatIOn, 
respectively, of the W Residences, located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, which is directly south 
across Hollywood Boulevard from the Project. The significant and potentially significant 

. impa~ts identified in the Final ErR and this letter, including exhibits, especially concerning 
traffic, land use, aesthetics, parking, air quality, school and library services, parkland, historic 
resources, noise, landfill capacity and growth inducing impacts will cause negatively affect the 
daily lives of the residents at the W Residences. 

III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above and those presented to the City in the attached comment 
letters, HEI/GC and HVRA respectfully request tlJat the City Council overturn the Determination 
and all entitlements previously approved and/or recommended on its basis, and refuse to certify 
the FErR. In the alternative, City Council should refrain from taking action on the Project, and 
should instead direct staff to revise and recirculate the FEIR to correct the numerous deficiencies 
identified here and in other submittals by HEIIGC and HVRA and others. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33167 

R De Monte <ggpncJdm@yahoo.com> 
Monday, May 27, 2013 10:23 AM 
sharon.gin@lacity.org; Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Council File 13-0593, 13-0593-S1 

CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZY-HD (Proposed Millennium Project Hollywood) 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Council File 13-0593, 13-0593-51 

Attached is a letter from the Greater Griffith Park Nc opposing the Millennium project as it is currently 
proposed. 
Please be sure to copy the mrmbers of the PLUM Committee. 

Linda Demmers, President per her request by 

Rosemary De Monte 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Good Evening 

EM32632 

Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Wednesday, May 08, 2013 6:10 PM 
garyk@ggpnc.org; Christine Amirian-Khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; Jacqueline Kerr; 
Sorin Alexanian; Dennis Chew; uubermeister@yahoo.com 
linda.demmers@gmaii.com; spicerrichard@yahoo.com 

Millennium Project: Summary: Recommendations Status/Schedule 

See attachment for meeting tonight. I also have print copies. 

This attachment is in Word. so should open 

The one earlier in Pages 

R 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30479 

Millennium Hollywood <info=milienniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> on behalf 
of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April OS, 2013 12:05 PM 
Michael 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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EM30480 

The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to michael.logrande@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31591 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 
Hollis, Calvin 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 

development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 
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EM31592 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 
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cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq] 

Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11 :28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 
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EM31595 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM31596 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM31597 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31598 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks so much, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

EM32945 

Kira Teshima < KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 5:07 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Hi Kira, 

See attached. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 2:29 PM 

To: Luciralia Ibarra 
Subject: Draft Determ 
Attachments: 20130422143628125.pdf 

Ok Luci, 

This is my draft determ cover letter for Millennium. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: _______ _ 

CASE: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

SCH No. 2011041049 

Location: 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-
1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 
6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 
Council Districts: 13 - Hon. Eric Garcetti 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Requests: Vesting Zone Change, Height District 
Change, Conditional Use, Zone Variance 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

At its meeting on March 28, 2013, the following action was taken by the City Planning 
Commission: 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2. 
2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 2D to Height District 2. 
3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 
4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 
5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development. 
6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 
9. Adopted the attached Conditions of Approval as modified 

10. Adopted the attached Findings as amended. 
11. Reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-S75-EIR (SCH No. 

2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and Adopted the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPG) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Page 2 

Recommendations to City Council: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Adopt a Height District Change from Height District 2D to 

Height District 2. 
3. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Conditions of Approval as modified. 
4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings as amended. 
5. Recommend that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 

Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project 
and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the CitY,Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through 
fees. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Recused: 
Absent: 

Vote: 

Lessin 
Perlman 
Freer, Hovaguimian, Romero 
Eng, Roschen 
Burton, Cardoso 

5-0 

James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Planning Commission 

Effective Date I Appeals: The City Planning Commission's determination regarding the Zone Change request 
is appealable by the applicant only (If it has been disapproved in whole or in part). Any aggrieved party may 
file an appeal within 20-days after the mailing date of this determination letter. Any appeal not filed within the 
20-day period shall not be considered by the City Council. All appeals shall be filed on forms provided at the 
Planning Department's Public Counters at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Fourth Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6262 Van 
Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251, Van Nuys. 

FINAL APPEAL DATE: ______ _ 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on 
which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be 
other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

Attachments: Conditions, Ordinance, Map, Findings 
City Planner: Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planning Assistant: Sergio Ibarra 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM31602 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Monday, April 22, 20132:33 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Talton, DiAnna@DOT; Pollock, Elizabeth R@DOT; Elattar, Aziz H@DOT; Nasr, 
Elhami@DOT 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
2 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31604 

3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32946 

Kira Teshima < KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 5:11 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Quick question: How voluminous are the exhibits? The letter references them quite a bit. I can come to your office to 
copy them tomorrow morning if they will be useful in reading the appeal letter. Thank you! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Kira Teshima 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 5:07 PM 
To: 'Iris Fagar-Awakuni' 
Subject: RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Thanks so much, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Hi Kira, 

See attached. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PlANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33168 

R De Monte <ggpncJdm@yahoo.com> 
Monday, May 27, 2013 10:25 AM 
sharon.gin@lacity.org; Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Re: Council File 13-0593, 13-0593-S1 
Final Millennium 5_21_2103 OOl.pdf 

From: R De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com> 
To: "sharon.gin@lacity.orq" <sharon.gin@lacity.org>; "Luciralia .ibarra@lacity.org" <Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Sent: Monday, May 27,201310:23 AM 
Subject: Council File 13-0593, 13-0593-S1 

CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZY-HD (Proposed Millennium Project Hollywood) 

CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Council File 13-0593, 13-0593-51 

Attached is a letter from the Greater Griffith Park Nc opposing the Millennium project as it is currently 

proposed. 

Please be sure to copy the mrmbers of the PLUM Committee. 

Linda Demmers, President per her request by 

Rosemary De Monte 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
PRESIDENT 

Linda Demmers 

CERTIFIED COUNCIL #36 

GREATER GRIFFITH PARK 
NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

PO Box 27003 
VICE PRESIDENTS 

Lisa Sedano - Administration 
Chris McKinley - Communications 

Los Angeles, CA 90027 

Your Neighborhood Your Voice. Your Council 
(213) 973-9758 

TREASURER 
Nelson Bae info@ggpnc.org 

SECRETARY 
Kris Anderson 

www.ggpnc.org 

May 21,2013 

Michael LoGrande, Director 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
201 N. Figueroa Street #4 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZY-HD (Proposed Millennium Project Hollywood) 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Dear Mr. LoGrande; 

At its publicly noticed, regularly scheduled May 8, 2013 meeting, the Greater Griffith Park 
Neighborhood Council's (GGPNC) Planning, Zoning and Historic Preservation Committee (PZHP) 
agreed by consensus to submit this letter to the Los Angeles Planning Dept and City officials stating 
opposition to the Millennium Project as it stands now. At its regularly scheduled Governing Board 
meeting on May 21,2013, the GGPNC agreed by a vote of 14 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions 
to submit this letter. 

The GGPNC is in opposition to the proposed heights of over 50 stories and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
being changed from the present 4.5:1 to 6:1. This project should be in compliance with the historic 
area where there are no buildings higher than 22 stories. 

We believe that the traffic study included in the Final EIR is flawed, as does Caltrans, and that the 
amount of increased traffic to and from the site is underestimated. This will leave the congestion at 
the Franklin and Argyle, and the Franklin and Cahuenga intersections unmitigatable, exceeding 
LADOT maximum capacity for these intersections. This will cause a huge influx of traffic into our 
Neighborhood and on our main arteries of Franklin, Los Feliz and Hollywood Boulevard, as well as 
our North/ South bound streets of Western, Vermont and Hillhurst. These streets are impacted 

heavily now and when all the projects in Hollywood come on board the traffic will be impossible. 

We request that prior to the PLUM Committee and the City Council's issuing any approval regarding 
the Millennium Project that the City Council consider the proposed Project's impacts to the 
surrounding Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities by reducing the heights and density 
of the project as described above. We cannot support the project in its current form. 
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Sincerely, 

Linda Demmers, President of GGPNC 

By Gary Khanjian, Chair of PZHPC 

EM33170 

cc: LoGrande, Michael, Director Los Angeles City Planning Department 
City Councilmembers (all) 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30483 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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EM30484 

The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 

2 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

3 
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Sent to lambert.giessinger@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alan, 

EM32633 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 11:43 AM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

The general contact for the City Clerk's office is Sharon Gin, 213.978.1074. 

Her mailing address is: 
200 N. Spring Street, 3rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Her email is: sharon.gin@lacity.org 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 4:00 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Ok Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:53 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Okay, let me find out. Since this case hasn't been transferred to the City Clerk's office yet, a clerk may not yet 
have been assigned. I'll let you know what I learn. 

Thanks, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 3:44 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 
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EM32634 

If we need to write a letter like you suggested, who do we write to and where do we mail? 

Thank you for your help! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:01 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

2 
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EM32635 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

3 
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My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 
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Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

5 
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EM32638 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

6 
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Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32639 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32640 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

EM32641 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32642 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30487 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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EM30488 

The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 

2 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to blake.1amb@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Is this Millennium or Casden? 

EM32948 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 8:08 AM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium Tract Appeals 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 11:41 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good day Luci, 

Last time we spoke about the Tract appeal for this case, you agreed to get an extension so that the appeals could 
be transmitted and heard at the same time. 

Iris voiced some concern about the timing of the Tract appeal so I wanted to be sure this was still the 
plan? May 17 is last day to appeal the CPC portion. We are awaiting another appeal (3rd appeal - 2nd 
appellant) from the valley. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32949 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good morning, 

EM33171 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, May 28, 2013 12:08 PM 
Matthew Crawford 
Fwd: pre-PLUM agenda 
DraftPLU M060413.doc 

Attached is the draft 6/4 PLUM agenda. There will be a pre-PLUM meeting tomorrow (Wednesday, 5/29) at 
10:30 a.ill. in Room 410-CD1 conference room. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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EM33172 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JUNE 4,2013 

BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS EDWARD R. ROYBAL HEARING ROOM 350 - 2:30 PM 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMEMBER 
COUNCILMEMBER 1 & 2-Bell/Rothmann/Lopez 

COUNCILMEMBER 3 & 4-WebberlScottilbarra 

(Sharon Gin - Legislative Assistant- (213)- 5-WebberIScottiDuenas- (item continued to a 

Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access later date) 
Listening Devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or servic 
availability, you are advised to make your request at lea 6-Webber IScottiBonstin-( item continued to a 

to attend. Due to difficulties in securing Sign Language later date) 
is strongly recommended. For additional information, pi 

FILE NO. 

12-0460 

12-0460-S1 

13-0593 
CPC-2008-3440 
VZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD 
CD13 

SUBJECT 

(1 ) 

Report from the Department of City Planning relative to a quarterly status update 
on the revision of the Zoning Code. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(2) 

Report from the City Administrative Officer relative to a contract for consulting 
services to support the revision of the Zoning Code. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(3) 

TIME LIMIT: 7/27/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and appeals filed by (i) Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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EM33173 

Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) and (ii) HEI/GC Hollywood and 
Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood and Vine Residences Association 
(Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer, Mangels, Butler, Mitchell, LLP) of 
part of the determination of the LACPC, in taking the actions listed below for 
property located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, 
and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 

2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 
2. 

3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 
500 feet of an R Zone. 

4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and 
dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live 
entertainment. 

5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a 
unified development. 

6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports 
club/fitness facility. 

8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

Adopted amended Findings and modified Conditions of Approval. 

Certified that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), ENV-2011-575-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the 
accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and adopted the related environmental Findings, and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for 
the project and Find: 

a. The EIR for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the Final 
EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the LACPC as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the LACPC reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the EIR prior to recommending the 
project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter. 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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13-0593-S1 
VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CD13 

EM33174 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis 
of the lead agency. 

The above project involves the development of two sites consisting of eight 
parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use community consisting of office, 
hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the 
construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 
residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food 
and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the uses from 
those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will 
be provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade 
level open space for buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's 
Development Regulations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(4) 

TIME LIMIT: 6/19/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/19/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and an appeal filed by Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC 
in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 
1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Denied the appeals filed by AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts; Annie Geoghan; Argyle Civic Association; Beachwood 
Canyon Neighborhood Association; Hollywood Dell Civic Association; and 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract No. 71837-CN, a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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13-0521 
APCSV-2010-1412 
SPE-ZAA-DRB 
SPP-MSP 
CD4 

EM33175 

square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

3. Adopted Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

4. Adopted Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, 
SCH#2011 041 094. 

The above project involves a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet 
of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 
acre site. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(5) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
IN COUNCIL: 8/7/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and an appeal filed by Steven J. Bernheim (William D. Koehler, Esq., 
Representative), from part of the determination of the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission disapproving the Specific Plan Exception to permit the 
continued use and maintenance of an 400 square-foot, one-car garage located 
in the Mulholland Drive public right-of-way, subject to Conditions of Approval, for 
property located at 13201 - 13211 West Mulholland Drive. (The SVAPC also 
approved the Design Review Determination and Project Permit Compliance 
Review for the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan and took action on 
Zoning Administrator Adjustments.) 

Applicant: Steven J. Bernheim 

Representative: William D. Koehler, Esq. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

DISPOSITION: CONTINUED IN PLUM TO 7/23/13; IN COUNCIL 8/7113 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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13-0509 
CPC-2011-2103 
VZC-HD-ZAA 
CD5 

07-1175 

EM33176 

(6) 

TIME LIMIT: 7/9/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/3/13 
CONTINUED FROM 5/14/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/26/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and an appeal filed by Beverly Grossman Palmer on behalf of Burton 
Way Foundation, Beverly - Wilshire Homes Association, Lorelei and William 
Shark, and Jack Cash, from part of the determination of the Central Los Angeles 
Area Planning Commission (CLAAPC) in: approving a vesting zone change from 
the existing C2 zone to (T)(Q)RAS4-1D, disapproving a height district change 
from -1VL to -10 with a 67-foot "0" limitation in height, and approving a height 
district change from -1VL to -10 with a 56-foot "0" limitation in height, for the 
demolition of four existing commercial structures as well as a 47.5-foot tall, two 
sided billboard structure and the construction of a six-story, maximum 67-foot in 
height, 46,230 square feet mixed-use building for property located at 316-324 
North La Cienega Boulevard, subject to Conditions of Approval. (On January 22, 
2013, the CLAAPC also approved adjustments and adopted the MND.) 

Applicant: Solomon Aryeh, Beverly La Cienega, LLC 

Representative: Joel Miller, PSOMAS 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

DISPOSITION CONTINUED IN PLUM TO 6/11113; IN COUNCIL 6/26/13 

(7) 

Director of Planning's oral status report relative to ongoing development of City 
planning policies, work program, operations, and other items of interest. 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN THIS COMMITTEES SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

If you challenge this Committee's action(s) in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public 
hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing . Any written 
correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 

Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public 
inspection in the City Clerk's Office at 200 North Spring Street, Room 395, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA 90012 during normal business hours. 

PL060413 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM32643 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 11:46 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Watson, DiAnna@DOT 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

We have sent in a letter to all City Council Members on May 7, 2013. Any status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09,2013 11:43 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The general contact for the City Clerk's office is Sharon Gin, 213.978.1074. 

Her mailing address is: 
200 N. Spring Street, 3rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Her email is: sharon.gin@lacity.org 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 4:00 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Ok Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:53 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
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EM32644 

Okay, let me find out. Since this case hasn't been transferred to the City Clerk's office yet, a clerk may not yet 
have been assigned. I'll let you know what I learn. 

Thanks, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 3:44 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

If we need to write a letter like you suggested, who do we write to and where do we mail? 

Thank you for your help! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia. ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:01 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 
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EM32645 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
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Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 
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EM32648 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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EM32649 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

EM32650 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

EM32651 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32652 
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Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32653 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi, May: 

EM32950 

Brower, Neill <NBrower@JMBM.com> 

Wednesday, May 15, 2013 8:08 AM 
May Sirinopwongsagon 
RE: Appointment Request 
Appeal Findings.DOC 

The revised findings are attached . Also, shouldn't the appeal form still state that it is a full appeal, as we are appealing 
every decision that can be appealed? 

Thank you again, 

---Neill 

Neill E. Brower 
JMBM I Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

DIRECT: (310) 712-6833 I MAIN: (310) 203-8080 I FAX: (310) 712-8564 I E-MAIL: NBrower@jmbm.com 
WEB: www.JMBM.com IADDRESS: 1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90067 

This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or 
attachments without proper authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone or bye-mail, 
and permanently delete the original, and destroy all copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 

Circular 230 Disclosure: To assure compliance with Treasury Department rules governing tax practice, we hereby inform you that any advice contained herein 
(including in any attachment) (1) was not written or intended to be used, and cannot be used, by you or any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding any penalties 
that may be imposed on you or any taxpayer and (2) may not be used or referred to by you or any other person in connection with promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another person any transaction or matter addressed herein. 

From: May Si ri nopwongsagon [mai Ito: may. si ri nopwongsagon@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 7:38 AM 
To: Brower, Neill 
Subject: Re: Appointment Request 

Hi Neill, 

I wanted to follow up with you about the revisions for the appeal that you submitted. I didn't receive anything 
via email. If you dropped off a hard copy, then please disregard this email. 

Thank you, 

May 

On Fri, May 10, 2013 at 3:49 PM, May Sirinopwongsagon <may.sirinopwongsagon@lacity.org> wrote: 
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EM32951 

Your appointment is scheduled for 5/13 at 2:30pm with myself. Please take a number at the start desk before 
coming to the planning counter and let me know when you have arrived. 

On Fri, May 10, 2013 at 10:45 AM, <nb4@jmbm.com> wrote: 
Neill Brower Would like to request an Appointment for Case Filing: 
Requested Date: 0511312013 at 02:30 PM 
Alternate Date: 0511312013 at 02:00 PM 
Contact Information: 
Email: nb4@jmbm.com 
Phone Number: (818) 419-9132 

Reason for Appointment: 
Filing an appeal of a CPC determination. 

May Sirinopwongsagon 
(818) 374-5050 

May Sirinopwongsagon 
(818) 374-5050 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU -ZV -HD; ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A; CPC-2013-103-DA 

I. INTRODUCTION 

HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC ("HEI/GC") and the Hollywood & 
Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, respectively, 
of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 
90028 (the "W Residences") appeal to the Los Angeles City Council (the "City Council") all 
appealable decisions of the City Planning Commission ("Commission") regarding the following 
entitlements for the construction of a new mixed use development at 1720-1770 N. Vine Street, 
1745-1753 N. Vine Street, 1746-1770 N. Ivar Ave., 1733-1741 Argyle Ave., 6236-6334 W. 
Yucca Street (the "Decision"), requested by Millennium Hollywood, LLC (the "Applicant") as 
set forth in a Letter of Determination dated April 27, 2013 (the "Determination"; see Exhibit 
"A").! 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q) C2-2-SN. 
2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 2D to Height District 2. 
3. Approved a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 
4. Approved a Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of 

alcoholic beverages for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 
5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to allow floor area averaging of a unified 

development. 
6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
7. Approved a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
8. Approved a Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 
9. Adopted the Conditions of Approval as modified. 
10. Adopted the Findings as amended. 
11. Reviewed and Considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

(SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopted the relative environmental Findings, 
and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
Project and make additional Findings. 

12. Recommended that the City Council Adopt a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q) 
C2-2-SN. 

13. Recommended that the City Council Adopt a Height District Change from Height 
District 2D to Height District 2. 

14. Recommended that the City Council Adopt the Conditions of Approval as modified. 
15. Recommended that the City Council Adopt the Findings as amended 
16. Recommended that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the 

Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), 
including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, and Adopt the relative environmental Findings, and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the Project, and make 
additional Findings. 

! HEI/GC and HVRA have previously submitted letters dated December 10,2012 and March 27,2013 opposing the 
project and its environmental review (see Exhibits "B" and "C"). All arguments previously set forth by HEl/GC and 
HVRA in its letters and public testimony are incorporated by reference as if set forth here in their entirety. 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU -ZV -HD; ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A; CPC-2013-103-DA 

As described in greater detail below, HEI/GC and HVRA appeal the Determination of the 
City Planning Commission ("CPC") because the findings and conclusions contained therein are 
not supported by substantial evidence. HEI/GC and HVRA are the owner and homeowners 
association, respectively, of the W Residences, located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard. The 
Project is located on the block between Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue, directly north of the W 
Residences. HEI/GC and HVRA appeal the Determination, because they will be significantly 
adversely affected by the multiple environmental impacts associated with the Project. Note that 
although the Applicant waived its right to appeal the Zone Change (per Applicant's letter, dated 
April 22, 2013), the Applicant does not have standing to waive any appeal rights of third parties. 
HEI/GC and HVRA appeal the Determination in its entirety. 

I. GROUNDS FOR APPEAL 

The City Planning Commission erred and abused its discretion m approvmg the 
entitlements including, but not limited to, the examples set forth below. 

A. The Final Environmental Impact Report Fails to Fully Evaluate Several 
Potential Significant Impacts 

The Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") fails to fully evaluate several 
significant and potentially significant impacts caused by the Project. These issues are more fully 
addressed in the letter from HEI/GC and HVRA to the City planning department staff: dated 
December 10, 2012, commenting on the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") (attached 
hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit "B"), and the letter from HEI/GC and HVRA to the 
City Planning Commission, dated March 27, 2013, summarizing the key issues not addressed in 
the response to comments in the FEIR and summarizing the lack of findings in the City staff 
report (attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit "C"). 

As set forth in the letters, the DEIR does not contain a stable, accurate and finite project 
description as required by the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). A DEIR must 
describe a project not only with sufficient detail, but also with sufficient accuracy, to permit 
informed decision-making. See CEQA Guidelines § 15124. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center 
v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4th 645, 655 (2007); Silveira v. Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary 
])i5t., 54 Cal. App. 4th 980, 990 (1997). The DEIR fails to substantially address the actual 
impacts of the service of alcohol and live entertainment due to a lack of definitive project 
description identifying the location, plans and area of alcohol service that is typically required 
for such conditional use permits. 

The DEIR fails to analyze the significant environmental impact of removing zoning 
restrictions and amending the community plan. The Project includes an increase in FAR from 
3:] to 6: 1, which is double the current permitted density on the site. In addition, when the CPC 
approved a conditional use to allow floor area averaging of a unified development, it failed to 
consider that the vague project description in effect permits an FAR of at least 12: 1 on any parcel 
within the Project, which exceeds the density permitted under the current Community Plan (that 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU -ZV -HD; ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A; CPC-2013-103-DA 

is currently the subject of litigation). The DEIR also fails to disclose growth inducing impacts 
caused by setting a precedent of development at this level. 

The DEIR also fails to properly analyze traffic and parking, because it uses inappropriate 
trip generation rates for residential uses that are significantly less than other similarly sized 
projects in the City and does not consider the actual and realistic mass transportation usage for 
work commutes and evening entertainment in a congested area of Hollywood. The DEIR 
improperly downplays the significance conclusions of the air quality analysis, and fails to 
disclose that the Project would hinder implementation of the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan. 
The DEIR underestimates the impact of the Project on landfill capacity. The DEIR fails to 
evaluate the Project's significant potential impact on school overcrowding and library services. 
The DEIR also fails to consider the significant impact on the Capital Record Building and 
contributing buildings to the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, all 
historic resources, especially relating to preservation of protected public views and the impact on 
the historic echo chambers during the lengthy construction period. 

Of significant importance to HEI/GC and HVRA, the DEIR fails to adequately evaluate 
and mitigate construction related noise and vibration impacts, by relying on deferred mitigation 
and failing to evaluate the noise impacts on nearby residences and other sensitive receptors 
during the extensive construction period. The DEIR specifically omitted any evaluation of the 
impact on the American College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts and future residences 
on the Project site in existence during the ongoing construction. 

In the Response to Comments (FEIR, Letters NO.8 and 81), the City fails to fully and 
adequately address any of these issues identified by HEI/GC and HVRA, and the CPC relied on 
this insufficient information in certifying the EIR and approving all of the requested entitlements 
(listed above). Therefore, the CPC's approval of the entitlements was not supported by 
substantial evidence. 

B. The Failure of the CPC to Support its Findings by Substantial Evidence 
Constitutes an Abuse of Discretion and a Failure to Proceed in a Manner 
Required by Law. 

An agency abuses its discretion when it fails to proceed in a manner required by law, 
issues a decision unsupported by findings, and/or makes findings that are not supported by 
evidence. Cal. Code Civ. Pro. § 1094.5(b). As described above, the CPC failed to support its 
decision with adequate findings, and failed to support the findings it did make with substantial 
evidence. 

Any decision must be supported by evidence in the record. Western States Petroleum 
Assn. v. Superior Court, 9 Cal. 4th 559 (1995). Findings must "bridge the analytical gap 
between raw evidence and ultimate order." Id. at 514-515, citing Topanga Assn. for a Scenic 
Environment v. Cnty qf Los Angeles, 11 Cal. 3d 506, 151-16 (1974) (defining findings as legally 
relevant sub conclusions that "bridge the analytical gap." An agency "must render findings 
sufficient both to enable the parties to determine whether and on what basis they should seek 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU -ZV -HD; ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A; CPC-2013-103-DA 

review and, in the event of review, to apprise a reviewing court of the basis for the board's 
action." Western States Petroleum, 9 Cal. 4th at 515. 

Findings should do the following: 

]. Provide a framework for making principled decisions, enhancing the integrity of the 
administrative process; 

2. Help make analysis orderly and reduce the likelihood that the agency will randomly leap 
from evidence to conclusions; 

3. Enable the parties to determine whether and on what basis they should seek judicial 
review and remedy; 

4. Apprise a reviewing court of the basis for the agency's action; and, 

5. Serve a public relations function by helping to persuade the parties that administrative 
decision making is careful, reasoned, and equitable. 

Topanga, supra, at pp. 514, 5]6, fn. 14, and 517. 

Even assuming the existence of substantial evidence (as described in this appeal, it does 
not exist), the mere presence in the record of evidence to support a determination does not 
compel the conclusion that a determination-let alone a legally sufficient determination-was in 
fact made. Sierra Club v. City of Hayward, 28 Cal. 3d 840,859 (1981). 

Here, as summarized above and described in detail in the attached Exhibits "B" and "C," 
comments letters on the Draft EIR for the Project raised a host of analytical deficiencies and 
inconsistencies including, among other issues, failure of the Draft EIR to adequately evaluate the 
consistency of the Project with the General Plan, Community Plan, and the surrounding 
community, including historical structures. In making its purported findings, the Final EIR and 
the CPC completely failed to address any of the points raised in these letters, electing instead to 
provide unresponsive and irrelevant discussion, as detailed in Exhibit "c." The failure to 
respond to and correct these deficiencies does not allow the CPC to make or substantiate any 
findings related to compatibility of the development with the surrounding community and 
development; consistency with public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning 
practice; a lack of detriment to the health and safety of the community; enhancement of the built 
environment; substantial conformance with the purpose, intent, and provisions of the various 
applicable policy and planning documents; or any necessary findings regarding hardship or 
necessity required for a variance. Moreover, as detailed in Exhibits "B" and "C," because the 
Final EIR failed to provide the requisite analysis for alcohol sales and consumption, the CPC 
could not make or support any of the findings related to conditional uses. Lastly, the numerous 
defects in the Final EIR render the CEQA findings unsupported by substantial evidence, or in 
some cases, by any evidence at all, as detailed in Exhibits "B" and "c." 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU -ZV -HD; ENV -2011-675-EIR 

Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A; CPC-2013-103-DA 

II. HEIIGC and HVRA are Aggrieved by the Decision 

As stated above, HEI/GC and HVRA are the owner and homeowners assocIatlOn, 
respectively, of the W Residences, located at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, which is directly south 
across Hollywood Boulevard from the Project. The significant and potentially significant 
impacts identified in the Final EIR and this letter, including exhibits, especially concerning 
traffic, land use, aesthetics, parking, air quality, school and library services, parkland, historic 
resources, noise, landfill capacity and growth inducing impacts will cause negatively affect the 
daily lives of the residents at the W Residences. 

III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above and those presented to the City in the attached comment 
letters, HEI/GC and HVRA respectfully request that the City Council overturn the Determination 
and all entitlements previously approved and/or recommended on its basis, and refuse to certify 
the FEIR. In the alternative, City Council should refrain from taking action on the Project, and 
should instead direct staff to revise and recirculate the FEIR to correct the numerous deficiencies 
identified here and in other submittals by HEI/GC and HVRA and others. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

As advertised ... Millennium .. 

EM32957 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 9:03 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Tract Appeals 

It was transmitted to City Clerk yesterday. 

Good morning Luci ... 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 8:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is this Millennium or Casden? 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 11:41 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good day Luci, 

Last time we spoke about the Tract appeal for this case, you agreed to get an extension so that the appeals could 
be transmitted and heard at the same time. 

Iris voiced some concern about the timing of the Tract appeal so I wanted to be sure this was still the 
plan? May 17 is last day to appeal the CPC portion. We are awaiting another appeal (3rd appeal - 2nd 
appellant) from the valley. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

RL0032173 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM32958 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30491 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI185.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, April 05, 2013 12:05 PM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Planning Commission APPROVES Unanimously 
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The Millennium Hollywood project cleared an important hurdle in the path toward 

approval on March 28 when the City Planning Commission voted unanimously in 

support of the project. The 5-0 vote for the transformative mixed-use project proposed for 

the underutilized surface parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Tower followed a 

lengthy public hearing where numerous speakers Hollywood residents, business owners and 

nonprofit association representatives, leaders in the Los Angeles business community, and 

organized labor officials and workers testified in favor of the project, calling it a visionary 

development that will have significant beneficial impact on the city as a whole and Hollywood 

in ... 
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Stout: Bold Burgers Demand 
Bold Beer 

Housed in the same building as District 13 

and Big Wangs at the corner of Cahuenga 

and Selma, Stout is a fantastic burger bar. 

Tons of craft and Belgian-style beers on 

tap, with a dazzling array of gourmet 

burgers, this place is worthy of repeat 

visits ... 

RED Studios Hollywood 

In the heart of Hollywood, a revolution is 

brewing. As the entertainment industry 

embraces a seismic shift from celluloid film 

to digital, one company has led the 

charge-RED Digital. And since 2010, the 

Orange County-originated company 

(brainchild of Oakley sunglasses' Jim 

Jannard ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to av.perez@lacity.org - why did I getthis? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alfred, 

EM33177 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 29, 2013 8:19 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Millennium appeals 

I just realized I never received copies of the appeals. Do you have them electronically by chance? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Be happy to speak with them 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

EM31605 

Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 2:52 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
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operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 
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Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 

Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 
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Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

EM31611 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31612 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32959 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 9:07 AM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium Tract Appeals 

omg, can you tell I'm out of it this morning? I'm soo sorry. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:03 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
As advertised ... Millennium .. 

It was transmitted to City Clerk yesterday. 

Good morning Luci ... 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 8:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is this Millennium or Casden? 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 11:41 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good day Luci, 

Last time we spoke about the Tract appeal for this case, you agreed to get an extension so that the appeals could 
be transmitted and heard at the same time. 

Iris voiced some concern about the timing of the Tract appeal so I wanted to be sure this was still the 
plan? May 17 is last day to appeal the CPC portion. We are awaiting another appeal (3rd appeal - 2nd 
appellant) from the valley. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

RL0032188 



James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 

EM32960 
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Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Sharon, 

EM33178 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 29, 2013 11:44 AM 
Sharon Gin 
Sergio Ibarra; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
Fwd: Determination for CPC (Millennium) 

Land Use Equivalency SummaryFinalized.docx 

I am forwarding you the e-mail with Land Use Equivalency that is referenced in the CPC determination as 
Exhibit D. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1:30 PM 
Subject: Re: Determination for CPC (Millennium) 
To: James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 

Hi James, 
I'm attaching the Land Use Equivalency, which is referenced in the conditions as Exhibit D in both the staff 
report for the 3128 hearing and the determination I recently sent you. We will be forwarding Exhibit C, the 
Development Regulations, shortly. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1:21 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello James, 

As promised, please find attached the electronic file for the Determination to the CPC-2008-3440. Please let me 
know if you have any questions. I'm walking the files (including the tract file) down to you right now. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33179 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Land Use Equivalency Program 

Summary 

Development of the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) is subject to a Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Equivalency Program) that provides flexibility to adjust the type and 
density of land uses associated with the Project. The Equivalency Program ensures that the mix 
of land uses developed does not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial 
increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Project. Under the Equivalency Program, the developer 
may request a transfer or exchange of land uses by delivering a written request to the Planning 
Department of the City of Los Angeles before development of any phases of the Project. The 
request shall be accompanied by: (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer or 
exchange that is being proposed for the next phase of development; (b) information documenting 
how the proposed land uses and densities in such phase of development, together with any 
existing improvements and any other phases previously developed, are consistent with the 
overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap of the EIR; and 
(c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project, including the proposed phase of 
development, would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 
Tables U-5 and II-6 of the EIR identify the maximum Commercial and Residential scenarios 
whose impacts were analyzed in the EIR. This body of information is collectively considered an 
Equivalency Program Exchange Submission for the Planning Department's consideration.. The 
Planning Director can approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission 
reasonably demonstrates that the Project including the proposed phase of development is 
consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip 
Cap of the EIR (included below), and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR. 

Table H-3 of the EIR 

Project Trip Cap 

Land Use Category Use Size AM Peak Hour TriI!s PM Peak Hour TriI!s 

220 Residential 461 du 165 trips 151 trips 
310 Hotel 254 TIn 121 trips 128 trips 
492 Health/Fitness Club 80 ksf 63 trips 156 trips 
710 General Office 150 ksf 137 trips 54 trips 
820 Retail 100 ksf 78 trips 321 trips 
931 Quality Restaurant 25 ksf 13 trips 121 trips 

N/A Car Rental -8 ksf ill trips ill trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 574 trips 924 trips 

Site Total (Trip Cap) 1498 trips 
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Table 11-2 ofthe EIR 
T' C C b L dU T rip ap omputatlOn )y an se ype 
Land Use Factor 
220 Residential 0.685 trips/du 
310 Hotel 0.980 trips/rm 
492 Health/Fitness Club 2.738 trips/ksf 
710 General Office 1.273 trips/ksf 
820 Retail* 

(1-25,000 sf) 6.4 70 trips/ksf 
(25,000-150,000 sf) 3.163 trips/ksf 

931 Restaurant 5.360 trips/ksf 
N/A Cal" Rental Facility 1.244 trips/ksf 
110 Construction Employee** 0.860 trip slemp 
N/A Construction Peak Period Truck*** 1.0 trips/truck 
* IncrementalZv applied to the retail building area 011 the site at the conclusion ofa 
development phase. 
*' The trip rate (of 0.86) per peak construction worker used is the additioll of the ITE Trip 
Generation, 8th edition manual rates for a Light Industrial site (LU 110) for the ~L\4 peak 
hour (of 0.44) andfor the Plvlpeak hour (0[0.42) 
*** Total trucks arriving plus total trucks departillg in a weekday period of 7-9:30 AN! and 3-7 
PAl. Based on a peE factor of2.5 and 40% of the peak period trucks arriving in the two 
peak hours. 
Legend: du = dwelling unit; rm = room; ksf = per 1,000 square jeet; emp = employee. 
Note: The maximum amount of residential dwelling units allowed undel" the Equivalency Program is 897. 
The maximum amount of commel"cial uses allowed, including Health/Fitness Club, General Office, Retail and 
Restam"ant, is 469,303 sf. Please refel" to tables U-2, 11-3, Il-4, U-5 and 11-6 of the EIR. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32654 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 11:48 AM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Ifby status you mean if the case has been scheduled for PLUM andlor Council: I have not heard anything. The 
appeal period on the CPC case does not end til 5/13, so I imagine a few days from then it will at least be 
assigned to a clerk and we'll have a better idea as to when it will be scheduled. 

On Thu, May 9, 2013 at 11:46 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

We have sent in a letter to all City Council Members on May 7, 2013. Any status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09,2013 11:43 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The general contact for the City Clerk's office is Sharon Gin, 213 .978 .1074. 

Her mailing address is: 
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200 N. Spring Street, 3rd Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Her email is: sharon.gin@lacity.org 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 4:00 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Ok Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:53 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Okay, let me find out. Since this case hasn't been transferred to the City Clerk's office yet, a clerk may not yet 
have been assigned. I'll let you know what I learn. 

Thanks, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 3:44 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

If we need to write a letter like you suggested, who do we write to and where do we mail? 

Thank you for your help! 

2 
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Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luci ralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:01 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
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Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

5 
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Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

6 
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On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM32661 

8 

RL0032202 



City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

EM32662 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

EM32663 

10 

RL0032204 



Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32664 
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Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32665 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

No problem. 

EM31613 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: lucira lia. ibarra@lacitv.orq ] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

2 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31615 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM32962 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 9:11 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Tract Appeals 

I understand ... every other day is like that for me. 101. But we have Millennium zipped up and moved on to the 
next level. Alfred sat with me yesterday and I directed him to work on the Council dates with Sharon Gin. He 
understands there is only 3 weeks left to address the tract appeal without an extension. So we are 
good. Everything is appropriate to this point. 

James 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
omg, can you tell I'm out of it this morning? I'm soo sorry. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:03 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
As advertised ... Millennium .. 

It was transmitted to City Clerk yesterday. 

Good morning Luci ... 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 8:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is this Millennium or Casden? 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 11:41 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good day Luci, 

Last time we spoke about the Tract appeal for this case, you agreed to get an extension so that the appeals could 
be transmitted and heard at the same time. 

Iris voiced some concern about the timing of the Tract appeal so I wanted to be sure this was still the 
plan? May 17 is last day to appeal the CPC portion. We are awaiting another appeal (3rd appeal - 2nd 
appellant) from the valley. 

James 
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James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM32963 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM32964 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30495 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 08, 2013 1:59 PM 
camillameng@yahoo.com 
CPC Recusal Form 
recusal form.pdf; APRIL ll.pdf 

Good afternoon Commissioner Eng, 

Please see the attached Recusal form for the Millennium project heard before CPC on March 28,2013. I have 
also attached an agenda for your convenience. Please print the doc, sign and return a pdf. copy by email. You 
can mail the original to my address below or bring it to the next CPC meeting that you attend. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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CitY Ethics Commission 
200 NSpring Street ' 
City Hall- 24th Floor 

,Los'Angeles; CA 90012 
Mail Stop 129 
(213) 978-1960 

I Name of board or com mission member: 

I Name of board or commission: 

EM30496 

ReCu$arN9tifi~a'tion 
""'OECEorm5'1' ' 

Date of meeting at which recusal occurred or would have occurred: I Agenda item number: 

I Brief dos.ription of the agenda item: 

Please provide the following information: 

1. The interest that warrants l'ecusal is (check all that apply): 

o An investment 
o Real property 
o A source of income 
o A source of gifts 
o A business position 
o A client ofminemmy employer's 
o Membership on a organization's board 
o Personal finances 
o Other: _______________________________ _ 

2. Is each interest checked above disclosed on your statement of economic interests (California Form 700)? 

DYes o No, these interests are not disclosed: 

3. Please provide further detail about your relationship to the item from which you recused yourself. Please be 
as specific as possible: 

4. Does this item concern the making of a contract? 

DYes o No 

5. Have you been disqualified from participating in this or another item in the last 365 days? 

o Yes, times in the past 365 days 0 No 

I certifY that the information above is true and comp'Jete. 

Date: __________ _ Signarure: _______________________ _ 

April 2011 20f2 

RL0032214 



City Ethics Commission 
200 NSpring Street 
City Hall- 24th floor 
l.os Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 129 
(213) 978-1960 

Background 

EM30497 

RecasaJ Notification 
CECForm51 

City and state laws require public officials to recuse themselves from matters in which they have a direct or indi
rect financial interest or when participating in the matter would not be in the public interest. Some interests not 
only require the recus al of a particular official but can also disqualify the entire board or commission from acting. 
Los Angeles Municipal Code § 49.5.6(J) requires members of City boards and commissions to submit this form 
each time they recuse themselves in relation to an actual or apparent conflict of interest under any applicable law. 

Charter § 707 

Los Angeles City Charter § 707 requires the Ethics Commission to review a board or commission member's 
recusals whenever that member is disqualified during any 365-day period from acting on the following: 

1. Three or more agenda matters due to the same investment in a business entity, the same interest in real 
property, or the same source of income; OR 

2. One percent or more of the matters pending before the board or commission due to any investments in 
business entities, any interests in real property, or any sources of income. 

When a review is required, the Ethics Commission will examine the nature and extent ofa board or commission 
member's conflicts and determine whethe r the member has a "significant and continuing" conflict of interest. 
The Ethics Commission considers the following questions when analyzing the recusals: 

a. Is the number of recusals significant? 
b. Is the subject matter ofthe recusals significant to the City? 
c. Is the impact of the recusals on the City or affected persons significant? 
d. Does the conflict prevent the member from effectively discharging board or 

commission duties? 

When a conflict is determined to be significant and continuing, the Ethics Commission is required to order 
divestment of the conflicting investment, interest, or source of income. 

Instructions 

Once you identify that you may have a possible conflict (which mayor may not relate to interests reported on 
your Form 700), contact the city attorney who advises your board or commission to discuss whether you must 
recuse yourself from acting on a matter. If you are disqualified from acting on the matter, you must complete 
page 2 of this form-even if you will not be present at the meeting at which the matter will be addressed. Once 
the form is completed, you must do the following: 

1. Submit a copy of the form to the executive secretary (or the person acting in that capacity) for your board or 
commission as soon as possible after the posting of the agenda that contains the item from which you are 
recusing yourself; AND . 

2. Submit the original form, along with a copy of the meeting agenda, to the Ethics Commission (at the 
address above) within 15 calendar days after the date of the meeting; AND 

3. Submit a copy of the form to the Office of the Mayor and the Office of the City Attorney: 

Office of the Mayor 
200 North Spring Street, Room 303 
Los Angeles CA 90012 
Mail Stop #370 

Office of the City Attorney 
Public Integrity Division 
200 North Main Street, 8th Floor 
Los Angeles CA 90012 
Mail Stop #140 

If you have questions about completing this form, please call the Ethics Commission at (213) 978-1960. 

April 2011 1012 
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Informacion en Espanol acerca de esta junta puede ser obtenida lIamando al (213) 978-1300 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, APRIL 11, 2013, after 8:30 a.m. 
CITY HALL - PUBLIC WORKS BOARD ROOM 350 
200 N. MAIN STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

William Roschen, FAIA, President 
Regina M. Freer, Vice President 
Sean O. Burton, Commissioner 
Diego Cardoso, Commissioner 
Camilla Eng, Commissioner 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director 
Alan Bell, AICP, Deputy Director 

Lisa M. Webber AICP, Deputy Director 
Eva Yuan-McDaniel, Deputy Director 

George Hovaguimian, Commissioner 
Robert Lessin, Commissioner 
Dana Perlman, Commissioner 
Barbara Romero, Commissioner James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 

POLICY FOR DESIGNATED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS No(s) 6 
Pursuant to the Commission's general operating procedures, the Commission at times must necessarily limit the speaking 
times of those presenting testimony on either side of an issue that is designated as a public hearing item. In all instances, 
however, equal time is allowed for presentation of pros and cons of matters to be acted upon. All requests to address the 
Commission on public hearing items must be submitted priorto the Commission's consideration of the item. EVERY PERSON 
WISHING TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION MUST COMPLETE A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM AND SUBMIT IT TO 
THE COMMISSION STAFF. 

The Commission has adopted rules regarding written submissions to ensure that it has reasonable and appropriate 
opportunity to review your materials. The mailing and email addresses, deadlines, page limits, and required numbers 
of copies for your advance submissions may be found under "Forms and Instructions". Day of hearing submissions 
(15 copies must be provided) are limited to 2 pages plus accompanying photographs, posters, and PowerPoint 
presentations of 5 minutes or less. Non-complying materials will NOT be distributed to the Commission. 

The Commission may ADJOURN FOR LUNCH at approximately 12:00 Noon. Any cases not acted upon during the morning 
session will be considered after lunch. TIME SEGMENTS noted * herein are approximate. Some items may be delayed due to 
length of discussion of previous items. 

The Commission may RECONSIDER and alter its action taken on items listed herein at any time during this meeting or during 
the next regular meeting, in accordance with the Commission Policies and Procedures and provided that the Commission 
retains jurisdiction over the case. In the case of a Commission meeting cancellation, all items shall be continued to the 
next regular meeting date or beyond, as long as the continuance is within the legal time limits of the case or cases. 

Sign language, interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon 
request. To ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than three working days (72 hours) priorto the 
meeting by calling the Commission Executive Assistant at (213) 978-1300 or bye-mail at CPC@lacity.org . 

If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing agenized here, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

AGENDAS are posted for public review in the Main Street lobby of City Hall East, 200 No. Main Street, Los Angeles, 
California, and are accessible through the Internet at www.planning.laci ty.org. Click the Meetings and Hearings" link. 
Commission meetings may be heard on Council Phone bydialing (213) 621-2489 or (818) 904-9450. 

GLOSSARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL TERMS: 

CEQA - Calif. Environmental Quality Act 
EIR - Environmental Impact Report 
CE - Categorical Exemption 

NO - Negative Declaration 
MND - Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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1. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

A. Update on City Planning Commission Status Reports and Active Assignments 

1. Ongoing Status Reports: 

2. City Council/PLUM Calendar and Actions 

3. List of Pending Legislation (Ordinance Update) 

B. Legal actions and rulings update 

C. Other items of interest: 

2. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

A. Advance Calendar 

B. Commission Request 

C. Minutes of Meeting - March 28, 2013 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

The Commission shall provide an opportunity in open meetings for the public to address it, for a 
cumulative total of up to thirty (30) minutes, on items of interest to the public that are within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the Commission. (This requirement is in addition to any other hearing required or 
imposed by law.) 

PERSONS WISHING TO SPEAK MUST SUBMIT A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM. ALL 
REQUESTS TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION ON NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND ITEMS OF 
INTEREST TO THE PUBLIC THAT ARE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION 
MUST BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD. 

Individual testimony within the public comment period shall be limited as follows: 

(a) For non-agendized matters, up to five (5) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. 

(b) For agendized matters, up to three (3) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR THESE ITEMS WILL BE DEFERRED UNTIL SUCH TIME 
AS EACH ITEM IS CALLED FOR CONSIDERATION. The Chair of the Commission may 
allocate the number of speakers per subject, the time allotted each subject, and the time 
allotted each speaker. 
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CPC-2011-2157 -ZC-HD-CU-ZV-SPR 
CEQA: ENV-2011-2158-MND 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-13-13 

Plan Area: Hollywood Appeal Status: Appealable to City 
Council; ZC appealable (by applicant 
only) if it is disapproved in whole or in 
part 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on March 11, 2013 

Location: 

Proposed Project: 

1600, 1604, 1606, 1608, 1610, 1612, 1614, 1616, 1616 %, 1618, 1618 %, 
1620, 1622 HIGHLAND AVENUE; 1600, 1606, 1612, 1616, 1622 N. 
MCCADDEN PLACE; 1601,1607,1611, 1617 N. MCCADDEN PLACE; 6766, 
6766 % W. HAWTHORN AVENUE; 6709, 6733, 6735, 6757, 6757 %, 6759, 
6759 %, 6761,6763,6765,6767,6773,6775,6777 W. SELMA AVENUE 

The proposed project will include the construction of two mixed-use commercial and residential 
buildings ("Building A and Building B") that will include 248 residential units and 12,672 square feet of 
retail uses. Building A will consist of a total of 138,947 square feet - 12,203 square feet of retail uses 
and 134 residential units. Building B will consist of a total of 110,775 square feet - 469 square feet of 
retail uses and 114 residential units. Both buildings will be constructed to a height of 6 stories (Building 
A will be 82' 6" in height and Building B will be 80' 6" in height). 

The existing Panavision building (24,266 square feet in size) and a commercial building (11,900 square 
feet in size) are located within the site boundary and, as part of this project, will be maintained as post 
production, trade school, and office facilities. Including these 36,166 square-foot existing structures 
(the Panavision and commercial buildings), the project will include a maximum of 285,888 square feet 
of floor area resulting in an approximate 2.42:1 floor area ratio (FAR) averaged across the site 
(285,888 square feet of floor area / 118,049.5 square feet of lot area). 

A total of 538 parking spaces will be provided. 

The site consists of 22 total parcels totaling 2.7 acres on two separate blocks (approximately 118, 
049.5 square feet). Existing uses on the site include the Panavision building, surface parking lots, and 
a commercial building at the corner of Highland and Hawthorn Avenue. 

The applicant seeks a Zone/Height District Change and a Conditional Use Permit for the averaging of 
FAR forthe entire site (2.42: 1 FAR averaged over the entire site), parking variances to reduce required 
parking (requesting 538 parking spaces in lieu of the required 584 parking spaces), and a Site Plan 
Review. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32 of the Municipal Code, a Zone/Height District Change from the 

existing C4-2D-SN and C4-2D zone to the C4-2-SN and C4-2 zone. 
2. Pursuant to Section 12.24 W.19 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) a Conditional Use 

Approval to permit Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Averaging in a Unified Development totaling 2.42:1 FAR 
averaged across the site (285,888 square feet of floor area) / 118,049.5 square feet of lot area) 
where a 3:1 FAR is permitted. 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.27 of the LAMC a Variance from Section 12.21 A.4 of the LAMC to permit 
538 parking spaces in lieu of the required 584 parking spaces. 

4. Pursuant to Section 16.05 of the Municipal Code, Site Plan Review for a project which results in an 
increase of 50 or more dwelling units. 

5. Consideration of Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2011-2158-MND for the above referenced 
project. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 3 APRIL11,2013 

RL0032218 



5. 

EM30501 

Applicant: Robert Champion, Highland Selma Venture, LLC 
Representative: Jerry Neuman - Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Deny without Prejudice a Zone/Height District Change from the existing C4-2D-SN and C4-2D zone 

to the C4-2-SN and C4-2 zone. 
2. Approve a Conditional Use Approval to permit Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Averaging in a Unified 

Development totaling 2.42:1 FAR averaged across the site (285,888 square feet of floor area / 
118,049.5 square feet of lot area) where a 3: 1 FAR is permitted. 

3. Approve a Variance from Section 12.21 A.4 of the LAMC to permit 538 parking spaces in lieu of the 
required 584 parking spaces. 

4. Approve the Site Plan Review Findings for a project which results in an increase of 50 or more 
dwelling units. 

5. Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2011-2158-MND. 

Staff: Blake Lamb (213) 978-1167 

CPC-2011-2480-CU 
CEQA: ENV-2011-2478-MND 
Plan Area: Wilmington-Harbor City 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on January 24.2013 

Council District: 15 - Buscaino 
Expiration Date: 4-11-13 
Appeal Status: Appealable 
to City Council 

Location: 1600 PALOS VERDES DRIVE NORTH 

Proposed Project: 
The subject site is currently developed with 86 dwelling units that provide off-campus housing for 
students attending the Marymount College Rancho Palos Verdes Campus. The stated goal of 
the College is to develop a five phase undergraduate and graduate campus, which at total build 
out would accommodate 1,500 students, with 847 students being housed on the site. The project 
proposes: to convert the garages of the existing dwellings into additional bedrooms, construct a 
surface parking lot along Palos Verdes Drive, construct new structures comprised of a 27,000 
square foot dining facility, with classrooms and administrative offices, (called the Old Main), a 
17,500 square foot building located south of Old Main containing classrooms, laboratories design 
studios and administrative offices and a 4,077 square foot maintenance building. The proposed 
buildings will be two to four stories 30-75 feet in height. The Old Main building will have an 87 
foot 6 inches in height tower element which will serve as a focal point for the campus. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.24U.6 of the Municipal Code, a 

Conditional Use authorizing the construction of a five phased college campus in the RD6 zone. 
2. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 F, modifications of the following height and area regulations are 

being requested: 

a. From LAMC Section 12.21.1 to permit the proposed campus buildings to have a variable range 
of stories from three (3) to four (4) stories, and heights ranging from 36 feet to 75 feet 
(including elevator towers) for the required classroom buildings and residence halls, and 87 
feet 6 inches for the administration building tower feature instead of the 30-feet permitted in 
the 1XL zone. 

b. From LAMC Section 12.09.1 B 3 to maintain the existing rear yard setback of 10 feet instead 
of the 25 foot rear yard required in the RD6 zone. 
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c. From LAMC Section 12.21C.3 (b) to allow a reduced side yard setback of 10 feet instead of 
the 50 feet required for institutional yards. In addition, a modification approval to allow the 
security guard building to be located within 10 foot the western side yard setback and a 6- feet 
in height pedestrian gate (with a 13 foot 4 inch arch) and wall to be located within the front yard 
setback. 

3. Consideration of Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2011-2478-MND for the above 
referenced project. 

Applicant: Marymount College 
Representative: James Krause 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Approve the Conditional Use authorizing the construction of a college campus in the RD6 zone, 

subject to the conditions of approval. 
2. Approve the requested Modification to permit the proposed campus buildings to have a variable 

range of stories from three (3) to four (4) stories, and heights ranging from 36 feet to 75 feet 
(including elevator towers) for the required classroom buildings and residence halls, and 87 feet 6 
inches forthe administration building tower feature instead of the 30-feet permitted in the 1XL zone. 

3. Approve the requested Modification of the area regulations to permit a reduction to maintain the 
existing rear yard setback of 1 O-feet instead of the 25-foot rear yard required in the RD6 zone. 

4. Approve the requested Modification of the area regulations to allow the following: the maintaining of 
the existing reduced side yard setback of 10 feet instead of the 50 feet required for institutional 
yards, the security guard building to be located within the eastern side yard setback, and a 6-feet in 
height pedestrian gate (with a 13 foot 4 inch arch) and wall to be located within the front yard 
setback. 

5. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, ENV-2011-2478-MND-REC. 
6. Adopt the Findings. 
7. Advise the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the 

City will monitor or require evidence that any mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained 
throughout the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of 
such monitoring. 

8. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or certificate of Fee Exemption is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk priorto 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Greg Shoop (213) 978-1243 

CPC-2006-5567 -CPU 
CEQA: ENV-2008-478-EIR 

Council District: 5 - Koretz, 
8 - Parks, 10 - Wesson 
Expiration Date: N/A Plan Area: West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert 
Appeal Status: Not appealable 

LIMITED PUBLIC HEARING - Public hearing held on January 15, 2013 

Location: 

Proposed Project: 

GENERALLY BOUNDED BY PICO AND VENICE BOULEVARDS TO THE 
NORTH, CITY OF INGLEWOOD TO THE SOUTH, ARLINGTON AND VAN 
NESS AVENUES TO THE EAST, AND CULVER CITY TO THE WEST 

West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert New Community Plan: The West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert 
New Community Plan (Proposed Plan) revises and updates the current West Adams - Baldwin Hills
Leimert Community Plan Text and Land Use Diagram to reflect changes in existing conditions since the 
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last plan update in 1998, such as the opening of five Metro Expo Line stations and the planning of the 
Metro Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor. The Proposed Plan includes new goals, policies, and 
implementation programs; revisions to the Citywide General Plan Framework Element, General Plan 
Land Use Designations; creation of a Community Plan Implementation Overlay District as well as 
Specific Plan Amendments, Zone and Height District changes; and Street Reclassifications. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code and City Charter Sections 

555 and 558, amend the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan as part of the 
General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified in the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert New 
Community Plan Resolution, the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert New Community Plan Text and 
Change Maps and Additional Plan Map Symbol, Footnote, Corresponding Zone and Land Use 
Nomenclature Changes. 

2. Pursuant to Sections 11.5.7.G., 16.50.0., 12.32. and 12.04 of the Municipal Code and City Charter 
Section 558, amend the Crenshaw Corridor Specific Plan, as shown in the proposed Crenshaw 
Corridor Specific Plan Amendments. 

3. Pursuant to Section 13.14.C., 12.32, and 12.04 of the Municipal Code and City Charter Section 
558, adopt the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) 
District, as shown in the proposed CPIO Subdistrict Ordinances. 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.32 of the Municipal Code, adopt rezoning actions to effect changes of zone 
as identified on the Land Use Change Map, Land Use Change Matrix and Proposed Zoning Map. 

5. Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code and City Charter Sections 
555 and 558, amend the Highways and Freeways Map of the Transportation Element of the 
General Plan to reclassify selected streets within the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert New 
Community Plan as shown on the Street Redesignation Matrix. 

6. Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 11.5.6 of the Municipal Code and City Charter Sections 
555 and 558, amend the Long Range Land Use Diagram of the Citywide General Plan Framework 
Element to reflect changes and modifications to the geography of neighborhood districts, 
community centers, regional centers, and mixed use boulevards as shown on the Proposed Long 
Range Land Use Diagram Framework Map. 

7. Consideration of the Draft Environmental I mpact Report ENV-2008-478-EIR (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2008021013) in its determination approving the Proposed Plan and transmission of the EIR to 
the City Council for certification. 

Applicant: City of Los Angeles 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Conduct a limited public hearing on the Proposed Plan, as modified in the staff report. 
2. Approve the Staff Report as the Commission Report. 
3. Approve and Recommend that the Mayor approve and the City Council adopt the West Adams

Baldwin Hills-Leimert New Community Plan Resolution, the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert 
New Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Plan Map Symbol, Footnote, 
Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the West Adams-Baldwin 
Hills-Leimert New Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as 
modified. 

4. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt the requested rezoning actions to effect 
changes of zone as identified in the Proposed Land Use and Zone Change Subarea Map, the 
Proposed Land Use and Zone Change Subarea Matrix, the Proposed Community Plan 
Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District, and the Proposed Crenshaw Corridor Specific Plan 
Amendments. 

5. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance amending the existing 
Crenshaw Corridor Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 176,230) pursuant to procedures set forth in 
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Section 11.5.7 (Specific Plan Procedures) and Section 16.50 (Design Review Board Procedures) of 
the Municipal Code. 

6. Instruct the Department of City Planning to finalize the necessary zone change ordinances to be 
presented to City Council, and make other technical corrections as necessary. 

7. Amend the Highways and Freeways Map of the Transportation Element of the General Plan to 
reclassify selected streets within the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert New Community Plan as 
shown on the Street Redesignation Matrix. 

8. Amend the Long-Range Land Use Diagram of the Citywide General Plan Framework Element to 
reflect changes and modifications to the geography of neighborhood districts, community centers, 
regional centers, and mixed use boulevards as shown on the Proposed General Plan Framework 
Map. 

9. Authorize the Director of Planning to present the resolution, Plan text and Plan amendments to the 
Mayor and City Council, in accordance with Sections 555 and 558 of the City Charter. 

10. Find that in accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 13.14 C.5, the proposed 
supplemental development regulations of the Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) 
District are consistent with, and necessary to implement the goals, policies, programs and design 
guidelines of the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan. 

11. Find that the City Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report ENV-2008-478-EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2008021013) in its determination 
approving the Proposed Plan and transmit the EIR to the City Council for certification. 

12. Recommend that the City Council consider a Statement of Overriding Considerations with the Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 

13. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the Findings, and direct staff to prepare 
additional environmental findings for City Council consideration. 

Staff: Reuben Caldwell (213) 978-1209 

The next scheduled regular meeting of the City Planning Commission 
will be held at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday. April 25. 2013 

Van Nuys City Hall 
Council Chamber 2nd Floor 

14410 Sylvan Street 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

An Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate. The 
meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Translation services, sign language interpreters, assistive listening 
devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services must be requested 72 hours prior to the meeting by calling the 
Planning Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300 or by email at CPC@lacity.orq. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

OK Great! What is PLUM? 

EM32666 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 12:56 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09,2013 11:48 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Ifby status you mean if the case has been scheduled for PLUM andlor Council: I have not heard anything. The 
appeal period on the CPC case does not end til 5/13, so I imagine a few days from then it will at least be 
assigned to a clerk and we'll have a better idea as to when it will be scheduled. 

On Thu, May 9, 2013 at 11:46 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

We have sent in a letter to all City Council Members on May 7, 2013. Any status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09,2013 11:43 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
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The general contact for the City Clerk's office is Sharon Gin, 213 .978.1074. 

Her mailing address is: 

200 N. Spring Street, 3rd Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Her email is: sharon.gin@lacity.org 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 4:00 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Ok Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:53 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Okay, let me find out. Since this case hasn't been transferred to the City Clerk's office yet, a clerk may not yet 
have been assigned. I'll let you know what I learn. 

Thanks, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 3:44 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 
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If we need to write a letter like you suggested, who do we write to and where do we mail? 

Thank you for your help! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:01 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

3 

RL0032225 



EM32669 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
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My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 
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Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
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It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 
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Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32673 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32674 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

EM32675 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

EM32676 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32677 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32965 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 9:14 AM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium Tract Appeals 

Great. Thank you so much for working with him on this. Much appreciated. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9: 11 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 

I understand ... every other day is like that for me. 101. But we have Millennium zipped up and moved on to the 
next level. Alfred sat with me yesterday and I directed him to work on the Council dates with Sharon Gin. He 
understands there is only 3 weeks left to address the tract appeal without an extension. So we are 
good. Everything is appropriate to this point. 

James 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
omg, can you tell I'm out of it this morning? I'm soo sorry. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:03 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
As advertised ... Millennium .. 

It was transmitted to City Clerk yesterday. 

Good morning Luci ... 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 8:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is this Millennium or Casden? 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 11:41 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good day Luci, 

Last time we spoke about the Tract appeal for this case, you agreed to get an extension so that the appeals could 
be transmitted and heard at the same time. 

Iris voiced some concern about the timing of the Tract appeal so I wanted to be sure this was still the 
plan? May 17 is last day to appeal the CPC portion. We are awaiting another appeal (3rd appeal - 2nd 
appellant) from the valley. 
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James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM32966 

2 

RL0032236 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32967 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

fyi 

EM31616 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 2:57 PM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> 
Date: Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:52 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> 

Be happy to speak with them 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
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reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 

portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 

such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
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countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
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Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM31622 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

EM31623 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31624 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30505 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 08, 2013 2:01 PM 
camillameng@yahoo.com 
Correct Agenda for Recusal 
MARCH 28.pdf; recusal form.pdf 

Sorry about that ... please see attached. 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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Informacion en Espanol acerca de esta junta puede ser obtenida lIamando al (213) 978-1300 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, MARCH 28,2013, after 8:30 a.m. 
**** JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER ROOM 340 **** 

200 N. MAIN STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

William Roschen, FAIA, President 
Regina M. Freer, Vice President 
Sean O. Burton, Commissioner 
Diego Cardoso, Commissioner 
Camilla Eng, Commissioner 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director 
Alan Bell, AICP, Deputy Director 

Lisa M. Webber AICP, Deputy Director 
Eva Yuan-McDaniel, Deputy Director 

George Hovaguimian, Commissioner 
Robert Lessin, Commissioner 
Dana Perlman, Commissioner 
Barbara Romero, Commissioner 

**** PLEASE NOTE THE CHANGE OF VENUE **** 

James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 

POLICY FOR DESIGNATED PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS No(s) 5. 
Pursuant to the Commission's general operating procedures, the Commission at times must necessarily limit the speaking 
times of those presenting testimony on either side of an issue that is designated as a public hearing item. In all instances, 
however, equal time is allowed for presentation of pros and cons of matters to be acted upon. All requests to address the 
Commission on public hearing items must be submitted priorto the Commission's consideration of the item. EVERY PERSON 
WISHING TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION MUST COMPLETE A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM AND SUBMIT IT TO 
THE COMMISSION STAFF. 

The Commission has adopted rules regarding written submissions to ensure that it has reasonable and appropriate 
opportunity to review your materials. The mailing and email addresses, deadlines, page limits, and required numbers 
of copies for your advance submissions may be found under "Forms and Instructions". Day of hearing submissions 
(15 copies must be provided) are limited to 2 pages plus accompanying photographs, posters, and PowerPoint 
presentations of 5 minutes or less. Non-complying materials will NOT be distributed to the Commission. 

The Commission may ADJOURN FOR LUNCH at approximately 12:00 Noon. Any cases not acted upon during the morning 
session will be considered after lunch. TIME SEGMENTS noted * herein are approximate. Some items may be delayed due to 
length of discussion of previous items. 

The Commission may RECONSIDER and alter its action taken on items listed herein at any time during this meeting or during 
the next regular meeting, in accordance with the Commission Policies and Procedures and provided that the Commission 
retains jurisdiction over the case. In the case of a Commission meeting cancellation, all items shall be continued to the 
next regular meeting date or beyond, as long as the continuance is within the legal time limits of the case or cases. 

Sign language, interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon 
request. To ensure availability of services, please make your request no later than three working days (72 hours) priorto the 
meeting by calling the Commission Executive Assistant at (213) 978-1300 or bye-mail at CPC@lacity.org . 

If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing agenized here, or in written correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the 
public hearing. If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial review. 

AGENDAS are posted for public review in the Main Street lobby of City Hall East, 200 No. Main Street, Los Angeles, 
California, and are accessible through the Internet at www.planning.lacity.org. Click the Meetings and Hearings" link. 
Commission meetings may be heard on Council Phone bydialing (213) 621-2489 or (818) 904-9450. 

GLOSSARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL TERMS: 

CEQA - Calif. Environmental Quality Act 
EIR - Environmental Impact Report 
CE - Categorical Exemption 

NO - Negative Declaration 
MND - Mitigated Negative Declaration 

RL0032248 



EM30507 

1. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

A. Update on City Planning Commission Status Reports and Active Assignments 

1. Ongoing Status Reports: 

2. City Council/PLUM Calendar and Actions 

3. List of Pending Legislation (Ordinance Update) 

B. Legal actions and rulings update 

C. Other items of interest: 

2. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

A. Advance Calendar 

B. Commission Request 

C. Minutes of Meeting - March 14,2013 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

The Commission shall provide an opportunity in open meetings for the public to address it, for a 
cumulative total of up to thirty (30) minutes, on items of interest to the public that are within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the Commission. (This requirement is in addition to any other hearing required or 
imposed by law.) 

PERSONS WISHING TO SPEAK MUST SUBMIT A SPEAKER'S REQUEST FORM. ALL 
REQUESTS TO ADDRESS THE COMMISSION ON NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND ITEMS OF 
INTEREST TO THE PUBLIC THAT ARE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION 
MUST BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD. 

Individual testimony within the public comment period shall be limited as follows: 

(a) For non-agendized matters, up to five (5) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. 

(b) For agendized matters, up to three (3) minutes per person and up to ten (10) minutes per 
subject. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR THESE ITEMS WILL BE DEFERRED UNTIL SUCH TIME 
AS EACH ITEM IS CALLED FOR CONSIDERATION. The Chair of the Commission may 
allocate the number of speakers per subject, the time allotted each subject, and the time 
allotted each speaker. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 2 MARCH 28, 2013 
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4. CPC-20 12-2405-VZC-ZAA-SPR 
CEQA: ENV-2012-2406-MND-REC1 
Plan Area: Hollywood 

EM30508 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 13, 2013 

Location: 1411 N. HIGHLAND AVENUE 

Proposed Project: 

Council District: 4 - La80nge 
Expiration Date: 3-28-13 
Appeal Status: Appealable to City 
Council; ZC appealable by applicant 
only, if it is disapproved in whole or in 
part 

Construction, use and maintenance of a six-story building consisting of 76 residential apartment units 
(17 studio units, 25 one-bedroom units, 30 two-bedroom units and 4 three-bedroom units) and 2,500 
square feet of commercial space with 143 total parking spaces, including 1 loading space, in the 
proposed (T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN Zone. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Vesting Zone Change pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32, to modify Q Conditions from previously 

approved Case No. CPC-2005-3417-VZC to include modification of conditions so that they 
reference the current project instead of the previous project regarding the site plan, commercial 
floor area, building height, density and parking (specifically condition nos. 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6). 

2. Zoning Administrator's Adjustment pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28, to allow a variable 1'-6" to 
2'-6" side yard setback along the westerly property line in lieu of the 5-foot setback otherwise 
required. 

3. Site Plan Review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, for the development of 76 dwelling units. 
4. Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, the adoption of 

Mitigated Negative Declaration, (ENV-2012-2406-MND-REC1) and required findings for the 
above-referenced project. 

Applicant: 
Appellant: 

Donna Kelly, Lennar Homes of California, Inc. 
Joel Miller, PSOMAS 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2012-2406-MND-REC1. 
2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council adopt a Zone Change from (T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN to 

(T)(Q)RAS4-1-SN subject to the "T" and "Q" Conditions of Approval. 
3. Deny a Zoning Administrator's Adjustment to allow a variable 1 '-6" to 2'-6" setback along the 

westerly property line. 
4. Approve Site Plan Review Findings for a development of 76 dwelling units and 2,500 square feet of 

commercial space. 
5. Adopt the related Findings. 
6. Recommend that the applicant be advised that the time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "Q" 

Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the LAMC. Conditions must be satisfied 
prior to the issuance of building permits. 

7. Advise the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the 
City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained 
throughout the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of 
such monitoring. 

8. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or concurrent with the 
Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Sarah Molina Pearson (213) 473-9983 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 3 MARCH 28, 2013 
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6. 

VTT -71837 -CN-1 A 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Cases: CPC-2013-103-DA 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV-H D 

PUBLIC HEARING 

EM30509 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Further appealable 
to City Council 

Location: 1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236,6270,6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

Proposed Project: 
A 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-room hotel, approximately 100,000 square 
feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre 
site. 

Requested Actions: 
APPEALS of the entire decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency in approving Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 71837-CN. Consideration of Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin 

Appellants: 1. AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts 
2. Annie Geoghan 
3. Argyle Civic Association 
4. Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
5. Hollywood Dell Civic Association 
6. Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Deny the appeals in whole. 
2. Sustain the February 22, 2013 decision of the Deputy Advisory Agency 
3. Adopt Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CPC-2013-103-DA 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 19, 2013 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Further appealable 
to City Council; ZC appealable by 
applicant only, if it is disapproved in 
whole or in part 

Location: 1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236,6270,6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 4 MARCH 28, 2013 

RL0032251 



EM30510 

Proposed Project: 
The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use 
community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and 
above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the construction of two 
towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the maximum height scenario. The components of 
the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of 
retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the 
types or amounts of the uses from those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency 
program and Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will be 
provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade level open space for 
buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's Development Regulations. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2. 
2. Pursuant to Section 12.32.Q, a Height District Change from '2D' to '2', removing the "D" Limitation 

to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted. 
3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 

500 feet of a R Zone. 
4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 

a. Allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19). 
b. Permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1). 
c. Permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W, 18(a». 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. Permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
b. Allow less than the required parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
c. Allow Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives (12.21-A,4(y». 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, Mullin 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 

Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying 
mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related 
environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental 
clearance for the proposed project and find that: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) forthe Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 

the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR is presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to certification of the EIR and recommending the project for approval, as well as 
all other information in the record of proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 

from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6: 1. 
3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of the R Zone. 
4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow floor area averaging of a unified development to allow the use 

of the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 
5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 
6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 
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7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 
8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 
9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared on

site parking. 
10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 

Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the 
L.A.M.C. Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" 
Tentative classification be removed in the manner indicated in the staff report. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior 
to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

CPC-2013-103-0A 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Related Cases: VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-CU-ZV-H D 

PUBLIC HEARING - Completed on February 19, 2013 

Council District: 13 - Garcetti 
Expiration Date: 4-3-13 
Appeal Status: Not appealable 

Location: 1720-1770 N. VINE STREET, 1745-1753 N. VINE STREET, 
1746-1770 N. IVAR AVENUE, 1733, 1741 ARGYLE AVENUE, 
6236,6270,6334 W. YUCCA STREET 

Proposed Project: 
The applicant proposes a development agreement for a term to of 22 years (concluding in 2035), 
allowing the applicant the ability to vest the entitlements associated with the development, and in 
exchange will provide community benefits. 

Requested Actions: 
1. Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, request that the City enter into 

a Development Agreement with the applicant. 
2. Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c) of the California Public Resources Code, the Certification of the 

Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related 
environmental Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, Mullin 

Recommended Actions: 
1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 

Impact Report, ENV-2011-675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying 
mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related 
environmental findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental 
clearance for the proposed project and find that: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) forthe Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 

the Draft EI R and the Final EI R, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 6 MARCH 28, 2013 
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EM30512 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the 
record of proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Approve and Recommend that the City Council Adopt the proposed Development Agreement, 
pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, by the Developer and the City of 
Los Angeles, as amended, subject to the terms of the agreement, for a term of approximately 15 
years. 

3. Recommend that the City Council adopt an ordinance, and subject to review by the City Attorney as 
to form and legality, authorizing the execution of the subject Development Agreement. 

4. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the related Findings. 
5. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 

Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior 
to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Staff: Luciralia Ibarra (213) 978-1378 

The next scheduled regular meeting of the City Planning Commission 
will be held at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday. April 11. 2013 

Public Works Board Room 350 
200 N. Spring Street 

los Angeles, CA 90012 

An Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate. The 
meeting facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Translation services, sign language interpreters, assistive listening 
devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services must be requested 72 hours prior to the meeting by calling the 
Planning Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300 or by email at CPC@lacitY.orq. 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 7 MARCH 28, 2013 
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CitY Ethics Commission 
200 NSpring Street ' 
City Hall- 24th Floor 

,Los'Angeles; CA 90012 
Mail Stop 129 
(213) 978-1960 

I Name of board or com mission member: 

I Name of board or commission: 

EM30513 

ReCu$arN9tifi~a'tion 
""'OECEorm5'1' ' 

Date of meeting at which recusal occurred or would have occurred: I Agenda item number: 

I Brief dos.ription of the agenda item: 

Please provide the following information: 

1. The interest that warrants l'ecusal is (check all that apply): 

o An investment 
o Real property 
o A source of income 
o A source of gifts 
o A business position 
o A client ofminemmy employer's 
o Membership on a organization's board 
o Personal finances 
o Other: _______________________________ _ 

2. Is each interest checked above disclosed on your statement of economic interests (California Form 700)? 

DYes o No, these interests are not disclosed: 

3. Please provide further detail about your relationship to the item from which you recused yourself. Please be 
as specific as possible: 

4. Does this item concern the making of a contract? 

DYes o No 

5. Have you been disqualified from participating in this or another item in the last 365 days? 

o Yes, times in the past 365 days 0 No 

I certifY that the information above is true and comp'Jete. 

Date: __________ _ Signarure: _______________________ _ 

April 2011 20f2 
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City Ethics Commission 
200 NSpring Street 
City Hall- 24th floor 
l.os Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 129 
(213) 978-1960 

Background 

EM30514 

RecasaJ Notification 
CECForm51 

City and state laws require public officials to recuse themselves from matters in which they have a direct or indi
rect financial interest or when participating in the matter would not be in the public interest. Some interests not 
only require the recus al of a particular official but can also disqualify the entire board or commission from acting. 
Los Angeles Municipal Code § 49.5.6(J) requires members of City boards and commissions to submit this form 
each time they recuse themselves in relation to an actual or apparent conflict of interest under any applicable law. 

Charter § 707 

Los Angeles City Charter § 707 requires the Ethics Commission to review a board or commission member's 
recusals whenever that member is disqualified during any 365-day period from acting on the following: 

1. Three or more agenda matters due to the same investment in a business entity, the same interest in real 
property, or the same source of income; OR 

2. One percent or more of the matters pending before the board or commission due to any investments in 
business entities, any interests in real property, or any sources of income. 

When a review is required, the Ethics Commission will examine the nature and extent ofa board or commission 
member's conflicts and determine whethe r the member has a "significant and continuing" conflict of interest. 
The Ethics Commission considers the following questions when analyzing the recusals: 

a. Is the number of recusals significant? 
b. Is the subject matter ofthe recusals significant to the City? 
c. Is the impact of the recusals on the City or affected persons significant? 
d. Does the conflict prevent the member from effectively discharging board or 

commission duties? 

When a conflict is determined to be significant and continuing, the Ethics Commission is required to order 
divestment of the conflicting investment, interest, or source of income. 

Instructions 

Once you identify that you may have a possible conflict (which mayor may not relate to interests reported on 
your Form 700), contact the city attorney who advises your board or commission to discuss whether you must 
recuse yourself from acting on a matter. If you are disqualified from acting on the matter, you must complete 
page 2 of this form-even if you will not be present at the meeting at which the matter will be addressed. Once 
the form is completed, you must do the following: 

1. Submit a copy of the form to the executive secretary (or the person acting in that capacity) for your board or 
commission as soon as possible after the posting of the agenda that contains the item from which you are 
recusing yourself; AND . 

2. Submit the original form, along with a copy of the meeting agenda, to the Ethics Commission (at the 
address above) within 15 calendar days after the date of the meeting; AND 

3. Submit a copy of the form to the Office of the Mayor and the Office of the City Attorney: 

Office of the Mayor 
200 North Spring Street, Room 303 
Los Angeles CA 90012 
Mail Stop #370 

Office of the City Attorney 
Public Integrity Division 
200 North Main Street, 8th Floor 
Los Angeles CA 90012 
Mail Stop #140 

If you have questions about completing this form, please call the Ethics Commission at (213) 978-1960. 

April 2011 1012 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, James, 

EM32968 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 9:08 AM 
James Williams 
Re: Millennium Tract Appeals 

Do you still need the extension letter? 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
omg, can you tell I'm out of it this morning? I'm soo sorry. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:03 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
As advertised ... Millennium .. 

It was transmitted to City Clerk yesterday. 

Good morning Luci ... 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 8:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is this Millennium or Casden? 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 11:41 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good day Luci, 

Last time we spoke about the Tract appeal for this case, you agreed to get an extension so that the appeals could 
be transmitted and heard at the same time. 

Iris voiced some concern about the timing of the Tract appeal so I wanted to be sure this was still the 
plan? May 17 is last day to appeal the CPC portion. We are awaiting another appeal (3rd appeal - 2nd 
appellant) from the valley. 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM32969 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32970 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32678 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 12:57 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

PLUM is the Planning and Land Use Management Committee. It previews land use cases before they go to the 
full city council. 

On Thu, May 9,2013 at 12:55 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

OK Great! What is PLUM? 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09,2013 11:48 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Ifby status you mean if the case has been scheduled for PLUM andlor Council: I have not heard anything. The 
appeal period on the CPC case does not end til SIB, so I imagine a few days from then it will at least be 
assigned to a clerk and we'll have a better idea as to when it will be scheduled. 

On Thu, May 9, 2013 at 11:46 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

We have sent in a letter to all City Council Members on May 7, 2013. Any status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09,2013 11:43 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

The general contact for the City Clerk's office is Sharon Gin, 213 .978 .1074. 

Her mailing address is: 

200 N. Spring Street, 3rd Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Her email is: sharon.gin@lacity. org 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 4:00 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Ok Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:53 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
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EM32680 

Okay, let me find out. Since this case hasn't been transferred to the City Clerk's office yet, a clerk may not yet 
have been assigned. I'll let you know what I learn. 

Thanks, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 3:44 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

If we need to write a letter like you suggested, who do we write to and where do we mail? 

Thank you for your help! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia. ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, May 06,2013 3:01 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

Do you mean for the City Council person, or for the City Clerk? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 2:51 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 
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EM32681 

Do you have the City Council contact information and mailing address? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, May 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

What do you mean by "additional comments"? If you would like to submit a letter, you can. It would be 
addressed to the City Council and can be sent to the office of the City Clerk. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, May 3,2013 at 3:39 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Does the planning commission appeal process allow for additional comments after we review the letter of the 
determination from you? 

Thank you! 

Alan 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 8:36 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

My apologies for the delay, I was out Monday and part of the day yesterday. I just got an electronic copy of the 
determination. It was issued on Saturday. It is attached. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, May 1, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Any update on the project status? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
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EM32683 

Hi Alan, 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 
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EM32684 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

EM32686 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

EM32687 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32688 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 

EM32689 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32690 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM30515 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 10:54 AM 
Lisa Webber; Michael LoGrande; Dan Scott 
Millennium Update 

I had a brief meeting with Alfred on Millennium yesterday afternoon. He will be forwarding the transcript of 
the cpc meeting that his office prepared. And gave a preliminary indication of sending out the determination on 
April 16th, to potentially run the 15 day appeal period to potentially make it to PLUM Meeting the first week of 
June. He said they have had a meeting with CD 13 and that they appeared to still be completely unsure of any 
position, or at least appeared that way, and when prompted for ideas, they had none. 

With that said, Millennium offered to prepare renderings of various height scenarios under the 585 feet. 
Because of that, the architects have not been able to finalize the revised Development Regulations, being that 
they would like to work on getting Garcetti on board in some manner. In the interim, the related cases are still 
on hold in PCTS. 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi James, 

EM31625 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 3:03 PM 
'James Williams' 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

I am writing on behalf of the Applicant, Millennium Hollywood, LLC, regarding Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC

CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

The zone change requested by the Applicant was approved by the Planning Commission. Please note that the 

applicant waives the 20-day appeal period for the zone change and defers to the is-day appeal period as may 

apply to other approvals by the Commission. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 
213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www. sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32971 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 9:31 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Tract Appeals 

I do not need it. I told him to ask Sharon if the Clerk's office would need it or if they could get the appeal on 
calendar in the next few weeks and extend it as necessary from there. 

We are done with everything at this level. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good Morning, James, 
Do you still need the extension letter? 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
omg, can you tell I'm out of it this morning? I'm soo sorry. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 9:03 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
As advertised ... Millennium .. 

It was transmitted to City Clerk yesterday. 

Good morning Luci ... 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 8:07 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is this Millennium or Casden? 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 11:41 AM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good day Luci, 

Last time we spoke about the Tract appeal for this case, you agreed to get an extension so that the appeals could 
be transmitted and heard at the same time. 

Iris voiced some concern about the timing of the Tract appeal so I wanted to be sure this was still the 
plan? May 17 is last day to appeal the CPC portion. We are awaiting another appeal (3rd appeal - 2nd 
appellant) from the valley. 

James 
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James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM32972 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 

EM32973 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks Luci. 

EM30516 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 10:58 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org; dan.scott@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Update 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 10:53 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.orq>; Michael LoGrande < michael.loqrande@lacity.orq>; Dan Scott 
<dan.scott@lacity.orq> 
Subject: Millennium Update 

I had a brief meeting with Alfred on Millennium yesterday afternoon. He will be forwarding the transcript of 
the cpc meeting that his office prepared. And gave a preliminary indication of sending out the determination on 
April 16th, to potentially run the 15 day appeal period to potentially make it to PLUM Meeting the first week of 
June. He said they have had a meeting with CD 13 and that they appeared to still be completely unsure of any 
position, or at least appeared that way, and when prompted for ideas, they had none. 

With that said, Millennium offered to prepare renderings of various height scenarios under the 585 feet. 
Because of that, the architects have not been able to finalize the revised Development Regulations, being that 
they would like to work on getting Garcetti on board in some manner. In the interim, the related cases are still 
on hold in PCTS. 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thanks Alan, 

EM31626 

Elizabeth Pollock <elizabeth.pollock@dot.ca.gov> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 3:30 PM 
Alan Lin; Luciralia Ibarra 
Dianna Watson; Elizabeth Pollock; Aziz Elattar; Elhami Nasr; David McCray 
Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Please be sure the folks in headquarters know about this, as the Governor's Office typically wants 30 days to make a determination on 
a GOIM, so every single day is precious time right now. I also need the 12 questions from you folks ASAP so I can complete the 
GOIM. Thank you! 

Elizabeth 

From: "Lin, Alan S@DOT" [alan.1in@dot.ca.gov] 
Sent: 0412212013 09:32 PM GMT 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.org> 
Cc: Dianna Watson; Elizabeth Pollock; Aziz Elattar; Elhami Nasr 
Subject: RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
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Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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3 

RL0032281 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM33182 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 29, 2013 11:57 AM 
Sharon Gin 
Sergio Ibarra; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fwd: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

FINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13.pdf 

Hi Sharon, 
Please find attached the Design Guidelines in pdf form. This is Exhibit C in the CPC determination. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1:49 PM 
Subject: Fwd: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 

Hi James, 
Because it's a pretty big file, it's being transmitted via YouSendIt. But let me know if you need me to send it to 
you in a different format. 
Thank you! 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1:36 PM 
Subject: Fwd: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2:27 PM 
Subject: Re: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Kira, 
I was able to download it, thank you. 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2: 10 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Sergio, 
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On behalf of Alfred Fraijo, I am sending a clean version of the revised guidelines via YouSendlt. Please let me know if 

you have any difficulty accessing the document. 

Best, 

Kira 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Subject: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

A file has been sent to you 
FINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 4.19.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on May 03, 2013 14:02 PDT unless you 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 

App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 
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© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1 Purpose 

1.1.1 The Development Regulations ("Regulations") govern new development on the Project Site. 

Specifically, the Regulations: 

a. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 

treatment, signage, lighting, sound attenuation and sustainability. 

b. Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 

ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the 

Project. 

c. Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 

integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 

quality of the Project as a whole. 

d. Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the 

development for the Project Site. 

e. Ensure compliance with the Development Objectives. 

f. Ensure preservation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according 

to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

-1-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.2 Development Objectives 

1.2.1 The development objectives are intended to transform the Project Site consistent with the 

priorities and unique vision for the site shared by various Hollywood stakeholders. The 

Development Regulations will in turn ensure that new development on the Project Site is 

consistent with these objectives. 

1.2.2 The objectives for new development on the Project Site are to: 

a. Preserve the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according to established 

preservation guidelines (the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 

guidance provided by Office of Historic Resources). 

b. Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Tower by 

creating grade level open space / civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. 

c. Preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood Hills. 

fig. 1.2.2.b-c: Capitol Records View Corridors 

d. Create civic plazas that are activated by retail, landscaped, and enhance the Hollywood 

Walk of Fame by providing it as an urban node. Reinforce the urban and historical 

-2-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street 

life focused on Vine Street. 

e. Encourage street life by the creation of a new pedestrian connection between Ivar 

Avenue, Vine Street, and Argyle Avenue. 

f. Create vibrant urban spaces that permit open and green spaces for both the on-site and 

off-site population. 

fig 1.2.2.d: View North Along Vine Street 

g. Create a 24 hr. community by the creation of a Thriving Mixed-Use Development. 

h. Eliminate the visual impact of current on-site parking. 

i. Establish where feasible pedestrian linkages to existing public transportation routes in 

proximity to the Project Site, including the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood 

Boulevard and Vine Street, and existing bus routes. 

j. Establish standards to address architectural excellence. 

-3-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

k. Provide designs that address, respect and complement the existing context, including 

standards for ground-level open space, podium heights and massing setbacks that 
minimize impacts to the historic setting. 

I. Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in minimizing the negative environmental 

impact of buildings by enhancing efficiency and moderation in the use of materials, 

energy and development space. 

m. Create buildings that emphasize the vertical architecture and become visible icons. 

n. Develop a visual gateway to Hollywood from the Hollywood Freeway. 

fig. 1.2.2.n: Hollywood: A major urban center and gateway to the Los Angeles basin. 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.3 Development Standards and Guidelines 

The Development Regulations consist of standards and guidelines. The standards impose strict 

requirements for new development. For example, the Regulations include specific setback requirements 

along Vine Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for minimum open space on the 

ground floor as well as maximum building heights. By comparison, the guidelines are measures that may 

include a range of choices and require a degree of interpretation by the architect and design team to 

achieve compliance with the Regulations. The purpose of these guidelines is to create a principal design 

theme or objective without comprising high quality design. The purpose is to provide a range of flexibility 

to permit the selection of the most appropriate design feature based on the final development scenario. 

For instance, fac,:ade treatments for new development may take different form depending on the final 
design plans. The Regulations will guide the ultimate fac,:ade treatment by providing a limited range of 

choices in the use of material and color for the fac,:ades. 

1.4 Relationship to the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

1.4.1 The Development Regulations are approved by the City of Los Angeles City Council and are 

incorporated in the Development Agreement, authorized pursuant to California Government 
Code 65864, et seq., entered into by the City of Los Angeles and ___________ _ 

("Millennium Development Agreement") on ____________ . 

1.4.2 Wherever the Regulations contain provisions which establish regulations that are different from 

or more or less restrictive than the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") that apply to the Project Site, the Regulations shall prevail pursuant to the 

Millennium Development Agreement approved by the City Council. 
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Project Site 

2.1.1 The Project Site consists of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land. The subject property 

occupies two distinct sites, both bounded by Yucca Street to the north and separated by 

Vine Street. 

The area bounded by Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Yucca Street is the West Site. 

The area bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is the East Site. 

The East Site and the West Site make up the Project Site. 

The Project Site currently contains a mix of commercial and on grade open parking. The topography 

has a natural incline of approximately 21 feet (NE to SW) from Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and 21 

feet (NW to SE) from Ivar Avenue to Vine Street. The existing sidewalk elevations will not be altered 

as part the Project. 

D 

W 
::J 
c: 
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> 
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fig. 2.1. Site Plan 
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2.2 Site Zoning and Permitted Floor Area 

2.2.1 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2). The City General Plan land use designation is 

Regional Center commercial. 

2.2.2 The Project Site is within the Special Sign District and within the Hollywood Community 

Redevelopment Project Area of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of 

Los Angeles. 

2.2.3 Notwithstanding any provision in these Regulations, residential floor area is not permitted 

within 500 feet of any freeway. 

2.2.4 Floor Area Ratio: 6:1 

2.2.5 Height District: No.2 
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3. HISTORIC RESOURCES AND SETTING 

3.1 Overview 

The Project Site is located in a historically rich area of Hollywood that contains a number of recognized historic 

resources. This Project is a preservation project in that its ambition is to respect, respond to, and preserve the 

Capitol Records Building and to continue the urban character of Vine Street on the Project Site. The Project is 

designed to be observant of historic settings and buildings. Two buildings located on the Project Site, the Capitol 

Records Tower and the Gogerty Building, are historically significant. Other historic buildings, located on adjacent 

parcels, are the Pantages Theater, the Equitable Building, the Hollywood Palace, and the Art Deco commercial 
building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street. Several of these historic resources are located within the Hollywood Boulevard 

Commercial and Entertainment District, a National Register listed historic district located just south of the Project 

Site. 

Composed of commercial properties from the first half of the 20
th 

Century, contributing properties to the 

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District include a wide variety of property types including 
single-story storefronts, two-story commercial blocks, department stores, theaters, high-rise office buildings and 

hotels. 

The Capitol Records Building is a unique building whose cylindrical form has always been visible from portions of 

Hollywood and Vine from the south and the freeway from the north. The Capitol Records Tower and the iconic 

buildings in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District (the Hollywood Palace, Pantages 

Theater, Equitable Building) will maintain their prominence after implementation of the Project. 

Portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (L.A. Historic Cultural Monument #194) are located along Vine Street 

between Yucca Street and Sunset Boulevard and will be protected. 

The protection of Hollywood's historic resources and unique character is an important objective of the Project. The 

guidelines and standards contained in this document were created in part to ensure the protection of historic 

resources within the Project Site and minimize potential adverse effects to historic resources from new 

development. Key Project objectives regarding historic resources include: 

1) Preservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See sections 1.2.2a and 1.2.2b of this 

document. 

2) Protection and preservation of the portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (LA Historic Cultural 

Monument #194) will need to be temporarily removed during construction and replaced after 

construction is completed. A preservation plan, outlined in the Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo 

Pavement and Repair Guidelines (March, 2011) will be prepared for this aspect of the Project. 

3) Incorporation of ground-floor open space and building setback requirements to moderate the overall 

massing of new development in a manner that preserves important views to and from the Capitol Records 

Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors 

to the Hollywood Hills. See sections 1.2.2 c, 6.1, 6.9, 7.1, 7.5, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

4) Incorporation of ground-floor open space and building setback requirements to reduce massing at the 

street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent historic resources. See sections 1.2.2c, 6.1, 7.1, 7.5, 
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8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

5) Requirement that design of new buildings be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 

adjacent historic resources. See sections 6.6, 6.8, 7.1.5, and 7.4 of this document. 

One means of creating compatible new buildings in an urbanized setting is to incorporate qualities of vertical and 

horizontal visual complexity in world class design. The general characteristics, proportions, and details of older 

buildings may serve as a reference for the Project. The Project's intent is to allow old and new to mix, recognizing 

that Hollywood sustains its image through both the rehabilitation of existing historic structures and the design of 

creative and contemporary architecture. 
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4. DENSITY 

4.1 Floor Area Ratio Averaging and Density Transfer 

The Owner may transfer density and buildable floor area from one parcel within the Project Site to 

another parcel within the Project Site, as long as the minimum and maximum building heights in the 

Regulations are maintained and the entire Project does not exceed the cumulative, allowable density and 

floor area of the zoning for the sum of the individual parcels. 

To allow for the spatial distribution of the development on the Project Site and ensure relationship and 

sensitivity with the uses surrounding the Project Site, parking, open space and related development 

requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location within the Project Site. 

4.2 Land Use Equivalency Program 

The Land Use Equivalency Program is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while 

ensuring that a change in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a 

substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR, ENV-2011-

067S-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094). With respect to any proposed Phase of the Project (an IIExchange 

Phase") that would result in a build out of the Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project 

scenarios studied under the EIR, under the Land Use Equivalency Program, the developer may request a 
transfer or exchange of land uses, as well as modifications to the siting, massing or other development 

standard in so far as they are consistent with the provisions herein, for such Exchange Phase by a 

delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the City, which request shall be 

accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting how the proposed land uses and 

densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the existing improvements and the other phases 
previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-
3, Project Trip Cap from the EIR; and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project 

including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified 

in the EIR (collectively, an IIEquivalency Program Exchange Submission"). The Planning Director shall 

approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the 

Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip 
cap identified in such Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap, does not conflict with the impacts analysis for the maxim 

Commercial and Residential Scenarios, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR. 
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5. HEIGHT 

5.1 Building Height Standards 

The Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C and Dj to limit maximum building heights and control bulk 

in response to the Development Objectives including context with the built environment and to reinforce 

view corridors to the Capital Records Tower. 

II 

Fig. 5.1 Height Zones 
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6. BUILDING AND STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.1 Tower Massing Standards 

6.1.1 The Tower Massing Standards apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above curb level 
- see Table 6.1.1. 

11.5 50 
13,325 East Site 10 

12 
6.1.2.d.1 

9,042 West Site 151 6.1.2.d.2 

17,380 East Site 10 6.1.2.c.1 
15 50 

11,794 West Site 151 10 
6.1.2.c.2 

22,745 East Site 10 6.1.2.b.1 
28 50 

22,016 West Site 151 8 
6.1.2.b.2 

n/a 
55,616 East Site 10 6.1.2.a.1 

48 
37,742 West Site 151 5 

6.1.2.a.2 

Table 6.1.1 

Note 1: 15' tower setback required for any tower fronting Vine Street on West parcel. See Figure 6.3.2. 

6.1.2 For the purpose of calculating the maximum lot coverage the total lot area is equal to the total 
lot area for each of the sites, the West Site and the East Site. If there is more than one tower on 
a site, the maximum lot coverage requirement in Table 6.1.1 is calculated based on the combined 
area of all towers on each site. The total lot coverage applies to the aggregate floor plate(s) of 
the tower or towers on each site. 

6.1.3 Minimum grade level open space will be 5% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Figs. 6.1.2.a.1- 2.) 

6.1.4 At least 50% of total floor area must be located below 220 feet. 

6.1.5 Tower wall articulation: 

a. Minimum 10% of tower aggregate area shall be articulated. 

6.1.6 Types of permitted articulations for tower walls: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a required street wall over a 
grade level open space. 
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c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 
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The following developments are for illustrative purposes only. 
Maximum Lot Coverage and Tower Floor Plate - Figs. 6.l.2.a - d. 

1 

D 
1----'_1_ t.=..:.: 1 I 

I 

=:J'-fn 
r;;;AxIMUM TOTAL TOWER]' 
LFL~R PLATE 55,818 SF i 

I-. , 
1 

EAST SITE · SITE PLAN CENTER LINE or VINE GTR ET 'f 

CD MINIMUM '0' SETBACKALONCl Vi'lE BTREET 

CD MINIMUM ~D' G DAOK A OV I~O' 

® MINIMVM 'D' G TnAQ~I\DOV '~O' 
cD 10' SETBACK fROM CAPITOL RECORDS TOWER 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WI THIN THIS 

ENVELOPE 

5% PUB LI C OPEN SPACE ----------, 
5,793 SF 

fig. 6.1.2.a.l: East Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height -15-

.------- MAX TOWER 
HEIGHT 220' 
ON 48% OF SITE 

~-+ ____ MINIMUM 10' SETBAC~ 
ALONG STREET 

"--- MAXIMUM 
BASE HEIGHT 

~--- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG VINE STREE 
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WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
CD NOTUSEO 

o MltIIlMUM 15' SETBACKA LONGVIN.E STR E:ET 

<D MINIMUM 15' SETI!P.CKAElovt:: 40' 

@ MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG YUCCA STREET 

@ MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ABOVE 150' 

@) MINIMUM 10' SElBACK ABOVE lO' 

rn MINIMUM 10' SETBACKAlOHG THIS PROPERTY LHE 

TOWER MAX 
HEIGHT 220' 

ON 48% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ----' 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15 ' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.a.2: West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. 
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TOWER MAY BE LOCATE D 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

r MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

. ~ 

A"":;""-- 5% PUBLIC OPE N SPACE 
3 ,931 SF 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 
---- FRONTING VINE STREET 

---- SETBACK ALONG PL 
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_ I=-

D 

EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
CD MINIMUM ao' SEPARATION BETWEEN 'TOWERS' ON SAME SITE 

(%) MINIMUM 20' SETBAC~ ABOVE 100' 

CD MAXIMU M <0'1. 01' . 'IR elWALLOAN ~xc:: BD MAXIM UM S1R EI;fWALLH IGlIi 'l 

CD MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ABOVE 160' 

® 10' ~ETBACK FROM CAPI'rOL RECOROSTOW R 

BETWEEN 220' AN D 400' 
TOWER CAN OCCUpy 

28% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. 6.1.2.b.l: East Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

~ 

IJ 
c: 
Q) 

~ 
~ 
~ 

CENTER LIN E OF VINE STREET ED L.,.,r ~ 

,...------------ TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWH ERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVE LOPE 

,...----------- EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

,...---- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

......,"1':it'---+--- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STR EET 

~----- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

L-_____ TOTAL 8% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 

6.290 SF 
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IfI£ST SITE -SITE PlAN 

<D MINIMUM 80' SEPARATION BETWEEN "TOWERS' ON SAME SITE 

a> MINIMUM lSi SETBACKAlOOGW~E STREET 

<D MINIMUM 15' SETBACKABCNE 40' 

<D MINIMUM 1t!' SETBACKALONG YUCGASTREET 

® MAAIMLJM4O%OfSTREETWALl. CAN EXC EE D MA.XIW M S REET VlJAlL HEICl1T 

® MINIMUM HI' SETBACK ABOoIE 150' 

<D MIMMUM 10' SETBACKAB OIIE 30' 

® MINIMUM la' SETBACK AlONG TH IS PROPERTY UNE 

BETWEEN 220'AND 400' ~ 
TOWER CAN OCCUpy 

28% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF 11 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' , 

~ 

MAXIM UM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ------' 
ALONG STREET 

MI NIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.b.2: West Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

-18-

'f 
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r~~s~-= 
- lJJ[ 

I 

1- no," Ii OU IIi 
OP~N .IIAd~ 

eo J 
® 

I 

I 

o 
l 

1 
I -

EAST SITE · SITE PLAN 
CD MIN IMUM BO' SEPARATION SE'TWEEN "1'00 RS' ON SAME BilE 

CD MINIMUM ~O' SET8ACK ABOV ISO' 

CD MMIMUM '0% OF sTn~rrrw~LL CIIN Exec 0 MM IMUM H R 

Ci> MINIMUM 10' 8EnACKABOVE \00' 

® 1 0'~ ~rbA/JU IlOMOA I)I\0!." ~Co~O,!'OW ~ 

[ 

BETWEEN 220' AND 550' ----------, 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

15% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. 6.1.2.c.1: East Site - 550 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

1 11111111111 

I 

1 40~ I l.-

V 
I 

I 

I 

+ 
I 

... 

i[ 
_I 

C~N ~ "LIN' ,,"VIN. ~""n r ~ ~ , 'f 

...------------ EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

r--------- TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 

1 ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
" ', -, ENVELOPE 

~ ", :~ .... I 

...------ MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

'----- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

L-_____ TOTAL 10% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
11 ,587SF 
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Vl£ST SITE· SITE PLAN 
CD M!NlWM 80' SEPARATiCtJ BE1\'IIEEN "TOWERS· ON SAME SITE 

(]) M~IMUM 15' SETBACK ALONG Yt.l E STREET 

G) MINIMUM 15' SETBAC K ABOIIE40' 

o MINIMUM 11J' SETBACK AL~(lYlJCCASTR.eET 

CD MAXIMUM40%OF STREETWAlLCAA EXC EED MAXIMUM SREETWALL HEIGHT 

® MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ARCtIE 150" 

BETWEEN 220' AND 550' ---+-~ 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

15% OF SITE 

MINIM UM OF 50% OF --+----, 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BA SE HEIGHT 

MIN IMUM 10' SETBACK----....I 
ALONG STR EET 

CD MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ABOVE 30' 

CD MtNlMUM 30' SET'BACK ALCNG TIiIS PROPERTY LIN E 

MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

.-~..,:;;... ___ 10% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
MINIMUM I S' TOWER SETBACK ----------"''<;;:--....:::...I!SJ' 7,863 SF 

ABOVE 40' 
_ ---- MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

FRONTING VINE STREET 

---- SETBACK ALONG PL 

fig. 6.1.2.c.2: West Site - 550 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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C__ _ - -'J 
'-._ Vile EI Str at--

-=--=:::-----
~.--::'r--- ~ 

------.J-, ----

1-1 __ 

I ~"" ~ aumno l 

«I []'~-J...l-I OfJrlN ~PAC J 

1- [-

c::J [ I 
] c: [- [ 

EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
CD MINIMUM 80' SEPARATION BElWEEN "TQ\IIIER8" ON SAME BITE 

a> MINIMUM 20' STBACK ABO\! 1M' 

CD MAXIMUM 40'11> OF STREElWALL CAN EXCEED MAXIMUM BTREElWALL HEIGHT 

<D MINIMU MID' SE TBAOK ABOVE 150' 

® I O ' ~!IMCK'ROM ~A" II OI.R oo~ as ICW R 

BE1WEEN 220' AND 585' ____ ---, 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

11.5% OF SITE 

fig. 6.1.2.d.l: East Site - 585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

_1Ir 

111 11111111 

I 

CENTER LINE OFVINE STREET 

....------------- TOINER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

....---------- EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUP IES SITE 

....--------- ROOFTOP OPEN SPACE AND 
VIEW DECK REQUIRED FOR 
BUILDINGS ABOVE 550' 

....---- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOORAREAMUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

'----- TOTAL 12% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
13.904 SF 

-21-

RL0032309 



EM33210 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
<D MINIMUM elJ' SEPARATION SETIfiIEEIII "TOA'ERS" 00 SAM E SITE 

<D M1NIWM 15' SETBACK ALOOGVINE STREET 

G) M1NtMUM 15' SfTBACK ABOVE 40' 

@ MINIMUM 10' SETBACKAlONGYUCCASTREET 

® MAXl t.«..IM"IJ~OF STREETlNAlLCAN EXCEED MAXIMU M SREET INAllHEIGH 

® MINIMUM , O' SETBACK ABOJE , SO' 

BETWEEN 220' AND 585' ----~+-"'""", 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

11.5% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF ----+--.., 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREEi 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig, 6,L2.d,2: West Site - 585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

CD MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ABaJE 30' 

® MINIMU M 30" SETBACK ALONG "THIS PROPERTY ltJE 
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'---,,f-'--,,- ROOFTOP OPEN SPACE AND 
VIEW DECK REQU IRED FOR 
BUILDINGS ABOVE 550' 
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6.2 Street Walls 

6.2.1 A street wall is a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open space. 
Street walls determine the scale and character of the pedestrian environment. Articulation of the 
required street wall within the permitted ranges is required in order to create a sense of different 
uses, visual interest and orientation. The street wall shall have proportions and architectural 
building details which emphasize and reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian 
environment. Massing offsets, fenestration, varied textures, openings, recesses, and design 
accents are strongly encouraged to ensure there are no un-articulated walls and monolithic roof 
forms, and architectural elements such as balconies, verandas, and porches that add architectural 
character are encouraged. 

6.3 Street Wall Standards 

6.3.1 Location of a required street wall: 

a. Parcels with a grade level open space: the required street wall shall be located a 
minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site. 

b. A grade level open space is required for any building fronting Yucca Street with a 
minimum 10 feet setback from the property line. 

c. Parcels or portions of parcels without a grade level open space: the required street wall 
shall be located on the property line. 

6.3.2 Height of required street wall: 

a. Street walls shall be built to a minimum height of 30 feet and a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level except as noted in item (b), (c) and (d) below. 

b. Street walls fronting Vine Street on the West Site shall be built to a maximum height of 
40 feet above curb level except as noted in item (d) below. 

c. Street walls fronting Yucca Street shall be built to a maximum height of 30 feet. Building 
can extend to a maximum height of 150 feet with a 10 foot setback above 30 feet except 
as noted in item (d) below. 

d. 40% of the aggregate width of the required street wall frontage on each street can 
exceed the maximum street wall height up to the maximum tower height. 
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Yucca Stre et 

@ 40% OF AGGREGATE 
WIDTH OF STREET WALL 
CAN EXCEED 150' 
UP TO TOWER HEIGHT -= 
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2 

fig 6.3.2: Street Wall 
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fig. 6.3.3: Street Wall Articulation 
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6.3.3 Types of permitted articulation of a required street wall: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a required street wall over a 

grade level open space. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 

open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 

floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 

fenestration, or similar means. 

6.3.4 Other permitted projections: elements which project beyond the property line from a required 
street wall shall comply with the Building Code. 

a. Architectural facade elements such as expression bands, cornices, eaves, gutters, and 

downspouts may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

b. Steps and ramps may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

c. Commercial marquees, canopies and awnings. 

d. Retail storefronts: may project from a required street wall over a grade level open 

space by a maximum depth of 5'-0'. The maximum height of these projections for each 
parcel shall not exceed two stories or 28'-0" above curb level, whichever is less. 

6.4 Street Wall Guidelines 

6.4.1 Pedestrian pass-through areas, public plazas, marquees, canopies, awnings and retail storefronts 

are permitted within the street wall area. 

6.4.2 Pedestrian steps and ramps, entry forecourts, hotel drop-offs and loading entries and exits and 

vehicular access driveways are also permitted within the street wall area on the Project Site. 

6.5 Yard Standards 

6.5.1 Yard is an open space other than a court that is unoccupied and unobstructed from the ground 

upward. 

6.5.2 Commercial Use: no front, side or rear yard setbacks are required. 

6.5.3 Residential Use: 

a. Front Yard: none. 

b. Side Yard: Minimum 5 feet; for a building more than two stories in height, one foot shall 

be added to the width of such side yard for each additional story above the second 
story, but in no event shall a side yard of more than 16 feet in width be required. 
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c. Rear Yard: Minimum 15 feet; for a building more than three stories in height, one foot 

shall be added to the depth of such rear yard for each additional story above the third 

story, but such rear yard need not exceed 20 feet. 

6.6 Building Materials and Color Guidelines 

6.6.1 The goal of the building materials and colors is to reinforce the character of the Hollywood area 

and provide a design that is compatible yet avoids any appearance that the building is being 

historicized. These guidelines will address the fac,:ade treatment for both residential and 

commercial portions of buildings. 

a. Buildings shall feature long-lived and sustainable materials. The material palette shall 

provide variety, reinforce massing and changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

b. Ground floors shall have a different architectural expression than upper floors and 

feature high quality durable materials that add scale, texture and variety. 

c. Podium levels up to 150 feet will be predominantly light in color. Colors will be achieved 

through the inherent color of the material, rather than the application of color to the 

surface. Darker accent colors may be used to delineate building entrances and accents. 

d. The architecture of the building shall clearly delineate an architectural style, and shall 

not appear as a simplified version thereof, with appropriate fenestration patterns, 

architectural features, proportions and materials. 

e. The building's skin, especially for towers, shall be primarily transparent; the use of 

darkly colored or highly reflective glass will be avoided. Glazing will have the minimum 

amount of reflectivity or tinting required to achieve energy efficiency standards. 

f. In buildings other than curtain wall buildings, windows will be recessed, except where 

inappropriate to a building's architectural style. There will be clear contrast between the 

building's surface material and the building's glazed areas. 

g. In general, the overall massing, roof forms, materials, and architectural style of new 

structures shall provide a variety of forms, depth and texture, and encourage a cohesive 

character. Building massing shall include a variation in wall planes and height as well as 

roof forms to promote architectural excellence, a pedestrian friendly environment and 

take into account the context. 

h. To provide visual variety and depth, the building skin shall be layered and designed with 

a variety of textures that bear a direct relationship to the building's massing and 

structural elements. The skin shall reinforce the integrity of the design concept and the 

building's structural elements, and not appear as surface pastiche. 

i. Rooftop mechanical equipment screening shall be designed to be integral with the 

building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized by using materials that 

are complimentary or consistent with the building. 

j. Design the color palette for a building to reinforce building identity and complement 

changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 
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Fig. 6.6.1 
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Fig. 6.6.2 

• Trespa 
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• Bronzed or 0 her 

Color Metal 

• TerraCotta 

• Sus oinable Hardwood 

• Trespa 

• Copper 
• Bronzed or other 

Color Metal 

• TerraCotta 

k. Examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in Figures 6.6.1 - 2 
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6.7 Grade Level Standards 

6.7.1 The purpose of the grade level standards is to promote pedestrian-scaled architecture by 

regulating street wall massing, articulation and detail, street level entrances and storefront 

windows and doors, as well as the use of quality materials and decorative details. Architectural 

features that reinforce the retail character of the ground floor street wall and/or help define the 
pedestrian environment along the sidewalk, such as canopies, awnings, and overhangs, are 

encouraged and shall be integral to the architecture of the building. 

6.7.2 Ground floor height: 

a. Minimum 12'-0" height measured from floor to ceiling. 

6.7.3 Building entrances: 

a. The primary entrance to a street level tenant space that has frontage along a public 

street shall be provided from that street. The primary entrance to a tenant space that 

does not have its frontage along a public street shall be provided from a courtyard, 

grade level open space, or publicly accessible passageway. Entries less than 18 inches 

from the property line shall not be higher than 12 inches above the elevation of the 

sidewalk; entries greater than 18 inches from the property line shall be within 30 inches 

of the adjacent grade level along street frontages. Where possible entries shall be 
marked using architectural elements such as porches, gateways, entry alcoves, awnings, 

canopies, or portals. 

b. All retail spaces shall be accessed primarily from a ground floor, single-tenant entry 

along a street, plaza or passageway. Where reasonably practical given architecture and 

tenant requirements, access to different tenant spaces shall occur at a maximum 

interval of 60 feet. 

c. Main building entrances shall read differently from retail storefronts, restaurants and 
commercial entrances which could include but are not limited to material change, 

architectural elements or elevation change. 

d. In addition to the building's required primary entrance(s}, there may be ancillary 

entrances to the building from parking garages. 

6.7.4 Ground Floor Glazing 

a. Use of clear, colorless and transparent glazing is required within the first 30 feet above 

curb level. 

b. Use of reflective glass is prohibited. 

c. Along street frontages with a required build-to line less than or equal to 18 inches from 

the property line, glazing shall constitute a minimum of 30% of the area of a building 

face and shall not exceed 80% of the area of a building face. 
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6.7.5 Arcades 

a. Arcades at grade will maintain a minimum of 10 feet clear height and will be lit with a 
minimum of 1.0-foot candles. 

6.7.6 Service and Refuse Requirements 

Hotel and Commercial/Office / Retail that abuts an alley 

a. Every required loading space shall be located and arranged such that delivery vehicles 

may be driven upon or into said space from an alley. Such loading space shall have a 

minimum height of 14 feet and be accessible through a usable door not less than three 

feet in width and not less than six feet six inches in height opening from the building it is 

to serve. 

b. Every required loading space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet, a minimum 

width of 20 feet measured along the alley line, and a minimum depth of ten feet 

measured perpendicularly to the alley line. 

c. Loading space shall have a minimum area of 600 square feet where the gross floor area 

of all buildings on the lot exceeds 50,000 square feet, but not more than 100,000 square 

feet; a minimum area of 800 square feet where the gross floor area of all buildings is 

between 100,000 and 200,000 square feet; and shall be increased by an additional 200 
square feet for each additional 200,000 square feet or fraction thereof of gross floor 

area in the building. 

Condominiums (Residential) 

d. None 

Rental (Residential) 

e. None 

6.7.7 Service and Refuse Guidelines 

a. Storage areas shall be provided within the building of a size sufficient for the 
development to ensure that refuse is stored and loaded off-street. Refuse storage areas 

shall be directly and conveniently accessible from a curb cut. 

b. Service, utility, and mechanical functions, including retail loading, shall be located in 

alleys whenever present. When alleys are not present, service functions shall be placed 

within buildings. 

c. Service, utility, and mechanical equipment that is visible from the street shall be 
screened from view with landscaping or enclosures. Back flow and fire standpipes, along 

with utility box transformers, shall be screened. 

d. All screening devices shall be compatible with the architecture, materials and colors of 

adjacent buildings. 
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e. Trash and storage enclosures shall be architecturally compatible with the project design 

and landscaping shall be provided adjacent to the enclosure(s) to screen them and deter 
graffiti. 

f. Trash enclosures and retail loading areas shall be sited to minimize nuisance to adjacent 

properties. 

g. The location of trash enclosures shall be easily accessible for trash collection and should 

not impede general site circulation patterns during loading operations. 

h. Mechanical equipment shall vent to an alley wherever possible. 

i. Roof-vent penetrations and mechanical equipment shall be located at least 10 feet from 

any exterior Building Face. 

j. Gutters and downspouts shall be made of galvanized steel, copper (not copper coated), 

or aluminum. 

6.7.8 Storefronts 

a. Storefront (residential, retail, restaurant and commercial) requirements shall include 

frontage along streets and grade level open spaces. 

b. Storefronts shall comprise a minimum of 70% of the building's street level fac,:ade along 

Vine Street and 40% along all other streets and be recessed where necessary. 

c. Storefront glazing shall comprise a minimum of 60% of the storefront area along Vine 

Street and 40% glazing along all other streets. 

d. All retail space shall have a minimum 12 feet finished ceiling clearance. 

e. Storefront openings shall be no wider than 100 feet and no smaller than 15 feet. 

Storefront sills shall be a minimum of 18 inches and a maximum of 30 inches above the 
adjoining grade. 

f. Storefront openings shall be no shorter than 12 feet above the adjoining grade for 90% 
of the required storefront frontage. 

g. Security grilles will be located behind glass and be at minimum 70% open. 

h. At-grade storefront glazing at, or adjacent to, and/or facing any public right-of-way shall 

incorporate transparent, clear, colorless glazing with no reflectivity. 

i. Awnings shall not obscure storefront signage. Vinyl awnings are not permitted. 

6.8 Podium Standards 

6.8.1 The purpose of the Podium Standards is to provide a modern interpretation of the historical 
context of Hollywood by establishing different treatment of the building's base, middle and top 
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through the vertical articulation of the street wall fac,:ade by the use of balconies, projections, 

recesses, fenestration and changes in massing, color, material or other elements. 

6.8.2 Podiums shall comply as applicable with the minimum setback requirements set forth in Figures 

6.1.2a - d. 

6.9 Podium Guidelines 

6.9.1 Podiums shall have fenestration that establishes a clear pattern on the fac,:ade (with special 

attention paid to facades that are visible from a public street) and that provides depth and 

additional articulation. 

6.9.2 An identifiable break between the building's ground floors and upper floors shall be provided. 
This break may include a change in material, change in fenestration pattern or similar means. 

6.9.3 Podium level windows shall be vertically oriented. 

6.9.4 Podium levels shall be predominantly light in color. 

6.9.5 An expression band shall be provided at the highest story within the podium. 

6.9.6 While blank street wall fac,:ades shall be avoided, an exception may be made for integration of 

public art or an articulated fac,:ade if it adds scale and interest to an otherwise bland frontage. In 

these cases, the fac,:ade shall be a maximum of four floors high, and shall have variation in its 
surface plane (using cutouts, insets or pop-outs). It shall employ different scales of elements as 

viewed when seeing the entire building massing. 

6.9.7 Louvers and wall openings shall be designed to integrate with building architecture. 

6.9.8 Podiums are encouraged as feasible to be set back from Pantages to preserve sightlines and 

promote groundfloor open space. 

6.10 Street and Sidewalk Standards 

6.10.1 The Site is comprised of a variety of public elements that include open spaces, streets and 
sidewalks. The Hollywood Walk of Fame is an integral element that fronts open spaces on both 

East and West Sites. Its adjacency to the public plazas requires compatibility and cohesiveness. 

6.10.2 The combination of landscaped plazas, publicly accessible passageways and landscaped streets 

and sidewalks creates diversity, and at the same time forms a single unified system. 

Cohesiveness shall be achieved by providing certain uniform elements such as lighting, paving, 

rhythmic tree plantings and continuous open spaces in a consistent palette of materials and 

furnishings. 

6.11 Screening Standards 

6.11.1 Except for the minimum ground level frontage required for access, loading shall be screened 

from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and streets. 
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6.11.2 Trash enclosures shall be provided and screened from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and 

streets. Rehabilitated trash enclosures shall be screened from the view of adjacent public 

sidewalks and streets. 
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7. TOWERS 

7.1 Purpose 

7.1.1 Towers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear slender. 

7.1.2 Towers shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry and exhibit big, simple moves. 

They shall not appear overwrought or to have over-manipulated elements. 

7.1.3 Towers that emulate a more streamlined modern style shall provide variety through subtle 

details in the curtain wall, and the articulation of a human-scaled base at the street level. 

7.1.4 If a project has more than one tower, the towers shall be complementary to each other and 

employ a similar yet varied architectural design approach. 

7.1.5 Generally, buildings over 150 feet tall (the historic datum for Hollywood) shall not be historicized. 

They are contemporary forms in the skyline and shall appear as such. 

7.2 Projections 

7.2.1 The following building elements and operations equipment can project beyond the maximum 

permitted building height: 

a. Roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating fans or similar 

equipment required to operate and maintain the building; 

b. Skylights, towers, steeples, flagpoles, water tanks, silos; 

c. Wireless masts; and 

d. Solar energy devices and similar structures. 

7.2.2 Permitted building elements or equipment in Section 7.2.1 shall be screened as practical and 

based on building design except if such projections - e.g., flagpoles or steeples - are part of the 

architecture or design. The use of creative materials and forms for screening is encouraged. 

7.2.3 Enclosures for bulkheads shall not count against building height. 

7.3 General Standards 

7.3.1 A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or longer 

dimension parallel to the north-south streets. 

7.3.2 Distinctive tower crown and lighting permitted but not required at the highest one (1) story and 

rooftop mechanical equipment enclosure. 

7.3.3 Towers shall be set back from maximum street wall height a minimum of 10 feet except for 

towers fronting Vine Street on the West site, these towers shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet 

from the maximum street wall height. 
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7.3.4 Towers shall be setback on West Site from shared property line with Hollywood Playhouse a 

minimum of 10 feet above 150 feet. 

7.3.5 Adherence to minimum setbacks and other separation standards for towers is required as may 
be applicable to a specific tower and its location with the Project area. Please refer to standards 
for towers set forth in Figures 6.1.2.a - d. 

7.3.6 Tower orientation and placement that enhances important sightlines is encouraged. 

7.3.7 In no instance should the tower fronting Vine Street on the East site development have more 
than a 15% height differential from the tower on the West ste development. 

7.4 Wall Standards 

7.4.1 All walls are required to be articulated. 

7.4.2 The following types of articulation of a tower wall are permitted: 

a. Recess; 

b. Standard balconies may be projecting or recessed or a combination of both; and 

c. Bay windows. 

fig. 7.4.2.a: Balcony/Recess fig. 7.4.2.b: Bay Window 
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7.4.3 Balcony: a balcony shall be integral to the fac,:ade (see figs. 7.4.3.a and b) and shall not create a 
relentless horizontal and vertical stacking pattern. Balconies are encouraged to create a complex 
and varied pattern along the fac,:ade using various balcony sizes and architectural configurations 
and shall be a minimum 75% transparent. Balconies are encouraged on buildings facing major 
public spaces such as plazas, passageways and open spaces. Long balconies resembling corridors 
are prohibited. 

fig. 7.4.3.a: Recess/Balcony: Integral Balcony fig. 7.4.3.b: Bay Window: Integral Balcony 
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7.5.1 If two towers are located on a single site the towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural 
light and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline. 

7.5.2 Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the 
same parcel, except for the following which will meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset 
(staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the 
towers are curved or angled. See fig. 7.5.2. 

1) OFFSET TOWERS 

Ic:::=iq 2) ADJACENT TOWERS 

I ~EIl CCOE I 

If LAAGEIIT W11'iOOWS I"'QIM.Y ... COW 
NU' NOT .fI'AaIIG ONI !ItOTHVI 

3) CURVEO OR ANGLED TOWERS 
nrc c:c 

fig. 7.5.2: Tower Spacing 

7.5.3 Since a tower is defined as any building above 150 feet, all buildings above 150 feet shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from any portion of any adjacent or separate building on the site, 
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exceeding 150 feet, excluding a project within the height range of 150 to 220 feet, as shown in 

figures 6.1.2.a.1 and 6.1.2.a.2. 

7.5.4 Spires, signage, parapets, and mechanical enclosures are excluded from the tower spacing 

regulations. 

7.6 Rooftops Guidelines 

7.6.1 Rooftops and setbacks are highly visible and provide a significant amenity. They shall be 

landscaped with consideration for use and be visually attractive when viewed from locations 

adjacent and above. 

7.6.2 For rooftops to be developed as usable outdoor area, refer to requirements specified under 

common open space, Section 8.5. 

7.6.3 All other roof surfaces and setbacks shall provide surface materials which are not reflective or 

high contrast colors. 

7.6.4 All obtrusive features such as vents, bulkheads and cooling units shall be screened from lateral 

and pedestrian views. 

7.7 Parapets, Handrails, Roof Mechanical Equipment Screening Standards 

7.7.1 Parapets and handrails shall be finished in a distinctive manner if part of an expression band or 

expression line. 

7.7.2 Materials and design for roof mechanical equipment shall be consistent with the building 

architecture and shall utilize similar colors and materials as in other portions of the building. 

7.7.3 Roof mechanical equipment shall be screened. 
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8. OPEN SPACE 

8.1 Overview 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 

be used to enhance the experience of the visitor and resident. Open space also will enable important 
pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space also will be 

designed to showcase the Capital Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 

outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities. 

This section sets forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project: areas to be 

accessible to the public (Grade Level Open Space, Publicly Accessible Passageways and Rooftop Open 
Space) and areas to be designed for the residential uses (Common Open Space and Private Open Space). 

8.2 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

8.2.1 Grade level open space is a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. The 

purpose of a grade level open space is to provide a landscaped open space to preserve views of 

the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and accentuate the low scale character. 

8.2.2 Minimum grade level open space will be 5% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.a.1- 2 and 8.1.1) 

8.2.3 An additional 3% of open space (total 8%) shall be required for buildings between 221 feet and 
400 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.b.1- 2 and 8.1.2) 

8.2.4 An additional 5% (total 10%) of open space shall be required for buildings between 401 feet and 
550 feet (See Fig. 6.1.2.c.1- 2 and 8.1.3) 

8.2.5 An additional 7% (total 12%) of open space shall be required for buildings taller than 550 feet. 

(See Fig. 6.1.2.d.1- 2 and 8.1.4) 

8.2.6 Location 

a. East Site: adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building; West Site: across 

from the Capitol Records Building along Vine Street and along Yucca Street. 

b. Minimum depth: no horizontal dimension less than 10 feet when measured 

perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. Open 

space on West Site fronting Vine Street shall have a horizontal dimension no less than 

15 feet when measured perpendicular from any point. 

c. On West Site, open space must occupy the area to the west of a line struck at 40 

degrees from center line of Vine Street ROW at alignment with the southern most 
property line and a minimum 10' setback from the southeast corner of the Capitol 

Records Building. (See Figs. 8.1.1 - 4) 
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Figs 8.1.1 - 8.1.4: Grade Level Open Space 

figs 8.1.1 Open Space Requirements for Maximum Building Height at 220 Feet 
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figs 8.1.3 Open Space Requirements for Maximum Building Height at 550 Feet 
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figs 8.1.4 Open Space Requirements for Maximum Building Height at 585 Feet 
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8.3 Passageway Standards 

8.3.1 A publicly accessible passageway is a continuous through-block public connection between two 

parallel streets, located on privately owned land. The passageway may be either enclosed or 

open to the sky or a combination of both. 

8.3.2 Design Intent: to encourage public pedestrian circulation and other appropriate public uses on 

both sides along Vine Street. 

8.3.3 Location and Size standards: 

a. The major portion of a publicly accessible passageway is the largest area of the 

passageway and the area of primary use. Major portions shall be generally regular in 

shape, contiguous to each other, easily and directly accessible from adjoining buildings 

and public spaces. Major portions shall occupy no less than 75 percent of the total 
passageway area and shall not be less than 20'-0" wide. 

b. Minor portions of publicly accessible passageway are secondary areas that allow for 

additional flexibility in the shape and configuration of a passageway. Minor portions 
shall not occupy more than 25 percent of the total area of the passageway. The minor 

portion shall have a minimum width of 10 feet. 

c. The minor portion must be directly adjacent to the major portion. 

( 
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C 
Q) 
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fig. 8.3.3: Publicly Accessible Passageway 
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8.3.4 Permitted Obstructions: 

a. The minimum percentage of publicly accessible passageway area to be open to the sky 

(East and West Sites combined) shall be as follows: 

(i) Development with maximum building height of 150 feet: 0% 

(ii) Development with maximum building height of 220 feet: 20% 

(iii) Development with maximum building height of 400 feet: 30% 

(iv) Development with maximum building height of 550 feet: 40% 

(v) Development with maximum building height of 585 feet: 50% 

b. Permitted obstructions within the major portion of an open air publicly accessible 
passageway are any features, equipment, and appurtenances normally found in public 

parks and playgrounds, such as fountains and reflecting pools, waterfalls, sculptures and 

other works of art, arbors, trellises, benches, seats, trees, planting beds, litter 

receptacles, drinking fountains, and bicycle racks; open-air cafes; kiosks, outdoor 

furniture; lights and lighting stanchions; flag poles; public telephones; temporary 

exhibitions; balconies and bay windows; awnings, canopies and marquees; stairs, ramps 

fig. 8.3.4: View from Argyle Avenue Along PAP Towards Capitol Records 
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and bollards. 

8.3.5 Kiosk: 

a. Where a kiosk is provided, it shall be a one-story structure, predominantly of light 

materials, such as metal, glass, plastic, or fabric as approved by the Department of 

Building and Safety in conformance with the Building Code. Kiosks, including roofed 

areas, shall not count as floor area, exceed 3% of the total area of the publicly accessible 
passageway, or occupy an area of more than 250 square feet. 

b. A kiosk may be freestanding or may be attached on only one side to a wall of the 

building. 

c. Any area occupied by a kiosk shall be excluded from the definition of floor area, and 
may be occupied by news or magazine stands, candy stands, and food preparation for 

open-air cafes, flower stands or public service/information booths. 

d. All kiosks greater than 250 square feet are permitted but will count as floor area. 

8.3.6 Open-Air Cafe: 

a. Where an open-air cafe is provided it shall be an unenclosed restaurant or open-air 

seating for an enclosed restaurant, eating, or drinking place, which may have waiter or 

table service and is open to the sky except for permitted obstructions such as trees, 
arbors, awnings or canopies. 

b. An open-air cafe shall be accessible from a minimum of two sides where there is a 

boundary with the remainder of the publicly accessible passageway. The boundary shall 

be defined by planters or temporary decorative barricades. Seating may be reserved for 

customers. 

c. An open-air cafe may occupy an aggregate area not more than 20% of the total area of 

the publicly accessible passageway. No cooking equipment shall be installed within an 
open-air cafe. Cooking equipment may be contained in a kiosk adjoining the open-air 

cafe. An open-air cafe qualifying as a permitted obstruction shall be excluded from the 

definition of floor area. 

8.3.7 Service through windows: 

a. Outdoor eating services or uses occupying kiosks may serve customers on the publicly 
accessible passageway through open windows. 

8.3.8 Prohibition of parking spaces, loading berths, exhaust vents and building refuse storage areas: 

a. No building refuse storage areas or refuse storage from a kiosk or open-air cafe are 

permitted on any publicly accessible passageway. 

b. No exhaust vents are permitted on any publicly accessible passageway or on any 

building wall of the development fronting upon the passageway except where such 
vents are more than 10'-6" above the level of the passageway. 
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8.3.9 Frontages: 

a. Mandatory allocation of frontages for permitted use: at least 40% of the total frontage 

of building walls of the development fronting on a publicly accessible passageway shall 

be allocated for occupancy by permitted retail, restaurants and cultural uses. 

b. Such building frontage use requirement shall apply to both the mezzanine, if provided, 

and the street level. All such uses shall be directly accessible from the publicly 
accessible passageway with an entrance required every 50' at a minimum. The 

remaining frontage may be occupied by other uses, vertical circulation elements and 

building lobbies. 

8.3.10 Maintenance: 

a. The building owner shall be responsible for the maintenance of the publicly accessible 
passageway including, but not limited to, the confinement of permitted obstructions, 

litter control, and the care and replacement of vegetation within the passageway and in 

the street sidewalk area adjacent to the passageway. 

b. Litter receptacles: shall be provided with a minimum capacity of one cubic foot for each 

2,000 square feet of publicly accessible passageway area. An additional capacity of one 

cubic foot of litter receptacle shall be provided for each 2,000 square feet of 
passageway in connection with outdoor eating services or other uses permitted on 

passageway which generate litter. 

8.4 Roof-top Open Space 

8.4.1 The Project shall include roof-top open space. 

8.4.2 Roof-top open space shall include an observation area (i.e., viewing deck) accessible to the 

public. 

8.4.3 The hotel, if developed, shall include an observation area (i.e., open space viewing area) 
accessible to the public. 

8.4.4 The hotel observation area (i.e., viewing area), if developed, shall satisfy the requirement in 

section 8.4.1 above. 

8.4.5 Roof-top open space may include a cafe. 

8.5 Residential Common Open Space 

8.5.1 Common open space is intended to be a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the 
interior of a parcel; secure, primarily passive recreational open space for resident adults and play 

space for children; and to be visually attractive when viewed from apartments adjacent and 

above. The publicly accessible passageway cannot be used to meet the residential common 

open space requirements. 
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8.5.2 Common Open Space Standards 

a. Provide at a minimum the following usable open space per dwelling unit: 100 square 
feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each unit 
having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three 

habitable rooms. 

b. Usable open space shall mean an area which is designed and intended to be used for 

active or passive recreation. Usable open space may consist of private and/or common 
area as further defined and regulated herein. 

c. Open space shall be open to the sky and have no structures that project into the 
common open space area, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 

d. Common open space shall be readily accessible to all the residents of the Site. 

e. Common open space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet with no horizontal 
dimension less than 15 feet when measured perpendicular from any point on each of 
the boundaries of the open space area. 

f. Common open space shall constitute at least 50% of the total required usable open 
space in the built development. 

g. Common open space areas shall incorporate recreational amenities including but not 
limited to swimming pools, spas, picnic tables, benches, children's play areas, ball 
courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, gym and fitness center. 

h. Common open space shall be located at any story above curb level. The roof of any 
portion of a building used for accessory parking or for any permitted non-residential use 
may be considered as common open space. 

i. Refer to LAMC 12.21.G for additional open space requirements. 

8.6 Residential Private Open Space 

8.6.1 A private open space area is an area contiguous to and immediately accessible from a single 
dwelling unit. 

8.6.2 Residential Open Space Standards: 

a. Private open space shall contain a minimum area of 50 square feet, of which no more 
than 50 square feet per dwelling unit shall be attributable to the total required usable 
open space. 

b. Private open space shall have no horizontal dimension less than six feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. 

c. Private open space shall provide a minimum eight-foot vertical clearance under any 
projection, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 
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d. That portion of a balcony which extends or projects into a required front yard in 

compliance with Zoning Code may qualify as usable open space provided it meets each 
of the above specified requirements noted in items a-c. 
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9. LANDSCAPE 

9.1 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

9.1.1 Planting requirements: a minimum of 10% of grade level open space shall be landscaped with 

softscape or water features. 

9.1.2 Landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant material and 30% of all 

landscaping shall be California Natives or drought tolerant. 

9.1.3 The landscaped portion of open space may be designed as a single area or multiple planted 

areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.1.4 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42" 

b. Shrubs: 30" 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18" 

9.1.5 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 

automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.1.6 Permitted obstructions: the following are permitted obstructions which may occur in the grade 
level open space: 

a. Building entries, steps, ramps, balconies, bay windows, architectural facade details, 
marquees, canopies, awnings, outdoor dining, and retail storefronts. 

9.1.7 Open-air publicly accessible passageways are not to be included in the grade level open space 

requirements. 

9.2 Common Open Space Standards 

9.2.1 A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, 

shrubs or trees. 

9.2.2 At least one 36-inch box tree for every four dwelling units shall be provided on-site and may 
include street trees in the parkway, sidewalks adjoining the property, open space, publicly 
accessible passageway and common roof decks. 

9.2.3 For a surface area not located directly on finished grade that is used for common open space, 

and located at ground level or the first habitable room level, shrubs and/or trees shall be 
contained within permanent planters at least 3~-inches in depth, and lawn or ground cover shall 

be at least 12-inches in depth. 

9.2.4 All required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic irrigation system and be 
properly drained. 
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fig. 9.3.a: Movable Seating fig. 9.3.b: Open Air Cafe 

9.3 Standards For Open Air Portions of Publicly Accessible Passageway 

9.3.1 The landscaped portion of open air passageways may be designed as a single area or multiple 

planted areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.3.2 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42". 

b. Shrubs: 30". 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18". 

9.3.3 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 

automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.3.4 Planting requirements: 

a. A minimum of 10% of open air publicly accessible passageway shall be landscaped. 
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b. For each 400 square feet of landscaped area there shall be at least one (I) major shade 

tree or two (2) minor ornamental trees. 

c. The remaining landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant 

material. 

,j;BACK 

"I : : 12"MIN. 

12"M I N. -T~ 
36" MAX·1 ACCESS \J 

30" MIN. 

ACCE~ ~CESS 
PLAN SECTION - SINGLE SEAT SECTION - DOUBLE SEAT 

fig. 9.3.5: Seating Standards 

9.3.5 Seating 

a. There shall be a minimum of one linear foot of seating for each 500 square feet of 
publicly accessible passageway excluding the area of an open-air cafe. 

b. One seat shall equal two linear feet. 

c. Not more than 50% of the linear seating capacity may be in moveable seats. Seating 

shall meet the following standards: 

(i) Seating without backs shall have a minimum depth of 16". For the 

benefit of handicapped persons, a minimum of 20% of the required 

seating shall have backs at least 12" high and a minimum depth of 14". 

Seating 30" or more in depth shall count as double seating provided 

there is access to both sides. 

(ii) Seating higher than 36" and lower than 12" above the level of the 

adjacent walking surface shall not count toward meeting the seating 

requirements. 

(iii) The tops of walls including but not limited to those which bound 

planting beds, fountains and pools may be counted as seating when 

they conform to the dimensional standards in subparagraphs (i) and 

(ii) above. 

d. Moveable seating or chairs, excluding seating of open-air cafes, may be credited as 30 

inches of linear seating per chair. Steps and seating in open-air cafes do not count 

toward meeting the seating requirements. 
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9.4 Tree Planting Guidelines 

9.4.1 It is the intent to comply with the Urban Forestry Division standard guidelines regarding street 

tree locations and planting procedures. Regular spacing of the street trees is critical to the 

overall image of the Project, establishing the module for locating all of the other elements of the 

streetscape and certain building elements such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections. 

9.4.2 Street trees playa very important role in the Project. To create a strong visual order, trees shall 

be planted in continuous, uniformly spaced rows along the streets. To acknowledge 

microclimatic variations and to avoid monoculture demise, different tree species shall be 

required on the designated hierarchy of street types. In all cases, the trees shall be planted in a 

single row on sidewalks leading to or abutting the development. 

9.4.3 Spacing of the street trees is critical to the overall image of the development, so their regular 

spacing becomes the module for locating all of the other elements on the sidewalks such as light 

standards, pavement scoring patterns and curb cut zones. It is important that building elements 

affecting tree spacing, such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections, be coordinated at the 

outset to avoid conflict with the established tree-planting pattern. 

9.5 Lighting Standards 

9.5.1 Lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the street lighting. Its 
purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians' faces, articulate the 

building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the 

development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime 

streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain. 

9.5.2 Supplemental lighting shall meet the following minimum requirements: 

a. Supplemental sidewalk lighting for pedestrians shall be provided on all sides of the 

parcel and designed in conjunction with the grade level open space and open publicly 
accessible passageway. 

b. Lighting will be operated from dusk to dawn. 

c. Lighting will utilize a "white" light source with a color rendering index (CRI) of 65 or 

greater, i.e. metal halide, fluorescent, compact fluorescent, white cold cathode, white 

neon, or white HPS. 

d. Steps and ramps will be lighted with a minimum of 1.0-foot candles on a horizontal 

plane. 

e. Lighting approach will be consistent on each parcel with not more than 30 feet between 

elements. 

f. All exterior lighting shall be shielded or directed toward the areas to be lit to limit spill

over onto off-site uses. 

g. Light quality shall not be harsh, glaring, blinking or shed beyond property boundaries. 
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9.5.3 Responsibility for maintenance: 

a. The Building Owner shall be responsible for maintenance of all lighting associated with 

the property and for the maintenance of tenant lighting used to meet these 

requirements. No luminaire or lighted element which is to meet these requirements 

shall be out of commission for more than 10 consecutive days. 

b. Additional lighting such as plant lighting, colored lighting, signage lighting, etc. will be 

used. The operation of additional lighting will be at the discretion of the building 

Owner. 

9.5.4 Lighting for areas located inside the lot line and visible from the street, such as service yards, 

loading docks, service or garage entrances, shall be lighted with "white" light sources in 
attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

9.5.5 Lighting for above-grade parking garage facilities shall utilize "white" light sources and the 

luminaires' brightness shall be shielded from view of the street or any residential living space. 

This may be accomplished through architectural screening, luminaire placement, or integral 

luminaire shielding. Parking garages which are entirely concealed from exterior view are exempt 

from this requirement. 

9.6 Publicly Accessible Passageway Lighting Standards 

9.6.1 A publicly accessible passageway shall be illuminated throughout with an overall minimum 

average level of illumination of not less than 1.0 maintained foot candle (lumens per square foot) 

on the horizontal plane at grade. 

9.6.2 Such level of illumination shall be maintained throughout the hours of darkness. Light sources 

shall be white light. 

9.7 Continuity of Design 

9.7.1 Design elements and architectural clues that reinforce where appropriate continuity between 
open and enclosed spaces at grade level is encouraged. Continuity of design may reinforce 
pedestrian circulation and support the Project's way-finding features. 

9.7.2 Where possible, materials, lighting, site elements and landscape shall be similar between 

different open and enclosed public spaces at the grade level. 

-51-

RL0032339 



MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

EM33240 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PARKING 

10. PARKING 

10.1 Automobile Standards 

10.1.1 Base Standards 

The following standards shall apply for the base level of parking to be provided as the minimum 

for each use in the project area. The Regulations set forth below incorporate the parking 

requirements in the LAMC, where applicable, and supersede the LAMC requirements for 

development in the Development Agreement area. 

a. Commercial/Office / Retail: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area of 

commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade schools, or 
research and development buildings on any lot. The Regulations incorporate applicable 

parking requirements in the LAMC as set forth below. 

b. Sports Club: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area. 

c. Hotel 

One parking space for each individual guest room or suite of rooms for the first 30; 

One additional parking space for each two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
30 but not exceeding 60; and 

One additional parking space for each three guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 

60. 

d. Condominiums (Residential): 

Two parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

One-quarter parking space per dwelling unit for guest parking. 

e. Rental (Residential): 

One parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms; one-and

one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms; and two 

parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms. 

f. Combination of Uses: 

Where there is a combination of uses on a lot, the base number of parking spaces 

required shall be the sum of the requirements of the various uses. 

10.1.2 Shared Parking: 
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a. Shared parking may be applied to the Section 10.1.1 base rates for the Site when the 

uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour 
cycle or between weekends and weekdays. The intent is to maximize efficient use of 

the site by matching parking demand with complimentary uses. The calculation of the 

parking requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to its construction. 

b. Calculating Shared Parking: 

10.2 Additional Regulations 

(i) The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a 

phase of development shall be calculated from Section 10.1.1. above 

to establish the "Base Demand." 

(ii) For parking spaces that are to be shared between uses, the calculated 
minimum parking requirement for the Site, including that new phase 

of construction, is to be adjusted from the Base Demand based on the 

procedures in Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) 

or another source as determined by the Director of Planning. 

10.2.1 The automobile parking spaces required shall be provided either on the same lot as the use for 
which they are intended to serve or on another lot located within 750 feet of the lot; said 

distance to be measured horizontally along the streets between the two lots, except that where 

the parking area is located adjacent to an alley, public walk or private easement which is easily 

usable for pedestrian travel between the parking area and the use it is to serve, the 750-foot 

distance may be measured along said alley, walk or easement. 

10.2.2 Curb cuts for driveways shall be located no closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets 

unless approved by The Department of Transportation. 
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10.2.3 Access driveways to parking facilities not at signalized intersections shall not exceed 28 feet in 

width. The minimum separation between drives located along the same frontage shall be 50 

feet. 

10.2.4 Parking and loading access shall be shared where feasible. 

10.2.5 Priority placement within parking structures shall be given to bike parking, car-share parking, and 

other alternative ride vehicles. 

10.2.6 Pedestrian entrances to all parking shall be directly from the street, except that underground 

parking garages may be entered directly from a building. 

10.3 Screening 

10.3.1 Above grade parking for the first 20 feet shall be lined with habitable floor area having a 
minimum depth of 20 feet along street frontages where feasible and shall be designed to blend 

in with the form and massing and to look like an integral part of the building, with the use of 

windows and/or cladding, or by landscaping, or green screens, or a combination thereof. The 
interior of a parking structure shall be designed to be screened from the view of streets and 

sidewalks. 

10.4 Bicycle Standards 

10.4.1 Bicycle parking shall be provided per Ordinance No.182386. 
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10.5 Transportation Demand Management Plan 

10.5.1 The Project shall incorporate a comprehensive transportation demand management plan. 

10.5.2 The transportation demand management plan shall set forth best practices that relate to the 
Project Site and the Project's building design features in order to: 

a. Promote bicycle and pedestrian circulation within the Project Site. 

b. Promote alternative modes of transportation. 

c. Create pedestrian linkages to public and private amenities outside the Project Site. 

d. Provide convenient and attractive onsite pedestrian linkages for routes to the Metro 
Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

e. Provide adequate parking, but provide incentives to tenants and residents to utilize 
alternative modes of travel. The incentives shall include bicycle facilities, car sharing, 
discounted subway passes, and parking spaces as an only optional part of all lease and 
sale agreements. 

-55-

RL0032343 



EM33244 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT SIGNAGE 

11. SIGNAGE 

11.1 Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance No. 181340: Hollywood Sign age Supplemental Use District 

(Amended) pursuant to Section 13.11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

11.2 Modification to Guidelines 

Notwithstanding Section 11.1, high-rise signs located within 24 feet from the top of the building and 

meeting the requirements of the Building Code shall be permitted. See fig. 11.2. 
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fig. 11.2: High Rise Sign 
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12. SUSTAINABILITY 

12.1 Non-Residential Projects 

The Standard of Sustainability establishes a requirement for non-residential projects at or above 50,000 

square feet of floor area, high-rise residential (above six stories) projects at or above 50,000 square feet 
of floor area, or low-rise residential (six stories or less) of 50 or more dwelling units within buildings of at 

least 50,000 square feet of floor area to meet the intent of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design® (LEED®) Certified level. The Standard also applies to existing buildings that meet the minimum 

thresholds described above when redevelopment construction costs exceed a valuation of 50% of the 
existing building's replacement cost. 

12.2 Other Projects 

The project must include a LEED® Accredited Professional (LEED® AP) on the project team, and 

demonstrate that the project has met the intent of the US Green Building Council's (USGBC) LEED® 

Certified level. Formal certification by the USGBC is not required. 
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Awning: glazing or fabric on metal frame structure supported entirely by the building to provide 

weather protection at doors, windows and/or storefronts; may be retractable. 

Base: the lower portion of a building located at or within 150' above curb level. 

Canopy: glazing, fabric and/or metal structure with vertical supports located on the sidewalk to provide 
weather protection at a building's primary entrance. 

Expression band: a distinctive linear architectural element occurring on the building base facade at the 

highest floor. The band shall be contrasting in color, texture, material and/or fenestration from the adjacent 
building base facade. Projections may occur within an expression band. 

Grade level open space: a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. 

Maximum building height: the maximum height permitted, measured from the adjacent street curb level. 

Maintenance: the ongoing repair, care and upkeep of a property. 

Open space use: active and passive recreational areas accessible to the general public, except as noted 
herein. Open spaces can occur in publicly accessible passageways, grade level open space, residential 
common open space and residential private open space which are defined herein. 

Preservation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the act or 
process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic 
property. 

Publicly accessible passageway: a continuous through-block public connection between two parallel streets, 
located on privately owned land and designated for and designed to encourage public pedestrian circulation 
and other appropriate public uses. 

Rehabilitation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the process of 

returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient 
contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property which are significant to its 

historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

Required street wall: a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or grade level open space which 
must be built to a maximum height above curb level. 

Required street wall articulation, aggregate width of: the sum of the maximum widths of all segments of 
required street wall articulation on a street at the level of any story. The width of a required street wall 
articulation is measured in plan as the width of the street line from which perpendicular lines may be drawn 
to such required street wall articulation. 

Residential common open space: a lirear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the interior of a 
parcel located at any story above curb level. 

Residential private open space: open space that is contiguous to and immediately accessible only from a 
single dwelling unit. 

Setting: the area or environment in which a historic property is found. It may be an urban or suburban 
neighborhood or a natural landscape in which a building has been constructed. Elements of setting can 
include the relationship of buildings to each other, setbacks, views, sidewalks, and street trees. 
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Storefront: the architectural facade, including doorways, of any tenant-leased premise perimeter adjacent to 

public circulation areas. Storefronts refers to all permitted residential, retail uses including retail, service, 

restaurants and cultural establishments and commercial uses, including but not limited to hotels and sports 

clubs. 

Tower: the portion of a building located above 150' above curb level. 

Transparency: architectural elements that can be seen through or allows light to emit through, including but 

not mited to glass, trellis and wire mesh. 

All images and figures used in the Regulations were prepared for exclusive use by Millennium Hollywood LLC 

unless otherwise noted. 
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To: 
Subject: 
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Hollis, Calvin < HollisC@metro.net> 

Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:18 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Any progress in arranging a meeting with the applicant? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 
To: HolliS, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
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operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 
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Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 

Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 
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Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

EM32697 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32698 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32974 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 10:10 AM 
Kira Teshima 
Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

I believe you should have copies of the Exhibits, if not let me know. 

Exhibit A- CPC determination dated 4127113 
Exhibit B- correspondence from JMBM via email to Srimal Hewawitharana dated 1211 0112 
Exhibit C- correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3127113 

Iris 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 5: 11 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Quick question: How voluminous are the exhibits? The letter references them quite a bit. I can come to your office to 
copy them tomorrow morning if they will be useful in reading the appeal letter. Thank you! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Kira Teshima 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 5:07 PM 
To: 'Iris Fagar-Awakuni' 
Subject: RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Thanks so much, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Millennium 3rd appeal 

RL0032356 
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Hi Kira, 

See attached. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

EM32976 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying , distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31629 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 3:34 PM 
Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Tomas Carranza 
Fwd: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Not sure what this means ... from your meeting with Cal Trans, Lisa and Tomas, would you happen to have any 
ideas? 

Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Elizabeth Pollock <elizabeth.pollock@dot.ca.gov> 
Date: Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 3:30 PM 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 
To: Alan Lin <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dianna Watson <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov>, Elizabeth Pollock <elizabeth.pollock@dot.ca.gov>, Aziz 
Elattar <aziz.elattar@dot.ca.gov>, Elhami Nasr <elhami.nasr@dot.ca.gov>, David McCray 
<david. mccray@dot.ca.gov> 

Thanks Alan, 

Please be sure the folks in headquarters know about this, as the Governor's Office typically wants 30 days to 
make a determination on a GOIM, so every single day is precious time right now. I also need the 12 questions 
from you folks ASAP so I can complete the GOIM. Thank you! 

Elizabeth 

From: "Lin, Alan S@DOT" [alan.1in@dot.ca.gov] 
Sent: 0412212013 09:32 PM GMT 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dianna Watson; Elizabeth Pollock; Aziz Elattar; Elhami Nasr 
Subject: RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

RL0032359 



EM31630 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31632 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM30517 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 

Thursday, April 11, 2013 11:00 AM 
To: 
Subject: 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; lisa.webber@lacity.org; michael.logrande@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Update 

Thanks luci; excellent update. 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 10:53 AM 
To: Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacitv.orq>; Michael LoGrande < michael.loqrande@lacity.orq>; Dan Scott 
<dan.scott@lacity.orq> 
Subject: Millennium Update 

I had a brief meeting with Alfred on Millennium yesterday afternoon. He will be forwarding the transcript of 
the cpc meeting that his office prepared. And gave a preliminary indication of sending out the determination on 
April 16th, to potentially run the 15 day appeal period to potentially make it to PLUM Meeting the first week of 
June. He said they have had a meeting with CD 13 and that they appeared to still be completely unsure of any 
position, or at least appeared that way, and when prompted for ideas, they had none. 

With that said, Millennium offered to prepare renderings of various height scenarios under the 585 feet. 
Because of that, the architects have not been able to finalize the revised Development Regulations, being that 
they would like to work on getting Garcetti on board in some manner. In the interim, the related cases are still 
on hold in PCTS. 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thx for both attachments! 

EM33248 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 29, 20132:45 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

On Wed, May 29,2013 at 11 :56 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
Please find attached the Design Guidelines in pdf form. This is Exhibit C in the CPC determination. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1:49 PM 
Subject: Fwd: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 

Hi James, 
Because it's a pretty big file, it's being transmitted via YouSendIt. But let me know if you need me to send it to 
you in a different format. 
Thank you! 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity. org> 
Date: Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 1:36 PM 
Subject: Fwd: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity. org> 
Date: Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2:27 PM 
Subject: Re: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 
To: Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Kira, 
I was able to download it, thank you. 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 2: 10 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
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EM33249 

Sergio, 

On behalf of Alfred Fraijo, I am sending a clean version of the revised guidelines via YouSendlt. Please let me know if 

you have any difficulty accessing the document. 

Best, 

Kira 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Subject: FINAL Hollywood Millennium Design Guidelines and Standards 4.19.13 

A file has been sent to you 
FINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 4.19.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on May 03, 2013 14:02 PDT unless you 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 
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EM33250 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33251 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello Luci, 

EM32977 

Etta Armstrong < etta.armstrong@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 10:18 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott; Sharon Gin 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 

Our office received the CD for the Environment Impact Report, but there is a problem with it. When I opened it 
it has multiple subfolders. Our office will need you to submit (1) one complete cd. 

Your help with this matter was is appreciated. 

Etta Armstrong 
Office of the City Clerk 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Senior Clerk Typist 

213-978-0731-Phone 
213-978-1040 - Fax 
213-978-1074 - Supervisor 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi James, 

EM30518 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 12:25 PM 
James Williams 
epe Determination (Millennium) 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I have a question pertaining to the Millennium project that went to CPC on 
3128 ... 

The applicant has asked us to hold off on issuing the determination to perhaps make some progress with 
Garcetti's office. In the meantime, the applicant was curious about when the case file gets sent to the City 
Clerk.. .. does it get transmitted once the determination is issued, or once the appeal period ends? I'm assuming 
they want to keep it in our shop so as to keep Garcetti having full leverage once the case file is in the City 
Clerk's hands. 

Also, Michael wanted to know if CD 13 submitted a letter to the file when they spoke in opposition at the 
hearing. 

Thanks so much for your help. 

Luci 

Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Rebecca, 

EM33252 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 29, 2013 3:24 PM 
Rebecca Valdez 
Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Etta Armstrong 
PLUM backup & Final 6/4 PLUM agenda 

PL060413.doc 

Just wanted to let you know that I will be out of the office after today and will return on Thur, 6/6. Patrice 
Lattimore (978-1056) is my PLUM backup while I'm out. If you need immediate assistance, please contact 
Patrice, otherwise I will take care of your request when I return. 

Attached is the final 6/4 PLUM agenda. Do you have any other revisions? Or are you ok with us releasing this 
on Friday, 5/31 by 12 noon as we normally do? PIs let me know. Thx! 
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PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JUNE 4,2013 

BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS EDWARD R. ROYBAL HEARING ROOM 350 - 2:30 PM 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMEMBER ED P. REYES, CHAIR 
COUNCILMEMBER JOSE HUIZAR 
COUNCILMEMBER MITCHELL ENGLANDER 

(Sharon Gin - Legislative Assistant - (213)-978-1074 or Sharon.Gin@lacity.org) 

Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access Real-Time Transcription (CART), Assistive 
Listening Devices, or other auxiliary aids andlor services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting/event you wish 
to attend. Due to difficulties in securing Sign Language Interpreters, five or more business days notice 
is strongly recommended. For additional information, please contact: Sharon Gin at (213) 978-1074. 

FILE NO. 

12-0460 

12-0460-S1 

13-0593 
CPC-2008-3440 
VZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD 
CD13 

SUBJECT 

(1 ) 

Report from the Department of City Planning relative to a quarterly status update 
on the revision of the Zoning Code. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(2) 

Report from the City Administrative Officer relative to a contract for consulting 
services to support the revision of the Zoning Code. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(3) 

TIME LIMIT: 7/27/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and appeals filed by (i) Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 

1 

RL0032371 
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Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) and (ii) HEIIGC Hollywood and 
Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood and Vine Residences Association 
(Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer, Mangels, Butler, Mitchell, LLP) of 
part of the determination of the LACPC, in taking the actions listed below for 
property located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, 
and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 

2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 
2. 

3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 
500 feet of an R Zone. 

4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and 
dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live 
entertainment. 

5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a 
unified development. 

6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports 
club/fitness facility. 

8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

9. Adopted amended Findings and modified Conditions of Approval. 

10. Certified that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), ENV-2011-575-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the 
accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and adopted the related environmental Findings, and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for 
the project and Find: 

a. The EIR for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the Final 
EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the LACPC as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the LACPC reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the EIR prior to recommending the 
project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter. 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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13-0593-S1 
VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CD13 

EM33255 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis 
of the lead agency. 

The above project involves the development of two sites consisting of eight 
parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use community consisting of office, 
hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the 
construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 
residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food 
and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the uses from 
those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will 
be provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade 
level open space for buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's 
Development Regulations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(4) 

TIME LIMIT: 6/19/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/19/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and an appeal filed by Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC 
in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 
1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Denied the appeals filed by AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts; Annie Geoghan; Argyle Civic Association; Beachwood 
Canyon Neighborhood Association; Hollywood Dell Civic Association; and 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract No. 71837-CN, a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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13-0521 
APCSV-2010-1412 
SPE-ZAA-DRB 
SPP-MSP 
CD4 

EM33256 

square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

3. Adopted Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

4. Adopted Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, 
SCH#2011 041 094. 

The above project involves a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet 
of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 
acre site. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(5) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
IN COUNCIL: 8/7/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and an appeal filed by Steven J. Bernheim (William D. Koehler, Esq., 
Representative), from part of the determination of the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission disapproving the Specific Plan Exception to permit the 
continued use and maintenance of an 400 square-foot, one-car garage located 
in the Mulholland Drive public right-of-way, subject to Conditions of Approval, for 
property located at 13201 - 13211 West Mulholland Drive. (The SVAPC also 
approved the Design Review Determination and Project Permit Compliance 
Review for the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan and took action on 
Zoning Administrator Adjustments.) 

Applicant: Steven J. Bernheim 

Representative: William D. Koehler, Esq. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

DISPOSITION: CONTINUED IN PLUM TO 7/23/13; IN COUNCIL 8/7113 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 

4 

RL0032374 



13-0509 
CPC-2011-2103 
VZC-HD-ZAA 
CD5 

07-1175 

EM33257 

(6) 

TIME LIMIT: 7/9/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/3/13 
CONTINUED FROM 5/14/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/26/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and an appeal filed by Beverly Grossman Palmer on behalf of Burton 
Way Foundation, Beverly - Wilshire Homes Association, Lorelei and William 
Shark, and Jack Cash, from part of the determination of the Central Los Angeles 
Area Planning Commission (CLAAPC) in: approving a vesting zone change from 
the existing C2 zone to (T)(Q)RAS4-1D, disapproving a height district change 
from -1VL to -10 with a 67-foot "0" limitation in height, and approving a height 
district change from -1VL to -10 with a 56-foot "0" limitation in height, for the 
demolition of four existing commercial structures as well as a 47.5-foot tall, two 
sided billboard structure and the construction of a six-story, maximum 67-foot in 
height, 46,230 square feet mixed-use building for property located at 316-324 
North La Cienega Boulevard, subject to Conditions of Approval. (On January 22, 
2013, the CLAAPC also approved adjustments and adopted the MND.) 

Applicant: Solomon Aryeh, Beverly La Cienega, LLC 

Representative: Joel Miller, PSOMAS 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

DISPOSITION CONTINUED IN PLUM TO 6/11/13; IN COUNCIL 6/26/13 

(7) 

Director of Planning's oral status report relative to ongoing development of City 
planning policies, work program, operations, and other items of interest. 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN THIS COMMITTEES SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

If you challenge this Committee's action(s) in court. you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public 
hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing. Any written 
correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 

Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public 
inspection in the City Clerk's Office at 200 North Spring Street, Room 395, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA 90012 during normal business hours. 

PL060413 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Fyi 

EM32699 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:21 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: RE: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Erik Sanjurjo" <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
Date: May 7,2013 9:23 AM 
Subject: RE: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
To: "Susan Swan" <sswanla@aol.com>, "Luciralia Ibarra" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: "marcel .porras@lacity.org" <marcel .porras@lacity.org>, "Angela Motta" <angela.motta@lacity.org>, "Jim 
Van Dusen" <wjvd@roadrunner.com> 

Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, including one new one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the community gets no benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure community knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; angela. motta@lacity.org; wjvd@roadrunner.com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information as we are the lead 
Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and included on updates. Hope this will now not be 
the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my . iPhone 

On May 7, 2013, at 8: 18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 
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As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated with the 
Millennium project. As such, there are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on this case, 
who can provide you with a clarification on benefits. This project 
is a little more complicated, because originally, the project had 
included a development agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com>wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for Millennium. 
The developer referred to several individual items (including street medians for CRNC, which 
they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's RUNC). We'd appreciate any update you 
could provide as to what is currently included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
CC: sswanla@ao1.com; marce1.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com>wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits Package yet? 

2 

RL0032377 



EM32701 

They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; stacy. marble@lacity.org; 
AftonN eighbor@aol.com; viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; 
stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; anastasia@corniche.com; aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; 
beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyj ohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 3225 6@lapd.lacity.org; 
devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; Ed.Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail .com; 
eugene. andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald. travens@lacity.org; 
henrya@metro.net; j hanlon@thompsonhotels.com; j eff@nederlander.com; 
bangzoomer@aol.com; trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; 
john@elslights.com; jose. malagon@pacbell .net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; 
Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; 
levidavidtinker@aol.com; Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; 
MaryPat@elslights.com; philip. ayala@lacity.org; phili p@starlinetours.com; 
holl ywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made changes we had asked for when 
they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. Weare excited to be back and are 
going to perform the same sort of closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks 
flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as we did last time, we will route foot traffic to 
the crosswalk to the west of the EI Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are requesting 
Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re
open all lanes at 7am. 
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Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south of the 
boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a prompt 
response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.4 73.7721 
www.cd13 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32703 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Erin, 

EM32978 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 10:26 AM 
Erin Strelich; Darlene Navarrete; Dan Scott 
Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 

Despite all your efforts, it looks like the cd for the EIR was insufficient. ... Do you mind checking in with her to 
see how else we can get that to her? Maybe work with someone from the consultant to do the heavy lifting if 
possible, I know you have a lot on your plate right now. 
Thank you so much, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10: 17 AM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 

Hello Luci, 

Our office received the CD for the Environment Impact Report, but there is a problem with it. When I opened it 
it has multiple subfolders. Our office will need you to submit (1) one complete cd. 

Your help with this matter was is appreciated. 

Etta Armstrong 
Office of the City Clerk 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Senior Clerk Typist 

213-978-0731 -Phone 
213-978-1040 - Fax 
213-978-1074 - Supervisor 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32979 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning, 

EM32980 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 10:35 AM 
Seth Wulkan; Alfredo Perez; Srimal Hewawitharana 
Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 

It looks like the City Clerk is looking for a single pdf of the Draft EIR with all appendices in one GIANT pdf, 
and separately a single pdf of the Final EIR with any appendices, etc. Can we get a move on this? I would hate 
to delay the City Clerk at this point. Just as an fyi, it looks like moving forward the City Clerk will be requiring 
the EIR in this format for the council files (electronically, at least). 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10: 17 AM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 

Hello Luci, 

Our office received the CD for the Environment Impact Report, but there is a problem with it. When I opened it 
it has multiple subfolders. Our office will need you to submit (1) one complete cd. 

Your help with this matter was is appreciated. 

Etta Armstrong 
Office of the City Clerk 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Senior Clerk Typist 

213-978-0731 -Phone 
213-978-1040 - Fax 
213-978-1074 - Supervisor 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32981 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dan, 

EM32982 

Erin Strelich <erin.strelich@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 11:39 AM 
Dan Scott 
Karen Hoo 
Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 

Is there any way you can instigate a discussion about this? This request below is for the Hollywood Millennium, 
while last week it was for Casden Sepulveda, so it looks like this is going to be an ongoing issue for the City 
Clerk's office, although it didn't use to be. I don't know what changed, but Karen mentioned she thought the 
City Clerk's office didn't use to include the EIR in the Council File Records. That certainly would explain it but 
I haven't confirmed that. We can start to have the consultants prepare the pdfs as the City Clerk's office is 
asking for cases going forward, but before we go there, I think we should take a look at the bigger picture and 
see it this even makes sense and if there may be a better way of doing it. 

Problem: These EIR PDF files are big enough broken down by chapter. To combine all the Draft EIR chapters 
together into one PDF creates a really big file. Combining the appendices creates an even bigger file that we in 
the EIR unit feel will be too big for most people in the public to actually access - meaning it may likely crash 
their computer or the Adobe Acrobat program to attempt to open such a large file. 

Problem: Our computer servers storage space is limited, correct? Uploading and hosting the same PDF files in 
multiple locations (on the Planning Dept website and the City Clerk's website) is redundant and wastes valuable 
storage space. 

Potential Solution: It seems to me that the City Clerk's office, instead of uploading and hosting an extra copy 
of the EIR on their website, could simply add a hyperlink to the EIR files on the Planning Department's 
webpage. This way the files are only stored once, in one location. This would save on City server storage space. 
It would also direct the public viewer of the Council records to the EIR page where they can then drill directly 
to the chapter or appendix they are specifically looking for without trying to open a massive pdf and then scroll 
through thousands of pages to find what they want to read. 

Thanks! 

.. 

Erin Strelich 

Planning Assistant I EIR Unit 
City of LA I Dept of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 
P: (213) 978-1351 
F: (213) 978-1343 
erin.strelich@lacity.org 
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~ ..i.. "How inappropriate to call this planet Earth when it is clearly Ocean." 

- Arthur C. Clarke 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10:26 AM 
Subject: Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Erin Strelich <erin.strelich@lacity.org>, Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org>, Dan Scott 
<dan. scott@lacity.org> 

Hi Erin, 
Despite all your efforts, it looks like the cd for the EIR was insufficient. ... Do you mind checking in with her to 
see how else we can get that to her? Maybe work with someone from the consultant to do the heavy lifting if 
possible, I know you have a lot on your plate right now. 
Thank you so much, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10: 17 AM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 

Hello Luci, 

Our office received the CD for the Environment Impact Report, but there is a problem with it. When I opened it 
it has multiple subfolders. Our office will need you to submit (1) one complete cd. 

Your help with this matter was is appreciated. 

Etta Armstrong 
Office of the City Clerk 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Senior Clerk Typist 

213-978-0731 -Phone 
213-978-1040 - Fax 

213-978-1074 - Supervisor 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32984 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Lucy f 

EM30519 

ggg@copper.net 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 12:29 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-67S-EIR 

Sydney Choking in its Own Density.docx 

Please add the attached doc to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -
ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

George Abrahams 
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Sydney: Choking in its Own Density 
by Wendell Cox 03/0512010 

The Dailv Telegraph reports that air pollution is getting worse in Sydney, with one in ten days 
rating "poor" in 2009. Critics of the ruling Labor state government claim that increasing air 
pollution and the lack of public transport are the cause. They are half right. 

Sydney's Densification is Intensifying Traffic Congestion: Sydney's intensifying traffic 
congestion contributes substantially to rising air pollution. 

The increasing traffic congestion is an inevitable consequence of the state government' s 
"metropolitan strategy" which is "jamming" high rise residential buildings into suburban 
detached housing neighborhoods. The mathematics of traffic and densification is that unless each 
additional resident drives minus kilometers and minus hours, there will be more traffic, even 
before considering the impacts of intensifying commercial and heavy vehicle traffic. 

The road system was not built for higher densities and neither was other infrastructure such as 
sewers or the water system, as Tony Recsei has noted in his preface to the 6th Annual 
Demographia International Housing Survey. 

The fact is that higher densities are strongly associated with more traffic, which means greater 
traffic congestion. The additional stop and go traffic produces greater pollution on the roads 
adjacent to which people and their children live. It also means more greenhouse gas emissions, 
because fuel consumption increases as traffic congestion intensifies. 

The association between higher densities and greater traffic congestion is also indicated by the 
ICLEI-Local Governments for Sustainability Density-VMT Calculator, based upon Sierra Club 
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research. According to the Calculator, under the urban consolidation ("smart growth") scenario, 
residential housing would be 37 housing units per hectare, as opposed to its "business as usual" 
scenario at a density of 10 housing units per hectare. The density of traffic (vehicle kilometers 
per square kilometer) under the higher density "urban consolidation" strategy would be 2.5 times 
as high as under the "business as usual" scenario. 

According to federal Bureau of Transport and Regional Economics, Sydney' s total traffic 
volume is projected to increase nearly 20% over the next decade. Nearly half of the increase will 
come from commercial and heavy vehicles. With little or no expansion of the urban footprint, 
there will be nowhere for the new traffic to go except onto the existing already over-crowded 
roadways. 

Stuck in Sydney's Traffic: Already, the average one-way trip to work in Sydney is longer than 
in all but one of the 52 metropolitan areas in the United States with more than 1,000,000 
population. Only New York takes as long as Sydney, because so many people use public 
transport, which is inherently slower for nearly all trips. 

Of Blind Faith: Public Transport: Public transport serves as an article of faith to which 
officials cling in the innocent or cynical hope that it can reduce traffic congestion. There is no 
doubt of the good that public transport can do to get people to the central city (CBD), with its 
highly concentrated employment. However, Sydney's CBD oriented system is over-crowded. A 
succession of state governments have been incapable of providing sufficient service to make the 
trip comfortable for the less than 20% of Sydney employees who work there. Proposals to 
centralize more of Sydney's employment in the CBD could not be more wrong-headed. 

Transit is about the CBD, whether in Sydney, Toronto, Portland or Atlanta. The public transport 
system capable of attracting a significant number of commuters to the smaller concentrated 
centers like Chatswood, Parramatta, or Norwest (much less the dispersed employment 
throughout the rest of the metropolitan area) has never been conceived, much less seriously 
proposed or built. 

Why We Regulate Air Pollution: Public health was the very justification for regulating air 
pollution. Air pollution's negative impacts are principally local. The consequences are measured 
reduce the quality of life of people intimately exposed to the more intense air pollution from 
nearby roads. 

Higher densities come with a price. Higher densities are producing greater traffic congestion, 
higher levels of air pollution and greater public health risks. This is just the beginning. 

Photograph: Strathfied, Sydney: Densification of detached housing neighborhood 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:32 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com; Jerry Neuman 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Gentlemen, 
Do you have any plans to meet with Metro? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> 
Date: Thu, May 9,2013 at 3:18 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Any progress in arranging a meeting with the applicant? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
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Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 
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Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 
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cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 

Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

EM32710 
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City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

EM32711 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32712 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM32985 

Alfredo Perez <alfredo.perez@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 11 :57 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Ralph Avila 
Re: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 

Thank you - If they bring the updated CD here, we will forward it to the City Clerk's Office. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10:34 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good Morning, 
It looks like the City Clerk is looking for a single pdf of the Draft EIR with all appendices in one GIANT pdf, 
and separately a single pdf of the Final EIR with any appendices, etc. Can we get a move on this? I would hate 
to delay the City Clerk at this point. Just as an fyi, it looks like moving forward the City Clerk will be requiring 
the EIR in this format for the council files (electronically, at least). 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10: 17 AM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 

Hello Luci, 

Our office received the CD for the Environment Impact Report, but there is a problem with it. When I opened it 
it has multiple subfolders. Our office will need you to submit (1) one complete cd. 

Your help with this matter was is appreciated. 

Etta Armstrong 
Office of the City Clerk 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Senior Clerk Typist 

213-978-0731 -Phone 
213-978-1040 - Fax 
213-978-1074 - Supervisor 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Alfredo Perez 
Development Services Center 

EM32986 

Department of City Planning - City of Los Angeles 
201 N . Figueroa, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213 .482-7079 
alfredo. perez@lacity.org 

Make no little plans. They have no magic to stir men's blood and probably themselves will not be realized. 
Make big plans; aim high in hope and work, remembering that a noble, logical diagram once recorded will 
never die, but long after we are gone will be a living thing, asserting itself with ever-growing insistency. 
Remember that our sons and grandsons are going to do things that would stagger us. Let your watchword be 
order and your beacon beauty. Think big. 

Daniel Burnham, Chicago architect. (1846-1912) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Attachments: 

Hi Tomas, 

EM31633 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Monday, April 22, 2013 3:53 PM 

Tomas Carranza 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-HD LOD.doc 

Attached is the determination that I sent to James Williams in the commission office. The first 2 pages will be 
further edited by James, but with respect to the addition transportation conditions we discussed, please refer to 
page Q-4, condition numbers 20-30. Let me know if you have any questionslissues. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: ________ _ 

CASE: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD 
CEQA: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

SCH No. 2011041049 

Location: 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-
1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar 
Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 
6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 
Council Districts: 13 - Hon. Eric Garcetti 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Requests: Vesting Zone Change, Height District 
Change, Conditional Use, Zone Variance 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

At its meeting on March 28, 2013, the following action was taken by the City Planning 
Commission: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
project and Find: 
a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the 

Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the City Planning Commission (CPC) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the 
EIR prior to recommending the project for approval, as well as all other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 
2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2; 
3. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Height District Change from Height District 2D to 

Height District 2; 
4. Approve the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone; 
5. Approve the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of 

alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment; 
6. Approve the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development; 
7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
8. Approve a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility; 
9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives; 
10. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Conditions of Approval as Modified; 
11. Recommend that the City Council Adopt the attached Findings of Approval as Modified. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered through 
fees. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 
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Moved: 
Seconded: 
Ayes: 
Noes: 
Absent: 
Vote: 

James Williams, Commission Executive Assistant 
City Planning Commission 

Effective Date/Appeals: This action of the City Planning Commission is final pursuant to LAMC Section 
12.32-C,2. 

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial review of any decision of the City 
pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that 
section is filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City=s decision becomes final. 

RL0032404 



EM31636 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the "T" Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

(1) As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

(1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

(2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

(3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-2 

easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-3 

E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-4 

D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

O. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-5 

Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-6 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 1st Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD Q-1 

(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on anyone site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 

Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

7. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No.2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W,19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No.1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

8. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

9. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations, shall be provided and shared among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

Traffic Conditions 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 
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15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitiridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 
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h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

The City Planning Commission considered and approved additional conditions presented at the 
hearing on March 28, 2013. The City Planning Department prepared the following conditions to 
reflect testimony offered at the hearing, City Planning Commission deliberation, and project 
information in the administrative record. The following additional conditions are included as 
conditions of approval consistent with City Planning Commission action. 

20. Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy, the 
developer shall procure and thereafter operate a shuttle service, providing for service 
between the project and residential areas within a two mile radius of the project. Such 
shuttle service will be operated either on an "on call" basis or a recurring periodic basis, 
as determined by the developer, during reasonable hours, generally consistent with 
DASH operations. Such service is intended to improve pedestrian circulation from the 
residential neighborhoods in vicinity of the project that are currently underserved by the 
DASH routes, to the project and the public transportation access points within two blocks 
of the project site. As such, the service will not be required to accommodate linkages 
between the project and areas already adequately served by DASH and Metro. 
Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than $250,000 per year for the 
operation of such service. 

21. Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at the project. Bicycle 
amenities in the first phase of the project shall include, in addition to the bicycle parking 
facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant space comprising 
not less than 200 square feet for the provision by Bicycle Kitchen or other non-profit 
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organization, for bicycle repair services. No rent shall be charged to any such non-profit 
organization, but the developer may require such non-profit bicycle repair service to 
enter into a lease or license agreement on other commercially available terms (including, 
without limitation, operating hours, use limits, insurance, indemnity, signage). If, despite 
use of its commercially reasonably efforts, developer is unable to procure the services of 
a non-profit bicycle service provider, the developer shall have the right to cause such 
space or kiosk to be leased or licensed to a for-profit bicycle service provider on 
commercially reasonable terms, including the payment of rent. In addition, each initial 
phase of the project on the east site and west site shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
repair facilities required in the Development Regulations, dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle 
users to such facilities. The plans submitted by the developer for plan check with the City 
shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of 
Planning. 

22. Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final 
certificate of occupancy for the project, the developer shall submit proof of payment(s) to 
the Planning Director. The payment(s) are to: (a) cause to be installed within all ground 
level pedestrian ways in the project directional signage showing pedestrian routes 
between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius 
of the project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) 
provide funding in the amount of $10,000 to the City's Department of Transportation 
(DOT) for the installation at DASH access point nearest the Project of directional 
signage showing pedestrian route between such DASH access point and the Project and 
(c) provide funding in the amount of $25,000 to Metro for the installation at all Metro bus 
and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the Project directional 
signage showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points 
and the project to the City and/or Metro for such installation. 

23. Parking Tracking Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall provide a fixed-fee contribution to supplement the City's 
Department of Transportation's Express Park program that will provide new parking 
meter technology, vehicle sensors, a central management system, and real-time parking 
guidance for motorists in the vicinity of the project. The contribution shall be in the 
amount of $50,000 to be paid to the City Department of Transportation. 

24. Vine Street Metro Connection. The Developer shall engage an urban planning and 
architectural firm reasonable acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council 
District and Metro to prepare a study of the potential design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal along the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard leading into the Hollywood BoulevardNine Street Metro 
Station. Such study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of Planning not 
later than, and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

25. Metro Passes. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy 
for the project, the developer shall provide within the project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) passes to project residents, tenants, and their 
employees. 
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26. Metro Passes (Non-vehicular Parking for Project Residents). The developer shall 
purchase and make available not less than one hundred (100) Metro passes on a 
monthly basis for residents and tenants of the project. 

27. Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon the issuance of 
the first final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide, within each publicly 
accessible parking area in the project, not less than ten (10) "Park and Ride" spaces for 
monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of the project who use the 
spaces and then transfer to a Metro commuter train or bus for transportation to their 
place of employment. In the initial year of operation of such "Park and Ride" spaces, the 
monthly charge to the user of each space shall not exceed $50.00 per month; thereafter, 
such monthly charge may be increased each calendar year by not more than three 
percent (3%) per calendar year. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program to reasonably assure that such parking continues to meet such 
condition. 

28. Daily Parking Discount for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon issuance of the first 
final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide each holder of a Metro pass 
who parks in any publicly accessible transient or daily parking area in the project, a ten 
percent (10%) discount off the developer's regularly daily parking fees, otherwise 
payable for such parking. Developer shall establish and maintain a monitoring and 
reporting program of the use of such discounts to reasonably assure that such parking 
discount continues to be offered as required, which reports shall be provided to the 
Department of Transportation and/or the Department of City Planning upon request. 

29. Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy for the project, the developer shall maintain ten (10) parking spaces within 
the non-residential parking areas of the project for a shared vehicle service and shall use 
its commercially reasonable efforts to cause the same to be at all times operated by a 
reputable shared car service provider selected by the developer, which may include 
Zipcar, Inc.; Avis Budget group, Inc.lAvis on Location; Hertz Global Holdings, Inc.lHertz 
on Demand; Uhaul/U Car Share; Enterprise Rent-A-CarlWe Car; Daimler/Car2Go N.A. 
LLC; City CarShare; Mint/Cars on Demand; Center for Neighborhood Technologyll-Go; 
RelayRides; Getaround or other reasonably similar organization or program. 
Nothwithstanding the foregoing, City acknowledges that the Developer's failure to cause 
such service to be provided within the Project (i) for any 180 day period following 
termination of contract between developer and such operator while a replacement 
operator is sought, or (ii) during any period in which such no reputable car sharing 
service provider is operating a car sharing service in the Hollywood area, or (iii) if 
developer's selected operator is unwilling or unable to operate all ten (10) spaces, will 
not constitute a default of developers obligations under this condition. 

30. Vine Street Medians. The developer shall engage an urban planning and/or traffic 
consulting firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, DOT, and the 13th 

Council District Councilmember to prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation from the installation of 
landscaped medians in Vine Street between Sunset Boulevard and Franklin Street. Such 
study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of City Planning not later than, 
and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first phase of the 
project. 
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Administrative Conditions Of Approval 

31. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

32. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

33. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

34. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

35. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

36. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

37. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

3S. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

39. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
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action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fayades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 
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A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-10 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local 
landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

0-11 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
SOO-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
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during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 
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a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

D-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
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applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 pst. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
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area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 
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F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-20 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 

RL0032431 



EM31663 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-22 

adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-23 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMl/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMl/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-28 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.S-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-30 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably 
be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to 
the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 
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viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out 
of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have 
temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at 
least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be 
issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 
770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an intemal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
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Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 

Q-33 

Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 

In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TDM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
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assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
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these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 
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K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 92S-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaaina for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of 
the development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the 
floor area potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying 
design elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by 
the Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor 
compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food 
service at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe 
to be located on the observation deck, and on-site sale of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live 
entertainment and dancing. One (1) retail establishment, such as a 
gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption. Two (2) mobile bars to 
provide alcohol service for special events for on-site consumption on the 
project site. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site, and at (2) mobile special events locations. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited 
under this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual 
operator from securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Administrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 2a through 2c of this section (alcohol 
sales and live entertainment). The Plan Approval application shall be accompanied by 
the payment of appropriate fees and must be accepted as complete by the Planning 
Department. Mailing labels shall be provided by the applicant for all abutting owners, for 
the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council and for the Los Angeles Police 
Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol sales and consumption, the 
Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by the applicant or suggested 
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by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing conditions, as applicable, on the 
following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum seating capacity, valet parking, 
noise, character and nature of operation, food service and age limits. Entertainment
related and other specific conditions of operation, including the length of a term grant 
and security, shall be determined as part of the plan approval determination. 

4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

7. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

S. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

9. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

10. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

11. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

12. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

13. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high
risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

14. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 
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15. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

16. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

17. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

18. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

19. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

20. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

21. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

22. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 

23. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

24. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
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Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

25. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

26. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. This 
does not preclude the use of "bar" or "cocktail" if used to advertise the name of the 
establishment. 

27. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant(s). The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the restaurant(s) is prohibited. 

28. Within 60 days of the opening of the establishments selling and/or serving alcohol, all 
employees of the business shall receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) 
and LEAD programs regarding alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los 
Angeles Police Department and State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Department at least two times per year or to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police 
Department. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the completion of such training to the 
Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the file. 

29. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

30. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

31. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

32. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 

33. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 
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34. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

RL0032452 



EM31684 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-1 

FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and sets forth 
specific land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood 
area. The Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the 
subject property as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, 
RAS4, R5, P, and PB. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for 
the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. 
Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and 
commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be 
retained as part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. The property is also subject to 
Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, and 
the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property contains approximately 
4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the tract map, the 
applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate 
balance of increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of 
housing growth in locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and 
incentives for new mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site 
is located in an FAR Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or 
Mixed Use projects and an FAR of 6:1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the 
recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6:1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that 
includes a range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with 
the Regional Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the 
provision of both residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs 
balance meant for Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting 
these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street 
furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community 
while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire 
to provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which 
promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: Incentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line 
Transit Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. A number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus 
lines 180,181,206,210,217,222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines 
CE422 and CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility 
Hub program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, 
and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand 
Management program meant to promote the use of carpools/van pools, car share 
amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and 
other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic 
resources, locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the 
promotion of pedestrian activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable 
land use planning goals, objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 
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1988 Hollywood Community Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with 
the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No.4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a 
major population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential 
units, approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square 
feet of retail uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood 
community. Development of the project would be consistent with growth projections for 
the Community Plan Area through the year 2010, as identified by the Department of City 
Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 
492 new residential units and their estimated population of approximately 1,078 persons, 
representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's population forecast for the Subregion 
between 2010 and 2030. Development of the Project would provide approximately 492 
residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, providing housing necessary for 
the growing community. In addition, development of the project would not result in the 
removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. Development of the 
project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of which would 
provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long-range 
planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the 
site, which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much
needed housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 
objectives of the Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework 
Element) was adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in 
August 2001. The Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for 
the entire City of Los Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also 
sets forth a Citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide 
polices regarding such issues as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, 
open space, economic development, transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few 
under-improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an 
otherwise mix-use neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in 
close proximity to jobs and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone 
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Change and associated Height District Change would be consistent with several goals 
and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting 
policies relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to 
provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 

Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi
family residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing 
Element of the General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element 
includes objectives and policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities 
in a manner that addresses the safety and public welfare of the City. The project would 
satisfy many objectives and policies listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives 
Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1.7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

RL0032456 



EM31688 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-5 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 

Upon its consideration of the project at its public hearing March 28, 2013, the City 
Planning Commission required the provision of additional transit-related measures to 
augment the mitigation of traffic-related impacts associated with the project. In addition 
to the Transit Demand Management (TDM) Plan under the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), the City Planning Commission imposed 11 new qualified 
('Q') conditions of approval to address the concerns of the public, and at the request of 
the applicant, to provide additional measures meant to further encourage transit use. 
These conditions range from the provision of Metro passes to residents and a circulation 
shuttle serving a 2-mile radius, to the funding of studies to analyze the feasibility of an 
additional access portal to the Hollywood BoulevardlVine Street Metro station along 
Hollywood Boulevard, as well as a Vine Street Median study. These conditions 
acknowledge that the project's close proximity to mass transit, it's location within a 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation, and the Hollywood Community Plan 
Update's goals of encouraging density in these land use areas, warrant transit-related 
enhancements. In imposing these conditions, the City Planning Commission found that 
there was considerable support to encourage developers in these areas to provide the 
community with a wide range of amenities aimed at the encouraging and promoting 
public transit use. 

4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 
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The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District No.2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "0" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the '0' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1,918 parking spaces, or as otherwise provide for by the Development 
Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program, consistent with the proposed 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help 
bring critical investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating 
associated blight and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic 
environment that fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home 
ownership opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the '0' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1,163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 
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ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 

The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Busses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU. 1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 

RL0032460 



EM31692 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HO F-9 

historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods. " 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts to the extent feasible, and promotes public safety and 
the general welfare. Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of 
the "0" Limitation is beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, 
and is representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the "T" 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
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bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 

Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 
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17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
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from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 

Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, Live Entertainment, Floor Area Averaging) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
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the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 

Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. As such, FAR averaging will enhance the built environment and 
perform a function that is beneficial to the community. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
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is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 

The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the development is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it facilitates a beneficial mix of 
uses and a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower 
and Gogerty Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the 
project allows for the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and 
Gogerty Building sites because it permits the development of two new structures with 
massing that better relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project 
site also allows for an open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and 
enhances walkability. The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial 
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and sports club uses will meet the demand from local residents and allow project 
residents and office employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within 
the property. Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the 
design of the project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are 
ultimately built in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the 
Capitol Records Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified 
development including a combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or 
vehicular connections and common architectural and landscape features, which 
constitute distinctive design elements of the development. The project contains a mix of 
uses across the entire site that are designed to work together to create a cohesive 
whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections are designed to promote 
walkability through functional linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and 
wayfinding features) within the Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the 
neighborhood beyond. The new structures on the East and West Sites are required to be 
designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the 
surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features 
and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and connect the East 
and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features and themes. 
Accordingly, the averaging of FAR across the project is compatible with and will not 
adversely affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project is compatible with and will not adversely 
affect or further degrade adjacent uses or property because it is representative of the 
other live entertainment venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community 
Plan's objective of extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and 
cafes, along commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity 
and enhancing Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors 
alike. The area surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and 
is largely developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood 
Boulevard is designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan as well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and 
its dancing and live entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the 
immediate area, but will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the 
community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
(Hotel Use, FAR Averaging and Live Entertainment) 

At its hearing on March 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission considered the project 
characteristics, applicable land use plans, and environmental documentation contained 
in the record to determine that the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent 
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and provisions of the General Plan and applicable community plan. More specifically, the 
Los Angeles General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, 
and the Hollywood Community Plan Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing 
and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the 
mixed uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide 
compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major 
transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The City Planning Commission 
acknowledged public testimony regarding concerns about height, density and traffic 
while recognizing that the property and the surrounding area are located in an area of 
the City that is near transit and undergoing a significant transition. New developments, 
including mixed-use projects, are occurring within the surrounding community, 
revitalizing the Hollywood core, and showing growing evidence of transforming the area 
into a lively, pedestrian-oriented district with a variety of residential, entertainment, 
commercial and professional office uses, among others. 

Per the City's Housing Element, "high density development adjacent to transit corridors 
and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal of 
providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment. The site is located along a 
major transit corridor. The area is currently served by public transit (Metro Red Line, 
Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). Further, the Metro Rail 
Red Line travels along Hollywood Boulevard and connects to the Hollywood DASH near 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a major 
center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No.4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public convenience 
through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office 
facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and 
standards. " 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU.1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the proposed mixed
use development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the 
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Redevelopment Plan." In particular, the proposed project supports and is consistent with 
the following objectives identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The proposed project concentrates a high intensity/density development 
in an area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the proposed development 
complements the existing architecturally and/or historically significant 
structures/buildings onsite and in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The proposed project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The proposed project provides substantial and well-designed public 
open spaces. 

Overall, the proposed project clearly supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan 
objective of "focus[ing] development within the Regional Center Commercial designation 
. . . in order to provide for economic development and guidance in the orderly 
development of a high quality commercial, recreational and residential urban 
environment with an emphasis on entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance 
with the Redevelopment Plan, the property and the development are in an area "served 
by adequate transportation facilities" and "reinforce[s] the historical development 
patterns for the area" and "stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing and provide[s] 
transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential neighborhoods." 

The hotel use, if built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the 
development of Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service 
and entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will permit development of the 
project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site and to the 
surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create a project 
design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a beneficial and 
efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting development 
will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and create 
beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

The development of entertainment and commercial uses is consistent with the nature of 
the Hollywood area and will fill an existing need through the creation of a mixed-use 
development that furthers the vision for Hollywood as a major center of population, 
employment, retail service and entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the 
future residents, employees and visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in 
the immediate neighborhood. The property is currently underutilized with a substantial 
portion of the site used for surface parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of 
beneficial uses, be welcoming to pedestrians and easily accessible by public 
transportation. Moreover, the City will have the opportunity to ensure that each 
establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering live entertainment will operate in a 
manner that is not detrimental to the character of the neighborhood through the required 
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plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator subsequent to the grant of a master 
conditional use permit for these uses. 

Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood 
Community Plan and Update, and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides 
needed services, promotes orderly development, and promotes public safety and the 
general welfare by ensuring that proposed buildings are properly related to the site, that 
safe and convenient ingress/egress is provided, and that the proposed uses and design 
are compatible with the surrounding properties. As such, the project including the hotel 
use, FAR Averaging, alcohol and live entertainment uses substantially conform with the 
purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan and the applicable community plan. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoor dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 
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Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A,4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Section 12.21 A,4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, the attached 
Development Regulations incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would 
share parking spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different 
demand patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
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TOM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the provIsion of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 

Other provisions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking/shared parking per City Planning Commission approval, the project will meet 
parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (lvar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
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development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

The City Planning Commission considered the project site characteristics, proposed 
parking plan, and relevant environmental documentation contained in the record to 
determine that there are special circumstances that support use of the purposed on-site 
shared parking plan. The City Planning Commission also considered these 
circumstances in connection with concerns raised by the public regarding this reduced/ 
shared parking request as they were discussed at its hearing on March 28,2013. 

In particular, the City Planning Commission considered the unique circumstances of 
locating a single, unified development with some combination of residential dwelling 
units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine Street), less than 
500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station, and with a project-specific TOM Program 
support the request for reduced/shared parking. 

The unusual step of locating the project on both sides of Vine Street significantly 
enhances the resulting project and the effect of the project on the neighborhood in two 
significant ways. First, the project will activate four sidewalks (lvar Avenue, both sides of 
Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city blocks. Second, the project's open design 
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across the east and west sides of Vine Street will invite pedestrians up from areas of the 
Vine Street corridor south of the project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard 
and Vine Street. Additionally, the project's location spanning Vine Street enables the 
project to redevelop an area almost entirely composed of surface parking lots into a 
development of more than one million square feet of net new development while 
maintaining the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The unique design 
element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street will be 
maintained as a central design element of the project. 

Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment ripe for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along Argyle 
Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro Station on 
Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The project is also less than 300 feet from 
the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both streets are major arterial 
thoroughfares serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid busses. The 
project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 101) - an off
ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than one block from the 
project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, and on-ramps 
to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway are located at the corner of 
Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca Street and 
Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near numerous 
transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
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was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red Line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a manner consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above
ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
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advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will improve the existing conditions and will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 
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Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.1 06 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.1 00 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.1 06 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
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combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The project includes Development Regulations, which establish the requirements for 
development on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, 
which establish requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning 
or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development 
Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and 
governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

III. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 

A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 
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C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21 081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. The Development Regulations and the Land use 
Equivalency Program afford flexibility with regard to the proposed arrangement and density of 
specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
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not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 574 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Regulations with regard to particular land uses, 
siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative 
scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the land use and 
development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the defined Concept Plan presented in the Final 
EIR represents one scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development 
Regulations. The Concept Plan provides an illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed 
floor area that conforms to the terms of the Development Regulations. The Concept Plan is 
based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was initially filed with the City in 2008. The 
Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 
square feet of residential floor area), 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and 
approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total 
developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6:1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35,100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Regulations. The Commercial Scenario would consist of 
approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507,100 square feet of floor area), 
254 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), approximately 
264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records 
Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 100,000 square 
feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and an 
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approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The Residential Scenario 
would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square 
feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office space beyond the 114,303 
square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol Records Complex, approximately 
25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Regulations. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 
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• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 
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• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 
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Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

RL0032484 



EM31716 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD F-33 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 

The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 
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The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 

Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of anyone treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
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approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7,197 mw of power with a peak of 6,142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7,197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.84 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 
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Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
the Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations. Under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that contains 
at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested two spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 114,000 square 
feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will not be in the 
existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and office use as 
part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2,129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
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Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2,129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
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requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts 
related to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. 
Thus, changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare in 
the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
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implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fayades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on anyone property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 
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Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emiSSions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 

The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14,174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG 
emissions, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 

Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
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Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a O.S-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
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been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
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California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
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Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the proposed 
construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measures 

0-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

0-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

0-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

0-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
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monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 

The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
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mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1,742 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
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diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 
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F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
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identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although ground borne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 
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Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 
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The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
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Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
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based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

RL0032508 



EM31740 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD F-S7 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19.7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.S-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
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capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 
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K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 
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xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Traffic - Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than
significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 
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In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-ot-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an altemative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided tor all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets tor the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to 
Transportation - Parking, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation ot Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
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approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities 
and Service Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 
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Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see 
Section IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 
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Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOllYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
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submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV. B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No.7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
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associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
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associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-5 is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
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mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
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recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMIiCapitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
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trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
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West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
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uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TDM program. A preliminary TDM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TDM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TDM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TDM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TDM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TDM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/altemative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the altemative commute options through a location on the central court of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). 
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In addition to these TDM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TDM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer van pools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
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and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a SO-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a 4S-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
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engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 
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No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 

The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections II.D and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
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Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
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the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Oeve/opment. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 
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• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
lUxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 
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• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project - No build (no Build - Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 
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Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21081 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts 
that would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in 
the existing condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
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Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
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above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations but would, to a lesser 
degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 
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Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but WOUld, 
to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. 
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Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 210S1(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 
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The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1,100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations, but would, to a 
lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the Project. Alternative 5 is 
essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to support the residential dwelling 
units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density altematives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
rnixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
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create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community 
benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 
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Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 210S1(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 

The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
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independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 

B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

c. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 210S1.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §210S1.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 
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H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

L. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Anyone of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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From: 
Sent: 

Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:37 PM 

To: Luciralia Ibarra; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

We met with them previously and wasn't going to again, but are happy to. I'll give Cal a call if you want. 

Jerry Neuman 
Los Angeles I x15563 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:32 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Gentlemen, 
Do you have any plans to meet with Metro? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> 
Date: Thu, May 9,2013 at 3:18 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Any progress in arranging a meeting with the applicant? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 
cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 
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Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 
Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 
The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1 :55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 
We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luci ralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 
Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 
Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luci ralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 
Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 
I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EM32717 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32718 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31781 

Mario Palumbo <MPalumbo@MillenniumPtrs.com> 
Monday, April 22, 2013 9:00 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood meeting Tuesday at noon 

Luci thank you for your time today. I checked with Ana and she was supportive of you joining us Tuesday at noon. We 
are meeting immediately before in garcetti's office and will walk across the hall together. I'm at 347 446-6655 if you 
have any questions. I look forward to seeing you tomorrow. Mario. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32987 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 11:59 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 

Ugh, I accidentally e-mailed a different a different Alfred. Sorry! 
Please see the e-mail below. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10:34 AM 
Subject: Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Alfredo Perez <alfredo.perez@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Good Morning, 
It looks like the City Clerk is looking for a single pdf of the Draft EIR with all appendices in one GIANT pdf, 
and separately a single pdf of the Final EIR with any appendices, etc. Can we get a move on this? I would hate 
to delay the City Clerk at this point. Just as an fyi, it looks like moving forward the City Clerk will be requiring 
the EIR in this format for the council files (electronically, at least). 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10: 17 AM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 

Hello Luci, 

Our office received the CD for the Environment Impact Report, but there is a problem with it. When I opened it 
it has multiple subfolders. Our office will need you to submit (1) one complete cd. 

Your help with this matter was is appreciated. 

Etta Armstrong 
Office of the City Clerk 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Senior Clerk Typist 

213-97B-0731 -Phone 
213-978-1040 - Fax 
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213-978-1074 - Supervisor 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32988 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33258 

Henry Chu < henry.chu@lacity.org > 
Thursday, May 30, 2013 8:36 AM 

Mariana Salazar 
Re: CPC-2012-2734-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-SPR (Millenium Staff Report) 

Millenium CPC Report (Luci) no DA.doc 

I believe this is the most recent report for CPC-2008-3440 (Hollywood Mill) 

On Thu, May 30,2013 at 8:30 AM, Mariana Salazar <mariana.salazar@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Henry, 
Can you please do me a huge favor and check your N drive and see if there's a word copy of the Millenium staff 
report that Luci did (I don't want to ask her). I'm running out of time and want to cut and paste some stuff from 
it. Thanks! 
Mariana 

Mariana Salazar 
Plan Implementation Division 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
phone: (213) 978-3034 

Henry Chu 

Major Projects 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

email: henry.chu@lacity.org 
phone: (213) 978-1324 
fax: (213) 978-1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

los Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~ .... 
City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-

CU-ZV-HD 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

CPC 2013 103 DA 
Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: Zone Change/Height District 

Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

(T)(Q)C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

Expiration Date: 

Conditional Use and Zone Variance 
request are appealable to the City 
Council (LAMC Section 12.36-C). 
April 23, 2013 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with the construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 
square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 
34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of 
the uses from those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will be provided 
for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade level open space for 
buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's Development Regulations. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-CU-ZV -H D: 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2; 
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CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-CU-ZV -OA-H 0 Page 2 

2. Pursuant to Section 12.32.Q, a Height District Change from '20' to '2', removing the "0" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel 
use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 
a. allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19); 
b. permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1); 
c. permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W,18(a)). 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
b. allow less than the required parking for the sports club/fitness facility; and 
c. allow Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives (12.21-A,4(y)). 

RECOM MENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR is presented to the City Planning Commission (CPG) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to certification of the EIR and recommending the project for approval, as well as 
all other information in the record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 
from C4-20-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6:1, 

3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 

4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow floor area averaging of a unified development to allow the use 
of the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 

5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 

7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared 
on-site parking. 
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10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1 ,SOO square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71S37-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 lUxury hotel rooms, 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail use for a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, 
which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC 2013 103 DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated '.'lith the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed in the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand. Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development 
Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall 
prevail. 
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The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against AM and PM vehicular trip caps that have been 
established by the EIR, with a maximum of 574 AM peak hour and 924 PM peal hour vehicular 
trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the project site, including residential, 
hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand 
while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program defines a framework within which proposed land uses can be exchanged 
for certain other permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Development Regulations 
are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would occur above those identified as part 
of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in the EIR. 

Background 

The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No.2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the project site in the General Plan. The C4-2D-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 20. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No.2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No.2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "0" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "0" Development 
Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3: 1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted 
Supplemental Sign Use District ("SN") pursuant to Ordinance No. 176,172. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
R5 Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted. 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with direct 
access to a major public transit station (HollywoodlVine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fayade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story and approximate 1,800 square-foot rental 
car business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 
is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. 
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The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing parking uses related to 
the American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings 
in the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D and 
[THQ]C4-2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, 
multi-family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the 
project site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and 
restaurant uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and western halves of the project site. 

Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision 
consisting of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 
office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, aproximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the 
existing office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square 
feet), approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency 
on February 22,2013 with an appeal period end date of March 4, 2013. 

CPC 2013 103 DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the 
entitlements in 'ITT 71B37 and CPC 200B 3440 ZC CUB CU HD ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Map Symbols, Footnotes, 
Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 
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CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, with adoption by the 
City Council, so as to improve the regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as 
well as the location of and coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "0" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; conditional 
use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7 -foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the R5 Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a zone change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13,790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District and project permit compliance for signage, and conditional 
uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption 
in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, and restaurant 
uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a property located at 
6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North EI Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a zone change from C4-2D, C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D and 
[T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a height district change to modify the "0" limitation to permit a 
maximum floor area ratio of 4.5: 1; a zone variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL parcel in lieu of 
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the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a zone variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No.3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a zone variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where 
the main use is in the C4 Zone; zoning administrator adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and site plan review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North EI Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has not been allowed to 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use for the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
zone and height district change from C4-2D-SN to [THQ]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a floor area ratio between 4.5: 1 and 6: 1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in height from 75 to 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment units, a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a conditional 
use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expanded 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
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11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a conditional use permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

Walkability 

The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, Guidance for Entitlement Review (Walkability 
Checklist) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning 
and specifies urban design guidelines that are generally applicable to all projects requiring 
discretionary approval for new construction. Consisting of objectives, goals, and implementation 
strategies, the Walkability Checklist cites various design elements intended to improve the 
pedestrian environment, protect neighborhood character, and promote high-quality urban form. 
Such topics as sidewalks, crosswalks/street crossings, on-street parking, utilities, building 
orientation, off-street parking and driveways, on-site landscaping, building fa9ades, and building 
signage and lighting are addressed and should be considered in the design of a project. 

The project satisfies various relevant elements of the Walkability Checklist, including the 
following: 

Sidewalks: The project will preserve the Hollywood Walk of Fame along Vine Street, and 
improve sidewalks along Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue, and Ivar Avenue. In addition, the 
project will include pedestrian connections transitioning the public right-of-way with mid
block connections throughout the project, allowing path of travel from Ivar Avenue 
across Vine Street, and reaching the project's eastern project frontage along Argyle 
Avenue. The pathways within pedestrian level public plazas will include street furniture, 
pedestrian-friendly lighting, and landscaping with a consistent use of materials, colors, 
and furnishings throughout, which will enhance the pedestrian experience. 

Building Orientation: The Development Regulations associated with the project include 
provisions that ensure active street-level frontages with entrances that are visible from 
the street and sidewalk, and developed to the property line, consistent with the pattern of 
development in the immediate vicinity. 

Off-Street Parking & Driveways: Curb cuts for vehicular driveways shall be located no 
closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets unless approved by DOT to be a leg 
of the intersection, access driveways to parking facilities not located at signalized 
intersections will not exceed 28 feet in width, parking and loading access shall be shared 
where feasible and priority placement within parking structures will be given to bike 
parking, car-share parking, and other alternative vehicles. Moreover, pedestrian access 
to parking facilities shall be directly from the street or from within the building from an 
underground garage. 

On-Site Landscaping: The Development Regulations provide for a minimum of 10% of 
grade level open space to be landscaped with softscape or water features, and calls for 
the use of a seasonally diverse use of plant material with 30 percent of all landscaping to 
be California Native or drought tolerant. The open space is characterized to be planted 
as a single area or multiple areas with each single area having a minimum size of 100 
square feet. 
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Building Facade & Lighting: The Development Regulations provide Street Wall 
standards which include the use of articulation, consisting of massing, fenestration, 
varied textures, openings, recesses, and design accents. Also, architectural elements, 
such as balconies, verandas, and porches will add additional character. 

The project further enhances Walkability standards through the retention of the historic Capitol 
Records and Gogerty Buildings, which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior 
Standards. Complimenting these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large 
pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in 
the community while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire to 
provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which promotes 
the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Moreover, the project's Walkability factor is enhanced by its location, within a quarter mile radius 
of the HollywoodlVine Metro Red Line Transit Station, which allows immediate access to the 
Metro Red Line rail system and numerous Metro and LADOT bus routes, including bus lines 
180,181,206,210,217,222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and 
CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant has been conditioned to 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub 
program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a 
shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand Management 
program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service 
bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and other services. 

Issues 

The pubic comment period on the Draft EIR concluded on December 10, 2012, and the public 
hearing on the project was held on February 19, 2013. The following discussion is a summary 
of the recurring issues that were raised during both the environmental review as well as the 
testimony received at the hearing. 

Traffic: Numerous letters and speakers, predominantly hillside residents, cited existing traffic 
conditions in their neighborhoods and expressed concerns over the potentially detrimental 
conditions that may result from the intensity and density of development, particularly along 
Franklin Avenue, which serves as a parallel east-west route along the US-101 Freeway. 

Traffic for this proposed project was analyzed in the same manner as comparable projects 
throughout the City. In this instance, the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR for the project studied 
37 intersections. In response to comments, two additional intersections were analyzed and the 
results were included in the Final EIR. Under existing traffic conditions, (2011), all 39 
intersections (37 original study intersections, plus the two additional) operate at acceptable 
levels of service (LOS) of A through 0 during the AM Peak Hour, as determined by DOT. During 
the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion with 
some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic 
signal does not provide for protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or Fare 
considered unacceptable. With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 24 of the 39 
studied intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service of A through D. 
The remaining 15 intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable levels of E or F during 
one or both peak hours with or without the project. 
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The traffic analysis accounted for the addition of the project traffic to the Critical Movement 
Analysis (CMA) values in the future (2020) at all study intersections during both peak hours. 
There would be no 2020 CMA value increase at one study intersection. 

Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project
related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F, 0.020 or more when the final LOS 
is 0, or 0.040 when the final LOS is C. Prior to mitigation, the project contribution to the LOS E 
or F conditions was considered significant at 13 of the study intersections. Of the impacted 13 
LOS E or F intersections, the impacts at five study intersections would remain at significant level 
even with the implementation of mitigation measures, in other words, there would be a 
remaining impact to the CMA from the mitigated project of 0.010 or greater. 

While residents expressed concern about the traffic impacts, the analysis has determined that 
the area will nonetheless experience diminished levels of service even without the project, and 
there is feasible mitigation to address the project-related impacts at the majority of the 
significantly impacted intersections. 

Height/FAR Increase 

Several speakers at the public hearing, including Councilman Tom LaBonge (CD 4), cited 
concerns with the proposed height and scale of the project, which is proposed under the 
Development Regulations to range from 220 feet to 585 feet (approximately 55 stories). The 
tallest existing structures within the Hollywood Community Plan area stand at approximately 20 
stories, including the Sunset Vine Tower, and an office building at 6265 Sunset Boulevard. In 
addition, speakers stated that allowing an FAR of 6:1 would set a precedent not previously 
experienced in Hollywood. 

The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) and 
the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation is intended to 
accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential density, recognizing the need to 
promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, while simultaneously addressing "the 
needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment, and tourism." 

The '0' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 165,659, limits 
buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, with allowance to exceed a 3: 1 
FAR if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program 
and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any Designs for Development 
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan allowed a 4.5:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA approval. Although the CRA has since been 
dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties located in the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation and which have been approved by the City Planning Commission. 

Despite opposition to the 6:1 FAR, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6: 1 
FAR, including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HO-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "0" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
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Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7 -foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review 
for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAAITT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10 percent reduction of the total off-street parking 
space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ratio between 4.5: 1 and 
6: 1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential 
condominiums, 375 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail 
and restaurant use for a property located at 6250-6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

Density 

The project was approved under VTT-71837-CN for the development of 492 residential 
condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 215,000 square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new 
and 114,303 square feet of existing office space, 35,000 square feet of fitness/sports club use, 
and 15,000 square feet of restaurant use. The project is subject to an exception in LAMC 
Section 12.22-A, 18(a), which permits any use in the R5 Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, 
C4, or C5 Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The R5 Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per 
dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As such, the project, 
as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project site. 

AMDA - Sensitive Receptor 

The American Musical and Dramatic Academy, College of the Performing Arts ("AMDA") is 
adjacent to the proposed project with an approximate 2-acre campus in Hollywood, which 
includes a structure at 1777 Vine Street. AMDA is a performing arts instution and the mid
century 1777 Vine Street building includes classrooms in addition to studios, office, computer 
lab and lounge. At the public hearing, a legal representative for AMDA, as well as AMDA staff 
and students, voiced their concerns about potential impacts the proposed project would have on 
AMDA and the functions associated at 1777 Vine Street. AMDA contends that due to the types 
of activities that occur at this site, it should be considered a sensitive receptor and that 
additional mitigation is needed to safeguard AMDA from noise/vibration and air quality impacts 
during the construction period. According to the testimony of an AMDA representative, certain 
rooms have been altered to facilitate noise attenuation for certain music and voice activities, and 
an air filtration system for the building has been installed. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive 
receptors. In this instance, AMDA is located in a heavily urbanized and heavily trafficked area, 
approximately one block south of the US-101 Freeway. It is located adjacent to a surface 
parking lot (West Site), which has the inherent expectation for high intensity development by 
virtue of its location in the Hollywood area, its Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation, and the permitted uses and densities allowed in the C4 Zone. 
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A sensitive receptor, as defined in the Guidance Documents of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), which has jurisdiction in L.A. County, is "a person in the 
population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to exposure to an air 
contaminant." Land uses where these sensitive receptors are typically located include: 

Schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers; 
Long-term health care facilities; 
Rehabilitation centers; 
Convalescent centers; 
Hospitals; 
Retirement homes; and 
Residences. 

The property at 1777 Vine Street does not include a school, playground, or childcare center or 
medical-based services or operations which would warrant designation as a sensitive receptor 
as it pertains to air quality. It should also be noted that the mitigation measures contained in the 
Draft EIR meet and exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development 
projects in the City of Los Angeles. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
also submitted comments regarding air quality mitigation measures. As a result, additional air 
quality mitigation measures were added to the EIR. 

With respect to noise and vibration, page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's student 
housing facilities are located north of the project site across Yucca Street, within the Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMDA student housing in 
the EIR, and which have been identified as noise-sensitive receptors. Short-term construction 
noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses were considered significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation. However, the EIR included the most stringent available mitigation 
measures that would minimize noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses, 
including AMDA, to the maximum extent feasible, irrespective of the land use designation or 
sensitive receptor identification. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for noise and 
vibration, again for the short-term construction impacts that were deemed significant and 
unavoidable, two mitigation measures, H-3 and H-7, were amended to address AMDA's 
concerns to include all immediately adjacent structures, including 1777 Vine Street, in the 
mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on 
the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from tAB 
nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 
potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

In addition, the Final EIR contained a feasibility analysis that analyzed all of the noise mitigation 
measures suggested by AMDA in its comment letter on the Draft EIR. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted, the testimony received at the public hearing, and the 
proposed project's compliance with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
the former Hollywood Community Plan (1988), and the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 
the Department of City Planning is recommending that the City Planning Commission: 

Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 to permit the use of a sports club/fitness facility 
on the project site, not otherwise allowed in the C4 Zone. The provision of a highly desirable 
amenity, such as a sports club/fitness facility, within a mixed-use development for both residents 
and employees of the project site is not only convenient but promotes the health and welfare of 
the community. 

Approve a Height District Change from '20' to '2', by removing the "0" Limitation to allow a Floor 
Area Ratio of 6: 1, consistent with the FAR incentive provided for in the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation of the Hollywood Community Plan, and with other 
developments previously approved under the CRA's approval process for 6:1 FAR. 

Approve the Conditional Use requests to allow live entertainment and on-site sales of alcohol 
within the development. These uses would satisfy the Hollywood Community Plan's objectives 
of encouraging the nightlife activity in Hollywood, by providing uses which extend commercial 
operating hours thereby enhancing pedestrian activity and promoting Hollywood as an 
entertainment destination for residents and tourists alike. 

Approve a conditional use to allow floor area averaging across a unified development as it will 
ensure that the project, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, is constructed as a single project 
with guarantees, consistency in design elements and related improvements will be continuously 
maintained. Section 12.24-W,19 requires that the applicant file a covenant running with the land 
guaranteeing the continued operation and maintenance of the development as a unified 
development. 

Approve the associated variances for above ground-floor outdoor dining allowing the project to 
provide an amenity to hotel guests, residents, and visitors that take advantage of the Los 
Angeles climate, skyline views, and which reinforces Hollywood as a destination for nightlife and 
entertainment. 

Approve the related variance for reduced parking for the fitness use and for shared and reduced 
on-site parking for transportation alternatives for the entire project, recognizing that the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the parking requirements of the code, including reductions for 
mixed-use projects, projects located within the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, a State 
Enterprise Zone, and projects located in proximity to mass transit. 

The requested entitlements would redevelop and intensify an underutilized site predominantly 
improved with surface parking. It will preserve the iconic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings 
while creating a high-quality mixed-use development that satisfies the Community Plan's jobs
housing balance while recognizing the need to offer entertainment-related uses that identify the 
character of Hollywood, encourage a critical mass of economic activity, and improve the 
aesthetic character of community. Moreover, the project will redevelop underutilized parcels with 
a mixed-use development that not only offers an appropriate jobs and housing balance, but 
which preserves 'old' Hollywood. 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

2. Prior to the issuance of sign-ofts for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted an approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

O. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca S1. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 
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(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 1st Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on anyone site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 
Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

6. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No.2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W,19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No.1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

6. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

7. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations to serve, and which may be shared, among all the uses on the 
site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 

15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
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activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitiridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
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Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

20. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

21. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

22. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

23. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 
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24. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

25. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

26. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

27. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

28. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-6 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
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Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a 
minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
SOO-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 
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Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 
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C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
South Central Coastal I nformation Center (657-278-5395) located at 
California State University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, 
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study 
or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 
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c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, 
if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University 
Los Angeles, California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating 
what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

0-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 
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0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 
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The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction 
conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on 
or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 
movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or 
exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures 
have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

0-15 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

Q-16 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-18 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

RL0032598 



EM33298 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D Q-19 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-20 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
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to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMI/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-25 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.S-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-27 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 
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x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an intemal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 
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In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 
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K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 92S-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Q-33 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
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hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

RL0032614 



EM33314 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D C-1 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaaina for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of the 
development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the floor area 
potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying design 
elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by the 
Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food service 
at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe to be located 
on the observation deck of the hotel, and on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live entertainment and 
dancing. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, and within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited under 
this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual operator from 
securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Admininstrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 1 a through 1 c of this section. The Plan 
Approval application shall be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees and must 
be accepted as complete by the Planning Department. Mailing labels shall be provided 
by the applicant for all abutting owners, for the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council 
and for the Los Angeles Police Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol 
sales and consumption, the Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by 
the applicant or suggested by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing 
conditions, as applicable, on the following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum 
seating capacity, valet parking, noise, character and nature of operation, food service 
and age limits. Entertainment-related and other specific conditions of operation, 
including the length of a term grant and security, shall be determined as part of the plan 
approval determination. 
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4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Within [six months] of the effective date of this action, all employees involved with the 
sale of alcoholic beverages shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department 
"Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR)." Upon completion of such training, 
the applicant shall request the Police Department to issue a letter identifying which 
employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the letter from 
the Police Department to the Zoning Administrator as evidence of compliance. In the 
event there is a change in the licensee, within one year of such change, this training 
program shall be required for all new staff. 

7. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

S. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

9. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

10. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

11. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

12. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

13. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

14. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high-
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risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

15. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 

16. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

17. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

18. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

19. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

20. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

21. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

22. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

23. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 
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24. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

25. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

26. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

27. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. 

28. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant. The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the building is prohibited. 

29. Within 60 days of the opening of the restaurants, all employees of the business shall 
receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) and LEAD programs regarding 
alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los Angeles Police Department and 
State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control Department at least two times per year or 
to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police Department. The applicant shall transmit a 
copy of the completion of such training to the Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the 
file. 

30. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

31. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

32. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

33. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 
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34. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 

35. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and sets forth specific 
land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood area. The 
Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the subject property 
as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, R5, P, and PB. 
The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of 
commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project 
would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. This type of 
development would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 
The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property 
contains approximately 4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the 
tract map, the applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-
2D-SN to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance of 
increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing growth in 
locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and incentives for new 
mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site is located in an FAR 
Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR 
of 6: 1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the recently 
adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6: 1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that includes a 
range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with the Regional 
Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the provision of both 
residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for 
Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, which 
will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting these structures, 
the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals 
addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing 
programmable open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote tourism, 
support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: Incentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.1S: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodlVine Metro Red Line Transit 
Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. A number of Metro and 
LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 
210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To 
promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with DOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with the provision of a shared car 
system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project 
will incorporate a Transit Demand Management program meant to promote the use of 
carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic resources, 
locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian 
activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable land use planning goals, 
objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community 
Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No.4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a major 
population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential units, 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail 
uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood community. Development of the 
project would be consistent with growth projections for the Community Plan Area through the 
year 2010, as identified by the Department of City Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the 
EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 492 new residential units and their estimated 
population of approximately 1,078 persons, representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's 
population forecast for the Subregion between 2010 and 2030. Development of the Project 
would provide approximately 492 residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, 
providing housing necessary for the growing community. In addition, development of the project 
would not result in the removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. 
Development of the project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of 
which would provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long
range planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the site, 
which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much-needed 
housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance objectives of the 
Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was 
adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The 
Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues 
as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, 
transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few under
improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an otherwise mix-use 
neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in close proximity to jobs 
and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and associated Height 
District Change would be consistent with several goals and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting policies 
relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to provide for the stability 
and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 
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Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi-family 
residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing Element of the 
General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element includes objectives and 
policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities in a manner that addresses the 
safety and public welfare of the City. The project would satisfy many objectives and policies 
listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1.7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 
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4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 

The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District NO.2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "0" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the '0' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
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of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1,918 parking spaces, consistent with the proposed Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help bring critical 
investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating associated blight 
and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic environment that 
fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home ownership 
opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the '0' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1,163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 
ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 
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The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Busses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU. 1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 

RL0032626 



EM33326 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H 0 F-8 

Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods. " 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts, and promotes public safety and the general welfare. 
Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of the "0" Limitation is 
beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, and is 
representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the ''1'' 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
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development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 
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Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 

17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
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growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 
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Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, Live Entertainment. Reduced/Shared Parking) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 
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Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 
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The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

The location of the project and FAR averaging across the development will be desirable 
to the public convenience and welfare because it facilitates a beneficial mix of uses and 
a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty 
Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the project allows for 
the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building 
sites because it permits the development of two new structures with massing that better 
relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project site also allows for an 
open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and enhances walkability. 
The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial and sports club uses 
will meet the demand from local residents and allow project residents and office 
employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within the property. 
Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the design of the 
project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are ultimately built 
in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the Capitol Records 
Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified development including a 
combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections and 
common architectural and landscape features, which constitute distinctive design 
elements of the development. The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site 
that are designed to work together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and 
the vehicular connections are designed to promote walkability through functional 
linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and wayfinding features) within the 
Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the neighborhood beyond. The new 
structures on the East and West Sites are required to be designed to complement each 
other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood 
and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features and open space are also 
designed to flow continuously between and connect the East and West Sites and create 
cohesion by repeating common features and themes. Accordingly, the averaging of FAR 
across the project is compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade 
adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare because it is representative of the other live entertainment 
venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community Plan's objective of 
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extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and cafes, along 
commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity and enhancing 
Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors alike. The area 
surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and is largely 
developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood Boulevard is 
designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan as 
well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and its dancing and live 
entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the immediate area, but 
will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

Hotel Use 

The construction of a hotel within the mixed-use development will not be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate area. The hotel use, if 
built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the development of 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will not be materially detrimental 
to the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. Rather, it will permit 
development of the project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site 
and to the surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create 
a project design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a 
beneficial and efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting 
development will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and 
create beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

Live Entertainment 

The project is consistent with the nature of the Hollywood area and will fill an existing 
need through the creation of a mixed-use development that furthers the vision for 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the future residents, employees and 
visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in the immediate neighborhood. The 
property is currently underutilized with a substantial portion of the site used for surface 
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parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of beneficial uses, be welcoming to 
pedestrians and easily accessible by public transportation. Moreover, the City will have 
the opportunity to ensure that each establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering 
live entertainment will operate in a manner that is not detrimental to the character of the 
neighborhood through the required plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator 
subsequent to the grant of a master conditional use permit for these uses. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoor dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
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least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, tAe 
associated Development Agreement (CPC 2013 103 DA) and Development Regulations 
(Exhibit C) incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would share parking 
spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand 
patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
TOM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the provision of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 
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Other provIsions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking variance, the project will meet parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with 
these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, lUXUry hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (lvar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 
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Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 
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The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red Line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a manner consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above-
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ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will not improve the existing conditions, but will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 
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immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.1 06 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.1 00 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.1 06 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
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side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project \vill implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

III. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 
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A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21 081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 
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The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement "vould afford the developer flexibility "'lith regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also l-movln as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 574 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement Regulations with regard to 
particular land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared 
as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the 
Development Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the 
defined Concept Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from 
the approval of the proposed Development Agreement Regulations. The Concept Plan provides 
an illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of 
the Development Agreement Regulations. The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement 
Application that was initially filed with the City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes 
approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential 
floor area), 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total developed floor area of 
approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6:1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35,100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
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would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement Regulations. The Commercial Scenario would 
consist of approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507,100 square feet of 
floor area), 254 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), 
approximately 264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 
100,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and an approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The 
Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office 
space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol 
Records Complex, approximately 25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement Regulations. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
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rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 
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• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
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the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
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lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 
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The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 
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Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of anyone treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7,197 mw of power with a peak of 6,142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7,197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
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6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.S4 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
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the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement Regulations. Under the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that 
contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested 
two spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 
114,000 square feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will 
not be in the existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and 
office use as part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2,129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2,129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 
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Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fayades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 
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Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fayades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on anyone property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
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shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emiSSions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 
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The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14,174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 
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Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a O.S-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
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and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 
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A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 
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scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the 
proposed construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
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Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

0-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

0-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

0-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 
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D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 
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The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
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feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1,742 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
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the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
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matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 

RL0032667 



EM33367 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H 0 F-49 

levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although ground borne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
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Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
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vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
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The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
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Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19.7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
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requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.S-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.S of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 
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xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

1. Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

RL0032679 



EM33379 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-CU-ZV -H D F-61 

replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 

RL0032680 



EM33380 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D F-62 

approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 
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Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
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view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOllYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
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highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 
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B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV. B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No.7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 
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Mitigation Measures 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 1S%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE S2.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
SOO-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 1S091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-S is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
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environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 
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With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 
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The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 
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Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/altemative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the altemative commute options through a location on the central court of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
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employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer van pools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 
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K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a SO-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a 4S-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 92S-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 
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K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 
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The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.0 and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
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Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
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lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
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itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
lUxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
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community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project - No build (no Build - Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21 OS1 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
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that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
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occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated 'Nith the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 
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The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
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vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Altemative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
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towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 210S1(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1,100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but WOUld, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
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completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 
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It is found, pursuant to Section 210S1(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 
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The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 
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B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

c. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 210S1.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §210S1.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
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City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

l. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Anyone of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, 
3rd Floor, Room 350, Los Angeles, CA 90012 on Wednesday, February 19, 2013 at 9:00 AM. 

Summary of the Public Hearing Testimony 

The hearing covered the Advisory Agency's consideration of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71S37-CN and the Hearing Officer's receipt of testimony under the public hearing requirements 
of CPC-200S-3440-ZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

The public hearing began with an introduction by the Advisory Agency as to the purpose and 
procedures of the Tract Map hearing as well as the Hearing Officer's statements regarding the 
preparation of the staff report with the Department of City Planning's recommendation to the 
City Planning Commission. The applicant (Phil Aarons, Millennium Partners) and the applicant's 
representatives (Jerry Neuman and Alfred Fraijo of Sheppard Mullin) presented the project by 
discussing the development features, including the intent to develop the project with the use of a 
Land Use Equivalency Program and Development Regulations to provide a mix of uses that 
maximizes the utility of the site with development standards that allow sufficient flexibility to 
respond to market conditions. The applicant's representative stated the project's compliance 
with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including the use of the 6:1 FAR 
incentive permitted in Regional Center Commercial land use areas. The shared parking 
variance request reflects the development's intent to de-couple the parking from the dwelling 
units as per the City Planning Commission's practice, and to provide parking to the various uses 
of the site with the understanding that certain uses demand parking at specific times of the day. 
The applicant also stated that the dwelling units would be constructed to condominium 
standards, but may be made available as apartments if it is determined that the market is more 
receptive. 

Upon the conclusion of the applicant and the applicant's representative, the public hearing was 
open to the public. Approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and opposition 
to the project. The members represented residents, labor groups, neighborhood councils, 
homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce, and affected 
business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the Montalban Theater and 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom La80nge of neighboring Council District No.4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM31782 

Randy Myer < randymyer@me.com > 
Monday, April 22, 2013 8:59 PM 
boardmembers@lfia.org 
Zoning Resolution FYI 

The Zoning Committee will present the following resolution tomorrow evening. We will share our process and 
discuss. Thanks for your consideration. 

Randy Myer 

RESOLVED: Due to the potential impact on the LFIA area, and in support of participating area neighborhood 
organizations, the LFIA shall donate $2,500 to a fund being established to pay fees and expenses to file an 
appeal to the Los Angeles City Council from the City Planning Commission's Determination Letter, and to pay 
for a related traffic study, concerning the Millennium Hollywood development. The check will be payable to 
the Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, through which funds are being channeled. 
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From: 
Sent: 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 4:37 PM 

To: 'Luciralia Ibarra'; Jerry Neuman 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

I've connected with Cal. Working on a meeting for next Tuesday. 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:32 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Gentlemen, 
Do you have any plans to meet with Metro? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> 
Date: Thu, May 9,2013 at 3:18 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Any progress in arranging a meeting with the applicant? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 
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Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 
Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 
The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 
cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 
We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 
Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 
cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.ora] 
Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 
Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 
Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 
I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978.1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

EM32723 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32724 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM32989 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 

Wednesday, May 15, 2013 12:33 PM 
erin.strelich@lacity.org 
karen.hoo@lacity.org 
Re: Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 

Let's sit down w the whole eir unit + discuss next week 

From: Erin Strelich [mailto:erin.strelich@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 11:38 AM 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacitv.orq> 
Cc: Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacitv.orq> 
Subject: Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 

Dan, 
Is there any way you can instigate a discussion about this? This request below is for the Hollywood Millennium, 
while last week it was for Casden Sepulveda, so it looks like this is going to be an ongoing issue for the City 
Clerk's office, although it didn't use to be. I don't know what changed, but Karen mentioned she thought the 
City Clerk's office didn't use to include the EIR in the Council File Records. That certainly would explain it but 
I haven't confirmed that. We can start to have the consultants prepare the pdfs as the City Clerk's office is 
asking for cases going forward, but before we go there, I think we should take a look at the bigger picture and 
see it this even makes sense and if there may be a better way of doing it. 

Problem: These EIR PDF files are big enough broken down by chapter. To combine all the Draft EIR chapters 
together into one PDF creates a really big file. Combining the appendices creates an even bigger file that we in 
the EIR unit feel will be too big for most people in the public to actually access - meaning it may likely crash 
their computer or the Adobe Acrobat program to attempt to open such a large file. 

Problem: Our computer servers storage space is limited, correct? Uploading and hosting the same PDF files in 
multiple locations (on the Planning Dept website and the City Clerk's website) is redundant and wastes valuable 
storage space. 

Potential Solution: It seems to me that the City Clerk's office, instead of uploading and hosting an extra copy 
of the EIR on their website, could simply add a hyperlink to the EIR files on the Planning Department's 
webpage. This way the files are only stored once, in one location. This would save on City server storage space. 
It would also direct the public viewer of the Council records to the EIR page where they can then drill directly 
to the chapter or appendix they are specifically looking for without trying to open a massive pdf and then scroll 
through thousands of pages to find what they want to read. 

Thanks! 

.. 

Erin Strelich 

Planning Assistant I EIR Unit 
City of LA I Dept of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring St, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mailstop 395 
P: (213) 978-1351 
F: (213) 978-1343 
erin. strelich@lacity.org 

EM32990 

~ ..i.. "How inappropriate to call this planet Earth when it is clearly Ocean." 

- Arthur C. Clarke 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10:26 AM 
Subject: Fwd: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Erin Strelich <erin.strelich@lacity.org>, Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org>, Dan Scott 
<dan. scott@lacity.org> 

Hi Erin, 
Despite all your efforts, it looks like the cd for the EIR was insufficient. ... Do you mind checking in with her to 
see how else we can get that to her? Maybe work with someone from the consultant to do the heavy lifting if 
possible, I know you have a lot on your plate right now. 
Thank you so much, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 10: 17 AM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD / Multiple Addresses 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 

Hello Luci, 

Our office received the CD for the Environment Impact Report, but there is a problem with it. When I opened it 
it has multiple subfolders. Our office will need you to submit (1) one complete cd. 

Your help with this matter was is appreciated. 

Etta Armstrong 
Office of the City Clerk 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Senior Clerk Typist 

213-97B-0731 -Phone 
213-978-1040 - Fax 
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213-978-1074 - Supervisor 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32991 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

no problema 

EM31783 

Mary Richardson < mary.richardson@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 23, 2013 10:29 AM 
eriksanjurjo@gmail.com 
Re: Oops 

On Tue, Apr 23,2013 at 10:22 AM, <eriksanjurjo@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Had millennium on mind. Apologies! 
Sent via BlackBerry from T -Mobile 

Mary Richardson 
Associate Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
LA, CA 90012 
213 978-1478 
FAX 213 978-1477 
Mary.Ri chardson@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Heather, 

EM33415 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 30, 2013 12:06 PM 
Heather Bleemers 
Re: Geo Team meeting RE: Hollywood Millennium Project 

Yes, I have PLUM on Millennium next week on 6/4. I will be able to attend and update everyone at the next 
Geo Team Mtg. Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, May 30,2013 at 9:30 AM, Heather Bleemers <heather.bleemers@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Luci, 

I recently met with Kevin to discuss our upcoming Get Team meeting agenda and he mentioned that I should 
check-in with you to see if there are any updates on the Hollywood Millennium project? If so, would you be 
willing to discuss them during our next Geo Team meeting on Thursday, June 6th? 

Thank you in advance for your help! 

Best, 

HEATHER BLEEMERS 
Project Planner 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 

Office of Zoning Administration 
P: 213.978 .1345 
E: heather .bleemers@lacity. org 
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Rebecca & Marcel, 

EM32992 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 2:15 PM 
Rebecca Valdez; Marcel Porras 
Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra 
PLUM/Cel dates for Millennium Project in CD 13 

City Clerk's Office is now processing the appeals related to the Millennium project. Appeals were filed on the 
Vesting Tentative Tract (VTT) as well as the entitlements. The VTT appeal has a 30 day time limit while the 
other appeal has a 75 day time limit. 

Would you like to hear both items together? If yes, then I will make your preference known to the applicant's 
rep and ask for an extension for the VTT appeal. 

Below are the tentative hearing dates if both items are heard together in PLUM & Council. 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6118113 
Council - 7/2113 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Great! Thank you Luci. 

Best, 

Heather 

EM33416 

Heather Bleemers < heather.bleemers@lacity.org > 
Thursday, May 30, 2013 12:09 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Geo Team meeting RE: Hollywood Millennium Project 

On Thu, May 30,2013 at 12:06 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Heather, 
Yes, I have PLUM on Millennium next week on 6/4. I will be able to attend and update everyone at the next 
Geo Team Mtg. Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, May 30,2013 at 9:30 AM, Heather Bleemers <heather.bleemers@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Luci, 

I recently met with Kevin to discuss our upcoming Get Team meeting agenda and he mentioned that I should 
check-in with you to see if there are any updates on the Hollywood Millennium project? If so, would you be 
willing to discuss them during our next Geo Team meeting on Thursday, June 6th? 

Thank you in advance for your help! 

Best, 

HEATHER BLEEMERS 
Project Planner 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 

Office of Zoning Administration 
P: 21 3.978 .1345 
E: heather.bleemers@lacity. org 
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

HEATHER BLEEMERS 
Project Planner 

EM33417 

Office of Zoning Administration 
P: 213.978.1345 
E: heather.bleemers@lacity .org 
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Please see attached. 

EM30522 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 12:51 PM 
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Date: [04-04-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Female Speaker 1: Unidentified Voice 

4 Female Speaker 2: Lucy Ibarra 

5 Male Speaker 1: Dana Perlman 

6 Male Speaker 2: Sergio Ibarra 

7 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

8 [ph]: Phonetic 

9 
10 

11 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440a]] 

12 Moderator: So we're going to go ahead and get started again. Again, this is the City Planning 

13 Commission Meeting. We're preparing to hear cases 5 and 6. We're going to hear them 

14 together. This is VTT71837-CNla with the Associated Environmental, which is in 

15 Council District 13, and the expiration date is the 3rd of April, as well as ... I'm sorry. 

16 I'm reading them out of order. Am I? No? And Case Number 6CPC-2008-3440-ZC-

17 CUB-CU-ZV-HD with the Associated Environmental, the same project in Council 

18 District 13. Expiration date is the 3rd of April. And I'll turn to our City Attorney, who 

19 has some clarification regarding the item that has been removed from our agenda. 

20 Female Speaker 1: Thank you. Commissioner Farrow [ph], [U/A] city attorney's office for 

21 the record. Upon learning of a conflict of interest, the city attorney advised that the 

22 planning commission would be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

23 Government Code Section 1090 which prohibits boards from considering a contract in 

24 which one of its members has a financial interest unless an exception applies. No 

25 exception was applicable. 

26 Under city law, when a commission is disqualified, the matter is referred to the 

27 Board of Referred Powers which sits as the conflicted board. Upon learning this, the 

28 developer has decided to withdraw the development agreement. Given that a 
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development agreement is no longer involved, the conflict involving the board is 

removed and the planning commission may consider this matter. 

3 Moderator: Thank you. So to clarify then, the seventh item that was on the agenda has been 

4 
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removed. That was the development agreement. 

So, we're going to be moving forward with items 5 and 6. I'd like to call Lucy 

Ibarra up of our staff to help. And just to let folks know how the hearing will run since 

we do have a full house, we will have comments from the staffwho will help us to 

understand from their point of view the project. We'll then call for the applicant, who 

will have some time, and we'll talk about the time that they'll be allotted to make their 

presentation. There are several appellants to this case. We're going to give equal time in 

the presentation to the group of appellants. I am going to ask, since there are different 

appellants, and we want to keep equal time for fairness sake, that you have some 

conversations with yourselves about how you want to organize and utilize the time that 

we're going to be allotted to appellants. 

And then, we also will have a public comment period. So if for some reason there 

are issues that are not raised within the context of the appellant or the developer ... excuse 

me, the applicant's presentation ... there is opportunity within the context of public 

comment for those comments to be received and noted and understood by us. And then, 

we'll turn to our own deliberations once we have gone through the public comments. So 

I'm hoping that we can run this smoothly. This is in Hollywood, but it's not the 

Academy Awards, so there's not a band to let you know that you're going overtime. But 

we are going to keep very judiciously to the time restrictions that we apply to public 

comment. 
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Because we have loads of public comment, about 100 speakers, we're going to 

allow for a minute per speaker. It's a lot. And so I will be very firm. I have been dying 

to be able to use this but I'm hoping, honestly, that I don't have to. But I will cut you off, 

should I need to, so I just want to prepare you that a minute goes very, very quickly. So, 

take some time to gather your thoughts in advance of us calling for a public comment. 

So, Lucy, please. 

7 Female Speaker 2: Good morning, Commissioner Farrow, commissioners. Lucy Ibarra with 
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the Planning Department, the Major Project section. I'm here to present to you the 

Millennium Hollywood Project. As mentioned previously, the case numbers associated 

with this project are CPC-2008-3440, with the suffixes for a zone change, conditional use 

of variance and a height district change. And there's an appeal before you on the tract 

that was approved by the Advisory Agency. Together with this is an EMV, 2011-675 for 

the EIR that was prepared for the project. 

To familiarize you with the land use and zoning designations, the property is 

located in the Hollywood Community Plan. It is consisting of two sites flanking Vine 

Street; Yucca Street to the north. Hollywood Boulevard is less than 400 feet away to the 

south, and we have Ivar to the west and Argyle A venue to the east. The property bound 

by Ivar, Vine Street, and Yucca is characterized as the west site, whereas the other is 

characterized in the east site as we move forward. 

The [UI A] designation here is regional center commercial, which is typically 

designated for areas where we feel that they can accommodate a high intensity of uses 

and densities consistent with major transit centers. So this property is located less than 

500 feet from the Metro Station, the Hollywood and Vine Metro Station. 
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The cue associated with this property is respective of the Hollywood Community 

Plan update, which permitted residential uses with a minimum .5 FAR for non-residential 

uses, and this is to encourage the job's housing balance that is designated for this 

designation in the Hollywood Community Plan. It is located in Height District 2, which 

provides no height limit, and the "D" associated with the height district allows for 4-112: 1 

FAR and an FAR of 6: 1 with CPC approval, which is before you today. 

Part of the project includes development regulations and a land use equivalency 

program. Given the market conditions, the planning department has been tasked with 

permitting and reviewing projects that ask for some flexibility to accommodate the 

market conditions and the still fragile development community that is grappling with 

some of the financial issues that are beyond our scope. 

With that said, the tract map that was approved with this by the advisory agency 

included the following: 41 lots, including airspace lots, the development of 492 

residential units, 200 hotel rooms, approximately] 00,000 square feet of new office 

space, and this is in addition to the existing office space that's associated with Capitol 

Records and Gogerty Building, which are historic buildings that will be maintained and 

preserved as part of this development. 

There are 34,000 square feet of restaurant use proposed, as well as 35,000 square 

feet of fitness and sports club use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use. Now, I should 

note that the fitness club and sports use is reflective of the zone change that was proposed 

to you today. The reason that we need that zone change is to allow the sports club use in 

this project. Gymnasiums are not explicitly allowed in the C4 zone. There are other 

similar uses such as commercial swimming pools, recreational buildings, and private and 
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not-for-profit clubs that are comparable to sports use, but are not expressly allowed in the 

C4 zone. This is why the C2 zone change is before you. 

The Environmental Impact Report for this project: this is a summary of the 

process for that. It included an NOP issued in April through May 31 st, a Public Scoping 

Meeting, the circulation of the DEIR and the final which was released in February of this 

year. It recognized and acknowledged significant and unavoidable impacts despite the 

mitigation that was imposed, and here they are listed and included two aspects for 

aesthetics. It was the focal view obstruction of Capitol Records and that is only at these 

development scenarios, including the 220-foot height and the 400-foot height. 

As we'll get into the development regulations later and we'll speak to those more 

specifically, you'll see that we have several scenarios that play with the available height 

limit or no height limit in this area. And so the developer is proposing a set of 

development regulations that show what would happen to the building and the massing 

when you play with the height. Again, the cumulative visual impacts, this is related to 

height and massing when you compare this project with the other projects related and 

proposed for this area. 

Air quality with respect to construction ... and operational only because this 

property is located just south of the US 101 Freeway, and air quality in this area is 

already at a challenged spot: the noise, construction and operational, and transportation. 

So five study intersections were identified as significantly impacted by this project 

following mitigation, and 13 cumulative study intersections and 16 cumulative 

intersections when you look out into the future. 

The requested entitlements before you, as I mentioned, include the zone change. 

The height district change is to remove the "D" limitation which is before you, and it's a 
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request that the applicant is making to reach the 6: 1 FAR, which is permitted. The 

vesting conditional use to allow a hotel within 500 feet and the conditional uses are to 

include the project, because it flanks two sides of Vine Street, to define it as a unified 

development and allowing the floor area to be averaged across those sites; the sale and 

dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages and to permit live entertainment which is 

consistent with the character of the community. 

The variances is to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor and to 

allow less than the required parking for the sports club and facility. And this is 

something that we will speak to later but it's reflective of the permitted exceptions in the 

code for projects that are in mixed-use developments, near transit and before you an 

authority that's allowed in the code. And then ... so that's the one that reduced on site 

parking for transportation alternatives that's the one that's before you. 

With respect to the vesting zone and height district change, the existing zone C4-

2D-SN would then become 2TQ-C2-2-FN. The "T" is the tentative tract conditions. 

These are conditions that are reflective of the infrastructure associated with the 

development of the site, so those that were required in the tract for improvements to 

sewers, streets, and other public work type increments. Those are attached to the "T." In 

the event that they should ever effectuate the tract, we've captured those in this 

entitlement. 

The "Q" is reflected of the qualified conditions, and these are site-specific 

conditions to the project development and include mitigation measures. 

The "2" of the height limit is consistent with what's existing, which is no-height 

limit. And the "D" is part of the process of removing the 4-112: 1 FAR with your 

approval, which would allow it to go to 6: 1. 
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The "FN" is reflective of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

which will be maintained and will regulate signage on the site. 

Before you again is the tract appeal. Now, the public hearing for both the tract 

and the hearing officers' satisfactions of the CPC before you. It was held on February 

] 9th. The Advisory Agency issued its approval of the tract on February 22nd, which was 

followed with an appeal end date of March 4th. There were six appeals filed and the 

predominance of the issues associated were traffic, the FAR increase, the parking 

reductions, views, density, the construction-specifically noise-and height. 

To go into these issues, the appellant contends that the traffic conditions are 

already detrimental and the project would exacerbate conditions. The traffic study 

identified 39 study intersections. The existing levels of service are acceptable at a 

majority of the intersections, with one exception during the PM peak hour. Acceptable 

levels of service per DOT policy are levels A through D, and then levels E through Fare 

considered unacceptable. 

So with and without the project, 24 of the 39 intersections would continue to 

operate at acceptable levels of service. Fifteen would operate at levels of E through F at 

one or both of the PM peak hours. Before mitigation, there would be significant impacts 

at 13 of those intersections, and with mitigation, only five study intersections would be 

characterized as significant. 

The views: there were many concerns from Hollywood Hillside residents with 

respect to the views due to the proposed height. In one reference, they referred to the 

Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. In one instance of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 

there is a reference to the protection of, or consideration of use to and from the hillside, 
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but that is identified only with respect to the Franklin Avenue design district, and that is 

not where this project is located. 

The Hollywood Community Plan also identifies views as a potential impact with 

respect to aesthetics, but states that it would be considered on a site-specific basis on an 

individual project discretionary review. So for every project that comes before you, you 

can analyze ... or you can critique or analyze the views and impacts associated with each 

project on a discretionary basis as the cases come before you. 

The EIR identified, as I mentioned, two categories where the project would 

impact views. One was with focal view obstruction to the Capitol Records building; 

again at 220 feet, and again at 400 feet, and the cumulated visual impacts with height and 

massing together with the other projects. 

12 Male Speaker 1: I'm sorry, Lucy. I don't mean to interrupt you. Dana Perlman. Can you 

13 explain what you mean by the focal impact at 220 and 440? 

14 Female Speaker 2: Okay. So when the building ... as a building goes higher... and we'll get 

15 

16 

17 

18 

into this later... the aim is to provide a slimmer structure such that the views to the 

Capitol Records building will be preserved and expanded. As the building gets shorter, 

the massing becomes larger and that impacts those focal views to the Capitol Records 

building from certain vantage points. 

19 Male Speaker 1: Does the 220, 440 refer to distance from the location? 

20 Female Speaker 2: It refers to the massing of the building that will compromise views to 

21 Capitol Records. 

22 Male Speaker: Got it. Thank you. 
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Female Speaker 2: The development regulations that are proposed to be attached as 

conditions of approval reflect and encourage height so as to minimize impact at a street 

level scale to the views, and we'll go into that in more detail later. 

Construction: one of the appellants made the case, or tried to make the case, that 

noise mitigation in the EIR failed to identify them as a sensitive receptor. So typically, 

what we do as the lead agency, we can identify which uses are considered sensitive. And 

in this case, AMDA, which has a commercial structure at the corner of Yucca and Vine ... 

it's a commercial structure located one block south of the 101 Freeway. It's commercial 

use in regional center commercial land use designation in a very urban area, and we 

didn't think that they were consistent with the character of a sensitive use, which we 

typically reserve for schools that address and house under-aged children, childcare 

centers, long-term healthcare facilities, hospices, and hospitals and residences. For that 

reason, we didn't identify them as a sensitive receptor. However, we did modify our 

mitigation measures to include all adjacent uses to receive the maximum available 

mitigation for noise construction related impacts irrespective of their designation as a 

sensitive receptor. So they received the maximum available mitigation available, 

although the EIR does acknowledge that these are significant and unavoidable impacts 

and that even with mitigation, these are just unavoidable. 

The other issue that was brought up in the appeals, as well as in the public 

hearing, was with respect to the FAR. Historically, this property, by virtue of being 

located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, can achieve an FAR of up to 6: 1. It's 

located in regional center commercial, a land use designation which is explicitly called 

out to receive an FAR incentive under the new community plan. But historically, in the 

old Hollywood community plan, it was allowed a 3: 1, but if you were located in the 
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Hollywood redevelopment area, you could receive an FAR of 4-112: 1 with an FAR of 6: 1 

with CRA approval. Now, without the CRA, and without the Hollywood Redevelopment 

Plan, this was captured in the community plan update which permitted the 4-112:1 FAR 

for this land use designation and a 6: 1 with your approval. 

Other issues associated include density. Now, one of the appeal issues was that 

this project is too dense for the site and for the community, but I should point out that 

there's an exception in the code that allows any uses in the R5 zone that are located in the 

CR, Cl, Cl-1I2, C2, C4, and C5 zone. Now, the R5 zone allows a density of200 square 

feet per unit. With that, based on the size of this property, you could achieve a maximum 

of 972 units on the site based on the zone and the exception in the code. As proposed, 

and was approved with the vesting tract, they're only proposing 492 units. 

Parking: the code also includes various exceptions for mixed use projects that 

include office and projects located in redevelopment areas in the state enterprise zone, 

which is Project Dove, and for those projects located near transit which dissatisfies and 

allows a 10% reduction, and again, for transportation alternatives, which we'll go into 

later with the transit-oriented measures that are associated with the project. 

Again, with height, this project area, or this project site I should say, more 

specifically has not. .. does not have a history of a height limit under the community plan. 

The 1988 community plan did not identify a height limit for this property or this zone and 

neither does the Hollywood Community Plan update. 

At this point, I'd like to pass it on to my colleague, Sergio Ibarra, who is going to 

go into the project site and the development regulations. 

23 Male Speaker 2: Good morning, commissioners. I'm Sergio Ibarra with the planning 

24 department, and I'm going to go over the development regulations and the land use 
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equivalency program. But I'm going to begin first with a greater context in regards to the 

existing site. So as you can see, currently the site is developed by surface parking lots. 

There's an east site and a west site, and the west site has the rental car facility on site. On 

the west site, you have the AMDA facility to the north, as well as a three-story 

commercial building that was recognized as an historic resource in the EIR. On the east 

site, you have the Capitol Records building and the Gogerty building to the northern 

edge, northwest, and the surface parking lots flank both sides of every block. The site is 

also within a quarter mile of the Hollywood and Vine Metro stop. 

So here, we have a northern view of the Capitol Records building and the jazz 

mural, which was recently restored. And here, you have a view from the Capitol Records 

building looking south to the Hollywood Playhouse. Here, you have a view of the 

Gogerty building on the corner of Yucca and Franklin, and this is the west site, a surface 

parking lot with a rental car facility looking towards the Capitol Records building. The 

actual project looks to preserve this kind of view that's a through block view of the 

Capitol Records building. That's one of the objectives of the development plan. And 

here, you have a view of the Hollywood Playhouse, and the project also has a 15-foot 

setback that's required, adjacent to the Hollywood Playhouse so that you can preserve the 

architectural views of this resource. And it also has a setback after 40 feet that is 10 feet 

so that it's compatible with this resource in terms of its massing. And here's the rental 

car facility that's on the northern edge of the site right next to the historic three-story 

commercial building. 

This is the office building that AMDA occupies, fronting Vine Street and Yucca. 

And here is a view of Yucca Street. On the top, you have the east block, and that's the 

Gogerty Building and the Capitol Records building together. And then on the west block, 
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you have a three-story commercial building and the surface parking lot, and AMDA is 

right next to it on the corner. 

This is a western view of what the Hollywood skyline would look like with the 

project. The two tall towers would be the actual project, and the Capitol Records 

building is directly adjacent to it and the Sunset Vine tower is on the far right. This is 

just for greater context of what the project is. It's a focal point to the community. 

This is a diagram of future developments surrounding the site. It's important to 

note that the commission has approved two previous cases where the FAR was increased 

to 6: 1 and they are within this diagram. They are also located on Yucca and Hollywood 

Boulevard. 

Now I'm going to begin the development regulations. This is a diagram of the 

different heights that are allowed, the maximum height scenarios. It's important to note 

that Band C are where the tallest towers can be located, up to 585 maximum in terms of 

feet, and A and D can be no taller than 220 feet. Only the shaded areas are developable 

areas and not the area right near the Capitol Records building. 

This is a table that's within development regulations that shows you the different 

ranges of height. It's a little complicated, but we can begin with the first column at the 

tower height. You have basically four different ranges. You can go up to 585 feet or 550 

feet, 400 feet or 200 feet. What changes in every height scenario is, if you reach 585 feet, 

you get more open space, and that's on the far right column. You see the 12%, 10%, 8%, 

5%, so 585 feet gives you 12% of open space. 

Another distinction is the maximum floor area; actually, the maximum tower floor 

plate in square feet. So the taller you have of a tower, the smaller the floor plate 

becomes, creating an elegant, tall tower. So what you get with height is a slimmer tower 
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and more open space and greater views of the Capitol Records building, which is the 

three focal points that Lucy described earlier. 

This is just a site plan of the massing in relation to the Capitol Records building. 

And as you can see, you have the 585-foot tower on the left, which is the darker shading, 

and you have the 220-foot tower on the far right. And you would always have a podium 

that would reach no more than 150 feet. So anything greater than 150 feet is a tower. 

And also, you have a diagram of the open space. As you can see, the open space is 

triangulated to preserve the Capitol Records building view. The three views of concern 

are the view from Hollywood and Vine, and from the Hollywood Freeway east of Argyle 

and west of Vine. 

And so, the development regulations ensure that the triangulated area is a 40-

degree angle. I'm not sure if you can see it, but it's shown there. It will never be 

developed on and it will be part of the open space. 

Another important thing to note is that there will always be a passageway on both 

sides that will connect Argyle to Vine and Vine to Ivar, and that's required as part of the 

development regulations, and I'll go over that in a bit. 

So, one of the development regulations is that you must have a minimum 

separation of 80 feet between towers and that's just to not have an overwhelming mass on 

site. Another one is to have a minimum 20-foot step-back above 150 feet, and that's 

shown ... well, the two that are numbered are 20-foot step-backs and they are closest to 

the Pantages Theater, and that's just to create some distance between an historic resource. 

The number 3 bubble is ... there's a maximum of 40% of the street wall that can actually 

be a tower when it's fronting Vine Street, so only 40% of that frontage fronting Vine 

Street can be occupied by a tower. 
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And there's a minimum 10-foot step-back above 150 feet for both sites, and that's 

just to continue the street wall that exists along this district because there was an historic 

height maximum of 150 feet in the past, so the historic structures are no taller than 150 

feet, and Capitol Records is actually 150 feet if you exclude the tri-line. 

And there's also a set-back from Capitol Records to ensure that the tower is not 

directly adjacent to Capitol Records, and that's in addition to the triangulated open space 

that's required. 

This is just an example of what the development regulations would produce. This 

is a 585-foot tower. You have 80 feet separating the two towers. You have your 12% 

open space with a triangular open space that preserves the view of Capitol Records. You 

have a maximum floor plate of] 3,325 square feet and that maximum floor plate can be 

used for both towers, meaning that if you create two towers, you cannot use more than 

13,325 square feet. If you use one tower, you use that square footage for one tower; the 

open space has a 40-degree angle line that's maintained. 

On this slide is just to show the relationship between what the project would look 

like if it was fully developed, maximizing the square footage approximately to the 

Capitol Records building and, as you can see, there's a podium within the project that 

measures 120 feet. The Knickerbocker Hotel is 130 feet. Capitol Records is 150 feet. 

And we actually conditioned the project so that the podium can be no taller than 120 feet. 

They had proposed 150 feet but we felt that] 20 feet was more appropriate as in this 

diagram that was provided to us. 

This is the development regulations at the lowest height. At 220 feet, you don't 

need to abide by the 80-foot separation between towers. You can have one tower along 
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the site. The step-backs are the same except for that standard, and the open space is 

2 minimized in this height scenario. 

3 This is an axon diagram showing you what the 220-foot scenario would look like. 

4 As you can see, you have one building at 220 feet. It would be broken up by the site plan 

5 itself. And we also have very stringent design guidelines that would ensure that it would 

6 be varied and not a monotonous building and it would read, potentially, as two buildings. 

7 It's also important to note that on the west site, they would have two towers and they 

8 would be required to do so at this height scenario of 220 feet. 

9 And now we're going to go over the open space that's required. On the east site 

10 where Capitol Records is at, you're always going to have that triangulated open space to 

11 preserve views, so they cannot build upon that open space that you see in the triangle. 

12 And on the west site, you have a IS-foot step-back along Vine Street, and that's partly to 

13 respect the neighboring Hollywood Playhouse. You also have a 10-foot step-back along 

14 Yucca Street, and that's to differentiate between the historic three ... the three-story 

15 building on Yucca. 

16 Here's an example of how the open space changes when you have greater height. 

17 As you can see, it increased. 

18 This is an example of a publicly accessible passageway. Where the H's are, are 

19 the rooftops of the towers, and the rest is a passageway that would extend from Vine 

20 Street to Argyle and Ivar. These are required in any development scenario with a 

21 minimum width of 20 feet. The development regulations allow for obstructions such as 

22 open air cafes, bike racks, and other pedestrian amenities. And there's also a crosswalk 

23 existing between the two sites, so the passageways further connect both sites together. 

24 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440a]] 
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Date: [04-05-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

4 Male SDeaker:_Sergio Ibarra 

5 Male Speaker: Alfred Fraijo 

6 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

7 Male Speaker: Philip Aarons 

8 Male Speaker: Gary Handel 

9 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voice] 

10 [ph]: Phonetic 

11 

12 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440b]] 

13 Sergio Ibarra: It increased. This is an example of a publicly accessible 

14 passageway. Where the H's are, are the rooftops of the towers, and the rest is a 

15 passageway that would extend from Vine Street to Argyle and Ivar. These are required in 

16 any development scenario with a minimum width of 20 feet. The development 

17 regulations allow for obstructions such as open air cafes, bike racks, and other pedestrian 

18 amenities. There's a also a crosswalk existing between the two sites so the passageways 

19 further connect both sites together as well as creating a pedestrian amenity and 

20 potentially programming for visitors. And so, yeah, that's required, and it changes in 

21 terms of the greater height you have in the tower, the more required open air publicly 

22 accessible passageway is required as well. It ranges from 20 to 50% so it could also be 

23 enclosed. 

24 So now I'm going to go over the land use equivalency. As Lucy described earlier, 

25 the maximum trips were analyzed and that is, when you add the AM peak hour and the 

26 PM peak hour trips, you have a maximum of 1,498 trips. That's 574 plus 924. And the 

27 way the land use equivalency program works is, you can exchange land uses that are 

28 permitted as long as you don't exceed the maximum trip cap that was analyzed in the 
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EIR. In this case, it was 1,498, and that was based on the maximum commercial scenario 

because that generated the most trips. 

Another consideration is that you can't exceed a certain degree of land use 

designation for residential or commercial because the impacts for the maximum 

residential and maximum commercial scenario was analyzed in the EIR so that there is a 

maximum in terms of how much commercial or residential they can also develop as part 

of the land use equivalency program. 

The way you come up with trips is through this conversion factor. So if you're 

doing residential units, you would multiply the .685 trips per dwelling unit and your other 

uses and make sure that you don't go over the 1,498 so at no point will you go over the 

trips that were analyzed in the EIR. 

And now I'll bring this back to Lucy Ibarra to conclude this presentation. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: I am Lucy Ibarra with the Planning Department. To finalize the 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

presentation before you, I am going to speak to the bicycle access and parking. The 

project abuts a portion of Yucca that was designated and defined as the first bicycle 

friendly street. It's less than a mile and it connects Vine Street to as far west as ... what 

does it connect? It's here. And it just goes past Cherokee, Las Palmas, and I think ... I 

think it's Highland. The bicycle ordinance is included in the development regulations so 

this case was filed prior to the effective date of the bicycle ordinance, but the applicant 

has included those regulations in the development regulations. With that said, they have 

also gone on to include 200 square feet of bicycle repair for long-term parking, and that 

will be included in the development regulations as well. 

So before you, I will be recommending that you recommend that the city council 

certify the EIR that was prepared for the project along with the related environmental 
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findings and the overriding considerations based on the goals that we've identified in the 

Hollywood Community Plan, and that is to encourage development of un de rut iIi zed 

properties in Hollywood, with the exception of the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Building. The project is predominantly surface parking now. The project itself will 

provide 1,635 direct jobs in the development that proposes residential units which 

promotes the jobs/housing balance that's identified in the Hollywood Community Plan, 

as well as the regional center commercial land use designation. The project is a transit

oriented development that locates, again, jobs and housing near transit, and it promotes 

the economic investment in the Hollywood area. 

Our recommendation to you on the CPC Case 2008-3440 ... we recommend that 

you approve the vesting zone change from C4 to C2; the height district change from 2D 

to remove the D limitation to allow an FAR of 6: 1; a vesting conditional use to permit a 

hotel use within 500 feet of an R zone; and to approve the conditional uses allowing the 

floor area averaging of a unified development; the sale and dispensing a full line of 

alcoholic beverages; and to permit live entertainment and dancing on the site, along with 

the variances permitting outdoor areas above the ground floor associated with the 

restaurants; reduced parking for the sports club and fitness facility; and to allow for a 

reduced shared onsite parking with a transportation alternative. 

With respect to the appeal, we recommend that you deny the appeals to uphold 

advisory agency's determination that the project is consistent with the C2 and C4 zones, 

the Hollywood Community Plan update, and is consistent still with the Hollywood 

Redevelopment Plan and the previous Hollywood Community Plan, and it is developed 

under the maximum permitted density for the zone and the regional center commercial 

land use designation. 
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In conclusion, we recommend approval of the project as presented before you, 

along with the regulations and the land use equivalency. The project is an appropriate 

infield [ph] development of any urban center of properties that are vastly underused and 

neglected. It compliments Hollywood, the Walk of Fame, and other character 

development with respect to uses. It's consistent with the community plan update and, 

again, it locates jobs near transit and it locates housing near transit, and it promotes 

landscaping, publicly accessible plazas, and walkable development consistent with our 

planning principles. 

With that, I'll take any questions that you may have with respect to our 

presentation. 

11 Moderator: Commissioners, Commissioner Freer, if there are any clarifying questions 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Fraijo: 

for Lucy-I'm sure Lucy is going to be available so we can continue to ask questions as 

we go forward. 

So why don't we turn now to the applicants. We have a number of folks who 

signed up as speakers relative to the applicant, Alfred Fraijo? 

Fraijo. 

17 Moderator: Thank you. Gerald Newman, Phil Aarons, and Gary Handel. So, is 20 

18 minutes enough time for you? 

19 Male Speaker: Yes. We will squeeze ourselves into those 20 minutes. 

20 Newman: We actually may need a few more to go through the specific community 

21 benefits and some condition issues. 

22 Moderator: We can't hear you. Can you speak into the mike, please, and announce 

23 yourself, please? 
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Newman: Jerry Newman, with the applicant. We may need additional time to go 

through the specific community benefits and to address specific appeal points. We could 

either do the latter in rebuttal, or we can do it as part of our presentation. 

4 Moderator: Okay. I think I prefer that you do it as a part of your presentation, so is 25 

5 minutes enough? And we're going to be giving equal time then to the ... 

6 Newman: We would expect any time that we have is equal time. 

Okay. So let's go then for 25 minutes. 7 Moderator: 

8 Aarons: Thank you very much. Commissioners, my name is Philip Aarons. I'm a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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22 

23 

24 

founding partner of Millennium Partners, the developers of the Millennium Hollywood 

Project before you for consideration. And I want to thank you sincerely for the 

opportunity to address you this morning and to answer any questions you may have. 

Seven years ago when Millennium and its partner, Argent Ventures, were presented with 

the option to acquire the Capitol Records building and the 4.5 acres of surface parking 

lots next to and across Vine Street, we saw an opportunity to create a development that 

would both preserve and celebrate one of the great icons of mid-20th century architecture 

and bring needed investment and pedestrian life to one of the world's most famous 

intersections, Hollywood and Vine. 

The challenge was how to design a transit-oriented development with a major 

focus on preservation, good jobs, walkability, and bike friendliness. And this became our 

central concern of the team we assembled, many of whom you will hear from today. 

Working in alignment with the principles established by the planning commission and the 

department staff and in dialogue with community stakeholders, we worked to formulate a 

plan and a set of entitlements that allowed a market responsive mix of uses while 

protecting open space connections, historic structures, views, excellent urban design. We 
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think the appropriate balance and significant community benefits is what you have before 

you today. 

Millennium Partners has worked for nearly 25 years building successful 

architecturally distinguished developments in urban neighborhoods across the country 

ranging from Boston to San Francisco to the upper west side of Manhattan, to 

Georgetown and Washington itself. With each development, we work with local 

government and our neighbors to formulate a design and a mix of uses that responds to 

the unique characteristic of each city and each site. And in each case, we stay with our 

projects. We stay with the projects we start. Millennium retains to this day a significant 

financial interest in every urban mixed-use project we have developed since 1991. 

In becoming part of the Hollywood community, we took our time and listened to 

a variety of stakeholders to tell us what they felt was important to develop on this site. 

We've had hundreds of meetings with community members since 2006, and over and 

over we have heard certain principles expressed that define the way this site should be 

developed, overlaid with that with the planning department's very own principles, 

including, and most importantly, to do real planning. 

We learned a lot from the planning department, and we want to take the 

opportunity to thank them for their leadership in shaping this project on essential issues 

as to how to combine buildings and open space into an urban form that makes them part 

of an integrated cityscape. 

We wanted to start with the principle of promoting a walkable city. Hollywood 

has a strong pedestrian history, and the Walk of Fame continues to attract millions of 

visitors on foot. We set about to further that walkability by leveraging Hollywood's 

unique history of public courtyards, marrying them with the city's desire to establish 
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active alleyways in order to create a series of attractive, safe, welcoming public open 

spaces for Hollywood residents and workers, which create linkages to other destinations 

in the area, both those that are popular today, and that those will be in the future

hopefully, the little country church garden, the East Cahuenga alley, and, of course, the 

future Hollywood Central Park. 

We've worked to ensure excellent design standards included as part of the 

requested entitlements for our project to design standards and guidelines. These 

guarantee that there will be high quality architecture on this project, and they will be 

explained in greater detail. They've been explained beautifully by Lucy and Sergio. 

They'll be explained by our architect. They are critical to our thinking. 

We wanted to promote density around transit. Millennium Hollywood is located less 

than 500 feet from the Hollywood and Vine Red Line Station. And at a fundamental 

level, our project is about getting people out of their cars and onto the Metro, onto their 

feet, and on their bikes. Accommodating growth by placing residential units and office 

space in such close proximity to mass transit not only assures better usage for the mass 

transit, it establishes the clear path for transit success across the city, a series of 

investments that Los Angeles has made with great enthusiasm and something that is to be 

applauded. 

We made a commitment as well because we expect people to use the transit that's 

available to a transportation demand management plan that you'll also hear more about. 

We are focused on bringing jobs to where housing exists. This is a key 

commitment of ours to provide a mix of uses of housing with good jobs-hotel, sports 

club, office, neighborhood serving retail and the continued use, very importantly, of the 

Capital Records building as a music industry center so that we can help improve the job/ 
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housing balance in the community. And we have signed agreements with the Building 

Trades Union and here with members of both unions who are with us today. 

And in addition, this site represents an opportunity to bring a major entertainment 

or tech company to Hollywood who recognizes what Hollywood will in the future mean 

to tech development. 

We are also committed to homes for a variety of incomes. We will provide a 

variety of different units of different sizes, which means they will be available at different 

price points and appeal to a mix of people. In addition, we are totally committed to 

providing affordable housing in the community, a long-term personal interest of mine, 

which is why we have signed an agreement with LAHD to provide a $4.8 million dollar 

payment to the city's housing department for the development of over 100 new units in 

two projects being built by the Hollywood Community Housing Corporation, both near 

transit centers. 

Green buildings: green buildings are not just a trend; it's increasingly becoming a 

way of life that's expected by people moving into new neighborhoods. That's why we 

are committed to building a Millennium Hollywood to lead certified standards. 

We also have a commitment to arresting visual blight. There are no signs, no 

super graphics, no blade walls being sought as part of this project, even though, as I'm 

sure all of you know, that's a huge economic detriment to the developer. We did not feel 

that this was appropriate for Hollywood, and there are plenty of signs there already. 

Open space is a key element of our program. There are a number of existing pedestrian 

open spaces in Hollywood that we have drawn for on our plans. Perhaps the biggest 

inspiration, and you'll see this in the architectural presentation, was the historic 

courtyards at Mann's Chinese Theater, Crossroads of the World, and the Egyptian 
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Theatre. That's why we hired James Corner Field Operations, the landscape architects 

for the justly acclaimed High Line Park in New York to be our landscape architects. 

They are designing our public open space. The plan that they came up with-a series of 

thematically linked gardens and open spaces that look out and invite the community into 

the Millennium Hollywood Project covers nearly one-third of the land site that we're 

building on and these will be a unique set of safe, vibrant, pedestrian welcoming spaces. 

There's one more guiding principle for Millennium Hollywood. It's just as 

fundamental as the ones I've already mentioned, if not more so, and that is preservation. 

Millennium Hollywood is first and foremost a preservation project. And by preservation, 

I mean the preservation of the Capitol Records building, its continued use as a music 

industry building, the protection of the historic views of Capital Records from the 

intersection of Hollywood and Vine and from the 101 Freeway to the south; and the 

creation and long-term preservation of new opportunities to view neighboring historic 

buildings, the Avalon, as was mentioned earlier, and hopefully at some point the restored 

gardens at the Little Country Church. 

As Lou Naidorf, the architect of the Capitol Records building, said in a recent 

interview, the Capitol Records building, after 60 years, deserves better than to be 

surrounded by vacant parking lots. And Hollywood deserves a strong, significant project 

at the eastern end of the historic portion of Hollywood Boulevard. It is possible, as we 

have designed it, for elegant urbanism to establish a new Hollywood downtown based on 

its historic downtown at the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. Our Millennium 

Hollywood Project takes the beauty, the excitement, the glamour of Hollywood, of the 

past and creates a specific environment for Hollywood in the future. 
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It is the perfect and appropriate balance between a wide variety of competing 

interests and concerns and impacts you will hear. And to describe how we came to the 

conclusion from an architectural perspective, I'd like to introduce our architect, Gary 

Handel. 

5 Handel: Members of the commission, my name is Gary Handel, founding principal of 

6 

7 

8 
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Handel Architects. I'd also like to begin by thanking your staff. Their dedication, 

intelligence, and professionalism during the years that we've been working with them 

have been extraordinary, and their impassioned advocacy for the public realm has made 

this a better project. 

Sergio and Lucy basically went through some of the ideas behind the design 

guidelines, but their basic purpose is to ensure quality and consistency of design through 

the full implementation of the project while allowing the developer certain flexibility to 

adapt the project to market conditions. 

It's broken up into design standards and guidelines, and together they encompass 

several hundred individual regulations, restrictions and recommendations, which, taken 

together, form a comprehensive and binding development framework for the site. 

Within the 12 chapters of the guidelines and standards are a number of key 

objectives. Amongst those are to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings 

and to protect other historic resources; to preserve the views of Capitol; to create active 

landscape civic plazas; to create new mid-block pedestrian connections; to create vibrant 

urban spaces for residents and visitors; to create a true mixed use development which can 

revitalize this area; to eliminate the visual blight of surface parking; to establish linkages 

to public transportation routes in the area; to establish standards to ensure architectural 

excellence; to provide designs that address, respect, and compliment the existing context; 
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to create architecture that minimizes negative environmental impacts; to create buildings 

that emphasize the vertical architecture; and to develop a visual gateway to Hollywood 

from the freeway. 

The programmatic richness of this I think is important to understand. While there 

is certain flexibility in the exact composition of the elements on the site, the idea is to do 

a development that includes residential, hotel, office space, restaurants and retail, sports 

clubs, structured parking, and publicly accessible open spaces. These kinds of 

developments are what we know from our previous experience can revitalize the urban 

core of cities. 

Sergio talked about the height standards, basically establishing that, so we'll 

move through that. And then basically within the guidelines and standards are also things 

that basically regulate the street walls that shape and inform the pedestrian realm. 

This chart, I think is ... that Sergio also went through ... is very important because it 

establishes the binding regulations between height, open space, and lot coverage, which 

really are the key aspects of this for you to understand to look at this project. 

These, together, show the various alternatives of the 220, the 400, and the 585-

foot height, with the increasing amounts of open space and the move towards lower 

blockier buildings and elegant ones. It's a little bit hard to understand this from just 

looking at these acts on a metric, so we created a series of pedestrian views from key 

vantage points to illustrate that. 

So this is standing at Hollywood and Vine looking towards the Capitol Records 

project without the project. And then at the 220-foot height mark, basically in order to 

fully ... to build out the project, all the masses are pushed down and occupy substantially 

most of the site minus what the required open space is. By allowing greater height on the 
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site, we can move the buildings back from Vine Street and basically increase the 

visibility of Capitol, and at the tall sites, we can essentially free it up. We've put, in the 

440-foot high scheme, most of the open space in the service of freeing up this view. But 

I think the effects are even more significant in the next series of views. 

So here we are across Argyle Street with our back to the Little Country Street. .. 

Church ... looking west towards the Capitol Records building. This is an historic view 

without the proj ect. 

At the 220-foot mark. .. again, the full build-up of that site is apparent, and so 

basically we have the required passage that can connect all of the sites, but the views 

towards Capitol are impacted. On the right, that's not our project. That's the Second 

Street Ventures project as designed and approved, inputted into the rendering. 

At 400 feet, we can begin to move space off of that corridor and move space into 

the tower, but there's still the requirement at that height to build a significant structure on 

Argyle. 

And then at the 585-foot mark, most of the bulk can be moved into the tower, 

which gives us enormous flexibility in shaping the public realm and freeing up the views 

to Capitol Records. 

And so with the guidelines and standards as a binding foundation and framework, 

we created our current design proposal. 

It builds on what we just showed you in terms of using the podiums and scaling 

them appropriately to match into the existing context. 

We've lowered elements that would front onto Argyle and the west side of Vine 

Street to match the existing context and higher elements on the east side of Vine and on 

Ivar. 
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This shows the beginnings of the creation of that public space linkage through the 

site. The requirement would be all of that frontage would be lined by retail to activate 

that use. 

And then we also have the idea, on a planning basis, that those spaces could be 

extended to the vacant parking lots to the west along the Little Country Church and along 

Carlos Avenue to the new Hollywood Central Park. So it could be part of what we think 

could be a magnificent series of public open spaces. These open spaces are integral to 

the architecture and design of the project. So the goal is really to create a pedestrian

friendly environment for the core of Hollywood to provide significant open space both in 

quantity and quality, and to provide new ways to see Capitol Records, and it's been 

designed as a series of individual spaces that link together. 

These spaces are of significant size, and so in this diagram we've overlaid known 

Hollywood iconic spaces onto the open space within our plan. So working our way from 

Argyle on the left, you can see Grauman's Chinese overlaid into our space. And then 

fronting onto Vine on the left side of the east parcel, you can see Grauman's Egyptian put 

into the plan. And then across Vine Street, you can see the overlay of Crossroads of the 

World laid into our site just to get a sense of scale. These spaces will link together to 

create that seamless pedestrian network that will take you from Argyle to Vine to Ivar. 

And then working our way from east to west, you can see the lounge, which is 

seen as a more active, social space. 

And you can see the views of that space there with its fire pit lounge and juice 

bar. 

Working our way to the west is the garden, which is a more contemplative, 

quieter space. 
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And a view of the garden. And then fronting onto Vine Street is the stage. You 

could see how the Jazz Singer mural has been turned into a proscenium for performance; 

step seating to allow for those performances to happen, and Zack Spikes anchoring the 

southern end of that plaza. 

And a view looking at the stage from above. 

Across Vine is the plaza, which goes from the Walk of Fame to a cafe at its back, 

and it has a series of interesting features to it. It will have a cinema projection screen. It 

will have interactive LED paving so that you can basically program the plaza. You play 

it like Tom Hanks in "Big." You can find out if your musical choices are in sync with 

other members of the plaza. This is a view of the plaza looking back towards the cafe 

with a movie in progress. 

And here, you would see the plaza on a typical day, so the idea is that this is a 

very flexible and programmable space. And so, on some days, it would be used typically; 

on some days, you could bring a number of food trucks to the site; other days it could 

host a farmer's market; and it could also be a venue for performances that were more 

appropriate to this than from the stage across the street. 

You know, the architecture, the urban design and planning are seen as ... of a 

pIece. So the idea is really to combine for the podium elements the vocabulary of typical 

urban building blocks for the podium, and then to combine that with the indoor and 

outdoor living ideas that are embodied in the case study houses to move away from a 

slick monolithic tower to a tower that's more made up of an aggregation of elements. 

In that, we were inspired by this amazingly poetic image of Pierre Koenig's Case 

Study House #22 with its living room seemingly suspended over the city. 
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And we took that as an idea to basically build the tower out of these building 

blocks that would have the features of those case study houses provide a number of them. 

Aggregate them and combine them in different ways. 

In order to create an aggregate form, which is made up of smaller elements, 

combining to make a cohesive whole to introduce elements of layering, screening, and 

texture in order to create a tower that moves away from the all-glass building to 

something that's a little bit softer and more permeable. 

And to use those tower elements to frame the Capitol Records building to activate 

the pedestrian passages. So basically, here we are looking across Vine towards Capitol 

Plaza and the cafe. 

And then in the stage area, looking at the Jazz Singer mural proscenium and 

towards the western site to allow for public access to certain components of the project; 

so in this case, the observatory lounge, which is on the top floor of the hotel building 

which will be located on the west site, and a view by day and by night. And then a view 

looking towards the south showing the framing of Capitol Records by the new towers, 

and a view at night, which we think captures the spirit and romance ... 

... of what Hollywood was, is, and can be. Thank you. 

18 Newman: Ms. Freer, members of the commission, my name is Jerry Newman, and I'm here 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

representing Millennium Partners with regard to the item before you. As Mr. Handel 

indicated, the Millennium Hollywood Project brings together a number of incredible 

elements to create an extraordinary project that addresses impacts, responds to market 

conditions, provides mitigations that account for changing economic and development 

conditions, establishes a foundation for economic growth, provides exceptional 

community benefits, and solidifies the establishment of what has historically been 
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downtown Hollywood as the walkable, transit, and bike-friendly area it has long aspired 

to be. 

We've accomplished this through many ways, mostly working with your staff and 

their steadfast adherence to your Do Real Planning principles and their indelible planning 

leadership. In this project, we have broken new ground in the creation and establishment 

of the most comprehensive design guidelines any single project has ever undertaken. 

We've established both a comprehensive set of community benefits and a means of 

providing them that go well beyond any previously approved project in the area. 

Finally, we have imagined the needs and desires of those looking to Hollywood as 

a place where they could live, work, and connect to the rest of the city in a true urban 

fashion without the need of their own cars. 

In short, working with your staff, we have delivered on your mandate to create in

field projects that not only respond to today, but actively work to change and 

accommodate the social attitudes of tomorrow. 

You've already seen a presentation of the design guidelines, so I'm going to skip 

a little bit of that part of the presentation and want to talk to you about our Community 

Benefits program. Our Community Benefits program is comprehensive and provides 

extensive community benefits throughout Hollywood, and especially within our area. 

A number of these items may not have direct nexus, and for those items we have 

now entered into third-party agreements which represent our commitment towards them. 

So while the city may feel that there isn't a nexus that you can impose upon us, and 

therefore you want to know that we are committed to doing them, we have entered into 

the agreements that will be enforced by others so that you know that that commitment is 

real. 
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For instance, we have entered into a project labor agreement, as well as a 

continuing agreement with HERE regarding the employment of individuals within the 

hotel that are members of the labor union. In that, we have also included substantial local 

hiring requirements and job training programs for local residents. These are extensive in 

their nature and provide very specific means by which local hiring is done and can be 

tooled down to try to target groups that are most in need. 

We have committed to a community, organizing meeting space. This is a 

commitment that we think is important because we want to engage our community in a 

very real way, and we think the project as a place for our community provides a nexus to 

doing that. And we would ask that you would condition a community space of. .. 

11 Moderator: How much more time are you going to request? 

12 Newman: We have a number of community benefits we want to run through, and then we 

13 

14 

have a PO, so I don't know how you want me to handle this. I can do that. I can do the 

responses. 

15 Moderator: I wanted you to handle it within the allotted time. So, okay, here's what I'm 

16 going to do. We'll do 30-30. 

17 Newman: I'm going to rush. 

18 Moderator: Exactly. So you have five more minutes, and then I really will cut you off. 

19 Thank you. 

20 Newman: We would ask you to condition a community meeting space of not less than ]200 

21 

22 

23 

24 

feet within the project subject to pulling of our building permits we need to conclude 

those plans. We have offered a circulation shuttle that goes on demand to people within 

the hillside to bring them down to our parking areas and to provide shuttle services 

throughout Hollywood as a private means. We believe that is an important part of our 
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traffic demand management plan, and therefore would ask that you impose that as a 

2 condition because we think our project needs a traffic demand management plan that 

3 should be conditioned to the project and, as such, we are offering to spend a maximum of 

4 $250,000 per year on those shuttle plans. 

5 We have bike amenities. We would request, because we want this to be bike 

6 friendly ... and as you saw from the staff report, we are on the bike lines. We would want 

7 the bike amenities for a minimum of 15 years to be included in our project conditions; 

8 that we provide key office or tenant space for at least 200 square feet for bike repair 

9 services, as well as bike parking facilities and bike repair paths. 

10 We think the linkages to transit is very, very important. 

11 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440b]] 

12 
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Date: [04-06-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

4 Male Speaker: Daniel Wright 

5 Male Speaker: Victor de la Cruz 

6 Male Speaker: George Abrahams 

7 Male Speaker: Alex Chavez 

8 Male Speaker: James Williams 

9 Male Speaker: Greg Johnson 

10 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voices] 

11 Female Speaker: Annie Geoghan 

12 Female Speaker: Sarajane Schwartz 

13 Female Speaker: Fran Reichenbach 

14 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 
17 

18 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440c]] 

19 Newman: We think the linkages to transit is very, very important. We would like you to 

20 require us, and we would accept as a condition of approval, because we think there's an 

21 appropriate nexus that we install directional signage showing pedestrian routes to all 

22 public transportation access points within a four block area of the project. Also, that we 

23 would provide $10,000 to the Department of Transportation for the installation of 

24 directional signs showing where the DASH is at the nearest points of the project, and also 

25 an additional $25,000 for Metro directional signage for pedestrian routes between public 

26 transportation, access points, and our project. 

27 We would like to incorporate parking tracking services. We think parking and 

28 our project has been an issue raised by the community, and as such, we think it is 

29 important that we contribute $50,000 to the Department of Transportation's Express Park 

30 program for new parking meter technology as well as vehicular sensors and real-time 

31 parking information for people within their apps. 
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We also believe that the Vine Street Metro connection is very important. We will 

engage with urban planning and an architectural firm. We would like to engage an urban 

planning and architectural firm to provide a study on the portal north of Hollywood 

Boulevard as well as at the Vine Street station and the viability of that as a means of 

access to the Metro station. We think that that study should be done and we're happy to 

provide that study, and that should also be a subject to that study being done ... would be 

a requirement of our pulling a building permit. 

We have suggested Metro passes. We shall provide Metro passes for the sale 

of. .. within the project ... and maintain a coordinated place for Metro pass purchases. 

And we will request and have availability for our Metro passes for employees and 

occupants and residents of the area, and will provide at least 100 Metro passes on an 

ongoing basis. 

We think that having commuter parking is very important. As such, we think that 

we would want our parking to be utilized by people who want to access, and we have 

plenty of public parking which can do that; that will access the park-and-ride areas in the 

Metro. So, we will provide monthly fees not to exceed $50.00 in the first year, and then 

increase by 3% thereafter for people who wish to provide ... for at least 10 spaces for 

people who want to utilize park-and-ride on a monthly basis. 

We will provide discounted parking of 10% for people who utilize Metro passes. 

So if you want to park and ride, we will offer a 10% discount if you show us your Metro 

pass; as well as within the zip code around our site, both within the hill area as well as 

directly around the site, which we have provided staff with the zip codes. We would 

provide 10% discounted parking for residents within those areas. 
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We think having residents utilize our services and utilize our project is vital as a 

member of the community, and we think that that is an important nexus that we share 

with the community. 

We have shared vehicular parking. We will maintain 10 parking spaces for non

residential parking ... within the non-residential parking areas for shared vehicle services 

such as Zipcars. And we will have Zipcars provided there and will provide a promotion 

for those Zipcars. We think for our residents, where we are trying to have people move 

out of their cars, having a shared parking and a shared car utilization is vital for reducing 

traffic and other impacts of our project. 

We will look to study ... we have been asked by the neighborhood council, and we 

think it's an important of the aesthetics and visual area that we provide a study of 

medians on Vine, people within the area, and how our project intersects on Vine. We 

think it's important that that aesthetic be addressed. 

14 Moderator: Thank you, Mr. Newman. I appreciate that. 

15 Newman: We'll have more later. 

16 Moderator: Okay, I'd now like to move to the appellants and their representatives. There are 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

six appellants, and I have five speaker cards here indicating that they are associated with 

the appellants and so I'll call them. And if there is a sixth that should be recognized, 

please let me know. Daniel Wright from the Silverstein Law Firm and Geoghan from 

Whitley Heights I believe it is; George Abrahams, the Argyle Civic Association; Fran 

Reichenbach from the Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; and Sarajane 

Schwartz from the Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

So as I mentioned in the introduction, we now will have 30 minutes total for the 

appellants, and so I am hoping that you will be respectful of the fact that there are folks 
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behind you. You might want to tap them on the shoulder if they are going over because 

we will stay judicious with the 30 minutes. So I presume that you all have spoken and 

are able to divide yourselves in a way that everybody is going to think is fair. So please 

announce your name for the record and begin. The clock is starting with 30 minutes. 

Yes? 

6 Male Speaker: [U/A]. 

7 Moderator: Excuse me? 

8 Male Speaker: [U/A]. 

9 Moderator: If you can come up and queue, that would probably be helpful, or at least 

10 

11 

12 

sit close to the front so that you are able to come as soon as the speaker finishes. It's 

approximately five minutes per person, although we didn't have a sixth person. 

Somebody else is doing it, so it's probably a little more than that. 

13 Wright: Good morning, madam president and commissioners. I am Daniel Wright 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

of the Silverstein Law Firm. We represent Mr. and Mrs. Geoghan of Whitley Terrace, 

who are the appellant representatives on behalf the following community organizations 

listed in our appeal letter: Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywood Dell, 

Hollywoodland, Argyle Civic, La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Association. I'd like to 

reserve one minute of appellant's time for rebuttal as we have the burden of proof on our 

appeal on the tentative tract map. 

Let the record reflect that I have today submitted our further objection letter to the 

project, the development agreement, and all associated entitlements as proposed to you 

for the related planning entitlements and as approved by the advisory agency's 

determination letter, also under appeal by my clients to you. First, my clients would 

object to your proceeding to consider the CPC entitlements without the development 
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agreement. The entire project is based upon the development agreement and its 

development regulations and the land use equivalency programs. Being inextricably 

related, if you approve the entitlements today without the development agreement, you're 

approving this project without, for instance, any height limit or design. 

Most of the presentation you heard today was on the development agreement, and 

yet you're not considering the development agreement. These things being inextricably 

linked, you must consider them together. 

And in a related note, I'd like to talk about the ] 090 problem . My understanding 

of 1090, a government code, is that when it disqualifies a member of a commission who 

has a financial interest in a project, the disqualification applies to the entire project. Mr. 

Rochen [ph], to my knowledge, is not merely a party to the development agreement. He 

has his own contract with Millennium, and thus this qualifying interest applies to his 

participation in all of the entitlements and therefore it disqualifies this commission. So 

what we ought to be doing is, you should be terminating this hearing immediately. 

Also, I'd like to raise the issue that it was brought to our attention that the 

commission members did not receive the exhibits to any of the appeals that were filed in 

your package, and that means that you have not had in tront of you the evidence that 

supports our appeals. We object to that on the grounds of due process of law. 

19 Male Speaker: Excuse me, Mr. Wright. This won't count against you, but we do have the 

20 exhibits just for the record. 

21 Wright: You've received them today but I'd also like to point that ... 

22 Male Speaker: Mr. Wright, excuse me, sir. We have them there in the record so you can 

23 proceed on another point. 
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Wright: Yes, but you did not receive them in the mail for your consideration, and 

2 I'd also like to point out ... 

3 Male Speaker: We also, sir, did not receive your letter in the mail and various other 

4 documents that were submitted at the last minute. 

5 Wright: Well, I submitted a two-page letter in compliance with your rules. That's what 

6 you received ... 

7 Moderator: Please proceed. 

8 Wright: I hope that that doesn't come out of my time, madam president. Also, I'd like to 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

point out that the exhibits attached to the letter filed on behalf of the music school was 

not mailed to the members of the commission. And since we are relying on that letter as 

well, and are adopting all of its arguments ... again, that's a violation of due process. 

Now to the merits. To quote the words of former planning commission member, 

Jane Usher, in response to a previous ill-conceived Hollywood project, this is a project 

where the developer comes before the commission asking for the sun, the moon, the stars, 

and there's not even a hint or whisper of it being an appropriate request. In this case, 

Millennium comes before you asking for the sun, the moon, the stars, the Milky Way, the 

universe, and apparently dark matter, a mysterious component that mayor may not exist 

in our universe. And dark matter is precisely a good name for what passes for the project 

description in Millennium's EIR. I hope you had a chance to at least read that. 

As far as I can tell, the city planning director proposes to grant a black box design 

envelope surrounding the city's iconic Capitol Records building. It's a project that 

cannot be seen now prior to discretionary decision making, and will only be revealed to 

the public after construction begins sometime within the 22-year life of the development 

agreement, so don't hold your breath on those jobs. 
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What will a project be? Will it be 200 hotel rooms or zero rooms? Will it be 492 

condos? Will it be 492 apartments? None of those, but maybe mostly commercial, or 

not? Will there be a health club; of what size, or not? Hey, how about a giant 

observation deck on top of the two 585-foot tall towers that has a bar or maybe a 

restaurant, or not? Or maybe the towers will be low massive affairs, only 220 feet tall, 

which will be surrounding the Capitol buildings, which itself is only 150 feet tall. Will 

the above boxy above-ground parking podium be three stories, seven, or fifteen? It 

depends on where you look in the documents. 

There is no defined project here, and that is required by CEQA. The whole idea 

of a project description is to describe a proposed project, identify the anticipated impacts, 

and impose feasible mitigation measures. That is not happening here. The project 

description is amorphous and slippery, purposely written to allow infinite combinations 

of these possible land uses within a black box design envelope granted by the city. And it 

would make every developer in town say, hey, I want one of those black box design 

envelopes, too, for 22 years. 

So think about the precedent that this concept would create for you. Would it be, 

let's do real planning? Or would it be, let's hand over our land use authority without 

knowing what the project will be? We contend it's the second one. Because there's no 

finite project description which CEQA mandates, and this is a fatal flaw that cascades all 

the way through the entire EIR, depriving you as a decision maker and the public of any 

meaningful ability to assess the impacts or identify mitigation measures, it must be 

denied by you. On this ground alone, it's legally deficient. 

In addition to our own appeal documents and exhibits, the comment letters, 

particularly by the music school and the condos at the W hotel filed by their 
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representatives, raised innumerable, fatal, additional defects, all of them coming from this 

fatal project description, and the city planning department has apparently adopted this 

without any critical review. No one from planning can stand before you with a straight 

face and tell you that they exercised independent judgment in adopting this EIR and black 

box design envelope as the city's own work. 

It's planning malfeasance to allow this project to go forward or this far in the 

planning process without requiring a defined project. Therefore, our client ... my clients 

hereby adopt and endorse all objections in evidence submitted into the record that 

demonstrates the EIR's fatally flawed in countless ways. 

Our appeal also pointed out that the advisory agency's adopted policy that 

condominiums in congested parking areas like Hollywood require 2.5 parking spaces per 

dwelling unit. Attached to our comment letter today is a copy of that policy ... pages ... 

and also the analysis of the Hollywood/Gower Project in a case that we succeeded in 

against the city recently. In that project, the EIR was set aside due to flawed parking 

analysis and a denial of a fair hearing. 

In that case, our evidence established the same planner who acted as the advisory 

agency, in this case accepted new environmental review documents and revised findings 

drafted by the developer's consultants without making any independent review of the 

new parking. We proved in court he never looked at it before the final hearing. Those 

actions were found in our favor by the court as a derailment of the CEQA process. The 

city and this commission's and this city council's approvals of the deficient EIR were set 

aside by the court. 

The Millennium project's EIR solves the advisory agency parking problem by 

making it disappear like that dark matter of the universe. The EIR fails to identify it as 
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an applicable land use policy. There's no discussion of it, and therefore it essentially 

constitutes an implicit secret relief from the advisory policy without disclosing it. 

There's also further parking reductions from the existing lower code required for 

apartments, and thus the parking analysis for this reason alone is fatally flawed. When 

this was pointed out to the advisory agency planner at the hearing, he ignored it and does 

not discuss it in the determination letter before you. This is staff misconduct. It violates 

CEQ A's mandate to disclose the facts in good faith; analyze them to identify impacts, 

and implement feasible mitigation measures. Simply ignoring mandatory legal duties is 

not good faith, and on this ground you should find that the EIR is deficient. 

Finally, the entire entitlement proposed from Millennium is based upon the 

Hollywood Community Plan adopted last year by the city. That plan currently has three 

lawsuits challenging it, including one by the Silverstein Law Firm, where we just 

exposed the pattern and practice of the city attorney's office to purposely exclude 

materials required by law to be part of the CEQA administrative record. 

After the trial court ordered the city attorney to comply with the law, suddenly our 

administrative record had 50,000 additional pages that had been excluded under this 

policy for years by this city. When those cases are heard on the Hollywood Community 

Plan, we expect them to be over. .. the Hollywood Plan to be overturned. And therefore, 

you should not proceed with consideration of such a massive project of this size until the 

Hollywood Community Plan challenges are resolved. 

With that, I will reserve one minute for rebuttal and step aside for the remaining 

appellants. Thank you for your close attention, commissioners. 

23 Moderator: Please introduce yourself 

43 

RL0032774 



EM30566 

de la Cruz: Good morning, commissioners, or good afternoon. I lost track oftime. Victor de 

2 la Cruz with Manatt, Phelps & Phillips. I'm here on behalf of AMDA College and 

3 Conservatory of the Performing Arts. I'm pleased to be here today to let you know that 

4 AMDA's concerns about the project and EIR have been resolved, and we have 

5 withdrawn our appeal and our comments on the environmental impact report. We thank 

6 Millennium and we thank the council office for working closely with us to resolve our 

7 concerns, and look forward to seeing this transformative project create a new vibrant 

8 environment, not only for AMDA, but for all of Hollywood. Thank you very much. 

9 Geoghan [Annie Geoghan]: Mr. and Mrs. Jim Geoghan on behalf of the aforementioned 

10 communities. We'd like to waive our time if possible to our legal counsel, Mr. Wright, 

11 for his rebuttal. 

12 Moderator: The appellants are within the time, so there's no waiving. Now is your bite at the 

13 apple. 

14 Geoghan: Okay. So the thing is, we have over 1000 signatures on a petition against it. We 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

have three out of four neighborhood councils have opposed it, and Hillside Federation, 

which I believe is 20 to 30 organizations, have opposed it. I'm very confused as to Mr. 

Aarons constantly saying in articles that he wants community input. I think he's gotten 

enough community input. And we would also ... for the record, I'd like to say that Mr. 

Garcetti has been contacted and he has denied this project in interviews and at debates. 

One was the night before our first hearing here, February 19th, and that's a problem. 

We are very much against the conflict of interest of the person who recused 

himself today as even being the architect on this project-and also that this is to protect 

and preserve the area. The LA Conservancy has come out on their own website. They're 

against this. Hollywood Heritage is against this. This is not framing the Capitol Records 
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building. If you stand on one corner, maybe you'll be able to see the Capitol Records 

building. 

And the welcoming thing, Mr. Aarons ... well, first of all, Mr. Aarons in an 

interview said that he wants to build bold things that are the new Hollywood landmarks. 

We have a landmark, and your buildings will be obstructing it. 

And the welcoming thing for the community-great. Ground level-beautiful. 

Give us the green; give us the bike shop in the building; give us all of that stuff. 

The jobs: fantastic. I grew up in New York City. I worked in three hotels to pay 

my way through school. There were plenty of jobs. And none of the buildings were 55 

stories in midtown Manhattan. So where does the building have to be 55 stories and 

higher to create jobs, to create community, to bring people to an area? Develop, build, 

revitalize this area; but no, we don't want the whole skyline reinvigorated as your website 

says. 

The neighborhood councils that opposed this have been beaten up on 

Millennium's website, and we're filing reports that they've misrepresented what went on 

at neighborhood council meetings many of us were at. They denied. And the fact that 

they opposed them, we kind of thought that with all the money, they didn't have to go 

after the little community neighborhood councils. 

And that's what I have to say. No elimination of the D thing. The heights are 

ridiculous. You know this is insane; we know this is insane; the whole city knows it's 

insane, but you're going to build it. 

22 Moderator: Can you state your name one more time for the record, please? 

23 Geoghan [Annie Geoghan]: This is Jim Geoghan from Whitley Heights. 

24 Moderator: Thank you. 
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Abrahams: George Abrahams, Argyle Civic Association. What's really flawed with this 

whole project is the planning concept itself. Transit-oriented development is a failed 

planning model. The reason that it does not work, has not worked, and will never work is 

because TOD's are self-limiting. Once traffic congestion becomes intolerable, people 

start leaving the area and new residents simply decide to live elsewhere in less dense 

areas. Thus, the required density to make mass transit viable is never achieved. The only 

way to get to the required density would be with the Berlin Wall to keep people from 

escaping like in the Cold War. 

They only city which does have what amounts to a Berlin Wall and the density is 

Manhattan where there is the Hudson and the East River. But Los Angeles is surrounded 

by broad expanses of open land and that's where the people will go. 

In some cities, TOD advocates, having failed to convince people to agree with 

their ideas, have reacted by trying to force people to follow them. But even these cities, 

which tried to artificially create a Berlin Wall by prohibiting construction of single family 

homes in the suburbs surrounding the central city such as Sidney and Melbourne, 

Australia, had to abandon stringent urban containment policies when housing became 

prohibitively expensive and politicians were faced to revolt at the polls. 

Sir Peter Hall, in a classic work 40 years ago, 'The Containment of Urban 

England' led an evaluation of the effects of the British Town and Country Planning Act 

of 1947 between] 966 and '71. The principal purpose of the act had been urban 

containment using the land rationing strategies oftoday's smart growth such as urban 

growth boundaries and comprehensive plans that forbade development on large slots of 

land that would otherwise be developable. 
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The finding of Hall and his colleagues were [U/A] later by a labor government 

report in the mid 2000s which showed housing affordability had suffered under this 

planning regime. England is now embarking on a program to liberalize the restrictive 

land use policies just as New Zealand did in 2011. And also in 2011, Florida appealed its 

state-wide smart growth mandate and closed the administrative bureaucracy that had 

overseen the program. 

Mass transit is another failed component ofTOD's. According to the US Census 

American Community Survey, travel to work in Los Angeles by mass transit takes 1.73 

times longer than travel by car. 

Listen to what Wendell Cox, a former three-term member of the Los Angeles 

County Transportation Commission, appointed by Mayor Bradley ... he has his own 

planning firm. He's a Senior Fellow of urban policy. In his Canadian study, "Improving 

the Competitiveness of Metropolitan Areas" ... in which he concluded that long commute 

times undermines the productivity of Canadian municipalities. 

"There is much concern about the competitiveness of the nation's metropolitan 

areas. Particular attention has been directed towards the generally longer commute times 

of Canadian workers and the diminished competitiveness that occurs as a result. While 

the prospects for improving transit commute times are discouraging, some current 

strategies could increase traffic congestion, lengthen commute times, and make 

metropolitan areas less competitive. Compact cities, also called "Smart Growth 

Policies," have been adopted across Canada in an effort to reduce automobile use and 

increase urban densities. International data indicates that higher densities are associated 

with greater traffic congestion, and data from US metropolitan areas indicate the 

commute times are longer, where employment densities are higher. The most recent data 
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indicates a strong relationship between greater transit use and greater traffic congestion. 

Further, higher traffic densities are strongly associated with higher levels of air 

pollution." 

So, when you combine a TOD policy that can never increase density beyond the 

point where you have traffic congestion with the net effects of traffic congestion that 

makes a city less competitive than other cities that are not congested, you have the 

prescription for the only possible outcome: a failed, unliveable city. 

Can you tell me how much time we have left? 

9 Moderator: An update. You have 11 minutes left for this ... you have 11 minutes left for the 

10 appellants. 

11 Abrahams: Okay, I'm going to use that ... three more minutes. 

12 Moderator: There's three others behind you. 

13 Abrahams: I'll tell you what. If they want to come up, they can speak. They'll speak, and I'll 

14 finish up. 

15 Chavez: Dear commissioners, I am Alex Chavez, President of the Hollywoodland 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Homeowners Association. Hollywoodland is a community located directly beneath the 

Hollywood sign and it's comprised of 550 homes and 1200 residents. We oppose the 

Millennium Hollywood Plan to build two giant skyscrapers in our community. We're not 

opposed to development. We're very clear about that. We like community development 

and the jobs it's creating, and its contribution to our local economy. But we are horrified 

by the looming threat of growth over development, which is what Millennium Hollywood 

means to us. 

On its face, the project sounds like it might be a good idea. Here's the glowing 

way they describe themselves in their literature. Millennium Hollywood will transform a 
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series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian friendly development that 

will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelinos to live, work, dine, and 

play, and for the rest of the world to visit. That sounds very nice, doesn't it? Well, let 

me explain why for the people of Hollywood, it's not so nice. First of all, two buildings 

over 50 stories high are an absolute insult to our community. Fifty stories; why not 75 

stories? You know, why not 100 stories? Think of all the jobs we could create. 

Here's why two 50-story buildings are grossly inappropriate. The Capitol 

Records building is 13 stories. The Double Tree [ph] Hotel is 12 stories. The Sunset 

Vine Tower outstrips the other two at 20 stories. But Millennium Hollywood aspires to 

be two or three times higher than any other buildings in our community. That is not just 

an abuse of violation for a skyline, but it violates us in countless other ways as well. 

We don't have the infrastructure to support these colossal constructions. We 

don't have the roads to support all the people that would live and work and commute to 

and from these buildings. We don't have the emergency services that would serve and 

continue to serve the rest of us in an efficient way. We don't have the parking spaces to 

accommodate the needs of these goliath structures. 

We have heard approvals from union members and the business community voice 

at previous hearings. I am a union member, and I am an entrepreneur who has a store and 

operates several businesses. But we cannot give blanket approval to these mega 

structures just because they create jobs and business. If a project is built at 15 or 20 

stories, as might be appropriate, it would still create jobs and it would be great for our 

economy. We don't need two 50-story buildings to create jobs and business. In the long 

run, they hurt our community. 
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As a union member, I will never want any other union workers to suffer job losses 

because Millennium Hollywood fails to move forward. But why are they [U/A] in an 

oversized plan? Don't they have the responsibility to present a reasonable alternative for 

this development? All these questions remain unanswered. I hope the city planning 

commissioner will consider all these important questions before moving this project onto 

the next phase. 

On behalf of the neighbors of Hollywoodland, thank you for listening. 

8 Williams: James Williams. We have 7 minutes on the clock. 

9 Johnson: Good morning, madam commissioner, commissioners. My name is Greg 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Johnson. I am a representative of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association appeal, and I'm 

a resident of the Hollywood Dell and a member of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, 

an association of more than 1500 single family homes, condominiums and apartments, 

representing in excess of 5000 residents within 500 feet of the project. 

I am also a commercial real estate broker and believe that Hollywood should be 

redeveloped reasonably and proportionately to the size of existing structures, historic 

buildings, and in concert with surrounding residential communities. 

The HDCA appealed both jointly and individually the Advisory Agency's 

determination letter because we believe the Advisory Agency failed to adequately 

consider the impacts the proposed project will have on surrounding commercial and 

residential communities. These impacts are based upon the project's proposed size, 

massing, scale, height, land use, traffic generation, reduced onsite parking allocation, and 

increased noise, light, and air pollution. 

The project's 1.1 million square feet is grossly out of scale to other Hollywood 

projects, both existing and planned, and larger than all but a handful of buildings in Los 
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Angeles. With two towers of approximately 585 feet in height, the project would contain 

two of the 15 tallest buildings in Los Angeles. The resulting density and height of the 

project would dwarf the historic 13-story Capitol Records building and all other existing 

structures in Hollywood, as well as the 57 city approved projects slated for Hollywood 

development, none of which exceed 30 stories. 

The 50-story towers will block views to and from Hollywood Hills, obscure views 

of the Hollywood sign, and appear from various locations throughout the city to be taller 

than Mount Lee, while casting significant shadows across hundreds of home and 

apartments. Increased traffic generated from the project will essentially land lock our 

neighborhood during AMlPM travel times, increasing traffic density along both Franklin 

A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard. Issues the projects propose traffic mitigation 

completely ignore, and also can aim at two of those highly impacted intersections. 

Our neighborhood is located less than 500 feet from the project. Noise and light 

generated from the outdoor venues proposed for the project will be directly transmitted 

into our yards in residences. 

Additional traffic congestion generated by the project's proposed observation 

deck, record court, and performance plaza, were not considered in the EIR or in 

calculations for onsite parking. Further, failure of the project to conform to any SEQ A 

guidelines ... excuse me, to many SEQ A guidelines, including the provisions to provide a 

stable and accurate project description, an identity of a five-mile study area for a Caltrans 

traffic study, an AQMD air quality study, as well as an addition of SEQA failure by the 

city and the project's EIR to cumulatively consider the impacts of the Millennium Project 

in relation to the 57 current Hollywood developments, all of which have been taken into 

consideration ... should have been taken into consideration by the Advisory Agency prior 
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to issuing a determination letter in favor of the project's vesting track map, variances, and 

development. 

In regards to the proposed variances, each of the eight variances do not meet the 

threshold to grant variances, specifically under the LA city charter, and under the LA 

municipal code. A variance cannot be granted to give relief from self-imposed hardships, 

and cannot be granted unless the following is true: one, a strict application of existing law 

would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships on the applicant. There are 

no existing laws. 

Practical difficulties are hardships on the applicant. The original 3: 1 FARon the 

property would allow today a 583,000 square foot mixed use project with similar mix of 

uses to be developed that would significantly reduce traffic congestion, the size, bulk, and 

height of the project. 

Item #2 under these variances: the special circumstances applicable to the 

property that do not apply to other properties in the same zone or vicinity. There are no 

such special circumstances. 

Number #3, the variances necessary for the applicant to preserve and enjoy 

substantial proper right... property rights, which, because of special circumstances and 

difficulties, other property owners in the same zone or vicinity get to enjoy. There's no 

such property rights in existence. 

#4: the granting variance won't be material or detrimental to the public or 

injurious to other property owners in the same zone or vicinity. 

As detailed earlier, granting any or all of the variances would be detrimental to 

the other property owners adjacent to the project. 

24 Male Speaker: Three minutes left. 
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Johnson: Thank you. Prior to the vote ... well, I'll cede the rest of my time to other 

2 speakers. 

3 Moderator: I encourage you lift up new issues should there be some, too. 

4 Schwartz: My name is Sarajane Schwartz. I'm a current board member of the 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Hollywoodland Homeowners Association and past president. For 35 years, I've been a 

resident of Hollywood land, eagerly awaiting the proper development of Hollywood, not 

its public rape. The unprecedented scale and mass of this project is totally inappropriate 

and outrageous. The almost 100-year-old already gridlocked streets and limited 

infrastructure cannot support this project. 

If you approve this project, you will be presiding over a wake for Hollywood as 

residents flee in an overly congested neighborhood. As a tourist destination, visitors do 

not come to Hollywood to see skyscrapers that obliterate iconic landmarks. As an 

entertainment capital, as the many entertainment-related events with street closures will 

have to find a new, less congested area, and of our residents who no doubt will suffer 

deaths due to the inability of emergency vehicles to reach their destinations; or even 

worse, the inability to evacuate the hills in case of a fire. 

I urge you to reject these twin tombstones that will bring about the death of 

Hollywood and undoubtedly some of its residents. It's too big. 

19 Male Speaker: One minute, 20 seconds. 

20 Schwartz: Everything else that the developers presented is smoke and mirrors. 

21 Thank you. 

22 Reichenbach: Gee, I hope I can do this. My name is Fran Reichenbach. I'm with 

23 

24 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association. I'm going to be real brief. We're not 

for no development; we're for smart development. Development in this area has always 

53 

RL0032784 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

EM30576 

been 150 feet high or 12 to 14 stories to maintain an historic scale. Hollywood 

Boulevard, itself, has continued to honor this historic scale. Even the W hotel maintained 

the scale. To create skyscrapers where ... it means the preservation of Hollywood doesn't 

mean anything. 

This project lacks specificity as required by CEQA. It doesn't address major 

impacts on traffic infrastructure or emergency response resources, and the developers and 

city staff say that these impacts are less than significant; yet, three out of four 

neighborhood councils rejected the project. Many other groups joined them, including 

Hancock Park. The neighborhoods north of Franklin already suffer extreme and 

extended response times. As a matter of fact, the fire department will take longer to 

respond to calls in these two towers since the traffic is expected according to those 

documents=, it is expected to be gridlocked after the project is built. 

There's no ... I'm just going to go on a tiny bit. 

14 Moderator: I'll give you about 15 seconds ... if you can wrap up, please. 

15 Reichenbach: Okay. There's no mitigation in place to address these impacts. I would 

16 

17 

caution the city attorney to pay attention to the things that Silverstein Law Group put 

before you at the beginning of this, okay? 

18 Moderator: Thank you. I appreciate that. Okay, we now have some comments from 

19 the mayor and the council offices. Excuse me ... a break? Okay. Yes, nature calls. 

20 We're going to take a five-minute break and we will return and we'll resume with ... 

2l excuse me. I want to be clear what we're going to be resuming with ... with comments 

22 from the mayor's office and the council offices when we return. Take a break. 

23 [END RECORDING: 05VTT71837&CPC08-3440c]] 

24 
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Date: [04-06-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Brian Currey 

4 Male Speaker: Marcel Porras 

5 Male Speaker: Tom LaBonge 

6 Male Speaker: Rushmore Cervantes 

7 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

8 
9 

10 [START RECORDING [05VTT7l837&CPC08-3440d]] 

11 Moderator: Okay, we're back on the City Planning Commission. If! can have folks please 

12 take a seat and calm their voices. This is a little awkward. Nature did call and so it was 

13 urgent. But what we're going to do is hear from the mayor's office, the council offices, 

14 and LARD. This is the city family. And then we're going to be breaking for lunch. So I 

15 apologize for that, but that calls as well. You want us to have sustenance as we consider 

16 this complicated case. And I will let folks know that there is a farmer's market just 

17 outside of City Hall if you want to take advantage of that during the lunchtime. We will 

18 take a very quick lunch so that we can come back and hear the remaining of public 

19 testimony. 

20 We have over 100 speakers and so we're going to be thinking about how to 

21 organize our time regarding that. But for now, we will hear from Brian Currey from the 

22 mayor's office; from Marcel Porras from the councilmen's office; Rushmore Cervantes 

23 from LARD; and, I believe that's ... and Councilman LaBonge as well. 

24 Please begin, Mr. Currey. 

25 Currey: Good afternoon. I'm Brian Currey. I'm counsel to the Mayor and Deputy Mayor 

26 for economic and business policy. I'm pleased to be here on behalf of Mayor 

27 Villaraigosa in support of the project. 
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Millennium Hollywood will be a transformative, mixed use, equitable, transit

oriented development project that will preserve and frame the iconic Capitol Records 

building. The project will transform a series of under-utilized parcels in Hollywood into 

a new pedestrian and bike-friendly meeting place for the community and for visitors to 

our city. 

The proposal makes a huge step forward towards the vibrant, active, and 

economically prosperous Hollywood that we envision for the future. We need to bring 

investment and activity back to our key urban hubs, places with excellent transit options, 

and the potential for increased jobs and economic activity. 

I would like to thank the planning department, their staff, and the commission for 

thoughtful consideration of the project. It is a very important project for the city and for 

Hollywood in terms of its economic impact on the neighborhood and on the city as a 

whole. 

The project will involve between half a billion and a billion dollars of capital 

investment into our city. Some 6000 construction jobs under a project labor agreement 

will be part of the project, with an emphasis on local hiring for people in Los Angeles. 

More than a thousand permanent jobs will be located at the new facility. There will be 

some $15 million dollars in upfront monies for the city and another $5.8 million in annual 

revenues to the City of Los Angeles. 

We need continued, renewed investment in our communities. This is exactly the 

sort of elegant density along transit hubs that forms the framework for our vision of a 

future Los Angeles that is more sustainable, that is less dependent upon automobiles, and 

that remains vibrant. 

Thank you very much. 
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Moderator: Thank you. 

2 Porras: 

3 

4 

5 

Good afternoon. Marcel Porras, Senior Planning and Economic Development 

Deputy for council member, Garcetti. Council member Garcetti does not support the 

project that is currently envisioned because the proposed height is out of scale with the 

Hollywood landscape and does not have [applause] 

6 Moderator: Thank you. I appreciate your enthusiasm but I don't want to set a precedent for 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Porras: 

clapping or booing or any of that going forward so that we can stay on point. Thank you, 

though. Please continue. 

... and does not have a broad enough level of support throughout the community. 

The council member looks forward to working closely with council member, Tom 

LaBonge, community groups, and residents to assess other options at this site in 

collaboration with the developer that would continue the progress we have seen in 

Hollywood in recent years. Thank you. 

14 Moderator: Thank you so much. 

15 LaBonge: Good morning. Tom LaBonge. I want to thank Councilman Garcetti for all the 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

work that he's done in Hollywood. I really think that's a very good statement that was 

made because we work together. We work together. There's no borders. 

Seven years ago, I was with Mayor Villaraigosa. We were walking through the 

construction at the Observatory and the mayor went, "Tommy, high rise all along 

Wilshire." And I said, "Mr. Mayor, Park Mile Specific Plan," meaning there's a balance. 

And yes, we want development, but there's certain zoning that needs to take place. 

Let's have a discussion on the right height. I'm a Griffith Park hiker every day 

and you look out there and it's taller than what I think it should be. What is the right 

57 

RL0032788 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

EM30580 

height? That's up to the planners from the planning department. Where's Mike 

Legrand? He's probably on the top of this building seeing if this is the right height. 

So I just wanted to say as you consider this, I think there's a tremendous aspect to 

the project on the ground floor. Jobs are real important. But I don't want to see it so tall 

that it affects the psyche of Hollywood, which is special. The 13-story-very special. 

Capitol Records building is very complimentary to the area, but design that's appropriate 

is what I suspect. 

And I want, in the future, to be able to put the arms around both the people on that 

side of the room and the people on that side of the room to build a better Hollywood with 

the blessing of the planning commission. Thank you very much. 

11 Moderator: Thank you; thank you. 

12 LaBonge: I do not support the height. I do support a project, but I do not support the height. 

13 

14 

And that's a real big ... the tallest building in Hollywood I want to let you know is ... do 

you know how many stories? 

15 Moderator: You're going to tell me. 

16 LaBonge: 22 stories; 22 stories. So figure out a balance: 29, 36, 42 hike. 

17 Moderator: Thank you. 

18 Cervantes: Good afternoon, commissioners. Rushmore Cervantes, Executive Officer with 

19 the Housing Department. 

20 Moderator: We thought you were the mayor. 

21 Cervantes: Well, I made the unfortunate mistake of allowing Councilman LaBonge to speak 

22 

23 

24 

in front of me. I always hate following him after he speaks. But I'm here just very 

briefly to mention to the commission what the developer has offered to the City of Los 

Angeles relative to community benefits. They negotiated with the Los Angeles Housing 
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Department to provide eight. .. approximately $4.8 million dollars that will go into the 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund for the creation of affordable housing for large families 

at 50% area meeting income or below in two specific projects within the project area. 

And for whatever reason either one of those projects do not become viable, those 

monies will be retained with the Affordable Housing Project... the trust fund ... excuse 

me ... and the Housing Department will provide affordable housing of a similar AMI in 

the same area. And these projects will not require any additional city funds to go along 

with that. 

So at the very least for the community benefit for the affordable housing piece, 

they're providing a substantial amount of money. So Ijust wanted to go on record to let 

you know what they have offered. Thank you. 

12 Moderator: Thank you very much. So with a little bit of awkwardness and embarrassment, 

13 we are going to break for lunch but I promise you that we will have a long, involved ... 

14 well, I'm not going to promise long. You will deliver a long hearing for us, but we will 

15 consider all of your comments. So again, there's a farmer's market. We're going to be 

16 taking 30 minutes for lunch so that we will return in 30 minutes from now. 

17 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440d]] 

18 
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Date: [04-06-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Piedmont Brown 

4 Male Speaker: Gilbert Smith 

5 Male Speaker:_Edward Hunt 

6 Male Speaker: Clyde Wood 

7 Male Speaker: Ron Miller 

8 Male Speaker:_Gene Hale 

9 Male Speaker: Bill Harris 

10 Male Speaker: Lee Ryerson 

11 Male Speaker: Cliff Smith 

12 Male Speaker: Galo Medina 

13 Male Speaker: Ron Radachy 

14 Male Speaker: Dan Billy 

15 Male Speaker: Scott Campbell 

16 Male Speaker: Brandon Mason 

17 Male Speaker: Carlo Contreras 

18 Male Speaker: Brad Folb 

19 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voice] 

20 Female Speaker: Laurie Becklund 

21 Female Speaker: Cheri Tilton 

22 Female Speaker: Rachel Torres 

23 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

24 [ph]: Phonetic 

25 
26 

27 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440e] DATE [3-28-13]] 

28 Moderator: The City Planning Commission Meeting, March 28th
. We've gone back and forth 

29 about how to organize the public comment period because we have so many public 

30 speakers. And we appreciate the interest and the passion and we want to hear from as 

31 many folks as possible and get as much testimony as possible. And so what we've 

32 decided on is that we're going to split the time-45 minutes for those who support; 45 

33 minutes for those who are opposed. 
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As opposed to calling the speaker cards, as folks come up, if you will state your 

name so that we know that you have, in fact, submitted a speaker card, and we'll have 

that for the record. And I will be doing it in sequence, so I will have those who are in 

support of the project first; those who are opposed to the project second. And what I will 

ask is that you please ... so that we get as much information as possible relative to your 

point of view that you seek new points that we absolutely understand. 

We want to hear that you support a point that was already made, but if that is the 

extent of what you have to offer, that will allow for us to get as many folks within that 

45-minute period as possible. And I know that is a challenge. There's great passion on 

both sides of this issue, and we understand that and want to validate that. But if you have 

heard your point made, it is important for us to know that you support that point to say 

that, but you needn't necessarily reiterate it to a great extent. What we want is as broad 

amount of information as possible. So the newer the point that is something that is 

elaborated, or giving us a different perspective, that's going to be valuable to us as we go 

forward. 

Right now, I'd like to call those who are in support. What I'd ask you to do is, if 

you can line up behind the podium, please. Yes, this is going to be chaotic. I understand. 

If you see folks who you know and trust in the line and you want to cede time to them 

perhaps, that is something that we encourage you to do. But, I also urge you to limit 

yourself. Please be as judicious as possible about this. This is going to be pure chaos, I 

can tell. 

So this is folks who are in support of the project. We're putting 45 minutes on the 

clock. I urge you to ... not aggressively, but assertively tap one another on the shoulder 
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when you're moving over a minute probably. You need to do that so we get as many 

people as possible. So please be sure to state your name for the record. 

Good afternoon. My name is Piedmont Brown. I'm the president of the 

Ironworkers Local 433, a thousand of hardworking members. I'm here on behalf of our 

members to support the Millennium Hollywood Project. Right now, we have members 

on the job in Hollywood on Sunset Boulevard building the new Emerson College. 

There's a lot of growth today in Hollywood. That's because years ago, we made 

the right decision to build the Red Line subway. Local 433 helped in that project. With 

the Red Line in place, we could build new developments without a terrible impact on 

traffic. Millennium Hollywood is a transit-orientated development. The aim is to get 

people out of their cars, to get into the city and the urban experience. When we built the 

Red Line, people said no one would ride it. They said no one in Los Angeles would get 

on a train. Well, people do ride the subways and they do live in high-rise buildings. 

Millennium Hollywood is a smart transit-orientated development. It's just what we need, 

and we're just the people to build it. We urge you to vote yes. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, counciL .. or commissioners. I'm Gilbert Smith and I am chair 

of the Ricardo Montalban Foundation; owner and operator of the Ricardo Montalban 

Theatre on Vine Street. Anybody know that theatre? I'm doing my job. Thank you. 

I'm here in support of the Millennium Project. As part of the infrastructure of 

Hollywood, I have a unique perspective. I grew up on Homewood A venue. My 

grandmother bought property on Homewood to bring our family to Hollywood. My 

wife's parents came to Hollywood in the 1920s. I walked the streets in the 1950s when it 

was a burgeoning community coming out of World War II. We had a very dark period, 
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and I was asked to come into the theatre which was an abandoned, misused facility on the 

heart of Hollywood and Vine, the entertainment capital of the world. 

We have a unique opportunity here to create a new infrastructure to service the 

new entertainment streaming and entertainment community. People still flock here to 

create entertainment because of the talent, the weather, and the infrastructure that's 

already in place. And for the most part, over the last 20 years, the entertainment 

community had fled from Hollywood, and we're now bringing it back. 

One of the things that I want to say in closing is that I think that it's very 

important for the commission to establish with the developer and with the community 

stakeholders and with the community a monthly meeting in the process of building this 

facility and this venue. We had that with the W Project because I was directly across the 

street, and we went through three and a half years of construction. There are many 

problems that are associated with that with keeping people organized as to how to come 

to your venue and egress and ingress, and just the monthly problems that I recall. 

So anyway, thank you very much for your time. 

Edward Hunt, President of Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association. We support 

this project primarily because we'd rather see in transit-oriented developments-tall, 

slender towers that permit generous ground floor landscape pedestrian areas that are part 

of the view rather than blocking the view. And we'd rather not see short, fat towers that 

blot out the view and have only minimum ground floor landscape spaces. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. Clyde Wood. I'm here representing CIM. We're one of the 

largest landowners and stakeholders in Hollywood. We do support the project, and I'm 

just going to make two very brief points. The first one is, as landowners, developers, and 

any stakeholders, the most important thing to us is consistency and predictability. We 
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support this project because it is consistent with the general plan and the community plan. 

There is no height district. The FAR increase is at your discretion, and the density is 

below the allowable density. The variances and CUP's they're requesting are only to 

allow uses that would provide a mix of amenities that you need in this kind of project. So 

people who are opposed to this project are not necessarily opposed to the project; they're 

opposed to the recent community plan that was just implemented. 

The second point is that when we invested in Hollywood starting over ten years 

ago, it was with a vision that catalytic projects like Hollywood and Highland, the W 

Hotel, the subway, all were subsidized by city dollars. With a redevelopment agency 

gone now, all we have is private development. And this is exactly the kind of project that 

was envisioned when those projects were because those were catalytic in order to be a 

catalyst for new private investment. So here you go. Here it is right in front of you. And 

this is what we need because this is what will bring jobs, sales taxes, TOT taxes to the 

city, and we desperately need that. Thank you. 

15 Becklund: Hi. My name is Laurie Becklund. I'm a Dell resident. I'm speaking in support 

16 

17 

18 

19 

of this project, but with changes. Briefly, I do not approve, myself, of this density unless 

there are other ways of doing it. I did not [U/ A] oppose the high-rise. 

What I want to ask you is just five quick point ... recommend to you five quick 

points I think are not being addressed here. 

20 Moderator: Do you support ... 

21 Becklund: Yes, I am in support of this. I'm trying to help make this happen-definitely. I 

22 

23 

24 

think the people from the Dell ... but I think people will realize I was part of the 

neighborhood meetings and we had to vote on, what do you want? I actually voted for 

the high-rise, and I appreciate Millennium as a developer. But some of these things will 
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not work ... I was just talking to Phil Aarons about this ... unless we make sure they're 

addressed. 

And two of them technically are scoping problems. One of them is, they did not 

check the ability to divide a community because of lack of access here. As you can see, 

we're already divided, unfortunately, and through lanes here. Communities are opposing 

this increasingly. There's a reason. That needs to be examined. 

Secondly, you checked no air traffic. There are helipads. I think that should be 

looked at. That's been a problem for years. 

Mainly, I wanted to ask you to use your power as visionaries and planners-not 

just as project approvers or even local Hollywood approvers. If you can pretend for a 

second that we're in the year 2035, if we leave this, if we leave the traffic issues the way 

they are, even in the best case scenario there will be no study out of traffic anywhere in 

the hills, and there will be no access ... 

14 Moderator: My impression ... can you stop the clock? My impression is that this is actually, 

15 probably better suited for the opponents relative to what you're asking-for changes. 

16 Becklund: I tried to do a public statement but he said 1. .. a general statement ... but he said I 

17 couldn't. I'm sorry. 

18 Moderator: Okay. So you filled out a general statement card? 

19 Becklund: No. I asked a question, and apparently that counted. But, truly, I can be neutral. 

20 I mean, 1... whatever... I'll wait. You tell me. 

21 Moderator: Just finish your comment and we'll start the clock when you finish. 

22 Becklund: I asked you to be visionary about this. Right now, as a community, this whole 

23 

24 

Hollywood thing is permanently having gridlock there. I asked you, if you have the CAP 

park at one end and the redoing of Cahuenga Pass through NBC Universal, to look at 
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what that is going to look like with thousands of sensitive receptors, and one of them is 

this area as smog builds over 22 years. Please address that interim thing for everybody's 

sake. It's an opportunity to make Hollywood amazing, and also deal with that. 

Secondly, I encourage you to think about jobs that may be lost if the permeability 

and the drive through here is not certain. It's not just hiring here; it's people who are 

unable to get to work in other places because it takes too long and they can't get there. 

The last thing is, one of the things the Hollywood Community Plan talks about is 

preserving local communities. I just talked to Phil Aarons about this. If. .. right now in 

the community plan, somebody had edited their saying ... the community plan saying 

preserve viable neighborhoods. Hollywood Dell and some of these others, are they 

viable? Ifnot, please tell us now. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. I'm Ron Miller, Executive Secretary of the Los 

Angles Orange County Building and Construction Trades Council. We represent 

140,000 craftsmen and women across 52 different affiliated local unions and 15 different 

trades. We support the Millennium Hollywood and we urge you to approve it today. 

Hollywood has a great heritage. And thanks to the hard work and residents and 

businesses, there's been a revival in the last ten years. Now the Millennium Project is 

here to accelerate that effort. It's the right project at the right time. It's transit-orientated. 

It will encourage use of the subway. 

I have many brothers and sisters in New York and Chicago. They walk out their 

door in the morning with their tool bags slung over their shoulder and they either walk 

down the street to a job, or they walk down the street to the subway station and get on 

there and go to work. That's what I have envisioned for LA. I want my members to be 
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able to sell one of their cars and be able to live in a community that they work, or be able 

to get on a subway and go to work. So I urge you to approve this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Gene Hale. I'm Chairman of the 

Greater Los Angeles African American Chamber of Commerce, which represents over 

400 African American businesses. 

We support this project for two reasons: one, with the unsolicited support of the 

developer to create what we call ... commonly known as STEM scholarships that would 

have an immediate impact on the future workforce of this region. 

The second is because of the number of jobs that it would create, not only for 

small businesses, but for veterans as well. So we urge you to support this project. Thank 

you. 

Good afternoon. I'm Bill Harris. I'm the Executive Director of Hollywood 

Community Housing Corporation. We're a non-profit developer of affordable housing 

for low income families, people with disabilities, and the chronically homeless. 

I've worked with Millennium Hollywood for the past number of years. They've 

supported several of our community services directly. I am very excited about their 

donation to LARD of $4. 8 million dollars. That's over a hundred units of affordable 

housing for people desperately in need. I fully urge you to support this project and 

approve it. 

20 Ryerson: Good afternoon. Lee Ryerson. I'm a resident of Hollywood 90068, and operated 

21 

22 

23 

a business employing about 200 people in Hollywood 90028. I support this project. I 

think Hollywood, having lived there and worked there, has a desperate need for 

developments like this. The flat parking lots and the decrepit under-utilized buildings 
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that sort of dot the horizon there have outlived their uses, and this kind of development is 

what we need to encourage as a community in my opinion. 

And the fact that Hollywood can and does attract this kind of development, I think 

is something that we should take advantage of, and the time is now-not ten years from 

now-not when everything is, you know, perfectly figured out. And I think that you can 

look for an urban environment that has dead parking lots and abandoned buildings, and 

you can drive straight through that very quickly. 

I'd rather have an urban environment that has public transit that's well used, 

buildings that attract class A companies to employ people in the community and create 

jobs. For that reason, I urge you to support this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Cliff Smith. I'm a business 

manager for Roofers Union Local 36; also a board member of the South Central 

Neighborhood Council. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will playa vital role in the Los Angeles 

Development Revival. The project construction will create almost 3000 much needed, 

career-based construction jobs, which provides stability to every community in the city. 

The completed project will create 2000 additional permanent jobs to our residents. The 

Millennium Hollywood will generate hundreds of millions of dollars to the local 

economy, and half of it will be on-site. 

This transit-oriented development plan enhances tourism, business, jobs, and 

economic growth in Los Angeles. We strongly encourage the commission to support this 

project. Thank you for your time. 
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Medina: Hi. My name is Galo Medina. I am a property owner on Hollywood Boulevard, a 

business owner in Hollywood. I am on the Board of Directors for the Hollywood 

Business Improvement District. And I am also born and raised in the Hollywood Hills. 

I've seen Hollywood come and go and I can tell you that there are not many 

companies, investors, who are prime to give $1 billion dollars worth of development right 

now. We have a huge opportunity. We can stay all day and worry about 55 floors, 20 

floors, 15 floors ... green ... how much square footage we have. But we do have an 

opportunity. And the city ... it's too easy to let these things go. We've had months and 

months of election talk of growth and jobs and development, and we finally have an 

investor who is ready to do this. Just please, keep that in mind. Thanks. 

11 Radachy: Hello. My name is Ron Radachy. I'm the Executive Director of Oasis of 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Hollywood, a non-profit that's been operating in Hollywood for the past 34 years, so I've 

been in Hollywood when it was ... for lack of a better term ... a sewer. .. and seen it 

coming back to life in the past 15 to 20 years with all the redevelopment. Our building, 

which we own, is on Ivar. I'm 130 feet from this project. !think it's terrific. 

I work with a lot of youth. Youth are graduating school and can't get jobs for all 

the economic reasons that all have already been stated. I think it's a double thumbs up. 

It will also inspire other developers to take the old, tired, non-historic buildings, retire 

them, put up new things. It will continue the redevelopment that Hollywood and the city 

so desperately needs. Thank you. 

21 Male Speaker: The time is 30 minutes. 

22 Tilton: My name is Cheri [ph] Tilton. I have worked and lived in Hollywood for over 30 

23 

24 

years. I'm on the Board of Directors for Hollywood PAL, and through my career have 

been very involved and on boards of other non-profit organizations. 
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This applicant has been a good corporate citizen. I whole heartedly support this 

project, for the revitalization of our Hollywood is essential. I've lived through, just as he 

said, from the rats and the prostitutes to a place that's incredible to live in. Our property 

values have gone up as a result of it, and it's become an incredible community. 

I enthusiastically support him. He has been a huge supporter of our not-for-profit 

sector. And without people like Phil and Millennium, so much of our youth, so many of 

our programs, so much of our not-for-profit would be unable to survive. Please, I 

endorse this project. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Dan Billy. I'm here representing 

Bill Wagner and the 20,000 members of the Operating Engineers Local Union #12. We 

make up the equipment operators, inspectors, and surveyors that work in the construction 

industry. 

We're in support of this project. We believe it's well planned. We believe it's a 

compliment to the area, and we'd like you to move forward on this project. Thank you. 

15 Campbell: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Scott Campbell. I'm president of 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Central Hollywood Neighborhood Council, which is just south of this project starting at 

Hollywood Boulevard. 

At our board meeting on February 25th of this year, we voted to approve this 

project; support the project at a 6: 1 FAR; height not to exceed 585 feet; create a 

subcommittee to include myself and other people that I appointed to work with the 

developer to establish an agreed upon public benefits package. We have had that meeting 

and Jerry Newman has mentioned several of the items that we talked about, but there are 

a few more that I want to let you know about. 
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One of them is a contribution to the Walk of Fame. Another is to potentially 

acquire the Little Country Church property; another is to have an observation deck and a 

cafe near the top of one or both of the buildings; a contribution to the Hollywood Central 

Park; contribution to the Franklin Ivar Park; contribution to creating a dog park; 

contribution to the Hollywood Sign Trust; redoing the building ... the LAPD building at 

6501 Fountain, particularly the Fountain side exterior. And we're hoping to have space 

for a market in this new project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Brandon Mason. I'm a resident, 

small business owner, and active community member in CD13, who unconditionally 

supports the Hollywood Millennium Project. 

While Capitol Records tower has forever showed as a beacon to visitors arriving 

in Hollywood from each direction to the city, the site has never provided them the 

opportunity to interact with the building itself. 

14 Moderator: Can you speak a little closer to the microphone? I had a hard time hearing. 

15 Mason: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Yes, I'm sorry. The structure is an ocean ... it's surrounding land around the 

Capitol Records building. It's an ocean of surface parking lots offering minimal, if any 

chance for visitors to take in the sites and enjoy the atmosphere beyond strolling the 

Walk of Fame itself. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will not only reverse that, but it will invite 

interaction with the Capitol Records tower through the creation of street level retail 

stores, dining, plazas, and open space for visitors to sit and enjoy the urban fabric of 

Hollywood itself. This will result in a creation of a more public feel to what up to now 

has been an isolated, private site, bringing in a new population to energize the area and 

fostering an active streetscape, or none, as it existed in the past. Thank you very much. 
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Contreras: Good afternoon. My name is Carlo Contreras. I am working at room service at 
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23 

the Hollywood Loft Hotel and I am working in the hotel for ] 2 years. I live in the 

district as well. My co-workers and I support the 3000 good jobs to the communities. 

Better benefits include better living wage and job training for the hotel workers. Thank 

you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Rachel Torres. I'm a research 

analyst for Unite Here Local 11. On behalf of the 20,000 members of Unite Here, we 

wish to express our strong support for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

As one of the many community benefits this project offers, Unite Here as entered 

an agreement to ensure good jobs for hotel workers. The Millennium Hollywood Project 

continues a strong precedent of responsible development in Hollywood beginning with 

the Hollywood and Highland Project. This project will receive no city dollars nor is it on 

city land, yet thousands of good jobs will be produced for the construction and permanent 

employees. 

In addition, Millennium Hollywood has joined in partnership with the Hospitality 

Training Academy to ensure local residents are recruited and trained for high-quality jobs 

at this hotel. The Hospitality Training Academy is a non-profit institution and a true 

labor management partnership that provides benefits to both employers and the 

employees of the new hotel. 

The HT A also partners with educational institutions and community organizations 

to provide formal training to facilitate entry and advancement along the extensive career 

ladders within the hospitality and food service industries. HTA uniquely offers workers 

the tools to succeed in a vital, high-growth industry, and provides workplace English, 
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skills upgrades, vocational classes, and bridge training to move participants into a job and 

then a career. 

5 Folb: 

For that, we wish to express our strong support, and encourage the planning 

commission to vote in favor of the project. Thank you. 

Madam President, members of the commission, my name is Brad Folb. I'm 

6 president of Paramount Contractors and Developers in Hollywood. We're a small family 

7 business that's built what used to be considered high rises in Hollywood starting since the 

8 1950s. 

9 I wanted to specifically address the visual impact ... 

10 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440e] DATE [3-28-13]] 
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27 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 
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29 
30 

31 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440fj DATE [3-28-13]] 

32 Folb: Madam President, members of the commission, my name is Brad Folb. I'm 

33 president of Paramount Contractors and Developers in Hollywood. We're a small family 

34 business that's built what used to be considered high rises in Hollywood starting since the 

35 1950s. 
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I wanted to specifically address the visual impact of this project. From the ground 

floor level, this is an area that is under-utilized and there's very few people visiting. The 

Capitol Records building is a private office building. With this project, there's going to 

be a magnet of activity from the boulevard going up there, hundreds more people a day 

are going to be seeing this. Their views may be obstructed somewhat but they are going 

to be able to see it where they're not seeing it and not getting the benefit of it now. 

With regard to the height issue, I believe some of it is a red herring. The architect 

mentioned that at the higher levels of these towers, the maximum floor plate allowed is 

going to be 14,000 square feet. If there's two towers, that's 7000 square feet. As a 

developer, I can tell you that's a very skinny tower in terms of the whole visual 

landscape. Whether it is 22 stories height as Tom LaBonge said or whether it's 50 or 100 

stories, the visual impact of that extra area is just not going to be that significant relative 

to changing the project and making it squatter and lower. Thank you very much. 

Good afternoon. I'm Leron Gubler, president and CEO of the Hollywood 

Chamber of Commerce. I think we've all been to great cities around the world and the 

United States, and in many cases we visit those cities and we ask ourselves, why can't 

Los Angeles be more like this? Why can't we have exciting, vibrant, urban areas? 

Hollywood is one area of Los Angeles which has tremendous potential to create 

an exciting, vibrant, urban feel to it and, as a result, the Hollywood Chamber of 

Commerce supports this project. We believe it moves us forward to attaining that goal 

with developers that have the capability and a vision to achieve that to activate the street 

level in an exciting way, near transit, near freeway on and off ramps. If you can't build 

something like this in Hollywood, where can you build it? 
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Now, it seems the major sticking point with most people is on the height of the 

project. While we don't have an official position on how high the project should be, we 

appreciate what the developers are trying to do. They're trying to preserve the past, but 

look to the future. They're saying our best days in Hollywood are not behind us; they're 

ahead of us. And they're trying to create a 2]st century landmark that changes the 

paradigm about how people think about Hollywood and how they think about urbanism, 

which is what we have to be promoting here in Los Angeles. As we go forward, we are 

going to create a livable city and an exciting city for the future. 

It's a positive vision for Hollywood and it deserves your support, and we ask you 

to do that. Thank you. 

Ambrose: I'm so excited to be with you today. My name is David Ambrose, and I'm here 

representing just myself. I'm a resident of Hollywood, and every single day I take this 

Vine Street, right up, drive past these empty parking lots, and I go to work in an 

entertainment company in Burbank. I desperately hope one day to go to work in one of 

these buildings because that's what this building could do. It could pull us back into Los 

Angeles. I truly believe that. That's not an official commitment, I'm here as a private 

citizen. 

I will also say, I bought my house in Hollywood because it had been abandoned 

for a year and a half. I could afford it, and I spent the better part of two years improving 

it and fixing it. I have lived in Hollywood for nine years. My house, I think, now has 

improved the street. I've worked hard on the neighborhood council, and every day I 

come to these different meetings where we hear this project versus that project. What I 

often hear is a debate about good versus perfect. 
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I think this project is very, very, very good. And despite all the objections, which 

are somewhat valid, I think this project deserves your support. And as just a resident of 

Hollywood ... that moved to Hollywood to go to these kind of places, I hope you support 

it. Thank you very much. 

5 Male Speaker: 20 minutes. 

6 Smith: Good afternoon. My name is Sam Smith. I'm a 30-year resident and business 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

owner in Hollywood. I think today is my coming out day. I have to confess to a 30-year 

love affair with the Capitol Records building. 

The kind of vision and innovation that it's going to take for this to be a smart 

development I think has been well described today. We spent a lot oftime talking about 

square footage and FAR's and intersections and traffic patterns. But one thing that we 

haven't talked about is the good fortune of this project, and that good fortune lies in the 

people that make up the Millennium Partners. They have come to this community; they 

have invested themselves in it; they are part of the fabric and they care about it. 

I've taken the time to visit some of their other projects. They are as good as 

people say they are, and they have stuck with them. And when it comes to having a good 

neighbor in Hollywood, that's what I expect, and that's what I know I will see from 

Millennium Partners. Please support the project. 

19 Hossain: Good afternoon, commissioners. I'm Tina Hossain, here on behalf of the Los 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce, and our ] 600 member organization does strongly 

support the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project is important, not just for Hollywood, but for 

the entire city of Los Angeles. A catalytic project like this will boost the profile of 

Hollywood as well as the whole city by creating an iconic new space. It will create over 
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7000 total jobs during construction, and upon completion with a positive annual 

economic impact of $230 million dollars at full development. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will recapture the public investment made in 

LA's transit infrastructure by appropriately locating density in immediate proximity to 

the Red Line and encouraging further transit usage by its residents, workers, and visitors. 

This project upholds the vision of the Hollywood Community Plan and meets the 

goals to have ... this historically important regional center should grow by directing 

development away from residential neighborhoods and toward major streets and mass 

transit. 

The Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce strongly supports this project as a 

worthwhile investment in the future of our entire city. We thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Jesse Ayala. I'm here representing 

the Sheet Metal Workers Local Union 105, and I'm a member of the Los Angeles and 

Orange County Building Construction Trades. 

Before I proceed, let me thank you for your past support on projects that made 

history in the city of Los Angeles and created jobs, unique for all the construction 

workers, and created career opportunities for young men and women and servicemen and 

women that serves the country. [U/A] programs have provided careers with good paying 

jobs and benefits. 

I'm here to ask you for your continued support on projects that will continue to 

make history and continue to create opportunities for young men and women. Thank you 

for your support. 

23 Leggett: Good afternoon. My name is Hunter Leggett [ph]. I'm an architect and green 

24 builder here in Los Angeles. I am in support of the project. 
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I just want to touch on a couple of quick points. First off, I'd to commend the 

architect and developer for a beautifully designed project. I think it will be a phenomenal 

piece on the skyline of Hollywood and also serve to represent an iconic piece of 

architecture moving forward to the future. 

Second, I want to talk a little bit about the height districts. Hollywood and Vine 

has historically been the taller of the height districts in Hollywood. When the initial 

buildings on that corner and around there as well as Capitol Records were proposed, they 

were much taller than anyone could imagine at the time being. In moving forward and 

revitalizing Hollywood and increasing density, which I'm for, I think this project fits 

appropriately. 

Finally, with the public space and using the Capitol Records building as a 

centerpiece for the project, I know that the developer is committed to integrating artwork, 

music, and potential technology into a public space. I think this is vital for the next 

future of Hollywood, and I think it will be a great asset to the cityscape. Thank you. 

15 Labelle: Good afternoon. My name is Tricia Labelle. I am a resident of Hollywood and a 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

stakeholder of 15 years in the community. Not only willI have a view of this project 

from my home, but I will also receive the benefits of such a development in Hollywood 

that I truly appreciate what the developers have done. I have visited their locations 

around this country. I've seen how they have improved the quality of life in 

communities. There's no doubt between the jobs and the aspects that they're bringing to 

the building will benefit Hollywood tremendously. 

Right now from my home, I look at nothing but short, fat, squatty buildings and 

rooftops to see the highline of downtown. I appreciate, and have actually designed my 

backyard to see that skyline. And I welcome a project like this in this scale so that it does 
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protect and preserve the Capitol Records building, which I think is very valuable and 

important to Hollywood. 

These developers not only will just be building this building, but they're going to 

improve the surrounding areas like curbs and infrastructure that we desperately need in 

Hollywood to improve. I see what downtown has done with the high-rises and the 

infrastructure of downtown and it's far exceeded Hollywood. We've lost, I think, the 

dynamic of being the entertainment capital of the world, and we're quickly losing being a 

global competitor. 

I think this is something that is long overdue for Hollywood and necessary for our 

future, especially for generations to come long after any of us will live in this world, so I 

ask you to please support this project as it's been presented. Thank you very much. 

12 Male Speaker: 15 minutes. 

13 Olivera: What's the hurry? We're talking about a project for the next hundred years, and 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

we got to beat the clock? Give it a break. You people are listening very well. My name 

is Joe Olivera. I'm a resident. I was born and raised in Hollywood. 

Hollywood is dead. It's gone. It's over. We don't make movies here. They 

make them in other countries. They make cartoons in other countries. Hanna-Barbera 

used to be here. It's not here. We're trying to get the city to go again. 

Highland Avenue, in 1964 or '65, had a traffic flow 24 hours, 40,000 cars; today, 

270,000 cars. Hollywood was a junk street until Hollywood and Highland came in. It 

was ... right now, 6000 parking spaces. I think Jerry ... Aaron said it all. And if you saw 

the presentation, it's only going to lift the city. If there are problems, commissioners, it 

will be resolved. If it isn't, you just fix it. You want tax dollars, you want jobs, you want 

this, but you've got these people here that don't want anything. 
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Mr. LaBonge comes running in, running out. Hahaha. Mr. Garcetti, when he 

becomes mayor, he'll change his mind, because we need this project to make our town go 

forward. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. My name is Kayla and 1 literally live two feet away from the 

actual boulevard and 1, as well as my friends, moved from other cities to live in 

Hollywood for the excitement and the attractions and to be a part of Hollywood. 1 

currently live in a newly developed apartment complex and it's beautiful, it's safe, it's 

gorgeous, but the second 1 walk out, there's nothing but lingerie shops or smoke shops or 

little like souvenir shops and it's disgusting. 1 pay a lot of money for my rent every 

single month and then 1 get to live in this place where my surrounding areas are not only 

dangerous, because I'm pretty sure we've had about three or four shootings within the 

last six months, but it's dark and it's not glamorous as it's supposed to be in Hollywood. 

1 think that by moving forward with a project like this, it will be a new landmark 

within our environment and it's going to change our area and the people that are in it, and 

we won't see as many homeless people. You won't be hearing about shootings. It's 

going to lighten our area which it desperately needs. 1 pledge my support for this project. 

Thank you. 

18 McGinley: Hello. My name is Nicole McGinley. 1 am a resident of Hollywood and 1 fully 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

support this project. 1 currently live on Franklin and Argyle, which is only a few blocks 

from Hollywood and Vine where there are tons of shops, restaurants, bars-anyone my 

age would want. The only problem is, 1 can't walk there after dark. It's just too dark; it's 

dirty; it's dismal; it's vacant, and it's just awful. It's too dangerous. And 1 know plenty 

of men who will tell you that they won't make that walk, either. 
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If I walk down for happy hour, I can't get a cab home because everyone drives 

away when I tell them it's just a couple of blocks. If! want to take the Metro to meet my 

friends downtown for dinner, it's scarier to walk to the station than it is to get on the 

Metro, or even to walk around downtown in a lot of places. 

This is the perfect project for this exact, specific area because it's going to bring 

foot traffic; it's going to bring light; it's going to bring security; and it's going to bring 

even more places I can walk to so I don't have to drive. So not only do I support this 

project, but I'm, frankly, very excited about it. Thank you. 

My name is Jonathan Hirsh. I'm a resident of Hollywood and I also work in 

Hollywood. I support the Millennium Hollywood Project and ask the commission to do 

the same. 

Millennium Hollywood will bring back significant precedence our city lacks, and 

also bring a lot of foot traffic in the area. I walk to Hollywood Boulevard from my 

apartment a lot and, as she was saying, it's not the best place to walk around at night, or 

during the day there's not even that many attractions. There's a lot of tourists and 

Hollywood tourist busses constantly, but it's hard to see why they're there, what they're 

going to be looking for, and I think this project would bring something exciting to the 

area. Thank you. 

19 Male Speaker: 10 minutes left. 

20 Holmes: Hello. My name is Russell Holmes and I've lived in the hills of Beachwood 

21 

22 

23 

Canyon for over 15 years. I am here to tell you I drive by this area every single day 

going to work and the traffic is not as bad as what you've been hearing. It was worse 

where I lived in Austin, Texas. 
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I sometimes hear my neighbors complain about the tourists stopping to try to take 

pictures of the Hollywood sign and I try to remind them that these tourists bring billions 

of dollars-tourists and hospitality to our city, our local city, and without that, our 

economy would be affected and my real estate property value would be affected. 

In the words of Winston Churchill, I have to say ... he says, "There's nothing 

wrong with change if it's in the right direction." And the Millennium Hollywood is in 

the right direction. It will increase tourism revenues and it will take us up. And we've 

run out ofland. We have to go up. Up is the future of Los Angeles. 

9 Lejeune: Good afternoon. My name is Lisa Lejeune and I work in Hollywood just a couple 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

of blocks away from the Millennium Hollywood Project. I'm here today to support the 

project and ask the commission to do the same. 

This project will provide countless new jobs that everyone has already mentioned, 

and it will literally generate millions of dollars in local and state tax revenue that we, as 

Los Angeles, and the state of California need. It artfully preserves the historic and design 

significance of the Capitol Records building, which is important. And finally, its 

presence will make our community a safer place. 

Twenty years ago, I lived in the historic Fontenoy Building on Whitley and 

Yucca, and I wish a project like this had come in 20 years ago. I might not have moved 

away. Thank you. 

Stakenas: Good afternoon. Thank you members of the commission for an opportunity to 

speak. My name is Carol Stakenas. I'm the Executive Director of Los Angeles 

Contemporary Exhibitions, also known as LACE. We are the longest running non-profit 

contemporary art space in Los Angeles, and we've been a member of the Hollywood 
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community since 1996. I'm here today to speak on behalf of the board, staff, and artists 

that we work with in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Just recently, Hollywood was named as one of the top 12 art places in the nation. 

The potential is there, but it is held down by the lack of opportunity. With the 

Millennium Hollywood Project and their stellar reputation for valuing and supporting 

exemplary arts, I'm really looking forward to seeing what we can do with their Percent 

for Art commission, and we're committed to helping make it happen in Hollywood to 

really show the vibrancy of our art place. 

Millennium Hollywood offers a clear, and yes, bold plan. But it's committed to 

making Hollywood, Hollywood. Please support this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. I'm Christa Brown. I'm a Hollywood resident and I support the 

Millennium Hollywood Project. The developers have worked with the community for 

more than six years and created a community benefits package which enhances the 

quality oflife for all stakeholders. 

The open courtyards at Millennium Hollywood will be a lively, enriching place 

because the developer has taken steps to ensure that the space with be enlivened on a 

regular basis with money set aside to pay for the programming of arts activities. 

Moreover, those events will be community-oriented because they will be done in concert 

with both the Hollywood Arts Council and also the Hollywood entertainment district. I 

support the Hollywood Millennium Project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Ryan Grosh. I'm a Hollywood 

resident and I'm here to support the Millennium Project. Los Angeles is in a state of 

urban sprawl. It's continued to grow out wide. That's an old, outdated concept based on 

audio-oriented low density development. I mean, this doesn't need to happen. This is a 
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result of poor planning and shortsightedness. If we want to reduce traffic, pollution and 

smog, we really need to reinvest in our existing neighborhoods and rebuild these places, 

and Hollywood is the perfect place to do that. 

This project would provide residents with a sense of place, create a better sense of 

community in the entire area; make it safer for everyone to walk around and travel 

through. It's going to be a great place to work and play, and so I support the project. 

Thank you. 

8 Male Speaker: Five minutes. 

9 Johnson: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Kyle Johnson and I'm a Hollywood 

10 resident. Today, I ask that the commission vote in support of this project because it is a 

11 catalytic project that continues Hollywood's renaissance and provides jobs, housing, and 

12 quality office space. I think that the parking provided by Millennium is just right. By 

13 unbundling parking from housing, it allows Millennium to target an underserved 

14 demographic-people without cars. 

15 The excessive city parking requirements create what amounts to parking 

16 pollution: too many parking spaces and parking levels that exceed project uses. Thank 

17 you. 

18 [Male speaker talking in Spanish and translated by interpreter] 

19 Munous: Good afternoon. My name is Erlin Munous [ph]. I've been a Hollywood resident 

20 for the last 25 years. 

21 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

22 I'm here in support of the Millennium Project. 

23 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

24 In the last 11 years, I have had to go out of the city in order to work. 
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[Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

2 And I have to spend three hours on my own time travelling to and from work, and that's 

3 time wasted away from my family. 

4 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

5 I am in favor, and I really like the Millennium Project because it's going to help me work 

6 closer to home and allow me not to be away from the family and not use my 

7 transportation. 

8 Munous: Muchas gracias. [Thank you]. 

9 Kirsch: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Good afternoon. David Kirsch with the Carpenters/Contractors Cooperation 

Committee with the labor management organization affiliated with the Carpenters Union. 

I don't want to be the last person here so I'm just going to echo all the good things that 

have been said about the project and just emphasize the construction jobs. 

A lot of workers are out there are unemployed and these are the types of projects 

that are going to get people back to work. And this is great for them, it's great for the 

community, and I urge you to approve this project. Thank you. 

16 Hernandez: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Alfredo Hernandez. I'm a founding 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

board member of the East Hollywood Neighborhood Council and a founding board 

member of the Friends of the Hollywood Central Park. I'm in full favor of the 

Millennium Project. I believe that this project will create a large sum of Quimby Fees 

that can ... most of them can be used for the creation of the Hollywood Central Park. 

Thank you. 

Shahenian: Good afternoon, commissioners. Nicole Shahenian with the Hollywood Chamber 

of Commerce, and also a proud member of the Friends of the Hollywood Central Park. 

I'm here to express my support of the Millennium Project, and in particular, to let you 
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know how pleased I am with the open space and the commitment to community benefits 

that this project is going to produce. 

I also want to second the speaker before me in asking that the Quimby Fees for 

this project be designated specifically to the Hollywood Central Park. Thank you. 

5 Moderator: How much time is left, James? 

6 Male Speaker: Three minutes. 

7 Moderator: There are three minutes, so are there any other pro speakers? Great. Wow. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Thank you. Okay, we're now going to very quickly ... and I failed to mention that we did 

have some general comments cards and so once we finish with the 45 minutes for those 

who are opponents to the project, we will allow a couple of minutes for general 

comments. There aren't that many of those cards. So if you will begin to queue yourself, 

we will have the exact same amount of time and the exact same rules. 

And I'm hoping that you will be as judicious as those who came before you were 

in policing yourselves relative to the time you're taking. It is most beneficial to us if we 

have all of the points that are out there to be made ... are made. And if you are, in fact, 

echoing somebody's comment that has been made previously, if you can do that with 

brevity and move on to things that are new, that is what's most beneficial to us so we 

have a full plate to make our decision with. 

Okay, if our first speaker will step to the podium, and please begin. Please state 

your name for the record clearly. Thank you. 

Geoghan: My name is Jim Geoghan. I'm Traffic and Parking Chair for the Hollywood Hills 

22 West Neighborhood Council, a resident of Whitley Heights for 27 years, my wife and 1. 

23 [END RECORDING 5VTT71837&CPC08-3440fj DATE [3-28-13]] 

24 
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Date: April 4, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jim Geoghan 

4 Male Speaker: Ben Reznik 

5 Male Speaker: Jim Van Dusen 

6 Male Speaker: Unidentified Speaker 

7 Male Speaker: John Charota 

8 Male Speaker: Casey Maddren 

9 Male Speaker: Adrian Scott Fine 

10 Male Speaker: Remi Kessler 

11 Male Speaker: Sid Ziegler 

12 Male Speaker: Tony Tucci 

13 Male Speakers: Don Durkee 

14 Female Speaker: Susan Polifronio 

15 Female Speaker: Mary Holmes 

16 Female Speaker: Joanne D'Antonio 

17 Female Speaker: Patty Heideman 

18 Female Speaker: Rosemary De Monte 

19 Female Speaker: Marian Dodge 

20 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

21 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

22 

23 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440g]] 

24 Moderator: Okay, if our first speaker will step to the podium and please begin. 

25 Please state your name for the record clearly. Thank you. 

26 Geoghan: My name is Jim Geoghan. I'm Traffic and Parking Chair for the Hollywood Hills 

27 West Neighborhood Council. Resident of Whitley Heights for twenty-seven years, my 

28 wife and I; with secretary Whitley Heights, Home Owner's Association for six years. 

29 When my wife and I lived in Manhattan, we were three blocks away from the BMT, the 

30 IND and the IRT subway which offered us nine subway lines and about eleven bus lines. 

31 I'm listening to the words today, major traffic center. I guess we're talking about the one 

32 subway line down the street which ends up in North Hollywood. If you live in Tarzana, 
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Van Nuys, Sherman Oaks, Burbank, Studio City, Valley Village, I can go on with 

fourteen other locales, you're going to have to drive to this building. No one's taking the 

subway to the Millennium Project and at five to six or seven o'clock you're going to have 

to drive home. It's just going to be choking traffic. I'm not naive. Something's going to 

be built there. I just don't want to see something that's - more than half the height of the 

Empire State Building. That's all there is to it. I appreciate listening to the neighborhood 

councils who have spoken so far in favor of it, who have received their donations from 

Millennium and also the - the labor union people, the land owners and the business 

owners. If Millennium was going to build a slaughter house they'd have the same thing to 

say; jobs and money, jobs and money; slaughter house would be fine. Just listen to Tom 

LaBonge and let's just make a sensible building here and make your jobs, but fifty-five 

stories; I've heard they can go even more to seventy or eighty stories without the 

oversight of you people. Let's not be insane about this. A fifty-eight story building of 

five hundred and eighty stories is just ridiculous. It's a monstrosity. For the Millennium 

Group and Millennium Partners then to tell us "well don't worry about it," for where 

you've lived for twenty-seven years, "we're going to build this monstrosity and put in 

bicycle lanes and a bicycle repair shop," is there no end to their arrogance. I can't believe 

it. It's just the most insane thing I've ever heard in this room, thank you. 

19 Moderator: Can I please request that folks not clap or boo or anything else so that we can 

20 keep this going as rapidly and hear the points, please. Thank you. 

21 Reznik: Madame Chair, My name is Ben Reznik with Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell. 

22 

23 

24 

I'm here representing the Hollywood and Vine Condominium, LLC. It's the owners and 

the Hollywood and Vine Residences Association known as the W-Hotel Residences right 

a block away. My clients support some development on this site. The problem they have 
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with what's being proposed is they don't know what's being proposed. They don't know 

what it is that you might be approving. The difficulty is that you have before you a zone 

change, with the requested twenty-two year life span which mayor may not now exist 

based on the development agreement being pulled out this very moment, this very 

morning, but the request is to permit a height range from two hundred and twenty feet to 

five hundred and eighty five feet. It's to include - potentially nine hundred residential 

units, or none at all. It includes two hundred hotel rooms or none at all. It includes two 

hundred and fifteen thousand square feet of office, or maybe a lot more if the whole 

project is offices. It includes a master conditional use permit for alcohol sales; for five 

restaurants, cafes, roof top, etcetera, but without any occupancy numbers or locations. 

I've never seen the city approve something like that. It mayor may not include a health 

club and the final EIR specifically says that it's the indeterminate nature of the project 

description and states that the applicant does not know what it will build. So, if the 

applicant does not know what it will build, what is it that you're being asked to approve 

today? The difficulty is that there's no other project in Hollywood, and for that matter in 

the city that's been approved with this minimum level of specificity without providing for 

some sort of subsequent entitlement review. The way this is being presented is you're 

going to approve this box and whatever is built in the future, no one has the right to 

review or comment, or study, or analyze and now that the development agreement has 

been withdrawn, which was one of the only tools for some limits, what is it that you have 

before you? So, based on that, our client is in opposition. Thank you. 

22 Polifronio: Hello. Thank you for letting me speak. My name is Susan Polifronio. I'm a thirty-

23 

24 

five year resident and business owner in Hollywood. I've lived in the flats, no view. 

North of Franklin Avenue, north of the Hollywood freeway and I have a business over on 
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Franklin and Bronson. There are things I really like about the project. There are things I 

don't. I'm not even going to speak to any of them. What I am concerned about is safety 

and traffic movement and I don't know if you're aware of the intersection at Argyle and 

Franklin Avenue, that's where you exit on Vine Street. Vine Street exit from the 101 

going south, you either get on the 101 or you get on Franklin. People are coming west on 

Franklin that might want to go to north on the 101. There's a U-turn around right at 

Argyle that you have to do to do that. There is one light that allows the Hollywood Dell 

to exit anywhere at all and that's at Argyle and Franklin. The only other possibilities of 

exiting are at Ivar and Franklin, no light, or at Oden and Cahuenga, also no light. One of 

the reasons I'm particularly in concerned, in 2006 my husband suffered with cardiac 

arrest. He didn't suffer with it at home, thank God or in the ambulance, but he did on the 

gurney, on the way into the emergency room. That was 2006; if we come to the present 

time, I don't think he would have made it to Kaiser, which is not that far away from 

where we live. So, I'm really concerned about the ability for emergency vehicles to get in 

and for the Hollywood Dell residents and the other residents around there to get out with 

fires or other emergencies. Thank you. 

17 Holmes: My name is Mary Holmes. I've been a resident of Hollywood for fifty years. My 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

business is here. It's not true that people that live in the area don't want any change. 

We've seen Hollywood at its worst. We've seen it improve. It's better than it used to be. 

People can argue about what is aesthetically pleasing or not, but I asked a lawyer for 

Sheppard Mullin's, the legal definition of aesthetically okay and he said it has to be 

consistent with the area, congruent with what's already going on. A five-year old could 

pick out what is incongruent about those towers. The idea that you have to build up to be 

able to see something that you can already see is ridiculous. I want change, I don't want 
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that. Also, people don't know about this. I ask people every single day that work and live 

within a block of where these are proposed to be built "do you know about these towers?" 

and they consistently look at me as though I'm crazy because they don't believe that 

anybody would approve anything that tall. Your website talks about human scale. How 

that is within human scale, I don't know. I want pedestrian open places, I want 

improvement, I want investment, one more thing: the people in this line are about ninety 

percent residents of the area. The people in the other line were lawyers, paid workers, 

some residents; I counted ten. So, please consider the difference between who's invested 

here and how they're invested. Thank you. 

10 Van Dusen: My name is Jim Van Dusen and I'm a forty-three year resident of Hollywood. I'm 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

also on the Hollywood United Neighborhood Council and Board of Directors. The 

Hollywood United Neighborhood Council was not opposed to the plan and in its entirety 

construction and development is not necessarily a bad thing. What we did have a problem 

with was that there was no plan to sink our teeth into. I won't elaborate the gentlemen in 

front of me I think did an excellent job with this, but as we talked with Millennium 

probably four, five, six times and they would never tell us what they were going to build. 

So, we had a hard time making a recommendation for our constituents which runs 

through Millennium Project - Millennium Projects in our neighborhood counsel. So, we 

were never able to- we cannot tell our constituents what is being built. We hear about 

the tall buildings, short buildings, etc. So, that is our - our number one problem. Other 

problems that they're taught in this - about this is being a regional center, but it's a 

regional center without reasonable planning and the planning have you do with traffic 

and all the other buildings coming along the line around it and the damage that it will do 

to the business in Hollywood with increased traffic that we're already seeing, choking it 

92 

RL0032823 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

EM30615 

off. And companies that are leaving Hollywood because of this and more that will leave 

and also, personally, I would just add as a - just you might want to take into 

consideration this is also a zero sum game as far as jobs are concerned. Jobs coming to 

Hollywood will be coming to other parts of the city or from your neighborhood. So it's 

good for us in Hollywood, I certainly would like to see that, but it'll come from other 

areas and as a person also looks for space for companies that work for - there are people 

be moving out of perhaps downtown and moving up there so it's again is it better for LA 

just per say I would say not necessarily. I think it needs to be looked at from a regional 

standpoint. We're certainly, we're, Hollywood Neighborhood Counsel is certainly against 

the six to one FAR. We're for 4.5, we can approve that, but do look at this as an overall 

an overall approach because this is going to affect more than just five hundred feet 

around the project. This could affect business detrimentally in a very big way unless it's 

managed properly. Thank you. 

14 Unidentified Speaker: Thirty-four minutes. 

15 D'Antonio: Hi, I'm Joanne D' Antonio. Uh, I'm the former Safety Chair of the Hollywoodland 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Homeowner's Association and I'm also a member ofCERT. This is its emergency 

response team and at a Hollywood meeting recently a member of a higher up person in 

the fire department urn confessed to us at - at a meeting that they really are not equipped 

to handle emergency response for the Millennium buildings. So, I urge you to address the 

issues of safety and infrastructure before approving anything. The city has not been able 

- they've been actually cutting back on fire and police and to make this a safe area, we 

really have to increase the resources and figure out how to permanently increase the 

resources because the buildings won't be going anywhere. Vine and Ivar are hills so their 

height - any height that's built there is going to urn, be higher than it would be if it were 
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in the flats. So, when you look at the heights of these towers require please take that into 

consideration. I also question why there has to be a specific amount ofland usage. In 

other words, if you're going to have plaza levels why does that require them that they go 

up into towers? I mean, can't - they can't make a go of it any other way? It seems to me 

that the lower part of it makes more sense than u the tower part. Finally, I want to - two 

more things: one is that most companies that I know - I work in the film business, in 

television, and most companies don't want to be in this sort of building. They want quiet 

and convenience and they don't want to be in a tourist destination. So, I'm not sure what 

the occupancy is going to be of these buildings. I am concerned about that the parking is 

not thought out. A woman named Mary Holmes has given a two page report that's in 

your - she wasn't able to stay, but it's in your records there that's she's turned in, there's 

I mean, ten park and rides spaces doesn't sound like enough to use the TOD idea, the 

second - it takes a second fare to ride, a bus after the subway. So, if you're taking the 

metro and then you have to take the Orange Line that's two fares, so maybe we have to 

rethink how the transfers work in the city if you want people to come on public 

transportation. Also, for the people who actually live in Hollywood, there's no park and 

ride right now for people who don't live in walking distance of the metro station and 

finally it's dangerous to ride a bike on Vine Street. I've seen people nearly hit, and I 

suggest that the bike shop also have a first aid station. Thank you. 

20 Charota: John Charota representing Hollywood Heritage. I'm also a Hollywood resident. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

For three decades, Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of preservation and 

protection of Hollywood's historic resources. We appreciate some of the mitigation 

measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building. 

However, we believe that this proposed project would substantively alter the context in 
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which these buildings gained their significance. Portions of the project are grossly out of 

proportion with the identified resources; thereby, minimizing them in irretrievably 

altering their setting. The project would cause an adverse change in significance to the 

Hollywood Boulevard commercial and entertainment district and that district is 

recognized in the national register of historic places at the national level of significance. I 

asked that you review Hollywood Heritage's submitted letter, it's very concise and 

focused - very easy to understand and I think you will appreciate it. Thank you. 

8 Maddren: Hi. My name is Casey Maddren. I was born in Burbank. I've lived in LA all my 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
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15 

16 
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Fine: 

life. I currently live on Cahuenga Boulevard, north of the freeway. Transit-oriented 

development sounds great; we've been trying in LA for years. It isn't working; at least, 

not in the Hollywood area. We've seen the W-Hotel go up, Sunset and Vine, Jefferson 

Hotel, all near transit centers in Hollywood. Actually, the population of Hollywood has 

decreased significantly over the last twenty years and the traffic has gotten much worse 

over the last twenty years. So, I'm not seeing huge benefits from TOD. My main concern 

is the Cahuenga corridor, which already is severely overburdened. It's already turning 

more traffic than it should and in addition to this project, there are several other projects 

in the pipeline as well as a major- Universal is going through - is undertaking a major 

expansion, which is - city council has already approved, which is also going to affect the 

corridor negatively. So, I believe there are sever negative impacts involved in this project 

and it should not be approved in its current form. Thank you. 

Good afternoon commissioners; Adrian Scott Fine with the Los Angeles 

Conservancy. To date, the conservancy has not officially opposed this project as we're 

trying to work with Millennium Partners to work through some of our concerns and we 

do feel like we're making progress. However, our concerns are to secure precise 
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safeguards for the historic resources. Regardless of the changing market circumstances or 

conditions, changing ownerships, should that happen in the future, or other factors that 

will ultimately determine what is built. To that end, and that uncertainty, we do have a 

concern about the twenty-two year period here and would ask for a reduction to that. Our 

primary focus has been on the development regulations. I think we've resolved several 

issues along that way and we're making some progress, but there are some outstanding 

items; a specific request we ask for you all to impose on this project as a condition, is a 

required thirty-foot setback separation between the two-story historic Hollywood 

Playhouse Avalon and new construction proposed immediately north and on the west side 

of Vine to ensure that there's sufficient breathing room for the lower scale historic 

resources surrounding the project site. The development team is aware of this request and 

has been responsive to our concerns and we hope to continue to work with them. Thank 

you. 

14 Heideman: Good afternoon. I'm Patty Heideman. I'm a resident, a property owner, tax payer, 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

registered voter, who is active, who actively votes each time around. I'm not representing 

anyone, but people like me who live in the neighborhood and again pay my taxes. I want 

to say the traffic, check, the safety, check, everything that has been said, I want to 

question, however, like others, the nature of this project. It sounds to me as though the 

Capitol Building is being held hostage; that if we want to see the Capitol Building we 

have to go high. Ifwe don't want to go high then we're going to obscure the Capitol 

Building. It sounds to me as though we're being, held to a hostage choice. It seems to me 

there should be another choice, another development and, I'm not a lawyer, but I was 

looking at the agenda and I have a question and I don't expect you to answer it. It's just a 

question in my mind and it may be in other peoples' mind as well, but the applicant for 
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item six on the agenda of which you are talking is also the applicant for item seven and if 

item seven poses a conflict of interests, how is it that item six does not? As a lay person, 

I'm sure a lawyer or someone with a little bit more savvy in that regard might have an 

answer, but as a lay person looking at the agenda, it looks a little bit odd to me. I 

vehemently oppose this project. Thank you. 

6 De Monte: [U/A] 

7 

8 Moderator: You have to speak directly into the microphone. 

9 De Monte: I'm sorry, [U/A] just to you for information here. I am Rosemary De Monte. I am 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

a resident of Hollywood off and on for over fifty years. I am talking about this because 

the Millennium Project is not an island onto itself It is an accumulative problem that 

we're going to have. All of these - these different-the different things are all in the 

hopper or going to be - are approved or in the hopper so that when you're talking about 

this fourteen hundred and fifty nine cars that's something that's not exactly the truth 

because right here where there is a Franklin and Argyle failed intersection that cannot be 

mitigated is where everybody is at that they're building. Now, that's all of these projects 

represent sixty five hundred parking spaces and we know that is not going to be just sixty 

five hundred cars coming into the neighborhoods and it's going to be at least that. Now, 

also, forget the cars, add sixty five parking spaces, we also have tens of thousands of 

toilets that will be flushing where none have flushed before and it's also with this water 

that we do not have enough of now, into a sewer and water treatment infrastructure that 

does not work now, and you call this planning. So, I would like to say also that the jobs 

that will be kept - a lot of these people, I don't think live in Los Angeles, so that those 

jobs will come and go and the jobs that are going to be left in these towers are going to be 
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jobs that are wonderful and I'm not - I'm happy to have them, but none of those people 

will ever be able to buy any of the condos that are being built in this city. So, that's 

another point. Now, also, the towers are going to be built over an earthquake vault and if 

God forbid the worst scenario happens, the consequences, can you live with those 

consequences on -with your decision if you do that and then the neighborhood council 

that is pro for this, they are over here. Put those towers in their neighborhood and let's 

see if they would like it. Not that they are not - not my backyard people at all, I'm sure. 

Just us; us who have it in our backyard are and, I really do like a lot of what the 

Millennium wants to bring to Hollywood, but I wish, once again, human scale and 

remember all of this infrastructure that is not prepared for all of these projects and more 

that will be coming because of the Hollywood community plan. Thank you. 

Good afternoon commissioners. I'm Marian Dodge, President of Hillside 

Federation representing forty Home Owners Associations spanning the Santa Monica 

Mountains. The federation opposes the Millennium Hollywood Project as currently 

proposed because it is out of scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood 

community plan. It will cause an excessive cumulative, negative impact on the health, 

safety, traffic, and infrastructure of Hollywood and its neighboring hillside communities. 

The federation urges the commission to reconsider the cumulative impacts of a project of 

this size in an area that is already a choke point. We urge the applicant to consider 

alternatives with heights of no more than twenty-five stories and an FAR no greater than 

4 1h to 1 to coordinate with the existing buildings in the historic Hollywood area and 

reduce the strain on the neighborhood. Thank you. 

23 Kessler: Good afternoon. My name is Remi Kessler I'm a resident of the Oaks. We are 

24 eight hundred house north of Franklin, west of Bronson and east of Western; we already 
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very concerned with the access to Hollywood from our neighborhood because Franklin 

has been almost shut down due to the intersection of Argyle and Franklin; the access of 

101. From what we saw in the report, that access to the 101, that intersection cannot be 

mitigated. That means that our neighborhood we will not be able to get in, get out, or 

bring the fireman or the police come in neighborhood. We'd like to - we not opposed to 

the project, but we'd like to at least commission, look for more solutions for traffic and to 

mitigate the traffic in our neighborhood. I want to add also, one thing: promoting mass 

transit in new neighborhood is a really good thing, but traffic is essential to the good 

[U/A] of Hollywood. Thank you. 

10 Ziegler: Good afternoon. My name is Sid Ziegler. I am a resident of Nichols Canyon; been 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

there for a few years. I want to start by thank you. I can't believe that you're all 

volunteers and that you volunteered for this. So, I appreciate that. I also want to thank the 

Millennium folks. I mean, their projects are beautiful and looking at the presentation, I 

want to live in one of those buildings. Like, it looks beautiful, but I think something Tom 

LaBonge said is actually the most powerful piece here and that is, I want to put my arms 

around both sides and find something that works for both sides and I think the people on 

this side make very valid points. Just one thing that I have not heard in regard to the 

height issue is how it's going to affect other residents in the city. You know, Runyon 

Canyon and Griffith Park and the hiking areas up there, that's one of the treasures of the 

city; being able to get out of the flats and get up to the hills and see these vistas. To have 

these buildings there, that high, I think it's going to affect everybody in the city and 

thousands of people go there to get away from the city and to have these right there, 

blocking the view of downtown and having, people in the flats blocking the view of the 
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Hollywood sign and these are some of the treasures of the city so I hope you consider 

that. Find some way to put your arms around both sides, thank you. 

3 Unidentified Speaker: Twenty minutes 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Tucci: Hello commissioners. Tony Tucci. Hollywood Plan Community stakeholder, CD4 

stakeholder and, what an oversight. No height limits for the Hollywood community plan 

so, I guess we'll be seeing you guys a lot in the future and what a burden to pick a box, 

maybe the lesser of two evils, did you like the view from the skyline or did you like the 

view from the street corner? What I really want to ask you guys to do is to please support 

CEQA and define the project. Experts have questions in the IR and if you read a 

Bloomberg article that came out today, somebody from the California Department of 

Transportation had a question. But all the versions that I've seen, they do not mitigate, 

five significant impacts. So, just keep that in mind. Respect CEQA and if you can't 

mitigate, don't create, that's my slogan. 

14 Durkee: Good afternoon commissioners. My name is Don Durkee. I'm with the 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and I oppose this issue for many 

reasons. The traffic is the main one and I think you suggested don't beat the same drum, 

but that is what most of us are - harms most of us. I live fifteen blocks approximately 

below the site. The traffic is horrible now. It's going to be horrible during construction 

and it's going to be horrible after and I notice many of the people that spoke for the 

project are paid by the project. Also, I think that people that work on the project are only 

going to be there during the project. They're going to be gone after the project is 

completed. There will be personnel that will stay and work there, but most of them, the 

construction workers, the electrical workers, they'll be out of there and the promise of 

when he came - when I came to our PLUM meeting each time they said it would be 
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bicycle friendly and would open up - attract more bicycle riders to the city. Well, I have 

2 a bicycle. I live fifteen blocks away. Would I go to the gym that might not be there or 

3 may be there or to the hotel which they're not sure if it' s going to be there, would I ride 

4 to the restaurant which might be there or might not be there? I hope that you'll consider 

5 this project and oppose it. Thank you. 

6 [END RECORDING [05VTT7183 7 &CPC08-3440g.mp3]] 
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Date: April 4, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Don Durkee 

4 Male Speaker: Tom Meredith 

5 Male Speaker: Bill Zide 

6 Male Speaker: Brian 

7 Male Speaker: lim Nelson 

8 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

9 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

10 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

11 Female Speaker: Susan Mullins 

12 Female Speaker: Nicole Bonsu 

13 Female Speaker: Stacy Sillins 

14 Female Speaker: Lou Williams 

15 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

16 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

17 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

18 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

19 [ph]: Phonetic 

20 
21 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440h]] 

22 Don Durkee: ... would I ride to the restaurant which might be there or might not be 

23 there? I hope that you'll consider this project and oppose it. Thank you. 

24 Mullins: You're almost finished, I think. We're all almost finished. It's been a long day. I 

25 almost forgot my name. I'm Susan Mullins and I'm president of the Upper Nichols 

26 Canyon Neighborhood Association. I represent over six hundred residents. One hundred 

27 and ninety two kids and still counting and many of our neighbors work, go to Hollywood, 

28 their children go to schools in Hollywood. I, myself have been a thirty-seven year 

29 resident and worked in Hollywood and in the Hollywood Hills. So, we come to this with 

30 a lot of concern and a sense of interest even if we don't live right around the immediate 

31 area and I was trying to think about what is it about this project and so many people have 
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raised both wonderful reasons to have it and wonderful reasons to not have it or to control 

it and Mr. Aarons, who's the co-founder of Millennium, who prides itself on having these 

high-rise sky scraper hotels all over the country; he said that this was the right project for 

Hollywood because it is a city of fantasy and spectacle and I kind of bought into that idea 

when I saw it, like my neighbor said, gosh, I could live there, but yet it's not just a city of 

spectacle and fantasy. It's a real place where people live, work, and where the quality of 

life is really critically important and you've heard all of those so I'm not going to 

reiterate them, but I do want to ask of our Millennium Partners and of you and of and of 

those of us to oppose it as it's conceived; is to really think of this differently. When we 

heard - when Millennium came to us and made a presentation, they said it is this or it is a 

squat building in which we will have very little open space and that just feels like being 

put you know, on the horns of a dilemma where there is nowhere to go and it feels as 

though- and also by the way when we talked about parking and such they said we need to 

be given all the variances we want or that's it. Well, that's you know, my way or the 

highway and I would urge some creative thinking; or we think about how do we still have 

a building that has some height, whether it's twenty- two, thirty-eight stories but also 

instead of having to be squat, we really maintain that open space that I think is attractive 

to everyone and that's asking Millennium to consider having fewer square footage, fewer 

square feet, I guess the word is, fewer square feet to use in a way of trying to find a way 

to balance the interests of all the people in Hollywood. So, I thank you very much for 

your time. 

22 Meredith: Good afternoon commissioners. My name is Tom Meredith. I had lived in Los 

23 

24 

Angeles for forty-eight years and for the past twenty-five years I'm a resident of the 

Hollywood Dell. The community that's probably most impacted by the Millennium 
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Project. I served tirelessly on the Hollywood Dell Civic Association Board, but I don't 

stop there. I care very deeply about the neighborhood surrounding me and the 

communities where myself, as well as my fellow stakeholders live, work, and thrive. So, 

in addition to my work on the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, I serve on the boards of 

both Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and Hollywood United 

Neighborhood Council. We work tirelessly as volunteers to really improve city 

government responsiveness to local concerns and I'm here to speak as a representative of 

both those neighborhood councils. Now, I'm going to leave all the issues and concerns 

about the negative impact Millennium has on parking and safety and traffic and height 

and all that to my colleagues here, as well as fellow board members and neighbors and 

friends. I just want to go on record because there has been some reporting to the contrary 

that both Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and Hollywood United 

Neighborhood Council Boards voted non-support of the Millennium Project as proposed. 

In fact, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council, the Neighborhood Council for which 

the project falls within and whose nineteen-thousand residents are the community most 

unanimously supported, voted for non-support. Both these organizations have been here 

today with representatives to offer their comments and opinions. My final thought I 

wanted to leave with the group was I really rebuke the uninformed comment from the 

individual on this side of the room, that side of the room does not want anything -

nothing could be further from the truth. We're here for development. We're here for 

responsible development. I appeal to this commission that you follow the lead of Tom 

LaBonge and Eric Garcetti and think about it responsibly and listen to the community. 

Good afternoon. My name is Bill Zide. I'm on the Hollywood Studio District 

Neighborhood Council and on the PLUM Committee for that neighborhood council. We 
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had six hours of consideration, which now seems to pale in comparison to what you're 

going through, but six hours and we gave it careful thought and we considered it and we 

chose to vote against it. We are not anti-development, we're pro-development, pro

intelligent development; reasonable, considered, responsible to the community. Right 

now, the project as is is luxury apartments, or could be. We don't know. They're not as 

specific as they could be. That does not really relate to Hollywood. It's not really for 

Hollywood. They feel if they build it then they will come but what we should be 

concerned about are issues of affordable housing and jobs and this says that it is for jobs, 

but most of those jobs will probably be temporary non-union and low wage. It's not that 

they're bad jobs, but that's the reality before us and again an issue that was stated that 

you do have to consider is we are in a seismic zone. There's not a question if there will 

be an earthquake, but simply when. The worst structure you can build according to most 

people is a tall, thin, tower. So, take that into consideration. Not because it's, 

architecturally not pleasing, it's not maybe world class, but it has to be considered in the 

reality of where we live. Another issue: reality. I worked for the U.S. Census as did Tom. 

Density went down, not up, went down in the last ten years. It will go up, but not at the 

rates that seem to be projected. At least, that's not how historically it's been. Occupancy 

rates were also down. So, the reality is these are the facts before you. There are numerous 

considerations. It's not that we dislike Millennium or what it's trying to do but it needs to 

be reflective of the areas it's coming into and most of the neighborhood councils with the 

exception of one, the one that Lori is on, voted against it. So, please take heed of what 

we're telling you today and if you think there's no public consideration in terms of 

money, take into account this fact: each parking place that Millennium does not have to 

build is worth according to some people approximately twenty to thirty two thousand 
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dollars, at five hundred parking spaces, the minimum it's going to get away with not 

building, that translates to I think about fifteen million dollars. So, it's not exactly all 

private money if you give it considerations like these. So, please think ahead and take 

these into consideration we know it's a difficult job and hopefully we're coming to the 

end here. Thank you. 

6 Bonsu: Good afternoon. My name is Nicole Bonsu and - -

7 Moderator: You need to speak directly into the mike. As close as you can get. 

8 Bonsu: I'm a resident of the Dell and I'm also on the Hunk Board although, I'm just 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

speaking for myself. I think that well, this gets into an unknown area that is 

uncomfortable for me. I'm not a financier, I'm not a developer. At any rate, I feel that 

potentially there is a much smaller but equally beautiful and reasonably profitable project 

somewhere smaller inside what is being proposed which, not sure exactly, but I'm not 

trying to be rude about it. At any rate, it seems to me from the bleachers that no one's 

really trying to get there and that upsets me. With all due respect I felt that the staffers 

seemed almost like advocates for this project and I'm not sure how that's proper. I've 

been in lots of meetings and with the representatives and developers, they're very nice, I 

don't ask them questions like "how much did you pay for this land" and "was the zone 

too high to begin with" I don't know how we got to this place where supposedly these 

options all of which to me are much too large, or nothing and I don't want nothing. So, 

again, I really think there's - I hope. I don't know for sure. I hope there's something 

really positive that could come, but I can't get into that. It's not my place, but it is your 

place. It's the city's place. You know, if we're a world-class city then it's not rude to ask 

questions like that. It's not rude to say what do we really want? And I would say as far as 

the commission itself, you know these questions of conflict of interests are, I think, very 
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complicated and I don't know what I think about them but I really hope that you will dig 

deep and think independently what do you think is right and do that. Thank you. 

Hi, my name is Brian and I am a thirty-three year resident of Hollywood. I want 

to thank you all for not yawning while I talk since you've been sitting for so long. My 

main concerns are one: is safety. I'm the one who handed this out to you earlier. The EIR 

for both this project and the Hollywood community plans stated and used a two thousand 

two report. The two thousand plan was done by Dollin [ph]. Dollin was subsequently 

hired by the Metro to do a study out at Century City. There, he determined that fault line 

was active in Century City and the subway station had to be moved. Villaraigosa stood 

behind that decision. The Hollywood Community Plan said when it was reported to them 

they said that - that was inferred by that report three years after the community plan was 

passed we had an earthquake epicentered in Beverly Hills, a 3.3. That western 

touchdown of the Hollywood Fault line which runs underneath Yucca that is claimed to 

run .5 miles, .4 miles north in the EIR. I would just like to present this - this is taken off 

of Professor Dollin's field trip that he takes USC students and he takes other international 

students around from around the world to show the Hollywood Fault line. This scarp goes 

up between Yucca up to Franklin. It's a fast rise. It's where two plates were thrust up. 

That's two hundred and forty six feet away from the Capitol Record Building. We are 

sitting on an active fault line that can trigger the Hollywood Fault. FEMA, the worst area 

that FEMA is looking at nationally is southern California for earthquakes. It's not for 

hurricanes; it's not for other things. We have the Hollywood Hills just to the north of 

Hollywood. We have four north and south corridors: La Brea, Highland, Cahuenga, Vine, 

funneling into the Cahuenga Pass. If anything happens south, we're doomed. The 

California Bureau of Land Mines said if we have a 6.6 or 6.3 earthquake, the Hollywood 
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Freeway just where the Cap Park wants to be built will collapse and will not be usable for 

three days while they try to get people out and try to reopen that 101 freeway. So, what 

are we going to do in case of an emergency when we have transportation as stated before; 

the California Department of Transportation has sent you a letter contesting in the 

Millennium Project and the other thing I would like to say: nowhere in this has planned 

for Hollywood Boulevard street closures. We've had five in the month of March, 

including the Academy Awards, the marathon, we continually have Hollywood 

Boulevard closed and what does that do for traffic? Thank you very much for staying 

awake. 

Good afternoon commissioners. I want to thank you for your service. My name is 

Stacy Si11ins and I am Vice President of Nichols Canyon Neighborhood Association. A 

lot of my friends had to leave and a lot of people are on spring break right now as you 

guys know and a lot of people wanted to come down and talk about this. The one thing 

that I - there's a lot to say, but I'll just keep it short so these guys can go. The one thing 

that I find disingenuous about a lot of what's happening is that nobody is against 

development. What we really want is responsible development and like my friend, Susan, 

said is how can we work together to find a way to make it so that we're all happy? I am a 

New Yorker; I know how to live in New York. I've taken the subway home, stopped at 

the market on my way, run home, or I've gone back out. This doesn't really do that - it 

just seems that the density will be really bad, but we need to find a way to make it happen 

for everybody. My husband is in the union. We want jobs, we need a lot of money 

coming into Hollywood so that we can all stay and be happy, but I really do want to give 

these guys time and thank you. 
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Williams: Good afternoon long suffering commissioners. I'm Lou Williams and I live in the 

neighborhood just above where the Millennium Project would go in and I want to say that 

I too was very impressed by the pictures. It's like the magical city of Oz. I could see 

myself with tinkling glasses on that observation deck, looking down on tiny, little 

Hollywood and then all of a sudden it kind of squished down and it leaned ominously 

over the sidewalks and I woke from my dream and I thought well they have to do that if 

we can't have them high because we need the density and then I thought, oh, no we don't. 

I have been beguiled by so many density projects in the years, over thirty-two, that I've 

lived in the area that I see the whole trajectory. For instance: all of Hollywood, [U/A] had 

to sell Hollywood and Highland to CIM for a four hundred and fifty million dollar loss; 

Hollywood Vine has only been able to sell twenty-nine of it' s one hundred and forty 

three condos for three years. [Timer goes offJI could go on, Hollywood Western, still 

after ten years cannot rent the commercial space directly over the entrance to the subway. 

We see the pollution, we see the impact on our infrastructure, we see people moving out, 

not moving into Hollywood [O/A]. 

16 Moderator: Can I suggest that you allow the final speaker to have thirty seconds? 

17 Williams: Quickly, I'm just saying you look at all of that and you say how do we fix this? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Why don't we build even bigger next time? Listen, we're not winning from this, but 

somebody is winning and that's what I wonder. Why does it keep happening? There's got 

to be a winner somewhere and it's not community and it is not the environment, thank 

you. 

22 Moderator: You'll be the last thirty seconds. 

23 Nelson: Hi. I'm Jim Nelson. I'm an architect and a real estate developer. I'm the 

24 President of [U/A] Laurel Canyon Association. I'm a founding member of Bel Air 
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Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council. I'm a thirty-year member of the Hillside 

Federation. I spent fifteen years as the treasurer of Hollywood Heritage. I have worked on 

the development of Hollywood for thirty-three years. I came here to develop Hollywood. 

Today is one of the most amazing things I have ever seen; it's the rebirth of Hollywood. 

Everything that you all said ... 

6 Moderator: Sir, if you're not on the microphone we can't hear you and I'm going to [O/V] 

7 Nelson: And I think that everything that you all said is true. This will create jobs, it will 

8 

9 

10 

create sales tax, it will create parking revenue. I know that for a fact. I built Universal 

City Walk. Six hundred dollars per square foot revenue. Take six percent of that and the 

sales tax, the parking tax, all of that. 

11 Moderator: I appreciate the time. Unfortunately, I'm going to have to cut you off. I do 

12 appreciate the service [O/V]. 

13 Nelson: I'm going to beg two paragraphs. 

14 Moderator: I'll give you one paragraph out of extreme generosity. 

15 Nelson: However, this project as currently configured and designed is no City Walk. 

16 Moderator: Sir, I'm going to have to cut you off. I appreciate your time and effort here. [O/V] 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

I'd like to call- I'm sorry sir, thank you. Out of fairness, the rules have been set. I really 

do appreciate what you have to say, but I'm going to have to cut you off. I'm sorry to 

have to do that out of fairness to the entire body, but thank you. I mentioned that there 

was going to be folks for general comment - excuse me. I don't appreciate that either. 

Juan Aguilar submitted a card for general comments. Okay, he's not here. So, what I'd 

like to do is go through a list of what we have identified together. Yes, I need to close the 

public hearing and public comment period first. And then, which I've just done and now I 

want to go through a list that I've been trying to keep a tally and I presume that my 

no 
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fellow commissioners have as well, so I'll go through what I have. If there are things that 

I've missed, please alert me. I'd like to take a five minute break and then call staff back 

up and see if we can have you respond to the list that we have here and continue with our 

own deliberations. Okay, so, this is what; we're not on break, it's not on for some reason. 

Okay. It's not on. Yeah, it's pushed. Okay, I'm sorry; we're not taking our break just yet. 

I want to go through the list and then we'll take our break so that will give staff some 

chance if there's an opportunity for them to clarify something in the meantime. So, there 

were several comments regarding the lack of specificity and defining the project and I'd 

like to have staff help us to understand their position relative to kind of an open ended 

possibility relative to what could occur on the site. So, it could be office, it could be - so 

to give some sense of your understanding of defining the exact project there were several 

comments relative to height, obviously, and removing the D limitation was something I 

also saw in several of the letters and I want to state for the record that we did, in fact, 

receive a volume ofletters from folks and we did have an opportunity to review them so 

people know that. The averaging of the floor area and increasing the massing to have 

some sense of understanding of how that is justified from staff s point of view, the traffic 

congestion; there were a number of comments relative to traffic studies and also to 

particular intersections and I know you went over some of that, but to clarify now that 

you've heard what the comments are relative to traffic congestion, related to that there 

were some concerns about emergency access. And I think that also was a traffic related 

concern, but where for example in the EIR is that dealt with and - if inadequately so, for 

us to have a discussion about that. There was mention of parking and I think for my own 

satisfaction, I'd also like to have the shared and reduced parking justifications explained a 

little more clearly for us, and particularly as it relates to some of the uses there like the 
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fitness club for example, the reduction, and if there opportunities around traffic demand 

management, for parking and for traffic congestion, if there's some opportunities there-

I think we heard some from the applicant. I'd like to be able to explore those options. 

There were several comments about noise and light and outdoor venues and the 

root/deck, the upper floors, and the impact on surrounding communities. There were 

some comments about again; this is sort of related to a specificity question, but around 

going forward if we're going to be approving alcohol sales is there opportunity for the 

community to engage in that at a later point? Is that something that we're giving a blanket 

approval to? What exactly are we approving relative to alcohol? There were questions 

about the setback on the Hollywood Playhouse, the thirty foot setback, there were also 

questions about the community plan and I think it would just be helpful for us to know 

where the community plan update stands and how your analysis relates or doesn't relate 

to the community plan update. And there were also questions about earthquake safety and 

how and where that's analyzed in your report and there wasn't a discussion of but 

something this commission has had previous policy based discussions around is 

proximity to freeway, so how close they are to the freeway, relative to air quality 

standards and things we've been concerned about. That is the list that I have. Did I miss 

things? 

Commissioner Lessin. One of the other things that was discussed in the 

applicant's presentation was a series of community benefits. Hard for us to keep track 

because we were going very, very quickly, but which one of those can actually be 

conditioned and have nexus to the project and which one are sort of an outside party's 

agreement with them? So, if we can hit those, I'd appreciate it. 

24 Moderator: So, I think that we - Oh, I'm sorry, Barbara. Commissioner Romero. 
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Romero: Barbara Romero. Speaking. An understanding on what's actually going to be-

not only what's going to be mitigated. It seems hard to - there was one appendix that I 

think lists all the transportation infrastructure mitigation if you guys can articulate that 

and summarize it I guess for us and when people talked about the key advantage points 

that were just elaborating on that for me because it looks like the key advantage points -

just to describe that and how it relates to the [U/A] and, thank you. 

7 Perlman: Commissioner Perlman. [U/A] just a couple of points. One, in your original 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

presentation you talked about floor area averaging between the sites, I have a concern 

about how the sites are linked and perhaps you can address that to make sure that if we're 

dealing with floor averaging if one side is developed and other side is sold, how are we 

protected, those sorts of issues. Similarly, with respect to the conditions and this is both 

for you and for the applicant that the proposed condition that the applicant mentioned the 

benefit conditions, how those are tied to both sites, both locations. There was a mention 

by the applicant that there would be no super graphics or signage which is very much 

appreciated, but also mention of a very large video screen and I didn't know what 

discussion to [UI A] regarding what table of content would be on this screen as a - in 

addition to the luminosity, I think is the right word of the screen, for its impact on the 

neighborhoods and finally one of the speakers raised a question regarding water treatment 

and the additional impact on the city's existing sewage and water treatment facilities and 

what these two towers might add in that regard. Thank you. 

21 Moderator: And one final I think I'd like us all to also have some clarification about the 

22 

23 

24 

length of time for the entitlements. There were several different time periods that were 

suggested in public comment and I'd like for the public and us to have assurances about 

how long these entitlements run. 
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2 

Hobogomian: The only thing left on my list is the Metro passes and discount parking and that's 

one item that was brought up [UI A]. 

3 Moderator: So, some of the traffic demand management opportunities that were mentioned, I 

4 think by the applicant and I think definitely in some of the letters as well that we received 

5 and what the opportunities are there or not. 

6 Hobogomian: Also, there is one concern you know, if you're building such a huge complex, 

7 there's utilities that needs to be addressed from the sewer, water, electricity and all that 

8 thing, you know, where that's thing will be incorporated and how that thing can stand to 

9 play with it. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: So, is your question urn, to find out additional information about where the 

11 discussion is with respect to utilities and infrastructure? Yes, okay. 

12 Moderator: Commissioner Romero. 

13 Romero: And I think for me, personally, I wanted to just better understand the implications 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

of not having a development agreement. What things we're actually going to get and not 

get now that we won't have a development agreement just generally. Moderator: So, I 

think one way to add some clarity to that is what are the development restrictions and 

requirements that are included with your report that had nothing to do with the 

agreement. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Thank you. 

20 Moderator: Okay, so I think we have a very voluminous list, and we're not done yet, so we 

21 will take a five minute break and we will return. 

22 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440h.mp3]] 
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Date: AprilS, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

4 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

5 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

6 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

7 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

8 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

9 Female Speaker: Helen Shi 

10 Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

11 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

12 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

13 [ph]: Phonetic 

14 

15 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440i]] 

16 Moderator: We're back. So, Lucy, we gave you a voluminous list, but we have the utmost 

17 faith in your capabilities. So, why don't we dive in? Where would you like to start? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Let me start by first reiterating why the planning department recommends that this 

19 project be approved. The property is located in a very urban area. It is zoned for high 

20 intensity and high-density uses; consistent with the regional center commercial land use 

21 designation; with the commercial zone and the height district. This property has 

22 historically had no height limit and with the inflammation of the CRA's overview 

23 through the redevelopment process has allowed historically a 4 liz to 1 FAR and up to a 6 

24 to 1 FAR through its own process. That was all captured with the community plan update 

25 and so, with that, and previous cases that had been approved with an FAR of6 to 1, we're 

26 recommending approval because it's similar in location to transit oriented development 

27 and land use designation and it's zones. Moving forward, there was a question with 

28 respect to the development regulations and the land use equivalency; those exhibits were 

29 attached to both the CPC case, the 2008 case, with respect to the entitlements in the fight 
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development of the project before you as well as the development agreement that is no 

longer on the table. With that said, assurance is provided to you in those development 

regulations, as well as the land use equivalency, that had been attached to CPC-2008-

3440 as exhibits C and D, I believe. 

5 Moderator: And so, that, which you're speaking of being attached are ... 

6 Lucy Ibarra: They're exhibits and they're included in the conditions of approval that the 

7 development be developed in substantial conformance with those exhibits. 

8 Moderator: And they go above and beyond what are our classic design standards and ... 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Goes above and beyond and it's actually much more restricted than what is 

10 allowed - it's strictly on what the zone would permit. 

11 Moderator: Okay, so we didn't have to go anywhere outside of what is before us today in 

12 order to have those [O/V] 

13 Lucy Ibarra: In order to find those, no. They're attached as exhibits to the CPC case. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Additionally, to address the ambiguity further, the advisory agency approved a tract map 

as I mentioned before that addressed the four hundred and ninety-two residential units, 

the hotel, the restaurant, the retail, and the fitness club space, as well as the office space. 

In the event that the applicant chooses to modify the project, the condition is that the 

project still needs to substantially conform with the development regulations and the land 

use equivalency. Those are conditions of that tract approval. In the event that they want 

to change that, they have to tile a tract map modification and substantiate why this is still 

in conformance with those development regulations and the land use equivalency. 

Anything above and beyond that would trigger an additional or a new CEQA analysis. 
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Moderator: And to your understanding, is there any precedence for something like this? I 

think the perception on the part of many of the public is this is an unprecedented, open

ended, kind of possibility here about what could or couldn't get built. 

4 Lucy Ibarra: Right. Well, since the development regulations give you a set of objectives and 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

standards that give you assurance as to what the setbacks would be, what the height 

would be, what the massing of the structures would be, but depending on the scenarios 

and then the land uses, the intensity of the land uses permitted. Now, it's not uncommon 

for us to have presented a project to you where we've imagined that it would be 

consistent with the EIR only for the project applicant to come back or a new owner to 

come back with a substantially smaller project and that's out of our realm and if they can 

do that and that's allowed. So, it's not so different than what we've experienced in the 

past, where the applicant comes back for a different project on the same site. 

13 Moderator: So the EIR captures then, or analyzes the potential impacts at kind of the 

14 maximum build out at ... 

15 Lucy Ibarra: So, what you see in the development regulations has been analyzed in the EIR; 

16 kind of - right. 

17 Moderator: So, does everybody have exhibit C so you have an understanding of what the 

18 

19 

development regulations are, and it really goes through it; if then - if this, then that kind 

of scenario. 

20 Lucy Ibarra: Right, and it - and it's not different than when we have other projects where you 

21 

22 

23 

know we're going to get built, we always say it substantially conforms to exhibit A, 

which usually refers to a site plan. Generally, there are issues that come up, so - you 

know, a fire hydrant that modifies a setback or something to that affect that you plan for 
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and the applicant would come back and if it triggers a plan approval, it triggers a plan 

approval. If it triggers a tract map modification map, there's a process for that. 

3 Moderator: So, I think I understand that relative to some of the design specifics. What about 

4 some of the use specifics? 

5 Lucy Ibarra: So, the uses are dictated by the land use equivalency that is also attached. So, in 

6 

7 

8 

9 

exchange for certain uses; so, if in the event that they wanted to reduce their residential to 

increase another portion of the uses, that is dictated by the calculation called out for in the 

land use equivalency, which limits them to the peak hour trips that are highlighted and 

surplus thresholds for the development. 

10 Moderator: So, the assurance then, that you're offering or that you're kind of are even in 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

favor of, is that they cannot go over particular thresholds that have been analyzed 

irrespective of what combination of uses ends up in the final project. 

Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And if they do, they have to come back and analyze it. Correct. 

Hobogamian: Can they go to zero? 

Lucy Ibarra: Excuse me? 

Hobogamian: Can they go to zero? Like no hotels and do all residential? 

Lucy Ibarra: Yes, they can; so long as they satisfy the traffic thresholds that identified. 

Although, the general plan limits residential uses so that in order to build residentially 

you have to have at a minimum a zero and a half to one FAR of non-residential uses. So, 

there has to be [O/V] 

21 Moderator: So, we're not going to get one hundred percent residential in - in any scenario? 

22 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

23 Moderator: Do they have any other questions relative to that? Ok. 
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Lucy Ibarra: There was a question with respect to the floor area averaging and the unified 

development. So, our recommendation for you was to approve that and just to reiterate 

what's stated in the code, the code can define a project as a unified development under 

section 1224(w)(19), because it is a combination of functional linkages such as pedestrian 

or vehicular connections, is characterized by common architectural and landscape 

features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development and is 

composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a whole, 

by a street, or an alley and in this case, the development regulations provide you that 

assurance. The project will be developed as a unified development, that the development 

regulations are tied together for more parcels, the east and west parcels and that the 

bisection is Vine Street with the plazas linking and providing that midblock connection 

between the two sides and for that reason, it allows for the floor area averaging across the 

two parcels, so long as the project is developed as one, and that's where the development 

regulations reinforce that aspect. 

15 Moderator: So, can you help me to understand that relative to some potential sequencing and 

16 

17 

the potential for kind of alternative owners, ownership, what is our certainty relative to 

that unified development and them being tied together? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: So, a lot of the conditions are contingent on the effectuation of other conditions. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

So, for example, the tract map conditions, any changes to say, say they develop the west 

site and then they decide that they can't develop the eastside, the conditions associated 

with the Q's and T's attached to parcels are present in both. So, in the event that a new 

developer comes or should Millennium not be able to perform on the second, the Q's and 

the T's are still embedded in that property for the other site. 

24 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman, did you have a question? 
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Perlman: I guess what I still don't understand is that while the Q's and T's are embedded, 

yet there's an exchange of floor area between the two, could a new owner on one parcel 

somehow get away from the fact that they had traded away some of their floor area to the 

other parcel? 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Well, that would make it difficult to sell right? I mean, if someone had already 

6 

7 

used a majority of their floor area on one, but that's - that's the due diligence that 

someone would have to come in - in order to perform in that parcel. 

8 Perlman: So, it does - it runs with the land and so it would restrict [O/V] 

9 Lucy Ibarra: The T's and the Q's run with the land, correct and if they wanted to do something 

10 entirely different, that's where the project would return to you and it's possible. 

11 Perlman: And similarly, with respect to the proposed public benefit conditions, could those 

12 also run with the land, so they run with both parcels, evenly? 

13 Lucy Ibarra: The benefit conditions can be conditioned at your discretion so that they can be 

14 

15 

16 

efIectuated at the issuance of the first building permit associated with the project. So, it's 

not specific to either one or both parcels, it could be the first of any particular permit 

associated with that development. 

17 Perlman: Great, thank you. 

18 Moderator: Other questions relative to this point? 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Moving on to the conditional use permit for the alcohol sales; there is a condition 

20 

21 

22 

in here that speaks to requiring individual vendors associated with this development to 

apply for their separate permits so that they can receive site specific conditions as it 

relates to their use before the zoning administrator. 

23 Moderator: So, there is an opportunity then, for the public to engage in a process relative to-
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Lucy Ibarra: Correct. The planned approval process requires is a hearing for conditional use 

permits. 

3 Moderator: So, we are in effect, saying that alcohol can happen, but how it happens is going 

4 to be subject to ... 

5 Lucy Ibarra: The plan approval process. 

6 Moderator: Did you have a question [U/A]? 

7 Lucy Ibarra: As to the length of the entitlements, I know there was some confusion as a result 

8 

9 

10 

11 

of the removal of the development agreement. The rights, the time to use the entitlements 

is, therefore, now limited by what was allowed for in the code, and that is six years and it 

could be potentially extended further on the tract map, should they start to file their final 

map and so that would extend those - the rights associates with the vesting tract mats. 

12 Romero: So, you're saying it goes from twenty two years to six years? 

13 Lucy Ibarra: It goes to six years because the intent of the development agreement would allow 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

the applicant to vest those rights for an additional amount of time in exchange for 

community benefits. Now, that that is off the table, they're just what the code allows and 

that's up to six years. 

Moderator: 

Perlman: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Perlman: 

Commissioner Perlman? 

Sorry, but if they were to record a map and I heard you say that [O/V] 

Right, if they record the final map that gives them additional time. 

How much? 

Lucy Ibarra: They get thirty-six months with a tentative and I think they can - I know that state 

law can sometimes extend the life of the final maps or in the event that there's economic 

downturn, so I can't say what the exact limit is right now, but I know that the last one 

was I think six years; five or six years additional. 
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Perlman: So ... [o/V] 

2 Lucy Ibarra: So, potentially twelve [O/V] 

3 Perlman: Okay, thank you. 

4 Moderator: And relative to that although I didn't mention it, I did see in a number of the 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

letters that we received on the record, there were questions about the timing of the track 

approval and the advisory agency's determination proceeding our deliberations on this 

and some questions about whether that was the legitimate kind of sequencing of the 

process. Can you just speak to that so I understand what the objection might have been 

and why you did not think it was ... ? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: The advisory agency indicated at the hearing on the 19th that it moved or it was 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

inclined to approve the tract map and it did with its decision which was rendered the 22nd
. 

That tract was conditioned to include provisions that the project be developed in 

substantial conformance with the CPC case before you and it also referenced at that time 

the development agreement. We embedded the development regulations and the land use 

equivalency because we thought that was important to both of those CPC cases. In the 

event one did not go through, we would still be able to capture it in the other. So the tract 

map did include references to the development of regulations and the land use 

equivalency program in both CPC cases. The advisory agency's findings were based on 

the sub-division map act which typically requires that the advisory agency find 

consistency with the general plan and the zone and the land use designation along with 

the characteristics of the development of the project and the surrounding community and 

it chose to approve it based on those findings. 

23 Moderator: And so, it doesn't, as was implicated I think, in some of the letters, it doesn't 

24 presume our decision? 

122 

RL0032853 



EM30645 

Lucy Ibarra: No, it's subject to your approval. 

2 Moderator: I thought if! could walk away. .. Okay, let's go to the next issue then. 

3 Lucy Ibarra: We've asked that the applicant speak more to the technical issues with their 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

consultant, the traffic consultant, DOT was not able to continue to stay here for the 

remainder of the day on this hearing and so we've asked that the traffic consultant come 

forward to speak to your issues with respect to the mitigation measures and I understand 

that the applicant itself would like to add additional measures associated with the traffic 

demand and the traffic mobility conditions of the project beefup that portion, we believe 

there's a nexus for that and I think they wanted to speak to that on the record and so 

while we're having the traffic consultants address the traffic related issues, maybe they 

can do that simultaneously and [UI A] concerns. 

12 Moderator: And if we can ask you to come back after they presented that [O/V] to get your 

13 

14 

15 Lessin: 

16 

17 

sense about that, somebody from the applicant team can come up and speak to - oh, sorry 

[O/V] Commissioner Lessin. 

Lucy, one more thing, as we go through this with the traffic consultant, things that 

you agree with that you can make part of your recommendation, if you can sort of keep 

track of those, so that we don't have to redo this at the end. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Okay, sure. 

19 Lessin: Okay, thank you. 

20 Newman: Members of the commission, Jerry Newman, representing Millennium Partners 

21 

22 

23 

here with, I have with me the traffic consultant from Crain & Associates to discuss some 

of the questions that you have raised relative to our traffic analysis and how that was 

performed, and wanted to add some light on some of the questions relating to our traffic 
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impacts. As well as provide some of the additional TDM, traffic demand management 

plans, that we have requested to be included as part of our community benefits. 

First, I'd like to walk you through the various studied intersections that were 

included as studied intersections within the EIR and note to a couple of things, that I 

think are important for your deliberations. In the thirty-seven intersections that were 

studied, ultimately there were five that were deemed to be unmitigated, or have a 

significant impact prior to mitigations of the project. 

8 Moderator: Yeah, I think we're trying to avoid blocking the view of folks, so we can see it 

9 there, that's perfect, thank you. 

10 Newman: After the project of the six to one FAR was established and mitigations applied, 

11 

12 

13 

14 

the number of unmitigated intersections went down to two intersections and in fact, we 

do have two intersections, one at Cahuenga and Franklin and one at Vine and Hollywood 

that are continuing to be unmitigated; mostly due to the fact that they are highly 

trafficked intersections to begin with. 

15 Moderator: Can you repeat what those two were, again? 

16 [O/V] 

17 Newman: Those two were Cahuenga and Franklin and Vine and Hollywood. 

18 Perlman: Excuse me. Can you identify what the other three were that were removed and 

19 maybe can you explain how they were removed with increase [O/V] 

20 Newman: What mitigations were applied? I'll ask the traffic engineer to come up and walk 

21 you through those three intersections and what specific mitigations were applied. 

22 Perlman: Thank you. 

23 Newman: I do think it's important to note that as we studied a project of less density of four 

24 and a half to one FAR, the number of unmitigated significantly impacted intersections 
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were three. So, from that perspective, at our mitigation, we are still below the number of 

impacted intersections. Now, there could be applied intersections, applied mitigations to 

those as well, which we think may bring it down to one, so really at the end of the day 

was a difference of one intersection by a virtue of getting the additional density around 

transit, which we feel is very important. 

From a traffic demand management standpoint - oh wait, before - do we have 

those, that information, the three intersections that were mitigated? Shi: My name is 

Helen Shi; I'm a traffic engineer, working on this project. The three mitigated 

intersections for under existing conditions is Argyle Avenue and Franklin Avenue and 

freeway northbound onramp and the second one is Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood 

Boulevard and then the third mitigated impacts are at Vine Street and Sunset Boulevard. 

12 Moderator: And so, the first one, Argyle and Franklin, is the one that was mentioned I think, 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Shi: 

in public comment relative to the freeway onramp? 

Yes, we have proposed physical improvements at that intersection so it's the 

northbound two left turn lanes, and the one right turn lane, and the southbound one left 

[UI A] and one right turn only lane and then we also going to do some signal upgrade. 

Besides that, for overall mitigation, we have TDM plan, we have Hollywood area 

alternative mode lane [UI A] we have signal system upgrades to the whole area which is 

founding to DOT then they go and decide which part is better for the seasonal upgrade. 

And also we have signals that - I'm sorry, intersection-specific implements just as I 

mentioned for Vine intersection. 

22 Moderator: So just - I mean, for our own edification- this is in the kind of analysis that was 

23 

24 

provided for us relative to the EIR and the mitigation sections, these are all things that are 

listed for us on the mitigation. 
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Shi: It is. 

2 Perlman: Commissioner Perlman. In reviewing the mitigation information that was 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

provided, it seems to me, and correct me if I'm wrong, that one of the mitigations is 

relying upon the new community plan which modifies some of the highway classes. In 

other words, expecting someone else is going to be widening some of the roads. Of the 

three mitigated intersections -the mitigations that you did to calculate on those three 

intersections: Argyle and Franklin, Cahuenga and Hollywood, Vine and Sunset, are those 

all as a result of improvements or investments that are being done by the applicant or by 

someone else? 

10 Shi: By applicant. 

11 Perlman: They are, okay. 

12 Moderator: You wanted to clarify TDM? [O/V] 

13 Newman: Yeah, turning again, just again, relative to the specific question of Argyle and 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Franklin, we have provided mitigation measures at that specific stated intersection which 

has reduced it to below significant level. That said, in working with the community and 

having discussions with the community, we continue to try to look at that intersection to 

see if we can move it beyond the mitigation that we have done and are in discussions 

with Caltrans on addition improvements that might be able to take place there as a 

community gesture more than anything else and we think that there are additional work 

that we can do directly with Caltrans on that, so we will continue to work on that and to 

the extent that you feel that it's necessary to have a condition requesting us to continue 

that work, happy to have it, because while we've already mitigated the intersection it's 

not a direct mitigation, but it is an important aspect for people that live up in the hills that 

they want to know the safety of that area. 
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Romero: Great, and so that means it's in nexus so it can be included as a condition? 

2 Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's Office, yes for any of the additional 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

conditions that are about to be discussed, you'll need to do the same analysis, does it have 

a nexus, and I'm thinking that as we go through them and as you start to decide which 

entitlements you want to condition and what conditions you want to impose, staff can 

assist with making those nexus findings where there are none. Obviously, those will be 

unenforced voluntary conditions. 

8 Moderator: Okay, so I think we want Lucy to comment on the ability for us to make the 

9 

10 

findings relative to that nexus particular about working with Caltrans and that 

intersection. 

11 Newman: Relative to the traffic demand management specific items; they were included in 

12 

13 

my initial remarks, all of our TDM requests, if you want me to go back through those at a 

slightly slower pace ... 

14 Moderator: I think I have a list of them and so maybe ifI go through the list and if we have 

15 

16 

17 

questions about them in specific and we might want to then put that forward to staff, 

relative to again this finding a nexus question. The list that I generated relative to that 

was a circulation shuttle. So, that is shuttling between where and where and the amount. 

18 Newman: That is an on demand shuttle or on call shuttle that will be available to bring 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

people that will go up into the hills to provide residential community, people within the 

residential community a shuttle service to come down to Hollywood Boulevard to either 

enjoy the Hollywood Boulevard area or to go specifically to our project, for instance, if 

they wanted to have a monthly pass and park there, we would have a shuttle that would 

bring them down to their car so they did not have to keep their car up in the hills, so it's 

an on-demand shuttle, first, and then second, it is a shuttle that takes people within the 
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greater Hollywood area, basically bounded, as I understand it, by Western, La Brea, 

Santa Monica and Franklin, or the hills. 

3 Moderator: And the idea here relative to nexus and findings I presume, is that this helps us 

4 about this traffic issue as well. 

5 Newman: Yeah, we believe there's a nexus to the - and I think it's important when the 

6 

7 

8 

9 

applicant says that there's a nexus, that helps in your findings, we believe there's a nexus 

because to avoid general congestion in the area and to promote the idea of better 

circulation, both for our project, and the community, this is an important element that 

allows that to happen. 

10 Moderator: And the figure that I heard, I thought was two hundred and fifty thousand relative 

11 to that. Is that something that happens annually? How does .... 

12 Newman: The two hundred and fifty thousand dollar per year operational cap. We believe 

13 it's a cap. 

14 Moderator: For the circulation shuttle provision, so it's up to that amount? 

15 Newman: Up to two hundred and fifty thousand dollars. It's a up to amount. We priced it 

16 and we think that's what the general costs is to run a shuttle from that area. 

17 Moderator: There was also some discussion of bicycle amenities. Something this commission 

18 

19 

20 

has been particularly interested in. I know their skepticism about whether bikes are really 

going to take over our streets but I think that we want to facilitate that happening, should 

it. So, can you speak to the bicycle amenities plans that you have? 

21 Newman: We have a number of bicycle amenity plans. As you know, from a nexus 

22 

23 

24 

standpoint, the staff demonstrated the biking area that flows through Hollywood and 

adjacent to our project. We want to participate in people wanting to have easier living if 

you will, through biking, both from a hill standpoint and from the mobility standpoint and 
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from that perspective we are providing bike stations, bike areas; we are also providing a 

minimum of at least a two hundred square foot bicycle repair service kiosk, that will be 

guaranteed for fifteen years. There will be additional space for bike facilities, so that 

there's pads that people can utilize to repair their own bikes and we will have equipment 

for people to utilize or have free access to - to use to repair the bikes themselves. We will 

have bike facilities within -bike storage facilities within the area, bike garage type 

elements, and that is part of our design standards. 

8 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman. 

9 Perlman: We'd also like to see a commitment that should there be a local vendor providing 

10 shared biking like they do in some other cities that you would agree to - [O/V] 

11 Newman: We absolutely agree to that. It's something we promoted in other projects and we 

12 

13 

love that idea, much like we like the Zipcar, which I think Commissioner Freer is going 

to get to in a minute. 

14 Perlman: Great, thank you. 

15 Moderator: I also heard some discussion about linkages to the public transit that exists 

16 currently. 

17 Newman: Yeah, there was a number of items related to linkages and for the most part, there 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

are a number of transit areas that exist from the bus to the metro station and there are 

certain pedestrian pathways that are currently traveled and we will be creating additional 

pedestrian pathways as you saw by the through areas that we've guaranteed for the 

project. For that, we have committed to install directional pedestrian root signs, signage 

showing pedestrian routes in all public transport - to all public transportation points 

within a four block radius of the project from a walkability standpoint, we will 

additionally provide ten thousand dollars to the Department of Transportation for the 
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installation of directional signage at the DASH access point nearest the project and 

twenty five thousand dollars for Metro directional signage for pedestrian routes between 

public transportation access points and the project. 

4 Moderator: And so the idea here is to provide a little bit more foundation for folks to be able 

5 

6 

to use the public transit coming to and from your development but others who are coming 

in the surrounding areas as well. 

7 Newman: Correct. From within our development and - from without - we think it's 

8 

9 

10 

important that people understand and have access to where transportation linkages are 

and that as part of that, it promotes greater mobility from our project as well as people to 

our project. 

11 Moderator: Okay and is that when you indicated those two numbers, some others you've 

12 talked about as caps; is that at the flat provision? 

13 Newman: It's a fee. It's for the payment of the, creation of the signage. 

14 Moderator: Okay, and there was something that I didn't quite understand, but a parking 

15 tracking system, is that like an app? 

16 Newman: There's a number of elements to it. One: it's a fifty thousand dollar contribution 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

for the Department of Transportation's Express Park Program and that's part of their new 

meter technology and what that does is it provides a central management system for real 

time guidance to folks to identify where parking is available. Our parking structure will 

participate in that and it will also be available for other parking within the area. So, the 

idea has always been that you consolidate into a central system, all the parking within a 

geographic area. In this case, Hollywood, and then people as they come into the area can 

easily identify where parking is, you can either do it, parking availability when you leave 

as part of a computer program, or there's an app that's being developed for it. 
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Moderator: So, I had some of it right. You also mentioned something about the Metro 

2 connections and Vine Street, but I didn't quite understand that. 

3 Newman: So, when the Vine Metro Station, along with Hollywood and Highland, so Vine 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

and Hollywood Metro Station and Hollywood and Highland Metro Station were created, 

there was only one portal created for those stations. And in our case, the closest one, 

almost half, not even half a block away, is the Metro access portal at Hollywood and 

Vine but it exists at the southeast corner of Hollywood and Vine. Metro also created what 

they call knock out panels, within their system that allows access to other corners, but 

there has been an undefined either cost or - mechanism by which one can access those 

entry points. What we are proposing is that we provide a study which shows how much it 

would costs and where those access points - access points are and how they can best be 

developed to obtain additional access into the Metro system. 

13 Moderator: Is that not something that Metro would have already studied? 

14 Newman: One would believe that they have. In the event that they don't, which we have 

15 asked them for, we are happy to help with that. 

16 Moderator: Ok. Yes, Commissioner Perlman. 

17 Perlman: Assuming that there is a study, or if there isn't and you conduct a study, what 

18 commitment is the developer prepared to make to actually ... 

19 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440i]] 
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17 Newman: One would believe that they have. In the event that they don't, which we have 

18 asked them for, we are happy to help with that. 

19 Moderator: Ok. Yes, Commissioner Perlman. 

20 Perlman: Assuming that there is a study, or if there isn't and you conduct a study, what 

21 commitment is the developer prepared to make to actually construct the portal? 

22 Newman: Unfortunately, as we understand where the portals are they don't exist on any 

23 property that we own. So our ability to construct them or even cause the construction of 

24 them is very minimal. But our ability to help you identify those opportunities for when 

25 new development happens is significant. So ... 

26 Perlman: What about contributing to the construction? 

27 Newman: We don't even know the [U/A] amount yet. I mean so if there is a question as to 

28 that certainly we could consider it but at this point we have no idea whether it's a large 

29 number, small number and what participation we would have to have and given the nexus 
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in terms of its really, it's not on our property that's a little more difficult for us to reach 

to. 

3 Perlman: What I understand neither is the DASH area or where you're giving $25,000 to 

4 

5 

6 

Metro for signage at Metro. It's a way to facilitate the actual construction of the portals 

so that more people will be able to access the Metro system including, hopefully, tenants 

who might be enjoying your property. 

7 Newman: So I'm trying to think this through from that standpoint. Part of our issue is one, 

8 

9 

we would never control a construction, so to have a condition on a matter that we don't 

control because Metro does and neither do you control that, I'm sorry. 

10 Moderator: I thought we controlled it all. 

11 Newman: With all due respect, it is in the hands of another agency; I'm not exactly sure 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

where I would one, make that donation, if you will, or that contribution, and I'm not sure 

if and when it could be held and happen for a period oftime and who would utilize it. 

So, what we do control is our ability to identify the opportunities and your ability to 

impose that opportunity on people that own the property if they wanted to or request it 

from Metro. So if we could figure out a mechanism to make it work. 

17 Perlman: Well, I'd love to hear what Lucy has to say about this. You know one of the 

18 

19 

20 

21 

things we struggle with in the city we've heard a number of people talk about that that 

there is not enough access to the Metro system, it's not expanded enough, in large part 

because there's insufficient resources. So, if additional resources could be dedicated to 

that future use, that might be something of interest. 

22 Lucy Ibarra: The limitation we have with respect to the metro portal is that you have the 

23 

24 

Hollywood Walk of Fame that may be impacted by any construction and you also have 

private property along Hollywood Boulevard, that elevates that section of Hollywood 
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Boulevard and that portion of Vine Street where we don't have the property owners 

consent or current even awareness of that even being an issue. And so what you can do 

as part of the condition with respect to this portal is express that the study analyzing the 

mitigation or necessary environmental analysis and that it expands potential cooperation 

of those property owners with respect to maybe encroachments and something to that 

effect into their property. But that wasn't analyzed in the EAR so it would be difficult at 

this time to kind of require that that be conditioned on the project at this point. 

8 Moderator: So you're concurring that the opportunity is limited to a study. 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Right and you can expand that study to include additional analysis with respect to 

10 any impacts with respect to traffic, noise, construction relative to the Metro portal study. 

11 Moderator: Ok. 

12 Newman: Alright thank you. 

13 Moderator: Something else that the Commission and other cases has an interest in is the 

14 

15 

provision of Metro passes. I thought I heard something relative to that as well. Again, 

this is in the direction of trying to get folks out of cars and into transit. 

16 Newman: Indeed you did hear that. We had committed u to provide an area for our 

17 

18 

19 

residents to acquire Metro passes and that for our tenants and their employees, we will 

purchase at a minimum of 100 metro passes, we'll purchase 100 metro passes to be 

provided to our tenants and their employees as well as residents. 

20 Moderator: Is that a one-time lOa? 

21 Newman: No, on an ongoing basis. It will be a condition that we will maintain in, reviewed 

22 

23 

as an annual uh for we'll go we've been 15 years we would accept it as a 15 year 

condition. 
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Romero: Can I ask of you can you specify the commitment for the residents because you're 

specifying for your employees but I don't, is it a discounted rate or is it a free pass? 

Newman: 

Romero: 

Newman: 

Romero: 

Newman: 

that. 

We're providing a free, 100 free passes. 

For employees or for resident and employees? 

Residents and employees. 

Ok so it's a 100 for... 

100 free passes, if you want to ask us to do it for a specific group, happy to do 

Newman: I was just I was trying to get a sense of if it was combined 100 for both groups, or 

if it was a separate, one specific number for your employees and one number for you 

residents too. Because that's what I heard from residents, is that in order for them to 

utilize this they are going to have to drive down to the Metro. 

13 Newman: Well, although we have residents. 

14 Moderator: Yeah, that's my position was this resident was speaking to residents within the; 

15 there were some other things that you were talking about relative to commuters. 

16 Newman: That will come up in the next one. 

17 Moderator: Yeah, I don't think that was about but --

18 Romero: I think that, I mean I think that it alleviates some of the traffic congestion I'm just 

19 wondering if that's something worth considering. 

20 Newman: So making those passes available to a broader community, is that the question? 

Yeah, for example when I lived in Toluca Lake, part of the homeowner's group, if 21 Romero: 

22 

23 

24 

you paid into the fee then you got 12 parking passes for Universal and everybody got 

them if you paid part of it so it was an incentive for us to go to Universal because there 

was a pass but you had to be part of the association. I don't know if there's ... 
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Newman: Well then let me make this, I'm going to offer a suggestion given the next item 

that I think you're going to cover. We have offered] 0 parking spaces for an effective 

park-and-ride at a discounted rate. Right? 

4 Romero: Ok. 

5 Newman: At a 10% discounted rate, we could take ten of the 100 and also link that to a free 

6 

7 

8 

9 

metro pass for people who take advantage of that park-and-ride. So that park-and-ride 

not only comes with, that parking space not only comes with a discounted parking space 

but it also comes with a free metro pass. So ten of the metro passes get assigned there 

and there will be 90 others for employees and residents. 

10 Romero: And residents of your actuaL .. 

11 Newman: Of our actual project. Would that ... 

12 Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office, I just wanted to interrupt to remind 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

you that you know when you're looking at the nexus and you're looking how to link 

these conditions to the entitlements, you need to look at the impact that the development 

has and so in this case, tying it to a broader community, we're looking to mitigate the 

traffic impacts of increased trips because you've got more residents, you've got more 

employees, you know I fear that we might be going a bit afield of that so just ... 

18 Moderator: My kind of own opinion about that and I'm sure there are others who have them is 

19 

20 

21 

part of where this discussion was initiated was a discussion of the unmitigatable 

intersections and that this is an opportunity to potentially get folks onto transit such that 

those intersections would be ... 

22 Khorasanee: Exactly. But in light of the analysis the reason they are unmitigatable is because 

23 of the existence of this development, not people who are already there separate from this 
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development. So, just tying it back to why this development is having the impact on the 

environment and how to mitigate those impacts. 

3 Moderator: Fellow commissioners? 

4 Perlman: Dana Pearlman, I'd have to respectfully disagree with the City Attorney. I do 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

think that this can help to mitigate the impact on the traffic of this project by reducing 

additional vehicular traffic on the roads whether it's through an offered condition of 

discounted parking for ride sharing or anything of that nature I think that it will have a 

lower impact on the overall number of cars which we're looking at the trip count which is 

the trip count which adds to existing traffic so if we can ... 

10 Khorasanee: But again the CEQA is predicated on the impact from the environment from this 

11 

12 

project, so if you imagine that you're looking at impacts with this project not existing 

that's not germane with this project, what impacts does it have, how to mitigate it. 

13 Romero: So because of the development there's going to be more traffic going into the 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Franklin/Argyle, northbound 101 so the people who live up who are coming down are 

going to be impacted because now you're adding more traffic if you're taking time and 

encourage taking people off you know in using the shuttle and encouraging them to use 

the Metro. I just don't understand how it doesn't; it impacts there. 

18 Moderator: Commissioner Lessin? 

19 Lessin: Yeah and just another country heard from, I'm much more comfortable with the 

20 

21 

22 

residents and if it' s split between residents and employees there. They're the ones that 

we really are trying to get on to the transit, they live, they transit, they don't need a car. I 

think that has a bigger impact than any of these other things that we're discussing. 

23 Romero: I think that's a clear nexus. 

24 Moderator: I think something else that we might want to ... 
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Moderator: 

Newman: 

Moderator: 

Newman: 

If! could offer a nexus? 

Yes. Please. 

Part of the ... 

EM30660 

I want to hear from Lucy too. I think you might have something to say about this. 

She stood up. Part of the reason for the discounted rate in parking is because we 

are providing community amenities, and so we are bringing people down into our project 

and so that is part of our traffic analysis of people coming to our project to utilize the 

community amenities. From our perspective, if that is part of the impact also providing 

them ability to then go elsewhere and not promote additional impact on the streets creates 

the nexus for us and that's why we think it's appropriate. 

11 Moderator: I think I'm convinced by that analysis but ... 

12 Lucy Ibarra: Right, I think it's a policy in general that we're trying to incentivize residents to 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

take advantage of their proximity to metro and major transit centers. To that end, we've 

conditioned the project so that the parking with respect to residential units be sold and/or 

leased separately from the unit. We can condition this to prioritize that these passes be 

given to those residents who choose to forgo the parking component associated with the 

sale or lease. We believe it's in the best interests of the project and furthering transit

oriented development if we incentivize residents to take advantage of this provision as 

it's associated with the development. And also this has been vetted by the DOT and 

they're comfortable with this. 

21 Moderator: I think that the rub is coming when we're talking about two different resident 

22 

23 

24 

populations. And I think that everybody here is comfortable relative to the residents of 

the project. The rub is coming with residents who are not living in the project but are 

approximate to the development and I think we're of two minds relative to that. 
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Newman: So we would again suggest that 90 I think that as Lucy just described, 90 of the 

2 

3 

4 

passes be reserved for residents who take advantage of the disconnected parking program 

and don't actually acquire parking spaces and ten of them be used for those folks who are 

coming to utilize the benefits of our project and then from there go to other places. 

5 Romero: And I thought this in your presentation or someone's presentation you alluded to 

6 zip codes, some zip codes? 

7 Moderator: I think they're the next item. I think that I had on my list. Did you want to 

8 continue on this? 

9 Lessin: I have a question that probably doesn't impact but I'm interested in knowing. The 

10 passes are they something that the resident comes and gets daily? 

11 Newman: It's a monthly pass. 

12 Lessin: 

13 Newman: 

It's monthly; they mayor may not be using it but just getting a monthly pass. 

Presumably, if they are not, I think that the linkage that Lucy described is a great 

14 

15 

one because if they have chosen not to have a car it's a good idea for them to have a 

metro pass. 

16 Moderator: So, I also heard something relative to, excuse me, monthly parking leases. And I 

17 think that's the item that's related to residents who are approximate. Is that correct? 

18 Newman: That's what we, again, that was the linkage that I just made. We agreed to have 

19 

20 

21 

22 

ten spaces put aside so that people that are not within the project, or outside the project, 

that want to come use the project benefits, maintain a car on the project, and have a lease 

of the space at a 10% discount and also providing additional incentive for that to happen, 

so of having that metro pass connected to that. 

23 Moderator: Got it. So can you speak then to the one relative to the zip codes? 
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Newman: We've offered two additional discounted parking ideas where we have people 

who come and want to use the Metro can come back with a Metro pass and have used the 

public parking that is available; we would give them a 10% discount on parking. So, if 

you've taken a Metro, you've come back, you've parked your car, shop at our place, then 

taken the metro down to Hollywood and Highland, you've come back and you can show 

you have a Metro card, we'll give you a 10% discount on your parking. That's item 

number one. Item number two is local area residents who want to take advantage and are 

not participating in the parking spaces, those ten parking spaces, but yet wanting to use 

the services that we provide, whether it be the health club or any other retail facilities, 

that they will also have a 10% discount if they show ID that they live within, there were 

two zip codes and I'm sorry, I'm not remembering them at the moment. But I will give 

those to staff. 

13 Moderator: Ok and so the idea there relative to this question of nexuses ... 

14 Newman: Then again, those are trying to incentivize people to utilize both transit and area 

15 

16 

and our facilities as part of their shopping experience and maintaining their residency in 

Hollywood so that they're not going off-site and utilizing the roads. 

17 Moderator: Got it. Ok. So I think that ... 

18 Hobogomian: Is that a good thing or a bad thing? 

19 Moderator: Help me to understand your perspective, Commissioner Hobogomian. 

20 Hobogomian: Yes, is that a good thing or a bad thing. Is that a good thing or it's a bad thing? 

21 Because we're just increasing more traffic to the project by incentivizing people to come 

22 and park there. So you're creating more cars to come in and you're creating more traffic. 

23 And how that will affect those junctions in order to alleviate the traffic when you're 

24 inviting more people? 
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Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office. Maybe if I could articulate the 

nexus a different way than I'm seeing here. It's that by virtue of the fact that this is going 

to be a shopping destination, it is attracting people to the site anyway so offsetting the 

traffic and mitigating the traffic impact is providing those people that are coming, 

because it exists, with a means to use Metro and encouraging them to use transit at a 

discounted rate. Would that [U/A] with what you're proposing ... 

7 Moderator: If they're going somewhere else and they get on Metro, they're going to receive a 

8 discount on their parking at the original destination. 

9 Hobogomian: But we're increasing the traffic at this location ... 

10 Khorasanee: I think the assumption is that they're going to be going somewhere else anyways. 

11 In a car. 

12 Hobogomian: You know he can go and park somewhere else in Hollywood and take the metro. 

13 Now you're bringing him to you to take the metro. 

14 Newman: We're approximate to the freeways and to a lot of transit areas and because of our 

15 proximity to the Metro station, I think what you have described is the ability for people to 

16 park and then have direct access is appropriate so ... 

17 Hobogomian: It's good for your business but I don't know if it' s good for traffic. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Just to reiterate, I have a concern with this one as well. I think if they're not using 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

transit, they shouldn't take advantage of the discount here, the project isn't proximity 

enough. I think if you can identify a nexus with adjacent apartments that maybe don't 

have parking and they'd like to lease one I think that that can be satisfied with the metro 

commuters and the shared monthly parking leases that are available to local area 

residents. 
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Moderator: Ok so then I think in your response to that I may have confused myself about 

what this is actually achieving. I thought this was about people who parked there and 

used transit to go somewhere else, that there were two different ones ... 

4 Lucy Ibarra: There's two different ones and so we would recommend that you just keep the 

5 

6 

ones for metro commuters and that's good. That will address concerns about promoting 

transit use and also providing that discount to those users that actually use the metro. 

7 Moderator: So the second one was purely a discount ... 

8 Lucy Ibarra: It's just a discount for people who live in the area and park there and I would ... 

9 Lessin: And that can be their own business issue. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

11 Lessin: I'm sorry. Commissioner Lessin. 

12 Moderator: Ok. I think that was what I heard from the TDM possibilities that were offered, is 

13 there something that I missed? 

14 Newman: Yeah. There were two other ones that I think are important. The last one, actually 

15 

16 

17 

18 

just really one, the Zipcar one. Where we offered to have a ten parking spaces within the 

non-residential area reserved for a Zipcar or something like Zipcar where there would be 

a temporary utilization of a car and we would make sure that that is operational and 

functional with a company that will operate it. 

19 Moderator: Ok. 

20 Newman: We would also suggest that that be second to an annual review just so we could 

21 demonstrate its success. 

22 Perlman: This is Commissioner Perlman; I had a note that there was something about the 

23 study for a median on Vine Street. 

]42 

RL0032873 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

EM30665 

Newman: When I said two and I only did one it's because as I looked at the median, that 

was really an aesthetic issue from our standpoint. The community had requested that we 

study the idea of a median. I think both from an aesthetic standpoint and a traffic 

calming standpoint so we were going to offer up that, we think it's important that that 

median be studied. Whether we do that as a traffic demand management condition or as 

a sense of aesthetic and connectivity, to create a better connectivity or like connectivity to 

answer your question, by unified development so that as you walk across the street, it's 

irrelevant to us but it's something that we have of Ie red to the community and that we 

have asked for and that is the study of whether medians would be a good idea on Vine 

Street. 

11 Moderator: So a good idea would be I think we want to get Lucy to weigh in on whether or 

12 

13 

not the median on divine, on Vine, offers TDM opportunities or is it more about 

aesthetics. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: You know, I understand that this is something that the community has wanted but 

15 

16 

it's not something that I'm aware the DOT has vetted. And so I can't speak to whether or 

not it's appropriate to condition as it relates to this site. 

17 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman? 

18 Perlman: Could I make a suggestion then that perhaps the condition be that the applicant 

19 

20 

would work with LADOT on a study for a median and proceed in accordance with 

LADOT's conclusions regarding such median. 

21 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And so the language could be similar to that for the Metro portal in that it 

22 would include analysis of any mitigation or environmental impacts associated. Ok. 

23 Moderator: Ok 
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Newman: That would conclude the traffic demand management portion. As I suggested 

2 

3 

4 

earlier there are other additional community benefits that we were going to talk about and 

at some point after staff is done going through your issues we would like to address 

those. 

5 Moderator: Great. Thank you. Lucy, I think we're ready to continue going through our list. I 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Fraijo: 

don't know where we stood with that. 

Good Afternoon Commissioners. My name is Alfred Fraijo. I'm a land-use 

attorney, Shepard Mullin, representing the Applicant. We have a couple of items that 

you've raised that we wanted to ask some of our CEQA consultants to answer. In 

particular the shade and shadow issue that was raised, noise and light issue rather, and so 

we have someone that could speak to that point. 

12 Moderator: Ok and I want then, Lucy you're comfortable coming back to help us understand 

13 

14 

15 

16 Fraijo: 

17 

18 

their responses are and what our obligations are/aren't potentially with that. So this is 

relative to, obviously this has something to do with height, if it' s shade and shadow but 

also I think he said something relative to noise is that correct? 

That's correct. That was the item that was raised and it's an area of study in the 

CEQA documents so we wanted to just briefly summarize that and address any potential 

questions. 

19 Moderator: Thank you. 

20 Parker: 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Good afternoon. My name is Shane Parker. I'm with Parker Environmental. Just 

responding on first on the aesthetics question, there was a question about light and glare 

with regard to signage. I believe that was the question asked of us. The draft EIR has as 

a performance measure part of the project description design standards that provide very 

specific metrics for foot candles and lumens to be, to ensure that we don't have spill over 
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lighting in to the community. So those metrics are within the design guidelines, the 

development standards and they can be enforced through site plan review and they can be 

enforced through the operation life of the project. With respect to noise, if you could just 

remind me what the specific question was on the noise? 

Moderator: I think it was about, well there was some in letters relative to construction but 

Parker: 

there was also some questions about the observation decks and the noise relative to the 

surrounding community from uses that were going to be occurring in outdoor spaces. 

Right, again the design standards have mitigation, well design features to mitigate 

noise, Plexiglas barriers on podiums and setbacks from podiums but in general we 

assessed the noise environment in the area to be generally above the standards 

recommended in the general plan. So, we had excessive ambient noise levels already 

existing within the area. 

Moderator: So let's translate that in to a little bit more English. I suspect what that means is 

Parker: 

that the noise that is already generated by uses that are in the area is at such a level in that 

this is not going to ... 

Right, it would not exceed, the project's operational noise volumes would not 

exceed the ambient noise levels in the area and to the extent that we evaluated the 

positioning ofR-Vac equipment, we have performance based measures again to make 

sure that we can measure the noise after the fact to make sure that they are clearly not 

audible at off-site uses, and that too would go for outdoor event areas. 

Moderator: Yeah, my sense from hearing from the community and reading in their letters, that 

there was the most concern, there was concern about construction noise, but there was 

also concern about the uses that would be associated with those outdoor activities or 
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amenities that were going to be provided I think by the music amplification etcetera and 

so those were analyzed ... 

They were and with respect to that, we looked at the podiums and we looked at 

the positions of the towers and in a lot of cases, the positioning of the towers would 

provide a buffer between the residential uses especially to the north of the project site 

because the podiums were on the south side and the towers were oriented to the north. 

7 Moderator: Ok. Lucy did you want to speak to that? 

8 Lucy Ibarra: Excuse me. Lucy Ibarra with the Planning Department. Just to remind you that 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

this project is located in Hollywood, maybe one block, two blocks south at most from the 

US 101 freeway. It is in proximity to a lot oflive music and entertainment venues so 

there is a lot of ambient noise already within the project area. The EIR did analyze this 

and determined that the significant impacts are with respect to construction noise. Again 

the outdoor restaurants serving alcohol and things of that nature would be going through 

the plan approval process and so additional mitigations or conditions can be imposed for 

each individual use as it comes before the zoning administrator as it deems appropriate. 

16 Moderator: And how were noise kind of issues relative to these types of uses generally dealt 

17 with at the ZA level? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: At the ZA level, they consider security, lighting, they consider you know floor 

19 

20 

21 

plan, the location of the bar, with respect to the patio and the entrances and things of that 

nature. And it's all based on, they have to provide a floor plan when they submit their 

application and it gets vetted through the plan approval process which requires a hearing. 

22 Moderator: And what about uses in the plaza. There was something that suggested there were 

23 going to be performances in the plaza? 
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Lucy Ibarra: Right, so if you recall the plaza between the west and the east site are within the 

project so they're bordered on both sides by physical improvements either existing or 

proposed and so those would be, the sound would be for the most part maintained within 

that plaza area. 

5 Moderator: Ok, are there any questions relative to this. Can you say a little bit about how 

6 construction noise is going to be mitigated and tempered? 

7 Lucy Ibarra: There are standard construction related mitigation measures that are included in 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

the EIR and these are also ones that are vetted by Building and Safety and the grading 

division and the zoning division. And there's a mitigation monitoring plan that requires 

that these mitigation measures be implemented and be regularly monitored by our 

building and safety department on an ongoing basis during construction. And these are 

the EIR acknowledges that there's going to be significant potential impacts with respect 

to construction noise as a result of this project and acknowledges that irrespective of the 

amount of mitigation that you impose, these impacts are going to be present but the 

mitigation measures that are in there are the most possible feasible mitigation measures 

that are available to address these kinds of impacts. But your statement of overriding 

considerations recommended by the EIR will speak to the benefits that outweigh these 

impacts. 

19 Moderator: Ok are there any other questions relative to that? 

20 Lucy Ibarra: And while we're on the mitigation measures and the impacts to services, I just 

21 

22 

23 

24 

wanted to state that the EIR when it circulated is sent to all of our agencies, DWP, Fire, 

Police, building and safety grading and zoning, its also sent to during the EIR process and 

as well during the track map review process. So we get conditions from them in addition 

to recommended mitigation measures. So after implementation of the mitigation 

]47 

RL0032878 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

EM30670 

measures with the conditions that were imposed in the tracks as well as in the T's that are 

associated with CPCK's it was determined that there would be less then significant 

impacts with respect to schools, libraries, police and fire, waste water and I believe and 

the water supply. So those were determined to be less than significant and I know there 

was a concern about that but the agencies did review the project based on the scope of the 

EIR and that's what was determined. 

7 Moderator: So were there some kind of determination for example that that, from the fire 

8 

9 

department that the addition of this was going to make their response times kind of 

impossible? That's something that they would have called out at that point? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: I can ask my staff if there's an actual response but it was determined less than 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

significant and it was included in the environmental and the fire department reviewed and 

that was based on their decision or their response to the draft EIR concluded. And in 

addition, I just want to state that there conditions with respect to the tract includes those 

provisions that the distance between the public right of way and the door in terms of 

access for emergency purposes, those are included in the conditions. 

16 Moderator: What were the, we're looking at a list of the fire stations? 

17 Newman : Jerry Newman. Yeah. Jerry Newman [U I A] in terms of the fire department's 

18 

19 

20 

21 

analysis, they identify the distribution of their fire stations which you're seeing here on 

the map and that's also contained in the environmental document. And that distribution 

shows that they have sufficient capacity within that area to not diminish their response 

times. 

22 Moderator: I just wanted to clarify that they had in fact reviewed this; that was the point at 

23 which they would have signaled some challenge, they didn't. [UI A] the EIR. 

24 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 
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Female Speaker 2: Correct. 

2 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440j]] 

3 
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Date: April 7, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

4 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

5 Male Speaker: Sergio Ibarra 

6 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

7 Male Speaker: Phil Aarons 

8 Male Speaker: Alfred Fraijo 

9 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

10 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

11 Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

12 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

13 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

14 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 

17 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440k]] 

18 Moderator: What were the, we're looking at a list of the fire stations? 

19 Newman: Jerry Newman. Yeah. Jerry Newman [U/A] in terms of the fire 

20 department's analysis, they identify the distribution of their fire stations which you're 

21 seeing here on the map and that's also contained in the environmental document. And 

22 that distribution shows that they have sufficient capacity within that area to not diminish 

23 their response times. 

24 Moderator: I just wanted to clarify that they had in fact reviewed this; that was the point at 

25 which they would have signaled some challenge, they didn't. [U/A] the EIR. 

26 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

27 Hobogomian: I think ... 

28 Moderator: Commissioner Hobogomian 
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Hobogomian: Commissioner Hobogomian, I think the response was that the question was does 

the access to the [UI A] the availability of the fire station of the access to the project that 

was the concern. 

4 Moderator: So relative to traffic and some of the other things that we were talking about, 

5 

6 

7 

about the traffic demand management then are addressing that nexus I think. I mean I 

think that's the hope that we have here, not that we're predetermining what the outcome 

we're going to have some discussion about all of this. 

8 Newman: As I, as we understand ... 

9 Moderator: Jerry 

10 Newman: Jerry Newman, I'm sorry. Jerry Newman. As we understand their analysis part 

11 

12 

13 

14 

of the reason why the distribution is important is because it shows multiple access points 

and multiple resources and then within the environmental impact report, it identifies 

specific numbers of trucks and resources within each area that in the event of an 

emergency, they can pull from a variety of different areas, to maintain response time. 

15 Moderator: Thank you. So I'm just checking in to see where we are relative to the list. 

16 Lucy Ibarra: 1fT could just speak to the earthquake related issue, the project was vetted by the 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Department of Building and Safety Grading Division, they did require additional analysis 

of the project and the applicant did perform that. The Building and Safety Department 

conditioned this grading I should say, the Building and Safety Grading Division of the 

Department conditioned this to require additional boring because the existing car rental 

business on the project site they couldn't bore on that particular parcel because there was 

a functioning business and they could not interrupt their services, so the building and 

safety for the most part agreed that there was no reason for a concern. The project itself 

is located outside of the fault study zone but they reserved their full approval of the 
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project on that analysis because they wanted to wait until the car rental services, there's 

an Enterprise rental service on that property, to just complete the boring, just to be 

comprehensive prior to their building permit issuance. 

4 Moderator: So they, there's a potential that they could be not satisfied by what's found 

5 through that process? 

6 Lucy Ibarra: The way that they conditioned it was that it's conditioned on these three things 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

and it's all related to boring on that particular parcel. And that's the only thing that 

prevents the project from moving forward but that of course would have to go to building 

and safety at their satisfaction. 

Moderator: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Moderator: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Ok. So they have to their satisfaction as a part of our decision ... 

It's conditioned in the tracts and it's included in the T's. 

Ok. Where do you stand with your list, Lucy? Mine is a jumble. 

There's no order to it. 

Moderator: [Laughs]. That's what mine looks like as well. I know there were some issues 

relative to the 30 foot setback at the Hollywood Playhouse, the freeway, the freeway 

adjacency, the community space. 

17 Lucy Ibarra: Right, and our Sergio Ibarra had additional measures he wanted to include in the 

18 

19 

20 

development regulations to further inform the development of the site with respect to the 

triangulation to maintain views of Capitol Records and I'll have him come up here to 

speak to that. 

21 Moderator: So this is relative to some of the height and view concerns that were expressed. 

22 Sergio Ibarra: Sergio Ibarra, planning department. We have four recommended changes 

23 

24 

to the development regulations. The first one being that the development regulations 

shall be amended to require an observation area or viewing deck accessible to the public 
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for all buildings and they include a hotel component and that would be section 8A of the 

development regulations. The second would be that section 8.22 through 8.25 shall be 

amended to reference the correct figures as follows: figures 6.1.2al-2 through 6.12d-2 

shall become bigger as 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, and 8.1A. 

5 Moderator: Now I know what it sounds like when I call cases with all the letters and numbers. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Can we try that one more time and then can you tell me what that really is? 

Sergio Ibarra: These figures reference the open space diagrams that I presented that show 

the forty degree angle, and it's just an error that was done in development regulations that 

reference the wrong tables and we're correcting that error so that the development 

regulations show that they have to abide by the forty degree angle that they can't develop 

on to preserve views. And speaking to that section 8.2 grade level open space standard 

shall include the following language: that the open space for the project shall be 

developed according to figures 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, and 8.1A, whereby open space cannot 

be developed north of the forty degree demarcation line shown in each diagram in order 

to preserve key vantage points of Capitol Records. So as of now, these diagrams are in a 

development regulations but there is not written language that says they shall develop 

according to these diagrams. So we just want to clarify. 

18 Moderator: So this gives us assurance that what we were looking at relative to the angles to 

19 the Capitol Records building ... 

20 Sergio Ibarra: Right 

21 Moderator: ... are in fact preserved and preserved and attached to the correct exhibit. 

22 Sergio Ibarra: Exactly. That's exactly right. 

23 Moderator: Thank you. 
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Sergio Ibarra: And the final one would be that section 10.4.1 of the development 

regulations shall be amended to read as follows: bicycle parking shall be provided per 

ordinance number 182386, which is the recent bicycle ordinance that was passed. 

4 Moderator: Yes. Commissioner Pearlman. 

5 Perlman: Sergio, Sergio, excuse me. I'm not sure if this is directed to you or Lucy, two 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

things, one was I had a question before that you perhaps could address, the gentleman, 

the engineer, addressed it regarding the restrictions on the sign as far as the lighting 

brightness of it. The sign that's in the public space found below but there was no 

comment on what sort of restriction there is as far as content, whether it can be 

advertising for anything off-site. 

11 Moderator: So I think maybe one way to deal with this is a broader conversation about sign 

12 regulations and what is or isn't included. 

13 Sergio Ibarra: I was going to go to that [U/A]. 

14 Moderator: I think this would probably be included in that. 

15 Aarons: Phil Aarons. Could I maybe address the issue? 

16 Perlman: Sure. 

17 Aarons: I believe the conversation is about one of the public areas where we suggested 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

there would be a video screen. The video screen is not meant to be a commercial sign; it 

won't be used as a commercial sign in any way. It's meant to be part of the future arts 

programming for the public plazas. It will be lit and no differently than the screen, for as 

you can see, this was the occasion for showing the Hollywood movie, Chinatown, but 

from our perspective there will be no excessive light, no commercial use, and no sound. 

The sound will flow completely through Wi-Fi and available only to people through their 
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2 

smartphones and headsets. It's part of this sort of social networking that we're trying to 

bring to this plaza. 

3 Perlman: Great. So you're comfortable with the restriction that there would be no 

4 commercial use for the video screen. 

5 Aarons: I am. 

6 Khorasanee: Commissioners, Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office, as you know we 

7 

8 

9 

have a long history of time, place, manner restriction that can be upheld and I think that 

for us to condition content here would be inappropriate but I do want to just turn to staff 

and ensure this is part of the 1 % art or the arts development? 

10 Aarons: No. It's simply part of the voluntary programming of the public open spaces for 

11 use for arts programming. 

12 Khorasanee: Ok 

13 Aarons: But it's not a requirement. 

14 Khorasanee: Ok. This is separate from what would go to cultural affairs? 

15 Aarons: Absolutely. 

16 Khorasanee: Ok. Because cultural affairs would have their own ... 

17 Aarons: Yes. 

18 Khorasanee: ... limitations that they'll impose on those projects but here again, time, place, 

19 manner is appropriate; content would not be I think that if you're ... 

20 Perlman: I'm thinking back to another project that was recently before us where we were 

21 able to put a limitation on advertising for any sort of off-site usage. 

22 Khorasanee: Which project was that? 

23 Moderator: Universal 

24 Khorasanee: Off-site, were they in a sign district? 
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Moderator: I mean, the thing is, it could have been commercial, I mean I think we have to be 

2 weary how far down that path we go because it could then be on-site. 

3 Khorasanee: Because we don't have a sign district here. We have a different animal here. 

4 Perlman: Ok, well then let me let me go to the next thing although it does appear 

5 

6 

7 

that in the development regs there is supposed to be a supplemental use district. No, this 

is subject to the Hollywood sign and supplemental use district. There's a reference in 

here to a high rise sign twenty-four feet from the top of the building. 

8 Aarons: Yes. Those were user identification signs, if we were fortunate to find a 

9 

10 

commercial tenant for the potential office use. Then, that would be an identification of 

that use for purposes of building identification and recognition. 

11 Moderator: So, I think it would be helpful Lucy if you can kind of help us relative to how this 

12 

13 

marches with our other policy discussions about signs and particularly the sign district in 

Hollywood. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: The project isn't asking for any exceptions from the Hollywood supplemental 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

signage use district so it would be regulated by that process. There are limitations that 

have already been vetted before you with respect to signage. I'm not asking for any 

exceptions, in the event that they do, they would have to come before the commission, to 

kind of substantiate those requests. But they haven't been included in the EIR because as 

to now they're complying with that requirement. 

20 Moderator: And relative to those adopted regulations on signs, what are the possibilities of 

21 

22 

this internal plaza screen? I understand the intent of the developer; we have to think 

about the possibilities. 

23 Aarons: I would accept a restriction as I said to the use we've identified. It's not a Trojan 

24 horse screen; it's a screen for the display of Chinatown and LA Story and other movies. 
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We're closing our parking lots later this month to do a bike-in movie which we're excited 

about. That's the goal of what we're trying to do to build a sense of community among 

the residents and local people from Hollywood since it's so close to transit. So that 

would be the goal and ifthere's a restriction imposed, we're happy to respect that 

restriction. 

6 Moderator: Yeah. I think we're being told we can't to do a restriction. 

7 Aarons: Ok 

8 Moderator: So I wanted to get you to say it just as many times as possible. 

9 Aarons: I guess I have said it many times and I'll say it again, thank you. 

10 Moderator: Ok. 

11 Sergio Ibarra: Sergio Ibarra, planning department. We had one more recommendation 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

for changes to the development regulations. And currently a viewing podium is required 

at 550 feet or greater but we feel that if there is a hotel built that would be a more 

compatible use and it would be compatible with the entertainment, with other hotels in 

the city that have viewing podiums. So we want to change language to in the event that a 

hotel is built a viewing deck shall be built on it to satisfy the 550 foot or greater 

requirement of having a viewing podium. 

18 Moderator: So that's adding to what you just presented to us. 

19 Sergio Ibarra: Previously said. So, in the place of having a viewing podium of 550 foot 

20 

21 

or greater, you can have it in the hotel. And you wouldn't build two; you would just 

build one at the hotel. 

22 Moderator: Still subject to the same sort of whatever design requirements are associated. 

23 Sergio Ibarra: Exactly 
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Moderator: Ok. The thirty foot setback with the Hollywood Playhouse I have left and I think 

2 

3 

4 

that we do want to make sure that we have time to deliberate all of this and particularly I 

think there was a lot of concerns about traffic, volume, height, and we want to be able to 

talk about all those. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. So, my understanding is that in the developers ongoing efforts to work 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 Fraijo: 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

with the community and the adjoining property owners they've been willing to make 

additional concessions to development regulations with respect to the Playhouse and I 

think maybe one other with respect to the two frontages, maybe one side you're at 

setback and then the frontage along was it Vine and they're going to speak to that and 

that will be also included in the amendments that we are proposing to the development 

regulations. 

Alfred Fraijo. Thank you. It really relates to the ongoing discussions we've had 

with Hollywood, LA Conservancy rather, on the issues related to the cultural resources in 

Hollywood. Adrian Fine who spoke before you indicated that we have been in ongoing 

discussions about this opportunity to really set a ground floor setback from Avalon which 

is adjacent to the Westside and that southern boundary and so what we're doing is 

agreeing to that setback so that it conforms with the setback regime that really we have in 

relationship to Capital Records, another cultural resource within our project and certainly 

in relation to the overall spatial separation from the podiums. And so we're willing to 

commit that as a regulation within the design guidelines and standards, and what we've 

done is prepared a series of graphics consistent with that commitment that I'd like to 

submit to the Department and commission for the record. 

23 Moderator: Thank you. Was there anything else that we, yes, please, Commissioner Perlman. 

24 
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Perlman: Yes. Sorry. I had a question regarding infrastructure impact on water 

2 treatment. 

3 [U/A] 

4 Perlman: I apologize. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: The EIR did analyze impacts of water, waste water, water treatment and they 

6 determined that it was less than significant. 

7 Moderator: No. We didn't, the shared parking, explaining the shared and reduced, why and 

8 how from the 2.5 to 1.5. 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Right. So the residential parking as per policy in practice for city planning 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

commission was for projects that are located near transit and that are part of mixed use 

developments, particularly those that include office are permitted exceptions that are 

expressly written in the code to kind of accommodate locations near transit or that that 

the jobs housing balance is kind of reflective of that. So our recommendation is to 

support it based on the numerous exceptions that are provided in the code for projects in 

this nature that are of mixed use and that further encourage the active use of transit 

opportunities in the vicinity. 

17 Moderator: So the idea being if! can find a parking space easily what's my incentive to get 

18 on a train. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And the other thing too is that a lot of uses that are on site like the retail, 

20 

21 

22 

the restaurant, the fitness club, there's a general, an acceptable expectation that residents 

that live there are more likely to use the fitness club on site then they are to get in their 

car and travel off site to do so, to do the same thing. 
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Moderator: So suppose there is a fitness site underneath me, I'm not going to go to a different 

gym, I'm going to go to that gym and the assumption is the parking that would be 

associated with the gym will be decreased because of that. 

4 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And also, the demand for certain uses shift during the day. So for example, 

5 

6 

7 

8 

the fitness club use is more likely to be used either early in the morning or in the post

work hours. So there's no need to park at code for the fitness club when it won't be used 

for a big chunk of the day. And you know the other uses as well, the restaurant and the 

retail and things of that nature. 

9 Moderator: How do you respond to what I saw in some of the letters about folks are going to 

10 

11 

be coming home to this residence at the same time that folks are going to be coming to 

the gym here and so in fact the parking will be utilized at the same time. 

12 Lucy Ibarra: Well, you have residents that either live on the site or forgo parking all together 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

because they live at the site. Alternatively, you probably have residents who live within a 

six block radius that would use these amenities without having to go into their car just 

because the transit at this juncture is so convenient. So that is our response and frankly it 

furthers your practice of encouraging the over parking of projects that are located in 

regional centers that are so closed and so heavily serviced by public transit amenities. 

18 Moderator: Ok so reinforcing this notion of local serving uses and proximity. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

20 Moderator: Commissioner Romero? 

21 Romero: I have a question regarding people who work on the site. Where are they going to 

22 be parking? 

23 Lucy Ibarra: So the parking does accommodate, it does reflect all of the uses that are on the 

24 site. The shared parking so every use is an exclusive use of the parking. All the parking 
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will be shared based on the demand of that particular use. So, people who work there 

presumably might have taken the train or people who live there, there's those exceptions 

that are permitted and are reflected in the code and its informed by the arrangement. 

4 Romero: So is there going to be any off-site parking that is going to be designated for some 

5 of the people that work there? 

6 Lucy Ibarra: There is no off-site parking proposed. 

7 Romero: So you're going to be determining based on the uses how much parking space is 

8 

9 

needed during the mornings, middle of the day, and evening and you think it is going to 

be covered? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Well we won't be monitoring that. We won't be going in there to say, oh you 

11 didn't take the train. 

12 Romero: No, but the uses are going to dictate. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: Right, right. 

14 Moderator: Are there other questions relative to the parking, Mr. Newman? 

15 Newman: Jerry Newman. I just wanted to add some additional clarity to that issue and the 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

question that you asked about the percentage of parking because there was a question that 

was raised. We are parking the project to code for the uses with the exception of the 

health club. The reason we are seeking the variance on the health club is because city 

policy and your policy has been to allow a reduction in parking in health clubs when they 

are associated with office because of exactly what was being asked, that people in office 

are going to maybe go to use the health club at the same time that people in residence are 

coming home and it keeps that offset from happening in terms of traffic demand. 

Unfortunately, it only talks about the policy is redirected when the health club and offices 

are located on the same site and currently there is a possibility that the health club will be 
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located on one side of the street and the office on the other. And if that happens we're 

seeking that variance, but the reality is there is one set of parking space, we have parking 

on either side but we analyze the parking on the full project. Then the question came up 

relative to the percentage, the actual number of parking spaces we've analyzed on a 

residential basis and whether or not we've met the city policy for condo at 2.5 spaces per 

unit on a condo basis. The city code actually provides for parking to be in condos to be at 

2.25 and then the city has adopted an additional policy which adds another quarter space. 

What we have done is we have provided parking at the code required parking at 2.25 for 

all of the condominiums the project. What we've done though in order to address some 

of the traffic demand issues is we, as you have indicated, segregated the parking from the 

units so that they're acquired separately and in order to accomplish that, in doing the 

count and in the analysis, we analyzed 1.75 parking per condominium unit as a reserve 

space and an additional half space as a guest space as part of the general population, 

because those are the ones that could be done separately, that could be acquired 

separately. But the total number of spaces that are there are the 2.25 per condominium 

unit. The interesting thing is we've also analyzed as if the project was all condominiums 

so that if we did a mix of apartment and condominiums we have in effect over analyzed 

the parking or over supplied the parking. 

19 Moderator: Other questions regarding the parking? So I think that exhausts the lists. Yes? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Oh I'm sorry, what was that? Oh, so I think it's up to us now to deliberate and I think that 

we owe it to the public and for our own satisfaction to have some discussion about the 

issue that came up the most which was relative to the height of the project, and staffs 

perspective on that I think was one about what we were allowing to occur as we got 
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thinner and taller and so I'd like to hear what commissioners have to say about that I 

think. Are there concerns relative to the height? Rephrase the question. 

3 Perlman: Ok I'll go first. This is Commissioner Pearlman. I have to say first of all I greatly 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

appreciated the public, especially those that are remaining at this late hour. The public's 

participation in this and input and their passion for the issues on both sides and these are 

not easy issues, and when we look at development and change it's not always easy to 

accept things that look different from how they are now. This is a dramatic change to 

what the current situation is. I am very familiar with the area having lived in L.A. my 

entire life. A couple things resonated with me, one was the parking lots around there that 

are not in good shape, the buildings around there that are not in good shape, the fact that 

most of development in Hollywood is gone i the western end and not on the eastern end 

because developers for some reason are not developing on the eastern end. And the 

difference between having I think someone said having short, fat towers versus tall, 

slender towers. It seems some of the developments in the past few years that had taken 

the approach of being shorter have not as been as successful in many respect. My own 

personal view is because they do not provide vistas that are very pleasing to look out over 

rooftops and parking lots or at neighboring buildings as opposed to actually having a 

view of something that's attractive. I do like the idea that these are as slender as they are; 

7,000 square foot plan at the top floors is very small. I have to say the height is troubling 

but I think that's part of the future. I think that's where the city is going and while I 

appreciated that some of the residents think that TOD is not successful or has not been 

successful, I think that's what we need to do. That's the only way we're going to 

improve traffic and reduce the vehicles on our roads and to put a large development like 
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this right at the heart of transit and the transit hubs that we have there I think is very 

important. 

3 Moderator: Other commissioners? I didn't mean to kind of narrow you to the issue of height 

4 if there are other things that you want to discuss relative to this, there were concerns 

5 about density and all the other things that we have talked about relative to community 

6 benefits as well. 

7 Commissioner Hogogomian? 

8 Hobogomian: Yeah, this is Commissioner Hobogomian. I'm going look at it also from the 

9 perspective of the local also. It's not just a community because it community and 

10 developers they go hand in hand and you know they have both to be successful in order 

11 for a project to make any sense. And like Commission Pearlman said if you want to do a 

12 project and a project of this magnitude and you want to invest so much money in the 

13 neighborhood, you need the developer to be successful. And probably one way I'm 

14 looking at it and I realize that's what they did the way they keep on explaining their 

15 situation is to have a project that provides much more than what the standard project 

16 provides and that is a view. You know when you look at these sites, entertainment and 

17 everything else, restaurants and entertainment, you know for the hotels and for the 

18 restaurants, for the condominiums or for the office buildings, to be successful they are 

19 doing something else that does not exist in a neighborhood, that is providing a view. 

20 Like we were discussing somebody was trying to buy a house and it took them seven 

21 days to go through escrow, they walked in and they saw the view and they said we're 

22 ready to buy it and they put the money in and they bought it in seven days. So, I do 

23 believe that this particular developer is trying to put the emphasis on the view, and try to 

24 when you walk into their condominiums and when you walk into their hotel office 
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buildings, the minute you see that view you are in love with that premises and you stay 

there. So, I do believe that's what one of their major point of their success of their 

project is relying on, I really don't see any problem with it, I really don't see a big thing 

in it especially in a neighborhood that needs this development so bad. These people they 

can go on. That's my view. 

6 Moderator: Commissioner Lessin? 

7 Lessin: Yeah. I want to get back under the weeds here just another minute juts because 

8 

9 

I'm not sure that I have a good handle on the screen; can we talk about where it is and 

how its conditioned now? 

10 Aarons: Where it is in terms of physical location? 

11 Lessin: Yes 

12 Aarons: So as you can see from the photograph it's in the plaza that will be created that 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 Lessin: 

was just described as a new setback from the side of the Avalon and we made that gesture 

to do the, that was fine back there guys there, the idea was that this Avalon, the historic 

Hollywood Playhouse is a historic structure and the L.A. Conservancy stepped forward 

and said we really want the building to read as a full building to the extent we can, and 

even though we had initially expected to build right up against the side we respected the 

Avalon, so we took that newly created plaza and we simply put an arch related screen on 

the non-Avalon side of it for use occasionally during situations where we might want to 

show a movie. 

22 Aarons: 

Thank you for the diagram; that helps a tremendous amount. 

Great. 

23 Lessin: My issue was is it viewable from off site? 
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Aarons: No. It may be modestly viewable from the sidewalk as you walk by the Avalon 

2 but it won't be visible otherwise. It's on the wrong side of the down side and it's not, it's 

3 sufficiently in. 

4 Lessin: So I guess now to City Attorney, how do we differentiate from what they're 

5 offering to a billboard? 

6 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440k]] 

7 
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Date: April 6, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

4 Male Speaker: Phil Aarons 

5 Male Speaker: Michael LeGrand 

6 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

7 Male Speaker: James 

8 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

9 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

10 Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

11 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

12 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

13 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

14 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 
17 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440l]] 

18 Lessin: ... viewable from off-site. 

19 Aarons: No. It may be modestly viewable from the sidewalk as you walk by the Avalon 

20 but it won't be visible otherwise. It's on the wrong side of the down side and it's not, it's 

21 sufficiently in. 

22 Lessin: So I guess now to City Attorney, how do we differentiate from what they're 

23 offering to a billboard? 

24 Khorasanee: Well again, even how to differentiate from, well I would say this, I understand 

25 that you're worried about what conditions you can place on it, and again I would take it 

26 back to time, place, and manner, we don't have the sign situation here that we've had in 

27 other cases where you've been looking at a sign district and that kind of thing. Because 

28 this is within that other Hollywood sign district. But here, you don't have to like the 

29 screen, if you said no screen, that would be certainly part of the conversation, but in 

30 terms of the content, you're limited. 
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Aarons: And that's certainly, this was a gesture, meant to activate a public open space. If 

2 it creates more issues than it needs to, I could take it away. 

3 Lessin: 

4 Aarons: 

Actually, I like the idea. 

Ok. 

5 Lessin: This is Hollywood. I think it's a really good plan. I am worried about the 

6 potential for what it could be. 

7 LeGrand: Mike LeGrand, for the record. They would have to come in to secure a permit 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Lessin: 

and if the permit would state that it is not a sign basically it would allow for what it is, 

which is a video projection monitor for the purpose of showing movies, so if the issuance 

of the building permit right now it's of prohibited use to have an off-site digital sign, so if 

they came in for that and the inspector came out, we wouldn't allow it to become a sign 

and at the end of that Coca-Cola shows up one day and it's a stagnant Coca-Cola sign, we 

could send enforcement personnel out there to cite them and there's penalties and what 

have you, so they would not even be able to obtain the proper permits, to do that so it 

would be an illegal use if they tried to do that, which I know their intention is not to do 

that, but there are safeguards in that process. 

I understand. Yes, because I don't want to recommend that we take it 

away from them because I think it's a good, planned thing. It makes sense where it is. I 

just don't want it to be abused. So, thank you. 

20 Aarons: Thank you, Michael. 

21 Moderator: Commissioner Romero? Do you have comments or not? We're, I think we're 

22 wrappmg. 

23 Lessin: Did we hit the community space? 

24 Moderator: We did not actually. 
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Lessin: That's on my list. 

2 Moderator: Yes. The community space was offered and we're not clear if there is a nexus for 

3 that relative to our discussions. Thank you for that. 

4 Lessin: Got a list. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: With respect to land use, it would be difficult for us to create a nexus with the 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

community space. I understand that it's important to the community, but I think that the 

way that it was previously provided for in the conditions was to include it as part of the 

hotel development and that it would be available to communities wanting to use that 

space. I think that they can still continue to do that they can maybe manage that. 

There's just nothing in our Hollywood community plan, zone that would substantiate 

requiring 1200 square feet of community space to be rented at a fee with a calendar that 

we can't, we have no mechanism to enforce. 

13 Moderator: Ok. 

14 Lessin: It is what it is. 

15 Moderator: Commissioner Romero, did you want to? 

16 Romero: I had one question, clarification, in terms of the transportation infrastructure, is 

17 

18 

what we agreed on, that we would have a meeting, that they would help resolve all the 

outstanding issues in terms of going over some of those mitigations. I mean I'm [UI A]. 

19 Moderator: I think I had a I had a list of traffic demand management efforts. One of which 

20 

21 

22 

was to continue to work with Caltrans around that particular intersection and we were 

going to encourage those conversations to continue. Is that the conversation that you're 

speaking of? 

23 Romero: Yeah, and I guess that's good. So, and the second one, in terms of the MT A 

24 portal, what was the conclusion on that because ... ? 
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Moderator: That was ... 

2 Lucy Ibarra: Right. So the transit demand management plan, as other transit management 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

plans that are guided by DOT include a variety of options that the applicant can use to 

kind of implement these mitigations associated with their traffic impact. So what 

happens is that they go and they're monitored by DOT with respect to how successful 

those mitigations are, and if one or two are determined not to be working, there's a menu 

of additional items that they can draw from to kind of address those concerns and that's 

an ongoing monitoring program. With respect to the transportation benefits that you 

discussed earlier, we recommend that you condition those so that to ensure that they're 

implemented at the very least with the initial development of this project that each one of 

these be conditioned to be provided prior to the issuance of the final certificate of 

occupancy for the project as a whole, so does it matter what site is developed first. And 

that the bicycle amenities plan, that the project be conditioned to meet the bicycle 

ordinance as it is now, with the provision of200 square feet of bicycle repair space and 

that's to be included in the um prior to the C of 0 of the project. The final C of 0 for the 

project and then additional language with respect to your Vine Street Metro connection 

and the other study that you proposed for the Vine Street medians, for that study to 

analyze any potential environmental impacts. 

19 Romero: So, and I lost the, I don't remember the conversation in terms of the MTA portal 

20 that we said ... 

21 Lucy Ibarra: This study would be provided prior to the issuance of a, let me see ... 

22 Romero: My question, why can't they provide funding, don't you guys have a current 

23 easement, isn't there a current easement mechanism? 
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Lucy Ibarra: There are knockout panels, but this project and the environmental analysis for this 

project did not account for any construction related impacts to the Walk of Fame, 

construction related impacts ... 

4 Romero: I'm sorry, we already said that, but I didn't catch it. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: No it's ok. So, the project before you didn't account for any CEQA-related 

6 

7 

impacts it might have easily [U/ A]. The study that you're offering now is a condition 

would address any potential CEQA-related impacts associated with that. 

8 Romero: Ok. 

9 Moderator: So, I wanted to take my bite at the apple relative to the issues that I think were 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

most contentious and I definitely appreciate the input of the appellants and I read all of 

those letters and attempted as best I could to incorporate in my questions attention to the 

issues that were lifted up and for myself, in weighing how I was feeling about this and 

really throughout the process of the conversation here today, was most concerned about 

the issues that you lifted up, that is, is this an appropriate place for density, is this the 

appropriate density, and the conversation about traffic demand management was in that 

direction for me. That's why I wanted to ensure that we were pressing around those 

issues, because if were saying this is about putting density next to transit, we have to 

ensure that that transit is going to be used, that's it's going to be accessible, that's it's 

going to be providing what we claim it is. Relative to the height, I think that I have been 

convinced and it took convincing, relative to what happened as you go up in height. 

That, in fact, the things that many community members expressed as benefits that they 

wanted to preserve were actually best preserved by the taller towers I think I saw 

somebody's language in the letter of the two tall chopsticks so, I'm not eating with them, 

but the two tall chopsticks. And I also understand the concern that the community 
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presented, that are we being presented with a narrowed set of options and we're being 

told that we have to decide between these two options, and are there options that aren't 

on the table at all. And to me the options that were not on the table at all, I'm also 

convinced are probably not options that are going to come here if we were to say no to 

this either. And that this is the type of development that we are pushing forward with, I 

think that Hollywood as a regional center is the place where this kind of density and 

development does in fact belong and I understand that we have to be sensitive to the fact 

that there are existing communities as we go along that path. And I have come to a point 

where I am convinced that sensitivity has been addressed. I think that there is still some 

ways to go relative to things that are not under our purview. I wish that there were all 

sorts ofnexi, nexuses, don't tell my students that I don't know the plural, but if there are 

multiple places of nexus to be made that we can't make, I'm hoping that there are other 

venues where that can be brought to the table and I urge the community to keep pressing 

on that. There are certain things that were within our kind of purview and I hope that we 

have pushed as far as we can within our purview. I think there is further to push and I 

encourage that pushing to happen in sites and locations before bodies that have the ability 

to do it where we don't. Yes, please. I'm not going to so yes, no. Commissioner 

Perlman. 

19 Perlman: There's one more thing I wanted to say and that is because some of the appellants, 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

both in their written submissions and their oral statements as well as I believe one of the 

members the public representing, one of the attorneys representing one of the 

communities brought up that they felt that there was so much uncertainty with the 

project, it was such an ill-defined project. That we did not have sufficient information 

with which to reach a decision and I have to say that in my experience based on the 
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record, I think we have more than sufficient information. I think the developmental 

regulation guidelines which were handed to the staff submission and report were very 

thorough and comprehensive, , the traffic mitigation efforts and the other mitigation 

points that were in the reports were very thorough, so I just want to make clear for the 

record, that from where I sit, on this commission, we have had a very adequate complete 

record from which to make a decision, and so I'm prepared to try to come up with a 

motion. So that some one else ... 

8 Moderator: Yes. City Attorney 

9 Khorasanee: So, I think James, when you make your motion, James needs to call each item, 

10 

11 

because you're going to vote separately since you have appeals and then you have the 

entitlements. 

12 Moderator: We have two votes, the first is on item number 5, which is the appeal, whether we 

13 

14 

15 

want to grant or deny the appeal, and item number 6 is the recommendation relative to 

the proposed project and to remind folks that there are five of us, so this is bare quorum, 

so we need to consider that as we're moving forward. 

16 Perlman: So, then I, Commissioner Pearlman, my motion would be that with respect to item 

17 

18 

19 

five and I don't have my agenda to specify exactly what that is, but yes, item 5 which are 

the six appeals, although I believe that one was withdrawn by AMDA College. But the 

six appeals that were submitted in writing, my motion is that we deny the appeals. 

20 Moderator: So that's to support staff's recommendation to deny the appeal s. 

21 Perlman: That is correct. 

22 Moderator: Oh, we have some clarification. 

23 Lucy Ibarra: No, that that's fine. Ijust wanted to, for the second appeal, for the second case, 

24 CPC 2008 3440, just to reiterate, there's changes to the development regulations and 
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2 

3 

4 

some typographical errors that we're making, corrections that we're making to some of 

the conditions. So I just want to make sure that that goes on the record. 

Moderator: Yeah, I think we have a whole list of things that we'll want to go through. 

There's a motion ... 

5 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin will second. 

6 Moderator: And a second, James, can you poll the commission on item 5 please. 

7 James: Certainly. Commissioner Perlman? 

8 Perlman: Yes. 

9 James: Commissioner Lessin? 

10 Lessin: Yes. 

11 James: Commissioner Hobogomian? 

12 Hobogomian: Yes. 

13 James: Commissioner Romero? 

14 Romero: Yes. 

15 James: Commissioner Freer? 

16 Moderator: Yes. 

17 James: Motion carries. 

18 Moderator: Now, moving to item six. 

19 Lessin: Ok. I am willing to make an attempt with Lucy's help on item 6, so if we can sort 

20 

21 

out what is part of staff s recommendations of these items, so that it's clear. Is that the 

easiest way to do this? 

22 Moderator: I actually have what I think is a list, let me give a try and see where we stand. 

23 

24 

There were several items relative to traffic and traffic demand management. And I'll go 

through what that list is, we also had discussions about the design regulations and there 
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were several technical corrections, as well as one I don't know if it qualifies as a 

technical correction relative to the observation decks. So there were three, two that I 

think were technical corrections, that one and then there was that one relative to bike 

parking, as well. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And then, also, the applicant provided an exhibit with respect to the 

6 setbacks to accommodate the Playhouse, the Hollywood Playhouse ... 

7 Moderator: Yes, and we wanted that to go in to the design guidelines as well. 

8 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And the applicant submitted a letter dated today asking for typographical 

9 corrections to the conditions associated with the alcohol use permit. 

10 Moderator: And those were all minor technical corrections 

11 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. It doesn't change the plan approval process that we're requiring for the 

12 project. 

13 Moderator: Just wanted to make sure that was on the record. And so for the traffic and traffic 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

demand management issues, there was the encouragement that we were provided to 

continue to work with Caltrans around the Argyle and Franklin intersection, and the 

freeway onramp intersection in particular. The provision of the shuttle and the frequency 

and amount that was mentioned, the bike amenities, and sharing and provision of the bike 

kiosks. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Bicycle repair space. 

20 Moderator: Bicycle repair, yes. The attention to linkages and the directional route signs, 

21 

22 

23 

within a four block radius, the DASH signage linkages and those to the metro as well. 

The parking tracking, the express park program, and the $50,000.00 that was going to be 

submitted for that, the portal study, that we were going to encourage the study, we 

175 

RL0032906 



2 

EM30698 

understood the limitations about what we were going to be doing with that, but to see 

what the environmental impacts were relative to that. Is that correct? 

3 Lucy Ibarra: Mhm. 

4 Moderator: Is that how the stated? To provide for sale, the metro passes, and we wanted to 

5 

6 

ensure that residents and employees were included in that, that it was in fact a fifteen year 

program and that there were I guess we didn't actually resolve this. 

7 Lucy Ibarra: I would leave it as a condition and not include a time limit on it. 

8 Moderator: Ok. I want to make sure it's not a one time, as it read currently, I think it could be 

9 interpreted as you buy 100 passes and you [U/A]. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Ok. So the language I have here is one paragraph, but it speaks to two things. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

One is a provision of a machine that would allow for the sale of metro passes to on-site 

residents and tenants and employees of the project. Separately, though, there's the 

provision of 100 metro passes and we can parcel these out as separate conditions so that 

one is to provide a kiosk on site that will stay there. 

15 Moderator: Yes. 

16 Lucy Ibarra: And the other one is a provision of 100 metro passes for residents with priority 

17 given to residents that forgo parking at the site. 

18 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin, so it's 100 metro passes per month. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Per month. Per month. Correct. 

20 Lessin: I understand. 

21 Moderator: And so, are you suggesting that we leave that into perpetuity? 

22 Lucy Ibarra: Just leave it in there. 

23 Moderator: Ok. And that I think that we, residents, is that strictly residents, or is that 

24 residents and employees that would have? 
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Lucy Ibarra: It's stated here as residents and tenants of the project. 

2 Moderator: Ok. And that also then includes the incentive for those who live in not to use, 

3 right. The 10% discount for using the metro? 

4 Lucy Ibarra: The park and ride spaces. Well, we skipped the parking leases for metro 

5 

6 

commuters. There's the provision of the minimum often spaces for park and ride 

purposes 

7 Moderator: Yes. 

8 Lucy Ibarra: And there's the daily discount for metro commuters 

9 Moderator: Yes. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: And that's the 10%, and then the shared vehicle parking service, a minimum of 

11 ten parking spaces for that. 

12 Moderator: Right. And then we also were offering encouragement to the applicants who 

13 work with LADOT around the median on Vine. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: You mean the median study. 

15 Moderator: The median study. Sorry, on Vine. And I think that rounds out the list that I have. 

16 Is there something that we're missing relative to traffic demand? 

17 Lessin: I didn't check off Zipcars. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: That's part of the shared parking service that we just discussed. 

19 Lessin: Alright. Got it. 

20 Moderator: Ok. The technical corrections were to several figures to make sure that the forty 

21 degree [U/Al 

22 Lucy Ibarra: So to make sure that the figure illustrations correspond to the numbering of the 

23 

24 

open space requirements with respect to the forty degree triangular view. The other one 

was the observation deck, to ensure that the observation deck be provided within the 

]77 

RL0032908 



2 

EM30700 

hotel or elsewhere, so a little more flexibility as to where the placement of the 

observation deck goes. 

3 Moderator: So requiring one and then offering the specificity about where it would be should 

4 the hotel come on board. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And then the setback that was provided, the figure change that was 

6 

7 

provided by the applicant to correspond to the agreement that was made with the 

adjacent, the Hollywood Playhouse. I think it was. 

8 Moderator: Yes 

9 Lucy Ibarra: To provide a greater side or side back against their building and then against Vine 

10 street. 

11 Moderator: Again, excuse me, there was some discussion about the bike plan, is that already 

12 within what we were talking, I have bike plan on my list and I don't know. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: So one of the transit benefits was to require that the project included in the 

14 

15 

development regulations be consistent with the bicycle ordinance. And then the 200 

square feet. 

16 Moderator: It was the ordinance. 

17 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin, the reason we're doing that is because this was submitted 

18 prior to the implementation of that ordinance. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Yes. It was it was a vesting submitted prior to the implementation of the 

20 ordinance. 

21 Moderator: I think that is the list. Did you want to continue with your motion? 

22 Lessin: I will make the motion to approve staff to go ahead, you have something. 
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Lucy Ibarra: Correct. As well as the corrections to the letter with respect to the conditional use 

permit conditions a spelling out the types of establishments and then just some 

typographical error to correspond to the other conditions 

4 Moderator: Can you clarify what the type of .. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: So onsite sales, with food and service at five restaurants for onsite, one cafe on 

6 

7 

8 

the observations deck, should it be developed, on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 

beverages in connection with the nightclub and live entertainment and one retail 

establishment such as a grocery store or high end servicing. 

9 Moderator: And again those still have to come before [U/A] 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Those still have to go through the plan approval process, sorry. And then live 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

entertainment again with the club/lounge/restaurant again that has to go through the plan 

approval process with the ZA and then the plan, just there's a reference of conditions 

number 2A to 2N that should really be lA through IC. And then there's a duplicate 

condition referencing the STAR program so the employees that serve alcohol will have to 

go through this training with respect to serving and checkingID's and things like that. So 

there's a duplicate commission of that effect. 

17 Moderator: So those are all the technical changes. 

18 Lessin: And those are all included in your recommendation? 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Those are included in my recommendations and we gave a copy to James for the 

20 record. 

21 Khorasanee: So, Commissioners, just to clarify because I think it's important to make it clear, 

22 

23 

24 Lessin: 

your motion is going to include adoption of staff s report and recommendations including 

certification of the EIR and then everything else. 

That is my motion. 
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Khorasanee: Great. 

2 Lessin: This has been a long day. So we don't want to screw it up at this point. Thank 

3 you for the help. 

4 Moderator: We're looking for a second. 

5 Perlman: I would ask first for a brief amendment and then I would second if possible. With 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

respect to the traffic mitigation effort, ifI heard correctly, was to work with Caltrans on 

the Argyle and Franklin intersection. My notes show that there were two other 

unmitigated intersections, which were Cahuenga and Franklin and Vine and Hollywood 

and I would like to have the applicant to continue to work with LADOT to exert whatever 

efforts are possible to mitigate the traffic at those intersections as well. 

11 Moderator: Can we make sure that we have those intersections correct. I had different ones. 

12 Khorasanee: There's five. There's Hollywood ... 

13 Moderator: But the two went down. 

14 Khorasanee: Two unmitigated. And then the Argyle, yeah, I think you're right. It's Argyle 

15 and Franklin, Cahuenga and Hollywood, and Vine and Sunset. 

16 Perlman: Those, can you confirm that those were the two that were not mitigated. 

17 Lessin: Unmitigated were Hollywood and Vine, and Cahuenga and Franklin. 

18 Perlman: Yes, ok. So again, that they would commit to working with LADOT to mitigate 

19 those intersection. 

20 Khorasanee: Good catch. 

21 Lessin: I will happily accept that amendment. 

22 Perlman: I will second the motion. 

23 Newman: Jerry Newman; my only request would be to recognize that as part of the 

24 environmental findings that you're adopting, you're also adopting [U/A] ration relative to 
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2 

those and this would not be to diminish that air, you would recognize you're doing that, 

but at the same time we will continue to work to find ways to mitigate. 

3 Perlman: That's the motion 

4 Moderator: So I think we have a motion from Commissioner Lessin, do we have a second? 

5 Perlman: I second 

6 Moderator: We have a second from Commissioner Perlman. James, would you like to poll 

7 the commission? 

8 James: Certainly. Commissioner Lessin? 

9 Lessin: Yes. 

10 James: Commissioner Perlman? 

11 Perlman: Yes. 

12 James: Commissioner Hobogomian? 

13 Hobogomian: Yes. 

14 James: Commissioner Romero? 

15 Romero: Yes. 

16 James: Commissioner Freer? 

17 Moderator: Yes. 

18 James: Motion carries. 

19 Moderator: Thank you all for your time and patience and I'd like to remind folks that this not 

20 the end of the road but rather one step along the way and this will be going to the 

21 planning and land use management committee of the city council and on to the full city 

22 council so there's still opportunity for input as it goes forward. Thank you so much for 

23 patience and input today. 

24 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440l]] 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

fyi ... 

EM32993 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 3:01 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com; Jerry Neuman 
Fwd: PLUM/Cel dates for Millennium Project in CD 13 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, May 15, 2013 at 2:14 PM 
Subject: PLUM/Cel dates for Millennium Project in CD 13 
To: Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org>, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 
Cc: Roberto Mejia <roberto .mejia@lacity.org>, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org>, Dan 
Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Rebecca & Marcel, 

City Clerk's Office is now processing the appeals related to the Millennium project. Appeals were filed on the 
Vesting Tentative Tract (VTT) as well as the entitlements. The VTT appeal has a 30 day time limit while the 
other appeal has a 75 day time limit. 

Would you like to hear both items together? If yes, then I will make your preference known to the applicant's 
rep and ask for an extension for the VTT appeal. 

Below are the tentative hearing dates if both items are heard together in PLUM & Council. 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6/18/13 
Council - 7/2/13 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Erik, 

EM32725 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 4:42 PM 
Erik Sanjurjo 
Susan Swan; marcel.porras@lacity.org; Angela Motta; Jim Van Dusen 
Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

For clarification, the applicant did read a number of benefits into the record that were previously included in the 
Development Agreement (DA) for the City Planning Commission's consideration. In the absence of aDA, 
however, and under the direction of the City Attorney, the City Planning Commission was able to include a 
number of transit and traffic-related benefits as conditions of approval because there was a direct nexus with the 
EIR, the Hollywood Community Plan, and other policies. 

The other benefits, including the community meeting space and public performance programming, for example, 
were not able to be included as conditions of approval because the City Attorney advised that no relationship 
could be made with our land use policies or the EIR to substantiate their inclusion. 

Nevertheless, those previous transit/traffic related benefits that were previously vetted as 'benefits' have since 
become conditions of approval. Moreover, additional refinements were made to the project, including the 
Development Regulations associated with the project, to provide additional consideration for abutting historic 
structures. 

I hope this proves helpful in understanding the process. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 9:22 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, including one new one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the community gets no benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure community knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; angela. motta@lacity.org; wjvd@roadrunner. com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information as we are the lead 
Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and included on updates. Hope this will now not be 
the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
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President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyRUNC.com 

Sent from my· iPhone 

EM32726 

On May 7, 2013, at 8: 18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated with the 
Millennium project. As such, there are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on this case, 
who can provide you with a clarification on benefits. This project 
is a little more complicated, because originally, the project had 
included a development agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com>wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for Millennium. 
The developer referred to several individual items (including street medians for CRNC, which 
they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's RUNC). We'd appreciate any update you 
could provide as to what is currently included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
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From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 

EM32727 

CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com>wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; stacy. marble@lacity.org; 
AftonN eighbor@aol.com; viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; 
stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; anastasia@corniche.com; aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; 
beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyj ohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 3225 6@lapd.lacity.org; 
devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; Ed.Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
eugene. andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald. travens@lacity.org; 
henrya@metro.net; jhanlon@thompsonhotels.com; jeff@nederlander.com; 
bangzoomer@aol.com; trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; 
john@elslights.com; jose. malagon@pacbell.net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; 
Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; 
levidavidtinker@aol.com; Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; 
MaryPat@elslights.com; philip. ayala@lacity.org; phili p@starlinetours.com; 
holl ywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003 @aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made changes we had asked for when 
they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
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Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

EM32728 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. Weare excited to be back and are 
going to perform the same sort of closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks 
flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as we did last time, we will route foot traffic to 
the crosswalk to the west of the EI Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are requesting 
Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re
open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south of the 
boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a prompt 
response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 
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Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdI3 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978.1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

EM33418 

nyc.bill@aol.com 

Thursday, May 30, 2013 2:55 PM 
nyc.bill@aol.com 

Subject: Reminder ... Millennium Hollywood Hearing scheduled next Tuesday June 4th at City 
Hall 

PLEASE ALERT YOUR ORGANIZATIONS AND STAKEHOLDERS .... 
MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECTS PLUM COMMITTEE HEARING ....... . 

The Millennium Plum Hearing has been scheduled for June 4th at 2:30 p.m. 
at City Hall, 200 N. Spring St., L.A., 90012 in room 350. 

More info.: http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee of the LA City Council will hear the appeal that has been filed by a 
number of communities opposing Millennium projects. 

Please attend this very important hearing. 

All communities, organizations or individuals who have either officially voted and/or expressed opposition to 
Millennium projects, please attend to support your vote of opposition .. and to support all who have voiced opposition. 

It is time for Opposing organizations, PEOPLE, Communities that will be crippled by these projects, to speak out about 
the TRUTH and the inappropriateness of the Millennium Projects for the area, and the still unresloved, huge problems 
with these projects. 

Now is the time to show up and speak up for the record. 
There is no guarantee public testimony will be accepted when/if Millennium goes to City Council. 

Please help us fill City Hall with people who are passionate about their communities and Hollywood's future. 

For FREE parking in City Hall Building just call your council member's office the night before or early that day with make 
and license number of your car. 

In the meantime, send your comments to Sharon Gin, Legislative Assistant, Planning & Land Use Management 
Committee at: 

Sharon.Gin@lacity.org 
Refer to Council Files 13-0593 & 13-0593-S1 

Or call Sharon Gin at 213-978-1074 

E-mail and/or call The Plum Committee with reasons why they must oppose these projects: 
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Councilmember.Reyes@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Huizar@lacity.org 

The Hollywood Councilmembers: 
Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org 
Council mem ber.Garcetti@lacity.org 
(Millennium is in his districLCD13) 

To reach ALL Council members: 
E-mail ... cm.public@lacity.org; 

EM33419 

Unlimited Height Skyscrapers with the unprecedented 6:1 FAR (floor area ration comparable to L.A. Live and Staples 
Center Density) are not appropriate for Hollywood. They will cripple Hollywood. 

For more information and to sign the on line petition go to: 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 

Millennium Opposition Information ......... . 

What's wrong with Millennium Projects: 

Transactional City Planning in Hollywood I The Planning Report 
LINK: 

http://www.planningreport.com/2013/05/08/laurie-becklund-transactional-city-planning-hollywood 

AN INDEPENDENT TRAFFIC STUDY NEEDS TO BE DONE BEFORE PROJECTS GO BEFORE PLUM AND COUNCIL. 
This will not happen with Plum Committee hearing scheduled so soon. 
The Plum Committee Hearing should be DELAYED. 

Projects are being rushed through before Mayor elect Garcetti steps down. 
Decisions are being made by a Plum Chair (Ed Reyes) who is termed out, and by Council members who will be long gone 
as Millennium projects go on for many years to come. 

Why are the new Council members and new Plum Committee, not part of this important decision,since it is they who will 
be dealing with Millennium for years. 

When writing Council members you may include that. 
That they should Delay, should have delayed, and should have Deferred all decisions to the newly elected 
Council members. 
This would allow time for an INDEPENDENT TRAFFIC STUDY. 
Request The Plum Committee Recommend City Council DELAY/DEFER any further decisions. 

Millennium and Safety Issues: 

Testimony of Pat McOsker, former President of The LAFD union, about Higher Density in Hollywood to The Plum 
Committee at the April 17, 2012 Hollywood Community Plan Hearing .. 

It is time to for The Plum Committee and City Council to stop ignoring his warnings, as they apply to High Density 
Skyscrapers in this area of Hollywood as well: 
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http://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=zGCB_aqornk 6:50-

I don't know if supersizing Hollywood is a good idea or a bad idea .. 
I just know it is a DEADLY idea .. 
If you don't do something about the Infrastructure ... 

And specifically, I mean, by having enough Firefighters and Paramedics to protect that Community. 
You know what's going on ... 
40% of the time we're not getting there on time right now ... 

To save lives, when people are not breathing .. 
To keep a fire from burning out of control. 
So you can't build up the City even more .... 
While the Fire Department is staffed the way it is right now .. 
Because it'll be IRRESPONSIBLE. 
It'll take us even longer to get there. 
More lives will be lost .. 
More fires will burn out of control.. 
And it's irresponsible. 
So, you know, there's supposed to be a Mitigation, people pay fees, Developers pay fees ... 
Those don't come back to The Fire Dept. 
You're not following right now, Your Infrastructure Plan. 
The Mayor just swept the Hydrant Fee clean on The Fire Dept. 
Took Millions of Dollars out of it to Balance the Budget ... 
Rather than to put back into that Infrastructure that PROTECTION FOR CITIZENS when Developers build. 
This is DANGEROUS STUFF. 
Thank you. 

At community meetings with our LAPD and LAFD, many of them have expressed their concerns and opposition to the 
Millennium projects. 
Yet, they say, they cannot come out publicly about it. 
On the heels of the recent Boston Marathon attack there are concerns about terrorism, with these being the only 
towering buildings in the area, looming so large, and surrounded by so many residential communities, in The Flats and 
The Hills of Hollywood ... 
There are concerns about fire, getting to people in time, and basic safety issues. 
Millennium will be building on a fault line. 

GROUPS OPPOSING MILLENNIUM PROJECTS: 

Neighborhood Councils: 

Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council Hollywood Studio District 
Neighborhood Council Hollywood United Neighborhood Council Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 

Hillside Federation Organizations: 

Argyle Civic Association 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association Bel Air Knolls Property Bel Air Ridge Association Bel Air Skycrest Property 
Benedict Canyon Association Brentwood Hills Homeowners Assn. 
Brentwood Residents Coalition 
Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 
Canyon Back Alliance 
Crests Neighborhood 
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Franklin Ave. / Hwd. Blvd. West 
Franklin Hills Residents 
Greater Wilshire Neighborhood 
Council - land Use Committee 
Hancock Park Homeowners Association 
Highlands Owners Association 
Hollywood Dell Civic Association 
Hollywood Heights Association 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 
Holmby Hills Homeowners 
Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 
lake Hollywood Homeowners 
laurel Canyon Association 
lookout Mountain Alliance 
los Feliz Improvement Association 
Mt. Olympus Property Owners 
Mt. Washington Homeowners' Alliance 

EM33421 

North Beverly - Franklin Canyon Home owners Association Nichols Canyon Association Oak Forest Canyon Association 
Oaks Homeowners Assn. 
Outpost Estates Homeowners 
Pacific Palisades Residents Assn. 
Residents of Beverly Glen 
Roscomare Valley Association 
Shadow Hills Property Owners 
Sherman Oaks Homeowners 
Studio City Residents Association 
Sunset Hills HOA 
Tarzana Property Owners 
Torreyson-Flynn Association 
Upper Mandeville Canyon 
Whitley Heights Civic Association 

On line petition opposing Millennium Projects: 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 
749 signers 
Please sign 

On line petition opposing Millennium Projects: 
http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-m illenni um ?source=c.em. mt&am p;r _by= 734354 7 
1,385 signers 
Please Sign and Read and leave Comments 

Concerns: 

L.A. Conservancy 
Website .. Advocacy Issues 

http://www.laconservancy.org/issues/issues_capitolrecords.php 

"The Conservancy appreciates that this project does not propose to 
demolish or significantly alter the Capitol Records Tower. 
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Yet the project does include new construction directly adjacent to it,which could potentially cause adverse impacts to 
the Landmark." 
(Capitol Records Building .. Historic Cultural Monument #857 ... 
Millennium Projects will be built on a fault line.) 

Hollywood Heritage 
Website .. Projects/Preservation Issues: 
http://hollywoodheritage.org/ 

For three decades Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of the preservation and protection of Hollywood's historic 
resources. 
We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood,while encouraging responsible new and infill 
development. 

Our organization has nominated many of the current Historic Cultural Monuments, listed the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District in the National Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance, 
provided technical assistance to developers and owners of significant properties, and participated in public policy 
discussions through the formulation of the Community Redevelopment Plan of 1986 and subsequent urban design plans, 
specific plans and in property entitlement discussion involving historic resources. 

These efforts have resulted in the rehabilitation of significant landmarks and districts in Hollywood. 

Our expertise in this area has led us to the conclusion that the Millennium Hollywood project has significant and adverse 
impacts on a number of Hollywood's historic resources. 

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental impact when the project causes a substantial 
adverse change in significance of a historical resource as defined in State CEQA Section 15064. 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006, p. D.3-3) also maintains that a project would have a significant 
impact onhistoric resources if the project results in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource 
by construction that reduces the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity via 
alteration of the resource's immediate surroundings. 

While we appreciate some of the mitigation measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Building, we believe that the proposed project would substantively alter the context in which these buildings gained 
their significance by compromising the immediate surroundings. 

Portions of the project are grossly out of proportion with the identified resources, thereby minimizing them and 
irretrievably altering their setting .... 

We also find the current version of the Millennium Hollywood Draft EIR to be deficient in its assessment that the project 
would not cause an adverse change in significance for the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment Historic 
District. 

The heart of Hollywood is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and functions as one of the City of Los 
Angeles' major tourist destinations and economic engines. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
and Entertainment Historic District is a 12 block area of the commercial core. 

The district contains 103 of the most important buildings in Hollywood,listed at the national level of significance in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
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The development pattern of the 1920s and 1930s was characterized by the construction of buildings of generally 12 
stories at major intersections, flanked by one and two-story retail structures. 

The District was formally designated by the National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the Interior in 1985. 

At the time, there were over 60 contributors and approximately 40 non-contributors which all dated from the 1905-
1935 period of significance. 

Since its listing, the District has seen significant and positive restorations, now having the largest collection of restored 
historic theaters in use in the nation. 

The District can count the beneficial reuse of the Broadway and Equitable Buildings, the Hollywood Professional 
Building, and the Nash Building, and many restorations, spurring the renaissance of Hollywood. 

But the District has suffered the loss of several contributors, and has seen the addition of overly-large developments 
such as Hollywood and Highland, the W Hotel and Madame Tussaud's. 

The current Millennium Hollywood project fails to significantly address the negative impact created by the mass and 
height of the proposed development in regards to the existing structures in the vicinity. 

This will be the largest tower in the area. 

While creating opportunities to see landmarks such as the Hollywood Sign from areas within the development, the 
project fails to address the fact that these new view lines will alter views that have been publicly available since the 
inception of these landmarks. 

In the "Related Projects" section of the DEIR, which compares this project with other projects nearby, unapproved, 
proposed developments are used alongside existing structures, allowing the square footage increase that this project 
suggests to be seen as more reasonable. 

However, the structures included on the comparative chart are all less than one-third the size of the proposed 
Millennium tower. 

The only project that is as large is the proposed redevelopment of the Paramount Studios Lot. 

At 1,385,700 sq. ft., the Paramount Lot is a much larger property and does not have any single building of a comparative 
height as proposed by Millennium. 

The addition of the proposed tower will overwhelm contributing properties in the district and the proposed "separation" 
of new and old construction is simply not an adequate mitigation measure. 

If you would like to participate with and/or support the opposition to the Millennium projects .. 
Go to http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 
for more information. 

Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31784 

Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com> 
Tuesday, April 23, 2013 11:01 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

City Planning Commission Determination Letter - Millennium Hollywood Project 
imageOO1.jpg 

Good morning Luci. Can you update me on the 3-items I've listed below? 

1.) Has the CPC's Determination letter on the Millennium Hollywood Project been issued and if so on what date? If 
not, when do you anticipate the letter to come out? 

2.) Given the fact that Millennium withdrew their proposed Development Agreement from the Public Hearing on 
March 28th

, does their pending replacement DA require a Public Hearing in front of the CPC on the terms and 
conditions contained in the DA prior to the CPC forwarding a recommendation to PLUM or the City Council for 
further consideration? Subject to your answers to item #1, when do you expect to receive the replacement DA? 

3.) When is the next PLUM Hearing scheduled that will consider the Millennium Hollywood Project? 

I recognize this isn't the only Project you are tracking, but appreciate your taking the time to respond to my questions at 
your earliest convenience. 

Best, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 
Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 
D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 
F: 213-680-2652 
C: 213-304-5324 

~ AUM 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
www.daumcommercial.com 

ONCOR INTERNATIONAL 
www.oncorintl.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32994 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 3:58 PM 
Sharon Gin 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: PLUM/Cel dates for Millennium Project in CD 13 

Sharon, 

Technically, what's the earliest we can have heard in PLUM? 

MP 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 2:14 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Rebecca & Marcel, 

City Clerk's Office is now processing the appeals related to the Millennium project. Appeals were filed on the 
Vesting Tentative Tract (VTT) as well as the entitlements. The VTT appeal has a 30 day time limit while the 
other appeal has a 75 day time limit. 

Would you like to hear both items together? If yes, then I will make your preference known to the applicant's 
rep and ask for an extension for the VTT appeal. 

Below are the tentative hearing dates if both items are heard together in PLUM & Council. 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6/18/13 
Council - 7/2/13 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdI3 .com 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33428 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 
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Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Greg, 

EM31785 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, April 23, 2013 11:08 AM 
Greg Johnson; ggg@copper.net; Terri Gerger 
Re: City Planning Commission Determination Letter - Millennium Hollywood Project 
imageOOl.jpg 

Your timing is perfect. I just got off the phone with the Commission office. It looks like the determination for 
both the tract appeals and the CPC case will go out in the next day or 2 (they are understaffed at the moment). 
The applicant withdrew the DA request and as far as I know, they will not replace it or move forward with a 
DA. As for PLUM, the scheduling of all council committee meetings is in the hands of the city clerk, so we are 
not sure just yet when they intend to schedule it. But we hope to have more information following the appeal 
period. 

If you don't mind, I CC'd George Abrahams and Terri Gerger in this e-mail as I know they are interested in the 
status as well. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Apr 23,2013 at 11:00 AM, Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com> wrote: 

Good morning Luci . Can you update me on the 3-items I've listed below? 

1.) Has the CPC's Determination letter on the Millennium Hollywood Project been issued and if so on what 
date? If not, when do you anticipate the letter to come out? 

2.) Given the fact that Millennium withdrew their proposed Development Agreement from the Public Hearing 
on March 28th

, does their pending replacement DA require a Public Hearing in front of the CPC on the terms 
and conditions contained in the DA prior to the CPC forwarding a recommendation to PLUM or the City 
Council for further consideration? Subject to your answers to item #1, when do you expect to receive the 
replacement DA? 

3.) When is the next PLUM Hearing scheduled that will consider the Millennium Hollywood Project? 

I recognize this isn't the only Project you are tracking, but appreciate your taking the time to respond to my 
questions at your earliest convenience. 

Best, Greg 

RL0032935 



Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 

Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 

D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 

F: 213-680-2652 

c: 213-304-5324 

~DAUM 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

www.daumcommercial.com 

ONCOR INTERNATIONAL 

www.oncorintl.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

EM31786 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM31787 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32730 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 09, 20134:53 PM 
Jerry Neuman; afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Could you? He had issues with the transit benefits that alluded to Metro and had alternatives. Would hate for 
this to be an issue at PLUM if it can be worked out beforehand. 
Thank you! 

- Luci 

On Thu, May 9,2013 at 3:36 PM, Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

We met with them previously and wasn't going to again, but are happy to. I'll give Cal a call if you want. 

Jerry Neuman 
Los Angeles I x15563 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:32 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Gentlemen, 

Do you have any plans to meet with Metro? 

Thanks, 

Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> 
Date: Thu, May 9,2013 at 3:18 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Any progress in arranging a meeting with the applicant? 

Cal Hollis 
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Executive Officer 

countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 

On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 
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With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
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completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.ora] 

Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 
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countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 
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One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

EM32737 
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Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

EM32738 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33431 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI169.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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EM33432 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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EM33433 

Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32995 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 4:12 PM 
Marcel Porras 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: PLUM/Cel dates for Millennium Project in CD 13 

Hi Marcel, 

6118 PLUM and 712 Council are the earliest dates for both the VTT appeal and the entitlement appeal. The 
VTT appeal has a 30 day time limit for Council action, which is 6/5113. Because there is a public hearing 
notice requirement, there is not enough time for PLUM & Cel to hear the item before the 6/5 deadline. An 
extension is needed. The new timelimit date needs to be 7/3113 for Case VTT-71837-CN-IA. 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 3:58 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Sharon, 

Technically, what's the earliest we can have heard in PLUM? 

MP 

On Wed, May 15, 2013 at 2:14 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Rebecca & Marcel, 

City Clerk's Office is now processing the appeals related to the Millennium project. Appeals were filed on the 
Vesting Tentative Tract (VTT) as well as the entitlements. The VTT appeal has a 30 day time limit while the 
other appeal has a 75 day time limit. 

Would you like to hear both items together? If yes, then I will make your preference known to the applicant's 
rep and ask for an extension for the VTT appeal. 

Below are the tentative hearing dates if both items are heard together in PLUM & Council. 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6118113 
Council - 712113 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdI3 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM32997 

Ken Bernstein < ken.bernstein@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 15, 2013 6:16 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Hollywood Millennium Image 

Michael has asked me to assist him in preparing a PowerPoint for a Congress on New Urbanism presentation 
he's making in a couple of weeks. He'd like to include a slide on Hollywood Millennium, preferably showing 
images of the proposed project. Would you have a slide or two from your CPC PowerPoint that would work for 
this purpose? Thanks! 

Ken 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33434 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
kevi n.keller@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM31788 

Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com> 
Tuesday, April 23, 2013 11:11 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
ggg@copper.net; Terri Gerger 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

RE: City Planning Commission Determination Letter - Millennium Hollywood Project 

imageOO1.jpg 

Luci - Thanks for the update and for forwarding the info to Terri and George. 

Best, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 
Executive Vice President 
DAUM Commercial Real Estate Services 
CA License No. 00620927 
D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 
F: 213-680-2652 
C: 213-304-5324 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2013 11:08 AM 
To: Greg Johnson; qqq@copper.net; Terri Gerger 
Subject: Re: City Planning Commission Determination Letter - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi Greg, 

Your timing is perfect. I just got off the phone with the Commission office. It looks like the determination for 
both the tract appeals and the CPC case will go out in the next day or 2 (they are understaffed at the moment). 
The applicant withdrew the DA request and as far as I know, they will not replace it or move forward with a 
DA. As for PLUM, the scheduling of all council committee meetings is in the hands of the city clerk, so we are 
not sure just yet when they intend to schedule it. But we hope to have more information following the appeal 
period. 

If you don't mind, I CC'd George Abrahams and Terri Gerger in this e-mail as I know they are interested in the 
status as well. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, Apr 23,2013 at 11:00 AM, Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com> wrote: 

Good morning Luci . Can you update me on the 3-items I've listed below? 

1.) Has the CPC's Determination letter on the Millennium Hollywood Project been issued and if so on what 
date? If not, when do you anticipate the letter to come out? 
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2.) Given the fact that Millennium withdrew their proposed Development Agreement from the Public Hearing 
on March 28th

, does their pending replacement DA require a Public Hearing in front of the CPC on the terms 
and conditions contained in the DA prior to the CPC forwarding a recommendation to PLUM or the City 
Council for further consideration? Subject to your answers to item #1, when do you expect to receive the 
replacement DA? 

3.) When is the next PLUM Hearing scheduled that will consider the Millennium Hollywood Project? 

I recognize this isn't the only Project you are tracking, but appreciate your taking the time to respond to my 
questions at your earliest convenience. 

Best, Greg 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 

Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 

D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 

F: 213-680-2652 

c: 213-304-5324 

~ IDAUMI 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

www.daumcommercial.com 
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www.oncorintl.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM31790 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Mike, 

EM32998 

Nat Gale < nat.gale@lacity.org > 
Thursday, May 16, 2013 10:07 AM 
Michael LoGrande; Lily Quan 
Dan Caroselli; rogelio navar; Borja Leon 
Millennium Hollywood 

Michael Miles, District Director for Caltrans, has requested a meeting with you on the Millennium Hollywood 
project. Caltrans has a few concerns that they'd like to discuss with you and your appropriate staff. 

Lily - can you give me some times that would work next week Monday or Tuesday afternoon, or Wednesday 
morning? 

Thanks. I'll put together an appointment when I have confirmation on both ends. 

Cheers, 
Nat 

Nat Gale 
Transportation Project Delivery 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
nat. gale@lacity. org 
(0) 213-978-1531 
(c) 213-304-8322 

RL0032960 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM30705 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 1:03 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: ALS Project Confirmation 
05VTT71837&CPC08-3440_ENG.docx; CD13 Comments.pdf 

Attached is the transcript for Millennium. I pulled out Marcel's comments, attached separately as a pdf. I'm 
heading to that mandatory ADA training so if you need to reach me, I'll have my phone with me. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 12:50 PM 
Subject: ALS Project Confirmation 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Please see attached. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Date: [04-04-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Female Speaker 1: Unidentified Voice 

4 Female Speaker 2: Lucy Ibarra 

5 Male Speaker 1: Dana Perlman 

6 Male Speaker 2: Sergio Ibarra 

7 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

8 [ph]: Phonetic 

9 
10 

11 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440a]] 

12 Moderator: So we're going to go ahead and get started again. Again, this is the City Planning 

13 Commission Meeting. We're preparing to hear cases 5 and 6. We're going to hear them 

14 together. This is VTT71837-CNla with the Associated Environmental, which is in 

15 Council District 13, and the expiration date is the 3rd of April, as well as ... I'm sorry. 

16 I'm reading them out of order. Am I? No? And Case Number 6CPC-2008-3440-ZC-

17 CUB-CU-ZV-HD with the Associated Environmental, the same project in Council 

18 District 13. Expiration date is the 3rd of April. And I'll turn to our City Attorney, who 

19 has some clarification regarding the item that has been removed from our agenda. 

20 Female Speaker 1: Thank you. Commissioner Farrow [ph], [U/A] city attorney's office for 

21 the record. Upon learning of a conflict of interest, the city attorney advised that the 

22 planning commission would be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

23 Government Code Section 1090 which prohibits boards from considering a contract in 

24 which one of its members has a financial interest unless an exception applies. No 

25 exception was applicable. 

26 Under city law, when a commission is disqualified, the matter is referred to the 

27 Board of Referred Powers which sits as the conflicted board. Upon learning this, the 

28 developer has decided to withdraw the development agreement. Given that a 
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development agreement is no longer involved, the conflict involving the board is 

removed and the planning commission may consider this matter. 

3 Moderator: Thank you. So to clarify then, the seventh item that was on the agenda has been 
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removed. That was the development agreement. 

So, we're going to be moving forward with items 5 and 6. I'd like to call Lucy 

Ibarra up of our staff to help. And just to let folks know how the hearing will run since 

we do have a full house, we will have comments from the staffwho will help us to 

understand from their point of view the project. We'll then call for the applicant, who 

will have some time, and we'll talk about the time that they'll be allotted to make their 

presentation. There are several appellants to this case. We're going to give equal time in 

the presentation to the group of appellants. I am going to ask, since there are different 

appellants, and we want to keep equal time for fairness sake, that you have some 

conversations with yourselves about how you want to organize and utilize the time that 

we're going to be allotted to appellants. 

And then, we also will have a public comment period. So if for some reason there 

are issues that are not raised within the context of the appellant or the developer ... excuse 

me, the applicant's presentation ... there is opportunity within the context of public 

comment for those comments to be received and noted and understood by us. And then, 

we'll turn to our own deliberations once we have gone through the public comments. So 

I'm hoping that we can run this smoothly. This is in Hollywood, but it's not the 

Academy Awards, so there's not a band to let you know that you're going overtime. But 

we are going to keep very judiciously to the time restrictions that we apply to public 

comment. 
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Because we have loads of public comment, about 100 speakers, we're going to 

allow for a minute per speaker. It's a lot. And so I will be very firm. I have been dying 

to be able to use this but I'm hoping, honestly, that I don't have to. But I will cut you off, 

should I need to, so I just want to prepare you that a minute goes very, very quickly. So, 

take some time to gather your thoughts in advance of us calling for a public comment. 

So, Lucy, please. 

7 Female Speaker 2: Good morning, Commissioner Farrow, commissioners. Lucy Ibarra with 
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the Planning Department, the Major Project section. I'm here to present to you the 

Millennium Hollywood Project. As mentioned previously, the case numbers associated 

with this project are CPC-2008-3440, with the suffixes for a zone change, conditional use 

of variance and a height district change. And there's an appeal before you on the tract 

that was approved by the Advisory Agency. Together with this is an EMV, 2011-675 for 

the EIR that was prepared for the project. 

To familiarize you with the land use and zoning designations, the property is 

located in the Hollywood Community Plan. It is consisting of two sites flanking Vine 

Street; Yucca Street to the north. Hollywood Boulevard is less than 400 feet away to the 

south, and we have Ivar to the west and Argyle A venue to the east. The property bound 

by Ivar, Vine Street, and Yucca is characterized as the west site, whereas the other is 

characterized in the east site as we move forward. 

The [UI A] designation here is regional center commercial, which is typically 

designated for areas where we feel that they can accommodate a high intensity of uses 

and densities consistent with major transit centers. So this property is located less than 

500 feet from the Metro Station, the Hollywood and Vine Metro Station. 
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The cue associated with this property is respective of the Hollywood Community 

Plan update, which permitted residential uses with a minimum .5 FAR for non-residential 

uses, and this is to encourage the job's housing balance that is designated for this 

designation in the Hollywood Community Plan. It is located in Height District 2, which 

provides no height limit, and the "D" associated with the height district allows for 4-112: 1 

FAR and an FAR of 6: 1 with CPC approval, which is before you today. 

Part of the project includes development regulations and a land use equivalency 

program. Given the market conditions, the planning department has been tasked with 

permitting and reviewing projects that ask for some flexibility to accommodate the 

market conditions and the still fragile development community that is grappling with 

some of the financial issues that are beyond our scope. 

With that said, the tract map that was approved with this by the advisory agency 

included the following: 41 lots, including airspace lots, the development of 492 

residential units, 200 hotel rooms, approximately] 00,000 square feet of new office 

space, and this is in addition to the existing office space that's associated with Capitol 

Records and Gogerty Building, which are historic buildings that will be maintained and 

preserved as part of this development. 

There are 34,000 square feet of restaurant use proposed, as well as 35,000 square 

feet of fitness and sports club use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use. Now, I should 

note that the fitness club and sports use is reflective of the zone change that was proposed 

to you today. The reason that we need that zone change is to allow the sports club use in 

this project. Gymnasiums are not explicitly allowed in the C4 zone. There are other 

similar uses such as commercial swimming pools, recreational buildings, and private and 
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not-for-profit clubs that are comparable to sports use, but are not expressly allowed in the 

C4 zone. This is why the C2 zone change is before you. 

The Environmental Impact Report for this project: this is a summary of the 

process for that. It included an NOP issued in April through May 31 st, a Public Scoping 

Meeting, the circulation of the DEIR and the final which was released in February of this 

year. It recognized and acknowledged significant and unavoidable impacts despite the 

mitigation that was imposed, and here they are listed and included two aspects for 

aesthetics. It was the focal view obstruction of Capitol Records and that is only at these 

development scenarios, including the 220-foot height and the 400-foot height. 

As we'll get into the development regulations later and we'll speak to those more 

specifically, you'll see that we have several scenarios that play with the available height 

limit or no height limit in this area. And so the developer is proposing a set of 

development regulations that show what would happen to the building and the massing 

when you play with the height. Again, the cumulative visual impacts, this is related to 

height and massing when you compare this project with the other projects related and 

proposed for this area. 

Air quality with respect to construction ... and operational only because this 

property is located just south of the US 101 Freeway, and air quality in this area is 

already at a challenged spot: the noise, construction and operational, and transportation. 

So five study intersections were identified as significantly impacted by this project 

following mitigation, and 13 cumulative study intersections and 16 cumulative 

intersections when you look out into the future. 

The requested entitlements before you, as I mentioned, include the zone change. 

The height district change is to remove the "D" limitation which is before you, and it's a 
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request that the applicant is making to reach the 6: 1 FAR, which is permitted. The 

vesting conditional use to allow a hotel within 500 feet and the conditional uses are to 

include the project, because it flanks two sides of Vine Street, to define it as a unified 

development and allowing the floor area to be averaged across those sites; the sale and 

dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages and to permit live entertainment which is 

consistent with the character of the community. 

The variances is to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor and to 

allow less than the required parking for the sports club and facility. And this is 

something that we will speak to later but it's reflective of the permitted exceptions in the 

code for projects that are in mixed-use developments, near transit and before you an 

authority that's allowed in the code. And then ... so that's the one that reduced on site 

parking for transportation alternatives that's the one that's before you. 

With respect to the vesting zone and height district change, the existing zone C4-

2D-SN would then become 2TQ-C2-2-FN. The "T" is the tentative tract conditions. 

These are conditions that are reflective of the infrastructure associated with the 

development of the site, so those that were required in the tract for improvements to 

sewers, streets, and other public work type increments. Those are attached to the "T." In 

the event that they should ever effectuate the tract, we've captured those in this 

entitlement. 

The "Q" is reflected of the qualified conditions, and these are site-specific 

conditions to the project development and include mitigation measures. 

The "2" of the height limit is consistent with what's existing, which is no-height 

limit. And the "D" is part of the process of removing the 4-112: 1 FAR with your 

approval, which would allow it to go to 6: 1. 
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The "FN" is reflective of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

which will be maintained and will regulate signage on the site. 

Before you again is the tract appeal. Now, the public hearing for both the tract 

and the hearing officers' satisfactions of the CPC before you. It was held on February 

] 9th. The Advisory Agency issued its approval of the tract on February 22nd, which was 

followed with an appeal end date of March 4th. There were six appeals filed and the 

predominance of the issues associated were traffic, the FAR increase, the parking 

reductions, views, density, the construction-specifically noise-and height. 

To go into these issues, the appellant contends that the traffic conditions are 

already detrimental and the project would exacerbate conditions. The traffic study 

identified 39 study intersections. The existing levels of service are acceptable at a 

majority of the intersections, with one exception during the PM peak hour. Acceptable 

levels of service per DOT policy are levels A through D, and then levels E through Fare 

considered unacceptable. 

So with and without the project, 24 of the 39 intersections would continue to 

operate at acceptable levels of service. Fifteen would operate at levels of E through F at 

one or both of the PM peak hours. Before mitigation, there would be significant impacts 

at 13 of those intersections, and with mitigation, only five study intersections would be 

characterized as significant. 

The views: there were many concerns from Hollywood Hillside residents with 

respect to the views due to the proposed height. In one reference, they referred to the 

Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. In one instance of the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 

there is a reference to the protection of, or consideration of use to and from the hillside, 
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but that is identified only with respect to the Franklin Avenue design district, and that is 

not where this project is located. 

The Hollywood Community Plan also identifies views as a potential impact with 

respect to aesthetics, but states that it would be considered on a site-specific basis on an 

individual project discretionary review. So for every project that comes before you, you 

can analyze ... or you can critique or analyze the views and impacts associated with each 

project on a discretionary basis as the cases come before you. 

The EIR identified, as I mentioned, two categories where the project would 

impact views. One was with focal view obstruction to the Capitol Records building; 

again at 220 feet, and again at 400 feet, and the cumulated visual impacts with height and 

massing together with the other projects. 

12 Male Speaker 1: I'm sorry, Lucy. I don't mean to interrupt you. Dana Perlman. Can you 

13 explain what you mean by the focal impact at 220 and 440? 

14 Female Speaker 2: Okay. So when the building ... as a building goes higher... and we'll get 

15 

16 

17 

18 

into this later... the aim is to provide a slimmer structure such that the views to the 

Capitol Records building will be preserved and expanded. As the building gets shorter, 

the massing becomes larger and that impacts those focal views to the Capitol Records 

building from certain vantage points. 

19 Male Speaker 1: Does the 220, 440 refer to distance from the location? 

20 Female Speaker 2: It refers to the massing of the building that will compromise views to 

21 Capitol Records. 

22 Male Speaker: Got it. Thank you. 
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Female Speaker 2: The development regulations that are proposed to be attached as 

conditions of approval reflect and encourage height so as to minimize impact at a street 

level scale to the views, and we'll go into that in more detail later. 

Construction: one of the appellants made the case, or tried to make the case, that 

noise mitigation in the EIR failed to identify them as a sensitive receptor. So typically, 

what we do as the lead agency, we can identify which uses are considered sensitive. And 

in this case, AMDA, which has a commercial structure at the corner of Yucca and Vine ... 

it's a commercial structure located one block south of the 101 Freeway. It's commercial 

use in regional center commercial land use designation in a very urban area, and we 

didn't think that they were consistent with the character of a sensitive use, which we 

typically reserve for schools that address and house under-aged children, childcare 

centers, long-term healthcare facilities, hospices, and hospitals and residences. For that 

reason, we didn't identify them as a sensitive receptor. However, we did modify our 

mitigation measures to include all adjacent uses to receive the maximum available 

mitigation for noise construction related impacts irrespective of their designation as a 

sensitive receptor. So they received the maximum available mitigation available, 

although the EIR does acknowledge that these are significant and unavoidable impacts 

and that even with mitigation, these are just unavoidable. 

The other issue that was brought up in the appeals, as well as in the public 

hearing, was with respect to the FAR. Historically, this property, by virtue of being 

located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, can achieve an FAR of up to 6: 1. It's 

located in regional center commercial, a land use designation which is explicitly called 

out to receive an FAR incentive under the new community plan. But historically, in the 

old Hollywood community plan, it was allowed a 3: 1, but if you were located in the 
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Hollywood redevelopment area, you could receive an FAR of 4-112: 1 with an FAR of 6: 1 

with CRA approval. Now, without the CRA, and without the Hollywood Redevelopment 

Plan, this was captured in the community plan update which permitted the 4-112:1 FAR 

for this land use designation and a 6: 1 with your approval. 

Other issues associated include density. Now, one of the appeal issues was that 

this project is too dense for the site and for the community, but I should point out that 

there's an exception in the code that allows any uses in the R5 zone that are located in the 

CR, Cl, Cl-1I2, C2, C4, and C5 zone. Now, the R5 zone allows a density of200 square 

feet per unit. With that, based on the size of this property, you could achieve a maximum 

of 972 units on the site based on the zone and the exception in the code. As proposed, 

and was approved with the vesting tract, they're only proposing 492 units. 

Parking: the code also includes various exceptions for mixed use projects that 

include office and projects located in redevelopment areas in the state enterprise zone, 

which is Project Dove, and for those projects located near transit which dissatisfies and 

allows a 10% reduction, and again, for transportation alternatives, which we'll go into 

later with the transit-oriented measures that are associated with the project. 

Again, with height, this project area, or this project site I should say, more 

specifically has not. .. does not have a history of a height limit under the community plan. 

The 1988 community plan did not identify a height limit for this property or this zone and 

neither does the Hollywood Community Plan update. 

At this point, I'd like to pass it on to my colleague, Sergio Ibarra, who is going to 

go into the project site and the development regulations. 

23 Male Speaker 2: Good morning, commissioners. I'm Sergio Ibarra with the planning 

24 department, and I'm going to go over the development regulations and the land use 
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equivalency program. But I'm going to begin first with a greater context in regards to the 

existing site. So as you can see, currently the site is developed by surface parking lots. 

There's an east site and a west site, and the west site has the rental car facility on site. On 

the west site, you have the AMDA facility to the north, as well as a three-story 

commercial building that was recognized as an historic resource in the EIR. On the east 

site, you have the Capitol Records building and the Gogerty building to the northern 

edge, northwest, and the surface parking lots flank both sides of every block. The site is 

also within a quarter mile of the Hollywood and Vine Metro stop. 

So here, we have a northern view of the Capitol Records building and the jazz 

mural, which was recently restored. And here, you have a view from the Capitol Records 

building looking south to the Hollywood Playhouse. Here, you have a view of the 

Gogerty building on the corner of Yucca and Franklin, and this is the west site, a surface 

parking lot with a rental car facility looking towards the Capitol Records building. The 

actual project looks to preserve this kind of view that's a through block view of the 

Capitol Records building. That's one of the objectives of the development plan. And 

here, you have a view of the Hollywood Playhouse, and the project also has a 15-foot 

setback that's required, adjacent to the Hollywood Playhouse so that you can preserve the 

architectural views of this resource. And it also has a setback after 40 feet that is 10 feet 

so that it's compatible with this resource in terms of its massing. And here's the rental 

car facility that's on the northern edge of the site right next to the historic three-story 

commercial building. 

This is the office building that AMDA occupies, fronting Vine Street and Yucca. 

And here is a view of Yucca Street. On the top, you have the east block, and that's the 

Gogerty Building and the Capitol Records building together. And then on the west block, 
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you have a three-story commercial building and the surface parking lot, and AMDA is 

right next to it on the corner. 

This is a western view of what the Hollywood skyline would look like with the 

project. The two tall towers would be the actual project, and the Capitol Records 

building is directly adjacent to it and the Sunset Vine tower is on the far right. This is 

just for greater context of what the project is. It's a focal point to the community. 

This is a diagram of future developments surrounding the site. It's important to 

note that the commission has approved two previous cases where the FAR was increased 

to 6: 1 and they are within this diagram. They are also located on Yucca and Hollywood 

Boulevard. 

Now I'm going to begin the development regulations. This is a diagram of the 

different heights that are allowed, the maximum height scenarios. It's important to note 

that Band C are where the tallest towers can be located, up to 585 maximum in terms of 

feet, and A and D can be no taller than 220 feet. Only the shaded areas are developable 

areas and not the area right near the Capitol Records building. 

This is a table that's within development regulations that shows you the different 

ranges of height. It's a little complicated, but we can begin with the first column at the 

tower height. You have basically four different ranges. You can go up to 585 feet or 550 

feet, 400 feet or 200 feet. What changes in every height scenario is, if you reach 585 feet, 

you get more open space, and that's on the far right column. You see the 12%, 10%, 8%, 

5%, so 585 feet gives you 12% of open space. 

Another distinction is the maximum floor area; actually, the maximum tower floor 

plate in square feet. So the taller you have of a tower, the smaller the floor plate 

becomes, creating an elegant, tall tower. So what you get with height is a slimmer tower 
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and more open space and greater views of the Capitol Records building, which is the 

three focal points that Lucy described earlier. 

This is just a site plan of the massing in relation to the Capitol Records building. 

And as you can see, you have the 585-foot tower on the left, which is the darker shading, 

and you have the 220-foot tower on the far right. And you would always have a podium 

that would reach no more than 150 feet. So anything greater than 150 feet is a tower. 

And also, you have a diagram of the open space. As you can see, the open space is 

triangulated to preserve the Capitol Records building view. The three views of concern 

are the view from Hollywood and Vine, and from the Hollywood Freeway east of Argyle 

and west of Vine. 

And so, the development regulations ensure that the triangulated area is a 40-

degree angle. I'm not sure if you can see it, but it's shown there. It will never be 

developed on and it will be part of the open space. 

Another important thing to note is that there will always be a passageway on both 

sides that will connect Argyle to Vine and Vine to Ivar, and that's required as part of the 

development regulations, and I'll go over that in a bit. 

So, one of the development regulations is that you must have a minimum 

separation of 80 feet between towers and that's just to not have an overwhelming mass on 

site. Another one is to have a minimum 20-foot step-back above 150 feet, and that's 

shown ... well, the two that are numbered are 20-foot step-backs and they are closest to 

the Pantages Theater, and that's just to create some distance between an historic resource. 

The number 3 bubble is ... there's a maximum of 40% of the street wall that can actually 

be a tower when it's fronting Vine Street, so only 40% of that frontage fronting Vine 

Street can be occupied by a tower. 
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And there's a minimum 10-foot step-back above 150 feet for both sites, and that's 

just to continue the street wall that exists along this district because there was an historic 

height maximum of 150 feet in the past, so the historic structures are no taller than 150 

feet, and Capitol Records is actually 150 feet if you exclude the tri-line. 

And there's also a set-back from Capitol Records to ensure that the tower is not 

directly adjacent to Capitol Records, and that's in addition to the triangulated open space 

that's required. 

This is just an example of what the development regulations would produce. This 

is a 585-foot tower. You have 80 feet separating the two towers. You have your 12% 

open space with a triangular open space that preserves the view of Capitol Records. You 

have a maximum floor plate of] 3,325 square feet and that maximum floor plate can be 

used for both towers, meaning that if you create two towers, you cannot use more than 

13,325 square feet. If you use one tower, you use that square footage for one tower; the 

open space has a 40-degree angle line that's maintained. 

On this slide is just to show the relationship between what the project would look 

like if it was fully developed, maximizing the square footage approximately to the 

Capitol Records building and, as you can see, there's a podium within the project that 

measures 120 feet. The Knickerbocker Hotel is 130 feet. Capitol Records is 150 feet. 

And we actually conditioned the project so that the podium can be no taller than 120 feet. 

They had proposed 150 feet but we felt that] 20 feet was more appropriate as in this 

diagram that was provided to us. 

This is the development regulations at the lowest height. At 220 feet, you don't 

need to abide by the 80-foot separation between towers. You can have one tower along 
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the site. The step-backs are the same except for that standard, and the open space is 

2 minimized in this height scenario. 

3 This is an axon diagram showing you what the 220-foot scenario would look like. 

4 As you can see, you have one building at 220 feet. It would be broken up by the site plan 

5 itself. And we also have very stringent design guidelines that would ensure that it would 

6 be varied and not a monotonous building and it would read, potentially, as two buildings. 

7 It's also important to note that on the west site, they would have two towers and they 

8 would be required to do so at this height scenario of 220 feet. 

9 And now we're going to go over the open space that's required. On the east site 

10 where Capitol Records is at, you're always going to have that triangulated open space to 

11 preserve views, so they cannot build upon that open space that you see in the triangle. 

12 And on the west site, you have a IS-foot step-back along Vine Street, and that's partly to 

13 respect the neighboring Hollywood Playhouse. You also have a 10-foot step-back along 

14 Yucca Street, and that's to differentiate between the historic three ... the three-story 

15 building on Yucca. 

16 Here's an example of how the open space changes when you have greater height. 

17 As you can see, it increased. 

18 This is an example of a publicly accessible passageway. Where the H's are, are 

19 the rooftops of the towers, and the rest is a passageway that would extend from Vine 

20 Street to Argyle and Ivar. These are required in any development scenario with a 

21 minimum width of 20 feet. The development regulations allow for obstructions such as 

22 open air cafes, bike racks, and other pedestrian amenities. And there's also a crosswalk 

23 existing between the two sites, so the passageways further connect both sites together. 

24 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440a]] 
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Date: [04-05-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

4 Male SDeaker:_Sergio Ibarra 

5 Male Speaker: Alfred Fraijo 

6 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

7 Male Speaker: Philip Aarons 

8 Male Speaker: Gary Handel 

9 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voice] 

10 [ph]: Phonetic 

11 

12 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440b]] 

13 Sergio Ibarra: It increased. This is an example of a publicly accessible 

14 passageway. Where the H's are, are the rooftops of the towers, and the rest is a 

15 passageway that would extend from Vine Street to Argyle and Ivar. These are required in 

16 any development scenario with a minimum width of 20 feet. The development 

17 regulations allow for obstructions such as open air cafes, bike racks, and other pedestrian 

18 amenities. There's a also a crosswalk existing between the two sites so the passageways 

19 further connect both sites together as well as creating a pedestrian amenity and 

20 potentially programming for visitors. And so, yeah, that's required, and it changes in 

21 terms of the greater height you have in the tower, the more required open air publicly 

22 accessible passageway is required as well. It ranges from 20 to 50% so it could also be 

23 enclosed. 

24 So now I'm going to go over the land use equivalency. As Lucy described earlier, 

25 the maximum trips were analyzed and that is, when you add the AM peak hour and the 

26 PM peak hour trips, you have a maximum of 1,498 trips. That's 574 plus 924. And the 

27 way the land use equivalency program works is, you can exchange land uses that are 

28 permitted as long as you don't exceed the maximum trip cap that was analyzed in the 
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EIR. In this case, it was 1,498, and that was based on the maximum commercial scenario 

because that generated the most trips. 

Another consideration is that you can't exceed a certain degree of land use 

designation for residential or commercial because the impacts for the maximum 

residential and maximum commercial scenario was analyzed in the EIR so that there is a 

maximum in terms of how much commercial or residential they can also develop as part 

of the land use equivalency program. 

The way you come up with trips is through this conversion factor. So if you're 

doing residential units, you would multiply the .685 trips per dwelling unit and your other 

uses and make sure that you don't go over the 1,498 so at no point will you go over the 

trips that were analyzed in the EIR. 

And now I'll bring this back to Lucy Ibarra to conclude this presentation. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: I am Lucy Ibarra with the Planning Department. To finalize the 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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24 

presentation before you, I am going to speak to the bicycle access and parking. The 

project abuts a portion of Yucca that was designated and defined as the first bicycle 

friendly street. It's less than a mile and it connects Vine Street to as far west as ... what 

does it connect? It's here. And it just goes past Cherokee, Las Palmas, and I think ... I 

think it's Highland. The bicycle ordinance is included in the development regulations so 

this case was filed prior to the effective date of the bicycle ordinance, but the applicant 

has included those regulations in the development regulations. With that said, they have 

also gone on to include 200 square feet of bicycle repair for long-term parking, and that 

will be included in the development regulations as well. 

So before you, I will be recommending that you recommend that the city council 

certify the EIR that was prepared for the project along with the related environmental 
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findings and the overriding considerations based on the goals that we've identified in the 

Hollywood Community Plan, and that is to encourage development of un de rut iIi zed 

properties in Hollywood, with the exception of the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Building. The project is predominantly surface parking now. The project itself will 

provide 1,635 direct jobs in the development that proposes residential units which 

promotes the jobs/housing balance that's identified in the Hollywood Community Plan, 

as well as the regional center commercial land use designation. The project is a transit

oriented development that locates, again, jobs and housing near transit, and it promotes 

the economic investment in the Hollywood area. 

Our recommendation to you on the CPC Case 2008-3440 ... we recommend that 

you approve the vesting zone change from C4 to C2; the height district change from 2D 

to remove the D limitation to allow an FAR of 6: 1; a vesting conditional use to permit a 

hotel use within 500 feet of an R zone; and to approve the conditional uses allowing the 

floor area averaging of a unified development; the sale and dispensing a full line of 

alcoholic beverages; and to permit live entertainment and dancing on the site, along with 

the variances permitting outdoor areas above the ground floor associated with the 

restaurants; reduced parking for the sports club and fitness facility; and to allow for a 

reduced shared onsite parking with a transportation alternative. 

With respect to the appeal, we recommend that you deny the appeals to uphold 

advisory agency's determination that the project is consistent with the C2 and C4 zones, 

the Hollywood Community Plan update, and is consistent still with the Hollywood 

Redevelopment Plan and the previous Hollywood Community Plan, and it is developed 

under the maximum permitted density for the zone and the regional center commercial 

land use designation. 
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In conclusion, we recommend approval of the project as presented before you, 

along with the regulations and the land use equivalency. The project is an appropriate 

infield [ph] development of any urban center of properties that are vastly underused and 

neglected. It compliments Hollywood, the Walk of Fame, and other character 

development with respect to uses. It's consistent with the community plan update and, 

again, it locates jobs near transit and it locates housing near transit, and it promotes 

landscaping, publicly accessible plazas, and walkable development consistent with our 

planning principles. 

With that, I'll take any questions that you may have with respect to our 

presentation. 

11 Moderator: Commissioners, Commissioner Freer, if there are any clarifying questions 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Fraijo: 

for Lucy-I'm sure Lucy is going to be available so we can continue to ask questions as 

we go forward. 

So why don't we turn now to the applicants. We have a number of folks who 

signed up as speakers relative to the applicant, Alfred Fraijo? 

Fraijo. 

17 Moderator: Thank you. Gerald Newman, Phil Aarons, and Gary Handel. So, is 20 

18 minutes enough time for you? 

19 Male Speaker: Yes. We will squeeze ourselves into those 20 minutes. 

20 Newman: We actually may need a few more to go through the specific community 

21 benefits and some condition issues. 

22 Moderator: We can't hear you. Can you speak into the mike, please, and announce 

23 yourself, please? 
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Newman: Jerry Newman, with the applicant. We may need additional time to go 

through the specific community benefits and to address specific appeal points. We could 

either do the latter in rebuttal, or we can do it as part of our presentation. 

4 Moderator: Okay. I think I prefer that you do it as a part of your presentation, so is 25 

5 minutes enough? And we're going to be giving equal time then to the ... 

6 Newman: We would expect any time that we have is equal time. 

Okay. So let's go then for 25 minutes. 7 Moderator: 

8 Aarons: Thank you very much. Commissioners, my name is Philip Aarons. I'm a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
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founding partner of Millennium Partners, the developers of the Millennium Hollywood 

Project before you for consideration. And I want to thank you sincerely for the 

opportunity to address you this morning and to answer any questions you may have. 

Seven years ago when Millennium and its partner, Argent Ventures, were presented with 

the option to acquire the Capitol Records building and the 4.5 acres of surface parking 

lots next to and across Vine Street, we saw an opportunity to create a development that 

would both preserve and celebrate one of the great icons of mid-20th century architecture 

and bring needed investment and pedestrian life to one of the world's most famous 

intersections, Hollywood and Vine. 

The challenge was how to design a transit-oriented development with a major 

focus on preservation, good jobs, walkability, and bike friendliness. And this became our 

central concern of the team we assembled, many of whom you will hear from today. 

Working in alignment with the principles established by the planning commission and the 

department staff and in dialogue with community stakeholders, we worked to formulate a 

plan and a set of entitlements that allowed a market responsive mix of uses while 

protecting open space connections, historic structures, views, excellent urban design. We 
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think the appropriate balance and significant community benefits is what you have before 

you today. 

Millennium Partners has worked for nearly 25 years building successful 

architecturally distinguished developments in urban neighborhoods across the country 

ranging from Boston to San Francisco to the upper west side of Manhattan, to 

Georgetown and Washington itself. With each development, we work with local 

government and our neighbors to formulate a design and a mix of uses that responds to 

the unique characteristic of each city and each site. And in each case, we stay with our 

projects. We stay with the projects we start. Millennium retains to this day a significant 

financial interest in every urban mixed-use project we have developed since 1991. 

In becoming part of the Hollywood community, we took our time and listened to 

a variety of stakeholders to tell us what they felt was important to develop on this site. 

We've had hundreds of meetings with community members since 2006, and over and 

over we have heard certain principles expressed that define the way this site should be 

developed, overlaid with that with the planning department's very own principles, 

including, and most importantly, to do real planning. 

We learned a lot from the planning department, and we want to take the 

opportunity to thank them for their leadership in shaping this project on essential issues 

as to how to combine buildings and open space into an urban form that makes them part 

of an integrated cityscape. 

We wanted to start with the principle of promoting a walkable city. Hollywood 

has a strong pedestrian history, and the Walk of Fame continues to attract millions of 

visitors on foot. We set about to further that walkability by leveraging Hollywood's 

unique history of public courtyards, marrying them with the city's desire to establish 
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active alleyways in order to create a series of attractive, safe, welcoming public open 

spaces for Hollywood residents and workers, which create linkages to other destinations 

in the area, both those that are popular today, and that those will be in the future

hopefully, the little country church garden, the East Cahuenga alley, and, of course, the 

future Hollywood Central Park. 

We've worked to ensure excellent design standards included as part of the 

requested entitlements for our project to design standards and guidelines. These 

guarantee that there will be high quality architecture on this project, and they will be 

explained in greater detail. They've been explained beautifully by Lucy and Sergio. 

They'll be explained by our architect. They are critical to our thinking. 

We wanted to promote density around transit. Millennium Hollywood is located less 

than 500 feet from the Hollywood and Vine Red Line Station. And at a fundamental 

level, our project is about getting people out of their cars and onto the Metro, onto their 

feet, and on their bikes. Accommodating growth by placing residential units and office 

space in such close proximity to mass transit not only assures better usage for the mass 

transit, it establishes the clear path for transit success across the city, a series of 

investments that Los Angeles has made with great enthusiasm and something that is to be 

applauded. 

We made a commitment as well because we expect people to use the transit that's 

available to a transportation demand management plan that you'll also hear more about. 

We are focused on bringing jobs to where housing exists. This is a key 

commitment of ours to provide a mix of uses of housing with good jobs-hotel, sports 

club, office, neighborhood serving retail and the continued use, very importantly, of the 

Capital Records building as a music industry center so that we can help improve the job/ 
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housing balance in the community. And we have signed agreements with the Building 

Trades Union and here with members of both unions who are with us today. 

And in addition, this site represents an opportunity to bring a major entertainment 

or tech company to Hollywood who recognizes what Hollywood will in the future mean 

to tech development. 

We are also committed to homes for a variety of incomes. We will provide a 

variety of different units of different sizes, which means they will be available at different 

price points and appeal to a mix of people. In addition, we are totally committed to 

providing affordable housing in the community, a long-term personal interest of mine, 

which is why we have signed an agreement with LAHD to provide a $4.8 million dollar 

payment to the city's housing department for the development of over 100 new units in 

two projects being built by the Hollywood Community Housing Corporation, both near 

transit centers. 

Green buildings: green buildings are not just a trend; it's increasingly becoming a 

way of life that's expected by people moving into new neighborhoods. That's why we 

are committed to building a Millennium Hollywood to lead certified standards. 

We also have a commitment to arresting visual blight. There are no signs, no 

super graphics, no blade walls being sought as part of this project, even though, as I'm 

sure all of you know, that's a huge economic detriment to the developer. We did not feel 

that this was appropriate for Hollywood, and there are plenty of signs there already. 

Open space is a key element of our program. There are a number of existing pedestrian 

open spaces in Hollywood that we have drawn for on our plans. Perhaps the biggest 

inspiration, and you'll see this in the architectural presentation, was the historic 

courtyards at Mann's Chinese Theater, Crossroads of the World, and the Egyptian 
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Theatre. That's why we hired James Corner Field Operations, the landscape architects 

for the justly acclaimed High Line Park in New York to be our landscape architects. 

They are designing our public open space. The plan that they came up with-a series of 

thematically linked gardens and open spaces that look out and invite the community into 

the Millennium Hollywood Project covers nearly one-third of the land site that we're 

building on and these will be a unique set of safe, vibrant, pedestrian welcoming spaces. 

There's one more guiding principle for Millennium Hollywood. It's just as 

fundamental as the ones I've already mentioned, if not more so, and that is preservation. 

Millennium Hollywood is first and foremost a preservation project. And by preservation, 

I mean the preservation of the Capitol Records building, its continued use as a music 

industry building, the protection of the historic views of Capital Records from the 

intersection of Hollywood and Vine and from the 101 Freeway to the south; and the 

creation and long-term preservation of new opportunities to view neighboring historic 

buildings, the Avalon, as was mentioned earlier, and hopefully at some point the restored 

gardens at the Little Country Church. 

As Lou Naidorf, the architect of the Capitol Records building, said in a recent 

interview, the Capitol Records building, after 60 years, deserves better than to be 

surrounded by vacant parking lots. And Hollywood deserves a strong, significant project 

at the eastern end of the historic portion of Hollywood Boulevard. It is possible, as we 

have designed it, for elegant urbanism to establish a new Hollywood downtown based on 

its historic downtown at the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. Our Millennium 

Hollywood Project takes the beauty, the excitement, the glamour of Hollywood, of the 

past and creates a specific environment for Hollywood in the future. 
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It is the perfect and appropriate balance between a wide variety of competing 

interests and concerns and impacts you will hear. And to describe how we came to the 

conclusion from an architectural perspective, I'd like to introduce our architect, Gary 

Handel. 

5 Handel: Members of the commission, my name is Gary Handel, founding principal of 

6 
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Handel Architects. I'd also like to begin by thanking your staff. Their dedication, 

intelligence, and professionalism during the years that we've been working with them 

have been extraordinary, and their impassioned advocacy for the public realm has made 

this a better project. 

Sergio and Lucy basically went through some of the ideas behind the design 

guidelines, but their basic purpose is to ensure quality and consistency of design through 

the full implementation of the project while allowing the developer certain flexibility to 

adapt the project to market conditions. 

It's broken up into design standards and guidelines, and together they encompass 

several hundred individual regulations, restrictions and recommendations, which, taken 

together, form a comprehensive and binding development framework for the site. 

Within the 12 chapters of the guidelines and standards are a number of key 

objectives. Amongst those are to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings 

and to protect other historic resources; to preserve the views of Capitol; to create active 

landscape civic plazas; to create new mid-block pedestrian connections; to create vibrant 

urban spaces for residents and visitors; to create a true mixed use development which can 

revitalize this area; to eliminate the visual blight of surface parking; to establish linkages 

to public transportation routes in the area; to establish standards to ensure architectural 

excellence; to provide designs that address, respect, and compliment the existing context; 
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to create architecture that minimizes negative environmental impacts; to create buildings 

that emphasize the vertical architecture; and to develop a visual gateway to Hollywood 

from the freeway. 

The programmatic richness of this I think is important to understand. While there 

is certain flexibility in the exact composition of the elements on the site, the idea is to do 

a development that includes residential, hotel, office space, restaurants and retail, sports 

clubs, structured parking, and publicly accessible open spaces. These kinds of 

developments are what we know from our previous experience can revitalize the urban 

core of cities. 

Sergio talked about the height standards, basically establishing that, so we'll 

move through that. And then basically within the guidelines and standards are also things 

that basically regulate the street walls that shape and inform the pedestrian realm. 

This chart, I think is ... that Sergio also went through ... is very important because it 

establishes the binding regulations between height, open space, and lot coverage, which 

really are the key aspects of this for you to understand to look at this project. 

These, together, show the various alternatives of the 220, the 400, and the 585-

foot height, with the increasing amounts of open space and the move towards lower 

blockier buildings and elegant ones. It's a little bit hard to understand this from just 

looking at these acts on a metric, so we created a series of pedestrian views from key 

vantage points to illustrate that. 

So this is standing at Hollywood and Vine looking towards the Capitol Records 

project without the project. And then at the 220-foot height mark, basically in order to 

fully ... to build out the project, all the masses are pushed down and occupy substantially 

most of the site minus what the required open space is. By allowing greater height on the 
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site, we can move the buildings back from Vine Street and basically increase the 

visibility of Capitol, and at the tall sites, we can essentially free it up. We've put, in the 

440-foot high scheme, most of the open space in the service of freeing up this view. But 

I think the effects are even more significant in the next series of views. 

So here we are across Argyle Street with our back to the Little Country Street. .. 

Church ... looking west towards the Capitol Records building. This is an historic view 

without the proj ect. 

At the 220-foot mark. .. again, the full build-up of that site is apparent, and so 

basically we have the required passage that can connect all of the sites, but the views 

towards Capitol are impacted. On the right, that's not our project. That's the Second 

Street Ventures project as designed and approved, inputted into the rendering. 

At 400 feet, we can begin to move space off of that corridor and move space into 

the tower, but there's still the requirement at that height to build a significant structure on 

Argyle. 

And then at the 585-foot mark, most of the bulk can be moved into the tower, 

which gives us enormous flexibility in shaping the public realm and freeing up the views 

to Capitol Records. 

And so with the guidelines and standards as a binding foundation and framework, 

we created our current design proposal. 

It builds on what we just showed you in terms of using the podiums and scaling 

them appropriately to match into the existing context. 

We've lowered elements that would front onto Argyle and the west side of Vine 

Street to match the existing context and higher elements on the east side of Vine and on 

Ivar. 
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This shows the beginnings of the creation of that public space linkage through the 

site. The requirement would be all of that frontage would be lined by retail to activate 

that use. 

And then we also have the idea, on a planning basis, that those spaces could be 

extended to the vacant parking lots to the west along the Little Country Church and along 

Carlos Avenue to the new Hollywood Central Park. So it could be part of what we think 

could be a magnificent series of public open spaces. These open spaces are integral to 

the architecture and design of the project. So the goal is really to create a pedestrian

friendly environment for the core of Hollywood to provide significant open space both in 

quantity and quality, and to provide new ways to see Capitol Records, and it's been 

designed as a series of individual spaces that link together. 

These spaces are of significant size, and so in this diagram we've overlaid known 

Hollywood iconic spaces onto the open space within our plan. So working our way from 

Argyle on the left, you can see Grauman's Chinese overlaid into our space. And then 

fronting onto Vine on the left side of the east parcel, you can see Grauman's Egyptian put 

into the plan. And then across Vine Street, you can see the overlay of Crossroads of the 

World laid into our site just to get a sense of scale. These spaces will link together to 

create that seamless pedestrian network that will take you from Argyle to Vine to Ivar. 

And then working our way from east to west, you can see the lounge, which is 

seen as a more active, social space. 

And you can see the views of that space there with its fire pit lounge and juice 

bar. 

Working our way to the west is the garden, which is a more contemplative, 

quieter space. 
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And a view of the garden. And then fronting onto Vine Street is the stage. You 

could see how the Jazz Singer mural has been turned into a proscenium for performance; 

step seating to allow for those performances to happen, and Zack Spikes anchoring the 

southern end of that plaza. 

And a view looking at the stage from above. 

Across Vine is the plaza, which goes from the Walk of Fame to a cafe at its back, 

and it has a series of interesting features to it. It will have a cinema projection screen. It 

will have interactive LED paving so that you can basically program the plaza. You play 

it like Tom Hanks in "Big." You can find out if your musical choices are in sync with 

other members of the plaza. This is a view of the plaza looking back towards the cafe 

with a movie in progress. 

And here, you would see the plaza on a typical day, so the idea is that this is a 

very flexible and programmable space. And so, on some days, it would be used typically; 

on some days, you could bring a number of food trucks to the site; other days it could 

host a farmer's market; and it could also be a venue for performances that were more 

appropriate to this than from the stage across the street. 

You know, the architecture, the urban design and planning are seen as ... of a 

pIece. So the idea is really to combine for the podium elements the vocabulary of typical 

urban building blocks for the podium, and then to combine that with the indoor and 

outdoor living ideas that are embodied in the case study houses to move away from a 

slick monolithic tower to a tower that's more made up of an aggregation of elements. 

In that, we were inspired by this amazingly poetic image of Pierre Koenig's Case 

Study House #22 with its living room seemingly suspended over the city. 
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And we took that as an idea to basically build the tower out of these building 

blocks that would have the features of those case study houses provide a number of them. 

Aggregate them and combine them in different ways. 

In order to create an aggregate form, which is made up of smaller elements, 

combining to make a cohesive whole to introduce elements of layering, screening, and 

texture in order to create a tower that moves away from the all-glass building to 

something that's a little bit softer and more permeable. 

And to use those tower elements to frame the Capitol Records building to activate 

the pedestrian passages. So basically, here we are looking across Vine towards Capitol 

Plaza and the cafe. 

And then in the stage area, looking at the Jazz Singer mural proscenium and 

towards the western site to allow for public access to certain components of the project; 

so in this case, the observatory lounge, which is on the top floor of the hotel building 

which will be located on the west site, and a view by day and by night. And then a view 

looking towards the south showing the framing of Capitol Records by the new towers, 

and a view at night, which we think captures the spirit and romance ... 

... of what Hollywood was, is, and can be. Thank you. 

18 Newman: Ms. Freer, members of the commission, my name is Jerry Newman, and I'm here 

19 
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24 

representing Millennium Partners with regard to the item before you. As Mr. Handel 

indicated, the Millennium Hollywood Project brings together a number of incredible 

elements to create an extraordinary project that addresses impacts, responds to market 

conditions, provides mitigations that account for changing economic and development 

conditions, establishes a foundation for economic growth, provides exceptional 

community benefits, and solidifies the establishment of what has historically been 
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downtown Hollywood as the walkable, transit, and bike-friendly area it has long aspired 

to be. 

We've accomplished this through many ways, mostly working with your staff and 

their steadfast adherence to your Do Real Planning principles and their indelible planning 

leadership. In this project, we have broken new ground in the creation and establishment 

of the most comprehensive design guidelines any single project has ever undertaken. 

We've established both a comprehensive set of community benefits and a means of 

providing them that go well beyond any previously approved project in the area. 

Finally, we have imagined the needs and desires of those looking to Hollywood as 

a place where they could live, work, and connect to the rest of the city in a true urban 

fashion without the need of their own cars. 

In short, working with your staff, we have delivered on your mandate to create in

field projects that not only respond to today, but actively work to change and 

accommodate the social attitudes of tomorrow. 

You've already seen a presentation of the design guidelines, so I'm going to skip 

a little bit of that part of the presentation and want to talk to you about our Community 

Benefits program. Our Community Benefits program is comprehensive and provides 

extensive community benefits throughout Hollywood, and especially within our area. 

A number of these items may not have direct nexus, and for those items we have 

now entered into third-party agreements which represent our commitment towards them. 

So while the city may feel that there isn't a nexus that you can impose upon us, and 

therefore you want to know that we are committed to doing them, we have entered into 

the agreements that will be enforced by others so that you know that that commitment is 

real. 
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For instance, we have entered into a project labor agreement, as well as a 

continuing agreement with HERE regarding the employment of individuals within the 

hotel that are members of the labor union. In that, we have also included substantial local 

hiring requirements and job training programs for local residents. These are extensive in 

their nature and provide very specific means by which local hiring is done and can be 

tooled down to try to target groups that are most in need. 

We have committed to a community, organizing meeting space. This is a 

commitment that we think is important because we want to engage our community in a 

very real way, and we think the project as a place for our community provides a nexus to 

doing that. And we would ask that you would condition a community space of. .. 

11 Moderator: How much more time are you going to request? 

12 Newman: We have a number of community benefits we want to run through, and then we 

13 

14 

have a PO, so I don't know how you want me to handle this. I can do that. I can do the 

responses. 

15 Moderator: I wanted you to handle it within the allotted time. So, okay, here's what I'm 

16 going to do. We'll do 30-30. 

17 Newman: I'm going to rush. 

18 Moderator: Exactly. So you have five more minutes, and then I really will cut you off. 

19 Thank you. 

20 Newman: We would ask you to condition a community meeting space of not less than ]200 

21 

22 

23 

24 

feet within the project subject to pulling of our building permits we need to conclude 

those plans. We have offered a circulation shuttle that goes on demand to people within 

the hillside to bring them down to our parking areas and to provide shuttle services 

throughout Hollywood as a private means. We believe that is an important part of our 
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traffic demand management plan, and therefore would ask that you impose that as a 

2 condition because we think our project needs a traffic demand management plan that 

3 should be conditioned to the project and, as such, we are offering to spend a maximum of 

4 $250,000 per year on those shuttle plans. 

5 We have bike amenities. We would request, because we want this to be bike 

6 friendly ... and as you saw from the staff report, we are on the bike lines. We would want 

7 the bike amenities for a minimum of 15 years to be included in our project conditions; 

8 that we provide key office or tenant space for at least 200 square feet for bike repair 

9 services, as well as bike parking facilities and bike repair paths. 

10 We think the linkages to transit is very, very important. 

11 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440b]] 

12 
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Date: [04-06-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

4 Male Speaker: Daniel Wright 

5 Male Speaker: Victor de la Cruz 

6 Male Speaker: George Abrahams 

7 Male Speaker: Alex Chavez 

8 Male Speaker: James Williams 

9 Male Speaker: Greg Johnson 

10 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voices] 

11 Female Speaker: Annie Geoghan 

12 Female Speaker: Sarajane Schwartz 

13 Female Speaker: Fran Reichenbach 

14 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 
17 

18 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440c]] 

19 Newman: We think the linkages to transit is very, very important. We would like you to 

20 require us, and we would accept as a condition of approval, because we think there's an 

21 appropriate nexus that we install directional signage showing pedestrian routes to all 

22 public transportation access points within a four block area of the project. Also, that we 

23 would provide $10,000 to the Department of Transportation for the installation of 

24 directional signs showing where the DASH is at the nearest points of the project, and also 

25 an additional $25,000 for Metro directional signage for pedestrian routes between public 

26 transportation, access points, and our project. 

27 We would like to incorporate parking tracking services. We think parking and 

28 our project has been an issue raised by the community, and as such, we think it is 

29 important that we contribute $50,000 to the Department of Transportation's Express Park 

30 program for new parking meter technology as well as vehicular sensors and real-time 

31 parking information for people within their apps. 
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We also believe that the Vine Street Metro connection is very important. We will 

engage with urban planning and an architectural firm. We would like to engage an urban 

planning and architectural firm to provide a study on the portal north of Hollywood 

Boulevard as well as at the Vine Street station and the viability of that as a means of 

access to the Metro station. We think that that study should be done and we're happy to 

provide that study, and that should also be a subject to that study being done ... would be 

a requirement of our pulling a building permit. 

We have suggested Metro passes. We shall provide Metro passes for the sale 

of. .. within the project ... and maintain a coordinated place for Metro pass purchases. 

And we will request and have availability for our Metro passes for employees and 

occupants and residents of the area, and will provide at least 100 Metro passes on an 

ongoing basis. 

We think that having commuter parking is very important. As such, we think that 

we would want our parking to be utilized by people who want to access, and we have 

plenty of public parking which can do that; that will access the park-and-ride areas in the 

Metro. So, we will provide monthly fees not to exceed $50.00 in the first year, and then 

increase by 3% thereafter for people who wish to provide ... for at least 10 spaces for 

people who want to utilize park-and-ride on a monthly basis. 

We will provide discounted parking of 10% for people who utilize Metro passes. 

So if you want to park and ride, we will offer a 10% discount if you show us your Metro 

pass; as well as within the zip code around our site, both within the hill area as well as 

directly around the site, which we have provided staff with the zip codes. We would 

provide 10% discounted parking for residents within those areas. 
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We think having residents utilize our services and utilize our project is vital as a 

member of the community, and we think that that is an important nexus that we share 

with the community. 

We have shared vehicular parking. We will maintain 10 parking spaces for non

residential parking ... within the non-residential parking areas for shared vehicle services 

such as Zipcars. And we will have Zipcars provided there and will provide a promotion 

for those Zipcars. We think for our residents, where we are trying to have people move 

out of their cars, having a shared parking and a shared car utilization is vital for reducing 

traffic and other impacts of our project. 

We will look to study ... we have been asked by the neighborhood council, and we 

think it's an important of the aesthetics and visual area that we provide a study of 

medians on Vine, people within the area, and how our project intersects on Vine. We 

think it's important that that aesthetic be addressed. 

14 Moderator: Thank you, Mr. Newman. I appreciate that. 

15 Newman: We'll have more later. 

16 Moderator: Okay, I'd now like to move to the appellants and their representatives. There are 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

six appellants, and I have five speaker cards here indicating that they are associated with 

the appellants and so I'll call them. And if there is a sixth that should be recognized, 

please let me know. Daniel Wright from the Silverstein Law Firm and Geoghan from 

Whitley Heights I believe it is; George Abrahams, the Argyle Civic Association; Fran 

Reichenbach from the Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; and Sarajane 

Schwartz from the Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

So as I mentioned in the introduction, we now will have 30 minutes total for the 

appellants, and so I am hoping that you will be respectful of the fact that there are folks 
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behind you. You might want to tap them on the shoulder if they are going over because 

we will stay judicious with the 30 minutes. So I presume that you all have spoken and 

are able to divide yourselves in a way that everybody is going to think is fair. So please 

announce your name for the record and begin. The clock is starting with 30 minutes. 

Yes? 

6 Male Speaker: [U/A]. 

7 Moderator: Excuse me? 

8 Male Speaker: [U/A]. 

9 Moderator: If you can come up and queue, that would probably be helpful, or at least 

10 

11 

12 

sit close to the front so that you are able to come as soon as the speaker finishes. It's 

approximately five minutes per person, although we didn't have a sixth person. 

Somebody else is doing it, so it's probably a little more than that. 

13 Wright: Good morning, madam president and commissioners. I am Daniel Wright 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

of the Silverstein Law Firm. We represent Mr. and Mrs. Geoghan of Whitley Terrace, 

who are the appellant representatives on behalf the following community organizations 

listed in our appeal letter: Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywood Dell, 

Hollywoodland, Argyle Civic, La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Association. I'd like to 

reserve one minute of appellant's time for rebuttal as we have the burden of proof on our 

appeal on the tentative tract map. 

Let the record reflect that I have today submitted our further objection letter to the 

project, the development agreement, and all associated entitlements as proposed to you 

for the related planning entitlements and as approved by the advisory agency's 

determination letter, also under appeal by my clients to you. First, my clients would 

object to your proceeding to consider the CPC entitlements without the development 
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agreement. The entire project is based upon the development agreement and its 

development regulations and the land use equivalency programs. Being inextricably 

related, if you approve the entitlements today without the development agreement, you're 

approving this project without, for instance, any height limit or design. 

Most of the presentation you heard today was on the development agreement, and 

yet you're not considering the development agreement. These things being inextricably 

linked, you must consider them together. 

And in a related note, I'd like to talk about the ] 090 problem . My understanding 

of 1090, a government code, is that when it disqualifies a member of a commission who 

has a financial interest in a project, the disqualification applies to the entire project. Mr. 

Rochen [ph], to my knowledge, is not merely a party to the development agreement. He 

has his own contract with Millennium, and thus this qualifying interest applies to his 

participation in all of the entitlements and therefore it disqualifies this commission. So 

what we ought to be doing is, you should be terminating this hearing immediately. 

Also, I'd like to raise the issue that it was brought to our attention that the 

commission members did not receive the exhibits to any of the appeals that were filed in 

your package, and that means that you have not had in tront of you the evidence that 

supports our appeals. We object to that on the grounds of due process of law. 

19 Male Speaker: Excuse me, Mr. Wright. This won't count against you, but we do have the 

20 exhibits just for the record. 

21 Wright: You've received them today but I'd also like to point that ... 

22 Male Speaker: Mr. Wright, excuse me, sir. We have them there in the record so you can 

23 proceed on another point. 
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Wright: Yes, but you did not receive them in the mail for your consideration, and 

2 I'd also like to point out ... 

3 Male Speaker: We also, sir, did not receive your letter in the mail and various other 

4 documents that were submitted at the last minute. 

5 Wright: Well, I submitted a two-page letter in compliance with your rules. That's what 

6 you received ... 

7 Moderator: Please proceed. 

8 Wright: I hope that that doesn't come out of my time, madam president. Also, I'd like to 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

point out that the exhibits attached to the letter filed on behalf of the music school was 

not mailed to the members of the commission. And since we are relying on that letter as 

well, and are adopting all of its arguments ... again, that's a violation of due process. 

Now to the merits. To quote the words of former planning commission member, 

Jane Usher, in response to a previous ill-conceived Hollywood project, this is a project 

where the developer comes before the commission asking for the sun, the moon, the stars, 

and there's not even a hint or whisper of it being an appropriate request. In this case, 

Millennium comes before you asking for the sun, the moon, the stars, the Milky Way, the 

universe, and apparently dark matter, a mysterious component that mayor may not exist 

in our universe. And dark matter is precisely a good name for what passes for the project 

description in Millennium's EIR. I hope you had a chance to at least read that. 

As far as I can tell, the city planning director proposes to grant a black box design 

envelope surrounding the city's iconic Capitol Records building. It's a project that 

cannot be seen now prior to discretionary decision making, and will only be revealed to 

the public after construction begins sometime within the 22-year life of the development 

agreement, so don't hold your breath on those jobs. 
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What will a project be? Will it be 200 hotel rooms or zero rooms? Will it be 492 

condos? Will it be 492 apartments? None of those, but maybe mostly commercial, or 

not? Will there be a health club; of what size, or not? Hey, how about a giant 

observation deck on top of the two 585-foot tall towers that has a bar or maybe a 

restaurant, or not? Or maybe the towers will be low massive affairs, only 220 feet tall, 

which will be surrounding the Capitol buildings, which itself is only 150 feet tall. Will 

the above boxy above-ground parking podium be three stories, seven, or fifteen? It 

depends on where you look in the documents. 

There is no defined project here, and that is required by CEQA. The whole idea 

of a project description is to describe a proposed project, identify the anticipated impacts, 

and impose feasible mitigation measures. That is not happening here. The project 

description is amorphous and slippery, purposely written to allow infinite combinations 

of these possible land uses within a black box design envelope granted by the city. And it 

would make every developer in town say, hey, I want one of those black box design 

envelopes, too, for 22 years. 

So think about the precedent that this concept would create for you. Would it be, 

let's do real planning? Or would it be, let's hand over our land use authority without 

knowing what the project will be? We contend it's the second one. Because there's no 

finite project description which CEQA mandates, and this is a fatal flaw that cascades all 

the way through the entire EIR, depriving you as a decision maker and the public of any 

meaningful ability to assess the impacts or identify mitigation measures, it must be 

denied by you. On this ground alone, it's legally deficient. 

In addition to our own appeal documents and exhibits, the comment letters, 

particularly by the music school and the condos at the W hotel filed by their 

41 

RL0033002 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

EM30747 

representatives, raised innumerable, fatal, additional defects, all of them coming from this 

fatal project description, and the city planning department has apparently adopted this 

without any critical review. No one from planning can stand before you with a straight 

face and tell you that they exercised independent judgment in adopting this EIR and black 

box design envelope as the city's own work. 

It's planning malfeasance to allow this project to go forward or this far in the 

planning process without requiring a defined project. Therefore, our client ... my clients 

hereby adopt and endorse all objections in evidence submitted into the record that 

demonstrates the EIR's fatally flawed in countless ways. 

Our appeal also pointed out that the advisory agency's adopted policy that 

condominiums in congested parking areas like Hollywood require 2.5 parking spaces per 

dwelling unit. Attached to our comment letter today is a copy of that policy ... pages ... 

and also the analysis of the Hollywood/Gower Project in a case that we succeeded in 

against the city recently. In that project, the EIR was set aside due to flawed parking 

analysis and a denial of a fair hearing. 

In that case, our evidence established the same planner who acted as the advisory 

agency, in this case accepted new environmental review documents and revised findings 

drafted by the developer's consultants without making any independent review of the 

new parking. We proved in court he never looked at it before the final hearing. Those 

actions were found in our favor by the court as a derailment of the CEQA process. The 

city and this commission's and this city council's approvals of the deficient EIR were set 

aside by the court. 

The Millennium project's EIR solves the advisory agency parking problem by 

making it disappear like that dark matter of the universe. The EIR fails to identify it as 
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an applicable land use policy. There's no discussion of it, and therefore it essentially 

constitutes an implicit secret relief from the advisory policy without disclosing it. 

There's also further parking reductions from the existing lower code required for 

apartments, and thus the parking analysis for this reason alone is fatally flawed. When 

this was pointed out to the advisory agency planner at the hearing, he ignored it and does 

not discuss it in the determination letter before you. This is staff misconduct. It violates 

CEQ A's mandate to disclose the facts in good faith; analyze them to identify impacts, 

and implement feasible mitigation measures. Simply ignoring mandatory legal duties is 

not good faith, and on this ground you should find that the EIR is deficient. 

Finally, the entire entitlement proposed from Millennium is based upon the 

Hollywood Community Plan adopted last year by the city. That plan currently has three 

lawsuits challenging it, including one by the Silverstein Law Firm, where we just 

exposed the pattern and practice of the city attorney's office to purposely exclude 

materials required by law to be part of the CEQA administrative record. 

After the trial court ordered the city attorney to comply with the law, suddenly our 

administrative record had 50,000 additional pages that had been excluded under this 

policy for years by this city. When those cases are heard on the Hollywood Community 

Plan, we expect them to be over. .. the Hollywood Plan to be overturned. And therefore, 

you should not proceed with consideration of such a massive project of this size until the 

Hollywood Community Plan challenges are resolved. 

With that, I will reserve one minute for rebuttal and step aside for the remaining 

appellants. Thank you for your close attention, commissioners. 

23 Moderator: Please introduce yourself 
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de la Cruz: Good morning, commissioners, or good afternoon. I lost track oftime. Victor de 

2 la Cruz with Manatt, Phelps & Phillips. I'm here on behalf of AMDA College and 

3 Conservatory of the Performing Arts. I'm pleased to be here today to let you know that 

4 AMDA's concerns about the project and EIR have been resolved, and we have 

5 withdrawn our appeal and our comments on the environmental impact report. We thank 

6 Millennium and we thank the council office for working closely with us to resolve our 

7 concerns, and look forward to seeing this transformative project create a new vibrant 

8 environment, not only for AMDA, but for all of Hollywood. Thank you very much. 

9 Geoghan [Annie Geoghan]: Mr. and Mrs. Jim Geoghan on behalf of the aforementioned 

10 communities. We'd like to waive our time if possible to our legal counsel, Mr. Wright, 

11 for his rebuttal. 

12 Moderator: The appellants are within the time, so there's no waiving. Now is your bite at the 

13 apple. 

14 Geoghan: Okay. So the thing is, we have over 1000 signatures on a petition against it. We 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

have three out of four neighborhood councils have opposed it, and Hillside Federation, 

which I believe is 20 to 30 organizations, have opposed it. I'm very confused as to Mr. 

Aarons constantly saying in articles that he wants community input. I think he's gotten 

enough community input. And we would also ... for the record, I'd like to say that Mr. 

Garcetti has been contacted and he has denied this project in interviews and at debates. 

One was the night before our first hearing here, February 19th, and that's a problem. 

We are very much against the conflict of interest of the person who recused 

himself today as even being the architect on this project-and also that this is to protect 

and preserve the area. The LA Conservancy has come out on their own website. They're 

against this. Hollywood Heritage is against this. This is not framing the Capitol Records 
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building. If you stand on one corner, maybe you'll be able to see the Capitol Records 

building. 

And the welcoming thing, Mr. Aarons ... well, first of all, Mr. Aarons in an 

interview said that he wants to build bold things that are the new Hollywood landmarks. 

We have a landmark, and your buildings will be obstructing it. 

And the welcoming thing for the community-great. Ground level-beautiful. 

Give us the green; give us the bike shop in the building; give us all of that stuff. 

The jobs: fantastic. I grew up in New York City. I worked in three hotels to pay 

my way through school. There were plenty of jobs. And none of the buildings were 55 

stories in midtown Manhattan. So where does the building have to be 55 stories and 

higher to create jobs, to create community, to bring people to an area? Develop, build, 

revitalize this area; but no, we don't want the whole skyline reinvigorated as your website 

says. 

The neighborhood councils that opposed this have been beaten up on 

Millennium's website, and we're filing reports that they've misrepresented what went on 

at neighborhood council meetings many of us were at. They denied. And the fact that 

they opposed them, we kind of thought that with all the money, they didn't have to go 

after the little community neighborhood councils. 

And that's what I have to say. No elimination of the D thing. The heights are 

ridiculous. You know this is insane; we know this is insane; the whole city knows it's 

insane, but you're going to build it. 

22 Moderator: Can you state your name one more time for the record, please? 

23 Geoghan [Annie Geoghan]: This is Jim Geoghan from Whitley Heights. 

24 Moderator: Thank you. 
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Abrahams: George Abrahams, Argyle Civic Association. What's really flawed with this 

whole project is the planning concept itself. Transit-oriented development is a failed 

planning model. The reason that it does not work, has not worked, and will never work is 

because TOD's are self-limiting. Once traffic congestion becomes intolerable, people 

start leaving the area and new residents simply decide to live elsewhere in less dense 

areas. Thus, the required density to make mass transit viable is never achieved. The only 

way to get to the required density would be with the Berlin Wall to keep people from 

escaping like in the Cold War. 

They only city which does have what amounts to a Berlin Wall and the density is 

Manhattan where there is the Hudson and the East River. But Los Angeles is surrounded 

by broad expanses of open land and that's where the people will go. 

In some cities, TOD advocates, having failed to convince people to agree with 

their ideas, have reacted by trying to force people to follow them. But even these cities, 

which tried to artificially create a Berlin Wall by prohibiting construction of single family 

homes in the suburbs surrounding the central city such as Sidney and Melbourne, 

Australia, had to abandon stringent urban containment policies when housing became 

prohibitively expensive and politicians were faced to revolt at the polls. 

Sir Peter Hall, in a classic work 40 years ago, 'The Containment of Urban 

England' led an evaluation of the effects of the British Town and Country Planning Act 

of 1947 between] 966 and '71. The principal purpose of the act had been urban 

containment using the land rationing strategies oftoday's smart growth such as urban 

growth boundaries and comprehensive plans that forbade development on large slots of 

land that would otherwise be developable. 
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The finding of Hall and his colleagues were [U/A] later by a labor government 

report in the mid 2000s which showed housing affordability had suffered under this 

planning regime. England is now embarking on a program to liberalize the restrictive 

land use policies just as New Zealand did in 2011. And also in 2011, Florida appealed its 

state-wide smart growth mandate and closed the administrative bureaucracy that had 

overseen the program. 

Mass transit is another failed component ofTOD's. According to the US Census 

American Community Survey, travel to work in Los Angeles by mass transit takes 1.73 

times longer than travel by car. 

Listen to what Wendell Cox, a former three-term member of the Los Angeles 

County Transportation Commission, appointed by Mayor Bradley ... he has his own 

planning firm. He's a Senior Fellow of urban policy. In his Canadian study, "Improving 

the Competitiveness of Metropolitan Areas" ... in which he concluded that long commute 

times undermines the productivity of Canadian municipalities. 

"There is much concern about the competitiveness of the nation's metropolitan 

areas. Particular attention has been directed towards the generally longer commute times 

of Canadian workers and the diminished competitiveness that occurs as a result. While 

the prospects for improving transit commute times are discouraging, some current 

strategies could increase traffic congestion, lengthen commute times, and make 

metropolitan areas less competitive. Compact cities, also called "Smart Growth 

Policies," have been adopted across Canada in an effort to reduce automobile use and 

increase urban densities. International data indicates that higher densities are associated 

with greater traffic congestion, and data from US metropolitan areas indicate the 

commute times are longer, where employment densities are higher. The most recent data 
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indicates a strong relationship between greater transit use and greater traffic congestion. 

Further, higher traffic densities are strongly associated with higher levels of air 

pollution." 

So, when you combine a TOD policy that can never increase density beyond the 

point where you have traffic congestion with the net effects of traffic congestion that 

makes a city less competitive than other cities that are not congested, you have the 

prescription for the only possible outcome: a failed, unliveable city. 

Can you tell me how much time we have left? 

9 Moderator: An update. You have 11 minutes left for this ... you have 11 minutes left for the 

10 appellants. 

11 Abrahams: Okay, I'm going to use that ... three more minutes. 

12 Moderator: There's three others behind you. 

13 Abrahams: I'll tell you what. If they want to come up, they can speak. They'll speak, and I'll 

14 finish up. 

15 Chavez: Dear commissioners, I am Alex Chavez, President of the Hollywoodland 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Homeowners Association. Hollywoodland is a community located directly beneath the 

Hollywood sign and it's comprised of 550 homes and 1200 residents. We oppose the 

Millennium Hollywood Plan to build two giant skyscrapers in our community. We're not 

opposed to development. We're very clear about that. We like community development 

and the jobs it's creating, and its contribution to our local economy. But we are horrified 

by the looming threat of growth over development, which is what Millennium Hollywood 

means to us. 

On its face, the project sounds like it might be a good idea. Here's the glowing 

way they describe themselves in their literature. Millennium Hollywood will transform a 
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series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, pedestrian friendly development that 

will further the resurgence of Hollywood as a place for Angelinos to live, work, dine, and 

play, and for the rest of the world to visit. That sounds very nice, doesn't it? Well, let 

me explain why for the people of Hollywood, it's not so nice. First of all, two buildings 

over 50 stories high are an absolute insult to our community. Fifty stories; why not 75 

stories? You know, why not 100 stories? Think of all the jobs we could create. 

Here's why two 50-story buildings are grossly inappropriate. The Capitol 

Records building is 13 stories. The Double Tree [ph] Hotel is 12 stories. The Sunset 

Vine Tower outstrips the other two at 20 stories. But Millennium Hollywood aspires to 

be two or three times higher than any other buildings in our community. That is not just 

an abuse of violation for a skyline, but it violates us in countless other ways as well. 

We don't have the infrastructure to support these colossal constructions. We 

don't have the roads to support all the people that would live and work and commute to 

and from these buildings. We don't have the emergency services that would serve and 

continue to serve the rest of us in an efficient way. We don't have the parking spaces to 

accommodate the needs of these goliath structures. 

We have heard approvals from union members and the business community voice 

at previous hearings. I am a union member, and I am an entrepreneur who has a store and 

operates several businesses. But we cannot give blanket approval to these mega 

structures just because they create jobs and business. If a project is built at 15 or 20 

stories, as might be appropriate, it would still create jobs and it would be great for our 

economy. We don't need two 50-story buildings to create jobs and business. In the long 

run, they hurt our community. 
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As a union member, I will never want any other union workers to suffer job losses 

because Millennium Hollywood fails to move forward. But why are they [U/A] in an 

oversized plan? Don't they have the responsibility to present a reasonable alternative for 

this development? All these questions remain unanswered. I hope the city planning 

commissioner will consider all these important questions before moving this project onto 

the next phase. 

On behalf of the neighbors of Hollywoodland, thank you for listening. 

8 Williams: James Williams. We have 7 minutes on the clock. 

9 Johnson: Good morning, madam commissioner, commissioners. My name is Greg 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Johnson. I am a representative of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association appeal, and I'm 

a resident of the Hollywood Dell and a member of the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, 

an association of more than 1500 single family homes, condominiums and apartments, 

representing in excess of 5000 residents within 500 feet of the project. 

I am also a commercial real estate broker and believe that Hollywood should be 

redeveloped reasonably and proportionately to the size of existing structures, historic 

buildings, and in concert with surrounding residential communities. 

The HDCA appealed both jointly and individually the Advisory Agency's 

determination letter because we believe the Advisory Agency failed to adequately 

consider the impacts the proposed project will have on surrounding commercial and 

residential communities. These impacts are based upon the project's proposed size, 

massing, scale, height, land use, traffic generation, reduced onsite parking allocation, and 

increased noise, light, and air pollution. 

The project's 1.1 million square feet is grossly out of scale to other Hollywood 

projects, both existing and planned, and larger than all but a handful of buildings in Los 
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Angeles. With two towers of approximately 585 feet in height, the project would contain 

two of the 15 tallest buildings in Los Angeles. The resulting density and height of the 

project would dwarf the historic 13-story Capitol Records building and all other existing 

structures in Hollywood, as well as the 57 city approved projects slated for Hollywood 

development, none of which exceed 30 stories. 

The 50-story towers will block views to and from Hollywood Hills, obscure views 

of the Hollywood sign, and appear from various locations throughout the city to be taller 

than Mount Lee, while casting significant shadows across hundreds of home and 

apartments. Increased traffic generated from the project will essentially land lock our 

neighborhood during AMlPM travel times, increasing traffic density along both Franklin 

A venue and Cahuenga Boulevard. Issues the projects propose traffic mitigation 

completely ignore, and also can aim at two of those highly impacted intersections. 

Our neighborhood is located less than 500 feet from the project. Noise and light 

generated from the outdoor venues proposed for the project will be directly transmitted 

into our yards in residences. 

Additional traffic congestion generated by the project's proposed observation 

deck, record court, and performance plaza, were not considered in the EIR or in 

calculations for onsite parking. Further, failure of the project to conform to any SEQ A 

guidelines ... excuse me, to many SEQ A guidelines, including the provisions to provide a 

stable and accurate project description, an identity of a five-mile study area for a Caltrans 

traffic study, an AQMD air quality study, as well as an addition of SEQA failure by the 

city and the project's EIR to cumulatively consider the impacts of the Millennium Project 

in relation to the 57 current Hollywood developments, all of which have been taken into 

consideration ... should have been taken into consideration by the Advisory Agency prior 
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to issuing a determination letter in favor of the project's vesting track map, variances, and 

development. 

In regards to the proposed variances, each of the eight variances do not meet the 

threshold to grant variances, specifically under the LA city charter, and under the LA 

municipal code. A variance cannot be granted to give relief from self-imposed hardships, 

and cannot be granted unless the following is true: one, a strict application of existing law 

would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships on the applicant. There are 

no existing laws. 

Practical difficulties are hardships on the applicant. The original 3: 1 FARon the 

property would allow today a 583,000 square foot mixed use project with similar mix of 

uses to be developed that would significantly reduce traffic congestion, the size, bulk, and 

height of the project. 

Item #2 under these variances: the special circumstances applicable to the 

property that do not apply to other properties in the same zone or vicinity. There are no 

such special circumstances. 

Number #3, the variances necessary for the applicant to preserve and enjoy 

substantial proper right... property rights, which, because of special circumstances and 

difficulties, other property owners in the same zone or vicinity get to enjoy. There's no 

such property rights in existence. 

#4: the granting variance won't be material or detrimental to the public or 

injurious to other property owners in the same zone or vicinity. 

As detailed earlier, granting any or all of the variances would be detrimental to 

the other property owners adjacent to the project. 

24 Male Speaker: Three minutes left. 
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Johnson: Thank you. Prior to the vote ... well, I'll cede the rest of my time to other 

2 speakers. 

3 Moderator: I encourage you lift up new issues should there be some, too. 

4 Schwartz: My name is Sarajane Schwartz. I'm a current board member of the 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Hollywoodland Homeowners Association and past president. For 35 years, I've been a 

resident of Hollywood land, eagerly awaiting the proper development of Hollywood, not 

its public rape. The unprecedented scale and mass of this project is totally inappropriate 

and outrageous. The almost 100-year-old already gridlocked streets and limited 

infrastructure cannot support this project. 

If you approve this project, you will be presiding over a wake for Hollywood as 

residents flee in an overly congested neighborhood. As a tourist destination, visitors do 

not come to Hollywood to see skyscrapers that obliterate iconic landmarks. As an 

entertainment capital, as the many entertainment-related events with street closures will 

have to find a new, less congested area, and of our residents who no doubt will suffer 

deaths due to the inability of emergency vehicles to reach their destinations; or even 

worse, the inability to evacuate the hills in case of a fire. 

I urge you to reject these twin tombstones that will bring about the death of 

Hollywood and undoubtedly some of its residents. It's too big. 

19 Male Speaker: One minute, 20 seconds. 

20 Schwartz: Everything else that the developers presented is smoke and mirrors. 

21 Thank you. 

22 Reichenbach: Gee, I hope I can do this. My name is Fran Reichenbach. I'm with 

23 

24 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association. I'm going to be real brief. We're not 

for no development; we're for smart development. Development in this area has always 
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been 150 feet high or 12 to 14 stories to maintain an historic scale. Hollywood 

Boulevard, itself, has continued to honor this historic scale. Even the W hotel maintained 

the scale. To create skyscrapers where ... it means the preservation of Hollywood doesn't 

mean anything. 

This project lacks specificity as required by CEQA. It doesn't address major 

impacts on traffic infrastructure or emergency response resources, and the developers and 

city staff say that these impacts are less than significant; yet, three out of four 

neighborhood councils rejected the project. Many other groups joined them, including 

Hancock Park. The neighborhoods north of Franklin already suffer extreme and 

extended response times. As a matter of fact, the fire department will take longer to 

respond to calls in these two towers since the traffic is expected according to those 

documents=, it is expected to be gridlocked after the project is built. 

There's no ... I'm just going to go on a tiny bit. 

14 Moderator: I'll give you about 15 seconds ... if you can wrap up, please. 

15 Reichenbach: Okay. There's no mitigation in place to address these impacts. I would 

16 

17 

caution the city attorney to pay attention to the things that Silverstein Law Group put 

before you at the beginning of this, okay? 

18 Moderator: Thank you. I appreciate that. Okay, we now have some comments from 

19 the mayor and the council offices. Excuse me ... a break? Okay. Yes, nature calls. 

20 We're going to take a five-minute break and we will return and we'll resume with ... 

2l excuse me. I want to be clear what we're going to be resuming with ... with comments 

22 from the mayor's office and the council offices when we return. Take a break. 

23 [END RECORDING: 05VTT71837&CPC08-3440c]] 

24 
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Date: [04-06-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Brian Currey 

4 Male Speaker: Marcel Porras 

5 Male Speaker: Tom LaBonge 

6 Male Speaker: Rushmore Cervantes 

7 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

8 
9 

10 [START RECORDING [05VTT7l837&CPC08-3440d]] 

11 Moderator: Okay, we're back on the City Planning Commission. If! can have folks please 

12 take a seat and calm their voices. This is a little awkward. Nature did call and so it was 

13 urgent. But what we're going to do is hear from the mayor's office, the council offices, 

14 and LARD. This is the city family. And then we're going to be breaking for lunch. So I 

15 apologize for that, but that calls as well. You want us to have sustenance as we consider 

16 this complicated case. And I will let folks know that there is a farmer's market just 

17 outside of City Hall if you want to take advantage of that during the lunchtime. We will 

18 take a very quick lunch so that we can come back and hear the remaining of public 

19 testimony. 

20 We have over 100 speakers and so we're going to be thinking about how to 

21 organize our time regarding that. But for now, we will hear from Brian Currey from the 

22 mayor's office; from Marcel Porras from the councilmen's office; Rushmore Cervantes 

23 from LARD; and, I believe that's ... and Councilman LaBonge as well. 

24 Please begin, Mr. Currey. 

25 Currey: Good afternoon. I'm Brian Currey. I'm counsel to the Mayor and Deputy Mayor 

26 for economic and business policy. I'm pleased to be here on behalf of Mayor 

27 Villaraigosa in support of the project. 
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Millennium Hollywood will be a transformative, mixed use, equitable, transit

oriented development project that will preserve and frame the iconic Capitol Records 

building. The project will transform a series of under-utilized parcels in Hollywood into 

a new pedestrian and bike-friendly meeting place for the community and for visitors to 

our city. 

The proposal makes a huge step forward towards the vibrant, active, and 

economically prosperous Hollywood that we envision for the future. We need to bring 

investment and activity back to our key urban hubs, places with excellent transit options, 

and the potential for increased jobs and economic activity. 

I would like to thank the planning department, their staff, and the commission for 

thoughtful consideration of the project. It is a very important project for the city and for 

Hollywood in terms of its economic impact on the neighborhood and on the city as a 

whole. 

The project will involve between half a billion and a billion dollars of capital 

investment into our city. Some 6000 construction jobs under a project labor agreement 

will be part of the project, with an emphasis on local hiring for people in Los Angeles. 

More than a thousand permanent jobs will be located at the new facility. There will be 

some $15 million dollars in upfront monies for the city and another $5.8 million in annual 

revenues to the City of Los Angeles. 

We need continued, renewed investment in our communities. This is exactly the 

sort of elegant density along transit hubs that forms the framework for our vision of a 

future Los Angeles that is more sustainable, that is less dependent upon automobiles, and 

that remains vibrant. 

Thank you very much. 
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Moderator: Thank you. 

2 Porras: 

3 

4 

5 

Good afternoon. Marcel Porras, Senior Planning and Economic Development 

Deputy for council member, Garcetti. Council member Garcetti does not support the 

project that is currently envisioned because the proposed height is out of scale with the 

Hollywood landscape and does not have [applause] 

6 Moderator: Thank you. I appreciate your enthusiasm but I don't want to set a precedent for 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Porras: 

clapping or booing or any of that going forward so that we can stay on point. Thank you, 

though. Please continue. 

... and does not have a broad enough level of support throughout the community. 

The council member looks forward to working closely with council member, Tom 

LaBonge, community groups, and residents to assess other options at this site in 

collaboration with the developer that would continue the progress we have seen in 

Hollywood in recent years. Thank you. 

14 Moderator: Thank you so much. 

15 LaBonge: Good morning. Tom LaBonge. I want to thank Councilman Garcetti for all the 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

work that he's done in Hollywood. I really think that's a very good statement that was 

made because we work together. We work together. There's no borders. 

Seven years ago, I was with Mayor Villaraigosa. We were walking through the 

construction at the Observatory and the mayor went, "Tommy, high rise all along 

Wilshire." And I said, "Mr. Mayor, Park Mile Specific Plan," meaning there's a balance. 

And yes, we want development, but there's certain zoning that needs to take place. 

Let's have a discussion on the right height. I'm a Griffith Park hiker every day 

and you look out there and it's taller than what I think it should be. What is the right 

57 

RL0033018 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

EM30763 

height? That's up to the planners from the planning department. Where's Mike 

Legrand? He's probably on the top of this building seeing if this is the right height. 

So I just wanted to say as you consider this, I think there's a tremendous aspect to 

the project on the ground floor. Jobs are real important. But I don't want to see it so tall 

that it affects the psyche of Hollywood, which is special. The 13-story-very special. 

Capitol Records building is very complimentary to the area, but design that's appropriate 

is what I suspect. 

And I want, in the future, to be able to put the arms around both the people on that 

side of the room and the people on that side of the room to build a better Hollywood with 

the blessing of the planning commission. Thank you very much. 

11 Moderator: Thank you; thank you. 

12 LaBonge: I do not support the height. I do support a project, but I do not support the height. 

13 

14 

And that's a real big ... the tallest building in Hollywood I want to let you know is ... do 

you know how many stories? 

15 Moderator: You're going to tell me. 

16 LaBonge: 22 stories; 22 stories. So figure out a balance: 29, 36, 42 hike. 

17 Moderator: Thank you. 

18 Cervantes: Good afternoon, commissioners. Rushmore Cervantes, Executive Officer with 

19 the Housing Department. 

20 Moderator: We thought you were the mayor. 

21 Cervantes: Well, I made the unfortunate mistake of allowing Councilman LaBonge to speak 

22 

23 

24 

in front of me. I always hate following him after he speaks. But I'm here just very 

briefly to mention to the commission what the developer has offered to the City of Los 

Angeles relative to community benefits. They negotiated with the Los Angeles Housing 
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Department to provide eight. .. approximately $4.8 million dollars that will go into the 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund for the creation of affordable housing for large families 

at 50% area meeting income or below in two specific projects within the project area. 

And for whatever reason either one of those projects do not become viable, those 

monies will be retained with the Affordable Housing Project... the trust fund ... excuse 

me ... and the Housing Department will provide affordable housing of a similar AMI in 

the same area. And these projects will not require any additional city funds to go along 

with that. 

So at the very least for the community benefit for the affordable housing piece, 

they're providing a substantial amount of money. So Ijust wanted to go on record to let 

you know what they have offered. Thank you. 

12 Moderator: Thank you very much. So with a little bit of awkwardness and embarrassment, 

13 we are going to break for lunch but I promise you that we will have a long, involved ... 

14 well, I'm not going to promise long. You will deliver a long hearing for us, but we will 

15 consider all of your comments. So again, there's a farmer's market. We're going to be 

16 taking 30 minutes for lunch so that we will return in 30 minutes from now. 

17 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440d]] 

18 
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Date: [04-06-13] 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Piedmont Brown 

4 Male Speaker: Gilbert Smith 

5 Male Speaker:_Edward Hunt 

6 Male Speaker: Clyde Wood 

7 Male Speaker: Ron Miller 

8 Male Speaker:_Gene Hale 

9 Male Speaker: Bill Harris 

10 Male Speaker: Lee Ryerson 

11 Male Speaker: Cliff Smith 

12 Male Speaker: Galo Medina 

13 Male Speaker: Ron Radachy 

14 Male Speaker: Dan Billy 

15 Male Speaker: Scott Campbell 

16 Male Speaker: Brandon Mason 

17 Male Speaker: Carlo Contreras 

18 Male Speaker: Brad Folb 

19 Male Speaker: [Unidentified voice] 

20 Female Speaker: Laurie Becklund 

21 Female Speaker: Cheri Tilton 

22 Female Speaker: Rachel Torres 

23 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

24 [ph]: Phonetic 

25 
26 

27 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440e] DATE [3-28-13]] 

28 Moderator: The City Planning Commission Meeting, March 28th
. We've gone back and forth 

29 about how to organize the public comment period because we have so many public 

30 speakers. And we appreciate the interest and the passion and we want to hear from as 

31 many folks as possible and get as much testimony as possible. And so what we've 

32 decided on is that we're going to split the time-45 minutes for those who support; 45 

33 minutes for those who are opposed. 
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As opposed to calling the speaker cards, as folks come up, if you will state your 

name so that we know that you have, in fact, submitted a speaker card, and we'll have 

that for the record. And I will be doing it in sequence, so I will have those who are in 

support of the project first; those who are opposed to the project second. And what I will 

ask is that you please ... so that we get as much information as possible relative to your 

point of view that you seek new points that we absolutely understand. 

We want to hear that you support a point that was already made, but if that is the 

extent of what you have to offer, that will allow for us to get as many folks within that 

45-minute period as possible. And I know that is a challenge. There's great passion on 

both sides of this issue, and we understand that and want to validate that. But if you have 

heard your point made, it is important for us to know that you support that point to say 

that, but you needn't necessarily reiterate it to a great extent. What we want is as broad 

amount of information as possible. So the newer the point that is something that is 

elaborated, or giving us a different perspective, that's going to be valuable to us as we go 

forward. 

Right now, I'd like to call those who are in support. What I'd ask you to do is, if 

you can line up behind the podium, please. Yes, this is going to be chaotic. I understand. 

If you see folks who you know and trust in the line and you want to cede time to them 

perhaps, that is something that we encourage you to do. But, I also urge you to limit 

yourself. Please be as judicious as possible about this. This is going to be pure chaos, I 

can tell. 

So this is folks who are in support of the project. We're putting 45 minutes on the 

clock. I urge you to ... not aggressively, but assertively tap one another on the shoulder 
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when you're moving over a minute probably. You need to do that so we get as many 

people as possible. So please be sure to state your name for the record. 

Good afternoon. My name is Piedmont Brown. I'm the president of the 

Ironworkers Local 433, a thousand of hardworking members. I'm here on behalf of our 

members to support the Millennium Hollywood Project. Right now, we have members 

on the job in Hollywood on Sunset Boulevard building the new Emerson College. 

There's a lot of growth today in Hollywood. That's because years ago, we made 

the right decision to build the Red Line subway. Local 433 helped in that project. With 

the Red Line in place, we could build new developments without a terrible impact on 

traffic. Millennium Hollywood is a transit-orientated development. The aim is to get 

people out of their cars, to get into the city and the urban experience. When we built the 

Red Line, people said no one would ride it. They said no one in Los Angeles would get 

on a train. Well, people do ride the subways and they do live in high-rise buildings. 

Millennium Hollywood is a smart transit-orientated development. It's just what we need, 

and we're just the people to build it. We urge you to vote yes. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, counciL .. or commissioners. I'm Gilbert Smith and I am chair 

of the Ricardo Montalban Foundation; owner and operator of the Ricardo Montalban 

Theatre on Vine Street. Anybody know that theatre? I'm doing my job. Thank you. 

I'm here in support of the Millennium Project. As part of the infrastructure of 

Hollywood, I have a unique perspective. I grew up on Homewood A venue. My 

grandmother bought property on Homewood to bring our family to Hollywood. My 

wife's parents came to Hollywood in the 1920s. I walked the streets in the 1950s when it 

was a burgeoning community coming out of World War II. We had a very dark period, 
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and I was asked to come into the theatre which was an abandoned, misused facility on the 

heart of Hollywood and Vine, the entertainment capital of the world. 

We have a unique opportunity here to create a new infrastructure to service the 

new entertainment streaming and entertainment community. People still flock here to 

create entertainment because of the talent, the weather, and the infrastructure that's 

already in place. And for the most part, over the last 20 years, the entertainment 

community had fled from Hollywood, and we're now bringing it back. 

One of the things that I want to say in closing is that I think that it's very 

important for the commission to establish with the developer and with the community 

stakeholders and with the community a monthly meeting in the process of building this 

facility and this venue. We had that with the W Project because I was directly across the 

street, and we went through three and a half years of construction. There are many 

problems that are associated with that with keeping people organized as to how to come 

to your venue and egress and ingress, and just the monthly problems that I recall. 

So anyway, thank you very much for your time. 

Edward Hunt, President of Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association. We support 

this project primarily because we'd rather see in transit-oriented developments-tall, 

slender towers that permit generous ground floor landscape pedestrian areas that are part 

of the view rather than blocking the view. And we'd rather not see short, fat towers that 

blot out the view and have only minimum ground floor landscape spaces. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. Clyde Wood. I'm here representing CIM. We're one of the 

largest landowners and stakeholders in Hollywood. We do support the project, and I'm 

just going to make two very brief points. The first one is, as landowners, developers, and 

any stakeholders, the most important thing to us is consistency and predictability. We 
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support this project because it is consistent with the general plan and the community plan. 

There is no height district. The FAR increase is at your discretion, and the density is 

below the allowable density. The variances and CUP's they're requesting are only to 

allow uses that would provide a mix of amenities that you need in this kind of project. So 

people who are opposed to this project are not necessarily opposed to the project; they're 

opposed to the recent community plan that was just implemented. 

The second point is that when we invested in Hollywood starting over ten years 

ago, it was with a vision that catalytic projects like Hollywood and Highland, the W 

Hotel, the subway, all were subsidized by city dollars. With a redevelopment agency 

gone now, all we have is private development. And this is exactly the kind of project that 

was envisioned when those projects were because those were catalytic in order to be a 

catalyst for new private investment. So here you go. Here it is right in front of you. And 

this is what we need because this is what will bring jobs, sales taxes, TOT taxes to the 

city, and we desperately need that. Thank you. 

15 Becklund: Hi. My name is Laurie Becklund. I'm a Dell resident. I'm speaking in support 

16 

17 

18 

19 

of this project, but with changes. Briefly, I do not approve, myself, of this density unless 

there are other ways of doing it. I did not [U/ A] oppose the high-rise. 

What I want to ask you is just five quick point ... recommend to you five quick 

points I think are not being addressed here. 

20 Moderator: Do you support ... 

21 Becklund: Yes, I am in support of this. I'm trying to help make this happen-definitely. I 

22 

23 

24 

think the people from the Dell ... but I think people will realize I was part of the 

neighborhood meetings and we had to vote on, what do you want? I actually voted for 

the high-rise, and I appreciate Millennium as a developer. But some of these things will 
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not work ... I was just talking to Phil Aarons about this ... unless we make sure they're 

addressed. 

And two of them technically are scoping problems. One of them is, they did not 

check the ability to divide a community because of lack of access here. As you can see, 

we're already divided, unfortunately, and through lanes here. Communities are opposing 

this increasingly. There's a reason. That needs to be examined. 

Secondly, you checked no air traffic. There are helipads. I think that should be 

looked at. That's been a problem for years. 

Mainly, I wanted to ask you to use your power as visionaries and planners-not 

just as project approvers or even local Hollywood approvers. If you can pretend for a 

second that we're in the year 2035, if we leave this, if we leave the traffic issues the way 

they are, even in the best case scenario there will be no study out of traffic anywhere in 

the hills, and there will be no access ... 

14 Moderator: My impression ... can you stop the clock? My impression is that this is actually, 

15 probably better suited for the opponents relative to what you're asking-for changes. 

16 Becklund: I tried to do a public statement but he said 1. .. a general statement ... but he said I 

17 couldn't. I'm sorry. 

18 Moderator: Okay. So you filled out a general statement card? 

19 Becklund: No. I asked a question, and apparently that counted. But, truly, I can be neutral. 

20 I mean, 1... whatever... I'll wait. You tell me. 

21 Moderator: Just finish your comment and we'll start the clock when you finish. 

22 Becklund: I asked you to be visionary about this. Right now, as a community, this whole 

23 

24 

Hollywood thing is permanently having gridlock there. I asked you, if you have the CAP 

park at one end and the redoing of Cahuenga Pass through NBC Universal, to look at 
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what that is going to look like with thousands of sensitive receptors, and one of them is 

this area as smog builds over 22 years. Please address that interim thing for everybody's 

sake. It's an opportunity to make Hollywood amazing, and also deal with that. 

Secondly, I encourage you to think about jobs that may be lost if the permeability 

and the drive through here is not certain. It's not just hiring here; it's people who are 

unable to get to work in other places because it takes too long and they can't get there. 

The last thing is, one of the things the Hollywood Community Plan talks about is 

preserving local communities. I just talked to Phil Aarons about this. If. .. right now in 

the community plan, somebody had edited their saying ... the community plan saying 

preserve viable neighborhoods. Hollywood Dell and some of these others, are they 

viable? Ifnot, please tell us now. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. I'm Ron Miller, Executive Secretary of the Los 

Angles Orange County Building and Construction Trades Council. We represent 

140,000 craftsmen and women across 52 different affiliated local unions and 15 different 

trades. We support the Millennium Hollywood and we urge you to approve it today. 

Hollywood has a great heritage. And thanks to the hard work and residents and 

businesses, there's been a revival in the last ten years. Now the Millennium Project is 

here to accelerate that effort. It's the right project at the right time. It's transit-orientated. 

It will encourage use of the subway. 

I have many brothers and sisters in New York and Chicago. They walk out their 

door in the morning with their tool bags slung over their shoulder and they either walk 

down the street to a job, or they walk down the street to the subway station and get on 

there and go to work. That's what I have envisioned for LA. I want my members to be 
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able to sell one of their cars and be able to live in a community that they work, or be able 

to get on a subway and go to work. So I urge you to approve this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Gene Hale. I'm Chairman of the 

Greater Los Angeles African American Chamber of Commerce, which represents over 

400 African American businesses. 

We support this project for two reasons: one, with the unsolicited support of the 

developer to create what we call ... commonly known as STEM scholarships that would 

have an immediate impact on the future workforce of this region. 

The second is because of the number of jobs that it would create, not only for 

small businesses, but for veterans as well. So we urge you to support this project. Thank 

you. 

Good afternoon. I'm Bill Harris. I'm the Executive Director of Hollywood 

Community Housing Corporation. We're a non-profit developer of affordable housing 

for low income families, people with disabilities, and the chronically homeless. 

I've worked with Millennium Hollywood for the past number of years. They've 

supported several of our community services directly. I am very excited about their 

donation to LARD of $4. 8 million dollars. That's over a hundred units of affordable 

housing for people desperately in need. I fully urge you to support this project and 

approve it. 

20 Ryerson: Good afternoon. Lee Ryerson. I'm a resident of Hollywood 90068, and operated 

21 

22 

23 

a business employing about 200 people in Hollywood 90028. I support this project. I 

think Hollywood, having lived there and worked there, has a desperate need for 

developments like this. The flat parking lots and the decrepit under-utilized buildings 
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that sort of dot the horizon there have outlived their uses, and this kind of development is 

what we need to encourage as a community in my opinion. 

And the fact that Hollywood can and does attract this kind of development, I think 

is something that we should take advantage of, and the time is now-not ten years from 

now-not when everything is, you know, perfectly figured out. And I think that you can 

look for an urban environment that has dead parking lots and abandoned buildings, and 

you can drive straight through that very quickly. 

I'd rather have an urban environment that has public transit that's well used, 

buildings that attract class A companies to employ people in the community and create 

jobs. For that reason, I urge you to support this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Cliff Smith. I'm a business 

manager for Roofers Union Local 36; also a board member of the South Central 

Neighborhood Council. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will playa vital role in the Los Angeles 

Development Revival. The project construction will create almost 3000 much needed, 

career-based construction jobs, which provides stability to every community in the city. 

The completed project will create 2000 additional permanent jobs to our residents. The 

Millennium Hollywood will generate hundreds of millions of dollars to the local 

economy, and half of it will be on-site. 

This transit-oriented development plan enhances tourism, business, jobs, and 

economic growth in Los Angeles. We strongly encourage the commission to support this 

project. Thank you for your time. 
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Medina: Hi. My name is Galo Medina. I am a property owner on Hollywood Boulevard, a 

business owner in Hollywood. I am on the Board of Directors for the Hollywood 

Business Improvement District. And I am also born and raised in the Hollywood Hills. 

I've seen Hollywood come and go and I can tell you that there are not many 

companies, investors, who are prime to give $1 billion dollars worth of development right 

now. We have a huge opportunity. We can stay all day and worry about 55 floors, 20 

floors, 15 floors ... green ... how much square footage we have. But we do have an 

opportunity. And the city ... it's too easy to let these things go. We've had months and 

months of election talk of growth and jobs and development, and we finally have an 

investor who is ready to do this. Just please, keep that in mind. Thanks. 

11 Radachy: Hello. My name is Ron Radachy. I'm the Executive Director of Oasis of 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Hollywood, a non-profit that's been operating in Hollywood for the past 34 years, so I've 

been in Hollywood when it was ... for lack of a better term ... a sewer. .. and seen it 

coming back to life in the past 15 to 20 years with all the redevelopment. Our building, 

which we own, is on Ivar. I'm 130 feet from this project. !think it's terrific. 

I work with a lot of youth. Youth are graduating school and can't get jobs for all 

the economic reasons that all have already been stated. I think it's a double thumbs up. 

It will also inspire other developers to take the old, tired, non-historic buildings, retire 

them, put up new things. It will continue the redevelopment that Hollywood and the city 

so desperately needs. Thank you. 

21 Male Speaker: The time is 30 minutes. 

22 Tilton: My name is Cheri [ph] Tilton. I have worked and lived in Hollywood for over 30 

23 

24 

years. I'm on the Board of Directors for Hollywood PAL, and through my career have 

been very involved and on boards of other non-profit organizations. 

69 

RL0033030 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 Billy: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

EM30775 

This applicant has been a good corporate citizen. I whole heartedly support this 

project, for the revitalization of our Hollywood is essential. I've lived through, just as he 

said, from the rats and the prostitutes to a place that's incredible to live in. Our property 

values have gone up as a result of it, and it's become an incredible community. 

I enthusiastically support him. He has been a huge supporter of our not-for-profit 

sector. And without people like Phil and Millennium, so much of our youth, so many of 

our programs, so much of our not-for-profit would be unable to survive. Please, I 

endorse this project. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Dan Billy. I'm here representing 

Bill Wagner and the 20,000 members of the Operating Engineers Local Union #12. We 

make up the equipment operators, inspectors, and surveyors that work in the construction 

industry. 

We're in support of this project. We believe it's well planned. We believe it's a 

compliment to the area, and we'd like you to move forward on this project. Thank you. 

15 Campbell: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Scott Campbell. I'm president of 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Central Hollywood Neighborhood Council, which is just south of this project starting at 

Hollywood Boulevard. 

At our board meeting on February 25th of this year, we voted to approve this 

project; support the project at a 6: 1 FAR; height not to exceed 585 feet; create a 

subcommittee to include myself and other people that I appointed to work with the 

developer to establish an agreed upon public benefits package. We have had that meeting 

and Jerry Newman has mentioned several of the items that we talked about, but there are 

a few more that I want to let you know about. 
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One of them is a contribution to the Walk of Fame. Another is to potentially 

acquire the Little Country Church property; another is to have an observation deck and a 

cafe near the top of one or both of the buildings; a contribution to the Hollywood Central 

Park; contribution to the Franklin Ivar Park; contribution to creating a dog park; 

contribution to the Hollywood Sign Trust; redoing the building ... the LAPD building at 

6501 Fountain, particularly the Fountain side exterior. And we're hoping to have space 

for a market in this new project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Brandon Mason. I'm a resident, 

small business owner, and active community member in CD13, who unconditionally 

supports the Hollywood Millennium Project. 

While Capitol Records tower has forever showed as a beacon to visitors arriving 

in Hollywood from each direction to the city, the site has never provided them the 

opportunity to interact with the building itself. 

14 Moderator: Can you speak a little closer to the microphone? I had a hard time hearing. 

15 Mason: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Yes, I'm sorry. The structure is an ocean ... it's surrounding land around the 

Capitol Records building. It's an ocean of surface parking lots offering minimal, if any 

chance for visitors to take in the sites and enjoy the atmosphere beyond strolling the 

Walk of Fame itself. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will not only reverse that, but it will invite 

interaction with the Capitol Records tower through the creation of street level retail 

stores, dining, plazas, and open space for visitors to sit and enjoy the urban fabric of 

Hollywood itself. This will result in a creation of a more public feel to what up to now 

has been an isolated, private site, bringing in a new population to energize the area and 

fostering an active streetscape, or none, as it existed in the past. Thank you very much. 
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Contreras: Good afternoon. My name is Carlo Contreras. I am working at room service at 
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the Hollywood Loft Hotel and I am working in the hotel for ] 2 years. I live in the 

district as well. My co-workers and I support the 3000 good jobs to the communities. 

Better benefits include better living wage and job training for the hotel workers. Thank 

you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Rachel Torres. I'm a research 

analyst for Unite Here Local 11. On behalf of the 20,000 members of Unite Here, we 

wish to express our strong support for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

As one of the many community benefits this project offers, Unite Here as entered 

an agreement to ensure good jobs for hotel workers. The Millennium Hollywood Project 

continues a strong precedent of responsible development in Hollywood beginning with 

the Hollywood and Highland Project. This project will receive no city dollars nor is it on 

city land, yet thousands of good jobs will be produced for the construction and permanent 

employees. 

In addition, Millennium Hollywood has joined in partnership with the Hospitality 

Training Academy to ensure local residents are recruited and trained for high-quality jobs 

at this hotel. The Hospitality Training Academy is a non-profit institution and a true 

labor management partnership that provides benefits to both employers and the 

employees of the new hotel. 

The HT A also partners with educational institutions and community organizations 

to provide formal training to facilitate entry and advancement along the extensive career 

ladders within the hospitality and food service industries. HTA uniquely offers workers 

the tools to succeed in a vital, high-growth industry, and provides workplace English, 
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skills upgrades, vocational classes, and bridge training to move participants into a job and 

then a career. 

5 Folb: 

For that, we wish to express our strong support, and encourage the planning 

commission to vote in favor of the project. Thank you. 

Madam President, members of the commission, my name is Brad Folb. I'm 

6 president of Paramount Contractors and Developers in Hollywood. We're a small family 

7 business that's built what used to be considered high rises in Hollywood starting since the 

8 1950s. 

9 I wanted to specifically address the visual impact ... 

10 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440e] DATE [3-28-13]] 
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3 Male Speaker: Brad Folb 
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8 Male Speaker:_Hunter Leggett [ph] 
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10 Male Speaker: Jonathan Hirsh 

11 Male Speaker: Russell Holmes 

12 Male Speaker: Ryan Grosh 

13 Male Speaker: Kyle Johnson 
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15 Male Speaker: David Kirsch 
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19 Female Speaker: Tina Hossain 
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21 Female Speaker: Kayla [no last name given] 

22 Female Speaker: Nicole McGinley 

23 Female Speaker: Lisa Lejeune 

24 Female Speaker: Carol Stakenas 

25 Female Speaker: Christa Brown 

26 Female Speaker: Nicole Shahenian 

27 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

28 [ph]: Phonetic 

29 
30 

31 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440fj DATE [3-28-13]] 

32 Folb: Madam President, members of the commission, my name is Brad Folb. I'm 

33 president of Paramount Contractors and Developers in Hollywood. We're a small family 

34 business that's built what used to be considered high rises in Hollywood starting since the 

35 1950s. 
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I wanted to specifically address the visual impact of this project. From the ground 

floor level, this is an area that is under-utilized and there's very few people visiting. The 

Capitol Records building is a private office building. With this project, there's going to 

be a magnet of activity from the boulevard going up there, hundreds more people a day 

are going to be seeing this. Their views may be obstructed somewhat but they are going 

to be able to see it where they're not seeing it and not getting the benefit of it now. 

With regard to the height issue, I believe some of it is a red herring. The architect 

mentioned that at the higher levels of these towers, the maximum floor plate allowed is 

going to be 14,000 square feet. If there's two towers, that's 7000 square feet. As a 

developer, I can tell you that's a very skinny tower in terms of the whole visual 

landscape. Whether it is 22 stories height as Tom LaBonge said or whether it's 50 or 100 

stories, the visual impact of that extra area is just not going to be that significant relative 

to changing the project and making it squatter and lower. Thank you very much. 

Good afternoon. I'm Leron Gubler, president and CEO of the Hollywood 

Chamber of Commerce. I think we've all been to great cities around the world and the 

United States, and in many cases we visit those cities and we ask ourselves, why can't 

Los Angeles be more like this? Why can't we have exciting, vibrant, urban areas? 

Hollywood is one area of Los Angeles which has tremendous potential to create 

an exciting, vibrant, urban feel to it and, as a result, the Hollywood Chamber of 

Commerce supports this project. We believe it moves us forward to attaining that goal 

with developers that have the capability and a vision to achieve that to activate the street 

level in an exciting way, near transit, near freeway on and off ramps. If you can't build 

something like this in Hollywood, where can you build it? 
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Now, it seems the major sticking point with most people is on the height of the 

project. While we don't have an official position on how high the project should be, we 

appreciate what the developers are trying to do. They're trying to preserve the past, but 

look to the future. They're saying our best days in Hollywood are not behind us; they're 

ahead of us. And they're trying to create a 2]st century landmark that changes the 

paradigm about how people think about Hollywood and how they think about urbanism, 

which is what we have to be promoting here in Los Angeles. As we go forward, we are 

going to create a livable city and an exciting city for the future. 

It's a positive vision for Hollywood and it deserves your support, and we ask you 

to do that. Thank you. 

Ambrose: I'm so excited to be with you today. My name is David Ambrose, and I'm here 

representing just myself. I'm a resident of Hollywood, and every single day I take this 

Vine Street, right up, drive past these empty parking lots, and I go to work in an 

entertainment company in Burbank. I desperately hope one day to go to work in one of 

these buildings because that's what this building could do. It could pull us back into Los 

Angeles. I truly believe that. That's not an official commitment, I'm here as a private 

citizen. 

I will also say, I bought my house in Hollywood because it had been abandoned 

for a year and a half. I could afford it, and I spent the better part of two years improving 

it and fixing it. I have lived in Hollywood for nine years. My house, I think, now has 

improved the street. I've worked hard on the neighborhood council, and every day I 

come to these different meetings where we hear this project versus that project. What I 

often hear is a debate about good versus perfect. 
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I think this project is very, very, very good. And despite all the objections, which 

are somewhat valid, I think this project deserves your support. And as just a resident of 

Hollywood ... that moved to Hollywood to go to these kind of places, I hope you support 

it. Thank you very much. 

5 Male Speaker: 20 minutes. 

6 Smith: Good afternoon. My name is Sam Smith. I'm a 30-year resident and business 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

owner in Hollywood. I think today is my coming out day. I have to confess to a 30-year 

love affair with the Capitol Records building. 

The kind of vision and innovation that it's going to take for this to be a smart 

development I think has been well described today. We spent a lot oftime talking about 

square footage and FAR's and intersections and traffic patterns. But one thing that we 

haven't talked about is the good fortune of this project, and that good fortune lies in the 

people that make up the Millennium Partners. They have come to this community; they 

have invested themselves in it; they are part of the fabric and they care about it. 

I've taken the time to visit some of their other projects. They are as good as 

people say they are, and they have stuck with them. And when it comes to having a good 

neighbor in Hollywood, that's what I expect, and that's what I know I will see from 

Millennium Partners. Please support the project. 

19 Hossain: Good afternoon, commissioners. I'm Tina Hossain, here on behalf of the Los 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce, and our ] 600 member organization does strongly 

support the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project is important, not just for Hollywood, but for 

the entire city of Los Angeles. A catalytic project like this will boost the profile of 

Hollywood as well as the whole city by creating an iconic new space. It will create over 
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7000 total jobs during construction, and upon completion with a positive annual 

economic impact of $230 million dollars at full development. 

The Millennium Hollywood Project will recapture the public investment made in 

LA's transit infrastructure by appropriately locating density in immediate proximity to 

the Red Line and encouraging further transit usage by its residents, workers, and visitors. 

This project upholds the vision of the Hollywood Community Plan and meets the 

goals to have ... this historically important regional center should grow by directing 

development away from residential neighborhoods and toward major streets and mass 

transit. 

The Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce strongly supports this project as a 

worthwhile investment in the future of our entire city. We thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Jesse Ayala. I'm here representing 

the Sheet Metal Workers Local Union 105, and I'm a member of the Los Angeles and 

Orange County Building Construction Trades. 

Before I proceed, let me thank you for your past support on projects that made 

history in the city of Los Angeles and created jobs, unique for all the construction 

workers, and created career opportunities for young men and women and servicemen and 

women that serves the country. [U/A] programs have provided careers with good paying 

jobs and benefits. 

I'm here to ask you for your continued support on projects that will continue to 

make history and continue to create opportunities for young men and women. Thank you 

for your support. 

23 Leggett: Good afternoon. My name is Hunter Leggett [ph]. I'm an architect and green 

24 builder here in Los Angeles. I am in support of the project. 
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I just want to touch on a couple of quick points. First off, I'd to commend the 

architect and developer for a beautifully designed project. I think it will be a phenomenal 

piece on the skyline of Hollywood and also serve to represent an iconic piece of 

architecture moving forward to the future. 

Second, I want to talk a little bit about the height districts. Hollywood and Vine 

has historically been the taller of the height districts in Hollywood. When the initial 

buildings on that corner and around there as well as Capitol Records were proposed, they 

were much taller than anyone could imagine at the time being. In moving forward and 

revitalizing Hollywood and increasing density, which I'm for, I think this project fits 

appropriately. 

Finally, with the public space and using the Capitol Records building as a 

centerpiece for the project, I know that the developer is committed to integrating artwork, 

music, and potential technology into a public space. I think this is vital for the next 

future of Hollywood, and I think it will be a great asset to the cityscape. Thank you. 

15 Labelle: Good afternoon. My name is Tricia Labelle. I am a resident of Hollywood and a 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

stakeholder of 15 years in the community. Not only willI have a view of this project 

from my home, but I will also receive the benefits of such a development in Hollywood 

that I truly appreciate what the developers have done. I have visited their locations 

around this country. I've seen how they have improved the quality of life in 

communities. There's no doubt between the jobs and the aspects that they're bringing to 

the building will benefit Hollywood tremendously. 

Right now from my home, I look at nothing but short, fat, squatty buildings and 

rooftops to see the highline of downtown. I appreciate, and have actually designed my 

backyard to see that skyline. And I welcome a project like this in this scale so that it does 
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protect and preserve the Capitol Records building, which I think is very valuable and 

important to Hollywood. 

These developers not only will just be building this building, but they're going to 

improve the surrounding areas like curbs and infrastructure that we desperately need in 

Hollywood to improve. I see what downtown has done with the high-rises and the 

infrastructure of downtown and it's far exceeded Hollywood. We've lost, I think, the 

dynamic of being the entertainment capital of the world, and we're quickly losing being a 

global competitor. 

I think this is something that is long overdue for Hollywood and necessary for our 

future, especially for generations to come long after any of us will live in this world, so I 

ask you to please support this project as it's been presented. Thank you very much. 

12 Male Speaker: 15 minutes. 

13 Olivera: What's the hurry? We're talking about a project for the next hundred years, and 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

we got to beat the clock? Give it a break. You people are listening very well. My name 

is Joe Olivera. I'm a resident. I was born and raised in Hollywood. 

Hollywood is dead. It's gone. It's over. We don't make movies here. They 

make them in other countries. They make cartoons in other countries. Hanna-Barbera 

used to be here. It's not here. We're trying to get the city to go again. 

Highland Avenue, in 1964 or '65, had a traffic flow 24 hours, 40,000 cars; today, 

270,000 cars. Hollywood was a junk street until Hollywood and Highland came in. It 

was ... right now, 6000 parking spaces. I think Jerry ... Aaron said it all. And if you saw 

the presentation, it's only going to lift the city. If there are problems, commissioners, it 

will be resolved. If it isn't, you just fix it. You want tax dollars, you want jobs, you want 

this, but you've got these people here that don't want anything. 
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Mr. LaBonge comes running in, running out. Hahaha. Mr. Garcetti, when he 

becomes mayor, he'll change his mind, because we need this project to make our town go 

forward. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. My name is Kayla and 1 literally live two feet away from the 

actual boulevard and 1, as well as my friends, moved from other cities to live in 

Hollywood for the excitement and the attractions and to be a part of Hollywood. 1 

currently live in a newly developed apartment complex and it's beautiful, it's safe, it's 

gorgeous, but the second 1 walk out, there's nothing but lingerie shops or smoke shops or 

little like souvenir shops and it's disgusting. 1 pay a lot of money for my rent every 

single month and then 1 get to live in this place where my surrounding areas are not only 

dangerous, because I'm pretty sure we've had about three or four shootings within the 

last six months, but it's dark and it's not glamorous as it's supposed to be in Hollywood. 

1 think that by moving forward with a project like this, it will be a new landmark 

within our environment and it's going to change our area and the people that are in it, and 

we won't see as many homeless people. You won't be hearing about shootings. It's 

going to lighten our area which it desperately needs. 1 pledge my support for this project. 

Thank you. 

18 McGinley: Hello. My name is Nicole McGinley. 1 am a resident of Hollywood and 1 fully 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

support this project. 1 currently live on Franklin and Argyle, which is only a few blocks 

from Hollywood and Vine where there are tons of shops, restaurants, bars-anyone my 

age would want. The only problem is, 1 can't walk there after dark. It's just too dark; it's 

dirty; it's dismal; it's vacant, and it's just awful. It's too dangerous. And 1 know plenty 

of men who will tell you that they won't make that walk, either. 
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If I walk down for happy hour, I can't get a cab home because everyone drives 

away when I tell them it's just a couple of blocks. If! want to take the Metro to meet my 

friends downtown for dinner, it's scarier to walk to the station than it is to get on the 

Metro, or even to walk around downtown in a lot of places. 

This is the perfect project for this exact, specific area because it's going to bring 

foot traffic; it's going to bring light; it's going to bring security; and it's going to bring 

even more places I can walk to so I don't have to drive. So not only do I support this 

project, but I'm, frankly, very excited about it. Thank you. 

My name is Jonathan Hirsh. I'm a resident of Hollywood and I also work in 

Hollywood. I support the Millennium Hollywood Project and ask the commission to do 

the same. 

Millennium Hollywood will bring back significant precedence our city lacks, and 

also bring a lot of foot traffic in the area. I walk to Hollywood Boulevard from my 

apartment a lot and, as she was saying, it's not the best place to walk around at night, or 

during the day there's not even that many attractions. There's a lot of tourists and 

Hollywood tourist busses constantly, but it's hard to see why they're there, what they're 

going to be looking for, and I think this project would bring something exciting to the 

area. Thank you. 

19 Male Speaker: 10 minutes left. 

20 Holmes: Hello. My name is Russell Holmes and I've lived in the hills of Beachwood 

21 

22 

23 

Canyon for over 15 years. I am here to tell you I drive by this area every single day 

going to work and the traffic is not as bad as what you've been hearing. It was worse 

where I lived in Austin, Texas. 
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I sometimes hear my neighbors complain about the tourists stopping to try to take 

pictures of the Hollywood sign and I try to remind them that these tourists bring billions 

of dollars-tourists and hospitality to our city, our local city, and without that, our 

economy would be affected and my real estate property value would be affected. 

In the words of Winston Churchill, I have to say ... he says, "There's nothing 

wrong with change if it's in the right direction." And the Millennium Hollywood is in 

the right direction. It will increase tourism revenues and it will take us up. And we've 

run out ofland. We have to go up. Up is the future of Los Angeles. 

9 Lejeune: Good afternoon. My name is Lisa Lejeune and I work in Hollywood just a couple 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

of blocks away from the Millennium Hollywood Project. I'm here today to support the 

project and ask the commission to do the same. 

This project will provide countless new jobs that everyone has already mentioned, 

and it will literally generate millions of dollars in local and state tax revenue that we, as 

Los Angeles, and the state of California need. It artfully preserves the historic and design 

significance of the Capitol Records building, which is important. And finally, its 

presence will make our community a safer place. 

Twenty years ago, I lived in the historic Fontenoy Building on Whitley and 

Yucca, and I wish a project like this had come in 20 years ago. I might not have moved 

away. Thank you. 

Stakenas: Good afternoon. Thank you members of the commission for an opportunity to 

speak. My name is Carol Stakenas. I'm the Executive Director of Los Angeles 

Contemporary Exhibitions, also known as LACE. We are the longest running non-profit 

contemporary art space in Los Angeles, and we've been a member of the Hollywood 
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community since 1996. I'm here today to speak on behalf of the board, staff, and artists 

that we work with in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Just recently, Hollywood was named as one of the top 12 art places in the nation. 

The potential is there, but it is held down by the lack of opportunity. With the 

Millennium Hollywood Project and their stellar reputation for valuing and supporting 

exemplary arts, I'm really looking forward to seeing what we can do with their Percent 

for Art commission, and we're committed to helping make it happen in Hollywood to 

really show the vibrancy of our art place. 

Millennium Hollywood offers a clear, and yes, bold plan. But it's committed to 

making Hollywood, Hollywood. Please support this project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. I'm Christa Brown. I'm a Hollywood resident and I support the 

Millennium Hollywood Project. The developers have worked with the community for 

more than six years and created a community benefits package which enhances the 

quality oflife for all stakeholders. 

The open courtyards at Millennium Hollywood will be a lively, enriching place 

because the developer has taken steps to ensure that the space with be enlivened on a 

regular basis with money set aside to pay for the programming of arts activities. 

Moreover, those events will be community-oriented because they will be done in concert 

with both the Hollywood Arts Council and also the Hollywood entertainment district. I 

support the Hollywood Millennium Project. Thank you. 

Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Ryan Grosh. I'm a Hollywood 

resident and I'm here to support the Millennium Project. Los Angeles is in a state of 

urban sprawl. It's continued to grow out wide. That's an old, outdated concept based on 

audio-oriented low density development. I mean, this doesn't need to happen. This is a 
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result of poor planning and shortsightedness. If we want to reduce traffic, pollution and 

smog, we really need to reinvest in our existing neighborhoods and rebuild these places, 

and Hollywood is the perfect place to do that. 

This project would provide residents with a sense of place, create a better sense of 

community in the entire area; make it safer for everyone to walk around and travel 

through. It's going to be a great place to work and play, and so I support the project. 

Thank you. 

8 Male Speaker: Five minutes. 

9 Johnson: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Kyle Johnson and I'm a Hollywood 

10 resident. Today, I ask that the commission vote in support of this project because it is a 

11 catalytic project that continues Hollywood's renaissance and provides jobs, housing, and 

12 quality office space. I think that the parking provided by Millennium is just right. By 

13 unbundling parking from housing, it allows Millennium to target an underserved 

14 demographic-people without cars. 

15 The excessive city parking requirements create what amounts to parking 

16 pollution: too many parking spaces and parking levels that exceed project uses. Thank 

17 you. 

18 [Male speaker talking in Spanish and translated by interpreter] 

19 Munous: Good afternoon. My name is Erlin Munous [ph]. I've been a Hollywood resident 

20 for the last 25 years. 

21 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

22 I'm here in support of the Millennium Project. 

23 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

24 In the last 11 years, I have had to go out of the city in order to work. 
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[Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

2 And I have to spend three hours on my own time travelling to and from work, and that's 

3 time wasted away from my family. 

4 [Male speaker talking in Spanish] 

5 I am in favor, and I really like the Millennium Project because it's going to help me work 

6 closer to home and allow me not to be away from the family and not use my 

7 transportation. 

8 Munous: Muchas gracias. [Thank you]. 

9 Kirsch: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Good afternoon. David Kirsch with the Carpenters/Contractors Cooperation 

Committee with the labor management organization affiliated with the Carpenters Union. 

I don't want to be the last person here so I'm just going to echo all the good things that 

have been said about the project and just emphasize the construction jobs. 

A lot of workers are out there are unemployed and these are the types of projects 

that are going to get people back to work. And this is great for them, it's great for the 

community, and I urge you to approve this project. Thank you. 

16 Hernandez: Good afternoon, commissioners. My name is Alfredo Hernandez. I'm a founding 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

board member of the East Hollywood Neighborhood Council and a founding board 

member of the Friends of the Hollywood Central Park. I'm in full favor of the 

Millennium Project. I believe that this project will create a large sum of Quimby Fees 

that can ... most of them can be used for the creation of the Hollywood Central Park. 

Thank you. 

Shahenian: Good afternoon, commissioners. Nicole Shahenian with the Hollywood Chamber 

of Commerce, and also a proud member of the Friends of the Hollywood Central Park. 

I'm here to express my support of the Millennium Project, and in particular, to let you 
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know how pleased I am with the open space and the commitment to community benefits 

that this project is going to produce. 

I also want to second the speaker before me in asking that the Quimby Fees for 

this project be designated specifically to the Hollywood Central Park. Thank you. 

5 Moderator: How much time is left, James? 

6 Male Speaker: Three minutes. 

7 Moderator: There are three minutes, so are there any other pro speakers? Great. Wow. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Thank you. Okay, we're now going to very quickly ... and I failed to mention that we did 

have some general comments cards and so once we finish with the 45 minutes for those 

who are opponents to the project, we will allow a couple of minutes for general 

comments. There aren't that many of those cards. So if you will begin to queue yourself, 

we will have the exact same amount of time and the exact same rules. 

And I'm hoping that you will be as judicious as those who came before you were 

in policing yourselves relative to the time you're taking. It is most beneficial to us if we 

have all of the points that are out there to be made ... are made. And if you are, in fact, 

echoing somebody's comment that has been made previously, if you can do that with 

brevity and move on to things that are new, that is what's most beneficial to us so we 

have a full plate to make our decision with. 

Okay, if our first speaker will step to the podium, and please begin. Please state 

your name for the record clearly. Thank you. 

Geoghan: My name is Jim Geoghan. I'm Traffic and Parking Chair for the Hollywood Hills 

22 West Neighborhood Council, a resident of Whitley Heights for 27 years, my wife and 1. 

23 [END RECORDING 5VTT71837&CPC08-3440fj DATE [3-28-13]] 

24 
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Date: April 4, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jim Geoghan 

4 Male Speaker: Ben Reznik 

5 Male Speaker: Jim Van Dusen 

6 Male Speaker: Unidentified Speaker 

7 Male Speaker: John Charota 

8 Male Speaker: Casey Maddren 

9 Male Speaker: Adrian Scott Fine 

10 Male Speaker: Remi Kessler 

11 Male Speaker: Sid Ziegler 

12 Male Speaker: Tony Tucci 

13 Male Speakers: Don Durkee 

14 Female Speaker: Susan Polifronio 

15 Female Speaker: Mary Holmes 

16 Female Speaker: Joanne D'Antonio 

17 Female Speaker: Patty Heideman 

18 Female Speaker: Rosemary De Monte 

19 Female Speaker: Marian Dodge 

20 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

21 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

22 

23 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440g]] 

24 Moderator: Okay, if our first speaker will step to the podium and please begin. 

25 Please state your name for the record clearly. Thank you. 

26 Geoghan: My name is Jim Geoghan. I'm Traffic and Parking Chair for the Hollywood Hills 

27 West Neighborhood Council. Resident of Whitley Heights for twenty-seven years, my 

28 wife and I; with secretary Whitley Heights, Home Owner's Association for six years. 

29 When my wife and I lived in Manhattan, we were three blocks away from the BMT, the 

30 IND and the IRT subway which offered us nine subway lines and about eleven bus lines. 

31 I'm listening to the words today, major traffic center. I guess we're talking about the one 

32 subway line down the street which ends up in North Hollywood. If you live in Tarzana, 
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Van Nuys, Sherman Oaks, Burbank, Studio City, Valley Village, I can go on with 

fourteen other locales, you're going to have to drive to this building. No one's taking the 

subway to the Millennium Project and at five to six or seven o'clock you're going to have 

to drive home. It's just going to be choking traffic. I'm not naive. Something's going to 

be built there. I just don't want to see something that's - more than half the height of the 

Empire State Building. That's all there is to it. I appreciate listening to the neighborhood 

councils who have spoken so far in favor of it, who have received their donations from 

Millennium and also the - the labor union people, the land owners and the business 

owners. If Millennium was going to build a slaughter house they'd have the same thing to 

say; jobs and money, jobs and money; slaughter house would be fine. Just listen to Tom 

LaBonge and let's just make a sensible building here and make your jobs, but fifty-five 

stories; I've heard they can go even more to seventy or eighty stories without the 

oversight of you people. Let's not be insane about this. A fifty-eight story building of 

five hundred and eighty stories is just ridiculous. It's a monstrosity. For the Millennium 

Group and Millennium Partners then to tell us "well don't worry about it," for where 

you've lived for twenty-seven years, "we're going to build this monstrosity and put in 

bicycle lanes and a bicycle repair shop," is there no end to their arrogance. I can't believe 

it. It's just the most insane thing I've ever heard in this room, thank you. 

19 Moderator: Can I please request that folks not clap or boo or anything else so that we can 

20 keep this going as rapidly and hear the points, please. Thank you. 

21 Reznik: Madame Chair, My name is Ben Reznik with Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell. 

22 

23 

24 

I'm here representing the Hollywood and Vine Condominium, LLC. It's the owners and 

the Hollywood and Vine Residences Association known as the W-Hotel Residences right 

a block away. My clients support some development on this site. The problem they have 

89 

RL0033050 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

EM30795 

with what's being proposed is they don't know what's being proposed. They don't know 

what it is that you might be approving. The difficulty is that you have before you a zone 

change, with the requested twenty-two year life span which mayor may not now exist 

based on the development agreement being pulled out this very moment, this very 

morning, but the request is to permit a height range from two hundred and twenty feet to 

five hundred and eighty five feet. It's to include - potentially nine hundred residential 

units, or none at all. It includes two hundred hotel rooms or none at all. It includes two 

hundred and fifteen thousand square feet of office, or maybe a lot more if the whole 

project is offices. It includes a master conditional use permit for alcohol sales; for five 

restaurants, cafes, roof top, etcetera, but without any occupancy numbers or locations. 

I've never seen the city approve something like that. It mayor may not include a health 

club and the final EIR specifically says that it's the indeterminate nature of the project 

description and states that the applicant does not know what it will build. So, if the 

applicant does not know what it will build, what is it that you're being asked to approve 

today? The difficulty is that there's no other project in Hollywood, and for that matter in 

the city that's been approved with this minimum level of specificity without providing for 

some sort of subsequent entitlement review. The way this is being presented is you're 

going to approve this box and whatever is built in the future, no one has the right to 

review or comment, or study, or analyze and now that the development agreement has 

been withdrawn, which was one of the only tools for some limits, what is it that you have 

before you? So, based on that, our client is in opposition. Thank you. 

22 Polifronio: Hello. Thank you for letting me speak. My name is Susan Polifronio. I'm a thirty-

23 

24 

five year resident and business owner in Hollywood. I've lived in the flats, no view. 

North of Franklin Avenue, north of the Hollywood freeway and I have a business over on 
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Franklin and Bronson. There are things I really like about the project. There are things I 

don't. I'm not even going to speak to any of them. What I am concerned about is safety 

and traffic movement and I don't know if you're aware of the intersection at Argyle and 

Franklin Avenue, that's where you exit on Vine Street. Vine Street exit from the 101 

going south, you either get on the 101 or you get on Franklin. People are coming west on 

Franklin that might want to go to north on the 101. There's a U-turn around right at 

Argyle that you have to do to do that. There is one light that allows the Hollywood Dell 

to exit anywhere at all and that's at Argyle and Franklin. The only other possibilities of 

exiting are at Ivar and Franklin, no light, or at Oden and Cahuenga, also no light. One of 

the reasons I'm particularly in concerned, in 2006 my husband suffered with cardiac 

arrest. He didn't suffer with it at home, thank God or in the ambulance, but he did on the 

gurney, on the way into the emergency room. That was 2006; if we come to the present 

time, I don't think he would have made it to Kaiser, which is not that far away from 

where we live. So, I'm really concerned about the ability for emergency vehicles to get in 

and for the Hollywood Dell residents and the other residents around there to get out with 

fires or other emergencies. Thank you. 

17 Holmes: My name is Mary Holmes. I've been a resident of Hollywood for fifty years. My 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

business is here. It's not true that people that live in the area don't want any change. 

We've seen Hollywood at its worst. We've seen it improve. It's better than it used to be. 

People can argue about what is aesthetically pleasing or not, but I asked a lawyer for 

Sheppard Mullin's, the legal definition of aesthetically okay and he said it has to be 

consistent with the area, congruent with what's already going on. A five-year old could 

pick out what is incongruent about those towers. The idea that you have to build up to be 

able to see something that you can already see is ridiculous. I want change, I don't want 

91 

RL0033052 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

EM30797 

that. Also, people don't know about this. I ask people every single day that work and live 

within a block of where these are proposed to be built "do you know about these towers?" 

and they consistently look at me as though I'm crazy because they don't believe that 

anybody would approve anything that tall. Your website talks about human scale. How 

that is within human scale, I don't know. I want pedestrian open places, I want 

improvement, I want investment, one more thing: the people in this line are about ninety 

percent residents of the area. The people in the other line were lawyers, paid workers, 

some residents; I counted ten. So, please consider the difference between who's invested 

here and how they're invested. Thank you. 

10 Van Dusen: My name is Jim Van Dusen and I'm a forty-three year resident of Hollywood. I'm 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

also on the Hollywood United Neighborhood Council and Board of Directors. The 

Hollywood United Neighborhood Council was not opposed to the plan and in its entirety 

construction and development is not necessarily a bad thing. What we did have a problem 

with was that there was no plan to sink our teeth into. I won't elaborate the gentlemen in 

front of me I think did an excellent job with this, but as we talked with Millennium 

probably four, five, six times and they would never tell us what they were going to build. 

So, we had a hard time making a recommendation for our constituents which runs 

through Millennium Project - Millennium Projects in our neighborhood counsel. So, we 

were never able to- we cannot tell our constituents what is being built. We hear about 

the tall buildings, short buildings, etc. So, that is our - our number one problem. Other 

problems that they're taught in this - about this is being a regional center, but it's a 

regional center without reasonable planning and the planning have you do with traffic 

and all the other buildings coming along the line around it and the damage that it will do 

to the business in Hollywood with increased traffic that we're already seeing, choking it 
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off. And companies that are leaving Hollywood because of this and more that will leave 

and also, personally, I would just add as a - just you might want to take into 

consideration this is also a zero sum game as far as jobs are concerned. Jobs coming to 

Hollywood will be coming to other parts of the city or from your neighborhood. So it's 

good for us in Hollywood, I certainly would like to see that, but it'll come from other 

areas and as a person also looks for space for companies that work for - there are people 

be moving out of perhaps downtown and moving up there so it's again is it better for LA 

just per say I would say not necessarily. I think it needs to be looked at from a regional 

standpoint. We're certainly, we're, Hollywood Neighborhood Counsel is certainly against 

the six to one FAR. We're for 4.5, we can approve that, but do look at this as an overall 

an overall approach because this is going to affect more than just five hundred feet 

around the project. This could affect business detrimentally in a very big way unless it's 

managed properly. Thank you. 

14 Unidentified Speaker: Thirty-four minutes. 

15 D'Antonio: Hi, I'm Joanne D' Antonio. Uh, I'm the former Safety Chair of the Hollywoodland 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Homeowner's Association and I'm also a member ofCERT. This is its emergency 

response team and at a Hollywood meeting recently a member of a higher up person in 

the fire department urn confessed to us at - at a meeting that they really are not equipped 

to handle emergency response for the Millennium buildings. So, I urge you to address the 

issues of safety and infrastructure before approving anything. The city has not been able 

- they've been actually cutting back on fire and police and to make this a safe area, we 

really have to increase the resources and figure out how to permanently increase the 

resources because the buildings won't be going anywhere. Vine and Ivar are hills so their 

height - any height that's built there is going to urn, be higher than it would be if it were 
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in the flats. So, when you look at the heights of these towers require please take that into 

consideration. I also question why there has to be a specific amount ofland usage. In 

other words, if you're going to have plaza levels why does that require them that they go 

up into towers? I mean, can't - they can't make a go of it any other way? It seems to me 

that the lower part of it makes more sense than u the tower part. Finally, I want to - two 

more things: one is that most companies that I know - I work in the film business, in 

television, and most companies don't want to be in this sort of building. They want quiet 

and convenience and they don't want to be in a tourist destination. So, I'm not sure what 

the occupancy is going to be of these buildings. I am concerned about that the parking is 

not thought out. A woman named Mary Holmes has given a two page report that's in 

your - she wasn't able to stay, but it's in your records there that's she's turned in, there's 

I mean, ten park and rides spaces doesn't sound like enough to use the TOD idea, the 

second - it takes a second fare to ride, a bus after the subway. So, if you're taking the 

metro and then you have to take the Orange Line that's two fares, so maybe we have to 

rethink how the transfers work in the city if you want people to come on public 

transportation. Also, for the people who actually live in Hollywood, there's no park and 

ride right now for people who don't live in walking distance of the metro station and 

finally it's dangerous to ride a bike on Vine Street. I've seen people nearly hit, and I 

suggest that the bike shop also have a first aid station. Thank you. 

20 Charota: John Charota representing Hollywood Heritage. I'm also a Hollywood resident. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

For three decades, Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of preservation and 

protection of Hollywood's historic resources. We appreciate some of the mitigation 

measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building. 

However, we believe that this proposed project would substantively alter the context in 
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which these buildings gained their significance. Portions of the project are grossly out of 

proportion with the identified resources; thereby, minimizing them in irretrievably 

altering their setting. The project would cause an adverse change in significance to the 

Hollywood Boulevard commercial and entertainment district and that district is 

recognized in the national register of historic places at the national level of significance. I 

asked that you review Hollywood Heritage's submitted letter, it's very concise and 

focused - very easy to understand and I think you will appreciate it. Thank you. 

8 Maddren: Hi. My name is Casey Maddren. I was born in Burbank. I've lived in LA all my 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
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Fine: 

life. I currently live on Cahuenga Boulevard, north of the freeway. Transit-oriented 

development sounds great; we've been trying in LA for years. It isn't working; at least, 

not in the Hollywood area. We've seen the W-Hotel go up, Sunset and Vine, Jefferson 

Hotel, all near transit centers in Hollywood. Actually, the population of Hollywood has 

decreased significantly over the last twenty years and the traffic has gotten much worse 

over the last twenty years. So, I'm not seeing huge benefits from TOD. My main concern 

is the Cahuenga corridor, which already is severely overburdened. It's already turning 

more traffic than it should and in addition to this project, there are several other projects 

in the pipeline as well as a major- Universal is going through - is undertaking a major 

expansion, which is - city council has already approved, which is also going to affect the 

corridor negatively. So, I believe there are sever negative impacts involved in this project 

and it should not be approved in its current form. Thank you. 

Good afternoon commissioners; Adrian Scott Fine with the Los Angeles 

Conservancy. To date, the conservancy has not officially opposed this project as we're 

trying to work with Millennium Partners to work through some of our concerns and we 

do feel like we're making progress. However, our concerns are to secure precise 
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safeguards for the historic resources. Regardless of the changing market circumstances or 

conditions, changing ownerships, should that happen in the future, or other factors that 

will ultimately determine what is built. To that end, and that uncertainty, we do have a 

concern about the twenty-two year period here and would ask for a reduction to that. Our 

primary focus has been on the development regulations. I think we've resolved several 

issues along that way and we're making some progress, but there are some outstanding 

items; a specific request we ask for you all to impose on this project as a condition, is a 

required thirty-foot setback separation between the two-story historic Hollywood 

Playhouse Avalon and new construction proposed immediately north and on the west side 

of Vine to ensure that there's sufficient breathing room for the lower scale historic 

resources surrounding the project site. The development team is aware of this request and 

has been responsive to our concerns and we hope to continue to work with them. Thank 

you. 

14 Heideman: Good afternoon. I'm Patty Heideman. I'm a resident, a property owner, tax payer, 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

registered voter, who is active, who actively votes each time around. I'm not representing 

anyone, but people like me who live in the neighborhood and again pay my taxes. I want 

to say the traffic, check, the safety, check, everything that has been said, I want to 

question, however, like others, the nature of this project. It sounds to me as though the 

Capitol Building is being held hostage; that if we want to see the Capitol Building we 

have to go high. Ifwe don't want to go high then we're going to obscure the Capitol 

Building. It sounds to me as though we're being, held to a hostage choice. It seems to me 

there should be another choice, another development and, I'm not a lawyer, but I was 

looking at the agenda and I have a question and I don't expect you to answer it. It's just a 

question in my mind and it may be in other peoples' mind as well, but the applicant for 
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item six on the agenda of which you are talking is also the applicant for item seven and if 

item seven poses a conflict of interests, how is it that item six does not? As a lay person, 

I'm sure a lawyer or someone with a little bit more savvy in that regard might have an 

answer, but as a lay person looking at the agenda, it looks a little bit odd to me. I 

vehemently oppose this project. Thank you. 

6 De Monte: [U/A] 

7 

8 Moderator: You have to speak directly into the microphone. 

9 De Monte: I'm sorry, [U/A] just to you for information here. I am Rosemary De Monte. I am 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

a resident of Hollywood off and on for over fifty years. I am talking about this because 

the Millennium Project is not an island onto itself It is an accumulative problem that 

we're going to have. All of these - these different-the different things are all in the 

hopper or going to be - are approved or in the hopper so that when you're talking about 

this fourteen hundred and fifty nine cars that's something that's not exactly the truth 

because right here where there is a Franklin and Argyle failed intersection that cannot be 

mitigated is where everybody is at that they're building. Now, that's all of these projects 

represent sixty five hundred parking spaces and we know that is not going to be just sixty 

five hundred cars coming into the neighborhoods and it's going to be at least that. Now, 

also, forget the cars, add sixty five parking spaces, we also have tens of thousands of 

toilets that will be flushing where none have flushed before and it's also with this water 

that we do not have enough of now, into a sewer and water treatment infrastructure that 

does not work now, and you call this planning. So, I would like to say also that the jobs 

that will be kept - a lot of these people, I don't think live in Los Angeles, so that those 

jobs will come and go and the jobs that are going to be left in these towers are going to be 
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jobs that are wonderful and I'm not - I'm happy to have them, but none of those people 

will ever be able to buy any of the condos that are being built in this city. So, that's 

another point. Now, also, the towers are going to be built over an earthquake vault and if 

God forbid the worst scenario happens, the consequences, can you live with those 

consequences on -with your decision if you do that and then the neighborhood council 

that is pro for this, they are over here. Put those towers in their neighborhood and let's 

see if they would like it. Not that they are not - not my backyard people at all, I'm sure. 

Just us; us who have it in our backyard are and, I really do like a lot of what the 

Millennium wants to bring to Hollywood, but I wish, once again, human scale and 

remember all of this infrastructure that is not prepared for all of these projects and more 

that will be coming because of the Hollywood community plan. Thank you. 

Good afternoon commissioners. I'm Marian Dodge, President of Hillside 

Federation representing forty Home Owners Associations spanning the Santa Monica 

Mountains. The federation opposes the Millennium Hollywood Project as currently 

proposed because it is out of scale and character to the recently approved Hollywood 

community plan. It will cause an excessive cumulative, negative impact on the health, 

safety, traffic, and infrastructure of Hollywood and its neighboring hillside communities. 

The federation urges the commission to reconsider the cumulative impacts of a project of 

this size in an area that is already a choke point. We urge the applicant to consider 

alternatives with heights of no more than twenty-five stories and an FAR no greater than 

4 1h to 1 to coordinate with the existing buildings in the historic Hollywood area and 

reduce the strain on the neighborhood. Thank you. 

23 Kessler: Good afternoon. My name is Remi Kessler I'm a resident of the Oaks. We are 

24 eight hundred house north of Franklin, west of Bronson and east of Western; we already 
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very concerned with the access to Hollywood from our neighborhood because Franklin 

has been almost shut down due to the intersection of Argyle and Franklin; the access of 

101. From what we saw in the report, that access to the 101, that intersection cannot be 

mitigated. That means that our neighborhood we will not be able to get in, get out, or 

bring the fireman or the police come in neighborhood. We'd like to - we not opposed to 

the project, but we'd like to at least commission, look for more solutions for traffic and to 

mitigate the traffic in our neighborhood. I want to add also, one thing: promoting mass 

transit in new neighborhood is a really good thing, but traffic is essential to the good 

[U/A] of Hollywood. Thank you. 

10 Ziegler: Good afternoon. My name is Sid Ziegler. I am a resident of Nichols Canyon; been 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

there for a few years. I want to start by thank you. I can't believe that you're all 

volunteers and that you volunteered for this. So, I appreciate that. I also want to thank the 

Millennium folks. I mean, their projects are beautiful and looking at the presentation, I 

want to live in one of those buildings. Like, it looks beautiful, but I think something Tom 

LaBonge said is actually the most powerful piece here and that is, I want to put my arms 

around both sides and find something that works for both sides and I think the people on 

this side make very valid points. Just one thing that I have not heard in regard to the 

height issue is how it's going to affect other residents in the city. You know, Runyon 

Canyon and Griffith Park and the hiking areas up there, that's one of the treasures of the 

city; being able to get out of the flats and get up to the hills and see these vistas. To have 

these buildings there, that high, I think it's going to affect everybody in the city and 

thousands of people go there to get away from the city and to have these right there, 

blocking the view of downtown and having, people in the flats blocking the view of the 
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Hollywood sign and these are some of the treasures of the city so I hope you consider 

that. Find some way to put your arms around both sides, thank you. 

3 Unidentified Speaker: Twenty minutes 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Tucci: Hello commissioners. Tony Tucci. Hollywood Plan Community stakeholder, CD4 

stakeholder and, what an oversight. No height limits for the Hollywood community plan 

so, I guess we'll be seeing you guys a lot in the future and what a burden to pick a box, 

maybe the lesser of two evils, did you like the view from the skyline or did you like the 

view from the street corner? What I really want to ask you guys to do is to please support 

CEQA and define the project. Experts have questions in the IR and if you read a 

Bloomberg article that came out today, somebody from the California Department of 

Transportation had a question. But all the versions that I've seen, they do not mitigate, 

five significant impacts. So, just keep that in mind. Respect CEQA and if you can't 

mitigate, don't create, that's my slogan. 

14 Durkee: Good afternoon commissioners. My name is Don Durkee. I'm with the 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and I oppose this issue for many 

reasons. The traffic is the main one and I think you suggested don't beat the same drum, 

but that is what most of us are - harms most of us. I live fifteen blocks approximately 

below the site. The traffic is horrible now. It's going to be horrible during construction 

and it's going to be horrible after and I notice many of the people that spoke for the 

project are paid by the project. Also, I think that people that work on the project are only 

going to be there during the project. They're going to be gone after the project is 

completed. There will be personnel that will stay and work there, but most of them, the 

construction workers, the electrical workers, they'll be out of there and the promise of 

when he came - when I came to our PLUM meeting each time they said it would be 
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bicycle friendly and would open up - attract more bicycle riders to the city. Well, I have 

2 a bicycle. I live fifteen blocks away. Would I go to the gym that might not be there or 

3 may be there or to the hotel which they're not sure if it' s going to be there, would I ride 

4 to the restaurant which might be there or might not be there? I hope that you'll consider 

5 this project and oppose it. Thank you. 

6 [END RECORDING [05VTT7183 7 &CPC08-3440g.mp3]] 
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Date: April 4, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Don Durkee 

4 Male Speaker: Tom Meredith 

5 Male Speaker: Bill Zide 

6 Male Speaker: Brian 

7 Male Speaker: lim Nelson 

8 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

9 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

10 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

11 Female Speaker: Susan Mullins 

12 Female Speaker: Nicole Bonsu 

13 Female Speaker: Stacy Sillins 

14 Female Speaker: Lou Williams 

15 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

16 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

17 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

18 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

19 [ph]: Phonetic 

20 
21 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440h]] 

22 Don Durkee: ... would I ride to the restaurant which might be there or might not be 

23 there? I hope that you'll consider this project and oppose it. Thank you. 

24 Mullins: You're almost finished, I think. We're all almost finished. It's been a long day. I 

25 almost forgot my name. I'm Susan Mullins and I'm president of the Upper Nichols 

26 Canyon Neighborhood Association. I represent over six hundred residents. One hundred 

27 and ninety two kids and still counting and many of our neighbors work, go to Hollywood, 

28 their children go to schools in Hollywood. I, myself have been a thirty-seven year 

29 resident and worked in Hollywood and in the Hollywood Hills. So, we come to this with 

30 a lot of concern and a sense of interest even if we don't live right around the immediate 

31 area and I was trying to think about what is it about this project and so many people have 
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raised both wonderful reasons to have it and wonderful reasons to not have it or to control 

it and Mr. Aarons, who's the co-founder of Millennium, who prides itself on having these 

high-rise sky scraper hotels all over the country; he said that this was the right project for 

Hollywood because it is a city of fantasy and spectacle and I kind of bought into that idea 

when I saw it, like my neighbor said, gosh, I could live there, but yet it's not just a city of 

spectacle and fantasy. It's a real place where people live, work, and where the quality of 

life is really critically important and you've heard all of those so I'm not going to 

reiterate them, but I do want to ask of our Millennium Partners and of you and of and of 

those of us to oppose it as it's conceived; is to really think of this differently. When we 

heard - when Millennium came to us and made a presentation, they said it is this or it is a 

squat building in which we will have very little open space and that just feels like being 

put you know, on the horns of a dilemma where there is nowhere to go and it feels as 

though- and also by the way when we talked about parking and such they said we need to 

be given all the variances we want or that's it. Well, that's you know, my way or the 

highway and I would urge some creative thinking; or we think about how do we still have 

a building that has some height, whether it's twenty- two, thirty-eight stories but also 

instead of having to be squat, we really maintain that open space that I think is attractive 

to everyone and that's asking Millennium to consider having fewer square footage, fewer 

square feet, I guess the word is, fewer square feet to use in a way of trying to find a way 

to balance the interests of all the people in Hollywood. So, I thank you very much for 

your time. 

22 Meredith: Good afternoon commissioners. My name is Tom Meredith. I had lived in Los 

23 

24 

Angeles for forty-eight years and for the past twenty-five years I'm a resident of the 

Hollywood Dell. The community that's probably most impacted by the Millennium 
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Project. I served tirelessly on the Hollywood Dell Civic Association Board, but I don't 

stop there. I care very deeply about the neighborhood surrounding me and the 

communities where myself, as well as my fellow stakeholders live, work, and thrive. So, 

in addition to my work on the Hollywood Dell Civic Association, I serve on the boards of 

both Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and Hollywood United 

Neighborhood Council. We work tirelessly as volunteers to really improve city 

government responsiveness to local concerns and I'm here to speak as a representative of 

both those neighborhood councils. Now, I'm going to leave all the issues and concerns 

about the negative impact Millennium has on parking and safety and traffic and height 

and all that to my colleagues here, as well as fellow board members and neighbors and 

friends. I just want to go on record because there has been some reporting to the contrary 

that both Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council and Hollywood United 

Neighborhood Council Boards voted non-support of the Millennium Project as proposed. 

In fact, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council, the Neighborhood Council for which 

the project falls within and whose nineteen-thousand residents are the community most 

unanimously supported, voted for non-support. Both these organizations have been here 

today with representatives to offer their comments and opinions. My final thought I 

wanted to leave with the group was I really rebuke the uninformed comment from the 

individual on this side of the room, that side of the room does not want anything -

nothing could be further from the truth. We're here for development. We're here for 

responsible development. I appeal to this commission that you follow the lead of Tom 

LaBonge and Eric Garcetti and think about it responsibly and listen to the community. 

Good afternoon. My name is Bill Zide. I'm on the Hollywood Studio District 

Neighborhood Council and on the PLUM Committee for that neighborhood council. We 
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had six hours of consideration, which now seems to pale in comparison to what you're 

going through, but six hours and we gave it careful thought and we considered it and we 

chose to vote against it. We are not anti-development, we're pro-development, pro

intelligent development; reasonable, considered, responsible to the community. Right 

now, the project as is is luxury apartments, or could be. We don't know. They're not as 

specific as they could be. That does not really relate to Hollywood. It's not really for 

Hollywood. They feel if they build it then they will come but what we should be 

concerned about are issues of affordable housing and jobs and this says that it is for jobs, 

but most of those jobs will probably be temporary non-union and low wage. It's not that 

they're bad jobs, but that's the reality before us and again an issue that was stated that 

you do have to consider is we are in a seismic zone. There's not a question if there will 

be an earthquake, but simply when. The worst structure you can build according to most 

people is a tall, thin, tower. So, take that into consideration. Not because it's, 

architecturally not pleasing, it's not maybe world class, but it has to be considered in the 

reality of where we live. Another issue: reality. I worked for the U.S. Census as did Tom. 

Density went down, not up, went down in the last ten years. It will go up, but not at the 

rates that seem to be projected. At least, that's not how historically it's been. Occupancy 

rates were also down. So, the reality is these are the facts before you. There are numerous 

considerations. It's not that we dislike Millennium or what it's trying to do but it needs to 

be reflective of the areas it's coming into and most of the neighborhood councils with the 

exception of one, the one that Lori is on, voted against it. So, please take heed of what 

we're telling you today and if you think there's no public consideration in terms of 

money, take into account this fact: each parking place that Millennium does not have to 

build is worth according to some people approximately twenty to thirty two thousand 
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dollars, at five hundred parking spaces, the minimum it's going to get away with not 

building, that translates to I think about fifteen million dollars. So, it's not exactly all 

private money if you give it considerations like these. So, please think ahead and take 

these into consideration we know it's a difficult job and hopefully we're coming to the 

end here. Thank you. 

6 Bonsu: Good afternoon. My name is Nicole Bonsu and - -

7 Moderator: You need to speak directly into the mike. As close as you can get. 

8 Bonsu: I'm a resident of the Dell and I'm also on the Hunk Board although, I'm just 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

speaking for myself. I think that well, this gets into an unknown area that is 

uncomfortable for me. I'm not a financier, I'm not a developer. At any rate, I feel that 

potentially there is a much smaller but equally beautiful and reasonably profitable project 

somewhere smaller inside what is being proposed which, not sure exactly, but I'm not 

trying to be rude about it. At any rate, it seems to me from the bleachers that no one's 

really trying to get there and that upsets me. With all due respect I felt that the staffers 

seemed almost like advocates for this project and I'm not sure how that's proper. I've 

been in lots of meetings and with the representatives and developers, they're very nice, I 

don't ask them questions like "how much did you pay for this land" and "was the zone 

too high to begin with" I don't know how we got to this place where supposedly these 

options all of which to me are much too large, or nothing and I don't want nothing. So, 

again, I really think there's - I hope. I don't know for sure. I hope there's something 

really positive that could come, but I can't get into that. It's not my place, but it is your 

place. It's the city's place. You know, if we're a world-class city then it's not rude to ask 

questions like that. It's not rude to say what do we really want? And I would say as far as 

the commission itself, you know these questions of conflict of interests are, I think, very 
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complicated and I don't know what I think about them but I really hope that you will dig 

deep and think independently what do you think is right and do that. Thank you. 

Hi, my name is Brian and I am a thirty-three year resident of Hollywood. I want 

to thank you all for not yawning while I talk since you've been sitting for so long. My 

main concerns are one: is safety. I'm the one who handed this out to you earlier. The EIR 

for both this project and the Hollywood community plans stated and used a two thousand 

two report. The two thousand plan was done by Dollin [ph]. Dollin was subsequently 

hired by the Metro to do a study out at Century City. There, he determined that fault line 

was active in Century City and the subway station had to be moved. Villaraigosa stood 

behind that decision. The Hollywood Community Plan said when it was reported to them 

they said that - that was inferred by that report three years after the community plan was 

passed we had an earthquake epicentered in Beverly Hills, a 3.3. That western 

touchdown of the Hollywood Fault line which runs underneath Yucca that is claimed to 

run .5 miles, .4 miles north in the EIR. I would just like to present this - this is taken off 

of Professor Dollin's field trip that he takes USC students and he takes other international 

students around from around the world to show the Hollywood Fault line. This scarp goes 

up between Yucca up to Franklin. It's a fast rise. It's where two plates were thrust up. 

That's two hundred and forty six feet away from the Capitol Record Building. We are 

sitting on an active fault line that can trigger the Hollywood Fault. FEMA, the worst area 

that FEMA is looking at nationally is southern California for earthquakes. It's not for 

hurricanes; it's not for other things. We have the Hollywood Hills just to the north of 

Hollywood. We have four north and south corridors: La Brea, Highland, Cahuenga, Vine, 

funneling into the Cahuenga Pass. If anything happens south, we're doomed. The 

California Bureau of Land Mines said if we have a 6.6 or 6.3 earthquake, the Hollywood 
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Freeway just where the Cap Park wants to be built will collapse and will not be usable for 

three days while they try to get people out and try to reopen that 101 freeway. So, what 

are we going to do in case of an emergency when we have transportation as stated before; 

the California Department of Transportation has sent you a letter contesting in the 

Millennium Project and the other thing I would like to say: nowhere in this has planned 

for Hollywood Boulevard street closures. We've had five in the month of March, 

including the Academy Awards, the marathon, we continually have Hollywood 

Boulevard closed and what does that do for traffic? Thank you very much for staying 

awake. 

Good afternoon commissioners. I want to thank you for your service. My name is 

Stacy Si11ins and I am Vice President of Nichols Canyon Neighborhood Association. A 

lot of my friends had to leave and a lot of people are on spring break right now as you 

guys know and a lot of people wanted to come down and talk about this. The one thing 

that I - there's a lot to say, but I'll just keep it short so these guys can go. The one thing 

that I find disingenuous about a lot of what's happening is that nobody is against 

development. What we really want is responsible development and like my friend, Susan, 

said is how can we work together to find a way to make it so that we're all happy? I am a 

New Yorker; I know how to live in New York. I've taken the subway home, stopped at 

the market on my way, run home, or I've gone back out. This doesn't really do that - it 

just seems that the density will be really bad, but we need to find a way to make it happen 

for everybody. My husband is in the union. We want jobs, we need a lot of money 

coming into Hollywood so that we can all stay and be happy, but I really do want to give 

these guys time and thank you. 
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Williams: Good afternoon long suffering commissioners. I'm Lou Williams and I live in the 

neighborhood just above where the Millennium Project would go in and I want to say that 

I too was very impressed by the pictures. It's like the magical city of Oz. I could see 

myself with tinkling glasses on that observation deck, looking down on tiny, little 

Hollywood and then all of a sudden it kind of squished down and it leaned ominously 

over the sidewalks and I woke from my dream and I thought well they have to do that if 

we can't have them high because we need the density and then I thought, oh, no we don't. 

I have been beguiled by so many density projects in the years, over thirty-two, that I've 

lived in the area that I see the whole trajectory. For instance: all of Hollywood, [U/A] had 

to sell Hollywood and Highland to CIM for a four hundred and fifty million dollar loss; 

Hollywood Vine has only been able to sell twenty-nine of it' s one hundred and forty 

three condos for three years. [Timer goes offJI could go on, Hollywood Western, still 

after ten years cannot rent the commercial space directly over the entrance to the subway. 

We see the pollution, we see the impact on our infrastructure, we see people moving out, 

not moving into Hollywood [O/A]. 

16 Moderator: Can I suggest that you allow the final speaker to have thirty seconds? 

17 Williams: Quickly, I'm just saying you look at all of that and you say how do we fix this? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Why don't we build even bigger next time? Listen, we're not winning from this, but 

somebody is winning and that's what I wonder. Why does it keep happening? There's got 

to be a winner somewhere and it's not community and it is not the environment, thank 

you. 

22 Moderator: You'll be the last thirty seconds. 

23 Nelson: Hi. I'm Jim Nelson. I'm an architect and a real estate developer. I'm the 

24 President of [U/A] Laurel Canyon Association. I'm a founding member of Bel Air 
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Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council. I'm a thirty-year member of the Hillside 

Federation. I spent fifteen years as the treasurer of Hollywood Heritage. I have worked on 

the development of Hollywood for thirty-three years. I came here to develop Hollywood. 

Today is one of the most amazing things I have ever seen; it's the rebirth of Hollywood. 

Everything that you all said ... 

6 Moderator: Sir, if you're not on the microphone we can't hear you and I'm going to [O/V] 

7 Nelson: And I think that everything that you all said is true. This will create jobs, it will 

8 

9 

10 

create sales tax, it will create parking revenue. I know that for a fact. I built Universal 

City Walk. Six hundred dollars per square foot revenue. Take six percent of that and the 

sales tax, the parking tax, all of that. 

11 Moderator: I appreciate the time. Unfortunately, I'm going to have to cut you off. I do 

12 appreciate the service [O/V]. 

13 Nelson: I'm going to beg two paragraphs. 

14 Moderator: I'll give you one paragraph out of extreme generosity. 

15 Nelson: However, this project as currently configured and designed is no City Walk. 

16 Moderator: Sir, I'm going to have to cut you off. I appreciate your time and effort here. [O/V] 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

I'd like to call- I'm sorry sir, thank you. Out of fairness, the rules have been set. I really 

do appreciate what you have to say, but I'm going to have to cut you off. I'm sorry to 

have to do that out of fairness to the entire body, but thank you. I mentioned that there 

was going to be folks for general comment - excuse me. I don't appreciate that either. 

Juan Aguilar submitted a card for general comments. Okay, he's not here. So, what I'd 

like to do is go through a list of what we have identified together. Yes, I need to close the 

public hearing and public comment period first. And then, which I've just done and now I 

want to go through a list that I've been trying to keep a tally and I presume that my 

no 

RL0033071 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

EM30816 

fellow commissioners have as well, so I'll go through what I have. If there are things that 

I've missed, please alert me. I'd like to take a five minute break and then call staff back 

up and see if we can have you respond to the list that we have here and continue with our 

own deliberations. Okay, so, this is what; we're not on break, it's not on for some reason. 

Okay. It's not on. Yeah, it's pushed. Okay, I'm sorry; we're not taking our break just yet. 

I want to go through the list and then we'll take our break so that will give staff some 

chance if there's an opportunity for them to clarify something in the meantime. So, there 

were several comments regarding the lack of specificity and defining the project and I'd 

like to have staff help us to understand their position relative to kind of an open ended 

possibility relative to what could occur on the site. So, it could be office, it could be - so 

to give some sense of your understanding of defining the exact project there were several 

comments relative to height, obviously, and removing the D limitation was something I 

also saw in several of the letters and I want to state for the record that we did, in fact, 

receive a volume ofletters from folks and we did have an opportunity to review them so 

people know that. The averaging of the floor area and increasing the massing to have 

some sense of understanding of how that is justified from staff s point of view, the traffic 

congestion; there were a number of comments relative to traffic studies and also to 

particular intersections and I know you went over some of that, but to clarify now that 

you've heard what the comments are relative to traffic congestion, related to that there 

were some concerns about emergency access. And I think that also was a traffic related 

concern, but where for example in the EIR is that dealt with and - if inadequately so, for 

us to have a discussion about that. There was mention of parking and I think for my own 

satisfaction, I'd also like to have the shared and reduced parking justifications explained a 

little more clearly for us, and particularly as it relates to some of the uses there like the 

]1] 

RL0033072 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Lessin: 

EM30817 

fitness club for example, the reduction, and if there opportunities around traffic demand 

management, for parking and for traffic congestion, if there's some opportunities there-

I think we heard some from the applicant. I'd like to be able to explore those options. 

There were several comments about noise and light and outdoor venues and the 

root/deck, the upper floors, and the impact on surrounding communities. There were 

some comments about again; this is sort of related to a specificity question, but around 

going forward if we're going to be approving alcohol sales is there opportunity for the 

community to engage in that at a later point? Is that something that we're giving a blanket 

approval to? What exactly are we approving relative to alcohol? There were questions 

about the setback on the Hollywood Playhouse, the thirty foot setback, there were also 

questions about the community plan and I think it would just be helpful for us to know 

where the community plan update stands and how your analysis relates or doesn't relate 

to the community plan update. And there were also questions about earthquake safety and 

how and where that's analyzed in your report and there wasn't a discussion of but 

something this commission has had previous policy based discussions around is 

proximity to freeway, so how close they are to the freeway, relative to air quality 

standards and things we've been concerned about. That is the list that I have. Did I miss 

things? 

Commissioner Lessin. One of the other things that was discussed in the 

applicant's presentation was a series of community benefits. Hard for us to keep track 

because we were going very, very quickly, but which one of those can actually be 

conditioned and have nexus to the project and which one are sort of an outside party's 

agreement with them? So, if we can hit those, I'd appreciate it. 

24 Moderator: So, I think that we - Oh, I'm sorry, Barbara. Commissioner Romero. 
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Romero: Barbara Romero. Speaking. An understanding on what's actually going to be-

not only what's going to be mitigated. It seems hard to - there was one appendix that I 

think lists all the transportation infrastructure mitigation if you guys can articulate that 

and summarize it I guess for us and when people talked about the key advantage points 

that were just elaborating on that for me because it looks like the key advantage points -

just to describe that and how it relates to the [U/A] and, thank you. 

7 Perlman: Commissioner Perlman. [U/A] just a couple of points. One, in your original 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

presentation you talked about floor area averaging between the sites, I have a concern 

about how the sites are linked and perhaps you can address that to make sure that if we're 

dealing with floor averaging if one side is developed and other side is sold, how are we 

protected, those sorts of issues. Similarly, with respect to the conditions and this is both 

for you and for the applicant that the proposed condition that the applicant mentioned the 

benefit conditions, how those are tied to both sites, both locations. There was a mention 

by the applicant that there would be no super graphics or signage which is very much 

appreciated, but also mention of a very large video screen and I didn't know what 

discussion to [UI A] regarding what table of content would be on this screen as a - in 

addition to the luminosity, I think is the right word of the screen, for its impact on the 

neighborhoods and finally one of the speakers raised a question regarding water treatment 

and the additional impact on the city's existing sewage and water treatment facilities and 

what these two towers might add in that regard. Thank you. 

21 Moderator: And one final I think I'd like us all to also have some clarification about the 

22 

23 

24 

length of time for the entitlements. There were several different time periods that were 

suggested in public comment and I'd like for the public and us to have assurances about 

how long these entitlements run. 
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2 

Hobogomian: The only thing left on my list is the Metro passes and discount parking and that's 

one item that was brought up [UI A]. 

3 Moderator: So, some of the traffic demand management opportunities that were mentioned, I 

4 think by the applicant and I think definitely in some of the letters as well that we received 

5 and what the opportunities are there or not. 

6 Hobogomian: Also, there is one concern you know, if you're building such a huge complex, 

7 there's utilities that needs to be addressed from the sewer, water, electricity and all that 

8 thing, you know, where that's thing will be incorporated and how that thing can stand to 

9 play with it. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: So, is your question urn, to find out additional information about where the 

11 discussion is with respect to utilities and infrastructure? Yes, okay. 

12 Moderator: Commissioner Romero. 

13 Romero: And I think for me, personally, I wanted to just better understand the implications 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

of not having a development agreement. What things we're actually going to get and not 

get now that we won't have a development agreement just generally. Moderator: So, I 

think one way to add some clarity to that is what are the development restrictions and 

requirements that are included with your report that had nothing to do with the 

agreement. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Thank you. 

20 Moderator: Okay, so I think we have a very voluminous list, and we're not done yet, so we 

21 will take a five minute break and we will return. 

22 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440h.mp3]] 
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Date: AprilS, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

4 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

5 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

6 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

7 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

8 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

9 Female Speaker: Helen Shi 

10 Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

11 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

12 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

13 [ph]: Phonetic 

14 

15 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440i]] 

16 Moderator: We're back. So, Lucy, we gave you a voluminous list, but we have the utmost 

17 faith in your capabilities. So, why don't we dive in? Where would you like to start? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Let me start by first reiterating why the planning department recommends that this 

19 project be approved. The property is located in a very urban area. It is zoned for high 

20 intensity and high-density uses; consistent with the regional center commercial land use 

21 designation; with the commercial zone and the height district. This property has 

22 historically had no height limit and with the inflammation of the CRA's overview 

23 through the redevelopment process has allowed historically a 4 liz to 1 FAR and up to a 6 

24 to 1 FAR through its own process. That was all captured with the community plan update 

25 and so, with that, and previous cases that had been approved with an FAR of6 to 1, we're 

26 recommending approval because it's similar in location to transit oriented development 

27 and land use designation and it's zones. Moving forward, there was a question with 

28 respect to the development regulations and the land use equivalency; those exhibits were 

29 attached to both the CPC case, the 2008 case, with respect to the entitlements in the fight 
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development of the project before you as well as the development agreement that is no 

longer on the table. With that said, assurance is provided to you in those development 

regulations, as well as the land use equivalency, that had been attached to CPC-2008-

3440 as exhibits C and D, I believe. 

5 Moderator: And so, that, which you're speaking of being attached are ... 

6 Lucy Ibarra: They're exhibits and they're included in the conditions of approval that the 

7 development be developed in substantial conformance with those exhibits. 

8 Moderator: And they go above and beyond what are our classic design standards and ... 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Goes above and beyond and it's actually much more restricted than what is 

10 allowed - it's strictly on what the zone would permit. 

11 Moderator: Okay, so we didn't have to go anywhere outside of what is before us today in 

12 order to have those [O/V] 

13 Lucy Ibarra: In order to find those, no. They're attached as exhibits to the CPC case. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Additionally, to address the ambiguity further, the advisory agency approved a tract map 

as I mentioned before that addressed the four hundred and ninety-two residential units, 

the hotel, the restaurant, the retail, and the fitness club space, as well as the office space. 

In the event that the applicant chooses to modify the project, the condition is that the 

project still needs to substantially conform with the development regulations and the land 

use equivalency. Those are conditions of that tract approval. In the event that they want 

to change that, they have to tile a tract map modification and substantiate why this is still 

in conformance with those development regulations and the land use equivalency. 

Anything above and beyond that would trigger an additional or a new CEQA analysis. 
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Moderator: And to your understanding, is there any precedence for something like this? I 

think the perception on the part of many of the public is this is an unprecedented, open

ended, kind of possibility here about what could or couldn't get built. 

4 Lucy Ibarra: Right. Well, since the development regulations give you a set of objectives and 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

standards that give you assurance as to what the setbacks would be, what the height 

would be, what the massing of the structures would be, but depending on the scenarios 

and then the land uses, the intensity of the land uses permitted. Now, it's not uncommon 

for us to have presented a project to you where we've imagined that it would be 

consistent with the EIR only for the project applicant to come back or a new owner to 

come back with a substantially smaller project and that's out of our realm and if they can 

do that and that's allowed. So, it's not so different than what we've experienced in the 

past, where the applicant comes back for a different project on the same site. 

13 Moderator: So the EIR captures then, or analyzes the potential impacts at kind of the 

14 maximum build out at ... 

15 Lucy Ibarra: So, what you see in the development regulations has been analyzed in the EIR; 

16 kind of - right. 

17 Moderator: So, does everybody have exhibit C so you have an understanding of what the 

18 

19 

development regulations are, and it really goes through it; if then - if this, then that kind 

of scenario. 

20 Lucy Ibarra: Right, and it - and it's not different than when we have other projects where you 

21 

22 

23 

know we're going to get built, we always say it substantially conforms to exhibit A, 

which usually refers to a site plan. Generally, there are issues that come up, so - you 

know, a fire hydrant that modifies a setback or something to that affect that you plan for 
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and the applicant would come back and if it triggers a plan approval, it triggers a plan 

approval. If it triggers a tract map modification map, there's a process for that. 

3 Moderator: So, I think I understand that relative to some of the design specifics. What about 

4 some of the use specifics? 

5 Lucy Ibarra: So, the uses are dictated by the land use equivalency that is also attached. So, in 

6 

7 

8 

9 

exchange for certain uses; so, if in the event that they wanted to reduce their residential to 

increase another portion of the uses, that is dictated by the calculation called out for in the 

land use equivalency, which limits them to the peak hour trips that are highlighted and 

surplus thresholds for the development. 

10 Moderator: So, the assurance then, that you're offering or that you're kind of are even in 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

favor of, is that they cannot go over particular thresholds that have been analyzed 

irrespective of what combination of uses ends up in the final project. 

Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And if they do, they have to come back and analyze it. Correct. 

Hobogamian: Can they go to zero? 

Lucy Ibarra: Excuse me? 

Hobogamian: Can they go to zero? Like no hotels and do all residential? 

Lucy Ibarra: Yes, they can; so long as they satisfy the traffic thresholds that identified. 

Although, the general plan limits residential uses so that in order to build residentially 

you have to have at a minimum a zero and a half to one FAR of non-residential uses. So, 

there has to be [O/V] 

21 Moderator: So, we're not going to get one hundred percent residential in - in any scenario? 

22 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

23 Moderator: Do they have any other questions relative to that? Ok. 
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Lucy Ibarra: There was a question with respect to the floor area averaging and the unified 

development. So, our recommendation for you was to approve that and just to reiterate 

what's stated in the code, the code can define a project as a unified development under 

section 1224(w)(19), because it is a combination of functional linkages such as pedestrian 

or vehicular connections, is characterized by common architectural and landscape 

features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development and is 

composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a whole, 

by a street, or an alley and in this case, the development regulations provide you that 

assurance. The project will be developed as a unified development, that the development 

regulations are tied together for more parcels, the east and west parcels and that the 

bisection is Vine Street with the plazas linking and providing that midblock connection 

between the two sides and for that reason, it allows for the floor area averaging across the 

two parcels, so long as the project is developed as one, and that's where the development 

regulations reinforce that aspect. 

15 Moderator: So, can you help me to understand that relative to some potential sequencing and 

16 

17 

the potential for kind of alternative owners, ownership, what is our certainty relative to 

that unified development and them being tied together? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: So, a lot of the conditions are contingent on the effectuation of other conditions. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

So, for example, the tract map conditions, any changes to say, say they develop the west 

site and then they decide that they can't develop the eastside, the conditions associated 

with the Q's and T's attached to parcels are present in both. So, in the event that a new 

developer comes or should Millennium not be able to perform on the second, the Q's and 

the T's are still embedded in that property for the other site. 

24 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman, did you have a question? 
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Perlman: I guess what I still don't understand is that while the Q's and T's are embedded, 

yet there's an exchange of floor area between the two, could a new owner on one parcel 

somehow get away from the fact that they had traded away some of their floor area to the 

other parcel? 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Well, that would make it difficult to sell right? I mean, if someone had already 

6 

7 

used a majority of their floor area on one, but that's - that's the due diligence that 

someone would have to come in - in order to perform in that parcel. 

8 Perlman: So, it does - it runs with the land and so it would restrict [O/V] 

9 Lucy Ibarra: The T's and the Q's run with the land, correct and if they wanted to do something 

10 entirely different, that's where the project would return to you and it's possible. 

11 Perlman: And similarly, with respect to the proposed public benefit conditions, could those 

12 also run with the land, so they run with both parcels, evenly? 

13 Lucy Ibarra: The benefit conditions can be conditioned at your discretion so that they can be 

14 

15 

16 

efIectuated at the issuance of the first building permit associated with the project. So, it's 

not specific to either one or both parcels, it could be the first of any particular permit 

associated with that development. 

17 Perlman: Great, thank you. 

18 Moderator: Other questions relative to this point? 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Moving on to the conditional use permit for the alcohol sales; there is a condition 

20 

21 

22 

in here that speaks to requiring individual vendors associated with this development to 

apply for their separate permits so that they can receive site specific conditions as it 

relates to their use before the zoning administrator. 

23 Moderator: So, there is an opportunity then, for the public to engage in a process relative to-
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Lucy Ibarra: Correct. The planned approval process requires is a hearing for conditional use 

permits. 

3 Moderator: So, we are in effect, saying that alcohol can happen, but how it happens is going 

4 to be subject to ... 

5 Lucy Ibarra: The plan approval process. 

6 Moderator: Did you have a question [U/A]? 

7 Lucy Ibarra: As to the length of the entitlements, I know there was some confusion as a result 

8 

9 

10 

11 

of the removal of the development agreement. The rights, the time to use the entitlements 

is, therefore, now limited by what was allowed for in the code, and that is six years and it 

could be potentially extended further on the tract map, should they start to file their final 

map and so that would extend those - the rights associates with the vesting tract mats. 

12 Romero: So, you're saying it goes from twenty two years to six years? 

13 Lucy Ibarra: It goes to six years because the intent of the development agreement would allow 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

the applicant to vest those rights for an additional amount of time in exchange for 

community benefits. Now, that that is off the table, they're just what the code allows and 

that's up to six years. 

Moderator: 

Perlman: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Perlman: 

Commissioner Perlman? 

Sorry, but if they were to record a map and I heard you say that [O/V] 

Right, if they record the final map that gives them additional time. 

How much? 

Lucy Ibarra: They get thirty-six months with a tentative and I think they can - I know that state 

law can sometimes extend the life of the final maps or in the event that there's economic 

downturn, so I can't say what the exact limit is right now, but I know that the last one 

was I think six years; five or six years additional. 
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Perlman: So ... [o/V] 

2 Lucy Ibarra: So, potentially twelve [O/V] 

3 Perlman: Okay, thank you. 

4 Moderator: And relative to that although I didn't mention it, I did see in a number of the 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

letters that we received on the record, there were questions about the timing of the track 

approval and the advisory agency's determination proceeding our deliberations on this 

and some questions about whether that was the legitimate kind of sequencing of the 

process. Can you just speak to that so I understand what the objection might have been 

and why you did not think it was ... ? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: The advisory agency indicated at the hearing on the 19th that it moved or it was 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

inclined to approve the tract map and it did with its decision which was rendered the 22nd
. 

That tract was conditioned to include provisions that the project be developed in 

substantial conformance with the CPC case before you and it also referenced at that time 

the development agreement. We embedded the development regulations and the land use 

equivalency because we thought that was important to both of those CPC cases. In the 

event one did not go through, we would still be able to capture it in the other. So the tract 

map did include references to the development of regulations and the land use 

equivalency program in both CPC cases. The advisory agency's findings were based on 

the sub-division map act which typically requires that the advisory agency find 

consistency with the general plan and the zone and the land use designation along with 

the characteristics of the development of the project and the surrounding community and 

it chose to approve it based on those findings. 

23 Moderator: And so, it doesn't, as was implicated I think, in some of the letters, it doesn't 

24 presume our decision? 
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Lucy Ibarra: No, it's subject to your approval. 

2 Moderator: I thought if! could walk away. .. Okay, let's go to the next issue then. 

3 Lucy Ibarra: We've asked that the applicant speak more to the technical issues with their 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

consultant, the traffic consultant, DOT was not able to continue to stay here for the 

remainder of the day on this hearing and so we've asked that the traffic consultant come 

forward to speak to your issues with respect to the mitigation measures and I understand 

that the applicant itself would like to add additional measures associated with the traffic 

demand and the traffic mobility conditions of the project beefup that portion, we believe 

there's a nexus for that and I think they wanted to speak to that on the record and so 

while we're having the traffic consultants address the traffic related issues, maybe they 

can do that simultaneously and [UI A] concerns. 

12 Moderator: And if we can ask you to come back after they presented that [O/V] to get your 

13 

14 

15 Lessin: 

16 

17 

sense about that, somebody from the applicant team can come up and speak to - oh, sorry 

[O/V] Commissioner Lessin. 

Lucy, one more thing, as we go through this with the traffic consultant, things that 

you agree with that you can make part of your recommendation, if you can sort of keep 

track of those, so that we don't have to redo this at the end. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Okay, sure. 

19 Lessin: Okay, thank you. 

20 Newman: Members of the commission, Jerry Newman, representing Millennium Partners 

21 

22 

23 

here with, I have with me the traffic consultant from Crain & Associates to discuss some 

of the questions that you have raised relative to our traffic analysis and how that was 

performed, and wanted to add some light on some of the questions relating to our traffic 
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impacts. As well as provide some of the additional TDM, traffic demand management 

plans, that we have requested to be included as part of our community benefits. 

First, I'd like to walk you through the various studied intersections that were 

included as studied intersections within the EIR and note to a couple of things, that I 

think are important for your deliberations. In the thirty-seven intersections that were 

studied, ultimately there were five that were deemed to be unmitigated, or have a 

significant impact prior to mitigations of the project. 

8 Moderator: Yeah, I think we're trying to avoid blocking the view of folks, so we can see it 

9 there, that's perfect, thank you. 

10 Newman: After the project of the six to one FAR was established and mitigations applied, 

11 

12 

13 

14 

the number of unmitigated intersections went down to two intersections and in fact, we 

do have two intersections, one at Cahuenga and Franklin and one at Vine and Hollywood 

that are continuing to be unmitigated; mostly due to the fact that they are highly 

trafficked intersections to begin with. 

15 Moderator: Can you repeat what those two were, again? 

16 [O/V] 

17 Newman: Those two were Cahuenga and Franklin and Vine and Hollywood. 

18 Perlman: Excuse me. Can you identify what the other three were that were removed and 

19 maybe can you explain how they were removed with increase [O/V] 

20 Newman: What mitigations were applied? I'll ask the traffic engineer to come up and walk 

21 you through those three intersections and what specific mitigations were applied. 

22 Perlman: Thank you. 

23 Newman: I do think it's important to note that as we studied a project of less density of four 

24 and a half to one FAR, the number of unmitigated significantly impacted intersections 
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were three. So, from that perspective, at our mitigation, we are still below the number of 

impacted intersections. Now, there could be applied intersections, applied mitigations to 

those as well, which we think may bring it down to one, so really at the end of the day 

was a difference of one intersection by a virtue of getting the additional density around 

transit, which we feel is very important. 

From a traffic demand management standpoint - oh wait, before - do we have 

those, that information, the three intersections that were mitigated? Shi: My name is 

Helen Shi; I'm a traffic engineer, working on this project. The three mitigated 

intersections for under existing conditions is Argyle Avenue and Franklin Avenue and 

freeway northbound onramp and the second one is Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood 

Boulevard and then the third mitigated impacts are at Vine Street and Sunset Boulevard. 

12 Moderator: And so, the first one, Argyle and Franklin, is the one that was mentioned I think, 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Shi: 

in public comment relative to the freeway onramp? 

Yes, we have proposed physical improvements at that intersection so it's the 

northbound two left turn lanes, and the one right turn lane, and the southbound one left 

[UI A] and one right turn only lane and then we also going to do some signal upgrade. 

Besides that, for overall mitigation, we have TDM plan, we have Hollywood area 

alternative mode lane [UI A] we have signal system upgrades to the whole area which is 

founding to DOT then they go and decide which part is better for the seasonal upgrade. 

And also we have signals that - I'm sorry, intersection-specific implements just as I 

mentioned for Vine intersection. 

22 Moderator: So just - I mean, for our own edification- this is in the kind of analysis that was 

23 

24 

provided for us relative to the EIR and the mitigation sections, these are all things that are 

listed for us on the mitigation. 
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Shi: It is. 

2 Perlman: Commissioner Perlman. In reviewing the mitigation information that was 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

provided, it seems to me, and correct me if I'm wrong, that one of the mitigations is 

relying upon the new community plan which modifies some of the highway classes. In 

other words, expecting someone else is going to be widening some of the roads. Of the 

three mitigated intersections -the mitigations that you did to calculate on those three 

intersections: Argyle and Franklin, Cahuenga and Hollywood, Vine and Sunset, are those 

all as a result of improvements or investments that are being done by the applicant or by 

someone else? 

10 Shi: By applicant. 

11 Perlman: They are, okay. 

12 Moderator: You wanted to clarify TDM? [O/V] 

13 Newman: Yeah, turning again, just again, relative to the specific question of Argyle and 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Franklin, we have provided mitigation measures at that specific stated intersection which 

has reduced it to below significant level. That said, in working with the community and 

having discussions with the community, we continue to try to look at that intersection to 

see if we can move it beyond the mitigation that we have done and are in discussions 

with Caltrans on addition improvements that might be able to take place there as a 

community gesture more than anything else and we think that there are additional work 

that we can do directly with Caltrans on that, so we will continue to work on that and to 

the extent that you feel that it's necessary to have a condition requesting us to continue 

that work, happy to have it, because while we've already mitigated the intersection it's 

not a direct mitigation, but it is an important aspect for people that live up in the hills that 

they want to know the safety of that area. 
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Romero: Great, and so that means it's in nexus so it can be included as a condition? 

2 Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's Office, yes for any of the additional 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

conditions that are about to be discussed, you'll need to do the same analysis, does it have 

a nexus, and I'm thinking that as we go through them and as you start to decide which 

entitlements you want to condition and what conditions you want to impose, staff can 

assist with making those nexus findings where there are none. Obviously, those will be 

unenforced voluntary conditions. 

8 Moderator: Okay, so I think we want Lucy to comment on the ability for us to make the 

9 

10 

findings relative to that nexus particular about working with Caltrans and that 

intersection. 

11 Newman: Relative to the traffic demand management specific items; they were included in 

12 

13 

my initial remarks, all of our TDM requests, if you want me to go back through those at a 

slightly slower pace ... 

14 Moderator: I think I have a list of them and so maybe ifI go through the list and if we have 

15 

16 

17 

questions about them in specific and we might want to then put that forward to staff, 

relative to again this finding a nexus question. The list that I generated relative to that 

was a circulation shuttle. So, that is shuttling between where and where and the amount. 

18 Newman: That is an on demand shuttle or on call shuttle that will be available to bring 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

people that will go up into the hills to provide residential community, people within the 

residential community a shuttle service to come down to Hollywood Boulevard to either 

enjoy the Hollywood Boulevard area or to go specifically to our project, for instance, if 

they wanted to have a monthly pass and park there, we would have a shuttle that would 

bring them down to their car so they did not have to keep their car up in the hills, so it's 

an on-demand shuttle, first, and then second, it is a shuttle that takes people within the 
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greater Hollywood area, basically bounded, as I understand it, by Western, La Brea, 

Santa Monica and Franklin, or the hills. 

3 Moderator: And the idea here relative to nexus and findings I presume, is that this helps us 

4 about this traffic issue as well. 

5 Newman: Yeah, we believe there's a nexus to the - and I think it's important when the 

6 

7 

8 

9 

applicant says that there's a nexus, that helps in your findings, we believe there's a nexus 

because to avoid general congestion in the area and to promote the idea of better 

circulation, both for our project, and the community, this is an important element that 

allows that to happen. 

10 Moderator: And the figure that I heard, I thought was two hundred and fifty thousand relative 

11 to that. Is that something that happens annually? How does .... 

12 Newman: The two hundred and fifty thousand dollar per year operational cap. We believe 

13 it's a cap. 

14 Moderator: For the circulation shuttle provision, so it's up to that amount? 

15 Newman: Up to two hundred and fifty thousand dollars. It's a up to amount. We priced it 

16 and we think that's what the general costs is to run a shuttle from that area. 

17 Moderator: There was also some discussion of bicycle amenities. Something this commission 

18 

19 

20 

has been particularly interested in. I know their skepticism about whether bikes are really 

going to take over our streets but I think that we want to facilitate that happening, should 

it. So, can you speak to the bicycle amenities plans that you have? 

21 Newman: We have a number of bicycle amenity plans. As you know, from a nexus 

22 

23 

24 

standpoint, the staff demonstrated the biking area that flows through Hollywood and 

adjacent to our project. We want to participate in people wanting to have easier living if 

you will, through biking, both from a hill standpoint and from the mobility standpoint and 
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from that perspective we are providing bike stations, bike areas; we are also providing a 

minimum of at least a two hundred square foot bicycle repair service kiosk, that will be 

guaranteed for fifteen years. There will be additional space for bike facilities, so that 

there's pads that people can utilize to repair their own bikes and we will have equipment 

for people to utilize or have free access to - to use to repair the bikes themselves. We will 

have bike facilities within -bike storage facilities within the area, bike garage type 

elements, and that is part of our design standards. 

8 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman. 

9 Perlman: We'd also like to see a commitment that should there be a local vendor providing 

10 shared biking like they do in some other cities that you would agree to - [O/V] 

11 Newman: We absolutely agree to that. It's something we promoted in other projects and we 

12 

13 

love that idea, much like we like the Zipcar, which I think Commissioner Freer is going 

to get to in a minute. 

14 Perlman: Great, thank you. 

15 Moderator: I also heard some discussion about linkages to the public transit that exists 

16 currently. 

17 Newman: Yeah, there was a number of items related to linkages and for the most part, there 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

are a number of transit areas that exist from the bus to the metro station and there are 

certain pedestrian pathways that are currently traveled and we will be creating additional 

pedestrian pathways as you saw by the through areas that we've guaranteed for the 

project. For that, we have committed to install directional pedestrian root signs, signage 

showing pedestrian routes in all public transport - to all public transportation points 

within a four block radius of the project from a walkability standpoint, we will 

additionally provide ten thousand dollars to the Department of Transportation for the 
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installation of directional signage at the DASH access point nearest the project and 

twenty five thousand dollars for Metro directional signage for pedestrian routes between 

public transportation access points and the project. 

4 Moderator: And so the idea here is to provide a little bit more foundation for folks to be able 

5 

6 

to use the public transit coming to and from your development but others who are coming 

in the surrounding areas as well. 

7 Newman: Correct. From within our development and - from without - we think it's 

8 

9 

10 

important that people understand and have access to where transportation linkages are 

and that as part of that, it promotes greater mobility from our project as well as people to 

our project. 

11 Moderator: Okay and is that when you indicated those two numbers, some others you've 

12 talked about as caps; is that at the flat provision? 

13 Newman: It's a fee. It's for the payment of the, creation of the signage. 

14 Moderator: Okay, and there was something that I didn't quite understand, but a parking 

15 tracking system, is that like an app? 

16 Newman: There's a number of elements to it. One: it's a fifty thousand dollar contribution 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

for the Department of Transportation's Express Park Program and that's part of their new 

meter technology and what that does is it provides a central management system for real 

time guidance to folks to identify where parking is available. Our parking structure will 

participate in that and it will also be available for other parking within the area. So, the 

idea has always been that you consolidate into a central system, all the parking within a 

geographic area. In this case, Hollywood, and then people as they come into the area can 

easily identify where parking is, you can either do it, parking availability when you leave 

as part of a computer program, or there's an app that's being developed for it. 
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Moderator: So, I had some of it right. You also mentioned something about the Metro 

2 connections and Vine Street, but I didn't quite understand that. 

3 Newman: So, when the Vine Metro Station, along with Hollywood and Highland, so Vine 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

and Hollywood Metro Station and Hollywood and Highland Metro Station were created, 

there was only one portal created for those stations. And in our case, the closest one, 

almost half, not even half a block away, is the Metro access portal at Hollywood and 

Vine but it exists at the southeast corner of Hollywood and Vine. Metro also created what 

they call knock out panels, within their system that allows access to other corners, but 

there has been an undefined either cost or - mechanism by which one can access those 

entry points. What we are proposing is that we provide a study which shows how much it 

would costs and where those access points - access points are and how they can best be 

developed to obtain additional access into the Metro system. 

13 Moderator: Is that not something that Metro would have already studied? 

14 Newman: One would believe that they have. In the event that they don't, which we have 

15 asked them for, we are happy to help with that. 

16 Moderator: Ok. Yes, Commissioner Perlman. 

17 Perlman: Assuming that there is a study, or if there isn't and you conduct a study, what 

18 commitment is the developer prepared to make to actually ... 

19 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440i]] 
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17 Newman: One would believe that they have. In the event that they don't, which we have 

18 asked them for, we are happy to help with that. 

19 Moderator: Ok. Yes, Commissioner Perlman. 

20 Perlman: Assuming that there is a study, or if there isn't and you conduct a study, what 

21 commitment is the developer prepared to make to actually construct the portal? 

22 Newman: Unfortunately, as we understand where the portals are they don't exist on any 

23 property that we own. So our ability to construct them or even cause the construction of 

24 them is very minimal. But our ability to help you identify those opportunities for when 

25 new development happens is significant. So ... 

26 Perlman: What about contributing to the construction? 

27 Newman: We don't even know the [U/A] amount yet. I mean so if there is a question as to 

28 that certainly we could consider it but at this point we have no idea whether it's a large 

29 number, small number and what participation we would have to have and given the nexus 
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in terms of its really, it's not on our property that's a little more difficult for us to reach 

to. 

3 Perlman: What I understand neither is the DASH area or where you're giving $25,000 to 

4 

5 

6 

Metro for signage at Metro. It's a way to facilitate the actual construction of the portals 

so that more people will be able to access the Metro system including, hopefully, tenants 

who might be enjoying your property. 

7 Newman: So I'm trying to think this through from that standpoint. Part of our issue is one, 

8 

9 

we would never control a construction, so to have a condition on a matter that we don't 

control because Metro does and neither do you control that, I'm sorry. 

10 Moderator: I thought we controlled it all. 

11 Newman: With all due respect, it is in the hands of another agency; I'm not exactly sure 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

where I would one, make that donation, if you will, or that contribution, and I'm not sure 

if and when it could be held and happen for a period oftime and who would utilize it. 

So, what we do control is our ability to identify the opportunities and your ability to 

impose that opportunity on people that own the property if they wanted to or request it 

from Metro. So if we could figure out a mechanism to make it work. 

17 Perlman: Well, I'd love to hear what Lucy has to say about this. You know one of the 

18 

19 

20 

21 

things we struggle with in the city we've heard a number of people talk about that that 

there is not enough access to the Metro system, it's not expanded enough, in large part 

because there's insufficient resources. So, if additional resources could be dedicated to 

that future use, that might be something of interest. 

22 Lucy Ibarra: The limitation we have with respect to the metro portal is that you have the 

23 

24 

Hollywood Walk of Fame that may be impacted by any construction and you also have 

private property along Hollywood Boulevard, that elevates that section of Hollywood 
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Boulevard and that portion of Vine Street where we don't have the property owners 

consent or current even awareness of that even being an issue. And so what you can do 

as part of the condition with respect to this portal is express that the study analyzing the 

mitigation or necessary environmental analysis and that it expands potential cooperation 

of those property owners with respect to maybe encroachments and something to that 

effect into their property. But that wasn't analyzed in the EAR so it would be difficult at 

this time to kind of require that that be conditioned on the project at this point. 

8 Moderator: So you're concurring that the opportunity is limited to a study. 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Right and you can expand that study to include additional analysis with respect to 

10 any impacts with respect to traffic, noise, construction relative to the Metro portal study. 

11 Moderator: Ok. 

12 Newman: Alright thank you. 

13 Moderator: Something else that the Commission and other cases has an interest in is the 

14 

15 

provision of Metro passes. I thought I heard something relative to that as well. Again, 

this is in the direction of trying to get folks out of cars and into transit. 

16 Newman: Indeed you did hear that. We had committed u to provide an area for our 

17 

18 

19 

residents to acquire Metro passes and that for our tenants and their employees, we will 

purchase at a minimum of 100 metro passes, we'll purchase 100 metro passes to be 

provided to our tenants and their employees as well as residents. 

20 Moderator: Is that a one-time lOa? 

21 Newman: No, on an ongoing basis. It will be a condition that we will maintain in, reviewed 

22 

23 

as an annual uh for we'll go we've been 15 years we would accept it as a 15 year 

condition. 
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Romero: Can I ask of you can you specify the commitment for the residents because you're 

specifying for your employees but I don't, is it a discounted rate or is it a free pass? 

Newman: 

Romero: 

Newman: 

Romero: 

Newman: 

that. 

We're providing a free, 100 free passes. 

For employees or for resident and employees? 

Residents and employees. 

Ok so it's a 100 for... 

100 free passes, if you want to ask us to do it for a specific group, happy to do 

Newman: I was just I was trying to get a sense of if it was combined 100 for both groups, or 

if it was a separate, one specific number for your employees and one number for you 

residents too. Because that's what I heard from residents, is that in order for them to 

utilize this they are going to have to drive down to the Metro. 

13 Newman: Well, although we have residents. 

14 Moderator: Yeah, that's my position was this resident was speaking to residents within the; 

15 there were some other things that you were talking about relative to commuters. 

16 Newman: That will come up in the next one. 

17 Moderator: Yeah, I don't think that was about but --

18 Romero: I think that, I mean I think that it alleviates some of the traffic congestion I'm just 

19 wondering if that's something worth considering. 

20 Newman: So making those passes available to a broader community, is that the question? 

Yeah, for example when I lived in Toluca Lake, part of the homeowner's group, if 21 Romero: 

22 

23 

24 

you paid into the fee then you got 12 parking passes for Universal and everybody got 

them if you paid part of it so it was an incentive for us to go to Universal because there 

was a pass but you had to be part of the association. I don't know if there's ... 
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Newman: Well then let me make this, I'm going to offer a suggestion given the next item 

that I think you're going to cover. We have offered] 0 parking spaces for an effective 

park-and-ride at a discounted rate. Right? 

4 Romero: Ok. 

5 Newman: At a 10% discounted rate, we could take ten of the 100 and also link that to a free 

6 

7 

8 

9 

metro pass for people who take advantage of that park-and-ride. So that park-and-ride 

not only comes with, that parking space not only comes with a discounted parking space 

but it also comes with a free metro pass. So ten of the metro passes get assigned there 

and there will be 90 others for employees and residents. 

10 Romero: And residents of your actuaL .. 

11 Newman: Of our actual project. Would that ... 

12 Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office, I just wanted to interrupt to remind 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

you that you know when you're looking at the nexus and you're looking how to link 

these conditions to the entitlements, you need to look at the impact that the development 

has and so in this case, tying it to a broader community, we're looking to mitigate the 

traffic impacts of increased trips because you've got more residents, you've got more 

employees, you know I fear that we might be going a bit afield of that so just ... 

18 Moderator: My kind of own opinion about that and I'm sure there are others who have them is 

19 

20 

21 

part of where this discussion was initiated was a discussion of the unmitigatable 

intersections and that this is an opportunity to potentially get folks onto transit such that 

those intersections would be ... 

22 Khorasanee: Exactly. But in light of the analysis the reason they are unmitigatable is because 

23 of the existence of this development, not people who are already there separate from this 
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development. So, just tying it back to why this development is having the impact on the 

environment and how to mitigate those impacts. 

3 Moderator: Fellow commissioners? 

4 Perlman: Dana Pearlman, I'd have to respectfully disagree with the City Attorney. I do 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

think that this can help to mitigate the impact on the traffic of this project by reducing 

additional vehicular traffic on the roads whether it's through an offered condition of 

discounted parking for ride sharing or anything of that nature I think that it will have a 

lower impact on the overall number of cars which we're looking at the trip count which is 

the trip count which adds to existing traffic so if we can ... 

10 Khorasanee: But again the CEQA is predicated on the impact from the environment from this 

11 

12 

project, so if you imagine that you're looking at impacts with this project not existing 

that's not germane with this project, what impacts does it have, how to mitigate it. 

13 Romero: So because of the development there's going to be more traffic going into the 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Franklin/Argyle, northbound 101 so the people who live up who are coming down are 

going to be impacted because now you're adding more traffic if you're taking time and 

encourage taking people off you know in using the shuttle and encouraging them to use 

the Metro. I just don't understand how it doesn't; it impacts there. 

18 Moderator: Commissioner Lessin? 

19 Lessin: Yeah and just another country heard from, I'm much more comfortable with the 

20 

21 

22 

residents and if it' s split between residents and employees there. They're the ones that 

we really are trying to get on to the transit, they live, they transit, they don't need a car. I 

think that has a bigger impact than any of these other things that we're discussing. 

23 Romero: I think that's a clear nexus. 

24 Moderator: I think something else that we might want to ... 
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Moderator: 

Newman: 

Moderator: 

Newman: 

If! could offer a nexus? 

Yes. Please. 

Part of the ... 

EM30843 

I want to hear from Lucy too. I think you might have something to say about this. 

She stood up. Part of the reason for the discounted rate in parking is because we 

are providing community amenities, and so we are bringing people down into our project 

and so that is part of our traffic analysis of people coming to our project to utilize the 

community amenities. From our perspective, if that is part of the impact also providing 

them ability to then go elsewhere and not promote additional impact on the streets creates 

the nexus for us and that's why we think it's appropriate. 

11 Moderator: I think I'm convinced by that analysis but ... 

12 Lucy Ibarra: Right, I think it's a policy in general that we're trying to incentivize residents to 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

take advantage of their proximity to metro and major transit centers. To that end, we've 

conditioned the project so that the parking with respect to residential units be sold and/or 

leased separately from the unit. We can condition this to prioritize that these passes be 

given to those residents who choose to forgo the parking component associated with the 

sale or lease. We believe it's in the best interests of the project and furthering transit

oriented development if we incentivize residents to take advantage of this provision as 

it's associated with the development. And also this has been vetted by the DOT and 

they're comfortable with this. 

21 Moderator: I think that the rub is coming when we're talking about two different resident 

22 

23 

24 

populations. And I think that everybody here is comfortable relative to the residents of 

the project. The rub is coming with residents who are not living in the project but are 

approximate to the development and I think we're of two minds relative to that. 
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Newman: So we would again suggest that 90 I think that as Lucy just described, 90 of the 

2 

3 

4 

passes be reserved for residents who take advantage of the disconnected parking program 

and don't actually acquire parking spaces and ten of them be used for those folks who are 

coming to utilize the benefits of our project and then from there go to other places. 

5 Romero: And I thought this in your presentation or someone's presentation you alluded to 

6 zip codes, some zip codes? 

7 Moderator: I think they're the next item. I think that I had on my list. Did you want to 

8 continue on this? 

9 Lessin: I have a question that probably doesn't impact but I'm interested in knowing. The 

10 passes are they something that the resident comes and gets daily? 

11 Newman: It's a monthly pass. 

12 Lessin: 

13 Newman: 

It's monthly; they mayor may not be using it but just getting a monthly pass. 

Presumably, if they are not, I think that the linkage that Lucy described is a great 

14 

15 

one because if they have chosen not to have a car it's a good idea for them to have a 

metro pass. 

16 Moderator: So, I also heard something relative to, excuse me, monthly parking leases. And I 

17 think that's the item that's related to residents who are approximate. Is that correct? 

18 Newman: That's what we, again, that was the linkage that I just made. We agreed to have 

19 

20 

21 

22 

ten spaces put aside so that people that are not within the project, or outside the project, 

that want to come use the project benefits, maintain a car on the project, and have a lease 

of the space at a 10% discount and also providing additional incentive for that to happen, 

so of having that metro pass connected to that. 

23 Moderator: Got it. So can you speak then to the one relative to the zip codes? 
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Newman: We've offered two additional discounted parking ideas where we have people 

who come and want to use the Metro can come back with a Metro pass and have used the 

public parking that is available; we would give them a 10% discount on parking. So, if 

you've taken a Metro, you've come back, you've parked your car, shop at our place, then 

taken the metro down to Hollywood and Highland, you've come back and you can show 

you have a Metro card, we'll give you a 10% discount on your parking. That's item 

number one. Item number two is local area residents who want to take advantage and are 

not participating in the parking spaces, those ten parking spaces, but yet wanting to use 

the services that we provide, whether it be the health club or any other retail facilities, 

that they will also have a 10% discount if they show ID that they live within, there were 

two zip codes and I'm sorry, I'm not remembering them at the moment. But I will give 

those to staff. 

13 Moderator: Ok and so the idea there relative to this question of nexuses ... 

14 Newman: Then again, those are trying to incentivize people to utilize both transit and area 

15 

16 

and our facilities as part of their shopping experience and maintaining their residency in 

Hollywood so that they're not going off-site and utilizing the roads. 

17 Moderator: Got it. Ok. So I think that ... 

18 Hobogomian: Is that a good thing or a bad thing? 

19 Moderator: Help me to understand your perspective, Commissioner Hobogomian. 

20 Hobogomian: Yes, is that a good thing or a bad thing. Is that a good thing or it's a bad thing? 

21 Because we're just increasing more traffic to the project by incentivizing people to come 

22 and park there. So you're creating more cars to come in and you're creating more traffic. 

23 And how that will affect those junctions in order to alleviate the traffic when you're 

24 inviting more people? 
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Khorasanee: Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office. Maybe if I could articulate the 

nexus a different way than I'm seeing here. It's that by virtue of the fact that this is going 

to be a shopping destination, it is attracting people to the site anyway so offsetting the 

traffic and mitigating the traffic impact is providing those people that are coming, 

because it exists, with a means to use Metro and encouraging them to use transit at a 

discounted rate. Would that [U/A] with what you're proposing ... 

7 Moderator: If they're going somewhere else and they get on Metro, they're going to receive a 

8 discount on their parking at the original destination. 

9 Hobogomian: But we're increasing the traffic at this location ... 

10 Khorasanee: I think the assumption is that they're going to be going somewhere else anyways. 

11 In a car. 

12 Hobogomian: You know he can go and park somewhere else in Hollywood and take the metro. 

13 Now you're bringing him to you to take the metro. 

14 Newman: We're approximate to the freeways and to a lot of transit areas and because of our 

15 proximity to the Metro station, I think what you have described is the ability for people to 

16 park and then have direct access is appropriate so ... 

17 Hobogomian: It's good for your business but I don't know if it' s good for traffic. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: Just to reiterate, I have a concern with this one as well. I think if they're not using 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

transit, they shouldn't take advantage of the discount here, the project isn't proximity 

enough. I think if you can identify a nexus with adjacent apartments that maybe don't 

have parking and they'd like to lease one I think that that can be satisfied with the metro 

commuters and the shared monthly parking leases that are available to local area 

residents. 
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Moderator: Ok so then I think in your response to that I may have confused myself about 

what this is actually achieving. I thought this was about people who parked there and 

used transit to go somewhere else, that there were two different ones ... 

4 Lucy Ibarra: There's two different ones and so we would recommend that you just keep the 

5 

6 

ones for metro commuters and that's good. That will address concerns about promoting 

transit use and also providing that discount to those users that actually use the metro. 

7 Moderator: So the second one was purely a discount ... 

8 Lucy Ibarra: It's just a discount for people who live in the area and park there and I would ... 

9 Lessin: And that can be their own business issue. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

11 Lessin: I'm sorry. Commissioner Lessin. 

12 Moderator: Ok. I think that was what I heard from the TDM possibilities that were offered, is 

13 there something that I missed? 

14 Newman: Yeah. There were two other ones that I think are important. The last one, actually 

15 

16 

17 

18 

just really one, the Zipcar one. Where we offered to have a ten parking spaces within the 

non-residential area reserved for a Zipcar or something like Zipcar where there would be 

a temporary utilization of a car and we would make sure that that is operational and 

functional with a company that will operate it. 

19 Moderator: Ok. 

20 Newman: We would also suggest that that be second to an annual review just so we could 

21 demonstrate its success. 

22 Perlman: This is Commissioner Perlman; I had a note that there was something about the 

23 study for a median on Vine Street. 
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Newman: When I said two and I only did one it's because as I looked at the median, that 

was really an aesthetic issue from our standpoint. The community had requested that we 

study the idea of a median. I think both from an aesthetic standpoint and a traffic 

calming standpoint so we were going to offer up that, we think it's important that that 

median be studied. Whether we do that as a traffic demand management condition or as 

a sense of aesthetic and connectivity, to create a better connectivity or like connectivity to 

answer your question, by unified development so that as you walk across the street, it's 

irrelevant to us but it's something that we have of Ie red to the community and that we 

have asked for and that is the study of whether medians would be a good idea on Vine 

Street. 

11 Moderator: So a good idea would be I think we want to get Lucy to weigh in on whether or 

12 

13 

not the median on divine, on Vine, offers TDM opportunities or is it more about 

aesthetics. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: You know, I understand that this is something that the community has wanted but 

15 

16 

it's not something that I'm aware the DOT has vetted. And so I can't speak to whether or 

not it's appropriate to condition as it relates to this site. 

17 Moderator: Commissioner Perlman? 

18 Perlman: Could I make a suggestion then that perhaps the condition be that the applicant 

19 

20 

would work with LADOT on a study for a median and proceed in accordance with 

LADOT's conclusions regarding such median. 

21 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And so the language could be similar to that for the Metro portal in that it 

22 would include analysis of any mitigation or environmental impacts associated. Ok. 

23 Moderator: Ok 
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Newman: That would conclude the traffic demand management portion. As I suggested 

2 

3 

4 

earlier there are other additional community benefits that we were going to talk about and 

at some point after staff is done going through your issues we would like to address 

those. 

5 Moderator: Great. Thank you. Lucy, I think we're ready to continue going through our list. I 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Fraijo: 

don't know where we stood with that. 

Good Afternoon Commissioners. My name is Alfred Fraijo. I'm a land-use 

attorney, Shepard Mullin, representing the Applicant. We have a couple of items that 

you've raised that we wanted to ask some of our CEQA consultants to answer. In 

particular the shade and shadow issue that was raised, noise and light issue rather, and so 

we have someone that could speak to that point. 

12 Moderator: Ok and I want then, Lucy you're comfortable coming back to help us understand 

13 

14 

15 

16 Fraijo: 

17 

18 

their responses are and what our obligations are/aren't potentially with that. So this is 

relative to, obviously this has something to do with height, if it' s shade and shadow but 

also I think he said something relative to noise is that correct? 

That's correct. That was the item that was raised and it's an area of study in the 

CEQA documents so we wanted to just briefly summarize that and address any potential 

questions. 

19 Moderator: Thank you. 

20 Parker: 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Good afternoon. My name is Shane Parker. I'm with Parker Environmental. Just 

responding on first on the aesthetics question, there was a question about light and glare 

with regard to signage. I believe that was the question asked of us. The draft EIR has as 

a performance measure part of the project description design standards that provide very 

specific metrics for foot candles and lumens to be, to ensure that we don't have spill over 
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lighting in to the community. So those metrics are within the design guidelines, the 

development standards and they can be enforced through site plan review and they can be 

enforced through the operation life of the project. With respect to noise, if you could just 

remind me what the specific question was on the noise? 

Moderator: I think it was about, well there was some in letters relative to construction but 

Parker: 

there was also some questions about the observation decks and the noise relative to the 

surrounding community from uses that were going to be occurring in outdoor spaces. 

Right, again the design standards have mitigation, well design features to mitigate 

noise, Plexiglas barriers on podiums and setbacks from podiums but in general we 

assessed the noise environment in the area to be generally above the standards 

recommended in the general plan. So, we had excessive ambient noise levels already 

existing within the area. 

Moderator: So let's translate that in to a little bit more English. I suspect what that means is 

Parker: 

that the noise that is already generated by uses that are in the area is at such a level in that 

this is not going to ... 

Right, it would not exceed, the project's operational noise volumes would not 

exceed the ambient noise levels in the area and to the extent that we evaluated the 

positioning ofR-Vac equipment, we have performance based measures again to make 

sure that we can measure the noise after the fact to make sure that they are clearly not 

audible at off-site uses, and that too would go for outdoor event areas. 

Moderator: Yeah, my sense from hearing from the community and reading in their letters, that 

there was the most concern, there was concern about construction noise, but there was 

also concern about the uses that would be associated with those outdoor activities or 
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amenities that were going to be provided I think by the music amplification etcetera and 

so those were analyzed ... 

They were and with respect to that, we looked at the podiums and we looked at 

the positions of the towers and in a lot of cases, the positioning of the towers would 

provide a buffer between the residential uses especially to the north of the project site 

because the podiums were on the south side and the towers were oriented to the north. 

7 Moderator: Ok. Lucy did you want to speak to that? 

8 Lucy Ibarra: Excuse me. Lucy Ibarra with the Planning Department. Just to remind you that 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

this project is located in Hollywood, maybe one block, two blocks south at most from the 

US 101 freeway. It is in proximity to a lot oflive music and entertainment venues so 

there is a lot of ambient noise already within the project area. The EIR did analyze this 

and determined that the significant impacts are with respect to construction noise. Again 

the outdoor restaurants serving alcohol and things of that nature would be going through 

the plan approval process and so additional mitigations or conditions can be imposed for 

each individual use as it comes before the zoning administrator as it deems appropriate. 

16 Moderator: And how were noise kind of issues relative to these types of uses generally dealt 

17 with at the ZA level? 

18 Lucy Ibarra: At the ZA level, they consider security, lighting, they consider you know floor 

19 

20 

21 

plan, the location of the bar, with respect to the patio and the entrances and things of that 

nature. And it's all based on, they have to provide a floor plan when they submit their 

application and it gets vetted through the plan approval process which requires a hearing. 

22 Moderator: And what about uses in the plaza. There was something that suggested there were 

23 going to be performances in the plaza? 
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Lucy Ibarra: Right, so if you recall the plaza between the west and the east site are within the 

project so they're bordered on both sides by physical improvements either existing or 

proposed and so those would be, the sound would be for the most part maintained within 

that plaza area. 

5 Moderator: Ok, are there any questions relative to this. Can you say a little bit about how 

6 construction noise is going to be mitigated and tempered? 

7 Lucy Ibarra: There are standard construction related mitigation measures that are included in 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

the EIR and these are also ones that are vetted by Building and Safety and the grading 

division and the zoning division. And there's a mitigation monitoring plan that requires 

that these mitigation measures be implemented and be regularly monitored by our 

building and safety department on an ongoing basis during construction. And these are 

the EIR acknowledges that there's going to be significant potential impacts with respect 

to construction noise as a result of this project and acknowledges that irrespective of the 

amount of mitigation that you impose, these impacts are going to be present but the 

mitigation measures that are in there are the most possible feasible mitigation measures 

that are available to address these kinds of impacts. But your statement of overriding 

considerations recommended by the EIR will speak to the benefits that outweigh these 

impacts. 

19 Moderator: Ok are there any other questions relative to that? 

20 Lucy Ibarra: And while we're on the mitigation measures and the impacts to services, I just 

21 

22 

23 

24 

wanted to state that the EIR when it circulated is sent to all of our agencies, DWP, Fire, 

Police, building and safety grading and zoning, its also sent to during the EIR process and 

as well during the track map review process. So we get conditions from them in addition 

to recommended mitigation measures. So after implementation of the mitigation 
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measures with the conditions that were imposed in the tracks as well as in the T's that are 

associated with CPCK's it was determined that there would be less then significant 

impacts with respect to schools, libraries, police and fire, waste water and I believe and 

the water supply. So those were determined to be less than significant and I know there 

was a concern about that but the agencies did review the project based on the scope of the 

EIR and that's what was determined. 

7 Moderator: So were there some kind of determination for example that that, from the fire 

8 

9 

department that the addition of this was going to make their response times kind of 

impossible? That's something that they would have called out at that point? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: I can ask my staff if there's an actual response but it was determined less than 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

significant and it was included in the environmental and the fire department reviewed and 

that was based on their decision or their response to the draft EIR concluded. And in 

addition, I just want to state that there conditions with respect to the tract includes those 

provisions that the distance between the public right of way and the door in terms of 

access for emergency purposes, those are included in the conditions. 

16 Moderator: What were the, we're looking at a list of the fire stations? 

17 Newman : Jerry Newman. Yeah. Jerry Newman [U I A] in terms of the fire department's 

18 

19 

20 

21 

analysis, they identify the distribution of their fire stations which you're seeing here on 

the map and that's also contained in the environmental document. And that distribution 

shows that they have sufficient capacity within that area to not diminish their response 

times. 

22 Moderator: I just wanted to clarify that they had in fact reviewed this; that was the point at 

23 which they would have signaled some challenge, they didn't. [UI A] the EIR. 

24 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 
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Female Speaker 2: Correct. 

2 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440j]] 

3 
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Date: April 7, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

4 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

5 Male Speaker: Sergio Ibarra 

6 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

7 Male Speaker: Phil Aarons 

8 Male Speaker: Alfred Fraijo 

9 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

10 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

11 Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

12 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

13 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

14 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 

17 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440k]] 

18 Moderator: What were the, we're looking at a list of the fire stations? 

19 Newman: Jerry Newman. Yeah. Jerry Newman [U/A] in terms of the fire 

20 department's analysis, they identify the distribution of their fire stations which you're 

21 seeing here on the map and that's also contained in the environmental document. And 

22 that distribution shows that they have sufficient capacity within that area to not diminish 

23 their response times. 

24 Moderator: I just wanted to clarify that they had in fact reviewed this; that was the point at 

25 which they would have signaled some challenge, they didn't. [U/A] the EIR. 

26 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

27 Hobogomian: I think ... 

28 Moderator: Commissioner Hobogomian 
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Hobogomian: Commissioner Hobogomian, I think the response was that the question was does 

the access to the [UI A] the availability of the fire station of the access to the project that 

was the concern. 

4 Moderator: So relative to traffic and some of the other things that we were talking about, 

5 

6 

7 

about the traffic demand management then are addressing that nexus I think. I mean I 

think that's the hope that we have here, not that we're predetermining what the outcome 

we're going to have some discussion about all of this. 

8 Newman: As I, as we understand ... 

9 Moderator: Jerry 

10 Newman: Jerry Newman, I'm sorry. Jerry Newman. As we understand their analysis part 

11 

12 

13 

14 

of the reason why the distribution is important is because it shows multiple access points 

and multiple resources and then within the environmental impact report, it identifies 

specific numbers of trucks and resources within each area that in the event of an 

emergency, they can pull from a variety of different areas, to maintain response time. 

15 Moderator: Thank you. So I'm just checking in to see where we are relative to the list. 

16 Lucy Ibarra: 1fT could just speak to the earthquake related issue, the project was vetted by the 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Department of Building and Safety Grading Division, they did require additional analysis 

of the project and the applicant did perform that. The Building and Safety Department 

conditioned this grading I should say, the Building and Safety Grading Division of the 

Department conditioned this to require additional boring because the existing car rental 

business on the project site they couldn't bore on that particular parcel because there was 

a functioning business and they could not interrupt their services, so the building and 

safety for the most part agreed that there was no reason for a concern. The project itself 

is located outside of the fault study zone but they reserved their full approval of the 
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project on that analysis because they wanted to wait until the car rental services, there's 

an Enterprise rental service on that property, to just complete the boring, just to be 

comprehensive prior to their building permit issuance. 

4 Moderator: So they, there's a potential that they could be not satisfied by what's found 

5 through that process? 

6 Lucy Ibarra: The way that they conditioned it was that it's conditioned on these three things 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

and it's all related to boring on that particular parcel. And that's the only thing that 

prevents the project from moving forward but that of course would have to go to building 

and safety at their satisfaction. 

Moderator: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Moderator: 

Lucy Ibarra: 

Ok. So they have to their satisfaction as a part of our decision ... 

It's conditioned in the tracts and it's included in the T's. 

Ok. Where do you stand with your list, Lucy? Mine is a jumble. 

There's no order to it. 

Moderator: [Laughs]. That's what mine looks like as well. I know there were some issues 

relative to the 30 foot setback at the Hollywood Playhouse, the freeway, the freeway 

adjacency, the community space. 

17 Lucy Ibarra: Right, and our Sergio Ibarra had additional measures he wanted to include in the 

18 

19 

20 

development regulations to further inform the development of the site with respect to the 

triangulation to maintain views of Capitol Records and I'll have him come up here to 

speak to that. 

21 Moderator: So this is relative to some of the height and view concerns that were expressed. 

22 Sergio Ibarra: Sergio Ibarra, planning department. We have four recommended changes 

23 

24 

to the development regulations. The first one being that the development regulations 

shall be amended to require an observation area or viewing deck accessible to the public 
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for all buildings and they include a hotel component and that would be section 8A of the 

development regulations. The second would be that section 8.22 through 8.25 shall be 

amended to reference the correct figures as follows: figures 6.1.2al-2 through 6.12d-2 

shall become bigger as 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, and 8.1A. 

5 Moderator: Now I know what it sounds like when I call cases with all the letters and numbers. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Can we try that one more time and then can you tell me what that really is? 

Sergio Ibarra: These figures reference the open space diagrams that I presented that show 

the forty degree angle, and it's just an error that was done in development regulations that 

reference the wrong tables and we're correcting that error so that the development 

regulations show that they have to abide by the forty degree angle that they can't develop 

on to preserve views. And speaking to that section 8.2 grade level open space standard 

shall include the following language: that the open space for the project shall be 

developed according to figures 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, and 8.1A, whereby open space cannot 

be developed north of the forty degree demarcation line shown in each diagram in order 

to preserve key vantage points of Capitol Records. So as of now, these diagrams are in a 

development regulations but there is not written language that says they shall develop 

according to these diagrams. So we just want to clarify. 

18 Moderator: So this gives us assurance that what we were looking at relative to the angles to 

19 the Capitol Records building ... 

20 Sergio Ibarra: Right 

21 Moderator: ... are in fact preserved and preserved and attached to the correct exhibit. 

22 Sergio Ibarra: Exactly. That's exactly right. 

23 Moderator: Thank you. 
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Sergio Ibarra: And the final one would be that section 10.4.1 of the development 

regulations shall be amended to read as follows: bicycle parking shall be provided per 

ordinance number 182386, which is the recent bicycle ordinance that was passed. 

4 Moderator: Yes. Commissioner Pearlman. 

5 Perlman: Sergio, Sergio, excuse me. I'm not sure if this is directed to you or Lucy, two 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

things, one was I had a question before that you perhaps could address, the gentleman, 

the engineer, addressed it regarding the restrictions on the sign as far as the lighting 

brightness of it. The sign that's in the public space found below but there was no 

comment on what sort of restriction there is as far as content, whether it can be 

advertising for anything off-site. 

11 Moderator: So I think maybe one way to deal with this is a broader conversation about sign 

12 regulations and what is or isn't included. 

13 Sergio Ibarra: I was going to go to that [U/A]. 

14 Moderator: I think this would probably be included in that. 

15 Aarons: Phil Aarons. Could I maybe address the issue? 

16 Perlman: Sure. 

17 Aarons: I believe the conversation is about one of the public areas where we suggested 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

there would be a video screen. The video screen is not meant to be a commercial sign; it 

won't be used as a commercial sign in any way. It's meant to be part of the future arts 

programming for the public plazas. It will be lit and no differently than the screen, for as 

you can see, this was the occasion for showing the Hollywood movie, Chinatown, but 

from our perspective there will be no excessive light, no commercial use, and no sound. 

The sound will flow completely through Wi-Fi and available only to people through their 
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2 

smartphones and headsets. It's part of this sort of social networking that we're trying to 

bring to this plaza. 

3 Perlman: Great. So you're comfortable with the restriction that there would be no 

4 commercial use for the video screen. 

5 Aarons: I am. 

6 Khorasanee: Commissioners, Adrienne Khorasanee, City Attorney's office, as you know we 

7 

8 

9 

have a long history of time, place, manner restriction that can be upheld and I think that 

for us to condition content here would be inappropriate but I do want to just turn to staff 

and ensure this is part of the 1 % art or the arts development? 

10 Aarons: No. It's simply part of the voluntary programming of the public open spaces for 

11 use for arts programming. 

12 Khorasanee: Ok 

13 Aarons: But it's not a requirement. 

14 Khorasanee: Ok. This is separate from what would go to cultural affairs? 

15 Aarons: Absolutely. 

16 Khorasanee: Ok. Because cultural affairs would have their own ... 

17 Aarons: Yes. 

18 Khorasanee: ... limitations that they'll impose on those projects but here again, time, place, 

19 manner is appropriate; content would not be I think that if you're ... 

20 Perlman: I'm thinking back to another project that was recently before us where we were 

21 able to put a limitation on advertising for any sort of off-site usage. 

22 Khorasanee: Which project was that? 

23 Moderator: Universal 

24 Khorasanee: Off-site, were they in a sign district? 
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Moderator: I mean, the thing is, it could have been commercial, I mean I think we have to be 

2 weary how far down that path we go because it could then be on-site. 

3 Khorasanee: Because we don't have a sign district here. We have a different animal here. 

4 Perlman: Ok, well then let me let me go to the next thing although it does appear 

5 

6 

7 

that in the development regs there is supposed to be a supplemental use district. No, this 

is subject to the Hollywood sign and supplemental use district. There's a reference in 

here to a high rise sign twenty-four feet from the top of the building. 

8 Aarons: Yes. Those were user identification signs, if we were fortunate to find a 

9 

10 

commercial tenant for the potential office use. Then, that would be an identification of 

that use for purposes of building identification and recognition. 

11 Moderator: So, I think it would be helpful Lucy if you can kind of help us relative to how this 

12 

13 

marches with our other policy discussions about signs and particularly the sign district in 

Hollywood. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: The project isn't asking for any exceptions from the Hollywood supplemental 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

signage use district so it would be regulated by that process. There are limitations that 

have already been vetted before you with respect to signage. I'm not asking for any 

exceptions, in the event that they do, they would have to come before the commission, to 

kind of substantiate those requests. But they haven't been included in the EIR because as 

to now they're complying with that requirement. 

20 Moderator: And relative to those adopted regulations on signs, what are the possibilities of 

21 

22 

this internal plaza screen? I understand the intent of the developer; we have to think 

about the possibilities. 

23 Aarons: I would accept a restriction as I said to the use we've identified. It's not a Trojan 

24 horse screen; it's a screen for the display of Chinatown and LA Story and other movies. 
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We're closing our parking lots later this month to do a bike-in movie which we're excited 

about. That's the goal of what we're trying to do to build a sense of community among 

the residents and local people from Hollywood since it's so close to transit. So that 

would be the goal and ifthere's a restriction imposed, we're happy to respect that 

restriction. 

6 Moderator: Yeah. I think we're being told we can't to do a restriction. 

7 Aarons: Ok 

8 Moderator: So I wanted to get you to say it just as many times as possible. 

9 Aarons: I guess I have said it many times and I'll say it again, thank you. 

10 Moderator: Ok. 

11 Sergio Ibarra: Sergio Ibarra, planning department. We had one more recommendation 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

for changes to the development regulations. And currently a viewing podium is required 

at 550 feet or greater but we feel that if there is a hotel built that would be a more 

compatible use and it would be compatible with the entertainment, with other hotels in 

the city that have viewing podiums. So we want to change language to in the event that a 

hotel is built a viewing deck shall be built on it to satisfy the 550 foot or greater 

requirement of having a viewing podium. 

18 Moderator: So that's adding to what you just presented to us. 

19 Sergio Ibarra: Previously said. So, in the place of having a viewing podium of 550 foot 

20 

21 

or greater, you can have it in the hotel. And you wouldn't build two; you would just 

build one at the hotel. 

22 Moderator: Still subject to the same sort of whatever design requirements are associated. 

23 Sergio Ibarra: Exactly 
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Moderator: Ok. The thirty foot setback with the Hollywood Playhouse I have left and I think 

2 

3 

4 

that we do want to make sure that we have time to deliberate all of this and particularly I 

think there was a lot of concerns about traffic, volume, height, and we want to be able to 

talk about all those. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. So, my understanding is that in the developers ongoing efforts to work 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 Fraijo: 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

with the community and the adjoining property owners they've been willing to make 

additional concessions to development regulations with respect to the Playhouse and I 

think maybe one other with respect to the two frontages, maybe one side you're at 

setback and then the frontage along was it Vine and they're going to speak to that and 

that will be also included in the amendments that we are proposing to the development 

regulations. 

Alfred Fraijo. Thank you. It really relates to the ongoing discussions we've had 

with Hollywood, LA Conservancy rather, on the issues related to the cultural resources in 

Hollywood. Adrian Fine who spoke before you indicated that we have been in ongoing 

discussions about this opportunity to really set a ground floor setback from Avalon which 

is adjacent to the Westside and that southern boundary and so what we're doing is 

agreeing to that setback so that it conforms with the setback regime that really we have in 

relationship to Capital Records, another cultural resource within our project and certainly 

in relation to the overall spatial separation from the podiums. And so we're willing to 

commit that as a regulation within the design guidelines and standards, and what we've 

done is prepared a series of graphics consistent with that commitment that I'd like to 

submit to the Department and commission for the record. 

23 Moderator: Thank you. Was there anything else that we, yes, please, Commissioner Perlman. 

24 
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Perlman: Yes. Sorry. I had a question regarding infrastructure impact on water 

2 treatment. 

3 [U/A] 

4 Perlman: I apologize. 

S Lucy Ibarra: The EIR did analyze impacts of water, waste water, water treatment and they 

6 determined that it was less than significant. 

7 Moderator: No. We didn't, the shared parking, explaining the shared and reduced, why and 

8 how from the 2.5 to 1.5. 

9 Lucy Ibarra: Right. So the residential parking as per policy in practice for city planning 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

commission was for projects that are located near transit and that are part of mixed use 

developments, particularly those that include office are permitted exceptions that are 

expressly written in the code to kind of accommodate locations near transit or that that 

the jobs housing balance is kind of reflective of that. So our recommendation is to 

support it based on the numerous exceptions that are provided in the code for projects in 

this nature that are of mixed use and that further encourage the active use of transit 

opportunities in the vicinity. 

17 Moderator: So the idea being if! can find a parking space easily what's my incentive to get 

18 on a train. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And the other thing too is that a lot of uses that are on site like the retail, 

20 

21 

22 

the restaurant, the fitness club, there's a general, an acceptable expectation that residents 

that live there are more likely to use the fitness club on site then they are to get in their 

car and travel off site to do so, to do the same thing. 
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Moderator: So suppose there is a fitness site underneath me, I'm not going to go to a different 

gym, I'm going to go to that gym and the assumption is the parking that would be 

associated with the gym will be decreased because of that. 

4 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And also, the demand for certain uses shift during the day. So for example, 

5 

6 

7 

8 

the fitness club use is more likely to be used either early in the morning or in the post

work hours. So there's no need to park at code for the fitness club when it won't be used 

for a big chunk of the day. And you know the other uses as well, the restaurant and the 

retail and things of that nature. 

9 Moderator: How do you respond to what I saw in some of the letters about folks are going to 

10 

11 

be coming home to this residence at the same time that folks are going to be coming to 

the gym here and so in fact the parking will be utilized at the same time. 

12 Lucy Ibarra: Well, you have residents that either live on the site or forgo parking all together 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

because they live at the site. Alternatively, you probably have residents who live within a 

six block radius that would use these amenities without having to go into their car just 

because the transit at this juncture is so convenient. So that is our response and frankly it 

furthers your practice of encouraging the over parking of projects that are located in 

regional centers that are so closed and so heavily serviced by public transit amenities. 

18 Moderator: Ok so reinforcing this notion of local serving uses and proximity. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. 

20 Moderator: Commissioner Romero? 

21 Romero: I have a question regarding people who work on the site. Where are they going to 

22 be parking? 

23 Lucy Ibarra: So the parking does accommodate, it does reflect all of the uses that are on the 

24 site. The shared parking so every use is an exclusive use of the parking. All the parking 
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will be shared based on the demand of that particular use. So, people who work there 

presumably might have taken the train or people who live there, there's those exceptions 

that are permitted and are reflected in the code and its informed by the arrangement. 

4 Romero: So is there going to be any off-site parking that is going to be designated for some 

5 of the people that work there? 

6 Lucy Ibarra: There is no off-site parking proposed. 

7 Romero: So you're going to be determining based on the uses how much parking space is 

8 

9 

needed during the mornings, middle of the day, and evening and you think it is going to 

be covered? 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Well we won't be monitoring that. We won't be going in there to say, oh you 

11 didn't take the train. 

12 Romero: No, but the uses are going to dictate. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: Right, right. 

14 Moderator: Are there other questions relative to the parking, Mr. Newman? 

15 Newman: Jerry Newman. I just wanted to add some additional clarity to that issue and the 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

question that you asked about the percentage of parking because there was a question that 

was raised. We are parking the project to code for the uses with the exception of the 

health club. The reason we are seeking the variance on the health club is because city 

policy and your policy has been to allow a reduction in parking in health clubs when they 

are associated with office because of exactly what was being asked, that people in office 

are going to maybe go to use the health club at the same time that people in residence are 

coming home and it keeps that offset from happening in terms of traffic demand. 

Unfortunately, it only talks about the policy is redirected when the health club and offices 

are located on the same site and currently there is a possibility that the health club will be 
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located on one side of the street and the office on the other. And if that happens we're 

seeking that variance, but the reality is there is one set of parking space, we have parking 

on either side but we analyze the parking on the full project. Then the question came up 

relative to the percentage, the actual number of parking spaces we've analyzed on a 

residential basis and whether or not we've met the city policy for condo at 2.5 spaces per 

unit on a condo basis. The city code actually provides for parking to be in condos to be at 

2.25 and then the city has adopted an additional policy which adds another quarter space. 

What we have done is we have provided parking at the code required parking at 2.25 for 

all of the condominiums the project. What we've done though in order to address some 

of the traffic demand issues is we, as you have indicated, segregated the parking from the 

units so that they're acquired separately and in order to accomplish that, in doing the 

count and in the analysis, we analyzed 1.75 parking per condominium unit as a reserve 

space and an additional half space as a guest space as part of the general population, 

because those are the ones that could be done separately, that could be acquired 

separately. But the total number of spaces that are there are the 2.25 per condominium 

unit. The interesting thing is we've also analyzed as if the project was all condominiums 

so that if we did a mix of apartment and condominiums we have in effect over analyzed 

the parking or over supplied the parking. 

19 Moderator: Other questions regarding the parking? So I think that exhausts the lists. Yes? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Oh I'm sorry, what was that? Oh, so I think it's up to us now to deliberate and I think that 

we owe it to the public and for our own satisfaction to have some discussion about the 

issue that came up the most which was relative to the height of the project, and staffs 

perspective on that I think was one about what we were allowing to occur as we got 
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thinner and taller and so I'd like to hear what commissioners have to say about that I 

think. Are there concerns relative to the height? Rephrase the question. 

3 Perlman: Ok I'll go first. This is Commissioner Pearlman. I have to say first of all I greatly 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

appreciated the public, especially those that are remaining at this late hour. The public's 

participation in this and input and their passion for the issues on both sides and these are 

not easy issues, and when we look at development and change it's not always easy to 

accept things that look different from how they are now. This is a dramatic change to 

what the current situation is. I am very familiar with the area having lived in L.A. my 

entire life. A couple things resonated with me, one was the parking lots around there that 

are not in good shape, the buildings around there that are not in good shape, the fact that 

most of development in Hollywood is gone i the western end and not on the eastern end 

because developers for some reason are not developing on the eastern end. And the 

difference between having I think someone said having short, fat towers versus tall, 

slender towers. It seems some of the developments in the past few years that had taken 

the approach of being shorter have not as been as successful in many respect. My own 

personal view is because they do not provide vistas that are very pleasing to look out over 

rooftops and parking lots or at neighboring buildings as opposed to actually having a 

view of something that's attractive. I do like the idea that these are as slender as they are; 

7,000 square foot plan at the top floors is very small. I have to say the height is troubling 

but I think that's part of the future. I think that's where the city is going and while I 

appreciated that some of the residents think that TOD is not successful or has not been 

successful, I think that's what we need to do. That's the only way we're going to 

improve traffic and reduce the vehicles on our roads and to put a large development like 
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this right at the heart of transit and the transit hubs that we have there I think is very 

important. 

3 Moderator: Other commissioners? I didn't mean to kind of narrow you to the issue of height 

4 if there are other things that you want to discuss relative to this, there were concerns 

5 about density and all the other things that we have talked about relative to community 

6 benefits as well. 

7 Commissioner Hogogomian? 

8 Hobogomian: Yeah, this is Commissioner Hobogomian. I'm going look at it also from the 

9 perspective of the local also. It's not just a community because it community and 

10 developers they go hand in hand and you know they have both to be successful in order 

11 for a project to make any sense. And like Commission Pearlman said if you want to do a 

12 project and a project of this magnitude and you want to invest so much money in the 

13 neighborhood, you need the developer to be successful. And probably one way I'm 

14 looking at it and I realize that's what they did the way they keep on explaining their 

15 situation is to have a project that provides much more than what the standard project 

16 provides and that is a view. You know when you look at these sites, entertainment and 

17 everything else, restaurants and entertainment, you know for the hotels and for the 

18 restaurants, for the condominiums or for the office buildings, to be successful they are 

19 doing something else that does not exist in a neighborhood, that is providing a view. 

20 Like we were discussing somebody was trying to buy a house and it took them seven 

21 days to go through escrow, they walked in and they saw the view and they said we're 

22 ready to buy it and they put the money in and they bought it in seven days. So, I do 

23 believe that this particular developer is trying to put the emphasis on the view, and try to 

24 when you walk into their condominiums and when you walk into their hotel office 
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buildings, the minute you see that view you are in love with that premises and you stay 

there. So, I do believe that's what one of their major point of their success of their 

project is relying on, I really don't see any problem with it, I really don't see a big thing 

in it especially in a neighborhood that needs this development so bad. These people they 

can go on. That's my view. 

6 Moderator: Commissioner Lessin? 

7 Lessin: Yeah. I want to get back under the weeds here just another minute juts because 

8 

9 

I'm not sure that I have a good handle on the screen; can we talk about where it is and 

how its conditioned now? 

10 Aarons: Where it is in terms of physical location? 

11 Lessin: Yes 

12 Aarons: So as you can see from the photograph it's in the plaza that will be created that 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 Lessin: 

was just described as a new setback from the side of the Avalon and we made that gesture 

to do the, that was fine back there guys there, the idea was that this Avalon, the historic 

Hollywood Playhouse is a historic structure and the L.A. Conservancy stepped forward 

and said we really want the building to read as a full building to the extent we can, and 

even though we had initially expected to build right up against the side we respected the 

Avalon, so we took that newly created plaza and we simply put an arch related screen on 

the non-Avalon side of it for use occasionally during situations where we might want to 

show a movie. 

22 Aarons: 

Thank you for the diagram; that helps a tremendous amount. 

Great. 

23 Lessin: My issue was is it viewable from off site? 
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Aarons: No. It may be modestly viewable from the sidewalk as you walk by the Avalon 

2 but it won't be visible otherwise. It's on the wrong side of the down side and it's not, it's 

3 sufficiently in. 

4 Lessin: So I guess now to City Attorney, how do we differentiate from what they're 

5 offering to a billboard? 

6 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440k]] 

7 
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Date: April 6, 2013 

2 Moderator: Female Voice 

3 Male Speaker: Commissioner Lessin 

4 Male Speaker: Phil Aarons 

5 Male Speaker: Michael LeGrand 

6 Male Speaker: Commissioner Perlman 

7 Male Speaker: James 

8 Male Speaker: Commissioner Hobogomian [ph] 

9 Male Speaker: Jerry Newman 

10 Female Speaker: Adrienne Khorasanee 

11 Female Speaker: Lucy Ibarra 

12 Female Speaker: Commissioner Romero 

13 [O/V]: Overlapping Voices 

14 [U/ A]: Unintelligible Audio 

15 [ph]: Phonetic 

16 
17 [START RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440l]] 

18 Lessin: ... viewable from off-site. 

19 Aarons: No. It may be modestly viewable from the sidewalk as you walk by the Avalon 

20 but it won't be visible otherwise. It's on the wrong side of the down side and it's not, it's 

21 sufficiently in. 

22 Lessin: So I guess now to City Attorney, how do we differentiate from what they're 

23 offering to a billboard? 

24 Khorasanee: Well again, even how to differentiate from, well I would say this, I understand 

25 that you're worried about what conditions you can place on it, and again I would take it 

26 back to time, place, and manner, we don't have the sign situation here that we've had in 

27 other cases where you've been looking at a sign district and that kind of thing. Because 

28 this is within that other Hollywood sign district. But here, you don't have to like the 

29 screen, if you said no screen, that would be certainly part of the conversation, but in 

30 terms of the content, you're limited. 

167 

RL0033128 



EM30873 

Aarons: And that's certainly, this was a gesture, meant to activate a public open space. If 

2 it creates more issues than it needs to, I could take it away. 

3 Lessin: 

4 Aarons: 

Actually, I like the idea. 

Ok. 

5 Lessin: This is Hollywood. I think it's a really good plan. I am worried about the 

6 potential for what it could be. 

7 LeGrand: Mike LeGrand, for the record. They would have to come in to secure a permit 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Lessin: 

and if the permit would state that it is not a sign basically it would allow for what it is, 

which is a video projection monitor for the purpose of showing movies, so if the issuance 

of the building permit right now it's of prohibited use to have an off-site digital sign, so if 

they came in for that and the inspector came out, we wouldn't allow it to become a sign 

and at the end of that Coca-Cola shows up one day and it's a stagnant Coca-Cola sign, we 

could send enforcement personnel out there to cite them and there's penalties and what 

have you, so they would not even be able to obtain the proper permits, to do that so it 

would be an illegal use if they tried to do that, which I know their intention is not to do 

that, but there are safeguards in that process. 

I understand. Yes, because I don't want to recommend that we take it 

away from them because I think it's a good, planned thing. It makes sense where it is. I 

just don't want it to be abused. So, thank you. 

20 Aarons: Thank you, Michael. 

21 Moderator: Commissioner Romero? Do you have comments or not? We're, I think we're 

22 wrappmg. 

23 Lessin: Did we hit the community space? 

24 Moderator: We did not actually. 
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Lessin: That's on my list. 

2 Moderator: Yes. The community space was offered and we're not clear if there is a nexus for 

3 that relative to our discussions. Thank you for that. 

4 Lessin: Got a list. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: With respect to land use, it would be difficult for us to create a nexus with the 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

community space. I understand that it's important to the community, but I think that the 

way that it was previously provided for in the conditions was to include it as part of the 

hotel development and that it would be available to communities wanting to use that 

space. I think that they can still continue to do that they can maybe manage that. 

There's just nothing in our Hollywood community plan, zone that would substantiate 

requiring 1200 square feet of community space to be rented at a fee with a calendar that 

we can't, we have no mechanism to enforce. 

13 Moderator: Ok. 

14 Lessin: It is what it is. 

15 Moderator: Commissioner Romero, did you want to? 

16 Romero: I had one question, clarification, in terms of the transportation infrastructure, is 

17 

18 

what we agreed on, that we would have a meeting, that they would help resolve all the 

outstanding issues in terms of going over some of those mitigations. I mean I'm [UI A]. 

19 Moderator: I think I had a I had a list of traffic demand management efforts. One of which 

20 

21 

22 

was to continue to work with Caltrans around that particular intersection and we were 

going to encourage those conversations to continue. Is that the conversation that you're 

speaking of? 

23 Romero: Yeah, and I guess that's good. So, and the second one, in terms of the MT A 

24 portal, what was the conclusion on that because ... ? 
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Moderator: That was ... 

2 Lucy Ibarra: Right. So the transit demand management plan, as other transit management 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

plans that are guided by DOT include a variety of options that the applicant can use to 

kind of implement these mitigations associated with their traffic impact. So what 

happens is that they go and they're monitored by DOT with respect to how successful 

those mitigations are, and if one or two are determined not to be working, there's a menu 

of additional items that they can draw from to kind of address those concerns and that's 

an ongoing monitoring program. With respect to the transportation benefits that you 

discussed earlier, we recommend that you condition those so that to ensure that they're 

implemented at the very least with the initial development of this project that each one of 

these be conditioned to be provided prior to the issuance of the final certificate of 

occupancy for the project as a whole, so does it matter what site is developed first. And 

that the bicycle amenities plan, that the project be conditioned to meet the bicycle 

ordinance as it is now, with the provision of200 square feet of bicycle repair space and 

that's to be included in the um prior to the C of 0 of the project. The final C of 0 for the 

project and then additional language with respect to your Vine Street Metro connection 

and the other study that you proposed for the Vine Street medians, for that study to 

analyze any potential environmental impacts. 

19 Romero: So, and I lost the, I don't remember the conversation in terms of the MTA portal 

20 that we said ... 

21 Lucy Ibarra: This study would be provided prior to the issuance of a, let me see ... 

22 Romero: My question, why can't they provide funding, don't you guys have a current 

23 easement, isn't there a current easement mechanism? 
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Lucy Ibarra: There are knockout panels, but this project and the environmental analysis for this 

project did not account for any construction related impacts to the Walk of Fame, 

construction related impacts ... 

4 Romero: I'm sorry, we already said that, but I didn't catch it. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: No it's ok. So, the project before you didn't account for any CEQA-related 

6 

7 

impacts it might have easily [U/ A]. The study that you're offering now is a condition 

would address any potential CEQA-related impacts associated with that. 

8 Romero: Ok. 

9 Moderator: So, I wanted to take my bite at the apple relative to the issues that I think were 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

most contentious and I definitely appreciate the input of the appellants and I read all of 

those letters and attempted as best I could to incorporate in my questions attention to the 

issues that were lifted up and for myself, in weighing how I was feeling about this and 

really throughout the process of the conversation here today, was most concerned about 

the issues that you lifted up, that is, is this an appropriate place for density, is this the 

appropriate density, and the conversation about traffic demand management was in that 

direction for me. That's why I wanted to ensure that we were pressing around those 

issues, because if were saying this is about putting density next to transit, we have to 

ensure that that transit is going to be used, that's it's going to be accessible, that's it's 

going to be providing what we claim it is. Relative to the height, I think that I have been 

convinced and it took convincing, relative to what happened as you go up in height. 

That, in fact, the things that many community members expressed as benefits that they 

wanted to preserve were actually best preserved by the taller towers I think I saw 

somebody's language in the letter of the two tall chopsticks so, I'm not eating with them, 

but the two tall chopsticks. And I also understand the concern that the community 
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presented, that are we being presented with a narrowed set of options and we're being 

told that we have to decide between these two options, and are there options that aren't 

on the table at all. And to me the options that were not on the table at all, I'm also 

convinced are probably not options that are going to come here if we were to say no to 

this either. And that this is the type of development that we are pushing forward with, I 

think that Hollywood as a regional center is the place where this kind of density and 

development does in fact belong and I understand that we have to be sensitive to the fact 

that there are existing communities as we go along that path. And I have come to a point 

where I am convinced that sensitivity has been addressed. I think that there is still some 

ways to go relative to things that are not under our purview. I wish that there were all 

sorts ofnexi, nexuses, don't tell my students that I don't know the plural, but if there are 

multiple places of nexus to be made that we can't make, I'm hoping that there are other 

venues where that can be brought to the table and I urge the community to keep pressing 

on that. There are certain things that were within our kind of purview and I hope that we 

have pushed as far as we can within our purview. I think there is further to push and I 

encourage that pushing to happen in sites and locations before bodies that have the ability 

to do it where we don't. Yes, please. I'm not going to so yes, no. Commissioner 

Perlman. 

19 Perlman: There's one more thing I wanted to say and that is because some of the appellants, 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

both in their written submissions and their oral statements as well as I believe one of the 

members the public representing, one of the attorneys representing one of the 

communities brought up that they felt that there was so much uncertainty with the 

project, it was such an ill-defined project. That we did not have sufficient information 

with which to reach a decision and I have to say that in my experience based on the 
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record, I think we have more than sufficient information. I think the developmental 

regulation guidelines which were handed to the staff submission and report were very 

thorough and comprehensive, , the traffic mitigation efforts and the other mitigation 

points that were in the reports were very thorough, so I just want to make clear for the 

record, that from where I sit, on this commission, we have had a very adequate complete 

record from which to make a decision, and so I'm prepared to try to come up with a 

motion. So that some one else ... 

8 Moderator: Yes. City Attorney 

9 Khorasanee: So, I think James, when you make your motion, James needs to call each item, 

10 

11 

because you're going to vote separately since you have appeals and then you have the 

entitlements. 

12 Moderator: We have two votes, the first is on item number 5, which is the appeal, whether we 

13 

14 

15 

want to grant or deny the appeal, and item number 6 is the recommendation relative to 

the proposed project and to remind folks that there are five of us, so this is bare quorum, 

so we need to consider that as we're moving forward. 

16 Perlman: So, then I, Commissioner Pearlman, my motion would be that with respect to item 

17 

18 

19 

five and I don't have my agenda to specify exactly what that is, but yes, item 5 which are 

the six appeals, although I believe that one was withdrawn by AMDA College. But the 

six appeals that were submitted in writing, my motion is that we deny the appeals. 

20 Moderator: So that's to support staff's recommendation to deny the appeal s. 

21 Perlman: That is correct. 

22 Moderator: Oh, we have some clarification. 

23 Lucy Ibarra: No, that that's fine. Ijust wanted to, for the second appeal, for the second case, 

24 CPC 2008 3440, just to reiterate, there's changes to the development regulations and 
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2 

3 

4 

some typographical errors that we're making, corrections that we're making to some of 

the conditions. So I just want to make sure that that goes on the record. 

Moderator: Yeah, I think we have a whole list of things that we'll want to go through. 

There's a motion ... 

5 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin will second. 

6 Moderator: And a second, James, can you poll the commission on item 5 please. 

7 James: Certainly. Commissioner Perlman? 

8 Perlman: Yes. 

9 James: Commissioner Lessin? 

10 Lessin: Yes. 

11 James: Commissioner Hobogomian? 

12 Hobogomian: Yes. 

13 James: Commissioner Romero? 

14 Romero: Yes. 

15 James: Commissioner Freer? 

16 Moderator: Yes. 

17 James: Motion carries. 

18 Moderator: Now, moving to item six. 

19 Lessin: Ok. I am willing to make an attempt with Lucy's help on item 6, so if we can sort 

20 

21 

out what is part of staff s recommendations of these items, so that it's clear. Is that the 

easiest way to do this? 

22 Moderator: I actually have what I think is a list, let me give a try and see where we stand. 

23 

24 

There were several items relative to traffic and traffic demand management. And I'll go 

through what that list is, we also had discussions about the design regulations and there 
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were several technical corrections, as well as one I don't know if it qualifies as a 

technical correction relative to the observation decks. So there were three, two that I 

think were technical corrections, that one and then there was that one relative to bike 

parking, as well. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. And then, also, the applicant provided an exhibit with respect to the 

6 setbacks to accommodate the Playhouse, the Hollywood Playhouse ... 

7 Moderator: Yes, and we wanted that to go in to the design guidelines as well. 

8 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And the applicant submitted a letter dated today asking for typographical 

9 corrections to the conditions associated with the alcohol use permit. 

10 Moderator: And those were all minor technical corrections 

11 Lucy Ibarra: Correct. It doesn't change the plan approval process that we're requiring for the 

12 project. 

13 Moderator: Just wanted to make sure that was on the record. And so for the traffic and traffic 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

demand management issues, there was the encouragement that we were provided to 

continue to work with Caltrans around the Argyle and Franklin intersection, and the 

freeway onramp intersection in particular. The provision of the shuttle and the frequency 

and amount that was mentioned, the bike amenities, and sharing and provision of the bike 

kiosks. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Bicycle repair space. 

20 Moderator: Bicycle repair, yes. The attention to linkages and the directional route signs, 

21 

22 

23 

within a four block radius, the DASH signage linkages and those to the metro as well. 

The parking tracking, the express park program, and the $50,000.00 that was going to be 

submitted for that, the portal study, that we were going to encourage the study, we 
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understood the limitations about what we were going to be doing with that, but to see 

what the environmental impacts were relative to that. Is that correct? 

3 Lucy Ibarra: Mhm. 

4 Moderator: Is that how the stated? To provide for sale, the metro passes, and we wanted to 

5 

6 

ensure that residents and employees were included in that, that it was in fact a fifteen year 

program and that there were I guess we didn't actually resolve this. 

7 Lucy Ibarra: I would leave it as a condition and not include a time limit on it. 

8 Moderator: Ok. I want to make sure it's not a one time, as it read currently, I think it could be 

9 interpreted as you buy 100 passes and you [U/A]. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Ok. So the language I have here is one paragraph, but it speaks to two things. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

One is a provision of a machine that would allow for the sale of metro passes to on-site 

residents and tenants and employees of the project. Separately, though, there's the 

provision of 100 metro passes and we can parcel these out as separate conditions so that 

one is to provide a kiosk on site that will stay there. 

15 Moderator: Yes. 

16 Lucy Ibarra: And the other one is a provision of 100 metro passes for residents with priority 

17 given to residents that forgo parking at the site. 

18 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin, so it's 100 metro passes per month. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Per month. Per month. Correct. 

20 Lessin: I understand. 

21 Moderator: And so, are you suggesting that we leave that into perpetuity? 

22 Lucy Ibarra: Just leave it in there. 

23 Moderator: Ok. And that I think that we, residents, is that strictly residents, or is that 

24 residents and employees that would have? 
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Lucy Ibarra: It's stated here as residents and tenants of the project. 

2 Moderator: Ok. And that also then includes the incentive for those who live in not to use, 

3 right. The 10% discount for using the metro? 

4 Lucy Ibarra: The park and ride spaces. Well, we skipped the parking leases for metro 

5 

6 

commuters. There's the provision of the minimum often spaces for park and ride 

purposes 

7 Moderator: Yes. 

8 Lucy Ibarra: And there's the daily discount for metro commuters 

9 Moderator: Yes. 

10 Lucy Ibarra: And that's the 10%, and then the shared vehicle parking service, a minimum of 

11 ten parking spaces for that. 

12 Moderator: Right. And then we also were offering encouragement to the applicants who 

13 work with LADOT around the median on Vine. 

14 Lucy Ibarra: You mean the median study. 

15 Moderator: The median study. Sorry, on Vine. And I think that rounds out the list that I have. 

16 Is there something that we're missing relative to traffic demand? 

17 Lessin: I didn't check off Zipcars. 

18 Lucy Ibarra: That's part of the shared parking service that we just discussed. 

19 Lessin: Alright. Got it. 

20 Moderator: Ok. The technical corrections were to several figures to make sure that the forty 

21 degree [U/Al 

22 Lucy Ibarra: So to make sure that the figure illustrations correspond to the numbering of the 

23 

24 

open space requirements with respect to the forty degree triangular view. The other one 

was the observation deck, to ensure that the observation deck be provided within the 
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hotel or elsewhere, so a little more flexibility as to where the placement of the 

observation deck goes. 

3 Moderator: So requiring one and then offering the specificity about where it would be should 

4 the hotel come on board. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: Right. And then the setback that was provided, the figure change that was 

6 

7 

provided by the applicant to correspond to the agreement that was made with the 

adjacent, the Hollywood Playhouse. I think it was. 

8 Moderator: Yes 

9 Lucy Ibarra: To provide a greater side or side back against their building and then against Vine 

10 street. 

11 Moderator: Again, excuse me, there was some discussion about the bike plan, is that already 

12 within what we were talking, I have bike plan on my list and I don't know. 

13 Lucy Ibarra: So one of the transit benefits was to require that the project included in the 

14 

15 

development regulations be consistent with the bicycle ordinance. And then the 200 

square feet. 

16 Moderator: It was the ordinance. 

17 Lessin: Commissioner Lessin, the reason we're doing that is because this was submitted 

18 prior to the implementation of that ordinance. 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Yes. It was it was a vesting submitted prior to the implementation of the 

20 ordinance. 

21 Moderator: I think that is the list. Did you want to continue with your motion? 

22 Lessin: I will make the motion to approve staff to go ahead, you have something. 
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Lucy Ibarra: Correct. As well as the corrections to the letter with respect to the conditional use 

permit conditions a spelling out the types of establishments and then just some 

typographical error to correspond to the other conditions 

4 Moderator: Can you clarify what the type of .. 

5 Lucy Ibarra: So onsite sales, with food and service at five restaurants for onsite, one cafe on 

6 

7 

8 

the observations deck, should it be developed, on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 

beverages in connection with the nightclub and live entertainment and one retail 

establishment such as a grocery store or high end servicing. 

9 Moderator: And again those still have to come before [U/A] 

10 Lucy Ibarra: Those still have to go through the plan approval process, sorry. And then live 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

entertainment again with the club/lounge/restaurant again that has to go through the plan 

approval process with the ZA and then the plan, just there's a reference of conditions 

number 2A to 2N that should really be lA through IC. And then there's a duplicate 

condition referencing the STAR program so the employees that serve alcohol will have to 

go through this training with respect to serving and checkingID's and things like that. So 

there's a duplicate commission of that effect. 

17 Moderator: So those are all the technical changes. 

18 Lessin: And those are all included in your recommendation? 

19 Lucy Ibarra: Those are included in my recommendations and we gave a copy to James for the 

20 record. 

21 Khorasanee: So, Commissioners, just to clarify because I think it's important to make it clear, 

22 

23 

24 Lessin: 

your motion is going to include adoption of staff s report and recommendations including 

certification of the EIR and then everything else. 

That is my motion. 
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Khorasanee: Great. 

2 Lessin: This has been a long day. So we don't want to screw it up at this point. Thank 

3 you for the help. 

4 Moderator: We're looking for a second. 

5 Perlman: I would ask first for a brief amendment and then I would second if possible. With 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

respect to the traffic mitigation effort, ifI heard correctly, was to work with Caltrans on 

the Argyle and Franklin intersection. My notes show that there were two other 

unmitigated intersections, which were Cahuenga and Franklin and Vine and Hollywood 

and I would like to have the applicant to continue to work with LADOT to exert whatever 

efforts are possible to mitigate the traffic at those intersections as well. 

11 Moderator: Can we make sure that we have those intersections correct. I had different ones. 

12 Khorasanee: There's five. There's Hollywood ... 

13 Moderator: But the two went down. 

14 Khorasanee: Two unmitigated. And then the Argyle, yeah, I think you're right. It's Argyle 

15 and Franklin, Cahuenga and Hollywood, and Vine and Sunset. 

16 Perlman: Those, can you confirm that those were the two that were not mitigated. 

17 Lessin: Unmitigated were Hollywood and Vine, and Cahuenga and Franklin. 

18 Perlman: Yes, ok. So again, that they would commit to working with LADOT to mitigate 

19 those intersection. 

20 Khorasanee: Good catch. 

21 Lessin: I will happily accept that amendment. 

22 Perlman: I will second the motion. 

23 Newman: Jerry Newman; my only request would be to recognize that as part of the 

24 environmental findings that you're adopting, you're also adopting [U/A] ration relative to 
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those and this would not be to diminish that air, you would recognize you're doing that, 

but at the same time we will continue to work to find ways to mitigate. 

3 Perlman: That's the motion 

4 Moderator: So I think we have a motion from Commissioner Lessin, do we have a second? 

5 Perlman: I second 

6 Moderator: We have a second from Commissioner Perlman. James, would you like to poll 

7 the commission? 

8 James: Certainly. Commissioner Lessin? 

9 Lessin: Yes. 

10 James: Commissioner Perlman? 

11 Perlman: Yes. 

12 James: Commissioner Hobogomian? 

13 Hobogomian: Yes. 

14 James: Commissioner Romero? 

15 Romero: Yes. 

16 James: Commissioner Freer? 

17 Moderator: Yes. 

18 James: Motion carries. 

19 Moderator: Thank you all for your time and patience and I'd like to remind folks that this not 

20 the end of the road but rather one step along the way and this will be going to the 

21 planning and land use management committee of the city council and on to the full city 

22 council so there's still opportunity for input as it goes forward. Thank you so much for 

23 patience and input today. 

24 [END RECORDING [05VTT71837&CPC08-3440l]] 

]8] 
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Moderator: Thank you. 

2 Porras: Good afternoon. Marcel Porras, Senior Planning and Economic Development 

3 Deputy for council member, Garcetti. Council member Garcetti does not support the 

4 project that is currently envisioned because the proposed height is out of scale with the 

5 Hollywood landscape and does not have [applause] 

6 Moderator: Thank you. I appreciate your enthusiasm but I don't want to set a precedent for 

7 clapping or booing or any of that going forward so that we can stay on point. Thank you 

8 though. Please continue. 

9 Porras: ... and does not have a broad enough level of support throughout the community. 

10 The council member looks forward to working closely with council member, Tom 

11 LaBonge, community groups, and residents to assess other options at this site in 

12 collaboration with the developer that would continue the progress we have seen in 

13 Hollywood in recent years. Thank you. 

14 Moderator: Thank you so much. 

15 LaBonge: Good morning. Tom LaBonge. I want to thank Cowlcilman Garcettifor all the 

16 work that he~s done in Hollywood. I rea1ly think that's a very good statement that was 

17 made because we work together. We work together. There's no borders. 

18 Seven years ago, I was with Mayor Villaraigosa. We were walking through the 

19 construction at the Observatory and the mayor went, "Tommy, high rise all along 

20 Wilshire." And I said, "Mr. Mayor, Park Mile Specitlc Plan," meaning there's a balance. 

21 And yes, we want development, but there's certain zoning that needs to take place. 

22 Let's have a discussion on the right height. I'm a Griffith Park hiker every day 

23 and you look out there and it's taller than what I think it should be. What is the right 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Rich, 

EM32999 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 16, 2013 1:32 PM 
Richard Lichtenstein 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Re: 

AMPAS: Yes, 230 works. Although you should know that I spoke briefly with Bill D. and I told him that I 
would have an answer for him as to scheduling the Scoping Mtg/NOP before 330 today. Did you wanna discuss 
something else related to AMP AS? 

Millennium: I just got off the phone with Sharon Gin in the City Clerk's office, she is gonna send an e-mail to 
myself and City Attorney's office (at Marcel's request), verifying that the 10-day notice of Section 12.36 applies 
to both tract and cpc appeals and then we can move forward to June 4th PLUM Date. 

I cc'd Alfred on this e-mail as I promised an update about Sharon Gin/Millennium with him ... 

Best, 
Luci 

On Thu, May 16, 2013 at 1:23 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Can we chat at 230 re AMPAS? Have you been able to reconfirm with AF re Capitol noticing issue? @ 

Sent from my iPhone 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33437 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
Michael 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 

RL0033147 



EM33439 

Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to michael.logrande@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marcel, 

EM30889 

James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 1:09 PM 
Marcel Porras 
Millennium letter? 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28,2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213-978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM31791 

Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Wednesday, April 24, 2013 11:30 AM 
jacqueline Kerr; Gary Khanjian 

Cc: Rosemary De Monte; Dennis Chew; David Uebersax; Sorin Alexanian; christina 
khanjian; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; Ermanno Neiviller; Harvey Watts; Randy Myer; 

Randy Myer; Linda Demmers 
Subject: Re: May 8 meeting 

Good Morning, 

Thanks for the heads up. See below for two topics for agenda. I will send electronically 
specific language on # 1 today or tomorrow, as well as supplements 

1. The Proposed Millennium Project is an agenda item referred by the 
GGPNC Board back to PZHP Com. based on my update to the Board 
at its April Meeting under the PZHP Com report. This item should be for update and action. 
I will send the agenda language tomorrow. 

At the board meeting, I proposed two written sets of substantive recommendations and provided LA Times 
Editorial (which has usefulfacts and some useful perspectives, as well as update from lead Plan Dept on M Proj. 
re topics under negotiation between M Proj. rep(s). and Councilman Garcetti (who opposed 
the proposed 50 plus stories at the City Planning Commission, as did LaBonge). In addition, 
I had the minutes (dated April 11) from the CPC 3128113 meeting--three agenda items pertaining to the M. Proj; 

At the CPC 3128 meeting, Rosemary represented the GGPNC/PZHP recommendation on the M. Proj. 
and heard public comment at a very long meeting. Marian Dodge, Pres. of the Canyon and Hillside Resident 
Associations, presented that organizations opposition to M. Proj, with recommendations. 
Rosemary had another commitment the night of the Apr. GGPNC Meeting. 

I will send those documents electronically to the PZHP Committee and Board members 
today or tomorrow. Please review documents prior to the meeting. 

I will bring a copy of the Plan Dept's report of the Decision that came to the CPC. 

Presenters: Rosemary and Richard. Rosemary may have written and oral information to present. 
Time est.: 20 to 30 mins. 
This item most go on the agenda, so it can be ready for PLUM and/or the City Council in May. 

2. I also recommend for the PZHP agenda, based on the Board discussion and with Jacqueline, as well as 
the importance of the topic, the Digital/Conventional Billboards topic. specifically 
the Plan Dept/facilitators written presentation of the three Working Group meeting to PLUM and 
its referral back to the Plan Dept. The Plan Dept estimates it can come back to PLUM in late May. 

The item should be for Update and Possible Action. I plan to have some suggestions to add to the 
BoardlPZHP long time recommendations on signage in form ofletters and CIS. Jacueline may 
have material to present. We should have available at least one copy of the presentation to PLUM 
and the report of the Working Group. 
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Jacqueline and Brian attended all three meetings of the working 
group as GGPNC representative and alternate. I attended the second meeting and spoke in public comment. 

Among the issues, will be distractions and accidents associated with the signs, based on independent studies, 
available 
through Google, by topic Billboards and Traffic Impacts. Recommend members take a look. One or two 
copIes 
will be available at the meeting. 

Presenters: Jacqueline, Brian, Richard Estimated time: 20 to 30 Mins. 

Thanks for adding these two topics to the agenda. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

Frodm: jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com> 
To: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Rosemary De Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew 
<Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; 
christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; Ermanno 
Neivilier <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; Harvey Watts <hfwjr@sch-wat.com>; Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal. net>; 
Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo. com>; Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail. com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 9:09 AM 
Subject: Re: May 8 meeting 

The report from PLUM re the Signage Vision group is actually due May 
26th - but we may hear possibly before .. . there's no way of knowing 
when thePLUM members of the City Council will deign to present this to 
public. You might agendize this for Brian or I, even if only to say 
report isn't ready yet. 

But I do have a brief30-second report re Cafe Vita .. . 

On 4123113, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 
> Hi All 
> 
> I am preparing the agenda for May 8 meeting. I will be out of town 
> the whole week of April 30 to May 52013. I need to finalize the agenda 
> by this Friday April 26. 
> 
> So far I have one hearing 1710-1716 N. Vermont Ave. renewal of CUP 
> and no other agenda items. 
> 
> Do you have any agenda item(s) that you would like to add. Please 
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> let me know by Thursday April 25 2013 
> 
> Thank you 
> Gary Khanjian 
> 
> 
> Gary K. & Associates 
> 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
> Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
> gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net 
> 323-422-8704 cell 
> 323-469-5436 office 
> 323-469-4438 Fax 

EM31793 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32740 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, May 09, 2013 5:04 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra'; Jerry Neuman 
RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Luci, meeting is set for Wednesday. I'll keep you posted. 

Many thanks. 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09,2013 4:53 PM 
To: Jerry Neuman; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Could you? He had issues with the transit benefits that alluded to Metro and had alternatives. Would hate for 
this to be an issue at PLUM if it can be worked out beforehand. 
Thank you! 

- Luci 

On Thu, May 9,2013 at 3:36 PM, Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

We met with them previously and wasn't going to again, but are happy to. I'll give Cal a call if you want. 

Jerry Neuman 
Los Angeles I x15563 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:32 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Gentlemen, 

Do you have any plans to meet with Metro? 

Thanks, 

Luci 
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> 
Date: Thu, May 9,2013 at 3:18 PM 

EM32741 

Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> 

Any progress in arranging a meeting with the applicant? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:56 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Thank you for this update. We are expecting to issue the determination for this project in the next day or 2. It 
has a 15 day appeal period and then it will be scheduled for PLUM. We don't have a set date for PLUM just yet, 
but I will let you know when we do. In the meantime, however, would it be okay if! have the applicant's rep 
reach out to you in advance of that time? Perhaps progress can be made on the other alternatives you mentioned 
in advance of PLUM. 

Thanks again for your feedback. 

Luci 
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On Fri, Apr 19, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Sorry for the delay. What is the status of the project, has it been scheduled at PLUM? 

Apparently no one from the developer has spoken with Metro about the two approval conditions (way finding and north 
portal feasibility study). 

The way finding condition, if desired by the City, should require a payment be made to the City as the City should be 
responsible for such way finding. Metro does not provide off station signage generally and not from transit to a private 
development. Additional $25,000 is likely insufficient for a wayfinding signage program over the area proposed. 

With regard to a study of the feasibility of an additional portal on the north side of Hollywood Blvd., we believe such a 
study is unnecessary at this time. A knock out panel exists however our operations people have looked at the station 
operations and believe an additional portal is unnecessary. Additionally, there are no Metro funds available to pay for 
such a portal. 

We are looking at substitute transit improvements that may be more appropriate and of more value to the community 
and will get back to you on these. Please call with any questions and please advise if the PLUM review has been 
scheduled. 

Also, do not consider this an official response on this matter until we have finished our review and contacted you more 
formally. 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 
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From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Yes, it goes to PLUM (Planning & Land Use Management Committee) before going to full council. It has not 
been scheduled yet, but I will sure to let you know when it does. What are the concerns? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29,2013 at 1:55 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

We have some concerns with the conditions. Is this going to council? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 12:34 PM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

1) Developer shall (a) cause to be installed within all ground level pedestrian ways in the project, directional 
signage routes between the project and all public transportation access points within a four block radius of the 
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project, including bus stops, DASH stops, and the Red Line Station, and (b) provide funding in the amount of 
$10,000 to LA DOT. ... , and (c) provide funding in the amount of$25,000 to Metro for the installation at all 
Metro bus and commuter train access points within a four block radius of the project of directional signage 
showing pedestrian routes between such public transportation access points and the Project to Metro for such 
installation. Proof of payment shall be submitted to Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

2) Vine Street metro Connection. Developer shall engage an urban planning and architectural firm reasonably 
acceptable to the Director of Planning, the 13th Council District Councilmember and Metro to prepare a study 
of the design efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation of a portal 
north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be 
completed and delivered to the Department of City Planing prior to the issuance of the first building permit for 
the project. 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:44 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro .net> wrote: 

Could you send me the language of these conditions? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 

Sent: Friday, March 29,2013 11:35 AM 

To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Well, there is no longer a DA, but you are still getting money for signage and a study for an additional Vine 
Street connection for the Metro Red line station at Hollywood/Vine. It was added to the conditionsof approval. 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 11:28 AM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net> wrote: 

Is this now a moot point given the news story today? 

Cal Hollis 

Executive Officer 

Countywide Planning and Development 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

office 213 922 7319 

cell 213 256 5846 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 12:52 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

Just following up ... any updates on the benefits from Metro's end? 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 1:41 PM, Hollis, Calvin <HollisC@metro.net>wrote: 

I will check here and get back to you right away 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19,2013 04:20 PM 
To: Hollis, Calvin 
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Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Community benefits 

Hi Calvin, 

I hope this e-mail finds you well. I am working on the Millennium Hollywood project, involving the mixed-use 
development of potentially two high rise towers near the Capitol Records Building. I am currently working on 
the Development Agreement. In that agreement, the developer has identified Metro for the provision of 
benefits. 

One includes $25,000 towards wayfinding signage within a 4 block radius of the project site to presumable 
direct passengers to/from the project site to Metro bus and the Hollywood/Vine stop, another identifies an 
unspecified amount to study the feasibility of a potential portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the 
Hollywood/Vine Street Metro Station. 

Are these items that have been discussed with Metro? We want to make sure that (1) Metro is aware of the 
benefits, (2) that the amounts specified are sufficient towards the intended goal, and (3) we are wondering if an 
additional portal has not already been considered, and if so whether that amount could instead be allocated 
towards something more beneficial. 

Any information you can provide, or if you can direct me to the appropriate contact, I would greatly appreciate 
it. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

EM32747 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM32748 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978.1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32750 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33000 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 

Thursday, May 16, 2013 2:29 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Re: 

At office when you're free. Thanks 

Sent from my iPhone 

On May 16,2013, at 1:32 PM, "Luciralia Ibarra" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Rich, 

AMP AS: Yes, 230 works. Although you should know that I spoke briefly with Bill D . and I told 
him that I would have an answer for him as to scheduling the Scoping Mtg/NOP before 330 
today. Did you wanna discuss something else related to AMP AS? 

Millennium: I just got off the phone with Sharon Gin in the City Clerk's office, she is gonna send 
an e-mail to myself and City Attorney's office (at Marcel's request), verifying that the 10-day 
notice of Section 12.36 applies to both tract and cpc appeals and then we can move forward to 
June 4th PLUM Date. 

I cc'd Alfred on this e-mail as I promised an update about Sharon Gin/Millennium with him ... 

Best, 
Luci 

On Thu, May 16, 2013 at 1:23 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
wrote: 
Can we chat at 230 re AMPAS? Have you been able to reconfirm with AF re Capitol noticing 
issue? . 

Sent from my iPhone 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Diego, 

EM30890 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Thursday, April 11, 2013 1:24 PM 
James Williams; Diego de la Garza 
Re: Millennium letter? 

Please send James the statement that we released to the press. 

Thanks, 

Marcel 

On Thu, Apr 11, 2013 at 1 :09 PM, James Williams <james.k.williams@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marcel, 

As I was requesting by phone please share your statement from March 28,2013 CPC meeting regarding the 
Millennium project. 

Thanks, 

James 

James K. Williams 
Commission Executive Assistant II 
City Wide Planning Commission 
Central Area Planning Commission 
South Los Angeles Area Planning Commission 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop 395 
213 -978-1300 

James. K. Williams@lacity.org 
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Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd13 .com 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I 

EM33440 

Millennium Hollywood <info=milienniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on behalf 
of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 20136:00 AM 
david .lara@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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EM33441 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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EM33442 

Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to david.1ara@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1§1 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM33001 

Lily Quan < lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 16, 2013 2:45 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Stacy Munoz 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood 

Michael asked if you can handle. He has already met with them. He doesn't think meeting them again is 
necessary. FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Nat Gale <nat.gale@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, May 16, 2013 at 10:07 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: Michael LoGrande <Michael.logrande@lacity.org>, Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Caroselli <dan.caroselli@lacity.org>, rogelio navar <rogelio.navar@lacity.org>, Borja Leon 
<borj a.leon@lacity.org> 

Mike, 

Michael Miles, District Director for Caltrans, has requested a meeting with you on the Millennium Hollywood 
project. Caltrans has a few concerns that they'd like to discuss with you and your appropriate staff. 

Lily - can you give me some times that would work next week Monday or Tuesday afternoon, or Wednesday 
morning? 

Thanks. I'll put together an appointment when I have confirmation on both ends. 

Cheers, 
Nat 

Nat Gale 
Transportation Project Delivery 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
nat. gale@lacity.org 
(0) 213-978-153 1 
(c) 213 -304-8322 

RL0033170 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Richard, 

EM34199 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 11:52 AM 
Richard Spicer 
Re: Proposed Millenium Proj. at PLUM, 6/18/13 

The same projectlitems from the 6/4 PLUM agenda is being heard tomorrow. As I mentioned before, I 
understand the applicant continues to work with the Council Office on the project, where height was the 
principle concern. However, I have not received any plans reflecting any changes. I imagine if something has 
changed, it will be presented by either the applicant or the Council Office at PLUM tomorrow. There have been 
no other public meetings or hearings pertaining to this project since it was continued at its last PLUM hearing. 
The e-mail I have for Mr. Logrande is: michael.logrande@lacity.org. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 10:21 AM, Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> wrote: 
Good Morning, 

I am writing on behalf of the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council in 
preparation for the PLUM meeting on June 18. 

Does the proposed Millennium Project on the PLUM agenda 6118 have the 
same components as it had when it was pulled from the agenda at the previous 
PLUM meeting? 

If changes were made, what are those changes and where are they available prior 
to the 6/18 meeting? 

Since that previous PLUM meeting was there a meeting of stakeholders with representatives 
of the M. Project and the City Planning Department? 

What is Director LoGrande's email address? When I use the one on the city web site 
to send him an email, the email comes back saying the email address can not be assessed. 

Thanks for considering these questions and your work on the M. Proj. 

Richard 
Member, GGPNC's Planning, Zoning, and Historic Preservation Committee 
(323) 665-6080 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34200 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33443 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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EM33444 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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EM33445 

Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to blake.1amb@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM31794 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Wednesday, April 24, 2013 12:38 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Talton, DiAnna@DOT 

RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
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EM31795 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 
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Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM31796 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31797 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM32751 

Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
Friday, May 10, 2013 11:35 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Susan Swan; marcel.porras@lacity.org; Angela Motta; Jim Van Dusen 
RE: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

Thanks for the explanation. BCNA sent out a copy of the determination letters this morning and I found the 
info in the first determination letter off the first link. We never got a written copy of the proposed benefits so 
it's hard to compare and contrast, but it seems like most of what was mentioned by the developer is in there, 
other than the items you mentioned. Doesn't sound like anything got added based on the public testimony. Se 
la vi. 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/20130429-Mill.-Determination
Letter.pdf 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/0S/Millennium-Scan-4-27-13-
Determination-re-Appeals1.pdf 

Date: Thu, 9 May 2013 16:42:23 -0700 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
From: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org; angela.motta@lacity.org; wjvd@roadrunner.com 

Hi Erik, 

For clarification, the applicant did read a number of benefits into the record that were previously included in 
the Development Agreement (DA) for the City Planning Commission's consideration. In the absence of aDA, 
however, and under the direction of the City Attorney, the City Planning Commission was able to include a 
number of transit and traffic-related benefits as conditions of approval because there was a direct nexus with 
the EIR, the Hollywood Community Plan, and other policies. 

The other benefits, including the community meeting space and public performance programming, for 
example, were not able to be included as conditions of approval because the City Attorney advised that no 
relationship could be made with our land use policies or the EIR to substantiate their inclusion. 

Nevertheless, those previous transit/traffic related benefits that were previously vetted as 'benefits' have 
since become conditions of approval. Moreover, additional refinements were made to the project, including 
the Development Regulations associated with the project, to provide additional consideration for abutting 
historic structures. 

I hope this proves helpful in understanding the process. 

Thank you, 
Luci 
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EM32752 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 9:22 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, including one new one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the community gets no benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure community knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; angela.motta@lacity.org; wjvd@roadrunner.com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 

Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information as we are the lead 
Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and included on updates. Hope this will now not be 
the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my • iPhone 

On May 7,2013, at 8:18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated with the 
Millennium project. As such, there are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on this case, 
who can provide you with a clarification on benefits. This project 
is a little more complicated, because originally, the project had 
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included a development agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for Millennium. 
The developer referred to several individual items (including street medians for CHNC, which 
they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's HUNC). We'd appreciate any update you 

could provide as to what is currently included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17,2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram.sahakian@lacity.org; stacy.marble@lacity.org; 
AftonNeighbor@aol.com; viaconnell@sbcglobal .net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; 

sta rgirl@hollywoodchamber.net; anastasia@corniche.com; a be rberi@thompsonhotels.com; 
beatrice.girma la@lapd.lacity.org; colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
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coreyjohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 322S6@lapd.lacity.org; 
devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; Ed.Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
eugene.andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald.travens@lacity.org; 
henrya@metro.net; jhanlon@thompsonhotels.com; jeff@nederlander.com; 
bangzoomer@aol.com; trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; Jmfisher@aol.com; 
john@elslights.com; jose.malagon@pacbell.net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; 
Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; 
levidavidtinker@aol.com; Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; 

MaryPat@elslights.com; philip.ayala@lacity.org; philip@starlinetours.com; 
hollywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon.Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan forfilming the Muppets. They made changes we had asked for when 
they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwa rded message ----------

From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16,2013 at 11:10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We are excited to be back and are 

going to perform the same sort of closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks 
flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as we did last time, we will route foot traffic to 
the crosswalk to the west of the EI Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are requesting 
Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re
open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south of the 
boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a prompt 
response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 
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Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd13.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 

Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32756 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM33002 

Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 16, 2013 5:08 PM 
Lily Quan 
Stacy Munoz 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Ditto that. I have already sat in a meeting as well. 

On Thu, May 16, 2013 at 2:45 PM, Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Michael asked if you can handle. He has already met with them. He doesn't think meeting them again is 
necessary. FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Nat Gale <nat.gale@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, May 16, 2013 at 10:07 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: Michael LoGrande <Michael.logrande@lacity.org>, Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Caroselli <dan.caroselli@lacity.org>, rogelio navar <rogelio .navar@lacity.org>, Borja Leon 
<borj a.leon@lacity.org> 

Mike, 

Michael Miles, District Director for Caltrans, has requested a meeting with you on the Millennium Hollywood 
project. Caltrans has a few concerns that they'd like to discuss with you and your appropriate staff. 

Lily - can you give me some times that would work next week Monday or Tuesday afternoon, or Wednesday 
morning? 

Thanks. I'll put together an appointment when I have confirmation on both ends. 

Cheers, 
Nat 

Nat Gale 
Transportation Project Delivery 
Office of Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
nat. gale@lacity.org 
(0) 213-978-1531 
(c) 213-304-8322 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 

RL0033186 



Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 

EM33003 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33446 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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EM33447 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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EM33448 

Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34201 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 12:30 PM 
'Luciralia Ibarra' 
RE: LA Times Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 

Luci, Times is also in touch with Brian Lewis at Marathon. We are following up and preparing responses for 

the project's Applicant. Thank you for the information. 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 11:44 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Fwd: LA Times Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 

fyi .. .I also got a call from Dakota Smith today 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 10:29 AM 
Subject: LA Times Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 
To: Bruce Gillman <bruce.gillman@lacity.org> 
Cc: Marcel Porras <marce1. porras@lacity.org>, Diego de la Garza <diego.delagarza@lacity.org>, Zaki Mustafa 
<zaki.mustafa@lacity.org>, Jay Kim <jay.kim@lacity.org>, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org>, 
Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Bruce, 

Just an FYI that Michael Hiltzik interviewed Tomas Carranza today on the subject topic. He specifically was 
interested in Caltrans' concerns that the project was not adequately addressing freeway impacts. Tomas 
emphasized the process which the department goes through to define and mitigate traffic impacts and how those 
become recommendations to the City Planning Department. He listed the mitigations the department 
recommended and referred Michael to Caltrans and the Planning department for information about Caltrans 
concerns. The planning and land use management committee meets on this particular project tomorrow. 

Here is past editorial from the LA Times regarding this project which is generally neutral, but does mention 
Caltrans briefly: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml2013/apr/04/opinionlla-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

Michael said the column is scheduled to run on Wednesday. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, 

Jonathan 

Jonathan Hui 
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Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34202 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon Bill, 

EM31798 

Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:06 PM 
roschen@rvca.org 

Parallel Design-Permitting Program 
PDPP.pdf 

It was a great pleasure chatting with you on Saturday at the SCI-Arc 40 years Anniversary event. I am very 
excited about the Millennium project that you are working on and will do whatever I can to assist. 

Per our conversation, I am emailing you an introduction about our Parallel Design Permitting Program 
(PDPP) that was developed to reduce the time for the design and permitting process of major project 
developments. 

Traditionally, only a project with detailed plans that reflect a complete design could be submitted to 
LADBS for plan check. That means the design process and the building permitting process run in series. 

Through PDPP, the basic plans (plot plan, floor area, height, setback, and exiting arrangements) can be 
submitted at the conceptual design phase. LADBS will continue to provide plan check, correction 
verification, and code consultation services throughout various design phases. A "sense of partnership" 
develops, whereas the plan check engineer is viewed as part of the project consultation team. 

The end result is that when the final design and plans are completed, the permit will be ready to be issued 

There have been 126 projects submitted through this program thus far since implementation in February 2010. 
55 projects have already been permitted. 34 have already been approved and permits are ready to be 
issued, 14 are in the schematic design phase, and 23 are under conceptual review. 

The industry loves this program because there is no more plan check time and each project saves millions of 
dollars. Please see remarks from some industry members in the attached document. 

Bill, this will be a true expedite process for the Millennium project. I like to further explain this program in 
detail to you at your convenience. Please let me you when you are available to meet. 

Regards, 

Ray 

RL0033193 



EM31799 

RARALLE~ DESIGN-PERMITTING PROCESS 
~lien y'0u comp'lete your final drawings, the building permit is ready to be issued! 

FEEDBACKS FROM CUSTOMERS: 

"It is a win win for clients and their team. 
It locks in key zoning issues early on in 
the plan check process, it also allows the 
plan check engineers to get this out of the 
way in the beginning so they can focus 
on other comments. " 
Arpy Hatzikian, Principal, 
Gensler Group 

"I think that this procedure is a hit. Three 
weeks (15%) were saved for the last 
project. " 
Manuel Fuenes, AlA 

"I know that clients are vety pleased with 
the B&S process and on a scale of 1-10 
would rank it at 10." 
Mark Armbruster, 
Armbruster Goldsmith & Delvac LLP 

"By decreasing the amount of time spent 
on corrections! resubmittals, this does 
save time and money, at least 30% in 
savings." 
Tina Y. Choi-Nelson, Principal, 
Tchoi & Aassociates 

"The parallel permitting program is a 
significant improvement over the 
standard plan check process and 
estimated time saving 20-25%, estimated 
dolla rs saving 5-15%. " 
Bruce Miller, 
Bruce A. Miller & Associates, Inc. 

"I have only positive comments towards 
your program. " 
Christian Kienapfel, Architect, LEED 
AP, Dipl.-Ing. Architekt Germany 

"Sense of partnership with the plan 
checker. Sense of ''first class" service. It 
saves a great deal of time over the 
standard, non-expedited, plan check 
process. On scale of 1 to 10, 10 being 
the best, my experience with the program 
has been a 10!" 
David Weaver, Architect, 
DRW ASSOCIATES 

"It does away with a /ot is scheduling 
frustration beginning with releasing the 
clearance summaty worksheet early in 
the plan checking process" 
Glenn Tomita, 
Togawa Smith Arch. 

"I think it is great that City of LA has this, 
because not only it makes plan check 
process faster, but also we can have 
conversation with plan check earlier on. " 
Soyoung Choi, 
Withee Malcom Arch. 

"The process really allows for a good 
relationship with the city and the design 
team." Rating the program, "10! " 
Lynda Haas, 
Hass Consulting Group, Inc. 

Revised 0412312013 

Constantly striving to better serve the public, the Department of Building and 
Safety has conducted several surveys to obtain various recommendations and 
has created new programs that will help facilitate the permitting and 
inspection process even further. Parallel Design-Permitting Process, PDPP, 
has been developed to reduce the time for the design and permitting process of 
major project developments. 

Traditionally, only a project with detailed plans that reflect a complete design 
could be submitted for plan check to the Department. That means the design 
process and the building permitting process run in series. Each process 
requires a lengthy period of time to complete, and more so in totality. 
Another time delay is to redesign a project due to unexpected or unfamiliar 
code requirements and/or agency clearance. The designers may not be aware 
of the many requirements from different departments and agencies which are 
not specified in the Codes. For example, Community Redevelopment Agency, 
may not allow certain use within a particular neighborhood. Fire Department 
may require a fire lane access which would eliminate some floor area of the 
building. Bureau of Engineering Public Works would not allow the driveway 
location along the busy street. These unexpected issues may require the 
project to be redesigned, thus causing time delays. Time is crucial to the 
development and any delays can be catastrophic, resulting in significant loss 
of revenue and funding. 

Through PDPP, the basic plans can be submitted at the conceptual design 
phase. LADBS will continue to provide plan check, correction verification, 
and code consultation services throughout various design phases. A "sense of 
partnership" develops, whereas the plan check engineer is viewed as part of 
the project consultation team. Utilizing the program, when the final design 
and plans have been completed, the permit will be ready to be issued. (See 
description ofPDPP on page 2) 

There are numerous reasons why this program proves beneficial for a complex 
project. The most significant benefits are as follows: 

• Identify Zoning and Building Code violations at an early stage 
• Avoid cumbersome revisions to the finished design 
• Identify the requirements of other departments and agencies at the 

start 
• Reduce overall permitting process time 
• Start and complete construction ahead of schedule 
• Reduce proj ect cost due to time saving 

Shortly after implementation, this program has been well-received and greatly 
praised. Pleased with the "first class" services and time saved, customers 
have been giving many great reviews and feedback, some of which are 

Page 10f2 
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The design team will start the process with a Preliminary Plan Check Engineer and a designated Plan Check Engineer 
in a parallel track to allow the design process to coincide with the permitting process as described below: 

DESIGN TEAM 

· Request a Preliminary Building Plan Review session. 
....I ., 

« '" · Pay $162 for a 1 Y:!-hour session. 
=> '" >-"" 0..0.. 

w " U'" 
z'ijj 
0" 
U O 

· Submit architectural plans with basic information on project 
size, floor area, height, setback, and exiting arrangements to 
initiate the Parallel Design-Permitting Process. 

· Pay 30% of plan check fee based on the entire project 
valuation + expedite fee (Y:! of the 30% plan check fee). 

u:J: 
~~ 
in§, 
I·-
u'" (/)~ 

· Revise plans to correct major code violations . 

· Obtain sign-ofts from various agencies. 

· Meet with the Plan Check Engineer for correction verification 
and advice on the detail design. 

· Prepare detail drawings and calculations. 

· Submit architectural, civil and structural plans and 
calculations with detail information. 

~5: · z'" 
Pay the remaining plan check fee + expedite fee. 

~~ 
....I" 
«.~ · Correct code violations and complete final drawings. >-'" w., 

Complete obtaining the sign-offs for clearances. 00 · · Meet with Plan Check Engineer for issuance of the building 
permit 

LADBS 

· Assign a Preliminary Plan Check Engineer to discuss project 
feasibility, general code and entitlement requirements with 
the designers. 

· Assign a Plan Check Engineer to review basic plans. 

· Generate Plan Check Correction Sheet identifying major 
code violations and entitlement requirements 

· Generate Clearance Summary Sheet identifying clearances 
required from other agencies . 

· Meet with the designers to verify compliances and provide 
advice on the detail design. 

· Review detail plans and calculations and identify other code 
violations . 

· Meet with the design team to verify compliances and sign-off 
for clearances, and issue the building permit. 

Parallel Design-Permitting Program 
Since February 2010 

There have been 126 projects submitted through 
this program thus far since implementation in 
February 2010. 55 projects have already been 
permitted. The following chart also shows that 
34 have already gone through complete final 
design and are ready to be issued, 14 are in the 
schematic design phase, and 23 are under 
conceptual review. This chart shows the 
significant time saved. On average, the time 
required for the design and permitting process 
has been reduced by at least 20%. 

6o ,-------------------------------------------------------

As the news spreads about this program, many 
project managers, agents, developers, and 
designers have taken full advantage of this 
program. They recognize the significance of the 
program to not only save time and money, but 
the program provides a sense of assurance of the 
project's completion. 

50 +_--------------------------------------------

f/I 
~ 40 +--------------------------------------------
-, .... o 
~ 30 +------------------------------
Q) 
.c 

~ 20 
Z 

10 

o 
30% 70% 100% 

Percentage of Fees Paid 

Permitted 

The Parallel Design-Permitting Program, aside from helping facilitate the permitting process, provides the Department 
a better tool to insure we meet our mission. Striving for betterment, the Department will continue to find 
improvements and accomplishments such as this program. The Department is proud of the services we provide, and 
our mission and dedication to protect the lives and safety of the public. 

To initiate the process or for further information, please contact Mr. Colin Kumabe at (213) 482-0447, Metro Office 

Revised 0412312013 Page 2 of2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM32757 

Susan <sswanla@aol.com> 

Friday, May 10, 2013 12:10 PM 
Erik Sanjurjo 
Luciralia Ibarra; marcel.porras@lacity.org; Angela Motta; Jim Van Dusen 
Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

Were these determination letters mailed out? If so, any idea why Hollywood United was not 
included? Sounding like a broken record here, but this proposed project is within our boundaries and it's 
exceedingly frustrating to not be in the loop! 

Susan 

President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my . iPhone 

On May 10,2013, at 11:34 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com> wrote: 

Thanks for the explanation. BCNA sent out a copy of the determination letters this morning and I 
found the info in the first determination letter off the first link. We never got a written copy of 
the proposed benefits so it's hard to compare and contrast, but it seems like most of what was 
mentioned by the developer is in there, other than the items you mentioned. Doesn't sound like 
anything got added based on the public testimony. Se la vi. 

http ://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp-content/uploadsl2013/04120130429-Mil1.
Determination-Letter. pdf 
http ://www . stopthemillenniumholl ywood. org/wp-content/uploadsl20 13/05 !Millennium -Scan-4-
27-13-Determination-re-Appeals l .pdf 

Date: Thu, 9 May 2013 16:42:23 -0700 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
From: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
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CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org; angela.motta@lacity.org; 
wjvd@roadrunner.com 

Hi Erik, 

For clarification, the applicant did read a number of benefits into the record that were previously 
included in the Development Agreement (DA) for the City Planning Commission's 
consideration. In the absence of a DA, however, and under the direction of the City Attorney, the 
City Planning Commission was able to include a number of transit and traffic-related benefits as 
conditions of approval because there was a direct nexus with the EIR, the Hollywood 
Community Plan, and other policies. 

The other benefits, including the community meeting space and public performance 
programming, for example, were not able to be included as conditions of approval because the 
City Attorney advised that no relationship could be made with our land use policies or the EIR to 
substantiate their inclusion. 

Nevertheless, those previous transit/traffic related benefits that were previously vetted as 
'benefits' have since become conditions of approval. Moreover, additional refinements were 
made to the project, including the Development Regulations associated with the project, to 
provide additional consideration for abutting historic structures. 

I hope this proves helpful in understanding the process. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 9:22 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, including one new 
one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the community gets no 
benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure community 
knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; angela. motta@lacity.org; 
wjvd@roadrunner.com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information as we are the 
lead Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and included on updates. Hope 
this will now not be the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
President 
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Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my· iPhone 

EM32759 

On May 7,2013, at 8: 18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated 
with the Millennium project. As such, there are no community benefits being 
proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> 
wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on 
this case, who can provide you with a clarification on 
benefits. This project is a little more complicated, 
because originally, the project had included a 
development agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com> 
wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for 
Millennium. The developer referred to several individual items (including street 
medians for CRNC, which they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's 
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RUNC). We'd appreciate any update you could provide as to what is currently 
included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits 
Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I 
haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be 
allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been 
filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; stacy. marble@lacity.org; 
AftonN eighbor@aol.com; viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; 
alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; 
anastasia@corniche.com; aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; 
beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyjohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 
3225 6@lapd.lacity.org; devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; 
Ed. Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; eugene. andrews@lacity.org; 
GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald. travens@lacity.org; henrya@metro.net; 
j hanlon@thompsonhotels.com; j eff@nederlander.com; bangzoomer@aol.com; 
trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; 
john@elslights.com; jose. malagon@pacbell .net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; 
Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; 
Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; levidavidtinker@aol.com; 
Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; 
MaryPat@elslights.com; philip. ayala@lacity.org; phili p@starlinetours.com; 
holl ywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
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Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003@aol.com; 
ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made changes we had 
asked for when they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We are excited to 
be back and are going to perform the same sort of closure and performance. We 
will be keeping the sidewalks flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as 
we did last time, we will route foot traffic to the crosswalk to the west of the EI 
Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are 
requesting Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both 
directions at 7pm. We will re-open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south 
of the boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a 
prompt response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
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818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

EM32762 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.4 73.7721 
www.cd13 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33004 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI169.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to estineh.mailian@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alan, 

EM31801 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 
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EM31802 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 
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Thank you, 

Luci 

EM31803 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM31804 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33449 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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EM33450 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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EM33451 

Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 
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you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to charmie.huynh@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

3 

RL0033212 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33007 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI169.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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EM33008 

Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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EM33009 

Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 
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any time. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33452 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 
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EM33453 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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EM33454 

Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 
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any time. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM31806 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:19 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Talton, DiAnna@DOT; Pollock, Elizabeth R@DOT 
RE: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Caltrans would like to keep a copy of any document on this project for our record . Any letter of determination is 
welcome! I am looking forward to it when you get one. 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 1:11 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 
The NOD for the EIR won't be issued until after City Council certifies the EIR. If you would like a copy of the 
letter of determination regarding CPC's action, I will forward it along as soon as I get a copy. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Apr 24,2013 at 12:38 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Any update on the Notice of Determination? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 2:54 PM 
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EM31807 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

No problem. 

On Mon, Apr 22,2013 at 2:32 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Great Thanks! Please send me a copy when it is determined tomorrow. 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2013 1:50 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

It looks like the determination for Millennium is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 10:52 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Thank you! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, April 18,2013 9:17 AM 
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EM31808 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Cc: Talton, DiAnna@DOT 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Project Status 

Hi Alan, 

We have yet to receive revised exhibits from the Architect. Apparently he has been ill. So it looks like even if 
we do get them today or tomorrow, we won't be issuing the determination until next week. I will let you know 
as soon as I have more information. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

On Thu, Apr 18, 2013 at 8: 17 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Good Morning Luci, 

Just to follow up with our phone conversation from last week, what is the project status today? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 
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Major Projects 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM31810 

5 

RL0033223 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33010 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
kevi n.keller@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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EM33011 

Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 

RL0033225 



EM33012 

Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33455 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI20.wdc03.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 6:00 AM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Committee Hearing June 4th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 
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EM33456 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 4, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help, Millennium Hollywood will. .. 

Sunset & Dine 2 Tickets 
Available! 

Summer is here! That means it's 

2 

Wattles Farm: Hollywood's 
Community Garden 

On the former grounds of Gurdon 
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EM33457 

Academy Hollywood season, once again. 

The year-old venue, which is hosting the 

Oscars Outdoors series again, kicks the 

summer off Thursday, June 13th, with 

Sunset & Dine 2! As with ... 

Wattles' 1907 Mission Revival style 

mansion (a registered Los Angeles 

Historic-Cultural Monument, and a relic of 

Hollywood's pre-film industry agricultural 

roots), lies Hollywood's only community ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Susan, 

EM32763 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 10, 2013 12:22 PM 
Susan 
Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

I would check with James Williams in the Commission office (213 .978-1295) about who exactly received 
copies of the determinations, but I believe the standard is that anyone who signed the pink sheet at the public 
hearing together with any appellants or those that made a request should have received a copy of the 
determination. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, May 10, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Susan <sswanla@ao1.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Were these determination letters mailed out? If so, any idea why Hollywood United was not 
included? Sounding like a broken record here, but this proposed project is within our boundaries and it's 
exceedingly frustrating to not be in the loop! 

Susan 

President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my . iPhone 

On May 10,2013, at 11:34 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com> wrote: 

Thanks for the explanation. BCNA sent out a copy of the determination letters this morning and I 
found the info in the first determination letter off the first link. We never got a written copy of 
the proposed benefits so it's hard to compare and contrast, but it seems like most of what was 
mentioned by the developer is in there, other than the items you mentioned. Doesn't sound like 
anything got added based on the public testimony. Se la vi. 

http ://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp-content/uploadsl20 13/04120 130429-Mil1.
Determination-Letter. pdf 
http ://www . stopthemillenniumholl ywood. org/wp-content/uploadsl20 13/05 !Millennium -Scan-4-
27-13-Determination-re-Appeals 1.pdf 
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EM32764 

Date: Thu, 9 May 2013 16:42:23 -0700 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
From: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity. org; angela.motta@lacity.org; 
wjvd@roadrunner.com 

Hi Erik, 

For clarification, the applicant did read a number of benefits into the record that were previously 
included in the Development Agreement (DA) for the City Planning Commission's consideration. 
In the absence of a DA, however, and under the direction of the City Attorney, the City Planning 
Commission was able to include a number of transit and traffic-related benefits as conditions of 
approval because there was a direct nexus with the EIR, the Hollywood Community Plan, and 
other policies. 

The other benefits, including the community meeting space and public performance 
programming, for example, were not able to be included as conditions of approval because the 
City Attorney advised that no relationship could be made with our land use policies or the EIR to 
substantiate their inclusion. 

Nevertheless, those previous transit/traffic related benefits that were previously vetted as 
'benefits' have since become conditions of approval. Moreover, additional refinements were 
made to the project, including the Development Regulations associated with the project, to 
provide additional consideration for abutting historic structures. 

I hope this proves helpful in understanding the process. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 9:22 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, including one new 
one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the community gets no 
benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure community 
knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; angela. motta@lacity.org; 
wjvd@roadrunner.com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org 
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EM32765 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information as we are the 
lead Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and included on updates. Hope 
this will now not be the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my· iPhone 

On May 7,2013, at 8: 18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated 
with the Millennium project. As such, there are no community benefits being 
proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> 
wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on 
this case, who can provide you with a clarification on 
benefits. This project is a little more complicated, 
because originally, the project had included a 
development agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com> 
wrote: 
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EM32766 

Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for 
Millennium. The developer referred to several individual items (including street 
medians for CRNC, which they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's 
RUNC). We'd appreciate any update you could provide as to what is currently 
included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits 
Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I 
haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be 
allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been 
filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; stacy. marble@lacity.org; 
AftonN eighbor@aol.com; viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; 
alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; 
anastasia@corniche.com; aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; 
beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyjohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 
3225 6@lapd.lacity.org; devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; 
Ed. Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; eugene. andrews@lacity.org; 
GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald. travens@lacity.org; henrya@metro.net; 
j hanlon@thompsonhotels.com; j eff@nederlander.com; bangzoomer@aol.com; 
trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; 
john@elslights.com; jose. malagon@pacbell .net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; 
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Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; 
Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; levidavidtinker@aol.com; 
Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; 
MaryPat@elslights.com; philip. ayala@lacity.org; phili p@starlinetours.com; 
holl ywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant. com; 
Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003 @aol.com; 
ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made changes we had 
asked for when they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We are excited to 
be back and are going to perform the same sort of closure and performance. We 
will be keeping the sidewalks flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as 
we did last time, we will route foot traffic to the crosswalk to the west of the EI 
Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are 
requesting Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both 
directions at 7pm. We will re-open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south 
of the boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a 
prompt response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
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Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd1 3.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32769 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi James, 

EM31811 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, April 24, 2013 3:33 PM 
James Williams 
Millennium determinations 

I am getting a lot of requests for copies of the determinations for Millennium. Do you have electronic copies? Id 
so, that would be great. Otherwise I can try and grab a copy. I'd rather distribute copies rather than have folks 
pester you about it. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Michael, 

EM34203 

Valorie Keegan < Rolav1@aol.com> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 1:03 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
The Hollywood List Re: Today's HHWNC mail box pick up 

Have you seen this below list of new construction for the Hollywood Core area? I'm seeing numbers of about 
5,000-6,000 new units. In the Hollywood Core its now over 3,000. 

From the list below, 1,800 new residential units, not including the proposed 492 Millennium units, or any hotel 
rooms / projects and approximate 300-400 new additional units directly outside the core area, commercial retail / 
entertainment space, or the new Emerson College or the numerous very large projects on La Brea (West 
Hollywood). again not included. If you do include Millennium (not hotel rooms) and the other 300 units (low 
number) it 2,592 new dwelling units with in less than one mile of each other( does not include retail space). The add 
in West Hollywood new units, without any retail space, that is another 1,098 units. 3,690 (low number) within one 
mile of each other on the below list only. 

Holy Smokes, is there a plan for all this to work along with the Millions of sq ft in commercial retail - entertainment 
space? 

Hollywood is a neighborhood, not a big downtown. Its a neighborhood like Silver Lake or Sherman Oaks with 
difficult topography and small tight streets, and the major streets are closed all the time, in fact Hollywood Blvd is 
closed right now for a few days to accommodate a movie premiere. 

How can Hollywood these few blocks absorb the millions of tourists, thousands driving in for movies premieres, 
Hollywood Bowl, theaters, special events like the Oscars, LA Marathon and every thing else and close the major 
streets at the same time? The folks coming to Hollywood for premieres and nightclubs come by car not by bus (No 
Metro east or west direction). When Hollywood Blvd is closed, traffic backs up on Hollywood to the west to Laurel 
Canyon and on Sunset Blvd to Crescent Heights. We don't have any room for a vehicle accident, road repair or 
water main break repair or any of the other daily occurrences. BTW - DUIs are through the roof from the nightclubs. 

Have you seen what Hollywood's current residents and LAPD, LAFD have to deal with on a daily basis in 
Hollywood? 

You asked how to help make planning, permits and code enforcement better. We need better real planning that take 
all the extra stuff in Hollywood into consideration and Code Enforcement, especially at night and a lot more 
police. It is not realistic to think LAPD and LAFD Hollywood accommodate all this density, with endless high 
profile special events and countless nightclubs with limited recourses. 

I apologize if my tone comes across sounding negative, it is not my intention, but frankly I'm shocked at the 
enormous numbers on the list. No way Hollywood can handle all this and and hold up any type of quality of life for 
the current and future residents and millions tourists and visitors and conduct constant street closures. TOD has 
turned into Transit Oriented Disaster. The impact ripples for at least one mile in every direction effecting 
neighborhoods everywhere. Quality of Life in Hollywood is already under heavy pressure. I've added a few video 
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links to the construction list below, because it is something you need to be aware of as well as you planning staff 
when permitting all this "entertainment" activity and new construction. We need your help! 

most sincerely 
Valorie 

Hollywood Blvd Halloween 2012 - Y ouTube Video 
LINK: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cBwhVAq73 w&feature=related 

Caught Inside The Hollywood Skateboard Riot! (Bake and Destroy Premiere) - YouTube 
LINK: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RfgXfaOJ7x Y 

New Year's Eve on Hollywood Blvd - YouTube 
LINK: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xTf6sqLiXSQ 

HOllYWOOD BLVD HAllOWEEN 2011 - YouTube 
LINK: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DqprT -p53 ng 

New Year's Eve on Hollywood Blvd - YouTube 
LINK: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xTf6sqLiXSQ 

Militant Angeleno: Vlogstyle Episode 10: Happy Hollyween! *NOTE: coming off the red car line at 
H&H subway stop (metro) 
LINK: http://militantangeleno.blogspot. com/20111l 1/vlogstyle-episode-lO-happy-hollyween.html 

Selma and Vine Mixed-User in Hollywood Back From the 
Dead 
Everyone hop in the DeLorean and lets take a trip back to 2006, a magical time before our brows 

were troubled by recession, and everyone was following a hot lead about a new Whole Foods 

coming to Hollywood. The market was to be part of a large mixed-use development at 1540 North 

Vine Street (at Selma), which our new mayor, Antonio Villaraigosa, was touting as one of his 

wins in his second year in office. And then ... nothing. Until now! Word on the street is the project, 

designed by TCA Architects and developed by Camden Development, has risen from the dead. 

The rendering above is a bit out of date, but the most recent information we can find is that 

project will have around 300 market-rate apartments and groundfloor retail, taking the place 

of the surface parking lot on the southeast* corner of Selma and Vine. 

Hollywood's Columbia Square Downsized and Ready to 
Go 
You'd have to sleep under a rock in Topanga Canyon to not know thatHollywood is on fire right now. 

Add the Columbia Square project to the list of big new projects moving right now: it's set to start work 
2 
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in a few months. The redevelopment of the historic CBS Studios on Sunset was originally approved 

back in 2009 with a controversial 28-story tower(that height now looks like nothing compared to the 

two towers of the proposed Millennium Hollywood project). Developer Kilroy Realty Groupacquired 

the project last fall and changed up the plans--when completed the new Columbia Square will 

feature a 22-story residential tower with 200 apartments, 33,000 square feet of retail, three 

renovated historic structures, two new office buildings totaling more than 330,000 square feet 

of space, and four and a half levels of underground parking (more than the city requires). Maybe it's 

the plentiful parking, but Kilroy says the community is supportive. That goodwill likely helped things 

move quickly. 

248 Luxury Apts. Headed For Site Across From Hollywood 
High 
Local developer Champion Real Estate is planning to bring 248 lUxury apartments plus ground floor 

retail space to a 2.7-acre site at the northeast corner of Highland and Selma, across from Hollywood 

High School. The $1 ~O-million, two-building, six-story development will be heard by the Planning 

Department tomorrow. In their report, planning staff recommend approving the project (pdf), 

including Champion's request to include 46 fewer parking spaces than required (though it'll still 

have 538 spots). 

Lots of Apartments and Tiny Bit of Retail Headed For 
Hollywood 
Another Hollywood parking lot may soon bite the dust: a new apartment building has been proposed 

for the surface lot just north of Hollywood Boulevard, between Cherokee and Las 

Palmas. Dubbed the Hollywood Cherokee Apartments, developer Champion Real Estate is 

proposing to build a six-story, 225-unit building with three levels of subterranean parking on the 

irregularly shaped lot. The project is being proposed as mixed-use, but just barely, with 

only 378 square feet set aside for commercial space on the partially underground first floor (big 

enough for a coffee bar, we guess?). 

Inside Morphosis's In-Progress Emerson Hollywood 
Campus 
Work on Emerson College's new campus in Hollywood is motoring along ahead of schedule (it first 

started in January 2012)--from Sunset, you can now see the outlines of Morphosis's contorting 

design, which is set to rise 10 stories when it's all finished by the end of this year. (Boston-based 

Emerson has run an LA program for decades, but this will be their first dedicated facility and it'll 

house both classrooms and dorms, along with a groundfloor cafe that'll be open to the public. Their 

current space is in Burbank.) Curbed got a tour of the worksite last week. Let's start at the bottom: 

the building will have three levels of parking underground and one level on the first floor (with a total 
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248 spots)--zoning required a fair dose of parking despite the site's Red Line-adjacency; the project 

will also have car sharing onsite, plus bike parking and stuff like bike hooks in the dorm rooms. 

Morphosis's Shanna Yates tells us that currently something like 98 percent of Emerson 

students in LA have cars, so hopefully that number will be reduced when the program moves to 

Hollywood. 

Many of the spaces on the front of the building will have glass fronts--that includes the groundfloor 

cafe, and, up above, conference rooms and case study rooms that'll be all wired into the Boston 

campus. The entryway/lobby will be on the second floor and open up to a terrace; while anyone will 

be able to come into the building, the school will have 24-hour security. The second floor will 

have screening and mixing rooms--they'li be "rooms within rooms" to provide total isolation from 

outside noise and light--plus an assembly room, a black box performance studio, and a back terrace 

for hosting classes or events. The third floor will have classrooms and audio and computer labs. 

Floor four will house a fitness center and fitness rooms, study rooms, and a laundry room. The fifth 

floor will have dorms and a big shared kitchen and lounge area that'll open up (via glass wall) to a 

terrace that meets up with one of the bridges connecting the building's two towers (there's also 

another fifth-floor bridge toward the front of the building). The building's skin will all be a metallic gray 

color, but will vary in texture; there'll be sunshades that move to change the light throughout the day. 

Emerson is in search of a director for the LA program now and plans to have someone picked out by 

July. Besides being a center for students and alums (there are about 40,000 in the LA area), 

the school also hopes it'll become a space for public/city/cultural events. About 100 students 

will move in for spring 2014; it'll be at its full 220-student capacity starting in fall 2014. 

Another One For Northwest Hollywood Apartmentification 
Trend 
Soon to join the big-n-swanky The Avenue on La Brea, and not far from this new "old Hollywood 

residential ," is a rather more modest development: an 18-unit apartment building between 

Hollywood Boulevard and Franklin. A tipster sends pictures of the dirt lot soon to be transformed, 

and we dug out some floor plans for your enjoyment. Judging by a report filed as part of the 

application, developer Brea Homes sought and got permission to build taller and include >more units 

than zoning regulations permit in exchange for including one very low income apartment. 

Huge Hollywood Mixed-Use Blvd6200 Finally Breaks 
Ground 
The sad area next to the Pantages Theater will soon be less horrifying to tourists, as the giant 

mixed-use Blvd6200 project has broken ground, according to Julie Wong in City Councilmember Eric 

Garcetti's office. It took more than half a decade to get here, with octogenarian legal disputes, 

fights over supergraphics, and developer switcharooscomplicating matters, but crews are now 

beginning to construct the one million square foot project. Things really got rolling last year when 

developer Clarett, facing heavy duty financial trouble, sold the project to New York-based DLJ Real 
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Estate Capital Partners. The two companies are now working together to construct the project--its 

first phase includes 535 apartments and ample groundfloor retail. That phase, valued at $200 

million, will hopefully precede a second that will bring double the rentals and retail space. The project 

will rise six stories, with five levels of underground parking. The 7.3 acre site wHJ....I::)e is owned 

by DLJ, 9b1t leased for 99 years to the Nederlander family, which owns the Pantages and Greek 

Theatres, but leased to DLJ for 99 years. Blvd6200 is the first project to start up on Hollywood Blvd. 

in a while, though DLJ recently brought the nearby Taft building . Meanwhile, Sunset is seeing some 

action as well. 

The Hollywood Target Project is Back on the Scene 
Did you think Target had packed up and abandoned Hollywood for more hospitable neighborhoods 

like Westwood and Downtown? Nope, they're still in the game and have come back--after a year and 

a half--with a draft environmental impact report on the project, which is slated for a vacant stripmall 

on Sunset, between St. Andrews PI. and Western. The city actually approved the project back in 

June 2010, but after a couple of locals filed lawsuits, Target surrendered its entitlements (high 

drama!) in August that year and said they'd do a full environmental analysis of the proposed store. 

The draft EI R looks at the original project, which includes 194,749 square feet on three levels, with 

parking on the ground and second floors. The Target would be 163,862 square feet on the third 

level, and other retail/restaurant uses would take up 30,887 square feet on the ground level 

along Sunset and Western. The project would also have a roof terrace on the second level, 

escalators at SunseUWestern, and 458 parking spaces. It's set to rise about 78 feet, which didn't sit 

well with the neighbors who filed suit. The plan for the area limits commercial projects to 35 feet in 

the area, so the EIR also considers a series of alternatives that address that requirement. 

La Brea's The Avenue (Formerly the Madrone) 
Tour La Brea and Hollywood's New Avenue Apartments-

After years of holdups, starts, stops, and restarts, The Avenue (formerly the Madrone) finally opened 

earlier this month on Hollywood's northwestern front. The condo-turned-rental project was designed 

by Cuningham Group Architecture and includes 180 apartments with 25 different floorplans, 

washer/dryers and balconies in every unit, groundfloor retail (to come), a pool, fitness center, dog 

run, and concierge service. It's also got the pricing to match all those amenities, with rent starting 

at $2,350 per month. Curbed visited two units on a dreary day last week--apartment 614 has three 

bedrooms and three bathrooms in 2,373 square feet and rents for $11 ,000 a month; apartment 701 

has one bedroom and one bathroom in 938 square feet and rents for $3,030 per month. Both are 

two floors. Here's our spin around. 

elM Group Resurrecting On Top of Spaghetti Tower in 
Hollywood 
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Go Hollywood, go! Just a couple days after we hear that the lawsuit against the Emerson College 

project at Sunset and Gordon has been dropped, the LA Timesreports that its cross-the-street 

neighbor, the Old Spaghetti Factory site, has been sprung from default jail. Good old CIM Group has 

bought the 1.7 acre site and its historic Spaghetti Factory (seriously--the building opened in 1924 

and served as the studios for KMPC starting in the 1940s). And CIM plans to go ahead with the 

project already approved for the site--it was originally developed by Portland-based Gerding Edlen 

and include a 22 story tower with 305 apartments or condos, plus 40,000 square feet of 

retail and office space. The restaurant will be preserved and incorporated. 

Mixed-Use Apts. Proposed for Sad Stretch of Sunset by 
La Brea 
A rather unlovely stretch of Sunset Boulevard west of La Brea may be getting a little sprucing up with 

a mixed-use development. It's a rather modest project as these things go--six stories total 

with 44 mostly three-bedroom apartments over a restaurant on the ground floor, with a courtyard 

and roof deck, and 118 parking spaces underground (including 29 for the restaurant). But with both 

a library and a big strip mall across the street, who needs to drive?! The building would take the 

place of a small office building, a four-unit apartment building, and a single family house. The 

developer is seeking zoning variances, since the two lots that would be used are zoned differently. 

There's no timeline yet, and it's still early days for the project--the application was only just received 

by the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council, and hasn't yet been scheduled for their Planning 

and Land Use Management Committee. 

Hollywood's Huge Capitol Records Towers Get First Big 
Approval 
The City Planning Commission's meeting on the huge Millennium Hollywood project has finally 

ended after approximately a million hours and: the twin tower plan passed unanimously(and appeals 

were denied), according to a rep. The very controversial plan would put two very tall towers on 

parking lots surrounding the Capitol Records Building (on both sides of Vine, just north of Hollywood 

Boulevard)--the catch is that developers Millennium Partners and Argent Ventures have only 

released "conceptual" plans that hypothesize towers of 585 and 485 feet respectively; they'd hold up 

to 492 residential units, 200 hotel rooms, office space, restaurants, a sports club, and retail, plus 

2,000 parking spaces split above- and below-ground. But the "conceptual" part means they're asking 

for approval to build up to those heights and sizes--it's totally unclear what they actually will build 

(and they haven't released anyything but conceptual architectural renderings either; Gary Handel 

Architects and Roschen Van Cleve Architects are handling design). The project is also set to be 

surrounded by plazas and pedestrian space designed by James Corner Field Operations. 

Neighbors--especially ones up in the Hills--are freaking out about view-blocking and traffic and noise 

and so on; a nearby music school appealed the project saying construction would interfere with their 

business of teaching and playing music. Millennium Hollywood now heads to the City Council. 
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Another Hollywood Evolution: 1800 Whitley Breaks 
Ground 
The story of the never-realized Hollywood Evolution building project at 1800 Whitley Avenue, one 

block north of Hollywood Boulevard, finally ends. Today, CIM Group, which bought the site out of 

foreclosure last fall, broke ground on a five-story, 32-unit apartment building designed by Van 

Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh. Way back in 2008, we wrote about how this proposed project, which 

came shovel ready and with designs by Kanner Architects, fell into foreclosure. According to a press 

release from the developer, construction is expected to be completed by summer 2012. The release 

also notes the project is being build as condominiums, presumably to leave the door open so CIM 

Group is ready for the next big condo gold rush. And while the developer may have swapped out the 

architect, doesn't that building--those big numbers and the color scheme--remind you of Kanner 

Architects' Venice apartment building? 

Chinese Theatre Getting Enormous Imax Venue For 
Premieres 
At the end of this month, the Chinese Theatre will close for several months for a makeover--one of 

the biggest new features will be a giant Imax theater, the largest by seating capacity "among more 

than 730 Imax theaters in at least 50 countries," according to theLA Times. There've been lots of ch

ch-changes for the 1927 Chinese over the last few years--it sold to a local investor group in 2011 

and a few months ago its naming rights were sold to Chinese television maker TCL. The new Imax 

theater will seat 986 people and have a 94-foot-wide screen; importantly, it'll be fit for 

premieres (unlike Imax's other local screens) and the company "plans to make the Chinese Theatre 

one of its main venues for holding premieres of big budget action movies." The Chinese will also get 

a new box office marquee and a few other upgrades. It's set to reopen in September. 

Hollywood's Gershwin Opens With Video Games, No 
Parking 
The 1926, five-story brick building on Hollywood Boulevard formerly known as the Gershwin Hotel 

reopened today as the Gershwin Apartments. Redeveloped by CIM Group, the building brings 163 

units--a mix of efficiencies with kitchenettes, studios, and a handful of one-bedrooms with dens--to 

Hollywood, less then a block from the Red Line stop at Western. With rents ranging from $600 to 

$1,600, the Gershwin is hoping to attract "young creative, urban professionals who seek a vibrant, 

walkable neighborhood." Their total renovation stripped and updated every apartment and added a 

gym, business center, and lounge with TVs and video game stations to the building. The walkable 

part is key, since there's no parking for the apartments "at this time," according to a CIM rep. No one 

has leased the 10,000 square feet of groundfloor commercial space yet, though the developer is 

looking for tenants to provide neighborhood-serving retail. 
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New 100 Room Hotel Indigo Coming to Hollywood 
Following-up on last week's Pre-Development map hotel-a-palooza, we've been forwarded a 

rendering for the proposed 1 ~O-room hotel located on that wedge shaped dirt parking lot at 

Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue. The Hollywood Boulevard-adjacent locale will be host 

to LA's first Hotel Indigo -- the boutique hotel chain from IHG that has been popping up all over the 

place, including California locations in San Diego, Del Mar and Santa Barbara. Details on the new 

hotel remain scant, but judging by other Hotel Indigo's this one will probably provide free WiFi, hard 

wood floors and iPads all over. 

Mapping 11 Projects Currently in Pre-Development 
Permits for new construction are going up, up, up and dirt's being moved all over Los Angeles. So 

what can we expect to see in 2013 and beyond? It seems like a good time to take a look at some 

of the projects currently wending their way through the entitlements and design review process as 

they make their way to a neighborhood near you. Here, then, is our first installment of the Pre

Development Watch map, highlighting projects that you mayor may not be aware of, but all currently 

in the pre-development stage. Are you a loose lipped land-use lawyer, chatty planner, or gossipy 

architect that knows of a project currently in the throes of conception? Email us and let us know! 

(Bonus love if you have renderings). 

To the Map! » 

Oscar preps: Major road closures in effect in 
Hollywood 

The big traffic headaches began at 1 0 p.rn 

. last Sunday when Hollywood Boulevard closed between Orange Drive and Highland Avenue. The 
stretch will remain closed until 6 a.m. Feb. 26. The closure signals that Oscar preparations are now in 
high gear. 

Some alleys, sidewalks and curb lanes had already been shut for about a week near Hollywood 
Boulevard and Highland Avenue. 

Other closures that began Sunday night included: 

• The south sidewalk of Hollywood Boulevard between Orange Drive and Highland Avenue will close at 6 
p.m., with the exception of an 8-foot pedestrian access. 
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• The north sidewalk of Hollywood Boulevard directly in front of the Dolby Theatre portal will close at 10 
p.m. 

• The north sidewalk of Hollywood Boulevard from Highland Avenue to Orange Drive, with the exception of 
an 8-foot pedestrian access, will close at 10 p.m. 

• The pedestrian mid-block crosswalk on Hollywood Boulevard between Highland Avenue and Orange 
Drive will close at 10 p.m. 

• At 10 p.m. Monday, the Hawthorn Alley on the east side of the EI Capitan Theatre will close from 
Hollywood Boulevard south 210 feet. At 12:01 a.m. Friday, Hawthorn Avenue will close between 
Highland Avenue and Orange Drive. 

On Saturday, the day before the show, a series of other closures will begin: 

• Orchid Street will close from 60 feet south of Franklin Boulevard to Orchid Alley. 
• Orange Drive will close from Orchid Alley to Hollywood Boulevard. 
• The north and south sidewalks of Hawthorn Avenue will close from Highland Avenue to Orange Drive. 
• The north sidewalk of Hollywood Boulevard will close completely from Highland Avenue to Orange Drive. 
• The west sidewalk of Highland Avenue will close from Johnny Grant Way south to Hollywood Boulevard. 
• Johnny Grant Way from Highland Avenue to Orchid Street will close. 

On Feb. 24, the following restrictions will take effect: 

• The remainder of Hawthorn Alley from Orange Drive to Highland Avenue will close. 
• Orange Drive will close from Hawthorn Avenue to Hollywood Boulevard. 
• The north and south sidewalks of Hollywood Boulevard from Highland Avenue to 300 feet east of 

Highland Avenue will close. 
• The south sidewalk of Hollywood Boulevard will close directly in front of the north-south running Hawthorn 

Alley. 
• The east and west sidewalks of Highland Avenue from Hollywood Boulevard to Hawthorn Avenue will 

close. 
• The east sidewalk of Highland Avenue will close from Yucca Street south to the alley. 
• The north and south crosswalks on Hollywood Boulevard at the Highland Avenue intersection. 
• The northbound and southbound offramps of the 101 Freeway at Highland Avenue will close. 

West Hollywood Next To Hollywood 

La Brea Mixed-Users Named For Aldous Huxley, Dylan 
Thomas 
The two big La Brea mixed-use projects under construction now, which we've known as 

the Carl's Jr.-killer and the Jons-killer for years now, are getting some much classier (and 

literarier!) names. Say hello to The Huxley (at Fountain and La Brea, formerly the Jons-killer) 

and The Dylan(at Santa Monica and La Brea, formerly the Carl's Jr.-killer). They are, according to 

the LA Times, named for Brave New World author Aldous Huxley and "Do not go gentle into that 

good night" poet Dylan Thomas. (The matter of why they were not called The Aldous and The 

Thomas shall be left to the historians.) The six-story projects, both from developer Monarch Group 

with Essex Property Trust and designed by Newman Garrison + Partners, have been in the works for 
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years and construction started in late 2011 and early 2012 respectively; according to a press 

release, both are scheduled to start leasing in September 2013 and open in spring 2014. 

The Huxley at Fountain will have 187 units and 19,559 square feet of retail space; it will have 

42 studios, 101 one-bedroom/one-bathrooms, four one-bedroom/one-bathrooms with den, 

and 40 two-bedroom/two-bathrooms. 

The Dylan at Santa Monica will have 184 units and 13,350 square feet of groundfloor retail; 

it'll have three live/work units, 40 studios, two one-bedroom lofts, 99 one-bedroom/one

bathrooms, and 40 two-bedroom/two-bathrooms. 

Both complexes will have courtyards, rooftop pool decks, clubhouses, and fitness centers, and are 

apparently "designed to encourage interaction among residents and support activity 

'programming' such as classes in bartending and flower arranging" (don't you want to flower-arrange 

with your neighbors??). The Agency (which until now was known as a brokerage) and Susan 

Manrao Consulting are in charge of all this branding and programming (they'll also be responsible for 

the retail tenants); they've also arranged for a 44-foot by 7-foot art installation called "Faces of 

WeHo" that's just ben unveiled on The Huxley. 

WeHo Likes Gehry-Killing Mixed-User's See-Through 
Design 
The Domain project, slated for the site of West Hollywood's Frank Gehry-designed Faith Plating 

facility, is moving along, got high marks from the city's design review board this week. The mixed

use building from Walbern Developments was designed by Long Beach-based Studio One Eleven, 

based on designs produced for the site's previous owner,according to Wehoville . Walbern is 

proposing to build a six-story, 166-unit residential building with groundfloor retail-the building 

would step down to three stories at the back, and feature a three-story portal to show off views of 

the Hollywood Sign from Santa Monica Boulevard. The building will have a second-floor public 

seating area, and a pool for residents. 

WeHo's Movietown Plaza Finally Starting Work This Year 
A West Hollywood staffer tells us that the stalled-then-sold-then-revived mixed-useMovietown 

Plaza project has gotten all its approvals, and that the city is just waiting on building permit 

applications. A call to developer Avalon Bay Communities confirms it: Vice President for 

Development Mark Janda says they are finishing the final designs and will break ground before the 

end of the year. Downsized a bit from original developer Casden Properties's plan, Avalon Bay is 

planning to build a maximum 371 apartments (with 77 affordable units set aside for seniors) in a 

series of buildings, the tallest of which will be seven stories. The development will also have about 

26,000 square feet of retail space. But in addition to being the site of a stalled development, 

Movietown is also home to the only Trader Joe's in the city with a halfway decent parking lot. Janda 

tells us T J's will pack it in this fall, and there's no word on whether they'll move back once the project 

is done. 
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Project Formerly Known as Sunset Millennium Starting 
Soon On Four Towers in WeHo 
If you'd been holding your breath since we lastreported movement on theSunset 

Millennium project, well, you'd be dead by now. Phase one of the development kicked off in the 

1990s (the H&M on Sunset), and in 2011 the project--with its unbuilt hotel and condo towers on the 

south side of Sunset, straddling La Cienega--sold to local developers CIM. They've been working 

with West Hollywood to modify the project (now called SunsetlLa Cienega), including reducing the 

building height, and the final designs (pdf) are going before the city council tonight. They now call 

for two 10-story hotel towers with a combined 296 roomsand one eight- and one nine-story condo 

tower for a total of 190 residential units, West Hollywood planning manager John Keho tells us. 

The planning commission's design review subcommittee blessed the project after their desire to see 

"more architectural flash" and enhanced "monumentality, verticality, and iconic presence" was 

fulfilled. 

On Jun 2,2013, at 7:30 AM, Michael LoGrande wrote: 

Hello Orrin, 
Thanks for your email. The first project you mentioned did not require a public hearing since the application is 
for a Site Plan Review (SPR). Basically any project over 50 units is required to allow the Department to review 
the site plan and subject the project to CEQA. A public hearing is rarely held for SPR cases since our discretion 
is limited. 

I would like to work with you and the members of HHWNC to help us identify was we can make the Planning, 
Building Permit, and Enforcement process better. We could truly benefit from your insights. 

Sincerely, 

On Jun 1, 2013, at 2:20 PM, Orrin Feldman <ofeldman@pacbell .net> wrote: 

Today's Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council mail box pick up included multiple 
copies of two items of interest. 

1. One item is the City Planning Department's site plan review letter approving a 
proposed 116 unit, six story apartment building for the vacant lot at 1824 N. Highland 
Avenue, which is in HHWNC's area 3. 216 parking spaces would be provided. The site 
is almost 58k square feet. The Planning Dept. case no. is DIR 2012-1957-SPR. The 
CEQA case no. is ENV-2012-1958-MND. 

The last date to file an appeal with regard to the conditional approval letter is June 
12,2013. 

In October, before HHWNC's PLUM committee started operating, the developer's 
attorney's assistant volunteered to make a presentation to the PLUM committee. But, 
the committee didn't hear any presentation. The last that Robin and I knew about this 
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proposed project, the developer was working through the proposal with the City. I 
guess it has been worked out without any public hearing! 

Is this a welcome to the new streamlined world of the LA Planning Department and 
soon to be LADBS too? 

For those of you who are interested, the building will be on the south side of the lot 
below the earthquake fault line which runs west to east across the lot - although a 
portion of the building will be cantilevered across the earthquake fault line. North of 
the fault line, there will be a swimming pool for the residents. 

2. The other/second item is a 54 page determination letter from Associate Zoning 
Administrator R. Nicolas Brown denying the applicationfor conditional use permit for 
selling afullline of alcoholic beverages and extending hours of operation at the Xai 
Verandah Lounge, which is located at 7677 Sunset Blvd. Ms. Tara Fakih and the 
Almaza Hookah Ultra Lounge, Inc. had appliedfor the CUP, Type 47. 

HHWNC's area 7 committee and the board had voted to oppose the CUP application. 

City Council Member Tom La Bonge's office also opposed the CUP application at the 
January hearing. 

AZA Brown's decision is interesting in many respects. It incorporates much of a 
transcript of the area 7 committee's meeting. It used the statements made at that 
meeting and at a lengthy hearing back in January at City Hall as evidence supporting 
a denial of the application. AZA Brown concluded that, based on the evidence he had 
seen and heard, that granting afullline CUP would not be provide a beneficial or 
essential service, would adversely effect the surrounding area, would adversely affect 
the community's welfare, and didn't comply with the General Plan, and would result in 
an undue concentration of such establishments. 

AZA Brown also read the City's anti smoking provisions as clearly prohibiting smoking 
hookah unless the smoking was done in a place which isn't open to the public. 

The Planning Dept.'s case no. is ZA 2012-1937(CUB)(CU). The ruling has been posted on 
the www.hhwnc.org website.YoucanfindthelinkonthePLUMCommittee·spage.Itis 
worth spending the time to read the ruling. 

12 

RL0033249 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33013 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to david.1ara@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Sharon, 

EM34399 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 21, 2013 4:14 PM 
Sharon Gin 
T Conditions 
T Conditions CPC-08-3440 LOD.doc 

Please find the attached T Conditions that go before the 'Q' conditions for the CPC determination for project. 
Thank you and have a nice weekend, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the "T" Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

(1) As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

(1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

(2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

(3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-2 

easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-3 

E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-4 

D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

O. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-5 

Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-6 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 1st Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

EM34215 

Lisa Flores < lisa.flores@lacity.org > 
Monday, June 17, 2013 1:17 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia 

Re: Reyes briefing 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Lisa, 

Could we meet at 1: 3 O? 

EM34216 

Rebecca Valdez < rebecca.valdez@lacity.org > 
Monday, June 17, 2013 1:19 PM 

Lisa Flores 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Roberto Mejia 

Re: Reyes briefing 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 17 PM, Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32770 

Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
Friday, May 10, 2013 12:37 PM 
Kevin.keller@lacity.org 
FW: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

Mystery solved it appears. I still have a lot to learn about Planning it seems ... 

Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:18:28 -0700 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
From: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
To: marcel.porras@lacity.org 
CC: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; angela.motta@lacity.org; wjvd@roadrunner.com; sswanla@aol.com 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development Agreement associated with the Millennium project. 
As such, there are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner working on this case, who can 
provide you with a clarification on benefits. This project is a little more 
complicated, because originally, the project had included a development 
agreement, but that was subsequently withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community Benefits Package for Millennium. The developer 
referred to several individual items (including street medians for CHNC, which they IDed as "the" NC for the 
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area even though it's HUNC). We'd appreciate any update you could provide as to what is currently included, 
status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17,2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram.sahakian@lacity.org; stacy.marble@lacity.org; AftonNeighbor@aol.com; 

viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; 
anastasia@corniche.com; aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; beatrice.girmala@lapd.lacity.org; 
colin.thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; coreyjohnson@thompsonhotels .com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 
32256@lapd.lacity.org; devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; Ed.Collins@disney.com; 
eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; eugene.andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; gerald.travens@lacity.org; 
henrya@metro.net; jhanlon@thompsonhotels.com; jeff@nederlander.com; bangzoomer@aol.com; 
trafficchair@hhwnc.org; JStrong@filmla.com; Jmfisher@aol.com; john@elslights.com; 
jose.malagon@pacbell.net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; 
Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; levidavidtinker@aol.com; Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; 
Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; MaryPat@elslights.com; philip.ayala@lacity.org; 

philip@starlinetours.com; hollywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon.Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made changes we had asked for when they presented 
two months ago. 

2 

RL0033263 



EM32772 

Please review. 

---------- Forwa rded message ----------

From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16,2013 at 11:10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We are excited to be back and are going to 
perform the same sort of closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks flowing except in front 
of the EI Capitan where, as we did last time, we will route foot traffic to the crosswalk to the west of the EI 
Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last time. We are requesting Closure ofthe 
Eastbound lanes at 3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re-open all lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the parking lots south of the boulevard off 
Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I will ensure a prompt response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

3 

RL0033264 



EM32773 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd13.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

4 

RL0033265 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM34217 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 1:19 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
RE: Millennium 

Is the PLUM meeting still scheduled for tomorrow on 6/18/13? What time is the meeting and where is the meeting 
going to be held? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 8:27 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Millennium 

No problem ... but just as an fyi, I learned late yesterday that the council office was going to request that project 
be postponed today and moved to the PLUM agenda for 6118. So it probably won't g 0 to City Council until 
July. 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 7:58 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

I just got in today. Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 4:28 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 

I don't recall if! updated you or not, it's been a bit hectic on my end, but in the event that I have not already 
shared with you, I wanted to let you know that Millennium is going to be heard at PLUM on 6/4 @ 230 in the 
Public Works Board Room in City Hall (3rd floor) and is tentatively scheduled to be heard before City Council 
on 6120. 
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Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34218 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33016 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 
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Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM34406 

Herminigildo Agustin <herminigildo.agustin@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 24, 2013 9:27 AM 

To: May Sirinopwongsagon; Emma Garcia; Claudia Rodriguez; Dennis Chew; Rick Torres; 
Rony Giron 

Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

FYI. re: Jon Perica 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: R. Nicolas Brown <mic.brown@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 11:38 AM 
Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: "Agustin, Herminigildo" <herminigildo.agustin@lacity.org> 

Here's the email I mentioned. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner.com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (Wed). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 

R. (Rudy) Nicolas Brown, AICP 
Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
818374.5069 
mic. brown@lacity.org 
Office Hours; 7:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. 
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HERMINIGILDO L. AGUSTIN 
City Planner 
Valley Public Counter 
Development Services Center 
Office of Zoning Administration 
LA Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Bl., Ste. 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
Phone: (818)374-5050 
Fax: (818)374-5075 
E-mail: herminigildo. agustin@lacity.org 

EM34407 

2 

RL0033272 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM34219 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 1:38 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
availability 

Lisa would like you to be a part of a meeting she's having today @ 4pm regarding Hollywood Millennium. Are 
you available? Please advise. thx ... stacy 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacy. munoz@lacity.orq 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

RL0033273 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi All, 

EM34408 

Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, June 26, 2013 11:12 AM 
Bruce Gillman 
Jay Kim; Tomas Carranza; Clinton Quan; Luciralia Ibarra 
Daily News Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 

FYI Dakota Smith from the daily news asked basic questions regarding the subject traffic study the department 
reviewed and forwarded the Planning Department. I forwarded her a list of some the mitigations along with a 
copy of the LADOT report. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, 

Jonathan 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

RL0033274 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33019 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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EM33020 

Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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EM33021 

Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

fyi ... 

EM34409 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, June 26, 2013 11:30 AM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: Daily News Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Jun 26,2013 at 11:11 AM 
Subject: Daily News Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 
To: Bruce Gillman <bruce.gillman@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jay Kim <jay.kim@lacity.org>, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org>, Clinton Quan 
<clinton. quan@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi All, 

FYI Dakota Smith from the daily news asked basic questions regarding the subject traffic study the department 
reviewed and forwarded the Planning Department. I forwarded her a list of some the mitigations along with a 
copy of the LADOT report. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, 

Jonathan 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33022 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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EM33023 

Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 
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Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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EM33024 

Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM32774 

Susan <sswanla@aol.com> 

Friday, May 10, 2013 12:50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Erik Sanjurjo 
Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

But my understanding of the Plan is that the Neighborhood Council should always get copies of determinations 
and we are not getting anything. 

We've never had to ask before, so did something change? 

I don't have time to call, email is truly best. Can you cc him on this, please? 

Susan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my . iPhone 

On May 10,2013, at 12:22 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Susan, 
I would check with James Williams in the Commission office (213 .978-1295) about who exactly 
received copies of the determinations, but I believe the standard is that anyone who signed the 
pink sheet at the public hearing together with any appellants or those that made a request should 
have received a copy of the determination. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, May 10, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Susan <sswanla@ao1.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Were these determination letters mailed out? If so, any idea why Hollywood United was not 
included? Sounding like a broken record here, but this proposed project is within our boundaries 
and it's exceedingly frustrating to not be in the loop! 
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EM32775 

Susan 

President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my· iPhone 

On May 10,2013, at 11:34 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com> wrote: 

Thanks for the explanation. BCNA sent out a copy of the determination letters 
this morning and I found the info in the first determination letter off the first link. 
We never got a written copy of the proposed benefits so it's hard to compare and 
contrast, but it seems like most of what was mentioned by the developer is in 
there, other than the items you mentioned. Doesn't sound like anything got added 
based on the public testimony. Se la vi. 

http ://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp
content/uploads120 13/04/20 130429-Mil1.-Determination-Lett er.pdf 
http ://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp-
content/uploads120 13/05/Millennium-Scan-4-27 -13 -Determination-re
Appeals l .pdf 

Date: Thu, 9 May 2013 16:42:23 -0700 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
From: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
CC: sswanla@ao1.com; marce1.porras@lacity.org; angela.motta@lacity.org; 
wjvd@roadrunner.com 

Hi Erik, 

For clarification, the applicant did read a number of benefits into the record that 
were previously included in the Development Agreement (DA) for the City 
Planning Commission's consideration. In the absence of a DA, however, and 
under the direction of the City Attorney, the City Planning Commission was able 
to include a number of transit and traffic-related benefits as conditions of approval 
because there was a direct nexus with the EIR, the Hollywood Community Plan, 
and other policies. 

The other benefits, including the community meeting space and public 
performance programming, for example, were not able to be included as 
conditions of approval because the City Attorney advised that no relationship 

2 
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EM32776 

could be made with our land use policies or the EIR to substantiate their 
inclusion. 

Nevertheless, those previous transit/traffic related benefits that were previously 
vetted as 'benefits' have since become conditions of approval. Moreover, 
additional refinements were made to the project, including the Development 
Regulations associated with the project, to provide additional consideration for 
abutting historic structures. 

I hope this proves helpful in understanding the process. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 9:22 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
wrote: 
Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, 
including one new one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the community 
gets no benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure 
community knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
angela. motta@lacity.org; wjvd@roadrunner.com 
From: sswanla@aol. com 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information 
as we are the lead Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and 
included on updates. Hope this will now not be the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my· iPhone 

On May 7, 2013, at 8: 18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 
wrote: 
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Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development 
Agreement associated with the Millennium project. As such, there 
are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras 
<marcel .porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner 
working on this case, who can provide you 
with a clarification on benefits. This project is 
a little more complicated, because originally, 
the project had included a development 
agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo 
<eriksanjurjo@hotmai1. com> wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community 
Benefits Package for Millennium. The developer referred to 
several individual items (including street medians for CRNC, 
which they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's RUNC). 
We'd appreciate any update you could provide as to what is 
currently included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
CC: sswanla@ao1.com; marce1. porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 
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EM32778 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this 
project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo 
<eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed 
Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning 
Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby 
funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time 
once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; 
stacy. marble@lacity.org; AftonN eighbor@aol.com; 
viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; 
stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; anastasia@corniche.com; 
aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; 
colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyjohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 
3225 6@lapd.lacity.org; devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; 
Ed. Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
eugene. andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; 
gerald. travens@lacity.org; henrya@metro.net; 
j hanlon@thompsonhotels.com; j eff@nederlander.com; 
bangzoomer@aol.com; trafficchair@hhwnc.org; 
JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; john@elslights.com; 
jose. malagon@pacbell.net; j oe@hollywoodbid.org; 
Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; 
Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; levidavidtinker@aol.com; 
Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; 
Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; MaryPat@elslights.com; 
phili p. ayala@lacity.org; phili p@starlinetours.com; 
hollywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; 
eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; 
Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 
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Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made 
changes we had asked for when they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We 
are excited to be back and are going to perform the same sort of 
closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks 
flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as we did last 
time, we will route foot traffic to the crosswalk to the west of the 
EI Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last 
time. We are requesting Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm 
and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re-open all 
lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the 
parking lots south of the boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I 
will ensure a prompt response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
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818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.4 73.7721 
www.cd13 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32781 

8 

RL0033289 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Stacy, 

EM34220 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 1:49 PM 
Stacy Munoz 
Re: availability 

Yes I can be there. Sorry, just got back from grabbing my lunch. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1 :38 PM, Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Lisa would like you to be a part of a meeting she's having today @ 4pm regarding Hollywood Millennium. Are 
you available? Please advise. thx ... stacy 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv.ora 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

no problem. :) thx .. stacy 

EM34221 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 1:50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: availability 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1:49 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Stacy, 
Yes I can be there. Sorry, just got back from grabbing my lunch. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1 :38 PM, Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Lisa would like you to be a part of a meeting she's having today @ 4pm regarding Hollywood Millennium. Are 
you available? Please advise. thx ... stacy 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv.ora 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv.ora 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

EM34222 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33025 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
bud.ovrom@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 
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Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi James, 

EM32782 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 10, 2013 12:56 PM 
James Williams 
Fwd: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

When you have the chance, can you verify if the Hollywood United NC was a recipient of a copy of the 
determination(s) pertaining to the Millennium project? This individual is under the impression that NC's always 
get copies of CPC determinations, I thought it was just interested parties. Can you verify? I know it's a pain, but 
you know. .. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Susan <sswanla@ao1.com> 
Date: Fri, May 10, 2013 at 12:49 PM 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com> 

But my understanding of the Plan is that the Neighborhood Council should always get copies of determinations 
and we are not getting anything. 

We've never had to ask before, so did something change? 

I don't have time to call, email is truly best. Can you cc him on this, please? 

Susan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my· iPhone 

On May 10,2013, at 12:22 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Susan, 
I would check with James Williams in the Commission office (213 .978-1295) about who exactly 
received copies of the determinations, but I believe the standard is that anyone who signed the 
pink sheet at the public hearing together with any appellants or those that made a request should 
have received a copy of the determination. 
Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Fri, May 10, 2013 at 12: 10 PM, Susan <sswanla@ao1.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Were these determination letters mailed out? If so, any idea why Hollywood United was not 
included? Sounding like a broken record here, but this proposed project is within our boundaries 
and it's exceedingly frustrating to not be in the loop! 

Susan 

President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my· iPhone 

On May 10,2013, at 11:34 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com> wrote: 

Thanks for the explanation. BCNA sent out a copy of the determination letters 
this morning and I found the info in the first determination letter off the first link. 
We never got a written copy of the proposed benefits so it's hard to compare and 
contrast, but it seems like most of what was mentioned by the developer is in 
there, other than the items you mentioned. Doesn't sound like anything got added 
based on the public testimony. Se la vi. 

http ://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp
content/uploads120 13/04/20 130429-Mil1.-Determination-Lett er.pdf 
http ://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp-
content/uploads120 13/05/Millennium-Scan-4-27 -13 -Determination-re
Appeals 1.pdf 

Date: Thu, 9 May 2013 16:42:23 -0700 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
From: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmai1.com 
CC: sswanla@ao1.com; marce1.porras@lacity.org; angela.motta@lacity.org; 
wjvd@roadrunner.com 

Hi Erik, 

For clarification, the applicant did read a number of benefits into the record that 
were previously included in the Development Agreement (DA) for the City 
Planning Commission's consideration. In the absence of a DA, however, and 
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under the direction of the City Attorney, the City Planning Commission was able 
to include a number of transit and traffic-related benefits as conditions of approval 
because there was a direct nexus with the EIR, the Hollywood Community Plan, 
and other policies. 

The other benefits, including the community meeting space and public 
performance programming, for example, were not able to be included as 
conditions of approval because the City Attorney advised that no relationship 
could be made with our land use policies or the EIR to substantiate their 
inclusion. 

Nevertheless, those previous transit/traffic related benefits that were previously 
vetted as 'benefits' have since become conditions of approval. Moreover, 
additional refinements were made to the project, including the Development 
Regulations associated with the project, to provide additional consideration for 
abutting historic structures. 

I hope this proves helpful in understanding the process. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 9:22 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
wrote: 
Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, 
including one new one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the community 
gets no benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure 
community knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
angela. motta@lacity. org; wjvd@roadrunner. com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information 
as we are the lead Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and 
included on updates. Hope this will now not be the case moving forward. 

Susan Swan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 
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Sent from my· iPhone 

On May 7, 2013, at 8: 18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 
wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development 
Agreement associated with the Millennium project. As such, there 
are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras 
<marcel .porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner 
working on this case, who can provide you 
with a clarification on benefits. This project is 
a little more complicated, because originally, 
the project had included a development 
agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo 
<eriksanjurjo@hotmai1. com> wrote: 
Hi, 

It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community 
Benefits Package for Millennium. The developer referred to 
several individual items (including street medians for CRNC, 
which they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's RUNC). 
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We'd appreciate any update you could provide as to what is 
currently included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this 
project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo 
<eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed 
Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning 
Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby 
funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time 
once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram. sahakian@lacity.org; 
stacy. marble@lacity.org; AftonN eighbor@aol.com; 
viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; 
stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; anastasia@corniche.com; 
aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; beatrice. girmala@lapd.lacity.org; 
colin. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyjohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 
3225 6@lapd.lacity.org; devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; 
Ed. Collins@disney. com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
eugene. andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; 
gerald. travens@lacity.org; henrya@metro.net; 
j hanlon@thompsonhotels. com; j eff@nederlander.com; 
bangzoomer@aol .com; trafficchair@hhwnc.org; 
JStrong@filmla.com; J mfisher@aol.com; john@elslights.com; 
jose. malagon@pacbell.net; j oe@hollywoodbid.org; 
Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; 
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Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; levidavidtinker@aol.com; 
Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; 
Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; MaryPat@elslights.com; 
phili p. ayala@lacity.org; phili p@starlinetours.com; 
hollywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; 
eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon. Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; 
Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made 
changes we had asked for when they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16, 2013 at 11: 10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We 
are excited to be back and are going to perform the same sort of 
closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks 
flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as we did last 
time, we will route foot traffic to the crosswalk to the west of the 
EI Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did last 
time. We are requesting Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 3pm 
and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re-open all 
lanes at 7am. 

Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the 
parking lots south of the boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I 
will ensure a prompt response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 
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Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd1 3.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

7 

RL0033302 



City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978.1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978.1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM32789 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33028 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
Michael 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to michael.logrande@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32790 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, May 10, 2013 2:56 PM 

Alan Bell 

Plan Check NC 

I'll be at Plan Check NC tomorrow morning for the Neighborhood Projects presentation (Bob/Shana) and am 
prepared to offer some department updates ..... . 

Sylmar CP - approved through CPC 
Granada Hills CP on May 23 
Consolidation / Budget update (creation of sign unit) 
Wyvernwood CPC - scheduled May 30 
Major Projects - Hollywood Millennium & Villagio Toscana 

What am I missing? 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Alan, 

EM34223 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 2:04 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Millennium 
PL061813.doc 

Yes, the project is expected to be heard at PLUM tomorrow. I have attached the draft agenda for tomorrow's 
proceedings. It includes time and location. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Is the PLUM meeting still scheduled for tomorrow on 6/18/13? What time is the meeting and where is the meeting 
going to be held? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 04,2013 8:27 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Millennium 

No problem ... but just as an fyi, I learned late yesterday that the council office was going to request that project 
be postponed today and moved to the PLUM agenda for 6118. So it probably won't g 0 to City Council until 
July. 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 7:58 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 
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I just got in today. Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 4:28 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 

I don't recall if! updated you or not, it's been a bit hectic on my end, but in the event that I have not already 
shared with you, I wanted to let you know that Millennium is going to be heard at PLUM on 6/4 @ 230 in the 
Public Works Board Room in City Hall (3rd floor) and is tentatively scheduled to be heard before City Council 
on 6120. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34225 
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PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 2013 

BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS EDWARD R. ROYBAL HEARING ROOM 350 - 2:30 PM 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMEMBER ED P. REYES, CHAIR 
COUNCILMEMBER JOSE HUIZAR 
COUNCILMEMBER MITCHELL ENGLANDER 

(Sharon Gin - Legislative Assistant - (213)-978-1074 or Sharon.Gin@lacity.org) 

Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access Real-Time Transcription (CART), Assistive 
Listening Devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting/event you wish 
to attend. Due to difficulties in securing Sign Language Interpreters, five or more business days notice 
is strongly recommended. For additional information, please contact: Sharon Gin at (213) 978-1074. 

FILE NO. 

13-0614 
CHC 2013-530 
HCM 
CD14 

13-0617 
CHC 2013-510 
HCM 
CD 11 

SUBJECT 

(1 ) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
Report from the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of 
the Southaven located at 4421 North Richard Circle in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 

Owner: Aiko Hachisuka 
Applicant: Charles J. Fisher 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

(2) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
Report from the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of 
the Gibbons-Del Rio Residence located at 757 Kingman Avenue in the list of 
Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Owner: Gary S. and Jeannie Newman 
Applicant: Charles J. Fisher 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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13-0593 
CPC-2008-3440 
VZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD 
CD13 

EM34227 

(3) 

CONTINUED FROM 6/4/13 
TIME LIMIT: 7/27/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and appeals filed by (i) Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) and (ii) HEI/GC Hollywood and 
Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood and Vine Residences Association 
(Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer Mangels Butler and Mitchell, LLP) 
of part of the determination of the LACPC, in taking the actions listed below for 
property located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, 
and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 

2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 
2. 

3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 
500 feet of an R Zone. 

4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and 
dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live 
entertainment. 

5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a 
unified development. 

6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports 
club/fitness facility. 

8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

9. Adopted amended Findings and modified Conditions of Approval. 

10. Reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-
675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopted 
the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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13-0593-S1 
VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CD13 

EM34228 

a. The EIR for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the Final 
EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the LACPC as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the LACPC reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the EIR prior to recommending the 
project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis 
of the lead agency. 

The above project involves the development of two sites consisting of eight 
parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use community consisting of office, 
hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the 
construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 
residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food 
and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the uses from 
those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will 
be provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade 
level open space for buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's 
Development Regulations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(4) 

CONTINUED FROM 6/4/13 
TIME LIMIT: 6/19/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/19/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and an appeal filed by Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC 
in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 

3 

RL0033313 



07-1175 

EM34229 

Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 
1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Denied the appeals filed by AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts; Annie Geoghan; Argyle Civic Association; Beachwood 
Canyon Neighborhood Association; Hollywood Dell Civic Association; and 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract No. 71837-CN, a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

3. Adopted Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

4. Adopted Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, 
SCH#2011 041 094. 

The above project involves a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet 
of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 
acre site. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(5) 

Director of Planning's oral status report relative to ongoing development of City 
planning policies, work program, operations, and other items of interest. 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN THIS COMMITTEES SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

If you challenge this Committee's action(s) in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public 
hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing . Any written 
correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 

Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public 
inspection in the City Clerk's Office at 200 North Spring Street, Room 395, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA 90012 during normal business hours. 

PL061813 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33031 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 6:00 AM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to lambert.giessinger@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 20132:13 PM 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Rebecca Valdez 
Lisa Flores; Roberto Mejia 
Re: Reyes briefing 

Hi .. Just wanted to confirm what time is briefing is it 1:30 or 2? so I can notify staff. 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 
Lisa, 

Could we meet at 1: 3 O? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 17 PM, Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 
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~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

EM34231 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PIANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33034 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI120.us2.mcsv.net> on behalf of 
Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 17, 20136:00 AM 
av. perez@lacity.org 
Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

S·uppoft Our Project: 

Helping LA: Get Out and VOTE 
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Did you know that only 21 % of LA's 1.8 million registered voters actually voted in 

the last election? We know that Angelenos are more civic-minded than that - that's why 

the focus of this month's Helping Los Angeles project, in collaboration with Hidden LA and 

the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles , is to get out the vote! 

Read More 

The Hungry Cat Crabfest 9 
Tickets On Sale Now 
Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Frank Gehry & The 
Hollywood Public Library 

You may know that Frank Gehry, one of 

the world's greatest living architects 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

There are many events in Hollywood that 

sell out every year, but one of them is a 

special treat from a local treasure that 

happens to be one of the best seafood 

restaurants in all of Los Angeles ... 

Read More 

(some even say he's a greater modern 

architect than Frank Lloyd Wright), calls 

Los Angeles home and houses his firm's 

offices about twelve miles from his most 

iconic Los Angeles creation, the Walt 

Disney Concert Hall. Tourists seek out 

deconstructive Gehry's works worldwide, 

but many people ... 

~----

Read More 

facebook Twitter Photos Events Dine Resources MoIJie 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32791 

Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
Friday, May 10, 2013 3:55 PM 
Susan Swan; Luciralia Ibarra 
RE: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 

I actually spoke to James, who was very kind, and he explained that everyone who attended the hearing and 
signed in was notified. Jim,our PLUM chair, attended the Commission hearing and got a copied mailed to him. 
I guess NCs don't get them automatically. Would seem like it wouldn't be that hard to put it online, but 
anyway, that's answer. 

CC: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 

Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Fri, 10 May 2013 12:49:58 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

But my understanding of the Plan is that the Neighborhood Council should always get copies of 
determinations and we are not getting anything. 

We've never had to ask before, so did something change? 

I don't have time to call, email is truly best. Can you cc him on this, please? 

Susan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my . iPhone 

On May 10, 2013, at 12:22 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Susan, 
I would check with James Williams in the Commission office {213.978-1295} about who exactly 
received copies of the determinations, but I believe the standard is that anyone who signed the 
pink sheet at the public hearing together with any appellants or those that made a request 
should have received a copy of the determination. 
Thank you, 
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Luci 

On Fri, May 10,2013 at 12:10 PM, Susan <sswanla@aol.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Were these determination letters mailed out? If so, any idea why Hollywood United was not 
included? Sounding like a broken record here, but this proposed project is within our 
boundaries and it's exceedingly frustrating to not be in the loop! 

Susan 

President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my • iPhone 

On May 10,2013, at 11:34 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 

Thanks for the explanation. BCNA sent out a copy of the determination letters 
this morning and I found the info in the first determination letter off the first 
link. We never got a written copy of the proposed benefits so it's hard to 
compare and contrast, but it seems like most of what was mentioned by the 

developer is in there, other than the items you mentioned. Doesn't sound like 
anything got added based on the public testimony. Se la vi. 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp
content!uploads!2013!04!20130429-Mill.-Determination-Letter.pdf 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/wp
content!uploads!2013!OS!Millenn ium-Sca n-4-27 -13-Determ ination-re
Appeals1.pdf 

Date: Thu, 9 May 2013 16:42:23 -0700 
Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
From: lucira lia.ibarra@ lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org; angela.motta@lacity.org; 
wjvd@roadrunner.com 

Hi Erik, 
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For clarification, the applicant did read a number of benefits into the record that 
were previously included in the Development Agreement (DA) for the City 
Planning Commission's consideration. In the absence of a DA, however, and 
under the direction of the City Attorney, the City Planning Commission was able 
to include a number of transit and traffic-related benefits as conditions of 
approval because there was a direct nexus with the EIR, the Hollywood 
Community Plan, and other policies. 

The other benefits, including the community meeting space and public 
performance programming, for example, were not able to be included as 
conditions of approval because the City Attorney advised that no relationship 
could be made with our land use policies or the EIR to substantiate their 
inclusion. 

Nevertheless, those previous transit/traffic related benefits that were previously 

vetted as 'benefits' have since become conditions of approval. Moreover, 
additional refinements were made to the project, including the Development 
Regulations associated with the project, to provide additional consideration for 
abutting historic structures. 

I hope this proves helpful in understanding the process. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Tue, May 7,2013 at 9:22 AM, Erik Sanjurjo <eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> 
wrote: 
Then why did Millennium read a dozen of them into the record at the hearing, 
including one new one? 
So they are being recommended for their project as proposed and the 
community gets no benefits? 
Seems like it's all or nothing vote then when this comes before Council. Not sure 

community knows ... 

CC: marcel.porras@lacity.org; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
angela.motta@lacity.org; wjvd@roadrunner.com 
From: sswanla@aol.com 

Subject: Re: Community Benefits Package for Millenium 
Date: Tue, 7 May 2013 08:50:53 -0700 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Thanks for letting us know. It's frustrating to have to keep asking for information 
as we are the lead Neighborhood Council on this, and we are not in the loop and 
included on updates. Hope this will now not be the case moving forward. 
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Susan Swan 
President 
Hollywood United NC 
www. MyHUNC.com 

Sent from my • iPhone 

EM32794 

On May 7,2013, at 8:18 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

As Marcel mentioned, there is no longer a Development 

Agreement associated with the Millennium project. As such, there 
are no community benefits being proposed at this time. 

Thank you, 
Luci Ibarra 

On Mon, May 6,2013 at 10:39 PM, Marcel Porras 
<ma rcel. porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Erik, 

I'm copying Luci Ibarra, the City Planner 
working on this case, who can provide you 
with a clarification on benefits. This project is 
a little more complicated, because originally, 
the project had included a development 
agreement, but that was subsequently 
withdrawn. 

Regards, 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 2,2013 at 9:18 AM, Erik Sanjurjo 
<eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 

Hi, 
4 
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It's been a couple weeks since I asked about the Community 
Benefits Package for Millennium. The developer referred to 
several individual items (including street medians for CHNC, which 
they IDed as "the" NC for the area even though it's HUNC). We'd 

appreciate any update you could provide as to what is currently 
included, status, etc. 

Date: Wed, 17 Apr 2013 15:39:06 -0700 
Subject: Re: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 
To: eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com 
CC: sswanla@aol.com; marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Hi Eric, 

I am not sure. I have copied Marcel Porras who is point on this 
project. 

Take care, 
Angela 

On Wed, Apr 17,2013 at 3:31 PM, Erik Sanjurjo 
<eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com> wrote: 

Hi Angela, 

Did Millennium officially release a copy of their proposed 
Community Benefits Package yet? 
They made reference to it at their presentation to Planning 
Commission but I haven't seen. 

We're particularly curious to know how the proposed Quimby 
funds would be allocated. 
I thought that was up to the Councilmember at the time 
once permits have been filed. 

Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2013 14:41:02 -0700 
Subject: Fwd: The Muppets ... Again! 
From: angela.motta@lacity.org 

To: 26246@lapd.lacity.org; aram.sahakian@lacity.org; 
stacy.marble@lacity.org; AftonNeighbor@aol.com; 
viaconnell@sbcglobal.net; alwyn@chinesetheatres.com; 
stargirl@hollywoodchamber.net; anastasia@corniche.com; 
aberberi@thompsonhotels.com; 
beatrice.girma la@lapd.lacity.org; 
coli n. thomas@merlinentertainments.biz; 
coreyjohnson@thompsonhotels.com; dchismire@cimgroup.com; 
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322S6@lapd.lacity.org; devinstrecker@list.hollywoodbid.org; 
Ed.Collins@disney.com; eriksanjurjo@hotmail.com; 
eugene.andrews@lacity.org; GMargolis@chla.usc.edu; 
gerald.travens@lacity.org; henrya@metro.net; 
jhanlon@thompsonhotels.com; jeff@nederlander.com; 
bangzoomer@aol.com; trafficchair@hhwnc.org; 
JStrong@filmla.com; Jmfisher@aol.com; john@elslights.com; 
jose.malagon@pacbell.net; joe@hollywoodbid.org; 

Kerry@hollywoodbid.org; 26224@lapd.lacity.org; 
Leron@hollywoodchamber.net; levidavidtinker@aol.com; 
Kristi Schaffter@hardrock.com; 
Maricela Gomez@paramount.com; MaryPat@elslights.com; 
philip.ayala@lacity.org; philip@starlinetours.com; 
hollywoodblvd gm@hardrock.com; 
eventcoordinator@yamashirorestaurant.com; 
Sharon.Shapiro@lacity.org; sswanla@gmail.com; 
Whiddon2003@aol.com; ymarinl@aol.com 

Hi Team, 

Attached is the final plan for filming the Muppets. They made 
changes we had asked for when they presented two months ago. 

Please review. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Christopher Miller <christophermiller2@mac.com> 
Date: Tue, Apr 16,2013 at 11:10 AM 
Subject: The Muppets ... Again! 
To: angelamotta@lacity.org 

Dear Angela, 

Thank you for having the Muppets back on Hollywood Blvd. We 
are excited to be back and are going to perform the same sort of 
closure and performance. We will be keeping the sidewalks 
flowing except in front of the EI Capitan where, as we did last 
time, we will route foot traffic to the crosswalk to the west of the 
EI Capitan. 

I'm attaching the traffic plan which is the same one that we did 
last time. We are requesting Closure of the Eastbound lanes at 
3pm and full closure in both directions at 7pm. We will re-open 
all lanes at 7am. 
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Also as we did last time, we have arranged for the rental of the 
parking lots south of the boulevard off Hawthorne. 

Let me know if there's anything else you might need from us and I 
will ensure a prompt response. 

Thanks again! 

~ Chris 

Chris Miller 
LA Location Manager 
"The Muppets ... Again!" 
Muppets On Tour Productions, INC 
500 S. Buena Vista Street 
Team Disney, 2170 
Burbank, CA 91521 
818-560-1009 (Office) 
818.458.5649 (mobile) 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development 
Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd13.com 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM33458 

Ryan Luckert < ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 1:25 PM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 
Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Millennium Hollywood Project - Errata & Revised Dev Regs 

Attachments: Millennium Errata to Final EIR.DOCX; REDLINE Millennium Design Guidelines.pdf 

Good afternoon, 

Please see attached Errata and Redline of the Development Regulations for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Please review and/or distribute to others that need to review the documents. 

Thank you - and if you need anything further, please let us know. 

Ryan Luckert 

Project Manager 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Office: (310) 469-6700 
Fax: (310) 806-9801 
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ERRATA TO THE FINAL EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Los Angeles (City) has prepared this Errata sheet to clarify and correct information in the 

Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR or FEIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Project (or 

Project). This Errata sheet includes minor edits to the Final EIR for the Project and subsequent revisions 

herein do not contain significant new information that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 

comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or 

avoid such an effect. Additionally, infonnation clarified in the Final EIR does not present a feasible 

Project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed in the 

Draft EIR. 

All of the information added to the Final EIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications in the Draft EIR. New information added to the Final EIR is not "significant", and 

recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). The City has reviewed 

the information in this Errata sheet and has determined that it does not change any of the findings or 

conclusions of the Final EIR and does not constitute "significant new information" pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

In conformance w-ith Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR, technical appendices 

and reports thereof, together with the Errata, are intended to serve as documents that will generally inform 

the decision-makers and the public of environmental effects of the Project. This Errata, combined w-ith 

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Response to Comments, comprises the Final EIR. 

Global Modifications and Clarifications 

As part of the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, 

which are proposed to govern new development on the Project Site. Minor revisions and clarifications 

have been made to the Development Regulations and are attached to this Errata sheet as Exhibit A. 

The proposed changes to the Development Regulations do not deprive the public of either a meaningful 

opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way 

to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the Project proponent has declined to implement. The technical 

corrections and clarifications to the Development Regulations are within the scope of the analysis 

presented in the Draft and Final EIR and no new impacts are presented. For example, proposed changes 

to the Development Regulations include clarified setbacks, modified floor plates, and graphical line item 

edits. The analysis and overall significance conclusions identified within the Draft and Final EIR will not 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Errata 

Page 1 
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City of Los Angeles May20J3 

be materially altered nor will the severity of a potential impact increase with implementation of the 

modified Development Regulations. 

CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR TEXT 

Revisions to the Draft EIR are shown below as excerpts from the EIR text. Added or modified text is 

underlined (example), while deleted text will have a strikeout (e?<a-mple) through the text. 

Section I. Introduction/Summary 

Table 1-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of Significance 

after Mitigation - Page 1-17 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 20o/o-l-S-% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Section II. Project Description 

The Development Agreement as a means of implementing the Project, as set forth in the Draft ErR, could 

not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn by the Applicant. This change has 

been considered and analyzed for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the EIR. This change has 

been found to be not significant because does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the 

Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations or the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, 

bulk, massing, use and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical environment. Each 

of these controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be adopted and approved by the City 

and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully enforceable by the City throughout 

the life of the Project. With these controls in place the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. In addition, each of the community benefits to 

which the Project is committed has been incorporated into the conditions of approval and will thereby be 

a legally enforceable obligation. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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Section C, Project Characteristics - Page 11-15 

Insertion after first paragraph, as follows: 

The Development Agreement as presented below, is one of several land use mechanisms 

for approval of certain aspects of the Project. The Development Regulations and Project 

Design Features, Land Use Equivalency Program, and community benefits related to the 

Project can also be implemented and enforced as part of the approvals and the "Q" 

conditions of approval for the Project. As such, the City will still receive the community 

benefits offered by the Project the maximum impacts identified in this EIR may not be 

exceeded and the Development Regulations are enforceable to regulate development of 

the Project. Further, the multiple entitlements required for the Project including, but not 

limited to, Zone Change, Height District Change, and Conditional Use Permit for FAR 

Averaging, are approvals separate and distinct from the Development Agreement. 

Section 6, Subsection B (Tower Massing Standards) - Page 11-34 

First paragraph, last sentence is clarified as follows: 

For example, a tower located on the East Site w-ith a maximum height between 221 and 

550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 23,173 square feet for 20%17,380 square 

feet 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

Mitigation Measures - Page IV.A.2-44 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 200/0+3-% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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CHANGES TO FINAL EIR TEXT 

Revisions to the Final ErR are shown below as excerpts from the ErR text. Added or modified text is 

underlined (example), while deleted text will have a strikeout (example) through the text. 

Section IV - Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 

Section IV.H Noise - on Page rV-13 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation 

or stmctural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than 

two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam linier shall be applied to exposed 

excavation at the EastWest Site adjacent to the EMIICapitol Records echo 

chamber provided that: (l) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent 

product approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 

& Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 

drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacture recommendations. 

A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete \vall shall then be built to 

attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Section V - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow on Page V-5 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 20o/o-l-S-% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Section IV.H Noise - on Page V-26 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation 

or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than 

two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam linier shall be applied to exposed 

excavation at the EastWest Site adjacent to the EMIICapitol Records echo 

chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent 

product approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 

& Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 

drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacture recommendations. 

A ] 0 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall shall then be built to 

attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT TABLE OF CONTENTS 
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1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1 Purpose 

1.1.1 The Development Regulations ("Regulations") govern new development on the Project Site. 
Specifically, the Regulations: 

a. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 
treatment, signage, lighting, sound attenuation and sustainability. 

b. Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 
ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the 
Project. 

c. Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 
integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

d. Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the 
development for the Project Site. 

e. 

f. 

Ensure compliance with the Development Objectives. 

Ensure preservation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according 
to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

-1-
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1.2 Development Objectives 

1.2.1 The development objectives are intended to transform the Project Site consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision for the site shared by various Hollywood stakeholders. The 
Development Regulations will in turn ensure that new development on the Project Site is 
consistent with these objectives. 

1.2.2 The objectives for new development on the Project Site are to: 

a. Preserve the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according to established 
preservation guidelines (the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
guidance provided by Office of Historic Resources). 

b. Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Tower by 
creating grade level open space / civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. 

c. Preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood Hills. 

fig. 1.2.2.b·c: Capitol Records View Corridors 

d. Create civic plazas that are activated by retail, landscaped, and enhance the Hollywood 
Walk of Fame by providing it as an urban node. Reinforce the urban and historical 

-2-
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importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street 
life focused on Vine Street. 

e. Encourage street life by the creation of a new pedestrian connection between Ivar 
Avenue, Vine Street, and Argyle Avenue. 

f. Create vibrant urban spaces that permit open and green spaces for both the on-site and 
off-site population. 

fig 1.2.2.d: View North Along Vine Street 

g. Create a 24 hr. community by the creation of a Thriving Mixed-Use Development. 

h. Eliminate the visual impact of current on-site parking. 

i. Establish where feasible pedestrian linkages to existing public transportation routes in 
proximity to the Project Site, including the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, and existing bus routes. 

j. Establish standards to address architectural excellence. 

-3-
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k. Provide designs that address, respect and complement the existing context, including 
standards for ground-level open space, podium heights and massing setbacks that 
minimize impacts to the historic setting. 

I. Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in minimizing the negative environmental 
impact of buildings by enhancing efficiency and moderation in the use of materials, 
energy and development space. 

m. Create buildings that emphasize the vertical architecture and become visible icons. 

n. Develop a visual gateway to Hollywood from the Hollywood Freeway. 

fig. 1.2.2.n: Hollywood: A major urban center and gateway to the Los Angeles basin. 

-4-
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1.3 Development Standards and Guidelines 

The Development Regulations consist of standards and guidelines. The standards impose strict 
requirements for new development. For example, the staAaaras Regulations include specific setback 
requirements along Vine Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for minimum open 
space on the ground floor as well as maximum building heights. By comparison, the guidelines are 
measures that may include a range of choices and require a degree of interpretation by the architect and 
design team to achieve compliance with the Regulations. The purpose of these guidelines is to create a 
principal design theme or objective without comprising high quality design. The purpose is to provide a 
range of flexibility to permit the selection of the most appropriate design feature based on the final 
development scenario. For instance, fa!;ade treatments for new development may take different form 
depending on the final design plans. The Regulations will guide the ultimate fa!;ade treatment by 
providing a limited range of choices in the use of material and color for the fa!;ades. 

1.4 Relationship to the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

1.4.1 The Development Regulations are approved by the City of Los Angeles City CounciI I'H:lrsl:laAt ts 
GraiAaAse ~Js . and are incorporated in the Development Agreement authorized pursuant to 
California Government Code 65864 et seq. entered into by the City of Los Angeles and 

("Millennium Development Agreement") on 

1.4.2 Wherever the Regulations contain provisions which establish regulations that are different from 
or more or less restrictive than the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") that apply to the Project Site, the Regulations shall prevail pursuant to the 
Millennium Development Agreement approved by the City Council. 
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Project Site 

2.1.1 The Project Site consists of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land. The subject property 
occupies two distinct sites, both bounded by Yucca Street to the north and separated by 
Vine Street. 

The area bounded by Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Yucca Street is the West Site. 

The area bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is the East Site. 

The East Site and the West Site make up the Project Site. 

The Project Site currently contains a mix of commercial and on grade open parking. The topography 
has a natural incline of approximately 21 feet (NE to SW) from Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and 21 
feet (NW to SE) from Ivar Avenue to Vine Street. The existing sidewalk elevations will not be altered 
as part the Project. 

D 

fig. 2.1. Site Plan 
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2.2 Site Zoning and Permitted Floor Area 

2.2.1 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2). The City General Plan land use designation is 
Regional Center commercial. 

2.2.2 The Project Site is within the Special Sign District and within the Hollywood Community 
Redevelopment Project Area of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of 
Los Angeles. 

2.2.3 Notwithstanding any provision in these Regulations, residential floor area is not permitted 
within 500 feet of any freeway. 

2.2.4 Floor Area Ratio: 6:1 

2.2.5 Height District: No.2 
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3. HISTORIC RESOURCES AND SETTING 

3.1 Overview 

The Project Site is located in a historically rich area of Hollywood that contains a number of recognized historic 
resources. This Project is a preservation project in that its ambition is to respect, respond to, and preserve the 
Capitol Records Building and to continue the urban character of Vine Street on the Project Site. The Project is 
designed to be observant of historic settings and buildings. Two buildings located on the Project Site, the Capitol 
Records Tower and the Gogerty Building, are historically significant. Other historic buildings, located on adjacent 
parcels, are the Pantages Theater, the Equitable Building, the Hollywood Palace, and the Art Deco commercial 
building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street. Several of these historic resources are located within the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, a National Register listed historic district located just south of the Project 
Site. 

Composed of commercial properties from the first half of the 20th Century, contributing properties to the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District include a wide variety of property types including 
single-story storefronts, two-story commercial blocks, department stores, theaters, high-rise office buildings and 
hotels. 

The Capitol Records Building is a unique building whose cylindrical form has always been visible from portions of 
Hollywood and Vine from the south and the freeway from the north . The Capitol Records Tower and the iconic 
buildings in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District (the Hollywood Palace, Pantages 
Theater, Equitable Building) will maintain their prominence after implementation of the Project. 
Portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (L.A. Historic Cultural Monument #194) are located along Vine Street 
between Yucca Street and Sunset Boulevard and will be protected. 

The protection of Hollywood's historic resources and unique character is an important objective of the Project. The 
guidelines and standards contained in this document were created in part to ensure the protection of historic 
resources within the Project Site and minimize potential adverse effects to historic resources from new 
development. Key Project objectives regarding historic resources include: 

1) Preservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See sections 1.2.2a and 1.2.2b of this 

document. 

2) Protection and preservation of the portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (LA Historic Cultural 

Monument #194) will need to be temporarily removed during construction and replaced after 

construction is completed. A preservation plan, outlined in the Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo 

Pavement and Repair Guidelines (March, 2011) will be prepared for this aspect of the Project. 

3) Incorporation of ground-floor open space, and building setback, aRE! A'liRiRH:IA'l sel3aFatisR setweeR 

sl::lilE!iRg "requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves 

important views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. See sections 1.2.2 c, 6.1, 6.9, 

7.1, 7.S, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 
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4) Incorporation of ground-floor open spaceT and building setback, aRel R'liRiR'll:lR'l sel3aFatisR setweeR 

Sl:lileliRg Jequirements to reduce massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent 

historic resources. See sections 1.2.2c, 6.1, 7.1, 7.S, 
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8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

S) Requirement that design of new buildings be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 

adjacent historic resources. See sections 6.6, 6.8, 7.1.S, and 7.4 of this document. 

One means of creating compatible new buildings in an urbanized setting is to incorporate qualities of vertical and 
horizontal visual complexity in world class design. The general characteristics, proportions, and details of older 
buildings may serve as a reference for the Project. The Project's intent is to allow old and new to mix, recognizing 
that Hollywood sustains its image through both the rehabilitation of existing historic structures and the design of 
creative and contemporary architecture~ 

-10-
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4. DENSITY 

4.1 Floor Area Ratio Averaging and Density Transfer 

The Owner may transfer density and buildable floor area from one parcel within the Project Site to 
another parcel within the Project Site, as long as the minimum and maximum building heights in the 
Regulations are maintained and the entire Project does not exceed the cumulative, allowable density and 
floor area of the zoning for the sum of the individual parcels. 

To allow for the spatial distribution of the development on the Project Site and ensure relationship and 
sensitivity with the uses surrounding the Project Site, parking, open space and related development 
requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location within the Project Site. 

4.2 land Use Equivalency Program 

The land Use Equivalency Program is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while 
ensuring that a change in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR, ENV-2011-
067S-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094). With respect to any proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange 
Phase") that would result in a build out of the Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project 
scenarios studied under the EIR, under the land Use Equivalency Program, the developer may request a 
transfer or exchange of land uses, as well as modifications to the siting, massing or other development 
standard in so far as they are consistent with the provisions herein, for such Exchange Phase by a 
delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the City, which request shall be 
accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 
proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting how the proposed land uses and 
densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the existing improvements and the other phases 
previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-
3, Project Trip Cap from the EIR; and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project 
including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified 
in the EIR (collectively, an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). The Planning Director shall 
approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip 
cap identified in such Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap, does not conflict with the impacts analysis for the 
maximum Commercial and Residential Scenarios, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 
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5. HEIGHT 

5.1 Building Height Standards 

The Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C and Dj to limit maximum building heights and control bulk 
in response to the Development Objectives including context with the built environment and to reinforce 
view corridors to the Capital Records Tower. 

.............................. J , 
-~ 11 

= Fig. 5.1 Height Zones 

13 .1.1 TRe Rl::IR'lSer sf stsries sf a sl::lilBiRg sRallse ESl::lRteB ts tRe last sEEl::Il3iasle I3rsgraR'lR'latiE flssr, 
el(Ell::IBiRg all R'leERaRiEal Sl3aEes (iRterisr aRB el(terisr), ssservatisR BeEk(s), aRB aRY sEEl::Il3iasle 
sl3aEe reEll::lireB ts aEEess aRB/sr serviEe assve tRe l::Ises, iREll::IBiRg, Sl::lt RSt liR'liteB ts elevatsr 
Isssies, '{estisl::lles, aRB restrssR'ls. 

5.1.2 TRe ReigRt sf tRe sl::lilBiRg aRB Rl::IR'lSer sf stsries sRalise R'leaSl::lreB frsR'l tRe El::Irs/graBe le'{el sf 
tRe I3riR'lary street FrsRtage Fsr tRat I3srtisR SF tRe PrsjeEt Site (i.e ., West Site ZSRe B tswer 
R'leaSl::lreB FrsR'l ViRe Street) . 
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6. BUILDING AND STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.1 Tower Massing Standards 

6.1.1 The Tower Massing Standards apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above curb level 
- see Table 6.1.1. 

11.5 50 
13,325 East Site 10 
9,042 West Site 15

1 

.g,.±+.3-17 380 

.;!.G15 50 
East Site 10 
~11794 15

1 

West Site 

~22745 
10 

28 50 East Site 
15

1 

22,016 West Site 

48 nfa 
55,616 East Site 10 
37,742 West Site 15

1 

Table 6.1.1 

Note 1: lS' tower setback required for any tower fronting Vine Street on West parcel. See Figure 6.3.2. 

12 

10 

8 

5 

6.1.2.d.1 
6.1.2.d.2 

6.1.2.c.1 
6.1.2.c.2 

6.1.2.b.1 
6.1.2.b.2 

6.1.2.a.1 
6.1.2.a.2 

6.1.2 For the purpose of calculating the maximum lot coverage the total lot area is equal to the total 
lot area for each of the sites, the West Site and the East Site. If there is more than one tower on 
a site, the maximum lot coverage requirement in Table 6.1.1 is calculated based on the combined 
area of all towers on each site. The total lot coverage applies to the aggregate floor plate(s) of 
the tower or towers on each site. 

6.1.3 Minimum grade level open space will be 5% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Figs. 6.1.2.a.1- 2.) 

6.1.4 At least 50% of total floor area must be located below 220 feet. 

6.1.5 Tower wall articulation: 

a. Minimum 10% of tower aggregate area shall be articulated. 

6.1.6 Types of permitted articulations for tower walls: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 
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b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from fase Sf EH:lileliRg a required 
street wall over a grade level open space, sl:lileliRg setsask, aRel/sr aRY reEll:lireel 
seJ3aratisR setweeR sl:lileliRgs . 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 

floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 
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The following developments are for illustrative purposes only. 
Maximum Lot Coverage and Tower Floor Plate - Figs. 6.l.2.a - d . 

..-;:~:::::-__ ~_YlIcca S!reet 

D 
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(l) MINIMUM 10' SETBAc k ALONG VINESTREET 
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CD 1 ry 9ETaACK FROM CAPITOL RECORDS TONER 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 

ENVELOPE 

5% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE -------~ 
5,793 SF 

fig. 6.1.2.a.l: East Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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WEST SITE -SITE PlAN 
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fig. 6.1.2.a.2: West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. 
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D 
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fig. 6.1.2.b.l: East Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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YUCCa Street 

--- --- -+----,-_r-----, 

D 

EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
Q) MINIMUM 00' SEPARATION BETWEEN 'TONERS' QN SAME SITE 

CD MINIMUM 10-SETB'GKABWE IW' 

Gl P.lAXIr.Ml40'll OF 8TREElWAll CAN E:<CEED "'AXI~UM 8TREETWAl l HEIGH 

® f'IN I ~U M 10' SETBACK ABOVE 160 

® 10' " . r~A(; 1< ~ ~OM ;:<, .. I1'OL ~i!G"R~r. [<!I\\I![\ 

BETWEEN 220' AND 585' 7 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

11 ,5% OF SITE 
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WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
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11.5% OF SITE 
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fig, 6,1.2.d,2: West Site - 585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHER E WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

r------ EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

~'-f-'--- ROOFTOP OPEN SPACE AND 
VIEW DECK REQUIRED FOR 
BUILDINGS ABOVE 550 ' 

J 
MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VI NE STREET 

?-

....... '0:--"7""'--12% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
9,435 SF 

,In'---- MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 
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---- SETBACK ALONG Pl 
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6.2 Street Walls 

6.2.1 A street wall is a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open space. 
Street walls determine the scale and character of the pedestrian environment. Articulation of the 
required street wall within the permitted ranges is required in order to create a sense of different 
uses, visual interest and orientation. The street wall shall have proportions and architectural 
building details which emphasize and reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian 
environment. Massing offsets, fenestration, varied textures, openings, recesses, and design 
accents are strongly encouraged to ensure there are no un-articulated walls and monolithic roof 
forms, and architectural elements such as balconies, verandas, and porches that add architectural 
character are encouraged. 

6.3 Street Wall Standards 

6.3.1 Location of a required street wall: 

a. Parcels with a grade level open space: the required street wall shall be located a 
minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site. 

b. A grade level open space is required for any building fronting Yucca Street with a 
minimum 10 feet setback from the property line. 

c. Parcels or portions of parcels without a grade level open space: the required street wall 
shall be located on the property line. 

6.3.2 Height of required street wall: 

a. Street walls shall be built to a minimum height of 30 feet and a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level except as noted in item (b), (c) and (d) below. 

b. Street walls fronting Vine Street on the West Site shall be built to a maximum height of 
40 feet above curb level except as noted in item (d) below. 

c. Street walls fronting Yucca Street shall be built to a maximum height of 30 feet. Building 
can extend to a maximum height of 150 feet with a 10 foot setback above 30 feet except 
as noted in item (d) below. 

d. 40% of the aggregate width of the required street wall frontage on each street can 
exceed the maximum street wall height up to the maximum tower height. 
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6.3.3 Types of permitted articulation of a required street wall: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a required street wall over a 
grade level open space, sl:IilEliRg setsaEk, aREl/sr aRY reEll:lireEl seJ3aratisR setweeR 
sl:lilEliRgs. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 

6.3.4 Other permitted projections: elements which project beyond the property line from a required 
street wall shall comply with the Building Code. 

a. Architectural facade elements such as expression bands, cornices, eaves, gutters, and 
downspouts may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

b. Steps and ramps may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

c. Commercial marquees, canopies and awnings. 

d. Retail storefronts: may project from a required street wall over a grade level open 
space by a maximum depth of 5'-0'. The maximum height of these projections for each 
parcel shall not exceed two stories or 28'-0" above curb level, whichever is less. 

6.4 Street Wall Guidelines 

6.4.1 Pedestrian pass-through areas, public plazas, marquees, canopies, awnings and retail storefronts 
are permitted within the street wall area. 

6.4.2 Pedestrian steps and ramps, entry forecourts, hotel drop-offs and loading entries and exits and 
vehicular access driveways are also permitted within the street wall area on the Project Site. 

6.5 Yard Standards 

6.5.1 Yard is an open space other than a court that is unoccupied and unobstructed from the ground 
upward. 

6.5.2 Commercial Use: no front, side or rear yard setbacks are required. 
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6.5.3 Residential Use: 

a. Front Yard: none. 

b. Side Yard: Minimum 5 feet; for a building more than two stories in height, one foot shall 
be added to the width of such side yard for each additional story above the second 
story, but in no event shall a side yard of more than 16 feet in width be required. 

c. Rear Yard: Minimum 15 feet; for a building more than three stories in height, one foot 
shall be added to the depth of such rear yard for each additional story above the third 
story, but such rear yard need not exceed 20 feet. 

6.6 Building Materials and Color Guidelines 

6.6.1 The goal of the building materials and colors is to reinforce the character of the Hollywood area 
and provide a design that is compatible yet avoids any appearance that the building is being 
historicized. These guidelines will address the fa~ade treatment for both residential and 
commercial portions of buildings. 

a. Buildings shall feature long-lived and sustainable materials. The material palette shall 
provide variety, reinforce massing and changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

b. Ground floors shall have a different architectural expression than upper floors and 
feature high quality durable materials that add scale, texture and variety. 

c. Podium levels up to 150 feet will be predominantly light in color. Colors will be achieved 
through the inherent color of the material, rather than the application of color to the 
surface. Darker accent colors may be used to delineate building entrances and accents. 

d. The architecture of the building shall clearly delineate an architectural style, and shall 
not appear as a simplified version thereof, with appropriate fenestration patterns, 
architectural features, proportions and materials. 

e. The building's skin, especially for towers, shall be primarily transparent; the use of 
darkly colored or highly reflective glass will be avoided. Glazing will have the minimum 
amount of reflectivity or tinting required to achieve energy efficiency standards. 

f. In buildings other than curtain wall buildings, windows will be recessed, except where 
inappropriate to a building's architectural style. There will be clear contrast between the 
building's surface material and the building's glazed areas. 

g. In general, the overall massing, roof forms, materials, and architectural style of new 
structures shall provide a variety of forms, depth and texture, and encourage a cohesive 
character. Building massing shall include a variation in wall planes and height as well as 
roof forms to promote architectural excellence, a pedestrian friendly environment and 
take into account the context. 

h. To provide visual variety and depth, the building skin shall be layered and designed with 
a variety of textures that bear a direct relationship to the building's massing and 
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structural elements. The skin shall reinforce the integrity of the design concept and the 
building's structural elements, and not appear as surface pastiche. 

i. Rooftop mechanical equipment screening shall be designed to be integral with the 
building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized by using materials that 
are complimentary or consistent with the building. 

j. Design the color palette for a building to reinforce building identity and complement 
changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

-29-
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k. Examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in Figures 6.6.1- 2 
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Cladding: 
White Metal Panel 
White Precast Concrete wi 
Titanium Dioxide Additive 
Architectura l Poured in 
Place Concrete 

Vision Glass: 
Clear glass with High 
Performance Low-E Coat ing 
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6.7 Grade level Standards 

6.7.1 The purpose of the grade level standards is to promote pedestrian-scaled architecture by 
regulating street wall massing, articulation and detail, street level entrances and storefront 
windows and doors, as well as the use of quality materials and decorative details. Architectural 
features that reinforce the retail character of the ground floor street wall and/or help define the 
pedestrian environment along the sidewalk, such as canopies, awnings, and overhangs, are 
encouraged and shall be integral to the architecture of the building. 

6.7.2 Ground floor height: 

a. Minimum 12'-0" height measured from floor to ceiling. 

6.7.3 Building entrances: 

a. The primary entrance to a street level tenant space that has frontage along a public 
street shall be provided from that street. The primary entrance to a tenant space that 
does not have its frontage along a public street shall be provided from a courtyard, 
grade level open space, or publicly accessible passageway. Entries less than 18 inches 
from the property line shall not be higher than 12 inches above the elevation of the 
sidewalk; entries greater than 18 inches from the property line shall be within 30 inches 
of the adjacent grade level along street frontages. Where possible entries shall be 
marked using architectural elements such as porches, gateways, entry alcoves, awnings, 
canopies, or portals. 

b. All retail spaces shall be accessed primarily from a ground floor, single-tenant entry 
along a street, plaza or passageway. Where reasonably practical given architecture and 
tenant requirements, access to different tenant spaces shall occur at a maximum 
interval of 60 feet. 

c. Main building entrances shall read differently from retail storefronts, restaurants and 
commercial entrances which could include but are not limited to material change, 
architectural elements or elevation change. 

d. In addition to the building's required primary entrance(s}, there may be ancillary 
entrances to the building from parking garages. 

6.7.4 Ground Floor Glazing 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Use of clear, colorless and transparent glazing is required within the first 30 feet above 
curb level. 

Use of reflective glass is prohibited. 

Along street frontages with a required build-to line less than or equal to 18 inches from 
the property line, glazing shall constitute a minimum of 30% of the area of a building 
face and shall not exceed 80% of the area of a building face. 
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a. Arcades at grade will maintain a minimum of 10 feet clear height and will be lit with a 
minimum of 1.0-foot candles. 

6.7.6 Service and Refuse Requirements 

Hotel and Commercial/Office / Retail that abuts an alley 

a. Every required loading space shall be located and arranged such that delivery vehicles 
may be driven upon or into said space from an alley. Such loading space shall have a 
minimum height of 14 feet and be accessible through a usable door not less than three 
feet in width and not less than six feet six inches in height opening from the building it is 
to serve. 

b. Every required loading space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet, a minimum 
width of 20 feet measured along the alley line, and a minimum depth of ten feet 
measured perpendicularly to the alley line. 

c. Loading space shall have a minimum area of 600 square feet where the gross floor area 
of all buildings on the lot exceeds SO,OOO square feet, but not more than 100,000 square 
feet; a minimum area of 800 square feet where the gross floor area of all buildings is 
between 100,000 and 200,000 square feet; and shall be increased by an additional 200 
square feet for each additional 200,000 square feet or fraction thereof of gross floor 
area in the building. 

Condominiums (Residential) 

d. None 

Rental (Residential) 

e. None 

6.7.7 Service and Refuse Guidelines 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Storage areas shall be provided within the building of a size sufficient for the 
development to ensure that refuse is stored and loaded off-street. Refuse storage areas 
shall be directly and conveniently accessible from a curb cut. 

Service, utility, and mechanical functions, including retail loading, shall be located in 
alleys whenever present. When alleys are not present, service functions shall be placed 
within buildings. 

Service, utility, and mechanical equipment that is visible from the street shall be 
screened from view with landscaping or enclosures. Back flow and fire standpipes, along 
with utility box transformers, shall be screened. 

All screening devices shall be compatible with the architecture, materials and colors of 
adjacent buildings. 
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e. Trash and storage enclosures shall be architecturally compatible with the project design 
and landscaping shall be provided adjacent to the enclosure(s) to screen them and deter 
graffiti. 

f. Trash enclosures and retail loading areas shall be sited to minimize nuisance to adjacent 
properties. 

g. The location of trash enclosures shall be easily accessible for trash collection and should 
not impede general site circulation patterns during loading operations. 

h. Mechanical equipment shall vent to an alley wherever possible. 

i. Roof-vent penetrations and mechanical equipment shall be located at least 10 feet from 
any exterior Building Face. 

j. Gutters and downspouts shall be made of galvanized steel, copper (not copper coated), 
or aluminum. 

6.7.8 Storefronts 

a. Storefront (residential, retail, restaurant and commercial) requirements shall include 
frontage along streets and grade level open spaces. 

b. Storefronts shall comprise a minimum of 70% of the building's street level fa!;ade along 
Vine Street and 40% along all other streets and be recessed where necessary. 

c. Storefront glazing shall comprise a minimum of 60% of the storefront area along Vine 
Street and 40% glazing along all other streets. 

d. All retail space shall have a minimum 12 feet finished ceiling clearance. 

e. Storefront openings shall be no wider than 100 feet and no smaller than 15 feet. 
Storefront sills shall be a minimum of 18 inches and a maximum of 30 inches above the 
adjoining grade. 

f. Storefront openings shall be no shorter than 12 feet above the adjoining grade for 90% 
of the required storefront frontage. 

g. Security grilles will be located behind glass and be at minimum 70% open. 

h. At-grade storefront glazing at, or adjacent to, and/or facing any public right-of-way shall 
incorporate transparent, clear, colorless glazing with no reflectivity. 

i. Awnings shall not obscure storefront signage. Vinyl awnings are not permitted. 

6.8 Podium Standards 

6.8.1 The purpose of the Podium Standards is to provide a modern interpretation of the historical 
context of Hollywood by establishing different treatment of the building's base, middle and top 
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through the vertical articulation of the street wall fa!;ade by the use of balconies, projections, 
recesses, fenestration and changes in massing, color, material or other elements. 

6.8.2 Podiums shall comply as applicable with the minimum setback requirements set forth in Figures 
6.1.2a - d. 

6.2.3 ~Js J3sElil::lR'l sAallse greater tAaR 12Q feet, e)(EeJ3t tAat J3srtisR sf tAe J3sElil::lR'l tAat is sl::lilt ts tAe 
J3rsJ3erty liRe SR l'/ar A·/eRl::Ie. 

6.9 Podium Guidelines 

6.9.1 Podiums shall have fenestration that establishes a clear pattern on the fa!;ade (with special 
attention paid to facades that are visible from a public street) and that provides depth and 
additional articulation. 

6.9.2 An identifiable break between the building's ground floors and upper floors shall be provided. 
This break may include a change in material, change in fenestration pattern or similar means. 

6.9.3 Podium level windows shall be vertically oriented. 

6.9.4 Podium levels shall be predominantly light in color. 

6.9.5 An expression band shall be provided at the highest story within the podium. 

6.9.6 While blank street wall fa!;ades shall be avoided, an exception may be made for integration of 
public art or an articulated fa!;ade if it adds scale and interest to an otherwise bland frontage. In 
these cases, the fa!;ade shall be a maximum of four floors high, and shall have variation in its 
surface plane (using cutouts, insets or pop-outs). It shall employ different scales of elements as 
viewed when seeing the entire building massing. 

6.9.7 Louvers and wall openings shall be designed to integrate with building architecture . 

6.9.8 Podiums are encouraged as feasible to be set back from Pantages to preserve sightlines and 
promote groundfloor open space. 

6.10 Street and Sidewalk Standards 

6.10.1 The Site is comprised of a variety of public elements that include open spaces, streets and 
sidewalks. The Hollywood Walk of Fame is an integral element that fronts open spaces on both 
East and West Sites. Its adjacency to the public plazas requires compatibility and cohesiveness. 

6.10.2 The combination of landscaped plazas, publicly accessible passageways and landscaped streets 
and sidewalks creates diversity, and at the same time forms a single unified system. 
Cohesiveness shall be achieved by providing certain uniform elements such as lighting, paving, 
rhythmic tree plantings and continuous open spaces in a consistent palette of materials and 
furnishings. 
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6.11 Screening Standards 

6.11.1 Except for the minimum ground level frontage required for access, loading shall be screened 
from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and streets. 

6.11.2 Trash enclosures shall be provided and screened from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and 
streets. Rehabilitated trash enclosures shall be screened from the view of adjacent public 
sidewalks and streets. 
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7. TOWERS 

7.1 Purpose 

7.1.1 Towers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear slender. 

7.1.2 Towers shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry and exhibit big, simple moves. 
They shall not appear overwrought or to have over-manipulated elements. 

7.1.3 Towers that emulate a more streamlined modern style shall provide variety through subtle 
details in the curtain wall, and the articulation of a human-scaled base at the street level. 

7.1.4 If a project has more than one tower, the towers shall be complementary to each other and 
employ a similar yet varied architectural design approach. 

7.1.5 Generally, buildings over 150 feet tall (the historic datum for Hollywood) shall not be historicized. 
They are contemporary forms in the skyline and shall appear as such. 

7.2 Projections 

7.2.1 The following building elements and operations equipment can project beyond the maximum 
permitted building height: 

a. Roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating fans or similar 
equipment required to operate and maintain the building; 

b. Skylights, towers, steeples, flagpoles, water tanks, silos; 

c. Wireless masts; and 

d. Solar energy devices and similar structures. 

7.2.2 Permitted building elements or equipment in Section 7.2.1 shall be screened as practical and 
based on building design except if such projections - e.g., flagpoles or steeples - are part of the 
architecture or design. The use of creative materials and forms for screening is encouraged. 

7.2.3 Enclosures for bulkheads shall not count against building height. 

7.3 General Standards 

7.3.1 A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or longer 
dimension parallel to the north-south streets. 

7.3.2 Distinctive tower crown and lighting permitted but not required at the highest one (1) story and 
rooftop mechanical equipment enclosure. 

7.3.3 Towers shall be set back from maximum street wall height a minimum of 10 feet except for 
towers fronting Vine Street on the West site, these towers shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet 
from the maximum street wall height. 
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7.3.4 Towers shall be setback on West Site from shared property line with Hollywood Playhouse a 
minimum of -2-G-10 feet above 150 feet. 

7.3.5 Adherence to minimum setbacks and other separation standards for towers is required as may 
be applicable to a specific tower and its location with the Project area. Please refer to standards 
for towers set forth in Figures 6.1.2.a - d. 

7.3.6 Tower orientation and placement that enhances important sightlines is encouraged. 

&.3 .7 TRe tallest tswer SR aRY SRe site (East site sr "Nest site) sRalll3e witRiR 35 l3erseRt sf tRe tallest 
ReigRt SR tRe stRer site (East site sr "Nest site) . TRe ReigRt EliffereRtial sRalll3e salsl:IlateEi relati'/e ts tRe tallest 
tswer iR tRe Prsjest. 

7.3.7 In no instance should the tower fronting Vine Street on the East site development have more 
than a 15% height differential from the tower on the West ste development . 

7.4 Wall Standards 

7.4.1 All walls are required to be articulated. 

7.4.2 The following types of articulation of a tower wall are permitted: 

a. Recess; 

b. Standard balconies may be projecting or recessed or a combination of both; and 

c. Bay windows. 

fig. 7.4.2.b: Bay Window 
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7.4.3 Balcony: a balcony shall be integral to the fa!;ade (see figs. 7.4.3.a and b) and shall not create a 
relentless horizontal and vertical stacking pattern. Balconies are encouraged to create a complex 
and varied pattern along the fa!;ade using various balcony sizes and architectural configurations 
and shall be a minimum 75% transparent. Balconies are encouraged on buildings facing major 
public spaces such as plazas, passageways and open spaces. Long balconies resembling corridors 
are prohibited. 

fig. 7.4.3.a: Recess/Bal~ony: Integral Balcony 
II , ..... 0:0.1 
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7.5.1 If two towers are located on a single site the towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural 
light and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline. 

7.5.2 Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the 
same parcel, except for the following which will meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset 
(staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the 
towers are curved or angled. See fig. 7.5.2. 

1) 

fig. 7.5.2: Tower Spacing 

7.5.3 Since a tower is defined as any building above 150 feet, all buildings above 150 feet shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from any portion of any adjacent or separate building on the site, 

-41-
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exceeding 150 feet, excluding a project within the height range of 150 to 220 feet, as shown in 
figures 6.1.2.a.1 and 6.1.2.a.2. 

7.5.4 Spires, signage, parapets, and mechanical enclosures are excluded from the tower spacing 
regulations. 

7.6 Rooftops Guidelines 

7.6.1 Rooftops and setbacks are highly visible and provide a significant amenity. They shall be 
landscaped with consideration for use and be visually attractive when viewed from locations 
adjacent and above. 

7.6.2 For rooftops to be developed as usable outdoor area, refer to requirements specified under 
common open space, Section 8.5. 

7.6.3 All other roof surfaces and setbacks shall provide surface materials which are not reflective or 
high contrast colors. 

7.6.4 All obtrusive features such as vents, bulkheads and cooling units shall be screened from lateral 
and pedestrian views. 

7.7 Parapets, Handrails, Roof Mechanical Equipment Screening Standards 

7.7.1 Parapets and handrails shall be finished in a distinctive manner if part of an expression band or 
expression line. 

7.7.2 Materials and design for roof mechanical equipment shall be consistent with the building 
architecture and shall utilize similar colors and materials as in other portions of the building. 

7.7.3 Roof mechanical equipment shall be screened. 
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8. OPEN SPACE 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 
be used to enhance the experience of the visitor and resident. Open space also will enable important 
pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space also will be 
designed to showcase the Capital Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 
outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities. 

This section sets forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project: areas to be 
accessible to the public (Grade Level Open Space, Publicly Accessible Passageways and Rooftop Open 
Space) and areas to be designed for the residential uses (Common Open Space and Private Open Space). 

8.2 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

8.2.1 Grade level open space is a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. The 
purpose of a grade level open space is to provide a landsca ped open space to preserve views of 
the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and accentuate the low scale character. 

8.2.2 Minimum grade level open space will be S% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.a.l- 2 and 8.1.1) 

8.2.3 An additional 3% of open space (total 8%) shall be required for buildings between 221 feet and 
400 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2 .b.l- 2 and 8.1.2) 

8.2.4 An additional S% (total 10%) of open space shall be required for buildings between 401 feet and 
SSO feet (See Fig. 6.1.2.c.l- 2 and 8.1.3) 

8.2.S An additional 7% (total 12%) of open space shall be required for buildings taller than SSO feet. 
(See Fig. 6.1.2.d .l- 2 and 8.1.4) 

8.2.6 Location 

a. East Site: adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building; West Site: across 
from the Capitol Records Building along Vine Street and along Yucca Street. 

b. 

c. 

Minimum depth: no horizontal dimension less than 10 feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. Open 
space on West Site fronting Vine Street shall have a horizontal dimension no less than 
lS feet when measured perpendicular from any point. 

On West Site, open space must occupy the area to the west of a line struck at 40 
degrees from center line of Vine Street ROW at alignment with the southern most 
property line and a minimum 10' setback from the southeast corner of the Capitol 
Records Building. (See Figs. 8.1.1- 4) 

-43-
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9.2.7 SestieR5 &.3.Q tRrel:lgR &.3 .19 (eHSel3tiRg &.3.Q .a) Belew 5Rall al3l3ly te Grase Le'wel Ol3eR Sl3ase. 
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8.3 Passageway Standards 

8.3.1 A publicly accessible passageway is a continuous through-block public connection between two 
parallel streets, located on privately owned land. The passageway may be either enclosed or 
open to the sky or a combination of both. 

8.3.2 Design Intent: to encourage public pedestrian circulation and other appropriate public uses on 
both sides along Vine Street. 

8.3.3 Location and Size standards: 

a. The major portion of a publicly accessible passageway is the largest area of the 
passageway and the area of primary use. Major portions shall be generally regular in 
shape, contiguous to each other, easily and directly accessible from adjoining buildings 
and public spaces. Major portions shall occupy no less than 7S percent of the total 
passageway area and shall not be less than 20'-0" wide. 

b. Minor portions of publicly accessible passageway are secondary areas that allow for 
additional flexibility in the shape and configuration of a passageway. Minor portions 
shall not occupy more than 2S percent of the total area of the passageway. The minor 
portion shall have a minimum width of 10 feet. 

c. The minor portion must be directly adjacent to the major portion. 

Yueca- -
Street -

O[ . -

- - - - PAP 
fig. 8.3.3: Publicly Accessible Passageway 
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8.3.4 Permitted Obstructions: 

a. The minimum percentage of publicly accessible passageway area to be open to the sky 
(East and West Sites combined) shall be as follows: 

(i) Development with maximum building height of 150 feet: 0% 

(ii) Development with maximum building height of 220 feet: 20% 

(iii) Development with maximum building height of 400 feet: 30% 

(iv) Development with maximum building height of 550 feet: 40% 

(v) Development with maximum building height of 585 feet: 50% 

b. Permitted obstructions within the major portion of an open air publicly accessible 
passageway are any features, equipment, and appurtenances normally found in public 
parks and playgrounds, such as fountains and reflecting pools, waterfalls, sculptures and 
other works of art, arbors, trellises, benches, seats, trees, planting beds, litter 
receptacles, drinking fountains, and bicycle racks; open-air cafes; kiosks, outdoor 
furniture; lights and lighting stanchions; flag poles; public telephones; temporary 
exhibitions; balconies and bay windows; awnings, canopies and marquees; stairs, ramps 

fig. 8.3.4: View from Argyle Avenue Along PAP Towards Capitol Records 
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and bollards. 

8.3.5 Kiosk: 

a. Where a kiosk is provided, it shall be a one-story structure, predominantly of light 
materials, such as metal, glass, plastic, or fabric as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety in conformance with the Building Code. Kiosks, including roofed 
areas, shall not count as floor area, exceed 3% of the total area of the publicly accessible 
passageway, or occupy an area of more than 250 square feet. 

b. A kiosk may be freestanding or may be attached on only one side to a wall of the 
building. 

c. Any area occupied by a kiosk shall be excluded from the definition of floor area, and 
may be occupied by news or magazine stands, candy stands, and food preparation for 
open-air cafes, flower stands or public service/information booths. 

d. All kiosks greater than 250 square feet are permitted but will count as floor area. 

8.3.6 Open-Air Cafe: 

a. Where an open-air cafe is provided it shall be an unenclosed restaurant or open-air 
seating for an enclosed restaurant, eating, or drinking place, which may have waiter or 
table service and is open to the sky except for permitted obstructions such as trees, 
arbors, awnings or canopies. 

b. An open-air cafe shall be accessible from a minimum of two sides where there is a 
boundary with the remainder of the publicly accessible passageway. The boundary shall 
be defined by planters or temporary decorative barricades. Seating may be reserved for 
customers. 

c. An open-air cafe may occupy an aggregate area not more than 20% of the total area of 
the publicly accessible passageway. No cooking equipment shall be installed within an 
open-air cafe. Cooking equipment may be contained in a kiosk adjoining the open-air 
cafe. An open-air cafe qualifying as a permitted obstruction shall be excluded from the 
definition of floor area. 

8.3.7 Service through windows: 

a. Outdoor eating services or uses occupying kiosks may serve customers on the publicly 
accessible passageway through open windows. 

8.3.8 Prohibition of parking spaces, loading berths, exhaust vents and building refuse storage areas: 

a. No building refuse storage areas or refuse storage from a kiosk or open-air cafe are 
permitted on any publicly accessible passageway. 

b. No exhaust vents are permitted on any publicly accessible passageway or on any 
building wall of the development fronting upon the passageway except where such 
vents are more than 10'-6" above the level of the passageway. 
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8.3.9 Frontages: 

a. Mandatory allocation of frontages for permitted use: at least 40% of the total frontage 
of building walls of the development fronting on a publicly accessible passageway shall 
be allocated for occupancy by permitted retail, restaurants and cultural uses. 

b. Such building frontage use requirement shall apply to both the mezzanine, if provided, 
and the street level. All such uses shall be directly accessible from the publicly 
accessible passageway with an entrance required every 50' at a minimum. The 
remaining frontage may be occupied by other uses, vertical circulation elements and 
building lobbies. 

8.3.10 Maintenance: 

a. The building owner shall be responsible for the maintenance of the publicly accessible 
passageway including, but not limited to, the confinement of permitted obstructions, 
litter control, and the care and replacement of vegetation within the passageway and in 
the street sidewalk area adjacent to the passageway. 

b. Litter receptacles: shall be provided with a minimum capacity of one cubic foot for each 
2,000 square feet of publicly accessible passageway area. An additional capacity of one 
cubic foot of litter receptacle shall be provided for each 2,000 square feet of 
passageway in connection with outdoor eating services or other uses permitted on 
passageway which generate litter. 

8.4 Roof-top Open Space 

8.4.1 The Project shall include roof-top open space. 

8.4.2 Roof-top open space shall include an observation area (i.e., viewing deck) accessible to the 
public. 

8.4.3 The hotel, if developed, ffIi'I't'":shall include an observation area (i.e., open space viewing area) 
accessible to the public. 

8.4.4 The hotel observation area (i.e., viewing area), if developed, shall satisfy the requirement in 
section 8.4.1 above. 

8.4.5 Roof-top open space may include a cafe. 

8.5 Residential Common Open Space 

8.5.1 Common open space is intended to be a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the 
interior of a parcel; secure, primarily passive recreational open space for resident adults and play 
space for children; and to be visually attractive when viewed from apartments adjacent and 
above. The publicly accessible passageway cannot be used to meet the residential common 
open space requirements. 
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8.5.2 Common Open Space Standards 

a. Provide at a minimum the following usable open space per dwelling unit: 100 square 
feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each unit 
having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three 
habitable rooms. 

b. Usable open space shall mean an area which is designed and intended to be used for 
active or passive recreation. Usable open space may consist of private and/or common 
area as further defined and regulated herein. 

c. Open space shall be open to the sky and have no structures that project into the 
common open space area, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 

d. Common open space shall be readily accessible to all the residents of the Site. 

e. Common open space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet with no horizontal 
dimension less than 15 feet when measured perpendicular from any point on each of 
the boundaries of the open space area . 

f. Common open space shall constitute at least 50% of the total required usable open 
space in the built development. 

g. Common open space areas shall incorporate recreational amenities including but not 
limited to swimming pools, spas, picnic tables, benches, children's play areas, ball 
courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, gym and fitness center. 

h. Common open space shall be located at any story above curb level. The roof of any 
portion of a building used for accessory parking or for any permitted non-residential use 
may be considered as common open space. 

i. Refer to LAMC 12.21.G for additional open space requirements. 

8.6 Residential Private Open Space 

8.6.1 A private open space area is an area contiguous to and immediately accessible from a single 
dwelling unit. 

8.6.2 Residential Open Space Standards: 

a. Private open space shall contain a minimum area of 50 square feet, of which no more 
than 50 square feet per dwelling unit shall be attributable to the total required usable 
open space. 

b. 

c. 

Private open space shall have no horizontal dimension less than six feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. 

Private open space shall provide a minimum eight-foot vertical clearance under any 
projection, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 
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That portion of a balcony which extends or projects into a required front yard in 
compliance with Zoning Code may qualify as usable open space provided it meets each 
of the above specified requirements noted in items a-c. 
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9. LANDSCAPE 

9.1 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

9.1.1 Planting requirements: a minimum of 10% of grade level open space shall be landscaped with 
softscape or water features. 

9.1.2 Landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant material and 30% of all 
landscaping shall be California Natives or drought tolerant. 

9.1.3 The landscaped portion of open space may be designed as a single area or multiple planted 
areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.1.4 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42" 

b. Shrubs: 30" 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18" 

9.1.5 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.1.6 Permitted obstructions: the following are permitted obstructions which may occur in the grade 
level open space: 

a. Building entries, steps, ramps, balconies, bay windows, architectural facade details, 
marquees, canopies, awnings, outdoor dining, and retail storefronts. 

9.1.7 Open-air publicly accessible passageways are not to be included in the grade level open space 
requirements. 

9.2 Common Open Space Standards 

9.2.1 A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, 
shrubs or trees. 

9.2.2 At least one 36-inch box tree for every four dwelling units shall be provided on-site and may 
include street trees in the parkway, sidewalks adjoining the property, open space, publicly 
accessible passageway and common roof decks. 

9.2.3 For a surface area not located directly on finished grade that is used for common open space, 
and located at ground level or the first habitable room level, shrubs and/or trees shall be 
contained within permanent planters at least 3~-inches in depth, and lawn or ground cover shall 
be at least 12-inches in depth . 

9.2.4 All required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic irrigation system and be 
properly drained. 
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fig. 9.3.a: Movable Seating fig. 9.3.b: Open Air Cafe 
.:p • !II 

9.3 Standards For Open Air Portions of Publicly Accessible Passageway 

9.3.1 The landscaped portion of open air passageways may be designed as a single area or multiple 
planted areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.3.2 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42". 

b. Shrubs: 30". 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18". 

9.3.3 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.3.4 Planting requirements: 

a. A minimum of 10% of open air publicly accessible passageway shall be landscaped. 
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b. For each 400 square feet of landscaped area there shall be at least one (I) major shade 
tree or two (2) minor ornamental trees. 

c. The remaining landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant 
material. 

- SINGLE SEAT - DOUBLE SEAT 
fig. 9.3.5: Seating Standards 

9.3.5 Seating 

a. There shall be a minimum of one linear foot of seating for each 500 square feet of 
publicly accessible passageway excluding the area of an open-air cafe. 

b. One seat shall equal two linear feet. 

c. Not more than 50% of the linear seating capacity may be in moveable seats. Seating 
shall meet the following standards: 

(i) Seating without backs shall have a minimum depth of 16". For the 
benefit of handicapped persons, a minimum of 20% of the required 
seating shall have backs at least 12" high and a minimum depth of 14". 
Seating 30" or more in depth shall count as double seating provided 
there is access to both sides. 

(ii) Seating higher than 36" and lower than 12" above the level of the 
adjacent walking surface shall not count toward meeting the seating 
requirements. 

(iii) The tops of walls including but not limited to those which bound 
planting beds, fountains and pools may be counted as seating when 
they conform to the dimensional standards in subparagraphs (i) and 
(ii) above. 

d. Moveable seating or chairs, excluding seating of open-air cafes, may be credited as 30 
inches of linear seating per chair. Steps and seating in open-air cafes do not count 
toward meeting the seating requirements. 
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9.4 Tree Planting Guidelines 

9.4.1 It is the intent to comply with the Urban Forestry Division standard guidelines regarding street 
tree locations and planting procedures. Regular spacing of the street trees is critical to the 
overall image of the Project, establishing the module for locating all of the other elements of the 
streetscape and certain building elements such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections. 

9.4.2 Street trees playa very important role in the Project. To create a strong visual order, trees shall 
be planted in continuous, uniformly spaced rows along the streets. To acknowledge 
microciimatic variations and to avoid monoculture demise, different tree species shall be 
required on the designated hierarchy of street types. In all cases, the trees shall be planted in a 
single row on sidewalks leading to or abutting the development. 

9.4.3 Spacing of the street trees is critical to the overall image of the development, so their regular 
spacing becomes the module for locating all of the other elements on the sidewalks such as light 
standards, pavement scoring patterns and curb cut zones. It is important that building elements 
affecting tree spacing, such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections, be coordinated at the 
outset to avoid conflict with the established tree-planting pattern. 

9.5 lighting Standards 

9.5.1 Lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the street lighting. Its 
purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians' faces, articulate the 
building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the 
development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime 
streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain. 

9.5.2 Supplemental lighting shall meet the following minimum requirements: 

a. Supplemental sidewalk lighting for pedestrians shall be provided on all sides of the 
parcel and designed in conjunction with the grade level open space and open publicly 
accessible passageway. 

b. Lighting will be operated from dusk to dawn. 

c. Lighting will utilize a "white" light source with a color rendering index (CRI) of 65 or 
greater, i.e. metal halide, fluorescent, compact fluorescent, white cold cathode, white 
neon, or white HPS. 

d. Steps and ramps will be lighted with a minimum of 1.0-foot candles on a horizontal 
plane. 

e. Lighting approach will be consistent on each parcel with not more than 30 feet between 
elements. 

f. All exterior lighting shall be shielded or directed toward the areas to be lit to limit spill
over onto off-site uses. 

g. Light quality shall not be harsh, glaring, blinking or shed beyond property boundaries. 
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9.5.3 Responsibility for maintenance: 

a. The Building Owner shall be responsible for maintenance of all lighting associated with 
the property and for the maintenance of tenant lighting used to meet these 
requirements. No luminaire or lighted element which is to meet these requirements 
shall be out of commission for more than 10 consecutive days. 

b. Additional lighting such as plant lighting, colored lighting, signage lighting, etc. will be 
used. The operation of additional lighting will be at the discretion of the building 
Owner. 

9.5.4 Lighting for areas located inside the lot line and visible from the street, such as service yards, 
loading docks, service or garage entrances, shall be lighted with "white" light sources in 
attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

9.5.5 Lighting for above-grade parking garage facilities shall utilize "white" light sources and the 
luminaires' brightness shall be shielded from view of the street or any residential living space. 
This may be accomplished through architectural screening, luminaire placement, or integral 
lumina ire shielding. Parking garages which are entirely concealed from exterior view are exempt 
from this requirement. 

9.6 Publicly Accessible Passageway lighting Standards 

9.6.1 A publicly accessible passageway shall be illuminated throughout with an overall minimum 
average level of illumination of not less than 1.0 maintained foot candle (lumens per square foot) 
on the horizontal plane at grade. 

9.6.2 Such level of illumination shall be maintained throughout the hours of darkness. Light sources 
shall be white light. 

9.7 Continuity of Design 

9.7.1 Design elements and architectural clues that reinforce where appropriate continuity between 
open and enclosed spaces at grade level is encouraged. Continuity of design may reinforce 
pedestrian circulation and support the Project's way-finding features. 

9.7.2 Where possible, materials, lighting, site elements and landscape shall be similar between 
different open and enclosed public spaces at the grade level. 
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SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PARKING 

10. PARKING 

10.1 Automobile Standards 

10.1.1 Base Standards 

The following standards shall apply for the base level of parking to be provided as the minimum 
for each use in the project area. The Regulations set forth below incorporate the parking 
requirements in the LAMC, where applicable, and supersede the LAMC requirements for 
development in the Development Agreement area. 

a. Commercial/Office / Retail: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area of 
commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade schools, or 
research and development buildings on any lot. The Regulations incorporate applicable 
parking requirements in the LAMC as set forth below. 

b. Sports Club: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area. 

c. Hotel 

One parking space for each individual guest room or suite of rooms for the first 30; 

One additional parking space for each two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
30 but not exceeding 60; and 

One additional parking space for each three guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
60. 

d. Condominiums (Residential): 

Two parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

One-quarter parking space per dwelling unit for guest parking. 

e. Rental (Residential): 

One parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms; one-and
one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms; and two 
parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms. 

f. Combination of Uses: 

Where there is a combination of uses on a lot, the base number of parking spaces 
required shall be the sum of the requirements of the various uses. 

10.1.2 Shared Parking: 
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a. Shared parking may be applied to the Section 10.1.1 base rates for the Site when the 
uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour 
cycle or between weekends and weekdays. The intent is to maximize efficient use of 
the site by matching parking demand with complimentary uses. The calculation of the 
parking requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to its construction. 

b. Calculating Shared Parking: 

10.2 Additional Regulations 

(i) The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a 
phase of development shall be calculated from Section 10.1.1. above 
to establish the "Base Demand." 

(ii) For parking spaces that are to be shared between uses, the calculated 
minimum parking requirement for the Site, including that new phase 
of construction, is to be adjusted from the Base Demand based on the 
procedures in Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) 
or another source as determined by the Director of Planning. 

10.2.1 The automobile parking spaces required shall be provided either on the same lot as the use for 
which they are intended to serve or on another lot located within 750 feet of the lot; said 
distance to be measured horizontally along the streets between the two lots, except that where 
the parking area is located adjacent to an alley, public walk or private easement which is easily 
usable for pedestrian travel between the parking area and the use it is to serve, the 7S0-foot 
distance may be measured along said alley, walk or easement. 

10.2.2 Curb cuts for driveways shall be located no closer than SO feet to the intersection of two streets 
unless approved by The Department of Transportation. 
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10.2.3 Access driveways to parking facilities not at signalized intersections shall not exceed 28 feet in 
width. The minimum separation between drives located along the same frontage shall be SO 
feet. 

10.2.4 Parking and loading access shall be shared where feasible. 

10.2.5 Priority placement within parking structures shall be given to bike parking, car-share parking, and 
other alternative ride vehicles . 

10.2.6 Pedestrian entrances to all parking shall be directly from the street, except that underground 
parking garages may be entered directly from a building. 

10.3 Screening 

10.3.1 Above grade parking for the first 20 feet shall be lined with habitable floor area having a 
minimum depth of 20 feet along street frontages where feasible and shall be designed to blend 
in with the form and massing and to look like an integral part of the building, with the use of 
windows and/or cladding, or by landscaping, or green screens, or a combination thereof. The 
interior of a parking structure shall be designed to be screened from the view of streets and 
sidewalks. 

10.4 Bicycle Standards 

10.4.1 Bicycle parking shall be provided per Ordinance No.182386. 
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10.5 Transportation Demand Management Plan 

10.5.1 The Project shall incorporate a comprehensive transportation demand management plan. 

10.5.2 The transportation demand management plan shall set forth best practices that relate to the 
Project Site and the Project's building design features in order to: 

a. Promote bicycle and pedestrian circulation within the Project Site. 

b. Promote alternative modes of transportation . 

c. Create pedestrian linkages to public and private amenities outside the Project Site. 

d. Provide convenient and attractive onsite pedestrian linkages for routes to the Metro 
Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

e. Provide adequate parking, but provide incentives to tenants and residents to utilize 
alternative modes of travel. The incentives shall include bicycle facilities, car sharing, 
discounted subway passes, and parking spaces as an only optional part of all lease and 
sale agreements. 
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11. SIGNAGE 

11.1 Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance No. 181340: Hollywood Sign age Supplemental Use District 
(Amended) pursuant to Section 13.11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

11.2 Modification to Guidelines 

Notwithstanding Section 11.1, high-rise signs located within 24 feet from the top of the building and 
meeting the requirements of the Building Code shall be permitted. See fig . 11.2. 

fig. 11.2: High Rise Sign 
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12. SUSTAINABILITY 

12.1 Non-Residential Projects 

The Standard of Sustainability establishes a requirement for non-residential projects at or above 50,000 
square feet of floor area, high-rise residential (above six stories) projects at or above 50,000 square feet 
of floor area, or low-rise residential (six stories or less) of SO or more dwelling units within buildings of at 
least 50,000 square feet of floor area to meet the intent of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design® (LEED®) Certified level. The Standard also applies to existing buildings that meet the minimum 
thresholds described above when redevelopment construction costs exceed a valuation of 50% of the 
existing building's replacement cost. 

12.2 Other Projects 

The project must include a LEED® Accredited Professional (LEED® AP) on the project team, and 
demonstrate that the project has met the intent of the US Green Building Council's (USGBC) LEED® 
Certified level. Formal certification by the USGBC is not required. 
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13. DEFINITIONS 

Awning: glazing or fabric on metal frame structure supported entirely by the building to provide 
weather protection at doors, windows and/or storefronts; may be retractable. 

Base: the lower portion of a building located at or within lSD' above curb level. 

Canopy: glazing, fabric and/or metal structure with vertical supports located on the sidewalk to provide 
weather protection at a building's primary entrance. 

Expression band: a distinctive linear architectural element occurring on the building base facade at the 
highest floor. The band shall be contrasting in color, texture, material and/or fenestration from the adjacent 
building base facade. Projections may occur within an expression band. 

Grade level open space: a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. 

Maximum building height: the maximum height permitted, measured from the adjacent street curb level. 

Maintenance: the ongoing repair, care and upkeep of a property. 

Open space use: active and passive recreational areas accessible to the general public, except as noted 
herein. Open spaces can occur in publicly accessible passageways, grade level open space, residential 
common open space and residential private open space which are defined herein. 

Preservation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the act or 
process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic 
property. 

Publicly accessible passageway: a continuous through-block public connection between two parallel streets, 
located on privately owned land and designated for and designed to encourage public pedestrian circulation 
and other appropriate public uses. 

Rehabilitation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the process of 
returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient 
contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property which are significant to its 
historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

Required street wall: a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or grade level open space which 
must be built to a maximum height above curb level. 

Required street wall articulation, aggregate width of: the sum of the maximum widths of all segments of 
required street wall articulation on a street at the level of any story. The width of a required street wall 
articulation is measured in plan as the width of the street line from which perpendicular lines may be drawn 
to such required street wall articulation. 

Residential common open space: a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the interior of a 
parcel located at any story above curb level. 

Residential private open space: open space that is contiguous to and immediately accessible only from a 
single dwelling unit. 

Setting: the area or environment in which a historic property is found. It may be an urban or suburban 
neighborhood or a natural landscape in which a building has been constructed. Elements of setting can 
include the relationship of buildings to each other, setbacks, views, sidewalks, and street trees. 
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Storefront: the architectural facade, including doorways, of any tenant-leased premise perimeter adjacent to 
public circulation areas. Storefronts refers to all permitted residential, retail uses including retail, service, 
restaurants and cultural establishments and commercial uses, including but not limited to hotels and sports 
clubs. 

Tower: the portion of a building located above 150' above curb level. 

Transparency: architectural elements that can be seen through or allows light to emit through, including but 
not mited to glass, trellis and wire mesh. 

All images and figures used in the Regulations were prepared for exclusive use by Millennium Hollywood LLC 
unless otherwise noted. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Luci, 

EM34232 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 3:10 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Watson, DiAnna@DOT 
RE: Millennium 

Thank you! Is the city council meeting confirmed on 6/19/13? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 2:04 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 
Yes, the project is expected to be heard at PLUM tomorrow. I have attached the draft agenda for tomorrow's 
proceedings. It includes time and location. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Is the PLUM meeting still scheduled for tomorrow on 6/18/13? What time is the meeting and where is the meeting 
going to be held? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 04,2013 8:27 AM 
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No problem ... but just as an fyi, I learned late yesterday that the council office was going to request that project 
be postponed today and moved to the PLUM agenda for 6118. So it probably won't g 0 to City Council until 
July. 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 7:58 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

I just got in today. Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 4:28 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 

I don't recall if! updated you or not, it's been a bit hectic on my end, but in the event that I have not already 
shared with you, I wanted to let you know that Millennium is going to be heard at PLUM on 6/4 @ 230 in the 
Public Works Board Room in City Hall (3rd floor) and is tentatively scheduled to be heard before City Council 
on 6/20. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32799 

Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:21 PM 

To: christina khanjian; Richard Spicer; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin 
Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 
Attachments: Stationery template (2) - Copy.docx 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 2013. Please 
forward your approval to me later than May 15, 2013 if you would like it included in the board agenda 
packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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PRESIDENT 
Linda Demmers 

VICE PRESIDENTS 
Lisa Sedano - Administration 

Chris McKinley - Communications 

EM32801 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

GREATER GRIFFITH PARK 
NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

TREASURER 
Your Neighborhood. Your Voice. Your Council 

Nelson Bae 

SECRETARY 
Kris Anderson 

May 21,2013 

Michael LoGrande, Director 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
201 N. Figueroa Street #4 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZY-HD (Proposed Millennium Project Hollywood) 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Dear Mr. LoGrande: 

CERTIFIED COUNCIL #36 

PO Box 27003 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 

(213) 973-9758 

info@ggpnc.org 

www.ggpnc.org 

At its publicly noticed, regularly scheduled May 8, 2013 meeting, the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood 
Council's Planning, Zoning and Historic Preservation Committee (PZHP) agreed by consensus to submit 
this letter to the Los Angeles Planning Dept and City officials stating opposition to the Millennium 
Project as it stands now. At its regularly scheduled Governing Board meeting on May 21, 2013, the 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council (GGPNC) agreed by a vote of xxx in favor, xxx opposed, and 
xxx abstentions to submit this letter. 

The GGPNC is in opposition to the proposed heights of over 50 stories and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) being 
changed from the present 4.5:1 to 6:1. This project should be in compliance with the historic area where 
there are no buildings higher than 22 stories. 

We believe that the traffic study included in the FEIR is flawed, as does Caltrans, and that the amount of 
increased traffic to and from the site is underestimated. This will leave the congestion at the Franklin 
and Argyle, and the Franklin and Cahuenga intersections unmitigatable, exceeding LADOT maximum 
capacity for these intersections. This will cause a huge influx of traffic into our Neighborhood and on 
our main arteries of Franklin, Los Feliz and Hollywood Boulevard, as well as our North/ South bound 
streets of Western, Vermont and Hillhurst. These streets are impacted heavily now and when all the 
projects in Hollywood come on board the traffic will be impossible. 

We request that prior to the Plum Committee and the City Council's issuing any approval regarding the 
Millennium Project that the City Council consider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding 
Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities by reducing the heights and density of the project as 
described above. We cannot support the project in its current form. 
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Page 2 

Sincerely, 

Linda Demmers, President of GGPNC 
By Gary Khanjian, Chair of PZHPC 

cc: Last, First (Organization) 

Last, First (Organization) 

Last, First (Organization) 

Last, First (Organization) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Dana, 

EM34410 

ggg@copper.net 
Wednesday, June 26, 2013 5:52 PM 
Dana Prevost 
Re: Re: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
6-18-13 [Scan] Seismic Objections to PLUM.PDF 

I submitted the Langan reports to a geologist who has analyzed the 
results. Our group is concerned about many of the problems that were 
revealed in the analysis. We filed an appeal to the PLUM objecting to the 
proposed Millennium Project in part based on the problems with the Langan 
reports. I am attaching to this email the geology related items that are 
in our appeal. The full record of our appeal in in the Millennium case 
file. I believe that the project should be stopped until the project site 
is fully studied for the existence of active earthquake fault traces under 
the site before any further action is taken by City Council. Please review 
the attached material. I would like to have a conversation with you 
regarding this issue. 

Regards, 

George 

--- dan a . prevost@ l ac i ty . o r g wrote: 

From: Dana Prevost <dana . prevos t @laci t y . org> 
To: ggg@copper . ne t 
Subject: Re: Re: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
Date: Wed, 12 Jun 2013 07:30:07 -0700 

George 
This link is only good until friday. 

h ttp : //client s . langan . com/lph/defaul t . aspx ?pos t Transac t ion=- 1815537807 

Dana 

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 4:32 PM, ggg@coppe r.net <ggg@coppe r.net> wrote: 
Hi Dana, 
please send me a link to the report. 
Rgards, 
George Abrahams 

--- Begin forwarded message: 
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From: James Dolan <do l a n @u s c . e du > 
To: g gg@ copper . net 

EM34411 

Subject: Re: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
Date: Fri, 07 Jun 2013 17:39:36 -0700 

Hi George, 

He did send me a link to the report, but I'm not sure if I'm supposed to 
forward it .. He is supposed to be back in the office on Monday, so I would 
suggest that you give him a call about this directly. I think its a 
document of public record, so I'm sure he will send it along if you ask, 
but I'd prefer that he send it to you. 

James 

----- Original Message -----
From: " ggg@ coppe r.ne t " <ggg@ coppe r.ne t > 
Date: Friday, June 7, 2013 5:19 pm 
Subject: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
To: James Dolan <do l an @usc . edu > 

> Hi James, 
> 
> Were you able to get the fault-investigation report from Dana 
> Prevost? We can help with any costs or copying or in person visits 
> to City Hall. 
> 
> George 
> 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(213)482-0488 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

A Professional Corporation 

215 NORm MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALlFORNlA 91101-1504 

PHONE: (626) 449-4200 FAX: (626) 449-4205 

ROBERT@RoBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

June 18,2013 

?teel ved fo 11~/z1J() 
/YLu H ~mn It~ 
~~~r Hon. Edward P. Reyes, Chair 

Hon. Jose Huizar 
Hon. Mitchell Englander 
Planning & Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street. Rm. 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Objections To Millennium Hollywood Project; 
Appeals ofVTTM-71837-CN-lA and 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Chair Reyes and Members of the PL illv! Committee: 

Appellant Communities United for Reasonable Development ("Appellant") 
respectfully appeals the April 27, 20 13 Determination Letters and approvals of the City 
Planning Commission related to the Millennium Hollywood Project ("Project"). 

Appellant is a broad coalition of Los Angeles community organizations (and the 
individuals they represent) in the Hollywood area including, but not limited to: 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, Argyle Civic Association, Hancock Park 
Homeowners Association, Hollywood Dell Civic Association, Hollywoodland 
Homeowners Association, Los Feliz Improvement Association, The Oaks Homeowners 
Association, and Whitley Heights Civic Association. Appellant's position herein is 
supported by a wide array of Neighborhood Councils and many other associations from 
across the City representing more than 250,000 residents, all of which oppose the Project. 
(See Exhibit 1 for a more complete listing of groups which are either a part of Appellant 
or are on record as opposing the Project.) 

As discussed more fully below, Appellant is aggrieved because the City Planning 
Commission ("CPC") erred and abused its discretion in approving the Project EIR and all 
related Project entitlements. This body should grant the instant appeals and reject the 
EIR for the Project. 
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n. The EIR Falsifies The Proximity Of The Project Site To The Fault 
Rupture Studv Zone And Improperly Omits Any Reference To The 
Actual Location Of The Strands Of The Hollywood Fault That Have 
Been Mapped On The Project Site. 

The Alquist-Priolo Act was enacted "to provide policies and criteria to assist 
cities, counties, and state agencies in the exercise of their responsibility to prohibit the 
location of development and structures for human occupancy across the trace of active 
faults." Public Resources Code § 2621.5.2 When a proposed development project is 
within an Earthquake Fault Zone established by the State under the Alquist-Priolo Act, 
the City must require "prior to the approval of a project, a geologic report defining and 
delineating any hazard of surface" fault rupture." Public Resources Code § 2623(a). 
Similarly, the City of Los Angeles in its Safety Element of the General Plan has 
established broader Earthquake Fault Rupture Study Areas (these are broader and 
different from the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zone Areas) (Exhibit 16; City Safety 
Element Map) where it has undertaken to automatically requite a fault investigation 
report for projects located within those areas. 

When a geologic report is required by a governmental unit, it is required to meet 
certain content andrecommendation requirements set by the State Mining and Geology 
Board. Public Resources Code § 2624( c). In determining whether or not to require a 
fault investigation report for a particular development proposal, Special Publication 42 -
Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California (Interim Revision 2007), advises that "[l]ocal 
governmental units must require developers to have project sites within the Earthquake 
Fault Zones evaluated to determine if a potential hazard from any fault whether 
heretofore recognized or not, exists with regard to proposed structures and their 
occupants." Id. at p. 9. Moreover, having a project site outside of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone does not exempt a major development from avoiding such critical investigation. 
"Active faults may exist outside the Earthquake Fault Zones on any zone map. 
Therefore, fault investigations are recommended for aU critical and important 

2 A history of the Alquist-Priolo Act published in 2010 by the California 
Geological Survey in February 2010 is attached at Exhibit 15 for a more complete 
summary of how the Act is implemented. 
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developments proposed outside the Earthquake Fault Zones." Id. (emphasis added.) 
Relevant portions of Special Publication 42 are attached hereto at Exhibit 17.)3 

The substantive mandates of the Act are carried out in adopted regulations if an 
active fault trace is found on a project site regardless of whether or not it is within an 
Earthquake Fault Zone. California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 2, Section 
3603(a) states: 

"No structure for human occupancy, identified as a project 
under Section 2621.6 of the Act, shall be permitted to be 
placed across the trace of an active fault. Furthermore, as the 
area within fifty (50) feet of such active faults shall be 
presumed to be underlain by active branches of that fault 
unless proven otherwise by an appropriate geologic 
investigation and report prepared as specified in Section 
3603( d) of this subchapter, no such structures shall be 
permitted in this area." 

Under the Guidelines for Evaluating the Hazard of Surface Rupture, this 
observation is particularly relevant to the Millennium Project: "A more detailed 

3 The following passage from the City'S EIR prepared in connection with the 
recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update confirms that the City knows and 
understands the state law and regulatory requirements, including that a property need not 
be located strictly within an Alquist-Priolo Zone to trigger close investigation of seismic 
hazards from potential fault rupture: 

"Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act: The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act (formerly the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act) signed into law in 
December of 1972, requires the delineation of zones along active faults in California. 
The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Act is to regulate development on or near active fault 
traces to reduce the hazard of fault rupture and to prohibit the location of most 
structures for human occupancy across these traces. Cities and counties must 
regulate certain development projects within the zones, which include withholding 
permits until geologic investigations demonstrate that development sites are not 
threatened by future surface displacement. Surface fault rupture is not necessarily 
restricted within an Alquist-Priolo Zone." (Exhibit 18; Hollywood Community Plan 
Update Final EIR at page 4.8-9 [emphasis added].) 
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investigation should be made for hospitals, high-rise buildings, and other critical or 
sensitive structures than for low-occupancy structures such as wood-frame dwellings that 
are comparatively safe." (Exhibit 17; [Publication 42 at p. 29].) 

The record in this case establishes a shocking lack of compliance with the Alquist
Priolo Act/Regulations and CEQA by professionally-licensed experts hired by the 
Millennium Developer and by City personnel who oversaw and are required by law to 
exercise independent judgment regarding the adequacy of both environmental review 
under CEQA and compliance with the minimum content requirements of a fault 
investigation report. The magnitude of these deficiencies is fatal to approval of the 
Millennium Project. 

Strong evidence exists that the Millennium Developer's geological firm prepared 
two materially misleading reports which make false claims that the Hollywood Fault is 
0.4 miles from the Project Site, when strands of it actually run through the entire 
Millennium Project Site. These reports include graphical depictions of the Project Site in 
relation to both the Hollywood Fault and the City's Safety Element's Earthquake Fault 
Rupture Study Zone that attempt to mislead the public and City officials into believing 
,that no earthquake faults are nearby or on the Millennium Project Site. 

Additionally, strong evidence exists that City staff conducted perfunctory and 
passive review of the reports and allowed the Millennium Developer's EIR consultant to 
prepare false responses to public comments on the Draft EIR regarding the existence of 
faults on-site, including failing to disclose the existence of a November 30, 2012 Fault 
Investigation Report or circulation of it for public comment as part of the critical public 
participation requirements of CEQA. An outline of the evidence now follows: 

At the hearing before the CPC on March 28. 2013, Hollywood resident Brian Dyer 
called to the CPe's attention the extensive work of James Francis Dolan, Professor of 
Earth Sciences at the University of Southern California, regarding the location and 
documented active status of the Hollywood Fault. (Exhibit 19 [Wilson Report, Exhibit 
B].) Professor Dolan, one of the most recognized experts on the location of the 
Hollywood Fault strands, has described in his scholarly work the existence of a strand or 
strands of the Hollywood Fault south of Yucca Street within both the East and West Sites 
of the Millennium Project. (Exhibit 19 [Report, Exhibit BJ.) Professor Dolan's work is 
specifically listed as associated with the Hollywood Fault (Number 392) by the 
California Geological Survey in its Explanatory Text to Accompany the 2010 Fault 
Activity Map of California: 
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"392 
HOLL YWOOD F AUL T 

Holocene 
Clark and others, 1984 (4,000-6,000 yrs) 

Dolan and others, 1997 
Weber and others, 1980 (p. A-3 and Plate 1) 

Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57)" 

(Exhibit 19 [Report, Exhibit D at p. 33].) 

Additionally, Professor Dolan's work in connection with the Hollywood Fault is 
officially recognized by the United States Geological Survey - an agency of the federal 
government. The online USGS map shows one strand of the Hollywood Fault running 
through or immediately adjacent to the Millennium Project Site. (Exhibit 20.) 

Professor Dolan's work builds upon earlier detailed studies nearby for the Red 
Line Subway. Those studies at Figure 2a, by Crook and Proctor (1992), show two 
strands of the Hollywood Fault running through the Millennium Project Site. (Exhibit 
19 [Report at p. 4 & Exhibit B, Crook and Proctor Study at p. 234].) 

Further, the Fault Rupture Study Zone boundary runs across large portions of the 
southerly portion of the Millennium Project Site. (Exhibit 19 [Report at p. 5].) 

According to the MT A Redline Subway EIR, there is a 5% chance of a magnitude 
7 earthquake on the Santa Monica-Hollywood fault within the next 100 years, which is 
the expected duration of a building. (Exhibit 21.) In 2010, Professor Dolan's students 
prepared a presentation that included pictures of the scarp of the Hollywood Fault 
running across Vine Street along Yucca Street. (Exhibit 22 [presentation pictures].) 
Therefore, the public record is filled with public and authoritative data on the location 
and active status of the Hollywood Fault - all information readily available to the 
Millennium Developer's geologic experts and the City. 

Given that the location of the Hollywood Fault is called out on the most basic fault 
location maps of the United States and California governments as being on the 
Millennium Project Site, and that a Fault Rupture Study Zone boundary of the City'S 
Safety Element bisects the Proj ect Site, one would expect detailed mapping of these 
possible risks and a detailed discussion in the EIR because these conditions could expose 

RL0033421 



Members of the PLUM Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
June 18, 2013 
Page 18 

EM34417 

human occupants of the Millennium Project to catastrophic injury or death in the event of 
a surface rupture affecting the proposed 585-foot-high towers. 

If an active fault trace runs through any portion of the Millennium Project site, the 
presence of the fault would require serious modifications to the proposal or even make it 
impossible to approve or construct with the California State-mandated 50-foot minimum 
setbacks from fault traces. Thus, a great deal of financial interest of the Millennium 
Developer rode on the conclusions of the geologist it hired to prepare the geological 
investigation of the Project Site - analysis incorporated into the EIR. 

Following is the entire analysis of the fault rupture issue contained in the EIR 
prepared by the City of Los Angeles and drawn from the Millennium Developer's May 
2012 preliminary geotechnical report prepared by Langan Engineering & Environmental 
Services under the supervision of Dan Royden Eberhart a California licensed 
Professional Geologist and Rudolph P. Frizzi, a California licensed Professional 
Engineer, Geotechnical: 

"Fault Rupture. The Project Site is not located within a 
designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. A portion of 
the East Site is adjacent to the boundary of a fault rupture 
study zone included in the Safety Element of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan published in 1996 (Safety Element). 
The California Geologic Survey (CGS) and the City of Los 
Angeles ZIMAS system show the closest fault to the Project 
Site with the potential for fault rupture is the Santa 
MonicaIHollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 
miles from the Project Site. Also, data published in the 
CDMH (2002) indicates that the Puente Hills and Elysian Hills 
blind thrust faults are present more than one mile beneath the 
Project Site." (DEIR, Page IV.D-3.) 

"Impacts Under the Concept Plan. The Project would not 
expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effect, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
earthquake fault rupture .... 

"The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. Likewise, as 
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discussed above, the Project Site is not located within a fault 
rupture zone. The Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan, published in 1996, indicates that a portion of the 
East Site is adjacent to, but not within, the boundary of a fault 
rupture study zone. Figure 4 in the Geotechnical Report 
illustrates the proximity of the Project Site to the fault rupture 
study zone. 

"Also, the California Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of 
Los Angeles ZIMAS system (http://Zimas.org/map.asp) show 
the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for fault 
rupture as the Santa MonicaiHollywood Fault. It is located 
approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. In addition, 
data published by the CDMG (2002) indicates that the Puente 
Hills and Elysian Hills blind thrust faults are present more than 
one mile beneath the Project Site. Based on the facts that the 
Project Site is not within a mapped fault rupture study zone, 
there are no identified surface faults with rupture potential on 
the Project Site, and the identified blind thrust faults are deep 
beneath the surface, the potential for surface rupture at the 
Project Site is considered unlikely and less than significant." 
(D EIR, Page IV .D-7.) 

Relevant portions of the DEIR and the May 2012 Langan Engineering 
Report are attached hereto at Exhibit 23. 

Figure 5 of the geology technical report constitutes the only purported evidence in 
the EIR showing the location of the Hollywood Fault in relation to the Project Site, and it 
is meaningless. (Exhibit 23.) Anyone could place the Project Location "dot" on Figure 
5 and show it below the Hollywood Fault. However, that does not make it accurate or 
substantial evidence of anything factual. The EIR contains no substantial evidence 
demonstrating that the Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles from the Project Site. Graphic 
artistry does not constitute geologic investigation or accurate reporting by a licensed 
professional. 

In addition, the EIR geology report's Figure 4 purports to depict the Project Site in 
relation to the Fault Rupture Study Zone. (Exhibit 23, EIR Figure 4.) The City'S Safety 
Element Map, which the Notes on Figure 4 of the Geology Report claim is the basis of 
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Figure 4, clearly depicts the study zone line passing somewhere above the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine Streets. (Exhibit 16, Safety Element map.) As shown on the map 
in Figure 1 from the Langan May 2012 Report supporting the Draft EIR, the Project's 
East Site is only 200 feet north of the intersection, thus the ErR's Figure 1, created by the 
Millennium Developer's engineerigraphic artist, yet miraculously depicts the boundary of 
the City'S Safety Element Fault Rupture Study Zone as adjacent to, but not within, the 
Zone. 

Appellant retained the services of Professional Geologist and Certified 
Engineering Geologist Kenneth Wilson to review the geologic analysis of the Draft and 
Final EIR, and all supporting geologic reports prepared by Langan Engineering (May 2, 
2012 and November 30, 2012 Reports). (Exhibit 19.) 

Mr. Wilson took Langan's Figure 4 and layed it over a scale map of Hollywood 
Streets. In doing so, Mr. Wilson discovered that Langan's graphic artist not only deleted 

. the location of Yucca Street from Figure 4, but actually slid the outline of the Project Site 
about 850 feet north of their actual location south of Yucca Street, up to Franklin 
Avenue. (See Exhibit 19 [Wilson report, Figure 2].) When viewed on a scaled map, the 
Draft EIR Figure 4 actually shows the Project Site on top of the Hollywood Freeway
which will be news to Caltrans. This is nothing short of fraud on the public (and the City 
decisionmakers) by the Millennium Developer and Langan Engineering. 

The City's Earthquake Rupture Study Zone boundary traverses a great deal of the 
Millennium Project Site. The true location of the Project should have automatically 
triggered a fault investigation report, but did not because the City passively accepted the 
falsified assertion that the Project Site was not within the City's Earthquake Fault 
Rupture Study Zone. 

Even more alarming, the City neglected its duty to investigate, precisely measure, 
and determine the location of the Fault Rupture Study Zone, which bisects the Project 
Site. Again, graphic artistry is no substitute for proper investigation and full disclosure 
of the precise location of the Zone on an appropriately scaled neighborhood map, instead 
of a regional map that lacks substantial detail. . 

The analysis in the Draft EIR and the Figures drawn by a graphic designer at 
Langan Engineering, supported by a Professional Geologist's stamped report certifying 
its reliability and accuracy (because the lives of human beings depend on it being reliable 
and accurate), is also demonstrably false with respect to the claim that the Hollywood 
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Fault is 0.4 miles (2,112 feet) away from the Project Site. While it might be true that 
portions of the Hollywood Fault lie .4 miles away whether measured to the east or the 
west, the clear implication of the language used in the EIR is that the Hollywood Fault 
comes no closer than 0.4 miles. That contention is simply false. 

The work of Professor Dolan not only disproves the May 2012 geological report 
by Langan Engineering, but it establishes substantial evidence that any geology student 
could find in the public record showing strands of the Hollywood Fault cutting through 
the center of the Project Site. Yet the EIR and the May 2012 Langan Report are bizarrely 
silent about these critical issues. Professor Dolan himself in an email to representatives 
of Appellant made this observation: 

"In response to your questions, please find attached our 1997 
paper on the Hollywood fault. Figure 4 is a detailed map of 
the area of your concern. This peer-reviewed paper has been 
widely known and cited for the past 15 years, so everybody in 
the southern California geological/earthquake hazard 
community should certainly be aware of it. 

"I would also suggest that you peruse the California 
Geological Survey website to get a copy of their active fault 
map of the area. 

"Note that in the figure from our paper we are mapping fault 
scarps (shaded in gray), cliff-like features associated with fault 
movements. The prominent north-side-up scarp north of the 
Capitol Records building is the most prominent of these (easy 
to see if you stand a[tJ Hollywood and Vine and look North). 
But there is another, more southerly strand in this area that is 
shown on the map that is based on scarps to the east and west, 
separated by younger material coming out of the Cahuenga 
drainage, as well as by a groundwater barrier near Cahuenga 
and Yucca. The presence of at least two strands in this area is 
common along major faults like the Hollywood fault, which 
are not typically just a single strand, but rather zones of 
faulting that can encompass several different strands. 
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"Looking at our mapping of these scarps from the perspective 
of almost 20 years later, I am not completely convinced that 
the southern strand shown in the figure has that pronounced 
change in orientation at Vine Street (shown swinging North 
right at Vine Street). This looks as if it could have at least 
partially been caused by deposition of young material and/or 
erosion associated with the small south-flowing drainage just 
east of Vine Street, as well as by construction of Vine Street 
itself. 

"In any event, the only way to sort out the exact locations and 
states of activity of faults in this area would be through 
extensive subsurface exploration (boreholes, trenching, seismic 
reflection, etc.), which I assume is being done for this project 
as a matter of course? (Email of James Dolan dated June 3, 
2013.) (Exhibit 24.) 

When informed that the EIR described no detailed examination of this issue. 
Professor Dolan was incredulous: 

"I will try to give you a call later this morning. But the fact 
that the Hollywood fault is not yet zoned under the State's 
Alquist-Priolo Act doesn't mean that it isn't an active fault 
zone (it is). It just means the State hasn't gotten around to 
zoning it yet, even though I've been asking them to do so since 
1992, when I first mapped the Hollywood-Santa Monica fault 
system. The California Geological Survey moves at a glacial 
pace with zoning faults. Moreover, the fact that it is not vet 
zoned in no way obviates the requirement that one not 
build structures designed for human occupancy directly 
atop active faults. 

"Given the scope of this project, I would assume that the 
developers must have done a detailed subsurface geological 
investigation to look for possible active faulting beneath their 
site. Do you know what they have (or have not) done in this 
regard? There must be a geological report that includes a 
detailed discussion of the potential for active faulting at their 
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site. The Hollywood fault is one of the best known active 
faults in California, and that 1997 paper has been publicly 
available in a widely circulated mainstream peer-reviewed 
journal for many years. Plus, I've led dozens of field trips 
along the Hollywood fault over the years that have included 
many dozens (if not hundreds) of consulting geologists, as well 
as LA City and County geologists. So it's not as if anvone 
could credibly plead ignorance of the existence and 
approximate location of the Hollywood fault in that area. 

"Bottom line: Based on our mapping back in the 1990s, 
supplemented by the consulting geologists reports we discuss 
in that paper, it looks as if there is at least one strand of the 
Hollywood fault extending approximately through the 
middle of that block, but to determine its exact location and 
state of activity would require extensive subsurface fault 
investigations (boreholes, trenching, seismic reflection, etc.). 
They MUST have done the detailed subsurface fault 
investigations necessarY to determine the exact locations 
and states of activity of fault strands in that area. I can't 
believe that they wouldn't have done this as part of due 
diligence for developing the site. If they didn't, it would 
seem from my perspective that they should be required to do 
so by the City and/or County and/or COS geologist (whoever 
is charged with this issue for that area). To undertake a 
development of this scale (or indeed any development) in 
that area of known active faulting without doing detailed 
subsurface fault investigations just doesn't make anv 
~ .. (Email of James Dolan dated June 4, 2013,8:09 a.m.) 
(Exhibit 24; emphasis added.) 

Later, Professor Dolan expressed shock about the claim that the Hollywood Fault 
is 0.4 miles from the Millennium Site: 

"Do you know the name of the geological consulting company 
that did the site investigation? Do you have a copy of their 
report? Can you get one? If so, can you send it to me? Please 
fill me in with what you know. I'm always in search of new 
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data on faulting in the LA region, and this sounds as if it could 
be a rich source. 

"I don't see how there is any way that their proposed building 
is 0.4 miles from that southern strand of the Hollywood fault. 
Is that what they said? Maybe they mean distance to the 
northern strand? Even that isn't 0.4 miles away, ifI 
understand where they are proposing to build. Do they mean 
E-W distance to previous study sites? If so, that doesn't really 
mean anything in terms of proximity to a fault that extends E
W. I'd be very much surprised if at least some part of their 
proposed building wasn't much closer to that southern strand 
in the block north of Hollywood and west of Vine. But I await 
getting a look at their report on the subsurface investigations 
before saying anything beyond that." (Email of James Dolan 
dated June 4, 2013, 12:08 p.m.) (Exhibit 24.) 

When Professor Dolan looked over the EIR and the location of the few boreholes 
performed to investigate the Millennium Site's geology, he was stunned: 

"Thanks for sending the draft EIR. I've taken a quick look, 
and I'm honestly not quite sure what to say. I want to be 
circumspect, but trying to find an E-W fault with an E-W 
(i.e., fault-parallel) transect of four incompletely sampled 
(18" of core every 5' of depth) boreholes is simply ... wen, 
stunning. So stunning that I would suspect that they 
weren't looking for a fault at this location, as this study 
could not possibly have been designed to look for potential 
E-W -trending strands of the Hollywood fault svstem. 
Puzzling, as my mapping shows the fault either through [or] 
right next to their site, and the CGS website shows the northern 
strand of the Hollywood just north of Yucca at the very 
prominent scarp. 

"In any event, this su bsurface analysis, if this is all that has 
been done, is completely inadequate in terms of a fault
investigation report. There's no way that thev could ever 
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hope to determine where faults are (or aren't) at their 
proposed building site from just these four boreholes .. 

"Is that really all there is'? At some point along the line, 
somebody associated with this development project MUST 
have done a more detailed subsurface analysis to check for 
faulting." (Email of James Dolan dated June 4,2013,1 :27 
p.m.) (Exhibit 24; emphasis added.) 

Thereafter, Professor Dolan contacted the City'S geologist, Dana Prevost, and 
asked for access to any further study of the Project Site for active faults. He 
recommended to Appellant's representatives that they ask the City for a copy of the 
report, which request was made by a representative of Appellant on or about June 4, 
2013, when Appellant became aware of the existence of the November 30,2012 Langan 
Report. (A copy of the November 30, 2012 Fault Investigation Report prepared by 
Langan Engineering is attached at Exhibit 19 [Wilson Report at Exhibit A].) 

This was the first time that Appellant became aware that the City required the 
Millennium Developer to conduct a Fault Investigation Report for the Project Site. 
Appellant then retained the services ofMr. Wilson to review the Draft and Final EIR for 
the Project, as well as the Langan May 2012 geotechnical report ("May Report") and the 
hitherto undisclosed Langan November 30, 2012 Fault Investigation Report ("November 
Report"). 

Mr. Wilson's investigation concluded that neither the Draft nor Final EIR contains 
substantial evidence to support the contention that one or more strands of the Hollywood 
Fault do not traverse the Project Site. In fact, his interpretation of boring data contained 
in the November Report, but inexplicably not discussed by Langan, suggests evidence of 
a fault running between Borings Bland B2 on the Millennium Project West Site. Mr. 
Wilson also concluded that water table locations in one of the four original bore holes 
from the May Report was additional evidence of a water barrier on the East Site just 
south of the most southern boring. (See Exhibit 19.) 

Even more disturbing is the sequence of events that led to the City failing to revise 
and re-circulate the Draft ElR. While the Langan preliminary geology report was 
completed on May 2, 2012, shortly thereafter, on July 2,2012, the City required the 
Langan November Report to investigate for faults. The new borings were conducted 
onlv on the West Site, and not up in the vicinity of Yucca Street from July 16-21,2012. 
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No new borings, no trenching, and no seismic reflection were performed at all on the East 
Site. 

When the B2 drilling core sample revealed evidence that might support a 
conclusion of faulting on the Project Site (older materials on top of younger carbon-dated 
materials), on October 11,2012, two additional boreholes were drilled (B5 and B6) on 
either side ofB2. Data from boreholes B5 and B6 also showed older material lying over 
younger material. These three of six boreholes suggest a need for further investigation 
through the techniques Professor Dolan stated: trenching on both sites, in a manner 
actually designed to attempt to locate and transect the faults, more complete sampling of 
the borehole materials, and seismic reflection studies. None of this was done and, 
strangely, the City's geologist required nothing further. 

The inconsistent data was explained away with Langan Engineering asserting that 
B2 samples "were likely due to sample contamination from portions of the fill stratum 
falling into the core from shallower depths during coring." No fact is cited as a basis to 
believe that such amateurish professional negligence could be a valid explanation, or if 
that really was the belief, why new, more carefully conducted borings did not occur. 

For the B5 sample, which also shows older material over the top of younger 
materials, Langan opined that groundwater borne acids made "[t]he age of the analyzed 
sediment [to be] understood [as] older than the apparent age." For the B6 sample, 
Langan Engineering had a different explanation for why it also had older materials 
deposited over younger materials: "The reported apparent age of the sample from 
approximately 22 feet below ground surface was likely complicated by fluctuations in 
carbon content of sediments as carbon cycles through the subsurface profile during 
reworking, incorporation, and redeposition of older sediment into younger sediment." 
Despite Langan making excuses for the anomalies, Appellant's geologist Wilson pointed 
out significant evidence of a fault that Langan failed to discuss at all in the November 
Report. (Exhibit 19.) 

The City'S geologist merely filed the November Fault Investigation Report away, 
and its existence was hidden from the public by City Planners. Given Langan's grossly 
incorrect assertion that the Hollywood Fault was 0.4 miles away, the City failed in its 
duty to assure reliable and accurate data by removing Langan from work on the Fault 
Investigation team. How could City officials, knowing that the 0.4 mile claim was 
unbelievable and inaccurate, allow Langan Engineering to conduct the Fault 
Investigation? 
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Perhaps it was because certain City Hall partisans wanted the Millennium Project 
to be heard and decided by the City Council before Councilmember Eric Garcetti left 
office on July 1,2013. On October 25,2012, before the November Report was 
completed, the City released the Draft EIR for public comment from October 25,2012 to 
December 10,20]2. City staff had to know that the claim that the Hollywood Fault was 
0.4 miles from the Project Site was false because the City had ordered the Fault 
Investigation on July 2, 2012. 

Knowing that there might be an earthquake fault on the Project Site, someone in 
the City nonetheless decided to release the materially misleading Draft EIR for public 
comment. No mention of a Fault Investigation Report was added to the Draft EIR before 
it was released for public comment. In fact, because such a critical study affecting the 
safety of human beings was not yet complete, the City violated its duty of good faith 
disclosure of known facts by prematurely releasing the Draft EIR with such a glaring 
deficiency. In doing so, the public was deprived of knowing about or participating in the 
evaluation of the Fault Investigation Report. The Draft EIR is incomplete and thus 
fatally flawed on this additional ground. 

The November Report was completed November 30, 2012, yet City staff did not 
pull back the Draft EIR for revision and recirculation, even though Plate 1 at the rear of 
the completed November Report (which was not disclosed to the public or made 
part of the EIR) depicted two possible fault lines running through both the East and 
West Sites of the Millennium Project. This also violated the City'S mandatory duties 
under CEQA regarding a good faith effort at FULL disclosure of potential significant 
impacts. CEQA Guidelines § 15151. 

On February 8,2013, the City issued a Notice of Completion of the Final ErR. In 
the Final EIR, despite the existence of the November Report known to City staff, the 
City: (1) failed to disclose the existence of the November Report containing two fault 
lines crossing both East and West Sites; (2) failed to correct the Draft EIR's statements 
that the Hollywood Fault was 0.4 miles away from the Project Site; and (3) failed to 
allow the public to evaluate the credibility of the Langan Engineering Fault Report and 
comment on the reasoning why the results in half of the boreholes were ignored in the 
conclusions of the report. 

Additionally, in responding in the Final EIR to public comments 24-4, 44-4, 45-9, 
63-5, 64-10 and 70-5 raising concerns about the existence of nearby earthquake faults or 
danger of earthquakes, the City affirmatively misrepresented that the Hollywood Fault 
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was 0.4 miles from the Project Site in its response to Comment 24-4 and repeatedly 
referred the public to this false response over and over. 

Nowhere in the Final EIR did City Planners state the correct location of the 
Hollywood Fault, or report to the public the results of the November Report. Also, the 
November Report was not released as a supporting appendix to the Final ErR, nor has it 
been released to any member of the public until Appellant obtained a copy when it 
learned of its existence. All of these actions are a gross violation of the City's mandatory 
duty under CEQ A to make a good faith effort at full disclosure, to analyze potential 
significant impacts, and to impose all feasible mitigation measures. 

In the absence of substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the entire site 
is free of active fault traces, the Project cannot be lawfully approved. All the evidence 
(including much that was suppressed or buried by the City and Millennium) supports the 
conclusion that: (1) there are active fault traces on or at the site; and (2) the City and 
Millennium deliberately failed to conduct a legitimate inquiry and investigation. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15151 requires "a good faith effort at full disclosure." (Emphasis 
added.) 

In fact, City staff s failure to correct any of these glaring misrepresentations must 
be interpreted as a failure of the City to review the Final ErR responses prepared by the 
Millennium Developer's CEQA preparer, which not only violates CEQA's duty to 
exercise independent judgment, but shocks the conscience that City staff would act so 
cavalierly regarding a matter of life and death. 

In 2004-2005- coincidentally also called the Millennium project (at Sunset and 
La Cienega in West Hollywood) - a then-proposed condo/hotel tower project was shown 
to potentially have active fault traces traversing the project site. The West Hollywood 
Planning Commission, to its great credit, ordered the whole process stopped until the 
project site was trenched, geologists from all sides went in and studied the fault, and took 
soil samples for independent testing. Why is it so difficult to get City of Los Angeles 
officials to require similar studies for a much larger and more dangerous project, one with 
compelling and authoritative evidence of active fault traces across the Project site, 
including from the California Geological Survey's 2010 Fault Activity Map showing the 
Hollywood Fault passing through the Millennium Project Site - which is readily 
available to anyone who is actually looking for it? The CGS' s 2010 Fault Activity Map 
can be accessed and enlargedlzoomed in at this link: 
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http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/CgS historv/Pages/20 10 faultmap.aspx, and is 
incorporated herein by this reference. 

Due to the City's failure to disclose and analyze the location of the Hollywood 
Fault and the Fault Rupture Study Zone boundary on or at the Millennium Project Site, 
the EIR fails as the information disclosure document it is required to be. 

o. The City Unlawfully Delayed Full Investigation Of The Project Site 
Geology U ntH After Discretionary Approval. 

Mitigation Measure D-l states that "Prior to the issuance of building or grading 
permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a final geotechnical report prepared by a 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of 
the Department of Building and Safety." The condition goes further to describe the 
purposes of the report, none of which is to fully investigate whether or not faults exist 
near Yucca Street or on the West or East Sites. 

As discussed above, and given the Millennium Developer's willingness to hire 
geologists who have made documented material misrepresentations of facts about the 
geologic conditions of the Project Site, City staff must reject the work of Langan 
Engineering as a breach of professional responsibility. 4 Instead, the City must now hire a 
truly independent and qualified firm to investigate the presence of Hollywood Fault 
strands and assure a complete investigation using bore holes, trenches and other modern 
methods of investigation for the presence of fault lines on both sites that have not yet 
been performed by anyone. 

The magnitude of this issue is so large, and the risk to human life so great, that it 
would violate CEQA to postpone or ignore the issue. The final geological report must be 
completed and included in a recirculated DEIR made available for pubic review and 
comment before any discretionary approvals are made. 

4 Indeed, Business and Professions Code Section 7860(b )(2) lists 
misrepresentation, fraud, or deceit by a geologist or geophysicist in his or her practice as 
cause for revocation or suspension of a professional license. B&P Code Section 7872(h) 
makes a knowing violation of 7860 a misdemeanor criminal offense. 
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ABSTRACT 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) 
Act was passed in California in 1972 following the 
destructive 1971 Mw 6.6 San Fernando earthquake. 
Surface-fault rupture hazard is addressed by prohibit
ing most structures for human occupancy from being 
placed over the trace of an active fault. Principal 
responsibilities under the AP Act are assigned to the 
following: 1) State Mining and Geology Board 
(SMGB), 2) State Geologist (California Geological 
Survey), and 3) lead agencies. The SMGB establishes 
specific regulations to guide lead agencies in imple
menting the law. The AP Act requires the State 
Geologist to issue maps delineating regulatory zones 
encompassing potentially hazardous faults that are 
sufficiently active (active in approximately the last 
11 ka) and well defined. The first maps were issued in 
1974-eurrently there are 547 maps affecting 36 
counties and 104 cities. Lead agencies affected by the 
zones must regulate development "projects" in which 
structures for human occupancy are planned within the 
Earthquake Fault Zones (EFZs). Significant events in 
the history of the AP Act include A) the establishment 
of the Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program in 1976 
(which also initiated the change from zoning faults with 
Quaternary displacement to those with Holocene 
displacement); B) the publication of the Reitherman
Leeds study in 1991, which e~aluated the effectiveness 
of the AP Act; C) earthquakes associated with surface
fault rupture since the AP Act was passed, especially 
the 1992 Mw 7.3 Landers and 1999 Mw 7.1 Hector 
Mine events; D) release of digital versions of EFZ 
maps, Fault Evaluation Reports, and site investigation 
reports in 2000-2003; and E) the appeal to SMGB by 
the City o( Camarillo, resulting in the establishment of 
the SMGB's Technical Advisory Committee. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) 
Act was passed into law in California following the 

destructive February 9, [971. Mw 6.6 San Fernando 
earthquake. This earthquake was associated with a 
16-km-long, complex zone of left-reverse oblique slip 
along traces of the San Fernando Fault Zone 
(Mission Wells, Sylmar, and Tujunga/Lakeview 
segments). Maximum left-lateral displacement of up 
to 2.5 ill occurred along the Sylmar segment (Sharp, 
j 975) The lateral component of displacement was 
generally 1.3 times larger than the dip-slip compo
nent. Bonilla et a!. (1971) reported that approximately 
80 percent of buildings in the zone of surface-fault 
rupture associated with this earthquake had moderate 
to severe damage, compared to about 30 percent of 
the structures in immediately adjacent areas. Signif
icantly, Bonilla et al. (1971) reported that 30 percent 
of the buildings within the fault zone were posted as 
unsafe (red-tagged), compared with only 5 percent of 
buildings outside of the fault zone. 

Important seismic safety legislation in California 
typically has been enacted following destructive 
earthquakes. For example, the Field Act, which 
requires earthquake-resistant design and construction 
for public schools, was passed in April 1933 following 
the March 10. 1933, Mw 6.4 Long Beach earthquake. 
In addition to the AP Act, the Strong Motion 
Instrumentation Program and the Hospital Seismic 
Safety Act came into existence as a result of the San 
Fernando earthquake. Legislation in 1990 established 
the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act and hospital safety 
requirements (Senate Bill 1953) after the October 17, 
1989, Mw 6.9 Loma Prieta earthquake. Rubin and 
Renda-Tanali (2006) provide a brief summary of 
California seismic safety legislation following signif
icant earthquakes. 

ALQUIST-PRIOLO ACT 

The AP Act provided a mechanism to reduce losses 
from surface-fault rupture on a statewide basis 
(CDMG, 1976). Originally known as the Alquist
Priolo Geologic Hazard Zones Act when introduced 
as Senate Bill 520, the AP Act was signed into law on 
December 22,1972, and went into effect on March 7, 
1973. The AP Act is codified in the California Public 
Resources Code (CPR) as Sections 2621-2630 of 
Chapter 7.5, Division 2. 
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Figure I. The San Andreas Fault strikes from left to right across the center of the Image; view to the northeast. Wallace Creek has been 
cumulatively displaced about 130 rn in the past 3,700 years (piercing points indicated by We). If the 10-1 J-m dextral offset of stream 
channels observed after the 1857 Fort Tejon earthquake is typical of displacement along this seclion of the San Andreas Fault (an example is 
indIcated by 1857), then about 14 surface-fault rupture events are recorded. The two beheaded drainages (bdl and bd2) document older 
displacements of Wallace Creek. Cumulative dextral offset of bd2 and we indicates that about 45 surface-fault rupture events have 
occurred in the past 13,200 years along this narrow fault zone (Sieh and Jahns, 1984; photo by R. E. Wallace). 

The intent of the AP Act is to ensure public safety 
by prohibiting the siting of most structures for human 
occupancy across traces of active faults that consti
tute a potential hazard to structures from surface 
faulting or fault creep. The original wording in the AP 
Act (CPR §2621.S) stated that the Act was ..... to 
provide policies and criteria to assist cities, counties, 
and stale agencies in the exercise of their responsibility 
/0 provide for the public safety in hazardous fault 
::ones." Note that original wording in the AP Act 
(statute) did not specifically prohibit the siting of 
structures across active faults. This prohibition was 
called for in the State Mining and Geology Board's 
(SMGB's) policies and criteria (regulation). Para
graph A in the SMGB's original "Specific Criteria" 
reads as follows: "No structure for human occupancy, 
public or private, shall be permitted (0 be placed across 
the trace of an activefau!t." A key part of the original 
AP Act gives authority to the SMGB to establish 
policies and criteria in order to implement the AP 
Act. CPR §2623 states: "Within the special studies 

zones delineated pursuant to Section 2622, the site of 
every proposed new real eslate development or structure 
for human occupancy shall be approved by the city or 
county having jurisdiction over such lands in accor
dance 'with policies and criteria established bv the Slate 
Mining and Geologl' Board and the findings of the 
State Geologist" [emphasis added]. As currently 
written in the AP Act. the only allowed typc of 
mitigation for surface-fault rupture hazard is avoidance. 
CPR §2621.S states that it " ... prohibit[sl the localion of 
developments and slructuresfor human occupancy across 
the trace of active faults." Section 3603(a) of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) states that "No 
structurefor human occupanc), ... shall be permitled [0 be 
placed across the trace of an aClivefau/t." 

An important presumption of the AP Act is that 
future surface-fault rupture will most likely occur 
where previous recent displacement has taken place. 
Drainage channels offset by the San Andreas Fault in 
the Carrizo Plain help to illustrate this concept 
(Figure 1). Sieh (1978) observed that small drainage 
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Table 1. Responsibilities under the Aiquisi-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) Act. Sections ciled are Fom California Public Resources 
Code (CPR) and California Code of Regulations (CCR) 

State Mining and Geology Board 
1. Formulates policies and criteria 10 guide cities and counties (CPR §2621.5 and 2623) 
2, Serves as Appeals Board (CPR §673) 

State Geologist 
I, Delineates Earthquake fault Zones; compiles and issues maps to cities, counties, and state agencies (CPR §2622) 

a, Prepares Preliminary Review Maps 
b, Prepares Official Maps 

Reviews new data (CPR §2622) 
a Revises existing maps 
b, Compiles new maps 

], Approves requests for waivers initiated by cities and counties (CPR §2623) 
Lead Agencies 

1. Must adopt zoning laws, ordinances, rules, and regulations; primary responsibility for implementing AP Act (CPR §262L5) 
2, Must post notices of new Earthquake Fault Zones Maps (CPR §2621 ,9 and 2622) 
3, Regulates specified "proJects" within Earthquake Fault Zones (CPR §2623) 

a, Determines need for geologic reports pnor 10 project approval 
b, Reviews and approves geologic reports prior to issuing development permits 
c, May initiate waiver procedures (CPR §2623) 

Property Owners 
I, Must prepare geologic report for specific projects and avoid surface-fault rupture hazard [CPR §2623,(a) and 

CCR §3603,(d)] 
2" Must disclose to prospective buyers if property is located within AP EFZs (CPR §2621,9) 

Other 
1. Seismic Safery Commission-,-advises State Geologist and State Mining and Geology Board (CPR §2360) 
2, SWle Agencies-prohibited from siting structures for human occupancy across active fault traces (CPR §262L5) 

channels just southwest of Wallace Creek were 
dextrally offset 10-11 m during the 1857 Mw 7,8 
Fort Tejon earthquake, The active Wallace Creek 
drainage channel shows a cumulative dextral offset of 
about 130 m, Sieh and Jahns (1984) determined that 
this amount of displacement has taken 3,700 year's to 
accumulate, To the northwest, beheaded drainage 
channels document older displacements of Wallace 
Creek, Approximately 475 m of cumulative dextral 
offset has occurred in the past 13,200 years (Sieh and 
Jahns, 1984), If one assumes that earthquakes with 
ground displacements of 10-11 m are typical for this 
section of the San Andreas Fault, then about 45 
surface-fault rupture events have occurred along this 
very narrow fault zone over a period of 13.200 years, 

Responsibilities for carrying out the Act are shared 
between the State Geologist (California Geological 
Survey), SMGB, affected lead agencies (cities, coun
ties, and state agencies), and property owners 
(Table 1), These entities are discussed in the following 
paragraphs, 

State Mining and Geology Board 

Policies and criteria are developed by the SM GB to 
assist all concerned with implementing the AP Act. 
These policies and criteria were codified as Section 
3600 et. seq" Division 2, Title 14 of the California 

Administrative Code (currently referred to as the 
California Code of Regulations) on January 31,1979, 
The SMGB provides definitions of terms used in the 
AP Act, requires cities and counties to notify property 
owners within proposed new and revised Earthquake 
Fault' Zon'es (EFZs), provides opportunity for the 
public to comment on preliminary review maps of 
EFZs, and serves as an appeals board (CPR §673), 

State Geologist 

The State Geologist evaluates potentially active 
faults (evidence of displacement in Quaternary time) 
and establishes regulatory zones (EFZs) encompass
ing those faults that are sufficiently active and well 
defined, Sufficiently active faults are those faults with 
evidence of surface displacement during Holocene 
time (approximately the last I LOOO years), Holocene 
surface displacement may be directly observed or 
inferred: it need not be present everywhere along a 
fault to qualify that fault for zoning, A fault is 
considered well defined if its trace is clearly detectable 
by a trained geologist as a physical feature at or just 
below the ground surface, The criterion of well 
defined is somewhat subjective and can be inf1uenced 
by rock type, climate, vegetation, slip rate, and style 
of displacement. A critical consideration is that the 
fault, or some part of it. can be located in the field 
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with sufficient precision and confidence so that the 
required site-specific investigation would meet with 
some success, 

"Potentially active fault" is not defined in either the 
AP statute (AP Act) or the regulations (policies and 
criteria of the SMGB) and often has been inferred to 
denote a lack of Holocene displacement. The term 
"potentially" only appears in CPR §2622(a), which 
discusses zoning criteria for the State Geologist. An 
explanation for "potentially active fault" is found in 
Special Publication 42 (Bryant and Hart. 2007), This 
expression is generally referred to in the context of 
zoning criteria based on Quaternary displacement. It 
is important to note that the term potentially active 
fault does not exclude displacement in Holocene time 
(see figure 2 in Bryant and Hart [2007]). Therefore, it 
does not follow that a "potentially active fault" can 
be judged "inactive" unless there is evidence that 
supports the conclusion that the fault has not been 
active in Holocene time, 

Preliminary Review Maps of Alquist-Priolo EFZs 
(AP EFZs) are issued by the State Geologist on 
standard U.S. Geological Survey 1:24.000-scale, 7,5-
minute quadrangle maps, Following a 90-day review 
period. the SMGB will hold at least one public 
hearing to receive comments pertaining to the 
technical merit of the proposed AP EFZs, The State 
Geologist considers and incorporates review com
ments and issues Official Maps to affected lead 
agencies within 90 days of the close of the review 
period. Section 2622(c) requires the State Geologist to 
continually review new geologic and seismic data and 
to revise or issue additional new AP EFZ maps when 
warranted. To date the State Geologist has issued 551 
Official Maps of EFZs, Of these, 161 maps have been 
revised and four have been withdrawn, 

The State Geologist also has the authority to 
approve waiver requests submitted by lead agencies 
(CPR §2623). See the discussion under "Lead 
Agencies" (below) for further information on the 
waiver procedure, 

Lead Agencies 

Lead agencies (cities. counties, and state agencies) 
are responsible for ensuring that structures for human 
occupancy that are considered projects under the AP 
Act are not placed across the trace of an active fault, 
Affected lead agencies adopt the AP Act into their 
general plan, Counties specifically are required to 
post a notice identifying the location of AP EFZ 
maps in their jurisdiction and the effective date of the 
notice within 5 days of receiving an Official EFZ 
map, Thes.e notices are to be posted at the offices of 
the county recorder, county assessor, and county 

planning commission [CPR §2622(d)]. Lead agencies 
must require geologic investigations directed by a 
California -licensed Professional Geologist before 
building permits can be issued or subdivisions can 
be approved within an AP EFZ, A critical responsi
bility of the lead agency is to ensure that the fault
rupture hazard report is adequate by having the 
report reviewed by a third-party California-licensed 
Professional Geologist. 

There may be occasions when a lead agency finds 
that the geologic report for a specific site may not be 
necessary because it determines that no undue fault 
rupture hazard exits, This condition typically occurs 
where several previous investigations in close prox
imity to the subject site have documented a lack of 
surface-fault rupture hazard, The lead agency has the 
option to submit a waiver request, along with 
accompanying documentation, to the State Geologist 
for approval [CPR §2623(a)], If the State Geologist 
concurs that there is no undue hazard of surface-fault 
rupture at the site, the local lead agency may issue a 
building permit without the requirement of a site 
investigation. To date. there have been 85 waiver 
requests submitted to the State Geologist since the 
first maps were issued; 80 percent of these waiver 
requests have been approved, 

Property Owners 

Property owners and developers (applicants for 
building permits or subdivisions) are responsible for 
completing a geologic investigation and preparing a 
geologic report for projects within an AP EFZ. 
Ultimately it is the responsibility of the property 
owner, represented by a California-licensed Profes
sional Geologist, to determine if the hazard of 
surface-fault rupture exits on the property and if so, 
to avoid the hazard [CPR §2623(a); CCR §3603(d)]. 
Property owners are also responsible for disclosing to 
potcntial buyers if their property is locatcd in an AP 
EFZ (CPR §2621.9), 

SIGNIFICANT HISTORICAL MILESTONES 

Name Changes 

The AP Act was originally named thc Alquist
Priolo Geologic Hazard Zones Act and was intended 
to address a broader scope of seismically induced 
ground deformation hazards, It was decided by the 
original SMGB's Advisory Committee that the 
standard of practice in 1972 was not sufficiently 
developed to address ground deformation hazards 
other than surface-fault rupture, The AP Act was 
renamed the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act 
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in ]975 (as a result of Senate Bill 5, introduced by 
Senator Alquist in December 1974) and was changed 
to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, 
which became effective January 1, 1994. The name 
change implemented in 1994 was the result of a 
recommendation by the Reitherman-Leeds study 
(Reitherman and Leeds, 1991; see discussion below). 

Single-Family Dwelling Exemption 

When first enacted, the AP Act did not exempt 
single-family wood-frame dwellings. The original text 
of the AP Act in CPR §2623 reads: "' ... the sire 0/ 
every proposed new real eSlate development or structure 
for human occupanC)' shall be approved by the cil)' or 
count)' having jurisdiction over such lands in accor
dance wilh policies and crileria established by the SWIC 

Mining and Geologv Board and the findings of the 
Sialc Geologist." This was changed on December 2. 
1974, so that single-family wood-frame dwellings. if 
not part of a development of four or more dwellings, 
were exempt [CPR §2621.6(a)(2)]. This exemption 
was created in part as a result of real estate lobbying 
and the assumed benefit/cost ratio for single-family 
dwellings. In 1974, State Geologist Dr. James E. 
Slosson estimated that the benefit/cost ratio for 
surface-fault rupture investigations on multi-lot tracts 
or at the tentative tract stage. where all geologic 
hazards are considered. ranged from 5: I to 10: 1 
(Slosson [1974], cited in Reitherman and Leeds 
[1991]). Slosson, however, reported that this benefitl 
cost ratio seems to decrease to about 0.05: J where 
studies for fault-rupture hazard only are keyed to 
single lots after a tract has been approved. 

Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program 

The initial charge to the State Geologist was to 
zone all potentially and recently active traces of the 
San Andreas, Calaveras, Hayward, and San Jacinto 
Faults [CPR §2622(a)]. On July 1, 1974, 175 Official 
Maps of Special Studies Zones were issued. based 
entirely on compiling existing maps. An additional 81 
maps were issued January 1. 1976. Thcse map releascs 
established regulatory zones encompassing faults with 
evidence of Quaternary displacement. 

In early 1976, a lO-region Fault Evaluation and 
Zoning Program (Figure 2) was begun to systemati
cally evaluate for possible zoning the ..... other faults 
... [that are] sujjiciently active and well-defined as to 
constilute a potentia! hazard for structures from 
sUi/acc faulling or fcwil creep" [CPR §2622(a)] 
(COMG, 1976). The state was divided into 10 regions 
based on 1 ) the presence of known or suspected active 
faults and 2) developmental pressure. Initially this 

Figure 2. Map of IO-region work plan for Alquist-Priolo Fault 
Evaluation and Zomng Program, showing dates each region 
was studied. 

was planned as a lO-year project. but the schedule in 
some regions was extended as a result of heavy 
workloads. Faults evaluated included potentially 
active faults not yet zoned and previously zoned 
faults or fault segments that warranted zone revisions. 
Areas outside of the scheduled regions were also 
evaluated on an as-needed basis, typicaJly to map 
fault rupture immediately after an earthquake. 
Although the J O-region project was completed at 
the end of 1991, work continues on the project at a 
maintenance level. The State Geologist has an 
ongoing responsibility to review "new geologic and 
seismic datu" in order to revise AP EFZs and to 
"delineate new zones when warranted by new informa
tion" [CPR §2622(c)]. 

For each fault evaluated, a Fault Evaluation 
Report (FER) was prepared that summarized data 
on the location, recency of displacement, sense and 
amount of displacement, and rationale for zoning 
decisions. Fault evaluation work consists of reviewing 
geologic and fault mapping by others, aerial photo
graphic interpretation of fault-produced geomorphol
ogy, and limited field mapping. Although subsurface 
investigations are not budgeted, geologists at the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) use sub-surface 
data contained in site investigations submitted to the 
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State Geologist to augment the air photo interpreta
tion and field mapping. 

CGS geologists have produced about 250 FERs 
summarizing evidence for or against zoning decisions 
for potentially active faults throughout California. 
There have been 18 Official Map releases since the 
Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program began. 

Reitherman-Leeds Study 

In 1986 the California Seismic Safety Commission 
recommended an impartial evaluation of the AP Act. 
In 1991, CGS (then the Division of Mines and 
Geology) released the Reitherman-Leeds study (Rei
therman and Leeds, 1991). This study evaluated 62 
policy issues that ranged from increasing the author
ity and scope of the AP Act to abolishing the AP Act. 
Overall, Reitherman-Leeds concluded that the AP 
Act is effective, and they recommended implementing 
27 policy issues. Most have been implemented, 
including the following: 

1) establishing the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, 
2) more aggressive enforcement by the California 

Board for Geologists and Geophysicists, 
3) revision of CGS Note 49 (guidelines for fault 

rupture hazard investigations), 
4) changing the AP Act's name to the Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Act, 
5) changing the disclosure statement (part of 

Natural Hazards Disclosure Act), 
6) publishing a non-technical brochure explaining 

the AP Act, and 
7) increasing the a vail a bility of FERs and consult

ing reports filed with the State Geologist. 

One recommendation yet to be clarified is the issue 
of setback distance. There are varying degrees of 
application of setbacks among local lead agencies 
with respect to the interpretation of CCR §3603(a). 
The current language states the following: 

No structure for human occupanry, identified as a project under 
Section 2621.6 of the Act, shalt be permitted to be placed across the 
trace of an activefau/t. Furthermore. as the area IVithin fifty (50) feet 
of such actHlc taulls shaff be pmumed to be underlain &1' aCTive 
branches of that (ault unless proven otherwIse by an appropriate 
geologrc investigation and ,"porr prepared as specified in Seclio" 
3603.d or this Stlbchapter. no such structures shalf be permitted in 
this area I emphasis added]. 

Reitherman and Leeds found this language to be 
open to various interpretations: some lead agencies 
mandate a no-build zone 50 ft (15 m) from active 
faults, while others allow structures to be sited closer 
than 50 ft (15 m), if appropriate, based on site-specific 

in vestigations. As written, there is no specified 
minimum distance. However, the original wording 
of this section by the SM GB did state that 50 ft (15 m) 
represented a minimum standard: 

... Furthermore, the area within fifty (50) feet of an active fault shall 
be assumed to be underlain by active branches of thatfoult unless and 
umil proven otherwise by an appropriate geologic imJ(stigation and 
submission of a repOrT by a geologist registered in the Stare of 
California. This 50 (Oot standard is inlmded 10 represent minimum 
criee,.ia only for alf slmcmres. It is the opinion of the Board that 
certain wamal or critical structures, such as high-rise buifdings, 
hospicals, and schools shouLd be subject to more restricttve criteria at 
the discrecion of Cities and Counties [emphasis added]. 

The wording as originally written remained in 
effect until 1984. Local lead agencies affected by the 
AP Act prior to 1984 adopted the A P Act into their 
general plan, and some jurisdictions may have 
included this 50-ft (15 m) minimum distance as a 
mandatory requirement. This may explain why some 
local jurisdictions currently mandate a specific 50-ft 
(15 m) setback from active faults within an AP EFZ. 

In concept, a setback, or no-build zone, is delineated 
around active faults located during a site investigation 
to allow an appropriate level of conservatism or factor 
of safety. The width of a setback zone allows for the 
occurrence of near-fault deformation and the inherent 
uncertainties of projecting the location of thc fault 
between known data points. The width of an 
appropriate no-build zone ean vary, based on sitc
specific geologic conditions, style and complexity of 
faulting, and number and spacing of trenches. Thus, in 
some circumstances it may be appropriate to site a 
structure closer than 50 ft (15 m), and in other 
situations, 50 ft (15 m) may be entirely inadequate. 

Earthquakes with Surface-Fault Rupture 
Since the Passage of the AP Act 

Twenty-five earthquakes or earthquake sequences 
associated with surface-fault rupture have occurred 
since the first AP EFZ maps were issued in 1974 
(Table 2). Thirteen events occurred along faults not 
previously zoned: nine (69 percent) occurred prior to 
the CGS regional evaluation, and four (31 percent) 
occurred after the region had been evaluated. 

The most significant surface rupturing event~ to 
date were the 1992 Mw 7.3 Landers and the 1999 Mw 
7.1 Hector Mine earthquakes (Figure 3). The Landers 
event was associated with the largest amount of 
surface-fault rupture in California since the 1906 San 
Francisco earthquake. Approximately 85 km of 
surface rupture, with maximum dextral offset of 
about 6 m and an average dextral offset of about 3 m, 
was recorded (Hart et aI., 1993; Sieh et aI., 1993). This 
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earthquake was unique because several faults rup
tured, including the Johnson Valley, Homestead 
Valley, Emerson, and Camp Rock Faults (Figure 3). 
The rupture was especially complex, with broad zones 
of distributed displacement between and connecting 
the principal faults. Most faults that ruptured had 
been zoned in 1988. H.owever, many of the stepover 
areas had not been zoned. Faulting sometimes 
extended significantly beyond those AP EFZ bound
aries encompassing the ends of faults (Figure 4). Hart 
et a1. (1993) estimated that about 55 percent of fault 
rupture occurred within established AP EFZs. About 
31 percent was outside of AP EFZs, and the remaining 
14 percent of rupture outside of the zones occurred on 
previously unmapped faults not appearing to meet 
zoning criteria (Han et al., 1993). Many of the faults 
that ruptured have been shown to have relatively low 
slip rates (about 0.5 mm/yr) with correspondingly long 
recurrence intervals (between 4 ka and 12 ka) (Hecker et 
aI., 1993; Lindvall and Rockwell, 1994: Rubin and Sieh, 
1997; and Rockwell et al., 2000), 

The Hector Minc earthquake was similar in 
complexity where traces of the Lavic Lake Fault 
splayed off of the BulJion Fault. AP EFZs had been 
established in 1988 for traces of the Bullion Fault, but 
the Lavic Lake Fault had not bccn zoned. Post
earthquake studies indicated that the Lavic Lake 
Fault in the Bullion Mountains had not rupturcd for 
tens of thousands of years prior to the 1999 event 
(Lindvall et a1., 2000). 

These observations indicate that caution should be 
used when evaluating faults characterized by low slip 
rates that have not had surface displacement for a long 
time. it is important to understand the age of the most 
recent event and the recurrence intervals of these faults, 
Another important consideration is the complexity and 
width of the surface faulting observed in both the 
Landers and Hector Mine earthquakes. Are the rupture 
patterns, complexity, and width indicative of and uniq ue 
to the Eastern California Shear Zonc, or arc these 
complexities typical of large surface-faulting events'7 

In contrast to the Landers and Hector Mine 
earthquakes, the 2004 Mw 6.0 Parkfield earthquake 
was associated with surface faulting that was very 
similar to the location and pattern of displacement 
documented in the ]966 M w 6.1 Parkfield event (Brown 
et a1., 1967; Rymer et ai., 2006), The 2004 surface 
faulting. with one minor exception, was located entirely 
within the previously established AP EFZs. 

Digital Products 

One of the recommendations of the Reitherman
Leeds study was to reproduce the FERs and site 
investigation reports filed with CGS in compliance 

with the AP Act. CGS (then the Division of Mines and 
Geology) issued microfiche copies of the FERs and 
tabulated data on site investigation reports (Division 
of Mines and Geology, 1990a, 1990b. I 990c, I 990d, 
1990e; Wong et a!., 1990; and Wong, 1995). Microfiche 
copies of the FERs, especially the map data. were 
generally not optimal, and those needing to reference 
or review specific consulting reports were required 
either to obtain copies from CGS or to visit the Bay 
Area regional office, where the site report collection 
was kept on file for public access. 

In thc late 1990s CGS began an effort to provide 
digital products from the AP Program in response to 
the Reitherman-Leeds study. Digital images of AP 
EFZ maps were released as portable document 
format (pdf) files in 2000, followed by vector GIS 
files of faults and EFZs in 2001. The 1990s vintage 
microfiche copics of FERs were replaced in 2002 by 
digital images of the reports, including high-resolu
tion pdf files of thc maps (Bryant and Wong, 2002a, 
2002b, 2002e). The collection of site-specific fault 
investigation reports was released in 2003 (Wong. 
2003a, 2003b). This fault investigation report collection 
includes specific reports in pdf format, an interactive 
site index map, and GIS files of site investigation 
locations. Site reports filed with the State Geologist 
through 2000 are available on compact disk. Hard copy 
reports are no longer filed in the Bay Area office. 
Reports received after 2000 are available for reference 
at the Sacramento office of CGS. 

Camarillo Issue and State Mining and 
Geology Board 

The City of Camarillo requested an interpretation 
of SMGB regulations in late 2006. At issue was how 
the AP Act was interpreted with respect to the 
presumption of activity of faults located within EFZs. 
Is the entire area within an AP EFZ presumed to be 
underlain bv active faults until demonstrated other
wise? Another issue raised was the intent of the 
sctback language in CCR §3603(a). Did this regula
tion mandate that structures cannot be placed closer 
than 50 ft (15 m) from each fault encountered in a site 
investigation. or was there some degree of flexibility'l 
Must one setback from faults with small amounts of 
displacement that cannot be proven inactive, or is 
structural mitigation allowed for such faults? 

This request for clarification resulted from an 
investigation of a sitc underlain by extensivcly faulted 
Plio-Pleistocene Saugus Formation. Principal active 
traces of the Simi--Santa Rosa Fault Zone werc 
located on the site and setbacks were recommended. 
Howevcr. the site previously had been used for 
borrow and lacked any remaining younger stratigra-
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Table 2. Surface jau/llllg assuciated l1!ilh earthquakes in Caiijimlia, /974--June 2009. List excludes fault creep alld faulling triggered by 
shaking or movement on iI dir[erelllfau[r l See Bonilla (1970), Jellnings (1985). and Granl: and BarlolV (1977) for earlierfauitill!; events. 

Fault (county where located) 

1 Brawley (Imperial) 

2. Galway Lake (San Bernardino) 

3. Cleveland Hill (Butte) 

4. Stephens Pass (Siskiyou) 

5. Homestead Valley (San Bernardino) 

6. 'Calaveras (San Benito, Santa Clara) 

7. 'Imperial } 
'Brawley 

Rico 
(Imperial) 

8. Greenville (Alameda) 

9. Hilton Creek-Mammoth Lakes 
(Mono) 

10. "Lompoc quarry" (Santa 
Barbara) 

I I. Little Lake (Kern) 

12. "Coalinga Nose" (Fresno) 

13. Nunez (Fresno) 

14. *Caiaveras (Santa Clara) 

Year of 
Rupture 

1975 

1975 

1975 

1978 

1979 

1979 

1979 

1980 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1983 

1984 

Magnitude of 
Associated 
Earthquake 

4.7 

53 

5.7 

4.3 

5.2 

5_9 

6.6 

5.6 

6.0--6.5 

2.5 

5.2 

6.7 

5.2-5.9 

6.1 

Surface 
Rupture,' 
Maximum 

Displacement (em) 

20 

1.5 

30 

{

55 
15 
10 

30 

25 

0+ 

60 

20 en 

Tot,i1 Main 
Length' Sense of 

(km) Displacement 1 Comments 

10.4 N Also ruptured in 

6.8 

5.7 

2+ 

3.3 

39 ('I) 

30 
13 
I 

6.5 

20 

0.6 

10 

_005 

3.3 

1.2 

RL 

N 

N 

RL 

RL 

RL 
N 
N 

RL 

N 

R 

RUN 

R 

R 

RL 

1940 and 1979, 
fault creep in part. 

Fault previously 
unknown. 

Fault not previously 
known to be 
Holocene-active. 

Fault previously 
unknown. 

Also minor rupture 
on Johnson Valley 
Fault 

Minor, discontinuous 
rupture, mostly in 
creep-active section. 

Creep triggered on 
San Andreas and 
Superstition Hills 
Faults; also 
ruptured in 1940. 
Rico Fault not 
previously known. 

Minor left-lateral slip 
also occurred on 
Las Positas Fault 

Rupture on many 
minor faults; may 
relate to volcanic 
activity; Minor 
ruptures also in 
J 981. 

Flexural slip on flank 
of syncline triggered 
by quarrying; do not 
plan to zone. Similar 
earthquake
associated ruptures 
occurred in 1985, 
1988, and 1995. 

Fracture zones Oil 

monociznes. 
Secondary fault ('1) 

associated with 
43 em of anticlinal 
uplift; too minor to 
zone. 

Aftershocks associated 
with event (12) 
above. 

QuestlOnable faulting; 
triggered aftershp 
in I S-km-iong 
creep zone to soutb 
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Table 2. Continued. 

Surface 
Magnitude OJ Rupture,2 Total Main 

Year of AssocIated Maximum Length" Sense 01' 
Fault (county where located) Rupture Earthquake Displacement (em) (km) Displacement"' Comments 

15. 'Banning (Riverside) 1986 5.9 9 RL Minor slip also 
triggered locally on 
Garnet Hill and 
Desert Hot Springs 
n Faults as well as 
more distant faults. 

16. 'White Mountains (Mono, 1986 6.4 II 13 RUN Event also associated 
Inyo) with extensional 

cracks on faults in 
Volcanic Tableland 
in 40 km x 12 km 
area. 

17. Elmore Ranch (Imperial) 1987 6.2 12 ,~ LL Event also associated ,-
with smaller left-
lateral rupture on 
near by fa ult s. 

18. 'Superstition Hills (Imperial) 1987 6.6 90 28 RL Much of rupture 
occurred as 
afterslip; associated 
with event 17. 

19. 'San Andreas (Santa Cruz) 1989 7.1 2.5 I? RL Surface rupture 
possibly triggered 
slip: slip also 
triggered on nearby 
Calaveras and San 
Andreas Faults 
outside of 
aftershock zone. 

Secondary faultmg 
may have occurred 
with ridgetop 
spreading fissures. 

20. 'Johnson Valle.y 1992 7J 460-600 85 RL Most signifIcant fault 
'Homestead Valley} . rupture since 1906; 
'Emerson (San Bernardmo) ruptures connected 
'Camp Rock several separate 

fa ults; triggered slip 
also occurred on at 
least 10 other 
faults. 

21. "Eureka Valley" (Inyo) 1993 6.1 5+ RUN Two zones of left-
sleppmg fractures 
along pre-existlllg 
fault scarps; 
incompletely 
mapped; remote 
area, not zoned 

22. "Stevenson Ranch" (Los 1994 6.7 19 0.6 R Flexural slip faults on 
Angeles) limb of foid near 

NewhalL related to 
blind thrust 
faulting. Minor slip 
also triggered on 
Mission Wells 
Fault. which 
ruptured in 1971. 

13 • A,rport Lake (Kern and 1995 5.4-5.8 2.5 RUN Discontinuous cracks 
Inyo) aiong pre-exIstIng 

scarp. 
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Table 2 Continued 

Fault (county where located) 

24. Lavic Lake } 
"Bullion (San Bernardino) 
*Mesquite Lake 

25. ·San Andreas (Monterey. San 
Luis Obispo) 

Year of 
Rupture 

1999 

2004 

Magnitude of 
Associated 
Earthquake 

7.1 

6.0 

Surface 
Rupture,: 
Maximum 

Displacement (em) 

525 

15 

Total Main 
Length 2 Sense of 

(km) Displacement' Comments 

45 RL Bullion and Mesquite 

32 RL 

Lake Faults 
previously zoned: 
Lavic Lake had not 
ruptured in 
Holoccnco 

Parkfie Id section of 
San Andreas Fault 
zone: also ruptured 
In 19660 Much or 
rupture occurred as 
afterslip. 

ITectonic (aseismic) fault creep and triggered slip have occurred along variolls segments of the San Andreas, Hayward, Calaveras, Concord. 
Green Valley, Imperial. Superstition Hills, Maacama. and Garlock Faults as well as aiong more than 10 other faults. Human-induced fault 
creep has been reported on at least 12 other faults as a result of withdrawal of groundwater or oil-field fluids. See Jennings (1994) for map 
locations. 
2lncludes some afterslip. Rupture length measured from distal ends of rupture, which arc often discontinuous. 
'N ". normal dIsplacement: R == reverse displacement: RL '" right-lateral displacement; LL = left-lateral displacement. 
• = coseismic surface faulting occurred mostly or entirely withm existing Earthquake Fault Zones during 1 I events. 

LL 

~o km Yucca.v. al1

1
ey \, 

San Bernardmo cq./ /" 

Twentynine Palms r--r-_ .... 
HWY62 

/' \ 
-._----._----.-"""\"--.-._-_. __ ._. __ .-_.----_._-------

Riverside Co. ') 

Figure 3. Map showmg generalized surface-fault rupture patterns 
for the 1992 Mw 7.3 Landers earthquake and the 1999 M\v 7. I 
Hector Mine earthquake. Principal faults that ruptured in the 
Landers event include the rollowing: JV = Johnson VaHey; HV = 

Homestead Valley: K = Kickapoo; EM = Emerson; and CR = 

Camp Rock. Principal faults that ruptured in the Hector Mine 
event include the following: LL = Lavic Lake; B = Bullion: and 
ML = Mesquite Lake. Box shows location of Figure 4. 

phy overlying the faulted Saugus Formation. Without 
younger stratigraphy, it was impossible to constrain 
the age of most recent displacement for numerous 
other faults located on the site. 

The SMGB's Geohazards Committee heard argu
ments from the city's review geologist, the developer's 
geologists, and the State Geologist. In mid-December 
2006, the Geohazards Committee recommended that 
the SMGB should interpret the AP Act to mean that 
all faults within an Official EFZ should be considered 
active unless proven otherwise, 

The Geohazards Committee also recommended 
formation of a Technical Advisory Committee 
(T AC) to review some of the issues raised by the 
Camarillo appeal and the 1991 Reitherman-Leeds 
study. A 16-member TAC, comprising experts and 
specialists in geoscience, engineering, and public 
administration, first met in July 2007. Some of the 
issues currently being reviewed by the T AC include 
the following: clarification of setbacks, presumption 
of activity within an AP EFZ, definition of an active 
fault, and whether mitigation methods, in addition to 
avoidance, can be used within an AP EFZ. The T AC 
will issue a report to the Geohazards Committee 
containing recommendations formed by a consensus 
of expressed expert views, based on science and 
engineering considerations. Recommendations by the 
T AC will be evaluated by the Geohazards Commit
tee. Conclusions and recommendations made by the 
Geohazards Committee will be reviewed by the full 
SMGB, which will decide if the SMGB's regulations 
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Figure 4. Detailed map of surface faultmg along a portion of the Emerson Fault associated with the 1992 Landers earthquake The 
numbers indicate observed slip components in cemimeters (rl = right-lateral; 11 = left lateral: and v = vertIcal). The Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone (AP EFZ) that was in place in 1988 is depleted with circled turning points connected by straight-line segments. Pre-
1992 Emerson Fault traces northwest of the AP EFZ boundary were not zoned because the complex right-step to the Camp Rock Fault 
(Figure 3) was generally concealed and poorly defined. Also. trench data northwest of this fIgure indicated that soils estllnated to be 10-
12 ka were 110t offset. 

need revision or if the SGMB should recommend 
legislative changes to the AP Act. 

SUMMARY 

The AP Act addresses the geologic hazard of 
surface-fault rupture by prohibiting the placement of 
most structures for human occupancy across the traces 
of active faults. Responsibility for implementing the 
AP Act is shared by the State Geologist, SMGB, lead 
agencies (cities, counties. and state agencies). and 
property owners. Alquist-Priolo EFZs have been in 
effect for the past 3412 years. During that time there 
have been 25 earthquakes associated with surface-fault 
rupture. including the Mw 7.3 1992 Landers and M w 
7.1 Hector Mine earthquakes. Significantly, there has 

not yet been a large surface-faulting earthquake in an 
intensely urbanized area since the AP EFZs have been 
established. The AP Act generally has been considered 
effective in avoiding surface-fault rupture hazard 
(Reitherman and Leeds, 1991). However, complex 
sites offer unique and often difficult challenges to 
ensuring public safety and effective land use. Currently 
the SMGB's T AC is reviewing policies and criteria to 
clarify and possibly update regulations governing the 
implementation of the AP Act 
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SEIS.\lIC EYENTS 

The prog-rams associaled \vtlh lhi, Safet), Element 
emphasize scismic safety issues hecause ~ciS!llic CVCIll, 

prC!;elH t he most widcs Head threat () [' dcvastation 
10 lik ~lnd profx'rty. \\lith an eanhqua ~(', l Jere is 
liD containmcnt 0[' potelltial damagc, a~ i, possible 
with a fire or flood. Cnlike a lire or Ilood whose 
path often can he genera.II:· measured and predicted. 
quake damage alld rdated hazard events m;l:' he 
widc'lHcad and. at present. are llnpj·cJiCtable. 
Relaled hazard ('Ve1](S could occur arl\"Wilefc' in till' 

quake: area including inunciatiom fl:O[Jl damaged 
reservoirs or releasc or haLardous materiak such as 
g:t<;. which in rUfli could kad to {lrcs or (()[in toxic 
ciouck 

Silln: lSOO t.hew h:\Ve beell approxim~\tck 60 d~1111' 
aging seismic cvelllS. or "earthquakes.." in the Lw; 

Angelcs re"io!1. Arter a brief hiatus between major 
eve;m (cir~a 11)/jO-II)72). lltt" greater Los Angeh:s 
area h:t'> experienced a Humher of moderatc event, 
which have resulted in considerable disruption oC 
the infrastructure, imp:lCl 011 social and economic 

life. loss of lives and extensive property damage 
'within the Cil\', the greater metropolitan area alld 
the adjacent rq;ion. Thl' most recent or these wa.\ 
the 6.7 magnitude I C)C)/j Northridge ca rthqllakc 
which was centered in the northwest pari or Ihe Cit v, 
in the gelleral vieinit), of the I ()71 San E:rnanclo 
(aka Sylmar) quake. 

'fhe C.S. Geolog-ical Surwv has e,~tim~llcd till' proh
ahilin' o(a tel\ to thin\' perccnl f)otelltial for a 7."i 

or more magnill1de quake along the sOlllhem por

tion of the San Andreas I~llll! within the neXI fIve !o 

thjrt~· vcars. The Alquist-Priolo Act requires the SLJtl' 

ecologist to map activc' e;lnhyuakc fault ZOflCS. 

Thmc Emits ill the Los Angcies area typically arc 
yi,ible, above ground taulls. f.g., the San Andrl';L'> 
[':lull. The fmlt zones located within the Cill' arc 
dcpi<.:tcd on Exhihit A. However, il i~ rhe quakes 
:;tll1g the unmapped f;lldts. such as lhe blind lhmst 
faull associated with the Non hridge earthquake, dut 
incrc:lsilwll' an: bec()rnill~ thc foeu, of swcll· and 
cOlleen!. ~'i)e COllcept (i\;lind tilnbt hullS ha~ bcell 

l"l"cogni:t.cJ onl\, rl'celltl\' lw sei.'I\wlogiSis. The 
elT;':,-:! of" such I;;u!t., ll1JI" dO;l1in;ttc the gl'Olng\ oj" 

the Lm Angeles b:lsin ill:1 wa,· 110t preVi(Hl!;lI' knowll. 

Seismic mitig.llioll is rclati\"eh IlCW, compared to 
Ilood and fire mitigation. Ever." major sei.,mic evellt 

ill the ellited Statc~ and abroad has provided valu
ahle dat;\ 1'01' evaluating-existing s(alldard~ and tcch
ni<-juc; ,llld improving ha,ard milig;1!ion. The (l.3 

l1l~lgniLU(k Long Beach earthc.Jllake or 1 ().35 killed 
1] 'i people and G1LLSed approximately S;/~g million 
ill proPCf!\' damagc. It dClllOllStr;\ted the vulncr;1bil
itv 0[' unreinf(Jfcl'd masonr\' structurc~ and the haz
ard, 01' f)al~\pets alld llllam:iJored lacade dtcora tiom. 
Tll respOflse, the SI:llC legislature adofJlcd the Field 
Act of 1 ()+i which set seismic building sundards. 

Locall\' lhe rei nforcl'Itlcll t ami parapc't sLanJards 
were adopted (i)r Ill'W const ruction, The llal ure of 
damage 10 Seattle, W!ashillgloll, due [0 the 1 <J!j[) 

e;) rthquakc. persuaded Los Angck·s to require 
removal oj' parapets and dt:corativc appendages so 
as t () prcvcl1t unrein rorced mason)"\" alld concrete 

fronl blliJlg Ollto Slreet~ and ,idew;!lb during a 

ql1ake. The ordinancc was applicable to some jO.DOO 
pre·,1').:n buildings which were locllecl prcdomi

nantk in the Ce!1lTal Cit;- area. The 11)1\"i Mexico 
Cili' ~arthqllake prompted the CilV to upgrade and 
ex. [lalld its urban search and fescue program (see Fire 
Sl'ClioI1). Following the 1 ()7] Sail I'ernalldo ljuakc" 

lilt.: C:ir~' rCLjuircd improved anchoring of Ilew 
tilt-up (concrete walls f)OUfCd and tiltcd-Llfl on the 
sile) structures and retroactive rcinCon.:emelll or 
ullreinfill'cecl masonrv structures. A seismic rctrofit 
tilt-up ordinance was developed and madc relroac

liVe two wecks aCICf the 1 fJf)iJ NOf{ilridge 
earthquake. Subsequently, the Cit:· adoptcd a scries 
o('ordinallces which required r('trolluing o{"certain 
ex.istillg structure., (c.,!; .. i'Olmdalioll anchoring o{" 

hiHsidl' dwdlillgs) and for IlL'W construction, aswl'11 
as an ordinance which required l'vdlu<1tiol1 or 
structure" 11\' ;1 structural enginccr during the 
cOllslruction proCL'ss. Thl' Northridge quake under
scored the need for thorough. on-going building 
inspcCliollS to assure constrLlctioll of" building; 
according to Code. 

AltllOUgh till' Nort hridge earthljUake was listed b\' 
seisl1lologisb ~t ... a moderate quake. it wa~ the most 
costlv seismic event ill the Lnitcd State;; since the 
J <)O(l San hancisco earthquake. \Vithilllhc Cit:-: and 

surroumling regioll. approximatcl\' 72 f1l'Oplc died 
a~ ,\ result o( the quakl' (incilldil1b [l\· helrt attack 
associattd wid) the quake experience), dlOUS:lnd, 

were ph vsical h· injured, and the direct and indirect 
p~)'cllOlogical 1011 \\·a .... incalculable. Propert\· dam
age W;\1-> ill tile billiollS or dollars. All estimated 
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!J3,()OO (as or June 1 ~)()6) buildinp wefe damagcd 
in thl' Cit~" some fl't]uiring demolitioll, Af)Proxi
maldy ),800 buildings had to be f1;trtialh' or ((Hall:' 
\'aGHed, including approximalely 2'),6IJO !l1osd\' 
mullipll'-rcsidcmial dwelling units, R;' the aUlllll111 
following lht:' quakc, Slllllt:' 2 7 ,000 unit;, Wl'[C 

dt:'clllca ill cLnlgt:'r of lk~illg lost bccause owncr, had 
clifflc ult \' (inancing rl'pair costs, 

In addilioll, the infrastructure (Exhibit If) 01 the 
lllttropoiilim area was seVl'rdv disnlfHcd, hCl'ways 
coILql,td, tilt f1()Wl'r S;'SICIllS for the Cit;, and linked 
com!l1 unili e, ~l" fir :lW;l\, a., On:p;on wefe tem po
raril)' "blacked out" and commlll1icl!iollS were dis, 
ruptcd, Due to ahatcillent measures, plaJlning, train
ing and inter-agcnc\' and illler- jurisdictional coO! 
din:lI ion, response was much more dllcielll t hall ill 
1 (Fl following tilt San h:mando ljuakc, Stronger 
huilding codes and requircd retrofitting !ollowing 
the San l'ernalldo quake contributed to a reduct ion 
ill damagc to qruuurcs and buildillg, and resulted 
ill better containment of' hazardow, m;ltcriak 
Coordinated response resulted in more rapid iden
lillcat iOll of damage sites, cxti nguishitl" o( n fes, 
addre:$silJE offirc h;;Lards, adminis~crill'" (~rtetl from .' ~ 
banle-fleld like temporary facilities, to tile injurcd 

and displaced ,llld initialion or work to re"tore thc 
disrupted cities and region, Closure or husiness(,~\, 
disruption ofscniles and dislucuio!l of pCOflk II<ld 
a significant domino dre:Cl on d1'.: CCOllOlJlV or the 
region, Slall' aud nalion, The economic impact 
would have het'll greater had the quakt' beell 1110fe 
stvere or had disflq)[ion 01 till' illfrastructure: con
tinucd for a longer period oi' lime, 

'The i:lclthat the Northridge event occurred at 4:31 
a,m, Jalluan' 17, I ()\)!i 011 tbe IVLrnin Luther King 
JL l1;]tion,1I holid:w 111:1~' have been Ihe primary rC.l

~on {()f so littlc loss orlife and human injun', t\ low 
n lIl1l ber of commuters werc traveling 011 (he frce
wa~,s and slrl'ets and I~'\\' peopk w~re ill offices, 
indust rial, cOlnmercial buildings, puhlic garagts and 
shopping CClHers, mall\' of which sulTefcd sevcre 
structural and non-~truCLural damagc, l'vblll' CIfler' 
gellCY ,mel seismic experts helie\'(' tli;t bad th'cqllakc 
occurred at midd.l\, ins lead of durillg the pl'cuawl1, 

tile loss or life aJld injury figures wOllld haw bee!! 
,suh.qall!iall;' higher. Ncvcrtheless, Gi11crgcIlc;' ii)rces 
were seyereh, challenged hI' the evcllt. 

The Northridge quake: was olle of' the mos! lI1e:\,· 

sured earthqllakcs ill histon' Jue to cxtensive stis, 
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mic In.strumemaliol1 ill buildings and on lhc "rouIld 
throughout the n:gion, Jnfon;IJtioll (rom ~~ismo
logical imtrumclHs, damage fepofls and other data 
provided J \Veallh ofinf'ormation ror experts 10 <111:1-

h"Lt. T'radilional theories about land lISC siting and 

txislitlg huildiIlg COlle f1ro\'isio!l.) wen: callce] into 
yueslioll, 11 is knowil that thl: complex Los A!lgc1c~ 
laul, systeIll interacts with the alluvial soils and other 

gcol()~ic conditiOn> in !he hills and hasills, This 
imcraction appear:" to pose a potelllial seismic thrcat 
fill' ('v cry f1:1rt or !hl' Cit,I', r('\-!ardless 0" the lIndnk

illg g<:ologic and soils conditiolls. Structural dal~\
~lg(' doC's not OCCllr due to all\' one factor. The dur;l

liOIl and intcnsit), 01 the sha],illg, distance from the 
epiccn tcr. COlllfm,itiOIl oi' the soil afld type or (()[l-
struction, all are ractor~ in determining the cxtent 
or damage which mal' occur. Alluvial ancJ anificialh' 

llllcorn f;;JC\(:d soil~ tC;ld to ampli(\' tbe shaking, Shal-
10\\ grouud W<1te[, combined with uncompacted soils 
call result in liquefaction (quicksand effect) Juring 
a strong quake, 'fherd()rc, it is ditlicui( [0 escape 

the i!llpaCU, oj' a quake, During the Northrid"e 
quake, darna~(' appeared to hacvl' a !!lore dird:·! 
relationship to hllilding construction than did prox
imit~, to the epicentcr. Largd)' as a t'c');ult of til(' 
Nonluidgc earthquake, the national lini[orm Build
ing Codc was amended in I ,)\)tj to req\l irc t 11,11 new 
dcyelopment proiect!. flfovick geotechnical reports 
which ;l\SCSS potcntial conscquellce, orliquefactio!l 
and soil strcngth loss ;U1d propost: appropriat~ miti
gation l1le;I,<.ure., (";;,, walls supported h)' cOl1ti!lu
ow; fOOlings, sit'd reinforccment ot' noor slabs, etc, 

These pro'visiollS we:rc illcorporatcd into the Los 

:\l1~dcs City Building Codc, dft:CLivl' jatlllan' j')%, 

Exhibit B identifies, ill a general manne'r, area, 

,usceptible to liquefacliol\, It was prepared f()r the 
(;clleral Plan r~ramework Elemellt envirol1Jllental 
impact report ;uld is ha,cd Oil tllt: COUll!\' 01- Lm 
A!lf'el~, 1 ')f)O Sa(l'IY I::kme[l( liquefaction' exhihit. 
Jt idcllti!les areas deemed to bl' liqueCaClio[l or 
potent i.lI liqucLction areas, hased Oll occurrence, 
or shallow "1'0 ulld waler t oocther wi t h [ecen t 
alilivial dqx~ilS, ~ 

One 01 the surprising findings Inllowillg the 
Northridge llLlakc was that mall\' stcd frame huild
illf,r;., hdi~~\'cJ belort' the uuakc 1(') be the sakst struc, 

Uill'S, sulTned ll!lex!)(,c!~'d welding juint damage, 
Sucb damagl' resultcci in the eVJcuatio!l of' an 11· 
,wn buildillg in \X'est Los Angeles several months 
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after the quake wilell it wa, dL:\ermilH:d that tht 
dam;)~e 10 huilding joint, had dangerously wcak
ened the building structure. 'flle huilding was 
located miles from Northridge, ill the basin on the 
other side (south) oC the Santa }v\onica rvfOl!lltains. 
At the time thi, Sall-l:' Elemcnt wa.' llmk'r prcpar;\· 
I iOIl l'X[lCn;, had l10t determincd an .1u.:cpl.lhll' 
mel hod lin rctfofitt.ing such buildings. 

Thl'~t are important flnding, for Los Angell';' hc· 
cause Los Angei<:s j, a built cit\·. Few large tracts o( 
land rcmain which have llOt alrcad;'llc'Ul ck\'(:lopcd 
Wilh SUlllC Llse. J\LlIr~' kel' beilitie,. such a, Crccwa\·". 
alread,\' j()II()w Endt line:; through mOl/main fl~ml's. 
Bllildinp. :drcad,' :m: built on ullcolnpaclcd and al
luvial soik I\lrt or lhl' dowlltown Cl'lller. including 
its nUll\' higb rise llllildillgs. I, huilt near the Elvsiall 
Park blil1d lhrust f:\Ult which mall\' ~cisl11()l()giq., 

belil:l"c could be the source of a major ~cismic event 
ill the nOl so distant i"utufC. Ph~'sicJI eXflansioll and 
change in tIlL- City will occur primaril)' through 
reh~lbilit,\tjOIl or existillg S\ructlllt:'~ and redevelofl' 
ment OCcxisling neighborhood.,. The Citv's biggest 
challenge is how to protect an existing city' 3nd its 
illhabitants from future damage. l\''lJIl\' lll'lievt: tlli.' 
should he accomplished thro:rgh imj~r()\"Cd build· 
ing dc~ign instcad or prohibitiOll or construction. 
At the lime this Elemellt was lInder prcparation. 
(hc Cit)" was fl'troflttingCit\' ITaII and some Port or 
Los Angcles f~lCilitics with hase isobtrm, to make the 
struclu~es less prone to I:lilure during 5t rong ground 
shaking_ Th is type or retrofitting is a step ill adJfes;,
ing the strengt hCIling or built slructl!re~. 

Pre-seismic ('vent land usc planning with a view to 

n.:conflguring thc Jeva~1at('d arC;l'i though POSI-CVCIll 

change,) in land u;,e. inlellSily o( dewlopmclll, el(. 

gencralh' arc !lot included as prograll1~ oj" lhi~ Safet" 
Eleilltnt. It has bCi:l1 lhl' Cit 1'\ cxperience that the 
unprcdiclabilill' of scismi~ cve'llt', both <IS to 
location and (bmage. fenden sllch planning 
irnprKtie;J. DC\'aslaliol1, while widespread, gCller
ally docs IlOt completely destroy l'J1tire hlocks. neigh
borhoods Of large geowaflhic areas. 'rhcrerorc, 
rebuilding tends to be more (ian inflll aClivi!y than 
;tn L.lrhan clcar,mcc and reconslruction entcrprise. 
Hmvl'vcr, traditional redevelopmcnt progmtns an: 
illcllldeJ ill the Opt iOllal too!:' available for recon .. 
struction or sl'\cn:ly damagcd area, and arc k-illg 
used to rebuild ne:if(hborhoocis deva~laled hy lhe: 
North ridge ljuakc. 

Hazard assessment.. Thc- Slale Public Rcsollrcc:~ 
Code Scction 26'}') retluires thaI a safety dl'menl 
"takt iwo aCCO\ll1t" availahle .,ci~l1lic haz~lrd map' 
prepared h}" tile Slate Cl'Ologisl pursuant to thc 
/\1 (ll!i~t-Priolo Earthquake bulL Zoning i\CI oj-
1 ') "72, suh'':(jul'J1ti: amcmlcd (I'uhlic RCSOllr\':C~ 
C()de Sect iom 2(i21-2C1.10. origillalh' kllU\\!l a.\ the 
;\k]uis!-Prio.lo SI1eciai Sludic~ Zoncs Act) and (he 
Sc iSlllic H;lZ~lf(:ll'vbf1ping :\ct ol 1 'J')(), suhsCt111Cl1l1y 
;[!l1Clldcd (Public ReSOLlrCl'~ COlk Section;; 26')0· 
26')<).6 and .)"72()-F2'i). The Alquist.Priolo ;\ct w.[~ 

established as a direcl re,ult or the 1 'F] San 
Ferllando earthquake_ II rcyuircs lbat lhe Slatl' 
C L"ologist [!tap act i \'l" (aulls lil roLlgh ou t I he Slate. 
. [llO.\c maps which :Hl' applicable to the Cil.\" ofTos 
:\Ilgelcsarl' incorporated into Exhihit A. Oflhis Safety 
EI eml'lll. -
The j·!az.ard Mapping /\ct rcquirc:s thL' State ecolo· 
gist 10 map areas suhiect tn ampliflcd ground shak .. 
ing (or cO!ldilion~ which flave potelltial [or alll11li
flc:d ground shaking). liqueractiol1 and landslide 
hal.ard arc:! ..... Foliowi ng t bc I ()t)Ll Nort hridge earth

quake. Ihe hal.arc! mapping program was revised alld 
accderaltd. The maps were under preparation con· 
currl'lHly with ,he preparation 01 tilis S;Jfcty Elc
lllc::n L 'rlle lirst liq uclact ion ami landslide hazard 

maps arc scllcdulcd to he relcased in 19,)(1. Croulld 
sll;tking maps arc schedukd ii)r release beginllillg in 
j')<J7. The entire mapping program is expccted to 

hc completed around j')')9. Local jurisdictiom are 
fl'qllircd hI' Ihe i\lapping An to rcquire additional 
sludies alld ;lllpropriatc mitigatioll measures f(H 

devdopllK!lt projects ill area;; identified as POICll

tial hazard ,lfl'as h:' the maps. As maps arc rdeJsed 
r{)f Los ;\llgclc~ lher will be utilizcd hy lhc Build ing 
and Salel)" [)epaflJ11C!\\ in helping to idcntiry area~ 
where additional soils and !Xtolog\' SI lILlic" arc llccded 
for evaluation or hal-ards and imposition DC appro
pria(e mitigation !l1(:",L<'Llrl'S jlrior 10 issLlallce oChuild· 
iug pcr111il~. Once [he enlirc SCI of m<lp, for L()~ 
Angeles is complcte it will he used to fCvi.<,l' the soi\.<; 
and gcology exhibits o( this SaJl-ty E.lc1l1c!l1. T'ile 
map". along with information being developed Iw 
private technical organiz.;1lio!1s. sltch as till' SOUlh .. 
ern Cali(omia Earthquake CCllter and Caiii(lfJ1i,1 
In~tilUtc ofTec\mologv, will assist the Cit)' ill ('valu· 
;uing how to stfel1f;til("11 it;, land usc ,(!lei dcvelop
mellt codes alld devclopmellt perm it proccciures so 
as to hettcr f"'otl'ct lire and propl'rt \" from seismic 
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hazards, The Building Code alrcad\' has be~n revised 
utilil.ing (tlta sccurct1 relative to t he Northridge alld 

other ['en:flt significant ,<,eislllic ewnts, 'I'he suhject 
SafetY' Ekllll'l\~ fulfills currmt reyuircfIlcms, based 
upon a\'ailable ofllci:ll maps and reliabk data, n:h, 
liV(:, to fault !.OlIes (Exhihit A), litluefaclio!l area .... 
(Exhibit Ii) and slOI1\: failure (Exhihil C), These 
exhihiu; will be r('vised r'ollowillf( receipt o(lile reli
able Il(,\\' ini(lfIll:llio!l, III addi lioll [0 \ he hazard 
mappillg provisions, the Statl' feljuire:, that rHOI1. 
crt)' sellers or agent .... di .... ciosl' 10 f)()teillial proper!\ 
bu\'er, geotecitnicil reportS and their COil tents, 

IL\.ZARDOLS'lATERIALS 

HazardolL'i materiaL have heen a concern since 1 ()(){) 
when the Citl' exper1l'l\ced it,<, nrst major oil indw.· 
tr\, nre, EXU';!l'lioll of oil ;1I1d gas deposits !legan in 
1 H')6 witell Edward DohcllV discovered oil at Sec 
ond Street and Clendale Boule\'arJ (\X'estLJ,e COl11-

l11uni(v). BI' 1 ')00 he had ereCled [)ver 600 wooden 
oil rigs and installed hundreds o(slorag(:' tanks aile! 
rebtC'd facililiC's. III that vcar a [:u11il; honllre 
ig:nilcd dl(' oil neld at Bixel Street. An estimated 
lO.O()() gallons of blazing oil spilled down the hill~ 
Illll \Va, diverted and suppressed heCore it n.:ached 
the dellsely buill Central Cit,~" The s:lVing or the 
dO\vnlown from a potcntial disaster prompted the 
Cil), to flurdlase more nrc SLLflpressinn equipment 
and to expand the number of fire stations and per· 
sonnel. SuhseCJuelll oil lield lires ill the Doheny ;Hld 
other neld, throughout the City resulted in rc'gula
lions \0 assure containmel\l or' oil I1res in oillldds, 
rcfinnies ami oil and g'<b storJgt.:' I:H.:ilitie" 

l'villch 01 (hl' area south or the Santa JVlollica jvloull' 
taim i, underbill hy gas ~lI1d oil dq)()sits. Such 
deposits exis1 ul\der other arC';lS oj' the Citl' :1, wcll 
(Exhibit E), Natural gas, crude oil ami h~'drogel1 

sulfidc call work their \Val' to the surface or i nlll
trate structures, causing I)otc!ltial flrc and hC<llth 
ba'tards, I n addition, Landllll, arc sources or meth
allC gas, The t.:'Xistcllce of untierground ga, anti 
hazardous matcrials deposits requires monitoring or 
excal'ations and knowll seepagt.:' arca~, A major illci· 
delll occurrt.:'d in J IF] during the tunneling for the 
f:eJtll<:r Riwr Projcct whCIl ;1 methane l'xpio;,ioll 
killed 1 H workers, Incident;, l'C\;]tillg to [be ga, S('Cf" 
age ca L1sed tempordrv saCct}' shutdowlb of the J\[et ro 
Rail sllbw;ll' IlUllldillg ill 1 I)'J.',. I)'i , 
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Itl [hl' 11)2(b the usc o( chemical, and hazardous 
lIl:ltni;,l; in the City'-"- t.:'Xl1Jllding mallufacturing and 
commercial sector" increased the h:mmh (II' hoth 
workers and the gt.:'nerJI populace. A ~crit.:'s of movie 
studill back lot fires and film processing laboratory 
I1res occurred ill thl' Litl' J ()2(h. The,e i!lci,it.:"ill;' led 

to the ~:l1aClrnel1t orCit}' regulations to protect work· 
crs aIld the public from fires and fUl1Ies associated 
with bif!hh' f1a!lllnahlc rilm and chemicals U.'ied in 
I1lm p rocC'ssillg a, well as from hai.ards associated 

with l1allllll;1blc l1lm'il' sets, 

'jtlda:' hazardous material, arc used in commcrcial. 
industrial. inst itLl! ion'll and agriculturall'nlerprist.:'s 
as well ;IS households througholll the City, Los An' 
gelc:, () pt.:'ratl'S bot h a major intcrnalional airport and 
a maiO r ha rho r wi t hill i l,S boundaries and oflcra tes 
other airpol'l Elcilities within and (HIISide it.\ hound 
;\rie,.l--Lnal'd()u~ and higbh-llall1lllablc m;lterial, are 
shippeJ through, stored a~ld used k<;pt.:'ciaJl~' fuds) 
at thesc LlCilitie.\, They also are trallSpol'led along 
ficl'W;IYS alld highways alld arc storcd ill I;lcili(il?s 
timllll!,i1out the Cil\', l\bm haz,m!ow, malc'l'ial" if' 
rl'bl,~'J lw accicicI;t or c;~taslrophic event. could 
calise sel'ere damage to humall lifl' ,1lle! health and 
to thl' LlCilitie,<; and could disrupt activitie:, wilhin a 
radius or several miles around tilt.:' rdca~e site, 

During thl' 1 C)()Li Northridf;e canhquake. over 100 
incidellt., or quake related release or Iwzardolt\ 
mat~rials were rql()rted, or these, 2,) involved 
rcl<:;1.'<:: of natural gas, 10 involved re\tase 'of gasc.<; 
alld liq uid chemical> at educ;]t ional instil uliollS alld 
H involved release ol'h;nardolls llIatl'riai, at medical 
IJciiitics, Cas leaks or chemical reactions triggct'\?(1 
f'tres which deslrowd or damaged nine uni versit \. 
scien(:L' lahoratorie~, Rupture ()(;~ high pressure naIL;' 
ral ~a~ line unde!' Halhoa Boulevard ill Cranada Hills 
rcslIll<:d ill a fIfe which damaged utilil\' lilles and 
adjacl'tlt homes, Petroleum pipeline bIb released 

'I,UOO barrds ofLTuJe oil into the Sama Clara Ri\'er 
Ilorth o( Lw, Angdc'~ and clU.~ed (Ires in the ivlis
sioll llills section of the City. 

fires call damage IJheling and warnillg signs which 
are posted Oll cht.:'!11ical alld fuel contalJll'rS and Oil 

,truet lIres to idt.:'11 [if" prcs(:'('lCC or hazardous m:ttcri
ak IdCl1tillC:lliOI\ of hazardous materials, slorage and 
kilidlillg ~itl'S and in{(lrI11;tliOll about containment 
beilitie: and/or prOCedlll'l'S arc inq,ort;!l1( to pro· 
lect l'lllcrgello' pl'rW!1llei as well as CIllplO\,l'c's and 
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CHAPTER III - GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The SaCet y Element goak ohjeet i\'l'~, policies ,1Ild progran l," arc broadly stat cd to re!lee! the comprehew,j\'l: 
Slope of the El1lergcl1c}' Operations Orgallil;ltioll (ECXYJ. The EOO is the OJlh- program t hat implements 
the Element. The Element's flolicic, outline administrative considerations which ~lfe addressed lw EOO 
f)roceciufcs, illcluding i[.s j\·iaster Plan, or which are ohserved ill the carrying out of the Plan. All Cit), 
;!gcllcic~ arc pan of the EOO. All Cit!, cmcrgcl1c)' 11reparedlless. response and recovery programs arc inle
grated i 1110 EOO operations and arc reviewed and revised colltin uOllsly, 

Because Cit\" code, and n:gulatiol1s conlain standards for water, slreet~, ('fe., the Safet:' Elemcnt programs 
generally do nol eolltain sllcciric sl-.tlldards,;\11 exception is till' Fire Codc pnlic)' which cOlltains 5t,lIlciard, 
which, at [he time this Element was lllldccpreparalion, were colltained only in the 1 'F') Fire Protection 
and Preventiol\ Elemcnt of the Ccneral Plan, emil till' standards arc incorporated into the Fire Cock or 
other regulatiollS or plan;" thi, is the (111)' place where the)' arc iOGl!ed, 'fhe}, arc m:edcd to ~uide Cit\, 
dl'vclof1111CI11 action,,,, Other standard, whid] were listed in t he I (F,) Fire Protection ,lIlel Prevcntioll 
Elemellt have hcell illcorpor;ueJ into City Codes Of sllperscckd h)' other n.:gulatiom or procedure" 

HAZARD MITICATIOl\ 

GOAL 1 
A cit)' where potclltial injury, loss oj' lik property damag<.: and di:-.rupliol1 or the social and economic lii~' 
or the Cit\' due to Grc, water rdated hazard, seismic evem, geologic conditions or release of bazardous 
malerials disasllT, is minimi/,ed. 

Ohjective 1. 1 
Implement compl'l'hCll,,,ive hnard mitigatioll plau\ and f)fOgram, that are integratcd with cach other ami 
with the City's comprehensive emergency respollse and rl'CO\'t'ry plans and progr;un" 

Policies 

1.1.1 Coordination, Coordinate ini<Hlmtioll gathering, program formulation and program' 
impklllen tJtion between City agcncie" other jurisdictions and appropriate public ,md private 
emities 10 achicVl" the maximum l1lutual !lendlt with the grcatest efflciellc:' of fund, and slalT. 
IAII EOO ha"ard mitigatioll program, involving eoopcrali\'(: dTon, between emilic, 
implcl1Jent thi, pDlio,l 

1.1.2 Disruption n:ductioll. Reduce, to the grcatcst extent feasihle and within the re"ources ;tyaiJable, 
potential critical f:lcili(\', gOVl"fIllllclltal fUllctions, ini"r;lstHtClUl'l' :md illlill'lnatioll rC\OllrCl' 
disruption due 10 Ilalural di,a~lcr. iAIi EO() programs involvillg mitigation oi"disruplioll oj 
essential infrastructure. services and ~oVL'rnmental operatioIlS svstems and prepare personnel (or 
quickh- reestahlishing d:llnaged s~'stl'I1lS j mpkmcnt (hi, polin, j 

1,1,.') hlcililv/s.vstcms mailltCll;tI1CC, Provide rCdlllldaJlc\' (h,ICk-up) systcms and stralcgies for 
COlltinuatioll oradequate critilai infra.\tructurc ,\\'SlcItlS alld serviu:s S(I as to aSSUfl' adcqll:!le 
circulatiOll. COflll1l1111ic;!tiom, power, transportation, waleI' and olher services for l'lIlergcllC) 
re,"pOI1(,l' in the event oj' disaster related wstl'm~ disruptioll,', iA11 LOO program, til,a involve 
provision ol'hack up S\'Steflls ,uld f1focedufes i(H fL'l'slahlishfllCtll or esscmial infrastructure, 
scrvices and governmclltal o[ll'raliom which are disnlf1led implemcllt this policy,: 

111-1 
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1.1,4 Healthlcnvironll1cIltaJ protcction. Protect thl' puhlic a nd workers from thc rdea~l' or hazardous 
materials and protect Cit)' walC:f supplic:s aud n.:'SOllfCC"S ('rom c()!l1al11ilJ:lIiOll rcsultillg from 
accicL:ntal rt~lease Of intrusiol1 resulting from <I disaster event. including protection orthe 
en\'ironlllent and public from potentia.1 health and sarct~· hazards associawd with progr,U11 
implemcnt:lIinn. IAII EOO hazardous materials hazard and water pollution mitigation progrJrm 
implcI1l<:nt this fJoliu·.i 

1.1. 5 Risk reduction. Reducc pOlcntial risk hazards due to nalur~d disastef to the great CSt ext en t 
f~asiblc wi[hill rhe reSOLlfce, :\\'ailahlc, including prmi;.;ioIJ oi'inf'ornmion and trainillg. IAII 
programs that incorporate current data, kllO\vlcdge alld Icchnoiog.l· ill revising and impk.'lllcming 
plam (including thi~ Safc!\' Element), codes, slalld~tr(ls and procedurl'~ that are designed to rcduce 
potelltial hazards and ri,k from hazard" potelltiall.\· ;ls;,ocial\.·J wilh natural disaster., implcflll'111 
thi, po\ic;.] 

1.1.6 Slall' and federal rcgulatiow,. Assure compliance wilh applicable stal" and federal planning and 
dl've!opment fcguialiom, e.g" Alquist-Priolo Eartllquakc f-ault Zonillg :\cl. S[31e ivlapping Act 
and CohC'v-Alquist Flood Plain Managel1lent Acl. iAIl EOn nallll~li ha:,;]rd C'nfnrcetnC'llt and 
implel11clllatioll programs rclative 10 non-Cit\, rcgulat lOllS implcmetH this polin·.: 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE (i\luhi-Hazard) 

GOAL 2 
A cit:· til:\\ respond, with the maximulll f'c;[,ible speed and dT1CiellC,\' to disas«:r events so a\ to minil1lize 
injun', loss of'lirc, propl'rt\' damage and disruptioll ortile soc.ial and economic lifl' of the Cit\, and il." 
immediate e!l\'iro!l~. 

Objective 2.1 
Develop and impicmcnt cO!1lprehcnsi\'C' elllcq.;CllC)' respomc plam and programs lhat are integratcd with 
each other and with the Ci(I'\ comprcllen ... ive hazard mitigation and recovcr~' plath and program~. 

P()licic~ 

2.1.1 Coordinatioll. Coordinate program formulation and illlplelncm:ltiotl helwccil Cil)' agellClc~, 
adjacent jurisdictions and appropriate privatc alld public clltitil's so as to achicvl'. to the grcatest 

extent feasible and within the resources available. the maximum mutual benefit \"iLll tilt' greatest 
cfIlcicllcy of rlll1cl, and staff. [All EOn rcspome flrngr:lll1s involving cooperative C({{)f[S ' 

bctwe('!\ ent itie, impicment this policr.: 

2.1.2 Health and ellvironmental proll'ctioll. Dcvclop and implel1lent procedure_, to protect the 
cllvironment and public, including anim;d cOIltrol and cJ.n:. (0 rhe greatest cxtent feasible within 
the resources available, from potcmiai health and ;aJe! \' luzarch associal ed wi tll hazard mitigation 
and disaster recovery efforts. I All EOO cmergcnc\' response and recovery programs that 
mitigate cl1vironmental im[lacts or provide carl' ;11K1 cOlltrol oCanimah; injured or released hI' ;In 
emergency situation illlpkmcilt this policl'.i 

2.1.3 In(orm;ltioll. dcwlop alld implclllcllt, wilhiu I he rewurce." ~lvailablc. trainillg progra!ll~ ;lnd 
informational materiah lll'signed to assist the gCllnal public 111 Il;tllliling disastcr situatiou;.. ill ii(:u 
of or ulltil emcrgellc;' personnel Clll provide assistance, j,\1l [00 rl'sponsc program ... involving 
trailling. collectioll and dissemination of waming, guidance and assistallce illiimll;tli()[J 10 

tht puhlic implelllellt tilis policy.! 

1112 

RL0033454 



EM34450 

SAFETY El EMENT EXHIBIT A 
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PREFACE 

The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act is to regulate development near 
active faults so as to mitigate the hazard of surface fault rupture. 

This report summarizes the various responsibilities under the Act and details the actions taken by 
the State Geologist and his staff to implement the Act. 

This is the eleventh revision of Special Publication 42, which was first issued in December 1973 as an 
"Index to Maps of Special Studies Zones." A text was added in 1975 and subsequent revisions were 
made in 1976, 1977, 1980, 1985, 1988, 1990, 1992, 1994, and 1997. The 2007 revision is an interim 
version, available in electronic format only, that has been updated to refiect changes in the index map 
and listing of additional affected cities. In response to requests from various users of Alquist-Priolo 
maps and reports, several digital products are now available, including digital raster graphic (pdf) and 
Geographic Information System (GIS) files of the Earthquake Fault Zones maps, and digital files of Fault 
Evaluation Reports and site reports submitted to the California Geological Survey in compliance with the 
Alquist-Priolo Act (see Appendix E). 

On January 1, 1994, the name of the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act was changed to the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and the name Special Studies Zones was changed to 
Earthquake Fault Zones as a result of a July 25, 1993 amendment. 

Information on new and revised Earthquake Fault Zones maps will be provided as supplements until 
the next revision of this report. 
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FAULT-RUPTURE HAZARD ZONES 
IN CALIFORNIA 

By 

William A. Bryant and Earl W. Hart 

INTRODUCTION 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was 
signed into law December 22, 1972, and went into effect March 7, 
1973. The Act, codified in the Public Resources Code as 
Division 2, Chapter 7.5, has been amended ten times. A complete 
text of the Act is provided in Appendix A. The purpose of this 
Act is to prohibit the location of most structures for human 
occupancy across the traces of active faults and to thereby 
mitigate the hazard of fault rupture (Section 2621.5). 

This law initially was designated as the Alquist-Priolo 
Geologic Hazard Zones Act. The Act was renamed the Alquist
Priolo Special Studies Zones Act effective May 4, ]975 and the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act effective January 1, 
1994. The original designation "Special Studies Zones" was 
changed to "Earthquake Fault Zones" when the Act was last 
renamed. 

Under the Act, the State Geologist (Chief of the 
California Geological Survey [CGS)) is required to delineate 
"Earthquake Fault Zones" (EFZs) along known active faults in 
California. Cities and counties affected by the zones must 
regulate certain development "projects" within the zones. They 
must withhold development permits for sites within the zones 
until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not 
threatened by surface displacement from future faulting. The 
State Mining and Geology Board provides additional regulations 
(Policies and Criteria) to guide cities and counties in their 
implementation of the law (California Code of Regulations, Title 
14, Div. 2). A summary of principal responsibilities and 
functions required by the Alquist-Priolo Act is given in Table I. 
The Policies and Criteria are summarized in Table 2, and the 
complete text is provided in Appendix B. 

This publication identifies and describes (J) actions taken 
bv the State Geologist to delineate Earthquake Fault Zones, (2) 
p~licies used to make zoning decisions, and (3) Official Maps of 
Earthquake Fault Zones issued to date. A continuing program to 
evaluate faults for future zoning or zone revision also is 
summarized. Other aspects of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act and its implementation are discussed by Hart 
(1978 and 1986). The effectiveness of the AP Act and program 
was eval uated by Reitherman and Leeds (1990), The program is 
implementing many of the recommendations in that report. 

Information presented here is based on various in-house 
documents and publications of the authors and others of the CGS 
(see Appendix E). 

Table I. sumtna!)· of responsibilitie.J wu1 jll1lCIIOns UMU the Alquist
Priolo wnhquake Faull Zoninfi Act (see Appendix Afar jullle:a of Act). 

State Mining and Geology Board 

1. Formulates policie~ and criteria [0 guide cities and 
counties (Sec. 2621.5 and 2623). (See Appendix S.) 

2. Serves as Appeals Board (Sec. 673). 

State Geologist 

1. Delineates Earthquake Pault Zones: compiles and issues 
maps to cities, counties, and state agencies (Sec. 2622). 
a. Preliminary Review Maps. 
b. Official Maps. 

2. Reviews new data (Sec. 2622). 
a. ReVlses existing maps. 
b. Compiles new maps. 

3. Approves requests for waivers initiated by cities and 
counties (Sec. 2623). 

CitIes and Counties 

1. Must adopt zoning laws. ordinances. rules. and regulations; 
primary responsibility for implementing Act (Sec. 2621.5). 

2. Must post notices of new Earthquake Fault Zones Maps 
(Sec. 2621.9 and 2622). 

3. Regulates specified Uprojects" within Earthquake Fault 
Zones (Sec. 2623). 

a. Determines need for geologic reports prior to project 
developmenl 

b. Approves geologic repons prior to issuing development 
permits. 

c. May mitiate waiver procedures. (See Appendix F.) 

Other 

!. Seismic Safel}' Commission - advises State Geologist and State 
Mining and Geology Board (Sec. 2630). 

2. State Agencies - prohibited from siting struCUlres for human 
occupancy across activefault trlIccs (Sec. 2621.5). 

3. Disclosure - prospective buyers of any real property lq~led 
within an Earthquake Fault Zone must be notified of that fact 
(Sec. 2621.9). 
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Table 2. Summary of poliCies aJUi cnuria adopted by rhe Slale Mining 
and G~oIOKV Boord and codifil'd m Cailjomia Code of Regulmiorrs 
(.tee Appendix B for full !al}. 

Policies 

I. Defines active fault (equals potential hazard) as It fault that has 
had surface displacement during Holocene time (last J J ,000 
years) (Sec. 3601). 

2. Defines "structure for human occupancy" and other terms 
(Sec. 3601). 

Requires cities and counties to notify property owners within 
proposed new and revised Earthquake Fault Zones (Sec. 
3602). 

4. Provides opportunity for public to comment on Preliminary 
Review Maps of Earthquake Faull Zones (Sec. 3602). 

5 Provides for comments and recommendations to State 
Geologist regarding Preliminary Review Maps (Sec. 3602). 

SpecIfic Criteria for Lead Agencies (Sec. 3603) 

J. No structure for human occupancy defined as 11 "project" is 
permitted on the trace of an active fault. Unless proven 
othClWise, the area within 50 feet of an active fault is 
presumed to be underlain by active branches of the fault. 

2. Requires disclosure of Earthquake Fault Zones to the public. 

3. Requires that buildings converted to SlTm:rures for human 
occupancy comply with provisions of the Act. 

4. Requires geologic repom directed at the problem of 
porential surface faulting for all projects defined by 
the Act. 

5. Requires cities and counties to review geologic reports fur 
adequacy. 

6. Requires thnt geologic reports be submitted to the Stale 
Geologist for open-file. 

PROGRAM FOR ZONING AND EVALUATING 
FAULTS 

Requirements of the Act 

Section 2622 of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act (Appendix A) requires the State Geologist to: 

J. "Delineate ... appropriately wide earthquake fault 
zones to encompass all potentially and recently active traces of 
the San Andreas, Calaveras. Hayward, and San Jacinto faults, 
and such other faults, or segments thereof, as the State 
Geologist determines to be sufficiently active and well-defined 
as to constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface 
fau Iting or fault creep." 

2. Compile maps of Earthquake Fault Zones and submit 
such maps to affected cities, counties, and state agencies for 
their review and comment. Following appropriate reviews, 
the State Geologist must provide Official Maps to the affected 
cities, counties, and state agencies. 

3. Continually review new geologic and seismic data to 
revise the Earthquake Fault Zones or delineate additional 
zones. 

These requirements constitute the basis for the State 
Geologist's fault-zoning program and for many ofthe policies 
devised to implement the program. 

Initial Program for Zoning Faults 
As required under the Act, the State Geologist initiated a 

program early in 1973 to delineate Earthquake Fault Zones to 
encompass potentially and recently active traces of the San 
Andreas, Calaveras, Hayward, and San Jacinto faults, and to· 
compile and distribute maps of these zones. A project team 
was established within the CGS to develop and conduct a 
program for delineation of the zones. 

Initially, 175 maps of Earthquake Fault Zones were 
delineated for the four named faults. These zone maps, issued 
as Preliminary Review Maps, were distributed for review by 
local and state government agencies on December 31. 1973. 
Following prescribed 90-day review and revision periods, 
Official Maps were issued on July 1, 1974. At that time, the 
Earthquake Fault Zones became effective and the affected 
cities and counties were required to implement programs to 
regulate development within the mapped zones. A second set 
of Official Maps -- 81 maps of new zones and five maps of 
revised zones -- was issued on January 1, 1976 to delineate 
new and revised zones. Additional Official Maps of new and 
revised zones were issued in succeeding years, as summarized 
in Table 3. 

Table 3. Official Maps of £anhquake Faull Zones Issued 1974 through 
Au us/JOO? 

January 1. 1965 33 10 

March 1. 1968 58 

November 1.1991 46 

June 1.1995 13 

August 16. 2007 
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As of August J 6, 2007, 55] Official Maps of Earthquake 
Fault Zones have been issued. Ofthese, 161 have been 
revised since their initial issue and four have been withdrawn. 
The maps are identified by quadrangle map name and the date 
of issue or revision on the Index to Maps of Earthquake Fault 
Zones (Figure 4). 

The maps delineate regulatory zones for the faults 
generally identified in Figure 1. Additional faults will be 
zoned in the future, and some zones will be revised. Thirty
six counties and 104 cities are affected by the existing 
Earthquake Fault Zones. These jurisdictions are listed in 
Table 4. 

Definitions, Policies, Rationale 

For the State Geologist to carry out the mandate to 
establish regulatory zones, certain terms identified in Section 
2622 of the Act had to be defined and policies had to be 

developed to provide a consistent and reasonable approach to 
zoning. After the zoning program was underway and the 
surface fault-rupture process was better understood, other 
terms were defined and some zoning policies were modified. 

Fault and Fault Zone 

AJaulf i"S defined as a fracture or zone of closely 
associated fractures along which rocks on one side have been 
displaced with respect to those on the other side. Most faults 
are the result of repeated displacement that may have taken 
place suddenly andlor by slow creep. A fault is distinguished 
from those fractures or shears caused by landsliding or other 
gravity-induced surficial failures. A Jault ::.one is a zone of 
related faults that commonly are braided and subparallel. but 
may be branching and divergent. A fault zone has significant 
width (with respect to the scale at which the fault is being 
considered, portrayed, or investigated), ranging from a few 
feet to several miles. 

Table 4 Cities and counties affected by Earthquake Fault Zones as of August 16. 200r 

CITIES (104)** 

American Canyon Hayward 
Arcadia Hemet 
Arcata Highland 
AlVin Hollister 
Bakersfield Huntington Beach 
Banning Indio 
Barstow Inglewood 
Beaumont La Habra 
Benicia La Habra Heights 
Berkeley Lake Elsinore 
Bishop Livermore 
Brea Loma Linda 
Calimesa Long Beach 
Camarillo Los Angeles 
Carson Malibu 
Cathedral City Mammoth Lakes 
Chino Hills Milpitas 
Coachella Monrovia 
Colton Moorpark 
Compton Moreno Valley 
Concord Morgan Hill 
Corona Murrieta 
Coronado Oakland 
Culver City Pacifica 
Daly City Palmdale 
Danville Palm Springs 
Desert Hot Springs Palo Alto 
Dublin Pasadena 
EI Cerrito Pleasanton 
Fairfield Portola Valley 
Fontana Rancho Cucamonga 
Fortuna Redlands 
Fremont Rialto 
Gardena Richmond 
Glendale Ridgecrest 

Rosemead 
San Bernardino 
San Bruno 
San Diego 
San Fernando 
San Jacinto 
San Jose 
San Juan Bautista 
San Leandro 
San Luis Obispo 
San Marino 
San Pablo 
San Ramon 
Santa Clarita 
Santa Rosa 
Seal Beach 
Signal Hill 
Simi Valley 
South Pasadena 
South San Francisco 
Temecula 
Trinidad 
Twentynine Palms 
Union City 
Upland 
Ventura (San Buenaventura) 
Walnut Creek 
Whittier 
Willits 
Windsor 
Woodside 
Yorba Linda 
Yucaipa 
Yucca Valley 

COUNTIES (36) 

Alameda 
Alpine 
Butte 
Contra Costa 
Fresno 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Lake 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Marin 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Orange 
Riverside 
San Benito 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Santa Cruz 
Shasta 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonoma 

Stanislaus 
Ventura 
Yolo 

To inquire about locai government policies and regulations or to consult (obtain) copies of specifiC Earthquake Fault Zones maps, 
address the Planning Director of each county or city. Some jurisdictions have replotted the EFZ boundaries on large-scale parcel maps. 

Additional cities may be affected by the zones as new cities are created. city boundaries are expanded. or new zones are established 
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MAP 
SYMBOL 
B 
BS 
BV 
C 
CA 
CH 
CM 
CU 
DS 
DV 
E 
FS 
G 
GR 
GV 

H 
HA 
HC 

HE 
HL 
HU 
I 
J 

KF 
L 
LA 
LL 
LO 
LS 
M 
MA 
MB 
Me 
ME 
MR 
N 
ND 
NF 
NI 
0 
OV 
p 

PI 
PM 
PV 
R 
RC 
RH 

RM 
SA 
SC 
SF 
SG 
SGA 
SH 
SJ 
SN 
SS 
SSR 
SV 
W 
WM 
WN 
V 

NAME OF 
PRINCIPAL FAULT 
'Brawley 
Bartlett Springs 
'Buena Vista 
'Calaveras 
Calico 
'Cleveland Hill 
Cedar Mtn. 
Cucamonga 
Deep Springs 
Death Valley 
Elsinore 
'Fort Sage 
'Garlock 
'Greenville 
'Green Valley and 

Concord 
'Hayward 
Hat Creek 
'Hilton Creek & 

related 
Helendale 
Honey Lake 
Hunting Creek 
"Imperial 
• Johnson Valley & 

related 
'Kern Front & related 
Lenwood 
Los Alamos 
'Little Lake 
Los OS05 
Little Salmon 
*Manix 
'Maacama 
Malibu 
McArthur 
Mesquite Lake 
Mad River 
'Nunez 
Northern Death Valley 
North Frontal 
'Newport-Inglewood 
Ortigalita 
'Owens Valley 
Pie ito & Wheeler 

Ridge 
'Pisgah-Bullion 
Pinto Mountain 
Panamint Valley 
Raymond Hill 
Rose Canyon 
Rodgers Creek-

Healdsburg 
Red Mountain 
'San Andreas 
San Cayetano 
'San Fernando 
San Gregorio 
San Gabriel 
'Superstition Hills 
'San Jacinto 
Sierra Nevada (zone) 
San Simeon 
Simi-Santa Rosa 
Surprise Valley 
Whittier 
*White Mtns 
'White Wolf 
Ventura 
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CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY SP42 

;PRINCIPAL :FAULTS ZONED 
l;JNDER.~Qunsrr~PRIOLD . 

·EARTHQUAKE,FAULT.,ZONING fACT 
197~4.;2007 

o 100 200 kiloTmlll1lfS 
~~~~ 

Faults zoned through August 2007 

Approximate boundaries of work-plan regions and year studied 

Note. Other faults may be zoned in the future and existing zones 
may be reVised when warranted by new fault data 

Figure 1. Principal active faults in California zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act Asterisk 
indicates faults with historic surface rupture. 
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Fault Trace 

Afault trace is the line formed by the intersection of a 
fault and the earth's surface. It is the representation ofa fault 
as depicted on a map, including maps of the Earthquake Fault 
Zones. 

Active Fault 

For the purposes of this Act. an active fault is defined by 
the State Mining and Geology Board as one which has "had 
surface displacement within Holocene time (about the last 
11,000 years)" (see Appendix B, Section 360 I). This 
defmition does not, of course, mean that faults lacking 
evidence for surface displacement within Holocene time are 
necessarily inactive. A fault may be presumed to be inactive 
based on satisfactory geologic evidence; however, the evidence 
necessary to prove inactivity sometimes is difficult to obtain 
and locally may not exist. 

Potentially Active Fault 

Because the Alquist-Priolo Act requires the State 
Geologist to establish Earthquake Fault Zones to encompass all 
"potentially and recently active" traces of the San Andreas, 
Calaveras, Hayward, and San Jacinto faults, additional 
definitions were needed (Section 2622). Initially, faults were 
defined as potentially active, and were zoned, if they showed 
evidence of surface displacement during Quaternary time (last 
1.6 million years, Figure 2). Exceptions were made for certain 
Quaternary (i.e., Pleistocene) faults that were presumed to be 
inacti've based on direct geologic evidence of inactivity during 
all of Holocene time or longer. The term "recently active" was 
not defined, as it was considered to be covered by the term 
"potentially active." Beginning in 1977. evidence of 
Quaternary surface displacement was 110 longer used as a 
criterion for zoning. However, the term "potentially active" 
continued to be used as a descriptive term on map explanations 
on EFZ maps until 1988. 

Sufficiently Active and Well-defined 

A major objective of the CGS's continuing Fault 
Evaluation and Zoning Program is to evaluate the hundreds of 
remaining potentially active faults in California for zoning 
consideration. However, it became apparent as the program 
progressed that there are so many potentially 

GEOLOGIC AGE YEARS BEFORE 
PRESENT 

Pened Epoch (esumated) 

active (i.e., Quaternary) faults in the state (Jennings, 1975) 
that it would be meaningless to zone all of them. In late 1975, 
the State Geologist made a policy decision to zone only those 
potentially active faults that have a relatively high potential for 
ground rupture. To facilitate this, the terms "sufficiently 
active" and "well-defined," from Section 2622 of the Act, were 
defined for application in zoning faults other than the four 
named in the Act. These two terms constitute the present 
criteria used by the State Geologist in determining if a given 
fault should be zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Act. 

Sufficiently active. A fault is deemed sufficiently active if 
there is evidence of Holocene surface displacement along one 
or more of its segments or branches. Holocene surface 
displacement may be directly observable or inferred; it need 
not be present everywhere along a fault to qualify that fault for 
zoning. 

Weli-defined A fault is considered well-defmed if its 
trace is clea;ly detectable by a trained geologist as a physical 
feature at or just below the ground surface. The fault may be 
identified by direct observation or by indirect methods (e.g., 
geomorphic evidence; Appendix C). The critical consideration 
is that the fault, or some part of it, can be located in the field 
with sufficient precision and confidence to indicate that the 
required site-specific investigations would meet with some 
success. 

Determining if a fault is sufficiently active and well
defmed is a matter of judgment. However. these definitions 
provide standard, workable guidelines for establishing 
Earthquake Fault Zones under the Act. 

The evaluation offaults for zoning purposes is done with 
the realization that not all active faults can be identified 
Furthermore, certain faults considered to be active at depth, 
because of known seismic activity, are so poorly defined at the 
surface that zoning is impractical. Although the map 
explanation indicates that "potentially active" (i.e., Quaternary) 
faults are identified and zoned (with exceptions) on the Official 
Maps of Earthquake Fault Zones until 1988, this is basically 
true only for those maps issued July 1, 1974 and January 1, 
1976. Even so, all of the principal faults zoned in 1974 and 
1976 were active during Holocene time, if not historically. 
Beginning with the maps of January 1, 1977, all faults zoned 
meet the criteria of "sufficiently active and well-defined." 

Historic 

Holocene 

200 
Faults along which movement has occurred dunng th,s 
Interval and defined as active by Policies and Criteria 01 the 
Slsle Mining and Geology Board. 

QUATERNARY 
l) 

is Pleistocene N 
0 z 
w 
() 

PlIOCene 
TERTIARY 

pre·Pllocene 

pr&·CENOZOIC time 
____ Beg,nning at geologic time 

11.000 -

I 
1,600,000 -

5,000,000 -

66,000,000 -

4,600,000.000 -

Faults defined as potentially acfjve tor the purpose of 
evaluation lor possible zonation. 

Figure 2. GeologiC lime scale. 
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Delineating the Earthquake Fault Zones 

Earthquake Fault Zones are delineated on U.S. Geological 
Survey topographic base maps at a scale of 1 :24,000 (1 inch 
equals 2,000 feet). The zone boundaries are straight-line 
segments defined by turning points (Figure 3). Most of the 
turning points are intended to coincide with locatable features 
on the ground (e.g., bench marks, roads, streams), Neither the 
turning points nor the connecting zone boundaries have been 
surveyed to verify their mapped locations. 

Locations of Earthquake Fault Zone boundaries are 
controlled by the position of fault traces shown on the Official 
Maps of Earthquake Fault Zones. With few exceptions, the 
faults shown on the 1974 and 1976 Earthquake Fault Zones 
maps were not field-checked during the compilation of these 
maps. However, nearly all faults zoned since January 1, 1977 
have been evaluated in the field or on aerial photographs to 
verify that they do meet the criteria of being sufficiently active 
and well-defined. 

Zone boundaries on early maps were positioned about 660 
feet (200 meters) away from the fault traces to accommodate 
imprecise locations of the faults and possible existence of 
active branches. The policy since 1977 is to position the EFZ 
boundary about 500 feet (150 meters) away from major active 
faults and about 200 to 300 feet (60 to 90 meters) away from 
well-defined, minor faults. Exceptions to this policy exist 
where faults are locally complex or where faults are not 
vertical. 

Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program 

The Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program was initiated in 
early 1976 for the purpose of evaluating those "other faults" 
identified in the Act as "sufficiently active and well-defined" 
(see definition above) after it was recognized that effective 
future zoning could not rely solely on the limited fault data of 
others. JustifIcation of this program is discussed in more detail 
in Special Publication 47 of the Division of Mines and 
Geology (1976; also see Hart, 1978). 

The program was originally scheduled over a 10-year 
period. The state was divided into 10 regions or work areas 
(Figure 1), with one region scheduled for evaluation each year. 
However, the work in some regions was extended due to heavy 
workloads. Fault evaluation work includes interpretation of 
aerial photographs and limited field mapping, as well as the 
us'e of other geologists' work. A list of faults to be evaluated 
in a target region was prepared and priorities assigned. The list 
included potentially active faults not yet zoned, as well as 
previously zoned faults or fault-segments that warranted zone 
revisions (change or deletion). Faults also were evaluated in 
areas outside of scheduled regions, as the need arose (e.g., to 
map fault rupture immediately after an earthquake). The fault 
evaluation work was completed in early 1991. The work is 
summarized for each region in Open-File Reports (OFR) 77-8, 
78-10,79-10,81-3,83-10,84-52,86-3,88-1,89-16, and 91-9 
(see Appendix E). Appendix E is a complete list of 
publications and products ofthe Fault Evaluation and Zoning 
Program. 

For each fault evaluated, a Fault Evaluation Report (FER) 
was prepared, summarizing data on the location, recency of 
activity, and sense and magnitude of displacement. Each FER 
contains recommendations for or against zoning. These in
house reports are filed at the CGS Sacramento Regional Office 
at 801 K Street, MS 12-31, Sacramento, 95814. where they are 
available for reference. Reference copies of the FERs are tIled 
in the CGS's Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay regional 
offices. An index to FERs prepared 1976 to April 1989 is 
available as OFR 90-9 (see Appendix E). This list and an 
index map identify the faults that have been evaluated. Digital 
files ofal! FER's are available in pdf format (CGS CD 2002-
01; CD 2002-02; CD 2002-03) (see Appendix E). 

Under the AP Act (Sec. 2622), the State Geologist has an 
on-going responsibility to review "new geologic and seismic 
data" in order to revise the Earthquake Fault Zones and to 
delineate new zones "when warranted by new information." 

As a result of the fault evaluations made since 1976,295 
new and 155 revised Earthquake Fault Zones Maps have been 
issued and four maps have been withdrawn (Table 3). The 
faults zoned since 1976 are considered to meet the criteria of 
"sufficiently active and well-defined" (see Definitions above). 
Many other faults did not appear to meet the criteria and were 
not zoned. It is important to note that it is sometimes difficult 
to distinguish between slightly active faults and inactive ones, 
because the surface features formed as a result of minor, 
infrequent rupture are easily obliterated by geologic processes 
(erosion, sedimentation, mass wasting) or people's activities. 
Even large scale fault-rupture can be obscured in complex 
geologic terranes or high-energy environments. Recent fault
rupture also is difficult to detect where it is distributed as 
numerous breaks or warps in broad zones of deformation. As a 
consequence of these problems, it is not possible to identify 
and zone all active faults in California. For the most part, 
rupture on faults not identified as active is expected to be 
minor. 

Since zones were first established in 1974, there have been 
25 earthquakes or earthquake sequences associated with 
surface faulting in various parts of California (Table 5). This 
is an average of 0.75 fault-rupture events per year. Most of the 
recent surface faulting has been relatively minor; either in 
terms of amount of displacement or length of surface rupture 
(Table 5). However, one foot (30 cm) or more displacement 
occurred during seven events. Earlier records (incomplete) 
suggest that displacements of 3 feet (one meter) or more occur 
at least once every 15 to 20 years in Cali fornia (Bani lla, 1970; 
Grantz and Bartow, 1977). Many of the recent coseismic 
events occurred on faults that were not yet zoned, and a few 
were on faults not considered to be potentially active or not 
even mapped. However. coseismic rupture also occurred on 
faults mostly or entirely within the Earthquake Fault Zones in 
nine of the rupture events (Table 5). A sequence of four 
rupture events occurred in the Lompoc diatomite quarry and 
presumably was triggered by quarrying (see event #10, Table 
5). In addition, aseismic fault creep has occurred on many 
zoned faults in the last 30 years (see footnote, Table 5). Most 
fault creep is tectonically induced, although some is induced 
by people (mainly by fluid withdrawal). 
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SCALE I 24,000 

MAP EXPLANAll0N 

Active Faults 

Faults considered to have been active during Holocene time and to have a 
relatively high potential for surface rupture; solid line where accurately located, 
long dash where approximately located, short dash where inferred, dotted where 
concealed; query (?) indicates additional uncertaintty. Evidence of historic offset 
indicated by year of earthquake-associated event or C for displacement caused by 
creep or possible creep. 

Earthquake Fault Zone Boundaries 

0----0 These are delineated as straight-line segments that connect encircled turning points 
so as to define earthquake fault zone segments. 

- - -0 Seaward projection of zone boundary. 

Figure 3. Example of Earthquake Fault Zones map and elCplanation of map symbols. 
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Table 5. Surface faulting associated with earthquakes In California, 1974-Juoo 2007. List excludes fault creep and f(Ju/IJng triggered by s/Iaking or movement on a differnnt fau/t' 
Jennings (1985), and Grantz and Bartow (1977) fur earlier faulting events. 

See Bonilla (1970). 

F au" (County where located) 
ta#y 

. {Imp!!rtai). 
2 Galway Lake 

(San Bernardino l 
3, . CIi:iVelaild I-fii1 

(Boiti!) 
4. Stephens Pass 

(Sisldyou) 
5. kOlOOsliiaa VBl~ 

!Sail Be(iitildlri6) 
6. 'Calaveras (San Benito, 

Santa Clara) 
1, ·j.m~iial 

'B/j!WIe)l 
h~cl 

(11Ti6ariill) 

8. GreerNine 
(Alameda) 

9 . Hil!!>n C;eell-MamillSih Lakes 
tWfI6) 

10. 'lompoc quarry" 
(Santa Batbara) 

H.LIlIi&rne 
. (Ke\h) 

12. ·Coar.nga Nose' 
IFlll$oo) 

13:~ 
{1':~riOl 

14. 'Calaveras 
,Santa Clara) 

15. -aiinrilng 
. . . (RMlrsldeJ 
16. -Whl1B Mountains 

(Mono, I'¥') 
17: ~hnore Rahch 

(Imperial) 
18. 'Superstition Hrlis 

lall 
drlias 
did:} 

20 .• Johnson Valley 
'Homestead Valley 
'Emerson (San Bernardino) 
'CampR<><:k 

21, 'Eur~kil Vahey' 
(iiifOl 

22. 'Stevenson Ranch' 
'Los Angeles) 

23; Afipbrfl!lki! 
(Kern lind itiYO) 

Year of 
rupture 
i~t5 

1975 

1975 

1976 

t979 

1979 

1979 

1960 

1900 

1981 

1992· 

1983 

19B3 

1984 

19M 

1986 

19B1 

19B7 

1969 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Magnitude of 
associated 
earthquake 

47', 

53 

5.7-

4.3 

5,2 

59 

6.S 

56 

6.0;8.5 

25 

5.2 

6.7 

5.2-5.9 

6.1 

5.9 

6.4 

6.2 

6.6 

7.1 

7.3 

6,1 

57 

5.4.,5.8. 

Surface rupture' 
Max. displacement 

(em) 
20 . 

1.5 

5 

30 

8 

W. is. 
10 
3 

30 

25 

0+ 

5 

60 

20(7) 

i 

11 

12 

90 

450~OO 

:2 

19 

Tolal 
length' 
(I<m) 
10.4 

68 

Itt 

2+ 

3.3 

39(7) 

06 

10 

. 005 

3.3 

12 

9 

13 

12 

26 

85 

5+ 

06 

!u') 

Main sense of 
displacement' 

.. ', Ii ., 

Rl 

I.f 

N 

ItL 

Rl 

. RL 
" 14: ·N 
RL 

R 

Rlli'I 

R 

R 

RL 

kL 

RlIN 

lL .. ' 

RL 

R.I., 

RL 

R~' 

R 

C<Jmmenls 
AlSo .ibI>hired In 1940 and 11)79; riiul! creep in pm 

Fauft pre\llQusly unknown. 

Fault Oi)tIli!vl?\IS!y MbMit6 be Holooeoo-ac6ve. 

Faun pre\llQusly unknown 

Alsciniiooh\l~Iti~ on J6hilSOii Viiiley {alit 

Minor, discontinuous rupture mostiy in creep-active segmenl 

t;reepJiIOO~ on !:ian Aiidreas iiri:i supei$lllioJ, Hi~ r"ub; also ruptirid in 1940, RIM falJ1i 
hilt preiJl6¢1Ji kIiO.mt " '," " .. ', . '. . , .,' ., 

Minor Ieft.Ja1eraf slip also occurred on Las Posits. fault. 

Riipltife 61\ m~ inliior ~\d'\'. may relate w. Vb~nic!ibtMty. Minhr ftipiufus ~() .Iii 1Sa1; . 

Flexural slip on flank of syncline triggered by quanying; do not plan to zone. Similarearlhquake
associated ruptures occurred in 1985. 1988, and 1995. 
f'~ iGnes on iTlOOOClirieEi. . .. 

Secondaly fauD (7) associated with 43 cm of anticlinal uplift; too minor to zooo . 

~ri.ho~ ilSsot:la!ed W!ih eilerd (i2} 9boVe; 

Questionable faulting; triggered afterslip in 15-km long creep-zone 10 south 

~oor. ¥;!lP iiI&O. - triggered lOcally on Gamel Hill.·.·· "d ... OO.· ... ert HoI SpiihiiiS{?) taWS ~ wei as fijo~ .. 
distant tau lis. . '.' . 
Also extensional cracks on faults In Volcanic Tableland In <l01<m x 12km area 
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Much of rupture occurred as afterslip: associa1ed wiln avenl17 

, PO$$ibl)l irllliiertlO slip; Up fIlSo Ir\§geretl on nearby c;liiWerasl:\r1d &ill . . 
Otlf$~ ofifte'i$~clf zOn@. .se~a!Y t:;\Jllingtii8t~QcWned \\ilJi rld~$iOp , __ wea. . '. .... '.' --'. -.. 

Most Significant fBU~ rupture since 1906; ruptures connected several separate faulls: triggered 
sAp also OCClJm!d on alleast 10 DIller faufls 

t~!8i)el1 of~ft,$lepjifiig fraciure!i illof>ij pre.exl$lIng faUlt f>cilrji$;inoomj)ieleiy mapped; 
~molE!~retrial20Md.·. ' .. '.' . ....» .- ". .' 
Flexural slip faults on 11mb of fold near Newhall; related to blind thrust faulting Minor Slip also 
triggered on Mosslon Wells fault, which ruptured in 1971. 

RUN},', ", Di$c8~ous!:m:KS iiloTig pre-<ii~1i!J;j sta/tt, .. , 

24. Lavie Lake 1999 7 1 525 45 Rl Bunton and Mesquite lake fauU" previously zoned: Lallie lake had not ruplured In Holocene. 
'Bullion 
'Mesquite lake 
(San Bernard/no) 

. ~, 't!@~ ~11}!~it$",i .••. ? . 2004 ~.O Hi 32. Rl ::."{p~~,~. si!ai8/1i>fsan AHdrellS f9Oltzooo; iI~ ~ploiEi8if11966.M,utt1 of ruplureo6tiJ11ijdiS, 
lflr'kltrterey. S8il lJ,i1S Ol)rllPo} -".,., .',' MilrsfIP ..... ·. , . '. '. •... . . ... . .., .. '.' .... . ... "';'.'- . 
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In addition to evaluating and zoning faults, program 
staff also perform other functions necessary to the 
implementation of the APEFZ Act. Regulations (Section 
3603, Appendix B) require that cities and counties file 
geologic reports for "project" sites in Earthquake Fault 
Zones with the State Geologist. By the middle of 2006, 
over 4000 site-speci fie geologic reports investigating the 
hazard of surface-fault rupture had been filed for public 
reference. Site repons on file with CGS through 2000 
are available as digital images in pdf format (CGS CD 
2003-01; CD 2003-02). Reports filed after 2000 are 
available for reference at the Geologic information and 
Publications Office in Sacramento (see Appendix E). 

In order to improve the quality of site investigations 
and reports, guidelines were prepared in ] 975 to assist 
others in evaluating faults. These guidelines have been 
revised and appear as Appendix C. 

General guidelines for reviewing geologic reports for 
adequacy, required by Section 3603 of the regulations, 
are provided in Appendix D. 

If a city or county considers that a geologic 
investigation of a proposed "project" is unnecessary, it 
may request a waiver from the State Geologist (Section 
2623, Appendix A). A waiver form detailing the 
procedures used is provided in Appendix F. Through 
2006, 84 waiver requests have been processed by 
program staff. 

Another important activity is to provide information 
on the APEFZ Act, the Division's Fault Evaluation and 
Zoning Program, and fault-rupture hazards to both the 
public and private sectors. Program staff responds to 
about 1,500 inquiries each year from geologists, planners, 
building officials, developers, realtors, fmancial 
institutions, and others. 

Uses and Limitations of Earthquake Fault Zones 
Maps 

The Earthquake Fault Zones are delineated to define 
those areas within which fault-rupture hazard 
investigations are required prior to bui Iding structures for 
human occupancy. Traces offaults are shown on the 
maps mainly to justify the locations of zone boundaries. 
These fault traces are plotted as accurately as the sources 
of data permit; yet the plots are not sufficiently accurate 
to be used as the basis for building set-back requirements, 
and they should not be so used. 

The fault information shown on the maps is not 
sufficient to meet the requirement for fault-rupture 

D
az.ard investigations. Local governmental units must] 

require developers to have project sites within the 
Earthquake Fault Zones evaluated to determine if a 
potential hazard from any fault. whether heretofore 

recognized or not, exists with regard to proposed J L structures and their occupants. 

The surface fault-ruptures associated with historic 
earthquake and creep events are identified where known. 
However, no degree of relative potential for future 
surface displacement or degree of hazard is implied for 
the faults shown. Surface ruptures resulting from the 
secondary effects of seismic shaking (e.g., landsliding, 
differential settlement, liquefaction) are omitted from the 
map and do not serve as a basis for zoning. 

Active faults may exist outside the Earthquake Fault 
Zones on any zone map. Therefore, fault investigations 
are recommended for all critical and important 
developments proposed outside the Earthquake Fault 
Zones. 

INDEX TO MAPS OF EARTHQUAKE FAULT 
ZONES 

The following pages (Figures 4A to 4J) indicate the 
names and locations of the Official Maps of Earthquake 
Fault Zones delineated by the California Geological 
Survey under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Act (Appendix A). These index pages identify all 
Official Maps of Earthquake Fault Zones released by the 
State Geologist through August 2007. The official maps 
are compiled on U.S. Geological Survey 7.S-minute 
topographic quadrangle maps at a scale of 1 inch equals 
2.000 feet (Figure 3). Cities and counties affected by 
these maps are listed in Table 4. 

Because Earthquake Fault Zones maps are issued 
every year or two to delineate revised and additional 
zones, users of these maps should check with the 
California Geological Survey for up-to-date information 
on new and revised Earthquake Fault Zones maps. A 
change in zones also may affect different local 
governments. This index to Official Maps of Earthquake 
Fault Zones (Figures 4A to 4J) will be revised in future 
years as new maps are issued. 

The Earthquake Fault Zones maps are available for 
purchase as indicated under Availability of Earthquake 
Fault Zones Maps. Also, they may be consulted at any 
office of the California Geological Survey and at the 
planning departments of all cities and counties affected 
locally by Earthquake Fault Zones (Table 4). 

Availability of Earthquake Fault Zones Maps 

Reproducible masters, from which copies oflocal 
Earthquake Fault Zones maps (scale I :24,000) can be 
made, have been provided to each ofthe cities and 
counties affected by the zones. Requests for copies of 
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particular Earthquake Fault Zones maps of local areas 
should be directed to the Planning Director of the 
appropriate city or county. Refer to the index of 
Earthquake Fault Zones maps for the quadrangle names 
of the maps needed. 

Arrangements also have been made with ARC
Bryant (formerly BPS Reprographic Services), San 
Francisco, to provide paper copies of the Earthquake 
Fault Zones maps to those who cannot get them 
conveniently from the cities and counties. 

ARC-Bryant 
945 Bryant Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Telephone: (415) 495-8700, 

Each map must be ordered by quadrangle name as 
shown on the index map. The cost of the maps is 
nominal; handling and C.O.D. charges are extra. These 
maps are not sold by the California Geological Survey. 

Digital files of the maps can be obtained from the 
California Geological Survey in both digital raster (pdf) 
and Geographic Information System (GIS) format. Refer 
to Appendix E for more in~ation on obtaining digital 
files of the maps. 
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APPENDICES 

Data are presented herein to provide city and county officials, property owners, developers, geologists, and others 
with specifiC information they may need to effectuate the Act. 

Because the Act must be implemented at the local govemment level, it is imperative that the local entities 
understand its various aspects. 

Appendix A 
ALQUIST -PRIOLO EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONING ACT 1 

Excerpts from California Public Resources Code 

DIVISION 2. Geology, Mines and Mining 
CHAPTER 7.5 Earthquake Fault Zones2 

2621. This chapter shall be known and may be cited as 
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act I. 

2621.5. la) It is the purpose ofthis chapter to provide for 
the adoption and administration of zoning laws, ordinances, 
rules, and regulations by cities and counties in implementation 
of the general plan that is in effect in any city or county. The 
Legislature declares that this chapter is intended to provide 
policies and criteria to assist cities, counties, and state 
agencies in the exercise ofth.eir responsibility to prohibit the 
location of developments and structures for human occupancy 
across the trace of active faults. Further, it is the intent ofthis 
chapter to provide the citizens of the state with increased 
safety and to minimize the loss of life during and immediately 
following earthquakes by facil itating seismic retrofitting to 
strengthen buildings, including historical buildings, against 

ground shaking. 

(b) This chapter is applicable to any project, as defined in 
Section 2621.6, which is located within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone, upon issuance of the official earthquake 
fault zones maps to affected local jurisdictions, except as 
provided in Section 2621. 7. 

ec) The implementation of this chapter shall be pursuant 
to policies and criteria established and adopted by the Board) 

2621.6. (a) As used in this chapter, "project" means either 
of the following: 

KnoW01 as the AlqUist-Pnolo Special StudIes Zones Act pnor to January 
1.1994 

Know as SpecIal StudIes Zones pnor to January 1. 1994 

State Mmmg and Geology Board 

(I) Any subdivision ofland which is subject to the 
Subdivision Map Act, (Division 2 (commencing with 
Section 66410) of Title 7 of the Government Code), 
and which contemplates the eventual construction of 
structures for human occupancy. 

(2) Structures for human occupancy, with the exception of 
either of the following: 

(Al Single-family wood-frame or steel-frame 
dwellings to be built on parcels of land for which 
geologic reports have been approved pursuant to 
paragraph (I). 

(B) A single-family wood-frame or steel-frame 
dwelling not exceeding two stories when that dwelling 
is not part of a development of four or more dwellings. 

(b) For the purposes of this chapter, a mobilehome whose 
body width exceeds eight feet shall be considered to be a 
single-family wood-frame dwelling not exceeding two sto·ries. 

2621.7. This chapter, except Section 2621.9, shall not 
apply to any of the following: 

(a) The conversion of an existing apartment complex into 
a condominium. 

(b) Any development or structure in existence prior to 
May 4, 1975, except for an alteration or addition to a structure 
that exceeds the value limit specified in subdivision (c). 

(c) An alteration or addition to any structure if the value 
of the alteration or addition does not exceed 50 percent of the 
value of the structure. 

(d) (I) Any structure located within the jurisdiction ofthe 
City of Berkeley or the City of Oakland which was 
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damaged by fire between October 20, 1991, and October 23, 
1991, if granted an exemption pursuant to this subdivision. 

(2) The city may apply to the State Geologist for an 
exemption and the State Geologist shall grant the 
exemption only if the structure located within the 
earthquake fault zone is not situated upon a trace of an 
active fault line, as delineated in an official earthquake 
fault zone map or in more recent geologic data, as 
determined by the State Geologist. 

(3) When requesting an exemption, the city shall submit 
to the State Geologist all ofthe following information: 

(A) Maps noting the parcel numbers of proposed 
building sites that are at least 50 feet from an 
identified fault and a statement that there is not any 
more recent information to indicate a geologic hazard. 

(B) Identification of any sites within 50 feet of an 
identified fault. 

(C) Proofthat the property owner has been notified 
that the granting of an exemption is not any guarantee 
that a geologic hazard does not exist. 

(4) The granting of an exemption does not relieve a seller 
of real property or an agent for the seller of the 
obligation to disclose to a prospective purchaser that 
the property is located within a delineated earthquake 
fault zone, as required by Section 2621.9. 

(e) (1) Alterations which include seismic retrofitting, as 
defined in Section 8894.2 of the Government Code, to any of 
the following listed types of buildings in existence prior to 
May4,1975: 

(Al Unreinforced masonry buildings, as described in 
subdivision (a) of Section 8875 oftne Government 
Code. 

(B) Concrete tilt-up buildings, as described in Section 
8893 of the Government Code. 

(Cl Reinforced concrete moment resisting frame 
buildings as described in Applied Technology Council 
Report 21 (FEMA Report 154). 

(2) The exemption granted by paragraph (1) shall not 
apply unless a city or county acts in accordance with 
all of the following: 

(A) The building permit issued by the city or county 
for the alterations authorizes no greater human 
occupancy load, regardless of proposed use, than that 
authorized for the existing use permitted at the time the 

city or county grants the exemption. This may be 
accomplished by the city or county making a human 
occupancy load determination that is based on, and no 
greater than, the existing authorized use, and including 
that determination on the building permit application 
as well as a statement substantially as follows: "Under 
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of 
Section 2621. 7 of the Public Resources Code, the 
occupancy load is limited to the occupancy load for the 
last lawful use authorized or existing prior to the 
issuance of this building permit, as determined by the 
city or county." 

(B) The city or county requires seismic retrofitting, as 
defined in Section 8894.2 of the Government Code, 
which is necessary to strengthen the entire structure 
and provide increased resistance to ground shaking 
from earthquakes. 

(C) Exemptions granted pursuant to paragraph (I) are 
reported in writing to the State Geologist within 30 
days of the building pennit issuance date. 

(3) Any structure with human occupancy restrictions 
under subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) shall not be 
granted a new building permit that allows an increase 
in human occupancy unless a geologic report, prepared 
pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 3603 ofTitle 14 
of the California Code of Regulations in effect on 
January 1, 1994, demonstrates that the structure is not 
on the trace of an active fault, or the requirement of a 
geologic report has been waived pursuant to Section 
2623. 

(4) A qualified historical building within an earthquake 
fault zone that is exempt pursuant to this subdivision 
may be repaired or seismically retrofitted using the 
State Historical Building Code, except that, 
notwithstanding any provision of that building code 
and its implementing regulations, paragraph (2) shall 
apply. 

2621.8. Notwithstanding Section 818.2 of the 
Government Code, a city or county which knowingly issues a 
pernlit that grants an exemption pursuant to subdivision (e) of 
Section 2621.7 that does not adhere to the requirements of 
paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of Section 2621.7, may be 
liable for earthquake-related injuries or deaths caused by 
failure to so adhere. 

2621.9. (a) A person who is acting as an agent for a 
transferor of real property that is located within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone, or the transferor, ifhe or she is acting 
without an agent, shall disclose to any prospective transferee 
the fact that the property is iocated within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone. 
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(b) Disclosure is required pursuant to this section only 
when one of the following conditions is met: 

(I) The transferor, or the transferor's agent, has actual 
knowledge that the property is within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone. 

(2) A map that includes the property has been provided 
to the city or county pursuant to Section 2622, and a 
notice has been posted at the offices of the county 
recorder, county assessor, and county planning 
agency that identifies the location of the map and 
any information regarding changes to the map 
received by the county. 

(c) In all transactions that are subject to Section 1103 of 
the Civil Code, the disclosure required by subdivision (a) of 
this section shall be provided by either of the following means: 

( I) The Local Option Real Estate Transfer Disclosure 
Statement as provided in Section II 02.6a of the 
Civil Code. 

(2) The Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement as 
provided in Section 1103.2 of the Civil Code. 

Cd) lfthe map or accompanying information is not of 
sufficient accuracy or scale that a reasonable person can 
determine if the subject real property is included in a 
delineated earthquake fault hazard zone, the agent shall mark 
"Yes" on the Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement. The agent 
may mark ''No'' on the Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement if 
he or she attaches a report prepared pursuant to subdivision (c) 
of Section 1103.4 of the Civil Code that verifies the property 
is not in the hazard zone. Nothing in this subdivision is 
intended to limit or abridge any existing duty of the transferor 
or the transferor's agents to exercise reasonable care in making 
a determination under this subdivision. 

(e) For purposes of the disclosures required by this 
section, the following persons shall not be deemed agents of 
the transferor: 

(1) Persons specified in Section 1103.11 of the Civil 
Code. 

(2) Persons acting under a power of sale regulated by 
Section :2924 of the Civil Code. 

(f) For purposes of this section, Section 1103.13 of the 
Civil Code shall apply. 

(g) The specification of items for disclosure in this section 
does not limit or abridge any obligation for disclosure created 
by any other provision of law or that may exist in order to 

avoid fraud, misrepresentation, or deceit in the transfer 
transaction. 

2622. (a) In order to assist cities and counties in their 
planning, zoning, and building-regulation functions, the State 
Geologist shall delineate, by December 31, 1973, appropriately 
wide earthquake fault zones to encompass all potentially and 
recently active traces of the San Andreas, Calaveras, Hayward, 
and San Jacinto Faults, and such other faults, or segments 
thereof, as the State Geologist determines to be sufficiently 

active and well-defined as to constitute a potential hazard to J 
structures from surface faulting or fault creep. The earthquake 
fault zones shall ordinarily be one-quarter mile or less in 
width, except in circumstances which may require the State 
Geologist to designate a wider zone. 

(b) Pursuant to this section, the State Geologist shall 
compile maps delineating the earthquake fault zones and shall 
submit the maps to all affected cities, counties, and state 
agencies, not later than December 31, 1973, for review and 
comment. Concerned jurisdictions and agencies shall submit 
all comments to the State Mining and Geology Board for 
review and consideration within 90 days. Within 90 days of 
such review, the State Geologist shall provide copies of the 
official maps to concerned state agencies and to each city or 
county having jurisdiction over lands lying within any such 
zone. 

(c) The State Geologist shall continually review new 
geologic and seismic data and shall revise the earthquake fault 
zones or delineate additional earthquake fault zones when 
warranted by new information. The State Geologist shall 
submit all revised maps and additional maps to all affected 
cities, counties, and state agencies for their review and 
comment. Concerned jurisdictions and agencies shall submit 
all comments to the State Mining and Geology Board for 
review and consideration within 90 days. Within 90 days of 
that review, the State Geologist shall provide copies of the 
revised and additional official maps to concerned state 
agencies and to each city or county having jurisdiction over 
lands lying within the earthquake fault zone. 

(d) In order to ensure that sellers of real property and 
their agents are adequately informed, any county that receives 
an official map pursuant to this section shall post a notice 
within five days of receipt ofthe map at the offices of the 
county recorder, county assessor, and county planning 
commission, identifYing the location of the map and the 
effective date of the notice. 

U 
2623. (a) The approval of a project by a city or 

county shall be in accordance with policies and criteria 
established by the State Mining and Geology Board and the 
findings of the State Geologist. In the development of such 
policies and criteria, the State Mining and Geology Board 
shall seek the comment and advice of affected cities, counties, 
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and state agencies. Cities and counties shall require, prior to ] 
the approval of a project, a geologic report defining and 
delineating any hazard of surface fault rupture. If the city or 
county finds that no undue hazard ofthat kind exists, the 
geologic report on the hazard may be waived, with the approval 
of the State Geologist. 

(b) After a report has been approved or a waiver granted, 
subsequent geologic reports shall not be required, provided 
that new geologic data warranting further investigations is not 
recorded. 

(3) Determine not to grant exemptions authorized under 
this chapter. 

2625. (a) Each applicant for approval of a project may be 
charged a reasonable fee by the city or county having 
jurisdiction over the project. 

(b) Such fees shall be set in an amount sufficient to meet, 
but not to exceed, the costs to the city or county of 
adrrunistering and complying with the provisions ofthis 
chapter. 

(c) The preparation of geologic reports that are required 
pursuant to this section for multiple projects may be 
undertaken by a geologic hazard abatement district. U 

(c) The geologic report required by Section 2623 shall beJ 
in sufficient detail to meet the criteria and policies established 
by the State Mining and Geology Board for individual parcels 
of land. 

2624. Notwithstanding any provision of this chapter, 
cities and counties may do any oftne following: 

(I) Establish pol icies and criteria which are stricter than 

those established by this chapter. 

(2) Impose and collect fees in addition to those required 
under this chapter. 

2630. In carrying out the provisions of this chapter, the 
State Geologist and the board shall be advised by the Seismic 
Safety Commission. 

SIGNED rNTO LAW DECEMBER 22, 1972; AMENDED SEPTEMBER 16, 1974, MAY 4, 1975, SEPTEMBER 28, 1975, 
SEPTEMBER 22,1976, SEPTEMBER 27,1979, SEPTEMBER 21,1990, JULY 29, 1991, AUGUST 16,1992, JULY 25, 

1993, OCTOBER 7,1993, AND OCTOBER 7,1997 
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Appendix B 

POLICIES AND CRITERIA OF THE STATE MINING AND GEOLOGY BOARD 
With Reference to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

(Excerpts from the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 2) 

3600. Purpose. 

Jt is the purpose of this subchapter to set forth the 
policies and criteria of the State Mining and Geology 
Board, hereinafter referred to as the "Board," governing 
the exercise of city, county, and state agency 
responsibilities to prohibit the location of developments 
and structures for human occupancy across the trace of 
active faults in accordance with the provisions of Publ ic 
Resources Code Section 2621 et seq. (Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act). The policies and criteria 
set forth herein shall be limited to potential hazards 
resulting from surface faulting or fault creep within 
earthquake fault zones del ineated on maps officially 
issued by the State Geologist. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 2621.5, Public 
Resources Code. Reference: Sections 2621-2630. Public 
Resources Code. 

3601. Definitions. 

The following definitions as used within the Act and 
herein shall apply: 

(a) An "active fault" is a fault that has had surface 
displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11.000 
years), hence constituting a potential hazard to structures 
that might be located across it. 

(b) A "faulttrace" is that line formed by the 
intersection of a fault and the earth's surface, and is the 
representation of a fault as depicted on a map, including 
maps of earthquake fault zones. 

(c) A "lead agency" is the city or county with the 
authority to approve projects. 

(d) "Earthquake fault zones" are areas delineated by 

the State Geologist, pursuant to the Alquist·Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code 
Section 2621 et seq.) and this subchapter, which 
encompass the traces of active faults. 

(e) A "structure for human occupancy" is any 
structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any 

.use or occupancy, which is expected to' have a human 
occupancy rate of more than 2,000 person-hours per year. 

(f) "Story" is that portion of a building included 
between the upper surface of any floor and the upper 
surface of the floor next above, except that the topmost 
story shall be that portion of a building included between 
the upper surface of the topmost floor and the ceiling or 
roof above. For the purpose of the Act and this 
subchapter, the number of stories in a building is equal to 
the number of distinct floor levels, provided that any 
levels that differ from each other by less than two feet 
shall be considered as one distinct level. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 2621.5, Public 
Resources Code. Reference: Sections 262 J -2630, Public 
Resources Code. 

3602. Review of Preliminary Maps. 

(a) Within 45 days from the issuance of proposed 
new or revised preliminary earthquake fault zone map(s), 
cities and counties shall give notice of the Board'S 
announcement of a ninety (90) day public comment period 
to property owners within the area of the proposed zone. 
The notice shall be by publication, or other means 
reasonably calculated to reach as many of the affected 
property owners as feasible. Cities and counties may also 
give notice to consultants who may conduct geologic 
studies in fault zones. The notice shall state that its 
purpose is to provide an opportunity for public comment 
including providing to the Board geologic information that 
may have a bearing on the proposed map(s). 

(b) The Board shall also give notice by mail to those 
California Registered Geologists and California 
Registered Geophysicists on a list provided by the State 
Board of Registration for Geologists and Geophysicists. 
The notice shall indicate the affected jurisdictions and 
state that its purpose is to provide an opportunity to 
present written technical comments that may have a 
bearing on the proposed zone map(s) to the Board during 
a 90-day public comment period. 

IC) The Board shall receive public comments during 
the 90-day public comment period. The Board shall 
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conduct at least one public hearing on the proposed zone 

map(s) during the 90-day public conunent period. 

(d) Following the end of the 90-day public conunent 

period, the Board shall forward its conunents and 
recommendations with supporting data received to the 
State Geologist for consideration prior to the release of 
official earthquake fault zone map(s). 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 2621.5, Public 
Resources Code. Reference: Section 2622, Public 
Resources Code. 

3603. Specific Criteria. 

The following specific criteria shall apply within 
earthquake fault zones and shall be used by affected lead 
agencies in complying with the provisions of the Act: 

(a) No structure for human occupancy, identified as a 
project under Section 2621.6 of the Act, shall be 
permitted to be placed across the trace of an active fault. 
Furthermore, as the area within fifty (50) feet of such 
active faults shall be presumed to be underlain by active 
branches of that fault unless proven otherwise by an 
appropriate geologic investigation and report prepared as 
specified in Section 3603(d) of this subchapter, no such 
structures shall be permitted in this area. 

(b) Affected lead agencies, upon receipt of official 
earthquake fault zones maps, shall provide for disclosure 
of delineated earthquake fault zones to the public. Such 
disclosure may be by reference in general plans, specific 
plans, property maps, or other appropriate local maps. 

(c) No change in use or character of occupancy, 
which results in the conversion of a building or structure 
from one not used for human occupancy to one that is so 
used, shall be pennitted unless the building or structure 
complies with the provisions of the Act. 

(d) Application for a development permit for any 
project within a delineated earthquake fault zone shall be 
accompanied by a geologic report prepared by a geologist 
registered in the State of California, which is directed to 
the problem of potential surface fault displacement 
through the project site, unless such report is waived 
pursuant to Section 2623 of the Act. The required report 
shall be based on a geologic investigation designed to 
identify the location, recency, and nature of faulting that 
may have affected the project site in the past and may 
affect the project site in the future. The report may be 
combined with other geological or geotechnical reports. 

(e) A geologist registered in the State of California. 

within or retained by each lead agency, shall evaluate the 
geologic reports required herein and advise the lead 
agency. 

(0 One (1) copy of all such geologic reports shall be 
filed with the State Geologist by the lead agency within 
thirty (30) days following the report's acceptance. The 
State Geologist shall place such reports on open file. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 2621.5. Public 
Resources Code. Reference: Sections 2621.5, 2622. 
2623, and 2625( c), Public Resources Code. 

ADOPTED NOVEMBER 23,1973; REVISED JULY 1,1974, AND JUNE 26,1975. 
CODIFIED TN CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATlONS JANUARY 31, 1979; 

REVISED OCTOBER 18, 1984, JANUARY 5,1996, AND APRIL 1, 1997. 
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Appendix C 

GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING THE HAZARD 
OF SURFACE RUPTURE 

(These guidelines, also published as DMG Note 49 (1997), are not part of the Policies and Criteria of the State 
Mining and Geology Board, Similar guidelines were adopted by the Board for advisory purposes in 1996,) 

These guidelines are to assist geologists who investigate 
faults relative to the hazard of surface fault rupture, 
Subsequent to the passage ofthe Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act (1972), it became apparent that many fault 
investigations conducted in California were incomplete or 
otherwise inadequate for the purpose of evaluating the 
potential of surface fault rupture. It was further apparent that 
statewide standards for investigating faults would be 
beneficial. These guidelines were initially prepared in 1975 
as DMG Note 49 and have been revised several times since 
then, 

The investigation of sites for the possible hazard of 
surface fault rupture is a deceptively difficult geologic task, 
Many active faults are complex, consisting of multiple breaks. 
Yet the evidence for identifYing active fault traces is generally 
subtle or obscure and the distinction between recently active 
and long-inactive faults may be difficult to make. It is 
impractical from an economic, engineering, and architectural 
point of view to design a structure to withstand serious 
damage under the stress of surface fault rupture, Once a 
structure is sited astride an active fault, the resulting fault
rupture hazard cannot be mitigated unless the structure is 
relocated, whereas when a structure is placed on a landslide, 
the potential hazard from landsliding often can be mitigated, 
Most surface faulting is confined to a relatively narrow zone a 
few feet to a few tens of feet wide, making avoidance (i.e., 
building setbacks) the most appropriate mitigation method, 
However, in some cases primary fault rupture or rupture along 
branch faults can be distributed across zones hundreds offeet 
wide or manifested as broad warps, suggesting that 
engineering strengthening or design may be of additional 
mitigative value (e.g., Lazarte and others, 1994), 

No single investigative method will be the best, or even 
useful, at all sites, because of the complexity of evaluating 
surface and near surface faults and because of the infinite 
variety of site conditions, Nonetheless, certain investigative 
methods are more helpful than others in locating faults and 
eval uating the recency of activity, 

The evaluation of a given site with regard to the potential 
hazard of surface fault rupture is based extensively on the 
concepts of recency and recurrence of faulting along existing 
faults, In a general way, the more recent the faulting the 
greater the probability for future faulting (Allen, 1975), 
Stated another way, faults of known historic activity during 
the last 200 years, as a class, have a greater probability for 
future activity than faults classified as Holocene age (last 
11,000 years) and a much greater probability offuture activity 
than faults classified as Quaternary age (last 1.6 million 
years), However, it should be kept in mind that certain faults 
have recurrent activity measured in tens or hundreds of years 
whereas other faults may be inactive for thousands of years 
before being reactivated. Other faults may be characterized 
by creep-type rupture that is more or less on-going. The 
magnitude, sense, and nature of fault rupture also vary for 
different faults or even along different strands of the same 
fault. Even so, future faulting generally is expected to recur 
along pre-existing faults (Bonilla, 1970, p, 68), The 
development of a new fault or reactivation of a long-inactive 
fault is relatively uncommon and generally need not be a 
concern in site development. 

1 As a practical matter, fault investigations should be 
directed at the problem of locating existing faults and then 
attempting to evaluate the recency of their activity, Data 
should be obtained both from the site and outside the site 
area, The most useful and direct method of evaluating 
recency is to observe (in a trench or road cut) the youngest 
geologic unit faulted and the oldest unit that is not faulted, 
Even so, active faults may be subtle or discontinuous and 
consequently overlooked in trench exposures (Bonilla and 
Lienkaemper, 1991), Therefore, careful logging is essential 
and trenching needs to be conducted in conjunction with 
other methods, For example, recently active faults may also 
be identified by direct observation of young, fault-related 
geomorphic (i.e., topographic) features in the field or on 
aerial photographs, Other indirect and more interpretive 
methods are identified in the outline below, Some of these 
methods are discussed in Bonilla (1982), Carver and 
McCalpin (1996), Hatheway and Leighton (1979), McCalpin 
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(1996a, b, c), National Research Council (1986), Sherard and 
others (1974), Slemmons (1977), Slemmons and dePolo 
(1986), Taylor and Cluff (1973), the Utah Section of the 
Association of Engineering Geologists (1987), Wallace 
(1977), Weldon and others (1996), and Yeats and others 
(1997). McCalpin (1996b) contains a particularly useful 
discussion of various field techniques. Many other useful 
references are listed in the bibliographies of the references 
cited here. 

The purpose, scope, and methods of investigation for 
fault investigations wi II vary depending on conditions at 
specific sites and the nature of the projects. Contents and 
scope of the investigation also may vary based on guidelines 
and review criteria of agencies or pol itical organizations 
having regulatory responsibility. However, there are topics 
that should be considered in all comprehensive fault 
investigations and geologic reports on faults. For a given site 
some topics may be addressed in more detail than at other 
sites because of the difference in the geologic and/or tectonic 
setting and/or site conditions. These investigative 
considerations should apply to any comprehensive fault 
investigation and may be applied to any project site, large or 
small. Suggested topics, considerations, and guidelines for 
fault investigations and reports on faults are provided in the 
following annotated outline. Fault investigations may be 
conducted in conjunction with other geologic and 
geotechnical investigations (see DMG Notes 42 and 44; also 
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines 
and Geology, 1997). Although not all investigative 
techniques need to be or can be employed in evaluating a 
given site, the outline provides a checklist for preparing 
complete and well-documented reports. Most reports on fault 
investigations are reviewed by local or state government. 
agencies. Therefore it is necessary that the reports be 
documented adequately and written carefully to facilitate that 
review. The importance ofthe review process is emphasized 
here, because it is the reviewer who must evaluate the 
adequacy of reports, interpret or set standards where they are 
unclear, and advise the governing agency as to their 
acceptability (Hart and Williams, 1978; DMG Note 41). 

The scope of the investigation is dependent not only on 
the complexity and economics of a project, but also on the 
level of risk acceptable for the proposed structure or 
development. A more detailed investigation should be made 
for hospitals, high-rise buildings, and other critical or 
sensitive structures than for low-occupancy structures such as 
wood-frame dwellings that are comparatively safe. The 
conclusions drawn from any given set of data, however, must 
be consistent and unbiased. Recommendations must be 
clearly separated from conclusions, because recommendations 
are not totally dependent on geologic factors. The final 
decision as to whether, or how, a given project should be 

developed lies in the hands of the ovmer and the governing 
body that must review and approve the project. 

CONTENTS OF GEOLOGIC REPORTS ON FAULTS 
Suggested topics, considerations, and guidelines for 

investigations and reports 

The following topics should be considered and addressed ] 
in detail where essential to support opinions, conclusions, 
and recommendations, in any geologic report on faults. It is 
not expected that all of the topics or investigative methods 
would be necessary in a single investigation. In specific cases 
it may be necessary to extend some of the investigative 
methods well beyond the site or property being investigated. 
Particularly helpful references are cited parenthetically below. 

I. Text. 

A. Purpose and scope of investigation; description of 
proposed development. 

B. Geologic and tectonic setting. Include seismicity 
and earthquake history. 

C. Site description and conditions, including dates of 
site visits and observations. Include information on 
geologic units, graded and filled areas, vegetation, 
existing structures, and otber factors that may affect 
the choice ofinvestigative methods and the 
interpretation of data. 

D. Methods of investigation. 

1. Review of published and unpublished literature, ] 
maps, and records concerning geologic units, 
faults, ground-water barriers, and other factors. 

2. Stereoscopic interpretation of aerial 
photographs and otber remotely sensed images 
to detect fault-related topography (geomorphic 
features), vegetation and soil contrasts, and 
other lineaments of possible fault origin. The 
area interpreted usually should extend beyond 
the site boundaries. 

3. Surface observations, including mapping of 
geologic and soil units, geologic structures, 
geomorphic fe&tures and surfaces, springs, 
deformation of engineered structures due to 
fault creep, both on and beyond the site. 

4. Subsurface investigations.,' 
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a. Trenching and other excavations to pennit 
detailed and direct observation of 
continuously exposed geologic units, soils, 
and structures; must be of adequate depth 
and be carefully logged (see Taylor and 
Cluff, 1973; Hatheway and Leighton, 1979; 

McCalpin,1996b). 

b. Borings and test pits to permit collection of 
data on geologic units and ground water at 
specific locations. Data points must be 
sufficient in number and spaced adequately 
to permit valid correlations and 
interpretations. 

c. Cone penetrometer testing (CPT) (Grant 
and others, 1997; Edelman and others, 
1996). CPT must be done in conjunction 
with continuously logged borings to 
correlate CPT results with on-site materials. 

The number of borings and spacing of CPT 
soundings should be sufficient to 
adequately image site stratigraphy. The 
existence and location of a fault based on 
CPT data are interpretative. 

5. GeophysicaJ investigations. Theseare indirect 
methods that require a knowledge of specific 
geologic conditions for reliable interpretations. 
They should seldom, if ever, be employed alone 
without knowledge of the geology (Chase and 
Chapman, 1976). Geophysical methods alone 
never prove the absence of a fault nor do they 
identity the recency of activity. The types of 

equipment and techniques used should be 
described and supporting data presented 
(California Board of Registration for Geologists 
and Geophysicists, 1993). 

a. High resolution seismic reflection 
(Stephenson and others, 1995; McCalpin, 
J996b). 

b; Ground penetrating radar (Cai and others, 
1996). 

C. Other methods include: seismic refraction, 
magnetic profiling, electrical resistivity. and 
gravity (McCalpin, 1996b). 

Age-dating techniques are essential for 
determining the ages of geologic units, soils, 
and surfaces that bracket the time(s) offaulting 
(Pierce, 1986; Birkeland and others, 1991; 

Rutter and Catto, 1995; McCalpin, 1996a). 

a. Radiometric dating (especially 14C). 

b. Soil-profile development. 

C. Rock and mineral weathering. 

d. 'Landform development. 

e. Stratigraphic correlation of 
rocks/mi neral s/fossi Is. 

f. Other methods -- artifacts. historical 
records, tephrochronology, fault scarp 
modeling, thermoluminescence, 
lichenometery, paleomagnetism, 
dendrochronology, etc. 

7. Other methods should be included when special 
conditions pennit or requirements for critical 
structures demand a more intensive 
investigation. 

a. Aerial reconnaissance overflights. 

h. Geodetic and strain measurements. 

c. MicTOseismicity monitoring. 

E. Conclusions. 

1. Location and existence (or absence) of J 
hazardous faults on or adjacent to the site; ages 
of past rupture events. 

2. Type of faults and nature of anticipated offset, 
including sense and magnitude of displacement, 
if possible. 

3. Distribution of primary and secondary faulting 
(fault zone width) and fault-related deformation. 

4. 

5. 

Probability of or relative potential for future 
surface displacement. The likelihood of future 
ground rupture seldom can be stated 
mathematically, but may be stated in 
semiquantitative terms such as low, moderate, or 
high, or in terms of sl ip rates determined for 
specific fault segments. 

Degree of confidence in and I imitations of data 
and ·conclusions. 
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F. Recommendations. 

1. Setback distances of proposed structures from 
hazardous faults. The setback distance 

2. 

3. 

4. 

generally will depend on the quality of data and 
type and complexity of fault(s) encountered at 
the site. In order to establish an appropriate 
setback distance from a fault located by indirect 
or interpretative methods (e.g. borings or cone 
penetrometer testing), the area between data 
points also should be considered underlain by a 
fault unless additional data are used to more 
precisely locate the fault. State and local 
regulations may dictate minimum distances (e.g., 
Sec. 3603 of California Code of Regulations, 
Appendix B). 

Additional measures (e.g., strengthened 
foundations, engineering design, flexible utility 
connections) to accommodate warping and 
distributive deformation associated with faulting 
(Lazarte and others, 1994). 

Risk evaluation relative to the proposed 
development. 

Limitations of the investigation; need for 
additional studies. 

II. References. 

A. Literature and records cited or reviewed; citations 
should be complete. 

B. Aerial photographs or images interpreted -- list type, 
date, scale, source, and index numbers. 

C. Other sources of information, including well records, 
personal communications, and other data sources. 

Ill. Illustrations -- these are essential to the understanding of 
the report and to reduce the length of text. 

A. Location map -- identifY site locality, significant 
faults, geographic features, regional geology, seismic 
epicenters, and other pertinent data; 1 :24,000 scale 
is recommended. lfthe site investigation is done in 
compliance with the Alquist-Priolo Act, show site 
location on the appropriate Official Map of 
Earthquake Fault Zones. 

Site development map -- show site boundaries, 
existing and proposed structures, graded areas, 
streets, exploratory trenches, borings, geophysical 

traverses, locations of faults, and other data; 
recommended scale is 1 :2,400 (I inch equals 200 
feet), or larger. 

C. Geologic map -- show distribution of geologic units 
(if more than one), faults and other structures, 
geomorphic features, aerial photographic lineaments, 
and springs; on topographic map 1 :24,000 scale or 
larger; can be combined with !Il(A) or 1II(8). 

D. Geologic cross-sections, if needed, to provide 3-
dimensional picture. 

E. Logs of exploratory trenches and borings -- show 
details of observed features and conditions; should 
not be generalized or diagrannnatic. Trench logs 
should show topographic profile and geologic 
structure at a J: I horizontal to vertical scale; scale 
should be 1:60 (I inch = 5 feet) or larger. 

F. Geophysical data and geologic interpretations. 

IV. Appendix: Supporting data not included above (e,g., 
water well data, photographs, aerial photographs). 

J 

Authentication: Investigating geologist's signature and 
registration number with expiration date. J 
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Appendix D 

GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWING GEOLOGIC REPORTS 

(These general guidelines are published as DMG Note 41 (1997). Similar guidelines were adopted by 
the State Mining and Geology Board for advisory purposes in 1996). 

The purpose of this article is to provide general 
guidance for those geologists who review geologic reports 
of consultants on behalf of agencies having approval 
authority over specific developments. These general 
guidelines are modified from an article titled, "Geologic 
Review Process" by Hart and Williams (1978). 

The geologic review is a critical part of the evaluation 
process of a proposed development. It is the responsibility 
of the reviewer to assure that each geologic investigation, 
and the resulting report, adequately addresses the geologic 
conditions that exist at a given site. In addition to geologic 
reports for tentative tracts and site development, a reviewer 
evaluates Environmental Impact Reports, Seismic Safety 
and Public Safety Elements of General Plans, Reclamation 
Plans, as-graded geologic reports, and final, as-built 
geologic maps and reports. In a sense, the geologic 
reviewer enforces existing laws, agency policies, and 
regulations to assure that significant geologic factors 
(hazards, mineral and water resources, geologic processes) 
are properly considered, and potential problems are 
mitigated prior to project development. Generally, the 
reviewer acts at the discretion or request of, and on behalf 
of a governing agency -- city, county, regional, state, federal 
-- not only to protect the government's interest but also to 
protect the interest of the community at large. Examples of 

the review process in a state agency are described by 
Stewart and others (1976). Review at the local level has 
been discussed by Leighton (1975), Berkland (1992), 
Larson (1992), and others. Grading codes, inspections, and 
the review process are discussed in detail by Scullin 
(1983). Nelson and Christenson (1992) specifically 
discuss review guidelines for reports' on surface faulting. 

THE REVIEWER 

Qualifications 

In order to make appropriate evaluations of geologic 
reports, the reviewer should be an experienced geologist 
familiar with the investigative methods employed and the 
techniques available to the profession. Even so, the 
reviewer must know his or her limitations, and at times ask 
for the opinions of others more qualified in specialty fields 
(e.g., geophysics, mineral exploitation and economics, 
ground water, foundation and seismic engineering, 
seismology). In California, the reviewer must be licensed 
by the State Board of Registration for Geologists and 
Geophysicists in order to practice (Wolfe, 1975). The 
Board also certifies engineering geologists and 
hydrogeoiogists, and licenses geophysicists. Local and 
regional agencies may have additional requirements. 

33 
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The reviewer must have the courage of his or her 
convictions and should not approve reports if an inadequate 
investigation has been conducted. Like any review process, 
there is a certain "give-and-take" involved between the 
reviewer and investigator. If there is clear evidence of 
incompetence or misrepresentation in a report, this fact 
should be reported to the reviewing agency or licensing 
board. California Civil Code Section 47 provides an 
immunity for statements made "in the initiation or course of 
any other proceedings authorized by law." Courts have 
interpreted this section as providing immunity to letters of 
complaint written to provide a public agency or board, 
including licensing boards, with information that the public 
board or agency may want to investigate (see King v 
Borges, 28 Cal. App. 3d 27 [1972]; and Brody 1'. 

Montalbano, 87 Cal. App. 3d 725 [1978]). Clearly, the 
reviewer needs to have the support of his or her agency in 
order to carry out these duties. 

The reviewer should bear in mind that some geologic 
investigators are not accomplished \witers, and almost all 
are working with restricted budgets. Also, the reviewer may 
by limited by their agency's policies, procedures, and fee 
structures. Thus, while a reviewer should demand that 
certain standards be met, he or she should avoid running 
rough-shod over the investigator. The mark of a good 
reviewer is the ability to sort out the important from the 
insignificant and to make constructive comments and 
recommendations. 

A reviewer may be employed full time by the reviewing 
agency or part-time as a consultant. Also, one reviewing 
agency (such as a city) may contract with another agency 
(such as a county) to perform geologic reviews. The best 
reviews generally are performed by experienced reviewers. 
Thus, the use of multiple, part-time reviewers by a given 
agency tends to prevent development of consistently high
qual ity and efficient reviews. One ofthe reasons for this is 
that different reviewers have different standards, which 
results in inconsistent treatment of development projects. 
The primary purpose of the review procedure should always 
be kept in mind -- namely, to assure the adequacy of 
geologic investigations. 

Other Review Functions 

Aside from his or her duties as a reviewer, the 
reviewing geologist also must interpret the geologic data 
reported to other agency personnel who regulate 
development (e.g., planners, engineers, inspectors). Also, 
the reviewing geologist sometimes is called upon to make 
investigations for his or her own agency. This is common 
where a city or county employs only one geologist. In fact, 
some reviewers routinely divide their activities between 

reviewing the reports of others and performing one or 
several other tasks for the employing agency (such as 
advising other agency staff and boards on geologic matters; 
making public presentations) (see. Leighton, 1975). 

Conflict of Interest 

In cases where a reviewing geologist also must perform 
geologic investigations, he or she should never be placed in' 
the position of reviewing his or her own report, for that is 
no review at all. A different type of conflict commonly 
exists in ajurisdiction where the geologic review is 
performed by a consulting geologist who also is practicing 
commercially (performing geologic investigations) within 
the same jurisdictional area. Such situations should be 
avoided, if at all possible. 

GEOLOGIC REVIEW 

The Report 

The critical item in evaluating specific site 
investigations for adequacy is the reSUlting geologic report. 
A report that is incomplete or poorly written cannot be 
evaluated and should not be approved. As an expediency, 
some reviewers do accept inadequate or incomplete reports 
because of their personal knowledge of the site. However, 
unless good reasons can be provided in writing, it is 
recommended that a report not be accepted until it presents 
the pertinent facts correctly and completely. 

The conclusions presented in the report regarding the 
geologic hazards or problems must be separate from and 
supported by the investigative data. An indication 
regarding the level of confidence in the conclusions should 
be provided. Recommendations based on the conclusions 
should be made to mitigate those geology-related problems 
which would have an impact on the proposed development. 
Recommendations also should be made concerning the 
need for additional geologic investigations. 

Report Guidelines and Standards 

An investigating geologist may save a great deal of time 
(and the client's money), and avoid misunderstandings, if 
he or she contacts the reviewing geologist at the initiation 
of the investigation. The reviewer should not only be 
familiar with the local geology and sources of information, 
he or she also should be able to provide specific guidelines 
for investigative reports and procedures to be followed. 
Guidelines and check-lists for geologic or geotechnical 
reports have been prepared by a number of reviewing 
agencies and are available to assist the reviewer in his or 
her evaluation of reports (e.g., DMG Notes 42, 44, 46, 48, 
and 49; California Department of Conservation, Division of 
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Mines and Geology, 1997), A reviewer also may wish to 
prepare his or her own guidelines or check-lists for specific 
types of reviews, 

If a reviewer has questions about an investigation, 
these questions must be communicated in writing to the 
investigator for response, After the reviewer is satisfied 
that the investigation and resulting conclusions are 
adequate, this should be clearly indicated in writing to the 
reviewing agency so that the proposed development 
application may be processed promptly, The last and one 
ofthe more important responsibilities of the reviewer 
should be implementation of requirements assuring report 
recommendations are incorporated and appropriate 
consultant inspections are made, 

The biggest problem the reviewer faces is the 
identification of standards, These questions must be asked: 
"Are the methods of investigation appropriate for a given 
site?" and "Was the investigation conducted according to 
existing standards of practice?" Answers to these questions 
lie in the report being reviewed, For example, a reported 
landslide should be portrayed on a geologic map ofthe site, 
The conclusion that a hazard is absent, where previously 
reported or suspected, should be documented by stating 
which investigative steps were taken and precisely what was 
seen, The reviewer must evaluate each investigative step 
according to existing standards. It should be recognized 
that existing standards of practice generally set minimum 
requirements (Keaton, 1993), Often the reviewer is forced 
to clarify the standards, or even introduce new ones, for a 
specific purpose. 

Depth (Intensity) of Review 

The depth of the review is determined primarily by the 
need to assure that an investigation and resulting 
conclusions are adequate, but too often the depth of review 
is controlled by the time and funds available, A report on a 
subdivision (e.g., for an ErR or preliminary report) may be 
simply evaluated against a check-list to make certain it is 
complete and well-documented, Additionally, the reviewer 
may wish to check cited references or other sources of data. 
such as aerial photographs and unpublished records, 

Reviewers also may inspect the development site and 
examine excavations and borehole samples, Ideally, a field 
visit may not be necessary if the report is complete and 
well-documented, However, field inspections are of value, 
and generally are necessary to determine if field data are 
reported accurately and completely, Also, if the reviewer is 
not familiar with the general site conditions, a brief field 
visit provides perspective and a visual check on the reported 
conditions, Whether or not on-site reviews are made, it is 

important to note that the geologic review process is not 
intended to replace routine grading inspections that may be 
required by the reviewing agency to assure performance 
according to an approved development plan, 

Review Records 

For each report and development project reviewed, a clear, 

concise, and logical written record should be developed, 
This review record may be as detai led as is necessary, 
depending upon the complexity of the project, the geology, 
and the quality and completeness of the reports subrrlitted, 
At a minimum, the record should: 

1, Identify the project, permits, applicant. consultants, 
reports, and plans reviewed; 

2, Include a clear statement of the requirements to be met 
by the parties involved, data required. and the plan, 
phase, project, or report being considered or denied; 

3, Contain summaries of the reviewer's field 
observations, associated literature and aerial 
photographic review, and oral communications with 
the applicant and the consultant; 

4, Contain copies of any pertinent written 
correspondence: and 

5, The reviewer's nam~ and license number(s), with 
expiration dates, 

The report, plans, and review record should be kept in 
perpetuity to document that compliance with local 
requirements was achieved and for reference during future 
development, remodeling, or rebuilding, Such records also 
can be a valuable resource for land-use planning and real
estate disclosure, 

Appeals 

In cases where the reviewer is not able to approve a 
geologic report, or can accept it only on a conditional basis, 
the developer may wish to appeal the review decision or 
recommendations, However, every effort should be made to 
resolve problems informally prior to making a formal 
appeal. An appeal should be handled through existing 
local procedures (such as a hearing by a County Board of 
Supervisors or a City Council) or by a specially appointed 
Technical Appeals and Review Panel comprised of 
geoscientists. engineers, and other appropriate 
professionals, Adequate notice should be given to allow 
time for both sides to prepare their cases, After an 
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appropriate hearing, the appeals decision should be in 
writing as part of the permanent record. 

Another way to remedy conflicts between the 
investigator and the reviewer is by means of a third party 
review. Such a review can take different paths ranging from 
the review of existing reports to in-depth field 
investigations. Third party reviews are usualiy done by 
consultants not normally associated with the . 
reviewing/permitting agency. 
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DRAFT PROGRAM ENvIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

Hollywood Community Plan Update 
ENV-2005-2J 58-EIR 

CPC no. 97-0043 

State Clearinghouse No. 2002041009 
Council Districts 4, 5 and 13 

Project Location: The Hollywood Community Plan covers 25 square miles, extending roughly south of the Cities of 
Burbank and Glendale and the Ventura Freeway, west of the Golden State Freeway, north of Melrose Avenue and east of 
Mulholland Drive and the Cities of West Hollywood and Beverly Hills, including a strip of land south of the City of West 
Hollywood and north of Rosewood Avenue, between La Cienega Boulevard and La Brea Avenue, 

Project Description: The Proposed Hollywood Community Plan (Proposed Plan) includes changes in land use designations 
and zones that are intended to accommodate growth anticipated in the SCAG 2030 Forecast and aliow for additional 
development. Hollywood is a prime location for transit-oriented development. The investment in transit infrastructure in 
Hollywood provides an opportunity for integrating transponation planning with land use plannmg. The recommended 
pattern of land use directs future growth to areas of Hollywood where new development can be supported by transportatton 
infrastructure and different types of land uses can be intermingled to reduce the length and number of vehicle tnps. Mixed
use development around Metro stations and transit corridors would give residents and visitors mobility choIces that would 
enable reductiOn In the number and length of vehicle trips thus reducing greenhouse gas emissions associated With travel 
behavior, in accordance with recent legislation (SB 375). As part of redirecting growth, the Proposed Plan mcludes removing 
and/or revismg development limitations on commercial zones and multi-family residential zones that were imposed during 
the prevIOus Update in 1988. The Proposed Plan also contains poliCies and programs to protect the character of low-scale 
residential neighborhoods and the rich built history of key buildings and places that are considered historically and culturally 
signiflcant. Modified street standards are proposed to align standards with existing conditIOns and use of streets, as well as 
accommodate features of streets that are idemified as Historic-Cultural Monuments, such as the Hollywood Walk of Fame. 
Proposed land use changes would be implemented by Plan amendments. zone changes, and height distnct changes and other 
long-range Implementation programs, 

PREPARED BY: 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 

March 2011 
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American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) Minimum Design Standards 7-05, ASCE 7-05 
provides requirements for general structural design and includes means for determining earthquake 
loads as well as other loads (flood, snow, wind, etc.) for inclusion into building codes. The 
provisions of the CBC apply to the construction, alteration, movement, replacement, and demolition 
of every building or structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or 
structures throughout California. 

The earthquake design requirements take into account the occupancy category of the structure, site 
class, soil classifications, and various seismic coefficients, which are used to determine a Seismic 
Design Category (SDC) for a project. The SDC is a classification system that combines the 
occupancy categories with the level of expected ground motions at the site and ranges from SDC A 
(very small seismic vulnerability) to SDC ElF (very high seismic vulnerability and near a major 
fault). Design specifications are then determined according to the SDC. 

Alguist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act: The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
(formerly the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act) signed into law in December of 1972, 
requires the delineation of zones along active faults in California. The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo 
Act is to regulate development on or near active fault traces to reduce the hazard offault rupture and 
to prohibit the location of most structures for human occupancy across these traces. Cities and 
counties must regulate certain development projects within the zones, which include withholding 
permits until geologic investigations demonstrate that development sites are not threatened by future 
surface displacement. Surface fault rupture is not necessarily restricted within an Alquist-Priolo 
Zone. As mentioned above, the project area is not located within or immediately adjacent to an 
Alquist-Priolo fault zone. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act: The California Geographical Survey provides guidance with regard 
to seismic hazards. Under California's Geographical Survey's Seismic Hazards Mapping Act seismic 
hazard zones are identified and mapped to assist local governments in land use planning. The intent of 
this act is to protect the public from the effects of strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, 
ground failure, or other hazards caused by earthquakes, In addition, California Geographical Survey's 
Special Publication, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, provides 
guidance for the evaluation and mitigation of earthquake-related hazards for projects within designated 
zones of required investigations. 

Local Standards 

The existing City of Los Angeles regulates development in hillside areas (Planning and Zoning Code 
Section 12.21(A)17). 

IMP ACT ASSESSMENT 

Threshold of Significance 

According to Appendix G, the impacts from the proposed Plan would be considered significant if 
it would: 

Hollywood Community Pian Update Page 4.8-9 
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June 17,2013 

Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 N. Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

EM34485 

SUBJECT: Review and Analysis of Millennium Hollywood Project Fault 
Investigation Study Dated November 30, 2012 by Langan Engineering 
& Environmental Services 

Dear Mr. Silverstein: 

INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This firm was retained by your office to review the Fault Investigation Report dated November 30, 
2012 prepared by Langan Engineering & Environmental Services (November Langan Report-
(see Exhibit A). We understand from you that the November Langan Report was not included by 
the City of Los Angeles as part of the Draft or Final EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project 
(Millennium Project), or otherwise distributed to the public, and that it was discovered and 
obtained by your office on or about June 4,2013. For this review, we also utilized other available 
reports to determine the adequacy of the subject fault investigation described in the November 
Langan Report. The other reports accessed included: 1) the draft (DEIR) and final (FEIR) 
environmental impact reports for the Millennium Project; 2) the May 2012 Langan Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report for the Millennium Project; 3) the City of Los Angeles Safety Element 
(1996); 4) two fault investigation reports focused on the property by Crook and Proctor (1992) and 
Dolan and others (1997); and 5) other readily available maps and reports relating to the potential 
for active earthquake faults to exist near, at, and/or on the Millennium Project Site. Items 4 
references are attached (see Exhibit B). 

I have been a licensed Professional Geologist and Certified Engineering Geologist in the State of 
California since 1972. My resume is attached as Exhibit C. 

This letter report includes: 1) a brief description of the proposed project as we understand it; 2) 
brief comments on the DEIR and the FEIR as related to fault rupture, which is a specific issue 
called out in the CEQA Appendix G Guidelines for environmental impact studies; 3) brief 
comments on the May 2, 2012 Langan report; and 4) comments on the subject November Langan 
report. For item 4, subsections refer to topics/issues from the subject November Langan Report. 

MILLENNIUM PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Millennium Project Site is located in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles, 
California. The Site lies between Ivar Avenue to the west, Yucca Street to the north, Argyle 
Avenue to the east, and the Pantages Theatre and other office or hotel buildings to the south. Vine 
Street bisects the Proj ect Site into a "West Site" and an "East Site." The Capitol Records Building 
and other historic structures are located on the East Site. 

Page 1 
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The Millennium Project, located on these 4.47 acres, proposes a total of 1,166,970 square feet of 
developed floor area and more than 800,000 square feet of underground and above-ground 
parking. The Millennium Project Applicant indicates that the Concept Plan includes podium 
buildings rising up to 12 stories, a possible hotel tower, and two towers of offices or residential 
use up to 55 stories or 585 feet. 

For the East Site, the proposed new construction is to be placed on the southern portion of the 
property down to the southern property line so as to provide a separation distance from the historic 
Capital Records Building which is located on the northern half of the East Site. The proposed 
585-foot tower on the East Site would be at or adjacent to the southern property line, and in most 
scenarios, facing Vine Street. 

For the West Site, the proposed new construction, including a potential 200-room hotel tower, 
would run from the northwest corner at Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street southeast to the portion of 
the property that faces Vine Street. The proposed 585-foot tower on the West Site would be set 
back somewhat from Vine Street but rise out of a podium structure up to 12 stories high. 

THE DEIR AND FEIR FOR THE MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 

DEIR: The DEIR contains one paragraph devoted to fault rupture (page IY.D-2). Citations to 
supporting information, data, and maps are direct and indirect with the assumption that the May 2, 
2012 Langan report (May Langan Report) is the primary source. This report is not a fault 
investigation report, but is a preliminary geotechnical engineering study that has this single 
paragraph devoted to fault rupture. In the DEIR and the May Langan Report, reliance for the 
"closest fault" being "0.4 miles from the Project Site" is not specific as to what fault or what 
direction from the Project Site. From the references cited we can determine: 

1. The May Langan Report shows only the 1996 City of Los Angeles Safety Element Fault 
Rupture Study Area (FRSA) Map, but shows no actual fault, however suggesting it is 
south of the Millennium Project Site within the FRS A; 

2. The City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system shows no fault locations and only provides a 
GIS computed distance to the Hollywood fault, which we determined from the system to 
be 0.49 to 0.60 mile depending upon the parcel selected. This suggests (by selecting 
progressively more southerly parcels) the fault is programmed into the City's ZIMAS 
system as north of the Project Site; 

3. A reference to CDMH 2002 (likely intended to be CDMG (2002)) is to an outdated 
regional fault map with no detailed information on the Hollywood fault location. 

4. An unspecified reference to CGS is likely to something called "Active Near-Source Fault 
Zones map" noted in the May Langan Report and in the April 28, 2011 City of Los 
Angeles Initial Study where the 0.4 miles (0.63 km) may first appear, but the source for 
the statement that the fault is 0.4 miles from the Site is unspecified and thus unknown. 

Our conclusion from the DEIR paragraph and the May Langan Report is that the City Initial Study 
Geology and Soils item a.l (fault rupture) discussion was used nearly intact and considered no 
other research. In fact, we believe none of the sources fully cited in the DEIR show a fault 
location. 

Page 2 
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In 2010, the California Geological Survey (CGS) published its 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, which became the primary source for determining if a location in California might be 
underlain by an active or potentially active fault. In the pamphlet accompanying the map, one can 
determine what reports were utilized to make the location determination for each fault. A copy of 
the statewide CGS 2010 Fault Activity Map of California (available online at 
http ://www.guake.ca.gov/gmapsIFAM/faultactivitymap .html) and relevant excepts from the 
accompanying pamphlet are attached as Exhibit D. The Hollywood fault (Fault No. 392) is listed 
and shows several reports that form the basis for the State's most recent and credible active fault 
location map. This authoritative source was not used for the DEIR or the May Langan Report. 

FEIR: The November Langan Report documenting the fault investigation was prepared, based on 
its date, at least 3 months prior to the publication of the FEIR and discusses the potential for 
faulting through the West and East Sites south of Yucca Street and crossing Vine Street. The 
FEIR does not mention this November Langan Report or its findings. The November Langan 
Report is not attached as one of the A through J appendices, and Responses appear to only refer to 
the DEIR and the May Langan Report used to prepare the Geology and Soils section for the DEIR 
(see above). At least two fault rupture related comments (Nos. 24-4 and 45-9) were responded to 
in the FEIR, but the November Langan Report findings are not mentioned in support of the 
Responses. In fact, the commenter for Comment No. 45-9 seems to recognize (without 
specifically citing) the existence of the technical studies and maps (Crook and Proctor, 1992; 
Dolan and others, 1997) mentioned in the November Langan Report. 

"Comment No. 45-9 
Since there is a major earthquake fault at Yucca and Vine Street, it is a danger to build these 
skyscrapers in that vicinity. I believe further study should be done on this. In the event of a 
major earthquake, those skyscrapers would create a huge problem. Large numbers of people 
would rush out of the buildings into the street, creating even more of a challenge for fire and 
police vehicles to get through. 

Response to Comment No. 45-9 
For additional information regarding fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to 
occur, please refer to Response to Comment 24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above." 

It seems inappropriate that the November Langan Report was not available to the public prior to or 
in conjunction with the DEIR and that the November Langan Report was not referenced in the 
Responses to Comments No. 24-4 and 45-9 in the FEIR. As discussed for the DEIR, the 2010 
CGS Fault Activity Map of California also was not used in the FEIR. 

THE MAY 2012 PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL STUDY 

General Observations: The May and November Langan Engineering geotechnical and fault 
investigation reports do not contain key information available at the time from the 2010 CGS Fault 
Activity Map of California and its cited references. This is discussed above and in our opinion 
leads to conclusions in both reports related to the location and character of the Hollywood fault 
that are incomplete with regard to the Millennium Project Site. Also noted above, and as you 
indicated, the November Langan Report was not released to the public or included with the DEIR 
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or FEIR and is the only report we are aware of that supports what we believe is the incorrect 
DEIRIFEIR conclusions that no active faults exist on the Project Site. In addition, the November 
Langan Report only investigated the West Site and no fault investigation was conducted for the 
East Site. 

Potential Groundwater Barrier: As indicated in the DEIR and FEIR discussions above, the 
statement that the Hollywood fault is 0.4 miles from the Project Site is not supported by the 
references cited in the May Langan Report. One aspect of the May Langan Report not discussed 
in the report or the DEIRIFEIR with respect to faulting is the information from the hollow stem 
auger borings LB 1 through LB4. The borings appear to have been laid out on the site for 
geotechnical investigation purposes to be within potential building footprints. They were oriented 
parallel to the Hollywood fault trend, not perpendicular as would be required for a fault study. 
However, an important finding was not reported (see Figure 1 above) as discussed below. 

FIGURE 1 - Crook and Proctor Fault Scarps with 
Langan May 2012 LB Borings Superimposed 

• • 

t 
Concea led fault 

projection by Crool{ 
a nd ProctQl' (1992) 

1 
Fault scarp by 

Crook and 
Proctor (1992) 

One of the important features of the Hollywood fault, in some locations, is it often serves as a 
groundwater barrier. Because at some locations the fault creates a clay-rich gouge material, water 
flowing southward from the Santa Monica Mountains on the north is trapped behind the fault, 
which causes shallower water immediately north of the fault compared to immediately south of the 
fault. Groundwater levels are often many tens of feet deeper on the south. The May Langan 
Report (their Figures 1 and 2, and the boring logs) shows that groundwater was detected at 
consistent depths in borings LB 1, LB2, and LB4 at 50 to 57 feet deep. These locations are clearly 
north of the Crook and Proctor (1992) fault locations, except for LB4, which is almost on the fault. 
LB3 (shows as groundwater not encountered to 61.5 feet) is clearly south of the mapped faults. 
The most straightforward explanation for this is the presence of a fault along the Crook and 
Proctor trend backing up groundwater north of the Hollywood fault. Had LB4 been considered in 
the fault investigation program, it should have been deepened to determine actual groundwater 
depth at this location. We believe that LB3 groundwater depth indicates the fault to be just south 
of its mapped location. 
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FIGURE 2 - Langan May 2012 Project Location and City Fault 
Rupture Study Area (FRSA) Superimposed Over Street Map 

Blue polygons are the West and East 
Sites from Langan Figure 4 

Approximate Actual Location of 
West and East Sites 

Project Site Location Relative to the FRSA Boundary: In the May Langan Report, the blue 
polygons, used to represent the Millennium Project's West and East Site locations, are shifted 
some 850 feet to the north of their actual location south of Yucca Street. If one takes the lines and 
streets of Langan's Figure 4 and overlays it on a scaled map of Hollywood, it shows Langan drew 
the Millennium Project Site just south of Franklin Avenue where the Hollywood freeway is 
located. Figure 2 above shows the FRSA, the Langan-drawn blue polygon locations, and a red 
rectangle that we have included showing the Millennium Project Site location, which is south of 
Yucca Street. 

NOVEMBER 30,2012 FAULT INVESTIGATION REPORT 

It is our understanding that Langan prepared a Fault Investigation Report for the Project Site after, 
in response to the May Langan Report discussed above, the City Building and Safety Department 
decided to require preparation of such a study. Contrasted with the May Langan Report, Figures 3 
and 4 of the Fault Investigation Report are substantially similar to Figures 4 and 5 of the May 
Langan Report. As with the May Langan Report, there is no neighborhood-level analysis of the 
location of the Hollywood fault lines or an accurate depiction of the Fault Rupture Study Area 
(FRSA) northern boundary line crossing the property. Following are observations regarding the 
Fault Investigation Report analysis and some of the documentation it relies upon. 

Introduction (Page 1): The second sentence of the Introduction of the November Langan Report 
on page 1 again indicates that that Project Site is "not located within a current state or city 
mandated fault investigation zone". As explained relative to the May Langan Report, this Figure 3 
once again shows the Project Site adjacent to Franklin Avenue rather than within the northern 
boundary of the FRSA. If this was recognized by City of Los Angeles staff, their fault 
investigation requirement would be consistent with discovering the depiction of the Project 
location in the Figure 3 of the May Langan Report. Given this set of facts, as you indicated it is 
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unclear why it is stated that the City's requirement to investigate for on-site faults was based 
solely on Section 1803.5.11 of the Los Angeles Building Code since the Project Site "is located 
within 500 feet of the Hollywood fault trace (as mapped by the California Geologic Survey (CGS) 
and the United States Geological Survey (USGS))." This seems to be inconsistent with the 
statement that the Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles from the Project Site. It is unclear if the City 
realized that reliable maps show (though not in the Langan Reports) fault traces mapped directly 
through the Project Site. This issue is discussed further in relation to other figures in the 
November Langan Report. 

Hollywood Fault (page 4): The discussion of the Hollywood fault begins with Langan again 
stating that the " ... fault is reportedly located approximately 0.4 miles from the Site", which as 
discussed above is not accurate based on references fully cited. Once again, there is no citation to 
any authoritative information source that can be independently verified. 

Summary of Prior Fault Studies (pages 4-5): In this portion of the November Langan Report, 
there are brief summaries of prior studies of the locations and characteristics of the Hollywood 
fault. Crook and Proctor (1992) used aerial photograph evidence of scarp features and 
observations in borings to project two fault traces directly through the Project Site (Plate 1). A 
copy of the Crook and Proctor study is attached as part of Exhibit B. 

The November Langan Report's description and discussion of the Dolan and others (1997) study 
is incomplete. Dolan and others did not perform an aerial photographic review as indicated in the 
November Langan Report (the words "aerial", "photograph", and "photo" do not appear in the 
Dolan report). Their geomorphic study was based on using 1920s topographic maps to map fault 
scarps (a steeper slope between two flatter areas - the fault is below and in front of the scarp) and 
then they field checked the topographic results to confirm a scarp existed. They accounted for 
possible grading and ruled that out as a means to form the scarps. There is no statement by 
Langan that Figure 4 of the Dolan and others 1997 study depicts a fault scarp trace through the 
northern portion of the Project Site. Dolan and others also presented evidence of data to the west 
where there is a groundwater barrier along the trend of the scarps (darker shading in Figure 4 of 
Dolan and others 1997 study); this is not reported in the November Langan Report. Additionally, 
the November Langan Report does not mention that the Dolan and others (1997) study confirmed 
the 1992 report of Crook and Proctor, in particular that they agreed with the existence of the 
southern Crook and Proctor fault strand, which traverses the center of the Millennium East Site 
and the southern edge of the West Site (see Figure 1 above). 

Based upon review of the November Langan Report descriptions of the work of Crook and Proctor 
(1992) and Dolan and others (1997), it appears that significant aspects of those two key studies are 
not included or not completely summarized. Crook and Proctor have worked in this portion of 
southern California for well over 45 years and have numerous peer-reviewed publications and 
geologic maps. Dolan is a key technical contributor to the Southern California Earthquake Center 
and has numerous papers published in peer-reviewed journals, others dealing with faulting along 
the Santa Monica Mountains. With respect to Crook and Proctor (1992) the November Langan 
Report states: 
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"One (1) of the Metro Rail boring encountered a rock fragment overlying alluvium, which 
the authors interpreted as Miocene age sedimentmy rock overlies alluvium; thereby 
suggesting two (2) east-west trending branches of the Hollywoodfault could project through 
the Site. Note that their conclusions are based on limited subsurface data and additional 
sampling was not performed to confirm ~f the rock fragment was from a bedrock unit or 
from a boulder within the alluvium. " 

In our opinion, this diminishes Crook and Proctor's work, when in fact their report states that 
Metro Rail boring 28B encountered 10 feet of fault breccia (not a single rock fragment) consisting 
of brecciated sandstone, alluvium, and siltstone, at 122 feet deep in a hole otherwise consisting of 
entirely alluvium to 220 feet deep as shown on their Figure 2b. In other situations we have seen, 
such a description may well have prompted a program of trenching, geophysics, and properly 
placed bore holes to prove or disprove these observations. 

Plate 1 - Hollywood Fault Locales: Plate 1 depicts two traces of the Hollywood fault, one lying 
approximately 800 feet north of the Project Site (USGS, 2005) and another fault trace is shown 
south of Franklin Avenue within approximately 400 feet of the Project Site attributed to Crook and 
Proctor. The Crook and Proctor report clearly shows in their Figures 1 and 2a that they map the 
two other fault scarp traces of the Hollywood Fault through the Millennium Project Site, both East 
and West Sites. In this case, once again, Langan's maps confirm that these faults are much closer 
than 0.4 miles (2112 feet) from the Millennium Project Site. In fact, they are located on the 
Project Site. 

Plate 1 also depicts existing scarps, bore holes, and other data by Crook and Proctor (1992) that 
support their suspected location of fault traces through the Project Site. Had this Plate been part of 
the Geology and Soils data analyzed as part of the Draft ElR and reviewed by City staff with the 
May Langan Report, in our professional opinion it is likely that a full fault investigation of the 
entire Project Site would have been required including borings, trenching, geophysical surveys, 
and other modem techniques to determine whether and where active faults are located on the 
Project Site. 

Plate 2 - Subsurface Profile A-A ': The November Langan Report does not discuss the 
interpretation of subsurface profile (cross-section) A-A' in Plate 2, which shows the geologic units 
defined by analysis of the sonic drilling samples. There is mention of the general parameters of 
the information shown on cross-section A-A', but no detailed interpretation and analysis of what 
bedding or structural features are present, and how these may relate to the presence or lack of 
faulting. The only comment is that there appears to be no offset of the groundwater surface as 
shown in the sonic borings. This may be significant, but the Hollywood Fault (indeed many 
faults) are not everywhere a perfect barrier to water flow. Also, more reliable water levels were 
obtained for the May Langan Report discussed earlier. Therefore, the groundwater surface alone 
is not dispositive with regard to fault activity. 

Other interesting information is shown in cross-section A-A' but not discussed in the November 
Langan Report text. There is no discussion of the elevation difference of the base of the young 
alluvium (Qya) where it overlies the top of the older alluvium (Qoa). On the north side of the 
section, this geologic contact is nearly a perfect straight line through Borings B4, B3, and B6. 
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But, at Borings B2 and B5, the surface suddenly jumps up some 4 to 5 feet, only to then drop 
down again about] 2 feet at Boring B 1. From the level surface defined by B4, B3, and B6 to the 
surface at B 1, there is a drop of 8 feet with a high point in between. Since the Hollywood fault has 
a movement of up on the north side, this 8 feet of "up-on-the-north" elevation difference must be 
explained, and a reverse fault may be the best explanation. The 8 feet, if it is fault displacement is 
at the low end of the projections of Dolan and others' observations of roughly 9 to 21 feet. 

In addition, in this same geologically questionable area between Borings B21B5 and B], there is 
almost no correlation of the sedimentary units, to the extent they were fully mapped by Langan. 
Units in Boring Bl are predominantly CL (a clay-rich material) and the materials in the area of 
Borings B21B5 at the same elevations (roughly 320 to 355 feet elevation) are SP, SW, and SM 
(various types of sand). These two type of materials are laid down in completely different 
environments (e.g., a lake for clay versus a river for sand) so should not normally be juxtaposed 
against one another. While some other explanation may be suggested, this juxtaposition of unlike 
deposits combined with the drop in the base on the Qya immediately above, and the deeper 
groundwater in LB3 indicates that north-side-up offset on the Hollywood fault a logical 
explanation. The November Langan Report does not recognize or discuss either significant 
geologic feature. 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 2010 FAULT ACTIVITY MAP OF CALIFORNIA 

As mentioned above, the California Geological Survey published in 2010 its Fault Activity Map of 
California, which has become the primary source for determining if a location in California might 
be underlain by an active or potentially active fault. The Hollywood Fault (Fault No. 392) is 
shown on the map, but this recent comprehensive source was not used for the DEIR, the May 
Langan Report, the November Langan Report, or the FEIR. As shown in Figure 3 below, this 
State map shows the Hollywood fault potentially passing through the Hollywood Millennium 
Project Site as documented by Crook and Proctor (1992). The description of the orange band 
around the fault classifies it as "Holocene fault displacement during past 11,700 years without 
historic record." Most consider the presence of this fault on the 2010 CGS Fault Map as evidence 
of its existence and active status unless proven otherwise. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Considering all of the foregoing discussion, we conclude that: 

1. The fault investigation technical studies supporting the DEIR and FEIR have not adequately 
considered all relevant existing data describing possible or probable locations of the 
Hollywood fault at and near the Hollywood Millennium Project Site; 

2. For the fault location data cited there are inconsistencies in the stated distance from the 
Hollywood Millennium Project Site to the Hollywood fault, which may have affected studies 
required by the City; 
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FIGURE 3 - City Street Map Superimposed over 2010 California State 
Fault Activity Map Showing Hollywood Fault (No. 392) 

3. May Langan Report investigations have provided information suggesting a possible 
groundwater barrier south of their borings LB1, LB 2, and LB4; 

4. November Langan Report investigations have provided information suggesting a possible 
offset of the young and older alluvium contact and possible fault juxtaposition of unlike 
geologic layering between borings B21B5 and B 1; 

5. The FEIR does not reference the November Langan Report or the Crook and Proctor (1992) 
and Dolan and others (1997) studies or the California Geological Survey 2010 Fault Activity 
Map of California, which individually and collectively provide sufficient data to suspect active 
faulting through the Hollywood Millennium Project Site. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this process and to offer the above comments. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Wilson Geosciences Inc. 

Kenneth Wilson, Principal Geologist 
Professional Geologist No. 3175 
Certified Engineering Geologist No. 928 

Page 9 

RL0033498 



EM34494 

EXHIBIT A 

RL0033499 



EM34495 

FAULT INVESTIGATION REPORT 

for the 

HOllYWOOD DEVELOPMENT 
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT 71837 

1720 .. 1770 N. VINE STREET 
1745 .. 1753 N. VINE STREET 

6236 .. 6334 W. YUCCA STREET 
1733-1741, N. ARGYLE AVENUE 

1746-1764 N. IVAR STREET 
HOLLYWOOD, CALIFORNIA 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING &, ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

Prepared For: 

Millennium Partners 
301 Mission Street, level 61 

San Francisco, California 94105 

Prepared By: 

Associate 
CEG #965 

30 November 2012 
70019502 

j 866? MacArthur Boulevard, SUI te 4 G6 Irvine, CA 926]2 T 949.255.8640 F 949.255.8641 www.langan.cOfT) 

RL0033500 



EM34496 

RL0033501 



Fault Investigation Report 
Hollywood Development 
Vesting TentatIVe Tract 71837 
Hollywood California 

EM34497 

30 November 2012 
700079502 
Page I of ii 

INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................ 1 
SITE LOCATION AND DESCRiPTION .............. .............................................................. 1 

West Site .................................................................................................................... 1 
East Site ....... , ............................................... .. , ..... , ......... , .. , ....... , ... , ...... , .. , ........... , .. , , .. 2 
Proposed Development ................. , ........................................................................... 2 
Regional Geology and Groundwater .......... .............................................................. 3 

LOCAL FAULTS ......................... , ................................................................................... 3 
Puente Hills and Elysian Park Thrust Faults ............................................................ 3 
Hollywood Fault ......................................................................................................... 4 

Crook and Proctor .................................................................................................... 4 
Dolan et al ........................................................................................... , ................... ,5 
Law/Crandall ..................................................................................................... , ...... 5 
GeoPentech ............................................................................................................. 5 
Leighton Consulting, Inc ........................................................................................... 5 

Stereographic Aerial Photographs ...... , ..................... , .......................................... , ... 5 
FAULT INVESTIGATIOI\l .......... , ............. , .. , ............ , ..................... , ..................... , ........... 5 
FINDINGS ................................................................................................. , ..................... 6 

Subsurface Conditions ............................................. , ................................................ 6 
Artificial Fill (Af) .................... , ........................................................... , ....................... 6 
Young Alluvium (Oya) ..................................................... , ......................................... 6 
Old Alluvium (Ooa) ........ , ............................................... , .......................................... 7 
Groundwater ............................. , .............................................................................. 7 

Laboratory Testing .............................. , ..................................................................... 7 
Uncertainties in SSAMS Dating of Sediment.. .......................................................... 7 
Results of SSAMS Dating ................................................................... , ..................... 8 

DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION .................................................... , ......................... , .. 8 
CONCLUSiONS ........................................ , ..................................................................... 9 
lIIVIITATIONS ......................................................................... , ....................................... 9 
REFERENCES ... , .......................... : ................... ................................ , ............................ 1 0 

TABLES 
1 Summary of Borings 
2 Apparent Age Results Reported by SSAMS Dating 

FIGURES 
1 Site Location Map 
2 Historic Groundwater Level Map 
3 City Fault Rupture Study Zone Map 
4 Quaternary Fault Map 
5 Boring & Cross Section Location Map 

APPENDICES 
A Boring Logs 
B Introduction to Radiocarbon Determinations by AMS Method 
C Single-Stage Accelerator Mass Spectrometry Dating Results 

LANGAN 

RL0033502 



Faw/t Investigation Report 
Hollywood Development 
Vesting Tentative Tract 77837 
Hollvwood California 

PLATES 
1 Hollywood Fault Locales 
2 Subsurface Profile A-A' 

EM34498 

30 November 2072 
700019502 
Page ii of ii 

LA N6A N 

RL0033503 



Fault InvestigatIOn RepOrT 
Hollvwood Development 
Vesttng TentatIVe Tract 71837 
f1ollvwood California 

II\lTRODUCTION 

EM34499 

30 November 2012 
700079502 

Page 1 of 15 

As requested by Millennium Hollywood, LLC (Millennium) and Sheppard Mullin Richter & 
Hampton, LLP (Sheppard Mullin), we completed a fault investigation for the proposed 
Millennium Hollywood Development (Site) in Hollywood, California, The fault investigation was 
performed because although fault investigations have not been traditionally required by the City 
of Los Angeles' (City) Department of Building and Safety within or immediately adjacent to the 
Site and the Site is not located within a current state or city mandated fault investigation zone, 
the City has required a fault investigation be performed within the Site in accordance with 
Section 1803,5,11 of the Los Angeles Building Code since it is located within 500 feet of the 
Hollywood fault trace (as mapped by the California Geologic Survey (CGS) and the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS), 

The purposes of this report are to: 

• Summarize our understanding of the current development plans for the Site, 

• Provide an overview of available information on active faults in the immediate vicinity of 
the Site, and 

• Present the details and results of our fault investigation within the Site, 

An active fault, as defined by the CGS and Los Angeles County Department of Public Works is 
a fault that has ruptured in the most recent 11,000 years (Holocene age), New constructions 
intended for human occupancy are prohibited from spanning active faults per the Alquist-Priolo 
Special Study Zones Act of 1972, 

Previously, Langan performed a limited geotechnical field investigation within the Site in 
support of the project Environmental Impact Report (EIR), The results of the previous 
investigation are presented under a separate cover, "Preliminary Geotechnical Engineenng 
Study, Millennium Hollywood Development, Hollywood, California," dated 2 May 2012, 

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan Area In the City of Hollywood, The 
Site is bound by Yucca Street in the north, Ivar Avenue in the west, Argyle Avenue in the east, 
and mixed-use structures in the south, The Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby 
creates two development sub-areas referred to as the West Site and the East Site, Refer to 
Figure 1 - Site Location Map, The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1,81 acres) 
and the East Site IS approximately 115,866 square feet (2,66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4,47 acres). 

West Site 

The West Site is bound by Yucca Street and two (2) mixed-use buildings to the north, Ivar 
Avenue on the west, Vine Street to the east, and two (2) mixed-use buildings to the south, The 
two (2) bUildings bordering the West Site to the north include a two- (2) story art-deco building 
with retail, office, and residential uses and the five- (5) story Marsha Toy building at the 
southwest corner of Yucca Street and Vine Street, The Marsha Toy building is currently 
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occupied by the American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The buildings bordering the 
West Site to the south include the two- (2) story Avalon Theater building fronting Vine Street, 
and a one- (1) story commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The West Site is presently occupied by an at-grade parking lot and an Enterprise Rent-A-Car 
facility. The Enterprise property is located on the southeast corner of Yucca Street and Ivar 
Avenue and consists of a one- (1) story building, a car wash and detailing area under a canopy, 
and an at-grade parking lot. The remainder of the West Site is an asphalt-paved parking lot 
portions of which are (i) operated by Coast Parking, LLC and accessible to the public for a fee, 
(ii) permit parking for Capitol Records employees, and (iii) reserved parking for Galpin StudiO 
Rentals of Hollywood. Elevations within the West Site were inferred from a topographic map 
prepared by Hall & Foreman, Inc. to be sloping southeastward from approximately el. 406 feet 
near the northwest corner to approximately el. 387 feet near the southeast corner of the West 
Site. As much as approximately 10 feet of elevation change occurs at the boundary between 
the Enterprise site and the remainder of the West Site, south of the Enterprise property; the 
change in grade is facilitated by a south-facing slope, between one (1) foot high in the west and 
three (3) feet high at the east end and a three (3) to 10 foot high concrete masonry unit (CMU) 
retaining wall located east of the slope. The height of the CMU wall increases toward the east. 

East Site 

The East Site is bound by Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio station property to the 
north, Vine Street to the west, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two (2) buildings to the south. 
The two (2) buildings to the south include the Pantages Theater building at the northwest 
corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue and a one- (1) story restaurant building 
known as the Lexington Social House fronting Vine Street. 

The East Site is presently occupied by two (2) buildings and an at-grade parking lot. The Capitol 
Records building, (1750 North Vine Street), a 13-story building with single story below-grade 
reverb chambers is located in the northwest portion of the Site and the two- (2) story Gogerty 
office building is located north of the Capitol Records building along Yucca Street. The 
remainder of the East Site is an asphalt-paved parking lot accessible to the public for a fee. 
There are small sheds and a small guard booth associated with the on-site parking operations 
and several planting areas on the East Site. Elevations within the East Site were inferred from 
a topographic map prepared by Hall & Foreman, Inc. to be sloping southward from 
approximately el. 407 feet near the northeast corner to approximately el. 382 and 384 feet near 
the southwest and southeast corners of the East Site, respectively. 

Proposed Development 

The Project involves the construction and operation of a new mixed-use and transit-oriented 
development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Tower building that would transform the 
series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on approximately 
4.47 acres in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles. 

According to the Concept Plan project description provided by Millennium a total of 
approximately 1,166,970 square feet of developed floor area will be constructed. The uses will 
include residential, commercial, retail, and hotel. The Project will include the construction of 
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towers placed within the development envelope on the East and West Sites. Towers up to 
220 feet above ground surface will be located on the northwest portion of the West Site and 
the east side of the East Site. Towers up to 585 feet above ground surface will be located on 
the eastern half of the West Site and on the west side of the East Site (south of the Capitol 
Records building). Up to six (6) levels of excavation are proposed beneath the West and East 
Sites. 

Final structure heights, specific building footprints within the development envelope, final 
foundation loads, and design lifespan will be refined upon final project design and according to 
the Project's Development Guidelines and Standards. 

Regional Geology and Groundwater 

The Site is located in the Central Block of the Los Angeles Basin which is a sedimentary-filled 
basin in the Peninsular Range geomorphic province. The Central block is bordered by the Santa 
Monica Mountains to the north, Beverly Hills to the west. the Elysian Hills to the east, and 
Baldwin Hills and the Central Plain to the south. 

Based on the USGS Map of the Los Angeles Quadrangle (2005) and the Dibblee Foundation 
Map of the Hollywood Quadrangle (1991), the Site is underlain by alluvial fan deposits 
consisting of Holocene and late Pleistocene age gravel, sand and silt deposited mainly from 
flooding streams and debris flows. These alluvial fan deposits are reportedly underlain by older 
late to middle Pleistocene age alluvial fan deposits which generally consist of silt. sand and 
gravel deposits. Miocene age Monterey Formation sandstone and shale reportedly underlie the 
late Pleistocene age deposits at an unknown depth. The CGS's Geologic Compilation of 
Quaternary Surficial Deposits in Southern California, Los Angeles 30' x 60' Quadrangle (2010) 
map reports the Site is underlain by old alluvial fan deposits (Qof) consisting of late to middle 
Pleistocene moderately dissected boulder, cobble, gravel, sand and silt underlain by Tertiary 
age sandstone, siltstone, mudstone, shale, and siliceous and calcareous sediments. 

Based on the CGS's Historically Highest Groundwater Contours and Borehole Log Data 
Locations, Hollywood Quadrangle map, dated 1998, the depth to groundwater within the Site 
and immediate vicinity is greater than 80 feet below the ground surface and displays a regional 
trend of increasing depth northward toward the Santa Monica Mountains. Refer to Figure 2 -
Historic Groundwater Level Map to observe the reported groundwater trend and approximate 
Site location. 

LOCAL FAULTS 

A portion ot the Site is located adjacent to the northern boundary of a Fault Rupture Study Area 
defined in the Safety Element of the City's General Plan (1996). Refer to Figure 3 - City Fault 
Rupture Study Zone Map. The Site is also located in close proximity to the Puente Hills and 
Elysian Park thrust faults and the Hollywood fault. Figure 4 - Quaternary Fault Map shows the 
location of the Site in relation to active faults in southern California. 

Puente Hills and Elysian Park Thrust Faults 

Data published by the CGS (formerly CDMG) in 2002 indicates the Puente Hills and the Elysian 
Park blind thrust faults are present more than 1 mile beneath the Site. Blind thrust faults are 
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shallow-dipping (less than 45 degrees) reverse faults that terminate before they reach the 
ground surface. Since Puente Hills and Elysian Park Thrust faults do not extend to the surface, 
surface rupture from these faults within the Site is conSidered to be unlikely. 

Hollywood Fault 

The CGS's Active Near-Source Fault zone map and the City's ZIMAS system indicate the Santa 
Monica/Hollywood fault is the closest fault to the Site with the potential for fault rupture; the 
fault is reportedly located approximately 0.4 miles from the Site. The CGS reports this fault is a 
sinistral (lett-lateral) strike-slip fault with a reverse oblique component of movement and a dip 
angle of 70 degrees to the north. 

The USGS reports the Hollywood fault is an active, sinistral-reverse oblique fault that is an 
integral part of the east-west frontal fault system (EWFFZ). The fault is reportedly 14 
kilometers in length with an average strike of North 76 degrees East (N76E). The dip angle of 
the fault varies between 25 and 90 degrees to the north. 

Additional characteristic subsurface features of the Hollywood fault include: 

• The fault acts as a groundwater barrier, producing higher groundwater levels north of 
the fault than south of the fault and 

• The fault juxtaposes Tertiary-age bedrock or Pleistocene-age older alluvial deposits 
against Holocene-age alluvial deposits of the Los Angeles Basin. 

The Hollywood fault is typically reported to be located at the base of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, south of Franklin Avenue and north of Yucca Street in the vicinity of the Site; 
however one (1) study indicates that the fault could be located south of Yucca Street. A brief 
summary of prior publications that discuss the Hollywood fault within' the Site and vicinity are 
presented in the following paragraphs. Refer to the References for additional documents that 
were reviewed as part of our investigation. 

Crook and Proctor 

Crook and Proctor (1992) discuss the location and seismic activity of the Hollywood fault as 
determined by several scarps and observations of two (2) trenches, four (4) borings, and two (2) 
building excavations at the base of the Santa Monica Mountains in the cities of Los Angeles 
and Hollywood. The subsurface investigations referenced by Crook and Proctor occurred 
between 1981 and 1992. The only data south of Yucca Street is from four (4) borings 
(identified as 28, 28-2, 28A, and 28B) drilled on Cahuenga Boulevard, north of Hollywood 
Boulevard for the Los Angeles Metro Rail subway alignment in 1981 through 1983. One (1) of 
the Metro Rail borings encountered a rock fragment overlying alluvium, which the authors 
interpreted as Miocene age sedimentary rock overlies alluvium; thereby suggesting two (2) 
east-west trending branches of the Hollywood fault could project through the Site. Note that 
their conclusions are based on limited subsurface data and additional sampling was not 
performed to confirm if the rock fragment was from a bedrock unit or from a boulder within the 
alluvium. 

Beyond the limits of the Site, the authors concluded the Hollywood fault trends northeasterly at 
the base of the Santa Monica Mountains, between Beverly Hills and the Los Angeles River. 
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Evidence of the Hollywood fault was not proven to exist between the western limit of the city 
of Beverly Hills and the Pacific Ocean, Refer to Plate 1 - Hollywood Fault Locales for 
approximate locations of these reported fault scarps in the vicinity of the Site, 

Dolan et ai, 

Dolan et ai, (1997) performed an aenal photograph review and concluded that two possible fault 
scarps were present east and west of the Site. Due to the potential fault scarps, they inferred 
that buried traces of the Hollywood fault could traverse the Site. Their conclusions are based 
on geomorphic data available at the time and did not include a subsurface investigation to 
confirm if buried fault traces were present. 

Law/Crandall 

Law/Crandall performed a fault investigation on the property located at 1840 North Highland 
Avenue in 2000, This property is located approximately Yz mile northwest of the Site. Based 
on this investigation, they identified four (4) active fault strands attributed to the Hollywood 
fault were located in the northern portion of the property. Active faulting was not detected in 
the southern portion of this property, 

GeoPentech 

GeoPentech performed an investigation in 2001 to refine the location of two (2) of the 
previously identified active faults within the northern portion of the property located at 1840 
North Highland Avenue. This consultant further investigated the northern portion of this 
property in 2004 and identified two (2) other fault strands traverse the northern portion of the 
property, 

Leighton Consultino Inc, 

Leighton Consulting performed a fault investigation at 1805 Highland Avenue in 2011, Based 
on this investigation, they identified four (4) east-west trending secondary strands attributed the 
Hollywood fault system, The fault strands were determined to be consistent with the mapped 
location of the Hollywood fault and its general trend in the region, however the consultant 
commented that additional investigation would be required to precisely locate the significant 
active secondary faults within the site. 

Stereographic Aerial Photographs 

We reviewed various stereographic aerial photographs depicting the Site, taken between 1952 
and 1998, Evidence of discernable faulting was not observed within the Site in the 
photographs, Our interpretation of the photographs suggests the Hollywood fault trends 
generally east-west and is located beyond the northern limit of the Site, 

FAULT INVESTIGATION 

As agreed upon with the City on 2 July 2012, we performed a fault investigation using sonic 
borings within the West Site to investigate for active faulting and limited our investigation to 
the West Site, A total of six (6) sonic borings, four (4) battered sonic borings (B 1 though B4) 
and two (2) vertical sonic borings (B5 and B6) were performed at the Site as part of our fault 
investigation, Refer to Figure 5 - Boring and Cross Section Location Map for approximate 
boring locations. The battered borings were drilled at angles between approximately 30 and 32 

LANGAN 

RL0033508 



Fault Investigation Repon 
Hollywood Development 
Vesting TentatIVe Tract 71837 
Hollvwood Califorma 

EM34504 

30 November 2012 
700079502 

Page 6 of 15 

degrees from vertical toward the south by Cascade Drilling between 16 July and 21 July 2012 
and the vertical sonic borings were drilled by BC2 Drilling on 11 October 2012. Each boring 
was drilled under the full-time observation of a Langan Geologist to depths between 
approximately 50 and 98.6 feet below existing grade. Refer to Table 1 - Summary of Sonic 
Borings for an overview of the boring details. Prior to drilling, Underground Service Alert of 
Southern California (DigAlert) was contacted and the boring locations were checked for the 
presence of subsurface utilities by Pacific Coast Locators. 

Sampling was performed continuously using high frequency resonant energy to advance a 
double-cased system. Groundwater levels were measured in each boring at completion of 
drilling. Each borehole was backfilled with cement grout using the tremie method and capped 
with rapid set concrete upon completion. The soil cuttings were containerized in 55-gallon 
drums that were stored on site until the material was characterized as non-hazardous waste 
and subsequently disposed of at an appropriate facility 

Following completion of the fieldwork, the core samples were transported to a storage facility 
where a Certified Engineering Geologist examined each core using hand lenses and a Munsell 
Soil Color Chart. The materials were classified using the Unified Soli Classification System 
(USCS). Refer to Appendix A for the sonic boring logs. 

FINDINGS 

Subsurface Conditions 

The sonic core data indicates the subsurface soils consist of a fill stratum overlying young 
alluvium (Oya) (less than 11,000 years in age) over old alluvium (Ooa) (greater than 11,000 years 
in age). Our interpretation of the subsurface material and groundwater conditions observed in 
the sonic borings is summarized in the following paragraphs. Refer)o Plate 2 - Subsurface 
Profile A-A' for a profile of the subsurface conditions developed from the sonic bonngs. 

Artificial Fill (Af) 

A surficial layer of asphalt pavement ranging in thickness from approximately two (2) to three 
(3) inches was encountered in each sonic boring. An approximately five (5) to eight and a half 
(8Y2) foot thick fill stratum (Af) was encountered below the asphalt pavement. The fill primarily 
consisted of very loose to loose, brown, silty very fine to medium grained sand with a lesser 
amount of soft to medium stiff sandy slit. Fragments of asphalt and concrete were scattered 
throughout the fill. Low sample recoveries (between 0 to 50 percent) were retrieved within the 
fill stratum likely due to the loose nature of the material. 

Young Alluvium (Oya) 

Young alluvial fan deposits (Oya) were encountered below the iill material to depths between 
approximately 17Y2 and 34 feet below existing grade. This unit was the youngest natural unit 
encountered during our investigation and consisted primarily of loose to medium dense, 
medium brown to orange brown, silty very fine to fine grained sand with lesser amounts of silty 
medium to coarse grained sand. Scattered clayey sands, silts, and poorly and well graded 
sands were interbedded within the silty sands. Low sample recoveries (less than 50 percent) 
were retrieved within the upper loose materials. Contacts within the strata of unit Oya were· 
generally gradational. The contact between Oya and underlying Ooa was an erosional 
unconformity. 
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Older alluvial fan deposits (Ooa) were encountered below Oya to the maximum depth explored 
during this investigation. Overall, Ooa displayed an overall trend of fining particle size from 
north to south; coarse grained materials (gravels and sands) were encountered in the northern 
portion of the Site grading to finer size particles (silts and clays) southward, away from the 
material source, the Santa Monica Mountains. Contacts within the strata of unit Ooa were 
primarily gradational. 

Groundwater 

Groundwater was measured upon completion of each boring at depths ranging from 
approximately 43 feet (B1) to 541/2 feet (B4) below existing grade. The measured depths show a 
trend of increasing depth to groundwater northward within the Site and are approximately 35 to 
47 feet higher than the historically highest groundwater levels. 

laboratory Testing 
BETA Analytical Inc performed radiocarbon dating using Single-Stage Accelerator Mass 
Spectrometry (SSAMS) technology on 22 soil samples selected from the cores, to age date the 
subsurface units within the Site. SSAMS measures the ratio of carbon 14 (l~C) and carbon 
13/12 (13/12C) isotopes in samples. Information on SSAMS dating technology is provided in 
Appendix B. Separable macrofossils (charcoal, plant, shell, etc) were not found in any of the 
core samples, therefore sediment was age dated. The results of the SSAMS dating are 
summarized in Table 2 - Results of Radiocarbon Dating and full details are provided in Appendix 
C. 

Uncertainties in SSAMS Dating of Sediment 

The following uncertainties were considered when the age date results were reviewed: 

• The sample size required for SSAMS dating is significantly small relative to the size of 
the subsurface that underlies the Site and the surrounding geographic region; therefore 
the relationship between the sample size, test results, and the nature of the region's 
geologic environment from which the sample was collected were considered when the 
SSAMS test results were applied to specific portions of the subsurface of the Site. 

• The carbon content of sediment fluctuates as carbon is transported through the 
subsurface profile by various processes including, not limited to the following: 

o Reworking, incorporation, and redeposition of older sediment into younger 
sediment and 

o Transportation of humic acids through sediments by fluctuations in groundwater 
and percolation of surface water through the subsurface profile, which can 
introduce carbon of varying ages into the sedimentary units. 

• As acids migrate to increasing depths in the subsurface profile, apparent ages of the 
affected sediment generally report younger ages. This is common of sediments that 
are not well drained, organic-rich, and/or where water ponds in sediment 
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• Climate and biotic and physical/chemical factors affect the rate at which carbon cycles 
through sediment. 

• Sediments that are very low in carbon content at the time of their deposition are 
generally susceptible to humic acid contamination. 

Results of SSAMS Dating 

As shown on Table 2, the general trend of the age dated samples indicates increasing sediment 
age with increasing depth in the sonic borings. In general, the apparent ages reported for 
samples collected within the shallow alluvium confirm this unit is less than 11,000 years in age; 
confirming recent alluvium extends to between 17Yz and 34 feet below ground surface within 
the Site. Apparent ages of the deeper alluvium determined the material is greater than 11,000 
years in age and therefore older than recent age. Based on these apparent ages, young 
alluvium overlies old alluvium within the Site. The following anomalies were identified in the 
sample results: 

• Boring B2: An inconsistent apparent date (older material over younger material) was 
reported at approximately 20 feet below ground surface in boring B2. The soils at this 
depth were further explored with two (2) additional sonic borings, 85 and B6, cored in 
the immediate vicinity of sonic bOring B2. Apparent age results from borings B5 and B6 
samples confirmed the sample results at 20 feet from boring B2 were not 
representative of the overall stratigraphic environment. The anomalous ages from 
boring B2 were likely due to sample contamination from portions of the fill stratum 
falling into the core from shallower depths during coring. 

• Boring B5: Groundwater was encountered in boring B5 at approximately 46.5 feet 
below ground surface and the groundwater bearing sediment was selected for 
laboratory analysIs to determine the effect of groundwater on age dated sediment. The 
young apparent age reported for this sample with respect to apparent ages of overlying 
samples, is attributed to the presence of acid(s) that was transported by groundwater to 
the sediment and lingered in the sample after pretreatment. The age of the analyzed 
sediment is understood to be older than the apparent age. 

• Boring B6: The reported apparent age of the sample from approximately 22 feet below 
ground surface was likely complicated by fluctuations In carbon content of sediments as 
carbon cycles through the subsurface profile during reworking, incorporation, and 
redeposition of older sediment into younger sediment. 

DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION 

The thin fill horizon present across the surface of the West Site was not considered significant 
in this evaluation of recent faulting within the Site, therefore only the alluvial units encountered 
below the fill stratum were examined in depth. Characteristics of alluvial fan environments, 
regional geologic findings by others, the regional groundwater trend, and apparent ages 
reported by single-stage radiocarbon dating technology were employed during this evaluation of 
the subsurface conditions within the Site. Our findings are as tallows: 
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1. The Site is located on a broad alluvial plain at the base of the Santa Monica Mountains. 
The underlying alluvium was transported from the Santa Monica Mountains and 
deposited within the Site by gravity and water. As such, the underlying stratigraphic 
units slope gently away from the mounta i ns and exhibit a trend in fining particle size 
from north to south, consistent with the character of an alluvial depositional 
environment at the base of a mountain range. Visual evidence of faulting and/or 
shearing was not observed in the samples recovered as part of our investigation, 
therefore changes in alluvial thickness and locale across the Site were attributed to 
irregularities associated with the alluvial depositional environment and related erosion 
and not faulting. 

2. Geologic publications have been issued by others regarding the location and seismic 
activity of the Hollywood fault; however urbanization of Hollywood and neighboring 
cities at the base of the Santa Monica Mountains has obscured the fault trace at the 
surface. Urbanization of the area has also limited the locations where subsurface 
explorations can be performed to delineate the fault. Literature by Dolan et al. indicates 
traces of the Hollywood fault are suspected to be located in the vicinity of the Site; 
however, the specific location of the fault traces are not well defined and a subsurface 
investigation was not performed within the Site, prior to this investigation to explore the 
possible fault traces. The only published studies involving field documented evidence of 
active faults are for sites north of Franklin Street. 

3. The regional trend in historical high groundwater indicates the depth to groundwater 
increases northward toward the Santa Monica Mountains, of which was observed 
within the Site. Evidence of a groundwater barrier(s) between bOrings was not 
observed within the Site. As such, groundwater within the Site corresponds with the 
regional trend for groundwater without any interruption attributed to faulting. 

4. Detailed inspection of the continuous cores indicate young alluvium consistently 
overlies older alluvium and revealed no visual evidence of shearing that would be 
associated with faulting. Radiocarbon dating confirmed that sediments increase in age 
with depth. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the results of our investigation, we have concluded that active faulting is not present 
within the limits of our investigation within the Site as shown on Figure 5. 

LIMITATIONS 

The findings and conclusions provided in this report are our best judgment, to a reasonable 
degree of certainty and are based on subsurface conditions inferred from a limited number of 
borings as well as project information prOVided by Millennium Partners to date. This report has 
been prepared for use by Millennium Partners and their project team in their determination of 
the feasibility of the proposed development. The information in this report cannot be utilized or 
relied upon for adjacent properties which are beyond the limits of that which is the specific 
subject of this report. 
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Table 1 - Summary of Borings 

I, Approximate Total 
Sample Interval 

Inclination & 
Number length 

Depth Below 
Direction 

as a Function of 
Ground Surface Depth (feet) (feet) 

(feet) 
B1 115 98,6 31°, N1E 0,5 to 98,6 
B2 110 93,3 32°, N3W 0.5 to 93,3 
B3 100 86,6 30°, N1W 0,5 to 86,6 
B4 111 96 30°, N2W 0,5 to 96 
B5 50 50 900 0,5 to 50 
B6 50 50 900 0,5 to 50 

Table 2 - Apparent Age Results Reported by SSAMS Dating 

i Approximate 
Boring 

Sample Depth 
Approximate 

2 Sigma Calibration Age2 

Number (bgs') 
Sample length 

B1 14 feet 16 feet to 1 7 feet 5610 to 5880 year BP 
B1 22 feet 26 feet to 27.6 feet 'I 7180 to 7410 year BP 
B1 23 teet 27,6 feet to 28 7420 to 7560 year BP 
B1 24 feet 28 to 29,5 feet 

'I 8040 to 8290 year BP 
B1 26 feet 29,5 feet to 32 feet 7670 to 7830 year BP 
B1 30 feet 34 feet to 35 feet 11260 to 11760 year BP 
B1 38 feet 43 feet to 45 feet 26820 to 27660"year BP 
B1 47 feet 55 feet to 56 feet 32790 to 33470 year BP 

B2 20 feet 23 feet to 25 feet 1 7980 to 18490 year B P 
B2 26 feet 30 feet to 31 feet 8380 to 8540 year BP 
B2 38 feet 45 feet to 47 feet 13110 to 13280 year BP 

B3 18 feet 22 feet to 24 teet 9550 to 9890 year BP 
B3 26 feet 30 feet to 32,5 feet 12640 to 12770 year BP 

B4 22 feet 25 feet to 25.5 feet 9450 to 9540 year BP 
B4 27 teet 31 feet to 34 feet 14220 to 15010 year BP 
B4 40 feet 45,5 feet to 46.5 feet 21210 to 21460 year BP 

B5 18.5 feet 18.5 feet 13260 to 13400 year BP 
B5 23 feet 23 feet 23290 to 23540 year BP 
B5 I 29 feet 29 feet 23690 to 23970 year BP 
B5 46.5 feet 46.5 feet 11980 to 12390 year BP 

B6 'I 22 feet 22 feet 34530 to 34770 year BP 
86 34 feet 34 feet 22590 to 23320 year BP 

1 bgs - below ground surface 
2 Two Sigma Calibration Age is calculated as two (2) standard deviations from the measured 
radiocarbon age 
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RL0033523 



:::0 
r 
o 
o 
c..v 
c..v 
01 
I\.) 
.,/:::>. 

Suf>m;'\\10'I9O".CO'I'1\dolo\lI>\doiQ.~\70001q502\fAdc! Da\o - 700Ql!1502\7000111502-B-1401[ii-oWC; 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

18662 Mac.Artl1ur Boulevard, 1;",10. 4~6 
11VI'MI.CA92612·1200 
P 94S :7558640 F S4925586,41 

I"EIMS'flVANIoO. t.EWVOR~ CON"!:CW;;uy 

Flo"'l..,"", \II"~"'" ~r,gllt«A 
I\9lJO;<.o.a, 0UI:'0N UHENI> 00,.11 Istl\NBUl 

Pro ject 

FAULT 
INVESTIGATION 

HOU'rWOOO 
lOS ANCnES COUNTY CAlIFORNIA 

Orawing Title 

LEGEND: 

o 

lB-4 
100ft 

APPROXIMATE PROJECT LIMITS 

HOLLOWSTEM BORING (LANGAN 
PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL 
ENGINEERiNG STUDY, 2012) 
BORING IDEN TlFICA TION 
BORING LENGTH 

~ SONIC BORING (LANGAN, 
B6-Vertical! BORING IDENTIFICATION 

Angled 

2012) 

111ft BORING LENGTH 

CROSS SECTION (A-A') (2012) 

( 

SOUTHERN LIMIT OF 500 FOOT OFFSET 
tROM HOllYWOOD F AUl T TRACE 

~QTES: 

NORTHERN LIMIT OF FAUL T 
INVESTIGATION (LANGAN F AUl T 
INVESTIGATION, 2012) 

BASE MAP TAKEN FROM DATADOORS 
DESKTOP ON 8 AUGUST 2012. 

2. SITE L1MIlS ARE APPROXIMATE 

:3 BORINGS Bl-B4 WERE DRILLED BETWEEN 
16 JULY AND 21 JULY 2012 UNDER 
FULL-- TIME OBSERVATION OF LANGAN 
PERSONNEL 

4 BORINGS B5-B6 WERE DRILLED ON 11 
OCTOBER 2012 UNDER FULL-TIME 
OBSERVATION OF LANGAN PERSONNEL 

5 SUBSURFACE PROFILE A-A' IS SHOWN ON 
PLATE 2 

Project No 
700019502 

Drawing No 

BORING & 
CROSS SECTION 
LOCATION MAP 

Dote 

....... 1.1.=.~0.= 201 2 
Scale 

NOT TO SCALE 
Drown By 

.SAC 

5 

Submission Dote 
11-30-2012 Sheet 1 of 1 

! 

m s:: 
w 
~ 
en ..... 
CD 
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EM34522 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B1 Sheet of 5 

Project Plunge (deg) Project No, 

Millennium Hollywood -59 700019502 
Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

l-

S Hollywood, CA 181 Approximately 388 
whD~r~ilh~ng~C~o=m~pa=n=Y--~~~~~~----------------~------------;'D~a=te=S~t=art=e=d~----~~~~~~r.D~a=te~Fi=ni~sh~e=d~------------------~ 

~ ~ Cascade Drilling, LP 7/16/12 
~~D~r~ill~in-g~E-qU~iP-m-e-n~t~~~~~~~~----------------------------I~c~o-m-p7Ie~tio-n-L~e-n-gt~h----~~~----~~~~------~~~=--------4 

;1; Sonic Drill Rig 115 It 
~ Size and Type of Bit i Disturbed 
w _ Number of Samples '1 . 

~~c~a=s=in=grD"-ia=m=e=te=r"(i=n)~---------------------------J:,c~a=s=in=grD=e~Pt~h"(ft",)-_~r-------------~F~~=st~--------~~~~~----~~~--------~ 
:; _ Water Level (ft,) .:>L 53 
5rc-a-S-ln-g-H-a-m-m-e-r---.-----------,17W~e~ig~h~t~(I~bS~)--------.L-'I~D~rO~p~(~in~)----~D~r"'ilh-ng~Fo-r-e-m-an--~~~----~~--~~----~~--~~--~~---4 

.3 Sampler 

'[ Sampler Hammer 
&' 

! Elev.1 
(ft) i 

Continuous Core 
_I, Weight (Ibs) I Drop (in) 

Sample Description 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/2, silty very fine to medium grained 
SAND, trace coarse 9rained sand, moist (3M) 

Jason Klipfel 
Inspecting Engineer 

I

i Length 
Scale 

o 

- 19 ~ 

] 
§ 
z 

D.Eberhart, S. Montqomery, & J.Goff 
SalT)ple Data 

Ql >- .:=; -- .c IN-value 
~ 8:? ~.~ ~ (Blows/ft) 
I- (I)_Q.l~-J 

tx: a. .... co i 10 20 30 40 

o 
N 

o 
N 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

Fluid Loss Drilling ReSistance, etc,) 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

20-~~:--~~--~--~------~------------------------~ 

RL0033527 



LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING lit ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
Project 

... 1 Location 
o 
(.') 

Millennium 

Hollywood. CA 

EM34523 

Log of Boring 81 Sheet 2 of 5 

! Plunge (deg) Project No, 

-59 
Elevation and Datum 

181 Approximately 388 

~r----'---;------------------------------~----------~-;----'-----~~~~~------r---------------------~ 
~ ~g i Sa,mP

le 
[ :Jta 

:1 ::!~ E!~)' Sample Description L~~: ! ~ ! ~ c! ~ 2l <li (~~:~~~) 
~ ~Vl ~ i~ ~i ~ ~ ffi '0 20 3040 

!i:::.:: !.:.' [::: <0 I~ 
Z• '· .. ,t:::::. - 21 -+--+1

8
-+11--+----1 

•... ;.: ".', Dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine grained SAND, slightly 
~ (:1: ... · moist (SM) i§ 
::i ':,.:1.::. Medium dense, 1 OYR 4/3, silty very fine to medium grained - 22 _ r--
~ ::::!.,.:.::[.:::: SAND, slightly moist to moist (SM) 

:.:."'< SAND, moist to wet (SM) - 23 0:: c; Lr 

.J.':l} ::.k:. Medium dense, 10YR 313, silty very fine and fine grained lJ 

. '. f:·:./::::· Medium dense, 10YR 314, silty very fine grained SAND, (:J) ~ 
; f,-:-:: :.:. trace fine to coarse grained sand, wet (SM) - 24 - 8 
n. • Dense, 10YR 313, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, trace 
o . ':.:~:i:': 
~:: 1:'<:1::::' ~:d~~~r~~~~:~ 19~~~e~I~0~~:y(~~ fine to fine grained - 25 - ~ I~ 
::< .. : I:>: SAND, trace fine subrounded gravel, trace medium and 18 
~ . '>""" ;:'0!:l'~ Jl.r~n~~s~~ ~i~!ix 1!:~s~j~~ _ ..,. ______ "" - 26 -I---HH---I----I 
S! ::::; :-: Medium dense, 10YR 316, fine to coarse grained well 
~ ::';':':::'364.9 graded SAND, trace fine subangular to subrounded gravel, ;:: I~ 
~ ':\::?:';\ ~g~t!l~o~U~Wl ________________ J - 27 ~ 18 
q'::i'\,:::/' dense, 10YR 4/6, very fine to fine grained poorly 
~ -::.:,,: .",' S~I~p..!...s.!!.g~t!I!!!.o~tjS.£'L __________ .......... - 28 - § 
i5'::'I.,:'.f:~ . dense to dense, 1 OYR 4/6, silty very fine to fine ~ 
~.' 1:::'1"::', grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) I 
~ r>:J?:' Medium dense, 10YR 416, silty very fine to fine grained - 29 --t-::;;:::.~:-1'f:O~4+-..... +-, --1 
al I,.'::J:: SAND, slightly moist (SM) 
~ 1"::'.:1:/: Dense, 1 OYR 3/6, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, trace - 30 - ::: ""~ 
~ ::\ coarse grained sand, slightly moist (SM) ;:c 8 
g" r':::l\ 
~: ,<:: Medium dense, 10YR 313, silty fine grained SAND, slightly -- 31 +--HH----l----1 

. 1.::,':1\:, moist to moist (8M) 
::' '360.6 \ Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine grained r- 32 --t----l'-lfl---t-----l 

I:,":':::'~':, ,-S~~D..!... s.!!.g!:!.tlx-~o~tJS~L _____________ .J ' 
':"':'::::\' '''0 Dense, 1 OYR 416, very fine to fine grained poorly graded <.t> :J! 

\_~!::!~~~t.!x!!!~s.u~l _____________ J- 33 - ;.=. 8 
Medium stiff, 10YR 413, very fine grained sandy SILT, 

:5t;::,y.;t:.f/.f::~':~::"1 6[6%L~C~:0ijL)- - - -- --- - -- - - 34 -+--+-+1--+-----1 

•
:~;~:~ Med. ium dense, 10YR 413, clayey very fine to fine grained ~, 

\\.~~~D..!...~U~L _________________ )r:- 35 
~ MeCllum dense, 10YR 3/4. silty very fine grained SAND, 1/ 

H~(ffl;m.357.,~' ,r\~m~s~_-'~Ml_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -.~r'l '- 36 " .I.\J/ Medium stiff, 5YR 3/4, very fine grained sandy CLAY, (:J) 

(> ~~~~ ~n~ t~ ~~s! ~~o~n~e~ .\l!~~ !!!~s~(~Ll_ . _ -l---t,i'rf-I-I_---I------j "'11"::-'::" ,"" LS.!!.ff.:...5.2:fi.3E~!!!.y~0.2:,~I!2~y_m.;?I~0?~ ______ j r 31 - ~ 
. I Dense, 10YR 313, Silty very fine to fine grained SAND, trace rio 

\ fine subangular gravel, trace clay, wet (SM) I _ 38 _ N , N 

1-,:,:.:1/ 
."', ' 

.. 1':::1:/: ~ 
,'::~:'i (:: 

~:: (:" ",,?I 
ii 
"l 

~ 
:1 
o 
u 

\ Medium dense to dense, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine to fine I -i-----+~I____I_-__1 
\ grained SAND, wet (8M) I 

1. Stiff,7.5yR 3/3. STity CL.i\Y-:-trace coarse graTnedsan([ - - r - 39 -r----lMfI---t----l 
\ moist (CL) I 

Medium dense to dense,1OYR 3.5/4:-siityvery fine To - - - - 40 _ 
medium grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, 
scattered clayey lenses, moist (SM) 

'- 41 -

Medium SBf[f'5YR37:CsiityCLAY,scatteiedveryfine - - - ,- 42 
grained sandy lenses, moist (CL) 

'- 43-

~ Stiff to very stiff, 7,5YR 3/3. CLAY-;- scattered Very fine and- - f--- 44 -
5 'ij coarse grained sandy lenses, slightly moist (CL) 

0350, 

~~~wL __ ~ ____ ~ __ ~~~~ ____ L 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

Fluid Loss, Drilling Res[stance. etc.) 

RL0033528 



LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING lit ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
PrOject 

f-l Location 
o 
(!) 

Millennium 

Hollywood, CA 

EM34524 

Log of Boring 

! Plunge (deg) 

-59 
I Bearing (deg) 

181 

Project No. 

Elevation and Datum 

B1 

7QQ019502 

Approximately 388 
~ ., ~_C~ 

i Ii !E!~). Sample Description L~~~~ ! ~ ! ~I IH (~;;':~~~) 

Sheet 3 of 5 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing, 

FlUid Loss, Dnlhng Resistance, etc,) i ~(/) ~ &! 10203040 

i~~3490r- ~~:! ~'0 ~I:: ::..e:! ~n~ ~a~:'d !.a..'2d~ ~L~ ~ ~o~tJ~!.... _ -+:-;;::;--, ~h:r~n+.",,,,wrl-----t-.:.:....:.::...:.:c...:.::..-\------------1 
. Medium stiff to stiff, 7.5YR 3/3, silty CLAY, trace medium . r.) 

~ grained sand, slightly moist to moist (CL) i- 46 -' ~ ~ 

5t:J:4.mm'34i'.7L_ -MediUm Stiff,7.'5YR314:-cTAY:SCatteredsTit0enses~ - - - '- 47 +, -HI+--f--I 
slightly moist (CL) : ~ I~ 

Medium stiff to stiff, 5YR 3/4, CLAY, trace fine subrounded 
gravel. slightly moist (Cl) 

Stiff, 7.5YR 3/3, CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, moist 
(Cl) 

Medium stiff, 7.5YR 3/2, CLAY, scattered silty lenses, 
moist (Cl) 

Stiff to hard, 5YR 3/2, CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, 
scattered silty and fine grained sandy lenses, moist (Cl) 

Stiff, 5YR 3/3, CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, moist (Cl) 

!- 48 _ N 18 

!- 52 +-+-+1-+---1 

~!- 53 -

!- 54 - ~ 

M 8 
r- 55 -

i- 56 -

!- 57 -+-+-+I--+---j 

i- 58 -

!- 59 -

i- 60 -' ~ § 

i- 61 -

r- 62 -+---+-+1-+---1 

i- 63 -

i- 64 -

~ ~~~;t3;1231_ -/\'"1"-ediUm Stiff, gyR 4i6~ veryfTiietOfine grainedsandy- - - - f- 65 -
g CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, scattered silty fine to 
g medium grained sandy lenses, slightly moist (Cl) !- 66 -

~ r05~~33C:.6!-_ -=. '" 
cr: Stiff to hard:-5YR3T4;-CLAY:!race coarse graTriedsand~ - -!- 67 II ,lightly moi" (Cl) 

!- 68 -

r- 69 -

RL0033529 



EM34525 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B1 Sheet 4 of 5 
PrOject Plunge (deg) I Project No. 

Millennium -59 700019502 
Loca lion 

i Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 
f-
0 Hollywood, CA 181 Approximately 388 r.? 
w 
f-

...§llrlmhl Olill ~ $6 0.. Elev. Length ! I~I In! N-Value Remarks ::; "'''' ! W:; Sample Description w ~i;; (ft) Scale (Blows/ft) (Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing. 
f- FlUid Loss, Drilling Resistance, etc.) 
~ 10 20 30 40 
g ~':% 

z ~~ i- 71 - Ig ffi 
<{ 
r.9 z 
5 

Medium Siif[f."5YR374:_very-fine grair1edsandyCLAY,- -- -72 

~ trace silt, slightly moist (el) 
'g. 0- 73 -

:2 ~ 0- 74 -

Ig 0.. 

~ '" OJ 0- 75 -'" Verysiiif to "hard ~i:5YR4i4,ClA Y,lracecoarsegramed - -'" N sand, moist (el) :; 
~ i- 76 -
£:! 

~(;; 'l.~ 0-77 
~ Soft, 5YR 312, CLAY, trace fine and coarse grained sand, 
C! ~ moist (Cl) 
0 
UJ i- 78 -u:: 
l5 
0 

~. t32O., i--------------------~--~--- 0- 79 -

~I·:·. 
loose to medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine 

I~ 55 
I:·' l .. " 

grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

Verys@tO "hard~5YR374:_cTAY:trace coarse graTnE;d--- r- 80 -

SAND, slightly moist (Cl) 
r- 81 -

~ 'l. 
'l. 
'l. ~317.i 

o---~----------------------- r- 82 
N • !.:\". Medium dense to dense, 10YR 4/6, silty very fine to coarse 
fi; grained SAND, slightly moist to moist (SM) 
~ . .' :.:::::: 

I- 83 -
R-::.': :.:(:::::::. 
iii . (/".{: (9 I- 84 -
~ .. 

~ ~ z :::':'.: .. 
~ , ''': .:\: - 85 -
(} i::\,·. 

~.:. .. :::. 
- 86 -::" 

w I:':'·:::·' 0 !::(.:. ~:::: No Recovery (87 to 92 feet) r- 87 

<I:.'. i· .. -: 
01"':- :::-: 0- 88 -~I;': i:::·:. 
ffi t:· .... : 
'!i ;.: f:·::: ;. 0- 89 -
(3 

(;'.:' I~ c z 0 

§ : !.:\. I- 90 -
~ . .... : 
§ . ri':: i- 91 -
~ , f:?·i:\:. <{ • 

~ '.:)\: Loose, 10YR 3/3, silty fine grained SAND, wet (SM) - 92 

"'t·:. .::1\:. 
~" 

1"-:. (\" 0- 93 -
~ ". 

I§ 55 0'· ' .. :: 
u' 

f::':: b:: z· 0- 94 -(3 
\:i"::~<: ~ 

"'" 

RL0033530 



EM34526 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 

I Project Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium -59 
... Ilocalion 
o 

Bearing (deg) 

181 
Elevation and Datum 

(9 Hollywood, CA 

Medium dense, 10YR 4/6, silty fine grained SAND, trace 
fine subrounded gravel, moist (SM) 

Loose, 10YR 4.5/6, very fine to medium grained poorly 
graded SAND, trace coarse grained sand, wet (SP) 

Loose, 10YR 5/6, fine grained poorly graded SAND, trace 
coarse grained sand, wet (SP) 

Boring terminated at 115 feel length 
Boring backfilled with cement grout 
Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete 

- 96-

- 97-

I~ 
;- 98-

:- 104-

r- 105-

r- 106-

r-107 -

I~ 
r- 108-

-109-

:-110 

r--111-

r--112-

I~ 
:- 113-

:-114-

115 

r- 116-

r-117-

:- 118-

r-119-

B1 

700019502 

Sheet 5 of 5 

Remarks 
(Dniling Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

FlUid Loss, Drilling Resistance. etc.) 

RL0033531 



EM34527 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 6t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B2 Sheet of 5 
PrOject 'i Plunge (deg) Project No, 

Millennium Hollywood -58 700019502 
Location !Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

>-
177 Approximately 388,2 

Date Started Date Finished 
g Hollywood, CA 
W~D~r~ill~ln~g~c~om~pa-n~y--~~~~~~----------------~-------------h~~~~----~~~~~~~~~~~~------------------~ 

5 7/18/12 7119112 
Completion Length Rock Depth 

Il. Cascade Drilling, LP 
§~D~r~ill-m-g~E~qu-'P-,n-le-n~t~~~~~~~~----------------------------~--~--~~----~~~----~~~~--------~~~------~ 

* Sonic Drill Rig 110 ft 

Number of Samples 
Disturbed 

I Undisturbed ! Core 
- - -

! Size and Type of Bit _ 

Water Level (ft,) 
First 

I, Completion '12~R. "Sl. 54 ,Y 52 52 
Drilling Foreman 

, Casing Diameter (in) I Casing Depth (ft) _ 

~ 5f-c-a-s-in-g-H-am--m-er----------------lr.~~le~i~9h~t~(I~bS~)------~--~ID-rO-p~(i~n~)-----~~--=-------~~~----~~~~--____ ~~_L:.L~ __ ~~~ 

Jason Klipfel S Sampler 
Continuous Core Inspecting Engineer 

~ Samp~er Hammer _I Weight (Ibs) 1 Drop (in) 

g I Elev, Ii 

Sample Description 
Length 
Scale 

D.Eberhart, S. Montqomery, & J.Goff 
Sample Data 

Remarks 
~ ,(ft) i 

~38B2i 
~~----~~--~~~=---------------------------------------~ '" ~ 3879i'--;A~.!::a.!l ~a::.e~~t.... ________________ .../ 

i ! I § II i .~ ~ (~iZ':~~~) (Orilling FlUid, Depth of Casing, 

o __ z~ __ 4i-~~!-Il.-~-w-+~1~O~20~30~4~O-+ __ -F-I-U-'d-L-OS-s-,D-n_lhn_g_R_e_Sls_ta_"_ce_,_et_c,_)_~ 

;;::> Loose, 1 OYR 212, silty fine grained SAND, slightly moist § [FILL] I- 1 -

I- 2 -

I- 3 -

w 
~ ~ 

8 
o 
(") 

o 
N 

N 
(") 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

20~~~L-~--~----~------------------~ 

RL0033532 



LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
PrOject 

.... Location 
o 
~ 

Millennium Hollywood 

Hollywood, CA 

EM34528 

Log of Boring 

Plunge (deg) 

-58 
Bearing (deg) 

177 

PrOject No. 

Elevation and Datum 

B2 Sheet 2 of 5 

700019502 

Approximately 388.2 

~r---~~------------------------~--------~,---.-----.. ~~~m~Ple!~Da~-----,r-----------------~ 
;tel i Remarks ~~ ~I~)' Sample Description L~~~ ~ I h ~ H I,' (~~:S~~) (Drilling Fluid, Depth otCaslng . 
..:: '" ?:' II ~:.::.. "" _..... Fluid Loss, Drilling ReSIstance, etc.) 

~~~~~--+-~~~~~~--~----~~--~~~~~~--~--~ -+ __ +-~ __ ~,~ __ -+i~'~O~20~3~O-4~O~----------------------~ :·I.'·.ft 'C'7n Soft, 1 OYR 4/4, very fine grained sandy SILT slightly moist 

2 .. :' 1·.:·::1::<:· ~e~ium dense;7:5YR3i3, Sifiy very fine graTiieciSAND,- -1 I_ 21 -
~ trace fine subangular gravel, slightly moist (SM) 

I- 22 -
,,::: . 

" .. I:·:.J:::. 
.:: I;. k;'.'RR 
8 -%/ :;;:;:; . OLD ALLuVIUM --- - - -- - --- - I- 23 -, 

.r ~ ~ Stiff, 7.5YR 4/3, CLAY, trace medium to coarse grained 

~.~ ~@~:lt3(;7'Of_ ..,.sand, trace silt, slightly moist (el) 
1- 24 -

~~ Verysiftf;7:5YR3i3, very Tine graTnedsandy CLAY, moist -I- 25 

~ (el) 

:~ .~R" i 

rYo 

I- 26 -

--------------------~---I_V-
Dense, 7.5YR 4/6, clayey fine grained SAND, trace fll1e to 
coarse subangular gravel, moist (SC) 

I- 28 -

I- 29 -

loose to medium dense, 7.5YR 4/4, clayey very fine 
grained SAND, moist to very moist (SC) .. 

loose ,1OY'R 4I4-;-fi"iieto medium grainedpoorly graded- - - - 31 -
SAND, trace coarse grained sand, trace fine subrounded 
gravel, some clay, wet (SP) - 32 -

-----~------~-----------TI-loose, 7.5YR 5/8, fine to coarse grained well graded 
SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, slightly moist (SW) 

- 34-

Medium dens€,' 7.5YR 4I6-:-sTiiyfine to coarse grained - - - - 35 
SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, trace clay, slightly 
moist (8M) - 36 -

- 37-

- 38-

- 39-

Medium SiiiftosillfY5YR-313 ,ver~ifine grmnedsandy - - - - 40 
CLAY, slightly moist (Cl) 

loose, 10YR 4.5/6, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, 
trace fine angular to subangular gravel, damp (SM) 

- 41 -

- 44-

RL0033533 



EM34529 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 62 Sheet 3 of 5 

PrOject Plunge (deg) PrOject No, 

Millennium Hollywood ·58 700019502 
Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood. CA 177 Approximately 388.2 
~~----r-~--------------------------------~----------~--r-!----r-I----~s~a-m~Plle~D~a~ta------~------------------------~ 
~ $ c5 ,~_;__,-'=':::pi"'-"'-"T'''---...., R k 
::; "'co Elev.' ! Length 12 ,;' ~ eN-Value emar s 
~ ~ ~ (ft) Sample Description Scale E ~ ]:§:i" J,] ~ (Blowslft) (Drnllng Fluid, Depth of Cas 109, 

:::! (/J ;:J r- 1.10.. .:: _ u..; Fluid Loss, Drilling Resistance, etc.) 
Ql i ;Z .. c..:'O..:":.:.,O.:3.::,.O,.:;40=-t _______________ ---l 
l~.. ~~~t{C1~YR 3/6. clayey very fine grained SAND, slightly 45-+ ~'-+-,r/--t---+ 

.0.*? f-- 46 1 
~~.:/ 1 

5 0'{ .. r 348L Medium dens~ 1OYR414.sii!Y very Tine 10 fine grainici - - - ~ 47 ~ ~ 
S·. [::': <::. SAND, slightly moist (SM) 3 ~ 8 

i).:: I>:::::>::. 
48 1 

.' -::::'::/.::.:. 49 --:1 
il: ':. i·i·::'::. ~ 

; (.:,:.::.: - 50 -+~--+-tI----+-----i 
.;,. ':: .. :': Medium dense, 10YR 4/4. silty very fine to medium grained j 
;; . [::-".::.:. SAND, trace coarse grained sand. trace clay, slightly moist ~ 

a::. i.:.\ .:.... (8M) - 51 ..:i 
~ .. :::::\:. ~ w 

I<~i ~,,~-------------------------:~: ~ ~ 8 ;;\ ~/. Dense, 7.5YR 4/4, clayey very fine and coarse grained ~ 
~ W;?'::·, SAND. slightly moist (SC) ~ 
§ .<f::.: :;::': 3416r- Loose.1OYR 374-:siityf;neto-:-me~Tum grainedSANCCirace - - 55 -\--HH----l--1 

8 ':':f':' '.,:. coarse grained sand. wet (SM) 

~~Ar ~:~ 
~,.:'.';.l'."; ;:::, Loose. 10YR 3/4. silty fine to medium grained SAND. trace w 
~ ro;, ':,' coarse grained sand, moist (SM) ~ 15 

[;,,' loo", IOYR 416 "'~ 'oo ''''ood SAND w" (SM) ~ :: J 0 

IJrul ~,~ __________________________ ~ ::-+-_-HH--t--1 

1;l.: .• :-;.::-:::;,:.{. Loose, 10YR 4/4. very fine to fine grained poorly graded 
5 :.:.:: ...... :. SAND, trace silt. wet (SP) r· «::':.::.:. - 62 - LlJ 

~2LL;' ~ 8 
z 334.8f-- Medium aens~ 1OYR-314.fine 10 coarse gralned-weli- - - - 63 -
ffi graded SAND. scattered coarse subrounded gravel, wet 
~ (SW) 
a z 
~ 
ill 

i 
~ 

~ 
;( 
f-« 
~ 
o 
() 

~ 
l? 
Z 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, fine to coarse grained well 
graded SAND. scattered coarse subrounded gravel. wet 
(SW) 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4. fine to coarse grained well 
graded SAND. wet (SW) 

- 64 ---; 

- 65 -+--+-Hf--+----l 

- 66-

- 67-

- 68-

- 69-

t~~~~--------------------------------------~70~~~~~--L------L------------------~ 

RL0033534 



EM34530 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B2 Sheet 4 of 5 

Millennium Hollywood 
I, Plunge (deg) -58 

PrOject No. Project 

700019502 
Elevation and Datum 

>-
! Bearing (deg) Location 

177 8 Hollywood, CA Approximately 388.2 

~r--$-B-'I--'i----------------------------~-----------L-;I-----rr_-~-I==~=s~a[~1rrw,:~II~e~D~at:a=====~r--------R-e-m--a-rk-S------~ 
::: "'.ID Elev., SID . t' Length 1:', ~ ,; .;; - eN-Value 
::: ~~ (ft) i amp e escnp Ion i Scale E i ~ §:§: nl ~ (8Iowslft) IDrililng Fluid. Depth of Casing. 
OJ ~fI) i i \ z i r- a:: Ie::: .... C(l 10203040 FlUId Loss, Driiltng ResIstance. etc.) 

~ ....... <j Medium dense, 10YR 4/6, fine to coarse grained well t 70 
~ :::::::::j graded SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, wet (SW) t 

~JU2l3271' __________________________ r:: -
;r,' :>::'::::,J [Loose to medium, 10YR 4/6, fine to medium grained poorly r -~ :i! 
.3 ':-":::':':"':'j graded SAND, wet (SP) l ,0 

l~,"""":,: 3263, Loose 10 mediUril.10YR-474;Ciayey very fine 10 fine - - - - F 73 ~ u 
~l%y3 grained SAND, wet (SC) ~ 

"-~ /. ~,~ .. ~.:.;Y r 74 -

"'I%~' 
~~7~ 324.6

1
' Loose,16YR57~siltYfineaiidmedTUmgraiiiedSAND.W8t-t=- 75 -+-HH--t---j 

~ ,'.,'..... (SM) ~ 
~ ~; .. ,'.; .,','. 76 ] 
~!:.<.::.::::-. , ~ 

2~·~·:·:: 3229-Verydense;-10VR'3i6."GJaYeYV6ryfiiietomedi'umgrained - 1- 77 (!):i! 
~v::~. . SAND, mOlst(SC) ~ ~ 8 

o. . o . 
::; . . 

co 
Il') 

~10... 1-

78 1 
~'. "~ r- 79 -,~ 

";P# i ~ ~~(,::c ;oYR 3/6. d,y.y ,,~ ,,", ,,, ,m','" SAND. ~ 8C -~+-: -HI+--t--i 

~ ~ '. Deo" '''.~ deo". 1 OYR 414. "'Y'Y "~,,, to ,,, ~ 81 -l ::l~' grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, moist (SC). ~ 
~~':'~ r-~14~:i! 
o.~ . ~ 0 

~~: :'; r- 83 -j U II H4~ I !I ",, ___________________________ ::: i--+-+1I--+---I 
ttl :':.: '::':1/: Loose to medium dense, 10YR 414, silty fine to coarse ~ 
§ ::'.: ':::- '.::' grained SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, trace clay, ~ 
9 .,',' .. ,'-: ",'. slightly mOist (SM) r- 87 --j w 

E<r: ~881~! 

ii'r~~ Loo," lOYR 414 'itIY '00 10 CO,," ,m'ood SAND Imre : ::1-t-1 
-HH--t----i 

I ;;!af':j ::::b:::::::::~:::::I:::,:~'5::':5::h'Y : :: 1 ~ I ~ 
1 •••. 1; ;:' mo'" (5M) ~ : _1 .... :_.J..1

1 

........ L-....L_--l.. ___ --' ___________ --' 

RL0033535 



EM34531 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B2 Sheet 5 of 5 

Plunge (deg) PrOject No, 

Millennium Hollywood -58 700019502 
Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

l-

S Hollywood, CA 177 Approximately 388,2 

w~--~--~--------------------------------~----------~--r-----r-----~~~~~------~----------------------~ ~ <I ~ i Sample Data 

~ a: iii E\ev, Length ~ ~ " ;; - 'cll, N-Value ~ ~;" (It) Sample Description Scale E §:; g:s ~'~ >e (Blowslft) * ~ (f) Z I- ~ - ~ ~ as i 10 20 30 40 

§f,: I:,::" ::':::, Loose, 10YR 414, silty fine to coarse grained SAND, trace 
w I:" fine subrounded gravel, wet (SM) 

~I":'\'::::'~::':: 

'" ..,. 

Medium dense, 10YR 416, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, slightly moist to moist (SM) 

I-- 99 

"' "' 0> Loose, 10YR 514, silty fine to medium grained SAND, trace 
coarse grained sand, wet (SM) 

I-- 100 -f--l-ft----l---i 

N 

o a s 
D. 
c:l 
o 
ill 
I;: 
o o 
::; 

a\ 
iii 

I"f 
B 
I 
N 
o ; 
Ui 
c:l 

S 
I
Z 

Loose to medium dense, 10YR 414, silty very fine to fine 
grained SAND, wet (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 414, silty very fine grained SAND, 
moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 518, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace fine subangular to subrounded gravel, mOist 
(SM) 

I- 101 -

1-102 -

1--103-

1--104-

1--105 

1--106-

1--107-

1-108 -

1-109 -

g~~~r"~""f------------------------------------------------+- 110 
1) 
z 
I 
() 
LU 

b 
w 
c:l 

~ 
c:l 
z 
ii 
w 
LU 
Z 
13 z 
~ 

! 
~ 
Gi 

'" 
~ 
;,; 
~ 
~ o 
() 

z 
'" c:l z 

Boring terminated at 110 feet length 
Boring backfilled with cement grout 
Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete 

1-111 -

1--112-

--113-

1--114-

1-115-

1-116-

1--117-

1--118-

1--119-

~~--~~------------------------------------~ 120 

w 

N '" to 
0 '<t 
() 

w 
N 0:: Ol 
N 0 C') 

() 

Remarks 
(Drilhng Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

FlUId loss, Drilling ReSistance, etc.) 

RL0033536 



EM34532 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 83 
Project 'Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
Location Beari ng (deg) 

>-
Elevation and Datum 

Sheet of 5 

~~~~ __ ~ __ ~H~o~lIyw~(o~0~d~,~C~A ________________ -L ________ 17_9~~~~~ ____ ~A~\P~IP~ro=x~im~at~e~ly~3T8~9~~~~ ________________ ~ 
~ Drilling Company Date Started Date Finished 

"- Cascade Drilling, LP 7/19/12 7/20112 
§~D~r~i\I~In-9~E~q-U~iP-m-e-n~t~~~~~~~~~----------------------------+C~o-m~PI-et~io-n~L-e-n-~~h----~~~~--~R~o-c~k~D~e-Pt~h--------~~~--------~ 

~ Sonic Drill Rig 100 ft -
Number of Samples 

Disturbed Undisturbed Core 
-

First Completion 24 HR. 

~ Size and Type of Bit 

>-~~~~----~~----------------------------~~--~~~---+--------------~~----------~~~~------~77~~------~ ,d Casing Diameter (in) I Casing Depth (ft) _ 
Water Level (ft.) Y 56 Y 55 :L 55 ~~--------------------------r.7~77~~-------L--~--~~----~~~~------~~~----~~~~L-------~--~~----~~--~ 

~ Casing Hammer _ I Weight (Ibs) _ I Drop (m) _ Drilling Foreman 

.§' Sampler 
Continuous Core 

Jason Klipfel 
Inspecting Engineer 

15 Sampler Hammer 

8! 
_ i Weight (lbs) I Drop (in) 

D.Eberhart. S. Montqomery, & J.Goff 

~ 
Sample Data 

::;; 
ll. i " til 

'" N 

0 
~ 

Elev. 
(ft) 

389.0 

Sample Description 

3887 ,,-;A~.!::a.!.!. ~~e,:!:~~ _____ ,- __________ ../' 
Loose, 5YR 312, silty fine to medium grained SAND, damp 

Length 
Scale 

o 

to slightly moist [FILL] - 1 1 

ID 
15. ~ ~ z 

S 

;;: 
<.? 
o w 
u: 

- 2 

- 3 

~ ~ ~ 
~ 

8 
::;; 

~ Loose, 5YR 7/1. silty fine to medium grained SAND, damp 
[FILL] 

- 4 

iIi 
(j) 
<.? 

S 
o 
o o 
~ 
g 
I 

No Recovery (5 to 7.5 feet) 

§ '. 382.51- _ .. _ _ . _ _ .. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

'" .' : ~-:,.: YOUNG ALLUVIUM 
8 .:".: '::':: ::::. Loose, 1 OYR 5/8, silty fine grained SAND, trace medium 
i2 ':,': ':-: .::. grained sand. trace fme subrounded gravel, slightly mOist 
~ ..:.:.:.::: (SM) f:-

~l;; t 

5 

6 -

7 -

8 -

9 -

10 

11 -

12 -

w 
;=. 0: 

0 
0 

~c 

UJ 

N 0: 
0 
0 

> B! ~§: 
n:: ~a:J 

~ 

0 

';: IJ1:~ ~ 
(§ ": ":'., :. ~ 
<.? b: '. 37771- Loose,1OY'R 414-:-veryfiiietOflnegraliled poorlygraoed - - r 13 - --++1--+-----1 I,wl SAND. ,,," lioe "b,o,,'" '''~,. d,mp (SP) ~ 14 _ m @ 

! lll;! No R"",~ (15 to 181",) : :: i 
§i 0 0 

N-Value 
(Blowslft) 

10 20 30 40 

Remarks 
(Dnlling Fluid, Depth of Casing. 

Fluid Loss. Drilling Resistance, etc.) 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

~ f~::+::~l' 3734_ Loose ,1 OY'R 3;4-:-sT!tyve,yfinetofine grained-SANO-:- - - - I- 18 ~ 
z .. :}..... I- 19--i 
8 :>f.·;J}:::' scattered clayey lenses, slightly moist (SM) ~ 

~ /·X<: ::?-J 20 _~..l.--'---'_-'-__ ..J.I ____ --' _______________ ---' 

RL0033537 



EM34533 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SEFWfCES Log of Boring 83 
Project Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
Location 

Loose, 7.5YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, 
trace fine subrounded gravel, trace coarse grained sand, 
some clay, slightly moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 7.5YR 3.5/4, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace fine subangular graver. trace medium and 
coarse sand, trace clay, slightly moist (SM) 

Loose, 10YR 314, silty very fine grained SAND, slightly 
moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense. 10YR 314, silty very fine to fine 
grained SAND, moist (SM) 

I- 21 -

r- 22 j 

r- 23 ~ u.J 

-1 I..") :s 
_ 24 ~ l) 

~ 

- 34 -

0::> 
N 

- 35 -+--+-Hi--+---i 

- 36-

- 37 -i 
~ 

I- 41 j 

r- 42 -

LlJ 
0::> c< 

8 

------------------------- - 43 Medium dense, 7.5YR 3/4, clayey very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace silt, slightly moist to moist (SC) 

r- 44 -

Sheet 2 of 5 

45~~~L-J---~----~------------------~ 

RL0033538 



LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
PrOject 

Location 
I-o 
(!) 

Millennium Hollywood 

Hollywood, CA 

EM34534 

Log of Boring 

Plunge (deg) Project No, 

-60 
Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

179 

loose, 7,5YR ,3/4, silty very fine grained SAND, 
contact, slightly moist (SM) 

:- 46 -

- 47 -

f- 49 -

83 

700019502 

Approximately 389 

Medium dense. 7.5YR 4T6~sTItyveryline to mediUm - - - - f- 50 -+--+-H-+-----i 
grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

I- 51 - I~ 
Medium dense.T5YR 4:"5l4,very fine to coarse grained - - ~ 1 8 
well graded SAND, scattered fine subrounded gravel, damp I- 52 -
(SW) 

5 ~:f:,:r( loose to mediUm dense~r5YR3T4:Siityv8ry line griiTne[ - I- 53 
~ :\':'::':/' ~A.!::!~~~t.!¥~~S!'J~Ml _____________ -.J _I~ 
~ : ',;':':<::::::, Medium dense, 10YR 4/6, very fine to medium'grained I- 54 - ;:. 
, ",:" poorly graded SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular 

§ ::;::.:::::::::, ~:~~~~~~%,~~~t~~~1, very fine to medium grained :!I- 55 -\--HH--!---j 

~ \,~:,::::i:, poorly graded SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, wet (SP) \I 
8 ': :,' -!!-I- 56 .-

@$~??:l339'6 -----------,--------1- 57 - ~ I~ 
~ ':::':: ,;.:': Medium dense, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine to fine grained 
ifi :" ::>' SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, trace coarse grained 
5'f:,~",:>""R\ ~a.r!.d~...?i!t.!?~~@~ _______________ /+ 58 -t--+--H-+----j 
R ", loose, 10YR 514, very fine to fine grained poorly graded 
"'1-: '.' -:. SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular gravel, damp to ( 
§ >::: ,,117 \ ... ~g~t~~o~U~L ________________ .J f-- 59 - ,A I~ 
!;: '1",:, loose, 10YR 4/6, fine to coarse grained well graded SAND, r ;::: 18 
~ ::",;::., {: \ '!!..e!:j§."'!J ______________ ~------/ f- 60 -
(5 ":" '::.: Medium dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine grained SAND, 
z .::.: ", ::.:-: trace fine subangular gravel, wet (SM) 
hl :,::.?': loose ,1 OYR 416-:-verYfineto medium grained-SAND ~ - - - f-- 61 
§ :.;. '::-"': some coarse grained sand, wet (SP) 

~: ::.('0.::: "'" loose, 10YR 314, very fine to medium grained poorly I- 62 - I~ 
g "" \ \E.a~e~§.A~~~a.£e..!i~~u.!?a~g~I~~~~'!!..e.!.(~F1 __ _1 ~ 18 

':.:::",:,:. (:, Medium dense, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine to fine grained- 63 -
,:"<:r, SAND, trace coarse grained sand, wet (SM) 

: i'~333L sOfi:1 OVR 3/6,' very firietofrnegrained sarldyCLRY;!race - - 64 
~ coarse grained sand, wet (Cl) 

~ - 65 -; ~ § ?!5 

MediUm Stiff," f{)VR3:5i5, CLAY. trace coarsegrained - - - ,- 66 -, 
sand, moist (CL) 

2 ~~~,;:;, ~331,CI~""lOOse ,7 :5YR 3/4, Clayey very firietofrne-gra(ned SAND," - - - 67 -+-HH--i-----j 
~ ';J: trace coarse grained sand, wet (SC) 

\~~Q,~~@~L _________________ I . 8 M 

Stiff, 10YR 4/6, silty CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, - 69 -
slightly moist to moist (Cl) . 

Sheet 3 of 5 

, I
f3299[l loose, 7,5YR416,finetocoarsegraTnedwSiigraded----;- 68 - ~ <D 

>10. . ~. __ ~~ __ ~ __ ~ ______ ~ ____________________ ~ 

RL0033539 



EM34535 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING lit ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 83 Sheet 4 of 5 

PrOject Plunge (deg) PrOject No, 

Millennium Hollywood -50 700019502 
I Datum 

Approximately 389 
~r---'--'------------------------~----------~'---'-----~~~~~le~'D~~~----'-----------------~ 

~ ~ g I Elev, SID 't' Length i'! J b -,~ N-Value Remarks 

>-Ilocalion 
o 
(!l Hollywood, CA 

Bearing (deg) 

179 

~~ ~~, (ft) amp e escnp Ion Scale i, '-;C ~'~ ~ (Blowslft) (Drilling Fluid, Depth 01 Casing, 
..<: '" ; 2. '" _ u..J Fluid Loss, Dnlllng Resistance, etc.} 

]h~~n---+-~----~~~~~--~~--------~~~~------+- -+--r-n-! ~_~ __ ~c~10~20~3~O_4~O~ ____________________ --4 
0. ./0, loose, 10YR 3/5, clayey fine to coarse grained SAND, 
: y.~ ~ scattered silty lenses, wet (SC) 

~ ~ 5 '/' 
R , 

-:' ' 

t'::':":'i':::': 

~ ,i.:;:>: 
~ :":':'::: ; 

'- 71 -

-----------------~--------n-loose to medium d.ense, 10YR 3/4, clayey Silty very fine 0 I~ '" 
grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, trace fine , N 18 <"l 

angular gravel, mOist (SM)-73 -

- 74 -

~ ':::: ,", 
~ ? ~ loose, 10YR 375~ clayey VerYfinetocOarse-weligraded- - - - 75 
;; .>00 SAND, slightly silty, wet (SW) 

13 h,o"f..I*ID'~:t ,,,,j,LI_ -M--ediUm Stiff. WYR413,sii!y etA Y, traceline and riiedium- - ,- 76 - I ~ 
S! [f:a~:>? I grained sand, moist (Cl) N '8 ~ 
~ ~ MediUm StifftosTifC10YR 3/4, CLA Y,trace medium and - - - 77 -
g ~ coarse grained sand, moist (Cl) 

~tjlt:::2:(,,~,,:(,:":[/,;: f321,5~_ -M--ediUm deiiS~ loYR-314,siityfine to coarse graTned- - - - !- 78 -+"-'-gjf'll~m-(J,)-+--~ 
~ ': '.' ::-':';',1"::' SAND, scattered fine subangular to rounded gravel, trace 
", ',:':1'-:;, clay, wet (8M) 
~ .:.:: 1.":,::1,:";, loose to medium dense, 10YR 5/8, silty very fine to coarse 
iii :'J::" grained SAND, moist to wet (SM) 
~ ','.:i'-;. 
q ···;:l·', 
::' ':·"L·.·. 
8:;, '::.J.:-,, 0·1:.::.:1< 
~ : L-.'. ' '318, 
~ ;.~ loose,'1OYR 476~ verYfin8iocoarse wellgradedSAND~ - -

- 79-

~ 81 -

g .:-:-:::: 
<-:< :-:::: 
:::::: 

scattered fine subrounded gravel, scattered silty lenses, - 82 -
wet (SW) 

,'-:< :: :::; 
, -:.: - 84-

:;:::: loose, 10YR 4/6, very fine to coarse well graded SAND, 
:-:::: scattered fine subrounded gravel, scattered silty lenses, .- 85 -
.;.;.; wet (SW) 
','; <'31' If) 11i! 

;';1--i"""t;,,?-"'r'':'::''''~'~O''~3','or--''Lo-osetomediUmdense~WYR5i6,siltYveryfinetocoarse-!- 86 - N 18 
grained SAND, scattered fine subangular gravel, dry to 
damp (SM) __ - 87 -
Locse, 10YR 4T6~inetocoarsegrained weilgradedSAND:" 
moist to wet (SW) -
Stiff, 10VR 314," STIty me'diun-\arldcoarSe grained-CLAV:- - - I- 88 -
slightly moist (Cl) I~ 

- 89 - ~ IS 

RL0033540 



EM34536 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 83 Sheet 5 of 5 
I Project Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
Location 

f-
Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

a Hollywood, CA 179 Approximately 389 (!) 
UJ r-

Elev.1 
Sam ole D ata_ ~ ~5 'Remarks "- Length j l~ 

N-Valu. ::;; "'w Sample Description ! ~~~ Ul ~~ (tt) 
I Scale (BJowslft) (Orilling Fluid. Depth of Casing. 

r- ~" rf.~ro Fluid Loss, Drilling ReSistance, etc.) 
~ 10 20 30 40 l. Stiff, 10YR 3/6, CLAY, trace very fine grained sand, moist 

:§ (el) 
~ 

~ :':'.': loose, 1 OYR 4/6-:-finelocoarsegrairi'ed weil graded SAND.- - 96 -

l? ::: •• , -:-: wet (SW) z ••••• :3 ••• - 97 -

~ ::::;:: ! .......... 
~304 

---~----------------------- - 98 -
I§ Medium dense, 10YR 316, silty very fine to fine grained ~ 11 ..... ::::,·· SAND, moist to wet (SM) 

, .. :::: - 99-~f:::,:.;:·:?· 
i? [:::: 

.302 5!; 100 
'" 
~ 
2j -101-
~ 

: Boring terminated at 100 feet length 
-102-

"-
l? Boring backfilled with cement grout c:i w Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete -103-[ 
a 
a 
::;; 

-104-~ 
Oi 
<JJ -105-l? 
0 
..J 
a 
a -106-: 0 

~ 
6 -107-I 
N 
0 

"' '" e -108-

~ 
iii 
l? -109-g 
f-
Z 

g -110-
0: 
0 
Z 
I -111-u 
w 
f-a 
u; 

~ -112-
fo-
0: a 
l? z -113-
0: w 
w 
z -114-
13 
z 

~ -115-
; 
0 
0 -116-:is 
0: 
:.;: 
9 -117-0: 

~ 
fo-
0: 
9 
::;; 

-118-
0 
0 

~ 
-119-

:;! 

RL0033541 



EM34537 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
Project 

Millennium Hollywood 
Location .... 
g~~~ ______ ~H~oliYw~I~(o~od~,~C~A~ ______________ ~ __________ -+~~~~ ____ ~~~~~~~~77~----------------~ 
W Drilling Company 

~ ~ Cascade Drilling, LP 
~~D~r~illi~n~g~E~qU~iP-m-e~n7t~~~~~~~~---------------------------1~~~~--~----~~~----~~~~-------~~~~------~ 

~ Sonic Drill Rig 
~ Size and Type of Bit 
" ~~~~~~~~----------------------------'~~~~~~-1------------~~~--------~~--~------~~~~------~ ,; Casing Diameter (in) 

~~~~~-----------------'~~77.~------~--~~~~---1~~~~~~~~~----~~~~~----~~~~~--------~ :5 Casing Hammer _ I Weight (Ibs) 

.§' Sampler 

Sample Description 
Length 
Scale 

~ 
~~ .... ~3~93~.53-~~~~ ____ ~ ________________________________ ~ 0 

3932""'-;A~.!:!.a.!!. ~a~e~':i.:~ ________________ ./ 
~ Loose, 10YR 3/2, silty very fine grained SAND, asphalt and 
~ concrete fragments, damp [FILL] - 1 -
S 

ro 
(/) 389.2 

II1II 
~ \:i ::( ~:), 
~ ).~)J::), 
z : .. :: :':\":". 
hl ::':', ':':'~: '.:: 
b ',:.'; . .': 

Loose, 10YR 3/2, silty fine grained SAND, scattered fine 
angular gravel, asphalt and concrete fragments, damp to 
slightly moist [FILL] 

Loose, 10YR 3/2, silty fine grained SAND, trace fine 
subangular gravel, damp [FILL] 
yQu1iG-ALLuylUM '-"- -. - .-.~ _ .. - - ._ .. -
Loose, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, trace 
fine subangular gravel, slightly motst (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace coarse grained sand, moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace coarse grained sand, moist (SM) 

- 2 

- 3 -

- 4 

.. - 5 -

- 6 

- 7 -

- 8 

- 9 -

- 10 

- 11 -

Q) 

~ z 

W 
N ~ 

0 
II 

w 
C") ~ 

0 
II 

-<:t I~ to 

U) I~ 
ill 

co 

w 
igj ~ 
1° ~o~~. '. ~ 3831_ 'r;'iedium dense:- WVR-4M,clayey fine to Coarse graTned- - - - 12 -

~ ~ :~ SAND, trace fine subangular to subrounded gravel. some 
§E V~,~ silt, dry to damp (SC) - 13 -I---+-I-f--f----j 

ffiuJ '0-% 
I z'W'iI, - 14-

~.~ e-If -15-

r'~ " .. -L;;ore,1 OY. 476~ '""';,,0'0-00;,,0-,"',"0' SAND; ","' - - - 16 -I---I-lf+---+----j 

~ r::"I":" clay, slightly moist (SM) ~ 
~ ',~:,:'i 17 -
~I"I:,<:':" ~ co 

~I:":f}i':::::, 18 -
~ . : " 

1 Ul 

!gj ~ 

ill 
~ 

UJ 

'" ~ 0 
II 

w 

'" ~ 0 

N-Valu. 
(Blowstn) 

10203040 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing. 

Fluid Loss. Drilling ResIstance, etc.) 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

~ 1/' .... ;,:,1 .. :::: .. :, ::', ___ Medium dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine grained SAND, r 19 :s t:::' n7R slightly moist (SM) r 
'" . 20 _1"'---'-...... _-"--_-"--___ -"--____________ .....J 'I I II 

RL0033542 



EM34538 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B4 Sheet 2 of 5 

PrOject Plunge (deg) Project No, 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood, CA 178 Approximately 393,5 5 o 
LlJ~----~~--------------------------------~----------~--r-----r-----~~~~~------~----------____________ ~ 5 Sample Data 
0. <1.5 Remarks ~ ~~>- Elev. Length QJ i:.:.:. ... t: N-Value 
~ ~ ~ (ft) Sample Description Scale ~ ~ g I ~'~ '!l (Blows/ft) F\J,~r~I~~~F~~~;n~e£~~~:a~~~~~;C,) 
§ 20-+_z-T_~TT~ __ +o. __ ~_m~_'O~20_3_0_4_0~ ______________________ ~ 
r.;,: .. :\.,::::::,,:':::' Loose to medium dense, 10YR 4/6, fine to coarse grained ~ LlJ ';, :' '.:,' poorly graded SAND, slightly moist (SP) _ 21 ~ CJ) 

~ G~:::({: '''' -M,';;;m ,,"'. lOVR,m,,;", '"' ~ m;o;om-go.m" - - -" 22 -~+-. -HH--I-~ 
.3 ':".: ':',':: ::,,:" SAND, scattered fine subangular gravel. damp to slightly 

~ ~ 0 
() 

&:" ":, 
& ::.::.::.: :>. 
":, i",<":':' 
~ ':'1'''::: :::'" 

~C.::···. "::':'1 ;:;1': .. :':: :.:. 
<; 
a 
~ 

~ 
\:> 
Cl w 
G: 
5 o 
::;; 

ill 
iii Vi,':·.: .... ::. 

moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense, 7.5YR 4/4, silty fine to coarse 
grained SAND, trace fine angular gravel. moist (SM) 

Medium dense to dense, 7.5YR 4/4, silty fine to coarse 
grained SAND, trace clay, slightly moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 7.5YR 3/3, silty fine to coarse grained 
SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 7.5YR 4/3, silty fine to medium grained 
SAND, trace coarse grained sand, slightly moist (SM) 

3'·1'.\:-": 
~ ).:~ :'i:: :\.1 Medium dense, 7.5YR 4/4, clayey silty fine to coarse 

; 'I! 11 ~;~~:tr;~;~:;:~;'~:;;;'1~~\O OMffl' 'CO;", 

z 7:,'-':\ .:. 363 6["\ ~A!i12.: ~q!:1!x ~~sU~Ml _____________ ..J 

f:- 23 -

3~ 
'- 24 -=1 

UJ 
0:: ~ 0 
() 

~ 
f- 25 --+--+-HI--f---I 

r- 28 

r- 29 -

~ 
r- 30 ~ 

r- 31 

r- 32 -

I- 33l 

UJ 
~ 
0 
() 

co 
N 

oq-
N 

<D 
N 

f- 341-t-tt--t---i 

f- 35 j 

~ . J:\ ···t Medium dense, 7.5YR 3/4, Silty very fine to fine grained 

g .. :: ..... :: Loose, 7.5YR 5/6, very fine to coarse grained poorly graded 
l'i : .;', .. ,::': SAND, slightly mOist (SP) ~ ~ 

1':':')":':\':':'1 f- 36 - (,) 

~ fC~::f'J~ur looM ,7 .5y" "S: .'i;' ;;;;"0 m,","i,;;;;"" SAND~ trii, - f 37 -f--HIi--+--i 
Ci :': ':". '.:' coarse grained sand, slightly moist (SM) r 
~ :. ·:t.) :>: ~ 38 - '{2 ~ o 

N 

~ .; )'.J\ r 39 - () 

I: t) L"," 7.5YR 4/6, ,;lIy"" 10 m,';"m 'CO;;" SAND. ~ 40 -t--i-tt---t----j 
~~·0:.t< 3584r ~g!2t!t~o~U~l ________________ ..J t 
rh ::,: Loose, 7.5YR 4/4, fine to medium grained poorly graded L 41 -
~ . ';:.>:;::" SAND. trace fine subrounded gravel, slightly moist (SP) ~ 

~ ~ ~:~\~ 3571r- Medium deils~ 7.5YR 4I6-:-sTi'iyveryfine To fine graTned- - - f 42 -
~ ':'. '.' SAND, slightly mOist (SM) l 
:!E ,: •• ',;< ~ 35631- MediUm deilse lOYR-316 clayey fine to medium-gramed - - ~ 43 -f--Hft -+--1 

~ '0,:' .. ?:;.<, d 44 - ..... 6 

-

~ .. f:.: . SAND. slightly moist (SC) fr ill 

~!0. z Medium dense to ense, 10YR 3/4, clayey very fine to fine ~ (,) 
~ @ .. : grained SAND, trace fine subrounded gravel, slightly moist. 45 -'-_"--u-_'--_"--___ ...I--__________ ---' 

RL0033543 



LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING lit ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
PrOject 

Millennium 
,... i Location 

Hollywood, CA o 
(!) 

EM34539 

Log of Boring 
Plunge (deg) 

·60 
Bearing (deg) 

178 

i Project No, 

Elevation and Datum 

84 Sheet 3 of 5 

700019502 

Approximately 393.5 

~~p;$:~~-E-Ie-V.r:---------------s-a-m--p-Ie--D-e-s-c-rl'-p-tl'o-n~------------L-ri-Le-n-9t-hl=J~=!~::j=i~F~~~~~~~~N_=v=alu=e==r-------~R:=e~m~a~r=k~s-------j 
UJ ;;;:;.- (It) Scale i"" _ .. '" (Blowslft) (D"lllng Fluid, Depth of Casing, 
~ ~U".l i ct ~ ffi 10 ~ 30 40 Fluid Loss, Dnlling ReSistance, etc.) 

~ :;(/7/, (SC) I);! 
]~~~&3:;4,lhl Medium dense, 10YR 3/6, clayey fine to medium grained r 18 N 
z mm \ SAND, trace silt, slightly moist (SC) I ,- 46 -t---HI-f--t---o 
~, ~ Medium sifff;-5YR414,siity CLAY. slightly rriOiSt' fcC) - - --=---. 
.J LOOse-:-iSYR4i6,clayey Tine to medium-grained SAND, - _ 47 

trace coarse grained sand, slightly mOist (SC) - e: I~ 

30/ . 18 
8. ~ /: Medium dense, 7.5YR 3/4, clayey very fine grained SAND, - 48 -

:<~~ 
~20~ 
~ ~% 

trace coarse grained sand, slightly moist to moist (SC) 

Medium dense, 7.5YR 4.5/4, clayey fine grained SAND, 
slightly moist (SC) 

- 49 -I--o--t+--+---1 

- 50 -

~ :/. ~"4Q 
~ ' •• -u Loose,7.5yR4/6,SiliYfirielomediumgrainedSAND-:-trace-- 51 -
~ '. '.; .';:,-;, fine subangular gravel, trace coarse grained sand, slightly r 
.'. , moist (SM) I r.- 52 -+--+--Hf--+-----j 

~ : -:.:;:- \' Loose:- 10YR-4T6,1ine 10 mediUm gramed pooriY graded - -; . 
>}347,6 \ SAND, scattered fine to coarse subangular gravel, slightly I 

~rt'-;7':.""'''''~C'"T./l I'~~i~@~ ____________________ j,-- 53 - 0 Iii! CD 
~ , \ Loose, 10YR 4/6. fine to coarse grained well graded SAND, / N 18 ("') 
.' ~ Dense, 10YR 3/6, clayey very fine grained SAND, moist ~

. 'lY/ \~e!..t~Vfl _____________________ 1 - 54 -

if) ~/;(x- (SC) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - ,- - - - - - - - - - - - 55 -t--o--t+--+---1 

~ : -: Loose, 1 OYR 4/6, fine to coarse grained well graded SAND, f ::::- b45 trace fine subangular gravel, wet (SW) 

Siif(l OyiUi4,' fLAT SiTg"ii'tiY mOisito-moiSi ('Cl) - - - - - - 56 - N I § 
- 57-

- 59-

!' - 62 -

Medium deilSe.-7:'5YR 4I6:-graveiiy fineio coarse graTn8"d- - - 63 +-HI+--l--/ 
well graded SAND, fine subrounded gravel, wet (SW) 

- 64 -

i- 65 - Iii! 
~ 18 

- 66-

MediUm deilSetodense~f"5YR474~eryfiile To fine - - - - c- 67 -
grained poorly graded SAND, trace fine to coarse 
subrounded gravel, moist (SP) /' - 68 -t--HH--t----j 
Loose, 7.SVR 51/[ fmetocoarse graTiled well graded - --
gravel, trace fine subangular to subrounded gravel, wet '<t It:! 
(SW) - 69 - N 18 

RL0033544 



EM34540 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B4 Sheet 4 of 5 

I Project Plunge (deg) I Project No, 

Millennium -60 700019502 
>- Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

g Hollywood, CA 178 Approximately 393.5 

~~-~-~-'I-E-Ie-V':---------------S-----I--D----'--t,--~-----------L-'-Le-n-gt-h-r--j-!--I-~s~:m-bP~_le~';~~~~'-N_-V-al-ue--r--------R--e-m-a-r-k-s------~ 
w >-;: (ft) amp e escnp Ion Scale: ~c- ~'~!Il~ (Blowslft) (Drllhog FlUid, Depth of Casing, 
': ~ U) ~:.=- '" _ fluid loss, Drillmg Resistance, etc,) 

~~£~~~~--t-[)~~7]~(4I~~~~~s,e~~3cfSANC~~rttY----1: -+ __ r-nr __ r~ __ -+_'~C~20~3~O_4~01-______________________ ~ 
l-; r, moist (SC) 
~ ~';: Dense, 7.5YR 4/6, clayey coarse grained SAND, slightly 

~~: -71- ~I§ 
:s . ~'" ---------------,------------ - 72-
, ,,~.:, Medium dense, 7.5YR 5/4, silty fine to coarse grained 

.3 ::.<: '. SAND, scattered fine to coarse subangular gravel, slightly 

I 
:::.,. kl30 " .!:!:'~s.!J~Ml ____________________ /- 73 
••• ' Loose, 7.5YR 5/8, gravelly fine to coarse grained well ' 

~ :j}~W' graded SAND. fine subrounded gravel, wet (SW) ,_ 74 _ 

:;j «« - 75 -

~ >'::i<32B -DenSe~i5YR5i4,siltYfineiocoarse9ra;nedSAND,---- ~ I§ 
2j ::. :.:~.:: , scattered fine subangular gravel, slightly moist (SM) f- 76 -
~ ':.: 
~·:·l·.:-::<:. 
~ ..<.::: 

.:-:' ':': 1370 

c_77-

Loose, 7 .5YR 5/6, fine to coarse grained weii graded - - - - c_ 78 +-+-1-1--1---1 
SAND, scattered fine subrounded gravel, wet (SW) 

- 79-

------------~---------c_~-
Dense, 5YR 3/4, silty fine to coarse grained SAND, co I ~ 0 

scattered fine subangular gravel, wet (SM) "" 1 8 co 
c_ 81 -

c_ 85 -

f- 86 -

f-- 87 -

Loose,lOY'R 476~finetomedium grruned-poorly'graded- - - c_ 88 
SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular gravel, wet (SP) 

c_ 89 -

-------------------------f-OO-Stiff, 10YR 3/4, CLAY, trace fine to coarse subangular 
gravel, trace coarse grained sand, slightly moist (el) 

Dense, 10YR 3/3, silty fine to coarse grained SAND, 
slightly moist (SM) 

r 91 -

c_ 93 +-+-tt--t----j 

Medium dense:- 1OYR-314,clayey sandy weiT graded - - - - - 94 -
GRAVEL, medium and coarse grained sand, fine to coarse 

RL0033545 



EM34541 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B4 Sheet 5 of 5 

ProJect ! Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
>- Location I Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

g Hollywood. CA I 178 Approximately 393.5 
~r-----r--;--------------------------------~----------~--r-----r-----~s~a-m~Plle~D~a~ta------~------------------------~ 

a. ~g ! Elev. Length ~ ..' c' N-Value Remarks 
~ ~~ (ft) Sample Description Scale -j'! ! ~ :£1"" J ~ ~ 1 (Blowslft) (Drilhng Fluid. Depth of Casing. 

~~~~"~~WBr.~~--~----~----~~~~--~~~------------------~95-t-~-+~t~--+-----~~~'Q~20~3~O_4~O~ ___ FI_Ui_d_LO_Ss_._D_nl_hn_g_R_es_,s_ta_nc_e_,_el_C._)~ 
~ '-"JI':." subangular gravel, slightly moist (GW) 
~ ":."5···~ Loose to medium dense, 5YR 6/2, sandy well graded ~ 
~ ~: ... :. . GRAVEL, fine to coarse angular to subangular gravel, l 96 -
~ .~:.: medium to coarse grained sand, slightly moist (GW) l' ~ Q) ~ 
z '~ .... " 1 N 0 

~~:, .. :.. r 97l 
<Xl 

'" 

Si":.:! ~ j 
~ . '1Ii.. " "'Og _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ t- 98 -+' -+-H--i----j 
~ +. ". ~.: Loose to mediUm dense~7.5YR 4/4:gravelly silty SAND," - e ~ 

e:: : ",: : •• ': fine to coarse angular to subrounded gravel, fine to medium l ~ i :', ::' .~,_.: grained sand, slightly moist (SM) ~ .. 991 
~~,:~:,:,> ~ 100~ 
~ :" :' ,.: -i 0 ~ 
0; +. '".,.: . J M 8 
13 ~~!IIa~ 306 Or- Loose,'7.5YR4/3: sandyweilgradedGRAVE[ fine to- - - -101 -1 
~ ~'.~ coarse angular to subangular gravel, very fine to fine and j 
, .. ' , .. :~ coarse grained sand, slightly mOist (GW) - 102-i 

<Xl 

'" 

~. ~ 
11! ~:'?:;/: 3043r- LOOse,-. 7.5YR 3/6, fineto medium grained pc;cirlygraded - - - 1 03-+-3-H H--+--i 
8 :','.:.: .. ::. SAND. trace coarse grained sand, wet (SP) 1 

I:,!~:t ~::~ M ~ 
g ~.~:- 3008r- '7.5yR 3/3, Sandy Weir-graded GRAVE[ fine an dcoarse- - - - 107 j 
~ .' . 300.0" ~i2..hQy ~~s..!.. t~ ~o~tJ.G~l _____________ /' - 108 -+-+-1+---1---1 
§ ~~ .• ~.' grained sand, fine to coarse subangular gravel, trace clay, 

~ Loose, 7.5YR 516, silty fine to coarse grained SAND, trace 
Vi ' .• :····L fine subangular gravel, wet (SM) ~ 
8, ,- : .~:: 29911- Loose,'7.5YR4/4, Ciayey SandYWeI19raded@ti.'v'E[-- - ~ 1091 LU 

g :."":.iIit: medium to coarse grained sand, fine to coarse subrounded ~ ~ g; 
g~' .,::'l1li gravel. slightly moist to mOist (GW) - 110 --=1 0 

~~. ' 
"" "" 

~ ~~ .•• 297.4 111 ~ ~ -·t-1-+-Y--~--~ 

§ -112~ 
~z ~ 113]~ Boring terminated at 111 feet length 
ffi Boring backfilled with cement grout 
~ Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete - 114 
z ~ 

~o- ~ :: -115~ 

8 1 ~ -116 

:. 
~ r-117--j 

~ 
::; 
o 

~ 1-119~ 
~ ~ ~ 
-~--~--~----------------------------------------~120~--~~~--~------~------------------~ 

RL0033546 



EM34542 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 85 Sheet of 3 

I Project PrOject No. 

Millennium 700019502 
Location 

Hollywood, CA 388 
Drilling Company Date Started I Date Finished 

I Depth 
10/11/12 BC2 Environmental 

~ Drilling Equipment 
10/11112 

Rock Depth 

i'! Sonic Drill Rig 
~ Size and TvnR 01 Bit I, Core 
~ "~- Number of Samples 

50 ft 
Disturbed 

w 

1~lcc~aSi~ngDiDi~amete~r(~in)~---------------ll~caSii,n~nDDe¢ePth0(ft~)~==~~~IF3l~-----t~~~--~2~7IT~~R--~ ... , Water Level (ft.) 47'" 
~ 46.5 -

~ Casing Hammer J Weight (lbs) \ Drop (in) I Drilling Foreman 
; c;O;-Sam-,-p�e-r---------'-----------l.------1 Clint Jefferson 
~1~~~~~~;_~~~~~~co~re~~~~-----n~J0r~-~r.I~ns=p~ec=t=ing~E~ng=in=e~er~~~~~~-----------------~ 
~~~",p,~, "~"'" I Weight (Ibs) i Drop (in) D.Eberhart & S. Mo 

~ <6 IElev. "'<0 
~~ 
::;'" 

Sample Description J ~3BB.ol 
u. 
~~~~~~~~;p~~a~~~~,~~"~~:;;;~;;~~~;;~~~~~r ~ loose, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 

'372.' 

scattered asphalt concrete fragments, slightly moist [FILL] - 1 -

Loose to medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine and fine 
grained SAND, slightly moist to moist [FILL] 
Medium stiff, 10YR 3/6, medium and coarse grained sandy 
SilT, slightly moist to moist [FILL] 

Loose, 10YR 3/6, silty medium and coarse grained SAND, 
. scattered asphalt concrete fragments, slightly moist to r 

- 2 -

- 3 - I§ 
- 4 -

- 5 -

- 8 

\n:!.0is.!JF~lL._ .. ___________ .. .J - 9 -
YOUNG ALLUVIUM 
loose to medium dense, 10YR 6/6, silty very fine to coarse 
grained well graded SAND, trace fine subrounded gravel, 
scattered silty pockets, slightly moist (SM) 

- 10 -

Loose to mediUm deriSe~ fOVR "5ia, very fine, fine and - - - - 11 -
coarse grained poorly graded SAND, trace fine subrounded , M 11i! 
gravel, scattered silty pockets, damp (SP) - 12 - 18 

- 13 -

- 14 -

MedTUm Stit[ lOYR416,veryfine and finegrained Sandy - - - 15 -
SILT, trace fine to coarse subrounded gravel, scattered ]--+ ...... .--+---1 
silty pockets, slightly micaceous, slightly moist (ML) /' - 16 -
Medium dense~ fOYR6i6', SlliY Very fine grained SAND, - -
damp to slightly moist (SM) 

OLp-ALLUViUM .- .- .-.- - .-.- - .-. - _. 
Stiff, 10YR 3/4, CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, slightly 
moist to moist (Cl) 

-17-

- - 18 - ~ I~ 
- 19 -

Remarks 
(Orilling Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

Fluid Loss. Dnlhng Resistance. etc.) 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

RL0033547 



EM34543 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 

PrOject 1 Project No. 

Locatlon I Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood, CA 

Sample Description 

~b~~j---t-ll~0~o~s~e-,1~10""YR~~5.5~/5 .. ~Si!Ih.<Yf~in~e~t~o~c~o~a~rs~e~g~r~ai~n~e~d~SA~NJ!D~"lt~ra~c~e~~ 
~~s.!:l.b~rlJ1.u~r:Jl~~I0'~ry_~i~ ~ ~e_!J~~ _____ -1 

~I 
I 
~mf1 

Medium stiff, 7,5YR 4/4; silty very fine grained sandy 
CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, trace fine to coarse 
subrounded gravel, moist (Cl) 
Stiff, 10YR 4/4, silty CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, 
moist (Cl) 
Stiff to very stiff, 1 OYR 4/4, silly CLAY, trace fine and 
coarse grained sand, slightly moist to moist (Cl) 

Stiff to very stiff, 10YR 4/4, silty CLAY, trace fine and 
coarse grained sand, trace fine subangular gravel, slightly 
moist to moist (el) 

m Stiff to very stiff, 10YR 4/4, silty CLAY, trace fine and 

r- 21 - Lt1 I§ 
r- 22 -

r- 23 -

r- 24 -

r- 25 - <0 I~ 
r- 26 -

B5 

70001~502 

Approximately 388 

Sample [ ata 

~~~m~'i61.lt~c:~o:arse grained sand, slightly moist to moist (Cl) 

. ": Medium denseto dense~ fOVR 3,5/5, Very ii'iie and-coarse - r- 27 -1---+-+1--+----1 
",:';':-:::::' grained SAND, trace clay, slightly moist to mOist (SP) 

1,:,:\::':';:::\ r- 28 - I~ 
:>', "/:' h~Q "" 18 

;;; f:'-c"-:,' 'i'->'-l'J'O"'\;I-""M~ '-edlUm dense. 1OVR-416,firie to coarse grained-SAND ~ - - r- 29 -
::::;. trace fine subangular gravel, slightly moist to moist (SW) 

,'~" 
Stiff, 10YR 3/4, silty CLAY, trace coarse grainedsani[ -, - - r- 30 
slightly moist to moist (el) 

loose to medium dense, 10YR 5/4, graveilyvery-fineto- - - r- 31 -
coarse grained well graded SAND, fine to coarse angular to 
subangular gravel, trace cobble, damp (SW) 

loose to mErctiUril dense-;-WYR "3i4, very fine andfme- - - - r- 33 -
grained poorly graded SAND, trace silt, damp to slightly 
moist (SP) ",- 34 -
'MeaiUrilstlfCfOYR.3i;r, SiltY cLAY." trace fine grainedsanci 
slightly moist to moist (Cl) 
Medium dense. 1OVR-516,siify very fine iO Coarse grained- - r- 35 - i~ 
SAND, slightly moist (SM) ()) 18 

Medium dense to dense, 10YR 4/4, silty fine to coarse 
grained SAND, trace coarse subangular gravel, slightly 
moist (SM) 

loose to medium dense, 10YR 5/6, silty very fine, fine and 
coarse grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine and fine 
grained SAND, scattered fine to coarse angular to 
subangular gravel, trace medium grained sand, damp to 
slightly moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty medium and 

r- 36 -

r- 37 -

r- 38 -

r- 39 -

r- 40 - 15! 
;:: 18 

r- 41 -

r- 42 -

r- 43 -

r- 44 -

Sheet 2 of 3 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing. 

Fluld loss, Dnillng Resistance, etc.) 

RL0033548 



EM34544 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8/ ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 85 Sheet 3 of 3 
PrOject Project No. 

Millennium UUL ::101" 

Location Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood. CA Approximately 388 

I-
~6 IElev. I Depth 

J I~I J i! N-Value Remarks 
0 ~~ (f\) Sample Description Scale ! (Blows/ft) (Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing, l? <t>-
LU ::<U) 

10 20 30 40 
Fluid Loss, Dnlhng ResIstance, etc.) 

t--

~ .':.:1'" ,,., coarse grained SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, trace 

§07 ~~~~~~~-----------------~ :: § g 

t·· 
Medium dense, 10YR 4/6, clayey verY fine and fine grained . .! '" 46-

f:·.· 
\ ~~!2.. ~~s'-!J~Cl _________________ 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty verY fine and fine grained . 'Sl- , 

! 

"; :/: i--- 47 
z :: . . :::' SAND. trace coarse grained sand, trace clay, damp to 

« '.' :.' 
""n 

slightly moist (SM) 
l? 

~ 
Medium dense. 7,5YR 414. silty very fine to medium r r 48 -

~~ 1 grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand. trace fine to 
~ ~ ;g coarse subangular gravel, wet (SM) I 

t. :':1 
Medium dense to dense, 7.5YR 4/4, silty fine and medium If r 49-

j~:.:. '':' }i~~ SAND, trace coars~s~~n~u~~:v~I~~ry_m~i~ J! , 

,'<1' 
, 

1,1 Stiff, 7.5YR 4/4, silty CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, ir '- 50 
:;; \ moist (CL) I a. 

\ Dense. 7.5yR 4i3:" STityverYffneandfirie g;.aTnedSAND:--f ill - 51 -
'" "' L t~~ ~~,_m~~ ~~ _______________ --1 
en 

~ 
I- 52 -

;:: - 53 -

§ 
- 54 -, Boring terminated at 50 feet depth 

Boring backfilled with cement grout 
Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete r-- 55 -

i r-- 56 -

- 57 -

r 58 -

- 59 -

~ S - 60-

I- 61 -

i- 62 -

l? 
z 

- 63 -
~ w 
w 

c- 64 -z 
(3 
z 
§ - 65 -

~ 
0 

~ - 66-

I-« 
~ ,- 67 -
~ 
I-« 
9 - 68 -
:;; 
0 
'-' z - 69 -« 
t:l 
z 

~ 

RL0033549 



EM34545 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING III ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B6 Sheet of 3 

PrOject PrOject Noo 

Millennium Hollywood 700019502 
Location Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood, CA Approximately 38805 
Drilling Company Date Started Date Finished 

b BC2 Environmental 
(!) Drilling Equipment 

10111/12 10/11/12 
Completion Depth Rock Depth 

w 

S Sonic Drill Rig 50 It 

ill Number of Samples 
Undisturbed Core ~ Size and Type of Bit I Disturbed 

~~c~a=s=in=grD~ia=m=e~te=r"(i~n)~---------------------------"lc~a~Si=ng~D=ep=tCh~(ft~)--4-------------~!~F~ir~st~---------~C~o-m-p~le~tio-n------~2~4~H~R~.---------
~~~~------------------"'~~~,_----~--T.'_~~----_hw'_a~t=er~L~e=ve=I=(ft=.)~-L.~SZ~ ____ ~4~6~~~~ _____ :4=4~.8~_L~3l~ ____ ~ __ _ 
~ Casing Hammer I Weight (Ibs) I Drop (in) Drilling Foreman 

Clint Jefferson ~ Sampler 
(!) I--__________ --'C:c.:0:.:.n:.c.ti::cn-=u::..o=.us=---::C:...;o:.;.re"-r.:-o-c--o-c-=---c-________ --,-=----,,-,-____ -Ilnspectmg Engineer 5 Sampler Hammer I Weight (lbs) I Drop (in) 

D.Eberhart & S. MontQomerv 
OJ Sam ole Data 
~ Elev. SID . 0 Depth] :> i ~ - c N-Value Remarks 
~ (ft) amp e escnptlon Scale € ~ §:§:i i!~ ~ (Blowslft) (Drilling Fluid, Depth of Caslng o 

..... ..oJ f- cc:: 'rf '"- C!l FlUid Loss. Drilling ReSistance, etc.) 

~~ .... ~3~8~8·45--~~~~----~------------------------__ ------~ 0 _~I----~--~--_+~1~O~2~O~30~4~O-+----____ --------------~ 
::; 
0-

"' o 
o 
o 
;2 
N 

'" ~ 
'" ~ 

38821-'--, ~~a~ ~a~e~~~ ___________ -, ____ .,... _ ../ 
Loose to medium dense, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine and fine 
grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, scattered brick f- 1 -
fragments, slightly moist [FILL] 

Loose, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 
scattered asphalt and brick fragments, slightly moist [FILL] 
Loose, 10YR 313, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 

\sl~ht!ym~istJFI!:LL _________ _ 
YOUNG ALLUVIUM 
loose to medium dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine, fine and 
coarse grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

Loose, 10YR 514, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 
silty pockets, damp to slightly moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense, silty very fine, fine and coarse 
grained SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular gravel, dry 
to damp (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 4.513.5, silty very fine and fine 
grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, trace coarse 
subangular gravel, slightly micaceous, very moist to wet 
(8M) 
Loose, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine grained SAND, slightly 
micaceous, wet (SM) 
loose, 10YR 4/4. silty very fine grained SAND, slightly 
micaceous, slightly moist (SM) 
Medium dense, 10YR 314, silty very fine and fme grained 
SAND, silty pockets, slightly moist (8M) 
Medium dense, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine, fine and coarse 
grained SAND, slightly moist (8M) 
loose, 7.5YR 3/3, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 

J 

- 2 -

- 3 -

- 4 -

-i-- 5 

!- 6 

7 -

!- 8 -

f- 9 -

f- 10 -

f- 11 -

f- 12 -_ 

f- 13 -

f- 14 -

f- 15 

f- 16 ~ 

f- 17 -

!- 18 -

f- 19 -

20 

ill 

'" - 0 
u 

w 
N 

~ 
0 
u 

w 
(") 

(t 

0 
u 

ill 

'<t 
~ 
0 
u 

w 
l{) ~ 

0 
u 

w 
<.0 ~ 

0 
u 

I.{) -

CD 

00 
(Y) 

~ 

'<t 
N 

0 
L() 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B6 Sheet 2 of 3 
PrOject PrOject No 

Millennium Hollywood 700019502 
Location Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood. CA Approximately 388,5 

i I I Sample Data 
b ~i E(lftev). i I Depth I, ~ :> i ~ c iN-Value Remarks 
~ ~iIi Sample Description ,,' Scale ~ ~ l~!", ~.~ ~ i (Blowslft) (Drilliog Fluid, Oepth of Casing 
\- ..:: -- r- u... .: _...... Fluid Loss, Drilling Resistance, etc.) 
:'\ i 20 -t' _z-t---.-f--t_--1---"'O=-.2;:;O...;3c:.0_4.:..D-I-___________ --J 
0. t:::'J?:l:' trace fine to coarse subrounded gravel, moist (SM) r 

i'~~"~:~: ~ ~,.; 3;~~~'J;~,~M75~R ~~~ d:"';"~ ,:, t: ,:,,,: - - r 21 -
l- , Yo/- V grained SAND, trace coarse subangular gravel, slightly I- 22 -

~ ~:?i moist (SC) ~i"' '" ~ 
~ W.4.~ 23 - () 
;,,~,~ 
q~',7~ ~ 24-
tV:; %0 ~ 
l~ '~~ \': ::~I- Medium densetodense-:-j~5YR4i4:Siityvery title and - - - ~r 
" ;r.{i-" . [l coarse grained SAND, trace coarse angular gravel, some r 25 
~ ·yu./ \ clay, damp to slightly moist (SM) 1_ 
~ >'@ Dense, SVR 4/6, Clayey fiiie. medium-andcoarsegrained - 26 . .:. "" Ii! 
is VW: SAND, slightly moist (SC) ~ 8 

o 
I,{') 

~VW i"' ~ 
~ f1~,/~' 36151- Medium dense. 7.5YR 4T6~verYfinegrainedsandiSiIr: - - f'ri"' 27 j-+-' ---1-t-l--+---1 
~ '::: :-: _ slightly mOist (ML) 
. " ,-" 28 

~ ::::jl, 3595r- __ ~-- ___ ----__ .-------.----- - 29 J 00 
~ :-:-:-:-: Medium dense, 7.5YR 5/4, very fine to coarse grained F ~ 
~ -:-:-:-:. SAND, some coarse subangular to rounded gravel, slightly 3' 
V? ~::r·'¥.: 3585, moist (SW) .r - 30 -+--+-1+---g :;" ",:::1-:':,: MediUm-dense-:-j~5YR576:Siity very fine gn3TnedSANO;- - O'l 

8 "':,:::'1'::, slightly moist (8M) 

~ ),,:~t:': :',':::, Medium dense, 10YR 5/8, silty very line, fine and coarse - 31 ~ 
~ grained SAND, trace coarse angular to subangular gravel, ~ 

g ':.,':J:,/::,::,::' some clay, slightly moist (SM) - 32 ~ 

~f:':::':': ':' j 0 \5! ~ I: ',:f',:':: ':':: - 331,- 8 
&5" ':-:::: ~ -] 

~ ~ 3~'5~"-- ~:1~~ ~1~~f ~~~~~3~~~\~~(e;y Tine 10 coarse - - - - - 34 i 
~~~t 353.5 MediUmdense. 1OYR- 3i4,siityVeryTineandfine-grained-- - 35 -;+-; -HI+--f------I 
z ,",' ':: .. :" SAND, trace fine angular gravel, slightly moist (SM) ~ ~ Ii! 
is :,:, <::: '::::, . - 36 -j ~ 8 
5 ' :, -I-' --1-1+---+---1 

Medium dense to dense, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine to course 

-37j uJ 

~ 
o z 
ffi 
w 
z 
(3 
z 
'!! 

~ 
~ 

~ 
i )'~':':::: ::::::, 

grained SAND, trace coarse angular gravel, slightly moist 
(SM) 

Dense to very dense, 10YR 3/4, silty medilJm and coarse 
grained SAND, trace clay, slightly moist (SM) 

Dense to very dense, 10YR 314, silty medium and coarse 
grained SAND, trace coarse 5ubangular to rounded gravel. 
trace clay, slightly moist (SM) 

- 38 ~ 

- 39 ~ ~ 
~ 
~ 

=- 40 -=i 
~ 
~ 
~ 

- 41 

- 42 -

- 43- ~ 

$.,:.';:-;':::;::-:' 
~. ,:,'!" - 44 -
v' , '.:< ' Loose to medium dense, 10YR 5/8, silty very fine to coarse 

w 
a: c.p 
0 (") 
() 

UJ 
a: c.p 
0 ~ 
() 

~,,::~::~'~~~<~'::'L-~ ___ g_ra_in_e_d __ S_A_N_D_, __ s_om __ e_f_in_e_t_o_c_o_a_rs_'e __ a_ng_U_I_a_r_to __ su_b_a_n_g_u_la_r __ ~_~ 
- 45-'~i~~~~--~----~------------------~ 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 

Project Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood 
Location Elevation and Datum 

$6 
0:", Elev, 
w::> 
~,. (tt) 
::>'" 

;'.: '::-: .~:, I 
.:: ... :,'j 

" ·:1 

iJr.L 
~r~r; 

, ~,: '::' ,: :.,t3385 
, ! 

N 

o 
N 

" S! 

-, 
0. 
<:J 

'" m 

"' m 
if) 

<:J o 
.J 
o o 

~ 
o 
I 
N 
o 
'" '" 
~ 
(fj 
<:J 
o 
;= 
z 
g 
() 
Z 
I 
() 
IJJ 
co 
UJ 

~ 
CJ 
z 
ir 
w 
UJ z a z 

~ 
~ 
:5 
:;; 
~ 
<1: 
9 
~ « 
~ 
:;; 
o 
o 
~ 
<:J 
Z 

t 

Hollywood, CA 

Sample Description 
Depth 21 ~ Scale Eo g; 

~ c-z 
gravel, slightly moist (SM) 45 iw 

~ in:::: 
Medium dense, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine and fine grained 

"S!- is SAND, some medium grained sand, slightly moist (SM) - 46 
Medium dense to dense, 7,5YR 314, silty fine to coarse 
grained SAND, trace coarse angular gravel, clay pockets, 
slightly moist (SM) - 47-

~--------------------------Loose, 7,5YR 6/3, very fine to coarse grained well graded LU 

11 SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular to angular gravel, r - 48 - ~ 0:: 
0 

\ damp (SW) I 0 

Dense, 7.5YR 616-:-SiityverYfineandfine g;.arnedSAND:-- - 49 -
trace coarse grained sand, moist (SM) 
Loose, 7,5YR 5,515, silty very fine to medium grained 

r §..A~~ ~£e..!!~ ~ £o~~ !9~~e~~a~el:. ~rr ~o~!JS~lJ - - 50 

- 51 -

Boring terminated at 50 feet depth 
- 52 -

Boring backfilled with cement grout 
Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete - 53 -

- 54 -

- 55 -
~ 

- 56 -

- 57 -

- 58-

- 59-

- 60-

- 61 -

- 62 -

f- 63 -

f- 64 -

>--- 65 -

i- 66 -

i- 67 -

i- 68 -
-j 
-i 
-i 

f- 69 ~ 
-i 
-i 

70 
-i 

86 Sheet 3 of 3 

700019502 

Approximately 388,5 

Sample Data 

~~ H N-Value Remarks 
(Blowslft) IDrilling Fluid. OePth of Casing. 

o:: Fluid Loss, Dniling Resistance, etc.} 
10 20 30 40 

~ 

00 
'<t 
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EM34549 

Introduction to Radiocarbon Determinations by the 
Accelerator Mass Spectrometry Method 

AMS Counting 

The 14C Method; 

There are three principal isotopes of carbon which occur naturally - C12, C13 (both 
stable) and C14 (unstable or radioactive). These isotopes are present in the following 
amounts C12 - 98.89%, CD - 1.11% and C14 - 0.00000000010%. Thus, one carbon 14 
atom exists in nature for every 1,000,000,000,000 or (1 in a trillion) C 12 atoms in living 
material. The radiocarbon method is based on the rate of decay of the radioactive or 
unstable carbon isotope 14 (14C), which is formed in the upper atmosphere through the 
effect of cosmic ray neutrons upon nitrogen 14. The reaction is; 

] 4N + n ==> 14C + P 

(Where n is a neutron and p is a proton). 

The 14C formed is rapidly oxidized to 14C02 and enters the earth's plant and animal life 
ways through photosynthesis and the food chain. The rapidity of the dispersal of C 14 into 
the atmosphere has been demonstrated by measurements of radioactive carbon produced 
from thermonuclear bomb testing. 14C also enters the Earth's oceans in an atmospheric 
exchange and as dissolved carbonate (the entire 14C inventory is termed the carbon 
exchange reservoir (Aitken, 1990)). Plants and animals which utilize carbon in 
biological food chains take up 14C during their lifetimes. They exist in equilibrium with 
the C 14 concentration of the atmosphere, that is, the numbers of C 14 atoms and non
radioactive carbon atoms stays approximately the same over time. As soon as a plant or 
animal dies, they cease the metabolic function of carbon uptake; there is no 
replenishment of radioactive carbon, only decay. 

Libby, Anderson and Arnold (1949) were the first to measure the rate of this decay. They 
found that after 5568 years, half the C 14 in the original sample will have decayed and 
after another 5568 years, half of that remaining material will have decayed, and so on 
(see figure 1 below). The half-life (t 1/2) is the nam~ given to this: value which Libby < 

measured at 5568±30 years. This became known as the Libby balf-life. After 10 half
lives, there is a very small amount of radioactive carbon present in a sample. At about 50 
- 60 000 years, then, the limit of the technique is reached (beyond this time, other 
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:...., ..""", 
radiometric techniques must be used for dating). By measuring the C 14 concentration or 
residual radioactivity of a sample whose age is not known, it is possible to obtain the 
count rate or number of decay events per gram of Carbon. By comparing this with 
modem levels of activity (1890 wood corrected for decay to 1950 AD) and using the 
measured half-life it becomes possible to calculate a date for the death of the sample. 
As 14C decays it emits a weak beta particle (b ), or electron, which possesses an average 
energy of 160ke V. The decay can be shown; 

14C => 14N + b 

Thus, the 14C decays back to 14N. There is a quantitative relationship between the decay 
of 14C and the production of a beta particle. The decay is constant but spontaneous. That 
is, the probability of decay for an atom of 14C in a discrete sample is constant, thereby 
requiring the appl ication of statistical methods for the analysis of counting data. 
It follows from this that any material which is composed of carbon may be dated. Herein 
lies the true advantage of the radiocarbon method, it is able to be uniformly applied 
throughout the world on any material that contains residual carbon. 
Because of this laboratories from around the world are producing radiocarbon assays for 
the scientific community. The C14 technique has been and continues to be applied and 
used in many, many different fields including hydrology, atmospheric science, 
oceanography, geology, palaeoclimatology, archaeology, biomedicine and materials 
science. 

The Accelerator Mass Spectrometry method of direct C 14 isotope counting was first 
performed in 1977 by scientific research teams at Rochester and Toronto, the General 
lonex Corporation and soon after additional measurements were carried out at Simon 
Fraser and McMaster Universities (Gove, 1994). 

Radiocarbon dating using Accelerator Mass Spectrometry (AMS) differs from the decay 
counting methods in that the amount of 14C in the sample is measured directly. rather than 
by waiting for the individual radioactive decay events to occur. This makes the technique 
1,000 to 10,000 times more sensitive than decay counting. The enhanced sensitivity is 
achieved by accelerating sample atoms as ions to high energies using a particle 
accelerator, and using nuclear particle detection techniques. Additionally because of the 
increased sensitivity counting times are greatly reduced (minutes to hours, instead of 
days) and sub-mliligram sample sizes can be routinely measured. Because of this a 
greatly increased range of sample types and sizes can now be measured that previously 
gas-proportional or LSC counting techniques could not. 

14 
In the CAMS technique, the element of interest (sample carbon) is chemically 
separated from the original sample, converted to graphite, pressed into a cathode (sample 
target holder) where if forms a solid graphite plug or layer and is then placed into a 
sputter ion source of an accelerator. 

This methodology outlines the general graphite sample preparation (chemistry) and AMS 
counting procedures at BETA Analytic Inc., for organic and carbonate samples. Through 
this process the C02 produced from carbonaceous raw materials is cryogenically purified 
(separated from non-combustible gases) and reduced to solid graphite for measurement in 
an AMS. 
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Conversion of Sample Carbon to Graphite; 

Sample Pretreatment; 

Each sample must first be pretreated or the material of interest isolated to insure that only 
the primary carbon of interest will be analyzed. As many different types of carbon 
containing compounds are present, different pretreatment regimes have been developed 
to concentrate and isolate the particular carbon fraction of interest prior to dating. (See 
Pretreatment Glossary - Standard Pretreatment Protocols at Beta Analytic). 

C02 Generation; 

The pretreated sample carbon is first oxidized to C02 either by combustion in an Oxygen 
stream or through direct reaction with reduced Cupric Oxide (metal wire / powder) for 
organics or through acid hydrolysis for carbonates. 

Combustion 
Organic + 02 + ~H => C02 
(Sample) (9UOU

( ··1 

Organic + CuO + ~H => C02 
(Sample) ('JO()O(·) 

OR Acid Hydrolysis 
Carbonate + HCI => C02 
(Sample) 

The C02 generated is then cryogenically purified by removing water vapor and any non
combustible/condensable gases by passing through a series of dry-ice / Methanol water 
traps (~-78°C) and depending on the sample type a series of liquid Nitrogen / Pentane 
slush traps (-129°C). 

Conversion of C02 to Graphite (Graphitization reaction); 

To produce the small amounts of elemental carbon from C02 for measurement in an 
AMS we use the Bosch reaction (Manning and Reid, 1977) that is a chemical reaction 
between carbon dioxide and hydrogen that produces elemental carbon (graphite), water 
and heat. 

The reaction takes place as two successive reductions; first to carbon monoxide and then 
to carbon, which permeates and adheres to the surface of the Cobalt powder (catalyst). 
More details on graphitization techniques and catalysts can be found in Vogel et ai, 1984. 

The overall reaction is as follows; 

1:;:"1} \0 (,5H( 

C02 (g) + 2 H2 (g) --+ C(~) + 2 H20 (l) 
(CO Catalyst) 
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However, the above reaction is actually the result of two separate reactions. The first 
reaction; the water gas shift reaction is a fast one; 

The second reaction controls the overall reaction rate; 

During the graphitization procedure cryogenically cleaned, dry C02 produced from the 
combustion or acid hydrolysis, is transferred cryogenically (with Liquid Nitrogen @ -
196°C)* to a specially designed graphitization cell under vacuum that is composed of 
Vycor glass, Pyrex glass and Stainless Steel (modified design after Lloyd et ai, 1991). 

* NOTE, Prior to the introduction 0/ the C02 over the coball catalyst in the graphiti::ation cell, the cobalt 
is pre-conditioned to remove any carbon contaminants by being evacuated, then purged with Hydrogen 
multiple times and finally reduced over -% atmosphere of hydrogen/or /-2 hours at 550°C to 650°[' 

The pre-conditioned graphitization cell contains either a 4.5 mg or 3.5 mg aliquot of 
Cobalt metal powder (a mixture of 85% Alfa Aesar -400 mesh, and 15% Alfa Aesar 
Puratronic -22 mesh) that is specific to the size of the sample being graphitized 

Based on the amount of C02 generated during the combustion the C02 is cryogenically 
transferred to a graphitization cell containing and amount of Cobalt that is 3x greater in 
weight than the amount. of carbon (3: 1 ratio), then and aliquot of Ultra-Pure Research 
Grade Hydrogen is added such that the amount of Hydrogen is 3x greater in volume as 
the sample C02 (3: I ratio). 

The graphitization cell is then placed into a 550°C to 650°C oven for a period of 10-12 
hours while the water produced during the graphitization is continuously removed via a 
cold finger that is part of the graphitization cell, by a dry-ice Methanol slush (-78°C). 

After 10- I 2 hours have passed the pressure in the graphitization cell is inspected to insure 
that the reaction has gone to completion (that the C02 has been converted to graphite 
with a minimum yield falling in the range of 80-1 00%). If the reaction has not reached 
completion, the graphitization cell is returned to the oven, and reacted again for a period 
of 4-1 0 hrs. If the reaction does not reach an 80-100% completion following the second 
graphitization attempt, the sample is analyzed again starting from combustion. 

If the graphitization has gone to completion, the graphitization cell is placed under a 
vacuum and allowed to warm to room temperature causing all water vapor formed during 
the graphitization reaction to be pumped away, leaving the graphite dry. The graphite is 
then purged Ix with ultra-pure (99.999) Argon which has passed through an ascarite 
molecular sieve to remove any C02 and a silicone drying agent to remove any water 
vapor. This is then followed by pumping to a vacuum and then purged again with ultra
pure (99.999) Argon to equal ize with atmospheric pressure. 
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-... """" The graphitization tube is then removed from the graphitization cell and capped with an 
AI-foil cover and placed in a test-tube rack ready to be loaded into a cathode for AMS 
counting. 

AMS Cathode (Target) Loading; 

The prepared graphite sample is placed into an AMS cathode (target) by pouring the 
graphite directly from the graphitization tube into the cathode. The graphite powder is 
then compressed to a minimum of 150 psi (gauge reading) in an Arbor press or by 
hammering with a press-pin. 

The surface of the graphite (target face) is optically inspected to insure that the graphite 
appears to be smooth and homogenous (i.e. the graphite does not appear uneven or" 
mottled in coloration). The cathode (target) is then placed into a cathode wheel and' 
placed into the AMS along with the necessary Modern Standards (OXI and/or OXIl, 
organic and carbonate blanks, TIRI known age standards (organic and or carbonate) and 
sufficient blind QA samples (samples previously measured by LSC and/or AMS) for 
C 14/13 and C 14112 detection. 

AMS Counting; 

As is common with other kinds of mass spectrometry, AMS counting is performed by 
converting the atoms in the sample (graphite) into a beam of fast moving ions (charged 
atoms). The mass of these ions is then separated by the application of magnetic and 
electric fields and measured by nuclear particle detection techniques. The measurement 
of radiocarbon by mass spectrometry is very difficult because its concentration is less 
than one atom in 1,000,000,000,000 (one-trillion) atoms. Thus the accelerator is used to 
help remove ions that might be confused with radiocarbon before the final detection. 

The sample is put into the ion source (as graphite) and is ionized by bombarding it with 
cesium ions and then focused into a fast-moving beam. The ions produced are negative 
which prevents the confusion of 14C with 14N since nitrogen does not form a negative ion. 
The first bending magnet is used in the same way as the magnet in an ordinary mass 
spectrometer to select ions of mass 14 (this will include large number of 12CH2- and 13CH-
ions and a very few 14C ions). 

The ions then enter the accelerator. As they travel to the terminal detector they are 
accelerated sufficiently such that when they collide with the gas molecules in the stripper, 
all of the molecular ions (such as 12CH2 and 13CH) are broken up allowing most of the C 
ions to pass through to a second bendin~ magnet which further separates the ions with the 
mass and momentum expected of 14C, I C, and 12c. 

Finally the filtered 14C ions enter the detector where their velocity and energy are 
checked so that the number of 14C ions in the sample can be counted. 

Not all of the radiocarbon atoms put into the ion source end up reaching the detector and 
so the stable isotopes, 12C and 13C are measured as well in order to monitor the detection 
efficiency. For each sample a ratio of 14C/13C is calculated and compared to 
measurements made on standards with known ratios. 
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Uncertainties in AMS; 

Soon after the first AMS spectrometers were developed, the qual ity of AMS 
measurements was demonstrated through comparisons of the error in the mean of a series 
of n AMS measurements for a sample (external error) to the counting statistics of the 
measured total counts, N, in that series of measurements (internal error). If Il is the mean 
of a group of individual measurements, each with variance cy2 (here assumed equivalent 
for all measurements), the fractional precisions were shown to be equivalent; 

2 2/( 1)2- 211M CY ext = CY n n - f.l. - CY In! = I IV tolal 

Indeed, equivalence of the standard error in the mean of AMS measurements to the 
precision expected from counting statistics demonstrated the degree to which the 
spectrometer and its operation are free of systematic error. (Wolfli, et al., 1983; Donahue, 
Jull, & Zabel, 1984; farwell, et al., 1984; Suter, et al., 1984). 

The development of a uniform sample material for 14C AMS; filamentous or fullerene 
graphite (Vogel et ai, 1984), provided intense ion beams for all samples and standards, 
bringing the internal and external uncertainties into routine equivalence for precise 
(CY ::; 1 %) AMS quantification. (Bonani, et al., 1987; Vogel, at aI., 1987). 

Sample Isotopic Fractionation (Stable Isotope Ratios 13/12C); 

In order to provide radiocarbon determinations that are both accurate and precise, it is 
necessary to measure the stable isotopes of 13C and 12C and their ratio. This is 
performed by extracting a small amount of the C02 generated during the combustion or 
acid hydrolysis and measuring the 13/12C ratio relative to the PDB mass-spectrometry 
standard. This ratio is later used in the calculation of the radiocarbon age and error to 
correct for isotopic fractionation in nature. 

Fractionation during the geochemical transfer of carbon in nature produces variation in 
the equi librium distribution of the isotopes of carbon (] 2C, 13C and ] 4C). Craig (1953) 
first identified that certain biochemical processes alter the equilibrium between the 
carbon isotopes. Some processes, sllch as photosynthesis for instance, favors one isotope 
over another, so after photosynthesis, the isotope C 13 is depleted by 1.8% in comparison 
to its natural ratios in the atmosphere (Harkness, 1979). Conversely the inorganic carbon 
dissolved in the oceans is generally 0.7% enriched in 13C relative to atmospheric carbon 
dioxide. The extent of isotopic fractionation on the 14C/12C ratio which must be 
measured accurately, is approximately double that for the measured 13C/12C ratio. If 
isotopic fractionation occurs in natural processes, a correction can be made by measuring 
the ratio of the isotope 13C to the isotope 12C in the sample being dated. The ratio is 
measured using an ordinary mass spectrometer. The isotopic composition of the sample 
being measured is expressed as delta13C which represents the parts per thousand 
difference (per mille) between the sample carbon 13 content and the content of the 
international PDB standard carbonate (Keith et aL, 1964; Aitken, 1990). A d 13C value, 
then, represents the per mille (part per thousand) deviation from the PDB standard. PDB 
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"-' """" refers to the Cretaceous belemnite formation at Peedee in South Carolina, USA. This 
nomenclature has recently been changed to VPDB (Coplen, J 994). 

In summary, then, isotopic fractionation refers to the fluctuation in the carbon isotope 
ratios as a result of natural biochemical processes as a function of their atomic mass 
(Taylor, 1987). Variations as such are unrelated to time and natural radioactive decay. It 
is common practice in radiocarbon laboratories to correct radiocarbon activities for 
sample fractionation. The resultant ages are termed "normalized", meaning the measured 
activity is modified with respect to -25 per mille wrt VPBD. The correction factor must 
be added or subtracted from the conventional radiocarbon age. 

The deltaC13 value for a sample can yield important information regarding the 
environment from which the sample comes, or the mixtures of materials used to produce 
it. Because the isotope value of the sample reflects the isotopic composition of the 
immediate environment. In the case of shellfish for example, marine shells typically 
possess a dC 13 value of between -1 and +4 per mille, whereas river shells possess a value 
of between -8 and -12 per mille, therefore, in a case where the precise environment of the 
shell is not known, it is possible to determine the most likely by analysis of the dCI3 
result. 

Fractionation also describes variations in the isotopic ratios of carbon brought about by 
non-natural causes. For example, samples may be fractionated in the laboratory through a 
variety of means. Usually, this is due to lack of attention to detail and incomplete 
conversion of the sample from one stage to another or from one part of the laboratory to 
another. In Liquid Scintillation Counting, for example, incomplete synthesis of acetylene 
during lithium carbide preparation may result in a low yield and concurrent fractionation. 
Similarly, the transfer of gases in a vacuum system may involve fractionation error if the 
sample gas is not allowed to equilibrate throughout the total volume. Atoms of larger or 
smaller mass may be favored in such a situation. If, however, the entire sample is 
converted completely from one form to another (e.g. solid to gas, acetylene to benzene) 
then no fractionation will occur. . 

Radiocarbon Age and Error Calculation; 

Much of the information presented in this section is based upon the paper Stuiver, M. and 
Polach, H.A. 1977. Discussion; Reporting of 14C data. Radiocarbon 19; 355-63. 
The radiocarbon age of a sample is obtained by measurement of the residual 
radioactivity. This is calculated through careful measurement of the residual activity (per 
gram C) remaining in a sample whose age is unknown, compared with the activity 
present in Modern and Background samples. 

Modern standard; 

The principal modern radiocarbon standard is N .I.S.1' (National Institute of Standards and 
Technology; Gaithersburg, Maryland, USA) Oxalic Acid I (C2H204). Oxalic acid 1 is 
N.I.S.T designation SRM 4990 B and is termed HOxl. This is the International 
Radiocarbon Dating Standard. Ninety-five percent of the activity of Oxalic Acid from the 
year 1950 is equal to the measured activity of the tjbsolute radiocarbon standard which 
is 1890 wood. 1890 wood was chosen as the rad io'carbon standard because it -was growing 
prior to the fossil fuel effects of the industrial revolution. The activity of 1890 wood is 
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corrected for radioactive decay to 1950. Thus 1950, is year 0 BP by convention in 
radiocarbon dating and is deemed to be the 'present'. 1950 was chosen for no particular 
reason other than to honor the publication of the first radiocarbon dates calculated In 

December 1949 (Taylor, 1987;97). 

The Oxalic acid standard was made from a crop of 1955 sugar beet. There were 1000 lbs 
made. The isotopic ratio of HOx I is -19.3 per mille with respect to (wrt) the PBD 
standard belemnite (Mann, 1983). The Oxalic acid standard which was developed is no 
longer commercially available. Another standard, Oxalic Acid II was prepared when 
stocks of HOx 1 began to dwindle. The Oxalic acid II standard (HOx 2; N.I.S.T 
designation SRM 4990 C) was made from a crop of 1977 French beet molasses. In the 
early 1980's, a group of 12 laboratories measured the ratios of the two standards. The 
ratio of the activity of Oxalic acid II to I is 1.2933±0.OO 1 (the weighted mean) (Mann. 
1983). The isotopic ratio of HOx II is -17.8 per mille. 

According to Stuiver and Polach (1977), all laboratories should report their results either 
directly related to NBS Oxalic acid or indirectly using a sub-standard which is related to 
it. 

Background Detection; 

It is vital for a radiocarbon laboratory to know the contribution to routine sample activity 
of non-sample radioactivity. Obviously, this activity is additional and must be removed 
from calculations. In order to make allowances for background counts and to evaluate the 
limits of detection, materials which radiocarbon specialists can be fairly sure contain no 
activity are measured under identical counting conditions as normal samples. Background 
samples usually consist of geological samples of infinite age such as coal, lignite, 
limestone, ancient carbonate, anthracite, marble or swamp wood. By measuring the 
activity of a background sample, the normal radioactivity present while a sample of 
unknown age is being measured can be accounted for and deducted. 

Conventional radiocarbon ages (BP); 

A radiocarbon measurement, termed a conventional radiocarbon age (or CRA) is 
obtained using a set of param~ters outlined by Stuiver and Polach (1977), in the journal 
Radiocarbon. A time-independent level of C 14 activity for the past is assumed in the 
measurement of a CRA. The activity of this hypothetical level of C 14 activity is equal to 
the activity of the absolute international radiocarbon standard. 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age BP is calculated using the radiocarbon decay 
equation; 

t=-8033In(Asn/Aon) 

Where -8033 represents the mean lifetime of 14C (Stuiver and Polach, 1977). Aon is the 
activity in counts per minute of the modern standard, Asn is the equivalent cpm for the 
sample. 'In' represents the natural logarithm. 
A CRA embraces the following recommended conventions; 

• a half-life of 5568 years; 
• the use of Oxalic acid I or II as the modern radiocarbon standard; 
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• correction for sample isotopic fractionation (deltaC 13) to a normalized or base 

value of -25.0 per mille relative to the ratio of C12/C 13 in the carbonate standard 
VPDB (more on fractionation and deltaC13); 

• the use of 1950 AD as 0 BP, ie all C14 ages head back in time from 1950; 
• the assumption that all C 14 reservoirs have remained constant through time. 

Additional terms are sometimes requested to be or reported with, or in-lieu of the 
standard Conventional Radiocarbon Age BP result from which all others are 
mathematically derived. These are the "Measured Radiocarbon Age BP", Percent 
Modern Carbon (pMC), Mean Biobased Result (expressed in %), Percent Mean Biogenic 
Carbon Content, Percent Biomass C02, Fraction Modern Carbon (fmdn or fMC) as well 
as d 14C, D 14C, delta 14C, lll4C and delta I 3/1 2C (all of which are expressed in per 
mille notation (%) rather than per cent notation.) 

d 14C represents the per mille depletion in sample carbon J 4 prior to isotopic 
fractionation correction and is measured by; 

d14C=«Asn/Aon) - 1)1000 per mille 

DI4C represents the 'normalized' value of d14C. 'Normalized' means that the activity is 
scaled in relation to fractionation of the sample, or its deltaC 13 value. All D 14C values 
are normalized to the base value of 
- 25.0 per mille with respect to the standard carbonate (VPDB). D14C is calculated using; 

D14C=d14C - 2(dC13 + 25)(1 + d14C/IOOO) per mille 

This value can then be used to calculate the CRA using the equation given above. 
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Figure 1; Decay curve for C14 showing the activity at one half-life (t/2). The terms 
"%Modern", or "pMC" and D14C are shown related in this diagram along with the 
Radiocarbon age in years BP (Before 1950 AD). 
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Age reporting; 

If the reservoir corrected conventional radiocarbon age calculated is within the past 200 
years, it should by convention be termed 'Modern' (Stuiver and Polach, 1977; 362). If a 
sample age falls after 1950, it is termed greater than Modem, or >Modern. Absolute 
percent modern (%M or pMC - 'percent modern carbon') is calculated using; 

%M=100 x Asn/Aabs 

or, 

Asn/Aon(1I8267(y-1950)) x 100 percent 

Where Aabs is the absolute international standard activity, 118267 is the lifetime based on 
the new half life (5730 yr), Y = the year of measurement of the appropriate standard. This 
is an expression of the ratio of the net modern activity against the residual normalized 
activity of the sample, expressed as a percentage and it represents the proportion of 
radiocarbon atoms in the sample compared to that present in the year 1950 AD. Thus, 
%Modern becomes a useful term in describing radiocarbon measurements for the past 45 
years when, due to the influx of artificial radiocarbon into the atmosphere as a result of 
nuclear bomb testing the 'age' calculation becomes a 'future' calculation. 

If the sample approaches D 14C = -1000 per mille within 2 standard deviations, It IS 

considered to be indistinguishable from the laboratory background, ie, not able to be 
separated with confidence from the laboratory count-rates which result from a sample 
which contains no radionuclide. In this instance, a Greater-Than Age is calculated. An 
example of a Greater-Than Age is >55,000 yr or >50,000 yr (Gupta and Polach, 1985). 

Samples whose age falls between modern and background and are given finite ages. 
Standard errors released with each radiocarbon assay are usually rounded by convention 
(Stuiver and Polach, 1977). Again, not all laboratories subscribe to these conventions, 
some do not round up ages. 

Standard Error and Sources of Error; 

Statistical analysis is necessary in radiocarbon dating because the decay of C 14 although 
constant, is spontaneous. It is not possible to measure the entire radioactivity in a given 
sample, hence the need for some kind of statistical analysis of counted data. The 
distribution of counted C 14 decay events will, over time, yield a pattern. The pattern is 
termed a "normal distribution curve". A normal or "Gaussian II distribution describes the 
symmetrical bell shaped cluster of events around the average or mean of the data. In a 
normal distribution, 2 out of 3, or 68% of the values or counts observed will fall within 
one standard deviation of the average of the data. At two standard deviations, 95% of the 
observed counts will fall within the range and at three standard deviations, 99% of the 
counts which comprise the normal distribution will fall within this region. Each 
radiocarbon date is released as a conventional radiocarbon age with 'standard error', This 
is the '±' value and by convention is ± I sigma. The standard error is based principally 
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upon counting statistics, however other sources of error are possible and their effects are 
listed below; 

Summary; The accuracy of radiocarbon dates (modified from Polach, B.A. 1976). 

Sources of Error 
Effect upon Age Measures to minimize the error 
Determination incurred 

I 

11. Precision of age 1- -Statistical; Typically -------TBig sam pies, long~r count times, 
determination ±1 %Modern or less \ repeat sample assays 

12. Inherent I I 
la. C14 half-life I Libby half life 3% too low I Multiply CRA's by 1.03 if 
I I I necessary I : I 

--_. ~.--..•.. -.- ... ------ ... --.. -.-- ---------_. . ---- .. 

b. C13/C12 I Variable, up to 450 yr for Stable isotope analyses using 
fractionation i shell. Mass Spec. 

r········-··--·---····---··-·---··-················-- r-·-····-·---··---·······-·····-·----····· .--------
c. C14 Modern Variable> 80 vr International crosscheck of 

I standard 'I • secondary standards. 
r·-·-···--··········--·_········ - _. __ .. _--_.- ---.-.. '-"-"'-~." .. ~~--... --.- ...• _--,-

d. Variation in past 0-800 yr, beyond call ka Tree ring calibration; otherwise 
C14 production rates not determined interpret results in radiometric 

timescale. 
~ ofC14 SUI·f .. ",,,,, ocean latitudinal Interpretation of results. 

in nature .. . .. -400 to -750 
yl Deep ocean -1800 yr. 

('! C Industrial effect ca -2.5% Interpretation of results 
= 

concentration in the and atom bomb effect 
atmosphere. + 160% in atmosphere I 

I 

3. Contamination. Nil to 300 yr up to 15 ka; Interpretation of results, 
>20 ka possible beyond 25 analysis and dating of extracted 

ka. pretreated fractions. 

4. Biological age of <10 yr to>1000 yr Identification of species of 
.1 material in the case of wood and UUU~I"U 

charcoal to short lived sam pies 
only. 

5. Association of Intermediate ... results 1.1 .. ",. p' 
.1. . and event 

6. Tl Intermediate Care in field and laboratory 

'7, : ... "". I" of Intermediate Care in interpretation, 
~"UH" interdisciplinary approach and 

i 
collaboration 

Accuracy and Precision in Radiocarbon Dating; 

It is important to note the meaning of "accuracy" and "precision" in radiocarbon dating. 
Accuracy refers to the date being a 'true' estimate of the age of a sample within the range 
of the statistical I imits or ± value of the date. Thus, for the sake of argument, if we were 
radiocarbon dating a sample of human bones from an individual who we knew died in 
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1 066 AD, and obtained a date of 1 040±40 AD, we would have dated the event of his 
death accurately. If however the date obtained were 1 OOO± 15 AD, we would be 
inaccurate. In terms of precision, however, the former is imprecise in comparison to the 
latter because of the larger stated error value. As such it can be seen that the date of 
1 OOO± 15 AD while being highly precise is, in this instance, inaccurate. 

Reservoir Effects; 

A Conventional Radiocarbon Age or CRA does not take into account specific differences 
between the activity of different carbon reservoirs. A CRA is derived using an age 
calculation based upon the decay corrected activity of the absolute radiocarbon standard 
(1890 AD wood) which is in equilibrium with atmospheric radiocarbon levels (as 
mentioned previously, 1890 wood is no longer used as the primary radiocarbon standard, 
instead Oxalic Acid standards I and II were correlated with the activity of the original 
standard). In order to ascertain the ages of samples which were formed in equilibrium 
with different reservoirs to these materials, it is necessary to provide an age correction. 
Implicit in the Conventional Radiocarbon Age BP is the fact that it is not adjusted for this 
correction. 

Radiocarbon samples which obtain their carbon from a different source (or reservoir) 
than atmospheric carbon may yield what is termed apparent ages. A shellfish alive today 
in a lake within a limestone catchment, for instance, will yield a radiocarbon date which 
is excessively old. The reason for this anomaly is that the limestone, which is weathered 
and dissolved into bicarbonate, has no radioactive carbon. Thus, it dilutes the activity of 
the lake meaning that the radioactivity is depleted in comparison to 14C activity 
elsewhere. The lake, in this case, has a different radiocarbon reservoir than that of the 
majority of the radiocarbon in the biosphere and therefore an accurate radiocarbon age 
requires that a correction be made to account for it. 

One of the most commonly referenced reservoir effects concerns the ocean. The average 
difference between a radiocarbon date of a terrestrial sample such as a tree, and a shell 
from the marine environment is about 400 radiocarbon years (see Stuiver and Braziunas, 
1993). This apparent age of oceanic water is caused both by the delay in exchange rates 
between atmospheric C02 and ocean bicarbonate, and the dilution effect caused by the 
mixing of surface waters with upwelled deep waters which are very old (Mangerud 
1972). A reservoir correction must therefore be made to any conventional shell dates to 
account for this difference. Human bone may be a problematic medium for dating in 
some instances due to human consumption of fish, whose C 14 label will reflect the ocean 
reservoir. In such a case, it is very difficult to ascertain the precise reservoir difference 
and hence apply a correction to the measured radiocarbon age. 

Spurious radiocarbon dates caused by volcanic emanations of radiocarbon-depleted C02 
probably also come under the category of reservoir corrections. Plants which grow in the 
vicinity of active volcanic fumaroles will yield a radiocarbon age which is too old. Bruns 
er al. (1980) measured the radioactivity of modern plants growing near hot springs heated 
by volcanic rocks in western Germany and demonstrated a deficiency in radiocarbon of 
up to 1500 years through comparison with modern atmospheric radiocarbon levels. 
Similarly, this effect has been noted for plants in the bay of Palaea Kameni near the 
prehistoric site of Akrotiri, which was buried by the eruption of the Thera volcano over 
3500 years ago (see Weninger, 1989). The effect has been suggested as providing dates in 
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error for the eruption of Thera which has been linked to the demise of the Minoan 
civilization in the Aegean. One modern plant growing near the emanations had an 
apparent age of 1390 yr. The volcanic effect has a limited distance however. Bruns et at. 
(1980) found that at 200 m away from the source, plants yielded an age in agreement 
with that expected. They suggested that the influence of depleted C02 declined rapidly 
with increasing distance from the source. Radiocarbon discrepancies due to volcanic C02 
emissions are a popular source of ammunition for fundamentalist viewpoints keen to 
present evidence to show that the radiocarbon method is somehow fundamentally flawed. 

Suess or Industrial Effect; 

Since about 1890, the use of industrial and fossil fuels has resulted in large amounts of 
C02 being emitted into the atmosphere. Because the source of the industrial fuels has 
been predominantly material of infinite geological age ( e,g. coal, petroleum), whose 
radiocarbon content is nil, the radiocarbon activity of the atmosphere has been lowered in 
the early part of the 20th century up until the 1950's. The atmospheric radiocarbon signal 
has, in effect, been diluted by about 2%. Hans Suess (1955) discovered the industrial 
effect (also called after him) in the 1950's, A number of researchers found that the 
activity they expected from material growing since 1890 AD was lower. The logical 
conclusion from this was that in order to obtain a modern radiocarbon reference standard, 
representing the radiocarbon activity of the 'present day', one could not very well use 
wood which grew in the 1900's since it was affected by this industrial effect. Thus it was 
that 1890 wood was used as the modern radiocarbon standard, extrapolated for decay to 
1950 AD 

Atom Bomb Effect; 

Since about 1955, thermonuclear tests have agded considerably to the C 14 atmospheric 
reservoir. This C 14 is 'artificial' or 'bomb' C 14, produced because nuclear bombs produce 
a huge thermal neutron flux. The effect of this has been to almost double the amount of 
C 14 activity in terrestrial carbon bearing materials (Taylor, 1987). 

De Vries (1958) was the first person to identify this 'Atom Bomb' effect. In the northern 
hemisphere the amount of artificial carbon in the atmosphere reached a peak in 1963 (in 
the southern hemisphere around 1965) at about 100% above normal levels. Since that 
time the amount has declined owing to exchange and dispersal of C14 into the Earth's 
carbon cycle system. The presence of bomb carbon in the earth's biosphere has enabled it 
to be used as a tracer to investigate the mechanics of carbon mixing and exchange 
processes. 
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COflsi!ite/ll Acnlrlu:r •.. 

... Delil't!rtu/ On-time 

August 20, 2012 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Bl!tu Annl~tic Inc. 
498::; SW 74 Court 

EM34563 

Millmi, Florian JJ1S:" liSA 
'n'l: 30566751&7 
fllX: 305 66.1 09(.4 
Ilctuillrlldillcarbon.cnm 
wW\\.radioc"rhtltl.l:om 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
Irvine, CA 926] 2 

I)lIrdt'li lIood 
1'rt"')[d"lIf 

!lonllle! Hatfield 
Christllplicr Patrick 

Ilcl'll'~ llircrl.JrS 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples B] -6-16 to 17 feet length. B 1-17-34 to 35 feet length, B 1-
25-43 to 45 feet length. B 1-31-55 to 56 feet length 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for four samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and aU the analyses proceeded normally. The report 
sheet contains the dating result, method used, material type, applied pretreatment and two-sigma calendar 
calibration result (where applicable) for each sample. 

This report has been both mailed and sent electronically, along with a separate publication quality 
calendar calibration page. This is useful for incorporating directly into your reports. It is also digitally 
available in Windows metafile (.wmf) fonnat upon request. Calibrations are calculated using the newest 
(2004) calibration database. References are quoted on the bottom of each calibration page. Multiple 
probability ranges may appear in some cases, due to short-term variations in the atmospheric 14C 
contents at certain time periods. Examining the calibration graphs will help you understand this 
phenomenon. Calibrations may not be included with all analyses. The upper limit is about 20,000 years, 
the lower limit is about 250 years and some material types are not suitable for calibration (e.g. water). 

We analyzed these samples on a sole priority basis. No students or intern researchers who would 
necessarily be distracted with other obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed 
them with the combined attention of our entire professional staff. 

Information pages are enclosed with the mailed copy of this report. They should answer most of 
questions you may have. If they do not, or if you have specific questions about the analyses, please do 
not hesitate to contact us. Someone is always available to answer your questions. 

Thank you for prepaying the analyses. As always, if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
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REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 8/20/2012 

Material Received: 811 0/20 12 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 328042 4980 +1- 40 BP -24.8 0/00 4980 +1- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-6-16 to 17 feet length 
ANAL YSIS : AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIALIPRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 3930 to 3870 (Cal BP 5880 to 5820) AND Cal BC 3800 to 3660 (Cal BP 5760 to 5610) 

Beta - 328043 ] 0000 +1- 60 BP -24.5 0/00 10010 +/- 60 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-17 -34 to 35 feet length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 9810 to 9310 (Cal BP 1]760 to 11260) 

Beta - 328044 22480 +1- 100 BP -23.9 0/00 22500 +1- 100 SP 
SAMPLE: B 1-25-43 to 45 feet length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 25710 to 24860 (Cal BP 27660 to 26820) 

Beta - 328045 28670 +1- 170 BP -23.80/00 28690 +1- 170 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-31-55 to 56 feet length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRJORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 31520 to 30840 (Cal BP 33470 to 32790) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present. 
"present" = AD 1950). By international convention, the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C aC(lVlty of the National Institute 
ot Standards and Technology (NIST) OxaliC Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the Libby 14C half·life (5568 years). Quoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistiCS (68% probability) 
countlng errors based on the combined measurements of the sample, 
background. and modern reference standards. Measured 13C/12C 
ratios (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the PDB-l standard 

The Conventional Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for isotopIc fractlOnation, calculated 
using (118 delta 13C. On rare occasion where the Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C, 
the ratio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age Will be followed by"'" 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available, the Calendar Calibrated result is calCUlated 
from the Conventional Radiocarbon Age and i~; listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result" for each sample 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

5120 

5100 

5080 

5060 

5040 

0:-
5020 

f£. 5000 OJ 

'" ro 
c 4980 0 -e 
~ 4960 

.Q 
"0 
ro 

0:: 4940 

4920 

4900 

4880 

4860 

4840 

(Variables: C13/C12=-24.8:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigma calibrated results: 
(95% probability) 

Intercepts of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated result: 
(68% probability) 

Beta-328042 

4980±40 B P 

Cal Be 3930 to 3870 (Cal BP 5880 to 5820) and 
Cal Be 3800 to 3660 (Cal BP 5760 to 5610) 

Intercep t data 

Cal Be 3760 (Cal BP 5710) and 
Cal Be 3720 (Cal BP 5670) and 
Cal Be 3720 (Cal BP 5670) 

Cal Be 3790 to 3700 (Cal BP 5740 to 5650) 

4980±40 BP Organic sediment 

3950 3900 3850 3800 3750 3700 3650 
Cal BC 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

HealOn,el.a/.,2009. Radiocarbon 51(4):1151-1164, Reimer.etal. 2009. RadIOcarbon 51(4):1 I II-1150, 
Slulver.el.ai.I993, RadIOcarbon 35(1)137-189. Oeschger.el.a/.,1975:Tellus 27.168-/92 . 

Mathematics usedfor calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrallng C14 Dares 
Talma, A. S, Vogel. J C, 1993. Radiocarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
-19155 S.W. 7.flh Courr. MliJmi, FlOrida 33155' Tel: (305)667-5J6 7 • Fax: (3IJ5)663-096-1' F'-Mail bela@radllJrur/;ot1.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

il:' 
~ 
Ql 
OJ 

'" c 
0 -e 
5 
.2 
'0 

'" 0: 

(Variables: C13/C12=-24.5:lab. mUlt=l) 

Laboratory n urn her: Beta-328043 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 10010±60 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 9810 to 9310 (Cal BP 11760 to 11260) 
(95% probability) 

Intercepts of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

10010±60 BP 

Intercep t data 

Cal Be 9640 (Cal BP 11590) and 
Cal Be 9640 (Cal BP 11590) and 
Cal Be 9450 (Cal BP 11400) 

Cal Be 9740 to 9720 (Cal BP 11690 to 11680) and 
Cal Be 9670 to 9370 (Cal BP 11620 to 11320) 

Organic sediment 
10200-r----~------r_----,_----~----~r_----,_----~------r_----,_----_r----_, 

10150 

10100 

10050 

10000 

9950 

9900 

9850 

9800 

9850 9800 9750 9700 9650 9600 9550 9500 9450 9400 9350 
Cal Be 

References: 
Database used 

[NTCALO!) 

Referellces to INTCAL09 database 
fiealon.et.ai..2009. RadIOcarbon 51(1).1151-1164. Re/mer,el,ai. 2009, Radiocarbon 51(.f):fIJI-f150, 
Stu/vel'. e I,al. 1 9 93, RadIOcarbon 35 (!): 137- 189. Oeschger, el,al.,! 975, Tellus 2 7' /68-! 9 2 

Mathematics used for calibratioll scenario 
A Simplified Approach /0 Calibrating C 14 Dates 
Ta/ma. A S,. Vogel. J C" 1993. RadIOcarbon 35(2)3/7-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 

9300 

-1985 S,W, 7-1lh Cour{, AllUml, Florida 33155' Tel: (305)667-5167' Fax: (3U5)663-0YfJ.f· fi-Mall: nela@radlOcarhon,com 
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EM34567 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

(Variables: C13/C12=-2309:labo mult=l) 

Lab oratory n urn ber: Beta-328044 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 22500±100 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 25710 to 24860 (Cal BP 27660 to 26820) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

22500±100 BP 

lnterc ep t data 

Cal Be 25030 (Cal BP 26980) 

Cal Be 25610 to 25240 (Cal BP 27560 to 27180) and 
Cal Be 25150 to 24950 (Cal BP 27100 to 26900) 

Organic sediment 
22850-.--~--~------r------'-------r-------.------.-------r------'----~~------~ 

22800 

22750 

22700 

22650 

22600 
c;:-
~ 22550 
<ll 
OJ 
OJ 

§ 22500 
-e 
\3 22450 

0>2 
al 
!Y 22400 

22350 

22300 

22250 

22200 

22150~-----1;=====~ ...... ~ ...... ,. .......... t=~==~ .. pm .. ~ .... Rt==~=i1-~ 
25800 25700 25600 25500 25400 25300 

Cal BC 
25200 25100 25000 24900 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
Referenceo!' to INTCAL09 database 

H ealolloe/. al. 02009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). 1151-1 J 64, Reim er, et. ai, 2009, RadIOcarbon 5 J (4): J 1 11-1/50, 
Stu Iver, et.a1,l9 93, RadIOcarbon 35 (l r 137- J 8 9, Oeschgero nal ,197 51ellus 27: 168 -/ 9;: 

Mathematics IIsed for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrating C 14 Dales 
Talma, Ao S, Vogel, J C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2)."317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~YX5 sow. 741h Courl, Miami, FlOrida 33155· Tel: (3IJ5)667-516 7 • Faxo (3{)5)663-!l96~· L-Mali be!U@radlOcurbollocom 
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EM34568 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

29300 

29200 

29100 

29000 

28900 

il:' 28800 
~ 
(l) 

g' 28700 
c 
o 
-e 28600 
5 
.2 
16 28500 
IY 

28400 

28300 

28200 

28100 

(Variables: C13/C12=-23.8:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-328045 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 28690±170 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 31520 to 30840 (Cal BP 33470 to 32790) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 31220 (Cal BP 33180) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 31360 to 31030 (Cal BP 33320 to 32980) 
(68% probability) 

28690±170 BP Organic sediment 

28000~-----t=;=======;== ...................... ~~.t~======~====~-,.-----~ 
31600 31500 31400 31300 31200 31100 31000 30900 30800 

Cal BC 

References: 
Database ased 

INTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

H ealon.e t.al .. 2009. RadIOcarbon 5 1(4) J J 5 i -1161. Rell1l er. e I.a/. 2009. Radiocarbon 5/ (-I): 1111 -1150. 
Stulver.el.al.19 93. RadIOcarbon 35 (1 ). / 37- 1 8 9, Oeschger, et.aJ .1975 ]ellus 27: 168-192 

Mathematics used/or calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating C 14 Dates 
Talma, A S .. Vogel. J. C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(])317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
-1985 S.W. 7~lh ('(lUrl. Mwml, Flonda 33155· Tel: (305)667-S/67' Fax: (305)663-U96~' E-Mail: beta@radlOcarhon.com 
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Cou.viste/ll ACCtlrtl(l' ••• 

. . . Ddh'f!rca Oil-time 

August 29,2012 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Helll :\nalylk Illc. 
~f.)85 SW ,-4 ('ourt 

EM34569 

:\lillmi. Fluridll 33155 t'S,\ 
Tel: J05 6675167 
Fax: JUS 663 0964 
HCl:lfIl radillcarbun.cllnl 
wW\\.nldiocllrIHlll.cOni 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
Irvine, CA 92612 
USA 

[lImlt'l! !lewd 
I're,ld1lnt 

HOlHl!!! Hlltlidd 
en ristnpber J>lltrick 

UCI)!!" Uirerror, 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples Bl-11-26to27ft 8in Length, BI-12-27ft 8in to 28ft Length, 
B 1-12113-28 to 29ft 6in Length, B 1-14115-29ft 6in to 32ft Length 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for four samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and all the analyses proceeded normally. As usual, 
the method of analysis is listed on the report with the results and calibration data is provided where 
applicable. 

As always, no students or intern researchers who would necessarily be distracted with other 
obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed them with the combined attention of 
our entire professional staff. 

If you have specific questions about the analyses, please contact us. We are always available to 
answer your questions. 

Thank you for prepaying the analyses. As always, if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

GaAcLvU) 
Digital signature on file 
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EM34570 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 8/29/2012 

Material Received: 8/23/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 328863 6290 +/- 40 BP -21. I 0/00 6350 +/- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-11-26t027ft 8in Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIALIPRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 5460 to 5440 (Cal BP 7410 to 7390) AND Cal BC 5420 to 5410 (Cal BP 7370 to 7360) 

Cal BC 5380 to 5290 (Cal BP 7330 to 7240) AND Cal BC 5270 to 5230 (Cal BP 7220 to 7180) 

Beta - 328864 6550 +!- 40 BP -23.70/00 6570 +!- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-12-27ft 8in to 28ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIAL/PRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 5610 to 5590 (Cal BP 7560 to 7540) AND Cal BC 5570 to 5480 (Cal BP 7520 to 7420) 

Beta - 328865 7320 +/- 40 BP -23.3 0/00 7350 +1- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-12/13-28 to 29ft 6in Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 6340 to 63] 0 (Cal BP 8290 to 8260) AND Cal BC 6260 to 6090 (Cal BP 8210 to 8040) 

Beta - 328866 6860 +/- 40 BP -22.60/00 6900 +/- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1- J 4/15-29ft 6in to 32ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIAL/PRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 5880 to 5720 (Cal BP 7830 to 7670) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present, 
"present" = AD 1950). By international convention, the modmn 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology (NIST) Oxalic Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the Libby 14C half-life (5568 years) Quoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistiCS (Ei8% probability) 
countlll\l errors based on the combined measurements of tile sample, 
background. and modern reference standards. Measured 13CI12C 
raliOs (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the PDB-1 standard. 

The Conventional Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for Isotopic fractionation, calculated 
using tile delta 13C. On rare occasion where tlw Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated uSing an assumed delta 13C, 
the ratio and the Conventional R8diocarbon Age Will be followed by"" 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age IS not calendar calibrated. 
When available, the Calendar Calibrated result is calculated 
from the Convenlional Radiocarbon Age and .s listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result" for each sample 
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EM34571 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

6480 

6460 

6440 

6420 

6400 

6380 
ii:" 
~ 6360 
'" OJ 

'" c: 6340 
~ 
13 6320 

.Q 

" '" a: 6 300 

6280 

6260 

6240 

6220 

(Variables: C13/C12=-21.1:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-328863 

6350±40 B P Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigm a ca lib ra ted res ults: 
(95% probability) 

Cal Be 5460 to 5440 (Cal BP 7410 to 7390) and 
Cal Be 5420 to 5410 (Cal BP 7370 to 7360) and 
Cal Be 5380 to 5290 (Cal BP 7330 to 7240) and 
Cal Be 5270 to 5230 (Cal BP 7220 to 7180) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 5320 (Cal BP 7270) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 5360 to 5300 (Cal BP 7310 to 7260) 
(68% probability) 

6350±40 BP Or9a nic sed im ent 

5480 5460 5440 5420 5400 53805360 53405320 5300 5280 5260 5240 5220 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

Healon ,el,aI, ,2009, Radiocarbon 5 I (4).' 115/-/ J 6 4, Relmer,e I ai, 2009, Radiocarbon 51(4) 111/-1 I 50, 
Stulver,el.a/,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(1).'/37-/89, Oeschger,el.al., 1975,Tellus 27,168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario ' 
A SlmphjiedApproach to Calibrating C14 Dales 
Ta/ma, A, 5., Vogel. J c.. 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2)317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
-1985 Sf!' 7-Ilh Courl, Miami, F/or;da 33/55' 7'el'(305j667-516 7 'Fax (3U5)663-UY6-1' E-Mail, nela@radlOcarbon,com 
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EM34572 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

6700 

6680 

6660 

6640 

6620 

6600 a:: 
~ 6580 
" en 

'" c 6560 0 

£ 
13 6540 

.Q 
u 

'" 0:: 6520 

6500 

6480 

6460 

6440 

6420 

(Variables: C13/C12=-23.7:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory n urn ber: 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigma calibrated results: 
(95% p roba bility) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 

B eta-328864 

6570±40 BP 

Cal BC 5610 to 5590 (Cal BP 7560 to 7540) and 
Cal BC 5570 to 5480 (Cal BP 7520 to 7420) 

In tercept da ta 

with calibration curve: Cal BC 5510 (Cal BP 7460) 

1 Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 5550 to 5480 (Cal BP 7500 to 7430) 
(68% probability) 

6570140 BP Organic sediment 

5620 5600 5580 5560 5540 5520 5500 5480 5460 
Cal Be 

References: 
Database used 

fNTC AL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

fl eato n.et a/,2009, RadIOcarbon 5 1(4) 1151-1164, Relmer.etal, 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). f I 11-115 (J, 

SIUlve r,et.a I,! 993, R adiocarbo n 35 (I ),'137 -189, Oeschger, e I, at., 19 75.Te !Ius 27.168 -19:! 
Mathematics usedfor calibration scenario 

A SlInplrfiedApproach loCalibralmgC!4 Dates 
Talma, A. S" Vogel, J. Coo 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2)317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S.w. 741h Courl, MiG"", Honda 33155' reI. (30S)66 7-SI67' Fax (305)663-0YO-i • E-Mail. hela@radlOcarbon.com 
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EM34573 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

7480 

7460 

7440 

7420 

7400 

7380 
il:' 
:; 7360 
Q") 

"' g 7340 
f' 

.~ 7320 
"0 
rtl 
Il:: 7300 

7280 

7260 

7240 

7220 

(Variables: CI3!CI2=-23.3:1ab. mult=l) 

Labora tory nu m ber: Beta-328865 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigma calibrated results: 
(95% probability) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 

7350±40 BP 

Cal BC 6340 to 6310 (Cal BP 8290 to 8260) and 
Cal BC 6260 to 6090 (Cal BP 8210 to 8040) 

In te rc ep t data 

with calibration curve: Cal Be 6230 (Cal BP 8180) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 6240 to 62 JO (Cal BP 8190 to 8160) 
(68% probability) 

7350±40 BP Orga nic sed im en! 

7200~------~~====:L-r------J:;=~ .. 1t~========~========;jL-----~------~ 
6400 6350 6300 6250 6200 

Cal Be 
6150 6100 6050 

References: 
Database used 

INTCALIJ9 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Healon, el.a/. ,2009, Radiocarbon 51 (I). 1151-1/64, Relfner,el. ai, 2009, Radiocarbon 51(-/) / / II-1150, 
Sluiver,et.ai.1993, Radiocarbon 35(l).13 7-/89, Oeschger,el.a/., 1975,Tellus 27.168-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrating C 14 Dales 
Ta/ma, A. S .. Vogel, J C., 1993, Rad/Ocarbon35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
J985 SW Nih Courl.MlGml, nonda 33155' Tei. (305)(,(,7-5167 -Fax (305)663-096-1·lo·-Mall. h"la@radlOcarhoncom 
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EM34574 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

7040 

7020 

7000 

6980 

6960 

~ 
6940 

~ 6920 
'" OJ 
OJ 
c 6900 
0 
-e 
IS 6B80 

.9 
-0 
OJ 
0: 6860 

6840 

6820 

6800 

6780 

6760 

(Variables: C 13/C 12=-22.6 :lab. mult=l) 

La bora tory num ber: Beta-328866 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 6900±40 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Clll Be 5880 to 5720 (Cal BP 7830 to 7670) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68 % prob ab ility) 

Intercept data 

Cal Be 5750 (Cal BP 7700) 

Cal Be 5840 to 5820 (Cal BP 7790 to 7770) and 
Cal Be 5810 to 5730 (Cal BP 7760 to 7680) 

6900140 BP Orga nic sed im ent 

5900 5880 5860 5840 5820 5800 
Cal Be 

5780 5760 5740 5720 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

H ealon,cl.at .2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4). 1151-1 J 6 4, Reimer,el. aI, 2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4) .1111-/ I 50, 
Stulver.et.aI,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(1).'13 7-189, Oeschger,el.at, 1975.Tellus 27./68-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to CalibralIng C 14 Dates 
Talma, A. S, Vogel, J C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S W 7·llh Court, Mwml, Floflda 33155' Tel: (305)667.5167. Fax. (305)663·0964' E·Mail bew@rad/Ocarbon.com 
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Consistctnt Accuracy • .. 
... Delivered Oil-rime 

September 13, 2012 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Belli ,\D1ll\'lk Inc. 
4985 SW 74 Court 

EM34575 

;\lial'lli, Floridn3315!, lISA 
Tel: 3056675167 
Fax: 305 663 0964 
Bl:lnlo'f"adiucarbon.cnm 
www.r~dioC8rb()n.C'olll 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
Irvine, CA 92612 
USA 

nil rllt'" Uond 
I'resident 

Ronpld Hlitfit'ld 
Cbristopber Patrick 

()clloly nirectors 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples B2-5-23to25ft Length, 82-7-30t031 ft Length, 82- I 0-
45to47ft Length, 83-5-22t024ft Length, B3-7-30to32.5ft Length, 84-11-25t025.5ft Length, B4-13-
31 t034ft Length, B4-18-45.5t046.5ft Length 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for eight samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and all the analyses proceeded normally. As usual, 
the method of analysis is listed on the report with the results and calibration data is provided where 
applicable. 

As always, no students or intern researchers who would necessarily be distracted with other 
obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed them with the combined attention of 
our entire professional staff. 

If you have specific questions about the analyses, please contact us. We are always available to 
answer your questions. 

Thank you for prepaying the analyses. As always, if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

GaAcLJ~ 
DIgItal IHgnature on file 
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EM34576 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 9113/2012 

Material Received: 9/5/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 329748 J 4890 +1- 60 BP -24.00/00 14910 +/- 60 BP 
SAMPLE: B2-5-23t025ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 16540 to 16320 (Cal BP 18490 to 18270) AND Cal BC 16170 to 16030 (Cal BP J 8120 to 
J 7980) 

Beta - 329749 7630 +/- 40 BP -24.20/00 7640 +/- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B2-7 -30t031 ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRI0RITY delivery 
MATERIALIPRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 6590 to 6580 (Cal BP 8540 to 8530) AND Cal BC 6570 to 6540 (Cal BP 8520 to 8490) 

Cal BC 6530 to 6430 (Cal BP 8480 to 8380) 

Beta - 329750 11280 +/- 50 BP -24.00/00 11300 +1- 50 BP 
SAMPLE: B2-10-45t047ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRI0RITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC J 1330 to 11160 (Cal BP 13280 to 13110) 

Beta-329751 87JO+I-40BP -23.50/00 8730 +1- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B3-5-22t024ft Length 
ANAL YSIS : AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIALIPRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 7940 to 7600 (Cal BP 9890 to 9550) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present. 
·present" " AD 1950). By international convention. the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology (NIST) Oxalic Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calc:uiated using the Libby 14C half·life (5568 years) Quoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistics (68% probability) 
counting errors based on the combined measurements of the sample, 
background, and modem reference standards. Measured 13CI12C 
ratIos (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the PDB-1 standard 

The Convenlronal Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for IsotOPIC fractionation. calculated 
uSing tile delta 13C. On rare occasion wtlere the Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C. 
the ratio and Ihe Conventlonel Radiocarbon Age wili be followed by"·" 
Tile Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available, the Calendar Calibrated result IS calculated 
from the Conventronal Radiocarbon Age and is listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result"" for each sample 
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EM34577 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 9113/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 329752 10830 +/- 50 BP -23.70/00 J 0850 +/- 50 BP 
SAMPLE: B3-7-30t032.5ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 10820 to 10680 (Cal BP 12770 to 12640) 

Beta - 329753 8470 +/- 40 BP -24.4 0/00 8480 +/- 40 SP 
SAMPLE: B4-11-25t025.5ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 7580 to 7500 (Cal SP 9540 to 9450) 

Beta - 329754 12480 +/- 60 BP -23.9 0(00 12500 +/- 60 SP 
SAMPLE: B4-13-31 t034ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MA TERJALfPRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 13060 to 12270 (Cal BP 15010 to 14220) 

Beta - 329755 17800 +/- 80 BP -23.6 0/00 17820 +/- 80 BP 
SAMPLE: B4-18-45.5t046.5ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIALfPRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 19500 to 19260 (Cal BP 2 J460 to 21210) 

Dales are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present, 
"present" = AD 1950). By international convention. the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
01 Standards and Technology (NIST) Oxalic ACid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the Libby 14C half-life (5568 years). Quoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistiCS (68% probability) 
counting errors based on the combined measurements of the sample, 
background, and modern reference standards, Measured 13CI12C 
rahos (delta 13C) were calculated rei alive to the PDB-l standard 

The Conventional Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for Isotopic fractionation, calculillad 
uSing the delta 13C. On rare occasion where tIle Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C. 
the ratio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age will be followed by"''', 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available, the Calendar Calibrated result IS calculated 
from the Convenhonal Radiocarbon Age and is listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated ReSUlt" for each sample 
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EM34578 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

iL 
~ 

'" 01 

'" c:: 
0 -e 
l'l 
.2 
u 
OJ 
cr 

(Variables: C13!C12=-24:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigma calibrated results: 
(95% probability) 

Intercepts of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

Beta-329748 

14910±60 BP 

Cal BC 16540 to 16320 (Cal BP 18490 to 18270) and 
Cal BC 16170 to 16030 (Cal BP 18120 to 17980) 

lntercep t data 

Cal Be 16460 (Cal BP 18410) and 
Cal Be 16430 (Cal BP 18380) and 
Cal Be 16090 (Cal BP 18040) 

Cal Be 16510 to 16370 (Cal BP 18460 to 18320) and 
Cal Be 16120 to 16060 (Cal BP 18070 to 18010) 

14910±60 BP Organic sediment 
15100-r--~-r~---r-----r-----r-----r-'--~.--r-'--r-~-r~~r---~r-~--r---~ 

15050 

15000 

14950 

14900 

14850 

14800 

14750 

14700 

14650~-----rl===""mI .... m.~ .. Ht=;==~~----~----~--Jt~===I~~ .. ~~i-~ 
16600 16550 16500 16450 16400 16350 16300 16250 16200 16150 16100 16050 16000 

Cal BC 

Referen ces: 
Database used 

fNTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database . 

H ealon.et. af., 2009. Radiocarbon 5 J (4) J J 51-1164, Reim e/', e I.al. 2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4).1/11 -1150, 
Slulver,et.al.1993, RadIOcarbon 35(1):137-189. Oeschger,el.ai .. I975.Telius 27:168-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrallng CI4 Dales 
Talma, A S. Vogel, J C. 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~985 S.W. 7.Jrh Courl, Miami, Flor"lu 33155' Tel: (3!J5)o6 7-5167· Fax: (305)603-096-/· E-MaIl.' bela@radlOcarbon.com 

Page 4 of 11 

RL0033583 



EM34579 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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7560 
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7520 

7500 

(Variables: C13/CI2=-24.2:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigm a calibrated results: 
(95% probability) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

7640±40 BP 

Beta-329749 

7640±40 BP 

Cal BC6590 to 6580 (Cal BP 8540 to 8530) and 
Cal BC 6570 to 6540 (Cal BP 8520 to 8490) and 
C a! B C 6530 to 6430 (C a! BP 8480 to 8380) 

Intercept data 

Cal Be 6470 (Cal BP 8420) 

Cal Be 6490 to 6490 (Cal BP 8440 to 8440) and 
Cal Be 6480 to 6450 (Cal BP 8430 to 8400) 

Organic sedim ent 

6600 6580 6560 6540 6520 6500 6480 6460 6440 6420 

, R eferen ces: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

H eaton.e t. af. ,2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4) 1151-1 J 64 Relm er, el.a/, 20(J9, Radiocarbon 51 (4). I 111-1150. 
Slulver,el.al,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(/}:137-189, Oeschger,ef.ai 1975,Tellus27:168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrallng C 14 Dales 
Talma, A S, Vogel, 1. C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
.f985 s.w. 7.{lh Courl, Mwmi, FlOrida 33155· Tel. (31J5)66 7-5/67' Fax. (305)603-ii96.J· h'-Mali.' hela@radlOcarbonocom 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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11450 

11400 

11350 

11300 
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11200 

11150 
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(Variables: C13/CI2=-24:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-329750 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 11300±50 BP 

2 Sigma cnHbrated result: Cal Be 11330 to 11160 (Cal BP 13280 to 13110) 
(95% P robab ility) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated result: 
(68% probability) 

11300±50 BP 

Intercept data 

CalBC 11240(Ca1BP 13190) 

CalBC 11300to 11190(CalBP 13250to 13140) 

Organic sediment 

11340 11320 11300 11280 11260 11240 11220 11200 11180 11160 

References: 
Data base used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

Healon.el.ai .. 2009. RadIOcarbon 51(4)1/51-//64 Relmer.el.af. 2009. Radiocarbon 51(4):/111-/150. 
Stu/ver. aaf.1993. RadIOcarbon 35 (1).137-189. Oeschger. eLai ,1975. Tel/us 27.'168 -19 2 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibratrng Cf4 Dales 
Ta/ma. A S., Vogel. J C. 1993. Radiocarbon 35(2):317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
49155 S.W. 741h Court. MJarnJ. FlOrida 33155· Tel. (305)667-5167' Fax: (305)663-096-1' E-Mail: bell1@radlOcarbol1.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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(Variables: C13/C12=-23.5:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-329751 

Conventional rad iocarbon age: 8730±40 BP 

2 Sigm a calibrated result: Cal B C 7940 to 7600 (Cal BP 9890 to 9550) 
(95% probability) 

Intercep t data 

lntercept of radiocarbon age 

8730±40 BP 

with calibration curve: Cal BC 7740 (Cal BP 9690) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 7790 to 7650 (Cal BP 9740 to 9600) 
(68% probability) 

Organic sediment 

8000 7950 7900 7850 7800 7750 
Cal BC 

7700 7650 7600 7550 7500 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

H eaton,el. ai, 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). 1151-1/64, Reim er, el. aI, ]009, Ra.dlOcarbon 5/ (4)' /11/ -1150, 
Slulver,er.ai,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(/).137-189, Oeschger,el.ai.1975.Telius 27.'168-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrating C14 Dates 
Taima. A S, Vogel, J C, 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2):317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
./985 S.W 7-1lh Court, Mwml, Firmdu 33/55' Tel: (305)667-5Jo7' Fax: (31!5)663-096-/· E-Mali: hela@radlOcarbon.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

(Variables: C13/CI2=-23.7:lab. mUlt=l) 

Lab oratory n urn ber: Beta-329752 

Conventional radiocarbon age: l0850±50 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 10820 to 10680 (Cal BP 12770 to 12640) 
(95% probability) 

lntercep t data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal Be 10740 (Cal BP 12690) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 10770 to 10710 (Cal BP 12720 to 12660) 
(68% probability) 

10850±50 BP Organic sediment 
11050-r------~------~~------r_------~------_r------~------~~----~T_------~ 

11000 

10950 

0::- 10900 
e. 
<ll 
OJ 
co 
§ 10850 
.f' 
l:l 
.Q 
"0 & 10800 

10750 

10700 

10650~-----t~======;=======;=iB .. ~~ .. ~gq~~~~ .. "===;=====L-r---L--~ 
10840 1 0820 10800 1 0780 10760 1 0740 10720 1 0700 10680 

Cal BC 

References: 
Database used 

lNTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

H ealon,e r.al" 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4)'1151-1164 Relm e/', e I.al, 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). 1111-1150, 
Slulver,el,a/,1993, Radiocarbon 35(1)"137-189, Oeschger,el.a/.,1975,Tellus 27:168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A SlInp/i/ted Approach /0 Caltbraring C 14 Dates 
Talma, A. S, Vogel, J C, 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2) 317-322 

Beta Analytic Rad iocarbo n Dating La borato ry 
./985 s,w. 7-1th Court, MlUml, FlOrid" 33155' Tel: (305)66 7-516 7 • Fax: (305}663-()96~' E-l0clI/: bela@racilOcarbon.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

8620 

8600 

8580 

8560 

8540 

8520 
0::-
~ 8500 

<L> 
0> 
co 
c 8480 0 
-e 
13 8460 
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8360 

8340 

(Variables: C13/C12=-24.4:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory n urn ber: Beta-329753 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 8480±40 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 7580 to 7500 (Cal BP 9540 to 9450) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 7540 (Cal BP 9490) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 7580 to 7520 (Cal BP 9530 to 9470) 
(68% pro ba bili ty) 

8480±40 BP Organic sediment 

7590 7580 7570 7560 7550 7540 7530 7520 7510 
Cal BC 

References: 
Database used 

fNTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

Healon.el.al..2009. Radiocarbon 51(4):1151-1164. Reimer.el.al, J009. RadIOcarbon 51(4):1 i /1-1150, 
Slulver,el,ai,1993, Radiocarbon 35(1):137-/89, Oeschger,el.al , 1975,Tellus 27: /68-192 

Mathematics used/or calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrating Cf4 Dates 
Talmo, A S., Vogel, J C" /993, Radiocarbon 35(2)317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S.W 7.Jlh Courl, MlQml, FlOrida 33155· Tel: (305)667-5J67' Fax: (305)663-096.J· E-MaIl: bela@radJOcarbon.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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(Variables: CI3/C12=-23,9:1ab, mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-329754 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 12500±60 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 13060 to 12270 (Cal BP 15010 to 14220) 
(95% probability) 

Intercepts of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated result: 
(68% probability) 

Intercep t data 

CalBC 12860(CalBP 14810)and 
CalBC 12780(CalBP 14730)and 
Cal BC 12710 (Cal BP 14660) 

Cal Be 12980 to 12600 (Cal BP 14930 to 14550) 

12500±60 BP Organic sediment 
I I I I I I I I 

- ~ -
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13100 13000 12900 12800 12700 12600 12500 12400 12300 12200 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

Healon.et.al,.2009. RadIOcarbon 51(4)/151-1/64, Relmer,eral, 2009, Radiocarbon 51(4)'////-1150. 
SlUlver,el.al,1993, RadiOcarbon 35(1),137-189, Oeschger,el.al ,1975.Tellus 27.'168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating Cf4 Dates 
Talma, A S .. Vogel. J C. 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2)3/7-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S. iF 7.flh Court, Mtaml, Florida 33155' Tel: (305)667-5167. Fax: (3IJ5)663-096.f • f,'-Mulf: belU@radlOcarbon,com 

Page 10 of 11 

RL0033589 



EM34585 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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(Variables: CI3/CI2=-23.6:1ab. mult=l) 

Lab oratory n urn ber: Beta-329755 

Conventional rad iocarbon age: 17S20±80 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 19500 to 19260 (Cal BP 21460 to 21210) 
(95% P robab i1ity) 

Intercep t data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 19400 (Cal BP 21350) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 19460 to 19330 (Cal BP 21410 to 21280) 
(68% probability) 

17820±80 BP Organic sediment 

17500~--~~==~==~~"~"~~"~~~""~"~~==~==~~==~==~~--~ 
19520 19500 19480 19460 19440 19420 19400 19380 19360 19340 19320 19300 19280 19260 19240 

Cal BC 

R eferen ces: 
Data base used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Heaton.el.al .. 2009. RadIOcarbon 5/(4)'//51-1/64. Relmer.el.ai 2009. Radlucarbon 51(4)./1/1-1/50. 
Stuiver.eral.1993. RadIOcarbon 35(/) 137-189. Oeschger.el.ai.1 975.Tellus 27.'/68-192 

Math ematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simp Itfle d Approach (0 Caflbraling C /4 Dales 
Talma. A. 5., Vogel, J C. /993, RadIOcarbon 35(2). 3/7-32:: 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
-1985 S.W. 7-1tl1 Court. Miami, Honda 33155' Tel: (305)66;"-5J6 7 • Fax. (305)663-096-/' F-MiJlI: bela@railJOcarbol1.com 
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C01u'istem Accuracy . .. 

. . . [)eliw!red OIl~til1le 

October 26, 2012 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Belli Anlll~<lil' Illc. 
4985 SW 74 Court 

EM34586 

Miami. Floridl1331S5 t'SA 
'leI: 3115667 :;167 
Fux: 3056630%4 
Iktnllr rndillcarbufl,clllll 
www.ntriiuc:lrbclll.clllll 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
irvine, CA 92612 
USA 

nil r<it'll IllIml 
l're,ide"l 

Honal!! Hatfid!! 
Christopher PlItrick 

IkI'II'Y Ilireclor; 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples B5-4-18.5ft depth, BS-6-23ft depth, 86-6-22ft depth, 86-
IO-34ft depth 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for four samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and all the analyses proceeded normally. As usual, 
the method of analysis is listed on the report with the results and calibration data is provided where 
applicable. 

As always, no students or intern researchers who would necessarily be distracted with other 
obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed them with the combined attention of 
our entire professional staff. 

If you have specific questions about the analyses, please contact us. We are always available to 
answer your questions. 

Thank you for prepaying the analyses. As always, if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

0aAcLJLt? 
Digital sIgnature on file 

Page 1 of 6 

RL0033591 



EM34587 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 10/26/2012 

Material Received: 10/19/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 333263 11450 +/- 50 BP -23.50/00 11470 +/- 50 BP 
SAMPLE: B5-4-18.5ft depth 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRJORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 11450 to 11310 (Cal BP 13400 to 13260) 

Beta - 333264 19530 +/- 80 BP -23.90/00 19550 +/- 80 BP 
SAMPLE: B5-6-23ft depth 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MATERIALIPRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 21590 to 21340 (Cal BP 23540 to 23290) 

Beta - 333267 29870 +/- 160 BP -23.90/00 29890 +/- 160 BP 
SAMPLE: B6-6-22ft depth 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 32820 to 32580 (Cal BP 34770 to 34530) 

Beta - 333268 19230 +1- 90 BP -23.4 0/00 19260 +1- 90 BP 
SAMPLE: B6-1O-34ft depth 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 21380 to 20640 (Cal BP 23320 to 22590) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present, 
'present" = AD 1950). By international convention. the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
ot Standards and Technology (NIST) Oxalic Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the libby 14C half·life (5568 years). Ouoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deviation statIStics (68% probability) 
counting ermrs based on the combined measurements of the sample, 
background, and modern reference standards. Measured 13C!12C 
rallos (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the PDB-1 standard 

ThE! Conventional Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for isotopIC fractionation, calculated 
uSing the delta '13C, On rare occasion where the Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C, 
the ratio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age Will be followed by"". 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available. the Calendar Calibrated result is calculated 
from the Conventional Radiocarbon Age and is listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result" for each sample 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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(Variables: C13/C12=-23.5:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333263 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 11470±50 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 11450 to 11310 (Cal BP 13400 to 13260) 
(95% probability) 

In te rc ep t data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 11370 (Cal BP 13320) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 11410 to J 1340 (Cal BP 13360 to 13290) 
(68% probability) 

11470±50BP Orga nic sed im ent 

11460 11440 11420 11400 11380 11360 11340 11320 11300 11280 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal Be 

Heaton.el.ai.2009. RadIOcarbon 5J(4J1J51-1164. Relnler.et.aJ. 2009. Radiocarbon51(4}.IIII-1150. 
Stu iver. elai.19 93. Rad iocarbon 35(1).13 7-/89. Oeschger.el.a I.. /975. Tel/us 27. /68-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating CI4 Dates 
Talma. A S .. Vogel. J. C .. 1993. RadIOcarbon 35(2):317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~Y85 S.W 7-ilh Co"ri.MlGtnl. Florldo 33155' Tei. (305)66 7-5Jt57 • Fax.' (3051663-096-1' E-Mail' bela@rad,ocarbon.t·om 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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(Variables: C 13/C 12=-23.9 :lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333264 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 19550±80 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 21590 to 21340 (Cal SP 23540 to 23290) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 2 ]450 (Cal BP 23400) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 21510 to 21400 (C al BP 23460 to 23340) 
(68% probability) 

19550±80 BP Organic sediment 

19250~--l=~====;===~~==~==1m~""~"1R~ .. ~~ ........ ~t:==~====;====U 
21600 21580 21560 21540 21520 21500 21480 21460 21440 21420 21400 21380 21360 21340 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

H ealon.eral .2009. RadIOcarbon 5 J (4) 1151-1164. Rellner.e I. al. 2 O(}9. RadIOcarbon 5 1(4).111/-1150. 
Stuiver.et.al.1993. Radiocarbon 35(1) 137-189. Oeschger.et.al .. 1975.Telius 27.168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating C 14 Dates 
Talma. A. S .. Vogel. J C .. 1993. RadIOcarbon 35 (2). 31 7-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 s.w 7·1117 CourI.MlGrnl. Florida 33155' Tel. (305j667-5167 'Fax: (3(}5j663-(}96~' E-MaJi beta@radlOcarhon.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

il 
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(Variables: C l3/C 12=-23.9 :lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333267 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 29890±160 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 32820 to 32580 (Cal BP 34770 to 34530) 
(95% probability) 

In tercep t data 

In tercep t of rad io carb on age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 32690 (Cal BP 34640) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 32750 to 32630 (Cal BP 34700 to 34580) 
(68% probability) 

29 890t 160 BP Orga nic sed im en! 

~ 29900 
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29300~----~==:;====~==~==~~"Im~~~"Im~~~mlBI~It==;:==:;====~--~ 
32840 32820 32800 32780 32760 32740 32720 32700 32680 32660 32640 32620 32600 32580 32560 

Cal BC 

References: 
Database used 

fNTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Heaton.el.at ,2009, Radiocarbon 5 f (4). If 5 f - f f 64, Reimer,el. ai, 2009, Radiocarbon 5 1(4).' 111 I -1150. 
Slu Iver. e{.al.19 93, Rad io carbon 35(1): f 37-189, Oeschger,et.ai .. 1975, Tel/us 27.168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Slmplijied.4pproach /0 Cahbratmg C14 Dates 
Talma,.4. S, Vogel, J c., 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S.W 7-1111 Courl.MlGml, FlOrida 33155 - Tel: (305)66 7-5167 -Fax. (3()5)663-096~' E-Mail hela@radlOcarbon.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

(Variables: C13/CI2=-23.4:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333268 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 19260±90 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 21380 to 20640 (Cal BP 23320 to 22590) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 21030 (Cal BP 22980) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 21320 to 20710 (Cal BP 23270 to 22660) 
(68% probability) 

Orga nic sed im ent 
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References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Heaton .el.a/. .2009. RadIOcarbon 51 (4r 115 1- J 164. Relfl1er.e I. al. 2009. RadIOcarbon 5 1(4) 1111-1150. 
Slulver,el.ai.1993. RadIOcarbon 35(1). 13 7-189. Oeschger.el.al .. 1975.Tellus 27.'168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating C i 4 Dales 
Ta/ma. A S., Vogel. J c.. 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~985 S.W. Nih Courl.M/aml. FlOrida 33155· Tel. (305)667-5167 • Fax.' (305)663-D96~· L-MaJi. bela@radlOwrbancom 
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('(msisic'lIf Accurtlcy ... 

... Dt'liwm~d On-time 

October 29,20]2 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Iklu Anal)'lir Inc. 
4985 SW 74 Court 

EM34592 

~lianJi, FloriulI.HI 55 CSA 
Tel: ;\U5 667 :;167 
Fax: .m5 663 0964 
1h'I:a!a'rndilJcarhon.clll11 
"" __ '.radillcllrb<ln.t·om 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
Irvine, CA 92612 
USA 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples B5-7-29ft depth, B5-11-46.5ft depth 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Dard!.'JI Hood 
Itresidcollf 

Ihmuld Halli ... ld 
Ch ,-i,tll pher Patrick 

1>~llIll~ lli .. eCI'''' 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for two samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and all the analyses proceeded normally. As usual, 
the method of analysis is listed on the report with the results and calibration data is provided where 
applicable. 

As always, no students or intern researchers who would necessarily be distracted with other 
obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed them with the combined attention of 
our entire professional staff. 

If you have specific questions about the analyses, please contact us. We are always available to 
answer your questions. 

The cost of analysis was previously invoiced. As always, if you have any questions or would like 
to discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
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REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 10/29/2012 

Material Received: 10119/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 333265 19950 +/- 80 BP -23.5 0/00 19970 +/- 80 BP 
SAMPLE: B5-7 -29ft depth 
ANAL YSIS : AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 22020 to 21740 (Cal BP 23970 to 23690) 

Beta - 333266 J 0300 +/- 50 BP -23.60/00 10320 +/- 50 BP 
SAMPLE: B5-11-46.5ft depth 
ANAL YSIS : AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MATERIALIPRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 10440 to 10290 (Cal BP 12390 to J 2240) AND Cal BC 10280 to 10030 (Cal BP 12240 to 

11980) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present, 
'present" = AD 1950). By international convention, the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
01 Standards and TeChnology (NIST) OxaliC Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the Libby 14C half-life (5568 years). Quoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistiCS (68% probability) 
counting errors based on the combined measurements of ttle sample, 
background, and modern reference standards. Measured 13CI12C 
ralios (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the POB-1 standard, 

The ConvenliOnal Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Ago corrected for isotopic fractionation. calculated 
uSing tile delta 13C. On rare occasion where the Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C. 
the ralio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age Will be followed by .. • .. 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available. the Calendar Calibrated result is calculated 
from the Conventional Radiocarbon Age and is listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result" for each sample 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

a:-
~ 
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20000 
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19800 

19750 

19700 

19650 

(Variables: CI3/C12=-23.S:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333265 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 19970±80 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 22020 to 21740 (Cal BP 23970 to 23690) 
(95% probability) 

In te rc ep t data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 21910 (Cal BP 23860) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 21960 to 21840 (C al BP 23910 to 23790) 
(68% probability) 

19970±80 BP Orga nlc sedim ent 

22050 22000 21950 21900 21850 21800 21750 21700 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAU)9 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

Heaton,et.al..2009, RadIOcarbon 51(4}:1151-1164, Relmer,erai, 20(}9, Radiocarbon 5/(4).1111-1150. 
Stulver,et.ai,1993. Radiocarbon 35(1).'13 7-189, Oeschger.et.al., 1975.Tellus 27.168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Cailbralll1g CI 4 Dales 
Ta/ma, A. S. Vogel, J. C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2):317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 SW Nih lour/,Mwm!, FlOrida 33155' Tel' (305)667-5167 'Fax' (3U5)663-096~· E-Mail bela@radlOcaroon.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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10450 
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10350 
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(Variables: C13/C12=-23.6:lab. mult=1) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333266 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 10320±50 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated results: Cal BC 10440 to 10290 (Cal BP 12390 to 12240) and 
(95% probability) Cal BC 10280 to 10030 (Cal BP 12240 to 11980) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

10320±50 BP 

lntercep t data 

Cal Be 10140 (Cal BP 12090) 

Cal Be 10420 to 10410 (C al BP 12370 to 12360) and 
Cal Be 10260 to 10240 (C al BP 12210 to 12190) and 
Cal Be 10200 to 10100 (C al BP 12140 to 12050) 

Orga nic sed im en! 

I I 
I 

10100~ ______ ~::Jlt;::::::~::==~~t:==.,t:==::~BlII~~IIII __ ::====;::L __ ~ 
10500 10450 10400 10350 10300 10250 

Cal Be 
10200 10150 10100 10050 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

H ealon,et.a I. ,2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4}.115 J - J 164, Relmer,et ai, 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). J 1/ / -1150, 
Srulver,el.al,/993, RadIOcarbon 35(1).13 7-189, Oeschger,el.ai., 1975,Tellus 27.168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Slmpi(jied Approach to Calibrating Cf4 Dales 
Talma, A. s., Vogel, J C., 1993. Radiocarbon 35(2)'317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~9ti5 S.W 7~/h Cuurl, Mtaml, FlOrida 33155' Tel.' (305)667-5J67 'Fax (305)li63-096-1' E-Mail.' bela@radlOcarboncom 
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THE SANTA MONICA AND 
HOLLYWOOD FAULTS 
AND THE SOUTHERN BOUNDARY 
OFTHETRANSVERSERANGES 
PROVINCE 

Richard Crook, Jr. 
Consulting Engineering Geologist 
93 N. Sunnyside Avenue 
Sierra Madre, CA 91024 

Richard J. Proctor 
Consulting Engineering Geologist 
327 Fairview Avenue 
Arcadia, CA 91007 

SUMMARY 
Six locations in western Los Angeles and Beverly Hills were 
investigated by trenching in 1982 to attempt to determine the 
location, characteristics and most recent time of seismic ac
tivity along the Hollywood and Santa Monica faults. In ad
dition, recent subsurface observations by others at seven 
other localities are included here to present the latest infor
mation on these faults. 

o 

The Hollywood fault has been located at 8 subsurface points, 
in addition to the several scarps that defme parts of its surface 
trace. These localities include two trenches, four boring loca
tions, and two building excavations (Fig. I). 

Wattles Park trench at Franklin and Sierra Bonita Avenue 
exhibited several thin, mainly southerly-dipping shears 
with clay gouge in diorite that are believed to be dis
placed and reoriented by local landsliding in the hanging 
wall of the fault. 

An excavation at a roadcut at the east side of Greystone 
Park displayed steep northerly-dipping shears where sand
stone juxtaposes slate at a brecciated clay-rich zone. 

1981-83 borings for the L. A. Metro Rail subway on 
Cahuenga Boulevard just north of Hollywood Boulevard 
revealed brecciated Miocene sedimentary rock over old al
luvium (Fig. 2). 

1991-92 borings for the subway al the north end of 
Camino Palmero showed diorite over gouge and old allu
vium. 

At the north end of La Cienega Boulevard a boring on the 
south side of Sunset Boulevard was more than 200 feet 
deep in old alluvium, but diorite crops out on the north 
side of Sunset (Glenn Brown, pers. comm., 1992). 

A 30-foot difference in water levels exists in adjacent 
borings for a building foundation just south of Franklin 
Avenue at Las Pahnas Avenue (Richard Slade, pers. 

''114 lORING IV 
elL £NIII MOWN 
(p.<,,"2) 

LOS 
ANGELES 

C80 

o l Mil .. 
1c:;'==I;;;;;;;=::oI' 

Figure 1. Location map, showing trench and boring locations, and active and potentially active laults. 
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Figure 2a. Geologic map showing location of three branches of the Hollywood fault crossing Cahuenga Boulevard (former Metro subway 
alignment) based on borings. The borings along Cahuenga are tram Converse and others (1981) and the 2 borings near Las Palm as Avenue 
showed a difference in water levels of 30 feel In bODngs about 150 leet apart in alluvium (Richard Slade, pers. comm., 1992). Surface geology 
from Hoots (1931), Weber and others (1980), and Dibblee (1991). 
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2b. Geologic section along Cahuenga Boulevard showlng two buried Hollywood fault locations from Metro Rail borings, and a third 
branch fault from water level differences in borings projected from near Las Palmas Avenue. 
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comm., J 992); the northern boring reportedly encountered 
water at 15 feet and the southern boring at 45 feet (Fig. 
3). 

Granite was seen faulted against Puente Formation sand· 
stone in a Los Feliz district residential excavation (Paul 
Merifield, pers. comm., ]982). 

Frank Denison (pers. comrn., 1985) mapped Modelo For· 
marion shale faulted over Pleistocene old alluvium, with 
the fault striking N60E and dipping an average of 35 
degrees north. in a library building excavation at the west 
part of the UCLA campus north of Gayley Avenue and 
east of Veteran Avenue (Fig. 3). This exposure is the only 
hard evidence that a potentially active fault exists in this 
reach. However, his northeast strike appears to align with 
a small fault mapped by Hoots (1931, Plate 16). rather 
than the projected westward trace of the Hollywood fault. 
We made a long soulh·trending trench at the north part of 
the Brentwood Hospital Veterans property, 1000 feet west 
of UCLA, across a stepped surface of an old fan, but 
found no fault. 

All these iocalities, except at UCLA. show an 8·rnile Holly
wood fault segment extending northeasterly from Beverly 
Hills to the Los Angeles River, defining the south base of the 
Santa Monica Mountains. West of the west boundary of 

" ", 

N.W. PART OF 
UCLA CAMPUS 

.\'v~"., 
~~,:., 

" 

DO .. 9" 
DO .' .... S7 

...,fJ .... ~. ill LJ 
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Figure 3a. Location map of western UCLA campus showing (for the 
first lime) the location of the thrust fault exposure in the excavation lor 
the library building mapped by Frank Denison in 1985 (personal 
communication). Modelo Formation shale overrides old alluvium. witll 
two parallel faults at N60E, 35N, The localion of faults in the 
foundations of adjacent buildings has not been reported, 

Beverly Hills, at the mouth of Benedict Canyon. the topogra· 
phy and geology changes to dissected large old alluvial fans, 
and the fault has not been proven to exist in this 6·mile seg· 
ment extending to the Pacific Ocean. It should be noted that 
Hoots (1931) shows faults in three canyons near the coasl 
that seem to line up with a westward extension of the Holly
wood fault (Fig. 1). 

Recency of displacement on the Hollywood fault could not 
be absolutely determined. although geomorphic expression 
(Weber and others. 1980; Dolan and Sieh, 1991) suggests late 
Quaternary movement. 

The Sa!!ta Monic~fault has several scarps extending 6 miles 
on-shore from Santa Monica Bay, and is exposed at the 
mouth of Potrero Canyon north of the City of Santa Monica. 
II was also exposed in a foundation excavation and by our 
trenching at two locations: 

A foundation excavation and pumping test at Wilshire 
Boulevard and Bundy Drive defines a segment of the fault 
(Robert Bean, Glenn Brown and Alice Campbell, pefS. 
comm.,1992). 

Our trenches at the southwest corner of the U. S. Veterans 
Administration Sawtelle property ex.hibited near-vertIcal 
to south-dipping normal shear zones with clay gouge 
trending roughly east·west. 

Trenches at University High School displayed two well
defined steep southerly·dipping normal faults. consisting 
of 2 to 12 inches of sheared clay, with apparent lateral dis
placements. No datable materials were found in any dis
placed units. 

Proposed trenching on both the Santa Monica and Hollywood 
faults by Caltech (James Dolan and Kerry Sieh, pers. comm., 
J 992) may be completed by the time this paper is printed and 
may reveal new evidence on recency of faulting. Hauksson 
and Saldivar (1986) believe the 1930 MS.2 earthquake in 
Santa Monica Bay was on the Santa Monica fault. West of 
here. recent work by Rzonca and others (1991) and Drumm 
(in this chapter) indicates that the Malibu Coast fault moved 
in Holocene time . 

OVERVIEW AND CONJECTURE ON THE 
SOUTHERN BOUNDARY OF THE 
TRANSVERSE RANGES PROVINCE 
The Santa Monica fault zone is a portion of the much longer 
Anacapa·Malibu Coast·Santa Monica-Hollywood·Raymond
Sierra Madre·Cucamonga fault system that stretches more 
thari" 100 miles from offshore west of Ventura County to 
Cajon Pass (Fig. 4). This system of faults roughly defines 
the southern structural boundary between the Transverse 
Ranges (mainly left-lateral and thmst faults) and the Peninsu· 
tar Ranges (mainly steep right· lateral faults) provinces of 
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southern California. At Cajon Pass, this boundary is right
laterally offset 15 miles along the San Jacinto fault, and re

sumes eastward as the Banning thrust fault. (See Fig. 5.) Al
though this fault system may have been a through-going ac
tive entity at some time in the past. Yerkes and Lee (I 979a, 
b), Chapman and Chase (1979) and Weber and others (1980) 

suggest that since late Pleistocene time this is no longer so. 

OUT work at Caltech in 1975-78 (Crook and others, 1987), 

Jed us to believe that the Sierra Madre fault zone and the 
Raymond fault behave as several discrete segments that act 
independently to local tectonic stresses and that they there
fore should be treated as individual segments with regard to 
future seismic activity. This conclusion is also extended to 
the Anacapa-Malibu Coast-Santa Monica-Hollywood fault 
system. Figure 3 shows the interrupted nature of the faults, 
particularly the nearby Sierra Madre fault zone that is actu

ally a connected series of thrust faults that curve north
eastward 10 become steep left-slip faults. We believe each 

thrust segment moves independently to cause typically mod
erate-sized earthquakes, such as the M 6.5 San Fernando 

earthquake in 1971. 

In our opinion, therefore, a scenario of a long reach of the 
fault system moving to cause an earthquake with a magni
tude approaching 7.5 is unlikely. Bonilla and others (1984) 
indicate such a large event would rupture the ground surface 

for almost 50 miles; a long rupture length does not appear to 
fit the direct arcuate thrust fault traces, nor the local tectonics 

TRANSVERSE 

RANGES 

N 

t 
o 10 .. 

(e.g. Allen, 1975; Hauksson, 1990, and Hauksson this 
volume). 

Until approximately 1987 the boundary between the Trans
verse Ranges and the Peninsular Ranges provinces was con
sidered to be the obvious geomorphic southern limit of the 
Transverse Ranges. In other words, the southernmost steep 
parts of the Santa Monica, San Gabriel and San Bernardino 
mountain ranges. However, work by Davis (1987) suggested 
that the actual boundary might lie south of these areas as a 
series of north-dipping blind thrusts. This model appears to 

have been confirmed by the October 1987 Whittier Narrows 
earthquake. Geologic and seismic studies of this earthquake 
by Davis and others (1989) and Hauksson and Jones (1989), 

and of other subsequent earthquakes (Hauksson, 1990; 
Hauksson and Jones, 1991), have suggested that the bound
ary between the two provinces lies south of the Santa Mon
ica-Hollywood-Raymond-Sierra Madre-Cucamonga fault sys
tem. The boundary exists as a zone of exposed and buried 
northeast-trending, left lateral strike-slip faults (San Jose, In
dian Hill, Walnut Creek and Red Hill) east of the Los An
geles Basin and a series of northwest- to west-trending blind 
thrusts (Davis and others, 1989) in the central part of the Los 

Angeles basin. 

At the far western end of the Los Angeles basin this bound
ary is less defined at present. Here the presently active 
bounding fault appears to be the Santa Monica fault, al
though on-shore Holocene movement has yet to be proven. 

MOJAVE 

DESERT 

Figure 4. Regional fault map, showing uncertainty of south boundary of Transverse Ranges Province in this part of southern California. Queries 
indicate doubts as to.connection between E·W faults. See text for discussion. The Sierra Madre thrust fault forms distinct segments as it swings 
NE Into canyons and becomes sleep lef\·laterallaults: BTC = Big Tujunga Canyon; GM·AS • Gould Mesa·Arroyo Seco; C-SC - Clamshell-Sawpit 
Canyon; DC - Dalton Canyon; SAC = San Antonio Canyon. 
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Work by the authors indicated late Pleistocene movement at 
two locations (University High Schoo! and U. S. Veterans 
Administration, Sawtelle), More recent field work by Dolan 
and S ieh (1991) suggests that Holocene movement has 
indeed occurred on this fault, which they hope \0 substantiate 
by their ongoing subsurface investigation. 

Curiously, the subsurface evidence for faulting reveal~d by 
our 1982 work on the Santa Monica' and the Hollywood 
faults .all indicated nearly vertical to south-dipping faults with 
apparent normal (dip-slip) displacements. Such faulting 
could be expected within the hanging wall of a deeper blind 
thrust (Avouac and others, 1992) and might also explain a 
portion of what Wright (1991) has concluded to be monocli
na! folding due to recent extension in this area (Fig. 6a-c), 

HISTORICAL REVIEW 

Onshore segments of the Santa Monica and Hollywood faults 
were first shown on the map prepared by Hoots (1931). His 
map and text indicate that the only surface trace observed by 
him on the Santa Monka fault is at the mouth of Potrero 
Canyon. Hill (1979) and Johnson (1932) reported that two 
traces are exposed here; one is vertical and the other dips to 
the north at approximately 45 degrees. The latter trace can 
be seen to displace terrace deposits thought to be late Pleisto
cene in age, possibly 125,000 years old (Hill, 1979). 

N 

t 
o 50 IOOMiles 
~I ==~====~!~======~~I 

Hill and others (1979), in a review of all studies of these 
zones up to that time, state that except for an exposure seen 
by John McGill in Rustic Canyon (quoted in Hill, 1979) no 
additional site-specific information was available regarding 
the surficial traces of these two faults. Analyses of oil well 
and exploratory well data by Lang and Dreesen (1975), 
Knapp and others (1962), Jacobson and Lindblom (l977), 
and Wright (1991) indicate that movement on the Santa 
Monica fault has been negligible since the Pliocene. How
ever, Hill and others (1979), on the basis of their investiga
tion conclude that: 

I. The near-surface trace of the Santa Monica fault in the 
Beverly Hills-Hollywood area is defined by a zone of 
differentia! subsidence; 

2. The fault has been active during at least part of the Pleisto
cene time; 

3. Holocene movement cannot be precluded on the basis of 
current knowledge; 

4, Subsurface fault traces within the Santa Monica-Raymond 
fault zone in the eastern part of the Beverly llills-Hoily
wood area are actively undergoing tectonic strain accumu
lation and release. 

This last conclusion was partly based on the results of a 
study of seismicity in this area by Buika and Teng (1978). 

DESERT 

Figure 5. The Transverse Ranges province. See text for comment on apparent right-lateral offsets of southern boundary. Queries indicate 
urlknown end of faults and unknown east and west ends of Transverse Rarlges prOVince. 
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Figure 6a. Fault interpretation shown on many maps to 1980s. Does the Hollywood fault extend westward? does the Santa Monica fault extend 
eastward? 
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Figure 6b. Possibility of lelt-s~epping separaHon of 1.5 miles by the right-lateral Newport-Inglewood fault (wrong sense of historic movement); or 
possibility of merging 01 Santa Monica and Newport-Inglewood fau~s as shown by Ziony and Jones (1989). but causing conflicting sense 01 historic 
movement on each fau~. 
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Figure 6c. Two new possibilities: (1) Faults ending in east- and south-dipping monoclines (Wright. 1992. Fig. 16c). (2) Our conjecture of as yet 
undiscovered buned eastward extension 01 the Santa Monica fault. possibly associated with the newly discovered Wilshire Arch of Robert S. Yeats 
(pars. comm., 1992; Hummon and others. 1992). extending eastward to connect to known E-W blind thrusts toward Whittier Narrows. 
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Subsequently, Weber and others (1980) report that the part of 
the Hollywood fault zone between Hollywood and the Los 
Angeles River is primarily expressed by geomorphic fea
tures-"scarp-like features in older and younger alluvial 
deposits and steeply inclined spurs at the south ends of 
spurs". No exposures of the fault are reported. 

Foundation excavations and borings near the comer of 
Wilshire Boulevard and Bundy Drive in west Los Angeles 
yielded evidence of a ground water barrier in late Pleistocene 
deposits (Glenn Brown and Alice Campbell, peTS. comm., 
1982). They report that ground water was encountered at a 
depth of approximately 15 feet under the lot at the northwest 
corner of the intersection and at depths of up to 70 feet under 
the lot at the southwest comer. A pump test performed on 
the latter lot (Robert Bean, pers. comm., 1992) indicated a 
nearby ground water barrier about 350 feet south of Wilshire. 

This location coincides with a geomorphic feature-possibly 
a scarp on a branch of the Santa Monica fault-as seen on 
1927 Fairchild aerial photographs and old topographic maps. 
It also aligns with a projection of similar geomorphic features 
at University High School and the U. S. Veterans Administra
tion property within a mile eastward. Current geomor
phology studies by Dolan and Sieh (l991, and pers. comm., 
1992) are discovering subtle new scarps in this area. 

THE 1982 TRENCHING 
Two sets of older vertical and a series of oblique aerial pho
tographs of the project area were studied to assist in picking 
fault scarps and prospective trenching sites. The verticals 
were 1927 and 1928 Fairchild photographs; the obliques 
were Spence photographs with dates ranging from 192] to 
1931. (These rare photos are preserved at the Whittier Col
lege Geology Department.) We located possible fault scarps, 
then plotted these onto Thomas Guide maps, to help find va
cant sites in a densely urbanized area. 

Hollywood,Fault Trenches 
Wattles Park, Los Angeles, site S-3, PI?te 1. Two trenches 
were excavated at this site. The first trench was 166 feet 
long, and exposed massive- to locally crudely-bedded, silty 
sand colluvium with scattered pebbles and cobbles. No evi
dence for faulting was encountered in this trench. 

'The second trench was excavated upslope of the first trench, 
This trench was started in granodiorite and extended 
downhill toward Trench No.1. It was short, by about 6 feet, 
from overlapping trench No. lowing to the existence of a 
paved driveway. In the southernmost 20 feet of trench 
several thin gouge layers were exposed that dipped north
ward into the hill at 10 to 15 degrees, As these layers ap
proached the depositional rock-colluvium contact, they were 
displaced downward to the south along several south-dipping 
shears that probably are small landslide planes. A mass of 
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bluish-green clay gouge at least 2 feet thick was exposed at 
the bottom of the trench beneath rock displaced along one of 
the slide planes. It is probable that this gouge is part of the 
main zone of the Hollywood fault. No datable materials 
were exposed. 

Q~ystone Park. Beverly Hills, site S-4, Figure 7. Portions of 
a road cut on Loma Vista Drive north of Doheny Drive were 
excavated by hard. Materials encountered were the Santa 
Monica slate and a sedimentary unit consisting of yellow-tan, 
massive arkosic sandstone with abundant pebble-size frag
ments of slate. The relationship between the two units was 
difficult to ascertain. Both units are extremely weathered 
and clay-rich and generally have a sheared appearance. The 
contact has the general appearance of being depositional; 
however, at two locations sheared planar inclusions of sand
stone are within the sheared slate, dipping 12° and 75° north. 
The age of the sedimentary unit is not known and may be as 
old as Tertiary. This is based on the highly weathered and 
clayey state of the material, as well as the well-developed 
soil at its surface. We also found that on the park grounds 
there are several oil and water seeps that appear to align with 
the road cut exposure. It thus appears that the Hollywood 
fault passes through the Greystone Park property. 

Santa Monica Fault Trenches 
Two sites on the Santa Monica fault were investigated by 
trenching, these being the U. S. Veterans Administration 
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property (site 5-2) and the University High School property 
(site S-5). 

U. S. Veterans Administration, Sawtelle, site S-2, (Plates 2 
and 3). Trench No.2 at this site was 141 feet long and 12 to 
J 8 feet deep with two approximately 12-foot long gaps due 
to caving ground and a concrete substructure. Materials en
countered in this trench were massive- 10 crudely-bedded flu
vial and sheet-wash fan deposits varying from fmn silty clay 
to loose. coarse, silty and sandy gravel. Contacts were 
generally gradational and only locally were sharp and well 
defined. The sharper contacts generally were between 
deposits with large grain-size difference. 

The southern ! 00 feet of trench consisted primarily of the 
crudely-bedded fluvial silt, sand and gravel deposits overly
ing a south-sloping, locally stripped, older alluvial fan sur
face. No evidence of faulting was observed in this section of 
trench nor were there any features that might be attributable 
to liquefaction. 

In the northern 30 feet of trench (Plate 2) the "older" fan 
surface is within 3 feet of the ground surface and most of the 
exposed deposits were less well-bedded and sorted and much 
more fine grained and cohesive than those to the south. 
These materials contained numerous features suggestive of 
faulting. Some of the features consist of planar zones of 
gray clay and clay-rich material that coincide with discon
tinuities in the crudely-bedded material. Two of the zones 
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Figure 7. Sketch map 01 roadcut excavation on Lorna Vista Drive (Trench Site S-4) adjacent 10 Greystone Park, Beverly Hills. The laults in the 
Santa Monica slate contain sheared pre-Quaternary sandstone. 
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near the bottom of the trench could be found on both trench 
walls and they defined a strike of N 80 E. Other features 
include the apparent stepped configuration of some crude 
bedding and slight warping. 

It should be noted that the above described features could 
suggest normal movement, down to the south, on south-dip
ping planes as well as north-dipping reverse-slip features. 

The above described features are in the "older" alluvial fan 
whose buried surface appears to become coincident with the 
ground surface a short distance north of the trench. This fan 
surface is underlain by an argillic B horizon approximately 
2.5-feet thick. Evidence for faulting could not be found 
within 6 fee! of this surface although the massive, hetero
genous nature of the materials within this section might make 
such evidence difficult to recognize, The fan surface did not 
appear to be displaced but this could not be confirmed as the 
surface north of Shoring #27 looks to have been stripped 
prior to deposition of the overlying deposits. Additionally, 
the thickness of the argillic horizon did not appear to change 
above the faulted material. 

Trench No. 3 (Plate 3) at this site was excavated approxi
mately 145 feet west of Trench No.2. The north end of the 
trench was excavated in the same "older" fan unit seen in 
Trench No.2. These materials were crudely-bedded with 
gra<lational contacts and consisted of massive heterogeneous 
units of slightly clayey sand, silt, and silty, sandy gravel. 

--------- .,. .. ---------
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The lower silt unit contained what appeared to be a burned 
paleo-fan surface with a peculiar reddish color no! attribu
table to pedogenic processes. The "older" fan surface in this 
area is overlain by 3 to 6 feet of artificial fill. 

Numerous features were exposed in this trench that are at
tributed to faulting although displacements did not appear to 
be substantial and were questionable in many instances. All 
of these features consisted of planar zones of gray, silty, 
sandy clay in contrast to the brown to yellow-brown silt and 
gravel units containing them. The thicker zones appeared to 
have been sheared but the thinner zones appeared to differ 
from the surrounding material only by color and grain-size 
distribution. All of these features have steep dips that vary 
from 80° north through vertical to 800 south. 

Only the zones beneath Shoring #4 and #6, and possibly the 
one north of Shoring #10, showed a relatively convincing 
component of vertical separation. As in Trench No.2, these 
features appeared 10 stop short of the "older" fan surface, in 
this case by at least 2 feet, and maybe more, depending upon 
how much of the surface has been removed by erosion. 

Although we are confident that the Santa Monica fault was 
exposed in both Trench No.2 and No.3, the geologic fea
tures on which we base this conclusion are less than ideal. 
There was certainly no clear evidence. for example, com
parable to that seen in our 1976-78 trenches (Crook and 
others, 1987) on the Sierra Madre and Raymond faults. In 
fact. our strongest evidence is that the features attributed to 
faulting in both trenches lie on a N 80 to 85 E trend that 
coincides with the geomorphic expression of the scarp-like 
features through this area. 

We propose that sharp, well-defined shears and offsets are 
lacking because the faulting recorded here occurred at a time 
when the deposits were far less consolidated than at present. 
Movement under these conditions would result in more of a 
mix.ing process along wide indistinct zones rather than shear
ing along narrow discreet planes. Similar features were 
noted in unconsolidated deposits exposed in trenches across 
some 1971 San Fernando earthquake breaks (Chapter 11 in 
Oakeshott, 1975; Proctor and others, 1972). 

University High School. site S-5. Plate 4. A total of five 
trenches were excavated at this site and only Trench No. I 
exposed faulted material (Plate 4). This trench was 102 feet 
long, 9 to 12 feel deep and was excavated on the scarp-like 
feature crossing the school property. 

Materials exposed in this trench varied considerably in grain
size distribution, and hence depositional environment, in the 
downslope direction. The upslope materials consisted of 
crudely-bedded to massive and heterogeneous sandy silt, silty 
clay and slightly clayey, silty, sandy gravel. These materials 
have the appearance of distal alluvial fan deposits. 
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These deposits are bound in the downslope direction by a 
fault that has juxtaposed against them a dark olive-gray to 
black, massive, heterogeneous, slightly sandy silty clay with 
scattered pebbles and cobbles. Depositional environment of 
this material is unknown but judging from the high clay con
tent and color it may have been a sag pond. 

Further downslope the dark clay unit grades into a fairly uni
form brown, massive, clayey, sandy silt with scattered peb
bles. This material has the appearance of colluvium that 
probably was derived from erosion of the fault scarp upslope. 
South of this trench this unit is overlain by relatively young, 
bedded fluvial deposits consisting of unconsolidated silt, sand 
and gravel. 

Two well~defined south-dipping normal faults were exposed 
in the northernmost 22 feet of this trench. within and bound
ing the alluvial fan deposits (Plate 4). The northernmost 
fault is the most sharply defined and consists of a 1/4-inch 
thick clay layer that truncates several thin gravel and silt lay
ers. It also appears to offset a small north-dipping fault and 
exhibits an apparent ?ip-slip component of 13 inches. down 
to the south. This fault appears to die out upward in a mas
sive silty, sandy clay unit approximately 5 feet below the 
present ground surface. 

The southernmost normal ·fauh is less clearly defined and 
consists of an approximately 12-inch wide zone of sheared 
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clay and gravel. The materials on either side of this zone are 
significantly different suggesting considerably more displace
ment than on the northernmost fault. The apparent vertical 
component of displacement is down to the south as suggested 
by the sense of drag exhibited by depositional contacts in the 
footwall. Significant lateral slip is suggested by the total lack 
of similarity of units on either side of the fault. This fault 
also appears 10 die out upward approximately 4 feet below 
the present ground surface and within the central portion of a 
massive gravel bed; this was seen on both walls of the 
trench. 

Three sub-parallel north-dipping features were exposed in the 
trench between the two south-dipping faults. Two of these 
features consist of gray colored streaks with no evidence of 
shearing or displacement. The third feature consists of a 1/8-
inch thick clay layer that contains two thin pods of sand. At 
its upper end this layer widened to 1/2- to 3/4-inch and ex
tends approximately 2.5 inches into the base of the gravel 
deposit that is faulted by the southernmost normal fault. No 
displacement was evident along this feature. Another sub
parallel feature, north of the northernmost normal fault, ex
hibited a minor amount of reverse displacement in the form 
of a deformed silt bed. 

A peculiar occurrence noted in a portion of the trench is that 
of abundant calcium carbonate in the form of caliche. These 
deposits were found only filling pores in the matrix of the 
uppermost gravel deposit and fractures in the upper portion 
of the clay unit on the south side of the southernmost normal 
fault. Caliche was found nowhere else in this trench nor in 
the other trenches at University High School. 

Charcoal was collected from a silty sand layer at depths of 
3.5 and 5 feel in Trench No. 2 (log not included herein). 
Dales were determined by Beta Analytic, Inc., Coral Gables, 
Florida. The samples yielded radiocarbon dates of 630 ±70 
(Beta-611O) years B.P. and 380 ±130 (Beta-6l1l) years B.P. 
respectively and are in conflict. 

1981-83 BORINGS FOR L.A. METRO RAIL 
Until 1990, the Southern California Rapid Transit District 
was the public agency designated to design and build a sub
way system for Los Angeles. During the period 1979-1984, 
the District convened an eight-person Board of Geotechnical 
Consultants to prepare an exploration program and to advise 
on anticipated geologic conditions for subway construction. 
The geologists on the Board were Ronald Heuer, Richard 
Jahns, Eric Lindvall and Richard Proctor. Several of the rec
ommended exploratory borings for a proposed subway route 
along Cahuenga Boulevard have bracketed traces of the 
Hollywood fault north of Hollywood Boulevard (see Fig. 2). 
Boring #28 at the south encountered only Quaternary fluvial 
deposits to a total depth of 202 feet and boring #28A, 1,000 
feet north, encountered Tertiary rock at a depth of 63 feet 
(Converse and others. 1981). The Hollywood fault has to lie 

between these two borings, The Board recommended that 
additional borings be drilled to try to better defme the fault 
location. In February 1983 boring #28B was drilled which 
encountered the fault as 10 feet of brecciated sandstone, allu
vium and siltstone at a depth of 122 feet in a hole otherwise 
entirely in alluvium to a total depth of 205 feet. From the 
geologist's log, the breccia is described, from one 8-inch 
sample. as follows: "Mixed I" to 2" masses. densely packed 
at skewed angles. I. Sandstone fragments, angular, mottled 
light brown/dark yellowish-orange, fine to medium. ce
mented, massive. 2. Gravelly sand (I" gravel), light to 
mod. brown, well-graded, unconsolidated, very dense, with 

. irregular dark reddish-brown stained masses. 3. Siltstone, 
grayish orange. at near-vertical angle. minor". 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND AGE OF FAULTING 
It appears that the Hollywood fault between Coldwater 
Canyon on the west and at least to Western Avenue on the 
east. lies at the break in slope at the south edge of the Santa 
Monica Mountains. We were unable to ascertain the recency 
of faulling. It does appear, however, from the steepness of 
the alluvial fan surfaces in this reach and the lack of signifi
cant drainage entrenchment on these surfaces that late Qua
ternary movement has occurred on this fault. 

West of Coldwater Canyon the fan surfaces are older, highly 
dissected and entrenched, suggesting that the Hollywood 
fault in this area has not been so recently active, or as Hoots 
(1931) suggested. the deformation has been by folding rather 
than faulting. This geomorphic boundary between areas of 
differing geomorphology also coincides with a northwest pro
jection of the Newport-Inglewood fault zone (Dolan and 
Sieh. 1991). 

The Santa Monica fault through west Los Angeles is fairly 
well known at depth from oil well data (especially Wright, 
1991). The surface expression is best defined by a 2.5-mile 
long stretch of scarp-like features between Stanford Street 
and Washington Avenue on the west, and Manning Avenue 
and Santa Monica Boulevard on the east. These features 
have the appearance of being relatively old, as compared to 
the Raymond faull scarp in Arcadia, San Marino and South 
Pasadena (Crook and others, 1987). Nevertheless, these fea
tures were the primary reason for trenching at both Univer
sity High School and the U. S. Veterans Administration prop
erty. We were successful in finding faults at these sites. 
None of the Holocene fluvial deposits exposed in these 
trenches exhibited any faults or features attributable to 
seismic shaking, such as infilled lurch cracks or liquefaction 
structures. 

One surprising feature of the Santa Monica fault is that no 
evidence was found that would confirm that it is a north-dip
ping reverse fault. This may be due to either the fact that we 
did not expose the main fault in any of our trenches and that 
the features we saw are antithetic faults above a thrust fault 

244 THE SANTA MONICA AND HOLLYWOOD FA ULTS 

RL0033616 



EM34612 

(e.g., Avouac and others. 1992), or tnat the most recent 
movement has been predominantly strike-slip along high 
angle faults. 

It might be argued that the scarp on the fan surface east of 
Potrero Canyon (Hoots, 1931; Hill, 1979) indicates Holocene 
movement on the Santa Monica fault. The age of the fan 
surface in that area, however, almost certainly is pre-Holo
cene. 

Obviously a recurrence interval for the Santa Monica fault 
cannot be determined from our data. Our work also cannot 
prove Holocene movement on the on-shore portion of this 
fault. even though the geomorphic evidence suggests it. 
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ABSTRACT 

Data from geotechnical boreholes and 
trenches, in combination with geomorpho
logic mapping, indicate that the Hollywood 
fault is an oblique, reverse-left-lateral fault 
that has undergone at least one surface
rupturing earthquake during latest Pleisto
cene to middle or late Holocene time, Geo
morphologic observations show that the fault 
extends for 14 km along the southern edge of 
the eastern Santa Monica Mountains. from 
the Los Angeles River westward through 
downtown Hollywood to northwestern Bev
erly Hills, where the locus of active deforma
tion steps 1.2 km southward along the West 
Beverly Hills lineament to the Santa Monica 
fault. Rupture of the entire Hollywood fault, 
by itself, could produce a Mw -6.6 earth
quake, similar in size to the highly destruc
tive, 1994 Northridge earthquake, but even 
closer to more densely urbanized areas. As
suming a 0,35 mm/yr minimum fault-slip rate 
consistent with available geologic data, we 
calculate an average maximum recurrence 
interval for such moderate events of $-4000 
yr. Although occurrence of such moderate 
events is consistent with the elapsed time 
since the poorly constrained age of the most 
recent surface rupture. the data do not pre
clude a longer quiescent interval suggestive of 
larger earthquakes. If earthquakes much 
larger than M" -{i.n occurred in the past, we 

* Present Address: Department of t:m1h SCiences. 
UniverSity of South em Califorll!d. Los Angele.;;, Cab
fomia 9()089·0740: e·mail: dolan(J.eanh.usc.edu 

tDolan. Sieh. and Rockweli' are members at the 
Fault Zone Geology GrouP. Southern Calii()mia brtll· 
quake Center. UniverSIty of Southern Calif()rnJa. Los 
Angeles, California 900Sl)·0740 

speculate that they may have been generated 
by the Hollywood fault together with other 
faults in the Transverse Ranges Southern 
Boundary fault system. 

INTRODUCTION 

During the past decade ideas about the seism ic 
hazards facing urban Los Angeles have under
gone dramatic revision and refinement. EarlIer 
earthquake scenarios for the metropolitan regIon 
focused primarily OIl the effects of a great (M" 
7.7 to 7.9) earthquake generated by the San An
dreas fault. which is located more than SO km 
northeast of downtown Los Angeles (Fig. I). Not 
until the mid-19ROs (c.g., Wcsnousky. 1986: 
Toppozada. 1988) did attention tum to the pott:n
tial hazards posed by faults directly beneath the 
metropolitan are'1. The 1987 M" 6.0 Whittier 
Narrows earthquake and thl: 1994 M" 6.7 North
ridge earthquake clearly demonstrated the seis· 
mic hazards associated with these urban faults. 
More recent seismic hazard assessments incorpo
rate the possibility of large urban earthquakes. as 
well as the recurrence of a major earthquake on 
the San Andreas fault (e,g .. Working Group on 
California Earthquake Probabilities, 1995). Be
cause of their proximity to metropolitan Los 
Angeles. moderately large to large earthquakes 
(M" 7,0 to 7.5) generated by the urban faults 
could cause at least as much, and possibly more 
damage. than a much larger earthquake occumng 
on the San Andreas fault (Working Group on Cal
ifornia Earthquake Probabilities, 1995: Dolan ct 
aI., 1995: lIeaton ct al .. 1995). At least two such 
large earthquakes have occuned during histonc 
time in southern California on faults similar to 
those that underlie the metropolitan region: the 
December 21, 1812, M - 7.1 Santa Barbara 
Channel earthquakes (Toppozada. 198 \ ) and the 

GSA Bulletin: December 1997: v 109: no. 12: p. 1595- 1616: 15 figures: 5 table,. 

159' 

July 21. 1952, M" 7.5 Kern County event (Hanks 
et aI., 1975; Stein and Thatcher. 1981; Wallace, 
1988; Ellsworth, 1990). Neither of these earth
quakes resulted in widespread damage or major 
loss of life, because both regions were relatively 
sparsely populated at the time of the earthquakes. 

Despite a heightened awareness of the potential 
for destIuctive earthquakes from faults beneath 
metropolitan Los Angeles, as well as numerous 
recent studIes that have illuminated the active 
tectonics of the region (e.g., Hauksson. 1990; 
Wright. 1991; Shaw and Suppe. 1996). too little 
infomlatlon extsts about the earthquake histories 
and recent kinematics of these faults to construct 
realistic probabilistIc hazard maps for the metro
politan region. Specifically. we have only sparse 
data concerning recurrence tntcrvals. dates and 
sizes of past events. slip rates, and kinematics for 
lllany faults. Furthennore. we do not know the ex
act nature and surficial location of many of these 
faults. Knowledge of these fault parameters is es
sential for constructing realistic probabilistic seis
mic hazard models for southem California. 

Over the past several years we have been 
studying the active tectonics and paleoseismol
ogy of the northern Los Angeles metropolItan 
region: the area extends from Pacific Palisades 
and Santa M OOica on the coast, eastward 
through Beverly Hills, Hollywood, downtown 
Los Angeles, and cast Los Angeles to Whittter 
Narrows (Fig. I). In this paper we discuss our re
sults from the Hollywood fault. which extends 
for 14 km through this densely urbanized region 
(Ftg. 2). We first describe the results of our geo
morphologic and paleoseismologic studies of 
the fault and then disclIss tbe implications of 
these daw for seismic hazard assessment in the 
metropolitan Los Angeles region. In addition to 
the Implications of these results for seismic ha7-
ard analysis. data from this and similar studies of 
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Figure I. Regional neotectonic map for metropolitan southern California showing major active faults. Fault locations are from Ziony and Jones 
(1989), Vedder et al. (1986), and Dolan and Sieh (1992). Santa Rosa Island fault is off figure to west. Closed teeth denote reverse-fault surface 
traces; open teeth show upper edges of blind thrust-fault ramps. Strike-slip fault surface traces are identified by double arrows. Small open 
squares denote Global Positioning System (GPS) stations discussed in text (locations were provided by A. Donnellan, JPL Geodesy group, 1996. 
personal commun.). CPk-Castro Peak GPS station; ELATl~-East Los Angeles thrust belt; Hoi Fit-Hollywood fault; RMF-Red Mountain 
fault; SCIF-Santa Cruz Island fault; SJF-San Jose fault; SSF--Santa Susana fault; VERF-Verdugo-Eagle Rock fault; LA-Los Angeles; 
LB-Long Beach; M-Malibu; NB-Newport Beach; Ox-Oxnard; P-Pasadena; PH-Port Hueneme; PM-Point Mugu; PP-Pacific 
Palisades; SJcF-San Jacinto fault; V-Ventura; Wl'\--Whittier Narrows. Dark shading shows Santa Monica Mountains. 

numerous other active southern California faults 
will ultimately provide information about the 
long-term and long-distance interactions be
tween these faults, 

Studying a fault in such a densely urbanized 
setting presents many difficulties, perhaps the 
most challenging being logistical limitations on 
available trench sites. Becaus<~ we could not 
choose the optimal trench site along the Holly
wood fault. some aspects of the data set. in par
ticular the slip rate and slip vector of the fault. 
could not be measured directly and arc therefore 
not as wcll constrained as they might have been 
were the fault not in an urban setting. Nonethe
less. the data presented below provide constraints 
on the location, kinematics. and earthquake his
tory of the Hollywood faUlt. parameters that are 
critical for integrating this potentially hazardous 
fault into realistic probabilistic seismic hazard 
models, We conclude by using estimates of the 
slip rate and fault-plane area that are consistent 
with known geologic data to discuss plausible 
sizes and repeat times of future earthquakes on 
the Hollywood fault. 

REGIONAL GEOLOGY 

The Hollywood fault is pan of a system of east
trending reverse, oblique-slip. and left-lateral 
strike-slip faults that extends for >200 km along 
the southern edge of the Transverse Ranges, an 
east-west belt of ranges that developed in re
sponse to north-south compression that began ca. 
2.) to 5 Ma (Fig, I; c.g., Barbat. 1958; Davis Cl 

aI., 1989; Wright. 1991; Shaw and Suppe. 1996: 
Schneider et al., 1996: TSUlsumi, 1996). We refer 
to these faults collectively as the Transverse 
Ranges Southern Boundary fault system, Within 
the fault system, left-lateral and oblique-reverse, 
left-lateral motion on a subsystem comprising the 
Raymond (Crook et al.. 1987: Jones et aI., 1990). 
Hollywood (Dolan ct aI., 1993; this study), Santa 
Monica (Dolan ct al .. 1992), Anacapa-Dume 
(Stierman and Ellsworth, 1976; Ellsworth. 1990). 
Malibu Coast (Drumm, 1992; Treiman. 1994), 
Santa Cruz Island (Patterson, 1978; Pinter and 
Soriien. 1991; Pinter et aI., 1995), and Santa Rosa 
Island faults (Colson et al.. 1995) accommodates 
relative westward motion of the Transverse 

Ranges block, Paleomagnetic studies of upper 
Pliocene strata (I to 3 Ma) rcveal20c of clockwise 
rotation of pans of the western Transverse Ranges 
block (Liddicoat, 19921. suggesting that left
lateral motion is accompanied by active clock
wise rotation of the western Transverse Ranges. 

The Hollywood fault extends cast-northeast 
along the southern edge of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, the southernmost of the Transverse 
Ranges (Fig. 2). The range exhibits an asymmet
ric, south-vergent anticlinal structure, which has 
been interpreted as a fault-propagation fold 
above a gently north-dipping blind thrust fault 
(FIg. 3; Davis et aI., 1989; Davis and Namson, 
1994). The basic structure of the llollywood area 
was revealed during extensive oil exploration. 
which began during the early 1900s and contin
ued through the 1980s (see Wright. 1991, for a 
comprehensive review). These data show that the 
steeply north-dipping Hollywood fauit juxta
poses Cretaceous quartz diorite and predomi
nantly Miocene volcanic and sedimentary rocks 
of the Santa Monica Mountains against Quater
nary and Tertiary sedimentary rocks to the south 
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Figure 2. Map of the Hollywood fault lone, showing surficial geology and major tectonic and sedimentary landforms. Major fault and fold 
scarps are shown in black. Faults are dotted where inferred beneath recent alluvium. Bedrock geology is from Dibblee (199la, 1991h). Lines 
with opposing double arrows are crests of youthful folds on the ground surface. The word Hollywood is centered on the main business district of 
downtown Hollywood, which extends approximately from La Brea Avenue eastward to Western Avenue and from Santa Monica Boulevard 
northward to the mountain front. A-bedrock fault in Elysian Park Hills (Lamar, 1970); H-eastern end of the Sunset Strip at intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive; H20-shallow ground water along Hollywood fault (F. Denison, 1991, personal commun.); K-Kings 
Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection; !'I-intersection of Normandie and Franklin Avenues; Oil-linear oil and water seeps at Greystone Park 
(Crook and Proctor, 1992); SM Fit-Santa Monica fault; BC-Benedict Canyon; BrC-Brushy Canyon; GP-Greystone Park; LC-Laurel 
Canyon; NC-Nichols Canyon; WBHL-West Beverly Hills lineament; WeHo-West Hollywood. 

(Figs. 2 and 3). The fault is marked by a narrow, 
steeply southward-sloping gravity gradient that is 
most pronounced in the downtown Hollywood 
area (Chapman and Chase. 1979). 

The Hollywood fault defines the northem edge 
of the 300-m-deep Hollywood basin, which ex
tends parallel to the lilUlt for> I 0 km. from east of 
downtown Hollywood to northwestem Beverly 
Hills (Fig. 3: Hill et al., 1979; Wright, 1991; 
Hummon et al .. 1994). The basin is generally in
terpreted as being asymmetric, deepening toward 
the Hollywood fault along its north em flank. The 
North Salt Lake fault, which is interpreted as a 
steeply north-dipping normal fault, extends west-

ward along the southern margin of the basin, -1.5 
km south o( and parallel to. the Hollywood fault 
(Schneider et al.. 1996; Tsutsumi, (996). The 

North Salt Lake faul! can be traced to within 500 
m of the surface, but it has not been shown to dis
place late Quatemary stmta (Fig. 3: Schneider Cl 

aI., 1996; Tsutsumi. 1996). and it does not exhibit 
any surface geomorphic expression. 

To the south of the Hollywood basin is an ex
panse of dissected. older (Pleistocene?) alluvium. 
Differential stream incision identified on serial 
topographic and stream profiles across this older 
alluvium reveals several very low-amplitude, 
northwest-trending anticlines that warp the allu-

vial surfaces (Fig. 2: Dolan and Sieh. 1992). The 
older alluvium overlies the northeast Los A.ngeles 
basin monocline, a south-di PPIng sequence of 
strata that is mterpreted to have been tilted dur
ing reverse slip on the postulated Los Angeles 
fault, an -60 0 north-dipping downward exten
sion ofthc blind Las Ciencgas reverse fault (Fig. 
3; Schneider et ai., 1996; Tsutsumi, 1996). 
Hummon et al. (1994) hypothesized the exis
tence of the Wilshire arch in thiS same region, a 
gent I!:, east-trending anticline that they interpret 
to have formed during the pa'st -0.8 to I Ma 
above the postulated Wilshire fault, a gently 
north-dipping blind thrust fault (Fig. 3). 
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Figure 3. Generalized north-south cross section through downtown Hollywood area showing 
major tectonic features ofthe region, including the Hollywood fault, North Salt Lake fault (NSF), 
Hollywood basin, Santa Monica Mountains anticlinorium. northeast Los Angeles basin mono
cline (NE. LA monocline in figure), Las Cienegas fault and its postulated downdip extension (1,os 
Angeles fault; LC-LAF), San Vicente fault (SVF), and the postulated Wilshire fault and associ
ated Wilshire arch. The latter is from Hummon et al. (1994). Geology south of Hollywood fault is 
generalized from Tsutsumi (1996) and Schneider et al. (1996). North Salt Lake fault is based on 
Schneider et al. (\996). Form lines (dashed gray lines) showing postulated late Cenozoic conver
gent structure in undifferentiated crystalline basement and Mesozoic-Tertiary sedimentary rocks 
of Santa Monica Mountains anticlinorium are from Davis and Namson (1994). Active and 
potentially active faults are shown by thick black lines. Up-Upper; LM-Iower Miocene. 

GEOMORPHOLOGIC EXPRESSIO"i OF 
THE. HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

The sharply defined southcm margin of the 
eastcm Santa Monica Mountains (also known as 
the Hollywood Hills) represents one of the most 
pronounced topographic features of the Los 
Angeles region, and it has long been hypothe
Sized to be the locus of a fault (c.g .. Lawson, 
1908; Hoots, 1931). Othertban knowledge of its 
approximate location, however, little has been 
known specifically about the fault's location, 
geometry, and earthquake history. 

Because of the limited use of geomorphology 
during mapping by earlier workers, the exact loca
tion of the Hollywood fault had been idcnti fied at 

on Iy a few sites during the course of geotechnical 
investigations, notably early exploration for the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority subway currcntly 
under construction (e.g .. Converse Consultants, 
Earth Sciences Associates, and GeoiResource 
Consultants, 1981: Crook and Proctor, J 992). 
None of these studies exposed the fault directly. As 
pan of a paleoseismologlcal study conducted dur
ing the early I 980s. Crook et al. (1983; Crook and 
Proctor, 1992) excavated several sites along the 
mountain front. However, they did not expose any 
active strands of the fault. Prior to this sUldy no 
paleoseismological evidence offaull activity had 
been documented for the Hollywood fault. 

In spite of the dense urbanization of the arca, 

most alluvial, flUVial, and fau I t-related land
forms (e.g., fans. channels, fault scarps, ancl 
faceted mountain spurs) arc surprisingly well 
preserved. The high degree of preservation of 
these geomorphic features is the result of urban
ization of this part of the city primarily during 
the 191 Os and 19205, before the widespread use 
of mechanized grading equipment. Rather than 
leveling building plots as would be done now, 
the builders simply draped the city across the ex
isting landscape with minimal cutting and fill
ing. Our analysis of tectonic landforms along the 
fault trace was greatly facilitated by a series of 
1:24 000 topographic maps constructed for a II of 
Los Angeles County by the U.S. Geological Sur
vey during the mid-1920s. We conductcd our ini
tial geomorphic analysis of the Hollywood area 
using these highly detailed maps, which have a 5 
ft (1.5 m) contour interval on relatively gentle 
terrain, and a 25 ft (7.6 m) interval in mountain
ous areas. We later field checked all suspected 
tectonic landforms. The field analyses allowed 
us to distinguish many features related to grad
ing during road construction. Our geomorpho
logic observations, in conjunction with the geo
technical data presented below, provide the basis 
for construction of the first detailed map of the 
most recently active surficial trace oYthe Holly
wood fault zone (Fig. 2). 

Linear scarps and faceted south-facing ridges 
confirm that recent activity on the Hollywood 

fau I t is concentrated along the southern edge of 
the Hollywood Hills in Hollywood and Beverly 
Hills. The continuity of the scarps is interrupted 
by numerous recently active alluvial fans along 
the mountain front. The absence of any signifi
cant fan incision or segmentation implies recent 
uplift of the Hollywood Hills at the mountain 
front. Along much of the fault, particularly west 
of downtown Hollywood. the numerous small 
fans coalesce downslope into a nearly uninter
rupted alluvial apron, which merges southward 
with two gently sloping alluvial plains in south
ern Beverly Hills-West Hollywood and south
central Hollywood (Fig. 2) 

Downtown Hollywood 

In downtown Hollywood the fault exhibits sev
eral parallel, locally overlapping south-facing 
scarps that indicate a wide, complex zone ofsurfi
cial faulting (Fig. 4). Data from previous geotech
nical and ground-water studies, in combination 
with our geomorphologic results, confirm that the 
fault comprises at least three major splays through 
much of downtown Hollywood (Converse Con
sultants, Earth Sciences Associates, and Geo/ 
Resource Consultants, 1981: Crook and Proctor, 
1992; F. Denison, 1991, personal commun.). The 
most prominent scarp in the downtown area. 
which we rdcr to as the Franklin Avenue strand, 
extends for -2 km along and just south of 
Franklin Avenue. from -250 m east of La Brea 
Avenue to just east of Gower Street (Figs. 2 and 
4). Two 1991 foundation boreholes excavated just 
south of Franklin Avenue on Las Palmas Street 
confinn that a fault exists beneath the prominent 
scarp (G' in Fig. 4; R. Slade, 1992. personal corn
mun. in Crook and Proctor, 1992). These bore
holes reveal a pronounced ground-water barrier 
that correlates with the prominent south-facing 
scarp (G in Fig. 4). Ground water on the north side 
of the fault was encountered at 4,6 m, whereas 
south of the fault itoccurrcd at 13.7 m. The dotted 
and dashed lines through G in Figure 4 show the 
probable trace of this fault strand. Farther east, the 
Franklin Avenue strand is defined by pronounced 
scarps Just cast and west of Cahuenga Boulevard 
and by a fault mapped in Miocene bedrock ncar 
Vine Street (Fig. 4: Dibblee, 1991 a). 

A t least two other fault strands occur in 
Hollywood, one to the south (Yucca Street 
strand) and one to the north (northern strand) of 
the Franklin Avenue strand (Fig. 4). West of the 
Cahuenga alluvial fan, the Yucca Street strand 
exhibits a 56-m-high scarp. East of the fan the 
Yucca Street scarp merges with the Franklin Av
enue scarp. The lack of topographic scarps 
across the 300 m width of the fan suggests that 
surficial displacements on the fault have been 

obscured durmg at I east the past few thousand 
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Figure 4, Detailed map of the Hollywood fault zone and related fault scarps, ground-water 
barriers, and alluvial fans in downtown Hollywood, Darkest shaded areas are inferred fault 
scarps, Lighter shading denotes recently active alluvial fans and drainages, Fault locations dot
ted where inferred, and dashed where based on ground-water barriers. BUll's-eyes denote 
boreholes (Converse Report, 1981; Crook and Proctor, 1992). Location is shown in Figure 2. 
Bedrock fault north of Franklin Avenue from Dibbiee (1991 a). Ground-water barriers along 
fault are denoted by G (R. Slade, cited in Crook and Proctor, 1992) and G' (F. Denison, 1991, 
personal commun,j. Topography redrafted from Burbank and Hollywood 1 :24 000 6' USGS 
quadrangles (1926). Contour interval is 1.5 m (5 ft) up to the 500 ft contour, above which the in
terval is 7.6 m (25 ft). 

s Cahuenga Boulevard 
Borehole Transect 

Figure 5. Cross section inferred from boreholes along Cahuenga Boulevard in downtown 
Hollywood (data from Converse Report, 1981; see Crook and Proctor, 1992, for alternative in
terpretation). Location is shown in Figure 4. Crook and Proctor (1992) show a fault displacement 
between 28-2 and 28A. We observe no evidence for this strand, and we do not show it in the fig
ure. Fault dip is not constrained by data: we show an arbitrary 45°N dip. See text for discussion. 

years by fluvial deposition and/or erosion. 
Westward of a point -300 m west of Cahuenga 
Boulevard the Yucca Street strand does not ex
hibit a surtlcial scarp. However, -375 m west of 
Cahuenga Boulevard the fault acts as a ground
water barrier; much shallower ground-water lev
els are observed in building excavations north of 
the fault (5 m depth) than to the south (> 12 m 
depth) (G' in Fig. 4; F. Denison. 1991, personal 
commun.). 

The stratigraphy of four boreholes drilled dur
ing 1915 I along Cahucnga Boulevard contirms 
that the Yucca Street scarps mark a fault (Con
verse Consultants, Earth Sciences Associates. 
and Geo/Resource Consultants, 1981) These 
data indicate a major north-sidc-up displacement 
of the Miocene Topanga Formation south of 
borehole 2HA (Figs. 4 and 5). Direct evidence for 
the Yucca Street strand was encountered ill bore
hole 2~B. which penetrated 3.4 m offault brec
cia, composed ofphacoids of Miocene sandstone 
and siltstone. at 37 to 40 m depth. Crook and 
Proctor ( 1992) used these data to suggest two 
closely spaced, north-dipping faults in this area, 
but we see no compelling evidence for the exis
tence of their more northerly strand, which would 
project to the surface just south of Yucca Street. 
Because of the wide spacing of the boreholes and 
the absence of trench data from this site, the dip 
of the tault IS poorly constrained. In contrast to 
Crook and Proctor (1992), who showed the faults 
as shallowly dipping (23°) thrust faults, we show 
the fault as dipping moderately north. on the ba
sis of the wcll-deternlined, steep northward dip of 
the fault observed in three excavations I km to 

the west (dIscussed in the following). 
The northern strand is defined by discontmu

ous searps at the topographic mountain front that 
extend eastward from VIne Street (Fig. 4). ThIS 
scarp disappears eastward beneath the Brushy 
Canyon fan (Fig. 2). East of the fan the well
developed scarp extends eastward along the 
northern edge of Franklin Avenue for -I km (to 
north in Fig. 2; Normandie Avenue intersection). 
The possible terminations of the north em strand 
ncar VII1C Street and the Franklin Avenue strand 
beneath the Brushy Canyon fan may IndIcate that 
the tault exhibits an -350-m-wlde left step be
rween the two strands in downtown Hollywood. 

Although the cast-northeast trcndl11g moun
tal11 front along Los Feliz Boulevard northeast of 
downtown Hollywood exhibits a linear. south
facing slope (Fig. 2). we arc uncertain whether 
this represents a surfiCial fault trace. The gentle 
southward slope of the alluviai apron there (-_5° 
to 80 S) does not resemble the more steeply slop
ing scarps that we observed eisewherc along the 
fault, and we speculate that this slope may repre
sent alluvial strata that have been tilted south
ward above a near-surface thrust fault. 
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West of Downtown Hollywood 

West of downtown Hollywood, between La 
Brea Avenue and Laurel Canyon, the fault tra
verses an area of recent alluvial sedimentation 
on small, young alluvial fans that emanate from 
numerous small-canyon sediment sources. The 
Jack of pronounced scarps along this reach of the 
fault suggests that sedimentation has buried all 
evidence of recent fault activity (Figs. 2 and 6). 

Geotechnical data from this area provide evi
dence to support this interpretation. Near 
Nichols Canyon the fault changes strike west
ward from N85°E to N55°~N60oE (Fig. 2). This 
more northeasterly trend extends for -1.6 km be
tween Nichols Canyon and the intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive, the far 
eastem end of the famed Sunset Strip (H in Fig. 
2) Along the western part of the Sunset Strip, 

DOLAN ETAL. 

west of La Cienega Boulevard, the fault may ex
hibit two main strands: a weakly defined northern 
strand that lies approximately at the mountain 
front, generally north of Sunset Boulevard, and a 
better defined southern strand in the alluvial apron 
-50 to 150 m south of Sunset Boulevard (Fig. 2). 

The scarp of the southem strand is particularly 
well-developed where it crosses Doheny Drive 
-150 m south of Sunset Boulevard. The topo
graphic expression of the southern strand etppears 
to die out west of Doheny Drive, although differ
ential stream incision of the alluvial apron ·-850 
m west of Doheny Drive suggests recent warping 
and possible faulting of the fan surface. Shallow 
ground water was encountered in a foundation 
excavation -600 m east of Doheny Dnve; the 
clayey granitIc soil there is greenish gray, in 
marked contrast to the beige and brown of most 
alluvium in the area (1120 in Fig. 2; F. Denison, 

Figure 6. Geologic map of young features within our detailed study area west of downtown 
Hollywood. Runyon Canyon, Vista Street, and Outpost Drive fans are shown in shades of gray. 
"arrow, dark gray horizontal swath shows location of Hollywood fault inferred from subsur
face data. Fault scarps inferred from topography are shown by medium gray shading. No scarps 
are discernible across the recently active parts of the fans. Thick black north-south lines show 
locations of trenches and borehole transects discussed in text. Secondary strand of Hollywood 
fault encountered in Fuller Avenue trench is shown by short black line immediately south of 
borehole OW-34A. Location of Metropolitan Transit Authority subway tunnel excavated as of 
July 1995 is shown as a dashed line. Triangular facets in northeast corner of figure show possi
ble northeast-trending fault strand. CP-MT --Camino Palmero-Martel Avenue Transect; HA
Hillside Avenue; NLBT -North La Brea transect; WP-Wattles Park; Q shows location of 
near-surface «I m depth) quartz diorite from Crook and Proctor (1992). Topography redrafted 
from Burbank and Hollywood 1:240006' USGS quadrangles (-1926). Contour interval is 1.5 m 
(5 ft) up to the 500 ft contour, above which the interval is 7.6 m (25 ft). 

1991, personal commun.). The presence of shal
low ground water suggests that there may be a 
fault to the south, although the absence of exca
vations to the south precludes assessment of 
whether this represents the northern part of a true 
ground-wawr barrier caused by a fault. 

The hills along the north edge of Sunset 
Boulevard consist of quartz diorite, whereas the 
steep slopes along the southern edge of the road 
arc underlain by alluvium. A 1974 borehole 
--200 m east of La Ciencga Boulevard and ~50 m 
south of Sunset Boulevard penetrated >60 m of 
alluvium (G. Brown, 1993, personal commun.). 
This borehole and outcrops of quartz diorite 
-10m south of Sunset Boulevard conlinn that 
the main strand of the Hollywood fault lies either 
directly beneath or just south of Sunset Boule
vard (Fig. 2). The very steep slopes of the alluvial 
fan apron south of Sunset Boulevard (up to 17°) 
are too steep to be purely depositional, and prob
ably reflect tectonic disruption, indicating recent 
north-sidc-up displacement along the fault. 
About 300 m east of La Cienega Boulevard shal
low ground water was encountered Just south of 
Sunset Boulevard (K in FIg. 2; King's Road in
tersectioll), but was not encountered in excava
tions 160 J11 to the south, suggesting that the fault 
forms a ground-water barrier in the steep slope 
along the southern edge of the boulevard 
(F. Denison, 199 J , personal commun.). West of 
La Cienega Boulevard, the sharp break in slope at 
the southern edge of bedrock outcrops suggests 
the presence of a northern strand of the fault, 
which is probably located just north of, and sub
parallel to Sunset Boulvard. This strand IS much 
less well defIned gcomorphically than the south
em strand in this reach. 

West of Doheny Drive a third, northernmost 
splay appears to split off from the main fault. 
This strand, which IS defined by a linear zone of 
oi I and gas seeps at the south end of Greystone 
Park (Oil in Fig. 2; Crook and Proctor, 1992) and 
discontinuous scarps. can be traced for only -500 
m. Excavations of this feature in Greystone Park 
encountered sheared Miocene and Mesozoic 
bedrock, but no evidence of recent faulting 
(Crook and Proctor, 1992). 

The Hollywood fault zone can be traced as a 
nearly continuous geomorphic feature westward 
to the east edge of the Benedict Canyon drainage 
in northwcstem Beverly H ills, ncar the comer of 
Sunset Boulevard and Rodeo Drive (Fig. 2). 

There the pronounced south-facing scarps tenni
nate. However, the mountain front to the west of 
Benedict Canyon in northern Westwood and 
Brentwood is locally quile linear and may repre
sent the trace of an older (or much less active) 
westward continuation of the Hollywood fault. 

At Benedict Canyon the belt of most promi
nent surficial defonnation steps southward -1.2 
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km to the Santa Monica fault (Figs. I and 2). 
This left step in the fault system corresponds to 
a pronounced east-facing, north-northwest
trending topographic scarp that we refer to as the 
West Beverly Hills lineament (Dolan and Sieh. 
1992). The lineament, which separates a region 
of highly dissected older alluvium to the west 
from the young Beverly Hills alluvial plain to 
the east, may represent an cast-dipping nonnal 
fault associated With extension along the left step 
between the Hollywood and Santa Monica 
faults. Continuation of this feature to the south of 
the fault stepover, however, suggests the altema
tive possibility that, at least south of the stepover, 
the lineament is the surficial expression of a 
complex, oblique reverse right-lateral, north
northwest trending fault system. encompassing 
both the Newpon-lnglewood right-lateral strike
sltp fault system and a northern extension of the 
Compton blind thrust system (Dolan and Sich, 
1992). The West Beverly Hills lineament may be 
a fold scarp along the northem extension of the 
back limb of the Compton blind thrust anticlme, 
which was identified farther to the south by 
Shaw and Suppe (1996). That is, the surface 
slope of the lineament scarp may be a dip slope 
along the east-dipping backlimb of a fold, the 
base of which is onlapped by young, flat-lying 
alluvium of the Beverly lIills plain (Dolan and 
Sieh,. 1992). Another possibility is that the linea
ment is cut by a probable right-lateral strike-slip 
fault, which we have interpreted as the northern
most of a series of left-stepping, en echelon 
right-lateral fault segments that make up the 
northern Newport-Inglewood fault zone (Figs. I 
and 2; Dolan and Sieh, 1992). 

East of Downtown Hollywood 

East of downtown Hollywood, geomorphic 
data indicate that the Hollywood fault extends 
generally along the mountain front about to 
Western Avenue, where it diverges from the 
mountain front and continues eastward into the 
bedrock of the northern Elysian Park Hills (Fig. 
2). Between downtown Hollywood and Western 
Avenue the fault exhibits a discontinuous, 8-25-
m-hlgh, south-facing scarp. The easternmost 
documented expression of the Hollywood fault 
occurs in the Elysian Park Hills nonhwest of 
downtown Los Angeles, where Lamar (1970) re
ported a bedrock fault that juxtaposes quartz 
diorite and upper Miocene (Mohnian) sandstone 
(A Il1 Fig. 2). Although this bedrock fault does 
not displace late Quaternary strata, it is along 
trend with the young Hollywood fault scarp at 
Nonnandie Avenue, and thus may represent the 
bedrock expression of the active fault. Weber et 
al. (1980) reponed scarps in the eastern flood 
plain of the Los Angeles River In the Atwater 

area and suggested that they represent the east
ward contmuation of the Hollywood fault. How
ever, because these scarps are parallel to an east
trending reach of the mam river channel just to 
the south, we suggest that it is likely that they are 
fluvial terrace risers, rather than fault scarps. We 
cannot trace the geomorphic expression of the 
Hollywood fault across the flood plain and into 
the hills northeast of the Los Angeles River. 
Gravity da:a. however. suggest that at least the 
bedrock expression of the fault extends eastward 
across the river toward the Raymond fault 
(Chapman and Chase, 1979) 

DETAILED STUDY AREA WEST OF 
DOWI\TOWl\ HOLLYWOOD 

Geotechnical investigations for the subway 
tunnel through the Santa MOllica Mountains and 
two storm-drain trenches excavated by Los An
geles County provide detailed data on the geom
etry, kinematics. and earthquake history of the 
Hollywood fault in a 700-rn-wide area just west 
of downtown Hollywood (Figs. 2 and 6). The 
study area, bounded on the east by North La Brea 
Avenue and on the west by Wattles Park, encom
passes two small alluvial fans emanating from 
canyons draining the Hollywood Hills-the Run
yon Canyon fan. and a fan emanating from a 
canyon 215 m to the west (Fig. 6), which we refer 
to as Vista canyon; we refer to the associated fan 
as the Vista fan. Downslope, the Vista and Run
yon Canyon fans merge I11to u larger, composite 
fan. Sediment input from Runyon Canyon ap
pears to dominate this composite fan, as would 
be expected from the much larger catchment of 
Runyon Canyon (Fig. 6). 

The youngest significant alluvial deposition on 
the Runyon Canyon and Vista fans appears to be 
recent, and no surficial scarps of the Hollywood 
fault are discernible crosslI1g these deposits. The 
IIollywood Jlills in this area are composed of 
mid-Cretaceous, coarse-grained quartz diorite 
(I·foots, 1931; Dibblec. 19913; Wright, 1991), 
and most of the strata exposed in boreholes and 
excavations into the fans consist of sand and 
gravel derived from erosion of the plutomc rocks. 
Quartz diorite crops out at the northern end of 
Fuller Avenue and was encountered within 1 m of 
the surface in excavations at the northem ends of 
La Brea Avenue and Vista Street. 

Continuously Cored Boreholes 

We completed 30 continuously cored bore
holes along two north-south transects (Fig. 6). 
The western transect was 525 m long and con
sisted of 25 boreholes that extended southward 
frolll the mountain front along Camino Palmero 
and Manel Avenue. The eastern transect COI1-

sistcd of 5 closely spaced boreholes along La 
Brca Avenue 375 m cast of the Camino Palmero 
transect. The boreholes along the two transects 
ranged from 14 to 73 m in depth and all but one 
was continuously corcd to produce 9 em diame
ter cores. The cores were hand scraped to remove 
the drilling rind of disrurbed material. 

Most of the cores were recovered using a 
hollow-stem auger; the deeper pans of several 
deep holes (B-IO, B-13, B-14, SM-], SM-IA, 
and SM -I B) were drilled using a rotary core-mud 
system. The upper -1.5 m 15 ft) of the holes were 
not cored due to the friable nature of the material, 
but the loose sand and minor gravel from these 
intervals was recovered during drilling. Core re
covery was generally very good 111 all holes. and 
recovery in most intervals exceeded 90%. How
ever, isolated intervals of nonrecovery as thick as 
50 em were common throughout many cores. A 
few rare intervals of nonrccovery were as much 
as 1.5 m thick. I Iole B-15 was a 70-cm-diameter 
bucket-auger hole, which we examined directly 
by being lowered by winch into the hole. 

Camino Palmero-Martel Avenue Transect. 
Boreholes along the Camino Palmero-Martel 
Avenue transect were drilled just west of the 
Runyon Canyon fan axis during the summer of 
1992 (Fig. 6). The northernmost boreholes pene
trated quartz diorite (Fig. 7). The upper surface of 
the quartz diorite, which dips southward 200

, 

more steeply than the 60 dip of the alluvial fan 
surface, is onlapped by young alluvial deposits. 

The oldest alluvial deposits, herein refelTed to 
as unit C, consist of generally l)1assivc, beige to 
brown allUVial sand and minor gravel and clayey 
silt interlayered with several dark brown buried 
soils. in order to con-elate these buried soils from 
core to core. we laid out all of the eorcs simulta
neously in a parking lot. We correlated soils in 
adjacent holes on the baSIS of color, texture, the 
presence of buried A and argillic (Bt) horizons, 
and the thickness of these horizons relative to 
intervening intervals that did not exhibit any soil 
development. We were careful to keep track of 
the locations of unrecovered intervals and did not 
let these intervals influence our con-elations. The 
correlations reveal that all of the buried soi Is dip 
gently southward, parallel to the recent fan sur
face (Fig. 7). 

In order to detennine an approximate accumu
lation rate on the Runyon Canyon fan. we con
ducted detailed analyses of the six soils exposed 
in core B-31 These analyses, which included 
particle-size analysis and estimates of the mean 
horizon index (MI [I) and soil development index 
(SOIl for each soil, are described in the Appen
dix. Our results show that the surface soil (soil I) 
and the shallowest buried soil (soil 1) exhibit rel
atively weak soil development, whereas the 
lower four soils (soils 3 through 6) exhibit mod-
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TABLE 1 RADIOCARBON SAMPLES AND AGES 

Sample Lab number Lawrence Livermore Age BP (AD 1950) 
numDer Calendnc age (20") 14C age (8P ± 10) 

Natlona! Lab # (20) 

HF C-2 Beta-57674 CAMS-4148 1.230 1: 70 yr B P A.D. 786 (A.D. 662-979) 1.165 + 125/-195 BP 
HF C-3 Beta-57675 CAMS-4149 1.230 :t 70 yr B P A.D. 786 (A.O 662-979) 1.165 + 125/-195 BY 
HF C-4 Beta-57676 CAMS-4150 300 ± 70 yr BP A.D. 1641 (A.D 1446-1954) 309 ~ 195/-315 BP 
B-15 HF T Beta-57677 CAMS-41S1 3.170 ± 70 yr BP 1A24B.C (1264-1599 BC.) 3.375 + 1751-160 BP 
B-31 HF 21' Beta-57681 CAMS-4152 16}60:t 90 yr BP 17,814 B.C (17448-182678 C.) 19.765 + 455/-365 8P 

Nole: Calendllc ages calculated uSing CALl8 3.0 (Stulver and Reimer. 1993) 

that the charcoal samrle had a signiticant age at 
burial. On the basis of the limited available (;vi
dence. however. our best estimate of the base of 
unit A is ca. 4000 to 8000 yr B.P. This age IS sup
ported by our analysis of the weak surface soil 
developed through the top of unit A in hole B-31, 
which suggests that soil I required -6.5 
k.y. to develop there (Appendix). 

Evioence for Faulting. The cores contain 
abundant evidence of faulting. within both the 
quartz diOrite and the alluvium. The southern, 
subsurface limit of the quartz diorite is a steeply 
north-dipping fault contact. One fundamental ob
servation of this transect is tilat, in contrast to the 
wide zone of active faulting In oowntovm Holly-

wood, a\l evidence of recently active faulting is 
located in a narrow zone ncar the mountain front; 
no evidence of recent faulting or tectonic warping 
was observed in the southem 85% of the transect. 

The buricd soils of unit C arc traceable contin
uously from the south end of the transect north
ward for >450 m, where their continuity is inter
rupted between B-12 and B-1 0, -105 m south of 
the \Orographic mountain front. Between these 
boreholes the upper surface of the unit C buried 
soil (soil 3 at B-3 \; Appendix) appears to be dIS
placed dovm to the north (Fig. 7). 

The concentration ofborehoks near this ?One 
of displacement allowed us to construct a struc
ture contour map on the top of buried soil 3 (Fig. 

Figure 8. Structure-contour map of the top of the uppermost buried soil of unit C (soil 3) in the 
area ofthe most recently active fault strand at Camino Palmero. Contours are in feet (1 ft= 0.3 m). 
Numbered dots indicate the locations of boreholes, Vertical separation across fault is -5 ft (1.5 m) 
and is mountain-side down. 

8). Because the boreholes were confined to a 
strike-parallel zone only 10m wide, the contours 
of the structure con \Our map are not fully con
strained. In contouring the dara we assumed rela
tively uniform spacing of contours and no abrupt 
changes in slope, except at the zone of north
side-down dIsplacement. We also assumed that 
the contours intersect the zone of displacement at 
the same angle on both sides. Total north-side
down separation of the top of the buried soil 3 is 
-I m between B-12 and B-1 O. We interpret this 
separation as the result of fault ruprure, rather 
than t1uvial incision of the Runyon Canyon fan. 
because buned soils 3 and 4 are vertically sepa
rated down-to-the-north the same amount be
tween B-12 and B-IO (Fig. 7). Thus. the buried, 
north-facing scarp cannot be ascribed to incision 
of only the shallowest unit C buried soil (soil 3). 
This fault strand coincides with a ground-wawr 
barrier. which separates a shallow ( 17 m deep) 
water table north of the fault from a deeper (27.2 
m) water table to the south (Fig. 7). 

Farther below the ground surface, the subsur
face data indicate the prescnce of at least four dis
tinct fault strands within a zone -30 m wide (Fig. 
7). However, only the single strand just described 
exhibits any cvidcncl~ for post latc Pleistocene 
vertical displacemcnt. The wne of ncar-surface 
displacement projects downward into a well
defined, very steeply north-dipping fault zone ob
served in B-1 O. The upper part of B-1 0 pene
trated alluvial units A, B. and C ill normal 
stratigraphic succession, as well as the underly
ing quartz diorite. At 40.8 m depth. however. the 
borehole again reentered allUVIum. Aftcr pen\?
trating 12.1 m of alluvium the borehole agam en
countered quartz diorite at 53.9 m. Below 60 m 
alluvium was agalll encountered 10 a total depth 
of73 m. Both of the quartz dionte over alluvium 
contacts in B-1 0 are distinct faults (Fig. 7). The 
entire core. including both quartz dIorite inter
vals. is intensely sheared from 28 to 59 m depth. 
Shear planes range In dip from 41 0 to 1240 (op
posmg very steep dips occur in contllluous core 
segments at many intervals). The predominant 
dip of the shear fabric is 70" to 85°. and 75% of 
the 200 dIp measurements are ~70o; the average 
dip IS _77° (Fig. 9). Because the core, which was 
not oriented with respcct to map directions, is 
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Figure 9. Rose diagram showing dips of 
shears in borehole B-IO. Because the core was 
not oriented with respect to map directions, all 
measurements <900 have a bimodal distribu
tion. However, we only show one of the two 
possible dips in order to emphasize opposing 
dips (>90°) observed in continuous core sec
tions. The predominant dip oftne snearfabric 
is -700 to 85°. 

typically broken up into 5-30-cm-Iong drill bis
cuits. many of the steep dips may actually be 
>90°; we plotted >900 dips only where they were 
observed in continuous core fragments with 
oppositely dipping shears. Thus. the tme dip of 
the shear zone is probably steeper than the _77° 
average dip shown in Figure 9. 

The < I - to 14-mm-thick shear planes are de
fined both by white carbonate veins and clay 
gouge. One particularly well-exposed exampl~ in 
silty alluvium at 41 m depth contains a vertical 
shear highlighted by white carbonate veining that 
extends down the center of the 9 cm diameter 
core over -90 em. The steeply dipping sheared 
contacts of the quartz diorite mtervals encoun
tered 111 B- I 0 suggest that they are fault-bounded 
lenses. We therefore interpret the southem edge 
of the quartz diorite at Camino Palmero as a 
several-meter-wide fauit zone that probably dips 
al the predominant 70° to lISo dip of the shear 
fabric observed in B-1 O. We show an average dip 
of77°N in Figure 7. The buried soils south of the 
fault are parallel to the present fan surface, indi
catmg that there is no dip-slip fault to the south of 
the steeply dipping strand between B-12 and B-
10. We therefore interpret the steeply dippIng 
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fault as the main active strand of the llollywood 
fault at Camino Palmero. 

Fault gouge and the geometry of the quartz 
diorite reveal at least rwo other fault strands north 
of the main active strand between B-12 and B-1 0 
(Fig. 7). Neither of these faults exhibits any verti
cal separation of either the youngest buried soi Is 
or the overlying 1I010cene alluvial Ulll!S. If the 
upper surface of the quartz dionte unit IS u· planar 
fearure with a nearly ulllform dip, 3S It is in the 
Fuller Avenue trench to the east (discussed in the 
following). then it has apparently been displaced 
up-to-thc-north between B- \ 0 and B- I 6. ThIS 
postulated fault strand projects upward to a 
ground-water barrier berween B-1 0 and B-17, in
dicating the presence of a latest Pleistocene fault 
cxtending to within 13m of the ground surface, 
the depth to ground water on the north side of the 
fault in B-1 o. This strand is - 10m north of the 
main strand observed between 8- I 0 and B- I 2, 
suggesting a recently active fault zone of at least 
this width. Because the northern strand exhibits 
no discernible vertical displacement, it either 
(I) has very minor displacement. suffiCient to 
generate a fault plane capable of acting as a 
ground-water barrier but not to create discernible 
stratigraphic separation, or (2) has predominantly 
strike-sl ip motion. 

The northernmost fault strand is revealed by 3 
III of fault gouge III the quartz diorite penetrated 
by boreholes B-8 and B- I 4, as well us by an 
apparent abmpt shallowing of the upper surface of 
the quartz diorite between B-14 and 8-16. The 
absence of a ground-water barrier above this 
strand suggests that it Illay not have ruptured up 
into the shallower parts of the overlying alluvium 

Age of Most Recent Faulting. The precise 
age of the most recent faulting event cannot be 
dctemlincd fro III available data. However, strati
graphic relationships observed in Camino 
Palmero boreholes allow us to bracket the age of 
most recent faulting. The ca. 20000 yr age of the 
charcoai sample recovered from the faulted. 
buried soil 3 is a maximum age for the most re
cent surface displacement. At Camino Palmero 
the unit A-unit B contact. for which we estimate a 
mid-Holocene age of ca. 4000 to 8000 yr, is not 
discernible in borehole B-17. so it remains un
known whether this Interface is displaced 
vertically. However, the contact prOjects as a COll

tinuous planar surface across the zone of dis
placement, suggesting that it has not been dis
placed vertically (Fig. 7) The most recent fault 
movement may therefore predate depositIon of 
the base of unit A. Thus. the most recent Holly
wood fault earthquake probably occurred be
twecn ca, 20 000 and ca. 4000 yr ago. However. 
the minimum date IS somewhat problematic, be
cause ifrecent Illotion along the Hollywood Jault 
IS predomll1antly left-lateral strike slip. then the 

lack of appreciable vertical separation of the unit 
A-unit B contact may have no relevance to datIng 
the Illost recent fault movement. We consider this 
possibility unlikely. however, in light of the clear 
vertical displacements associated with ~arlier 
earthquakes on this strand. 

North La Brea Avenue Transect The continu
ously cored boreholes along this north-south tran
sect were drilled at the north end of La Rrea Av
enue, along the fosse at the east edge of the Runyon 
Canyon fan, during November· December. 1992 
(Fig. 6). No surficial fault scarps eXIst in the area. 
As at Camillo Palmero. the La Brea boreholes pen
etrated alluvium that overlies Mesozoic quartz 
diorite, whIch in turn overlies more Pleist()cenecn 
alluvium (Fig. 10 J. Thcse relationships indicate a 
component of reverse displacement on the north
dipping fault. Although the gross features of the 
fault zone arc Similar in the rwo transects. the North 
La Brea transect reveals a more complex near
surface fault geometry than at Camino Palmero. 

All five La Brea boreholes encountered quartz 
diorite at various depths. In contrast to the 
Camino Palmero transect, the upper surface of 
the quartz diorite in the La Brea transect is not a 
planar feature (Fig. 10). The alluvium encoun
tered above the quartz diorite consists predomi
nantly of dark brown to reddish-brown, clayey 
sand. and rare gravel layers. The relatively high 
clay content and dark color of the alluvium COIl

trasts markedly with the friable, yellowish-brown 
sediments encountered in the shallow subsurface 
at Camino Palmero. The characteristics of the 
alluvium arc similar to the dark brown, shallow
est un it C buried soi I encountered at 9 m depth in 
B-IO at Camino Palmero (soil 3) The alluvium 
encountered below the quartz diorite consists of 
reddIsh-brown to brown clayey sand. sandy clay, 
and clay. and subordinate intervals of friable silty 
sand, sand. and gravel. 

Evidence for Faulting. We interpret the con
tact between bedrock and the underlying allu
vium to be the main fault trace. The fault plane 
steepens with depth from -25 0 in the upper 10m 
to -600 at 43 m depth (Fig. 10). A fault-bounded 
lens of intensely sheared Puente Fortnation sha Ie 
of middle to late Miocene age was encountered in 
boreholes SM-I and SM- I B (Fig. 10; Earth 
Technology Report. 1993). The upper surface of 
this lens dips -500 north. An internal shear fllbnc 
dips between 40° and 70°: intcrtncdiatc dips arc 
most common. Because thiS fault was observed 
only In the hanglllg walloI' the malll fault. we 
suspect that it may represent an older. inactive 
strand similar to those observed in the Fuller Av
enue and Vista Street trenches (discussed below) 

North of, and above, the main fault ground wa
ter was encountered at depths of 3 to 13 m. 
whereas it was not encountered \vithin the depths 
drilled (61 Ill) below the lower fault plane. A 
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Figure 10. Cross section of North La Brea Avenue borehole transect shows that the Hollywood 
fault dips moderately steeply at depth but flattens near the surface. The main fault strand acts 
as a major ground-water barrier, separating a shallow water table to the north from a much 
deeper waler table to the south. Thick vertical lines denote boreholes. Small triangles and gray 
lines denote ground-water levels in boreholes. Although ground water was encountered at shal
low depth in SM-!, the hole was dry below the main fault plane. Modified from detailed bore
hole logs in Earth Technology Report (1993). 

piezometer installed at the base of SM-l, 
screened entirely below the main fault in order to 
measure in situ conditions in the footwall of the 
fault, was found to be dry several days after in
stallation. These observations indicate that the 
main fault forms an effective ground-water bar
rier. A thin wet zone encountered in SM-I D in 
the alluvium directly beneath the main fault may 
reflect ground-water flow along the fault or 
ground water cascading over the fault. 

Two additional ground-water barriers in the 
hangmg-wall block of the main fault suggest the 
presence of at least two additional fault strands. 
Ground water in SM -I D was encountered at an 
elevation of 132.5 m, 6.7 m t\ deeper than in SM· 
Ie (139.2 rn elevation), indicating a barrier be
tween the two boreholes. A second ground-water 
bamer is between SM-! C and SM-l: ground wa
ter in SM-] was encountered at 144.4 m eleva
tion, 5.2 m shallower than in SM- I C. Develop
ment of the topographic depression in the buried 
surface of the quartz diorite is probably related to 
displacement along these two fault strands. The 

ground-water data suggest that at shallow depths 
the northern fault lies between SM-lC and SM
I, whereas the southem strand lies between SM
I C and SM- I D. The anomalously steep. 50° dip 
of the upper surface of the quartz diorite pro
jected between SM-I and SM-I B suggests that it 
may record north-side-up fault displacement. A 
lOne of abundant clay-lined shears in the quartz 
diorite at 25 m depth in SM- I B may be the down
ward contll1uation of the northern fault splay, 
suggesting a steep. 1l0l1herly dip. Furthemlorc, a 
southward dip of thc northcm splay canllot ex
plain downdropping of the quartz dlOnte between 
SM-l Band SM-I. The dip of the south em strand 
is not well constrall1ed. although it is probably 
relatively steep. In Figure lOwe show both faults 
as steeply north-dipping. oblique-reverse faults. 
The probable northward dip of the northern 
strand makes alternative interpretations. such as a 
transtensional tlower structure, or a hanging-wall 
graben related to thrust motion on the main fault, 
unlikely, because both require a southward
dipping northern strand. 

1995 MetroRail Boreholes and Subway 
Tunnel 

As part of a tunnel alignment investigation, 
MetroRail drilled six boreholes at four additional 
SItCS during winter spring 1995. The following 
deSCription is taken from R. Radwanski (1995, 
written commun.). Two closely spaced boreholes 
located along the north edge of I lillside Avenue 
between Fuller Avenue and La Brca Avenue, OW-
34 and E-206 (located 3 m east ofOW-34) pene
trated only aliuvium (predominantly silty sand 
and clayey sand) to a total depth of 58 m (OW-34: 
E-206 td 50 rn: Fig. 6). The upper surface of the 
quartz diorite was not encountered, indicating that 
the boreholes were drilled lIlto the foo!\vall of the 
fault, which must therefore lie north of the bore· 
holes. This Inference IS supported by the absence 
of ground water in the boreholes: no b'Tound wa
ter was encountered dunng drilling, although one 
week after drilling b'TOund water was measured at 
52 m depth in OW-34. 

Four other boreholes drilled at three sites ex
tending north from the north end of Fuller Avenue 
penetrated only quartz diorite. The three bore
holes at the southem two sites. OW-34 A (located 
several meters south of the gate at the north end of 
Fuller Avenue), OW-34B (located 3 m south of 
OW-34A), and OW-34C (located 90 rn north of 
OW-34A in Runyon Canyon Park), encountered 
common clay gouge zones intercalated with in
tensely fractured and disagb'Tcgatcd quartz diori[c. 
In contrast. the northernmost boreholes, OW-34D 
and E, which were drilled -85 m north of OW-
34(:' encountered fracmred, but more coherent 
bedrock with no clay gouge. These observations 
raise the possibility of a very broad Hollywood 
fault zone extending northward from just south of 
Hillside Avenue into the quartz diorite along the 
mountain front. Much of this fauiting, however, 
could record late Neogene motion not directly 
related to the current tectonic regime (see Wright, 
1991: Tsutsumi, 1996). 

During May 1995 MctroRail excavated a sub
way mnnel northward to the Hollywood fault 
zone approximately halfway between La Brea 
and Fuller Avenues (Fig. 6). The mall1 fault zone, 
which was marked by a 70-cm-wide shear zone 
juxtaposing alluviulll with quartz diorite to the 
north. was encountered at 52 m depth -50 m 
N24°W of the centerline of Hillside Avenue. The 
fault dips 60° to 70° N and was marked by diS
continuous clay gouge. 

Data from Storm Drain Trenches 

During fall 1992 and spring 1993 we exam
ined two stoffil-drain trenches excavated by the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. Although the county was extremely ae-
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commodating of our research imcrcsts, our time 
in the trenches, particularly the Fuller Avenue 
trench, was very lImited because of the rapid 
pace of construction of the stonn-drain pipelme, 
The Fuller Avenue trcnch was excavated up the 
Runyon Canyon fan, just east of the fan axis, 
whereas the Vista Street trench was excavated up 
the aXIs of the Vista fan (Fig, 6), The trenches 
were 3 to 4.5 m deep and 2 m wide, 

Fuller Avenue Trench. If the main strand of 
the llollywood fault extends as a continuous fea
ture berween the subway tunnel and Camino 
Palmero, it probably crosses Fuller Avenue just 
south of the Hil!side Boulevard intersection (Fig, 
6) We were not able to view any part of the Fuller 
Avenue trench south of Hillside Boulevard, We 
did, however, map the 60 m of trench north of 
Hillside Avenue (Fig, II). The trench exposed 
three of the four lithologic units encountered at 
Camino Palmero, the basal quartz diorite and 
alluvl3l units 1\ and B (Fig, II), As at Camino 
Palmero, the upper surface of the quartz diorite 
dips shallowly southward at - \ 5°. somewhat 
morc steeply than the 6° dip of the fan surface 

The quartz diorite IS overlain by massive, 
clayey sand of unit 6, AM S dating of a charcoal 
fragment from within this deposit yielded an age 
oD09 + I~j/J I) yr B,P, (Fig, I I; Table I), This age 
may not represent the true age of the deposit, be
cause it underlies beds from which older charcoal 
was recovered (discussed in the following), 

Unit B is overlain, along a very sharp. Irregular, 
highly erosionally modified contact, by friable, 
well-bedded sand and pebblq,'T3vel of unit A Two 
charcoal fragments from a 3--1 O-em-thick clayey 
horizon near the base of a broad, 8-I11-wide chan
nel incised into unit B yielded identical AMS ages 
of 1165 +125/ 19< yr B,P, (Table I). These AMS 
ages are in contlict with the younger AMS age of 
the charcoal sample recovered from underlymg 
unit B, On the basis of the limited number of sam
ples, we cannot determine whether the I 165 yr olel 
samples were reworked from an older deposit, or 
whether the sample with the younger age was in
troduced into umt B after deposition, The unit /\ 
channel trends S50° E and projects upslope toward 

550 s 
e 
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the mouth of Runyon Canyon, The AMS ages 
suggest that at Fuller Avenue, along the cast shoul
der of the fan, the base of Ul1lt A may be consider
ably younger than at Camino Palmero, if the de
posits at the rwo sites arc truly correlative (Fig, 61, 

Evidence of Recent Faulting. The Fuller Av
enue trench crossed what we mterpret as a sec
ondalY zone of the I lollywood fault -35 m south 
of the mountain front (short black line Immedi
ately south ofOW-34A in Fig. 6), The secondary 
fault zone. which apparently is at least 40 m 
north of the main fault, Juxtaposes the basal 
quartz diorite against unit B alluvium (Fig, I I), 
The main fault splay strikes N 59°E. and dips 
74°NW at the base of the trench, although sev
eral splays of the tault zone roll over into ncar
horizontal dips just south of the main zone (Fig, 
II), North-side-up vertical separation of the COll

tact is -35 em across the mall1 fault strand, 
which is characterized by a 5 IS-em-thick 
gouge zone composed of sheared white carbon
ate, Other fault strands are defined by I -12-mm
thick beige clay seams, 

The south end of the quartz diorite exposure. 
-I m south of the main tim I!, appears to be a ver
tical fault that truncates the diorite Olltcrop, as 
well as the shallowly north-dipping fault strands 
that splay off the main northern strand, indicating 
at least rwo periods offaulting, Although this pla
nar surface appeared to be a fault, because of our 
limited lime in the trench at the fault crosslIlg « I 

hour), we could not unequivocally exclude the 
possibility that it was a purely erosional feature, 
lfthis feature is a fault. the minimum north-side
up vertical separation across both strands is >90 
em, The upward termination of the inferred 
southern fault strand could not be detennined, In 
the east wall of the trench another fault strand, 
located entirely withll1 unit B alluvium, occurs 
several meters south of the northern stntl1d, On 
the east waH the southem strand, which appears 
to trend -N85°W across the trench, may connect 
with the ncar-vertical fault strand exposed 011 the 
west wall. In the cast wall it steepens from a dip 
of--40oN at 2,7 m to a near-vemenl dip at 3J 111 

depth, This strand could not be traced above a 
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depth of 2, 7 m, TIle northern fault strand extends 
at least 1 m upward into the alluvium. but we 
were unable to dc\enninc its upward tcnninallon 
because of the massive nature of unit B, Any pos
sible displacement of the sharply defined unit A
unit B contact was obliterated in the west wali of 
the trench by an earlier excavation for a lateral 
feeder pipe, which was unfortunately located at 
exactly the site of any expected displacement 
(Fig, II). Compounding the problem, in the cast 
wall of the trench a similar lateral feeder pipe was 
excavated directly into the northem fault zone, 
completely obscuring its updip termination, 
Thus, the evidence necessary to unequivocally 
dctenninc the updip termination of the fault was 
destroyed during constmction of the stonn drain, 

The geometry of the channel. however, sug
gests that the unit A-unit B contact has probably 
not been displaced vertically, At issue is whether 
the 50Utl1-facing scarp observed in the west wall 
of the trench is a purely erosional feature, or 
whether it is a fault-modified channel edge 
Along the west wall of the trench the northem 
channel edge corresponds exactly to the ex
pected position of the faull. if it in fact conlinues 
upward beyond its recognized extent and dis
places the unit A-unit B contact Because the 
channel cuts obliquely across the fault, the 
south-facing channel edge on the eastern wall of 
the trench is exposed more than 2.5 III south of 
the fault zone, Although it IS cut out by the lateral 
side pipe at the fault. the unit A-unit B contact on 
the eastern wall projects across the side pipe as 
an apparently continuous. relatively planar fea
ture, suggesting that the contact has not been dis
placed vertically We could. however, have 
missed minor vertical separations of the contact 
up to -20 to 30 em, The steeper, higher northem 
edge of the channel might at first appear to sug
gest that it hac! been steepened during faulting, 
I lowever, we suggest that this is simply due to 
the fact that the channel has cut obliquely across 
the "_6 0 dipping fan surface, This geometry 
req\llres a higher northern channel margin. and 
erosion of thiS higher bank resulted in the steep
ness of the north em channel margin, 
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Figure 11, Map of the west wall of the Fuller Avenue trench. Irregular, thin black lines in unit 3 denote bedding. See Figure 6 for location. 

1606 Geological Society of America Bulletin, December 1997 

RL0033630 



EM34626 

IiIIW' 
Downloaded from gsabulletin.gsapubs.org on March 7, 2011 

SEISMOLOGY OF HOLLYWOOD FAULT, NORTHERN LOS ANGELES BASIl\. CALIFORNIA 

Vista Street Trench. Although we logged the 
entire 425 m length of the Vista Street trench 
from Hollywood Boulevard to north of Hillside 
Avenue (Fig. 6), we observed no evidence of 
faulting. At Wattlcs Park, -250 west of Vista 
Street, quartz diorite occurs within 25 em of the 
surface just south of the mountain front (Q in Fig. 
6; Crook and Proctor, 1992), indicating that the 
main fault lies south of that point. On the basis of 
this constraint and the data discussed above, the 
north-south Vista Street trench must have crossed 
the cast-west trace of the fault, probably between 
Franklin and Hillside Avenues. 111Us. the trench 
appears to have been too shallow to expose evi
dence of the most recent surface rupture. In Fig
ure 12 we show only the 35-m-long section of the 
trench that Includes the projected location of the 
Hollywood [1ult. Station numbers in the text be
low and 1I1 the figure refer to distance in feet 
north from the north edge of the sidewalk along 
the northern edge of Hollywood Boulevard (1 ft 
= OJ m). For example, the north edge of Franklin 
Avenue is at station 640, which is 640 ft (195 m) 
north of Hollywood Boulevard, and the south 
edge of Hillside Avenue is at station 1045, 1045 
ft (318 m) north of Hollywood Boulevard. 

As at Camino Palmero and Fuller Avenue to 
the east. the Vista Street trench exposed three 
alluvial units above the basal quartz diorite (Fig. 
12). These alluvial units, however, cannot be cor
related directly with any of the units in the east
em excavations. To avoid unintended correla
tions, we therefore refer to them as units I 
(youngest), 2, and 3 (oldest). Due to the absence 
of detnlal charcoal in the trench, all age estimates 
are based upon soil analyses, whicll have much 
larger error estimates than features dated by 
radiocarbon mcthods (Appendix). 

The quartz diorite is exposed only in the 
northern 45 m oftbe trench, north of Hills ide A v
enue. It exhibits a highly eroded, irregular upper 
sUlface that dips gently south at 2° to 12°, gener
ally slightly more steeply than the 8° to 9° south
ward dip of the Vista fan surface. The quartz 

diorite extends to within I m of the surface north 
of station 1230. The upper surface of the quartz 
diorite plunges gently below the base of the 
trench at station IllS. 

Unit 3 is a silty to pebbly sand that exhibits 
weak to moderate pedogenesis. The unit is ex
posed only discontinuously across the trench due 
to channelization and its depth below grade. 
Analysis of the uppenllost part of the weakly 
developed argillic horizon of the buried soil that 
developed in unit A suggests 12.6' 2X O/g 7 k.y. of 
soil development; this soil does not appear to have 
been eroded where we examined it (Appendix). 

Unit 2 consists predominantly of silty sand, 
with local pebble gravel layers. The unit is char
acterized by a weakly developed soil that locally 
exhibits a Bw horizon defined by minor trans
located clay (very few thin clay films in pores) 
below a distinct A horizon. These observations 
suggest between -500 to 3000 yr of soil devel
opment (Appendix). In the section of the trench 
shown in Figure 12 the unit is exposed nearly 
continuously across the trench. interrupted only 
by local channels from about stations 9 I 0 to 915 
and from about 930 to 950. Unit 2 is traceable to 
just south of Franklin Avenue (about station 
580), where the upper contact becomes indis
tinct. The unit is cut out by a fluvial channel 
north of station 1080. 

Unit 1 consists offiiablc, tinc- to coarse-grained 
sand and minor pebble conglomerate. In the sec
tion of the trench shown in Figure 12, unit I is gen
erally massive, and has local channels; north and 
south of this part of the trench the unit is locally 
well-bedded and has numerous channels. Unit I 
exhibits essentially no soil development, although 
a surficial A horizon could have been destroyed 
during grading of Vista Street (Appendix). The 
combined unit I-unit :2 soil data indicate that the 
buried soil developed in unit 3 was buried 110 more 
than -3000 yr ago, and could have been buried as 
recently as -500 10 1000 yr ago (Appendix). 

The only potential direct evidence of surficial 
faulting that we observed in the entire Vista Street 
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trench was a vertical carbonate vein exposed in 
unit 3 at the base of the trench at station 918. The 
vein trends -N70oE near the west wall of the 
trench and bends to a more northerly orientation 
within the trench floor; it is not exposed in the east 
trench wall. Despite the highly irregular geometry 
of the vein, the lack of abundant carbonate in the 
soil suggests that this may be a fracture fill of tec
tonic origin, rather than a pedogenic feature. lfso, 
then the shallowest evidence for faulting in the 
Vista Street trench is in unit A, although this evi
dence is neither abundant nor clear cut. 

At station 1170 in the Vista Street trench (not 
shown in Fig. 12 l, an inactiveOj, steeply south
dipping (N75°E, 73°S) fault zone separates 
highly weathered, orange-brown decomposed 
quartz diorite to the south from firnlcr, orangc
buff quartz diorite in pods within a clay matrix to 
the north. The fault does not cut the overlying fri
able, gravely sand of unit I. 

Age of Most Recent Surficial Faulting. The 

absence of faulting in the Vista trench across the 
presumed fault crossing (with the possible ex
ception of the vein at station 9 I 8), suggests that 
the shallowest evidence of the most recent sur
face rupture has either been buried beneath the 3 
to 4 m depth of the trench or has been obliterated 
by soil-fonning processes in units 2 and 3. Ul1It 3 
is exposed continuously from stations 860 to 942. 
Our experience observing similar, moderately 
well-developed, dark reddish-brown soils at 
Camino Palmero and Fuller Avenue suggests that 
faults and fractures should be readily apparent, 
because most of these features exhibit either a 
well-defined beige, I 5-mm-thick oxidized halo, 
clay gouge, or carbonate shear veins. No such 
features were observed in unit 3, with the possi
ble exception of the vein at station 918. Even if 
this vein is a fault. it projects upward into un
faulted unit 2 deposits. Although unit 2 is not ex
posed over a 7-111-long stretch between stations 
930 and 950, we suggest that the unit has not 
been faulted. The only possible location where 
faulting of unit 2 might not be discernible is the 
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Figure 12. Map of the west wall of the portion of the Vista Street trench between Franklin and Hillside Avenues, which includes the presumed 
crossing of the main strand of the Hollywood fault zone. See Figure 6 for projected location of the Hollywood fault zone, 
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2.5-m-widc interval from stations 942 to 950, 
where neither units 2 or 3 are exposed. However, 
unit 2 projects across this unexposed interval 
with no apparent vertical displacement. Thus, the 
most recent surface rupmre at Vista Street ap
pears to have occurred before deposition of unit 
2, and may even be older than deposition of unit 
3. Alternatively. it is possible that 1000 to 2000 yr 
of soil development in soil 2 could have obliter
ated subtle traces of a surface mpturc within unit 
2. From this we infer that the weak unit I soil and 
at least most of the unit 2 buried soil have devel
oped since the most recent surface mpturc on the 
Hollywood fault, which therefore probably oc
curred at least - 500 to 3000 yr ago. 

DISCUSSIO!"i: KINEMATICS OF THE 
HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

Because of its location along the southern edge 
of the Santa Monica Mountains anticlinorium. 
and the pervasive evidence of contractional de
formation in the Transverse Ranges, the Holly
wood fault has generally been considered to be a 
north-dipping reverse fault (e.g., Barbat, 1958; 
Davis et al., 1989). Displacement of Cretaceous 
quartz diorite over Pleistocene ailuvium at 
Camino Palmero and La Brea Avenue. and con
sistently south-facing scarps. confirm a long
term component of reverse motion along the 
fault. Recent uplift of the mountain front is also 
suggested by the deposition and lack of incision 
of the numerous small alluvial fans near the 
mountain front. 

In addition to the north-sidc-up reverse com
ponent of motion. however, several lines of evi
dence suggest that the Hollywood fault also ex
hibits a significant, possibly predominalll, 
component of left-lateral strike-slip motion. 

( I) The buried, mOllntain-side-down separa
tion between B-12 and B-1 0 at Camino Palmero 
(Fig. 7) is incompatible with pure reverse dis
placement on tile fault and indicates either hori
zontal offset ofilTegular topography, or pure nor
mal or oblique-noffilal displacement along the 
north-dipping fault. At Camino Palmero the fault 
displaces a shallowly south-south west-dipping 
alluvial surface (Fig. 8). Because the apparent 
right-latera! offset of the cOIllOurs is clearly at 

odds with the abllndalll data showing left-lateral 
strike-slip motion along the Transverse Ranges 
Southern Boundary fault system, including both 
the Raymond fault to the cast (Jones ct aI., 1990) 
and the Santa Monica fault to the west (Dolan et 
aI., 1992), recent fault displacement at Camino 
Palmero is almost certainly not right-lateral strike 
slip. The geometry of the faulted surface might at 
first suggest pure normal faulting, possibly along 
a secondary normal fault formed in the hanging 
wall ofa north-dipping. ncar-surface thrust fault. 

DOLAN ETAL 

However, the lack of tilting or warping of the 
buried soils south of the main active strand shows 
that no recently active contractional structures 
exist south of B-12. Coupled with evidence for a 
long-tenn, north-side-up component of reverse 
motion along the Hollywood fault, this observa
tion indicates that the main strand at Camino 
Palmero cannot be explained by pure nomlal dis
placement, and that it is probably best explained 
as an oblique-normal, left-lateral srrikc-silp fault. 
The north-sidc-down sense of vertical separation 
at Camino Palmero is opposite to that observed in 
the North La Brea transect to the east. We specu
late that thiS is related to a slightly more north
easterly strike ofthc fault at Camino Palmero. re
sulting in a local transtensional environment 
along a predominantly transpressionai fault. 

(2) Although the fault exhibits reccnt Illountam
side-down separation at Camino Palmero, at all 
other sites (Figs. 5, 10, and II), as well as deeper 
on the Camino Palmero strand, the fault exhibits 
reccnt mountain-sidc-up separation (Fig. 7). Such 
apparently contradictory senses of vertical separa
tion are incompatible with pure reverse displace
ment. but arc a common feature of many strike
slip faults (Years ct aI., 1997). 

(3) The dip of the Ilollywood fault has been di
rectly measured at three localities. At Camino 
Palmero the main fault zone d IpS northward aI 

;::-75°N (Figs. 7 and 9). In the North La Brea 
transect tht: fault dips -600 N at 50 m depth (Fig. 
10). Because the fault steepens with depth III the 
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North La Brea transect, the overall dip of the fault 
at >50 m depth may be steeper than 60°. In the 
MetroRail subway tunnel crossing the fault, dips 
arc between 60° and 70aN at 50 m depth; the 
fault was only exposed at the tunnel crossing, and 
thus it is not known if it steepens with depth as it 
does in the North La Brea transect --100 m to the 
east. On the basis of these data. we suggest that 
the overall dip of the Hollywood fault at depth is 
probably at least -70° to the north. Such steep 
dips nrc genera Ily not associated with pure rc
verse faults. whereas they are commonly assocI
ated with strike-slip and oblique-slip faults (Yeats 
et aI., 1997). 

In order to help quantify this assertion, we 
compared the dips and rakes from focal mecha
nisms for 26 Cordilleran earthquakes ofMw;:: 5.3 

(Fig. 13; Appendix). These data reveal that faults 
dipping 2:--65° to 70° exhibit predominantly 
strike-slip motion. A similar comparison based 
on a global catalog of 170 earthquakes yielded 
the same basic result---faults that dip ;::7lJO ex
hibit strikc-slip:dip-slip ratios> I (Coppersmith, 
1991; Wells and Coppersmith, 1991) On the ba
sis of these observations, we suggest that the 
Hollywood fault probably accommodates more 
strike-slip than reverse motion. 

(4) Inversion of earthquake focal mechanisms 
indicates that the maXlll1um compressive stress in 
the Hollywood area is horizontal and trends 
N 12° N 13°E (Huuksson, 1990). These data arc 
comparible with the stTike-slip component on the 
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Figure 13. Plot of dip versus rake from focal mechanisms of 26 Cordilleran earthquakes M" 
25.3. Squares show oblique-reverse--thrus( events. Triangles denote oblique-normal earthquakes. 
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north-northeast trending Hollywood fault being 
left lateral. Furthermore, the: orientation of the 
stresses indicates that the more northeast-striking 
parts of the faul t may accommodate a larger com
ponent of left-lateral motion than the more east
erly trending sections of the fault, such as the 
reach through downto\\l1llollywood (Fig. 2). 'The 
depth of the lIollywood basin is based on data 
from only a few wells (Wright, 1991; Hummon et 
aI., 1994; TSUlsumi, 1996), and it is therefore im
possible to correlate the depth of this basin with 
changes in onentation of the Hollywood fault. 
However, on the basis of the evidence described 
above for a probable component ofleft-Iateral slip 
on the Hollywood fault, we speculate that the 
Hollywood basin has formed at least partially in 
response to oblique, nonnal to left-lateral slip 
along more northeasterly trending stretches of the 
Iiollywood fault, including the -N60oE trending 
Nichols Canyon Sunset Stnp releasing bend, the 
-N25°E trendmg Benedict Canyon releasing 
bend at the westem end of the fault, and possibly 
the 350-m-wide left step between the Franklin 
,md northem strands of the Hollywood fault Just 
east of downtown Iiollywood (Fig. 2) We f1ll1her 
speculate that extension across the West Beverly 
Hills lineament at least partially explains the exis
tence ofthc low-lying Beverly Hills alluvial plain 
east of the lineament; motion through the Bene
dict Canyon releasing bend has resulted in in
creased accommodation space to the east that is 
filled by alluvium denved from Benedict and 
Laurel Canyons (Fig. 2). 

OUf gcomorphic analysis failed to provide any 
dircct evidence of left-lateral strike slip along the 
Hollywood fault, either in the form of offset 
drainages or displaced fans, We attribute this to 
rapid aggradation of the alluvial fans, which have 
buried all potential evidence of strike-slip offsets 
(e.g., offset streams), and earthquake recurrence 
Il1tervals that are long relative to the rate of geo
morphic activity. For example, at Camino 
Palmero the displaced top ofbuned soil 3 at 7 m 
depth is the shallowest well-documented faulted 
feature. The apparently unfaulted unit A-unit B 
contact there lies at a depth of almost 5 m, sug
gesting that at least that much depositIon has oc
curred since the most recent surface rupture that 
could have generated any discernible surficial 
strike-slip offsets. Similarly, evidence of the l1lost 
recent surface rupture may have been buried be
neath trench depth by more than 3 to 4 m of sed
iment at Vista StreeL Furthermore, our data re
veal late Holocene sediment accumulation on the 
fans at the fault crossing, rather than deep inci
sion of channels that might be discernible even 
through the urban overprint 

We speculate that the lack of discernible 
large-scale offsets of the fans may be due to a 
conveyor-belt style of sediment input from the 

numerous, closely spaced canyon sediment 
sources. In tillS mode\. strike-slip motion along 
the fault would continually move the allUVial 
apron past the sediment sources, preventmg the 
development of very large individual fans at any 
single canyon input and forming 3n alluvial 
apron upon whIch small fans develop. Such a 
process may explain the relatively small sizes of 
the fans observed along the central reach of the 
Hollywood fault. This hypotheSIS could be tested 
by excavating an east-west transect of sites in the 
footwall of the fault. The transects would be de
signed to document the three-dimensional tran
sition from fans composed predominantly of 
sediment eroded from Tertiary sedimentary and 
volcanic strata exposed in the lIollywood lIills 
north of downtown Iiollywood, to fans com
posed predominantly of eroded quartz diorite ex
posed to the west (Fig. 2). In summary, we con
tend that the lack of offset geomorphologic 
features docs not necessarily preclude a signifi
cant component of left-lateral strike-slip motion 
along the lIollywood fault. 

Potential Interactions Between the Hollywood 
Fault and "'carby Faults 

Both the Hollywood and Santa Monica faults 
are interpreted to be north-dlpping, oblique
reverse, left-lateral faults (Dolan and Sich, 1992; 
Dolan et aI., 1992; this study). Coupled with the 
similar orientations of the two faults, thiS leads us 
to interpret them as closely related strands within 
a single fault system that might rupture together 
during large earthquakes (Fig. 2). IIowever, the 
three northeast-trending releasing bends along 
the Hollywood fault could act as earthquake seg
ment boundaries, as has been shown along other 
faults (e.g., Sibson, 19H5). 

Recognition of a component of left-lateral 
. strike slip on the Hollywood fault also raises the 

possibility that it may directly connect with the 
left-lateral Raymond fault to the cast (Fig. I). 
Such a connection has long been postulated on the 
basis of \he similar strike of the t\',JO faults (e.g., 
Barbat, 1958; Lamar, 196 I ), and gravity data, 
which suggest overall continuity of basement 
trends across the Los Angeles River (Chapman 
and Chase, 1979). llowewr, the area between the 
southwestemmost well-established location of the 
Raymond fault -5 km cast of the Los Angeles 
River (Weber et at., InO) and the easternmost 
scarps of the Iloliywood fault just west of the Los 
Angeles River IS very complex topographically, 
and a thoroughgoing east-northea"st trending fault 
trace cannot be verified on the basis of geomor
phic expression (Fig. I). Rather, it appears that the 
Raymond fault splays westward into several cast
trending, oblique-reverse(?) faults (Weber et al., 
1980; Crook et aI., 1987). Although left-l:1teral 

slip on the Raymond fault may ultimately be 
transferred to the Hollywood fault through some 
unknown mechal1lsm, the Raymond fault may act 
at least partially as a left-lateral tear fault transfer
ring motion from the Sierra Madre fault to the 
Verdugo Eagle Rock fault system (F·ig. I). How
ever, the presence of Plelstocene-HoloceneCl) 
fault scarps of the western Raymond system west 
of Arroyo Seeo, west of the presumed point of in
teraction with the Verdugcr-Eagle Rock fault sys
tem, indicates that some slip on the Raymond 
fault system extends wesrward toward the Holly
wood fault Trenches excavated across one strand 
of the Raymond fault at the base of a drained, 
5-m-deep reservoir west of Pasadena revealed 
numerous steeply north-dipping faults (64 0 to 
85°J(Dcpartment of Water and Power Report, 
1991 ). The steep dips and contradictory, but pre
dominantly nornlal, vertical separations across 
these faults suggest that they are strike-slip faults, 
indicating that some left-lateral motion is trans
ferred along. the Raymond fault west of the Eagle 
Rock fault intersection. 

Age of Most Recent Activity of the Hollywood 
Fault 

In the absence of demonstrable evidence for 
Holocene displacements (Crook et ai., 1983; 
Crook and Proctor, 1992), the Hollywood fault 
has not betOn zoned as active by the State of Cali
fomia. Our data indicate that the Hollywood fault 
has generated at least one surface rupture since 
latest Pleistocene time, suggesting that it is almost 
ccnainly capable of producing d,lmaging earth
quakes in the future. The -500 to 3000 yr interval 
required to develop the unfaulted Vista Street soils 
(Fig. 12) represents the minimum Il1terval since 
the most recent earthquake on the main stralld. 
This estimate is supported by data from the Fuller 
Avenue trench (Fig. I I), which suggest, but do 
not prove, that no movement has occurred on the 
secondary strand of the fault- exposed there in at 
least 1200 yr. An even older minimum age is sug
gested by the lack of discernible vertical displace
ment of the -4000 to 8000 yr old unit A-unit B 
contact across the main fault zone at Camino 
Palmero. Although this latter age estimate is 
poorly constrained, recovery of an -3500 yr old 
charcoal fragment from the middle of unit A, 2.H 
m above the apparently unfaulted contact, sug
gests a long penod of quiescence since the most 
recent Hollywllod fault surface rupture 

The ca. 20 000 yr B.P. charcoal date ITom the 
faulted buned soil 3 at Camino Palmero (Fig. 7) 
represents a maximum age for the most recent 
surface displacement on the Hollywood fault. We 
do not know the exact depth of the upward termi
nation of the most recent surface rupture at 
Camino Palmero. The shallowest displaced 
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marker discernible in the cores is the unit B-unit 
C contact. In the Fuller Avenue trench, however, 
rupture clearly extended well above the contact, 
al least I m up into unit B (Fig. 11). Thus, if 
stratigraphic units arc correlative between Fuller 
Avenue and Camino Palmero, the most recent 
surface mpture may significantly postdate the 
<-20000 yr old unit 8-C contact. In summary, 
our best estimate is that the most recent surface 
rupture on the Hollywood fault occurred dunng 
deposition of unit B between ca. :10 000 and 4000 
yr ago. Available evidence docs not allow us \0 

exclude the possibility that more than one event 
has occurred during this time intervaL 

Constraints on the Slip Rate of the Hollywood 
Fault 

The dense urbanization of the Holl)'\vood area 
precludes excavation of a three-dimensional net
work of trenches designed to assess the rate and 
amollnt of lateral slip on the Hollywood fault; 
virtually the entire length of the fault is either 
paved or covered with buildings. Consequently, 
the overall slip rate and the relative proportions of 
lateral to vertical slip have not been directly mea
sured. Nonetheless, we can use a combination of 
the borehole data, soil analyses, and regional 
geologic and geodetic Information to place COIl

straints on the slip rate and slip vector of the fault. 
DespIte the mountain-sidc-down separation of 

latest PleislOcene(,')-early Holocenc(?) deposits 
at Camino Palmero, the displacement of quartz 
diorite over alluvium in both borehole transect, 
suggests that the Hollywood fault exhibits a long
term component of reverse displacement. The 
weakly constrained -0.1 mmlyr late Pleistocene~ 
Holocene sediment-accumulation rate estimated 
from soil analyses at B-31. when extrapolated 
up-fan 170 m to just south of the fault crossing, 
yields an approximate age of ca. 660 000 to 
750000 yr for sediments at 73 m depth (correla
tive with the base of 8-1 0) (Fig. 7: Appendix). 
The parallelism of the buried soils with the fan 
surface Impl ics that the accumulation rate at the 
fault crossing is similar to that at B-31. and that 
this is therefore a reasonable extrapolation. 

Because the quartz diorite was not observed in 
the footwall of the tault, the minimum amount of 
separation across the fault zone equals the verti
cal distance between the bottom of B-1 0 and the 
projection of the planar upper surface of the 
quartz diorite southward across all four known 
strands of the fault. Dividing this distance. -50 
m, by the sediment age yields a mil1lmum rela
live uplift rate of -0.07 mm/yr across rhe fault. 
For a local fault dip of75°, thiS uplift rate yields 
a weakly constrained, minimum mid-Pleistocene 
to present dip-slip rate of -0.075 mmiyr. We em
phaSize. however, that extrapolatlOll of data on 
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late Pleistocelle~ Holocene accumulation rates 
back several hundred thousand years introduces 
a potentially significant, but unquantifiablc, de
gree of uncertainty ill these age estimates, and in 
the accumulation rates and fault-slip rates that we 
derive from them 

We can also estimate an approximate maxi
mum, long-term dip-slip rate on the basis of the 
thickness of Quaternary alluvium tilling the 
Hollywood basin south ofthe fault. Dividing the 
presumed maximum 300 m depth to early Qua
ternary marine gravels at the base of the alluvial 
section by their estimated ca. 0.8 to 1.2 Ma age 
(Hummon et al .. 1994: 0 Ponti, 1995, written 
commun.) yields a maximum long-term uplift 
rate of -OJ to OA mmiyr. An overall 70° dIP for 
the Ilo\lywood fault Yields a SImilar dip-slip rate 
of --0.3 to 0.4 mm/yr ThiS long-term rate is a 
maximum because: (I) the Hollywood basin 
probably di.'veloped at least panially, and possi
bly mainly, in response to motion through the 
Nichols Canyon, Sunset Strip and Benedict 
Canyon releasing bends; and (2) the bottom of 
basin may be shallower than 300 m over most of 
the length of the Hollywood fault. If any of 
Hollywood basin subsidence is due to strike-slip 
motion, and we suspect that much of it is, the true 
reverse dip-slip rate on the Iiollywood fault must 
be slower than the -OJ to 0.4 mmlyr maximum 
ratc. Given the maximum and mmimum con
struillts determined above, in the following dis
cussion we usc 0.~5 ± 0.15 mln/yr, the average of 
the minimum (-0.1 mm/yr) and maximum (-0.4 
tnmlyr) rate estimates, as a reasonable dip-slip 
ratc for the I lollywood faulL 

The estimated -70 0 overall dip of the fault 
suggests that it may accommodate mon: strikc
slip than reverse motion. In the following discus
sion. however, we assume a conservative strike
slip:dip-slip ratill of I, which yields an overall 
oblique-slip rate of -0.35 ± 0.2 111m/yr. This rate 
is probably a minimum because we suspect that 
the actual strike-slip rate may be higher, possibly 
considerably higher, than the dip-slip rate: ill the 
far western part of the Transverse Ranges South
ern Boundary fault system, the Santa Cruz Island 
and Santa Rosa Island faults exhibit left-lateral 
strike-slip rates of ~0.75 and -I !TIm/yr, respec
tively (Pinter et al .. 1995; Colsol1 et al., 1995) 

A strike-slip rate along the Hollywood fault 
significantly >0.25 mnllyr is not precluded by re
cent geodetic data. Global Positionmg System 
(GPS) geodetic data from four sites nOI1hwesl of 
Hollywood (open squares in Fig. 1) show that the 
western Transverse Ranges, including the Santa 

Monica Mountains, are moving westward as a 
block relative to sites 111 the Los Angeles basin at 
() to:2 !TIm/yr (A. Donnellan, JPL Geodesy Group, 
1996, personal comrnull.). These dam suggest that 
a major strike-slip fault IS between the Santa 

Monica Mountains and the Los Angeles baslf1. 
The Holl)'\vood fault is the most likely fault 

on which thiS left-lateral strike-slip motion could 
be accommodated. The only other near-surface 
fault that has been proposed in the Hollywood 
area is the North Salt Lake fault, which parallels 
the Iiollywood fault -\.5 km to the south (Fig. 3: 
Schneider ct aI., 1996; Tsutsumi. 1996). The 
North Salt Lake fault. however, exhibits no sur
face expression and may no longer be active. 
Available subsurface data do not clearly resolve 
whether the fault cuts late Quaternary strata 
(Tsutsumi, ! 996). In contrast. the data discussed 
in this paper show that the Hollywood fault: 
(I) is well expressed at the surface; (2) has pro

duced at least one earthquake since latest Pleis
tocene time; (3) is steeply dipping, which im
plies a strike-slip component of motion; 
(4) exhibits ncar-surface deformatioll at Camino 
Palmero indicative of strike-slip offset; and 
(5) has contradictory vertical separations on sin
gle strands consistent with predominantly strike
slip motion. On the basis of these observations, 
we suggest that most, ifnot aiL of the left-lateral 
strike-slip motion between the Santa Monica 
Mountains and Los Angeles basin IS accommo
dated along the Hollywood fault. Future GPS 
data will provide increasingly tighter constraints 
on the tme slip rate of the Hollywood fault dur
ing the next decade. 

Size and Frequency of Future Hollywood 
Fault Earthquakes 

Although we have no direct information con
cerning the recurrence interval for Hollywood 
fault earthquakes, the probable long duration of 
the current quiescent period Implies that the fault 
exhibits a recurrence interval measurable In 

terms of several thousands, rather than hundreds, 
of years. In the absence of direct recurrence data 
we can use estimates of the size of the Holly
wood fault plane and minimum and maximum 
interred slip rales to specuiate about the size and 
frequency offururc Hollywood fault earthquakes. 

The Hollywood fault IS 14 km in length. As
suming an average fault dip of 70° and a thick
ness of the seismogenic crust of -17 km Yields a 
total fault surface area of <250 kmc. These data 
suggest that rupture of the entire Hollywood fault 
could produce a M" --6.6 earthquake with -·\.5 m 
of average slip across the rupture plane (Dolan ct 

ai., 1995). Assuming an oblIque-slip rate for the 
liollywood fault of OJ5 mmiyr, which we infer 
to be a probable minimum, yields a recurrence 
interval for aM" 6.6 earthquake of5-4000 yr. As 
discussed above, this slip rate estimate is poorly 
constrained, and a faster rate would result in a 
correspondingly shorter expected recurrence in
terval. The Vista Street trench data mdicate that it 

1610 Cieological Society of America Bulletin, December 1997 

RL0033634 



EM34630 

'-" Downloaded from gsabulletin.gsapubs.org on March 7, 2011 

SElSMOL.OGY OF HOL.LYWOOD FAULT, NORTHERN LOS ANGELES 8AS11\, CALIFORNIA 

has been at least 500 yr, and possibly more than 
3000 yr, since the most recent surface rupture on 
the fault. This minimum age is consistent with 
the average recurrence interval that we calculate 
for hypothetical, moderate earthquakes. How
ever, the apparent lack of vertical displacement of 
the unit A-unit B contact at Cammo Palmero sug
gests that the most recent earthquake occurred 
even earlier, probably before ~4000 yr ago, and 
possibly 20 000 yr ago. Although it is possible 
that a longer quiescent period could simply re
flect an anomalously long mterval between mod
erate earthquakes, it is equally possible that the 
current quiescent period indicates a recurrence 
interval that is longer than that expected for mod
erate earthquakes. Thus, the possibIlity of much 
less frequent. and therefore probably larger, 
earthquakes on the llollywood fault cannot be 
excluded on the baSIS of available data. Resolu
tion of this question awaits the results ofplanncd 
excavations across the Hollywood fault. Ifsuch 
large earthquakes have occurred on the Ilolly
wood fault, we speculate that they could have in
volved the Hollywood fault together with other 
transpressional faults in the Transverse Ranges 
Southem Boundary fault system (e.g .. the adJa
cent Santa Monica and/or Raymond faults). 

Implications for Seismic Hazard Assessment 
in Northern Los Angeles Basin 

The Hollywood fault appears to be capable of 
generating an earthquake comparable to the 1994 
M" 6.7 Northridge event, which directly caused 
} I deaths and resulted in more than 20 billion dol
lars in damage (Scientists of the USGS/ SCEC, 
1994) The Northridge earthquake occurred be
neath the San Fernando Valley, a predominantly 
residential region northwest of dO\vntown Los AIl
geles (Fig. I). In contrast. the Hollywood fault tra
verses a much morc densely urbanized region. Of 
particular coneem arc the numerous older struc
tures in this section of Los Angeles, including 
many unreinforccd masonry buildings and older 
high-risc buildings. Many of these buildings sus
tamed damage during the Northridge earthquake, 
despite the fact that they were located more than 

25 km from the nearest part of the rupture plane. 
The Northridge earthquake served as a re

minder of the importance of source directivity as 
one of the primary controls on the location and 
magnitude of strong ground motions and conse
quent damage (Wald ct aI., 1996). For cxample. 
if a Hollywood fault earthquake initiated near 
the base of the seismogenic crust and propagated 
up the fault planc, as occurred at Northridge, 
much ofthc energy would be focused directly to
ward the most densely urbanized part of the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area. Another concern IS 
that the Hollywood fault, in contrast to the blind 
thrust fault that produced the Northridge earth
quak~, ruptures through to the surface in large 
earthquakes. In addition to the obvious implica
tions for damage to infrastructure associated 
with potential surface displacements, surface
rupturing earthquakes are I ikely to eXCite much 
stronger long-period surface waves than earth
quakes that do not rupture to the surface (c.g., 
Liu and Heaton, 1984: Vida Ie and Heimberger, 
1988). Such long-period surface waves could 
represent a si,gnificant hazard to the many high
nsc buildings in the region (H~aton et aI., 1995: 
Olsen and Archuleta, 1996), 

CONCLUSIONS 

From a seismic hazard perspective, perhaps 
our most important result is that the Hollywood 
fault is probably active and capable of producing 
damaging earthquakes beneath the densely ur
banized northern Los Ange\es basin. Pnor to this 
study no paleoscismologic infoflllation was 
available for the tault, which is consequently not 
zoned as active by the State of California. The 
fault has ruptured to the surface at least once dur
Ing the past 20 000 yr. Unfaultcd deposits that 
cross the fault indicate that the most recent earth
quake occurred at least -500 to 3000 yr ago. 
However, stratigraphic rclations in several exca
vations lead LIS to suspect that the most recent 
surface rupture probably occurred earlier, possi
bly during latest Pleistocene to early or mid
Holocene time, between -4000 and 20 000 yr 
ago. Although the IllllllmUm age of the most re-

cent surface rupture is consistent with the occur
rence of moderate (M" -6.6) earthquakes along 
the Hollywood fault, the poorly constrained age 
of the most recent event is also consistent with 
the occurrence of less frequent, and therefore 
probably larger, earthquakes. We specuiate that if 
such large ruptures have occurred, they may have 
involved simultaneous rupture of the Hollywood 
fault and adjacent fimlts of the Transverse Ranges 
Southern Boundary fault system. 

Although it has generally been considered a re
verse fault. recent mountain-side-down displace
ment documented at one site, coupled with the 
probable steep overall dip (~700N) and north
northeast strike of the fault, suggest a significant, 
possibly predominant, component of left-lateral 
strike-slip marion along the Hollywood fault. In 
addition to the strike-slip component, the sparse 
available data suggest that the Hollywood fault 
exhibits a component of reverse lhsplacement of 
-0.2:; mm/yr, indicating that overall motion is 
oblique reverse, left-lateral strike-slip. 
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TABLE A1 SUMMARY OF MHI AND SOl RESULTS FROM SOILS IN THE 
VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Vista 2 (burled) (34 to? m depth) 
B-31 (surlace/#1) 
B-31 (SOli #2) 
B-31 (SOli #3) 
B-31 (SOli #4) 

B-31 (SOil #5) 
B-31 (soil #6) 
Averages (B-31) 

MHI SOl Predicted age (ka) (2cri 

0.31 
0.19 
029 
044 
048 
0.53 
0.46 

N.o 
422 
47.8 
88.3 

1083 
98.9 
904 

MHi 501 

126 +28.01-8.7 N D 
65+14.81-4.5 14.5 +45 6/-4.6 

11.3 +25.1/-7.8 158 +49.7/-5 0 
26.2 +57.0/-179 30 1 +93.9/-9.7 
32.8 +71.3/-22.5 414+129.5/-13.2 
43.3 +94.8/-29 7 35.6 +111.3/-11 4 
293+63.7/-20.0 311+97.1/-10.0 

149.4 +326.7/-102.4 168.5 +527.1/-53.9 

Notes' MHI-maxlmum horrzon Index. SDI-so" development Index. N.D -no data 
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TABLE A2. SOIL DESCRIPTIONS FROM THE VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Pedon HOrizon Depth 
(crn) 

Calor Text Structure Consistency Clay 
flims 

Bound Sand Slit Clay HI SOl Notes 
(%) (%) (%) 

Vista 1 Ab? (94-144) 
(144-322) (195) 
(144-322) (235) 
(144-322) (290) 
(322-330+) 

SL 
LS-SL 
LS 

76 16 8 
C 
C 
C 
Bwb? 

SL 
SL 

82.4 11.5 61 
83.1 11 59 
784 14.5 7.1 
72 19 9 

Vista 2 C (undlff.) 0-270 10YR 314m 5/5d LS-SL rn-sg so, so po n.o 82 11.6 64 007 Scattered 
peb'Dles 

8-31 

2Ab 
2Ab2 
3Ab 
3Bt 

Gone 
Btj 
BC 
2BC 

3Cox 
4BtiD 
48C1b 
48C2b 
5Ab 

58t1b 
5Bt2b 
5BC1b 
5BC2b 
6Ab 
68tb 

6BC 
?Btb 

7BCb 
8Btb 
98cb 
10Beb 
11BCb 
12BCb 
13Cb 

270-312 
312-340 
340-371 
371-400+ 

0-1.52 
1 52-1 83 
1.83-274 
274-290 

2.90-373 
3.73-4.27 
427-503 
503-640 
6.40-6.55 

6.55-686 
6.86-7 32 
732-7.77 
777-9.75 
9.75-991 
9.91-10.36 

10.36-11.73 
11.73-12.34 

1234-13.26 
13.26--1372 
13.72-14.78 
1478-15.24 
15.24-15.70 
1570-16.46 
1646--16.61+ 

1 OYR 314m. 4/5d 
1 OYR 314m 4/5d 
10YR 314m, 3 514d 
10YR 3.SI4m. 4 5!4d 

10YR 514d. 414m 
10YR 514d, 4i4m 
10YR 514d. 4/5m 

10YR 516d, 4.5/3m 
10YR 514d. 413rn 
10YR 514d, 413m 
10YR 5140, 414m 
9YR 514d. 3 514rn 

10YR 514d, 9YR 3/4rn 
1 OYR 514d, 414m 
1 OYR 5/4d. 414rn 
10YR 516d, 414m 
10YR 416d, 314m 
lOYR 4/6d. 7 5YR 

313m 
10YR 515d. 9YR'3!4m 
10YR 45/6d. 7.5YR 

314m 
1 OYR 5.515d 415m 
10YR 516d. 9YR 414m 
10YR 45/6d. 4/4m 
10YR 515d, 4/5rn 
10YR 4 5/6d. 4i4m 
7.5-10YR 5/6d. 314m 
10YR 516d. 4/4m 

SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 

SL 
sgSL 
SL 

SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 

L 
SL 
SL 
S'
SL 

SL 

SL 
SeL 
vgSL 
SL 
LS-SL 
SL 
LS-SL 

m-1 CSDk so-sh, so, ps 
m-1csbK sh, so-ss, ps 
1 csbk r" ss. P 
2csbk vh, s, P 

Sp, S3 

so, po 
s. p 

55, sp 
s, P 
55, po 
S5, po 
S, P 

s, p 
s, P 
S5. ps 
55. ps 
55, P 
S, p-vp 

s 
s, p·vp 

s. ps 
5, P 
ss, os 
5S, ps 
SO, po 
5S, P 

SO, po 

no 9 w-s 716 19.3 
n.o g, W 70 1 204 
vnpo c, W 64.8 24.7 
2npo, 1 npt, vnel n.O 61.3 254 

1,-2nc! 
vncl 
leopo 

n,o 
1 npt&po 
1npo,1coCI 
1 nel 
no 

3n&1mkpo,3nel 
2npo&cl 
lnoo 
lepo 
vnpo 
3npf,3n&2mkpo 

1-2npo. 2 nel 
3npo&pf&cl, 1 rnkpo 

lnpo 
2-3n&nwpo. 3nel 
2ncl, 1 npo&br 
vnpo 
1 nci, vnDO 
vepo, pf 
n.O 

644 25 
736 17 9 
56 7 29.9 

72.6 189 
64.3 26.8 
655 24.3 
62.1 25.2 
60.7 27.2 

51.2 32.6 
603 23.8 
698 198 
67.8 21.6 
57.8 28.4 
50 33.5 

55.6 26.7 

91 0 15 65 
9.5 0 18 5 1 
10.5 0.29 9.1 
13 3 0.41 11.8 

10.6 019 5.9 
8.5 0.12 109 
134 0.25 

84 011 91 
89 029 157 
10.2 012 91 
127 0.12 16.4 
12 " 0.21 3.2 

16.1 0.44 13.6 
15.9 0.33 15.2 
104 0.17 7 7 
10.6 019 376 
13.7 0.23 3.7 
16.5 0.48 21.6 

17.6 0.34 46.6 
0.53 32.3 

0.24 22 1 
0.46 21.2 
0.26 27.6 
018 8.3 
017 7.8 
0.26 19.8 
0.07 1.1 

Pebbly SL 
Minor clay 

staining 

Many v.f 
pores. 
14C date 
@ 17 ka 

TA8LE A3. MAXIMUM HORIZONTAL INDEX (MHI) DATA FOR SOILS FROM VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Profile MHI Sy' Conf Log Error In W olY S(y-/) Conf Error In Y pop Age 95% predicted 
Int age Max Min Int Max Min (yr) aGe C.I 

(0.95) (0.95) Max M!n 

Vista 2 0.31 0.0608 0 1273 4.10 423 3.97 0.2420 
831#1 019 0.0797 01667 38', 3.98 3.64 0.2474 
B31#2 029 00635 01329 405 4.19 392 0.2427 
B31#3 044 00512 0.1071 4.42 453 4.31 02397 
B31#4 0.48 00516 01079 452 462 4.41 02398 
831#5 0.53 0.0544 0.1138 4.64 4.75 4.52 02404 
B31~#~6 __ ~0~4~6~ __ ~0.~0~51~2~ __ 0~._'0~7~1 ____ ~4~.4_7 ____ 4~.5~7 _____ 4~.~36~ __ ~O~2~3~9~7 __ __ 

05065 
05178 
05079 
05018 
05020 
05033 
05018 

4.61 
4.33 
4.56 
492 
502 
514 
4.97 

3.60 
3.29 
3.55 
3.92 
401 
413 
3.97 

12.653 
6464 
11,313 
26.193 
32,764 
43,344 
29,295 

40,616 
21,298 
36,435 
83,172 

104,081 
138,100 

93,020 

3942 
1962 
3513 
8249 

10,314 
13,604 

9226 

TABLE A4 SOIL DEVELOPMENT INDEX (SOl) DATA FOR SOILS FROM ViSTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE 8-31 

Profile 

Vista 2 
B311*1 
B31#2 
B31#3 
831114 
8311*5 
B31#6 

SDI 

42.20 
4780 
88.30 

108.30 
9890 
9040 

Sy' Conf Log Error In ~ of Y S(y-y') Conf Error in Y pOD Age 

0.061 i 
00590 
0.0525 
0.0557 
0.0536 
0.0526 

,nt age Max Min Int Max Min (yr) 
(095) (0.95) 

01290 
01245 
01107 
0.1175 
01132 
0.1110 

416 
4.20 
4,48 
4.62 
4.55 
449 

4.29 
432 
4.59 
4.73 
4.67 
4.60 

403 
4.08 
4.37 
4.50 
4.44 
438 

0.2361 
0.2356 
0.2341 
02348 
0.2343 
02341 

0.4982 
0.4971 
04938 
0.4954 
04944 
o 4939 

466 
4.70 
4.97 
511 
5.05 
4.99 

3.66 
3.70 
3.99 
412 
406 
400 

14,488 
15.835 
30.120 
41,377 
35,641 
31,141 

95% predicted 
age C.i 
Max Min 

45,628 
49.741 
93,903 

129.461 
111,258 

9710', 

4,600 
5.041 
9.661 

13,225 
11.417 
9.987 
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Date 
(day-mont,,>-yearj 

07-21-52 
12-16-54 
09-12-66a 
04-09-68 
02-09-71 
02-21-73 
08-06-79" 
10-15-79b 
01-24-80a 
05-25-80b 
09-04-81 
10-25-82 
05-02-83a 

10-28-83b 
04-24-84 

08-04-85 
07-08-86a 

07-21-860 
10-01-87a 
11-24-87b 

11-18-89 
06-28-9-, 
04-23-92a 
06-28-92b 
06-28-92c 
01-17-94 

TABLE A5. PARAMETERS FOR EARTHQUAKES USED IN CONSTRUCTING FIGURE 13 

Location 

Kern County 
Fairview Peak, Nevada 
Truckee 
Borrego Mtn 
San Fernando 
POint Mugu 
Coyote Lake 
Imperia! Valley 
Livermore 
Mammoth Lakes 
N. Santa Barbara Is 
New Idna 
Coalinga 

Borah Peak, Idaho 
Morgan Hili 

Kettleman Hills 
N Palm Springs 

Chalfant Valley 
Wflltt1er Narrows 
Superstition Hills 

Loma Prieta 
Sierra Madre 
Joshua Tree 
Landers 
Big Bear 
Northridge 

5.50 

5.00 

4.50 

3.50 -

3.00 

I 

2,50 -1-

2.00 

0.00 0.10 

Mw Strike 

7_5 50 
71 350 
5.9 44 
6.5 132 
67 290 
5.3 80 
57 150 
65 146' 
58 157 
6.2' 331 
5.9 45 
5.5 154 
6.5 145 

6.3 140 
6.9 151 
6.2 333 

61 142 
61" 114 

150 
6.3' 149 
6.0 90 
6.7' 305/20 

35ry 
6.9 130 
5.6 243 
61' 160 
7.3 170 
6.2 55 
6.7 122 

020 

63 
60 
80 
90 
54 
36 
84 
90 
75 
2' 
80 
41 
30 

30 
52 
76 

12 
37 

45(55) 
60 
25 
80 
80 
68 
49 
90 
90 
85 
40 

B 

030 

Rake 

49 
-150 
o 

180 
76 
55 
180 
180 
-170 
103 
o 

137 
100 

88 
64 
179 

109 
156 

180 
163 
90 
175 
o 

1
1
37 

82 
160 
170 
10 

101 

040 

o 
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Figure A \. Regression of Maximum Horizon Index (MHI) values for undated soils in Vista Street trench and 
borehole B-3 I against data from dated southern California soils. 

Geological Society of America Bulletin. Dccembcr1997 1613 

RL0033637 



EM34633 

'-" Downloaded from gsabuiletin.gsapubs.org on March 7, 2011 

6.00 

5.50 1 

I 
5'(() -

4.50 -

350 

3.00 I 

250 

200 
om 

o 

50.00 

DOLAN ET AL. 

• Un Dated SoUs 

--l east Sq Reg Line 

- - - 95% C.! Predicted Y 

95% C .1. Estimated ~ Y 

o Dated sOlIs 

100.00 150.00 2000C 25000 3OO'(() 

Soil Developmenllndex (SDI) Value 

Figure A2. Regression of Soil Development Index (SOl) values for undated soils in Vista Street trench and 
borehole B-31 against data from southern California soils. 

APPENDIX. SOIL DESCRIPTIONS FROM 
BOREHOLE 8-31. CAMINO PALMERO 
BOREHOLE TRANSECT AND FOR VISTA 
STREET TRENCH 

We described one complete and one parttal soil profile 
from the Vista Street trench during the stoml drain 
plpcllllC excavations (Fig. I 2). a~ well as a sequence of six 
sods Irom the core of borehole B-31 at (ammo Palmero 
lrig. 7). All of these soils were described according to 
SCS Soil Sw-vcy Stalf( I Y75; 1992) (Tables A I and A2) 
and samples were collected for partlcle·slZe analysIS 

Vista Street Profiles 

The partial protiie we described. Vista I. was located 
at stations X22 ·~24. whereas rrofi Ie Vista c was located 
at station 885 (Fig. i 1). Vista 2 appeared to expose a 
complete proflk of the soil developed in depositional 
unn c. At least three depositional pulses are present in 
the Vista 2 prolile: the upper 2.7 Illl unit I) is character· 
Ized by unweathered. essentially raw alluvium. The 
allUVium between 2.7 and 3.4 m depth (unit 2) appears 
to have heen exposed to the surface for a period oftimc 
and has an A horizon developed through it. Vista 2 
appeared to expose a complete prolile ofthe soil devel· 
oped in depositional unit 2. The lower part afthe buried 
A hanlOn III the Vista 2 exposure graded laterally into a 
weakly expressed Bwb honzon in the Vista I exposure 
20 m to the south. Pamclc size distributions for both of 

these units are nearly idenllcal. supportll1g their corre· 
lation. The top of a better developed buried soil (unit 3) 
is present at -3.4 111 depth al the Vista 2 site. There a 

buried A honzon overlies a weakly developed argillic 
(Bt) howon developed in this lowest stratigraphic unit 
exposed 111 the trench. 

We compared the Vista 2 and borehole 8-31 soils to 

dated soils elsewhere in southem California as the baSls 
for age estlmates. For a buried soil. the age estimate 
represents only the I1me that the sediments and soli 
were ex Dosed at the suriace. Thus. because there IS no 
age control on the length of the depOSitIOnal phase. the 
cumulative ages represented by the comblneci ages of 
the surface and bUrled soils should he considered a min· 
Imum age for the sediments at the base of the trench 
and borehole 

Vista Trench 2 

rhe surface soil and deposit exposed 111 the trench 
has cssentlUily no soil devc\opment. suggcstlllg a very 
yuun~ ut!t;. Ilowever, an /\ hOflzon mav have been 
presc~t that was disturbed or graded dun~g construc· 
tion orVlsta Street. If not. then the surface alluvium is 
probably < I 00 yr III age III that well·formed A hon· 
zons are usually evident within SO to 100 yr in south· 
ern Cali forma (Rockwell et aL 1985: Harden. 1982: 
McFadden and Weldon. 1987) Slinilarly. the shallo,,· 
est buned soil (unit 2) is rerresented by only all A hOrl' 
zon (albeit a thick one) ill the Vista 2 exposure and pas· 

sibly by a cambie (Rw) honzonll1 the Vista I exposure 
(Fig. 12). The presence ofa cambie honzon indicates 
more development and time than just the presence of 
an A horizon. Cambic horizons without evidence of 
translocated clay have formed in sandy alluvium in 
Similar environments in southern Califomla in 500 to 

5000 yr(Rockwell et ai., 1985; McFadden and Weldon. 
1987). although many recent data have been collected 
from the Los Angeles basin area showing inCipient 
liluvlation (clay film development) in fewer than .WOO 
yr (l. Rockwell. unpub. data). On the basis of these ob· 
servatlons. we suggest that the unlt 2 IS middle to late 
Holocene in age 

For tlw lowest buned soil (unit .\) With n weak 
argillic honzon. the maximum horizon Index (MHI) 
values from the lield deSCriptions were regressed 
agall"" data from soil proflks in three dilTerent 
chronos~qucnc(!s developed under a xcnc (Mcdltl.?r 
ranean) climate in Callfomiu. There are mmor differ· 
ences in parent rnau?rial and climate among these 
chronosequences I sec R.ockwell, et aI., 1990. for a com· 
plete discussIOn). but they are Similar enough for analy· 
SIS of tile Vista Strcet soil pro1iles We also include data 
from dnted soil profiles from within the Los Angeles 
basin regIon 

The three chronosequences used are from the Ven· 
lum basll1 (Rockwell. 1993; Rockwell etal. 1985). the 
central Valley of Caiifornia (Harden. 1982). and the 
Calon Pass arca (McFadden and Weldon. 19X7) (Figure 
AI). Only one criterion was used to estimate the age' of 
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the VISts Street trench soils: the maximum horizon in
dex (MHf). as presented 111 Harden (1982). Ponti 
(1985). and Rockwell et al. (1994) Two other cmeria. 
the profi Ie mass accumulation of secondary clay. as 
detennmed by panicle-size analysis. and the soil devel
opment mdex (SDI) of Harden (1982). arc usually also 
used. but only the top of the argillic hori1on was ex
posed. so there are too many assumptions thai would 
havc to be made to apply these techniques. The MH I 
parameter converts field description data of the best
developed honzon (usuaily the 8ti to numerical values 
that al\ow numencal companson to the dated profile, 
We assume that the exposed portion of the Bt horizon 
that we descnbed is representatlVe of this unit's soil. We 
understand that such an assumption. if incorrect. could 
lead to wide significant errors In the age estHnate of the 
soil. We therefore do not use our age estimate of soil .1 
for any palcoearthquake calculations 

The MHI data for the three chronosequences. along 
with the other Los Angeles basin profiles (oot presented 
here; these will fomn the focus ofa future paper). define 
a log-linear trend WIth a high r' value (O.R5: Fig. A I). 
Regression of the Vista 2 M HI value (0.31) indicates an 
exposure age of 12.6 -2X 0/ '7 ka. 

Borehole B-3\ 

Borehole 8-31 renetrated a sequence of six solis 
over a vertical thickness of I ~.h m. ~or these rroliies. 
both MHi and SDI values were calculated and re
gressed agamst the same dated soils used for the VISta 

Street trench (Figs. Al and A2: Tables A3 and A4J. 
SlIniiar to the MHI. the SDI eonvens the field descnr
lion data into numerical values but uses the enllre soil 
praJlk: they can also be compared to dated soils The 
surface soil in 8-31 was nOi described 111 the upper 5 It 
(--1.5 m) due to lack of core recovery. Thus. caution 
should be used in IIllerpretmg the age estnnales for the 
surface soil. 

The MHI and SOl values for the six 8-3 \ soils arc 
summarized in Table A I. The mll11111UI11 likely age for 
the deepest sediments exposed in the core. calculated 
by adding the best estimates for each of the surface and 
buned soils. is ca. ISO (lon (MI II) to! 7() (lOO (SD!). As 
noted above. the one charcoal fragment recovered 
from 8-} I was recovered from the A horizon of soil 3. 
and was probably added to the soil profile during de
velopment of soil 3. Thus. the charcoal AMS a?e 
(19,765 -"5,.Jr,j yr B.P.I probably provides a maxi
mum age for the cumulative development of soils I 
and 2. The similarity of thIS maXII11Um age with the cu
mulative MI-II age estimates for soils I and 2 (-I H 000 
yr) leads us to place more confidence in the M Hi esti
mates of soil ages in B-31 than the SDI estimates. 
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Description of Research 
Summary Statement of Research Interests 

My research focuses on the behavior of active and ancient faults and their associated folds, with the ultimate 
goal of understanding the mechanics of plate-boundary deformation. My students and I work mainly at the 
critically important time scale of one to a few dozen earthquakes, with the goal of understanding the detailed 
interactions amongst the various tectonic elements that comprise plate boundaries. These studies are 
inherently multi-disciplinary, and we operate at the interface between structural geology, seismology, tectonic 
geomorphology, geodynamics, and seismic hazard assessment, and take full advantage of emerging 
technologies such as LiDAR airborne laser swath mapping and cosmogenic radionuclide dating. My specific 
interests include: spatial and temporal patterns of earthquake occurrence, collective behavior of regional 
fault systems, transient strain accumulation and release, structural geology of active and ancient faults, 
seismic ha711rd assessment, controls on earthquake nucleation, propagation, and arrest, discreteness of 
deformation in the lithosphere. Some ofthe techniques we use: Tectonic geomorphology, paleoseismologic 
trenching, analysis of LiDAR airborne laser swath mapping digital topographic data, cosmogenic dating, 
structural analysis of exhumed ancient fault-zone rocks, high-resolution seismic reflection imagery, 
paleoseismologic trenching, and good old-fashioned field mapping. Recent research projects include 
numerous analyses of slip rates and paleo-earthquake ages and displacements on a number of major 
continental faults designed to elucidate the pace and constancy (or lack thereof) of relative plate motions at 
the earthquake time scale, documentation of exhumed faults in the pursuit of constraints on the dynamic 
behavior and structural evolution of major faults, analysis of the evolution and hazard associated with blind 
thrust faults, the study of potential long-distance and long-term fault interactions, and possible triggering 
mechanisms of earthquake clusters on both single faults and regional fault networks, with a focus on the 
relationship between upper crustal faulting and fault loading associated with the inter-seismic behavior of the 
lower crust. 
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Book Chapter 

• Grindlay, N. R., Mann, P., Dolan, 1. F., Van-Oeste!, J. (2005). Neotectonics and subsidence of the northern 
Puerto Rico-Virgin Islands margin in response to oblique subduction of high-standing ridges: in Mann, P., 
ed., Active Tectonics and seismic hazards of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and offshore areas, Geological 
Society of America Special Paper 385. (Vol. 385). pp. 31-60. Active Tectonics ands seismic ha711rds of 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and ofTshore areas/Geological Society of America. 
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western Garlock fault: Implications for regional earthquake occurrence in southern California. Bulletin of 
the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 102. pp. 2282-2299. 

~ Ganev, P. H., Dolan, 1. F., McGill, S. F., Frankel, K. L. (2012). 2012, Constancy of geologic slip rate along 
the central Garlock fault: Implications for strain accumulation and release in southern California. 
Geophysicallournallnternational. 

• Roder, B., Lawson, M., Rhodes, E. J., Dolan, J. E, McAulitTe, L., McGill, S. (2012). 21012, Assessing the 
potential of luminescence dating for slip rate studies on the Garlock fault, Mojave Desert, California, USA. 
Quaternary Geochronology. Vol. 10, pp. 285-290. 

~ Frankel, K. L., Dolan, J. E' Owen, L. A., Ganev, P., Finkel, R. C. (20 II). 2011, Spatial and temporal 
constancy of seismic strain release along an evolving segment of the Pacific-North America plate 
boundary. Earth & Planetary Science Letters. Vol. 304, pp. 565-576. 

• Kozaci, 6., Dolan, 1. F., YanlO, 6., Hartleb, R. D. (2011). 2011, Paleoseismologic evidence for the 
relatively regular recurrence of infrequent, large-ma!:,'11itude earthquakes on the eastern North Anatolian 
fault at Yay labeli, doi: 1O.1130/L 118.1. Lithosphere. 

• Owen, L. A., Frankel, K. L., Knott, J. R., Reynhout, S., Finkel, R. C., Dolan, J. P., Lee, 1. (2011). 2011, 
Beryllium-I 0 terrestrial cosmogenic nuclide surface exposure dating of Quaternary landforms in Death 
Valley. Geomorphology. Vol. 125, pp. 541-557; doi: 10.10 16/j.geomorph.20 10.1 0.024. 

• Frost, E., Dolan, 1. E, Ratschbacher, L., Hacker, B., Seward, G. (2011). 2011, Direct observation of fault 
zone structure at the brittle-ductile transition along the Salz.ach-Ennstal-Mariazell-Puchberg fault system, 
Austrian Alps. Journal of Geophyscial Research. Vol. 116, pp. B02411; doi: 10.1029/20 1018007719. 

• Pratt, T. L., Dolan, J. F. (20 I 0). 20 I 0, Comment on "Near-surface location, geometry, and velocities of the 
Santa Monica fault zone, Los Angeles, California". Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 
100 (Sa), pp. 23292337; doi: 10.1785/0120090142. 
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Figure 7. Cross section of the northern half of Camino Palmem-Martel Avenue borehole transect. Thick vertical lines denote continuously 
cored boreholes; thinner lines show sections of B-8 that were not cored. Subhorizontal black lines denote A and St horizons of buried soil hori
zons of unit C. White zones between these buried soils denote C horizons of buried soils and unaltered sedimentary strata that do not exhibit any 
soil development. Small triangles and gray Hnes denote ground-water level in boreholes during 1992. Open circles show locations of two acceler
ator mass spectrometry-dated detrital charcoal samples discussed in text. Locations of boreholes 8-17 and B-16 are projected due east to the line 
of the cross section. Because of uncertainty of the fault strike, only water-level data from these two boreholes are shown in the figure; stratigraphic 
data from these holes are not shown in the figure. Modified from detailed borehole logs in Eal·th Technology Report (1993). 

crate soil development. Collectively, the surface 
soil and the five buried soils arc estimated to 

record -150 000 (based on MHI) to 170 000 
(based on SDI) years of soil development, pro
viding a minimum age for the sediments at the 
base of B-3 1 at 16.6 m. These data yield an over
all minimum late Pleistocene-Holocene average 
accumulation rate of -0.1 mmiyr at B-31. This is 
a minimum estimate because: (I) there may have 
been minor erosion of several of thc buried soils 
(Appendix); and (2) we assume that the duration 
of sediment accumulation between pcnods of 
nonscdimcntation and soit development is very 
short, relative to the duration of periods of soi I 
development. We consider this a reasonable 
assumption in this proximal alluvial fan setting, 
where most sediment was probably deposited 
very rapidly. 

Accelerator mass specrrometer (AMS) radio
carbon analysis of a charcoal fragment recovered 
in B-31 at. 6.55 m depth from the A horizon of 
buned soil 3 yielded an age of J 9 76S'4S5!}65 yr 
B.P. (Table I: Fig. 7: all radiocarbon samples 
were prepared by Beta Analytic, Inc. and were 
analyzed at the Lawrence Livennore Laboratory 
reactor). Because the charcoal fragment was re
covered from the A horizon of the buried soil, we 
consider it likely Ihat it was incorporated into the 

soil profile dunng development of soil 3. The 
charcoal may have had a prcburial age. Thus, the 
ca. 20000 yr date represents a maximum burial 
age for bUrled soil 3, and the combined age of the 
two overlying soils (J and 2) must be sea. 20000 
yr The combined preferred MHI estimates for 
soils I and 2 total ca. J 8 000 yr (Appendix), in 
very close agreement with the charcoal age. Be
cause the combined preferred SDI ages over
estimate the duratIOn of soil J and 2 development 
at ca. 30 (JOO yr (Appendix), we have more confi
dence in the MHI method for estimating soil ages 
in this area. On the basis of the similar age esti
mates for soils I and 2, we estimate that the top 
of unit C is ca. 6000 to 10000 yr old at B-31 (Ap
pendix). Buried soil 2 is missing north of B-22-
and may have b<:cl1 eroded (Fig. 7). 

Unit C is overlain by two distinct alluvial units 
(Fig. 7). The lower, umt B, consists of moderately 
indurated, brown, maSSive, slightly clayey silly 
sand. Unit B is traceable from the north end of 
the transect southward for -145 m. The deposit 
thickens downslope from 1.5 m in B-13 to more 
than 4.5 m in borehole B-1 O. The unit A-unit B 
contact could not be discemed in B-17. Between 
B-IO and B-12 unit B thll1> abruptly to -2 m. in a 
laleral distance of only 10m. Downslope from 13-
12 unit B thins gradually and is not present south 

of B-22 (Fig. 7). 
[n the area of B- 12, B-1 (J, B-17, B-15, and 13-

16, the uppermost alluvial deposit, unit A, con
sists of yellow-brown silty sand and minor 
gravel~ It is distinguished from unit B by its more 
friable consistency and absence of clay. A char
coal fragment from the middle of unit A in bore
hole 8-15 (2.1 m depth) yielded an AMS date of 
3375 . 160 yr B.P. (Fig. 7; Table J). The ab
sence of soil development within unit A in the 
area of 13-12, B-! 0, 13-17, B- I 5, and B-16 is in 
marked contrast to the surface soil (soil I) devel
oped in the unit downfan at B-31 (Appendix). 
This suggests that the unit A surface soil 1 was 
eroded during relatively recently deposition of 
the friable, late Holocene alluvium encountered 
north of B- I 2. Furthermore, the absence of any 
soil development within unit A in the proximal 
part of the fan suggests relatively contl!1uous dep
osition, without any long hiatuses characterized 
by soil development. Thus, the base of unit A at 
4.9 m depth is probably no more than a few thou
sand years older than the detrital charcoal sam
pic; deposition of the intervening 2.8 m of sedi
ment requiring more than several thousand years 
would likely have produced detectable soil devel
opment. Compounding the uncertainty of the es
timated age of the base of unit A is the possibility 
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~ Ganev, P. N., Dolan, J. E, Blisniuk, K., Oskin, M., Owen, L. A. (2010). 2010, Paleoseismologic evidence 
for mUltiple Holocene earthquakes on the Calico fault: Implications for earthquake clustering in the Eastern 
California Shear Zone. Lithosphere. Vol. 2 (4), pp. 287-298, doi: 1O.1130/L82.1; Data Repository 20102. 

• Ganev, P. N., Dolan, J. E, Frankel, K. L., Finkel, R. C. (2010). 2010, Rates of extension along the Fish 
Lake Valley fault and transtensional deformation in the Eastern California shear zone-Walker Lane belt. 
Lithosphere. Vol. 2, pp. 33-49; doi: 1 0.1130/L51.1; Data Repository 2009285. 

• Leon, L. A., Dolan, 1. E, Shaw, J. H., Pratt, T. L. (2009). 2009, Evidence for large-magnitude Holocene 
earthquakes on the Compton blind thrust fault, Los Angeles, California. Journal of Geophyscia\ Research. 
pp. doi:IO.1 029/200818006129. 

• Frost, E., Dolan, 1. E, Sammis, C. G., Ratschbacher, L., Hacker, B. R., Cole, 1. (2009). 2009, Progressive 
strain localization in a major strike-slip fault exhumed from mid-seismogenic depths: Structural 
observations from the SaI7-<lch-Ennstal-Mariazell-Puchberg fault system, Austria. Journal of Geophysical 
Research. Vol. 114 (B04406), pp. doi: 1 0.1 02912008JB005763. 

~ Elliott, A. 1., Dolan, 1. E, Oglesby, D. D. (2009). 2009, Evidence from coseismic slip gradients for dynamic 
control on rupture propagation and arrest through stopovers: Jour. Geophys. Res. - Solid Earth. Journal of 
Geophysical Research. Vol. 114 (B02313), pp. doi: 10.1 029/2008JB005969. 

• Kozaci, 6., Dolan, 1. F., Finkel, R. C. (2009). 2009, Late Holocene Slip Rate for the central North 
Anatolian Fault, from Tahtakorpru, Turkey, from Cosmogenic lOBe Geochronology: Implications for the 
Constancy of Fault Loading and Strain Release Rates. Journal of Geophysical Research. Vol. 114, pp. 
doi: 10.1 029/2008JB005760. 

~ Plesch, A., Shaw, 1. Ii., Benson, c., Bryant, W. A., Carena, S., Cooke, M., Dolan, 1. F., 21 others, a. 
(2007). Community Fault Model (CFM) for Southern California. Bulletin ofthe Seismological Society of 
America. Vol. 97, pp. 1793-1802, doi: 10.1785/0122. 

~ Cole, J., Hacker, B. R., Ratschbacher, L., Dolan, J. E, Seward, G., Frost, E., Frank, W. (2007). Localized 
ductile shear below the seismogenic zone: Structural analysis of an exhumed strike-slip fault, Austrian 
Alps. Journal of Geophysical Research. Vol. 112, pp. doi: 1 0.1 0291200718004975. 

• Kozaci, 0., Dolan, J. E, Finkel, R. C., Hartleb, R. D. (2007). A 2000-year slip rate for the North Anatolian 
fault, Turkey, from cosmogenic 36CI geochronology: Implications for the constancy of fault loading and 
slip rates. Geology. Vol. 35, pp. 867-870; doi: 1 0.1130/G23187 A.I. 

• Leon, L. A., Christofferson, S. A., Dolan, 1. E, Shaw, 1. H., Pratt, T L. (2007). Earthquake-by-earthquake 
fold growth above the Puente Hills blind thrust fault, Los Angeles, California: Implications for fold 
kinematics and seismic hazard. Journal of Geophysical Research. Vol. 112 (B03S03), pp. 
doi: I 0.1 029/2006JB004461. 

~ Dolan, 1. F., Bowman, D. D., Sammis, C. G. (2007). Long-range and long-term fault interactions in 
southern California. Geology. Vol. 35, pp. 855-858. 

~ Frankel, K. L., Dolan. 1. E, Finkel, R. c., Owen, L. A., Hoeft, 1. S. (2007). Spatial variations in slip rate 
along the Death Valley-Fish Lake Valley fault system determined from LiDAR topographic data and 
cosmogenic lOBe geochronology. Geophysical Research Letters. Vol. 34 (L 18303), pp. 
doi:1 0.1 029/2007GL030549. 

~ Frankel, K. L., Dolan, 1. F. (2007). Characterizing arid-region alluvial fans with airborne laser swath 
mapping digital topographic data. Journal of Geophysical Research - Earth Surface. pp. 
doi: I 0.1 029/2006J F000644. 

• Dolan, 1. E, Avouac, J. (2007). Introduction to special section: Active Fault-Related Folding: Structural 
Evolution, Geomorphologic Expression, Paleoseislllology, and Seismic Hazards. Journal of Geophysical 
Research. Vol. 112, pp. doi: I 0.1 029/2007 JB004952. 

• Frankel, K. L., Brantley, K., Dolan, 1. F., Finkel, R. c., others, s. (2007). Cosmogenic lOBe and 36CI 
geochronology of offset alluvial fans along the northern Death Valley fault zone: Implications for transient 
strain in the eastern California shear zone. Journal of Geophysical Research. pp. 
doi: 1 0.1 029/2006JB004350. 

• Hartleb, R. D., Dolan, J. E, K07-<lci, 0., Akyuz, S., Seitz, G. (2006). A 2,500-year-Iong paleoseismologic 
record of large, infrequent earthquakes on the North Anatolian fault at Cukurcimen, Turkey. Bulletin of 
Geological Society of America. Vol. 118, pp. 823-840. 
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~ Dolan, 1. E, Bowman, D. D. (2004). Tectonic and seismologic setting ofthe September 22,2003 Puerto 
Plata, Dominican Republic, earthquake: Implications for earthquake hazard in northern Hispaniola. 
Seismological Research Letters. Vol. 75, pp. 587-597. 

~ Hartleb, R. D., Dolan, J. F., Akyuz, S., Yerii, B. (2003). A 2,000 year record of earthquake occurrence 
along the central North Anatolian fault, from trenches at Alayurt, Turkey. Bulletin of the Seismological 
Society of America. Vol. 93 (5), pp. 1935-1954. 

~ Dolan, J. F., Christofferson, S. A., Shaw, J. H. (2003). Recognition of paleo earthquakes on the Puente Hills 
blind thrust fault, Los Angeles, California. Science. Vol. 300, pp. 115-118. 

~ Shaw, J. H., Plesch, A., Dolan, 1. F., Pratt, T. L., Fiore, P. (2002). Puente Hills blind-thrust system, Los 
Angeles basin, California. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 92, pp. 2946-2960. 

• Dolan, 1. E (2002). Shallow folding imaged above the Puente Hills blind-thrust fault, Los Angeles, 
California. Geophysical Research Letters. Vol. 29, pp. 18-1 to 18-4, doi: 1O.102912001GL0143 13. 

~ Hartleb, R. D., Dolan, J. F., Akyuz, S., Dawson, T., Tucker, A. Z., Yerii, B., Rockwell, T. K., Toraman, E., 
Cakir, Z., Dikbas, A., Altunel, E. (2002). Surface rupture and slip distribution along the Karadere segment 
of the 17-August-1999 Izmit, Turkey, earthquake. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 
92, pp. 67-78. 

• Harris, R. A., Dolan, 1. E, Hartleb, R. D., Day, S. M. (2002). The 1999 Izmit, Turkey earthquake -- A test 
of the dynamic stress transfer model for intra-earthquake triggering. Bulletin of the Seismological Society 
of America. Vol. 92, pp. 245-255. 

~ Barka, A., AkyUz, H. S., Altunel, E., Sunal, G., Cakir, Z., Dikbas, A., Yerli, B., Armijo, R., Meyer, B., de 
Chabalier, J., Rockwell, T., Dolan, J., Hartleb, R., Dawson, T., Christofferson, S., Tucker, A., Fumal, T., 
Langridge, R., Stenner, H., Lettis, w., Bachhuber, J., Page, W. (2002). Surface rupture and slip distribution 
of the 17 August 1999 Izmit earthquake (Mw 7.4), North Anatolian fault. Bulletin of the Seismological 
Society of America. Vol. 92, pp. 43-60. 

~ Dolan, J. E, Rockwell, T. K. (2001). Paleoseismologic evidence for a very large (Mw>7), recent surface 
rupture on the eastern San Cayetano fault, Ventura County, California: Was this the source of the damaging 
December 21, 1812 earthquake? Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 91, pp. 1417-1432. 

• Tucker, A. Z., Dolan, J. F. (200 I). Paleoseismologic evidence for a >8 ka age for the most recent surface 
rupture on the eastern Sierra Madre fault, northern Los Angeles metropolitan region. Bulletin of 
Seismological Society of America. Vol. 91, pp. 232-249. 

• Borrero, 1., Dolan, 1. F., Synolakis, C. (2001). Tsunamis within the eastern Santa Barbara Channel. 
Geophysical Research Letters. Vol. 28, pp. 643-646. 

~ Weaver, K. D., Dolan, 1. F. (2000). Paleoseismology and seismic hazards of the Raymond fault, Los 
Angeles County, California. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 90, pp. 1409-1428. 

• Dolan, 1. E, Sieh, K. E., Rockwell, T. K. (2000). Late Quaternary activity and seismic potential of the 
Santa Monica fault system, Los Angeles, California. Geological Society of America Bulletin. Vol. 112, pp. 
1559-1581. 

~ Dolan, J. F., Stevens, D., Rockwell, T. K. (2000). Paleoseismologic evidence for an early to mid-Holocene 
age of the most recent surface rupture on the Hollywood fault, Los Angeles, California. Bulletin of the 
Seismological Society of America. Vol. 90, pp. 334-344. 

• van Gestel, 1., Mann, P., Grindlay, N., Dolan, 1. E (1999). Three-phase tectonic evolution of the northern 
margin of Puerto Rico as inferred from an integration of seismic reflection, well, and outcrop data. Marine 
Geology. Vol. 161, pp. 257-286. 

• Field, E., Jackson, D., Dolan, J. F. (1999). A new look at earthquake occurrence in southern California: No 
deficit or huge earthquakes required. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 89, pp. 
559-578. 

• Mann, P., Grindlay, N. R., Dolan, J. F. (1999). Subduction to strike-slip transitions on plate boundaries. 
GSA Today. Vol. 9, pp. 14-16. 

• Pratt, T. L., Dolan, 1. F., Odum, 1. K., Stephenson, W. J., Williams, R. A., Templeton, M. E. (1998). 
Multi-scale seismic imaging of active fault zones for seismic hazard assessment: A case study of the Santa 
Monica fault zone, Los Angeles, California. Geophysics. Vol. 63, pp. 479-489. 
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~ van Gestel, 1., Mann, P., Dolan, J. F., Grindlay, N. R. (1998). Structure and tectonics of the upper Cenozoic 
Puerto Rico-Virgin Islands carbonate platform as determined from seismic reflection studies. Journal of 
Geophysical Research. Vol. 103, pp. 30,505-30,530. 

~ Walls, C., Rockwell, T., Mueller, K., Bock, Y., Williams, S., Pfanner, 1., Dolan, 1. F., Fang, P. (1998). 
Escape tectonics in the Los Angeles metropolitan region and implications for seismic risk. Nature. Vol. 394, 
pp. 356-360. 

• Dolan, J. F., Sieh, K. E., Rockwell, T. K., Guptill, P., Miller, G. (1997). Active tectonics, paleoseismology, 
and seismic hazards of the Hollywood fault, northern Los Angeles basin, California. Geological Society of 
America Bulletin. Vol. 109, pp. 1595-1616. 

• Dolan, 1. F., Pratt, T L. (1997). High-resolution seismic reflection imaging of the Santa Monica fault zone, 
west Los Angeles, California. Geophysical Research Letters. Vol. 24, pp. 2051-2054. 

• Dolan, 1. F., Wald, D. (1997). Comment on "The 1946 Hispaniola earthquakes and the tectonics of the 
North America-Caribbean plate boundary zone, northeastern Hispaniola". Journal of Geophysical 
Research. Vol. 102, pp. 785-792. 

• Grind lay, N. R., Mann, P., Dolan, J. F. (1997). Researchers investigate submarine faults north of Puerto 
Rico. EOS (Transactions of the American Geophysical Union). Vol. 78, pp. 404-405. 

• Dolan, 1. F., Sieh, K. E., Rockwell, T. K., Yeats, R. S., Shaw, 1. H., Suppe, J., Huftile, G., Gath, E. (1995). 
Prospects for larger or more frequent earthquakes in greater metropolitan Los Angeles, California: Science, 
v. 267, p. 199-205. Science. Vol. 267, pp. 199-205. 

• Humrnon, C, Schneider, C., Yeats, R. S., Dolan, J. E, Sieh, K. E., Huftile, G. (1994). The Wilshire fault: 
Earthquakes in Hollywood? Geology. Vol. 22, pp. 291-294. 

• Mullins, H. T., Breen, N. A., Dolan, 1. F., others, s. (1991). Carbonate platforms along the southeast 
Bahamas-Hispaniola collision zone. Marine Geology. Vol. 105, pp. 169-209. 

• Heubeck, C, Mann, P., Dolan, J. F., Monechi, S. (1991). Diachronous uplift and recycling of sedimentary 
basins during Cenozoic tectonic transpression, northeastern Caribbean plate margin. Sedimentary Geology. 
Vol. 70, pp. 1-32. 

• Mullins, H. T., Dolan, J. F., others, s. (1991). Retreat of carbonate platforms: Response to tectonic 
processes. Geology. Vol. 19, pp. 1089-1092. 

• Witschard, M., Dolan, J. F. (1990). Contrasting structural styles in siliciclastic and carbonate rocks of an 
offscraped sequence: The Peralta accretionary prism, Hispaniola. Geological Society of America Bulletin. 
Vol. 102, pp. 792-806. 

• Dolan, J. F., Beck, c., Ogawa, Y. (1989). Upslope deposition of extremely distal turbidites: An example 
from the Tiburon Rise, west-central Atlantic. Geology. Vol. 17, pp. 990-994. 

• Dolan, 1. F. (1989). Eustatic and tectonic controls on deposition of hybrid siliciclastic/carbonate basinal 
sequences: A discussion with examples. American Association of Petroleum Geologists Bulletin. Vol. 73, 
pp. 1233-1246. 

• Beck, C, Dolan, J. E, Ogawa, Y., Vrolijk, P. (1989). Deep Cenozoic sediments in front of the Barbados 
Ridge Complex, ODP Site 672: Hemipelagites, turbidites, and possible contourites in the western central 
Atlantic Ocean. I'lnstitut Francais du Petrole. Vol. 44, pp. 551-566. 

• Moore, J., Masck, A., Taylor, E., Andreieff, P., Alvarez, E, Barnes, R., Beck, c., Behrmann, 1., Blanc, G., 
Clark, M., Brown, K., Dolan, 1., Fisher, A., Gieskes, 1., Hounslow, M., McLellan, P., Moran, K., Ogawa, Y., 
Sakai, T, Schoonmaker, 1., Vrolijk, P., Wilkens, R., Williams, C. (1988). Tectonics and hydrogeology of the 
northern Barbados Ridge: results from Ocean Drilling Program Leg 110. Geological Society of America 
Bulletin. Vol. 100, pp. 1578-1593. 

• Mascle, A., Moore, J. C, nine others, a., Dolan, J. F., others, e. (1987). Expulsion of fluids from depth 
along a subduction-zone decollement horizon. Nature. Vol. 326, pp. 785-788. 

~ Kidd, R., Ruddiman, w., Dolan, 1. F., others, e. (1983). Sediment drifts and intra-plate tectonics in the 
north Atlantic. Nature. Vol. 306, pp. 532-533. 

Other 
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~ Frankel, K. L., inc I. James F. Dolan, a. (2008). Frankel, K.L., Glamer, A.F., Kirby, E., Monastero, F.c., 
Strane, M.D., Oskin, M.E., Unruh, J.R., Walker, J.D., Anandakrishnan, S., Bartley, l.S., Coleman, D.S., 
Dolan, J.F., Finkel, R.C., Greene, D., Kylander-Clark, A, Morrero, S., Owen, L.A, and Phillips, F., 2008, 
Active tectonics of the eastern California shear wne: in Dubendorfer, E. and Smith, G., eds., Geologic 
excursions in the southern North America Cordillera: Geological Society of America Field Guide 11, p. 
43-81, doi: 10.1030/2008. Geological Society of America Bulletin Field Guide 11. 

• Dolan, J. F. (2006). Greatness thrust upon them. Nature (News & Views). 

• Dolan, J. F., Sieh, K. E. (1992). Tectonic geomorphology of the northern Los Angeles basin: Seismic 
hazards and kinematics of young fault movement: in Ehlig, P. L., and Steiner, E. A., eds., Engineering 
Geology Field Trips: Orange County, Santa Monica Mountains, and Malibu, Guidebook and Volume. 
Association of Engineering Geologists. 

Proceedings 

• Dolan, J. F., Beck, c., Ogawa, Y, Clark, M., Moore, c., Mascle, A., Taylor, E. (1987). Anomalously 
coarse-grained siliciclastic sediments on the Tiburon Rise, western Atlantic: Proceedings of the Society of 
Exploration Geophysicists Annual Convention, New Orleans, LA pp. 144-148. Proceedings of the Society 
of Exploration Geophysicists 1987 Annual Convention, New Orleans, LA 

6/3/2013 1:53 PM 

RL0033647 



EM34643 

EXHIBIT C 

RL0033648 



EM34644 

""""" 
WILSON GEOSCIENCES, INC. 
Engineering and Environmental Geology 

KENNETH WILSON 
Principal Engineering Geologist 

EDUCATION 

University of California at Riverside, B.S. Geological Sciences, 1967 
University of California at Riverside, M.S. Geological Sciences, 1972 

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS 
Professional Geologist, California, #3175 [Issued 1-08-1974; Expires 2-28-2014] 
Certified Engineering Geologist, California, #928 [Issued 1-08-1974; Expires 2-28-2014] 

PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY 
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An Explanatory Text to Accompany the 
Fault Activity Map of California 

INTRODUCTION 

The 2010 edition of the FAULT ACTIVTY MAP 
OF CALIFORNIA was prepared in recognition of the 
150th Anniversary of the California Geological 
Survey (CGS). It replaces the FAULT ACTIVITY 
MAP OF CALIFORNIA AND ADJACENT AREAS 
(Jennings, 1994) and is more complete with the 
addition of recent data. The map shows the 
locations of known faults that can be portrayed at 
1 :750,000 scale and indicates the latest age when 
displacements took place, according to available 
data. The displacements may have been associated 
with earthquakes or may have been the result of 
gradual creep along the fault surface. Faults 
exhibiting creep or triggered creep are identified on 
the map with appropriate symbols. The faults are 
color-coded and designated into one of five 
categories: historic (red), Holocene (orange), late 
Quaternary (green), undivided Quaternary (purple), 
and pre-Quaternary (blaCk). 

Fault names are indicated on the map where 
space permits, including newly named faults. 
Some of the faults on the 1994 map were deleted 
or revised to reflect new, more detailed studies. 
The ages of faults on the 1994 map have been 
revised where improved dating methods were 
available. Lastly, occurrences of surface faulting 
caused by earthquakes since 1994 have been 
added. 

In order to effectively catalog the information, 
the faults have generally retained the reference 
numbers originally assigned in 1994. These 
numbers are referenced in Appendix A and 
Appendix B accompanying this map and report. 
Each entry in these appendices includes: the name 
of the fault, its most recent age of activity, and the 
sources for fault location and recency. If the fault 
has been encompassed in an Official Earthquake 
Fault Zone, the 7.5 minute quadrangle maps 
prepared and issued by CGS are listed. 

The 1994 version of the Fault Activity Map of 
California showed selected faults that exhibited 
Quaternary displacement in Oregon, Nevada, and 
Baja California. We decided to limit the data to 
within California's boundaries for the 2010 version of 
the Fault Activity Map. Consult the National 
Quaternary Fault and Fold Database for fault trace 

data for states adjacent to California 
(http://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/qfaults/) The 
aligned seismicity and locations of Quaternary 
volcanoes are not shown on the 2010 Fault Activity 
Map. However, the location of Quaternary 
volcanoes can be found on the 2010 version of the 
Geologic Map of California (Jennings and others, 
2010). 

Digital Compilation 

A significant difference from the 1994 version of 
the Fault Activity Map of California is the method of 
fault compilation. Almost all of the Quaternary faults 
shown in the 2010 version of the Fault Activity Map 
have been digitally compiled from original-scale 
source maps (1 :12,000 to 1:250,000) used for the 
1975 and 1994 maps, as well as more recent 
mapping when available. This compilation method 
insures that locations of these faults are more 
accurate than those depicted on previous editions of 
the Fault Activity Map. Also, the line width for faults 
depicted on the 2010 Fault Activity Map has been 
reduced from 0.35 mm to 0.2 mm (260 m to 150 m 
width at a scale of 1 :750,000). This was done in 
order to more accurately portray the location and 
complexity of faults showing evidence of 
displacement dunng Quaternary time. The Pre
Quaternary faults remain the same as in the 1994 
version. 

Base Materials 

The base map for the new Fault Activity Map of 
California consists of a shaded relief image and a 
combination of cultural, political, transportation, 
geographic, and hydrologic features. The onshore 
shaded relief image was derived from 90-meter 
Digital Elevation Models (OEM) available from the 
National Elevation Data Set (http://ned.usgs.gov). 
The offshore bathymetric shaded relief image was 
derived from OEMs available from the California 
Department of Fish and Game 
(http://dfg .ca. gov Ibiogeodata/gis/m r _ bathy . asp). The 
cultural, political, transportation, geographic and 
hydrologic features depicted in the base map were 
largely derived from <:lata obtained from the Cal
Atlas Geospatial Clearinghouse (http://atlas.ca.gov). 
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Select geographic features throughout the state and 
in the offshore region were digitized from USGS 
1 :500,OOO-scale topographic maps and include a 
selection of peaks in the Sierra Nevada named after 
historic survey members. Projection of the base map 
layers is Teale Albers, 1983 North American Datum. 

FAULTS 

Introduction 

The Fault Activity Map of California shows 
where faults have been recognized and mapped. 
Many of the faults are assigned numbers and are 
keyed to descriptions in Appendix A and Appendix 
B. In addition, Table 1 describes surface fault 
rupture associated with earthquakes that are known 
to have occurred in California. If a Quaternary fault 
has no number, it was taken from the initial Fault 
Map of Califomia (Jennings, 1975). Refer to Bulletin 
201 (Jennings, 1985) for the source on which the 
fault and its age were based. 

As with the 1994 F aul! Map of California, a 
conservative approach was followed for this new 
edition - we felt it is better to show those faults 
where evidence is questionable rather than to ignore 
them. Hence, some questionable faults may have 
been included as long as they are based on some 
reasonable data. Omission of such information may 
lead decision-makers for building critical structures 
to assume no fault hazard exists. The prudent 
course should be to include questionable data to 
suggest where future investigations are needed 
before any final design and construction takes place. 

Although it is not possible to tell if a fault will be· 
reactivated, we assume that if a fault has been 
active for millions of years and has been active in 
historic or recent geologic (Quaternary) time, it is 
very likely to become active again. This assumption 
is borne out by studies of historically active faults in 
California and elsewhere. 

Fault Activity Definitions 

The terms "active," "potentially active," 
"capable," and "inactive," have been interpreted 
differently by geologists, seismologists, and 
agencies, depending on the purpose on hand. To 
avoid confusion, this Fault Activity Map does not use 
these terms. Instead, faults are classified according 
to the age of latest displacement and, hence, are as 
factual as the geologic data upon which the fault is 
based. This procedure continues the practice used 
for the 1994 Fault Activity Map of California. 
Because a common understanding of terms .is 
essential, the following excerpts from BULLETIN 
201, An Explanatory Text to Accompany the 

2 

1:750,000 Scale Fault and GeologiC Maps of 
California (Jennings, 1985) are restated here. 

"In defining the term "fault," geologists have 
no significant disagreement; the various 
definitions differ only in the elaboration. All 
agree in defining a fault as a tectonic fracture or 
break in the earth's crust along which 
displacement (horizontal, vertical, or diagonal 
movement) has taken place. In elaborating, 
some definitions further specifY: (I) that the 
fracture or break may be either a discrete surface 
or a wide zone of fractures; (2) that the fault may 
be a result of repeated displacements which took 
place suddenly or very slowly as a result of creep 
slippage; and (3) that the cumulative 
displacement may be measurable from 
millimeters to kilometers. 

All definitions of "active faults" in common 
use imply future movement commonly 
constituting a geologic hazard. In recent years, 
specialized definitions vary according to the type 
of structure to be built in the vicinity of a fault 
and the degree of risk acceptable for a particular 
type of structure. The most conservative 
definition is that ofthe U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC). In defining fault activity 
for its special uses, the NRC sought to avoid the 
misunderstanding that might arise from its use of 
the term "active" by using the term "capable" in 
its place. A "capable fault" is defined as a fault 
that exhibits one or more of the following 
ch aracteristi cs: 
(I) movement at or near the ground surface at 
least once 'within the past 35.000 years, or 
movement of a recurring nature within the past 
500.000 years; (2) macro seismicity 
instrumentally determined with records of 
sufficient precision to demonstrate a direct 
relationship with the fault; (3) a structural 
relation to a fault deemed "capable" such that 
movement on one can be reasonably expected to 
be accompanied by movement on the other. 

In California. special definitions for active 
faults were devised to implement the Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972, 
which regulates development and construction in 
order to avoid the hazard of surface fault rupture. 
The State Mining and Geology Board established 
Policies and Criteria in accordance with the Act. 
They defined an "active fault" as one which has 
"had surface displacement within Holocene time 
(about the last 11,000 years). A "potentially 
active fault" was considered to be any fault that 
"showed evidence of surface displacement 
during Quaternary time (last 1.6 million years). 
Because of the large number of potentially active 
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Table 1. Known surface fault rupture associated with earthquakes in California. 

Year Fault (location) 

1812 San Andreas (Wrightwood) 

1638 San Andreas (San 
Francisco-Mission Santa 
Clara?) 

1857 San Andreas 
(Parkfield-Fort Tejon to 
Wrightwood) 

I 

Surface 
1 Rupture 

Magnitude! Length 

(kilometers ) 

7± 25+ 

60+ 

7.9 322± 

Maximum 
Displacement 

and Type of Slip2 

( centimeters) 

No data 

No data 

RL 950 

References 3 

iJacoby and others, 1988 

'jLOUOerbaCk, 1947 
T oppozada and Borchardt, 1998 
Bakun, 1999 

Wood,1955 
Bonilla. 1970 
Agnew and Sleh, 1978 
Sieh, 1978b 

1861 Calaveras (Dublin) 5.3 13± No data Radbruch, 1968 (p. 52-53) 
Toppozada and others, 1981 (p. 148) 

6.8 48± RL 90 
V 30 

Lawson and others, 1908 
Bonilla, 1970 

1868 Hayward (Oakland to Warm I 
Springs) 

Toppozada and others, 1981 (p 152) 
1868 San Andreas (Dos Palmos) 

1872 Owens Valley' (Big Pine to 
Olancha) 

No data 

7.8' 

"long fissure" i 

100+ 

No data 

RL 600 
Some LL 

V700 

iTownley and Allen, 1939 (p 500 

j

HObbS, 1910 
Knopf. 1918 
Bonilla, 1970 
Beanland and Clark, 1994 

1875 Surface rupture previously 6.0'1 No data No data Bonilla, 1970 
reported at Clio5 i Toppozada and others, 1981 (p 156) 

1890 I'san Andreas (Chittenden) ill 63 8± 30'1 Holden, 1898 (p. 150) 
Lateral Lawson and others, 1908 (p. 110) 

IToppozada and others, 1981 (p. 162) 
1892 Unamedb ·1---------6-.4-~-+---1 .-6~-j---N:-o-d-at-a--+I--'--'-----~-----'-'---'-i 

(Allendale, Sacramento ,Toppozada and others, 1981 (p. 164) 
Valley) I 

1899 San Jacinto l 

I 
6.6 3.2? No data 

i i

Danes, 1907 
Bonilla, 1970 
Toppozada and others, 1981 (p. 169) 

6+ 1901 iSan Andreas (Parkfield) 

I 
"several miles" V 30 ILawson and others, 1908 (pAD) 

I!ownley and Allen, 1939 
---JBrown and others, 1967 (p 10) 

1906 San Andreas 7.8 432 RL 600 IlliLawson and others, 1908 
(Shelter Cove to San Juan V 90 Bonilla, 1970 
Bautista) i 

1916 San Andreas" (Gorman \' 6± No data I 0 data IBranner, 1917 
area)_--.--______ -i=-Bo.:..:n.::..i;;..:lla~, _1-=-95:;-.:9=-(O!:p~ . .:-13:..4~) _____ --l 

1922 San Andreas (Cholame Ii 6.5 11 0.4? ! No data ITownley and Allen, 1939 
area) \ Richter. 1958 (p. 533) 

1934 San Andreas (Parkfield I 6.3 3! No data Byerly and Wilson, 1935 (p. 233) 
area) I Richter, 1958 (p. 534) 

1951 Superstition Hills i 5.6 3.2± RL slight IAIlen and others. 1965 
i [Bonilla, 1970 

3 
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Table 1· continued 

Surface Maximum 

Year Fault (location) Magnitude1 Rupture Displacement 
References 3 

Length ,and Type of Slip2 
(kilometers) ( centimeters) 

19521White Wolf (Arvln- 74 
) 

57 LL 76 IBuwalda and St Amand, 1955 
Tehachapi) and V 122 Bonilla, 1970 

6.4 Hileman and others, 1973 

1966 )Imperial 3.6 9.7 

I 

RL 1.5 IBrune and Allen, 1967b 
!Bonilla, 1970 

1966 San Andreas (parkfield) 64 37 

I 

RL 17.8 8 Brown and others, 1967 
V 59 Bonilla, 1970 

1966 Unnamed (Truckee) 1U 5.9 161 
I 

No data (Carter, 1966 
Kachadoorian and others. 1967 

1968 Unnamed (La Habra) 11 ) 
? 0.32 LL 5 Yerkes, 1972 (p 31) 

V 2.5± Lamar, 1972 

1968 Coyote Creek (Borrego 6.6 31 

I 

RL 38+ Allen and others, 1968 
Mountain) Hileman and others, 1973 

Clark, 1972a 

1971 I,San Fernando 6.6 15.3 LL 100 IU.S Geological Survey, 1971 (p.55) 

I 
I 

V 100 Hileman and others, 1973 
Allen and others, 1975 (p. 275) 

1975 IGalway Lake 5.2 6.8 RL 1.5 Hill and Beeby, 1977 
Bryant and Hart, 2007 

1975 ICleveland Hill (Oroville Dam! 5.7 5.7 RL4 iHart and Rapp, 1975 
area) V5 ! 

1975 Brawley 4.7 104 V20 ISharp, 1976 
)Bryant and Hart, 2007 

1978 Stephens Pass (E. of Mt 4.6 2+ V 30 Bennett and others, 1979 
Shasta) , Bryant and Hart, 2007 

1979!Homestead Valley 
, 

5.2 325 RL10 IHili and others, 1980 I 

( 

! 
V4 

1979 IJohnson Valley 
I 

5.2 1.45 

I 
RL 1 Hill and others, 1980 

J V1 

1979 [Calaveras (Coyote Lake 
I 

5.8 39? 
I 

RL 0.5 Urhammer, 1980 
iarea) Lee and others, 1979 
! Armstrong, 1979 

1979 ilmperial 6.6 30 RL 55 
Brawley 13 V 15 

U.S. Geological Survey, 1982 
Rico 1 V10 
(Imperial County) 

1980 Greenville 5.8 6.5 
I 

RL 3 Hart, 1981b 
(Livermore Valley area) 

1980 Hilton Creek 6.0 - 6.5 20 V 30 !Taylor and Bryant, 1980 
(Mammoth Lakes area) JBryant and Hart, 2007 

1981 "Lompoc Quarry"1,, 
'I 

2.5 0.6 V 25 iu.s. Geological Survey, 1984 

1982 Little Lake 
I 

5.2 10 RL slight \ROqUremOre and Zellmer, 1983 
V slight Bryant and Hart. 2007 

1983 "Coalinga Nose" 6.7 0.005 V5 IRymer and Ellsworth, 1990 
,Bryant and Hart, 2007 

1983 .Nunez (Coaling area) 
I 

5.2-59 3.3 V60 Rymer and Ellsworth, 1990 
Hart and Mcjunkin, 1983 

1984 iCalaveras (Morgan Hill ! 6.1 1.2 RL 20? IHart, 1984c 
iarea) 13 

I 

1986 iBanning 6.1 9 RL 7 ISharp and others, 1986b 

1986. White Mountains (Chalfant ! 6.2 13 RL 11 Kahle and others, 1986 
Valley area) I Lienkaemper and oHlers, 1987 

4 
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Table 1 - continued 

Surface Maximum 

Year Fault (location) Magnitude1 Rupture Displacement 
References" Length and Type of SIip2 

(kilometers) ( centimeters) 

1987 Elmore Ranch \ 6.2 12 
I 

LL 12 IHanks and Allen, 1989 
Kahle and others, 1988 

1987 ISuperstitlon Hills 6,6 28 RL 80 iHanks and Allen, 1989 
j ilKahle and others, 1988 --

1989 'San Andreas 6,9 
I 

114 RL 2,5 IU,S Geological Survey, 1989 
(Loma Prieta area) j -------~-

1 
1992 Parts of Johnson Valley, 85 RL 460--600 IHart and others, 1993 

Homestead Valley, 

I 
Bryant, 1993b, 1994,2004 

Emerson, Camp Rock, ,reiman, 1992 
Eureka Peak, Burnt 

I 

Mountain 
(Landers) I 

I 

1994 Various ground 67l -

I 

- Rymer and others, 2001 
deformations, but not on 
causative fault Earthquake 
hypocenter on blind fault 
(Northridge) 

1995 iAirport Lake I 5.4-5,8 2,5 1 Trelman, 1995 
Kern and Inyo counties) ---l 

1999 Lavic Lake, Bullion, 

\ 

7,1 45 RL 525 ITrelman and others, 2002 
Mesquite Lake 

i (Hector Mine area) ! 

2004 San Andreas 6,0 

I 

32 RL 151
' !Rymer and others, 2006 

(Parkfield) V 315 

1 Earthquake magnitudes greater than 6 prior to 1985 are mostly from Toppozada and others, 1986, Magnitudes listed after 
1985 are either surface wave magnitude (Ms) or moment magnitude (Mw), The scale is logarithmic so that M8 is 10 times that 
of M7 and 100 times that of M6. In energy tenms a M8 earthquake radiates 30 times that of M7 and 900 times the energy of 
M6. 

2RL=right lateral, LL=left lateral; V=vertical. 

3Complete references listed in Appendix C 

4 Four large earthquakes: M8 and 6.5, and a few days later MB.1 and 6,6 (Toppozada and others, 1986) 

'The 1875 earthquake was thought to have occurred in Mohawk Valley as shown on the Fault Map of California, 1975. 
Turner (1897), 22 years after the event, thought he could locate ground ruptures for thiS event described by locai 
residents near Clio. New data and Isoselsmal maps (Toppozada and others, 1981) indicate the earthquake was centered 
to the east, probably on the Honey Lake Fault. 

6Two early newspaper accounts (Toppozada and others, 1981) describe a fissure about 1.6 Kilometers (1 Mile) long near 
Allendale, 8 kilometers (5 miles) west of Dixon (not plotted on Fault Activity Map of California for lack of data). 

7Questionable fault rupture - may have been landslides (Allen and others, 1965; Sharp, 1972). Not plotted on Fault 
Activity Map of California. 

8Questionable fault rupture - cracking may have been caused by shaking only. 

91 ncludes tectonic creep that occurred within 50 days following main shock. 

1DSurface fault rupture not conclusive. 

11 Some uncertainty regarding earthquake associated with 1968 ground rupture near La Habra (Yerkes, 1972): probably 
related to oil and brine withdrawal. 

12Lompoc quarry "fault" triggered by unloading of mined-out diatomite 

13Questionable faulting (may be landsliding) 

14Surface rupture possibly triggered slip. 

151ncludes tectonic creep that accumulated for several months following main shock. 

5 
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faults in California, the State Geologist adopted 
additional definitions and criteria in an effort to 
limit zoning to only those faults with a relatively 
"high" potential for surface rupture, Thus, the 
term "sufficiently active" was defined as a fault 
for which there was evidence of Holocene 
surface displacement. This term was used in 
conjunction with the term "well-defined," which 
relates to the ability to locate a Holocene fault as 
a surface or near-surface feature (Bryant and 
Hart, 2007), 

Another special definition is used by the 
U.S, Bureau of Reclamation in the design of 
dams, According to this agency, any fault 
exhibiting relative displacement within the past 
100,000 years is an active fault. 

Table:::' is a summary of the fault definitions 
in common use and the factors on which they are 
based, Each of these definitions is concerned 
with future fault activity and this is based on the 
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recent history of the fault. Depending on the 
type of structure being planned and the 
acceptable risk to be taken, the definition of an 
active fault may be based on the last 11,000 to 
100,000 years or on repeated movements during 
the past 500.000 years, 

Of recent concern is the possibility that 
faults. even geologically ancient ones (that is, 
pre-Quaternary), can be reactivated by the 
influences of man, For example, there are now 
several authenticated cases showing that the 
filling of a reservoir can induce fault activity and 
earthquakes of significant size, In this way, what 
may have been considered "inactive faults" can 
become "active faults," 

The term "active fault" is best avoided 
altogether when seismic risk is not a 
consideration, For simply describing the 
characteristics of faults, such terms as "historic 

Table 2. Comparison of various commonly used fault definitions. 

DeSign Time of Last 

I Fault Term Displacement on Other Criteria Structure Fault 

1) at least once 
1) Macroseismicity relatable to specific fault 

NRC within past 35,000 
(U,S, Nuclear Nuclear Capable yrs. or 

power 2) Structural relationship to a capable fault 
Regulatory 

plants 
I 

2) two or more 
such that movement on one can cause Comm,), 1978 times within past 

1 movement on another. 
I 500,000 yrs 

California I Active 
Within Holocene 

I 

Geological Survey Structures ( 11 ,000 yrs.) 

(Bryant and Hart for human \ During Quaternary occupancy Potentially 
2007) I Active (last 1.6 million 

years] 

USBR \ 

(U, S. Bureau Dams Active 
Within past 100,000 I 

Reclamation), yrs 

I 1976 
Active Hi,to,i, :i 

No Historic 

Potentially 
evidence but strong 

Grading Codes Active 
eVidence of 

a) Ground waier barrier or anomaly Within Not geologically recent 
Board (Assoc Eng. specified activity I 

Holocene deposits 
Geol), 1973 

I 
High 

b) Related earthquake epicenters 

Potential 
Holocene 

Low Pleistocene (less 
Potential than 1 Myrs) 

Louderback, 1950 i Not 
I specified 

Active Historic or Recent Related earthquake epicenters 

6 

RL0033662 



EM34658 

fault," "Holocene fault," "Quaternary fault, "pre
Quaternary fault," or "seismically active fault" are 
preferable. With these designations, a project 
geologist, after confirming the designation of a 
fault, can then go on and make an independent 
determination of its activity relative to the type of 
structure to be built and the acceptable risk." 

Fault Age 
The fault map depicts what is known about the 

recency of displacement along faults. However, future 
studies may find additional faults, require replotting of 
faults, or, in some cases, change the age classification 
shown here. The age classifications are based on 
geologic evidence to determine the youngest faulted 
unit and the oldest unfaulted unit along each fault or 
fault section. If Quaternary displacement is indicated, 
the fault is classified into one of three categories within 
Quaternary time (Holocene, late Quaternary,. or 
Quaternary undifferentiated). Faults with reported 
surface rupture during historic time are further 
classified as historically active. 

The reliability of the age classifications on this 
map is dependent upon several factors. First, and 
perhaps foremost, fault-related geomorphic features 
may have been destroyed by natural or human 
activities. Geomorphic features, such as scarps, 
troughs, offset drainage channels, triangular faceted 
spurs and sag ponds, are geologically temporary. 
They may be easily destroyed by erosion or covered 
by vegetation and their preservation is strongly 
affected by climate. Likewise, fault features may be 
modified or destroyed by works of humans, especially 
in urban areas. Second, geologists may have different 
interpretations of faults after examining incomplete 
geologic evidence for recency of faulting. Third, the 
ages of the rock units used to classify the faults may 
not be accurately known, or in some cases, 
Quaternary rocks may be absent. Fourth, some of the 
data used to classify faults on this map were based on 
studies not done directly to determine the recency of 
fault activity. 

The color code on the Fault Activity Map of 
California reflects the latest age at which fault rupture 
has occurred and not the age the fault originated 

7 

Thus, a fault shOwing Holocene or Quaternary 
displacement may have originated several million 
years before and may have had several previous 
displacements. 

The age of some faults listed in Appendix A. 
referenced by Clark. and others (1984,), is given in 
years These are generally minimum and maximum 
ages of offset features. These features include a wide 
range of geologic, biologic and cultural features that 
allow fault displacements to be measured or estimated 
and dated Among the dating methods used were: 
radiometric dating of volcanic rocks; soil profile 
development; soil or geomorphology correlations; 
historic records; dendrochronology (tree rings); amino 
acid and uranium series on mollusks: carbon 14 on 
charcoal and organic sediments; paleontology; and 
sea-level curves. 

Blind Thrust Faults 

Blind thrust faults typically are low angle structures 
in areas of active folding, such as the Transverse 
Ranges of southern California. The upper extent of 
the fault plane may terminate several kilometers below 
the ground surface and the surface expression is often 
delineated by young anticlines. These faults can be 
seismogenic (Stein and Yeats, 1989) and have 
produced strong earthquakes in California, such as the 
1983 Mw 6.4 Coalinga and 1994 Mw 6.7 Northridge 
earthquakes. Although Significant work has been done 
on identifying blind thrust faults and associated folds, 
especially in the southern California area (Plesch and 
others, 2007), we have decided to continue the 
practice of showing faults that displace the surface, as 
well as near surface concealed faults, on the 2010 
Fault Activity Map of California. The National Seismic 
Hazard Maps incorporate blind thrust fault models in 
California, specifically in the southern Transverse 
Ranges/northern Peninsula Ranges boundary, Santa 
Barbara Channel, and along the western margin of the 
Great Valley (WGCEP, 2008). Consult this reference 
for information on location and characterization of blind 
thrust faults. 
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APPENDIX A 

CLASSIFIED FAULTS 

(For complete references see Appendix C) 
Note: The names following the abbreviation EFZ (Earthquake Fault Zone) are the 

quadrangles Issued by the State showing the boundaries of officially zoned faults, 

1 
MAHOGANY MOUNTAIN FAULT ZONE 
Holocene: Quaternary 

2 

Bryant W A. 1990a 
Hart and others. 1991 
EFZ: Dorns. Red Rock Lakes 

IKES MOUNTAIN FAULT AND UNNAMED FAULTS OF 
BUTTE VALLEY 
Late Quaternary: Quaternary 

2A 

Williams, H. 1949 (p. 54. Plate 1) 
Wood, P R,. 1960 
Bryant, WA. 1990a 
Hart and others, 1991 

MEISS LAKE FAULT 
Late Quaternary; Holocene 

Bryant, W A, 1990a 
H art and others, 1991 

3 
MOUNT HEBRON FAULT ZONE 
Late Quaternary? 

4 

Bryant, WA, 1990a 
Wood, P.R., 1960 

CEDAR MOUNTAIN FAULT ZONE 
Late Quaternary; Holocene 

5 

Bryant, WA, 1990a 
Hart and others, 1991 
EFZ: Sams Neck, Dorris, Macdoel, Sheep Min., Bray, 
Sharp Mtn" Tennant, Gamer Min, 

GILLEM FAULT 
Late Quaternary; Quaternary 

Donnelly-Nolan and Champion, 1987 
Donnelly-Nolan, J.M., 1989 
Bryant, WA, 1990e 
Hart and others, 1991 

6 
BIG CRACK FAULT 
Late Q u atem ary 

7 

Donnelly-Nolan and Champion, 1987 
Donnelly-Nolan. J.M., 1989 
Bryant, WA, 1990e 
Hart and others, 1991 

SURPRISE VALLEY FAULT 
Holocene; Late Qualernary 

Clark and others. 1984 (5.600-13,000 yrs.) 
Bryant, WA, 1990b 
Hart ana others, 1991 
Hedel, CW., 1984 
EFZ Fort Bidwell, Lake City. Cedarville, Warren Peak, 
Eagle Peak. Eagleville, Snake Lake 

9 

7A 
GOOSE LAKE FAULT 
Late Quaternary 

78 

Bryant, WA, 1990d 
Hart and others, 1991 
Lydon, PA, 1969 

DAVIS CREEK FAULT 
Late Quaternary 

7C 

CDWR.1963 
Lydon, PA, 1969 
Bryant, WA, 1990d 
Hart and others, 1991 

FITZHUGH CREEK FAULT 
Quaternary 
CDWR,1963 

70 

Bryant WA, 1990d 
Hart and others, 1991 

JESS VALLEY FAULT 
Quaternary 

8 

CDWR, 1963 
Bryant, WA, 1990d 
Hart and others, 1991 

UNNAMED FAULT 
Late Quaternary 

9 

Donnelly-Nolan, J.M" 1989 
Muffler and others. 1989 (p. 200) 

UNNAMED FAULTS 
Holocene 

Donnelly-Nolan, J.M., 1989 

10 
UNNAMED FAULTS 
Quaternary 

11 

Bryant, WA, 1990a 
Hart and others, 1991 

EAST CEDAR MOUNTAIN FAULT ZONE (SOUTHERN PART) 
Holocene 

12 

Bryant, WA, 1990a 
Donnelly-Nolan, J .M .. 1989 
Hart and others, 1991 
EFZ: Bray, Sharp Mountain, Tennant 

YELLOW BUTTE FAULT 
Quaternary 

Mack, S., 1960 
Williams, H, 1949 (p 53) 
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383 
SQUAW PEAK FAULT 
Pre-Quaternary 

Matti and others, 1985 
Meisling and Weldon, 1989 (age p. i 17) 

384 
SAN GABRIEL FAULT (EASTERN PART) 
Quaternary 

385 

Bortugno, E,j" 1986 
Dibblee, TW" Jr" 1998, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2002d, 
2002e 
Morton and others, 1991 
Morton and Matli, 2001 a 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Weber. F,H" Jr., 1982 

CLAMSHELL-SAWPIT CANYON FAULT ZONE 
Late Quaternary 

386 

Bortugno, E,J" 1986 
Crook and others, 1987 (p 49 and Plate 2.3) 
Dibblee, T,W" jr" 1998, 2002d 
Morton, D,M" 1973 (p 17-18) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57) 

EAGLE ROCK FAULT 
SAN RAFAEL FAULT 
Late Quaternary? 

387 

Lamar, DL, 1970 (p, 39) 
Weber, F,H" Jr., 1980 (p A-3, A-4) 
Yerkes and Campbell, 2005 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p 56) 

VERDUGO FAULT 
Holocene; Late Quaternary 

388 

Weber and others, 1980 (p. A-2, A-3, A-4) 
Yerkes and Campbell, 2005 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p, 56) 

POSSIBLE FAULT IN NORTH HOLLYWOOD 
Holocene? 

389 

Weber, F,H .. Jr., 1980 (p. 8-99) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p, 56) 

MALIBU COAST FAULT 
Late Quaternary; Holocene 

390 

Campbell and others, 1996 
Clark and others, 1984 (185,000-200,000 yrs) 
Fall and others, 1987 (Holocene faulting a\ Malibu POint) 
Leighton and Associates, 1989 
Treiman, JA, 1994a, 2007 
YerKes and Campbell, 2005 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 56) 

MALIBU COAST FAULT (OFFSHORE) 
Late Quaternary 

391 

Fisher and others, 2005 
Treiman, JA, 1994a 
Vedder and others, 1986b 

SANTA MONICA FAULT 
Holocene; Late Quaternary 

Clark and others, 1984 (122,000-126,000 yrs) 

392 

Dolan and others, 2000 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57) 

HOLLYWOOD FAULT 
Holocene 

393 

Clark and others, 1984 (4,000-6,000 yrs) 
Dolan and others, 1997 
Weber and others, 1980 (p, A-3 and Plate 1) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 , 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57) 

FAULT WEST OF MONTEREY PARK 
Late Quaternary? 

Ziony and Jones, 1989 

394 
RAYMOND FAULT 
Holocene 

395 

Crook and others, 1987 (p 58) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p, 57) 
Treiman, JA, 1991b 
Hart and others, 1991 
EFZ Los Angeles, EI Monte, Mt. Wilson 

DUARTE FAULT 

33 

Late Quaternary; possibly Holocene along 
northern strand near Azusa 

396 

Bortugno, E,J" 1986 
Crook and others, 1987 (p. 50, 52) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p 57) 

SAN JOSE FAULT 
late Quaternary 

397 

Bortugno, E,J" 1986 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 58) 

INDIAN HILL FAULT 
Late Quaternary 

398 

Bortugno, E,j" 1986 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57) 

RED HILL-ETIWANDA AVENUE FAULT 
Late Quaternary except Holocene at eastern end 

Hart and others, 1978 

399 

Bortugno, E,J, 1966 
Burnett and Hart. 1994 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 58) 
EFZ: Cucamonga Peak 

CUCAMONGA FAULT 
Holocene 

Bortugno, E,j" 1986 
Burnett and Hart, 1994 
Morton and Matti, 1987 (p, 179) 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Ziony and Jones, 1969 
EFZ: Devore, Cucamonga Peak, ML Baldy 
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The locations of known faults are shown on Figure 3-10. Eleven faults. one 
syncline and one anticline have been identified in the study area. They are: 

o Santa Monica Fault 
o Sixth Street Fault 
o San Vicente Fault 
o Los Cienega Pault 
o Third Street Fault 
o MacArthur Park Fault 
o Hollywood Fault 
o Four unnamed faults 
o Hollywood Syncline 
o Los Angeles Anticline 

Only two of the above faults are considered active or potentially active. 
"Active" faults are those that are believed to have moved within the last 10,000 
years. "Potentially active" faults are believed to have moved between 10,000 
and 2 million years ago. The Hollywood fault is considered active, and the Santa 
Monica fault is considered potentially active. Geologists estimate that the 
probability of a Richter magnitude seven earthquake 'associated with these faults 
in the next 100 year9 is five percent. Metro Rail has been designed to a 
limiting peak horizontal acceleration of O. 70g from a maxiDlUm credible earthquake 
of magnitude 7.0 on the Richter Scale related to the Santa Monica FaUlt. 

The New LPA Mid-Yilshire Segment intersects the MacArthur Park Fault and another 
unnamed fault between Alvarado Street and Vermont Avenue. The North Segment 
(along Vermont) of the New LPA intersects the Los Angeles Anticline near Beverly 
&oulevard. 

The Hollywood Boulevard segment of the New LPA intersects the Santa Monica Fault 
Just west' of Normand1e Avenue. The Valley segment intersects the Hollywood 
Syncline and the Hollywood Fault. 

011 field locations also are shown on Figure 3-10. Eight known oil fields have 
been identified in the study area. They are: 

o Los Angeles City Oil Field 
o Yes tern Avenue Oil Field 
o Las Cienegas 011 Field (encompassing the Murphy. Fourth Avenue, Good 

Shepherd, and Pacific Electric Areas) 
o Beverly Hills Oil Field 
o South Salt Lake Oil Field 
o Salt Lake Oil Field 
o San Vicente Oil Field 
o Sherman Oil Field 

The Mid-Yilshire Segment and the North (Vermont Avenue) Segment of the New LPA 
cross over or near the Los Angeles City OU Field in the area of Wilshire 
Boulevard and up Vermont Avenue nearly to Beverly Boulevard. This field is 
estimated to be at a depth of 375 feet. This is the only oil field in the path 
of the New LPA. 

3-11-9 
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City of Los Angeles 

I Department of City Planning' Environmental Analvsis Section 
• City Hall' 200 N. Spring Street. Room 750' Los Angeles, CA 9001~ 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL IMP.c~CT REPORT 

HOLL "Y'VOOD COMMUNITY PL-et\N .AREA. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Case Number: ENV -2011-675-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2011041094 

Volume 1 of 2 

Sections I to IV.J.5 

Project Location: 1720.1722,1724,1730.1740,1745., 1H9, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762.1764.1766, 
1768.1770 N. Vine Street; 6236.6270,6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733. 1741 N. Argyle Avenue: l746. 1748, 

1754, 1760. 1764 N. I var A venue, Los Angeles. California. 90028 

Council District: 13 

Project Description: The proposed project includes the construction of approximately 1.052,667 net 

square feet of new developed floor area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building 

are within the Project Site. These historic structures would be preserved and maintained and are operating 

as office and music recording facilities under long term lease. Including the existing approximately 114.303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex. the Project would include a maximum of approximately 1.166.970 
net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:1 Floor Area Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The 

Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing approximately 1.800 square foot rental car facility. 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units. 
luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space. health and fitness club uses. and retail 

uses. 

APPLICANT: PREPARED BY: 
Millennium Hollvwood LLC CAl A Environmental Services 

OCTOBER 2012 

OK BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles 

Department of Cit~ Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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Mitigation Measures 

remains. 

Most Impactful 

Development Scenario 

The overall determination of significance is based on the I Potentia! impacts related to geotechnical hazards would be I Concept Plan 

Concept Plan's mix of land uses and densities. 

~ 
The Project Site is 1I0t located in an area delineated on 

the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. 

Likewise, the Project Site is 1I0t located within a f<lult 

Illptme zone. The California Geological Survey (CGS) 

mitigated to an insignificant level through compliance with 

applicable codes, standards and ordinances, as well as by 

implementation of the recommendations contained ill the 

Proiect's geotechnical engineering report. The recommendations 

in the preliminary geotechnical report include the following: 

and the City of Los Angeles ZlMAS system I IJ-I 

(IJttp:llzilllCls.lacily.org/map.asp) show the closest fault 

'I he design and construction ofthe Project shall conform 

to the Uniform Building Code seismic standards as 

approved by the Department of Building and Safety. to the Project Site with the potential for fault rupture as 

the Santa Monicailiollvwood rault. It is located 

approximately 0.4 lJ]i1e~ from the Project Site. III I D-2 

additioll, data published by the CDMG (2002) indicates 

that the Puente Hills and the Elysian Hi!ls blind thrust 

faults are present more than one mile beneath the Site. 

'I hereiore, surface rupture at the Project Site flam these 

faulls is considered to he unlikely and less than 

significant 

t-
The risk for ground fililme based 011 liquefaction at the 

Project Site is low. Groulldwater levels at the Project 

Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to 

liquefaction. Based on the City of Los Angeles Safety 

Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the 

Project Site is located within an area mapped as 

"Liquefiable /\rea". However, the California Geological 

Miffellllilllll Hollywood I'rojec/ 
Drafi EIIl'ironmel1lal Impact Report 

Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the 

Project Applicant shall submit a final geotechnical 

report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified 

engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of the 

Depa'rtment of Building and Safety. The filial 

geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical 

support for the proposed structures given the existing 

geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 

geotechnical report shall make final design-level 

recommendations regarding liquefaction, expansive 

soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 

movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearillg 

capacity, as well as cany forward tbe applicable 

recommendations contained in the prelillliflary 

geotechnical report The final geotechnical report shall 

October 2012 

Level of Significance 
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seismically active region of California, within the zone of influence of several active and potentially 

active fault systems. The Project Site is subject to moderate to intense earthquake-induced ground 

shaking as a result of periodic movement along nearby faults. 

Fault Rupture 

The Project Site is not located within a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. A portion of 

the East Site is adjacent to the boundary of a fault rupture study zone included in the Safety Element of 

the City of Los Angeles General Plan published in 1996 (Safety Element). The California Geologic 

Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system show the closest fault to the Project Site with 

the potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles 

from the Project Site. Also, data published in the CDMH (2002) indicates that the Puente Hills and 

Elysian Hills blind thrust faults are present more than one mile beneath the Project Site. 

Ground Shaking 

Ground shaking is generated during an earthquake as a result of movement along a fault. In general, 

ground shaking is greatest near the epicenter, increases with increasing magnitude, and decreases with 

increasing distance. However, ground shaking measured at a given site is influenced by a number of 

criteria, including depth of the epicenter, proximity to the projected or actual fault rupture, fault 

mechanism, duration of shaking, local geologic structure, source direction of the earthquake, underlying 

earth material, and topography. 

Earthquake magnitude is a quantitative measure of the strength of an earthquake or the strain energy 

released by it, as determined by seismographic or geologic observations. Earthquake intensity is a 

qualitative measure of the effects a given earthquake has on people, structures, or objects. Earthquake 

magnitude is measured on the Richter scale or as moment magnitude, and intensity is described by the 

Modified Mercalli intensity scale. A related fonn of measurement is peak ground acceleration, which is a 

measure of ground shaking during an earthquake. Peak ground acceleration values are reported in units of 

gravity (g). 

Based on existing Project Site conditions, the foliawing seismic design parameters apply to the Project 

Site: 

• Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) Ss and S I of 1.785g and 0.600g, respectively. 

• Site Class D. 

• Site Coefficient FA and F v of 1.0 and 1.5. 

• MCE spectral response acceleration parameters at short periods. SMS and at one-second period. 

SMJ of 1.785g and 0.900g. respectively. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Drafi Environmental impact Report 

IV.D Geology & Soils 
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Development Agreement. The Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied 

in this Draft EIR as representative development scenarios to establish the maximum environmental 

impacts per each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. The maximum 

environmental impacts identified in connection with the Concept Plan, the Commercial Scenario, or the 

Residential Scenario also form the basis of the Equivalency Program. 

The maximum environmental impacts identified in each impact area across alj three scenarios also form 

the basis of the Equivalency Program. These maximum impacts per environmental issue area are derived 

from the analysis of the Concept Pian. the Commercial Scenario. and the Residential Scenario. The most 

intense impacts from each scenario represent the greatest environmental impacts permitted for any 

development scenario for ihe Project. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts 

identified for each issue area from the Concept Plan. the Residential Scenario, or the Commercial 

Scenario, The maximum impact per environmental issue area is shown in Table I-I, in the Executive 

Summary of this Draft EIR. 

For geology and soils, this Draft EIR analyzes only the Concept Plan because any development on the 

Project Site (regardless of land uses, densities, or heights) will encounter the same geologic conditions 

within the footprint of the development envelope. 

Impacts under Concept Plan 

The Project would not expose people or structures 10 potentia! substantial adverse effect, including the 

risk of loss, injw:v or death involving earthquake fault rupture, seismic ground shaking, ground failure 
or landsides that could result in substantial damage to structures or infrastructure, or expose people to 

substantial risk of injury. (CEQA Checklist Question a (i-iv) and L.A. CEQA Thresholds Issue 1) 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. 

Likewise, as discussed above, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The Safety 

Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, published in 1996, indicates that a portion of the East 

Site is adjacent to, but not within, the boundary of a fault rupture study zone. Figure 4 in the 

Geotechnical Report illustrates the proximity of the Project Site to the fault rupture study zone. 

Also, the California Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 

(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for fault 

rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. 

In addition. data published by the CDMG (2002) indicates that the Puente Hills and the Elysian Hills 

blind thrust faults are present more than one mile beneath the Project Site. Based on the facts that the 

Project Site is not within a mapped fault rupture study zone, there are no identified surface faults with 

rupture potential on the Project Site, and the identified blind thrust faults are deep beneath the surface. the 

potential for surface rupture at the Project Site is considered unlikely and less than significant. 

Similar to all properties in the region, the Project Site is susceptible to ground motion and shaking as a 

result of potential movement along faults in the region. These geologic hazards are common and 

ubiquitous throughout Southern California. The Project would be designed and constructed in 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Draft Environmental impact Report 

JV,D Geology & Soils 
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Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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10 May 2012 

Re: Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study for EIR 
Millennium Hollywood Development 
Hollywood, Los Angeles, California 
Langan Project No.: 700019501 

Dear Steven 

'1/'1" " 

• I'\t· 

'I I ,,: ',.'1 

.,' t ,",,', ~ ,. ". 

Langan Engineering & Environmental Services is pleased to submit our Preliminary 
Geotechnical Engineering Study for the Millennium Hollywood Development. We have 
prepared this report to assist in preparation 01 the Draft Environmental Impact Report for this 
project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to continue working with you on this project. We are available 
at your convenience to discuss any questions you may have regarding this report. Please 
contact us if you have any questions, 

Services r Inc. 

\\llln~Nn,com\jjatn\lf\'i}ata~)\70()Ot9501\Olhcu Dal.a\HopoIH',\20 II Updated GI)OlClCh f1000rt'02 No" 2011 rrnaJ ltc-Poll for E1H\11" ,\·22.C",'PllOl ElA G{!OtacflCYI Iff 00: 

18662 MacArthur Boulevard, Suite 456 Irvine, CA 92612 T: 949.255.8640 F: 949.255,8641 www.lal1g:m.com 

"1 ' 
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Langan Engineering and Environmental Services 
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expansive potential. These soils were encou ntered at depths between approximately 
23 and 28 teet, and 78 and 83 feet below ground surface. The shallower potentially 
expansive soils will be removed within the footprlnt(s) of the below grade parking 
garages. The deeper soils are below the saturated zone and eXist at a depth that will 
not adversely Impact the oerformance of the building foundations. 

SEISMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

Mapped Faults 

The Site IS not located within an Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone Area. However, a 
portion of the East Site is adjacent to the boundary of a tault rupture study zone 
included In the Safety Elemem of the City of Los Angeles General Plan published in 
1996 (Safety Element). Figure 4 presents the Site location in relation to the Fault 
Rupture Study Zones map as included in the Safety Element 

The Califom'd Geological Survey (CGSl. which was formerly known as California DiVision 
of Mines and Geology (CDMG)) Active Near-Source Fault zones map; and the City of 
Los Angeles ZIMAS system (hnp://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest tault to 
the Site with the potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It IS 

located approximately 0.4 miles from the Site. Data published by the CDMG (2002) 
Indicates the Puente Hills and the Elysian Hills blind thrust faults are present more than 
one mile beneath the Site. These faults are blind thrust faults. Therefore, surface 
rupture at the Site from these faults is considered to be unlikely. Figure 5 shows the 
Site in relation to the active faults in southern California. As discussed above, the Site IS 
not located within a mapped fault rupture study zone. 

Landslides 

The Site is not within a deSignated landslide area according to the landslide inventory 
and hillSide area map In the City of Los Angeles Safety Element. (Safety Eiement 1996). 
Figure 6 shows the Site relative to the Safety Element" Landslide Inventory & Hillside 
Areas" map. The Site and the surrounding topography IS relatively flat and mostly 
covered With imperVIous surfaces. Thus, the Site is not susceptlbie to landslides. 

Seismic Design Parameters 

This report was prepared based on the project deSCription information contained In the 
ProJect's Draft EnVironmental Impact Report For final design of the Project before 
construction, and in accordance With the applicable seismic provisions of the 2010 
California Building Code (2010 CBC), we recommend the follOWing seismic deSign 
parameters be used 

• MaXimum Considered Earthquake (MCE) S, and Sl of 1. 785g and 0.600g, 
respectively. 

• Site Class D. 

• Site CoeffiCients FA and Fv of 1.0 and 1.5. 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
<Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
6/12/20136:56 PM 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fwd: Re: hollywood fault 
Dolan et al. 1997.pdf 

--- Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
To ggg@copper.net,Fran Reichenbach <franreichenbach@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: Re: hollywood fault 
Date: Mon, 03 Jun 2013 18:24:54 -0700 

Dear Mr. Abrahams and Ms. Reichenbach, 

Forgive the jOint e-mail, but I am in a rush. You have both contacted me this afternoon requesting 
information about the Hollywood fault in downtown Hollywood. In response to your questions, please find 
attached our 1997 paper on the Hollywood fault. Figure 4 is a detailed map of the area of your concern. 
This peer-reviewed paper has been widely known and cited for the past 15 years, so everybody in the 
southern California geological/earthquake hazard community should certainly be aware of it. 

I would also suggest that you peruse the California Geological Survey website to get a copy of their active 
fault map of the area. 

Note that in the figure from our paper we are mapping fault scarps (shaded in gray), cliff-like features 
associated with fault movements. The prominent north-side-up scarp north of the Capitol Records building 
is the most piOminent of these (easy to see if you stand and Hollywood and Vine and look North). But 
there is another, more southerly strand in this area that is shown on the map that is based on scarps to 
the east and west, separated by younger material coming out of the Cahuenga drainage, as well as by a 
groundwater barrier near Cahuenga and Yucca. The presence of at least two strands in this area is 
common along major faults like the Hollywood fault, which are not typically just a single strand, but rather 
zones of faulting that can encompass several different strands. 

Looking at our mapping of these scarps from the perspective of almost 20 years later: I am not completely 
convinced that the southern strand shown in the figure has that pronounced change in orientation at Vine 
Street (shown swinging North right at Vine Street). This looks as if it could have at least partially been 
caused by deposition of young material andlor erosion associated with the small south-flowing drainage 
just east of Vine Street, as well as by construction of Vine Street itself. 

In any event, the only way to sort out the exact locations and states of activity of faults in this area would 
be through extensive subsurface exploration (boreholes, trenching, seismic reflection, etc.), which I 
assume is being done for this project as a matter of course? 

I hope this information is of use toyou. 

Sincerely, 

James Dolan 
Professor of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

dolan@usc.edu 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
<Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
6/12/2013 6: 56 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Re: hollywood fault 

--- Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
To: Fran Reichenbach <franreichenbach@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: "ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
Subject: Re: hollywood fault 
Date: Tue, 04 Jun 2013 08:09:38 -0700 

Dear Fran and George, 

I will try to give you a call later this morning. But the fact that the Hollywood fault is not yet zoned under 
the State's Alquist-Priolo Act doesn't mean that it isn't an active fault zone (it is). It just means the State 
hasn't gotten around to zoning it yet, even though I've been asking them to do so since 1992, when I first 
mapped the Hollywood-Santa Monica fault system. The California Geological Survey moves at a glacial 
pace with zoning faults. Moreover, the fact that it is not yet zoned in no way obviates the requirement that 
one not build structures designed for human occupancy directly atop active faults. 

Given the scope of this project, I would assume that the developers must have done a detailed 
subsurface geological investigation to look for possible active faulting beneath their site. Do you know 
what they have (or have not) done in this regard? There must be ageological report that includes a 
detailed discussion of the potential for active faulting at their site. The Hollywood fault is one of the best 
known active faults in California, and that 1997 paper has been publicly available in a widely circulated 
mainstream peer-reviewed journal for many years. Plus, I've led dozens of field trips along the Hollywood 
fault over the years that have included many dozens (if not hundreds) of consulting geologists, as well as 
LA City and County geologists. So its not as if anyone could credibly plead ignorance of the existence and 
approximate location of the Hollywood fault in that area. 

Bottom line: Based on our mapping back in the 19905, supplemented by the consulting geologists reports 
we discuss in that paper, it looks as if there is at least one strand of the Hollywood tault extending 
approximately through the middle of that block, but to determine its exact location and state of activity 
would require extensive subsurface fault investigations (boreholes, trenching, seismic reflection, etc.). 
They MUST have done the detailed subsurface fault investigations necessary to determine the exact 
locations and states of activity of fault strands in that area. I can't believe that they wouldn't have done 
this as part of due diligence for developing the site. Ifthey didn't, it would seem from my perspective that 
they should be required to to do so by the City and/or County and/or CGS geologist (whoever is charged 
with this issue for that area). To undertake a development of this scaie (or indeed any development) in 
that area of known active faulting without doin 
g detailed subsurface fault investigations just doesn't make any sense. 

I am concerned enough about this issue to try to free up some time to come to a meeting, but I need you 
to understand, as I mentioned to George on the telephone, that I have no agenda in this matter vis-a-vis 
development. My only interest is in determining where active faults are (or aren't). In this case, however, I 
would need to be convinced by extensive subsurface investigations that the Hollywood fault does not 
extend through their building site. 

Cheers, 

James 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
<Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
6/12/20136:57 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Re: hollywood fault 

--- Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
To: ggg@copper.net 
Cc franreichenbach@sbcglobal.net 
Subject: Re: hollywood fault 
Date: Tue, 4 Jun 201312:08:43 -0700 

Hi George, 

Do you know the name of the geological consulting company that did 
the site investigation? Do you have a copy of their report? Can you 
get one? If so, can you send it to me? Please fill me in with what 
you know. I'm always in search of new data on faulting in the LA 
region, and this sounds as if it could be a rich source. 

I don'l see how there is any way that their proposed building is 0.4 
miles from that southern strand of the Hollywood fault. Is that what 
they said? Maybe they mean distance to the northern strand? Even that 
isn't 0.4 miles away, if I understand where they are propOSing to 
build. Do they mean E-W distance to previous study sites? If so, that 
doesn't really mean anything in terms of proximity to a fault that 
extends E-W I'd be very much surprised if at least some part of 
their proposed building wasn't much closer to that southern strand in 
the block north of Hollywood and west of Vine. But I await getting a 
look at their report on the subsurface investigations before saying 
anything beyond that. 

James 

>James, 
> 

>1 think that they have done some boring but I don'l know what was 
>found. They have not done the northwest corner of their property by 
>Yucca and Ivar where the Enterprise Rent a Car business is. At the 
>City Planning Commission hearing the developer commented that the 
>fault is 4 miles away but that doesn't make sense. Your paper said 
>the borings on Cahuenga indicated that there was a fault there which 
>is only .2 miles and the Figure 4 map shows a bedrock fault just 
>north of Franklin which is .1 mile away. 
> 

>1 looked up a description on Alquist Priolo and it said the the 
>normal 50 foot setback is increased to 500 feet in order to 
>accommodate imprecise locations of faults and the possible existence 
>of active branches. 
> 
>George 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
<Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
6/12/20136:57 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Re: hollywood fault 

--- Begin forwarded message 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
To: ggg@copper.net 
Subject: Re: hollywood fault 
Date: Tue, 4 Jun 201313:27:15 -0700 

Hi George, 

Thanks for sending the draft EIR. I've taken a quick look, and I'm 
honestly not quite sure what to say. I want to be circumspect, but 
trying to find an E-W fault with an E-W (i.e., fault-parallel) 
transect of four incompletely sampled (18" of core every 5' of depth) 
boreholes is simply ... well, stunning. So stunning that I would 
suspect that they weren't looking for a fault at this location, as 
this study could not possibly have been designed to look for 
potential E-W-trending strands of the Hollywood fault system 
Puzzling, as my mapping shows the fault either through right next to 
their site, and the CGS website shows the northern strand of the 
Hollywood just north of Yucca at the very prominent scarp. 

In any event, this subsurface analysis, if this is all that has been 
done, is completely inadequate in terms of a fault-investigation 
report There's no way that they could ever hope to determine where 
faults are (or aren't) at their proposed building site from just 
these four boreholes. 

Is that really all there is? At some point along the line, somebody 
associated with this development project MUST have done a more 
detailed subsurface analysis to check for faulting. 

James 

>James. 
> 
>here is the report 
> 
> http://cityplanning.lacity .0 rglei riM i Ilennium% 2 0 Hollywood%20 P rojectiD E I RID EI R %20Ap pe nd icesfM illen n 
ium%20Hollywood%20DEI R_ Volume%201 %20Appendices_ COMPI LED. pdf 
> 
>Iangan engineering and enVIronmental services 
> 
>report starts on page 699 
> 

>George 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33037 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 10:10 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

Subject: Fwd: Appeals involving Multiple Entitlements - Millennium Project in CD 13 

fyi 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Marcel Porras <marce1. porras@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, May 17, 2013 at 9:11 AM 
Subject: Re: Appeals involving Multiple Entitlements - Millennium Project in CD 13 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org>, Terry Kaufmann-Macias <terry.kaufmann-macias@lacity.org>, 
Kenneth Fong <kenneth.fong@lacity.org>, Adrienne Khorasanee <adrienne.khorasanee@lacity.org>, Dan 
Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Roberto Mejia <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>, Rebecca Valdez 
<rebecca. valdez@lacity.org>, Iris Fagar -Awakuni <iris. fagar -awakuni@lacity.org> 

Thanks for the input Luci. 

Terry/IZen/ Adrienne/Sharon - Thoughts? 

Marcel 

On Thu, May 16, 2013 at 5:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 

This project is involves a tract (tract appeals), that Casden did not have. Nevertheless, my understanding of 
Multiple Approvals 12.36, is that subdivision approvals are also covered with the caveat that tract appeals 
follow procedures of Article 7 (Division of Land Regulations). Tract appeals to city council must be heard 
within 30 days and notice shall be given to "the subdivider, the appellant, the Appeal Board, and the Advisory 
Agency." (17.06-A,4). There is no specified time given for noticing the appeals, but the code-required advance 
noticing for tracts is 10 days prior to the public hearing (17.06-A, 1). This is comparable with the 10-day 
advance notice called for under 12.32-D,2. 

Additionally, 12.36-C,5 calls for hearing and consideration of appeals of subdivision approvals by the Advisory 
Agency to be scheduled for the same time as any hearing and decision by the CPC. I would interpret this to 
suggest that appeals of tracts to continue to be heard together with any appeals ofCPC's 

RL0033695 



EM33038 

actions/recommendations. But of course, I will defer to the City Attorney's office to confirm or correct my 
interpretation. Either way 

Thank you for following up. 

Best, Luci 

On Thu, May 16, 2013 at 4:01 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello City Attorney & Planning, 

City Clerk received appeals on the Millennium Project, which involves multiple entitlements (Appeals on CPC approval of 
conditional use, zone change, zone variance). See attached for CPC determination letter. 

Will you please let me know if the notice and time limit requirements are similar to the Casden project (CF 13-0523) where 
LAMC 12.36 C 1 (a) involving multiple entitlements applies and the noticing requirements are based on 12.32 D 2 & 3? If not, 
then the Clerk will go the 24 days notice as outlined in 12.32.C.4. Thanks in advance for your help! 

Notice - Mailing notice 10 days prior to public hearing to applicant, appellants, & interested parties. 

Time limit - 75 days after expiration of appeal period, extension mutually consent by applicant & Cel 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd13 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33039 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32803 

R De Monte <ggpncJdm@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, May 12, 2013 10:29 PM 

To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Richard Spicer; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; 
David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 
leeor@rominvestments.com 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Linda, 

Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Please be sure to copy the entire City Council and the Mayor and 
Ms. Ibarra of the planning dept as well. 

Thanks so much, 

Rosemary 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte 
<ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; David 
Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" 
<Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 
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----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garyk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 2013. Please 
forward your approval to me later than May 15, 2013 if you would like it included in the board agenda 
packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34690 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 27, 2013 2:03 PM 
Hilary Norton 
Re: Which Way LA today 

you will do great. Mention that Planning is working on a mobility element for the General plan. Also that we 
are up ding our zoning code from 1946. Thanks 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 12:09 PM, Hilary Norton <hilarynorton@me.com> wrote: 
Michael--

I just wanted you to know that I've been asked to speak about density around transit today, specifically 
regarding Casden, Millennium and JMB. 

Please call me if you have anything you'd like me to add! (213) 233-2542. 

Hilary Norton 
Executive Director 
Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic - FAST 
Cell: 213 -448-2900 
fastla.org 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 N. Spring Street. Executive Office 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel. 213.978.1271 
Fax 213.978.1275 
michael.logrande@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34235 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 3:35 PM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 

Re: Millennium 

I believe so. However, it depends on how the project is received at PLUM tomorrow. We'll know better 
tomorrow. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 3:10 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca. gov> wrote: 

Luci, 

Thank you! Is the city council meeting confirmed on 6/19/13? 

Thanks! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 2:04 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 

Yes, the project is expected to be heard at PLUM tomorrow. I have attached the draft agenda for tomorrow's 
proceedings. It includes time and location. 

Thank you, 

Luci 
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On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Luci, 

Is the PLUM meeting still scheduled for tomorrow on 6/18/13? What time is the meeting and where is the meeting 
going to be held? 

Thank you! 

Alan 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 04,2013 8:27 AM 

To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Millennium 

No problem ... but just as an fyi, I learned late yesterday that the council office was going to request that project 
be postponed today and moved to the PLUM agenda for 6118. So it probably won't g 0 to City Council until 
July. 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 7:58 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> wrote: 

I just got in today. Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 4:28 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 

2 
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EM34237 

I don't recall if! updated you or not, it's been a bit hectic on my end, but in the event that I have not already 
shared with you, I wanted to let you know that Millennium is going to be heard at PLUM on 6/4 @ 230 in the 
Public Works Board Room in City Hall (3rd floor) and is tentatively scheduled to be heard before City Council 
on 6120. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
3 

RL0033703 



Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34238 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33040 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 10:34 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

Subject: Fwd: Appeals involving Multiple Entitlements - Millennium Project in CD 13 

it worked! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Terry Kaufmann-Macias <terry.kaufmann-macias@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, May 17, 2013 at 10:30 AM 
Subject: Re: Appeals involving Multiple Entitlements - Millennium Project in CD 13 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> 
Cc: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org>, Kenneth Fong <kenneth.fong@lacity.org>, Adrienne Khorasanee 
<adrienne.khorasanee@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity. org>, Marcel Porras 
<marcel .porras@lacity.org>, Roberto Mejia <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>, Rebecca Valdez 
<rebecca. valdez@lacity.org>, Iris Fagar -Awakuni <iris. fagar -awakuni@lacity.org> 

Lucie is correct. The notice provisions for this case, if it includes a tract map, are provided for in 12.36.C.5, 
which happens to be the same as 12.32, i.e., 10 days. Please let me know if you still have questions. Terry 

On Thu, May 16, 2013 at 5:09 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 

This project is involves a tract (tract appeals), that Casden did not have. Nevertheless, my understanding of 
Multiple Approvals 12.36, is that subdivision approvals are also covered with the caveat that tract appeals 
follow procedures of Article 7 (Division of Land Regulations). Tract appeals to city council must be heard 
within 30 days and notice shall be given to "the subdivider, the appellant, the Appeal Board, and the Advisory 
Agency." (17.06-A,4). There is no specified time given for noticing the appeals, but the code-required advance 
noticing for tracts is 10 days prior to the public hearing (17.06-A, 1). This is comparable with the 10-day 
advance notice called for under 12.32-D,2. 

Additionally, 12.36-C,5 calls for hearing and consideration of appeals of subdivision approvals by the 
Advisory Agency to be scheduled for the same time as any hearing and decision by the CPC. I would interpret 
this to suggest that appeals of tracts to continue to be heard together with any appeals ofCPC's 
actions/recommendations. But of course, I will defer to the City Attorney's office to confirm or correct my 
interpretation. Either way 

Thank you for following up. 

Best, Luci 

On Thu, May 16, 2013 at 4:01 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
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EM33041 

Hello City Attorney & Planning, 

City Clerk received appeals on the Millennium Project, which involves multiple entitlements (Appeals on CPC approval of 
conditional use, zone change, zone variance). See attached for CPC determination letter. 

Will you please let me know if the notice and time limit requirements are similar to the Casden project (CF 13-0523) where 
LAMC 12.36 C 1 (a) involving multiple entitlements applies and the noticing requirements are based on 12.32 D 2 & 3? If not, 
then the Clerk will go the 24 days notice as outlined in 12.32.C.4. Thanks in advance for your help! 

Notice - Mailing notice 10 days prior to public hearing to applicant, appellants, & interested parties. 

Time limit - 75 days after expiration of appeal period, extension mutually consent by applicant & Cel 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Terry Kaufmann Macias 
Supervising Attorney 
Land Use Division 
Los Angeles City Attorney's Office 
200 North Main Street, 7th Floor, MS 140 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
(213) 978-8233 
(213) 978-8214 (fax) 
Terry. Kaufmann-Macias@lacity.org 
*****************Confidentiality Notice ************************* 
This electronic message transmission contains information 
from the Office of the Los Angeles City Attorney, which may be confidential or protected 
by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the 
intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, 
distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and delete 
the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
******************************************************************** 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33042 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM34691 

Kira Teshima < KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Thursday, June 27, 2013 2:10 PM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
'Luci ralia Ibarra (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org)' (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org) 

Millennium Design Guidelines 

Alfred, per your request I am sending the latest version of the Design Guidelines (revised per our letter modifications). 

A file has been sent to you 
101 ~ LlIFINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and Cll 
Standards 5.23.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on July 31, 2013 14:08 PDT unless you 1 0 j 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 

App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM34239 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 5:12 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra; Dan Scott; Lisa Webber 
Stacy Munoz; Eva Yuan-McDaniel 

Reyes Briefing on the Millennium Project 

Please be on stand by at 1 :30 p.m. for the Reyes briefing in Room 41 O-City Hall. Rebecca wants briefing to 
start at 1 :30 p.m., however Reyes' scheduler has not confirmed. I will let you know by tomorrow a.m. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* irisJagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Attachments: 

editorial 

EM32805 

Kevin Keller <kevkeller@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, May 12, 2013 11:32 PM 
Kevin Keller 
Hollywood ILdocx; Hollywood Ldocx 

RL0033710 



EM3280S 

An adopted goal of the Hollywood Community Plan is to provide a range of employment and housing 
opportunities, and to promote the vitality and expansion of Hollywood's media, entertainment, and 
tourism industry. 

This goal 

The design of development can affect its impact on public views, open spaces, pedestrian amenities, 
circulation and access, parking and jobs and housing balance. 

theme of concentrating growth, if and when it occurs, around existing transportation infrastructure is 
not new to Hollywood. Central Hollywood was designated a Center in the City's "Concept Los Angeles" 
adopted in 1970. Its role as a Regional Center was reinforced in the 2001 Framework Element Long 
Range Centers Concept"as early as the 1970 
The designation of the central Hollywood area as a Regional Center in the adopted long-range land use 
diagram (part of the City's Framework Element) is not a new concept, having been so designated since 
the original 1970's Centers Concept and the 2001 Framework Element. The addition of Metro subway 

service to Hollywood in 1999 and 2000 further reinforces the role of Hollywood as a Regional Center. 

Although controversial, the adopted Hollywood Community Plan lays out dual vision reinforcing the 
urban core of Hollywood while extending additional protections and development restrictions into the 
hillside areas, especially in regards to limiting new subdivisions in open hillside areas. The plan directs 
future growth around existing transit infrastructure, and provides regulations and incentives for 
pedestrian friendly development and new investment adjacent to transit. 

While the exthe blocks directly around the HollywoodjVine station 

in 2000 The recent plan update built up 

new Hollywood Community Plan preparation of analysis, , one, I seek to provide land use guidance, 
recommendations, and technical analysis of 

Responding to 

, adopted in June 2012, lays out a vision of reinforcing compact pedestrian and transit friendly 
development in the core areas of Hollywood, while extending additional protections and restrictions on 
new development in the lower-density hillside areas. The plan updated the prior community plan dating 
from 1988. The development of the plan reflected input from stakeholders across Hollywood, including 
neighborhood councils, resident and business groups, as well as individual stakeholder input during 
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extensive public hearings and workshops. The final Community Plan was reviewed and approval by the 
City Planning Commission, the Mayor, and City Council.. 
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Letter to Editor re: IITransactional City Planning in Hollywood" 

Thank you for allowing me to share additional perspectives and information regarding the city planning 
context as it relates to transit-oriented development projects in Hollywood. 

The Planning Department serves two roles in preparing and implementing land use plans. The first role 
is the development of long-term land use policy and land use designations for land within the thirty-five 
community plan areas in the City of Los Angeles. The second role is the implementation of such plans, 
policies, and programs including the review and analysis of proposed development. Recommendations 
made regarding proposed developments are made in the context of these adopted policy documents. 

In June 2012 the new Hollywood Community Plan was adopted by the City Council, having received 
approvals from the Mayor and City Planning Commission. The plan lays out a vision of urban 
development adjacent to transit infrastructure, while limiting development within many existing lower
scale neighborhoods and hillside areas. An update of the prior plan adopted in 1988, the Hollywood 
Community Plan went through extensive public vetting, and reflected input from stakeholders across 
Hollywood including neighborhood councils, business and resident groups, and individuals. 

The designation of Hollywood as a center of regional commerce, industry, and housing is not new to the 
2012 Hollywood Community Plan. Central Hollywood was designated a Center in the City's original 
Concept Los Angeles Plan, adopted in 1970. Its role as a Regional Center was reinforced in the 
Framework Element's Long Range Land Use Diagram, adopted in 2001. The adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan maintains this designation for Central Hollywood, extending it along portions of 
Hollywood and Sunset Boulevards east of Gower to the 101 Freeway. 

The Vine corridor has been designated for Regional Commercial land uses in both the 1988 and current 
Hollywood Community Plan. The new Community Plan provides for a floor area ratio (FAR) of 4.5 to 6.0 
around the Hollywood/Vine station, which did not exceed the upper limit of the prior plan's range of 
FARs from 3.0 to 6.0 for the same area. 

The Department's review of the proposed Millennium Hollywood development on the two blocks 
immediately north of the Hollywood / Vine metro station takes into account both the local and regional 
context. Throughout the public review process, the Department's role is to provide land use analysis 
and recommendations based upon adopted policy documents, including the development of project 
mitigations, conditions of approval, and design features to reduce the impact upon surrounding parcels 
and neighborhoods. 

Work on the project's Environmental Impact Report (EIR) began in April of 2011, with a Draft EIR 
circulating for public review at the end of 2012. A Final EIR was released prior to the public hearings on 
the project. The EIR includes a full analysis of project impacts on circulation, access, air quality, police, 
fire, schools, water, and other infrastructure systems, as well as outlining mitigation measures to be 
funded by the project to reduce these impacts. Neighborhood Council input on the project was received 
and a public hearing was held on February 19th

, 2013, prior to the development of the Staff 
Recommendation Report. The City Planning Commission held an additional hearing and approved the 
proposed project and conditions of approval at their meeting of March 28. 
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The review process continues 0 the City Council, which will be taking up the recommendations of the 
City Planning Commission in the near future before making an action. Any final development ordinance 
requires the signature of the Mayor. 

An adopted goal of the Hollywood Community Plan is to provide a range of employment and housing 
opportunities, and to promote the vitality and expansion of Hollywood's media, entertainment, and 
tourism industry. 

But the plan does much more than that. The Hollywood Community Plan expands park acreage, 
restricts future subdivisions in sloping hillside areas and places new height limits on development 
adjacent to the Hollywood Boulevard National Register District. It prioritizes the development of 
pedestrian friendly streetscapes, including the preservation of parkways, medians, and expanded bike 
lanes. It maintains a network of major and secondary highways. It retains the low scale zoning of 
Franklin Avenue as a buffer between existing higher intensity uses to the south and the predominately 
single-family uses to the north. 

As the global center of the entertainment industry, Hollywood will continue to attract tourism, jobs, and 
investment. The role of the Planning Department is to use the adopted land use framework to shape 
this continued evolution. 

point by point response under EIR heading? Too much? 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
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Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Friday, May 17, 2013 2:26 PM 
daisy.mo@lacity.org; alan.bell@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; 
10grande@lacity.org 

Cc: jacqueline Kerr; Rosemary De Monte; garyk@ggpnc.org; linda.demmers@gmaii.com; 

brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; Christine Amirian-Khanjian 
Subject: Schedule for Citywide Sign Ord. & Millennium Proj. to PLUM & City Council 

Good Afternoon, 

I am writing on behalf of the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood & Planning Committee 
and Board. 

1. What is the status and schedule for the proposed citywide sign ordinance to return to PLUM 
and the City Council? 

Are new or ongoing issues being addressed by the Dept. or PLUM, based 
on the report or the signage visioning working group or direction from PLUM? 

2. What is the status and schedule of the Proposed Millennium Project and FEIR going to 
PLUM and the City Council? 

The City Planning Commission on Feb 28,2013 approved sending the M. Project 
on to PLUM and City Planning. Our understanding is the at least three appeal have been 
filed and the deadline for additional appeals was May 13 or a few days earlier. 

Both these topics were on the Planning, Zoning, and Historic Preservation Committee on 
May 8 and are on the GGPNC Board's agenda for May 2], Tuesday. 

Thanks for considering these questions and responses to past questions. 

I first tried to get answers to these questions earlier this week on the City web site, but 
the new format appears to provide council and committee schedules and agendas ONLY 
for the current day, NOT future dates as on the previous web site. 

Our understanding is that the Brown Act requires 72 hours notice. 

The Dept web site asks for a newer version of flash drive than I have so could 
not assess scheduled projects and topics, such as "What's New?". 

Best for your projects. 

Richard 
Member, GGPNC's PZHP Committee 
(323) 665-6080 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ok 
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Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 5:14 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Re: Reyes Briefing on the Millennium Project 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 5: 11 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris. fagar-awakuni@lacity. org> wrote: 
Please be on stand by at 1 :30 p.m. for the Reyes briefing in Room 41 O-City Hall. Rebecca wants briefing to 
start at 1 :30 p.m., however Reyes' scheduler has not confirmed. I will let you know by tomorrow a.m. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying , distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33535 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 2:34 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Jerry Neuman 
Millennium Hollywood: Reponses to Appeals 
MH Response Letter to LA City CouncilS 3113.pdf 

Luci, please find attached the applicant's responses to the appeals. We are providing the original and copies 

to the council clerk. 

Thank you for your continued attention to this matter. 

Best regards, 

Alfred 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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SheppardMullin Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 

May 31 , 2013 

VIA EMAIL AND HAND DELIVERY 

Los Angeles City Council 
Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee 
clo Los Angeles City Council Clerk 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620 .1780 main 
213.620 .1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

213.617.5567 direct 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

23LV-1 61717 

Re: Appeals of City Planning Commission's Approval of the Millennium Hollywood Project 

Dear Honorable City Councilmembers: 

This firm represents Millennium Hollywood, LLC (the "Applicant") regarding the 
proposed Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project") . The Project involves the construction 
and operation of a new mixed-use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic 
Capitol Records Building. The Project would transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a 
pedestrian-friendly development located on an approximately 4.4 7 acre site (the "Project Site") 
located in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the "City"). 

For background, on February 19, 2013 the City's Advisory Agency held a joint 
hearing and considered the Vesting Tentative Tract Map (the "VTTM") and entitlements 
package associated with the Project in Case Nos. VTT-71837-CN-1A and ENV-2011-675-EIR. 
On March 28, 2013, the City Planning Commission considered the entitlements package for 
the Project in Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD; and it considered appeals filed 
on the VTTM that was approved at the Advisory Agency hearing. On April 27, 2013, the City 
Planning Commission published its letter of determination on both cases and approved the 
requested entitlements and denied the appeals lodged on the VTTM approval. On May 7, 
2013, The Silverstein Law Firm, APC, on behalf of Communities United for Reasonable 
Development ("CURD") appealed the City Planning Commission's action on the VVTM. On 
May 13, 2013, CURD and Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP, on behalf of HEI/GC 
Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC ("HEI/GC") and Hollywood & Vine Residences 
Association ("HVRA") appealed the City Planning Commission's approval of the entitlements 
package in Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD. 

Below, we address the issues raised in the appeals. We respectfully request 
that this letter be included in the administrative record and be considered by the Planning and 
Land Use Management Committee ("PLUM Committee") before the public hearing scheduled 
for June 4, 2013. 
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I. 
The CURD Appeals 

As noted above, CURD filed two separate appeals. The first appealing the City 
Planning Commission's approval of the entitlements for the Project, and the second appealing 
the City Planning Commission's denial of the VTTM appeals. CURD submitted identical 
appeals for these two cases. The discussion below addresses the substantive issues raised in 
CURD's appeal. 

A. The Project Description Complies with California Environmental Quality Act Standards. 

CURD raises a series of unsupported arguments about the stability of the 
project description. Generally, an adequate EIR project description must be "prepared with a 
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to 
make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences." Dry Creek 
Citizens Coalition v County of Tulare (1999) 70 CA4th 20, 26. The court noted, however, that 
using a conceptual description of project elements was not analogous to a project description 
that failed to identify the required components of the project. Id., at 70 CA4th, 35. 

This means that an adequate project description must describe the main 
features of a project, but not all of the details or particulars. In addition, case law holds that a 
stable project description does not mean that the project description must be rigid or inflexible. 
"The CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise 
mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge during the 
investigation evoking revision of the original proposal. " County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 
71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199 (1977). 

Here, the Project is presented as a concept plan and several land use 
scenarios. The concept plan in the Draft EIR identifies the project components including 
residential units, hotel, office, commercial , food and beverage, fitness center, and parking 
uses. The Draft EIR presents these principal project components within a maximum 
development and intensity footprint. The project description is designed to create an impact 
"envelope" within which a range of development scenarios can occur. The Draft EIR 
formulates its impact analysis around that envelope and thereby presents the most 
conservative impact analysis possible. This "worst-case impact envelope" approach complies 
with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project 
described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment 
Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985) . In short, we recognize that the project description 
in the Draft EIR is flexible, but it is also accurate, stable, and legally adequate. 

From a technical perspective, the project description must of course also include 
the contents mandated by CEQA. The project description in the Draft EIR satisfies the 
requirements of Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, Section 15124(a) 
requires, "[t]he precise location and boundaries of the proposed project shall be shown on a 
detailed map, preferably topographic." Consistent with this requirement, Figure 11-1 in the Draft 
EIR depicts the regional vicinity of the Project Site, Figure 11-5 and Figure 11-6 provide Photo 
Location Maps of the Project Site, Figure 11-7 provides a site plan of the Project Site, and 
Figure 11-2 provides an aerial view of the Project Site and its environs. Section 15124(b) 
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requires , "[a] statement of objectives sought by the proposed project." Pages 11-44 through 11-
48 in the Draft EIR discuss the project objectives. Section 15124(c) requires , "[a] general 
description of the project's technical , economic, and environmental characteristics, considering 
the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting public service facilities ." Pages 11-15 
through 11-44 in the Draft EIR discuss the Project's relevant characteristics. Section 15124(d) 
requires , "[a] statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR". Pages 11-49 through 11-
50 in Draft EIR discuss of the intended uses of the EIR. Based on the above, the project 
description satisfies the mandatory technical requirements of CEQA. 

In summary, the project description is legally adequate from both a conceptual 
and technical perspective. As a result , the impact analysis, mitigation measures, and project 
alternatives presented in the Draft EIR remain valid . 

B. The City Did Not Violate the Due Process Rights of the Appellant. 

Without basis, the appellant claims that the City violated its due process rights 
by not attaching the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program to 
the City Planning Commission's letters of determination. The appellant also claims that it did 
not have ample time to review the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency 
Program before appealing. These assertions are incorrect for several reasons. 

To start with, the Land Use Equivalency Program was included in the Draft EIR. 
See Section II in the Draft EIR, which describes how the Land Use Equivalency Program was 
designed and can be used. Similarly, the Development Regulations were also included in the 
Draft EIR. See Appendix II to the Draft EIR for the Development Regulations. In addition, the 
Land Use Equivalency Program and the Development Regulations were attached to the Staff 
Report prepared for the City Planning Commission hearing on the Project. The appellant had 
physical and electronic access to these documents. So, there is no merit in the appellant's 
argument that it was deprived by not having this information. 

Next, from a timing standpoint, the Draft EIR was properly noticed and publically 
available on October 25, 2012. The Staff Report for the City Planning Commission was 
available for the March 28, 2013 hearing. Hard copies were available to the appellant and 
electronic copies were, and remain, easily accessible on the City Planning Department's 
website. The Final EIR available before the expiration of the appeal period did not change 
either the Development Regulations or the Land Use Equivalency Program. These documents 
were available to the appellant for over six months before the appeal period expired. The 
appellant cannot now complain that it did not have ample time to prepare. 

Also, the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") is silent on the required 
contents for letters of determination. The City can use its discretion regarding what information 
is attached to the letters of determination to properly inform the public, especially as to 
documents that were previously available. The City applied that discretion and mailed identical 
determination letters to the Applicant and the members of the public. 

Lastly, the City's standard practice is to not attach previously-circulated and 
otherwise publicly-available documents to letters of determination. The appellant is 
experienced in litigating CEQA cases against the City. Thus, the appellant is surely aware of 
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how to obtain public information and cannot now feign ignorance to support its baseless due 
process claim. 

C. The Entitlements Do Not Rely Solely on the Hollywood Community Plan Update. 

The appellant wrongly claims that the entitlements can be nullified because the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update is being litigated. The appellant misses a key fact, which 
is that the Draft EIR analyzed impacts based on the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update (the "Update"). In other words, the Project entitlements 
are not based on the Update alone. While a possible outcome of the litigation could include a 
stay on issuing permits under the newly proposed 4.5:1 FAR pursuant to the Update, the Draft 
EIR analyzes and discusses potential Project impacts under a 6:1 FAR, whether existing FAR 
is 3:1 per the "D" Limitation , or the modified FAR of 4.5:1 per the Update. The Draft EIR also 
evaluates the Project's consistency with both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the 
Update. So, if the litigation negates the Update, then the Project has already been evaluated 
per the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and no subsequent CEOA review would be required. 
See pages IV.G.35-48 of the Draft EIR for the analysis of the Project's consistency with both 
the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Update. 

Further, as discussed in Section II , Project Description and Section IV.G, Land 
Use Planning , of the Draft EIR, the Applicant is requesting the removal of the "D" Limitation 
from the Project Site's zoning designation, thereby resulting in a FAR of 6:1 . As such, the 
Applicant is not relying in any way on the Update for additional FAR. Also, the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of commercial , parking, and high
density multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project would include a combination 
of multi-family residential , retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol 
Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. This type of development 
would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the 1988 
Hollywood Community Plan and the Update. 

D. The Land Use Equivalency Program Does Not Circumvent the CEOA Process. 

The appellant complains that use of the Land Use Equivalency Program allows 
the Project to evade CEOA compliance. That is not true. It should also be noted that 
equivalency programs are not uncommon planning tools and have been used successfully in 
the City and surrounding jurisdictions. 

The Draft EIR explains the Land Use Equivalency Program as follows: 

"The Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the 
Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over 
the build-out duration of the development. Land uses to be developed would be 
allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the 
limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the 
analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum FAR. All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the 
proposed Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. While it is 
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the intent of the Equivalency Program to allow flexibility with respect to the 
buildout of the Project, there are a number of controlling factors , such as the 
vehicle trip cap and the guidelines and regulations within the Development 
Regulations, that ensure this Draft EIR has properly analyzed and disclosed the 
full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. 

Through the analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the 
Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario, further described below, 
this Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental 
issue area. The most intense impacts from each scenario represent the 
greatest environmental impacts permitted for any development scenario for the 
Project. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for 
each issue area from either the Concept Plan, the Residential Scenario, or the 
Commercial Scenario. 

With respect to CEQA compliance, this Draft EIR studies the maximum level of 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures that could occur under the 
Equivalency Program. These maximum levels of impacts were derived through 
the study of the Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario and Residential Scenario. 
The Development Regulations, including the use, bulk, and massing controls, 
also were used to study the maximum levels of impacts. Ultimately, the final 
development scenario or phase of the Project must comply with the mitigation 
measures in this Draft EIR and the development limitations established in the 
proposed Equivalency Program. n 

Draft EIR, pages 11-21 through 11-23. Emphasis added. 

This narrative alone, let alone its application throughout the Draft EIR, demonstrates 
that the Land Use Equivalency Program does not evade CEQA review as the appellant falsely 
claims. 

E. The Development Regulations are Consistent with the Purpose of the Q Conditions. 

The appellant obscures the purpose of Q conditions, and concurrently claims 
that the City violates law by imposing the Development Regulations as Q condition constraints. 
That reasoning is nonsensical. Section 12.32.G.2(a) (the entirety of which we incorporate by 
reference herein) of the LAMC establishes the purpose of Q conditions. It states in part that" 
... provision may be made in a zoning ordinance that the development of the site shall conform 
to certain specified standards if the limitations are deemed necessary to ... secure an 
appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan." In its April 27, 
2013 letter of determination, the City made a series of findings that substantially demonstrate 
the Project is in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan among other City objectives 
set forth in Section 12.32.G.2(a). For example, pages F-1 through F-5 in the letter of 
determination contain General Plan findings related to 1988 Hollywood Community Plan, the 
Update, and the transportation, housing, and framework elements of the General Plan. These 
findings recognize that securing the Project will revitalize an otherwise underutilized area and 
is therefore appropriate for the Project Site. In addition, the findings (and analysis in the EIR) 
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indicate that implementation of the Development Regulations are a necessary component to 
control development on the Project Site and thereby ensure harmony with the General Plan. 

Moreover, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of the Project's land 
use consistency with the General Plan . The Draft EIR concludes that the Project is consistent 
with the applicable sections and objectives of the General Plan. 

In addition, the Development Regulations are the type of specified standards 
contemplated by the LAMC Q condition classification. The Development Regulations contain 
precise standards regarding density, height zones, building and street experience, towers, 
open space, land scape, parking, signage, and sustainability. The purpose of the Development 
Regulations (as stated in Section 1.1 of the Development Regulations) is to govern new 
development on the Project Site. Similarly, the purpose of Q conditions (as stated in 
12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC) is to ensure development of the site conforms to certain specified 
standards. Consequently, the purpose of the Development Regulations mirrors the purpose of 
Q conditions. 

Together, these factors among others, evidence a sufficient nexus between the 
purpose of the LAMC Q conditions and the elements of the Project. Therefore, the City has not 
violated law or its charter by adopting the Development Regulations as Q conditions for the 
Project Site. 

F. The Conditional Use Permit and Variance Findings are Supported by Evidence. 

There is substantial evidence to support the findings for the various Project 
entitlements. As discussed above, the project description is designed to allow the EIR to 
create an impact "envelope" that includes the most significant impacts that could be generated 
by the Project as finally configured. As such, the EIR presents an analysis that provides 
substantial evidence to support the findings for the Project. 

Contrary to the appellant's contentions, the precise location of the hotel on the 
Project Site, for example, is not required to make the necessary findings for a conditional use 
permit for a hotel. The conditional use permit findings are as follows: (1) that the project will 
enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or will perform a function or 
provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, city, or region ; (2) that the 
project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be compatible with 
and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding 
neighborhood, or the public health, welfare , and safety; and (3) that the project substantially 
conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan, the applicable 
community plan, and any applicable specific plan. The information provided for the hotel is 
adequate to make all of these findings even if more than one location within a defined site area 
is possible. 

Further, the appellant wrongly argues that the hardship and other variance 
findings cannot be made based on the project description. The variance findings include 
findings such as: 1) special circumstances applicable to the subject property, 2) hardship, and 
3) the granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare. Many of 
the findings are related to the Project Site itself for which ample information and evidence is 
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provided. Also, the project description and other sections of the EIR, including Section IV.K.2, 
Transportation-Parking , provide ample information on which to base the findings. 

G. The Q Conditions Do Not Result in Unfettered Discretion. 

The appellant wrongly assumes that language in proposed Q condition No. 2 
provides the City with some otherwise unavailable discretion. Specifically, the appellant points 
to the phrase "[m]inor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with the provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization." The 
appellant translates "minor deviations" into an unfettered discretion argument. The import of 
the language is much less grandiose. As is typical in complex land development, unforeseen 
building design and construction-level issues may arise that require minor modifications. This 
is commonplace during plan check for building permits when multiple agencies balance 
competing requirements to ensure solid and safe development. The language in Q condition 2 
allows the type of minor deviations necessary to complete building plans. It does not create 
unfettered discretion. 

II. 
The HEI/GC and HVRA Appeal 

On May 13, 2013, HEI/GC and HVRA appealed of the City Planning 
Commission 's action to approve the Project. The appeal recites mostly the same arguments 
that the appellant raised in its comment letter on the Draft EIR. Accordingly, the Final EIR 
contains detailed responses that address most of the appellant's arguments on appeal. The 
discussion below summarizes the responses in the Final EIR and addresses the new issues 
raised in the appeal. 

A. The Draft EIR and Final EIR are Adequate. 

From the start, the appellant confuses the purpose of the Final EIR by claiming 
that it fails to fully evaluate several significant impacts caused by the Project. Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR is not the place to evaluate significant impacts. 
Instead, the Final EIR must contain revisions to the Draft EIR, responses to comments, and 
any information added to the Draft EIR by the Lead Agency. The Final EIR complies exactly 
with these legal requirements. 

To be clear, the Draft EIR is the appropriate document for impact analysis. As 
discussed below, the Draft EIR comprehensively analyzes Project impacts and complies with 
all applicable legal requirements. In its grounds for appeal, the appellant raises numerous 
environmental issues that were already analyzed in the Draft EIR and responded to in the Final 
EIR. 

First, the appellant restates its argument that the project description is 
inadequate. The Final EIR specifically addressed that argument in Response to Comment No. 
81-2, which was in the appellant's comment letter. To summarize, an EIR does of course 
require an accurate and stable project description. This does not mean, however, that the 
project description must be inflexible. As noted above, "[t]he CEQA reporting process is not 
designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise mold of the initial project" and "an 
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SheppardMullin 
Los Angeles City Council 
May31 , 2013 
Page 8 

EM33543 

elastic project description is not per se violation of CEQA, provided the analysis comprehends 
all potential impacts." County of/nyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199 (1977). 
Here, the project description creates an impact "envelope" that presents a range of 
development scenarios. The Draft EIR analyzes the scenarios using a worst-case analysis 
methodology. This "envelope" approach clearly complies with CEQA because the law allows a 
lead agency to approve projects that vary from the project described in the EIR, so long as all 
of the impacts are disclosed. Therefore, the appellant's claim that the project description is 
faulty does not have merit. 

Second, the appellant restates its argument that the Draft EIR fails to analyze 
the impacts of the CUP for alcohol service. The Final EIR also specifically addressed that 
argument in Response to Comment No. 81-7. To restate, the Applicant requested a master 
CUP (compared to a user-specific permit) to allow alcohol services. Specificity in this instance 
is not required because the end user (i.e. the name or type of retail establishment or 
restaurant) would not implicate new or different environmental effects other than those already 
addressed in the Draft EIR. See Maintain Our Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley, 
120 Cal. App. 4th 396 (2004). Here, the specific operators of the alcohol-serving 
establishments will not be known until after they sign leases, which may occur before or after 
the Project is built. Thus, a master CUP is particularly appropriate here because, pursuant to 
Condition 3 on page C-1 of Case No. CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-ZV-HD, each operator will 
obtain plan approval before the City authorizes alcohol services. The Draft EIR studies all 
impacts of the potential uses of the Project including alcohol-related uses. Therefore, the 
appellant's argument is baseless. 

Third, the appellant restates the argument that the Draft EIR fails to analyze 
impacts associated with removing zoning restrictions and amending the Hollywood Community 
Plan. The Final EIR responded to that argument in Response to Comment No. 81-9. It is 
critical to recognize that the Draft EIR analyzes impacts considering both the existing FAR of 
3: 1 per the "D" Limitation and the modified FAR of 4.5: 1 per the Hollywood Community Plan 
Update. Similarly, the Draft EIR fully evaluates land use consistency with the 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan and the Update. This dual-pronged approach ensures adequate impact 
analysis even if the Update fails due to pending litigation. The Draft EIR has covered zoning 
considerations under applicable land use plans. Therefore, the appellant's claim is misplaced. 

Fourth, the appellant is simply mistaken that the Draft EIR does not analyze 
growth inducing impacts. The Draft EIR dedicates an entire section (Section V.D) to the 
assessment of potential growth inducing impacts associated with the Project. 

Fifth, the appellant bunches together in a single paragraph claims that the Draft 
fails to properly analyze traffic and parking , air quality, schools and libraries, historic resources, 
and noise impacts. None of these claims are new. The Draft EIR provides extensive analysis 
of all these issues and contains detailed technical reports and other substantial evidence to 
support the impact conclusions on these environmental issues. The Final EIR Responses to 
Comment Nos. 81-11 through 81-17 and 81-24 through 81-28 provide a detailed discussion on 
all of these issues. 

Finally, the appellant claims that the Final EIR failed to address all of the issues 
raised above. That claim is obviously not true. The Final EIR sections and responses we cite 
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Los Angeles City Council 
May 31 , 2013 
Page 9 

EM33544 

above provide clear evidence that the Final EIR did in fact respond to every substantive issue 
raised by the appellant. 

B. The Findings of Fact are Adequate. 

The appellant wrongly asserts that the CEQA and entitlement findings 
prepared by the City are flawed. The appellant notes certain code and case law, but does not 
demonstrate how the Project findings are inadequate. We point out that CEQA is silent on a 
mandatory standard or form for findings. We understand that the CEQA Guidelines require 
findings be supported by substantial evidence (14 Cal Code Regs §15091 (b)) and be 
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding (14 Cal Code Regs 
§15091 (a)) . Accordingly, the City prepared the findings for the Project to satisfy these 
requirements. 

For example, pages F-25 through F-85 in the City's April 27, 2013 determination 
letter contain 60 pages of well-supported CEQA findings . Also note that the findings for 
potentially significant and significant and unavoidable impacts are accompanied by a 
discussion of the rationale for each finding required by CEQA. In addition, see pages F-85 
through F-93 for the project alternatives findings , which are also supported by evidence and a 
discussion of the rationale for each finding. Therefore, the appellant's attack on the findings is 
not warranted. 

III. 
Conclusion 

We respectfully request that the PLUM Committee recommend denial of the 
appeals and approval of the Project. As discussed above, the appellants' arguments are 
unfounded. The administrative record contains substantial evidence to support approval of the 
Project and denial of the appeals. The Draft EIR contains exhaustive analysis and the Final 
EIR provides good-faith reasoned responses. Therefore, we urge the PLUM Committee, and 
ultimately the City Council , to move the Project to final approval. 

SMRH:408519843.6 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33044 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 17, 2013 2:29 PM 
Richard Spicer 

Subject: Re: Schedule for Citywide Sign Ord. & Millennium Proj. to PLUM & City Council 

Hi Richard, 
I have not yet heard from the City Clerk as to when Millennium will go before PLUM, but my understanding is 
that it will be likely be in June. I should have a better idea next week. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, May 17, 2013 at 2:25 PM, Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> wrote: 
Good Afternoon, 

I am writing on behalf of the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood & Planning Committee 
and Board. 

1. What is the status and schedule for the proposed citywide sign ordinance to return to PLUM 
and the City Council? 

Are new or ongoing issues being addressed by the Dept. or PLUM, based 
on the report or the signage visioning working group or direction from PLUM? 

2. What is the status and schedule of the Proposed Millennium Project and FEIR going to 
PLUM and the City Council? 

The City Planning Commission on Feb 28,2013 approved sending the M. Project 
on to PLUM and City Planning. Our understanding is the at least three appeal have been 
filed and the deadline for additional appeals was May 13 or a few days earlier. 

Both these topics were on the Planning, Zoning, and Historic Preservation Committee on 
May 8 and are on the GGPNC Board's agenda for May 21, Tuesday. 

Thanks for considering these questions and responses to past questions. 

I first tried to get answers to these questions earlier this week on the City web site, but 
the new format appears to provide council and committee schedules and agendas ONL Y 
for the current day, NOT future dates as on the previous web site. 

Our understanding is that the Brown Act requires 72 hours notice. 

The Dept web site asks for a newer version of flash drive than I have so could 
not assess scheduled projects and topics, such as "What's New?". 

Best for your projects. 
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Richard 
Member, GGPNC's PZHP Committee 
(323) 665-6080 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33045 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32810 

Brian Cornelius < brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 7:30 AM 
Gary Khanjian 

Cc: 

Subject: 

christina khanjian; Richard Spicer; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin 
Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 

leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

I have no objections or comments on the letter. 

Sent from 
Brian Cornelius iPad 

On May 13,2013, at 12:20 AM, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo .com>; 'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 
2013. Please forward your approval to me later than May 15,2013 if you would like it 
included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
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Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

<Stationery template (2) - Copy.docx> 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM34692 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 27, 2013 2:40 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Signature Page 

sample signature page.pdf 

Patrice said the page should look like the attached signature page EXCEPT the blurb should note the Director is 
approving the Millennium Ord and recommend that it be adopted. This sample is from the Mural Ord, which 
the Director disapproved. Hope that makes sense. 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 2: 19 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity. org> wrote: 
Sharon, 

What does Luci need? Is it the template with as to Form or legality or just plain DOP's approval? 

On Thu, Jun 27, 2013 at 2: 11 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Iris, 

Sharon Gin suggested I contact you about getting the template for the last (signature) page for ordinances (the 
one with the Director's approval stamp). 
Is that something you can send my way? Also, the ordinance cover page referencing section 12.04. I'm sure 
Henry has it byut he's in/out in preparation for casden at council tomorrow. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

RL0033731 



~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

EM34693 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

2 
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EM34694 

Sec. 7. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance and have it 
published in accordance with Council policy, either in a daily newspaper circulated 
in the City of Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three public places in the City of 
Los Angeles: one copy on the bulletin board located at the Main Street entrance to the 
Los Angeles City Hall; one copy on the bulletin board located at the Main Street 
entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall East; and one copy on the bulletin board located 

~ ~ ~ ~at-the Temple~Street en-trance to'th-e Los-Angeles ~Counf~.n:raW6f Rec6ras.~ ~ .~ .. ~ 

I hereby certify that this ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of 
Los Angeles, by a vote of not less than two~thirds of all of its members, at its meeting 
of ________________________ ___ 

Approved __________ _ 

Approved as to Form and Legality 

CARMEN E. TRUTANICH, City Attorney 

By /;H;;;tr Z; ~ 
KENNETH t. FONG 
Deputy City Attorney 

~ Cc.] .-, 
Date !/t/kl /7 :-;;-C) ~r-" 

JUNE LAG MAY , City Clerk 

By ________________________ _ 

Deputy 

Mayor 

Pursuant to Charter Section 559, I 
disapprove this ordinance on behalf of the 
City Planning Commission and recommend 
that it not be adopted ..... 

June !.!l2013 

See attached report. 

e&::::loG~ 
Director of Plan nina 

File No(s). CF Nos. 08-0515, 08-1233 and 08-0530 

M:\Rea! Prop_Env_land Use\Land Use\Kenneth Fong\Mural Sign Ordinance\City Atty Rpt and Final Ordinance\Mural Ordinance 
City Attorney FINAL VERSION B (6 11 2013).docx 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34241 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI128.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 
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Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34242 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -I 
Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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any time. 

EM34243 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to estineh.mailian@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Got it. Thank you! 

EM33545 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 2:38 PM 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Re: Millennium Hollywood: Reponses to Appeals 

On Fri, May 31,2013 at 2:33 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Luci, please find attached the applicant's responses to the appeals. We are providing the original and copies to 
the council clerk. 

Thank you for your continued attention to this matter. 

Best regards, 

Alfred 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM32812 

jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 8:30 AM 
Gary Khanjian; Linda Demmers 

Cc: christina khanjian; Richard Spicer; Rosemary De Monte; Sorin Alexanian; David 
Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; 

leeor@rominvestments.com; Randy Myer; Randy Myer 
Subject: Re: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Linda ... 

Only nitpic is in the last paragraph with the word Plum - that should be PLUM - acronym for Planning & Land Use 
Management --- a City Council Ctte. 
Thanks for the extra effort -
J -

On 5/12/13, Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
> Hi all 
> 
> Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
> Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night May 
> 13, 2013 

> 
> Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

> 
> Gary 

> 
> 
> 
> Gary K. & Associates 
> 1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
> Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
> gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net 
> 323-422-8704 cell 
> 323-469-5436 office 
> 323-469-4438 Fax 

> 
> ----- Forwarded Message -----
»From: Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmail.com> 
»To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garyk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De 
»Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com >; 'Brian Cornelius' 
» <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
»Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
»Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 
» 
» 
» 
»Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board 
»packet, May 21, 2013. Please forward your approval to me later than 
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EM32813 

»May 15, 2013 if you would like it included in the board agenda packet. 
» 
»Linda 
» 
»Linda Demmers 
»Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council President District A 
»Representative 
»323-428-8248 
» Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
» 
» 
» 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33046 

Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Friday, May 17, 2013 2:32 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Re: Schedule for Citywide Sign Ord. & Millennium Proj. to PLUM & City Council 

Thanks very much for very rapid response. 

Best for rest of week, weekend, and fiscal year. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2013 2:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Schedule for Citywide Sign Ord. & Millennium Proj. to PLUM & City Council 

Hi Richard, 
I have not yet heard from the City Clerk as to when Millennium will go before PLUM, but my understanding is 
that it will be likely be in June. I should have a better idea next week. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, May 17, 2013 at 2:25 PM, Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com> wrote: 
Good Afternoon, 

I am writing on behalf of the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood & Planning Committee 
and Board. 

1. What is the status and schedule for the proposed citywide sign ordinance to return to PLUM 
and the City Council? 

Are new or ongoing issues being addressed by the Dept. or PLUM, based 
on the report or the signage visioning working group or direction from PLUM? 

2. What is the status and schedule of the Proposed Millennium Project and FEIR going to 
PLUM and the City Council? 

The City Planning Commission on Feb 28,2013 approved sending the M. Project 
on to PLUM and City Planning. Our understanding is the at least three appeal have been 
filed and the deadline for additional appeals was May 13 or a few days earlier. 

Both these topics were on the Planning, Zoning, and Historic Preservation Committee on 
May 8 and are on the GGPNC Board's agenda for May 21, Tuesday. 

Thanks for considering these questions and responses to past questions. 
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EM33047 

I first tried to get answers to these questions earlier this week on the City web site, but 
the new format appears to provide council and committee schedules and agendas ONL Y 
for the current day, NOT future dates as on the previous web site. 

Our understanding is that the Brown Act requires 72 hours notice. 

The Dept web site asks for a newer version of flash drive than I have so could 
not assess scheduled projects and topics, such as "What's New?". 

Best for your projects. 

Richard 
Member, GGPNC's PZHP Committee 
(323) 665-6080 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you, Iris. 

EM34695 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Thursday, June 27, 2013 3:47 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Re: Signature Page 

One last question, where do I get the stamp referencing Michael's approval/disapproval? 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 3:43 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Ok. its the approval as to Form and Legality. Here it is Luci. I already sent you the cover page earlier. Let me 
know if you need assistance. 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 2:39 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Patrice said the page should look like the attached signature page EXCEPT the blurb should note the Director is 
approving the Millennium Ord and recommend that it be adopted. This sample is from the Mural Ord, which 
the Director disapproved. Hope that makes sense. 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 2: 19 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Sharon, 

What does Luci need? Is it the template with as to Form or legality or just plain DOP's approval? 

On Thu, Jun 27, 2013 at 2: 11 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Iris, 

Sharon Gin suggested I contact you about getting the template for the last (signature) page for ordinances (the 
one with the Director's approval stamp). 
Is that something you can send my way? Also, the ordinance cover page referencing section 12.04. I'm sure 
Henry has it byut he's in/out in preparation for casden at council tomorrow. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

EM34696 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34697 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34244 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 
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Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34245 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -I 
Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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any time. 

EM34246 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to ken.bernstein@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33048 

Bryan Eck <bryan.eck@lacity.org> 
Monday, May 20, 2013 10:36 AM 
remikessler@sbcglobal.net 
Hollywood Millennium 

This was a good editorial that talks about the project: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml201 3/apr/04/opinionlla-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

One important note, projects in the core area of Hollywood can reach a 6:1 FAR if they are granted the 
increased by the City Planning Commission and the Planning Department. The one other thing that I know for 
sure they are looking for, in terms of exception from the Community Plan, is reduced parking requirements. 

Enjoy! 
Bryan 

BRYAN ECK 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Policy Planning Section 
Tel: (213) 978-1304 
bryan .eck@l acity. org 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32814 

Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 

To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin 
Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on her first draft of the 
recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the letter approved by the 
GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City Council members, the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. Those three should be identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other ltr should be deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled out, they should be followed]by the 
word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

RL0033749 



EM32815 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte 
<ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; David 
Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" 
<Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garyk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 2013. Please 
forward your approval to me later than May 15, 2013 if you would like it included in the board agenda 
packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 

2 
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323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

EM32816 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hello All: 

EM33049 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Monday, May 20, 2013 10:48 AM 
Marcel Porras; Rebecca Valdez 
Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra 
Millennium Project - Hearing Dates 

Please see below for the hearing dates for the appeals for the Millennium Project (CFs 13-0593 & 13-0593-S1): 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6/4111 
Council - Wednesday, 6119113 

Our office will follow up to ensure that both matters will be heard in Council on the same day. PIs let me know 
if you have questions. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Is this it? 

EM34698 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 27, 2013 3:59 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Signature Page 
ORDINANCE SIGN DOP Approval Form and Legality.rtf 

On Thu, Jun 27, 2013 at 3:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you, Iris. 
One last question, where do I get the stamp referencing Michael's approval/disapproval? 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 3:43 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Ok. its the approval as to Form and Legality. Here it is Luci. I already sent you the cover page earlier. Let me 
know if you need assistance. 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 2:39 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Patrice said the page should look like the attached signature page EXCEPT the blurb should note the Director is 
approving the Millennium Ord and recommend that it be adopted. This sample is from the Mural Ord, which 
the Director disapproved. Hope that makes sense. 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 2: 19 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Sharon, 

What does Luci need? Is it the template with as to Form or legality or just plain DOP's approval? 

On Thu, Jun 27, 2013 at 2: 11 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Iris, 

Sharon Gin suggested I contact you about getting the template for the last (signature) page for ordinances (the 
one with the Director's approval stamp). 
Is that something you can send my way? Also, the ordinance cover page referencing section 12.04. I'm sure 
Henry has it byut he's in/out in preparation for casden at council tomorrow. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
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City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

~ 

EM34699 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

*****************Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

~ 

EM34700 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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EM34701 

Sec. _. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance and 
have it published in accordance with Council policy, either in a daily newspaper 
circulated in the City of Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three public 
places in the City of Los Angeles: one copy on the bulletin board located at the 
Main Street entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall; one copy on the bulletin board 
located at the Main Street entrance to the Los Angeles City Hall East; and one 
copy on the bulletin board at the Temple Street entrance to the Los Angeles 
County Hall of Records. 

I hereby certify that this ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of 
Los Angeles, at its meeting of _______________ _ 

JUNE A. LAGMAY, City Clerk 

8y ____________________________ _ 

Deputy 

Approved ____________ _ 

Mayor 

Approved as to Form and Legality 

CARMEN A. TRUTANICH, City Attorney 

8y ____________________________ _ Pursuant to Sec. 559 of the City Charter, 
I approve this ordinance on behalf of the 
City Planning Commission and 
recommend that it be adopted .... 

Date ----------------------------

File No. ------------
CPC-2013 

November, 14, 2012 
See attached report 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34247 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
kevi n.keller@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 
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Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34248 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -I 
Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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EM34249 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to kevin.keller@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

fyi! 

EM33050 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, May 20, 2013 10:50 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Fwd: Millennium Project - Hearing Dates 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, May 20,2013 at 10:48 AM 
Subject: Millennium Project - Hearing Dates 
To: Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org>, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> 
Cc: Roberto Mejia <roberto .mejia@lacity. org>, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity. org>, Dan 
Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> 

Hello All: 

Please see below for the hearing dates for the appeals for the Millennium Project (CFs 13-0593 & 13-0593-S 1): 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6/4111 
Council - Wednesday, 6119113 

Our office will follow up to ensure that both matters will be heard in Council on the same day. PIs let me know 
if you have questions. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34250 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
Michael 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 
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Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34251 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -I 
Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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any time. 

EM34252 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to michael.logrande@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM34702 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 27, 2013 4:00 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Pis use the same signature page format for BOTH Casden & Millennium Zone 
Changes 

I spoke to Patrice about the above. PIs use the same signature page format for both Casden & Millennium 
ZC's. No signature block for City Attorney. Hope that helps you. Thx! 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32817 

Linda Demmers < linda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 1:48 PM 

To: 'Richard Spicer'; 'Gary Khanjian'; 'christina khanjian'; 'Rosemary De Monte'; 'jacqueline 
Kerr'; 'Sorin Alexanian'; 'David Uebersax'; 'Dennis Chew'; 'Ermanno Neiviller'; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

'Randy Myer'; 'Randy Myer' 
RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 
Stationery template (2) - Copy.docx 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved at the committee meeting. Rosemary offered to 
prepare a draft and this is now being edited sequentia lly ..... This should have been approved at the PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I receive subsequent corrections, the letter would 
need to be re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by the first reviewers. At this point, I will only 
incorporate corrections to language, but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change after this letter is attached 
to the agenda, please ask your committee member/board representative to bring those changes to the GGPNC Board 
meeting on May 21 and offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has weighed in on 
where to send the approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this draft, but perhaps some of you are 
reviewing an earlier or incorrect version. Attached is the most current version. 

Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; Dennis 
Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on her first draft of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the letter approved by the 

RL0033765 



EM32818 

GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City Council members, the Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. Those three should be identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other ltr should be deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled out, they should be followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De Monte 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian <sorinalex@aol.com>; David 
Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; Ermanno Neiviller 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; "Ieeor@rominvestments.com" 
<Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com>; "Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" 
<Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

2 
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Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----

EM32819 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 
'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 2013. Please 
forward your approval to me later than May 15, 2013 if you would like it included in the board agenda 
packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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PRESIDENT 
Linda Demmers 

VICE PRESIDENTS 
Lisa Sedano - Administration 

Chris McKinley - Communications 

EM32820 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

GREATER GRIFFITH PARK 
NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

TREASURER 
Your Neighborhood. Your Voice. Your Council 

Nelson Bae 

SECRETARY 
Kris Anderson 

May 21,2013 

Michael LoGrande, Director 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
201 N. Figueroa Street #4 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZY-HD (Proposed Millennium Project Hollywood) 
CEQA: ENV-2011-675-EIR 

Dear Mr. LoGrande: 

CERTIFIED COUNCIL #36 

PO Box 27003 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 

(213) 973-9758 

info@ggpnc.org 

www.ggpnc.org 

At its publicly noticed, regularly scheduled May 8, 2013 meeting, the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood 
Council's Planning, Zoning and Historic Preservation Committee (PZHP) agreed by consensus to submit 
this letter to the Los Angeles Planning Dept and City officials stating opposition to the Millennium 
Project as it stands now. At its regularly scheduled Governing Board meeting on May 21, 2013, the 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council (GGPNC) agreed by a vote of xxx in favor, xxx opposed, and 
xxx abstentions to submit this letter. 

The GGPNC is in opposition to the proposed heights of over 50 stories and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) being 
changed from the present 4.5:1 to 6:1. This project should be in compliance with the historic area where 
there are no buildings higher than 22 stories. 

We believe that the traffic study included in the Final EIR is flawed, as does Caltrans, and that the 
amount of increased traffic to and from the site is underestimated. This will leave the congestion at the 
Franklin and Argyle, and the Franklin and Cahuenga intersections unmitigatable, exceeding LADOT 
maximum capacity for these intersections. This will cause a huge influx of traffic into our Neighborhood 
and on our main arteries of Franklin, Los Feliz and Hollywood Boulevard, as well as our North/ South 
bound streets of Western, Vermont and Hillhurst. These streets are impacted heavily now and when all 
the projects in Hollywood come on board the traffic will be impossible. 

We request that prior to the PLUM Committee and the City Council's issuing any approval regarding the 
Millennium Project that the City Council consider the proposed Project's impacts to the surrounding 
Hollywood area and adjacent hillside communities by reducing the heights and density of the project as 
described above. We cannot support the project in its current form. 
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Page 2 

Sincerely, 

Linda Demmers, President of GGPNC 
By Gary Khanjian, Chair of PZHPC 

cc: Last, First (Organization) 

Last, First (Organization) 

Last, First (Organization) 

Last, First (Organization) 

EM32821 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks a lot. 
Remi 

EM33051 

Remi Kessler < remikessler@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, May 20, 2013 11:21 AM 
Bryan Eck 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

On May 20,2013, at 10:36 AM, Bryan Eck <bryan.eck@lacity.org> wrote: 

This was a good editorial that talks about the project: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml2013/apr/04/opinionlla-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

One important note, projects in the core area of Hollywood can reach a 6:1 FAR if they are granted the 
increased by the City Planning Commission and the Planning Department. The one other thing that I know for 
sure they are looking for, in terms of exception from the Community Plan, is reduced parking requirements. 

Enjoy! 
Bryan 

BRYAN ECK 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Policy Planning Section 
Tel: (213) 978-1304 
brya n .eck@laci ty.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Okay, thank you! 

EM34703 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 27, 2013 4:03 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Re: Pis use the same signature page format for BOTH Casden & Millennium Zone 
Changes 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 4:00 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

I spoke to Patrice about the above. PIs use the same signature page format for both Casden & Millennium 
ZC's. No signature block for City Attorney. Hope that helps you. Thx! 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34253 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 
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Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34254 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -I 
Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

RL0033773 



any time. 

EM34255 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to blake.1amb@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thanks. 

EM33052 

Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 
Monday, May 20,201312:13 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Project - Hearing Dates 

On Mon, May 20,2013 at 10:48 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello All: 

Please see below for the hearing dates for the appeals for the Millennium Project (CFs 13-0593 & 13-0593-S 1): 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6/4111 
Council - Wednesday, 6119113 

Our office will follow up to ensure that both matters will be heard in Council on the same day. PIs let me know 
if you have questions. 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd13.com 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM32822 

Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, May 13, 20132:28 PM 

To: Linda Demmers; 'Richard Spicer'; 'christina khanjian'; 'Rosemary De Monte'; 'jacqueline Kerr'; 
'Sorin Alexanian'; 'David Uebersax'; 'Dennis Chew'; 'Ermanno Neiviller'; 
brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 

Cc: 'Randy Myer'; 'Randy Myer' 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi Linda 

Thank you for all your help. 

We did approve the letter at the committee level. But now that the committee have seen the final 
version and they would like to make changes, I agree with you that I should bring this final 
version to our next meeting for approval. 

Please do not include in your next agenda. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhanjian@sbcglobal.nef 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: 'Richard Spicer' <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; 'Gary Khanjian' <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'christina 
khanjian' <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; 'Rosemary De Monte' <ggpnc_rdm@yahoo.com>; 'jacqueline Kerr' 
<jacquekerr@gmail.com>; 'Sorin Alexanian' <sorinalex@aol.com>; 'David Uebersax' 
<uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; 'Dennis Chew' <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 'Ermanno Neiviller' 
<ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: 'Randy Myer' <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; 'Randy Myer' <rndyrm@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 20131:47 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Opposition Letter 

It is clear to me from these emails that this letter was not approved at the committee meeting. Rosemary 
offered to prepare a draft and this is now being edited sequentially ..... This should have been approved at the 
PZHP meeting. 

Unfortunately if one committee member approves the draft and then I receive subsequent corrections, the 
letter would need to be re-circulated since it is not in the form that was approved by the first reviewers. At this 
point, I will only incorporate corrections to language, but not to content. If anyone wants to make a change 
after this letter is attached to the agenda, please ask your committee member/board representative to bring 
those changes to the GGPNC Board meeting on May 21 and offer them as amendments. 

So far Gary and Brian have okayed the draft. Jacqueline has changed Plum to PLUM and Rosemary has weighed 
in on where to send the approved document. I don't find the words document or Itr in this draft, but perhaps 
some of you are reviewing an earlier or incorrect version. Attached is the most current version. 

1 
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Thanks for your work on this. 

PLEASE DO NOT REPLY ALL TO THIS EMAIl. 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 

EM32823 

From: Richard Spicer [mailto:spicerrichard@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 1:28 PM 
To: Gary Khanjian; christina khanjian; Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Sorin Alexanian; David Uebersax; 
Dennis Chew; Ermanno Neiviller; brian.comelius@ggpnc.org; leeor@rominvestments.com 
Cc: Randy Myer; Randy Myer; linda.demmers@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Good Afternoon, 

On Saturday, I read, reviewed, and discussed comments with Rosemary on her first draft of the recommendation 
of the PZHP Committee. 

1. We concurred, as Rosemary says in her email today, that copies of the letter approved by the 

GGPNC Board, as recommended by the PZHP Board should go to all City Council members, the 
Mayor, 
and L. Ibarra, the City Planning Department's lead staff person. Those three should be identified at the 
"cc:" line. 

Re schedule: The project applicant has been interested in moving the project quickly, so we anticipate 
that the project is likely to go before PLUM in May and the City Council in Mayor early June. 

2. Above Sincerely, the word "document" and the other ltr should be deleted. That was not in the 
draft Rosemary and I discussed. 

3. In the letter, where GGP;NC is referenced as abbreviation or spelled out, they should be followed]by the word: 
"Board". 

4. I concur the use of all caps in PLUM. 

5. In the subject line, following the letters and #s that identify the Environmental document, 
add these words: "Final Environmental Impact Report" 

Those words will clarify for all readers at the beginning of the letter that this Env. Document is Final, not Draft. 

Processing the letter. It should be sent to the email address of each recipient to ensure rapid dilvery. 
The city has a new web site; email addresses can be found be clicking on elected officials. 

Thanks for considering these suggestions. 

Richard 
(323) 665-6080 
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EM32824 

From: Gary Khanjian <gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net> 
To: christina khanjian <cakhanjian@sbcglobal.net>; Richard Spicer <spicerrichard@yahoo.com>; Rosemary De 
Monte <ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; jacqueline Kerr <jacquekerr@gmail.com>; Sorin Alexanian 
<sorinalex@aol.com>; David Uebersax <uuebmeister@yahoo.com>; Dennis Chew <Dennis.Chew@lacity.org>; 
Ermanno Neiviller <ermanno@ilcapriccio.net>; "brian.comelius@ggpnc.org" <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org>; 
"Ieeor@rominvestments.com" <Ieeor@rominvestments.com> 
Cc: Randy Myer <randymyer@sbcglobal.net>; Randy Myer <rndyrm@yahoo.com>; 
"Iinda.demmers@gmail.com" <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 9:20 PM 
Subject: Fw: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Hi all 

Attached is the final draft for the Millennium project. 
Let me know if you have any questions or comments by Monday night 
May 13, 2013 

Thank you Linda for drafting the final letter. 

Gary 

Gary K. & Associates 
1917 N. Hobart Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027-1615 
gkhaniian@sbcglobal.net 
323-422-8704 cell 
323-469-5436 office 
323-469-4438 Fax 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Linda Demmers <Iinda.demmers@gmail.com> 
To: gkhanjian@sbcglobal.net; 'Gary Khanjian' <garvk@ggpnc.org>; 'R De Monte' 
<ggpnc rdm@yahoo.com>; 'Brian Cornelius' <brian.comelius@ggpnc.org> 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 8:02 PM 
Subject: Millennium Opposition Letter 

Attached please find the edited Millennium letter for the GGPNC Board packet, May 21, 
2013. Please forward your approval to me later than May 15,2013 if you would like it 
included in the board agenda packet. 

Linda 

Linda Demmers 
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 
President 
District A Representative 
323-428-8248 
Idemmers@ggpnc.org 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34256 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 

RL0033780 



Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34257 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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any time. 

EM34258 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to david.1ara@lacity.org - why did I getthis? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Perfect. Thank u 

EM34704 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 27, 2013 7:34 PM 
Hilary Norton 
Re: Which Way LA today 

On Jun 27,2013 7:33 PM, "Hilary Norton" <hilarynorton@me.com> wrote: 
Thanks! I highlighted Planning and Metro's corridor planning along Westside Subway and Crenshaw Line, and 
the update to zoning code! 

Hilary Norton 
Executive Director 
Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic - FAST 
Cell: 213 -448-2900 
fastla.org 

On Jun 27,2013, at 2:03 PM, Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> wrote: 

you will do great. Mention that Planning is working on a mobility element for the General plan. 
Also that we are up ding our zoning code from 1946. Thanks 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 12:09 PM, Hilary Norton <hilarynorton@me.com> wrote: 
Michael--

I just wanted you to know that I've been asked to speak about density around transit today, 
specifically regarding Casden, Millennium and JMB. 

Please call me if you have anything you'd like me to add! (213) 233 -2542. 

Hilary Norton 
Executive Director 
Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic - FAST 
Cell: 213 -448-2900 
fastla.org 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 N. Spring Street. Executive Office 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel. 213 .978 .1271 
Fax 213 .978 .1275 
michael.logrande@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bryan 

EM33053 

Remi Kessler < remikessler@sbcglobal.net> 

Monday, May 20, 2013 4:07 PM 

Bryan Eck 

Re: Hollywood Millennium 

Very interesting editorial, indeed. 
Do you know by chance, what kind of parking requirements exception they are looking for? 

Also, the plan has a few policies about Parking Management districts. Has anyone been created yet? 

Best 
Remi 
On May 20,2013, at 10:36 AM, Bryan Eck <bryan.eck@lacity.org> wrote: 

This was a good editorial that talks about the project: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml2013/apr/04/opinionlla-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

One important note, projects in the core area of Hollywood can reach a 6:1 FAR if they are granted the 
increased by the City Planning Commission and the Planning Department. The one other thing that I know for 
sure they are looking for, in terms of exception from the Community Plan, is reduced parking requirements. 

Enjoy! 
Bryan 

BRYAN ECK 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Policy Planning Section 
Tel: (213) 978-1304 
bryan .eck@lacity.org 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34259 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 

RL0033785 



Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34260 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -I 
Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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any time. 

EM34261 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to Ben.Mathias@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM32826 

Braswell, Anthony J. <Anthony.Braswell@cshs.org> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 2:52 PM 
Marc Woersching; David Bate; Jeffrey C. Walker 
FW: Millenium Project 

I know what the Millennium Project is, but we did not take a position on behalf of the Board so we cannot add our name 
to this list. It would be unprecedented for us to take a position without first posting and discussing at PLU and the 
Board. Just want to make sure you all agree. 

T 

From: Donna Gooley [mailto:donnagooley@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:47 PM 
To: Braswell, Anthony J. 
Subject: RE: Millenium Project 

WE could be next. 

Donna Gooley 

From: Anthony.Braswell@cshs.org 

To: donnagooley@hotmail.com 

Subject: RE: Millenium Project 

Date: Mon, 13 May 2013 21:43:52 +0000 

The Board has not taken a formal position on this project, therefore we could not (at this time) be listed. 

T 

From: Donna Gooley [mailto:donnagooley@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:39 PM 
To: Braswell, Anthony J. 
Subject: Millenium Project 

Why isn't Valley Village on here? 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/ 

Donna Gooley 

RL0033788 



EM32827 

~ 
IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is governed by 
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent 
responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this information is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, 
please notify us immediately by calling (310) 423-6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your 
cooperation. 
IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is governed by 
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible 
for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying 
of this information is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, please notify us 
immediately by calling (310) 423-6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your cooperation. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Gio, 

EM34705 

Laura Ito < laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 28, 2013 11:31 AM 
Heather Jenoure; Giovani Dacumos 
Mark Wolf; Agnes Lung-tam 
Fwd: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06/25/13 
Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 062513.pdf 

I don't know if you are the correct person to send this to, but if not, I'm sure you will get it to the person 
responsible. The attached PRA is for all correspondence, including emails, from certain Building and Safety 
employees related to the Millennium Hollywood project. Given that it is exclusive to Building and Safety staff, 
I am going to inform the requester that his request has been forwarded to your department for response. 

For the email portion of the request, please work with Heather Jenoure to determine the best way to extract the 
responsive records, whether it is done through central administration or individual employee searches. 

Please note that this was faxed on June 25 at 7: 11 pm, but we did not see it until this morning. The requester is 
trying to impose a July 5 response date. 

Laura 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: sherry taylor <sherry.taylor@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 10:13 AM 
Subject: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Cc: Valerieann Palazzolo <valerieann.palazzolo@lacity.org> 

Laura: 
This was found on the copier this morning. 

Sherry Taylor, Secretary 
Information Technology Agency 
200 N. Main St., #1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-3311 
(213) 978-3310 Fax 

RL0033790 



Laura Ito 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
Information Technology Agency 
(213) 978-3322 

EM3470S 
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EM34707 

~~~Jun·25·2013 12:02 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449-4205 :::. 
m~ 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professiona.l Corpora.tion 

;1.15 NORTH MA1.U!NGO AVIlNt.m, 3RD FtooR 
p~:mn~ .... , Ct,m!Oil.NV. 911.tn·1.504 

PHONEI (626) 4494200 
FAXI (626) 4494205 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET 

DA.rB: June 25,2013 

FROM: Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 

NAME 
Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
City of Los Angeles 

MESSAGE: 

Please see attached. Thank you, 

NUMBER OF PA.GES: 

CLIlJNTIMATTER 
No.: 

FAXNo. --.-----.---

213-978-3310 

PnoNENo. -.-.. --

IMPORTANT; THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THe USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSI:tJ, AND MAY 
CONTAIN INFORMATJON THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURES' UNDER APPLICABLE LAW, IF THE READER 
OF THIS MEiSSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYeE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING IT TO THE 
INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT READING, DlsseMINAmu~, DISTRIBUTING OR OOPYING THIS COMMUNICATION 
IS STRICTLY PROHISITEO. IF ,(OU HAVE RECEIVEO T\-IIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR. PLEAse IMMEDIATE-LV NOTIFY iHE SENDE.R BV 
TELEPHONE. WHO WilL ARRANGE TO RliI'Rleva IT AT NO COST TO VOU. THANK You. 

I IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES OR TRANSMISSION IS NOT CLEAR, PLEASE CALL TELEPHONIi NUMseR (625) 449·4200 IMMI":DIATELY. 
I 

Received Time Jun, 25. 2013 7:11PM No, 2774 
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EM34708 

Jun-25-2Q13 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law F-irm 626-449-4205 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

June 25,2013 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 978-3310 
AND U.S. MAlL 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
City afLos Angeles 
200 N. Main Street} 14th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

;U5 Nonnt MA.nllN"ClO AVllNUll, 3110 FLoOR 

PAS ADEN .... , CA1.rI'Ol'l.NIA 91101-1504 

PHONHI (626) #942.00 FAXI (626) 4494Z05 

ROBHR'f@ROBHRTSILVERmlNLAW.COM 
WWW • .RoBIffi.l.Sn.VBRS.rnlNUW.COM 

Re: California Public Records Act Requests - Millennium Proiect 

Dear Ms. Ito: 

This request is made under the California Public Reoords Aot pursuant to 
Government Code Section 6250, et~~ Please provide copies of the following from the 
City (as ~cCityn is defined below). 

For ease of reference in this document} please refer to the following defined 
terms: 

The ~'Cityn shall refer to aU officiaIs~ employees! consultants, and agents of the 
Department ofBuHding and Safety, City of Los Angeles~ including the City 
Attorney's office and any and all outside counsel retained by the City. 

"Millennium Hol1ywood" shaH refer to MiHennium Hollywood, LLC, aU related 
or affiliated companies, and aU principals, including Phil Ahrens p officers, 
employees, attorneys. agents andlor consultants, including but not limited to 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences~ Inc., and the law firm of 
Sheppard, Mullin. 

leproject" shall refer to the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project at located at 
1720·1770 N. Vine Street, 1745M 1753 N. Vine Street, 6236-6334 W. Yucca Street, 
1733 .. 1741 N. Argyle Stree~ 1746-1764 N. Ivar Street, Hollywood} California. 

"Document/~ as defined in Govt. Code Section 6252(g), shall mean any 
handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostatingt photographing, photocopying, 
transmitting by electronic mail Of facsimile, and every other means of recording 

Received Time Jun. 25. 2013 7:11PM No. 2774 
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Jun·25·2013 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626-449-4205 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 2 

upon any tangible thing any form of communication or representation~ including 
letters, words, pictures, sounds, or symbols~ or combinations thereof, and any 
record thereby created, regardless of the manner in which the record has been 
stored. 

The public records requests include: 

(1) AU communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight) 
Pascal ChalHta. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1.2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the May 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Preliminary Geotechnical Report for the MUlennium Hollywood Project. 

(2) An communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City~s email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal Challit~ Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1 ~ 2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the November 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Fault Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(3) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including aHas 
accounts set up on the City~s email system) of Dana Prevost. John Weight, 
Pascal Challita. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May.l, 2012· 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(4) All communications from May 1~ 2012 through the date of your compliance 
with this request between, on the one hand) any and all email accounts 
(including alias accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dena 
Prevost, John Weight, Pascal Challita, Bud Ovrum~ Ray Chan or David 
Lara. and on the other hand, any and all email accounts of Millennium 
Hollywood~ and of its EIR Consultants, or its Geotechnical Consultant 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences~ or any of its attorneys 
from the law firm of Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP I including 
but not limited to Phil Ahrens, CAJA Environmental Services, Dan 
Eberhart, Rudolph Frizzi, Alfred Fraijo, and/or Jerry Neuman. 

Received Time Jun. 25. 2013 7:11PM No. 2774 
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Jun-25·2013 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626-449-4205 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 3 

I draw the City's attention to Government Code Section 6253.1, which requires a 
public agency to assist the public in making a focused and effective request by: 
(I) identifying records and information responsive to the request~ (2) describing the 
information technology.and physical location of the records. and (3) providing 
suggestions for overcoming any practical basis for denying access to the records Of 

informlition sought. 

If the City determine$ that any information is exempt from disclosure~ I ask that 
the City reconsider that determination in view of Proposition 59 which amended the State 
Constitution to require that all exemptions be "narrowly construed,'} Proposition 59 may 
modify or overturn authorities on which the City has relied in the past. 

If the City determines that any requested records are subject to a still-valid 
exemption, I request that the City exercise its discretion to disclose some or all of the 
records notwithstanding the exemption and with respect to records containing both 
exempt and non-exempt content. the City redact the exempt content and disclose the rest. 
Should the City deny any pan of this request. the City is required to provide a written 
response describing the legal authority on which the City relies. 

Please be advised that Government Code Section 6253(0) states in pertinent part 
that the agency "shall promptly notify the person making the request of the determination 
nnd the rea80DS therefore.u (Emphasis added.) Section 62S3(d) further states that 
nothing in this chapter ushall be construed to pennit an agency to delay or obstruct the 
inspection or copying ofpubIic records. The notification of denial of any request for 
records required by Section 6255 shall set forth the names and titles or positions of each 
person responsible for the denial." 

Additionally, Government Code Section 62S5(a) states that the "agency shall 
justify withholding any record by demonstrating that the record in question is exempt 
under expressed provisions of this chapter or that on the facts of the particular case the 
public interest served by not disclosing the record clearly outweighs the public interest 
served by disclosure of the record." (Emphasis added.) This provision makes clear that 
the agency is required to justifY withholding any record with particularity as to "the 
record in guestion." (Emphasis added.) 

Please clearly state in writing pursuant to Section 6255(b): (1) If the City is 
withholding any documents; (2) if the City is redacting any documents; (3) what 
documents the City is so withholding andlor redacting; and (4) the alleged legal bases for 
withholding andlor redacting as to the particular documents. It should also be noted that 

Received Time Jun. 25. 2013 7:11PM No. 2774 
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Jun-25·2013 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449-4205 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Infonnation Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 4 

to the extent documents are being withheld, should those documents also contain material 
that is not subject to any applicable exemption to disclosure, then the disclosable portions 
of the documents must be segregated and produced. 

We request that you preserve intact aU documents and oomputer communications 
and attachments thereto, including but not limited to an omails and computer files, 
wherever originated, received or copied, regarding the subject matter of the above" 
referenced requests, including archives thereof preserved on tape~ hard drive~ disc~ or any 
other arohival medium, and including also any printouts. blowbacks. or other 
reproduction of any such computer communications. 

If the copy costs for these requests do not exceed $200, please make the copies 
and bill this office. If the oopy costs exceed $200. please contact me in advance to 
arrange a time and place where I can inspect the records, As required by Government 
Code Section 6253, please respond to this request within ten days. Because I am faxing 
this request on June 25,2013, please ensure that your response is provided to me by no 
later than July 5, 1013. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 

Received Time Jun. 25. 2013 7: l1PM No. 2774 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33054 

Bryan Eck < bryan.eck@lacity.org > 
Monday, May 20, 2013 4:22 PM 
Remi Kessler 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

I'm not sure of the specifics, but it will all be in the staff report: 

http ://cityplanning.lacity.org/staffrptlinitialrpts/CPC-2008-3440.pdf 

To date I do not believe a Parking Management District has been created. I know that DOT is very interested in 
the idea of shared parking/management districts and will likely explore them in concept in the near future. 

Best, 
Bryan 

On Mon, May 20,2013 at 4:07 PM, Remi Kessler <remikessler@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 
Bryan 
Very interesting editorial, indeed. 
Do you know by chance, what kind of parking requirements exception they are looking for? 

Also, the plan has a few policies about Parking Management districts. Has anyone been created yet? 

Best 
Remi 
On May 20,2013, at 10:36 AM, Bryan Eck <bryan.eck@lacity.org> wrote: 

This was a good editorial that talks about the project: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml2013/apr/04/opinion/la-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

One important note, projects in the core area of Hollywood can reach a 6:1 FAR if they are granted the 
increased by the City Planning Commission and the Planning Department. The one other thing that I know for 
sure they are looking for, in terms of exception from the Community Plan, is reduced parking requirements. 

Enjoy! 
Bryan 

BRYAN ECK 
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Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Policy Planning Section 
Tel: (213) 978-1304 
bryan .eck@lacity .org 

BRYAN ECK 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Policy Planning Section 
Tel: (213) 978-1304 
bryan .eck@lacity.org 

EM33055 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34262 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 

RL0033799 



Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34263 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -I 
Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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any time. 

EM34264 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to charmie.huynh@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Agree 

Jeffrey C. Walker 

EM32828 

Jeffrey C. Walker <jwalker@zwmlaw.com> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 3:00 PM 
Braswell, Anthony J. 
Marc Woersching; David Bate 
Re: FW: Millenium Project 

ZIMMERMAN WALKER & MONITZ LLP 
Calabasas Park Centre 

23975 Park Sorrento, Suite 210 

Calabasas, CA 91302-4011 

tel: (818) 222-9889 ext. 15 
fax: (818) 222-9780 
web: www.zwmlaw.com 
email: JWalker@zwmlaw.com 

On Mon, May 13, 2013 at 2:51 PM, Braswell, Anthony J. <Anthony.Braswell@cshs.org> wrote: 

I know what the Millennium Project is, but we did not take a position on behalf of the Board so we cannot add our name 
to this list. It would be unprecedented for us to take a position without first posting and discussing at PLU and the 
Board. Just want to make sure you all agree. 

T 

From: Donna Gooley [mailto:donnagooley@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:47 PM 
To: Braswell, Anthony J. 
Subject: RE: Millenium Project 

WE could be next. 

Donna Gooley 
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From: Anthony.Braswell@ cshs.org 
To: donnagooley@hotmail.com 
Subject: RE: Millenium Project 
Date: Mon, 13 May 2013 21:43:52 +0000 

EM32829 

The Board has not taken a formal position on this project, therefore we could not (at this time) be listed. 

T 

From: Donna Gooley [mailto:donnagooley@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:39 PM 
To: Braswell, Anthony J. 
Subject: Millenium Project 

Why isn't Valley Village on here? 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/ 

Donna Gooley 

IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is governed by 
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent 
responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this information is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, 
please notify us immediately by calling (310) 423-6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your 

cooperation. 

IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is governed by 
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible 
for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying 
of this information is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, please notify us 
immediately by calling (310) 423 -6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your cooperation. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33546 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 3:45 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project - Errata & Revised Dev Regs 

Attachments: Millennium Errata to Final EIR.DOCX; REDLINE Millennium Design Guidelines.pdf 

you weren't included in this e-mail. let's discuss when you have the chance 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Fri, May 31,2013 at 1:25 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project - Errata & Revised Dev Regs 
To: "luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Good afternoon, 

Please see attached Errata and Redline of the Development Regulations 
for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Please review and/or distribute to others that need to review the documents. 

Thank you - and if you need anything further, please let us know. 

Ryan Luckert 

Proj ect Manager 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Office: (310) 469-6700 
Fax: (310) 806-9801 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33547 
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ERRATA TO THE FINAL EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Los Angeles (City) has prepared this Errata sheet to clarify and correct information in the 

Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR or FEIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Project (or 

Project). This Errata sheet includes minor edits to the Final EIR for the Project and subsequent revisions 

herein do not contain significant new information that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 

comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or 

avoid such an effect. Additionally, infonnation clarified in the Final EIR does not present a feasible 

Project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed in the 

Draft EIR. 

All of the information added to the Final EIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications in the Draft EIR. New information added to the Final EIR is not "significant", and 

recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). The City has reviewed 

the information in this Errata sheet and has determined that it does not change any of the findings or 

conclusions of the Final EIR and does not constitute "significant new information" pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

In conformance w-ith Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR, technical appendices 

and reports thereof, together with the Errata, are intended to serve as documents that will generally inform 

the decision-makers and the public of environmental effects of the Project. This Errata, combined w-ith 

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Response to Comments, comprises the Final EIR. 

Global Modifications and Clarifications 

As part of the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, 

which are proposed to govern new development on the Project Site. Minor revisions and clarifications 

have been made to the Development Regulations and are attached to this Errata sheet as Exhibit A. 

The proposed changes to the Development Regulations do not deprive the public of either a meaningful 

opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way 

to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the Project proponent has declined to implement. The technical 

corrections and clarifications to the Development Regulations are within the scope of the analysis 

presented in the Draft and Final EIR and no new impacts are presented. For example, proposed changes 

to the Development Regulations include clarified setbacks, modified floor plates, and graphical line item 

edits. The analysis and overall significance conclusions identified within the Draft and Final EIR will not 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Errata 

Page 1 
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City of Los Angeles May20J3 

be materially altered nor will the severity of a potential impact increase with implementation of the 

modified Development Regulations. 

CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR TEXT 

Revisions to the Draft EIR are shown below as excerpts from the EIR text. Added or modified text is 

underlined (example), while deleted text will have a strikeout (e?<a-mple) through the text. 

Section I. Introduction/Summary 

Table 1-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of Significance 

after Mitigation - Page 1-17 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 20o/o-l-S-% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Section II. Project Description 

The Development Agreement as a means of implementing the Project, as set forth in the Draft ErR, could 

not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn by the Applicant. This change has 

been considered and analyzed for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the EIR. This change has 

been found to be not significant because does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the 

Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations or the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, 

bulk, massing, use and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical environment. Each 

of these controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be adopted and approved by the City 

and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully enforceable by the City throughout 

the life of the Project. With these controls in place the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. In addition, each of the community benefits to 

which the Project is committed has been incorporated into the conditions of approval and will thereby be 

a legally enforceable obligation. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
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Section C, Project Characteristics - Page 11-15 

Insertion after first paragraph, as follows: 

The Development Agreement, as presented below, is one of several land use mechanisms 

for approval of certain aspects of the Project. The Development Regulations and Project 

Design Features, Land Use Equivalency Program, and community benefits related to the 

Project can also be implemented and enforced as part of the approvals and the "Q" 

conditions of approval for the Project. As such, the City will still receive the community 

benefits offered by the Project. the maximum impacts identified in this EIR may not be 

exceeded and the Development Regulations are enforceable to regulate development of 

the Project. Further, the multiple entitlements required for the Project. including, but not 

limited to, Zone Change, Height District Change, and Conditional Use Permit for FAR 

Averaging, are approvals separate and distinct from the Development Agreement. 

Section 6, Subsection B (Tower Massing Standards) - Page 11-34 

First paragraph, last sentence is clarified as follows: 

For example, a tower located on the East Site w-ith a maximum height between 221 and 

550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 23,173 square feet for 20%17,380 square 

feet 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

Mitigation Measures - Page IV.A.2-44 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 200/0+3-% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
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CHANGES TO FINAL EIR TEXT 

Revisions to the Final ErR are shown below as excerpts from the ErR text. Added or modified text is 

underlined (example), while deleted text will have a strikeout (example) through the text. 

Section IV - Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 

Section IV.H Noise - on Page rV-13 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation 

or stmctural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than 

two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam linier shall be applied to exposed 

excavation at the EastWest Site adjacent to the EMIICapitol Records echo 

chamber provided that: (l) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent 

product approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 

& Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 

drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacture recommendations. 

A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete \vall shall then be built to 

attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Section V - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow on Page V-5 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 20o/o-l-S-% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Section IV.H Noise - on Page V-26 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
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H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation 

or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than 

two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam linier shall be applied to exposed 

excavation at the EastWest Site adjacent to the EMIICapitol Records echo 

chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent 

product approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 

& Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 

drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacture recommendations. 

A ] 0 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall shall then be built to 

attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

EM33554 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 
SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT: DESIGN GUIDELINES AND STANDARDS 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1 Purpose 

1.1.1 The Development Regulations ("Regulations") govern new development on the Project Site. 
Specifically, the Regulations: 

a. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 
treatment, signage, lighting, sound attenuation and sustainability. 

b. Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 
ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the 
Project. 

c. Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 
integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

d. Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the 
development for the Project Site. 

e. 

f. 

Ensure compliance with the Development Objectives. 

Ensure preservation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according 
to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

-1-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.2 Development Objectives 

1.2.1 The development objectives are intended to transform the Project Site consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision for the site shared by various Hollywood stakeholders. The 
Development Regulations will in turn ensure that new development on the Project Site is 
consistent with these objectives. 

1.2.2 The objectives for new development on the Project Site are to: 

a. Preserve the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according to established 
preservation guidelines (the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
guidance provided by Office of Historic Resources). 

b. Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Tower by 
creating grade level open space / civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. 

c. Preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood Hills. 

fig. 1.2.2.b·c: Capitol Records View Corridors 

d. Create civic plazas that are activated by retail, landscaped, and enhance the Hollywood 
Walk of Fame by providing it as an urban node. Reinforce the urban and historical 

-2-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street 
life focused on Vine Street. 

e. Encourage street life by the creation of a new pedestrian connection between Ivar 
Avenue, Vine Street, and Argyle Avenue. 

f. Create vibrant urban spaces that permit open and green spaces for both the on-site and 
off-site population. 

fig 1.2.2.d: View North Along Vine Street 

g. Create a 24 hr. community by the creation of a Thriving Mixed-Use Development. 

h. Eliminate the visual impact of current on-site parking. 

i. Establish where feasible pedestrian linkages to existing public transportation routes in 
proximity to the Project Site, including the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, and existing bus routes. 

j. Establish standards to address architectural excellence. 

-3-
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EM33559 

k. Provide designs that address, respect and complement the existing context, including 
standards for ground-level open space, podium heights and massing setbacks that 
minimize impacts to the historic setting. 

I. Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in minimizing the negative environmental 
impact of buildings by enhancing efficiency and moderation in the use of materials, 
energy and development space. 

m. Create buildings that emphasize the vertical architecture and become visible icons. 

n. Develop a visual gateway to Hollywood from the Hollywood Freeway. 

fig. 1.2.2.n: Hollywood: A major urban center and gateway to the Los Angeles basin. 

-4-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.3 Development Standards and Guidelines 

The Development Regulations consist of standards and guidelines. The standards impose strict 
requirements for new development. For example, the staAaaras Regulations include specific setback 
requirements along Vine Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for minimum open 
space on the ground floor as well as maximum building heights. By comparison, the guidelines are 
measures that may include a range of choices and require a degree of interpretation by the architect and 
design team to achieve compliance with the Regulations. The purpose of these guidelines is to create a 
principal design theme or objective without comprising high quality design. The purpose is to provide a 
range of flexibility to permit the selection of the most appropriate design feature based on the final 
development scenario. For instance, fa!;ade treatments for new development may take different form 
depending on the final design plans. The Regulations will guide the ultimate fa!;ade treatment by 
providing a limited range of choices in the use of material and color for the fa!;ades. 

1.4 Relationship to the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

1.4.1 The Development Regulations are approved by the City of Los Angeles City CounciI I'H:lrsl:laAt ts 
GraiAaAse ~Js . and are incorporated in the Development Agreement authorized pursuant to 
California Government Code 65864 et seq. entered into by the City of Los Angeles and 

("Millennium Development Agreement") on 

1.4.2 Wherever the Regulations contain provisions which establish regulations that are different from 
or more or less restrictive than the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") that apply to the Project Site, the Regulations shall prevail pursuant to the 
Millennium Development Agreement approved by the City Council. 

-5-
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Project Site 

2.1.1 The Project Site consists of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land. The subject property 
occupies two distinct sites, both bounded by Yucca Street to the north and separated by 
Vine Street. 

The area bounded by Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Yucca Street is the West Site. 

The area bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is the East Site. 

The East Site and the West Site make up the Project Site. 

The Project Site currently contains a mix of commercial and on grade open parking. The topography 
has a natural incline of approximately 21 feet (NE to SW) from Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and 21 
feet (NW to SE) from Ivar Avenue to Vine Street. The existing sidewalk elevations will not be altered 
as part the Project. 

D 

fig. 2.1. Site Plan 
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2.2 Site Zoning and Permitted Floor Area 

2.2.1 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2). The City General Plan land use designation is 
Regional Center commercial. 

2.2.2 The Project Site is within the Special Sign District and within the Hollywood Community 
Redevelopment Project Area of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of 
Los Angeles. 

2.2.3 Notwithstanding any provision in these Regulations, residential floor area is not permitted 
within 500 feet of any freeway. 

2.2.4 Floor Area Ratio: 6:1 

2.2.5 Height District: No.2 

RL0033820 
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3. HISTORIC RESOURCES AND SETTING 

3.1 Overview 

The Project Site is located in a historically rich area of Hollywood that contains a number of recognized historic 
resources. This Project is a preservation project in that its ambition is to respect, respond to, and preserve the 
Capitol Records Building and to continue the urban character of Vine Street on the Project Site. The Project is 
designed to be observant of historic settings and buildings. Two buildings located on the Project Site, the Capitol 
Records Tower and the Gogerty Building, are historically significant. Other historic buildings, located on adjacent 
parcels, are the Pantages Theater, the Equitable Building, the Hollywood Palace, and the Art Deco commercial 
building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street. Several of these historic resources are located within the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, a National Register listed historic district located just south of the Project 
Site. 

Composed of commercial properties from the first half of the 20th Century, contributing properties to the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District include a wide variety of property types including 
single-story storefronts, two-story commercial blocks, department stores, theaters, high-rise office buildings and 
hotels. 

The Capitol Records Building is a unique building whose cylindrical form has always been visible from portions of 
Hollywood and Vine from the south and the freeway from the north . The Capitol Records Tower and the iconic 
buildings in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District (the Hollywood Palace, Pantages 
Theater, Equitable Building) will maintain their prominence after implementation of the Project. 
Portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (L.A. Historic Cultural Monument #194) are located along Vine Street 
between Yucca Street and Sunset Boulevard and will be protected. 

The protection of Hollywood's historic resources and unique character is an important objective of the Project. The 
guidelines and standards contained in this document were created in part to ensure the protection of historic 
resources within the Project Site and minimize potential adverse effects to historic resources from new 
development. Key Project objectives regarding historic resources include: 

1) Preservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See sections 1.2.2a and 1.2.2b of this 

document. 

2) Protection and preservation of the portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (LA Historic Cultural 

Monument #194) will need to be temporarily removed during construction and replaced after 

construction is completed. A preservation plan, outlined in the Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo 

Pavement and Repair Guidelines (March, 2011) will be prepared for this aspect of the Project. 

3) Incorporation of ground-floor open space, and building setback, aRE! A'liRiRH:IA'l sel3aFatisR setweeR 

sl::lilE!iRg "requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves 

important views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. See sections 1.2.2 c, 6.1, 6.9, 

7.1, 7.S, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

-8-
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4) Incorporation of ground-floor open spaceT and building setback, aRel R'liRiR'll:lR'l sel3aFatisR setweeR 

Sl:lileliRg Jequirements to reduce massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent 

historic resources. See sections 1.2.2c, 6.1, 7.1, 7.S, 

-9-
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8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

S) Requirement that design of new buildings be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 

adjacent historic resources. See sections 6.6, 6.8, 7.1.S, and 7.4 of this document. 

One means of creating compatible new buildings in an urbanized setting is to incorporate qualities of vertical and 
horizontal visual complexity in world class design. The general characteristics, proportions, and details of older 
buildings may serve as a reference for the Project. The Project's intent is to allow old and new to mix, recognizing 
that Hollywood sustains its image through both the rehabilitation of existing historic structures and the design of 
creative and contemporary architecture~ 

-10-
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4. DENSITY 

4.1 Floor Area Ratio Averaging and Density Transfer 

The Owner may transfer density and buildable floor area from one parcel within the Project Site to 
another parcel within the Project Site, as long as the minimum and maximum building heights in the 
Regulations are maintained and the entire Project does not exceed the cumulative, allowable density and 
floor area of the zoning for the sum of the individual parcels. 

To allow for the spatial distribution of the development on the Project Site and ensure relationship and 
sensitivity with the uses surrounding the Project Site, parking, open space and related development 
requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location within the Project Site. 

4.2 land Use Equivalency Program 

The land Use Equivalency Program is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while 
ensuring that a change in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR, ENV-2011-
067S-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094). With respect to any proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange 
Phase") that would result in a build out of the Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project 
scenarios studied under the EIR, under the land Use Equivalency Program, the developer may request a 
transfer or exchange of land uses, as well as modifications to the siting, massing or other development 
standard in so far as they are consistent with the provisions herein, for such Exchange Phase by a 
delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the City, which request shall be 
accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 
proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting how the proposed land uses and 
densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the existing improvements and the other phases 
previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-
3, Project Trip Cap from the EIR; and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project 
including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified 
in the EIR (collectively, an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). The Planning Director shall 
approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip 
cap identified in such Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap, does not conflict with the impacts analysis for the 
maximum Commercial and Residential Scenarios, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 

-11-
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5. HEIGHT 

5.1 Building Height Standards 

The Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C and Dj to limit maximum building heights and control bulk 
in response to the Development Objectives including context with the built environment and to reinforce 
view corridors to the Capital Records Tower. 

.............................. J , 
-~ 11 

= Fig. 5.1 Height Zones 

13 .1.1 TRe Rl::IR'lSer sf stsries sf a sl::lilBiRg sRallse ESl::lRteB ts tRe last sEEl::Il3iasle I3rsgraR'lR'latiE flssr, 
el(Ell::IBiRg all R'leERaRiEal Sl3aEes (iRterisr aRB el(terisr), ssservatisR BeEk(s), aRB aRY sEEl::Il3iasle 
sl3aEe reEll::lireB ts aEEess aRB/sr serviEe assve tRe l::Ises, iREll::IBiRg, Sl::lt RSt liR'liteB ts elevatsr 
Isssies, '{estisl::lles, aRB restrssR'ls. 

5.1.2 TRe ReigRt sf tRe sl::lilBiRg aRB Rl::IR'lSer sf stsries sRalise R'leaSl::lreB frsR'l tRe El::Irs/graBe le'{el sf 
tRe I3riR'lary street FrsRtage Fsr tRat I3srtisR SF tRe PrsjeEt Site (i.e ., West Site ZSRe B tswer 
R'leaSl::lreB FrsR'l ViRe Street) . 
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6. BUILDING AND STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.1 Tower Massing Standards 

6.1.1 The Tower Massing Standards apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above curb level 
- see Table 6.1.1. 

11.5 50 
13,325 East Site 10 
9,042 West Site 15

1 

.g,.±+.3-17 380 

.;!.G15 50 
East Site 10 
~11794 15

1 

West Site 

~22745 
10 

28 50 East Site 
15

1 

22,016 West Site 

48 nfa 
55,616 East Site 10 
37,742 West Site 15

1 

Table 6.1.1 

Note 1: lS' tower setback required for any tower fronting Vine Street on West parcel. See Figure 6.3.2. 

12 

10 

8 

5 

6.1.2.d.1 
6.1.2.d.2 

6.1.2.c.1 
6.1.2.c.2 

6.1.2.b.1 
6.1.2.b.2 

6.1.2.a.1 
6.1.2.a.2 

6.1.2 For the purpose of calculating the maximum lot coverage the total lot area is equal to the total 
lot area for each of the sites, the West Site and the East Site. If there is more than one tower on 
a site, the maximum lot coverage requirement in Table 6.1.1 is calculated based on the combined 
area of all towers on each site. The total lot coverage applies to the aggregate floor plate(s) of 
the tower or towers on each site. 

6.1.3 Minimum grade level open space will be 5% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Figs. 6.1.2.a.1- 2.) 

6.1.4 At least 50% of total floor area must be located below 220 feet. 

6.1.5 Tower wall articulation: 

a. Minimum 10% of tower aggregate area shall be articulated. 

6.1.6 Types of permitted articulations for tower walls: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 
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b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from fase Sf EH:lileliRg a required 
street wall over a grade level open space, sl:lileliRg setsask, aRel/sr aRY reEll:lireel 
seJ3aratisR setweeR sl:lileliRgs . 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 

floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 

-16-
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The following developments are for illustrative purposes only. 
Maximum Lot Coverage and Tower Floor Plate - Figs. 6.l.2.a - d . 

..-;:~:::::-__ ~_YlIcca S!reet 

D 

EAST SITE · SITE PLAN C8iTE~ LINE OF VINE STREET 'f 

(l) MINIMUM 10' SETBAc k ALONG VINESTREET 

o M I~ I MiJ.., 20' ~ITIJAQ~ .0Q\J~ I~O' 

ID MIN IMLJM 10' ~~'r[)A~K. MQVr I$Q' 

CD 1 ry 9ETaACK FROM CAPITOL RECORDS TONER 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 

ENVELOPE 

5% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE -------~ 
5,793 SF 

fig. 6.1.2.a.l: East Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

j----- MAX TOWER 
HEIGHT 220' 
ON 48% OF SITE 

r--+----- MINIMUM 1 0' SETBAC~ 
ALONG STREET 

"'---- MAXIMUM 
BASE HEIGHT 

,..---- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG VINE STREE 
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WEST SITE -SITE PlAN 
(!) rK:JTUSED 

<D !NUtA I!' SETeAel( ALCHGV'lNE STREE1' 

® IIkNIMUM '5' SE'TBACK A8IJJE.O' 

€) IG4-..UM to' SETBA(:'; ALONG '1'1JC-cA STAE£1" 

® "4IN"'U.M IO'SE'TBACl. Aso.rE I 5O" 

@ I!IINNUM 10' SEtBAC~ ABa/E JO' 

o ""NI~"'O SmACK A!.~GTHIS PROPEPtn' L"~E 

TOWER MAX 
HEIGHT 220' ----, 

ON 48% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ----' 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.a.2: West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. 
~HRII:1Qg§§ 1gga , l -18-

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

A"'<::""-- 5% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
3,931 SF 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 
14Q' ... --- FRONTING VINE STREET 

0----- SETBACK ALONG PL 

,. 
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D 

EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
G) ~1~1 "1UP,! eo' SEPA~ATION BETV/EEN 'TOWER3' oN 8"~E SITE 

@ MINIMUM 20' SETBACKAaovE IGi!' 

CD MA~~MUM .1 U"," ot" gTH~t I WAL~ CAN t.xcl!!o MA.l.liI.l U ~!; t I l~ i:. MAlL H t!.!~11 

eEl MINIMUM 10' 8ETBACKABOVE 150' 

® ia ' e ElilAc':FROM (;AMOLREcoRC~ToWE~ 

&P 

BETWEEN 220' AND 400' 
TOWER CAN OCCUpy 

28% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. 6.1.2.b.l: East Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

i 
~ENTER LrlE Of v INE gTREET 

,------------ TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

r------------ EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

,.---- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

~~---+--- MIN IMUM l a' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

'------- TOTAL 8% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
6,290 SF 

'''' 
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WEST SITE . SITE PlAN 

<D MlttlMUMijU 5EPAAAT1QN SETWEEN "'OWE«S"a{SAME~ITE 

CD t;.toUW" 1~ SEl'MCM. Al.ClKIlVt~fS1A:E Et 
CD IQlp,lu .. ,a; SETaACK.I\a.ove.D" 

(9 MrH~IJMo 1 D SETaACl:. Al.ONG 'lUCQ'. ,-rRIEET 

CD MAX.lW M ~ OF"SlREETlNAtL CAN EXCEEQ ,y.uO,AJM ~EET Wl-llHEIGHr 

® MlN",U", 1 D' lStTEiAGt:. 1tB.WE: t ~' 

(!) ~"'U~ I. 'E1IWl~ ",CI;E" 
® t4,.-tlf,MUPI 111 SEl~ALQtoIO nus PROPER' ...... LJ" E 

BETWEEN 220' AND 400' 
TOWlER CAN OCCUPy _ 

28% OF SITE ~~ 

.......... 

MINIMUM 01'50% OF 11 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATEO BELOW 220' 

~ 
;. 

!:" ~ 

~I ' s: 
Y~ " 

.,-
MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT "' ......... 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ------I 
ALONG STREET 

,...------- TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE. WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

,...---- EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPI ES SITE 

r MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

MINIMUM lS' TOWER SETBACK ---------=~~~[>(; 
ABOVE 40' 

8% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
6,290 SF 

fig. 6.1.2.b.2: West Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
~P1RII:1Qg§§ 19gJ; . 1 -20-

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 
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---- SETBACK ALONG PL 

RL0033833 



EM33576 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

[===:J 

D 

EAST SIT!! • SITE PLAN 
CD M~ IMUM 80' SE~ARA I ION 8E l wEEN 1"OwERB" CW SAME 81TE 

@ MINIMUM 20' SETflAO': ABOve ,50' 

(]I MAXIMI)M~1l1o\ OF STREETW/IU CAtJ EX(;EEO MAXIMUM .sr~EE1Y'All Hel<;lIT 

@ MINIMUM 10 3ETBAcK AsOVE 1&0' 

® ,0' !., I<Ac. ,"OM t AI>11'Ol il ~cor,~.TcWI!~ 

I 
"r.~T~K \ I~ ~ 0rYIN ~Tf' ~ r,T 'f 

BETWEEN 220' AND 550' --------..., 

TOWER CAN OCCUpy / 
15% OF SITE [:: •• .•.. 

I' 

fl 

,----------- EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

r---------- TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. 6.1.~ !~~~ ~ ' Emf~M'1S '550 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

t I" r---- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

'-----MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

L--_____ TOTAL 10% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
11 ,587 SF 
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WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
CD MIiNIPaiJM8fr 5EPMATICN BE'M£EN 1'OWEAS· ~ SA~Z SITE 

® MlllfMUM 15' SET~K AlOtfG VI4 E STltEET 

® t.lIPllr ......... Ifi' SeTlACK ASOw'E " 0 

® MINI MUM 1 cr S£TaACK AL~G '\'\JCCA STREET 

® w.,xlPollUM.OIAi OF STREETW'o\tL. CM .EXCEED ~U~ SltEETWltll HaGIiT 

CD MINIMU'" 10 SETlACKJtBO'VE Hi(l' 

BElWEEN 220' AND 550' ---+~-....:::.., 
TOWER CAN OCCUpy "-

15% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF 1l 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' • 

~ 

.... ". 

<D MINIMUM UT SETBACK ABOVE 30' 

® M~IWM 30' SE"I"eA,CK,AL.CtH1TtUS PROPEAn' ltH: 

c= TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
,_ ' - _ _ THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK -------~;;:c-~~L.I' ><:::: 
.'~,,-___ 1 0% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 

7,863 SF 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1 9lI~f :~~~!!l>:p50 Feet Maximum Tower Height -22-
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1
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YUCCa Street 

--- --- -+----,-_r-----, 

D 

EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
Q) MINIMUM 00' SEPARATION BETWEEN 'TONERS' QN SAME SITE 

CD MINIMUM 10-SETB'GKABWE IW' 

Gl P.lAXIr.Ml40'll OF 8TREElWAll CAN E:<CEED "'AXI~UM 8TREETWAl l HEIGH 

® f'IN I ~U M 10' SETBACK ABOVE 160 

® 10' " . r~A(; 1< ~ ~OM ;:<, .. I1'OL ~i!G"R~r. [<!I\\I![\ 

BETWEEN 220' AND 585' 7 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

11 ,5% OF SITE 

fig. 6.1.2:d:i : ' Ea~st-Site::~585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
<D ... Jt~ ,UM IKr SEPAP.llClll BETWEEN "TCWC:1;i S-~ SAME SfT!; 

<D MIr-lIMtlM '5' ~ET~JAl..QIIG'u'INE STREET 
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,,,,-
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TOWER CAN OCCUpy ---....... 
11.5% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF ----+---. 
FLOOR AR EA MUST BE 
LOCATED BE LOW 220' 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40 ' 

fig, 6,1.2.d,2: West Site - 585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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6.2 Street Walls 

6.2.1 A street wall is a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open space. 
Street walls determine the scale and character of the pedestrian environment. Articulation of the 
required street wall within the permitted ranges is required in order to create a sense of different 
uses, visual interest and orientation. The street wall shall have proportions and architectural 
building details which emphasize and reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian 
environment. Massing offsets, fenestration, varied textures, openings, recesses, and design 
accents are strongly encouraged to ensure there are no un-articulated walls and monolithic roof 
forms, and architectural elements such as balconies, verandas, and porches that add architectural 
character are encouraged. 

6.3 Street Wall Standards 

6.3.1 Location of a required street wall: 

a. Parcels with a grade level open space: the required street wall shall be located a 
minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site. 

b. A grade level open space is required for any building fronting Yucca Street with a 
minimum 10 feet setback from the property line. 

c. Parcels or portions of parcels without a grade level open space: the required street wall 
shall be located on the property line. 

6.3.2 Height of required street wall: 

a. Street walls shall be built to a minimum height of 30 feet and a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level except as noted in item (b), (c) and (d) below. 

b. Street walls fronting Vine Street on the West Site shall be built to a maximum height of 
40 feet above curb level except as noted in item (d) below. 

c. Street walls fronting Yucca Street shall be built to a maximum height of 30 feet. Building 
can extend to a maximum height of 150 feet with a 10 foot setback above 30 feet except 
as noted in item (d) below. 

d. 40% of the aggregate width of the required street wall frontage on each street can 
exceed the maximum street wall height up to the maximum tower height. 
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6.3.3 Types of permitted articulation of a required street wall: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a required street wall over a 
grade level open space, sl:IilEliRg setsaEk, aREl/sr aRY reEll:lireEl seJ3aratisR setweeR 
sl:lilEliRgs. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 

6.3.4 Other permitted projections: elements which project beyond the property line from a required 
street wall shall comply with the Building Code. 

a. Architectural facade elements such as expression bands, cornices, eaves, gutters, and 
downspouts may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

b. Steps and ramps may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

c. Commercial marquees, canopies and awnings. 

d. Retail storefronts: may project from a required street wall over a grade level open 
space by a maximum depth of 5'-0'. The maximum height of these projections for each 
parcel shall not exceed two stories or 28'-0" above curb level, whichever is less. 

6.4 Street Wall Guidelines 

6.4.1 Pedestrian pass-through areas, public plazas, marquees, canopies, awnings and retail storefronts 
are permitted within the street wall area. 

6.4.2 Pedestrian steps and ramps, entry forecourts, hotel drop-offs and loading entries and exits and 
vehicular access driveways are also permitted within the street wall area on the Project Site. 

6.5 Yard Standards 

6.5.1 Yard is an open space other than a court that is unoccupied and unobstructed from the ground 
upward. 

6.5.2 Commercial Use: no front, side or rear yard setbacks are required. 
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6.5.3 Residential Use: 

a. Front Yard: none. 

b. Side Yard: Minimum 5 feet; for a building more than two stories in height, one foot shall 
be added to the width of such side yard for each additional story above the second 
story, but in no event shall a side yard of more than 16 feet in width be required. 

c. Rear Yard: Minimum 15 feet; for a building more than three stories in height, one foot 
shall be added to the depth of such rear yard for each additional story above the third 
story, but such rear yard need not exceed 20 feet. 

6.6 Building Materials and Color Guidelines 

6.6.1 The goal of the building materials and colors is to reinforce the character of the Hollywood area 
and provide a design that is compatible yet avoids any appearance that the building is being 
historicized. These guidelines will address the fa~ade treatment for both residential and 
commercial portions of buildings. 

a. Buildings shall feature long-lived and sustainable materials. The material palette shall 
provide variety, reinforce massing and changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

b. Ground floors shall have a different architectural expression than upper floors and 
feature high quality durable materials that add scale, texture and variety. 

c. Podium levels up to 150 feet will be predominantly light in color. Colors will be achieved 
through the inherent color of the material, rather than the application of color to the 
surface. Darker accent colors may be used to delineate building entrances and accents. 

d. The architecture of the building shall clearly delineate an architectural style, and shall 
not appear as a simplified version thereof, with appropriate fenestration patterns, 
architectural features, proportions and materials. 

e. The building's skin, especially for towers, shall be primarily transparent; the use of 
darkly colored or highly reflective glass will be avoided. Glazing will have the minimum 
amount of reflectivity or tinting required to achieve energy efficiency standards. 

f. In buildings other than curtain wall buildings, windows will be recessed, except where 
inappropriate to a building's architectural style. There will be clear contrast between the 
building's surface material and the building's glazed areas. 

g. In general, the overall massing, roof forms, materials, and architectural style of new 
structures shall provide a variety of forms, depth and texture, and encourage a cohesive 
character. Building massing shall include a variation in wall planes and height as well as 
roof forms to promote architectural excellence, a pedestrian friendly environment and 
take into account the context. 

h. To provide visual variety and depth, the building skin shall be layered and designed with 
a variety of textures that bear a direct relationship to the building's massing and 
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structural elements. The skin shall reinforce the integrity of the design concept and the 
building's structural elements, and not appear as surface pastiche. 

i. Rooftop mechanical equipment screening shall be designed to be integral with the 
building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized by using materials that 
are complimentary or consistent with the building. 

j. Design the color palette for a building to reinforce building identity and complement 
changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 
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k. Examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in Figures 6.6.1- 2 
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6.7 Grade level Standards 

6.7.1 The purpose of the grade level standards is to promote pedestrian-scaled architecture by 
regulating street wall massing, articulation and detail, street level entrances and storefront 
windows and doors, as well as the use of quality materials and decorative details. Architectural 
features that reinforce the retail character of the ground floor street wall and/or help define the 
pedestrian environment along the sidewalk, such as canopies, awnings, and overhangs, are 
encouraged and shall be integral to the architecture of the building. 

6.7.2 Ground floor height: 

a. Minimum 12'-0" height measured from floor to ceiling. 

6.7.3 Building entrances: 

a. The primary entrance to a street level tenant space that has frontage along a public 
street shall be provided from that street. The primary entrance to a tenant space that 
does not have its frontage along a public street shall be provided from a courtyard, 
grade level open space, or publicly accessible passageway. Entries less than 18 inches 
from the property line shall not be higher than 12 inches above the elevation of the 
sidewalk; entries greater than 18 inches from the property line shall be within 30 inches 
of the adjacent grade level along street frontages. Where possible entries shall be 
marked using architectural elements such as porches, gateways, entry alcoves, awnings, 
canopies, or portals. 

b. All retail spaces shall be accessed primarily from a ground floor, single-tenant entry 
along a street, plaza or passageway. Where reasonably practical given architecture and 
tenant requirements, access to different tenant spaces shall occur at a maximum 
interval of 60 feet. 

c. Main building entrances shall read differently from retail storefronts, restaurants and 
commercial entrances which could include but are not limited to material change, 
architectural elements or elevation change. 

d. In addition to the building's required primary entrance(s}, there may be ancillary 
entrances to the building from parking garages. 

6.7.4 Ground Floor Glazing 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Use of clear, colorless and transparent glazing is required within the first 30 feet above 
curb level. 

Use of reflective glass is prohibited. 

Along street frontages with a required build-to line less than or equal to 18 inches from 
the property line, glazing shall constitute a minimum of 30% of the area of a building 
face and shall not exceed 80% of the area of a building face. 
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a. Arcades at grade will maintain a minimum of 10 feet clear height and will be lit with a 
minimum of 1.0-foot candles. 

6.7.6 Service and Refuse Requirements 

Hotel and Commercial/Office / Retail that abuts an alley 

a. Every required loading space shall be located and arranged such that delivery vehicles 
may be driven upon or into said space from an alley. Such loading space shall have a 
minimum height of 14 feet and be accessible through a usable door not less than three 
feet in width and not less than six feet six inches in height opening from the building it is 
to serve. 

b. Every required loading space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet, a minimum 
width of 20 feet measured along the alley line, and a minimum depth of ten feet 
measured perpendicularly to the alley line. 

c. Loading space shall have a minimum area of 600 square feet where the gross floor area 
of all buildings on the lot exceeds SO,OOO square feet, but not more than 100,000 square 
feet; a minimum area of 800 square feet where the gross floor area of all buildings is 
between 100,000 and 200,000 square feet; and shall be increased by an additional 200 
square feet for each additional 200,000 square feet or fraction thereof of gross floor 
area in the building. 

Condominiums (Residential) 

d. None 

Rental (Residential) 

e. None 

6.7.7 Service and Refuse Guidelines 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Storage areas shall be provided within the building of a size sufficient for the 
development to ensure that refuse is stored and loaded off-street. Refuse storage areas 
shall be directly and conveniently accessible from a curb cut. 

Service, utility, and mechanical functions, including retail loading, shall be located in 
alleys whenever present. When alleys are not present, service functions shall be placed 
within buildings. 

Service, utility, and mechanical equipment that is visible from the street shall be 
screened from view with landscaping or enclosures. Back flow and fire standpipes, along 
with utility box transformers, shall be screened. 

All screening devices shall be compatible with the architecture, materials and colors of 
adjacent buildings. 

-33-

RL0033846 



EM33589 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

e. Trash and storage enclosures shall be architecturally compatible with the project design 
and landscaping shall be provided adjacent to the enclosure(s) to screen them and deter 
graffiti. 

f. Trash enclosures and retail loading areas shall be sited to minimize nuisance to adjacent 
properties. 

g. The location of trash enclosures shall be easily accessible for trash collection and should 
not impede general site circulation patterns during loading operations. 

h. Mechanical equipment shall vent to an alley wherever possible. 

i. Roof-vent penetrations and mechanical equipment shall be located at least 10 feet from 
any exterior Building Face. 

j. Gutters and downspouts shall be made of galvanized steel, copper (not copper coated), 
or aluminum. 

6.7.8 Storefronts 

a. Storefront (residential, retail, restaurant and commercial) requirements shall include 
frontage along streets and grade level open spaces. 

b. Storefronts shall comprise a minimum of 70% of the building's street level fa!;ade along 
Vine Street and 40% along all other streets and be recessed where necessary. 

c. Storefront glazing shall comprise a minimum of 60% of the storefront area along Vine 
Street and 40% glazing along all other streets. 

d. All retail space shall have a minimum 12 feet finished ceiling clearance. 

e. Storefront openings shall be no wider than 100 feet and no smaller than 15 feet. 
Storefront sills shall be a minimum of 18 inches and a maximum of 30 inches above the 
adjoining grade. 

f. Storefront openings shall be no shorter than 12 feet above the adjoining grade for 90% 
of the required storefront frontage. 

g. Security grilles will be located behind glass and be at minimum 70% open. 

h. At-grade storefront glazing at, or adjacent to, and/or facing any public right-of-way shall 
incorporate transparent, clear, colorless glazing with no reflectivity. 

i. Awnings shall not obscure storefront signage. Vinyl awnings are not permitted. 

6.8 Podium Standards 

6.8.1 The purpose of the Podium Standards is to provide a modern interpretation of the historical 
context of Hollywood by establishing different treatment of the building's base, middle and top 
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through the vertical articulation of the street wall fa!;ade by the use of balconies, projections, 
recesses, fenestration and changes in massing, color, material or other elements. 

6.8.2 Podiums shall comply as applicable with the minimum setback requirements set forth in Figures 
6.1.2a - d. 

6.2.3 ~Js J3sElil::lR'l sAallse greater tAaR 12Q feet, e)(EeJ3t tAat J3srtisR sf tAe J3sElil::lR'l tAat is sl::lilt ts tAe 
J3rsJ3erty liRe SR l'/ar A·/eRl::Ie. 

6.9 Podium Guidelines 

6.9.1 Podiums shall have fenestration that establishes a clear pattern on the fa!;ade (with special 
attention paid to facades that are visible from a public street) and that provides depth and 
additional articulation. 

6.9.2 An identifiable break between the building's ground floors and upper floors shall be provided. 
This break may include a change in material, change in fenestration pattern or similar means. 

6.9.3 Podium level windows shall be vertically oriented. 

6.9.4 Podium levels shall be predominantly light in color. 

6.9.5 An expression band shall be provided at the highest story within the podium. 

6.9.6 While blank street wall fa!;ades shall be avoided, an exception may be made for integration of 
public art or an articulated fa!;ade if it adds scale and interest to an otherwise bland frontage. In 
these cases, the fa!;ade shall be a maximum of four floors high, and shall have variation in its 
surface plane (using cutouts, insets or pop-outs). It shall employ different scales of elements as 
viewed when seeing the entire building massing. 

6.9.7 Louvers and wall openings shall be designed to integrate with building architecture . 

6.9.8 Podiums are encouraged as feasible to be set back from Pantages to preserve sightlines and 
promote groundfloor open space. 

6.10 Street and Sidewalk Standards 

6.10.1 The Site is comprised of a variety of public elements that include open spaces, streets and 
sidewalks. The Hollywood Walk of Fame is an integral element that fronts open spaces on both 
East and West Sites. Its adjacency to the public plazas requires compatibility and cohesiveness. 

6.10.2 The combination of landscaped plazas, publicly accessible passageways and landscaped streets 
and sidewalks creates diversity, and at the same time forms a single unified system. 
Cohesiveness shall be achieved by providing certain uniform elements such as lighting, paving, 
rhythmic tree plantings and continuous open spaces in a consistent palette of materials and 
furnishings. 
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6.11 Screening Standards 

6.11.1 Except for the minimum ground level frontage required for access, loading shall be screened 
from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and streets. 

6.11.2 Trash enclosures shall be provided and screened from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and 
streets. Rehabilitated trash enclosures shall be screened from the view of adjacent public 
sidewalks and streets. 
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7. TOWERS 

7.1 Purpose 

7.1.1 Towers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear slender. 

7.1.2 Towers shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry and exhibit big, simple moves. 
They shall not appear overwrought or to have over-manipulated elements. 

7.1.3 Towers that emulate a more streamlined modern style shall provide variety through subtle 
details in the curtain wall, and the articulation of a human-scaled base at the street level. 

7.1.4 If a project has more than one tower, the towers shall be complementary to each other and 
employ a similar yet varied architectural design approach. 

7.1.5 Generally, buildings over 150 feet tall (the historic datum for Hollywood) shall not be historicized. 
They are contemporary forms in the skyline and shall appear as such. 

7.2 Projections 

7.2.1 The following building elements and operations equipment can project beyond the maximum 
permitted building height: 

a. Roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating fans or similar 
equipment required to operate and maintain the building; 

b. Skylights, towers, steeples, flagpoles, water tanks, silos; 

c. Wireless masts; and 

d. Solar energy devices and similar structures. 

7.2.2 Permitted building elements or equipment in Section 7.2.1 shall be screened as practical and 
based on building design except if such projections - e.g., flagpoles or steeples - are part of the 
architecture or design. The use of creative materials and forms for screening is encouraged. 

7.2.3 Enclosures for bulkheads shall not count against building height. 

7.3 General Standards 

7.3.1 A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or longer 
dimension parallel to the north-south streets. 

7.3.2 Distinctive tower crown and lighting permitted but not required at the highest one (1) story and 
rooftop mechanical equipment enclosure. 

7.3.3 Towers shall be set back from maximum street wall height a minimum of 10 feet except for 
towers fronting Vine Street on the West site, these towers shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet 
from the maximum street wall height. 
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7.3.4 Towers shall be setback on West Site from shared property line with Hollywood Playhouse a 
minimum of -2-G-10 feet above 150 feet. 

7.3.5 Adherence to minimum setbacks and other separation standards for towers is required as may 
be applicable to a specific tower and its location with the Project area. Please refer to standards 
for towers set forth in Figures 6.1.2.a - d. 

7.3.6 Tower orientation and placement that enhances important sightlines is encouraged. 

&.3 .7 TRe tallest tswer SR aRY SRe site (East site sr "Nest site) sRalll3e witRiR 35 l3erseRt sf tRe tallest 
ReigRt SR tRe stRer site (East site sr "Nest site) . TRe ReigRt EliffereRtial sRalll3e salsl:IlateEi relati'/e ts tRe tallest 
tswer iR tRe Prsjest. 

7.3.7 In no instance should the tower fronting Vine Street on the East site development have more 
than a 15% height differential from the tower on the West ste development . 

7.4 Wall Standards 

7.4.1 All walls are required to be articulated. 

7.4.2 The following types of articulation of a tower wall are permitted: 

a. Recess; 

b. Standard balconies may be projecting or recessed or a combination of both; and 

c. Bay windows. 

fig. 7.4.2.b: Bay Window 
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7.4.3 Balcony: a balcony shall be integral to the fa!;ade (see figs. 7.4.3.a and b) and shall not create a 
relentless horizontal and vertical stacking pattern. Balconies are encouraged to create a complex 
and varied pattern along the fa!;ade using various balcony sizes and architectural configurations 
and shall be a minimum 75% transparent. Balconies are encouraged on buildings facing major 
public spaces such as plazas, passageways and open spaces. Long balconies resembling corridors 
are prohibited. 

fig. 7.4.3.a: Recess/Bal~ony: Integral Balcony 
II , ..... 0:0.1 
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7.5.1 If two towers are located on a single site the towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural 
light and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline. 

7.5.2 Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the 
same parcel, except for the following which will meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset 
(staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the 
towers are curved or angled. See fig. 7.5.2. 

1) 

fig. 7.5.2: Tower Spacing 

7.5.3 Since a tower is defined as any building above 150 feet, all buildings above 150 feet shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from any portion of any adjacent or separate building on the site, 
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exceeding 150 feet, excluding a project within the height range of 150 to 220 feet, as shown in 
figures 6.1.2.a.1 and 6.1.2.a.2. 

7.5.4 Spires, signage, parapets, and mechanical enclosures are excluded from the tower spacing 
regulations. 

7.6 Rooftops Guidelines 

7.6.1 Rooftops and setbacks are highly visible and provide a significant amenity. They shall be 
landscaped with consideration for use and be visually attractive when viewed from locations 
adjacent and above. 

7.6.2 For rooftops to be developed as usable outdoor area, refer to requirements specified under 
common open space, Section 8.5. 

7.6.3 All other roof surfaces and setbacks shall provide surface materials which are not reflective or 
high contrast colors. 

7.6.4 All obtrusive features such as vents, bulkheads and cooling units shall be screened from lateral 
and pedestrian views. 

7.7 Parapets, Handrails, Roof Mechanical Equipment Screening Standards 

7.7.1 Parapets and handrails shall be finished in a distinctive manner if part of an expression band or 
expression line. 

7.7.2 Materials and design for roof mechanical equipment shall be consistent with the building 
architecture and shall utilize similar colors and materials as in other portions of the building. 

7.7.3 Roof mechanical equipment shall be screened. 
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8. OPEN SPACE 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 
be used to enhance the experience of the visitor and resident. Open space also will enable important 
pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space also will be 
designed to showcase the Capital Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 
outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities. 

This section sets forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project: areas to be 
accessible to the public (Grade Level Open Space, Publicly Accessible Passageways and Rooftop Open 
Space) and areas to be designed for the residential uses (Common Open Space and Private Open Space). 

8.2 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

8.2.1 Grade level open space is a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. The 
purpose of a grade level open space is to provide a landsca ped open space to preserve views of 
the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and accentuate the low scale character. 

8.2.2 Minimum grade level open space will be S% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.a.l- 2 and 8.1.1) 

8.2.3 An additional 3% of open space (total 8%) shall be required for buildings between 221 feet and 
400 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2 .b.l- 2 and 8.1.2) 

8.2.4 An additional S% (total 10%) of open space shall be required for buildings between 401 feet and 
SSO feet (See Fig. 6.1.2.c.l- 2 and 8.1.3) 

8.2.S An additional 7% (total 12%) of open space shall be required for buildings taller than SSO feet. 
(See Fig. 6.1.2.d .l- 2 and 8.1.4) 

8.2.6 Location 

a. East Site: adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building; West Site: across 
from the Capitol Records Building along Vine Street and along Yucca Street. 

b. 

c. 

Minimum depth: no horizontal dimension less than 10 feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. Open 
space on West Site fronting Vine Street shall have a horizontal dimension no less than 
lS feet when measured perpendicular from any point. 

On West Site, open space must occupy the area to the west of a line struck at 40 
degrees from center line of Vine Street ROW at alignment with the southern most 
property line and a minimum 10' setback from the southeast corner of the Capitol 
Records Building. (See Figs. 8.1.1- 4) 
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8.3 Passageway Standards 

8.3.1 A publicly accessible passageway is a continuous through-block public connection between two 
parallel streets, located on privately owned land. The passageway may be either enclosed or 
open to the sky or a combination of both. 

8.3.2 Design Intent: to encourage public pedestrian circulation and other appropriate public uses on 
both sides along Vine Street. 

8.3.3 Location and Size standards: 

a. The major portion of a publicly accessible passageway is the largest area of the 
passageway and the area of primary use. Major portions shall be generally regular in 
shape, contiguous to each other, easily and directly accessible from adjoining buildings 
and public spaces. Major portions shall occupy no less than 7S percent of the total 
passageway area and shall not be less than 20'-0" wide. 

b. Minor portions of publicly accessible passageway are secondary areas that allow for 
additional flexibility in the shape and configuration of a passageway. Minor portions 
shall not occupy more than 2S percent of the total area of the passageway. The minor 
portion shall have a minimum width of 10 feet. 

c. The minor portion must be directly adjacent to the major portion. 

Yueca- -
Street -

O[ . -

- - - - PAP 
fig. 8.3.3: Publicly Accessible Passageway 
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8.3.4 Permitted Obstructions: 

a. The minimum percentage of publicly accessible passageway area to be open to the sky 
(East and West Sites combined) shall be as follows: 

(i) Development with maximum building height of 150 feet: 0% 

(ii) Development with maximum building height of 220 feet: 20% 

(iii) Development with maximum building height of 400 feet: 30% 

(iv) Development with maximum building height of 550 feet: 40% 

(v) Development with maximum building height of 585 feet: 50% 

b. Permitted obstructions within the major portion of an open air publicly accessible 
passageway are any features, equipment, and appurtenances normally found in public 
parks and playgrounds, such as fountains and reflecting pools, waterfalls, sculptures and 
other works of art, arbors, trellises, benches, seats, trees, planting beds, litter 
receptacles, drinking fountains, and bicycle racks; open-air cafes; kiosks, outdoor 
furniture; lights and lighting stanchions; flag poles; public telephones; temporary 
exhibitions; balconies and bay windows; awnings, canopies and marquees; stairs, ramps 

fig. 8.3.4: View from Argyle Avenue Along PAP Towards Capitol Records 
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and bollards. 

8.3.5 Kiosk: 

a. Where a kiosk is provided, it shall be a one-story structure, predominantly of light 
materials, such as metal, glass, plastic, or fabric as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety in conformance with the Building Code. Kiosks, including roofed 
areas, shall not count as floor area, exceed 3% of the total area of the publicly accessible 
passageway, or occupy an area of more than 250 square feet. 

b. A kiosk may be freestanding or may be attached on only one side to a wall of the 
building. 

c. Any area occupied by a kiosk shall be excluded from the definition of floor area, and 
may be occupied by news or magazine stands, candy stands, and food preparation for 
open-air cafes, flower stands or public service/information booths. 

d. All kiosks greater than 250 square feet are permitted but will count as floor area. 

8.3.6 Open-Air Cafe: 

a. Where an open-air cafe is provided it shall be an unenclosed restaurant or open-air 
seating for an enclosed restaurant, eating, or drinking place, which may have waiter or 
table service and is open to the sky except for permitted obstructions such as trees, 
arbors, awnings or canopies. 

b. An open-air cafe shall be accessible from a minimum of two sides where there is a 
boundary with the remainder of the publicly accessible passageway. The boundary shall 
be defined by planters or temporary decorative barricades. Seating may be reserved for 
customers. 

c. An open-air cafe may occupy an aggregate area not more than 20% of the total area of 
the publicly accessible passageway. No cooking equipment shall be installed within an 
open-air cafe. Cooking equipment may be contained in a kiosk adjoining the open-air 
cafe. An open-air cafe qualifying as a permitted obstruction shall be excluded from the 
definition of floor area. 

8.3.7 Service through windows: 

a. Outdoor eating services or uses occupying kiosks may serve customers on the publicly 
accessible passageway through open windows. 

8.3.8 Prohibition of parking spaces, loading berths, exhaust vents and building refuse storage areas: 

a. No building refuse storage areas or refuse storage from a kiosk or open-air cafe are 
permitted on any publicly accessible passageway. 

b. No exhaust vents are permitted on any publicly accessible passageway or on any 
building wall of the development fronting upon the passageway except where such 
vents are more than 10'-6" above the level of the passageway. 
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8.3.9 Frontages: 

a. Mandatory allocation of frontages for permitted use: at least 40% of the total frontage 
of building walls of the development fronting on a publicly accessible passageway shall 
be allocated for occupancy by permitted retail, restaurants and cultural uses. 

b. Such building frontage use requirement shall apply to both the mezzanine, if provided, 
and the street level. All such uses shall be directly accessible from the publicly 
accessible passageway with an entrance required every 50' at a minimum. The 
remaining frontage may be occupied by other uses, vertical circulation elements and 
building lobbies. 

8.3.10 Maintenance: 

a. The building owner shall be responsible for the maintenance of the publicly accessible 
passageway including, but not limited to, the confinement of permitted obstructions, 
litter control, and the care and replacement of vegetation within the passageway and in 
the street sidewalk area adjacent to the passageway. 

b. Litter receptacles: shall be provided with a minimum capacity of one cubic foot for each 
2,000 square feet of publicly accessible passageway area. An additional capacity of one 
cubic foot of litter receptacle shall be provided for each 2,000 square feet of 
passageway in connection with outdoor eating services or other uses permitted on 
passageway which generate litter. 

8.4 Roof-top Open Space 

8.4.1 The Project shall include roof-top open space. 

8.4.2 Roof-top open space shall include an observation area (i.e., viewing deck) accessible to the 
public. 

8.4.3 The hotel, if developed, ffIi'I't'":shall include an observation area (i.e., open space viewing area) 
accessible to the public. 

8.4.4 The hotel observation area (i.e., viewing area), if developed, shall satisfy the requirement in 
section 8.4.1 above. 

8.4.5 Roof-top open space may include a cafe. 

8.5 Residential Common Open Space 

8.5.1 Common open space is intended to be a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the 
interior of a parcel; secure, primarily passive recreational open space for resident adults and play 
space for children; and to be visually attractive when viewed from apartments adjacent and 
above. The publicly accessible passageway cannot be used to meet the residential common 
open space requirements. 
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8.5.2 Common Open Space Standards 

a. Provide at a minimum the following usable open space per dwelling unit: 100 square 
feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each unit 
having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three 
habitable rooms. 

b. Usable open space shall mean an area which is designed and intended to be used for 
active or passive recreation. Usable open space may consist of private and/or common 
area as further defined and regulated herein. 

c. Open space shall be open to the sky and have no structures that project into the 
common open space area, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 

d. Common open space shall be readily accessible to all the residents of the Site. 

e. Common open space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet with no horizontal 
dimension less than 15 feet when measured perpendicular from any point on each of 
the boundaries of the open space area . 

f. Common open space shall constitute at least 50% of the total required usable open 
space in the built development. 

g. Common open space areas shall incorporate recreational amenities including but not 
limited to swimming pools, spas, picnic tables, benches, children's play areas, ball 
courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, gym and fitness center. 

h. Common open space shall be located at any story above curb level. The roof of any 
portion of a building used for accessory parking or for any permitted non-residential use 
may be considered as common open space. 

i. Refer to LAMC 12.21.G for additional open space requirements. 

8.6 Residential Private Open Space 

8.6.1 A private open space area is an area contiguous to and immediately accessible from a single 
dwelling unit. 

8.6.2 Residential Open Space Standards: 

a. Private open space shall contain a minimum area of 50 square feet, of which no more 
than 50 square feet per dwelling unit shall be attributable to the total required usable 
open space. 

b. 

c. 

Private open space shall have no horizontal dimension less than six feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. 

Private open space shall provide a minimum eight-foot vertical clearance under any 
projection, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 
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That portion of a balcony which extends or projects into a required front yard in 
compliance with Zoning Code may qualify as usable open space provided it meets each 
of the above specified requirements noted in items a-c. 
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9. LANDSCAPE 

9.1 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

9.1.1 Planting requirements: a minimum of 10% of grade level open space shall be landscaped with 
softscape or water features. 

9.1.2 Landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant material and 30% of all 
landscaping shall be California Natives or drought tolerant. 

9.1.3 The landscaped portion of open space may be designed as a single area or multiple planted 
areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.1.4 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42" 

b. Shrubs: 30" 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18" 

9.1.5 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.1.6 Permitted obstructions: the following are permitted obstructions which may occur in the grade 
level open space: 

a. Building entries, steps, ramps, balconies, bay windows, architectural facade details, 
marquees, canopies, awnings, outdoor dining, and retail storefronts. 

9.1.7 Open-air publicly accessible passageways are not to be included in the grade level open space 
requirements. 

9.2 Common Open Space Standards 

9.2.1 A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, 
shrubs or trees. 

9.2.2 At least one 36-inch box tree for every four dwelling units shall be provided on-site and may 
include street trees in the parkway, sidewalks adjoining the property, open space, publicly 
accessible passageway and common roof decks. 

9.2.3 For a surface area not located directly on finished grade that is used for common open space, 
and located at ground level or the first habitable room level, shrubs and/or trees shall be 
contained within permanent planters at least 3~-inches in depth, and lawn or ground cover shall 
be at least 12-inches in depth . 

9.2.4 All required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic irrigation system and be 
properly drained. 
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fig. 9.3.a: Movable Seating fig. 9.3.b: Open Air Cafe 
.:p • !II 

9.3 Standards For Open Air Portions of Publicly Accessible Passageway 

9.3.1 The landscaped portion of open air passageways may be designed as a single area or multiple 
planted areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.3.2 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42". 

b. Shrubs: 30". 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18". 

9.3.3 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.3.4 Planting requirements: 

a. A minimum of 10% of open air publicly accessible passageway shall be landscaped. 
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b. For each 400 square feet of landscaped area there shall be at least one (I) major shade 
tree or two (2) minor ornamental trees. 

c. The remaining landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant 
material. 

- SINGLE SEAT - DOUBLE SEAT 
fig. 9.3.5: Seating Standards 

9.3.5 Seating 

a. There shall be a minimum of one linear foot of seating for each 500 square feet of 
publicly accessible passageway excluding the area of an open-air cafe. 

b. One seat shall equal two linear feet. 

c. Not more than 50% of the linear seating capacity may be in moveable seats. Seating 
shall meet the following standards: 

(i) Seating without backs shall have a minimum depth of 16". For the 
benefit of handicapped persons, a minimum of 20% of the required 
seating shall have backs at least 12" high and a minimum depth of 14". 
Seating 30" or more in depth shall count as double seating provided 
there is access to both sides. 

(ii) Seating higher than 36" and lower than 12" above the level of the 
adjacent walking surface shall not count toward meeting the seating 
requirements. 

(iii) The tops of walls including but not limited to those which bound 
planting beds, fountains and pools may be counted as seating when 
they conform to the dimensional standards in subparagraphs (i) and 
(ii) above. 

d. Moveable seating or chairs, excluding seating of open-air cafes, may be credited as 30 
inches of linear seating per chair. Steps and seating in open-air cafes do not count 
toward meeting the seating requirements. 
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9.4 Tree Planting Guidelines 

9.4.1 It is the intent to comply with the Urban Forestry Division standard guidelines regarding street 
tree locations and planting procedures. Regular spacing of the street trees is critical to the 
overall image of the Project, establishing the module for locating all of the other elements of the 
streetscape and certain building elements such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections. 

9.4.2 Street trees playa very important role in the Project. To create a strong visual order, trees shall 
be planted in continuous, uniformly spaced rows along the streets. To acknowledge 
microciimatic variations and to avoid monoculture demise, different tree species shall be 
required on the designated hierarchy of street types. In all cases, the trees shall be planted in a 
single row on sidewalks leading to or abutting the development. 

9.4.3 Spacing of the street trees is critical to the overall image of the development, so their regular 
spacing becomes the module for locating all of the other elements on the sidewalks such as light 
standards, pavement scoring patterns and curb cut zones. It is important that building elements 
affecting tree spacing, such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections, be coordinated at the 
outset to avoid conflict with the established tree-planting pattern. 

9.5 lighting Standards 

9.5.1 Lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the street lighting. Its 
purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians' faces, articulate the 
building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the 
development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime 
streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain. 

9.5.2 Supplemental lighting shall meet the following minimum requirements: 

a. Supplemental sidewalk lighting for pedestrians shall be provided on all sides of the 
parcel and designed in conjunction with the grade level open space and open publicly 
accessible passageway. 

b. Lighting will be operated from dusk to dawn. 

c. Lighting will utilize a "white" light source with a color rendering index (CRI) of 65 or 
greater, i.e. metal halide, fluorescent, compact fluorescent, white cold cathode, white 
neon, or white HPS. 

d. Steps and ramps will be lighted with a minimum of 1.0-foot candles on a horizontal 
plane. 

e. Lighting approach will be consistent on each parcel with not more than 30 feet between 
elements. 

f. All exterior lighting shall be shielded or directed toward the areas to be lit to limit spill
over onto off-site uses. 

g. Light quality shall not be harsh, glaring, blinking or shed beyond property boundaries. 
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9.5.3 Responsibility for maintenance: 

a. The Building Owner shall be responsible for maintenance of all lighting associated with 
the property and for the maintenance of tenant lighting used to meet these 
requirements. No luminaire or lighted element which is to meet these requirements 
shall be out of commission for more than 10 consecutive days. 

b. Additional lighting such as plant lighting, colored lighting, signage lighting, etc. will be 
used. The operation of additional lighting will be at the discretion of the building 
Owner. 

9.5.4 Lighting for areas located inside the lot line and visible from the street, such as service yards, 
loading docks, service or garage entrances, shall be lighted with "white" light sources in 
attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

9.5.5 Lighting for above-grade parking garage facilities shall utilize "white" light sources and the 
luminaires' brightness shall be shielded from view of the street or any residential living space. 
This may be accomplished through architectural screening, luminaire placement, or integral 
lumina ire shielding. Parking garages which are entirely concealed from exterior view are exempt 
from this requirement. 

9.6 Publicly Accessible Passageway lighting Standards 

9.6.1 A publicly accessible passageway shall be illuminated throughout with an overall minimum 
average level of illumination of not less than 1.0 maintained foot candle (lumens per square foot) 
on the horizontal plane at grade. 

9.6.2 Such level of illumination shall be maintained throughout the hours of darkness. Light sources 
shall be white light. 

9.7 Continuity of Design 

9.7.1 Design elements and architectural clues that reinforce where appropriate continuity between 
open and enclosed spaces at grade level is encouraged. Continuity of design may reinforce 
pedestrian circulation and support the Project's way-finding features. 

9.7.2 Where possible, materials, lighting, site elements and landscape shall be similar between 
different open and enclosed public spaces at the grade level. 
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10. PARKING 

10.1 Automobile Standards 

10.1.1 Base Standards 

The following standards shall apply for the base level of parking to be provided as the minimum 
for each use in the project area. The Regulations set forth below incorporate the parking 
requirements in the LAMC, where applicable, and supersede the LAMC requirements for 
development in the Development Agreement area. 

a. Commercial/Office / Retail: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area of 
commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade schools, or 
research and development buildings on any lot. The Regulations incorporate applicable 
parking requirements in the LAMC as set forth below. 

b. Sports Club: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area. 

c. Hotel 

One parking space for each individual guest room or suite of rooms for the first 30; 

One additional parking space for each two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
30 but not exceeding 60; and 

One additional parking space for each three guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
60. 

d. Condominiums (Residential): 

Two parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

One-quarter parking space per dwelling unit for guest parking. 

e. Rental (Residential): 

One parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms; one-and
one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms; and two 
parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms. 

f. Combination of Uses: 

Where there is a combination of uses on a lot, the base number of parking spaces 
required shall be the sum of the requirements of the various uses. 

10.1.2 Shared Parking: 
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a. Shared parking may be applied to the Section 10.1.1 base rates for the Site when the 
uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour 
cycle or between weekends and weekdays. The intent is to maximize efficient use of 
the site by matching parking demand with complimentary uses. The calculation of the 
parking requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to its construction. 

b. Calculating Shared Parking: 

10.2 Additional Regulations 

(i) The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a 
phase of development shall be calculated from Section 10.1.1. above 
to establish the "Base Demand." 

(ii) For parking spaces that are to be shared between uses, the calculated 
minimum parking requirement for the Site, including that new phase 
of construction, is to be adjusted from the Base Demand based on the 
procedures in Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) 
or another source as determined by the Director of Planning. 

10.2.1 The automobile parking spaces required shall be provided either on the same lot as the use for 
which they are intended to serve or on another lot located within 750 feet of the lot; said 
distance to be measured horizontally along the streets between the two lots, except that where 
the parking area is located adjacent to an alley, public walk or private easement which is easily 
usable for pedestrian travel between the parking area and the use it is to serve, the 7S0-foot 
distance may be measured along said alley, walk or easement. 

10.2.2 Curb cuts for driveways shall be located no closer than SO feet to the intersection of two streets 
unless approved by The Department of Transportation. 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

EM33617 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PARKING 

10.2.3 Access driveways to parking facilities not at signalized intersections shall not exceed 28 feet in 
width. The minimum separation between drives located along the same frontage shall be SO 
feet. 

10.2.4 Parking and loading access shall be shared where feasible. 

10.2.5 Priority placement within parking structures shall be given to bike parking, car-share parking, and 
other alternative ride vehicles . 

10.2.6 Pedestrian entrances to all parking shall be directly from the street, except that underground 
parking garages may be entered directly from a building. 

10.3 Screening 

10.3.1 Above grade parking for the first 20 feet shall be lined with habitable floor area having a 
minimum depth of 20 feet along street frontages where feasible and shall be designed to blend 
in with the form and massing and to look like an integral part of the building, with the use of 
windows and/or cladding, or by landscaping, or green screens, or a combination thereof. The 
interior of a parking structure shall be designed to be screened from the view of streets and 
sidewalks. 

10.4 Bicycle Standards 

10.4.1 Bicycle parking shall be provided per Ordinance No.182386. 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PARKING 

10.5 Transportation Demand Management Plan 

10.5.1 The Project shall incorporate a comprehensive transportation demand management plan. 

10.5.2 The transportation demand management plan shall set forth best practices that relate to the 
Project Site and the Project's building design features in order to: 

a. Promote bicycle and pedestrian circulation within the Project Site. 

b. Promote alternative modes of transportation . 

c. Create pedestrian linkages to public and private amenities outside the Project Site. 

d. Provide convenient and attractive onsite pedestrian linkages for routes to the Metro 
Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

e. Provide adequate parking, but provide incentives to tenants and residents to utilize 
alternative modes of travel. The incentives shall include bicycle facilities, car sharing, 
discounted subway passes, and parking spaces as an only optional part of all lease and 
sale agreements. 

-63-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

EM33619 

11. SIGNAGE 

11.1 Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance No. 181340: Hollywood Sign age Supplemental Use District 
(Amended) pursuant to Section 13.11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

11.2 Modification to Guidelines 

Notwithstanding Section 11.1, high-rise signs located within 24 feet from the top of the building and 
meeting the requirements of the Building Code shall be permitted. See fig . 11.2. 

fig. 11.2: High Rise Sign 

-64-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT SUSTAINABILITY 

12. SUSTAINABILITY 

12.1 Non-Residential Projects 

The Standard of Sustainability establishes a requirement for non-residential projects at or above 50,000 
square feet of floor area, high-rise residential (above six stories) projects at or above 50,000 square feet 
of floor area, or low-rise residential (six stories or less) of SO or more dwelling units within buildings of at 
least 50,000 square feet of floor area to meet the intent of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design® (LEED®) Certified level. The Standard also applies to existing buildings that meet the minimum 
thresholds described above when redevelopment construction costs exceed a valuation of 50% of the 
existing building's replacement cost. 

12.2 Other Projects 

The project must include a LEED® Accredited Professional (LEED® AP) on the project team, and 
demonstrate that the project has met the intent of the US Green Building Council's (USGBC) LEED® 
Certified level. Formal certification by the USGBC is not required. 

-65-
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13. DEFINITIONS 

Awning: glazing or fabric on metal frame structure supported entirely by the building to provide 
weather protection at doors, windows and/or storefronts; may be retractable. 

Base: the lower portion of a building located at or within lSD' above curb level. 

Canopy: glazing, fabric and/or metal structure with vertical supports located on the sidewalk to provide 
weather protection at a building's primary entrance. 

Expression band: a distinctive linear architectural element occurring on the building base facade at the 
highest floor. The band shall be contrasting in color, texture, material and/or fenestration from the adjacent 
building base facade. Projections may occur within an expression band. 

Grade level open space: a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. 

Maximum building height: the maximum height permitted, measured from the adjacent street curb level. 

Maintenance: the ongoing repair, care and upkeep of a property. 

Open space use: active and passive recreational areas accessible to the general public, except as noted 
herein. Open spaces can occur in publicly accessible passageways, grade level open space, residential 
common open space and residential private open space which are defined herein. 

Preservation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the act or 
process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic 
property. 

Publicly accessible passageway: a continuous through-block public connection between two parallel streets, 
located on privately owned land and designated for and designed to encourage public pedestrian circulation 
and other appropriate public uses. 

Rehabilitation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the process of 
returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient 
contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property which are significant to its 
historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

Required street wall: a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or grade level open space which 
must be built to a maximum height above curb level. 

Required street wall articulation, aggregate width of: the sum of the maximum widths of all segments of 
required street wall articulation on a street at the level of any story. The width of a required street wall 
articulation is measured in plan as the width of the street line from which perpendicular lines may be drawn 
to such required street wall articulation. 

Residential common open space: a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the interior of a 
parcel located at any story above curb level. 

Residential private open space: open space that is contiguous to and immediately accessible only from a 
single dwelling unit. 

Setting: the area or environment in which a historic property is found. It may be an urban or suburban 
neighborhood or a natural landscape in which a building has been constructed. Elements of setting can 
include the relationship of buildings to each other, setbacks, views, sidewalks, and street trees. 
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Notes: 

EM33622 

Storefront: the architectural facade, including doorways, of any tenant-leased premise perimeter adjacent to 
public circulation areas. Storefronts refers to all permitted residential, retail uses including retail, service, 
restaurants and cultural establishments and commercial uses, including but not limited to hotels and sports 
clubs. 

Tower: the portion of a building located above 150' above curb level. 

Transparency: architectural elements that can be seen through or allows light to emit through, including but 
not mited to glass, trellis and wire mesh. 

All images and figures used in the Regulations were prepared for exclusive use by Millennium Hollywood LLC 
unless otherwise noted. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34265 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 

RL0033882 



Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34266 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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any time. 

EM34267 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to lambert.giessinger@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

3 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34268 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 

RL0033885 



Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

EM34269 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

2 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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any time. 

EM34270 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to av.perez@lacity.org - why did I getthis? 1 0 ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks so much. 

EM33056 

Remi Kessler < remikessler@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, May 20, 2013 4:44 PM 
Bryan Eck 
Re: Hollywood Millennium 

This one is a little longer than the LA Times editorial! 
Cheers 
Remi 

On May 20,2013, at 4:21 PM, Bryan Eck <bryan.eck@lacity.org> wrote: 

I'm not sure of the specifics, but it will all be in the staff report: 

http ://cityplanning.lacity.org/staffrptlinitialrpts/CPC-2008-3440.pdf 

To date I do not believe a Parking Management District has been created. I know that DOT is very interested in 
the idea of shared parking/management districts and will likely explore them in concept in the near future. 

Best, 
Bryan 

On Mon, May 20,2013 at 4:07 PM, Remi Kessler <remikessler@sbcgloba1.net> wrote: 
Bryan 
Very interesting editorial, indeed. 
Do you know by chance, what kind of parking requirements exception they are looking for? 

Also, the plan has a few policies about Parking Management districts. Has anyone been created yet? 

Best 
Remi 
On May 20,2013, at 10:36 AM, Bryan Eck <bryan.eck@lacity.org> wrote: 

This was a good editorial that talks about the project: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml201 3/apr/04/opinionlla-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

One important note, projects in the core area of Hollywood can reach a 6:1 FAR if they are granted the 
increased by the City Planning Commission and the Planning Department. The one other thing that I know for 
sure they are looking for, in terms of exception from the Community Plan, is reduced parking requirements. 

Enjoy! 
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Bryan 

BRYAN ECK 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Policy Planning Section 
Tel: (213) 978-1304 
bryan .eck@lacity. org 

BRYAN ECK 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Policy Planning Section 
Tel: (213) 978-1304 
bryan .eck@lacity. org 

EM33057 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM32830 

Marc Woersching <marc.woersching@lacity.org> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 3:23 PM 
Jeffrey C. Walker 
Braswell, Anthony J.; David Bate 
Re: FW: Millenium Project 

The problem with the Millennium project is that, while it is near the Hollywood/Vine subway station 
so a higher density is reasonable, its height is way out of scale with the iconic Capital Records building and 
other mid rise buildings in Hollywood. Unlike with downtown and Century City, the character of Hollywood is 
mid rise rather than high rise with a strong pedestrian orientation along Hollywood Boulevard. While 
Hollywood is still shabby despite a number of projects completed during the past ten years and continued 
redevelopment is needed, the Millennium project goes too far. 

I think DONE should be consulted as to whether taking a position on this project on the other side of the hill is 
too far afield for us and should the neighborhood council in Hollywood that this project 
falls within be consulted as to whether they want support for their position, if their position is one of opposition. 

Marc 

On Mon, May 13, 2013 at 2:59 PM, Jeffrey C. Walker <jwalker@zwmlaw.com> wrote: 
Agree 

Jeffrey C. Walker 
ZIMMERMAN WALKER & MONITZ LLP 
Calabasas Park Centre 

23975 Park Sorrento, Suite 210 

Calabasas, CA 91302-4011 

tel: (818) 222-9889 ext. 15 

fax: (818) 222-9780 
web: www.zwmlaw.com 
email: JWalker@zwmlaw.com 

On Mon, May 13, 2013 at 2:51 PM, Braswell, Anthony J. <Anthony.Braswell@cshs.org> wrote: 

I know what the Millennium Project is, but we did not take a position on behalf of the Board so we cannot add our name 
to this list. It would be unprecedented for us to take a position without first posting and discussing at PLU and the 

Board. Just want to make sure you all agree. 

T 
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From: Donna Gooley [mailto:donnagooley@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:47 PM 
To: Braswell, Anthony J. 
Subject: RE: Millenium Project 

WE could be next. 

Donna Gooley 

From: Anthony.Braswell@cshs.org 

To: donnagooley@hotmail.com 

Subject: RE: Millenium Project 
Date: Mon, 13 May 2013 21:43:52 +0000 

The Board has not taken a formal position on this project, therefore we could not (at this time) be listed. 

T 

From: Donna Gooley [mailto:donnagooley@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:39 PM 
To: Braswell, Anthony J. 
Subject: Millenium Project 

Why isn't Valley Village on here? 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/ 

Donna Gooley 

IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is governed by 
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent 

2 
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responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this information is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, 
please notify us immediately by calling (310) 423-6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your 
cooperation. 

IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is governed by 
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible 
for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying 
of this information is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, please notify us 
immediately by calling (3 10) 423 -6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your cooperation. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Fyi 

EM34271 

Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 8:52 AM 
Conni Pallini; Bryan Eck; Nicholas Maricich 
Fwd: PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Millennium Hollywood" <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Date: Jun 18, 2013 6:01 AM 
Subject: PLUM Hearing Today! Come Support Us! 
To: <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Come Show Your Support and Be 
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Heard: PLUM Hearing is Today! 

Date: Tuesday, June 18th 

Time: 2:30 P.M. 

Location: Los Angeles City Hall 

Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, Room 350 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city planning 

process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) 

Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need 

your voices to be heard! 

2 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. 

If you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe 

at any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to kevin.keller@lacity.orq - WhY did I get this? 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 
90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33061 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, May 21, 2013 2:19 PM 

Kira Teshima 

Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

No, the correspondence is just a few pages. Let me see if! can scan and email it to you today. 

On Tue, May 21,2013 at 1:53 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

The only document we do not have is Exhibit C, correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3/27/13. Would 

you be able to scan or fax this document to me? If the exhibit is too voluminous, then I can arrange to come by to copy 

the document. Please let me know which you prefer. Thank you in advance. 

Best, 

Kira 

Kira N. Tesh ima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin .com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto: irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 10:10 AM 
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To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

I believe you should have copies of the Exhibits, if not let me know. 

Exhibit A- CPC determination dated 4127113 

Exhibit B- correspondence from JMBM via email to Srimal Hewawitharana dated 12110112 

Exhibit C- correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3127113 

Iris 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 5: 11 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Quick question: How voluminous are the exhibits? The letter references them quite a bit. I can come to your office to 
copy them tomorrow morning if they will be useful in reading the appeal letter. Thank you! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Kira Teshima 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 5:07 PM 
To: 'Iris Fagar-Awakuni' 
Subject: RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Thanks so much, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 4:55 PM 

2 
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To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Hi Kira, 

See attached. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PlANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying , distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited . If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

*****************Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34274 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 9:07 AM 

Michael LoGrande 

Re: Brian currey 

He's not in yet. ... left message with Secretaryand went up there personally. 

Also did rich or Phil connect with you re Millennium? Did u see new design? 

On Jun 18, 2013 8:51 AM, "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity. org> wrote: 

Thanks. 

On Jun 18, 2013 8:50 AM, "Lisa Webber" <lisa.webber@lacity. org> wrote: 

Yes I'm on it 

On Jun 18, 2013 8:00 AM, "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> wrote: 
Can you sit down with Brian and explain how it is not possible to make 
Wyvernwood go to CPC in June. Hearing notice, staff report not 
written. Let me know. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM32833 

Braswell, Anthony J. <Anthony.Braswell@cshs.org> 
Monday, May 13, 2013 3:53 PM 
Marc Woersching 

Subject: 
Jeffrey C. Walker; David Bate 
Re: Millenium Project 

Agree Marc. We can add to the next PLU agenda. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On May 13,2013, at 3:22 PM, "Marc Woersching" <marc.woersching@lacity.org> wrote: 

The problem with the Millennium project is that, while it is near the Hollywood/Vine subway 
station 
so a higher density is reasonable, its height is way out of scale with the iconic Capital Records 
building and other mid rise buildings in Hollywood. Unlike with downtown and Century City, 
the character of Hollywood is mid rise rather than high rise with a strong pedestrian 
orientation along Hollywood Boulevard. While Hollywood is still shabby despite a number of 
projects completed during the past ten years and continued redevelopment is needed, the 
Millennium project goes too far. 

I think DONE should be consulted as to whether taking a position on this project on the other 
side of the hill is too far afield for us and should the neighborhood council in Hollywood that this 
project 
falls within be consulted as to whether they want support for their position, if their position is 
one of opposition. 

Marc 

On Mon, May 13, 2013 at 2:59 PM, Jeffrey C. Walker <jwalker@zwmlaw.com> wrote: 
Agree 

Jeffrey C. Walker 
ZIMMERMAN WALKER & MONITZ LLP 
Calabasas Park Centre 

23975 Park Sorrento, Suite 210 

Calabasas, CA 91302-4011 

tel: (818) 222-9889 ext. 15 

fax: (818) 222-9780 
web: www.zwmlaw.com 
email: JWalker@zwmlaw.com 

On Mon, May 13, 2013 at 2:51 PM, Braswell, Anthony J. <Anthony.Braswell@cshs.org> wrote: 
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I know what the Millennium Project is, but we did not take a position on behalf of the Board so we 
cannot add our name to this list. It would be unprecedented for us to take a position without first 
posting and discussing at PLU and the Board. Just want to make sure you all agree. 

T 

From: Donna Gooley [mailto:donnagooley@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:47 PM 
To: Braswell, Anthony J. 
Subject: RE: Millenium Project 

WE could be next. 

Donna Gooley 

From: Anthony.Braswell@cshs.org 

To: donnagooley@hotmail.com 

Subject: RE: Millenium Project 

Date: Mon, 13 May 2013 21:43:52 +0000 

The Board has not taken a formal position on this project, therefore we could not (at this time) be 
listed. 

T 

From: Donna Gooley [mailto:donnagooley@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 2:39 PM 
To: Braswell, Anthony J. 
Subject: Millenium Project 

Why isn't Valley Village on here? 

2 
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http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/ 

Donna Gooley 

IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it 
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of 
which is governed by applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, 
or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this information is STRICTLY 
PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by calling 
(310) 423-6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your cooperation. 

IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which 
it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of 
which is governed by applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, 
or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this information is STRICTLY 
PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by 
calling (310) 423-6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your cooperation. 

IMPORTANT WARNING: This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is governed by 
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible 
for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying 
of this information is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this message in error, please notify us 
immediately by calling (310) 423-6428 and destroy the related message. Thank You for your cooperation. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Andrew & Marcel, 

EM34275 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:07 AM 
Andrew Westall; Marcel Porras 
Alan Alietti; Patrice Lattimore; Brian Walters; Shannon Hoppes; Rebecca Valdez; 
Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

I understand that there is a request to move the Council date for the Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-
Sl) from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7/26. lfboth of your offices agree, then our office will proceed with the 
necessary follow-up work with the Applicant and the new Council date can be announced at this afternoon's 
PLUM meeting. Thanks in advance for your help! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35512 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 11:29 AM 
Ifa Kashefi 
Hi 

Hi Ifa, Thanks for calling me back. I just left you a voicemail so thought I'd try email. The City Council will be 
considering the Millennium Project on July 24th. The Millennium Project is Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC
CUB-CU-ZV-HD . There is also a tentative tract map associated with the project. My understanding is that 
Building & Safety reviews the geotechnical report and I would like a representative at Council to explain this 
process. 

Thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33066 

Kira Teshima < KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Tuesday, May 21, 2013 3:58 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

That would be wonderful. Thank you, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJagar-awakuni@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21,2013 2:19 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

No, the correspondence is just a few pages. Let me see if! can scan and email it to you today. 

On Tue, May 21,2013 at 1:53 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

The only document we do not have is Exhibit C, correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3/27/13. Would 
you be able to scan or fax this document to me? If the exhibit is too voluminous, then I can arrange to come by to copy 
the document. Please let me know which you prefer. Thank you in advance. 

Best, 

Kira 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
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333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

EM33067 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto: irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 10:10 AM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

I believe you should have copies of the Exhibits, if not let me know. 

Exhibit A- CPC determination dated 4127113 

Exhibit B- correspondence from JMBM via email to Srimal Hewawitharana dated 12110112 

Exhibit C- correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3127113 

Iris 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 5: 11 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Quick question: How voluminous are the exhibits? The letter references them quite a bit. I can come to your office to 
copy them tomorrow morning if they will be useful in reading the appeal letter. Thank you! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Kira Teshima 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 5:07 PM 
To: 'Iris Fagar-Awakuni' 
Subject: RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

2 
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Thanks so much, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

EM33068 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Hi Kira, 

See attached. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

3 

RL0033909 



EM33069 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249" iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

EM33070 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Agreed. 

EM34276 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:10 AM 
Sharon Gin 
Andrew Westall; Alan Alietti; Patrice Lattimore; Brian Walters; Shannon Hoppes; 
Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:07 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Andrew & Marcel, 

I understand that there is a request to move the Council date for the Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-
SI) from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7/26. Ifboth of your offices agree, then our office will proceed with the 
necessary follow-up work with the Applicant and the new Council date can be announced at this afternoon's 
PLUM meeting. Thanks in advance for your help! 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd I3.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

fyi 

EM34712 

Dana Prevost < dana.prevost@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 28, 2013 12:34 PM 
Jeffrey Wilson 
Fwd: Re: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
6-18-13 [Scan] Seismic Objections to PLUM.PDF 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: ggg@copper.net <ggg@copper.net> 
Date: Wed, Jun 26,2013 at 5:51 PM 
Subject: Re: Re: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
To: Dana Prevost <dana.prevost@lacity.org> 

Hi Dana, 

I submitted the Langan reports to a geologist who has analyzed the 
results. Our group is concerned about many of the problems that were 
revealed in the analysis. We filed an appeal to the PLUM objecting to the 
proposed Millennium Project in part based on the problems with the Langan 
reports. I am attaching to this email the geology related items that are 
in our appeal. The full record of our appeal in in the Millennium case 
file. I believe that the project should be stopped until the project site 
is fully studied for the existence of active earthquake fault traces under 
the site before any further action is taken by City Council. Please review 
the attached material. I would like to have a conversation with you 
regarding this issue. 

Regards, 

George 

--- dan a . p revost @l ac i ty . o rg wrote: 

From: Dana Prevost <dana . prevos t @l aci t y . org> 
To: ggg@ copper . ne t 
Subject: Re: Re: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
Date: Wed, 12 Jun 2013 07:30:07 -0700 

George 
This link is only good until friday. 

h ttp : //c lients . l a nga n . com/ l p h /defa ul t . aspx?postTra n sact i on=- 1 81553 7 80 7 

Dana 
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On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 4:32 PM, ggg@coppe r . net <ggg@coppe r.net> wrote: 
Hi Dana, 
please send me a link to the report. 
Rgards, 
George Abrahams 

--- Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc . edu> 
To: ggg @coppe r . net 
Subject: Re: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
Date: Fri, 07 Jun 2013 17:39:36 -0700 

Hi George, 

He did send me a link to the report, but I'm not sure if I'm supposed to 
forward it .. He is supposed to be back in the office on Monday, so I would 
suggest that you give him a call about this directly. I think its a 
document of public record, so I'm sure he will send it along if you ask, 
but I'd prefer that he send it to you. 

James 

----- Original Message -----
From: " ggg@copper . ne t " <ggg@copper . ne t > 
Date: Friday, June 7, 2013 5:19 pm 
Subject: Dana Prevost fault-investigation report 
To: James Dolan <dolan@usc . edu> 

> Hi James, 
> 
> Were you able to get the fault-investigation report from Dana 
> Prevost? We can help with any costs or copying or in person visits 
> to City Hall. 
> 
> George 
> 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(2 13)482 - 0488 
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Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(213)482-0488 

EM34714 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

A Professional Corporation 

215 NORm MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALlFORNlA 91101-1504 

PHONE: (626) 449-4200 FAX: (626) 449-4205 

ROBERT@RoBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

June 18,2013 

?teel ved fo 11~/z1J() 
/YLu H ~mn It~ 
~~~r Hon. Edward P. Reyes, Chair 

Hon. Jose Huizar 
Hon. Mitchell Englander 
Planning & Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street. Rm. 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Objections To Millennium Hollywood Project; 
Appeals ofVTTM-71837-CN-lA and 
CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD: ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Chair Reyes and Members of the PL illv! Committee: 

Appellant Communities United for Reasonable Development ("Appellant") 
respectfully appeals the April 27, 20 13 Determination Letters and approvals of the City 
Planning Commission related to the Millennium Hollywood Project ("Project"). 

Appellant is a broad coalition of Los Angeles community organizations (and the 
individuals they represent) in the Hollywood area including, but not limited to: 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, Argyle Civic Association, Hancock Park 
Homeowners Association, Hollywood Dell Civic Association, Hollywoodland 
Homeowners Association, Los Feliz Improvement Association, The Oaks Homeowners 
Association, and Whitley Heights Civic Association. Appellant's position herein is 
supported by a wide array of Neighborhood Councils and many other associations from 
across the City representing more than 250,000 residents, all of which oppose the Project. 
(See Exhibit 1 for a more complete listing of groups which are either a part of Appellant 
or are on record as opposing the Project.) 

As discussed more fully below, Appellant is aggrieved because the City Planning 
Commission ("CPC") erred and abused its discretion in approving the Project EIR and all 
related Project entitlements. This body should grant the instant appeals and reject the 
EIR for the Project. 
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City of Los Angeles 
June 18, 2013 
Page 14 

EM34716 

n. The EIR Falsifies The Proximity Of The Project Site To The Fault 
Rupture Studv Zone And Improperly Omits Any Reference To The 
Actual Location Of The Strands Of The Hollywood Fault That Have 
Been Mapped On The Project Site. 

The Alquist-Priolo Act was enacted "to provide policies and criteria to assist 
cities, counties, and state agencies in the exercise of their responsibility to prohibit the 
location of development and structures for human occupancy across the trace of active 
faults." Public Resources Code § 2621.5.2 When a proposed development project is 
within an Earthquake Fault Zone established by the State under the Alquist-Priolo Act, 
the City must require "prior to the approval of a project, a geologic report defining and 
delineating any hazard of surface" fault rupture." Public Resources Code § 2623(a). 
Similarly, the City of Los Angeles in its Safety Element of the General Plan has 
established broader Earthquake Fault Rupture Study Areas (these are broader and 
different from the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zone Areas) (Exhibit 16; City Safety 
Element Map) where it has undertaken to automatically requite a fault investigation 
report for projects located within those areas. 

When a geologic report is required by a governmental unit, it is required to meet 
certain content andrecommendation requirements set by the State Mining and Geology 
Board. Public Resources Code § 2624( c). In determining whether or not to require a 
fault investigation report for a particular development proposal, Special Publication 42 -
Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California (Interim Revision 2007), advises that "[l]ocal 
governmental units must require developers to have project sites within the Earthquake 
Fault Zones evaluated to determine if a potential hazard from any fault whether 
heretofore recognized or not, exists with regard to proposed structures and their 
occupants." Id. at p. 9. Moreover, having a project site outside of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone does not exempt a major development from avoiding such critical investigation. 
"Active faults may exist outside the Earthquake Fault Zones on any zone map. 
Therefore, fault investigations are recommended for aU critical and important 

2 A history of the Alquist-Priolo Act published in 2010 by the California 
Geological Survey in February 2010 is attached at Exhibit 15 for a more complete 
summary of how the Act is implemented. 
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developments proposed outside the Earthquake Fault Zones." Id. (emphasis added.) 
Relevant portions of Special Publication 42 are attached hereto at Exhibit 17.)3 

The substantive mandates of the Act are carried out in adopted regulations if an 
active fault trace is found on a project site regardless of whether or not it is within an 
Earthquake Fault Zone. California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 2, Section 
3603(a) states: 

"No structure for human occupancy, identified as a project 
under Section 2621.6 of the Act, shall be permitted to be 
placed across the trace of an active fault. Furthermore, as the 
area within fifty (50) feet of such active faults shall be 
presumed to be underlain by active branches of that fault 
unless proven otherwise by an appropriate geologic 
investigation and report prepared as specified in Section 
3603( d) of this subchapter, no such structures shall be 
permitted in this area." 

Under the Guidelines for Evaluating the Hazard of Surface Rupture, this 
observation is particularly relevant to the Millennium Project: "A more detailed 

3 The following passage from the City'S EIR prepared in connection with the 
recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update confirms that the City knows and 
understands the state law and regulatory requirements, including that a property need not 
be located strictly within an Alquist-Priolo Zone to trigger close investigation of seismic 
hazards from potential fault rupture: 

"Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act: The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act (formerly the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act) signed into law in 
December of 1972, requires the delineation of zones along active faults in California. 
The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Act is to regulate development on or near active fault 
traces to reduce the hazard of fault rupture and to prohibit the location of most 
structures for human occupancy across these traces. Cities and counties must 
regulate certain development projects within the zones, which include withholding 
permits until geologic investigations demonstrate that development sites are not 
threatened by future surface displacement. Surface fault rupture is not necessarily 
restricted within an Alquist-Priolo Zone." (Exhibit 18; Hollywood Community Plan 
Update Final EIR at page 4.8-9 [emphasis added].) 
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investigation should be made for hospitals, high-rise buildings, and other critical or 
sensitive structures than for low-occupancy structures such as wood-frame dwellings that 
are comparatively safe." (Exhibit 17; [Publication 42 at p. 29].) 

The record in this case establishes a shocking lack of compliance with the Alquist
Priolo Act/Regulations and CEQA by professionally-licensed experts hired by the 
Millennium Developer and by City personnel who oversaw and are required by law to 
exercise independent judgment regarding the adequacy of both environmental review 
under CEQA and compliance with the minimum content requirements of a fault 
investigation report. The magnitude of these deficiencies is fatal to approval of the 
Millennium Project. 

Strong evidence exists that the Millennium Developer's geological firm prepared 
two materially misleading reports which make false claims that the Hollywood Fault is 
0.4 miles from the Project Site, when strands of it actually run through the entire 
Millennium Project Site. These reports include graphical depictions of the Project Site in 
relation to both the Hollywood Fault and the City's Safety Element's Earthquake Fault 
Rupture Study Zone that attempt to mislead the public and City officials into believing 
,that no earthquake faults are nearby or on the Millennium Project Site. 

Additionally, strong evidence exists that City staff conducted perfunctory and 
passive review of the reports and allowed the Millennium Developer's EIR consultant to 
prepare false responses to public comments on the Draft EIR regarding the existence of 
faults on-site, including failing to disclose the existence of a November 30, 2012 Fault 
Investigation Report or circulation of it for public comment as part of the critical public 
participation requirements of CEQA. An outline of the evidence now follows: 

At the hearing before the CPC on March 28. 2013, Hollywood resident Brian Dyer 
called to the CPe's attention the extensive work of James Francis Dolan, Professor of 
Earth Sciences at the University of Southern California, regarding the location and 
documented active status of the Hollywood Fault. (Exhibit 19 [Wilson Report, Exhibit 
B].) Professor Dolan, one of the most recognized experts on the location of the 
Hollywood Fault strands, has described in his scholarly work the existence of a strand or 
strands of the Hollywood Fault south of Yucca Street within both the East and West Sites 
of the Millennium Project. (Exhibit 19 [Report, Exhibit BJ.) Professor Dolan's work is 
specifically listed as associated with the Hollywood Fault (Number 392) by the 
California Geological Survey in its Explanatory Text to Accompany the 2010 Fault 
Activity Map of California: 
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"392 
HOLL YWOOD F AUL T 

Holocene 
Clark and others, 1984 (4,000-6,000 yrs) 

Dolan and others, 1997 
Weber and others, 1980 (p. A-3 and Plate 1) 

Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57)" 

(Exhibit 19 [Report, Exhibit D at p. 33].) 

Additionally, Professor Dolan's work in connection with the Hollywood Fault is 
officially recognized by the United States Geological Survey - an agency of the federal 
government. The online USGS map shows one strand of the Hollywood Fault running 
through or immediately adjacent to the Millennium Project Site. (Exhibit 20.) 

Professor Dolan's work builds upon earlier detailed studies nearby for the Red 
Line Subway. Those studies at Figure 2a, by Crook and Proctor (1992), show two 
strands of the Hollywood Fault running through the Millennium Project Site. (Exhibit 
19 [Report at p. 4 & Exhibit B, Crook and Proctor Study at p. 234].) 

Further, the Fault Rupture Study Zone boundary runs across large portions of the 
southerly portion of the Millennium Project Site. (Exhibit 19 [Report at p. 5].) 

According to the MT A Redline Subway EIR, there is a 5% chance of a magnitude 
7 earthquake on the Santa Monica-Hollywood fault within the next 100 years, which is 
the expected duration of a building. (Exhibit 21.) In 2010, Professor Dolan's students 
prepared a presentation that included pictures of the scarp of the Hollywood Fault 
running across Vine Street along Yucca Street. (Exhibit 22 [presentation pictures].) 
Therefore, the public record is filled with public and authoritative data on the location 
and active status of the Hollywood Fault - all information readily available to the 
Millennium Developer's geologic experts and the City. 

Given that the location of the Hollywood Fault is called out on the most basic fault 
location maps of the United States and California governments as being on the 
Millennium Project Site, and that a Fault Rupture Study Zone boundary of the City'S 
Safety Element bisects the Proj ect Site, one would expect detailed mapping of these 
possible risks and a detailed discussion in the EIR because these conditions could expose 
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human occupants of the Millennium Project to catastrophic injury or death in the event of 
a surface rupture affecting the proposed 585-foot-high towers. 

If an active fault trace runs through any portion of the Millennium Project site, the 
presence of the fault would require serious modifications to the proposal or even make it 
impossible to approve or construct with the California State-mandated 50-foot minimum 
setbacks from fault traces. Thus, a great deal of financial interest of the Millennium 
Developer rode on the conclusions of the geologist it hired to prepare the geological 
investigation of the Project Site - analysis incorporated into the EIR. 

Following is the entire analysis of the fault rupture issue contained in the EIR 
prepared by the City of Los Angeles and drawn from the Millennium Developer's May 
2012 preliminary geotechnical report prepared by Langan Engineering & Environmental 
Services under the supervision of Dan Royden Eberhart a California licensed 
Professional Geologist and Rudolph P. Frizzi, a California licensed Professional 
Engineer, Geotechnical: 

"Fault Rupture. The Project Site is not located within a 
designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. A portion of 
the East Site is adjacent to the boundary of a fault rupture 
study zone included in the Safety Element of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan published in 1996 (Safety Element). 
The California Geologic Survey (CGS) and the City of Los 
Angeles ZIMAS system show the closest fault to the Project 
Site with the potential for fault rupture is the Santa 
MonicaIHollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 
miles from the Project Site. Also, data published in the 
CDMH (2002) indicates that the Puente Hills and Elysian Hills 
blind thrust faults are present more than one mile beneath the 
Project Site." (DEIR, Page IV.D-3.) 

"Impacts Under the Concept Plan. The Project would not 
expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effect, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
earthquake fault rupture .... 

"The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. Likewise, as 
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discussed above, the Project Site is not located within a fault 
rupture zone. The Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan, published in 1996, indicates that a portion of the 
East Site is adjacent to, but not within, the boundary of a fault 
rupture study zone. Figure 4 in the Geotechnical Report 
illustrates the proximity of the Project Site to the fault rupture 
study zone. 

"Also, the California Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of 
Los Angeles ZIMAS system (http://Zimas.org/map.asp) show 
the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for fault 
rupture as the Santa MonicaiHollywood Fault. It is located 
approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. In addition, 
data published by the CDMG (2002) indicates that the Puente 
Hills and Elysian Hills blind thrust faults are present more than 
one mile beneath the Project Site. Based on the facts that the 
Project Site is not within a mapped fault rupture study zone, 
there are no identified surface faults with rupture potential on 
the Project Site, and the identified blind thrust faults are deep 
beneath the surface, the potential for surface rupture at the 
Project Site is considered unlikely and less than significant." 
(D EIR, Page IV .D-7.) 

Relevant portions of the DEIR and the May 2012 Langan Engineering 
Report are attached hereto at Exhibit 23. 

Figure 5 of the geology technical report constitutes the only purported evidence in 
the EIR showing the location of the Hollywood Fault in relation to the Project Site, and it 
is meaningless. (Exhibit 23.) Anyone could place the Project Location "dot" on Figure 
5 and show it below the Hollywood Fault. However, that does not make it accurate or 
substantial evidence of anything factual. The EIR contains no substantial evidence 
demonstrating that the Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles from the Project Site. Graphic 
artistry does not constitute geologic investigation or accurate reporting by a licensed 
professional. 

In addition, the EIR geology report's Figure 4 purports to depict the Project Site in 
relation to the Fault Rupture Study Zone. (Exhibit 23, EIR Figure 4.) The City'S Safety 
Element Map, which the Notes on Figure 4 of the Geology Report claim is the basis of 
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Figure 4, clearly depicts the study zone line passing somewhere above the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine Streets. (Exhibit 16, Safety Element map.) As shown on the map 
in Figure 1 from the Langan May 2012 Report supporting the Draft EIR, the Project's 
East Site is only 200 feet north of the intersection, thus the ErR's Figure 1, created by the 
Millennium Developer's engineerigraphic artist, yet miraculously depicts the boundary of 
the City'S Safety Element Fault Rupture Study Zone as adjacent to, but not within, the 
Zone. 

Appellant retained the services of Professional Geologist and Certified 
Engineering Geologist Kenneth Wilson to review the geologic analysis of the Draft and 
Final EIR, and all supporting geologic reports prepared by Langan Engineering (May 2, 
2012 and November 30, 2012 Reports). (Exhibit 19.) 

Mr. Wilson took Langan's Figure 4 and layed it over a scale map of Hollywood 
Streets. In doing so, Mr. Wilson discovered that Langan's graphic artist not only deleted 

. the location of Yucca Street from Figure 4, but actually slid the outline of the Project Site 
about 850 feet north of their actual location south of Yucca Street, up to Franklin 
Avenue. (See Exhibit 19 [Wilson report, Figure 2].) When viewed on a scaled map, the 
Draft EIR Figure 4 actually shows the Project Site on top of the Hollywood Freeway
which will be news to Caltrans. This is nothing short of fraud on the public (and the City 
decisionmakers) by the Millennium Developer and Langan Engineering. 

The City's Earthquake Rupture Study Zone boundary traverses a great deal of the 
Millennium Project Site. The true location of the Project should have automatically 
triggered a fault investigation report, but did not because the City passively accepted the 
falsified assertion that the Project Site was not within the City's Earthquake Fault 
Rupture Study Zone. 

Even more alarming, the City neglected its duty to investigate, precisely measure, 
and determine the location of the Fault Rupture Study Zone, which bisects the Project 
Site. Again, graphic artistry is no substitute for proper investigation and full disclosure 
of the precise location of the Zone on an appropriately scaled neighborhood map, instead 
of a regional map that lacks substantial detail. . 

The analysis in the Draft EIR and the Figures drawn by a graphic designer at 
Langan Engineering, supported by a Professional Geologist's stamped report certifying 
its reliability and accuracy (because the lives of human beings depend on it being reliable 
and accurate), is also demonstrably false with respect to the claim that the Hollywood 
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Fault is 0.4 miles (2,112 feet) away from the Project Site. While it might be true that 
portions of the Hollywood Fault lie .4 miles away whether measured to the east or the 
west, the clear implication of the language used in the EIR is that the Hollywood Fault 
comes no closer than 0.4 miles. That contention is simply false. 

The work of Professor Dolan not only disproves the May 2012 geological report 
by Langan Engineering, but it establishes substantial evidence that any geology student 
could find in the public record showing strands of the Hollywood Fault cutting through 
the center of the Project Site. Yet the EIR and the May 2012 Langan Report are bizarrely 
silent about these critical issues. Professor Dolan himself in an email to representatives 
of Appellant made this observation: 

"In response to your questions, please find attached our 1997 
paper on the Hollywood fault. Figure 4 is a detailed map of 
the area of your concern. This peer-reviewed paper has been 
widely known and cited for the past 15 years, so everybody in 
the southern California geological/earthquake hazard 
community should certainly be aware of it. 

"I would also suggest that you peruse the California 
Geological Survey website to get a copy of their active fault 
map of the area. 

"Note that in the figure from our paper we are mapping fault 
scarps (shaded in gray), cliff-like features associated with fault 
movements. The prominent north-side-up scarp north of the 
Capitol Records building is the most prominent of these (easy 
to see if you stand a[tJ Hollywood and Vine and look North). 
But there is another, more southerly strand in this area that is 
shown on the map that is based on scarps to the east and west, 
separated by younger material coming out of the Cahuenga 
drainage, as well as by a groundwater barrier near Cahuenga 
and Yucca. The presence of at least two strands in this area is 
common along major faults like the Hollywood fault, which 
are not typically just a single strand, but rather zones of 
faulting that can encompass several different strands. 
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"Looking at our mapping of these scarps from the perspective 
of almost 20 years later, I am not completely convinced that 
the southern strand shown in the figure has that pronounced 
change in orientation at Vine Street (shown swinging North 
right at Vine Street). This looks as if it could have at least 
partially been caused by deposition of young material and/or 
erosion associated with the small south-flowing drainage just 
east of Vine Street, as well as by construction of Vine Street 
itself. 

"In any event, the only way to sort out the exact locations and 
states of activity of faults in this area would be through 
extensive subsurface exploration (boreholes, trenching, seismic 
reflection, etc.), which I assume is being done for this project 
as a matter of course? (Email of James Dolan dated June 3, 
2013.) (Exhibit 24.) 

When informed that the EIR described no detailed examination of this issue. 
Professor Dolan was incredulous: 

"I will try to give you a call later this morning. But the fact 
that the Hollywood fault is not yet zoned under the State's 
Alquist-Priolo Act doesn't mean that it isn't an active fault 
zone (it is). It just means the State hasn't gotten around to 
zoning it yet, even though I've been asking them to do so since 
1992, when I first mapped the Hollywood-Santa Monica fault 
system. The California Geological Survey moves at a glacial 
pace with zoning faults. Moreover, the fact that it is not vet 
zoned in no way obviates the requirement that one not 
build structures designed for human occupancy directly 
atop active faults. 

"Given the scope of this project, I would assume that the 
developers must have done a detailed subsurface geological 
investigation to look for possible active faulting beneath their 
site. Do you know what they have (or have not) done in this 
regard? There must be a geological report that includes a 
detailed discussion of the potential for active faulting at their 
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site. The Hollywood fault is one of the best known active 
faults in California, and that 1997 paper has been publicly 
available in a widely circulated mainstream peer-reviewed 
journal for many years. Plus, I've led dozens of field trips 
along the Hollywood fault over the years that have included 
many dozens (if not hundreds) of consulting geologists, as well 
as LA City and County geologists. So it's not as if anvone 
could credibly plead ignorance of the existence and 
approximate location of the Hollywood fault in that area. 

"Bottom line: Based on our mapping back in the 1990s, 
supplemented by the consulting geologists reports we discuss 
in that paper, it looks as if there is at least one strand of the 
Hollywood fault extending approximately through the 
middle of that block, but to determine its exact location and 
state of activity would require extensive subsurface fault 
investigations (boreholes, trenching, seismic reflection, etc.). 
They MUST have done the detailed subsurface fault 
investigations necessarY to determine the exact locations 
and states of activity of fault strands in that area. I can't 
believe that they wouldn't have done this as part of due 
diligence for developing the site. If they didn't, it would 
seem from my perspective that they should be required to do 
so by the City and/or County and/or COS geologist (whoever 
is charged with this issue for that area). To undertake a 
development of this scale (or indeed any development) in 
that area of known active faulting without doing detailed 
subsurface fault investigations just doesn't make anv 
~ .. (Email of James Dolan dated June 4, 2013,8:09 a.m.) 
(Exhibit 24; emphasis added.) 

Later, Professor Dolan expressed shock about the claim that the Hollywood Fault 
is 0.4 miles from the Millennium Site: 

"Do you know the name of the geological consulting company 
that did the site investigation? Do you have a copy of their 
report? Can you get one? If so, can you send it to me? Please 
fill me in with what you know. I'm always in search of new 
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data on faulting in the LA region, and this sounds as if it could 
be a rich source. 

"I don't see how there is any way that their proposed building 
is 0.4 miles from that southern strand of the Hollywood fault. 
Is that what they said? Maybe they mean distance to the 
northern strand? Even that isn't 0.4 miles away, ifI 
understand where they are proposing to build. Do they mean 
E-W distance to previous study sites? If so, that doesn't really 
mean anything in terms of proximity to a fault that extends E
W. I'd be very much surprised if at least some part of their 
proposed building wasn't much closer to that southern strand 
in the block north of Hollywood and west of Vine. But I await 
getting a look at their report on the subsurface investigations 
before saying anything beyond that." (Email of James Dolan 
dated June 4, 2013, 12:08 p.m.) (Exhibit 24.) 

When Professor Dolan looked over the EIR and the location of the few boreholes 
performed to investigate the Millennium Site's geology, he was stunned: 

"Thanks for sending the draft EIR. I've taken a quick look, 
and I'm honestly not quite sure what to say. I want to be 
circumspect, but trying to find an E-W fault with an E-W 
(i.e., fault-parallel) transect of four incompletely sampled 
(18" of core every 5' of depth) boreholes is simply ... wen, 
stunning. So stunning that I would suspect that they 
weren't looking for a fault at this location, as this study 
could not possibly have been designed to look for potential 
E-W -trending strands of the Hollywood fault svstem. 
Puzzling, as my mapping shows the fault either through [or] 
right next to their site, and the CGS website shows the northern 
strand of the Hollywood just north of Yucca at the very 
prominent scarp. 

"In any event, this su bsurface analysis, if this is all that has 
been done, is completely inadequate in terms of a fault
investigation report. There's no way that thev could ever 
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hope to determine where faults are (or aren't) at their 
proposed building site from just these four boreholes .. 

"Is that really all there is'? At some point along the line, 
somebody associated with this development project MUST 
have done a more detailed subsurface analysis to check for 
faulting." (Email of James Dolan dated June 4,2013,1 :27 
p.m.) (Exhibit 24; emphasis added.) 

Thereafter, Professor Dolan contacted the City'S geologist, Dana Prevost, and 
asked for access to any further study of the Project Site for active faults. He 
recommended to Appellant's representatives that they ask the City for a copy of the 
report, which request was made by a representative of Appellant on or about June 4, 
2013, when Appellant became aware of the existence of the November 30,2012 Langan 
Report. (A copy of the November 30, 2012 Fault Investigation Report prepared by 
Langan Engineering is attached at Exhibit 19 [Wilson Report at Exhibit A].) 

This was the first time that Appellant became aware that the City required the 
Millennium Developer to conduct a Fault Investigation Report for the Project Site. 
Appellant then retained the services ofMr. Wilson to review the Draft and Final EIR for 
the Project, as well as the Langan May 2012 geotechnical report ("May Report") and the 
hitherto undisclosed Langan November 30, 2012 Fault Investigation Report ("November 
Report"). 

Mr. Wilson's investigation concluded that neither the Draft nor Final EIR contains 
substantial evidence to support the contention that one or more strands of the Hollywood 
Fault do not traverse the Project Site. In fact, his interpretation of boring data contained 
in the November Report, but inexplicably not discussed by Langan, suggests evidence of 
a fault running between Borings Bland B2 on the Millennium Project West Site. Mr. 
Wilson also concluded that water table locations in one of the four original bore holes 
from the May Report was additional evidence of a water barrier on the East Site just 
south of the most southern boring. (See Exhibit 19.) 

Even more disturbing is the sequence of events that led to the City failing to revise 
and re-circulate the Draft ElR. While the Langan preliminary geology report was 
completed on May 2, 2012, shortly thereafter, on July 2,2012, the City required the 
Langan November Report to investigate for faults. The new borings were conducted 
only on the West Site, and not up in the vicinity of Yucca Street from July 16-21,2012. 

RL0033928 



Members of the PLUM Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
June 18,2013 
Page 26 

EM34728 

No new borings, no trenching, and no seismic reflection were performed at all on the East 
Site. 

When the B2 drilling core sample revealed evidence that might support a 
conclusion of faulting on the Project Site (older materials on top of younger carbon-dated 
materials), on October 11,2012, two additional boreholes were drilled (B5 and B6) on 
either side ofB2. Data from boreholes B5 and B6 also showed older material lying over 
younger material. These three of six boreholes suggest a need for further investigation 
through the techniques Professor Dolan stated: trenching on both sites, in a manner 
actually designed to attempt to locate and transect the faults, more complete sampling of 
the borehole materials, and seismic reflection studies. None of this was done and, 
strangely, the City's geologist required nothing further. 

The inconsistent data was explained away with Langan Engineering asserting that 
B2 samples "were likely due to sample contamination from portions of the fill stratum 
falling into the core from shallower depths during coring." No fact is cited as a basis to 
believe that such amateurish professional negligence could be a valid explanation, or if 
that really was the belief, why new, more carefully conducted borings did not occur. 

For the B5 sample, which also shows older material over the top of younger 
materials, Langan opined that groundwater borne acids made "[t]he age of the analyzed 
sediment [to be] understood [as] older than the apparent age." For the B6 sample, 
Langan Engineering had a different explanation for why it also had older materials 
deposited over younger materials: "The reported apparent age of the sample from 
approximately 22 feet below ground surface was likely complicated by fluctuations in 
carbon content of sediments as carbon cycles through the subsurface profile during 
reworking, incorporation, and redeposition of older sediment into younger sediment." 
Despite Langan making excuses for the anomalies, Appellant's geologist Wilson pointed 
out significant evidence of a fault that Langan failed to discuss at all in the November 
Report. (Exhibit 19.) 

The City'S geologist merely filed the November Fault Investigation Report away, 
and its existence was hidden from the public by City Planners. Given Langan's grossly 
incorrect assertion that the Hollywood Fault was 0.4 miles away, the City failed in its 
duty to assure reliable and accurate data by removing Langan from work on the Fault 
Investigation team. How could City officials, knowing that the 0.4 mile claim was 
unbelievable and inaccurate, allow Langan Engineering to conduct the Fault 
Investigation? 

RL0033929 



Members of the PLUM Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
June 18, 2013 
Page 27 

EM34729 

Perhaps it was because certain City Hall partisans wanted the Millennium Project 
to be heard and decided by the City Council before Councilmember Eric Garcetti left 
office on July 1,2013. On October 25,2012, before the November Report was 
completed, the City released the Draft EIR for public comment from October 25,2012 to 
December 10,20]2. City staff had to know that the claim that the Hollywood Fault was 
0.4 miles from the Project Site was false because the City had ordered the Fault 
Investigation on July 2, 2012. 

Knowing that there might be an earthquake fault on the Project Site, someone in 
the City nonetheless decided to release the materially misleading Draft EIR for public 
comment. No mention of a Fault Investigation Report was added to the Draft EIR before 
it was released for public comment. In fact, because such a critical study affecting the 
safety of human beings was not yet complete, the City violated its duty of good faith 
disclosure of known facts by prematurely releasing the Draft EIR with such a glaring 
deficiency. In doing so, the public was deprived of knowing about or participating in the 
evaluation of the Fault Investigation Report. The Draft EIR is incomplete and thus 
fatally flawed on this additional ground. 

The November Report was completed November 30, 2012, yet City staff did not 
pull back the Draft EIR for revision and recirculation, even though Plate 1 at the rear of 
the completed November Report (which was not disclosed to the public or made 
part of the EIR) depicted two possible fault lines running through both the East and 
West Sites of the Millennium Project. This also violated the City'S mandatory duties 
under CEQA regarding a good faith effort at FULL disclosure of potential significant 
impacts. CEQA Guidelines § 15151. 

On February 8,2013, the City issued a Notice of Completion of the Final ErR. In 
the Final EIR, despite the existence of the November Report known to City staff, the 
City: (1) failed to disclose the existence of the November Report containing two fault 
lines crossing both East and West Sites; (2) failed to correct the Draft EIR's statements 
that the Hollywood Fault was 0.4 miles away from the Project Site; and (3) failed to 
allow the public to evaluate the credibility of the Langan Engineering Fault Report and 
comment on the reasoning why the results in half of the boreholes were ignored in the 
conclusions of the report. 

Additionally, in responding in the Final EIR to public comments 24-4, 44-4, 45-9, 
63-5, 64-10 and 70-5 raising concerns about the existence of nearby earthquake faults or 
danger of earthquakes, the City affirmatively misrepresented that the Hollywood Fault 
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was 0.4 miles from the Project Site in its response to Comment 24-4 and repeatedly 
referred the public to this false response over and over. 

Nowhere in the Final EIR did City Planners state the correct location of the 
Hollywood Fault, or report to the public the results of the November Report. Also, the 
November Report was not released as a supporting appendix to the Final ErR, nor has it 
been released to any member of the public until Appellant obtained a copy when it 
learned of its existence. All of these actions are a gross violation of the City's mandatory 
duty under CEQ A to make a good faith effort at full disclosure, to analyze potential 
significant impacts, and to impose all feasible mitigation measures. 

In the absence of substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the entire site 
is free of active fault traces, the Project cannot be lawfully approved. All the evidence 
(including much that was suppressed or buried by the City and Millennium) supports the 
conclusion that: (1) there are active fault traces on or at the site; and (2) the City and 
Millennium deliberately failed to conduct a legitimate inquiry and investigation. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15151 requires "a good faith effort at full disclosure." (Emphasis 
added.) 

In fact, City staff s failure to correct any of these glaring misrepresentations must 
be interpreted as a failure of the City to review the Final ErR responses prepared by the 
Millennium Developer's CEQA preparer, which not only violates CEQA's duty to 
exercise independent judgment, but shocks the conscience that City staff would act so 
cavalierly regarding a matter of life and death. 

In 2004-2005- coincidentally also called the Millennium project (at Sunset and 
La Cienega in West Hollywood) - a then-proposed condo/hotel tower project was shown 
to potentially have active fault traces traversing the project site. The West Hollywood 
Planning Commission, to its great credit, ordered the whole process stopped until the 
project site was trenched, geologists from all sides went in and studied the fault, and took 
soil samples for independent testing. Why is it so difficult to get City of Los Angeles 
officials to require similar studies for a much larger and more dangerous project, one with 
compelling and authoritative evidence of active fault traces across the Project site, 
including from the California Geological Survey's 2010 Fault Activity Map showing the 
Hollywood Fault passing through the Millennium Project Site - which is readily 
available to anyone who is actually looking for it? The CGS' s 2010 Fault Activity Map 
can be accessed and enlargedlzoomed in at this link: 
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http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/CgS historv/Pages/20 10 faultmap.aspx, and is 
incorporated herein by this reference. 

Due to the City's failure to disclose and analyze the location of the Hollywood 
Fault and the Fault Rupture Study Zone boundary on or at the Millennium Project Site, 
the EIR fails as the information disclosure document it is required to be. 

o. The City Unlawfully Delayed Full Investigation Of The Project Site 
Geology U ntH After Discretionary Approval. 

Mitigation Measure D-l states that "Prior to the issuance of building or grading 
permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a final geotechnical report prepared by a 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of 
the Department of Building and Safety." The condition goes further to describe the 
purposes of the report, none of which is to fully investigate whether or not faults exist 
near Yucca Street or on the West or East Sites. 

As discussed above, and given the Millennium Developer's willingness to hire 
geologists who have made documented material misrepresentations of facts about the 
geologic conditions of the Project Site, City staff must reject the work of Langan 
Engineering as a breach of professional responsibility. 4 Instead, the City must now hire a 
truly independent and qualified firm to investigate the presence of Hollywood Fault 
strands and assure a complete investigation using bore holes, trenches and other modern 
methods of investigation for the presence of fault lines on both sites that have not yet 
been performed by anyone. 

The magnitude of this issue is so large, and the risk to human life so great, that it 
would violate CEQA to postpone or ignore the issue. The final geological report must be 
completed and included in a recirculated DEIR made available for pubic review and 
comment before any discretionary approvals are made. 

4 Indeed, Business and Professions Code Section 7860(b )(2) lists 
misrepresentation, fraud, or deceit by a geologist or geophysicist in his or her practice as 
cause for revocation or suspension of a professional license. B&P Code Section 7872(h) 
makes a knowing violation of 7860 a misdemeanor criminal offense. 
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ABSTRACT 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) 
Act was passed in California in 1972 following the 
destructive 1971 Mw 6.6 San Fernando earthquake. 
Surface-fault rupture hazard is addressed by prohibit
ing most structures for human occupancy from being 
placed over the trace of an active fault. Principal 
responsibilities under the AP Act are assigned to the 
following: 1) State Mining and Geology Board 
(SMGB), 2) State Geologist (California Geological 
Survey), and 3) lead agencies. The SMGB establishes 
specific regulations to guide lead agencies in imple
menting the law. The AP Act requires the State 
Geologist to issue maps delineating regulatory zones 
encompassing potentially hazardous faults that are 
sufficiently active (active in approximately the last 
11 ka) and well defined. The first maps were issued in 
1974-eurrently there are 547 maps affecting 36 
counties and 104 cities. Lead agencies affected by the 
zones must regulate development "projects" in which 
structures for human occupancy are planned within the 
Earthquake Fault Zones (EFZs). Significant events in 
the history of the AP Act include A) the establishment 
of the Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program in 1976 
(which also initiated the change from zoning faults with 
Quaternary displacement to those with Holocene 
displacement); B) the publication of the Reitherman
Leeds study in 1991, which e~aluated the effectiveness 
of the AP Act; C) earthquakes associated with surface
fault rupture since the AP Act was passed, especially 
the 1992 Mw 7.3 Landers and 1999 Mw 7.1 Hector 
Mine events; D) release of digital versions of EFZ 
maps, Fault Evaluation Reports, and site investigation 
reports in 2000-2003; and E) the appeal to SMGB by 
the City o( Camarillo, resulting in the establishment of 
the SMGB's Technical Advisory Committee. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) 
Act was passed into law in California following the 

destructive February 9, [971. Mw 6.6 San Fernando 
earthquake. This earthquake was associated with a 
16-km-long, complex zone of left-reverse oblique slip 
along traces of the San Fernando Fault Zone 
(Mission Wells, Sylmar, and Tujunga/Lakeview 
segments). Maximum left-lateral displacement of up 
to 2.5 ill occurred along the Sylmar segment (Sharp, 
j 975) The lateral component of displacement was 
generally 1.3 times larger than the dip-slip compo
nent. Bonilla et a!. (1971) reported that approximately 
80 percent of buildings in the zone of surface-fault 
rupture associated with this earthquake had moderate 
to severe damage, compared to about 30 percent of 
the structures in immediately adjacent areas. Signif
icantly, Bonilla et a1. (J 971) reported that 30 percent 
of the buildings within the fault zone were posted as 
unsafe (red-tagged), compared with only 5 percent of 
buildings outside of the fault zone. 

Important seismic safety legislation in California 
typically has been enacted following destructive 
earthquakes. For example, the Field Act, which 
requires earthquake-resistant design and construction 
for public schools, was passed in April 1933 following 
the March 10. 1933, Mw 6.4 Long Beach earthquake. 
In addition to the AP Act, the Strong Motion 
Instrumentation Program and the Hospital Seismic 
Safety Act came into existence as a result of the San 
Fernando earthquake. Legislation in 1990 established 
the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act and hospital safety 
requirements (Senate Bill j 953) after the October 17, 
1989, Mw 6.9 Loma Prieta earthquake. Rubin and 
Renda-Tanali (2006) provide a brief summary of 
California seismic safety legislation following signif
icant earthquakes. 

ALQUIST-PRIOLO ACT 

The AP Act provided a mechanism to reduce losses 
from surface-fault rupture on a statewide basis 
(CDMG, 1976). Originally known as the Alquist
Priolo Geologic Hazard Zones Act when introduced 
as Senate Bill 520, the AP Act was signed into law on 
December 22,1972, and went into effect on March 7, 
1973. The AP Act is codified in the California Public 
Resources Code (CPR) as Sections 2621-2630 of 
Chapter 7.5, Division 2. 

Environmenlal & Engineerillg Geoscience, Vol. XVI, No I, February 2010. pp. 7-18 7 
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Figure I. The San Andreas Fault strikes from left to right across the center of the Image; view to the northeast. Wallace Creek has been 
cumulatively displaced about 130 rn in the past 3,700 years (piercing points indicated by We). If the 10-1 J-m dextral offset of stream 
channels observed after the 1857 Fort Tejon earthquake is typical of displacement along this seclion of the San Andreas Fault (an example is 
indIcated by 1857), then about 14 surface-fault rupture events are recorded. The two beheaded drainages (bdl and bd2) document older 
displacements of Wallace Creek. Cumulative dextral offset of bd2 and we indicates that about 45 surface-fault rupture events have 
occurred in the past 13,200 years along this narrow fault zone (Sieh and Jahns, 1984; photo by R. E. Wallace). 

The intent of the AP Act is to ensure public safety 
by prohibiting the siting of most structures for human 
occupancy across traces of active faults that consti
tute a potential hazard to structures from surface 
faulting or fault creep. The original wording in the AP 
Act (CPR §2621.S) stated that the Act was ..... to 
provide policies and criteria to assist cities, counties, 
and stale agencies in the exercise of their responsibility 
/0 provide for the public safety in hazardous fault 
::ones." Note that original wording in the AP Act 
(statute) did not specifically prohibit the siting of 
structures across active faults. This prohibition was 
called for in the State Mining and Geology Board's 
(SMGB's) policies and criteria (regulation). Para
graph A in the SMGB's original "Specific Criteria" 
reads as follows: "No structure for human occupancy, 
public or private, shall be permitted (0 be placed across 
the trace of an activefau!t." A key part of the original 
AP Act gives authority to the SMGB to establish 
policies and criteria in order to implement the AP 
Act. CPR §2623 states: "Within the special studies 

zones delineated pursuant to Section 2622, the site of 
every proposed new real eslate development or structure 
for human occupancy shall be approved by the city or 
county having jurisdiction over such lands in accor
dance 'with policies and criteria established bv the Slate 
Mining and Geologl' Board and the findings of the 
State Geologist" [emphasis added]. As currently 
written in the AP Act. the only allowed typc of 
mitigation for surface-fault rupture hazard is avoidance. 
CPR §2621.S states that it " ... prohibit[sl the localion of 
developments and slructuresfor human occupancy across 
the trace of active faults." Section 3603(a) of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) states that "No 
structurefor human occupanc), ... shall be permitled [0 be 
placed across the trace of an aClivefau/t." 

An important presumption of the AP Act is that 
future surface-fault rupture will most likely occur 
where previous recent displacement has taken place. 
Drainage channels offset by the San Andreas Fault in 
the Carrizo Plain help to illustrate this concept 
(Figure 1). Sieh (1978) observed that small drainage 
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Table 1. Responsibilities under the Aiquisi-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) Act. Sections ciled are Fom California Public Resources 
Code (CPR) and California Code of Regulations (CCR) 

State Mining and Geology Board 
1. Formulates policies and criteria 10 guide cities and counties (CPR §2621.5 and 2623) 
2, Serves as Appeals Board (CPR §673) 

State Geologist 
I, Delineates Earthquake fault Zones; compiles and issues maps to cities, counties, and state agencies (CPR §2622) 

a, Prepares Preliminary Review Maps 
b, Prepares Official Maps 

Reviews new data (CPR §2622) 
a Revises existing maps 
b, Compiles new maps 

], Approves requests for waivers initiated by cities and counties (CPR §2623) 
Lead Agencies 

1. Must adopt zoning laws, ordinances, rules, and regulations; primary responsibility for implementing AP Act (CPR §262L5) 
2, Must post notices of new Earthquake Fault Zones Maps (CPR §2621 ,9 and 2622) 
3, Regulates specified "proJects" within Earthquake Fault Zones (CPR §2623) 

a, Determines need for geologic reports pnor 10 project approval 
b, Reviews and approves geologic reports prior to issuing development permits 
c, May initiate waiver procedures (CPR §2623) 

Property Owners 
I, Must prepare geologic report for specific projects and avoid surface-fault rupture hazard [CPR §2623,(a) and 

CCR §3603,(d)] 
2" Must disclose to prospective buyers if property is located within AP EFZs (CPR §2621,9) 

Other 
1. Seismic Safery Commission-,-advises State Geologist and State Mining and Geology Board (CPR §2360) 
2, SWle Agencies-prohibited from siting structures for human occupancy across active fault traces (CPR §262L5) 

channels just southwest of Wallace Creek were 
dextrally offset 10-11 m during the 1857 Mw 7,8 
Fort Tejon earthquake, The active Wallace Creek 
drainage channel shows a cumulative dextral offset of 
about 130 m, Sieh and Jahns (1984) determined that 
this amount of displacement has taken 3,700 year's to 
accumulate, To the northwest, beheaded drainage 
channels document older displacements of Wallace 
Creek, Approximately 475 m of cumulative dextral 
offset has occurred in the past 13,200 years (Sieh and 
Jahns, 1984), If one assumes that earthquakes with 
ground displacements of 10-11 m are typical for this 
section of the San Andreas Fault, then about 45 
surface-fault rupture events have occurred along this 
very narrow fault zone over a period of 13.200 years, 

Responsibilities for carrying out the Act are shared 
between the State Geologist (California Geological 
Survey), SMGB, affected lead agencies (cities, coun
ties, and state agencies), and property owners 
(Table 1), These entities are discussed in the following 
paragraphs, 

State Mining and Geology Board 

Policies and criteria are developed by the SM GB to 
assist all concerned with implementing the AP Act. 
These policies and criteria were codified as Section 
3600 et. seq" Division 2, Title 14 of the California 

Administrative Code (currently referred to as the 
California Code of Regulations) on January 31,1979, 
The SMGB provides definitions of terms used in the 
AP Act, requires cities and counties to notify property 
owners within proposed new and revised Earthquake 
Fault' Zon'es (EFZs), provides opportunity for the 
public to comment on preliminary review maps of 
EFZs, and serves as an appeals board (CPR §673), 

State Geologist 

The State Geologist evaluates potentially active 
faults (evidence of displacement in Quaternary time) 
and establishes regulatory zones (EFZs) encompass
ing those faults that are sufficiently active and well 
defined, Sufficiently active faults are those faults with 
evidence of surface displacement during Holocene 
time (approximately the last I LOOO years), Holocene 
surface displacement may be directly observed or 
inferred: it need not be prescnt cverywhere along a 
fault to qualify that fault for zoning, A fault is 
considered well defined if its trace is clearly detectable 
by a trained geologist as a physical feature at or just 
below the ground surface, The criterion of well 
defined is somewhat subjective and can be inf1uenced 
by rock type, climate, vegetation, slip rate, and style 
of displacement. A critical consideration is that the 
fault, or some part of it. can be located in the field 
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with sufficient precision and confidence so that the 
required site-specific investigation would meet with 
some success, 

"Potentially active fault" is not defined in either the 
AP statute (AP Act) or the regulations (policies and 
criteria of the SMGB) and often has been inferred to 
denote a lack of Holocene displacement. The term 
"potentially" only appears in CPR §2622(a), which 
discusses zoning criteria for the State Geologist. An 
explanation for "potentially active fault" is found in 
Special Publication 42 (Bryant and Hart. 2007), This 
expression is generally referred to in the context of 
zoning criteria based on Quaternary displacement. It 
is important to note that the term potentially active 
fault does not exclude displacement in Holocene time 
(see figure 2 in Bryant and Hart [2007]). Therefore, it 
does not follow that a "potentially active fault" can 
be judged "inactive" unless there is evidence that 
supports the conclusion that the fault has not been 
active in Holocene time, 

Preliminary Review Maps of Alquist-Priolo EFZs 
(AP EFZs) are issued by the State Geologist on 
standard U.S. Geological Survey 1:24.000-scale, 7,5-
minute quadrangle maps, Following a 90-day review 
period. the SMGB will hold at least one public 
hearing to receive comments pertaining to the 
technical merit of the proposed AP EFZs, The State 
Geologist considers and incorporates review com
ments and issues Official Maps to affected lead 
agencies within 90 days of the close of the review 
period. Section 2622(c) requires the State Geologist to 
continually review new geologic and seismic data and 
to revise or issue additional new AP EFZ maps when 
warranted. To date the State Geologist has issued 551 
Official Maps of EFZs, Of these, 161 maps have been 
revised and four have been withdrawn, 

The State Geologist also has the authority to 
approve waiver requests submitted by lead agencies 
(CPR §2623). See the discussion under "Lead 
Agencies" (below) for further information on the 
waiver procedure, 

Lead Agencies 

Lead agencies (cities. counties, and state agencies) 
are responsible for ensuring that structures for human 
occupancy that are considered projects under the AP 
Act are not placed across the trace of an active fault, 
Affected lead agencies adopt the AP Act into their 
general plan, Counties specifically are required to 
post a notice identifying the location of AP EFZ 
maps in their jurisdiction and the effective date of the 
notice within 5 days of receiving an Official EFZ 
map, Thes.e notices are to be posted at the offices of 
the county recorder, county assessor, and county 

planning commission [CPR §2622(d)]. Lead agencies 
must require geologic investigations directed by a 
California -licensed Professional Geologist before 
building permits can be issued or subdivisions can 
be approved within an AP EFZ, A critical responsi
bility of the lead agency is to ensure that the fault
rupture hazard report is adequate by having the 
report reviewed by a third-party California-licensed 
Professional Geologist. 

There may be occasions when a lead agency finds 
that the geologic report for a specific site may not be 
necessary because it determines that no undue fault 
rupture hazard exits, This condition typically occurs 
where several previous investigations in close prox
imity to the subject site have documented a lack of 
surface-fault rupture hazard, The lead agency has the 
option to submit a waiver request, along with 
accompanying documentation, to the State Geologist 
for approval [CPR §2623(a)], If the State Geologist 
concurs that there is no undue hazard of surface-fault 
rupture at the site, the local lead agency may issue a 
building permit without the requirement of a site 
investigation. To date. there have been 85 waiver 
requests submitted to the State Geologist since the 
first maps were issued; 80 percent of these waiver 
requests have been approved, 

Property Owners 

Property owners and developers (applicants for 
building permits or subdivisions) are responsible for 
completing a geologic investigation and preparing a 
geologic report for projects within an AP EFZ. 
Ultimately it is the responsibility of the property 
owner, represented by a California-licensed Profes
sional Geologist, to determine if the hazard of 
surface-fault rupture exits on the property and if so, 
to avoid the hazard [CPR §2623(a); CCR §3603(d)]. 
Property owners are also responsible for disclosing to 
potcntial buyers if their property is locatcd in an AP 
EFZ (CPR §2621.9), 

SIGNIFICANT HISTORICAL MILESTONES 

Name Changes 

The AP Act was originally named thc Alquist
Priolo Geologic Hazard Zones Act and was intended 
to address a broader scope of seismically induced 
ground deformation hazards, It was decided by the 
original SMGB's Advisory Committee that the 
standard of practice in 1972 was not sufficiently 
developed to address ground deformation hazards 
other than surface-fault rupture, The AP Act was 
renamed the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act 
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in ]975 (as a result of Senate Bill 5, introduced by 
Senator Alquist in December 1974) and was changed 
to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, 
which became effective January 1, 1994. The name 
change implemented in 1994 was the result of a 
recommendation by the Reitherman-Leeds study 
(Reitherman and Leeds, 1991; see discussion below). 

Single-Family Dwelling Exemption 

When first enacted, the AP Act did not exempt 
single-family wood-frame dwellings. The original text 
of the AP Aet in CPR §2623 reads: "' ... the sire 0/ 
every proposed new real eSlate development or structure 
for human occupanC)' shall be approved by the cil)' or 
count)' having jurisdiction over such lands in accor
dance wilh policies and crileria established by the SWIC 

Mining and Geologv Board and the findings of the 
Sialc Geologist." This was changed on December 2. 
1974, so that single-family wood-frame dwellings. if 
not part of a development of four or more dwellings, 
were exempt [CPR §2621.6(a)(2)]. This exemption 
was created in part as a result of real estate lobbying 
and the assumed benefit/cost ratio for single-family 
dwellings. In 1974, State Geologist Dr. James E. 
Slosson estimated that the benefit/cost ratio for 
surface-fault rupture investigations on multi-lot tracts 
or at the tentative tract stage. where all geologic 
hazards are considered. ranged from 5: I to 10: 1 
(Slosson [1974], cited in Reitherman and Leeds 
[1991]). Slosson, however, reported that this benefitl 
cost ratio seems to decrease to about 0.05: J where 
studies for fault-rupture hazard only are keyed to 
single lots after a tract has been approved. 

Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program 

The initial charge to the State Geologist was to 
zone all potentially and recently active traces of the 
San Andreas, Calaveras, Hayward, and San Jacinto 
Faults [CPR §2622(a)]. On July 1, 1974, 175 Official 
Maps of Special Studies Zones were issued. based 
entirely on compiling existing maps. An additional 81 
maps were issued January 1. 1976. Thcse map releases 
established regulatory zones encompassing faults with 
evidence of Quaternary displacement. 

In early 1976, a lO-region Fault Evaluation and 
Zoning Program (Figure 2) was begun to systemati
cally evaluate for possible zoning the ..... other faults 
... [that are] sujjiciently active and well-defined as to 
constilute a potentia! hazard for structures from 
sUi/acc faulling or fcwil creep" [CPR §2622(a)] 
(COMG, 1976). The state was divided into 10 regions 
based on 1 ) the presence of known or suspected active 
faults and 2) developmental pressure. Initially this 

Figure 2. Map of IO-region work plan for Alquist-Priolo Fault 
Evaluation and Zomng Program, showing dates each region 
was studied. 

was planned as a lO-year project. but the schedule in 
some regions was extended as a result of heavy 
workloads. Faults evaluated included potentially 
active faults not yet zoned and previously zoned 
faults or fault segments that warranted zone revisions. 
Areas outside of the scheduled regions were also 
evaluated on an as-needed basis, typicaJly to map 
fault rupture immediately after an earthquake. 
Although the J O-region project was completed at 
the end of 1991, work continues on the project at a 
maintenance level. The State Geologist has an 
ongoing responsibility to review "new geologic and 
seismic datu" in order to revise AP EFZs and to 
"delineate new zones when warranted by new informa
tion" [CPR §2622(c)]. 

For each fault evaluated, a Fault Evaluation 
Report (FER) was prepared that summarized data 
on the location, recency of displacement, sense and 
amount of displacement, and rationale for zoning 
decisions. Fault evaluation work consists of reviewing 
geologic and fault mapping by others, aerial photo
graphic interpretation of fault-produced geomorphol
ogy, and limited field mapping. Although subsurface 
investigations are not budgeted, geologists at the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) use sub-surface 
data contained in site investigations submitted to the 
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State Geologist to augment the air photo interpreta
tion and field mapping. 

CGS geologists have produced about 250 FERs 
summarizing evidence for or against zoning decisions 
for potentially active faults throughout California. 
There have been 18 Official Map releases since the 
Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program began. 

Reitherman-Leeds Study 

In 1986 the California Seismic Safety Commission 
recommended an impartial evaluation of the AP Act. 
In 1991, CGS (then the Division of Mines and 
Geology) released the Reitherman-Leeds study (Rei
therman and Leeds, 1991). This study evaluated 62 
policy issues that ranged from increasing the author
ity and scope of the AP Act to abolishing the AP Act. 
Overall, Reitherman-Leeds concluded that the AP 
Act is effective, and they recommended implementing 
27 policy issues. Most have been implemented, 
including the following: 

1) establishing the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, 
2) more aggressive enforcement by the California 

Board for Geologists and Geophysicists, 
3) revision of CGS Note 49 (guidelines for fault 

rupture hazard investigations), 
4) changing the AP Act's name to the Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Act, 
5) changing the disclosure statement (part of 

Natural Hazards Disclosure Act), 
6) publishing a non-technical brochure explaining 

the AP Act, and 
7) increasing the a vail a bility of FERs and consult

ing reports filed with the State Geologist. 

One recommendation yet to be clarified is the issue 
of setback distance. There are varying degrees of 
application of setbacks among local lead agencies 
with respect to the interpretation of CCR §3603(a). 
The current language states the following: 

No structure for human occupanry, identified as a project under 
Section 2621.6 of the Act, shalt be permitted to be placed across the 
trace of an activefau/t. Furthermore. as the area IVithin fifty (50) feet 
of such actHlc taulls shaff be pmumed to be underlain &1' aCTive 
branches of that (ault unless proven otherwIse by an appropriate 
geologrc investigation and ,"porr prepared as specified in Seclio" 
3603.d or this Stlbchapter. no such structures shalf be permitted in 
this area I emphasis added]. 

Reitherman and Leeds found this language to be 
open to various interpretations: some lead agencies 
mandate a no-build zone 50 ft (15 m) from active 
faults, while others allow structures to be sited closer 
than 50 ft (15 m), if appropriate, based on site-specific 

in vestigations. As written, there is no specified 
minimum distance. However, the original wording 
of this section by the SM GB did state that 50 ft (15 m) 
represented a minimum standard: 

... Furthermore, the area within fifty (50) feet of an active fault shall 
be assumed to be underlain by active branches of thatfoult unless and 
umil proven otherwise by an appropriate geologic imJ(stigation and 
submission of a repOrT by a geologist registered in the Stare of 
California. This 50 (Oot standard is inlmded 10 represent minimum 
criee,.ia only for alf slmcmres. It is the opinion of the Board that 
certain wamal or critical structures, such as high-rise buifdings, 
hospicals, and schools shouLd be subject to more restricttve criteria at 
the discrecion of Cities and Counties [emphasis added]. 

The wording as originally written remained in 
effect until 1984. Local lead agencies affected by the 
AP Act prior to 1984 adopted the A P Act into their 
general plan, and some jurisdictions may have 
included this 50-ft (15 m) minimum distance as a 
mandatory requirement. This may explain why some 
local jurisdictions currently mandate a specific 50-ft 
(15 m) setback from active faults within an AP EFZ. 

In concept, a setback, or no-build zone, is delineated 
around active faults located during a site investigation 
to allow an appropriate level of conservatism or factor 
of safety. The width of a setback zone allows for the 
occurrence of near-fault deformation and the inherent 
uncertainties of projecting the location of thc fault 
between known data points. The width of an 
appropriate no-build zone ean vary, based on sitc
specific geologic conditions, style and complexity of 
faulting, and number and spacing of trenches. Thus, in 
some circumstances it may be appropriate to site a 
structure closer than 50 ft (15 m), and in other 
situations, 50 ft (15 m) may be entirely inadequate. 

Earthquakes with Surface-Fault Rupture 
Since the Passage of the AP Act 

Twenty-five earthquakes or earthquake sequences 
associated with surface-fault rupture have occurred 
since the first AP EFZ maps were issued in 1974 
(Table 2). Thirteen events occurred along faults not 
previously zoned: nine (69 percent) occurred prior to 
the CGS regional evaluation, and four (31 percent) 
occurred after the region had been evaluated. 

The most significant surface rupturing event~ to 
date were the 1992 Mw 7.3 Landers and the 1999 Mw 
7.1 Hector Mine earthquakes (Figure 3). The Landers 
event was associated with the largest amount of 
surface-fault rupture in California since the 1906 San 
Francisco earthquake. Approximately 85 km of 
surface rupture, with maximum dextral offset of 
about 6 m and an average dextral offset of about 3 m, 
was recorded (Hart et aI., 1993; Sieh et aI., 1993). This 
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earthquake was unique because several faults rup
tured, including the Johnson Valley, Homestead 
Valley, Emerson, and Camp Rock Faults (Figure 3). 
The rupture was especially complex, with broad zones 
of distributed displacement between and connecting 
the principal faults. Most faults that ruptured had 
been zoned in 1988. H.owever, many of the stepover 
areas had not been zoned. Faulting sometimes 
extended significantly beyond those AP EFZ bound
aries encompassing the ends of faults (Figure 4). Hart 
et a1. (1993) estimated that about 55 percent of fault 
rupture occurred within established AP EFZs. About 
31 percent was outside of AP EFZs, and the remaining 
14 percent of rupture outside of the zones occurred on 
previously unmapped faults not appearing to meet 
zoning criteria (Han et al., 1993). Many of the faults 
that ruptured have been shown to have relatively low 
slip rates (about 0.5 mm/yr) with correspondingly long 
recurrence intervals (between 4 ka and 12 ka) (Hecker et 
aI., 1993; Lindvall and Rockwell, 1994: Rubin and Sieh, 
1997; and Rockwell et al., 2000), 

The Hector Minc earthquake was similar in 
complexity where traces of the Lavic Lake Fault 
splayed off of the BulJion Fault. AP EFZs had been 
established in 1988 for traces of the Bullion Fault, but 
the Lavic Lake Fault had not bccn zoned. Post
earthquake studies indicated that the Lavic Lake 
Fault in the Bullion Mountains had not rupturcd for 
tens of thousands of years prior to the 1999 event 
(Lindvall et a1., 2000). 

These observations indicate that caution should be 
used when evaluating faults characterized by low slip 
rates that have not had surface displacement for a long 
time. it is important to understand the age of the most 
recent event and the recurrence intervals of these faults, 
Another important consideration is the complexity and 
width of the surface faulting observed in both the 
Landers and Hector Mine earthquakes. Are the rupture 
patterns, complexity, and width indicative of and uniq ue 
to the Eastern California Shear Zonc, or arc these 
complexities typical of large surface-faulting events'7 

In contrast to the Landers and Hector Mine 
earthquakes, the 2004 Mw 6.0 Parkfield earthquake 
was associated with surface faulting that was very 
similar to the location and pattern of displacement 
documented in the ]966 M w 6.1 Parkfield event (Brown 
et a1., 1967; Rymer et ai., 2006), The 2004 surface 
faulting. with one minor exception, was located entirely 
within the previously established AP EFZs. 

Digital Products 

One of the recommendations of the Reitherman
Leeds study was to reproduce the FERs and site 
investigation reports filed with CGS in compliance 

with the AP Act. CGS (then the Division of Mines and 
Geology) issued microfiche copies of the FERs and 
tabulated data on site investigation reports (Division 
of Mines and Geology, 1990a, 1990b. I 990c, I 990d, 
1990e; Wong et a!., 1990; and Wong, 1995). Microfiche 
copies of the FERs, especially the map data. were 
generally not optimal, and those needing to reference 
or review specific consulting reports were required 
either to obtain copies from CGS or to visit the Bay 
Area regional office, where the site report collection 
was kept on file for public access. 

In thc late 1990s CGS began an effort to provide 
digital products from the AP Program in response to 
the Reitherman-Leeds study. Digital images of AP 
EFZ maps were released as portable document 
format (pdf) files in 2000, followed by vector GIS 
files of faults and EFZs in 2001. The 1990s vintage 
microfiche copics of FERs were replaced in 2002 by 
digital images of the reports, including high-resolu
tion pdf files of thc maps (Bryant and Wong, 2002a, 
2002b, 2002e). The collection of site-specific fault 
investigation reports was released in 2003 (Wong. 
2003a, 2003b). This fault investigation report collection 
includes specific reports in pdf format, an interactive 
site index map, and GIS files of site investigation 
locations. Site reports filed with the State Geologist 
through 2000 are available on compact disk. Hard copy 
reports are no longer filed in the Bay Area office. 
Reports received after 2000 are available for reference 
at the Sacramento office of CGS. 

Camarillo Issue and State Mining and 
Geology Board 

The City of Camarillo requested an interpretation 
of SMGB regulations in late 2006. At issue was how 
the AP Act was interpreted with respect to the 
presumption of activity of faults located within EFZs. 
Is the entire area within an AP EFZ presumed to be 
underlain bv active faults until demonstrated other
wise? Another issue raised was the intent of the 
sctback language in CCR §3603(a). Did this regula
tion mandate that structures cannot be placed closer 
than 50 ft (15 m) from each fault encountered in a site 
investigation. or was there some degree of flexibility'l 
Must one setback from faults with small amounts of 
displacement that cannot be proven inactive, or is 
structural mitigation allowed for such faults? 

This request for clarification resulted from an 
investigation of a sitc underlain by extensivcly faulted 
Plio-Pleistocene Saugus Formation. Principal active 
traces of the Simi--Santa Rosa Fault Zone werc 
located on the site and setbacks were recommended. 
Howevcr. the site previously had been used for 
borrow and lacked any remaining younger stratigra-
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Table 2. Surface jau/llllg assuciated l1!ilh earthquakes in Caiijimlia, /974--June 2009. List excludes fault creep alld faulling triggered by 
shaking or movement on iI dir[erelllfau[r l See Bonilla (1970), Jellnings (1985). and Granl: and BarlolV (1977) for earlierfauitill!; events. 

Fault (county where located) 

1 Brawley (Imperial) 

2. Galway Lake (San Bernardino) 

3. Cleveland Hill (Butte) 

4. Stephens Pass (Siskiyou) 

5. Homestead Valley (San Bernardino) 

6. 'Calaveras (San Benito, Santa Clara) 

7. 'Imperial } 
'Brawley 

Rico 
(Imperial) 

8. Greenville (Alameda) 

9. Hilton Creek-Mammoth Lakes 
(Mono) 

10. "Lompoc quarry" (Santa 
Barbara) 

I I. Little Lake (Kern) 

12. "Coalinga Nose" (Fresno) 

13. Nunez (Fresno) 

14. *Caiaveras (Santa Clara) 

Year of 
Rupture 

1975 

1975 

1975 

1978 

1979 

1979 

1979 

1980 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1983 

1984 

Magnitude of 
Associated 
Earthquake 

4.7 

53 

5.7 

4.3 

5.2 

5_9 

6.6 

5.6 

6.0--6.5 

2.5 

5.2 

6.7 

5.2-5.9 

6.1 

Surface 
Rupture,' 
Maximum 

Displacement (em) 

20 

1.5 

30 

{

55 
15 
10 

30 

25 

0+ 

60 

20 en 

Tot,i1 Main 
Length' Sense of 

(km) Displacement 1 Comments 

10.4 N Also ruptured in 

6.8 

5.7 

2+ 

3.3 

39 ('I) 

30 
13 
I 

6.5 

20 

0.6 

10 

_005 

3.3 

1.2 

RL 

N 

N 

RL 

RL 

RL 
N 
N 

RL 

N 

R 

RUN 

R 

R 

RL 

1940 and 1979, 
fault creep in part. 

Fault previously 
unknown. 

Fault not previously 
known to be 
Holocene-active. 

Fault previously 
unknown. 

Also minor rupture 
on Johnson Valley 
Fault 

Minor, discontinuous 
rupture, mostly in 
creep-active section. 

Creep triggered on 
San Andreas and 
Superstition Hills 
Faults; also 
ruptured in 1940. 
Rico Fault not 
previously known. 

Minor left-lateral slip 
also occurred on 
Las Positas Fault 

Rupture on many 
minor faults; may 
relate to volcanic 
activity; Minor 
ruptures also in 
J 981. 

Flexural slip on flank 
of syncline triggered 
by quarrying; do not 
plan to zone. Similar 
earthquake
associated ruptures 
occurred in 1985, 
1988, and 1995. 

Fracture zones Oil 

monociznes. 
Secondary fault ('1) 

associated with 
43 em of anticlinal 
uplift; too minor to 
zone. 

Aftershocks associated 
with event (12) 
above. 

QuestlOnable faulting; 
triggered aftershp 
in I S-km-iong 
creep zone to soutb 
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Table 2. Continued. 

Surface 
Magnitude OJ Rupture,2 Total Main 

Year of AssocIated Maximum Length" Sense 01' 
Fault (county where located) Rupture Earthquake Displacement (em) (km) Displacement"' Comments 

15. 'Banning (Riverside) 1986 5.9 9 RL Minor slip also 
triggered locally on 
Garnet Hill and 
Desert Hot Springs 
n Faults as well as 
more distant faults. 

16. 'White Mountains (Mono, 1986 6.4 II 13 RUN Event also associated 
Inyo) with extensional 

cracks on faults in 
Volcanic Tableland 
in 40 km x 12 km 
area. 

17. Elmore Ranch (Imperial) 1987 6.2 12 ,~ LL Event also associated ,-
with smaller left-
lateral rupture on 
near by fa ult s. 

18. 'Superstition Hills (Imperial) 1987 6.6 90 28 RL Much of rupture 
occurred as 
afterslip; associated 
with event 17. 

19. 'San Andreas (Santa Cruz) 1989 7.1 2.5 I? RL Surface rupture 
possibly triggered 
slip: slip also 
triggered on nearby 
Calaveras and San 
Andreas Faults 
outside of 
aftershock zone. 

Secondary faultmg 
may have occurred 
with ridgetop 
spreading fissures. 

20. 'Johnson Valle.y 1992 7J 460-600 85 RL Most signifIcant fault 
'Homestead Valley} . rupture since 1906; 
'Emerson (San Bernardmo) ruptures connected 
'Camp Rock several separate 

fa ults; triggered slip 
also occurred on at 
least 10 other 
faults. 

21. "Eureka Valley" (Inyo) 1993 6.1 5+ RUN Two zones of left-
sleppmg fractures 
along pre-existlllg 
fault scarps; 
incompletely 
mapped; remote 
area, not zoned 

22. "Stevenson Ranch" (Los 1994 6.7 19 0.6 R Flexural slip faults on 
Angeles) limb of foid near 

NewhalL related to 
blind thrust 
faulting. Minor slip 
also triggered on 
Mission Wells 
Fault. which 
ruptured in 1971. 

13 • A,rport Lake (Kern and 1995 5.4-5.8 2.5 RUN Discontinuous cracks 
Inyo) aiong pre-exIstIng 

scarp. 
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Table 2 Continued 

Fault (county where located) 

24. Lavic Lake } 
"Bullion (San Bernardino) 
*Mesquite Lake 

25. ·San Andreas (Monterey. San 
Luis Obispo) 

Year of 
Rupture 

1999 

2004 

Magnitude of 
Associated 
Earthquake 

7.1 

6.0 

Surface 
Rupture,: 
Maximum 

Displacement (em) 

525 

15 

Total Main 
Length 2 Sense of 

(km) Displacement' Comments 

45 RL Bullion and Mesquite 

32 RL 

Lake Faults 
previously zoned: 
Lavic Lake had not 
ruptured in 
Holoccnco 

Parkfie Id section of 
San Andreas Fault 
zone: also ruptured 
In 19660 Much or 
rupture occurred as 
afterslip. 

ITectonic (aseismic) fault creep and triggered slip have occurred along variolls segments of the San Andreas, Hayward, Calaveras, Concord. 
Green Valley, Imperial. Superstition Hills, Maacama. and Garlock Faults as well as aiong more than 10 other faults. Human-induced fault 
creep has been reported on at least 12 other faults as a result of withdrawal of groundwater or oil-field fluids. See Jennings (1994) for map 
locations. 
2lncludes some afterslip. Rupture length measured from distal ends of rupture, which arc often discontinuous. 
'N ". normal dIsplacement: R == reverse displacement: RL '" right-lateral displacement; LL = left-lateral displacement. 
• = coseismic surface faulting occurred mostly or entirely withm existing Earthquake Fault Zones during 1 I events. 

LL 

~o km Yucca.v. al1

1
ey \, 

San Bernardmo cq./ /" 

Twentynine Palms r--r-_ .... 
HWY62 

/' \ 
-._----._----.-"""\"--.-._-_. __ ._. __ .-_.----_._-------

Riverside Co. ') 

Figure 3. Map showmg generalized surface-fault rupture patterns 
for the 1992 Mw 7.3 Landers earthquake and the 1999 M\v 7. I 
Hector Mine earthquake. Principal faults that ruptured in the 
Landers event include the rollowing: JV = Johnson VaHey; HV = 

Homestead Valley: K = Kickapoo; EM = Emerson; and CR = 

Camp Rock. Principal faults that ruptured in the Hector Mine 
event include the following: LL = Lavic Lake; B = Bullion: and 
ML = Mesquite Lake. Box shows location of Figure 4. 

phy overlying the faulted Saugus Formation. Without 
younger stratigraphy, it was impossible to constrain 
the age of most recent displacement for numerous 
other faults located on the site. 

The SMGB's Geohazards Committee heard argu
ments from the city's review geologist, the developer's 
geologists, and the State Geologist. In mid-December 
2006, the Geohazards Committee recommended that 
the SMGB should interpret the AP Act to mean that 
all faults within an Official EFZ should be considered 
active unless proven otherwise, 

The Geohazards Committee also recommended 
formation of a Technical Advisory Committee 
(T AC) to review some of the issues raised by the 
Camarillo appeal and the 1991 Reitherman-Leeds 
study. A 16-member TAC, comprising experts and 
specialists in geoscience, engineering, and public 
administration, first met in July 2007. Some of the 
issues currently being reviewed by the T AC include 
the following: clarification of setbacks, presumption 
of activity within an AP EFZ, definition of an active 
fault, and whether mitigation methods, in addition to 
avoidance, can be used within an AP EFZ. The T AC 
will issue a report to the Geohazards Committee 
containing recommendations formed by a consensus 
of expressed expert views, based on science and 
engineering considerations. Recommendations by the 
T AC will be evaluated by the Geohazards Commit
tee. Conclusions and recommendations made by the 
Geohazards Committee will be reviewed by the full 
SMGB, which will decide if the SMGB's regulations 
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;! 
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I 
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.... , . 

Figure 4. Detailed map of surface faultmg along a portion of the Emerson Fault associated with the 1992 Landers earthquake The 
numbers indicate observed slip components in cemimeters (rl = right-lateral; 11 = left lateral: and v = vertIcal). The Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone (AP EFZ) that was in place in 1988 is depleted with circled turning points connected by straight-line segments. Pre-
1992 Emerson Fault traces northwest of the AP EFZ boundary were not zoned because the complex right-step to the Camp Rock Fault 
(Figure 3) was generally concealed and poorly defined. Also. trench data northwest of this fIgure indicated that soils estllnated to be 10-
12 ka were 110t offset. 

need revision or if the SGMB should recommend 
legislative changes to the AP Act. 

SUMMARY 

The AP Act addresses the geologic hazard of 
surface-fault rupture by prohibiting the placement of 
most structures for human occupancy across the traces 
of active faults. Responsibility for implementing the 
AP Act is shared by the State Geologist, SMGB, lead 
agencies (cities, counties. and state agencies). and 
property owners. Alquist-Priolo EFZs have been in 
effect for the past 3412 years. During that time there 
have been 25 earthquakes associated with surface-fault 
rupture. including the Mw 7.3 1992 Landers and M w 
7.1 Hector Mine earthquakes. Significantly, there has 

not yet been a large surface-faulting earthquake in an 
intensely urbanized area since the AP EFZs have been 
established. The AP Act generally has been considered 
effective in avoiding surface-fault rupture hazard 
(Reitherman and Leeds, 1991). However, complex 
sites offer unique and often difficult challenges to 
ensuring public safety and effective land use. Currently 
the SMGB's T AC is reviewing policies and criteria to 
clarify and possibly update regulations governing the 
implementation of the AP Act 
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SEIS.\lIC EYENTS 

The prog-rams associaled \vtlh lhi, Safet), Element 
emphasize scismic safety issues hecause ~ciS!llic CVCIll, 

prC!;elH t he most widcs Head threat () [' dcvastation 
10 lik ~lnd profx'rty. \\lith an eanhqua ~(', l Jere is 
liD containmcnt 0[' potelltial damagc, a~ i, possible 
with a fire or flood. Cnlike a lire or Ilood whose 
path often can he genera.II:· measured and predicted. 
quake damage alld rdated hazard events m;l:' he 
widc'lHcad and. at present. are llnpj·cJiCtable. 
Relaled hazard ('Ve1](S could occur arl\"Wilefc' in till' 

quake: area including inunciatiom fl:O[Jl damaged 
reservoirs or releasc or haLardous materiak such as 
g:t<;. which in rUfli could kad to {lrcs or (()[in toxic 
ciouck 

Silln: lSOO t.hew h:\Ve beell approxim~\tck 60 d~1111' 
aging seismic cvelllS. or "earthquakes.." in the Lw; 

Angelcs re"io!1. Arter a brief hiatus between major 
eve;m (cir~a 11)/jO-II)72). lltt" greater Los Angeh:s 
area h:t'> experienced a Humher of moderatc event, 
which have resulted in considerable disruption oC 
the infrastructure, imp:lCl 011 social and economic 

life. loss of lives and extensive property damage 
'within the Cil\', the greater metropolitan area alld 
the adjacent rq;ion. Thl' most recent or these wa.\ 
the 6.7 magnitude I C)C)/j Northridge ca rthqllakc 
which was centered in the northwest pari or Ihe Cit v, 
in the gelleral vieinit), of the I ()71 San E:rnanclo 
(aka Sylmar) quake. 

'fhe C.S. Geolog-ical Surwv has e,~tim~llcd till' proh
ahilin' o(a tel\ to thin\' perccnl f)otelltial for a 7."i 

or more magnill1de quake along the sOlllhem por

tion of the San Andreas I~llll! within the neXI fIve !o 

thjrt~· vcars. The Alquist-Priolo Act requires the SLJtl' 

ecologist to map activc' e;lnhyuakc fault ZOflCS. 

Thmc Emits ill the Los Angcies area typically arc 
yi,ible, above ground taulls. f.g., the San Andrl';L'> 
[':lull. The fmlt zones located within the Cill' arc 
dcpi<.:tcd on Exhihit A. However, il i~ rhe quakes 
:;tll1g the unmapped f;lldts. such as lhe blind lhmst 
faull associated with the Non hridge earthquake, dut 
incrc:lsilwll' an: bec()rnill~ thc foeu, of swcll· and 
cOlleen!. ~'i)e COllcept (i\;lind tilnbt hullS ha~ bcell 

l"l"cogni:t.cJ onl\, rl'celltl\' lw sei.'I\wlogiSis. The 
elT;':,-:! of" such I;;u!t., ll1JI" dO;l1in;ttc the gl'Olng\ oj" 

the Lm Angeles b:lsin ill:1 wa,· 110t preVi(Hl!;lI' knowll. 

Seismic mitig.llioll is rclati\"eh IlCW, compared to 
Ilood and fire mitigation. Ever." major sei.,mic evellt 

ill the ellited Statc~ and abroad has provided valu
ahle dat;\ 1'01' evaluating-existing s(alldard~ and tcch
ni<-juc; ,llld improving ha,ard milig;1!ion. The (l.3 

l1l~lgniLU(k Long Beach earthc.Jllake or 1 ().35 killed 
1] 'i people and G1LLSed approximately S;/~g million 
ill proPCf!\' damagc. It dClllOllStr;\ted the vulncr;1bil
itv 0[' unreinf(Jfcl'd masonr\' structurc~ and the haz
ard, 01' f)al~\pets alld llllam:iJored lacade dtcora tiom. 
Tll respOflse, the SI:llC legislature adofJlcd the Field 
Act of 1 ()+i which set seismic building sundards. 

Locall\' lhe rei nforcl'Itlcll t ami parapc't sLanJards 
were adopted (i)r Ill'W const ruction, The llal ure of 
damage 10 Seattle, W!ashillgloll, due [0 the 1 <J!j[) 

e;) rthquakc. persuaded Los Angck·s to require 
removal oj' parapets and dt:corativc appendages so 
as t () prcvcl1t unrein rorced mason)"\" alld concrete 

fronl blliJlg Ollto Slreet~ and ,idew;!lb during a 

ql1ake. The ordinancc was applicable to some jO.DOO 
pre·,1').:n buildings which were locllecl prcdomi

nantk in the Ce!1lTal Cit;- area. The 11)1\"i Mexico 
Cili' ~arthqllake prompted the CilV to upgrade and 
ex. [lalld its urban search and fescue program (see Fire 
Sl'ClioI1). Following the 1 ()7] Sail I'ernalldo ljuakc" 

lilt.: C:ir~' rCLjuircd improved anchoring of Ilew 
tilt-up (concrete walls f)OUfCd and tiltcd-Llfl on the 
sile) structures and retroactive rcinCon.:emelll or 
ullreinfill'cecl masonrv structures. A seismic rctrofit 
tilt-up ordinance was developed and madc relroac

liVe two wecks aCICf the 1 fJf)iJ NOf{ilridge 
earthquake. Subsequently, the Cit:· adoptcd a scries 
o('ordinallces which required r('trolluing o{"certain 
ex.istillg structure., (c.,!; .. i'Olmdalioll anchoring o{" 

hiHsidl' dwdlillgs) and for IlL'W construction, aswl'11 
as an ordinance which required l'vdlu<1tiol1 or 
structure" 11\' ;1 structural enginccr during the 
cOllslruction proCL'ss. Thl' Northridge quake under
scored the need for thorough. on-going building 
inspcCliollS to assure constrLlctioll of" building; 
according to Code. 

AltllOUgh till' Nort hridge earthljUake was listed b\' 
seisl1lologisb ~t ... a moderate quake. it wa~ the most 
costlv seismic event ill the Lnitcd State;; since the 
J <)O(l San hancisco earthquake. \Vithilllhc Cit:-: and 

surroumling regioll. approximatcl\' 72 f1l'Oplc died 
a~ ,\ result o( the quakl' (incilldil1b [l\· helrt attack 
associattd wid) the quake experience), dlOUS:lnd, 

were ph vsical h· injured, and the direct and indirect 
p~)'cllOlogical 1011 \\·a .... incalculable. Propert\· dam
age W;\1-> ill tile billiollS or dollars. All estimated 

lil9 
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!J3,()OO (as or June 1 ~)()6) buildinp wefe damagcd 
in thl' Cit~" some fl't]uiring demolitioll, Af)Proxi
maldy ),800 buildings had to be f1;trtialh' or ((Hall:' 
\'aGHed, including approximalely 2'),6IJO !l1osd\' 
mullipll'-rcsidcmial dwelling units, R;' the aUlllll111 
following lht:' quakc, Slllllt:' 2 7 ,000 unit;, Wl'[C 

dt:'clllca ill cLnlgt:'r of lk~illg lost bccause owncr, had 
clifflc ult \' (inancing rl'pair costs, 

In addilioll, the infrastructure (Exhibit If) 01 the 
lllttropoiilim area was seVl'rdv disnlfHcd, hCl'ways 
coILql,td, tilt f1()Wl'r S;'SICIllS for the Cit;, and linked 
com!l1 unili e, ~l" fir :lW;l\, a., On:p;on wefe tem po
raril)' "blacked out" and commlll1icl!iollS were dis, 
ruptcd, Due to ahatcillent measures, plaJlning, train
ing and inter-agcnc\' and illler- jurisdictional coO! 
din:lI ion, response was much more dllcielll t hall ill 
1 (Fl following tilt San h:mando ljuakc, Stronger 
huilding codes and requircd retrofitting !ollowing 
the San l'ernalldo quake contributed to a reduct ion 
ill damagc to qruuurcs and buildillg, and resulted 
ill better containment of' hazardow, m;ltcriak 
Coordinated response resulted in more rapid iden
lillcat iOll of damage sites, cxti nguishitl" o( n fes, 
addre:$silJE offirc h;;Lards, adminis~crill'" (~rtetl from .' ~ 
banle-fleld like temporary facilities, to tile injurcd 
and displaced ,llld initialion or work to re"tore thc 
disrupted cities and region, Closure or husiness(,~\, 
disruption ofscniles and dislucuio!l of pCOflk II<ld 
a significant domino dre:Cl on d1'.: CCOllOlJlV or the 
region, Slall' aud nalion, The economic impact 
would have het'll greater had the quakt' beell 1110fe 
stvere or had disflq)[ion 01 till' illfrastructure: con

tinucd for a longer period oi' lime, 

'The i:lclthat the Northridge event occurred at 4:31 
a,m, Jalluan' 17, I ()\)!i 011 tbe IVLrnin Luther King 
JL l1;]tion,1I holid:w 111:1~' have been Ihe primary rC.l

~on {()f so littlc loss orlife and human injun', t\ low 
n lIl1l ber of commuters werc traveling 011 (he frce
wa~,s and slrl'ets and I~'\\' peopk w~re ill offices, 
indust rial, cOlnmercial buildings, puhlic garagts and 
shopping CClHers, mall\' of which sulTefcd sevcre 
structural and non-~truCLural damagc, l'vblll' CIfler' 
gellCY ,mel seismic experts helie\'(' tli;t bad th'cqllakc 
occurred at midd.l\, ins lead of durillg the pl'cuawl1, 

tile loss or life aJld injury figures wOllld haw bee!! 
,suh.qall!iall;' higher. Ncvcrtheless, Gi11crgcIlc;' ii)rces 

were seyereh, challenged hI' the evcllt. 

The Northridge quake: was olle of' the mos! lI1e:\,· 

sured earthqllakcs ill histon' Jue to cxtensive stis, 
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mic In.strumemaliol1 ill buildings and on lhc "rouIld 
throughout the n:gion, Jnfon;IJtioll (rom ~~ismo
logical imtrumclHs, damage fepofls and other data 
provided J \Veallh ofinf'ormation ror experts 10 <111:1-

h"Lt. T'radilional theories about land lISC siting and 

txislitlg huildiIlg COlle f1ro\'isio!l.) wen: callce] into 
yueslioll, 11 is knowil that thl: complex Los A!lgc1c~ 
laul, systeIll interacts with the alluvial soils and other 
gcol()~ic conditiOn> in the hills and hasills, This 
imcraction appear:" to pose a potelllial seismic thrcat 
fill' ('v cry f1:1rt or the Cit,I', r('\-!ardless 0" the lIndnk
illg g<:ologic and soils conditiolls. Structural dal~\
~lg(' doC's not OCCllr due to all\' one factor. The dur;l

liOIl and intcnsit), 01 the sha],illg, distance from the 
epiccn tcr. COlllfm,itiOIl oi' the soil afld type or (()[l-
struction, all are ractor~ in determining the cxtent 
or damage which mal' occur. Alluvial ancJ anificialh' 
llllcorn f;;JC\(:d soil~ tC;ld to ampli(\' tbe shaking, Shal-
10\\ grouud W<1te[, combined with uncompacted soils 
call result in liquefaction (quicksand effect) Juring 
a strong quake, 'fherd()rc, it is ditlicui( [0 escape 
the i!llpaCU, oj' a quake, During the Northrid"e 
quake, darna~(' appeared to hacvl' a !!lore dird:·! 
relationship to hllilding construction than did prox
imit~, to the epicentcr. Largd)' as a t'c');ult of til(' 
Nonluidgc earthquake, the national lini[orm Build
ing Codc was amended in I ,)\)tj to req\l irc t 11,11 new 
dcyelopment proiect!. flfovick geotechnical reports 
which ;l\SCSS potcntial conscquellce, of'liquefactio!l 
and soil strcngth loss ;U1d propost: appropriat~ miti
gation l1le;I,<.ure., (";;,, walls supported h)' cOl1ti!lu
ow; fOOlings, sit'd reinforccment ot' noor slabs, etc, 

These pro'visiollS we:rc illcorporatcd into the Los 

:\l1~dcs City Building Codc, dft:CLivl' jatlllan' j')%, 

Exhibit B identifies, ill a general manne'r, area, 

,usceptible to liquefacliol\, It was prepared f()r the 
(;clleral Plan r~ramework Elemellt envirol1Jllental 
impact report ;uld is ha,cd Oil tllt: Coullt\' 01- Lm 
A!lf'el~, 1 ')f)O Sa(l'IY I::kme[l( liquefaction' exhihit. 
Jt idcllti!les areas deemed to bl' liqueCaClio[l or 
potent i.lI liqucLction areas, hased Oll occurrence, 
or shallow "1'0 ulld waler t oocther wi t h [ecen t 
alilivial dqx~ilS, ~ 

One 01 the surprising findings Inllowillg the 
Northridge llLlakc was that mall\' stcd frame huild
illf,r;., hdi~~\'cJ belort' the uuakc 1(') be the sakst struc, 

Uill'S, sulTned ll!lex!)(,c!~'d welding juint damage, 
Sucb damagl' resultcci in the eVJcuatio!l of' an 11· 
,wn buildillg in \X'est Los Angeles several months 
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after the quake wilell it wa, dL:\ermilH:d that tht 
dam;)~e 10 huilding joint, had dangerously wcak
ened the building structure. 'flle huilding was 
located miles from Northridge, ill the basin on the 

other side (south) oC the Santa }v\onica rvfOl!lltains. 
At the time thi, Sall-l:' Elemcnt wa.' llmk'r prcpar;\· 
I iOIl l'X[lCn;, had l10t determincd an .1u.:cpl.lhll' 
mel hod lin rctfofitt.ing such buildings. 

Thl'~t are important flnding, for Los Angell';' hc· 
cause Los Angei<:s j, a built cit\·. Few large tracts o( 
land rcmain which have llOt alrcad;'llc'Ul ck\'(:lopcd 
Wilh SUlllC Llse. J\LlIr~' kel' beilitie,. such a, Crccwa\·". 
alread,\' j()II()w Endt line:; through mOl/main fl~ml's. 
Bllildinp. :drcad,' :m: built on ullcolnpaclcd and al
luvial soik I\lrt or lhl' dowlltown Cl'lller. including 
its nUll\' higb rise llllildillgs. I, huilt near the Elvsiall 
Park blil1d lhrust f:\Ult which mall\' ~cisl11()l()giq., 

belil:l"c could be the source of a major ~cismic event 
ill the nOl so distant i"utufC. Ph~'sicJI eXflansioll and 
change in tIlL- City will occur primaril)' through 
reh~lbilit,\tjOIl or existillg S\ructlllt:'~ and redevelofl' 
ment OCcxisling neighborhood.,. The Citv's biggest 
challenge is how to protect an existing city' 3nd its 
illhabitants from future damage. l\''lJIl\' lll'lievt: tlli.' 
should he accomplished thro:rgh imj~r()\"Cd build· 
ing dc~ign instcad or prohibitiOll or construction. 
At the lime this Elemellt was lInder prcparation. 
(hc Cit)" was fl'troflttingCit\' ITaII and some Port or 
Los Angcles f~lCilitics with hase isobtrm, to make the 
struclu~es less prone to I:lilure during 5t rong ground 
shaking_ Th is type or retrofitting is a step ill adJfes;,
ing the strengt hCIling or built slructl!re~. 

Pre-seismic ('vent land usc planning with a view to 

n.:conflguring thc Jeva~1at('d arC;l'i though POSI-CVCIll 

change,) in land u;,e. inlellSily o( dewlopmclll, el(. 

gencralh' arc !lot included as prograll1~ oj" lhi~ Safet" 
Eleilltnt. It has bCi:l1 lhl' Cit 1'\ cxperience that the 
unprcdiclabilill' of scismi~ cve'llt', both <IS to 

location and (bmage. fenden sllch planning 
irnprKtie;J. DC\'aslaliol1, while widespread, gCller
ally docs IlOt completely destroy l'J1tire hlocks. neigh
borhoods Of large geowaflhic areas. 'rhcrerorc, 
rebuilding tends to be more (ian inflll aClivi!y than 
;tn L.lrhan clcar,mcc and reconslruction entcrprise. 
Hmvl'vcr, traditional redevelopmcnt progmtns an: 
illcllldeJ ill the Opt iOllal too!:' available for recon .. 
struction or sl'\cn:ly damagcd area, and arc k-illg 
used to rebuild ne:if(hborhoocis deva~laled hy lhe: 
North ridge ljuakc. 

Hazard assessment.. Thc- Slale Public Rcsollrcc:~ 
Code Scction 26'}') retluires thaI a safety dl'menl 
"takt iwo aCCO\ll1t" availahle .,ci~l1lic haz~lrd map' 
prepared h}" tile Slate Cl'Ologisl pursuant to thc 

/\1 (ll!i~t-Priolo Earthquake bulL Zoning i\CI oj-
1 ') "72, suh'':(jul'J1ti: amcmlcd (I'uhlic RCSOllr\':C~ 
C()de Sect iom 2(i21-2C1.10. origillalh' kllU\\!l a.\ the 
;\k]uis!-Prio.lo SI1eciai Sludic~ Zoncs Act) and (he 
Sc iSlllic H;lZ~lf(:ll'vbf1ping :\ct ol 1 'J')(), suhsCt111Cl1l1y 
;[!l1Clldcd (Public ReSOLlrCl'~ COlk Section;; 26')0· 
26')<).6 and .)"72()-F2'i). The Alquist.Priolo ;\ct w.[~ 

established as a direcl re,ult or the 1 'F] San 

Ferllando earthquake_ II rcyuircs lbat lhe Slatl' 

C L"ologist [!tap act i \'l" (aulls lil roLlgh ou t I he Slate. 
. [llO.\c maps which :Hl' applicable to the Cil.\" ofTos 
:\Ilgelcsarl' incorporated into Exhihit A. Oflhis Safety 
EI eml'lll. -
The j·!az.ard Mapping /\ct rcquirc:s thL' Slate ecolo· 
gist 10 map areas suhiect tn ampliflcd ground shak .. 
ing (or cO!ldilion~ which flave potelltial [or alll11li
flc:d ground shaking). liqueracliol1 and landslide 
hal.ard arc:! ..... Foliowi ng t bc I ()t)Ll Nort hridge earth

quake. Ihe hal.arc! mapping program was revised alld 
accderaltd. The maps were under preparation con· 
currl'lHly with ,he preparation 01 tilis S;Jfcty Elc
lllc::n L 'rlle lirst liq uclact ion ami landslide hazard 

maps arc scllcdulcd to he relcased in 19,)(1. Croulld 

sll;tking maps arc schedukd ii)r release beginllillg in 
j')<J7. The entire mapping program is expccted to 

hc completed around j')')9. Local jurisdictiom are 
fl'qllircd hI' Ihe i\lapping An to rcquire additional 
sludies alld ;lllpropriatc mitigatioll measures f(H 

devdopllK!lt projects ill area;; identified as POICll

tial hazard ,lfl'as h:' the maps. As maps arc rdeJsed 

r{)f Los ;\llgclc~ lher will be ulilizcd hy lhc Build ing 
and Salel)" [)epaflJ11C!\\ in helping to idcntiry area~ 
where additional soils and !Xtolog\' SI lILlic" arc llccded 
for evaluation or hal-ards and imposition DC appro
pria(e mitigation !l1(:",L<'Llrl'S jlrior 10 issLlallce oChuild· 
iug pcr111il~. Once [he enlirc SCI of m<lp, for L()~ 
Angeles is complcte it will he used to fCvi.<,l' the soi\.<; 
and gcology exhibits o( this SaJl-ty E.lc1l1c!l1. T'ile 
map". along with information being developed Iw 
private technical organiz.;1lio!1s. sltch as (ill' SOUlh .. 
ern Cali(omia Earthquake CCllter and Caiii(lfJ1i,1 
jn~titutc ofTec\mologv, will assist the Cil)' ill ('valu· 
;uing how to stfel1f;til("11 it;, land usc ,(!lei dcvelop
mellt codes alld devclopmellt perm it proccciures so 
as to hettcr f"'otl'ct lire and propl'rt \" from seismic 
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hazards, The Building Code alrcad\' has be~n revised 
utilil.ing (tlta sccurct1 relative to t he Northridge alld 
other ['en:flt significant ,<,eislllic ewnts, 'I'he suhject 
SafetY' Ekllll'l\~ fulfills currmt reyuircfIlcms, based 
upon a\'ailable ofllci:ll maps and reliabk data, n:h, 
liV(:, to fault !.OlIes (Exhihit A), litluefaclio!l area .... 

(Exhibit Ii) and slOI1\: failure (Exhihil C), These 
exhihiu; will be r('vised r'ollowillf( receipt o(lile reli
able Il(,\\' ini(lfIll:llio!l, III addi lioll [0 \ he hazard 
mappillg provisions, the Statl' feljuire:, that rHOI1. 
crt)' sellers or agent .... di .... ciosl' 10 f)()teillial proper!\ 
bu\'er, geotecitnicil reportS and their COil tents, 

IL\.ZARDOLS'lATERIALS 

HazardolL'i materiaL have heen a concern since 1 ()(){) 
when the Citl' exper1l'l\ced it,<, nrst major oil indw.· 
tr\, nre, EXU';!l'lioll of oil ;1I1d gas deposits !legan in 
1 H')6 witell Edward DohcllV discovered oil at Sec 
ond Street and Clendale Boule\'arJ (\X'estLJ,e COl11-

l11uni(v). BI' 1 ')00 he had ereCled [)ver 600 wooden 
oil rigs and installed hundreds o(slorag(:' tanks aile! 

rebtC'd facililiC's. III that vcar a [:u11il; honllre 
ig:nilcd dl(' oil neld at Bixel Street. An estimated 
lO.O()() gallons of blazing oil spilled down the hill~ 
Illll \Va, diverted and suppressed heCore it n.:ached 
the dellsely buill Central Cit,~" The s:lVing or the 
dO\vnlown from a potential disaster prompted the 
Cil), to flurdlase more nrc SLLflpressinn equipment 
and to expand the number of fire stations and per· 
sonnel. SuhseCJuelll oil lield lires ill the Doheny ;Hld 
other neld, throughout the City resulted in rc'gula
lions \0 assure containmel\l or' oil I1res in oillldds, 
refinnies ami oil and g'<b storJgt.:' I:H.:ilitie" 

l'villch 01 (hl' area south or the Santa JVlollica jvloull' 
taim i, underbill hy gas ~lI1d oil dq)()sits. Such 
deposits exis1 ul\der other arC';lS oj' the Citl' :1, wcll 
(Exhibit E), Natural gas, crude oil ami h~'drogel1 
sulfidc call work their \Val' to the surface or i nlll
trate structures, causing I)otc!ltial flrc and hC<llth 
ba'tards, I n addition, Landllll, arc sources or meth
allC gas, The t.:'Xistcllce of untierground ga, anti 
hazardous matcrials deposits requires monitoring or 
excal'ations and knowll seepagt.:' arca~, A major illci· 
delll occurrt.:'d in J IF] during the tunneling for the 
f:eJtll<:r Riwr Projcct whCIl ;1 methane l'xpio;,ioll 
killed 1 H workers, Incident;, l'C\;]tillg to [be ga, S('Cf" 
age ca L1sed tempordrv saCct}' shutdowlb of the J\[et ro 
Rail sllbw;ll' IlUllldillg ill 1 I)'J.',. I)'i , 
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Itl [hl' 11)2(b the usc o( chemical, and hazardous 
lIl:ltni;,l; in the City'-"- t.:'Xl1Jllding mallufacturing and 
commercial sector" increased the h:mmh (II' hoth 
workers and the gt.:'nerJI populace. A ~crit.:'s of movie 
studill back lot fires and film processing laboratory 
I1res occurred ill thl' Litl' J ()2(h. Thl',e i!lci,it.:"ill;' led 

to the ~:l1aClrnel1t orCit}' regulations to protect work· 
ers aIld the public from fires and fUl1Ies associated 
with bif!hh' f1a!lllnahlc rilm and chemicals U.'ied in 
I1lm p rocC'ssillg a, well as from hai.ards associated 

with l1allllll;1blc l1lm'il' sets, 

'jtlda:' hazardous material, arc used in commcrcial. 
industrial. inst itLl! ion'll and agriculturall'nlerprist.:'s 
as well ;IS households througholll the City, Los An' 
gelc:, () pt.:'ratl'S bot h a major intcrnalional airport and 
a maiO r ha rho r wi t hill i l,S boundaries and oflcra tes 
other airpol'l Elcilities within and (HIISide it.\ hound 
;\rie,.l--Lnal'd()u~ and higbh-llall1lllablc m;lterial, are 
shippeJ through, stored a~ld used k<;pt.:'ciaJl~' fuds) 
at thesc LlCilitie.\, They also are trallSpol'led along 
ficl'W;IYS alld highways alld arc storcd ill I;lcili(ies 
timllll!,i1out the Cil\', l\bm haz,m!ow, malc'l'ial" if' 
rl'bl,~'J lw accicicI;t or c;~taslrophic event. could 
calise sel'ere damage to humall lifl' ,1lle! health and 
to thl' LlCilitie,<; and could disrupt activitie:, wilhin a 

radius or several miles around tilt.:' rdca~e site, 

During the 1 C)()Li Northridf;e canhquake. over 100 
incidellt., or quake related release or Iwzardolt\ 
mat~rials were rql()rted, or these, 2,) involved 
rel<:;1.'<:: of natural gas, 10 involved re\tase 'of gasc.<; 
alld liq uid chemical> at educ;]t ional instil uliollS alld 
H involved release ol'h;nardolls llIatl'riai, at medical 
IJciiitics, Cas leaks or chemical reactions triggered 
f'tres which deslrowd or damaged nine uni versit \. 
scien(:L' lahoratorie~, Rupture ()(;~ high pressure naIL;' 
ral ~a~ line unde!' Halhoa Boulevard ill Cranada Hills 
rcslIll<:d ill a fIfe which damaged utilil\' lilles and 
adjacl'tlt homes, Petroleum pipeline bIb released 
'I,UOO barrds ofLTuJe oil into the Sama Clara Ri\'er 
Ilorth o( Lw, Angdc'~ and clU.~ed (Ires in the ivlis
sioll llills section of the City. 

fires call damage IJheling and warnillg signs which 
are posted Oll cht.:'!11ical alld fuel containers and Oil 

,truet lIres to idt.:'11 [if" prcs(:'['lCC or hazardous m:ttcri
ak IdCl1tillC:lliOI\ of hazardous materials, storage and 
kilidlillg ~itl'S and in{(lrI11;tliOll about containment 
beilitie: and/or prOCedlll'l'S arc inq,ort;!l1( to pro· 
lect l'lllcrgello' pl'rW!1llei as well as CIllplO\,l'c's and 
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CHAPTER III - GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The SaCet y Element goak ohjeet i\'l'~, policies ,1Ild progran l," arc broadly stat cd to re!lee! the comprehew,j\'l: 
Slope of the El1lergcl1c}' Operations Orgallil;ltioll (ECXYJ. The EOO is the OJlh- program t hat implements 
the Element. The Element's flolicic, outline administrative considerations which ~lfe addressed lw EOO 
f)roceciufcs, illcluding i[.s j\·iaster Plan, or which are ohserved ill the carrying out of the Plan. All Cit), 
;!gcllcic~ arc pan of the EOO. All Cit!, cmcrgcl1c)' 11reparedlless. response and recovery programs arc inle
grated i 1110 EOO operations and arc reviewed and revised colltin uOllsly, 

Because Cit\" code, and n:gulatiol1s conlain standards for water, slreet~, ('fe., the Safet:' Elemcnt programs 
generally do nol eolltain sllcciric sl-.tlldards,;\11 exception is till' Fire Code pnlic)' which cOlltains 5t,lIlciard, 
which, at [he time this Element was lllldccpreparalion, were colltained only in the 1 'F') Fire Protection 
and Preventiol\ Elemcnt of the Ccneral Plan, emil till' standards arc incorporated into the Fire Cock or 
other regulatiollS or plan;" thi, is the (111)' place where the)' arc iOGl!ed, 'fhe}, arc m:edcd to ~uide Cit\, 
dl'vclof1111CI11 action,,,, Other standard, whid] were listed in t he I (F,) Fire Protection ,lIlel Prevcntioll 
Elemellt have hcell illcorpor;ueJ into City Codes Of sllperscckd h)' other n.:gulatiom or procedure" 

HAZARD MITICATIOl\ 

GOAL 1 
A cit)' where potclltial injury, loss oj' lik property damag<.: and di:-.rupliol1 or the social and economic lii~' 
or the Cit\' due to Grc, water rdated hazard, seismic evem, geologic conditions or release of bazardous 
malerials disasllT, is minimi/,ed. 

Ohjective 1. 1 
Implement compl'l'hl'll,,,ive hnard mitigatioll plau\ and f)fOgram, that are integratcd with each other ami 
with the City's comprehensive emergency respollse and rl'CO\'t'ry plans and progr;un" 

Policies 

1.1.1 Coordination, Coordinate ini<Hlmtioll g<ltiJcrinp;, program formulation and program' 
impklllen tJtion between City agcncie" other jurisdictions and appropriate public ,md private 
emities 10 achicVl" the maximum l1lutual !lendlt with the grcatest efflciellc:' of fund, and slalT. 
IAII EOO ha"ard mitigatioll program, involving eoopcrali\'(: dTon, between emilic, 
implcl1Jent thi, pDlio,l 

1.1.2 Disruption n:ductioll. Reduce, to the grcatcst extent feasihle and within the re"ources ;tyaiJable, 
potential critical f:lcili(\', gOVl"fIllllclltal fUllctions, ini"r;lstHtClUl'l' :md illlill'lnatioll rC\OllrCl' 
disruption due 10 Ilalural di,a~lcr. iAIi EO() programs involvillg mitigatioll oi"disruplioll oj 
essential infrastructure. services and ~oVL'rnmental operatioIlS svstems and prepare personnel (or 

quickh- reestahlishing d:llnaged s~'stl'I1lS j mpkmcnt (hi, polin, j 

1,1,.') hlcililv/s.vstcms mailltell;tI1Cc, Provide rCdlllldaJlc\' (h,ICk-up) systcms and stralcgies for 
COlltinuatioll oradequate critilai infra.\tructurc ,\\'SlcItlS alld servill's S(I as to aSSUfl' adcqll:!le 
circulatiOll. COflll1l1111ic;!tiom, power, transportation, waleI' and olher services for l'lIlergcllC) 
re,"pOI1(,l' in the event oj' disaster related wstl'm~ disruptioll,', iA11 LOO program, til,a involve 
provision ol'hack up S\'Steflls ,uld f1focedufes i(H fL'l'slahlishfllCtll or esscmial infrastructure, 
services and governmclltal o[ll'raliom which are disnlf1led implemcllt this policy,: 
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1.1,4 Healthlcnvironll1cIltaJ protcction. Protect thl' puhlic a nd workers from thc rdea~l' or hazardous 
materials and protect Cit)' walC:f supplic:s aud n.:'SOllfCC"S ('rom c()!l1al11ilJ:lIiOll rcsultillg from 
accicL:ntal rt~lease Of intrusiol1 resulting from <I disaster event. including protection orthe 
en\'ironlllent and public from potentia.1 health and sarct~· hazards associawd with progr,U11 
implemcnt:lIinn. IAII EOO hazardous materials hazard and water pollution mitigation progrJrm 
implcI1l<:nt this fJoliu·.i 

1.1. 5 Risk reduction. Reducc pOlcntial risk hazards due to nalur~d disastef to the great CSt ext en t 
f~asiblc wi[hill rhe reSOLlfce, :\\'ailahlc, including prmi;.;ioIJ oi'inf'ornmion and trainillg. IAII 
programs that incorporate current data, kllO\vlcdge alld Icchnoiog.l· ill revising and impk.'lllcming 
plam (including thi~ Safc!\' Element), codes, slalld~tr(ls and procedurl'~ that are designed to rcduce 
potelltial hazards and ri,k from hazard" potelltiall.\· ;ls;,ocial\.·J wilh natural disaster., implcflll'111 
thi, po\ic;.] 

1.1.6 Slall' and federal rcgulatiow,. Assure compliance wilh applicable stal" and federal planning and 
dl've!opment fcguialiom, e.g" Alquist-Priolo Eartllquakc f-ault Zonillg :\cl. S[31e ivlapping Act 
and CohC'v-Alquist Flood Plain Managel1lent Acl. iAIl EOn nallll~li ha:,;]rd C'nfnrcetnC'llt and 
implel11clllatioll programs rclative 10 non-Cit\, rcgulat lOllS implcmetH this polin·.: 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE (i\luhi-Hazard) 

GOAL 2 
A cit:· til:\\ respond, with the maximulll f'c;[,ible speed and dT1CiellC,\' to disas«:r events so a\ to minil1lize 
injun', loss of'lirc, propl'rt\' damage and disruptioll ortile soc.ial and economic lifl' of the Cit\, and il." 
immediate e!l\'iro!l~. 

Objective 2.1 
Develop and impicmcnt cO!1lprehcnsi\'C' elllcq.;CllC)' respomc plam and programs lhat are integratcd with 
each other and with the Ci(I'\ comprcllen ... ive hazard mitigation and recovcr~' plath and program~. 

P()licic~ 

2.1.1 Coordinatioll. Coordinate program formulation and illlplelncm:ltiotl helwccil Cil)' agellClc~, 
adjacent jurisdictions and appropriate privatc alld public clltitil's so as to achicvl'. to the grcatest 

extent feasible and within the resources available. the maximum mutual benefit \"iLll tilt' greatest 
cfIlcicllcy of rlll1cl, and staff. [All EOn rcspome flrngr:lll1s involving cooperative C({{)f[S ' 

bctwe('!\ ent itie, impicment this policr.: 

2.1.2 Health and ellvironmental proll'ctioll. Dcvclop and implel1lent procedure_, to protect the 
cllvironment and public, including anim;d cOIltrol and cJ.n:. (0 rhe greatest cxtent feasible within 
the resources available, from potcmiai health and ;aJe! \' luzarch associal ed wi tll hazard mitigation 
and disaster recovery efforts. I All EOO cmergcnc\' response and recovery programs that 
mitigate cl1vironmental im[lacts or provide carl' ;11K1 cOlltrol oCanimah; injured or released hI' ;In 
emergency situation illlpkmcilt this policl'.i 

2.1.3 In(orm;ltioll. dcwlop alld implclllcllt, wilhiu I he rewurce." ~lvailablc. trainillg progra!ll~ ;lnd 
informational materiah lll'signed to assist the gCllnal public 111 Il;tllliling disastcr situatiou;.. ill ii(:u 
of or ulltil emcrgellc;' personnel Clll provide assistance, j,\1l [00 rl'sponsc program ... involving 
trailling. collectioll and dissemination of waming, guidance and assistallce illiimll;tli()[J 10 

tht puhlic implelllellt tilis policy.! 
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PREFACE 

The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act is to regulate development near 
active faults so as to mitigate the hazard of surface fault rupture. 

This report summarizes the various responsibilities under the Act and details the actions taken by 
the State Geologist and his staff to implement the Act. 

This is the eleventh revision of Special Publication 42, which was first issued in December 1973 as an 
"Index to Maps of Special Studies Zones." A text was added in 1975 and subsequent revisions were 
made in 1976, 1977, 1980, 1985, 1988, 1990, 1992, 1994, and 1997. The 2007 revision is an interim 
version, available in electronic format only, that has been updated to refiect changes in the index map 
and listing of additional affected cities. In response to requests from various users of Alquist-Priolo 
maps and reports, several digital products are now available, including digital raster graphic (pdf) and 
Geographic Information System (GIS) files of the Earthquake Fault Zones maps, and digital files of Fault 
Evaluation Reports and site reports submitted to the California Geological Survey in compliance with the 
Alquist-Priolo Act (see Appendix E). 

On January 1, 1994, the name of the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act was changed to the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and the name Special Studies Zones was changed to 
Earthquake Fault Zones as a result of a July 25, 1993 amendment. 

Information on new and revised Earthquake Fault Zones maps will be provided as supplements until 
the next revision of this report. 
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FAULT-RUPTURE HAZARD ZONES 
IN CALIFORNIA 

By 

William A. Bryant and Earl W. Hart 

INTRODUCTION 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was 
signed into law December 22, 1972, and went into effect March 7, 
1973. The Act, codified in the Public Resources Code as 
Division 2, Chapter 7.5, has been amended ten times. A complete 
text of the Act is provided in Appendix A. The purpose of this 
Act is to prohibit the location of most structures for human 
occupancy across the traces of active faults and to thereby 
mitigate the hazard of fault rupture (Section 2621.5). 

This law initially was designated as the Alquist-Priolo 
Geologic Hazard Zones Act. The Act was renamed the Alquist
Priolo Special Studies Zones Act effective May 4, ]975 and the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act effective January 1, 
1994. The original designation "Special Studies Zones" was 
changed to "Earthquake Fault Zones" when the Act was last 
renamed. 

Under the Act, the State Geologist (Chief of the 
California Geological Survey [CGS)) is required to delineate 
"Earthquake Fault Zones" (EFZs) along known active faults in 
California. Cities and counties affected by the zones must 
regulate certain development "projects" within the zones. They 
must withhold development permits for sites within the zones 
until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not 
threatened by surface displacement from future faulting. The 
State Mining and Geology Board provides additional regulations 
(Policies and Criteria) to guide cities and counties in their 
implementation of the law (California Code of Regulations, Title 
14, Div. 2). A summary of principal responsibilities and 
functions required by the Alquist-Priolo Act is given in Table I. 
The Policies and Criteria are summarized in Table 2, and the 
complete text is provided in Appendix B. 

This publication identifies and describes (J) actions taken 
bv the State Geologist to delineate Earthquake Fault Zones, (2) 
p~licies used to make zoning decisions, and (3) Official Maps of 
Earthquake Fault Zones issued to date. A continuing program to 
evaluate faults for future zoning or zone revision also is 
summarized. Other aspects of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act and its implementation are discussed by Hart 
(1978 and 1986). The effectiveness of the AP Act and program 
was eval uated by Reitherman and Leeds (1990), The program is 
implementing many of the recommendations in that report. 

Information presented here is based on various in-house 
documents and publications of the authors and others of the CGS 
(see Appendix E). 

Table I. Sumtna!)· of responsibilitie.J wu1 jll1lCIIOns UMU the Alquist
Priolo wnhquake Faull Zoninfi Act (see Appendix Afar jullle:a of Act). 

State Mining and Geology Board 

1. Formulates policie~ and criteria [0 guide cities and 
counties (Sec. 2621.5 and 2623). (See Appendix S.) 

2. Serves as Appeals Board (Sec. 673). 

State Geologist 

1. Delineates Earthquake Pault Zones: compiles and issues 
maps to cities, counties, and state agencies (Sec. 2622). 
a. Preliminary Review Maps. 
b. Official Maps. 

2. Reviews new data (Sec. 2622). 
8. ReVlses existing maps. 
b. Compiles new maps. 

3. Approves requests for waivers initiated by cities and 
counties (Sec. 2623). 

CitIes and Counties 

1. Must adopt zoning laws, ordinances. rules. and regulations; 
primary responsibility for implementing Act (Sec. 2621.5). 

2. Must post notices of new Earthquake Fault Zones Maps 
(Sec. 2621.9 and 2622). 

3. Regulates specified Uprojects" within Earthquake Fault 
Zones (Sec. 2623). 

a. Determines need for geologic reports prior to project 
developmenl 

b. Approves geologic repons prior to issuing development 
permits. 

c. May mitiate waiver procedures. (See Appendix F.) 

Other 

!. Seismic Safel}' Commission - advises State Geologist and State 
Mining and Geology Board (Sec. 2630). 

2. Slate Agencies - prohibited from siting struCUlres for human 
occupancy across activefault trlIccs (Sec. 2621.5). 

3. Disclosure - prospective buyers of any real property lq~led 
within an Earthquake Fault Zone must be notified of that fact 
(Sec. 2621.9). 
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Table 2. Summary of poliCies aJUi cnuria adopted by rhe Slale Mining 
and G~oIOKV Boord and codifil'd m Cailjomia Code of Regulmiorrs 
(.tee Appendix B for full !al}. 

Policies 

I. Defines active fault (equals potential hazard) as It fault that has 
had surface displacement during Holocene time (last J J ,000 
years) (Sec. 3601). 

2. Defines "structure for human occupancy" and other terms 
(Sec. 3601). 

Requires cities and counties to notify property owners within 
proposed new and revised Earthquake Fault Zones (Sec. 
3602). 

4. Provides opportunity for public to comment on Preliminary 
Review Maps of Earthquake Faull Zones (Sec. 3602). 

5 Provides for comments and recommendations to State 
Geologist regarding Preliminary Review Maps (Sec. 3602). 

SpecIfic Criteria for Lead Agencies (Sec. 3603) 

J. No structure for human occupancy defined as 11 "project" is 
permitted on the trace of an active fault. Unless proven 
othClWise, the area within 50 feet of an active fault is 
presumed to be underlain by active branches of the fault. 

2. Requires disclosure of Earthquake Fault Zones to the public. 

3. Requires that buildings converted to SlTm:rures for human 
occupancy comply with provisions of the Act. 

4. Requires geologic repom directed at the problem of 
porential surface faulting for all projects defined by 
the Act. 

5. Requires cities and counties to review geologic reports fur 
adequacy. 

6. Requires thnt geologic reports be submitted to the Stale 
Geologist for open-file. 

PROGRAM FOR ZONING AND EVALUATING 
FAULTS 

Requirements of the Act 

Section 2622 of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act (Appendix A) requires the State Geologist to: 

J. "Delineate ... appropriately wide earthquake fault 
zones to encompass all potentially and recently active traces of 
the San Andreas, Calaveras. Hayward, and San Jacinto faults, 
and such other faults, or segments thereof, as the State 
Geologist determines to be sufficiently active and well-defined 
as to constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface 
fau Iting or fault creep." 

2. Compile maps of Earthquake Fault Zones and submit 
such maps to affected cities, counties, and state agencies for 
their review and comment. Following appropriate reviews, 
the State Geologist must provide Official Maps to the affected 
cities, counties, and state agencies. 

3. Continually review new geologic and seismic data to 
revise the Earthquake Fault Zones or delineate additional 
zones. 

These requirements constitute the basis for the State 
Geologist's fault-zoning program and for many ofthe policies 
devised to implement the program. 

Initial Program for Zoning Faults 
As required under the Act, the State Geologist initiated a 

program early in 1973 to delineate Earthquake Fault Zones to 
encompass potentially and recently active traces of the San 
Andreas, Calaveras, Hayward, and San Jacinto faults, and to· 
compile and distribute maps of these zones. A project team 
was established within the CGS to develop and conduct a 
program for delineation of the zones. 

Initially, 175 maps of Earthquake Fault Zones were 
delineated for the four named faults. These zone maps, issued 
as Preliminary Review Maps, were distributed for review by 
local and state government agencies on December 31. 1973. 
Following prescribed 90-day review and revision periods, 
Official Maps were issued on July 1, 1974. At that time, the 
Earthquake Fault Zones became effective and the affected 
cities and counties were required to implement programs to 
regulate development within the mapped zones. A second set 
of Official Maps -- 81 maps of new zones and five maps of 
revised zones -- was issued on January 1, 1976 to delineate 
new and revised zones. Additional Official Maps of new and 
revised zones were issued in succeeding years, as summarized 
in Table 3. 

Table 3. Official Maps of £anhquake Faull Zones Issued 1974 through 
Au us/JOO? 

January 1. 1965 33 10 

March 1. 1968 58 

November 1.1991 46 

June 1.1995 13 

August 16. 2007 
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As of August J 6, 2007, 55] Official Maps of Earthquake 
Fault Zones have been issued. Ofthese, 161 have been 
revised since their initial issue and four have been withdrawn. 
The maps are identified by quadrangle map name and the date 
of issue or revision on the Index to Maps of Earthquake Fault 
Zones (Figure 4). 

The maps delineate regulatory zones for the faults 
generally identified in Figure 1. Additional faults will be 
zoned in the future, and some zones will be revised. Thirty
six counties and 104 cities are affected by the existing 
Earthquake Fault Zones. These jurisdictions are listed in 
Table 4. 

Definitions, Policies, Rationale 

For the State Geologist to carry out the mandate to 
establish regulatory zones, certain terms identified in Section 
2622 of the Act had to be defined and policies had to be 

developed to provide a consistent and reasonable approach to 
zoning. After the zoning program was underway and the 
surface fault-rupture process was better understood, other 
terms were defined and some zoning policies were modified. 

Fault and Fault Zone 

AJaulf i"S defined as a fracture or zone of closely 
associated fractures along which rocks on one side have been 
displaced with respect to those on the other side. Most faults 
are the result of repeated displacement that may have taken 
place suddenly andlor by slow creep. A fault is distinguished 
from those fractures or shears caused by landsliding or other 
gravity-induced surficial failures. A Jault ::.one is a zone of 
related faults that commonly are braided and subparallel. but 
may be branching and divergent. A fault zone has significant 
width (with respect to the scale at which the fault is being 
considered, portrayed, or investigated), ranging from a few 
feet to several miles. 

Table 4 Cities and counties affected by Earthquake Fault Zones as of August 16. 200r 

CITIES (104)** 

American Canyon Hayward 
Arcadia Hemet 
Arcata Highland 
AlVin Hollister 
Bakersfield Huntington Beach 
Banning Indio 
Barstow Inglewood 
Beaumont La Habra 
Benicia La Habra Heights 
Berkeley Lake Elsinore 
Bishop Livermore 
Brea Loma Linda 
Calimesa Long Beach 
Camarillo Los Angeles 
Carson Malibu 
Cathedral City Mammoth Lakes 
Chino Hills Milpitas 
Coachella Monrovia 
Colton Moorpark 
Compton Moreno Valley 
Concord Morgan Hill 
Corona Murrieta 
Coronado Oakland 
Culver City Pacifica 
Daly City Palmdale 
Danville Palm Springs 
Desert Hot Springs Palo Alto 
Dublin Pasadena 
EI Cerrito Pleasanton 
Fairfield Portola Valley 
Fontana Rancho Cucamonga 
Fortuna Redlands 
Fremont Rialto 
Gardena Richmond 
Glendale Ridgecrest 

Rosemead 
San Bernardino 
San Bruno 
San Diego 
San Fernando 
San Jacinto 
San Jose 
San Juan Bautista 
San Leandro 
San Luis Obispo 
San Marino 
San Pablo 
San Ramon 
Santa Clarita 
Santa Rosa 
Seal Beach 
Signal Hill 
Simi Valley 
South Pasadena 
South San Francisco 
Temecula 
Trinidad 
Twentynine Palms 
Union City 
Upland 
Ventura (San Buenaventura) 
Walnut Creek 
Whittier 
Willits 
Windsor 
Woodside 
Yorba Linda 
Yucaipa 
Yucca Valley 

COUNTIES (36) 

Alameda 
Alpine 
Butte 
Contra Costa 
Fresno 
Humboldt 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Kern 
Lake 
Lassen 
Los Angeles 
Marin 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono 
Monterey 
Napa 
Orange 
Riverside 
San Benito 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mateo 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Clara 
Santa Cruz 
Shasta 
Siskiyou 
Solano 
Sonoma 

Stanislaus 
Ventura 
Yolo 

To inquire about local government policies and regulations or to consult (obtain) copies of specifiC Earthquake Fault Zones maps, 
address the Planning Director of each county or city. Some jurisdictions have replotted the EFZ boundaries on large-scale parcel maps. 

Additional cities may be affected by the zones as new cities are created. city boundaries are expanded. or new zones are established 
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MAP 
SYMBOL 
B 
BS 
BV 
C 
CA 
CH 
CM 
CU 
DS 
DV 
E 
FS 
G 
GR 
GV 

H 
HA 
HC 

HE 
HL 
HU 
I 
J 

KF 
L 
LA 
LL 
LO 
LS 
M 
MA 
MB 
Me 
ME 
MR 
N 
ND 
NF 
NI 
0 
OV 
p 

PI 
PM 
PV 
R 
RC 
RH 

RM 
SA 
SC 
SF 
SG 
SGA 
SH 
SJ 
SN 
SS 
SSR 
SV 
W 
WM 
WN 
V 

NAME OF 
PRINCIPAL FAULT 
'Brawley 
Bartlett Springs 
'Buena Vista 
'Calaveras 
Calico 
'Cleveland Hill 
Cedar Mtn. 
Cucamonga 
Deep Springs 
Death Valley 
Elsinore 
'Fort Sage 
'Garlock 
'Greenville 
'Green Valley and 

Concord 
'Hayward 
Hat Creek 
'Hilton Creek & 

related 
Helendale 
Honey Lake 
Hunting Creek 
"Imperial 
• Johnson Valley & 

related 
'Kern Front & related 
Lenwood 
Los Alamos 
'Little Lake 
Los OS05 
Little Salmon 
*Manix 
'Maacama 
Malibu 
McArthur 
Mesquite Lake 
Mad River 
'Nunez 
Northern Death Valley 
North Frontal 
'Newport-Inglewood 
Ortigalita 
'Owens Valley 
Pie ito & Wheeler 

Ridge 
'Pisgah-Bullion 
Pinto Mountain 
Panamint Valley 
Raymond Hill 
Rose Canyon 
Rodgers Creek-

Healdsburg 
Red Mountain 
'San Andreas 
San Cayetano 
'San Fernando 
San Gregorio 
San Gabriel 
'Superstition Hills 
'San Jacinto 
Sierra Nevada (zone) 
San Simeon 
Simi-Santa Rosa 
Surprise Valley 
Whittier 
*White Mtns 
'White Wolf 
Ventura 
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;PRINCIPAL :FAULTS ZONED 
l;JNDER.~Qunsrr~PRIOLD . 

·EARTHQUAKE,FAULT.,ZONING fACT 
197~4.;2007 

o 100 200 kiloTmlll1lfS 
~~~~ 

Faults zoned through August 2007 

Approximate boundaries of work-plan regions and year studied 

Note. Other faults may be zoned in the future and existing zones 
may be reVised when warranted by new fault data 

Figure 1. Principal active faults in California zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act Asterisk 
indicates faults with historic surface rupture. 
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Fault Trace 

Afault trace is the line formed by the intersection of a 
fault and the earth's surface. It is the representation ofa fault 
as depicted on a map, including maps of the Earthquake Fault 
Zones. 

Active Fault 

For the purposes of this Act. an active fault is defined by 
the State Mining and Geology Board as one which has "had 
surface displacement within Holocene time (about the last 
11,000 years)" (see Appendix B, Section 360 I). This 
defmition does not, of course, mean that faults lacking 
evidence for surface displacement within Holocene time are 
necessarily inactive. A fault may be presumed to be inactive 
based on satisfactory geologic evidence; however, the evidence 
necessary to prove inactivity sometimes is difficult to obtain 
and locally may not exist. 

Potentially Active Fault 

Because the Alquist-Priolo Act requires the State 
Geologist to establish Earthquake Fault Zones to encompass all 
"potentially and recently active" traces of the San Andreas, 
Calaveras, Hayward, and San Jacinto faults, additional 
definitions were needed (Section 2622). Initially, faults were 
defined as potentially active, and were zoned, if they showed 
evidence of surface displacement during Quaternary time (last 
1.6 million years, Figure 2). Exceptions were made for certain 
Quaternary (i.e., Pleistocene) faults that were presumed to be 
inacti've based on direct geologic evidence of inactivity during 
all of Holocene time or longer. The term "recently active" was 
not defined, as it was considered to be covered by the term 
"potentially active." Beginning in 1977. evidence of 
Quaternary surface displacement was 110 longer used as a 
criterion for zoning. However, the term "potentially active" 
continued to be used as a descriptive term on map explanations 
on EFZ maps until 1988. 

Sufficiently Active and Well-defined 

A major objective of the CGS's continuing Fault 
Evaluation and Zoning Program is to evaluate the hundreds of 
remaining potentially active faults in California for zoning 
consideration. However, it became apparent as the program 
progressed that there are so many potentially 

GEOLOGIC AGE YEARS BEFORE 
PRESENT 

Pened Epoch (esumated) 

active (i.e., Quaternary) faults in the state (Jennings, 1975) 
that it would be meaningless to zone all of them. In late 1975, 
the State Geologist made a policy decision to zone only those 
potentially active faults that have a relatively high potential for 
ground rupture. To facilitate this, the terms "sufficiently 
active" and "well-defined," from Section 2622 of the Act, were 
defined for application in zoning faults other than the four 
named in the Act. These two terms constitute the present 
criteria used by the State Geologist in determining if a given 
fault should be zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Act. 

Sufficiently active. A fault is deemed sufficiently active if 
there is evidence of Holocene surface displacement along one 
or more of its segments or branches. Holocene surface 
displacement may be directly observable or inferred; it need 
not be present everywhere along a fault to qualify that fault for 
zoning. 

Weli-defined A fault is considered well-defmed if its 
trace is clea;ly detectable by a trained geologist as a physical 
feature at or just below the ground surface. The fault may be 
identified by direct observation or by indirect methods (e.g., 
geomorphic evidence; Appendix C). The critical consideration 
is that the fault, or some part of it, can be located in the field 
with sufficient precision and confidence to indicate that the 
required site-specific investigations would meet with some 
success. 

Determining if a fault is sufficiently active and well
defmed is a matter of judgment. However. these definitions 
provide standard, workable guidelines for establishing 
Earthquake Fault Zones under the Act. 

The evaluation offaults for zoning purposes is done with 
the realization that not all active faults can be identified 
Furthermore, certain faults considered to be active at depth, 
because of known seismic activity, are so poorly defined at the 
surface that zoning is impractical. Although the map 
explanation indicates that "potentially active" (i.e., Quaternary) 
faults are identified and zoned (with exceptions) on the Official 
Maps of Earthquake Fault Zones until 1988, this is basically 
true only for those maps issued July 1, 1974 and January 1, 
1976. Even so, all of the principal faults zoned in 1974 and 
1976 were active during Holocene time, if not historically. 
Beginning with the maps of January 1, 1977, all faults zoned 
meet the criteria of "sufficiently active and well-defined." 

Historic 

Holocene 
200 

Faults along which movement has occurred dunng th,s 
Interval and defined as active by Policies and Criteria 01 the 
Slsle Mining and Geology Board. 

QUATERNARY 
l) 

is Pleistocene N 
0 z 
w 
() 

PlIOCene 
TERTIARY 

pre·Pllocene 

pr&·CENOZOIC time 
____ Beg,nning at geologic time 

11.000 -

I 
1,600,000 -

5,000,000 -

66,000,000 -

4,600,000.000 -

Faults defined as potentially acfjve tor the purpose of 
evaluation lor possible zonation. 

Figure 2. GeologiC lime scale. 
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Delineating the Earthquake Fault Zones 

Earthquake Fault Zones are delineated on U.S. Geological 
Survey topographic base maps at a scale of 1 :24,000 (1 inch 
equals 2,000 feet). The zone boundaries are straight-line 
segments defined by turning points (Figure 3). Most of the 
turning points are intended to coincide with locatable features 
on the ground (e.g., bench marks, roads, streams), Neither the 
turning points nor the connecting zone boundaries have been 
surveyed to verify their mapped locations. 

Locations of Earthquake Fault Zone boundaries are 
controlled by the position of fault traces shown on the Official 
Maps of Earthquake Fault Zones. With few exceptions, the 
faults shown on the 1974 and 1976 Earthquake Fault Zones 
maps were not field-checked during the compilation of these 
maps. However, nearly all faults zoned since January 1, 1977 
have been evaluated in the field or on aerial photographs to 
verify that they do meet the criteria of being sufficiently active 
and well-defined. 

Zone boundaries on early maps were positioned about 660 
feet (200 meters) away from the fault traces to accommodate 
imprecise locations of the faults and possible existence of 
active branches. The policy since 1977 is to position the EFZ 
boundary about 500 feet (150 meters) away from major active 
faults and about 200 to 300 feet (60 to 90 meters) away from 
well-defined, minor faults. Exceptions to this policy exist 
where faults are locally complex or where faults are not 
vertical. 

Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program 

The Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program was initiated in 
early 1976 for the purpose of evaluating those "other faults" 
identified in the Act as "sufficiently active and well-defined" 
(see definition above) after it was recognized that effective 
future zoning could not rely solely on the limited fault data of 
others. JustifIcation of this program is discussed in more detail 
in Special Publication 47 of the Division of Mines and 
Geology (1976; also see Hart, 1978). 

The program was originally scheduled over a 10-year 
period. The state was divided into 10 regions or work areas 
(Figure 1), with one region scheduled for evaluation each year. 
However, the work in some regions was extended due to heavy 
workloads. Fault evaluation work includes interpretation of 
aerial photographs and limited field mapping, as well as the 
us'e of other geologists' work. A list of faults to be evaluated 
in a target region was prepared and priorities assigned. The list 
included potentially active faults not yet zoned, as well as 
previously zoned faults or fault-segments that warranted zone 
revisions (change or deletion). Faults also were evaluated in 
areas outside of scheduled regions, as the need arose (e.g., to 
map fault rupture immediately after an earthquake). The fault 
evaluation work was completed in early 1991. The work is 
summarized for each region in Open-File Reports (OFR) 77-8, 
78-10,79-10,81-3,83-10,84-52,86-3,88-1,89-16, and 91-9 
(see Appendix E). Appendix E is a complete list of 
publications and products ofthe Fault Evaluation and Zoning 
Program. 

For each fault evaluated, a Fault Evaluation Report (FER) 
was prepared, summarizing data on the location, recency of 
activity, and sense and magnitude of displacement. Each FER 
contains recommendations for or against zoning. These in
house reports are filed at the CGS Sacramento Regional Office 
at 801 K Street, MS 12-31, Sacramento, 95814. where they are 
available for reference. Reference copies of the FERs are tIled 
in the CGS's Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay regional 
offices. An index to FERs prepared 1976 to April 1989 is 
available as OFR 90-9 (see Appendix E). This list and an 
index map identify the faults that have been evaluated. Digital 
files ofal! FER's are available in pdf format (CGS CD 2002-
01; CD 2002-02; CD 2002-03) (see Appendix E). 

Under the AP Act (Sec. 2622), the State Geologist has an 
on-going responsibility to review "new geologic and seismic 
data" in order to revise the Earthquake Fault Zones and to 
delineate new zones "when warranted by new information." 

As a result of the fault evaluations made since 1976,295 
new and 155 revised Earthquake Fault Zones Maps have been 
issued and four maps have been withdrawn (Table 3). The 
faults zoned since 1976 are considered to meet the criteria of 
"sufficiently active and well-defined" (see Definitions above). 
Many other faults did not appear to meet the criteria and were 
not zoned. It is important to note that it is sometimes difficult 
to distinguish between slightly active faults and inactive ones, 
because the surface features formed as a result of minor, 
infrequent rupture are easily obliterated by geologic processes 
(erosion, sedimentation, mass wasting) or people's activities. 
Even large scale fault-rupture can be obscured in complex 
geologic terranes or high-energy environments. Recent fault
rupture also is difficult to detect where it is distributed as 
numerous breaks or warps in broad zones of deformation. As a 
consequence of these problems, it is not possible to identify 
and zone all active faults in California. For the most part, 
rupture on faults not identified as active is expected to be 
minor. 

Since zones were first established in 1974, there have been 
25 earthquakes or earthquake sequences associated with 
surface faulting in various parts of California (Table 5). This 
is an average of 0.75 fault-rupture events per year. Most of the 
recent surface faulting has been relatively minor; either in 
terms of amount of displacement or length of surface rupture 
(Table 5). However, one foot (30 cm) or more displacement 
occurred during seven events. Earlier records (incomplete) 
suggest that displacements of 3 feet (one meter) or more occur 
at least once every 15 to 20 years in Cali fornia (Bani lla, 1970; 
Grantz and Bartow, 1977). Many of the recent coseismic 
events occurred on faults that were not yet zoned, and a few 
were on faults not considered to be potentially active or not 
even mapped. However. coseismic rupture also occurred on 
faults mostly or entirely within the Earthquake Fault Zones in 
nine of the rupture events (Table 5). A sequence of four 
rupture events occurred in the Lompoc diatomite quarry and 
presumably was triggered by quarrying (see event #10, Table 
5). In addition, aseismic fault creep has occurred on many 
zoned faults in the last 30 years (see footnote, Table 5). Most 
fault creep is tectonically induced, although some is induced 
by people (mainly by fluid withdrawal). 

RL0033965 



2007 

EM34765 

FAULT-RUPTURE HAZARD ZONES IN CALIFORNIA 

-~ 

-----:~ . 

-. ··._0· ...... . :>-.. -~\;_ 

\ 
\. 

7 

, ::t·, 
.-~-.----""'- '\ 

. . ;::tirL; I 

f906 C 
---..c--""'--.,.,.,.- ............ _-
•••..• :? • 

, (HOLLISTER) 

SCALE I 24,000 

MAP EXPLANAll0N 

Active Faults 

Faults considered to have been active during Holocene time and to have a 
relatively high potential for surface rupture; solid line where accurately located, 
long dash where approximately located, short dash where inferred, dotted where 
concealed; query (?) indicates additional uncertaintty. Evidence of historic offset 
indicated by year of earthquake-associated event or C for displacement caused by 
creep or possible creep. 

Earthquake Fault Zone Boundaries 

0----0 These are delineated as straight-line segments that connect encircled turning points 
so as to define earthquake fault zone segments. 

- - -0 Seaward projection of zone boundary. 

Figure 3. Example of Earthquake Fault Zones map and elCplanation of map symbols. 
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Table 5. Surface faulting associated with earthquakes In California, 1974-Juoo 2007. List excludes fault creep and f(Ju/IJng triggered by s/Iaking or movement on a differnnt fau/t' 
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See Bonilla (1970). 
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In addition to evaluating and zoning faults, program 
staff also perform other functions necessary to the 
implementation of the APEFZ Act. Regulations (Section 
3603, Appendix B) require that cities and counties file 
geologic reports for "project" sites in Earthquake Fault 
Zones with the State Geologist. By the middle of 2006, 
over 4000 site-speci fie geologic reports investigating the 
hazard of surface-fault rupture had been filed for public 
reference. Site repons on file with CGS through 2000 
are available as digital images in pdf format (CGS CD 
2003-01; CD 2003-02). Reports filed after 2000 are 
available for reference at the Geologic information and 
Publications Office in Sacramento (see Appendix E). 

In order to improve the quality of site investigations 
and reports, guidelines were prepared in ] 975 to assist 
others in evaluating faults. These guidelines have been 
revised and appear as Appendix C. 

General guidelines for reviewing geologic reports for 
adequacy, required by Section 3603 of the regulations, 
are provided in Appendix D. 

If a city or county considers that a geologic 
investigation of a proposed "project" is unnecessary, it 
may request a waiver from the State Geologist (Section 
2623, Appendix A). A waiver form detailing the 
procedures used is provided in Appendix F. Through 
2006, 84 waiver requests have been processed by 
program staff. 

Another important activity is to provide information 
on the APEFZ Act, the Division's Fault Evaluation and 
Zoning Program, and fault-rupture hazards to both the 
public and private sectors. Program staff responds to 
about 1,500 inquiries each year from geologists, planners, 
building officials, developers, realtors, fmancial 
institutions, and others. 

Uses and Limitations of Earthquake Fault Zones 
Maps 

The Earthquake Fault Zones are delineated to define 
those areas within which fault-rupture hazard 
investigations are required prior to bui Iding structures for 
human occupancy. Traces offaults are shown on the 
maps mainly to justify the locations of zone boundaries. 
These fault traces are plotted as accurately as the sources 
of data permit; yet the plots are not sufficiently accurate 
to be used as the basis for building set-back requirements, 
and they should not be so used. 

The fault information shown on the maps is not 
sufficient to meet the requirement for fault-rupture 

D
az.ard investigations. Local governmental units must] 

require developers to have project sites within the 
Earthquake Fault Zones evaluated to determine if a 
potential hazard from any fault. whether heretofore 

recognized or not, exists with regard to proposed J L structures and their occupants. 

The surface fault-ruptures associated with historic 
earthquake and creep events are identified where known. 
However, no degree of relative potential for future 
surface displacement or degree of hazard is implied for 
the faults shown. Surface ruptures resulting from the 
secondary effects of seismic shaking (e.g., landsliding, 
differential settlement, liquefaction) are omitted from the 
map and do not serve as a basis for zoning. 

Active faults may exist outside the Earthquake Fault 
Zones on any zone map. Therefore, fault investigations 
are recommended for all critical and important 
developments proposed outside the Earthquake Fault 
Zones. 

INDEX TO MAPS OF EARTHQUAKE FAULT 
ZONES 

The following pages (Figures 4A to 4J) indicate the 
names and locations of the Official Maps of Earthquake 
Fault Zones delineated by the California Geological 
Survey under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Act (Appendix A). These index pages identify all 
Official Maps of Earthquake Fault Zones released by the 
State Geologist through August 2007. The official maps 
are compiled on U.S. Geological Survey 7.S-minute 
topographic quadrangle maps at a scale of 1 inch equals 
2.000 feet (Figure 3). Cities and counties affected by 
these maps are listed in Table 4. 

Because Earthquake Fault Zones maps are issued 
every year or two to delineate revised and additional 
zones, users of these maps should check with the 
California Geological Survey for up-to-date information 
on new and revised Earthquake Fault Zones maps. A 
change in zones also may affect different local 
governments. This index to Official Maps of Earthquake 
Fault Zones (Figures 4A to 4J) will be revised in future 
years as new maps are issued. 

The Earthquake Fault Zones maps are available for 
purchase as indicated under Availability of Earthquake 
Fault Zones Maps. Also, they may be consulted at any 
office of the California Geological Survey and at the 
planning departments of all cities and counties affected 
locally by Earthquake Fault Zones (Table 4). 

Availability of Earthquake Fault Zones Maps 

Reproducible masters, from which copies oflocal 
Earthquake Fault Zones maps (scale I :24,000) can be 
made, have been provided to each ofthe cities and 
counties affected by the zones. Requests for copies of 
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particular Earthquake Fault Zones maps of local areas 
should be directed to the Planning Director of the 
appropriate city or county. Refer to the index of 
Earthquake Fault Zones maps for the quadrangle names 
of the maps needed. 

Arrangements also have been made with ARC
Bryant (formerly BPS Reprographic Services), San 
Francisco, to provide paper copies of the Earthquake 
Fault Zones maps to those who cannot get them 
conveniently from the cities and counties. 

ARC-Bryant 
945 Bryant Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Telephone: (415) 495-8700, 

Each map must be ordered by quadrangle name as 
shown on the index map. The cost of the maps is 
nominal; handling and C.O.D. charges are extra. These 
maps are not sold by the California Geological Survey. 

Digital files of the maps can be obtained from the 
California Geological Survey in both digital raster (pdf) 
and Geographic Information System (GIS) format. Refer 
to Appendix E for more in~ation on obtaining digital 
files of the maps. 
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APPENDICES 

Data are presented herein to provide city and county officials, property owners, developers, geologists, and others 
with specifiC information they may need to effectuate the Act. 

Because the Act must be implemented at the local govemment level, it is imperative that the local entities 
understand its various aspects. 

Appendix A 
ALQUIST -PRIOLO EARTHQUAKE FAULT ZONING ACT 1 

Excerpts from California Public Resources Code 

DIVISION 2. Geology, Mines and Mining 
CHAPTER 7.5 Earthquake Fault Zones2 

2621. This chapter shall be known and may be cited as 
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act I. 

2621.5. la) It is the purpose ofthis chapter to provide for 
the adoption and administration of zoning laws, ordinances, 
rules, and regulations by cities and counties in implementation 
of the general plan that is in effect in any city or county. The 
Legislature declares that this chapter is intended to provide 
policies and criteria to assist cities, counties, and state 
agencies in the exercise ofth.eir responsibility to prohibit the 
location of developments and structures for human occupancy 
across the trace of active faults. Further, it is the intent ofthis 
chapter to provide the citizens of the state with increased 
safety and to minimize the loss of life during and immediately 
following earthquakes by facil itating seismic retrofitting to 
strengthen buildings, including historical buildings, against 

ground shaking. 

(b) This chapter is applicable to any project, as defined in 
Section 2621.6, which is located within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone, upon issuance of the official earthquake 
fault zones maps to affected local jurisdictions, except as 
provided in Section 2621. 7. 

ec) The implementation of this chapter shall be pursuant 
to policies and criteria established and adopted by the Board) 

2621.6. (a) As used in this chapter, "project" means either 
of the following: 

KnoW01 as the AlqUist-Pnolo Special StudIes Zones Act pnor to January 
1.1994 

Know as SpecIal StudIes Zones pnor to January 1. 1994 

State Mmmg and Geology Board 

(I) Any subdivision ofland which is subject to the 
Subdivision Map Act, (Division 2 (commencing with 
Section 66410) of Title 7 of the Government Code), 
and which contemplates the eventual construction of 
structures for human occupancy. 

(2) Structures for human occupancy, with the exception of 
either of the following: 

(Al Single-family wood-frame or steel-frame 
dwellings to be built on parcels of land for which 
geologic reports have been approved pursuant to 
paragraph (I). 

(B) A single-family wood-frame or steel-frame 
dwelling not exceeding two stories when that dwelling 
is not part of a development of four or more dwellings. 

(b) For the purposes of this chapter, a mobilehome whose 
body width exceeds eight feet shall be considered to be a 
single-family wood-frame dwelling not exceeding two sto·ries. 

2621.7. This chapter, except Section 2621.9, shall not 
apply to any of the following: 

(a) The conversion of an existing apartment complex into 
a condominium. 

(b) Any development or structure in existence prior to 
May 4, 1975, except for an alteration or addition to a structure 
that exceeds the value limit specified in subdivision (c). 

(c) An alteration or addition to any structure if the value 
of the alteration or addition does not exceed 50 percent of the 
value of the structure. 

(d) (I) Any structure located within the jurisdiction ofthe 
City of Berkeley or the City of Oakland which was 
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damaged by fire between October 20, 1991, and October 23, 
1991, if granted an exemption pursuant to this subdivision. 

(2) The city may apply to the State Geologist for an 
exemption and the State Geologist shall grant the 
exemption only if the structure located within the 
earthquake fault zone is not situated upon a trace of an 
active fault line, as delineated in an official earthquake 
fault zone map or in more recent geologic data, as 
determined by the State Geologist. 

(3) When requesting an exemption, the city shall submit 
to the State Geologist all ofthe following information: 

(A) Maps noting the parcel numbers of proposed 
building sites that are at least 50 feet from an 
identified fault and a statement that there is not any 
more recent information to indicate a geologic hazard. 

(B) Identification of any sites within 50 feet of an 
identified fault. 

(C) Proofthat the property owner has been notified 
that the granting of an exemption is not any guarantee 
that a geologic hazard does not exist. 

(4) The granting of an exemption does not relieve a seller 
of real property or an agent for the seller of the 
obligation to disclose to a prospective purchaser that 
the property is located within a delineated earthquake 
fault zone, as required by Section 2621.9. 

(e) (1) Alterations which include seismic retrofitting, as 
defined in Section 8894.2 of the Government Code, to any of 
the following listed types of buildings in existence prior to 
May4,1975: 

(Al Unreinforced masonry buildings, as described in 
subdivision (a) of Section 8875 oftne Government 
Code. 

(B) Concrete tilt-up buildings, as described in Section 
8893 of the Government Code. 

(Cl Reinforced concrete moment resisting frame 
buildings as described in Applied Technology Council 
Report 21 (FEMA Report 154). 

(2) The exemption granted by paragraph (1) shall not 
apply unless a city or county acts in accordance with 
all of the following: 

(A) The building permit issued by the city or county 
for the alterations authorizes no greater human 
occupancy load, regardless of proposed use, than that 
authorized for the existing use permitted at the time the 

city or county grants the exemption. This may be 
accomplished by the city or county making a human 
occupancy load determination that is based on, and no 
greater than, the existing authorized use, and including 
that determination on the building permit application 
as well as a statement substantially as follows: "Under 
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of 
Section 2621. 7 of the Public Resources Code, the 
occupancy load is limited to the occupancy load for the 
last lawful use authorized or existing prior to the 
issuance of this building permit, as determined by the 
city or county." 

(B) The city or county requires seismic retrofitting, as 
defined in Section 8894.2 of the Government Code, 
which is necessary to strengthen the entire structure 
and provide increased resistance to ground shaking 
from earthquakes. 

(C) Exemptions granted pursuant to paragraph (I) are 
reported in writing to the State Geologist within 30 
days of the building pennit issuance date. 

(3) Any structure with human occupancy restrictions 
under subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) shall not be 
granted a new building permit that allows an increase 
in human occupancy unless a geologic report, prepared 
pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 3603 ofTitle 14 
of the California Code of Regulations in effect on 
January 1, 1994, demonstrates that the structure is not 
on the trace of an active fault, or the requirement of a 
geologic report has been waived pursuant to Section 
2623. 

(4) A qualified historical building within an earthquake 
fault zone that is exempt pursuant to this subdivision 
may be repaired or seismically retrofitted using the 
State Historical Building Code, except that, 
notwithstanding any provision of that building code 
and its implementing regulations, paragraph (2) shall 
apply. 

2621.8. Notwithstanding Section 818.2 of the 
Government Code, a city or county which knowingly issues a 
pemlit that grants an exemption pursuant to subdivision (e) of 
Section 2621.7 that does not adhere to the requirements of 
paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of Section 2621.7, may be 
liable for earthquake-related injuries or deaths caused by 
failure to so adhere. 

2621.9. (a) A person who is acting as an agent for a 
transferor of real property that is located within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone, or the transferor, ifhe or she is acting 
without an agent, shall disclose to any prospective transferee 
the fact that the property is iocated within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone. 
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(b) Disclosure is required pursuant to this section only 
when one of the following conditions is met: 

(I) The transferor, or the transferor's agent, has actual 
knowledge that the property is within a delineated 
earthquake fault zone. 

(2) A map that includes the property has been provided 
to the city or county pursuant to Section 2622, and a 
notice has been posted at the offices of the county 
recorder, county assessor, and county planning 
agency that identifies the location of the map and 
any information regarding changes to the map 
received by the county. 

(c) In all transactions that are subject to Section 1103 of 
the Civil Code, the disclosure required by subdivision (a) of 
this section shall be provided by either of the following means: 

( I) The Local Option Real Estate Transfer Disclosure 
Statement as provided in Section II 02.6a of the 
Civil Code. 

(2) The Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement as 
provided in Section 1103.2 of the Civil Code. 

Cd) lfthe map or accompanying information is not of 
sufficient accuracy or scale that a reasonable person can 
determine if the subject real property is included in a 
delineated earthquake fault hazard zone, the agent shall mark 
"Yes" on the Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement. The agent 
may mark ''No'' on the Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement if 
he or she attaches a report prepared pursuant to subdivision (c) 
of Section 1103.4 of the Civil Code that verifies the property 
is not in the hazard zone. Nothing in this subdivision is 
intended to limit or abridge any existing duty of the transferor 
or the transferor's agents to exercise reasonable care in making 
a determination under this subdivision. 

(e) For purposes of the disclosures required by this 
section, the following persons shall not be deemed agents of 
the transferor: 

(1) Persons specified in Section 1103.11 of the Civil 
Code. 

(2) Persons acting under a power of sale regulated by 
Section :2924 of the Civil Code. 

(f) For purposes of this section, Section 1103.13 of the 
Civil Code shall apply. 

(g) The specification of items for disclosure in this section 
does not limit or abridge any obligation for disclosure created 
by any other provision of law or that may exist in order to 

avoid fraud, misrepresentation, or deceit in the transfer 
transaction. 

2622. (a) In order to assist cities and counties in their 
planning, zoning, and building-regulation functions, the State 
Geologist shall delineate, by December 31, 1973, appropriately 
wide earthquake fault zones to encompass all potentially and 
recently active traces of the San Andreas, Calaveras, Hayward, 
and San Jacinto Faults, and such other faults, or segments 
thereof, as the State Geologist determines to be sufficiently 

active and well-defined as to constitute a potential hazard to J 
structures from surface faulting or fault creep. The earthquake 
fault zones shall ordinarily be one-quarter mile or less in 
width, except in circumstances which may require the State 
Geologist to designate a wider zone. 

(b) Pursuant to this section, the State Geologist shall 
compile maps delineating the earthquake fault zones and shall 
submit the maps to all affected cities, counties, and state 
agencies, not later than December 31, 1973, for review and 
comment. Concerned jurisdictions and agencies shall submit 
all comments to the State Mining and Geology Board for 
review and consideration within 90 days. Within 90 days of 
such review, the State Geologist shall provide copies of the 
official maps to concerned state agencies and to each city or 
county having jurisdiction over lands lying within any such 
zone. 

(c) The State Geologist shall continually review new 
geologic and seismic data and shall revise the earthquake fault 
zones or delineate additional earthquake fault zones when 
warranted by new information. The State Geologist shall 
submit all revised maps and additional maps to all affected 
cities, counties, and state agencies for their review and 
comment. Concerned jurisdictions and agencies shall submit 
all comments to the State Mining and Geology Board for 
review and consideration within 90 days. Within 90 days of 
that review, the State Geologist shall provide copies of the 
revised and additional official maps to concerned state 
agencies and to each city or county having jurisdiction over 
lands lying within the earthquake fault zone. 

(d) In order to ensure that sellers of real property and 
their agents are adequately informed, any county that receives 
an official map pursuant to this section shall post a notice 
within five days of receipt ofthe map at the offices of the 
county recorder, county assessor, and county planning 
commission, identifYing the location of the map and the 
effective date of the notice. 

U 
2623. (a) The approval of a project by a city or 

county shall be in accordance with policies and criteria 
established by the State Mining and Geology Board and the 
findings of the State Geologist. In the development of such 
policies and criteria, the State Mining and Geology Board 
shall seek the comment and advice of affected cities, counties, 

1 

RL0033972 



[ 

EM34772 

2007 FAULT-RUPTURE HAZARD ZONES IN CALIFORNIA 25 

and state agencies. Cities and counties shall require, prior to ] 
the approval of a project, a geologic report defining and 
delineating any hazard of surface fault rupture. If the city or 
county finds that no undue hazard ofthat kind exists, the 
geologic report on the hazard may be waived, with the approval 
of the State Geologist. 

(b) After a report has been approved or a waiver granted, 
subsequent geologic reports shall not be required, provided 
that new geologic data warranting further investigations is not 
recorded. 

(3) Determine not to grant exemptions authorized under 
this chapter. 

2625. (a) Each applicant for approval of a project may be 
charged a reasonable fee by the city or county having 
jurisdiction over the project. 

(b) Such fees shall be set in an amount sufficient to meet, 
but not to exceed, the costs to the city or county of 
adrrunistering and complying with the provisions ofthis 
chapter. 

(c) The preparation of geologic reports that are required 
pursuant to this section for multiple projects may be 
undertaken by a geologic hazard abatement district. U 

(c) The geologic report required by Section 2623 shall beJ 
in sufficient detail to meet the criteria and policies established 
by the State Mining and Geology Board for individual parcels 
of land. 

2624. Notwithstanding any provision of this chapter, 
cities and counties may do any oftne following: 

(I) Establish pol icies and criteria which are stricter than 

those established by this chapter. 

(2) Impose and collect fees in addition to those required 
under this chapter. 

2630. In carrying out the provisions of this chapter, the 
State Geologist and the board shall be advised by the Seismic 
Safety Commission. 

SIGNED rNTO LAW DECEMBER 22, 1972; AMENDED SEPTEMBER 16, 1974, MAY 4, 1975, SEPTEMBER 28, 1975, 
SEPTEMBER 22,1976, SEPTEMBER 27,1979, SEPTEMBER 21,1990, JULY 29, 1991, AUGUST 16,1992, JULY 25, 

1993, OCTOBER 7,1993, AND OCTOBER 7,1997 
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Appendix B 

POLICIES AND CRITERIA OF THE STATE MINING AND GEOLOGY BOARD 
With Reference to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

(Excerpts from the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 2) 

3600. Purpose. 

Jt is the purpose of this subchapter to set forth the 
policies and criteria of the State Mining and Geology 
Board, hereinafter referred to as the "Board," governing 
the exercise of city, county, and state agency 
responsibilities to prohibit the location of developments 
and structures for human occupancy across the trace of 
active faults in accordance with the provisions of Publ ic 
Resources Code Section 2621 et seq. (Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act). The policies and criteria 
set forth herein shall be limited to potential hazards 
resulting from surface faulting or fault creep within 
earthquake fault zones del ineated on maps officially 
issued by the State Geologist. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 2621.5, Public 
Resources Code. Reference: Sections 2621-2630. Public 
Resources Code. 

3601. Definitions. 

The following definitions as used within the Act and 
herein shall apply: 

(a) An "active fault" is a fault that has had surface 
displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11.000 
years), hence constituting a potential hazard to structures 
that might be located across it. 

(b) A "faulttrace" is that line formed by the 
intersection of a fault and the earth's surface, and is the 
representation of a fault as depicted on a map, including 
maps of earthquake fault zones. 

(c) A "lead agency" is the city or county with the 
authority to approve projects. 

(d) "Earthquake fault zones" are areas delineated by 

the State Geologist, pursuant to the Alquist·Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code 
Section 2621 et seq.) and this subchapter, which 
encompass the traces of active faults. 

(e) A "structure for human occupancy" is any 
structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any 

.use or occupancy, which is expected to' have a human 
occupancy rate of more than 2,000 person-hours per year. 

(f) "Story" is that portion of a building included 
between the upper surface of any floor and the upper 
surface of the floor next above, except that the topmost 
story shall be that portion of a building included between 
the upper surface of the topmost floor and the ceiling or 
roof above. For the purpose of the Act and this 
subchapter, the number of stories in a building is equal to 
the number of distinct floor levels, provided that any 
levels that differ from each other by less than two feet 
shall be considered as one distinct level. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 2621.5, Public 
Resources Code. Reference: Sections 262 J -2630, Public 
Resources Code. 

3602. Review of Preliminary Maps. 

(a) Within 45 days from the issuance of proposed 
new or revised preliminary earthquake fault zone map(s), 
cities and counties shall give notice of the Board'S 
announcement of a ninety (90) day public comment period 
to property owners within the area of the proposed zone. 
The notice shall be by publication, or other means 
reasonably calculated to reach as many of the affected 
property owners as feasible. Cities and counties may also 
give notice to consultants who may conduct geologic 
studies in fault zones. The notice shall state that its 
purpose is to provide an opportunity for public comment 
including providing to the Board geologic information that 
may have a bearing on the proposed map(s). 

(b) The Board shall also give notice by mail to those 
California Registered Geologists and California 
Registered Geophysicists on a list provided by the State 
Board of Registration for Geologists and Geophysicists. 
The notice shall indicate the affected jurisdictions and 
state that its purpose is to provide an opportunity to 
present written technical comments that may have a 
bearing on the proposed zone map(s) to the Board during 
a 90-day public comment period. 

IC) The Board shall receive public comments during 
the 90-day public comment period. The Board shall 

RL0033974 



EM34774 

2007 FAULT-RUPTURE HAZARD ZONES IN CALIFORNIA 

conduct at least one public hearing on the proposed zone 

map(s) during the 90-day public conunent period. 

(d) Following the end of the 90-day public conunent 

period, the Board shall forward its conunents and 
recommendations with supporting data received to the 
State Geologist for consideration prior to the release of 
official earthquake fault zone map(s). 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 2621.5, Public 
Resources Code. Reference: Section 2622, Public 
Resources Code. 

3603. Specific Criteria. 

The following specific criteria shall apply within 
earthquake fault zones and shall be used by affected lead 
agencies in complying with the provisions of the Act: 

(a) No structure for human occupancy, identified as a 
project under Section 2621.6 of the Act, shall be 
permitted to be placed across the trace of an active fault. 
Furthermore, as the area within fifty (50) feet of such 
active faults shall be presumed to be underlain by active 
branches of that fault unless proven otherwise by an 
appropriate geologic investigation and report prepared as 
specified in Section 3603(d) of this subchapter, no such 
structures shall be permitted in this area. 

(b) Affected lead agencies, upon receipt of official 
earthquake fault zones maps, shall provide for disclosure 
of delineated earthquake fault zones to the public. Such 
disclosure may be by reference in general plans, specific 
plans, property maps, or other appropriate local maps. 

(c) No change in use or character of occupancy, 
which results in the conversion of a building or structure 
from one not used for human occupancy to one that is so 
used, shall be pennitted unless the building or structure 
complies with the provisions of the Act. 

(d) Application for a development permit for any 
project within a delineated earthquake fault zone shall be 
accompanied by a geologic report prepared by a geologist 
registered in the State of California, which is directed to 
the problem of potential surface fault displacement 
through the project site, unless such report is waived 
pursuant to Section 2623 of the Act. The required report 
shall be based on a geologic investigation designed to 
identify the location, recency, and nature of faulting that 
may have affected the project site in the past and may 
affect the project site in the future. The report may be 
combined with other geological or geotechnical reports. 

(e) A geologist registered in the State of California. 

within or retained by each lead agency, shall evaluate the 
geologic reports required herein and advise the lead 
agency. 

(0 One (1) copy of all such geologic reports shall be 
filed with the State Geologist by the lead agency within 
thirty (30) days following the report's acceptance. The 
State Geologist shall place such reports on open file. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 2621.5. Public 
Resources Code. Reference: Sections 2621.5, 2622. 
2623, and 2625( c), Public Resources Code. 

ADOPTED NOVEMBER 23,1973; REVISED JULY 1,1974, AND JUNE 26,1975. 
CODIFIED TN CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATlONS JANUARY 31, 1979; 

REVISED OCTOBER 18, 1984, JANUARY 5,1996, AND APRIL 1, 1997. 

27 
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Appendix C 

GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING THE HAZARD 
OF SURFACE RUPTURE 

(These guidelines, also published as DMG Note 49 (1997), are not part of the Policies and Criteria of the State 
Mining and Geology Board, Similar guidelines were adopted by the Board for advisory purposes in 1996,) 

These guidelines are to assist geologists who investigate 
faults relative to the hazard of surface fault rupture, 
Subsequent to the passage ofthe Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act (1972), it became apparent that many fault 
investigations conducted in California were incomplete or 
otherwise inadequate for the purpose of evaluating the 
potential of surface fault rupture. It was further apparent that 
statewide standards for investigating faults would be 
beneficial. These guidelines were initially prepared in 1975 
as DMG Note 49 and have been revised several times since 
then, 

The investigation of sites for the possible hazard of 
surface fault rupture is a deceptively difficult geologic task, 
Many active faults are complex, consisting of multiple breaks. 
Yet the evidence for identifYing active fault traces is generally 
subtle or obscure and the distinction between recently active 
and long-inactive faults may be difficult to make. It is 
impractical from an economic, engineering, and architectural 
point of view to design a structure to withstand serious 
damage under the stress of surface fault rupture, Once a 
structure is sited astride an active fault, the resulting fault
rupture hazard cannot be mitigated unless the structure is 
relocated, whereas when a structure is placed on a landslide, 
the potential hazard from landsliding often can be mitigated, 
Most surface faulting is confined to a relatively narrow zone a 
few feet to a few tens of feet wide, making avoidance (i.e., 
building setbacks) the most appropriate mitigation method, 
However, in some cases primary fault rupture or rupture along 
branch faults can be distributed across zones hundreds offeet 
wide or manifested as broad warps, suggesting that 
engineering strengthening or design may be of additional 
mitigative value (e.g., Lazarte and others, 1994), 

No single investigative method will be the best, or even 
useful, at all sites, because of the complexity of evaluating 
surface and near surface faults and because of the infinite 
variety of site conditions, Nonetheless, certain investigative 
methods are more helpful than others in locating faults and 
eval uating the recency of activity, 

The evaluation of a given site with regard to the potential 
hazard of surface fault rupture is based extensively on the 
concepts of recency and recurrence of faulting along existing 
faults, In a general way, the more recent the faulting the 
greater the probability for future faulting (Allen, 1975), 
Stated another way, faults of known historic activity during 
the last 200 years, as a class, have a greater probability for 
future activity than faults classified as Holocene age (last 
11,000 years) and a much greater probability offuture activity 
than faults classified as Quaternary age (last 1.6 million 
years), However, it should be kept in mind that certain faults 
have recurrent activity measured in tens or hundreds of years 
whereas other faults may be inactive for thousands of years 
before being reactivated. Other faults may be characterized 
by creep-type rupture that is more or less on-going. The 
magnitude, sense, and nature of fault rupture also vary for 
different faults or even along different strands of the same 
fault. Even so, future faulting generally is expected to recur 
along pre-existing faults (Bonilla, 1970, p, 68), The 
development of a new fault or reactivation of a long-inactive 
fault is relatively uncommon and generally need not be a 
concern in site development. 

1 As a practical matter, fault investigations should be 
directed at the problem of locating existing faults and then 
attempting to evaluate the recency of their activity, Data 
should be obtained both from the site and outside the site 
area, The most useful and direct method of evaluating 
recency is to observe (in a trench or road cut) the youngest 
geologic unit faulted and the oldest unit that is not faulted, 
Even so, active faults may be subtle or discontinuous and 
consequently overlooked in trench exposures (Bonilla and 
Lienkaemper, 1991), Therefore, careful logging is essential 
and trenching needs to be conducted in conjunction with 
other methods, For example, recently active faults may also 
be identified by direct observation of young, fault-related 
geomorphic (i.e., topographic) features in the field or on 
aerial photographs, Other indirect and more interpretive 
methods are identified in the outline below, Some of these 
methods are discussed in Bonilla (1982), Carver and 
McCalpin (1996), Hatheway and Leighton (1979), McCalpin 
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(1996a, b, c), National Research Council (1986), Sherard and 
others (1974), Slemmons (1977), Slemmons and dePolo 
(1986), Taylor and Cluff (1973), the Utah Section of the 
Association of Engineering Geologists (1987), Wallace 
(1977), Weldon and others (1996), and Yeats and others 
(1997). McCalpin (1996b) contains a particularly useful 
discussion of various field techniques. Many other useful 
references are listed in the bibliographies of the references 
cited here. 

The purpose, scope, and methods of investigation for 
fault investigations wi II vary depending on conditions at 
specific sites and the nature of the projects. Contents and 
scope of the investigation also may vary based on guidelines 
and review criteria of agencies or pol itical organizations 
having regulatory responsibility. However, there are topics 
that should be considered in all comprehensive fault 
investigations and geologic reports on faults. For a given site 
some topics may be addressed in more detail than at other 
sites because of the difference in the geologic and/or tectonic 
setting andlor site conditions. These investigative 
considerations should apply to any comprehensive fault 
investigation and may be applied to any project site, large or 
small. Suggested topics, considerations, and guidelines for 
fault investigations and reports on faults are provided in the 
following annotated outline. Fault investigations may be 
conducted in conjunction with other geologic and 
geotechnical investigations (see DMG Notes 42 and 44; also 
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines 
and Geology, 1997). Although not all investigative 
techniques need to be or can be employed in evaluating a 
given site, the outline provides a checklist for preparing 
complete and well-documented reports. Most reports on fault 
investigations are reviewed by local or state government. 
agencies. Therefore it is necessary that the reports be 
documented adequately and written carefully to facilitate that 
review. The importance ofthe review process is emphasized 
here, because it is the reviewer who must evaluate the 
adequacy of reports, interpret or set standards where they are 
unclear, and advise the governing agency as to their 
acceptability (Hart and Williams, 1978; DMG Note 41). 

The scope of the investigation is dependent not only on 
the complexity and economics of a project, but also on the 
level of risk acceptable for the proposed structure or 
development. A more detailed investigation should be made 
for hospitals, high-rise buildings, and other critical or 
sensitive structures than for low-occupancy structures such as 
wood-frame dwellings that are comparatively safe. The 
conclusions drawn from any given set of data, however, must 
be consistent and unbiased. Recommendations must be 
clearly separated from conclusions, because recommendations 
are not totally dependent on geologic factors. The final 
decision as to whether, or how, a given project should be 

developed lies in the hands of the ovmer and the governing 
body that must review and approve the project. 

CONTENTS OF GEOLOGIC REPORTS ON FAULTS 
Suggested topics, considerations, and guidelines for 

investigations and reports 

The following topics should be considered and addressed ] 
in detail where essential to support opinions, conclusions, 
and recommendations, in any geologic report on faults. It is 
not expected that all of the topics or investigative methods 
would be necessary in a single investigation. In specific cases 
it may be necessary to extend some of the investigative 
methods well beyond the site or property being investigated. 
Particularly helpful references are cited parenthetically below. 

I. Text. 

A. Purpose and scope of investigation; description of 
proposed development. 

B. Geologic and tectonic setting. Include seismicity 
and earthquake history. 

C. Site description and conditions, including dates of 
site visits and observations. Include information on 
geologic units, graded and filled areas, vegetation, 
existing structures, and otber factors that may affect 
the choice ofinvestigative methods and the 
interpretation of data. 

D. Methods of investigation. 

1. Review of published and unpublished literature, ] 
maps, and records concerning geologic units, 
faults, ground-water barriers, and other factors. 

2. Stereoscopic interpretation of aerial 
photographs and other remotely sensed images 
to detect fault-related topography (geomorphic 
features), vegetation and soil contrasts, and 
other lineaments of possible fault origin. The 
area interpreted usually should extend beyond 
the site boundaries. 

3. Surface observations, including mapping of 
geologic and soil units, geologic structures, 
geomorphic features and surfaces, springs, 
deformation of engineered structures due to 
fault creep, both on and beyond the site. 

4. Subsurface investigations.,' 
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a. Trenching and other excavations to pennit 
detailed and direct observation of 
continuously exposed geologic units, soils, 
and structures; must be of adequate depth 
and be carefully logged (see Taylor and 
Cluff, 1973; Hatheway and Leighton, 1979; 

McCalpin,1996b). 

b. Borings and test pits to permit collection of 
data on geologic units and ground water at 
specific locations. Data points must be 
sufficient in number and spaced adequately 
to permit valid correlations and 
interpretations. 

c. Cone penetrometer testing (CPT) (Grant 
and others, 1997; Edelman and others, 
1996). CPT must be done in conjunction 
with continuously logged borings to 
correlate CPT results with on-site materials. 

The number of borings and spacing of CPT 
soundings should be sufficient to 
adequately image site stratigraphy. The 
existence and location of a fault based on 
CPT data are interpretative. 

5. GeophysicaJ investigations. Theseare indirect 
methods that require a knowledge of specific 
geologic conditions for reliable interpretations. 
They should seldom, if ever, be employed alone 
without knowledge of the geology (Chase and 
Chapman, 1976). Geophysical methods alone 
never prove the absence of a fault nor do they 
identity the recency of activity. The types of 

equipment and techniques used should be 
described and supporting data presented 
(California Board of Registration for Geologists 
and Geophysicists, 1993). 

a. High resolution seismic reflection 
(Stephenson and others, 1995; McCalpin, 
J996b). 

b; Ground penetrating radar (Cai and others, 
1996). 

C. Other methods include: seismic refraction, 
magnetic profiling, electrical resistivity. and 
gravity (McCalpin, 1996b). 

Age-dating techniques are essential for 
determining the ages of geologic units, soils, 
and surfaces that bracket the time(s) offaulting 
(Pierce, 1986; Birkeland and others, 1991; 

Rutter and Catto, 1995; McCalpin, 1996a). 

a. Radiometric dating (especially 14C). 

b. Soil-profile development. 

C. Rock and mineral weathering. 

d. 'Landform development. 

e. Stratigraphic correlation of 
rocks/mi neral s/fossi Is. 

f. Other methods -- artifacts. historical 
records, tephrochronology, fault scarp 
modeling, thermoluminescence, 
lichenometery, paleomagnetism, 
dendrochronology, etc. 

7. Other methods should be included when special 
conditions pennit or requirements for critical 
structures demand a more intensive 
investigation. 

a. Aerial reconnaissance overflights. 

h. Geodetic and strain measurements. 

c. MicTOseismicity monitoring. 

E. Conclusions. 

1. Location and existence (or absence) of J 
hazardous faults on or adjacent to the site; ages 
of past rupture events. 

2. Type of faults and nature of anticipated offset, 
including sense and magnitude of displacement, 
if possible. 

3. Distribution of primary and secondary faulting 
(fault zone width) and fault-related deformation. 

4. 

5. 

Probability of or relative potential for future 
surface displacement. The likelihood of future 
ground rupture seldom can be stated 
mathematically, but may be stated in 
semiquantitative terms such as low, moderate, or 
high, or in terms of sl ip rates determined for 
specific fault segments. 

Degree of confidence in and I imitations of data 
and ·conclusions. 
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F. Recommendations. 

1. Setback distances of proposed structures from 
hazardous faults. The setback distance 

2. 

3. 

4. 

generally will depend on the quality of data and 
type and complexity of fault(s) encountered at 
the site. In order to establish an appropriate 
setback distance from a fault located by indirect 
or interpretative methods (e.g. borings or cone 
penetrometer testing), the area between data 
points also should be considered underlain by a 
fault unless additional data are used to more 
precisely locate the fault. State and local 
regulations may dictate minimum distances (e.g., 
Sec. 3603 of California Code of Regulations, 
Appendix B). 

Additional measures (e.g., strengthened 
foundations, engineering design, flexible utility 
connections) to accommodate warping and 
distributive deformation associated with faulting 
(Lazarte and others, 1994). 

Risk evaluation relative to the proposed 
development. 

Limitations of the investigation; need for 
additional studies. 

II. References. 

A. Literature and records cited or reviewed; citations 
should be complete. 

B. Aerial photographs or images interpreted -- list type, 
date, scale, source, and index numbers. 

C. Other sources of information, including well records, 
personal communications, and other data sources. 

Ill. Illustrations -- these are essential to the understanding of 
the report and to reduce the length of text. 

A. Location map -- identifY site locality, significant 
faults, geographic features, regional geology, seismic 
epicenters, and other pertinent data; 1 :24,000 scale 
is recommended. If the site investigation is done in 
compliance with the Alquist-Priolo Act, show site 
location on the appropriate Official Map of 
Earthquake Fault Zones. 

Site development map -- show site boundaries, 
existing and proposed structures, graded areas, 
streets, exploratory trenches, borings, geophysical 

traverses, locations of faults, and other data; 
recommended scale is 1 :2,400 (I inch equals 200 
feet), or larger. 

C. Geologic map -- show distribution of geologic units 
(if more than one), faults and other structures, 
geomorphic features, aerial photographic lineaments, 
and springs; on topographic map 1 :24,000 scale or 
larger; can be combined with !Il(A) or 1II(8). 

D. Geologic cross-sections, if needed, to provide 3-
dimensional picture. 

E. Logs of exploratory trenches and borings -- show 
details of observed features and conditions; should 
not be generalized or diagrannnatic. Trench logs 
should show topographic profile and geologic 
structure at a J: I horizontal to vertical scale; scale 
should be 1:60 (I inch = 5 feet) or larger. 

F. Geophysical data and geologic interpretations. 

IV. Appendix: Supporting data not included above (e,g., 
water well data, photographs, aerial photographs). 

J 

Authentication: Investigating geologist's signature and 
registration number with expiration date. J 
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Appendix D 

GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWING GEOLOGIC REPORTS 

(These general guidelines are published as DMG Note 41 (1997). Similar guidelines were adopted by 
the State Mining and Geology Board for advisory purposes in 1996). 

The purpose of this article is to provide general 
guidance for those geologists who review geologic reports 
of consultants on behalf of agencies having approval 
authority over specific developments. These general 
guidelines are modified from an article titled, "Geologic 
Review Process" by Hart and Williams (1978). 

The geologic review is a critical part of the evaluation 
process of a proposed development. It is the responsibility 
of the reviewer to assure that each geologic investigation, 
and the resulting report, adequately addresses the geologic 
conditions that exist at a given site. In addition to geologic 
reports for tentative tracts and site development, a reviewer 
evaluates Environmental Impact Reports, Seismic Safety 
and Public Safety Elements of General Plans, Reclamation 
Plans, as-graded geologic reports, and final, as-built 
geologic maps and reports. In a sense, the geologic 
reviewer enforces existing laws, agency policies, and 
regulations to assure that significant geologic factors 
(hazards, mineral and water resources, geologic processes) 
are properly considered, and potential problems are 
mitigated prior to project development. Generally, the 
reviewer acts at the discretion or request of, and on behalf 
of a governing agency -- city, county, regional, state, federal 
-- not only to protect the government's interest but also to 
protect the interest of the community at large. Examples of 

the review process in a state agency are described by 
Stewart and others (1976). Review at the local level has 
been discussed by Leighton (1975), Berkland (1992), 
Larson (1992), and others. Grading codes, inspections, and 
the review process are discussed in detail by Scullin 
(1983). Nelson and Christenson (1992) specifically 
discuss review guidelines for reports' on surface faulting. 

THE REVIEWER 

Qualifications 

In order to make appropriate evaluations of geologic 
reports, the reviewer should be an experienced geologist 
familiar with the investigative methods employed and the 
techniques available to the profession. Even so, the 
reviewer must know his or her limitations, and at times ask 
for the opinions of others more qualified in specialty fields 
(e.g., geophysics, mineral exploitation and economics, 
ground water, foundation and seismic engineering, 
seismology). In California, the reviewer must be licensed 
by the State Board of Registration for Geologists and 
Geophysicists in order to practice (Wolfe, 1975). The 
Board also certifies engineering geologists and 
hydrogeoiogists, and licenses geophysicists. Local and 
regional agencies may have additional requirements. 

33 
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The reviewer must have the courage of his or her 
convictions and should not approve reports if an inadequate 
investigation has been conducted. Like any review process, 
there is a certain "give-and-take" involved between the 
reviewer and investigator. If there is clear evidence of 
incompetence or misrepresentation in a report, this fact 
should be reported to the reviewing agency or licensing 
board. California Civil Code Section 47 provides an 
immunity for statements made "in the initiation or course of 
any other proceedings authorized by law." Courts have 
interpreted this section as providing immunity to letters of 
complaint written to provide a public agency or board, 
including licensing boards, with information that the public 
board or agency may want to investigate (see King v 
Borges, 28 Cal. App. 3d 27 [1972]; and Brody 1'. 

Montalbano, 87 Cal. App. 3d 725 [1978]). Clearly, the 
reviewer needs to have the support of his or her agency in 
order to carry out these duties. 

The reviewer should bear in mind that some geologic 
investigators are not accomplished \witers, and almost all 
are working with restricted budgets. Also, the reviewer may 
by limited by their agency's policies, procedures, and fee 
structures. Thus, while a reviewer should demand that 
certain standards be met, he or she should avoid running 
rough-shod over the investigator. The mark of a good 
reviewer is the ability to sort out the important from the 
insignificant and to make constructive comments and 
recommendations. 

A reviewer may be employed full time by the reviewing 
agency or part-time as a consultant. Also, one reviewing 
agency (such as a city) may contract with another agency 
(such as a county) to perform geologic reviews. The best 
reviews generally are performed by experienced reviewers. 
Thus, the use of multiple, part-time reviewers by a given 
agency tends to prevent development of consistently high
qual ity and efficient reviews. One ofthe reasons for this is 
that different reviewers have different standards, which 
results in inconsistent treatment of development projects. 
The primary purpose of the review procedure should always 
be kept in mind -- namely, to assure the adequacy of 
geologic investigations. 

Other Review Functions 

Aside from his or her duties as a reviewer, the 
reviewing geologist also must interpret the geologic data 
reported to other agency personnel who regulate 
development (e.g., planners, engineers, inspectors). Also, 
the reviewing geologist sometimes is called upon to make 
investigations for his or her own agency. This is common 
where a city or county employs only one geologist. In fact, 
some reviewers routinely divide their activities between 

reviewing the reports of others and performing one or 
several other tasks for the employing agency (such as 
advising other agency staff and boards on geologic matters; 
making public presentations) (see. Leighton, 1975). 

Conflict of Interest 

In cases where a reviewing geologist also must perform 
geologic investigations, he or she should never be placed in' 
the position of reviewing his or her own report, for that is 
no review at all. A different type of conflict commonly 
exists in ajurisdiction where the geologic review is 
performed by a consulting geologist who also is practicing 
commercially (performing geologic investigations) within 
the same jurisdictional area. Such situations should be 
avoided, if at all possible. 

GEOLOGIC REVIEW 

The Report 

The critical item in evaluating specific site 
investigations for adequacy is the reSUlting geologic report. 
A report that is incomplete or poorly written cannot be 
evaluated and should not be approved. As an expediency, 
some reviewers do accept inadequate or incomplete reports 
because of their personal knowledge of the site. However, 
unless good reasons can be provided in writing, it is 
recommended that a report not be accepted until it presents 
the pertinent facts correctly and completely. 

The conclusions presented in the report regarding the 
geologic hazards or problems must be separate from and 
supported by the investigative data. An indication 
regarding the level of confidence in the conclusions should 
be provided. Recommendations based on the conclusions 
should be made to mitigate those geology-related problems 
which would have an impact on the proposed development. 
Recommendations also should be made concerning the 
need for additional geologic investigations. 

Report Guidelines and Standards 

An investigating geologist may save a great deal of time 
(and the client's money), and avoid misunderstandings, if 
he or she contacts the reviewing geologist at the initiation 
of the investigation. The reviewer should not only be 
familiar with the local geology and sources of information, 
he or she also should be able to provide specific guidelines 
for investigative reports and procedures to be followed. 
Guidelines and check-lists for geologic or geotechnical 
reports have been prepared by a number of reviewing 
agencies and are available to assist the reviewer in his or 
her evaluation of reports (e.g., DMG Notes 42, 44, 46, 48, 
and 49; California Department of Conservation, Division of 
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Mines and Geology, 1997), A reviewer also may wish to 
prepare his or her own guidelines or check-lists for specific 
types of reviews, 

If a reviewer has questions about an investigation, 
these questions must be communicated in writing to the 
investigator for response, After the reviewer is satisfied 
that the investigation and resulting conclusions are 
adequate, this should be clearly indicated in writing to the 
reviewing agency so that the proposed development 
application may be processed promptly, The last and one 
ofthe more important responsibilities of the reviewer 
should be implementation of requirements assuring report 
recommendations are incorporated and appropriate 
consultant inspections are made, 

The biggest problem the reviewer faces is the 
identification of standards, These questions must be asked: 
"Are the methods of investigation appropriate for a given 
site?" and "Was the investigation conducted according to 
existing standards of practice?" Answers to these questions 
lie in the report being reviewed, For example, a reported 
landslide should be portrayed on a geologic map ofthe site, 
The conclusion that a hazard is absent, where previously 
reported or suspected, should be documented by stating 
which investigative steps were taken and precisely what was 
seen, The reviewer must evaluate each investigative step 
according to existing standards. It should be recognized 
that existing standards of practice generally set minimum 
requirements (Keaton, 1993), Often the reviewer is forced 
to clarify the standards, or even introduce new ones, for a 
specific purpose. 

Depth (Intensity) of Review 

The depth of the review is determined primarily by the 
need to assure that an investigation and resulting 
conclusions are adequate, but too often the depth of review 
is controlled by the time and funds available, A report on a 
subdivision (e.g., for an ErR or preliminary report) may be 
simply evaluated against a check-list to make certain it is 
complete and well-documented, Additionally, the reviewer 
may wish to check cited references or other sources of data. 
such as aerial photographs and unpublished records, 

Reviewers also may inspect the development site and 
examine excavations and borehole samples, Ideally, a field 
visit may not be necessary if the report is complete and 
well-documented, However, field inspections are of value, 
and generally are necessary to determine if field data are 
reported accurately and completely, Also, if the reviewer is 
not familiar with the general site conditions, a brief field 
visit provides perspective and a visual check on the reported 
conditions, Whether or not on-site reviews are made, it is 

important to note that the geologic review process is not 
intended to replace routine grading inspections that may be 
required by the reviewing agency to assure performance 
according to an approved development plan, 

Review Records 

For each report and development project reviewed, a clear, 

concise, and logical written record should be developed, 
This review record may be as detai led as is necessary, 
depending upon the complexity of the project, the geology, 
and the quality and completeness of the reports subrrlitted, 
At a minimum, the record should: 

1, Identify the project, permits, applicant. consultants, 
reports, and plans reviewed; 

2, Include a clear statement of the requirements to be met 
by the parties involved, data required. and the plan, 
phase, project, or report being considered or denied; 

3, Contain summaries of the reviewer's field 
observations, associated literature and aerial 
photographic review, and oral communications with 
the applicant and the consultant; 

4, Contain copies of any pertinent written 
correspondence: and 

5, The reviewer's nam~ and license number(s), with 
expiration dates, 

The report, plans, and review record should be kept in 
perpetuity to document that compliance with local 
requirements was achieved and for reference during future 
development, remodeling, or rebuilding, Such records also 
can be a valuable resource for land-use planning and real
estate disclosure, 

Appeals 

In cases where the reviewer is not able to approve a 
geologic report, or can accept it only on a conditional basis, 
the developer may wish to appeal the review decision or 
recommendations, However, every effort should be made to 
resolve problems informally prior to making a formal 
appeal. An appeal should be handled through existing 
local procedures (such as a hearing by a County Board of 
Supervisors or a City Council) or by a specially appointed 
Technical Appeals and Review Panel comprised of 
geoscientists. engineers, and other appropriate 
professionals, Adequate notice should be given to allow 
time for both sides to prepare their cases, After an 
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appropriate hearing, the appeals decision should be in 
writing as part of the permanent record. 

Another way to remedy conflicts between the 
investigator and the reviewer is by means of a third party 
review. Such a review can take different paths ranging from 
the review of existing reports to in-depth field 
investigations. Third party reviews are usualiy done by 
consultants not normally associated with the . 
reviewing/permitting agency. 
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DRAFT PROGRAM ENvIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

Hollywood Community Plan Update 
ENV-2005-2J 58-EIR 

CPC no. 97-0043 

State Clearinghouse No. 2002041009 
Council Districts 4, 5 and 13 

Project Location: The Hollywood Community Plan covers 25 square miles, extending roughly south of the Cities of 
Burbank and Glendale and the Ventura Freeway, west of the Golden State Freeway, north of Melrose Avenue and east of 
Mulholland Drive and the Cities of West Hollywood and Beverly Hills, including a strip of land south of the City of West 
Hollywood and north of Rosewood Avenue, between La Cienega Boulevard and La Brea Avenue, 

Project Description: The Proposed Hollywood Community Plan (Proposed Plan) includes changes in land use designations 
and zones that are intended to accommodate growth anticipated in the SCAG 2030 Forecast and aliow for additional 
development. Hollywood is a prime location for transit-oriented development. The investment in transit infrastructure in 
Hollywood provides an opportunity for integrating transponation planning with land use plannmg. The recommended 
pattern of land use directs future growth to areas of Hollywood where new development can be supported by transportatton 
infrastructure and different types of land uses can be intermingled to reduce the length and number of vehicle tnps. Mixed
use development around Metro stations and transit corridors would give residents and visitors mobility choIces that would 
enable reductiOn In the number and length of vehicle trips thus reducing greenhouse gas emissions associated With travel 
behavior, in accordance with recent legislation (SB 375). As part of redirecting growth, the Proposed Plan mcludes removing 
and/or revismg development limitations on commercial zones and multi-family residential zones that were imposed during 
the prevIOus Update in 1988. The Proposed Plan also contains poliCies and programs to protect the character of low-scale 
residential neighborhoods and the rich built history of key buildings and places that are considered historically and culturally 
signiflcant. Modified street standards are proposed to align standards with existing conditIons and use of streets, as well as 
accommodate features of streets that are idemified as Historic-Cultural Monuments, such as the Hollywood Walk of Fame. 
Proposed land use changes would be implemented by Plan amendments. zone changes, and height distnct changes and other 
long-range Implementation programs, 
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American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) Minimum Design Standards 7-05, ASCE 7-05 
provides requirements for general structural design and includes means for determining earthquake 
loads as well as other loads (flood, snow, wind, etc.) for inclusion into building codes. The 
provisions of the CBC apply to the construction, alteration, movement, replacement, and demolition 
of every building or structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or 
structures throughout California. 

The earthquake design requirements take into account the occupancy category of the structure, site 
class, soil classifications, and various seismic coefficients, which are used to determine a Seismic 
Design Category (SDC) for a project. The SDC is a classification system that combines the 
occupancy categories with the level of expected ground motions at the site and ranges from SDC A 
(very small seismic vulnerability) to SDC ElF (very high seismic vulnerability and near a major 
fault). Design specifications are then determined according to the SDC. 

Alguist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act: The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
(formerly the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act) signed into law in December of 1972, 
requires the delineation of zones along active faults in California. The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo 
Act is to regulate development on or near active fault traces to reduce the hazard offault rupture and 
to prohibit the location of most structures for human occupancy across these traces. Cities and 
counties must regulate certain development projects within the zones, which include withholding 
permits until geologic investigations demonstrate that development sites are not threatened by future 
surface displacement. Surface fault rupture is not necessarily restricted within an Alquist-Priolo 
Zone. As mentioned above, the project area is not located within or immediately adjacent to an 
Alquist-Priolo fault zone. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act: The California Geographical Survey provides guidance with regard 
to seismic hazards. Under California's Geographical Survey's Seismic Hazards Mapping Act seismic 
hazard zones are identified and mapped to assist local governments in land use planning. The intent of 
this act is to protect the public from the effects of strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, 
ground failure, or other hazards caused by earthquakes, In addition, California Geographical Survey's 
Special Publication, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, provides 
guidance for the evaluation and mitigation of earthquake-related hazards for projects within designated 
zones of required investigations. 

Local Standards 

The existing City of Los Angeles regulates development in hillside areas (Planning and Zoning Code 
Section 12.21(A)17). 

IMP ACT ASSESSMENT 

Threshold of Significance 

According to Appendix G, the impacts from the proposed Plan would be considered significant if 
it would: 

Hollywood Community Pian Update Page 4.8-9 

RL0033987 



EM34787 

EXHIBIT 19 
RL0033988 



June 17,2013 

Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 N. Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

EM34788 

SUBJECT: Review and Analysis of Millennium Hollywood Project Fault 
Investigation Study Dated November 30, 2012 by Langan Engineering 
& Environmental Services 

Dear Mr. Silverstein: 

INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This firm was retained by your office to review the Fault Investigation Report dated November 30, 
2012 prepared by Langan Engineering & Environmental Services (November Langan Report-
(see Exhibit A). We understand from you that the November Langan Report was not included by 
the City of Los Angeles as part of the Draft or Final EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project 
(Millennium Project), or otherwise distributed to the public, and that it was discovered and 
obtained by your office on or about June 4,2013. For this review, we also utilized other available 
reports to determine the adequacy of the subject fault investigation described in the November 
Langan Report. The other reports accessed included: 1) the draft (DEIR) and final (FEIR) 
environmental impact reports for the Millennium Project; 2) the May 2012 Langan Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report for the Millennium Project; 3) the City of Los Angeles Safety Element 
(1996); 4) two fault investigation reports focused on the property by Crook and Proctor (1992) and 
Dolan and others (1997); and 5) other readily available maps and reports relating to the potential 
for active earthquake faults to exist near, at, and/or on the Millennium Project Site. Items 4 
references are attached (see Exhibit B). 

I have been a licensed Professional Geologist and Certified Engineering Geologist in the State of 
California since 1972. My resume is attached as Exhibit C. 

This letter report includes: 1) a brief description of the proposed project as we understand it; 2) 
brief comments on the DEIR and the FEIR as related to fault rupture, which is a specific issue 
called out in the CEQA Appendix G Guidelines for environmental impact studies; 3) brief 
comments on the May 2, 2012 Langan report; and 4) comments on the subject November Langan 
report. For item 4, subsections refer to topics/issues from the subject November Langan Report. 

MILLENNIUM PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Millennium Project Site is located in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles, 
California. The Site lies between Ivar Avenue to the west, Yucca Street to the north, Argyle 
Avenue to the east, and the Pantages Theatre and other office or hotel buildings to the south. Vine 
Street bisects the Proj ect Site into a "West Site" and an "East Site." The Capitol Records Building 
and other historic structures are located on the East Site. 
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The Millennium Project, located on these 4.47 acres, proposes a total of 1,166,970 square feet of 
developed floor area and more than 800,000 square feet of underground and above-ground 
parking. The Millennium Project Applicant indicates that the Concept Plan includes podium 
buildings rising up to 12 stories, a possible hotel tower, and two towers of offices or residential 
use up to 55 stories or 585 feet. 

For the East Site, the proposed new construction is to be placed on the southern portion of the 
property down to the southern property line so as to provide a separation distance from the historic 
Capital Records Building which is located on the northern half of the East Site. The proposed 
585-foot tower on the East Site would be at or adjacent to the southern property line, and in most 
scenarios, facing Vine Street. 

For the West Site, the proposed new construction, including a potential 200-room hotel tower, 
would run from the northwest corner at Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street southeast to the portion of 
the property that faces Vine Street. The proposed 585-foot tower on the West Site would be set 
back somewhat from Vine Street but rise out of a podium structure up to 12 stories high. 

THE DEIR AND FEIR FOR THE MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 

DEIR: The DEIR contains one paragraph devoted to fault rupture (page IY.D-2). Citations to 
supporting information, data, and maps are direct and indirect with the assumption that the May 2, 
2012 Langan report (May Langan Report) is the primary source. This report is not a fault 
investigation report, but is a preliminary geotechnical engineering study that has this single 
paragraph devoted to fault rupture. In the DEIR and the May Langan Report, reliance for the 
"closest fault" being "0.4 miles from the Project Site" is not specific as to what fault or what 
direction from the Project Site. From the references cited we can determine: 

1. The May Langan Report shows only the 1996 City of Los Angeles Safety Element Fault 
Rupture Study Area (FRSA) Map, but shows no actual fault, however suggesting it is 
south of the Millennium Project Site within the FRS A; 

2. The City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system shows no fault locations and only provides a 
GIS computed distance to the Hollywood fault, which we determined from the system to 
be 0.49 to 0.60 mile depending upon the parcel selected. This suggests (by selecting 
progressively more southerly parcels) the fault is programmed into the City's ZIMAS 
system as north of the Project Site; 

3. A reference to CDMH 2002 (likely intended to be CDMG (2002)) is to an outdated 
regional fault map with no detailed information on the Hollywood fault location. 

4. An unspecified reference to CGS is likely to something called "Active Near-Source Fault 
Zones map" noted in the May Langan Report and in the April 28, 2011 City of Los 
Angeles Initial Study where the 0.4 miles (0.63 km) may first appear, but the source for 
the statement that the fault is 0.4 miles from the Site is unspecified and thus unknown. 

Our conclusion from the DEIR paragraph and the May Langan Report is that the City Initial Study 
Geology and Soils item a.l (fault rupture) discussion was used nearly intact and considered no 
other research. In fact, we believe none of the sources fully cited in the DEIR show a fault 
location. 
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In 2010, the California Geological Survey (CGS) published its 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, which became the primary source for determining if a location in California might be 
underlain by an active or potentially active fault. In the pamphlet accompanying the map, one can 
determine what reports were utilized to make the location determination for each fault. A copy of 
the statewide CGS 2010 Fault Activity Map of California (available online at 
http ://www.guake.ca.gov/gmapsIFAM/faultactivitymap .html) and relevant excepts from the 
accompanying pamphlet are attached as Exhibit D. The Hollywood fault (Fault No. 392) is listed 
and shows several reports that form the basis for the State's most recent and credible active fault 
location map. This authoritative source was not used for the DEIR or the May Langan Report. 

FEIR: The November Langan Report documenting the fault investigation was prepared, based on 
its date, at least 3 months prior to the publication of the FEIR and discusses the potential for 
faulting through the West and East Sites south of Yucca Street and crossing Vine Street. The 
FEIR does not mention this November Langan Report or its findings. The November Langan 
Report is not attached as one of the A through J appendices, and Responses appear to only refer to 
the DEIR and the May Langan Report used to prepare the Geology and Soils section for the DEIR 
(see above). At least two fault rupture related comments (Nos. 24-4 and 45-9) were responded to 
in the FEIR, but the November Langan Report findings are not mentioned in support of the 
Responses. In fact, the commenter for Comment No. 45-9 seems to recognize (without 
specifically citing) the existence of the technical studies and maps (Crook and Proctor, 1992; 
Dolan and others, 1997) mentioned in the November Langan Report. 

"Comment No. 45-9 
Since there is a major earthquake fault at Yucca and Vine Street, it is a danger to build these 
skyscrapers in that vicinity. I believe further study should be done on this. In the event of a 
major earthquake, those skyscrapers would create a huge problem. Large numbers of people 
would rush out of the buildings into the street, creating even more of a challenge for fire and 
police vehicles to get through. 

Response to Comment No. 45-9 
For additional information regarding fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to 
occur, please refer to Response to Comment 24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above." 

It seems inappropriate that the November Langan Report was not available to the public prior to or 
in conjunction with the DEIR and that the November Langan Report was not referenced in the 
Responses to Comments No. 24-4 and 45-9 in the FEIR. As discussed for the DEIR, the 2010 
CGS Fault Activity Map of California also was not used in the FEIR. 

THE MAY 2012 PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL STUDY 

General Observations: The May and November Langan Engineering geotechnical and fault 
investigation reports do not contain key information available at the time from the 2010 CGS Fault 
Activity Map of California and its cited references. This is discussed above and in our opinion 
leads to conclusions in both reports related to the location and character of the Hollywood fault 
that are incomplete with regard to the Millennium Project Site. Also noted above, and as you 
indicated, the November Langan Report was not released to the public or included with the DEIR 
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or FEIR and is the only report we are aware of that supports what we believe is the incorrect 
DEIRIFEIR conclusions that no active faults exist on the Project Site. In addition, the November 
Langan Report only investigated the West Site and no fault investigation was conducted for the 
East Site. 

Potential Groundwater Barrier: As indicated in the DEIR and FEIR discussions above, the 
statement that the Hollywood fault is 0.4 miles from the Project Site is not supported by the 
references cited in the May Langan Report. One aspect of the May Langan Report not discussed 
in the report or the DEIRIFEIR with respect to faulting is the information from the hollow stem 
auger borings LB 1 through LB4. The borings appear to have been laid out on the site for 
geotechnical investigation purposes to be within potential building footprints. They were oriented 
parallel to the Hollywood fault trend, not perpendicular as would be required for a fault study. 
However, an important finding was not reported (see Figure 1 above) as discussed below. 

FIGURE 1 - Crook and Proctor Fault Scarps with 
Langan May 2012 LB Borings Superimposed 

• • 

t 
Concea led fault 

projection by Crool{ 
a nd ProctQl' (1992) 

1 
Fault scarp by 

Crook and 
Proctor (1992) 

One of the important features of the Hollywood fault, in some locations, is it often serves as a 
groundwater barrier. Because at some locations the fault creates a clay-rich gouge material, water 
flowing southward from the Santa Monica Mountains on the north is trapped behind the fault, 
which causes shallower water immediately north of the fault compared to immediately south of the 
fault. Groundwater levels are often many tens of feet deeper on the south. The May Langan 
Report (their Figures 1 and 2, and the boring logs) shows that groundwater was detected at 
consistent depths in borings LB 1, LB2, and LB4 at 50 to 57 feet deep. These locations are clearly 
north of the Crook and Proctor (1992) fault locations, except for LB4, which is almost on the fault. 
LB3 (shows as groundwater not encountered to 61.5 feet) is clearly south of the mapped faults. 
The most straightforward explanation for this is the presence of a fault along the Crook and 
Proctor trend backing up groundwater north of the Hollywood fault. Had LB4 been considered in 
the fault investigation program, it should have been deepened to determine actual groundwater 
depth at this location. We believe that LB3 groundwater depth indicates the fault to be just south 
of its mapped location. 
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FIGURE 2 - Langan May 2012 Project Location and City Fault 
Rupture Study Area (FRSA) Superimposed Over Street Map 

Blue polygons are the West and East 
Sites from Langan Figure 4 

Approximate Actual Location of 
West and East Sites 

Project Site Location Relative to the FRSA Boundary: In the May Langan Report, the blue 
polygons, used to represent the Millennium Project's West and East Site locations, are shifted 
some 850 feet to the north of their actual location south of Yucca Street. If one takes the lines and 
streets of Langan's Figure 4 and overlays it on a scaled map of Hollywood, it shows Langan drew 
the Millennium Project Site just south of Franklin Avenue where the Hollywood freeway is 
located. Figure 2 above shows the FRSA, the Langan-drawn blue polygon locations, and a red 
rectangle that we have included showing the Millennium Project Site location, which is south of 
Yucca Street. 

NOVEMBER 30,2012 FAULT INVESTIGATION REPORT 

It is our understanding that Langan prepared a Fault Investigation Report for the Project Site after, 
in response to the May Langan Report discussed above, the City Building and Safety Department 
decided to require preparation of such a study. Contrasted with the May Langan Report, Figures 3 
and 4 of the Fault Investigation Report are substantially similar to Figures 4 and 5 of the May 
Langan Report. As with the May Langan Report, there is no neighborhood-level analysis of the 
location of the Hollywood fault lines or an accurate depiction of the Fault Rupture Study Area 
(FRSA) northern boundary line crossing the property. Following are observations regarding the 
Fault Investigation Report analysis and some of the documentation it relies upon. 

Introduction (Page 1): The second sentence of the Introduction of the November Langan Report 
on page 1 again indicates that that Project Site is "not located within a current state or city 
mandated fault investigation zone". As explained relative to the May Langan Report, this Figure 3 
once again shows the Project Site adjacent to Franklin Avenue rather than within the northern 
boundary of the FRSA. If this was recognized by City of Los Angeles staff, their fault 
investigation requirement would be consistent with discovering the depiction of the Project 
location in the Figure 3 of the May Langan Report. Given this set of facts, as you indicated it is 
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unclear why it is stated that the City's requirement to investigate for on-site faults was based 
solely on Section 1803.5.11 of the Los Angeles Building Code since the Project Site "is located 
within 500 feet of the Hollywood fault trace (as mapped by the California Geologic Survey (CGS) 
and the United States Geological Survey (USGS))." This seems to be inconsistent with the 
statement that the Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles from the Project Site. It is unclear if the City 
realized that reliable maps show (though not in the Langan Reports) fault traces mapped directly 
through the Project Site. This issue is discussed further in relation to other figures in the 
November Langan Report. 

Hollywood Fault (page 4): The discussion of the Hollywood fault begins with Langan again 
stating that the " ... fault is reportedly located approximately 0.4 miles from the Site", which as 
discussed above is not accurate based on references fully cited. Once again, there is no citation to 
any authoritative information source that can be independently verified. 

Summary of Prior Fault Studies (pages 4-5): In this portion of the November Langan Report, 
there are brief summaries of prior studies of the locations and characteristics of the Hollywood 
fault. Crook and Proctor (1992) used aerial photograph evidence of scarp features and 
observations in borings to project two fault traces directly through the Project Site (Plate 1). A 
copy of the Crook and Proctor study is attached as part of Exhibit B. 

The November Langan Report's description and discussion of the Dolan and others (1997) study 
is incomplete. Dolan and others did not perform an aerial photographic review as indicated in the 
November Langan Report (the words "aerial", "photograph", and "photo" do not appear in the 
Dolan report). Their geomorphic study was based on using 1920s topographic maps to map fault 
scarps (a steeper slope between two flatter areas - the fault is below and in front of the scarp) and 
then they field checked the topographic results to confirm a scarp existed. They accounted for 
possible grading and ruled that out as a means to form the scarps. There is no statement by 
Langan that Figure 4 of the Dolan and others 1997 study depicts a fault scarp trace through the 
northern portion of the Project Site. Dolan and others also presented evidence of data to the west 
where there is a groundwater barrier along the trend of the scarps (darker shading in Figure 4 of 
Dolan and others 1997 study); this is not reported in the November Langan Report. Additionally, 
the November Langan Report does not mention that the Dolan and others (1997) study confirmed 
the 1992 report of Crook and Proctor, in particular that they agreed with the existence of the 
southern Crook and Proctor fault strand, which traverses the center of the Millennium East Site 
and the southern edge of the West Site (see Figure 1 above). 

Based upon review of the November Langan Report descriptions of the work of Crook and Proctor 
(1992) and Dolan and others (1997), it appears that significant aspects of those two key studies are 
not included or not completely summarized. Crook and Proctor have worked in this portion of 
southern California for well over 45 years and have numerous peer-reviewed publications and 
geologic maps. Dolan is a key technical contributor to the Southern California Earthquake Center 
and has numerous papers published in peer-reviewed journals, others dealing with faulting along 
the Santa Monica Mountains. With respect to Crook and Proctor (1992) the November Langan 
Report states: 
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"One (1) of the Metro Rail boring encountered a rock fragment overlying alluvium, which 
the authors interpreted as Miocene age sedimentmy rock overlies alluvium; thereby 
suggesting two (2) east-west trending branches of the Hollywoodfault could project through 
the Site. Note that their conclusions are based on limited subsurface data and additional 
sampling was not performed to confirm ~f the rock fragment was from a bedrock unit or 
from a boulder within the alluvium. " 

In our opinion, this diminishes Crook and Proctor's work, when in fact their report states that 
Metro Rail boring 28B encountered 10 feet of fault breccia (not a single rock fragment) consisting 
of brecciated sandstone, alluvium, and siltstone, at 122 feet deep in a hole otherwise consisting of 
entirely alluvium to 220 feet deep as shown on their Figure 2b. In other situations we have seen, 
such a description may well have prompted a program of trenching, geophysics, and properly 
placed bore holes to prove or disprove these observations. 

Plate 1 - Hollywood Fault Locales: Plate 1 depicts two traces of the Hollywood fault, one lying 
approximately 800 feet north of the Project Site (USGS, 2005) and another fault trace is shown 
south of Franklin Avenue within approximately 400 feet of the Project Site attributed to Crook and 
Proctor. The Crook and Proctor report clearly shows in their Figures 1 and 2a that they map the 
two other fault scarp traces of the Hollywood Fault through the Millennium Project Site, both East 
and West Sites. In this case, once again, Langan's maps confirm that these faults are much closer 
than 0.4 miles (2112 feet) from the Millennium Project Site. In fact, they are located on the 
Project Site. 

Plate 1 also depicts existing scarps, bore holes, and other data by Crook and Proctor (1992) that 
support their suspected location of fault traces through the Project Site. Had this Plate been part of 
the Geology and Soils data analyzed as part of the Draft ElR and reviewed by City staff with the 
May Langan Report, in our professional opinion it is likely that a full fault investigation of the 
entire Project Site would have been required including borings, trenching, geophysical surveys, 
and other modem techniques to determine whether and where active faults are located on the 
Project Site. 

Plate 2 - Subsurface Profile A-A ': The November Langan Report does not discuss the 
interpretation of subsurface profile (cross-section) A-A' in Plate 2, which shows the geologic units 
defined by analysis of the sonic drilling samples. There is mention of the general parameters of 
the information shown on cross-section A-A', but no detailed interpretation and analysis of what 
bedding or structural features are present, and how these may relate to the presence or lack of 
faulting. The only comment is that there appears to be no offset of the groundwater surface as 
shown in the sonic borings. This may be significant, but the Hollywood Fault (indeed many 
faults) are not everywhere a perfect barrier to water flow. Also, more reliable water levels were 
obtained for the May Langan Report discussed earlier. Therefore, the groundwater surface alone 
is not dispositive with regard to fault activity. 

Other interesting information is shown in cross-section A-A' but not discussed in the November 
Langan Report text. There is no discussion of the elevation difference of the base of the young 
alluvium (Qya) where it overlies the top of the older alluvium (Qoa). On the north side of the 
section, this geologic contact is nearly a perfect straight line through Borings B4, B3, and B6. 
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But, at Borings B2 and B5, the surface suddenly jumps up some 4 to 5 feet, only to then drop 
down again about] 2 feet at Boring B 1. From the level surface defined by B4, B3, and B6 to the 
surface at B 1, there is a drop of 8 feet with a high point in between. Since the Hollywood fault has 
a movement of up on the north side, this 8 feet of "up-on-the-north" elevation difference must be 
explained, and a reverse fault may be the best explanation. The 8 feet, if it is fault displacement is 
at the low end of the projections of Dolan and others' observations of roughly 9 to 21 feet. 

In addition, in this same geologically questionable area between Borings B21B5 and B], there is 
almost no correlation of the sedimentary units, to the extent they were fully mapped by Langan. 
Units in Boring Bl are predominantly CL (a clay-rich material) and the materials in the area of 
Borings B21B5 at the same elevations (roughly 320 to 355 feet elevation) are SP, SW, and SM 
(various types of sand). These two type of materials are laid down in completely different 
environments (e.g., a lake for clay versus a river for sand) so should not normally be juxtaposed 
against one another. While some other explanation may be suggested, this juxtaposition of unlike 
deposits combined with the drop in the base on the Qya immediately above, and the deeper 
groundwater in LB3 indicates that north-side-up offset on the Hollywood fault a logical 
explanation. The November Langan Report does not recognize or discuss either significant 
geologic feature. 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 2010 FAULT ACTIVITY MAP OF CALIFORNIA 

As mentioned above, the California Geological Survey published in 2010 its Fault Activity Map of 
California, which has become the primary source for determining if a location in California might 
be underlain by an active or potentially active fault. The Hollywood Fault (Fault No. 392) is 
shown on the map, but this recent comprehensive source was not used for the DEIR, the May 
Langan Report, the November Langan Report, or the FEIR. As shown in Figure 3 below, this 
State map shows the Hollywood fault potentially passing through the Hollywood Millennium 
Project Site as documented by Crook and Proctor (1992). The description of the orange band 
around the fault classifies it as "Holocene fault displacement during past 11,700 years without 
historic record." Most consider the presence of this fault on the 2010 CGS Fault Map as evidence 
of its existence and active status unless proven otherwise. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Considering all of the foregoing discussion, we conclude that: 

1. The fault investigation technical studies supporting the DEIR and FEIR have not adequately 
considered all relevant existing data describing possible or probable locations of the 
Hollywood fault at and near the Hollywood Millennium Project Site; 

2. For the fault location data cited there are inconsistencies in the stated distance from the 
Hollywood Millennium Project Site to the Hollywood fault, which may have affected studies 
required by the City; 

Page 8 

RL0033996 



EM34796 

Hollywood Millennium Project 
Review and Analysis of Fault Investigation Report 
June 17,2013 

FIGURE 3 - City Street Map Superimposed over 2010 California State 
Fault Activity Map Showing Hollywood Fault (No. 392) 

3. May Langan Report investigations have provided information suggesting a possible 
groundwater barrier south of their borings LB1, LB 2, and LB4; 

4. November Langan Report investigations have provided information suggesting a possible 
offset of the young and older alluvium contact and possible fault juxtaposition of unlike 
geologic layering between borings B21B5 and B 1; 

5. The FEIR does not reference the November Langan Report or the Crook and Proctor (1992) 
and Dolan and others (1997) studies or the California Geological Survey 2010 Fault Activity 
Map of California, which individually and collectively provide sufficient data to suspect active 
faulting through the Hollywood Millennium Project Site. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this process and to offer the above comments. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Wilson Geosciences Inc. 

Kenneth Wilson, Principal Geologist 
Professional Geologist No. 3175 
Certified Engineering Geologist No. 928 
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As requested by Millennium Hollywood, LLC (Millennium) and Sheppard Mullin Richter & 
Hampton, LLP (Sheppard Mullin), we completed a fault investigation for the proposed 
Millennium Hollywood Development (Site) in Hollywood, California, The fault investigation was 
performed because although fault investigations have not been traditionally required by the City 
of Los Angeles' (City) Department of Building and Safety within or immediately adjacent to the 
Site and the Site is not located within a current state or city mandated fault investigation zone, 
the City has required a fault investigation be performed within the Site in accordance with 
Section 1803,5,11 of the Los Angeles Building Code since it is located within 500 feet of the 
Hollywood fault trace (as mapped by the California Geologic Survey (CGS) and the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS), 

The purposes of this report are to: 

• Summarize our understanding of the current development plans for the Site, 

• Provide an overview of available information on active faults in the immediate vicinity of 
the Site, and 

• Present the details and results of our fault investigation within the Site, 

An active fault, as defined by the CGS and Los Angeles County Department of Public Works is 
a fault that has ruptured in the most recent 11,000 years (Holocene age), New constructions 
intended for human occupancy are prohibited from spanning active faults per the Alquist-Priolo 
Special Study Zones Act of 1972, 

Previously, Langan performed a limited geotechnical field investigation within the Site in 
support of the project Environmental Impact Report (EIR), The results of the previous 
investigation are presented under a separate cover, "Preliminary Geotechnical Engineenng 
Study, Millennium Hollywood Development, Hollywood, California," dated 2 May 2012, 

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Site is located within the Hollywood Community Plan Area In the City of Hollywood, The 
Site is bound by Yucca Street in the north, Ivar Avenue in the west, Argyle Avenue in the east, 
and mixed-use structures in the south, The Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby 
creates two development sub-areas referred to as the West Site and the East Site, Refer to 
Figure 1 - Site Location Map, The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1,81 acres) 
and the East Site IS approximately 115,866 square feet (2,66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4,47 acres). 

West Site 

The West Site is bound by Yucca Street and two (2) mixed-use buildings to the north, Ivar 
Avenue on the west, Vine Street to the east, and two (2) mixed-use buildings to the south, The 
two (2) bUildings bordering the West Site to the north include a two- (2) story art-deco building 
with retail, office, and residential uses and the five- (5) story Marsha Toy building at the 
southwest corner of Yucca Street and Vine Street, The Marsha Toy building is currently 
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occupied by the American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The buildings bordering the 
West Site to the south include the two- (2) story Avalon Theater building fronting Vine Street, 
and a one- (1) story commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The West Site is presently occupied by an at-grade parking lot and an Enterprise Rent-A-Car 
facility. The Enterprise property is located on the southeast corner of Yucca Street and Ivar 
Avenue and consists of a one- (1) story building, a car wash and detailing area under a canopy, 
and an at-grade parking lot. The remainder of the West Site is an asphalt-paved parking lot 
portions of which are (i) operated by Coast Parking, LLC and accessible to the public for a fee, 
(ii) permit parking for Capitol Records employees, and (iii) reserved parking for Galpin StudiO 
Rentals of Hollywood. Elevations within the West Site were inferred from a topographic map 
prepared by Hall & Foreman, Inc. to be sloping southeastward from approximately el. 406 feet 
near the northwest corner to approximately el. 387 feet near the southeast corner of the West 
Site. As much as approximately 10 feet of elevation change occurs at the boundary between 
the Enterprise site and the remainder of the West Site, south of the Enterprise property; the 
change in grade is facilitated by a south-facing slope, between one (1) foot high in the west and 
three (3) feet high at the east end and a three (3) to 10 foot high concrete masonry unit (CMU) 
retaining wall located east of the slope. The height of the CMU wall increases toward the east. 

East Site 

The East Site is bound by Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio station property to the 
north, Vine Street to the west, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two (2) buildings to the south. 
The two (2) buildings to the south include the Pantages Theater building at the northwest 
corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue and a one- (1) story restaurant building 
known as the Lexington Social House fronting Vine Street. 

The East Site is presently occupied by two (2) buildings and an at-grade parking lot. The Capitol 
Records building, (1750 North Vine Street), a 13-story building with single story below-grade 
reverb chambers is located in the northwest portion of the Site and the two- (2) story Gogerty 
office building is located north of the Capitol Records building along Yucca Street. The 
remainder of the East Site is an asphalt-paved parking lot accessible to the public for a fee. 
There are small sheds and a small guard booth associated with the on-site parking operations 
and several planting areas on the East Site. Elevations within the East Site were inferred from 
a topographic map prepared by Hall & Foreman, Inc. to be sloping southward from 
approximately el. 407 feet near the northeast corner to approximately el. 382 and 384 feet near 
the southwest and southeast corners of the East Site, respectively. 

Proposed Development 

The Project involves the construction and operation of a new mixed-use and transit-oriented 
development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Tower building that would transform the 
series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on approximately 
4.47 acres in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles. 

According to the Concept Plan project description provided by Millennium a total of 
approximately 1,166,970 square feet of developed floor area will be constructed. The uses will 
include residential, commercial, retail, and hotel. The Project will include the construction of 
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towers placed within the development envelope on the East and West Sites. Towers up to 
220 feet above ground surface will be located on the northwest portion of the West Site and 
the east side of the East Site. Towers up to 585 feet above ground surface will be located on 
the eastern half of the West Site and on the west side of the East Site (south of the Capitol 
Records building). Up to six (6) levels of excavation are proposed beneath the West and East 
Sites. 

Final structure heights, specific building footprints within the development envelope, final 
foundation loads, and design lifespan will be refined upon final project design and according to 
the Project's Development Guidelines and Standards. 

Regional Geology and Groundwater 

The Site is located in the Central Block of the Los Angeles Basin which is a sedimentary-filled 
basin in the Peninsular Range geomorphic province. The Central block is bordered by the Santa 
Monica Mountains to the north, Beverly Hills to the west. the Elysian Hills to the east, and 
Baldwin Hills and the Central Plain to the south. 

Based on the USGS Map of the Los Angeles Quadrangle (2005) and the Dibblee Foundation 
Map of the Hollywood Quadrangle (1991), the Site is underlain by alluvial fan deposits 
consisting of Holocene and late Pleistocene age gravel, sand and silt deposited mainly from 
flooding streams and debris flows. These alluvial fan deposits are reportedly underlain by older 
late to middle Pleistocene age alluvial fan deposits which generally consist of silt. sand and 
gravel deposits. Miocene age Monterey Formation sandstone and shale reportedly underlie the 
late Pleistocene age deposits at an unknown depth. The CGS's Geologic Compilation of 
Quaternary Surficial Deposits in Southern California, Los Angeles 30' x 60' Quadrangle (2010) 
map reports the Site is underlain by old alluvial fan deposits (Qof) consisting of late to middle 
Pleistocene moderately dissected boulder, cobble, gravel, sand and silt underlain by Tertiary 
age sandstone, siltstone, mudstone, shale, and siliceous and calcareous sediments. 

Based on the CGS's Historically Highest Groundwater Contours and Borehole Log Data 
Locations, Hollywood Quadrangle map, dated 1998, the depth to groundwater within the Site 
and immediate vicinity is greater than 80 feet below the ground surface and displays a regional 
trend of increasing depth northward toward the Santa Monica Mountains. Refer to Figure 2 -
Historic Groundwater Level Map to observe the reported groundwater trend and approximate 
Site location. 

LOCAL FAULTS 

A portion ot the Site is located adjacent to the northern boundary of a Fault Rupture Study Area 
defined in the Safety Element of the City's General Plan (1996). Refer to Figure 3 - City Fault 
Rupture Study Zone Map. The Site is also located in close proximity to the Puente Hills and 
Elysian Park thrust faults and the Hollywood fault. Figure 4 - Quaternary Fault Map shows the 
location of the Site in relation to active faults in southern California. 

Puente Hills and Elysian Park Thrust Faults 

Data published by the CGS (formerly CDMG) in 2002 indicates the Puente Hills and the Elysian 
Park blind thrust faults are present more than 1 mile beneath the Site. Blind thrust faults are 
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shallow-dipping (less than 45 degrees) reverse faults that terminate before they reach the 
ground surface. Since Puente Hills and Elysian Park Thrust faults do not extend to the surface, 
surface rupture from these faults within the Site is conSidered to be unlikely. 

Hollywood Fault 

The CGS's Active Near-Source Fault zone map and the City's ZIMAS system indicate the Santa 
Monica/Hollywood fault is the closest fault to the Site with the potential for fault rupture; the 
fault is reportedly located approximately 0.4 miles from the Site. The CGS reports this fault is a 
sinistral (lett-lateral) strike-slip fault with a reverse oblique component of movement and a dip 
angle of 70 degrees to the north. 

The USGS reports the Hollywood fault is an active, sinistral-reverse oblique fault that is an 
integral part of the east-west frontal fault system (EWFFZ). The fault is reportedly 14 
kilometers in length with an average strike of North 76 degrees East (N76E). The dip angle of 
the fault varies between 25 and 90 degrees to the north. 

Additional characteristic subsurface features of the Hollywood fault include: 

• The fault acts as a groundwater barrier, producing higher groundwater levels north of 
the fault than south of the fault and 

• The fault juxtaposes Tertiary-age bedrock or Pleistocene-age older alluvial deposits 
against Holocene-age alluvial deposits of the Los Angeles Basin. 

The Hollywood fault is typically reported to be located at the base of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, south of Franklin Avenue and north of Yucca Street in the vicinity of the Site; 
however one (1) study indicates that the fault could be located south of Yucca Street. A brief 
summary of prior publications that discuss the Hollywood fault within' the Site and vicinity are 
presented in the following paragraphs. Refer to the References for additional documents that 
were reviewed as part of our investigation. 

Crook and Proctor 

Crook and Proctor (1992) discuss the location and seismic activity of the Hollywood fault as 
determined by several scarps and observations of two (2) trenches, four (4) borings, and two (2) 
building excavations at the base of the Santa Monica Mountains in the cities of Los Angeles 
and Hollywood. The subsurface investigations referenced by Crook and Proctor occurred 
between 1981 and 1992. The only data south of Yucca Street is from four (4) borings 
(identified as 28, 28-2, 28A, and 28B) drilled on Cahuenga Boulevard, north of Hollywood 
Boulevard for the Los Angeles Metro Rail subway alignment in 1981 through 1983. One (1) of 
the Metro Rail borings encountered a rock fragment overlying alluvium, which the authors 
interpreted as Miocene age sedimentary rock overlies alluvium; thereby suggesting two (2) 
east-west trending branches of the Hollywood fault could project through the Site. Note that 
their conclusions are based on limited subsurface data and additional sampling was not 
performed to confirm if the rock fragment was from a bedrock unit or from a boulder within the 
alluvium. 

Beyond the limits of the Site, the authors concluded the Hollywood fault trends northeasterly at 
the base of the Santa Monica Mountains, between Beverly Hills and the Los Angeles River. 
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Evidence of the Hollywood fault was not proven to exist between the western limit of the city 
of Beverly Hills and the Pacific Ocean, Refer to Plate 1 - Hollywood Fault Locales for 
approximate locations of these reported fault scarps in the vicinity of the Site, 

Dolan et ai, 

Dolan et ai, (1997) performed an aenal photograph review and concluded that two possible fault 
scarps were present east and west of the Site. Due to the potential fault scarps, they inferred 
that buried traces of the Hollywood fault could traverse the Site. Their conclusions are based 
on geomorphic data available at the time and did not include a subsurface investigation to 
confirm if buried fault traces were present. 

Law/Crandall 

Law/Crandall performed a fault investigation on the property located at 1840 North Highland 
Avenue in 2000, This property is located approximately Yz mile northwest of the Site. Based 
on this investigation, they identified four (4) active fault strands attributed to the Hollywood 
fault were located in the northern portion of the property. Active faulting was not detected in 
the southern portion of this property, 

GeoPentech 

GeoPentech performed an investigation in 2001 to refine the location of two (2) of the 
previously identified active faults within the northern portion of the property located at 1840 
North Highland Avenue. This consultant further investigated the northern portion of this 
property in 2004 and identified two (2) other fault strands traverse the northern portion of the 
property, 

Leighton Consultino Inc, 

Leighton Consulting performed a fault investigation at 1805 Highland Avenue in 2011, Based 
on this investigation, they identified four (4) east-west trending secondary strands attributed the 
Hollywood fault system, The fault strands were determined to be consistent with the mapped 
location of the Hollywood fault and its general trend in the region, however the consultant 
commented that additional investigation would be required to precisely locate the significant 
active secondary faults within the site. 

Stereographic Aerial Photographs 

We reviewed various stereographic aerial photographs depicting the Site, taken between 1952 
and 1998, Evidence of discernable faulting was not observed within the Site in the 
photographs, Our interpretation of the photographs suggests the Hollywood fault trends 
generally east-west and is located beyond the northern limit of the Site, 

FAULT INVESTIGATION 

As agreed upon with the City on 2 July 2012, we performed a fault investigation using sonic 
borings within the West Site to investigate for active faulting and limited our investigation to 
the West Site, A total of six (6) sonic borings, four (4) battered sonic borings (B 1 though B4) 
and two (2) vertical sonic borings (B5 and B6) were performed at the Site as part of our fault 
investigation, Refer to Figure 5 - Boring and Cross Section Location Map for approximate 
boring locations. The battered borings were drilled at angles between approximately 30 and 32 
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degrees from vertical toward the south by Cascade Drilling between 16 July and 21 July 2012 
and the vertical sonic borings were drilled by BC2 Drilling on 11 October 2012. Each boring 
was drilled under the full-time observation of a Langan Geologist to depths between 
approximately 50 and 98.6 feet below existing grade. Refer to Table 1 - Summary of Sonic 
Borings for an overview of the boring details. Prior to drilling, Underground Service Alert of 
Southern California (DigAlert) was contacted and the boring locations were checked for the 
presence of subsurface utilities by Pacific Coast Locators. 

Sampling was performed continuously using high frequency resonant energy to advance a 
double-cased system. Groundwater levels were measured in each boring at completion of 
drilling. Each borehole was backfilled with cement grout using the tremie method and capped 
with rapid set concrete upon completion. The soil cuttings were containerized in 55-gallon 
drums that were stored on site until the material was characterized as non-hazardous waste 
and subsequently disposed of at an appropriate facility 

Following completion of the fieldwork, the core samples were transported to a storage facility 
where a Certified Engineering Geologist examined each core using hand lenses and a Munsell 
Soil Color Chart. The materials were classified using the Unified Soli Classification System 
(USCS). Refer to Appendix A for the sonic boring logs. 

FINDINGS 

Subsurface Conditions 

The sonic core data indicates the subsurface soils consist of a fill stratum overlying young 
alluvium (Oya) (less than 11,000 years in age) over old alluvium (Ooa) (greater than 11,000 years 
in age). Our interpretation of the subsurface material and groundwater conditions observed in 
the sonic borings is summarized in the following paragraphs. Refer)o Plate 2 - Subsurface 
Profile A-A' for a profile of the subsurface conditions developed from the sonic bonngs. 

Artificial Fill (Af) 

A surficial layer of asphalt pavement ranging in thickness from approximately two (2) to three 
(3) inches was encountered in each sonic boring. An approximately five (5) to eight and a half 
(8n) foot thick fill stratum (Af) was encountered below the asphalt pavement. The fill primarily 
consisted of very loose to loose, brown, silty very fine to medium grained sand with a lesser 
amount of soft to medium stiff sandy slit. Fragments of asphalt and concrete were scattered 
throughout the fill. Low sample recoveries (between 0 to 50 percent) were retrieved within the 
fill stratum likely due to the loose nature of the material. 

Young Alluvium (Oya) 

Young alluvial fan deposits (Oya) were encountered below the iill material to depths between 
approximately 17Y2 and 34 feet below existing grade. This unit was the youngest natural unit 
encountered during our investigation and consisted primarily of loose to medium dense, 
medium brown to orange brown, silty very fine to fine grained sand with lesser amounts of silty 
medium to coarse grained sand. Scattered clayey sands, silts, and poorly and well graded 
sands were interbedded within the silty sands. Low sample recoveries (less than 50 percent) 
were retrieved within the upper loose materials. Contacts within the strata of unit Oya were· 
generally gradational. The contact between Oya and underlying Ooa was an erosional 
unconformity. 
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Older alluvial fan deposits (Ooa) were encountered below Oya to the maximum depth explored 
during this investigation. Overall, Ooa displayed an overall trend of fining particle size from 
north to south; coarse grained materials (gravels and sands) were encountered in the northern 
portion of the Site grading to finer size particles (silts and clays) southward, away from the 
material source, the Santa Monica Mountains. Contacts within the strata of unit Ooa were 
primarily gradational. 

Groundwater 

Groundwater was measured upon completion of each boring at depths ranging from 
approximately 43 feet (B1) to 541/2 feet (B4) below existing grade. The measured depths show a 
trend of increasing depth to groundwater northward within the Site and are approximately 35 to 
47 feet higher than the historically highest groundwater levels. 

laboratory Testing 
BETA Analytical Inc performed radiocarbon dating using Single-Stage Accelerator Mass 
Spectrometry (SSAMS) technology on 22 soil samples selected from the cores, to age date the 
subsurface units within the Site. SSAMS measures the ratio of carbon 14 (l~C) and carbon 
13/12 (13/12C) isotopes in samples. Information on SSAMS dating technology is provided in 
Appendix B. Separable macrofossils (charcoal, plant, shell, etc) were not found in any of the 
core samples, therefore sediment was age dated. The results of the SSAMS dating are 
summarized in Table 2 - Results of Radiocarbon Dating and full details are provided in Appendix 
C. 

Uncertainties in SSAMS Dating of Sediment 

The following uncertainties were considered when the age date results were reviewed: 

• The sample size required for SSAMS dating is significantly small relative to the size of 
the subsurface that underlies the Site and the surrounding geographic region; therefore 
the relationship between the sample size, test results, and the nature of the region's 
geologic environment from which the sample was collected were considered when the 
SSAMS test results were applied to specific portions of the subsurface of the Site. 

• The carbon content of sediment fluctuates as carbon is transported through the 
subsurface profile by various processes including, not limited to the following: 

o Reworking, incorporation, and redeposition of older sediment into younger 
sediment and 

o Transportation of humic acids through sediments by fluctuations in groundwater 
and percolation of surface water through the subsurface profile, which can 
introduce carbon of varying ages into the sedimentary units. 

• As acids migrate to increasing depths in the subsurface profile, apparent ages of the 
affected sediment generally report younger ages. This is common of sediments that 
are not well drained, organic-rich, and/or where water ponds in sediment 
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• Climate and biotic and physical/chemical factors affect the rate at which carbon cycles 
through sediment. 

• Sediments that are very low in carbon content at the time of their deposition are 
generally susceptible to humic acid contamination. 

Results of SSAMS Dating 

As shown on Table 2, the general trend of the age dated samples indicates increasing sediment 
age with increasing depth in the sonic borings. In general, the apparent ages reported for 
samples collected within the shallow alluvium confirm this unit is less than 11,000 years in age; 
confirming recent alluvium extends to between 17Yz and 34 feet below ground surface within 
the Site. Apparent ages of the deeper alluvium determined the material is greater than 11,000 
years in age and therefore older than recent age. Based on these apparent ages, young 
alluvium overlies old alluvium within the Site. The following anomalies were identified in the 
sample results: 

• Boring B2: An inconsistent apparent date (older material over younger material) was 
reported at approximately 20 feet below ground surface in boring B2. The soils at this 
depth were further explored with two (2) additional sonic borings, 85 and B6, cored in 
the immediate vicinity of sonic bOring B2. Apparent age results from borings B5 and B6 
samples confirmed the sample results at 20 feet from boring B2 were not 
representative of the overall stratigraphic environment. The anomalous ages from 
boring B2 were likely due to sample contamination from portions of the fill stratum 
falling into the core from shallower depths during coring. 

• Boring B5: Groundwater was encountered in boring B5 at approximately 46.5 feet 
below ground surface and the groundwater bearing sediment was selected for 
laboratory analysIs to determine the effect of groundwater on age dated sediment. The 
young apparent age reported for this sample with respect to apparent ages of overlying 
samples, is attributed to the presence of acid(s) that was transported by groundwater to 
the sediment and lingered in the sample after pretreatment. The age of the analyzed 
sediment is understood to be older than the apparent age. 

• Boring B6: The reported apparent age of the sample from approximately 22 feet below 
ground surface was likely complicated by fluctuations In carbon content of sediments as 
carbon cycles through the subsurface profile during reworking, incorporation, and 
redeposition of older sediment into younger sediment. 

DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION 

The thin fill horizon present across the surface of the West Site was not considered significant 
in this evaluation of recent faulting within the Site, therefore only the alluvial units encountered 
below the fill stratum were examined in depth. Characteristics of alluvial fan environments, 
regional geologic findings by others, the regional groundwater trend, and apparent ages 
reported by single-stage radiocarbon dating technology were employed during this evaluation of 
the subsurface conditions within the Site. Our findings are as tallows: 
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1. The Site is located on a broad alluvial plain at the base of the Santa Monica Mountains. 
The underlying alluvium was transported from the Santa Monica Mountains and 
deposited within the Site by gravity and water. As such, the underlying stratigraphic 
units slope gently away from the mounta i ns and exhibit a trend in fining particle size 
from north to south, consistent with the character of an alluvial depositional 
environment at the base of a mountain range. Visual evidence of faulting and/or 
shearing was not observed in the samples recovered as part of our investigation, 
therefore changes in alluvial thickness and locale across the Site were attributed to 
irregularities associated with the alluvial depositional environment and related erosion 
and not faulting. 

2. Geologic publications have been issued by others regarding the location and seismic 
activity of the Hollywood fault; however urbanization of Hollywood and neighboring 
cities at the base of the Santa Monica Mountains has obscured the fault trace at the 
surface. Urbanization of the area has also limited the locations where subsurface 
explorations can be performed to delineate the fault. Literature by Dolan et al. indicates 
traces of the Hollywood fault are suspected to be located in the vicinity of the Site; 
however, the specific location of the fault traces are not well defined and a subsurface 
investigation was not performed within the Site, prior to this investigation to explore the 
possible fault traces. The only published studies involving field documented evidence of 
active faults are for sites north of Franklin Street. 

3. The regional trend in historical high groundwater indicates the depth to groundwater 
increases northward toward the Santa Monica Mountains, of which was observed 
within the Site. Evidence of a groundwater barrier(s) between bOrings was not 
observed within the Site. As such, groundwater within the Site corresponds with the 
regional trend for groundwater without any interruption attributed to faulting. 

4. Detailed inspection of the continuous cores indicate young alluvium consistently 
overlies older alluvium and revealed no visual evidence of shearing that would be 
associated with faulting. Radiocarbon dating confirmed that sediments increase in age 
with depth. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the results of our investigation, we have concluded that active faulting is not present 
within the limits of our investigation within the Site as shown on Figure 5. 

LIMITATIONS 

The findings and conclusions provided in this report are our best judgment, to a reasonable 
degree of certainty and are based on subsurface conditions inferred from a limited number of 
borings as well as project information prOVided by Millennium Partners to date. This report has 
been prepared for use by Millennium Partners and their project team in their determination of 
the feasibility of the proposed development. The information in this report cannot be utilized or 
relied upon for adjacent properties which are beyond the limits of that which is the specific 
subject of this report. 
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Table 1 - Summary of Borings 

I, Approximate Total 
Sample Interval 

Inclination & 
Number length 

Depth Below 
Direction 

as a Function of 
Ground Surface Depth (feet) (feet) 

(feet) 
B1 115 98,6 31°, N1E 0,5 to 98,6 
B2 110 93,3 32°, N3W 0.5 to 93,3 
B3 100 86,6 30°, N1W 0,5 to 86,6 
B4 111 96 30°, N2W 0,5 to 96 
B5 50 50 900 0,5 to 50 
B6 50 50 900 0,5 to 50 

Table 2 - Apparent Age Results Reported by SSAMS Dating 

i Approximate 
Boring 

Sample Depth 
Approximate 

2 Sigma Calibration Age2 

Number (bgs') 
Sample length 

B1 14 feet 16 feet to 1 7 feet 5610 to 5880 year BP 
B1 22 feet 26 feet to 27.6 feet 'I 7180 to 7410 year BP 
B1 23 teet 27,6 feet to 28 7420 to 7560 year BP 
B1 24 feet 28 to 29,5 feet 

'I 8040 to 8290 year BP 
B1 26 feet 29,5 feet to 32 feet 7670 to 7830 year BP 
B1 30 feet 34 feet to 35 feet 11260 to 11760 year BP 
B1 38 feet 43 feet to 45 feet 26820 to 27660"year BP 
B1 47 feet 55 feet to 56 feet 32790 to 33470 year BP 

B2 20 feet 23 feet to 25 feet 1 7980 to 18490 year B P 
B2 26 feet 30 feet to 31 feet 8380 to 8540 year BP 
B2 38 feet 45 feet to 47 feet 13110 to 13280 year BP 

B3 18 feet 22 feet to 24 teet 9550 to 9890 year BP 
B3 26 feet 30 feet to 32,5 feet 12640 to 12770 year BP 

B4 22 feet 25 feet to 25.5 feet 9450 to 9540 year BP 
B4 27 teet 31 feet to 34 feet 14220 to 15010 year BP 
B4 40 feet 45,5 feet to 46.5 feet 21210 to 21460 year BP 

B5 18.5 feet 18.5 feet 13260 to 13400 year BP 
B5 23 feet 23 feet 23290 to 23540 year BP 
B5 I 29 feet 29 feet 23690 to 23970 year BP 
B5 46.5 feet 46.5 feet 11980 to 12390 year BP 

B6 'I 22 feet 22 feet 34530 to 34770 year BP 
86 34 feet 34 feet 22590 to 23320 year BP 

1 bgs - below ground surface 
2 Two Sigma Calibration Age is calculated as two (2) standard deviations from the measured 
radiocarbon age 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B1 Sheet of 5 

Project Plunge (deg) Project No, 

Millennium Hollywood -59 700019502 
Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

l-

S Hollywood, CA 181 Approximately 388 
whD~r~ilh~ng~C~o=m~pa=n=Y--~~~~~~----------------~------------;'D~a=te=S~t=art=e=d~----~~~~~~r.D~a=te~Fi=ni~sh~e=d~------------------~ 

~ ~ Cascade Drilling, LP 7/16/12 
~~D~r~ill~in-g~E-qU~iP-m-e-n~t~~~~~~~~----------------------------I~c~o-m-p7Ie~tio-n-L~e-n-gt~h----~~~----~~~~------~~~=--------4 

;1; Sonic Drill Rig 115 It 
~ Size and Type of Bit i Disturbed 
w _ Number of Samples '1 . 

~~c~a=s=in=grD"-ia=m=e=te=r"(i=n)~---------------------------J:,c~a=s=in=grD=e~Pt~h"(ft",)-_~r-------------~F~~=st~--------~~~~~----~~~--------~ 
:; _ Water Level (ft,) .:>L 53 
5rc-a-S-ln-g-H-a-m-m-e-r---.-----------,17W~e~ig~h~t~(I~bS~)--------.L-'I~D~rO~p~(~in~)----~D~r"'ilh-ng~Fo-r-e-m-an--~~~----~~--~~----~~--~~--~~---4 

.3 Sampler 

'[ Sampler Hammer 
&' 

! Elev.1 
(ft) i 

Continuous Core 
_I, Weight (Ibs) I Drop (in) 

Sample Description 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/2, silty very fine to medium grained 
SAND, trace coarse 9rained sand, moist (3M) 

Jason Klipfel 
Inspecting Engineer 

I

i Length 
Scale 

o 

- 19 ~ 

] 
§ 
z 

D.Eberhart, S. Montqomery, & J.Goff 
SalT)ple Data 

Ql >- .:=; -- .c IN-value 
~ 8:? ~.~ ~ (Blows/ft) 
I- (I)_Q.l~-J 

tx: a. .... co i 10 20 30 40 

o 
N 

o 
N 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

FlUid Loss Drilling ReSistance, etc,) 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

20-~~:--~~--~--~------~------------------------~ 
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Project 

... 1 Location 
o 
(.') 

Millennium 

Hollywood. CA 

EM34826 

Log of Boring 81 Sheet 2 of 5 

! Plunge (deg) Project No, 

-59 
Elevation and Datum 

181 Approximately 388 

~r----'---;------------------------------~----------~-;----'-----~~~~~------r---------------------~ 
~ ~g i Sa,mP

le 
[ :Jta 

:1 ::!~ E!~)' Sample Description L~~: ! ~ ! ~ c! ~ 2l <li (~~:~~~) 
~ ~Vl ~ i~ ~i ~ ~ ffi '0 20 3040 

!i:::.:: !.:.' [::: <0 I~ 
Z• '· .. ,t:::::. - 21 -+--+1

8
-+11--+----1 

•... ;.: ".', Dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine grained SAND, slightly 
~ (:1: ... · moist (SM) i§ 
::i ':,.:1.::. Medium dense, 1 OYR 4/3, silty very fine to medium grained - 22 _ r--
~ ::::!.,.:.::[.:::: SAND, slightly moist to moist (SM) 

:.:."'< SAND, moist to wet (SM) - 23 0:: c; Lr 

.J.':l} ::.k:. Medium dense, 10YR 313, silty very fine and fine grained lJ 

. '. f:·:./::::· Medium dense, 10YR 314, silty very fine grained SAND, (:J) ~ 
; f,-:-:: :.:. trace fine to coarse grained sand, wet (SM) - 24 - 8 
n. • Dense, 10YR 313, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, trace 
o . ':.:~:i:': 
~:: 1:'<:1::::' ~:d~~~r~~~~:~ 19~~~e~I~0~~:y(~~ fine to fine grained - 25 - ~ I~ 
::< .. : I:>: SAND, trace fine subrounded gravel, trace medium and 18 
~ . '>""" ;:'0!:l'~ Jl.r~n~~s~~ ~i~!ix 1!:~s~j~~ _ ..,. ______ "" - 26 -I---HH---I----I 
S! ::::; :-: Medium dense, 10YR 316, fine to coarse grained well 
~ ::';':':::'364.9 graded SAND, trace fine subangular to subrounded gravel, ;:: I~ 
~ ':\::?:';\ ~g~t!l~o~U~Wl ________________ J - 27 ~ 18 
q'::i'\,:::/' dense, 10YR 4/6, very fine to fine grained poorly 
~ -::.:,,: .",' S~I~p..!...s.!!.g~t!I!!!.o~tjS.£'L __________ ........... - 28 - § 
i5'::'I.,:'.f:~ . dense to dense, 1 OYR 4/6, silty very fine to fine ~ 
~.' 1:::'1"::', grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) I 
~ r>:J?:' Medium dense, 10YR 416, silty very fine to fine grained - 29 --t-::;;:::.~:-1'f:O~4+-..... +-, --1 
al I,.'::J:: SAND, slightly moist (SM) 
~ 1"::'.:1:/: Dense, 1 OYR 3/6, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, trace - 30 - ::: ""~ 
~ ::\ coarse grained sand, slightly moist (SM) ;:c 8 
g" r':::l\ 
~: ,<:: Medium dense, 10YR 313, silty fine grained SAND, slightly -- 31 +--HH----l----1 

. 1.::,':1\:, moist to moist (8M) 
::' '360.6 \ Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine grained r- 32 --t----l'-lfl---t-----l 

I:,":':::'~':, ,-S~~D..!... s.!!.g!:!.llX-~o~tJS~L _____________ .J ' 
':"':'::::\' '''0 Dense, 1 OYR 416, very fine to fine grained poorly graded <.t> :J! 

\_~!::!~~~t.!x!!!~s.u~l _____________ J- 33 - ;.=. 8 
Medium stiff, 10YR 413, very fine grained sandy SILT, 

:5t;::,y.;t:.f/.f::~':~::"1 6[6%L~C~:0ijL)- - - -- --- - -- - - 34 -+--+-+t__---I-----I 

•
:~;~:~ Med. ium dense, 10YR 413, clayey very fine 10 fine grained ~, 

\\.~~~D..!...~U~L _________________ )r:- 35 
~ MeCllum dense, 10YR 3/4. silty very fine grained SAND, 1/ 

H~(ffl;m.357.,~' ,r\~m~s~_-'~Ml_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -.~r'l '- 36 " .I.\J/ Medium stiff, 5YR 3/4, very fine grained sandy CLAY, (:J) 

(> ~~~~ ~n~ t~ ~~s! ~~o~n~e~ .\l!~~ !!!~s~(~Ll_ . _ -l---t,i'rf-I-t__---I------j "'11"::-'::" ,"" LS.!!.ff.:...5.2:fi.3E~!!!,Y~0.2:,~I!2~y_m.;?I~0?~ ______ j r 31 - ~ 
. I Dense, 10YR 313, Silty very fine to fine grained SAND, trace rio 

\ fine subangular gravel, trace clay, wet (SM) I _ 38 _ N , N 

1-,:,:.:1/ 
."', ' 

.. 1':::1:/: ~ 
,'::~:'i (:: 

~:: (:" ",,?I 
ii 
"l 

~ 
:1 
o 
u 

\ Medium dense to dense, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine to fine I -i-----+~t_____I_-__1 
\ grained SAND, wet (SM) I 

1. Stiff,7.5yR 313. STity CL.i\Y-:-trace coarse graTnedsan([ - - r - 39 -r----lMfI---t----l 
\ moist (CL) I 

Medium dense to dense,1OYR 3.S/4:-siityvery fine To - - - - 40 _ 
medium grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, 
scattered clayey lenses, moist (SM) 

'- 41 -

Medium stlt[ f'5YRj73:--siityCLAY ,scatteiedvery fine - - - ,- 42 
grained sandy lenses, moist (CL) 

'- 43-

~ Stiff to very stiff, 7,5YR 3i:f CLAY-;- scattered Very fine and- - f--- 44 -
5 'ij coarse grained sandy lenses, slightly moist (CL) 

0350, 

~~~wL __ ~ ____ ~ __ ~~~~ ____ L 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

Fluid Loss, Drilling Res[stance. etc.) 
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o 
(!) 

Millennium 
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Log of Boring 

! Plunge (deg) 

-59 
I Bearing (deg) 

181 

Project No. 

Elevation and Datum 

B1 

7QQ019502 

Approximately 388 
~ ., ~_C~ 

i Ii !E!~). Sample Description L~~~~ ! ~ ! ~I IH (~;;':~~~) 

Sheet 3 of 5 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing, 

FlUid Loss, Dnlhng Resistance, etc,) i ~(/) ~ &! 10203040 

i~~3490r- ~~:! ~'0 ~I:: ::..e:! ~n~ ~a~:'d !.a..'2d~ ~L~ ~ ~o~tJ~!.... _ -+:-;;::;--, ~h:r~n+.",,,,wrl-----t-.:.:....:.::...:.:c...:.::..-\------------1 
. Medium stiff to stiff, 7.5YR 3/3, silty CLAY, trace medium . r.) 

~ grained sand, slightly moist to moist (CL) i- 46 -' ~ ~ 

5t:J:4.mm'34i'.7L_ -MediUm Stiff,7.'5YR314:-cTAY:SCatteredsTit0enses~ - - - '- 47 +, -HI+--f--I 
slightly moist (CL) : ~ I~ 

Medium stiff to stiff, 5YR 3/4, CLAY, trace fine subrounded 
gravel. slightly moist (Cl) 

Stiff, 7.5YR 3/3, CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, moist 
(Cl) 

Medium stiff, 7.5YR 3/2, CLAY, scattered silty lenses, 
moist (Cl) 

Stiff to hard, 5YR 3/2, CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, 
scattered silty and fine grained sandy lenses, moist (Cl) 

Stiff, 5YR 3/3, CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, moist (Cl) 

!- 48 _ N 18 

!- 52 +-+-+1-+---1 

~!- 53 -

!- 54 - ~ 

M 8 
I- 55 -

i- 56 -

!- 57 -+-+-+I--+---j 

i- 58 -

!- 59 -

i- 60 -' ~ § 

i- 61 -

r- 62 -+---+-+1-+---1 

i- 63 -

i- 64 -

~ ~~~;t3;1231_ -/\'"1"-ediUm Stiff, gyR 4i6~ veryfTiietOfine grainedsandy- - - - f- 65 -
g CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, scattered silty fine to 
g medium grained sandy lenses, slightly moist (Cl) i- 66 -

~ r05~~33C:.6!-_ -=. '" 
cr: Stiff to hard:-5YR3T4;-CLAY:!race coarse graTriedsand~ - -!- 67 II ,lightly moi" (Cl) 

i- 68 -

r- 69 -

RL0034028 



EM34828 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B1 Sheet 4 of 5 
PrOject Plunge (deg) I Project No. 

Millennium -59 700019502 
Loca lion 

i Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 
f-
0 Hollywood, CA 181 Approximately 388 r.? 
w 
f-

...§llrlmhl Olill ~ $6 0.. Elev. Length ! I~I In! N-Value Remarks ::; "'''' ! W:; Sample Description w ~i;; (ft) Scale (Blows/ft) (Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing. 
f- FlUid Loss, Drilling Resistance, etc.) 
~ 10 20 30 40 
g ~':% 

z ~~ i- 71 - Ig ffi 
<{ 
r.9 z 
5 

Medium Siif[f."5YR374:_very-fine grair1edsandyCLAY,- -- -72 

~ trace silt, slightly moist (el) 
'g. 0- 73 -

:2 ~ 0- 74 -

Ig 0.. 

~ '" OJ 0- 75 -'" Verysiiif to "hard ~i:5YR4i4,ClA Y,lracecoarsegramed - -'" N sand, moist (el) :; 
~ i- 76 -
£:! 

~(;; 'l.~ 0-77 
~ Soft, 5YR 312, CLAY, trace fine and coarse grained sand, 
C! ~ moist (Cl) 
0 
UJ i- 78 -u:: 
l5 
0 

~. t32O., i--------------------~--~--- 0- 79 -

~I·:·. 
loose to medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine 

I~ 55 
I:·' l .. " 

grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

Verys@tO "hard~5YR374:_cTAY:trace coarse graTnE;d--- r- 80 -

SAND, slightly moist (Cl) 
r- 81 -

~ 'l. 
'l. 
'l. ~317.i 

o---~----------------------- r- 82 
N • !.:\". Medium dense to dense, 10YR 4/6, silty very fine to coarse 
fi; grained SAND, slightly moist to moist (SM) 
~ . .' :.:::::: 

I- 83 -
R-::.': :.:(:::::::. 
iii . (/".{: (9 I- 84 -
~ .. 

~ ~ z :::':'.: .. 
~ , ''': .:\: - 85 -
(} i::\,·. 

~.:. .. :::. 
- 86 -::" 

w I:':'·:::·' 0 !::(.:. ~:::: No Recovery (87 to 92 feet) r- 87 

<I:.'. i· .. -: 
01"':- :::-: 0- 88 -~I;': i:::·:. 
ffi t:· .... : 
'!i ;.: f:·::: ;. 0- 89 -
(3 

(;'.:' I~ c z 0 

§ : !.:\. I- 90 -
~ . .... : 
§ . ri':: i- 91 -
~ , f:?·i:\:. <{ • 

~ '.:)\: Loose, 10YR 3/3, silty fine grained SAND, wet (SM) - 92 

"'t·:. .::1\:. 
~" 

1"-:. (\" 0- 93 -
~ ". 

I§ 55 0'· ' .. :: 
u' 

f::':: b:: z· 0- 94 -(3 
\:i"::~<: ~ 

"'" 

RL0034029 



EM34829 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 

I Project Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium -59 
... Ilocalion 
o 

Bearing (deg) 

181 
Elevation and Datum 

(9 Hollywood, CA 

Medium dense, 10YR 4/6, silty fine grained SAND, trace 
fine subrounded gravel, moist (SM) 

Loose, 10YR 4.5/6, very fine to medium grained poorly 
graded SAND, trace coarse grained sand, wet (SP) 

Loose, 10YR 5/6, fine grained poorly graded SAND, trace 
coarse grained sand, wet (SP) 

Boring terminated at 115 feel length 
Boring backfilled with cement grout 
Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete 

- 96-

- 97-

I~ 
;- 98-

:- 104-

r- 105-

r- 106-

r-107 -

I~ 
r- 108-

-109-

:-110 

r--111-

r--112-

I~ 
:- 113-

:-114-

115 

r116-

r-117-

:- 118-

r-119-

B1 

700019502 

Sheet 5 of 5 

Remarks 
(Dniling Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

FlUid Loss, Drilling Resistance. etc.) 

RL0034030 



EM34830 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 6t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B2 Sheet of 5 
PrOject 'i Plunge (deg) Project No, 

Millennium Hollywood -58 700019502 
Location !Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

>-
177 Approximately 388,2 

Date Started Date Finished 
g Hollywood, CA 
W~D~r~ill~ln~g~c~om~pa-n~y--~~~~~~----------------~-------------h~~~~----~~~~~~~~~~~~------------------~ 

5 7/18/12 7119112 
Completion Length Rock Depth 

Il. Cascade Drilling, LP 
§~D~r~ill-m-g~E~qu-'P-,n-le-n~t~~~~~~~~----------------------------~--~--~~----~~~----~~~~--------~~~------~ 

* Sonic Drill Rig 110 ft 

Number of Samples 
Disturbed 

I Undisturbed ! Core 
- - -

! Size and Type of Bit _ 

Water Level (ft,) 
First 

I, Completion '12~R. "Sl. 54 ,Y 52 52 
Drilling Foreman 

, Casing Diameter (in) I Casing Depth (ft) _ 

~ 5f-c-a-s-in-g-H-am--m-er----------------lr.~~le~i~9h~t~(I~bS~)------~--~ID-rO-p~(i~n~)-----~~--=-------~~~----~~~~--____ ~~_L:.L~ __ ~~~ 

Jason Klipfel S Sampler 
Continuous Core Inspecting Engineer 

~ Samp~er Hammer _I Weight (Ibs) 1 Drop (in) 

g I Elev, Ii 

Sample Description 
Length 
Scale 

D.Eberhart, S. Montqomery, & J.Goff 
Sample Data 

Remarks 
~ ,(ft) i 

~38B2i 
~~----~~--~~~=---------------------------------------~ '" ~ 3879i'--;A~.!::a.!l ~a::.e~~t.... ________________ .../ 

i ! I § II i .~ ~ (~iZ':~~~) (Orilling FlUid, Depth of Casing, 

o __ z~ __ 4i-~~!-Il.-~-w-+~1~O~20~30~4~O-+ __ -F-I-U-'d-L-OS-s-,D-n_lhn_g_R_e_Sls_ta_"_ce_,_et_c,_)_~ 

;;::> Loose, 1 OYR 212, silty fine grained SAND, slightly moist § [FILL] I- 1 -

I- 2 -

I- 3 -

w 
~ ~ 

8 
o 
(") 

o 
N 

N 
(") 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

20~~~L-~--~----~------------------~ 

RL0034031 



LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
PrOject 

.... Location 
o 
~ 

Millennium Hollywood 

Hollywood, CA 

EM34831 

Log of Boring 

Plunge (deg) 

-58 
Bearing (deg) 

177 

PrOject No. 

Elevation and Datum 

B2 Sheet 2 of 5 

700019502 

Approximately 388.2 

~r---~~------------------------~--------~,---.-----.. ~~~m~Ple!~Da~-----,r-----------------~ 
;tel i Remarks ~~ ~I~)' Sample Description L~~~ ~ I h ~ H I,' (~~:S~~) (Drilling Fluid, Depth otCaslng . 
..:: '" ?:' II ~:.::.. "" _..... Fluid Loss, Drilling ReSIstance, etc.) 

~~~~~--+-~~~~~~--~----~~--~~~~~~--~--~ -+ __ +-~ __ ~,~ __ -+i~'~O~20~3~O-4~O~----------------------~ :·I.'·.ft 'C'7n Soft, 1 OYR 4/4, very fine grained sandy SILT slightly moist 

2 .. :' 1·.:·::1::<:· ~e~ium dense;7:5YR3i3, Sifiy very fine graTiieciSAND,- -1 I_ 21 -
~ trace fine subangular gravel, slightly moist (SM) 

I- 22 -
,,::: . 

" .. I:·:.J:::. 
.:: I;. k;'.'RR 
8 -%/ :;;:;:; . OLD ALLuVIUM --- - - -- - --- - I- 23 -, 

.r ~ ~ Stiff, 7.5YR 4/3, CLAY, trace medium to coarse grained 

~.~ ~@~:lt3(;7'Of_ ..,.sand, trace silt, slightly moist (el) 
1- 24 -

~~ Verysiftf;7:5YR3i3, very Tine graTnedsandy CLAY, moist -I- 25 

~ (el) 

:~ .~R" i 

rYo 

I- 26 -

--------------------~---I_V-
Dense, 7.5YR 4/6, clayey fine grained SAND, trace fll1e to 
coarse subangular gravel, moist (SC) 

I- 28 -

I- 29 -

loose to medium dense, 7.5YR 4/4, clayey very fine 
grained SAND, moist to very moist (SC) .. 

loose ,1OY'R 4I4-;-fi"iieto medium grainedpoorly graded- - - - 31 -
SAND, trace coarse grained sand, trace fine subrounded 
gravel, some clay, wet (SP) - 32 -

-----~------~-----------TI-loose, 7.5YR 5/8, fine to coarse grained well graded 
SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, slightly moist (SW) 

- 34-

Medium dens€,' 7.5YR 4I6-:-sTiiyfine to coarse grained - - - - 35 
SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, trace clay, slightly 
moist (8M) - 36 -

- 37-

- 38-

- 39-

Medium SiiiftosillfY5YR-313 ,ver~ifine grmnedsandy - - - - 40 
CLAY, slightly moist (Cl) 

loose, 10YR 4.5/6, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, 
trace fine angular to subangular gravel, damp (SM) 

- 41 -

- 44-

RL0034032 



EM34832 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 62 Sheet 3 of 5 

PrOject Plunge (deg) PrOject No, 

Millennium Hollywood ·58 700019502 
Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood. CA 177 Approximately 388.2 

~~----r-~--------------------------------~----------~--r-!----r-I----~s~a-m~Plle~D~a~ta------~------------------------~ 
~ $ c5 ,~_;__,-'=':::pi"'-"'-"T'''---...., R k 
::; "'co Elev.' ! Length 12 ,;' ~ eN-Value emar s 
~ ~ ~ (ft) Sample Description Scale E ~ ]:§:i" J,] ~ (Blowslft) (Drnllng Fluid, Depth of Cas 109, 

:::! (/J ;:J r- 1.10.. .:: _ u..; Fluid Loss, Drilling Resistance, etc.) 
Ql i ;Z .. c..:'O..:":.:.,O.:3.::,.O,.:;40=-t _______________ ---l 
l~.. ~~~t{C1~YR 3/6. clayey very fine grained SAND, slightly 45-+ ~'-+-,r/--t---+ 

.0.*? f-- 46 1 
~~.:/ 1 

5 0'{ .. r 348L Medium dens~ 1OYR414.sii!Y very Tine 10 fine grainici - - - ~ 47 ~ ~ 
S·. [::': <::. SAND, slightly moist (SM) 3 ~ 8 

i).:: I>:::::>::. 
48 1 

.' -::::'::/.::.:. 49 --:1 
il: ':. i·i·::'::. ~ 

; (.:,:.::.: - 50 -+~--+-tI----+-----i 
.;,. ':: .. :': Medium dense, 10YR 4/4. silty very fine to medium grained j 
;; . [::-".::.:. SAND, trace coarse grained sand. trace clay, slightly moist ~ 

a::. i.:.\ .:.... (8M) - 51 ..:i 
~ .. :::::\:. ~ w 

I<~i ~,,~-------------------------:~: ~ ~ 8 ;;\ ~/. Dense, 7.5YR 4/4, clayey very fine and coarse grained ~ 
~ W;?'::·, SAND. slightly moist (SC) ~ 
§ .<f::.: :;::': 3416r- Loose.1OYR 374-:siityf;neto-:-me~Tum grainedSANCCirace - - 55 -\--HH----l--1 

8 ':':f':' '.,:. coarse grained sand. wet (SM) 

~~Ar ~:~ 
~,.:'.';.l'."; ;:::, Loose. 10YR 3/4. silty fine to medium grained SAND. trace w 
~ ro;, ':,' coarse grained sand, moist (SM) ~ 15 

[;,,' loo", IOYR 416 "'~ 'oo ''''ood SAND w" (SM) ~ :: J 0 

IJrul ~,~ __________________________ ~ ::-+-_-HH--t--1 

1;l.: .• :-;.::-:::;,:.{. Loose, 10YR 4/4. very fine to fine grained poorly graded 
5 :.:.:: ...... :. SAND, trace silt. wet (SP) r· «::':.::.:. - 62 - LlJ 

~2LL;' ~ 8 
z 334.8f-- Medium aens~ 1OYR-314.fine 10 coarse gralned-weli- - - - 63 -
ffi graded SAND. scattered coarse subrounded gravel, wet 
~ (SW) 
a z 
~ 
ill 

i 
~ 

~ 
;( 
f-« 
~ 
o 
() 

~ 
l? 
Z 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, fine to coarse grained well 
graded SAND. scattered coarse subrounded gravel. wet 
(SW) 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4. fine to coarse grained well 
graded SAND. wet (SW) 

- 64 ---; 

- 65 -+--+-Hf--+----l 

- 66-

- 67-

- 68-

- 69-

t~~~~--------------------------------------~70~~~~~--L------L------------------~ 

RL0034033 



EM34833 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B2 Sheet 4 of 5 

Millennium Hollywood 
I, Plunge (deg) -58 

PrOject No. Project 

700019502 
Elevation and Datum 

>-
! Bearing (deg) Location 

177 8 Hollywood, CA Approximately 388.2 

~r--$-B-'I--'i----------------------------~-----------L-;I-----rr_-~-I==~=s~a[~1rrw,:~II~e~D~at:a=====~r--------R-e-m--a-rk-S------~ 
::: "'.ID Elev., SID . t' Length 1:', ~ ,; .;; - eN-Value 
::: ~~ (ft) i amp e escnp Ion i Scale E i ~ §:§: nl ~ (8Iowslft) IDrililng Fluid. Depth of Casing. 
OJ ~fI) i i \ z i r- a:: Ie::: .... C(l 10203040 FlUId Loss, Driiltng ResIstance. etc.) 

~ ....... <j Medium dense, 10YR 4/6, fine to coarse grained well t 70 
~ :::::::::j graded SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, wet (SW) t 

~JU2l3271' __________________________ r:: -
;r,' :>::'::::,J [Loose to medium, 10YR 4/6, fine to medium grained poorly r -~ :i! 
.3 ':-":::':':"':'j graded SAND, wet (SP) l ,0 

l~,"""":,: 3263, Loose 10 mediUril.10YR-474;Ciayey very fine 10 fine - - - - F 73 ~ u 
~l%y3 grained SAND, wet (SC) ~ 

"-~ /. ~,~ .. ~.:.;Y r 74 -

"'I%~' 
~~7~ 324.6

1
' Loose,16YR57~siltYfineaiidmedTUmgraiiiedSAND.W8t-t=- 75 -+-HH--t---j 

~ ,'.,'..... (SM) ~ 
~ ~; .. ,'.; .,','. 76 ] 
~!:.<.::.::::-. , ~ 

2~·~·:·:: 3229-Verydense;-10VR'3i6."GJaYeYV6ryfiiietomedi'umgrained - 1- 77 (!):i! 
~v::~. . SAND, mOlst(SC) ~ ~ 8 

o. . o . 
::; . . 

co 
Il') 

~10... 1-

78 1 
~'. "~ r- 79 -,~ 

";P# i ~ ~~(,::c ;oYR 3/6. d,y.y ,,~ ,,", ,,, ,m','" SAND. ~ 8C -~+-: -HI+--t--i 

~ ~ '. Deo" '''.~ deo". 1 OYR 414. "'Y'Y "~,,, to ,,, ~ 81 -l ::l~' grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, moist (SC). ~ 
~~':'~ r-~14~:i! 
o.~ . ~ 0 

~~: :'; r- 83 -j U II H4~ I !I ",, ___________________________ ::: i--+-+1I--+---I 
ttl :':.: '::':1/: Loose to medium dense, 10YR 414, silty fine to coarse ~ 
§ ::'.: ':::- '.::' grained SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, trace clay, ~ 
9 .,',' .. ,'-: ",'. slightly mOist (SM) r- 87 --j w 

E<r: ~881~! 

ii'r~~ Loo," lOYR 414 'itIY '00 10 CO,," ,m'ood SAND Imre : ::1-t-1 
-HH--t----i 

I ;;!af':j ::::b:::::::::~:::::I:::,:~'5::':5::h'Y : :: 1 ~ I ~ 
1 •••. 1; ;:' mo'" (5M) ~ : _1 .... :_.J..1

1 

........ L-....L_--l.. ___ --' ___________ --' 

RL0034034 



EM34834 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B2 Sheet 5 of 5 

Plunge (deg) PrOject No, 

Millennium Hollywood -58 700019502 
Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

l-

S Hollywood, CA 177 Approximately 388,2 

w~--~--~--------------------------------~----------~--r-----r-----~~~~~------~----------------------~ ~ <I ~ i Sample Data 

~ a: iii E\ev, Length ~ ~ " ;; - 'cll, N-Value ~ ~;" (It) Sample Description Scale E §:; g:s ~'~ >e (Blowslft) * ~ (f) Z I- ~ - ~ ~ as i 10 20 30 40 

§f,: I:,::" ::':::, Loose, 10YR 414, silty fine to coarse grained SAND, trace 
w I:" fine subrounded gravel, wet (SM) 

~I":'\'::::'~::':: 

'" ..,. 

Medium dense, 10YR 416, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, slightly moist to moist (SM) 

I-- 99 

"' "' 0> Loose, 10YR 514, silty fine to medium grained SAND, trace 
coarse grained sand, wet (SM) 

I-- 100 -f--l-ft----l---i 

N 

o a s 
D. 
c:l 
o 
ill 
I;: 
o o 
::; 

a\ 
iii 

I"f 
B 
I 
N 
o ; 
Ui 
c:l 

S 
I
Z 

Loose to medium dense, 10YR 414, silty very fine to fine 
grained SAND, wet (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 414, silty very fine grained SAND, 
moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 518, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace fine subangular to subrounded gravel, mOist 
(SM) 

I- 101 -

1-102 -

1--103-

1--104-

1--105 

1--106-

1--107-

1-108 -

1-109 -

g~~~r"~""f------------------------------------------------+- 110 
1) 
z 
I 
() 
LU 

b 
w 
c:l 

~ 
c:l 
z 
ii 
w 
LU 
Z 
13 z 
~ 

! 
~ 
Gi 

'" 
~ 
;,; 
~ 
~ o 
() 

z 
'" c:l z 

Boring terminated at 110 feet length 
Boring backfilled with cement grout 
Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete 

1-111 -

1--112-

--113-

1--114-

1-115-

1-116-

1--117-

1--118-

1--119-

~~--~~------------------------------------~ 120 

w 

N '" to 
0 '<t 
() 

w 
N 0:: Ol 
N 0 C') 

() 

Remarks 
(Drilhng Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

FlUId loss, Drilling Resistance, etc.) 
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EM34835 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 83 
Project 'Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
Location Beari ng (deg) 

>-
Elevation and Datum 

Sheet of 5 

~~~~ __ ~ __ ~H~o~lIyw~(o~0~d~,~C~A ________________ -L ________ 17_9~~~~~ ____ ~A~\P~IP~ro=x~im~at~e~ly~3T8~9~~~~ ________________ ~ 
~ Drilling Company Date Started Date Finished 

"- Cascade Drilling, LP 7/19/12 7/20112 
§~D~r~i\I~In-9~E~q-U~iP-m-e-n~t~~~~~~~~~----------------------------+C~o-m~PI-et~io-n~L-e-n-~~h----~~~~--~R~o-c~k~D~e-Pt~h--------~~~--------~ 

~ Sonic Drill Rig 100 ft -
Number of Samples 

Disturbed Undisturbed Core 
-

First Completion 24 HR. 

~ Size and Type of Bit 

>-~~~~----~~----------------------------~~--~~~---+--------------~~----------~~~~------~77~~------~ ,d Casing Diameter (in) I Casing Depth (ft) _ 
Water Level (ft.) Y 56 Y 55 :L 55 ~~--------------------------r.7~77~~-------L--~--~~----~~~~------~~~----~~~~L-------~--~~----~~--~ 

~ Casing Hammer _ I Weight (Ibs) _ I Drop (m) _ Drilling Foreman 

.§' Sampler 
Continuous Core 

Jason Klipfel 
Inspecting Engineer 

15 Sampler Hammer 

8! 
_ i Weight (lbs) I Drop (in) 

D.Eberhart. S. Montqomery, & J.Goff 

~ 
Sample Data 

::;; 
ll. i " til 

'" N 

0 
~ 

Elev. 
(ft) 

389.0 

Sample Description 

3887 ,,-;A~.!::a.!.!. ~~e,:!:~~ _____ ,- __________ ../' 
Loose, 5YR 312, silty fine to medium grained SAND, damp 

Length 
Scale 

o 

to slightly moist [FILL] - 1 1 

ID 
15. ~ ~ z 

S 

;;: 
<.? 
o w 
u: 

- 2 

- 3 

~ ~ ~ 
~ 

8 
::;; 

~ Loose, 5YR 7/1. silty fine to medium grained SAND, damp 
[FILL] 

- 4 

iIi 
(j) 
<.? 

S 
o 
o o 
~ 
g 
I 

No Recovery (5 to 7.5 feet) 

§ '. 382.51- _ .. _ _ . _ _ .. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

'" .' : ~-:,.: YOUNG ALLUVIUM 
8 .:".: '::':: ::::. Loose, 1 OYR 5/8, silty fine grained SAND, trace medium 
i2 ':,': ':-: .::. grained sand. trace fme subrounded gravel, slightly mOist 
~ ..:.:.:.::: (SM) f:-

~l;; t 

5 

6 -

7 -

8 -

9 -

10 

11 -

12 -

w 
;=. 0: 

0 
0 

~c 

UJ 

N 0: 
0 
0 

> B! ~§: 
n:: ~a:J 

~ 

0 

';: IJ1:~ ~ 
(§ ": ":'., :. ~ 
<.? b: '. 37771- Loose,1OY'R 414-:-veryfiiietOflnegraliled poorlygraoed - - r 13 - ---+-+1--+-----1 I,wl SAND. ,,," lioe "b,o,,'" '''~,. d,mp (SP) ~ 14 _ m @ 

! lll;! No R"",~ (15 to 181",) : :: i 
§i 0 0 

N-Value 
(Blowslft) 

10 20 30 40 

Remarks 
(Dnlling Fluid, Depth of Casing. 

Fluid Loss. Drilling Resistance, etc.) 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

~ f~::+::~l' 3734_ Loose ,1 OY'R 3;4-:-sT!tyve,yfinetofine grained-SANO-:- - - - I- 18 ~ 
z .. :}..... I- 19--i 
8 :>f.·;J}:::' scattered clayey lenses, slightly moist (SM) ~ 

~ /·X<: ::?-J 20 _~..l.--'---'_-'-__ ..J.I ____ --' _______________ ---' 

RL0034036 



EM34836 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SEFWfCES Log of Boring 83 
Project Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
Location 

Loose, 7.5YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, 
trace fine subrounded gravel, trace coarse grained sand, 
some clay, slightly moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 7.5YR 3.5/4, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace fine subangular graver. trace medium and 
coarse sand, trace clay, slightly moist (SM) 

Loose, 10YR 314, silty very fine grained SAND, slightly 
moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense. 10YR 314, silty very fine to fine 
grained SAND, moist (SM) 

I- 21 -

r- 22 j 

r- 23 ~ u.J 

-1 I..") :s 
_ 24 ~ l) 

~ 

- 34 -

0::> 
N 

- 35 -+--+-Hi--+---i 

- 36-

- 37 -i 
~ 

I- 41 j 

r- 42 -

LlJ 
0::> c< 

8 

------------------------- - 43 Medium dense, 7.5YR 3/4, clayey very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace silt, slightly moist to moist (SC) 

r- 44 -

Sheet 2 of 5 

45~~~L-J---~----~------------------~ 

RL0034037 



LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
PrOject 

Location 
I-o 
(!) 

Millennium Hollywood 

Hollywood, CA 

EM34837 

Log of Boring 

Plunge (deg) Project No, 

-60 
Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

179 

loose, 7,5YR ,3/4, silty very fine grained SAND, 
contact, slightly moist (SM) 

:- 46 -

- 47 -

f- 49 -

83 

700019502 

Approximately 389 

Medium dense. 7.5YR 4T6~sTItyveryline to mediUm - - - - f- 50 -+--+-H-+-----i 
grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

I- 51 - I~ 
Medium dense.T5YR 4:"5l4,very fine to coarse grained - - ~ 1 8 
well graded SAND, scattered fine subrounded gravel, damp r- 52 -
(SW) 

5 ~:f:,:r( loose to mediUm dense~r5YR3T4:Siityv8ry line griiTne[ - I- 53 
~ :\':'::':/' ~A.!::!~~~t.!¥~~S!'J~Ml _____________ -.J _I~ 
~ : ',;':':<::::::, Medium dense, 10YR 4/6, very fine to medium'grained I- 54 - ;:. 
, ",:" poorly graded SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular 

§ ::;::.:::::::::, ~:~~~~~~%,~~~t~~~1, very fine to medium grained :!r- 55 -\--HH--!---j 

~ \,~:,::::i:, poorly graded SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, wet (SP) \I 
8 ': :,' -!!-r- 56 .-

@$~??:l339'6 -----------,--------r- 57 - ~ I~ 
~ ':::':: ,;.:': Medium dense, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine to fine grained 
ifi :" ::>' SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, trace coarse grained 
5'f:,~",:>""R\ ~a.r!.d~...?i!t.!?~~@~ _______________ /+ 58 -t--+--H-+----j 
R ", loose, 10YR 514, very fine to fine grained poorly graded 
"'1-: '.' -:. SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular gravel, damp to ( 
§ >::: ,,117 \ ... ~g~t~~o~U~L ________________ .J f-- 59 - ,A I~ 
!;: '1",:, loose, 10YR 4/6, fine to coarse grained well graded SAND, r ;::: 18 
~ ::",;::., {: \ '!!..e!:j§."'!J ______________ ~------/ f- 60 -
(5 ":" '::.: Medium dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine grained SAND, 
z .::.: ", ::.:-: trace fine subangular gravel, wet (SM) 
hl :,::.?': loose ,1 OYR 416-:-verYfineto medium grained-SAND ~ - - - f-- 61 
§ :.;. '::-"': some coarse grained sand, wet (SP) 

~: ::.('0.::: "'" loose, 10YR 314, very fine to medium grained poorly I- 62 - I~ 
g "" \ \E.a~e~§.A~~~a.£e..!i~~u.!?a~g~I~~~~'!!..e.!.(~F1 __ _1 ~ 18 

':.:::",:,:. (:, Medium dense, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine to fine grained- 63 -
,:"<:r, SAND, trace coarse grained sand, wet (SM) 

: i'~333L sOfi:1 OVR 3/6,' very firietofrnegrained sarldyCLRY;!race - - 64 
~ coarse grained sand, wet (Cl) 

~ - 65 -; ~ § ?!5 

MediUm Stiff," f{)VR3:5i5, CLAY. trace coarsegrained - - - ,- 66 -, 
sand, moist (CL) 

2 ~~~,;:;, ~331,CI~""LOOse ,7 :5YR 3/4, Clayey very firietofrne-gra(ned SAND," - - - 67 -+-HH--i-----j 
~ ';J: trace coarse grained sand, wet (SC) 

\~~Q,~~@~L _________________ I . 8 M 

Stiff, 10YR 4/6, silty CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, - 69 -
slightly moist to moist (Cl) . 

Sheet 3 of 5 

, I
f3299[l loose, 7,5YR416,finetocoarsegraTnedwSiigraded----;- 68 - ~ <D 

>10. . ~. __ ~~ __ ~ __ ~ ______ ~ ____________________ ~ 
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EM34838 

LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING lit ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 83 Sheet 4 of 5 

PrOject Plunge (deg) PrOject No, 

Millennium Hollywood -50 700019502 
I Datum 

Approximately 389 
~r---'--'------------------------~----------~'---'-----~~~~~le~'D~~~----'-----------------~ 

~ ~ g I Elev, SID 't' Length i'! J b -,~ N-Value Remarks 

>-Ilocalion 
o 
(!l Hollywood, CA 

Bearing (deg) 

179 

~~ ~~, (ft) amp e escnp Ion Scale i, '-;C ~'~ ~ (Blowslft) (Drilling Fluid, Depth 01 Casing, 
..<: '" ; 2. '" _ u..J Fluid Loss, Dnlllng Resistance, etc.} 

]h~~n---+-~----~~~~~--~~--------~~~~------+- -+--r-n-! ~_~ __ ~c~10~20~3~O_4~O~ ____________________ --4 
0. ./0, loose, 10YR 3/5, clayey fine to coarse grained SAND, 
: y.~ ~ scattered silty lenses, wet (SC) 

~ ~ 5 '/' 
R , 

-:' ' 

t'::':":'i':::': 

~ ,i.:;:>: 
~ :":':'::: ; 

'- 71 -

-----------------~--------n-loose to medium d.ense, 10YR 3/4, clayey Silty very fine 0 I~ '" 
grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, trace fine , N 18 <"l 

angular gravel, mOist (SM)-73 -

- 74 -

~ ':::: ,", 
~ ? ~ loose, 10YR 375~ clayey VerYfinetocOarse-weligraded- - - - 75 
;; .>00 SAND, slightly silty, wet (SW) 

13 h,o"f..I*ID'~:t ,,,,j,LI_ -M--ediUm Stiff. WYR413,sii!y etA Y, traceline and riiedium- - ,- 76 - I ~ 
S! [f:a~:>? I grained sand, moist (Cl) N '8 ~ 
~ ~ MediUm StifftosTifC10YR 3/4, CLA Y,trace medium and - - - 77 -
g ~ coarse grained sand, moist (Cl) 

~tjlt:::2:(,,~,,:(,:":[/,;: f321,5~_ -M--ediUm deiiS~ loYR-314,siityfine to coarse graTned- - - - !- 78 -+"-'-gjf'll~m-(J,)-+--~ 
~ ': '.' ::-':';',1"::' SAND, scattered fine subangular to rounded gravel, trace 
", ',:':1'-:;, clay, wet (8M) 
~ .:.:: 1.":,::1,:";, loose to medium dense, 10YR 5/8, silty very fine to coarse 
iii :'J::" grained SAND, moist to wet (SM) 
~ ','.:i'-;. 
q ···;:l·', 
::' ':·"L·.·. 
8:;, '::.J.:-,, 0·1:.::.:1< 
~ : L-.'. ' '318, 
~ ;.~ loose,'1OYR 476~ verYfin8iocoarse wellgradedSAND~ - -

- 79-

~ 81 -

g .:-:-:::: 
<-:< :-:::: 
:::::: 

scattered fine subrounded gravel, scattered silty lenses, - 82 -
wet (SW) 

,'-:< :: :::; 
, -:.: - 84-

:;:::: loose, 10YR 4/6, very fine to coarse well graded SAND, 
:-:::: scattered fine subrounded gravel, scattered silty lenses, .- 85 -
.;.;.; wet (SW) 
','; <'31' If) 11i! 

;';1--i"""t;,,?-"'r'':'::''''~'~O''~3','or--''Lo-osetomediUmdense~WYR5i6,siltYveryfinetocoarse-!- 86 - N 18 
grained SAND, scattered fine subangular gravel, dry to 
damp (SM) __ - 87 -
Locse, 10YR 4T6~inetocoarsegrained weilgradedSAND:" 
moist to wet (SW) -
Stiff, 10VR 314," STIty me'diun-\arldcoarSe grained-CLAV:- - - I- 88 -
slightly moist (Cl) I~ 

- 89 - ~ IS 
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EM34839 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 83 Sheet 5 of 5 
I Project Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
Location 

f-
Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

a Hollywood, CA 179 Approximately 389 (!) 
UJ r-

Elev.1 
Sam ole D ata_ ~ ~5 'Remarks "- Length j l~ 

N-Valu. ::;; "'w Sample Description ! ~~~ Ul ~~ (tt) 
I Scale (BJowslft) (Orilling Fluid. Depth of Casing. 

r- ~" rf.~ro Fluid Loss, Drilling ReSistance, etc.) 
~ 10 20 30 40 l. Stiff, 10YR 3/6, CLAY, trace very fine grained sand, moist 

:§ (el) 
~ 

~ :':'.': loose, 1 OYR 4/6-:-finelocoarsegrairi'ed weil graded SAND.- - 96 -

l? ::: •• , -:-: wet (SW) z ••••• :3 ••• - 97 -

~ ::::;:: ! .......... 
~304 

---~----------------------- - 98 -
I§ Medium dense, 10YR 316, silty very fine to fine grained ~ 11 ..... ::::,·· SAND, moist to wet (SM) 

, .. :::: - 99-~f:::,:.;:·:?· 
i? [:::: 

.302 5!; 100 
'" 
~ 
2j -101-
~ 

: Boring terminated at 100 feet length 
-102-

"-
l? Boring backfilled with cement grout c:i w Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete -103-[ 
a 
a 
::;; 

-104-~ 
Oi 
<JJ -105-l? 
0 
..J 
a 
a -106-: 0 

~ 
6 -107-I 
N 
0 

"' '" e -108-

~ 
iii 
l? -109-g 
f-
Z 

g -110-
0: 
0 
Z 
I -111-u 
w 
f-a 
u; 

~ -112-
fo-
0: a 
l? z -113-
0: w 
w 
z -114-
13 
z 

~ -115-
; 
0 
0 -116-:is 
0: 
:.;: 
9 -117-0: 

~ 
fo-
0: 
9 
::;; 

-118-
0 
0 

~ 
-119-

:;! 
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EM34840 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
Project 

Millennium Hollywood 
Location .... 
g~~~ ______ ~H~oliYw~I~(o~od~,~C~A~ ______________ ~ __________ -+~~~~ ____ ~~~~~~~~77~----------------~ 
W Drilling Company 

~ ~ Cascade Drilling, LP 
~~D~r~illi~n~g~E~qU~iP-m-e~n7t~~~~~~~~---------------------------1~~~~--~----~~~----~~~~-------~~~~------~ 

~ Sonic Drill Rig 
~ Size and Type of Bit 
" ~~~~~~~~----------------------------'~~~~~~-1------------~~~--------~~--~------~~~~------~ ,; Casing Diameter (in) 

~~~~~-----------------'~~7T.~------~--~~~~---1~~~~~~~~~----~~~~~----~~~~~--------~ :5 Casing Hammer _ I Weight (Ibs) 

.§' Sampler 

Sample Description 
Length 
Scale 

~ 
~~ .... ~3~93~.53-~~~~ ____ ~ ________________________________ ~ 0 

3932""'-;A~.!:!.a.!!. ~a~e~':i.:~ ________________ ./ 
~ Loose, 10YR 3/2, silty very fine grained SAND, asphalt and 
~ concrete fragments, damp [FILL] - 1 -
S 

ro 
(/) 389.2 

II1II 
~ \:i ::( ~:), 
~ ).~)J::), 
z : .. :: :':\":". 
hl ::':', ':':'~: '.:: 
b ',:.'; . .': 

Loose, 10YR 3/2, silty fine grained SAND, scattered fine 
angular gravel, asphalt and concrete fragments, damp to 
slightly moist [FILL] 

Loose, 10YR 3/2, silty fine grained SAND, trace fine 
subangular gravel, damp [FILL] 

yQu1iG-ALLuylUM '-"- -. - .-.~ -,,- - ._,,
Loose, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine to fine grained SAND, trace 
fine subangular gravel, slightly motst (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace coarse grained sand, moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine to fine grained 
SAND, trace coarse grained sand, moist (SM) 

- 2 

- 3 -

- 4 

.. - 5 -

- 6 

- 7 -

- 8 

- 9 -

- 10 

- 11 -

Q) 

~ z 

W 
N ~ 

0 
II 

w 
C") ~ 

0 
II 

-<:t I~ to 

U) I~ 
ill 

co 

w 
igj ~ 
1° ~o~~. '. ~ 3831_ 'r;'iedium dense:- WVR-4M,clayey fine to Coarse graTned- - - - 12 -

~ ~ :~ SAND, trace fine subangular to subrounded gravel. some 
§E V~,~ silt, dry to damp (SC) - 13 -I---+-I-f--f----j 

ffiuJ '0-% 
I z'W'iI, - 14-

~.~ e-If -15-

r'~ " .. -L;;ore,1 OY. 476~ '""';,,0'0-00;,,0-,"',"0' SAND; ","' - - - 16 -I---I-lf+---+----j 

~ r::"I":" clay, slightly moist (SM) ~ 
~ ',~:,:'i 17 -
~I"I:,<:':" ~ co 

~I:":f}i':::::, 18 -
~ . : " 

1 Ul 

!gj ~ 

ill 
~ 

UJ 

'" ~ 0 
II 

w 

'" ~ 0 

N-Valu. 
(Blowstn) 

10203040 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid. Oepth of Casing. 

Fluid Loss. Drilling ResIstance, etc.) 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

~ 1/' .... ;,:,1 .. :::: .. :, ::', ___ Medium dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine grained SAND, r 19 :s t:::' n7R slightly moist (SM) r 
'" . 20 _1"'---'-...... _-"--_-"--___ -"--____________ .....J 'I I II 
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EM34841 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B4 Sheet 2 of 5 

PrOject Plunge (deg) Project No, 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood, CA 178 Approximately 393,5 5 o 
LlJ~----~~--------------------------------~----------~--r-----r-----~~~~~------~----------____________ ~ 5 Sample Data 
0. <1.5 Remarks ~ ~~>- Elev. Length QJ i:.:.:. ... t: N-Value 
~ ~ ~ (ft) Sample Description Scale ~ ~ g I ~'~ '!l (Blows/ft) F\J,~r~I~~~F~~~;n~e£~~~:a~~~~~;C,) 
§ 20-+_z-T_~TT~ __ +o. __ ~_m~_'O~20_3_0_4_0~ ______________________ ~ 
r.;,: .. :\.,::::::,,:':::' Loose to medium dense, 10YR 4/6, fine to coarse grained ~ LlJ ';, :' '.:,' poorly graded SAND, slightly moist (SP) _ 21 ~ CJ) 

~ G~:::({: '''' -M,';;;m ,,"'. lOVR,m,,;", '"' ~ m;o;om-go.m" - - -" 22 -~+-. -HH--I-~ 
.3 ':".: ':',':: ::,,:" SAND, scattered fine subangular gravel. damp to slightly 

~ ~ 0 
() 

&:" ":, 
& ::.::.::.: :>. 
":, i",<":':' 
~ ':'1'''::: :::'" 

~C.::···. "::':'1 ;:;1': .. :':: :.:. 
<; 
a 
~ 

~ 
\:> 
Cl w 
G: 
5 o 
::;; 

ill 
iii Vi,':·.: .... ::. 

moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense, 7.5YR 4/4, silty fine to coarse 
grained SAND, trace fine angular gravel. moist (SM) 

Medium dense to dense, 7.5YR 4/4, silty fine to coarse 
grained SAND, trace clay, slightly moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 7.5YR 3/3, silty fine to coarse grained 
SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

Medium dense, 7.5YR 4/3, silty fine to medium grained 
SAND, trace coarse grained sand, slightly moist (SM) 

3'·1'.\:-": 
~ ).:~ :'i:: :\.1 Medium dense, 7.5YR 4/4, clayey silty fine to coarse 

; 'I! 11 ~;~~:tr;~;~:;:~;'~:;;;'1~~\O OMffl' 'CO;", 

z 7:,'-':\ .:. 363 6["\ ~A!i12.: ~q!:1!x ~~sU~Ml _____________ ..J 

f:- 23 -

3~ 
'- 24 -=1 

UJ 
0:: ~ 0 
() 

~ 
f- 25 --+--+-HI--f---I 

r- 28 

r- 29 -

~ 
r- 30 ~ 

r- 31 

r- 32 -

I- 33l 

UJ 
~ 
0 
() 

co 
N 

oq-
N 

<D 
N 

f- 341-t-tt--t----i 

f- 35 j 

~ . J:\ ···t Medium dense, 7.5YR 3/4, Silty very fine to fine grained 

g .. :: ..... :: Loose, 7.5YR 5/6, very fine to coarse grained poorly graded 
l'i : .;', .. ,::': SAND, slightly mOist (SP) ~ ~ 

1':':')":':\':':'1 f- 36 - (,) 

~ fC~::f'J~ur looM ,7 .5y" "S: .'i;' ;;;;"0 m,","i,;;;;"" SAND~ trii, - f 37 -f--HIi--+--i 
Ci :': ':". '.:' coarse grained sand, slightly moist (SM) r 
~ :. ·:t.) :>: ~ 38 - '{2 ~ o 

N 

~ .; )'.J\ r 39 - () 

I: t) L"," 7.5YR 4/6, ,;lIy"" 10 m,';"m 'CO;;" SAND. ~ 40 -t--i-tt---t----j 
~~·0:.t< 3584r ~g!2t!t~o~U~l ________________ ..J t 
rh ::,: Loose, 7.5YR 4/4, fine to medium grained poorly graded L 41 -
~ . ';:.>:;::" SAND. trace fine subrounded gravel, slightly moist (SP) ~ 

~ ~ ~:~\~ 3571r- Medium deils~ 7.5YR 4I6-:-sTi'iyveryfine To fine graTned- - - f 42 -
~ ':'. '.' SAND, slightly mOist (SM) l 
:!E ,: •• ',;< ~ 35631- MediUm deilse lOYR-316 clayey fine to medium-gramed - - ~ 43 -f--Hft -+--1 

~ '0,:' .. ?:;.<, d 44 - ..... 6 

-

~ .. f:.: . SAND. slightly moist (SC) fr ill 

~!0. z Medium dense to ense, 10YR 3/4, clayey very fine to fine ~ (,) 
~ @ .. : grained SAND, trace fine subrounded gravel, slightly moist. 45 -'-_"--u-_'--_"--___ ...I--__________ ---' 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING lit ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
PrOject 

Millennium 
,... i Location 

Hollywood, CA o 
(!) 

EM34842 

Log of Boring 
Plunge (deg) 

·60 
Bearing (deg) 

178 

i Project No, 

Elevation and Datum 

84 Sheet 3 of 5 

700019502 

Approximately 393.5 

~~p;$:~~-E-Ie-V.r:---------------s-a-m--p-Ie--D-e-s-c-rl'-p-tl'o-n~------------L-ri-Le-n-9t-hl=J~=!~::j=i~F~~~~~~~~N_=v=alu=e==r-------~R:=e~m~a~r=k~s-------j 
UJ ;;;:;.- (It) Scale i"" _ .. '" (Blowslft) (D"lllng Fluid, Depth of Casing, 
~ ~U".l i ct ~ ffi 10 ~ 30 40 Fluid Loss, Dnlling ReSistance, etc.) 

~ :;(/7/, (SC) I);! 
]~~~&3:;4,lhl Medium dense, 10YR 3/6, clayey fine to medium grained r 18 N 
z mm \ SAND, trace silt, slightly moist (SC) I ,- 46 -t---HI-f--t---o 
~, ~ Medium sifff;-5YR414,siity CLAY. slightly rriOiSt' fcC) - - --=---. 
.J LOOse-:-iSYR4i6,clayey Tine to medium-grained SAND, - _ 47 

trace coarse grained sand, slightly mOist (SC) - e: I~ 

30/ . 18 
8. ~ /: Medium dense, 7.5YR 3/4, clayey very fine grained SAND, - 48 -

:<~~ 
~20~ 
~ ~% 

trace coarse grained sand, slightly moist to moist (SC) 

Medium dense, 7.5YR 4.5/4, clayey fine grained SAND, 
slightly moist (SC) 

- 49 -I--o--t+--+---1 

- 50 -

~ :/. ~"4Q 
~ ' •• -u Loose,7.5yR4/6,SiliYfirielomediumgrainedSAND-:-trace-- 51 -
~ '. '.; .';:,-;, fine subangular gravel, trace coarse grained sand, slightly r 
.'. , moist (SM) I r.- 52 -+--+--Hf--+-----j 

~ : -:.:;:- \' Loose:- 10YR-4T6,1ine 10 mediUm gramed pooriY graded - -; . 
>}347,6 \ SAND, scattered fine to coarse subangular gravel, slightly I 

~rt'-;7':.""'''''~C'"T./l I'~~i~@~ ____________________ j,-- 53 - 0 Iii! CD 
~ , \ Loose, 10YR 4/6. fine to coarse grained well graded SAND, / N 18 ("') 
.' ~ Dense, 10YR 3/6, clayey very fine grained SAND, moist ~

. 'lY/ \~e!..t~Vfl _____________________ 1 - 54 -

if) ~/;(x- (SC) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - ,- - - - - - - - - - - - 55 -t--o--t+--+---1 

~ : -: Loose, 1 OYR 4/6, fine to coarse grained well graded SAND, f ::::- b45 trace fine subangular gravel, wet (SW) 

Siif(l OyiUi4,' fLAT SiTg"ii'tiY mOisito-moiSi ('Cl) - - - - - - 56 - N I § 
- 57-

- 59-

!' - 62 -

Medium deilSe.-7:'5YR 4I6:-graveiiy fineio coarse graTn8"d- - - 63 +-HI+--l--/ 
well graded SAND, fine subrounded gravel, wet (SW) 

- 64 -

i- 65 - Iii! 
~ 18 

- 66-

MediUm deilSetodense~f"5YR474~eryfiile To fine - - - - c- 67 -
grained poorly graded SAND, trace fine to coarse 
subrounded gravel, moist (SP) /' - 68 -t--HH--t----j 
Loose, 7.SVR 51/[ fmetocoarse graTiled well graded - --
gravel, trace fine subangular to subrounded gravel, wet '<t It:! 
(SW) - 69 - N 18 

RL0034043 



EM34843 

LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B4 Sheet 4 of 5 

I Project Plunge (deg) I Project No, 

Millennium -60 700019502 
>- Location Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

g Hollywood, CA 178 Approximately 393.5 

~~-~-~-'I-E-Ie-V':---------------S-----I--D----'--t,--~-----------L-'-Le-n-gt-h-r--j-!--I-~s~:m-bP~_le~';~~~~'-N_-V-al-ue--r--------R--e-m-a-r-k-s------~ 
w >-;: (ft) amp e escnp Ion Scale: ~c- ~'~!Il~ (Blowslft) (Drllhog FlUid, Depth of Casing, 
': ~ U) ~:.=- '" _ fluid loss, Drillmg Resistance, etc,) 

~~£~~~~--t-[)~~7]~(4I~~~~~s,e~~3cfSANC~~rttY----1: -+ __ r-nr __ r~ __ -+_'~C~20~3~O_4~01-______________________ ~ 
l-; r, moist (SC) 
~ ~';: Dense, 7.5YR 4/6, clayey coarse grained SAND, slightly 

~~: -71- ~I§ 
:s . ~'" ---------------,------------ - 72-
, ,,~.:, Medium dense, 7.5YR 5/4, silty fine to coarse grained 

.3 ::.<: '. SAND, scattered fine to coarse subangular gravel, slightly 

I 
:::.,. kl30 " .!:!:'~s.!J~Ml ____________________ /- 73 
••• ' Loose, 7.5YR 5/8, gravelly fine to coarse grained well ' 

~ :j}~W' graded SAND. fine subrounded gravel, wet (SW) ,_ 74 _ 

:;j «« - 75 -

~ >'::i<32B -DenSe~i5YR5i4,siltYfineiocoarse9ra;nedSAND,---- ~ I§ 
2j ::. :.:~.:: , scattered fine subangular gravel, slightly moist (SM) f- 76 -
~ ':.: 
~·:·l·.:-::<:. 
~ ..<.::: 

.:-:' ':': >370 

c_77-

Loose, 7 .5YR 5/6, fine to coarse grained weii graded - - - - c_ 78 +-+-1-1--1---1 
SAND, scattered fine subrounded gravel, wet (SW) 

- 79-

------------~---------c_~-
Dense, 5YR 3/4, silty fine to coarse grained SAND, co I ~ 0 

scattered fine subangular gravel, wet (SM) "" 1 8 co 
c_ 81 -

c_ 85 -

f- 86 -

f- 87 -

Loose,lOY'R 476~finetomedium grruned-poorly'graded- - - c_ 88 
SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular gravel, wet (SP) 

c_ 89 -

-------------------------f-OO-
Stiff, 10YR 3/4, CLAY, trace fine to coarse subangular 
gravel, trace coarse grained sand, slightly moist (el) 

Dense, 10YR 3/3, silty fine to coarse grained SAND, 
slightly moist (SM) 

f- 91 -

c_ 93 +-+--tt---t----j 

Medium dense:- 1OYR-314,clayey sandy weiT graded - - - - - 94 -
GRAVEL, medium and coarse grained sand, fine to coarse 

RL0034044 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B4 Sheet 5 of 5 

ProJect ! Plunge (deg) Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood -60 700019502 
>- Location I Bearing (deg) Elevation and Datum 

g Hollywood. CA I 178 Approximately 393.5 
~r-----r--;--------------------------------~----------~--r-----r-----~s~a-m~Plle~D~a~ta------~------------------------~ 

a. ~g ! Elev. Length ~ ..' c' N-Value Remarks 
~ ~~ (ft) Sample Description Scale -j'! ! ~ :£1"" J ~ ~ 1 (Blowslft) (Drilhng Fluid. Depth of Casing. 

~~~~"~~WBr.~~--~----~----~~~~--~~~------------------~95-t-~-+~t~--+-----~~~'Q~20~3~O_4~O~ ___ FI_Ui_d_LO_Ss_._D_nl_hn_g_R_es_,s_ta_nc_e_,_el_C._)~ 
~ '-"JI':." subangular gravel, slightly moist (GW) 
~ ":."5···~ Loose to medium dense, 5YR 6/2, sandy well graded ~ 
~ ~: ... :. . GRAVEL, fine to coarse angular to subangular gravel, l 96 -
~ .~:.: medium to coarse grained sand, slightly moist (GW) l' ~ Q) ~ 
z '~ .... " 1 N 0 

~~:, .. :.. r 97l 
<Xl 

'" 

Si":.:! ~ j 
~ . '1Ii.. " "'Og _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ t- 98 -+' -+-H--i----j 
~ +. ". ~.: Loose to mediUm dense~7.sYR 4/4:gravelly silty SAND," - e ~ 

e:: : ",: : •• ': fine to coarse angular to subrounded gravel, fine to medium l ~ i :', ::' .~,_.: grained sand, slightly moist (SM) ~ .. 991 
~~,:~:,:,> ~ 100~ 
~ :" :' ,.: -i 0 ~ 
0; +. '".,.: . J M 8 
13 ~~!IIa~ 306 Of- Loose,'7.5YR4/3: sandyweilgradedGRAVE[ fine to- - - -101 -1 
~ ~'.~ coarse angular to subangular gravel, very fine to fine and j 
, .. ' , .. :~ coarse grained sand, slightly mOist (GW) - 102-i 

<Xl 

'" 

~. ~ 
11! ~:'?:;/: 3043r- LOOse,-. 7.5YR 3/6, fineto medium grained pc;cirlygraded - - - 1 03-+-3-H H--+--i 
8 :','.:.: .. ::. SAND. trace coarse grained sand, wet (SP) 1 

I:,!~:t ~::~ M ~ 
g ~.~:- 3008r- '7.5yR 3/3, Sandy Weir-graded GRAVE[ fine an dcoarse- - - - 107 j 
~ .' • 300.0" ~i2..hQy ~~s..!.. t~ ~o~tJ.G~l _____________ /' - 108 -+-+-1+---1---1 
§ ~~ .• ~.' grained sand, fine to coarse subangular gravel, trace clay, 

~ Loose, 7.5YR 516, silty fine to coarse grained SAND, trace 
Vi ' .• :····L fine subangular gravel, wet (SM) ~ 
8, ,- .' .~:: 29911- Loose,'7.5YR4/4, Ciayey SandYWeI19raded@ti.'v'E[-- - ~ 1091 LU 

g :."":.iIit: medium to coarse grained sand, fine to coarse subrounded ~ ~ g; 
g~' .,::'l1li gravel. slightly moist to mOist (GW) - 110 --=1 0 

~~. ' 
"" "" 

~ ~~ .•• 297.4 111 ~ ~ -·t-1-+-Y--~--~ 

§ -112~ 
~z ~ 113]~ Boring terminated at 111 feet length 
ffi Boring backfilled with cement grout 
~ Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete - 114 
z ~ 

~o- ~ :: -115~ 

8 1 ~ -116 

:. 
~ 1-117--=1 

~ 
::; 
o 

~ 1-119~ 
~ ~ ~ 
-~--~--~----------------------------------------~120~--~~~--~------~------------------~ 

RL0034045 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 85 Sheet of 3 

I Project PrOject No. 

Millennium 700019502 
Location 

Hollywood, CA 388 
Drilling Company Date Started I Date Finished 

I Depth 
10/11/12 BC2 Environmental 

~ Drilling Equipment 
10/11112 

Rock Depth 

i'! Sonic Drill Rig 
~ Size and TvnR 01 Bit I, Core 
~ "~- Number of Samples 

50 ft 
Disturbed 

w 

1~lcc~aSi~ngDiDi~amete~r(~in)~---------------ll~caSii,n~nDDe¢ePth0(ft~)~==~~~IF3l~-----t~~~--~2~7IT~~R--~ ... , Water Level (ft.) 47'" 
~ 46.5 -

~ Casing Hammer J Weight (lbs) \ Drop (in) I Drilling Foreman 
; c;O;-Sam-,-p�e-r---------'-----------l.------1 Clint Jefferson 
~1~~~~~~;_~~~~~~co~re~~~~-----n~J0r~-~r.I~ns=p~ec=t=ing~E~ng=in=e~er~~~~~~-----------------~ 
~~~",p,~, "~"'" I Weight (Ibs) i Drop (in) D.Eberhart & S. Mo 

~ <6 IElev. "'<0 
~~ 
::;'" 

Sample Description J ~3BB.ol 
u. 
~~~~~~~~;p~~a~~~~,~~"~~:;;;~;;~~~;;~~~~~r ~ loose, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 

'372.' 

scattered asphalt concrete fragments, slightly moist [FILL] - 1 -

Loose to medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty very fine and fine 
grained SAND, slightly moist to moist [FILL] 
Medium stiff, 10YR 3/6, medium and coarse grained sandy 
SILT, slightly moist to moist [FILL] 

Loose, 10YR 3/6, silty medium and coarse grained SAND, 
. scattered asphalt concrete fragments, slightly moist to r 

- 2 -

- 3 - I§ 
- 4 -

- 5 -

- 8 

\n:!.0is.!JF~lL._ .. ___________ .. .J - 9 -
YOUNG ALLUVIUM 
loose to medium dense, 10YR 6/6, silty very fine to coarse 
grained well graded SAND, trace fine subrounded gravel, 
scattered silty pockets, slightly moist (SM) 

- 10 -

Loose to mediUm deriSe~ fOVR "5ia, very fine, fine and - - - - 11 -
coarse grained poorly graded SAND, trace fine subrounded , M 11i! 
gravel, scattered silty pockets, damp (SP) - 12 - 18 

- 13 -

- 14 -

MedTUm Stit[ lOYR416,veryfine and finegrained Sandy - - - 15 -
SILT, trace fine to coarse subrounded gravel, scattered ]--+ ...... .--+---1 
silty pockets, slightly micaceous, slightly moist (ML) /' - 16 -
Medium dense~ fOYR6i6', SlliY Very fine grained SAND, - -
damp to slightly moist (SM) 

OLp-ALLUViUM .- .- .-.- - .-.- - .-. - _. 
Stiff, 10YR 3/4, CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, slightly 
moist to moist (Cl) 

-17-

- - 18 - ~ I~ 
- 19 -

Remarks 
(Orilling Fluid, Depth of Casing, 

Fluid Loss. Dnlhng Resistance. etc.) 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 

RL0034046 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 

PrOject 1 Project No. 

Locatlon I Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood, CA 

Sample Description 

~b~~j---t-ll~0~o~s~e-,1~10""YR~~5.5~/5 .. ~Si!Ih.<Yf~in~e~t~o~c~o~a~rs~e~g~r~ai~n~e~d~SA~NJ!D~"lt~ra~c~e~~ 
~~s.!:l.b~rlJ1.u~r:Jl~~I0'~ry_~i~ ~ ~e_!J~~ _____ -1 

~I 
I 
~mf1 

Medium stiff, 7,5YR 4/4; silty very fine grained sandy 
CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, trace fine to coarse 
subrounded gravel, moist (Cl) 
Stiff, 10YR 4/4, silty CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, 
moist (Cl) 
Stiff to very stiff, 1 OYR 4/4, silly CLAY, trace fine and 
coarse grained sand, slightly moist to moist (Cl) 

Stiff to very stiff, 10YR 4/4, silty CLAY, trace fine and 
coarse grained sand, trace fine subangular gravel, slightly 
moist to moist (el) 

m Stiff to very stiff, 10YR 4/4, silty CLAY, trace fine and 

r- 21 - Lt1 I§ 
r- 22 -

r- 23 -

r- 24 -

r- 25 - <0 I~ 
r- 26 -

B5 

70001~502 

Approximately 388 

Sample [ ata 

~~~m~'i61.lt~c:~o:arse grained sand, slightly moist to moist (Cl) 

. ": Medium denseto dense~ fOVR 3,5/5, Very ii'iie and-coarse - r- 27 -1--+-+1--+----1 
",:';':-:::::' grained SAND, trace clay, slightly moist to mOist (SP) 

1,:,:\::':';:::\ r- 28 - I~ 
:>', "/:' h~Q "" 18 

;;; f:'-c"-:,' 'i'->'-l'J'O"'\;I-""M~ '-edlUm dense. 1OVR-416,firie to coarse grained-SAND ~ - - r- 29 -
::::;. trace fine subangular gravel, slightly moist to moist (SW) 

,'~" 
Stiff, 10YR 3/4, silty CLAY, trace coarse grainedsani[ -, - - r- 30 
slightly moist to moist (el) 

loose to medium dense, 10YR 5/4, graveilyvery-fineto- - - r- 31 -
coarse grained well graded SAND, fine to coarse angular to 
subangular gravel, trace cobble, damp (SW) 

loose to mErctiUril dense-;-WYR "3i4, very fine andfme- - - - r- 33 -
grained poorly graded SAND, trace silt, damp to slightly 
moist (SP) ",- 34 -
'MeaiUrilstlfCfOYR.3i;r, SiltY cLAY." trace fine grainedsanci 
slightly moist to moist (Cl) 
Medium dense. 1OVR-516,siify very fine iO Coarse grained- - r- 35 - i~ 
SAND, slightly moist (SM) ()) 18 

Medium dense to dense, 10YR 4/4, silty fine to coarse 
grained SAND, trace coarse subangular gravel, slightly 
moist (SM) 

loose to medium dense, 10YR 5/6, silty very fine, fine and 
coarse grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine and fine 
grained SAND, scattered fine to coarse angular to 
subangular gravel, trace medium grained sand, damp to 
slightly moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty medium and 

r- 36 -

r- 37 -

r- 38 -

r- 39 -

r- 40 - 15! 
;:: 18 

r- 41 -

r- 42 -

r- 43 -

r- 44 -

Sheet 2 of 3 

Remarks 
(Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing. 

Fluld loss, Dnillng Resistance, etc.) 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8/ ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 85 Sheet 3 of 3 
PrOject Project No. 

Millennium UUL ::101" 

Location Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood. CA Approximately 388 

I-
~6 IElev. I Depth 

J I~I J i! N-Value Remarks 
0 ~~ (f\) Sample Description Scale ! (Blows/ft) (Drilling Fluid. Depth of Casing, l? <t>-
LU ::<U) 

10 20 30 40 
Fluid Loss, Dnlhng ResIstance, etc.) 

t--

~ .':.:1'" ,,., coarse grained SAND, trace fine subangular gravel, trace 

§07 ~~~~~~~-----------------~ :: § g 

t·· 
Medium dense, 10YR 4/6, clayey verY fine and fine grained . .! '" 46-

f:·.· 
\ ~~!2.. ~~s'-!J~Cl _________________ 

Medium dense, 10YR 3/4, silty verY fine and fine grained . 'Sl- , 

! 

"; :/: i--- 47 
z :: . . :::' SAND. trace coarse grained sand, trace clay, damp to 

« '.' :.' 
""n 

slightly moist (SM) 
l? 

~ 
Medium dense. 7,5YR 414. silty very fine to medium r r 48 -

~~ 1 grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand. trace fine to 
~ ~ ;g coarse subangular gravel, wet (SM) I 

t. :':1 
Medium dense to dense, 7.5YR 414, silty fine and medium If r 49-

j~:.:. '':' }i~~ SAND, trace coars~s~~n~u~~:v~I~~ry_m~i~ J! , 

,'<1' 
, 

1,1 Stiff, 7.5YR 414, silty CLAY, trace coarse grained sand, ir '- 50 
:;; \ moist (CL) I a. 

\ Dense. 7.5yR 4i3:" STityverYffneandfirie g;.aTnedSAND:--f ill - 51 -
'" "' L t~~ ~~,_m~~ ~~ _______________ --1 
en 

~ 
I- 52 -

;:: - 53 -

§ 
- 54 -, Boring terminated at 50 feet depth 

Boring backfilled with cement grout 
Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete r-- 55 -

i r-- 56 -

- 57 -

r 58 -

- 59 -

~ S - 60-

I- 61 -

i- 62 -

l? 
z 

- 63 -
~ w 
w 

c- 64 -z 
(3 
z 
§ - 65 -

~ 
0 

~ - 66-

I-« 
~ ,- 67 -
~ 
I-« 
9 - 68 -
:;; 
0 
'-' z - 69 -« 
t:l 
z 

~ 
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LANIiAN 
ENGINEERING III ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B6 Sheet of 3 

PrOject PrOject Noo 

Millennium Hollywood 700019502 
Location Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood, CA Approximately 38805 
Drilling Company Date Started Date Finished 

b BC2 Environmental 
(!) Drilling Equipment 

10111/12 10/11/12 
Completion Depth Rock Depth 

w 

S Sonic Drill Rig 50 It 

ill Number of Samples 
Undisturbed Core ~ Size and Type of Bit I Disturbed 

~~c~a=s=in=grD~ia=m=e~te=r"(i~n)~---------------------------"lc~a~Si=ng~D=ep=tCh~(ft~)--4-------------~!~F~ir~st~---------~C~o-m-p~le~tio-n------~2~4~H~R~.---------
~~~~------------------"'~~~,_----~--T.'_~~----_hw'_a~t=er~L~e=ve=I=(ft=.)~-L.~SZ~ ____ ~4~6~~~~ _____ :4=4~.8~_L~3l~ ____ ~ __ _ 
~ Casing Hammer I Weight (Ibs) I Drop (in) Drilling Foreman 

Clint Jefferson ~ Sampler 
(!) I--__________ --'C:c.:0:.:.n:.c.ti::cn-=u::..o=.us=---::C:...;o:.;.re"-r.:-o-c--o-c-=---c-________ --,-=----,,-,-____ -Ilnspectmg Engineer 5 Sampler Hammer I Weight (lbs) I Drop (in) 

D.Eberhart & S. MontQomerv 
OJ Sam ole Data 
~ Elev. SID . 0 Depth] :> i ~ - c N-Value Remarks 
~ (ft) amp e escnptlon Scale € ~ §:§:i i!~ ~ (Blowslft) (Drilling Fluid, Depth of Caslng o 

..... ..oJ f- cc:: 'rf '"- C!l FlUid Loss. Drilling ReSistance, etc.) 

~~ .... ~3~8~8·45--~~~~----~------------------------__ ------~ 0 _~I----~--~--_+~1~O~2~O~30~4~O-+----____ --------------~ 
::; 
0-

"' o 
o 
o 
;2 
N 

'" ~ 
'" ~ 

38821-'--, ~~a~ ~a~e~~~ ___________ -, ____ .,... _ ../ 
Loose to medium dense, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine and fine 
grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, scattered brick f- 1 -
fragments, slightly moist [FILL] 

Loose, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 
scattered asphalt and brick fragments, slightly moist [FILL] 
Loose, 10YR 313, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 

\sl~ht!ym~istJFI!:LL _________ _ 
YOUNG ALLUVIUM 
loose to medium dense, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine, fine and 
coarse grained SAND, slightly moist (SM) 

Loose, 10YR 514, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 
silty pockets, damp to slightly moist (SM) 

Loose to medium dense, silty very fine, fine and coarse 
grained SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular gravel, dry 
to damp (SM) 

Medium dense, 10YR 4.513.5, silty very fine and fine 
grained SAND, trace coarse grained sand, trace coarse 
subangular gravel, slightly micaceous, very moist to wet 
(8M) 
Loose, 10YR 4/4, silty very fine grained SAND, slightly 
micaceous, wet (SM) 
loose, 10YR 4/4. silty very fine grained SAND, slightly 
micaceous, slightly moist (SM) 
Medium dense, 10YR 314, silty very fine and fme grained 
SAND, silty pockets, slightly moist (8M) 
Medium dense, 10YR 3/3, silty very fine, fine and coarse 
grained SAND, slightly moist (8M) 
loose, 7.5YR 3/3, silty very fine and fine grained SAND, 

J 

- 2 -

- 3 -

- 4 -

-i-- 5 

!- 6 

7 -

!- 8 -

f- 9 -

f- 10 -

f- 11 -

f- 12 -_ 

f- 13 -

f- 14 -

f- 15 

f- 16 ~ 

f- 17 -

!- 18 -

f- 19 -

20 

ill 

'" - 0 
u 

w 
N 

~ 
0 
u 

w 
(") 

(t 

0 
u 

ill 

'<t 
~ 
0 
u 

w 
l{) ~ 

0 
u 

w 
<.0 ~ 

0 
u 

I.{) -

CD 

00 
(Y) 

~ 

'<t 
N 

0 
L() 

##YR #1# Soil Color based 
on Munsell Soil Color Chart 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING 8t ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring B6 Sheet 2 of 3 
PrOject PrOject No 

Millennium Hollywood 700019502 
Location Elevation and Datum 

Hollywood. CA Approximately 388,5 

i I I Sample Data 
b ~i E(lftev). i I Depth I, ~ :> i ~ c iN-Value Remarks 
~ ~iIi Sample Description ,,' Scale ~ ~ l~!", ~.~ ~ i (Blowslft) (Drilliog Fluid, Oepth of Casing 
\- ..:: -- r- u... .: _...... Fluid Loss, Drilling Resistance, etc.) 
:'\ i 20 -t' _z-t---.-f---t_--1---"'O=-.2;:;O...;3c:.0_4.:..D-I-___________ --J 
0. t:::'J?:l:' trace fine to coarse subrounded gravel, moist (SM) r 

i'~~"~:~: ~ ~,.; 3;~~~'J;~,~M75~R ~~~ d:"';"~ ,:, t: ,:,,,: - - r 21 -
l- , Yo/- V grained SAND, trace coarse subangular gravel, slightly !- 22 -

~ ~:?i moist (SC) ~i"' '" ~ 
~ W.4.~ 23 - () 
;,,~,~ 
q~',7~ ~ 24-
tV:; %0 ~ 
l~ '~~ \': ::~f- Medium densetodense-:-j~5YR4i4:Siityvery title and - - - ~r 
" ;r.{i-" . [l coarse grained SAND, trace coarse angular gravel, some r 25 
~ ·yu./ \ clay, damp to slightly moist (SM) 1_ 
~ >'@ Dense, SVR 4/6, Clayey fiiie. medium-andcoarsegrained - 26 . .:. "" Ii! 
is VW: SAND, slightly moist (SC) ~ 8 

o 
I,{') 

~VW i"' ~ 
~ f1~,/~' 3615f- Medium dense. 7.5YR 4T6~verYfinegrainedsandiSiIr: - - f'ri"' 27 j-+-' ---1-t-l--+---1 
~ '::: :-: _ slightly mOist (ML) 
. " ,-" 28 

~ ::::jl, 3595r- __ ~-- ___ ----__ .-------.----- - 29 J 00 
~ :-:-:-:-: Medium dense, 7.5YR 5/4, very fine to coarse grained F ~ 
~ -:-:-:-:. SAND, some coarse subangular to rounded gravel, slightly 3' 
V? ~::r·'¥.: 3585, moist (SW) .r - 30 -+--+-1+---g :;" ",:::1-:':,: MediUm-dense~j~5YR576:Siity very fine gn3TnedSANO;- - O'l 

8 "':,:::'1'::, slightly moist (8M) 

~ ),,:~t:': :',':::, Medium dense, 10YR 5/8, silty very line, fine and coarse - 31 ~ 
~ grained SAND, trace coarse angular to subangular gravel, ~ 

g ':.,':J:,/::,::,::' some clay, slightly moist (SM) - 32 ~ 

~f:':::':': ':' j 0 \5! ~ I: ',:f',:':: ':':: - 331,- 8 
&5" ':-:::: ~ -] 

~ ~ 3~'5~"-- ~:1~~ ~1~~f ~~~~~3~~~\~~(e;y Tine 10 coarse - - - - - 34 i 
~ ~~t 353.5 MediUm dens8,"WYR-3i4,siity very Tine andfine-grained - - - 35 -;+-; -HI+--f------I 
z ,",' ':: .. :" SAND, trace fine angular gravel, slightly moist (SM) ~ ~ Ii! 
is :,:, <::: '::::, . - 36 -j ~ 8 
5 ' :, -I-' --1-1+---+---1 

Medium dense to dense, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine to course 

-37j uJ 

~ 
o z 
ffi 
w 
z 
(3 
z 
'!! 

~ 
~ 

~ 
i )'~':':::: ::::::, 

grained SAND, trace coarse angular gravel, slightly moist 
(SM) 

Dense to very dense, 10YR 3/4, silty medilJm and coarse 
grained SAND, trace clay, slightly moist (SM) 

Dense to very dense, 10YR 314, silty medium and coarse 
grained SAND, trace coarse 5ubangular to rounded gravel. 
trace clay, slightly moist (SM) 

- 38 ~ 

- 39 ~ ~ 
~ 
~ 

=- 40 -=i 
~ 
~ 
~ 

- 41 

- 42 -

- 43- ~ 

$.,:.';:-;':::;::-:' 
~. ,:,'!" - 44 -
v' , '.:< ' Loose to medium dense, 10YR 5/8, silty very fine to coarse 

w 
a: c.p 
0 (") 
() 

UJ 
a: c.p 
0 ~ 
() 

~ .. ::~::~,~~~<~.::,L-~ ___ g_ra_in_e_d __ S_A_N_D_, __ s_om __ e_f_in_e_t_o_c_o_a_rs_'e __ a_ng_U_I_a_r_to __ su_b_a_n_g_u_la_r __ ~_~ 
- 45-'~i~~~~--~----~------------------~ 
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LAN6AN 
ENGINEERING & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Log of Boring 

Project Project No. 

Millennium Hollywood 
Location Elevation and Datum 

$6 
0:", Elev, 
w::> 
~,. (tt) 
::>'" 

;'.: '::-: .~:, I 

.:: ... :,'j 
" ·:1 

iJr.L 
~r~r; 

, ~,: '::' ,: :.,t3385 
, ! 

N 

o 
N 

" S! 

-, 
0. 
<:J 

'" m 

"' m 
if) 

<:J o 
.J 
o o 

~ 
o 
I 
N 
o 
'" '" 
~ 
(fj 
<:J 
o 
;= 
z 
g 
() 
Z 
I 
() 
IJJ 
co 
UJ 

~ 
CJ 
z 
ir 
w 
UJ z a z 

~ 
~ 
:5 
:;; 
~ 
<1: 
9 
~ « 
~ 
:;; 
o 
o 
~ 
<:J 
Z 

t 

Hollywood, CA 

Sample Description 
Depth 21 ~ Scale Eo g; 

~ c-z 
gravel, slightly moist (SM) 45 iw 

~ in:::: 
Medium dense, 10YR 3/6, silty very fine and fine grained 

"S!- is SAND, some medium grained sand, slightly moist (SM) - 46 
Medium dense to dense, 7,5YR 314, silty fine to coarse 
grained SAND, trace coarse angular gravel, clay pockets, 
slightly moist (SM) - 47-

~--------------------------Loose, 7,5YR 6/3, very fine to coarse grained well graded LU 

11 SAND, trace fine to coarse subangular to angular gravel, r - 48 - ~ 0:: 
0 

\ damp (SW) I 0 

Dense, 7.5YR 616-:-SiityverYfineandfine g;.arnedSAND:-- - 49 -
trace coarse grained sand, moist (SM) 
Loose, 7,5YR 5,515, silty very fine to medium grained 

r §..A~~ ~£e..!!~ ~ £o~~ !9~~e~~a~el:. ~rr ~o~!JS~lJ - - 50 

- 51 -

Boring terminated at 50 feet depth 
- 52 -

Boring backfilled with cement grout 
Surface patched with black-dyed rapid set concrete - 53 -

- 54 -

- 55 -
~ 

- 56 -

- 57 -

- 58-

- 59-

- 60-

- 61 -

- 62 -

f- 63 -

f- 64 -

>--- 65 -

i- 66 -

i- 67 -

i- 68 -
-j 
-i 
-i 

f- 69 ~ 
~ 
~ 

70 
~ 

86 Sheet 3 of 3 

700019502 

Approximately 388,5 

Sample Data 

~~ H N-Value Remarks 
(Blowslft) IDrilling Fluid. OePth of Casing. 
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Introduction to Radiocarbon Determinations by the 
Accelerator Mass Spectrometry Method 

AMS Counting 

The 14C Method; 

There are three principal isotopes of carbon which occur naturally - C12, C13 (both 
stable) and C14 (unstable or radioactive). These isotopes are present in the following 
amounts C12 - 98.89%, CD - 1.11% and C14 - 0.00000000010%. Thus, one carbon 14 
atom exists in nature for every 1,000,000,000,000 or (1 in a trillion) C 12 atoms in living 
material. The radiocarbon method is based on the rate of decay of the radioactive or 
unstable carbon isotope 14 (14C), which is formed in the upper atmosphere through the 
effect of cosmic ray neutrons upon nitrogen 14. The reaction is; 

] 4N + n ==> 14C + P 

(Where n is a neutron and p is a proton). 

The 14C formed is rapidly oxidized to 14C02 and enters the earth's plant and animal life 
ways through photosynthesis and the food chain. The rapidity of the dispersal of C 14 into 
the atmosphere has been demonstrated by measurements of radioactive carbon produced 
from thermonuclear bomb testing. 14C also enters the Earth's oceans in an atmospheric 
exchange and as dissolved carbonate (the entire 14C inventory is termed the carbon 
exchange reservoir (Aitken, 1990)). Plants and animals which utilize carbon in 
biological food chains take up 14C during their lifetimes. They exist in equilibrium with 
the C 14 concentration of the atmosphere, that is, the numbers of C 14 atoms and non
radioactive carbon atoms stays approximately the same over time. As soon as a plant or 
animal dies, they cease the metabolic function of carbon uptake; there is no 
replenishment of radioactive carbon, only decay. 

Libby, Anderson and Arnold (1949) were the first to measure the rate of this decay. They 
found that after 5568 years, half the C 14 in the original sample will have decayed and 
after another 5568 years, half of that remaining material will have decayed, and so on 
(see figure 1 below). The half-life (t 1/2) is the nam~ given to this: value which Libby < 

measured at 5568±30 years. This became known as the Libby balf-life. After 10 half
lives, there is a very small amount of radioactive carbon present in a sample. At about 50 
- 60 000 years, then, the limit of the technique is reached (beyond this time, other 
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:...., ..""", 
radiometric techniques must be used for dating). By measuring the C 14 concentration or 
residual radioactivity of a sample whose age is not known, it is possible to obtain the 
count rate or number of decay events per gram of Carbon. By comparing this with 
modem levels of activity (1890 wood corrected for decay to 1950 AD) and using the 
measured half-life it becomes possible to calculate a date for the death of the sample. 
As 14C decays it emits a weak beta particle (b ), or electron, which possesses an average 
energy of 160ke V. The decay can be shown; 

14C => 14N + b 

Thus, the 14C decays back to 14N. There is a quantitative relationship between the decay 
of 14C and the production of a beta particle. The decay is constant but spontaneous. That 
is, the probability of decay for an atom of 14C in a discrete sample is constant, thereby 
requiring the appl ication of statistical methods for the analysis of counting data. 
It follows from this that any material which is composed of carbon may be dated. Herein 
lies the true advantage of the radiocarbon method, it is able to be uniformly applied 
throughout the world on any material that contains residual carbon. 
Because of this laboratories from around the world are producing radiocarbon assays for 
the scientific community. The C14 technique has been and continues to be applied and 
used in many, many different fields including hydrology, atmospheric science, 
oceanography, geology, palaeoclimatology, archaeology, biomedicine and materials 
science. 

The Accelerator Mass Spectrometry method of direct C 14 isotope counting was first 
performed in 1977 by scientific research teams at Rochester and Toronto, the General 
lonex Corporation and soon after additional measurements were carried out at Simon 
Fraser and McMaster Universities (Gove, 1994). 

Radiocarbon dating using Accelerator Mass Spectrometry (AMS) differs from the decay 
counting methods in that the amount of 14C in the sample is measured directly, rather than 
by waiting for the individual radioactive decay events to occur. This makes the technique 
1,000 to 10,000 times more sensitive than decay counting. The enhanced sensitivity is 
achieved by accelerating sample atoms as ions to high energies using a particle 
accelerator, and using nuclear particle detection techniques. Additionally because of the 
increased sensitivity counting times are greatly reduced (minutes to hours, instead of 
days) and sub-mliligram sample sizes can be routinely measured. Because of this a 
greatly increased range of sample types and sizes can now be measured that previously 
gas-proportional or LSC counting techniques could not. 

14 
In the CAMS technique, the element of interest (sample carbon) is chemically 
separated from the original sample, converted to graphite, pressed into a cathode (sample 
target holder) where if forms a solid graphite plug or layer and is then placed into a 
sputter ion source of an accelerator. 

This methodology outlines the general graphite sample preparation (chemistry) and AMS 
counting procedures at BETA Analytic Inc., for organic and carbonate samples. Through 
this process the C02 produced from carbonaceous raw materials is cryogenically purified 
(separated from non-combustible gases) and reduced to solid graphite for measurement in 
an AMS. 
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Conversion of Sample Carbon to Graphite; 

Sample Pretreatment; 

Each sample must first be pretreated or the material of interest isolated to insure that only 
the primary carbon of interest will be analyzed. As many different types of carbon 
containing compounds are present, different pretreatment regimes have been developed 
to concentrate and isolate the particular carbon fraction of interest prior to dating. (See 
Pretreatment Glossary - Standard Pretreatment Protocols at Beta Analytic). 

C02 Generation; 

The pretreated sample carbon is first oxidized to C02 either by combustion in an Oxygen 
stream or through direct reaction with reduced Cupric Oxide (metal wire / powder) for 
organics or through acid hydrolysis for carbonates. 

Combustion 
Organic + 02 + ~H => C02 
(Sample) (9UOU

( ··1 

Organic + CuO + ~H => C02 
(Sample) ('JO()O(·) 

OR Acid Hydrolysis 
Carbonate + HCI => C02 
(Sample) 

The C02 generated is then cryogenically purified by removing water vapor and any non
combustible/condensable gases by passing through a series of dry-ice / Methanol water 
traps (~-78°C) and depending on the sample type a series of liquid Nitrogen / Pentane 
slush traps (-129°C). 

Conversion of C02 to Graphite (Graphitization reaction); 

To produce the small amounts of elemental carbon from C02 for measurement in an 
AMS we use the Bosch reaction (Manning and Reid, 1977) that is a chemical reaction 
between carbon dioxide and hydrogen that produces elemental carbon (graphite), water 
and heat. 

The reaction takes place as two successive reductions; first to carbon monoxide and then 
to carbon, which permeates and adheres to the surface of the Cobalt powder (catalyst). 
More details on graphitization techniques and catalysts can be found in Vogel et ai, 1984. 

The overall reaction is as follows; 

1:;:"1} \0 (,5H( 

C02 (g) + 2 H2 (g) --+ C(~) + 2 H20 (l) 
(CO Catalyst) 
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However, the above reaction is actually the result of two separate reactions. The first 
reaction; the water gas shift reaction is a fast one; 

The second reaction controls the overall reaction rate; 

During the graphitization procedure cryogenically cleaned, dry C02 produced from the 
combustion or acid hydrolysis, is transferred cryogenically (with Liquid Nitrogen @ -
196°C)* to a specially designed graphitization cell under vacuum that is composed of 
Vycor glass, Pyrex glass and Stainless Steel (modified design after Lloyd et ai, 1991). 

* NOTE, Prior to the introduction 0/ the C02 over the coball catalyst in the graphiti::ation cell, the cobalt 
is pre-conditioned to remove any carbon contaminants by being evacuated, then purged with Hydrogen 
multiple times and finally reduced over -% atmosphere of hydrogen/or /-2 hours at 550°C to 650°[' 

The pre-conditioned graphitization cell contains either a 4.5 mg or 3.5 mg aliquot of 
Cobalt metal powder (a mixture of 85% Alfa Aesar -400 mesh, and 15% Alfa Aesar 
Puratronic -22 mesh) that is specific to the size of the sample being graphitized 

Based on the amount of C02 generated during the combustion the C02 is cryogenically 
transferred to a graphitization cell containing and amount of Cobalt that is 3x greater in 
weight than the amount. of carbon (3: 1 ratio), then and aliquot of Ultra-Pure Research 
Grade Hydrogen is added such that the amount of Hydrogen is 3x greater in volume as 
the sample C02 (3: I ratio). 

The graphitization cell is then placed into a 550°C to 650°C oven for a period of 10-12 
hours while the water produced during the graphitization is continuously removed via a 
cold finger that is part of the graphitization cell, by a dry-ice Methanol slush (-78°C). 

After 10- I 2 hours have passed the pressure in the graphitization cell is inspected to insure 
that the reaction has gone to completion (that the C02 has been converted to graphite 
with a minimum yield falling in the range of 80-1 00%). If the reaction has not reached 
completion, the graphitization cell is returned to the oven, and reacted again for a period 
of 4-1 0 hrs. If the reaction does not reach an 80-100% completion following the second 
graphitization attempt, the sample is analyzed again starting from combustion. 

If the graphitization has gone to completion, the graphitization cell is placed under a 
vacuum and allowed to warm to room temperature causing all water vapor formed during 
the graphitization reaction to be pumped away, leaving the graphite dry. The graphite is 
then purged Ix with ultra-pure (99.999) Argon which has passed through an ascarite 
molecular sieve to remove any C02 and a silicone drying agent to remove any water 
vapor. This is then followed by pumping to a vacuum and then purged again with ultra
pure (99.999) Argon to equal ize with atmospheric pressure. 
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-... """" The graphitization tube is then removed from the graphitization cell and capped with an 
AI-foil cover and placed in a test-tube rack ready to be loaded into a cathode for AMS 
counting. 

AMS Cathode (Target) Loading; 

The prepared graphite sample is placed into an AMS cathode (target) by pouring the 
graphite directly from the graphitization tube into the cathode. The graphite powder is 
then compressed to a minimum of 150 psi (gauge reading) in an Arbor press or by 
hammering with a press-pin. 

The surface of the graphite (target face) is optically inspected to insure that the graphite 
appears to be smooth and homogenous (i.e. the graphite does not appear uneven or" 
mottled in coloration). The cathode (target) is then placed into a cathode wheel and' 
placed into the AMS along with the necessary Modern Standards (OXI and/or OXIl, 
organic and carbonate blanks, TIRI known age standards (organic and or carbonate) and 
sufficient blind QA samples (samples previously measured by LSC and/or AMS) for 
C 14/13 and C 14112 detection. 

AMS Counting; 

As is common with other kinds of mass spectrometry, AMS counting is performed by 
converting the atoms in the sample (graphite) into a beam of fast moving ions (charged 
atoms). The mass of these ions is then separated by the application of magnetic and 
electric fields and measured by nuclear particle detection techniques. The measurement 
of radiocarbon by mass spectrometry is very difficult because its concentration is less 
than one atom in 1,000,000,000,000 (one-trillion) atoms. Thus the accelerator is used to 
help remove ions that might be confused with radiocarbon before the final detection. 

The sample is put into the ion source (as graphite) and is ionized by bombarding it with 
cesium ions and then focused into a fast-moving beam. The ions produced are negative 
which prevents the confusion of 14C with 14N since nitrogen does not form a negative ion. 
The first bending magnet is used in the same way as the magnet in an ordinary mass 
spectrometer to select ions of mass 14 (this will include large number of 12CH2- and 13CH-
ions and a very few 14C ions). 

The ions then enter the accelerator. As they travel to the terminal detector they are 
accelerated sufficiently such that when they collide with the gas molecules in the stripper, 
all of the molecular ions (such as 12CH2 and 13CH) are broken up allowing most of the C 
ions to pass through to a second bendin~ magnet which further separates the ions with the 
mass and momentum expected of 14C, I C, and 12c. 

Finally the filtered 14C ions enter the detector where their velocity and energy are 
checked so that the number of 14C ions in the sample can be counted. 

Not all of the radiocarbon atoms put into the ion source end up reaching the detector and 
so the stable isotopes, 12C and 13C are measured as well in order to monitor the detection 
efficiency. For each sample a ratio of 14C/13C is calculated and compared to 
measurements made on standards with known ratios. 
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Uncertainties in AMS; 

Soon after the first AMS spectrometers were developed, the qual ity of AMS 
measurements was demonstrated through comparisons of the error in the mean of a series 
of n AMS measurements for a sample (external error) to the counting statistics of the 
measured total counts, N, in that series of measurements (internal error). If Il is the mean 
of a group of individual measurements, each with variance cy2 (here assumed equivalent 
for all measurements), the fractional precisions were shown to be equivalent; 

2 2/( 1)2- 211M CY ext = CY n n - f.l. - CY In! = I IV tolal 

Indeed, equivalence of the standard error in the mean of AMS measurements to the 
precision expected from counting statistics demonstrated the degree to which the 
spectrometer and its operation are free of systematic error. (Wolfli, et al., 1983; Donahue, 
Jull, & Zabel, 1984; farwell, et al., 1984; Suter, et al., 1984). 

The development of a uniform sample material for 14C AMS; filamentous or fullerene 
graphite (Vogel et ai, 1984), provided intense ion beams for all samples and standards, 
bringing the internal and external uncertainties into routine equivalence for precise 
(CY ::; 1 %) AMS quantification. (Bonani, et al., 1987; Vogel, at aI., 1987). 

Sample Isotopic Fractionation (Stable Isotope Ratios 13/12C); 

In order to provide radiocarbon determinations that are both accurate and precise, it is 
necessary to measure the stable isotopes of 13C and 12C and their ratio. This is 
performed by extracting a small amount of the C02 generated during the combustion or 
acid hydrolysis and measuring the 13/12C ratio relative to the PDB mass-spectrometry 
standard. This ratio is later used in the calculation of the radiocarbon age and error to 
correct for isotopic fractionation in nature. 

Fractionation during the geochemical transfer of carbon in nature produces variation in 
the equi librium distribution of the isotopes of carbon (] 2C, 13C and ] 4C). Craig (1953) 
first identified that certain biochemical processes alter the equilibrium between the 
carbon isotopes. Some processes, sllch as photosynthesis for instance, favors one isotope 
over another, so after photosynthesis, the isotope C 13 is depleted by 1.8% in comparison 
to its natural ratios in the atmosphere (Harkness, 1979). Conversely the inorganic carbon 
dissolved in the oceans is generally 0.7% enriched in 13C relative to atmospheric carbon 
dioxide. The extent of isotopic fractionation on the 14C/12C ratio which must be 
measured accurately, is approximately double that for the measured 13C/12C ratio. If 
isotopic fractionation occurs in natural processes, a correction can be made by measuring 
the ratio of the isotope 13C to the isotope 12C in the sample being dated. The ratio is 
measured using an ordinary mass spectrometer. The isotopic composition of the sample 
being measured is expressed as delta13C which represents the parts per thousand 
difference (per mille) between the sample carbon 13 content and the content of the 
international PDB standard carbonate (Keith et aL, 1964; Aitken, 1990). A d 13C value, 
then, represents the per mille (part per thousand) deviation from the PDB standard. PDB 
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"-' """" refers to the Cretaceous belemnite formation at Peedee in South Carolina, USA. This 
nomenclature has recently been changed to VPDB (Coplen, J 994). 

In summary, then, isotopic fractionation refers to the fluctuation in the carbon isotope 
ratios as a result of natural biochemical processes as a function of their atomic mass 
(Taylor, 1987). Variations as such are unrelated to time and natural radioactive decay. It 
is common practice in radiocarbon laboratories to correct radiocarbon activities for 
sample fractionation. The resultant ages are termed "normalized", meaning the measured 
activity is modified with respect to -25 per mille wrt VPBD. The correction factor must 
be added or subtracted from the conventional radiocarbon age. 

The deltaC13 value for a sample can yield important information regarding the 
environment from which the sample comes, or the mixtures of materials used to produce 
it. Because the isotope value of the sample reflects the isotopic composition of the 
immediate environment. In the case of shellfish for example, marine shells typically 
possess a dC 13 value of between -1 and +4 per mille, whereas river shells possess a value 
of between -8 and -12 per mille, therefore, in a case where the precise environment of the 
shell is not known, it is possible to determine the most likely by analysis of the dCI3 
result. 

Fractionation also describes variations in the isotopic ratios of carbon brought about by 
non-natural causes. For example, samples may be fractionated in the laboratory through a 
variety of means. Usually, this is due to lack of attention to detail and incomplete 
conversion of the sample from one stage to another or from one part of the laboratory to 
another. In Liquid Scintillation Counting, for example, incomplete synthesis of acetylene 
during lithium carbide preparation may result in a low yield and concurrent fractionation. 
Similarly, the transfer of gases in a vacuum system may involve fractionation error if the 
sample gas is not allowed to equilibrate throughout the total volume. Atoms of larger or 
smaller mass may be favored in such a situation. If, however, the entire sample is 
converted completely from one form to another (e.g. solid to gas, acetylene to benzene) 
then no fractionation will occur. . 

Radiocarbon Age and Error Calculation; 

Much of the information presented in this section is based upon the paper Stuiver, M. and 
Polach, H.A. 1977. Discussion; Reporting of 14C data. Radiocarbon 19; 355-63. 
The radiocarbon age of a sample is obtained by measurement of the residual 
radioactivity. This is calculated through careful measurement of the residual activity (per 
gram C) remaining in a sample whose age is unknown, compared with the activity 
present in Modern and Background samples. 

Modern standard; 

The principal modern radiocarbon standard is N .I.S.1' (National Institute of Standards and 
Technology; Gaithersburg, Maryland, USA) Oxalic Acid I (C2H204). Oxalic acid 1 is 
N.I.S.T designation SRM 4990 B and is termed HOxl. This is the International 
Radiocarbon Dating Standard. Ninety-five percent of the activity of Oxalic Acid from the 
year 1950 is equal to the measured activity of the tjbsolute radiocarbon standard which 
is 1890 wood. 1890 wood was chosen as the rad io'carbon standard because it -was growing 
prior to the fossil fuel effects of the industrial revolution. The activity of 1890 wood is 
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~ ...., 
corrected for radioactive decay to 1950. Thus 1950, is year 0 BP by convention in 
radiocarbon dating and is deemed to be the 'present'. 1950 was chosen for no particular 
reason other than to honor the publication of the first radiocarbon dates calculated In 

December 1949 (Taylor, 1987;97). 

The Oxalic acid standard was made from a crop of 1955 sugar beet. There were 1000 lbs 
made. The isotopic ratio of HOx I is -19.3 per mille with respect to (wrt) the PBD 
standard belemnite (Mann, 1983). The Oxalic acid standard which was developed is no 
longer commercially available. Another standard, Oxalic Acid II was prepared when 
stocks of HOx 1 began to dwindle. The Oxalic acid II standard (HOx 2; N.I.S.T 
designation SRM 4990 C) was made from a crop of 1977 French beet molasses. In the 
early 1980's, a group of 12 laboratories measured the ratios of the two standards. The 
ratio of the activity of Oxalic acid II to I is 1.2933±0.OO 1 (the weighted mean) (Mann. 
1983). The isotopic ratio of HOx II is -17.8 per mille. 

According to Stuiver and Polach (1977), all laboratories should report their results either 
directly related to NBS Oxalic acid or indirectly using a sub-standard which is related to 
it. 

Background Detection; 

It is vital for a radiocarbon laboratory to know the contribution to routine sample activity 
of non-sample radioactivity. Obviously, this activity is additional and must be removed 
from calculations. In order to make allowances for background counts and to evaluate the 
limits of detection, materials which radiocarbon specialists can be fairly sure contain no 
activity are measured under identical counting conditions as normal samples. Background 
samples usually consist of geological samples of infinite age such as coal, lignite, 
limestone, ancient carbonate, anthracite, marble or swamp wood. By measuring the 
activity of a background sample, the normal radioactivity present while a sample of 
unknown age is being measured can be accounted for and deducted. 

Conventional radiocarbon ages (BP); 

A radiocarbon measurement, termed a conventional radiocarbon age (or CRA) is 
obtained using a set of param~ters outlined by Stuiver and Polach (1977), in the journal 
Radiocarbon. A time-independent level of C 14 activity for the past is assumed in the 
measurement of a CRA. The activity of this hypothetical level of C 14 activity is equal to 
the activity of the absolute international radiocarbon standard. 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age BP is calculated using the radiocarbon decay 
equation; 

t=-8033In(Asn/Aon) 

Where -8033 represents the mean lifetime of 14C (Stuiver and Polach, 1977). Aon is the 
activity in counts per minute of the modern standard, Asn is the equivalent cpm for the 
sample. 'In' represents the natural logarithm. 
A CRA embraces the following recommended conventions; 

• a half-life of 5568 years; 
• the use of Oxalic acid I or II as the modern radiocarbon standard; 
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• correction for sample isotopic fractionation (deltaC 13) to a normalized or base 

value of -25.0 per mille relative to the ratio of C12/C 13 in the carbonate standard 
VPDB (more on fractionation and deltaC13); 

• the use of 1950 AD as 0 BP, ie all C14 ages head back in time from 1950; 
• the assumption that all C 14 reservoirs have remained constant through time. 

Additional terms are sometimes requested to be or reported with, or in-lieu of the 
standard Conventional Radiocarbon Age BP result from which all others are 
mathematically derived. These are the "Measured Radiocarbon Age BP", Percent 
Modern Carbon (pMC), Mean Biobased Result (expressed in %), Percent Mean Biogenic 
Carbon Content, Percent Biomass C02, Fraction Modern Carbon (fmdn or fMC) as well 
as d 14C, D 14C, delta 14C, lll4C and delta I 3/1 2C (all of which are expressed in per 
mille notation (%) rather than per cent notation.) 

d 14C represents the per mille depletion in sample carbon J 4 prior to isotopic 
fractionation correction and is measured by; 

d14C=«Asn/Aon) - 1)1000 per mille 

DI4C represents the 'normalized' value of d14C. 'Normalized' means that the activity is 
scaled in relation to fractionation of the sample, or its deltaC 13 value. All D 14C values 
are normalized to the base value of 
- 25.0 per mille with respect to the standard carbonate (VPDB). D14C is calculated using; 

D14C=d14C - 2(dC13 + 25)(1 + d14C/IOOO) per mille 

This value can then be used to calculate the CRA using the equation given above. 
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Figure 1; Decay curve for C14 showing the activity at one half-life (t/2). The terms 
"%Modern", or "pMC" and D14C are shown related in this diagram along with the 
Radiocarbon age in years BP (Before 1950 AD). 
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Age reporting; 

If the reservoir corrected conventional radiocarbon age calculated is within the past 200 
years, it should by convention be termed 'Modern' (Stuiver and Polach, 1977; 362). If a 
sample age falls after 1950, it is termed greater than Modem, or >Modern. Absolute 
percent modern (%M or pMC - 'percent modern carbon') is calculated using; 

%M=100 x Asn/Aabs 

or, 

Asn/Aon(1I8267(y-1950)) x 100 percent 

Where Aabs is the absolute international standard activity, 118267 is the lifetime based on 
the new half life (5730 yr), Y = the year of measurement of the appropriate standard. This 
is an expression of the ratio of the net modern activity against the residual normalized 
activity of the sample, expressed as a percentage and it represents the proportion of 
radiocarbon atoms in the sample compared to that present in the year 1950 AD. Thus, 
%Modern becomes a useful term in describing radiocarbon measurements for the past 45 
years when, due to the influx of artificial radiocarbon into the atmosphere as a result of 
nuclear bomb testing the 'age' calculation becomes a 'future' calculation. 

If the sample approaches D 14C = -1000 per mille within 2 standard deviations, It IS 

considered to be indistinguishable from the laboratory background, ie, not able to be 
separated with confidence from the laboratory count-rates which result from a sample 
which contains no radionuclide. In this instance, a Greater-Than Age is calculated. An 
example of a Greater-Than Age is >55,000 yr or >50,000 yr (Gupta and Polach, 1985). 

Samples whose age falls between modern and background and are given finite ages. 
Standard errors released with each radiocarbon assay are usually rounded by convention 
(Stuiver and Polach, 1977). Again, not all laboratories subscribe to these conventions, 
some do not round up ages. 

Standard Error and Sources of Error; 

Statistical analysis is necessary in radiocarbon dating because the decay of C 14 although 
constant, is spontaneous. It is not possible to measure the entire radioactivity in a given 
sample, hence the need for some kind of statistical analysis of counted data. The 
distribution of counted C 14 decay events will, over time, yield a pattern. The pattern is 
termed a "normal distribution curve". A normal or "Gaussian II distribution describes the 
symmetrical bell shaped cluster of events around the average or mean of the data. In a 
normal distribution, 2 out of 3, or 68% of the values or counts observed will fall within 
one standard deviation of the average of the data. At two standard deviations, 95% of the 
observed counts will fall within the range and at three standard deviations, 99% of the 
counts which comprise the normal distribution will fall within this region. Each 
radiocarbon date is released as a conventional radiocarbon age with 'standard error', This 
is the '±' value and by convention is ± I sigma. The standard error is based principally 
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......., ..., 
upon counting statistics, however other sources of error are possible and their effects are 
listed below; 

Summary; The accuracy of radiocarbon dates (modified from Polach, B.A. 1976). 

Sources of Error 
Effect upon Age Measures to minimize the error 
Determination incurred 

I 

11. Precision of age 1- -Statistical; Typically -------TBig sam pies, long~r count times, 
determination ±1 %Modern or less \ repeat sample assays 

12. Inherent I I 
la. C14 half-life I Libby half life 3% too low I Multiply CRA's by 1.03 if 
I I I necessary I : I 

--_. ~.--..•.. -.- ... ------ ... --.. -.-- ---------_. . ---- .. 

b. C13/C12 I Variable, up to 450 yr for Stable isotope analyses using 
fractionation i shell. Mass Spec. 

r········-··--·---····---··-·---··-················-- r-·-····-·---··---·······-·····-·----····- .--------
c. C14 Modern Variable> 80 vr International crosscheck of 

I standard 'I • secondary standards. 
r·-·-···--··········--·_········ - _. __ .. _--_.- ---.-.. '-"-"'-~." .. ~~--... --.- ...• _--,-

d. Variation in past 0-800 yr, beyond call ka Tree ring calibration; otherwise 
C14 production rates not determined interpret results in radiometric 

timescale. 
~ ofC14 SUI·f .. ",,,,, ocean latitudinal Interpretation of results. 

in nature .. . .. -400 to -750 
yl Deep ocean -1800 yr. 

('! C Industrial effect ca -2.5% Interpretation of results 
= 

concentration in the and atom bomb effect 
atmosphere. + 160% in atmosphere I 

I 

3. Contamination. Nil to 300 yr up to 15 ka; Interpretation of results, 
>20 ka possible beyond 25 analysis and dating of extracted 

ka. pretreated fractions. 

4. Biological age of <10 yr to>1000 yr Identification of species of 
.1 material in the case of wood and UUU~I"U 

charcoal to short lived sam pies 
only. 

5. Association of Intermediate ... results 1.1 .. ",. p' 
.1. . and event 

6. Tl Intermediate Care in field and laboratory 

'7, : ... "". I" of Intermediate Care in interpretation, 
~"UH" interdisciplinary approach and 

i 
collaboration 

Accuracy and Precision in Radiocarbon Dating; 

It is important to note the meaning of "accuracy" and "precision" in radiocarbon dating. 
Accuracy refers to the date being a 'true' estimate of the age of a sample within the range 
of the statistical I imits or ± value of the date. Thus, for the sake of argument, if we were 
radiocarbon dating a sample of human bones from an individual who we knew died in 
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1 066 AD, and obtained a date of 1 040±40 AD, we would have dated the event of his 
death accurately. If however the date obtained were 1 OOO± 15 AD, we would be 
inaccurate. In terms of precision, however, the former is imprecise in comparison to the 
latter because of the larger stated error value. As such it can be seen that the date of 
1 OOO± 15 AD while being highly precise is, in this instance, inaccurate. 

Reservoir Effects; 

A Conventional Radiocarbon Age or CRA does not take into account specific differences 
between the activity of different carbon reservoirs. A CRA is derived using an age 
calculation based upon the decay corrected activity of the absolute radiocarbon standard 
(1890 AD wood) which is in equilibrium with atmospheric radiocarbon levels (as 
mentioned previously, 1890 wood is no longer used as the primary radiocarbon standard, 
instead Oxalic Acid standards I and II were correlated with the activity of the original 
standard). In order to ascertain the ages of samples which were formed in equilibrium 
with different reservoirs to these materials, it is necessary to provide an age correction. 
Implicit in the Conventional Radiocarbon Age BP is the fact that it is not adjusted for this 
correction. 

Radiocarbon samples which obtain their carbon from a different source (or reservoir) 
than atmospheric carbon may yield what is termed apparent ages. A shellfish alive today 
in a lake within a limestone catchment, for instance, will yield a radiocarbon date which 
is excessively old. The reason for this anomaly is that the limestone, which is weathered 
and dissolved into bicarbonate, has no radioactive carbon. Thus, it dilutes the activity of 
the lake meaning that the radioactivity is depleted in comparison to 14C activity 
elsewhere. The lake, in this case, has a different radiocarbon reservoir than that of the 
majority of the radiocarbon in the biosphere and therefore an accurate radiocarbon age 
requires that a correction be made to account for it. 

One of the most commonly referenced reservoir effects concerns the ocean. The average 
difference between a radiocarbon date of a terrestrial sample such as a tree, and a shell 
from the marine environment is about 400 radiocarbon years (see Stuiver and Braziunas, 
1993). This apparent age of oceanic water is caused both by the delay in exchange rates 
between atmospheric C02 and ocean bicarbonate, and the dilution effect caused by the 
mixing of surface waters with upwelled deep waters which are very old (Mangerud 
1972). A reservoir correction must therefore be made to any conventional shell dates to 
account for this difference. Human bone may be a problematic medium for dating in 
some instances due to human consumption of fish, whose C 14 label will reflect the ocean 
reservoir. In such a case, it is very difficult to ascertain the precise reservoir difference 
and hence apply a correction to the measured radiocarbon age. 

Spurious radiocarbon dates caused by volcanic emanations of radiocarbon-depleted C02 
probably also come under the category of reservoir corrections. Plants which grow in the 
vicinity of active volcanic fumaroles will yield a radiocarbon age which is too old. Bruns 
er al. (1980) measured the radioactivity of modern plants growing near hot springs heated 
by volcanic rocks in western Germany and demonstrated a deficiency in radiocarbon of 
up to 1500 years through comparison with modern atmospheric radiocarbon levels. 
Similarly, this effect has been noted for plants in the bay of Palaea Kameni near the 
prehistoric site of Akrotiri, which was buried by the eruption of the Thera volcano over 
3500 years ago (see Weninger, 1989). The effect has been suggested as providing dates in 
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error for the eruption of Thera which has been linked to the demise of the Minoan 
civilization in the Aegean. One modern plant growing near the emanations had an 
apparent age of 1390 yr. The volcanic effect has a limited distance however. Bruns et at. 
(1980) found that at 200 m away from the source, plants yielded an age in agreement 
with that expected. They suggested that the influence of depleted C02 declined rapidly 
with increasing distance from the source. Radiocarbon discrepancies due to volcanic C02 
emissions are a popular source of ammunition for fundamentalist viewpoints keen to 
present evidence to show that the radiocarbon method is somehow fundamentally flawed. 

Suess or Industrial Effect; 

Since about 1890, the use of industrial and fossil fuels has resulted in large amounts of 
C02 being emitted into the atmosphere. Because the source of the industrial fuels has 
been predominantly material of infinite geological age ( e,g. coal, petroleum), whose 
radiocarbon content is nil, the radiocarbon activity of the atmosphere has been lowered in 
the early part of the 20th century up until the 1950's. The atmospheric radiocarbon signal 
has, in effect, been diluted by about 2%. Hans Suess (1955) discovered the industrial 
effect (also called after him) in the 1950's, A number of researchers found that the 
activity they expected from material growing since 1890 AD was lower. The logical 
conclusion from this was that in order to obtain a modern radiocarbon reference standard, 
representing the radiocarbon activity of the 'present day', one could not very well use 
wood which grew in the 1900's since it was affected by this industrial effect. Thus it was 
that 1890 wood was used as the modern radiocarbon standard, extrapolated for decay to 
1950 AD 

Atom Bomb Effect; 

Since about 1955, thermonuclear tests have agded considerably to the C 14 atmospheric 
reservoir. This C 14 is 'artificial' or 'bomb' C 14, produced because nuclear bombs produce 
a huge thermal neutron flux. The effect of this has been to almost double the amount of 
C 14 activity in terrestrial carbon bearing materials (Taylor, 1987). 

De Vries (1958) was the first person to identify this 'Atom Bomb' effect. In the northern 
hemisphere the amount of artificial carbon in the atmosphere reached a peak in 1963 (in 
the southern hemisphere around 1965) at about 100% above normal levels. Since that 
time the amount has declined owing to exchange and dispersal of C14 into the Earth's 
carbon cycle system. The presence of bomb carbon in the earth's biosphere has enabled it 
to be used as a tracer to investigate the mechanics of carbon mixing and exchange 
processes. 
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COflsi!ite/ll Acnlrlu:r •.. 

... Delil't!rtu/ On-time 

August 20, 2012 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Bl!tu Annl~tic Inc. 
498::; SW 74 Court 

EM34866 

Millmi, Florian JJ1S:" liSA 
'n'l: 30566751&7 
fllX: 305 66.1 09(.4 
Ilctuillrlldillcarbon.cnm 
wW\\.radioc"rhtltl.l:om 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
Irvine, CA 926] 2 

I)lIrdt'li lIood 
1'rt"')[d"lIf 

!lonllle! Hatfield 
Christllplicr Patrick 

Ilcl'll'~ llircrl.JrS 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples B] -6-16 to 17 feet length. B 1-17-34 to 35 feet length, B 1-
25-43 to 45 feet length. B 1-31-55 to 56 feet length 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for four samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and aU the analyses proceeded normally. The report 
sheet contains the dating result, method used, material type, applied pretreatment and two-sigma calendar 
calibration result (where applicable) for each sample. 

This report has been both mailed and sent electronically, along with a separate publication quality 
calendar calibration page. This is useful for incorporating directly into your reports. It is also digitally 
available in Windows metafile (.wmf) fonnat upon request. Calibrations are calculated using the newest 
(2004) calibration database. References are quoted on the bottom of each calibration page. Multiple 
probability ranges may appear in some cases, due to short-term variations in the atmospheric 14C 
contents at certain time periods. Examining the calibration graphs will help you understand this 
phenomenon. Calibrations may not be included with all analyses. The upper limit is about 20,000 years, 
the lower limit is about 250 years and some material types are not suitable for calibration (e.g. water). 

We analyzed these samples on a sole priority basis. No students or intern researchers who would 
necessarily be distracted with other obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed 
them with the combined attention of our entire professional staff. 

Information pages are enclosed with the mailed copy of this report. They should answer most of 
questions you may have. If they do not, or if you have specific questions about the analyses, please do 
not hesitate to contact us. Someone is always available to answer your questions. 

Thank you for prepaying the analyses. As always, if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Page 1 of 6 

RL0034067 



EM34867 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 8/20/2012 

Material Received: 811 0/20 12 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 328042 4980 +1- 40 BP -24.8 0/00 4980 +1- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-6-16 to 17 feet length 
ANAL YSIS : AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIALIPRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 3930 to 3870 (Cal BP 5880 to 5820) AND Cal BC 3800 to 3660 (Cal BP 5760 to 5610) 

Beta - 328043 ] 0000 +1- 60 BP -24.5 0/00 10010 +/- 60 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-17 -34 to 35 feet length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 9810 to 9310 (Cal BP 1]760 to 11260) 

Beta - 328044 22480 +1- 100 BP -23.9 0/00 22500 +1- 100 SP 
SAMPLE: B 1-25-43 to 45 feet length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 25710 to 24860 (Cal BP 27660 to 26820) 

Beta - 328045 28670 +1- 170 BP -23.80/00 28690 +1- 170 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-31-55 to 56 feet length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRJORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 31520 to 30840 (Cal BP 33470 to 32790) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present. 
"present" = AD 1950). By international convention, the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C aC(lVlty of the National Institute 
ot Standards and Technology (NIST) OxaliC Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the Libby 14C half·life (5568 years). Quoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistiCS (68% probability) 
countlng errors based on the combined measurements of the sample, 
background. and modern reference standards. Measured 13C/12C 
ratios (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the PDB-1 standard 

The Conventional Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for isotopIc fractlOnation, calculated 
using (118 delta 13C. On rare occasion where the Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C, 
the ratio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age Will be followed by"'" 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available, the Calendar Calibrated result is calCUlated 
from the Conventional Radiocarbon Age and i~; listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result" for each sample 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

5120 

5100 

5080 

5060 

5040 

0:-
5020 

f£. 5000 OJ 

'" ro 
c 4980 0 -e 
~ 4960 

.Q 
"0 
ro 

0:: 4940 

4920 

4900 

4880 

4860 

4840 

(Variables: C13/C12=-24.8:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigma calibrated results: 
(95% probability) 

Intercepts of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated result: 
(68% probability) 

Beta-328042 

4980±40 B P 

Cal Be 3930 to 3870 (Cal BP 5880 to 5820) and 
Cal Be 3800 to 3660 (Cal BP 5760 to 5610) 

Intercep t data 

Cal Be 3760 (Cal BP 5710) and 
Cal Be 3720 (Cal BP 5670) and 
Cal Be 3720 (Cal BP 5670) 

Cal Be 3790 to 3700 (Cal BP 5740 to 5650) 

4980±40 BP Organic sediment 

3950 3900 3850 3800 3750 3700 3650 
Cal BC 

References: 
Database used 

/NTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

HealOn,el.a/.,2009. Radiocarbon 5/(4):1151-1164, Reimer.etal. 2009. RadIOcarbon 51(4):1 I II-1150, 
Slulver.el.ai.I993, RadIOcarbon 35(1)137-189. Oeschger.el.a/.,1975:Tellus 27.168-/92 . 

Mathematics usedfor calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrallng C14 Dares 
Talma, A. S, Vogel. J C, 1993. Radiocarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
-19155 S.W. 7.flh Courr. MliJmi, FlOrida 33155' Tel: (305)667-5J6 7 • Fax: (3IJ5)663-096-1' f:'-Mail bela@radllJrur/;ot1.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

il:' 
~ 
Ql 
OJ 

'" c 
0 -e 
5 
.2 
'0 

'" 0: 

(Variables: C13/C12=-24.5:lab. mUlt=l) 

Laboratory n urn her: Beta-328043 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 10010±60 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 9810 to 9310 (Cal BP 11760 to 11260) 
(95% probability) 

Intercepts of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

10010±60 BP 

Intercep t data 

Cal Be 9640 (Cal BP 11590) and 
Cal Be 9640 (Cal BP 11590) and 
Cal Be 9450 (Cal BP 11400) 

Cal Be 9740 to 9720 (Cal BP 11690 to 11680) and 
Cal Be 9670 to 9370 (Cal BP 11620 to 11320) 

Organic sediment 
10200-r----~------r_----,_----~----~r_----,_----~------r_----,_----_r----_, 

10150 

10100 

10050 

10000 

9950 

9900 

9850 

9800 

9850 9800 9750 9700 9650 9600 9550 9500 9450 9400 9350 
Cal Be 

References: 
Database used 

[NTCALO!) 

Referellces to INTCAL09 database 
fiealon.et.ai..2009. RadIOcarbon 51(1).1151-1164. Re/mer,el,ai. 2009, Radiocarbon 51(.f):fIJI-f150, 
Stu/vel'. e I,al. 1 9 93, RadIOcarbon 35 (!): 137- 189. Oeschger, el,al.,! 975, Tellus 2 7' /68-! 9 2 

Mathematics used for calibratioll scenario 
A Simplified Approach /0 Calibrating C 14 Dates 
Ta/ma. A S,. Vogel. J C" 1993. RadIOcarbon 35(2)3/7-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 

9300 

-1985 S,W, 7-1lh Cour{, AllUml, Florida 33155' Tel: (305)667-5167' Fax: (3U5)663-0YfJ.f· !i-Mall: nela@radlOcarhon,com 

Page 4 of 6 

RL0034070 



EM34870 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

(Variables: C13/C12=-2309:labo mult=l) 

Lab oratory n urn ber: Beta-328044 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 22500±100 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 25710 to 24860 (Cal BP 27660 to 26820) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

22500±100 BP 

lnterc ep t data 

Cal Be 25030 (Cal BP 26980) 

Cal Be 25610 to 25240 (Cal BP 27560 to 27180) and 
Cal Be 25150 to 24950 (Cal BP 27100 to 26900) 

Organic sediment 
22850-.--~--~------r------'-------r-------.------.-------r------'----~~------~ 

22800 

22750 

22700 

22650 

22600 
c;:-
~ 22550 
<ll 
OJ 
OJ 

§ 22500 
-e 
\3 22450 

0>2 
al 
!Y 22400 

22350 

22300 

22250 

22200 

22150~-----1;=====~ ...... ~ ...... ,. .......... t=~==~ .. pm .. ~ .... Rt==~=i1-~ 
25800 25700 25600 25500 25400 25300 

Cal BC 
25200 25100 25000 24900 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
Referenceo!' to INTCAL09 database 

H ealolloe/. al. 02009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). 1151-1 J 64, Reim er, et. ai, 2009, RadIOcarbon 5 J (4): J 1 11-1/50, 
Stu Iver, et.a1,l9 93, RadIOcarbon 35 (l r 137- J 8 9, Oeschgero nal ,197 51ellus 27: 168 -/ 9;: 

Mathematics IIsed for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrating C 14 Dales 
Talma, Ao S, Vogel, J C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2)."317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~YX5 sow. 741h Courl, Miami, FlOrida 33155· Tel: (3IJ5)667-516 7 • Faxo (3{)5)663-!l96~· L-Mali be!U@radlOcurbollocom 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

29300 

29200 

29100 

29000 

28900 

il:' 28800 
~ 
(l) 

g' 28700 
c 
o 
-e 28600 
5 
.2 
16 28500 
IY 

28400 

28300 

28200 

28100 

(Variables: C13/C12=-23.8:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-328045 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 28690±170 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 31520 to 30840 (Cal BP 33470 to 32790) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 31220 (Cal BP 33180) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 31360 to 31030 (Cal BP 33320 to 32980) 
(68% probability) 

28690±170 BP Organic sediment 

28000~-----t=;=======;== ...................... ~~.t~======~====~-,.-----~ 
31600 31500 31400 31300 31200 31100 31000 30900 30800 

Cal BC 

References: 
Database ased 

INTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

H ealon.e t.al .. 2009. RadIOcarbon 5 1(4) J J 5 i -1161. Rell1l er. e I.a/. 2009. Radiocarbon 5/ (-I): 1111 -1150. 
Stulver.el.al.19 93. RadIOcarbon 35 (1 ). / 37- 1 8 9, Oeschger, et.aJ .1975 ]ellus 27: 168-192 

Mathematics used/or calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating C 14 Dates 
Talma, A S .. Vogel. J. C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(])317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
-1985 S.W. 7~lh ('(lUrl. Mwml, Flonda 33155· Tel: (305)667-S/67' Fax: (305)663-U96~' E-Mail: beta@radlOcarhon.com 
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Cou.viste/ll ACCtlrtl(l' ••• 

. . . Ddh'f!rca Oil-time 

August 29,2012 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Helll :\nalylk Illc. 
~f.)85 SW ,-4 ('ourt 

EM34872 

:\lillmi. Fluridll 33155 t'S,\ 
Tel: J05 6675167 
Fax: JUS 663 0964 
HCl:lfIl radillcarbun.cllnl 
wW\\.nldiocllrIHlll.cOni 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
Irvine, CA 92612 
USA 

[lImlt'l! !lewd 
I're,ld1lnt 

HOlHl!!! Hlltlidd 
en ristnpber J>lltrick 

UCI)!!" Uirerror, 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples Bl-11-26to27ft 8in Length, BI-12-27ft 8in to 28ft Length, 
B 1-12113-28 to 29ft 6in Length, B 1-14115-29ft 6in to 32ft Length 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for four samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and all the analyses proceeded normally. As usual, 
the method of analysis is listed on the report with the results and calibration data is provided where 
applicable. 

As always, no students or intern researchers who would necessarily be distracted with other 
obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed them with the combined attention of 
our entire professional staff. 

If you have specific questions about the analyses, please contact us. We are always available to 
answer your questions. 

Thank you for prepaying the analyses. As always, if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

GaAcLvU) 
Digital signature on file 

Page 1 of 6 

RL0034073 



EM34873 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 8/29/2012 

Material Received: 8/23/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 328863 6290 +/- 40 BP -21. I 0/00 6350 +/- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-11-26t027ft 8in Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIALIPRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 5460 to 5440 (Cal BP 7410 to 7390) AND Cal BC 5420 to 5410 (Cal BP 7370 to 7360) 

Cal BC 5380 to 5290 (Cal BP 7330 to 7240) AND Cal BC 5270 to 5230 (Cal BP 7220 to 7180) 

Beta - 328864 6550 +!- 40 BP -23.70/00 6570 +!- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-12-27ft 8in to 28ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIAL/PRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 5610 to 5590 (Cal BP 7560 to 7540) AND Cal BC 5570 to 5480 (Cal BP 7520 to 7420) 

Beta - 328865 7320 +/- 40 BP -23.3 0/00 7350 +1- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1-12/13-28 to 29ft 6in Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 6340 to 63] 0 (Cal BP 8290 to 8260) AND Cal BC 6260 to 6090 (Cal BP 8210 to 8040) 

Beta - 328866 6860 +/- 40 BP -22.60/00 6900 +/- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B 1- J 4/15-29ft 6in to 32ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIAL/PRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 5880 to 5720 (Cal BP 7830 to 7670) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present, 
"present" = AD 1950). By international convention, the modmn 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology (NIST) Oxalic Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the Libby 14C half-life (5568 years) Quoled errors 
represent 1 relative standard deVIation statistiCS (Ei8% probability) 
countlll\l errors based on the combined measurements of tile sample, 
background. and modern reference standards. Measured 13CI12C 
raliOs (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the PDB-1 standard. 

The Conventional Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for Isotopic fractionation, calculated 
using tile delta 13C. On rare occasion where tlw Conventional 
Radiocllrbon Age was calculated uSing an assumed delta 13C, 
the ratio and the Conventional R8diocarbon Age Will be followed by"" 
The ConventIonal Radiocarbon Age IS not calendar calibrated. 
When available, the Calendar Calibrated result is calculated 
from the Convenlional Radiocarbon Age and .s listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result" for each sample 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

6480 

6460 

6440 

6420 

6400 

6380 
ii:" 
~ 6360 
'" OJ 

'" c: 6340 
~ 
13 6320 

.Q 

" '" a: 6 300 

6280 

6260 

6240 

6220 

(Variables: C13/C12=-21.1:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-328863 

6350±40 B P Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigm a ca lib ra ted res ults: 
(95% probability) 

Cal Be 5460 to 5440 (Cal BP 7410 to 7390) and 
Cal Be 5420 to 5410 (Cal BP 7370 to 7360) and 
Cal Be 5380 to 5290 (Cal BP 7330 to 7240) and 
Cal Be 5270 to 5230 (Cal BP 7220 to 7180) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 5320 (Cal BP 7270) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 5360 to 5300 (Cal BP 7310 to 7260) 
(68% probability) 

6350±40 BP Or9a nic sed im ent 

5480 5460 5440 5420 5400 53805360 53405320 5300 5280 5260 5240 5220 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

Healon ,el,a/, ,2009, Radiocarbon 5 I (4).' 115/-/ J 6 4, Relmer,e I ai, 2009, Radiocarbon 51(4) 11//-1 I 50, 
Stulver,el.a/,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(1).'J3 7-/89, Oeschger,el.al., 1975,Tellus 27,/68-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario ' 
A SlmphjiedApproach to Calibrating C/4 Dales 
Ta/ma, A, 5., Vogel. J c.. 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2)317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
-1985 Sf!' 7-Ilh Courl, Miami, F/onda 33/55' 7'el'(305j667-516 7 'Fax (3U5)663-UY6-1' E-Mail, nela@radlOcarbon,com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

6700 

6680 

6660 

6640 

6620 

6600 a:: 
~ 6580 
" en 

'" c 6560 0 

£ 
13 6540 

.Q 
u 

'" 0:: 6520 

6500 

6480 

6460 

6440 

6420 

(Variables: C13/C12=-23.7:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory n urn ber: 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigma calibrated results: 
(95% p roba bility) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 

B eta-328864 

6570±40 BP 

Cal BC 5610 to 5590 (Cal BP 7560 to 7540) and 
Cal BC 5570 to 5480 (Cal BP 7520 to 7420) 

In tercept da ta 

with calibration curve: Cal BC 5510 (Cal BP 7460) 

1 Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 5550 to 5480 (Cal BP 7500 to 7430) 
(68% probability) 

6570140 BP Organic sediment 

5620 5600 5580 5560 5540 5520 5500 5480 5460 
Cal Be 

References: 
Database used 

fNTC AL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

fl eato n.et a/,2009, RadIOcarbon 5 1(4) 1151-1164, Relmer.etal, 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). f I 11-115 (J, 

SIUlve r,et.a I,! 993, R adiocarbo n 35 (I ),'137 -189, Oeschger, e I, at., 19 75.Te !Ius 27.168 -19:! 
Mathematics usedfor calibration scenario 

A SlInplrfiedApproach loCalibralmgC!4 Dates 
Talma, A. S" Vogel, J. Coo 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2)317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S.w. 741h Courl, MiG"", Honda 33155' reI. (30S)66 7-SI67' Fax (305)663-0YO-i • E-Mail. hela@radlOcarbon.com 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

7480 

7460 

7440 

7420 

7400 

7380 
il:' 
:; 7360 
Q") 

"' g 7340 
f' 

.~ 7320 
"0 
rtl 
Il:: 7300 

7280 

7260 

7240 

7220 

(Variables: CI3!CI2=-23.3:1ab. mult=l) 

Labora tory nu m ber: Beta-328865 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigma calibrated results: 
(95% probability) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 

7350±40 BP 

Cal BC 6340 to 6310 (Cal BP 8290 to 8260) and 
Cal BC 6260 to 6090 (Cal BP 8210 to 8040) 

In te rc ep t data 

with calibration curve: Cal Be 6230 (Cal BP 8180) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 6240 to 62 JO (Cal BP 8190 to 8160) 
(68% probability) 

7350±40 BP Orga nic sed im en! 

7200~------~~====:L-r------J:;=~ .. 1t~========~========;jL-----~------~ 
6400 6350 6300 6250 6200 

Cal Be 
6150 6100 6050 

References: 
Database used 

INTCALIJ9 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Healon, el.a/. ,2009, Radiocarbon 51 (I). 1151-1/64, Relfner,el. ai, 2009, Radiocarbon 51(-/) / / II-1150, 
Sluiver,et.ai.1993, Radiocarbon 35(l).13 7-/89, Oeschger,el.a/., 1975,Tellus 27.168-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrating C 14 Dales 
Ta/ma, A. S .. Vogel, J C., 1993, Rad/Ocarbon35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
J985 SW Nih Courl.MlGml, nonda 33155' Tei. (305)(,(,7-5167 -Fax (305)663-096-1·lo·-Mall. h"la@radlOcarhoncom 
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

7040 

7020 

7000 

6980 

6960 

~ 
6940 

~ 6920 
'" OJ 
OJ 
c 6900 
0 
-e 
IS 6B80 

.9 
-0 
OJ 
0: 6860 

6840 

6820 

6800 

6780 

6760 

(Variables: C 13/C 12=-22.6 :lab. mult=l) 

La bora tory num ber: Beta-328866 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 6900±40 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Clll Be 5880 to 5720 (Cal BP 7830 to 7670) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68 % prob ab ility) 

Intercept data 

Cal Be 5750 (Cal BP 7700) 

Cal Be 5840 to 5820 (Cal BP 7790 to 7770) and 
Cal Be 5810 to 5730 (Cal BP 7760 to 7680) 

6900140 BP Orga nic sed im ent 

5900 5880 5860 5840 5820 5800 
Cal Be 

5780 5760 5740 5720 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

H ealon,cl.at .2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4). 1151-1 J 6 4, Reimer,el. aI, 2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4) .1111-/ I 50, 
Stulver.et.aI,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(1).'13 7-189, Oeschger,el.at, 1975.Tellus 27./68-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to CalibralIng C 14 Dates 
Talma, A. S, Vogel, J C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S W 7·llh Court, Mwml, Floflda 33155' Tel: (305)667.5167. Fax. (305)663·0964' E·Mail bew@rad/Ocarbon.com 
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Consistctnt Accuracy • .. 
... Delivered Oil-rime 

September 13, 2012 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Belli ,\D1ll\'lk Inc. 
4985 SW 74 Court 

EM34878 

;\lial'lli, Floridn3315!, lISA 
Tel: 3056675167 
Fax: 305 663 0964 
Bl:lnlo'f"adiucarbon.cnm 
www.r~dioC8rb()n.C'olll 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
Irvine, CA 92612 
USA 

nil rllt'" Uond 
I'resident 

Ronpld Hlitfit'ld 
Cbristopber Patrick 

()clloly nirectors 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples B2-5-23to25ft Length, 82-7-30t031 ft Length, 82- I 0-
45to47ft Length, B3-5-22t024ft Length, B3-7-30to32.5ft Length, 84-11-25t025.5ft Length, 84-13-
31 t034ft Length, B4-18-45.5t046.5ft Length 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for eight samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and all the analyses proceeded normally. As usual, 
the method of analysis is listed on the report with the results and calibration data is provided where 
applicable. 

As always, no students or intern researchers who would necessarily be distracted with other 
obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed them with the combined attention of 
our entire professional staff. 

If you have specific questions about the analyses, please contact us. We are always available to 
answer your questions. 

Thank you for prepaying the analyses. As always, if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

GaAcLJ~ 
DIgItal IHgnature on file 
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REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 9113/2012 

Material Received: 9/5/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 329748 J 4890 +1- 60 BP -24.00/00 14910 +/- 60 BP 
SAMPLE: B2-5-23t025ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 16540 to 16320 (Cal BP 18490 to 18270) AND Cal BC 16170 to 16030 (Cal BP J 8120 to 
J 7980) 

Beta - 329749 7630 +/- 40 BP -24.20/00 7640 +/- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B2-7 -30t031 ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRI0RITY delivery 
MATERIALIPRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 6590 to 6580 (Cal BP 8540 to 8530) AND Cal BC 6570 to 6540 (Cal BP 8520 to 8490) 

Cal BC 6530 to 6430 (Cal BP 8480 to 8380) 

Beta - 329750 11280 +/- 50 BP -24.00/00 11300 +1- 50 BP 
SAMPLE: B2-10-45t047ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRI0RITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC J 1330 to 11160 (Cal BP 13280 to 13110) 

Beta-329751 87JO+I-40BP -23.50/00 8730 +1- 40 BP 
SAMPLE: B3-5-22t024ft Length 
ANAL YSIS : AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIALIPRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 7940 to 7600 (Cal BP 9890 to 9550) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present. 
·present" " AD 1950). By international convention. the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology (NIST) Oxalic Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calc:uiated using the Libby 14C half·life (5568 years) Quoled errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistics (68% probability) 
counting errors based on the combined measurements of the sample, 
background, and modem reference standards. Measured 13CI12C 
ratIos (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the PDB-1 standard 

The Convenlronal Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for IsotOPIC fractionation. calculated 
uSing tile delta 13C. On rare occasion wllere the Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C. 
the ratio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age wili be followed by"·" 
Tile Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available, the Calendar Calibrated result IS calculated 
from the Conventronal Radiocarbon Age and is lisled as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result"" for each sample 

Page 2 of 11 

RL0034080 



EM34880 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 9113/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 329752 10830 +/- 50 BP -23.70/00 J 0850 +/- 50 BP 
SAMPLE: B3-7-30t032.5ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 10820 to 10680 (Cal BP 12770 to 12640) 

Beta - 329753 8470 +/- 40 BP -24.4 0/00 8480 +/- 40 SP 
SAMPLE: B4-11-25t025.5ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 7580 to 7500 (Cal SP 9540 to 9450) 

Beta - 329754 12480 +/- 60 8P -23.9 0(00 12500 +/- 60 8P 
SAMPLE: 84-13-31 t034ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MA TERJALfPRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 13060 to 12270 (Cal BP 15010 to 14220) 

Beta - 329755 17800 +/- 80 BP -23.6 0/00 17820 +/- 80 BP 
SAMPLE: B4-18-45.5t046.5ft Length 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MA TERIALfPRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 19500 to 19260 (Cal BP 2 J460 to 21210) 

Dales are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present, 
"present" = AD 1950). By international convention. the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
01 Standards and Technology (NIST) Oxalic ACid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the Libby 14C half-life (5568 years). Quoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistiCS (68% probability) 
counting errors based on the combined measurements of the sample, 
background, and modern reference standards, Measured 13CI12C 
rahos (delta 13C) were calculated rei alive to the PDB-l standard 

The Conventional Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for Isotopic fractionation, calculillad 
uSing the delta 13C. On rare occasion where tIle Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C. 
the ratio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age will be followed by"''', 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available, the Calendar Calibrated result IS calculated 
from the Convenhonal Radiocarbon Age and is listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated ReSUlt" for each sample 
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EM34881 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

iL 
~ 

'" 01 

'" c:: 
0 -e 
l'l 
.2 
u 
OJ 
cr 

(Variables: C13!C12=-24:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigma calibrated results: 
(95% probability) 

Intercepts of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

Beta-329748 

14910±60 BP 

Cal BC 16540 to 16320 (Cal BP 18490 to 18270) and 
Cal BC 16170 to 16030 (Cal BP 18120 to 17980) 

lntercep t data 

Cal Be 16460 (Cal BP 18410) and 
Cal Be 16430 (Cal BP 18380) and 
Cal Be 16090 (Cal BP 18040) 

Cal Be 16510 to 16370 (Cal BP 18460 to 18320) and 
Cal Be 16120 to 16060 (Cal BP 18070 to 18010) 

14910±60 BP Organic sediment 
15100-r--~-r~---r-----r-----r-----r-'--~.--r-'--r-~-r~~r---~r-~--r---~ 

15050 

15000 

14950 

14900 

14850 

14800 

14750 

14700 

14650~-----rl===""mI .... m.~ .. Ht=;==~~----~----~--Jt~===I~~ .. ~~i-~ 
16600 16550 16500 16450 16400 16350 16300 16250 16200 16150 16100 16050 16000 

Cal BC 

Referen ces: 
Database used 

fNTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database . 

H ealon.et. af., 2009. Radiocarbon 5 J (4) J J 51-1164, Reim e/', e I.al. 2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4).1/11 -1150, 
Slulver,et.al.1993, RadIOcarbon 35(1):137-189. Oeschger,el.ai .. I975.Telius 27:168-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrallng ('14 Dales 
Talma, A S. Vogel, J C. 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~985 S.W. 7.Jrh Courl, Miami, Flor"lu 33155' Tel: (3!J5)o6 7-5167· Fax: (31J5)6(,3-1J96~· E-MaIl' bela@radlOcarbon.com 
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EM34882 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

0:-
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Q) 

'" (1) 
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0 -e 
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.Q 
"0 

'" 0:: 

7780 

7760 

7740 

7720 

7700 

7680 

7660 

7640 

7620 

7600 

7580 

7560 

7540 

7520 

7500 

(Variables: C13/CI2=-24.2:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 

2 Sigm a calibrated results: 
(95% probability) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

7640±40 BP 

Beta-329749 

7640±40 BP 

Cal BC6590 to 6580 (Cal BP 8540 to 8530) and 
Cal BC 6570 to 6540 (Cal BP 8520 to 8490) and 
C a! B C 6530 to 6430 (C a! BP 8480 to 8380) 

Intercept data 

Cal Be 6470 (Cal BP 8420) 

Cal Be 6490 to 6490 (Cal BP 8440 to 8440) and 
Cal Be 6480 to 6450 (Cal BP 8430 to 8400) 

Organic sedim ent 

6600 6580 6560 6540 6520 6500 6480 6460 6440 6420 

, R eferen ces: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

H eaton.e t. af. ,2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4) 1151-1 J 64 Relm er, el.a/, 20(J9, Radiocarbon 51 (4). I 111-1150. 
Slulver,el.al,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(/}:137-189, Oeschger,ef.ai 1975,Tellus27:168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrallng C 14 Dales 
Talma, A S, Vogel, 1. C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
.f985 s.w. 7.{lh Courl, Mwmi, FlOrida 33155· Tel. (31J5)66 7-5/67' Fax. (305)603-ii96.J· h'-Mali.' hela@radlOcarhonocom 
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EM34883 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

0:-
f.9. 
Q) 
en 
ro 
c 
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to 
rJ 

.>1 
16 
0:: 

11500 

11450 

11400 

11350 

11300 

11250 

11200 

11150 

11100 

(Variables: C13/CI2=-24:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-329750 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 11300±50 BP 

2 Sigma cnHbrated result: Cal Be 11330 to 11160 (Cal BP 13280 to 13110) 
(95% P robab ility) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated result: 
(68% probability) 

11300±50 BP 

Intercept data 

CalBC 11240(Ca1BP 13190) 

CalBC 11300to 11190(CalBP 13250to 13140) 

Organic sediment 

11340 11320 11300 11280 11260 11240 11220 11200 11180 11160 

References: 
Data base used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

Healon.el.ai .. 2009. RadIOcarbon 51(4)1/51-//64 Relmer.el.al. 2009. Radiocarbon 51(4):/111-/150. 
Stu/ver. aal.1993. RadIOcarbon 35 (1).137-189. Oeschger. eLai ,1975. Tel/us 27.'168 -19 2 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibratrng Cf4 Dales 
Ta/ma. A S., Vogel. J C. 1993. Radiocarbon 35(2):317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
49155 S.W. 741h Court. MJarnJ. FlOrida 33155· Tel. (305)667-5167' Fax: (305)663-096-1' E-Mail: bell1@radlOcarbol1.com 
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EM34884 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

il:' 
~ 
Q) 

OJ 
III 
c 
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of: 
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.Q 
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8860 

8840 

8820 

8BOO 

87BO 

8760 

8740 

8720 

8700 

8680 

8660 

8640 

8620 

8600 

8580 

(Variables: C13/C12=-23.5:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-329751 

Conventional rad iocarbon age: 8730±40 BP 

2 Sigm a calibrated result: Cal B C 7940 to 7600 (Cal BP 9890 to 9550) 
(95% probability) 

Intercep t data 

lntercept of radiocarbon age 

8730±40 BP 

with calibration curve: Cal BC 7740 (Cal BP 9690) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 7790 to 7650 (Cal BP 9740 to 9600) 
(68% probability) 

Organic sediment 

8000 7950 7900 7850 7800 7750 
Cal BC 

7700 7650 7600 7550 7500 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

H eaton,el. ai, 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). 1151-1/64, Reim er, el. aI, ]009, Ra.dlOcarbon 5/ (4)' /11/ -1150, 
Slulver,er.ai,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(/).137-189, Oeschger,el.ai.1975.Telius 27.'168-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrating C14 Dates 
Taima. A S, Vogel, J C, 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2):317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
./985 S.W 7-1lh Court, Mwml, Firmdu 33/55' Tel: (305)667-5Jo7' Fax: (31!5)663-096-/· E-Mali: hela@radlOcarbon.com 
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EM34885 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

(Variables: C13/CI2=-23.7:lab. mUlt=l) 

Lab oratory n urn ber: Beta-329752 

Conventional radiocarbon age: l0850±50 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 10820 to 10680 (Cal BP 12770 to 12640) 
(95% probability) 

lntercep t data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal Be 10740 (Cal BP 12690) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 10770 to 10710 (Cal BP 12720 to 12660) 
(68% probability) 

10850±50 BP Organic sediment 
11050-r------~------~~------r_------~------_r------~------~~----~T_------~ 

11000 

10950 

0::- 10900 
e. 
<ll 
OJ 
co 
§ 10850 
.f' 
l:l 
.Q 
"0 & 10800 

10750 

10700 

10650~-----t~======;=======;=iB .. ~~ .. ~gq~~~~ .. "===;=====L-r---L--~ 
10840 1 0820 10800 1 0780 10760 1 0740 10720 1 0700 10680 

Cal BC 

References: 
Database used 

lNTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

H ealon,e r.al" 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4)'1151-1164 Relm e/', e I.al, 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). 1111-1150, 
Slulver,el,a/,1993, Radiocarbon 35(1)"137-189, Oeschger,el.a/.,1975,Tellus 27:168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A SlInp/i/ted Approach /0 Caltbraring C 14 Dates 
Talma, A. S, Vogel, J C, 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2) 317-322 

Beta Analytic Rad iocarbo n Dating La borato ry 
./985 s,w. 7-1th Court, MlUml, FlOrid" 33155' Tel: (305)66 7-516 7 • Fax: (305}663-()96~' E-l0clI/: bela@racilOcarbon.com 
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EM34886 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

8620 

8600 

8580 

8560 

8540 

8520 
0::-
~ 8500 

<L> 
0> 
co 
c 8480 0 
-e 
13 8460 

.Q 

" co 
0:: 8440 

8420 

8400 

8380 

8360 

8340 

(Variables: C13/C12=-24.4:1ab. mult=l) 

Laboratory n urn ber: Beta-329753 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 8480±40 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 7580 to 7500 (Cal BP 9540 to 9450) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 7540 (Cal BP 9490) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 7580 to 7520 (Cal BP 9530 to 9470) 
(68% pro ba bili ty) 

8480±40 BP Organic sediment 

7590 7580 7570 7560 7550 7540 7530 7520 7510 
Cal BC 

References: 
Database used 

fNTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

Healon.el.al..2009. Radiocarbon 51(4):1151-1164. Reimer.el.al, J009. RadIOcarbon 51(4):1 i 11-1/50, 
Slulver,el,ai,1993, Radiocarbon 35(1):137-189, Oeschger,el.al ,1975,Tellus 27: 168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach 10 Calibrating Cf4 Dates 
Talmo, A S., Vogel, J C" 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2)317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S.W 7.Jlh Courl, MlQml, FlOrida 33155· Tel: (305)667-5J67' Fax: (305)663-096.J· E-MaIl: bela@radJOcarbon.com 
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EM34887 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

iL 
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12650 
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12550 

12500 
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12400 

12350 

12300 

12250 

(Variables: CI3/C12=-23,9:1ab, mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-329754 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 12500±60 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 13060 to 12270 (Cal BP 15010 to 14220) 
(95% probability) 

Intercepts of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated result: 
(68% probability) 

Intercep t data 

CalBC 12860(CalBP 14810)and 
CalBC 12780(CalBP 14730)and 
Cal BC 12710 (Cal BP 14660) 

Cal BC 12980 to 12600 (Cal BP 14930 to 14550) 

12500±60 BP Organic sediment 
I I I I I I I I 
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13100 13000 12900 12800 12700 12600 12500 12400 12300 12200 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

Healon.et.al,.2009. RadIOcarbon 51(4)/151-1/64, Relmer,eral, 2009, Radiocarbon 51(4)'////-1150. 
SlUlver,el.al,1993, RadIOcarbon 35(1),137-189, Oeschger,el.al ,1975.Tellus 27.'168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating Cf4 Dates 
Talma, A S .. Vogel. J C. 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2)3/7-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S. iF 7.flh Court, Mtaml, Florida 33155' Tel: (305)667-5167. Fax: (3IJ5)663-096.f • f,'-Mulf: belU@radlOcarbon,com 
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EM34888 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

18100 

18050 

18000 

17950 

17900 

0:-
~ 17850 

'" 01 
t1) 

§ 11800 
i' 
l:l 
.Q 17750 
'0 
t1) 

0:: 
17700 

17650 

17600 

17550 

(Variables: CI3/CI2=-23.6:1ab. mult=l) 

Lab oratory n urn ber: Beta-329755 

Conventional rad iocarbon age: 17S20±80 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 19500 to 19260 (Cal BP 21460 to 21210) 
(95% P robab i1ity) 

Intercep t data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 19400 (Cal BP 21350) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 19460 to 19330 (Cal BP 21410 to 21280) 
(68% probability) 

17820±80 BP Organic sediment 

17500~--~~==~==~~"~"~~"~~~""~"~~==~==~~==~==~~--~ 
19520 19500 19480 19460 19440 19420 19400 19380 19360 19340 19320 19300 19280 19260 19240 

Cal BC 

R eferen ces: 
Data base used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Heaton.el.al .. 2009. RadIOcarbon 5/(4)'//51-1/64. Relmer.el.ai 2009. Radlucarbon 51(4)./1/1-1/50. 
Stuiver.eral.1993. RadIOcarbon 35(/) 137-189. Oeschger.el.ai.1 975.Tellus 27.'/68-192 

Math ematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simp Itfle d Approach (0 Caflbraling C /4 Dales 
Talma. A. 5., Vogel, J C. /993, RadIOcarbon 35(2). 3/7-32:: 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
-1985 S.W. 7-1tl1 Court. Miami, Honda 33155' Tel: (305)66;"-5J6 7 • Fax. (305)663-096-/' F-MiJlI: bela@railJOcarbol1.com 
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C01u'istem Accuracy . .. 

. . . [)eliw!red OIl~til1le 

October 26, 2012 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Belli Anlll~<lil' Illc. 
4985 SW 74 Court 

EM34889 

Miami. Floridl1331S5 t'SA 
'leI: 3115667 :;167 
Fux: 3056630%4 
Iktnllr rndillcarbufl,clllll 
www.ntriiuc:lrbclll.clllll 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
irvine, CA 92612 
USA 

nil r<it'll IllIml 
l're,ide"l 

Honal!! Hatfid!! 
Christopher PlItrick 

IkI'II'Y Ilireclor; 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples B5-4-18.5ft depth, BS-6-23ft depth, 86-6-22ft depth, 86-
IO-34ft depth 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for four samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and all the analyses proceeded normally. As usual, 
the method of analysis is listed on the report with the results and calibration data is provided where 
applicable. 

As always, no students or intern researchers who would necessarily be distracted with other 
obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed them with the combined attention of 
our entire professional staff. 

If you have specific questions about the analyses, please contact us. We are always available to 
answer your questions. 

Thank you for prepaying the analyses. As always, if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

0aAcLJLt? 
Digital sIgnature on file 
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EM34890 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 10/26/2012 

Material Received: 10/19/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 333263 11450 +/- 50 BP -23.50/00 11470 +/- 50 BP 
SAMPLE: B5-4-18.5ft depth 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRJORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 11450 to 11310 (Cal BP 13400 to 13260) 

Beta - 333264 19530 +/- 80 BP -23.90/00 19550 +/- 80 BP 
SAMPLE: B5-6-23ft depth 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MATERIALIPRETREA TMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 21590 to 21340 (Cal BP 23540 to 23290) 

Beta - 333267 29870 +/- 160 BP -23.90/00 29890 +/- 160 BP 
SAMPLE: B6-6-22ft depth 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 32820 to 32580 (Cal BP 34770 to 34530) 

Beta - 333268 19230 +1- 90 BP -23.4 0/00 19260 +1- 90 BP 
SAMPLE: B6-1O-34ft depth 
ANALYSIS: AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 21380 to 20640 (Cal BP 23320 to 22590) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present, 
'present" = AD 1950). By international convention. the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
ot Standards and Technology (NIST) Oxalic Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the libby 14C half·life (5568 years). Ouoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deviation statIStics (68% probability) 
counting ermrs based on the combined measurements of the sample, 
background, and modern reference standards. Measured 13C!12C 
rallos (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the PDB-1 standard 

ThE! Conventional Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Age corrected for isotopIC fractionation, calculated 
uSing the delta '13C, On rare occasion where the Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C, 
the ratio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age Will be followed by"". 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available. the Calendar Calibrated result is calculated 
from the Conventional Radiocarbon Age and is listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result" for each sample 
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EM34891 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

0::-
!£. 
" 0) 
ro 
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0 -e 
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.Q 
"0 
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a: 

11650 

11600 

11550 

11500 

11450 

11400 

11350 

11300 

11250 

(Variables: C13/C12=-23.5:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333263 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 11470±50 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 11450 to 11310 (Cal BP 13400 to 13260) 
(95% probability) 

In te rc ep t data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 11370 (Cal BP 13320) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 11410 to J 1340 (Cal BP 13360 to 13290) 
(68% probability) 

11470±50BP Orga nic sed im ent 

11460 11440 11420 11400 11380 11360 11340 11320 11300 11280 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal Be 

Heaton.el.ai.2009. RadIOcarbon 5J(4J1J51-1164. Relnler.et.aJ. 2009. Radiocarbon51(4}.IIII-1150. 
Stu iver. elai.19 93. Rad iocarbon 35(1).13 7-/89. Oeschger.el.a I.. /975. Tel/us 27. /68-/92 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating CI4 Dates 
Talma. A S .. Vogel. J. C .. 1993. RadIOcarbon 35(2):317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~Y85 S.W 7-ilh Co"ri.MlGtnl. Florldo 33155' Tei. (305)66 7-5Jt57 • Fax.' (3051663-096-1' E-Mail' bela@rad,ocarbon.t·om 
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EM34892 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

iL 
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'" '" co 
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0 -e 
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'" ro 
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19800 

19750 

19700 

19650 

19600 

19550 

19500 

19450 

19400 

19350 

19300 

(Variables: C 13/C 12=-23.9 :lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333264 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 19550±80 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 21590 to 21340 (Cal SP 23540 to 23290) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 2 ]450 (Cal BP 23400) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 21510 to 21400 (C al BP 23460 to 23340) 
(68% probability) 

19550±80 BP Organic sediment 

19250~--l=~====;===~~==~==1m~""~"1R~ .. ~~ ........ ~t:==~====;====U 
21600 21580 21560 21540 21520 21500 21480 21460 21440 21420 21400 21380 21360 21340 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References 10 INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

H ealon.eral .2009. RadIOcarbon 5 J (4) 1151-1164. Rellner.e I. al. 2 O(}9. RadIOcarbon 5 1(4).111/-1150. 
Stuiver.et.al.1993. Radiocarbon 35(1) 137-189. Oeschger.et.al .. 1975.Telius 27.168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating C 14 Dates 
Talma. A. S .. Vogel. J C .. 1993. RadIOcarbon 35 (2). 31 7-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 s.w 7·1117 CourI.MlGrnl. Florida 33155' Tel. (305j667-5167 'Fax: (3(}5j663-(}96~' E-MaJi beta@radlOcarhon.com 
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EM34893 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

il 
~ 

30400 

30300 

30200 

30100 

30000 

(Variables: C l3/C 12=-23.9 :lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333267 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 29890±160 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 32820 to 32580 (Cal BP 34770 to 34530) 
(95% probability) 

In tercep t data 

In tercep t of rad io carb on age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 32690 (Cal BP 34640) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 32750 to 32630 (Cal BP 34700 to 34580) 
(68% probability) 

29 890t 160 BP Orga nic sed im en! 

~ 29900 

'" c 
o 
-2 
!:l 
.9 

'" '" a;: 

29800 

29700 
29600 

29500 

29400 

29300~----~==:;====~==~==~~"Im~~~"Im~~~mlBI~It==;:==:;====~--~ 
32840 32820 32800 32780 32760 32740 32720 32700 32680 32660 32640 32620 32600 32580 32560 

Cal BC 

References: 
Database used 

fNTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Heaton.el.at ,2009, Radiocarbon 5 f (4). If 5 f - f f 64, Reimer,el. ai, 2009, Radiocarbon 5 1(4).' 111 I -1150. 
Slu Iver. e{.al.19 93, Rad io carbon 35(1): f 37-189, Oeschger,et.ai .. 1975, Tel/us 27.168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Slmplijied.4pproach /0 Cahbratmg C14 Dates 
Talma,.4. S, Vogel, J c., 1993, RadIOcarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 S.W 7-1111 Courl.MlGml, FlOrida 33155 - Tel: (305)66 7-5167 -Fax. (3()5)('63-096~' E-Mail hela@radlOcarbon.com 
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EM34894 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 

(Variables: C13/CI2=-23.4:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333268 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 19260±90 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 21380 to 20640 (Cal BP 23320 to 22590) 
(95% probability) 

Intercept data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 21030 (Cal BP 22980) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 21320 to 20710 (Cal BP 23270 to 22660) 
(68% probability) 

Orga nic sed im ent 
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21000 
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i I 

I I I 

! I 

i 

I 
I I I 

I 

20900 20800 20700 20600 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Heaton .el.a/. .2009. RadIOcarbon 51 (4r 115 1- J 164. Relfl1er.e I. al. 2009. RadIOcarbon 5 1(4) 1111-1150. 
Slulver,el.ai.1993. RadIOcarbon 35(1). 13 7-189. Oeschger.el.al .. 1975.Tellus 27.'168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Calibrating C i 4 Dales 
Ta/ma. A S., Vogel. J c.. 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2).317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~985 S.W. Nih Courl.M/aml. FlOrida 33155 - Tel. (305)667-5167 -Fax.' (305)663-D96~· L-MaJi. bela@radlOwrbancom 
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('(msisic'lIf Accurtlcy ... 

... Dt'liwm~d On-time 

October 29,20]2 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Iklu Anal)'lir Inc. 
4985 SW 74 Court 

EM34895 

~lianJi, FloriulI.HI 55 CSA 
Tel: ;\U5 667 :;167 
Fax: .m5 663 0964 
1h'I:a!a'rndilJcarhon.clll11 
"" __ '.radillcllrb<ln.t·om 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 
18662 MacArthur Blvd. 
Ste 456 
Irvine, CA 92612 
USA 

RE: Radiocarbon Dating Results For Samples B5-7-29ft depth, B5-11-46.5ft depth 

Dear Mr. Eberhart: 

Dard!.'JI Hood 
Itresidcollf 

Ihmuld Halli ... ld 
Ch ,-i,tll pher Patrick 

1>~llIll~ lli .. eCI'''' 

Enclosed are the radiocarbon dating results for two samples recently sent to us. They each 
provided plenty of carbon for accurate measurements and all the analyses proceeded normally. As usual, 
the method of analysis is listed on the report with the results and calibration data is provided where 
applicable. 

As always, no students or intern researchers who would necessarily be distracted with other 
obligations and priorities were used in the analyses. We analyzed them with the combined attention of 
our entire professional staff. 

If you have specific questions about the analyses, please contact us. We are always available to 
answer your questions. 

The cost of analysis was previously invoiced. As always, if you have any questions or would like 
to discuss the results, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
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EM34896 

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES 

Mr. Dan R. Eberhart 

Langan Engineering and Environmental 

Sample Data Measured 
Radiocarbon Age 

13C/12C 
Ratio 

Report Date: 10/29/2012 

Material Received: 10119/2012 

Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age(*) 

Beta - 333265 19950 +/- 80 BP -23.5 0/00 19970 +/- 80 BP 
SAMPLE: B5-7 -29ft depth 
ANAL YSIS : AMS-PRIORITY delivery 
MATERIAL/PRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION Cal BC 22020 to 21740 (Cal BP 23970 to 23690) 

Beta - 333266 J 0300 +/- 50 BP -23.60/00 10320 +/- 50 BP 
SAMPLE: B5-11-46.5ft depth 
ANAL YSIS : AMS-PRIORlTY delivery 
MATERIALIPRETREATMENT: (organic sediment): acid washes 
2 SIGMA CALIBRATION: Cal BC 10440 to 10290 (Cal BP 12390 to J 2240) AND Cal BC 10280 to 10030 (Cal BP 12240 to 

11980) 

Dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before present, 
'present" = AD 1950). By international convention, the modern 
reference standard was 95% the 14C activity of the National Institute 
01 Standards and TeChnology (NIST) OxaliC Acid (SRM 4990C) and 
calculated using the Libby 14C half-life (5568 years). Quoted errors 
represent 1 relative standard deViation statistiCS (68% probability) 
counting errors based on the combined measurements of ttle sample, 
background, and modern reference standards. Measured 13CI12C 
ralios (delta 13C) were calculated relative to the POB-1 standard, 

The ConvenliOnal Radiocarbon Age represents the Measured 
Radiocarbon Ago corrected for isotopic fractionation. calculated 
uSing tile delta 13C. On rare occasion where the Conventional 
Radiocarbon Age was calculated using an assumed delta 13C. 
the ralio and the Conventional Radiocarbon Age Will be followed by .. • .. 
The Conventional Radiocarbon Age is not calendar calibrated. 
When available. the Calendar Calibrated result is calculated 
from the Conventional Radiocarbon Age and is listed as the 
"Two Sigma Calibrated Result" for each sample 
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EM34897 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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19800 
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19700 

19650 

(Variables: CI3/C12=-23.S:lab. mult=l) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333265 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 19970±80 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal BC 22020 to 21740 (Cal BP 23970 to 23690) 
(95% probability) 

In te rc ep t data 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: Cal BC 21910 (Cal BP 23860) 

Sigma calibrated result: Cal Be 21960 to 21840 (C al BP 23910 to 23790) 
(68% probability) 

19970±80 BP Orga nlc sedim ent 

22050 22000 21950 21900 21850 21800 21750 21700 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAU)9 
References to INTCAL09 database 

Cal BC 

Heaton,et.al..2009, RadIOcarbon 51(4}:1151-1164, Relmer,erai, 20(}9, Radiocarbon 51(4).1111-1150. 
Stulver,et.ai,1993. Radiocarbon 35(1).'13 7-189, Oeschger.et.al., 1975.Tellus 27.168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Simplified Approach to Cailbralll1g CI 4 Dales 
Ta/ma, A. S. Vogel, J. C, 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2):317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
4985 SW Nih lour/,Mwm!, FlOrida 33155' Tel' (305)667-5167 'Fax' (3U5)663-096~· E-Mail bela@radlOcaroon.com 
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EM34898 

CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS 
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10150 

(Variables: C13/C12=-23.6:lab. mult=1) 

Laboratory number: Beta-333266 

Conventional radiocarbon age: 10320±50 BP 

2 Sigma calibrated results: Cal BC 10440 to 10290 (Cal BP 12390 to 12240) and 
(95% probability) Cal BC 10280 to 10030 (Cal BP 12240 to 11980) 

Intercept of radiocarbon age 
with calibration curve: 

Sigma calibrated results: 
(68% probability) 

10320±50 BP 

lntercep t data 

Cal Be 10140 (Cal BP 12090) 

Cal Be 10420 to 10410 (C al BP 12370 to 12360) and 
Cal Be 10260 to 10240 (C al BP 12210 to 12190) and 
Cal Be 10200 to 10100 (C al BP 12140 to 12050) 

Orga nic sed im en! 

I I 
I 

10100~ ______ ~::Jlt;::::::~::==~~t:==.,t:==::~BlII~~IIII __ ::====;::L __ ~ 
10500 10450 10400 10350 10300 10250 

Cal Be 
10200 10150 10100 10050 

References: 
Database used 

INTCAL09 
References to INTCAL09 database 

H ealon,et.a I. ,2009, Radiocarbon 51 (4}.115 J - J 164, Relmer,et ai, 2009, RadIOcarbon 51 (4). J 1/ / -1150, 
Srulver,el.al,/993, RadIOcarbon 35(1).13 7-189, Oeschger,el.ai., 1975,Tellus 27.168-192 

Mathematics used for calibration scenario 
A Slmpi(jied Approach to Calibrating Cf4 Dales 
Talma, A. s., Vogel, J C., 1993. Radiocarbon 35(2)'317-322 

Beta Analytic Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory 
~9ti5 S.W 7~/h Cuurl, Mtaml, FlOrida 33155' Tel.' (305)667-5J67 'Fax (305)li63-096-1' E-Mail.' bela@radlOcarboncom 
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Fault InvestigatIOn Repon 
Hollywood Development 
Vesting Tentative Tract 71837 
Hollvwood California 

EM34899 

PLATES 

30 November 2072 
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EM34903 

THE SANTA MONICA AND 
HOLLYWOOD FAULTS 
AND THE SOUTHERN BOUNDARY 
OFTHETRANSVERSERANGES 
PROVINCE 

Richard Crook, Jr. 
Consulting Engineering Geologist 
93 N. Sunnyside Avenue 
Sierra Madre, CA 91024 

Richard J. Proctor 
Consulting Engineering Geologist 
327 Fairview Avenue 
Arcadia, CA 91007 

SUMMARY 
Six locations in western Los Angeles and Beverly Hills were 
investigated by trenching in 1982 to attempt to determine the 
location, characteristics and most recent time of seismic ac
tivity along the Hollywood and Santa Monica faults. In ad
dition, recent subsurface observations by others at seven 
other localities are included here to present the latest infor
mation on these faults. 

o 

The Hollywood fault has been located at 8 subsurface points, 
in addition to the several scarps that defme parts of its surface 
trace. These localities include two trenches, four boring loca
tions, and two building excavations (Fig. I). 

Wattles Park trench at Franklin and Sierra Bonita Avenue 
exhibited several thin, mainly southerly-dipping shears 
with clay gouge in diorite that are believed to be dis
placed and reoriented by local landsliding in the hanging 
wall of the fault. 

An excavation at a roadcut at the east side of Greystone 
Park displayed steep northerly-dipping shears where sand
stone juxtaposes slate at a brecciated clay-rich zone. 

1981-83 borings for the L. A. Metro Rail subway on 
Cahuenga Boulevard just north of Hollywood Boulevard 
revealed brecciated Miocene sedimentary rock over old al
luvium (Fig. 2). 

1991-92 borings for the subway al the north end of 
Camino Palmero showed diorite over gouge and old allu
vium. 

At the north end of La Cienega Boulevard a boring on the 
south side of Sunset Boulevard was more than 200 feet 
deep in old alluvium, but diorite crops out on the north 
side of Sunset (Glenn Brown, pers. comm., 1992). 

A 30-foot difference in water levels exists in adjacent 
borings for a building foundation just south of Franklin 
Avenue at Las Pahnas Avenue (Richard Slade, pers. 
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Figure 1. Location map, showing trench and boring locations, and active and potentially active laults. 
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Figure 2a. Geologic map showing location of three branches of the Hollywood fault crossing Cahuenga Boulevard (former Metro subway 
alignment) based on borings. The borings along Cahuenga are tram Converse and others (1981) and the 2 borings near Las Palm as Avenue 
showed a difference in water levels of 30 feel In bODngs about 150 leet apart in alluvium (Richard Slade, pers. comm., 1992). Surface geology 
from Hoots (1931), Weber and others (1980), and Dibblee (1991). 
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2b. Geologic section along Cahuenga Boulevard showlng two buried Hollywood fault locations from Metro Rail borings, and a third 
branch fault from water level differences in borings projected from near Las Palmas Avenue. 
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comm., J 992); the northern boring reportedly encountered 
water at 15 feet and the southern boring at 45 feet (Fig. 
3). 

Granite was seen faulted against Puente Formation sand· 
stone in a Los Feliz district residential excavation (Paul 
Merifield, pers. comm., ]982). 

Frank Denison (pers. comm., 1985) mapped Modelo For· 
marion shale faulted over Pleistocene old alluvium, with 
the fault striking N60E and dipping an average of 35 
degrees north. in a library building excavation at the west 
part of the UCLA campus north of Gayley Avenue and 
east of Veteran Avenue (Fig. 3). This exposure is the only 
hard evidence that a potentially active fault exists in this 
reach. However, his northeast strike appears to align with 
a small fault mapped by Hoots (1931, Plate 16). rather 
than the projected westward trace of the Hollywood fault. 
We made a long soulh·trending trench at the north part of 
the Brentwood Hospital Veterans property, 1000 feet west 
of UCLA, across a stepped surface of an old fan, but 
found no fault. 

All these iocalities, except at UCLA. show an 8·rnile Holly
wood fault segment extending northeasterly from Beverly 
Hills to the Los Angeles River, defining the south base of the 
Santa Monica Mountains. West of the west boundary of 
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Figure 3a. Location map of western UCLA campus showing (for the 
first lime) the location of the thrust fault exposure in the excavation lor 
the library building mapped by Frank Denison in 1985 (personal 
communication). Modelo Formation shale overrides old alluvium. witll 
two parallel faults at N60E, 35N, The localion of faults in the 
foundations of adjacent buildings has not been reported, 

Beverly Hills, at the mouth of Benedict Canyon. the topogra· 
phy and geology changes to dissected large old alluvial fans, 
and the fault has not been proven to exist in this 6·mile seg· 
mem extending to the Pacific Ocean. It should be noted that 
Hoots (1931) shows faults in three canyons near the coasl 
that seem to line up with a westward extension of the Holly
wood fault (Fig. 1). 

Recency of displacement on the Hollywood fault could not 
be absolutely detennined. although geomorphic expression 
(Weber and others. 1980; Dolan and Sieh, 1991) suggests late 
Quaternary movement. 

The Sa!!ta Monic~fault has several scarps extending 6 miles 
on-shore from Santa Monica Bay, and is exposed at the 
mouth of Potrero Canyon north of the City of Santa Monica. 
II was also exposed in a foundation excavation and by our 
trenching at two locations: 

A foundation excavation and pumping test at Wilshire 
Boulevard and Bundy Drive defines a segment of the fault 
(Robert Bean, Glenn Brown and Alice Campbell, pefS. 
comm.,1992). 

Our trenches at the southwest corner of the U. S. Veterans 
Administration Sawtelle property ex.hibited near-vertIcal 
to south-dipping normal shear zones with clay gouge 
trending roughly east·west. 

Trenches at University High School displayed two well
defined steep southerly·dipping normal faults. consisting 
of 2 to 12 inches of sheared clay, with apparent lateral dis
placements. No datable materials were found in any dis
placed units. 

Proposed trenching on both the Santa Monica and Hollywood 
faults by Caltech (James Dolan and Kerry Sieh, pers. comm., 
J 992) may be completed by the time this paper is printed and 
may reveal new evidence on recency of faulting. Hauksson 
and Saldivar (1986) believe the 1930 MS.2 earthquake in 
Santa Monica Bay was on the Santa Monica fault. West of 
here. recent work by Rzonca and others (1991) and Drumm 
(in this chapter) indicates that the Malibu Coast fault moved 
in Holocene time . 

OVERVIEW AND CONJECTURE ON THE 
SOUTHERN BOUNDARY OF THE 
TRANSVERSE RANGES PROVINCE 
The Santa Monica fault zone is a portion of the much longer 
Anacapa·Malibu Coast·Santa Monica-Hollywood·Raymond
Sierra Madre·Cucamonga fault system that stretches more 
thari" 100 miles from offshore west of Ventura County to 
Cajon Pass (Fig. 4). This system of faults roughly defines 
the southern structural boundary between the Transverse 
Ranges (mainly left-lateral and thmst faults) and the Peninsu· 
tar Ranges (mainly steep right· lateral faults) provinces of 
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southern California. At Cajon Pass, this boundary is right
laterally offset 15 miles along the San Jacinto fault, and re

sumes eastward as the Banning thrust fault. (See Fig. 5.) Al
though this fault system may have been a through-going ac
tive entity at some time in the past. Yerkes and Lee (I 979a, 
b), Chapman and Chase (1979) and Weber and others (1980) 

suggest that since late Pleistocene time this is no longer so. 

OUT work at Caltech in 1975-78 (Crook and others, 1987), 

Jed us to believe that the Sierra Madre fault zone and the 
Raymond fault behave as several discrete segments that act 
independently to local tectonic stresses and that they there
fore should be treated as individual segments with regard to 
future seismic activity. This conclusion is also extended to 
the Anacapa-Malibu Coast-Santa Monica-Hollywood fault 
system. Figure 3 shows the interrupted nature of the faults, 
particularly the nearby Sierra Madre fault zone that is actu

ally a connected series of thrust faults that curve north
eastward 10 become steep left-slip faults. We believe each 

thrust segment moves independently to cause typically mod
erate-sized earthquakes, such as the M 6.5 San Fernando 

earthquake in 1971. 

In our opinion, therefore, a scenario of a long reach of the 
fault system moving to cause an earthquake with a magni
tude approaching 7.5 is unlikely. Bonilla and others (1984) 
indicate such a large event would rupture the ground surface 

for almost 50 miles; a long rupture length does not appear to 
fit the direct arcuate thrust fault traces, nor the local tectonics 

TRANSVERSE 

RANGES 

N 

t 
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(e.g. Allen, 1975; Hauksson, 1990, and Hauksson this 
volume). 

Until approximately 1987 the boundary between the Trans
verse Ranges and the Peninsular Ranges provinces was con
sidered to be the obvious geomorphic southern limit of the 
Transverse Ranges. In other words, the southernmost steep 
parts of the Santa Monica, San Gabriel and San Bernardino 
mountain ranges. However, work by Davis (1987) suggested 
that the actual boundary might lie south of these areas as a 
series of north-dipping blind thrusts. This model appears to 

have been confirmed by the October 1987 Whittier Narrows 
earthquake. Geologic and seismic studies of this earthquake 
by Davis and others (1989) and Hauksson and Jones (1989), 

and of other subsequent earthquakes (Hauksson, 1990; 
Hauksson and Jones, 1991), have suggested that the bound
ary between the two provinces lies south of the Santa Mon
ica-Hollywood-Raymond-Sierra Madre-Cucamonga fault sys
tem. The boundary exists as a zone of exposed and buried 
northeast-trending, left lateral strike-slip faults (San Jose, In
dian Hill, Walnut Creek and Red Hill) east of the Los An
geles Basin and a series of northwest- to west-trending blind 
thrusts (Davis and others, 1989) in the central part of the Los 

Angeles basin. 

At the far western end of the Los Angeles basin this bound
ary is less defined at present. Here the presently active 
bounding fault appears to be the Santa Monica fault, al
though on-shore Holocene movement has yet to be proven. 

MOJAVE 

DESERT 

Figure 4. Regional fault map, showing uncertainty of south boundary of Transverse Ranges Province in this part of southern California. Queries 
indicate doubts as to.connection between E·W faults. See text for discussion. The Sierra Madre thrust fault forms distinct segments as it swings 
NE Into canyons and becomes sleep lef\·laterallaults: BTC = Big Tujunga Canyon; GM·AS • Gould Mesa·Arroyo Seco; C-SC - Clamshell-Sawpit 
Canyon; DC - Dalton Canyon; SAC = San Antonio Canyon. 
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Work by the authors indicated late Pleistocene movement at 
two locations (University High Schoo! and U. S. Veterans 
Administration, Sawtelle), More recent field work by Dolan 
and S ieh (1991) suggests that Holocene movement has 
indeed occurred on this fault, which they hope \0 substantiate 
by their ongoing subsurface investigation. 

Curiously, the subsurface evidence for faulting reveal~d by 
our 1982 work on the Santa Monica' and the Hollywood 
faults .all indicated nearly vertical to south-dipping faults with 
apparent normal (dip-slip) displacements. Such faulting 
could be expected within the hanging wall of a deeper blind 
thrust (Avouac and others, 1992) and might also explain a 
portion of what Wright (1991) has concluded to be monocli
nal folding due to recent extension in this area (Fig. 6a-c), 

HISTORICAL REVIEW 

Onshore segments of the Santa Monica and Hollywood faults 
were first shown on the map prepared by Hoots (1931). His 
map and text indicate that the only surface trace observed by 
him on the Santa Monka fault is at the mouth of Potrero 
Canyon. Hill (1979) and Johnson (1932) reported that two 
traces are exposed here; one is vertical and the other dips to 
the north at approximately 45 degrees. The latter trace can 
be seen to displace terrace deposits thought to be late Pleisto
cene in age, possibly 125,000 years old (Hill, 1979). 

N 

t 
o 50 IOOMiles 
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Hill and others (1979), in a review of all studies of these 
zones up to that time, state that except for an exposure seen 
by John McGill in Rustic Canyon (quoted in Hill, 1979) no 
additional site-specific information was available regarding 
the surficial traces of these two faults. Analyses of oil well 
and exploratory well data by Lang and Dreesen (1975), 
Knapp and others (1962), Jacobson and Lindblom (l977), 
and Wright (1991) indicate that movement on the Santa 
Monica fault has been negligible since the Pliocene. How
ever, Hill and others (1979), on the basis of their investiga
tion conclude that: 

I. The near-surface trace of the Santa Monica fault in the 
Beverly Hills-Hollywood area is defined by a zone of 
differential subsidence; 

2. The fault has been active during at least part of the Pleisto
cene time; 

3. Holocene movement cannot be precluded on the basis of 
current knowledge; 

4, Subsurface fault traces within the Santa Monica-Raymond 
fault zone in the eastern part of the Beverly llills-Hoily
wood area are actively undergoing tectonic strain accumu
lation and release. 

This last conclusion was partly based on the results of a 
study of seismicity in this area by Buika and Teng (1978). 

DESERT 

Figure 5. The Transverse Ranges province. See text for comment on apparent right-lateral offsets of southern boundary. Queries indicate 
urlknown end of faults and unknown east and west ends of Transverse Rarlges prOVince. 
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Figure 6a. Fault interpretation shown on many maps to 1980s. Does the Hollywood fault extend westward? does the Santa Monica fault extend 
eastward? 
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Figure 6b. Possibility of lelt-s~epping separaHon of 1.5 miles by the right-lateral Newport-Inglewood fault (wrong sense of historic movement); or 
possibility of merging 01 Santa Monica and Newport-Inglewood fau~s as shown by Ziony and Jones (1989). but causing conflicting sense 01 historic 
movement on each fau~. 
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Figure 6c. Two new possibilities: (1) Faults ending in east- and south-dipping monoclines (Wright. 1992. Fig. 16c). (2) Our conjecture of as yet 
undiscovered buned eastward extension 01 the Santa Monica fault. possibly associated with the newly discovered Wilshire Arch of Robert S. Yeats 
(pars. comm., 1992; Hummon and others. 1992). extending eastward to connect to known E-W blind thrusts toward Whittier Narrows. 

THE SANTA MONICA AND HOLLYWOOD FAULTS 239 

RL0034110 



EM34910 

Subsequently, Weber and others (1980) report that the part of 
the Hollywood fault zone between Hollywood and the Los 
Angeles River is primarily expressed by geomorphic fea
tures-"scarp-like features in older and younger alluvial 
deposits and steeply inclined spurs at the south ends of 
spurs". No exposures of the fault are reported. 

Foundation excavations and borings near the comer of 
Wilshire Boulevard and Bundy Drive in west Los Angeles 
yielded evidence of a ground water barrier in late Pleistocene 
deposits (Glenn Brown and Alice Campbell, peTS. comm., 
1982). They report that ground water was encountered at a 
depth of approximately 15 feet under the lot at the northwest 
corner of the intersection and at depths of up to 70 feet under 
the lot at the southwest comer. A pump test performed on 
the latter lot (Robert Bean, pers. comm., 1992) indicated a 
nearby ground water barrier about 350 feet south of Wilshire. 

This location coincides with a geomorphic feature-possibly 
a scarp on a branch of the Santa Monica fault-as seen on 
1927 Fairchild aerial photographs and old topographic maps. 
It also aligns with a projection of similar geomorphic features 
at University High School and the U. S. Veterans Administra
tion property within a mile eastward. Current geomor
phology studies by Dolan and Sieh (l991, and pers. comm., 
1992) are discovering subtle new scarps in this area. 

THE 1982 TRENCHING 
Two sets of older vertical and a series of oblique aerial pho
tographs of the project area were studied to assist in picking 
fault scarps and prospective trenching sites. The verticals 
were 1927 and 1928 Fairchild photographs; the obliques 
were Spence photographs with dates ranging from 192] to 
1931. (These rare photos are preserved at the Whittier Col
lege Geology Department.) We located possible fault scarps, 
then plotted these onto Thomas Guide maps, to help find va
cant sites in a densely urbanized area. 

Hollywood,Fault Trenches 
Wattles Park, Los Angeles, site S-3, PI?te 1. Two trenches 
were excavated at this site. The first trench was 166 feet 
long, and exposed massive- to locally crudely-bedded, silty 
sand colluvium with scattered pebbles and cobbles. No evi
dence for faulting was encountered in this trench. 

'The second trench was excavated upslope of the first trench, 
This trench was started in granodiorite and extended 
downhill toward Trench No.1. It was short, by about 6 feet, 
from overlapping trench No. lowing to the existence of a 
paved driveway. In the southernmost 20 feet of trench 
several thin gouge layers were exposed that dipped north
ward into the hill at 10 to 15 degrees, As these layers ap
proached the depositional rock-colluvium contact, they were 
displaced downward to the south along several south-dipping 
shears that probably are small landslide planes. A mass of 
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bluish-green clay gouge at least 2 feet thick was exposed at 
the bottom of the trench beneath rock displaced along one of 
the slide planes. It is probable that this gouge is part of the 
main zone of the Hollywood fault. No datable materials 
were exposed. 

Q~ystone Park. Beverly Hills, site S-4, Figure 7. Portions of 
a road cut on Loma Vista Drive north of Doheny Drive were 
excavated by hard. Materials encountered were the Santa 
Monica slate and a sedimentary unit consisting of yellow-tan, 
massive arkosic sandstone with abundant pebble-size frag
ments of slate. The relationship between the two units was 
difficult to ascertain. Both units are extremely weathered 
and clay-rich and generally have a sheared appearance. The 
contact has the general appearance of being depositional; 
however, at two locations sheared planar inclusions of sand
stone are within the sheared slate, dipping 71° and 75° north. 
The age of the sedimentary unit is not known and may be as 
old as Tertiary. This is based on the highly weathered and 
clayey state of the material, as well as the well-developed 
soil at its surface. We also found that on the park grounds 
there are several oil and water seeps that appear to align with 
the road cut exposure. It thus appears that the Hollywood 
fault passes through the Greystone Park property. 

Santa Monica Fault Trenches 
Two sites on the Santa Monica fault were investigated by 
trenching, these being the U. S. Veterans Administration 

PROFILE OF CUT SLOPE 
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property (site 5-2) and the University High School property 
(site S-5). 

U. S. Veterans Administration, Sawtelle, site S-2, (Plates 2 
and 3). Trench No.2 at this site was 141 feet long and 12 to 
J 8 feet deep with two approximately 12-foot long gaps due 
to caving ground and a concrete substructure. Materials en
countered in this trench were massive- 10 crudely-bedded flu
vial and sheet-wash fan deposits varying from fmn silty clay 
to loose. coarse, silty and sandy gravel. Contacts were 
generally gradational and only locally were sharp and well 
defined. The sharper contacts generally were between 
deposits with large grain-size difference. 

The southern ! 00 feet of trench consisted primarily of the 
crudely-bedded fluvial silt, sand and gravel deposits overly
ing a south-sloping, locally stripped., older alluvial fan sur
face. No evidence of faulting was observed in this section of 
trench nor were there any features that might be attributable 
to liquefaction. 

In the northern 30 feet of trench (Plate 2) the "older" fan 
surface is within 3 feet of the ground surface and most of the 
exposed deposits were less well-bedded and sorted and much 
more fine grained and cohesive than those to the south. 
These materials contained numerous features suggestive of 
faulting. Some of the features consist of planar zones of 
gray clay and clay-rich material that coincide with discon
tinuities in the crudely-bedded material. Two of the zones 
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Figure 7. Sketch map 01 roadcut excavation on Lorna Vista Drive (Trench Site S-4) adjacent 10 Greystone Park, Beverly Hills. The laults in the 
Santa Monica slate contain sheared pre-Quaternary sandstone. 
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near the bottom of the trench could be found on both trench 
walls and they defined a strike of N 80 E. Other features 
include the apparent stepped configuration of some crude 
bedding and slight warping. 

It should be noted that the above described features could 
suggest normal movement, down to the south, on south-dip
ping planes as well as north-dipping reverse-slip features. 

The above described features are in the "older" alluvial fan 
whose buried surface appears to become coincident with the 
ground surface a short distance north of the trench. This fan 
surface is underlain by an argillic B horizon approximately 
2.5-feet thick. Evidence for faulting could not be found 
within 6 fee! of this surface although the massive, hetero
genous nature of the materials within this section might make 
such evidence difficult to recognize, The fan surface did not 
appear to be displaced but this could not be confirmed as the 
surface north of Shoring #27 looks to have been stripped 
prior to deposition of the overlying deposits. Additionally, 
the thickness of the argillic horizon did not appear to change 
above the faulted material. 

Trench No. 3 (Plate 3) at this site was excavated approxi
mately 145 feet west of Trench No.2. The north end of the 
trench was excavated in the same "older" fan unit seen in 
Trench No.2. These materials were crudely-bedded with 
gra<lational contacts and consisted of massive heterogeneous 
units of slightly clayey sand, silt, and silty, sandy gravel. 

--------- .,. .. ---------
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The lower silt unit contained what appeared to be a burned 
paleo-fan surface with a peculiar reddish color no! attribu
table to pedogenic processes. The "older" fan surface in this 
area is overlain by 3 to 6 feet of artificial fill. 

Numerous features were exposed in this trench that are at
tributed to faulting although displacements did not appear to 
be substantial and were questionable in many instances. All 
of these features consisted of planar zones of gray, silty, 
sandy clay in contrast to the brown to yellow-brown silt and 
gravel units containing them. The thicker zones appeared to 
have been sheared but the thinner zones appeared to differ 
from the surrounding material only by color and grain-size 
distribution. All of these features have steep dips that vary 
from 80° north through vertical to 800 south. 

Only the zones beneath Shoring #4 and #6, and possibly the 
one north of Shoring #10, showed a relatively convincing 
component of vertical separation. As in Trench No.2, these 
features appeared 10 stop short of the "older" fan surface, in 
this case by at least 2 feet, and maybe more, depending upon 
how much of the surface has been removed by erosion. 

Although we are confident that the Santa Monica fault was 
exposed in both Trench No.2 and No.3, the geologic fea
tures on which we base this conclusion are less than ideal. 
There was certainly no clear evidence, for example, com
parable to that seen in our 1976-78 trenches (Crook and 
others, 1987) on the Sierra Madre and Raymond faults. In 
fact, our strongest evidence is that the features attributed to 
faulting in both trenches lie on a N 80 to 85 E trend that 
coincides with the geomorphic expression of the scarp-like 
features through this area. 

We propose that sharp, well-defined shears and offsets are 
lacking because the faulting recorded here occurred at a time 
when the deposits were far less consolidated than at present. 
Movement under these conditions would result in more of a 
mix.ing process along wide indistinct zones rather than shear
ing along narrow discreet planes. Similar features were 
noted in unconsolidated deposits exposed in trenches across 
some 1971 San Fernando earthquake breaks (Chapter 11 in 
Oakeshott, 1975; Proctor and others, 1972). 

University High School. site S-5, Plate 4. A total of five 
trenches were excavated at this site and only Trench No. I 
exposed faulted material (Plate 4). This trench was 102 feet 
long, 9 to 12 feel deep and was excavated on the scarp-like 
feature crossing the school property. 

Materials exposed in this trench varied considerably in grain
size distribution, and hence depositional environment, in the 
downslope direction. The upslope materials consisted of 
crudely-bedded to massive and heterogeneous sandy silt, silty 
clay and slightly clayey, silty, sandy gravel. These materials 
have the appearance of distal alluvial fan deposits. 
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These deposits are bound in the downslope direction by a 
fault that has juxtaposed against them a dark olive-gray to 
black, massive, heterogeneous, slightly sandy silty clay with 
scattered pebbles and cobbles. Depositional environment of 
this material is unknown but judging from the high clay con
tent and color it may have been a sag pond. 

Further downslope the dark clay unit grades into a fairly uni
form brown, massive, clayey, sandy silt with scattered peb
bles. This material has the appearance of colluvium that 
probably was derived from erosion of the fault scarp upslope. 
South of this trench this unit is overlain by relatively young, 
bedded fluvial deposits consisting of unconsolidated silt, sand 
and gravel. 

Two well~defined south-dipping normal faults were exposed 
in the northernmost 22 feet of this trench, within and bound
ing the alluvial fan deposits (Plate 4). The northernmost 
fault is the most sharply defined and consists of a 1/4-inch 
thick clay layer that truncates several thin gravel and silt lay
ers. It also appears to offset a small north-dipping fault and 
exhibits an apparent ?ip-slip component of 13 inches, down 
to the south. This fault appears to die out upward in a mas
sive silty, sandy clay unit approximately 5 feet below the 
present ground surface. 

The southernmost normal ·fauh is less clearly defined and 
consists of an approximately 12-inch wide zone of sheared 
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clay and gravel. The materials on either side of this zone are 
significantly different suggesting considerably more displace
ment than on the northernmost fault. The apparent vertical 
component of displacement is down to the south as suggested 
by the sense of drag exhibited by depositional contacts in the 
footwall. Significant lateral slip is suggested by the total lack 
of similarity of units on either side of the fault. This fault 
also appears 10 die out upward approximately 4 feet below 
the present ground surface and within the central portion of a 
massive gravel bed; this was seen on both walls of the 
trench. 

Three sub-parallel north-dipping features were exposed in the 
trench between the two south-dipping faults. Two of these 
features consist of gray colored streaks with no evidence of 
shearing or displacement. The third feature consists of a 1/8-
inch thick clay layer that contains two thin pods of sand. At 
its upper end this layer widened to 1/2- to 3/4-inch and ex
tends approximately 2.5 inches into the base of the gravel 
deposit that is faulted by the southernmost normal fault. No 
displacement was evident along this feature. Another sub
parallel feature, north of the northernmost normal fault, ex
hibited a minor amount of reverse displacement in the form 
of a deformed silt bed. 

A peculiar occurrence noted in a portion of the trench is that 
of abundant calcium carbonate in the form of caliche. These 
deposits were found only filling pores in the matrix of the 
uppermost gravel deposit and fractures in the upper portion 
of the clay unit on the south side of the southernmost normal 
fault. Caliche was found nowhere else in this trench nor in 
the other trenches at University High School. 

Charcoal was collected from a silty sand layer at depths of 
3.5 and 5 feel in Trench No. 2 (log not included herein). 
Dales were determined by Beta Analytic, Inc., Coral Gables, 
Florida. The samples yielded radiocarbon dates of 630 ±70 
(Beta-611O) years B.P. and 380 ±130 (Beta-6l1l) years B.P. 
respectively and are in conflict. 

1981-83 BORINGS FOR L.A. METRO RAIL 
Until 1990, the Southern California Rapid Transit District 
was the public agency designated to design and build a sub
way system for Los Angeles. During the period 1979-1984, 
the District convened an eight-person Board of Geotechnical 
Consultants to prepare an exploration program and to advise 
on anticipated geologic conditions for subway construction. 
The geologists on the Board were Ronald Heuer, Richard 
Jahns, Eric Lindvall and Richard Proctor. Several of the rec
ommended exploratory borings for a proposed subway route 
along Cahuenga Boulevard have bracketed traces of the 
Hollywood fault north of Hollywood Boulevard (see Fig. 2). 
Boring #28 at the south encountered only Quaternary fluvial 
deposits to a total depth of 202 feet and boring #28A, 1,000 
feet north, encountered Tertiary rock at a depth of 63 feet 
(Converse and others. 1981). The Hollywood fault has to lie 

between these two borings, The Board recommended that 
additional borings be drilled to try to better defme the fault 
location. In February 1983 boring #28B was drilled which 
encountered the fault as 10 feet of brecciated sandstone, allu
vium and siltstone at a depth of 122 feet in a hole otherwise 
entirely in alluvium to a total depth of 205 feet. From the 
geologist's log, the breccia is described, from one 8-inch 
sample. as follows: "Mixed I" to 2" masses. densely packed 
at skewed angles. I. Sandstone fragments, angular, mottled 
light brown/dark yellowish-orange, fine to medium. ce
mented, massive. 2. Gravelly sand (I" gravel), light to 
mod. brown, well-graded, unconsolidated, very dense, with 

. irregular dark reddish-brown stained masses. 3. Siltstone, 
grayish orange. at near-vertical angle. minor". 

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND AGE OF FAULTING 
It appears that the Hollywood fault between Coldwater 
Canyon on the west and at least to Western Avenue on the 
east. lies at the break in slope at the south edge of the Santa 
Monica Mountains. We were unable to ascertain the recency 
of faulling. It does appear, however, from the steepness of 
the alluvial fan surfaces in this reach and the lack of signifi
cant drainage entrenchment on these surfaces that late Qua
ternary movement has occurred on this fault. 

West of Coldwater Canyon the fan surfaces are older, highly 
dissected and entrenched, suggesting that the Hollywood 
fault in this area has not been so recently active, or as Hoots 
(1931) suggested. the deformation has been by folding rather 
than faulting. This geomorphic boundary between areas of 
differing geomorphology also coincides with a northwest pro
jection of the Newport-Inglewood fault zone (Dolan and 
Sieh. 1991). 

The Santa Monica fault through west Los Angeles is fairly 
well known at depth from oil well data (especially Wright, 
1991). The surface expression is best defined by a 2.5-mile 
long stretch of scarp-like features between Stanford Street 
and Washington Avenue on the west, and Manning Avenue 
and Santa Monica Boulevard on the east. These features 
have the appearance of being relatively old, as compared to 
the Raymond faull scarp in Arcadia, San Marino and South 
Pasadena (Crook and others, 1987). Nevertheless, these fea
tures were the primary reason for trenching at both Univer
sity High School and the U. S. Veterans Administration prop
erty. We were successful in finding faults at these sites. 
None of the Holocene fluvial deposits exposed in these 
trenches exhibited any faults or features attributable to 
seismic shaking, such as infilled lurch cracks or liquefaction 
structures. 

One surprising feature of the Santa Monica fault is that no 
evidence was found that would confirm that it is a north-dip
ping reverse fault. This may be due to either the fact that we 
did not expose the main fault in any of our trenches and that 
the features we saw are antithetic faults above a thrust fault 
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(e.g., Avouac and others. 1992), or tnat the most recent 
movement has been predominantly strike-slip along high 
angle faults. 

It might be argued that the scarp on the fan surface east of 
Potrero Canyon (Hoots, 1931; Hill, 1979) indicates Holocene 
movement on the Santa Monica fault. The age of the fan 
surface in that area, however, almost certainly is pre-Holo
cene. 

Obviously a recurrence interval for the Santa Monica fault 
cannot be determined from our data. Our work also cannot 
prove Holocene movement on the on-shore portion of this 
fault. even though the geomorphic evidence suggests it. 
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ABSTRACT 

Data from geotechnical boreholes and 
trenches, in combination with geomorpho
logic mapping, indicate that the Hollywood 
fault is an oblique, reverse-left-lateral fault 
that has undergone at least one surface
rupturing earthquake during latest Pleisto
cene to middle or late Holocene time, Geo
morphologic observations show that the fault 
extends for 14 km along the southern edge of 
the eastern Santa Monica Mountains. from 
the Los Angeles River westward through 
downtown Hollywood to northwestern Bev
erly Hills, where the locus of active deforma
tion steps 1.2 km southward along the West 
Beverly Hills lineament to the Santa Monica 
fault. Rupture of the entire Hollywood fault, 
by itself, could produce a Mw -6.6 earth
quake, similar in size to the highly destruc
tive, 1994 Northridge earthquake, but even 
closer to more densely urbanized areas. As
suming a 0,35 mm/yr minimum fault-slip rate 
consistent with available geologic data, we 
calculate an average maximum recurrence 
interval for such moderate events of $-4000 
yr. Although occurrence of such moderate 
events is consistent with the elapsed time 
since the poorly constrained age of the most 
recent surface rupturc. the data do not pre
clude a longer quiescent interval suggestive of 
larger earthquakes. If earthquakes much 
larger than M" -{i.n occurred in the past, we 
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fomia 9()089·0740: e·mail: dolan(J.eanh.usc.edu 

tDolan. Sieh. and Rockweli' are members at the 
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speculate that they may have been generated 
by the Hollywood fault together with other 
faults in the Transverse Ranges Southern 
Boundary fault system. 

INTRODUCTION 

During the past decade ideas about the seism ic 
hazards facing urban Los Angeles have under
gone dramatic revision and refinement. EarlIer 
earthquake scenarios for the metropolitan regIon 
focused primarily OIl the effects of a great (M" 
7.7 to 7.9) earthquake generated by the San An
dreas fault. which is located more than SO km 
northeast of downtown Los Angeles (Fig. I). Not 
until the mid-19ROs (c.g., Wcsnousky. 1986: 
Toppozada. 1988) did attention tum to the pott:n
tial hazards posed by faults directly beneath the 
metropolitan are'1. The 1987 M" 6.0 Whittier 
Narrows earthquake and thl: 1994 M" 6.7 North
ridge earthquake clearly demonstrated the seis· 
mic hazards associated with these urban faults. 
More recent seismic hazard assessments incorpo
rate the possibility of large urban earthquakes. as 
well as the recurrence of a major earthquake on 
the San Andreas fault (e,g .. Working Group on 
California Earthquake Probabilities, 1995). Be
cause of their proximity to metropolitan Los 
Angeles. moderately large to large earthquakes 
(M" 7,0 to 7.5) generated by the urban faults 
could cause at least as much, and possibly more 
damage. than a much larger earthquake occumng 
on the San Andreas fault (Working Group on Cal
ifornia Earthquake Probabilities, 1995: Dolan ct 
aI., 1995: lIeaton ct al .. 1995). At least two such 
large earthquakes have occuned during histonc 
time in southern California on faults similar to 
those that underlie the metropolitan region: the 
December 21, 1812, M - 7.1 Santa Barbara 
Channel earthquakes (Toppozada. 198 \ ) and the 
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July 21. 1952, M" 7.5 Kern County event (Hanks 
et aI., 1975: Stein and Thatcher. 198 \; Wallace, 
1988; Ellsworth, 1990). Neither of these earth
quakes resulted in widespread damage or major 
loss of life, because both regions were relatively 
sparsely populated at the time of the earthquakes. 

Despite a heightened awareness of the potential 
for desnuclive earthquakes from faults beneath 
metropolitan Los Angeles, as well as numerous 
recent studIes that have illuminated the active 
tectonics of the region (e.g., Hauksson. 1990; 
Wright. 1991; Shaw and Suppe. 1996). too little 
infomlatlon extsts about the earthquake histories 
and recent kinematics of these faults to construct 
realistic probabilistIc hazard maps for the metro
politan region. Specifically. we have only sparse 
data concerning recurrence tntcrvals. dates and 
sizes of past events. slip rates, and kinematics for 
lllany faults. Furthennore. we do not know the ex
act nature and surficial location of many of these 
faults. Knowledge of these fault parameters is es
sential for constructing realistic probabilistic seis
mic hazard models for soutilem California. 

Over the past several years we have been 
studying the active tectonics and paleoseismol
ogy of the northern Los Angeles metropolItan 
region: the area extends from Pacific Palisades 
and Santa M OOica on the coast, eastward 
through Beverly Hills, Hollywood, downtown 
Los Angeles, and cast Los Angeles to Whittter 
Narrows (Fig. I). In this paper we discuss our re
sults from the Hollywood fault. which extends 
for 14 km through this densely urbanized region 
(Ftg. 2). We first describe the results of our geo
morphologic and paleoseismologic studies of 
the fault and then disclIss tbe implications of 
these daw for seismic hazard assessment in the 
metropolitan Los Angeles region. In addition to 
the Implications of these results for seismic ha7-
ard analysis. data from this and similar studies of 
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Figure I. Regional neotectonic map for metropolitan southern California showing major active faults. Fault locations are from Ziony and Jones 
(1989), Vedder et al. (1986), and Dolan and Sieh (1992). Santa Rosa Island fault is off figure to west. Closed teeth denote reverse-fault surface 
traces; open teeth show upper edges of blind thrust-fault ramps. Strike-slip fault surface traces are identified by double arrows. Small open 
squares denote Global Positioning System (GPS) stations discussed in text (locations were provided by A. Donnellan, JPL Geodesy group, 1996. 
personal commun.). CPk-Castro Peak GPS station; ELATl~-East Los Angeles thrust belt; Hoi Fit-Hollywood fault; RMF-Red Mountain 
fault; SCIF-Santa Cruz Island fault; SJF-San Jose fault; SSF--Santa Susana fault; VERF-Verdugo-Eagle Rock fault; LA-Los Angeles; 
LB-Long Beach; M-Malibu; NB-Newport Beach; Ox-Oxnard; P-Pasadena; PH-Port Hueneme; PM-Point Mugu; PP-Pacific 
Palisades; SJcF-San Jacinto fault; V-Ventura; Wl'\--Whittier Narrows. Dark shading shows Santa Monica Mountains. 

numerous other active southern California faults 
will ultimately provide information about the 
long-term and long-distance interactions be
tween these faults, 

Studying a fault in such a densely urbanized 
setting presents many difficulties, perhaps the 
most challenging being logistical limitations on 
available trench sites. Becaus<~ we could not 
choose the optimal trench site along the Holly
wood fault. some aspects of the data set. in par
ticular the slip rate and slip vector of the fault. 
could not be measured directly and arc therefore 
not as wcll constrained as they might have been 
were the fault not in an urban setting. Nonethe
less. the data presented below provide constraints 
on the location, kinematics. and earthquake his
tory of the Hollywood faUlt. parameters that are 
critical for integrating this potentially hazardous 
fault into realistic probabilistic seismic hazard 
models, We conclude by using estimates of the 
slip rate and fault-plane area that are consistent 
with known geologic data to discuss plausible 
sizes and repeat times of future earthquakes on 
the Hollywood fault. 

REGIONAL GEOLOGY 

The Hollywood fault is pan of a system of east
trending reverse, oblique-slip. and left-lateral 
strike-slip faults that extends for >200 km along 
the southern edge of the Transverse Ranges, an 
east-west belt of ranges that developed in re
sponse to north-south compression that began ca. 
2.) to 5 Ma (Fig, I; c.g., Barbat. 1958; Davis Cl 

aI., 1989; Wright. 1991; Shaw and Suppe. 1996: 
Schneider et al., 1996: TSUlsumi, 1996). We refer 
to these faults collectively as the Transverse 
Ranges Southern Boundary fault system, Within 
the fault system, left-lateral and oblique-reverse, 
left-lateral motion on a subsystem comprising the 
Raymond (Crook et al.. 1987: Jones et aI., 1990). 
Hollywood (Dolan ct aI., 1993; this study), Santa 
Monica (Dolan ct al .. 1992), Anacapa-Dume 
(Stierman and Ellsworth, 1976; Ellsworth. 1990). 
Malibu Coast (Drumm, 1992; Treiman. 1994), 
Santa Cruz Island (Patterson, 1978; Pinter and 
Soriien. 1991; Pinter et aI., 1995), and Santa Rosa 
Island faults (Colson et al.. 1995) accommodates 
relative westward motion of the Transverse 

Ranges block, Paleomagnetic studies of upper 
Pliocene strata (I to 3 Ma) rcveal20c of clockwise 
rotation of pans of the western Transverse Ranges 
block (Liddicoat, 19921. suggesting that left
lateral motion is accompanied by active clock
wise rotation of the western Transverse Ranges. 

The Hollywood fault extends cast-northeast 
along the southern edge of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, the southernmost of the Transverse 
Ranges (Fig. 2). The range exhibits an asymmet
ric, south-vergent anticlinal structure, which has 
been interpreted as a fault-propagation fold 
above a gently north-dipping blind thrust fault 
(FIg. 3; Davis et aI., 1989; Davis and Namson, 
1994). The basic structure of the llollywood area 
was revealed during extensive oil exploration. 
which began during the early 1900s and contin
ued through the 1980s (see Wright. 1991, for a 
comprehensive review). These data show that the 
steeply north-dipping Hollywood fauit juxta
poses Cretaceous quartz diorite and predomi
nantly Miocene volcanic and sedimentary rocks 
of the Santa Monica Mountains against Quater
nary and Tertiary sedimentary rocks to the south 
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Figure 2. Map of the Hollywood fault lone, showing surficial geology and major tectonic and sedimentary landforms. Major fault and fold 
scarps are shown in black. Faults are dotted where inferred beneath recent alluvium. Bedrock geology is from Dibblee (199la, 1991h). Lines 
with opposing double arrows are crests of youthful folds on the ground surface. The word Hollywood is centered on the main business district of 
downtown Hollywood, which extends approximately from La Brea Avenue eastward to Western Avenue and from Santa Monica Boulevard 
northward to the mountain front. A-bedrock fault in Elysian Park Hills (Lamar, 1970); H-eastern end of the Sunset Strip at intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive; H20-shallow ground water along Hollywood fault (F. Denison, 1991, personal commun.); K-Kings 
Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection; !'I-intersection of Normandie and Franklin Avenues; Oil-linear oil and water seeps at Greystone Park 
(Crook and Proctor, 1992); SM Fit-Santa Monica fault; BC-Benedict Canyon; BrC-Brushy Canyon; GP-Greystone Park; LC-Laurel 
Canyon; NC-Nichols Canyon; WBHL-West Beverly Hills lineament; WeHo-West Hollywood. 

(Figs. 2 and 3). The fault is marked by a narrow, 
steeply southward-sloping gravity gradient that is 
most pronounced in the downtown Hollywood 
area (Chapman and Chase. 1979). 

The Hollywood fault defines the northem edge 
of the 300-m-deep Hollywood basin, which ex
tends parallel to the lilUlt for> I 0 km. from east of 
downtown Hollywood to northwestem Beverly 
Hills (Fig. 3: Hill et al., 1979; Wright, 1991; 
Hurnrnon et al .. 1994). The basin is generally in
terpreted as being asymmetric, deepening toward 
the Hollywood fault along its north em flank. The 
North Salt Lake fault, which is interpreted as a 
steeply north-dipping normal fault, extends west-

ward along the southern margin of the basin, -1.5 
km south o( and parallel to. the Hollywood fault 
(Schneider et al.. 1996; Tsutsumi, 1996). The 

North Salt Lake faul! can be traced to within 500 
m of the surface, but it has not been shown to dis
place late Quatemary stmta (Fig. 3: Schneider ct 
aI., 1996; Tsutsumi. 1996). and it does not exhibit 
any surface geomorphic expression. 

To the south of the Hollywood basin is an ex
panse of dissected. older (Pleistocene?) alluvium. 
Differential stream incision identified on serial 
topographic and stream profiles across this older 
alluvium reveals several very low-amplitude, 
northwest-trending anticlines that warp the allll-

vial surfaces (Fig. 2: Dolan and Sieh. 1992). The 
older alluvium overlies the northeast Los A.ngeles 
basin monocline, a south-di PPIng sequence of 
strata that is mterpreted to have been tilted dur
ing reverse slip on the postulated Los A.ngeles 
faull, an -60 0 north-dipping downward exten
sion ofthc blind Las Ciencgas reverse fault (Fig. 
3; Schneider et ai., 1996; Tsutsumi, 1996). 
Hummon et at. (1994) hypothesized the exis
tence of the Wilshire arch in thiS same region, a 
gent I!:, east-trending anticline that they interpret 
to have formed during the pa'st -0.8 to I Ma 
above the postulated Wilshire fault, a gently 
north-dipping blind thrust fault (Fig. 3). 
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Figure 3. Generalized north-south cross section through downtown Hollywood area showing 
major tectonic features ofthe region, including the Hollywood fault, North Salt Lake fault (NSF), 
Hollywood basin, Santa Monica Mountains anticlinorium. northeast Los Angeles basin mono
cline (NE. LA monocline in figure), Las Cienegas fault and its postulated downdip extension (1,os 
Angeles fault; LC-LAF), San Vicente fault (SVF), and the postulated Wilshire fault and associ
ated Wilshire arch. The latter is from Hummon et al. (1994). Geology south of Hollywood fault is 
generalized from Tsutsumi (1996) and Schneider et al. (1996). North Salt Lake fault is based on 
Schneider et al. (\996). Form lines (dashed gray lines) showing postulated late Cenozoic conver
gent structure in undifferentiated crystalline basement and Mesozoic-Tertiary sedimentary rocks 
of Santa Monica Mountains anticlinorium are from Davis and Namson (1994). Active and 
potentially active faults are shown by thick black lines. Up-Upper; LM-Iower Miocene. 

GEOMORPHOLOGIC EXPRESSIO"i OF 
THE. HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

The sharply defined southcm margin of the 
eastcm Santa Monica Mountains (also known as 
the Hollywood Hills) represents one of the most 
pronounced topographic features of the Los 
Angeles region, and it has long been hypothe
Sized to be the locus of a fault (c.g .. Lawson, 
1908; Hoots, 1931). Othertban knowledge of its 
approximate location, however, little has been 
known specifically about the fault's location, 
geometry, and earthquake history. 

Because of the limited use of geomorphology 
during mapping by earlier workers, the exact loca
tion of the Hollywood fault had been idcnti fied at 

on Iy a few sites during the course of geotechnical 
investigations, notably early exploration for the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority subway currcntly 
under construction (e.g .. Converse Consultants, 
Earth Sciences Associates, and GeoiResource 
Consultants, 1981: Crook and Proctor, J 992). 
None of these studies exposed the fault directly. As 
pan of a paleoseismologlcal study conducted dur
ing the early I 980s. Crook et al. (1983; Crook and 
Proctor, 1992) excavated several sites along the 
mountain front. However, they did not expose any 
active strands of the fault. Prior to this sUldy no 
paleoseismological evidence offaull activity had 
been documented for the Hollywood fault. 

In spite of the dense urbanization of the arca, 

most alluvial, flUVial, and fau I t-related land
forms (e.g., fans. channels, fault scarps, ancl 
faceted mountain spurs) arc surprisingly well 
preserved. The high degree of preservation of 
these geomorphic features is the result of urban
ization of this part of the city primarily during 
the 191 Os and 19205, before the widespread use 
of mechanized grading equipment. Rather than 
leveling building plots as would be done now, 
the builders simply draped the city across the ex
isting landscape with minimal cutting and fill
ing. Our analysis of tectonic landforms along the 
fault trace was greatly facilitated by a series of 
1:24 000 topographic maps constructed for a II of 
Los Angeles County by the U.S. Geological Sur
vey during the mid-1920s. We conductcd our ini
tial geomorphic analysis of the Hollywood area 
using these highly detailed maps, which have a 5 
ft (1.5 m) contour interval on relatively gentle 
terrain, and a 25 ft (7.6 m) interval in mountain
ous areas. We later field checked all suspected 
tectonic landforms. The field analyses allowed 
us to distinguish many features related to grad
ing during road construction. Our geomorpho
logic observations, in conjunction with the geo
technical data presented below, provide the basis 
for construction of the first detailed map of the 
most recently active surficial trace of the Holly
wood fault zone (Fig. 2). 

Linear scarps and faceted south-facing ridges 
confirm that recent activity on the Hollywood 

fau I t is concentrated along the southern edge of 
the Hollywood Hills in Hollywood and Beverly 
Hills. The continuity of the scarps is interrupted 
by numerous recently active alluvial fans along 
the mountain front. The absence of any signifi
cant fan incision or segmentation implies recent 
uplift of the Hollywood Hills at the mountain 
front. Along much of the fault, particularly west 
of downtown Hollywood. the numerous small 
fans coalesce downslope into a nearly uninter
rupted alluvial apron, which merges southward 
with two gently sloping alluvial plains in south
ern Beverly Hills-West Hollywood and south
central Hollywood (Fig. 2) 

Downtown Hollywood 

In downtown Hollywood the fault exhibits sev
eral parallel, locally overlapping south-facing 
scarps that indicate a wide, complex zone ofsurfi
cial faulting (Fig. 4). Data from previous geotech
nical and ground-water studies, in combination 
with our geomorphologic results, confirm that the 
fault comprises at least three major splays through 
much of downtown Hollywood (Converse Con
sultants, Earth Sciences Associates, and Gco/ 
Resource Consultants, 1981: Crook and Proctor, 
1992; F. Denison, 1991, personal commun.). The 
most prominent scarp in the downtown area. 
which we rdcr to as the Franklin Avenue strand, 
extends for -2 km along and just south of 
Franklin Avenue. from -250 m east of La Brea 
Avenue to just east of Gower Street (Figs. 2 and 
4). Two 1991 foundation boreholes excavated just 
south of Franklin Avenue on Las Palmas Street 
confinn that a fault exists beneath the prominent 
scarp (G' in Fig. 4; R. Slade, 1992. personal corn
mun. in Crook and Proctor, 1992). These bore
holes reveal a pronounced ground-water barrier 
that correlates with the prominent south-facing 
scarp (G in Fig. 4). Ground water on the north side 
of the fault was encountered at 4,6 m, whereas 
south of the fault itoccurrcd at 13.7 m. The dotted 
and dashed lines through G in Figure 4 show the 
probable trace of this fault strand. Farther east, the 
Franklin Avenue strand is defined by pronounced 
scarps Just cast and west of Cahuenga Boulevard 
and by a fault mapped in Miocene bedrock ncar 
Vine Street (Fig. 4; Dibblee, 199 I a). 

A t least two other fault strands occur in 
Hollywood, one to the south (Yucca Street 
strand) and one to the north (northern strand) of 
the Franklin Avenue strand (Fig. 4). West of the 
Cahuenga alluvial fan, the Yucca Street strand 
exhibits a 56-m-high scarp. East of the fan the 
Yucca Street scarp merges with the Franklin Av
enue scarp. The lack of topographic scarps 
across the 300 m width of the fan suggests that 
surficial displacements on the fault have been 

obscured durmg at I east the past few thousand 
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Figure 4, Detailed map of the Hollywood fault zone and related fault scarps, ground-water 
barriers, and alluvial fans in downtown Hollywood, Darkest shaded areas are inferred fault 
scarps, Lighter shading denotes recently active alluvial fans and drainages, Fault locations dot
ted where inferred, and dashed where based on ground-water barriers. BUll's-eyes denote 
boreholes (Converse Report, 1981; Crook and Proctor, 1992). Location is shown in Figure 2. 
Bedrock fault north of Franklin Avenue from Dibbiee (1991 a). Ground-water barriers along 
fault are denoted by G (R. Slade, cited in Crook and Proctor, 1992) and G' (F. Denison, 1991, 
personal commun,j. Topography redrafted from Burbank and Hollywood 1 :24 000 6' USGS 
quadrangles (1926). Contour interval is 1.5 m (5 ft) up to the 500 ft contour, above which the in
terval is 7.6 m (25 ft). 

s Cahuenga Boulevard 
Borehole Transect 

Figure 5. Cross section inferred from boreholes along Cahuenga Boulevard in downtown 
Hollywood (data from Converse Report, 1981; see Crook and Proctor, 1992, for alternative in
terpretation). Location is shown in Figure 4. Crook and Proctor (1992) show a fault displacement 
between 28-2 and 28A. We observe no evidence for this strand, and we do not show it in the fig
ure. Fault dip is not constrained by data: we show an arbitrary 45°N dip. See text for discussion. 

years by fluvial deposition and/or erosion. 
Westward of a point -300 m west of Cahuenga 
Boulevard the Yucca Street strand does not ex
hibit a surtlcial scarp. However, -375 m west of 
Cahuenga Boulevard the fault acts as a ground
water barrier; much shallower ground-water lev
els are observed in building excavations north of 
the fault (5 m depth) than to the south (> 12 m 
depth) (G' in Fig. 4; F. Denison. 1991, personal 
commun.). 

The stratigraphy of four boreholes drilled dur
ing 1915 I along Cahucnga Boulevard contirms 
that the Yucca Street scarps mark a fault (Con
verse Consultants, Earth Sciences Associates. 
and Geo/Resource Consultants, 1981) These 
data indicate a major north-sidc-up displacement 
of the Miocene Topanga Formation south of 
borehole 2HA (Figs. 4 and 5). Direct evidence for 
the Yucca Street strand was encountered ill bore
hole 2~B. which penetrated 3.4 m offault brec
cia, composed ofphacoids of Miocene sandstone 
and siltstone. at 37 to 40 m depth. Crook and 
Proctor ( 1992) used these data to suggest two 
closely spaced, north-dipping faults in this area, 
but we see no compelling evidence for the exis
tence of their more northerly strand, which would 
project to the surface just south of Yucca Street. 
Because of the wide spacing of the boreholes and 
the absence of trench data from this site, the dip 
of the limit IS poorly constrained. In contrast to 
Crook and Proctor (1992), who showed the faults 
as shallowly dipping (23°) thrust faults, we show 
the fault as dipping moderately north. on the ba
sis of the wcll-deternlincd, steep northward dip of 
the fault observed in three excavations I km to 

the west (dIscussed in the following). 
The northern strand is defined by discontmu

ous searps at the topographic mountain front that 
extend eastward from VIne Street (Fig. 4). ThIS 
scarp disappears eastward beneath the Brushy 
Canyon fan (Fig. 2). East of the fan the well
developed scarp extends eastward along the 
northern edge of Franklin Avenue for -I km (to 
north in Fig. 2; Normandie Avenue intersection). 
The possible terminations of the north em strand 
ncar VII1C Street and the Franklin Avenue strand 
beneath the Brushy Canyon fan may IndIcate that 
the fault exhibits an -350-m-wlde left step be
tween the two strands in downtown Hollywood. 

Although the cast-northeast trcndl11g moun
tal11 front along Los Feliz Boulevard northeast of 
downtown Hollywood exhibits a linear. south
facing slope (Fig. 2). we arc uncertain whether 
this represents a surfiCial fault trace. The gentle 
southward slope of the alluviai apron there (-_5° 
to 80 S) does not resemble the more steeply slop
ing scarps that we observed elsewhere along the 
fault, and we speculate that this slope may repre
sent alluvial strata that have been tilted south
ward above a ncar-surface thrust fault. 
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West of Downtown Hollywood 

West of downtown Hollywood, between La 
Brea Avenue and Laurel Canyon, the fault tra
verses an area of recent alluvial sedimentation 
on small, young alluvial fans that emanate from 
numerous small-canyon sediment sources. The 
Jack of pronounced scarps along this reach of the 
fault suggests that sedimentation has buried all 
evidence of recent fault activity (Figs. 2 and 6). 

Geotechnical data from this area provide evi
dence to support this interpretation. Near 
Nichols Canyon the fault changes strike west
ward from N85°E to N55°~N60oE (Fig. 2). This 
more northeasterly trend extends for -1.6 km be
tween Nichols Canyon and the intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive, the far 
eastem end of the famed Sunset Strip (H in Fig. 
2) Along the western part of the Sunset Strip, 

DOLAN ETAL. 

west of La Cienega Boulevard, the fault may ex
hibit two main strands: a weakly defined northern 
strand that lies approximately at the mountain 
front, generally north of Sunset Boulevard, and a 
better defined southern strand in the alluvial apron 
-50 to 150 m south of Sunset Boulevard (Fig. 2). 

The scarp of the southem strand is particularly 
well-developed where it crosses Doheny Drive 
-150 m south of Sunset Boulevard. The topo
graphic expression of the southern strand etppears 
to die out west of Doheny Drive, although differ
ential stream incision of the alluvial apron ·-850 
m west of Doheny Drive suggests recent warping 
and possible faulting of the fan surface. Shallow 
ground water was encountered in a foundation 
excavation -600 m east of Doheny Dnve; the 
clayey granitIc soil there is greenish gray, in 
marked contrast to the beige and brown of most 
alluvium in the area (1120 in Fig. 2; F. Denison, 

Figure 6. Geologic map of young features within our detailed study area west of downtown 
Hollywood. Runyon Canyon, Vista Street, and Outpost Drive fans are shown in shades of gray. 
"arrow, dark gray horizontal swath shows location of Hollywood fault inferred from subsur
face data. Fault scarps inferred from topography are shown by medium gray shading. No scarps 
are discernible across the recently active parts of the fans. Thick black north-south lines show 
locations of trenches and borehole transects discussed in text. Secondary strand of Hollywood 
fault encountered in Fuller Avenue trench is shown by short black line immediately south of 
borehole OW-34A. Location of Metropolitan Transit Authority subway tunnel excavated as of 
July 1995 is shown as a dashed line. Triangular facets in northeast corner of figure show possi
ble northeast-trending fault strand. CP-MT --Camino Palmero-Martel Avenue Transect; HA
Hillside Avenue; NLBT -North La Brea transect; WP-Wattles Park; Q shows location of 
near-surface «I m depth) quartz diorite from Crook and Proctor (1992). Topography redrafted 
from Burbank and Hollywood 1:240006' USGS quadrangles (-1926). Contour interval is 1.5 m 
(5 ft) up to the 500 ft contour, above which the interval is 7.6 m (25 ft). 

1991, personal commun.). The presence of shal
low ground water suggests that there may be a 
fault to the south, although the absence of exca
vations to the south precludes assessment of 
whether this represents the northern part of a true 
ground-wawr barrier caused by a fault. 

The hills along the north edge of Sunset 
Boulevard consist of quartz diorite, whereas the 
steep slopes along the southern edge of the road 
arc underlain by alluvium. A 1974 borehole 
-~200 m east of La Ciencga Boulevard and ~50 m 
south of Sunset Boulevard penetrated >60 m of 
alluvium (G. Brown, 1993, personal commun.). 
This borehole and outcrops of quartz diorite 
-10m south of Sunset Boulevard can finn that 
the main strand of the Hollywood fault lies either 
directly beneath or just south of Sunset Boule
vard (Fig. 2). The very steep slopes of the alluvial 
fan apron south of Sunset Boulevard (up to 17°) 
are too steep to be purely depositional, and prob
ably reflect tectonic disruption, indicating recent 
north-sidc-up displacement along the fault. 
About 300 m east of La Cienega Boulevard shal
low ground water was encountered Just south of 
Sunset Boulevard (K in FIg. 2; King's Road in
tersectioll), but was not encountered in excava
tions 160 J11 to the south, suggesting that the fault 
forms a ground-water barrier in the steep slope 
along the southern edge of the boulevard 
(F. Denison, 199 J , personal commun.). West of 
La Cienega Boulevard, the sharp break in slope at 
the southern edge of bedrock outcrops suggests 
the presence of a northern strand of the fault, 
which is probably located just north of, and sub
parallel to Sunset Boulvard. This strand IS much 
less well defIned gcomorphically than the south
em strand in this reach. 

West of Doheny Drive a third, northernmost 
splay appears to split off from the main fault. 
This strand, which IS defined by a linear zone of 
oi I and gas seeps at the south end of Greystone 
Park (Oil in Fig. 2; Crook and Proctor, 1992) and 
discontinuous scarps. can be traced for only -500 
m. Excavations of this feature in Greystone Park 
encountered sheared Miocene and Mesozoic 
bedrock, but no evidence of recent faulting 
(Crook and Proctor, 1992). 

The Hollywood fault zone can be traced as a 
nearly continuous geomorphic feature westward 
to the east edge of the Benedict Canyon drainage 
in northwcstem Beverly H ills, ncar the comer of 
Sunset Boulevard and Rodeo Drive (Fig. 2). 

There the pronounced south-facing scarps tenni
nate. However, the mountain front to the west of 
Benedict Canyon in northern Westwood and 
Brentwood is locally quile linear and may repre
sent the trace of an older (or much less active) 
westward continuation of the Hollywood fault. 

At Benedict Canyon the belt of most promi
nent surficial defonnation steps southward -1.2 
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km to the Santa Monica fault (Figs. I and 2). 
This left step in the fault system corresponds to 
a pronounced east-facing, north-northwest
trending topographic scarp that we refer to as the 
West Beverly Hills lineament (Dolan and Sieh. 
1992). The lineament, which separates a region 
of highly dissected older alluvium to the west 
from the young Beverly Hills alluvial plain to 
the east, may represent an cast-dipping nonnal 
fault associated With extension along the left step 
between the Hollywood and Santa Monica 
faults. Continuation of this feature to the south of 
the fault stepover, however, suggests the altema
tive possibility that, at least south of the stepover, 
the lineament is the surficial expression of a 
complex, oblique reverse right-lateral, north
northwest trending fault system. encompassing 
both the Newpon-lnglewood right-lateral strike
sltp fault system and a northern extension of the 
Compton blind thrust system (Dolan and Sich, 
1992). The West Beverly Hills lineament may be 
a fold scarp along the northem extension of the 
back limb of the Compton blind thrust anticlme, 
which was identified farther to the south by 
Shaw and Suppe (1996). That is, the surface 
slope of the lineament scarp may be a dip slope 
along the east-dipping backlimb of a fold, the 
base of which is onlapped by young, flat-lying 
alluvium of the Beverly lIills plain (Dolan and 
Sieh,. 1992). Another possibility is that the linea
ment is cut by a probable right-lateral strike-slip 
fault, which we have interpreted as the northern
most of a series of left-stepping, en echelon 
right-lateral fault segments that make up the 
northern Newport-Inglewood fault zone (Figs. I 
and 2; Dolan and Sieh, 1992). 

East of Downtown Hollywood 

East of downtown Hollywood, geomorphic 
data indicate that the Hollywood fault extends 
generally along the mountain front about to 
Western Avenue, where it diverges from the 
mountain front and continues eastward into the 
bedrock of the northern Elysian Park Hills (Fig. 
2). Between downtown Hollywood and Western 
Avenue the fault exhibits a discontinuous, 8-25-
m-hlgh, south-facing scarp. The easternmost 
documented expression of the Hollywood fault 
occurs in the Elysian Park Hills nonhwest of 
downtown Los Angeles, where Lamar (1970) re
ported a bedrock fault that juxtaposes quartz 
diorite and upper Miocene (Mohnian) sandstone 
(A Il1 Fig. 2). Although this bedrock fault does 
not displace late Quaternary strata, it is along 
trend with the young Hollywood fault scarp at 
Nonnandie Avenue, and thus may represent the 
bedrock expression of the active fault. Weber et 

al. (1980) reponed scarps in the eastern flood 
plain of the Los Angeles River In the Atwater 

area and suggested that they represent the east
ward contmuation of the Hollywood fault. How
ever, because these scarps are parallel to an east
trending reach of the mam river channel just to 
the south, we suggest that it is likely that they are 
fluvial terrace risers, rather than fault scarps. We 
cannot trace the geomorphic expression of the 
Hollywood fault across the flood plain and into 
the hills northeast of the Los Angeles River. 
Gravity da:a. however. suggest that at least the 
bedrock expression of the fault extends eastward 
across the river toward the Raymond fault 
(Chapman and Chase, 1979) 

DETAILED STUDY AREA WEST OF 
DOWI\TOWl\ HOLLYWOOD 

Geotechnical investigations for the subway 
tunnel through the Santa MOllica Mountains and 
two storm-drain trenches excavated by Los An
gelcs County provide detailed data on the geom
etry, kinematics. and earthquake history of the 
Hollywood fault in a 700-rn-wide area just west 
of downtown Hollywood (Figs. 2 and 6). The 
study area, bounded on the east by North La Brea 
Avenue and on the west by Wattles Park, encom
passes two small alluvial fans emanating from 
canyons draining the Hollywood Hills-the Run
yon Canyon fan. and a fan emanating from a 
canyon 215 m to the west (Fig. 6), which we refer 
to as Vista canyon; we refer to the associated fan 
as the Vista fan. Downslope, the Vista and Run
yon Canyon fans merge I11to u larger, composite 
fan. Sediment input from Runyon Canyon ap
pears to dominate this composite fan, as would 
be expected from the much larger catchment of 
Runyon Canyon (Fig. 6). 

The youngest significant alluvial deposition on 
the Runyon Canyon and Vista fans appears to be 
recent, and no surficial scarps of the Hollywood 
fault are discernible erosslI1g these deposits. The 
IIollywood Jlills in this area are composed of 
mid-Cretaceous, coarse-grained quartz diorite 
(I·foots, 1931; Dibblec. 19913; Wright, 1991), 
and most of the strata exposed in boreholes and 
excavations into the fans consist of sand and 
gravel derived from erosion of the plutomc rocks. 
Quartz diorite crops out at the northern end of 
Fuller Avenue and was encountered within 1 m of 
the surface in excavations at the northem ends of 
La Brea Avenue and Vista Street. 

Continuously Cored Boreholes 

We completed 30 continuously cored bore
holes along two north-south transects (Fig. 6). 
The western transect was 525 m long and con
sisted of 25 boreholes that extended southward 
frolll the mountain front along Camino Palmero 
and Manel Avenue. The eastern transect COI1-

sistcd of 5 closely spaced boreholes along La 
Brca Avenue 375 m cast of the Camino Palmero 
transect. The boreholes along the two transects 
ranged from 14 to 73 m in depth and all but one 
was continuously corcd to produce 9 em diame
ter cores. The cores were hand scraped to remove 
the drilling rind of disrurbed material. 

Most of the cores were recovered using a 
hollow-stem auger; the deeper pans of several 
deep holes (B-IO, B-13, B-14, SM-], SM-IA, 
and SM -I B) were drilled using a rotary core-mud 
system. The upper -1.5 m 15 ft) of the holes were 
not cored due to the friable nature of the material, 
but the loose sand and minor gravel from these 
intervals was recovered during drilling. Core re
covery was generally very good 111 all holes. and 
recovery in most intervals exceeded 90%. How
ever, isolated intervals of nonrecovery as thick as 
50 cm were common throughout many cores. A 
few rare intervals of nonrccovery were as much 
as 1.5 m thick. I Iole B-15 was a 70-cm-diameter 
bucket-auger hole, which we examined directly 
by being lowered by winch into the hole. 

Camino Palmero-Martel Avenue Transect. 
Boreholes along the Camino Palmero-Martel 
Avenue transect were drilled just west of the 
Runyon Canyon fan axis during the summer of 
1992 (Fig. 6). The northernmost boreholes pene
trated quartz diorite (Fig. 7). The upper surface of 
the quartz diorite, which dips southward 200

, 

morc steeply than the 60 dip of the alluvial fan 
surface, is onlapped by young alluvial deposits. 

The oldest alluvial deposits, herein refelTed to 
as unit C, consist of generally l)1assivc, beige to 
brown allUVial sand and minor gravel and clayey 
silt interlayered with several dark brown buried 
soils. in order to con-elate these buried soils from 
core to core. we laid out all of the cores simulta
neously in a parking lot. We correlated soils in 
adjacent holes on the baSIS of color, texture, the 
presence of buried A and argillic (Bt) horizons, 
and the thickness of these horizons relative to 
intervening intervals that did not exhibit any soil 
development. We were careful to keep track of 
the locations of unrecovered intervals and did not 
let these intervals influence our con-elations. The 
correlations reveal that all of the buried soi Is dip 
gently southward, parallel to the recent fan sur
face (Fig. 7). 

In order to detennine an approximate accumu
lation rate on the Runyon Canyon fan. we con
ducted detailed analyses of the six soils exposed 
in core B-31 These analyses, which included 
particle-size analysis and estimates of the mean 
horizon index (MI [I) and soil development index 
(SOIl for each soil, are described in the Appen
dix. Our results show that the surface soil (soil I) 
and the shallowest buried soil (soil 1) exhibit rel
atively weak soil development, whereas the 
lower four soils (soils 3 through 6) exhibit mod-
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TABLE 1 RADIOCARBON SAMPLES AND AGES 

Sample Lab number Lawrence Livermore Age BP (AD 1950) 
numDer Calendnc age (20") 14C age (8P ± 10) 

Natlona! Lab # (20) 

HF C-2 Beta-57674 CAMS-4148 1.230 1: 70 yr B P A.D. 786 (A.D. 662-979) 1.165 + 125/-195 BP 
HF C-3 Beta-57675 CAMS-4149 1.230 :t 70 yr B P A.D. 786 (A.O 662-979) 1.165 + 125/-195 BY 
HF C-4 Beta-57676 CAMS-4150 300 ± 70 yr BP A.D. 1641 (A.D 1446-1954) 309 ~ 195/-315 BP 
B-15 HF T Beta-57677 CAMS-41S1 3.170 ± 70 yr BP 1A24B.C (1264-1599 BC.) 3.375 + 1751-160 BP 
B-31 HF 21' Beta-57681 CAMS-4152 16}60:t 90 yr BP 17,814 B.C (17448-182678 C.) 19.765 + 455/-365 8P 

Nole: Calendllc ages calculated uSing CALl8 3.0 (Stulver and Reimer. 1993) 

that the charcoal samrle had a signiticant age at 
burial. On the basis of the limited available (;vi
dence. however. our best estimate of the base of 
unit A is ca. 4000 to 8000 yr B.P. This age IS sup
ported by our analysis of the weak surface soil 
developed through the top of unit A in hole B-31, 
which suggests that soil I required -6.5 
k.y. to develop there (Appendix). 

Evioence for Faulting. The cores contain 
abundant evidence of faulting. within both the 
quartz diOrite and the alluvium. The southern, 
subsurface limit of the quartz diorite is a steeply 
north-dipping fault contact. One fundamental ob
servation of this transect is tilat, in contrast to the 
wide zone of active faulting In oowntovm Holly-

wood, a\l evidence of recently active faulting is 
located in a narrow zone ncar the mountain front; 
no evidence of recent faulting or tectonic warping 
was observed in the southem 85% of the transect. 

The buricd soils of unit C arc traceable contin
uously from the south end of the transect north
ward for >450 m, where their continuity is inter
rupted between B-12 and B-1 0, -105 m south of 
the \Orographic mountain front. Between these 
boreholes the upper surface of the unit C buried 
soil (soil 3 at B-3 \; Appendix) appears to be dIS
placed dovm to the north (Fig. 7). 

The concentration ofborehoks near this ?One 
of displacement allowed us to construct a struc
ture contour map on the top of buried soil 3 (Fig. 

Figure 8. Structure-contour map of the top of the uppermost buried soil of unit C (soil 3) in the 
area ofthe most recently active fault strand at Camino Palmero. Contours are in feet (1 ft= 0.3 m). 
Numbered dots indicate the locations of boreholes, Vertical separation across fault is -5 ft (1.5 m) 
and is mountain-side down. 

8). Because the boreholes were confined to a 
strike-parallel zone only 10m wide, the contours 
of the structure con \Our map are not fully con
strained. In contouring the dara we assumed rela
tively uniform spacing of contours and no abrupt 
changes in slope, except at the zone of north
side-down dIsplacement. We also assumed that 
the contours intersect the zone of displacement at 
the same angle on both sides. Total north-side
down separation of the top of the buried soil 3 is 
-I m between B-12 and B-1 O. We interpret this 
separation as the result of fault ruprure, rather 
than t1uvial incision of the Runyon Canyon fan. 
because buned soils 3 and 4 are vertically sepa
rated down-to-the-north the same amount be
tween B-12 and B-IO (Fig. 7). Thus. the buried, 
north-facing scarp cannot be ascribed to incision 
of only the shallowest unit C buried soil (soil 3). 
This fault strand coincides with a ground-wawr 
barrier. which separates a shallow ( 17 m deep) 
water table north of the fault from a deeper (27.2 
m) water table to the south (Fig. 7). 

Farther below the ground surface, the subsur
face data indicate the prescnce of at least four dis
tinct fault strands within a zone -30 m wide (Fig. 
7). However, only the single strand just described 
exhibits any cvidcncl~ for post latc Pleistocene 
vertical displacemcnt. The wne of ncar-surface 
displacement projects downward into a well
defined, very steeply north-dipping fault zone ob
served in B-1 O. The upper part of B-1 0 pene
trated alluvial units A, B. and C ill normal 
stratigraphic succession, as well as the underly
ing quartz diorite. At 40.8 m depth. however. the 
borehole again reentered allUVIum. Aftcr pen\?
trating 12.1 m of alluvium the borehole agam en
countered quartz diorite at 53.9 m. Below 60 m 
alluvium was agalll encountered 10 a total depth 
of73 m. Both of the quartz dionte over alluvium 
contacts in B-1 0 are distinct faults (Fig. 7). The 
entire core. including both quartz dIorite inter
vals. is intensely sheared from 28 to 59 m depth. 
Shear planes range In dip from 41 0 to 1240 (op
posmg very steep dips occur in contllluous core 
segments at many intervals). The predominant 
dip of the shear fabric is 70" to 85°. and 75% of 
the 200 dIp measurements are ~70o; the average 
dip IS _77° (Fig. 9). Because the core, which was 
not oriented with respcct to map directions, is 
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Figure 9. Rose diagram showing dips of 
shears in borehole B-IO. Because the core was 
not oriented with respect to map directions, all 
measurements <900 have a bimodal distribu
tion. However, we only show one of the two 
possible dips in order to emphasize opposing 
dips (>90°) observed in continuous core sec
tions. The predominant dip oftne snearfabric 
is -700 to 85°. 

typically broken up into 5-30-cm-Iong drill bis
cuits. many of the steep dips may actually be 
>90°; we plotted >900 dips only where they were 
observed in continuous core fragments with 
oppositely dipping shears. Thus. the tme dip of 
the shear zone is probably steeper than the _77° 
average dip shown in Figure 9. 

The < I - to 14-mm-thick shear planes are de
fined both by white carbonate veins and clay 
gouge. One particularly well-exposed exampl~ in 
silty alluvium at 41 m depth contains a vertical 
shear highlighted by white carbonate veining that 
extends down the center of the 9 cm diameter 
core over -90 em. The steeply dipping sheared 
contacts of the quartz diorite mtervals encoun
tered 111 B- I 0 suggest that they are fault-bounded 
lenses. We therefore interpret the southern edge 
of the quartz diorite at Camino Palmero as a 
several-meter-wide fauit zone that probably dips 
31 the predominant 70° to lISo dip of the shear 
fabric observed in B-1 O. We show an average dip 
of77°N in Figure 7. The buried soils south of the 
fault are parallel to the present fan surface, indi
catmg that there is no dip-slip fault to the south of 
the steeply dipping strand between B-12 and B-
10. We therefore interpret the steeply dipping 
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fault as the main active strand of the llollywood 
fault at Camino Palmero. 

Fault gouge and the geometry of the quartz 
diorite reveal at least rwo other fault strands north 
of the main active strand between B-12 and B-1 0 
(Fig. 7). Neither of these faults exhibits any verti
cal separation of either the youngest buried soi Is 
or the overlying 1I010cene alluvial um!s. If the 
upper surface of the quartz dionte unit IS u· planar 
fearure with a nearly umform dip, 3S It is in the 
Fuller Avenue trench to the east (discussed in the 
following). then it has apparently been displaced 
up-to-thc-north between B- \ 0 and B- I 6. ThiS 
postulated fault strand projects upward to a 
ground-water barrier berween B-1 0 and B-17, in
dicating the presence of a latest Pleistocene fault 
cxtending to within 13m of the ground surface, 
the depth to ground water on the north side of the 
fault in B-1 o. This strand is - 10m north of the 
main strand observed between 8- I 0 and B- I 2, 
suggesting a recently active fault zone of at least 
this width. Because the northern strand exhibits 
no discernible vertical displacement, it either 
(I) has very minor displacement. suffiCient to 
generate a fault plane capable of acting as a 
ground-water barrier but not to create discernible 
stratigraphic separation, or (2) has predominantly 
strike-sl ip motion. 

The northernmost fault strand is revealed by 3 
III of fault gouge III the quartz diorite penetrated 
by boreholes B-8 and B- I 4, as well us by an 
apparent abmpt shallowing of the upper surface of 
the quartz diorite between B-14 and 8-16. The 
absence of a ground-water barrier above this 
strand suggests that it Illay not have ruptured up 
into the shallower parts of the overlying alluvium 

Age of Most Recent Faulting. The precise 
age of the most recent faulting event cannot be 
dctemlincd fro III available data. However, strati
graphic relationships observed in Camino 
Palmero boreholes allow us to bracket the age of 
most recent faulting. The ca. 20000 yr age of the 
charcoai sample recovered from the faulted. 
buried soil 3 is a maximum age for the most re
cent surface displacement. At Camino Palmero 
the unit A-unit B contact. for which we estimate a 
mid-Holocene age of ca. 4000 to 8000 yr, is not 
discernible in borehole B-17. so it remains un
known whether this Interface is displaced 
vertically. However, the contact prOjects as a COIl

tinuous planar surface across the zone of dis
placement, suggesting that it has not been dis
placed vertically (Fig. 7) The most recent fault 
movement may therefore predate deposition of 
the base of unit A. Thus. the most recent Holly
wood fault earthquake probably occurred be
twecn ca, 20 000 and ca. 4000 yr ago. Howcver. 
the minimum date IS somcwhat problematic, be
cause ifrecent motion along the Hollywood Jault 
IS predomll1antly left-lateral strike slip. then the 

lack of appreciable vertical separation of the unit 
A-unit B contact may have no relevance to dating 
the most recent fault movement. We consider this 
possibility unlikely. however, in light of the clear 
vertical displacements associated with ~arlier 
earthquakes on this strand. 

North La Brea Avenue Transect The continu
ously cored boreholes along this north-south tran
sect were drilled at the north end of La Brea Av
enue, along the fosse at the east edge of the Runyon 
Canyon fan, during November· December. 1992 
(Fig. 6). No surficial fault scarps eXist in the area. 
As at Camillo Palmero. the La Brea boreholes pen
etrated alluvium that overlies Mesozoic quartz 
diorite, which in turn overlies more Pleist()cenecn 
alluvium (Fig. 10 J. Thcse relationships indicate a 
component of reverse displacement on the north
dipping fault. Although the gross features of the 
fault zone arc Similar in the rwo transects. the North 
La Brea transect reveals a more complex near
surface fault geometry than at Camino Palmero. 

All five La Brea boreholes encountered quartz 
diorite at various depths. In contrast to the 
Camino Palmero transect, the upper surface of 
the quartz diorite in the La Brea transect is not a 
planar feature (Fig. 10). The alluvium encoull
tered above the quartz diorite consists predomi
nantly of dark brown to reddish-brown, clayey 
sand. and rare gravel layers. The relatively high 
clay content and dark color of the alluvium con
trasts markedly with the friable, yellowish-brown 
sediments encountered in the shallow subsurface 
at Camino Palmero. The characteristics of the 
alluvium arc similar to the dark brown, shallow
est un it C buried soi I encountered at 9 m depth in 
B-IO at Camino Palmero (soil 3) The alluvium 
encountered below the quartz diorite consists of 
reddish-brown to brown clayey sand. sandy clay, 
and clay. and subordinate intervals of friable silty 
sand, sand. and gravel. 

Evidence for Faulting. We interpret the con
tact between bedrock and the underlying allu
vium to be the main fault trace. The fault plane 
steepens with depth from -25 0 in the upper 10m 
to -600 at 43 m depth (Fig. 10). A fault-bounded 
lens of intensely sheared Puente Fortnation sha Ie 
of middle to late Miocene age was encountered in 
boreholes SM-I and SM- I B (Fig. 10; Earth 
Technology Report. 1993). The upper surface of 
this lens dips -500 north. An internal shear fllbnc 
dips between 40° and 70°: intcrtncdiatc dips arc 
most common. Because thiS fault was observed 
only In the hanglllg walloI' the malll fault. we 
suspect that it may represent an older. inactive 
strand similar to those observed in the Fuller Av
enue and Vista Street trenches (discussed below) 

North of, and above, the main fault ground wa
ter was encountered at depths of 3 to 13 m. 
whereas it was not encountered \vithin the depths 
drilled (61 Ill) below the lower fault plane. A 
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Figure 10. Cross section of North La Brea Avenue borehole transect shows that the Hollywood 
fault dips moderately steeply at depth but flattens near the surface. The main fault strand acts 
as a major ground-water barrier, separating a shallow water table to the north from a much 
deeper waler table to the south. Thick vertical lines denote boreholes. Small triangles and gray 
lines denote ground-water levels in boreholes. Although ground water was encountered at shal
low depth in SM-!, the hole was dry below the main fault plane. Modified from detailed bore
hole logs in Earth Technology Report (1993). 

piezometer installed at the base of SM-l, 
screened entirely below the main fault in order to 
measure in situ conditions in the footwall of the 
fault, was found to be dry several days after in
stallation. These observations indicate that the 
main fault forms an effective ground-water bar
rier. A thin wet zone encountered in SM-I D in 
the alluvium directly beneath the main fault may 
reflect ground-water flow along the fault or 
ground water cascading over the fault. 

Two additional ground-water barriers in the 
hangmg-wall block of the main fault suggest the 
presence of at least two additional fault strands. 
Ground water in SM -I D was encountered at an 
elevation of 132.5 m, 6.7 m t\ deeper than in SM
Ie (139.2 rn elevation), indicating a barrier be
tween the two boreholes. A second ground-water 
bamer is between SM-! C and SM-l: ground wa
ter in SM-l was encountered at 144.4 m eleva
tion, 5.2 m shallower than in SM- I C. Develop
ment of the topographic depression in the buried 
surface of the quartz diorite is probably related to 
displacement along these two fault strands. The 

ground-water data suggest that at shallow depths 
the northern fault lies between SM-lC and SM
I, whereas the southem strand lies between SM
I C and SM- I D. The anomalously steep. 50° dip 
of the upper surface of the quartz diorite pro
jected between SM-I and SM-I B suggests that it 
may record north-side-up fault displacement. A 
lOne of abundant clay-lined shears in the quartz 
diorite at 25 m depth in SM- I B may be the down
ward contll1uation of the northern fault splay, 
suggesting a steep. 1l0l1herly dip. Furthemlorc, a 
southward dip of the northcm splay canllot ex
plain downdropping of the quartz dlOnte between 
SM-l Band SM-I. The dip of the south em strand 
is not well constrall1ed. although it is probably 
relatively steep. In Figure lOwe show both faults 
as steeply north-dipping. oblique-reverse faults. 
The probable northward dip of the northern 
strand makes alternative interpretations. such as a 
transtensional tlower structure, or a hanging-wall 
graben related to thrust motion on the main fault, 
unlikely, because both require a southward
dipping northern strand. 

1995 MetroRail Boreholes and Subway 
Tunnel 

As part of a tunnel alignment investigation. 
MetroRail drilled six boreholes at four additional 
sites during winter spring 1995. The following 
deSCription is taken from R. Radwanski (1995. 
written commun.). Two closely spaced boreholes 
located along the north edge of I lillside Avenue 
between Fuller Avenue and La Brca Avenue, OW-
34 and E-206 (located 3 m east ofOW-34) pene
trated only aliuvium (predominantly silty sand 
and clayey sand) to a total depth of 58 m (OW-34: 
E-206 td 50 rn: Fig. 6). The upper surface of the 
quartz diorite was not encountered, indicating that 
the boreholes were drilled 11110 the foo!\vall of the 
fault, which must therefore lie north of the bore
holes. This Inference IS supported by the absence 
of ground water in the boreholes: no b'Tound wa
ter was encountered dunng drilling. although one 
week after drilling b'TOund water was measured at 
52 m depth in OW-34. 

Four other boreholes drilled at three sites ex
tending north from the north end of Fuller Avenue 
penetrated only quartz diorite. The three bore
holes at the southem two sites. OW-34 A (located 
several meters south of the gate at the north end of 
Fuller Avenue), OW-34B (located 3 m south of 
OW-34A), and OW-34C (located 90 rn north of 
OW-34A in Runyon Canyon Park), encountered 
common clay gouge zones intercalated with in
tensely fractured and disagb'Tcgatcd quartz diorite. 
In contrast. the northernmost boreholes. OW-34D 
and E. which were drilled -85 m north of OW-
34C, encountered fracmred, but more coherent 
bedrock with no clay gouge. These observations 
raise the possibility of a very broad Hollywood 
fault zone extending northward from just south of 
Hillside Avenue into the quartz diorite along the 
mountain front. Much of this fauiting, however, 
could record late Neogene motion not directly 
related to the current tectonic regime (see Wright, 
1991: Tsutsumi, 1996). 

During May 1995 MctroRail excavated a sub
way mnnel northward to the Hollywood fault 
zone approximately halfway between La Brea 
and Fuller Avenues (Fig. 6). The mall1 fault zone, 
which was marked by a 70-cm-wide shear zone 
juxtaposing alluviulll with quartz diorite to the 
north, was encountered at 52 m depth -50 m 
N24°W of the centerline of Hillside Avenue. The 
fault dips 60° to 70° N and was marked by diS
continuous clay gouge. 

Data from Storm Drain Trenches 

During fall 1992 and spring 1993 we exam
ined two stoffil-drain trenches excavated by the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works. Although the county was extremely ae-
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commodating of our research imcrcsts, our time 
in the trenches, particularly the Fuller Avenue 
trench, was very lImited because of the rapid 
pace of construction of the stonn-drain pipelme, 
The Fuller Avenue trcnch was excavated up the 
Runyon Canyon fan, just east of the fan axis, 
whereas the Vista Street trench was excavated up 
the aXIs of the Vista fan (Fig, 6), The trenches 
were 3 to 4.5 m deep and 2 m wide, 

Fuller Avenue Trench. If the main strand of 
the llollywood fault extends as a continuous fea
ture berween the subway tunnel and Camino 
Palmero, it probably crosses Fuller Avenue just 
south of the Hil!side Boulevard intersection (Fig, 
6) We were not able to view any part of the Fuller 
Avenue trench south of Hillside Boulevard, We 
did, however, map the 60 m of trench north of 
Hillside Avenue (Fig, II). The trench exposed 
three of the four lithologic units encountered at 
Camino Palmero, the basal quartz diorite and 
alluvl3l units 1\ and B (Fig, II), As at Camino 
Palmero, the upper surface of the quartz diorite 
dips shallowly southward at - \ 5°. somewhat 
morc steeply than the 6° dip of the fan surface 

The quartz diorite IS overlain by massive, 
clayey sand of unit 6, AM S dating of a charcoal 
fragment from within this deposit yielded an age 
oD09 + I~j/J I) yr B,P, (Fig, I I; Table I), This age 
may not represent the true age of the deposit, be
cause it underlies beds from which older charcoal 
was recovered (discussed in the following), 

Unit B is overlain, along a very sharp. Irregular, 
highly erosionally modified contact, by friable, 
well-bedded sand and pebblq,'T3vel of unit A Two 
charcoal fragments from a 3--1 O-em-thick clayey 
horizon near the base of a broad, 8-I11-wide chan
nel incised into unit B yielded identical AMS ages 
of 1165 +125/ 19< yr B,P, (Table I). These AMS 
ages are in conflict with the younger AMS age of 
the charcoal sample recovered from underlymg 
unit B, On the basis of the limited number of sam
ples, we cannot determine whether the I 165 yr olel 
samples were reworked from an older deposit, or 
whether the sample with the younger age was in
troduced into umt B after deposition, The unit /\ 
channel trends S50° E and projects upslope toward 

550 s 
e 

DOLAN ETAL 

the mouth of Runyon Canyon, The AMS ages 
suggest that at Fuller Avenue, along the cast shoul
der of the fan, the base of Ul1lt A may be consider
ably younger than at Camino Palmero, if the de
posits at the rwo sites arc truly correlative (Fig, 61, 

Evidence of Recent Faulting. The Fuller Av
enue trench crossed what we mterpret as a sec
ondalY zone of the I lollywood fault -35 m south 
of the mountain front (short black line Immedi
ately south ofOW-34A in Fig. 6), The secondary 
fault zone. which apparently is at least 40 m 
north of the main fault, Juxtaposes the basal 
quartz diorite against unit B alluvium (Fig, I I), 
The main fault splay strikes N 59°E. and dips 
74°NW at the base of the trench, although sev
eral splays of the fault zone roll over into ncar
horizontal dips just south of the main zone (Fig, 
II), North-side-up vertical separation of the COll

tact is -35 em across the mall1 fault strand, 
which is characterized by a 5 IS-em-thick 
gouge zone composed of sheared white carbon
ate, Other fault strands are defined by I -12-mm
thick beige clay seams, 

The south end of the quartz diorite exposure. 
-I m south of the main fimlt, appears to be a ver
tical fault that truncates the diorite outcrop, as 
well as the shallowly north-dipping fault strands 
that splay off the main northern strand, indicating 
at least rwo periods offaulting, Although this pla
nar surface appeared to be a fault, because of our 
limited lime in the trench at the fault crosslIlg « I 

hour), we could not unequivocally exclude the 
possibility that it was a purely erosional feature, 
lfthis feature is a fault. the minimum north-side
up vertical separation across both strands is >90 
em, The upward termination of the inferred 
southern fault strand could not be detennined, In 
the east wall of the trench another fault strand, 
located entirely withll1 unit B alluvium, occurs 
several meters south of the northern stntl1d, On 
the east waH the southem strand, which appears 
to trend -N85°W across the trench, may connect 
with the ncar-vertical fault strand exposed 011 the 
west wall. In the cast wall it steepens from a dip 
of--40oN at 2,7 m to a near-vemenl dip at 3J 111 

depth, This strand could not be traced above a 
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depth of 2, 7 m, TIle northern fault strand extends 
at least 1 m upward into the alluvium. but we 
were unable to de\enninc its upward tcnninallon 
because of the massive nature of unit B, Any pos
sible displacement of the sharply defined unit A
unit B contact was obliterated in the west wali of 
the trench by an earlier excavation for a lateral 
feeder pipe, which was unfortunately located at 
exactly the site of any expected displacement 
(Fig, II). Compounding the problem, in the cast 
wall ofthc trcnch a similar lateral feeder pipe was 
excavated directly into the northem fault zone, 
completely obscuring its updip termination, 
Thus, the evidence necessary to unequivocally 
dctenninc the updip termination of the fault was 
destroyed during constmction of the stonn drain, 

The geometry of the channel. however, sug
gests that the unit A-unit B contact has probably 
not been displaced vertically, At issue is whether 
the 50Utl1-facing scarp observed in the west wall 
of the trench is a purely erosional feature, or 
whether it is a fault-modified channel edge 
Along the west wall of the trench the northem 
channel edge corresponds exactly to the ex
pected position of the faull. if it in fact conlinues 
upward beyond its recognized extent and dis
places the unit A-unit B contact Because the 
channel cuts obliquely across the fault, the 
south-facing channel edge on the eastern wall of 
the trench is exposed more than 2.5 III south of 
the fault zone, Although it IS cut out by the lateral 
side pipe at the fault. the unit A-unit B contact on 
the eastern wall projects across the side pipe as 
an apparently continuous. relatively planar fea
ture, suggesting that the contact has not been dis
placed vertically We could. however, have 
missed minor vertical separations of the contact 
up to -20 to 30 em, The steeper, higher northem 
edge of the channel might at first appear to sug
gest that it hac! been steepened during faulting, 
I lowever, we suggest that this is simply due to 
the fact that the channel has cut obliquely across 
the "_6 0 dipping fan surface, This geometry 
req\llres a higher northern channel margin. and 
erosion of thiS higher bank resulted in the steep
ness of the north em channel margin, 

Zone meters 

i 
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Figure 11, Map of the west wall of the Fuller Avenue trench. Irregular, thin black lines in unit 3 denote bedding. See Figure 6 for location. 
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Vista Street Trench. Although we logged the 
entire 425 m length of the Vista Street trench 
from Hollywood Boulevard to north of Hillside 
Avenue (Fig. 6), we observed no evidence of 
faulting. At Wattlcs Park, -250 west of Vista 
Street, quartz diorite occurs within 25 em of the 
surface just south of the mountain front (Q in Fig. 
6; Crook and Proctor, 1992), indicating that the 
main fault lies south of that point. On the basis of 
this constraint and the data discussed above, the 
north-south Vista Street trench must have crossed 
the cast-west trace of the fault, probably between 
Franklin and Hillside Avenues. 111Us. the trench 
appears to have been too shallow to expose evi
dence of the most recent surface rupture. In Fig
ure 12 we show only the 35-m-long section of the 
trench that Includes the projected location of the 
Hollywood [1ult. Station numbers in the text be
low and 1I1 the figure refer to distance in feet 
north from the north edge of the sidewalk along 
the northern edge of Hollywood Boulevard (1 ft 
= OJ m). For example, the north edge of Franklin 
Avenue is at station 640, which is 640 ft (195 m) 
north of Hollywood Boulevard, and the south 
edge of Hillside Avenue is at station 1045, 1045 
ft (318 m) north of Hollywood Boulevard. 

As at Camino Palmero and Fuller Avenue to 
the east. the Vista Street trench exposed three 
alluvial units above the basal quartz diorite (Fig. 
12). These alluvial units, however, cannot be cor
related directly with any of the units in the east
em excavations. To avoid unintended correla
tions, we therefore refer to them as units I 
(youngest), 2, and 3 (oldest). Due to the absence 
of detnlal charcoal in the trench, all age estimates 
are based upon soil analyses, whicll have much 
larger error estimates than features dated by 
radiocarbon mcthods (Appendix). 

The quartz diorite is exposed only in the 
northern 45 m oftbe trench, north of Hills ide A v
enue. It exhibits a highly eroded, irregular upper 
sUlface that dips gently south at 2° to 12°, gener
ally slightly more steeply than the 8° to 9° south
ward dip of the Vista fan surface. The quartz 

diorite extends to within I m of the surface north 
of station 1230. The upper surface of the quartz 
diorite plunges gently below the base of the 
trench at station IllS. 

Unit 3 is a silty to pebbly sand that exhibits 
weak to moderate pedogenesis. The unit is ex
posed only discontinuously across the trench due 
to channelization and its depth below grade. 
Analysis of the uppenllost part of the weakly 
developed argillic horizon of the buried soil that 
developed in unit A suggests 12.6' 2X O/g 7 k.y. of 
soil development; this soil does not appear to have 
been eroded where we examined it (Appendix). 

Unit 2 consists predominantly of silty sand, 
with local pebble gravel layers. The unit is char
acterized by a weakly developed soil that locally 
exhibits a Bw horizon defined by minor trans
located clay (very few thin clay films in pores) 
below a distinct A horizon. These observations 
suggest between -500 to 3000 yr of soil devel
opment (Appendix). In the section of the trench 
shown in Figure 12 the unit is exposed nearly 
continuously across the trench. interrupted only 
by local channels from about stations 9 I 0 to 915 
and from about 930 to 950. Unit 2 is traceable to 
just south of Franklin Avenue (about station 
580), where the upper contact becomes indis
tinct. The unit is cut out by a fluvial channel 
north of station 1080. 

Unit 1 consists offiiablc, tinc- to coarse-grained 
sand and minor pebble conglomerate. In the sec
tion of the trench shown in Figure 12, unit I is gen
erally massive, and has local channels; north and 
south of this part of the trench the unit is locally 
well-bedded and has numerous channels. Unit I 
exhibits essentially no soil development, although 
a surficial A horizon could have been destroyed 
during grading of Vista Street (Appendix). The 
combined unit I-unit :2 soil data indicate that the 
buried soil developed in unit 3 was buried 110 more 
than -3000 yr ago, and could have been buried as 
recently as -500 10 1000 yr ago (Appendix). 

The only potential direct evidence of surficial 
faulting that we observed in the entire Vista Street 
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trench was a vertical carbonate vein exposed in 
unit 3 at the base of the trench at station 918. The 
vein trends -N70oE near the west wall of the 
trench and bends to a more northerly orientation 
within the trench floor; it is not exposed in the east 
trench wall. Despite the highly irregular geometry 
of the vein, the lack of abundant carbonate in the 
soil suggests that this may be a fracture fill of tec
tonic origin, rather than a pedogenic feature. lfso, 
then the shallowest evidence for faulting in the 
Vista Street trench is in unit A, although this evi
dence is neither abundant nor clear cut. 

At station 1170 in the Vista Street trench (not 
shown in Fig. 12 l, an inactiveOj, steeply south
dipping (N75°E, 73°S) fault zone separates 
highly weathered, orange-brown decomposed 
quartz diorite to the south from firnlcr, orangc
buff quartz diorite in pods within a clay matrix to 
the north. The fault does not cut the overlying fri
able, gravely sand of unit I. 

Age of Most Recent Surficial Faulting. The 

absence of faulting in the Vista trench across the 
presumed fault crossing (with the possible ex
ception of the vein at station 9 I 8), suggests that 
the shallowest evidence of the most recent sur
face rupture has either been buried beneath the 3 
to 4 m depth of the trench or has been obliterated 
by soil-fonning processes in units 2 and 3. Ul1It 3 
is exposed continuously from stations 860 to 942. 
Our experience observing similar, moderately 
well-developed, dark reddish-brown soils at 
Camino Palmero and Fuller Avenue suggests that 
faults and fractures should be readily apparent, 
because most of these features exhibit either a 
well-defined beige, I 5-mm-thick oxidized halo, 
clay gouge, or carbonate shear veins. No such 
features were observed in unit 3, with the possi
ble exception of the vein at station 918. Even if 
this vein is a fault. it projects upward into un
faulted unit 2 deposits. Although unit 2 is not ex
posed over a 7-111-long stretch between stations 
930 and 950, we suggest that the unit has not 
been faulted. The only possible location where 
faulting of unit 2 might not be discernible is the 
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Figure 12. Map of the west wall of the portion of the Vista Street trench between Franklin and Hillside Avenues, which includes the presumed 
crossing of the main strand of the Hollywood fault zone. See Figure 6 for projected location of the Hollywood fault zone, 
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2.5-m-widc interval from stations 942 to 950, 
where neither units 2 or 3 are exposed. However, 
unit 2 projects across this unexposed interval 
with no apparent vertical displacement. Thus, the 
most recent surface rupmre at Vista Street ap
pears to have occurred before deposition of unit 
2, and may even be older than deposition of unit 
3. Alternatively. it is possible that 1000 to 2000 yr 
of soil development in soil 2 could have obliter
ated subtle traces of a surface mpturc within unit 
2. From this we infer that the weak unit I soil and 
at least most of the unit 2 buried soil have devel
oped since the most recent surface mpturc on the 
Hollywood fault, which therefore probably oc
curred at least - 500 to 3000 yr ago. 

DISCUSSIO!"i: KINEMATICS OF THE 
HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

Because of its location along the southern edge 
of the Santa Monica Mountains anticlinorium. 
and the pervasive evidence of contractional de
formation in the Transverse Ranges, the Holly
wood fault has generally been considered to be a 
north-dipping reverse fault (e.g., Barbat, 1958; 
Davis et al., 1989). Displacement of Cretaceous 
quartz diorite over Pleistocene ailuvium at 
Camino Palmero and La Brea Avenue. and con
sistently south-facing scarps. confirm a long
term component of reverse motion along the 
fault. Recent uplift of the mountain front is also 
suggested by the deposition and lack of incision 
of the numerous small alluvial fans near the 
mountain front. 

In addition to the north-sidc-up reverse com
ponent of motion. however, several lines of evi
dence suggest that the Hollywood fault also ex
hibits a significant, possibly predominalll, 
component of left-lateral strike-slip motion. 

( I) The buried, mOllntain-side-down separa
tion between B-12 and B-1 0 at Camino Palmero 
(Fig. 7) is incompatible with pure reverse dis
placement on tile fault and indicates either hori
zontal offset ofilTegular topography, or pure nor
mal or oblique-noffilal displacement along the 
north-dipping fault. At Camino Palmero the fault 
displaces a shallowly south-south west-dipping 
alluvial surface (Fig. 8). Because the apparent 
right-latera! offset of the contours is clearly at 

odds with the abllndalll data showing left-lateral 
strike-slip motion along the Transverse Ranges 
Southern Boundary fault system, including both 
the Raymond fault to the cast (Jones ct aI., 1990) 
and the Santa Monica fault to the west (Dolan et 
aI., 1992), recent fault displacement at Camino 
Palmero is almost certainly not right-lateral strike 
slip. The geometry of the faulted surface might at 
first suggest pure normal faulting, possibly along 
a secondary normal fault formed in the hanging 
wall ofa north-dipping. ncar-surface thrust fault. 

DOLAN ETAL 

However, the lack of tilting or warping of the 
buried soils south of the main active strand shows 
that no recently active contractional structures 
exist south of B-12. Coupled with evidence for a 
long-tenn, north-side-up component of reverse 
motion along the Hollywood fault, this observa
tion indicates that the main strand at Camino 
Palmero cannot be explained by pure nomlal dis
placement, and that it is probably best explained 
as an oblique-normal, left-lateral strike-silp fault. 
The north-sidc-down sense of vertical separation 
at Camino Palmero is opposite to that observed in 
the North La Brea transect to the east. We specu
late that thiS is related to a slightly more north
easterly strike ofthc fault at Camino Palmero. re
sulting in a local transtensional environment 
along a predominantly transpressionai fault. 

(2) Although the fault exhibits reccnt mountam
side-down separation at Camino Palmero, at all 
other sites (Figs. 5, 10, and II), as well as deeper 
on the Camino Palmero strand, the fault exhibits 
recent mountain-sidc-up separation (Fig. 7). Such 
apparently contradictory senses of vertical separa
tion are incompatible with pure reverse displace
ment. but arc a common feature of many strike
slip faults (Years ct aI., 1997). 

(3) The dip of the Ilollywood fault has been di
rectly measured at three localities. At Camino 
Palmero the main fault zone d IpS northward aI 

;::-75°N (Figs. 7 and 9). In the North La Brea 
transect tht: fault dips -600 N at 50 m depth (Fig. 
10). Because the fault steepens with depth III the 
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North La Brea transect, the overall dip of the fault 
at >50 m depth may be steeper than 60°. In the 
MetroRail subway tunnel crossing the fault, dips 
arc between 60° and 70aN at 50 m depth; the 
fault was only exposed at the tunnel crossing, and 
thus it is not known if it steepens with depth as it 
does in the North La Brea transect --100 m to the 
east. On the basis of these data. we suggest that 
the overall dip of the Hollywood fault at depth is 
probably at least -70° to the north. Such steep 
dips nrc genera Ily not associated with pure rc
verse faults. whereas they are commonly assocI
ated with strike-slip and oblique-slip faults (Yeats 
et aI., 1997). 

In order to help quantify this assertion, we 
compared the dips and rakes from focal mecha
nisms for 26 Cordilleran earthquakes ofMw;:: 5.3 

(Fig. 13; Appendix). These data reveal that faults 
dipping 2:--65° to 70° exhibit predominantly 
strike-slip motion. A similar comparison based 
on a global catalog of 170 earthquakes yielded 
the same basic result---faults that dip ;::7lJO ex
hibit strikc-slip:dip-slip ratios> I (Coppersmith, 
1991; Wells and Coppersmith, 1991) On the ba
sis of these observations, we suggest that the 
Hollywood fault probably accommodates more 
strike-slip than reverse motion. 

(4) Inversion of earthquake focal mechanisms 
indicates that the maXlll1um compressive stress in 
the Hollywood area is horizontal and trends 
N 12° N 13°E (Huuksson, 1990). These data arc 
comparible with the stTike-slip component on the 
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Figure 13. Plot of dip versus rake from focal mechanisms of 26 Cordilleran earthquakes M" 
25.3. Squares show obliquc-reverse--thrus( events. Triangles denote oblique-normal earthquakes. 

1608 Geological Society of America Bulletin, December 1997 

RL0034131 



EM34931 

Downloaded from gSabUlletln.~Ubs.org on March 7, 2011 

SEISMOLOGY OF HOLLYWOOD FAULT, NORTHERN LOS ANGELES BASlt';. CALIFORNIA 

north-northeast trending Hollywood fault being 
left lateral. Furthermore, the: orientation of the 
stresses indicates that the more northeast-striking 
parts of the faul t may accommodate a larger com
ponent of left-lateral motion than the more east
erly trending sections of the fault, such as the 
reach through downto\\l1llollywood (Fig. 2). 'The 
depth of the lIollywood basin is based on data 
from only a few wells (Wright, 1991; Hummon et 
aI., 1994; TSUlsumi, 1996), and it is therefore im
possible to correlate the depth of this basin with 
changes in onentation of the Hollywood fault. 
However, on the basis of the evidence described 
above for a probable component ofleft-Iateral slip 
on the Hollywood fault, we speculate that the 
Hollywood basin has formed at least partially in 
response to oblique, nonnal to left-lateral slip 
along more northeasterly trending stretches of tile 
Iiollywood fault, including the -N60oE trending 
Nichols Canyon Sunset Stnp releasing bend, the 
-N25°E trendmg Benedict Canyon releasing 
bend at the westem end of the fault, and possibly 
the 350-m-wide left step between the Franklin 
,md northem strands of the Hollywood fault Just 
east of downtown Iiollywood (Fig. 2) We f1ll1her 
speculate that extension across the West Beverly 
Hills lineament at least partially explains the exis
tence of the low-lying Beverly Hills alluvial plain 
east of the lineament; motion through the Bene
dict Canyon releasing bend has resulted in in
creased accommodation space to the east that is 
filled by alluvium denved from Benedict and 
Laurel Canyons (Fig. 2). 

Our geomorphic analysis failed to provide any 
direct evidence of left-lateral strike slip along the 
Hollywood fault, either in the form of offset 
drainages or displaced fans, We attribute this to 
rapid aggradation of the alluvial fans, which have 
buried all potential evidence of strike-slip offsets 
(e.g., offset streams), and earthquake recurrence 
Il1tervals that are long relative to the rate of geo
morphic activity. For example, at Camino 
Palmero the displaced top ofbuned soil 3 at 7 m 
depth is the shallowest well-documented faulted 
feature. The apparently unfaulted unit A-unit B 
contact there lies at a depth of almost 5 m, sug
gesting that at least that much depositIon has oc
curred since the most recent surface rupture that 
could have generated any discernible surficial 
strike-slip offsets. Similarly, evidence of the l1lost 
recent surface rupture may have been buried be
neath trench depth by more than 3 to 4 m of sed
imcnt at Vista StreeL Furthermore, our data re
veal late Holocene sediment accumulation on the 
fans at the fault crossing, rather than deep inci
sion of channels that might be discernible even 
through the urban overprint 

We speculate that the lack of discernible 
large-scale offsets of the fans may be due to a 
conveyor-belt style of sediment input from the 

numerous, closely spaced canyon sediment 
sources. In tillS modcl. strike-slip motion along 
the fault would continually move the allUVial 
apron past the sediment sources, preventmg the 
development of very large individual fans at any 
single canyon input and forming 3n alluvial 
apron upon whIch small fans develop. Such a 
process may explain the relatively small sizes of 
the fans observed along the central reach of the 
Hollywood fault. This hypotheSIS could be tested 
by excavating an east-west transect of sites in the 
footwall of the fault. The transects would be de
signed to document the three-dimensional tran
sition from fans composed predominantly of 
sediment eroded from Tertiary sedimentary and 
volcanic strata exposed in the lIollywood lIills 
north of downtown Iiollywood, to fans com
posed predominantly of eroded quartz diorite ex
posed to the west (Fig. 2). In summary, we con
tend that the lack of offset geomorphologic 
features docs not necessarily preclude a signifi
cant component of left-lateral strike-slip motion 
along the lIollywood fault. 

Potential Interactions Between the Hollywood 
Fault and "'carby Faults 

Both the Hollywood and Santa Monica faults 
are interpreted to be north-dlpping, oblique
reverse, left-lateral faults (Dolan and Sieh, 1992; 
Dolan et aI., 1992; this study). Coupled with the 
similar orientations of the two faults, thiS leads us 
to interpret them as closely related strands within 
a single fault system that might rupture together 
during large earthquakes (Fig. 2). IIowever, the 
three northeast-trending releasing bends along 
the Hollywood fault could act as earthquake seg
ment boundaries, as has been shown along other 
faults (e.g., Sibson, 19H5). 

Recognition of a component of left-lateral 
. strike slip on the Hollywood fault also raises the 

possibility that it may directly connect with the 
left-lateral Raymond fault to the cast (Fig. I). 
Such a connection has long been postulated on the 
basis of \he similar strike of the t\',JO faults (e.g., 
Barbat, 1958; Lamar, 196 I ), and gravity data, 
which suggest overall continuity of basement 
trends across the Los Angeles River (Chapman 
and Chase, 1979). llowewr, the area between the 
southwestemmost well-established location ofthc 
Raymond fault -5 km cast of the Los Angeles 
River (Weber ct at., InO) and the easternmost 
scarps of the Iloliywood fault just west of the Los 
Angeles River IS very complex topographically, 
and a thoroughgoing east-northea"st trending fault 
trace cannot be verified on the basis of geomor
phic expression (Fig. I). Rather, it appears that the 
Raymond fault splays westward into several cast
trending, oblique-reverse(?) faults (Weber et al., 
1980; Crook et aI., 1987). Although left-l:1teral 

slip on the Raymond fault may ultimately be 
transferred to the Hollywood fault through some 
unknown mechal1lsm, the Raymond fault may act 
at least partially as a left-lateral tear fault transfer
ring motion from the Sierra Madre fault to the 
Verdugo Eagle Rock fault system (F·ig. I). How
ever, the presence of Plelstocene-HoloceneCl) 
fault scarps oftlle western Raymond system west 
of Arroyo Seco, west of the presumed point of in
teraction with the Verdugcr-Eagle Rock fault sys
tem, indicates that some slip on the Raymond 
fault system extends wesrward toward the Holly
wood fault Trenches excavated across one strand 
of the Raymond fault at the base of a drained, 
5-m-deep reservoir west of Pasadena revealed 
numerous steeply north-dipping faults (64 0 to 
85°J(Dcpartment of Water and Power Report, 
1991 ). The steep dips and contradictory, but pre
dominantly nornlal, vertical separations across 
these faults suggest that they are strike-slip faults, 
indicating that some left-lateral motion is trans
ferred along. the Raymond fault west of the Eagle 
Rock fault intersection. 

Age of Most Recent Activity of the Hollywood 
Fault 

In the absence of demonstrable evidence for 
Holocene displacements (Crook et ai., 1983; 
Crook and Proctor, 1992), the Hollywood fault 
has not been zoned as active by the State of Cali
fomia. Our data indicate that the Hollywood fault 
has generated at least one surface rupture since 
latest Pleistocene time, suggesting that it is almost 
ccnainly capable of producing d,lmaging earth
quakes in the future. The -500 to 3000 yr interval 
required to develop the unfaulted Vista Street soils 
(Fig. 12) represents the minimum Il1terval since 
the most recent earthquake on the main stralld. 
This estimate is supported by data from the Fuller 
Avenue trench (Fig. I I), which suggest, but do 
not prove, that no movement has occurred on the 
secondary strand of the fault- exposed there in at 
least 1200 yr. An even older minimum age is sug
gested by the lack of discernible vertical displace
ment of the -4000 to 8000 yr old unit A-unit B 
contact across the main fault zone at Camino 
Palmero. Although this latter age estimate is 
poorly constrained, recovery of an -3500 yr old 
charcoal fragment from the middle of unit A, 2.H 
m above the apparently unfaulted contact, sug
gests a long penod of quiescence since the most 
recent Hollywllod fault surface rupture 

The ca. 20 000 yr B.P. charcoal date ITom the 
faulted buned soil 3 at Camino Palmero (Fig. 7) 
represents a maximum age for the most recent 
surface displacement on the Hollywood fault. We 
do not know the exact depth of the upward termi
nation of the most recent surface rupture at 
Camino Palmero. The shallowest displaced 
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marker discernible in the cores is the unit B-unit 
C contact. In the Fuller Avenue trench, however, 
rupture clearly extended well above the contact, 
al least I m up into unit B (Fig. 11). Thus, if 
stratigraphic units arc correlative between Fuller 
Avenue and Camino Palmero, the most recent 
surface mpture may significantly postdate the 
<-20000 yr old unit 8-C contact. In summary, 
our best estimate is that the most recent surface 
rupture on the Hollywood fault occurred dunng 
deposition of unit B between ca. :10 000 and 4000 
yr ago. Available evidence docs not allow us \0 

exclude the possibility that more than one event 
has occurred during this time intervaL 

Constraints on the Slip Rate of the Hollywood 
Fault 

The dense urbanization of the Holl)'\vood area 
precludes excavation of a three-dimensional net
work of trenches designed to assess the rate and 
amollnt of lateral slip on the Hollywood fault; 
virtually the entire length of the fault is either 
paved or covered with buildings. Consequently, 
the overall slip rate and the relative proportions of 
lateral to vertical slip have not been directly mea
sured. Nonetheless, we can use a combination of 
the borehole data, soil analyses, and regional 
geologic and geodetic Information to place COIl

straints on the slip rate and slip vector of the fault. 
DespIte the mountain-sidc-down separation of 

latest PleislOcene(,')-early Holocenc(?) deposits 
at Camino Palmero, the displacement of quartz 
diorite over alluvium in both borehole transects 
suggests that the Hollywood fault exhibits a long
term component of reverse displacement. The 
weakly constrained -0.1 mmlyr late Pleistocene~ 
Holocene sediment-accumulation rate estimated 
from soil analyses at B-31. when extrapolated 
up-fan 170 m to just south of the fault crossing, 
yields an approximate age of ca. 660 000 to 
750000 yr for sediments at 73 m depth (correla
tive with the base of 8-1 0) (Fig. 7: Appendix). 
The parallelism of the buried soils with the fan 
surface Impl ics that the accumulation rate at the 
fault crossing is similar to that at B-31. and that 
this is therefore a reasonable extrapolation. 

Because the quartz diorite was not observed in 
the footwall of the tault, the minimum amount of 
separation across the fault zone equals the verti
cal distance between the bottom of B-1 0 and the 
projection of the planar upper surface of the 
quartz diorite southward across all four known 
strands of the fault. Dividing this distance. -50 
m, by the sediment age yields a mil1lmum rela
live uplift rate of -0.07 mm/yr across rhe fault. 
For a local fault dip of75°, thiS uplift rate yields 
a weakly constrained, minimum mid-Pleistocene 
to present dip-slip rate of -0.075 mmiyr. We em
phaSize. however, that extrapolatlOll of data on 
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late Pleistocelle~ Holocene accumulation rates 
back several hundred thousand years introduces 
a potentially significant, but unquantifiablc, de
gree of uncertainty ill these age estimates, and in 
the accumulation rates and fault-slip rates that we 
derive from them 

We can also estimate an approximate maxi
mum, long-term dip-slip rate on the basis of the 
thickness of Quaternary alluvium tilling the 
Hollywood basin south ofthe fault. Dividing the 
presumed maximum 300 m depth to early Qua
ternary marine gravels at the base of the alluvial 
section by their estimated ca. 0.8 to 1.2 Ma age 
(Hummon et al .. 1994: 0 Ponti, 1995, written 
commun.) yields a maximum long-term uplift 
rate of -OJ to OA mmiyr. An overall 70° dIP for 
the Ilo\lywood fault Yields a SImilar dip-slip rate 
of --0.3 to 0.4 mm/yr ThiS long-term rate is a 
maximum because: (I) the Hollywood basin 
probably di.'veloped at least panially, and possi
bly mainly, in response to motion through the 
Nichols Canyon, Sunset Strip and Benedict 
Canyon releasing bends; and (2) the bottom of 
basin may be shallower than 300 m over most of 
the length of the Hollywood fault. If any of 
Hollywood basin subsidence is due to strike-slip 
motion, and we suspect that much of it is, the true 
reverse dip-slip rate on the Iiollywood fault must 
be slower than the -OJ to 0.4 mmlyr maximum 
ratc. Given the maximum and mmimum con
struillts determined above, in the following dis
cussion we usc 0.~5 ± 0.15 mln/yr, the average of 
the minimum (-0.1 mm/yr) and maximum (-0.4 
tnmlyr) rate estimates, as a reasonable dip-slip 
ratc for the I lollywood faulL 

The estimated -70 0 overall dip of the fault 
suggests that it may accommodate mon: strike
slip than reverse motion. In the following discus
sion. however, we assume a conservative strike
slip:dip-slip ratill of I, which yields an overall 
oblique-slip rate of -0.35 ± 0.2 111m/yr. This rate 
is probably a minimum because we suspect that 
the actual strike-slip rate may be higher, possibly 
considerably higher, than the dip-slip rate: ill the 
far western part of the Transverse Ranges South
ern Boundary fault system, the Santa Cruz Island 
and Santa Rosa Island faults exhibit left-lateral 
strike-slip rates of ~0.75 and -I !TIm/yr, respec
tively (Pinter et al .. 1995; Colsol1 et al., 1995) 

A strike-slip rate along the Hollywood fault 
significantly >0.25 ml1l1yr is not precluded by re
cent geodetic data. Global Positionmg System 
((iPS) geodetic data from four sites nOI1hwesl of 
Hollywood (open squares in Fig. 1) show that the 
western Transverse Ranges, including the Santa 

Monica Mountains, are moving westward as a 
block relative to sites 111 the Los Angeles basin at 
() to:2 !TIm/yr (A. Donnellan, JPL Geodesy Group, 
1996, personal comrnull.). These dam suggest that 
a major strike-slip fault IS between the Santa 

Monica Mountains and the Los Angeles baslf1. 
The Holl)'\vood fault is the most likely fault 

on which thiS left-lateral strike-slip motion could 
be accommodated. The only other near-surface 
fault that has been proposed in the Hollywood 
area is the North Salt Lake fault, which parallels 
the Iiollywood fault -\.5 km to the south (Fig. 3: 
Schneider ct aI., 1996; Tsutsumi. 1996). The 
North Salt Lake fault. however, exhibits no sur
face expression and may no longer be active. 
Available subsurface data do not clearly resolve 
whether the fault cuts late Quaternary strata 
(Tsutsumi, ! 996). In contrast. the data discussed 
in this paper show that the Hollywood fault: 
(I) is well expressed at the surface; (2) has pro

duced at least one earthquake since latest Pleis
tocene time; (3) is steeply dipping, which im
plies a strike-slip component of motion; 
(4) exhibits ncar-surface deformatioll at Camino 
Palmero indicative of strike-slip offset; and 
(5) has contradictory vertical separations on sin
gle strands consistent with predominantly strike
slip motion. On the basis of these observations, 
we suggest that most, ifnot aiL of the left-lateral 
strike-slip motion between the Santa Monica 
Mountains and Los Angeles basin IS accommo
dated along the Hollywood fault. Future GPS 
data will provide increasingly tighter constraints 
on the tme slip rate of the Hollywood fault dur
ing the next decade. 

Size and Frequency of Future Hollywood 
Fault Earthquakes 

Although we have no direct information con
cerning the recurrence interval for Hollywood 
fault earthquakes, the probable long duration of 
the current quiescent period Implies that the fault 
exhibits a recurrence interval measurable In 

terms of several thousands, rather than hundreds, 
of years. In the absence of direct recurrence data 
we can use estimates of the size of the Holly
wood fault plane and minimum and maximum 
interred slip rales to specuiate about the size and 
frequency offururc Hollywood fault earthquakes. 

The Hollywood fault IS 14 km in length. As
suming an average fault dip of 70° and a thick
ness of the seismogenic crust of -17 km Yields a 
total fault surface area of <250 kmc. These data 
suggest that rupture of the entire Hollywood fault 
could produce a M" --6.6 earthquake with -·\.5 m 
of average slip across the rupture plane (Dolan et 

ai., 1995). Assuming an oblIque-slip rate for the 
lIollywood fault of OJ5 mmiyr, which we infer 
to be a probable minimum, yields a recurrence 
interval for aM" 6.6 earthquake of5-4000 yr. As 
discussed above, this slip rate estimate is poorly 
constrained, and a faster rate would result in a 
correspondingly shorter expected recurrence in
terval. The Vista Street trench data mdicate that it 
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has been at least 500 yr, and possibly more than 
3000 yr, since the most recent surface rupture on 
the fault. This minimum age is consistent with 
the average recurrence interval that we calculate 
for hypothetical, moderate earthquakes. How
ever, the apparent lack of vertical displacement of 
the unit A-unit B contact at Cammo Palmero sug
gests that the most recent earthquake occurred 
even earlier, probably before ~4000 yr ago, and 
possibly 20 000 yr ago. Although it is possible 
that a longer quiescent period could simply re
flect an anomalously long mterval between mod
erate earthquakes, it is equally possible that the 
current quiescent period indicates a recurrence 
interval that is longer than that expected for mod
erate earthquakes. Thus, the possibIlity of much 
less frequent. and therefore probably larger, 
earthquakes on the llollywood fault cannot be 
excluded on the baSIS of available data. Resolu
tion of this question awaits the results ofplanncd 
excavations across the Hollywood fault. Ifsuch 
large earthquakes have occurred on the Ilolly
wood fault, we speculate that they could have in
volved the Hollywood fault together with other 
transpressional faults in the Transverse Ranges 
Southem Boundary fault system (e.g .. the adJa
cent Santa Monica and/or Raymond faults). 

Implications for Seismic Hazard Assessment 
in Northern Los Angeles Basin 

The Hollywood fault appears to be capable of 
generating an earthquake comparable to the 1994 
M" 6.7 Nonhridge event, which directly caused 
} I deaths and resulted in more than 20 billion dol
lars in damage (Scientists of the USGS/ SCEC, 
1994) The Northridge earthquake occurred be
neath the San Fernando Valley, a predominantly 
residential region northwest of dO\vntown Los AIl
geles (Fig. I). In contrast. the Hollywood fault tra
verses a much morc densely urbanized region. Of 
particular coneem arc the numerous older struc
tures in this section of Los Angeles, including 
many unreinforccd masonry buildings and older 
high-risc buildings. Many of these buildings sus
tamed damage during the Northridge earthquake, 
despite the fact that they were located more than 

25 km from the nearest part of the rupture plane. 
The Northridge earthquake served as a re

minder of the importance of source directivity as 
one of the primary controls on the location and 
magnitude of strong grollnd motions and conse
quent damage (Wald ct aI., 1996). For cxample. 
if a Hollywood fault earthquake initiated near 
the base of the seismogenic crust and propagated 
up the fault planc, as occurred at Northridge, 
much ofthc energy would be foclised directly to
ward the most densely urbanized part of the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area. Another concern IS 
that the Hollywood fault, in contrast to the blind 
thrust fault that produced the Northridge earth
quak~, ruptures through to the surface in large 
earthquakes. In addition to the obvious implica
tions for damage to infrastructure associated 
with potential surface displacements, surface
rupturing earthquakes are I ikely to eXCite much 
stronger long-period surface waves than earth
quakes that do not rupture to the surface (c.g., 
Liu and Heaton, 1984: Vida Ie and Heimberger, 
1988). Such long-period surface waves could 
represent a si,gnificant hazard to the many high
nsc buildings in the region (H~aton et aI., 1995; 
Olsen and Archuleta, 1996), 

CONCLUSIONS 

From a seismic hazard perspective, perhaps 
our most important result is that the Hollywood 
fault is probably active and capable of producing 
damaging earthquakes beneath the densely ur
banized northern Los Ange\es basin. Pnor to this 
study no paleoscismologic infoflllation was 
available for the tault, which is consequently not 
zoned as active by the State of California. The 
fault has ruptured to the surface at least once dur
Ing the past 20 000 yr. Unfaultcd deposits that 
cross the fault indicate that the most recent earth
quake occurred at least -500 to 3000 yr ago. 
However, stratigraphic rclations in several exca
vations lead LIS to suspect that the most recent 
surface rupture probably occurred earlier, possi
bly during latest Pleistocene to early or mid
Holocene time, between -4000 and 20 000 yr 
ago. Although the IllllllmUm age of the most re-

cent surface rupture is consistent with the occur
rence of moderate (M" -6.6) earthquakes along 
the Hollywood fault, the poorly constrained age 
of the most recent event is also consistent with 
the occurrence of less frequent, and therefore 
probably larger, earthquakes. We specuiate that if 
such large ruptures have occurred, they may have 
involved simultaneous rupture of the Hollywood 
fault and adjacent fimlts of the Transverse Ranges 
Southern Boundary fault system. 

Although it has generally been considered a re
verse fault. recent mountain-side-down displace
ment documented at one site, coupled with the 
probable steep overall dip (~700N) and north
northeast strike of the fault, suggest a significant, 
possibly predominant, component of left-lateral 
strike-slip morion along the Hollywood fault. In 
addition to the strike-slip component, the sparse 
available data suggest that the Hollywood fault 
exhibits a component of reverse lhsplacement of 
-0.2:; mm/yr, indicating that overall motion is 
oblique reverse, left-lateral strike-slip. 
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TABLE A1 SUMMARY OF MHI AND SOl RESULTS FROM SOILS IN THE 
VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Vista 2 (burled) (34 to? m depth) 
B-31 (surlace/#1) 
B-31 (SOli #2) 
8-31 (SOli #3) 
B-31 (SOli #4) 
B-31 (SOil #5) 
8-31 (soil #6) 
Averages (B-31) 

MHI SOl Predicted age (ka) (2cri 

0.31 
0.19 
029 
044 
048 
0.53 
0.46 

N.o 
422 
47.8 
88.3 

1083 
98.9 
904 

MHi 501 

126 +28.01-8.7 N D 
65+14.81-4.5 14.5 +45 6/-4.6 

11.3 +25.1/-7.8 158 +49.7/-5 0 
26.2 +57.0/-179 30 1 +93.9/-9.7 
32.8 +71.3/-22.5 414+129.5/-13.2 
43.3 +94.8/-29 7 35.6 +111.3/-11 4 
293+63.7/-20.0 311+97.1/-10.0 

149.4 +326.7/-102.4 168.5 +527.1/-53.9 

Notes' MHI-maxlmum horrzon Index. SDI-so" development Index. N.D -no data 
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TABLE A2. SOIL DESCRIPTIONS FROM THE VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Pedon HOrizon Depth 
(crn) 

Calor Text Structure Consistency Clay 
flims 

Bound Sand Slit Clay HI SOl Notes 
(%) (%) (%) 

Vista 1 Ab? (94-144) 
(144-322) (195) 
(144-322) (235) 
(144-322) (290) 
(322-330+) 

SL 
LS-SL 
LS 

76 16 8 
C 
C 
C 
Bwb? 

SL 
SL 

82.4 11.5 61 
83.1 11 59 
784 14.5 7.1 
72 19 9 

Vista 2 C (undlff.) 0-270 10YR 314m 5/5d LS-SL rn-sg so, so po n.o 82 11.6 64 007 Scattered 
peb'Dles 

8-31 

2Ab 
2Ab2 
3Ab 
3Bt 

Gone 
Btj 
BC 
2BC 

3Cox 
4BtiD 
48C1b 
48C2b 
5Ab 

58t1b 
5Bt2b 
5BC1b 
5BC2b 
6Ab 
68tb 

6BC 
?Btb 

7BCb 
8Btb 
98cb 
10Beb 
11BCb 
12BCb 
13Cb 

270-312 
312-340 
340-371 
371-400+ 

0-1.52 
1 52-1 83 
1.83-274 
274-290 

2.90-373 
3.73-4.27 
427-503 
503-640 
6.40-6.55 

6.55-686 
6.86-7 32 
732-7.77 
777-9.75 
9.75-991 
9.91-10.36 

10.36-11.73 
11.73-12.34 

1234-13.26 
13.26--1372 
13.72-14.78 
1478-15.24 
15.24-15.70 
1570-16.46 
1646--16.61+ 

1 OYR 314m. 4/5d 
1 OYR 314m 4/5d 
10YR 314m, 3 514d 
10YR 3.SI4m. 4 5!4d 

10YR 514d. 414m 
10YR 514d, 4i4m 
10YR 514d. 4/5m 

10YR 516d, 4.5/3m 
10YR 514d. 413rn 
10YR 514d, 413m 
10YR 5140, 414m 
9YR 514d. 3 514rn 

10YR 514d, 9YR 3/4rn 
1 OYR 514d, 414m 
1 OYR 5/4d. 414rn 
10YR 516d, 414m 
10YR 416d, 314m 
lOYR 4/6d. 7 5YR 

313m 
10YR 515d. 9YR'3!4m 
10YR 45/6d. 7.5YR 

314m 
1 OYR 5.515d 415m 
10YR 516d. 9YR 414m 
10YR 45/6d. 4/4m 
10YR 515d, 4/5rn 
10YR 4 5/6d. 4i4m 
7.5-10YR 5/6d. 314m 
10YR 516d. 4/4m 

SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 

SL 
sgSL 
SL 

SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 
SL 

L 
SL 
SL 
S,
SL 

SL 

SL 
SCL 
vgSL 
SL 
LS-SL 
SL 
LS-SL 

m-1 CSDk so-sh, so, ps 
m-1csbK sh, so-ss, ps 
1 csbk r" ss. P 
2csbk vh, s, P 

Sp,53 

so, po 
s. p 

55, sp 
s, P 
55, po 
S5, po 
S, P 

s, p 
s, P 
S5. ps 
S5. ps 
55, P 
S, p-vp 

s 
s, p·vp 

s. ps 
5, P 
ss, os 
5S, ps 
so, po 
5S, P 

SO, po 

no 9 w-s 716 19.3 
n.o g, W 70 1 204 
vnpo c, W 64.8 24.7 
2npo, 1 npt, vnel n.O 61.3 254 

1,-2nc! 
vncl 
leopo 

n,o 
1 npt&po 
1npo,1coCI 
1 nel 
no 

3n&1mkpo,3nel 
2npo&cl 
lnoo 
lepo 
vnpo 
3npf,3n&2mkpo 

1-2npo. 2 nel 
3npo&pf&cl, 1 rnkpo 

lnpo 
2-3n&nwpo. 3nel 
2ncl, 1 npo&br 
vnpo 
1 nci, vnDO 
vepo, pf 
n.O 

644 25 
736 17 9 
56 7 29.9 

72.6 189 
64.3 26.8 
655 24.3 
62.1 25.2 
60.7 27.2 

51.2 32.6 
603 23.8 
698 198 
67.8 21.6 
57.8 28.4 
50 33.5 

55.6 26.7 

91 0 15 65 
9.5 0 18 5 1 
10.5 0.29 9.1 
13 3 0.41 11.8 

10.6 019 5.9 
8.5 0.12 109 
134 0.25 

84 011 91 
89 029 157 
10.2 012 91 
127 0.12 16.4 
12 'I 0.21 3.2 

16.1 0.44 13.6 
15.9 0.33 15.2 
104 0.17 7 7 
10.6 019 376 
13.7 0.23 3.7 
16.5 0.48 21.6 

17.6 0.34 46.6 
0.53 32.3 

0.24 22 1 
0.46 21.2 
0.26 27.6 
018 8.3 
017 7.8 
0.26 19.8 
0.07 1.1 

Pebbly SL 
Minor clay 

staining 

Many v.f 
pores. 
14C date 
@ 17 ka 

TA8LE A3. MAXIMUM HORIZONTAL INDEX (MHI) DATA FOR SOILS FROM VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Profile MHI Sy' Conf Log Error In W olY S(y-/) Conf Error In Y pop Age 95% predicted 
Int age Max Min Int Max Min (yr) aGe C.I 

(0.95) (0.95) Max M!n 

Vista 2 0.31 0.0608 a 1273 4.10 423 3.97 0.2420 
831#1 019 0.0797 01667 38'1 3.98 3.64 0.2474 
B31#2 029 00635 01329 405 4.19 392 0.2427 
B31#3 044 00512 0.1071 4.42 453 4.31 02397 
B31#4 0.48 00516 01079 452 462 4.41 02398 
831#5 0.53 0.0544 0.1138 4.64 4.75 4.52 02404 
B31~#~6 __ ~0~4~6~ __ ~0.~0~51~2~ __ 0~._'0~7~1 ____ ~4~.4_7 ____ 4~.5~7 _____ 4~.~36~ __ ~O~2~3~9~7 __ __ 

05065 
05178 
05079 
05018 
05020 
05033 
05018 

4.61 
4.33 
4.56 
492 
502 
514 
4.97 

3.60 
3.29 
3.55 
3.92 
401 
413 
3.97 

12.653 
6464 
11,313 
26.193 
32,764 
43,344 
29,295 

40,616 
21,298 
36,435 
83,172 

104,081 
138,100 

93,020 

3942 
1962 
3513 
8249 

10,314 
13,604 

9226 

TABLE A4 SOIL DEVELOPMENT INDEX (SOl) DATA FOR SOILS FROM ViSTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE 8-31 

Profile 

Vista 2 
B311*1 
B31#2 
B31#3 
831114 
8311*5 
B31#6 

SDI 

42.20 
4780 
88.30 

108.30 
9890 
9040 

Sy' Conf Log Error In ~ of Y S(y-y') Conf Error in Y pOD Age 

0.0611 
00590 
0.0525 
0.0557 
0.0536 
0.0526 

,nt age Max Min Int Max Min (yr) 
(095) (0.95) 

01290 
01245 
01107 
0.1175 
01132 
0.1110 

416 
4.20 
4,48 
4.62 
4.55 
449 

4.29 
432 
4.59 
4.73 
4.67 
4.60 

403 
4.08 
4.37 
4.50 
4.44 
438 

0.2361 
0.2356 
0.2341 
02348 
0.2343 
02341 

0.4982 
0.4971 
04938 
0.4954 
04944 
o 4939 

466 
4.70 
4.97 
511 
5.05 
4.99 

3.66 
3.70 
3.99 
412 
406 
400 

14,488 
15,835 
30.120 
41,377 
35,641 
31,141 

95% predicted 
age C.i 
Max Min 

45,628 
49.741 
93,903 

129.461 
111,258 

9710', 

4,600 
5.041 
9.661 

13,225 
11.417 
9.987 
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Date 
(day-mont,,>-yearj 

07-21-52 
12-16-54 
09-12-66a 
04-09-68 
02-09-71 
02-21-73 
08-06-79" 
10-15-79b 
01-24-80a 
05-25-80b 
09-04-81 
10-25-82 
05-02-83a 

10-28-83b 
04-24-84 

08-04-85 
07-08-86a 

07-21-860 
10-01-87a 
11-24-87b 

11-18-89 
06-28-9-, 
04-23-92a 
06-28-92b 
06-28-92c 
01-17-94 

TABLE A5. PARAMETERS FOR EARTHQUAKES USED IN CONSTRUCTING FIGURE 13 

Location 

Kern County 
Fairview Peak, Nevada 
Truckee 
Borrego Mtn 
San Fernando 
POint Mugu 
Coyote Lake 
Imperia! Valley 
Livermore 
Mammoth Lakes 
N. Santa Barbara Is 
New Idna 
Coalinga 

Borah Peak, Idaho 
Morgan Hili 

Kettleman Hills 
N Palm Springs 

Chalfant Valley 
Wflltt1er Narrows 
Superstition Hills 

Loma Prieta 
Sierra Madre 
Joshua Tree 
Landers 
Big Bear 
Northridge 

5.50 

5.00 

4.50 

3.50 -

3.00 

I 

2,50 -1-

2m 
0.00 0.10 

Mw Strike 

7_5 50 
71 350 
5.9 44 
6.5 132 
67 290 
5.3 80 
57 150 
65 146' 
58 157 
6.2' 331 
5.9 45 
5.5 154 
6.5 145 

6.3 140 
6.9 151 
6.2 333 

61 142 
61" 114 

150 
6.3' 149 
6.0 90 
6.7' 305/20 

35ry 
6.9 130 
5.6 243 
61' 160 
7.3 170 
6.2 55 
6.7 122 

020 

63 
60 
80 
90 
54 
36 
84 
90 
75 
2' 
80 
41 
30 

30 
52 
76 

12 
37 

45(55) 
60 
25 
80 
80 
68 
49 
90 
90 
85 
40 

B 

030 

Rake 

49 
-150 
o 

180 
76 
55 
180 
180 
-170 
103 
o 

137 
100 

88 
64 
179 

109 
156 

180 
163 
90 
175 
o 

1
1
37 

82 
160 
170 
10 

101 

040 

o 
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Figure A2. Regression of Soil Development Index (SOl) values for undated soils in Vista Street trench and 
borehole B-31 against data from southern California soils. 

APPENDIX. SOIL DESCRIPTIONS FROM 
BOREHOLE 8-31. CAMINO PALMERO 
BOREHOLE TRANSECT AND FOR VISTA 
STREET TRENCH 

We described one complete and one partial soil profile 
from the Vista Street trench during the stoml drain 
plpcllllC excavations (Fig. I 2). a~ well as a sequence of six 
sods Irom the core of borehole B-31 at (ammo Palmero 
lrig. 7). All of these soils were described according to 
SCS Soil Sw-vcy Stalf( I Y75; 1992) (Tables A I and A2) 
and samples were collected for particle-SIZe analysIS 

Vista Street Profiles 

The partial protiie we described. Vista I. was located 
at stations X22 ·~24. whereas rrofi Ie Vista c was located 
at station 885 (Fig. i 1). Vista 2 appeared to expose a 
complete proflk of the soli developed in depositional 
Unit c. At least three depositional pulses are present in 
the VIStll 2 protile: the upper 2.7 Illt unit I) is character· 
Ized by unweathered. essenl1ally raw alluvium. The 
allUVium between 2.7 and 3.4 m depth (unit 2) appears 
to have heen exposed to the surface for a period of time 
and has an A horizon developed through it. Vista 2 
appeared to expose a complete prolile ofthe soil devel
oped in depositional Uilil 2. The lower part afthe buried 
A hanlOn 111 the Vista 2 exposure graded laterally into a 
weakly expressed Bwb honzon in the Vista I exposure 
20 m to the south. Pamclc size distributions for both of 

these units are nearly idenllcal. supportll1g their corre
lation. The top of a better developed buried soil (unit 3) 
is present at -3.4 111 depth at the Vista 2 site. There a 
buried A honzon overlies a weakly developed argillic 
(Bt) hOrizon developed in this lowest stratigraphic unit 
exposed 111 the trench. 

We compared the Vista 2 and borehole 8-31 soils to 

dated soils elsewhere in southem California as the baSls 
for age estlmates. For a buried soil. the age estimate 
represents only the I1me that the sediments and soil 
were ex Dosed at the suriace. Thus. because there IS no 
age control on the length of the depOSitlOnal phase. the 
cumulative ages represented by the comblllcci ages of 
the surface and bUrled soils should he considered a min
Imum age for the sediments at the base of the trench 
and borehole 

Vista Trench 2 

rhe surface soil and deposit exposed 111 the trench 
has cssentlUily no soil devc\opment. suggcstlllg a very 
yuun~ ut!t;. Ilowever, an /\ hOflzon mav have been 
presc~t that was disturbed or graded dun~g construc
tion orVlsta Street. If not. then the surface alluvium is 
probably < I 00 yr III age 111 that well-formed A han
zans are usually evident within SO to 100 yr in south
ern Cali forma (Rockwell et aL 1985: Harden. 1982: 
McFadden and Weldon. 1987) Similarly. the shallo,,
est buned soil (unit 2) is rerresented by only all A hon
zon (albeit a thick one) mthe Vista 2 exposure and pos-

sibly by a cambie (Rw) hOrIZon III the Vista I exposure 
(Fig. 12). The presence ofa cambie honzon indicates 
more development and time than just the presence of 
an A horizon. Cambic horizons without evidence of 
translocated clay have formed in sandy alluvium in 
"milar environments in southern Califomla in 500 to 

5000 yr(Rockwell et ai., 1985; McFadden and Weldon. 
1987). although many recent data have been collected 
from the Los Angeles basin area showing inCipient 
liluvlation (clay film development) in fewer than .WOO 
yr (l. Rockwell. unpub. data). On the basis of these ob
servations. we suggest that the unlt 2 IS middle to late 
Holocene in age 

For tlw lowest buned soil (unit .\) With n weak 
argillic honzon. the maximum horizon Index (MHI) 
values from the lield descnpllons were regressed 
agall"" data from soil profiles in three dilTerent 
chronos~qucnc(!s developed under a xcnc (Mcdltl.?r 
ranean) climate in Callfamiu. There are mmor differ· 
ences in parent rnau?rial and climate among these 
chronosequences I sec R.ockwcll, et aI., 1990. for a com
plete discussIOn). but they are Similar enough for analy· 
SIS of tile Vista Street soil pro1iles We also include data 
from dnted soil profiles from within the Los Angeles 
basin regIon 

The three chronosequences used are from the Ven
lura basll1 (Rockwell. 1993; Rockwell etal. 1985). the 
ccntral Valley of Caiifornia (Harden. 1982). and the 
Calon Pass area (McFadden and Weldon. 19X7) (Figure 
A 1 ). Only onc criterion was used to estimate the age' of 
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the VISts Street trench soils: the maximum horizon in
dex (MHf). as presented 111 Harden (1982). Ponti 
(1985). and Rockwell et al. (1994) Two other cmeria. 
the profi Ie mass accumulation of secondary clay. as 
detennmed by panicle-size analysis. and the soil devel
opment mdex (SDI) of Harden (1982). arc usually also 
used. but only the top of the argillic hori1on was ex
posed. so there are too many assumptions thai would 
havc to be made to apply these techniques. The MH I 
parameter converts field description data of the best
developed honzon (usuaily the 8ti to numerical values 
that al\ow numencal companson to the dated profile, 
We assume that the exposed portion of the Bt horizon 
that we descnbed is representatlVe of this unit's soil. We 
understand that such an assumption. if incorrect. could 
lead to wide significant errors In the age estHnate of the 
soil. We therefore do not use our age estimate of soil .1 
for any palcoearthquake calculations 

The MHI data for the three chronosequences. along 
with the other Los Angeles basin profiles (oot presented 
here; these will fomn the focus ofa future paper). define 
a log-linear trend WIth a high r' value (O.R5: Fig. A I). 
Regression of the Vista 2 M HI value (0.31) indicates an 
exposure age of 12.6 -2X 0/ '7 ka. 

Borehole B-3\ 

Borehole 8-31 renetrated a sequence of six solis 
over a vertical thickness of I ~.h m. ~or these rroliies. 
both MHi and SDI values were calculated and re
gressed agamst the same dated soils used for the VISta 

Street trench (Figs. Al and A2: Tables A3 and A4J. 
SlIniiar to the MHI. the SDI eonvens the field descnr
lion data into numerical values but uses the enllre soil 
praJlk: they can also be compared to dated soils The 
surface soil in 8-31 was nOi described 111 the upper 5 It 
(--1.5 m) due to lack of core recovery. Thus. caution 
should be used in IIllerpretmg the age estnnales for the 
surface soil. 

The MHI and SOl values for the six 8-3 \ soils arc 
summarized in Table A I. The mll11111UI11 likely age for 
the deepest sediments exposed in the core. calculated 
by adding the best estimates for each of the surface and 
bUrled soils. is ca. ISO ()OO (MI II) to! 70 (JOO (SD!). As 
noted above. the one charcoal fragment recovered 
from 8-} I was recovered from the A horizon of soil 3. 
and was probably added to the soil profile during de
velopment of soil 3. Thus. the charcoal AMS a?e 
(19,765 -"5,.Jr,j yr B.P.I probably provides a maxi
mum age for the cumulative development of soils I 
and 2. The similarity of thIS maXII11Um age with the cu
mulative MI-II age estimates for soils I and 2 (-I H 000 
yr) leads us to place more confidence in the M Hi esti
mates of soil ages in B-31 than the SDI estimates. 
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• Ph.D. Geology, University of California, Santa Cruz, 1/1988 

~ B.S. Geology, University of California, Davis, 1/1981 

Description of Research 
Summary Statement of Research Interests 

My research focuses on the behavior of active and ancient faults and their associated folds, with the ultimate 
goal of understanding the mechanics of plate-boundary deformation. My students and I work mainly at the 
critically important time scale of one to a few dozen earthquakes, with the goal of understanding the detailed 
interactions amongst the various tectonic elements that comprise plate boundaries. These studies are 
inherently multi-disciplinary, and we operate at the interface between structural geology, seismology, tectonic 
geomorphology, geodynamics, and seismic hazard assessment, and take full advantage of emerging 
technologies such as LiDAR airborne laser swath mapping and cosmogenic radionuclide dating. My specific 
interests include: spatial and temporal patterns of earthquake occurrence, collective behavior of regional 
fault systems, transient strain accumulation and release, structural geology of active and ancient faults, 
seismic ha711rd assessment, controls on earthquake nucleation, propagation, and arrest, discreteness of 
deformation in the lithosphere. Some ofthe techniques we use: Tectonic geomorphology, paleoseismologic 
trenching, analysis of LiDAR airborne laser swath mapping digital topographic data, cosmogenic dating, 
structural analysis of exhumed ancient fault-zone rocks, high-resolution seismic reflection imagery, 
paleoseismologic trenching, and good old-fashioned field mapping. Recent research projects include 
numerous analyses of slip rates and paleo-earthquake ages and displacements on a number of major 
continental faults designed to elucidate the pace and constancy (or lack thereof) of relative plate motions at 
the earthquake time scale, documentation of exhumed faults in the pursuit of constraints on the dynamic 
behavior and structural evolution of major faults, analysis of the evolution and hazard associated with blind 
thrust faults, the study of potential long-distance and long-term fault interactions, and possible triggering 
mechanisms of earthquake clusters on both single faults and regional fault networks, with a focus on the 
relationship between upper crustal faulting and fault loading associated with the inter-seismic behavior of the 
lower crust. 

Publications 
Book Chapter 

• Grindlay, N. R., Mann, P., Dolan, 1. F., Van-Oeste!, J. (2005). Neotectonics and subsidence of the northern 
Puerto Rico-Virgin Islands margin in response to oblique subduction of high-standing ridges: in Mann, P., 
ed., Active Tectonics and seismic hazards of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and offshore areas, Geological 
Society of America Special Paper 385. (Vol. 385). pp. 31-60. Active Tectonics ands seismic ha711rds of 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and ofTshore areas/Geological Society of America. 
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~ Dolan, 1. F., Wald, D. (1998). The 1943-1953 north-central Caribbean earthquake sequence: Active 
tectonic setting, seismic hazards, and implications for Caribbean-North America plate motions: GSA 
Special Paper 326 Active tectonics of the north-central Caribbean, (eds.) Dolan, 1. E, and P. Mann. (Vol. 
326). pp. 143-169. Geological Society of America. 

~ Dolan, 1. F., Mullins, H. T., Wald, D. (1998). Active tectonics of the north-central Caribbean: Oblique 
collision, strain partitioning, and opposing subducted slabs: GSA Special Paper 326 Active tectonics of the 
north-central Caribbean, (eds.) Dolan, 1. F., and P. Mann. (Vol. 326). pp. 1-61. Geological Society of 
America. 

• Dolan, J. F., Mann, P., Monechi, S., de Zoeten, R., Heubeck, c., Shiroma, J. (1991). Sedimentologic, 
stratigraphic, and tectonic synthesis of Eocene-Miocene sedimentary basins, Hispaniola and Puerto Rico, 
in Mann, P, Draper, G., and Lewis, 1., eds., Geologic and Tectonic Development of the North America
Caribbean Plate Boundary in Hispaniola. (Vol. Special Paper 262). pp. 217-264. Geological Society of 
America. 

• Dolan, 1. F., Beck, c., Ogawa, Y, Klaus, A. (1990). Eocene-Oligocene sedimentation in the Tiburon 
Rise/ODP Leg 110 area: An example of significant upslope flow of distal turbidity currents: in Mascle, A., 
and Moore, J. c., eds., Scientific Results of the Ocean Drilling Program, v. I lOB. (Vol. 110B). pp. 47-83. 
Scientific Results of the Ocean Drilling Program. 

• Beck, c., Ogawa, Y, Dolan, J. E (1990). Eocene paleogeography of the southeastern Caribbean: Relations 
between sedimentation on the Atlantic abyssal plain at Site 672 and evolution of the South American 
margin, in Moore, J. c., and Mascle, A., cds., Scientitic Results of the Ocean Drilling Program, v. 1 lOB. 
(Vol. liOB). pp. 7-15. Scientific Results ofthe Ocean Drilling Program. 

• Dolan, J. F. (1987). The relationship between the R2 seismic reflector and a zone of abundant detrital and 
authigenic smectite, DSDP 610, Rockall Plateau region, north Atlantic: in Kidd, R., and Ruddiman, w., 
eds., Initial Reports of tile Deep Sea Drilling Project, v. 94: Washington, D. C. (0. S. Government Printing 
Office). (Vol. 94). pp. 1109-1115. Initial Reports of the Deep Sea Drilling Project (DSDP Leg 94). 

Journal Article 

• Madden Madugo, c., Dolan, 1. F., Hartleb, R. D. (2012). 2012, New paleoearthquake ages from the 
western Garlock fault: Implications for regional earthquake occurrence in southern California. Bulletin of 
the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 102. pp. 2282-2299. 

~ Ganev, P. H., Dolan, 1. F., McGill, S. F., Frankel, K. L. (2012). 2012, Constancy of geologic slip rate along 
the central Garlock fault: Implications for strain accumulation and release in southern California. 
Geophysicallournallnternational. 

• Roder, B., Lawson, M., Rhodes, E. J., Dolan, J. E, McAulitTe, L., McGill, S. (2012). 21012, Assessing the 
potential of luminescence dating for slip rate studies on the Garlock fault, Mojave Desert, California, USA. 
Quaternary Geochronology. Vol. 10, pp. 285-290. 

~ Frankel, K. L., Dolan, J. E' Owen, L. A., Ganev, P., Finkel, R. C. (20 II). 2011, Spatial and temporal 
constancy of seismic strain release along an evolving segment of the Pacific-North America plate 
boundary. Earth & Planetary Science Letters. Vol. 304, pp. 565-576. 

• Kozaci, 6., Dolan, 1. F., Yonli.i, 6., Hartleb, R. D. (2011). 2011, Paieoseismologic evidence for the 
relatively regular recurrence of infrequent, large-ma!:,'11itude earthquakes on the eastern North Anatolian 
fault at Yay labeli, doi: 1O.1130/L 118.1. Lithosphere. 

• Owen, L. A., Frankel, K. L., Knott, J. R., Reynhout, S., Finkel, R. C., Dolan, J. P., Lee, 1. (2011). 2011, 
Beryllium-I 0 terrestrial cosmogenic nuclide surface exposure dating of Quaternary landforms in Death 
Valley. Geomorphology. Vol. 125, pp. 541-557; doi: 10.10 J6/j.geomorph.20 10.1 0.024. 

• Frost, E., Dolan, 1. E, Ratschbacher, L., Hacker, B., Seward, G. (2011). 2011, Direct observation of fault 
zone structure at the brittle-ductile transition along the Salz.ach-Ennstal-Mariazell-Puchberg fault system, 
Austrian Alps. Journal of Geophyscial Research. Vol. 116, pp. B02411; doi: 10.1029/201 OlB007719. 

• Pratt, T. L., Dolan, J. F. (2010). 20 I 0, Comment on "Near-surface location, geometry, and velocities of the 
Santa Monica fault zone, Los Angeles, California". Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 
100 (Sa), pp. 23292337; doi: 10.1785/0120090142. 
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Figure 7. Cross section of the northern half of Camino Palmem-Martel Avenue borehole transect. Thick vertical lines denote continuously 
cored boreholes; thinner lines show sections of B-8 that were not cored. Subhorizontal black lines denote A and St horizons of buried soil hori
zons of unit C. White zones between these buried soils denote C horizons of buried soils and unaltered sedimentary strata that do not exhibit any 
soil development. Small triangles and gray Hnes denote ground-water level in boreholes during 1992. Open circles show locations of two acceler
ator mass spectrometry-dated detrital charcoal samples discussed in text. Locations of boreholes 8-17 and B-16 are projected due east to the line 
of the cross section. Because of uncertainty of the fault strike, only water-level data from these two boreholes are shown in the figure; stratigraphic 
data from these holes are not shown in the figure. Modified from detailed borehole logs in Eal·th Technology Report (1993). 

crate soil development. Collectively, the surface 
soil and the five buried soils arc estimated to 

record -150 000 (based on MHI) to 170 000 
(based on SDI) years of soil development, pro
viding a minimum age for the sediments at the 
base of B-3 1 at 16.6 m. These data yield an over
all minimum late Pleistocene-Holocene average 
accumulation rate of -0.1 mmiyr at B-31. This is 
a minimum estimate because: (I) there may have 
been minor erosion of several of the buried soils 
(Appendix); and (2) we assume that the duration 
of sediment accumulation between penods of 
nonsedimentation and soit development is very 
short, relative to the duration of periods of soi I 
development. We consider this a reasonable 
assumption in this proximal alluvial fan setting, 
where most sediment was probably deposited 
very rapidly. 

Accelerator mass specrrometer (AMS) radio
carbon analysis of a charcoal fragment recovered 
in B-31 at. 6.55 m depth from the A horizon of 
buned soil 3 yielded an age of J 9 76S'4S5!}65 yr 
B.P. (Table I: Fig. 7: all radiocarbon samples 
were prepared by Beta Analytic, Inc. and were 
analyzed at the Lawrence Livennore Laboratory 
reactor). Because the charcoal fragment was re
covered from the A horizon of the buried soil, we 
consider it likely that it was incorporated into the 

soil profile dunng development ofsoi! 3. The 
charcoal may have had a prcburial age. Thus, the 
ca. 20000 yr date represents a maximum burial 
age for bUrled soil 3, and the combined age of the 
two overlying soils (J and 2) must be sea. 20000 
yr The combined preferred MHI estimates for 
soils I and 2 total ca. J 8 000 yr (Appendix), in 
very close agreement with the charcoal age. Be
cause the combined preferred SDI ages over
estimate the duratIOn of soil I and 2 development 
at ca. 30 (JOO yr (Appendix), we have more confi
dence in the MHI method for estimatmg soil ages 
in this area. On the basis of the similar age esti
mates for soils I and 2, we estimate that the top 
of unit C is ca. 6000 to 10000 yr old at B-31 (Ap
pendix). Buried soil 2 is missing north of B-22-
and may have b<:en eroded (Fig. 7). 

Unit C is overlain by two distinct alluvial units 
(Fig. 7). The lower, uM B, consists of moderately 
indurated, brown, maSSive, slightly clayey silty 
sand. Unit B is traceable from the north end of 
the transect southward for - I 45 m. The deposit 
thickens downslope from 1.5 m in B-13 to more 
than 4.5 m in borehole B-1 O. The unit A-unit B 
contact could not be discemed in B-17. Between 
B-lO and B-12 unit B thll1> abruptly to -2 m. in a 
lateral distance of only 10m. Downslope from 13-
12 unit B thins gradually and is not present south 

of B-22 (Fig. 7). 
In the area of B-12, B-1 (J, B-17, B- I 5, and 13-

16, the uppermost alluvial deposit, unit A, con
sists of yellow-brown silty sand and minor 
gravel~ It is distinguished from unit B by its more 
friable consistency and absence of clay. A char
coal fragment from the middle of unit A in bore
hole 8-15 (2.1 m depth) yielded an AMS date of 
3375 . 160 yr B.P. (Fig. 7; Table I). The ab
sence of soil development within unit A in the 
area of 13-12, B·! 0, 8-17, B- I 5, and B-16 is in 
marked contrast to the surface soil (soil I) devel
oped in the unit downfan at B-31 (Appendix). 
This suggests that the unit A surface soil! was 
eroded during relatively recently deposition of 
the friable, late Holocene alluvium encountered 
north of B-12. Furthermore, the absence of any 
soil development within unit A in the proximal 
part of the fan suggests relatively contll1uous dep
osition, without any long hiatuses characterized 
by soil development. Thus, the base of unit A at 
4.9 m depth is probably no more than a few thou
sand years older than the detrital charcoal sam
pic; deposition of the intervening 2.8 m of sedi
ment requiring more than several thousand years 
would likely have produced detectable soil devel
opment. Compounding the uncertainty of the es
timated age of the base of unit A is the possibility 
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~ Ganev, P. N., Dolan, J. E, Blisniuk, K., Oskin, M., Owen, L. A. (2010). 2010, Paleoseismologic evidence 
for mUltiple Holocene earthquakes on the Calico fault: Implications for earthquake clustering in the Eastern 
California Shear Zone. Lithosphere. Vol. 2 (4), pp. 287-298, doi: 1O.1130/L82.1; Data Repository 20102. 

• Ganev, P. N., Dolan, J. E, Frankel, K. L., Finkel, R. C. (2010). 2010, Rates of extension along the Fish 
Lake Valley fault and transtensional deformation in the Eastern California shear zone-Walker Lane belt. 
Lithosphere. Vol. 2, pp. 33-49; doi: 1 0.1130/L51.1; Data Repository 2009285. 

• Leon, L. A., Dolan, 1. E, Shaw, J. H., Pratt, T. L. (2009). 2009, Evidence for large-magnitude Holocene 
earthquakes on the Compton blind thrust fault, Los Angeles, California. Journal of Geophyscia\ Research. 
pp. doi:IO.1 029/200818006129. 

• Frost, E., Dolan, 1. E, Sammis, C. G., Ratschbacher, L., Hacker, B. R., Cole, 1. (2009). 2009, Progressive 
strain localization in a major strike-slip fault exhumed from mid-seismogenic depths: Structural 
observations from the SaI7-<lch-Ennstal-Mariazell-Puchberg fault system, Austria. Journal of Geophysical 
Research. Vol. 114 (B04406), pp. doi: 1 0.1 02912008JB005763. 

~ Elliott, A. 1., Dolan, 1. E, Oglesby, D. D. (2009). 2009, Evidence from coseismic slip gradients for dynamic 
control on rupture propagation and arrest through stopovers: Jour. Geophys. Res. - Solid Earth. Journal of 
Geophysical Research. Vol. 114 (B02313), pp. doi: 10.1 029/2008JB005969. 

• Kozaci, 6., Dolan, 1. F., Finkel, R. C. (2009). 2009, Late Holocene Slip Rate for the central North 
Anatolian Fault, from Tahtakorpru, Turkey, from Cosmogenic lOBe Geochronology: Implications for the 
Constancy of Fault Loading and Strain Release Rates. Journal of Geophysical Research. Vol. 114, pp. 
doi: 10.1 029/2008JB005760. 

~ Plesch, A., Shaw, 1. Ii., Benson, c., Bryant, W. A., Carena, S., Cooke, M., Dolan, 1. F., 21 others, a. 
(2007). Community Fault Model (CFM) for Southern California. Bulletin ofthe Seismological Society of 
America. Vol. 97, pp. 1793-1802, doi: 10.1785/0122. 

~ Cole, J., Hacker, B. R., Ratschbacher, L., Dolan, J. E, Seward, G., Frost, E., Frank, W. (2007). Localized 
ductile shear below the seismogenic zone: Structural analysis of an exhumed strike-slip fault, Austrian 
Alps. Journal of Geophysical Research. Vol. 112, pp. doi: 1 0.1 0291200718004975. 

• Kozaci, 0., Dolan, J. E, Finkel, R. C., Hartleb, R. D. (2007). A 2000-year slip rate for the North Anatolian 
fault, Turkey, from cosmogenic 36CI geochronology: Implications for the constancy of fault loading and 
slip rates. Geology. Vol. 35, pp. 867-870; doi: 1 0.1130/G23187 A.I. 

• Leon, L. A., Christofferson, S. A., Dolan, 1. E, Shaw, 1. H., Pratt, T L. (2007). Earthquake-by-earthquake 
fold growth above the Puente Hills blind thrust fault, Los Angeles, California: Implications for fold 
kinematics and seismic hazard. Journal of Geophysical Research. Vol. 112 (B03S03), pp. 
doi: I 0.1 029/2006JB004461. 

~ Dolan, 1. F., Bowman, D. D., Sammis, C. G. (2007). Long-range and long-term fault interactions in 
southern California. Geology. Vol. 35, pp. 855-858. 

~ Frankel, K. L., Dolan. 1. E, Finkel, R. c., Owen, L. A., Hoeft, 1. S. (2007). Spatial variations in slip rate 
along the Death Valley-Fish Lake Valley fault system determined from LiDAR topographic data and 
cosmogenic lOBe geochronology. Geophysical Research Letters. Vol. 34 (L 18303), pp. 
doi:1 0.1 029/2007GL030549. 

~ Frankel, K. L., Dolan, 1. F. (2007). Characterizing arid-region alluvial fans with airborne laser swath 
mapping digital topographic data. Journal of Geophysical Research - Earth Surface. pp. 
doi: I 0.1 029/2006J F000644. 

• Dolan, 1. E, Avouac, J. (2007). Introduction to special section: Active Fault-Related Folding: Structural 
Evolution, Geomorphologic Expression, Paleoseismology, and Seismic Hazards. Journal of Geophysical 
Research. Vol. 112, pp. doi: I 0.1 029/2007 JB004952. 

• Frankel, K. L., Brantley, K., Dolan, 1. F., Finkel, R. c., others, s. (2007). Cosmogenic lOBe and 36CI 
geochronology of offset alluvial fans along the northern Death Valley fault zone: Implications for transient 
strain in the eastern California shear zone. Journal of Geophysical Research. pp. 
doi: 1 0.1 029/2006JB004350. 

• Hartleb, R. D., Dolan, J. E, K07-<lci, 0., Akyuz, S., Seitz, G. (2006). A 2,500-year-Iong paleoseismologic 
record of large, infrequent earthquakes on the North Anatolian fault at Cukurcimen, Turkey. Bulletin of 
Geological Society of America. Vol. 118, pp. 823-840. 
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~ Dolan, 1. E, Bowman, D. D. (2004). Tectonic and seismologic setting ofthe September 22,2003 Puerto 
Plata, Dominican Republic, earthquake: Implications for earthquake hazard in northern Hispaniola. 
Seismological Research Letters. Vol. 75, pp. 587-597. 

~ Hartleb, R. D., Dolan, J. F., Akyuz, S., Yerii, B. (2003). A 2,000 year record of earthquake occurrence 
along the central North Anatolian fault, from trenches at Alayurt, Turkey. Bulletin of the Seismological 
Society of America. Vol. 93 (5), pp. 1935-1954. 

~ Dolan, J. F., Christofferson, S. A., Shaw, J. H. (2003). Recognition of paleo earthquakes on the Puente Hills 
blind thrust fault, Los Angeles, California. Science. Vol. 300, pp. 115-118. 

~ Shaw, J. H., Plesch, A., Dolan, 1. F., Pratt, T. L., Fiore, P. (2002). Puente Hills blind-thrust system, Los 
Angeles basin, California. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 92, pp. 2946-2960. 

• Dolan, 1. E (2002). Shallow folding imaged above the Puente Hills blind-thrust fault, Los Angeles, 
California. Geophysical Research Letters. Vol. 29, pp. 18-1 to 18-4, doi: 1O.102912001GL0143 13. 

~ Hartleb, R. D., Dolan, J. F., Akyuz, S., Dawson, T., Tucker, A. Z., Yerii, B., Rockwell, T. K., Toraman, E., 
Cakir, Z., Dikbas, A., Altunel, E. (2002). Surface rupture and slip distribution along the Karadere segment 
of the 17-August-1999 Izmit, Turkey, earthquake. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 
92, pp. 67-78. 

• Harris, R. A., Dolan, 1. E, Hartleb, R. D., Day, S. M. (2002). The 1999 Izmit, Turkey earthquake -- A test 
of the dynamic stress transfer model for intra-earthquake triggering. Bulletin of the Seismological Society 
of America. Vol. 92, pp. 245-255. 

~ Barka, A., AkyUz, H. S., Altunel, E., Sunal, G., Cakir, Z., Dikbas, A., Yerli, B., Armijo, R., Meyer, B., de 
Chabalier, J., Rockwell, T., Dolan, J., Hartleb, R., Dawson, T., Christofferson, S., Tucker, A., Fumal, T., 
Langridge, R., Stenner, H., Lettis, w., Bachhuber, J., Page, W. (2002). Surface rupture and slip distribution 
of the 17 August 1999 Izmit earthquake (Mw 7.4), North Anatolian fault. Bulletin of the Seismological 
Society of America. Vol. 92, pp. 43-60. 

~ Dolan, J. E, Rockwell, T. K. (2001). Paleoseismologic evidence for a very large (Mw>7), recent surface 
rupture on the eastern San Cayetano fault, Ventura County, California: Was this the source of the damaging 
December 21, 1812 earthquake? Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 91, pp. 1417-1432. 

• Tucker, A. Z., Dolan, J. F. (200 I). Paleoseismologic evidence for a >8 ka age for the most recent surface 
rupture on the eastern Sierra Madre fault, northern Los Angeles metropolitan region. Bulletin of 
Seismological Society of America. Vol. 91, pp. 232-249. 

• Borrero, 1., Dolan, 1. E, Synolakis, C. (2001). Tsunamis within the eastern Santa Barbara Channel. 
Geophysical Research Letters. Vol. 28, pp. 643-646. 

~ Weaver, K. D., Dolan, 1. F. (2000). Paleoseismology and seismic hazards of the Raymond fault, Los 
Angeles County, California. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 90, pp. 1409-1428. 

• Dolan, 1. E, Sieh, K. E., Rockwell, T. K. (2000). Late Quaternary activity and seismic potential of the 
Santa Monica fault system, Los Angeles, California. Geological Society of America Bulletin. Vol. 112, pp. 
1559-1581. 

~ Dolan, J. F., Stevens, D., Rockwell, T. K. (2000). Paleoseismologic evidence for an early to mid-Holocene 
age of the most recent surface rupture on the Hollywood fault, Los Angeles, California. Bulletin of the 
Seismological Society of America. Vol. 90, pp. 334-344. 

• van Gestel, 1., Mann, P., Grindlay, N., Dolan, 1. E (1999). Three-phase tectonic evolution of the northern 
margin of Puerto Rico as inferred from an integration of seismic reflection, well, and outcrop data. Marine 
Geology. Vol. 161, pp. 257-286. 

• Field, E., Jackson, D., Dolan, J. F. (1999). A new look at earthquake occurrence in southern California: No 
deficit or huge earthquakes required. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America. Vol. 89, pp. 
559-578. 

• Mann, P., Grindlay, N. R., Dolan, J. F. (1999). Subduction to strike-slip transitions on plate boundaries. 
GSA Today. Vol. 9, pp. 14-16. 

• Pratt, T. L., Dolan, 1. F., Odum, 1. K., Stephenson, W. J., Williams, R. A., Templeton, M. E. (1998). 
Multi-scale seismic imaging of active fault zones for seismic hazard assessment: A case study of the Santa 
Monica fault zone, Los Angeles, California. Geophysics. Vol. 63, pp. 479-489. 
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~ van Gestel, 1., Mann, P., Dolan, J. F., Grindlay, N. R. (1998). Structure and tectonics of the upper Cenozoic 
Puerto Rico-Virgin Islands carbonate platform as determined from seismic reflection studies. Journal of 
Geophysical Research. Vol. 103, pp. 30,505-30,530. 

~ Walls, C., Rockwell, T., Mueller, K., Bock, Y., Williams, S., Pfanner, 1., Dolan, 1. F., Fang, P. (1998). 
Escape tectonics in the Los Angeles metropolitan region and implications for seismic risk. Nature. Vol. 394, 
pp. 356-360. 

• Dolan, J. F., Sieh, K. E., Rockwell, T. K., Guptill, P., Miller, G. (1997). Active tectonics, paleoseismology, 
and seismic hazards of the Hollywood fault, northern Los Angeles basin, California. Geological Society of 
America Bulletin. Vol. 109, pp. 1595-1616. 

• Dolan, 1. F., Pratt, T. L. (1997). High-resolution seismic reflection imaging of the Santa Monica fault zone, 
west Los Angeles, California. Geophysical Research Letters. Vol. 24, pp. 2051-2054. 

• Dolan, 1. F., Wald, D. (1997). Comment on "The 1946 Hispaniola earthquakes and the tectonics of the 
North America-Caribbean plate boundary zone, northeastern Hispaniola". Journal of Geophysical 
Research. Vol. 102, pp. 785-792. 

• Grind lay, N. R., Mann, P., Dolan, J. F. (1997). Researchers investigate submarine faults north of Puerto 
Rico. EOS (Transactions of the American Geophysical Union). Vol. 78, pp. 404-405. 

• Dolan, 1. F., Sieh, K. E., Rockwell, T. K., Yeats, R. S., Shaw, 1. H., Suppe, J., Huftile, G., Gath, E. (1995). 
Prospects for larger or more frequent earthquakes in greater metropolitan Los Angeles, California: Science, 
v. 267, p. 199-205. Science. Vol. 267, pp. 199-205. 

• Humrnon, C, Schneider, C., Yeats, R. S., Dolan, J. E, Sieh, K. E., Huftile, G. (1994). The Wilshire fault: 
Earthquakes in Hollywood? Geology. Vol. 22, pp. 291-294. 

• Mullins, H. T., Breen, N. A., Dolan, 1. F., others, s. (1991). Carbonate platforms along the southeast 
Bahamas-Hispaniola collision zone. Marine Geology. Vol. 105, pp. 169-209. 

• Heubeck, C, Mann, P., Dolan, J. F., Monechi, S. (1991). Diachronous uplift and recycling of sedimentary 
basins during Cenozoic tectonic transpression, northeastern Caribbean plate margin. Sedimentary Geology. 
Vol. 70, pp. 1-32. 

• Mullins, H. T., Dolan, J. F., others, s. (1991). Retreat of carbonate platforms: Response to tectonic 
processes. Geology. Vol. 19, pp. 1089-1092. 

• Witschard, M., Dolan, J. F. (1990). Contrasting structural styles in siliciclastic and carbonate rocks of an 
offscraped sequence: The Peralta accretionary prism, Hispaniola. Geological Society of America BuBetin. 
Vol. 102, pp. 792-806. 

• Dolan, J. F., Beck, c., Ogawa, Y. (1989). Upslope deposition of extremely distal turbidites: An example 
from the Tiburon Rise, west-central Atlantic. Geology. Vol. 17, pp. 990-994. 

• Dolan, 1. F. (1989). Eustatic and tectonic controls on deposition of hybrid siliciclastic/carbonate basinal 
sequences: A discussion with examples. American Association of Petroleum Geologists Bulletin. Vol. 73, 
pp. 1233-1246. 

• Beck, C, Dolan, J. E, Ogawa, Y., Vrolijk, P. (1989). Deep Cenozoic sediments in front of the Barbados 
Ridge Complex, ODP Site 672: Hemipelagites, turbidites, and possible contourites in the western central 
Atlantic Ocean. I'lnstitut Francais du Petrole. Vol. 44, pp. 551-566. 

• Moore, J., Masck, A., Taylor, E., Andreieff, P., Alvarez, E, Barnes, R., Beck, c., Behrmann, 1., Blanc, G., 
Clark, M., Brown, K., Dolan, 1., Fisher, A., Gieskes, 1., Hounslow, M., McLellan, P., Moran, K., Ogawa, Y., 
Sakai, T, Schoonmaker, 1., Vrolijk, P., Wilkens, R., Williams, C. (1988). Tectonics and hydrogeology of the 
northern Barbados Ridge: results from Ocean Drilling Program Leg 110. Geological Society of America 
Bulletin. Vol. 100, pp. 1578-1593. 

• Mascle, A., Moore, J. C, nine others, a., Dolan, J. F., others, e. (1987). Expulsion of fluids from depth 
along a subduction-zone decollement horizon. Nature. Vol. 326, pp. 785-788. 

~ Kidd, R., Ruddiman, w., Dolan, 1. F., others, e. (1983). Sediment drifts and intra-plate tectonics in the 
north Atlantic. Nature. Vol. 306, pp. 532-533. 

Other 
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~ Frankel, K. L., inc I. James F. Dolan, a. (2008). Frankel, K.L., Glamer, A.F., Kirby, E., Monastero, F.c., 
Strane, M.D., Oskin, M.E., Unruh, J.R., Walker, J.D., Anandakrishnan, S., Bartley, l.S., Coleman, D.S., 
Dolan, J.F., Finkel, R.C., Greene, D., Kylander-Clark, A, Morrero, S., Owen, L.A, and Phillips, F., 2008, 
Active tectonics of the eastern California shear wne: in Dubendorfer, E. and Smith, G., eds., Geologic 
excursions in the southern North America Cordillera: Geological Society of America Field Guide 11, p. 
43-81, doi: 10.1030/2008. Geological Society of America Bulletin Field Guide 11. 

• Dolan, J. F. (2006). Greatness thrust upon them. Nature (News & Views). 

• Dolan, J. F., Sieh, K. E. (1992). Tectonic geomorphology of the northern Los Angeles basin: Seismic 
hazards and kinematics of young fault movement: in Ehlig, P. L., and Steiner, E. A., eds., Engineering 
Geology Field Trips: Orange County, Santa Monica Mountains, and Malibu, Guidebook and Volume. 
Association of Engineering Geologists. 

Proceedings 

• Dolan, J. F., Beck, c., Ogawa, Y, Clark, M., Moore, c., Mascle, A., Taylor, E. (1987). Anomalously 
coarse-grained siliciclastic sediments on the Tiburon Rise, western Atlantic: Proceedings of the Society of 
Exploration Geophysicists Annual Convention, New Orleans, LA pp. 144-148. Proceedings of the Society 
of Exploration Geophysicists 1987 Annual Convention, New Orleans, LA 
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WILSON GEOSCIENCES, INC. 
Engineering and Environmental Geology 

KENNETH WILSON 
Principal Engineering Geologist 

EDUCATION 

University of California at Riverside, B.S. Geological Sciences, 1967 
University of California at Riverside, M.S. Geological Sciences, 1972 

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS 
Professional Geologist, California, #3175 [Issued 1-08-1974; Expires 2-28-2014] 
Certified Engineering Geologist, California, #928 [Issued 1-08-1974; Expires 2-28-2014] 

PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY 

Kenneth Wilson is responsible for management, technical supervision and performance of engineering geology, geotechnical, 
environmental impact, and environmental geology projects, and is a Professional Geologist (#3175) and Certified Engineering 
Geologist (#928) in California. He performs and supervises environmental assessments for commercial, industrial and government 
projects covering the disciplines of hydrogeology, engineering geology, geology, hydrology, seismicity, tectonics, faulting, mineral 
resources, and waste management. Geotechnical studies include fault evaluations, ground failure assessments, slope stability, and 
foundation materials characterization, liquefaction potential, flooding hazards and site selection. The emphasis of his work is on 
defining geologic and geotechnical conditions, and hazards, which may affect the feasibility and design of any type of 
development project. . Mr. Wilson has over 20 years of technical performance and project experience in critical facilities studies, 
radioactive/mixed/hazardous waste management, energy plant site licensing, impacts to surface and groundwater resources, 
waste disposal site development, dams and reservoirs, and numerous other engineered structures. Specialized experience is in 
engineering geology in support of geotechnical studies, site selection/evaluation, seismic safety, integration of multidisciplinary 
technical teams, project management, and EIRs, EAs, and EISs. 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

Wilson Geosciences. Engineering and Environmental Geologv {/989-Presentl 

Principal Engineering Geologist: Responsible for all management, technical and marketing activities for engineering 
geology, environmental impact, and environmental geology projects. Performs and supervises environmental assessments 
for commercial, industrial and government projects covering the disciplines of hydrogeology, engineering geology, geology, 
hydrology, seismicity, tectonics, faulting, mineral resources, and waste management. Geotechnical studies include fault 
evaluations, ground failure assessments, slope stability, and foundation materials characterization, liquefaction potential, 
flooding hazards and site selection. 

The Earth Technology Corporation 11974-1989/ 

Corporate Vice President: Mr. Wilson worked from late-1987 to mid-1989 for the Chairman/CEO and the President/COO 
performing the following tasks: assisting in evaluation of several potential acquisitions; management of pre-acquisition due 
dil igence; evaluation of four new office geographic expansion options; managed preparation of corporate health and safety 
program and H/S technical procedures. In 1989 was principal-in-charge for start-up of environmental engineering and 
hydrogeology portion of Technical Assistance Contract with DOElNevada Operations, Environmental Safety and Health 
Branch; task areas included quality assurance, geohydrologic assessments, defense waste management, geohydrology, 
environmental restoration program, and environmental compliance. 

Vice President; Director, Program Management: Mr. Wilson reported to the President of the Western Division (J 985-1987) 
and was responsible for business development, project execution, and strategic planning for market areas related to 
radioactive (high, mixed, and low-level) waste management programs, energy and mineral resources, geophysics, and 
offshore technology. Emphasis was on geosciences, engineering, environmental, and program management disciplines for 
site selection, site evaluation/characterization, site remediation and specialized advanced technology considerations in 
hydrologic modeling, rock mechanics testing and geophysical exploration. Directed and supervised preparation of proposals 
for large government programs (e.g. California Low-Level Waste Site Development Contractor, Grand Junction Project 
Office Management Contract, Southern Region Geologic Project Manager, DOE Salt Project-Technical and Field Services 
Contract). 
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Vice President Associate and Senior Manager: Mr. Wilson had numerous challenging technical and management 
responsibilities and assignments during the period 1974-1988, many of which are summarized in available 
REPRESENT A TlVE PROJECT EXPERJENCE addenda. There was a wide range of projects for which he had a technical 
role, either performance, supervisory, or management in scope. A substantial portion of the time he was involved in the 
Missile-X (MX) ICBM, Siting and Characterization Studies in the Western and Midwestern United States: for United States 
Air Force, Ballistic Missile Office, and the Southern Region Geologic Project Manager (SRGPM) in Mississippi, Louisiana, 
Texas, Georgia, South Carolina, Virginia, Maryland for Office of Nuclear Waste Isolation (ONWl) and Office of Crystalline 
Repository Development (OCRD). These projects were national in scope and involved most geologic, geotechnical, 
geophysical, environmental, and hydrologic disciplines, with multi-year contract values in the $30 to 70 million dollar range. 

Converse Consultants (formerly Converse, Davis and Associatesl {J970-1974/ 

Staff and Project Geologist: Conducted and supervised investigations in southern, central, and northern California, southern 
Nevada, and eastern Washington. Groundwater and related studies included permeability, transmissibility, and storage 
coefficient studies at Searles Lake, California; earth dam projects at Yucaipa, Littlerock, and Anaheim, California; 
groundwater contamination (hydrocarbons) evaluation in the Glendale, California area; wastewater and water treatment 
facilities in Solvang, Lompoc, Victorville, Thousand Oaks, and Sylmar, California. Numerous earthquake and fault risk 
studies were performed for earth dams and reservoirs, high-and low-rise buildings, hospitals and schools, proposed nuclear 
power plant sites, water storage tanks, and large-diameter pipelines. Landslide and other slope failure studies were 
performed in rock and soil terrains. Offshore studies planned and conducted include coastal geophysical (seismic reflection, 
side scan sonar, fathometer), sampling and scuba investigations near Monterey and Dana Point, California. 

Performed geologic, hydrologic, drilling, geophysical, faulting and earthquake evaluations (both field and office-based) for 
two potential and two existing nuclear power plant sites. Field evaluations included mapping, trenching, drilling, detailed 
logging, age-dating, technical analyses, and report preparation. Geologic environments ranged from arid deserts (California 
and Washington) to humid coastal (California). 

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Member Association of Engineering Geologist, National Section 
Member Association of Engineering Geologist, Southern California Section 

COlJRSES, SEMINARS, AND WORKSHOPS 
Seismic Interpretation for Geologists, by the Oil and Gas Consultants International, Inc., Intensive Short Course, Houston, 

Texas 
Engineering Geophysics Short Course, Colorado School of Mines, Office of Continuing Education, Golden, Colorado 
Technical Writing Seminar, Earth Technology Corporation, Long Beach, California 
Fundamentals of Ground-Water Monitoring Well Design. Construction, and Development, Las Vegas, Nevada 
Field Practices for Collecting Representative Ground-Water Samples, Las Vegas, Nevada 
New Developments in Earthquake Ground Motion Estimation and Implications for Engineering Design Practice, Seminar 

organized by Applied Technology Council and funded by U.S. Geological Survey, Los Angeles, California 
Seismic Hazards Analysis, Course sponsored by Association of Engineering Geologists, Los Angeles, California 

Altadena, California 91001 • Telephone 626 791-1589 
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An Explanatory Text to Accompany the 
Fault Activity Map of California 

INTRODUCTION 

The 2010 edition of the FAULT ACTIVTY MAP 
OF CALIFORNIA was prepared in recognition of the 
150th Anniversary of the California Geological 
Survey (CGS). It replaces the FAULT ACTIVITY 
MAP OF CALIFORNIA AND ADJACENT AREAS 
(Jennings, 1994) and is more complete with the 
addition of recent data. The map shows the 
locations of known faults that can be portrayed at 
1 :750,000 scale and indicates the latest age when 
displacements took place, according to available 
data. The displacements may have been associated 
with earthquakes or may have been the result of 
gradual creep along the fault surface. Faults 
exhibiting creep or triggered creep are identified on 
the map with appropriate symbols. The faults are 
color-coded and designated into one of five 
categories: historic (red), Holocene (orange), late 
Quaternary (green), undivided Quaternary (purple), 
and pre-Quaternary (blaCk). 

Fault names are indicated on the map where 
space permits, including newly named faults. 
Some of the faults on the 1994 map were deleted 
or revised to reflect new, more detailed studies. 
The ages of faults on the 1994 map have been 
revised where improved dating methods were 
available. Lastly, occurrences of surface faulting 
caused by earthquakes since 1994 have been 
added. 

In order to effectively catalog the information, 
the faults have generally retained the reference 
numbers originally assigned in 1994. These 
numbers are referenced in Appendix A and 
Appendix B accompanying this map and report. 
Each entry in these appendices includes: the name 
of the fault, its most recent age of activity, and the 
sources for fault location and recency. If the fault 
has been encompassed in an Official Earthquake 
Fault Zone, the 7.5 minute quadrangle maps 
prepared and issued by CGS are listed. 

The 1994 version of the Fault Activity Map of 
California showed selected faults that exhibited 
Quaternary displacement in Oregon, Nevada, and 
Baja California. We decided to limit the data to 
within California's boundaries for the 2010 version of 
the Fault Activity Map. Consult the National 
Quaternary Fault and Fold Database for fault trace 

data for states adjacent to California 
(http://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/qfaults/) The 
aligned seismicity and locations of Quaternary 
volcanoes are not shown on the 2010 Fault Activity 
Map. However, the location of Quaternary 
volcanoes can be found on the 2010 version of the 
Geologic Map of California (Jennings and others, 
2010). 

Digital Compilation 

A significant difference from the 1994 version of 
the Fault Activity Map of California is the method of 
fault compilation. Almost all of the Quaternary faults 
shown in the 2010 version of the Fault Activity Map 
have been digitally compiled from original-scale 
source maps (1 :12,000 to 1:250,000) used for the 
1975 and 1994 maps, as well as more recent 
mapping when available. This compilation method 
insures that locations of these faults are more 
accurate than those depicted on previous editions of 
the Fault Activity Map. Also, the line width for faults 
depicted on the 2010 Fault Activity Map has been 
reduced from 0.35 mm to 0.2 mm (260 m to 150 m 
width at a scale of 1 :750,000). This was done in 
order to more accurately portray the location and 
complexity of faults showing evidence of 
displacement dunng Quaternary time. The Pre
Quaternary faults remain the same as in the 1994 
version. 

Base Materials 

The base map for the new Fault Activity Map of 
California consists of a shaded relief image and a 
combination of cultural, political, transportation, 
geographic, and hydrologic features. The onshore 
shaded relief image was derived from 90-meter 
Digital Elevation Models (OEM) available from the 
National Elevation Data Set (http://ned.usgs.gov). 
The offshore bathymetric shaded relief image was 
derived from DEMs available from the California 
Department of Fish and Game 
(http://dfg .ca. gov Ibiogeodata/gis/m r _ bathy . asp). The 
cultural, political, transportation, geographic and 
hydrologic features depicted in the base map were 
largely derived from <:lata obtained from the Cal
Atlas Geospatial Clearinghouse (http://atlas.ca.gov). 
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Select geographic features throughout the state and 
in the offshore region were digitized from USGS 
1 :500,OOO-scale topographic maps and include a 
selection of peaks in the Sierra Nevada named after 
historic survey members. Projection of the base map 
layers is Teale Albers, 1983 North American Datum. 

FAULTS 

Introduction 

The Fault Activity Map of California shows 
where faults have been recognized and mapped. 
Many of the faults are assigned numbers and are 
keyed to descriptions in Appendix A and Appendix 
B. In addition, Table 1 describes surface fault 
rupture associated with earthquakes that are known 
to have occurred in California. If a Quaternary fault 
has no number, it was taken from the initial Fault 
Map of Califomia (Jennings, 1975). Refer to Bulletin 
201 (Jennings, 1985) for the source on which the 
fault and its age were based. 

As with the 1994 F aul! Map of California, a 
conservative approach was followed for this new 
edition - we felt it is better to show those faults 
where evidence is questionable rather than to ignore 
them. Hence, some questionable faults may have 
been included as long as they are based on some 
reasonable data. Omission of such information may 
lead decision-makers for building critical structures 
to assume no fault hazard exists. The prudent 
course should be to include questionable data to 
suggest where future investigations are needed 
before any final design and construction takes place. 

Although it is not possible to tell if a fault will be· 
reactivated, we assume that if a fault has been 
active for millions of years and has been active in 
historic or recent geologic (Quaternary) time, it is 
very likely to become active again. This assumption 
is borne out by studies of historically active faults in 
California and elsewhere. 

Fault Activity Definitions 

The terms "active," "potentially active," 
"capable," and "inactive," have been interpreted 
differently by geologists, seismologists, and 
agencies, depending on the purpose on hand. To 
avoid confusion, this Fault Activity Map does not use 
these terms. Instead, faults are classified according 
to the age of latest displacement and, hence, are as 
factual as the geologic data upon which the fault is 
based. This procedure continues the practice used 
for the 1994 Fault Activity Map of California. 
Because a common understanding of terms .is 
essential, the following excerpts from BULLETIN 
201, An Explanatory Text to Accompany the 

2 

1:750,000 Scale Fault and GeologiC Maps of 
California (Jennings, 1985) are restated here. 

"In defining the term "fault," geologists have 
no significant disagreement; the various 
definitions differ only in the elaboration. All 
agree in defining a fault as a tectonic fracture or 
break in the earth's crust along which 
displacement (horizontal, vertical, or diagonal 
movement) has taken place. In elaborating, 
some definitions further specifY: (I) that the 
fracture or break may be either a discrete surface 
or a wide zone of fractures; (2) that the fault may 
be a result of repeated displacements which took 
place suddenly or very slowly as a result of creep 
slippage; and (3) that the cumulative 
displacement may be measurable from 
millimeters to kilometers. 

All definitions of "active faults" in common 
use imply future movement commonly 
constituting a geologic hazard. In recent years, 
specialized definitions vary according to the type 
of structure to be built in the vicinity of a fault 
and the degree of risk acceptable for a particular 
type of structure. The most conservative 
definition is that ofthe U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC). In defining fault activity 
for its special uses, the NRC sought to avoid the 
misunderstanding that might arise from its use of 
the term "active" by using the term "capable" in 
its place. A "capable fault" is defined as a fault 
that exhibits one or more of the following 
ch aracteristi cs: 
(I) movement at or near the ground surface at 
least once 'within the past 35.000 years, or 
movement of a recurring nature within the past 
500.000 years; (2) macro seismicity 
instrumentally determined with records of 
sufficient precision to demonstrate a direct 
relationship with the fault; (3) a structural 
relation to a fault deemed "capable" such that 
movement on one can be reasonably expected to 
be accompanied by movement on the other. 

In California. special definitions for active 
faults were devised to implement the Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972, 
which regulates development and construction in 
order to avoid the hazard of surface fault rupture. 
The State Mining and Geology Board established 
Policies and Criteria in accordance with the Act. 
They defined an "active fault" as one which has 
"had surface displacement within Holocene time 
(about the last 11,000 years). A "potentially 
active fault" was considered to be any fault that 
"showed evidence of surface displacement 
during Quaternary time (last 1.6 million years). 
Because of the large number of potentially active 
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Table 1. Known surface fault rupture associated with earthquakes in California. 

Year Fault (location) 

1812 San Andreas (Wrightwood) 

1638 San Andreas (San 
Francisco-Mission Santa 
Clara?) 

1857 San Andreas 
(Parkfield-Fort Tejon to 
Wrightwood) 

I 

Surface 
1 Rupture 

Magnitude! Length 

(kilometers ) 

7± 25+ 

60+ 

7.9 322± 

Maximum 
Displacement 

and Type of Slip2 

( centimeters) 

No data 

No data 

RL 950 

References 3 

iJacoby and others, 1988 

'jLOUOerbaCk, 1947 
T oppozada and Borchardt, 1998 
Bakun, 1999 

Wood,1955 
Bonilla. 1970 
Agnew and Sleh, 1978 
Sieh, 1978b 

1861 Calaveras (Dublin) 5.3 13± No data Radbruch, 1968 (p. 52-53) 
Toppozada and others, 1981 (p. 148) 

6.8 48± RL 90 
V 30 

Lawson and others, 1908 
Bonilla, 1970 

1868 Hayward (Oakland to Warm I 
Springs) 

Toppozada and others, 1981 (p 152) 
1868 San Andreas (Dos Palmos) 

1872 Owens Valley' (Big Pine to 
Olancha) 

No data 

7.8' 

"long fissure" i 

100+ 

No data 

RL 600 
Some LL 

V700 

iTownley and Allen, 1939 (p 500 

j

HObbS, 1910 
Knopf. 1918 
Bonilla, 1970 
Beanland and Clark, 1994 

1875 Surface rupture previously 6.0'1 No data No data Bonilla, 1970 
reported at Clio5 i Toppozada and others, 1981 (p 156) 

1890 I'san Andreas (Chittenden) ill 63 8± 3D? Holden, 1898 (p. 150) 
Lateral Lawson and others, 1908 (p. 110) 

IToppozada and others, 1981 (p. 162) 
1892 Unamedb ·1---------6-.4-~-+---1 .-6~-j---N:-o-d-at-a--+I--'--'-----~-----'.'..--'-i 

(Allendale, Sacramento ,Toppozada and others, 1981 (p. 164) 
Valley) I 

1899 San Jacinto l 

I 
6.6 3.2? No data 

i i

Danes, 1907 
Bonilla, 1970 
Toppozada and others, 1981 (p. 169) 

6+ 1901 iSan Andreas (Parkfield) 

I 
"several miles" V 30 ILawson and others, 1908 (pAD) 

I!ownley and Allen, 1939 
---JBrown and others, 1967 (p 10) 

1906 San Andreas 7.8 432 RL 600 IlliLawson and others, 1908 
(Shelter Cove to San Juan V 90 Bonilla, 1970 
Bautista) i 

1916 San Andreas" (Gorman \' 6± No data I 0 data IBranner, 1917 
area)_--.--______ -i=-Bo.:..:n.::..i;;..:lla~, _1-=-95:;-.:9=-(O!:p~ . .:-13:..4~) _____ --l 

1922 San Andreas (Cholame Ii 6.5 11 0.4? ! No data ITownley and Allen, 1939 
area) \ Richter. 1958 (p. 533) 

1934 San Andreas (Parkfield I 6.3 3! No data Byerly and Wilson, 1935 (p. 233) 
area) I Richter, 1958 (p. 534) 

1951 Superstition Hills i 5.6 3.2± RL slight IAIlen and others. 1965 
i [Bonilla, 1970 

3 
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Table 1· continued 

Surface Maximum 

Year Fault (location) Magnitude1 Rupture Displacement 
References 3 

Length ,and Type of Slip2 
(kilometers) ( centimeters) 

19521White Wolf (Arvln- 74 
) 

57 LL 76 IBuwalda and St Amand, 1955 
Tehachapi) and V 122 Bonilla, 1970 

6.4 Hileman and others, 1973 

1966 )Imperial 3.6 9.7 

I 

RL 1.5 IBrune and Allen, 1967b 
!Bonilla, 1970 

1966 San Andreas (parkfield) 64 37 

I 

RL 17.8 8 Brown and others, 1967 
V 59 Bonilla, 1970 

1966 Unnamed (Truckee) 1U 5.9 161 
I 

No data (Carter, 1966 
Kachadoorian and others. 1967 

1968 Unnamed (La Habra) 11 ) 
? 0.32 LL 5 Yerkes, 1972 (p 31) 

V 2.5± Lamar, 1972 

1968 Coyote Creek (Borrego 6.6 31 

I 

RL 38+ Allen and others, 1968 
Mountain) Hileman and others, 1973 

Clark, 1972a 

1971 I,San Fernando 6.6 15.3 LL 100 IU.S Geological Survey, 1971 (p.55) 

I 
I 

V 100 Hileman and others, 1973 
Allen and others, 1975 (p. 275) 

1975 IGalway Lake 5.2 6.8 RL 1.5 Hill and Beeby, 1977 
Bryant and Hart, 2007 

1975 ICleveland Hill (Oroville Dam! 5.7 5.7 RL4 iHart and Rapp, 1975 
area) V5 ! 

1975 Brawley 4.7 104 V20 ISharp, 1976 
)Bryant and Hart, 2007 

1978 Stephens Pass (E. of Mt 4.6 2+ V 30 Bennett and others, 1979 
Shasta) , Bryant and Hart, 2007 

1979!Homestead Valley 
, 

5.2 325 RL10 IHili and others, 1980 I 

( 

! 
V4 

1979 IJohnson Valley 
I 

5.2 1.45 

I 
RL 1 Hill and others, 1980 

J V1 

1979 [Calaveras (Coyote Lake 
I 

5.8 39? 
I 

RL 0.5 Urhammer, 1980 
iarea) Lee and others, 1979 
! Armstrong, 1979 

1979 ilmperial 6.6 30 RL 55 
Brawley 13 V 15 

U.S. Geological Survey, 1982 
Rico 1 V10 
(Imperial County) 

1980 Greenville 5.8 6.5 
I 

RL 3 Hart, 1981b 
(Livermore Valley area) 

1980 Hilton Creek 6.0 - 6.5 20 V 30 !Taylor and Bryant, 1980 
(Mammoth Lakes area) JBryant and Hart, 2007 

1981 "Lompoc Quarry"1,, 
'I 

2.5 0.6 V 25 iu.s. Geological Survey, 1984 

1982 Little Lake 
I 

5.2 10 RL slight \ROqUremOre and Zellmer, 1983 
V slight Bryant and Hart 2007 

1983 "Coalinga Nose" 6.7 0.005 V5 IRymer and Ellsworth, 1990 
,Bryant and Hart, 2007 

1983 .Nunez (Coaling area) 
I 

5.2-59 3.3 V60 Rymer and Ellsworth, 1990 
Hart and Mcjunkin, 1983 

1984 iCalaveras (Morgan Hill ! 6.1 1.2 RL 20? IHart, 1984c 
iarea) 13 

I 

1986 iBanning 6.1 9 RL 7 ISharp and others, 1986b 

1986. White Mountains (Chalfant ! 6.2 13 RL 11 Kahle and others, 1986 
Valley area) I Lienkaemper and oHlers, 1987 

4 
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Table 1 - continued 

Surface Maximum 

Year Fault (location) Magnitude1 Rupture Displacement 
References" Length and Type of SIip2 

(kilometers) ( centimeters) 

1987 Elmore Ranch \ 6.2 12 
I 

LL 12 IHanks and Allen, 1989 
Kahle and others, 1988 

1987 ISuperstitlon Hills 6,6 28 RL 80 iHanks and Allen, 1989 
j ilKahle and others, 1988 --

1989 'San Andreas 6,9 
I 

114 RL 2,5 IU,S Geological Survey, 1989 
(Loma Prieta area) j -------~-

1 
1992 Parts of Johnson Valley, 85 RL 460--600 IHart and others, 1993 

Homestead Valley, 

I 
Bryant, 1993b, 1994,2004 

Emerson, Camp Rock, ,reiman, 1992 
Eureka Peak, Burnt 

I 

Mountain 
(Landers) I 

I 

1994 Various ground 67l -

I 

- Rymer and others, 2001 
deformations, but not on 
causative fault Earthquake 
hypocenter on blind fault 
(Northridge) 

1995 iAirport Lake I 5.4-5,8 2,5 1 Trelman, 1995 
Kern and Inyo counties) ---l 

1999 Lavic Lake, Bullion, 

\ 

7,1 45 RL 525 ITrelman and others, 2002 
Mesquite Lake 

i (Hector Mine area) ! 

2004 San Andreas 6,0 

I 

32 RL 151
' !Rymer and others, 2006 

(Parkfield) V 315 

1 Earthquake magnitudes greater than 6 prior to 1985 are mostly from Toppozada and others, 1986, Magnitudes listed after 
1985 are either surface wave magnitude (Ms) or moment magnitude (Mw), The scale is logarithmic so that M8 is 10 times that 
of M7 and 100 times that of M6. In energy tenms a M8 earthquake radiates 30 times that of M7 and 900 times the energy of 
M6. 

2RL=right lateral, LL=left lateral; V=vertical. 

3Complete references listed in Appendix C 

4 Four large earthquakes: M8 and 6.5, and a few days later MB.1 and 6,6 (Toppozada and others, 1986) 

'The 1875 earthquake was thought to have occurred in Mohawk Valley as shown on the Fault Map of California, 1975. 
Turner (1897), 22 years after the event, thought he could locate ground ruptures for thiS event described by locai 
residents near Clio. New data and Isoselsmal maps (Toppozada and others, 1981) indicate the earthquake was centered 
to the east, probably on the Honey Lake Fault. 

6Two early newspaper accounts (Toppozada and others, 1981) describe a fissure about 1.6 Kilometers (1 Mile) long near 
Allendale, 8 kilometers (5 miles) west of Dixon (not plotted on Fault Activity Map of California for lack of data). 

7Questionable fault rupture - may have been landslides (Allen and others, 1965; Sharp, 1972). Not plotted on Fault 
Activity Map of California. 

8Questionable fault rupture - cracking may have been caused by shaking only. 

91 ncludes tectonic creep that occurred within 50 days following main shock. 

1DSurface fault rupture not conclusive. 

11 Some uncertainty regarding earthquake associated with 1968 ground rupture near La Habra (Yerkes, 1972): probably 
related to oil and brine withdrawal. 

12Lompoc quarry "fault" triggered by unloading of mined-out diatomite 

13Questionable faulting (may be landsliding) 

14Surface rupture possibly triggered slip. 

151ncludes tectonic creep that accumulated for several months following main shock. 

5 
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faults in California, the State Geologist adopted 
additional definitions and criteria in an effort to 
limit zoning to only those faults with a relatively 
"high" potential for surface rupture, Thus, the 
term "sufficiently active" was defined as a fault 
for which there was evidence of Holocene 
surface displacement. This term was used in 
conjunction with the term "well-defined," which 
relates to the ability to locate a Holocene fault as 
a surface or near-surface feature (Bryant and 
Hart, 2007), 

Another special definition is used by the 
U.S, Bureau of Reclamation in the design of 
dams, According to this agency, any fault 
exhibiting relative displacement within the past 
100,000 years is an active fault. 

Table:::' is a summary of the fault definitions 
in common use and the factors on which they are 
based, Each of these definitions is concerned 
with future fault activity and this is based on the 
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recent history of the fault. Depending on the 
type of structure being planned and the 
acceptable risk to be taken, the definition of an 
active fault may be based on the last 11,000 to 
100,000 years or on repeated movements during 
the past 500.000 years, 

Of recent concern is the possibility that 
faults. even geologically ancient ones (that is, 
pre-Quaternary), can be reactivated by the 
influences of man, For example, there are now 
several authenticated cases showing that the 
filling of a reservoir can induce fault activity and 
earthquakes of significant size, In this way, what 
may have been considered "inactive faults" can 
become "active faults," 

The term "active fault" is best avoided 
altogether when seismic risk is not a 
consideration, For simply describing the 
characteristics of faults, such terms as "historic 

Table 2. Comparison of various commonly used fault definitions. 

DeSign 
Time of Last 

I Fault Term Displacement on Other Criteria Structure Fault 

1) at least once 
1) Macroseismicity relatable to specific fault 

NRC within past 35,000 
(U,S, Nuclear Nuclear Capable yrs. or 

power 2) Structural relationship to a capable fault 
Regulatory 

plants 
I 

2) two or more 
such that movement on one can cause Comm,), 1978 times within past 

1 movement on another. 
I 500,000 yrs 

California I Active 
Within Holocene 

I 

Geological Survey Structures ( 11 ,000 yrs.) 

(Bryant and Hart for human \ During Quaternary occupancy Potentially 
2007) I Active (last 1.6 million 

years] 

USBR \ 

(U, S. Bureau Dams Active 
Within past 100,000 I 

Reclamation), yrs 

I 1976 
Active Hi,to,i, :i 

No Historic 

Potentially 
evidence but strong 

Grading Codes Active 
eVidence of 

a) Ground waier barrier or anomaly Within Not geologically recent 
Board (Assoc Eng. specified activity I 

Holocene deposits 
Geol), 1973 

I 
High 

b) Related earthquake epicenters 

Potential 
Holocene 

Low Pleistocene (less 
Potential than 1 Myrs) 

Louderback, 1950 i Not 
I specified 

Active Historic or Recent Related earthquake epicenters 

6 
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fault," "Holocene fault," "Quaternary fault, "pre
Quaternary fault," or "seismically active fault" are 
preferable. With these designations, a project 
geologist, after confirming the designation of a 
fault, can then go on and make an independent 
determination of its activity relative to the type of 
structure to be built and the acceptable risk." 

Fault Age 
The fault map depicts what is known about the 

recency of displacement along faults. However, future 
studies may find additional faults, require replotting of 
faults, or, in some cases, change the age classification 
shown here. The age classifications are based on 
geologic evidence to determine the youngest faulted 
unit and the oldest unfaulted unit along each fault or 
fault section. If Quaternary displacement is indicated, 
the fault is classified into one of three categories within 
Quaternary time (Holocene, late Quaternary,. or 
Quaternary undifferentiated). Faults with reported 
surface rupture during historic time are further 
classified as historically active. 

The reliability of the age classifications on this 
map is dependent upon several factors. First, and 
perhaps foremost, fault-related geomorphic features 
may have been destroyed by natural or human 
activities. Geomorphic features, such as scarps, 
troughs, offset drainage channels, triangular faceted 
spurs and sag ponds, are geologically temporary. 
They may be easily destroyed by erosion or covered 
by vegetation and their preservation is strongly 
affected by climate. Likewise, fault features may be 
modified or destroyed by works of humans, especially 
in urban areas. Second, geologists may have different 
interpretations of faults after examining incomplete 
geologic evidence for recency of faulting. Third, the 
ages of the rock units used to classify the faults may 
not be accurately known, or in some cases, 
Quaternary rocks may be absent. Fourth, some of the 
data used to classify faults on this map were based on 
studies not done directly to determine the recency of 
fault activity. 

The color code on the Fault Activity Map of 
California reflects the latest age at which fault rupture 
has occurred and not the age the fault originated 

7 

Thus, a fault shOwing Holocene or Quaternary 
displacement may have originated several million 
years before and may have had several previous 
displacements. 

The age of some faults listed in Appendix A. 
referenced by Clark. and others (1984,), is given in 
years These are generally minimum and maximum 
ages of offset features. These features include a wide 
range of geologic, biologic and cultural features that 
allow fault displacements to be measured or estimated 
and dated Among the dating methods used were: 
radiometric dating of volcanic rocks; soil profile 
development; soil or geomorphology correlations; 
historic records; dendrochronology (tree rings); amino 
acid and uranium series on mollusks: carbon 14 on 
charcoal and organic sediments; paleontology; and 
sea-level curves. 

Blind Thrust Faults 

Blind thrust faults typically are low angle structures 
in areas of active folding, such as the Transverse 
Ranges of southern California. The upper extent of 
the fault plane may terminate several kilometers below 
the ground surface and the surface expression is often 
delineated by young anticlines. These faults can be 
seismogenic (Stein and Yeats, 1989) and have 
produced strong earthquakes in California, such as the 
1983 Mw 6.4 Coalinga and 1994 Mw 6.7 Northridge 
earthquakes. Although Significant work has been done 
on identifying blind thrust faults and associated folds, 
especially in the southern California area (Plesch and 
others, 2007), we have decided to continue the 
practice of showing faults that displace the surface, as 
well as near surface concealed faults, on the 2010 
Fault Activity Map of California. The National Seismic 
Hazard Maps incorporate blind thrust fault models in 
California, specifically in the southern Transverse 
Ranges/northern Peninsula Ranges boundary, Santa 
Barbara Channel, and along the western margin of the 
Great Valley (WGCEP, 2008). Consult this reference 
for information on location and characterization of blind 
thrust faults. 
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APPENDIX A 

CLASSIFIED FAULTS 

(For complete references see Appendix C) 
Note: The names following the abbreviation EFZ (Earthquake Fault Zone) are the 

quadrangles Issued by the State showing the boundaries of officially zoned faults, 

1 
MAHOGANY MOUNTAIN FAULT ZONE 
Holocene: Quaternary 

2 

Bryant W A. 1990a 
Hart and others. 1991 
EFZ: Dorns. Red Rock Lakes 

IKES MOUNTAIN FAULT AND UNNAMED FAULTS OF 
BUTTE VALLEY 
Late Quaternary: Quaternary 

2A 

Williams, H. 1949 (p. 54. Plate 1) 
Wood, P R,. 1960 
Bryant, WA. 1990a 
Hart and others, 1991 

MEISS LAKE FAULT 
Late Quaternary; Holocene 

Bryant, W A, 1990a 
H art and others, 1991 

3 
MOUNT HEBRON FAULT ZONE 
Late Quaternary? 

4 

Bryant, WA, 1990a 
Wood, P.R., 1960 

CEDAR MOUNTAIN FAULT ZONE 
Late Quaternary; Holocene 

5 

Bryant, WA, 1990a 
Hart and others, 1991 
EFZ: Sams Neck, Dorris, Macdoel, Sheep Min., Bray, 
Sharp Mtn" Tennant, Gamer Min, 

GILLEM FAULT 
Late Quaternary; Quaternary 

Donnelly-Nolan and Champion, 1987 
Donnelly-Nolan, J.M., 1989 
Bryant, WA, 1990e 
Hart and others, 1991 

6 
BIG CRACK FAULT 
Late Q u atem ary 

7 

Donnelly-Nolan and Champion, 1987 
Donnelly-Nolan. J.M., 1989 
Bryant, WA, 1990e 
Hart and others, 1991 

SURPRISE VALLEY FAULT 
Holocene; Late Qualernary 

Clark and others. 1984 (5.600-13,000 yrs.) 
Bryant, WA, 1990b 
Hart ana others, 1991 
Hedel, CW., 1984 
EFZ Fort Bidwell, Lake City. Cedarville, Warren Peak, 
Eagle Peak. Eagleville, Snake Lake 

9 

7A 
GOOSE LAKE FAULT 
Late Quaternary 

78 

Bryant, WA, 1990d 
Hart and others, 1991 
Lydon, PA, 1969 

DAVIS CREEK FAULT 
Late Quaternary 

7C 

CDWR.1963 
Lydon, PA, 1969 
Bryant, WA, 1990d 
Hart and others, 1991 

FITZHUGH CREEK FAULT 
Quaternary 
CDWR,1963 

70 

Bryant WA, 1990d 
Hart and others, 1991 

JESS VALLEY FAULT 
Quaternary 

8 

CDWR, 1963 
Bryant, WA, 1990d 
Hart and others, 1991 

UNNAMED FAULT 
Late Quaternary 

9 

Donnelly-Nolan, J.M" 1989 
Muffler and others. 1989 (p. 200) 

UNNAMED FAULTS 
Holocene 

Donnelly-Nolan, J.M., 1989 

10 
UNNAMED FAULTS 
Quaternary 

11 

Bryant, WA, 1990a 
Hart and others, 1991 

EAST CEDAR MOUNTAIN FAULT ZONE (SOUTHERN PART) 
Holocene 

12 

Bryant, WA, 1990a 
Donnelly-Nolan, J .M .. 1989 
Hart and others, 1991 
EFZ: Bray, Sharp Mountain, Tennant 

YELLOW BUTTE FAULT 
Quaternary 

Mack, S., 1960 
Williams, H, 1949 (p 53) 
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383 
SQUAW PEAK FAULT 
Pre-Quaternary 

Matti and others, 1985 
Meisling and Weldon, 1989 (age p. i 17) 

384 
SAN GABRIEL FAULT (EASTERN PART) 
Quaternary 

385 

Bortugno, E,j" 1986 
Dibblee, TW" Jr" 1998, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2002d, 
2002e 
Morton and others, 1991 
Morton and Matli, 2001 a 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Weber. F,H" Jr., 1982 

CLAMSHELL-SAWPIT CANYON FAULT ZONE 
Late Quaternary 

386 

Bortugno, E,J" 1986 
Crook and others, 1987 (p 49 and Plate 2.3) 
Dibblee, T,W" jr" 1998, 2002d 
Morton, D,M" 1973 (p 17-18) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57) 

EAGLE ROCK FAULT 
SAN RAFAEL FAULT 
Late Quaternary? 

387 

Lamar, DL, 1970 (p, 39) 
Weber, F,H" Jr., 1980 (p A-3, A-4) 
Yerkes and Campbell, 2005 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p 56) 

VERDUGO FAULT 
Holocene; Late Quaternary 

388 

Weber and others, 1980 (p. A-2, A-3, A-4) 
Yerkes and Campbell, 2005 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p, 56) 

POSSIBLE FAULT IN NORTH HOLLYWOOD 
Holocene? 

389 

Weber, F,H .. Jr., 1980 (p. 8-99) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p, 56) 

MALIBU COAST FAULT 
Late Quaternary; Holocene 

390 

Campbell and others, 1996 
Clark and others, 1984 (185,000-200,000 yrs) 
Fall and others, 1987 (Holocene faulting a\ Malibu POint) 
Leighton and Associates, 1989 
Treiman, JA, 1994a, 2007 
YerKes and Campbell, 2005 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 56) 

MALIBU COAST FAULT (OFFSHORE) 
Late Quaternary 

391 

Fisher and others, 2005 
Treiman, JA, 1994a 
Vedder and others, 1986b 

SANTA MONICA FAULT 
Holocene; Late Quaternary 

Clark and others, 1984 (122,000-126,000 yrs) 

392 

Dolan and others, 2000 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57) 

HOLLYWOOD FAULT 
Holocene 

393 

Clark and others, 1984 (4,000-6,000 yrs) 
Dolan and others, 1997 
Weber and others, 1980 (p, A-3 and Plate 1) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 , 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57) 

FAULT WEST OF MONTEREY PARK 
Late Quaternary? 

Ziony and Jones, 1989 

394 
RAYMOND FAULT 
Holocene 

395 

Crook and others, 1987 (p 58) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p, 57) 
Treiman, JA, 1991b 
Hart and others, 1991 
EFZ Los Angeles, EI Monte, Mt. Wilson 

DUARTE FAULT 

33 

Late Quaternary; possibly Holocene along 
northern strand near Azusa 

396 

Bortugno, E,J" 1986 
Crook and others, 1987 (p. 50, 52) 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p 57) 

SAN JOSE FAULT 
late Quaternary 

397 

Bortugno, E,J" 1986 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 58) 

INDIAN HILL FAULT 
Late Quaternary 

398 

Bortugno, E,j" 1986 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 57) 

RED HILL-ETIWANDA AVENUE FAULT 
Late Quaternary except Holocene at eastern end 

Hart and others, 1978 

399 

Bortugno, E,J, 1966 
Burnett and Hart. 1994 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Ziony and Jones, 1989 
Ziony and Yerkes, 1985 (p. 58) 
EFZ: Cucamonga Peak 

CUCAMONGA FAULT 
Holocene 

Bortugno, E,j" 1986 
Burnett and Hart, 1994 
Morton and Matti, 1987 (p, 179) 
Morton and Miller, 2003 
Ziony and Jones, 1969 
EFZ: Devore, Cucamonga Peak, ML Baldy 
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FINAL 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT / 
SU'BSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Los Angeles 
Rail Rapid Transit Project 
Metro Rail 

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION .~ 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION ~~ 

SOUTHERN CAL'FORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT· • 

JULY, 1989 
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The locations of known faults are shown on Figure 3-10. Eleven faults. one 
syncline and one anticline have been identified in the study area. They are: 

o Santa Monica Fault 
o Sixth Street Fault 
o San Vicente Fault 
o Los Cienega Pault 
o Third Street Fault 
o MacArthur Park Fault 
o Hollywood Fault 
o Four unnamed faults 
o Hollywood Syncline 
o Los Angeles Anticline 

Only two of the above faults are considered active or potentially active. 
"Active" faults are those that are believed to have moved within the last 10,000 
years. "Potentially active" faults are believed to have moved between 10,000 
and 2 million years ago. The Hollywood fault is considered active, and the Santa 
Monica fault is considered potentially active. Geologists estimate that the 
probability of a Richter magnitude seven earthquake 'associated with these faults 
in the next 100 year9 is five percent. Metro Rail has been designed to a 
limiting peak horizontal acceleration of O. 70g from a maxiDlUm credible earthquake 
of magnitude 7.0 on the Richter Scale related to the Santa Monica FaUlt. 

The New LPA Mid-Yilshire Segment intersects the MacArthur Park Fault and another 
unnamed fault between Alvarado Street and Vermont Avenue. The North Segment 
(along Vermont) of the New LPA intersects the Los Angeles Anticline near Beverly 
&oulevard. 

The Hollywood Boulevard segment of the New LPA intersects the Santa Monica Fault 
Just west' of Normandie Avenue. The Valley segment intersects the Hollywood 
Syncline and the Hollywood Fault. 

011 field locations also are shown on Figure 3-10. Eight known oil fields have 
been identified in the study area. They are: 

o Los Angeles City Oil Field 
o Yes tern Avenue Oil Field 
o Las Cienegas Oil Field (encompassing the Murphy. Fourth Avenue, Good 

Shepherd, and Pacific Electric Areas) 
o Beverly Hills Oil Field 
o South Salt Lake Oil Field 
o Salt Lake Oil Field 
o San Vicente Oil Field 
o Sherman Oil Field 

The Mid-Yilshire Segment and the North (Vermont Avenue) Segment of the New LPA 
cross over or near the Los Angeles City AU Field in the area of Wilshire 
Boulevard and up Vermont Avenue nearly to Beverly Boulevard. This field is 
estimated to be at a depth of 375 feet. This is the only oil field in the path 
of the New LPA. 

3-11-9 
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City of Los Angeles 

I Department of City Planning' Environmental Analvsis Section 
• City Hall' 200 N. Spring Street. Room 750' Los Angeles, CA 9001~ 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL IMP.c~CT REPORT 

HOLL "Y'VOOD COMMUNITY PL-et\N .ARE.A 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Case Number: ENV -2011-675-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2011041094 

Volume 1 of 2 

Sections I to IV.J.5 

Project Location: 1720.1722,1724,1730.1740,1745., 1H9, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762.1764.1766, 
1768.1770 N. Vine Street; 6236.6270,6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733. 1741 N. Argyle Avenue: l746. 1748, 

1754, 1760. 1764 N. I var A venue, Los Angeles. California. 90028 

Council District: 13 

Project Description: The proposed project includes the construction of approximately 1.052,667 net 

square feet of new developed floor area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building 

are within the Project Site. These historic structures would be preserved and maintained and are operating 

as office and music recording facilities under long term lease. Including the existing approximately 114.303 
square-foot Capitol Records Complex. the Project would include a maximum of approximately 1.166.970 
net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:1 Floor Area Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The 

Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing approximately 1.800 square foot rental car facility. 

The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units. 
luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space. health and fitness club uses. and retail 

uses. 

APPLICANT: PREPARED BY: 
Millennium Hollvwood LLC CAl A Environmental Services 

OCTOBER 2012 

OK BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles 

Department of Cit~ Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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City of Los Angeles 

Environmcntallmpad 

D. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Mitigation Measures 

remains. 

Most Impactful 

Development Scenario 

The overall determination of significance is based on the I Potentia! impacts related to geotechnical hazards would be I Concept Plan 

Concept Plan's mix of land uses and densities. 

~ 
The Project Site is 1I0t located in an area delineated on 

the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. 

Likewise, the Project Site is 1I0t located within a f<lult 

Illptme zone. The California Geological Survey (CGS) 

mitigated to an insignificant level through compliance with 

applicable codes, standards and ordinances, as well as by 

implementation of the recommendations contained ill the 

Proiect's geotechnical engineering report. The recommendations 

in the preliminary geotechnical report include the following: 

and the City of Los Angeles ZlMAS system I IJ-I 

(IJttp:llzilllCls.lacily.org/map.asp) show the closest fault 

'I he design and construction ofthe Project shall conform 

to the Uniform Building Code seismic standards as 

approved by the Department of Building and Safety. to the Project Site with the potential for fault rupture as 

the Santa Monicailiollvwood rault. It is located 

approximately 0.4 lJ]i1e~ from the Project Site. III I D-2 

additioll, data published by the CDMG (2002) indicates 

that the Puente Hills and the Elysian Hi!ls blind thrust 

faults are present more than one mile beneath the Site. 

'I hereiore, surface rupture at the Project Site flam these 

faulls is considered to he unlikely and less than 

significant 

t-
The risk for ground fililme based 011 liquefaction at the 

Project Site is low. Groulldwater levels at the Project 

Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to 

liquefaction. Based on the City of Los Angeles Safety 

Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the 

Project Site is located within an area mapped as 

"Liquefiable /\rea". However, the California Geological 

Miffellllilllll Hollywood I'rojec/ 
Drafi EIIl'ironmel1lal Impact Report 

Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the 

Project Applicant shall submit a final geotechnical 

report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified 

engineering geologist to the written satisfaction of the 

Depa'rtment of Building and Safety. The filial 

geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical 

support for the proposed structures given the existing 

geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 

geotechnical report shall make final design-level 

recommendations regarding liquefaction, expansive 

soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 

movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearillg 

capacity, as well as cany forward tbe applicable 

recommendations contained in the prelillliflary 

geotechnical report The final geotechnical report shall 

October 2012 

Level of Significance 

Aftcl" Mitigation 

Less than significant 
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seismically active region of California, within the zone of influence of several active and potentially 

active fault systems. The Project Site is subject to moderate to intense earthquake-induced ground 

shaking as a result of periodic movement along nearby faults. 

Fault Rupture 

The Project Site is not located within a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. A portion of 

the East Site is adjacent to the boundary of a fault rupture study zone included in the Safety Element of 

the City of Los Angeles General Plan published in 1996 (Safety Element). The California Geologic 

Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system show the closest fault to the Project Site with 

the potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles 

from the Project Site. Also, data published in the CDMH (2002) indicates that the Puente Hills and 

Elysian Hills blind thrust faults are present more than one mile beneath the Project Site. 

Ground Shaking 

Ground shaking is generated during an earthquake as a result of movement along a fault. In general, 

ground shaking is greatest near the epicenter, increases with increasing magnitude, and decreases with 

increasing distance. However, ground shaking measured at a given site is influenced by a number of 

criteria, including depth of the epicenter, proximity to the projected or actual fault rupture, fault 

mechanism, duration of shaking, local geologic structure, source direction of the earthquake, underlying 

earth material, and topography. 

Earthquake magnitude is a quantitative measure of the strength of an earthquake or the strain energy 

released by it, as determined by seismographic or geologic observations. Earthquake intensity is a 

qualitative measure of the effects a given earthquake has on people, structures, or objects. Earthquake 

magnitude is measured on the Richter scaie or as moment magnitude, and intensity is described by the 

Modified Mercalli intensity scale. A related fonn of measurement is peak ground acceleration, which is a 

measure of ground shaking during an earthquake. Peak ground acceleration values are reported in units of 

gravity (g). 

Based on existing Project Site conditions, the foliowing seismic design parameters apply to the Project 

Site: 

• Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) Ss and S I of 1.785g and 0.600g, respectively. 

• Site Class D. 

• Site Coefficient FA and F v of 1.0 and 1.5. 

• MCE spectral response acceleration parameters at short periods. SMS and at one-second period. 

SMJ of 1.785g and 0.900g. respectively. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Drafi Environmental impact Report 

IV.D Geology & Soils 
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Development Agreement. The Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied 

in this Draft EIR as representative development scenarios to establish the maximum environmental 

impacts per each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. The maximum 

environmental impacts identified in connection with the Concept Plan, the Commercial Scenario, or the 

Residential Scenario also fonn the basis of the Equivalency Program. 

The maximum environmental impacts identified in each impact area across alj three scenarios also form 

the basis of the Equivalency Program. These maximum impacts per environmental issue area are derived 

from the analysis of the Concept Pian. the Commercial Scenario. and the Residential Scenario. The most 

intense impacts from each scenario represent the greatest environmental impacts permitted for any 

development scenario for ihe Project. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts 

identified for each issue area from the Concept Plan. the Residential Scenario, or the Commercial 

Scenario, The maximum impact per environmental issue area is shown in Table I-I, in the Executive 

Summary of this Draft EIR. 

For geology and soils, this Draft EIR analyzes only the Concept Plan because any development on the 

Project Site (regardless of land uses, densities, or heights) will encounter the same geologic conditions 

within the footprint of the development envelope. 

Impacts under Concept Plan 

The Project would not expose people or structures 10 potentia! substantial adverse effect, including the 

risk of loss, injw:v or death involving earthquake fault rupture, seismic ground shaking, ground failure 
or landsides that could result in substantial damage to structures or infrastructure, or expose people to 

substantial risk of injury. (CEQA Checklist Question a (i-iv) and L.A. CEQA Thresholds Issue 1) 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. 

Likewise, as discussed above, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The Safety 

Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, published in 1996, indicates that a portion of the East 

Site is adjacent to, but not within, the boundary of a fault rupture study zone. Figure 4 in the 

Geotechnical Report illustrates the proximity of the Project Site to the fault rupture study zone. 

Also, the California Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 

(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for fault 

rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. 

In addition. data published by the CDMG (2002) indicates that the Puente Hills and the Elysian Hills 

blind thrust faults are present more than one mile beneath the Project Site. Based on the facts that the 

Project Site is not within a mapped fault rupture study zone, there are no identified surface faults with 

rupture potential on the Project Site, and the identified blind thrust faults are deep beneath the surface. the 

potential for surface rupture at the Project Site is considered unlikely and less than significant. 

Similar to all properties in the region, the Project Site is susceptible to ground motion and shaking as a 

result of potential movement along faults in the region. These geologic hazards are common and 

ubiquitous throughout Southern California. The Project would be designed and constructed in 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Draft Environmental impact Report 

JV,D Geology & Soils 
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Mr, Steven C, Hood 
Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

EM34982 

10 May 2012 

Re: Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study for EIR 
Millennium Hollywood Development 
Hollywood, Los Angeles, California 
Langan Project No.: 700019501 

Dear Steven 

'1/'1" " 

• I'\t· 

'I I ,,: ',.'1 

.,' t ,",,', ~ ,. ". 

Langan Engineering & Environmental Services is pleased to submit our Preliminary 
Geotechnical Engineering Study for the Millennium Hollywood Development. We have 
prepared this report to assist in preparation 01 the Draft Environmental Impact Report for this 
project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to continue working with you on this project. We are available 
at your convenience to discuss any questions you may have regarding this report. Please 
contact us if you have any questions, 

Services r Inc. 

\\llln~Nn,com\jjatn\lf\'i}ata~)\70()Ot9501\Olhcu Dal.a\HopoIH',\20 II Updated GI)OlClCh f1000rt'02 No" 2011 rrnaJ ltc-Poll for E1H\11" ,\·22.C",'PllOl ElA G{!OtacflCYI Iff 00: 

18662 MacArthur Boulevard, Suite 456 Irvine, CA 92612 T: 949.255.8640 F: 949.255,8641 www.lal1g:m.com 

"1 ' 
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PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL 
ENGINEERING STUDY 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOLLYWOOD, CALIFORNIA 

Prepared for: 

Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
1680 North Vine Street, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Prepared by: 

Langan Engineering and Environmental Services 
18662 MacArthur Boulevard, Suite 456 

Irvine, CA 92612 

10 May 2012 
Langan Project 1\10. 700019501 
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expansive potential. These soils were encou ntered at depths between approximately 
23 and 28 teet, and 78 and 83 feet below ground surface. The shallower potentially 
expansive soils will be removed within the footprlnt(s) of the below grade parking 
garages. The deeper soils are below the saturated zone and eXist at a depth that will 
not adversely Impact the oerformance of the building foundations. 

SEISMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

Mapped Faults 

The Site IS not located within an Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone Area. However, a 
portion of the East Site is adjacent to the boundary of a tault rupture study zone 
included In the Safety Elemem of the City of Los Angeles General Plan published in 
1996 (Safety Element). Figure 4 presents the Site location in relation to the Fault 
Rupture Study Zones map as included in the Safety Element 

The Califom'd Geological Survey (CGSl. which was formerly known as California DiVision 
of Mines and Geology (CDMG)) Active Near-Source Fault zones map; and the City of 
Los Angeles ZIMAS system (hnp://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest tault to 
the Site with the potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It IS 

located approximately 0.4 miles from the Site. Data published by the CDMG (2002) 
Indicates the Puente Hills and the Elysian Hills blind thrust faults are present more than 
one mile beneath the Site. These faults are blind thrust faults. Therefore, surface 
rupture at the Site from these faults is considered to be unlikely. Figure 5 shows the 
Site in relation to the active faults in southern California. As discussed above, the Site IS 
not located within a mapped fault rupture study zone. 

Landslides 

The Site is not within a deSignated landslide area according to the landslide inventory 
and hillSide area map In the City of Los Angeles Safety Element. (Safety Eiement 1996). 
Figure 6 shows the Site relative to the Safety Element" Landslide Inventory & Hillside 
Areas" map. The Site and the surrounding topography IS relatively flat and mostly 
covered With imperVIous surfaces. Thus, the Site is not susceptlbie to landslides. 

Seismic Design Parameters 

This report was prepared based on the project deSCription information contained In the 
ProJect's Draft EnVironmental Impact Report For final design of the Project before 
construction, and in accordance With the applicable seismic provisions of the 2010 
California Building Code (2010 CBC), we recommend the follOWing seismic deSign 
parameters be used 

• MaXimum Considered Earthquake (MCE) S, and Sl of 1. 785g and 0.600g, 
respectively. 

• Site Class D. 

• Site CoeffiCients FA and Fv of 1.0 and 1.5. 
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;sase figure reproduced trom "Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles General, Plan Exhibit A 
"Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones & Fault Rupture Study Areas", 1996 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
<Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
6/12/20136:56 PM 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fwd: Re: hollywood fault 
Dolan et al. 1997.pdf 

--- Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
To ggg@copper.net,Fran Reichenbach <franreichenbach@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: Re: hollywood fault 
Date: Mon, 03 Jun 2013 18:24:54 -0700 

Dear Mr. Abrahams and Ms. Reichenbach, 

Forgive the jOint e-mail, but I am in a rush. You have both contacted me this afternoon requesting 
information about the Hollywood fault in downtown Hollywood. In response to your questions, please find 
attached our 1997 paper on the Hollywood fault. Figure 4 is a detailed map of the area of your concern. 
This peer-reviewed paper has been widely known and cited for the past 15 years, so everybody in the 
southern California geological/earthquake hazard community should certainly be aware of it. 

I would also suggest that you peruse the California Geological Survey website to get a copy of their active 
fault map of the area. 

Note that in the figure from our paper we are mapping fault scarps (shaded in gray), cliff-like features 
associated with fault movements. The prominent north-side-up scarp north of the Capitol Records building 
is the most piOminent of these (easy to see if you stand and Hollywood and Vine and look North). But 
there is another, more southerly strand in this area that is shown on the map that is based on scarps to 
the east and west, separated by younger material coming out of the Cahuenga drainage, as well as by a 
groundwater barrier near Cahuenga and Yucca. The presence of at least two strands in this area is 
common along major faults like the Hollywood fault, which are not typically just a single strand, but rather 
zones of faulting that can encompass several different strands. 

Looking at our mapping of these scarps from the perspective of almost 20 years later: I am not completely 
convinced that the southern strand shown in the figure has that pronounced change in orientation at Vine 
Street (shown swinging North right at Vine Street). This looks as if it could have at least partially been 
caused by deposition of young material and/or erosion associated with the small south-flowing drainage 
just east of Vine Street, as well as by construction of Vine Street itself. 

In any event, the only way to sort out the exact locations and states of activity of faults in this area would 
be through extensive subsurface exploration (boreholes, trenching, seismic reflection, etc.), which I 
assume is being done for this project as a matter of course? 

I hope this information is of use toyou. 

Sincerely, 

James Dolan 
Professor of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

dolan@usc.edu 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
<Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
6/12/2013 6: 56 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Re: hollywood fault 

--- Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
To: Fran Reichenbach <franreichenbach@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: "ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
Subject: Re: hollywood fault 
Date: Tue, 04 Jun 2013 08:09:38 -0700 

Dear Fran and George, 

I will try to give you a call later this morning. But the fact that the Hollywood fault is not yet zoned under 
the State's Alquist-Priolo Act doesn't mean that it isn't an active fault zone (it is). It just means the State 
hasn't gotten around to zoning it yet, even though I've been asking them to do so since 1992, when I first 
mapped the Hollywood-Santa Monica fault system. The California Geological Survey moves at a glacial 
pace with zoning faults. Moreover, the fact that it is not yet zoned in no way obviates the requirement that 
one not build structures designed for human occupancy directly atop active faults. 

Given the scope of this project, I would assume that the developers must have done a detailed 
subsurface geological investigation to look for possible active faulting beneath their site. Do you know 
what they have (or have not) done in this regard? There must be ageological report that includes a 
detailed discussion of the potential for active faulting at their site. The Hollywood fault is one of the best 
known active faults in California, and that 1997 paper has been publicly available in a widely circulated 
mainstream peer-reviewed journal for many years. Plus, I've led dozens of field trips along the Hollywood 
fault over the years that have included many dozens (if not hundreds) of consulting geologists, as well as 
LA City and County geologists. So its not as if anyone could credibly plead ignorance of the existence and 
approximate location of the Hollywood fault in that area. 

Bottom line: Based on our mapping back in the 19905, supplemented by the consulting geologists reports 
we discuss in that paper, it looks as if there is at least one strand of the Hollywood tault extending 
approximately through the middle of that block, but to determine its exact location and state of activity 
would require extensive subsurface fault investigations (boreholes, trenching, seismic reflection, etc.). 
They MUST have done the detailed subsurface fault investigations necessary to determine the exact 
locations and states of activity of fault strands in that area. I can't believe that they wouldn't have done 
this as part of due diligence for developing the site. Ifthey didn't, it would seem from my perspective that 
they should be required to to do so by the City and/or County and/or CGS geologist (whoever is charged 
with this issue for that area). To undertake a development of this scaie (or indeed any development) in 
that area of known active faulting without doin 
g detailed subsurface fault investigations just doesn't make any sense. 

I am concerned enough about this issue to try to free up some time to come to a meeting, but I need you 
to understand, as I mentioned to George on the telephone, that I have no agenda in this matter vis-a-vis 
development. My only interest is in determining where active faults are (or aren't). In this case, however, I 
would need to be convinced by extensive subsurface investigations that the Hollywood fault does not 
extend through their building site. 

Cheers, 

James 

RL0034191 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
<Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
6/12/20136:57 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Re: hollywood fault 

--- Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
To: ggg@copper.net 
Cc franreichenbach@sbcglobal.net 
Subject: Re: hollywood fault 
Date: Tue, 4 Jun 201312:08:43 -0700 

Hi George, 

Do you know the name of the geological consulting company that did 
the site investigation? Do you have a copy of their report? Can you 
get one? If so, can you send it to me? Please fill me in with what 
you know. I'm always in search of new data on faulting in the LA 
region, and this sounds as if it could be a rich source. 

I don'l see how there is any way that their proposed building is 0.4 
miles from that southern strand of the Hollywood fault. Is that what 
they said? Maybe they mean distance to the northern strand? Even that 
isn't 0.4 miles away, if I understand where they are propOSing to 
build. Do they mean E-W distance to previous study sites? If so, that 
doesn't really mean anything in terms of proximity to a fault that 
extends E-W I'd be very much surprised if at least some part of 
their proposed building wasn't much closer to that southern strand in 
the block north of Hollywood and west of Vine. But I await getting a 
look at their report on the subsurface investigations before saying 
anything beyond that. 

James 

>James, 
> 

>1 think that they have done some boring but I don'l know what was 
>found. They have not done the northwest corner of their property by 
>Yucca and Ivar where the Enterprise Rent a Car business is. At the 
>City Planning Commission hearing the developer commented that the 
>fault is 4 miles away but that doesn't make sense. Your paper said 
>the borings on Cahuenga indicated that there was a fault there which 
>is only .2 miles and the Figure 4 map shows a bedrock fault just 
>north of Franklin which is .1 mile away. 
> 

>1 looked up a description on Alquist Priolo and it said the the 
>normal 50 foot setback is increased to 500 feet in order to 
>accommodate imprecise locations of faults and the possible existence 
>of active branches. 
> 
>George 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
<Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
6/12/20136:57 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Re: hollywood fault 

--- Begin forwarded message 

From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
To: ggg@copper.net 
Subject: Re: hollywood fault 
Date: Tue, 4 Jun 201313:27:15 -0700 

Hi George, 

Thanks for sending the draft EIR. I've taken a quick look, and I'm 
honestly not quite sure what to say. I want to be circumspect, but 
trying to find an E-W fault with an E-W (i.e., fault-parallel) 
transect of four incompletely sampled (18" of core every 5' of depth) 
boreholes is simply ... well, stunning. So stunning that I would 
suspect that they weren't looking for a fault at this location, as 
this study could not possibly have been designed to look for 
potential E-W-trending strands of the Hollywood fault system 
Puzzling, as my mapping shows the fault either through right next to 
their site, and the CGS website shows the northern strand of the 
Hollywood just north of Yucca at the very prominent scarp. 

In any event, this subsurface analysis, if this is all that has been 
done, is completely inadequate in terms of a fault-investigation 
report. There's no way that they could ever hope to determine where 
faults are (or aren't) at their proposed building site from just 
these four boreholes. 

Is that really all there is? At some point along the line, somebody 
associated with this development project MUST have done a more 
detailed subsurface analysis to check for faulting. 

James 

>James. 
> 
>here is the report 
> 
> http://cityplanning.lacity .0 rglei riM i Ilennium% 2 0 Hollywood%20 P rojectiD E I RID E! R %20Ap pe nd icesfM illen n 
ium%20Hollywood%20DEI R_ Volume%201 %20Appendices_ COMPI LED. pdf 
> 
>Iangan engineering and enVIronmental services 
> 
>report starts on page 699 
> 

>George 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Sharon, 

EM35513 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 11:35 AM 
Sharon Gin 
Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott 
Re: Millennium Documents (CF 13-0593) 

Please have your office enter the Land Use Equivalency in CF as Exhibit D as submitted by DCP on 
7/10/13. Thank you, 

Sergio 

On Wed, JulIO, 2013 at 3:27 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Dan & Sergio, 

I understand Luci is out of the office now. Will you please help me with the following? 

1. Zone Change Ordinance -

a) Need signature from Director of Planning or from whoever is authorized to sign 
b) Need to note in the attachment somewhere that Conditions were approved by PLUM Committee on 6118113 

2. Development Regulations (Exhibit C) - Need to note on front cover that Development Regulations as 
updated by PLUM Cmtee on 6118113. Can you add that comment under the title or type it in? 

3. Land Use Equivalency (Exhibit D) - Luci noted that this was not changed by PLUM and remains the same as 
adopted by CPC. I'm not sure why it was submitted again. Do you want our office to enter it into the CF as 
Exhibit D as submitted by DCP on 711 0113? 

I'm on jury duty now but I'm in/out of the office this week. Will you please send staff to pick up these 
docs? I'll leave the docs in the Will Call drawer in City Hall Rm 395 and address it to Dan Scott or Sergio 
Ibarra. Thanks in advance for your help! Sharon 978-1074 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 2:08 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
That's fine, I'll drop it off to your office by Friday. I'm out of the office from 7/8-7116. You can contact Sergio 
Ibarra at 978.1333 or Dan Scott at 978.1182 in my absence if you should need anything. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 1 :59 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

RL0034194 



EM35514 

Thank for the help! I'm out of the office on Friday and on-call next week for jury duty. I'll be in & out of the 
office next week, but whenever you submit the Ord, our office will process asap. 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 1:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks, Sharon. 
I caught a few things looking at it a third time. Once I make those changes, I will bring it down to you either 
later today or Friday. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

The signature page is exactly what is needed. I looked over the conditions. They look like they're in order, but 
I'm not a Planner, so take my opinion with a grain of salt. As long as the changes approved by PLUM are 
incorporated in this Ord, then we're good. Hope I was helpful. Thx again for your help! 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here it is. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

2 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM35515 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Kira, 

EM33071 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, May 21, 2013 4:14 PM 
Kira Teshima 
Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 
20130521161607853.pdf 

Here it is. Let me know if you have questions. 

On Tue, May 21,2013 at 3:58 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

That would be wonderful. Thank you, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto: irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21,2013 2:19 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

No, the correspondence is just a few pages. Let me see if! can scan and email it to you today. 

On Tue, May 21,2013 at 1:53 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

The only document we do not have is Exhibit C, correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3/27/13. Would 
you be able to scan or fax this document to me? If the exhibit is too voluminous, then I can arrange to come by to copy 
the document. Please let me know which you prefer. Thank you in advance. 

Best, 
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Kira 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

EM33072 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto: irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 10:10 AM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

I believe you should have copies of the Exhibits, if not let me know. 

Exhibit A- CPC determination dated 4127113 

Exhibit B- correspondence from JMBM via email to Srimal Hewawitharana dated 12110112 

Exhibit C- correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3127113 

Iris 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 5: 11 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Quick question: How voluminous are the exhibits? The letter references them quite a bit. I can come to your office to 

copy them tomorrow morning if they will be usefu l in reading the appeal letter. Thank you! 
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Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Kira Teshima 

EM33073 

Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 5:07 PM 
To: 'Iris Fagar-Awakuni' 
Subject: RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Thanks so much, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJaqar-awakuni@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Hi Kira, 

See attached. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 
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********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

** * ** * **Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying , distribution or use of the content of this 
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information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
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Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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]M· BM Jeffer Mangels 
Butler & Mitchell LLP ____________________ _ 

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct: (310) 201-3572 
Fax: (310) 712-8572 
bmr@jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203·8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbm.com 

March 27,2013 

President William Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission 
. Los Angeles Ci ty Hall 
200 N, Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant II 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-A V -HD; CPC-2013-1 03-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Hearing Date: March 28, 2013 Item Nos. 5, 6 & 7 

Dear President Roschen and Members of the City Plmming Commission: 

We represent HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine. Condominiums, LLC ("HEVGC") and the 
HolJywood & Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028 (the "W Residences"), and we submit this letter on their behalf. We 
previously submitted public comment letters regarding the scoping ofthe EIR for the Hollywood 
Millennium Project (the "Project") and identifying issues in the Draft EIR for the Project, which 
is attached for reference. The Final EIR failed to respond to the concerns outlined in our letters, 
and additional issues identified and discussed below. 

HEI/GC and HVRA do not oppose all development on the proposed site, but have 
legitimate concerns regarding the amorphous and confusing proposed Project, which does not 
have a specific scope or description, and wholly engulfs and obscures the historic Capitol 
Records Building. The Applicant requests carte blanche to construct numerous buildings on the 
site without any future evaluation of the actual architectural design, massing, pedestrian and 
traffic flow, and uses, including multiple venues that serve alcohol, based solely on evaluation of 
impacts at the level of a Program EIR. There is no other project in Hollywood, or the City, that 
has been approved with this minimum level of specificity without also providing for subsequent 
entitlements at the time of actual project design. As set forth in our previous letters, the EIR for 
the Project fails to adequately describe the project or properly analyze several issues including, 
but not limited to, land use, historic resources, aesthetics, traffic, parking, air quality, noise, 
school and library services, parkland, open.space, landfill capacity and gro\vth-inducing impacts. 

A Limited Liability Law Partnership Induding Professional Corpo'rations / los Angeles. San Francisco • Orange County 
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President Roschen and Members of the City Planning COlmnission 
March 27,2013 
Page 2 

I. The EIR Fails to Fully Evaluate a Stable, Accurate and Finite Project Description. 

Our comment letter noted that the Draft EIR contains amorphous, confusing and unstable 
Project description that amounts in essence to a zone change with no definite proposal to 
accompany it. The Responses to Comments 09-3, 81-2, and 81-3. among others, simultaneously 
claim that the Prqject description is finite and stable, and also that "the proposed Project 
represents several design scenarios ... [but] may be any combination of the designs analyzed in 
the Draft EIR." See Final EIR, p. III.B-300 (emphasis added). Rather than clarifying the 
proposal, the Responses to Comments mischaracterize the requests of various commenters and 
rely on inapposite case law to avoid clarity. In so doing, the Final EIR fails substantively to 
respond to comments and is therefore legally inadequate. See, e.g., City of Long Beach v. 
LAUSD, 176 Cal. App. 4th 889,904 (2009). . 

The Responses to Comments 81-2 wrongly attempts to rely on cases such as Dusek v. 
Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985) and County of In yo v. City of Los 
Angeles, 71 AI. App. 3d 185 (1977) for the proposition that an "elastic" project description is not 
per se invalid. That reliance is misplaced. In Dusek, the primary issue was whether an EIR f~r 
the adoption of a 200-acre redevelopment project area allowed approval of a project that 
included only the demolition of an historic structure on a 7.SS-acre parcel within the proposed 
redevelopment area .. Dusek, 173 Cal. App. 4th at 1033. The EIR in that case specifically 

. evaluated demolition of the historic structure, the impacts of which were clearly "the most 
. significant impact ofthe project" and "the focal point of the EIR." ld. at 1034, 1041. In -fact, the 

Court opined that-the only reason for evaluation of the larger proj eet was to avoid the 'possibili ty· 
of segmentation if only the smaller site were evaluated, and the c~ear object of theEIR was 
evaluation of the impacts on the historic structure. Id. at 1042. Also, the general project 
description provided in the Dusek EIR assumed further CEQA review. ld. . 

None of the considerations in Dusek apply in this case. First, no single impact is at issue, 
and the Final E~ cannot claim to have addressed a singular overriding concern of the public that 
would occur irrespective of the final form of the proposed Project. Although effects to the 
Capitol Records building and other historic structures within the Project site represent one such 
concern, others such as traffic, air quality, noise, and aesthetics, and pedestrian safety also apply. 
The Draft EIR identified-and the _ eommenters have expressed concern regarding-a 
constellation of environmental effects, and each of the impacts differs according to the uses and 
fonn of the final Project, neither of which the Draft or Final EIR allows a reader to discern.! 
Although the Final EIR attempts to deflect this criticism with the mantra that the Draft EIR 
evaluates the "worst case" scenario for each issue area, the fact remains that no one--induding 
the Applicant-appears to have any understanding of what the proposed Project will ultimately 

I Here, we emphasize that the evaluation of different pennutations of development allowed under the proposed 
Design Regulations, according to different environmental issue areas, forces the public and decisionmakers to "ferret 
out" the impacts of any single permutation from the EID.. This misleads the public as to the true nature of the 
impacts and violates CEQA. Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado, 131 Cal. 
App. 3d. 350, 357-58 (1982). 

JMBMI Jerr.r M2ngels 
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President Roschen and Members ofthe City Planning Commission 
March 27,2013 
Page 3 

comprise. Indeed, the Final EIR direct1y acknowledges the completely indeterminate nature of 
the proposed Project, stating in the Response to Comment No. 81-5 that it would allow the 
Applicant (or someone else) to build "structures that are consistent with' the growth of 
Hollywood and the local economy at the tim,e of construction," which could be 22 years from the 
time of approval. Final EIR, p~ III. b-305. This statement absolutely confirms what we stated in 
Comment 81-5 and what several other commenters have observed: that the proposed Project and 
its equivalency program are overbroad, and amount to little more than a zone change with no 
specific development proposal. However, rather than substantively respond to this valid 
criticism and provide some clarity regarding the scope of the development, the Final EIR 
absurdly brushes aside requests for the required and appropriate clarity and stability as requests 
for "detailed engineering des!gn." See, e.g., response to Comment No. 81-2. Thus, the Final EIR 
fails in its obligation to provide substantive responses to comments, continues to disallow an 
intelligent evaluation of the benefits of the project in light of its significant effects, and fails to 
substantiate the findings required to approve the Proposed Project. The Final EIR is, therefore, 
inadequate under CEQA. See Pub. Res. Code § 21081(b) (requiring an agency to make findings 
that the benefits of a project outweigh its significant environmental effects); See King County 
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 712 (1990) (decisionmakers must be 
able to evaluate the benefits of a project in comparison to its environmental effects); City of Long 
Beach v. LAUSD, supra (an EIR must substantively respond to comments). 

;, 

II. The Project Description Fails to Meet the Filing Requirements for a Vesting' Zone 
Change 

Even assuming, arguendo, the Final EIR passes legal muster as a project EIR in the first 
instance (and, it does not), the Final EIR does not provide sufficient detail to consider approval 
of the entitlements sought. The Draft EIR specifies and the Recommendation Report confirms 
'that the Applicant seeks a vesting zone chan'ge and vesting conditional use permit, among other 
approvals. Draft EIR, p. II-49. However, the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMCII) requires 
specificity in an application for these entitlements, which neither the Draft EIR nor Final EIR 
provides. 

, Section 12.32 Q of the LAMe sets forth the required elements of an application for a 
vesting zone change. These requirements are specific, and contemplate a specific development 
proposal, rather than a program. Among these, the application "shall show the proposed 
project's": Height, Design, Size, Square footage, Number of residential units, Use and location of 
buildings, Site plan, Rendering and architectural plan, The location of landscaped areas, Walls, 
and "Other infonnation deemed necessary." LAMC § 12.32 Q.3(a). Instead of these required 
elements, the Draft EIR provides a "concept planl! that it acknowledges may not resemble the 
ultimate development in any particular respect. See Draft EIR, pp. II-21-23 and Figure 11-7. 
The purported Equivalency Program and Development Regulations allow development of a 
nearly infinite number of variations, ranging anywhere from nearly over 900 residential units 
(rental or owned) to none, anywhere from over 200 hotel rooms to none, 215,000 s.f. or more of 
office uses, and an indeterminate square footage in which alcohol sales and/or service would 

JMBMI Jerrer Mwzels 
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President Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission 
March 27, 2013 
Page 4 

occur. Other uses, such as restaurants and health/fitness clubs are listed, but mayor may not 
appear in the final development. Open space and landscaped areas on the Project site, according 
to the Draft EIR, could comprise anywhere from four to twelve percent of the site. General 
building envelopes allow development on several areas of the Proj ect ~ite, in infinite 

. configurations. Thus, while the Final EIR correctly but irrelevantly notes' that "detailed 
engineering design" is not required and that some flexibility is permitted, it cannot justify the 
arrtOIphous nature of the proposal it includes, and the document fails to provide sufficient detail 
to support the request for the entitlements sought. 

III. The EIR Fails to Substantially Address the Actual Impacts of the Service of 
Alcoholic Beverages and Live Entertainment 

The Applicant applied for a master conditional use permit to allow the sale of alcohol in 
several venues, including five restaurants, one cafe or restaurant on a rooftop observation desk, 
on nightclub lounge, one retail establishment and two mobile bars. However, as set forth in our 
comment letter, the Project Description fails to identify specific information for each venue that 
is required in the City's CUB application form (CP-7773, LAMe 12.24W.l), including but not 
limited to: floor plans, total occupancy numbers for each venue, hours of operation, and 
mitigation measures related to security, noise, traffic, parking and public services.' The 
information is necessary to detennine any significant impacts caused by the sale of alcohol based 
on project-specific design and use. and any mitigation necessary to reduce these impacts to less 
than significant. The impacts of the consumption of alcohol cannot be evaluated without this 
information, because the impacts change based on several factors, such as whether food is 
served, how late alcohol is consumed, and whether alcohol is consumed outside on patio. 

The Response to Comment No. 81-10 states that the master CUP establishes the 
maximum number of establishments, the type of alcohol serving establishments, and pennitted 
activities at those establishments. Each operator must seek and obtain Plan Approval from the 
Zoning Administrator, per Municipal Code Section 12.24M. This provision allows subsequent 
notice and review by the Zoning Administrator based on submission of additional findings and 
information (see Form CP-2035). The Zoning Administrator may deny the plans if the Zoning 
Administrator finds that the use does not confonn to the purpose and intent of the fincUngs 
required for a conditional use under this section, and may specify the conditions under which the 
plans may be approved (LAMC I2.24M). However, the provision does not exempt the service 
of alcohol from subsequent environmental review. 

The Response states that subsequent review, and likely conditions of approval, will occur 
at the Zoning Administrator level, but that review will not require preparation of a new MND or 
EIR because the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with the master CUP. 
However, the Zoning Administrator's subsequent review of the Plan Approval is a discretionary 
action under CEQA (as' defined in the Friends of Juana Briones House case), and additional 
environmental review is required in order for the Zoning Administrator to impose additional 
conditions based on the subsequent detailed infonnation provided on Form CP-203S. ItA project 
qualifies as ministerial "when a private party can legally compel approval without any changes in 
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President Roschen and Members of the City Planning Commission 
March 27, 2013 
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the design of its project which might alleviate adverse environmental consequences," Friends of 
Juana Briones House v. City of Palo Alto, 190 Cal.App.4th 286, 302 (2010). "Conversely, 
where the agency possesses enough authority (that is, discretion) to deny or modify the proposed 
project on the basis of environment consequences the EIR might conceivably uncover, the pennit 
process is 'discretionary' within the meaning of CEQA." ld., citing, Friends of Westwood, Inc. 
v. City of Los Angeles, 191 Cal. App. 3d 259,267,272 (1987). 

Therefore, the City must direct the Applicant to prepare additional environmental review as part 
of the Plan Review process for each application for service of alcohol by an operator. In 
addition, we request that the City Planning Commission direct that notice for any Plan Approval 
be distributed to owners and occupants within .s00 feet, and not just abutting property owners. 

IV. The Draft and Final EIR Describe a Program, and Not a Development Proposal, 
That Requires Further CEQA Review 

At a minimum, the Final EIR must acknowledge the fact, repeatedly raised by 
conunenters, that this document is a Program EIR and, as such, requires further CEQA review 
for subsequent development proposals. This feature of the EIR is, in fact, the only one shared 
with the Dusek ElR. The primary difference in this case is that while the redevelopment agency 
in Dusek contemplated such review, this EIR contemplates only administrative review, with no 
public comment for any development proposal ultimately submitted within the 22-year window· 
proposed in the Development Agreement. . 

Section .15168(c)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the use of a Program EIR as 
suitallle ,for lithe issuance of rules, regulations, plans, OT other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of ~ continuing program." This precisely describes the nature of the proposed Project, 
which does not provide any specific proposal, but instead a purported Equivalency Program and 
Development Regulations, within which any number of projects may actually be constructed, in 
any number of sequences. Where an agency seeks to rely on a Program EIR to dispense with 
further EIRs or negative declarations, it must be both comprehensive and specific. "A program 
EIR will· be most helpful dealing with subsequent activities if it deals with the effects of the· 
program as specifically and comprehensively as possible." CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c)(5) 
(emphasis added). Here, the dizzying array of possible development and use options does not 
allow-and consequently the EIR cannot and does not provide-the requisite specificity to avoid 
further CEQA review, as section 3.1.5 of the proposed Development Agreement contemplates. 
See Rio Vista Farm Bureau v. County of Solano, 5 Cal. App. 4th 351, 371 (1992) (a "first-tier" 
EIR [which anticipates further CEQA review] need not provide detailed, site-specific analysis). 

V. The EIR Fails to Adequately Identify and Analyze the Environmental Impacts of the 
Proposed Zone Change and Amendment to the Community Plan Considering Pending 
Litigation 

Our comment letter noted that the Property is currently within the C4-2D-SN zone, with a 
"D" limitation that restricts the total floor area on the site to 3: 1. The City Council approved a 
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Connnunity Plan Update that increased the FAR on the site to 4.5:1, but this is currently the 
subject of litigation -based on three cases consolidated and pending in Superior Court (Save 
Hollywood.org. v. City of Los Angeles (BS 138370), Fix the City, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (BS 
138580), and La ~Mirada Neighborhood Association of Hollywood (BS138369)). The Response 
to Comment 81-9 confirms that the existing FAR is 3:1 per the "D" limitation, with a modified 
FAR of 4.5: 1 under the Updated Community Plan. The Response agrees that the Superior Court 
may order a stay on issuing permits under the Updated Community Plan (at the 4.5:1 FAR), but 
claims that the EIR evaluates the Project with a variety of total floor areas, including 3:1,4.5:1 
and 6: 1, and so does not need to rely on the outcome ofthe litigation. Final EIR Page IILB-311. . 
First, the Applicant must request a zone change and general plan amendment to both a 4.5: 1 FAR
and 6:1 FAR, to account for any result in the litigation. Second, this Project's EIR does not keep 
it from having to comply with any stays issued by the Court under the Updated Community Plan. 
Finally, any analysis ofthe Court. for the development on the site at an FAR of 4.5:1 will apply 
to the proposed Project. The Applicant can agree to proceed at their own risk hoping that the 
litigation will conclude in their favor, but cannot state that the litigation result'will not apply to 
this Project. 

VI. The Advisory Agency Failed to Properly Find Consistency with the Zoning and 
General Plan for the Project and Violated' Due Process 

The Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 7187-CN was heard and approved by the Advisory ,
Agency on February 22, 2013, without the -necessary [roding of consistency with the Project's' 
proposed amended zoning and general plan designation. The VTTM includes a- 41-10t 
subdivision with residential, hotel, office, restaurant, sports club and retail uSes at an FAR of 6: 1. 
The Applicant requests a zone change from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN, as part of the entitlements to 
be heard initially by the City Planning Commission on March 28, 2013, and subsequently by the 
City Council. The existing zoning on the site includes a D condition that limits buildings on the 
lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, with an allowance to exceed a 3: 1 FAR if the 
project confonns to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program and the 
Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any CRA Design for Development. 
The CRA has dissolved, but the Redevelopment Plans remain in place and are administered 
currently by the Designated Local Authority. 

In addition, the Hollywood Community Plan Update, which is currently subject to 
litigation, allows a 6:1 FAR for properties located in the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation that have been approved by the City Planning Commission. The City Planning 
Commission and City Council have not yet approved the zone change to allow the various uses 
pennitted in the C2 zone and not in the C4 zone, and have not approved the increase in FAR 
from 3:1 under the current D limitation to 6:1. In addition, the Designated Local Authority has 
not approved the increase in FAR to 6: 1. Therefore, the City's Advisory Agency violated due 
process by approving the VTTM prior-to approval of the zone change and general plan 
amendment by the City Planning Commission and City Council and prior to approval of the 
increase in FAR by the Designated Local Authority. See Response to Comment No. 81-9. 
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The Advisory Agency approved the VTTM immediately as a tactical matter, so that it 
could be heard on appeal by the City Planning Commission at the same time that the 
Commission heard the other entitlements. However, the Advisory Agency blatantly and 
knowingly violated due process. The VTTM can only be approved after the City Planning 
Commission and City Council take action on the other entitlements, and the Advisory Agency 
may find consistency. Then, the City's Municipal Code and State Subdivision Map Act provide 
for a further appeal of the VTIM to the City Planning Commission. The City cannot circumvent 
this process, which has been consistently applied to other projects in the City, just for the 
purpose of the Applicant's convenience. 

VII. The Project EIR Fails to Fully Evaluate the Traffic Impacts and Parking Impacts of 
the Project ~ 

The Draft EIR fails to fu1ly evaluate the traffic and parking impacts, because the Draft 
EIR must make certain assumptions due to a lack of finite Project Description. Response to 
Comment No" 81-11 justifies the Draft EIR's modified trip generation rates by stating that the 
ITE Trip Generation Manual for peak hour rates for lligh-Rise Apartments are 30 to 35% lower 
that the standard Apartment rates. In addition, the Draft EIR uses adjusted generation values, 
because "different uses are more or less able to take, advantage of transit, walk-in, mixed-use and 
other opportunities at the Project Site." However, the Project Description is so amorphous that 
there is no requirement of a certain mix of uses that would support using the reduced rate for 
mixed-uses. In fact, the Project could include an office uses that would not justify any reduction. 
In addition, the Project could include tall office"buildings but lower apartment buildings, which 
would not justify taking the lower High-Rise Apartments generation rate". 

The same analysis applies to the parking calculations. Response to Comment No. 81-12 
states that "as a mixed-use Project, different users will share a portion of the parking spaces 
during a 24-hour period:" Although the Draft EIR did not take any reduction for transit use, it 
did take reductions for sharing between the office/restaurantlretai1Jcommercial uses. Again, the 
Project Description allows for a variety of uses, or a single use. Therefore, the shared parking 
analysis is not warranted based on the amorphous "Project- Description. Finally, Comment No. 
81-12 states that ~t uses the base rate of 2 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet, as allowed in 
Hollywood by LAMC 12.21.A.4(x)(3). However, this is already a reduction ofthe-4 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of retail use, which is typically required for retail use and is generally accepted 
in the leasing industry as necessary to meet a retail store needs. 

VIII. The EIR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments Regarding the Air Quality 
Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The Response to Comment No. 07-02 and to other comments related to the air quality 
impacts of the Proposed Project are wholly inadequate and improperly attempt to discount or 
disregard the Draft ElR's determinations regarding those impacts. The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District ("SCAQMD"), as the regulatory agency charged with regulating and 
improving air emissions in an area that includes the City, brings particular expertise to air quality 

]MBM I 
Jerrer Mangel, 
Buller & Mit<hell.u" 
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impact analysis. Indeed, the City's CEQA TIrresholds Guide (the "Guide") expressly relies on the 
SCAQMD analytical methods. See Guide, pp. B-1 and B.1-3. Moreover, the Guide reflects the 
City's determination that where a project could "create or be subjected to" such conditions as 
potential CO hotspots or odors, a significant impact would result. Guide, p. B.2-4 (emphasis 
added). Recommended mitigation measures in the Guide include locating sensitive receptors 
away from hotspots. Guide, p. B.2-9 (emphasis added). Consistent with this detennination, and 
as described on page IV.B.l·49, the City requires preparation of a health risk assessment 
(liBRA") for any residential development within 500 feet of a freeway. 

Thus, the Draft EIR. properly recognized that, according to the City's own adopted 
thresholds/or CEQA analysis, as well as standard practices, the placement of a project within an 
area that could be subject to adverse air quality conditions could constitute a significant impact 
and included mitigation measures to reduce the potential impact. However, the Final ~IR, 
responding to comments from SCAQMD and JMBM, impermissibly attempts to discount the air 
quality impacts the Draft EIR. identified. In particular, the response to Comment No. 07-02 
wrongly attempts to rely on South Orange County Wastewater AuthOrity v. Dana Point 

. (SOCWA), 196 Ca1. App. 4th 1604 (2011), which is inapplicable to this circumstance. First, 
SOCWA concerned whether the lead agency was required to prepare an EIR., rather than an 
MND, to account for odor impacts to an area for which a zone change was proposed. In that 
project, unlike here, residential development was not proposed, but was theoretically permissible 
under the proposed zoning-Ita gl€am in the developer's eye; II ld. at 1610. Moreover, in that. 
case~ the Court acknowledged that the project in SOCWA would have no effect on the existing 
odor emissions at issue. ld. at 1617. 

Here, however, !he proposed Project includes residential units and would itself contribute 
to and exacerbate the purported effects of "the environment." First, as stated in the Project 
Description, the proposed Project could include as many as 492 residential units and 200 luxury 
hotel rooms. Far from merely "a gleam in the developer's eye" (as it was in SOCWA), some 
residences are proposed as part of the proposed Proj ect, . and the 'threat of impacts to them are 
hardly theoretical. Secondly, where proposed zone change in SOCWA would have no effect on 
the odors at issue in that case, the proposed Project here would contribute to air quality impacts 
of the 101 Freeway. As stated on pages IV.B.1-37 and IV.B.1-41-42 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed Project would cause significant and unavoidable impacts regarding construction and 
operational emissions, respectively. According to SCAQMD analytic methods, projects with 
project-specific air quality impacts are also considered to have cumulative impacts. See Draft 
ErR. pp. N.B-53-55. Consequently, the proposed Project would~ in combination with past and 
present projects, exacerbate air quality impacts associated with the 101 Freeway and have a 
significant cumulative impact on air quality in the vicinity, including to the residents of the 
proposed Project itself. Because the proposed Project would contribute to and exacerbate 
identified air quality impacts, it cannot claim that such impacts are merely those of "the 
environment on a project," as it attempts to do in responses to comments. See, e.g., Final EIR, p. 
IILB-21. That attempt dilutes the conclusions of the Draft EJR and therefore misleads the public 

LA 9380626v6 
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and decisiomnakers as to the true nature of the impacts of the Proposed Project, rendering the 
EIR legally inadequate. . 

IX. The Draft EIR Failed to Disclose Significant Impacts to an Adjacent Off-Site Sensitive 
Receptor 

Comment No. 09-11 alerts the City to the presence of a sensitive receptor, the AMDA 
American College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMDN'), located immediately 
adjacent to the Project site. The noise analysis in the Draft EIR does not disclose this receptor, 
as the Response to Comment No. 09-11 acknowledges. However, the candor and relevance of 
the response ends there. 

The Response. first attempts to paint the AMDA as somehow illegitimate, implying that it 
. has no permits to operate as a school. Howeyer, the law is clear that such considerations are 
irrelevant, as even unpermitted facilities are considered part of the environmental baseline for 
CEQA purposes. See, e.g., Fat v. County of Sacramento, 97 Cal. App. 4th 1270 (2002) (holding 
that even prior unpermitted expansion of an airport properly constituted the baseline for the 
purposes of analysis under CEQA). Also, CEQA § 21091(d)(2)(B) requires a Final EIR to 
address "significant" environmental issues, which include new or more severe significant 
impacts. See also City of Long Beach v. LAUSD, 176 Cal. App. 4th 889 (2009). A failure to 
respond to significant issues raised (including mitigation.proposals) renders an EIR legally 
inadequate. 176 Cal. App. 4th at .904. Simply put, even if the AMDA is unpennitted (and we 
provide no opinion on this question), it still represents a sensitive use immediately adjacent to the 
Project site, the impacts to which CEQA requires disclosure and evaluation. 

Next, the same Response wrongly attempts to characterize the undisclosed sensitive 
receptor as not requiring analysis under CEQA. See Final EIR, p. III.B-45. Although the Final 
EIR attempts to rely on Mira Mar for the proposition that analysis of a sensitive receptor 
somehow represents an ·evaluation of effects on specific persons and therefore is not required, 
that reliance is misplaced and the argument proves too much. Both the CEQA Guidelines and 
the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide specifically address the issue of sensitive receptors and 
require analysis of the same. The sensitivity of a use, not its public or private ownership or 
character, is the dispositive criterion for analysis. Analysis of a sensitive receptor inherently 
recognizes that certain impacts would particularly affect "specific persons" deemed worthy of 
heightened protection.· The line of argument presented in the Final EIR would effectively allow 
any EIR to ignore any sensitive receptor on the basis of private ownership or the specificity of 
the persons who occupy the use. The Final EIR cannot srnrkits obligation to disclose this new 
or, at least, substantially more severe, significant effect on that basis. See id. 

x. The Draft EIR Also Failed to Disclose Impacts to On-Site Sensitive Receptors 

Our comment letter alerts the City that the Project Description fails to clarify the 
sequence and timing of development, and therefore, the Draft ELR fails to analyze the effect of 
construction noise on residential units, which are sensitive receptors, constructed early in the 

JMBMIJeffe. Mangel. 
Butler & Mitch.II·.!J' 
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Project's 22 year term. The Response to Comment No. 81-25 acknowledges that the noise 
analysis in the Draft EIR does not disclose this receptor. The Response then attempts two 
gambits to avoid the obligation to address this impact, neither of which passes legal muster. 

First, the Response wrongly attempts to exclude future residents of the Project from the 
environment, making the novel claim that a perfectly foreseeable future use--indeed a use 
specifically proposed by the Project--does not require analysis. The City makes this claim in the 
Final EIR with the full knowledge of a 22-year development horizon and in the context of an 
EIR that provides a 2035 traffic analysis that anticipates and accounts for future development. 
The Final EIR provides no authority for this position, which contradicts the approach taken in 

. other EIRs the City has issued and which opposes any common-sense assessment of 
foreseeability. Moreover, this claim contradicts the operational noise analysis of the Draft EIR, 
which accounted for future residents, as it was required to do. 

Second, the Response attempts to conflate construction noise impacts with operational 
noise impacts, and to ignore the conclusions of the Draft EIR on the former. On page m.B-332 . 
of the Final EIR, the Response claims that the Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce 
operational interior noise impacts to future residents to a less-than-significant level. It ignores 
that the Draft EIR concluded that construction-related noise impacts on off-site receptors are 
significant and unavoidable. Draft EIR,: p. IV.B.1-37. Given that on-site receptors would 
generally lie closer to on-site construction activities· than off-site· receptors, noise levels 
experienced on-site are likely higher and are therefore significant. Consequently, unless the 
Final EIR includes mitigation that would reduce construction-related noise to accepfable levels in 
the proposed residences, a new or substantially more severe significant impact would result. 

Finally, and incredibly, the Final EIR claims that residents of the Project "will be fully 
aware of the Project's scale and will chose to reside on the Project's site." First, an awareness of 
a Project's scale does not result in the awareness of a specific impact by a potential resident, and 
even if the resident was aware of the impact, it does not relieve the Applicant of its obligation 
under CEQA to disclose and avoid or mitigate any impacts to a less-than-significant leve1. 

In the Response to Comments No. 09-11 and 81-25, the Final EIR dismisses these 
comments with irrelevant considerations and fails to provide any substantive analysis or to 
correct this deficiency. Either failure, by itself, renders the EIR legally insufficient and requires 
recirculation. 

XI. The EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate the Project's Impact on the Historic Capital 
Records Building and the HoUywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District 

Our comment letter identifies significant impacts to historic resources on and surrounding 
the site, including the Capital Records Building and Gogerty Building (City historic cultural 
monuments) and the contributing huildings to the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District (on the National Register of Historic Places). See Comment No. 81-17. 
The MilleIll1ium Hollywood Project Historic Resources Teclmical Report, dated July 2012, notes 

JMBM!JOfrer Mange" 
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that a project is a substantial adverse change that requires mItlgation if the integrity or 
significance of the historic resource would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration 
(Historic Report, page 37). The Reportconcludes'that the proposed Project's allowable height 
and density does have the "potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines, 
particularly from the south of Capital Records along Vine Street and from the Hollywood 
Freeway." (Historic Report, p. 37). The Report concludes that that the Development 
Regulations, which require certain setbacks, mitigate the impact to the historic resources to the 
extent feasible. - ' 

First, as stated in our comment letter, the Development Regulations, which provide 
certain setbacks, massing and distance fail to mitigate the impact to the, extent feasible, because 
they do not consider the effect of the future Project's design, material, articulation, connectivity 
of visual lines, architectural style, space flow and other elements of a project's design. The 
Response to Comment No. 81-17 disregards this analysis, and merely claims that the Historic 
'Report "evaluated all of the potential development scenarios presented in the Development 
. Regulations, including the specific setbacks, massing and height scenarios before reaching the 
conclusion that the Project would have less than significant impacts on historic resources." This 
Response is wholly inadequate, because it does not address the character of the surrounding 
buildings in the Project that is essential for a full historic analysis. The City consistently 
considers all of these elements, and not just setbacks and massing, when determining an effect on 
a ,historic structure. A detalled 'articulated wood building with outdoor patios will have a very 
different impact on an adjacent historic structure than a solid enclosed concrete building. 
Therefore, the Development Regulations must include significantly more detail, which is subject 
tofmiher environmental review, or the City must conduct subsequent environmental review at 
the time each specific building on the site is designed. 

Second, the EIR fails to fully consider the impact of the Capital Records building on the 
immediate Hollywood neighborhood. The public view from 'stre~t level looking north on Vine 
from Hollywood Boulevard is an unobstructed view of the cylindrical shape of the Capital 
Record building. The Response to Comment No. 81-17 claims that the mitigation measures 
included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to a less than 
significant level under all development scenarios. However, the Historic Report actually states 
that the development has the potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines 
from south of Capital Records. Allowing a triangular ground level setback does not mitigate all 
potential significant impacts - the Project design must retain the existing unobstructed view of 
the cylindrical Capital Records form from the street, hiUs and key viewpoints within Hollywood. 
The Project design must also maintain views of the top of the iconic tower over the lower 
buildings from surrounding streets. This may feasibly be accomplished by developing shorter 
buildings on the Eastern side of Vine Str~t and concentrating the massing on the Western side 
of Vine Street. 

JMBMI j_ffor Mangels 
Butler- & HctchelilLP 
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XII. The EIR Fails to Quantify the Project's Impacts on Public Services, Parks, Open 
Space, Landfill Capacity and Growth Inducing Impacts 

We reiterate all of the issues addressed in our comment letter that are not specifically re
stated here (see attached Comment Letter), including significant impacts to public services, 
parks, open space, landfill capacity and growth inducing impacts. The Response to Comments in 
the Final EIR claims to have fully evaluated and mitigated these impacts, but we stand by our 
original analysis that these areas require additional detail and environmental analysis. 

XIII. The City Must Therefore Recirculate the Draft EIR to Adequately Disclose New or 
More Severe Significant Impacts 

The Final EIR attempts to extricate itself from the obligation to recirculate in light 
of the undisclosed significant impacts. These attempts are unavailing. Section 15088.5 of the 
CEQA Guidelines provides the criteria for recirculation. Specifically, sections 15088.5(a)(1-2) 
provide that information showing a new significant environmental effect of a project, or a 
substantial increase in its severity, triggers recirculation. As stated above, the Draft EIR failed to 
disclose sensitive receptors, the noise impacts to which cannot be feasibly mitigated to a less
than,significant level. FEIR, pp. llIB-45-46. Thus, the Draft EIR failed to disclose a new 
.significant impact (the impact to the AMDA and to future on-site residents) or, at the very least, 
a substantial· increase in the severity of an impact it identified (impact~ to sensitive receptors 
generally). The City must therefore recirculate the Draft EIR. to provide the ·public an 
opportunity to review and comment on this impact. . 

As previously stated in our comment retter, HEIIGC and HVRA support the broad vision 
and diverse mix of uses for the Project, however, they strongly object to the scale of the Project, 
in tenns of height and density, and the lack of specificity of the requested entitlements that will 
allow a variety of configurations not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The history of Hollywood's 
iconic architecture should be preserved and be visible and accessible to the public. The proposed 
Project is out of scale with the immediate historic neighborhood, by dwarfing the 150 foot high 
historic structures on Hollywood Boulevard and completely obscuring the Capital Records 
Building. We request the City Planning Commission to consider a Project that sets back from 
and limits building heights adjacent to the Capital Records Building, as well as preserves lasting 
views ofthe Hollywood hills and the Hollywood Sign from the streets of Hollywood. 

Sincerely, 

JI1ft!0 
BENJAMIN M. REZNIK of 
J effer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

what time is the biefing today? 

EM34277 

Roberto Mejia < roberto.mejia@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:13 AM 

Rebecca Valdez 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Lisa Flores 

Re: Reyes briefing 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 
Lisa, 

Could we meet at 1: 3 O? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 17 PM, Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity. org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473 -7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 
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Roberto R. Mejia 
Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
(213) 473-5748 

EM34278 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35516 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 11:38 AM 
Patrice Lattimore 
Fwd: Millennium Documents (CF 13-0593) 

Meant to send this to you as well. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 11 :35 AM 
Subject: Re: Millennium Documents (CF 13-0593) 
To: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hi Sharon, 
Please have your office enter the Land Use Equivalency in CF as Exhibit D as submitted by DCP on 
7/10/13. Thank you, 

Sergio 

On Wed, JulIO, 2013 at 3:27 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Dan & Sergio, 

I understand Luci is out of the office now. Will you please help me with the following? 

1. Zone Change Ordinance -

a) Need signature from Director of Planning or from whoever is authorized to sign 
b) Need to note in the attachment somewhere that Conditions were approved by PLUM Committee on 6118113 

2. Development Regulations (Exhibit C) - Need to note on front cover that Development Regulations as 
updated by PLUM Cmtee on 6118113. Can you add that comment under the title or type it in? 

3. Land Use Equivalency (Exhibit D) - Luci noted that this was not changed by PLUM and remains the same as 
adopted by CPC. I'm not sure why it was submitted again. Do you want our office to enter it into the CF as 
Exhibit D as submitted by DCP on 711 0113? 

I'm on jury duty now but I'm in/out of the office this week. Will you please send staff to pick up these 
docs? I'll leave the docs in the Will Call drawer in City Hall Rm 395 and address it to Dan Scott or Sergio 
Ibarra. Thanks in advance for your help! Sharon 978-1074 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 2:08 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

RL0034217 



EM35517 

That's fine, I'll drop it off to your office by Friday. I'm out of the office from 7/8-7/16. You can contact Sergio 
Ibarra at 978.1333 or Dan Scott at 978.1182 in my absence if you should need anything. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 1 :59 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Thank for the help! I'm out of the office on Friday and on-call next week for jury duty. I'll be in & out of the 
office next week, but whenever you submit the Ord, our office will process asap. 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 1:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks, Sharon. 
I caught a few things looking at it a third time. Once I make those changes, I will bring it down to you either 
later today or Friday. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

The signature page is exactly what is needed. I looked over the conditions. They look like they're in order, but 
I'm not a Planner, so take my opinion with a grain of salt. As long as the changes approved by PLUM are 
incorporated in this Ord, then we're good. Hope I was helpful. Thx again for your help! 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here it is. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM35518 
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Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM35519 
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From: 
Sent: 

Kira Teshima < KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 
Tuesday, May 21, 2013 4:42 PM 

To: Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Subject: RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Thank you, Iris! Have a nice evening. 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJagar-awakuni@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 4: 14 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Kira, 

Here it is. Let me know if you have questions. 

On Tue, May 21,2013 at 3:58 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

That would be wonderful. Thank you, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto: irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq ] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21,2013 2:19 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

No, the correspondence is just a few pages. Let me see if! can scan and email it to you today. 

On Tue, May 21,2013 at 1:53 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 
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The only document we do not have is Exhibit C, correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3/27/13. Would 

you be able to scan or fax this document to me? If the exhibit is too vo luminous, then I can arrange to come by to copy 

the document. Please let me know which you prefer. Thank you in advance. 

Best, 

Kira 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 

213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto: irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 10:10 AM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Re: Millennium 3rd appeal 

I believe you should have copies of the Exhibits, if not let me know. 

Exhibit A- CPC determination dated 4127113 

Exhibit B- correspondence from JMBM via email to Srimal Hewawitharana dated 12110112 

Exhibit C- correspondence from JMBM to William Roschen dated 3127113 
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Iris 

On Tue, May 14, 2013 at 5: 11 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Quick question: How voluminous are the exhibits? The letter references them quite a bit. I can come to your office to 
copy them tomorrow morning if they will be useful in reading the appeal letter. Thank you! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Kira Teshima 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 5:07 PM 
To: 'Iris Fagar-Awakuni' 
Subject: RE: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Thanks so much, Iris! 

Kira Teshima 
Los Angeles I x14234 
Sheppard Mullin 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni [mailto:irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: Kira Teshima 
Subject: Millennium 3rd appeal 

Hi Kira, 

See attached. 
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Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
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Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

City Planner *213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PIANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
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1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1 Purpose 

1.1.1 The Development Regulations ("Regulations") govern new development on the Project Site. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

Specifically, the Regulations: 

a. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 
treatment, signage, lighting, sound attenuation and sustainability. 

b. Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 
ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the 
Project. 

c. Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 
integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

d. Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the 
development for the Project Site. 

e. 

f. 

Ensure compliance with the Development Objectives. 

Ensure preservation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according 
to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

-1-

RL0034231 



EM33629 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.2 Development Objectives 

1.2.1 The development objectives are intended to transform the Project Site consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision for the site shared by various Hollywood stakeholders. The 
Development Regulations will in turn ensure that new development on the Project Site is 
consistent with these objectives. 

1.2.2 The objectives for new development on the Project Site are to: 

a. Preserve the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according to established 
preservation guidelines (the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
guidance provided by Office of Historic Resources). 

b. Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Tower by 
creating grade level open space / civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. 

c. Preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood Hills. 

fig. 1.2.2.b·c: Capitol Records View Corridors 

d. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

Create civic plazas that are activated by retail, landscaped, and enhance the Hollywood 
Walk of Fame by providing it as an urban node. Reinforce the urban and historical 

-2-
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importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street 
life focused on Vine Street. 

e. Encourage street life by the creation of a new pedestrian connection between Ivar 
Avenue, Vine Street, and Argyle Avenue. 

f. Create vibrant urban spaces that permit open and green spaces for both the on-site and 
off-site population. 

fig 1.2.2.d: View North Along Vine Street 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

g. Create a 24 hr. community by the creation of a Thriving Mixed-Use Development. 

h. Eliminate the visual impact of current on-site parking. 

i. Establish where feasible pedestrian linkages to existing public transportation routes in 
proximity to the Project Site, including the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, and existing bus routes. 

j. Establish standards to address architectural excellence. 

-3-
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k. Provide designs that address, respect and complement the existing context, including 
standards for ground-level open space, podium heights and massing setbacks that 
minimize impacts to the historic setting. 

I. Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in minimizing the negative environmental 
impact of buildings by enhancing efficiency and moderation in the use of materials, 
energy and development space. 

m. Create buildings that emphasize the vertical architecture and become visible icons. 

n. Develop a visual gateway to Hollywood from the Hollywood Freeway. 

fig. 1.2.2.n: Hollywood: A major urban center and gateway to the Los Angeles basin. 

-4-
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1.3 Development Standards and Guidelines 

The Development Regulations consist of standards and guidelines. The standards impose strict 

requirements for new development. For example, the Regl:JlatisRs standards include specific setback 

requirements along Vine Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for minimum open 

space on the ground floor as well as maximum building heights. By comparison, the guidelines are 

measures that may include a range of choices and require a degree of interpretation by the architect and 

design team to achieve compliance with the Regulations. The purpose of these guidelines is to create a 

principal design theme or objective without comprising high quality design. The purpose is to provide a 

range of flexibility to permit the selection of the most appropriate design feature based on the final 

development scenario. For instance, fa!;ade treatments for new development may take different form 
depending on the final design plans. The Regulations will guide the ultimate fa!;ade treatment by 

providing a limited range of choices in the use of material and color for the fa!;ades. 

1.4 Relationship to the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

1.4.1 The Development Regulations are approved by the City of Los Angeles City Council aRtI-afe 
iREsrl3srateB iR tRe (;)e'o'elsI3FReRt AgreeFReRt, al:JtRsrizeB l3l:JrSl:JaRt ts (alifsrRia GS'o'erRFReRt 
(sBe 6Sg6Q, et seE'l-, eRtereB iRts By tRe Gity sf Lss ARgeles aRB 

("MilieRRil:JFR (;)e'o'elsI3FReRt AgreeFReRt") SR pursuant to Ordinance No. 

1.4.2 Wherever the Regulations contain provisions which establish regulations that are different from 

or more or less restrictive than the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") that apply to the Project Site, the Regulations shall prevail pursuant to the 

MilieRRil:JFR (;)evelsl3FReRt AgreeFReRt Ordinance approved by the City Council. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -5-
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Project Site 

2.1.1 The Project Site consists of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land. The subject property 
occupies two distinct sites, both bounded by Yucca Street to the north and separated by 
Vine Street. 

The area bounded by Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Yucca Street is the West Site. 

The area bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is the East Site. 

The East Site and the West Site make up the Project Site. 

The Project Site currently contains a mix of commercial and on grade open parking. The topography 
has a natural incline of approximately 21 feet (NE to SW) from Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and 21 
feet (NW to SE) from Ivar Avenue to Vine Street. The existing sidewalk elevations will not be altered 
as part the Project. 

Hol lywood Blvd 

fig. 2.1. Site Plan 
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2.2 Site Zoning and Permitted Floor Area 

2.2.1 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2). The City General Plan land use designation is 
Regional Center commercial. 

2.2.2 The Project Site is within the Special Sign District and within the Hollywood Community 
Redevelopment Project Area of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of 
Los Angeles. 

2.2.3 Notwithstanding any provision in these Regulations, residential floor area is not permitted 
within 500 feet of any freeway. 

2.2.4 Floor Area Ratio: 6:1 

2.2.5 Height District: No.2 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -7-
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3. HISTORIC RESOURCES AND SETTING 

3.1 Overview 

The Project Site is located in a historically rich area of Hollywood that contains a number of recognized historic 
resources. This Project is a preservation project in that its ambition is to respect, respond to, and preserve the 
Capitol Records Building and to continue the urban character of Vine Street on the Project Site. The Project is 
designed to be observant of historic settings and buildings. Two buildings located on the Project Site, the Capitol 
Records Tower and the Gogerty Building, are historically significant. Other historic buildings, located on adjacent 
parcels, are the Pantages Theater, the Equitable Building, the Hollywood Palace, and the Art Deco commercial 
building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street. Several of these historic resources are located within the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, a National Register listed historic district located just south of the Project 
Site. 

Composed of commercial properties from the first half of the 20th Century, contributing properties to the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District include a wide variety of property types including 
single-story storefronts, two-story commercial blocks, department stores, theaters, high-rise office buildings and 
hotels. 

The Capitol Records Building is a unique building whose cylindrical form has always been visible from portions of 
Hollywood and Vine from the south and the freeway from the north . The Capitol Records Tower and the iconic 
buildings in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District (the Hollywood Palace, Pantages 
Theater, Equitable Building) will maintain their prominence after implementation of the Project. 
Portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (L.A. Historic Cultural Monument #194) are located along Vine Street 
between Yucca Street and Sunset Boulevard and will be protected. 

The protection of Hollywood's historic resources and unique character is an important objective of the Project. The 
guidelines and standards contained in this document were created in part to ensure the protection of historic 
resources within the Project Site and minimize potential adverse effects to historic resources from new 
development. Key Project objectives regarding historic resources include: 

1) Preservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See sections 1.2.2a and 1.2.2b of this 

document. 

2) Protection and preservation of the portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (LA Historic Cultural 

Monument #194) will need to be temporarily removed during construction and replaced after 

construction is completed. A preservation plan, outlined in the Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo 

Pavement and Repair Guidelines (March, 2011) will be prepared for this aspect of the Project. 

3) Incorporation of ground-floor open space--aR&-~)uilding setback- and min imum separation between 

building requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves 

important views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. See sections 1.2.2 c, 6.1, 6.9, 

7.1, 7.S, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

4) Incorporation of ground-floor open space--aR&-""building setback- and minimum separation between 

build ing requirements to reduce massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -8-
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historic resources. See sections 1.2.2c, 6.1, 7.1, 7.5, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

5) Requirement that design of new buildings be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 

adjacent historic resources. See sections 6.6, 6.8, 7.1.5, and 7.4 of this document. 

One means of creating compatible new buildings in an urbanized setting is to incorporate qualities of vertical and 

horizontal visual complexity in world class design. The general characteristics, proportions, and details of older 

buildings may serve as a reference for the Project. The Project's intent is to allow old and new to mix, recognizing 

that Hollywood sustains its image through both the rehabilitation of existing historic structures and the design of 

creative and contemporary architecture,:, 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -9-
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4. DENSITY 

4.1 Floor Area Ratio Averaging and Density Transfer 

The Owner may transfer density and buildable floor area from one parcel within the Project Site to 
another parcel within the Project Site, as long as the minimum and maximum building heights in the 
Regulations are maintained and the entire Project does not exceed the cumulative, allowable density and 
floor area of the zoning for the sum of the individual parcels. 

To allow for the spatial distribution of the development on the Project Site and ensure relationship and 
sensitivity with the uses surrounding the Project Site, parking, open space and related development 
requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location within the Project Site. 

4.2 land Use Equivalency Program 

The land Use Equivalency Program is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while 
ensuring that a change in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR, ENV-2011-
067S-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094). With respect to any proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange 
Phase") that would result in a build out of the Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project 
scenarios studied under the EIR, under the land Use Equivalency Program, the developer may request a 
transfer or exchange of land uses, as well as modifications to the siting, massing or other development 
standard in so far as they are consistent with the provisions herein, for such Exchange Phase by a 
delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the City, which request shall be 
accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 
proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting how the proposed land uses and 
densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the existing improvements and the other phases 
previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-
3, Project Trip Cap from the EIR; and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project 
including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified 
in the EIR (collectively, an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). The Planning Director shall 
approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip 
cap identified in such Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap, does not conflict with the impacts analysis for the 
maximum Commercial and Residential Scenarios, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -10-
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5. HEIGHT 

5.1 Building Height Standards 

The Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C and Dj to limit maximum building heights and control bulk 
in response to the Development Objectives including context with the built environment and to reinforce 
view corridors to the Capital Records Tower. 

----) 

D 

- Fig. 5.1 Height Zones 

TOWER ZONE 
S8S'MAXHT 

, 
II 

D 
5.1.1 The number of storie s of a building shall be counted to the last occupiable programmatic fl oor 

excluding all mechanical spaces !interior and exterior) observation deck's) and any occupiabl e 
space required to access and/or service above the uses including but not limited to elevator 
lobbies vestibules and restroom s. 

5.1.2 The height of the building and number of stories shall be measured from the curb/grade level of 
the primary street frontage for that portion of the Project Site (j .e. West Site Zone B tower 
measured f rom Vine Street\. 
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6. BUILDING AND STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.1 Tower Massing Standards 

6.1.1 The Tower Massing Standards apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above curb level 
- see Table 6.1.1. 

11.5 SO 
13,325 East Site 10 
9,042 West Site 151 

~23173 

~20 SO 
East Site 10 

±±;-794-1S 72 6 151 

West Site 

~32443 
10 

28 SO East Site 151 
22,016 West Site 

48 nfa 
55,616 East Site 10 
37,742 West Site 151 

Table 6.1.1 

Note 1: lS' tower setback required for any tower fronting Vine Street on West parcel. See Figure 6.3.2. 

12 

10 

8 

5 

6.1.2.d.l 
6.1.2.d.2 

6.1.2.c.l 
6.1.2.c.2 

6.1.2.b.l 
6.1.2.b.2 

6.1.2.a.l 
6.1.2.a.2 

6.1.2 For the purpose of calculating the maximum lot coverage the total lot area is equal to the total 
lot area for each of the sites, the West Site and the East Site. If there is more than one tower on 
a site, the maximum lot coverage requirement in Table 6.1.1 is calculated based on the combined 
area of all towers on each site. The total lot coverage applies to the aggregate floor plate(s) of 
the tower or towers on each site. 

6.1.3 Minimum grade level open space will be 5% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Figs. 6.1.2.a.l- 2.) 

6.1.4 At least 50% of total floor area must be located below 220 feet. 

6.1.5 Tower wall articulation: 

a. Minimum 10% of tower aggregate area shall be articulated. 

6.1.6 Types of permitted articulations for tower walls: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

SM RH :4Q8554986.1 -13-
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STREET EXPERIENCE 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a reEll:lires street wall face of 
building over a grade level open space building setback and/or any required separation 
between bUildings. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 

-14-
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t---~) 

The following developments are for illustrative purposes only. 
Maximum Lot Coverage and Tower Floor Plate - Figs. 6.l.2.a - d. 

11 j 

D 

EAST SITE - SITE PLAN 

CD MINIMUM 11)' !;EJ!iAtK Al oNdi VitJ ! s'flteer 
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cD MI~ I~U~ jO' SETBACK ABCNE I SO' 

® \0' "IINIMlJM !JOEPfI "A:TIQN FflOlol r;ApnQ~ ~r:I;QIl~~ D-V ILQ)NG 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 

ENVELOPE 

5% PUBLIC OF'EN SPACE -------,; 
5,793 SF 

I Ir 
CENTER LlNE OF VINE S1"REET 

,----- MAX TOWeR 
HEIGHT 220' 
or< 46% OF SITE 

~+-__ MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
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MAXIMUM 
BASE HEIGHT 
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D 

WEST SITE· SITE PLAN 
o IIIOTUSED 

a> MINIMUM 15'SETBACKA,L~GY liiEmEET 

<D MINIMUM 15'SETBACK ABOVE AO' 

o MINIMUM 10' SETBACK AlCt.lG vtiCCA STREET 

<D MINIMUM I O' SETBACK AB~E i~' 

® MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ABOVE 300 

(1) ".JN IMI.IM 20' SETSACI( AL Q'ljG1HIS PROPERTY L'-'E' 

TOWER MAX 
HEIGHT 220' 

ON 48% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK -------:::...:::-"",.r 
ABOVE 4{)' 

fig. 6.1.2.a.2: West Site· 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. 
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ENVELOPE 
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MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
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EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
<D P,4ltffWJM 80' SEPARA,TIOtl BEMEE~ '"TOWERS' ON .s~~ E SITE 

<D MIHIMUI,!2Q' SETB,AC!(.A.BM 150' 

ID MAKIW~ 40% OF STREET WALL CAN exCEEC I,4AX I ~~ STREET WAll HEIGHT 

® MINIMUM ID'S81lAC~ABOVE 1~ 

® 10' MINIMUM SEPARATK'JN FRO~ CAPITOL RECQ110S eUILDING 

BETWEEN 220' AND 400' 
TOVllER CAN OCCUPY 

28% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. 6.1.2.b.l: East Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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D 

..------------ TOVIIER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THI S 
ENVELOPE 

,----------- EXAMpLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 
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WEST SITE· SITE PLAN 
o ~ INIUU"'80' SEPARATION IIE1WEEN -rOWERS' ON SAME SIn: 

G.> ./,IN INlJt.l15' SETElA.Ct( ALONGVif.lE STREET 

(9 MJNIMLJM 10' SETBACKALONG'rUCCA STREET 
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fig. 6.1.2.b.2: West Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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fig. 6.1.2.c.2: West Site - 550 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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fig. 6.1.2.d.2: West Site - 585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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6.2 Street Walls 

6.2.1 A street wall is a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open space. 
Street walls determine the scale and character of the pedestrian environment. Articulation of the 
required street wall within the permitted ranges is required in order to create a sense of different 
uses, visual interest and orientation. The street wall shall have proportions and architectural 
building details which emphasize and reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian 
environment. Massing offsets, fenestration, varied textures, openings, recesses, and design 
accents are strongly encouraged to ensure there are no un-articulated walls and monolithic roof 
forms, and architectural elements such as balconies, verandas, and porches that add architectural 
character are encouraged. 

6.3 Street Wall Standards 

6.3.1 Location of a required street wall: 

a. Parcels with a grade level open space: the required street wall shall be located a 
minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site. 

b. A grade level open space is required for any building fronting Yucca Street with a 
minimum 10 feet setback from the property line. 

c. Parcels or portions of parcels without a grade level open space: the required street wall 
shall be located on the property line. 

6.3.2 Height of required street wall: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Street walls shall be built to a minimum height of 30 feet and a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level except as noted in item (b), (c) and (d) below. 

b. Street walls fronting Vine Street on the West Site shall be built to a maximum height of 
40 feet above curb level except as noted in item (d) below. 

c. Street walls fronting Yucca Street shall be built to a maximum height of 30 feet. Building 
can extend to a maximum height of 150 feet with a 10 foot setback above 30 feet except 
as noted in item (d) below. 

d. 40% of the aggregate width of the required street wall frontage on each street can 
exceed the maximum street wall height up to the maximum tower height. 

-23-
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6.3.3 Types of permitted articulation of a required street wall: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a required street wall over a 
grade level open space build ing setback and/or any required separation between 
bUildings. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 

6.3.4 Other permitted projections: elements which project beyond the property line from a required 
street wall shall comply with the Building Code. 

a. Architectural facade elements such as expression bands, cornices, eaves, gutters, and 
downspouts may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

b. Steps and ramps may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

c. Commercial marquees, canopies and awnings. 

d. Retail storefronts: may project from a required street wall over a grade level open 
space by a maximum depth of 5'-0'. The maximum height of these projections for each 
parcel shall not exceed two stories or 28'-0" above curb level, whichever is less. 

6.4 Street Wall Guidelines 

6.4.1 Pedestrian pass-through areas, public plazas, marquees, canopies, awnings and retail storefronts 
are permitted within the street wall area. 

6.4.2 Pedestrian steps and ramps, entry forecourts, hotel drop-offs and loading entries and exits and 
vehicular access driveways are also permitted within the street wall area on the Project Site. 

6.5 Yard Standards 

6.5.1 Yard is an open space other than a court that is unoccupied and unobstructed from the ground 
upward. 

6.5.2 Commercial Use: no front, side or rear yard setbacks are required. 

SMRH :4Q8554986.1 -25-
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6.5.3 Residential Use: 

a. Front Yard: none. 

b. Side Yard: Minimum 5 feet; for a building more than two stories in height, one foot shall 
be added to the width of such side yard for each additional story above the second 
story, but in no event shall a side yard of more than 16 feet in width be required. 

c. Rear Yard: Minimum 15 feet; for a building more than three stories in height, one foot 
shall be added to the depth of such rear yard for each additional story above the third 
story, but such rear yard need not exceed 20 feet. 

6.6 Building Materials and Color Guidelines 

6.6.1 The goal of the building materials and colors is to reinforce the character of the Hollywood area 
and provide a design that is compatible yet avoids any appearance that the building is being 
historicized. These guidelines will address the fa~ade treatment for both residential and 
commercial portions of buildings. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Buildings shall feature long-lived and sustainable materials. The material palette shall 
provide variety, reinforce massing and changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

b. Ground floors shall have a different architectural expression than upper floors and 
feature high quality durable materials that add scale, texture and variety. 

c. Podium levels up to 150 feet will be predominantly light in color. Colors will be achieved 
through the inherent color of the material, rather than the application of color to the 
surface. Darker accent colors may be used to delineate building entrances and accents. 

d. The architecture of the building shall clearly delineate an architectural style, and shall 
not appear as a simplified version thereof, with appropriate fenestration patterns, 
architectural features, proportions and materials. 

e. The building's skin, especially for towers, shall be primarily transparent; the use of 
darkly colored or highly reflective glass will be avoided. Glazing will have the minimum 
amount of reflectivity or tinting required to achieve energy efficiency standards. 

f. In buildings other than curtain wall buildings, windows will be recessed, except where 
inappropriate to a building's architectural style. There will be clear contrast between the 
building's surface material and the building's glazed areas. 

g. In general, the overall massing, roof forms, materials, and architectural style of new 
structures shall provide a variety of forms, depth and texture, and encourage a cohesive 
character. Building massing shall include a variation in wall planes and height as well as 
roof forms to promote architectural excellence, a pedestrian friendly environment and 
take into account the context. 

h. To provide visual variety and depth, the building skin shall be layered and designed with 
a variety of textures that bear a direct relationship to the building's massing and 
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structural elements. The skin shall reinforce the integrity of the design concept and the 
building's structural elements, and not appear as surface pastiche. 

i. Rooftop mechanical equipment screening shall be designed to be integral with the 
building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized by using materials that 
are complimentary or consistent with the building. 

j. Design the color palette for a building to reinforce building identity and complement 
changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 
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k. Examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in Figures 6.6.1- 2 
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Figure 6 11: examples of acceptable materials 
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Cladding: 
Trespa 
Copper 
Bronzed Color Metal Panel 
TerraCotta 

Screen 2: 
Sustainable Hardwood 
Trespa 
Copper 
Bronzed Color Metal 
TerraCotta 

Cladding: 
White Metal Panel 
White Precast Concrete wI 
Titanium Diox.ide Additive 
Architectura l Poured in 
Place Concrete 

Vision Glass: 
Clear glass with High 
Performance Low-E Coating 
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Figure 6 1.2 ' exa mples of accepta ble materia ls 
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6.7 Grade level Standards 

6.7.1 The purpose of the grade level standards is to promote pedestrian-scaled architecture by 
regulating street wall massing, articulation and detail, street level entrances and storefront 
windows and doors, as well as the use of quality materials and decorative details. Architectural 
features that reinforce the retail character of the ground floor street wall and/or help define the 
pedestrian environment along the sidewalk, such as canopies, awnings, and overhangs, are 
encouraged and shall be integral to the architecture of the building. 

6.7.2 Ground floor height: 

a. Minimum 12'-0" height measured from floor to ceiling. 

6.7.3 Building entrances: 

a. The primary entrance to a street level tenant space that has frontage along a public 
street shall be provided from that street. The primary entrance to a tenant space that 
does not have its frontage along a public street shall be provided from a courtyard, 
grade level open space, or publicly accessible passageway. Entries less than 18 inches 
from the property line shall not be higher than 12 inches above the elevation of the 
sidewalk; entries greater than 18 inches from the property line shall be within 30 inches 
of the adjacent grade level along street frontages. Where possible entries shall be 
marked using architectural elements such as porches, gateways, entry alcoves, awnings, 
canopies, or portals. 

b. All retail spaces shall be accessed primarily from a ground floor, single-tenant entry 
along a street, plaza or passageway. Where reasonably practical given architecture and 
tenant requirements, access to different tenant spaces shall occur at a maximum 
interval of 60 feet. 

c. Main building entrances shall read differently from retail storefronts, restaurants and 
commercial entrances which could include but are not limited to material change, 
architectural elements or elevation change. 

d. In addition to the building's required primary entrance(s}, there may be ancillary 
entrances to the building from parking garages. 

6.7.4 Ground Floor Glazing 

a. 

b. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

Use of clear, colorless and transparent glazing is required within the first 30 feet above 
curb level. 

Use of reflective glass is prohibited. 
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c. Along street frontages with a required build-to line less than or equal to 18 inches from 
the property line, glazing shall constitute a minimum of 30% of the area of a building 
face and shall not exceed 80% of the area of a building face. 

6.7.S Arcades 

a. Arcades at grade will maintain a minimum of 10 feet clear height and will be lit with a 
minimum of 1.0-foot candles. 

6.7.6 Service and Refuse Requirements 

Hotel and Commercial/Office / Retail that abuts an alley 

a. Every required loading space shall be located and arranged such that delivery vehicles 
may be driven upon or into said space from an alley. Such loading space shall have a 
minimum height of 14 feet and be accessible through a usable door not less than three 
feet in width and not less than six feet six inches in height opening from the building it is 
to serve. 

b. Every required loading space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet, a minimum 
width of 20 feet measured along the alley line, and a minimum depth of ten feet 
measured perpendicularly to the alley line. 

c. Loading space shall have a minimum area of 600 square feet where the gross floor area 
of all buildings on the lot exceeds SO,OOO square feet, but not more than 100,000 square 
feet; a minimum area of 800 square feet where the gross floor area of all buildings is 
between 100,000 and 200,000 square feet; and shall be increased by an additional 200 
square feet for each additional 200,000 square feet or fraction thereof of gross floor 
area in the building. 

Condominiums (Residential) 

d. None 

Rental (Residential) 

e. None 

6.7.7 Service and Refuse Guidelines 

a. 

b. 
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Storage areas shall be provided within the building of a size sufficient for the 
development to ensure that refuse is stored and loaded off-street. Refuse storage areas 
shall be directly and conveniently accessible from a curb cut. 

Service, utility, and mechanical functions, including retail loading, shall be located in 
alleys whenever present. When alleys are not present, service functions shall be placed 
within buildings. 
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c. Service, utility, and mechanical equipment that is visible from the street shall be 
screened from view with landscaping or enclosures. Back flow and fire standpipes, along 
with utility box transformers, shall be screened. 

d. All screening devices shall be compatible with the architecture, materials and colors of 
adjacent buildings. 

e. Trash and storage enclosures shall be architecturally compatible with the project design 
and landscaping shall be provided adjacent to the enclosure(s) to screen them and deter 
graffiti. 

f. Trash enclosures and retail loading areas shall be sited to minimize nuisance to adjacent 
properties. 

g. The location of trash enclosures shall be easily accessible for trash collection and should 
not impede general site circulation patterns during loading operations. 

h. Mechanical equipment shall vent to an alley wherever possible. 

i. Roof-vent penetrations and mechanical equipment shall be located at least 10 feet from 
any exterior Building Face. 

j. Gutters and downspouts shall be made of galvanized steel, copper (not copper coated), 
or aluminum. 

6.7.8 Storefronts 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Storefront (residential, retail, restaurant and commercial) requirements shall include 
frontage along streets and grade level open spaces. 

b. Storefronts shall comprise a minimum of 70% of the building's street level fa!;ade along 
Vine Street and 40% along all other streets and be recessed where necessary. 

c. Storefront glazing shall comprise a minimum of 60% of the storefront area along Vine 
Street and 40% glazing along all other streets. 

d. All retail space shall have a minimum 12 feet finished ceiling clearance. 

e. Storefront openings shall be no wider than 100 feet and no smaller than 15 feet. 
Storefront sills shall be a minimum of 18 inches and a maximum of 30 inches above the 
adjoining grade. 

f. Storefront openings shall be no shorter than 12 feet above the adjoining grade for 90% 
of the required storefront frontage. 

g. Security grilles will be located behind glass and be at minimum 70% open. 

h. At-grade storefront glazing at, or adjacent to, and/or facing any public right-of-way shall 
incorporate transparent, clear, colorless glazing with no reflectivity. 
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i. Awnings shall not obscure storefront signage. Vinyl awnings are not permitted. 

6.8 Podium Standards 

6.8.1 The purpose of the Podium Standards is to provide a modern interpretation of the historical 
context of Hollywood by establishing different treatment of the building's base, middle and top 
through the vertical articulation of the street wall fa!;ade by the use of balconies, projections, 
recesses, fenestration and changes in massing, color, material or other elements. 

6.8.2 Podiums shall comply as applicable with the minimum setback requirements set forth in Figures 
6.1.2a - d. 

6.8.3 No podium shall be greater than 120 feet except that portion of the podium that is built to the 
property line on Ivar Avenue . 

6.9 Podium Guidelines 

6.9.1 Podiums shall have fenestration that establishes a clear pattern on the fa!;ade (with special 
attention paid to facades that are visible from a public street) and that provides depth and 
additional articulation. 

6.9.2 An identifiable break between the building's ground floors and upper floors shall be provided. 
This break may include a change in material, change in fenestration pattern or similar means. 

6.9.3 Podium level windows shall be vertically oriented . 

6.9.4 Podium levels shall be predominantly light in color. 

6.9.5 An expression band shall be provided at the highest story within the podium. 

6.9.6 While blank street wall fa!;ades shall be avoided, an exception may be made for integration of 
public art or an articulated fa!;ade if it adds scale and interest to an otherwise bland frontage. In 
these cases, the fa!;ade shall be a maximum of four floors high, and shall have variation in its 
surface plane (using cutouts, insets or pop-outs). It shall employ different scales of elements as 
viewed when seeing the entire building massing. 

6.9.7 Louvers and wall openings shall be designed to integrate with building architecture. 

6.9.8 Podiums are encouraged as feasible to be set back from Pantages to preserve sightlines and 
promote groundfloor open space. 

6.10 Street and Sidewalk Standards 

6.10.1 The Site is comprised of a variety of public elements that include open spaces, streets and 
sidewalks. The Hollywood Walk of Fame is an integral element that fronts open spaces on both 
East and West Sites. Its adjacency to the public plazas requires compatibility and cohesiveness. 
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6.10.2 The combination of landscaped plazas, publicly accessible passageways and landscaped streets 
and sidewalks creates diversity, and at the same time forms a single unified system. 
Cohesiveness shall be achieved by providing certain uniform elements such as lighting, paving, 
rhythmic tree plantings and continuous open spaces in a consistent palette of materials and 
furnishings. 

6.11 Screening Standards 

6.11.1 Except for the minimum ground level frontage required for access, loading shall be screened 
from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and streets. 

6.11.2 Trash enclosures shall be provided and screened from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and 
streets. Rehabilitated trash enclosures shall be screened from the view of adjacent public 
sidewalks and streets. 
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7. TOWERS 

7.1 Purpose 

7.1.1 Towers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear slender. 

7.1.2 Towers shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry and exhibit big, simple moves. 
They shall not appear overwrought or to have over-manipulated elements. 

7.1.3 Towers that emulate a more streamlined modern style shall provide variety through subtle 
details in the curtain wall, and the articulation of a human-scaled base at the street level. 

7.1.4 If a project has more than one tower, the towers shall be complementary to each other and 
employ a similar yet varied architectural design approach. 

7.1.5 Generally, buildings over 150 feet tall (the historic datum for Hollywood) shall not be historicized. 
They are contemporary forms in the skyline and shall appear as such. 

7.2 Projections 

7.2.1 The following building elements and operations equipment can project beyond the maximum 
permitted building height: 

a. Roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating fans or similar 
equipment required to operate and maintain the building; 

b. Skylights, towers, steeples, flagpoles, water tanks, silos; 

c. Wireless masts; and 

d. Solar energy devices and similar structures. 

7.2.2 Permitted building elements or equipment in Section 7.2.1 shall be screened as practical and 
based on building design except if such projections - e.g., flagpoles or steeples - are part of the 
architecture or design. The use of creative materials and forms for screening is encouraged. 

7.2.3 Enclosures for bulkheads shall not count against building height. 

7.3 General Standards 

7.3.1 A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or longer 
dimension parallel to the north-south streets. 

7.3.2 Distinctive tower crown and lighting permitted but not required at the highest one (1) story and 
rooftop mechanical equipment enclosure. 

7.3.3 Towers shall be set back from maximum street wall height a minimum of 10 feet except for 
towers fronting Vine Street on the West site, these towers shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet 
from the maximum street wall height. 
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7.3.4 Towers shall be setback on West Site from shared property line with Hollywood Playhouse a 
minimum of 1Q feet assve l13Q 20 feet. 

7.3.5 Adherence to minimum setbacks and other separation standards for towers is required as may 
be applicable to a specific tower and its location with the Project area. Please refer to standards 
for towers set forth in Figures 6.1.2.a - d. 

7.3.6 Tower orientation and placement that enhances important sightlines is encouraged. 

&.3 .7 IR RS iRstaRse SRsl:Ilej tRe tswer frsRtiRg ViRe Street SR tRe East site eje'lelsl3FReRt Ra'{e FRsre 

tRaR a 113% ReigRt ejiffereRtial frsFR tRe tswer SR tRe "Nest ste eje'{elsI3FReRt . 

7.3.7 The tallest tower on anyone site (East site or West site) shall be within 35 percent of the tall est 
height on the other site (East site or West site). The height differential shall be calculated 
relative to the tallest tower in the Project. 

7.4 Wall Standards 

7.4.1 All walls are required to be articulated. 

7.4.2 The following types of articulation of a tower wall are permitted: 

a. Recess; 

b. Standard balconies may be projecting or recessed or a combination of both; and 

c. Bay windows. 

fig. 7.4.2.b: Bay Window 
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7.4.3 Balcony: a balcony shall be integral to the fa!;ade (see figs. 7.4.3.a and b) and shall not create a 
relentless horizontal and vertical stacking pattern. Balconies are encouraged to create a complex 
and varied pattern along the fa!;ade using various balcony sizes and architectural configurations 
and shall be a minimum 75% transparent. Balconies are encouraged on buildings facing major 
public spaces such as plazas, passageways and open spaces. Long balconies resembling corridors 
are prohibited. 

fig. 7.4.3.a: Recess/Bal~ony: Integral Balcony 
II , ..... 0:0.1 
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7.5.1 If two towers are located on a single site the towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural 
light and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline. 

7.5.2 Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the 
same parcel, except for the following which will meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset 
(staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the 
towers are curved or angled. See fig. 7.5.2. 

1) 

3) 

fig. 7.5.2: Tower Spacing 

7.5.3 Since a tower is defined as any building above 150 feet, all buildings above 150 feet shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from any portion of any adjacent or separate building on the site, 
exceeding 150 feet, excluding a project within the height range of 150 to 220 feet, as shown in 
figures 6.1.2.a.1 and 6.1.2.a.2. 

7.5.4 Spires, signage, parapets, and mechanical enclosures are excluded from the tower spacing 
regulations. 

7.6 Rooftops Guidelines 

7.6.1 Rooftops and setbacks are highly visible and provide a significant amenity. They shall be 
landscaped with consideration for use and be visually attractive when viewed from locations 
adjacent and above. 

7.6.2 For rooftops to be developed as usable outdoor area, refer to requirements specified under 
common open space, Section 8.5. 
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7.6.3 All other roof surfaces and setbacks shall provide surface materials which are not reflective or 
high contrast colors. 

7.6.4 All obtrusive features such as vents, bulkheads and cooling units shall be screened from lateral 
and pedestrian views. 

7.7 Parapets, Handrails, Roof Mechanical Equipment Screening Standards 

7.7.1 Parapets and handrails shall be finished in a distinctive manner if part of an expression band or 
expression line. 

7.7.2 Materials and design for roof mechanical equipment shall be consistent with the building 
architecture and shall utilize similar colors and materials as in other portions of the building. 

7.7.3 Roof mechanical equipment shall be screened. 
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8. OPEN SPACE 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 
be used to enhance the experience of the visitor and resident. Open space also will enable important 
pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space also will be 
designed to showcase the Capital Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 
outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities. 

This section sets forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project: areas to be 
accessible to the public (Grade Level Open Space, Publicly Accessible Passageways and Rooftop Open 
Space) and areas to be designed for the residential uses (Common Open Space and Private Open Space). 

8.2 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

8.2.1 Grade level open space is a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. The 
purpose of a grade level open space is to provide a landsca ped open space to preserve views of 
the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and accentuate the low scale character. 

8.2.2 Minimum grade level open space will be S% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.a.l- 2 and 8.1.1) 

8.2.3 An additional 3% of open space (total 8%) shall be required for buildings between 221 feet and 
400 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2 .b.l- 2 and 8.1.2) 

8.2.4 An additional S% (total 10%) of open space shall be required for buildings between 401 feet and 
SSO feet (See Fig. 6.1.2.c.l- 2 and 8.1.3) 

8.2.S An additional 7% (total 12%) of open space shall be required for buildings taller than SSO feet. 
(See Fig. 6.1.2.d .l- 2 and 8.1.4) 

8.2.6 Location 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. East Site: adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building; West Site: across 
from the Capitol Records Building along Vine Street and along Yucca Street. 

b. 

c. 

Minimum depth: no horizontal dimension less than 10 feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. Open 
space on West Site fronting Vine Street shall have a horizontal dimension no less than 
lS feet when measured perpendicular from any point. 

On West Site, open space must occupy the area to the west of a line struck at 40 
degrees from center line of Vine Street ROW at alignment with the southern most 
property line and a minimum 10' setback from the southeast corner of the Capitol 
Records Building. (See Figs. 8.1.1- 4) 
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8.3 Passageway Standards 

I--

8.3.1 A publicly accessible passageway is a continuous through-block public connection between two 
parallel streets, located on privately owned land. The passageway may be either enclosed or 
open to the sky or a combination of both. 

8.3.2 Design Intent: to encourage public pedestrian circulation and other appropriate public uses on 
both sides along Vine Street. 

8.3.3 Location and Size standards: 

1 

Q) 
:J 
C 
Q) 
:> 
~ 

D ~ 

a. The major portion of a publicly accessible passageway is the largest area of the 
passageway and the area of primary use. Major portions shall be generally regular in 
shape, contiguous to each other, easily and directly accessible from adjoining buildings 
and public spaces. Major portions shall occupy no less than 7S percent of the total 
passageway area and shall not be less than 20'-0" wide. 

b. Minor portions of publicly accessible passageway are secondary areas that allow for 
additional flexibility in the shape and configuration of a passageway. Minor portions 
shall not occupy more than 2S percent of the total area of the passageway. The minor 
portion shall have a minimum width of 10 feet. 

c. The minor portion must be directly adjacent to the major portion. 

Yucca Street -

- -

m g 
(I) 

Q) 
c 
5 

L 
O[ 

- - - - PAP 
fig. 8.3.3: Publicly Accessible Passageway 
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8.3.4 Permitted Obstructions: 

a. The minimum percentage of publicly accessible passageway area to be open to the sky 
(East and West Sites combined) shall be as follows: 

(i) Development with maximum building height of 150 feet: 0% 

(ii) Development with maximum building height of 220 feet: 20% 

(iii) Development with maximum building height of 400 feet: 30% 

(iv) Development with maximum building height of 550 feet: 40% 

(v) Development with maximum building height of 585 feet: 50% 

b. Permitted obstructions within the major portion of an open air publicly accessible 
passageway are any features, equipment, and appurtenances normally found in public 
parks and playgrounds, such as fountains and reflecting pools, waterfalls, sculptures and 
other works of art, arbors, trellises, benches, seats, trees, planting beds, litter 
receptacles, drinking fountains, and bicycle racks; open-air cafes; kiosks, outdoor 
furniture; lights and lighting stanchions; flag poles; public telephones; temporary 
exhibitions; balconies and bay windows; awnings, canopies and marquees; stairs, ramps 

fig. 8.3.4: View from Argyle Avenue Along PAP Towards Capitol Records 
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and bollards. 

8.3.5 Kiosk: 

a. Where a kiosk is provided, it shall be a one-story structure, predominantly of light 
materials, such as metal, glass, plastic, or fabric as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety in conformance with the Building Code. Kiosks, including roofed 
areas, shall not count as floor area, exceed 3% of the total area of the publicly accessible 
passageway, or occupy an area of more than 250 square feet. 

b. A kiosk may be freestanding or may be attached on only one side to a wall of the 
building. 

c. Any area occupied by a kiosk shall be excluded from the definition of floor area, and 
may be occupied by news or magazine stands, candy stands, and food preparation for 
open-air cafes, flower stands or public service/information booths. 

d. All kiosks greater than 250 square feet are permitted but will count as floor area. 

8.3.6 Open-Air Cafe: 

a. Where an open-air cafe is provided it shall be an unenclosed restaurant or open-air 
seating for an enclosed restaurant, eating, or drinking place, which may have waiter or 
table service and is open to the sky except for permitted obstructions such as trees, 
arbors, awnings or canopies. 

b. An open-air cafe shall be accessible from a minimum of two sides where there is a 
boundary with the remainder of the publicly accessible passageway. The boundary shall 
be defined by planters or temporary decorative barricades. Seating may be reserved for 
customers. 

c. An open-air cafe may occupy an aggregate area not more than 20% of the total area of 
the publicly accessible passageway. No cooking equipment shall be installed within an 
open-air cafe. Cooking equipment may be contained in a kiosk adjoining the open-air 
cafe. An open-air cafe qualifying as a permitted obstruction shall be excluded from the 
definition of floor area. 

8.3.7 Service through windows: 

a. Outdoor eating services or uses occupying kiosks may serve customers on the publicly 
accessible passageway through open windows. 

8.3.8 Prohibition of parking spaces, loading berths, exhaust vents and building refuse storage areas: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. No building refuse storage areas or refuse storage from a kiosk or open-air cafe are 
permitted on any publicly accessible passageway. 

b. No exhaust vents are permitted on any publicly accessible passageway or on any 
building wall of the development fronting upon the passageway except where such 
vents are more than 10'-6" above the level of the passageway. 
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8.3.9 Frontages: 

a. Mandatory allocation of frontages for permitted use: at least 40% of the total frontage 
of building walls of the development fronting on a publicly accessible passageway shall 
be allocated for occupancy by permitted retail, restaurants and cultural uses. 

b. Such building frontage use requirement shall apply to both the mezzanine, if provided, 
and the street level. All such uses shall be directly accessible from the publicly 
accessible passageway with an entrance required every 50' at a minimum. The 
remaining frontage may be occupied by other uses, vertical circulation elements and 
building lobbies. 

8.3.10 Maintenance: 

a. The building owner shall be responsible for the maintenance of the publicly accessible 
passageway including, but not limited to, the confinement of permitted obstructions, 
litter control, and the care and replacement of vegetation within the passageway and in 
the street sidewalk area adjacent to the passageway. 

b. Litter receptacles: shall be provided with a minimum capacity of one cubic foot for each 
2,000 square feet of publicly accessible passageway area. An additional capacity of one 
cubic foot of litter receptacle shall be provided for each 2,000 square feet of 
passageway in connection with outdoor eating services or other uses permitted on 
passageway which generate litter. 

8.4 Roof-top Open Space 

8.4.1 The Project shall include roof-top open space. 

8.4.2 Roof-top open space shall include an observation area (i.e., viewing deck) accessible to the 
public. 

8.4.3 The hotel, if developed, 5fn:H.t-~include an observation area (i.e., open space viewing area) 
accessible to the public. 

8.4.4 The hotel observation area (i.e., viewing area), if developed, shall satisfy the requirement in 
section 8.4.1 above. 

8.4.5 Roof-top open space may include a cafe. 

8.5 Residential Common Open Space 

8.5.1 Common open space is intended to be a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the 

interior of a parcel; secure, primarily passive recreational open space for resident adults and play 
space for children; and to be visually attractive when viewed from apartments adjacent and 
above. The publicly accessible passageway cannot be used to meet the residential common 
open space requirements. 

8.5.2 Common Open Space Standards 
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a. Provide at a minimum the following usable open space per dwelling unit: 100 square 
feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each unit 
having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three 
habitable rooms. 

b. Usable open space shall mean an area which is designed and intended to be used for 
active or passive recreation. Usable open space may consist of private and/or common 
area as further defined and regulated herein. 

c. Open space shall be open to the sky and have no structures that project into the 
common open space area, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 

d. Common open space shall be readily accessible to all the residents of the Site. 

e. Common open space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet with no horizontal 
dimension less than 15 feet when measured perpendicular from any point on each of 
the boundaries of the open space area . 

f. Common open space shall constitute at least 50% of the total required usable open 
space in the built development. 

g. Common open space areas shall incorporate recreational amenities including but not 
limited to swimming pools, spas, picnic tables, benches, children's play areas, ball 
courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, gym and fitness center. 

h. Common open space shall be located at any story above curb level. The roof of any 
portion of a building used for accessory parking or for any permitted non-residential use 
may be considered as common open space. 

i. Refer to LAMC 12.21.G for additional open space requirements. 

8.6 Residential Private Open Space 

8.6.1 A private open space area is an area contiguous to and immediately accessible from a single 
dwelling unit. 

8.6.2 Residential Open Space Standards: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Private open space shall contain a minimum area of 50 square feet, of which no more 
than 50 square feet per dwelling unit shall be attributable to the total required usable 
open space. 

b. 

c. 

Private open space shall have no horizontal dimension less than six feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. 

Private open space shall provide a minimum eight-foot vertical clearance under any 
projection, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 
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That portion of a balcony which extends or projects into a required front yard in 
compliance with Zoning Code may qualify as usable open space provided it meets each 
of the above specified requirements noted in items a-c. 
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9. LANDSCAPE 

9.1 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

9.1.1 Planting requirements: a minimum of 10% of grade level open space shall be landscaped with 
softscape or water features. 

9.1.2 Landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant material and 30% of all 
landscaping shall be California Natives or drought tolerant. 

9.1.3 The landscaped portion of open space may be designed as a single area or multiple planted 
areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.1.4 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42" 

b. Shrubs: 30" 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18" 

9.1.5 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.1.6 Permitted obstructions: the following are permitted obstructions which may occur in the grade 
level open space: 

a. Building entries, steps, ramps, balconies, bay windows, architectural facade details, 
marquees, canopies, awnings, outdoor dining, and retail storefronts. 

9.1.7 Open-air publicly accessible passageways are not to be included in the grade level open space 
requirements. 

9.2 Common Open Space Standards 

9.2.1 A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, 
shrubs or trees. 

9.2.2 At least one 36-inch box tree for every four dwelling units shall be provided on-site and may 
include street trees in the parkway, sidewalks adjoining the property, open space, publicly 
accessible passageway and common roof decks. 

9.2.3 For a surface area not located directly on finished grade that is used for common open space, 
and located at ground level or the first habitable room level, shrubs and/or trees shall be 
contained within permanent planters at least 3~-inches in depth, and lawn or ground cover shall 
be at least 12-inches in depth . 

9.2.4 All required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic irrigation system and be 
properly drained. 
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fig. 9.3.a: Movable Seating fig. 9.3.b: Open Air Cafe 
.:p • !II 

9.3 Standards For Open Air Portions of Publicly Accessible Passageway 

9.3.1 The landscaped portion of open air passageways may be designed as a single area or multiple 
planted areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.3.2 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42". 

b. Shrubs: 30". 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18". 

9.3.3 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.3.4 Planting requirements: 

a. A minimum of 10% of open air publicly accessible passageway shall be landscaped. 
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b. For each 400 square feet of landscaped area there shall be at least one (I) major shade 
tree or two (2) minor ornamental trees. 

c. The remaining landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant 
material. 

- SINGLE SEAT - DOUBLE SEAT 
fig. 9.3.5: Seating Standards 

9.3.5 Seating 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. There shall be a minimum of one linear foot of seating for each 500 square feet of 
publicly accessible passageway excluding the area of an open-air cafe. 

b. One seat shall equal two linear feet. 

c. Not more than 50% of the linear seating capacity may be in moveable seats. Seating 
shall meet the following standards: 

(i) Seating without backs shall have a minimum depth of 16". For the 
benefit of handicapped persons, a minimum of 20% of the required 
seating shall have backs at least 12" high and a minimum depth of 14". 
Seating 30" or more in depth shall count as double seating provided 
there is access to both sides. 

(ii) Seating higher than 36" and lower than 12" above the level of the 
adjacent walking surface shall not count toward meeting the seating 
requirements. 

(iii) The tops of walls including but not limited to those which bound 
planting beds, fountains and pools may be counted as seating when 
they conform to the dimensional standards in subparagraphs (i) and 
(ii) above. 

d. Moveable seating or chairs, excluding seating of open-air cafes, may be credited as 30 
inches of linear seating per chair. Steps and seating in open-air cafes do not count 
toward meeting the seating requirements. 
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9.4 Tree Planting Guidelines 

9.4.1 It is the intent to comply with the Urban Forestry Division standard guidelines regarding street 
tree locations and planting procedures. Regular spacing of the street trees is critical to the 
overall image of the Project, establishing the module for locating all of the other elements of the 
streetscape and certain building elements such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections. 

9.4.2 Street trees playa very important role in the Project. To create a strong visual order, trees shall 
be planted in continuous, uniformly spaced rows along the streets. To acknowledge 
microciimatic variations and to avoid monoculture demise, different tree species shall be 
required on the designated hierarchy of street types. In all cases, the trees shall be planted in a 
single row on sidewalks leading to or abutting the development. 

9.4.3 Spacing of the street trees is critical to the overall image of the development, so their regular 
spacing becomes the module for locating all of the other elements on the sidewalks such as light 
standards, pavement scoring patterns and curb cut zones. It is important that building elements 
affecting tree spacing, such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections, be coordinated at the 
outset to avoid conflict with the established tree-planting pattern. 

9.5 lighting Standards 

9.5.1 Lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the street lighting. Its 
purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians' faces, articulate the 
building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the 
development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime 
streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain. 

9.5.2 Supplemental lighting shall meet the following minimum requirements: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Supplemental sidewalk lighting for pedestrians shall be provided on all sides of the 
parcel and designed in conjunction with the grade level open space and open publicly 
accessible passageway. 

b. Lighting will be operated from dusk to dawn. 

c. Lighting will utilize a "white" light source with a color rendering index (CRI) of 65 or 
greater, i.e. metal halide, fluorescent, compact fluorescent, white cold cathode, white 
neon, or white HPS. 

d. Steps and ramps will be lighted with a minimum of 1.0-foot candles on a horizontal 
plane. 

e. Lighting approach will be consistent on each parcel with not more than 30 feet between 
elements. 

f. All exterior lighting shall be shielded or directed toward the areas to be lit to limit spill
over onto off-site uses. 

g. Light quality shall not be harsh, glaring, blinking or shed beyond property boundaries. 
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9.5.3 Responsibility for maintenance: 

a. The Building Owner shall be responsible for maintenance of all lighting associated with 
the property and for the maintenance of tenant lighting used to meet these 
requirements. No luminaire or lighted element which is to meet these requirements 
shall be out of commission for more than 10 consecutive days. 

b. Additional lighting such as plant lighting, colored lighting, signage lighting, etc. will be 
used. The operation of additional lighting will be at the discretion of the building 
Owner. 

9.5.4 Lighting for areas located inside the lot line and visible from the street, such as service yards, 
loading docks, service or garage entrances, shall be lighted with "white" light sources in 
attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

9.5.5 Lighting for above-grade parking garage facilities shall utilize "white" light sources and the 
luminaires' brightness shall be shielded from view of the street or any residential living space. 
This may be accomplished through architectural screening, luminaire placement, or integral 
lumina ire shielding. Parking garages which are entirely concealed from exterior view are exempt 
from this requirement. 

9.6 Publicly Accessible Passageway lighting Standards 

9.6.1 A publicly accessible passageway shall be illuminated throughout with an overall minimum 
average level of illumination of not less than 1.0 maintained foot candle (lumens per square foot) 
on the horizontal plane at grade. 

9.6.2 Such level of illumination shall be maintained throughout the hours of darkness. Light sources 
shall be white light. 

9.7 Continuity of Design 

9.7.1 Design elements and architectural clues that reinforce where appropriate continuity between 
open and enclosed spaces at grade level is encouraged. Continuity of design may reinforce 
pedestrian circulation and support the Project's way-finding features. 

9.7.2 Where possible, materials, lighting, site elements and landscape shall be similar between 
different open and enclosed public spaces at the grade level. 
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10. PARKING 

10.1 Automobile Standards 

10.1.1 Base Standards 

The following standards shall apply for the base level of parking to be provided as the minimum 
for each use in the project area. The Regulations set forth below incorporate the parking 
requirements in the LAMC, where applicable, and supersede the LAMC requirements for 
development iR tRe ge'{elsI3R'1eRt AgreeR'leRt areaof the project . 

a. Commercial/Office / Retail: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area of 
commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade schools, or 
research and development buildings on any lot. The Regulations incorporate applicable 
parking requirements in the LAMC as set forth below. 

b. Sports Club: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area. 

c. Hotel 

One parking space for each individual guest room or suite of rooms for the first 30; 

One additional parking space for each two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
30 but not exceeding 60; and 

One additional parking space for each three guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
60. 

d. Condominiums (Residential): 

Two parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

One-quarter parking space per dwelling unit for guest parking. 

e. Rental (Residential): 

One parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms; one-and
one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms; and two 
parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms. 

f. Combination of Uses: 

Where there is a combination of uses on a lot, the base number of parking spaces 
required shall be the sum of the requirements of the various uses. 

10.1.2 Shared Parking: 
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a. Shared parking may be applied to the Section 10.1.1 base rates for the Site when the 
uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour 
cycle or between weekends and weekdays. The intent is to maximize efficient use of 
the site by matching parking demand with complimentary uses. The calculation of the 
parking requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to its construction. 

b. Calculating Shared Parking: 

10.2 Additional Regulations 

(i) The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a 
phase of development shall be calculated from Section 10.1.1. above 
to establish the "Base Demand." 

(ii) For parking spaces that are to be shared between uses, the calculated 
minimum parking requirement for the Site, including that new phase 
of construction, is to be adjusted from the Base Demand based on the 
procedures in Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) 
or another source as determined by the Director of Planning. 

10.2.1 The automobile parking spaces required shall be provided either on the same lot as the use for 
which they are intended to serve or on another lot located within 750 feet of the lot; said 
distance to be measured horizontally along the streets between the two lots, except that where 
the parking area is located adjacent to an alley, public walk or private easement which is easily 
usable for pedestrian travel between the parking area and the use it is to serve, the 750-foot 
distance may be measured along said alley, walk or easement. 

10.2.2 Curb cuts for driveways shall be located no closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets 
unless approved by The Department of Transportation. 
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10.2.3 Access driveways to parking facilities not at signalized intersections shall not exceed 28 feet in 
width. The minimum separation between drives located along the same frontage shall be SO 
feet. 

10.2.4 Parking and loading access shall be shared where feasible. 

10.2.5 Priority placement within parking structures shall be given to bike parking, car-share parking, and 
other alternative ride vehicles . 

10.2.6 Pedestrian entrances to all parking shall be directly from the street, except that underground 
parking garages may be entered directly from a building. 

10.3 Screening 

10.3.1 Above grade parking for the first 20 feet shall be lined with habitable floor area having a 
minimum depth of 20 feet along street frontages where feasible and shall be designed to blend 
in with the form and massing and to look like an integral part of the building, with the use of 
windows and/or cladding, or by landscaping, or green screens, or a combination thereof. The 
interior of a parking structure shall be designed to be screened from the view of streets and 
sidewalks. 

10.4 Bicycle Standards 

10.4.1 Bicycle parking shall be provided per Ordinance No.182386. 
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10.5 Transportation Demand Management Plan 

10.5.1 The Project shall incorporate a comprehensive transportation demand management plan. 

10.5.2 The transportation demand management plan shall set forth best practices that relate to the 
Project Site and the Project's building design features in order to: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Promote bicycle and pedestrian circulation within the Project Site. 

b. Promote alternative modes of transportation . 

c. Create pedestrian linkages to public and private amenities outside the Project Site. 

d. Provide convenient and attractive onsite pedestrian linkages for routes to the Metro 
Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

e. Provide adequate parking, but provide incentives to tenants and residents to utilize 
alternative modes of travel. The incentives shall include bicycle facilities, car sharing, 
discounted subway passes, and parking spaces as an only optional part of all lease and 
sale agreements. 
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11. SIGNAGE 

11.1 Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance No. 181340: Hollywood Sign age Supplemental Use District 
(Amended) pursuant to Section 13.11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

11.2 Modification to Guidelines 

Notwithstanding Section 11.1, high-rise signs located within 24 feet from the top of the building and 
meeting the requirements of the Building Code shall be permitted. See fig . 11.2. 

fig. 11.2: High Rise Sign 
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12. SUSTAINABILITY 

12.1 Non-Residential Projects 

The Standard of Sustainability establishes a requirement for non-residential projects at or above 50,000 
square feet of floor area, high-rise residential (above six stories) projects at or above 50,000 square feet 
of floor area, or low-rise residential (six stories or less) of SO or more dwelling units within buildings of at 
least 50,000 square feet of floor area to meet the intent of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design® (LEED®) Certified level. The Standard also applies to existing buildings that meet the minimum 
thresholds described above when redevelopment construction costs exceed a valuation of 50% of the 
existing building's replacement cost. 

12.2 Other Projects 

The project must include a LEED® Accredited Professional (LEED® AP) on the project team, and 
demonstrate that the project has met the intent of the US Green Building Council's (USGBC) LEED® 
Certified level. Formal certification by the USGBC is not required. 
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Awning: glazing or fabric on metal frame structure supported entirely by the building to provide 
weather protection at doors, windows and/or storefronts; may be retractable. 

Base: the lower portion of a building located at or within lSD' above curb level. 

Canopy: glazing, fabric and/or metal structure with vertical supports located on the sidewalk to provide 
weather protection at a building's primary entrance. 

Expression band: a distinctive linear architectural element occurring on the building base facade at the 
highest floor. The band shall be contrasting in color, texture, material and/or fenestration from the adjacent 
building base facade. Projections may occur within an expression band. 

Grade level open space: a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. 

Maximum building height: the maximum height permitted, measured from the adjacent street curb level. 

Maintenance: the ongoing repair, care and upkeep of a property. 

Open space use: active and passive recreational areas accessible to the general public, except as noted 
herein. Open spaces can occur in publicly accessible passageways, grade level open space, residential 
common open space and residential private open space which are defined herein. 

Preservation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the act or 
process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic 
property. 

Publicly accessible passageway: a continuous through-block public connection between two parallel streets, 
located on privately owned land and designated for and designed to encourage public pedestrian circulation 
and other appropriate public uses. 

Rehabilitation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the process of 
returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient 
contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property which are significant to its 
historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

Required street wall: a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or grade level open space which 
must be built to a maximum height above curb level. 

Required street wall articulation, aggregate width of: the sum of the maximum widths of all segments of 
required street wall articulation on a street at the level of any story. The width of a required street wall 
articulation is measured in plan as the width of the street line from which perpendicular lines may be drawn 
to such required street wall articulation. 

Residential common open space: a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the interior of a 
parcel located at any story above curb level. 

Residential private open space: open space that is contiguous to and immediately accessible only from a 
single dwelling unit. 

Setting: the area or environment in which a historic property is found. It may be an urban or suburban 
neighborhood or a natural landscape in which a building has been constructed. Elements of setting can 
include the relationship of buildings to each other, setbacks, views, sidewalks, and street trees. 
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Storefront: the architectural facade, including doorways, of any tenant-leased premise perimeter adjacent to 
public circulation areas. Storefronts refers to all permitted residential, retail uses including retail, service, 
restaurants and cultural establishments and commercial uses, including but not limited to hotels and sports 
clubs. 

Tower: the portion of a building located above 150' above curb level. 

Transparency: architectural elements that can be seen through or allows light to emit through, including but 
not mited to glass, trellis and wire mesh. 

All images and figures used in the Regulations were prepared for exclusive use by Millennium Hollywood LLC 
unless otherwise noted. 
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Sent: 
To: 
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Laura Ito < laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 28, 2013 2:12 PM 
Robert Silverstein 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Giovani Dacumos; Mark Wolf; Agnes Lung-tam; Teresa Abraham; Onesha Steward 
Fwd: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06/25/13 

Attachments: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 062513.pdf 

Mr. Silverstein, 

Your request for all correspondence related to the Millennium Hollywood project from certain Building and 
Safety employees has been forwarded to that Department for coordination and response. Although the fax was 
transmitted on June 25 at 7: 11 pm, it was not "found" until this morning, and therefore not transferred to B&S 
until today. 

I am copying Teresa Abraham of Building and Safety who was identified to me as the B&S staff person who 
would respond to your request. i tried to reach her today to alert her, but she must not be in, so she may not get 
this email until Monday. 

Laura 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: sherry taylor <sherry.taylor@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 10:13 AM 
Subject: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Cc: Valerieann Palazzolo <valerieann.palazzolo@lacity.org> 

Laura: 
This was found on the copier this morning. 

Sherry Taylor, Secretary 
Information Technology Agency 
200 N. Main St., #1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-3311 
(213) 978-3310 Fax 
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Laura Ito 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
Information Technology Agency 
(213) 978-3322 
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~~~Jun·25·2013 12:02 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449-4205 :::. 
m~ 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professiona.l Corpora.tion 

;1.15 NORTH MA1.U!NGO AVIlNt.m, 3RD FtooR 
p~:mn~ .... , Ct,m!Oil.NV. 911.tn·1.504 

PHONEI (626) 4494200 
FAXI (626) 4494205 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET 

DA.rB: June 25,2013 

FROM: Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 

NAME 
Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
City of Los Angeles 

MESSAGE: 

Please see attached. Thank you, 

NUMBER OF PA.GES: 

CLIlJNTIMATTER 
No.: 

FAXNo. --.-----.---

213-978-3310 

PnoNENo. -.-.. --

IMPORTANT; THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THe USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSI:tJ, AND MAY 
CONTAIN INFORMATJON THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURES' UNDER APPLICABLE LAW, IF THE READER 
OF THIS MEiSSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYeE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING IT TO THE 
INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT READING, DlsseMINAmu~, DISTRIBUTING OR OOPYING THIS COMMUNICATION 
IS STRICTLY PROHISITEO. IF ,(OU HAVE RECEIVEO T\-IIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR. PLEAse IMMEDIATE-LV NOTIFY iHE SENDE.R BV 
TELEPHONE. WHO WilL ARRANGE TO RliI'Rleva IT AT NO COST TO VOU. THANK You. 

I IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES OR TRANSMISSION IS NOT CLEAR, PLEASE CALL TELEPHONIi NUMseR (625) 449·4200 IMMI":DIATELY. 
I 

Received Time Jun, 25. 2013 7:11PM No, 2774 
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Jun-25-2Q13 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law F-irm 626-449-4205 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

June 25,2013 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 978-3310 
AND U.S. MAlL 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
City afLos Angeles 
200 N. Main Street} 14th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

;U5 Nonnt MA.nllN"ClO AVllNUll, 3110 FLoOR 

PAS ADEN .... , CA1.rI'Ol'l.NIA 91101-1504 

PHONHI (626) #942.00 FAXI (626) 4494Z05 

ROBHR'f@ROBHRTSILVERmlNLAW.COM 
WWW • .RoBIffi.l.Sn.VBRS.rnlNUW.COM 

Re: California Public Records Act Requests - Millennium Proiect 

Dear Ms. Ito: 

This request is made under the California Public Reoords Aot pursuant to 
Government Code Section 6250, et~~ Please provide copies of the following from the 
City (as ~cCityn is defined below). 

For ease of reference in this document} please refer to the following defined 
terms: 

The ~'Cityn shall refer to aU officiaIs~ employees! consultants, and agents of the 
Department ofBuHding and Safety, City of Los Angeles~ including the City 
Attorney's office and any and all outside counsel retained by the City. 

"Millennium Hol1ywood" shaH refer to MiHennium Hollywood, LLC, aU related 
or affiliated companies, and aU principals, including Phil Ahrens p officers, 
employees, attorneys. agents andlor consultants, including but not limited to 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences~ Inc., and the law firm of 
Sheppard, Mullin. 

leproject" shall refer to the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project at located at 
1720·1770 N. Vine Street, 1745M 1753 N. Vine Street, 6236-6334 W. Yucca Street, 
1733 .. 1741 N. Argyle Stree~ 1746-1764 N. Ivar Street, Hollywood} California. 

"Document/~ as defined in Govt. Code Section 6252(g), shall mean any 
handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostatingt photographing, photocopying, 
transmitting by electronic mail Of facsimile, and every other means of recording 

Received Time Jun. 25. 2013 7:11PM No. 2774 
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Jun·25·2013 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626-449-4205 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 2 

upon any tangible thing any form of communication or representation~ including 
letters, words, pictures, sounds, or symbols~ or combinations thereof, and any 
record thereby created, regardless of the manner in which the record has been 
stored. 

The public records requests include: 

(1) AU communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight) 
Pascal ChalHta. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1.2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the May 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Preliminary Geotechnical Report for the MUlennium Hollywood Project. 

(2) An communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City~s email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal Challit~ Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1 ~ 2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the November 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Fault Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(3) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including aHas 
accounts set up on the City~s email system) of Dana Prevost. John Weight, 
Pascal Challita. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May.l, 2012· 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(4) All communications from May 1~ 2012 through the date of your compliance 
with this request between, on the one hand) any and all email accounts 
(including alias accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dena 
Prevost, John Weight, Pascal Challita, Bud Ovrum~ Ray Chan or David 
Lara. and on the other hand, any and all email accounts of Millennium 
Hollywood~ and of its EIR Consultants, or its Geotechnical Consultant 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences~ or any of its attorneys 
from the law firm of Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP I including 
but not limited to Phil Ahrens, CAJA Environmental Services, Dan 
Eberhart, Rudolph Frizzi, Alfred Fraijo, and/or Jerry Neuman. 

Received Time Jun. 25. 2013 7:11PM No. 2774 
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Information Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 3 

I draw the City's attention to Government Code Section 6253.1, which requires a 
public agency to assist the public in making a focused and effective request by: 
(I) identifying records and information responsive to the request~ (2) describing the 
information technology.and physical location of the records. and (3) providing 
suggestions for overcoming any practical basis for denying access to the records Of 

informlition sought. 

If the City determine$ that any information is exempt from disclosure~ I ask that 
the City reconsider that determination in view of Proposition 59 which amended the State 
Constitution to require that all exemptions be "narrowly construed,'} Proposition 59 may 
modify or overturn authorities on which the City has relied in the past. 

If the City determines that any requested records are subject to a still-valid 
exemption, I request that the City exercise its discretion to disclose some or all of the 
records notwithstanding the exemption and with respect to records containing both 
exempt and non-exempt content. the City redact the exempt content and disclose the rest. 
Should the City deny any pan of this request. the City is required to provide a written 
response describing the legal authority on which the City relies. 

Please be advised that Government Code Section 6253(c) states in pertinent part 
that the agency "shall promptly notify the person making the request of the determination 
nnd the rea80DS therefore.u (Emphasis added.) Section 62S3(d) further states that 
nothing in this chapter ushall be construed to pennit an agency to delay or obstruct the 
inspection or copying ofpubIic records. The notification of denial of any request for 
records required by Section 6255 shall set forth the names and titles or positions of each 
person responsible for the denial." 

Additionally, Government Code Section 6255(a) states that the "agency shall 
justify withholding any record by demonstrating that the record in question is exempt 
under expressed provisions of this chapter or that on the facts of the particular case the 
public interest served by not disclosing the record clearly outweighs the public interest 
served by disclosure of the record." (Emphasis added.) This provision makes clear that 
the agency is required to justifY withholding any record with particularity as to "the 
record in guestion." (Emphasis added.) 

Please clearly state in writing pursuant to Section 6255(b): (1) If the City is 
withholding any documents; (2) if the City is redacting any documents; (3) what 
documents the City is so withholding andlor redacting; and (4) the alleged legal bases for 
withholding andlor redacting as to the particular documents. It should also be noted that 
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Ms. Laura Ito 
Infonnation Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 4 

to the extent documents are being withheld, should those documents also contain material 
that is not subject to any applicable exemption to disclosure, then the disclosable portions 
of the documents must be segregated and produced. 

We request that you preserve intact aU documents and oomputer communications 
and attachments thereto, including but not limited to an omails and computer files, 
wherever originated, received or copied, regarding the subject matter of the above" 
referenced requests, including archives thereof preserved on tape~ hard drive~ disc~ or any 
other arohival medium, and including also any printouts. blowbacks. or other 
reproduction of any such computer communications. 

If the copy costs for these requests do not exceed $200, please make the copies 
and bill this office. If the oopy costs exceed $200. please contact me in advance to 
arrange a time and place where I can inspect the records, As required by Government 
Code Section 6253, please respond to this request within ten days. Because I am faxing 
this request on June 25,2013, please ensure that your response is provided to me by no 
later than July 5, 1013. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34279 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:19 AM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 

Subject: Fwd: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

FYI----

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Marcel Porras <marce1. porras@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:09 AM 
Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7126 
To: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Cc: Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacity.org>, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org>, Roberto 
Mejia <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 

Agreed. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:07 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Andrew & Marcel, 

I understand that there is a request to move the Council date for the Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-
SI) from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7/26. Ifboth of your offices agree, then our office will proceed with the 
necessary follow-up work with the Applicant and the new Council date can be announced at this afternoon's 
PLUM meeting. Thanks in advance for your help! 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd I3.com 

RL0034304 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM35520 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 11:40 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Re: Millennium Ordinance 

No idea .... in an hour or two it should be safe to call1uci on her cell phone given the Hawaii time change as a 
last resort 

On Jul 11, 2013 9:56 AM, "Sergio Ibarra" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa and Dan, 
I'm trying to locate the word file of the ordinance that was transmitted to the City Clerk's office but don't see 
that it was saved in the N Drive. Was the word document sent to you by any chance? I need to make changes 
per Sharon Gin's instructions (adding the PLUM conditions as Q's to the ordinance). Thank you, 

Sergio 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Sharon, 

EM33095 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 22, 2013 11:51 AM 
Sharon Gin 
Re: Millennium Project - Hearing Dates 

When you have the chance, is it possible to view the notice before it goes out? 
Thank you soo much 
Luci 

On Mon, May 20,2013 at 10:48 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello All: 

Please see below for the hearing dates for the appeals for the Millennium Project (CFs 13-0593 & 13-0593-S 1): 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6/4111 
Council - Wednesday, 6119113 

Our office will follow up to ensure that both matters will be heard in Council on the same day. PIs let me know 
if you have questions. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa and Dan, 

EM35521 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 11:41 AM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott 
Hollywood Millennium Ordinance 

I have now incorporated the changes requested by Sharon to the ordinance submission for Hollywood 
Millennium. We need a signature for the Director of Planning no later than Friday (tomorrow) at 9 
am. Preferably today before 4:30 however per the City Clerk's instruction. Thank you! 

Sergio 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34280 

Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:22 AM 
marcel.porras@lacity.org; sharon.gin@lacity.org 

Cc: alan.alietti@lacity.org; patrice.lattimore@lacity.org; brian.walters@lacity.org; 
shannon.hoppes@lacity.org; rebecca.valdez@lacity.org; roberto.mejia@lacity.org; 

iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

That's fine with us, although we'd prefer the 24th. Marcel? 

From: Marcel Porras [mailto: marcel.porras@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:09 AM 
To: Sharon Gin <sharon.qin@lacitv.orq> 
Cc: Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacitv.orq>; Alan Alietti <alan.alietti@lacitv.orq >; Patrice Lattimore 
< patrice.lattimore@lacitv.orq>; Brian Walters < brian.walters@lacitv.orq>; Shannon Hoppes 
< sha n non. hoppes@lacitv.orq>; Rebecca Va Idez < rebecca. va Idez@lacitv.orq >; Roberto Mej ia 
< roberto.mejia@lacity.orq>; Iris Fagar-Awakuni < irisJaqar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

Agreed. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:07 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Andrew & Marcel, 

I understand that there is a request to move the Council date for the Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-
SI) from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7/26. Ifboth of your offices agree, then our office will proceed with the 
necessary follow-up work with the Applicant and the new Council date can be announced at this afternoon's 
PLUM meeting. Thanks in advance for your help! 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cd I3.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks, 

EM35522 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 11:41 AM 
Lisa Webber 
Re: Millennium Ordinance 

I've been in communication with Lisa and the changes are complete, just need your signature :) 

On Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 11 :39 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

No idea .... in an hour or two it should be safe to call1uci on her cell phone given the Hawaii time change as a 
last resort 

On Jul 11, 2013 9:56 AM, "Sergio Ibarra" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa and Dan, 
I'm trying to locate the word file of the ordinance that was transmitted to the City Clerk's office but don't see 
that it was saved in the N Drive. Was the word document sent to you by any chance? I need to make changes 
per Sharon Gin's instructions (adding the PLUM conditions as Q's to the ordinance). Thank you, 

Sergio 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I mean Lucy. 

EM35523 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 11:41 AM 
Lisa Webber 
Re: Millennium Ordinance 

On Thu, Jul11, 2013 at 11:41 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Thanks, 
I've been in communication with Lisa and the changes are complete, just need your signature :) 

On Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 11 :39 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

No idea .... in an hour or two it should be safe to call1uci on her cell phone given the Hawaii time change as a 
last resort 

On Jul 11, 2013 9:56 AM, "Sergio Ibarra" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa and Dan, 
I'm trying to locate the word file of the ordinance that was transmitted to the City Clerk's office but don't see 
that it was saved in the N Drive. Was the word document sent to you by any chance? I need to make changes 
per Sharon Gin's instructions (adding the PLUM conditions as Q's to the ordinance). Thank you, 

Sergio 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@laci ty.org 
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Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM35524 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34281 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:24 AM 

Andrew Westall 
Cc: Roberto Mejia; Patrice Lattimore; brian.walters@lacity.org; sharon.gin@lacity.org; 

shannon.hoppes@lacity.org; rebecca.valdez@lacity.org; iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org; 

alan.alietti@lacity.org 

Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

The 24th is fine. Thanks Andrew. 

On Jun 18, 2013 10:21 AM, "Andrew Westall" <andrew.westall@lacity.org> wrote: 
That's fine with us, although we'd prefer the 24th. Marcel? 

From: Marcel Porras [mailto: marcel.porras@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:09 AM 
To: Sharon Gin <sharon.qin@lacitv.orq> 
Cc: Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacitv.orq>; Alan Alietti <alan.alietti@lacitv.orq>; Patrice Lattimore 
< patrice.lattimore@lacitv.orq>; Brian Walters < brian.walters@lacitv.orq>; Shannon Hoppes 
< sha n non. hoppes@lacitv.orq>; Rebecca Va Idez < rebecca. va Idez@lacitv.orq>; Roberto Mej ia 
< roberto.mejia@lacitv.orq>; Iris Fagar-Awakuni < irisJaqar-awakuni@lacitv.orq> 
Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

Agreed. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:07 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Andrew & Marcel, 

I understand that there is a request to move the Council date for the Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-
SI) from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7/26. Ifboth of your offices agree, then our office will proceed with the 
necessary follow-up work with the Applicant and the new Council date can be announced at this afternoon's 
PLUM meeting. Thanks in advance for your help! 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473.7721 
www.cdI 3.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FYI 

EM35000 

Onesha Steward < onesha.steward@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 28, 2013 2:29 PM 
William Gomez 
Darnell Gray; Julie Duncan 
Fwd: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06/25/13 
Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 062513.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 2: 12 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Robert Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
Cc: Giovani Dacumos <giovani.dacumos@lacity.org>, Mark Wolf<mark.wolf@lacity.org>, Agnes Lung-tam 
<agnes.lung-tam@lacity.org>, Teresa Abraham <teresa.abraham@lacity.org>, Onesha Steward 
<onesha. steward@lacity.org> 

Mr. Silverstein, 

Your request for all correspondence related to the Millennium Hollywood project from certain Building and 
Safety employees has been forwarded to that Department for coordination and response. Although the fax was 
transmitted on June 25 at 7: 11 pm, it was not "found" until this morning, and therefore not transferred to B&S 
until today. 

I am copying Teresa Abraham of Building and Safety who was identified to me as the B&S staff person who 
would respond to your request. i tried to reach her today to alert her, but she must not be in, so she may not get 
this email until Monday. 

Laura 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: sherry taylor <sherry.taylor@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 10:13 AM 
Subject: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Cc: Valerieann Palazzolo <valerieann.palazzolo@lacity.org> 

Laura: 
This was found on the copier this morning. 
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EM35001 

Sherry Taylor, Secretary 
Information Technology Agency 
200 N. Main St., #1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-3311 
(213) 978-3310 Fax 

Laura Ito 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
Information Technology Agency 
(213) 978-3322 

Onesha Steward 
General Analysis and Budget Services 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 960 
(213) 482-6741 I Fax (213) 482-6754 
onesha. steward@lacity.org 
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~~~Jun·25·2013 12:02 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449-4205 :::. 
m~ 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professiona.l Corpora.tion 

;1.15 NORTH MA1.U!NGO AVIlNt.m, 3RD FtooR 
p~:mn~ .... , Ct,m!Oil.NV. 911.tn·1.504 

PHONEI (626) 4494200 
FAXI (626) 4494205 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET 

DA.rB: June 25,2013 

FROM: Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 

NAME 
Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
City of Los Angeles 

MESSAGE: 

Please see attached. Thank you, 

NUMBER OF PA.GES: 

CLIlJNTIMATTER 
No.: 

FAXNo. --.-----.---

213-978-3310 

PnoNENo. -.-.. --

IMPORTANT; THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THe USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSI:tJ, AND MAY 
CONTAIN INFORMATJON THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURES' UNDER APPLICABLE LAW, IF THE READER 
OF THIS MEiSSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYeE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING IT TO THE 
INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT READING, DlsseMINAmu~, DISTRIBUTING OR OOPYING THIS COMMUNICATION 
IS STRICTLY PROHISITEO. IF ,(OU HAVE RECEIVEO T\-IIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR. PLEAse IMMEDIATE-LV NOTIFY iHE SENDE.R BV 
TELEPHONE. WHO WilL ARRANGE TO RliI'Rleva IT AT NO COST TO VOU. THANK You. 

I IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES OR TRANSMISSION IS NOT CLEAR, PLEASE CALL TELEPHONIi NUMseR (625) 449·4200 IMMI":DIATELY. 
I 
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Jun-25-2Q13 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law F-irm 626-449-4205 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

June 25,2013 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 978-3310 
AND U.S. MAlL 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
City afLos Angeles 
200 N. Main Street} 14th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

;U5 Nonnt MA.nllN"ClO AVllNUll, 3110 FLoOR 

PAS ADEN .... , CA1.rI'Ol'l.NIA 91101-1504 

PHONHI (626) #942.00 FAXI (626) 4494Z05 

ROBHR'f@ROBHRTSILVERmlNLAW.COM 
WWW • .RoBIffi.l.Sn.VBRS.rnlNUW.COM 

Re: California Public Records Act Requests - Millennium Proiect 

Dear Ms. Ito: 

This request is made under the California Public Reoords Aot pursuant to 
Government Code Section 6250, et~~ Please provide copies of the following from the 
City (as ~cCityn is defined below). 

For ease of reference in this document} please refer to the following defined 
terms: 

The ~'Cityn shall refer to aU officiaIs~ employees! consultants, and agents of the 
Department ofBuHding and Safety, City of Los Angeles~ including the City 
Attorney's office and any and all outside counsel retained by the City. 

"Millennium Hol1ywood" shaH refer to MiHennium Hollywood, LLC, aU related 
or affiliated companies, and aU principals, including Phil Ahrens p officers, 
employees, attorneys. agents andlor consultants, including but not limited to 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences~ Inc., and the law firm of 
Sheppard, Mullin. 

leproject" shall refer to the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project at located at 
1720·1770 N. Vine Street, 1745M 1753 N. Vine Street, 6236-6334 W. Yucca Street, 
1733 .. 1741 N. Argyle Stree~ 1746-1764 N. Ivar Street, Hollywood} California. 

"Document/~ as defined in Govt. Code Section 6252(g), shall mean any 
handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostatingt photographing, photocopying, 
transmitting by electronic mail Of facsimile, and every other means of recording 
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Jun·25·2013 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626-449-4205 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 2 

upon any tangible thing any form of communication or representation~ including 
letters, words, pictures, sounds, or symbols~ or combinations thereof, and any 
record thereby created, regardless of the manner in which the record has been 
stored. 

The public records requests include: 

(1) AU communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight) 
Pascal ChalHta. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1.2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the May 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Preliminary Geotechnical Report for the MUlennium Hollywood Project. 

(2) An communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City~s email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal Challit~ Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1 ~ 2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the November 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Fault Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(3) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including aHas 
accounts set up on the City~s email system) of Dana Prevost. John Weight, 
Pascal Challita. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May.l, 2012· 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(4) All communications from May 1~ 2012 through the date of your compliance 
with this request between, on the one hand) any and all email accounts 
(including alias accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dena 
Prevost, John Weight, Pascal Challita, Bud Ovrum~ Ray Chan or David 
Lara. and on the other hand, any and all email accounts of Millennium 
Hollywood~ and of its EIR Consultants, or its Geotechnical Consultant 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences~ or any of its attorneys 
from the law firm of Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP I including 
but not limited to Phil Ahrens, CAJA Environmental Services, Dan 
Eberhart, Rudolph Frizzi, Alfred Fraijo, and/or Jerry Neuman. 
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Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 3 

I draw the City's attention to Government Code Section 6253.1, which requires a 
public agency to assist the public in making a focused and effective request by: 
(I) identifying records and information responsive to the request~ (2) describing the 
information technology.and physical location of the records. and (3) providing 
suggestions for overcoming any practical basis for denying access to the records Of 

informlition sought. 

If the City determine$ that any information is exempt from disclosure~ I ask that 
the City reconsider that determination in view of Proposition 59 which amended the State 
Constitution to require that all exemptions be "narrowly construed,'} Proposition 59 may 
modify or overturn authorities on which the City has relied in the past. 

If the City determines that any requested records are subject to a still-valid 
exemption, I request that the City exercise its discretion to disclose some or all of the 
records notwithstanding the exemption and with respect to records containing both 
exempt and non-exempt content. the City redact the exempt content and disclose the rest. 
Should the City deny any pan of this request. the City is required to provide a written 
response describing the legal authority on which the City relies. 

Please be advised that Government Code Section 6253(c) states in pertinent part 
that the agency "shall promptly notify the person making the request of the determination 
nnd the rea80DS therefore.u (Emphasis added.) Section 62S3(d) further states that 
nothing in this chapter ushall be construed to pennit an agency to delay or obstruct the 
inspection or copying ofpubIic records. The notification of denial of any request for 
records required by Section 6255 shall set forth the names and titles or positions of each 
person responsible for the denial." 

Additionally, Government Code Section 6255(a) states that the "agency shall 
justify withholding any record by demonstrating that the record in question is exempt 
under expressed provisions of this chapter or that on the facts of the particular case the 
public interest served by not disclosing the record clearly outweighs the public interest 
served by disclosure of the record." (Emphasis added.) This provision makes clear that 
the agency is required to justifY withholding any record with particularity as to "the 
record in guestion." (Emphasis added.) 

Please clearly state in writing pursuant to Section 6255(b): (1) If the City is 
withholding any documents; (2) if the City is redacting any documents; (3) what 
documents the City is so withholding andlor redacting; and (4) the alleged legal bases for 
withholding andlor redacting as to the particular documents. It should also be noted that 

Received Time Jun. 25. 2013 7:11PM No. 2774 

4/5 

RL0034318 



EM3500S 

Jun-25·2013 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449-4205 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Infonnation Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 4 

to the extent documents are being withheld, should those documents also contain material 
that is not subject to any applicable exemption to disclosure, then the disclosable portions 
of the documents must be segregated and produced. 

We request that you preserve intact aU documents and oomputer communications 
and attachments thereto, including but not limited to an omails and computer files, 
wherever originated, received or copied, regarding the subject matter of the above" 
referenced requests, including archives thereof preserved on tape~ hard drive~ disc~ or any 
other arohival medium, and including also any printouts. blowbacks. or other 
reproduction of any such computer communications. 

If the copy costs for these requests do not exceed $200, please make the copies 
and bill this office. If the oopy costs exceed $200. please contact me in advance to 
arrange a time and place where I can inspect the records, As required by Government 
Code Section 6253, please respond to this request within ten days. Because I am faxing 
this request on June 25,2013, please ensure that your response is provided to me by no 
later than July 5, 1013. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33096 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, May 22, 2013 11:54 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Project - Hearing Dates 

130593_130593.1 appls VTT CUB ZV interested.doc 

On Wed, May 22, 2013 at 11 :51 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
When you have the chance, is it possible to view the notice before it goes out? 
Thank you soo much 
Luci 

On Mon, May 20,2013 at 10:48 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello All: 

Please see below for the hearing dates for the appeals for the Millennium Project (CFs 13-0593 & 13-0593-
SI): 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6/4111 
Council - Wednesday, 6119113 

Our office will follow up to ensure that both matters will be heard in Council on the same day. PIs let me 
know if you have questions. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
JUNE LAGMAY 

City Clerk 

HOllY L. WOLCOTT 
Executive Officer 

When making inquiries relative to 
this matter, please refer to the 

Council File No. 
13-0593, 13-0593-S1 

CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
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Fax: (213) 978-1040 

SHANNON HOPPES 
Council and Public Services 

Division 

www.cityclerk. lacity.org 

May 24,2013 

NOTICE TO APPELLANT(S), APPLICANT(S), AND INTERESTED PARTIES 

You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the Los Angeles 
City Council will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, June 4, 2013, at approximately 2:30 p.m. or soon 
thereafter in the Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room 350, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012, to consider Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental Quality Act findings and 
appeals filed by: 

(i) Communities United for Reasonable Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. 
Wright, Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission (LACPC) and (ii) HEI/GC Hollywood and Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood and Vine 
Residences Association (Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer, Mangels, Butler, Mitchell, LLP) of part of 
the determination of the LACPC, in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 
6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 

2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 2. 

3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of alcohol 
for on and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 

5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development. 

6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

9. Adopted amended Findings and modified Conditions of Approval. 
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10. Certified that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), ENV-2011-675-EIR 
(SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and adopted the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 

a. The EIR for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the LACPC as a recommending body of the lead agency, and the 
LACPC reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR prior to recommending the 
project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

The above project involves the development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with 
a mixed-use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean 
and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the construction of two 
towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the maximum height scenario. The components of the 
project include 492 residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, 
an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of 
the uses from those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and Development 
Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will be provided for buildings up to a height of 
220 feet and up to 12 percent grade level open space for buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's 
Development Regulations. 

The PLUM Committee of the Los Angeles City Council will also hold a public hearing on Tuesday. June 4. 
2013, at approximately 2:30 p.m. or soon thereafter in the Board of Public Works Edward R. Roybal Hearing 
Room 350, City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012, to consider Environmental Impact 
Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Statement of Overriding Consideration and related 
California Environmental Quality Act findings and an appeal filed by Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, 
APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-
1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle 
Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Denied the appeals filed by AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts; Annie Geoghan; 
Argyle Civic Association; Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association; Hollywood Dell Civic Association; 
and Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative Tract No. 71837-CN, a 41-lot 
subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office 
space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses 
and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

3. Adopted Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

4. Adopted Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, SCH#2011041094. 

The above project involves a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 
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Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

The full Los Angeles City Council will also consider these matters on Wednesday. June 19. 2013, at 
approximately 10:00 a.m. or soon thereafter in the John Ferraro Council Chamber, Room 340, City Hall. 

If you are unable to appear at these meetings, you may submit your comments in writing. Written comments 
may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
In addition, you may wish to view the contents of Council file No. 13-0593 and 13-0593-S1 by visiting: 
http://www.lacouncilfile.com. 

Please be advised that both the PLUM Committee and City Council reserve the right to continue this matter to 
a later date, subject to any time limit constraints. 

Sharon Gin, Legislative Assistant 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
(213) 978-1074 

Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or prior to, the public hearing. Any written correspondence delivered 
to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. The time in which you may seek 
judicial review of any final action by the City Council is limited by California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action 
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which 
the Council action becomes final. 

An Equal Employment Opportunity - Affirmative Action Employer 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35525 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 11:53 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Ordinance 

I'm in cpc on third floor if you want to bring it down 

On Jul 11,2013 11:41 AM, "Sergio Ibarra" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I mean Lucy. 

On Thu, Jul11, 2013 at 11:41 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Thanks, 
I've been in communication with Lisa and the changes are complete, just need your signature :) 

On Thu, Julll, 2013 at 11 :39 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

No idea .... in an hour or two it should be safe to call1uci on her cell phone given the Hawaii time change as a 
last resort 

On Jul 11, 2013 9:56 AM, "Sergio Ibarra" <sergio.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa and Dan, 
I'm trying to locate the word file of the ordinance that was transmitted to the City Clerk's office but don't see 
that it was saved in the N Drive. Was the word document sent to you by any chance? I need to make changes 
per Sharon Gin's instructions (adding the PLUM conditions as Q's to the ordinance). Thank you, 

Sergio 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM35526 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34282 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:25 AM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

thank you, Iris 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10: 18 AM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Fyl----

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:09 AM 
Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7126 
To: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Cc: Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacity.org>, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org>, Roberto 
Mejia <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 

Agreed. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:07 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Andrew & Marcel, 

I understand that there is a request to move the Council date for the Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-
SI) from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7/26. Ifboth of your offices agree, then our office will proceed with the 
necessary follow-up work with the Applicant and the new Council date can be announced at this afternoon's 
PLUM meeting. Thanks in advance for your help! 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd I3.com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
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Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34283 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

June 28, 2013 

Hi Dana, 

EM35007 

ggg@copper.net 
Friday, June 28, 2013 2:31 PM 
dana.prevost@lacity.org 
Millenium Project -- letter of recension 

Thank you for your conversation with me today in which you stated that 
LADBS will be issuing a letter of recension for the Millennium Project 
next week due to the seismic issues we have raised, and your statement 
that "we want to get it right." Certainly, in a matter of life and death 
for thousands, nobody wants to get it wrong. 

Just to be clear, is the word you used "recension" and not "rescission"? 
If yes, what exactly does "recension" mean? 

Your action is a welcome relief from the discussion in the PLUM hearing. 
After hearing our presentation of the damning evidence from the California 
Geological Survey and the two peer-reviewed geological studies showing 
that the southern strand of the Hollywood Fault is directly under the 
Millennium Project site, Councilman Englander had this to say: 

"Regardless of the underlying geological and soil conditions, in fact, 
these faults and thresholds whether active or inactive in fact pose a 
significant risk to the entire city of Los Angeles." 

"But you're pointing to this one particular area. I just wanted to show 
fault in your study that yeah, there's a true threat but it is everywhere 
in Los Angeles." 

Councilman Englander's comments demonstrate a fundamental lack of 
understanding of the distinction between building to withstand strong 
ground motions in an earthquake (all buildings in southern California must 
account for this to varying degrees) vs. building a structure for human 
occupancy across the trace of an active fault that may be subject to 
surface displacements of several meters, which of course cannot be 
allowed. This project is not something that can be allowed to proceed 
without a much more thorough review of the potential for active faulting 
at the site. 

I would like to suggest that, in the letter, you require: 

a proper protocol established by Prof. Dolan be imposed for a full, 
extensive subsurface fault investigation of the site including boreholes, 
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trenching, seismic reflection, etc. to determine the exact location and 
state of activity of the southern strand of the Hollywood fault extending 
approximately through the middle of that block, with independent 
geologists, including Prof. Dolan and our geologist, having full access to 
the trenches and all testing and inspections. 

that the results of the investigation should be subject to 
independent peer review by Professor Dolan and other geologists. 

An investigation of the two Langan reports which falsely stated that 
the Hollywood Fault was .4 miles away from the project location in 
disregard of all credible data from authoritative sources including the 
findings of Dolan and Crook & Proctor, which also omitted the data from 
the USGS the CGS which all agreed that there were fault traces at the 
project site, and which falsely depicted the project site as being 
approximately 850 feet north of its actual location. 

The study done by Langan is below any professional standards, and we 
believe, involves fraud. 

Please explain exactly what and when the next steps will be from your 
department specifically and the city generally. Please also confirm that 
all approval processes, including the currently-scheduled July 24, 2013 
City Council hearing, will be halted until proper trenching and 
investigation of the site has been conducted, with independent experts 
having access to the site, and with all data and results properly 
circulated to the public. Finally, please include this correspondence in 
the administrative record for this matter. Thank you for your courtesy and 
attention to this extremely important matter. 

Regards, 

George 
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From: 
Sent: 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 23, 2013 11:33 AM 

To: Sergio Ibarra 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Project - Hearing Dates 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, May 20,2013 at 10:48 AM 
Subject: Millennium Project - Hearing Dates 
To: Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org>, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> 
Cc: Roberto Mejia <roberto .mejia@lacity. org>, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity. org>, Dan 
Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> 

Hello All: 

Please see below for the hearing dates for the appeals for the Millennium Project (CFs 13-0593 & 13-0593-S 1): 

PLUM - Tuesday, 6/4111 
Council - Wednesday, 6119113 

Our office will follow up to ensure that both matters will be heard in Council on the same day. PIs let me know 
if you have questions. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, ladies: 

EM35527 

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 3:42 PM 
Srimal Hewawitharana; Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 
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Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34284 

Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:26 AM 
marcel.porras@lacity.org 

Cc: roberto.mejia@lacity.org; patrice.lattimore@lacity.org; brian.walters@lacity.org; 
sharon.gin@lacity.org; shannon.hoppes@lacity.org; rebecca.valdez@lacity.org; 
iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org; alan.alietti@lacity.org 

Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

Thanks! 

From: Marcel Porras [mailto: marcel.porras@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:23 AM 
To: Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacitv.org> 
Cc: Roberto Mej ia < roberto. mej ia@lacitv.org>; Patrice Latti more < patrice.latti more@lacitv.org >; bria n. wa Iters@ lacitv.org 
< bria n. wa Iters@lacitv.org>; sha ron .gi n@lacitv.org <sha ron.g i n@lacitv.org>; sha n non. hoppes@lacitv.org 
< sha n non. hoppes@lacitv.org>; rebecca. valdez@lacitv.org < rebecca. va Idez@lacitv.org>; iris. faga r-awaku n i@lacitv.org 
< iris. fagar-awakuni@lacity.org>; alan .alietti@lacity.org <alan.alietti@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

The 24th is fine. Thanks Andrew. 

On Jun 18, 2013 10:21 AM, "Andrew Westall" <andrew.westall@lacity.org> wrote: 
That's fine with us, although we'd prefer the 24th. Marcel? 

From: Marcel Porras [mailto: marcel.porras@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:09 AM 
To: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Cc: Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacity.org>; Alan Alietti <alan.alietti@lacity.org>; Patrice Lattimore 
<patrice.lattimore@lacity.org>; Brian Walters <brian.walters@lacity.org>; Shannon Hoppes 
< sha n non. hoppes@lacity.org>; Rebecca Va Idez < rebecca. va Idez@lacity.org>; Roberto Mej ia 
<roberto.mejia@lacity.org>; Iris Fagar-Awakuni < irisJagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

Agreed. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:07 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Andrew & Marcel, 

I understand that there is a request to move the Council date for the Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-
SI) from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7/26. Ifboth of your offices agree, then our office will proceed with the 
necessary follow-up work with the Applicant and the new Council date can be announced at this afternoon's 
PLUM meeting. Thanks in advance for your help! 
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Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd13 .com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FYI 

EM35009 

Onesha Steward < onesha.steward@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 28, 2013 2:33 PM 
Steve Ongele 
Fwd: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06/25/13 
Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 062513.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 2: 12 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Robert Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
Cc: Giovani Dacumos <giovani.dacumos@lacity.org>, Mark Wolf<mark.wolf@lacity.org>, Agnes Lung-tam 
<agnes.lung-tam@lacity.org>, Teresa Abraham <teresa.abraham@lacity.org>, Onesha Steward 
<onesha. steward@lacity.org> 

Mr. Silverstein, 

Your request for all correspondence related to the Millennium Hollywood project from certain Building and 
Safety employees has been forwarded to that Department for coordination and response. Although the fax was 
transmitted on June 25 at 7: 11 pm, it was not "found" until this morning, and therefore not transferred to B&S 
until today. 

I am copying Teresa Abraham of Building and Safety who was identified to me as the B&S staff person who 
would respond to your request. i tried to reach her today to alert her, but she must not be in, so she may not get 
this email until Monday. 

Laura 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: sherry taylor <sherry.taylor@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 10:13 AM 
Subject: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Cc: Valerieann Palazzolo <valerieann.palazzolo@lacity.org> 

Laura: 
This was found on the copier this morning. 
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Sherry Taylor, Secretary 
Information Technology Agency 
200 N. Main St., #1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-3311 
(213) 978-3310 Fax 

Laura Ito 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
Information Technology Agency 
(213) 978-3322 

Onesha Steward 
General Analysis and Budget Services 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 960 
(213) 482-6741 I Fax (213) 482-6754 
onesha. steward@lacity.org 
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~~~Jun·25·2013 12:02 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449-4205 :::. 
m~ 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professiona.l Corpora.tion 

;1.15 NORTH MA1.U!NGO AVIlNt.m, 3RD FtooR 
p~:mn~ .... , Ct,m!Oil.NV. 911.tn·1.504 

PHONEI (626) 4494200 
FAXI (626) 4494205 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET 

DA.rB: June 25,2013 

FROM: Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 

NAME 
Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
City of Los Angeles 

MESSAGE: 

Please see attached. Thank you, 

NUMBER OF PA.GES: 

CLIlJNTIMATTER 
No.: 

FAXNo. --.-----.---

213-978-3310 

PnoNENo. -.-.. --

IMPORTANT; THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THe USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSI:tJ, AND MAY 
CONTAIN INFORMATJON THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURES' UNDER APPLICABLE LAW, IF THE READER 
OF THIS MEiSSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYeE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING IT TO THE 
INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT READING, DlsseMINAmu~, DISTRIBUTING OR OOPYING THIS COMMUNICATION 
IS STRICTLY PROHISITEO. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVEO T\-IIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR. PLEAse IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY iHE SENDE.R BV 
TELEPHONE. WHO WilL ARRANGE TO RliI'Rleva IT AT NO COST TO YOU. THANK YOU. 

I IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES OR TRANSMISSION IS NOT CLEAR, PLEASE CALL TELEPHONIi NUMseR (625) 449·4200 IMMI":DIATELY. 
I 

Received Time Jun, 25. 2013 7:11PM No, 2774 
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Jun-25-2Q13 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law F-irm 626-449-4205 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

June 25,2013 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 978-3310 
AND U.S. MAlL 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
City afLos Angeles 
200 N. Main Street} 14th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

;U5 Nonnt MA.nllN"ClO AVllNUll, 3110 FLoOR 

PAS ADEN .... , CA1.rI'Ol'l.NIA 91101-1504 

PHONHI (626) #942.00 FAXI (626) 4494Z05 

ROBHR'f@ROBHRTSILVERmlNLAW.COM 
WWW • .RoBIffi.l.Sn.VBRS.rnlNUW.COM 

Re: California Public Records Act Requests - Millennium Proiect 

Dear Ms. Ito: 

This request is made under the California Public Reoords Aot pursuant to 
Government Code Section 6250, et~~ Please provide copies of the following from the 
City (as ~cCityn is defined below). 

For ease of reference in this document} please refer to the following defined 
terms: 

The ~'Cityn shall refer to aU officiaIs~ employees! consultants, and agents of the 
Department ofBuHding and Safety, City of Los Angeles~ including the City 
Attorney's office and any and all outside counsel retained by the City. 

"Millennium Hol1ywood" shaH refer to MiHennium Hollywood, LLC, aU related 
or affiliated companies, and aU principals, including Phil Ahrens p officers, 
employees, attorneys. agents andlor consultants, including but not limited to 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences~ Inc., and the law firm of 
Sheppard, Mullin. 

leproject" shall refer to the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project at located at 
1720·1770 N. Vine Street, 1745M 1753 N. Vine Street, 6236-6334 W. Yucca Street, 
1733 .. 1741 N. Argyle Stree~ 1746-1764 N. Ivar Street, Hollywood} California. 

"Document/~ as defined in Govt. Code Section 6252(g), shall mean any 
handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostatingt photographing, photocopying, 
transmitting by electronic mail Of facsimile, and every other means of recording 
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Jun·25·2013 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626-449-4205 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 2 

upon any tangible thing any form of communication or representation~ including 
letters, words, pictures, sounds, or symbols~ or combinations thereof, and any 
record thereby created, regardless of the manner in which the record has been 
stored. 

The public records requests include: 

(1) AU communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight) 
Pascal ChalHta. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1.2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the May 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Preliminary Geotechnical Report for the MUlennium Hollywood Project. 

(2) An communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City~s email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal Challit~ Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1 ~ 2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the November 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Fault Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(3) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including aHas 
accounts set up on the City~s email system) of Dana Prevost. John Weight, 
Pascal Challita. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May.l, 2012· 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(4) All communications from May 1~ 2012 through the date of your compliance 
with this request between, on the one hand) any and all email accounts 
(including alias accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dena 
Prevost, John Weight, Pascal Challita, Bud Ovrum~ Ray Chan or David 
Lara. and on the other hand, any and all email accounts of Millennium 
Hollywood~ and of its EIR Consultants, or its Geotechnical Consultant 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences~ or any of its attorneys 
from the law firm of Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP I including 
but not limited to Phil Ahrens, CAJA Environmental Services, Dan 
Eberhart, Rudolph Frizzi, Alfred Fraijo, and/or Jerry Neuman. 
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Ms. Laura Ito 
Information Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 3 

I draw the City's attention to Government Code Section 6253.1, which requires a 
public agency to assist the public in making a focused and effective request by: 
(I) identifying records and information responsive to the request~ (2) describing the 
information technology.and physical location of the records. and (3) providing 
suggestions for overcoming any practical basis for denying access to the records Of 

informlition sought. 

If the City determine$ that any information is exempt from disclosure~ I ask that 
the City reconsider that determination in view of Proposition 59 which amended the State 
Constitution to require that all exemptions be "narrowly construed,'} Proposition 59 may 
modify or overturn authorities on which the City has relied in the past. 

If the City determines that any requested records are subject to a still-valid 
exemption, I request that the City exercise its discretion to disclose some or all of the 
records notwithstanding the exemption and with respect to records containing both 
exempt and non-exempt content. the City redact the exempt content and disclose the rest. 
Should the City deny any pan of this request. the City is required to provide a written 
response describing the legal authority on which the City relies. 

Please be advised that Government Code Section 6253(0) states in pertinent part 
that the agency "shall promptly notify the person making the request of the determination 
nnd the rea80DS therefore.u (Emphasis added.) Section 62S3(d) further states that 
nothing in this chapter ushall be construed to pennit an agency to delay or obstruct the 
inspection or copying ofpubIic records. The notification of denial of any request for 
records required by Section 6255 shall set forth the names and titles or positions of each 
person responsible for the denial." 

Additionally, Government Code Section 6255(a) states that the "agency shall 
justify withholding any record by demonstrating that the record in question is exempt 
under expressed provisions of this chapter or that on the facts of the particular case the 
public interest served by not disclosing the record clearly outweighs the public interest 
served by disclosure of the record." (Emphasis added.) This provision makes clear that 
the agency is required to justifY withholding any record with particularity as to "the 
record in guestion." (Emphasis added.) 

Please clearly state in writing pursuant to Section 6255(b): (1) If the City is 
withholding any documents; (2) if the City is redacting any documents; (3) what 
documents the City is so withholding andlor redacting; and (4) the alleged legal bases for 
withholding andlor redacting as to the particular documents. It should also be noted that 
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Jun-25·2013 12:03 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449-4205 

Ms. Laura Ito 
Infonnation Technology Agency 
June 25,2013 
Page 4 

to the extent documents are being withheld, should those documents also contain material 
that is not subject to any applicable exemption to disclosure, then the disclosable portions 
of the documents must be segregated and produced. 

We request that you preserve intact aU documents and oomputer communications 
and attachments thereto, including but not limited to an omails and computer files, 
wherever originated, received or copied, regarding the subject matter of the above" 
referenced requests, including archives thereof preserved on tape~ hard drive~ disc~ or any 
other arohival medium, and including also any printouts. blowbacks. or other 
reproduction of any such computer communications. 

If the copy costs for these requests do not exceed $200, please make the copies 
and bill this office. If the oopy costs exceed $200. please contact me in advance to 
arrange a time and place where I can inspect the records, As required by Government 
Code Section 6253, please respond to this request within ten days. Because I am faxing 
this request on June 25,2013, please ensure that your response is provided to me by no 
later than July 5, 1013. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM34286 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:35 AM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 
Stacy Munoz; Lily Quan 

Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6/19 to Friday, 7/26 

Wait a second ..... Andrew wants it on 7/24 in CCL. I'll let know when its confirmed. 

In the meantime, I have not heard back from CDI regarding Reyes briefing today ... but will keep you posted. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10: 18 AM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Fyl----

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:09 AM 
Subject: Re: Urgent: Millennium Council date from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7126 
To: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Cc: Andrew Westall <andrew.westall@lacity.org>, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org>, Roberto 
Mejia <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 

Agreed. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:07 AM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Andrew & Marcel, 

I understand that there is a request to move the Council date for the Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-
SI) from Wednesday, 6119 to Friday, 7/26. Ifboth of your offices agree, then our office will proceed with the 
necessary follow-up work with the Applicant and the new Council date can be announced at this afternoon's 
PLUM meeting. Thanks in advance for your help! 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd I3.com 
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~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

EM34287 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PIANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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Subject: Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

Location: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall 

Start: 7/15/20131:00 PM 

End: 7/15/20132:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Avak Keotahian; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Timothy 
McWilliams; Roberto Mejia; kcasper@sheppardmullin.com; Renee Stadel; Sergio 
Ibarra 

Resources: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall 

more details» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggbHVjaXJhbGlhLmliY 
XJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdjNTExM 
mFIMzBkMjl1 MDIzOGJkN2NjMmJhZDNkZTAzMGEwNzJhMzQ4 
&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

When 
Mon Jul 15, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall (map <http://maps.google.com/maps?q=CLA's+office, 
+Room+255, +City+Hall&hl=en» 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Marie Rumsey 
- organizer 

Avak Keotahian 
Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Luciralia Ibarra 
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• Timothy McWilliams 
Roberto Mejia 
kcasper@sheppardmullin. com 
Renee Stadel 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 

EM35530 

Yes <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=N241azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1YXJuZHVzdjggbHVjaXJhb 
GlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=1 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdjNTExMmFIMzBkMjl1 MDlzOGJ 
kN2NjMmJhZDNkZTAzMGEwNzJhMzQ4&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
Maybe <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=N241azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1YXJuZHVzdjggbHVjaXJhb 
GlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=3 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdjNTExMmFIMzBkMjl1 MDlzOGJ 
kN2NjMmJhZDNkZTAzMGEwNzJhMzQ4&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
No <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=N241azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1YXJuZHVzdjggbHVjaXJhb 
GlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=2 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdjNTExMmFIMzBkMjl1 MDlzOGJ 
kN2NjMmJhZDNkZTAzMGEwNzJhMzQ4&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
more options» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggbHVjaXJhbGlhLmliY 
XJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdjNTExM 
mFIMzBkMjl1 MDIzOGJkN2NjMmJhZDNkZTAzMGEwNzJhMzQ4 
&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130715T200000Z 
DTEND:20130715T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130711 T230038Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Marie Rumsey:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
UID:7n5k4psu4kdm3soji5arndusv8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Avak Keotahian;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:avak.keotahian@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@1 
acity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Roberto Mejia;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:roberto.mejia@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=kcasper@sheppardmullin.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:kcasper@sheppardmu 
lIin.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Renee Stadel;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:renee.stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Marie Rumsey;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130711 T225555Z 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VI EW&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggbHVjaXJhbGlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdH 
ku b3J n&tok= Mj Mj bWFya WU ucn Vtc2V5QGxh Y210eS5vcmdj NTExM m FI MzBkMj 11 M D IzOGJ kN2Nj 
M mJ hZDN kZT AzMG EwNzJ h MzQ4&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&h I=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130711 T230038Z 
LOCATION:CLA's office\, Room 255\, City Hall 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

1:30 

EM34288 

Rebecca Valdez < rebecca.valdez@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:37 AM 

Roberto Mejia 
Lisa Flores; Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Re: Reyes briefing 

On Jun 18, 2013 10:13 AM, "Roberto Mejia" <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>wrote: 
what time is the biefing today? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 
Lisa, 

Could we meet at 1: 3 O? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 17 PM, Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473 -7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 
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Roberto R. Mejia 
Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
(213) 473-5748 

EM34289 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Laura, 

EM35016 

Giovani Dacumos <giovani.dacumos@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 28, 2013 3:19 PM 
Laura Ito 
Heather Jenoure; Mark Wolf; Agnes Lung-tam 
Re: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06/25/13 

I talked to Tere, thanks for forwarding this to us. We will take care of this. 

Thanks. 

On Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 11 :31 AM, Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Gio, 

I don't know if you are the correct person to send this to, but if not, I'm sure you will get it to the person 
responsible. The attached PRA is for all correspondence, including emails, from certain Building and Safety 
employees related to the Millennium Hollywood project. Given that it is exclusive to Building and Safety staff, 
I am going to inform the requester that his request has been forwarded to your department for response. 

For the email portion of the request, please work with Heather Jenoure to determine the best way to extract the 
responsive records, whether it is done through central administration or individual employee searches. 

Please note that this was faxed on June 25 at 7: 11 pm, but we did not see it until this morning. The requester is 
trying to impose a July 5 response date. 

Laura 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: sherry taylor <sherry.taylor@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 10:13 AM 
Subject: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Cc: Valerieann Palazzolo <valerieann.palazzolo@lacity.org> 

Laura: 
This was found on the copier this morning. 
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Sherry Taylor, Secretary 
Information Technology Agency 
200 N. Main St., #1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-3311 
(213) 978-3310 Fax 

Laura Ito 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
Information Technology Agency 
(213) 978-3322 

Giovani O. Dacumos 
Management Information System Division 
Department of Building and Safety 
213.482.0001 

EM35017 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33101 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 23, 2013 2:45 PM 
lee@code-studio.com; Tom Rothmann; Erick Lopez 
Alan Bell; Eva Yuan-McDaniel 

Draft 6/4 PLUM Agenda 

PL060413.doc 

Please see attached draft 6/4 PLUM agenda. Items 1 and 2 refer to the Zoning Code re-write. A pre-PLUM 
briefing with the Chair of PLUM committee staff is on Wednesday (5/29) at 10:30 a.m. in Room 410-CD1 
Conference Room 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012. I will send a confirmation email re: pre
PLUM. 

Thank you, 
Iris 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice *** 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JUNE 4,2013 

BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS EDWARD R. ROYBAL HEARING ROOM 350 - 2:30 PM 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMEMBER ED P. REYES, CHAIR 
COUNCILMEMBER JOSE HUIZAR 
COUNCILMEMBER MITCHELL ENGLANDER 

(Sharon Gin - Legislative Assistant - (213)-978-1074 or Sharon.Gin@lacity.org) 

Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access Real-Time Transcription (CART), Assistive 
Listening Devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting/event you wish 
to attend. Due to difficulties in securing Sign Language Interpreters, five or more business days notice 
is strongly recommended. For additional information, please contact: Sharon Gin at (213) 978-1074. 

FILE NO. 

12-0460 

12-0460-S1 

13-0593 
CPC-2008-3440 
VZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD 
CD13 

SUBJECT 

(1 ) 

Report from the Department of City Planning relative to a quarterly status update 
on the revision of the Zoning Code. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(2) 

Report from the City Administrative Officer relative to a contract for consulting 
services to support the revision of the Zoning Code. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(3) 

TIME LIMIT: 7/27/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and appeals filed by (i) Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) and (ii) HEI/GC Hollywood and 
Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood and Vine Residences Association 
(Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer, Mangels, Butler, Mitchell, LLP) of 
part of the determination of the LACPC, in taking the actions listed below for 
property located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, 
and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 

2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 
2. 

3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 
500 feet of an R Zone. 

4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and 
dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live 
entertainment. 

5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a 
unified development. 

6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports 
club/fitness facility. 

8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

Adopted amended Findings and modified Conditions of Approval. 

Certified that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), ENV-2011-575-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the 
accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and adopted the related environmental Findings, and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for 
the project and Find: 

a. The EIR for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the Final 
EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the LACPC as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the LACPC reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the EIR prior to recommending the 
project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter. 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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13-0593-S1 
VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CD13 

EM33104 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis 
of the lead agency. 

The above project involves the development of two sites consisting of eight 
parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use community consisting of office, 
hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the 
construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 
residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food 
and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the uses from 
those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will 
be provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade 
level open space for buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's 
Development Regulations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(4) 

TIME LIMIT: 6/19/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/19/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and an appeal filed by Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC 
in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 
1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Denied the appeals filed by AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts; Annie Geoghan; Argyle Civic Association; Beachwood 
Canyon Neighborhood Association; Hollywood Dell Civic Association; and 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract No. 71837-CN, a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

3. Adopted Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

4. Adopted Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, 
SCH#2011 041 094. 

The above project involves a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet 
of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 
acre site. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(5) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
IN COUNCIL: 8/7/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and an appeal filed by Steven J. Bernheim (William D. Koehler, Esq., 
Representative), from part of the determination of the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission disapproving the Specific Plan Exception to permit the 
continued use and maintenance of an 400 square-foot, one-car garage located 
in the Mulholland Drive public right-of-way, subject to Conditions of Approval, for 
property located at 13201 - 13211 West Mulholland Drive. (The SVAPC also 
approved the Design Review Determination and Project Permit Compliance 
Review for the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan and took action on 
Zoning Administrator Adjustments.) 

Applicant: Steven J. Bernheim 

Representative: William D. Koehler, Esq. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

DISPOSITION: CONTINUED IN PLUM TO 7/23/13; IN COUNCIL 8/7113 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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(6) 

TIME LIMIT: 7/9/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/3/13 
CONTINUED FROM 5/14/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/26/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and an appeal filed by Beverly Grossman Palmer on behalf of Burton 
Way Foundation, Beverly - Wilshire Homes Association, Lorelei and William 
Shark, and Jack Cash, from part of the determination of the Central Los Angeles 
Area Planning Commission (CLAAPC) in: approving a vesting zone change from 
the existing C2 zone to (T)(Q)RAS4-1D, disapproving a height district change 
from -1VL to -10 with a 67-foot "0" limitation in height, and approving a height 
district change from -1VL to -10 with a 56-foot "0" limitation in height, for the 
demolition of four existing commercial structures as well as a 47.5-foot tall, two 
sided billboard structure and the construction of a six-story, maximum 67-foot in 
height, 46,230 square feet mixed-use building for property located at 316-324 
North La Cienega Boulevard, subject to Conditions of Approval. (On January 22, 
2013, the CLAAPC also approved adjustments and adopted the MND.) 

Applicant: Solomon Aryeh, Beverly La Cienega, LLC 

Representative: Joel Miller, PSOMAS 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

DISPOSITION CONTINUED IN PLUM TO 6/11113; IN COUNCIL 6/26/13 

(7) 

Director of Planning's oral status report relative to ongoing development of City 
planning policies, work program, operations, and other items of interest. 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN THIS COMMITTEES SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

If you challenge this Committee's action(s) in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public 
hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing . Any written 
correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 

Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public 
inspection in the City Clerk's Office at 200 North Spring Street, Room 395, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA 90012 during normal business hours. 

PL060413 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thank you. I'll let staff know. 

EM34290 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:39 AM 

Rebecca Valdez 

Roberto Mejia; Lisa Flores 

Re: Reyes briefing 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:37 AM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 

1:30 

On Jun 18, 2013 10:13 AM, "Roberto Mejia" <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>wrote: 
what time is the biefing today? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 
Lisa, 

Could we meet at 1: 3 O? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 17 PM, Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris. fagar-awakuni@lacity. org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
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200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 

Roberto R. Mejia 
Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
(213) 473-5748 

~ 

EM34291 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PIANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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Subject: Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

Location: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall 

Start: 7/15/20131:00 PM 

End: 7/15/20132:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; Avak Keotahian; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Luciralia 
Ibarra; Timothy McWilliams; Roberto Mejia; kcasper@sheppardmullin.com; Renee 
Stadel 

Resources: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall 

more details» 

Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

When 
Mon Jul 15, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall (map) 
Calendar 
sergio. ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Marie Rumsey 
- organizer 

Avak Keotahian 
Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Timothy McWilliams 
Roberto Mejia 
kcasper@sheppardmullin. com 
Renee Stadel 
Sergio Ibarra 
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Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM35533 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130715T200000Z 
DTEND:20130715T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130711 T230038Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Marie Rumsey:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
UID:7n5k4psu4kdm3soji5arndusv8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Avak Keotahian;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:avak.keotahian@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@1 
acity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Roberto Mejia;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:roberto.mejia@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=kcasper@sheppardmullin.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:kcasper@sheppardmu 
lIin.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Renee Stadel;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:renee.stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Marie Rumsey;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130711 T225555Z 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VI EW &eid= N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvam k 1 YXJ uZHVzdjggc2VyZ21vLm I iYXJyYU Bs YWN pd H ku b3 
In&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2VSQGxhY210eS5vcmdIY2VmNDE4YjQ2MmNIMGViNTdiMmU3MmM5 
ZWI4MmFmZjcwM2E 1 YTY1 &ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130711 T230038Z 
LOCATION:CLA's office\, Room 255\, City Hall 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks. 

EM35018 

Laura Ito < laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 28, 2013 3:20 PM 
Giovani Dacumos 
Re: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06/25/13 

On Fri, Jun 28, 2013 at 3: 18 PM, Giovani Dacumos <giovani.dacumos@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laura, 

I talked to Tere, thanks for forwarding this to us. We will take care of this. 

Thanks. 

On Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 11 :31 AM, Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Gio, 

I don't know if you are the correct person to send this to, but if not, I'm sure you will get it to the person 
responsible. The attached PRA is for all correspondence, including emails, from certain Building and Safety 
employees related to the Millennium Hollywood project. Given that it is exclusive to Building and Safety staff, 
I am going to inform the requester that his request has been forwarded to your department for response. 

For the email portion of the request, please work with Heather Jenoure to determine the best way to extract the 
responsive records, whether it is done through central administration or individual employee searches. 

Please note that this was faxed on June 25 at 7: 11 pm, but we did not see it until this morning. The requester is 
trying to impose a July 5 response date. 

Laura 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: sherry taylor <sherry.taylor@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 10:13 AM 
Subject: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Cc: Valerieann Palazzolo <valerieann.palazzolo@lacity.org> 

Laura: 
This was found on the copier this morning. 

RL0034362 



Sherry Taylor, Secretary 
Information Technology Agency 
200 N. Main St., #1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-3311 
(213) 978-3310 Fax 

Laura Ito 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
Information Technology Agency 
(213) 978-3322 

Giovani O. Dacumos 
Management Information System Division 
Department of Building and Safety 
213.482.0001 

Laura Ito 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
Information Technology Agency 
(213) 978-3322 

EM35019 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alfred/Jerry, 

EM33107 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, May 23, 2013 5:03 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com; Jerry Neuman 
Millennium Renderings 

Any chance you or maybe the architect forward some Millennium Renderings to Michael? I forgot to e-mail 
you earlier and he needed them today. The street level ones, jazz mural, the observation deck, and the 
perspectives from Hollywood Blvd and from the Hills looking to the site would be great (from those you used 
the CPC presentation). My mind is slow these days ... Pretty Please?! 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM34292 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:41 AM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 
Stacy Munoz 
Reyes Briefing re: Millennium 

is at 1 :30 this afternoon in Room 41 O-CDI Conference Room. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33694 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 4:09 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fwd: Revised - Millennium Hollywood Project - Errata and Dev Regulations 

REDLINE Design Guidelines.pdf 

fyi ... 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Fri, May 31,2013 at 4:04 PM 
Subject: Revised - Millennium Hollywood Project - Errata and Dev Regulations 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Luci, 

Please disregard our previous redline email of the design guidelines. They were formatted backwards. Please 
use the attachment in this email. Sorry about the confusion. 

If you need anything, please let me know. 

Ryan 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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MillENNIUM HOllYWOOD PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS: GUIDELINES AND STANDARDS 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT TABLE OF CONTENTS 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 
SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT: DESIGN GUIDELINES AND STANDARDS 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES ...................................................................................................................... 1 

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES .................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Purpose ............................................................................................................................................. 1 
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1.3 Development Standards and Guidelines ......................................................................................... 5 
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2.2 Site Zoning and Permitted Floor Area ............................................................................................. 7 
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4. DENSITY ................................................................................................................................................. 10 
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5. HEIGHT ................................................................................................................................................... 11 

5.1 Building Height Standards .................................................... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. .... .. .... 11 
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6.9 Podium Guidelines ..................................................................................................................... -3-±35 
6.10 Street and Sidewalk Standards .................................................................................................. -3-±35 
6.11 Screening Standards ................................................................................................................... -3-±36 

7. TOWERS ............................................................................................................................................. 6637 

7.1 Purpose ....................................................................................................................................... J.3.37 
7.2 Projections .................................................................................................................................. J.3.37 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -i-

RL0034368 



MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1 Purpose 

1.1.1 The Development Regulations ("Regulations") govern new development on the Project Site. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

Specifically, the Regulations: 

a. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 
treatment, signage, lighting, sound attenuation and sustainability. 

b. Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 
ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the 
Project. 

c. Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 
integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

d. Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the 
development for the Project Site. 

e. 

f. 

Ensure compliance with the Development Objectives. 

Ensure preservation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according 
to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

-1-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.2 Development Objectives 

1.2.1 The development objectives are intended to transform the Project Site consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision for the site shared by various Hollywood stakeholders. The 
Development Regulations will in turn ensure that new development on the Project Site is 
consistent with these objectives. 

1.2.2 The objectives for new development on the Project Site are to: 

a. Preserve the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according to established 
preservation guidelines (the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
guidance provided by Office of Historic Resources). 

b. Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Tower by 
creating grade level open space / civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. 

c. Preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood Hills. 

fig. 1.2.2.b·c: Capitol Records View Corridors 

d. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

Create civic plazas that are activated by retail, landscaped, and enhance the Hollywood 
Walk of Fame by providing it as an urban node. Reinforce the urban and historical 

-2-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street 
life focused on Vine Street. 

e. Encourage street life by the creation of a new pedestrian connection between Ivar 
Avenue, Vine Street, and Argyle Avenue. 

f. Create vibrant urban spaces that permit open and green spaces for both the on-site and 
off-site population. 

fig 1.2.2.d: View North Along Vine Street 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

g. Create a 24 hr. community by the creation of a Thriving Mixed-Use Development. 

h. Eliminate the visual impact of current on-site parking. 

i. Establish where feasible pedestrian linkages to existing public transportation routes in 
proximity to the Project Site, including the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, and existing bus routes. 

j. Establish standards to address architectural excellence. 

-3-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

k. Provide designs that address, respect and complement the existing context, including 
standards for ground-level open space, podium heights and massing setbacks that 
minimize impacts to the historic setting. 

I. Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in minimizing the negative environmental 
impact of buildings by enhancing efficiency and moderation in the use of materials, 
energy and development space. 

m. Create buildings that emphasize the vertical architecture and become visible icons. 

n. Develop a visual gateway to Hollywood from the Hollywood Freeway. 

fig. 1.2.2.n: Hollywood: A major urban center and gateway to the Los Angeles basin. 

-4-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.3 Development Standards and Guidelines 

The Development Regulations consist of standards and guidelines. The standards impose strict 

requirements for new development. For example, the Regl:JlatisRs standards include specific setback 

requirements along Vine Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for minimum open 

space on the ground floor as well as maximum building heights. By comparison, the guidelines are 

measures that may include a range of choices and require a degree of interpretation by the architect and 

design team to achieve compliance with the Regulations. The purpose of these guidelines is to create a 

principal design theme or objective without comprising high quality design. The purpose is to provide a 

range of flexibility to permit the selection of the most appropriate design feature based on the final 

development scenario. For instance, fa!;ade treatments for new development may take different form 
depending on the final design plans. The Regulations will guide the ultimate fa!;ade treatment by 

providing a limited range of choices in the use of material and color for the fa!;ades. 

1.4 Relationship to the Los Angeles Municipal Code 

1.4.1 The Development Regulations are approved by the City of Los Angeles City Council aRtI-afe 
iREsrl3srateB iR tRe (;)e'o'elsI3FReRt AgreeFReRt, al:JtRsrizeB l3l:JrSl:JaRt ts (alifsrRia GS'o'erRFReRt 
(sBe 6Sg6Q, et seE'l-, eRtereB iRts By tRe Gity sf Lss ARgeles aRB 

("MilieRRil:JFR (;)e'o'elsI3FReRt AgreeFReRt") SR pursuant to Ordinance No. 

1.4.2 Wherever the Regulations contain provisions which establish regulations that are different from 

or more or less restrictive than the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") that apply to the Project Site, the Regulations shall prevail pursuant to the 

MilieRRil:JFR (;)evelsl3FReRt AgreeFReRt Ordinance approved by the City Council. 
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Project Site 

2.1.1 The Project Site consists of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land. The subject property 
occupies two distinct sites, both bounded by Yucca Street to the north and separated by 
Vine Street. 

The area bounded by Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Yucca Street is the West Site. 

The area bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is the East Site. 

The East Site and the West Site make up the Project Site. 

The Project Site currently contains a mix of commercial and on grade open parking. The topography 
has a natural incline of approximately 21 feet (NE to SW) from Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and 21 
feet (NW to SE) from Ivar Avenue to Vine Street. The existing sidewalk elevations will not be altered 
as part the Project. 

Hol lywood Blvd 

fig. 2.1. Site Plan 
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2.2 Site Zoning and Permitted Floor Area 

2.2.1 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2). The City General Plan land use designation is 
Regional Center commercial. 

2.2.2 The Project Site is within the Special Sign District and within the Hollywood Community 
Redevelopment Project Area of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of 
Los Angeles. 

2.2.3 Notwithstanding any provision in these Regulations, residential floor area is not permitted 
within 500 feet of any freeway. 

2.2.4 Floor Area Ratio: 6:1 

2.2.5 Height District: No.2 
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3. HISTORIC RESOURCES AND SETTING 

3.1 Overview 

The Project Site is located in a historically rich area of Hollywood that contains a number of recognized historic 
resources. This Project is a preservation project in that its ambition is to respect, respond to, and preserve the 
Capitol Records Building and to continue the urban character of Vine Street on the Project Site. The Project is 
designed to be observant of historic settings and buildings. Two buildings located on the Project Site, the Capitol 
Records Tower and the Gogerty Building, are historically significant. Other historic buildings, located on adjacent 
parcels, are the Pantages Theater, the Equitable Building, the Hollywood Palace, and the Art Deco commercial 
building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street. Several of these historic resources are located within the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, a National Register listed historic district located just south of the Project 
Site. 

Composed of commercial properties from the first half of the 20th Century, contributing properties to the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District include a wide variety of property types including 
single-story storefronts, two-story commercial blocks, department stores, theaters, high-rise office buildings and 
hotels. 

The Capitol Records Building is a unique building whose cylindrical form has always been visible from portions of 
Hollywood and Vine from the south and the freeway from the north . The Capitol Records Tower and the iconic 
buildings in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District (the Hollywood Palace, Pantages 
Theater, Equitable Building) will maintain their prominence after implementation of the Project. 
Portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (L.A. Historic Cultural Monument #194) are located along Vine Street 
between Yucca Street and Sunset Boulevard and will be protected. 

The protection of Hollywood's historic resources and unique character is an important objective of the Project. The 
guidelines and standards contained in this document were created in part to ensure the protection of historic 
resources within the Project Site and minimize potential adverse effects to historic resources from new 
development. Key Project objectives regarding historic resources include: 

1) Preservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See sections 1.2.2a and 1.2.2b of this 

document. 

2) Protection and preservation of the portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (LA Historic Cultural 

Monument #194) will need to be temporarily removed during construction and replaced after 

construction is completed. A preservation plan, outlined in the Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo 

Pavement and Repair Guidelines (March, 2011) will be prepared for this aspect of the Project. 

3) Incorporation of ground-floor open space--aR&-~)uilding setback- and min imum separation between 

building requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves 

important views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 

Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. See sections 1.2.2 c, 6.1, 6.9, 

7.1, 7.S, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

4) Incorporation of ground-floor open space--aR&-""building setback- and minimum separation between 

build ing requirements to reduce massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent 
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historic resources. See sections 1.2.2c, 6.1, 7.1, 7.5, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

5) Requirement that design of new buildings be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 

adjacent historic resources. See sections 6.6, 6.8, 7.1.5, and 7.4 of this document. 

One means of creating compatible new buildings in an urbanized setting is to incorporate qualities of vertical and 

horizontal visual complexity in world class design. The general characteristics, proportions, and details of older 

buildings may serve as a reference for the Project. The Project's intent is to allow old and new to mix, recognizing 

that Hollywood sustains its image through both the rehabilitation of existing historic structures and the design of 

creative and contemporary architecture,:, 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -9-
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4. DENSITY 

4.1 Floor Area Ratio Averaging and Density Transfer 

The Owner may transfer density and buildable floor area from one parcel within the Project Site to 
another parcel within the Project Site, as long as the minimum and maximum building heights in the 
Regulations are maintained and the entire Project does not exceed the cumulative, allowable density and 
floor area of the zoning for the sum of the individual parcels. 

To allow for the spatial distribution of the development on the Project Site and ensure relationship and 
sensitivity with the uses surrounding the Project Site, parking, open space and related development 
requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location within the Project Site. 

4.2 land Use Equivalency Program 

The land Use Equivalency Program is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while 
ensuring that a change in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR, ENV-2011-
067S-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094). With respect to any proposed Phase of the Project (an "Exchange 
Phase") that would result in a build out of the Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project 
scenarios studied under the EIR, under the land Use Equivalency Program, the developer may request a 
transfer or exchange of land uses, as well as modifications to the siting, massing or other development 
standard in so far as they are consistent with the provisions herein, for such Exchange Phase by a 
delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the City, which request shall be 
accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 
proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting how the proposed land uses and 
densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the existing improvements and the other phases 
previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-
3, Project Trip Cap from the EIR; and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project 
including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified 
in the EIR (collectively, an "Equivalency Program Exchange Submission"). The Planning Director shall 
approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip 
cap identified in such Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap, does not conflict with the impacts analysis for the 
maximum Commercial and Residential Scenarios, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 
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5. HEIGHT 

5.1 Building Height Standards 

The Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C and Dj to limit maximum building heights and control bulk 
in response to the Development Objectives including context with the built environment and to reinforce 
view corridors to the Capital Records Tower. 

----) 

D 

- Fig. 5.1 Height Zones 

TOWER ZONE 
S8S'MAXHT 

, 
II 

D 
5.1.1 The number of storie s of a building shall be counted to the last occupiable programmatic fl oor 

excluding all mechanical spaces !interior and exterior) observation deck's) and any occupiabl e 
space required to access and/or service above the uses including but not limited to elevator 
lobbies vestibules and restroom s. 

5.1.2 The height of the building and number of stories shall be measured from the curb/grade level of 
the primary street frontage for that portion of the Project Site (j .e. West Site Zone B tower 
measured f rom Vine Street\. 
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6. BUILDING AND STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.1 Tower Massing Standards 

6.1.1 The Tower Massing Standards apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above curb level 
- see Table 6.1.1. 

11.5 SO 
13,325 East Site 10 
9,042 West Site 151 

~23173 

~20 SO 
East Site 10 

±±;-794-1S 72 6 151 

West Site 

~32443 
10 

28 SO East Site 151 
22,016 West Site 

48 nfa 
55,616 East Site 10 
37,742 West Site 151 

Table 6.1.1 

Note 1: lS' tower setback required for any tower fronting Vine Street on West parcel. See Figure 6.3.2. 

12 

10 

8 

5 

6.1.2.d.1 
6.1.2.d.2 

6.1.2.c.1 
6.1.2.c.2 

6.1.2.b.1 
6.1.2.b.2 

6.1.2.a.1 
6.1.2.a.2 

6.1.2 For the purpose of calculating the maximum lot coverage the total lot area is equal to the total 
lot area for each of the sites, the West Site and the East Site. If there is more than one tower on 
a site, the maximum lot coverage requirement in Table 6.1.1 is calculated based on the combined 
area of all towers on each site. The total lot coverage applies to the aggregate floor plate(s) of 
the tower or towers on each site. 

6.1.3 Minimum grade level open space will be 5% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Figs. 6.1.2.a.1- 2.) 

6.1.4 At least 50% of total floor area must be located below 220 feet. 

6.1.5 Tower wall articulation: 

a. Minimum 10% of tower aggregate area shall be articulated. 

6.1.6 Types of permitted articulations for tower walls: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 
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b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a reEll:lires street wall face of 
building over a grade level open space building setback and/or any required separation 
between bUildings. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 
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t---~) 

The following developments are for illustrative purposes only. 
Maximum Lot Coverage and Tower Floor Plate - Figs. 6.l.2.a - d. 

11 j 

D 

EAST SITE - SITE PLAN 

CD MINIMUM 11)' !;EJ!iAtK Al oNdi VitJ ! s'flteer 

m MINIMUM'2()' 8ETBACK p,SO'IIE lro 

cD MI~ I~U~ jO' SETBACK ABCNE I SO' 

® \0' "IINIMlJM !JOEPfI "A:TIQN FflOlol r;ApnQ~ ~r:I;QIl~~ D-V ILQ)NG 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 

ENVELOPE 

5% PUBLIC OF'EN SPACE -------,; 
5,793 SF 

I Ir 
CENTER LlNE OF VINE S1"REET 

,----- MAX TOWeR 
HEIGHT 220' 
or< 46% OF SITE 

~+-__ MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
AI.O NG STREflT 

MAXIMUM 
BASE HEIGHT 

___ -- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG VINE STREET 

/C/Jhl l l 
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D 

WEST SITE· SITE PLAN 
o IIIOTUSED 

a> MINIMUM 15'SETBACKA,L~GY liiEmEET 

<D MINIMUM 15'SETBACK ABOVE AO' 

o MINIMUM 10' SETBACK AlCt.lG vtiCCA STREET 

<D MINIMUM I O' SETBACK AB~E i~' 

® MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ABOVE 300 

(1) ".JN IMI.IM 20' SETSACI( AL Q'ljG1HIS PROPERTY L'-'E' 

TOWER MAX 
HEIGHT 220' 

ON 48% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK -------:::...:::-"",.r 
ABOVE 4{)' 

fig. 6.1.2.a.2: West Site· 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. 
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EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
<D P,4ltffWJM 80' SEPARA,TIOtl BEMEE~ '"TOWERS' ON .s~~ E SITE 

<D MIHIMUI,!2Q' SETB,AC!(.A.BM 150' 

ID MAKIW~ 40% OF STREET WALL CAN exCEEC I,4AX I ~~ STREET WAll HEIGHT 

® MINIMUM ID'S81lAC~ABOVE 1~ 

® 10' MINIMUM SEPARATK'JN FRO~ CAPITOL RECQ110S eUILDING 

BETWEEN 220' AND 400' 
TOVllER CAN OCCUPY 

28% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. 6.1.2.b.l: East Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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D 

..------------ TOVIIER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THI S 
ENVELOPE 

,----------- EXAMpLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

r----- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

/r;,)1~--+--- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALO NG STREET 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

L-____ TOTAL 8% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
6,290 SF 
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WEST SITE· SITE PLAN 
o ~ INIUU"'80' SEPARATION IIE1WEEN -rOWERS' ON SAME SIn: 

G.> ./,IN INlJt.l15' SETElA.Ct( ALONGVif.lE STREET 

(9 MJNIMLJM 10' SETBACKALONG'rUCCA STREET 

@) MAlIJ!AJM",", OF STREET WAll CAN aCEED IN\XJIolJ t.! STR EETW,t,LLHEtGliT 

cD MIN IMUIII 10' SETBACKASO\ff 150' 

C!> MIN IMUI,!.10' SmACK A, SO\r'E :W 

® MIN IMUM 20' SETfSACK ALONG THIS PROPERTY' LINE 

BETWEEN 220' ANO 400' _____ ..., 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

28% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF --f----, 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ----' 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM lS' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.b.2: West Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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[===:J 

D 
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@ MINIMUM 10 3ETBAcK AsOVE 1&0' 
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SMRH:408' 

EAST SITE " SITE PLAN 
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® 10' MINIMUM SEP~TION FROM CAPITOL RECORIJ.S BUilDING 

BETWEEN 220' AN D 550' ---------, 
TOWER CAN OCCUpy 

I 
"r.~T~K \ I~ ~ 0rYIN ~Tf' ~ r,T 

I 

CENTER LINE OF \lINE STREEt" 

r---------- EXAM PLE OF TOWE R 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

Lr"'" r 'f 

RL0034388 



EM33717 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

D 

WEST SITE· SITE PLAN 
CD MINI iliUM 9[)' SEPARATIOO BETWEEN "TOWER S" ON SAME SITe 

® Mtl lMUM I S' SET8.A.CK AlONGVNE STREET 

ID MIN!WM 15' SETBACK ABOVE 4D" 

® MINIMUM 10' SETBACK Al CHG '¥1J CCASTR EET 

® MAXIMUM.O'I(; OF STREET WAll CAN EXCEED MAXIMuM S1"REET WALL HEIGHT 

® II1 INIMUM '10' SETB...cK ABaJE ISO' 

BETWEEN 220' AND 550' ---+-"'" 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

20% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF --+---, 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

CD MlNlhUM 10' SETllACK ABOVE ll)' 

CD MINI"'-'M](j SETBAcK Al~13 THIS P~OPE~T'I' LINE 

D 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

> i j,.L--- 10% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK - ----- --:::....;.,.-"""'W-- ::X 7,863 SF 

ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.c.2: West Site - 550 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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D n 
WEST SITE -SITE PLAN 
<D ~ lN IMUM 80' SE f>~TION ~ETWEEN "TONERS· 00 S"ME SITE <D MINIMUM 10' SETBACK AIlOVE 3(J 

(i) ~ 1~ IWJol15' SETBACK ALONG VlNESTREET ® MINIM..iM 20' SElBACK AlCfllG THIS PROPERTY llflle 

CD ~ I~ 'I\I!UM 1S' SETaACK .-.8O"JE-4O' 

CD ~IN IWlUI\! 10' SETSACK AlONG'l"UCCA STFtEET 

CD W!.XJ""M 4a"i(, OF STREET WA l.L CAN EXCE':EO MAXIMUM STREET WAll ttElGHT 

® ~ I NII-'IUM 10' SETaACKP£(NE 150' 

BETWEEN 220' AND 585' ----+--=" 
TOWE R CAN OCCUPY 

11 .5% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF ---l--
FLOOR AR EA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BAS E HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.d.2: West Site - 585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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6.2 Street Walls 

6.2.1 A street wall is a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open space. 
Street walls determine the scale and character of the pedestrian environment. Articulation of the 
required street wall within the permitted ranges is required in order to create a sense of different 
uses, visual interest and orientation. The street wall shall have proportions and architectural 
building details which emphasize and reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian 
environment. Massing offsets, fenestration, varied textures, openings, recesses, and design 
accents are strongly encouraged to ensure there are no un-articulated walls and monolithic roof 
forms, and architectural elements such as balconies, verandas, and porches that add architectural 
character are encouraged. 

6.3 Street Wall Standards 

6.3.1 Location of a required street wall: 

a. Parcels with a grade level open space: the required street wall shall be located a 
minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site. 

b. A grade level open space is required for any building fronting Yucca Street with a 
minimum 10 feet setback from the property line. 

c. Parcels or portions of parcels without a grade level open space: the required street wall 
shall be located on the property line. 

6.3.2 Height of required street wall: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Street walls shall be built to a minimum height of 30 feet and a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level except as noted in item (b), (c) and (d) below. 

b. Street walls fronting Vine Street on the West Site shall be built to a maximum height of 
40 feet above curb level except as noted in item (d) below. 

c. Street walls fronting Yucca Street shall be built to a maximum height of 30 feet. Building 
can extend to a maximum height of 150 feet with a 10 foot setback above 30 feet except 
as noted in item (d) below. 

d. 40% of the aggregate width of the required street wall frontage on each street can 
exceed the maximum street wall height up to the maximum tower height. 
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Y ucca Street 
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6.3.3 Types of permitted articulation of a required street wall: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a required street wall over a 
grade level open space build ing setback and/or any required separation between 
bUildings. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 

6.3.4 Other permitted projections: elements which project beyond the property line from a required 
street wall shall comply with the Building Code. 

a. Architectural facade elements such as expression bands, cornices, eaves, gutters, and 
downspouts may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

b. Steps and ramps may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

c. Commercial marquees, canopies and awnings. 

d. Retail storefronts: may project from a required street wall over a grade level open 
space by a maximum depth of 5'-0'. The maximum height of these projections for each 
parcel shall not exceed two stories or 28'-0" above curb level, whichever is less. 

6.4 Street Wall Guidelines 

6.4.1 Pedestrian pass-through areas, public plazas, marquees, canopies, awnings and retail storefronts 
are permitted within the street wall area. 

6.4.2 Pedestrian steps and ramps, entry forecourts, hotel drop-offs and loading entries and exits and 
vehicular access driveways are also permitted within the street wall area on the Project Site. 

6.5 Yard Standards 

6.5.1 Yard is an open space other than a court that is unoccupied and unobstructed from the ground 
upward. 

6.5.2 Commercial Use: no front, side or rear yard setbacks are required. 

SMRH :4Q8554986.1 -25-

RL0034394 



EM33723 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.5.3 Residential Use: 

a. Front Yard: none. 

b. Side Yard: Minimum 5 feet; for a building more than two stories in height, one foot shall 
be added to the width of such side yard for each additional story above the second 
story, but in no event shall a side yard of more than 16 feet in width be required. 

c. Rear Yard: Minimum 15 feet; for a building more than three stories in height, one foot 
shall be added to the depth of such rear yard for each additional story above the third 
story, but such rear yard need not exceed 20 feet. 

6.6 Building Materials and Color Guidelines 

6.6.1 The goal of the building materials and colors is to reinforce the character of the Hollywood area 
and provide a design that is compatible yet avoids any appearance that the building is being 
historicized. These guidelines will address the fa~ade treatment for both residential and 
commercial portions of buildings. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Buildings shall feature long-lived and sustainable materials. The material palette shall 
provide variety, reinforce massing and changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

b. Ground floors shall have a different architectural expression than upper floors and 
feature high quality durable materials that add scale, texture and variety. 

c. Podium levels up to 150 feet will be predominantly light in color. Colors will be achieved 
through the inherent color of the material, rather than the application of color to the 
surface. Darker accent colors may be used to delineate building entrances and accents. 

d. The architecture of the building shall clearly delineate an architectural style, and shall 
not appear as a simplified version thereof, with appropriate fenestration patterns, 
architectural features, proportions and materials. 

e. The building's skin, especially for towers, shall be primarily transparent; the use of 
darkly colored or highly reflective glass will be avoided. Glazing will have the minimum 
amount of reflectivity or tinting required to achieve energy efficiency standards. 

f. In buildings other than curtain wall buildings, windows will be recessed, except where 
inappropriate to a building's architectural style. There will be clear contrast between the 
building's surface material and the building's glazed areas. 

g. In general, the overall massing, roof forms, materials, and architectural style of new 
structures shall provide a variety of forms, depth and texture, and encourage a cohesive 
character. Building massing shall include a variation in wall planes and height as well as 
roof forms to promote architectural excellence, a pedestrian friendly environment and 
take into account the context. 

h. To provide visual variety and depth, the building skin shall be layered and designed with 
a variety of textures that bear a direct relationship to the building's massing and 
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structural elements. The skin shall reinforce the integrity of the design concept and the 
building's structural elements, and not appear as surface pastiche. 

i. Rooftop mechanical equipment screening shall be designed to be integral with the 
building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized by using materials that 
are complimentary or consistent with the building. 

j. Design the color palette for a building to reinforce building identity and complement 
changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 
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k. Examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in Figures 6.6.1- 2 
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Figure 6 11: examples of acceptable materials 
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Cladding: 
Trespa 
Copper 
Bronzed Color Metal Panel 
TerraCotta 

Screen 2: 
Sustainable Hardwood 
Trespa 
Copper 
Bronzed Color Metal 
TerraCotta 

Cladding: 
White Metal Panel 
White Precast Concrete wI 
Titanium Diox.ide Additive 
Architectura l Poured in 
Place Concrete 

Vision Glass: 
Clear glass with High 
Performance Low-E Coating 
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Figure 6 1.2 ' exa mples of accepta ble materia ls 
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6.7 Grade level Standards 

6.7.1 The purpose of the grade level standards is to promote pedestrian-scaled architecture by 
regulating street wall massing, articulation and detail, street level entrances and storefront 
windows and doors, as well as the use of quality materials and decorative details. Architectural 
features that reinforce the retail character of the ground floor street wall and/or help define the 
pedestrian environment along the sidewalk, such as canopies, awnings, and overhangs, are 
encouraged and shall be integral to the architecture of the building. 

6.7.2 Ground floor height: 

a. Minimum 12'-0" height measured from floor to ceiling. 

6.7.3 Building entrances: 

a. The primary entrance to a street level tenant space that has frontage along a public 
street shall be provided from that street. The primary entrance to a tenant space that 
does not have its frontage along a public street shall be provided from a courtyard, 
grade level open space, or publicly accessible passageway. Entries less than 18 inches 
from the property line shall not be higher than 12 inches above the elevation of the 
sidewalk; entries greater than 18 inches from the property line shall be within 30 inches 
of the adjacent grade level along street frontages. Where possible entries shall be 
marked using architectural elements such as porches, gateways, entry alcoves, awnings, 
canopies, or portals. 

b. All retail spaces shall be accessed primarily from a ground floor, single-tenant entry 
along a street, plaza or passageway. Where reasonably practical given architecture and 
tenant requirements, access to different tenant spaces shall occur at a maximum 
interval of 60 feet. 

c. Main building entrances shall read differently from retail storefronts, restaurants and 
commercial entrances which could include but are not limited to material change, 
architectural elements or elevation change. 

d. In addition to the building's required primary entrance(s}, there may be ancillary 
entrances to the building from parking garages. 

6.7.4 Ground Floor Glazing 

a. 

b. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

Use of clear, colorless and transparent glazing is required within the first 30 feet above 
curb level. 

Use of reflective glass is prohibited. 
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c. Along street frontages with a required build-to line less than or equal to 18 inches from 
the property line, glazing shall constitute a minimum of 30% of the area of a building 
face and shall not exceed 80% of the area of a building face. 

6.7.S Arcades 

a. Arcades at grade will maintain a minimum of 10 feet clear height and will be lit with a 
minimum of 1.0-foot candles. 

6.7.6 Service and Refuse Requirements 

Hotel and Commercial/Office / Retail that abuts an alley 

a. Every required loading space shall be located and arranged such that delivery vehicles 
may be driven upon or into said space from an alley. Such loading space shall have a 
minimum height of 14 feet and be accessible through a usable door not less than three 
feet in width and not less than six feet six inches in height opening from the building it is 
to serve. 

b. Every required loading space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet, a minimum 
width of 20 feet measured along the alley line, and a minimum depth of ten feet 
measured perpendicularly to the alley line. 

c. Loading space shall have a minimum area of 600 square feet where the gross floor area 
of all buildings on the lot exceeds SO,OOO square feet, but not more than 100,000 square 
feet; a minimum area of 800 square feet where the gross floor area of all buildings is 
between 100,000 and 200,000 square feet; and shall be increased by an additional 200 
square feet for each additional 200,000 square feet or fraction thereof of gross floor 
area in the building. 

Condominiums (Residential) 

d. None 

Rental (Residential) 

e. None 

6.7.7 Service and Refuse Guidelines 

a. 

b. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

Storage areas shall be provided within the building of a size sufficient for the 
development to ensure that refuse is stored and loaded off-street. Refuse storage areas 
shall be directly and conveniently accessible from a curb cut. 

Service, utility, and mechanical functions, including retail loading, shall be located in 
alleys whenever present. When alleys are not present, service functions shall be placed 
within buildings. 
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c. Service, utility, and mechanical equipment that is visible from the street shall be 
screened from view with landscaping or enclosures. Back flow and fire standpipes, along 
with utility box transformers, shall be screened. 

d. All screening devices shall be compatible with the architecture, materials and colors of 
adjacent buildings. 

e. Trash and storage enclosures shall be architecturally compatible with the project design 
and landscaping shall be provided adjacent to the enclosure(s) to screen them and deter 
graffiti. 

f. Trash enclosures and retail loading areas shall be sited to minimize nuisance to adjacent 
properties. 

g. The location of trash enclosures shall be easily accessible for trash collection and should 
not impede general site circulation patterns during loading operations. 

h. Mechanical equipment shall vent to an alley wherever possible. 

i. Roof-vent penetrations and mechanical equipment shall be located at least 10 feet from 
any exterior Building Face. 

j. Gutters and downspouts shall be made of galvanized steel, copper (not copper coated), 
or aluminum. 

6.7.8 Storefronts 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Storefront (residential, retail, restaurant and commercial) requirements shall include 
frontage along streets and grade level open spaces. 

b. Storefronts shall comprise a minimum of 70% of the building's street level fa!;ade along 
Vine Street and 40% along all other streets and be recessed where necessary. 

c. Storefront glazing shall comprise a minimum of 60% of the storefront area along Vine 
Street and 40% glazing along all other streets. 

d. All retail space shall have a minimum 12 feet finished ceiling clearance. 

e. Storefront openings shall be no wider than 100 feet and no smaller than 15 feet. 
Storefront sills shall be a minimum of 18 inches and a maximum of 30 inches above the 
adjoining grade. 

f. Storefront openings shall be no shorter than 12 feet above the adjoining grade for 90% 
of the required storefront frontage. 

g. Security grilles will be located behind glass and be at minimum 70% open. 

h. At-grade storefront glazing at, or adjacent to, and/or facing any public right-of-way shall 
incorporate transparent, clear, colorless glazing with no reflectivity. 
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i. Awnings shall not obscure storefront signage. Vinyl awnings are not permitted. 

6.8 Podium Standards 

6.8.1 The purpose of the Podium Standards is to provide a modern interpretation of the historical 
context of Hollywood by establishing different treatment of the building's base, middle and top 
through the vertical articulation of the street wall fa!;ade by the use of balconies, projections, 
recesses, fenestration and changes in massing, color, material or other elements. 

6.8.2 Podiums shall comply as applicable with the minimum setback requirements set forth in Figures 
6.1.2a - d. 

6.8.3 No podium shall be greater than 120 feet except that portion of the podium that is built to the 
property line on Ivar Avenue . 

6.9 Podium Guidelines 

6.9.1 Podiums shall have fenestration that establishes a clear pattern on the fa!;ade (with special 
attention paid to facades that are visible from a public street) and that provides depth and 
additional articulation. 

6.9.2 An identifiable break between the building's ground floors and upper floors shall be provided. 
This break may include a change in material, change in fenestration pattern or similar means. 

6.9.3 Podium level windows shall be vertically oriented . 

6.9.4 Podium levels shall be predominantly light in color. 

6.9.5 An expression band shall be provided at the highest story within the podium. 

6.9.6 While blank street wall fa!;ades shall be avoided, an exception may be made for integration of 
public art or an articulated fa!;ade if it adds scale and interest to an otherwise bland frontage. In 
these cases, the fa!;ade shall be a maximum of four floors high, and shall have variation in its 
surface plane (using cutouts, insets or pop-outs). It shall employ different scales of elements as 
viewed when seeing the entire building massing. 

6.9.7 Louvers and wall openings shall be designed to integrate with building architecture. 

6.9.8 Podiums are encouraged as feasible to be set back from Pantages to preserve sightlines and 
promote groundfloor open space. 

6.10 Street and Sidewalk Standards 

6.10.1 The Site is comprised of a variety of public elements that include open spaces, streets and 
sidewalks. The Hollywood Walk of Fame is an integral element that fronts open spaces on both 
East and West Sites. Its adjacency to the public plazas requires compatibility and cohesiveness. 
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6.10.2 The combination of landscaped plazas, publicly accessible passageways and landscaped streets 
and sidewalks creates diversity, and at the same time forms a single unified system. 
Cohesiveness shall be achieved by providing certain uniform elements such as lighting, paving, 
rhythmic tree plantings and continuous open spaces in a consistent palette of materials and 
furnishings. 

6.11 Screening Standards 

6.11.1 Except for the minimum ground level frontage required for access, loading shall be screened 
from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and streets. 

6.11.2 Trash enclosures shall be provided and screened from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and 
streets. Rehabilitated trash enclosures shall be screened from the view of adjacent public 
sidewalks and streets. 
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7. TOWERS 

7.1 Purpose 

7.1.1 Towers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear slender. 

7.1.2 Towers shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry and exhibit big, simple moves. 
They shall not appear overwrought or to have over-manipulated elements. 

7.1.3 Towers that emulate a more streamlined modern style shall provide variety through subtle 
details in the curtain wall, and the articulation of a human-scaled base at the street level. 

7.1.4 If a project has more than one tower, the towers shall be complementary to each other and 
employ a similar yet varied architectural design approach. 

7.1.5 Generally, buildings over 150 feet tall (the historic datum for Hollywood) shall not be historicized. 
They are contemporary forms in the skyline and shall appear as such. 

7.2 Projections 

7.2.1 The following building elements and operations equipment can project beyond the maximum 
permitted building height: 

a. Roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating fans or similar 
equipment required to operate and maintain the building; 

b. Skylights, towers, steeples, flagpoles, water tanks, silos; 

c. Wireless masts; and 

d. Solar energy devices and similar structures. 

7.2.2 Permitted building elements or equipment in Section 7.2.1 shall be screened as practical and 
based on building design except if such projections - e.g., flagpoles or steeples - are part of the 
architecture or design. The use of creative materials and forms for screening is encouraged. 

7.2.3 Enclosures for bulkheads shall not count against building height. 

7.3 General Standards 

7.3.1 A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or longer 
dimension parallel to the north-south streets. 

7.3.2 Distinctive tower crown and lighting permitted but not required at the highest one (1) story and 
rooftop mechanical equipment enclosure. 

7.3.3 Towers shall be set back from maximum street wall height a minimum of 10 feet except for 
towers fronting Vine Street on the West site, these towers shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet 
from the maximum street wall height. 
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7.3.4 Towers shall be setback on West Site from shared property line with Hollywood Playhouse a 
minimum of 1Q feet assve l13Q 20 feet. 

7.3.5 Adherence to minimum setbacks and other separation standards for towers is required as may 
be applicable to a specific tower and its location with the Project area. Please refer to standards 
for towers set forth in Figures 6.1.2.a - d. 

7.3.6 Tower orientation and placement that enhances important sightlines is encouraged. 

&.3 .7 IR RS iRstaRse SRsl:Ilej tRe tswer frsRtiRg ViRe Street SR tRe East site eje'lelsl3FReRt Ra'{e FRsre 

tRaR a 113% ReigRt ejiffereRtial frsFR tRe tswer SR tRe "Nest ste eje'{elsI3FReRt . 

7.3.7 The tallest tower on anyone site (East site or West site) shall be within 35 percent of the tall est 
height on the other site (East site or West site). The height differential shall be calculated 
relative to the tallest tower in the Project. 

7.4 Wall Standards 

7.4.1 All walls are required to be articulated. 

7.4.2 The following types of articulation of a tower wall are permitted: 

a. Recess; 

b. Standard balconies may be projecting or recessed or a combination of both; and 

c. Bay windows. 

fig. 7.4.2.b: Bay Window 
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7.4.3 Balcony: a balcony shall be integral to the fa!;ade (see figs. 7.4.3.a and b) and shall not create a 
relentless horizontal and vertical stacking pattern. Balconies are encouraged to create a complex 
and varied pattern along the fa!;ade using various balcony sizes and architectural configurations 
and shall be a minimum 75% transparent. Balconies are encouraged on buildings facing major 
public spaces such as plazas, passageways and open spaces. Long balconies resembling corridors 
are prohibited. 

fig. 7.4.3.a: Recess/Bal~ony: Integral Balcony 
II , ..... 0:0.1 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -40-

RL0034409 



MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

7.5 Spacing Standards 

EM33738 

7.5.1 If two towers are located on a single site the towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural 
light and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline. 

7.5.2 Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the 
same parcel, except for the following which will meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset 
(staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the 
towers are curved or angled. See fig. 7.5.2. 

1) 

3) 

fig. 7.5.2: Tower Spacing 

7.5.3 Since a tower is defined as any building above 150 feet, all buildings above 150 feet shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from any portion of any adjacent or separate building on the site, 
exceeding 150 feet, excluding a project within the height range of 150 to 220 feet, as shown in 
figures 6.1.2.a.1 and 6.1.2.a.2. 

7.5.4 Spires, signage, parapets, and mechanical enclosures are excluded from the tower spacing 
regulations. 

7.6 Rooftops Guidelines 

7.6.1 Rooftops and setbacks are highly visible and provide a significant amenity. They shall be 
landscaped with consideration for use and be visually attractive when viewed from locations 
adjacent and above. 

7.6.2 For rooftops to be developed as usable outdoor area, refer to requirements specified under 
common open space, Section 8.5. 
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7.6.3 All other roof surfaces and setbacks shall provide surface materials which are not reflective or 
high contrast colors. 

7.6.4 All obtrusive features such as vents, bulkheads and cooling units shall be screened from lateral 
and pedestrian views. 

7.7 Parapets, Handrails, Roof Mechanical Equipment Screening Standards 

7.7.1 Parapets and handrails shall be finished in a distinctive manner if part of an expression band or 
expression line. 

7.7.2 Materials and design for roof mechanical equipment shall be consistent with the building 
architecture and shall utilize similar colors and materials as in other portions of the building. 

7.7.3 Roof mechanical equipment shall be screened. 
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8. OPEN SPACE 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 
be used to enhance the experience of the visitor and resident. Open space also will enable important 
pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space also will be 
designed to showcase the Capital Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 
outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities. 

This section sets forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project: areas to be 
accessible to the public (Grade Level Open Space, Publicly Accessible Passageways and Rooftop Open 
Space) and areas to be designed for the residential uses (Common Open Space and Private Open Space). 

8.2 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

8.2.1 Grade level open space is a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. The 
purpose of a grade level open space is to provide a landsca ped open space to preserve views of 
the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and accentuate the low scale character. 

8.2.2 Minimum grade level open space will be S% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.a.l- 2 and 8.1.1) 

8.2.3 An additional 3% of open space (total 8%) shall be required for buildings between 221 feet and 
400 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2 .b.l- 2 and 8.1.2) 

8.2.4 An additional S% (total 10%) of open space shall be required for buildings between 401 feet and 
SSO feet (See Fig. 6.1.2.c.l- 2 and 8.1.3) 

8.2.S An additional 7% (total 12%) of open space shall be required for buildings taller than SSO feet. 
(See Fig. 6.1.2.d .l- 2 and 8.1.4) 

8.2.6 Location 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. East Site: adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building; West Site: across 
from the Capitol Records Building along Vine Street and along Yucca Street. 

b. 

c. 

Minimum depth: no horizontal dimension less than 10 feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. Open 
space on West Site fronting Vine Street shall have a horizontal dimension no less than 
lS feet when measured perpendicular from any point. 

On West Site, open space must occupy the area to the west of a line struck at 40 
degrees from center line of Vine Street ROW at alignment with the southern most 
property line and a minimum 10' setback from the southeast corner of the Capitol 
Records Building. (See Figs. 8.1.1- 4) 
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8.2.7 Sections 8.3.4 through 8.3.10 (excepting 8.3.4.al below sha ll apply to Grade Level Open Space. 
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Fig 8,1.1 ' open space requirements for maximum building height at 220' 
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8.3 Passageway Standards 

I--

8.3.1 A publicly accessible passageway is a continuous through-block public connection between two 
parallel streets, located on privately owned land. The passageway may be either enclosed or 
open to the sky or a combination of both. 

8.3.2 Design Intent: to encourage public pedestrian circulation and other appropriate public uses on 
both sides along Vine Street. 

8.3.3 Location and Size standards: 

1 

Q) 
:J 
C 
Q) 
:> 
~ 

D ~ 

a. The major portion of a publicly accessible passageway is the largest area of the 
passageway and the area of primary use. Major portions shall be generally regular in 
shape, contiguous to each other, easily and directly accessible from adjoining buildings 
and public spaces. Major portions shall occupy no less than 7S percent of the total 
passageway area and shall not be less than 20'-0" wide. 

b. Minor portions of publicly accessible passageway are secondary areas that allow for 
additional flexibility in the shape and configuration of a passageway. Minor portions 
shall not occupy more than 2S percent of the total area of the passageway. The minor 
portion shall have a minimum width of 10 feet. 

c. The minor portion must be directly adjacent to the major portion. 

Yucca Street -

- -

m g 
(I) 

Q) 
c 
5 

L 
O[ 

- - - - PAP 
fig. 8.3.3: Publicly Accessible Passageway 
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8.3.4 Permitted Obstructions: 

a. The minimum percentage of publicly accessible passageway area to be open to the sky 
(East and West Sites combined) shall be as follows: 

(i) Development with maximum building height of 150 feet: 0% 

(ii) Development with maximum building height of 220 feet: 20% 

(iii) Development with maximum building height of 400 feet: 30% 

(iv) Development with maximum building height of 550 feet: 40% 

(v) Development with maximum building height of 585 feet: 50% 

b. Permitted obstructions within the major portion of an open air publicly accessible 
passageway are any features, equipment, and appurtenances normally found in public 
parks and playgrounds, such as fountains and reflecting pools, waterfalls, sculptures and 
other works of art, arbors, trellises, benches, seats, trees, planting beds, litter 
receptacles, drinking fountains, and bicycle racks; open-air cafes; kiosks, outdoor 
furniture; lights and lighting stanchions; flag poles; public telephones; temporary 
exhibitions; balconies and bay windows; awnings, canopies and marquees; stairs, ramps 

fig. 8.3.4: View from Argyle Avenue Along PAP Towards Capitol Records 
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and bollards. 

8.3.5 Kiosk: 

a. Where a kiosk is provided, it shall be a one-story structure, predominantly of light 
materials, such as metal, glass, plastic, or fabric as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety in conformance with the Building Code. Kiosks, including roofed 
areas, shall not count as floor area, exceed 3% of the total area of the publicly accessible 
passageway, or occupy an area of more than 250 square feet. 

b. A kiosk may be freestanding or may be attached on only one side to a wall of the 
building. 

c. Any area occupied by a kiosk shall be excluded from the definition of floor area, and 
may be occupied by news or magazine stands, candy stands, and food preparation for 
open-air cafes, flower stands or public service/information booths. 

d. All kiosks greater than 250 square feet are permitted but will count as floor area. 

8.3.6 Open-Air Cafe: 

a. Where an open-air cafe is provided it shall be an unenclosed restaurant or open-air 
seating for an enclosed restaurant, eating, or drinking place, which may have waiter or 
table service and is open to the sky except for permitted obstructions such as trees, 
arbors, awnings or canopies. 

b. An open-air cafe shall be accessible from a minimum of two sides where there is a 
boundary with the remainder of the publicly accessible passageway. The boundary shall 
be defined by planters or temporary decorative barricades. Seating may be reserved for 
customers. 

c. An open-air cafe may occupy an aggregate area not more than 20% of the total area of 
the publicly accessible passageway. No cooking equipment shall be installed within an 
open-air cafe. Cooking equipment may be contained in a kiosk adjoining the open-air 
cafe. An open-air cafe qualifying as a permitted obstruction shall be excluded from the 
definition of floor area. 

8.3.7 Service through windows: 

a. Outdoor eating services or uses occupying kiosks may serve customers on the publicly 
accessible passageway through open windows. 

8.3.8 Prohibition of parking spaces, loading berths, exhaust vents and building refuse storage areas: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. No building refuse storage areas or refuse storage from a kiosk or open-air cafe are 
permitted on any publicly accessible passageway. 

b. No exhaust vents are permitted on any publicly accessible passageway or on any 
building wall of the development fronting upon the passageway except where such 
vents are more than 10'-6" above the level of the passageway. 
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8.3.9 Frontages: 

a. Mandatory allocation of frontages for permitted use: at least 40% of the total frontage 
of building walls of the development fronting on a publicly accessible passageway shall 
be allocated for occupancy by permitted retail, restaurants and cultural uses. 

b. Such building frontage use requirement shall apply to both the mezzanine, if provided, 
and the street level. All such uses shall be directly accessible from the publicly 
accessible passageway with an entrance required every 50' at a minimum. The 
remaining frontage may be occupied by other uses, vertical circulation elements and 
building lobbies. 

8.3.10 Maintenance: 

a. The building owner shall be responsible for the maintenance of the publicly accessible 
passageway including, but not limited to, the confinement of permitted obstructions, 
litter control, and the care and replacement of vegetation within the passageway and in 
the street sidewalk area adjacent to the passageway. 

b. Litter receptacles: shall be provided with a minimum capacity of one cubic foot for each 
2,000 square feet of publicly accessible passageway area. An additional capacity of one 
cubic foot of litter receptacle shall be provided for each 2,000 square feet of 
passageway in connection with outdoor eating services or other uses permitted on 
passageway which generate litter. 

8.4 Roof-top Open Space 

8.4.1 The Project shall include roof-top open space. 

8.4.2 Roof-top open space shall include an observation area (i.e., viewing deck) accessible to the 
public. 

8.4.3 The hotel, if developed, 5fn:H.t-~include an observation area (i.e., open space viewing area) 
accessible to the public. 

8.4.4 The hotel observation area (i.e., viewing area), if developed, shall satisfy the requirement in 
section 8.4.1 above. 

8.4.5 Roof-top open space may include a cafe. 

8.5 Residential Common Open Space 

8.5.1 Common open space is intended to be a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the 

interior of a parcel; secure, primarily passive recreational open space for resident adults and play 
space for children; and to be visually attractive when viewed from apartments adjacent and 
above. The publicly accessible passageway cannot be used to meet the residential common 
open space requirements. 

8.5.2 Common Open Space Standards 
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a. Provide at a minimum the following usable open space per dwelling unit: 100 square 
feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each unit 
having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three 
habitable rooms. 

b. Usable open space shall mean an area which is designed and intended to be used for 
active or passive recreation. Usable open space may consist of private and/or common 
area as further defined and regulated herein. 

c. Open space shall be open to the sky and have no structures that project into the 
common open space area, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 

d. Common open space shall be readily accessible to all the residents of the Site. 

e. Common open space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet with no horizontal 
dimension less than 15 feet when measured perpendicular from any point on each of 
the boundaries of the open space area . 

f. Common open space shall constitute at least 50% of the total required usable open 
space in the built development. 

g. Common open space areas shall incorporate recreational amenities including but not 
limited to swimming pools, spas, picnic tables, benches, children's play areas, ball 
courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, gym and fitness center. 

h. Common open space shall be located at any story above curb level. The roof of any 
portion of a building used for accessory parking or for any permitted non-residential use 
may be considered as common open space. 

i. Refer to LAMC 12.21.G for additional open space requirements. 

8.6 Residential Private Open Space 

8.6.1 A private open space area is an area contiguous to and immediately accessible from a single 
dwelling unit. 

8.6.2 Residential Open Space Standards: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Private open space shall contain a minimum area of 50 square feet, of which no more 
than 50 square feet per dwelling unit shall be attributable to the total required usable 
open space. 

b. 

c. 

Private open space shall have no horizontal dimension less than six feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. 

Private open space shall provide a minimum eight-foot vertical clearance under any 
projection, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 
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That portion of a balcony which extends or projects into a required front yard in 
compliance with Zoning Code may qualify as usable open space provided it meets each 
of the above specified requirements noted in items a-c. 
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9. LANDSCAPE 

9.1 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

9.1.1 Planting requirements: a minimum of 10% of grade level open space shall be landscaped with 
softscape or water features. 

9.1.2 Landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant material and 30% of all 
landscaping shall be California Natives or drought tolerant. 

9.1.3 The landscaped portion of open space may be designed as a single area or multiple planted 
areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.1.4 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42" 

b. Shrubs: 30" 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18" 

9.1.5 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.1.6 Permitted obstructions: the following are permitted obstructions which may occur in the grade 
level open space: 

a. Building entries, steps, ramps, balconies, bay windows, architectural facade details, 
marquees, canopies, awnings, outdoor dining, and retail storefronts. 

9.1.7 Open-air publicly accessible passageways are not to be included in the grade level open space 
requirements. 

9.2 Common Open Space Standards 

9.2.1 A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, 
shrubs or trees. 

9.2.2 At least one 36-inch box tree for every four dwelling units shall be provided on-site and may 
include street trees in the parkway, sidewalks adjoining the property, open space, publicly 
accessible passageway and common roof decks. 

9.2.3 For a surface area not located directly on finished grade that is used for common open space, 
and located at ground level or the first habitable room level, shrubs and/or trees shall be 
contained within permanent planters at least 3~-inches in depth, and lawn or ground cover shall 
be at least 12-inches in depth . 

9.2.4 All required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic irrigation system and be 
properly drained. 
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fig. 9.3.a: Movable Seating fig. 9.3.b: Open Air Cafe 
.:p • !II 

9.3 Standards For Open Air Portions of Publicly Accessible Passageway 

9.3.1 The landscaped portion of open air passageways may be designed as a single area or multiple 
planted areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.3.2 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42". 

b. Shrubs: 30". 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18". 

9.3.3 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.3.4 Planting requirements: 

a. A minimum of 10% of open air publicly accessible passageway shall be landscaped. 
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b. For each 400 square feet of landscaped area there shall be at least one (I) major shade 
tree or two (2) minor ornamental trees. 

c. The remaining landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant 
material. 

- SINGLE SEAT - DOUBLE SEAT 
fig. 9.3.5: Seating Standards 

9.3.5 Seating 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. There shall be a minimum of one linear foot of seating for each 500 square feet of 
publicly accessible passageway excluding the area of an open-air cafe. 

b. One seat shall equal two linear feet. 

c. Not more than 50% of the linear seating capacity may be in moveable seats. Seating 
shall meet the following standards: 

(i) Seating without backs shall have a minimum depth of 16". For the 
benefit of handicapped persons, a minimum of 20% of the required 
seating shall have backs at least 12" high and a minimum depth of 14". 
Seating 30" or more in depth shall count as double seating provided 
there is access to both sides. 

(ii) Seating higher than 36" and lower than 12" above the level of the 
adjacent walking surface shall not count toward meeting the seating 
requirements. 

(iii) The tops of walls including but not limited to those which bound 
planting beds, fountains and pools may be counted as seating when 
they conform to the dimensional standards in subparagraphs (i) and 
(ii) above. 

d. Moveable seating or chairs, excluding seating of open-air cafes, may be credited as 30 
inches of linear seating per chair. Steps and seating in open-air cafes do not count 
toward meeting the seating requirements. 
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9.4 Tree Planting Guidelines 

9.4.1 It is the intent to comply with the Urban Forestry Division standard guidelines regarding street 
tree locations and planting procedures. Regular spacing of the street trees is critical to the 
overall image of the Project, establishing the module for locating all of the other elements of the 
streetscape and certain building elements such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections. 

9.4.2 Street trees playa very important role in the Project. To create a strong visual order, trees shall 
be planted in continuous, uniformly spaced rows along the streets. To acknowledge 
microciimatic variations and to avoid monoculture demise, different tree species shall be 
required on the designated hierarchy of street types. In all cases, the trees shall be planted in a 
single row on sidewalks leading to or abutting the development. 

9.4.3 Spacing of the street trees is critical to the overall image of the development, so their regular 
spacing becomes the module for locating all of the other elements on the sidewalks such as light 
standards, pavement scoring patterns and curb cut zones. It is important that building elements 
affecting tree spacing, such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections, be coordinated at the 
outset to avoid conflict with the established tree-planting pattern. 

9.5 lighting Standards 

9.5.1 Lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the street lighting. Its 
purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians' faces, articulate the 
building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the 
development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime 
streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain. 

9.5.2 Supplemental lighting shall meet the following minimum requirements: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Supplemental sidewalk lighting for pedestrians shall be provided on all sides of the 
parcel and designed in conjunction with the grade level open space and open publicly 
accessible passageway. 

b. Lighting will be operated from dusk to dawn. 

c. Lighting will utilize a "white" light source with a color rendering index (CRI) of 65 or 
greater, i.e. metal halide, fluorescent, compact fluorescent, white cold cathode, white 
neon, or white HPS. 

d. Steps and ramps will be lighted with a minimum of 1.0-foot candles on a horizontal 
plane. 

e. Lighting approach will be consistent on each parcel with not more than 30 feet between 
elements. 

f. All exterior lighting shall be shielded or directed toward the areas to be lit to limit spill
over onto off-site uses. 

g. Light quality shall not be harsh, glaring, blinking or shed beyond property boundaries. 
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9.5.3 Responsibility for maintenance: 

a. The Building Owner shall be responsible for maintenance of all lighting associated with 
the property and for the maintenance of tenant lighting used to meet these 
requirements. No luminaire or lighted element which is to meet these requirements 
shall be out of commission for more than 10 consecutive days. 

b. Additional lighting such as plant lighting, colored lighting, signage lighting, etc. will be 
used. The operation of additional lighting will be at the discretion of the building 
Owner. 

9.5.4 Lighting for areas located inside the lot line and visible from the street, such as service yards, 
loading docks, service or garage entrances, shall be lighted with "white" light sources in 
attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

9.5.5 Lighting for above-grade parking garage facilities shall utilize "white" light sources and the 
luminaires' brightness shall be shielded from view of the street or any residential living space. 
This may be accomplished through architectural screening, luminaire placement, or integral 
lumina ire shielding. Parking garages which are entirely concealed from exterior view are exempt 
from this requirement. 

9.6 Publicly Accessible Passageway lighting Standards 

9.6.1 A publicly accessible passageway shall be illuminated throughout with an overall minimum 
average level of illumination of not less than 1.0 maintained foot candle (lumens per square foot) 
on the horizontal plane at grade. 

9.6.2 Such level of illumination shall be maintained throughout the hours of darkness. Light sources 
shall be white light. 

9.7 Continuity of Design 

9.7.1 Design elements and architectural clues that reinforce where appropriate continuity between 
open and enclosed spaces at grade level is encouraged. Continuity of design may reinforce 
pedestrian circulation and support the Project's way-finding features. 

9.7.2 Where possible, materials, lighting, site elements and landscape shall be similar between 
different open and enclosed public spaces at the grade level. 
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10. PARKING 

10.1 Automobile Standards 

10.1.1 Base Standards 

The following standards shall apply for the base level of parking to be provided as the minimum 
for each use in the project area. The Regulations set forth below incorporate the parking 
requirements in the LAMC, where applicable, and supersede the LAMC requirements for 
development iR tRe ge'{elsI3R'1eRt AgreeR'leRt areaof the project . 

a. Commercial/Office / Retail: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area of 
commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade schools, or 
research and development buildings on any lot. The Regulations incorporate applicable 
parking requirements in the LAMC as set forth below. 

b. Sports Club: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area. 

c. Hotel 

One parking space for each individual guest room or suite of rooms for the first 30; 

One additional parking space for each two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
30 but not exceeding 60; and 

One additional parking space for each three guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
60. 

d. Condominiums (Residential): 

Two parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

One-quarter parking space per dwelling unit for guest parking. 

e. Rental (Residential): 

One parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms; one-and
one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms; and two 
parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms. 

f. Combination of Uses: 

Where there is a combination of uses on a lot, the base number of parking spaces 
required shall be the sum of the requirements of the various uses. 

10.1.2 Shared Parking: 
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a. Shared parking may be applied to the Section 10.1.1 base rates for the Site when the 
uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour 
cycle or between weekends and weekdays. The intent is to maximize efficient use of 
the site by matching parking demand with complimentary uses. The calculation of the 
parking requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to its construction. 

b. Calculating Shared Parking: 

10.2 Additional Regulations 

(i) The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a 
phase of development shall be calculated from Section 10.1.1. above 
to establish the "Base Demand." 

(ii) For parking spaces that are to be shared between uses, the calculated 
minimum parking requirement for the Site, including that new phase 
of construction, is to be adjusted from the Base Demand based on the 
procedures in Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) 
or another source as determined by the Director of Planning. 

10.2.1 The automobile parking spaces required shall be provided either on the same lot as the use for 
which they are intended to serve or on another lot located within 750 feet of the lot; said 
distance to be measured horizontally along the streets between the two lots, except that where 
the parking area is located adjacent to an alley, public walk or private easement which is easily 
usable for pedestrian travel between the parking area and the use it is to serve, the 750-foot 
distance may be measured along said alley, walk or easement. 

10.2.2 Curb cuts for driveways shall be located no closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets 
unless approved by The Department of Transportation. 
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10.2.3 Access driveways to parking facilities not at signalized intersections shall not exceed 28 feet in 
width. The minimum separation between drives located along the same frontage shall be SO 
feet. 

10.2.4 Parking and loading access shall be shared where feasible. 

10.2.5 Priority placement within parking structures shall be given to bike parking, car-share parking, and 
other alternative ride vehicles . 

10.2.6 Pedestrian entrances to all parking shall be directly from the street, except that underground 
parking garages may be entered directly from a building. 

10.3 Screening 

10.3.1 Above grade parking for the first 20 feet shall be lined with habitable floor area having a 
minimum depth of 20 feet along street frontages where feasible and shall be designed to blend 
in with the form and massing and to look like an integral part of the building, with the use of 
windows and/or cladding, or by landscaping, or green screens, or a combination thereof. The 
interior of a parking structure shall be designed to be screened from the view of streets and 
sidewalks. 

10.4 Bicycle Standards 

10.4.1 Bicycle parking shall be provided per Ordinance No.182386. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -60-

RL0034429 



EM33758 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PARKING 

10.5 Transportation Demand Management Plan 

10.5.1 The Project shall incorporate a comprehensive transportation demand management plan. 

10.5.2 The transportation demand management plan shall set forth best practices that relate to the 
Project Site and the Project's building design features in order to: 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 

a. Promote bicycle and pedestrian circulation within the Project Site. 

b. Promote alternative modes of transportation . 

c. Create pedestrian linkages to public and private amenities outside the Project Site. 

d. Provide convenient and attractive onsite pedestrian linkages for routes to the Metro 
Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

e. Provide adequate parking, but provide incentives to tenants and residents to utilize 
alternative modes of travel. The incentives shall include bicycle facilities, car sharing, 
discounted subway passes, and parking spaces as an only optional part of all lease and 
sale agreements. 

-61-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

EM33759 

11. SIGNAGE 

11.1 Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance No. 181340: Hollywood Sign age Supplemental Use District 
(Amended) pursuant to Section 13.11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

11.2 Modification to Guidelines 

Notwithstanding Section 11.1, high-rise signs located within 24 feet from the top of the building and 
meeting the requirements of the Building Code shall be permitted. See fig . 11.2. 

fig. 11.2: High Rise Sign 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -62-
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MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT SUSTAINABILITY 

12. SUSTAINABILITY 

12.1 Non-Residential Projects 

The Standard of Sustainability establishes a requirement for non-residential projects at or above 50,000 
square feet of floor area, high-rise residential (above six stories) projects at or above 50,000 square feet 
of floor area, or low-rise residential (six stories or less) of SO or more dwelling units within buildings of at 
least 50,000 square feet of floor area to meet the intent of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design® (LEED®) Certified level. The Standard also applies to existing buildings that meet the minimum 
thresholds described above when redevelopment construction costs exceed a valuation of 50% of the 
existing building's replacement cost. 

12.2 Other Projects 

The project must include a LEED® Accredited Professional (LEED® AP) on the project team, and 
demonstrate that the project has met the intent of the US Green Building Council's (USGBC) LEED® 
Certified level. Formal certification by the USGBC is not required. 

SMRH:4Q8554986.1 -63-
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13. DEFINITIONS 

Awning: glazing or fabric on metal frame structure supported entirely by the building to provide 
weather protection at doors, windows and/or storefronts; may be retractable. 

Base: the lower portion of a building located at or within lSD' above curb level. 

Canopy: glazing, fabric and/or metal structure with vertical supports located on the sidewalk to provide 
weather protection at a building's primary entrance. 

Expression band: a distinctive linear architectural element occurring on the building base facade at the 
highest floor. The band shall be contrasting in color, texture, material and/or fenestration from the adjacent 
building base facade. Projections may occur within an expression band. 

Grade level open space: a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. 

Maximum building height: the maximum height permitted, measured from the adjacent street curb level. 

Maintenance: the ongoing repair, care and upkeep of a property. 

Open space use: active and passive recreational areas accessible to the general public, except as noted 
herein. Open spaces can occur in publicly accessible passageways, grade level open space, residential 
common open space and residential private open space which are defined herein. 

Preservation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the act or 
process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic 
property. 

Publicly accessible passageway: a continuous through-block public connection between two parallel streets, 
located on privately owned land and designated for and designed to encourage public pedestrian circulation 
and other appropriate public uses. 

Rehabilitation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the process of 
returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient 
contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property which are significant to its 
historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

Required street wall: a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or grade level open space which 
must be built to a maximum height above curb level. 

Required street wall articulation, aggregate width of: the sum of the maximum widths of all segments of 
required street wall articulation on a street at the level of any story. The width of a required street wall 
articulation is measured in plan as the width of the street line from which perpendicular lines may be drawn 
to such required street wall articulation. 

Residential common open space: a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the interior of a 
parcel located at any story above curb level. 

Residential private open space: open space that is contiguous to and immediately accessible only from a 
single dwelling unit. 

Setting: the area or environment in which a historic property is found. It may be an urban or suburban 
neighborhood or a natural landscape in which a building has been constructed. Elements of setting can 
include the relationship of buildings to each other, setbacks, views, sidewalks, and street trees. 

SMRH:408554986.1 -64-

RL0034433 



Notes: 

EM33762 

Storefront: the architectural facade, including doorways, of any tenant-leased premise perimeter adjacent to 
public circulation areas. Storefronts refers to all permitted residential, retail uses including retail, service, 
restaurants and cultural establishments and commercial uses, including but not limited to hotels and sports 
clubs. 

Tower: the portion of a building located above 150' above curb level. 

Transparency: architectural elements that can be seen through or allows light to emit through, including but 
not mited to glass, trellis and wire mesh. 

All images and figures used in the Regulations were prepared for exclusive use by Millennium Hollywood LLC 
unless otherwise noted. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Beatrice, 

EM35535 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 4:18 PM 
Beatrice Pacheco 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

The traffic study (by Crain & Associates, June 2012) is attached as Appendix IYK.l to the Draft EIR; it is 
found in the Appendix Volume 4 of 5. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Julll, 2013 at 3:41 PM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 
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Best, 
Dakota 

EM35536 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alfred, 

EM35020 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 28, 2013 3:27 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Re: Millennium Design Guidelines 

I reviewed the Development Regulations. Everything looks fine, EXCEPT for the following: 

- Table of Contents - page numbers need updating to reflect the following: 
- There is no Page 12 (from page 11 document skips to page 13) 
- Page 32 (now page 31) has an extra space above "6.9 Podium Guidelines" 
- Page 35 (now page 34) has an extra space above section "7.4 Wall Standards" 
- Page 36 (page 35 once you account for the missing page 12) is blank and should be removed. 
- Page 55 (now page 53) has an extra space above section "10.2 Additional regulations" 

These changes should finish it up on our end as far as the development regulations are concerned. 
Have a great weekend. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 2:09 PM, Kira Teshima <KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Alfred, per your request I am sending the latest version of the Design Guidelines (revised per our letter modifications). 

A file has been sent to you 
FINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 5.23.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on July 31, 2013 14:08 PDT unless you 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 
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If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18,201310:41 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Millennium Milestones 

VTT-71837-CN Joint Public Hearing February 19, 2013 
Determination issued February 22,2013, Appealed, Appeal End Date March 4,2013. 
CPC Hearing March 28, 2013 
CPC Determination issued April 27, 2013, Appealed. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2013 4:26 PM 
To: marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
Subject: Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

Sergio Ibarra 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

When 
Mon Jul 15, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall (map) 
Calendar 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 
Who 

Marie Rumsey 
- organizer 

Avak Keotahian 
Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Timothy McWilliams 
Roberto Mejia 
kcasper@sheppardmullin.com 
Renee Stadel 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account marie.rumsey@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar marie.rumsey@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite. ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130715T200000Z 
DTEND:20130715T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130711 T232542Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Marie Rumsey:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I D: 7n5k4psu4kdm3soji5arndusv8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Sergio 

Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130711 T225555Z 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130711T232542Z 
LOCATION:CLA's office\, Room 255\, City Hall 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33108 

afraijo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit.com> 
Thursday, May 23, 2013 11:34 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Subject: CPC Presentation Slides 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 

1

0 ~Millennium Hollywood Presentation Slides.pptx 1

0 j 

Your file will expire on May 30, 2013 23:34 PDT unless you 1§"1 
Save to folders , then you will have online access anytime. E] 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk ~ 

14-Day Trial 

~ 
If 
© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

got it. thank you 

EM33764 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 4:09 PM 
Ryan Luckert 
Re: Revised - Millennium Hollywood Project - Errata and Dev Regulations 

On Fri, May 31,2013 at 4:04 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Luci, 

Please disregard our previous redline email of the design guidelines. They were formatted backwards. Please 
use the attachment in this email. Sorry about the confusion. 

If you need anything, please let me know. 

Ryan 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

List appellants to the tract 

EM34294 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 10:44 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Milestones 

add end of appeal period for cpc determination 
lets' print the power point so we can recall what we presented in case they ask specific questions about zoning, 
impacts, etc 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:41 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
VTT-71837-CN Joint Public Hearing February 19, 2013 
Determination issued February 22,2013, Appealed, Appeal End Date March 4,2013. 
CPC Hearing March 28, 2013 
CPC Determination issued April 27, 2013, Appealed. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 

Dana Prevost < dana.prevost@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 28, 2013 3:50 PM 

To: Jeffrey Wilson 
Subject: Fwd: Millenium Project -- letter of recension 

fyi 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: ggg@copper.net <ggg@copper.net> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 2:31 PM 
Subject: Millenium Project --letter of recension 
To: dana.prevost@lacity.org 

June 28, 2013 

Hi Dana, 

Thank you for your conversation with me today in which you stated that 
LADBS will be issuing a letter of recension for the Millennium Project 
next week due to the seismic issues we have raised, and your statement 
that "we want to get it right." Certainly, in a matter of life and death 
for thousands, nobody wants to get it wrong. 

Just to be clear, is the word you used "recension" and not "rescission"? 
If yes, what exactly does "recension" mean? 

Your action is a welcome relief from the discussion in the PLUM hearing. 
After hearing our presentation of the damning evidence from the California 
Geological Survey and the two peer-reviewed geological studies showing 
that the southern strand of the Hollywood Fault is directly under the 
Millennium Project site, Councilman Englander had this to say: 

"Regardless of the underlying geological and soil conditions, in fact, 
these faults and thresholds whether active or inactive in fact pose a 
significant risk to the entire city of Los Angeles." 

"But you're pointing to this one particular area. I just wanted to show 
fault in your study that yeah, there's a true threat but it is everywhere 
in Los Angeles." 

Councilman Englander's comments demonstrate a fundamental lack of 
understanding of the distinction between building to withstand strong 
ground motions in an earthquake (all buildings in southern California must 
account for this to varying degrees) vs. building a structure for human 
occupancy across the trace of an active fault that may be subject to 
surface displacements of several meters, which of course cannot be 
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allowed. This project is not something that can be allowed to proceed 
without a much more thorough review of the potential for active faulting 
at the site. 

I would like to suggest that, in the letter, you require: 

a proper protocol established by Prof. Dolan be imposed for a full, 
extensive subsurface fault investigation of the site including boreholes, 
trenching, seismic reflection, etc. to determine the exact location and 
state of activity of the southern strand of the Hollywood fault extending 
approximately through the middle of that block, with independent 
geologists, including Prof. Dolan and our geologist, having full access to 
the trenches and all testing and inspections. 

that the results of the investigation should be subject to 
independent peer review by Professor Dolan and other geologists. 

An investigation of the two Langan reports which falsely stated that 
the Hollywood Fault was .4 miles away from the project location in 
disregard of all credible data from authoritative sources including the 
findings of Dolan and Crook & Proctor, which also omitted the data from 
the USGS the CGS which all agreed that there were fault traces at the 
project site, and which falsely depicted the project site as being 
approximately 850 feet north of its actual location. 

The study done by Langan is below any professional standards, and we 
believe, involves fraud. 

Please explain exactly what and when the next steps will be from your 
department specifically and the city generally. Please also confirm that 
all approval processes, including the currently-scheduled July 24, 2013 
City Council hearing, will be halted until proper trenching and 
investigation of the site has been conducted, with independent experts 
having access to the site, and with all data and results properly 
circulated to the public. Finally, please include this correspondence in 
the administrative record for this matter. Thank you for your courtesy and 
attention to this extremely important matter. 

Regards, 

George 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
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(213)482-0488 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Alan, 

EM33765 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 4:28 PM 
Alan Lin 
Millennium 

I don't recall if! updated you or not, it's been a bit hectic on my end, but in the event that I have not already 
shared with you, I wanted to let you know that Millennium is going to be heard at PLUM on 6/4 @ 230 in the 
Public Works Board Room in City Hall (3rd floor) and is tentatively scheduled to be heard before City Council 
on 6120. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33109 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to ken.bernstein@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello, 

EM34295 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 11:48 AM 
Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Luciralia Ibarra; Dan Scott; Sergio 
Ibarra; Alan Alietti; Patrice Lattimore; Andrew Westall 
New Millennium Council date - Wednesday, 7/24 
13-0593_misc_6-18-13.pdf 

Please see attached letter from Applicant's Rep agreeing to the new Council date of Wednesday, 7124 for the 
Millennium items (CF 13-0593 & 13-0593-S1) 
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SheppardMullin Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 

June 18, 2013 

EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Los Angeles City Council Clerk 
200 North Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213 .620.1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

213.617.5567 direct 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

File Number: 23LV-161717 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project Hearing Extension - CFs 13-0593 and 13-0593-S 1 

Dear Honorable City Council members: 

As you know, this firm represents Millennium Hollywood, LLC (the "Applicant") 
regarding the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project") . We understand the 
above referenced cases for the Project are scheduled for hearing on June 19th before the 
City Council. The Applicant hereby consents to rescheduling the hearing before the City 
Council to July 24, 2013. The Applicant also consents to an extension of time for City 
Council action on the above mentioned cases to July 31 ,2013 per LAMC Section 18.06 A.5. 

Very truly yours, ,. , ........ _-
""" .. Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

SMRH:408894719.1 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM35539 

Ryan Luckert < ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 7:43 PM 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; karen.hoo@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 
Millennium Hollywood Addendum DRAFT.pdf 

Attached, please find a revised Draft Addendum for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Should you need anything, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 
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DRAFT 

ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIR 

for the 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 

Prepared for: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

SCH No. 2011041094 

JULY 2013 

Prepared By: 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
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DRAFT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Infonnation 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Prqject Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 
City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC. 

Purpose oftlle Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) was prepared and circulated for the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) in October of 2012. 

This aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final EIR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 
2011041(94). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that could be 

associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q conditions (the Revised Project) 

as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) as entitlement mechanisms associated with the 
Project. The information contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications to the Draft ErR and the Final EIR. No new significant information has been added to the 

Draft EIR or Final EIR. Accordingly, recirculation of the ErR is not required. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 
approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated with proposed 

modifications of the Project as discussed in this Addendum. The modifications are focused in two areas. 
First, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement the Project as 

described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, the Applicant 

withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change has been 
considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Second, as a related matter, the development conditions and mechanisms originally embodied in the 

Development Agreement are now being carried forward as Q conditions permitted by the LAMC. 
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The City has elected to prepare this Addendum before the full City Council takes a final action to certify 

the Final EIR or approve the Project. Use of the Addendum in this manner presents the most conservative 

CEQA disclosure approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications 
listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, variations of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 
associated with the minor changes related to removal of the Development Agreement and use of Q 

conditions as one mechanism to control aspects of development. A complete discussion of the rationale 

used to determine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be found in Section III, 

Rationale for Addendwn 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendun1 is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory information such as the project title, purpose of the 
Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

Ill. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analvsis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 
disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preoorers of Addendun1 and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list of lead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendwn to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 
LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCA TION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 
is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) 
and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 
buildings to the north, V ine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-deco building with 
retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest comer of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 
and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle A venue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 
two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northwest comer of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argy Ie Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 
Social House fronting Vine Street. 

c. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement His tory 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft EIR from October 25, 2012 to December 10, 
2012, for the statutorily required 45-day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final EIR. The Final EIR was 

subsequently published in February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 
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• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 

ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote OtT-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Description ofthe Project Presenred in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the construction of approxink1.tely 1,052,667 net square feet of new developed floor 
area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. 
Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would 

include a maximum of approximately] ,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:l Floor Area 
Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and! or remove the existing 
approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 
including a combination of residential dwelling lUlits, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As originally conceived, these project 
components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested through a Development Agreement 
between the City and the Applicant. In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the 
Development Agreement. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: 

Guidelines and Standards (the Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project 
development and have been identified as Project Design Features (PDFs). A more detailed project 
description can be referenced in Exhibit A of this Addendum 

D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the minor changes to the Final EIR. As stated earlier, the 

information presented below presents only minor modifications to the Project, helps clarify, or makes 
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insignificant minor technical modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the 

minor changes are not considered "significant" new information pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of 
the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section ]5088.5). Aside from the proposed modifications 
and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and associated mitigation measures proposed 
within the Final EIR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project and as set forth 
in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 
of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon learning of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Planning Commission, the City Attomey advised the 
City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 
Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 
one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 
component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 
Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 
Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 
Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 
Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 
for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not 
significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, 
and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 
provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 
height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 
environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 
enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, and the other 

entitlements considered in the EIR, the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum impacts 
identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. However, this does not foreclose use or approval of a 
Development Agreement in the future. 
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Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations associated with the Project and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set of Q 
conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the LAMC. The Draft EIR or 

Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism Instead, it is a commonplace application of the 

LAMC. Thus, this Addendum clarifies use of the Q conditions in relation to the Project. In short, the Q 

classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDU1VI 

Section 15160 of the CEQA Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent EIRs, 

Supplemental ErRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

Even though the Final ErR has not been certified, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by 

preparing it before final certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to 

the Project as modified. This approach is consistent with Section 15160, which permits the use of 

variations in CEQA mechanisms. Therefore, the City is using this Addendum to implement the technical 

modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR is not yet certified by a 

final action of the City. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 

EIR ifsome changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 callingjor preparation ofa subsequent EIR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared ~f only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation ofa subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final E1R or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The deCiSion-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 
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As summarized in Section II, Project Description, and further analyzed in Section IV, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, the modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new 

significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Revised Project is 

consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 

examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. TIle Revised 

Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed 

for the Project (see Table IV-l below). 

Specifically, the Final EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the [nitial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated with the Revised Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in 

this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously 

addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 

information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

determination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final EIR as the appropriate fonn of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

ofCEQA. 
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IV. ENVmONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines whether the fmdings presented in the Draft and 
Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 
brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed would develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of 
residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 
the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit A to this Addendum. To summarize, the Prqject included a 

Development Agreement between the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Prqject contained a detailed set 
of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 
Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has two categories of change. One, the Development Agreement was withdrawn by 
the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. Two, the City has elected to use Q conditions to 
implement zoning limitations associated with the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. The City has assessed whether these minor modifications result in a material 

change to the scope of analysis or impact conclusions presented in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal afthe Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 
development analY72d in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 
provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 
enviromnent are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 
the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 
designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Project have ooen incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. Thus, the 
development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for the life 

of the Project. With these controls in place, the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Therefore, withdrawal of the 
Development Agreement does not alter any significance conclus ions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

have the potential to increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not result in 

significant new information. 

Now, the vehicle to carry forward the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program is 

the Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. The analysis below demonstrates that using Q conditions 
(instead of the Development Agreement) as a mechanism to integrate the Development Regulations and 

Land Use Equivalency Program cannot result in physical changes to the environment. Nonetheless, the 

City assessed whether there was any possibility the change in mechanisms could affect the physical 

environment. Table IV -[ below srnnmarizes the results of that analysis and concluded that there are no 

physical environmental changes associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 
conditions as implementation mechanisms. The discussion below also demonstrates how the change of 

implementing mechanisms does not alter the Project's compatibility with applicable land use programs or 
policies. 

Integration qf the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes ofa Q Qualified Classification as follows: 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMC. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 
and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, the Revised Project would be compatible with surrounding properties for the following reasons. 
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The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 
surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residentia~ commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not fundamentally 
alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 
provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 
compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 
improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 
development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project (similar to the Project) intensifies use of the Project Site, 

which is currently underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs
housing balance objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers 

the development of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. It also promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and 

distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on 
accepted planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture 
and density of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 

structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 
mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 
effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 
with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Regulations and Land 

Use Equivalency Program does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 
increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not introduce significant new information. 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Concllflions benwen the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare LT SlMitigation 

Air Quality 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Concllflions bet\\een the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

LT SlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic LT SlMitigation 

Archaeological LT SlMitigation 

Paleontological LT SlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal LT SlMitigation 

Release into the Environment LT SlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields LT SlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials LT SlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality LT SlMitigation 

Groundwater LT SlMitigation 

Surface Water LT SlMitigation 

Land Use/Planning 

Land Use Consistency LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LTS 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU 

Operation Noise LT SlMitigation 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS 

Employment LTS 

Public Services 

Fire LT SlMitigation 

Police LT SlMitigation 

Schools LT SlMitigation 

Parks LT SlMitigation 

Libraries LT SlMitigation 
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SU No change 

SU No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LTS No Change 

LTS No change 

SU No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LTS No change 

LTS No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Concllflions bet\\een the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project Revised Project Conclusion 

Trans portationl Circulation 

Construction LI SlMitigation LI SlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking LI SlMitigation LI SlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water LI SlMitigation LI SlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LIS LIS No change 

Solid Waste LI SlMitigation LI SlMitigation No change 

Energy LIS LIS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTSlA1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison o/the characteristics o/Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

In conclusion, neither the removal of the Development Agreement or use of the Q conditions to 

implement the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program have the potential to trigger 
new, or more severe, environmental impacts on the physical environment. 
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The Project Applicant is proposing to develop a mixed-use development w-hich spans the north half of 

two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard 

and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface 

parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capital Records 

Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the 

rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project would implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City that 

would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development parameters for the 

Project Site and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the development parameters set forth 

in the agreement. Implementation of a proposed Development Agreement also would grant flexibility 

regarding the final arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics 

subject to detailed development controls. As a condition of approval for the Development Agreement, the 

City has guaranteed a range of community and economic benefits that the Project Applicant would not 

otherwise be obligated to provide through the standard permitting process. The Development Agreement 

will secure for the City the delivery of these public and economic benefits while protecting the Project 

Applicant's right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. 

Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development 

Agreement betw-een the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development 

on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 

requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in 

the LAMC the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, 

the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards (the Concept Plan). Thus, the Concept Plan presented in this Draft ErR represents one scenario 

that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan includes 

approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), 

up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 

square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 

approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 

fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use.! The Concept Plan 

Note: All square footage numbers for the Project represent net square footage. The term "net square feet" is 

defined in LAA1C Section 14.5.3. Floor area is defined as the area in square feet confined within the exterior 

walls of a building, but not including the area oj the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction/Summary 
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City of Los Angeles October 2012 

would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor 

area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

Equivalency Program 

The proposed Equivalency Program is a planning tool that provides flexibility for modifications to land 

uses and square footages in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the Hollywood economy. 

The Equivalency Program is designed to limit the flexibility of how development may occur on-site and 

would apply to new development within the Project Site. The Equivalency Program defines a framework 

within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 

limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would 

occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in this Draft 

EIR. 

As a result and in addition to the proposed Concept Plan, this Draft EIR has identified two additional 

development scenarios, the Residential Scenario and the Commercial Scenario, which could be developed 

on the Project Site through implementation of the above described Development Agreement. The 

Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied in this Draft EIR as 

representative development scenarios, in order to help establish the maximum environmental impacts per 

each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. The Development Regulations, 

including the use, bulk and massing controls, also were used to study the maximum levels of impacts. 

The scenario that creates the maximum impacts is analyzed for each issue area. The maximum impacts 

from that most intense scenario per issue area creates the greatest environmental impact permitted for the 

Project for that issue area. 

The intent of the Equivalency Program is to allow flexibility with respect to the buildout of the Project. 

However, there are a number of controlling factors that ensure this Draft EIR has properly analyzed and 

disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. 

This Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each environmental 

issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. For instance, with 

respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The trip cap represents the 

total number of peak hour trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) that may be generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the total AM (7 AM to 10 

PM) plus PM (3 PM to 6 PM) peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial Scenario was 

determined to have the maximum (AM plus PM peak hour) trips equal to 1,498 trips. The Commercial 

Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted 

under any development scenario would be limited to 1,498 total peak hour trips. The total development 

building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, space Jar the 

landing a/helicopters, basement storage areas. 
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ofland uses for the Project resulting from the Equivalency Program will not exceed this trip cap. 

In addition to traffic, the EIR will establish, as discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact 

Analysis, maximum levels for every other environmental impact produced by the Project. In no instance 

will any development scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Equivalency Program 

exceed the maximum environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which the vehicular trip cap is 

only one of several environmental thresholds. 

For this section, and in particular the Summary of Impacts Table presented below, the summary identifies 

the worst case scenario to illustrate the most conservative impact, as it relates to each specific 

environmental category. In the situation where a maximum quantifiable threshold point cannot be 

established (e.g., soils and geology), the Concept Plan has been analyzed 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks Onesha 

EM35025 

Steve Ongele < steve.ongele@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 28, 2013 4:18 PM 
Onesha Steward 
Re: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06/25/13 

On Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 2:32 PM, Onesha Steward <onesha.steward@lacity.org> wrote: 
FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 2: 12 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Robert Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
Cc: Giovani Dacumos <giovani.dacumos@lacity.org>, Mark Wolf<mark.wolf@lacity.org>, Agnes Lung-tam 
<agnes.lung-tam@lacity.org>, Teresa Abraham <teresa.abraham@lacity.org>, Onesha Steward 
<onesha. steward@lacity.org> 

Mr. Silverstein, 

Your request for all correspondence related to the Millennium Hollywood project from certain Building and 
Safety employees has been forwarded to that Department for coordination and response. Although the fax was 
transmitted on June 25 at 7: 11 pm, it was not "found" until this morning, and therefore not transferred to B&S 
until today. 

I am copying Teresa Abraham of Building and Safety who was identified to me as the B&S staff person who 
would respond to your request. i tried to reach her today to alert her, but she must not be in, so she may not get 
this email until Monday. 

Laura 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: sherry taylor <sherry.taylor@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 28,2013 at 10:13 AM 
Subject: Public Document Request - Robert Silverstein dated 06125113 
To: Laura Ito <laura.ito@lacity.org> 
Cc: Valerieann Palazzolo <valerieann.palazzolo@lacity.org> 

Laura: 
This was found on the copier this morning. 
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Sherry Taylor, Secretary 
Information Technology Agency 
200 N. Main St., #1400 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-33 11 
(213) 978-3310 Fax 

Laura Ito 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
Information Technology Agency 
(213) 978-3322 

Onesha Steward 
General Analysis and Budget Services 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 960 
(213) 482-6741 I Fax (213) 482-6754 
onesha. steward@lacity.org 

Steve Ongele 
Resource Management Bureau 
LA Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 960 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-482-6703 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

facebook 

EM35027 

Facebook < notification + kr4mnwerbgnn@pages.facebookmail.com > 
Saturday, June 29, 2013 2:32 PM 

Oliver Netburn 

Dick Platkin suggested you like Stop the Millennium Hollywood Project... 

Like Stop the Millennium Hollywood Project on Facebook 

Dick Platkin has invited you to like Stop the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Stop the Millennium Hollywood Project 

We stand for reasonable development that takes into consideration 
impacts on the surrounding residents, businesses, and visitors and 
tourists who visit Hollywood! This project fails to consider many of 
its expected impacts. 
79 likes 

1 friend likes Stop the Millennium Hollywood Project 

EI
''''~'~· o ~t"",'. TO "" 
", .. nod . 

p;c t",. ~om t"" 

I View Page I This is Spam 

This message was sent to oliver.netburn@lacity.org. If you don't want to receive these emails from Facebook in 
the future, please unsubscribe. 
Facebook, Inc., Attention: Department 415, PO Box 10005, Palo Alto, CA 94303 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33112 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to Ben.Mathias@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Bryan-

EM35028 

Brandon Mason (Avison Young) < Brandon.Mason@avisonyoung.com> 
Monday, July 01, 2013 3:35 PM 
Bryan Eck 
RE: Hollywood Deed Restriction 
~WRD266.jpg; imageOOl.jpg; image002.jpg; image003.jpg; image004.jpg; 
image005.jpg 

Thank you for circling back. Through legal we were able to see that the covenant was removed. All is good. 
Cheers, 
BM 

Brandon C. Mason 
brandon.mason@avisonvounq.com 
CA License #01893070 

Avison Young 
6711 Forest Lawn Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

D 323.603.5008 
T 323.851.6666 
C 310.691.3552 

avisonyoung.com 

Avison Young - Southern California, Ltd. 

Legal Disclaimer 

From: Bryan Eck [mailto:brvan.eck@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Monday, July 01,2013 10:14 AM 
To: Brandon Mason (Avison Young) 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Deed Restriction 

Hi Brandon, 

What is the address or APN of the parcel? Let me see what I can find out about working around that. 

Best, 
BryanEck 

On Thu, Jun 27,2013 at 5:08 PM, Brandon Mason (Avison Young) <Brandon.Mason@avisonyoung.com> 
wrote: 
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Kevin & Bryan -

Hope you guys are well. Millennium had a big success with the PLUM committee, we're looking forward to 
July 24th. 

Need a quick favor and some insight if you can help .. John and I are looking at a building on Hollywood Blvd 
between Vermont and Hillhurst. Upon our pulling title, we noticed there's a Deed Restriction(attached herein) 
dating back to 1913 that prohibits motion picture production and studios. Being that production companies are 
the most desirable Tenant profile for this micro-market..do you know if there's any way around this? 

Please advise, all your help is sincerely appreciated! 

BM 

Brandon C. Mason 

brandon. mason@avisonvoung. com 
CA License #01893070 

Avison Young 

6711 Forest Lawn Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

D 323 .603 .5008 
T 323 .85 1.6666 
C 310.691.3552 

avisonyoung.com 

Avison Young - Southern California, Ltd 
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Legal Disclaimer 

BRYAN ECK 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Policy Planning Section 
Tel: (213) 978-1304 
bryan .eck@lacity .org 

EM35030 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM34297 

Rebecca Valdez < rebecca.valdez@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 11:52 AM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Roberto Mejia; Lisa Flores 

Re: Reyes briefing 

Sorry to do this but briefing will begin at 2:00 p.m. NOT 1 :30. 

Thanks for your understanding, 
Rebecca 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:38 AM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you. I'll let staff know. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:37 AM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 

1:30 

On Jun 18, 2013 10:13 AM, "Roberto Mejia" <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>wrote: 
what time is the biefing today? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 
Lisa, 

Could we meet at 1: 3 O? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 17 PM, Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 

RL0034485 



Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 

Roberto R. Mejia 
Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
(213) 473-5748 

~ 

EM34298 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This elec troni c message transmission c ontains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Rebecca Valdez 

2 

RL0034486 



Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 

EM34299 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35560 

Beatrice Pacheco < beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org > 
Friday, July 12, 2013 7:08 AM 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

Thank you, Srimal and please let me know if you have anything that hasn't made it into the EIR File. 

On Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 4: 17 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Beatrice, 

The traffic study (by Crain & Associates, June 2012) is attached as Appendix IYK.l to the Draft EIR; it is 
found in the Appendix Volume 4 of 5. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Julll, 2013 at 3:41 PM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

RL0034488 



In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

EM35561 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM35031 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 02, 2013 2:03 PM 

Luciralia Ibarra 

Millennium Hollywood 

Do you know when the Millennium project is going to the City Council? 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

NOT 1:30 .... 

EM34300 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, June 18, 2013 11:57 AM 

Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 

Stacy Munoz 

REYES BRIEFING RE: MILLENNIUM AT 2:00 P.M. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity. org> 
Date: Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 11:51 AM 
Subject: Re: Reyes briefing 
To: Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity. org> 
Cc: Roberto Mejia <roberto .mejia@lacity. org>, Lisa Flores <lflores@council.lacity.org> 

Sorry to do this but briefing will begin at 2:00 p.m. NOT 1 :30. 

Thanks for your understanding, 
Rebecca 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:38 AM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris. fagar-awakuni@lacity. org> wrote: 
Thank you. I'll let staff know. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:37 AM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 

1:30 

On Jun 18, 2013 10:13 AM, "Roberto Mejia" <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>wrote: 
what time is the biefing today? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity. org> wrote: 
Lisa, 

Could we meet at 1: 3 O? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 17 PM, Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 
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What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 

Roberto R. Mejia 
Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
(213) 473-5748 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 

2 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33115 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to blake.1amb@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34302 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 12:30 PM 

Nicholas Hendricks 

Fwd: REYES BRIEFING RE: MILLENNIUM AT 2:00 P.M. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 11 :57 AM 
Subject: REYES BRIEFING RE: MILLENNIUM AT 2:00 P.M. 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 

NOT 1:30 .... 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 11:51 AM 
Subject: Re: Reyes briefing 
To: Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Cc: Roberto Mejia <roberto .mejia@lacity.org>, Lisa Flores <lflores@council.lacity.org> 

Sorry to do this but briefing will begin at 2:00 p.m. NOT 1 :30. 

Thanks for your understanding, 
Rebecca 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:38 AM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you. I'll let staff know. 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 10:37 AM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 

1:30 

On Jun 18, 2013 10:13 AM, "Roberto Mejia" <roberto.mejia@lacity.org>wrote: 
what time is the biefing today? 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 19 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 
Lisa, 

Could we meet at 1: 3 O? 
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On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 1: 17 PM, Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Iris, 

Briefing is at 2pm. 

On Jun 17, 2013 11 :39 AM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca and Lisa, 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 

Roberto R. Mejia 
Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
(213) 473-5748 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473 -7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Tomas, 
It is scheduled for July 24th. 

EM35032 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, July 02, 2013 2:04 PM 

Tomas Carranza 

Re: Millennium Hollywood 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:02 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Do you know when the Millennium project is going to the City Council? 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33118 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to david.1ara@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM35562 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Friday, July 12, 2013 7:13 AM 
Diana Kitching 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 
Millennium Hollywood Addendum DRAFT.pdf 

Help! They still want it out by today 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 7:43 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 
To: "sergio.ibarra@lacity.org" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, "karen.hoo@lacity.org" <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Attached, please find a revised Draft Addendum for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Should you need anything, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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DRAFT 

ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIR 

for the 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 

Prepared for: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

SCH No. 2011041094 

JULY 2013 

Prepared By: 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
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DRAFT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Infonnation 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Prqject Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 
City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC. 

Purpose oftlle Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) was prepared and circulated for the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) in October of 2012. 

This aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final EIR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 
2011041(94). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that could be 

associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q conditions (the Revised Project) 

as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) as entitlement mechanisms associated with the 
Project. The information contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications to the Draft ErR and the Final EIR. No new significant information has been added to the 

Draft EIR or Final EIR. Accordingly, recirculation of the ErR is not required. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 
approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated with proposed 

modifications of the Project as discussed in this Addendum. The modifications are focused in two areas. 
First, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement the Project as 

described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, the Applicant 

withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change has been 
considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Second, as a related matter, the development conditions and mechanisms originally embodied in the 

Development Agreement are now being carried forward as Q conditions permitted by the LAMC. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 

Page I-I 
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The City has elected to prepare this Addendum before the full City Council takes a final action to certify 

the Final EIR or approve the Project. Use of the Addendum in this manner presents the most conservative 

CEQA disclosure approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications 
listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, variations of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 
associated with the minor changes related to removal of the Development Agreement and use of Q 

conditions as one mechanism to control aspects of development. A complete discussion of the rationale 

used to determine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be found in Section III, 

Rationale for Addendwn 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendun1 is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory information such as the project title, purpose of the 
Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

Ill. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analvsis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 
disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preoorers of Addendun1 and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list of lead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendwn to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 
LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCA TION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 
is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) 
and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 
buildings to the north, V ine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-deco building with 
retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest comer of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 
and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle A venue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 
two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northwest comer of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argy Ie Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 
Social House fronting Vine Street. 

c. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement His tory 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft EIR from October 25, 2012 to December 10, 
2012, for the statutorily required 45-day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final EIR. The Final EIR was 

subsequently published in February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

II Project Description 
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• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 

ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote OtT-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Description ofthe Project Presenred in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the construction of approxink1.tely 1,052,667 net square feet of new developed floor 
area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. 
Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would 

include a maximum of approximately] ,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:l Floor Area 
Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and! or remove the existing 
approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 
including a combination of residential dwelling lUlits, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As originally conceived, these project 
components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested through a Development Agreement 
between the City and the Applicant. In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the 
Development Agreement. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: 

Guidelines and Standards (the Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project 
development and have been identified as Project Design Features (PDFs). A more detailed project 
description can be referenced in Exhibit A of this Addendum 

D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the minor changes to the Final EIR. As stated earlier, the 

information presented below presents only minor modifications to the Project, helps clarify, or makes 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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insignificant minor technical modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the 

minor changes are not considered "significant" new information pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of 
the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section ]5088.5). Aside from the proposed modifications 
and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and associated mitigation measures proposed 
within the Final EIR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project and as set forth 
in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 
of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon learning of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Planning Commission, the City Attomey advised the 
City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 
Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 
one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 
component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 
Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 
Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 
Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 
Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 
for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not 
significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, 
and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 
provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 
height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 
environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 
enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, and the other 

entitlements considered in the EIR, the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum impacts 
identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. However, this does not foreclose use or approval of a 
Development Agreement in the future. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations associated with the Project and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set of Q 
conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the LAMC. The Draft EIR or 

Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism Instead, it is a commonplace application of the 

LAMC. Thus, this Addendum clarifies use of the Q conditions in relation to the Project. In short, the Q 

classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDU1VI 

Section 15160 of the CEQA Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent EIRs, 

Supplemental ErRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

Even though the Final ErR has not been certified, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by 

preparing it before final certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to 

the Project as modified. This approach is consistent with Section 15160, which permits the use of 

variations in CEQA mechanisms. Therefore, the City is using this Addendum to implement the technical 

modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR is not yet certified by a 

final action of the City. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 

EIR ifsome changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 callingjor preparation ofa subsequent EIR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared ~f only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation ofa subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final E1R or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The deCiSion-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 
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As summarized in Section II, Project Description, and further analyzed in Section IV, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, the modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new 

significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Revised Project is 

consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 

examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. TIle Revised 

Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed 

for the Project (see Table IV-l below). 

Specifically, the Final EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the [nitial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated with the Revised Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in 

this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously 

addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 

information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

determination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final EIR as the appropriate fonn of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

ofCEQA. 
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IV. ENVmONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines whether the fmdings presented in the Draft and 
Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 
brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed would develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of 
residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 
the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit A to this Addendum. To summarize, the Prqject included a 

Development Agreement between the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Prqject contained a detailed set 
of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 
Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has two categories of change. One, the Development Agreement was withdrawn by 
the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. Two, the City has elected to use Q conditions to 
implement zoning limitations associated with the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. The City has assessed whether these minor modifications result in a material 

change to the scope of analysis or impact conclusions presented in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal afthe Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 
development analY72d in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 
provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 
enviromnent are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 
the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 
designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Project have ooen incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. Thus, the 
development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for the life 

of the Project. With these controls in place, the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Therefore, withdrawal of the 
Development Agreement does not alter any significance conclus ions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

have the potential to increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not result in 

significant new information. 

Now, the vehicle to carry forward the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program is 

the Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. The analysis below demonstrates that using Q conditions 
(instead of the Development Agreement) as a mechanism to integrate the Development Regulations and 

Land Use Equivalency Program cannot result in physical changes to the environment. Nonetheless, the 

City assessed whether there was any possibility the change in mechanisms could affect the physical 

environment. Table IV -[ below srnnmarizes the results of that analysis and concluded that there are no 

physical environmental changes associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 
conditions as implementation mechanisms. The discussion below also demonstrates how the change of 

implementing mechanisms does not alter the Project's compatibility with applicable land use programs or 
policies. 

Integration qf the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes ofa Q Qualified Classification as follows: 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMC. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 
and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, the Revised Project would be compatible with surrounding properties for the following reasons. 
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The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 
surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residentia~ commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not fundamentally 
alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 
provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 
compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 
improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 
development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project (similar to the Project) intensifies use of the Project Site, 

which is currently underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs
housing balance objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers 

the development of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. It also promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and 

distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on 
accepted planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture 
and density of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 

structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 
mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 
effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 
with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Regulations and Land 

Use Equivalency Program does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 
increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not introduce significant new information. 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Concllflions benwen the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare LT SlMitigation 

Air Quality 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

Revised Project Conclusion 

SU No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

IV Environmental Impact Analysis 
Page JV-3 

RL0034514 



EM35575 

DRAFT 
City olLos Angeles July 2013 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Concllflions bet\\een the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

LT SlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic LT SlMitigation 

Archaeological LT SlMitigation 

Paleontological LT SlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal LT SlMitigation 

Release into the Environment LT SlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields LT SlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials LT SlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality LT SlMitigation 

Groundwater LT SlMitigation 

Surface Water LT SlMitigation 

Land Use/Planning 

Land Use Consistency LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LTS 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU 

Operation Noise LT SlMitigation 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS 

Employment LTS 

Public Services 

Fire LT SlMitigation 

Police LT SlMitigation 

Schools LT SlMitigation 

Parks LT SlMitigation 

Libraries LT SlMitigation 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

Revised Project Conclusion 

SU No change 

SU No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LT SlMitigation No change 

LTS No Change 

LTS No change 

SU No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LTS No change 

LTS No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

LT SlMitigation No Change 

IV Environmental Impact Analysis 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Concllflions bet\\een the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project Revised Project Conclusion 

Trans portationl Circulation 

Construction LI SlMitigation LI SlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking LI SlMitigation LI SlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water LI SlMitigation LI SlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LIS LIS No change 

Solid Waste LI SlMitigation LI SlMitigation No change 

Energy LIS LIS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than sign ificant with mitigation 
SU = Significantand Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

In conclusion, neither the removal of the Development Agreement or use of the Q conditions to 

implement the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program have the potential to trigger 
new, or more severe, environmental impacts on the physical environment. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 
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v. PREPARERS OF THE ADDENDUM 

AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

Preparers of the Addendum 

Lead Agency 

Applicant 

Applicant's Legal Counsel 

EIR Consultant 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
1995 Broadway 
New York, New York 10023 

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP 

333 South Hope Street, Forty-Third Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90071 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 200 
Los Angeles, California 90049 

Persons Consulted in Addendum Preparation 

Architectural Handel A.·chitects, LLP 

150 Varick Street. 8th Floor 
New York, New York 10013 
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The Project Applicant is proposing to develop a mixed-use development w-hich spans the north half of 

two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard 

and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface 

parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capital Records 

Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the 

rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project would implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City that 

would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development parameters for the 

Project Site and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the development parameters set forth 

in the agreement. Implementation of a proposed Development Agreement also would grant flexibility 

regarding the final arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics 

subject to detailed development controls. As a condition of approval for the Development Agreement, the 

City has guaranteed a range of community and economic benefits that the Project Applicant would not 

otherwise be obligated to provide through the standard permitting process. The Development Agreement 

will secure for the City the delivery of these public and economic benefits while protecting the Project 

Applicant's right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. 

Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development 

Agreement betw-een the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development 

on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 

requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in 

the LAMC the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, 

the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards (the Concept Plan). Thus, the Concept Plan presented in this Draft ErR represents one scenario 

that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan includes 

approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), 

up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 

square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 

approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 

fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use.! The Concept Plan 

Note: All square footage numbers for the Project represent net square footage. The term "net square feet" is 

defined in LAAIC Section 14.5.3. Floor area is defined as the area in square feet confined within the exterior 

walls of a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction/Summary 
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would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor 

area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

Equivalency Program 

The proposed Equivalency Program is a planning tool that provides flexibility for modifications to land 

uses and square footages in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the Hollywood economy. 

The Equivalency Program is designed to limit the flexibility of how development may occur on-site and 

would apply to new development within the Project Site. The Equivalency Program defines a framework 

within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 

limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would 

occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in this Draft 

EIR. 

As a result and in addition to the proposed Concept Plan, this Draft EIR has identified two additional 

development scenarios, the Residential Scenario and the Commercial Scenario, which could be developed 

on the Project Site through implementation of the above described Development Agreement. The 

Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied in this Draft EIR as 

representative development scenarios, in order to help establish the maximum environmental impacts per 

each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. The Development Regulations, 

including the use, bulk and massing controls, also were used to study the maximum levels of impacts. 

The scenario that creates the maximum impacts is analyzed for each issue area. The maximum impacts 

from that most intense scenario per issue area creates the greatest environmental impact permitted for the 

Project for that issue area. 

The intent of the Equivalency Program is to allow flexibility with respect to the buildout of the Project. 

However, there are a number of controlling factors that ensure this Draft EIR has properly analyzed and 

disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. 

This Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each environmental 

issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. For instance, with 

respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The trip cap represents the 

total number of peak hour trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) that may be generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the total AM (7 AM to 10 

PM) plus PM (3 PM to 6 PM) peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial Scenario was 

determined to have the maximum (AM plus PM peak hour) trips equal to 1,498 trips. The Commercial 

Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted 

under any development scenario would be limited to 1,498 total peak hour trips. The total development 

building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, space for the 

landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction/Summary 
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ofland uses for the Project resulting from the Equivalency Program will not exceed this trip cap. 

In addition to traffic, the EIR will establish, as discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact 

Analysis, maximum levels for every other environmental impact produced by the Project. In no instance 

will any development scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Equivalency Program 

exceed the maximum environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which the vehicular trip cap is 

only one of several environmental thresholds. 

For this section, and in particular the Summary of Impacts Table presented below, the summary identifies 

the worst case scenario to illustrate the most conservative impact, as it relates to each specific 

environmental category. In the situation where a maximum quantifiable threshold point cannot be 

established (e.g., soils and geology), the Concept Plan has been analyzed 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34304 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 12:39 PM 
Shana Bonstin 
council 

Shana: spent all morning in Council with Deb and then got waylaid by Doug Haines on the appeal 
case ................... . 

in PLUM for Millennium ................ .later 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mariana Salazar 

EM33766 

Mariana Salazar < mariana.salazar@lacity.org > 
Friday, May 31, 2013 5:22 PM 
marianav@me.com 

Fwd: CPC-2012-2734-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-SPR (Millenium Staff Report) 

Millenium CPC Report (Luci) no DA.doc 

Plan Implementation Division 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
phone: (213) 978-3034 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, May 30,2013 at 8:36 AM 
Subject: Re: CPC-2012-2734-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-SPR (Millenium Staff Report) 
To: Mariana Salazar <mariana.salazar@lacity.org> 

I believe this is the most recent report for CPC-2008-3440 (Hollywood Mill) 

On Thu, May 30,2013 at 8:30 AM, Mariana Salazar <mariana.salazar@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Henry, 
Can you please do me a huge favor and check your N drive and see if there's a word copy of the Millenium staff 
report that Luci did (I don't want to ask her). I'm running out of time and want to cut and paste some stuff from 
it. Thanks! 
Mariana 

Mariana Salazar 
Plan Implementation Division 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
phone: (213) 978-3034 
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Henry Chu 

Major Projects 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

email: henry.chu@lacity.org 
phone: (213) 978-1324 
fax: (213) 978-1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

los Angeles 
Department 

I of City Planning 

~ .... 
City Planning Commission Case No.: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-

CU-ZV-HD 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
VTT-71837-CN 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

March 28, 2013 
After 8:30 AM 
City Hall 
John Ferraro Council Chamber Room 350 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

CEQA No.: 
Related Cases: 

CPC 2013 103 DA 
Council No.: 13 
Plan Area: Hollywood 
Specific Plan: None 
Certified NC: Hollywood United 

Public Hearing: February 19, 2013 GPLU: Regional Center Commercial 
[Q]C4-2D-SN Appeal Status: Zone Change/Height District 

Change appealable by applicant to 
City Council if disapproved in whole 
or in part. 

Zone: 
Proposed: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

(T)(Q)C2-2-SN 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard, 
Mullin 

Expiration Date: 

Conditional Use and Zone Variance 
request are appealable to the City 
Council (LAMC Section 12.36-C). 
April 23, 2013 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

The development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed
use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with 
subterranean and above-grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, 
with the construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 
square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 
34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of 
the uses from those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will be provided 
for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade level open space for 
buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's Development Regulations. 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

ENV-2011-0675-EIR: 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report, including the accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the adoption of the related environmental findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-CU-ZV -H D: 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.32-F of the Municipal Code, a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2; 
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2. Pursuant to Section 12.32.Q, a Height District Change from '20' to '2', removing the "0" 
Limitation to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1 in lieu of the 4.5: 1 currently permitted; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T, a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel 
use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Section 12.24, Conditional Uses to: 
a. allow floor area averaging in a unified development (12.24-W, 19); 
b. permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages (12.24-W, 1); 
c. permit live entertainment and dancing (12.24-W,18(a)). 

5. Pursuant to Section 12.27, Zone Variances to: 
a. permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; 
b. allow less than the required parking for the sports club/fitness facility; and 
c. allow Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives (12.21-A,4(y)). 

RECOM MENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Recommend that the City Council Certify that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental 
Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopt the related environmental 
Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for the 
proposed project and find that: 

a. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood project, which includes 
the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the 
State and City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines; and 

b. The Project's EIR is presented to the City Planning Commission (CPG) as a recommending 
body of the lead agency; and the CPC reviewed and considered the information contained in 
the EIR prior to certification of the EIR and recommending the project for approval, as well as 
all other information in the record of proceedings on this matter; and 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the lead agency. 

2. Recommend that the City Council Approve a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change 
from C4-20-SN to C2-2-SN to allow an FAR of 6:1, 

3. Approve a Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone. 

4. Approve a Conditional Use to allow floor area averaging of a unified development to allow the use 
of the total lot area of both the East and West Sites. 

5. Approve a Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages. 

6. Approve a Conditional Use to permit live entertainment and dancing. 

7. Approve a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

8. Approve a Zone Variance to allow reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

9. Approve Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives to allow for reduced/shared 
on-site parking. 
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10. Recommend that the applicant be advised that time limits for effectuation of a zone in the "T" 
Tentative classification or "Q" Qualified classification are specified in Section 12.32.G of the L.A.M.C. 
Conditions must be satisfied prior to the issuance of building permits and, that the "T" Tentative 
classification be removed in the manner indicated on the attached page. 

11. Advise the applicant that pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption may be required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination (NOD) filing. 

Michael J. LoGrande, 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (213) 978-1378 

Dan Scott, Principal Planner 

Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Assistant 

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications 
are given to the Commission for consideration, the initial packets are sent to the Commissioners the week prior to the 
Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on these 
matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, 
assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability of services, please make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by 
calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-1300. 

RL0034528 



EM33771 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Project Analysis .................................................................................................................... A-1 

Project Summary 
Background 
Reports Received 
Walkability 
Issues 
Conclusion 

(T) Tentative Classification Conditions ............................................................................... T-1 

(Q) Qualified Conditions of Approval .................................................................................. Q-1 

Other Conditions of Approval .............................................................................................. C-1 

Findings ................................................................................................................................. F-1 

General Plan/Charter Findings 
Entitlement Findings 
CEQA Findings 

Public Hearing and Communications .................................................................................. P-1 

Exhibits: 

Maps 

(1) Vicinity Map 
(2) Radius Map 
(3) Existing Zone 

Attachments: 

Environmental Clearance ............................................................................................. A 

Proposed Zone Change ............................................................................................... B 

Development Regulations ............................................................................................ C 

Land Use Equivalency ................................................................................................. D 

RL0034529 



EM33772 

CPC-200S-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D A-1 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summary 

The project site is located in the Hollywood Community Plan with a Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation and zoned C4-2D-SN. The project involves a proposed 
unified development of two distinct parcels flanking Vine Street (i.e., the East Site and West 
Site) between Yucca Street to the north and Hollywood Boulevard to the south. The western 
parcel is located generally within the northwestern half of Vine Street, with an approximate 
frontage of 230 feet along Ivar Avenue to the west, a 125-foot frontage along Yucca Street to 
the north, and a 200-foot frontage along Vine Street to the east. The eastern site occupies a 
large portion of the northeastern half of Vine Street, with an approximate frontage of 435 feet 
along Vine Street to the west, 194 feet along Yucca Street to the north, and 117 feet along 
Argyle Avenue to the east. 

The proposed mixed-use project involves the demolition of the existing 1 ,SOO square-foot rental 
car facility and the removal of the surface parking lots on the West Site, and the preservation of 
the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings as well as the removal of surface parking on the 
East site. The development involves approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area, 
including the maintenance of 114,303 square feet of existing office space and music recording 
facilities under long-term lease within the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty structures. The 
new development includes a mix of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel, restaurant, retail, and 
a sport club/fitness facility. 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71S37-CN, was heard before the Advisory Agency on February 
19, 2013, and a letter of determination was issued on February 22, 2013, approving a 41-lot 
subdivision and the construction of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 lUxury hotel rooms, 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail use for a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, 
which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

In conjunction with the proposed development, the applicant is seeking a Development 
Agreement (CPC 2013 103 DA) between the Applicant and the City to vest the project's 
entitlements, together with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program, for a term of 22 years in exchange for the provision of community benefits. The 
Development Agreement will secure for the City the delivery of these public benefits while 
allowing the Project Applicant the right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. The 
Development Agreement will govern the associated Development Regulations and the Land 
Use Equivalency Program associated '.'lith the project. 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards which establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping, 
parking, and signage that have been analyzed in the EIR. The Development Regulations 
include site-wide development criteria and a set of controls that ensure a quality development 
while simultaneously allowing design flexibility to accommodate market demand. Where the 
Development Regulations contain provisions which establish requirements that are different 
from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development 
Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall 
prevail. 
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The Land Use Equivalency Program is another tool meant to address the future needs and 
demands of the Hollywood Community while defining the parameters for land use types and 
intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the EIR. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program is measured against AM and PM vehicular trip caps that have been 
established by the EIR, with a maximum of 574 AM peak hour and 924 PM peal hour vehicular 
trips. To that end, the intensity and types of land uses on the project site, including residential, 
hotel, commercial office, retail, restaurant, and fitness, will be modified to meet market demand 
while not being permitted to exceed the trip cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. The Land Use 
Equivalency Program defines a framework within which proposed land uses can be exchanged 
for certain other permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Development Regulations 
are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would occur above those identified as part 
of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in the EIR. 

Background 

The project is located in the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles. Both 
the Hollywood Community Plan and the Framework Element identify the project site as a 
Regional Center area, described therein as a "focal point of regional commerce, identity and 
activity and containing a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, residential, 
retail commercial malls, government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and 
cultural facilities and supporting services." The property is currently zoned [Q]C4-2D-SN 
(Commercial, Height District No.2, Signage District), consistent with the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation for the project site in the General Plan. The C4-2D-SN zone 
corresponds with Height District 20. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1 (A)(2), Height District 
No.2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height restriction. However, the 
Height District No.2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a "0" Development 
Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "0" Development 
Limitation restricts the floor area on the project site to three times the buildable area of the lot, or 
a FAR of 3: 1. The SN designation refers to the location of the property within an adopted 
Supplemental Sign Use District ("SN") pursuant to Ordinance No. 176,172. In accordance with 
Section 13.11 of the LAMC, sign districts may only be established in C or M Zones and certain 
R5 Zones; and include specific sign regulations to enhance the character of a SN district by 
addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination and hours of 
illumination of signs permitted. 

The project site is located approximately 500 feet north of the historic Hollywood Boulevard and 
Vine Street intersection, which includes high density residential and commercial uses with direct 
access to a major public transit station (HollywoodlVine Metro Red Line). The East Site 
currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillary studio recording 
uses, and the existing two-story Gogerty Building. The Capitol Records Building was built in 
1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of the interior and the 
fayade from the original circa 1930 construction, while completely demolishing and remodeling 
the remainder of the structure. The remainder of the East Site contains surface parking lots and 
temporary structures, including a partially enclosed garbage area and a parking lot attendant 
kiosk. The West Site currently contains a one-story and approximate 1,800 square-foot rental 
car business structure and an adjoining surface parking lot with a parking attendant kiosk. The 
rental car business office fronts Yucca Street near the northwest corner of the West Site. There 
is no vegetation on the West Site, as the remainder of the project site on the western side of 
Vine Street consists of surface parking lots. 

RL0034531 



EM33774 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D A-3 

The surrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and commercial uses similar to 
those proposed in the project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial 
retail, hotel and office uses. Adjacent uses include office and surfacing parking uses related to 
the American Musical and Dramatic Academy in the C4-D-SN Zone, and multi-family dwellings 
in the R4-2 Zone across Yucca Street to the north, an office building on the southwest corner of 
Vine Street and Yucca Street in the C4-2D-SN Zone. Multi-family residences, office space, and 
surface parking are located east of the project, across Argyle Avenue in the R4-2D and 
[THQ]C4-2D-SN Zones. To the south of the project site are restaurant, bar, theater, retail, office, 
multi-family residential, and surface parking uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. To the west of the 
project site are studio uses, surface parking, office, hotel, multi-family residences, and 
restaurant uses in the C4-2D-SN Zone. 

Streets & Circulation 

Vine Street is a designated Modified Major Highway Class II dedicated with a 100-foot width, 
separating the eastern and western halves of the project site. 

Yucca Street is a designated Secondary Highway west of Vine Street, and a Local Street east of 
Vine Street, dedicated to a 94-foot width. 

Ivar Avenue is Local Street dedicated to a variable 70- to 73-foot width at the project's eastern 
street frontage. 

Argyle Avenue is a Local Street dedicated to a 75-foot width at the project's western street 
frontage. 

On-site relevant cases include the following: 

VTT-71837: Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 71837 is an air space subdivision 
consisting of 41 lots (2 master lots and 39 airspace lots). The project is a mixed-use 
office, hotel, commercial, and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The components of the project include 492 residential units, a 200 room 
hotel, aproximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, the maintenance of the 
existing office space within the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings (114,303 square 
feet), approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail use. The tract map was approved by the Advisory Agency 
on February 22,2013 with an appeal period end date of March 4, 2013. 

CPC 2013 103 DA: The applicant has requested to enter into a Development 
Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term to conclude on 2035, to vest the 
entitlements in 'ITT 71B37 and CPC 200B 3440 ZC CUB CU HD ZV in exchange for the 
provision of community benefits. 

CPC-2008-6082-CPU/CPC-1997-43-CPU: The City Planning Commission, at its meeting 
on February 24, 2012, approved and recommended that the Mayor and City Council 
approve and adopt the Hollywood Community Plan Resolution, the Hollywood 
Community Plan Text, Change Maps and Additional Map Symbols, Footnotes, 
Corresponding Zone and Land Use Nomenclature Changes amending the Hollywood 
Community Plan as part of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles, as modified. 
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CPC-2007-5866-SN: On January 26, 2009, the City Planning Commission approved the 
establishment of the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, with adoption by the 
City Council, so as to improve the regulation and enforcement of various sign types, as 
well as the location of and coverage area within the Hollywood area. 

CHC-2006-3557: On November 17, 2006, the City Council voted to include the Capitol 
Records Tower and Rooftop Sign located at 1740-50 North Vine Street and 6236 Yucca 
Street in the City's List of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Off-site relevant cases include the following: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HD-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "0" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; conditional 
use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7 -foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan 
Review for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 
West Yucca Street. 

VTT-67450: On April 1, 2008, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract 
map allowing a mixed-use development including 85 residential condominiums, eight 
joint living and work condominiums, and 10 commercial condominiums in the R5 Zone 
for a property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

CPC-2006-7068-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR: On February 12, 2008, the City Planning 
Commission approved a zone change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2D-SN and Site Plan 
Review in conjunction with the proposed demolition and construction of a new mixed-use 
structure with 95 dwelling units and 13,790 square feet of commercial floor area for a 
property located at 6230 West Yucca Street. 

APCC-2006-9407-SPE-CUB-CUX-SPP: On August 1, 2007, the Central Area Planning 
Commission approved a Specific Plan Exception from the Hollywood Signage 
Supplemental Use District and project permit compliance for signage, and conditional 
uses allowing for the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption 
in conjunction with the operation of a nightclub use, a standalone lounge, and restaurant 
uses, and for off-site consumption for 9 premises on the site, for a property located at 
6250 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-67429: On May 2, 2007, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative tract map 
for the construction of a maximum of 28 joint living/work quarter units, 1,014 apartment 
units, 40 commercial condominiums for a property located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 
6139-6240 West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 
North EI Centro Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

CPC-2006-7301-ZC-ZV-YV-SPR: On April 9, 2007, the City Planning Commission 
approved a zone change from C4-2D, C4-2D-SN, and [[Q]C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2D and 
[T][Q]C4-2D-SN, a height district change to modify the "0" limitation to permit a 
maximum floor area ratio of 4.5: 1; a zone variance to permit a 55-foot maximum height 
over 90 percent of the [Q]R3-1XL parcel at the northeast corner of the site and a 75-foot 
maximum height along the south and west boundaries of the [Q]R3-1XL parcel in lieu of 
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the maximum height of two stories and 30 feet; a zone variance from the existing "Q' 
Condition No.3 from Section 2 of Ordinance 165,662 that limits density to one unit per 
every 1,200 square feet to one unit per every 300 feet; a zone variance to permit 
accessory uses (including parking and driveway access) in the [Q]R3-1XL Zone where 
the main use is in the C4 Zone; zoning administrator adjustment's to permit zero-foot 
side yard setbacks in lieu of that required by code; and site plan review, all in 
conjunction with the development of 1,042 dwelling units and 175,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail uses. The property is located at 1614-1736 Argyle Avenue, 6139-6240 
West Hollywood Boulevard, 6140-6158 West Carlos Avenue, 1631-1649 North EI Centro 
Avenue, and 1615-1631 Vista Del Mar Avenue. 

TT-62636: On February 17, 2006, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
for the construction of 57 residential condominium units and two commercial 
condominiums with a total of 154 parking spaces on a 0.60 acre site in the C4-2D-SN 
Zone for a property located at 1717 North Vine Street. This case has not been allowed to 
clear conditions due to lack of payment of Expedited Processing fees. 

ZA-2006-1062(CUB): On September 12, 2006, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use for the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for on-site 
consumption in conjunction with a ground floor restaurant located at 6327-6329 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAA: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission approved a 
zone and height district change from C4-2D-SN to [THQ]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10% reduction of the total off-street parking space 
requirements for commercial projects, and a floor area ratio between 4.5: 1 and 6: 1 in 
conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant use for 
a property located at 6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-63297: On December 28, 2005, the Advisory Agency approved a vesting tentative 
tract map for the construction of a mixed-use development ranging in height from 75 to 
150 feet with 150 residential condominium units, 375 apartment units, a 300 room hotel, 
and 61,500 square feet of retail and restaurant spaces for a property located at 6250 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2004-7000-CUB: On April 27, 2005, the Zoning Administrator approved a conditional 
use allowing the modification of conditions of operation in conjunction with expanded 
hours of operation of an existing restaurant/nightclub with public dancing and live 
entertainment previously approved under Case No. ZA-2002-2806(CUB) for a property 
located at 6263 Hollywood Boulevard. 

TT-60544: On May 19, 2004, the Advisory Agency approved a tentative tract map 
allowing for the adaptive re-use and the development of a 60-unit residential 
condominium and 8 commercial condominiums for a property located at 6523 West 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

ZA-2003-8555-CUB-CUX: On March 18, 2004, the Zoning Administrator approved a 
conditional use to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site consumption in conjunction with the 2,580 square-foot expansion of an existing 
licensed outdoor patio having hours of alcohol sales and other authorized operation from 
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11 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week, and a conditional use permitting live 
entertainment and patron dancing at the same premises at two locations within the 
interior and one location in the patio of the overall 13,282 square-foot restaurant/lounge. 
The hours of dancing for the interior are 9 a.m. to 4 a.m., seven days a week. The hours 
of dancing for the patio are limited to 9 a.m. to 2 a.m., seven days a week. The property 
is located at 1716-1718 North Vine Street. 

Walkability 

The City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist, Guidance for Entitlement Review (Walkability 
Checklist) was created by the City's Urban Design Studio of the Department of City Planning 
and specifies urban design guidelines that are generally applicable to all projects requiring 
discretionary approval for new construction. Consisting of objectives, goals, and implementation 
strategies, the Walkability Checklist cites various design elements intended to improve the 
pedestrian environment, protect neighborhood character, and promote high-quality urban form. 
Such topics as sidewalks, crosswalks/street crossings, on-street parking, utilities, building 
orientation, off-street parking and driveways, on-site landscaping, building fa9ades, and building 
signage and lighting are addressed and should be considered in the design of a project. 

The project satisfies various relevant elements of the Walkability Checklist, including the 
following: 

Sidewalks: The project will preserve the Hollywood Walk of Fame along Vine Street, and 
improve sidewalks along Yucca Street, Argyle Avenue, and Ivar Avenue. In addition, the 
project will include pedestrian connections transitioning the public right-of-way with mid
block connections throughout the project, allowing path of travel from Ivar Avenue 
across Vine Street, and reaching the project's eastern project frontage along Argyle 
Avenue. The pathways within pedestrian level public plazas will include street furniture, 
pedestrian-friendly lighting, and landscaping with a consistent use of materials, colors, 
and furnishings throughout, which will enhance the pedestrian experience. 

Building Orientation: The Development Regulations associated with the project include 
provisions that ensure active street-level frontages with entrances that are visible from 
the street and sidewalk, and developed to the property line, consistent with the pattern of 
development in the immediate vicinity. 

Off-Street Parking & Driveways: Curb cuts for vehicular driveways shall be located no 
closer than 50 feet to the intersection of two streets unless approved by DOT to be a leg 
of the intersection, access driveways to parking facilities not located at signalized 
intersections will not exceed 28 feet in width, parking and loading access shall be shared 
where feasible and priority placement within parking structures will be given to bike 
parking, car-share parking, and other alternative vehicles. Moreover, pedestrian access 
to parking facilities shall be directly from the street or from within the building from an 
underground garage. 

On-Site Landscaping: The Development Regulations provide for a minimum of 10% of 
grade level open space to be landscaped with softscape or water features, and calls for 
the use of a seasonally diverse use of plant material with 30 percent of all landscaping to 
be California Native or drought tolerant. The open space is characterized to be planted 
as a single area or multiple areas with each single area having a minimum size of 100 
square feet. 
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Building Facade & Lighting: The Development Regulations provide Street Wall 
standards which include the use of articulation, consisting of massing, fenestration, 
varied textures, openings, recesses, and design accents. Also, architectural elements, 
such as balconies, verandas, and porches will add additional character. 

The project further enhances Walkability standards through the retention of the historic Capitol 
Records and Gogerty Buildings, which will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior 
Standards. Complimenting these structures, the applicant proposes public plazas, large 
pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals addressing history of arts and entertainment in 
the community while simultaneously providing programmable open space amenable to live 
entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the hotel component satisfies the desire to 
provide additional venues which promote tourism, support local businesses and which promotes 
the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Moreover, the project's Walkability factor is enhanced by its location, within a quarter mile radius 
of the HollywoodlVine Metro Red Line Transit Station, which allows immediate access to the 
Metro Red Line rail system and numerous Metro and LADOT bus routes, including bus lines 
180,181,206,210,217,222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and 
CE423. To promote the availability of public transit, the applicant has been conditioned to 
coordinate with DOT to provide space for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub 
program, with the provision of a shared car system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a 
shared bicycle program. In addition, the project will incorporate a Transit Demand Management 
program meant to promote the use of carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service 
bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, transit pass sales, and other services. 

Issues 

The pubic comment period on the Draft EIR concluded on December 10, 2012, and the public 
hearing on the project was held on February 19, 2013. The following discussion is a summary 
of the recurring issues that were raised during both the environmental review as well as the 
testimony received at the hearing. 

Traffic: Numerous letters and speakers, predominantly hillside residents, cited existing traffic 
conditions in their neighborhoods and expressed concerns over the potentially detrimental 
conditions that may result from the intensity and density of development, particularly along 
Franklin Avenue, which serves as a parallel east-west route along the US-101 Freeway. 

Traffic for this proposed project was analyzed in the same manner as comparable projects 
throughout the City. In this instance, the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR for the project studied 
37 intersections. In response to comments, two additional intersections were analyzed and the 
results were included in the Final EIR. Under existing traffic conditions, (2011), all 39 
intersections (37 original study intersections, plus the two additional) operate at acceptable 
levels of service (LOS) of A through 0 during the AM Peak Hour, as determined by DOT. During 
the PM Peak Hour, one intersection operates at a LOS E, defined as "Severe congestion with 
some long-standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic 
signal does not provide for protected turning movements." Levels of Service of E or Fare 
considered unacceptable. With and without the project (2020), levels of service at 24 of the 39 
studied intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service of A through D. 
The remaining 15 intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable levels of E or F during 
one or both peak hours with or without the project. 
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The traffic analysis accounted for the addition of the project traffic to the Critical Movement 
Analysis (CMA) values in the future (2020) at all study intersections during both peak hours. 
There would be no 2020 CMA value increase at one study intersection. 

Per DOT policy, a significant impact is defined as an increase in the CMA value due to project
related traffic as 0.010 or more when the final LOS is E or F, 0.020 or more when the final LOS 
is 0, or 0.040 when the final LOS is C. Prior to mitigation, the project contribution to the LOS E 
or F conditions was considered significant at 13 of the study intersections. Of the impacted 13 
LOS E or F intersections, the impacts at five study intersections would remain at significant level 
even with the implementation of mitigation measures, in other words, there would be a 
remaining impact to the CMA from the mitigated project of 0.010 or greater. 

While residents expressed concern about the traffic impacts, the analysis has determined that 
the area will nonetheless experience diminished levels of service even without the project, and 
there is feasible mitigation to address the project-related impacts at the majority of the 
significantly impacted intersections. 

Height/FAR Increase 

Several speakers at the public hearing, including Councilman Tom LaBonge (CD 4), cited 
concerns with the proposed height and scale of the project, which is proposed under the 
Development Regulations to range from 220 feet to 585 feet (approximately 55 stories). The 
tallest existing structures within the Hollywood Community Plan area stand at approximately 20 
stories, including the Sunset Vine Tower, and an office building at 6265 Sunset Boulevard. In 
addition, speakers stated that allowing an FAR of 6:1 would set a precedent not previously 
experienced in Hollywood. 

The Hollywood Community Plan, past and present, as well as the current zone (C4-2D-SN) and 
the proposed zone (C2-2-SN) do not limit the height. Moreover, under the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation is intended to 
accommodate land use intensity as well as high residential density, recognizing the need to 
promote a mix of uses that generate jobs and housing, while simultaneously addressing "the 
needs of visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment, and tourism." 

The '0' limitation under the current zoning, however, under Ordinance No. 165,659, limits 
buildings on the lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, with allowance to exceed a 3: 1 
FAR if the project conforms to the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the Transportation Program 
and the Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any Designs for Development 
pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan allowed a 4.5:1 FAR with 6:1 FAR with CRA approval. Although the CRA has since been 
dissolved, the CRA's FAR incentive was captured in the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
allowing a 6:1 FAR for properties located in the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation and which have been approved by the City Planning Commission. 

Despite opposition to the 6:1 FAR, properties in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan areas have been approved by the City Planning Commission with a 6: 1 
FAR, including: 

CPC-2007-1178-ZC-HO-CU-CUB-SPR: On March 12, 2009, the City Planning 
Commission approved a Zone Change from C4-2D-SN to (T)(Q)C4-2-SN; a Height 
District change to remove the "0" limitation to allow a floor area ratio of 6: 1; Conditional 
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Use permits to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of a residential zone and on-site alcohol 
consumption incidental to the hotel use; Zoning Administrator Adjustments to permit: (1) 
a variable 7 -foot, 6-inch to 10-foot, 2-inch rear yard setback in lieu of the required 20 
feet, and (2) zero-foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the required 16 feet; Site Plan Review 
for a project located at 1800-1802 North Argyle Avenue, 6217 and 6221-6223 West 
Yucca Street. 

CPC-2005-4358-ZC-ZAAITT-63297: On March 8, 2006, the City Planning Commission 
approved a Zone and Height District Change from C4-2D-SN to [T][Q]C4-2-SN; a Zoning 
Administrator's Adjustment to allow variable 5- to 8- foot side yards for interior lot lines 
abutting the existing Taft Building, a 10 percent reduction of the total off-street parking 
space requirements for commercial projects, and a Floor Area ratio between 4.5: 1 and 
6: 1 in conjunction with the mixed-use development of up to 150 residential 
condominiums, 375 apartment units, 300 hotel rooms, and 61,500 square feet of retail 
and restaurant use for a property located at 6250-6252 Hollywood Boulevard. 

Density 

The project was approved under VTT-71837-CN for the development of 492 residential 
condominium units, 200 hotel rooms, 215,000 square feet of office, 100,000 square feet of new 
and 114,303 square feet of existing office space, 35,000 square feet of fitness/sports club use, 
and 15,000 square feet of restaurant use. The project is subject to an exception in LAMC 
Section 12.22-A, 18(a), which permits any use in the R5 Zone to any lot in the CR, C1, C1.5, C2, 
C4, or C5 Zones provided that said lot is located in an area designated as Regional Center, 
Regional Center Commercial, or High Intensity Commercial or within any redevelopment project 
area approved by the City Council. The R5 Zone allows a minimum area of 200 square feet per 
dwelling unit, or a maximum of 972 units for the 194,495 square-foot site. As such, the project, 
as proposed, is well below the allowable density of the project site. 

AMDA - Sensitive Receptor 

The American Musical and Dramatic Academy, College of the Performing Arts ("AMDA") is 
adjacent to the proposed project with an approximate 2-acre campus in Hollywood, which 
includes a structure at 1777 Vine Street. AMDA is a performing arts instution and the mid
century 1777 Vine Street building includes classrooms in addition to studios, office, computer 
lab and lounge. At the public hearing, a legal representative for AMDA, as well as AMDA staff 
and students, voiced their concerns about potential impacts the proposed project would have on 
AMDA and the functions associated at 1777 Vine Street. AMDA contends that due to the types 
of activities that occur at this site, it should be considered a sensitive receptor and that 
additional mitigation is needed to safeguard AMDA from noise/vibration and air quality impacts 
during the construction period. According to the testimony of an AMDA representative, certain 
rooms have been altered to facilitate noise attenuation for certain music and voice activities, and 
an air filtration system for the building has been installed. 

Local jurisdictions have the responsibility for determining land use compatibility for sensitive 
receptors. In this instance, AMDA is located in a heavily urbanized and heavily trafficked area, 
approximately one block south of the US-101 Freeway. It is located adjacent to a surface 
parking lot (West Site), which has the inherent expectation for high intensity development by 
virtue of its location in the Hollywood area, its Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation, and the permitted uses and densities allowed in the C4 Zone. 
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A sensitive receptor, as defined in the Guidance Documents of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), which has jurisdiction in L.A. County, is "a person in the 
population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to exposure to an air 
contaminant." Land uses where these sensitive receptors are typically located include: 

Schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers; 
Long-term health care facilities; 
Rehabilitation centers; 
Convalescent centers; 
Hospitals; 
Retirement homes; and 
Residences. 

The property at 1777 Vine Street does not include a school, playground, or childcare center or 
medical-based services or operations which would warrant designation as a sensitive receptor 
as it pertains to air quality. It should also be noted that the mitigation measures contained in the 
Draft EIR meet and exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development 
projects in the City of Los Angeles. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
also submitted comments regarding air quality mitigation measures. As a result, additional air 
quality mitigation measures were added to the EIR. 

With respect to noise and vibration, page IV. H-15 of the Draft EIR, all of AMDA's student 
housing facilities are located north of the project site across Yucca Street, within the Franklin 
Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, Ivar Residence Hall, the Vine 
Street Apartments, and the "Bungalows," all of which are described as AMDA student housing in 
the EIR, and which have been identified as noise-sensitive receptors. Short-term construction 
noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses were considered significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation. However, the EIR included the most stringent available mitigation 
measures that would minimize noise and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses, 
including AMDA, to the maximum extent feasible, irrespective of the land use designation or 
sensitive receptor identification. Despite the maximized level of mitigation for noise and 
vibration, again for the short-term construction impacts that were deemed significant and 
unavoidable, two mitigation measures, H-3 and H-7, were amended to address AMDA's 
concerns to include all immediately adjacent structures, including 1777 Vine Street, in the 
mitigation measures for noise and vibrations, as follows: 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on 
the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from tAB 
nearest noise and vibration sensitive all adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak noise generation 
potential shall be operated efficiently to minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending 
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the 
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive 
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction. 

In addition, the Final EIR contained a feasibility analysis that analyzed all of the noise mitigation 
measures suggested by AMDA in its comment letter on the Draft EIR. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted, the testimony received at the public hearing, and the 
proposed project's compliance with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
the former Hollywood Community Plan (1988), and the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, 
the Department of City Planning is recommending that the City Planning Commission: 

Approve a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to C2 to permit the use of a sports club/fitness facility 
on the project site, not otherwise allowed in the C4 Zone. The provision of a highly desirable 
amenity, such as a sports club/fitness facility, within a mixed-use development for both residents 
and employees of the project site is not only convenient but promotes the health and welfare of 
the community. 

Approve a Height District Change from '20' to '2', by removing the "0" Limitation to allow a Floor 
Area Ratio of 6: 1, consistent with the FAR incentive provided for in the Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation of the Hollywood Community Plan, and with other 
developments previously approved under the CRA's approval process for 6:1 FAR. 

Approve the Conditional Use requests to allow live entertainment and on-site sales of alcohol 
within the development. These uses would satisfy the Hollywood Community Plan's objectives 
of encouraging the nightlife activity in Hollywood, by providing uses which extend commercial 
operating hours thereby enhancing pedestrian activity and promoting Hollywood as an 
entertainment destination for residents and tourists alike. 

Approve a conditional use to allow floor area averaging across a unified development as it will 
ensure that the project, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, is constructed as a single project 
with guarantees, consistency in design elements and related improvements will be continuously 
maintained. Section 12.24-W,19 requires that the applicant file a covenant running with the land 
guaranteeing the continued operation and maintenance of the development as a unified 
development. 

Approve the associated variances for above ground-floor outdoor dining allowing the project to 
provide an amenity to hotel guests, residents, and visitors that take advantage of the Los 
Angeles climate, skyline views, and which reinforces Hollywood as a destination for nightlife and 
entertainment. 

Approve the related variance for reduced parking for the fitness use and for shared and reduced 
on-site parking for transportation alternatives for the entire project, recognizing that the project is 
permitted several exceptions to the parking requirements of the code, including reductions for 
mixed-use projects, projects located within the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area, a State 
Enterprise Zone, and projects located in proximity to mass transit. 

The requested entitlements would redevelop and intensify an underutilized site predominantly 
improved with surface parking. It will preserve the iconic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings 
while creating a high-quality mixed-use development that satisfies the Community Plan's jobs
housing balance while recognizing the need to offer entertainment-related uses that identify the 
character of Hollywood, encourage a critical mass of economic activity, and improve the 
aesthetic character of community. Moreover, the project will redevelop underutilized parcels with 
a mixed-use development that not only offers an appropriate jobs and housing balance, but 
which preserves 'old' Hollywood. 
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CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the (T) Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles, with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Responsibilities/Guarantees. 

1. As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

2. Prior to the issuance of sign-ofts for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

c. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 
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easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvements 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3. Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A. Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-35104, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditions/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A minimum 40-foot reservoir space should be provided between any security 
gate(s) and the property line. 

B. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

C. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837-CN. 

D. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 
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D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

I. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted an approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

O. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the cul-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 
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Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and Power. 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization 0NSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1-2 %" X4" DFH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department Requirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
%" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, S/O Yucca S1. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A. No street lighting improvements if no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 
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(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 

(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Drainage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11. Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 
of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 
(located at 100 W. 1st Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 
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(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32.G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the L.A.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply with provisions of the 
Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the intent of the subject permit authorization. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No streetwall, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on anyone site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 15 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 
Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 497 feet in height (15% less than 585 feet). 

6. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings shall be in conformance with the Height 
District No.2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6:1, as approved by the City 
Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged across the 
East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-W,19 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and Agreement per 
Condition No.1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

6. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

7. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations to serve, and which may be shared, among all the uses on the 
site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, specifically 
reserved for guest parking, posted and maintained satisfactory to the Department 
of Building and Safety. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system shall be installed at 
the gate. Directions to guest parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem 
parking spaces shall not be used for visitor parking unless a valet service is 
provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

8. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

9. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

10. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday, and Saturday through 
Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time 
period. No truck queuing related to such deliveries to the project site shall occur on any 
street within the project vicinity outside of that time period. 

11. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

12. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

13. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

14. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 

15. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
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activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

16. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities like racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

17. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

18. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitiridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocations and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators, 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
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Central District Office. 

19. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

20. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

21. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

22. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 

Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

23. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 
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24. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

25. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

26. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

27. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

28. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-6 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1-4 The Project's fac;ades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Oust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; 
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Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a 
minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
SOO-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 
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Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 
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C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
South Central Coastal I nformation Center (657-278-5395) located at 
California State University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists (ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, 
who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study 
or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 
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c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
archaeological survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC 
Department of Anthropology. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating what, 
if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the 
Center for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University 
Los Angeles, California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum - who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or 
relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the 
evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the 
paleontological survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a letter to the case file indicating 
what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement 
indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition 
shall be recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

0-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 
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0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 
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The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction 
conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on 
or adjacent to the Project Site, prior to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select 
interior facades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall 
include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral 
monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation deemed 
necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal 
movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or 
exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures 
have been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction 
related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

0-15 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

Q-16 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 
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F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
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Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

Q-18 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 
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H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Q-20 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
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to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMI/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-25 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
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with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.S-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP 

Q-27 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTCP; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, 
which shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the 
extent feasible. 

ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) 
shall be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. 
Any exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the 
Department of Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be 
permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that cannot reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No 
hauling activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified 
prior to the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each 
work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to 
control dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide 
reasonable control of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition 
and muffled as required by law. 
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x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent 
spilling. Any material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the 
contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible 
loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the 
exit in each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in 
and out of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in 
compliance with Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 
213.485.2298, shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in 
order to have temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the 
concerned governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use 
Inspection Division at 213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 
213.485.3711, at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling 
operations and shall also notify the Division immediately upon completion 
of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to 
the City Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the 
bond shall be issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. 
Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information 
regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 

The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an intemal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272. 
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In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 
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K.1-8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 

RL0034577 



EM33820 

CPC-200S-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D Q-32 

Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 30-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 92S-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 

Q-33 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
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hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Conditional Use Conditions 

1. Floor Area Averaaina for Unified Developments: Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall record and execute a Covenant and Agreement (Planning 
Department General Form CP-6770) to run with the land, with the following provisions: 

a. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance and operation of the 
development as a unified development; 

b. the applicant shall indicate the floor area used on each parcel and the floor area 
potential, if any, that would remain; 

c. the applicant shall guarantee the continued maintenance of the unifying design 
elements, and; 

d. the applicant shall specify an individual or entity to be responsible and 
accountable for this maintenance. An annual inspection shall be made by the 
Department of Building and Safety of the development to monitor compliance. 

2. Alcohol Sales & Live Entertainment: The conditional use authorization herein is for live 
entertainment and the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within the 
development through the following: 

a. On-site sales of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with food service 
at five (5) restaurant establishments, on-site sales at one (1) cafe to be located 
on the observation deck of the hotel, and on-site sale of a full line of alcoholic 
beverages in conjunction with a night club/lounge offering live entertainment and 
dancing. 

b. Live entertainment and dancing in conjunction with at least one (1) night 
club/lounge, one (1) restaurant, and within the outdoor plaza within the 
boundaries of the project site. 

c. Live entertainment and dancing within the public right-of-way is prohibited under 
this grant. Note: This does not preclude the applicant or individual operator from 
securing a special events permit. 

3. Plan Approval. The applicant or individual operator shall file a Plan Approval with the 
Zoning Admininstrator, to establish more site-specific conditions for the uses which are 
approved as identified above in Condition No. 1 a through 1 c of this section. The Plan 
Approval application shall be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees and must 
be accepted as complete by the Planning Department. Mailing labels shall be provided 
by the applicant for all abutting owners, for the Council Office, the Neighborhood Council 
and for the Los Angeles Police Department. In reviewing the plan approvals for alcohol 
sales and consumption, the Director of Planning may consider conditions volunteered by 
the applicant or suggested by the Police Department, but not limited to establishing 
conditions, as applicable, on the following: hours of operation, security plans, maximum 
seating capacity, valet parking, noise, character and nature of operation, food service 
and age limits. Entertainment-related and other specific conditions of operation, 
including the length of a term grant and security, shall be determined as part of the plan 
approval determination. 
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4. The hours of operation for the establishments selling and dispensing alcoholic 
beverages shall be from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Sunday. Sales and the 
service of alcohol shall be permitted from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., however, hours of 
operation and hours of alcohol sales may be extended through the filing of plan 
approvals as the operators are identified. There shall be no business operations at the 
site between the hours of 2:00 a.m. through 6:59 a.m. including, but not limited to, 
private and promotional events. 

5. Electronic age verification device(s) which can be used to determine the age of any 
individual attempting to purchase alcoholic beverages or tobacco products shall be 
provided at each point-of-sale location. The device(s) shall be maintained in an 
operational condition and all employees shall be instructed in their use prior to the sale 
of any alcoholic beverage or tobacco product. 

6. Within [six months] of the effective date of this action, all employees involved with the 
sale of alcoholic beverages shall enroll in the Los Angeles Police Department 
"Standardized Training for Alcohol Retailers" (STAR)." Upon completion of such training, 
the applicant shall request the Police Department to issue a letter identifying which 
employees completed the training. The applicant shall transmit a copy of the letter from 
the Police Department to the Zoning Administrator as evidence of compliance. In the 
event there is a change in the licensee, within one year of such change, this training 
program shall be required for all new staff. 

7. Any music, sound or noise emitted from the subject businesses shall comply with the 
noise regulations in the LAMC. All outside personnel associated with music performance 
and/or acoustical sound shall follow the City's noise regulations and are required to 
comply. 

S. Applicant and its operator shall provide a detailed security plan to be approved by LAPD, 
prior to opening. 

9. The property management company shall be responsible for providing the security 
guards identified in the preliminary Security Plan, including maintaining a contract and 
receipts showing ongoing payment for such service. 

10. The operator shall be responsible for mitigating the potential negative impacts of its 
operation on surrounding uses, especially, noise derived from patrons exiting and crowd 
control during entry and exiting. 

11. During the operating hours of the businesses, the Petitioner(s) shall provide security 
officer(s) inside the premises. 

12. Said personnel shall be licensed consistent with State law and Los Angeles Police 
Commission standards and maintain an active American Red Cross First-Aid Card. The 
security personnel shall be dressed in such a manner as to be readily identifiable to 
patrons and law enforcement personnel. 

13. Security shall monitor any sidewalk or patio area used for patron smoking and work to 
discourage noise or nuisance behavior. 

14. The center's business operator shall install and maintain surveillance cameras in all 
areas of the premises, including the indoor and outdoor dining court lounge area and a 
30-day video library that covers all common areas of such business, including all high-
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risk areas and entrances or exits. The tapes shall be made available to the Police 
Department upon request. 

15. No coin-operated games, video machines, pool or billiard tables are permitted. 

16. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, the applicant shall submit an 
overall security plan for the project site which shall be prepared in consultation with the 
Los Angeles Police Department and which addresses security measures for the 
protection of visitors and employees. The project shall include appropriate security 
design features for semi-public and private spaces, which may include, but shall not be 
limited to: access control to buildings; secured parking facilities; walls/fences with key 
security; lobbies, corridors, and elevators equipped with electronic surveillance systems; 
well-illuminated semi-public space designed with a minimum dead space to eliminate 
areas of concealment; and location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high foot 
traffic areas. 

17. The alcoholic beverage license for the restaurants shall not be exchanged for "public 
premises" license unless approved through a new conditional use authorization. "Public 
Premises" is defined as a premise maintained and operated for sale or service of 
alcoholic beverages to the public for consumption on the premises, and in which food is 
not sold to the public as a bona fide eating place. 

18. Prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit copies of the 
plot plan(s) for review and approval to the Fire Department. The Fire Department's 
approval shall be shown via a stamp on all plans submitted to the Zoning Administrator 
for sign-off. 

19. The owners, operators, managers, and all employees serving alcohol to patrons shall 
enroll in and complete a certified training program is recognized by the State Department 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the responsible service of alcohol. This training shall 
be completed by new employees within four weeks of employment and shall be 
completed by all employees serving alcoholic beverages every 24 months. 

20. All establishments applying for an Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be given a 
copy of these conditions prior to executing a lease and these conditions shall be 
incorporated into the lease. Furthermore, all vendors of alcoholic beverages shall be 
made aware that violations of these conditions may result in revocation of the privileges 
of serving alcoholic beverages on the premises. 

21. A phone number to a responsible representative of the owner shall be posted at each 
restaurant for the purposes of allowing residents and guests to report an emergency or a 
complaint about the method of operation of any facility serving alcoholic beverages. 

22. The project site managers, individual business owners, and employees of all private 
security officers shall adhere to and enforce the 10 p.m. curfew loitering laws concerning 
all minors within the grounds of the project site without a parent or adult guardian. Staff 
shall monitor the area under its control, in an effort to prevent loitering of persons about 
the premises. 

23. At least one on-duty manager with authority over the activities within the facility shall be 
on each permitted premises at all times that the facility is open for business. 
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24. All public telephones shall be located within the interior of the establishment structure. 
No public phones shall be located on the exterior of the premises under the control of 
the establishment. 

25. The applicant shall secure a City permit decal denoting approval of alcoholic beverage 
sales from a Planning Department public counter subsequent to the Zoning 
Administrator's signature on the Planning Department sign-off form and mount it on 
either the inside of the window of the subject site facing the street or on the outside of 
the building (if inside mounting is not possible). The decal shall be visible at all times 
and mounted before the privileges granted herein are utilized. 

26. There shall be no exterior window signs of any kind or type. 

27. There shall be no advertising of any kind or type, including advertising directed to the 
exterior from within, promoting or indicating the availability of alcoholic beverages. 

28. Alcohol sales and dispensing only for on-site consumption shall only be served by 
employees of the restaurant. The sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the 
premises of the building is prohibited. 

29. Within 60 days of the opening of the restaurants, all employees of the business shall 
receive "Server Awareness Alcohol Training" (STAR) and LEAD programs regarding 
alcohol sales, as respectively sponsored by the Los Angeles Police Department and 
State of California Alcoholic Beverage Control Department at least two times per year or 
to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Police Department. The applicant shall transmit a 
copy of the completion of such training to the Zoning Administrator for inclusion in the 
file. 

30. No employees shall solicit or accept any beverage from any customer while in the 
premises. No employee or agent shall be permitted to accept money or any other thing 
of value from a customer for the purpose of sitting or otherwise spending time with 
customers while in the premises, nor shall the licensee provide, permit or make 
available, either gratuitously or for compensation, male or female patrons who act as 
escorts, companions, or guests of any for the customers. 

31. Signs shall be posted in a prominent location stating that California State Law prohibits 
the sale of alcoholic beverages to persons under 21 years of age. "No loitering or Public 
Drinking" signs shall be posted outside the subject facility. 

32. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due regard for the character of 
the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City Planning Department to 
impose additional corrective conditions, if, it is determined by the City Planning 
Department that such conditions are proven necessary for the protection of person in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

33. If at any time during the period of the grant, should documented evidence be submitted 
showing continued violation(s) of any condition(s) of the grant, resulting in a disruption or 
interference with the peaceful enjoyment of the adjoining and neighboring properties, the 
City Planning Department will have the right to require the Petitioner(s) to file for a Plan 
Approval application together with the associated fees and to hold a public hearing to 
review the Petitioner(s) compliance with and the effectiveness of the conditions of the 
grant. The Petitioner(s) shall submit a summary and supporting documentation of how 
compliance with each condition of the grant has been attained. 
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34. A copy of this grant and all Conditions and/or any subsequent appeal of this grant and 
resultant Conditions and/or letters of clarification shall be printed on the building plans 
submitted to the Development Services Center and the Department of Building and 
Safety for purposes of having a building permit issued. 

35. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, or 
employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or its agents, officers, 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which action is brought 
within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any 
claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the defense. If the City 
fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the City fails 
to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to 
defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 
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FINDINGS 

General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council adopted an 
update to the Hollywood Community Plan, part of the Land Use Element, and sets forth specific 
land use requirements and required entitlements for projects in the Hollywood area. The 
Hollywood Community Plan Update continued the land use designation of the subject property 
as Regional Center Commercial with corresponding zone(s) of C2, C4, RAS4, R5, P, and PB. 
The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of 
commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project 
would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to 
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. This type of 
development would be consistent with the Regional Center Commercial land use designation. 
The property is also subject to Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas Specific Plan, the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. The property 
contains approximately 4.47 net acres and is presently zoned C4-2D-SN. Concurrent with the 
tract map, the applicant is seeking a Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change from C4-
2D-SN to C2-2-SN, where the C2 Zone permits the requested uses sought under the tract map 
and where the removal of the D Limitation allows for an FAR of 6:1. 

2. General Plan Text. The Hollywood Community Plan Update identified land use goals 
for Regional Center Commercial land uses, including the expansion and appropriate balance of 
increased employment and new housing opportunities, the location of housing growth in 
locations with supportive infrastructure and underutilized capacity, and incentives for new 
mixed-use commercial and residential development. The subject site is located in an FAR 
Incentive Area with a designated 4.5:1 FAR for Commercial or Mixed Use projects and an FAR 
of 6: 1 permitted on a case by case basis. 

The project satisfies many Regional Center policies and programs identified in the recently 
adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including: 

Policy LU.2.1: Use planning tools to encourage jobs and housing growth in the Regional 
Center. 

Policy L.U.2.2: Utilize Floor Area Ratio bonuses to incentivize commercial and 
residential growth in the Regional Center. 

Policy L.U.2.3: Provide opportunities for commercial office and residential development 
within downtown Hollywood by extending the Regional Center land use designation to 
include Hollywood Boulevard and Sunset Boulevards, between Gower and the 101 
Freeway. 

Policy LU.2.10: Use planning tools to encourage a balance of jobs and housing in the 
Regional Center. Limit stand-alone residential development in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Incentive Areas. 

The project proposes a 6: 1 FAR in an effort to provide a mixed-use development that includes a 
range of high density residential, hotel, retail, and office uses, in keeping with the Regional 
Center characteristics identified in the Community Plan. Moreover, the provision of both 
residential and commercial uses contributes to the housing and jobs balance meant for 
Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 
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Policy LU.2.2.4: Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs of 
visitors who come to Hollywood for businesses, conventions, trade show, entertainment 
and tourism. 

Policy LU.2.4A: Support entertainment uses in the Regional Center. 

Policy LU.2.4B: Support hotels and tourist amenities, including a variety of 
accommodations and encourage flexible parking models to best serve the local context. 

The project includes the retention of the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, which 
will be preserved following the Secretary of Interior Standards. Complimenting these structures, 
the applicant proposes public plazas, large pedestrian pathways, street furniture, and murals 
addressing history of arts and entertainment in the community while simultaneously providing 
programmable open space amenable to live entertainment and public gathering. Moreover, the 
hotel component satisfies the desire to provide additional venues which promote tourism, 
support local businesses and which promotes the entertainment uses in Hollywood. 

Policy LU.2.12: Incentivize jobs and housing growth around transit nodes and along 
transit corridors. 

Policy LU.2.13: Utilize higher Floor Area Ratios to incentivize mixed-use development 
around transit nodes and along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro 
Rapid bus or 24-hour buslines. 

Policy LU.2.14: Encourage projects which utilize FAR incentives to incorporate uses and 
amenities which make it easier for residents to use alternative modes of transportation 
and minimize automobile trips. 

Policy LU.2.1S: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family projects to provide bicycle 
parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

Policy LU.2.16: Encourage large mixed-use projects to consider neighborhood-serving 
tenants such as grocery stores and shared car or rental car options. 

The project is located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodlVine Metro Red Line Transit 
Station, allowing immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. A number of Metro and 
LADOT bus routes are within walking distance of the site, including bus lines 180, 181, 206, 
210, 217, 222, and 780, as well as DOT's Commuter Express lines CE422 and CE423. To 
promote the availability of public transit, the applicant will coordinate with DOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub as part of a broader Mobility Hub program, with the provision of a shared car 
system, bicycle parking, bicycle lockers, and a shared bicycle program. In addition, the project 
will incorporate a Transit Demand Management program meant to promote the use of 
carpools/vanpools, car share amenities, a self-service bicycle repair area, ridesharing matches, 
transit pass sales, and other services. 

The project satisfies several of the land use goals, policies, and objectives for properties 
designated for Regional Center Commercial land uses, the preservation of historic resources, 
locating jobs and housing near major public transit nodes, and for the promotion of pedestrian 
activity and walkability. The project also supports the applicable land use planning goals, 
objectives, policies and programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community 
Plan as well. The project supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood 
Community Plan objectives: 
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Objective No. 1 - To "further the development of Hollywood as a major center 
population, employment, retail service and entertainment," 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to satisfy 
varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice." 

Objective No.4 - To "promote the economic well-being and public convenience through 
allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in 
quantities and patterns based on accepted planning principles and standards." 
Moreover, the applicant is subject to, and not seeking deviations from, the regulations of 
Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District. 

Development of the Project would support continued development of Hollywood as a major 
population center by providing some combination of new multi-family residential units, 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office uses, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail 
uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of health and fitness uses, and approximately 34,000 
square feet of food and beverage uses in the Hollywood community. Development of the 
project would be consistent with growth projections for the Community Plan Area through the 
year 2010, as identified by the Department of City Planning and SCAG (as discussed in the 
EIR). Specifically, the project's approximately 492 new residential units and their estimated 
population of approximately 1,078 persons, representing about 0.37 percent of SCAG's 
population forecast for the Subregion between 2010 and 2030. Development of the Project 
would provide approximately 492 residential units to the Hollywood community, thereby, 
providing housing necessary for the growing community. In addition, development of the project 
would not result in the removal of any existing housing or the displacement of tenants. 
Development of the project would provide retail, office, hotel, and residential land uses, all of 
which would provide a service to the surrounding community consistent with current and long
range planning principles and standards. Those standards include Hollywood Community Plan 
design guidelines, LAMC standards, and general SCAG projections. 

The project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 
development in the immediate vicinity. The project would also intensify the use on the site, 
which is currently improved and underutilized as surface parking, providing much-needed 
housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance objectives of the 
Community Plan. 

Framework Element. The Framework Element for the General Plan (Framework Element) was 
adopted by the City of Los Angeles in December 1996 and re-adopted in August 2001. The 
Framework Element provides guidance regarding policy issues for the entire City of Los 
Angeles, including the project site. The Framework Element also sets forth a Citywide 
comprehensive long-range growth strategy and defines Citywide polices regarding such issues 
as land use, housing, urban form, neighborhood design, open space, economic development, 
transportation, infrastructure, and public services. 

The project site is currently developed with two surface parking lots. It is one of the few under
improved properties in the vicinity. Development of this site is an infill of an otherwise mix-use 
neighborhood. By enabling the construction of a supply of housing in close proximity to jobs 
and services, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Zone Change and associated Height 
District Change would be consistent with several goals and policies of the Framework Element. 

The Land Use chapter of the Framework Element identifies objectives and supporting policies 
relevant to the project site. Those objectives and policies seek, in part, to provide for the stability 
and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods. 
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Housing Element. Since the proposed development involves approximately 492 multi-family 
residential units, or as the Land Use Equivalency Program allows, the Housing Element of the 
General Plan would be applicable to the Project. The Housing Element includes objectives and 
policies meant to guide the placement of housing opportunities in a manner that addresses the 
safety and public welfare of the City. The project would satisfy many objectives and policies 
listed in Table IV.G-2, Housing Element Objectives Consistency Analysis, including: 

Objective 2.1: Promote housing strategies which enhance neighborhood safety and 
sustainability, and provide for adequate population, development, and infrastructure and 
service capacities within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent 
service area: 

The project includes a diverse mix of uses including retail, residential, hotel, and uses 
that promote activities and natural surveillance that would occur during commercial 
business hours. Being located within the Hollywood area, the residents of the project will 
be able to take advantage of the extended hours of operation and entertainment 
activities that characterize the historic district. In addition, development of the project 
would include the use of "white" light sources in attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

Policy 2.1.3: Encourage mixed use development which provides for activity and natural 
surveillance after commercial business hours; 

Policy 2.1.5: Take steps to eliminate the use of lead-hazards and the use of lead 
based paint; 

Policy 2.1.7: Establish through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, 
community plans, and other implementation tools, patterns and types of 
development that improve the integration of housing with commercial 
uses and the integration of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 

The project provides for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system or 
residents to minimize the demand for police and fire protection services. Furthermore, 
the project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (in the form of 
property taxes, sales revenue, etc.) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. 

With the possible exception of the existing historic Capitol Record Complex, none of the 
structures proposed on the project site would include materials that contain lead based 
paint (LBP), including existing parking kiosks and miscellaneous temporary structures. 
While the structures that comprise the Capitol Records Complex were constructed prior 
to 1978, they would remain and be preserved as part of the Project. Therefore, there 
would be no potential release of LBP. As such, development of the Project Site would 
be consistent with polices associated with Objective 2.1 of the Housing Element. 

3. The Transportation Element of the General Plan will be affected by the recommended 
action herein. However, any necessary dedication and/or improvement of Argyle Avenue 
and Ivar Avenue to comply with designated Local Street standards, Yucca Street to 
designated Secondary Highway Standards, and Vine Street to designated Modified 
Major Highway Class II and Hollywood Walk of Fame standards will assure compliance 
with this Element of the General Plan and with the City's street improvement standards 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05. 
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4. The Sewerage Facilities Element of the General Plan will be affected by the 
recommended action. However, requirements for construction of sewer facilities to 
serve the subject project and complete the City sewer system for the health and safety 
of City inhabitants will assure compliance with the goals of this General Plan Element. 

5. Street Lights. Any City required installation or upgrading of street lights is necessary to 
complete the City street improvement system so as to increase night safety along the 
streets which adjoin the subject property. 

Vesting Zone Change and Height District Change Findings 

6. Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, and based on these Findings, the 
recommended action is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and good zoning practice. 

The property is located within the Hollywood Community Plan and Update area and is 
classified within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation corresponding to 
the C4, C2, P and PB Zones. It is within the C4-2D-SN Zone and is not within a specific 
plan area. The property is, however, located within the adopted Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project Area, the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District, the 
City's Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and is within a State Enterprise Zone. The 
property is located on two city blocks straddling Vine Street south of Yucca Street and 
stretches from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle Avenue. Vine Street is 
designated as a Major Highway (Class II); Yucca Street is designated as a Secondary 
Highway between Vine Street and Ivar Avenue (along the West Site) and as a Local 
Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue (along the East Site); and Ivar and Argyle 
Avenues are designated as Local Streets. 

The proposed zone change/height district change would lead to a development that 
would be deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice. The project site and surrounding properties are almost entirely 
located in the C4 Zones and in Height District NO.2. The Zone Change from the C4 to 
the C2 Zone will allow a fitness/sports club use, which is not expressly allowed in the C4 
Zone. The C2 Zone expressly permits gymnasiums and health clubs, whereas the C4 
Zone does not. The C4 Zone permits most of the same uses permitted in the C2 Zone, 
with certain enumerated exceptions, including a prohibition on many types of 
recreational and sporting facilities. The Zone Change requested by the applicant is for 
the limited purpose of including a sports club with spa in the project. The Zone Change 
will therefore not provide for any significant departure from the uses permitted elsewhere 
in the neighborhood, and the sports club will be a neighborhood-serving amenity similar 
to the sports/fitness facility (LA Fitness) located at 7021 Hollywood Boulevard. This 
fitness facility was granted a Zone Variance (ZA-2003-5547-ZV) to operate in the C4 
Zone with a reduced parking variance for 53 in lieu of the required 263 parking spaces. 

The discretionary approval to remove the "0" Limitation in the existing Height District 20 
to Height District 2, will permit the project to take advantage of the FAR incentive to 6: 1 
allowed for in the Hollywood Community Update and which was previously permitted 
under the CRA's Hollywood Redevelopment Plan area. The removal of the '0' would not 
alter the height limit, as there is no height limit imposed under either the existing or 
proposed height district. Granting the zone change/height district change would allow for 
the development of 492 residential dwelling units, 200 hotel guest rooms, approximately 
100,000 square feet of new office space, coupled with the maintenance of 114,302 
square feet of office space (Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings), 34,000 square feet 
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of restaurant use, 35,000 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of 
retail use, with 1,918 parking spaces, consistent with the proposed Regional Center 
Commercial land use designation. This would enable the project to help bring critical 
investment on an underutilized site in the Hollywood area, eliminating associated blight 
and negligible activity and improving the aesthetic and economic environment that 
fosters entertainment-related uses, increased pedestrian activity, home ownership 
opportunities, and jobs. 

The Vesting Zone Change and removal of the '0' Limitation allows the applicant to 
maximize the full utility of the site to construct and maintain a mixed-use development, 
coupled with the preservation of the Capitol Records Building, that will redevelop 
underdeveloped parcels into a pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. The 
project's mix of land uses will invest and support the existing office, entertainment, and 
residential uses which immediately surround the project site in the historic and prominent 
section of Hollywood. The project will enliven the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District by attracting residents, workers and visitors, both day and night, 
through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and 
community-serving uses that add to those already existing in Hollywood. 

At the completion of the project, the total floor area of existing commercial development 
and the proposed new structures will be approximately 1,163,079 square feet, resulting 
in a 6:1 FAR. An FAR of 6:1 is permitted by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update 
and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. It will provide the mixture and density of uses 
necessary to ensure the project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 
structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the 
area consistent with the goals and objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan. At the 
same time, the inclusion of substantial public and common open space to activate the 
ground levels and sidewalks will enhance the neighborhood by creating public gathering 
areas and increasing the walkability of the area. The project design will also enable 
pedestrians to pass through the project from Ivar Avenue across Vine Street to Argyle 
Avenue, mostly along open-air pathways and through open-air plazas. As such, the 
project will provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
Project, the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. This increased activity will bring more economic activity to the 
area and greater incentive to preserve and promote historic structures for visitors and 
tourists coming to the Hollywood area. 

The project is compatible with and complements the surrounding area because the 
surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the applicant will develop at 
the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 
As such, the project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not 
fundamentally alter its character. Functionally, the project seeks to activate all frontages. 
Accordingly, trash and recycling enclosures, as well as other building maintenance 
equipment are located away from exterior public areas and are shielded from public 
view. Both sides of Vine Street will be activated by pedestrian plazas, decorative 
hardscapes, and landscaping while Argyle Avenue will benefit from the entrance to the 
main pedestrian plaza on the East Site and commercial uses on the ground floor that 
activate the sidewalk. Exterior lighting will be provided to illuminate the buildings, 
entrances, walkways and parking areas, but all project-related lighting will be directed 
exclusively onsite to avoid spillover lighting onto adjacent properties. By spreading 
programming across the majority of the frontage of the property, the project will benefit 
the entire neighborhood in all directions. 
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The General Plan, which includes the Housing Element and Land Use Element, and the 
Hollywood Community Plan and Update encourage mixed-use projects with housing and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit corridors. As a result, the mixed 
uses of the project reflect City urban planning goals because they provide compatible 
uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property located along a major transit 
corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The project will redevelop a property that, 
as surface parking, is under-utilized in a manner that discourages pedestrians from 
traveling north of Hollywood Boulevard into the neighborhood of the Capitol Records 
Tower. 

The City's Housing Element calls for "high density development adjacent to transit 
corridors and bus stops is one of the implementing tools used to achieve" the City's goal 
of providing sufficient housing within proximity of employment opportunities. The 
property is located along a major transit corridor, Vine Street, and is less than 500 feet 
from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Both Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard are served by local and regional bus lines operated by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") and the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation ("LADOT"), including the MTA Metro Rapid Busses, that 
stop at the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, an MTA 
Red Line Metro station is located at the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

The project supports the applicable land use planning goals, objectives, policies and 
programs for land uses specified in the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan. The project 
supports and is consistent with the following relevant 1988 Hollywood Community Plan 
objectives: 

Objective No. 1 - The project "further[s] the development of Hollywood as a 
major center of population, employment, retail service and entertainment"; 

Objective No. 3 - The project provides "provisions for the housing required to 
satisfy the varying needs and desires of all economic segments of the 
Community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice"; and 

Objective No. 4 - The project "promote[s] economic well-being and public 
convenience through allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail 
service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted planning 
principles and standards." 

The project also supports and is consistent with the following relevant Hollywood 
Community Plan Update goals and policies: 

Goal LU.2: Provide a range of employment and housing opportunities. 

Goal LU.5: Encourage sustainable land use and building design. 

Policy LU. 1.14: Encourage the design of new buildings that respect and 
complement the character of adjacent historic resources. 

Policy LU.2.15: Encourage mixed-use and multi-family residential projects to 
provide bicycle parking and/or bicycle lockers. 

In addition, and as required by the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, the mixed use 
development conforms to the applicable "provisions and goals of the Redevelopment 
Plan." In particular, the project supports and is consistent with the following objectives 
identified in subsection 506.2.3 of the Redevelopment Plan: 

Objective a) - The project concentrates a high intensity/density development in an 
area with direct access to high-capacity transportation facilities; 
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Objective b) - The new construction portion of the development complements the 
existing architecturally and/or historically significant structures/buildings onsite and 
in the surrounding area; 

Objective c) - The project provides a focal point of entertainment, tourist and 
pedestrian oriented uses, and creates a quality urban environment; 

Objective d) - The project provides appropriately designed housing; and 

Objective e) - The project provides substantial and well-designed public open 
spaces. 

In further conformance with the provisions and goals of the Hollywood Redevelopment 
Plan, the mixed-use development "serves a public purpose objective" by providing 
significant open space and appropriately redeveloping the site of an architecturally or 
historically significant building. Specifically, landscaped common open space -
consisting of public plazas, multiple landscaped terraces, scenic overlooks and gathering 
places - will be located throughout the project, and the project will be designed to 
enhance the historic Capital Records Tower and Gogerty Buildings. 

Overall, the project supports the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan objective of "focus[ing] 
development within the Regional Center Commercial designation ... in order to provide 
for economic development and guidance in the orderly development of a high quality 
commercial, recreational and residential urban environment with an emphasis on 
entertainment-oriented uses." In further conformance with the Redevelopment Plan, the 
property and the development are in an area "served by adequate transportation 
facilities and transportation demand management programs" and "reinforce[s] the 
historical development patterns for the area; stimulate[s] appropriate residential housing 
and provide[s] transitions compatible with adjacent lower-density residential 
neighborhoods. " 

The project is consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and 
Update, and the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan because it provides uses encouraged 
by the plans, promotes orderly development, evaluates and mitigates potentially 
significant environmental impacts, and promotes public safety and the general welfare. 
Therefore, approval of the Vesting Zone Change and removal of the "0" Limitation is 
beneficial to the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, and is 
representative of good zoning practice. 

b. The action, as recommended, has been made contingent upon compliance with the ''1'' 
and "Q" conditions imposed herein. Such limitations are necessary to protect the best 
interests of and to assure a development more compatible with surrounding properties, 
to secure an appropriate development in harmony with the General Plan, and to prevent 
or mitigate the potential adverse environmental effects of the subject recommended 
action. 

Conditional Use Findings (Alcohol Sales) 

13. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

The project proposes to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty buildings, 
and replace surface parking lots with a mixed use development consisting of housing, 
office, restaurant, fitness club, and restaurant and retail uses. The intensity of the mix 
and types of uses within the development will complement the existing character of 
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development within the immediate community, which caters to daytime residents and 
employees and also serves as a destination for entertainment, restaurant, and retail 
options for area residents and tourists. The proposed project will add to Hollywood's 
identity as an entertainment-oriented and tourist-friendly destination. The development 
of an underutilized site will enhance the types of venues and destinations amenable to 
the character of development consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's vision of 
Hollywood as "a major center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment," and which will further the area's 24-hour environment with an 
assemblage of uses meant to enhance the visitor experience that can be accessed by 
residents, employees, and tourists. These uses promote dining and entertainment and 
many include on-site alcohol sales as an integral part of operations. Also, because the 
project is well served by public transit, including the Metro Red Line and various bus 
lines, residents, employees and patrons would take advantage of a readily available 
transit system. 

14. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

The project site encompasses 4.46 acres of land in a highly urbanized setting located on 
Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard to the south and the US-101 freeway to the 
north. The project site is surrounded by a diversity of entertainment-related venues, 
including the Avalon Theater, the Fonda Theater, and other play house, theater, and 
club venues. Moreover, several supporting businesses, such as restaurants, cafes, and 
bars which cater to these establishments and their employees and patrons immediately 
surround the project site. The intensity and scale of the mixed-use project is consistent 
with the provisions of the Regional Center Commercial land use designation and 
corresponding zones. As such, the sale of alcohol in conjunction with the maintenance 
and operation of a hotel along with restaurant, office, and potential patrons within the 
residences will augment economic investment in the community and the sale of alcohol 
is inherent in the service of these businesses and venues. The project's mix of uses is 
compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses 
prevalent within the community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the 
community by replacing surface parking with a project providing increased housing, 
employment, and economic activity. 

15. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

The sale of alcohol is silent in the Hollywood Community Plan, however, the sale of 
alcohol is inherent in the operation of entertainment-related venues, restaurants, and 
bars that are characteristic of Hollywood, especially within Regional Center designated 
land use areas. The alcohol sales proposed in connection with the project will be 
consistent with a number of specific policies contained in the Hollywood Community 
Plan. Including: 

Policy LU.2.4 Support land uses in the Regional Center which address the needs 
of visitors who come to Hollywood for business, conventions, trade shows, 
entertainment and tourism. 

Policy LU.3.27: Encourage extended hour active commercial uses and 
discourage concentrations of commercial uses which have limited operating 
hours in areas of high pedestrian activity. 
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Policy LU.3.28: Promote 24/7 or other extended hour active commercial uses 
such as street vendors or farmer's markets, adjacent to Metro stations and major 
transit stops to create safe waiting environments for transit commuters. 

As such, approval of the request will be a necessary component of the development as 
alcohol sales are a key component of live entertainment venues, as well as to the 
operation of hotels, clubs and restaurants, thereby accomplishing the intent of the 
policies of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. 

16. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the pertinent community. 

The proposed sale of alcohol will be in conjunction with the operation of the hotel and 
restaurants proposed as part of the mixed-use development. The pertinent community in 
this instance consists of several entertainment-related venues and businesses serving 
area residents, employees, and tourists. The addition of alcohol sales within this 
development is an enhancement of the types of amenities currently available in the 
community. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation within the Hollywood 
Community Plan as well as the Community Plan Update calls for active commercial uses 
with extended hours of operation to promote pedestrian activity and which supports 
Hollywood as a destination for business, conventions, trade shows, entertainment and 
tourism. The project has been conditioned herein to ensure the use would not have a 
detrimental impact to the community and furthers the City's goal to ensure that the 
establishment does not become a nuisance or require additional resources of LAPD to 
monitor and enforce. 

17. The granting of such application will not result in an undue concentration in the 
Area of establishments dispensing, for sale or other consideration, alcoholic 
beverages, including beer and wine, giving consideration to applicable State laws 
and to the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control's guidelines for 
undue concentration; and also giving consideration to the number and proximity 
of such establishments within a one thousand feet radius of the site, the crime 
rate in the area (especially those crimes involving public drunkenness, the illegal 
sale or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace and disorderly 
conduct), and whether revocation or nuisance proceedings have been initiated for 
any use in the Area. 

The property is located within Census Tracts 1902 and 1910, where the State's 
Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC) has allocated 6 onsite and 4 offsite 
licenses to Census Tracts No. 1902 and 3 onsite and 2 offsite licenses to Census Tract 
No. 1910. Based on state licensing criteria, there is an overconcentration of licenses in 
the census tracts, however, allocation of licenses does not take into consideration the 
types land uses or the pattern and intensity of development of the area in which the 
census tracts are located. 

Overconcentration is determined by a census tract's existing population compared to the 
total number of alcohol licenses within the same census tract. Overconcentration can be 
undue when the addition of a license will negatively impact a neighborhood. 
Overconcentration is not undue, however, when approval of a license does not 
negatively impact the area, and such license benefits the public welfare and 
convenience. Here, the alcohol licenses are centered on the Vine Street corridor, a 
commercial and entertainment center in the heart of Hollywood's historic downtown. 
Although the Census Tracts are numerically over-concentrated, the project will not 
adversely affect community welfare because it is a desirable mixed use development 
appropriately situated in a portion of the City designated for entertainment uses. The 
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growth of the community and increasing demand for a mix of uses and services also 
creates the demand for additional onsite and offsite sales of alcoholic beverages and live 
entertainment. While licensing criteria may see this as overconcentration, it is in fact a 
reflection of demand by the community for greater options with regard to dining and 
lodging. The project is not unlike other regional venues that draw from populations 
throughout the City. Warner Center, Century City and downtown Los Angeles have a 
similarly high number of existing licenses compared to the allocation by Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. The Hollywood area is an entertainment center and a major tourist 
destination and is an appropriate location to offer alcohol and entertainment 
establishments. 

The following sensitive uses are within 1,000 feet of the property: Saint Stephen's 
Episcopal Church at 6125 Carlos Street; First Presbyterian Church at 1760 Gower 
Street; the Francis Howard Goldwyn Regional Library at 1623 Ivar Avenue; Ecclesia with 
Kid's Club at 1725 Ivar Avenue; and Hezekiah Inc. at 6051 Hollywood Boulevard #202. A 
finding of public convenience and welfare will be required from the City Council pursuant 
to AB 2897, Caldera Legislation. A significant concentration of restaurants and 
nightclubs offering a full range of alcoholic beverages is not undue for an entertainment 
destination serving both City residents and visitors. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) statistics for the Hollywood area indicate that in 
2011 a total of 40 crimes per 1,000 persons were committed, compared to a Citywide 
average of 48 crimes per 1,000 persons. An undue concentration may exist when there 
are 20% more reported crimes in the district than the average number of reported crimes 
from all crime reporting districts in the City. Here, the crime statistics in the Hollywood 
area are less than those reported citywide. Moreover, the predominant crimes in the 
Hollywood area are vehicle theft, burglary from vehicle and theft, which are lesser 
property crimes rather than more serious crimes against persons. Moreover, the 
subsequent Zoning Administrator plan approval process will ensure that each of the 
project's venues will operate in a safe and secure manner. Therefore, the approval of the 
conditional use will not contribute to an undue overconcentration of premises for the 
onsite sale and consumption and offsite sale of alcoholic beverages. 

18. The proposed use will not detrimentally affect nearby residentially zoned 
communities in the area after giving consideration to the distance of the proposed 
use from the following: residential buildings, churches, schools, hospitals, public 
playgrounds, and other similar uses; and other establishments dispensing, for 
sale or other consideration, alcoholic beverages, including beer and wine. 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized and very popular historic district within 
Hollywood. The vicinity of the project site contains high and medium density housing 
together with restaurant, office, entertainment, bar and hotel uses which currently serve 
alcohol as an integral part of daily operations. The intensity of commercially improved 
and entertainment-related uses serving alcohol is a staple of downtown Hollywood and 
would increase the availability of such amenities to both residents and visitors alike. As 
such, the sale of alcoholic beverages will enhance rather than detrimentally affect 
nearby residentially zoned communities. 
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Conditional Use Findings (Hotel Use, Live Entertainment. Reduced/Shared Parking) 

19. The project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood 
or will perform a function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the 
community, city or region. 

Hotel Use 

The hotel is appropriate in relation to the adjacent uses or the development of the 
community and will provide a service that is beneficial to the tourist industry and 
businesses in the community. Although located within 500 feet of residentially-zoned 
property along Ivar Avenue to the north across Yucca Street, the multi-family residences 
would be buffered by the hotel with the commercially-zoned and improved uses which 
front both sides of Yucca Street. These commercial uses consist of studio, laundry, 
market, TV repair, and office uses. In addition, there is an existing motel use in the C4-
2D-SN Zone along Cahuenga Boulevard, which immediately abuts multi-family 
residences in the R4-2 Zone. The hotel will be a part of a unified mixed-use development 
that is characteristic of the types of uses and intensities currently found in Hollywood 
community. The development will replace surface parking with a hotel together with 
other uses of the project, including the restaurant, retail, and fitness club uses and invest 
lively development with common open spaces and enhanced walkability. 

Moreover, the property is located in the vicinity of existing hotels including the W Hotel 
and the Redbury Hotel. The hotel use is consistent with ongoing redevelopment efforts 
in the community, located in an area well suited to visitor-serving uses. Moreover, there 
are already a number of facilities within the immediate vicinity of the hotel that attract 
substantial pedestrian tourist traffic such as the Pantages Theater, the Hollywood Walk 
of Fame and the Capitol Records Tower. The hotel will capitalize on the existing foot 
traffic and tourism attractions to provide accommodations for visitors to Hollywood and 
the Los Angeles region and will also create additional business and pedestrian activity in 
the Hollywood area. 

Floor Area Averaging 

Although located on separate parcels, the project is a unified development as defined by 
LAMC Section 12.24.W.19 because: it is a combination of functional linkages, such as 
pedestrian or vehicular connections; is characterized by common architectural and 
landscape features, which constitute distinctive design elements of the development; is 
composed of two or more contiguous parcels or lots of record separated only by a street 
or alley; and when viewed from adjoining streets appears to be a consolidated whole. 
The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site that are designed to work 
together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and the vehicular connections 
are designed to promote connectivity between the East and West Sites and functionally 
link their uses with an emphasis on walkability. The new structures on the East and West 
Sites are designed to complement each other with distinctive design elements, 
harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood and preserve historic view corridors. The 
landscape features and open space are also designed to flow continuously between and 
connect the East and West Sites and create cohesion by repeating common features 
and themes. The project site is composed of multiple parcels that are separated only by 
Vine Street and is designed to work together as an integrated whole. Because of the 
functional linkages and comprehensive design and landscape plans, the project appears 
to be a consolidated whole when viewed from adjoining streets. Accordingly, the project 
is a unified development as defined by LAMC Section 12.24.W.19. 
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Floor area averaging will allow the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses 
distributed across the site, which flanks two sides of Vine Street, in an effort to maximize 
the open space, pedestrian walkability and to better unify the public improvements which 
serve the project. The project's proposed uses, including office, residences, hotel, sports 
and fitness facility, restaurant and retail, promote the jobs and housing balance sought 
by the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, while simultaneously providing publically 
accessible and pedestrian-friendly open space and plazas. FAR averaging across the 
unified development also enables the project to provide mid-block connections with 
pedestrian walkways and plazas designed to complement and accentuate views of the 
Capitol Records Building and other historic structures which surround the project. FAR 
averaging will allow full utility and flexibility of the types and intensity of uses across the 
entire site to the standards established in the Development Regulations and Land Use 
Equivalency Program. 

Live Entertainment 

A conditional use permit to allow live entertainment and dancing within the project will be 
beneficial to the community because this area of Hollywood has historically function as 
an entertainment district with theaters, restaurants, and night clubs. The provision of live 
entertainment would be located within restaurant with alcohol service and a dance floor 
with approximately 1,500 square feet and the nightclub/lounge also with alcohol service. 
Special events with live performances and dancing are proposed at various locations 
throughout the project site to accommodate corporate-sponsored events, the promotion 
of local business, social and fundraising events, and other programs meant to advertise 
the cultural and entertainment venues in Hollywood. 

The approval for live entertainment has been conditioned herein to require that individual 
operator(s) apply for a plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator 
is authorized to allow public dancing or dance hall uses at an establishment within the 
project. Plan approval allows the Zoning Administrator to provide oversight to ensure 
that each operator proposes a use that is compatible with the master conditional use 
permit and that each individual establishment is vetted for security and safety concerns. 

The project's dancing and live entertainment uses will be consistent with the types of 
uses prevalent in Hollywood and which support other live entertainment and dancing 
venues in the community. The development is located in a highly urbanized area of the 
City, which attracts large numbers of tourists and visitors seeking entertainment-related 
venues and amenities characteristic of Hollywood. Moreover, the project will provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses primarily designed to accommodate residents 
and community members interested in living, working and playing in an urban setting. In 
order to be economically viable and revitalize the surrounding area, the project must 
provide a full range of commercial, dining and entertainment options that are attractive to 
both local residents and visitors. Live entertainment, including dancing, is a basic 
component of high-end restaurant, nightclub lounge and special events uses and which 
satisfies consumer demand in Hollywood. Accordingly, the provision of live 
entertainment and dancing will enhance the pattern of uses which define Hollywood. 

20. The project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will 
be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent 
properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public health, welfare, and 
safety. 

Hotel Use 
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The proposed hotel will be compatible with and will not adversely affect or further 
degrade adjacent uses or properties because the project will fill the need for hospitality 
type uses within the region and provide new jobs for the local economy. Moreover, the 
project is located in a rapidly growing neighborhood that is already characterized by 
tourism and entertainment businesses, restaurants and commercial uses. 

The Hollywood area of Los Angeles contains a variety of high-intensity urban activities in 
a compact built environment that includes commercial, residential, cultural, recreational, 
and hotel uses such as the W Hotel and the Redbury Hotel. Accordingly, Hollywood is a 
proper location for hotel development, if built, because it is a focal point of the regional 
interests, contains a mass transit hub and is already substantially developed with office 
buildings, commercial stores, theaters and other places of entertainment, cultural 
facilities and government offices. These diverse uses support balanced community 
development and create increased interest for visitors from all walks of life who come to 
Hollywood. Therefore, the proposed hotel is compatible with and will not adversely affect 
or further degrade adjacent uses or improvements. 

Floor Area Averaging 

The location of the project and FAR averaging across the development will be desirable 
to the public convenience and welfare because it facilitates a beneficial mix of uses and 
a creative project design that preserves the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty 
Building and maximizes open space areas. FAR averaging across the project allows for 
the successful integration of the historic Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building 
sites because it permits the development of two new structures with massing that better 
relates to the historic structures. Averaging FAR across the project site also allows for an 
open space scheme that connects the East and West Sites and enhances walkability. 
The combination of office, residential, entertainment, commercial and sports club uses 
will meet the demand from local residents and allow project residents and office 
employees to work, eat, play and shop for goods and services within the property. 
Further, FAR averaging ensures the flexibility to make adjustments in the design of the 
project to meet community needs by accommodating those uses that are ultimately built 
in the most efficient layout and in a way that preserves and respects the Capitol Records 
Complex. There will also be design consistency as a unified development including a 
combination of functional linkages, such as pedestrian or vehicular connections and 
common architectural and landscape features, which constitute distinctive design 
elements of the development. The project contains a mix of uses across the entire site 
that are designed to work together to create a cohesive whole. Both the pedestrian and 
the vehicular connections are designed to promote walkability through functional 
linkages (including walkways, open space corridors and wayfinding features) within the 
Project, between the East and West Sites, and to the neighborhood beyond. The new 
structures on the East and West Sites are required to be designed to complement each 
other with distinctive design elements, harmonize with the surrounding neighborhood 
and preserve historic view corridors. The landscape features and open space are also 
designed to flow continuously between and connect the East and West Sites and create 
cohesion by repeating common features and themes. Accordingly, the averaging of FAR 
across the project is compatible with and will not adversely affect or further degrade 
adjacent uses or property. 

Live Entertainment 

The live entertainment component of the project will be desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare because it is representative of the other live entertainment 
venues and theaters but also furthers the Hollywood Community Plan's objective of 
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extending nightlife activity, including restaurants, nightclubs, and cafes, along 
commercial corridors while simultaneously increasing pedestrian activity and enhancing 
Hollywood as an entertainment destination for both residents and visitors alike. The area 
surrounding the project is predominately zoned for commercial uses and is largely 
developed for these purposes. The surrounding area along Hollywood Boulevard is 
designated as a major entertainment area in both the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan as 
well as the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The project and its dancing and live 
entertainment venues will not be detrimental to the character of the immediate area, but 
will instead have a positive impact on the economic welfare of the community. 

The project will encompass a variety of high-end uses to serve both residents and 
visitors. A key element of upscale special event spaces, assembly rooms, nightclub 
lounges and certain restaurant uses is the ability to provide a venue for dancing and live 
music. The plan approval process conditioned herein permits the Zoning Administrator 
authority to carefully screen the live entertainment uses and to condition them 
appropriately to ensure that they positively complement the nature of the project and the 
character of the surrounding community. This process allows for the careful 
consideration of the location of these venues in relation to the project's other uses and 
the surrounding area's uses. 

21. The project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan, the applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 

Hotel Use 

The construction of a hotel within the mixed-use development will not be materially 
detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate area. The hotel use, if 
built, is in keeping with the Community Plan's intent to "further the development of 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment." The hotel is compatible with the uses of the neighborhood and will 
encourage continued revitalization of the surrounding commercial areas. The hotel use 
is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood that includes the W Hotel and the 
Redbury Hotel and will not be materially detrimental to the character of development in 
the immediate neighborhood. 

Floor Area Averaging 

FAR averaging across the project's unified development will not be materially detrimental 
to the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. Rather, it will permit 
development of the project to be more sensitive to the historic resources within the site 
and to the surrounding community. The resulting varied heights and massing will create 
a project design that preserves view corridors to and from the site and facilitates a 
beneficial and efficient mix of uses. By averaging FAR across the project, the resulting 
development will simultaneously reduce its impacts on the immediate neighborhood and 
create beneficial new uses and open spaces that benefit the wider community. 

Live Entertainment 

The project is consistent with the nature of the Hollywood area and will fill an existing 
need through the creation of a mixed-use development that furthers the vision for 
Hollywood as a major center of population, employment, retail service and 
entertainment. These uses are intended to serve the future residents, employees and 
visitors who will live, work and engage in recreation in the immediate neighborhood. The 
property is currently underutilized with a substantial portion of the site used for surface 
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parking. The project will develop the site with a mix of beneficial uses, be welcoming to 
pedestrians and easily accessible by public transportation. Moreover, the City will have 
the opportunity to ensure that each establishment serving or selling alcohol and offering 
live entertainment will operate in a manner that is not detrimental to the character of the 
neighborhood through the required plan approvals issued by the Zoning Administrator 
subsequent to the grant of a master conditional use permit for these uses. 

ZONE VARIANCE FINDINGS 

22. The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general 
purpose and intent of the zoning regulations. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor would result in practical difficulties or 
unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulations. The zoning regulations allow certain land uses in various zones in order to 
achieve compatibility between respective uses. Such regulations, however, are written 
on a City-wide basis and often do not take into account the unique characteristics of a 
specific site's intended use or the character of a particular community. In this instance, 
the Code's desire to regulate noise from the above ground outdoor eating 
establishments, which is addressed in the EIR for the project, will not cause significant 
noise impacts. The proposed outdoor dining areas are amenities that will serve project 
residents, employees and local and regional visitors and, as studied in the project EIR, 
will not cause noise impacts. As such, the general purpose and intent of the zoning 
regulation, to regulate noise, has been addressed. 

In addition, the uses surrounding the project consist of commercial uses meant to 
engage pedestrian activity and attract tourists, including concert venues, theaters, 
restaurants with live entertainment, as well as dance clubs, and bars. The outdoor dining 
is an amenity consistent with the Community Plan's objectives of providing increased 
destinations which further the area's identity as an entertainment district and as "a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and entertainment." The project will 
further this vision and will support historic downtown Hollywood. 

The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of 
the zoning regulations since mix of uses, including the proposed residential, hotel, office, 
sports club, commercial, and restaurant uses are substantially in compliance with the 
Regional Center Commercial land use designation of the project and the surrounding 
properties. The provision of an outdoor and above ground eating area is the type of use 
that would solidify the City's identity, climate, and views, and will reinforce Hollywood's 
status as a nationally recognized entertainment district. The construction and design of 
the project, which includes above-ground-floor restaurants with outdoor dining areas, is 
not expected to create any additional impacts above and beyond the allowable uses. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The project proposes an approximate 35,000 square foot fitness/sports club facility as 
part of the mixed-use development. Section 12.21 A.4(c)(2) of the LAMC calls for "at 
least one automobile parking space for each 100 square feet of floor area" for health 
clubs and permits an exception for a health club "located within an office building of at 
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least 50,000 square feet or more of gross floor area." When located in an office building 
with 50,000 square feet of office space, the general commercial use parking 
requirements would apply, allowing one parking space for every 500 square feet of floor 
area. 

The project is a unified development consisting of two parcels divided by Vine Street and 
which may consist of more than 264,000 square feet of gross office floor area. 
Programming considerations, including the preservation of the 114,303 square feet of 
office space in the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, may require the applicant to 
physically locate the sports club in one location, while locating the office space in a 
different building. While the sports club may not be located together with the office 
building, the intent of the Code is met by having a sports club and office use as part of 
the same project. Moreover, the project is located less than 500 feet from the Red Line 
Metro Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, where Section 12.24.Y of the 
LAMC allows for a 10% reduction from the Code-required parking. Additionally, because 
the project is located in the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area, Section 12.21-
A,4(x)(3) of the Code permits "only two parking spaces for every one thousand square 
feet of combined gross floor area of commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar 
and related uses, trade schools, or research and development buildings on any lot." As 
such, the reduced parking for the sports club, at one parking space for every 500 square 
feet of floor area, satisfies the intent of the LAMC. 

The sports club use will predominantly serve onsite users and the strict application of the 
zoning ordinance would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships because: 
(i) the unified development is bisected by Vine Street, making it impossible to physically 
locate the sports club in the same building as all the onsite uses that it is intended to 
serve; and (ii) the sports club will be heavily utilized by onsite users. The proposed mix 
of uses have been programmed to integrate with each other and to accommodate the 
needs of the development's residents, employees, and hotel guests and the reduced 
parking is intended to reflect the sports/fitness club as an on-site amenity primarily 
serving project residents and employees. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

Section 12.21 A.4 of the Code establishes parking requirements and standards for the 
various land uses of the project. Due to the mixed-use nature of the project, tAe 
associated Development Agreement (CPC 2013 103 DA) and Development Regulations 
(Exhibit C) incorporate shared parking procedures by which uses would share parking 
spaces when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand 
patterns within a 24-hour cycle or on weekends and weekdays. 

The intent and purpose of the parking requirements is to standardize numerical 
assumptions for general parking requirements for individual uses. These assumptions, 
however, do not account for a mix of uses within a unified development and with 
generous access to public transit. The strict application of these parking provisions 
would result in practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the 
general purposes and intent of the LAMC as the project has a mix of uses that generate 
different parking demands based on day and time of day and not as a series of stand
alone uses. The project's close proximity to mass transit and the associated site-specific 
TOM Program in the EIR will further reduce vehicle trips with the provision of 
pedestrian/bicycle/transit rider friendly amenities, including long and short-term bicycle 
parking facilities, car share amenities, and improving the pedestrian sidewalk linkage to 
the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station to and from the project site. 
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Other provIsions of the LAMC allow for reduced parking, including "City Planning 
Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or 
Transportation Alternatives" under Section 12.21A.4 (y), "Shared Parking" under Section 
12.24.X.20 (permits two or more uses to share off-street parking spaces with ZA 
approval), and "Special Permission for Reduction of Off-Street Parking Spaces by the 
Director" under Section 12.24.Y (permits a 10% reduction for project located within 500 
feet of mass transit). The requested variance satisfies the intent provided for in the 
exceptions of the Code which recognizes the need for shared parking in mixed-use 
developments while acknowledging expanding access to public transit. With the reduced 
parking variance, the project will meet parking demand of on-site facilities consistent with 
these sections of the LAMC. 

23. That there are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as 
size, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
property in the same zone and vicinity. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The project will transform the property's existing underutilized surface parking into a 
mixed-use development that will incorporate the existing historical Capitol Records 
Tower and Gogerty Building. Outdoor dining facilities above the ground floor will be 
designed to take advantage of spectacular views of the property's existing features, 
including the Capitol Records Tower and Gogerty Building, as well as surrounding hills 
and the Hollywood skyline. The project is located within a portion of Hollywood that will 
continue to generate and promote a nationally-recognized entertainment district. The 
Code's restriction on outdoor dining is not consistent with the Hollywood Community 
Plan's vision for this vibrant entertainment zone. The distinction of outdoor dining is a 
unique and innovative design feature that provides the public with panoramic views of 
Los Angeles and which is appropriate in Hollywood, but which is not currently 
recognized by the LAMC. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

The unique circumstances of locating a single, unified development with a combination 
of residential dwelling units, lUXUry hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant 
space, health and fitness club uses, and retail establishments across a city street (Vine 
Street) and less than 500 feet from the Red Line Metro Station supports the variance 
request. 

Being located on both sides of Vine Street requires the applicant to provide pedestrian
level linkages and additional design features which require residents and visitors to 
recognize and move safely between the East and West Sites. The project will activate 
four sidewalks (lvar Avenue, both sides of Vine Street and Argyle Avenue) on two city 
blocks and the project's open design across the East and West Sites of Vine Street will 
invite pedestrians up from revitalizing areas of the Vine Street corridor south of the 
project and the bustling corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Additionally, the 
bisection provided by Vine Street enables the project to redevelop an area almost 
entirely composed of large surface parking lots with pedestrian-friendly mid-block 
connections with a development offering more than one million square feet of net new 
development while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Building. The 
unique design element of spanning a unified development across an existing city street 
will be maintained as a central design element of the project unlike any other 
development on Vine Street. 
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Moreover, the project is a transit-oriented development located in a dense urban 
environment intended for reduced parking. The southeast corner of the project along 
Argyle Avenue is approximately 430 feet from the entrance to the Red Line Metro 
Station on Hollywood Boulevard just east of Vine Street. The applicant would therefore 
be entitled to a 10% reduction from the Code Parking Requirement pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.24.Y. The project is also less than 300 feet from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, both serviced by numerous bus lines, including Metro Rapid 
busses. The project site is also immediately adjacent to the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 
101), where an off-ramp from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is located less than 
one block from the project just south of the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Vine 
Street, and on-ramps to the northbound and southbound Hollywood Freeway located at 
the corner of Franklin and Argyle Avenues and just north of the intersection of Yucca 
Street and Argyle Avenue, respectively. Accordingly, the location of the project near 
numerous transit options reduces the need for on-site parking facilities. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

Zoning regulations are written on a Citywide basis and do not take into account a 
particular property or development's individual, unique characteristics. The requested 
Variance effectuates the intent of the parking requirements because the sports club will 
be significantly utilized by patrons who (i) work in the project; (ii) live in the project; or (iii) 
are guests of the hotel in the project. Requiring the applicant to provide parking for the 
sports club as a complete and separate entity from the project would be inconsistent with 
the intent of the Code and of a Unified Development. The strict application of the parking 
requirement would result in the practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship of needing 
to provide additional parking spaces even though the sports club would be located within 
the same project with some combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, 
and office and associated uses. As such, the imposition of such stringent requirements 
would be inconsistent with the general purpose and intent of the Code Parking 
Requirement and the LAMC. 

24. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right or use generally possessed by other property in the 
same zone and vicinity but which, because of special circumstances and practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships is denied to the property in question. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Numerous other sites in the surrounding area with similar uses have been granted 
variances and adjustments to facilitate unique design features, such as the Music Box, 
the W Hotel, and the Redbury Hotel. These uses often exist on above-ground terraces, 
mezzanines and rooftops of buildings, which allow for and take advantage of the visibility 
of the Hollywood Hills and the surrounding cityscape. The project will redevelop a 
currently underutilized project area primarily operated as surface parking into a 
development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 
District by attracting residents and visitors, both day and night, through a mix of 
economically viable, commercial, residential, entertainment and community-serving uses 
that add to those already existing in Hollywood. In order for the project to provide uses 
necessary to ensure the viability and competitiveness of the project, the provision of 
above ground outdoor eating establishment is necessary design feature. Additionally, 
the outdoor eating amenity will further complement existing and proposed development 
in the Hollywood area. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 
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The applicant has proposed to redevelop surface parking areas into a substantial, 
mixed-use development that is consistent with the General Plan, Hollywood Community 
Plan and Update and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. The applicant is also receiving 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Unified Development, and the approval is 
conditioned on the applicant's recordation of a covenant guaranteeing continued 
operation of the project as a unified development. To require parking as if the project 
was not a single, integrated mixed-use development located adjacent to the Red Line 
Metro Station would impose an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property 
rights and uses generally possessed by other properties in the same zone and vicinity, 
but which, because of special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, are denied for the site. The project is preserving the historic Capitol Records 
and Gogerty Buildings and will continue to provide parking for those uses. In doing so, 
however, the site is burdened in ways that the surrounding properties are not. As such, 
the variance is necessary for the applicant to provide adequate parking for the future 
tenants of the project, while preserving the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Buildings, in a manner that is comparable to that enjoyed by the owners of many other 
parcels in the same zone and vicinity. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y)) 

The project will provide parking in a manner consistent with the various exceptions in the 
Code which recognize the unique characteristics of mixed-use developments and the 
need to incentivize projects within close proximity to mass transit. The applicant's 
commitment to preserve the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings while 
simultaneously revitalizing large surface parking lots not only improves the economic 
and aesthetic vitality of Hollywood, but satisfies the Hollywood Community Plan's goals 
of achieving a jobs and housing balance in Regional Center Commercial land uses area. 
The parking reduction/shared parking provision reflects the project's jobs-housing 
balance by providing an intense mix of restaurant, retail, office, and fitness club use 
available to on-site residents. 

Therefore, the reduced/shared parking is necessary for the applicant to provide 
adequate parking for the future tenants of the project, while preserving the historic 
Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, in a manner comparable to other developments 
in the same zone and vicinity which have also taken advantage of the reduced parking 
exceptions. 

25. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity 
in which the property is located. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

Allowing the project to incorporate outdoor eating areas above the ground floor will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. The use is 
compatible with the surrounding regional commercial uses and complements the City's 
vision of Hollywood as a thriving entertainment district. The project's unique architectural 
features, including outdoor dining areas with scenic overlooks and landscaped, 
pedestrian-friendly open space, will benefit the public welfare by creating an interesting 
mixed-used development that will enhance Hollywood's image as an entertainment 
destination and a desirable place to live and work. The LAMC's restriction on above-
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ground outdoor dining is no longer in keeping with the City's vision for Hollywood, nor 
does the restriction encourage the advancement of Hollywood as a nationally
recognized dining and entertainment area. Further, the general intent of the regulation, 
to regulate noise, would still be accommodated by the project. The above the ground 
floor dining establishments do not create significant noise impacts as demonstrated in 
the project's environmental impact report. A variance to allow above-ground dining will 
advance the City's plan by significantly increasing the project area's open space, 
walkability, and unique views of Los Angeles. The project's facilities, including those 
above-ground, will attract world-class restaurants and cafes that will benefit project 
residents, the general public, and tourists alike. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Allowing the applicant to provide sports club parking at the same rate as general 
commercial use parking will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. Departing from a rigid 
application of the technical requirement will not adversely impact surrounding properties 
or improvements because parking will be required for the sports club in a manner 
consistent with several exceptions in the code which reflect incentives for mixed-use 
developments and those which are located in close proximity to public transit. Because 
the project will provide amenities and uses that would encourage residents to use on
site, the variance will not be materially detrimental or injurious to other property or 
improvements elsewhere. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A4(y) 

As previously mentioned, the approval of reduced on-site/share parking will not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property in the same 
vicinity because the project will not improve the existing conditions, but will enhance the 
economic and pedestrian activity of the surrounding community. The project will create a 
mixed-use campus that maintains the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 
that concentrates new development in close proximity to mass transit, and which is 
consistent with the General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan and Update, and the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. Allowing the applicant to utilize shared parking 
recognizes the parking exceptions in the Code, which seek to encourage mixed use 
developments in proximity to public transit. Varying from a rigid application of the 
technical requirement does not adversely impact surrounding properties or 
improvements because by virtue of their land use designation, zone, and proximity to 
public transit, are able to invoke the same parking exceptions provided for in the LAMC. 

26. That the granting of such variance will not adversely affect any element of the 
General Plan. 

Restaurant Use with Above-Ground Floor Outdoor Eating 

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
The use of outdoor terraces for dining and entertainment is consistent with the 
Hollywood Community Plan goal of being a "major center of population, employment, 
retail services, and entertainment," as well as other goals and policies in the General 
Plan and the Community Plan Update. The use of unique and innovative architectural 
elements will help to transform the area into a thriving entertainment district and 
desirable place to live. Allowing well-designed and effectively-programmed outdoor 
dining above the ground floor will not hinder the achievement of community 
redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect the character of development in the 

RL0034606 



EM33849 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-CU-ZV -H D F-22 

immediate neighborhood. Rather, the project will promote revitalization of an 
underutilized area by providing a true mixed-use development, a project compatible with 
surrounding retail, restaurant and other commercial uses, and that will enhance 
Hollywood. 

Parking Variance (Fitness/Sports Club) 

Granting the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
Enforcing the intent of the stand-alone parking requirement for health clubs by permitting 
the applicant to provide parking at the same rate as general commercial uses, will not 
hinder the achievement of community redevelopment goals, nor will it negatively affect 
the character of development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects located within 1,500 feet of a Metro rail 
station. Policy M.1 06 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures which can 
be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, granting the 
variance would promote the policies of the Community Plan. 

Approval of Reduced On-Site Parking/Shared Parking (12.21-A,4(y) 

The property is subject to the requirements of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, 
which is part of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan. The grant of 
reduced/shared parking would not adversely affect the Hollywood Community Plan or 
any other element of the General Plan as both encourage the development of mixed-use 
projects with housing and pedestrian-oriented commercial uses along major transit 
corridors. As a result, the mix of uses within the project reflect the City's land use goals 
because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially zoned property 
located along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. 

Further, the Community Plan Update includes a Mobility Plan chapter that guides the 
land use and transportation policies of the Community Plan so that citywide 
transportation policies established in the General Plan Framework and the 
Transportation Element are carried out in the Hollywood Community Plan. The Mobility 
Plan also has policies to improve utilization of existing parking resources, shared 
parking, and district valet programs. For example, Policy M.1 00 encourages the sharing 
of parking resources provided by new development, Policy M.102 calls for the 
consideration of parking reductions for projects which are located within 1,500 feet of a 
Metro station, and Policy M.1 06 calls for supporting proposal to build parking structures 
which can be used by multiple customer groups in areas of high demand. As such, 
granting the reduced/shared parking would further the policies of the Community Plan 
Update. 

FINDINGS OF FACT (CEQA) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Partners, LLC (the Project Applicant), is proposing to develop a mixed-use 
development that spans the north half of two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either 
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side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street. The Project Site is 
currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots including the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capitol Records Complex). The Capitol Records 
Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the rental car facility on the 
West Site will be demolished. The Project will develop a mix of land uses, including some 
combination of residential dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 
restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project \vill implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
City of Los Angeles (the City) that would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and 
flexible development parameters for the Project Site, and ensure that the Project is completed 
consistent with the development parameters set forth in the agreement. Development 
Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development Agreement 
between the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development on 
the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions, which establish 
requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use 
regulations in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the Development Regulations shall 
prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, the LAMC and governing land use 
policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

In compliance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office 
of Planning and Research, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on April 28, 2011. 
The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated until May 31, 2011. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, various public agencies, citizen groups, and interested 
individuals for a 45-day public review period from October 25, 2012, through December 10, 
2012. 

During that time, the Draft EIR was also available for review at the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, various City libraries, and via Internet at 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org. The Draft EIR analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the Project. Following the close of the public review period, written responses 
were prepared to the comments received on the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft EIR and the 
responses to those comments are included within the Final EIR (Final EIR). 

The Final EIR is comprised of: an Introduction; List of Commenters; Responses to Comments; 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR; a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 
Appendices. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, makes up the Final EIR as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (the Final EIR). 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, Room 750. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 
21081.6(a)(2). 

III. FINDINGS REQUIRED TO BE MADE BY LEAD AGENCY UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of 
the project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the significant impacts. 
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A. The first possible finding is that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

B. The second possible finding is that "[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

C. The third possible finding is that "specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant in the Final EIR for the Project as fully set 
forth therein. Although Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require findings to 
address environmental impacts that an EIR identifies as merely "potentially significant," these 
findings will nevertheless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. For each of 
the significant impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided. 

Description of Significant Effects - A specific description of the environmental effects identified in 
the Final EIR, including a judgment regarding the significance of the impact. 

Mitigation Measures - Identified mitigation measures or actions that are required as part of the 
Project. 

Finding - One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Rationale - A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Reference - A notation on the specific section in the Draft EIR or Final EIR, which includes the 
evidence and discussion of the identified impact. 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the City 
of Los Angeles' CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, 200 North Main Street, Room 750, Los Angeles California 
90012. This information is provided in compliance with CEQA Section 21 081.6(a)(2). 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. Yucca 
Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard generally bound the Project Site. 
Please see Figure 11-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine 
Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the 
East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the 
East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 
approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 
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The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential 
dwelling units, lUxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 
fitness center uses, and retail establishments. Implementation of the proposed Development 
Agreement "vould afford the developer flexibility "'lith regard to the proposed arrangement and 
density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, also l-movln as the Equivalency 
Program. 

Particularly, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project 
could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of 
the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the 
permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do 
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in this Draft 
EIR or exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). All permitted land use increases can be 
exchanged for corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed 
Equivalency Program once the maximum FAR is reached. Further, the maximum allowable 
peak hour trips permitted under any development scenario would be limited to 574 AM peak 
hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (the Trip Cap). The total development of land uses for the 
Project resulting from the Land Use Equivalency Program will not exceed this Trip Cap. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement Regulations with regard to 
particular land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared 
as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements the 
Development Agreement land use and development standards (Concept Plan). Thus, the 
defined Concept Plan presented in the Final EIR represents one scenario that may result from 
the approval of the proposed Development Agreement Regulations. The Concept Plan provides 
an illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of 
the Development Agreement Regulations. The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement 
Application that was initially filed with the City in 2008. The Concept Plan includes 
approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential 
floor area), 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), 
approximately 215,000 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex, approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, 
approximately 35,100 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail use. The Concept Plan would result in a total developed floor area of 
approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields an FAR of 6:1. 

The residential portion of the Concept Plan consists of 492 residential units (approximately 
700,000 square feet). The dwelling units would be located on both the East and West Sites. The 
proposed Concept Plan consists of 200 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet 
of floor area), including ancillary uses such as the lobby, registration area, conference rooms, 
hotel office, internal food and beverage uses, and back of house areas. The hotel use will 
include a tract map to operate internal food and beverage uses as separate entities from the 
hotel. Approximately 215,000 square feet of office space would be provided with the Concept 
Plan, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio 
uses at the Capitol Records Complex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the 
Capitol Records Complex office space would continue to be provided through the existing 
Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of food and beverage uses would be provided under the 
Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would connect Vine Street to Ivar 
Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza connecting Vine 
Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle Avenue, activating the Project's eastern street 
frontage. An approximately 35,100 square-foot fitness center/sports club is included as part of 
the Concept Plan. Amenities at the fitness center/sports club might include a spa that is open to 
the public and a child activity center for the benefit of members visiting the facility. The spa 
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would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure and pedicure services, 
among other services. The fitness center/sports club would be accessible to residents of the 
Project and hotel guests, and a membership program will be available to the general public. 

The EIR also identified and analyzed two additional development scenarios, the Commercial 
Scenario and the Residential Scenario that could be developed on the Project Site through 
implementation of the Development Agreement Regulations. The Commercial Scenario would 
consist of approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 507,100 square feet of 
floor area), 254 lUxury hotel rooms (approximately 190,567 square feet of floor area), 
approximately 264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex (a net increase of 150,000 square feet of office use) approximately 
100,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality food and 
beverage uses, and an approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness center/sports club use. The 
Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential dwelling units 
(approximately 987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in office 
space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exists in the Capitol 
Records Complex, approximately 25,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 10,000 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club uses. 

The Project would provide on-site parking in accordance with the parking requirements of the 
LAMC, and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project. The actual 
number of parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses 
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program. For the commercial office, retail, and 
restaurant uses the Project would provide at least two (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square 
feet. For the fitness center/sports club use, subject to the requested variance, two (2) parking 
spaces would be provided for every 1,000 square feet of floor area for the building. For the 
residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units of less than 
three (3) habitable rooms, one-and-a-half (1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) 
habitable rooms, and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling units of three (3) or more habitable 
rooms. Consistent with the policies of the Redevelopment Plan and Community Plan Update a 
shared parking program would be applied on the Project Site when the uses have different 
parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle. The intent for a shared 
parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand 
with complementary uses. 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in conformance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. No off-site advertising signage is proposed as part of the Project. The Project Site 
is located within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 181340, LAMC Section 13.11), and is 
thus subject to the rules and regulations established in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The 
Project's signage will include directional way-finding signs, on-site tenant identification signs, 
and informational signage as permitted by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of the Hollywood Signage SUD, the Building Code 
and the Development Agreement Regulations. 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open 
space will be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also 
enable important pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade 
level open space will be designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural 
and will include design features and outdoor furniture to enliven the ground floor amenities. The 
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on 
the Project Site. In addition, the Development Regulations will set forth the standards and 
guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including areas to be accessible to the public 
(grade level open space, publicly accessible passageways, and any observation deck-level 
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rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be designed for the residential uses 
(common open space and private open space). 

The Development Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C, and D) and maximum floor 
plates for the towers to limit maximum building heights and control bulk. These regulations 
respond to the Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to 
preserve public view corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the 
development of four various height zones, as identified in Figure 11-8, Millennium Hollywood Site 
Plan Height Zone Overlay of the Draft EIR. The Height Zones include the following: 

• Height Zone A would permit development to a maximum of 220 feet above grade and 
would be located on the northwest portion of the West Site. 

• Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum of 585 feet above grade and 
would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

• Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street 
(south of the Capitol Records Building) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 
585 feet above grade. 

• Height Zone D would be located on the east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue 
and would permit buildings to a maximum height of 220 feet above grade. 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of the Project will be regulated pursuant 
to the Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will occur within a 
pre-determined massing envelope. The tower elements will be required to conform to the tower 
massing standards in the Development Regulations that apply to the portion of a building 
located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards regulate total floor plate for the towers and 
bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed towers and their location on the 
Project Site, whether on the East Site or West Site. For example, a tower located on the East 
Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 
17,380 square feet. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Project. In 
order to construct the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following 
discretionary actions from the City of Los Angeles and/or other agencies: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of the mixed-use development. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 
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• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 
parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Other reviewing departments within the City may include: 

• Los Angeles Police Department (Site Plan Review). 

• Los Angeles Fire Department (Site Plan Review, Hydrants Unit Sign-Off). 

• Los Angeles Department of Transportation (B-Permit Sign-Off, Traffic Study Review, 
Site Plan Review for Driveway Access and Pedestrian Safety). 

• Building and Safety (Site Plan Review, Building Permits, Certificate of Occupancy). 

Other Responsible Agencies within the City may include: 

• DLA design review for projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area as 
may be applicable. The Project Applicant is also seeking DLA approval, or City approval 
should DLA authority be transferred to the City, to permit a floor area ratio in excess of 
4.5: 1 in accordance with the applicable land use policies of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Plan. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO HAVE NO IMPACT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The Initial Study provides a detailed 
discussion of the potential environmental impact areas and the reasons that each topical area is 
or is not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for the Project, in which 
it determined that the Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in the 
areas of Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, and Mineral Resources. 
Therefore, these issue areas were not examined in detail in the Draft EIR or the Final EIR. The 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur is also summarized below: 

a. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

The Project is located in a highly developed area of the City, does not contain any agricultural 
uses, and is not delineated as agricultural land on any maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The Project Site is fully developed with urban uses 
(structures and parking lots) and does not contain any agricultural resources or forestland. The 
Project Site does not have the potential to convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or 
forestland to a non-forest use. The Project Site is not zoned for agricultural or forest use and as 
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the City does not participate in the Williamson Act, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. There would be no Project-specific or cumulative impacts to agricultural 
or forestry resources. 

b. Biological Resources 

The Project Site is in an area characterized by urban development. There are no natural open 
spaces or areas of significance, areas that might act as a wildlife corridor or facilitate movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, nor any areas of significant biological 
resource value that may be suitable for sensitive plant or animal species in either's vicinity. 
Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive or special status species identified in local plans, policies, 
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, the California Native Plant 
Society, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be expected to occur at the Project Site. 

Likewise, the Project Site does not contain riparian or other sensitive habitat areas that are 
located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project does not have the potential to 
have a substantial adverse effect on wetland habitat or "waters of the United States" as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Local ordinances protecting biological resources are 
limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. The trees currently present at the 
Project Sites are common ornamental tree species. Finally, the Project Site and surrounding 
areas are not part of a draft or adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, nor other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 
Therefore, no impact related to any such plan would occur and the Project would have no 
impact on biological resources. 

c. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site is not known to be the likely source for any mineral resources of value to the 
region, residents, or the State. The Project Site is not located within a locally important mineral 
resource recovery area delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 
Furthermore, as the Project Site is currently developed, the Project would not alter its status 
with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

VI. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO MITIGATION (No Mitigation 
Measures Required to Reduce Impacts) 

The following effects associated with the Project were analyzed in the Draft EIR and found to be 
less-than-significant prior to mitigation and no mitigation measures are required: 

Land Use and Planning (Land Use Consistency) 

The Project would not conflict with the City's General Plan or any other applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., SCAG) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Also, development of the Project Site 
would not conflict with, and would work to implement, key regional goals, policies, and 
strategies applicable to the Project and surrounding areas. Further, development of the Project 
under the Concept Plan would not be considered a regionally significant project pursuant to 
SCAG and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, and in Sections IV.B.1 Air Quality and IV.I 
Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with regional 
planning, transportation, and air quality strategies to promote infill development and to 
discourage urban sprawl. The Project also serves an unmet housing need that contributes to 
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lower urban sprawl and attendant air quality and congestion impacts by providing housing 
opportunities near existing employment and by providing new jobs near existing housing. 

The Project would be consistent with SCAG's adopted land use plans for the region. 
Specifically, the Project would be consistent with the adopted 1996 RCPG, 2008 RCP, 2008 
RTP, and the Compass Blueprint 2% Strategy. The Project is also generally consistent with, 
density, lot area, setback, height and open space requirements of the LAMC, and would be 
consistent with the FAR zoning designation with the granting of the zone change/height district 
change. Further, the Project would be consistent with adopted local plans such as the City's 
General Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The 
Project is also consistent with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 
Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. 

With regard to the Walkability Checklist, the pedestrian-oriented design features incorporated 
into the Project would meet the Walkability Checklist objectives for projects within the public and 
private realm to improve pedestrian access, comfort and safety. The Project's orientation, 
building frontages, on-site landscaping, off-street parking, driveways, building signage and 
lighting within the private realm would be consistent with the guidelines established in the 
Walkability Checklist. 

The Project is also compatible with the applicable good-planning practices set forth in the Do 
Real Planning publication. The Do Real Planning principles set forth a number of objectives for 
building neighborhoods and communities that preserve a neighborhood's character and 
promoting good planning initiatives. Specifically, the Project meets Do Real Planning objectives 
by enhancing walkability, offering good fundamental design, creating density around transit, 
encouraging housing for every income, locating jobs near housing, arresting visual blight, 
providing abundant landscaping and implementing smart parking strategies. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
land use and planning, prior to mitigation. 

Land Use and Planning (Divide Established Community/Land Use Compatibility) 

Development of the Project would not divide an established community; rather, it would 
introduce compatible infill development into an area of the City that is already urbanized. While 
the Project may be larger in terms of scale and height than the surrounding development, it will 
introduce similar and compatible uses to the community. Further, with the numerous open 
spaces, plazas, and pedestrian passageways, the Project will serve as a gathering place as well 
as a link to surrounding uses and adjoining mass transit, arterials, and freeways. Development 
of the Project Site would not result in the permanent closure of any Project area roadways. As 
such, no impacts associated with division of an established community would occur. 

With respect to land use compatibility, the Project Site is surrounded by a mix of uses including 
public facilities and a seven-story office building to the north, a multi-family residential building to 
the east, a mix of commercial, entertainment, retail, and office buildings with associated parking 
to the south, and commercial, retail, and entertainment, and residential buildings with 
associated parking to the west. The Project would not physically divide an established 
community and would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, density, and the overall 
urban community surrounding the Project Site. Therefore, Project and cumulative impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility and the division of an established community would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Population and Housing 
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The Residential Scenario includes approximately 405 more residential units than the Concept 
Plan. These units would be added to the Hollywood Community Plan Area. Even with the 
increased residential units, the Project's direct households represent only approximately 0.06 
percent of the households forecasted for 2035 in the City of Los Angeles, or approximately 0.43 
percent of the growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. 

In addition, the approximately 897 units associated with the Residential Scenario would 
generate approximately 1,966 new residents. This represents 0.05 percent of SCAG's 
population estimate for the City of Los Angeles for 2035, and 0.4 percent of the population 
growth forecasted between 2012 and 2035. The Residential Scenario would contribute toward, 
but not exceed, the population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be 
consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, 
reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality through the reduction of VMT. 

The Project would increase the density of residential uses, bringing more housing units closer to 
major employment centers. This additional density would be located in an area currently served 
by public transit (Metro Red Line, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 
423), and would be located near existing transportation corridors. The Project's density falls 
within the range of densities found within the area, and provides housing closer to jobs at 
densities that are consistent with the VMT reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. 
Therefore, for these reasons, Project and cumulative related population and housing impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Employment 

The Commercial Scenario would generate approximately 1,635 direct jobs. Using the 
information described in the Draft EIR, the Project's forecasted employment represents 
approximately 0.086 percent of SCAG's projected 2035 employment in the City of Los Angeles, 
and approximately 0.95 percent of the employment growth between 2008 and 2035. The 
Project is, therefore, consistent with SCAG's employment forecast for the City of Los Angeles. 

In addition, the Project's increase in employment represents approximately 1.37 percent of 
SCAG's projected employment in the Hollywood Community Plan Area in 2030. The growth 
related to the Project-related permanent jobs is accounted for in the applicable job and 
employment forecasts. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial job-related growth that 
would cause adverse physical change in the environment and Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Wastewater) 

The Commercial Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the 
maximum potential impacts to wastewater services, given its greater potential increase in total 
occupancy at the Project Site. Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will 
accommodate the total flow for the Project under the Commercial Scenario. Wastewater from 
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which 
has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net 
increase in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent 
of the remaining capacity at the HTP. Therefore, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to 
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well, a fact also confirmed by the 
City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). Further, the City's implementation of the Sewer Allocation 
Ordinance assures that sufficient capacity is available at the HTP at the time a building permit is 
issued by the City. 
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Thus, the Project's additional wastewater flows would not substantially or incrementally exceed 
the future scheduled capacity of anyone treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its amendments. Impacts 
upon wastewater treatment capacity as a result of the Project would be less than significant. 

As described in the City's BOS letter, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any 
reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be 
required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient capacity. The 
BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or the 
existing 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would 
not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the 
implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the public right of 
way during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final 
approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at the time of final building 
design. 

Further, the Project would not result in the requirement of construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities and the Project does not result in a 
measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and a time when, a sewer's capacity 
is already constrained or that would cause a sewer's capacity to become constrained. Overall, 
impacts related to the Project, and cumulative related projects, would be considered less than 
significant prior to mitigation. 

Energy (Electricity and Natural Gas) 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 10,034,399 kw-h/year of 
electricity. The Project annual electricity consumption would represent approximately 0.0379 
percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. Thus, the Commercial Scenario is 
within the anticipated demand of the LADWP system and LADWP's planned electricity supplies 
would be sufficient to support the Project's electricity consumption. The Commercial Scenario 
would not require the acquisition of additional electricity resources beyond those that are 
anticipated by LADWP. 

Under existing conditions, the LADWP is able to supply 7,197 mw of power with a peak of 6,142 
mw. Thus, there is 1,055 mw of additional power capacity. If the Project demand of 
approximately 10,034 mw-h/year in energy were operating at full load for a full year (8,760 
hours), it would be approximately 1.14 mw of power. This represents 0.11 percent of the 
additional power capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to 6,211 mw in 
2020 and 7,000 mw in 2030. Despite these growth projections, they would still not exceed the 
existing capacity of 7,197 mw. Thus, there is adequate supply capacity and the operational 
impacts associated with the consumption of electricity would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. It should also be noted that the Project's estimated electricity 
consumption is based on usage rates that do not account for the Project's energy conservation 
features. Therefore, actual electricity consumption from the Project would likely be lower than 
estimated. 

The Commercial Scenario is estimated to demand approximately 3,654,924 cf/month (121,831 
cf/day) of natural gas. The natural gas demand is based on natural gas usage rates from the 
SCAQMD and without taking credit for the Project's energy conservation features, which would 
reduce natural gas usage. SCG is able to supply 4.84 million cf/day with current peak demand 
of 4.6 million cf/day. Thus, there is approximately 230,000 cf/day of additional capacity. The 
Project's demand is approximately 121,831 cf/day. This represents approximately 53 percent of 
the additional natural gas capacity at existing levels. Peak demand is expected to grow to over 
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6 million cf/day in both 2020 and 2030. Despite these growth projections, the Project's natural 
gas demand still would not exceed the existing supply of 4.S4 million cf/day. Thus, there is 
adequate supply capacity and impacts would be less than significant. 

Further, the Commercial Scenario's natural gas consumption would represent approximately 
0.02 percent of SCG total natural gas supply in 2030. The Commercial Scenario would not 
require the acquisition of additional natural gas resources beyond those existing or those 
anticipated by SCG. 

Therefore, Project impacts and cumulative impacts would be less than significant with respect to 
energy and no mitigation is required. 

Transportation-Parking (Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures and 
Operational) 

Construction-Temporary Parking Lane Closures 

Limited segments of parking lanes are anticipated to be temporarily closed along the east side 
of Ivar Avenue, the south side of Yucca Street (between Ivar Avenue and the Project Site 
boundary), the east and west sides of Vine Street fronting the Project Site, and the west side of 
Argyle Avenue fronting the Project Site. The closure of these parking lanes would result in the 
temporary displacement of approximately 21 existing metered parking spaces, including: four 
(4) spaces on the east side of Ivar Avenue fronting the West Site, six (6) metered spaces on the 
south side of Yucca Street fronting the West Site, two (2) spaces on the west side of Vine Street 
fronting the West Site, and nine (9) spaces on the east side of Vine Street fronting the East Site. 

In addition, two (2) existing taxi loading spaces located in the southbound parking lane on Vine 
Street fronting the West Site would be temporarily displaced. All parking lane closures would be 
conducted through the review and approval of the LADOT permitting process. In the event that 
the entire Project Site is developed at one time, the loss of 21 on-street parking spaces would 
occur at the same time throughout the duration of the construction process. If construction is 
staggered such that concurrent construction on both Sites does not occur, the temporary 
displacement of on-street parking would be reduced to the displacement of 12 spaces during 
the construction of the West Site and nine (9) spaces during the construction period for the East 
Site. Because the loss of on-street parking would be temporary, Project impacts associated 
with temporary parking lane closures would be less than significant. 

Operational 

The Parking Standards that are proposed as part of the Development Regulations are generally 
consistent with the LAMC parking requirements. The Project Applicant is however requesting an 
exception to the LAMC required parking for fitness center/sports club uses. Under the LAMC, 
one parking space is required for every 100 square feet of area. However, if the fitness 
center/sports club use is located within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of 
office space, the LAMC requirement is two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. Under the 
proposed Development Regulations and pursuant to the requested variance the requirement for 
the fitness center/sports club use would be the same as for other commercial uses and as for a 
fitness center/sports club use within a 50,000 square foot office space, which is two (2) spaces 
per 1,000 square feet. For example, under the Concept Plan and the Commercial Scenario, the 
fitness center/sports club use would be within the approximately 215,000 square feet of office 
space, and thus, the two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet requirement would apply. However, 
under the Residential Scenario, no new office use would be constructed. The fitness 
center/sports club parking would still be parked at two (2) spaces per 1,000 square feet 
pursuant to the variance for the Residential Scenario or any other scenario developed based on 
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the Equivalency Program and the Development Agreement Regulations. Under the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located within a building that 
contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the requested 
two spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project also already includes approximately 
114,000 square feet of office use that will remain, and although the fitness center/sports club will 
not be in the existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by having a sports club and 
office use as part of the same project. 

Implementation of the shared parking program will be a component of the Development 
Regulations and as authorized through the approval of the Project's proposed Development 
Agreement and City Planning Commission approval under Section 12.21 A.4(y) of the LAMC. 
As the shared parking analysis indicates, the Project's peak parking demand will be 
approximately 1,572 to 2,129 parking spaces, depending on the finalized mix of land uses. The 
Development Regulations provide for the parking supply to be increased or decreased 
depending upon the final mix of uses so that the demand is met. For example, the Residential 
Scenario would require and provide a total of at least 2,129 parking spaces to meet the parking 
demand. 

The Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable Building Code 
standards pertaining to Project access points and physical design features' configurations that 
affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the Site and the 
visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, impacts related to the safety of 
pedestrians and or bicyclists would be less than significant. 

VII. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 
LEVELS 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Effects 

Construction 

During the Project's construction period, the Project Site would undergo considerable changes 
with respect to the aesthetic character of the Project Site and surrounding area. Construction 
activities would require grading, excavation, and building construction. These construction 
activities could create unsightly debris and soils stockpiles, staged building materials and 
supplies, and construction equipment, all of which could occupy the field of view of passing 
motorists, pedestrians, and neighboring properties. Thus, the existing visual character of the 
Project Site would temporarily change from urban surface parking lots to construction-related 
activities. This temporary change in visual character of the Project Site would be visible by on
site occupants and the surrounding neighborhood, which could detract from the existing visual 
quality of the surrounding area. 

Operation 

Under all development massing envelopes, the view of the Capitol Records Building would be 
partially visible from the street level at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after Project 
development. The Development Regulations mandate greater open space on the ground floor 
and smaller floor-plates for the towers as building height is increased up to the maximum 
permitted height. The Development Regulations govern the orientation of the proposed 
structures to address context with existing buildings and protect view corridors to varying 
degrees based on massing envelopes. Thus, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building and 
other valued focal views are preserved in varying degrees based on implementation of the 

RL0034619 



EM33862 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D F-35 

Development Regulations including the standards for setbacks, tower placement and ground 
floor open space. 

Glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on existing buildings and 
from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is currently present 
on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot 
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited 
to the ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of 
glass and other architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of 
glare. 

The Project will generate new sources of exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe 
pedestrian environment. The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power 
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, 
Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves 
the Project Site. The Project would also be required to meet or exceed exterior lighting levels 
and uniformity ratios for lighting 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

A.1-4 The Project's fayades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation measures A.1-1 and A.1-2 would be less than significant 
with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 550-foot and 585-foot-high massing 
envelopes for focal view obstructions. The Project would not result in significant impacts related 
to light and glare with implementation of mitigation measures A.1-3 and A.1-4. Thus, changes or 
alterations have been incorporated into the Project that reduce these impacts to less-than
significant as identified in Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 
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Mitigation Measure A.1-1 calls for the Project Applicant to enclose or visually shield construction 
equipment, debris, and stockpiled equipment from being visible on the ground level of 
neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in appearance 
throughout the construction period. In addition, any graffiti shall be removed immediately upon 
discovery. The temporary nature of construction activities, combined with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure A.1-1, would reduce potential aesthetic impacts on the quality and character 
of the Project Site to a less than significant level. 

To ensure the Project is developed in a manner that is described and analyzed in this Draft EIR, 
and to ensure preservation of valued focal views of the historic Capitol Records Building, 
Mitigation Measures A.1-2 and A.1-3 are identified to ensure the Development Regulations are 
implemented and enforced as the Project is developed. Accordingly the Project's impact after 
mitigation would be less than significant with respect to panoramic view obstructions and the 
550-foot and 585-foot-high massing envelopes for focal view obstructions. 

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, Mitigation Measure 
A.1-3 would require that the Project's lighting be in conformance with the lighting requirements 
of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-4 would ensure that the Project's fayades and windows are constructed 
with low-reflective materials. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Shade and Shadow) 

Description of Effects 

The Project's tower elements would be positioned and spaced to ensure that shadows cast 
upon off-site properties are broken up throughout different periods of the day such that the 
Project would not cast shadows on anyone property, including those identified as sensitive 
receptors, for more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM during the 
winter months. Specifically, the Concept Plan results in a broken and intermittent shadow 
pattern between the hours of 11 :00 AM to 2:00 PM during the winter months to certain sensitive 
receptors. Thus, the affected properties would not be impacted by a continuous shadow for 
more than three consecutive hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
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shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to shade/shadow prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's summer shadow patterns are significantly shorter than the winter shadows. 
During the summer months, the Project's morning shadows would extend as far west as N. 
Cahuenga Boulevard. By 1 :00 PM the Project's shadow pattern would fall entirely within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the two commercial properties located immediately to the 
north of the West Site fronting Yucca Street. These two properties would be partially shaded by 
the Project beginning at approximately 11 :00 AM until 5:00 PM. However, these properties are 
not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses because they are commercial office and 
retail uses. The summer afternoon shadows would not affect any of the surrounding properties 
located to the east of Argyle Avenue until after 2:00 PM. As such no property east of the Project 
Site would be impacted by Project shadows for more than four hours. Compliance with the 
Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures would ensure that no sensitive land use is 
shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Therefore, with 
adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation Measures, the Project's shade 
and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project's summer shadow impacts would be considered 
less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow impacts, see Section IV.A.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Description of Effects 

The Project will result in GHG emiSSions both during construction and during operation. 
Emissions during both phases of development were calculated using CalEEMod Version 
2011.1.1 for each year of construction. As detailed in the Final EIR, and as recommended by 
the SCAQMD, the Project's total GHG construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year 
lifetime of the Project. The greatest annual increase in GHG emissions from Project construction 
activities would be approximately 3,477.96 C02e MTY in 2016. This represents the highest 
annual level of construction intensity and GHG-producing activities. The total amount of 
construction-related GHG emissions is estimated to be approximately 10,707.76 C02e MTY, or 
approximately 356.93 C02e MTY amortized over a 30-year period. 
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The GHG emissions resulting from operation of the Project, which involves the usage of on-road 
mobile vehicles, electricity, natural gas, water, landscape equipment, hearth combustion, and 
generation of solid waste and wastewater, were calculated for both a Project With GHG
Reducing Measures scenario and a Project Without GHG-Reducing Measures scenario. 
Particularly, the net increase in GHG emissions generated by the Project without GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 33,265.93 C02e MTY. The net increase in GHG emissions 
generated by the Project with GHG-reducing measures would be approximately 19,091.63 
C02e MTY. Thus, the reduction in GHG emissions resulting from the Project's GHG-reducing 
measures would be approximately 14,174.30 C02e MTY, or 42.6 percent. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4, identified in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, outlining requirements of the 
LA Green Building Code, is applicable to GHG emission reductions. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to GHG emissions, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project, through its density, combination of residential, hotel and commercial land uses and 
its proximity to the regional public transportation system, is a smart-growth project which will 
promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close proximity to the 
MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet southeast of 
the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project Site. 
The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which 
provides numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and 
retail uses within walking distance. As such, the Project's trip generation and vehicle miles 
traveled are anticipated to be reduced as a function of the Project's mixed-use nature and 
location, when compared to a project in a location without transit access and a project without 
mixed-use characteristics. Accordingly, the Project's GHG emissions would be reduced as a 
function of this infill development. Therefore, the Project's incremental GHG emissions would be 
less than significant under the qualitative threshold of significance. Impacts related to GHG 
emissions would be less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation. 

The impacts of GHG emissions are considered a cumulative occurrence. Compliance with the 
mitigation measures in the Final EIR and consistency with applicable plans is the genesis of the 
conclusion that the Project's cumulative contribution to GHG emissions will be less-than
significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of GHG Emission impacts, see Section IV.B.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Cultural Resources 

Description of Effects 

The Project will potentially add considerable height and density in areas currently used primarily 
for surface parking. Thus, the immediate surroundings of the on-site and historic resources 
adjacent to the Project Site will be altered. 
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Based on the findings and conclusions in the Final EIR and the Historic Resources Report, 
development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would not materially 
impair the significance of an identified onsite or offsite historical resource. The Project does not 
propose the demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of any historic resource either on the 
Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the Capitol 
Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the 
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City's Hollywood 
Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Project will, 
however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources both on the Project Site and in 
the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures. Nonetheless, as demonstrated 
in the Final EIR, such alternative does not result in a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District is significant as an intact 
grouping of properties associated with Hollywood Boulevard's status as an important 
commercial street during Hollywood's heyday in the first half of the 20th Century. The Project 
Site is located outside of the District and new construction will remain outside of the District 
boundaries. In order to protect the significance of the District, it is important to maintain a clear 
separation between the District boundary and new construction on the Project Site. The 
combination of grade-level setback and massing standards ensures that the Project's bulk and 
height are effectively distanced from contributing buildings to the District. 

The Project Site is in an urbanized area and has been previously developed. According to the 
Department of City Planning, there are no designated archaeological paleontological sites or 
survey areas within the Project Site. Nonetheless, an archeological and paleontological records 
search was conducted in connection with preparation of the Final EIR. No sites were identified 
on or within a O.S-mile radius of the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

C-1 The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

C-2 The Project Applicant shall prepare an adjacent structure-monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
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and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project. 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 
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A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to historical resources prior to 
the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
historic resources as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Adherence to the Development Regulations and Mitigation Measures ensures that the proposed 
new development would be compatible with on-site and adjacent resources. The Project 
incorporates several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources and 
implements the Development Regulations, which shift the Project's mass and scale up and 
away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site structures. Therefore, the Project ultimately 
has a less than significant adverse impact because, overall, the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the 
commercial building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street would retain sufficient integrity to remain eligible 
for listing in the National Register and/or the California Register. Under any Project development 

RL0034626 



EM33869 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU-ZV -H D F-42 

scenario, the onsite and adjacent historic resources would retain eligibility similar to existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the Project in conformance with the Project Design Features and 
Development Regulations would reduce potential Project impacts on historic resources to less 
than significant levels. The Project would not relocate either the Capitol Records Building or the 
Gogerty Building. The Project does not include the relocation of any adjacent buildings. The 
Project does, however, anticipate the temporary removal and relocation of portions of the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame, which borders the Project Site along Vine Street. The affected portion 
of the Walk of Fame would be re-installed after construction is completed. 

The Project includes the new construction of some combination of residential, hotel, 
commercial, and other mixed-use components on the Project Site. The Project does not include 
the immediate rehabilitation or alteration of any significant historic resource. Thus, the 
proposed construction or operational elements of the Project would not trigger the application of 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation or the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project activities are not anticipated to disturb archeological or paleontological resources. The 
Project together with related projects could, however, result in the increased potential for 
encountering archaeological or paleontological resources in the Project vicinity. Not all 
archaeological and paleontological resources are of equal value however, therefore, an 
increase in the frequency of encountering resources does not necessarily imply an adverse 
impact. Moreover, each related project will be required to implement standard mitigation 
measures identical to or equivalent to those required in connection with the Project. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the mitigation measures in the Final EIR, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Cultural Resources impacts, see Section IV.C of the Draft EIR. 

Geology and Soils 

Description of Effects 

The Project would develop the Project Site with pervious and impervious surfaces, including 
structures, paved areas, and landscaping. As such, during operations it would not leave soils 
exposed at or increase the rate of erosion at the Project Site. During construction, however, 
particularly during excavation for the subterranean parking levels, there is the potential for 
erosion to occur, and impacts would be potentially significant. 

The Project Site is not located in an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. Likewise, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. The California 
Geological Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for 
fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault. It is located approximately 0.4 miles from the 
Project Site. 

The risk for ground failure based on liquefaction at the Project Site is low. Groundwater levels 
at the Project Site are relatively deep and therefore less susceptible to liquefaction. Based on 
the City of Los Angeles Safety Element "Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction" map the Project Site 
is located within an area mapped as "Liquefiable Area". However, the California Geological 
Survey (CGS) Hazard Zone Map indicates that the Project Site is not located within a State 
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Mapped liquefaction hazard zone. The conclusions in the Draft EIR and technical reports 
supporting the geology and soils analysis conclude that the Project Site is suitable for 
development and impacts are less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

0-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

0-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approximately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

0-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf. 

0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-on-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

0-6 Laterally braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pcf shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

0-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 
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D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 
As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertical and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Geology and Soils. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to implementing the BMPs set forth in the mitigation measure referenced above, all 
on-site earthwork and grading activities will be done with permits from the Department of 
Building and Safety, which will further reduce impacts. In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC, 
which addresses grading, excavations, and fills, and the recommendations of the Geotechnical 
report for the Project. With implementation of these requirements, impacts will be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Geologic hazards are site-specific and there is little, if any, cumulative relationship between 
implementation of the Project and related projects. Accordingly, related projects would not 
cumulatively expose people or structures to substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, liquefaction, 
ground shaking, and cumulative impacts will also be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Geology and Soils impacts, see Section IV.D of the Draft EIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Description of Effects 
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The Project will require the demolition of existing facilities at the Project Site. The age of the 
existing uses on the Project Site, and subsurface explorations, dictate that removal of 
underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based paint may 
be required. Moreover, these conditions could result in impacts if they are not handled 
appropriately prior to construction of the Project. Based upon the foregoing, impacts in these 
issue areas are potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on-site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all Project impacts related to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

While there is the potential for encountering underground storage tanks, PCBs, asbestos
containing materials and/or lead-based paint in connection with the demolition proposed as part 
of the Project, impacts related to any such discovery will be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures. Implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures will also ensure that there are no impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials when the Project becomes operational. 

With respect to cumulative impacts, related projects may also present dangers associated with 
hazards and hazardous materials. However, each related project would also be required to 
evaluate for potential threats and impose mitigation necessary to reduce impacts to the extent 
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feasible. Further, local municipalities are required to follow local, state, and federal laws 
regarding hazardous materials and other hazards. Therefore, with implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures both Project-specific and cumulative impacts for hazards and 
hazardous materials will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hazards and Hazardous Materials impacts, see Section IV.E of 
the Draft EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Description of Effects 

The Project Site does not contain any streams or rivers. Similarly, runoff from the Project Site 
discharges to the local existing storm drain infrastructure and does not directly discharge to a 
stream or river. Accordingly, the Project would not alter the course of any stream or river. 

The Project Site is almost entirely impervious, and during storm events, water sheet flows 
across the site and drains to the south and southeast of the Project Site to the local City storm 
drain system. The Project would alter on-site drainage patterns by changing the pattern of 
development and modifying the elevations of the site, thus it will alter the storm water runoff 
pattern. However, this alteration would not result in on-site erosion or siltation, because all 
runoff would be directed to areas of BMPs and/or other storm drain infrastructure that is 
developed in connection with the Project. Moreover, the amount of runoff associated with the 
Project Site will not exceed existing runoff rates and volumes, as required by the Bureau of 
Sanitation, and will be collected and conveyed via an on-site storm water collection system 
designed in accordance with City Building Code specifications. 

The Project under the conservative development scenario that would have the maximum 
potential storm water impacts increases the impervious surfaces on the Project Site by 
approximately 0.04 acres (approximately 1,742 square feet). However, the Project Site contains 
shallow, low permeability soil, as documented in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study (refer to Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, and Appendix IV.D). These soils significantly 
limit the potential for groundwater recharge regardless of the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, yields or flow directions. Therefore, 
Project's impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

No significant impacts related to surface hydrology were identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required. However, the City requires implementation of certain standard mitigation 
measures meant to address Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
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the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate. 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e.g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

F-16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
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matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers. 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless 
have been incorporated into the Project which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
upon Hydrology and Water Quality as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

Project activities are not anticipated to result in significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality as explained in the Draft EIR. The Project will be required to implement structural 
or treatment control BMPs as part of its design. The plans for these features will be reviewed 
and approved by the City, and will be consistent with the Low Impact Development (LID) 
standards contained in the City's Best Management Practices handbook. The Project together 
with related projects could impact hydrology in the area. However, when new construction 
occurs it generally does not lead to substantial additional runoff, since related projects are also 
required to control the amount and quality of stormwater coming from their respective sites. For 
these reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and 
cumulative impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality will be less-than-significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Hydrology and Water Quality impacts, see Section IV.F of the 
Draft EIR. 

Noise (Operational) 

Description of Effects 

The Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of approximately 1.7 dBA CNEL 
during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Based on predicted noise levels along Vine 
Street, proposed residential uses may be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, 
which falls within the normally unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses 
identified the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Thus, the Project would result in generally 
unacceptable exterior noise levels for any proposed residential or open space uses fronting 
Vine Street. However, exterior-to-interior reduction of newer residential units with windows 
closed is generally 25 dBA or more with double-pane windows. Therefore, future interior noise 
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levels associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 
dBA for interior residential uses. 

Also, on-site equipment would be shielded and appropriate noise muffling devices would be 
installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 
Nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any equipment items required to operate between 
the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this impact would be less than significant after 
mitigation. All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Although the Project would increase the number of vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise 
would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project Site. While periodic noise levels 
from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project, these 
events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have potential to 
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures 
would be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project would not include stationary equipment that would result in high vibration levels, 
which are more typical for large industrial projects. Although ground borne vibration at the 
Project Site and immediate vicinity may currently result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g. 
refuse trucks and transit buses) on nearby local roadways, the proposed land uses would not 
result in substantial increased use of these heavy duty vehicles. The number of transit buses 
that travel along roadways in the Project vicinity would also not substantially increase due to the 
Project. As such, vibration impacts associated with operation of the Project would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

The Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level 
at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the 
proposed towers. Ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70 
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the 
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation 
of sound created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between 
receptors and noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would 
substantially increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Noise, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 
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Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure H-19 would require that the proposed building envelope 
shall have a minimum STC of 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. 
Specifically, the Project would be required to comply with LAMC Section 99.05.507.4.1 (LA 
Green Building Code), Exterior Noise Transmission, which states: wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, and exterior 
windows shall have a minimum STC of 30 for any of the following building locations: 1) within 
1,000 ft. (300 m.) of right of ways of freeways, 2) within 5 mi. (8 km.) of airports serving more 
than 10,000 commercial jets per year, and 3) where sound levels at the property line regularly 
exceed 65 decibels, other than occasional sound due to church bells, train horns, emergency 
vehicles and public warning systems. 

The on-site equipment would be designed such that they would be shielded and appropriate 
noise muffling devices would be installed on the equipment to reduce noise levels that affect 
nearby noise-sensitive uses. In addition, nighttime noise limits would be applicable to any 
equipment items required to operate between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Mitigation Measure H-18 is included to 
ensure that all new mechanical equipment associated with the Project would adhere to Section 
112.02 of the LAMC. 

Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance provided 
between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created 
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and 
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially 
increase the ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses given implementation of the above 
mentioned mitigation measures. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Fire Protection) 

Description of Effects 

Project construction would not be expected to burden firefighting and emergency services to the 
extent that there would be a need for new or expanded fire facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives of the LAFD, due to 
the limited duration of construction activities and compliance with applicable codes. However, 
mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts. With regards to operational impacts, the 
Commercial Scenario would introduce approximately 1,010 new residents and approximately 
1,635 jobs to the Project Site. This increase in population and employment at the Project Site 
would generate an increased demand for fire protection services over the existing Project Site 
conditions. General and emergency access to the Project would be provided from Vine Street, 
Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Yucca Street. 

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the 
Project.That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical emergency 
services, stated, in part: "The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes 
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD." This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response 
times are adequate as well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic 
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Ambulance and a Basic Life Support Ambulance. Although operational impacts related to fire 
services would be less than significant, conformance with applicable Fire Code requirements set 
forth in Mitigation Measures J.1-1 to J.1-7, in conjunction with the proximity of the Project Site to 
area fire stations, would ensure adequate on-site fire protection, and that construction of new 
facilities or expansion, consolidation or relocation of existing facilities would not be required to 
serve the Project. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in its 
final designs. 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Fire Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

It is anticipated that a proposed access plan would provide adequate access to and from the 
Project Site in the event of an emergency. The Project Applicant would be required to submit 
the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire 
Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association 
standards. Furthermore, pursuant to Mitigation Measure J .1-7, the Project Applicant would be 
required to submit an emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD, to help ensure that 
Project construction and operations would not impede fire access to and from the Project Site, 
which would create the need for new or physically altered facilities. The emergency response 
plan would include, but not be limited to, mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
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vehicles and pedestrians, locations of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. For these 
reasons, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, Project-specific and cumulative 
impacts will be less than significant for Fire Protection. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Fire Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Public Services (Police Protection) 

Description of Effects 

While there is the potential for the construction to create an increase in demand for police 
protection services, the Project would provide security on the Project Site as needed and 
appropriate during the phases and course of the construction process. This security includes 
perimeter fencing, lighting, and after-hours security guards, thereby reducing the demand for 
LAPD services. The specific type and combination of construction site security features will 
depend on the phase of construction. Therefore, construction impacts as they relate to 
increased on-site demand during construction would be potentially significant without mitigation. 

Additionally, construction-related activities could potentially impact the provision of LAPD police 
protection services due to construction activities impacting area roadways and thus effecting 
police response times in the vicinity of the Project Site. Also, construction sites can be sources 
of nuisances and hazards, and can be areas that invite theft and vandalism. When not properly 
secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more 
pressing matters that require their attention. This could result in an increase in demand for 
police protection services. Nevertheless, emergency access to the Project Site would be 
maintained in order to facilitate emergency responders. 

The Hollywood Community Police Station maintains an officer-to-resident ratio of 1 officer per 
833 residents (or 1.2 officers/1,000 residents). Thus, the additional approximately 1,966 
residents under the Residential Scenario would require 2 additional officers to maintain the 
same ratio. The Hollywood Community Police Station has 360 sworn police officers. The 
addition of 2 officers to maintain the existing ratio represents a 0.55 percent increase over 
existing staffing levels. Consequently, the demand for 2 additional officers to the Hollywood 
Community Police Station to maintain current resident service ratios would not require the 
expansion, consolidation, or relocation of this station. 

The Project would increase activity at the Project Site and therefore the potential to increase 
crime. A poorly designed building with low visibility has the potential to increase crimes, 
especially thefts. By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and 
natural access control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private 
spaces), the Project can be designed to reduce crime. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. Also, emergency access to the Project would be provided by the existing on
site street systems. City review of street widths, street lighting, and street signage would be 
based on an evaluation of requirements for the provision of emergency access, and would 
ensure access is maintained. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
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The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period. 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD. 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete. 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan. 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan. 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security. 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Police Protection, as 
identified in the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Fencing, temporary lighting, and security guards as necessary would be provided at the Project 
Site during construction, according to Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2. 

Emergency access would be maintained as described as Mitigation Measure J.2-3. Traffic flow 
during temporary street closures would not impact police protection services as described in 
Mitigation Measure J.2-4. 

By providing natural surveillance (visibility from streets and sidewalks) and natural access 
control (landscaping buffers and other distinctions between public and private spaces), the 
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Project can be designed to reduce crime. Mitigation Measures J.2-1 to J.2-8 are intended to 
address security-through-design requirements and recommendations to ensure that impacts to 
police services are less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would also generate revenues to the City's Municipal Fund (e.g., in the 
form of property taxes and sales tax revenue) that could be applied toward the provision of new 
police facilities and related staffing, as deemed appropriate. The Project's security design 
features as well as revenue to the Municipal Fund would help offset the increase in demand for 
police services. 

There is the potential for a delay in police response if a building has locked access or a 
confusing layout. To ensure that this potential impact is reduced police access into the Project 
Site and buildings themselves would be ensured through Mitigation Measure J.2-9. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Police Protection impacts, see Section IV.J.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Schools) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. The increase in the number of permanent residents on the Project Site resulting 
from the Project and the potential need to enroll any school-aged children into LAUSD schools 
would increase the demand for school services. Based on LAUSD demographic analysis, the 
Project would result in 724 additional LAUSD students (414 elementary students, 104 middle 
school students, and 206 high school students). 

With the addition of Project-generated students to existing school enrollments, Cheremoya 
Elementary would operate over capacity by 193 students, Le Conte Middle would operate over 
capacity by 219 students, and Hollywood High would operate under capacity by 361 students. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Schools, as identified in 
the Final EIR, to a less than significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Pursuant to Section 65995 of the California Government Code, the payment of developer fees 
in accordance with SB 50 is considered to provide full and complete mitigation for any impact to 
school facilities. Therefore, with payment of the required SB 50 fees, per Mitigation Measure 
J.3-1, Project impacts to schools would be less than significant. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Schools impacts, see Section IV.J.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Parks and Recreation) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on the combined neighborhood and community parkland per population 
ratio of four acres per 1,000 persons, the Residential Scenario would generate a demand of an 
additional approximately 7.9 acres of new neighborhood and community parkland. Based on six 
acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would also generate a demand for 
11.8 acres of regional parkland. The demand for approximately 19.7 acres of new 
neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreational facilities in a currently 
underserved area would potentially increase the demand on existing parks and recreation 
facilities. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dwelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the requirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36-inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Parks and Recreation, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

To offset the demand for park and recreational services, the Project would create open space 
and recreational amenities, including recreational rooms, green spaces, and plazas, and other 
publicly-accessible areas on the Project Site. In addition to the provision of on-site open space 
and recreational amenities that would be provided for the residents and visitors to the Project 
Site, the Project would be subject to LAMC requirements that are intended to reduce the 
increased demands that are created by residential development projects. As such, the 
combination of the above described project design features, mandatory code compliance 
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requirements, and mitigation measures would reduce the Project's impacts to Parks and 
Recreation to a less than significant level. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Parks and Recreation impacts, see Section IV.J.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Project - Public Services (Libraries) 

Description of Effects 

The 897 dwelling units under the Residential Scenario would generate a direct population of 
1,966 persons. Based on Department of City Planning estimates, the LAPL estimates the 
Hollywood Regional Branch service population is approximately 91,980 (2010) and its 2020 
service population will be approximately 94,494. Although the LAPL estimates the service 
population as above 90,000, which would warrant consideration of a second branch nearby, 
there are no planned improvements to add capacity through expansion or for development of 
any new libraries to serve the Project area. The addition of approximately 1,966 persons would 
be accommodated within the planned increase of approximately 2,514 persons through 2020. 
The Project would represent approximately 78 percent of the increase. 

Although the Project would increase the demand for library services through its resident 
population, it would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As such, impacts to 
library services would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

J.S-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to Libraries prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less than significant impacts upon 
Libraries as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide considers features (on-site library facilities, direct support to 
LAPL) that would reduce the demand for library services. It is likely that the residents of the 
Project would have individual Internet service, which provides information and research 
capabilities that studies have shown reduce demand at physical library locations. Further, as 
discussed above, the Project Applicant would provide direct support to the LAPL by paying the 
$200 per capita rate requested by the LAPL. Separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project 
would contribute tax revenue to the City's General Fund through development. Regular funding 
of the operation of the LAPL Fund comes from the General Plan and fluctuates with City 
priorities. Funding for specific branch projects is funded by bond measures presented to voters. 
As a result, impacts to Libraries are less than significant and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure J.5-1 will further ensure impacts remain less than significant. 
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Reference 

For a complete discussion of Libraries impacts, see Section IV.J.S of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation/Traffic (Traffic - Construction) 

Description of Effects 

Hauling activities for demolition and excavation would occur pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-
3. Temporary traffic congestion impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated 
during the hauling phases as a result of trucks staging, idling, and traveling on area roadways. 

Traffic lane closures on Vine Street would be used for intermittent construction staging for 
specified hours during Project construction, subject to special permit by governing agencies for 
each traffic lane closure as required. Traffic lane closures would also be used for intermittent 
construction staging for specified hours during Project construction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar 
Avenue. Further, although no bus stops are located directly adjacent to the Project Site 
construction areas, there are bus stops located nearby the Project Site. 

Mitigation Measures 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management Plan/Worksite Traffic Control Plan (WTCP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The WTCP shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
WTCP shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K.1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related traffic shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

ii. Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 
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ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall be 
during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any exceptions to the 
above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of Building and Safety in 
consultation with the Department of Transportation. Exceptions to the haul activity time 
limits are to be permitted only when necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete 
pours that can not reasonably be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling activities 
are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to 18-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to the 
start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be available on 
the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust 
caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and muffled 
as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent 
spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent excessive 
blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor. 

xiii. The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 

xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required at the job site to assist the trucks in and out of 
the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with Part II of 
the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have temporary "No 
Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes must be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use Inspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at least 
72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify the Division 
immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 
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xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be issued 
by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 770, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be obtained by calling 
213.977.6039 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Traffic -
Construction, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through K.1-4 would be implemented to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
and bus traffic during construction activities near the Project Site. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 
above was added in the Final EIR pursuant to a request by Metro and will help to facilitate the 
flow of bus traffic during construction. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Traffic impacts, see Section IV.K.1 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Transportation - Parking 

1. Description of Effects 

Construction- Temporary Sidewalk Closures and Construction Worker Parking Based on a 
review of the anticipated temporary closures and pedestrian detour routes resulting from said 
closures, pedestrian access would not be significantly impacted during construction. Pedestrian 
access routes in a north-south direction on Argyle Avenue and Ivar Avenue would remain 
unobstructed on the opposing sides of the street. North-South access on Vine Street would still 
be possible, but would require pedestrians to cross the street mid-block. East-West access 
along the Yucca Street sidewalk would be maintained at all times and would not be impacted by 
the Project. In addition, Mitigation Measures IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that 
walking distances associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are 
reduced to an acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary 
sidewalk closures would be considered less than significant. 

In the event that both the East and West Sites are built out simultaneously, parking for 
construction workers will be located off-site with shuttle service if necessary and all staging and 
lay down areas will be on-site and/or in the sidewalk and parking curb lanes until the below 
grade parking structure is completed. If the East and West Sites are built out separately, 
construction worker parking and staging will be at the undeveloped portion of the Project Site. If 
one Site's development has been completed, worker parking would occur at the completed 
parcel. With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management 
Program, as required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with 
construction worker parking would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Transportation - Parking, 
as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measure IV.K.2-1 is recommended to further ensure that walking distances 
associated with alternative sidewalk routes and pedestrian detours are reduced to an 
acceptable standard. Therefore, Project impacts associated with temporary sidewalk closures 
would be considered less than significant. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2-2 and a Construction Management Program, as 
required through Mitigation Measure K.1-1, parking impacts associated with construction worker 
parking would be less than significant. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Transportation - Parking impacts, see Section IV.K.2 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Project - Utilities and Service Systems (Water) 

Description of Effects 

The Project is estimated to consume a total of approximately 250,659 gpd (251,406 gpd total 
less existing uses of 250 gpd and additional conservation of 497 gpd). This equates to 
approximately 281 AFY of water demand for the Commercial Scenario. The Water Supply 
Assessment included in the Draft EIR concluded that the approximately 281 AFY water demand 
generated by the Project falls within the available and projected water supplies for normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry years through 2035, and within the water demand growth projected 
in LADWP's Year 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 

The Project would replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a 
looped system that would be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points 
to the existing 12-inch LADWP water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. The 
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replacement or addition of infrastructure could potentially result in temporary partial public street 
closures on Vine Street and Yucca Street. The LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be 
supplied with water from the municipal system. All infrastructure improvements would be built to 
the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. The LADWP modeled the fire flow 
requirements against the existing water infrastructure and determine that the existing system 
has adequate capacity. Similarly, the water facilities that serve the Project Site currently has the 
capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project's net increase of 
222,455 gpd (i.e., approximately 0.002 percent of the LAAFP available capacity) would be 
accommodated within the existing treatment capacity. The Project would not trigger the need for 
improvements that would create a significant adverse effect. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effect of all of the impacts related to Utilities and Service 
Systems - Water, as identified in the Final EIR, to a less-than-significant level. 

Rationale for Findings 

In addition to Mitigation Measure L.1-1, hydrants, water lines, and water tanks would be 
installed per Code requirements for the Project. If necessary, and as determined during the plan 
check process, potential water main and other infrastructure upgrades would not be expected to 
create a significant impact to the physical environment because: (1) any disruption of service 
would be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public and 
private rights-of-way; and (3) the existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger 
infrastructure in areas that have already been significantly disturbed. The Draft EIR determined 
that adequate water supply, treatment capacity at applicable facilities, and conveyance systems 
were adequate to implement the Project without creating significant impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Water impacts, see Section IV. L.1 
of the Draft EIR. 

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 

Description of Effects 

The demolition and construction phase of the Project in the most impactful scenario would 
generate approximately 3,942.4 tons of debris. The demolition and construction debris 
associated with the Project would primarily be classified as inert waste and would be recycled in 
accordance with Ordinance 181519 at one of the City certified construction and demolition 
waste processor facilities, which is most likely the Peck Road Gravel Pit, located in the City of 
Monrovia. 

The Project in the most impactful scenario during operation would generate approximately 2.205 
net tpd of solid waste, not accounting for the effectiveness of recycling efforts, which the Project 
will implement. The solid waste generation under the Residential Scenario would represent 
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approximately 0.022 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine 
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. Furthermore, operations within the City and the Project 
Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring 
each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source 
reduction, recycling, and composting. Thus, as determined in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
have less than significant impacts related to solid waste generation. 

Mitigation Measures 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Findings 

Although the Project would not result in significant impacts related to solid waste prior to the 
implementation of mitigation measures, changes or alterations nonetheless have been 
incorporated into the Project, which further reduce these less-than-significant impacts upon 
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste as identified in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project would be consistent with AB 939 and in turn support the goals and policies in the 
SSRE. The Project would also be consistent with Ordinance 181519 and other plans and 
policies related to solid waste. Mitigation Measures L.3-1 and L.3-2 are designed to ensure that 
all operational waste is disposed of properly and consistent with City ordinances, policies, and 
objectives. Additionally, the estimated amount of construction/demolition waste could be 
accommodated by this and other facilities in accordance with Ordinance 181519, which requires 
compliance with AB 939, and which requires haulers to obtain a City permit to discharge 
construction and demolition waste at one of the City's facilities. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste impacts, see Section 
IV.L.3 of the Draft EIR. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION 
MEASURES. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 
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Focal View Obstruction 

To determine the extent of a view obstruction impact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the degree of obstruction can generally be categorized as either: (a) total blockage; (b) 
partial interruption; or (c) minor diminishment. The Development Regulations ensure that no 
development scenario of the Project would result in the total blockage of the Capitol Records 
Building from the recognized viewpoint at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street looking north. 
As discussed below, however, the Project could result in varying degrees of visual blockage 
from this vantage point depending on the height and massing envelope. 

As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Figure IV.A.1-16 (View 6), provides conceptual renderings of the 
Project at the 220-, 400-, 550- and 585-foot high massing envelopes and illustrates the visibility 
of the Capitol Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. This is 
considered the vantage point at street level where the Project could most impact a valued focal 
view. In each rendering the Capitol Records Building is visible to varying degrees. As shown in 
View 6(a), which is the most impactful scenario, the Project with a 220-foot high massing 
envelope results in a high degree of view interruption. From this vantage point, the Project 
would significantly obstruct views of the Capitol Records Building. However, even in this most 
impactful scheme, the Capitol Records Building and Jazz Mural remain visible at grade level 
due to the open space setback fronting the mural and minimum 10-foot structural setback along 
Vine Street as depicted in Figure IV.A.1-2 in the Draft EIR, Axonometric of Permitted Building 
Envelope West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. Regardless, the extent of view 
blockage of the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point (considering the 220-foot high 
massing envelope) results in a significant visual impact. 

Likewise, View 6(b), which is the 400-foot high massing envelope, shows that the Project would 
obstruct a substantial portion of the Capitol Records Building view from the corner of Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street. This level of obstruction is considered a substantial, yet partial, 
interruption of the focal view due to the ability to recognize some, but not all, of the Capitol 
Records Building's distinguishing architectural features. Thus, the Project (considering the 400-
foot high massing envelope) could result in a significant visual impact based on the extent of 
view blockage caused by the Project on the Capitol Records Building from this vantage point. 

Mitigation Measures 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The Project's impact after mitigation would be significant and unavoidable regarding focal view 
obstruction under the 220-foot and 400-foot high development scenarios for the intersection 
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view of Capitol Records Building from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street; and with respect to 
cumulative aesthetic impacts. 

Mitigation Measure A.1-2 ensures that the Project is developed according to the Development 
Regulations, which implement numerous standards that reduce the Project's potential view 
obstruction impacts. Grade-level open space, setbacks, and structure articulation controls in 
the Development Regulation all help minimize focal view impacts on valued viewsheds to the 
extent feasible while still accomplishing most of the Project objectives. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views I Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Aesthetics (Views/Light and Glare) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Cumulative Visual Impacts (height and massing of aesthetic character) 

From a variety of perspectives, several of the Related Projects analyzed in the Draft EIR could 
enter the same viewshed as the Project. Many of the Related Projects are urban infill 
development that would not be out of character with the existing visual environment. However, 
development of the Project, in conjunction with several of the Related Projects, would have the 
potential to contrast with the overall existing aesthetic environment due to increased height and 
densities. The Related Projects have the potential to block views from local streets and other 
vantage points throughout the Project area towards valued views such as the HOllYWOOD 
Sign and would also develop recognizable structures within the existing Hollywood urban node. 
These new developments would be collectively visible from the Hollywood Hills and lend to the 
evolution of a vertically expanding Hollywood skyline. Therefore, although the Project's 
aesthetics impacts are generally considered less than significant, the cumulative impact of the 
Related Projects together with the Project is considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant with respect to increased heights and densities. 

Mitigation Measures 

There are no mitigation measures that would apply to the Related Projects. 

A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 

RL0034649 



EM33892 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU 8-CU-ZV -H D F-65 

highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

Rationale for Findings 

The cumulative significant impact results from several of the Related Projects that could enter in 
the same viewshed as the Project. There are no mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that 
could affect how the Related Projects are proposed and implemented. The Applicant does not 
control the extent of development associated with the other Related Projects and thereby 
cannot feasibly reduce this cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Aesthetics - Views / Light and Glare impacts, see Section IV.A.1 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Construction) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The daily emissions generated during the Project's building construction phase would exceed the 
regional threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOx. It should be noted that ROG 
emissions would only exceed the daily threshold during the architectural coating activities. 

Mitigation Measures 

8.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust 
• Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 

pavement; 
• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times 

daily; 
• Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
• Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging 

areas; 
• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site; 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 

15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that 

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call 
and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints 
regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be 
rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 

8.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shall 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 
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B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOx standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding A, which states that "[c]hanges or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 
subd. (a)(1)) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-1 through B.1-3 would reduce construction related air quality impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, these measures would reduce impacts associated with 
fugitive dust and off-road construction equipment exhaust. Nevertheless, as shown in Table IV. B.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions - Mitigated, the mitigated peak 
daily emissions generated during the Project's site preparation, grading, and excavation phase 
would exceed the regional emission threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for NOx largely due 
to off-road diesel powered equipment and soil hauling. In addition, the Applicant implemented 
additional mitigation measures in response to a comment letter on the Draft EIR submitted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Response to Letter No.7 in the Final EIR, which 
demonstrates how all feasible mitigation has been implemented to reduce this air quality impact to 
the extent feasible. There are no mitigation measures that would further this impact to less than 
significant considering the localized and regional air quality in the existing environment. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality (Operations) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would result in unmitigated operational emissions that would exceed the established 
SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG and NOx during both the summertime (smog season) and 
wintertime (non-smog season). 

Additionally, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project. As 
discussed in detail therein, the HRA assesses ambient air pollution levels and Toxic Air 
Contaminates (TACs) in the vicinity of Project, which is located near the Hollywood (U.S. 101) 
Freeway in the Hollywood Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The 101 Freeway is 
an existing source of TACs. It creates an unhealthy ambient air quality environment at the 
Project Site. Thus, due to the existing conditions surrounding the 101 Freeway, the Project Site 
is located in an ambient air quality environment that could expose sensitive receptors to 
elevated air quality health risks levels that exceed the SCAQMD threshold for TACs. 
Accordingly, the HRA has quantified and disclosed the potential air quality health risks 
associated with the Project Site location consistent with the recommendations of CARB and the 
Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality environment 
that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated below a level 
of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with exposure to existing 
TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. 
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Mitigation Measures 

8.1-4 The Project shall meet the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 
• Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 1S%; 
• Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 

fixtures; 
• Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this would 

achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local landfills; and 
• All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall be 

ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment or 
appliance. 

8.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE S2.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

8.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
SOO-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

8.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low VOC cleaning products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 1S091, subd. (a)(3) 

Rationale for Findings 

Mitigation Measures B.1-4 through B.1-9 would reduce operational air quality impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, this measure would reduce air quality emissions 
associated with energy consumption. This mitigation measure would serve to reduce emissions 
associated with mobile vehicle sources. Nevertheless, impacts associated with regional 
operational emissions from the Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

To minimize adverse health effects associated with diminished ambient air pollution levels in the 
Project vicinity, Mitigation B.1-S is proposed. The Project Site is located in an ambient air quality 
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environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be mitigated 
below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impact associated with 
exposure to existing TACs is considered significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, there are no 
mitigation measures or Project Alternatives that could affect how the Related Projects are 
proposed and implemented. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion Air Quality impacts, see Section IV.B.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Noise (Construction and Operation) 

Description of Significant Effects 

The Project would have significant noise impacts during construction on the sensitive receptors 
identified in the Draft EIR. Table IV.H-9 therein indicates that sensitive land uses including 
residential, hotels, and the recording studios at the Capitol Records Building could experience 
temporary noise levels above applicable thresholds. 

Similarly, the Project would have significant construction vibration impacts at the sensitive 
receptors identified in Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, construction 
impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and 
disrupting existing studio recording operations. 

With respect to placing proposed residential uses along the street segments, future roadway 
noise levels at distances of 35 feet from the Vine Street centerline could reach up to 
approximately 72.1 dBA CNEL. All other locations where residential uses could be placed on 
the Project Site would front street segments with future traffic noise below 70 dBA CNEL. 
Nevertheless, based on predicted noise levels along Vine Street, proposed residential uses may 
be exposed to noise levels that exceed 70.0 dBA CNEL, which falls within the normally 
unacceptable category for residential and open spaces uses identified the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide. This type of impact is considered an impact of the environment on the 
Project. Nonetheless, the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for 
any proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street. 

Mitigation Measures 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

H-10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities. The structure-monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure-monitoring plan shall include the 
following. All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fayades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
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met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted. 

H-13 All construction equipment engines shall be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

H-15 Rubber tired equipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

H-16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMI/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner will be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that: (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall will 
then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.02 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits noise from air 
conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient noise level of the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3)). 

Rationale for Findings 
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With the implementation of construction Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, which limit the 
hours of construction activities, and require the use of noise reduction devices and techniques 
during construction at the Project Site, the Project's construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. However, even with the implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, potential noise levels generated by Project construction would in 
some cases exceed applicable thresholds. Thus, further reducing construction related noise 
levels considered technically infeasible. As discussed in the Final EIR, numerous additional 
mitigation measures were added to reduce construction noise impacts to on-site and 
surrounding land uses. The feasibility of other suggested noise mitigation was the thoroughly 
assessed in Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures for 
the Project. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-17, potential groundborne 
vibration impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. 
Nevertheless, because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site 
receptors would exceed the FTA's annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne 
vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the Capitol Records Building's underground echo chambers, any vibration
related land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further 
coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA 
analysis, however, the Project's physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing 
environment would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Noise impacts, see Section IV.H of the Draft EIR. 

Transportation and Traffic (Operational) 

Description of Significant Effects 

Five study intersections would be significantly impacted by the Project under the Existing (2011) 
With Project conditions scenario: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM Peak Hour) 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project is expected to significantly contribute to cumulative impacts at the following 13 
study intersections under the Future (2020) conditions: 

• Highland Avenue (North)/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp (PM peak 

hour) 
• La Brea Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
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• Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Argyle Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Gower Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Cahuenga Boulevard/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Fountain Avenue (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

The Project, for the Horizon Year (2035), would significantly impact traffic conditions at three 
additional intersections beyond the 13 intersections for Future (2020) conditions. Those 
additional intersections are: 

• Cahuenga Boulevard and Yucca Street (PM peak hour) 
• Vine Street and Selma Avenue (PM peak hour), and 
• Vine Street and De Longpre Avenue (PM peak hour). 

No Vine Street Access Impacts 

Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, one additional intersection would be significantly 
impacted by Project traffic compared to the Project (which includes access on Vine Street). The 
additional impact would be both under the Future Plus Project (2020) conditions and under the 
Horizon Year (2035) Plus Project conditions. 

The following additional intersection would be significantly impacted: 

• Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) PM peak hour and Horizon Year 
(2035) AM peak hour & PM peak hour) 

The other two intersections significantly impacted under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, 
which were also significantly impacted under the Project, are Vine Street and Hollywood 
Boulevard (Existing (2011), Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)) and Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard (Future (2020) and Horizon Year (2035)). 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

The Project Applicant is considering a potential shift in the location of the individual uses for the 
Project. Therefore, an analysis was prepared to address the potential traffic impacts resulting 
from the relocation of Project uses/components and associated parking between the East and 
West Sites. The square footages of the land uses for the Project, totaled for both Sites, would 
remain the same. 

The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the East Site (the Maximum 
East Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space, all 254 hotel rooms, 173 residential dwelling units, all 25,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 25,000 square feet of retail space on the East Site. Development of the 
West Site would consist of all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 288 residential dwelling 
units, and 75,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each Project 
use/component would be located on the Site containing that use/component. 
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The scenario considered for the maximum development shift to the West Site (the Maximum 
West Site Development Scenario) would incorporate the location of all of the office parking (but 
not the office space), all 254 hotel rooms, all 80,000 square feet of health club space, 95,000 
square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 350 residential dwelling 
units on the West Site. Development on the East Site would consist of all 264,303 square feet of 
office space (but not the office parking), 111 residential dwelling units, 5,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 5,000 square feet of retail space. The parking associated with each 
Project use/component, except for the office space, would be located on the Site containing that 
use/component. 

As such, traffic impacts for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site Development 
Scenarios were also analyzed. The Project component shifts are only anticipated to affect the 
traffic at the six intersections located at the corners of the blocks containing the East Site and 
West Site (the Affected Intersections). The six Affected Intersections are listed below: 

10. Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street 
11. Vine Street and Yucca Street 
12. Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street 
17. Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard 
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard 

Under the Existing (2011) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West 
Site Development Scenarios, the site shift would not change any conclusions for the Existing 
(2011) conditions analysis. A significant traffic impact would occur at intersection 18 - Vine 
Street and Hollywood Boulevard under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East Site and 
Maximum West Site Development Scenarios), With or With No Vine Street Access, but no other 
significant traffic impacts were identified. 

Under the Future (2020) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum West Site 
Development Scenarios, With or with No Vine Street Access, Intersection 18 - Vine Street and 
Hollywood Boulevard would be significantly impacted. An additional significant impact would 
occur at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard. Under the Future (2020) 
conditions (with No Vine Street access), a third intersection (17 - Ivar Avenue and Hollywood 
Boulevard) would be significantly impacted under all three scenarios (Project, Maximum East 
Site and Maximum West Site Development Scenarios). 

Under the Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis for the Maximum East Site and Maximum 
West Site Development Scenarios (With Vine Street Access) the Project component shifts 
would cause the conclusions/impacts to change at one intersection. With at least 20 percent of 
the shift in location assumed for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, the Project PM 
peak-hour impact at the intersection of 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would be 
significantly impacted. With 100% of the Maximum East Site location shift (with No Vine Street 
Access conditions), the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street would be 
significant. 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 
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Mitigation Measures 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. The Project shall take 
advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and 
implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall be prepared and 
provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the 
Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to the issuance of 
the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program applies to the new 
land uses to be developed as part of the final development program for the Project. To 
the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element shall be 
implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the Departments of Planning 
and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be limited to, the following 
strategies: 

• Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with an on-
site transportation coordinator; 

• A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 
• Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools; 
• Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 

proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
• Flexible/altemative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
• Provide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for shared car 

program); 
• Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
• A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out Law in all leases; 
• Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and 

employees; 
• Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the onsite pedestrian, 

bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared bicycle services; 
• Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
• Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
• Transit routing and schedule information; 
• Transit pass sales; 
• Rideshare matching services; 
• Bike and walk to work promotions; 
• Visibility of the altemative commute options through a location on the central court of 

the Project Site; 
• Preferential rideshare loading/unloading or parking location; 
• Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 

established (CF 10-2385-S5). 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off-site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
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employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant. 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free of charge). The Project owner shall participate in 
the TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

• Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
• Multi-employer van pools (to serve areas that are identified as under served by 

transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
• Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
• Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop enhancements 

(such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
• Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation modes 

in the Hollywood area. 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TOM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this study shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

K.1-8 Transit Enhancements - The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the HollywoodNine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
of locations shall be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund that is currently being 
established (CF 10-2385-S5). These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with 
the Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle 
improvements within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that 
are consistent with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be 
eligible expenses utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund 
shall be consistent with the General Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing 
and striping, such as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included 
in the funded projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. Should 
shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project funding 
may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 
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K.1-10 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required 
to implement the traffic signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's 
Correspondence to the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See 
Appendix K.2 to this Draft EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final 
determination on how to implement these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by 
LADOT prior to the issuance of the first building permit. These signal upgrades would be 
implemented either by the Project Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering (BOE), or through payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the 
cost of the upgrades. If LADOT selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant 
shall be required to pay LADOT the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and 
LADOT shall design and construct the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the 
Project Applicant through the B-Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements 
shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of any building permit and completed prior to 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. 

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 
Freeway Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this 
intersection under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project 
Applicant shall restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared 
through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement 
shall require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT. 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council 
recently adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes 
revised street standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and 
other important street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian 
environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been 
designated as a Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a SO-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine 
Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 3S-foot half-width roadway 
within a 4S-foot half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle 
Avenue is classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also 
classified as Local Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 
30-foot half-width right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land 
Development Group to determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening 
and/or sidewalk requirements for this project. 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project 
Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic 
signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed 
transportation improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 92S-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 
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K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Findings 

The City adopts CEQA Finding C which states that "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
final EIR." (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subd. (a)(3). 

Rationale for Findings 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures K.1-5 through K.1-14 above to help to reduce Project
related traffic impacts to a less than significant level. However, even with implementation of the 
Mitigation Measures, some traffic-related impacts will remain significant as follows: 

Existing (2011) Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Existing 
(2011) conditions at three of the five significantly impacted intersections. Under Existing (2011) 
conditions, traffic impacts would remain significant at two intersections even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Cumulative Impacts Plus Mitigation 

The Mitigation Measures above reduce impacts to less than significant levels under Future 
(2020) conditions at eight of the 13 significantly impacted intersections. Project impacts under 
the Future (2020) conditions would remain at a significant level even with implementation of the 
above mitigation measures at five study intersections. These intersections are: 

4. Cahuenga Boulevard/Franklin Avenue (PM peak hour) 
15. Highland Avenue/Hollywood Boulevard (PM peak hour) 
16. Cahuenga Boulevard/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
18. Vine Street/Hollywood Boulevard (AM and PM peak hour) 
31. Vine Street/Sunset Boulevard (PM peak hour). 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure K.1-14 would reduce the significant impact at the 
intersection of Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard under Future (2020) conditions under 
the Residential Scenario to a less than significant level. 

Horizon Year (2035) Plus Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project impacts at two of the additional 
three significantly impacted intersections would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts at the intersection of Vine Street and Selma Avenue would remain significant. Potential 
additional Project mitigation measures were reviewed, but no feasible mitigation measures were 
identified. 

No Vine Street Access Scenario Plus Mitigation 
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The proposed Project trip reducing and signal system capacity enhancing mitigation measures 
would have benefits at the intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, but would not 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. In order to further reduce the impacts to a less 
than significant level at this location, potential additional Project mitigation measures were 
reviewed, but no feasible additional measures were identified. As such, impacts at the 
intersection of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would remain significant under the No 
Vine Street Access Scenario. 

Project Component Shifting Analysis 

In summary, the change in the balance of Project land-use components and parking between 
the West Site and the East Site is anticipated to have localized traffic impacts at the 
intersections immediately surrounding the Project Site. As discussed above, this analysis was 
performed for the two scenarios that represent the maximum shift in location of the Project 
uses/components and parking. There would be changes to the conclusions/impacts for the 
Project at two intersections that would accompany the analyzed shifts in land uses. Those 
conclusions are regarding the significance of the impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard, and at intersection 12 - Argyle Avenue and Yucca Street. 

The conclusion/impact change would begin with a shift in the location of 20% of the trip 
generation of that associated with the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, (with Vine 
Street access), impacts at intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard would no 
longer be able to be mitigated to less than significance and as such would remain significant. 
With essentially all of the Maximum East Site Shift, the impact at intersection 12 - Argyle 
Avenue and Yucca Street (with the No Vine Street Access) would be significant prior to 
mitigation, but the impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation 
of the mitigation measures. Thus, under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario, starting 
with a 20% shift, there is one additional significant impact that cannot be mitigated (at 
intersection 19 - Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard). Under the Maximum West Site 
Development Scenario, there are no additional significant impacts beyond the Project impacts. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of impacts to Traffic, see Section IV.K of the Draft EIR. 

IX. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

State CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a) requires an EIR to: (1) describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project: and (2) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
Sections 11.0 and VI of the Draft EIR describe the objectives that have been identified for the 
Project, which are also listed in detail below: 

Development Objectives 

Create a Vibrant Mixed Use Project that Responds to the Growth of Hollywood and the Region. 
The Project aims to: 

• Redevelop a currently underutilized Project area primarily operated as surface 
parking into a vibrant, development that enlivens the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District by attracting residents and visitors, both 
day and night, through a mix of economically viable, commercial, residential, 
entertainment and community-serving uses that add to those already existing in 
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Hollywood. Provide the mixture and density of uses necessary to ensure the 
Project, including the Capitol Records Complex, can sustain itself economically 
as well as support the long-term preservation of historic structures along 
Hollywood Boulevard. 

• Promote local and regional land use and mobility objectives and reduce 
vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses in close proximity to existing 
transit and transportation infrastructure, encouraging shared parking alternatives 
and creating pedestrian accessibility to the regional transit system and existing 
development. 

• Create an equivalency program to allow changes in uses and floor area to 
support the continued revitalization of Hollywood and the region while ensuring 
the Project has the necessary flexibility to respond to changing market 
conditions and consumer needs in the Hollywood area. 

• Create a major mixed-use center in Hollywood that will provide the critical land 
use density near existing infrastructure necessary to support existing business, 
resident, visitor, transit, and cultural activities in the area. Provide the flexibility 
necessary to ensure that the mix of uses developed will meet the needs of 
Hollywood at the time of development. 

• Create a hub of activity surrounding the Capitol Records Complex and the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street to reinvigorate the eastern 
end of Hollywood Boulevard and terminus of the Walk of Fame. 

Design Objectives 

Maximize the Development Potential of the Project Site in Context with the Area Through 
Quality Design and Development Controls that Ensure a Unified and Cohesive Development. 
The Project aims to: 

• Create a landmark mixed-use project that becomes a visible icon enhancing the 
energy and vitality of the area while complementing the existing built 
environment. Utilize vertical architecture consistent with the historic Vine Street 
high-rise corridor to provide the mix of uses and density necessary to create a 
dynamic and thriving Hollywood while maintaining the setbacks and view 
corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Complex and the 
historic Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. 

• Provide open and green space, walkways, plazas and other gathering spaces 
and connections necessary to promote pedestrian linkages between the Project, 
the regional transit system, the Hollywood Walk of Fame and the greater 
Hollywood community. 

• Replace the existing surface parking lots with visually interesting buildings, 
landscaped open space and convenient walkways in order to enhance the 
pedestrian experience in Hollywood. Provide the mix of uses and density 
necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area that is attractive to residents and 
visitors. 

• Establish site-wide development standards and criteria that permit sufficient 
design flexibility to respond to changing market conditions while establishing a 
set of development controls and objectives that are specific enough to ensure 
the Project will integrate good design, fulfill local and regional policies and 
complement the existing built environment. Establish standards for use, bulk, 
parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, 
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lighting, and sustainability that promote the long-term development of the Project 
Site. 

Sustainability Objectives 

Support Local and Regional Sustainability Goals Through Urban Infill and Transit Oriented 
Development. The Project aims to: 

• Promote the use and maximize the benefits of the Project Site's adjacency to 
regional transit systems and density corridors. 

• Create a development that encourages transit use by providing attractive 
linkages between the Project and the transit infrastructure and the necessary 
energy and vitality to make those linkages attractive to pedestrians. 

• Encourage pedestrian activity by providing the density and height needed to 
create the critical mass of uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks and 
other public spaces both day and night. Without a sufficient level of density, the 
mix of uses necessary to support a level of activity that makes the pedestrian 
experience safe and attractive will not be achieved. 

• Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in enhancing efficiency and 
modernization in the use of materials, energy and development of spaces in an 
urban setting. 

• Incorporate sustainable and green building design to promote resource 
conservation, including waste reduction and conservation of electricity and 
water. Building design and construction will promote efficient use of materials 
and energy. 

Public Benefit Objectives 

Generate Maximum Community Benefits by Maximizing Land Use Opportunities and Providing 
a Vibrant Urban Environment with New Amenities, Public Spaces and State-of-the-Art 
Improvements. The Project aims to: 

• Promote greater utilization of urban spaces and existing infrastructure including 
the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street by 
promoting walkability, stimulating public spaces within the Project and along 
Vine Street, and providing a density and mix of uses to activate the area. 
Support infrastructure improvements and implement a transportation demand 
management plan that reduces vehicular usage and promotes walkability and 
public transportation. 

• Create a long-term increase in tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the Project Site, generating additional sales 
and possibly transient occupancy tax, and providing the density and energy 
necessary to support existing developments in the area. 

• Create open and green space in Hollywood accessible to and for the enjoyment 
of the public in context with a new landmark development, the Capitol Records 
Complex, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District. 
Enhance pedestrian circulation and enjoyment of public spaces both throughout 
the Project Site and between the Project and the community. 

• Create jobs, business activity, and new revenue sources for the City of Los 
Angeles. Provide the energy and vitality needed to allow the Project to support 
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itself and support existing development in Hollywood. The Project aims to ensure 
that this iconic intersection of Hollywood will remain a thriving commercial 
corridor for the community, the City of Los Angeles, and the region. 

• Improve public safety by creating a vibrant development that provides the level 
of density and mix of uses necessary to activate the area, the street and 
pedestrian connections both day and night. The Project aims to bring the critical 
mass of density that will support the mix of uses necessary to create an active 
and vibrant environment that tends to reduce criminal activity. 

Economic Objectives 

Sustain and Promote the Economic Growth of Hollywood Through The Development of New 
Amenities and Land Uses While Attracting Businesses, Residents, and Tourists and Generate 
New Revenues Sources for the City. The Project aims to: 

• Stimulate direct economic activity in the Project area to ensure that Hollywood 
and the historic main street remain competitive given the economic changes in 
the region and the changing needs of the community. Promote Hollywood and 
its commercial corridor on Vine Street through new land uses, the creation of 
new temporary and permanent jobs, as well as direct and indirect economic 
benefits for surrounding commercial uses. 

• Improve the local and regional economy by creating jobs, increasing tax 
revenues, and providing the density that is critical to support the mix of uses 
necessary to support both the Project and existing businesses in the area. 

• Create a dynamic mixed-use project that generates new economic activity for 
Downtown Hollywood, promotes tourism, commercial expansion, and new 
business relocation to Hollywood. 

• Develop a vibrant and economically-feasible mixed-use project that includes 
adequate density and height to ensure the level of economic activity necessary 
to sustain the Project and existing development within the Hollywood area. 
Maximizing density will ensure the development of a variety of land uses, 
including some combination of residential dwelling units, commercial uses, 
lUxury hotel rooms, office space, retail establishments, sports club, parking 
facilities, and open space. Without the increased density, the necessary 
increase in businesses and pedestrian activity that sustain Hollywood Boulevard 
will not be achieved. 

Preservation Objectives 

Preserve the Capitol Records Complex and Promote the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District with a New Development that is Responsive to the History of Hollywood 
and is Sensitive to the Built Environment. The Project aims to: 

• Preserve, maintain and rehabilitate the Capitol Records Complex. Incorporate 
ground-floor open space and building setbacks to reduce massing at the street 
level and moderate overall massing of the Project in a manner that preserves 
views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, and important view corridors to the 
Hollywood Hills. 

• Promote and preserve the status of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
Entertainment District as the main commercial corridor for the Hollywood 
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community. Reinforce the urban and historical importance of the intersection of 
Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street life focused on Vine 
Street. 

• Integrate new uses and new urban spaces into the Project Site in order to 
revitalize this historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, 
visitors, and businesses that promote economic vitality and preservation of the 
District. 

• Create design standards that address, respect and complement the existing 
context, including standards for ground-level open space, podium heights, and 
massing setbacks that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new 
buildings to be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 
adjacent historic resources. 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range 
of six alternatives to the Project. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR include a variety of 
uses and would reduce significant impacts of the Project. 

The Alternatives discussed in detail in the Draft EIR include: 

Alternative 1: No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) 
Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 
Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 
Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 
Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the alternatives to the Project include a No Project 
alternative and alternatives capable of eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the Project. 
These alternatives and their impacts, which are summarized below, are more fully described in 
Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project - No build (no Build - Continuation of Existing Uses) 

Description of the Alternative 

The No Project - No Build (Continuation of Existing Uses) Alternative assumes that the Project 
would not be implemented. The Project Site would remain in its existing condition. Future on
site activities would be limited to the continued operation and maintenance of existing land uses. 
Accordingly, the Project Site would continue to function as commercial office uses and surface 
parking lots. The Capitol Records Complex, existing rental car facility, and parking lot facilities 
would continue to function as is on the Project Site. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would eliminate significant impacts that would occur with the Project, 
including: aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The No Build Alternative impacts 
would be less than those associated with the Project in all other impact areas. Conversely, the 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives. 

Findings 

The significant impacts that would occur with the Project would not occur with Alternative 1. 
However, it is found pursuant to Section 21 OS1 (a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code 
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that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make 
infeasible Alternative 1. 

Rationale for Findings 

With the No Build Alternative, environmental impacts projected to occur in connection with the 
Project would be avoided. The No Build Alternative would reduce all significant impacts that 
would occur with the Project because this alternative would leave the Project Site in the existing 
condition 

However, the No Build Alternative would not attain any of the basic objectives outlined for the 
Project. For example, Alternative 1 would not achieve the Project's objectives or its underlying 
purpose to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity 
for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique vision in the urban land use 
policies for Hollywood and expressed by various stakeholders. Alternative 1 would not meet the 
Project Objective to maximize the development potential of the Project Site in context with the 
Project area through quality design and development controls that ensure a unified and 
cohesive development. Alternative 1 would also not meet the Project Objective related to 
supporting local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented 
development. Since the Project would not be developed under this Alternative, it would not 
provide urban infill, as no hotel, retail, or office uses would be constructed. The Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, public spaces, and state-of-the-art 
improvements would also not be realized under this alternative. Additionally, since no new 
development would occur under Alternative 1, it would not sustain and promote the economic 
growth of Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses, while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists and generate new revenue sources for the City. Also, the 
protection of the Capitol Records Complex would not be assured under this alternative, as no 
development standards and guidelines for construction adjacent to the Capitol Records 
Complex would be incorporated, which would be designed to provide sensitive architectural 
treatment of the Capitol Records Complex. Finally, the promotion of the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial Entertainment District would not occur because under the Project, new state of the 
art amenities and new uses would be provided in order to revitalize the historic section of 
Hollywood while also attracting visitors. 

The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 1. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 1, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 2: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would mirror the 
Project's Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 
4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The 
reduction in land use density would result in a total of approximately 875,228 net square feet of 
development on the Project Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space 
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occupied by the Capitol Records Complex. Alternative 2 would include approximately 328 
residential dwelling units and a 150-room hotel accompanied by approximately 110,697 square 
feet of new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 
15,228 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
fitness center/sports club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations 
or those specific community benefits associated 'Nith the Development Agreement proposed as 
a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits 
realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 4.5:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at several traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions because of the reduced project size. This alternative would 
also reduce to a certain extent the Project's significant and unavoidable noise and air quality 
impacts since this alternative requires less construction activity and results in less operational 
impacts because of its sensitive size. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 2. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not decrease all of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Project to a less-than-significant level. While significant air quality impacts would be 
avoided, significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at several Project area intersections will 
remain. Moreover, significant and unavoidable noise (cumulative construction) impacts would 
remain. In addition, Alternative 2 would meet only some of the Project objectives. 

Since Alternative 2 includes development of the Project Site with the same mix of land uses 
proposed under the Project but at a lesser density, this alternative would meet most of the basic 
Project Objectives but to a lesser degree due to the reduction in the overall density when 
compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would not completely meet the Project Objective to 
revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use project that 
responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because Alternative 2 will not provide the 
critical mass, at the same levels of density, necessary to activate the area. This alternative 
would also promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. Although this alternative 
would meet this overall objective, a smaller hotel, less multi-family residential area, and reduced 
office space would not provide the same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure 
and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. The 
Project Objective to support the local and regional sustainability goals through urban infill and 
transit-oriented development would be met, but to a lesser degree. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to generate maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and 
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. As mentioned in the 
above paragraph, Alternative 2 would promote the economic growth of Hollywood through 
development of new amenities, which would, in turn, generate new revenue for the City of Los 
Angeles. However, when compared to the Project, these benefits would not be as much as they 
would be under the Project. 
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The City finds that this alternative would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project and would not meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the 
Project. On that basis, the City rejects Alternative 2. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 2, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3: 1 FAR Alternative would mirror the Project's 
Concept Plan with respect to land uses, but reduce the intensity of development to a 3: 1 FAR 
across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 FAR under the Project. The existing FAR is 
3: 1 according to the D Limitation and the Project Site zoning. The reduction in land use density 
would result in a total of approximately 583,485 net square feet of development on the Project 
Site, including the existing 114,303 square feet of office space occupied by the Capitol Records 
Complex. Alternative 3 would include approximately 172 residential dwelling units and a 150-
room hotel, accompanied by approximately 50,697 square feet of new office space, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 10,485 square feet of 
quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness center/sports 
club use. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those specific 
community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of the 
Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

The Reduced Density Mixed-Use Development - 3:1 FAR Alternative would reduce significant 
impacts at certain traffic intersections that would be impacted under the Existing-With-Project 
and Future-With-Project conditions. This alternative would also reduce certain significant and 
unavoidable noise and air quality impacts associated with the Project because construction 
duration and overall operational size would be materially reduced. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 3. 

Rationale for Findings 

Of the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, Alternative 3 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative, with the exception of the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1, above). 
However, Alternative 3 would not reduce all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. In addition, it would not meet Project objectives and would still result in significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development on the Project Site, Alternative 3 
would not completely achieve the Project Objective to develop the Project Site as a vibrant and 
modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while 
maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities and unique 
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vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. Alternative 3 would not fully meet the Project 
Objective to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use 
project that responds to the growth of Hollywood and the region because it will not provide the 
critical mass of density necessary to activate the area and accommodate long-term 
development trends. Alternative 3's smaller hotel, reduced multi-family residential component, 
and reduced office space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing 
transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree 
as the proposed Project. Alternative 3 would meet the Project Objective to support the local and 
regional sustainability goals through urban infill and transit-oriented development to a lesser 
degree than the Project. While Alternative 3 would encourage pedestrian activity, it would not 
provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of uses necessary to activate the 
street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. Due to a reduction in overall 
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the 
Project Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use 
opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. 
Specifically, with a reduced version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic 
intersection of Hollywood would remain a thriving commercial corridor for the community would 
not be fully realized, given the reduction in land uses proposed, because this alternative would 
not generate the density of residents and employees needed to sustain the existing and 
proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area. 

The City finds that all significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would not be eliminated 
under this alternative and that the attainment of important Project objectives would be 
significantly reduced under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Altemative 3. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 3, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 4: Reduced Height Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Height Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-square-foot 
Capitol Records Complex and would limit the development height of towers on the Project Site 
to 220 feet. Alternative 4 would develop the same mix of land uses as under the Project's 
Concept Plan but would apply a 4.5:1 FAR across all land use categories, as opposed to a 6:1 
FAR under the Project. Accordingly, this Alternative would result in a total of approximately 
875,228 net square feet of development on the Project Site, including approximately 328 
residential units and a 150-room hotel, accompanied by approximately 110,697 square feet of 
new office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of commercial retail, approximately 15,228 
square feet of quality food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet of fitness 
center/sports club use. However, the tower structure design would be significantly different (i.e., 
lower height with less grade-level open space) than the Project due to the height constraint 
under Alternative 4. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
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towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5: 1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 210S1(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 4. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality mixed-use 
development that utilizes the Project Site to the extent possible. In addition, it would not avoid 
any of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant 
traffic impacts slightly. 

Due to the reduced square footage of overall development, in addition to reduced height and 
density, on the Project Site, Alternative 4 would not achieve the Project Objective to develop the 
Project Site as a vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol 
Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision in the urban land use policies for Hollywood. While this alternative 
would redevelop a currently underutilized area, with a mix of uses that would improve the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District by complementing existing uses, it 
would not provide the critical mass of residents, employees, and visitors necessary to create a 
vibrant project that responds to the modern needs of Hollywood. This alternative would also 
promote local mobility objectives by reducing vehicle trips. However, Alternative 4's smaller 
hotel and multi-family residential buildings, with reduced office space, would not provide the 
same support and usage of the existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the 
Project Objectives to the same degree as the Project. While Alternative 4 would encourage 
pedestrian activity, it would not provide the necessary density and height to support the mix of 
uses necessary to activate the street, sidewalks, and other public spaced, both day and night. 
Due to a reduction in overall square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 4 would 
not meet, to the same extent as the Project, the Project Objective of generating the maximum 
community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban 
environment with state-of-the-art improvements. This alternative, with its reduced density and 
height when measured against the Project, would not maximize land use opportunities 
available. Alternative 4 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue to the 
City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity in the Hollywood 
Area when compared to the Project as proposed. The reduction in FAR, in combination with a 
220-foot height limit, would result in overall shorter building heights. Accordingly, more massing 
would occur at lower levels than under the Project. Although Alternative 4 would preserve the 
Capitol Records Complex, it would not protect its character as well as the Project would. In 
particular, the limitation on building height will require the buildings to be more massive at lower 
heights in order to achieve a 4.5:1 FAR; and the Alternative would not be subject to the 
Development Regulations, which were specifically designed to protect views and the historic 
character of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 4. 

Reference 
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For a complete discussion of Alternative 4, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 5: Residential-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Residential-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop the Project Site at a 4.5: 1 FAR, 
including approximately 682 new residential units and approximately 10,000 square feet of 
ancillary commercial/retail land uses, for a total of approximately 760,925 square feet of new 
development. Alternative 5 assumes an average of approximately 1,100 square feet per 
residential unit. This Alternative would not include the Development Regulations or those 
specific community benefits associated with the Development Agreement proposed as a part of 
the Project, but WOUld, to a lesser degree, attain the general community benefits realized by the 
Project. Alternative 5 is essentially a residential alternative with minimal ancillary uses to 
support the residential dwelling units. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 5 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at only a few intersections under the Reduced Height 
Development Alternative. This alternative generally reduces impact because of the reduced 
density. However, it increases some impacts related to environmental issues like population and 
housing, public services and land use policies because of its residential development focus. In 
addition, it would not meet Project objectives as discussed below. 

Findings 

It is found, pursuant to Section 21081(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 5. 

Rationale for Findings 

While Alternative 5 would meet some Project objectives, it would not include commercial or 
office uses and; therefore, it would not accomplish objectives related to creating a high-quality 
mixed-use development. In addition, it would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Project, even if it will reduce significant traffic impacts slightly. 

Because Alternative 5 does not include a diversity of commercial land uses, Alternative 5 would 
meet the Project Objectives to a much lesser degree as discussed below. Alternative 5 would 
revitalize the existing parking lot uses into a more vibrant development; however, it would not 
create a mixed-use project that responds to the urbanized needs of the Project vicinity, 
Hollywood, and the region. This alternative would not provide the same amount of mixed land 
uses and density necessary to create a dynamic and vibrant area. With regards to the ever 
changing market conditions of Hollywood, a primarily residential development does not 
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completely fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood Community Plan, to 
create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the Project Site. 
Alternative 5's increased multi-family residential component, and only ancillary commercial/retail 
space would not provide the same level of support and usage of the existing transit 
infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project Objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed Project. By creating a mostly residential development with minimal commercial uses, 
Alternative 5 would not create as much of a long-term increase in the local tax revenue as the 
Project, since there would be minimal sales tax and transient occupancy tax produced and 
significantly fewer jobs generated. It would also not reinforce, to the same extent as the Project, 
the urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of 
an active street life focused on Vine Street due to its primarily residential proposed land use. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and that the attainment of basic Project objectives would be significantly reduced 
under this alternative, and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 5. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 5, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Alternative 6: Commercial-Focused Land Use Development 

Description of the Alternative 

The Commercial-Focused Land Use Development Alternative would retain the existing 114,303-
square-foot Capitol Records Complex and would develop an approximately 448-room hotel, 
approximately 135,697 square feet of new office space, approximately 252,228 square feet of 
commercial/retail land uses, approximately 12,000 square feet of quality food and beverage 
uses, and approximately 25,000 square feet of fitness center/sports club use, all with a 4.5:1 
FAR. Alternative 6 assumes an average of approximately 750 square feet per hotel room. No 
residential uses would be developed under this Alternative. This Alternative would not include 
the Development Regulations or those specific community benefits associated with the 
Development Agreement proposed as a part of the Project, but would, to a lesser degree, attain 
the general community benefits realized by the Project. 

Impact Summary of the Alternative 

As noted in Table VI-70, Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts under Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative reduces impacts in most environmental categories. 
Particularly, the reduced height minimizes certain aesthetic impacts associated with the Project 
towers. As with other reduced density alternatives, this alternative presents a 4.5:1 FAR which 
generally reduces impacts because the alternative is also less dense. However, it would not 
meet Project objectives as discussed below. Alternative 6 would result in the similar significant 
and unavoidable air quality, noise, and traffic impacts as the Project. However, it would reduce 
significant impacts related to traffic at several intersections near the Project Site. Because 
Alternative 6 includes development of the Project Site with a greater density of land uses than 
what currently exists at the Project Site, this Alternative would meet most the basic Project 
Objectives to some degree. However, because Alternative 6 does not include a balance of land 
uses, Alternative 6 would not meet all of the Project Objectives and would meet most to a much 
lesser degree than would the Project. 

Findings 
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It is found, pursuant to Section 210S1(a)(3) of the California Public Resources Code, that 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations 
identified in Section IX (Statement of Overriding Considerations), below, make infeasible 
Alternative 6. 

Rationale for Findings 

This alternative would not address traffic issues on a regional level by increasing density near 
major mass transit nodes to the same extent as the Project, it would not fully utilize the site 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan; it would not reduce 
VMT by constructing retail amenities closer to existing consumers to the same extent as the 
Project, since the Project would be a mixed-use development; and it would not increase jobs 
through construction and operation of a new mixed-use development to the same extent as the 
Project. 

This alternative would not create a mixed-use vibrant development that activates the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. Alternative 6 proposes mostly commercial 
uses. As such, it would not attract residents, both day and night as the commercial uses would 
not activate the area at night. Further, it would not meet this objective to the same degree as 
the Project, as the alternative would not create the critical mass or mix of residents, employees, 
and visitors necessary to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit, 
and cultural activities in the area. This alternative would not provide the same degree of mixed 
uses and density necessary to create a fully dynamic and vibrant area. A solely commercial 
development does not fulfill local and regional policies, such as those in the Hollywood 
Community Plan, to create a mixed-use environment that would promote long term use of the 
Project Site. Alternative 6 would meet the Project Objective of generating community benefits, 
but to a lesser degree than the Project because this Alternative does not maximize land use 
opportunities that would provide a vibrant urban community. The workers who are present 
during the day would leave at night, which would create an empty and unattended area that 
could become a magnet for crime and other nuisance activity. Additionally, the alternative will 
worsen the jobs/housing balance in the area, which results in more overall car trips for the area. 
Creating a mostly commercial development with no residential uses would not activate the area 
on a 24-hour basis and would not create a long-term increase in the local tax revenue, since 
there would be minimal property tax produced by the Project Site under Alternative 6. 
Nevertheless, there would be some residential property taxes produced by the Project Site on 
an annual basis, although, it is expected that commercial taxes would not increase the local tax 
revenue to the level a mixed-use or residential development could at the Project Site. 
Nonetheless this alternative does not fully meet the Historic Resource Preservation Objective of 
promoting the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District with new development that is 
responsive to the history of Hollywood by constructing a primarily commercial development at 
an iconic intersection in Hollywood. Although this alternative would preserve the Capitol 
Records Complex, it would not promote the Hollywood Boulevard Entertainment District as the 
main mixed-use corridor for the Hollywood Community. 

The City finds that this alternative does not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 
the Project and does not meet the basic Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, 
and, on that basis, rejects Alternative 6. 

Reference 

For a complete discussion of Alternative 6, see Section VI of the Draft EIR. 

Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project 
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The Project would contribute a total of approximately 1,966 net new residents to the Project 
area and the City of Los Angeles. In addition, employment opportunities would be provided 
during the construction and operation of the Project. 

While the Project would induce growth in the City, this growth will be consistent with area-wide 
population and housing forecasts and well within SCAG's anticipated growth rate. Additionally, 
although the Project's approximately 1,966 residents would represent approximately 0.4 percent 
of the growth between the years 2012 and 2035 anticipated for the Hollywood Community Plan 
area, the Project's residential population will be within the anticipated growth for the Community 
Plan area and SCAG forecasts. Further, roadways and other infrastructure (e.g., water 
facilities, electricity transmission lines, natural gas lines, etc.) associated with the Project would 
not induce growth because it would only serve the Project. 

Significant Irreversible Impacts 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved in a project should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, 
Sections 15126(c) and 15126.2(c)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that "[u]ses 
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
likely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified." 

The types and level of development associated with the Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during construction of 
the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. Committed resources would 
include: (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) resources 
used in the transport of goods and people to and from the Project Site. 

The commitment of resources to the Project would limit the availability of these resources for 
future generations. However, insofar as the Project is consistent with, or brought into 
consistency with, applicable land use plans and policies, this resource consumption would be 
consistent with growth and anticipated change in the Hollywood Community and in the Los 
Angeles region. 

Also, the Project is being developed in a densely populated urban area, and will provide 
additional local amenities within walking distance of offices and homes, potentially reducing, 
rather than increasing the need for certain resources, including infrastructure. In addition, the 
Project will meet the City's Green Building Code by incorporating a variety of green building 
elements. 

A consideration of all the foregoing factors supports the conclusion that the Project's use of 
resources is justified, and that the Project will not result in significant irreversible environmental 
changes that warrant further consideration. 

A. The City of Los Angeles (the City), acting through the Planning Department, is the "Lead 
Agency" for the Project evaluated in the Final EIR. The City finds that the Final EIR was 
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City finds that it has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the Final EIR for the Project, and that the Final 
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City. 
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B. The City finds that the Final EIR provides objective information to assist the decision
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project. The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR. The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

c. The Planning Department evaluated comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the Planning 
Department prepared written responses describing the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised. The Final EIR and provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments. The Planning Department reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the 
comments received nor the responses to such comments add significant new 
information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft EIR. The lead agency has 
based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up 
to the date of adoption of these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified 
and analyzed in the Final EIR. 

D. The mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Project, were identified in 
the text and summary of the Final EIR. The final mitigation measures are described in 
the Complete MMRP. Each of the mitigation measures identified in the Complete 
MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR, is incorporated into the Project. The City finds 
that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
Mitigation Measures identified in the Complete MMRP, and contained in the Final EIR. 

E. Textual refinements and errata were compiled and presented to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. The Planning Department staff has made every effort to notify 
the decision-makers and the interested public/agencies of each textual change in the 
various documents associated with the Project review. These textual refinements arose 
for a variety of reasons. First, it is inevitable that draft documents will contain errors and 
will require clarifications and corrections. Second, textual clarifications were 
necessitated in order to describe refinements suggested as part of the public 
participation process. 

F. CEQA requires the lead agency approving a project to adopt an MMRP for the changes 
to the project, which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with project implementation. The mitigation measures included in the 
Final EIR as certified by the City and included in the Complete MMRP as adopted by the 
City serve that function. The Complete MMRP includes all of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Final EIR and has been designed to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the Project. In accordance with CEQA, the Complete MMRP provides 
the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully enforceable. In accordance 
with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 210S1.6, the City hereby 
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

G. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §210S1.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions 
of approval for the Project. 

H. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City's decision is based is the: Department of City Planning, 
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City of Los Angeles 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

I. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the Final EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is 
in the record of proceedings in the matter. 

J. In light of the entire administrative record of the proceedings for the Project, the City 
determines that there is no significant new information (within the meaning of CEQA) 
that would have required a recirculation of the sections of the Draft EIR or Final EIR. 

K. The "References" subsection of each impact area discussed in these Findings are for 
reference purposes only and are not intended to represent an exhaustive listing of all 
evidence that supports these Findings. 

l. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the entirety 
of the actions described in these Findings and in the Final EIR as comprising the Project. 
It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other State and 
local agencies (who might be referred to as "responsible agencies" under CEQA). 
Because the City is the lead agency for the Project, the Final EIR is intended to be the 
basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by other 
State and local agencies to carry out the Project. 

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts, which will result from 
implementation of the Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and 
Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public agency 
allows the occurrence of significant impacts which are identified in the EIR but are not at least 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or eliminated, the lead agency must state in 
writing the reasons to support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in 
the record. 

Article I of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines incorporates all of the State CEQA 
Guidelines contained in title 15, California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. and 
hereby requires, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b) that the decision-maker adopt 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on the record of proceedings, including but 
not limited to the Final EIR, and other documents and materials that constitute the record of 
proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant level for the Project: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; Noise; and Traffic, as identified in the Final EIR, and it is not feasible to 
mitigate such impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts will result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected as infeasible 
alternatives to the Projects discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, 
and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against their significant and unavoidable impacts, 
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the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts 
for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the Project, and 
provide the rationale for the benefits of the Project. Anyone of the overriding considerations of 
economic, social, aesthetic and environmental benefits individually would be sufficient to 
outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify their adoption and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

1. Implementation of the Project will create a high-quality mixed-use development that 
increases density near major mass transit modes, promotes integrated urban living, and 
furthers sound planning goals, including goals set out by SCAG for addressing regional 
housing needs through the development of infill sites. 

2. Implementation of the Project will create a vibrant mixed-use project that responds to the 
growth of Hollywood and the region. 

3. Implementation of the Project will maximize the development potential of the Project Site 
in context with the area through quality design and development controls that ensure a 
unified and cohesive development. 

4. Implementation of the Project will support local and regional sustainability goals through 
urban infill and transit-oriented development. 

5. Implementation of the Project will generate maximum community benefits by maximizing 
land use opportunities and providing a vibrant urban environment with new amenities, 
public spaces and state-of-the-art improvements. 

6. Implementation of the Project will sustain and promote the economic growth of 
Hollywood through the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting 
businesses, residents, and tourists, and generate new revenues sources for the City. 

7. Implementation of the Project will preserve the Capitol Records Complex and promote 
the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District with a new development 
that is responsive to the history of Hollywood and is sensitive to the built environment. 

8. Implementation of the Project will reduce vehicular trips by integrating a mix of land uses 
in close proximity to existing transit; and will work to promote alternative methods of 
transportation and create provisions for non-vehicular travel by providing pedestrian 
pathways/linkages within the Project Site and providing bicycle parking and storage. 

9. Implementation of the Project would increase the amount of tax revenue generated by 
the Project Site. When aggregated over a 15-year period, the Project will produce a total 
of approximately $103 million in fees and tax revenue to the City. 

10. Implementation of the Project would result in a net increase of approximately 1,635 
direct jobs. 

11. Implementation of the Project will provide for logical, consistent area-wide planning and 
uniform land use designations within the Project area, and in the neighborhood as a 
whole. 

The City Planning Commission hereby concurs with and adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in the FEIR. 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of proceedings 
upon which the City Planning Commission's decision is based are located with the City of Los 
Angeles, Planning Department, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

The Public Hearing on this matter was held at Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, 
3rd Floor, Room 350, Los Angeles, CA 90012 on Wednesday, February 19, 2013 at 9:00 AM. 

Summary of the Public Hearing Testimony 

The hearing covered the Advisory Agency's consideration of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
71S37-CN and the Hearing Officer's receipt of testimony under the public hearing requirements 
of CPC-200S-3440-ZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD and CPC-2013-103-DA. 

The public hearing began with an introduction by the Advisory Agency as to the purpose and 
procedures of the Tract Map hearing as well as the Hearing Officer's statements regarding the 
preparation of the staff report with the Department of City Planning's recommendation to the 
City Planning Commission. The applicant (Phil Aarons, Millennium Partners) and the applicant's 
representatives (Jerry Neuman and Alfred Fraijo of Sheppard Mullin) presented the project by 
discussing the development features, including the intent to develop the project with the use of a 
Land Use Equivalency Program and Development Regulations to provide a mix of uses that 
maximizes the utility of the site with development standards that allow sufficient flexibility to 
respond to market conditions. The applicant's representative stated the project's compliance 
with the recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan, including the use of the 6:1 FAR 
incentive permitted in Regional Center Commercial land use areas. The shared parking 
variance request reflects the development's intent to de-couple the parking from the dwelling 
units as per the City Planning Commission's practice, and to provide parking to the various uses 
of the site with the understanding that certain uses demand parking at specific times of the day. 
The applicant also stated that the dwelling units would be constructed to condominium 
standards, but may be made available as apartments if it is determined that the market is more 
receptive. 

Upon the conclusion of the applicant and the applicant's representative, the public hearing was 
open to the public. Approximately 50 members of the public spoke both in favor and opposition 
to the project. The members represented residents, labor groups, neighborhood councils, 
homeowner and civic associations, the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce, and affected 
business owners, and entertainment-related interests, including the Montalban Theater and 
American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). 

For those in support, speakers expressed a desire for new development that improves the 
aesthetic and economic environment of Hollywood, leads to the creation of new jobs, and which 
revitalizes Hollywood as an entertainment center and destination. For those expressing 
opposition to the project, the areas of concern include: traffic, parking, height and scale, 
ambiguity associated with the project description, AMDA's assertion of being considered a 
sensitive receptor, and the noise and lack of privacy with proposed observation decks and 
outdoor eating areas. Councilmember Tom La80nge of neighboring Council District No.4 also 
spoke, expressing a desire for a development of the right scale and height, and voiced his 
support for development near public transit and for rooftop uses that have minimal noise 
impacts. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34305 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 2:44 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Millennium 

Lisa: Tm upstairs in 750 with Millennium folks. The Council members asked for color printouts of the applicants 
powerpoint for today. 

So we are trying to make multiple copies in color for the PLUM Committee. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35583 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Friday, July 12, 2013 7:26 AM 
Ryan Luckert 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 

Can you send over a word document? 

On Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 7:43 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Attached, please find a revised Draft Addendum for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Should you need anything, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33121 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
bud.ovrom@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 
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Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34306 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 4:09 PM 
Katherine Peterson 
Re: info re: development agreement guidelines/CEQA review? 

I do ..... probably need to write u a summary from materials .... I'm in plum hearing now for Hollywood 
Millennium so not until tomorrow ..... shana or Michelle Levy can get u materials on da guidelines ... we have 
comprehensive scope of work 

On Jun 18, 2013 3:31 PM, "Katherine Peterson" <katherine.peterson@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Lisa, 

Alan indicated that you're taking the lead on these two initiatives ... for the CD/Mayor orientation booklets, we 
have these two items on the outline, but can't find any information about them. 

Do you have a paragraph's worth of summary info about each of these you could email me to include? Or, any 
textual info that we could pull summaries from would be adequate. 

Thank you! 
Katie 

Katherine E. Peterson 
Code Studies 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

Phone: 213·978·1445 
katherine.peterson@lacity.org 

Schedule: out of the office every other Friday 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

EM33924 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council <admin@hsdnc.org> 
Friday, May 31, 2013 7:16 PM 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Steven Whiddon; Thomas Tom Meredith 
HSDNC Letter of Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood project 
HSDNC LetterOfOpposition.pdf 

Attached please find the HSDNC Letter of Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood project. 

Sincerely, 
Harry Semerdjian 

CC: Steven Whiddon, Tom Meredith 
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Officers: 

Steven Whiddon 
Chair 

Thomas M eredith 
Vice Chair 

Felipe Corrado 
Treasurer 

Charles Puree 
Recording Secretary 

l375 N. St. Andrews Place 
los Angeles, CA 90028 
Phone: 323.450.5097 

May 31 , 2013 

EM33925 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
HOll VWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD 

COUNCil 

ANTONIO R. Vll..LARAIGOSA 
. IAYOR 

CALIFORNIA 

HOLLYWOOD 
SlUDlO DISTRICT 
Nl>iohborhol1d Council 

Board Members: 

Alex Alferov Juri Ripinsky 
Bill Zide l uke Vincent 

Christina Derent hal Maria Yepremian 
Efra in Gonzalez Steven Whiddon 
Felipe Corrado Thomas Meredi th 

Jirair Tossounian Sun Yu 

Jose Torres Orletha Andersen 
Don Durkee Charles Puree 
David Bell Drew Peterson 
Vacant - 1 Vacant - 2 

The Honorable Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
The Honorable Eric Garcetti 

Ms. Srirnal Hewawitharana, City Planning Commission 
Mitch O'Farrell 

The Honorable Tom LaBonge Los Angeles Times 
The Honorable Ed Reyes LA Weekly 
The Honorable Jose Huizar 
The Honorable Mitchell Englander 

RE:MilIennium Hollywood project, 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-
1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90028 

To All The Above: 

On Monday, February 11 , 2013, at a regular Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council meeting, the 
HSDNC Board voted to oppose a recommended issuance "letter of support" for the Millennium Hollywood 
project located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street, Los Angeles, CA 90028. 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood opposes the Millennium Hollywood proposal now going to the City 
PLUM Committee. HSDNC does, however, support responsible development --- in conformity with the rest 
of Hollywood. As it currently stands, the Millennium Hollywood project is out of scale for our Hollywood 
Historic Community and does not adequately mitigate the impact that such a project will have on the 
community. 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council respectfully recommends the Millennium Hollywood project 
be reworked before any further consideration by the City and to incorporate plans for the following: 

1. The maximum number of stories of anyone building should be no more than 22 stories. 
2. Any proposal shall have no unspecified variables regarding multiple building heights andlor planned 

usage space andlor parking spaces, etc. 
3. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) should be no more than 4.5:1 , as the law currently allows, as opposed to 6: 1, 

which the developer seeks. 
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4. The traffic study included in the EIR was based on inaccurate data and therefore, should be redone to 
take into account the impact on surface street intersections, including adjacent freeway on/off ramps and 
the Project (i.e.: Franklin/Argyle, HollywoodlVan Ness, Cahuenga/Franklin). Adequate mitigation 
measures regarding these conditions should be outlined in the new traffic study and provided in a 
revised and re-circulated Draft EIR. 

5. The Shared Parking Program is inadequate to cover the true number of cars that will use the property 
daily. A new and adequate parking analysis must be conducted which should include: 

a. Provide for at least 100 Park-N-Ride spots (if the City wants Hollywood to be a Transit Oriented 
District, it needs to allow for a Park-N-Ride area in the TOD). The unimproved site presently 
offers the general public 500 reasonably priced, first comelflrst served parking spaces all of 
which will be eliminated by the Project without a similar number of designated public parking 
spaces being offered within the Project's parking allocation. 

b. Provide additional parking beyond the 1,918 spaces that are inadequate to accommodate the 
Project's proposed uses, employees, residential and commercial visitors and tourists anticipated 
to utilize the development. Additional on-site parking must be provided for residential visitor 
parking, residential use, retail uses (i.e.: spa/health club, hotel convention, tourists). 

c. Provide 50 additional parking spaces for tourists (the observation deck and performance terrace 
were not included in the traffic study). 

d. Employee parking (the EIR states that there are in excess of 1,250 employees that will have 
"offsite" parking yet there is no specific designation for this parking) facilities should be 
identified, transportation to/from the offsite location specified and a permanent location 
developed and completed prior to any project opening. 

e. The "On Call Shuttle" for the surrounding community is nothing more than an invitation for the 
employees to consider parking in adjacent neighborhoods and call for the shuttle, thus burdening 
near-by streets with already limited parking. The project needs more parking spaces or a 
designated parking facility for its own employees. 

Tom Meredith 
Vice Chair 

HOLL YWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

Cc. Hollywood Studio District Board: 

• Alex Alferov 
• Bill Zide 
• Christina Derenthal 
• Efrain Gonzales 
• Felipe Corrado 
• lirair Tossounian 
• Jose T OITes 
• Don Durkee 

David Bell 
Juri Ripinsky 
Luke Vincent 
Maria Yepremian 
SunYu 
Orletha Andersen 
Charles Puree 
Drew Peterson 

HSDNC Millennium Opposition Letter - May 31, 20 13 - Pg. 2 of 2 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33124 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to charmie.huynh@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Sharon, 

EM35033 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 02, 2013 2:48 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Fwd: Document 
Luci.pdf 

I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here it is. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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ORDINANCE NO. _______ _ 

An ordinance amending Section 12.04 ofthe Los Angeles Municipal Code by 
amending the zoning map. 

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

Section 1. Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is hereby amended 
by changing the zones and zone boundaries shown upon a portion of the zone map attached 
thereto and made a part of Article 2, Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, so that such 
portion of the zoning map shall be as follows: 
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Case No. CPC-2008~3440~VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

CONDITIONS FOR EFFECTUATING TENTATIVE 
(T) CLASSIFICATION REMOVAL 

T-1 

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32 G, the "T' Tentative Classification shall 
be removed by the recordation of a final tract map or by posting guarantees satisfactory to the 
City Engineer to secure the following without expense to the City of Los Angeles~ with copies of 
any approval or guarantees provided to the Planning Department for attachment to the subject 
City Plan Case. 

1. Dedications and Improvements. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, public 
improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the subject 
property shall be guaranteed to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering, 
Department of Transportation, Fire Department (and other responsible City, regional and 
federal government agencies, as may be necessary), the following: 

A. Respon§.Ll:;>ilities/Guarantees. 

(1) As part of early consultation, plan review, and/or project permit review, 
the applicant/ developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure 
that any necessary dedications and improvements are specifically 
acknowledged by the applicant/developer. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of sign-offs for final site plan approval and/or project 
permits by the Department of City Planning, the applicant/developer shall 
provide written verification to the Department of City Planning from the 
responsible agency acknowledging the agency's consultation with the 
applicant/developer. The required dedications and improvements may 
necessitate redesign of the project. Any changes to the project design 
required by a public agency shall be documented in writing and submitted 
for review by the Department of City Planning. 

B. Street Dedications 

(1) That the subdivider make a request to the Central District Office of the 
Bureau of Engineering to determine the capacity of existing sewers in this 
area. 

(2) That a set of drawings for airspace lots be submitted to the City Engineer 
showing the following. 

a. Plan view at different elevations. 

b. Isometric views. 

C. Elevation views. 

d. Section cuts all locations where airspace lot boundaries change. 

(3) That the owners of the property record an agreement satisfactory to the 
City Engineer stating that they will grant the necessary private easements 
for ingress and egress purposes to serve the proposed airspace lots to 
use upon the sale of the respective lots and they will maintain the private 

RL0034696 



EM35036 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-2 

easements free and clear of obstructions and in safe conditions for use at 
all times. 

C. Street Improvem~nts 

1) Improve the alley adjoining the subdivision by the reconstruction of any 
off-grade concrete pavement and also if necessary reconstruction of the 
alley intersection with Argyle Avenue including any necessary removal 
and reconstruction of the existing improvements all satisfactory to the 
Central District Engineering Office. 

2) That necessary grading and soil reports be submitted to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Division of Bureau of Engineering for review and approval. 

2. Building & Safety - Grading. 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of 
the Tract map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 
West Yucca Street and 1770 North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a
Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the 
Tract Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department 
Review Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for 
review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed 
development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure or a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern 
Limit of Fault Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No. 5 of the report dated 
November 30, 2012 (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently 
located). 

3, Building and Safety - Zoning. The Building and Safety, Zoning Divisions shall certify 
that no Building or Zoning Code violations exist on the subject site. In addition, the 
following items shall be satisfied. 

A Provide a copy of building records, plot plan, and certification of occupancy of all 
existing structures to verify the last legal use and the number of parking spaces 
required and provided on each site. 

B. Obtain permits for the demolition or removal of all existing structures on the site. 
Accessory structures and uses are not permitted to remain on lots without a main 
structure or use. Provide copies of the demolition permits and signed inspection 
cards to show completion of the demolition work. 

C. The legal description and lot numbers on the submitted Map do not agree with 
each other and with ZIMAS. Revise the Map to address the discrepancy to 
correctly label the lot numbers per Tract 18237. 

D. Provide a copy of Certificate of Compliance for the lot cut of Lot 1 of Tract 18237. 
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD T-3 

E. Provide a copy of affidavit AFF-20478. AFF-20772, AFF-35097, AFF-351 04, 
AFF-43826, AFF-001966012, AF-95-853223-MB, AF-96-2071235·-GD, AF-98-
0492383-GD, AF-01-0390387, and AF-1243919. Show compliance with all the 
conditlons/requirements of the above affidavits as applicable. Termination of 
above affidavits may be required after the Map has been recorded. Obtain 
approval from the Department, on the termination form, prior to recording. 

F. The Department of Building and Safety recommends that the front, side and rear 
lot line locations be designated by the Advisory Agency for the residential and 
hotel uses. 

G. Show all street dedications as required by Bureau of Engineering and provide net 
lot area after all dedication. "Area" requirements shall be re-checked as per net 
lot area after street dedication. Yard setback requirements shall be required to 
comply with current code as measured from new property lines after dedications. 

H. Record a Covenant and Agreement to treat the buildings and structures located 
in an Air Space Subdivision as it they were within a single lot. 

4. Department of Transportation. 

A. A parking area and driveway plan shall be submitted to the Citywide Planning 
Coordination Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT) for approval 
prior to submittal of building permit plans for plan check by the Department of 
Building and Safety. Transportation approvals are conducted at 201 N. Figueroa 
Street, Suite 400, Station 3. 

B. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the DOT letter dated 
August 16, 2012 attached to the case file for VTT-71837 -CN. 

C. That a fee in the amount of $197 be paid for the Department of Transportation as 
required per Ordinance No. 185042 and LAMC Section 19.15. Note: the 
applicant may be required to comply with any other applicable fees per this new 
ordinance. 

5. Department of Fire. A suitable arrangement shall be made satisfactory to the Fire 
Department, binding the subdivider and all successors to the following: 

A Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the 
plot plan. 

B. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

C. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 

D. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one 
or two family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway 
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

RL0034698 



EM35038 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD T-4 

E. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance 
to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign 
no less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

F. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where 
fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

G. Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units. 

H. The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street. access road, or designated 
fire lane. 

L Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 
shall be required. 

J. The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 

K. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted 
by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

L. All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

M. Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" 
shall be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

N. Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

O. All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or 
be posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to 
the CUl-de-sac. 

P. Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least 
one access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater 
than 150 feet horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private 
street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 

Q. Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 
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R. Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50 feet visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

6. Department of Water and PoweF, 

A. Upon compliance with these conditions and requirements, the LADWP's Water 
Services Organization (WSO) will forward the necessary clearances to the 
Bureau of Engineering after receiving the final tract map. 

(1) Install new fire hydrant: 1··2 }S" X4" DFH on E/S IVar Ave, S/O Yucca St 

(2) Arrange for the Department to install Fire Hydrants 

(3) Conditions under which water service will be rendered: 

i. Plumbing for all buildings must be sized in accordance with the 
Los Angeles City Plumbing Code for a minimum pressure range of 
30 to 45 psi at the building pad elevation. 

ii. Pressure regulators will be required in accordance with the Los 
Angeles City Plumbing Code for all buildings where pressures 
exceed 80 psi at the building pad elevation. 

(4) Los Angeles City Fire Department ReqUirements: 

i. New fire hydrants and/or top upgrades to existing fire hydrants are 
required in accordance with the Los Angeles Fire Code: Install 1-2 
}S" X4" DH on E/S Ivar Ave, SIO Yucca S1. 

(5) New Easements Are Required: It is required that easements be dedicated 
for water line purposes to the City of Los Angeles for the use of the 
Department of Water and Power and shown as such on the subdivision 
map: 

i. The Department's standard Dedication Certificate must be 
incorporated as part of the Ownership Certificate and executed by 
the owner of the Subdivision prior to the recording of the 
subdivision map. A copy of the Dedication Certificate has been 
forwarded to the subdivision engineer. 

7. Bureau of Street Lighting. 

A No street lighting improvements jf no street widening per BOE improvement 
conditions. Otherwise, relocate and upgrade street lights as follows: 

(1) Three (3) on Ivar Avenue; 

(2) Four (4) on Yucca Street; 

(3) Seven (7) on Vine Street; 

(4) Three (3) on Argyle Avenue; and, 
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(5) Four (4) on Hollywood Boulevard. 

8. Street Trees. Construction of tree wells and planting of street trees and parkway 
landscaping to the satisfaction of the Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Street 
Maintenance. 

9. Sewers. Construct sewers to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

10. Dra.inage. Construct drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

11 . Recreation and Parks Dedication/Fee. Per Section 12.33 of the Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall dedicate land for park or recreational purposes or pay the applicable 
Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or Recreation and Park fees for 
construction of apartment buildings. 

12. Schools. The applicant shall make payment to the Los Angeles Unified School District 
to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the project area. 

13. Cable Television. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with the 
appropriate cable television franchise holder to assure that cable television facilities will 
be installed in City rights-of-way in the same manner as is required of other facilities, 
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.05.N, to the satisfaction of the Information 
Technology Agency. 

14. Police. The building plans shall incorporate design guidelines relative to security, semi
public and private spaces (which may include but not be limited to access control to 
building), secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated 
public and semipublic space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas 

. of concealment, location of toilet facilities and building entrances in high-foot traffic 
areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Refer 
to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Community Relations Section 

,(located at 100 W. 151 Street, Suite 250, Los Angeles, Phone: 213-485-6000). These 
measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits. 

RL0034701 



EM35041 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD Q-1 

(Q) QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Pursuant to Section 12.32. G of the Municipal Code, the following limitations are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property, subject to the "Q" Qualified classification. 

Entitlement Conditions 

1. Permitted Use. The use of the subject property shall be limited to those uses permitted 
in the Land Use Equivalency Program, attached as Exhibit D or as permitted in the C2 
Zone as defined in Section 12.16.A of the LA.M.C. 

2. Site Development. Prior to the issuance of any permits for the subject project, detailed 
development plans, including a complete landscape and irrigation plan, shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the Department of City Planning - Major Project 
Section for verification of compliance with the Development Regulations attached as 
Exhibit C. 

3. Maximum Height. No building or structure located on the subject property shall exceed 
a height of 585 feet or as permitted by the Development Regulations (Exhibit C) 
stamped pursuant to Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code. 

4. Minimum Tower Height. No tower, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property shall be constructed less than 220 feet 
in height. 

5. Maximum Podium Height. No podium, as defined in the attached Development 
Regulations (Exhibit C), on the subject property, shall be greater than 120 feet in height 
for towers greater than 220 feet in height. 

6. Multiple Tower Heights. The tallest tower on anyone site (East or West Site) shall be 
within 35 percent of the tallest height on the other site (East or West) in order for the 
subsequent site to be developed. 

Note: For example, if a tower measures 585 feet on the East site, then the West site 
shall have a tower no less than 380 feet in height (35% less than 585 feet). The height 
differential will be calculated relative to the tallest tower in the project. 

7. Floor Area. The floor area of all buildings in total shall be in conformance with the 
Height District No.2, permitting a Floor Area Ratio not to exceed 6: 1, as approved by the 
City Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal. The FAR shall be averaged 
across the East and West Sites as a Unified Development as defined in Section 12.24-
W,19 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The applicant shall file a Covenant and 
Agreement per Condition No. 1 under Conditions of Approval (Page C-1). 

8. Residential Density. 492 residential dwelling units, or as permitted by the Land Use 
Equivalency Program (Exhibit D), may be constructed on the subject site. 

9. Parking. Project parking shall include 1,918 parking spaces or as permitted by the 
Development Regulations, shall be provided and shared among all the uses on the site. 

a. The residential parking shall be sold and/or leased separately from each 
residential dwelling unit. 
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b. All visitor spaces shall be readily accessible, conveniently located, posted and 
maintained satisfactory to the Department of Building and Safety.visitor parking 
can be accommodated by providing visitor parking passes that permit parking 
within the public parking areas on the site. 

c. If visitor parking spaces are gated, a voice response system, or other system or 
process to provide access, shall be installed at the gate. Directions to guest 
parking spaces shall be clearly posted. Tandem parking spaces shall not be used 
for visitor parking unless a valet service is provided. 

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan showing off-street parking 
spaces, as required by the Advisory Agency, shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning (200 No. Spring Street, Room 750). 

10. Above Grade Parking. Parking above grade shall be limited to no more than three 
stories. 

11. Construction Related Parking. No employees or subcontractor shall be allowed to 
park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. 
There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles along Hollywood 
Boulevard before 9:00 AM or after 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. All construction 
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to their owner's base of operations. 

Traffic Conditions 

12. Truck Traffic Restricted Hours. Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose 
of delivering materials or construction-machinery shall be limited to the hours beginning 
at 9:00 AM and ending at 4:00 PM, and beginning at 6:30 PM and ending at 9:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and Saturday through Sunday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM. No 
truck deliveries shall occur outside of that time period, No truck queuing related to such 
deliveries to the project site shall occur on any street within the project vicinity outside of 
that time period. 

13. Loading. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys, and/or other public rights-of-way shall not be used for 
the parking or loading and unloading of vehicles. The location of loading areas shall be 
clearly identified on the site plan to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning. 

14. Maintenance. The subject property including the associated parking facilities, sidewalks, 
outdoor areas, and landscaping adjacent to the site shall be maintained in an attractive 
condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. Trash receptacles shall be located 
throughout the site. 

15. Dust Walls. During construction, temporary dust walls (e.g., Visqueen plastic screening 
or other suitable product, not less than 8 feet in height shall be installed and maintained 
along the property line between the site and adjoining lots as necessary to preclude dust 
dispersion from the project site to adjacent uses. 

16. Community Relations. During construction, a 24-hour "hot-line" phone number for the 
receipt of construction-related complaints from the community shall be provided to 
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immediate neighbors. The applicant shall be required to respond within 24 hours of any 
complaint received on this hotline. 

17. Posting of Construction Activities. The property owners and/or managers of 
immediately adjacent structures shall be given regular notification of major construction 
activities and their duration. A visible and readable sign (At a distance of 50 feet) shall 
be posted on the construction site identifying a telephone number for inquiring about the 
construction process and to register complaints. 

18. Employee Transportation Demand Management. The applicant shall implement trip 
reduction strategies in accordance with Section 12.6-J of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, that would encourage and incentivize project employees to carpool, vanpool, or 
take transit or other modes. Such strategies can include, but not be limited to, the 
following: shuttles from remote parking, bicycle amenities !ike racks and showers, 
guaranteed ride home program, partially or fully subsidized, monthly, or annual transit 
passes provided to all eligible project employees, rideshare matching, administrative 
support for formation of carpools/vanpools, bike and walk to work promotions, and 
preferential loading and unloading of parking location for ride-sharing. 

19. Bicycle Standards. The applicant shall provide short- and long-term bicycle parking 
spaces as well as bicycle facilities in accordance with standards established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 182,836. 

20. Construction Impacts. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall 
submit a construction work site traffic control plan to DOT for review and approval. The 
plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting 
properties. DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off
peak hours to the extent feasible. The applicant shall minimize temporary construction 
impacts to traffic by implementing the following strategies. 

a. Identify truck staging areas, and implement efficient management of truck 
access/egress routes. 

b. Develop worksite traffic control plans. 

c. Develop a construction worker transportation demand management plan to 
encourage the use of transitiridesharing and to minimize parking demand. 

d. Schedule construction-related deliveries, to the extent feasible, to occur during 
off-peak travel hours. 

e. Develop and submit a Freeway Truck Management Plan to Caltrans. 

f. Coordinate with LA County Metro to minimize inconvenience to transit users 
caused by any temporary bus stop relocatlons and bus line re-routings. 

g. All temporary construction traffic control plans in the City involving temporary 
traffic signal modifications, the relocation of any signal equipment, and the 
installation of crash cushions or temporary roadway striping shall be prepared, 
submitted and signed by a registered Civil or Traffic Engineer in the state of 
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California, on DOT standard plan format, for review and approval by DOT's 
Design Division. 

h. Additionally, all other temporary construction traffic control proposals in the City 
involving the use of flashing arrow boards, traffic cones, barricades, delineators; 
construction signage, etc., shall require the review and approval by DOT's 
Central District Office. 

21. General Conditions. 

a. All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City 
of Los Angeles must be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau 
of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and shall be 
completed prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project 
Temporary certificates of occupancy maybe granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. 

b. If a proposed traffic mitigation measure does not receive the required approval, a 
substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the approval of DOT or 
other governing agency with jurisdiction over the mitigation location, upon 
demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the original 
measure in mitigating the project's significant traffic impact. 

c. Any improvements along state highways and at freeway ramps require approval 
from the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The 
applicant may be required to obtain an encroachment permit or other approval 
from Caltrans for each of these improvements before the issuance of any 
building permits, to the satisfaction of Caltrans, DOT, and the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

The City Planning Commission considered and approved additional conditions presented at the 
hearing on March 28, 2013. At the Planning and Land Use Management Committee hearing on 
June 18, 2013, the applicant presented changes to the conditions reflecting the subsequent 
input of Metro (MTA) on the previous conditions related to public transit. The following 
conditions are included as consistent with the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee's recommendation. 

22. Circulation Shuttle. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy, the 
developer shall procure and thereafter operate a shuttle service, for a fifteen (15) year 
term, providing for service between the project and residential areas within a two mile 
radius of the project. Such shuttle service will be operated either on an "on call" basis or 
a recurring periodic basis, as determined by the developer, during reasonable hours, 
generally consistent with DASH operations. Such service is intended to improve 
pedestrian circulation from the residential neighborhoods in vicinity of the project that are 
currently underserved by the DASH routes, to the project and the public transportation 
access points within two blocks of the project site. As such, the service will not be 
required to accommodate linkages between the project and areas already adequately 
served by DASH and Metro, Developer shall not be obligated to expend more than 
$250,000 per year for the operation of such service. 
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23. Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, for a fifteen (15) year term, the developer shall maintain bicycle amenities at 
the project. Bicycle amenities in the first phase of the project shall include, in addition to 
the bicycle parking facilities required by the Development Regulations, a kiosk or tenant 
space comprising not less than 200 square feet for the provision by Bicycle Kitchen or 
other non-profit organization, for bicycle repair services. No rent shall be charged to any 
such non-profit organization, but the developer may require such non-profit bicycle repair 
service to enter into a lease or license agreement on other commercially available terms 
(including, without limitation, operating hours, use limits, insurance, indemnity, signage). 
If, despite use of its commercially reasonably efforts, developer is unable to procure the 
services of a non-profit bicycle service provider, the developer shall have the right to 
cause such space or kiosk to be leased or licensed to a for-profit bicycle service provider 
on commercially reasonable terms, including the payment of rent. In addition, each initial 
phase of the project on the east site and west site shall include, in addition to the bicycle 
repair facilities required in the Development Regulations, dedicated bicycle ways 
between the public streets and such facilities and wayfinding signage directing bicycle 
users to such facilities. The plans submitted by the developer for plan check with the City 
shall include plans for such bicycle facilities, which shall be reviewed by the Director of 
Planning. 

24, Parking Tracking Services. Prior to the issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy, the developer shall. provide a fixed-fee contribution to supplement the City's 
Department of Transportation's Express Park program that will provide new parking 
meter technology, vehicle sensors, a central management system, and real-time parking 
guidance for motorists in the vicinity of the project. The contribution shall be in the 
amount of $50,000 to be paid to the City Department of Transportation. 

25. Metro Passes. Commencing upon the issuance of the first final certificate of occupancy 
for the project, for a fifteen (15) year term, the developer shall provide within the project, 
either by machine or through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) passes to project residents, tenants, and 
their employees. 

26. Metro Passes (Non-vehicular Parking for Project Residents). The developer shall 
purchase and make available, for a fjfteen (15) year term, not less than one hundred 
(100) Metro passes on a monthly basis for residents and tenants of the project (which 
passes may be distributed by developer to such persons in its sale discretion). 

27. Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon the issuance of 
the first final certificate of occupancy, the developer shall provide, for a fifteen (15) year 
term, within each publicly accessible parking area in the project, not less than ten (10) 
"Park and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants 
of the project who use the spaces and then transfer to a Metro commuter train or bus for 
transportation to their place of employment In the initial year of operation of such "Park 
and Ride" spaces, the monthly charge to the user of each space shall not exceed $50.00 
per month; thereafter, such monthly charge may be increased each calendar year by not 
more than three percent (3%) per calendar year. Developer shall establish and maintain 
a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure that such parking continues to 
meet such condition. 

28. Daily Parking Discount for Metro Commuters. Commencing upon issuance of the first 
final certificate of occupancy, for a fifteen (15) year term, the developer shall provide 
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each holder of a Metro pass who parks in any publicly accessible transient or daily 
parking area in the project, a ten percent (10%) discount off the developer's regularly 
daily parking fees, otherwise payable for such parking. Developer shall establish and 
maintain a monitoring and reporting program of the use of such discounts to reasonably 
assure that such parking discount continues to be offered as required, which reports 
shall be provided to the Department of Transportation and/or the Department of City 
Planning upon request. 

29. Shared Vehicle Parking. Commencing upon issuance of the first final certificate of 
occupancy for the project, for a fifteen (15) year term, developer shall maintain ten (10) 
parking spaces within the non-residential parking areas of the project for a shared 
vehicle service and shall use its commercially reasonable efforts to cause the same to 
be at all times operated by a reputable shared car service provider selected by the 
developer, which may include Zipcar, Inc.; Avis Budget group, IncJAvis on Location; 
Hertz Global Holdings, IncJHertz on Demand; Uhaul/U Car Share; Enterprise Rent-A
Car/We Car; Daimler/Car2Go N.A. LLC; City CarShare; Mint/Cars on Demand; Center 
for Neighborhood Technologyll-Go; RelayRides; Getaround or other reasonably similar 
organization or program. Nothwithstanding the foregoing, City acknowledges that the 
Developer's failure to cause such service to be provided within the Project (i) for any 180 
day period following termination of contract between developer and such operator while 
a replacement operator is sought, or (ii) during any period in which such no reputable car 
sharing service provider is operating a car sharing service in the Hollywood area, or (iii) 
if developer's selected operator is unwilling or unable to operate all ten (10) spaces, will 
not constitute a default of developers obligations under this condition. 

30. Vine Street Medians. The developer shall engage an urban planning and/or traffic 
consulting firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of Planning, DOT, and the 13th 

Council District Council member to prepare a study of the design, efficacy, potential cost, 
feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian circulation from the installation of 
landscaped medians in Vine Street between Sunset Boulevard and Franklin Street. Such 
study shall be completed and delivered to the Department of City Planning not later than, 
and as a condition to, the issuance of the first building permit for the first phase of the 
project 

Administrative Conditions Of Approval 

31. Approval J Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning for placement in 
the subject file. 

32. Code Compliance. Area, height, and use regulations of the zone classification of the 
subject property shall be complied with, except where herein conditions may vary. 

33. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on 
any subsequent property owners, heirs or assigns. The agreement shall be submitted to 
the Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Department of 
City Planning for attachment to the file. 
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Notice: Certificates of Occupancies for the subject properties will not be issued by the 
City until the construction of all the public improvements (streets, sewers, storm drains, 
etc.), as required herein, are completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

34. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials or legislation or their successors, designees 
or amendment to any legislation. 

35. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Department and any designated agency, or the agency's 
successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any amendments 
thereto. 

36. Building Plans, Page 1 of the grant and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the buildings submitted to the Department of City Planning and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

37. Corrective Conditions. The authorized use shall be conducted at all times with due 
regard for the character of the surrounding district, and the right is reserved to the City 
Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning, pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the 
Municipal Code, to impose additional corrective conditions, if in the decision makers 
opinion, such actions are proven necessary for the protection of persons in the 
neighborhood or occupants of adjacent property. 

38. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall provide 
periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions specified 
herein (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program - MMRP), as to area of 
responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, construction, post
construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the Environmental 
Conditions. 

39. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

A.1-1 Construction equipment, debris, and stockpiled eqUipment shall be enclosed within a 
fenced or visually screened area to effectively block the line of sight from the ground 
level of neighboring properties. Such barricades or enclosures shall be maintained in 
appearance throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be removed immediately 
upon discovery. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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A.1-2 The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood 
Development Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the 
Building Height Standards, the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape 
Standards. Prior to construction, Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be 
submitted to the Department of City Planning to assess compatibility with the 
Development Standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.1-3 The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower 
levels of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and 
security lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project's lighting 
shall be in conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code to reduce light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

A.1~4 The Project's fagades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective 
materials such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways 
are minimized. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 6 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Tower Lot Coverage standards identified in :Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing 
Standards: 48% tower lot coverage between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% 
tower lot coverage between 151 and 400 feet above curb level, 15% tower lot coverage 
between 151 and 550 feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 
and 585 feet above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which 
states that at least 50%) of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

A.2-2 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in Section 7 of 
the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which include, but are not limited to, 
the following Standards: (7.3.1) A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level 
shall be located with its equal or longer dimension parallel to the north-south streets; 
(7.5.1) Towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural light, and air, as well as to 
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contribute to an attractive skyline; and (7.5.2) Generally, any portion of a tower shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the same parcel, except the following 
which shall meet Municipal Code: 1) the towers are offset (staggered), 2) the largest 
windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the towers are curved or 
angled. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

B.1-1 The Project Applicant shall include in construction contracts the control measures 
required and/or recommended by the SCAQMD at the time of development, including 
but not limited to the following: 

Rule 403 .. Fugitive Oust 
Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement; 
Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three 
times daily; 
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders; 
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour; 
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and 
staging areas; 
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the 
Site; 
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) 
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and 
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site 
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone 
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to 
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-2 To reduce on-site construction related air quality emissions, the Project Applicant shaH 
ensure all construction equipment meet or exceed Tier 3 off-road emission standards. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities shall use newer 
truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles that meet 2010 model year 
United States Environmental Protection Agency NOX standards), where commercially 
available. At a minimum, truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions reqUirements. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

0-10 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

B.1-4 The Project shall meeUhe requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green BuHding Code. 
Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: 

Be designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; 
Reduce potable water consumption by 20% through the use of low-flow water 
fixtures; . 
Provide readily accessible recycling areas and containers. It is estimated this 
shall achieve a minimum 10% reduction of solid waste deposited at local 
landfills; and 
All residential grade equipment and appliances provided and installed shall 
be ENERGY STAR labeled if ENERGY STAR is applicable to that equipment 
or appliance. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

B.1-5 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters meeting or 
exceeding the ASHRAE 52.2 Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 13, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the 
residential units on the Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters 
shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Bullding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off;Annual 
compliance report submitted by building management 

B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be located either on 
the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site that are distant from the 101 
Freeway to the extent that such placement is compatible with final site design. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are located within 
500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit the use of operable windows 
and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

B.1-8 The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and common areas for 
electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are permitted on balconies and common 
areas per the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded for the property. 

Monitoring Phase:.PreConstruction {Design Phase);.Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off; 

8.1-9 The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or alternatively 
fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or low voe cleaning 'products 
for maintenance of the building. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management 

C-1 . The Project Applicant shall prepare a plan to ensure the protection and preservation of 
any portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame that are threatened with damage during 
construction. This plan shall conform to the performance standards contained in the 
Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines as 
adopted by the City in March of 2011, and be approved to the satisfaction of the 
Department of City Planning Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction 
activities. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Hollywood Walk of Fame plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-2 The Project Applicant shaH prepare an adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure the 
protection of adjacent historic resources during construction from damage due to 
underground excavation, and general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility 
of settlement due to the removal of adjacent soil. Particular attention shall be paid to 
maintaining the Capitol Records Building underground recording studios and their 
special acoustic properties. The adjacent structure monitoring plan shall be approved to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources and 
Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction activities. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Preconstruction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fac;ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A 
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registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors a.nd other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

C-3 There are currently no plans to renovate the Capitol Records Building as part of the 
Project. However in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol 
Records Building during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance 
with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, 
Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the 
Capitol Records Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to Capitol Records 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-4 There are currently no plans to renovate the Gogerty Building as part of the Project 
However, in the event any structural improvements are made to the Gogerty Building 
during the life of the Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this 
measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, Office of 
Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated with the Gogerty 
Building. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy (any improvements to the Gogerty 
Building) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

C-5 Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding 
area) shall be documented with at least twenty-five images in accordance with Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall be 
demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources 
Action Indicating Compliance: Written approval from the Office of Historic Resource 

C-6 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activity shall halt and: 

a. The· services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by -contacting the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (657-278-5395) located at California State 
University Fullerton, or a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists 
(ROPA) or a ROPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 
material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The archaeologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
archaeologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume 'once copies of the- archaeological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the SCCIC Department of Anthropology. 
Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been 
submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre~Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Archaeologist field inspection sign-off 

C-7 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project 
development, all further development activities shall halt and: 

a. The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center 
for Public Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, 
California State University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural 
History Museum - who shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a 
survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

b. The paleontologist's survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if 
necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; 

c. The Project Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating 
paleontologist, as contained in the survey, study or report; and 

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological 
survey, study or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History 
Museum. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have 
been submitted, or a statement indicating that no material was discovered. 

e. A covenant and agreement binding the Project Applicant to this condition shall be 
recorded prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Departrnent of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Paleontologist field inspection sign-off 
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C-8 If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the City of L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be 
immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County Coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and-the guidelines. oLtheNAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles County Coroner 
Action Indicating Compliance: Public Works Department or Native American Heritage 
Commission sign-off 

0-1 The design and construction of the Project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-2 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering 
geologist to the written satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. The final 
geotechnical report shall ensure adequate geotechnical support for the proposed 
structures given the existing geologic conditions on the Project Site. The final 
geotechnical report shall make final design-level recommendations regarding 
liquefaction, expansive soils, soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral 
movement and reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, as well as carry forward the 
applicable recommendations contained in the preliminary geotechnical report. The final 
geotechnical report shall include additional borings, test pits, groundwater monitoring 
wells, subsurface shear wave velocity testing, and laboratory testing that shall ensure 
adequate geotechnical support for the Project's proposed structures and inform 
compliance with all applicable building codes. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety" 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Written satisfaction of Department of 
Building and Safety 

0-3 Towers and other very heavily loaded structures shall be supported by a mat foundation, 
CIDH pile foundation, an ACIP pile, or a combination of a mat and pile foundation 
system. Drilled pile bearings within the Old Alluvium shall range from approXimately 24 
to 36 inches in diameter and shall be designed for loads between approximately 300 to 
1,000 kips per pile or higher. Preliminary shallow foundation net bearing capacities in the 
Old Alluvium shall range from about 6,000 to 10,000 psf. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-4 Lighter low-rise structures shall be supported on individual spread footings bearing in the 
Young Alluvium designed for bearing pressures from about 2,000 to 4,000 psf, 

... MonitoringPhase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-5 Floor slabs shallower than el 347 on the West Site shall be designed as slab-an-grade. 
Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, a pressure slab and 
waterproofing shall be required for the East Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-6 Laterally-braced below-grade walls shall be designed for at-rest earth pressures. Below
grade walls free to rotate at the top shall be designed for active soil pressures. Seismic 
earth pressure and surcharge pressures shall be accounted for in the below-grade wall 
design. Hydrostatic pressures shall be accounted for in the design for walls below el 
347. Subject to final design-level geotechnical considerations, an equivalent fluid 
pressure of 60 pef shall be assumed for non-yielding below grade walls. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre,·Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-7 A wall drainage system shall be installed behind below-grade walls to minimize the 
potential accumulation of hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Waterproofing shall be 
required for walls below about el 347. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-8 Temporary excavation support, likely soldier beams, and lagging with tiebacks shall be 
required to facilitate the proposed deep below-grade excavation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase): Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

D-9 Underpinning of the buildings bordering the East Site and West Site shall be required 
depending on final new building below-grade footprint limits and proximity to these 
structures. 
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

0-16 

D-10 Pre-construction conditions documentation shall be performed to document conditions of 
the neighboring/bordering buildings, including the historic structures that are on or 
adjacent to the Project Site, prior to construction activities. An adjacent structure 
monitoring program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during 
construction. 

The performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following: 

All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic str.uctures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. 

As a minimum, the documentation shall consist of video and photographic 
documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior and select interior facades 
of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site. A registered civil engineer or 
certified engineering geologist shall develop recommendations for the adjacent structure 
monitoring program that shall include, but not be limited to, vibration monitoring, 
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation 
deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and structure from construction-related 
damage. The monitoring program shall include vertlcal and horizontal movement, as well 
as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are met or exceeded, work shall stop in the 
area of the affected building until measures have been taken to stabilize the affected 
building to prevent construction related damage to adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

E-1 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a Phase II Subsurface 
Investigation, in areas identified as being previously used for automobile fueling 
operations, to determine the extent to which soil or groundwater contamination, if any, 
beneath the Property has been impacted by historical activities. Any soil contamination 
and underground storage tanks associated with such historical usage shall be abated in 
accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Phase II Subsurface Investigation; 
Documentation of abatement of any soil contamination and USTs 
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E-2 Prior to demolition of any existing on·site structures, all asbestos-containing materials 
identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Bullding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Pian approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-3 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any existing on-site structure, all lead
based paint identified on the properties shall be abated in accordance with all applicable 
City, state, and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval and issuance of demolition permit 

E-4 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected subsurface steel structure (located on the 1720 North 
Vine Street parcel) noted during the geophysical survey to ensure proper removal or 
treatment of the structure during development activities. Any removal or treatments 
implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

E-5 Before subsurface excavation, the Project Applicant shall conduct a subsurface 
investigation of the suspected USTs (located on the 1749 North Vine Street parcel) to 
ensure proper removal or treatment of the structures during development activities. Any 
removal or treatments implemented shall be in accordance with all applicable City, state, 
and federal regulations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal of subsurface investigation; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-1 Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods, to the 
extent feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1), 
diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the Project Site. Channels 
shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Bullding and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 
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F-2 Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, veechannels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial 
grasses in areas where construction is not immediately planned. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-3 Stockpiles and excavated soli shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-4 All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-5 Leaks, drips, and spills shaH be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicated Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-6 Pavement shall not be hosed down at materia! spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible, 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

F-7 Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-8 The Project Applicant shall implement storm water best management practices (BMPs) 
to treat and infiltrate the runoff from a storm event producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-
hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development 
Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B, Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer. or licensed architect that. the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard shall be required. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre~Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Submittal of certificate; Field inspection 
sign-off 

F-9 Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated predevelopment rate. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-10 The amount of impervious surface shall be reduced to the extent feasible by using 
permeable pavement materials where appropriate, including: pervious concrete/asphalt, 
unit pavers (e.g., turf block), and granular materials (e,g., crushed aggregates, cobbles, 
etc.). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-11 A roof runoff system shall be installed, as feasible, where the site is suitable for 
installation. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

F-12 All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN) and/or graphical 
icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

RL0034720 



EM35060 

Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV .. HD 

F-13 Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

0-20 

F-14 Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water shall be placed in an enclosure, 
such as a cabinet or shed or similar structure that prevents contact with or spillage to the 
storm water conveyance system. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

F-15 Storage areas shall be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

FM16 An efficient irrigation system shall be designed and implemented by a certified 
landscape contractor to minimize runoff including: drip irrigation for shrubs to limit 
excessive spray; a SWAT-tested weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff; 
matched precipitation (flow) rates for sprinkler heads; rotating sprinkler nozzles; 
minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75 percent; and flow reducers, 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

F-17 The Owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department Genera! form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the Owner(s) to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of Form CP-6770; Field inspections sign-off 

F-18 Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 
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F-19 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water permit requirements 
(including, but not limited to SWPPP and SUSMP requirements) at the Federal, State 
and local level. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

H-1 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144331 and 
161574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible, 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

H-2 Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No 
construction activities shall occur on any Sunday. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the 
Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from all 
adjacent land uses. The use of those pieces of construction eqUipment or construction 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to 
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-4 Construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid as feasible operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 
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H-5 Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, 
and jackhammers when in use. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report ~. 
submitted by contractor 

H-6 The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with noise shielding and 
muffling devices in accordance with the manufacture's recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight
feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of 
noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the 
maximum extent feasible during construction. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-8 All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes approved by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Bullding and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-9 The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the 
following information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the 
contractor and owner or owner's agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any 
discretionary approval for the Site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be 
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the construction site prior to the 
start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily visible to the public and 
approved by the City's Department of Building and Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign·,off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H"10 Two weeks prior to the commencement of construction at the Project Site, notification 
shall be provided to the immediate surrounding properties that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that shall be occurring 
throughoutthe duration of the construction period, 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Documentation of notification provided 

H-11 All new construction work shall be performed so as not to adversely impact or cause loss 
of support to on-site and neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the on-site and 
neighboring/bordering buildings, including the Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, 
the Art Deco Storefronts on Yucca Street, the AMDA building at 1777 Vine Street, and 
the Capitol Records Complex, prior to construction activities, The structure monitoring 
program shall be developed for implementation and monitoring during construction. The 
performance standards of the adjacent structure monitoring plan shall include the 
following. AI! new construction work shall be performed so as·not to adversely impact or 
cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures. Pre-construction conditions 
documentation shall be performed to document conditions of the neighboring/bordering 
buildings, including the historic structures that are on or adjacent to the Project Site, prior 
to initiating construction activities. At a minimum, the documentation shall consist of 
video and photographic documentation of accessible and visible areas on the exterior 
and select interior fa9ades of the buildings immediately bordering the Project Site, A 
registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist shall develop 
recommendations for the adjacent structure monitoring program that shall include, but 
not be limited to, vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack 
monitors and other instrumentation deemed necessary to protect adjacent building and 
structure from construction-related damage. The monitoring program shall include 
vertical and horizontal movement, as well as vibration thresholds. If the thresholds are 
met or exceeded, work shall stop in the area of the affected building until measures have 
been taken to stabilize the affected building to prevent construction related damage to 
adjacent structures. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of adjacent structure monitoring plan; Field 
inspection sign-off 

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piled are permitted, 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 
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H-13 AI! construction equipment engines shaH be properly tuned and muffled according to 
manufacturers' specifications. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection. sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-14 All mitigation measures restricting construction activity shall be posted at the Project Site 
and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise and 
vibration mitigation measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H-15 Rubber tired eqUipment shall be utilized when applicable, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations. Tracked excavator and tracked 
bulldozers shall be utilized during mass excavation as necessary to facilitate timely 
completion of the excavation phase of development. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Ageilcy: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

H~16 All plans and specifications and construction means and methods shall be provided to 
EMl/Capitol Records for review concurrently with their submission to the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Confirmation of submittal to EMI/Capitol Records and 
Department of Building and Safety 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation or 
structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than two-inch 
thick closed cell neoprene foam liner shall be applied to exposed excavation at the West 
Site adjacent to the EMI/Capitol Records echo chamber provided that (1) the liner is 
approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not 
so approved, then an equivalent product approved for this use by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system 
(or equivalent product) for drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per 
manufacturer recommendations. A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall 
shall then be built to attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 
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Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

0-25 

H-18 All new mechanical equipment associated with the Project shall comply with Section 
112.·02 of the .City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, which prohibits· noise from air. 
conc;litioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and flltering equipment from exceeding the 
ambient nOise level on the premises of other occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Field inspection sign-off 

H-19 Consistent with Section 99.05.507.4.1 of the LAMC (LA Green Building Code), Exterior 
Noise Transmission, the proposed building envelope shall have an STC of at least 50, 
and exterior windows shall have a minimum STC of 30. Furthermore, the Project shall 
comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards, which specifies the maximum allowable 
sound transmission between dwelling units in new multi-family buildings, and limits 
allowable interior noise levels in new multi-family residential units to 45 dBA CNEL. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-1 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.1-2 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains 
serving the Project Site. Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior 
to occupancy of the Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plan by LAFD 

J.1-3 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and 
personnel to the structure. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

RL0034726 



EM35066 

Case No. CPC-200S··3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 0-26 

J.1-4 No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department. 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-5 During the plan check process, the Project Applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD 
approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of plot plans by LAFD 

J.1-6 The Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants in Its 
final designs. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design) 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.1-7 Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to LAFD prior to occupancy 
of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan shall include but 
not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments. Any 
required modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the 
Project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Los Angeles Fire Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of Emergency Response Plan by LAFD 

J.2-1 The contractor shall provide temporary, minimum 6-foot-high, commercial-grade, chain
link construction fences to protect construction zones on both the East and West Sites. 
The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of 
equipment and the work force. The bottom of the fence shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off where necessary. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when 
located within the construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained 
while in place. Where applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a 
pedestrian walkway. Temporary lighting shall be installed and maintained at the 
pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site fence have to be removed to facilitate 
work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to isolate and protect the public 
from unsafe conditions. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

J.2-2 The Project shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Site on an as-needed basis appropriate to the phase of construction 
throughout the construction period, 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report 
SUbmitted by contractor 

J.2-3 Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Stte during construction through 
marked emergency access points approved by the LAPD, 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; LAPD approval of marked 
access points; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

J.2-4 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used 
to facilitate the traffic flow until such temporary street closures are complete, 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

J.2-5 The Project shall incorporate landscaping designs that shall allow high visibility around 
the buildings, and shall consult with the LAPD with respect to its landscaping plan, 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-6 The Project shall provide security lighting around buildings and parking areas in order to 
improve security, and shall consult with the LAPD as to its lighting plan, 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-7 The Project Site's public and private recreational facilities shall be designed to ensure a 
high visibility of these areas, including the provision of adequate lighting for security, 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

0-28 

J.2-8 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with the opportunity to review Project plans 
at the plan check stage of plan approval and shall incorporate any reasonable LAPD 
recommendations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.2-9 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the 
Project Site, showing access routes and additional access information as requested by 
the LAPD, to facilitate police response. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase); Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.3-1 The Project Applicant shall pay all applicable school fees to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impact of additional student enrollment at schools serving the 
project area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-1 The Project shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space for each 
dWelling unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling 
unit having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each dwelling unit having 
more than three habitable rooms pursuant to the reqUirements of LAMC Section 
12.21(G). A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 36 inch box tree is required for 
every four dwelling units. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

J.4-2 The Project shall pay all applicable fees associated with the Dwelling Unit Construction 
Tax set forth in LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1). The applicable dwelling unit tax shall be 
paid to the Department of Building and Safety and placed into a "Park and Recreational 
Sites and Facilities Fund" to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of 
park and recreational sites. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

J.4-3 Pursuant to Section 17.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project Applicant 
shall pay all applicable Quimby fees to the City of Los Angeles for the construction of 
condominium dwelling units, prior to approval and recordation of the final map. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction (Design Phase) 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and recordation of final map 

J.5-1 The Project Applicant shall pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita, based on the 
projected resident population of the proposed development, to the Los Angeles Public 
Library to offset the potential impact of additional library facility demand in the Project 
Area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning 
Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Public Library; Department of City Planning 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk 
closures during the construction period, the Project Applicant shall, prior to construction, 
develop a Construction Management PlanlWorksite Traffic Control Plan (wrcP) to be 
approved by LADOT. The wrcp shall be designed to minimize the effects of 
construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the public streets in the area of the Project. The 
wrcp shall include temporary roadway striping and signage for traffic flow as 
necessary, elements compliant with conditions xv through xvii in Measure K 1-3, and the 
identification and signage of alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project The Plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic 
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to 
abutting properties. Any construction related hauling traffic shall be restricted to off-peak 
hours. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of wrcp 

K.1-2 In order to minimize peak period construction trips, construction related trafflc shall be 
restricted to off-peak hours. The following language is to be incorporated into the WTCP: 

i. On weekdays, work shifts shall not begin between 7:01 AM and 9:29 AM. 

Ii Work shifts shall not end between 3:31 PM and prior to 6:29 PM. 

The WTCP shall also include Mitigation Measure K.1-3, Condition ii, time restrictions for 
hauling. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of WTep; Quarterly compliance report 
submitted by contractor 

K.1-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record and execute 
a Covenant and Agreement (Planning Department General Form CP-6770), binding the 
Project Applicant to the following haul route conditions: 

i. All Project construction haul truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, whlCh 
shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent feasible. 

Ii. Except under a permitted exception, all hauling (both delivery and export) shall 
be during the hours of 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM or 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM. Any 
exceptions to the above time limits shall be permitted by the Department of 
Building and Safety in consultation with the Department of Transportation. 
Exceptions to the haul activity time limits are to be permitted only when 
necessary, such as for the continuation of concrete pours that cannot reasonably 
be completed otherwise. 

iii. Permitted Days of the week shall be Monday through Saturday. No hauling 
activities are permitted on Sundays or Holidays. 

iv. Project haul trucks shall be restricted to i8-wheel trucks or smaller. 

v. The Traffic Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department shall be notified prior to 
the start of hauling (213.485.3106). 

vi. Streets shall be cleaned of spilled materials at the termination of each work day. 

vii. The final approved haul routes and all the conditions of approval shall be 
available on the job site at all times. 

viii. The Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control 
dust caused by grading and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control 
of dust caused by wind. 

ix. Hauling and grading equipment shall be kept in good operating condition and 
muffled as required by law. 

x. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

xi. All trucks are to be watered only when necessary at the job site to prevent 
excessive blowing dirt. 

xii. All trucks are to be cleaned of loose earth at the job site to prevent spilling. Any 
material spilled on the public street shall be removed by the contractor, 

xiii, The Project Applicant shall be in conformance with the State of California, 
Department of Transportation policy regarding movements of reducible loads. 
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xiv. All regulations set forth in the State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
pertaining to the hauling of earth shall be complied with. 

xv. "Truck Crossing" warning signs shall be placed 300 feet in advance of the exit in 
each direction. 

xvi. One flag person(s) shall be required atthe job site to assist the trucks in and out 
of the Project area. Flag person(s) and warning signs shall be in compliance with 
Part II of the 1985 Edition of "Work Area Traffic Control Handbook." 

xvii. The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, telephone 213.485.2298, 
shall be notified 72 hours prior to beginning operations in order to have 
temporary "No Parking" signs posted along the route. 

xviii. Any desire to change the prescribed routes shall be approved by the concerned 
governmental agencies by contacting the Street Use I nspection Division at 
213.485.3711 before the change takes place. 

xix. The permittee shall notify the Street Use Inspection Division, 213.485.3711, at 
least 72 hours prior to the beginning of hauling operations and shall also notify 
the Division immediately upon completion of hauling operations. 

xx. A surety bond by Contractor shall be posted in an amount satisfactory to the City 
Engineer for maintenance of haul route streets. The forms for the bond shall be 
issued by the Central District Engineering Office, 201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 
770, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Further information regarding the bond may be 
obtained by calling 213.977.6039 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation; Department of Building and Safety; 
Los Angeles Police Department 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of grading permit; Field 
inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control SpeCial Events 
Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may impact Metro bus 
lines. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Metro; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

K.1-5 Transportation Demand Manage'ment (TOM) - The Project is a mixed-use development, 
located within a quarter mile radius of the HollywoodlVine Metro Red Line Transit Station 
and allows immediate access to the Metro Red Line rail system. Additionally, a number 
of Metro and LADOT bus routes are less than one-quarter mile (considered to be within 
reasonable walking distance) from the Project Site, providing access for Project 
employees, visitors, residents and guests. The Project Site is surrounded by numerous 
supporting and complementary uses, such as additional housing for employees and 
additional shopping for residents within walking distance. 
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The Project shall take advantage of these opportunities through a pedestrian/bicycle 
friendly design and implementation of a TOM program. A preliminary TOM program shall 
be prepared and provided for LADOT review prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit for the Project and a final TOM program approved by LADOT is required prior to 
the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the Project. The TOM Program 
applies to ·the new land uses to be developed as part of the final development program 
for the Project. To the extent a TOM Program element is specific to a use, such element 
shall be implemented at such time that new land use is constructed. Both the 
pedestrian/bicycle friendly design and TOM program shall be acceptable to the 
Departments of Planning and Transportation. The TOM program shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following strategies: 

Provide an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with 
an on-site transportation coordinator; 
A bicycle, transit, and pedestrian friendly environment; 

. Administrative support for the formation of carpoolslvanpools; 
Inclusion of business services to facilitate work-at-home arrangements for the 
proposed residential uses, if constructed; 
Flexible/alternative work schedules and telecommuting programs; 
ProVide car share amenities (including a minimum of 5 parking spaces for 
shared car program); 
Parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales; 
A provision requiring compliance with the State Parking Cash-out l.aw in all 
leases; 
Provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents 
and employees; 
Distribution of information to all residents and employees of the on site 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit rider services, including shared car and shared 
bicycle services; 
Coordinate with LADOT to provide space for a future Integrated Mobility Hub; 
Guaranteed ride home program potentially via the shared car program; 
Transit routing and schedule information; 
Transit pass sales; 
Rideshare matching services; 
Bike and walk to work promotions; 
Visibility of the alternative commute options through a location on the central 
court of the Project Site; 
Preferential rides hare loading/unloading or parking location; 
Financial contribution to the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established under 
Ordinance No. 186,272, 

In addition to these TOM measures, LADOT also recommends that the Project Applicant 
explore the implementation of an on-demand van, shuttle or tram service that connects 
the Project to off .. site transit stops based on the transportation needs of the Project's 
employees, residents and visitors. Such a service shall be included as an additional 
measure in the TOM program if it is deemed feasible and effective by the Project 
Applicant 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: TOM program approval; Issuance of building permit; 
Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Quarterly compliance report submitted by 
contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-6 Hollywood Community Transportation Management Organization (TMO) - The Project 
shall join or help create a TMO serving the Hollywood Area by providing a meeting area 
and initial staffing for one year (free ·of charge). The Project owner shall participate in the 
TMO as a member. The TMO shall offer services to member organizations, which 
include: 

Matching services for multi-employer carpools, 
Multi-employer vanpools (to serve areas that are identified as under-served 
by transit, but contain the residences of the Hollywood area employees), 
Help coordinating the Bicycle Share and Car Share programs, 
Promotion and implementation of pedestrian, bicycle and transit stop 
enhancements (such as transit/bicycle lanes), and 
Other efforts to encourage and increase the use of alternative transportation 
modes in the Hollywood area. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-7 Integrated Mobility Hubs - To support the goals of the Project's TDM plan and to expand 
the City's program, the Project Applicant shall coordinate with LADOT to provide space 
for a Mobility Hub in a convenient location within or near the Project Site. The Project 
Applicant has offered to provide on-site parking spaces for shared cars that could be a 
project-specific amenity or be linked with the larger Mobility Hubs program. The Project 
Applicant shall also provide space that shall accommodate bicycle parking, bicycle 
lockers, and shared bicycles. LADOT is currently working on an operating plan and 
assessment study for the Mobility Hubs project that shall include specific sites, designs, 
and blueprints for Mobility Hub stations. The results of this stUdy shall assist in 
determining the appropriate location and space needed to accommodate a Mobility Hub 
at the Project Site. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy, Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1 u8 Transit Enhancements -The Project shall provide a pedestrian friendly environment 
through sidewalk pavement reconstruction/improvements, and improved amenities such 
as landscaping and shading particularly along the sidewalks on Ivar Avenue and Argyle 
Avenue linking the project to the HollywoodNine Metro Red Line Station. Enhancements 
shall include reconstructing damaged or missing pavement in the sidewalks along Ivar 
Avenue and Argyle Avenue between the Project Site and the Hollywood/vine Metro Red 
Line Transit Station, and installing up to four transit shelters with benches at stops within 
a block of the Project Site, as deemed appropriate by LADOT. The LADOT designation 
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of locations shaH be made in consultation with Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: LA County Transportation Authority; Department of Transportation 

. Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarferly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by building management 

K.1-9 Bike Plan Trust Fund - The Project Applicant shall contribute a one-time fixed-fee of 
$250,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 186,272. These funds shall be used by LADOT, in coordination with the 
Department of City Planning and Council District 13, to implement bicycle improvements 
within the Hollywood area. However, improvements within Hollywood that are consistent 
with the City's complete streets and smart growth policies shall also be eligible expenses 
utilizing these funds. Any measures implemented by using the fund shall be consistent 
with the Genera! Plan Transportation Element. Items beyond signing and striping, such 
as curb realignment and signal system modifications, may be included in the funded 
projects, to the degree necessary for safe and efficient operation. 

Should shuttle riders on the DASH system warrant an increase in capacity, the Project 
funding may instead be used for the purchase of a shuttle vehicle for the DASH system. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor; Annual compliance report submitted by bullding management 

K.1 ~1 0 Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The Project Applicant shall be required to implement 
the traffic Signal upgrades identified in Attachment 3 to the LADOT's Correspondence to 
the Department of City Planning, dated August 16, 2012 (See Appendix K.2 to this Draft 
EIR). Should the project be approved, then a final determination on how to implement 
these traffic signal upgrades shall be made by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit These signal upgrades shall be implemented either by the Project 
Applicant through the B-permit process of the Bureau of Engineering (BOE), or through 
payment of a one-time fixed fee to LADOT to fund the cost of the upgrades. If LADOT 
selects the payment option, then the Project Applicant shall be required to pay LADOT 
the estimated cost to implement the upgrades, and LADOT shall design and construct 
the upgrades. If the upgrades are implemented by the Project Applicant through the B~ 
Permit process, then these traffic signal improvements shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy; Annual compliance 
report submitted by building management 
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K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements --Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue - US 101 Freeway 
Northbound On-Ramp - To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection 
under both existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall 
restripe this intersection to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn 
lane for the southbound approach and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane 
for the northbound approach. The final design of this improvement shall require the joint 
approval of Caltrans and LADOT 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre-Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Caltrans; Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Approval of design by Caltrans and LADOT; 
Implementation of improvement 

K.1-12 Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements - The City Council recently 
adopted the updated Hollywood Community Plan. The new plan includes revised street 
standards that provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important 
street functions including transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle 
routes, building design and site access, etc. Vine Street has been designated as a 
Modified Major Highway Class II requiring a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 50-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Ivar Avenue and Vine Street is classified 
as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway within a 45-foot 
half-width right-of-way. Yucca Street between Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is 
classified as a Local Street. Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue are also classified as Local 
Streets. A Local Street requires a 20-foot half width roadway within a 3D-foot half-width 
right-of-way. The Project Applicant shall check with BOE's Land Development Group to 
determine if there are any highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements for this project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Confirmation with Bureau of Engineering 

K.1-13 Implementation of Improvements and Mitigation Measures. The Project Applicant shall 
be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary traffic signal equipment 
modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the proposed transportation 
improvements described above. Unless otherwise noted, all transportation 
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles shall be 
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permits and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates 
of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any 
delay through no fault of the Project Applicant, provided that, in each 'case, the Project 
Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. Prior to settlng the bond amount, BOE shall require that the developer's 
engineer or contractor contact LADOT's B-Permit Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to 
arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction; Pre.-Occupancy; Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
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Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit; Quarterly compliance 
report submitted by contractor; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, 
residential development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved 
residential parking spaces. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
. Monitoring Agency: Bureau of Engineering; Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permit 

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for 
construction unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 
feet greater in length than the closed route. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction
related employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be 
allowed to park on surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction 
activities. There shall be no staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the 
surrounding street for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no staging 
or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles that transport workers, on any 
residential street in the immediate area. All construction vehicles shall be stored on-site 
unless returned to the base of operations. 

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction; Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan Approval; Quarterly compliance report submitted 
by contractor 

L.1-1 In the event of temporary partial public street closures, the Project Applicant shall 
employ flagmen during the construction of water line work, to facilitate the flow of traffic. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Transportation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City's Bureau of 
Sanitation standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and 
construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
asphalt and concrete, bricks, metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk 
recyclable material such as broken asphalt and concrete, brick, metal and wood shall be 
hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Nonrecyclable materials/wastes shall be 
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hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall be discarded at a licensed 
regulated disposal site. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of SanitatIon 
Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; Quarterly compliance report . 
submitted by contractor 

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins 
shall be emptied and recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the 
Project's regular solid waste disposal program. 

Monitoring Phase: Occupancy 
Enforcement Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works; Bureau of Sanitation 
Action Indicating Compliance: Annual compliance report submitted by building 
management report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any 
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt. 
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Sec. . The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance and have it 
published in accordance with Council policy, either in a daily newspaper circulated in the 
City of Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three public places in the City of Los 
Angeles: one copy on the bulletin board located in the Main Street lobby to the City Hall; 
one copy on the bulletin board located at the ground level at the Los Angeles Street 
entrance to the Los Angeles Police Department; and one copy on the bulletin board 
located at the Temple Street entrance to the Los Angeles County Hall of Records. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance was passed by the Council of the City 
of Los Angeles, at its meeting of __________ ---'-

Approved ___ ---', , ___ _ 

File No(s). ______ _ 

JUNE LAGMAY, City Clerk 

By __ _ 
Deputy 

Mayor 

Pursuant to Charter Section 559, I approve 
this ordinance and recommend 
its adoption on behalf ofthe City Planning 
Commission, , .. , .' 

see attached report. 

MICHAEL LOG RANGE 
Director of Planning 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35584 

Ryan Luckert < ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Friday, July 12, 2013 9:08 AM 
Karen Hoo 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
RE: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 

Attachments: Addendum_Cover.doc; I. Introduction.doc; II. Project Description.doc; III. Rationale 
for Addendum.doc; IV. Env Impact Analysis.doc; V. Preparers.doc 

Yes. Please see attached Addendum sections in Word format. If you need anything else, please let me know. 

Thanks, 
Ryan 

From: Karen Hoo [karen.hoo@lacity.orgj 

Sent: Friday, July 12, 2013 7:26 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 

Can you send over a word document? 

On Thu, Julll, 2013 at 7:43 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Attached, please find a revised Draft Addendum for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Should you need anything, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLe. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared and circulated for the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) in October of 2012. 

This aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final EIR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011041(94). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that could be 

associated w-ith removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q conditions (the Revised Project) 

as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) as entitlement mechanisms associated with the 

Project. The information contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications to the Draft EIR and the Final EIR. No new significant information has been added to the 

Draft EIR or Final EIR. Accordingly, recirculation of the EIR is not required. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated w-ith proposed 

modifications of the Project as discussed in this Addendum. The modifications are focused in t\vo areas. 

First, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement the Project as 

described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, the Applicant 

withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change has been 

considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Second, as a related matter, the development conditions and mechanisms originally embodied in the 

Development Agreement are now being carried forward as Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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The City has elected to prepare this Addendum before the full City Council takes a final action to certify 

the Final EIR or approve the Project. Use of the Addendum in this manner presents the most conservative 

CEQA disclosure approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications 

listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, vanatlOns of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes related to removal of the Development Agreement and use of Q 

conditions as one mechanism to control aspects of development. A complete discussion of the rationale 

used to determine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be found in Section HI, 

Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory infonnation such as the proj ect title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analvsis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list of lead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.8] acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-deco building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest corner of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northw-est corner of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

c. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft ErR from October 25, 2012 to December lO, 

20] 2, for the statutorily required 45 -day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final ErR. The Final ErR was 

subsequently published in February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 
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• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 

ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parkinglreduced on-site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 

Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the constrnction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of new developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. 

Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would 

include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:1 Floor Area 

Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing 

approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including a combination of residential dw-elling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As originally conceived, these project 

components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested through a Development Agreement 

between the City and the Applicant. In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the 

Development Agreement. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: 

Guidelines and Standards (the Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project 

development and have been identified as Project Design Features (PDFs). A more detailed project 

description can be referenced in Exhibit A of this Addendum. 

D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the minor changes to the Final EIR. As stated earlier, the 

information presented below presents only minor modifications to the Project, helps clarify, or makes 
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insignificant minor technical modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the 

minor changes are not considered "significant" new information pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of 

the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). Aside from the proposed modifications 

and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and associated mitigation measures proposed 

within the Final ErR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Proj ect and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon leaming of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Plmming Commission, the City Attomey advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 

for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not 

significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, 

and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, and the other 

entitlements considered in the EIR, the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum impacts 

identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. However, this does not foreclose use or approval of a 

Development Agreement in the future. 
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Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations associated with the Project and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set ofQ 

conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the LAMe. The Draft EIR or 

Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of the 

LAMC. Thus, this Addendum clarifies use of the Q conditions in relation to the Project. In short, the Q 

classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQ A Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent ErRs, 

Supplemental ErRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

Even though the Final ErR has not been certified, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by 

preparing it before final certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to 

the Project as modified. This approach is consistent with Section 15160, which permits the use of 

variations in CEQA mechanisms. Therefore, the City is using this Addendum to implement the technical 

modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR is not yet certified by a 

final action of the City. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously cert~fied 

ElR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 callingfor preparation of a subsequent ElR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent ElR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final ElR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final ElR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A briefexplanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent ElR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an ElR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 
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As summarized in Section H, Project Description, and further analyzed in Section IV, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, the modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new 

significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Revised Project is 

consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 

examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Revised 

Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed 

for the Project (see Table IV-l below). 

Specifically, the Final ErR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated w-ith the Revised Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in 

this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously 

addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 

information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

determination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final ErR as the appropriate form of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

llJ. Rationalefor Addendum 

Page IIJ-2 

RL0034750 



EM35594 

DRAFT 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines w-hether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed would develop a mIX of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit A to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement betw-een the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Project contained a detailed set 

of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 

Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Program. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has two categories of change. One, the Development Agreement was withdraw-n by 

the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. Two, the City has elected to use Q conditions to 

implement zoning limitations associated with the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use 

Equivalency Program. The City has assessed whether these minor modifications result in a material 

change to the scope of analysis or impact conclusions presented in the Draft and Final ErR. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal of the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Project have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. Thus, the 

development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for the life 

of the Project. With these controls in place, the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Therefore, withdrawal of the 

Development Agreement does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

have the potential to increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not result in 

significant new information. 

Now, the vehicle to carry forward the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program is 

the Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. The analysis below demonstrates that using Q conditions 

(instead of the Development Agreement) as a mechanism to integrate the Development Regulations and 

Land Use Equivalency Program cannot result in physical changes to the environment. Nonetheless, the 

City assessed w-hether there was any possibility the change in mechanisms could affect the physical 

environment. Table IV-I below summarizes the results of that analysis and concluded that there are no 

physical environmental changes associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as implementation mechanisms. The discussion below also demonstrates how the change of 

implementing mechanisms does not alter the Project's compatibility with applicable land use programs or 

policies. 

Integration of the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified Classification as follows: 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility w-ith surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible with surrounding properties for the following reasons. 
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The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 

development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 

surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not fundamentally 

alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 

provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 

compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 

improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 

development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project (similar to the Project) intensifies use of the Project Site, 

which is currently underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs

housing balance objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers 

the development of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and 

entertainment. It also promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and 

distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture 

and density of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 

structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent 

with the goals and objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Regulations and Land 

Use Equivalency Program does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not introduce significant new information. 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 
Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TSlMitigation 

Surface Water L TSlMitigation 

Land U selPlanning 

Land Use Consistency LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LTS 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU 

Operation Noise L TSlMitigation 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS 

Employment LTS 

Public Services 

Fire L TSlMitigation 

Police L TSlMitigation 

Schools L TSlMitigation 

Parks L TSlMitigation 

Libraries L TSlMitigation 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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SU No change 

SU No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

LTS No Change 

LTS No change 

SU No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

LTS No change 

LTS No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

I Environmental Issue I Project I Revised Project I Conclusion I 
Transportation/Circulation 

Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 

Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

In conclusion, neither the removal of the Development Agreement or use of the Q conditions to 

implement the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program have the potential to trigger 

new, or more severe, environmental impacts on the physical environment. 
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v. PREPARERSOFTHEADDENDUM 
AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

Preparers of the Addendum 

Lead Agency 

Applicant 

Applicant's Legal Counsel 

EIR Consultant 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
1995 Broadway 
New York, New York 10023 

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP 

333 South Hope Street, Forty-Third Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90071 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 200 
Los Angeles, California 90049 

Persons Consulted in Addendum Preparation 

Architectural Handel Architects, LLP 

150 Varick Street, 8th Floor 
New York. New York 10013 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FYI, 

EM34307 

Demian Wyma <dwyma@mac.com> 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 8:35 PM 
Undisclosed recipients: 
Council committee OKs shorter Hollywood Millennium towers 

http://www.latimes.com/la-me-ln-hollywood-skyscrapers-20130618.0.3425209.story 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Semerdjian, 

EM33927 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 03, 2013 8:58 AM 
Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: HSDNC Letter of Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood project 

Thank you for the HSDNC Letter of Opposition. I will be forwarding it to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra who is the case 
manager for the Millennium Hollywood project. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal P. Hewawitharana 

On Fri, May 31,2013 at 7: 16 PM, Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council <admin@hsdnc.org> 
wrote: 
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

Attached please find the HSDNC Letter of Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood project. 

Sincerely, 
Harry Semerdjian 

CC: Steven Whiddon, Tom Meredith 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33127 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
Michael 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to michaeLlogrande@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35080 

Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, July 02, 2013 2:55 PM 

Vicki Curry 

Cc: Bruce Gillman; Jaime de la Vega; nat gale; Borja Leon; Marcel Porras; Michael 

LoGrande; Tomas Carranza; Jay Kim 

Subject: Media Query: Hollywood Millenium 

Hi Vicki, 

I just wanted to keep you apprised of a media query we got regarding the Hollywood Millennium Project. You 
may already be aware that the Caltrans has sent letters to the City contesting the findings of the FEIR, and 
LADOT's recommendations from the developer's traffic impact study. 

In the past the department has consistently conveyed to both the LA Planning department as well as the media 
that the traffic impact studies are in compliance with the City's requirements. 

We have met with the Caltrans public relations office today and they have conveyed to the media that they have 
sent letters to the City without receiving any response. 

The planning department's recommendations are scheduled to go to the full council July 24th. 

Does the mayor's office have a preferred message to convey to the media about this project? 

You can see her previous story here: 

http ://www.dailynews.comlci 23521930/planned-hollywood-millennium-skyscrapers-project-causes-concern 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, 

Jonathan 

>Hi Bruce and Jonathan: 
>Thanks for your help on this Millennium project. 
>1 spoke with Caltrans and they said they had a meeting with LADOT last week. 
>Would either of you have 10 minutes to talk today or tomorrow? 
>Best, 
>Dakota 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
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jonathan. hui@lacity.org 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I 

EM33130 

Millennium Hollywood <info=milienniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> on behalf 
of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 20136:01 AM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to lambert.giessinger@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

3 

RL0034766 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thanks! 

EM35600 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Friday, July 12, 2013 9:17 AM 
Ryan Luckert 
Sergio Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 

On Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 9:08 AM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Yes. Please see attached Addendum sections in Word format. If you need anything else, please let me know. 

Thanks, 
Ryan 

From: Karen Hoo [karen.hoo@lacity. org] 
Sent: Friday, July 12,2013 7:26 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: sergio.ibarra@lacity. org 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 

Can you send over a word document? 

On Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 7:43 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto: ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Attached, please find a revised Draft Addendum for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Should you need anything, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

RL0034767 



KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

EM35601 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34308 

Dennis Chew < dennis.chew@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 7:15 AM 
Demian Wyma 

Subject: Re: Council committee OKs shorter Hollywood Millennium towers 

But Demian, was this what they were going for from the beginning? 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 8:34 PM, Demian Wyma <dwyma@mac.com> wrote: 
FYI, 

http ://www.1atimes.comlla-me-ln-hollywood-skyscrapers-20130618,0,3425209.story 

Sent from my iPhone 

Dennis Chew 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: (818) 374-5050 
Fax:(818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacitv.orq 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM35082 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 02, 2013 3:18 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Document 

The signature page is exactly what is needed. I looked over the conditions. They look like they're in order, but 
I'm not a Planner, so take my opinion with a grain of salt. As long as the changes approved by PLUM are 
incorporated in this Ord, then we're good. Hope I was helpful. Thx again for your help! 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here it is. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33928 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 03, 2013 8:58 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: HSDNC Letter of Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood project 
HSDNC LetterOfOpposition.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council <admin@hsdnc.org> 
Date: Fri, May 31,2013 at 7: 16 PM 
Subject: HSDNC Letter of Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood project 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity. org 
Cc: Steven Whiddon <chair@hsdnc.org>, Thomas Tom Meredith <tommeredit@aol.com> 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

Attached please find the HSDNC Letter of Opposition to the Millennium Hollywood project. 

Sincerely, 
Harry Semerdjian 

CC: Steven Whiddon, Tom Meredith 
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Officers: 

Steven Whiddon 
Chair 

Thomas Meredith 
Vice Chair 

Felipe Corrado 
Treasurer 

Charles Puree 
Recording Secretary 

1375 N. St. Andrews Place 
los Angeles, CA 90028 
Phone: 323 .450.5097 

May 31 , 2013 

EM33929 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

HOllYWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD 
COUNCil 

A TONTO R. VD...LARAIGOSA 
MAYOR 

CALIFORNIA 

HOLLYWOOD 
STUDIO DISTRICT 
Neighborhood COl/lldl 

Board Members: 

Alex Alferov Juri Ripinsky 
Bill Zide Luke Vincent 

Christ ina Derenthal Maria Vepremian 
Efrain Gonzalez Steven Whiddon 
Felipe Corrado Thomas Meredith 

Jira ir Tossounian Sun Vu 

Jose Torres Orletha Andersen 
Don Durkee Charles Puree 
David Bell Drew Peterson 

Vacant · 1 Vacant· 2 

The Honorable Antonio R. Villaraigosa 
The Honorable Eric Garcetti 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, City Planning Commission 
Mitch O'Farrell 

The Honorable Tom LaBonge Los Angeles Times 
The Honorable Ed Reyes LA Weekly 
The Honorable Jose Huizar 
The Honorable Mitchell Englander 

RE:MiJlennium Hollywood project, 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-
1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90028 

To All The Above: 

On Monday, February 11, 2013, at a regular Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council meeting, the 
HSDNC Board voted to oppose a recommended issuance "letter of support" for the Millennium Hollywood 
project located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 
1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street, Los Angeles, CA 90028. 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood opposes the Millermium Hollywood proposal now going to the City 
PLUM Committee. HSDNC does, however, support responsible development --- in confollllity with the rest 
of Hollywood. As it currently stands, the Millennium Hollywood project is out of scale for our Hollywood 
Historic Community and does not adequately mitigate the impact that such a project will have on the 
community. 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council respectfully recommends the Millennium Hollywood project 
be reworked before any further consideration by the City and to incorporate plans for the following: 

1. The maximum number of stories of anyone building should be no more than 22 stories. 
2. Any proposal shall have no unspecified variables regarding multiple building heights and/or planned 

usage space and/or parking spaces, etc. 
3. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) should be no more than 4.5:1 , as the law currently allows, as opposed to 6:1 , 

which the developer seeks. 
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4. The traffic study included in the EIR was based on inaccurate data and therefore, should be redone to 
take into account the impact on surface street intersections, including adjacent freeway on/off ramps and 
the Project (i.e.: Franklin/Argyle, HollywoodNan Ness, CahuengalFranklin). Adequate mitigation 
measures regarding these conditions should be outlined in the new traffic study and provided in a 
revised and re-circulated Draft ErR. 

5. The Shared Parking Program is inadequate to cover the true number of cars that will use the property 
daily. A new and adequate parking analysis must be conducted which should include: 

a. Provide for at least 100 Park-N-Ride spots (if the City wants Hollywood to be a Transit Oriented 
District, it needs to allow for a Park-N-Ride area in the TOD). The unimproved site presently 
offers the general public 500 reasonably priced, first come/first served parking spaces all of 
which will be eliminated by the Project without a similar number of designated public parking 
spaces being offered within the Project's parking allocation. 

b. Provide additional parking beyond the 1,918 spaces that are inadequate to accommodate the 
Project's proposed uses, employees, residential and commercial visitors and tourists anticipated 
to utilize the development. Additional on-site parking must be provided for residential visitor 
parking, residential use, retail uses (i.e.: spalhealth club, hotel convention, tourists). 

c. Provide 50 additional parking spaces for tourists (the observation deck and performance terrace 
were not included in the traffic study). 

d. Employee parking (the EIR states that there are in excess of 1,250 employees that will have 
"offsite" parking yet there is no specific designation for this parking) facilities should be 
identified, transportation to/from the offsite location specified and a penn anent location 
developed and completed prior to any project opening. 

e. The "On Call Shuttle" for the surrounding community is nothing more than an invitation for the 
employees to consider parking in adjacent neighborhoods and call for the shuttle, thus burdening 
near-by streets with already limited parking. The project needs more parking spaces or a 
designated parking facility for its own employees. 

Tom Meredith 
Vice Chair 

HOLL YWOOD STUDIO DISTRICT NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

Cc. Hollywood Studio District Board: 

• Alex Alferov 
• Bill Zide 
• Christina Derenthal 
• Efrain Gonzales 
• Felipe Corrado 
• lirair Tossounian 
• Jose Torres 
• Don Durkee 

David Bell 
Juri Ripinsky 
Luke Vincent 
Maria Yepremian 
Sun Yu 
Orletha Andersen 
Charles Puree 
Drew Peterson 
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From: 

Sent: 

LA Business Journal < L_A_Business)ournal@labusinessjournal.mmsend.com > on 
behalf of LA Business Journal < L_A_Business)ournal@labusinessjournal.com> 

Wednesday, June 19, 2013 9:21 AM 
To: David.Olivo@Lacity.Org 
Subject: Morning Report: Developer Compromises on Hollywood Skyscrapers I Stakes High for 

Today's Fed Meeting 

Get the latest news at LA Business Journal. 

Developer Compromises on Hollywood Skyscrapers 
The developer of the controversial Millennium Hollywood project 
agreed Tuesday to reduce the height of two residential towers, but the 
Los Angeles Times reports that Caltrans, residents and other critics still 
aren't satisfied. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

Stakes High for Today's Fed Meeting 
Following weeks of market volatility, global investors this morning are 
on hold, waiting for comments from the Federal Reserve's policy
making arm on when the central bank will wind down its monthly $85 
billion purchases of mortgage-backed securities and Treasury securities, 
Yahoo's Daily Ticker reports. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

Aerojet Rocketdyne Expects Job Stability, Growth 
The Los Angeles Daily News reports that executives are promising that 
GenCorp Inc. 's just completed purchase of Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne 
will help the renamed Aerojet Rocketdyne stabilize and even grow its 
L.A. -area workforce. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 
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Hollywood Fights Downtown Bike Lane 
A coalition of Hollywood unions wants the Los Angeles City Council to 
change the glaring fluorescent green color of bike lanes that cut through 
a popular location for film and TV shoots: downtown's Historic Core 
neighborhood, the Hollywood Reporter says. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

Former Airport Commissioner Accused of Conflict 
Clear Channel Airports, a bidder for a lucrative LAX media contract, on 
Tuesday accused former airport commissioner Alan Rothenberg of a 
conflict of interest because of his involvement with a joint venture 
recommended for the work, the Los Angeles Times reports. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

Reed Elsevier Says Penske Owes $1.3 Million 
In a counterclaim filed on Tuesday, former Variety owner Reed Elsevier 
accused Jay Penske, the trade paper's new owner, of defaulting on $1.3 
million of the trade's purchase price, TheWrap.com reports. 

Posted: 6/19/2013 

Stadium Re-Christened StubHub Center 
The Los Angeles Times looks at what StubHub, eBay's online ticketing 
service, hopes to gain after agreeing to shell out millions each year to 
have its name emblazoned on the home of the Los Angeles Galaxy 
soccer team, Los Angeles Times report. 

Posted: 6/19/2013 

PRISM Scandal Boosts DuckDuckGo 
The 'anonymous' search engine DuckDuckGo is getting a boost off the 
PRISM scandal that is putting big tech companies like Google and 
Apple to shame, CNBC reports. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

Time Warner Subscribers Sue Over Sports Fees 
Four Time Warner Cable subscribers filed a proposed class-action 
lawsuit against the cable company Tuesday, contending they should not 
be forced to pay higher rates to bankroll the company's purchase of 
broadcasting rights for Lakers and Dodgers games that they have no 
interest in watching, the Los Angeles Daily News reports. 

Posted: 6/19/2013 

Legendary Ponders Change 
Thomas Tull, head of "Man of Steel" backer Legendary Entertainment, 
says the company will decide whether to stay at Warner Bros. by the end 
of the summer, Variety reports. Sources tell the Hollywood Reporter that 
Paramount and Disney already have been ruled out as a potential new 
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partner. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

Mortgage Cop: Top Banks Still Fail Consumers 

EM34311 

More than a year after the nation's five-largest mortgage servicers signed 
a $26 billion legal settlement over blatantly improper foreclosure 
procedures, those banks still need to do better, National Mortgage 
Settlement's monitor told CNBC. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

AMA Recognizes Obesity as a Disease 
The American Medical Association decided Tuesday to recognize 
obesity as a disease, requiring a range of medical interventions, a 
decision prompting reactions of both praise and alarm, USA Today and 
the Los Angeles Times report. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

The Superman Gospel According to Warner Bros. 
Aggressively going after faith-based audiences, Warner Bros. and faith
based marketing firm Grace Hill Media are comparing Superman to 
Jesus as a way to encourage ministers across the country to speak about 
the new film "Man of Steel," the Hollvwood Reporter says. 
Posted: 6/19/2013 

Markets Down Slightly 
In Wednesday morning trading, the Dow Jones industrial average was 
down 14 points to 15,304. The Nasdaq fell 1 point to 3,481. The S&P 
500 fell 1 point to 1,651 

Posted: 6/19/2013 

You're receiving this email because you registered at labusinessjournal.com for news & promotions - or you provided us with your email address. 
Your address is listed as David.Olivo@Lacity.Org. 

Unsubscribe I Emai l Preferences I Subscribe I Contact Us 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33931 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 03, 2013 1:55 PM 
Rebecca Valdez; Lisa Flores; Roberto Mejia 
Reyes Briefing 

Rebecca, I heard that the Millennium may be continued?? Have you heard from Marcel? Ifnot, is Reyes 
briefing at 2:00? 

Lisa, I want to confirm if the re-Code consultant (Lee Einsweiler from Austin, TX) is meeting with the CM 
tomorrow at 9:00 a.m? My boss wants to know. 

Please advise soon. Thank you. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33133 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
kevi n.keller@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

Jitlada Thai 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to kevin.keller@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35083 

Vicki Curry <vicki.curry@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, July 02, 2013 4:32 PM 

Jonathan Hui 

Cc: Bruce Gillman; Jaime de la Vega; nat gale; Borja Leon; Marcel Porras; Michael 

LoGrande; Tomas Carranza; Jay Kim; yusef robb 

Subject: Re: Media Query: Hollywood Millenium 

Jonathan, 

Mayor Garcetti's office is happy with your current messaging. Thanks for keeping us posted. 

Vicki 

Vicki Curry 
Communications Office 
Mayor Eric Garcetti 
213-978-0741 
vicki. curry@lacity.org 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:55 PM, Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Vicki, 

I just wanted to keep you apprised of a media query we got regarding the Hollywood Millennium Project. You 
may already be aware that the Caltrans has sent letters to the City contesting the findings of the FEIR, and 
LADOT's recommendations from the developer's traffic impact study. 

In the past the department has consistently conveyed to both the LA Planning department as well as the media 
that the traffic impact studies are in compliance with the City's requirements. 

We have met with the Caltrans public relations office today and they have conveyed to the media that they have 
sent letters to the City without receiving any response. 

The planning department's recommendations are scheduled to go to the full council July 24th. 

Does the mayor's office have a preferred message to convey to the media about this project? 

You can see her previous story here: 

http ://www.dailynews.comlci 23521930/planned-hollywood-millennium-skyscrapers-project-causes-concern 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, 
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Jonathan 

>Hi Bruce and Jonathan: 
>Thanks for your help on this Millennium project. 
>1 spoke with Caltrans and they said they had a meeting with LADOT last week. 
>Would either of you have 10 minutes to talk today or tomorrow? 
>Best, 
>Dakota 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35602 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Friday, July 12, 2013 9:17 AM 
Diana Kitching 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 

Attachments: Addendum_Cover.doc; I. Introduction.doc; II. Project Description.doc; III. Rationale 
for Addendum.doc; IV. Env Impact Analysis.doc; V. Preparers.doc 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 9:08 AM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
Cc: "sergio .ibarra@lacity.org" <sergio .ibarra@lacity.org> 

Yes. Please see attached Addendum sections in Word format. If you need anything else, please let me know. 

Thanks, 
Ryan 

From: Karen Hoo [karen.hoo@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, July 12, 2013 7:26 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 

Can you send over a word document? 

On Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 7:43 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto: ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Attached, please find a revised Draft Addendum for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Should you need anything, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

KarenHoo 
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Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-133 1 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

EM35603 
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DRAFT 

ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIR 

for the 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 

Prepared for: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

SCH No. 2011041094 

JULY 2013 

Prepared By: 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
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DRAFT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLe. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared and circulated for the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) in October of 2012. 

This aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final EIR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011041(94). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that could be 

associated w-ith removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q conditions (the Revised Project) 

as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) as entitlement mechanisms associated with the 

Project. The information contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications to the Draft EIR and the Final EIR. No new significant information has been added to the 

Draft EIR or Final EIR. Accordingly, recirculation of the EIR is not required. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated w-ith proposed 

modifications of the Project as discussed in this Addendum. The modifications are focused in t\vo areas. 

First, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement the Project as 

described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, the Applicant 

withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change has been 

considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Second, as a related matter, the development conditions and mechanisms originally embodied in the 

Development Agreement are now being carried forward as Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 
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DRAFT 
City of Los Angeles Ju~v 2013 

The City has elected to prepare this Addendum before the full City Council takes a final action to certify 

the Final EIR or approve the Project. Use of the Addendum in this manner presents the most conservative 

CEQA disclosure approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications 

listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, vanatlOns of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes related to removal of the Development Agreement and use of Q 

conditions as one mechanism to control aspects of development. A complete discussion of the rationale 

used to determine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be found in Section HI, 

Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory infonnation such as the proj ect title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analvsis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list of lead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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DRAFT 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.8] acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-deco building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest corner of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northw-est corner of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

c. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft ErR from October 25, 2012 to December lO, 

20] 2, for the statutorily required 45 -day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final ErR. The Final ErR was 

subsequently published in February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 
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DRAFT 
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• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 

ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parkinglreduced on-site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 

Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the constrnction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of new developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. 

Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would 

include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:1 Floor Area 

Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing 

approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including a combination of residential dw-elling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As originally conceived, these project 

components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested through a Development Agreement 

between the City and the Applicant. In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the 

Development Agreement. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: 

Guidelines and Standards (the Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project 

development and have been identified as Project Design Features (PDFs). A more detailed project 

description can be referenced in Exhibit A of this Addendum. 

D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the minor changes to the Final EIR. As stated earlier, the 

information presented below presents only minor modifications to the Project, helps clarify, or makes 
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insignificant minor technical modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the 

minor changes are not considered "significant" new information pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of 

the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). Aside from the proposed modifications 

and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and associated mitigation measures proposed 

within the Final ErR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Proj ect and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon leaming of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Plmming Commission, the City Attomey advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 

for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not 

significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, 

and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, and the other 

entitlements considered in the EIR, the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum impacts 

identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. However, this does not foreclose use or approval of a 

Development Agreement in the future. 
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DRAFT 
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Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations associated with the Project and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set ofQ 

conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the LAMe. The Draft EIR or 

Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of the 

LAMC. Thus, this Addendum clarifies use of the Q conditions in relation to the Project. In short, the Q 

classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 
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DRAFT 

III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQ A Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent ErRs, 

Supplemental ErRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

Even though the Final ErR has not been certified, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by 

preparing it before final certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to 

the Project as modified. This approach is consistent with Section 15160, which permits the use of 

variations in CEQA mechanisms. Therefore, the City is using this Addendum to implement the technical 

modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR is not yet certified by a 

final action of the City. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously cert~fied 

ElR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 callingfor preparation of a subsequent ElR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent ElR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final ElR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final ElR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A briefexplanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent ElR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an ElR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 
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As summarized in Section H, Project Description, and further analyzed in Section IV, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, the modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new 

significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Revised Project is 

consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 

examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Revised 

Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed 

for the Project (see Table IV-l below). 

Specifically, the Final ErR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated w-ith the Revised Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in 

this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously 

addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 

information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

determination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final ErR as the appropriate form of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines w-hether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed would develop a mIX of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit A to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement betw-een the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Project contained a detailed set 

of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 

Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Program. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has two categories of change. One, the Development Agreement was withdraw-n by 

the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. Two, the City has elected to use Q conditions to 

implement zoning limitations associated with the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use 

Equivalency Program. The City has assessed whether these minor modifications result in a material 

change to the scope of analysis or impact conclusions presented in the Draft and Final ErR. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal of the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Project have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. Thus, the 

development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for the life 

of the Project. With these controls in place, the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Therefore, withdrawal of the 

Development Agreement does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

have the potential to increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not result in 

significant new information. 

Now, the vehicle to carry forward the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program is 

the Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. The analysis below demonstrates that using Q conditions 

(instead of the Development Agreement) as a mechanism to integrate the Development Regulations and 

Land Use Equivalency Program cannot result in physical changes to the environment. Nonetheless, the 

City assessed w-hether there was any possibility the change in mechanisms could affect the physical 

environment. Table IV-I below summarizes the results of that analysis and concluded that there are no 

physical environmental changes associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as implementation mechanisms. The discussion below also demonstrates how the change of 

implementing mechanisms does not alter the Project's compatibility with applicable land use programs or 

policies. 

Integration of the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified Classification as follows: 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility w-ith surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible with surrounding properties for the following reasons. 
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The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 

development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 

surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not fundamentally 

alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 

provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 

compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 

improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 

development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project (similar to the Project) intensifies use of the Project Site, 

which is currently underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs

housing balance objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers 

the development of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and 

entertainment. It also promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and 

distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture 

and density of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 

structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent 

with the goals and objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Regulations and Land 

Use Equivalency Program does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not introduce significant new information. 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 
Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TSlMitigation 

Surface Water L TSlMitigation 

Land U selPlanning 

Land Use Consistency LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LTS 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU 

Operation Noise L TSlMitigation 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS 

Employment LTS 

Public Services 

Fire L TSlMitigation 

Police L TSlMitigation 

Schools L TSlMitigation 

Parks L TSlMitigation 

Libraries L TSlMitigation 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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SU No change 

SU No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

LTS No Change 

LTS No change 

SU No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

LTS No change 

LTS No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

I Environmental Issue I Project I Revised Project I Conclusion I 
Transportation/Circulation 

Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 

Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

In conclusion, neither the removal of the Development Agreement or use of the Q conditions to 

implement the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program have the potential to trigger 

new, or more severe, environmental impacts on the physical environment. 
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v. PREPARERSOFTHEADDENDUM 
AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

Preparers of the Addendum 

Lead Agency 

Applicant 

Applicant's Legal Counsel 

EIR Consultant 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
1995 Broadway 
New York, New York 10023 

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP 

333 South Hope Street, Forty-Third Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90071 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 200 
Los Angeles, California 90049 

Persons Consulted in Addendum Preparation 

Architectural Handel Architects, LLP 

150 Varick Street, 8th Floor 
New York. New York 10013 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Gotta love Jerry. 

EM34313 

Jon Tanury <jon.tanury@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 9:53 AM 
Kevin Keller; Blake Lamb 
Millennium 

http ://la.curbed.com/archivesI2013/06/shorter giant towers approved for lots around capitol records.php#m 
ore 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Leaders! 

EM35085 

Fran Reichenbach <beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, July 02,20136:11 PM 
George Abrahams 
Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

July 24th at 10 a.m., we will have our last opportunity to present a strong case before the Los 
Angeles City Council. 

Critical portions of the Millennium Hollywood Project's EIR contain false and misleading data that 
could cost lives as well as the collapse of our already-delicate infrastructure. 

Caltrans pOints this out in their attempts to get the City's attention. In their December 10, 2012 letter 
they said: 

"Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US-101 is operating at LOS F. Any additional trips will 
worsen the existing freeway conditions. The [Traffic Impact Study 1 did not include a cumulative 
traffic analysis for US-101, which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related projects that 
are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth from the Hollywood 
Community Plan. // 

According to the statewide CGS 2010 Fault Activity Map of California 
(http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/FAM/faultactivitymap.html) and other studies, the southern strand 
of the Hollywood Fault No 392 is active and runs across both sites poised for development by 
Millennium Partners. State law clearly states that no structure used or intended for supporting or 
sheltering any use or occupancy, which is expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 
2,000 person-hours per year can be built within 50 feet of an active fault. 

Consequently, it's up to the PEOPLE to show up and demand that the City Council and the City 
Attorney follow the letter and spirit of laws that are on the books to save lives in an earthquake
prone area. Independent geological studies must be done on this project site and a new EIR 
conducted. 

YOUR presence and that of your board members, neighbors, their families and friends need to make 
July 24th a very significant day for the City Council and all who are watching on Channel 35! 

Unless the City Council calls this item "Special", we may not be able to make our 1-minute 
testimonies BUT our presence filling the room will send a significant message! 

In a prophetic case of reality imitating art, watch this video clip from the 1974 movie "Earthquake": 
http://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=czjs4vJAeWc#t=4m 7s 

As Charlton Heston says in the movie, "We should have never put up those 40-story monstrosities" 

Let your presence send that message! 
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The next email you get will have instructions on free parking under City Hall with a diagram of the 
parking area/elevator location and other important details to share with your neighborhoods. 

Please start your carpool organizing now! We have precious little time to organize this protest 
demonstration at City Hall. 

Is this an important hearing? You bet! Is our attorney working overtime? Indeed! But the funds are 
not making a dent in the long hours that he is putting into this presentation. 

Please dig deeply. There's a "donate button" on our website. Your generosity helps get this work 
done and brings as many experts to the table as possible! StopTheMilienniumHollywood.org 

Please press "reply" if you have questions or concerns. If you're a volunteer and want to join in the 
campaign to get folks to the City Council hearing, let's talk! 

323-462-2262 - leave your message and it will be answered personally very shortly! 

Your friends at Stop The Millennium! 

Facebook Page: 

https:l!www.facebook.com/StopTheMillenniumHollywoodProject?fref=ts 

Twitter Account: 

Stop Millennium Now @NoToMiliennium 

Let the City Council know that they cannot vote to pass this project! 

Councilmember.Cedillo@lacity.org 
Council member. Krekorian@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Blumenfield@lacity.org 
Council member. LaBonge@lacity.org 
Council member. Koretz@lacity.org 
Council member. Fuentes@lacity.org 
Council member. Parks@lacity.org 
Council member. Price@lacity.org 
Counci I member. Wesson@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org 
Council member. Englander@lacity.org 

Councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org 
COU nci Imem ber. H u izar@lacity.org 
COU nci Imem ber. Buscaino@lacity.org 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33136 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI180.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 6:01 AM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support our Proj ect 

Mayoral, Council District 13 Election Results 
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Good morning, Hollywood! Hope you all made it to the polls Tuesday to vote. The 

results are in , and Los Angeles's next mayor, Eric Garcetti, and CD 13's new Council 

Member, Mitch O'Farrell, both have deep, long-term Hollywood roots ... 

Read More 

Stella Barra: Legit N eopolitan 
Pizza in Hollywood 

Guest post from e*star LA 

e*star LA writes a weekly post for 

2 

I uttered the phrase, "Wow, my face is on 

fire" and for a moment, believed it to be 
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Millennium Hollywood on food and drink 

in Hollywood. 

Hollywood has always done pretty well 

when it comes to pizza, but there's 

something new in town that only adds to 

the solid array of choices ... 

Read More 

FacetJook Twitter Photos VKleo 

true. Finishing a bowl of Jitlada's 

Southern Curry is an exercise in 

endurance. A single generously-sized 

side of rice was not enough to get me 

through it, but perhaps you're tougher 

than I am. If you plan on bringing 

leftovers home, you may want to ... 

Read More 

Events Dine Resources Mabie 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Sent to av.perez@lacity.org - why did I get this? 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, 
CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci--

EM35619 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmaii.com> 
Friday, July 12, 2013 12:21 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
questions rei millennium and beyond 

A lot of us are trying to understand how things stand without the developer agreement on millennium. i know 
you must have worked hard on the current agreement (is it called an "agreement" or something else?) some of 
these questions pertained to old agreement as well. 

]. Will the developer have to provide parking for his own employees? (if not, where will they park?) And, is it 
now city policy to allow developments to build without providing parking for them? 

2. The General Framework, the Hollywood Community Plan, and TCC values/goals all call for neighborhood 
preservation. Hollywood residents are already plagued by cut through traffic and parking that threatens 
neighborhoods. What will the City and Millennium do to preserve local neighborhoods? 

3. What, exactly, is City policy about what measures should be taken to protect existing neighborhoods? Can 
you send that to me? 

4. What about the 1-2 schools Millennium estimated would be needed? Will it still pay for these? 

5. Ditto, library. 

6. Why was no study done by the LA Fire Department about the impact -- including the cumulative impact -- of 
Millennium and the other (cumulative) related projects? Response times are already behind. 

7. Why has no study been 

8. Has a terrorist threat analysis been done of what many are now calling the "Twin Towers of the West?" 
(many of us have been concerned about that for months, but out of discretion didn't raise it. Since Boston, 
however, there have been local terrorism awareness sessions, and we're worried. If there has been an 
assessment, where is that? what were its inclusions? 

9. When will the actual use and design plans be made public for the Millennium? If not until after the council 
vote, why not now? And, why is this policy allowed for Millennium alone? 

10. You emailed me before that the city no longer has any enforcement powers over community benefits and 
that any negotiations would have to be on a "third-party basis." Does that include neighborhoods, or only 
businesses like AMDA? 

] 1. Are ALL of the submissions and city communications involving Millennium now online? If not, can you 
put them up soonest? 

12. Can you give me the studies that back up the City's policies of awarding 15-50% credits for developers on 
assumption that people will stop driving and take cars, public transit, or walk, instead? 
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13. Is the City truly convinced that Millennium will create "no significant impact" on the 101? Even 
cumulatively, when taken together with at least 58 other projects? 

14. I have been told that there are now 60 projects in Hollywood. What are the other two? (And, does that 
include the Palladium project I saw online)? 

15. In the DEIR, the CitylMillennium claimed that going back to by-right levels would not provide "enough 
density" to engage public transit incentives. Hollywood is already one of the densist in the City. How much 
more density will be required? And, how long will it take for this threshhold to work? 

16. Is the City certain that no earthquake fault goes through the sites where Millennium is building? 

17. The Hollywood Community Plan lists "thousands" of sensitive responders. Millennium claims zero. The 
City has approved both. Which is accurate? 

18. How many residential units are there in the 60 projects? 

19. What, exactly, is the City's position on CEQA "streamlining?" 

Sorry to ask so many questions, but there are many, many, more about this project and the others. I'm happy to 
take questions to other people you may refer me to as well. 

I also want to request an interview with Michael LoGrande as soon as possible. I assume I can ask you about 
that? Let me know if someone else ... 

Thanks, Luci 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Michael & Lily, 

EM33139 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 8:22 AM 
Michael LoGrande; Lily Quan 
Fwd: CPC Presentation Slides 

Please see the file transfer below, with the images of Millennium Hollywood. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: afrai jo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit.com> 
Date: Thu, May 23,2013 at 11:34 PM 
Subject: CPC Presentation Slides 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 
I0l I0l 
LJlMiliennium Hollywood Presentation Slides.pptx LJl 

Your file will expire on May 30, 2013 23:34 PDT unless you 1 0 ~ 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk ~ 

14-Day Trial 

~ 
If 
© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

RL0034809 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33140 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34314 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 10:10 AM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra; Michael LoGrande 
LA Times, 6.19.13 Millennium articles 

http://www.1atimes.comlbusiness/realestate/la-fi -hiltzik-201 30619.O.4502643 .print. column 
http ://www.1atimes.comlnews/loca1l1a-me-hollywood-skyscrapers-201 30619,O,486496.story 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33932 

Tina Hossain <thossain@lachamber.com> 

Monday, June 03, 2013 2:06 PM 
Tom Rothmann 
RE: Zoning Code Revision consultants 
imageOOl.jpg; image002.jpg; image003.jpg; image004.jpg 

Thanks for the quick response, Tom! We'd love to connect with the Mayor's office on the press conference to see 
whether they want an appropriate person from the Chamber to speak, most likely our CEO or VP. Please feel free to 
refer them to me for further details. 

Also - whom should I list as speakers for the June 26 LUCH meeting on first steps for zoning code? You and the full team 
of consultants? Or a specific person among the consultant team? 

I've got the Business & Development Stakeholders meeting on my calendar, thanks for the heads up! Our conversation 
on June 26 will help inform our participation at the July 9 meeting. 

Best, 

Tina Hossain I Public Policy Manager 
LOS ANGELES AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
350 S. Bixel St. I Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Ph: 213.580.7531 I Fax: 213.580.7511 
thossain@lachamber.com I www.lachamber.com 

Find the LA Area Chamber on : 1m IJ ~ ~ 

From: Tom Rothmann [mailto:tom.rothmann@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 03, 2013 12:40 PM 
To: Tina Hossain 
Subject: Re: Zoning Code Revision consultants 

Hi Tina, 

Responses to your questions: 

Do you know when during PLUM tomorrow the contract for zoning code revision consultants will be heard? In the 
beginning or towards the end? 

At should be at the beginning around 2:30. We are item #1. 

Is Planning interested in having a high-level representative from the Chamber present at the June 12 press 

conference to show business community support for the code revision? 

That would be great. I think the Mayor's office will be reaching out to your office soon. 

Our next Land Use, Construction, and Housing (LUCH) Council meeting will be on June 26,2013 from 10-11:30 AM. 
We'd like to invite the consultant team and relevant planning staff, such as yourself, back to the Chamber to provide an 
overview of the first steps and priorities for the team and what the timeline will look like for attacking the downtown 
code. We'd like for this to be our first kick off discussion of the smaller zoning code task force which will continue to 
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convene over the next few years to inform our advocacy during the revision process. Are you interested in assigning this 
presentation as one of the first orders of duty to the consultants? We'd love to host you all again, for about 45 min to 
an hour total, to kick off this important partnership following the official kick off on June 12. 

I would be happy to attend the LUCH meeting to discuss the project and I will let the consultant 
know. Currently, we are scheduling a series of presentations to stakeholders during the week of July 8. I 
understand that the Chamber will be invited to the "Business & Development Stakeholders" meeting at 9AM on 
July 9. 

I hope this answers your questions and don't hesitate to call if you have any other questions. 

Best -Tom 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 12:24 PM, Tina Hossain <thossain@lachamber.com> wrote: 

Hi Tom, 

Hope you had a terrific weekend. I have a few questions for you -

Do you know when during PLUM tomorrow the contract for zoning code revision consultants will be heard? In the 
beginning or towards the end? 

Is Planning interested in having a high-level representative from the Chamber present at the June 12 press 

conference to show business community support for the code revision? 

Our next Land Use, Construction, and Housing (LUCH) Council meeting will be on June 26,2013 from 10-11:30 AM. 
We'd like to invite the consu ltant team and relevant planning staff, such as yourself, back to the Chamber to provide an 
overview of the first steps and priorities for the team and what the timeline will look like for attacking the downtown 
code. We'd like for this to be our first kick off discussion of the smaller zoning code task force which will continue to 
convene over the next few years to inform our advocacy during the revision process. Are you interested in assigning this 
presentation as one of the first orders of duty to the consultants? We'd love to host you all again, for about 45 min to 
an hour total, to kick off this important partnership following the official kick off on June 12. 

Thanks for your attention to all these questions! 

Best, 
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Tina Hossain I Public Policy Manager 

LOS ANGELES AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

350 S. Bixel St. I Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Ph: 213.580.7531 I Fax: 213.580.7511 
thossain@lachamber.com I www.lachamber.com 

Find the LA Area Chamber on : 1m m ~ ~ 

EM33934 

From: Tom Rothmann [mailto: tom.rothmann@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Thursday, May 30,2013 5:54 PM 

To: Tina Hossain 
Subject: Re: Zoning Code Revision consultants 

Yes. Items 1 and 2 are both the Zoning Code revision contract (one item is a staff update and the other is 
approval of the contract) and PLUM will definitely be taking testimony. We would love your support! Thanks, 
Tom 

On Thu, May 30,2013 at 5:40 PM, Tina Hossain <thossain@lachamber.com> wrote: 

So that's the zoning code re write issue on the agenda next week. I did hear about this but people were unsure 
what exactly the item was about. Do you know whether they'll take public testimony on it? I'll be there to testify 
in support of the Millennium Hollywood project and can also testify in support of zoning code item if you like. 

Tina 

Sent from my iPhone 

On May 30, 2013, at 5:34 PM, "Tom Rothmann" <tom.rothmann@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Tina, The project has received Mayoral approval and is going to PLUM next week prior to a 
final full Council vote. The Mayor will be holding a press conference on June 12 to launch the 
project. Tom 

On Thu, May 30,2013 at 5:22 PM, Tina Hossain <thossain@lachamber.com> wrote: 
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Hi Tom, 

Hope you are well. I just wanted to verify with you - is the Consultant team confirmed yet for 
zoning code reform? Last I checked, Planning was awaiting the Mayor's approval. I am going to 
set a date soon to get started with this but wanted to know if they're already on board and 
whether their initial priorities for the report are still the same you listed below. 

Thank you, 

Tina Hossain 1 Public Policy Manager 
LOS ANGELES AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
350 S. Bixel St. 1 Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Ph: 213 .580.7531 1 Fax: 213 .580.7511 
thossain@lachamber.com 1 www.1achamber.com 
Find the L.A. Area Chamber on: 

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Rothmann [mailto:tom.rothmann@lacity.orgl 

Sent: Thursday, April 04,2013 10:43 AM 

To: Tina Hossain 
Subject: Re: Zoning Code Revision consultants 

Great news. Keep me posted. 

On Thu, Apr 4,2013 at 10:28 AM, Tina Hossain <thossain@lachamber.com> wrote: 
> Thanks Tom! Given this information, we will probably host our first internal task force 
meeting in early to mid June. I will be reaching out to you if we need further info and of course 
you're welcome to join us once we have a set date and time. 
> 
> Best, 
> 
> Tina Hossain 1 Public Policy Manager 
> LOS ANGELES AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
> 350 S. Bixel St. 1 Los Angeles, CA 90017 
> Ph: 213 .580.7531 1 Fax: 213 .580.7511 
> thossain@lachamber.com 1 www.1achamber.com Find the L.A. Area Chamber 
>on: 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Tom Rothmann [mailto:tom.rothmann@lacity.orgl 
> Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 4:03 PM 
> To: Tina Hossain 
> Subject: Re: Zoning Code Revision consultants 
> 
> Tina, 
> 
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> The Consultant Team will complete a comprehensive evaluation of the existing Zoning Code 
to identify sections that are effective, ineffective, or confusing. The report will address 
development issues including, but not limited to: 
> 
> - Consistency with the General Plan and its Elements 
> - Development approval process 
> - Ordinance metrics, such as height, setbacks and other 
> dimensional standards 
> - Ordinance administrative procedures 
> - Ordinance deficiencies 
> - Ordinance suggested changes 
> - Conversion methodologies 
> - Implementation procedures 
> 
> Hope this helps. Let me know if you have any questions. 
> 
> Tom 
> 
> 
> 
> On Mon, Apr 1, 2013 at 3:50 PM, Tina Hossain <thossain@lachamber.com> wrote: 
» 
» Thanks for clarifying, Tom. I was really pleased as well about how much interest we've had 
from our members. I think much of it had to do with the excellent presentation you and Alan 
gave. 
» 
» 
» 
» Can you comment yet on what the first priorities for the Code Studio team will be? If so, Ed 
Casey and I can discuss objectives for our first internal meeting on the topic. 
» 
» 
» 
> > Tina Hossain I Public Policy Manager 
» 
» LOS ANGELES AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
» 
» 350 S. Bixel St. I Los Angeles, CA 90017 
» 
»Ph: 213 .580.7531 I Fax: 213 .580.7511 
» thossain@lachamber.com I www.1achamber.com 
» 
»Find the L.A. Area Chamber on: 
» 
» 
» 
»From: Tom Rothmann [mailto:tom.rothmann@lacity.org] 
» Sent: Monday, April 01, 2013 3:44 PM 
» To: Tina Hossain 
» Subject: Re: Zoning Code Revision consultants 
» 
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» 
» 
»Hi Tina, 
» 
» 
» 

EM33937 

> > I'm glad to hear about the interest you are receiving in the Zoning Code Revision 
project. The current status is that the Planning Department and the consultant team (Code Studio 
of Austin, TX) have reached an agreement on the scope of work and the contract is under review 
by the City's Administrative Office and the Mayor's Office. We are hoping to have a signed 
contract by the end of May but nothing is set in stone. 
» 
» 
» 
> > I will keep you posted. 
» 
» 
» 
»Tom 
» 
»On Mon, Apr 1, 2013 at 3:38 PM, Tina Hossain <thossain@lachamber.com> wrote: 
» 
»Hi Tom, 
» 
» 
» 
»1 hope this message finds you well. When you and Alan spoke at the Chamber in February, 
we expressed interest in forming an internal task force to inform our advocacy efforts once the 
zoning code revision process is underway soon. We have had significant interest from our 
members who are clamoring to participate in such as task force, but we are waiting to schedule 
the first meeting until Planning hires the team of consultants who will execute and we have a 
better understanding of the timeline and first priorities. Do you have any updates on when the 
team will be officially on board and what their priorities may be? It would help inform the 
timeline and objectives of our task force's first meetings. 
» 
» 
» 
» Thanks! 
» 
» 
» 
> > Tina Hossain I Public Policy Manager 
» 
» LOS ANGELES AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
» 
» 350 S. Bixel St. I Los Angeles, CA 90017 
» 
»Ph: 213 .580.7531 I Fax: 213 .580.7511 
» thossain@lachamber.com I www.1achamber.com 
» 
»Find the L.A. Area Chamber on: 
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» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» 
» --
»Tom Rothmann 
> > Senior City Planner 
> > Code Studies 
» 213 -978-189 1 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> --
> Tom Rothmann 
> Senior City Planner 
> Code Studies 
> 213 -978-189 1 

Tom Rothmann 
Senior City Planner 
Code Studies 
213 -978-1 891 

Tom Rothmann 
Senior City Planner 
Code Studies 
213 -978-1 891 

Tom Rothmann 
Senior City Planner 

EM33938 
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Code Studies 
213 -978-1 891 

Tom Rothmann 
Senior City Planner 
Code Studies 
213-978-1891 

EM33939 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35087 

Dennis Chew < dennis.chew@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 8:03 AM 
boardmembers@lfia.org 
Fwd: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Fran Reichenbach <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 6:10 PM 
Subject: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 
To: George Abrahams <ggg@copper.net> 

Dear Leaders! 

July 24th at 10 a.m., we will have our last opportunity to present a strong case before the Los Angeles City Council. 

Critical portions of the Millennium Hollywood Project's EIR contain false and misleading data that could cost lives 
as well as the collapse of our already-delicate infrastructure. 

Caltrans points this out in their attempts to get the City's attention. In their December 10, 2012 letter they said: 

"CurrentlY, the Level of Service (LOS) for US -101 is operating at LOS F. Atry additional trips will worsen the existingfreewqy 
conditions. The [Trciffic Impact Stu4J;J did not include a cumulative trciffic analYsis for US-1 01, which would consider the trips 
generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth from the 
HollYwood Community Plan." 

According to the statewide CGS 2010 Fault Activity Map of California 
(http: //www.quake.ca.gov I gmaps IF AM lfaultactivitymap.html) and other studies, the southern strand of the 
Hollywood Fault No 392 is active and runs across both sites poised for development by Millennium Partners. State 
law clearly states that no structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy, which is 
expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 2,000 person-hours per year can be built within 50 feet of 
an active fault. 

Consequently, it's up to the PEOPLE to show up and demand that the City Council and the City Attorney follow 
the letter and spirit of laws that are on the books to save lives in an earthquake-prone area. Independent geological 
studies must be done on this project site and a new EIR conducted. 

YOUR presence and that of your board members, neighbors, their families and friends need to make July 24th a 
very significant day for the City Council and all who are watching on Channel 35! 

Unless the City Council calls this item "Special", we may not be able to make our l-minute testimonies BUT our 
presence filling the room will send a significant message! 

In a prophetic case of reality imitating art, watch this video clip from the 1974 movie "Earthquake": 
http ://www.youtube.com /watch?v=czjs4vIAeWc#t=4m7s 

As Charlton Heston says in the movie, "We should have never put up those 40-story monstrosities" 
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Let your presence send that message! 

The next email you get will have instructions on free parking under City Hall with a diagram of the parking 
areal elevator location and other important details to share with your neighborhoods. 

Please start your carpool organizing now! We have precious little time to organize this protest demonstration at City 
Hall. 

Is this an important hearing? You bet! Is our attorney working overtime? Indeed! But the funds are not making a 
dent in the long hours that he is putting into this presentation. 

Please dig deeply. There's a "donate button" on our website. Your generosity helps get this work done and brings as 
many experts to the table as possible! StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

Please press "reply" if you have questions or concerns. If you're a volunteer and want to join in the campaign to get 
folks to the City Council hearing, let's talk! 

323-462-2262 -leave your message and it will be answered personally very shortly! 

Your friends at Stop The Millennium! 

Facebook Page: 

h ttps: ! ! www.facebook.com ! Stop TheMillenniumH ollywoodProj ect?fref= ts 

Twitter Account: 

Stop Millennium Now @NoToMillennium 

Let the City Council know that they cannot vote to pass this project! 

Councilmember. Cedillo@lacity.org 
Councilmember. Krekorian@lacity.org 
Councilmember.B lumenfield@lacity.org 
Councilmember .LaBonge@lacity.org 
Councilmember. Koretz@lacity.org 
Councilmember .Fuentes@lacity.org 
Councilmember .Parks@lacity.org 
Councilmember .Price@lacity.org 
Councilmember. Wesson@lacity.org 
Councilmember .Bonin@lacity.org 
Councilmember .Englander@lacity.org 
Councilmember. ofarrell@lacity.org 

COU nci Imem ber. H u izar@lacity.org 
Councilm ember.Buscaino@lacity.org 

Dennis Chew 
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This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello--

EM33940 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 03, 2013 3:45 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 
Dan Scott; Lisa Webber; Roberto Mejia; Susan Wong; Stacy Munoz 
Millennium Reyes Briefing 

In case CM Reyes decides to hear Millennium, please be on stand by for a briefing tomorrow at 2:00 p.rn. in 
Room 41 O-CD 1 Conference Room. 

Thanks, 
Iris 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PlANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

*****************Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Sergio, 

EM35621 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Friday, July 12, 2013 2:20 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 
Errata Hollywood Millennium.docx 

Here's our version of the Errata/Addendum. 

Please review to see if there are any mistakes before distributing. 

Thanks! 

On Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 7:43 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Attached, please find a revised Draft Addendum for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Should you need anything, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

RL0034824 



Project Information 

Project Name: 

EM35622 

Errata/Addendum to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Project Location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata/Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fiR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fiR. /J 

"Significant new information" requiring recirculation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

As further augmented in Section 15164, Addendums may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary but need not be circulated for public review. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8,2013. The EIR analyzed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a Reduced Height 
Development. 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

Subsequent to the release of the EI R, an Errata was prepared and released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 

This Errata/Addendum further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of 
implementation of development limitation and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as part 
of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata/Addendum is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EI R 
has not changed due to the use of an alternative mechanism of implementation of development 
regulations other than a development agreement. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approval and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the scale 
or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approval of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes special land use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as part of zoning ordinance so ((that the development of the site shall 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
Errata/Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 

2 

RL0034826 



EM35624 

City of Los Angeles July 2013 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. H 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Project would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental Impact Analysis 

The use of an alternative mechanism to implement the Project was evaluated to identify if it would 
result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects. Table 1 provides a comparison between the Project as presented in the EIR 
and the modified Project. 

Table 1 

Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

Environmental Issue Project Modified Project Conclusion 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU SU No change 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Air Quality 
Construction SU SU No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Cultural Resources 
Historic L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Archaeological L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Water Quality L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata/Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
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Environmental Issue Project Modified Project Conclusion 
Groundwater L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Surface Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Land U selPlanning 

Land Use Consistency LTS LTS No Change 

Land Use Compatibility LTS LTS No change 

Noise 
Construction Noise SU SU No Change 
Operation Noise L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Population, Housing, and Employment 
Pop and Housing LTS LTS No change 

Employment LTS LTS No Change 

Public Services 
Fire L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 
Police L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Schools L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 
Parks L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Libraries L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Transportation/Circulation 
Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 
Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 
Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 
Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table I, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR. This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision-makers and the public of environmental 

effects of the Project. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci: 

EM34315 

dakotacdsmith@gmail.com on behalf of Dakota Smith 

<dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 11:50 AM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Fwd: hollywood millennium 

I listened to that PLUM hearing yesterday and had a quick question. 

Will the Hollywood Millennium rise on the Hollywood fault line, as attorney Robert Silverstein claims it will? 

And if so, is that a concern for the Planning Department? My deadline is end of day. 

Best, 
Dakota 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Lisa, 

EM33941 

Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 03, 2013 3:50 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
Lisa Flores; Roberto Mejia 
Re: Reyes Briefing 

Is the Confinement available to meet tomorrow at 9am? 

On Jun 3,2013 1 :55 PM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca, I heard that the Millennium may be continued?? Have you heard from Marcel? Ifnot, is Reyes 
briefing at 2:00? 

Lisa, I want to confirm if the re-Code consultant (Lee Einsweiler from Austin, TX) is meeting with the CM 
tomorrow at 9:00 a.m? My boss wants to know. 

Please advise soon. Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35090 

Ruben, Patricia < Patricia.Ruben@Sothebyshomes.com> 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 8:31 AM 
Dennis Chew 
RE: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

hi Dennis! On another note ... do yo know what is going in on the corner ofHilihursLand Hollywood ... the old Ford building? 

From: Dennis Chew [mailto:dennis.chew@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wed 7/3/2013 11:03 AM 
To: boardmembers@lfia.org 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Fran Reichenbach <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 6:10 PM 
Subject: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 
To: George Abrahams <ggg@copper.net> 

Dear Leaders! 

July 24th at 10 a.m., we will have our last opportunity to present a strong case before the Los Angeles City Council. 

Critical portions of the Millennium Hollywood Project's EIR contain false and misleading data that could cost lives 
as well as the collapse of our already-delicate infrastructure. 

Caltrans points this out in their attempts to get the City's attention. In their December 10, 2012 letter they said: 

"CurrentlY, the Level of Service (LOS) for US -101 is operating at LOS F. Atry additional trips will worsen the existingfreewqy 
conditions. The [Trciffic Impact Stu4YJ did not include a cumulative trciffic analYsis for US-1 01, which would consider the trips 
generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth from the 
HollYwood Community Plan." 

According to the statewide CGS 2010 Fault Activity Map of California 
(http ://www.quake.ca.gov I gmaps I FAMlfaultactivitymap.html) and other studies, the southern strand of the 
Hollywood Fault No 392 is active and runs across both sites poised for development by Millennium Partners. State 
law clearly states that no structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy, which is 
expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 2,000 person-hours per year can be built within 50 feet of 
an active fault. 

Consequently, it's up to the PEOPLE to show up and demand that the City Council and the City Attorney follow 
the letter and spirit of laws that are on the books to save lives in an earthquake-prone area. Independent geological 
studies must be done on this project site and a new EIR conducted. 

YOUR presence and that of your board members, neighbors, their families and friends need to make July 24th a 
very significant day for the City Council and all who are watching on Channel 35! 
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Unless the City Council calls this item "Special", we may not be able to make our i-minute testimonies BUT our 
presence filling the room will send a significant message! 

In a prophetic case of reality imitating art, watch this video clip from the 1974 movie "Earthquake": 
http ://www.youtube.com /watch?v=czjs4vIAeWc#t=4m7s 

As Charlton Heston says in the movie, "We should have never put up those 40-story monstrosities" 

Let your presence send that message! 

The next email you get will have instructions on free parking under City Hall with a diagram of the parking 
areal elevator location and other important details to share with your neighborhoods. 

Please start your carpool organizing now! We have precious little time to organize this protest demonstration at City 
Hall. 

Is this an important hearing? You bet! Is our attorney working overtime? Indeed! But the funds are not making a 
dent in the long hours that he is putting into this presentation. 

Please dig deeply. There's a "donate button" on our website. Your generosity helps get this work done and brings as 
many experts to the table as possible! StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

Please press "reply" if you have questions or concerns. If you're a volunteer and want to join in the campaign to get 
folks to the City Council hearing, let's talk! 

323-462-2262 -leave your message and it will be answered personally very shortly! 

Your friends at Stop The Millennium! 

Facebook Page: 

h ttps : I I www.facebook.com/Stop TheMillenniumH ollywoodPro j ect?fref=ts 

Twitter Account: 

Stop Millennium Now @NoToMillennium 

Let the City Council know that they cannot vote to pass this project! 

Councilm ember.Cedillo@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Blumenfield@lacity.org 
Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Koretz@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Fuentes@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Parks@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Price@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org 
Councilm ember.Englander@lacity.org 
Councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org 
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Cou nci Imem ber. H u izar@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Buscaino@lacity.org 

Dennis Chew 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 

"The information in this electronic mail message is the sender's confidential business and may be legally 
privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to this internet electronic mail message by anyone 
else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action 
taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and may be unlawful. " 

"The sender believes that this E-mail and any attachments were free of any virus, worm, Trojan horse, and/or 
malicious code when sent. This message and its attachments could have been infected during transmission. By 
reading the message and opening any attachments, the recipient accepts full responsibility for taking protective 
and remedial action about viruses and other defects. The sender's company is not liable for any loss or damage 
arising in any way from this message or its attachments. " 

"Nothing in this email shall be deemed to create a binding contract to purchase/sell real estate. The sender of 
this email does not have the authority to bind a buyer or seller to a contract via written or verbal 
communications including, but not limited to, email communications. " 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM33141 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 

Friday, May 24, 2013 10:43 AM 

Luciralia Ibarra 

Lily Quan 
Subject: Re: CPC Presentation Slides 

Thanks. Lily send them all to Scott.. 

On May 24,2013, at 8:21 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Michael & Lily, 
Please see the file transfer below, with the images of Millennium Hollywood .• 
Thank you, 
Luci. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: afraijo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit.com> 
Date: Thu, May 23,2013 at 11 :34 PM 
Subject: CPC Presentation Slides 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 

1

0 
j Miliennium Hollywood Presentation Slides.pptx 1

0 j 

Your file will expire on May 30, 2013 23:34 PDT unless you 1 0 ~ 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. x ~ 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk ~ 

14-Day Trial 
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.2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

sigh ... 

EM34316 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 11:54 AM 
Lisa Webber 
Fwd: hollywood millennium 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Dakota Smith <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 11:49 AM 
Subject: Fwd: hollywood millennium 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Hi Luci: 

I listened to that PLUM hearing yesterday and had a quick question. 

Will the Hollywood Millennium rise on the Hollywood fault line, as attorney Robert Silverstein claims it will? 

And if so, is that a concern for the Planning Department? My deadline is end of day. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Friday, July 12, 2013 3:02 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

OK, latest version. 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project - Draft Addendum 
Errata Hollywood Millennium.docx 

On Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 2: 19 PM, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> wrote: 
Sergio, 

Here's our version of the Errata/Addendum. 

Please review to see if there are any mistakes before distributing. 

Thanks! 

On Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 7:43 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Attached, please find a revised Draft Addendum for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Should you need anything, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 9 78-1331 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
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200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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Project Information 

Project Name: 

EM35629 

Errata/Addendum to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Project Location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata/Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fiR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fiR. /J 

"Significant new information" requiring recirculation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

As further augmented in Section 15164, Addendums may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary but need not be circulated for public review. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8,2013. The EIR analyzed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a Reduced Height 
Development. 
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Subsequent to the release of the EI R, an Errata was prepared and released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 

This Errata/Addendum further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of 
implementation of development limitation and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as part 
of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata/Addendum is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EI R 
has not changed due to the use of an alternative mechanism of implementation of development 
regulations other than a development agreement. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approval and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the scale 
or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approval of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes special land use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as part of zoning ordinance so ((that the development of the site shall 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
Errata/Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
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(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. H 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the land Use Equivalency 
Project would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental Impact Analysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new significant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were 
previously addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Modified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects which would call for, as provided in Section 
15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a Subsequent EIR or a recirculated EIR, as 
provided in Section 15088.5. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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Table 1 

Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

Environmental Issue Project Modified Project Conclusion 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU SU No change 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Air Quality 
Construction SU SU No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Cultural Resources 
Historic L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Paleontological L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Water Quality L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Groundwater L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Surface Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Land U selPlanning 

Land Use Consistency LTS LTS No Change 

Land Use Compatibility LTS LTS No change 

Noise 
Construction Noise SU SU No Change 
Operation Noise L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Population, Housing, and Employment 
Pop and Housing LTS LTS No change 

Employment LTS LTS No Change 

Public Services 
Fire L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 
Police L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Schools L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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Environmental Issue Project Modified Project Conclusion 
Parks L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 
Libraries L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Transportation/Circulation 
Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Operation SU SU No change 
Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 
Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Wastewater LTS LTS No change 
Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTSMitigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table 1, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR. This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM33942 

luciralia.ibarra 
Monday, June 03, 2013 4:36 PM 
planning.webposting@lacity.org 
luciralia.ibarra 

Attachments: 
Web Request Form 

Millennium Errata FEIR.docx 

Request made by: Luciralia Ibarra on 06/3/2013 
Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1378 
Division/Unit: Plan Implementation/Major Projects 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood FEIR Errata 
Project Description: Errata #1 to the Final EIR 
Additional Instructions: Under the "Final EIR" link, write a plain text sentence: "Errata's to the Final EIR:" with 

the attached document titled/linked as "Errata #1" 
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ERRATA TO THE FINAL EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Los Angeles (City) has prepared this Errata sheet to clarify and correct information in the 

Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR or FEIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Project (or 

Project). This Errata sheet includes minor edits to the Final EIR for the Project and subsequent revisions 

herein do not contain significant new information that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 

comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or 

avoid such an effect. Additionally, infonnation clarified in the Final EIR does not present a feasible 

Project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed in the 

Draft EIR. 

All of the information added to the Final EIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications in the Draft EIR. New information added to the Final EIR is not "significant", and 

recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). The City has reviewed 

the information in this Errata sheet and has determined that it does not change any of the findings or 

conclusions of the Final EIR and does not constitute "significant new information" pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

In conformance w-ith Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR, technical appendices 

and reports thereof, together with the Errata, are intended to serve as documents that will generally inform 

the decision-makers and the public of environmental effects of the Project. This Errata, combined w-ith 

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Response to Comments, comprises the Final EIR. 

Global Modifications and Clarifications 

As part of the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, 

which are proposed to govern new development on the Project Site. Minor revisions and clarifications 

have been made to the Development Regulations and are attached to this Errata sheet as Exhibit A. 

The proposed changes to the Development Regulations do not deprive the public of either a meaningful 

opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way 

to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the Project proponent has declined to implement. The technical 

corrections and clarifications to the Development Regulations are within the scope of the analysis 

presented in the Draft and Final EIR and no new impacts are presented. For example, proposed changes 

to the Development Regulations include clarified setbacks, modified floor plates, and graphical line item 

edits. The analysis and overall significance conclusions identified within the Draft and Final EIR will not 
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be materially altered nor will the severity of a potential impact increase with implementation of the 

modified Development Regulations. 

CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR TEXT 

Revisions to the Draft EIR are shown below as excerpts from the EIR text. Added or modified text is 

underlined (example), while deleted text will have a strikeout (e?<a-mple) through the text. 

Section I. Introduction/Summary 

Table 1-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Level of Significance 

after Mitigation - Page 1-17 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 20o/o-l-S-% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Section II. Project Description 

The Development Agreement as a means of implementing the Project, as set forth in the Draft ErR, could 

not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn by the Applicant. This change has 

been considered and analyzed for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the EIR. This change has 

been found to be not significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within 

the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the 

EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations or the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, 

bulk, massing, use and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical environment. Each 

of these controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be adopted and approved by the City 

and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully enforceable by the City throughout 

the life of the Project. With these controls in place the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. In addition, each of the community benefits to 
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which the Project is committed has been incorporated into the conditions of approval and will thereby be 

a legally enforceable obligation. 

Section C, Project Characteristics - Page 11-15 

Insertion after first paragraph, as follows: 

The Development Agreement, as presented below, is one of several land use mechanisms 

for approval of certain aspects of the Project. The Development Regulations and Project 

Design Features, Land Use Equivalency Program, and community benefits related to the 

Project can also be implemented and enforced as part of the approvals and the "Q" 

conditions of approval for the Project. As such, the City will still receive the community 

benefits offered by the Project, the maximum impacts identified in this EIR may not be 

exceeded and the Development Regulations are enforceable to regulate development of 

the Project. Further. the multiple entitlements required for the Project, including, but not 

limited to, Zone Change, Height District Change, and Conditional Use Permit for FAR 

A veraging, are approvals separate and distinct from the Development Agreement. 

Section 6, Subsection B (Tower Massing Standards) - Page 11-34 

First paragraph, last sentence is clarified as follows: 

For example, a tower located on the East Site with a maximum height between 221 and 

550 feet could have a maximum floor plate of 23,173 square feet for 20%17,380 square 

feet. 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

Mitigation Measures - Page IV.A.2-44 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 20%15% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 
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CHANGES TO FINAL EIR TEXT 

Revisions to the Final ErR are shown below as excerpts from the ErR text. Added or modified text is 

underlined (example), while deleted text will have a strikeout (example) through the text. 

Section IV - Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 

Section IV.H Noise - on Page rV-13 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation 

or stmctural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than 

two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam linier shall be applied to exposed 

excavation at the EastWest Site adjacent to the EMIICapitol Records echo 

chamber provided that: (l) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent 

product approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 

& Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 

drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacture recommendations. 

A 10 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete \vall shall then be built to 

attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

Section V - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

Section IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow on Page V-5 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

A.2-1 The Project shall conform to the Tower Massing Standards as identified in 

Section 6 of the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations which 

include, but are not limited to, the following Tower Lot Coverage standards 

identified in Table 6.1.1, Tower Massing Standards: 48% tower lot coverage 

between 150 and 220 feet above curb level, 28% tower lot coverage between 151 

and 400 feet above curb level, 20o/o-l-S-% tower lot coverage between 151 and 550 

feet above curb level, and 11.5% tower lot coverage between 151 and 585 feet 

above curb level. The Project shall also conform to Standard 6.1.3, which states 

that at least 50% of the total floor area shall be located below 220 feet. 

Section IV.H Noise - on Page V-26 

The following mitigation measure is clarified as follows: 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Errata 

Page 4 
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EM33947 

City of Los Angeles May 2013 

H-17 In the event that excavation and development design encounters the foundation 

or structural walls of the Capitol Records Building echo chamber, a not less than 

two-inch thick closed cell neoprene foam linier shall be applied to exposed 

excavation at the EastWest Site adjacent to the EMIICapitol Records echo 

chamber provided that: (1) the liner is approved for this use by the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Building & Safety (if not so approved, then an equivalent 

product approved for this use by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 

& Safety shall be applied) and (2) a Miradrain system (or equivalent product) for 

drainage and waterproofing shall be installed per manufacture recommendations. 

A ] 0 to 12 inch thick cast-in-place or shotcrete wall shall then be built to 

attenuate operational noise created by the Project. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Errata 

Page 5 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34317 

Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 12:21 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: hollywood millennium 

The answer is the CEQA-required environmental analysis did not identify any unmitigatable impacts related to 
geology resulting from the project implementation. For a more detailed and technical explanation of the 
geologic conditions of the project site, Dakota should contact the licensed geologist who performed the work. 

On Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 11 :54 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
sigh ... 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Dakota Smith <dakota.smith@dailynews. com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 11:49 AM 
Subject: Fwd: hollywood millennium 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Hi Luci: 

I listened to that PLUM hearing yesterday and had a quick question. 

Will the Hollywood Millennium rise on the Hollywood fault line, as attorney Robert Silverstein claims it will? 

And if so, is that a concern for the Planning Department? My deadline is end of day. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 

EM34318 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM33143 

Lily Quan < lily.quan@lacity.org> 

Friday, May 24, 2013 11:07 AM 

Luciralia Ibarra 

Re: CPC Presentation Slides 

can you copy these to file or something without it having Sheppardmullin info on it? Michael need these for a 
presentation for his conference. Please advise. thanks. 

On Fri, May 24,2013 at 8:21 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Michael & Lily, 
Please see the file transfer below, with the images of Millennium Hollywood. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: afraijo@sheppardmullin.com <delivery@yousendit. com> 
Date: Thu, May 23,2013 at 11:34 PM 
Subject: CPC Presentation Slides 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org 

A file has been sent to you 
from afraijo@sheppardmullin.com via YouSendlt. 

1

0 ~Millennium Hollywood Presentation Slides.pptx 1

0 j 

Your file will expire on May 30, 2013 23:34 PDT unless you 1 0 j 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. x ~ 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 
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EM33144 

Try it FREE - Get Unlimited Sending, Track all Files 
Enjoy YouSendlt Pro Plus FREE for 14 days - No Risk ~ 

14-Day Trial 

© 2003-2013 YouSendIt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

EM35093 

Esther Wilkes < EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 

Wednesday, July 03, 2013 9:21 AM 

'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 

Meeting Request 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to discuss 

Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability next Thursday, 

July 11? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 
EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM33948 

Lisa Flores < lisa.flores@lacity.org > 
Monday, June 03, 2013 5:12 PM 

Rebecca Valdez 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Roberto Mejia 

Re: Reyes Briefing 

No he has Arts Committee at 8: 3 Oam. 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 3:50 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 

Lisa, 
Is the Confinement available to meet tomorrow at 9am? 

On Jun 3,2013 1 :55 PM, "Iris Fagar-Awakuni" <iris. fagar-awakuni@lacity. org> wrote: 
Rebecca, I heard that the Millennium may be continued?? Have you heard from Marcel? Ifnot, is Reyes 
briefing at 2:00? 

Lisa, I want to confirm if the re-Code consultant (Lee Einsweiler from Austin, TX) is meeting with the CM 
tomorrow at 9:00 a.m? My boss wants to know. 

Please advise soon. Thank you. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35094 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 9:51 AM 
Esther Wilkes 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (iacity.org),,@lacity.org 
Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 
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EM35095 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

EM34319 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 1:13 PM 
Dakota Smith 
Re: hollywood millennium 

The EIR prepared for the project found that the project site is not located within a mapped fault rupture zone. It 
recognizes that the project site is susceptible to ground motion and shaking as a result of potential movement 
along faults in the region, however, this is common for the City and all of Southern California. The Geologic 
and Soils section of the Draft EIR (Page IVD-7) is available on our website. 

Also, for a more detailed technical description, you may wish to speak to the Engineering firm that performed 
the work; 
Langan Engineering & Environmental Services, 
Dan Eberhart, PG, CEG 
949.225.8640 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 11:49 AM, Dakota Smith <dakota.smith@dailynews.com>wrote: 
Hi Luci: 

I listened to that PLUM hearing yesterday and had a quick question. 

Will the Hollywood Millennium rise on the Hollywood fault line, as attorney Robert Silverstein claims it will? 

And if so, is that a concern for the Planning Department? My deadline is end of day. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Scott, 

EM33145 

Lily Quan < lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 3:01 PM 
Polikov, Scott 
Karl Gove 
Millennium Hollywood slide presentation 

I'm going to have Karl, our system person send the slide presentation to you because the file is too large for me 
to transmit to you. I've copied him on this email. FYI 

Lily Quan 
Executive Assistant 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Ste 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Stop #395 
Bus: 213-978-1271 
Fax: 213-978-1275 

web page: www.planning.lacity.org 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments hereto are intended solely for the review of the designated recipient(s) and originate from the 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. This message and any attachments may not be used, reviewed, copied, published, disseminated, redistributed, or forwarded 
without the express written permission of the sender. The information in this electronic mail message and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not a 
designated recipient of this communication or if you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail, then destroy any and all copies of this 
message and attachments and delete them from your system without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Lui, 

EM33949 

Esther Wilkes < EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 
Monday, June 03, 2013 5:15 PM 
Luci ralia Ibarra (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org) (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org) 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Millennium Hollywood Request for Continuance 

Letter to Councilmembers 6.3.13.pdf 

The attached document is sent on behalf of Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

Thank you and best regards, 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 
EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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EM33950 

SheppardMullin Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 

June 3, 2013 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND FACSIMILE 

Councilmember Reyes, Chairman of the PLUM Committee 
Councilmember Englander 
Councilmember Huizar 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620 .1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

213.617.5567 direct 
afraijo@sheppardmullin .com 

File Number: 23LV-1 61 717 

Re: Request for Continuance (Case Nos. CPC-2008-3440-VZCOCU8-CU-ZV-HD; VTI-
71837-CN-1A; ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Dear Honorable Councilmembers: 

As you know, this firm represents Millennium Hollywood, LLC (the "Applicant" 
or "Millennium") regarding the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project") . The 
Project is scheduled to be heard by the PLUM Committee at its meeting on June 4, 2013. We 
hereby request a continuance of the PLUM hearing. We further request consideration of a 
new hearing date of June 18, 2013. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

~If .. Jr. 
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

cc: 
Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer, Major Projects, Department of City Planning 
Sharon Gin, Office of the City Clerk 

SMRH:408592440.1 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34320 

dakotacdsmith@gmail.com on behalf of Dakota Smith 

<dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 4:16 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
Millennium project and Caltrans 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https:!/s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentc1oud.org/documents1715653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FYI 

EM35096 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 9:53 AM 
Dana Prevost 
Fwd: Meeting Request 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:50 AM 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 
To: Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba <Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org>, Raymond Chan 
<Raymond.Chan@lacity.org>, "Dana Prevost (lacity.org)"@lacity.org 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
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333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35097 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Dana, 

EM35098 

ggg@copper.net 

Wednesday, July 03, 2013 12:00 PM 

dana.prevost@lacity.org 
RAYMOND.CHAN@LACITY.ORG; michael.logrande@lacity.org; 

I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

Fwd: Millenium Project -- letter of recension 

Thank you for speaking with me this morning. 

I am concerned about your statement that that the letter of recension for 
the Millennium Project geological report, which report is the foundation 
for the geologic/seismic/safety "analysis" and conclusions in the EIR, 
will not be issued this week as you had indicated in our last conversation 
on the subject and that you plan to meet with the developer in the next 
week or two. I was surprised that you said that you were not aware of the 
City Council hearing on the Millennium Project on July 24, 2013. If the 
letter of recension is not issued for two or more weeks that gives the 
public very little time, if any at all prior to the planned July 24, 2013 
City Council certification of the FEIR, to participate in the process and 
to view and comment on the letter. All new information must be included in 
a recirculated Draft EIR as to which the public, other geologic/seismic 
experts including Dr. Dolan of USC, and decision makers will have a full 
and fair opportunity to review and comment. I renew the request for a full 
and transparent seismic investigation of the project's East and West 
Sites, including incorporating the protocol I noted below. Recall that the 
Langan geologists committed fraud. I encourage you, as an employee of city 
government trusted with the ensuring the health, safety and welfare of the 
public, to act vigorously to expose that deception. 

Please provide answers to my questions below and let me know if the 
suggested requirements I listed will be added to the letter of recension. 
Please ensure that this email correspondence is included in the 
administrative record for this matter. Please reply promptly, since the 
time remaining to act is very limited. 

Regards, 

George 

George Abrahams, director 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 

--- Begin forwarded message: 

RL0034866 



EM35099 

From: "ggg@copper.net" <ggg@copper.net> 
To: <dana.prevost@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millenium Project -- letter of recension 
Date: Fri, 28 Jun 2013 14:31:21 -0700 

June 28, 2013 

Hi Dana, 

Thank you for your conversation with me today in which you stated that 
LADBS will be issuing a letter of recension for the Millennium Project 
next week due to the seismic issues we have raised, and your statement 
that "we want to get it right." Certainly, in a matter of life and death 
for thousands, nobody wants to get it wrong. 

Just to be clear, is the word you used "recension" and not "rescission"? 
If yes, what exactly does "recension" mean? 

Your action is a welcome relief from the discussion in the PLUM hearing. 
After hearing our presentation of the damning evidence from the California 
Geological Survey and the two peer-reviewed geological studies showing 
that the southern strand of the Hollywood Fault is directly under the 
Millennium Project site, Councilman Englander had this to say: 

"Regardless of the underlying geological and soil conditions, in fact, 
these faults and thresholds whether active or inactive in fact pose a 
significant risk to the entire city of Los Angeles." 

"But you're pointing to this one particular area. I just wanted to show 
fault in your study that yeah, there's a true threat but it is everywhere 
in Los Angeles." 

Councilman Englander's comments demonstrate a fundamental lack of 
understanding of the distinction between building to withstand strong 
ground motions in an earthquake (all buildings in southern California must 
account for this to varying degrees) vs. building a structure for human 
occupancy across the trace of an active fault that may be subject to 
surface displacements of several meters, which of course cannot be 
allowed. This project is not something that can be allowed to proceed 
without a much more thorough review of the potential for active faulting 
at the site. 

I would like to suggest that, in the letter, you require: 

a proper protocol established by Prof. Dolan be imposed for a full, 
extensive subsurface fault investigation of the site including boreholes, 
trenching, seismic reflection, etc. to determine the exact location and 
state of activity of the southern strand of the Hollywood fault extending 
approximately through the middle of that block, with independent 
geologists, including Prof. Dolan and our geologist, having full access to 
the trenches and all testing and inspections. 
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EM35100 

that the results of the investigation should be subject to 
independent peer review by Professor Dolan and other geologists. 

An investigation of the two Langan reports which falsely stated that 
the Hollywood Fault was .4 miles away from the project location in 
disregard of all credible data from authoritative sources including the 
findings of Dolan and Crook & Proctor, which also omitted the data from 
the USGS the CGS which all agreed that there were fault traces at the 
project site, and which falsely depicted the project site as being 
approximately 850 feet north of its actual location. 

The study done by Langan is below any professional standards, and we 
believe, involves fraud. 

Please explain exactly what and when the next steps will be from your 
department specifically and the city generally. Please also confirm that 
all approval processes, including the currently-scheduled July 24, 2013 
City Council hearing, will be halted until proper trenching and 
investigation of the site has been conducted, with independent experts 
having access to the site, and with all data and results properly 
circulated to the public. Finally, please include this correspondence in 
the administrative record for this matter. Thank you for your courtesy and 
attention to this extremely important matter. 

Regards, 

George 

3 

RL0034868 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33146 

Karl Gove (Google Drive) < karl.gove@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 3:10 PM 
karI1040@yahoo.com 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Presentation Slides.pptx (karI1040@yahoo.com) 

I've shared an item with you. 

p Millennium Hollywood Presentation Slides.pptx 

Google Drive: create, share, and keep all your stnffin one place. G~o Ie 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Commissioner Roschen, 

EM34321 

Mike Altschule < michaei.altschule@lacity.org> 

Wednesday, June 19, 2013 4:52 PM 

cpcroschen@rvca.org 

James Williams 

City Ethics Commission Recusal Review 

I am writing to inform you that your recusal on three items on the March 28, 2013 Planning Commission 
agenda due income received by your firm Roschen Van Cleve from your client North Vine Street Holding Co., 
LLC, has triggered a conflict of interests review by the staff of the City Ethics Commission. 

Los Angeles City Charter (Charter) Section 707 requires a review whenever a member of a City Board or 
Commission is disqualified from acting on three or more agenda items in any 365 day period due to the same 
source of income. The Ethics Commission is charged with determining whether you have a significant and 
continuing conflict of interest and, if so, the Ethics Commission is required to order a divestment of the 
conflicting investment, interest, or source of income. Charter § 707. 

To make this determination staff of the Ethics Commission will present a written recommendation to the 
member of the Ethics Commission, who will decide at a public meeting whether divestment is required. To 
help us make a recommendation, there is some information we would like you to provide. Specifically, we are 
interested in the following: 

]. The likelihood of the Millennium Hollywood project coming before your Commission in the future. 

2. The likelihood of other North Vine Street Holding Co., LLClMillennium Partners projects coming before 
your Commission in the future. 

3. How long your existing contract with Millennium Partners/North Vine Street Holding Co. lasts, and how 
long you anticipate receiving payments from the project. 

4. The likelihood that other projects you or your firm are involved with will come before the Planning 
Commission. 

5. The likelihood that clients of your firm will appear before the Planning Commission for projects not 
involving you or your firm. 

6. Whether any project above would include a vote on the making of a contract (for a development agreement, 
etc.). 

Once a draft of the Ethics Commission's recommendation is complete, you will be provided with a copy and an 
opportunity to comment, either in writing, or in person at the public meeting where the recommendation is 
considered. If you have any questions about the information we are seeking, feel free to contact me via email or 
at the number below. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

RL0034870 



Sincerely, 

Mike Altschule 
Director of Policy 
Los Angeles City Ethics Commission 
ethics.lacity.orq 
(213) 978-1969 direct 

EM34322 

This email is not formal advice and does not provide the associated protections. This email may contain confidential 
information that is protected from disclosure under City law. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender 
and delete the message, and please do not forward or duplicate the message. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I just got in today. Thanks! 

EM33951 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 7:58 AM 

Luciralia Ibarra 
RE: Millennium 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 4:28 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 

I don't recall if! updated you or not, it's been a bit hectic on my end, but in the event that I have not already 
shared with you, I wanted to let you know that Millennium is going to be heard at PLUM on 6/4 @ 230 in the 
Public Works Board Room in City Hall (3rd floor) and is tentatively scheduled to be heard before City Council 
on 6120. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM35634 

emma.riordan@aol.com 
Friday, July 12, 2013 6:31 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
mayor@lacity.org; cou nci I mem ber.hu izar@lacity.org; 
councilmember.englander@lacity.org; councilmember.wesson@lacity.org; 
councilmember.parks@lacity.org; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; 
councilmember.koretz@lacity.org; councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org; 
councilmember.labonge@alcity.org; councilmember.o'farrell@lacity.org; 
councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org; 
councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org; councilmember.price@lacity.org; 
councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org 

Subject: Millennium File #VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. Caltrans 
IGNORED warnigns of UNSAFE traffic/unmitigated by Millennium .. CUMULATIVE 
TRAFFIC for Projects In Hollywood near the 101 Freeway. 

For The Administrative Record 
Millennium File #VTT-71837 -CN-1 A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Letters from Caltrans are in L.A. Times article, to the City and Eric Garcetti, warning of Millennium 
contributing to UNSAFE Traffic Conditions, with inadequate traffic MITIGATIONS .. 
ALL LETTERS IGNORED .. 
LA Times Millennium/Caltrans article ... click to THE IGNORED LETTERS FROM CAL TRANS in article .. 
http://www.latimes.com/business/realestate/ la-fi-hiltzik-20130619,0,1425817 .column# 

KPCC 
http://www.scpr.ora/news/2013/07/08/38069/community-groups-voice-concerns-over-hollywood-sky/ 
With Comments by Attorney Robert Silverstein 

"Concerns have also been expressed by the California Department of Transportation. 
The state agency, which is in charge of highway construction, planning and 
maintenance, said in May that the City of LA's study did not analyze the traffic impact it would have on the state's 
highway system. 
"As a commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the 
City's attention that the project impacts will likely result in unsafe 

conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queing and 
difficult maneuvering," wrote Dianna Watson, a California Department of 
Transportation senior transportation planner, in a May letter. 
The letter was addressed to then-councilmember now LA Mayor Eric Garcetti. 
Watson said she was concerned that the city's traffic study for the 
Millennium Project did not meet the requirements under the California 
Environmental Quality Act... .. 

The developer says it will "take its cues" from L.A.'s Planning and Transportation Departments." (Dismissing ALL of 
Caltrans Warnings) 

BOTH THE UNSAFE TRAFFIC WARNINGS AND THE ACTIVE FAULT LINE WARNINGS, PRESENTED TO PLUM 
COMMITTEE, HAVE ALL BEEN DISMISSED BY PLUM COMMITTEE, ERIC GARCETTI, THE CITY, AND NOW 
POSSIBLY THE FULL CITY COUNCIL JULY 24th. 

Hollywood New Construction: 29,783 Vehicle Generated Trips 
(Twenty nine thousand, seven hundred eighty three vehicles from 5 projects) 
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• Vehicle trips are net vehicle trips, not gross vehicle trips and do not include allowances for special events 
or major public street or sidewalk closures. 

• Traffic study information obtained from review of only §. Hollywood project DEIR and FEIR, out of a 
potential 70-130. New projects either currently under construction, final approval stage or proposed for 
Hollywood and one-one and one half mile radius. 

• Metro Rail Line does not operate 24/7. Check Train schedule for station arrival & departure times: Red & 
Purple Lines Train Schedule 

Monday through Friday - Friday to Saturday Morning - Saturday, Sunday, Holiday 
http://media.metro.net/riding metro/bus overview/images/802. pdf 

• LA Metro Home I Maps & Timetables Bus 
Limited Night Hours. Check Bus schedule for bus stop times 

http://www.metro.net/riding/maps/ 

1. BLVD 6200 Under Construction 
is expected to generate approximately 9,387 net daily trips 

2.Columbia Square Project Under Construction 
The project is estimated to generate 9,226 net daily trips 

3.Emerson College Project Under Construction 
The Proposed Project would generate a total of 110 trips in the A. M. and 73 trips in the P. M. 
peak hour 

4 .01d Spaghetti Factory, Sunset / Gordon Under Construction 
The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate a total of 1,248 net daily trips with 169 trips 
occurring during the a. m. peak hour and 127 trips during the p. m. peak hour. Project-related 
traffic volumes would be less than significant at all 9 of the studied intersections during the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

5. Millennium Hollywood Final approval process 
the Project is expected to generate approximately 9,922 net daily trips , including 574 trips 
during the AM peak hour (321 inbound, 253 outbound) and 924 trips during the PM peak hour 
(486 inbound, 438 outbound). 

**Cumulative Projects - (Per Emerson College EIR) 

A list of proposed development projects that could affect traffic conditions in the Project 
Area was prepared based on information obtained from a variety of sources including the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Community Redevelopment Agency of 
the City of Los Angeles, and the Department of City Planning. A total of 70 potential 
development projects were identified, the locations of which are shown in Section III, 
Environmental Setting (see Figure 111-1 and Table 111-1). 
In total, the cumulative related project database includes approximately 8,824 
dwelling units , 690 ,000 square feet of hospital space , 115,380 square feet of school 
space, approximately 5.4 million square feet of retail and commercial space within an 
approximate 2 mile radius of the Project Site . 
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See Emerson College link for this DEIR traffic study. 

1. BL VO 6200 - Under Construction 

IV. L Traffic/Transportation/Parking Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report City of Los 
Angeles April 2006 

http://www.planning.lacity.org/eir/Blvd6200/DEIR/Draft E I R SectionsliV. L. Traffic-Transportation
Parking. pdf 

http://www.planning.lacity.org/eir/ColumbiaSquare/FEIR/fileslil . CORRECTIONS AND 
ADDITIONS. pdf Correction & Renderings 
Table IV.L-6 Project Trip Adjustment Factors - Page IV.L-31 

The results of the project trip generation calculations, including adjustments for internal, 
transit and pass- by trips, and the removal of existing site uses, are summarized in Table 
IV.L-7. As shown in this table, the project is expected to generate approximately 9,387 
net daily trips , including 477 trips during the AM peak hour (135 inbound, 342 outbound) 
and 806 trips during the PM peak hour (443, inbound, 363 outbound). 

2. Columbia Square Project - Under Construction 

ENV-2007-819-EIR 
http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2010/10-0703 misc 04-03-2010.pdf 
APPLICANT: PPD Gower I, LLC 
PREPARED BY: Environmental Review Section Los Angeles City Planning Department 
May 21, 2009 

B. Trip Generation 
The project is estimated to generate 9,226 net daily trips, with 758 net trips in the a.m. 
peak hour and 755 net trips in the p. m. peak hour (see Attachment 3). These trip generation 
estimates are based on formulas published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 2003. 
2,004 parking spaces. 

3. Millennium Hollywood Project - Final approval 

Case Number: ENV-2011-675-EIR State Clearinghouse Number: 2011041094 

Project Location: 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, 1770 N. 
Vine Street; 6236, 6270, 6334 w. Yucca Street; 1733, 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; 1746,1748,1754,1760,1764 N. Ivar 
Avenue, Los Angeles, California, 90028 
Council District: 13 

Millennium Hollywood Project IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic Draft Environmental Impact Report Page IV.K.1-26 City of 
Los Angeles October 2012 
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http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium Hollywood ProjecUDEIR/DEIR Sections/Millennium Hollywood 
DEIR Volume 2 COMPILED.pdf 

As shown in Table IV. K.1-5, the Project is expected to generate approximately 9,922 net daily 
trips , including 574 trips during the AM peak hour (321 inbound, 253 outbound) and 924 trips 
during the PM peak hour (486 inbound, 438 outbound). 

According to the most current (2010) data available through the Caltrans Website, traffic volumes 
on the Hollywood Freeway between Sunset Boulevard and Argyle Avenue are approximately 
196,000 vehicles per day (VPD), with peak-hour volumes of approximately 11 ,700 vehicles per 
hour (VPH) . Traffic volumes on the Hollywood Freeway between Argyle Avenue and Cahuenga 
Boulevard are approximately 211 ,000 VPD , with peak hour volumes of approximately 12,800 
VPH . 

4. Sunset and Gordon Mixed-Use Project - Under Construction 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND TECHNICAL APPENDICES 
SCH No. 2006111135 5939 Sunset Boulevard, 1528-1540 Gordon Street Los Angeles, California 90028 

http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2008/08-1509 misc 9-1-07.pdf 

For a complete breakdown on the project's traffic generation and associated trip reductions, please refer to Appendix F to this EIR. 

Operational Impacts 

Impact IV.K.1-2: The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate a total of 1,248 net daily trips with 169 
trips occurring during the a.m. peak hour and 127 trips during the p .m. peak hour. Project-related traffic 
volumes would be less than significant at all 9 of the studied intersections during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours. 

Future Without Proposed Project Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service 

As shown in Table IV. K.1-3, below, in the Future Without Proposed Project scenario, all studied 
intersections would operate at LOS C or better during the a.m. peak hour, with the exception of the 
intersections of Sunset Boulevard & Gower Street and Hollywood Boulevard & Gower Street. which would 
operate at LOS D. In the Future Without Proposed Project scenario, all of the studied intersections would 
operate at LOS D or better during the p.m. peak hour, with the exception of the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard & Gower Street. which would operate at LOS F. 

5. Emerson College Los Angeles Center Project - Under Construction 

IV.K. 1. Traffic/Transportation Draft Environmental Impact Report 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/EmersonCollege/DEIR/DEIR SectionsIlV.K. 
Traffic_ Transportation_Parking. pdf 

The Proposed Project would generate a total of 110 trips in the A. M. peak hour, of which 
22 trips would be inbound and 88 trips would be outbound. The Project would generate 73 
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trips in the P.M. peak hour, of which 45 would be inbound and 28 would be outbound. As can 
be seen in Table IV. K-4, the majority of the trips would be generated by the students traveling 
to/from internships and on other trips. The proposed on-site uses would generate the minority 
of trips. 

**Cumulative Projects - (per Emerson College EIR) 
A list of proposed development projects that could affect traffic conditions in the Project Area 
was prepared based on information obtained from a variety of sources including the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of 
Los Angeles, and the Department of City Planning. A total of 70 potential development 
projects were identified, the locations of which are shown in Section III, Environmental Setting 
(see Figure 111-1 and Table 111-1). In total, the cumulative related project database includes 
approximately 8,824 dwelling units, 690,000 square feet of hospital space, 115,380 square 
feet of school space , approximately 5.4 million square feet of retail and 
commercial space within an approximate 2 mile radius of the Project Site . 

Not included in above 
Hollywood Gower 
1. Introduction Final Environmental Impact Report Page 1-1 ENV-2007-5750-EIR 
City of Los Angeles June 2010 

http://wWW. planning.lacity.org/eir/HollywoodGower/FEI R/FEI R Sections/FEI R Hollywood & 
Gower Project. pdf 

The single structure would be irregular in shape and would be sited with the tallest portions of the building towards 
the northeastern corner of the project site. The subterranean level would contain residential parking. The ground 
floor would include approximately 7,200 square feet of retail space located along Hollywood Boulevard and Gower 
Street, which would create a commercially-oriented street level presence, a residential lobby located on the corner of 
Hollywood Boulevard and Gower Street, and portions of the parking structure. Levels two through four would 
consist of the podium-style parking garage which, in combination with the parking on the subterranean level and 
ground floor, would provide a total of 345 parking spaces. Access to the parking structure, for both residential 
tenants and retail customers, would be located on the ground level along Gower Street. Level five would contain 
various resident-only, indoor and outdoor amenities. These amenities would include outdoor recreational features 
such as a pool and spa, and a BBQ area, and indoor residential amenities would include a fitness center, a club room 
complete with bar and kitchen, and a screening room. Levels six through 19 form the residential tower and would 
contain 176 residential units. The 176 residential units would comprise 25 studio units, 107 one-bedroom units, 42 
two-bedroom units, and two three-bedroom units. These units would vary in size from 575 square feet to 3,250 
square feet. Level 20 would include approximately 5,300 square feet of usable space for additional residential 
amenities with the remaining area serving as the roof top for Level 20 with mechanical equipment. Level 20 
residential amenities would include an approximately 2,310 foot "Sky Lounge," which would be a private lounge
type space and a 3,000 square foot covered roof terrace with bar area. Total open space provided by the proposed 
project would be approximately 19,275 square feet, which meets the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 
requirements. Located above the covered roof terrace would be a helipad. 
The proposed project would be approximately 270 feet tall featuring a stepped design to minimize the massing of the 
structure. The building is modern in style. 
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• • Boulevard 6200/Clarett Project (1614-1736 Argyle Avenue) - approved for 1,014 apartment units, 28 joint 
live/work condominiums, and 175,000 square feet of retail (VTT -67429). 

• • Camden Project/Whole Foods Market (1540 N. Vine Street) - approved for 306 units, 69,000 square feet of 
retail space, and a maximum height of 145 feet (CPC-2006-3871-ZC-CUB-SPR). 

• • Hollywood & Vine (6253 Hollywood Boulevard) - approved for 60 joint live/work condominiums and 8 
commercial condominiums (TT -60544). 

• • W Hotel (6252 Hollywood Boulevard) - approved for 300 hotel rooms, 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, and 61,500 square feet of commercial retail floor area, with a maximum height of 150 feet (CPC-
2005-4358-ZC-ZAA, VTT-63297). 

• • Sunset & Vine (6301 Sunset Boulevard) - approved for 300 condominium units and 105,000 square feet of 
retail/restaurant uses (ZA-98-0898-CUB-CUZ-ZV, VTT -53206). 

• • Pali House (1717 Vine Street) - proposed to provide 57 residential condominium units and 2 commercial 
condominium units with a 5,498 square foot restaurant (VTT -62636 and ZA -2005- 2518-CUX). 

• • Sunset & Gordon (5935 Sunset Boulevard at the site of the Old Spaghetti Factory) - Proposed to provide 311 
condominium units, 13,500 square feet of ground floor retail, a 8,500 square foot restaurant, and 40,000 square 
feet of office floor area (CPC-2007 -515 -GP A -ZC-HD-CU -P AB- ZV -ZAA -SPR -SPE-SPP). 

a large number of projects are either currently underway or are proposed for construction 
within the project vicinity (the "related projects"). As a result, the Hollywood community is 
currently experiencing a substantial amount of construction related activity, producing 
substantial congestion and delay at various locations due to street closures, lane closures, 
large construction vehicles, and other factors. Although the proposed timelines for some of 
the area developments are known, the City does not have any specific knowledge or control 
of the construction schedules for most of the area projects. 

Cumulative Impacts - Housing 

The dwelling units that would be developed with the related projects in combination with the 
proposed project's dwelling units would potentially yield a combined population increase 
of approximately 27,726 persons. While the number of people that would be generated by 
the proposed project in combination with the related projects would potentially exceed the 
projected 2005-2010 population increase for the HCPA, this overall growth has been 
anticipated in SCAG, City and CRA regional forecasts. Moreover, the concentration of 
population and employment growth in a highly urbanized area such as Hollywood, with 
excellent access to the regional transportation system, is promoted in numerous regional and 
local land use plans and policies. Therefore, the proposed project's incremental contribution 
to cumulative population and housing growth would not be considerable, and cumulative 
impacts associated with population and housing would be less than significant. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM33147 

Karl Gove (Google Drive) < karl.gove@lacity.org> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 3:10 PM 
karI1040@yahoo.com 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Presentation Slides.pptx (karI1040@yahoo.com) 

I've shared an item with you. 

p Millennium Hollywood Presentation Slides.pptx 

Google Drive: create, share, and keep all your stnffin one place. G~o Ie 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33952 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 8:27 AM 
Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Re: Millennium 

No problem ... but just as an fyi, I learned late yesterday that the council office was going to request that project 
be postponed today and moved to the PLUM agenda for 6118. So it probably won't g 0 to City Council until 
July. 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 7:58 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

I just got in today. Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 4:28 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 

I don't recall if! updated you or not, it's been a bit hectic on my end, but in the event that I have not already 
shared with you, I wanted to let you know that Millennium is going to be heard at PLUM on 6/4 @ 230 in the 
Public Works Board Room in City Hall (3rd floor) and is tentatively scheduled to be heard before City Council 
on 6120. 

Thank you, 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33953 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

EM34323 

JonS Peri ca@aol.com 

Wednesday, June 19, 2013 4:53 PM 

mbtharp@prodigy.net; tspeth@sbcglobal.net; Frankppnd@roadrunner.com; 

Penny@pccla.com; Chris@pccla.com; xylofyl@gmail.com 

Linda.Clarke@lacity.org; Lourdes.Green@lacity.org; rnic.brown@lacity.org 

What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (Wed). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjectiEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thx! 

Scott Polikov 
Vialta Group 
A Gateway Planning Co. 

-------- Original message --------

EM33148 

Polikov, Scott <Scott@vialtagroup.com> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 3:17 PM 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
karl.gove@lacity.org 
RE: Millennium Hollywood slide presentation 

From: Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Date: 0512412013 5:01 PM (GMT-06:00) 
To: "Polikov, Scott" <Scott@vialtagroup.com> 
Cc: Karl Gove <karl.gove@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood slide presentation 

Hi Scott, 

I'm going to have Karl, our system person send the slide presentation to you because the file is too large for me 
to transmit to you. I've copied him on this email. FYI 

Lily Quan 
Executive Assistant 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Ste 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Stop #395 
Bus: 213-978-1271 
Fax: 213-978-1275 

web page: www.planning.lacity.org 
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CO"Nt'IDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments hereto are intended solely for the review ofthe designated recipient(s) and originate ii-om the 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. This message and any attachments may not be used, reviewed, copied, published, disseminated, redistributed, or forwarded 
without the express written permission of the sender. The information in this electronic mail message and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not a 
designated recipient of thi s communication or if you have received this communication in etTor, please notify us immediately bye-mail, then destroy any and all copies ofthis 
message and attaclmlents and delete them from your system without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34324 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 6:07 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Lisa Webber 
Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https:!/s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentc1oud.org/documents17 15653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35640 

marie rumsey <marie.e.rumsey@gmail.com> 
Friday, July 12, 2013 9:17 PM 
Kevin Keller 
Marie Rumsey 
Re: follow up 

So far so good :) Still working on Millennium a lot and trying to get the LUEP and Design Regulations 
explained in a manner most folks can understand, I may make a F AQ or something. 

Thank you for all your help as always and have a good weekend too! Marie 

On Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 6:44 PM, Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Marie, 

I'm sure you are having a blast already, right? I'm sorry I couldn't make the 4pm meeting yesterday but we had 
some late breaking staff issues here I had to help with. I got messages from Doug and Ed afterwards, sounds 
like it was productive and you will get a nice tour! 

On the Silver Lake / Echo Park front, I unfortunately can't make it on Tuesday as I will be in the Valley with 
CD3 most of the day but Craig is in the loop and you will be in good hands there. He will be bringing Arthi 
Varma, who also is very knowledgable about all things Silverlake and Echo Park. I'll share the slope/density 
language with them as well. 

Hope you have a great weekend! 

Kevin 

Kevin J. Keller, AICP 
Senior City Planner 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
kevin. keller@lacity.org 
213 .978 .1211 

RL0034886 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Great! Thank you for the update! 

EM33954 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 8:59 AM 

Luciralia Ibarra 
Watson, DiAnna@DOT; Pollock, Elizabeth R@DOT 

RE: Millennium 

Please keep me posted when the City Council meeting is scheduled! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 8:27 AM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Re: Millennium 

No problem ... but just as an fyi, I learned late yesterday that the council office was going to request that project 
be postponed today and moved to the PLUM agenda for 6118. So it probably won't g 0 to City Council until 
July. 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 7:58 AM, Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot. ca.gov> wrote: 

I just got in today. Thanks! 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 4:28 PM 
To: Lin, Alan S@DOT 
Subject: Millennium 

Hi Alan, 

I don't recall if! updated you or not, it's been a bit hectic on my end, but in the event that I have not already 
shared with you, I wanted to let you know that Millennium is going to be heard at PLUM on 6/4 @ 230 in the 
Public Works Board Room in City Hall (3rd floor) and is tentatively scheduled to be heard before City Council 
on 6120. 

Thank you, 
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Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 

City Planner 

Major Projects 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: 213 .978 .1378 

Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33955 

2 

RL0034888 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM33150 

Karl Gove < karl.gove@lacity.org > 
Friday, May 24, 2013 3:51 PM 
Polikov, Scott 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Hollywood slide presentation 

Hi Scott, I sent you a link to download the presentation file from my personal email. Please check your spam 
box if you don't see it. 

Karl 

On Fri, May 24, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Polikov, Scott <Scott@vialtagroup.com> wrote: 

Thx! 

Scott Polikov 
Vialta Group 
A Gateway Planning Co. 

-------- Original message --------
From: Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Date: 0512412013 5:01 PM (GMT-06:00) 
To: "Polikov, Scott" <Scott@vialtagroup.com> 
Cc: Karl Gove <karl. gove@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood slide presentation 

Hi Scott, 

I'm going to have Karl, our system person send the slide presentation to you because the file is too large for me 
to transmit to you. I've copied him on this email. FYI 

Lily Quan 
Executive Assistant 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Ste 525 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Stop #395 
Bus: 213-978-1271 
Fax: 213-978-1275 

web page: www.planning.lacity.org 

EM33151 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments hereto are intended solely for the review of the designated recipient(s) and originate from the 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. This message and any attachments may not be used, reviewed, copied, published, disseminated, redistributed, or forwarded 
without the express written permission of the sender. The information in this electronic mail message and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not a 
designated recipient of this communication or if you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail, then destroy any and all copies of this 
message and attachments and delete them from your system without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

EM35101 

Esther Wilkes < EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 

Wednesday, July 03, 2013 12:33 PM 

Raymond Chan 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba; "Dana Prevost (iacity.org),,@lacity.org 

RE: Meeting Request 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or Ju ly 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's avai lability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 
EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto:raymond.chan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost Clacitv.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

RL0034891 



Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35102 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 
Yes. Will work on one. Thanks 

EM34325 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 6:07 AM 
Dakota Smith 
Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 

On Jun 19, 2013 4:16 PM, "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com>wrote: 
Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https://s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentc1oud.org/documents17 15653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM33956 

heber.martinez@lacity.org on behalf of Planning WebPosting 
< planning.webposting@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 9:13 AM 
"luciralia.ibarra"@lacity.org 

Re: Web Request Form 

Your web request has been completed. Please check it out and let me know if it needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 4:36 PM, <luciralia.ibarra> wrote: 

Request made by: Luciralia Ibarra on 06/312013 
Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1378 
DivisionlUnit: Plan Implementation/Major Projects 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood FEIR Errata 
Project Description: Errata #1 to the Final EIR 
Additional Instructions: Under the "Final EIR" link, write a plain text sentence: "Errata's to the Final 

EIR:" with the attached document titled/linked as "Errata # 1 " 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thx Karl 

Scott Polikov 
Vialta Group 
A Gateway Planning Co. 

-------- Original message --------

EM33152 

Polikov, Scott <Scott@vialtagroup.com> 
Friday, May 24, 2013 3:58 PM 
karl.gove@lacity.org 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Re: Millennium Hollywood slide presentation 

From: Karl Gove <karl.gove@lacity.org> 
Date: 0512412013 5:50 PM (GMT-06:00) 
To: "Polikov, Scott" <Scott@vialtagroup.com> 
Cc: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood slide presentation 

Hi Scott, I sent you a link to download the presentation file from my personal email. Please check your spam 
box if you don't see it. 

Karl 

On Fri, May 24, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Polikov, Scott <Scott@vialtagroup.com> wrote: 

Thx! 

Scott Polikov 
Vialfa Group 
A Gateway Planning Co. 

-------- Original message --------
From: Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Date: 0512412013 5:01 PM (GMT-06:00) 
To: "Polikov, Scott" <Scott@vialtagroup.com> 
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EM33153 

Cc: Karl Gove <karl. gove@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood slide presentation 

Hi Scott, 

I'm going to have Karl, our system person send the slide presentation to you because the file is too large for me 
to transmit to you. I've copied him on this email. FYI 

Lily Quan 
Executive Assistant 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Ste 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Stop #395 
Bus: 213-978-1271 
Fax: 213-978-1275 

web page: www.planning.lacity.org 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments hereto are intended solely for the review of the designated recipient(s) and originate from the 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. This message and any attachments may not be used, reviewed, copied, published, disseminated, redistributed, or forwarded 
without the express written permission of the sender. The information in this electronic mail message and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not a 
designated recipient of this communication or if you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail, then destroy any and all copies of this 
message and attachments and delete them from your system without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 8:30 AM 

To: Tomas Carranza 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 

I just called and left a message regarding this ... can you help me pull something together? 
Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity. org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 6:06 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https://s3 . amazonaws. comls3 .documentc1oud.org/documents1715653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
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(323) 479-8844 (cell) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34327 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks, Sharon. 

EM35103 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 03,2013 1:47 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Re: Document 

I caught a few things looking at it a third time. Once I make those changes, I will bring it down to you either 
later today or Friday. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

The signature page is exactly what is needed. I looked over the conditions. They look like they're in order, but 
I'm not a Planner, so take my opinion with a grain of salt. As long as the changes approved by PLUM are 
incorporated in this Ord, then we're good. Hope I was helpful. Thx again for your help! 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here it is. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM35104 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Lucy: 

EM33957 

Robert Silverstein < Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 

Tuesday, June 04, 2013 9:31 AM 
LU ClRALIA.IBARRA@LACITY.ORG 
Dan Wright; Jillian Reyes 
Silverstein; Millennium 

Per our telephone conversation just now, please let me know if you get confirmation that the 
Millennium items are being canceled or continued from today's PLUM agenda. 

I understand that you may not find out, or that even if that is the indication, the actual decision 
probably will not be made until the time of the PLUM hearing. 

In any event, please advise at your earliest convenience. Thank you. 

Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com 
----------------------------------------------------------------------

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33154 

WilshirePark@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Lorna Hennington 
< lornahennington@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, May 25, 2013 5:00 PM 
Wilshire Park 
[WilshireParkl Hollywood Millennium & Helicopter noise hearings 

WSALog o4.j pg 

Information on two community issues are below: 

. The Hollywood Millennium Project will be considerably larger than any other structure in Hollywood and 
there are some general community issues that will arise from its construction. Most of the local homeowners 
groups and Neighborhood Council's are opposing it and the City Council's Planning and Land Use Committee 
hearing is the next step for approval. The hearing is June 4th at 2:30 pm at City Hall . An opposition website is 
www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org and carpooling help is available from 
info@stopthemillenniumhollywood.org . 

. Also of interest is a hearing about reducing helicopter noise with a speaker from the Federal Aviation 
Administration. Monday, June 10, 7pm to 9 pm at the Autry National Center, Wells Fargo Theatre, 4700 
Western Heritage Way, LA 90027. For more information contact Michael.Aguilera@mail.house.gov from 
Congressman Adam Shifrs office. 

Block Captain Co-Chairs 
Windsor Square Association 

Beverty Blvd. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM34328 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 8:58 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 

Here's the link to the Caltrans guidelines: 

http ://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa files/tisguide.pdf 

For some background, MTA developed the state-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) after 
passage of Prop III in 1990. The CMP directs all projects that are required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit 
and freeway impact analyses. The CMP includes clear definitions of significant impacts - the Caltrans manual 
does not. 

On Thu, Jun 20, 2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I just called and left a message regarding this ... can you help me pull something together? 
Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 6:06 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 
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EM34329 

https:!/s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentc1oud.org/documents1715653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM35105 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 2:00 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Document 

Thank for the help! I'm out of the office on Friday and on-call next week for jury duty. I'll be in & out of the 
office next week, but whenever you submit the Ord, our office will process asap. 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 1:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks, Sharon. 
I caught a few things looking at it a third time. Once I make those changes, I will bring it down to you either 
later today or Friday. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

The signature page is exactly what is needed. I looked over the conditions. They look like they're in order, but 
I'm not a Planner, so take my opinion with a grain of salt. As long as the changes approved by PLUM are 
incorporated in this Ord, then we're good. Hope I was helpful. Thx again for your help! 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here it is. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM35106 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Heber, 

EM33958 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 9:41 AM 
Planning WebPosting 
Re: Web Request Form 

Thank you for taking care of this. I actually need the Errata link to be listed under "Final Environmental Impact 
Report" within the Millennium Hollywood Project EIR page. So once you click on the Millennium Hollywood 
Project link in the Final EIR tab, it opens up a web page with the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, and the Errata to 
the Final EIR should be listed under "Final EnvironmentaL .... " 
Does that make sense? 
Thanks! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 9: 12 AM, Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 
Your web request has been completed. Please check it out and let me know if it needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 4:36 PM, <luciralia.ibarra> wrote: 

Request made by: Luciralia Ibarra on 06/312013 

Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1378 
DivisionlUnit: Plan Implementation/Major Projects 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood FEIR Errata 
Project Description: Errata #1 to the Final EIR 
Additional Instructions: Under the "Final EIR" link, write a plain text sentence: "Errata's to the Final 

EIR:" with the attached document titled/linked as "Errata # 1 " 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM35641 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Saturday, July 13, 2013 12:26 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
mayor@lacity.org; cou nci I mem ber.hu izar@lacity.org; 
councilmember.englander@lacity.org; councilmember.wesson@lacity.org; 
councilmember.parks@lacity.org; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; 
councilmember.koretz@lacity.org; councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org; 
councilmember.labonge@lacity.org; councilmember.o'farrell@lacity.org; 
councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org; 
councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org; councilmember.price@lacity.org; 
councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Millennium ... File # VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
Untitled 3.jpg; Untitled 4.jpg; Untitled 5.jpg; Untitled 6.jpg; Untitled 7.jpg 

Submitting for The Administrative Record 
Millennium File # VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Traffic Contributing Developments in Hollywood 

Millennium's inadequate and 'UNSAFE' (according to Caltrans) traffic study .. 
And IGNORED LETTERS OF WARNINGS TO THE CITY AND ERIC GARCETTI: 
L.A Times Millennium/Caltrans article ... 
http ://www.1atimes.comlbusiness/realestate/la-fi -hiltzik-20 130619,0,1425817 .column# 

1. Tourists and visitors coming to special events and movie premieres were Not accounted for. 

2. Closures of major public streets and sidewalks for Hollywood's special events were not accounted for. 

3. Only ONE subway line and traffic choked buses with limited late night hours of operation ... 

Will the city pay to keep the red line open 2417 ? 

Will all these people in Hollywood, REALLY leave their cars home, and take Public Transportation, as L.A 
City Politicos claim? 

Will Millennium's Million Dollar Condo residents REALLY leave their cars home and take Public 
Transportation, as Millennium claims? 

4. Did the City ask Millennium for the money for Metro Improvement and for longer hours? 
It Closes at 12:30 AM-1:00AM. 

5. How will that be useful to Hollywood Nightclub Patrons of all the ever multiplying Nightclubs and The 
Hollywood Chamber and Eric Garcetti encouraged Hollywood ("Revitalization") NIGHTLIFE in Hollywood? 
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EM35642 

Are we to believe that all of these Hollywood 'Revitalization' Visitors are actually going to ALL leave their cars 
home in favor of Public Transit that closes down before they are ready to head home?? 

6. The City says it will manage to keep traffic flowing even throughout Millennium construction, with no 
significant impact on freeways -- even if ALL these projects were to be built at once. 

The Hollywood Chamber of Commerce says 10 MILLION TOURISTS come to Hollywood a year... 
THEY were NOT taken into account in any Millennium (inadequate/"UNSAFE") Traffic Study ... 

THE MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD TOD IS A 'TRANSIT ORIENTED DISASTER' .. 

Millennium's Traffic Study has been called inadequate and will cause 'UNSAFE' traffic conditions by Caltrans, 
yet no one is doing a thing about this. 

Millennium projects continue to gets passed through at every level. 
Even after Active Fault Line PROOF and MAPS were presrented by Attorneys to The PLUM COMMITTEE. . 
ALL DANGEROUS, LIFE THREATENING RESEARCH was DISMISSED by them. 

If Millennium projects are passed by City Council July 24th, City Council will surely be putting people's lives 
at risk. 

Is all of Millennium's Campaign Financing to L.A. City Politicos worth putting LIVES AT RISK? 

Regarding the UNSAFE Traffic situation .. 

Millennium says it will 'take it's cues from the CITY Depts. of Planning and Transportation' 

Isn't that thumbing their noses at the STATE CALTRANS DEPT.'s WARNINGS of UNSAFE Traffic 
Conditions their massive projects will cause.? 

KPCC 
http ://www. scpr.org/newsl20 13/07/08/380691 community-groups-voice-concerns-over -hollywood-skyl 

HOLLYWOOD CHAMBER LIST OF HOLLYWOOD DEVELOPMENTS 
All Traffic-Contributing to Local Hollywood Streets and the 101 Freeway. 

WHERE are the Hollywood Councilmembers protecting PEOPLE AND COMMUNITIES THAT VOTED 
FOR THEM?? 
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One (CD 13) has been funded by Millennium, and supported by The Hollywood Chamber.. 
The other one? 
Silent. 
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EM35644 
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EM35645 

Untitled 3 
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EM35646 
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Groundbreaking antfcWated tan 2013~th 
ocoupancy 4a 2014. 

5. HU IJSON PARKING & ReTAIL 
!l:MLOPER: Adol~o Suarya alld Sean 

Suoi:lssun an" HoI~tWOOd & 
IJdsol1,LC 

ADMIl~: 6523..s529 HollW/ooill BML 
Devebpe I 'endso develop! a commer
cia! mixed-use proioot 'I,ifJll 10 .. t02-csqJt of 
,ground oar oommercial :space de~ed 
to house 1.11' to four res 8lJran'lsand one 
fUIJ.5ervioo bar, 4,OO().isq .. ft.. of 100000Cfj spa De 
and 1 ro parJ(iingl spaces.. 

6 .. MI\RSHAlLS 
L(l-CA1I(IH! Former 0 ard Supply 
ADDRESS:: 5525 Sunset Btvd. 
{OSH} is, bel :g . jvided ~ and will' house i! 
2400o.sQ.' I. • arshaUs. as well as apt 
store :and .6 drugs . riB.. 

T. MILLEI~NnJ . HDLt'f'NOOD 
IiwaOl'£RS: 1M l ennium 'Partnelm and 

Argent V&liIwres 
LOCATION: VTne Slr<eatbeiwOOn 

Hclrywo d IB1\[d. and YiUloca Sl 
Deveropers seeking entille-menls ~o bund a 
Ila. dmark proJet1 of up .to 1 :2 .. mjflion sq. ft. 

7 

2013. Too IHoly..vood Palladium projem Is 
a Cres;Gent HelghS® nsphed community. , 

:9. PAfitA.MQUNT PICTURES 
HOlJLYWOOD PROJECT 
JlO~~S' 5555 Mel ose Ave. 
The Hol1NOOd Projeclls a 25~yea-'sion 
·klf 100: ruN1'EI1 of he stvdio. 0\Ie that pe 
cd of ~ & Pararnounl 'mends rn in\'(llS~ 

700-mi'llion 'on n8,'If, tadl iiologioally
adivaooed sou ds'lages a d p odl!C-oon 
ollioos. hlgh~lech post iproducfloo fs.d ~Iesl 
Offi.eiS and bungaJc\fgs, a t.JE IED~rtffioo 
l1laadquarle:rs building, production SlIpport 
facilities. and upgraded employee ama:l!1l
lies. Paramou t oorrenUy workina Oil [he 
draft en,vironmental impact report (OEIR) 
for U\iS!Msler pleA, 

1'0.. PAlEO, PLAZA 
DSlJQOID. Cotrllinerdal, Management 
Ail J~S: 5801 Santa Manica Blvd .. 
Plans moving ilrWard foIr m - pIQ t'l 
U"Wat ~ 85, file Seas btl ~i I willi 
371,C()(J',.sq.ft. Of rea spaoe and 437 r . ', 
dOflfia1l1lits, IEstimated 'WBlue $315-m lon, 
Coostruclloo starl ,on phase-one pamer.! 
4th quarter 201: 5 .. De\!eIaper 5ays piOjeet Is 
85 pet mil prelli~ed . (310)2.53-9998. 
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14. LOS ANGELES emf OOWLEGE 
JEIt€lOflat: LA 'Otll11fl'l\rnity COllege LJls1rid 

'~mcll!iS! ass. Verrno I l 
w , A, 'City Colle ,e is: 1:000p!eting a major 
enovatrOrl. ,.Al readY CQItlilieled are: it 
$41,e~miIHion pang Mclure wlin 978 
)ar,kll't;Q spa~s illild physical edueaUol1 
uald:S on Ihe rooJ. a 19.J.,m ;~lo ~brary, a 
~ 11.9., ~ lion chl d develo,pmen center, a 
~34A-miJUon science andecimolbgy 
)Uj ding ,and 1hrB new, $""32<1111 ioo S~ude l 
JlIljOIi IJufkl'ng • the' flfSt de~lgn,~lilullkJ 
~lruc!ure i ' 'Ihe college I I \riel CUln3iLY 
Jnd' r oonsll'lJotiOfl lIS al $13.5-roilhon 
leaRh, n ess and physical educattoo 
l U 'inti (110 be COl'l1pleted spring 2013}. 
:323)S53-4000 

45 
.. 40 

CH.INe.se 11 7~7'" 
THEATER 3 ~ 

41 • 

JCHIIl 
AiNBONI 
FORD 
THfATiER 
0: 

Fi ' All 

63 ~, 
48 I 

~ 

EM35650 

~OT~LS 
' ... h& . , - !{ $ 

15. THE ARGYLE HOTEl ... 1800 .Arg'J~ 
DE\lElGWEM: The Rooatl! Green Go. 
~OOR'ES$: 1000 h'gyle 
Devefoper proposes a 2 Ck'®m :oo'lel. ",i tlll 
1 guestl'OO!1'! Boors, ,a ~wanl, and. moot

ing rooms on top of a podtum coolairing hotel 
lobby trId ro ~mon IDa. IEP1iIeman!s com
preted in 2012. (76Q}634-6543. 

'16. HOLLYWOOD & CAHU,E'NGA 
Inm oo;R; SP8B, ue 
AIDII~5: 63EU Hollywood Blvd. 
En6Uements: s,ecured 10 res10re lIle Is
ta'ric 1921' S:ecurity Ba k, 9u1 (fillig to its 
O! ' in:;d 9 fI and' tfaoofo:rm imo a new 18-
mom, luxury boutique hohlli. Plans ' oolUde 
an upscale, reslauran • rOilf-top SlMim II ing 
pool' and CilfMlar, Ireta'l and flew ,~rtrng 
garage. Qi date 8MOIJOOed. 

.. 61 
'" -
~~.--...-

..... 1 7 15 '"'-" .... 
" 

r5 16 11 

42 39 111 ~B! 

32 $3 31 J 18 28 
2 Si2 23 52 

38 29 8 24 27 
34 31 SIlni8lBli 13 

~ (l) r 
10 

11. lOEWS HOLL'fflOOO 
M'oRI!Ss.: 17551111. H '~ tid Ave 
hews has B oqufredlhe ~orm&r 
Renalssam;e HollytlllOOd Hotel & S1>3. The 
632-room propert,y wil ibe novated over 
the, next yeaii' 'willl a investme:nt 0 $26-
m 'Nion lIy Loews. 

~e. DREAM :HOOL"fflOODI HOTEL 
AOO!t~SS: 6411 Selma Ave. 
Dev~lop,ars attel rserelUng EB-5 runding to I 
tralnsform ,an ems "ng paJ1dngl garage Into 
a ~ 73-tiQom OOYlliQ,\Ie hole!. Plans arre br a 
nlna·s ory hotel. wf{h 13.0 O-sq.fi. roof~ 
top pool, resta ,ran and baJ'. Also Irld! d-
ing additronal restauranllave.nt spacel 
nig ' tcluD and meaUng room racilmes. 
A~acent aney wB~ 00 redesigned w~1n out
door dim 9' and landscap hg 10 create 00 
lJban as,fs, 

I 
\ 30 :I 56 

~~ 
ze \ 

r 
514't 
53 

6 

-. :-.- -~ ,-

.. -. -. : .. 
.. . .-- .... 

. " .. 
" .-' : .. ~. ".. .'. 

" 

49' 
43 

11 
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21 HOLLYWOOD PRE$B'YTERLAN 
. MeorCAL 'C801ER 
AOOItESS: 13IDO. Ve null: AVG. 
Hollywood P,esfJy.fe~an ~'edlcal Cooter is; 
~Mlizingl .3 M s~er P: alii fur Its, campus 
.. ich wi indl!lde a relocated Emergency 
Deparlmsill with a new entrance ,off 
Fool'ltain, a new medical ,office buDding 00 
Ih e· comer of Vemw Bftd De ongpl'B in 
Ih~ 100,0005(1 range, and a new park· 
ing slructure. The de e~I'OO!II1 Wl 00 
done in phases ~h rornpJetioo in 20 9. 

22, LOS AM GelES MEDIC.4;L CENTER 
Ot\l£UJ m: Kaioor P'ermanente' 
A!)(Ii1I6$1: 4861 $unse 'Blvd. 

Los Angeles Moolesl Geier is work
ing (m Phase 2' of lheir expansion wh'~ 
w"U ad'dan, addioolilaJ 'OO rooms. piharma
r::j, gi s . p, . edllatioo roam,a ; d land
~ped ,enlr:SRC&. E~ected to oelll In 
2014, it ' I add 1 t 3,000-$q.ll1:. tolhe Catn
pliIIS at a value d '150~mlJljt;m and wi~ add 
200 permsl1t lobs. Phase ~ 'co!Tl(lleted 
~n WOO, ron.·'ed of .a 792,IIDoo.sq. I 

$6{)O.miUi'on new oosllita • (323)783-4496:. 

OFFICE ReHABILITAT'IO~SI 
NEW CONSTRUCT'ION 

23. AM!TROH BUIL.t»NG 
DMlO'P : Ame1too Iw roJ\(j(jeo 
AiIl~SS: 1546 Argyia 
Developer proposes 110iOOO-Sq.ft. of 
€lflice space end SO/OOO·sq.rt ICI relsj . 
Arne ron wwldanchor Ih& retall space. 
Offioe 'Witi be entertainmen:- 0 ente<f. 
ApprOXImately 170 abov&grol,lGild paool119 
spaces. (323)46'6-43-'21 . 

,.......,....-..., 

24, COLUMBIA SQUARE 
oem..Of£R: ~~oy'~eaJ~ __ _ __ _ 

EM35653 

2.'5. IHOU.VWOOO 959 
DEll'aQP,F;R: J.H. SflIYde.r Co . 
1imR~ 9591 Seward 
A 244.000·sq,f1, oiass A offICe campus is 
plMnoo 01 . 3.6-acr.oo, tha1 fOlnnerly housed 
Qfil LEBJS eeliified. Project 1M I bel btf lt 
'n 'NO SlMS8S. Ftll l~ Ie lilled. Antlc!patJn 
slartof Phase 1 h 2013. (323):551.5646. 

' ~ 

26. SUNSET BRONSON. STUDIOS:. 
ENfERfAJ1N ~ ENT & MEntA CENTER 
1l~Qf!E;Il:; Kudson PacffiJc Properfls, Inc. 
mDllEZ~: 5&JO S . n· at ehlic!'. 
De.vefoperprQl»ses Ilternier C ass A o1ice 
'buildlilQ 13 .. s:~ories, approx[ , ately 
31:5.(JO~g.R, WI h noor plates appr4lxi ma~
In:g 26,OO[l-sqJl. Also. al prodlldlOn off tOe' 
but . ~li1g of Ii, e stmles With app.Icxima~ely 
9(!1;OOO·sq.ft Gensler Archilects de~ned 
[0, be LJSED ~Gd. In e lti emefl phase. 

2.T, SIJ t.lSET I GORIXJ.N 
DE'liEl.l!E'm: elM Gro p 
IdImRESS: 5925 SlIfisat BlVd. 
Developer is ne'er co ,struoUo with 
mixed-l\ISe .proje:ci - 40im~ qJt o' ere
al~ve office space, 300 residential fl,lflils 
and i2, I'O~sq.ft. lof c et~ttoorhOCld retaU. 
Comptello 11112014. 

13 

(I 
rt.i 

A 
o 
11 

29. &255· SUN5f:T Tr 
!le:Il!I.OiP.E'I!: Kilroy Reali y eo.rporaon 
Upgrades to 1his exisiing', 2,2"story, '3 
3OO,.OOO~sql.ft mooaa buirdlniJ at Sunset AI 

Md Argyle,. nclude pedes,trian-oriiente(l f 
improvementSrto the exterior pma.. a s 
led.esi'g/l of aI oommon area spaces: 1ha 
w Il lenfla nee tile ereal!lve' and 001 aboraliv 3J 
e vifiOM1ent wi ' 'g ~undl·f 00 retal!. AI 

estabbs lng a pllSm'er destinatio fa I!)f'&- "( 

alive med a rllHollywooo. OJ 

PUBLIC FACllLlrlES 

3i1. ~IRE STATtON 82 
II!I;.\I'aQiI£R; Clly of Los Angeles 
AOOREs,,: 5769 Hoi )WOOd Blvd. .. 
CooslnJcll n OOII'lIP.'&te on a £Jo-mi~ion, (~ 
32',OO@..sq!.Il ~oo stiOOJl. Second phase AI 
ulilderwil¥ '. I't! the lIebU'UdlnQJ I) thOJ near· S 
by BronsoJ'lr sraffoo t@ senre as an a no~ 2, 
11213}4£5-4494. H 

31 
Ai: 
o 
in 
5, 

3~ 
IIX 

I I 
31, PARKING GARAGE 1'2 2( 

,~OFlER; eft'( of Los Angeles 
:~mmESS: 1627 N .. Vine, Stmel 04!( 
New five-lev~. 457-space !parking garage .IJl 

wiUl 2,SOO-sq:ft o · Ireta s~ Wi;IS ooou~ ~ 
pied lin IMa ch 2013 •. (213}485-4418. ra 

fin 

(S 
AD 
C! 
tin 
2~ 

41 
,Ml, 

A' 
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NEW R'ESIDEN:TIAll 
,MIXED USIE 

43. ARG,YL APARTMEHrs 
Df'II'f: DI'.ERS: .. r-.'C,4il.. MlIlI'-iHlousing. 

l'ncJGa,y & Le __ fan lelder 
Nousirtgl (SILEH ' 

AIl I)F!ESS~ 1560 N.Weste m Ave. 
GLEI, Is .b ~dililg a new LGBT dellelop" 
m-e . t . lor 9&. tors. Thils $ 7.5.miHion iProj,. 
ect ·ndudes 40 units, wiIh, a community 
,om, lis dscaped common ares, anid chlJ.. 

dr'&Ii1,'~s Ipla,y slrudum. C~m,pt9lilt!n a, 'Uci~ 
pated in 2(l14. 

ilS" #1) BOUlJEVARD 6200 
OE'JEL.~S: Clarel1 West Deve mont" 

LlC/DW Real Estate Ca pi~aI 
Pa 0 rs 

LOoC#!;I(lN: H'o.lI~"NOOO Blvd. between 
Argyle anDI Gower 

Clarett West IJnderway ,('HI Phase Of'lt. 
·1h535 ape ent i,t$ 011 tile oorth side 

of HoitjWoOld BJI/d. Pha!lie !two {south or 
HoU:vwood Ehd.} il1clLlde.s 5€I:l spa
ments. 3 0)461 -1 470. 

44. BREA HOMES 
OOin .: Bra ·. Homes 
A!ICfIl!SS: La area be ee Hal wed 

ad FrarikU 
Dev.eloper buikllng am 1 s.tJn I, spaltrJle.nt 

u[l(tlngl be~'een Hdlywood B1vd_ and 
-ra Irli!i! . 

45. BON ITA APARTMENI1'S 
{)avaOl1ER~ eM Group 
.lOORess: 6900 Bcmlb. Terrace. 
elM I't~s boegu I. construction en 16 apa' -
menis just ea oftha ~g1c Castle Ih a 
m[l( 0 one, two and three-bedroom unlls. 
Comple'floli ,an ' pated ,in summer 2014. 

46. BROADSTONE HAN:COCK PARK 
OE.Ve..QPfIC AllIance Re51den~aI CO. 
AMReSS; 738 M. WHoax Ave. 
A.103-ooit, Ihree--slwy bo 'lique mUIH·fmn:. 
ily project sunder . nshootiol1}us w~~ 
of 8lithrooru \i"! tage. Completloll antICl:· 
paled 4Q 20 4 .. (949 ~ 6~8460. 

EM35656 

48. IGH . PlONREAL ESTATE! 
CffEROKEE 
UlOOlO,": Parki ng rot i>'elill M 1 SSO 8; 

Fran!< GrU 
Champian Rem Estate is pmpos~g ,i l.202-
unit lijlWtou~nt oomplex I wiilh some retail, 
and a puhiit partIng cornpooent 

(see '204) COLUM51A SQUARE 
il - - - . I(~rnv .. ROOIh. - . OFER. -} "il 
ADOflIlGS: 612~ SU e1 ervdi. 
KiJroy Vi Co break grournd SlJmme 2Q 13 on a 
rmX£l1kag projeetlhat d l indlu e 200' 
. apartment in a 2 .s10ij" " skfential tOYl!8l". 

49., CORONEl!. APARTMEltnS 
lJE\!£lOPEIC Ho~)'\!IQiJd Com munily 

Housing,C<Jrp. 
AOOJI~: 16 0 N Senano 
!-Ie · C hopes to br,oo . Qlr nd early in 
20 4 on 54 IllIllts of affordalll'a housing. 
(323)454.f;210. . 

50. C OIlJRTYARD ,AT LA ISH1EA 
- 0fIa: Wes1 HoI~wood CommLf1il11y 

HOUSingl CQ: :. 
ILCCAno: La fhea at LtlXitlglilll 
Constructio begam1f1' 20~2 on INs 32e lrit, 
alb ~able hQlIsiog romp ex Or!; the sile 
formefiV ocwpied by t!lel Discover GnHm 
Showroom. Compie11oo in fall20r13. 

S1.GE RSHWIN APART! ENTS 
llevnOP,ElR: elM Oro~ p 
,II/fIflIt& s; 5533 H I,~od ellfd. 
elM has () pleted I renovation of Ihe 
foiTn r st. IFrs cis IHoleli ilto 163l1\1irket
ra~e, studio al'ld effIciency ni ls. Also 

16 

53,. HIf.GIH tiNE WEST 
OEVE!.OPm: As mi Oel.llEllopmenl 
ADD.RESS; 55Stl HollywOOd E\lw , 
IDev,elope r plans 10 b ild 280 apaT1menls, 
25 affordablel wfts,. 12,OIDO-sq . ~~ of retaU 
and an ele:vated public park. lust west 0 
West9- n Ave. aM IL blNa,¥ porter. 
(31 O)213~2999. 

54. LA B,REA GATEWAY 
eMLOPEit: Marti GrOl!lp 
1.0CAfrOH; W'lll!llJg!hCyat La:8rea 
Former KCO P lot entitledfo, mb:~use 
projeel wi 1179 "ullla ll willts and 33.500· 
sqJt of reta~ space. 

'55. MEL'ROSE. AND GRA.MERCY 
()iVft.OP~rl! Mburita' I Re I E !S,te Cap~al 

( REC)lHQJrOOge OSlvslQpm&Nl 
~oo . ss: 51 20 M J 08 

A 49-1!1mt detached·heme p,oject made 
possibl.e by the e'ty's sma!! 10 slJbdMsion 
o'd~ ance on a 72 OQO-sq.ft. ~" . Grad! 9 
hals begll n for e proiect: 

56. MIETRO @HOLLYWO(lD S.ENIOR 
APARTM~N1I'S 

en;1!:! Meita HolUsill9 Carp. 
IIOO~$S : 5555 Hollywood 'Btvd. 
000 hundred twentY mils. 100 perce It 
afifordab e seniGr housing prolecl at 
HOllywood and GadieJd oompletoo' n 1 Q 
20 3. {311 . 515~354,3 

57., Ie HAEl~S Vft.LAGE 
10000fiWPml Step Il1,p On Seoond 
ADD . S: 7161) Slffiset (at formosa) 
Pemlatlgnt-suportiv8 hQ sing pro act 
wiUlI 32 . nlb;;, Fron~ bll~dtng oom.pleled 
Oece.mber 20112. 

58'. MO ~RCHI GROUP' Fl'ROJECTS 
DE~LOF€R: MOJlarch Gro . D 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Sharon, 

EM35107 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 2:05 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Millennium 

The applicant is considering preparing an addendum to clean up the EIR findings to remove references to the 
Development Agreement (that has been withdrawn). The Addendum would need to be noticed on the agenda 
before council. My question to you is when will the agenda be drafted? Our goal is to have the addendum up on 
our department website by the 12th. I just wanna make sure that we cover everything. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34330 

Lourdes Green < lourdes.green@lacity.org> 

Thursday, June 20, 2013 10:20 AM 
DanieI.Green@lw.com 

Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner.com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (Wed). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33959 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 9:51 AM 
Lisa Webber; Michael LoGrande 
URGENT - Millennium 

Someone needs to give CD] 3 some direction on how to handle the continuance at PLUM. The applicant sent a 
letter last night requesting a continuance to 6/18, and this morning I get a call from Silverstein's office 
demanding to know why the city is entertaining that when they are the appellant and it's their hearing. CDI3 is 
going to get us in trouble if they keep leaving the dirty work to someone else. They need to put something in 
writing for the record now so as to preempt the mess that was created by the applicant having sent in a letter 
with a continuation request, seemingly without the City'S awareness. Not to mention the hundreds of people that 
will show up and go on the record to complain about the applicant directing the process. Millennium sent their 
letter to the PLUM committee members, it's on the record. Can someone please call CD13? I tried reaching 
Rebecca (CDI) and she was not yet in this morning. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35108 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 2:08 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Sergio Ibarra; Dan Scott 
Re: Document 

That's fine, I'll drop it off to your office by Friday. I'm out of the office from 7/8-7/16. You can contact Sergio 
Ibarra at 978.1333 or Dan Scott at 978.1182 in my absence if you should need anything. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 1 :59 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Thank for the help! I'm out of the office on Friday and on-call next week for jury duty. I'll be in & out of the 
office next week, but whenever you submit the Ord, our office will process asap. 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 1:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks, Sharon. 
I caught a few things looking at it a third time. Once I make those changes, I will bring it down to you either 
later today or Friday. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

The signature page is exactly what is needed. I looked over the conditions. They look like they're in order, but 
I'm not a Planner, so take my opinion with a grain of salt. As long as the changes approved by PLUM are 
incorporated in this Ord, then we're good. Hope I was helpful. Thx again for your help! 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
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EM35109 

To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here it is. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Tom 

EM33156 

Lee D. Einsweiler <Iee@code-studio.com> 
Saturday, May 25, 20136:54 PM 
Tom Rothmann 
Alan Bell 
Fwd: Draft 6/4 PLUM Agenda 
PL060413.doc; ATT01079.htm 

See Iris' note below -- briefing for chair at 10:30. I could be there, but no team members. 

LEE 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Date: May 23,2013,4:44:44 PM CDT 
To: lee@code-studio.com, Tom Rothmann <tom.rothmann@lacity.org>, Erick Lopez <erick. lopez@lacity.org> 
Cc: Alan Bell <Alan.Bell@lacity.org>, Eva Yuan-McDaniel <eva.yuan-mcdaniel@lacity.org> 
Subject: Draft 6/4 PLUM Agenda 

Please see attached draft 6/4 PLUM agenda. Items 1 and 2 refer to the Zoning Code re-write. A pre-PLUM 
briefing with the Chair of PLUM committee staff is on Wednesday (5/29) at 10:30 a.m. in Room 410-CD1 
Conference Room 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012. I will send a confirmation email re: pre
PLUM. 

Thank you, 
Iris 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JUNE 4,2013 

BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS EDWARD R. ROYBAL HEARING ROOM 350 - 2:30 PM 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMEMBER ED P. REYES, CHAIR 
COUNCILMEMBER JOSE HUIZAR 
COUNCILMEMBER MITCHELL ENGLANDER 

(Sharon Gin - Legislative Assistant - (213)-978-1074 or Sharon.Gin@lacity.org) 

Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access Real-Time Transcription (CART), Assistive 
Listening Devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting/event you wish 
to attend. Due to difficulties in securing Sign Language Interpreters, five or more business days notice 
is strongly recommended. For additional information, please contact: Sharon Gin at (213) 978-1074. 

FILE NO. 

12-0460 

12-0460-S1 

13-0593 
CPC-2008-3440 
VZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD 
CD13 

SUBJECT 

(1 ) 

Report from the Department of City Planning relative to a quarterly status update 
on the revision of the Zoning Code. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(2) 

Report from the City Administrative Officer relative to a contract for consulting 
services to support the revision of the Zoning Code. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(3) 

TIME LIMIT: 7/27/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and appeals filed by (i) Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 

1 
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Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) and (ii) HEI/GC Hollywood and 
Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood and Vine Residences Association 
(Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer, Mangels, Butler, Mitchell, LLP) of 
part of the determination of the LACPC, in taking the actions listed below for 
property located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, 
and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 

2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 
2. 

3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 
500 feet of an R Zone. 

4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and 
dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live 
entertainment. 

5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a 
unified development. 

6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports 
club/fitness facility. 

8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

Adopted amended Findings and modified Conditions of Approval. 

Certified that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), ENV-2011-575-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), including the 
accompanying mitigation measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting program, and adopted the related environmental Findings, and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations as the environmental clearance for 
the project and Find: 

a. The EIR for the Project, which includes the Draft EIR and the Final 
EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the LACPC as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the LACPC reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the EIR prior to recommending the 
project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter. 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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13-0593-S1 
VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CD13 

EM33159 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis 
of the lead agency. 

The above project involves the development of two sites consisting of eight 
parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use community consisting of office, 
hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the 
construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 
residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food 
and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the uses from 
those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will 
be provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade 
level open space for buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's 
Development Regulations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(4) 

TIME LIMIT: 6/19/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/19/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and an appeal filed by Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC 
in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 
1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Denied the appeals filed by AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts; Annie Geoghan; Argyle Civic Association; Beachwood 
Canyon Neighborhood Association; Hollywood Dell Civic Association; and 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract No. 71837-CN, a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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13-0521 
APCSV-2010-1412 
SPE-ZAA-DRB 
SPP-MSP 
CD4 

EM33160 

square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

3. Adopted Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

4. Adopted Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, 
SCH#2011 041 094. 

The above project involves a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet 
of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 
acre site. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(5) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
IN COUNCIL: 8/7/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and an appeal filed by Steven J. Bernheim (William D. Koehler, Esq., 
Representative), from part of the determination of the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission disapproving the Specific Plan Exception to permit the 
continued use and maintenance of an 400 square-foot, one-car garage located 
in the Mulholland Drive public right-of-way, subject to Conditions of Approval, for 
property located at 13201 - 13211 West Mulholland Drive. (The SVAPC also 
approved the Design Review Determination and Project Permit Compliance 
Review for the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan and took action on 
Zoning Administrator Adjustments.) 

Applicant: Steven J. Bernheim 

Representative: William D. Koehler, Esq. 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

DISPOSITION: CONTINUED IN PLUM TO 7/23/13; IN COUNCIL 8/7113 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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CD5 

07-1175 

EM33161 

(6) 

TIME LIMIT: 7/9/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/3/13 
CONTINUED FROM 5/14/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/26/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and an appeal filed by Beverly Grossman Palmer on behalf of Burton 
Way Foundation, Beverly - Wilshire Homes Association, Lorelei and William 
Shark, and Jack Cash, from part of the determination of the Central Los Angeles 
Area Planning Commission (CLAAPC) in: approving a vesting zone change from 
the existing C2 zone to (T)(Q)RAS4-1D, disapproving a height district change 
from -1VL to -10 with a 67-foot "0" limitation in height, and approving a height 
district change from -1VL to -10 with a 56-foot "0" limitation in height, for the 
demolition of four existing commercial structures as well as a 47.5-foot tall, two 
sided billboard structure and the construction of a six-story, maximum 67-foot in 
height, 46,230 square feet mixed-use building for property located at 316-324 
North La Cienega Boulevard, subject to Conditions of Approval. (On January 22, 
2013, the CLAAPC also approved adjustments and adopted the MND.) 

Applicant: Solomon Aryeh, Beverly La Cienega, LLC 

Representative: Joel Miller, PSOMAS 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

DISPOSITION CONTINUED IN PLUM TO 6/11113; IN COUNCIL 6/26/13 

(7) 

Director of Planning's oral status report relative to ongoing development of City 
planning policies, work program, operations, and other items of interest. 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN THIS COMMITTEES SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

If you challenge this Committee's action(s) in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public 
hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing . Any written 
correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 

Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public 
inspection in the City Clerk's Office at 200 North Spring Street, Room 395, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA 90012 during normal business hours. 

PL060413 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 4,2013 
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LEE 

Lee D. Einsweiler 
Principal 

CODE STUDIO 
East Village # 1 07 
1200 East 11th Street 
Austin TX 78702 
(512) 478-2200 

www.code-studio.com 

EM33162 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Okay, I wrote this: 

EM34331 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 10:25 AM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic, DOT analyzed traffic using Critical Movement Analysis (CMA), for City Streets, and utilized 
Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze transit and traffic. MTA (Metro) developed the state
mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all 
projects required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the 
CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate 
clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency, 
we utilize Metro's (MTA) Congestion Management Program. 

sound okay? 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 8:57 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Here's the link to the Caltrans guidelines: 

http ://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa files/tisguide.pdf 

For some background, MTA developed the state-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) after 
passage of Prop III in 1990. The CMP directs all projects that are required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit 
and freeway impact analyses. The CMP includes clear definitions of significant impacts - the Caltrans manual 
does not. 

On Thu, Jun 20, 2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I just called and left a message regarding this ... can you help me pull something together? 
Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 6:06 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
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To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https:!/s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentc1oud.org/documents17 15653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RL0034939 



Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34333 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35658 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Saturday, July 13, 2013 1:54 PM 
nyc.bill@aol.com 
Whitley Heights Bulletin Posted .. Millennium/Caltrans 

A new Bulletin has been posted to Whitley Heights Bulletin Board. 

Title: Millennium ... Caltrans 

Dear Neighbors, 

We have caught the interest of the offices below, so have been e-mailng them. 

Cal trans wrote four letters, one to the city and one to then Councilmember 

Garcetti regarding Millennium's inadequate Traffic Study .. and their 

contributing traffic causing 'unsafe' conditions. 

All letters were ignored .. Caltrans is not happy. 

But still Millennium goes to City Council for a vote July 24th. 

Hope you can 'click' to the articles here .. 

You can click to the Letters to the City and then-Councilmember Garcetti 

regarding the 'unsafe' traffic conditions and the inadequate Millennium traffic 

study, in the article .. 

L.A. Times 

h t tp : //www .la times . com/bu s iness/real es t ate/ l a - f i - hi l t zik- 2013 0 619 , O,14 2581 7. column # 

Also, in a KPCC interview, (with Comments from our Attorney) Millennium is 

quoted as saying: 
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' .... it will "TAKE IT'S CUES" from L.A. CITY Planning and Transportation 

Departments. ' 

Thumbing their nose at the Caltrans (STATE) warnings. 

KPCC 

h t tp : //www . s cpr . o r g/news/ 2 013/0 7 / 08/38069/ c ommuni ty- g r oup s - voice - conc erns - ove r 
hol l ywood- s ky / 

Since the City has ignored Caltrans, we have contacted the offices below and 

they are looking into this. 

Cal trans is STATE level and the Assembly offices deal with them. 

The impact of the contributing Millennium Traffic on the 101 is a huge issue. 

This story has successfully been buried by the City, and Millennium .... 

The Assemblyman offices had no idea about it .. 

But were glad we brought it to their attention .. 

The more they hear from the better .. 

If you want to send e-mails to them about CALTRANS ignored warnings, the 

'UNSAFE" traffic situations and Millennium's inadequate traffic study, please 

join in ... 

Whitley Heights is part of the coalition .. 'Communities United For Reasonable 

Development' .. you can use that name .. 

Our Assemblyman is Richard Bloom, but Mike Gatto also covers parts of Hollywood. 

Eric (the Caltrans laison in Mike Gatto's office) .. e-mail address .... 

Eric . Men j ivar@asm . ca . gov 

cc to 

Assembl ymembe r . Ga t to@assembly . c a . gov 

J osh . Kurp i es @asm . ca . gov 
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cc 

Ass embl ymembe r . Bl oom@assemb l y . ca . gov 

Josh was extremely helpful on the phone ... and he will make sure our e-mails get 

to Assemblyman Bloom. 

If you want to CC any of your correspondence or continue e-mailing council 

members, before that July 24th VOTE .. 

Here are the addresses again: 

ma yor @l acity . org ; c ounc i l memb e r . hui zar@laci ty . org ; 
counci l membe r . englande r @l a ci ty . o r g ; 

counci l member . we sson @l aci t y . o r g ; counci lmember . parks@l acity . org ; 

c ounc i l memb e r . krekori a n @l acity . org ; counci lmemb e r . kore tz @l acity . org ; 

c ounc i l memb e r . b u s caino@laci t y.org ; counci lmemb e r . labonge @a l c i t y . org ; 

councilmember.o' f ar r e l l @laci ty . org ; counci l memb e r . b onin @l aci ty . o r g ; 

counci lmember . f uentes@laci t y . org ; counci lmember . c e d i l l o@laci t y . org ; 

counci l memb e r . p r ice@ l aci ty . org ; counci l memb e r . b lume nfield@l a ci ty . o r g 

If you would like to submit any research, articles, pertinent information into 

The Administrative Record send to: 

luci ral i a . i ba r ra @l a ci ty . o r g 

Write in Subject Line: 

Millennium ... File # VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

DONE 

EM33960 

heber.martinez@lacity.org on behalf of Planning WebPosting 
< planning.webposting@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 10:10 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Web Request Form 

On Tue, Jun 4, 2013 at 9:40 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Heber, 
Thank you for taking care of this. I actually need the Errata link to be listed under "Final Environmental Impact 
Report" within the Millennium Hollywood Project EIR page. So once you click on the Millennium Hollywood 
Project link in the Final EIR tab, it opens up a web page with the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, and the Errata to 
the Final EIR should be listed under "Final EnvironmentaL .... " 
Does that make sense? 
Thanks! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 9: 12 AM, Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 
Your web request has been completed. Please check it out and let me know if it needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 4:36 PM, <luciralia.ibarra> wrote: 

Request made by: Luciralia Ibarra on 06/312013 

Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1378 
DivisionlUnit: Plan Implementation/Major Projects 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood FEIR Errata 
Project Description: Errata #1 to the Final EIR 
Additional Instructions: Under the "Final EIR" link, write a plain text sentence: "Errata's to the Final 

EIR:" with the attached document titled/linked as "Errata # 1 " 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM33961 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Michael; 

EM35110 

Dakota Smith <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Wednesday, July 03, 20132:08 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
public records request on Millennium Hollywood and traffic 

Thanks for your help on this public records request. I am at: 213-978-0390 if you have any questions. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

EM34334 

DanieI.Green@lw.com 

Thursday, June 20, 2013 10:34 AM 

lourdes.green@lacity.org 

Subject: RE: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

Get me a bucket ... a sudden urge to puke has hit me. 

From: Lourdes Green [mailto:lourdes.qreen@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2013 10:20 AM 
To: Green, Daniel (LA) 
Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1. com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner.com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 

To comply with IRS regulations, we advise you that any discussion of Federal tax issues in this e-mail was not intended or 
written to be used, and cannot be used by you, (i) to avoid any penalties imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) 
to promote, market or recommend to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. 

This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the 
intended recipient. Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly 
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. 

Latham & Watkins LLP 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35111 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 

Esther Wilkes 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 

Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 
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From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacitv.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 
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Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

DONE. 

EM33962 

Heber Martinez < heber.martinez@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 10:09 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Web Request Form 

Again, let me know if your request still needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Tue, Jun 4, 2013 at 9:40 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Heber, 
Thank you for taking care of this. I actually need the Errata link to be listed under "Final Environmental Impact 
Report" within the Millennium Hollywood Project EIR page. So once you click on the Millennium Hollywood 
Project link in the Final EIR tab, it opens up a web page with the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, and the Errata to 
the Final EIR should be listed under "Final EnvironmentaL .... " 
Does that make sense? 
Thanks! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 9: 12 AM, Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 
Your web request has been completed. Please check it out and let me know if it needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 4:36 PM, <luciralia.ibarra> wrote: 

Request made by: Luciralia Ibarra on 06/312013 

Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1378 
DivisionlUnit: Plan Implementation/Major Projects 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood FEIR Errata 
Project Description: Errata #1 to the Final EIR 
Additional Instructions: Under the "Final EIR" link, write a plain text sentence: "Errata's to the Final 

EIR:" with the attached document titled/linked as "Errata # 1 " 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 

RL0034952 



Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Heber Martinez 
Systems Analyst II - ZIMAS Technical Unit 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1398 
heber. martinez@lacity.org 

~ 

EM33963 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

EM33163 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 

<fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com> on behalf of Beachwood Canyon 

Neighborhood Association < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net> 

Monday, May 27, 2013 8:46 AM 
maritza@marvista.org 

Subject: Millennium Appeal Hearing Details and Let's ALL Carpool! 

103 
C]More details for you! 

Will You Attend? Appeal Hearing 
Details and Carpooling Info! 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 

Your Attendance is Vital! 

As promised, here's more details on this hearing: 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee of the LA City 
Council will hear the appeal that YOU have asked to be filed! Many 
of you have donated to see that our appeal has the best 
representation possible. Will you also show up as a graphic 

IN THIS ISSUE 
Millennium Appeal Details! Let's 
Carpool! 

Helicopter Meeting! 

Art on Display at the Cafe 

QUICK LINKS 

Hollvwood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacitv.org 
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statement to this committee? Imagine a hall filled with people who 
are passionate about their community and its future. Nothing less 
will do this time! 

It has been scheduled for June 4th at 2:30 p.m. at City Hall, 200 
N. Spring St., L.A., 90012 in room 350. 

In the meantime, send your comments to Sharon Gin, Legislative 
Assistant, Planning & Land Use Management Committee at: 

Sha ron .Gi n@lacitv.org 
Refer to Council Files 13-0593 & 13-0593-51 

Or call Sharon Gin at 213-978-1074 

There will be 2 vehicles in the village and more if the carpooling 
requests build. Please send your request and let us know how 

many in your party. We can fill the village with cars and take you 
all straight to the hearing! Write to: 

i nfo@stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 

Donations are still coming in. Have we received yours yet? 

Go to stopthemillenniumhollywood.org and click on the donate 
button. Or send your tax deductible donations to: 

BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. Make your 
tax deductible check payable to the BCNA. It's important that 

you write "Stop the Millennium" in the memo field. 

Like us on Facebook: ca 
Follow us on Twitter:w:;l 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

Thank you! 

Opposition to Millennium Hollywood 

Return to top 

Reducing Helicopter Noise -
Important Meeting! 

Congressman Schiff's office tells us that the four neighborhood 

2 

Emergencies: 9-1-1 

Non-Emergency: 

1-877 -ASK -LAPD 

Return to top 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

Citv Website 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon 

Parking Enforcement 

Return to top 
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stakeholders on the panel will be: 

Bob Anderson 
Sherman Oaks 

Homeowners Association 

Gerry Hans 
Friends of Griffith Park 

Richard Root 
Riviera (Torrance) 

Homeowners Association 

Wayne Williams 
Van Nuys Airport 

Citizens Advisory Council 

For information on carpooling, please email: 
BeachwoodCanyon@sbcgloba1.net OR Call our hotline: 

323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Return to top 

Art on Display at the Beachwood 
Cafe! 
Neighbor, Suzette Belouin-Sullivan has a 0 =:,~a::::a~~~~::;;'".' 1 
selection of 18 oil paintings on view at the x 

Beachwood Cafe. They are mostly new works of 
still life and plein air. They will be on display for 
about 4 to 6 weeks. If any of you are in the 
neighborhood, pop on in for a snack, lunch or 
dinner and sit with some of Suzette's canvas 
friends!! Also check out: qallervsuzette.com. 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 
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Forward this email 

This email wassenttomaritza@marvista.orgby beachwoodcanyon@sbcg lobal.net I 
Update Profi le/Email Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribeTM I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM33964 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 10:14 AM 

Luciralia Ibarra 

Michael LoGrande 
Re: URGENT - Millennium 

Luci - i just talked on phone with Marcel - he understands the issue and indicated he would put something 
together.. .. stay tuned. can u send me the continuation request from applicant? 

On Tue, Jun 4, 2013 at 9:51 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Someone needs to give CD 13 some direction on how to handle the continuance at PLUM. The applicant sent a 
letter last night requesting a continuance to 6118, and this morning I get a call from Silverstein's office 
demanding to know why the city is entertaining that when they are the appellant and it's their hearing. CD13 is 
going to get us in trouble if they keep leaving the dirty work to someone else. They need to put something in 
writing for the record now so as to preempt the mess that was created by the applicant having sent in a letter 
with a continuation request, seemingly without the City's awareness. Not to mention the hundreds of people that 
will show up and go on the record to complain about the applicant directing the process. Millennium sent their 
letter to the PLUM committee members, it's on the record. Can someone please call CD13? I tried reaching 
Rebecca (CDl) and she was not yet in this morning. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 

RL0034958 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM35662 

Neberl@aol.com 
Saturday, July 13, 2013 3:25 PM 
Eric.Menjivar@asm.ca.gov; Josh.Kurpies@asm.ca.gov; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
mayor@lacity.org; cou nci I mem ber.hu izar@lacity.org; 
councilmember.englander@lacity.org; councilmember.wesson@lacity.org; 
councilmember.parks@lacity.org; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; 
councilmember.koretz@lacity.org; councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org; 
councilmember.labonge@alcity.org; councilmember.o'farrell@lacity.org; 
councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org; 
councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org; councilmember.price@lacity.org; 
councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org; Assemblymember.Gatto@assembly.ca.gov; 
Assemblymember.Bloom@assembly.ca.gov 
Millennium File # VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. 

Los Angeles City Council should respect Caltrans and Hollywood taxpayers 

Caltrans waves red flag on Millennium Hollvwood project!! 

It has become almost routine for community groups to rise up in protest whenever a big developer proposes a project 
likely to make their city neighborhoods unrecognizable. 

But what's happening with the giant Millennium Hollywood project is much more unusual: In this case, a state agency is 
taking up the cudgel against the city of Los Angeles, accusing city officials of using bogus statistics and trampling over 
state law in an effort to push the project through to approval by the City Council. 

The state agency is the California Department of Transportation . Caltrans is responsible for the health and welfare of the 
101 Freeway, which winds within a block or two around the Millennium site. 

The agency says, quite reasonably, that a $664-million project - comprising 461 residential units, 254 hotel rooms, more 
than a quarter-million square feet for office space, and 80,000 square feet of retail in two towers looming over the 
landmark Capitol Records building close to the already-busy corner of Hollywood and Vine - can't help but have a 
marked effect on the freeway. In fact, Caltrans makes it plenty clear that without significant changes in the plan, the effect 
on the 101 could be disastrous. 

Caltrans is irked that city officials seem to have wholly ignored its concerns. In a May 7 letter to Councilman Eric GarcettL 
whose district encompasses the Millennium site - and who is a critic of the project and is the mayor-elect - the agency 
said that it hadn't heard from city officials since Feb. 19, when it listed a raft of misgivings about the Millennium. The City 
Council's vote, which was originally scheduled for Wednesday, is likely to be put off until July. 

There are two bottom lines in the Caltrans analysis: one, the potential impacts from this mega-project will make the 
freeway and surrounding streets more unsafe; and two, the failure to measure and properly mitigate these impacts 
violates the California Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA. 

The latter conclusion shouldn't be overlooked. CEQA has long been a whipping boy for real estate developers, who gripe 
that it serves only as a tool for anti-growth malcontents. 

But if the City Council gives the Millennium a green light despite the unanswered questions about it, CEQA will be the only 
leverage the community will have to minimize its deleterious impacts. "Without CEQA compliance, this would be a big 
giveaway," says Robert P. Silverstein, a land-use lawyer representing more than 40 community and neighborhood groups 
opposing the project. 

RL0034959 



EM35663 

The battle already is shaping up along David versus Goliath lines. Millennium Partners is the epitome of big-money real 
estate development, the backer of billions of dollars in lUxury developments in New York, Boston, Washington and San 
Francisco. Its Hollywood plan, featuring two towers of which one could be as tall as 585 feet, or 55 stories, aims to take 
advantage of city zoning changes that encourage high-density development near Metro stations, such as the stop at 
Hollywood and Vine. 

Millennium's style is to gravitate toward high-profile but down-at-the-heels urban centers and spiff them up - creating 
"luxurious residential environments surrounded by beautiful places to work, shop, exercise and be entertained," it says 
with all due modesty. "All of our projects altered the skyline," Millennium co-founder Philip Aarons remarked in a recent 
interview with the Bloomberg news service. 

That's always nice, especially if you're the one doing the altering. But the people who live and work under the existing 
skyline don't always perceive the gain. One of the criticisms heard about the Millennium Hollywood is that the towers, 
which will be the tallest buildings in Hollywood, will dominate, rather than complement, the low-rise neighborhoods around 
them and the Capitol building, which Millennium owns and will incorporate into the project. 

Millennium does have the current city administration's favor. City Hall insiders say Mayor Antonio Vi llaraigosa has pressed 
for rapid approval, perhaps because he sees the Millennium as some sort of legacy. But the unresolved questions about 
traffic suggest that the whole scheme may need a better going-over than it has received. 

That's not the view of the developers. "This will be the most highly regulated project ever approved by the city," declares 
Jerold B. Neuman, the project's Los Angeles land-use attorney. 

Neuman says the disagreement between Caltrans and the city involves a broader fight between them over how to set 
standards for reviewing environmental issues with local and state impacts. "We're stuck in the cross hairs," he told me. 

Still, it's hard to argue that Caltrans is out of line in questioning the city's assertion that this huge project would feed no 
more than 150 cars a day onto the 101 during peak hours. That's the threshold figure the city used to justify its conclusion 
that the Millennium would have "a less than significant impact ... on freeway segments" - and therefore "no mitigation is 
required." 

From Caltrans' point of view, that stretches plausibility to the breaking point. (Even if it were true, Caltrans says, the 101 is 
so jammed now that 150 more rush-hour cars is significant enough. Would anyone who drives the Hollywood Freeway 
disagree?) Caltrans says the city's estimate "is not based on any credible analysis that could be found anywhere" in the 
environmental impact report. And it points out that more overload on the 101 means more backups from on-ramps onto 
city streets, more cars spewing exhaust into residential neighborhoods, more potential vehicle/pedestrian encounters (and 
we know who always wins those). 

Caltrans says the city didn't bother to study the freeway segments where there would be the most impact, including the six 
on- and off-ramps closest to the Millennium site. When it did study traffic impacts, Caltrans adds, it used faulty formulas, 
including giving the developer too much credit for mitigation efforts such as bikeshare and carpooling. 

Tomas Carranza, a senior transportation engineer at the city Department of Transportation, told me that the developers 
will put in place a "really aggressive trip reduction program" exploiting the city's transit system and incentives to 
encourage residents, workers and visitors to leave their cars at home. But he also acknowledges that "there will be more 
traffic, and there will be unmitigated impacts" from the Millennium. 

The council's vote, when it comes, will amount to a judgment that the upside of building the Millennium will outweigh the 
inevitable downsides. Can we trust the evidence they'll be relying on? Caltrans says no. 

Michael Hiltzik's column appears Sundays and Wednesdays. Reach him at mhiltzik@latimes.com, read past columns at 
latimes.comlhiltzik. check out facebook.comlhiltzik and follow @hiltzikm on Twitter. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Chan, 

EM35114 

Esther Wilkes < EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 

Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:57 PM 

Raymond Chan 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost 

RE: Meeting Request 

Jerry Neuman and Dan Eberhart from Langan are available on July 16 at 1:00 pm for a meeting at your office. May we 
confirm? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 
EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto:raymond .chan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 
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Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3. 620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

EM35115 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacitv.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 
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Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35116 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34335 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 10:34 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 

I made some changes - take a look: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With respect to traffic 
on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared consistent with LADOT's Traffic 
Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-
mandated CMP following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all projects in the County that required to 
prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, 
Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an 
impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP 
requirements, the project's transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:25 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Okay, I wrote this: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic, DOT analyzed traffic using Critical Movement Analysis (CMA), for City Streets, and utilized 
Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze transit and traffic. MTA (Metro) developed the state
mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all 
projects required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the 
CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate 
clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency, 
we utilize Metro's (MTA) Congestion Management Program. 

sound okay? 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 8:57 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Here's the link to the Caltrans guidelines: 

http ://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa files/tisguide.pdf 

For some background, MTA developed the state-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) after 
passage of Prop III in 1990. The CMP directs all projects that are required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit 
and freeway impact analyses. The CMP includes clear definitions of significant impacts - the Caltrans manual 
does not. 

On Thu, Jun 20, 2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I just called and left a message regarding this ... can you help me pull something together? 
Thanks! 
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity. org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 6:06 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https:!/s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentc1oud.org/documents1715653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city. pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM34337 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM35664 

Edward Hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 9:05 AM 
'Martha Hunt'; 'Kevin Keller' 
Steven.whiddon@lacity.org 

Subject: FW: CD13 Meeting Follow-up tour of the some 4,600 resident Melrose Hill 
Neighborhood 

FYI. 

From: Marie Rumsey [mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 8:48 AM 
To: Edward Hunt 
Cc: Gary Benjamin; gwenn .godek@lausd.net ; Steven.whiddon@lacity.org; Mitch O'Farrell; Dete Meserve 
Subject: Re: CD13 Meeting Follow-up tour of the some 4,600 resident Melrose Hill Neighborhood 

Hello Mr. Hunt, 

July 26th at 8:30am works for me. 

Thank you, Marie 

On Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 4: 11 AM, Edward Hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> wrote: 
Dear All, 

I plan to be in City Council to support the Millennium Project (which I like 
very much except I preferred the taller, slimmer towers version) on the 
morning of the 24th, so my preference is 8:30 AM Friday morning, July 26th. 
I suggest we meet at my home at 4928 West Melrose Hill for a token quick 
mini breakfast and then get in our car (holds 5) for a quick tour of our 
some 100 acre, 400 parcel, 1500 family, 4600 resident Melrose Hill 
Neighborhood. 

The emphasis should be on explaining the 18 tasks we have sent to Mitch and 
answering your questions. Note that our little neighborhood is Melrose, 
Western, Santa Monica, the 101 Freeway, back to Melrose. We are one of 
seven neighborhoods of the Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council. 

If you have time, I recommend we visit a few streets of our surrounding 
neighborhoods so that you can see for your selves the impact of Deputy Mayor 
Marquez' policy of selective enforcement and especially her policy of NO, 
repeat NO, citations of any zoning violations on Multifamily use properties. 
I recommend you feel free to take lots of pictures of things you like and 
dislike. 

Note that the residential portion of our neighborhood is a combination of 
Rl, RI-HPOZ, and RD1.5-1XL. Attached is a copy of our neighborhood goals. 

Thank you for your quick response. Sincerely, 
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Edward Villareal Hunt, AlA, AS LA 
President, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 
323-646-6287 

From: Gary Benjamin [mailto: gary.benjamin@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 11,2013 5:12 PM 
To: edvhunt@earthlink.net; gwenn.godek@lausd.net 
Cc: Marie Rumsey 
Subject: CD13 Meeting Follow-up 

Ed and Gwen, 

It was nice to meet with you today. Thank you for sharing some of the issues 
for your East Hollywood community. Contact info for Marie and myself is 
copied at the bottom of the email. Please forward to the others in your 
party. 

Ed, how about either the morning of Wednesday, July 24 or Friday, July 26 
for a tour of your neighborhood at 8:30 AM? Please let me know if either of 
these times work for you. 

Best Regards, 

Gary 

Gary Benjamin 
Planning Deputy 
LA City Council District 13 
Office: (213) 473-7569 
Cell: (410) 937-9206 
gary. benj amin@lacity.org 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Councilmember on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 
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Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Dana, are you o.k.? 

Ray 

EM35117 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:07 PM 

Esther Wilkes 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost 

Re: Meeting Request 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 3:56 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman and Dan Eberhart from Langan are available on July 16 at 1:00 pm for a meeting at your office. May we 

confirm? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 
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Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacity.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 
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Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3. 620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
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( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM33965 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, June 04, 2013 10:15 AM 

Lisa Webber 
Re: URGENT - Millennium 

Letter to Councilmembers 6.3.13.pdf 

Was submitted at the request of CD 13 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 10:14 AM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>wrote: 
Luci - i just talked on phone with Marcel - he understands the issue and indicated he would put something 
together.. .. stay tuned. can u send me the continuation request from applicant? 

On Tue, Jun 4, 2013 at 9:51 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Someone needs to give CD13 some direction on how to handle the continuance at PLUM. The applicant sent a 
letter last night requesting a continuance to 6118, and this morning I get a call from Silverstein's office 
demanding to know why the city is entertaining that when they are the appellant and it's their hearing. CD13 is 
going to get us in trouble if they keep leaving the dirty work to someone else. They need to put something in 
writing for the record now so as to preempt the mess that was created by the applicant having sent in a letter 
with a continuation request, seemingly without the City's awareness. Not to mention the hundreds of people that 
will show up and go on the record to complain about the applicant directing the process. Millennium sent their 
letter to the PLUM committee members, it's on the record. Can someone please call CD13? I tried reaching 
Rebecca (CDl) and she was not yet in this morning. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
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lisa. webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33966 
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SheppardMullin Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 

June 3, 2013 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND FACSIMILE 

Councilmember Reyes, Chairman of the PLUM Committee 
Councilmember Englander 
Councilmember Huizar 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620.1398 main fax 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

213.617.5567 direct 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

File Number: 23LV-1 6171 7 

Re: Request for Continuance (Case Nos. CPC-2008-3440-VZCOCUB-CU-ZV-HD: VIT-
71837-CN-1A; ENV-2011-675-EIR) 

Dear Honorable Councilmembers: 

As you know, this firm represents Millennium Hollywood, LLC (the "Applicant" 
or "Millennium") regarding the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project"). The 
Project is scheduled to be heard by the PLUM Committee at its meeting on June 4, 2013. We 
hereby request a continuance of the PLUM hearing. We further request consideration of a 
new hearing date of June 18, 2013. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

~If " Jr. 
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

cc: 
Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, Hearing Officer, Major Projects, Department of City Planning 
Sharon Gin, Office of the City Clerk 

SMRH:408592440.1 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35997 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
<fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com> on behalf of Beachwood Canyon 

Neighborhood Association < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 10:01 PM 
maritza@marvista.org 

Millennium Hearing at City Council Wed July 24th at 10 a.m. 

Millennium Project 
Hollywood's Traffic Nightmare IN THIS ISSUE 

Millennium Update 

Parking at City Hall 

QUICK LINKS 

Next week the City Council will be hearing the Millennium Hollywood 
issue. Caltrans has already written 4 letters to the City about the failure 
of the developer to conduct a cumulative traffic study including all of 
the developments in Hollywood, the new Community Plan and the 
NBC/Universal Project according to State standards. Caltrans knows that 
they will severely impact the Hollywood Freeway. It is already at a Level 
of Service "F" - the worst - FAIL. We have learned that proponents of 
the project are trying to pressure Caltrans to stand down. We must 
remind Caltrans of their responsibility to defend the viability of the State 
Highway System for ALL Californians and that they should not allow a 
local project to jeopardize it. Please write a letter to Caltrans! 

Hollvwood Hills Crime Mapping 

Their email iscaltrans.director@dot.ca.gov 

Sample Letter: 

Mr. Malcolm Dougherty, Director 
California Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 942873 
Sacramento, CA 94273-0001 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacitv.org 

Emergencies: 9-1-1 

Non-Emergency: 
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RE: Millennium Hollywood Project's Disregard of Caltrans and Public's 
Objections; Inadequate CEQA Review of Traffic/Circulation 

Dear Mr. Dougherty, 

Thank you for the persistence that Caltrans has shown in demanding a 
CEQA compliant traffic study that accurately measures the impact of the 
Millennium Project on the State Highway System and Hollywood. As you 
may know, the Mayor has described Hollywood as the "template" for all 
35 Los Angeles neighborhoods. What happens now is critical for 
shaping Hollywood's future. 

CalTrans' letters to the City point out that the traffic review in 
Millennium's plan is unlawful under CEQA because it has failed 
to conduct a cumulative traffic study including all of the developments 
in Hollywood, the new Community Plan and the NBC/Universal Project 
according to State standards. We whole-heartedly agree. The 
Millennium Project will generate 19,000 daily trips (more if you count 
the nearly 10,000 "trip credits" the developer is claiming and the City is 
granting). 

If you combine the Millennium Project with just five of the 57 other 
projects expected in Hollywood, you will find that the record says that 
there will be 26,000 NET trips - all within blocks of the 101. Citizens 
repeatedly asked for this cumulative study and were repeatedly ignored 
by Millennium and the City. 

Absent from any Millennium study was summer traffic. There are 
18,000 patrons at the Hollywood Bowl, and the Greek, Pantages, 
Arclight, and Dolby theaters, repeated street closings for "premieres," 
and the tens of thousands of out-of-area visitors to Hollywood's over 
300 bars and bars masquerading as restaurants in the summer months. 

We respectfully ask that Caltrans remain steadfast in demanding that 
the City to provide a proper traffic study that follows Caltrans standards 
and that examines backups into the hillsides, cut-throughs, and the 
cumulative impact of other developments nearby. 

An accurate traffic study is critical. It will enable us to understand the 
true impact of unprecedented density on our health, our ability to get to 
work, to drive our children to school, and to live with adequate police 
and fire protection. 

If freeway access is shut down, it only makes sense that emergency 
access will be challenged as well as evacuation routes from the hillsides 
directly north of this project. 

Sadly, the City has failed to provide any assessment by the Fire 
Department as to the impact of this building on its already-delayed 
response times. 

2 

1-877 -ASK -LAPD 

Return to top 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

Citv Website 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon 

Parking Enforcement 

Return to top 
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The SCAQMD has also told the City that its traffic studies are 
inadequate, likely underestimating GHG and air pollution against our 
hillside community. 

We must at least have accurate data before forcing incredible density 
into our town with no attempt whatever to assess the impact on 
existing residents, rather than those few who will live in Millennium's 
Trump-like tower. 

For these reasons, the Final EIR must be rejected. We have only days 
before the City Council will hear this matter. They must not be allowed 
to defy Caltrans' authority. We need your voice at this hearing. As a 
responsible agency, we should expect no less. 

Thanks for listening, 

Sincerely 

Please help us by going to www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.orq and 
donate to our ongoing effort to appeal to the City Council and in court, 
if necessary, to defeat this grotesque monstrosity. 

Donate now for Hollywood's future! Click the image above to go straight 
to our website. 

Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the website 
above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax deductible 
donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. 
Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important that you write 
"Stop the Millennium" in the memo field. 

Like us on Facebook: ca 
Follow us on Twitter:w:;l 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

Thank you! 

Return to top 
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City Hall Parking for Millennium 
Hearing! 

MILLENNIUM PROJECT HEARING 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 24TH AT 10 A.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

For free parking, call City Hall the day before the hearing. If you don't 
know the phone number for your local representative, call 3-1-1. 
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Click image to download pdf 

Return to top 

Public Transit to City Hall 
Redline: 

Taking public transit can be a fun field trip. Take the Red Line to the 
Civic Center, which is 2 blocks west of City Hall. The trip could take up 
to 30 minutes. Get a round trip pass for $3.00. If you don't already 
have a "Tap Card", you will need to spend an extra $1 to get one. Load 
it with your round trip fare and keep the Tap Card for future trips. 

Return to top 

Carpool to City Hall on July 24th! 
People are organizing carpools in several neighborhoods! If you are in 
the Beachwood area, write to BeachwoodCanyon@sbcglobal.net to sign 
up for space in the Beachwood 
Ca rpool. 0 ~:r.='~"O_"~'"" " '"""~""~ ~'''~~"''~" ~~.'-""~~'"' '~~ 

All riders need to be in 
Beachwood Village in front of the 
Beachwood Market by 8:30 a.m. 
as departure from that location 
MUST take place no later than 9 
a.m. in order to navigate the 
traffic. 

Those needing to be back by a certain specified time should be 
prepared to take public transit back to Hollywood/Vine and then take 
the 208 to go back up to Beachwood Village. 

Anyone who wants to drive and has space in their cars, please let us 
know a couple days in advance and call your license and auto info in to 
the City to make certain your car has free parking under City Hall for 
the carpooling fleet. 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 
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Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

EM36002 

Forward this email 

This email wassenttomaritza@marvista.orgby beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net I 
Update Profil elEmai l Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe'M I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

sounds good. Thank you! 

EM34338 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 10:38 AM 
Tomas Carranza 
Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:34 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
I made some changes - take a look: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With respect to traffic 
on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared consistent with LADOT's Traffic 
Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-
mandated CMP following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all projects in the County that required to 
prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, 
Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an 
impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP 
requirements, the project's transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:25 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Okay, I wrote this: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic, DOT analyzed traffic using Critical Movement Analysis (CMA), for City Streets, and utilized 
Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze transit and traffic. MTA (Metro) developed the state
mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all 
projects required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the 
CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate 
clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency, 
we utilize Metro's (MTA) Congestion Management Program. 

sound okay? 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 8:57 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Here's the link to the Caltrans guidelines: 

http ://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa file s/tisguide.pdf 

For some background, MTA developed the state-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) after 
passage of Prop III in 1990. The CMP directs all projects that are required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit 
and freeway impact analyses. The CMP includes clear definitions of significant impacts - the Caltrans manual 
does not. 
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On Thu, Jun 20, 2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I just called and left a message regarding this ... can you help me pull something together? 
Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 6:06 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https:!/s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentc1oud.org/documents1715653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 

2 

RL0034984 



Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34340 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35667 

Hazel Harris < hazel.harris@lacity.org > 
Monday, July 15, 2013 9:25 AM 
Mateo, Joy 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Dacumos, Giovani; Steve Ongele; Trinh, Dinh; Teresa Abraham; Hazel Harris 
PR#:13-9823 (1-6) Millennium Project ITA E-Mail Query 

Attachments: Silverstein 6-25.pdf 

Hi Joy, 
I would like to request an ITA E-Mail Query in response to the attached LADBS File No: PR#:13-9823 (1-6): Due 
by July 19, 2013. 

Please provide all communications sent and received by all LADBS employees regarding the following for the 
period May 1! 2012 to the present date. 

1720-1770 N. Vine Street 
1745-1753 N. Vine Street 
6236-6334 W. Yucca Street 
1733-1741 N. Argyle Street 
1746-1764 N. Ivar Street 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Phil Ahrens 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
CAJA Environmental Services 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

Thanks, 
Hazel 

Hazel Harris 
Management Analyst II 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
201 N. Fi gueroa St ' r Room 784 
Los Angeles r CA 90012 
(213) 482 - 6765 Office 
(213) 482 - 6889 Fax 
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Received Jul 3 2013 05:33pm 
Jul"03"2013 05:06 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449·4205 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professiona.L C01'pr.m:Hlon 

June 25,2013 

VIA FACSIMILE fUl) 482M6889 
AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Sa.fety -
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 782 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

IIS NaIri'll 'MAIIIJNGO AVlil'Wti. Jilt> hOOR 
PIISAPIINA, CII\.II'OIlNIA 111101·1504 

PHONlI (6261449-4200 FAX. (I'IU,) 4494ZOl 

ROllTlR1'1IRoBRilTSiL VIlllmud..ll.w,cOM 
www.RoBIlIl.ISn.vERmlN~w.cOM 

Re: California Public Records Act Requests - Millennium P[oiec~ 

Dear Ms. Harris: 

This request is made under the California Public Records Act pursuant to 
Government Code Section 6250, ~ Please provide copies ofthe foHowing from the 
City (as ICCityH is defined below). 

For ease of reference in this document, pleas6 refer to the following defined 
term!: 

The HCity" shall refer to aU officials, employees, comlUltants~ and agents of the 
Department of BuUding and Safety. City afLos Angeles. including the City 
Attorney's office a.nd any and aU outside counsel retolned by the City. 

"Millennium HoUywood" shall refer to Millennium Hollywood, LLC, aU related 
or affiliated companles, and all principals, including Phil Ahrens, officers, 
employees, attorneys, agents andlor consultants t including but not limited to 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences, Inc., and the law firm of 
Sheppard, Mu1lin. 

"Project" shall refer to the proposod Millennium Hollywood Project at located at 
1120-1110 N. Vine Street, 1745-1753 N, Vine Street, 6236~6334 W. Yucca Street. 
1733-1741 N, Argyle Street, 1746-1764 N. Iver Street, Hollywood, Califomia. 

"Document,'· as defined In Govt. Code Section 62S2(g), shall mea.n any 
h!indwrlting~ typewritIng, printing, photostating, photographing, photocopying. 
transmitting by electronic mall or facsimile, and every other means of recording 
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Received Jul 3 2013 05:33pm 
Jul·03·2013 05:06 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626-449-4205 

Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Safety 
June 25, 2013 
Page 2 

upon a.ny tangible thing Imy fonn of communication or reprc::sentation, including 
letters .. words, pictures, sounds, or symbols, or combinations thereo~ Rnd any 
record thereby created, regardless of the manner In which the record has been 
stored. 

The public records requests include: 

(1) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City'S email system) ofDanp Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal ChnUita, Bud Ovrum. Ray ChEln or David Lara from May 1,2012 
through the date or your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the May 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Scltmce's 
Preliminary Geotec.hnlcal Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(2) AU communications to or from any and aU email ftCCQunts (including eUBs 
accounts set up on the Citfs email system) of Dena Prevost;. John Weightj 

Pascal ChaHit8., Bud Ovrum. Ray Chan or David LarR from May 1, 2012 
through the date ofyonr compliance with this request that relate in any wily 
to the November 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Sclence's 
Fault Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(3) All communica.tions to or from any and aU email accounts (including aHas 
accounts set up on the Cityls email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weigh~ 
Pascal ChaUita. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1,2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(4) AU communications from May 1,2012 through the date of your compliance 
with this request between, on the one hfmd. any and all email accounts 
(including alias accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dana 
Prevost, John Weight, Pascal ChalUta, Bud Ovrum. Ray ChilO or David 
Lara, and on the other hand, any Emd all email accounts ofMHli:mnium 
Hollywood. and of its EIR Comm Itants, or its Gootechnical Consultant 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences) or any of its attorneys 
from the law firm of Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP, including 
bllt not limited to Phil Ahrens, CAJA Environmental Services, Dan 
Eberhart, Rudolph Frizzi, Alfred Frllijo) andlor Jerry Neuman. 
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EM35670 

Received Jui 3 2013 05:33pm 
Jul·03-2013 05:06 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449-4205 

Ms, Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Safety 
June 25, 2013 
Page 3 

I draw the Citis attention to Government Code Section 6253.1~ which requires a 
public agency to assist the public in making a focused and effective request by: 
(1) identifYing records a.nd infoml.fltion responsive to the request, (2) describing the 
Information technology and physicalloce.tion of the records, and (3) providing 
suggestions for overcoming any practical basis for denying access to the records or 
information sought. . 

If the City determines that any information is exempt from disclosure, I ask that 
the City reconsider that determination in view of Proposition 59 which amended the State 
Constitution to require that aU exemptions be '~n3rrowJy construed," Proposition S9 may 
modify or overturn authorities on which the City has relied in the past, 

If the City determines that any requested records are SUbject to a stil1~valid 
exemption. I request that the City exercise its discretion to disclose some or all ofthe 
records notwithstanding the el(emption and with respect to records containing both 
exempt and nonwexempt content. the City redact the exempt content and disclose the rest. 
Should the City deny any part of this requ6st~ the City is required to provide a written 
response describing the legal authority on which the City relies. 

Please be advised that Government Code Section 62S3(c) states in pertinent part 
that the agency "shall promptly notify the person making the request ofthe determination 
Iud the reasons therefore." (Emphasis added.) Section 6253(d) further states that 
nothing In this chapter "shaH be construed to permit an agency to dehsy or obstruct the 
inspection or copying of public records, The notlncatlon of denial of any request for 
records required by Section 6255 shall set forth the names and titles or positions of each 
person responsible for the denial." 

Additionally, Government Code Section 6255(a) states that the "agency shell 
justify Withholding ilny record by demonstrating that the record in QuestioI} is exempt 
under expressed provisions of this chapter or that on the facts of the particular case the 
public interest served by not disclosing the record clea.rly outweighs the public interest 
served by disclosure ofthe record.n (Emphasis added.) This provision makes clear that 
the agency is required to justify withholding any record with particularity 90S to "the 
record In glle!ltlop.'~ (Emphasis added.) 

Please clearly state in writing pursuant to Section 6255(b): (l) ifthe City is 
withholding IUl.Y documents; (2) if the City is redBcting any documents; (3) what 
documents the City is so withholding Bnd/or redacting; Rnd (4) the alleged legal bases for 
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Received Jul 3 2013 05:33pm 
Jul·03-2013 05:06 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449·4205 

Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office ofthe Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Safety 
June 25~ 2013 
Page 4 

withholding and/or redacting as to the particular documents. It should also be noted that 
to the extent documents are being withheld, should those documents also contain material 
that is not subject to ony applicable exemption to disclosure, then the disclosable portions 
ofthe documents must be segregated and produced. 

We request that you preserve intact all documents and computer communications 
and attachments thereto, including but not limited to 811 emails Bnd comput6r files, 
wherever originated, received or copied, reglU'ding the subject matter of the above
referenced requests) including archIves thereof preserved on tape, hard drive, diSCI or any 
other archival medium, and including alBo any printouts. blowbacks, or other 
reproduction of any such computer communications. 

If the copy costs for these requests do not exceed $200. please make the copies 
and bill this office. If the copy costs exceed S200, please contact me in advance to 
arrange a time and place where I clin inspect the records. As required by Government 
Code Section 6253, please respond to this request within ten days. Because I am faxing 
this request on June 25, 2013, please ensure: that your response is provided to me by no 
later thon July 5, 2013. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 

~~ourZlv~ 
;ro:~.~VERSTEIN 

FOR 
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thank you! 

EM33968 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 10:16 AM 
Heber Martinez 
Re: Web Request Form 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 10:09 AM, Heber Martinez <heber. martinez@lacity. org> wrote: 
DONE. 
Again, let me know if your request still needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Tue, Jun 4, 2013 at 9:40 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Heber, 
Thank you for taking care of this. I actually need the Errata link to be listed under "Final Environmental 
Impact Report" within the Millennium Hollywood Project EIR page. So once you click on the Millennium 
Hollywood Project link in the Final EIR tab, it opens up a web page with the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, and 
the Errata to the Final EIR should be listed under "Final Environmenta1. .. .. " 
Does that make sense? 
Thanks! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 9: 12 AM, Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 
Your web request has been completed. Please check it out and let me know if it needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 4:36 PM, <luciralia.ibarra> wrote: 

Request made by: Luciralia Ibarra on 06/312013 

Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1378 
DivisionlUnit: Plan Implementation/Major Projects 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood FEIR Errata 
Project Description: Errata #1 to the Final EIR 
Additional Instructions: Under the "Final EIR" link, write a plain text sentence: "Errata's to the 

Final EIR:" with the attached document titled/linked as "Errata #1" 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Heber Martinez 
Systems Analyst II - ZIMAS Technical Unit 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1398 
heber. martinez@lacity.org 

[§] 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33969 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Dana, are you o.k.? 

Ray 

EM35121 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:07 PM 

Esther Wilkes 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost 

Re: Meeting Request 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 3:56 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman and Dan Eberhart from Langan are available on July 16 at 1:00 pm for a meeting at your office. May we 

confirm? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 
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EM35122 

Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacity.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 
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EM35123 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3. 620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
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EM35124 

( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

4 

RL0034996 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Diana, 

EM35672 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 11:09 AM 
Diana Kitching 
Re: hollywood applicant 

I would just use the address listed in PCTS to remain consistent. I can't copy and paste it unfortunately. Look 
up case CPC-2008-3440. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 10:50 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sergio, 

I'm finalizing the addendum cover letter. Can you send me the applicant's name and 
address? Or the rep's. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978- 1342 • F: (213) 978- 1343 
http : //ci typ lan ni ng. lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks Rodel! 

EM36003 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 7:08 AM 
Rodel Dela Cruz 
Re: Final Delinquency Notices, 06/26/2013 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 8:22 AM, Rodel Dela Cruz <rode1.delacruz@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Karen, 

Yes, Millennium Hollywood, LLC is current with their account. The most recent invoice covering work done 
from 01/01113 to 03/31113, (FCR13000129 for $106,415.90) was paid on 0612612013. At this time, Millennium 
is not on the delinquent list. It appears, however, that there will be another invoice to be generated for work 
done between 04/01113 and 06129113. That invoice would be issued, most likely, in two weeks and will have an 
estimated due date towards the end of August 2013. 

On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 7:58 AM, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rodel, 

Is Millennium current with their account? They're going to Council for final approval this Friday and were on 
the last delinquent list. 

It's Customer Code number VC0000000808, 
Invoice No. FCR13000129, 
Work Order No. Ell0675C 
Amount Past Due was $106,415.90 

Thanks! 

On Wed, Jun 26,2013 at 12:01 PM, Rodel Dela Cruz <rode1.delacruz@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello, 

Attached is a spreadsheet containing the Full Cost Recovery Accounts Receivable/Aging Report as of today, 
06/26/2013. This version includes invoices for work done from 01/01/13 to 03/31/13. The 7 customers with amounts 
listed under the "1-30 Days Past Due" column will receive a Final Notification letter within the next couple of days. The 
Final Notification letters are going out today. 

If payments are still not received within the next 10 days, their accounts will be systematically referred to a Collection 
Agency and will incur additional fees. 

Rodel del a Cruz 
Accountant 
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City Planning 
(213) 978-1292 

EM36004 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains confidential and privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of 
the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by email and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving them in 
any manner. 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

Rodel del a Cruz 
Accountant 
City Planning 
(213) 978-1292 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains confidential and privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of 
the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by email and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving them in 
any manner. 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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EM34341 

From: 
Sent: 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 10:40 AM 

To: Michael LoGrande 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 

I worked with Tom on this. So it has the DOT stamp of approval. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:34 AM 
Subject: Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

I made some changes - take a look: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With respect to traffic 
on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared consistent with LADOT's Traffic 
Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-
mandated CMP following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all projects in the County that required to 
prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, 
Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an 
impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP 
requirements, the project's transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:25 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Okay, I wrote this: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic, DOT analyzed traffic using Critical Movement Analysis (CMA), for City Streets, and utilized 
Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze transit and traffic. MTA (Metro) developed the state
mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all 
projects required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the 
CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate 
clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency, 
we utilize Metro's (MTA) Congestion Management Program. 

sound okay? 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 8:57 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Here's the link to the Caltrans guidelines: 

http ://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa files/tisguide.pdf 
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EM34342 

For some background, MTA developed the state-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) after 
passage of Prop III in 1990. The CMP directs all projects that are required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit 
and freeway impact analyses. The CMP includes clear definitions of significant impacts - the Caltrans manual 
does not. 

On Thu, Jun 20, 2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I just called and left a message regarding this ... can you help me pull something together? 
Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 6:06 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https://s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentcloud.org/documents1715653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33970 

Heber Martinez < heber.martinez@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 10:22 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Web Request Form 

Finally!! Please bear with me Lucy for I am just a beginner. Have a nice day. 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 10:16 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Thank you! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 10:09 AM, Heber Martinez <heber.martinez@lacity.org> wrote: 
DONE. 
Again, let me know if your request still needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Tue, Jun 4, 2013 at 9:40 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Heber, 
Thank you for taking care of this. I actually need the Errata link to be listed under "Final Environmental 
Impact Report" within the Millennium Hollywood Project EIR page. So once you click on the Millennium 
Hollywood Project link in the Final EIR tab, it opens up a web page with the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, and 
the Errata to the Final EIR should be listed under "Final Environmenta1. .. .. " 
Does that make sense? 
Thanks! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 9: 12 AM, Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 
Your web request has been completed. Please check it out and let me know if it needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 4:36 PM, <luciralia.ibarra> wrote: 

Request made by: Luciralia Ibarra on 06/312013 

Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1378 
DivisionlUnit: Plan Implementation/Major Projects 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood FEIR Errata 
Project Description: Errata #1 to the Final EIR 
Additional Instructions: Under the "Final EIR" link, write a plain text sentence: "Errata's to the 

Final EIR:" with the attached document titled/linked as "Errata #1" 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Heber Martinez 
Systems Analyst II - ZIMAS Technical Unit 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1398 
heber. martinez@lacity.org 

~ 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Heber Martinez 
Systems Analyst II - ZIMAS Technical Unit 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1398 
heber. martinez@lacity.org 

EM33971 
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EM33972 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Yes, 
July 16 at 1:00 is good 
Dana 

EM35125 

Dana Prevost < dana.prevost@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:12 PM 

Raymond Chan 

Esther Wilkes; Catherine Nuezca Gaba 

Re: Meeting Request 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4:06 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dana, are you o.k.? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 3:56 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman and Dan Eberhart from Langan are available on July 16 at 1:00 pm for a meeting at your office. May we 

confirm? Thank you . 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 
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EM35126 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 
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From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacitv.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 
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EM35128 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(2] 3)482-0488 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35673 

Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 11:19 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Re: hollywood applicant 

Their address isn't listed on the CPC application on PCTS. That's fine though. One last 
questions, aside from the CPC case and EIR case, are there any other related 
entitlement cases I need to add to the list? 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http : //cityplanning.lacity.orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11 :08 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Diana, 
I would just use the address listed in PCTS to remain consistent. I can't copy and paste it unfortunately. Look 
up case CPC-2008-3440. 

On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 10:50 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sergio, 

I'm finalizing the addendum cover letter. Can you send me the applicant's name and 
address? Or the rep's. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http ://cityp lanning.lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

RL0035010 



Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM35674 

2 

RL0035011 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36005 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 8:43 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra; Sergio Ibarra 
Millennium 

Have you had a chance to review the docs I sent yesterday? 

thanks, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Confirmed Esther! 

EM35129 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:14 PM 

Dana Prevost 

Esther Wilkes; Catherine Nuezca Gaba 

Re: Meeting Request 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4: 11 PM, Dana Prevost <dana.prevost@lacity.org> wrote: 
Yes, 
July 16 at 1:00 is good 
Dana 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4:06 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dana, are you o.k.? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 3:56 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman and Dan Eberhart from Langan are available on July 16 at 1:00 pm for a meeting at your office. May we 

confirm? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 
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From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacitv.ora] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 
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From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacity.orq)"@lacity.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 
3 
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www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(213)482-0488 
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From: 
Sent: 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 11:05 AM 

To: Luciralia Ibarra 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 

Thanks. 

On Jun 20,2013 10:39 AM, "Luciralia Ibarra" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I worked with Tom on this. So it has the DOT stamp of approval. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:34 AM 
Subject: Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

I made some changes - take a look: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With respect to traffic 
on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared consistent with LADOT's Traffic 
Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-
mandated CMP following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all projects in the County that required to 
prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, 
Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an 
impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP 
requirements, the project's transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:25 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Okay, I wrote this: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic, DOT analyzed traffic using Critical Movement Analysis (CMA), for City Streets, and utilized 
Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze transit and traffic. MTA (Metro) developed the state
mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all 
projects required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the 
CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate 
clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency, 
we utilize Metro's (MTA) Congestion Management Program. 

sound okay? 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 8:57 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Here's the link to the Caltrans guidelines: 
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EM34345 

http ://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa files/tisguide.pdf 

For some background, MTA developed the state-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) after 
passage of Prop III in 1990. The CMP directs all projects that are required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit 
and freeway impact analyses. The CMP includes clear definitions of significant impacts - the Caltrans manual 
does not. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I just called and left a message regarding this ... can you help me pull something together? 
Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 6:06 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https:!/s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentcloud.org/documents17 15653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 

Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
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(323) 479-8844 (cell) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM34346 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM33973 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 10:27 AM 
Heber Martinez 
Re: Web Request Form 

No worries, you're great. Thank you! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 10:22 AM, Heber Martinez <heber.martinez@lacity.org> wrote: 
Finally!! Please bear with me Lucy for I am just a beginner. Have a nice day. 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 10:16 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Thank you! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 10:09 AM, Heber Martinez <heber.martinez@lacity.org> wrote: 
DONE. 
Again, let me know if your request still needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Tue, Jun 4, 2013 at 9:40 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Heber, 
Thank you for taking care of this. I actually need the Errata link to be listed under "Final Environmental 
Impact Report" within the Millennium Hollywood Project EIR page. So once you click on the Millennium 
Hollywood Project link in the Final EIR tab, it opens up a web page with the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, and 
the Errata to the Final EIR should be listed under "Final Environmenta1. .... " 
Does that make sense? 
Thanks! 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 9: 12 AM, Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@lacity.org> wrote: 
Luci, 
Your web request has been completed. Please check it out and let me know if it needs further editing. 
Heber 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 4:36 PM, <luciralia.ibarra> wrote: 

Request made by: Luciralia Ibarra on 06/312013 

Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1378 
DivisionlUnit: Plan Implementation/Major Projects 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood FEIR Errata 
Project Description: Errata #1 to the Final EIR 
Additional Instructions: Under the "Final EIR" link, write a plain text sentence: "Errata's to the 
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Final EIR:" with the attached document titled/linked as "Errata #1" 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978.1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Heber Martinez 
Systems Analyst II - ZIMAS Technical Unit 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1398 
heber. martinez@lacity.org 

~ 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Heber Martinez 
Systems Analyst II - ZIMAS Technical Unit 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 

2 

RL0035021 



(213) 978-1398 
heber. martinez@lacity.org 

~ 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM33975 
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EM35675 

From: 
Sent: 

Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 11:21 AM 

To: Sergio Ibarra 
Subject: Re: hollywood applicant 

Is there a specific Council Deputy that you are working with on the this case? 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://city planning.lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11: 18 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Their address isn't listed on the CPC application on PCTS. That's fine though. One last 
questions, aside from the CPC case and EIR case, are there any other related 
entitlement cases I need to add to the list? 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://city planning.lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11 :08 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Diana, 
I would just use the address listed in PCTS to remain consistent. I can't copy and paste it unfortunately. Look 
up case CPC-2008-3440. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 10:50 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sergio, 
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I'm finalizing the addendum cover letter. Can you send me the applicant's name and 
address? Or the rep's. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978- 1342 • F: (213) 978- 1343 
http://cityp lann ing.lacity.org/ 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM36006 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 8:50 AM 
Marie Rumsey 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium 

I've reviewed them once over but am going to do another review today. I'll send you my revisions today. 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 8:43 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Have you had a chance to review the docs I sent yesterday? 

thanks, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM36007 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 8:51 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium 

Thank you, the sooner the better! 

Marie 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 8:50 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I've reviewed them once over but am going to do another review today. I'll send you my revisions today. 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 8:43 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Have you had a chance to review the docs I sent yesterday? 

thanks, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

RL0035026 



Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM36008 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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Subject: Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

Location: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall, Conference Room B 

Start: 7/15/20131:00 PM 

End: 7/15/20132:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; Avak Keotahian; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Luciralia 
Ibarra; Timothy McWilliams; Roberto Mejia; kcasper@sheppardmullin.com; Renee 
Stadel 

Resources: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall, Conference Room B 

This event has been changed. 

more details » <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggc2VyZ21vLmliYXJyY 
UBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdlY2VmNDE4Yj 
Q2MmNIMGViNTdiMmU3MmM5ZWI4MmFmZjcwM2E1YTY1 
&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

When 
Mon Jul 15, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Changed: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall, Conference Room B (map 
<http://maps.google.com/maps?q=CLA's+office, +Room+255, +City+Hall, 
+Conference++Room+B&hl=en> ) 
Calendar 
sergio. ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
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- organizer 
• Avak Keotahian 
• Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

Luciralia Ibarra 
• Timothy McWilliams 

Roberto Mejia 
kcasper@sheppardmullin. com 
Renee Stadel 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 

EM35678 

Yes <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggc2VyZ21vLm 
liYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=1 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdIY2VmNDE4YjQ2MmNIMGViNT 
diMmU3MmM5ZWI4MmFmZjcwM2E1YTY1 &ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
Maybe <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggc2VyZ21vLm 
liYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=3 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdIY2VmNDE4YjQ2MmNIMGViNT 
diMmU3MmM5ZWI4MmFmZjcwM2E1YTY1 &ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
No <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggc2VyZ21vLm 
liYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=2 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdIY2VmNDE4YjQ2MmNIMGViNT 
diMmU3MmM5ZWI4MmFmZjcwM2E1YTY1 &ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
more options» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggc2VyZ21vLmliYXJyY 
UBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdlY2VmNDE4Yj 
Q2MmNIMGViNTdiMmU3MmM5ZWI4MmFmZjcwM2E1YTY1 
&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for updated invitations on calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130715T200000Z 
DTEND:20130715T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130715T183557Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=marie.rumsey@lacity.org:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
UID:7n5k4psu4kdm3soji5arndusv8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Avak Keotahian;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:avak.keotahian@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@lacit 
y.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Roberto Mejia;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:roberto.mejia@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=kcasper@sheppardmullin.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:kcasper@sheppardmullin 
.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Renee Stadel;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:renee.stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=marie.rumsey@lacity.org;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Sergio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130711 T225555Z 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VI EW &eid= N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvam k 1 YXJ uZHVzdjggc2VyZ21vLm I iYXJyYU Bs YWN pd H ku b3 
In&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2VSQGxhY210eS5vcmdIY2VmNDE4YjQ2MmNIMGViNTdiMmU3MmM5 
ZWI4MmFmZjcwM2E 1 YTY1 &ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130715T183557Z 
LOCATION:CLA's office\, Room 255\, City Hall\, Conference Room B 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 11:05 AM 

To: Lily Quan 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 

Can you cut and outbthisbin a new emai to me 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Luciralia Ibarra" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Jun 20,2013 10:39 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

I worked with Tom on this. So it has the DOT stamp of approval. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:34 AM 
Subject: Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

I made some changes - take a look: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With respect to traffic 
on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared consistent with LADOT's Traffic 
Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-
mandated CMP following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all projects in the County that required to 
prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, 
Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an 
impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP 
requirements, the project's transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:25 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Okay, I wrote this: 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic, DOT analyzed traffic using Critical Movement Analysis (CMA), for City Streets, and utilized 
Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze transit and traffic. MTA (Metro) developed the state
mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all 
projects required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the 
CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate 
clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency, 
we utilize Metro's (MTA) Congestion Management Program. 

sound okay? 
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EM34348 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 8:57 AM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 
Here's the link to the Caltrans guidelines: 

http ://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa files/tisguide.pdf 

For some background, MTA developed the state-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) after 
passage of Prop III in 1990. The CMP directs all projects that are required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit 
and freeway impact analyses. The CMP includes clear definitions of significant impacts - the Caltrans manual 
does not. 

On Thu, Jun 20, 2013 at 8:29 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I just called and left a message regarding this ... can you help me pull something together? 
Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 6:06 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Can you work on a response for me? 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jun 19, 2013 4: 16 PM 
Subject: Millennium project and Caltrans 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: I'm doing a story on the Millennium project and some concerns that hillside homeowners have 
about the project and its effects on traffic. 

I saw this letter from Caltrans. They say that the city hasn't done an adequate study on traffic from the project, 
specifically how the project will impact the flow on the nearby 101 Freeway. They also say they project doesn't 
satisfy the requirements of having done a CEQA report. 

Is it possible to get a response from the Planning Department by the end of Thursday? 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

https:!/s3 . amazonaws.comls3 .documentcloud.org/documents1715653/col-mill-calt-may-7 -letter-to-city.pdf 
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Dakota Smith 
Reporter 
Los Angeles Daily News 
(213) 978-0390 (City Hall) 
(818) 713-3761 (Woodland Hills) 
(323) 479-8844 (cell) 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM34349 
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From: 
Sent: 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:15 PM 

To: Jeremy Chan 

Subject: Fwd: Meeting Request 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Dana Prevost <dana.prevost@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4: 11 PM 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 
To: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Cc: Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com>, Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
<Catherine. NuezcaGaba@lacity.org> 

Yes, 
July 16 at 1:00 is good 
Dana 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4:06 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dana, are you o.k.? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 3:56 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman and Dan Eberhart from Langan are available on July 16 at 1:00 pm for a meeting at your office. May we 

confirm? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
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21 3. 620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 

2 

RL0035035 



333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35135 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacitv.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 
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SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35136 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(213)482-0488 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, Luci: 

EM36009 

Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 9:04 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

Sorry to bug, but I need to send this response to requester by this Friday. See the email below that was 
originally forwarded to me by Michael LoGrande. Can you please let me know either way whether you have 
anything that has not made it into the file? I spoke to Srimal and sheis going to have her docs ready for them by 
Thursday of next week (7/25) so I was hoping to give them that day as the day they can start coming in to 
review the files/material. 

Thanks so much, as always, for your help with this. 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 8:46 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Not sure if you are back yet, but wanted to check with you on this prior email since I do need to respond by this 
Friday. Can you let me know if you have anything that has not made it into the case file yet (CPC-2008-
3440)? Thank you. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Julll, 2013 at 3:41 PM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Julll, 2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
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EM36010 

To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
21 3-978-1260 

2 

RL0035039 



Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

EM36011 
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EM35680 

Subject: Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

Location: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall, Conference Room B 

Start: 7/15/20131:00 PM 

End: 7/15/20132:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Avak Keotahian; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Timothy 
McWilliams; Roberto Mejia; kcasper@sheppardmullin.com; Renee Stadel; Sergio 
Ibarra 

Resources: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall, Conference Room B 

This event has been changed. 

more details » 

Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 

When 
Mon Jul 15, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Changed: CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall, Conference Room B (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

marie. rumsey@lacity.org 
- organizer 

Avak Keotahian 
Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Timothy McWilliams 
Roberto Mejia 
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kcasper@sheppardmullin. com 
Renee Stadel 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM35681 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for updated invitations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130715T200000Z 
DTEND:20130715T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130715T183558Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=marie.rumsey@lacity.org:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
UID:7n5k4psu4kdm3soji5arndusv8@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Avak Keotahian;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:avak.keotahian@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@lacit 
y.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Roberto Mejia;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:roberto.mejia@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=kcasper@sheppardmullin.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:kcasper@sheppardmullin 
.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Renee Stadel;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:renee.stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=marie.rumsey@lacity.org;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Sergio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130711 T225555Z 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VI EW&eid=N241 azRwc3UOa2RtM3Nvamk1 YXJuZHVzdjggbHVjaXJhbGlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdH 
ku b3J n&tok= Mj Mj bWFya WU ucn Vtc2V5QGxh Y210eS5vcmdj NTExM m FI MzBkMj 11 M D IzOGJ kN2Nj 
M mJ hZDN kZT AzMG EwNzJ h MzQ4&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&h I=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130715T183557Z 
LOCATION:CLA's office\, Room 255\, City Hall\, Conference Room B 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34350 

Lourdes Green <lourdes.green@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 11 :05 AM 
Linn Wyatt 

Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy. net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner. com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity. org, Lourdes. Green@lacity. org, mic. brown@lacity. org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35137 

Esther Wilkes < EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:15 PM 
Raymond Chan; Dana Prevost 
Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
RE: Meeting Request 

Thanks, all! Have a great 4th of July holiday! 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto:raymond.chan@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4: 14 PM 
To: Dana Prevost 
Cc: Esther Wilkes; Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Confirmed Esther! 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4: 11 PM, Dana Prevost <dana.prevost@lacity.org> wrote: 
Yes, 
July 16 at 1:00 is good 
Dana 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4:06 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Dana, are you o.k.? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 3:56 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman and Dan Eberhart from Langan are available on July 16 at 1:00 pm for a meeting at your office. May we 
confirm? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
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EM35138 

333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 
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SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35139 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacitv.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 
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SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

EM35140 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(213)482-0488 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

EM33976 

Ibaraki, Kathlyn S. <Ki2@JMBM.com> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 11:27 AM 
councilmember.reyes@lacity.org; guadalupe.duran.medina@lacity.org; 
jose.huizar@lacity.org; tanner.blackman@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org; phyllis.winger@lacity.org; 

michael.logrande@lacity.org; luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Reznik, Benjamin M.; Bonstelle, Sheri L. 

Subject: Hollywood Millennium Project/CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-AV-HD; CPC-2013-103-

DANTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR/HEARING DATE: June 4,2013, Agenda Item 3 
20130604105114_KI2.PDF Attachments: 

Dear Han. Reyes, Han. Huizar and Han. Englander, 
Please find attached Ben Reznik's June 4, 2013 letter regarding the subject matter. Thank yau. 

Kathlyn Ibaraki 
Secretary to attorney Benjamin M. Reznik 
JMBM I Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067 

(31 0) 203-8080 Ext. 6427 
(310) 203-0567 Fax 
KI baraki@jmbm.com 
www.jmbm.com 

This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. Dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are 
not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone or bye-mail, and permanently delete the 
original, and destroy all copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit 
JMBM.com. 
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EM33977 

Jeffer Mangels JMBM Butler & Mitcherl LLP ____________________ _ 

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct: (310) 201-3572 
Fax: (310) 712-8572 
bmr@jmbm.com 

VIAE-MAIL 

Hon. Ed P. Reyes, Chair 
Hon. Jose Huizar, Council Member 

June 4,2013 

Hon. Mitchell Englander, Council Member 
Attn: Sharon Gin, Legislative Assistant 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbm.com 

73076-0001 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Proj ect 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-A V -HD; CPC-2013-103-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Hearing Date: June 4, 2013; Agenda Item 3 

Dear President Reyes and Members of the PLUM Committee: 

We represent HEVGC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC ("HEIIGC") and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028 (the "W Residences"), and we submit this letter on their behalf. We 
previously submitted public comment letters regarding the scoping of the EIR for the Hollywood 
Millennium Project (the "Project") and identifying issues in the Draft EIR for the Project, which 
is attached for reference. We also submitted a letter to the Chy Planning Commission. The Final 
EIR fails to respond to the concerns outlined in our letters, and additional issues identified and 
discussed below. 

HEVGC and HVRA do not oppose all development on the proposed site, but have 
legitimate concerns regarding the amorphous and confusing proposed Project, which does not 
have a specific scope or description, and wholly engulfs and obscures the historic Capitol 
Records Building. The Applicant requests carte blanche to construct numerous buildings on the 
site without any future evaluation of the actual architectural design, massing, pedestrian and 
traffic flow, and uses, including multiple venues that serve alcohol, based solely on evaluation of 
impacts at the level of a Program EIR. There is no other project in Hollywood, or the City, that 
has been approved with this minimum level of specificity without also providing for subsequent 
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entitlements at the time of actual proj ect design. As set forth in our previous letters, the ElR for 
the Project fails to adequately describe the proj ect or properly analyze several issues including, 
but not limited to, land use, historic resources, aesthetics, traffic, parking, air quality, noise, 
school and library services, parkland, open space, landfill capacity and growth-inducing impacts. 

HE]JGC and HVRA appeal the City Planning Commission approval and 
recommendations of approval of the Project entitlements, because the Final ElR fails to fully 
evaluate these significant environmental impacts. The City Planning Commission failed to 
support its findings with substantial evidence, and failed to proceed in a manner as required by 
law. An agency abuses its discretion when it fails to proceed in a manner required by law, issues 
a decision unsupported by findings, and/or makes findings that are not supported by evidence. 
Cal. Code Civ. Pro. § 1 094.S(b). The City Planning Commission failed to support its decision 
with adequate findings, and failed to support the findings it did make with substantial evidence. 
Any decision must be supported by evidence in the record. Western States Petroleum Assn. v. 
Superior Court, 9 CaL 4th 559 (1995). Findings must "bridge the analytical gap between raw 
evidence and ultimate ordeL '1 Id. at 514-515, citing Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Environment v. 
Cnty of Los Angeles, 11 Cal. 3d 506, 151-16 (1974) (defining findings as legally relevant 
subconclusions that "bridge the analytical gap. ") An agency "must render findings sufficient 
both to enable the parties to determine whether and on what basis they should seek review and, 
in the event of review, to apprise a reviewing court of the basis for the board's action." Western 
States Petroleum, 9 Cal. 4th at 515. Even assuming the existence of substantial evidence (as 
described in our appeal, it does not exist), the mere presence in the record of evidence to support 
a determination does not compel the conclusion that a determination~let alone a legally 
sufficient determination-was in fact made. Sierra Club v. City of Hayward, 28 Cal. 3d 840, 
859 (1981). 

Here, as summarized in this letter and exhibits, comments letters on the Draft EIR for the 
Project raised a host of analytical deficiencies and inconsistencies including, among other issues, 
failure of the Draft EIR to adequately evaluate the consistency of the Project with the General 
Plan, Community Plan, and the surrounding community, including historical structures. In 
making its purported findings, the City Planning Commission completely failed to address any of 
the points raised in these letters. The failure to respond to and correct these deficiencies does not 
allow the City Planning Commission to make or substantiate any findings related to 
compatibility of the development with the surrounding community and development; consistency 
with public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice; a lack of 
detriment to the health and safety of the community; enhancement of the built environment; 
substantial conformance with the purpose, intent, and provisions of the various applicable policy 
and planning documents; or any necessary findings regarding hardship or necessity required for a 
variance. Moreover, because the Final ElR failed to provide the requisite analysis for alcohol 
sales and consumption, the City Planning Commission could not make or support any of the 
findings related to conditional uses. Lastly, the numerous defects ln the Final EIR render the 
CEQA findings unsupported by substantial evidence, or in some cases, by any evidence at all. 
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HEIIGC and HVRA are aggrieved by this decision, because the significant and 
potentially significant impacts identified in the Final EIR and our letters, including exhibits, will 
negatively affect the daily lives ofthe residents at the W Residences. 

I. The EIR Fails to Fully Evaluate a Stable, Accurate and .Finite Project Description. 

Our comment letter noted that the Draft EIR contains amorphous, confusing and unstable 
Project description that amounts in essence to a zone change with no definite proposal to 
accompany it. The Responses to Comments 09-3, 81-2, and 81-3, among others, simultaneously 
claim that the Project description is finite and stable, and also that "the proposed Project 
represents several design scenarios ... [but] may be any combination of the designs analyzed in 
the Draft EIR." See Final EIR, p. IlLB-300 (emphasis added). Rather than clarifying the 
proposal, the Responses to Comments mischaracterize the requests of various commenters and 
rely on inapposite case law to avoid clarity. In so doing, the Final EIR fails substantively to 
respond to comments and is therefore legally inadequate. See, e.g., City of Long Beach v. 
LAUSD, 176 CaL App. 4th 889,904 (2009). 

The Responses to Comments 81-2 wrongly attempts to rely on cases such as Dusek v. 
Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985) and County of Inyo v. City of Los 
Angeles, 71 AI. App. 3d 185 (1977) for the proposition that an "elastic" project description is not 
per se invalid. That reliance is misplaced. In Dusek, the primary issue was whether an EIR for 
the adoption of a 200-acre redevelopment project area allowed approval of a project that 
included only the demolition of an historic structure on a 7.55-acre parcel within the proposed 
redevelopment area. Dusek, 173 Cal. App. 4th at 1033. The EIR in that case specifically 
evaluated demolition of the historic structure, the impacts of which were dearly "the most 
significant impact of the project" and "the focal point ofthe EIR." ld. at 1034, 104]. In fact, the 
Court opined that the only reason for evaluation of the larger project was to avoid the possibility 
of segmentation if only the smaller site were evaluated, and the clear object of the EIR was 
evaluation of the impacts on the historic structure. ld. at 1042. Also, the general project 
description provided in the Dusek EIR assumed further CEQA review. ld. 

None of the considerations in Dusek apply in this case. First, no single impact is at issue, 
and the Final EIR cannot claim to have addressed a singular overriding concern of the public that 
would occur irrespective of the final form of the proposed Project Although effects to the 
Capitol Records building and other historic structures within the Project site represent one such 
concern, others such as traffic, air quality, noise, and aesthetics, and pedestrian safety also apply. 
The Draft EIR identified-and the commenters have expressed concern regarding-a 
constellation of environmental effects, and each of the impacts differs according to the uses and 
form of the final Project, neither of which the Draft or Final EIR allows a reader to discern. l 

I Here, we emphasize that the evaluation of different permutations of development allowed under the proposed 
Design Regulations, according to different environmental issue areas, forces the public and decisionmakers to "ferret 
out" the impacts of any single permutation from the EIR. This misleads the public as to the true nature of the 
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Although the Final EIR attempts· to deflect this criticism with the mantra that the Draft EIR 
evaluates the "worst case l1 scenario for each issue area, the fact remains that no one--inc1uding 
the Applicant-appears to have any understanding of what the proposed Project will ultimately 
comprise. Indeed, the Final EIR directly acknowledges the completely indetelTIlinate nature of 
the proposed Project, stating in the Response to Comment No. 81-5 that it would allow the 
Applicant (or someone else) to build "structures that are consistent with the growth of 
Hollywood and the local economy at the time of construction," which could be 22 years from the 
time of approval. Final EIR, p. III.b-305. This statement absolutely confilTIls what we stated in 
Comment 81-5 and what several other commenters have observed: that the proposed Project and 
its equivalency program are overbroad, and amount to little more than a zone change with no 
specific development proposaL However, rather than substantively respond to this valid 
criticism and provide some clarity regarding the scope of the development, the Final EIR 
absurdly brushes aside requests for the required and appropriate clarity and stability as requests 
for "detailed engineering design." See, e.g., response to Comment No. 81-2. Thus, the Final EIR 
fails in its obligation to provide substantive responses to comments, continues to disallow an 
intelligent evaluation of the benefits of the proj ect in light of its significant effects, and fails to 
substantiate the findings required to approve the Proposed Project. The Final EIR is, therefore, 
inadequate under CEQA. See Pub. Res. Code § 21081(b) (requiring an agency to make findings 
that the benefits of a project outweigh its significant environmental effects); See King County 
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 CaL App. 3d 692, 712 (1990) (decisionmakers must be 
able to evaluate the benefits of a project in comparison to its environmental effects); City of Long 
Beach v. LA USD, supra (an EIR must substantively respond to comments). 

II. The Project Description Fails to Meet the Filing Requirements for a Vesting Zone 
Change 

Even assuming, arguendo, the Final EIR passes legal muster as a project EIR in the first 
instance (and, it does not), the Final EIR does not provide sufficient detail to consider approval 
of the entitlements sought. The Draft EIR specifies and the Recommendation Report confilTIls 
that the Applicant seeks a vesting zone change and vesting conditional use pennit, among other 
approvals. Draft EIR, p. II-49. However, the Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") requires 
specificity in an application for these entitlements, which neither the Draft EIR nor Final EIR 
provides. 

Section 12.32 Q of the LAMC sets forth the required elements of an application for a 
vesting zone change. These requirements are specific, and contemplate a specific development 
proposal, rather than a program. Among' these, the application "shall show the proposed 
projectts": Height, Design, Size, Square footage, Number of residential units, Use and location of 
buildings, Site plan, Rendering and architectural plan, The location of landscaped areas, Walls, 
and "Other infolTIlation deemed necessary." LAMe § 12.32 Q.3(a). Instead of these required 
elements, the Draft EIR provides a "concept plan" that it acknowledges may not resemble the 

impacts and violates CEQA. Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of EI Dorado, 131 Cal. 
App. 3d. 350,357-58 (1982). 
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ultimate development in anv particular respect. See Draft EIR, pp. II-21-23 and Figure II-7. 
The purp0l1ed Equivalency Program and Development Regulations allow development of a 
nearly infinite number of variations, ranging anywhere from nearly over 900 residential units 
(rental or owned) to none, anywhere from over 200 hotel rooms to none, 215,000 s.f. or more of 
office uses, and an indetenninate square footage in which alcohol sales and/or service would 
occur. Other uses, such as restaurants and health/fitness clubs are listed, but mayor may not 
appear in the final development Open space and landscaped areas on the Project site, according 
to the Draft EIR, could comprise anywhere from four to twelve percent of the site. General 
building envelopes allow development on several areas of the Project site, in infinite 
configurations. Thus, while the Final EIR correctly but irrelevantly notes that "detailed 
engineering design" is not required and that some flexibility is pennitted, it cannot justify the 
amorphous nature of the proposal it includes, and the document fails to provide sufficient detail 
to support the request for the entitlements sought 

III. The EIR Fails to Substantially Address the Actual Impacts of the Service of 
Alcoholic Beverages and Live Entertainment 

The Applicant applied for a master conditional use pennit to allow the sale of alcohol in 
-several venues, including five restaurants, one cafe or restaurant on a rooftop observation desk, 
on nightclub lounge, one retail establishment and two mobile bars. However, as set forth in our 
comment letter, the Project Description fails to identify specific infonnation for each venue that 
is required in the City's CUB application fonn (CP-7773, LAMC 12.24W.1), including but not 
limited to: floor plans, total occupancy numbers for each venue, hours of operation, and 
mitigation measures related to security, noise, traffic, parking and public services. The 
infonnation is necessary to detennine any significant impacts caused by the sale of alcohol based 
on project-specific design and use, and any mitigation necessary to reduce these impacts to less 
than significant. The impacts of the consumption of alcohol cannot be evaluated without this 
infonnation, because the impacts change based on several factors, such as whether food is 
served, how late alcohol is consumed, and whether alcohol is consumed outside on patio. 

The Response to Comment No. 81-10 states that the master CUP establishes the 
maximum number of establishments, the type of alcohol serving establishments, and pennitted 
activities at those establishments. Each operator must seek and obtain Plan Approval from the 
Zoning Administrator, per Municipal Code Section 12.24M. This provision allows subsequent 
notice and review by the Zoning Administrator based on submission of additional findings and 
infonnation (see Form CP-2035). The Zoning Administrator may deny the plans if the Zoning 
Administrator finds that the use does not conform to the purpose and intent of the findings 
required for a conditional use under this section, and may specify the conditions under which the 
plans may be approved (LAMC 12.24M). However, the provision does not exempt the service 
of alcohol from subsequent environmental review. 

The Response states that subsequent review, and likely conditions of approval, will occur 
at the Zoning Administrator level, but that review will not require preparation of a new MND or 
E1R because the Draft E1R analyzes the potential impacts associated with the master CUP. 
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However, the Zoning Administrator's subsequent review of the Plan Approval is a discretionary 
action under CEQA (as defined in the Friends of Juana Briones House case), and additional 
environmental review is required in order for the Zoning Administrator to impose additional 
conditions based on the subsequent detailed information provided on Form CP-2035. "A project 
qualifies as ministerial "when a private party can legally compel approval without any changes in 
the design of its project which might alleviate adverse environmental consequences." Friends of 
Juana Briones House v. City of Palo Alto, 190 Cal.AppAth 286, 302 (2010). "Conversely, 
where the agency possesses enough authority (that is, discretion) to deny or modify the proposed 
project on the basis of environment consequences the EIR might conceivably uncover, the permit 
process is 'discretionary' within the meaning of CEQA." Id., citing, Friends of Westwood, Inc. 
v. City of Los Angeles, 191 CaL App. 3d 259, 267, 272 (1987). 

Therefore, the City must direct the Applicant to prepare additional environmental review as part 
of the Plan Review process for each application for service of alcohol by an operator. In 
addition, we request that the City Planning Commission direct that notice for any Plan Approval 
be distributed to owners and occupants within SOO feet, and not just abutting property owners. 

IV. The Draft and Final EIR Describe a Program, and Not a Development Proposal, 
That Requires Further CEQA Review 

At a minimum, the Final EIR must acknowledge the fact, repeatedly raised by 
commenters, that this document is a Program EIR and, as such, requires further CEQA review 
for subsequent development proposals. This feature of the EIR is, in fact, the only one shared 
with the Dusek EIR. The primary difference in this case is that while the redevelopment agency 
in Dusek contemplated such review, this EIR contemplates only administrative review, with no 
public comment for any development proposal ultimately submitted within the 22-year window 
proposed in the Development Agreement. 

Section 15168(c)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the use of a Program EIR as 
suitable for "the issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program." This precisely describes the nature of the proposed Project, 
which does not provide any specific proposal, but instead a purported Equivalency Program and 
Development Regulations, within which any number of projects may actually be constructed, in 
any number of sequences. Where an agency seeks to rely on a Program EIR to dispense with 
further EIRs or negative declarations, it must be both comprehensive and specific. "A program 
EIR will be most helpful dealing with subsequent activities if it deals with the effects of the 
program as specifically and comprehensively as possible:" CEQA Guidelines § IS168(c)(S) 
(emphasis added). Here, the dizzying array of possible development and use options does not 
allow-and consequently the EIR cannot and does not provide-the requisite specificity to avoid 
further CEQA review, as section 3.1.5 of the proposed Development Agreement contemplates. 
See Rio Vista Farm Bureau v. County of Solano, 5 CaL App. 4th 351, 371 (1992) (a lIfirst-tier" 
EIR [which anticipates further CEQA review] need not provide detailed, site-specific analysis). 
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v. The EIR Fails to Adequately Identify and Analyze the Environmental Impacts of the 
Proposed Zone Change and Amendment to the Community Plan Considering Pending 
Litigation 

Our comment letter noted that the Property is currently within the C4-2D-SN zone, with a 
"D" limitation that restricts the total floor area on the site to 3: 1. The City Cowlcil approved a 
Community Plan Update that increased the FAR on the site to 4.5:1, but this is currently the 
subject of litigation based on three cases consolidated and pending in Superior Court (Save 
Hollywood.org. v. City of Los Angeles (BS 138370), Fix the City, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles CBS 
l38580), and La Mirada Neighborhood Association of Hollywood (BS138369)). The Response 
to Comment 81-9 confirms that the existing FARis 3: I per the "D" limitation, with a modified 
FAR of 4.5:1 under the Updated Commllility Plan. The Response agrees that the Superior Court 
may order a stay on issuing pennits under the Updated Community Plan (at the 4.5:1 FAR), but 
claims that the EIR evaluates the Project with a variety of total floor areas, including 3: 1, 4.5: 1 
and 6:1, andso does not need to rely on the outcome of the litigation. Final EIR Page nIB-31l. 
First, the Applicant must request a zone change and general plan amendment to both a 4.5: 1 FAR 
and 6:1 FAR, to account for any result in the litigation. Second, this Project's ElR does not keep 
it from having to comply with any stays issued by the Court under the Updated Community Plan. 
Finally, any analysis of the Court for the development on the site at an FAR of 4.5:1 will apply 
to the proposed Project. The Applicant can agree to proceed at their own risk hoping that the 
litigation will conclude in their favor, but cannot state that the litigation result will not apply to 
this Project. 

VI. The Advisory Agency Failed to Properly Find Consistency with the Zoning and 
General Plan for the Project and Violated Due Process 

The Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 7187 -CN was heard and approved by the Advisory 
Agency on February 22, 20l3, without the necessary finding of consistency with the Project's 
proposed amended zoning and general plan designation. The VTTM includes a 41-lot 
subdivision with residential, hotel, office, restaurant, sports club and retail uses at an FAR of 6: 1. 
The Applicant requests a zone change from C4-2D-SN to C2-2-SN, as part of the entitlements to 
be heard initially by the City Planning Commission on March 28,2013, and subsequently by the 
City Council. The existing zoning on the site includes a D condition that limits buildings on the 
lot to three times the buildable area of the lot, with an allowance to exceed a 3: 1 FAR if the 
project confonns to the Hollywood RedeVelopment Plan, the Transportation Program and the 
Hollywood Boulevard District urban design program, and any CRA Design for Development. 
The CRA has dissolved, but the Redevelopment Plans remain in place and are administered 
currently by the Designated Local Authority. 

In addition, the Hollywood Community Plan Update, which is currently subject to 
litigation, allows a 6: 1 FAR for properties located in the Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation that have been approved by the City Planning Commission. The City Planning 
Commission and City Council have not yet approved the zone change to allow the various uses 
permitted in the C2 zone and not in the C4 zone, and have not approved the increase in FAR 
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from 3: 1 under the current D limitation to 6: 1. In addition, the Designated Local Authority has 
not approved the increase in FAR to 6: 1. Therefore, the City's Advisory Agency violated due 
process by approving the VTTM prior to approval of the zone change and general plan 
amendment by the City Planning Commission and City Council and prior to approval of the 
increase in FAR by the Designated Local Authority. See Response to Comment No. 81-9. 

The Advisory Agency approved the VTTM immediately as a tactical matter, so that it 
could be heard on appeal by the City Planning Comm]ssion at the same time that the 
Commission heard the other entitlements. However, the Advisory Agency blatantly and 
knowingly violated due process. The VTTM can only be approved after the City Planning 
Commission and City Council take action on the other entitlements, and the Advisory Agency 
may find consistency. Then, the City'S Municipal Code and State Subdivision Map Act provide 
for a further appeal of the VTTM to the City Planning Commission. The City cannot circumvent 
this process, which has been consistently applied to other projects in the City, just for the 
purpose of the Applicant's convenience. 

VII. The Project EIR Fails to Fully Evaluate the Traffic Impacts and Parking Impacts of 
the Project 

The Draft EIR fails to fully evaluate the traffic and parking impacts, because the Draft 
EIR must make certain assumptions due to a lack of finite Project Description. Response to 
Comment No 81-11 justifies the Draft EIR's modified trip generation rates by stating that the 
ITE Trip Generation Manual for peak hour rates for High-Rise Apartments are 30 to 35% lower 
that the standard Apartment rates. In addition, the Draft EIR uses adjusted generation values, 
because "different uses are more or less able to take advantage of transit, walk-in, mixed-use and 
other opportunities at the Project Site." However, the Project Description is so amorphous that 
there is no requirement of a certain mix of uses that would support using the reduced rate for 
mixed-uses. In fact, the Project could include all office uses that would not justify any reduction. 
In addition, the Project could include tall office buildings but lower apartment buildings, which 
would not justify taking the lower High-Rise Apartments generation rate. 

The same analysis applies to the parking calculations. Response to Comment No. 81-12 
states that "as a mixed-use Project, different users will share a portion of the parking spaces 
during a 24-hour period." Although the Draft EIR did not take any reduction for transit use, it 
did take reductions for sharing between the office/restaurantlretailicommercial uses. Again, the 
Project Description allows for a variety of uses, or a single use. Therefore, the shared parking 
analysis is not warranted based· on the amorphous Project Description. Finally, Comment No. 
81-12 states that it uses the base rate of 2 parking spaces per ] ,000 square feet, as allowed in 
Hollywood by LAMC 12.21.A4(x)(3). However, this is already a reduction of the 4 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of retail use, which is typically required for retail use and is generally accepted 
in the leasing industry as necessary to meet a retail store needs. 
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VIII. The EIR Fails to Adequately Respond to Comments Regarding the Air Quality 
Impacts of the Proposed Project 

The Response to Comment No. 07-02 and to other comments related to the air quality 
impacts of the Proposed Project are wholly inadequate and improperly attempt to discount or 
disregard the Draft EIR's determinations regarding those impacts. The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District ("SCAQMD"), as the regulatory agency charged with regulating and 
improving air emissions in an area that includes the City, brings particular expertise to air quality 
impact analysis. Indeed, the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide (the "Guide") expressly relies on the 
SCAQMD analytical methods. See Guide, pp. B-1 and B.1-3. Moreover, the Guide reflects the 
City's determination that where a project could "create or be subjected to" such conditions as 
potential CO hotspots or odors, a significant impact would result. Guide, p. B.2-4 (emphasis 
added). Recommended mitigation measures in the Guide include locating sensitive receptors 
away from hotspots. Guide, p. B.2-9 (emphasis added). Consistent with this determination, and 
as described on page IY.B.1-49, the City requires preparation of a health risk assessment 
(liBRA") for any residential development within 500 feet of a freeway. 

Thus, the Draft EIR properly recognized that, according to the City's own adopted 
thresholds for CEQA analysis, as well as standard practices, the placement of a proj ect within an 
area that could be subject to adverse air quality conditions could constitute a significant impact 
and included mitigation measures to reduce the potential impact. However, the Final EIR, 
responding to comments from SCAQMD and JMBM, impermissibly attempts to discount the air 
quality impacts the Draft EIR identitled. In particular, the response to Comment No. 07-02 
wrongly attempts to rely on South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. Dana Point 
(SOCWA), 196 Cal. App. 4th 1604 (2011), which is inapplicable to this circumstance. First, 
SOCWA concerned whether the lead agency was required to prepare an EIR, rather than an 
MND, to account for odor impacts to an area for which a zone change was proposed. In that 
project, unlike here, residential development was not proposed, but was theoretically permissible 
under the proposed zoning-"a gleam in the developer's eye." Id. at 1610. Moreover, in that 
case, the Court acknowledged that the project in SOCWA would have no effect on the existing 
odor emissions at issue. Id. at 1617. 

Here, however, the proposed Project includes residential units and would itself contribute 
to and exacerbate the purported effects of tithe environment." First, as stated in the Project 
Description, the proposed Project could include as many as 492 residential units and 200 luxury 
hotel rooms. Far from merely "a gleam in the developer's eye" (as it was in SOCWA), some 

, residences are proposed as part of the proposed Project, and the threat of impacts to them are 
hardly theoretical. Secondly, where proposed zone change in SOCWA would have no effect on 
the odors at issue in that case, the proposed Project here would contribute to air quality impacts 
of the 101 Freeway. As stated on pages IV.B.1-37 and IV.B.1-41-42 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed Project would cause significant and unavoidable impacts regarding construction and 
operational emissions, respectively. According to SCAQMD analytic methods, projects with 
project-specific air quality impacts are also considered to have cumulative impacts. See Draft 
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EIR, pp. IV.B-53-55. Consequently, the proposed Project would, in combination with past and 
present proj ects, exacerbate air quality impacts associated with the 101 Freeway and have a 
significant cumulative impact on air quality in the vicinity, including to the residents of the 
proposed Project itself. Because the proposed Project would contribute to and exacerbate 
identified air quality impacts, it cannot claim that such impacts are merely those of "the 
environment on a project," as it attempts to do in responses to comments. See, e.g., Final EIR, p. 
III.B-21. That attempt dilutes the conclusions of the Draft EIR and therefore misleads the public 
and decisionmakers as to the true nature of the impacts of the Proposed Project, rendering the 
EIR legally inadequate. 

IX. The Draft EIR Fails to Disclose Significant Impacts to an Adjacent Off-Site Sensitive 
Receptor 

Comment No. 09-11 alerts the City to the presence of a sensitive receptor, the AMDA 
American College and Conservatory of the Perfonning Arts ("AMDAn

), located immediately 
adjacent to the Project site. The noise analysis in the Draft EIR does not disclose this receptor, 
as the Response to Comment No. 09-11 acknowledges. However, the candor and relevance of 
the response ends there. 

The Response first attempts to paint the AMDA as somehow illegitimate, implying that it 
has no pennits to operate as a school. However, the law is clear that such considerations are 
irrelevant, as even unpermitted facilities are considered part of the environmental baseline for 
CEQApurposes. See, e.g., Fat v. County a/Sacramento, 97 Cal. App. 4th 1270 (2002) (holding 
that even prior unpermitted expansion of an airport properly constituted the baseline for the 
purposes of analysis under CEQA). Also, CEQA § 21091(d)(2)(B) requires a Final EIR to 
address "significant" environmental issues, which include new or more severe significant 
impacts. See also City 0/ Long Beach v. LAUSD, 176 Cal. App. 4th 889 (2009). A failure to 
respond to significant issues raised (including mitigation proposals) renders an EIR legally 
inadequate. 176 Cal. App. 4th at 904. Simply put, even if the AMDA is unpermitted (and we 
provide no opinion on this question), it still represents a sensitive use immediately adjacent to the 
Project site, the impacts to which CEQA requires disclosure and evaluation. 

Next, the same Response wrongly attempts to characterize the undisclosed sensitive 
receptor as not requiring analysis under CEQA. See Final EIR, p. IlLB-45. Although the Final 
EIR attempts to rely on Mira Mar for the proposition that analysis of a sensitive receptor 
somehow represents an evaluation of effects on specific persons and therefore is not required, 
that reliance is misplaced and the argument proves too much. Both the CEQA Guidelines and 
the City's CEQA Thresholds Guide specifically address the issue of sensitive receptors and 
require analysis of the same. The sensitivity of a use, not its public or private ownership or 
character, is the dispositive criterion for analysis. Analysis of a sensitive receptor inherently 
recognizes that certain impacts would particularly affect "specific persons" deemed worthy of 
heightened protection. The line of argument presented in the Final EIR would effectively allow 
any EIR to ignore any sensitive receptor on the basis of private ownership or the specificity of 
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the persons who occupy the use. The Final EIR cannot shirk its obligation to disclose this new 
or, at least, substantially more severe, significant effect on that basis. See id. 

x. The Draft EIR Also Fails to Disclose Impacts to On-Site Sensitive Receptors 

Our comment letter alerts the City that the Project Description fails to clarifY the 
sequence and timing of development, and therefore, the Draft EIR fails to analyze the effect of 
construction noise on residential units, which are sensitive receptors, constructed early in the 
Project's 22 year tenn. The Response to Comment No. 81-25 acknowledges that the noise 
analysis in the Draft EIR does not disclose this receptor. The Response then attempts two 
gambits to avoid the obligation to address this impact, neither of which passes legal muster. 

First, the Response wrongly attempts to exclude future residents of the Project from the 
environment, making the novel claim that a perfectly foreseeable future use-indeed a use 
specifically proposed by the Project--does not require analysis. The City makes this claim in the 
Final EIR with the full knowledge of a 22-year development horizon and in the context of an 
EIR that provides a 2035 traffic analysis that anticipates and accounts for future development. 
The Final EIR provides no authority for this position, which contradicts the approach taken in 
other EIRs the City has issued and which opposes any common-sense assessment of 
foreseeability. Moreover, this claim contradicts the operational noise analysis of the Draft EIR, 
which accounted for future residents, as it was required to do. 

Second, the Response attempts to conflate construction noise impacts with operational 
noise impacts, and to ignore the conclusions of the Draft EIR on the fonner. On page IILB-332 
of the Final EIR, the Response claims that the Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce 
operational interior noise impacts to future residents to a less-than-significant level. It ignores 
that the Draft EIR concluded that construction-related noise impacts on off-site receptors are 
significant and unavoidable. Draft EIR, p. IV.B.1-37. Given that on-site receptors would 
generally lie closer to on-site construction activities than off-site receptors, noise levels 
experienced on-site are likely higher and are therefore significant. Consequently, unless the 
Final EIR includes mitigation that would reduce construction-related noise to acceptable levels in 
the proposed residences, a new or substantially more severe significant impact would result. 

Finally, and incredibly, the Final EIR claims that residents of the Project "will be fully 
aware of the Project's scale and will chose to reside on the Project's site." First, an awareness of 
a Project's scale does not result in the awareness of a specific impact by a potential resident, and 
even if the resident was aware of the impact, it does not relieve the Applicant of its obligation 
under CEQA to disclose and avoid or mitigate any impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

In the Response to Comments No. 09-11 and 81-25, the Final EIR dismisses these 
comments with irrelevant considerations and fails to provide any substantive analysis or to 
correct this deficiency. Either failure, by itself, renders the EIR legally insufficient and requires 
recirculation. 
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XI. The EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate the Project's Impact on the Historic Capital 
Records Building and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial Entertainment District 

Our comment letter identifies significant impacts to historic resources on and surrounding 
the site, including the Capital Records Building and Gogerty Building (City historic cultural 
monuments) and the contributing buildings to the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and 
Entertainment District (on the National Register of Historic Places). See Comment No. 81-17. 
The Millennium Hollywood Project Historic Resources Technical Report, dated July 2012, notes 
that a project is a substantial adverse change that requires mitigation if the integrity or 
significance of the historic resource would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration 
(Historic Report, page 37). The Report concludes that the proposed Project's allowable height 
and density does have the "potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines, 
partiCUlarly from the south of Capital Records along Vine Street and from the Hollywood 
Freeway." (Historic Report, p. 37). The Report concludes that that the Development 
Regulations, which require certain setbacks, mitigate the impact to the historic resources to the 
extent feasible. 

First, as stated in our comment letter, the Development Regulations, which provide 
certain setbacks, massing and distance fail to mitigate the impact to the extent feasible, because 
they do not consider the effect of the future Project's design, material, articulation, connectivity 
of visual lines, architectural style, space flow and other elements of a project's design. The 
Response to Comment No. 81-17 disregards this analysis, and merely claims that the Historic 
Report "evaluated all of the potential development scenarios presented in the Development 
Regulations, including the specific setbacks, massing and height scenarios before reaching the 
conclusion that the Project would have less than significant impacts on historic resources." This 
Response is wholly inadequate, because it does not address the character of the surrounding 
buildings in the Project that is essential for a full historic analysis. The City consistently 
considers all of these elements, and not just setbacks and massing, when determining an effect on 
a historic structure. A detailed articulated wood building with outdoor patios will have a very 
different impact on an adjacent historic structure than a solid enclosed concrete building. 
Therefore, the Development Regulations must include significantly more detail, which is subject 
to further environmental review, or the City must conduct subsequent environmental review at 
the time each specific building on the site is designed. 

Second, the EIR fails to fully consider the impact of the Capital Records building on the 
immediate Hollywood neighborhood. The public view from street level looking north on Vine 
from Hollywood 'Boulevard is an unobstructed view of the cylindrical shape of the Capital 
Record building. The Response to Comment No. 81-17 claims that the mitigation measures 
included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to a less than 
significant level under all development scenarios. However, the Historic Report actually states 
that the development has the potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines 
from south of Capital Records. Allowing a triangular ground level setback does not mitigate all 
potential significant impacts - the Project design must retain the existing unobstructed view of 
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the cylindrical Capital Records form from the street, hills and key viewpoints within Hollywood. 
The Project design must also maintain views of the top of the iconic tower over the lower 
buildings from surrounding streets. This may feasibly be accomplished by developing shorter 
buildings on the Eastern side of Vine Street and concentrating the massing on the Western side 
of Vine Street. 

XII. The EIR Fails to Quantify the Project's Impacts on Public Services, Parks, Open 
Space, Landfill Capacity and Growth Inducing Impacts 

We reiterate all of the issues addressed in our comment letter that are not specifically re
stated here (see attached Comment Letter), including significant impacts to public services, 
parks, open space, landfill capacity and growth induclng impacts. The Response to Comments in 
the Final ElR claims to have fully evaluated and mitigated these impacts, but we stand by our 
original analysis that these areas require additional detail and environmental analysis. 

XIII. The City Must Therefore Recirculate the Draft EIR to Adequately Disclose New or 
lVlore Severe Significant Impacts 

The Final EIR attempts to extricate itself from the obligation to recirculate in light of the 
undisclosed signlficant impacts. These attempts are unavailing. Section 15088.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines provides the criteria for recirculation. Specifically, sections 15088.5(a)(l-2) provide 
that information showing a new significant environmental effect of a proj ect, or a substantial 
increase in its severity, triggers recirculation. As stated above, the Draft ElR fails to disclose 
sensitive receptors, the noise impacts to which cannot be feasibly mitigated to a less-than
significant level. FElR, pp. IIIB-45-46. Thus, the Draft EIR fails to disclose a new significant 
impact (the impact to the Al\1DA and to future on-site residents) or, at the very least, a 
substantial increase in the severity of an impact it identified (impacts to sensitive receptors 
generally). The City must therefore recirculate the Draft EIR to provide the public an 
opportunity to review and comment on this impact. 

As previously stated in our Draft EIR comment letter and our letter to the City Planning 
Commission, HEVGC and HVRA support the broad vision and diverse mix of uses for the 
Proj ed, however, they strongly obj ect to the scale of the Proj ect, in terms of height and density, 
and the lack of specificity of the requested entitlements that will allow a variety of configurations 
not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The history of Hollywood's iconic architecture should be 
preserved and be visible and accessible to the pUblic. The proposed Project is out of scale with 
the immediate historic neighborhood, by dwarfing the 150 foot high historic structures on 
Hollywood Boulevard and completely obscuring the Capital Records Building. 
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We request the City Council to consider a Project that sets back from and limits building 
heights adjacent to the Capital Records Building, as well as preserves lasting views of the 
Hollywood hills and the Hollywood Sign from the streets of Hollywood. 

Is Butler & Mitchell LLP 

Attachment 1 - Comment Letter 

BMR:ki 
cc: Via e-mail: 

Guadalupe Duran-Medina (guadalupe.duran.m edina@lacity.org) 
Tanner Blackman (tanner.blackman@lacity.org) 
Phyllis Winger (phyllis.winger@lacity.org) 
Michael LoGrande, Director of Planning (michael.1ogrande@lacity.org) 
Lucirialia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

JMBM Jeffer Mangels 
Butler & Mitchell LLP _________________ _ 

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct (31 0) 201-3572 
Fax: {310) 712-8572 
bmr@jmbm.com 

December 10, 2012 

VIA E-MAlL (Srlmal.Hewawitharana@lacity.Grg) AND MAIL 

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist n 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 North Spring Street, Room 570 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Re: Mmennium HoHywood Project 
ENV-2011-275-Effi.. 
Public Comment Letter 

Dear Ms. He\Vawitharana: 

1900 Awnue of lha Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

'MIIW.jmbm.com 

-~ m_n"···_·· ...... · ""'-Oi.1behaH of HBvoc HollywoOd & Vtne Condommmms, LLC ("HEVGe") and the 

Hollywood & Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W HoUywood Hote! & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028 (the «W Residences"), we provide the following public comment 
regarding the Draft Environmental impact Report r'DEIR") for the Millennium HollYWOOd 
Project (the "Project"), prepared by the City of Los Angeles (the "City"). 

On May 31, 2011, HEIfGC submitted a public comment letter regarding the scoping of 
the EIR for the Project. After review of the DEIR, we have several concerns about the Project 
and the accompanying environmental analysis, because the DEIR fails to fully evaluate the 
issues identified in this letter, and fails to properly analyze several additional issues relating to: 
project description, land use, aesthetics, parking. air quality, school and library services, 
parkland, historic resources) noise, landfill capacity and growth inducing impacts. 

I. The DEIR Does Not Contain A Stable, Accurate, and Finite Project Description, 
Precluding an Understanding of What the Project ActnaHy Contains. 

The DEIR contains an amorphous, confusing, and wholly unstable Project Description, 
which amounts in essence to a zone change with no definite proposal to accompany it. An 
"accurate, stable, and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally 
suf1.icient EIR." San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4th 645, 

A Limited lJabifity Llw ?artMrshlp Including Professlonal Corporations! lo. Angel",,' San francisco· Orange County 
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655 (2007) ("San Joaquin Raptor If'), quoting County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 CaL 
App. 3d 185, 193 (1977). FurtheITIlore, "[a]n accurate Project Description is necessary for an 
intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a proposed activity." Silveira v. 
Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary Dist., 54 Cal. App. 4th 980, 990 (1997). Therefore, an inaccurate 
or incomplete project description renders the analysis of environmental effects inherently 
unreliable, in tum rendering impossible any evaluation of the benefits of the Proj ect in light of its 
significant effects. Although extensive detail is not necessarily required, a DEIR must describe a 
project not only with sufficient detail, but also with sufficient accuracy, to permit infonned 
decision-making. See CEQA Guidelines § 15124. 

The DElli fails to meet this foundational requirement and, ultimately, provides only the 
most basic understanding ofwha.t the Project entails. In fact, the only clear aspects ofthe Project 
are the doubling of the currently permitted floor area ratio to allow development of about 1.2 
million square feet ("s.f. ") of some combination of uses, of which about 1.1 million s.f-an 
amount approximately equivalent to the Staples Center--comprises new development. Also, 
development of the Project would presumably occur sometime before the 2035 horizon year of 
the requested deVelopment agreement C'D.A.tt). The purported equivalency program and 
development regulations represent little more than a jumbled amalgam of different Project 
characteristics, different aspects of which are evaluated depending on the environmental issue 
area. A project description that allows anything is a project description that clarifies nothing. 

For instance, the EIR includes a basic "Concept Plan," as well as !:\vo additional 
scenarios-the so-called Commercial and Residential Scenarios. (DEIR, pp. 23, 27-28) 
However, further reading soon clarifies that these scenarios are merely three among many, as 
uses, floor area, and parking may be transferred between the two halves of the Project site. 
Moreover, as illustrated in the purported "Development Regulations," the only guarantees 
provided with respect to massing are a 150-foot-tall podium on each half of the Project site, 
above which any number of development configurations could occur. Development above the 
podium could result in towers or large, blocky structures ranging in height from 220 to 585 feet, I 
dwarfing the lS1-foot-tall (including the spire) Capitol Records Building and potentially 
displacing the Century Plaza Towers as the tallest buildings outside of downtown Los Angeles. 
Or, as the building envelopes illustrated in the Development Regulations indicate, two massive 
walls of development more akin to the Las Vegas Strip's Planet Hollywood than to Hollywood 
Boulevard. Despite representations throughout the DEIR that the Development Regulations 
would guide and limit development, avoiding environmental impacts, the Development 
Regulations provide large building envelopes and a number of broad generalities masquerading 
as standards. For example, Section 6.2 (Street Walls) only encourages architectural elements to 
reduce the apparent massing of the inevitable monolith: it requires nothing. Similarly, section 
6.6.l.fprovides that windows be recessed, except where "inappropriate." Section 7.1.1 provides 
that the towers shall not appear "overwrought" and shall have "big, simple moves"; how can 600-

[ By way of comparison. the Ritz Carlton at L.A. Live is 653 feet tall; the Century Plaza Towers are 571 feet tan. 
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foot-tall structures not appear "ovenvrought" in comparison to adjacent development less than 
one third its height?~ 

Further, the purported Equivalency Program and Development Regulations allow 
development of a nearly infinite number of development mixes, ranging anywhere from nearly 
over 900 residential units (rental or owned) to none, anywhere from over 200 hotel rooms to 
none, and 215,000 s.f. or more of office uses. Other uses, such as restaurants and health/fitness 
clubs are listed, but mayor may not appear in the fmal development. 

Thus, the project description fails not only to provide any meaningful description of the 
actually proposed development, but also, by using only generalities in terms of square footages, 
fails to provide any information about the actual uses planned for the Project site- As stated 
above, residential units could comprise rental units or for-sale units. The requested entitlements 
also include a conditional use pennit for alcoholic beverage sales though, consistent with the rest 
of the project description, the DEIR fails to provide any specific information on this point (will 
the contemplated roof-top cafe (if the tower exceeds 550 feet in height), or other spaces, include 
alcohol service?): To the extent the Applicant has any specific plans for specialized uses that 
might occur on-site, the DEIR must describe those plans. See Bakersfield Citizens for Local 
Control v. City of Bakersfield, 124 Cal, App. 4th 1184, 1213 (2004) ("[T]o simply state as did 
the ... ElR that 'no stores have been identified' without disclosing the type of retailers 
envisioned ... is not only misleading and inaccurate, but hints at mendacity.'l The actual uses 
of the site could alter the impact analysis and, as described in more detail below, the significant 
omissions in the DEIR either prevent or obscure key impact analyses. As the project description 
stands, the community and decision-makers are simply left to wonder as to what the Applicant 
would ultimately construct and precisely what would occupy that square footage. Furthennore, 
changes to the Project would occur with the Applicant "filing a request," but no further detail is 
provided regarding the level of review and how the Project would achieve compliance with 
CEQA. 

As a result of the exclusions described above and in more detail below, the DEIR lacks 
the infonnation necessary for reasoned and informed consideration of the Project's 
environmental impacts. See CEQA Guidelines § lS121(a). Moreover, given the many 
significant and unavoidable impacts the DEIR predicts that the Project will cause, the lack of 
specificity regarding the development proposal-specifically, the request for a building envelope 
and virtually unlimited physical and temporal flexibility-renders impossible any informed 
judgment by the decision-makers regarding the benefits of the Project against its significant 
effects, contrary to CEQA. See King County Farm Bureau v. City o/Hanford, 221 CaL App. 3d 
692, 712 (1990). These omissions in the DEIR also deprive the decision-makers of substantial 
evidence upon which to make findings or adopt a statement of overriding considerations. The 
City must demand that the Applicant put forth an actual, finite development proposal, and must 

2 Particularly instructive in this regard is the acknowledgement in the Development Regulations that the "historic 
datum" for the community is 150 feet. See Development Regulations, § 7.1.5. Thus, this development would, even 
under the most charitable reading, dwarf the surrounding neighborhood. 
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base both the environmental analysis and the consideration of the Project on that basis. The City 
must also revise and recirculate the DEIR to provide the public and decisionrnakers the 
opportunity for informed comment and deliberation. 

II. The DEIR Fails to Adequately identify and Analyze the Significant Environmental 
Impacts of Removing the Zoning Restrictions and Amending the Community Plan. 

The DElR notes that the Property is within a C4-2D-SN zone, with a "D" development 
limitation that restrict the total floor area on the Property to a floor area ratio ("FAR") of 3: 1 
(Ord. No. 165659). (DEIR, 1lI-25) The Property has a Regional Center Commercial land use 
designation. On June 19, 2012, the City Council approved a Community Plan Update that 
increased the FAR on the site to 4.5:1. Subsequently, several neighborhood groups sued the City 
over the Community Plan Update in response to the proposed increase in density. These include 
Save Hollywood.org v. City of Los Angeles (BS138370), Fix the City. Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 
(BS138580), and La Mirada Neighborhood Association of lJollywood.(BS138369). These 
complaints allege violations of CEQA for failure to properly evaluate the increase in density, 
among other issues. These cases have been consolidated and are being heard by Judge Goodman 
in Los Angeles Superior Court, with yet unknown outcome. The Hollywood Chamber of 
Commerce intervened in the case, and is represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, 
the same attorneys that represent the developer ofthe Hollywood Millennium Project. A Motion 
to Compel documents is calendared for December 14,2012. Possible outcomes of the litigation 
include a stay on issuing pennits under the new 4.5: 1 FAR density, or an order for additional 
environmental review under CEQA. As such, the DEIR must evaluate the Project under the 
existing FAR of 3: 1. or provide a caveat that if the court issues a petition for writ of mandate 
requiring additional CEQA review for the Community Plan Update, the Project will also require 
subsequent CEQA review. 

The Project includes an increase in FAR from 3: 1 to 6: 1, which is double the currently 
permitted density on the site. The DEIR states that the Redevelopment Plan allows an increase 
in FAR from 4.5:1 to 6:1, if the proposed development furthers the goals and intent of the 
Redevelopment Plan and the Community Plan. (DEIR, III-26) However, the DEIR does not 
evaluate the increase in FAR from the existing pennitted FAR of 3:1 to 4.5:1, in the event that 
the Community Plan Update is not upheld in the court. Therefore, the DEIR must fully evaluate 
the land use impacts of doubling the density on the Property. 

III. The DEIR Does Not Evaluate Any Impacts Related to a Conditional Use Permit for 
the Sale of Alcoholic Beverages or Live Entertainment. 

The DEIR lists one of the proposed uses of the DEIR as a "Conditional Use Permh for 
limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live entertainment, and floor area 
ratio averaging in a unified deVelopment". (DEIR, I1-49) However, the DEIR fails to identify 
and fully evaluate the impacts for the proposed conditional uses for the sale of alcoholic 
beverages or live entertainment. 
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For a Conditional Use Pennit for the sale of alcohol and/or live entertainment (CUB), the City 
requires specific infonnation, such as (i) floor plans identifYing areas where alcohol will be 
served and consumed, (ii) the total occupancy numbers of each area where alcohol will be 
served, (iii) the sensitive uses in the area that may be affected by the service of alcohol "in this 
specific location, (iv) the hours of operation of the establishment, and the times when alcohol 
will be served within the hours of operation, (v) food service during alcohol service, (vi) the 
times at which live entertainment is pennitted, (vii) mitigation measures, including design 
features and insulation, to limit the noise of live entertainment. (viii) particular mitigation 
measures for service of alcohol on outdoor patios and roof decks, and several other mitigation 
measures related to noise, traffic, security, parking, and impact on public services that are 
directly effected by the sale of alcohol and live entertainment. Hollywood is an area that is 
oversaturated with liquor licenses for both On and off-site consumption. Therefore, any proposed 
conditional use pennit for the sale of alcohol or live entertainment must be thoroughly evaluated 
with input from the Police Department and community stakeholders, and each establishment 
within the Proj ect must be evaluated separately. Therefore. a supplemental or subsequent 1vfr{D 

or EIR is required for the service of alcohol and live entertainment use within the Property, at the 
time that the Applicant has completed at least schematic design level drawings for each 
establishment This is the standard of review for CUB permits that has been consistently applied 
to the entitlements for the numerous hotels, restaurants and mght clubs in the Hollywood area, 
and is required to properly evaluate the Project's environmental impacts under CEQA. 

IV. The Traffic Analysis Uses Inappropriate Trip Generation Rates. 

As shown in page N.K.1-34, the traffic analysis for the Project used a trip genemtion rate 
for residential units of 0.685 trips per unit. This rate is about two thirds of the trip generation 
rate employed in studies for other similarly sized projects. For example, the Casden Sepulveda 
Project EIR used a rate of 1 trip per unit. Both projects use discounts for transit proximity. 
However, the DElR for the Proj eet provides no substantial evidence to support this lower rate, 
and given the munber of potential residential units (about 500 in one scenario), this trip 
generation difference is substantial and would have a material effect on the analysis. The City 
must revise the DEIR and traffic study either to substantiate the failure to employ an appropriate 
trip generation rate~ or to revise the traffic study to reflect that rate. 

v. Tbe DEIRFaHs to Properly Analyze the Parking Required for the Project. 

The DEIR fails to properly analyze the parking for the entire Project, in an area with a 
significant shortage of public parking for restaurant, entertainment and retail uses in the 
evemngs, especially on the weekends. The Project is located in the Hollywood area near mass 
transit and several bus lines. These methods of transit are easily accessible for commuting to and 
from Hollywood for work during the day. and for tourists to access the Hollywood venues. 
However, the MT A lines are not frequently used for attending theater, restaurants, bars and 
nightclub venues in the evening, due to factors of convenience and safety. Although the Red 
Line has direct access to downtown for work commuting, it does not directly access most 
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residential areas in the City, and therefore does not provide a viable alternative for commuting 
for evening entertainment. 

The Property currently contains approximately 264 parking spaces available to the public. 
(DEIR, N.K2~4). The Project removes and does not replace these parking spaces. In addition, 
the Project provides parking for office, retail, restaurant, and bar uses at a rate of two parking 
spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area (per LAMC 12.21.A.4(x)(3)). This is a special rate for 
projects within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area, based on proximity to transit. This 
rate is half of the rate of four spaces/I,OOO sf that is typically required forretail spaces in the City 
of Los Angeles, and one tenth the standard rate of one space/1 00 square feet for restaurant uses 
(LA..Me I2.21.A.4(c)(3), (4), (5». The City adopted this rate to promote the use of mass transit 
in a Redevelopment Area; however, it has not proven effective, and restaurants and retail spaces 
are vastly underparked in Hollywood. There are not enough private lots to accommodate all of 
the restaurant valet services along Hollywood Boulevard and for individuals seeking to visit the 
restaurants, theaters and nightclubs. Therefore, the Project should include spaces available to the 
public to replace the 264 parking spaces that currently serve various existing restaurants and 
nightclubs through leases and other agreements. In addition, the Project should provide parking 
fully accessible to the public for all of the non-residential llses at the rates set forth in LAMe 
12.21.A.4(x)(3) without additional discount. 

Although the DEIR states that the final parking layout will be determined by the final use 
configuration of the Project, the DEIR should require that the Project be fully parked to code 
standards within each phase of development. so that parking cannot be deferred to a later phase. 
In addition, any transit reduction analysis or shared parking analysis must consider that the 
office!restaurantlretail!commercial calculation of two parking spaces/l,OOO square feet already 
includes a 50 percent reduction for proximity to transit. 

VI. The DEIR Wrongly Downplays The Significance Conclusions Of The Air Quality 
Analysis. 

A. The DEIR Provides A Misleading Discussion of Significant 
Una-voidable Air Quality Impacts. 

The tables in the Air Quality analysis for the DEIR demonstrate that the Project would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to both local and regional arr quality, as well as to 
any residents of the Project (should the Project include residential units). However, the 
discussion then impennissibly seeks to downplay and dilute the effect of those impacts. For 
example, the analysis states on page IV.R I -48 that even though impacts regarding toxic air 
contaminants ("TACs·t

) are significant, they are typical of "other, similar residential 
developments in the City," However, there are no comparable developments within the 
community. Moreover, the analysis implies that such impacts would be mitigated by stating on 
the same page that local, regional, and federal regulations would "protect" sensitive receptors, 
but provides no discussion as to how this protection would occur or what fann it would take. If 
impacts associated with ultrafine diesel particulate matter cannot be mitigated, and the cancer 
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bUTden on the Project site remains in excess of established thresholds, what protection can 
regulations provide? The DrEIR misleads the public and decisionmakers regarding the true 
extent of Project impacts. 

B. The DEIR Fails to Disclose That The Project Would Obstruct 
Implementation Of The 2007 Air Quality Management Plan 

The DEIR states on page N.RI-54 that the Project, despite multiple significant project
related and cumulative air quality impacts, including air quality impacts directly relating to 
cancer, would not obstruct implementation of the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (the 
"AQMP"). However, the DEIR states on page IV.B.1-21 that the purpose of the AQMP is to 
reduce pollutants and meet state and federal air quality standards. In fact, the emissions 
thresholds published by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (the "SCAQMD") 
were developed for the purpose of attaining state and federal air quality standards. Thus, even if 
a project is consistent with broad growth projections, exceeding thresholds-particularly 
operational thresholds--would thwart the ability of the air basin to reach attainment. Indeed. this 
is the very meaning embodied in the concept of cumulative impacts. As stated on page N.RI-
55 of the DEIR, the SCAQMD considers exceedences of emissions thresholds at the project level 
also to constitute cumulatively considerable contributions to cumulative impacts on regional air 
quality. Such a conclusion requires a determination that a cumulative impact-here. regional air 
quality and cancer risk-would occur in the first instance. See Communities for a Better 
Environment v. California Resources Agency ("CBE'), 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120 (2002). By 
contributing to-and by definition. worsening-the significantly impacted regional air quality. 
the Project impedes implementation of the AQMP. By failing to disclose this significant impact, 
the DEIR wrongly seeks to downplay it and robs the public and decisionmakers to understand 
the importance and effect of their decision to approve or reject the project. The City must revise 
the DEIR to accurately disclose this impact as significant and unavoidable. Also, where, as here, 
revisions to the EIR would disclose a significant impact not previously disclosed, the City must 
recirculate the DEIR to properly infonn the public regarding the impacts of the Project. CEQA 
Guidelines § lS088.5(a)(1). 

VII. The DEIR Fails To Evaluate The Project's Indirect Impact On School 
Overcrowding and Library Services. 

The DEIR states on page IV,J.3-16 that payment of school fees authorized under Senate 
Bill 50 ("SB50") would mitigate the impact of the Project on area schools, but failed to analyze 
the secondary effects of school-related traffic and construction activities on the surrounding 
community. Recent changes to SB50 now provide that school impact fees established according 
to the provisions of that statute comprise fun and complete mitigation of impacts "on school 
facilities." Cal. Govt. Code § 65996(a) (emphasis added). Impacts "on school facilities" are 
narrow defined, and do not absolve a lead agency of the requirement to discuss impacts that 
could occur to parties other than the school itself. Chawanakee Unified Sch. Dist. v. County of 
Madera, 196 CaL App. 4th 1016, 1028-29 (2011). Examples of impacts an EJR is obligated to 
address, where overcrowding and a need exists to construct new faciJities to accommodate 
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project or cumulative student generation, include traffic impacts associated with student travel to 
a new school facility, as well as indirect construction-related impacts on the environment 
surrounding a proposed school construction site. ld. at 1029. 

Here, the DEIR has provided evidence (emoIlment figures, and the facilities lack of 
ability to accommodate an of the Project-related student generation) that overcrowding could or 
would result from the addition of Project~generated and cumulatively generated students at 
Cheremoya EJementary and Le Conte Middle SchooL (DEIR, Table NJ .3-5) Having identified 
a future overcrowding condition at these schools, the DEIR failed to discuss measures necessary 
to accommodate Project-related and cumulative students, whether at the campuses identified, or 
at another location, and such measures could include construction of new buildings or expansion 
of existing buildings at those campuses. Although the impacts of any construction activities on 
the school would be mitigated by SB50 fees, the impacts of such construction on the 
communities surrounding the affected schools or school sites do not fall within the types of 
impacts that fees can mitigate and are therefore subject to analysis and mitigation in the DEIR. 
ld. Thus, the DEIR must evaluate the potential construction-related impacts of school expansion, 
such as air quality and noise issues associated with construction, new architectural coatings, and 
hardscaping improvements, as well as potential indirect traffic impacts associated with the use of 
the expanded school.. The DEIR's failure to provide this analysis, particularly in the absence of 
evidence to contradict the claimed necessity to reopen a school, represents prejudicial failure. 
The City must revise the DEIR to disclose and evaluate impacts related to project-specific and 
cumulative contributions to overcrowding. The City must also recirculate the DEIR to infonn 
the public ofthe true consequences of approving the Project. 

Similarly, the DEIR concludes that the library system would be above capacity, because 
the Project would create a service population of 94,494 people by 2020, but the local library 
system is only designed to accommodate 90,000 people (DEIR. N.J.5-12) The only mitigation 
is the payment of a $200 per capita mitigation fee. Although the Project complies with code 
through payment of mitigation fees, the Project is being developed in an area that does not have 
sufficient educational and infonnation systems to support the residential development 
Education and information are essential for creating and supporting an educated public and 
growing economy. Therefore, the Project should include educational and informational facilities 
for its residents, including resident library and business centers, free internet access for 
educational andjob purposes, and technical support. 

VIII. The DEIR Fails to Fully Evaluate the Project's Impact on Historic Resources On 
and Adjacent to the Property. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project causes a significant jmpact to historic resources that 
cannot be fully mitigated; however, the DEIR fails to provide additional measures necessary to 
mitigate the significant impact to the extent feasible. 

First, the Millennium HollyvlOod Project Historic Resources Technical Report, dated July 
2012, by the Historic Resources Group (DEIR, Appendix W.C), identifies several historic 
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resources on the Property (including the Capital Records Building and the Gogerty Building), 
and immediately adjacent to the Property (:including the contributing buildings to the Hollywood 
Boulevard Commerclal and Entertainment District (the "Entertainment District"), such as the 
Pantages Theater, Equitable Building, and the Guaranty Building). The public view from street 
level on Hollywood Boulevard includes a streetscape of historic buildings from the first half of 
the 20th century, that have a maximum height of 150 feet, and are visible without obstruction in 
front or behind. The public view from street level looking north on Vine Street from Hollywood 
Boulevard is an unobstructed view of the cylindrical shape of the Capital Records Building. 

The proposed Project will drastically alter these views of historic structures, by providing 
580+ foot towers that dominate the skyline above the Entertainment District, and by partially 
obscuring the Capitai Records Building, even with the 4% triangular open space to the south. 
The Report states that in order for the Project to be considered a substantial adverse change, "'it 
must be shown that the integrity and/or significance of the historic resources would be materially 
impaired by the proposed alteration." (Historic Report, p. 37) However, the Report then 
concludes that the Project's allowable height and density does have the "potential to block 
important views and obscure pubHc sight lines, particularly from the south of Capita] Records 
along Vine Street and from the Hollywood Freeway." (Historic Report, p. 37) The DEIR 
concludes that the Development Regulations (Section 6.1), which require certain setbacks, 
mitigate the impact to historic resources to the extent feasible. However, this is not sufficient 
under the Los Angeles Municipal Code or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation. The City's Office of Historic Resources does not just consider setback, massing 
and distance when evaluating a project's imp<'Ir.t on <In historic resource; it also considers the 
design, material, articulation, connectivity of visual lines, architectural style, space flow and 
other elements of a project's design. In order to properly evaluate the impact of the Project on 
the several historic resources on or near the Property, the Applicant must provide schematic level 
design drawings wlth sufficient information regarding materials, fayade articulation, and 
character to properly evaluate the necessary design modifications to fully mitigate any impact to 
the extent feasible. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent EIR will be required at the time that 
schematic design has been completed for each phase of the Project to evaluate and mitigate 
impacts to the historic structures. 

Second, the Historic Report identifies the sound chambers of the Capital Records 
Building as character defining elements of the historic structure. The Report proposes that the 
Project include a shoring plan to ensure protection of the resource during constructiO!l, and 
general construction procedures to mitigate the possibility of settlement. (Historic Report, p. 51) 
However, this mitigation is not sufficient to preserve the special acoustic properties of the sound 
chambers. The sound chambers are significant not just for their architectural shape, but also for 
the quality of sound created in the space. This sound requires preservation of the chamber as 
well as the density of ground surrounding the chamber that is necessary to maintain the specific 
acoustic quality. The Applicant must evaluate this quality quantitatively, and then require that 
the quality be maintained during and after construction, as part of the proposed Adjacent 
Structure Monitoring Plan. (DEJR MM C-2) The DEIR states that the preservation of the 

JMBM I J.ff., Mi:lgo>ls 
I Bu,I., Il. MIt<;r,.n UJ' 

LA 916Bl20vl 

RL0035073 



EM34001 

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist n 
December 10,2012 
Page 10 

Capital Records and Gogerty Building is a landlord/tenant issue, because the Project and these 
historic properties are under common ownership. This is not true - Once a property is 
designated as an Historic-Cultural Monument, its preservation comes under the public trust. The 
quality of work necessary to maintain the Capital Records Building and its sound chambers will 
be identified by the CitY's Office of Historic Resources, and not negotiated between the owner 
and tenant. 

Third, other recent projects in the area, such as the W Residences, were required to limit 
their height to 150 feet in order to be consistent with neighboring historic properties. The 
Applicant must provide an explanation regarding why it was architecturally and financially 
feasible for the W Residences to comply with a 150 foot height limit, but it is not feasible for the 
Applicant to provide the same height limit for identical uses on the adjacent block. 

Finally, the DEIR requires that the Applicant document the Project site in confonnance 
with HABS standards. This documentation should require "at least" 25 images, and not "up to" 
25 images (DElR, :M1v.1 C-5). Full documentation is the only method to ensure that the historic 
resource is properly maintained. 

IX. The DEIR Does Not Protect Views and the Insufficient Project Description Does Not 
Provide a Full Evaluation of Aesthetic Impact. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will have significant unavoidable jmpacts due to 
focal view obstruction, cumulative height and massing. (DEIR, I-11) The Project does not 
include an actual architectural design, but proposes massing envelope standards, which include 
Development Standards, Density Standards, Tower Massing Standards, Building Height 
Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards (DElR, MM A.I-I) The DEIR then provides 
additional mitigation measures that attempt to mitigate any aesthetic, light/glare, or 
shade/shadow impacts that may be Created within the design limitations. These mitigation 
measures include requiring treated or low-reflective materials (DEIR, MM AI~4), and requiring 
certain spacing in the Tower Massing Standards to minimize shade (DEIR, MM A.2-1, 2-2). 
However, the aesthetic impact cannot be evaluated merely by creating massing standards, and 
certain limits on light and glare. The Applicant must provide the actual material and design of 
the various buildings in order to properly evaluate the environmental impact. The design 
includes the architectural style, the flow of space, the contrast to adjacent buildings, and the 
actual landscaping on streetscape and higher levels. This cannot be properly evaluated by trying 
to imagine the infmite scenarios that may be created within these proposed standards. In 
addition, a finding that the Project will have "significant unavoidable impacts" should not 
provide a free pass fOT the architect to design a Project with any aesthetic impact as long as it 
complies with basic standards. Therefore, a supplement or subsequent EIR wlU be required for 
the construction of future buildings on the site. 
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X. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Parks. 

The DEIR identifies certain park in-lieu fees required for the Project, including the 
Dwelling Unit Construction Tax (LAMe Section 21.10.3(a)(l) and the Quimby Fees for 
Condominium Units (LAMe 17.12). The fees should also include aU applicable recreation and 
park fees for residential units subject to a zone change, as set forth in LAMC 12.33 (the fees are 
identical to Quimby Fees for condominium units). In addition, all park in-lieu funds should be 
specifically allocated to parks within the immediate vicinity ofthe Project as a condition of the 
Development Agreement. This may include renovation 10 existing parks, or funding of future 
parks, such as the Hollywood Cap Park. The DEIR. identifies the required open space per unit 
required by the Project (DEIR, MM lA-1); however, this open space does not count towards the 
required parkland, unless it exceeds the typical open space requirements. The DEIR must also 
evaluate the proposed 2-year closure of Runyon Canyon on the Project. 

XI. The DEIR Improperly Considers Certain Area as Open Space. 

The Development Regulations provide that a number of building fOIms and structures 
may encroach into Project-provided open space. These include building entries, architectural 
fa;;:ade details (undefined and unlimited), and retail storefronts. tlOpen space" with such 
encroachments provides no benefit as such, and the DEIR wrongly allows the Project to take 
credit for providing such space. 

XII. The DEIR Failed To Adequately Eyaluate and Mitigate Construction-Related Noise 
And Vibration Impacts. 

A. The DEIR Construction Vibration Analysis Relies On Deferred Mitigation, The 
Effectiveness Of Which Is Unsubstantiated. 

Mitigation for vibration-related building damage comprises measure H-ll, which 
improperly defers development of mitigation and contains no quantifiable performance 
standards. For deferral of mitigation and analysis to properly occur, the DEIR must describe the 
nature of the actions anticipated for incorporation into the mitigation plan and provide 
performance standards. See, e.g., Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond, 
184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 95 (2010). Here, the DEIR fails. No specific criteria are provided, except 
for a vague commitment not to adversely affect certain structures, and to develop and implement 
mitigation if damage is observed during construction. Further, measure B-11 provides no 
infonnation regarding the actual nature of the options avallable to address potential impacts. 
Absent an articulation of such options, the mitigation is simply insufficient and does not provide 
enough information to allow informed consideration of the potential effects of the project. See 
Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 794 (2005). 

However, even if deferral of mitigation was appropriate in this instance (it is not), the 
DEIR has failed to explain why deferral is appropriate. This failure alone constitutes an abuse of 
discretion. San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 1749 Cal. App. 4th 645, 
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670 (2005). Therefore, the City must revise the analysis to provide infonnation adequate to 
inform decisionmakers and the public regarding the potential effects of the Project. The City 
must also recirculate the EIR to allow public comment on the new infonnation that concerns this 
key impact analysis. 

B. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed To Evaluate The Effects of 
Construction Noise On Residents of the Project. 

The Project Description never clarifies whether the East and West Sites would be 
developed only together, or in some sequence, during the 22-year building horizon requested by 
the Applicant (2013-2035). The Project Description states that the Project will take three to three 
and a half years to construct, if completed in a single phase, which is unlikely. Consequently, it 
is reasonable to assume that construction of the Pr~iect could occur in phases, and that an early 
phase of the Project may include residential units, which construction activities during a later 
phase could adversely affect. Given that the proximity of nearby sensitive receptors renders full 
construction noise mitigation technically infeasible according to the City's Noise Ordinance (see 
DEIR, p. N.H-27), the probability exists that any residents present on either site during 
construction of a subsequent phase would experience construction noise levels well in excess of 
the City significance thresholds. Consequently, the DEIR has failed to disclose a significant, 
unavoidable impact of the Project, and must be amended to provide this analysis. Moreover, the 
presence of an additional significant impact requires recirculation of the EIR for public 
comment. CEQA Guidelines § lS088.5(a)(1). 

The fact that the DEIR detennines that the noise will be "significant and unavoidable" 
does not provide a pass to allow any level of noise On the site during construction hours. 
Therefore, the Applicant must provide phase-specific standards at each phase of construction, 
that limits the noise during construction to all extents feasible. 

C. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed to Evaluate The Effects of 
Construction Noise on the W Hotel and Residences 

The DEIR identifies the Lofts at Hollywood & Vine, a residential project on the north 
side of Hollywood Boulevard, as a sensitive use within proxim:ity of the Project site that has the 
potential to be impacted by the Project. (DEIR, Page N H-15) However, the DEIR does not 
identify the W Residences, which includes a hotel and residential units, as a sensitive use. The 
W Residences are located directly across the street from the Pantages Theater, which has a height 
of 44 feet at the street fayade, and 68 feet at the rear of the parcel. The DEIR notes that there 
will be a peak noise level increase of 33.8-47.9 dB at the Pantages Theater and 10.1 dB at the 
Lofts. (DEIR, Page IV.H-25) 

Any construction work above the 44 foot height will not be buffered by the Pantages 
Theater structure, and will be clearly audible at thl:: W Residences, which has a height of 150 
feet. Therefore, the DEIR must evaluate the impact of construction noise on the W Residences 
over the 22 year period. The DEIR must include conditions, such as appropriate noise buffers 

1MBM Iloffe, Mang.l. 
I Bud.,. & Hhch.llu> 

LA 9,63 t20vl 

RL0035076 



EM34004 

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II 
December 10, 2012 
Page 13 

during construction, including at the upper stories. The DEIR must also provide proper notice to 
surrounding neighbors, which will affect the ability to utilize the hotel rooms and residential 
units facing the Project during the various construction periods. 

D. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Evaluate Operational Noise Caused by Outdoor 
Patios and Rooftop Decks 

The DEIR also fails to properly identify noise impacts during the operation of the Project. 
The DEIR states that the residential units, hoteIs, and restaurants, will have outdoor areas and 
rooftop patios. The DEIR fails to identify the location of these outdoor areas, and fails to 
provide typical mitigation measures required of other hotel rooftops in the areas, such as (i) time 
limits for rooftop patio use, (ii) prohibition of live entertainment and limits to background music 
on rooftops, and (iii) proper design and landscaping to locate noisier areas, such as pools, away 
from residential uses. A subsequent or supplemental environmental review is necessary prior to 
approval of specific outdoor areas for residential. hotel and restaurant use. 

E. The DElR Failed To Adequately Evaluate Construction-Related Vibration 
Impacts To The Capitol Records Echo Chambers 

Page IV .H-30 of the DEIR includes a discussion of potential vibration-related building 
damage that could occur as a result of the Project. However, although it includes structures such 
as the Capitol Records Complex (receptor 15), it omits the Capitol Records echo chambers 
(receptor 16). Though the remainder of the Capitol Records Complex is characterized as fragile 
for the purposes of the analysis, the analysis fails to discuss why the echo chambers, which are 
also part of the complex, are not 

XUI. The DEIR Failed To Disclose Growth-Inducing Impacts Of Tile Project. 

The Project includes, among other requests, a zone change that would anow a 
substantially more intensive commercial or mixed use of the Project site. Yet theDEIR includes 
no analysis of the impacts of the substantially increased development allowed under the new 
designation, or even ofthe (intended) growth-inducement potential of the change in designation. 

The Project would vastly increase the allowable density of development in the Project 
site and vicinity. As described on page II-7 of the DEIR, the Project would rezone the Project 
site from C4 to C2, and would also remove the existing density limitation. Collectively, these 
changes are intended to double the pennitted floor area ratio and remove all linritations on 
height, allOWing construction of towers as tall as (in the case of the Project) 585 feet. Simply 
put, the Project would bring downtown and Century City building heights and density to 
Hollywood, establishing a precedent for other projects to follow, and an expectation among 
deVelopers regarding the square footage they can obtain. DeVelopment consistent with the new 
designation therefore becomes foreseeable, and the failure of the DEIR. to evaluate, even in a 
general sense, the reasonably foreseeable cumulative development facilitated by the Project 
renders the impact analysis incomplete and inadequate. Consequently. the City must revise the 
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OEIR to include this analysis, and must recirculate the DEIR to allow informed comment by the 
public and informed decision-making by the City regarding this undeniably precedent-setting 
project. 

XIV. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Landfill Capacity and 
Mischaracterizes the Impact as Less Than Significant. 

According to page IV.L3-1O, the landfills currently serving the City have remaining 
capacity of 9,947 tons per day ("tpd") of solid waste. However, as also acknowledged in the 
DEJR, One of those land:fins~ Chiquita Canyon, has only three years of capacity remaining. 
Consequently, even under the most aggressive development scenario, only a single landfill will 
senre the City by the time the Project becomes operational. If the Applicant obtains a 22-year 
term on the proposed D.A., fewer than ten years of landfill capacity will remain by the time the 
Project is constructed. 

Although some plans exist for future expansion, such plans have not yet been approved, 
and the DEIR carefully avoids a description of the likelihood or timing of such an expansion 
occurring. Consequently, landfill space within and near the City remains at a premium and is 
properly considered a diminishing asset. Therefore, until such time as additional or alternative 
means of solid waste disposal become available, a cumulative impact regarding such capacity 
exists, and the Project's contribution to that impact is cumulatively considerable. The City must 
revise the OEIR to reflect the proper impact category, and must recirculate the DEIR for public 
comment, consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a)(l). 

In summary, HEIJGC and HVRA support the broad vision and diverse mix of uses for 
the Project, however they strongly object to the scale of the Project, in terms of height and 
density, and the lack of specificity of the requested entitlements that will allow a variety of 
configurations not evaluated in this DEIR. Thank you for your consideration and response to 
these comments. If you have any additional questions, please contact me directly at (310) 201-
3572 or bmr@imbm.com. 

BMR:slb 
cc: Michael LoGrande, Planning Director (via e-mail Michael.Logrande@lacity.org) 
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From: 
Sent: 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 11:47 AM 

To: Diana Kitching 
Subject: Re: hollywood applicant 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11:21 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is there a specific Council Deputy that you are working with on the this case? 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://city planning.lacity.orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11: 18 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Their address isn't listed on the CPC application on PCTS. That's fine though. One last 
questions, aside from the CPC case and EIR case, are there any other related 
entitlement cases I need to add to the list? 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://cityplanning.lacity.orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11 :08 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Diana, 
I would just use the address listed in PCTS to remain consistent. I can't copy and paste it unfortunately. Look 
up case CPC-2008-3440. 
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On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 10:50 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sergio, 

I'm finalizing the addendum cover letter. Can you send me the applicant's name and 
address? Or the rep's. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://cityplanning.lacity.orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34351 

Lourdes Green < lourdes.green@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 11:06 AM 
Sue Chang 

Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner.com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (Wed). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Iris, 

EM34006 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 12:45 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Re: Millennium Reyes Briefing 

I have a message from Rebecca that the case will be continued. Will we still be required at the briefing? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 3:44 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello--

In case CM Reyes decides to hear Millennium, please be on stand by for a briefing tomorrow at 2:00 p.rn. in 
Room 41 O-CD 1 Conference Room. 

Thanks, 
Iris 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34007 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Beatrice, 

EM36012 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 9:13 AM 
Beatrice Pacheco 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

I actually do not have much from Marathon Communications. I communicated predominantly with the 
applicant's representative. I printed out the e-mails where I was either cc'd or where Marathon Communications 
is in the trail of e-mails I received. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:03 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Sorry to bug, but I need to send this response to requester by this Friday. See the email below that was 
originally forwarded to me by Michael LoGrande. Can you please let me know either way whether you have 
anything that has not made it into the file? I spoke to Srimal and sheis going to have her docs ready for them by 
Thursday of next week (7/25) so I was hoping to give them that day as the day they can start coming in to 
review the files/material. 

Thanks so much, as always, for your help with this. 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 8:46 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Not sure if you are back yet, but wanted to check with you on this prior email since I do need to respond by this 
Friday. Can you let me know if you have anything that has not made it into the case file yet (CPC-2008-
3440)? Thank you. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul11, 2013 at 3:41 PM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 
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EM36013 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 
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Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM36014 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Same to you!! 

EM35141 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:18 PM 
Esther Wilkes 
Re: Meeting Request 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4:14 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com>wrote: 

Thanks, all! Have a great 4th of July holiday! 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4: 14 PM 
To: Dana Prevost 
Cc: Esther Wilkes; Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Confirmed Esther! 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4: 11 PM, Dana Prevost <dana.prevost@lacity.org> wrote: 

Yes, 

July 16 at 1:00 is good 

Dana 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 4:06 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Dana, are you o.k.? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 3:56 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
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EM35142 

Dear Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman and Dan Eberhart from Langan are available on July 16 at 1:00 pm for a meeting at your office. May we 

confirm? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 3:48 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Dana Prevost; Raymond Chan 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, how about Tuesday, July 16, at 1 p.m., in my office? 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 12:32 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Hi Mr. Chan, 

Thank you for your response. The meeting can wait until July 16 or July 17. What is best for you? 
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EM35143 

Mr. Prevost, please advise as well. I will check Dan Eberhart's availability. 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan @lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03,2013 9:51 AM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Catherine Nuezca Gaba; Raymond Chan; "Dana Prevost (lacitv.orq)"@lacitv.orq 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request 

Hi Esther, 

Can we meet on or after Tue, 7116? I am totally swamped with a huge assignment the entire next week. 

Ray 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 9:21 AM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
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EM35144 

Good Morning Mr. Chan, 

Jerry Neuman would like to schedule a meeting with you, Dana Prevost and Dan Eberhardt from Langan to 
discuss Millennium Hollywood seismic borings. James Pugh will also be attendance. What is your availability 
next Thursday, July II? 

Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Dana Prevost 

Engineering Geologist III 

Grading Division Chief 

Building and Safety 

City of Los Angeles 

(213)482-0488 

EM35145 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM34008 

Rebecca Valdez < rebecca.valdez@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 12:49 PM 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Lisa Flores; Roberto Mejia 

Re: Reyes Briefing 

No Reyes briefing today since Millennium will be continued. 

Thanks 

On Mon, Jun 3,2013 at 1 :54 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rebecca, I heard that the Millennium may be continued?? Have you heard from Marcel? Ifnot, is Reyes 
briefing at 2:00? 

Lisa, I want to confirm if the re-Code consultant (Lee Einsweiler from Austin, TX) is meeting with the CM 
tomorrow at 9:00 a.m? My boss wants to know. 

Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 
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EM35685 

From: 
Sent: 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 11:49 AM 

To: Diana Kitching 
Subject: Re: hollywood applicant 

VTT-71837-CN 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11:47 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11:21 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is there a specific Council Deputy that you are working with on the this case? 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978- 1342 • F: (213) 978- 1343 
ht tp://ci ty planni ng.laci ty .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 11: 18 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Their address isn't listed on the CPC application on PCTS. That's fine though. One last 
questions, aside from the CPC case and EIR case, are there any other related 
entitlement cases I need to add to the list? 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978- 1342 • F: (213) 978- 1343 
http://cityp lan ni ng .lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 11 :08 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
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EM35686 

Hi Diana, 
I would just use the address listed in PCTS to remain consistent. I can't copy and paste it unfortunately. Look 
up case CPC-2008-3440. 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 10:50 AM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sergio, 

I'm finalizing the addendum cover letter. Can you send me the applicant's name and 
address? Or the rep's. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://cityplanning.lacity.orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM35687 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34352 

R. Nicolas Brown < rnic.brown@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 11:39 AM 
Agustin, Herminigildo 

Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

Here's the email I mentioned. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner.com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (Wed). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 

R. (Rudy) Nicolas Brown, AICP 
Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
818374.5069 
mic. brown@lacity.org 
Office Hours; 7:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. 
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EM35688 

Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Location: Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA 

Start: 7/16/20131:00 PM 

End: 7/16/20132:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: 'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org); Dana Prevost 
(Dana.Prevost@lacity.org); James Pugh; deberhart@Langan.com 

Optional Attendees: Catherine Nuezca Gaba (Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org); 'Diane Fiorelli' 

Resources: Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notifY you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by 
any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments) . 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notifY the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM35146 

Kira Teshima < KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com> 

Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:21 PM 

To: 
Cc: 

'Luci ralia Ibarra (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org)' (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org) 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

Subject: Millennium Design Regulations 

Attachments: imageOO1.gif; image002.jpg; image003.png; image004.png 

Luci, per Alfred Fraijds request I am sending you the latest Development Regulations via YouSendlt. 

yOUSENDitN 

A file has been sent to you 

FINAL Millennium Hollywood_ Design Guidelines and 
Standards 7.3.13.pdf 

Your file will expire on July 31, 2013 16:20 PDT unless you 
Save to folders, then you will have online access anytime. 

If you Save to Folders you can use the Desktop App, Mobile 
App and iPad App to access your files from anywhere. 

Kira N. Teshima 
213.617.4234 I direct 
213.443.2890 I direct fax 
KTeshima@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

Download File 

Save to folders 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
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EM35147 

purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

2 

RL0035099 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34353 

Lourdes Green < lourdes.green@lacity.org> 

Thursday, June 20, 2013 12:20 PM 

Sue Chang; Maya Zaitzevsky 

Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FYI---

EM34009 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 1:08 PM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott 
Stacy Munoz; Lily Quan; Michael LoGrande 
No Reyes Briefing this afternoon 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 12:49 PM 
Subject: Re: Reyes Briefing 
To: Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity. org> 
Cc: Lisa Flores <lisa.flores@lacity.org>, Roberto Mejia <roberto.mejia@lacity. org> 

No Reyes briefing today since Millennium will be continued. 

Thanks 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36015 

Beatrice Pacheco < beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 9:16 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

okay, also at the bottom, they are asking for: 

"Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project." 

Not sure if you saw that too. Thanks! 

On Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 9:13 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Beatrice, 
I actually do not have much from Marathon Communications. I communicated predominantly with the 
applicant's representative. I printed out the e-mails where I was either cc'd or where Marathon Communications 
is in the trail of e-mails I received. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:03 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Sorry to bug, but I need to send this response to requester by this Friday. See the email below that was 
originally forwarded to me by Michael LoGrande. Can you please let me know either way whether you have 
anything that has not made it into the file? I spoke to Srimal and sheis going to have her docs ready for them by 
Thursday of next week (7/25) so I was hoping to give them that day as the day they can start coming in to 
review the files/material. 

Thanks so much, as always, for your help with this. 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 8:46 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Not sure if you are back yet, but wanted to check with you on this prior email since I do need to respond by this 
Friday. Can you let me know if you have anything that has not made it into the case file yet (CPC-2008-
3440)? Thank you. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Julll, 2013 at 3:41 PM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
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EM36016 

Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity. org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 
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Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

EM36017 
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EM35148 

Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Location: Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA 

Start: 7/16/20131:00 PM 

End: 7/16/20132:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: 'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org); Dana Prevost 
(Dana.Prevost@lacity.org); James Pugh; deberhart@Langan.com 

Optional Attendees: Catherine Nuezca Gaba (Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org) 

Resources: Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notifY you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by 
any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments) . 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notifY the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34354 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 12:22 PM 

Linn Wyatt 

Subject: Re: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on 

Wednesday 

Who is this? 

On Jun 20,2013 11 :06 AM, "Linn Wyatt" <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> wrote: 
fyi. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lourdes Green <lourdes.green@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 11 :05 AM 
Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: Linn Wyatt <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner. com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 

Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
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Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213 978-1318 
linn. wyatt@lacity.org 

EM34355 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr Silverstein, 

EM34010 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 1:17 PM 
Robert Silverstein 
Re: Silverstein; Millennium 

Unless you have heard something, I have yet to receive anything in writing related to the item today at PLUM. I 
know that is what you and I were both looking for. It looks like I will see you this afternoon at PLUM. I 
apologize I don't have anything more official for you. 
Best, 
Luci 

On Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 9:31 AM, Robert Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com> wrote: 

Lucy: 

Per our telephone conversation just now, please let me know if you get confirmation that the 
Millennium items are being canceled or continued from today's PLUM agenda. 

I understand that you may not find out, or that even if that is the indication, the actual decision 
probably will not be made until the time of the PLUM hearing. 

In any event, please advise at your earliest convenience. Thank you. 

Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34011 
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EM35689 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Raymond Chan 
< raymond.chan@lacity.org> 

Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 12:08 PM 
To: Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Raymond Chan 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA (map) 
Calendar 
raymond. chan@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Raymond Chan 
- creator 

deberhart@Langan.com 
James Pugh 
Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@lacity.org) 
Catherine Nuezca Gaba (Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org) 

- optional 
'Diane Fiorelli' 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account jneuman@sheppardmullin.com because you are 
an attendee of this event. 
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EM35690 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

invite .ics 
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EM35691 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130716T200000Z 
DTEND:20130716T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130715T190738Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000000068BCB104 78CE010000000000000 
00 
010000000AABF5D9516691A4AB6A52D57C49FA839 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Raymon 
d Chan ;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: raymond. chan@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130715T190553Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130715T190738Z 
LOCATION:Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street\, Suite 1000\ 
, Los Angeles\, CA 

SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-OWN ERAPPTI D: 1721989085 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36018 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 9:17 AM 
Beatrice Pacheco 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

ugh, I didn't see that. that is gonna take FOREVER. I have until the 25th? 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9: 16 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
okay, also at the bottom, they are asking for: 

"Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project." 

Not sure if you saw that too. Thanks! 

On Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 9:13 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Beatrice, 
I actually do not have much from Marathon Communications. I communicated predominantly with the 
applicant's representative. I printed out the e-mails where I was either cc'd or where Marathon Communications 
is in the trail of e-mails I received. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:03 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Sorry to bug, but I need to send this response to requester by this Friday. See the email below that was 
originally forwarded to me by Michael LoGrande. Can you please let me know either way whether you have 
anything that has not made it into the file? I spoke to Srimal and sheis going to have her docs ready for them by 
Thursday of next week (7/25) so I was hoping to give them that day as the day they can start coming in to 
review the files/material. 

Thanks so much, as always, for your help with this. 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 8:46 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Not sure if you are back yet, but wanted to check with you on this prior email since I do need to respond by this 
Friday. Can you let me know if you have anything that has not made it into the case file yet (CPC-2008-
3440)? Thank you. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul11, 2013 at 3:41 PM 
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EM36019 

Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 
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Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 

EM36020 
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213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM36021 

4 

RL0035116 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34356 

Linn Wyatt < linn.wyatt@lacity.org> 

Thursday, June 20, 2013 12:24 PM 

Lisa Webber 

Subject: Re: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on 

Wednesday 

former Zoning Administrator who thinks highly ofhimself...he's chummy wi Dick Platkin. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 12:21 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

Who is this? 

On Jun 20,2013 11 :06 AM, "Linn Wyatt" <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> wrote: 
fyi. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lourdes Green <lourdes.green@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 11 :05 AM 
Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: Linn Wyatt <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner.com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (Wed). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213 978-1318 
linn. wyatt@lacity. org 

EM34357 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213 978-1318 
linn. wyatt@lacity.org 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dana, 

EM34012 

Stephanie Montgomery < smontgomery@Langan.com > 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 2:09 PM 
Mr. Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@LACity.org) 

Dan Eberhart 
Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 

Please refer to the link below for access to a .pdf copy of our Hollywood Fault Investigation Report. 
Thank you, 

New files have been posted for you at the Langan Client Services site and can be retrieved until 6/14/2013 by clicking on 
the link below. 

http://clients.langan.com/lph/default.aspx?postTransaction=-1815537807 

700019502 Fault Investigation Report.pdf 

Should you have any questions regarding the use of the Langan Client Services, please contact Langan IT 
(helpdesk@langan.com ). 

Stephanie Montgomery, PG 
Senior Staff Geologist 
Direct: 949.255.8662 
Mobile: 949.294.4178 

LANGAN 
Phone: 949.255.8640 Fax: 949.255.8641 
32 Executive Park, Suite 130 
Irvine, CA 92614 
www.langan.com 

CALIFORNIA NEW JERSEY NEW YORK CONNECTICUT PENNSYLVANIA VIRGINIA FLORIDA 
ABU DHABI ATHENS DOHA DUBAI ISTANBUL 

Langan's goal is to be SAFE (Stay Accident Free Everyday) 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 

Electronic communication provided by "Langan" encompasses "Langan Engineering, Environmental, 
Surveying and Landscape Architecture, D.P.C.," "Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc.," 
"Langan International LLC," "Treadwell & Rollo, a Langan Company," and "Langan Engineering and 
Environmental Services, Inc., pc." This electronic transmission may contain confidential, proprietary or 
privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is intended to be waived or lost by erroneous 
transmission of this message. If you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by 
return email and delete this message from your system. Disclosure, use, distribution or copying of this message, 
any attachments thereto or their contents is strictly prohibited. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34358 

Maya Zaitzevsky < maya.zaitzevsky@lacity.org> 

Thursday, June 20, 2013 12:24 PM 

Lourdes Green 

Subject: Re: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

You should forward it to Garcetti. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 12:20 PM, Lourdes Green <lourdes.green@lacity.org> wrote: 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Please review. My edits in red. 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM36022 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 9:19 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Letter 
Letter to eM 7-17 -13.docx 

RL0035121 



July 24, 2013 

Council member 

District 

200 N. Spring Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Item, The Millennium Development 

Dear Council member, 

EM36023 

Today, we will be voting on a series of items related to the Millennium project in Council District 13. This 

is a visionary mixed-use development in the heart of Hollywood that will transform underutilized 

parking lots into a thriving center for office, retail, hospitality and residential uses. The Millennium 

project will act as the gateway to Hollywood and bring great economic development through the 

creation of 2,900 construction jobs and 1,257 full-time permanent jobs. These are good jobs that will 

give preference to local, City of Los Angeles residents through the implementation of a Project Labor 

Agreement and a Hotel Labor Agreement. Additionally, this project will bring an estimated $4.3million 

in new tax revenue annually to the City's General Fund, which can be used to support vital public 

services such as police, fire, graffiti removal, sidewalk repair and tree trimming. 

Hollywood is one of the City's most dynamic neighborhoods and is the ideal place to develop high-rise 

construction. The Millennium project will consist of two 35 and 39-story high-rise towers and adjacent 

mid-rise towers on opposite sides of Vine Street near the Capitol Records building. The project will 

respect and celebrate the historic Capitol Records building by making it the central focus of the project, 

maintaining view sheds through open space and setback requirements and imposing strict conditions 

throughout the construction process, so as to not disrupt recording sessions. The Millennium project 

recognizes the significant history of the Hollywood community and will pay tribute to that history 

through the preservation and restoration of the Walk of Fame, while also embracing the future of 

Hollywood through the promotion of public transit and the improvement of pedestrian linkages. 

The Millennium project is consistent with the long-range vision for Hollywood and will build upon the 

fact that Hollywood is, and will continue to be, a tourist destination, a business hub for entertainment 

related uses and a booming residential community served by an extensive network of public transit 

options, including the Metro Red Line. The Millennium project supports the idea of an all-inclusive 

Hollywood through sustainable development principals and the provision of extensive community 

benefits to address issues such as traffic, affordable housing, park space and the promotion of the arts. 

To that end, the Millennium project is providing a comprehensive set of project features that support 

community goals and objectives. 

Throughout the entitlement process, the development team has engaged community stakeholders and 

the City family to determine necessary project mitigations and conditions. Specifically related to 

transportation enhancements, the project will support the improvement of more than 30 signalized 

intersections to enable them to respond to real-time traffic demands and the creation of a 
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EM36024 

Transportation Management Organization, which will encourage transit solutions for the entire 

Hollywood area through partnerships with other major employment and housing centers. It will also 

support a mobility hub, pedestrian improvements on Ivarand Argyle Avenues, a $250,000 contribution 

to the Bike Plan Trust Fund, and improvements to the Argyle & Franklin-US 101 Northbound Freeway 

On-ramp. The project will provide support to launch the Parking Express program in Hollywood, 

additional DASH routes with extended schedules, as well as a Neighborhood Circulation Shuttle. Traffic 

is always a primary concern when new development is proposed and I believe this project addresses the 

traffic issues through the utilization of public transit and new proposals such as Express Park and funding 

the expansion of DASH services. 

Hollywood is the entertainment destination for the region and as the area's representative I will 

continue to support good development that will advance the area's revitalization. The Millennium 

project is utilizing the Land Use Equivalency Program (LUEP) and has strong Design Regulations in place 

to ensure a well-designed project. The LUEP is a planning tool that allows uses to be exchanged within a 

pre-determined building envelope while allowing flexibility of ultimate uses. This program allows multi

phased developments to respond to market demands and community needs, as long as the project is 

consistent with the impacts analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. 

Under the LEUP, it can be challenging to assure community stakeholders of the final project with 

certainty, and in order to address that I have worked with the development team to add a condition of 

approval that requires, upon the issuance of building permits, that the development team will work with 

my office to notify the public regarding the ultimate uses and related construction schedule. This 

provision, along with the Development Regulations, provides the necessary regulations to feel confident 

that the Millennium project will truly be a world-class development. The Design Regulations are 

extremely prescriptive and dictate everything from how the building relates to the street to the width 

and height of each tower per established standards. The Millennium project is the first major project in 

the City to use the LUEP in conjunction with strong Development Regulations and guidelines. 

There have also been significant concerns regarding seismic issues and I have worked with Building and 

Safety to insure that this project is treated the exact same way as any other project in order to 

guarantee public safety. Building and Safety representatives will be at today's Council meeting to 

address any questions related to this matter. 

I strongly support the Millennium project and hope that you agree it is a game-changing project that will 

further establish Hollywood as the entertainment destination in the City of Los Angeles. It is a thoughtful 

project that embraces Hollywood and its future. It encourages multi-modal transit options, improves the 

area infrastructure and even supports the development of new affordable housing through a $4.8million 

contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund. The revitalization of Hollywood will continue 

to be a priority of my administration and I know the Millennium project will be an important 

contribution to that revitalization. 

Sincerely, 
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Council member Mitch O'Farrell 

District 13 

EM36025 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34013 

Dana Prevost < dana.prevost@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, June 04, 2013 3:00 PM 
dolan@usc.edu 
Fwd: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Stephanie Montgomery <smontgomery@langan.com> 
Date: Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 2:08 PM 
Subject: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 
To: "Mr. Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@LACity.org)" <Dana.Prevost@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Eberhart <deberhart@langan.com> 

Dana, 

Please refer to the link below for access to a .pdf copy of our Hollywood Fault Investigation Report. 

Thank you, 

New files have been posted for you at the Langan Client Services site and can be retrieved until 6114/2013 by 
clicking on the link below. 

http://clients.1angan.comllphidefault.aspx?postTransaction=-1 81553 7807 

700019502 Fault Investigation Report.pdf 

Should you have any questions regarding the use of the Langan Client Services, please contact Langan IT 
(he I pdesk@langan. com). 

Stephanie Montgomery, PG 
Senior Staff Geologist 
Direct: 949.255.8662 
Mobile: 949.294.4178 
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LANGAN 
Phone: 949.255.8640 Fax: 949.255.8641 
32 Executive Park, Suite 130 
Irvine, CA 92614 
www.lanqan.com 

EM34014 

CALIFORNIA NEW JERSEY NEW YORK CONNECTICUT PENNSYLVANIA VIRGINIA FLORIDA 
ABU DHABI ATHENS DOHA DUBAI ISTANBUL 

Langan's goal is to be SAFE (Stay Accident Free Everyday) 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 

Electronic communication provided by "Langan" encompasses "Langan Engineering, Environmental, 
Surveying and Landscape Architecture, D.P.C.," "Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc.," 
"Langan International LLC," "Treadwell & Rollo, a Langan Company," and "Langan Engineering and 
Environmental Services, Inc., PC." This electronic transmission may contain confidential, proprietary or 
privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is intended to be waived or lost by erroneous 
transmission of this message. If you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by 
return email and delete this message from your system. Disclosure, use, distribution or copying of this message, 
any attachments thereto or their contents is strictly prohibited. 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(213)482-0488 
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EM35692 

Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Location: Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA 

Start: 7/16/20131:00 PM 

End: 7/16/20132:00 PM 

Show Time As: Busy 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Accepted 

Required Attendees: Jerry Neuman 

Resources: Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any 
tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, 
and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) 
promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is 
privileged or confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the 
sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA ( 
map) 
Calendar 
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catherine. nuezcagaba@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
- creator, optional 

deberhart@Langan.com 
James Pugh 

EM35693 

'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@lacity.org) 
'Diane Fiorelli' 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email attheaccountjneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
because you are an attendee of this event. 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you 
can sign up for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your 
notification settings for your entire calendar. 
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EM35694 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130716T200000Z 
DTEND:20130716T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130715T191219Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000000068BCB104 78CE010000000000000 
00 
010000000AABF5D9516691A4AB6A52D57C49FA839 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=OPT
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Cather 
ine Nuezca Gaba;X-N U M-GU ESTS=O: mailto:catherine. nuezcagaba@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130715T190553Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130715T191219Z 
LOCATION:Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street\, Suite 1000\ 
, Los Angeles\, CA 

SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-OWN ERAPPTI D: 1721989085 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36026 

Beatrice Pacheco < beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 9:20 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

What day do you thing is best for you? Within reason of course, we can tell them following week if you need 
til then. Just give me a good estimate. 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9: 17 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
ugh, I didn't see that. that is gonna take FOREVER. I have until the 25th? 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9: 16 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
okay, also at the bottom, they are asking for: 

"Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project." 

Not sure if you saw that too. Thanks! 

On Thu, JuII8, 2013 at 9:13 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Beatrice, 
I actually do not have much from Marathon Communications. I communicated predominantly with the 
applicant's representative. I printed out the e-mails where I was either cc'd or where Marathon Communications 
is in the trail of e-mails I received. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:03 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Sorry to bug, but I need to send this response to requester by this Friday. See the email below that was 
originally forwarded to me by Michael LoGrande. Can you please let me know either way whether you have 
anything that has not made it into the file? I spoke to Srimal and sheis going to have her docs ready for them by 
Thursday of next week (7/25) so I was hoping to give them that day as the day they can start coming in to 
review the files/material. 

Thanks so much, as always, for your help with this. 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 8:46 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Not sure if you are back yet, but wanted to check with you on this prior email since I do need to respond by this 
Friday. Can you let me know if you have anything that has not made it into the case file yet (CPC-2008-
3440)? Thank you. 
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EM36027 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Julll, 2013 at 3:41 PM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 
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EM36028 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
21 3-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

EM36029 

4 

RL0035133 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34359 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 12:36 PM 

Linn Wyatt 

Subject: Re: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on 

Wednesday 

Hmmmmmmm ..... 

On Jun 20,2013 12:23 PM, "Linn Wyatt" <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> wrote: 
former Zoning Administrator who thinks highly ofhimself...he's chummy wi Dick Platkin. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 12:21 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

Who is this? 

On Jun 20,2013 11 :06 AM, "Linn Wyatt" <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> wrote: 
fyi. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lourdes Green <lourdes.green@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 11 :05 AM 
Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: Linn Wyatt <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner.com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213 978-1318 
linn. wyatt@lacity.org 

EM34360 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213 978-1318 
linn. wyatt@lacity. org 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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EM35695 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Catherine 
Nuezca Gaba <catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.org> 

Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 12:14 PM 
To: Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
has declined this invitation with this note: 
"Conflicting Meeting" 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA (map) 
Calendar 
catheri ne. nuezcagaba@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
- creator, optional 

deberhart@Langan.com 
James Pugh 
'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@lacity.org) 
'Diane Fiorelli' 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account jneuman@sheppardmullin.com because you are 
an attendee of this event. 
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EM35696 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

invite .ics 
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EM35697 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130716T200000Z 
DTEND:20130716T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130715T191336Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000000068BCB104 78CE010000000000000 
00 
010000000AABF5D9516691A4AB6A52D57C49FA839 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=OPT
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=DECLlNED;CN=Cather 
ine Nuezca Gaba;X-NUM-GUESTS=O;X-RESPONSE-COMMENT="Conflicting Meeting":mai 
Ito: catherine. nuezcagaba@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130715T190553Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130715T191335Z 
LOCATION:Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street\, Suite 1000\ 
, Los Angeles\, CA 

SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-OWN ERAPPTI D: 1721989085 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34361 

Linn Wyatt < linn.wyatt@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 12:38 PM 
Lisa Webber 

Subject: Re: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on 

Wednesday 

more like Zzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzz .... 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 12:36 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hmmmmmmm ..... 

On Jun 20,2013 12:23 PM, "Linn Wyatt" <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> wrote: 
former Zoning Administrator who thinks highly ofhimself...he's chummy wi Dick Platkin. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 12:21 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 

Who is this? 

On Jun 20,2013 11 :06 AM, "Linn Wyatt" <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> wrote: 
fyi. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lourdes Green <lourdes.green@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 11 :05 AM 
Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: Linn Wyatt <linn.wyatt@lacity.org> 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 
Date: Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 
To: mbtharp@prodigy.net, tspeth@sbcgloba1.net, Frankppnd@roadrunner.com, Penny@pccla.com, 
Chris@pccla.com, xylofyl@gmai1.com 
Cc: Linda. Clarke@lacity.org, Lourdes. Green@lacity.org, mic. brown@lacity.org 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
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EM34362 

even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 

Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213 978-1318 
linn. wyatt@lacity.org 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213 978-1318 
linn. wyatt@lacity.org 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
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Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213 978-1318 
linn. wyatt@lacity.org 

EM34363 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product 
doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of 
this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

3 

RL0035141 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36030 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 9:21 AM 
Beatrice Pacheco 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

the 26th will work best for me. I just need to set aside my time to get it done. 
Thank you! 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:20 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
What day do you thing is best for you? Within reason of course, we can tell them following week if you need 
til then. Just give me a good estimate. 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9: 17 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
ugh, I didn't see that. that is gonna take FOREVER. I have until the 25th? 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9: 16 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
okay, also at the bottom, they are asking for: 

"Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project." 

Not sure if you saw that too. Thanks! 

On Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 9:13 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi Beatrice, 
I actually do not have much from Marathon Communications. I communicated predominantly with the 
applicant's representative. I printed out the e-mails where I was either cc'd or where Marathon Communications 
is in the trail of e-mails I received. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:03 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Sorry to bug, but I need to send this response to requester by this Friday. See the email below that was 
originally forwarded to me by Michael LoGrande. Can you please let me know either way whether you have 
anything that has not made it into the file? I spoke to Srimal and sheis going to have her docs ready for them by 
Thursday of next week (7/25) so I was hoping to give them that day as the day they can start coming in to 
review the files/material. 

Thanks so much, as always, for your help with this. 
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EM36031 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 8:46 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Not sure if you are back yet, but wanted to check with you on this prior email since I do need to respond by this 
Friday. Can you let me know if you have anything that has not made it into the case file yet (CPC-2008-
3440)? Thank you. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Julll, 2013 at 3:41 PM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 
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All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM36033 

4 

RL0035145 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM35149 

James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> 
Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:46 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Draft Addendum 
Compiled Addendum_Draft Work In Progress.pdf 

Luci - please see attached. It is a draft-work in progress for the City's consideration. Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared for the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) in November of 2012. This 

aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final EIR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011041094). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that may be associated 

with proposed changes related to the Development Agreement, Development Regulations, and design 

limitations imposed during the hearing process (the Revised Project) that are described below. The 

information contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications 

to the Draft EIR and the Final EIR. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated with proposed 

modifications to the Project. The modifications are focused in the following three areas. First, as part of 

the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, which are 

proposed to govern new development on the Project Site. In particular, the Applicant proposes minor 

revisions and clarifications to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as 

Exhibit A. Second, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement 

the Project as explained in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, 

the Applicant withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change 

has been considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft and Final 

EIR. Third, at the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee meeting on June 18,2013, 

the City imposed additional conditions of approval on the Project, which (a) limit the permitted height to 
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no more than 39 stories on the East Site; and (b) limit the permitted height to no more than 35 stories on 

the West Site. 

Pursuant to Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency shall prepare an Addendum to 

a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described 

in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. In this case, the 

Addendum is being prepared before the full City Council takes a final action to certify the Final EIR or 

approve the Project. Thus, use of the Addendum presents the most conservative CEQA disclosure 

approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, variations of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes proposed by the Applicant and the design modifications imposed by 

the City as additional conditions of approval. Therefore, the scope of this Addendum focuses on the 

environmental effects that could be associated with the specific changes that could take place due to the 

modifications, which are described in further detail in Section II, Project Description. A complete 

discussion of the rationale used to determine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be 

found in Section III, Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory information such as the project title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160 and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analysis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list oflead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-deco building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest comer of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northwest comer of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

c. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft EIR from October 25, 2012 to December 10, 

2012, for the statutorily required 45-day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final EIR. The Final EIR was 

subsequently published in February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for development mixed-use development components. 
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• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on -site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on -site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the construction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of new developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. These 

historic structures would be preserved and maintained and are operating as office and music recording 

facilities under long term lease. Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol 

Records Complex, the Project would include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of 

floor area resulting in a 6: 1 Floor Area Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also 

demolish and/or remove the existing approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project 

would develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel 

rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As 

originally conceived, these project components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested 

through a Development Agreement between the City and the Applicant. 

In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the Development Agreement. 

Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (the 

Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project development and have been identified 

as Project Design Features (PDFs), which help to reduce potential land use impacts, if any, prior to 

mitigation. For example, land use PDFs include specific setback requirements along Vine Street and 

Yucca Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for open space on the ground floor, as 

well as maximum building heights. The Development Regulations will guide the ultimate fa9ade 

treatment by providing a limited range of choices in the use of materials and color for the fa9ades. A 

more detailed project description can be referenced in Exhibit C of this Addendum. 
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D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the proposed minor technical changes and modifications to 

the Final EIR for the Project. As stated earlier in this Addendum, all information presented below is 

merely a minor addition to the Project or helps clarify, amplify, or make insignificant minor technical 

modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the new information is not 

considered "significant" pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required (see 

Guidelines Section 15088.5). 

Aside from the proposed modifications and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and 

associated mitigation measures proposed within the Final EIR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon learning of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Planning Commission, the City Attorney advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be hearing by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of development agreement has been considered and analyzed for 

impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not significant 

because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, and there is 

no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, the Project may 
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still not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. In 

addition, each of the community benefits to which the Project is committed has been incorporated into the 

conditions of approval and will thereby be a legally enforceable obligation. However, this does not 

foreclose use or approval of a Development Agreement in the future. 

Development Regulations 

As part of the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, 

which are proposed to govern new development on the Project Site. Minor technical modifications and 

clarifications have been made to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as 

Exhibit A. For example, proposed changes to the Development Regulations include clarified setbacks, 

modified floor plates, and graphical line item edits. These minor modifications were also identified in 

Errata to the Final EIR, which was considered before City's PLUM Committee heard the Project. 

Design Limitation Imposed at PLUM Hearing 

In conjunction with the Project's revised Development Regulations, this Addendum assessed an alternate 

design option that limits the height of the Project. This design option resulted from the limitations 

imposed at the PLUM hearing for the Project. This option, which is attached as Exhibit B to this 

Addendum, proposes to lower the overall number of floors on both the East Site and West Site. As a 

result of this modification, the floor plate sizes in the tower elements of the Project increase slightly. 

However, the overall square footage of building area proposed for the Project would not change. In other 

words, the total square footage associated with this design option is identical to the Project square footage 

analyzed in the Final EIR. 

The design option illustrates how the limitations imposed at the PLUM hearing correspond to changes in 

the Development Regulations. This design option does not preclude the Project from being developed 

according to the other development scenarios analyzed in the EIR, so long as such development complies 

with the height requirements agreed to at the PLUM hearing. Under no circumstance is this design option 

the only available alternative to implementing the Project consistent with the revised Development 

Regulations and the overall scope of development analyzed in the EIR. 

This design options was based on considerable input from stakeholders and the City. Specifically, it 

provides that height will be limited to no more than 39 stories on the East Site and no more than 35 stories 

on the West Site. The Floor Area Ratio will remain at 6: 1 as originally presented in the Draft and Final 

EIR. As discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, implementation of this design conditions is within 

the original scope of impact analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set of Q conditions that become 

part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the LAMe. The Draft EIR or Final EIR did not 
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establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of the LAMe. Thus, this 

Addendum clarifies the use of the Q conditions as related to the Project. In short, the Q classification is 

appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include compatibility with 

surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of environmental 

impacts. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

II. Project Description 

Page 11-5 

RL0035153 



EM35157 

DRAFT - Work In Progress 

III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQA Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent EIRs, 

Supplemental EIRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

In addition, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the authority for preparing an Addendum to 

a previously certified EIR or adopted Negative Declaration. Even though the Project and its Final EIR 

have not been certified yet, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by preparing it before final 

certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to the Project as modified. 

This approach is consistent with Section 15160 that permits the use of variations in CEQA mechanisms. 

Therefore, as a general framework for constructing this Addendum, the City is using this Addendum to 

implement the technical modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR 

is not yet certified by a final action of the City. As described below, this Addendum complies with the 

substantive requirements of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 

EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final EIR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the criteria for preparing a Subsequent EIR or Negative 

Declaration after an EIR has been certified. Specifically, a Subsequent EIR is required when there are 
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substantial changes to a proposed project that involve new significant environmental effects or a 

substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; substantial changes occur 

with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require major 

revisions of the EIR; or new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 

have been known with reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified, show more or 

more severe significant effects, new feasible mitigation measures or alternatives are available but not 

adopted. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 

As summarized in Section II, Project Description, and further analyzed in greater detail in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, the changes proposed to the Project are relatively minor and would not 

result in any new significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the 

Revised Project is consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues 

previously examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The 

Revised Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions 

analyzed for the Project (see Table III-I below). 

Specifically, the Final EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries and parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Project, none of the issues previously determined in the Initial Study to be less than significant would be 

impacted to a degree that would warrant further analysis. Additionally, the proposed changes associated 

with the Revised Project involve technical language, modifications to floor plate sizes, design changes 

regarding height, and adjustments to the Development Regulations affecting setbacks, and additional 

means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. Yet, as demonstrated by the analysis in this 

Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously addressed 

within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. 

In addition, the environmental analysis of this Addendum also focuses on land use and planning. In 

particular, the Final EIR concluded that land use impacts would be less than significant because the 
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Project would not create a conflict of land uses in the surrounding area nor divide an established 

community. The environmental analysis evaluating how the proposed changes to the Project will affect 

the findings of the EIR are presented in further detail in section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

determination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final EIR as the appropriate form of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 

Table 111-1 
Comparison of Environmental Findings between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TSlMitigation 

Surface Water L TSlMitigation 

Land UselPlanning 
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Revised Project 

SU 

L TSlMitigation 

SU 

SU 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

Conclusion 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 
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Table 111-1 
Comparison of Environmental Findings between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project Revised Project Conclusion 

Land Use Consistency LIS LIS No Change 

Land Use Compatibility LIS LIS No change 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU SU No Change 

Operation Noise L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No Change 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LIS LIS No change 

Employment LIS LIS No Change 

Public Services 

Fire L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No Change 

Police L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No Change 

Schools L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No Change 

Parks L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No Change 

Libraries L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No Change 

Transportation/Circulation 

Construction L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LIS LIS No change 

Solid Waste L ISlMitigation L ISlMitigation No change 

Energy LIS LIS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTSlA1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines whether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed would develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit C to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement between the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Development Agreement was 

also proposed to implement the Development Regulations, the Land Use Equivalency Program, and 

community benefits. The Project also contained a detailed set of Development Regulations that establish 

the requirements for development on the Project Site. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has three main components. One, there are minor technical modifications and 

clarifications to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as Exhibit A. Two, 

the Development Agreement was withdrawn by the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. 

Three, the design modifications regarding height limits were implemented as conditions of approval from 

the PLUM hearing. The City has considered these changes and assessed whether scope of analysis 

presented in the Draft and Final EIR covered these minor modifications and technical changes. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal a/the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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It follows that the development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Project have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. 

Thus, the development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for 

the life of the Proj ect. With these controls in place the Revised Proj ect may still not exceed any of the 

maximum impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Moreover, each of 

the community benefits to which the Project is committed to has been incorporated into the conditions of 

approval and will thereby be an enforceable obligation. 

Therefore, withdrawal of the Development Agreement has been found to be not significant because it 

does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential to 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts. 

Minor Modifications to the Development Regulations 

The proposed changes to the Development Regulations (attached as Appendix A to this Addendum) are 

minor and do not result in changes to the overall scope of development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. 

As a result, the minor changes to the Development Regulations do not deprive the public of either a 

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Revised 

Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the Revised Project proponent has 

declined to implement. A comprehensive review of the impact analysis in the Draft and Final EIR 

confirmed that the technical corrections and clarifications to the Development Regulations are within the 

scope of the analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR and no new impacts are presented. 

Specifically, the Development Regulations establish controls that limit development footprints and 

establish setbacks for adjacent and nearby historic resources and districts. Also, the Development 

Regulations establish building standards, open space requirements, and sustainability components, and a 

transportation demand management plan that mitigate potential environmental impacts associated with 

the project. The Revised Project did not modify the Development Regulations in any way that would 

increase the severity of impacts to the environmental categories mentioned above and studied in the Draft 

and Final EIR. Similarly, the analysis and overall significance conclusions identified within the land use 

section of the Draft and Final EIR will not be materially altered nor will the severity of a potential impact 

increase with implementation of the modified Development Regulations. As a result, potential impacts 

are considered less than significant as it relates to physically dividing an established community and 

potential conflicts with applicable land use plans. 

Therefore, minor modifications of the Development Regulations have been found to be not significant 

because it does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential 

to increase the severity of previously identified impacts. 
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Integration o/the LAMC "Q" Conditions 

Section 12.32G.2(a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified 

Classification as follows: 

(I) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible with surrounding properties for the following reasons 

and no impacts are expected. The Revised Project will be an in-fill development, which is contiguous and 

compatible with other development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with 

and complements the surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses 

that the Applicant will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, 

hotel and office. As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does 

not fundamentally alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning 

goals because they provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located 

along a major transit corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is 

compatible with, and compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the 

community and will improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface 

parking with a development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project intensifies use of the Project Site, which is currently 

underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 

objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers the development 

of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and entertainment. It also 

promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and distributing 

commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted 

planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture and density 
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of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 

can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic structures along 

Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent with the goals and 

objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Agreement, Land Use 

Equivalency Program, and community benefits has been found to be not significant because it does not 

alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential to increase the 

severity of previously identified impacts. 

Consideration o/Height Limitation Design Conditions 

The Revised Project contains an alternate design option (attached as Appendix B to this Addendum) that 

implements a height limit. The design option includes a reduced number of stories for tower elements 

and correspondingly larger floor plate square footages. The design option imposed as a condition of 

approval at the PLUM hearing is compatible with other developments, would complement the 

surrounding area, would not alter the environmental character of the neighborhood, would be 

implemented consistent with the intent of the City's General Plan, and would be developed based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. It should be noted that the design option does not represent 

the only feasible development option available to the Applicant. Instead, it represents a development 

option (with particular requirements for tower height) that could be constructed at the Project Site so long 

as the development is otherwise consistent with the modified Development Regulations, maintains 

compliance with the Land Use Equivalency Program, and does not exceed the scope of impact analysis in 

the Draft and Final EIR. 

Particularly, the design option limits height to 39 stories on the East Site and 35 stories on the West Site. 

As described below, this design modification fits within the worst-case impact analysis that was presented 

in the Draft EIR and Final EIR for each impact category. 

For example, it does not affect the aesthetics analysis because the design option falls within the building 

and height footprints established in the Draft EIR. Likewise, it does not affect the cultural resources 

analysis because the design option does not reduce setbacks from sensitive historic resources or otherwise 

modify the potential impacts on adjacent or nearby historic resources. Also, it does not affect the 

geology, hazards, or hydrology analysis because the height limitation does not relate to those impact 

categories and it does not materially change the imperviousness assumptions in the hydrology analysis. 

Similarly, it does not affect the land use analysis because the Draft EIR and Final EIR assessed land use 

compatibility of the Project at all potential levels (i.e., height and massing) of development within the 
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project footprint and the implementation of the design option does not exceed or otherwise materially 

change that footprint. In addition, it does not affect the noise analysis because limiting height does not 

increase either the construction or operational noise associated with the Project. In addition, it does not 

affect the population, housing, or employment analysis because the design option does not change the 

overall square footage or proposed uses analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Likewise, it does not affect 

the public services analysis for the same reasons. Also, it does not affect the traffic and parking analysis 

because the design option does not increase, reduce, or otherwise materially change the number of trips 

generated by the Project or the required parking. Lastly, it does not affect utilities or services systems 

because implementing height limits does not relate to water needs, wastewater or solid waste system 

capacities, or energy demand calculations used in the Draft or Final EIR. In summary, the design option 

imposed as a condition of approval at the PLUM hearing fits within the envelope of impact analysis 

established in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Therefore, implementation of this design option has been found to be not significant because it does not 

alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential to increase the 

severity of previously identified impacts. 
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v. PREPARERSOFTHEADDENDUM 
AND PERSONS CONSUL TED 

Preparers of the Addendum 

Lead Agency 

Applicant 

Applicant's Legal Counsel 

EIR Consultant 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Millennium Hollywood LLC 
1995 Broadway 
New York, New York 10023 

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP 

333 South Hope Street, Forty -Third Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90071 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 200 
Los Angeles, California 90049 

Persons Consulted in Addendum Preparation 

Architectural Handel Architects, LLP 

150 Varick Street, 8th Floor 
New York, New York 100l3 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Catherine 
Nuezca Gaba <catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.org> 

Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 12:14 PM 
To: Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
has replied "Maybe" to this invitation with this note: 
"Conflicting Meeting" 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA (map) 
Calendar 
catheri ne. nuezcagaba@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
- creator, optional 

deberhart@Langan.com 
James Pugh 
'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@lacity.org) 
'Diane Fiorelli' 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account jneuman@sheppardmullin.com because you are 
an attendee of this event. 
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To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

mm 
invite. ics 

2 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130716T200000Z 
DTEND:20130716T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130715T191407Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000000068BCB104 78CE010000000000000 
00 
010000000AABF5D9516691A4AB6A52D57C49FA839 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=OPT
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=TENTATIVE;CN=Cathe 
rine Nuezca Gaba;X-NUM-GUESTS=O;X-RESPONSE-COMMENT="Conflicting Meeting":ma 
ilto: catherine. nuezcagaba@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130715T190553Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130715T191407Z 
LOCATION:Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street\, Suite 1000\ 
, Los Angeles\, CA 

SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-OWN ERAPPTI D: 1721989085 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35701 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 12:45 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: Meeting to discuss Millennium Project @ Mon Jul 15, 2013 1pm - 2pm 
(sergio.ibarra@lacity.org) 

more details» 
Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 
When Mon Jul 15, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 

Where CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall, Conference Room B C!D..§Q) 

Calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Marie Rumsey - organizer 

• Avak Keotahian 

• Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Roberto Mejia 

• kcasper@sheppardmullin.com 

• Renee Stadel 

• Sergio Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account serg io.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
serg io. ibarra@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34364 

Lily Quan < lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 2:16 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
Fwd: Millennium project and Caltrans 

From: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.orq > 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 10:34 AM 
Subject: Re: Millennium project and Caltrans 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With respect to traffic 
on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared consistent with LADOT's Traffic 
Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-
mandated CMP following the passage of Prop 111 in 1990. The CMP directs all projects in the County that required to 
prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, 
Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an 
impact, which the CMP does. In the interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP 
requirements, the project's transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. 
Here's the link to the Caltrans guidelines: 

http ://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa files/tisguide.pdf 

For some background, MTA developed the state-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP) after 
passage of Prop III in 1990. The CMP directs all projects that are required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit 
and freeway impact analyses. The CMP includes clear definitions of significant impacts - the Caltrans manual 
does not. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mr. Prevost: 

Please see attached. Thank you. 

Jillian Reyes 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 

EM35168 

Jillian Reyes <Jillian@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 

Wednesday, July 03, 2013 6:07 PM 
dana.prevost@lacity.org 

Dan Wright; Robert Silverstein 
Millennium Hollywood Project; Litigation Hold 
7 -03-13 Letter to Hazel Harris re Litigation Hold.pdf 

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Jillian@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

A Professional Corporation 

July 3, 2013 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 482-6889 
AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 782 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101-1504 

PHONE: (626) 4494200 FAX: (626) 4494205 

ROBERT@RoBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

Re: California Public Records Act Requests - Millennium Hollywood Project; 
Litigation Hold 

Dear Ms. Harris: 

In connection with our June 25, 2013 Public Records Act requests, a copy of 
which is attached, we request that you preserve intact all documents and computer 
communications and attachments thereto, including but not limited to all emails and 
computer files, wherever originated, received or copied, regarding the subject matter of 
the above-referenced cases, including archives thereof preserved on tape, hard drive, disc, 
or any other archival medium, and including also any printouts, blowbacks, or other 
reproduction of any such computer communications. This is a litigation hold and you 
are on notice that all records requested are subject to this hold. A litigation hold 
requires legal counsel to take affirmative acts to assure the preservation of documents, 
including email, against destruction or spoliation. 

Please also include this correspondence in the administrative record for the above
referenced matter. If you have any questions, please contact our offices. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 

ROBERTP. IL 
FOR 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

cc: Ken Fong, Assistant City Attorney (via email) 
Mr. Dana Prevost (via email) 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

A Professional Corporation 

June 25, 2013 

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 482-6889 
AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 782 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101·1504 

PHONE. (626) 4494200 FAX, (626) 4494205 

ROBERT@RoBERTSllVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSllVERSTEINLAW.COM 

Re: California Public Records Act Requests - Millennium Project 

Dear Ms. Harris: 

This request is made under the California Public Records Act pursuant to 
Government Code Section 6250, et seq. Please provide copies of the following from the 
City (as "City" is defined below). 

For ease of reference in this document, please refer to the following defined 
terms: 

The "City" shall refer to all officials, employees, consultants, and agents of the 
Department of Building and Safety, City of Los Angeles, including the City 
Attorney's office and any and all outside counsel retained by the City. 

"Millennium Hollywood" shall refer to Millennium Hollywood, LLC, all related 
or affiliated companies, and all principals, including Phil Ahrens, officers, 
employees, attorneys, agents and/or consultants, including but not limited to 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences, Inc., and the law firm of 
Sheppard, Mullin. 

"Project" shall refer to the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project at located at 
1720-1770 N. Vine Street, 1745-1753 N. Vine Street, 6236-6334 W. Yucca Street, 
1733-1741 N. Argyle Street, 1746-1764 N. Ivar Street, Hollywood, California. 

"Document," as defined in Govt. Code Section 6252(g), shall mean any 
handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostating, photographing, photocopying, 
transmitting by electronic mail or facsimile, and every other means of recording 
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Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Safety 
June 25, 2013 
Page 2 

upon any tangible thing any form of communication or representation, including 
letters, words, pictures, sounds, or symbols, or combinations thereof, and any 
record thereby created, regardless of the manner in which the record has been 
stored. 

The public records requests include: 

(1) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal Challita, Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1, 2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the May 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Preliminary Geotechnical Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(2) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City'S email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal Challita, Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1, 2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the November 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Science's 
Fault Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(3) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City'S email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal Challita, Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1,2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(4) All communications from May 1,2012 through the date of your compliance 
with this request between, on the one hand, any and all email accounts 
(including alias accounts set up on the City'S email system) of Dana 
Prevost, John Weight, Pascal Challita, Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David 
Lara, and on the other hand, any and all email accounts of Millennium 
Hollywood, and of its EIR Consultants, or its Geotechnical Consultant 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences, or any of its attorneys 
from the law firm of Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP, including 
but not limited to Phil Ahrens, CAJA Environmental Services, Dan 
Eberhart, Rudolph Frizzi, Alfred Fraijo, andlor Jerry Neuman. 
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Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Safety 
June 25, 2013 
Page 3 

EM35172 

I draw the City's attention to Government Code Section 6253.1, which requires a 
public agency to assist the public in making a focused and effective request by: 
(1) identifying records and information responsive to the request, (2) describing the 
information technology and physical location of the records, and (3) providing 
suggestions for overcoming any practical basis for denying access to the records or 
information sought. 

If the City determines that any information is exempt from disclosure, I ask that 
the City reconsider that determination in view of Proposition 59 which amended the State 
Constitution to require that all exemptions be "narrowly construed," Proposition 59 may 
modify or overturn authorities on which the City has relied in the past. 

If the City determines that any requested records are subject to a still-valid 
exemption, I request that the City exercise its discretion to disclose some or all of the 
records notwithstanding the exemption and with respect to records containing both 
exempt and non-exempt content, the City redact the exempt content and disclose the rest. 
Should the City deny any part of this request, the City is required to provide a written 
response describing the legal authority on which the City relies. 

Please be advised that Government Code Section 6253( c) states in pertinent part 
that the agency "shall promptly notify the person making the request of the determination 
and the reasons therefore." (Emphasis added.) Section 6253(d) further states that 
nothing in this chapter "shall be construed to permit an agency to delay or obstruct the 
inspection or copying of public records. The notification of denial of any request for 
records required by Section 6255 shall set forth the names and titles or positions of each 
person responsible for the denial." 

Additionally, Government Code Section 6255(a) states that the "agency shall 
justify withholding any record by demonstrating that the record in question is exempt 
under expressed provisions of this chapter or that on the facts of the particular case the 
public interest served by not disclosing the record clearly outweighs the public interest 
served by disclosure of the record." (Emphasis added.) This provision makes clear that 
the agency is required to justify withholding any record with particularity as to "the 
record in question." (Emphasis added.) 

Please clearly state in writing pursuant to Section 6255(b): (l) ifthe City is 
withholding any documents; (2) if the City is redacting any documents; (3) what 
documents the City is so withholding and/or redacting; and (4) the alleged legal bases for 

RL0035174 



Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Safety 
June 25, 2013 
Page 4 

EM35173 

withholding and/or redacting as to the particular documents. It should also be noted that 
to the extent documents are being withheld, should those documents also contain material 
that is not subject to any applicable exemption to disclosure, then the disclosable portions 
of the documents must be segregated and produced. 

We request that you preserve intact all documents and computer communications 
and attachments thereto, including but not limited to all emails and computer files, 
wherever originated, received or copied, regarding the subject matter of the above
referenced requests, including archives thereof preserved on tape, hard drive, disc, or any 
other archival medium, and including also any printouts, blowbacks, or other 
reproduction of any such computer communications. 

If the copy costs for these requests do not exceed $200, please make the copies 
and bill this office. If the copy costs exceed $200, please contact me in advance to 
arrange a time and place where I can inspect the records. As required by Government 
Code Section 6253, please respond to this request within ten days. Because I am faxing 
this request on June 25, 2013, please ensure that your response is provided to me by no 
later than July 5, 2013. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 

GfJ~~OU0~~e-
. l=~p.~vERSTEIN 

FOR 
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

okay, no problem! 

EM36034 

Beatrice Pacheco < beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 9:22 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: add on public records request on Millennium 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:21 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
the 26th will work best for me. I just need to set aside my time to get it done. 
Thank you! 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:20 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
What day do you thing is best for you? Within reason of course, we can tell them following week if you need 
til then. Just give me a good estimate. 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9: 17 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org> wrote: 
ugh, I didn't see that. that is gonna take FOREVER. I have until the 25th? 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9: 16 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity. org> wrote: 
okay, also at the bottom, they are asking for: 

"Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project." 

Not sure if you saw that too. Thanks! 

On Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 9:13 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity. org>wrote: 
Hi Beatrice, 
I actually do not have much from Marathon Communications. I communicated predominantly with the 
applicant's representative. I printed out the e-mails where I was either cc'd or where Marathon Communications 
is in the trail of e-mails I received. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:03 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Sorry to bug, but I need to send this response to requester by this Friday. See the email below that was 
originally forwarded to me by Michael LoGrande. Can you please let me know either way whether you have 
anything that has not made it into the file? I spoke to Srimal and sheis going to have her docs ready for them by 
Thursday of next week (7/25) so I was hoping to give them that day as the day they can start coming in to 
review the files/material. 
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Thanks so much, as always, for your help with this. 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 8:46 AM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, Luci: 

Not sure if you are back yet, but wanted to check with you on this prior email since I do need to respond by this 
Friday. Can you let me know if you have anything that has not made it into the case file yet (CPC-2008-
3440)? Thank you. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Julll, 2013 at 3:41 PM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 
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Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM36037 

4 

RL0035179 



Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

EM36038 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Catherine 
Nuezca Gaba <catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.org> 

Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 6:09 PM 
To: Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA (map) 
Calendar 
catheri ne. nuezcagaba@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba 
- creator, optional 

deberhart@Langan.com 
James Pugh 
'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@lacity.org) 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account jneuman@sheppardmullin.com because you are 
an attendee of this event. 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130716T200000Z 
DTEND:20130716T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130704T010852Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000000068BCB104 78CE010000000000000 
00 
010000000AABF5D9516691A4AB6A52D57C49FA839 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=OPT
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Cather 
ine Nuezca Gaba;X-N U M-GU ESTS=O: mailto:catherine. nuezcagaba@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130703T232129Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130704T010852Z 
LOCATION:Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street\, Suite 1000\ 
, Los Angeles\, CA 

SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-OWN ERAPPTI D: 1721989085 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34015 

James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 

Tuesday, June 04, 2013 3:12 PM 
Dana Prevost 

Subject: Re: Fwd: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 

Dolan et al. 1997.pdf Attachments: 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Stephanie Montgomery <smontgomery@langan.com> 
Date: Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 2:08 PM 
Subject: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 
To: "Mr. Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@LACity.org)" <Dana.Prevost@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Eberhart <deberhart@langan.com> 

Dana, 

Please refer to the link below for access to a .pdf copy of our Hollywood Fault Investigation 
Report. 

Thank you, 

New files have been posted for you at the Langan Client Services site and can be retrieved until 
611412013 by clicking on the link below. 

http ://clients.1angan.comllphidefault.aspx?postTransaction=-181553 7807 

700019502 Fault Investigation Report.pdf 

Should you have any questions regarding the use of the Langan Client Services, please contact 
Langan IT (helpdesk@langan.com). 

Stephanie Montgomery, PG 
Senior Staff Geologist 
Direct: 949.255.8662 
Mobile: 949.294.4178 

LANGAN 
Phone: 949.255 .8640 Fax: 949.255 .8641 
32 Executive Park, Suite 130 
Irvine, CA 92614 
www.1angan.com 

CALIFORNIA NEW JERSEY NEW YORK CONNECTICUT PENNSYLVANIA 
VIRGINIA FLORIDA 
ABU DHABI ATHENS DOHA DUBAI ISTANBUL 

Langan's goal is to be SAFE (Stay Accident Free Everyday) 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 

Electronic communication provided by "Langan" encompasses "Langan Engineering, 
Environmental, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, D.P. c.," "Langan Engineering and 
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Environmental Services, Inc.," "Langan International LLC," "Treadwell & Rollo, a Langan 
Company," and "Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., PC." This electronic 
transmission may contain confidential, proprietary or privileged information. No confidentiality 
or privilege is intended to be waived or lost by erroneous transmission of this message. If you 
receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return email and delete 
this message from your system. Disclosure, use, distribution or copying of this message, any 
attachments thereto or their contents is strictly prohibited. 

Dana Prevost 

Engineering Geologist III 

Grading Division Chief 

Building and Safety 

City of Los Angeles 

(213)482-0488 

James Dolan 
Professor of Geology 
Department of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

tele: (213) 740-8599 
FAX: (213) 740-8801 
e-mail: dolan@usc.edu 
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Active tectonics, paleoseismology, and seismic hazards of the Hollywood 

fault, northern Los Angeles basin, California 

James F. DOlan*t} 
KerrySieht Seismological Laboratory; California Institute ~fTechnology, Pasadena, Cal!fornia 91125 

Thomas K. Rockwellt Department of Geological Sciences, San Diego State University, San Diego, California 92182 

Paul Guptill 

Grant Miller 

Geosyntec Consultants, Huntington Beach, California 92648 

Advanced Earth Sciences', Irvine, Ca1tfornia 92618 

ABSTRACT 

Data from geotechnical boreholes and 
trenches, in combination with geomorpho
logic mapping, indicate that the Hollywood 
fault is an oblique, reverse-left-lateral fault 
that has undergone at least one surface
rupturing earthquake during latest Pleisto
cene to middle or late Holocene time. Geo
morphologic observations show that the fault 
extends for 14 km along the southern edge of 
the eastern Santa Monica Mountains, from 
the Los Angeles River westward through 
downtown Hollywood to northwestern Bev
erly Hills, where the locus of active deforma
tion steps 1.2 km southward along the West 
Bevedy Hills lineament to the Santa Monica 
fault. Rupture of the entire Hollywood fault, 
by itself, could produce a M" ~6.6 earth
quake, similar in size to the highly destruc
tive, 1994 Northridge earthquake, but even 
closer to more densely urbanized areas. As
suming a 0.35 mmlyr minimum fault-slip rate 
consistent with available geologic data, we 
calculate an average maximum recurrence 
interval for such moderate events of :s;~000 
yr. Although occurrence of such moderate 
events is consistent with the elapsed time 
since the poody constrained age of the most 
recent surface rupture, the data do not pre
clude a longer quiescent interval suggestive of 
larger earthquakes. If earthquakes much 
larger than Mw ~.6 occurred in the past, we 

*Present Address: Department of Earth Sciences, 
University of Southem Califomia, Los Angeles, Cali
fornia 90089-0740; e-mail: dolan(ci)earth.usc.edu. 

tDolan, Sieh, and Rockwell are members of the 
Fault Zone Geology Group, Southern California Earth
quake Center, University of Southem California, Los 
Angeles, Califomia 90(J89-0740. 

speculate that they may have been generated 
by the Hollywood fault together with other 
faults in the Transverse Ranges Southern 
Boundary fault system. 

INTRODUCTION 

During the past decade ideas about the seismic 
hazards facing urban Los Angeles have under
gone dramatic revision and refmement. Earlier 
earthquake scenarios for the metropolitan region 
focused primarily on the effects of a great (Mw 
7.7 to 7.9) earthquake generated by the San All
dreas fault, which is located more than 50 km 
northeast of downtown Los Angeles (Fig. 1). Not 
until the mid-1980s (e.g., Wesnousky, 1986; 
Toppozada, 1988) did attention tum to the poten
tial hazards posed by faults directly beneath the 
metropolitan area. The 1987 Mw 6.0 Whittier 
Narrows earthquake and the 1994 Mw 6.7 North
ridge earthquake clearly demonstrated the seis
mic hazards associated with these urban faults. 
More recent seismic hazard assessments incorpo
rate the possibility of large urban earthquakes, as 
well as the recurrence of a major earthquake on 
the San Andreas fault (e.g., Working Group on 
California Earthquake Probabilities, 1995). Be
cause of their proximity to metropolitan Los 
Angeles, moderately large to large earthquakes 
(Mw 7.0 to 7.5) generated by the urban faults 
could cause at least as much, and possibly more 
damage, than a much larger earthquake occurring 
on the San Andreas fault (Working Group on Cal
ifornia Earthquake Probabilities, 1995; Dolan et 
al., 1995; Heaton et al., 1995). At least two such 
large earthquakes have occurred dUling historic 
time in southern California on faults simi lar to 
those that underlie the metropolitan region: the 
December 21, 1812, M ~ 7.1 Santa Barbara 
Channel earthquakes (Toppozada, 1981) and the 

GSA Bulletin; December 1997; v. 109; no. 12; p. 1595-1616; 15 figures; 5 tables. 
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July 21 ,1952, Mw 7.5 Kern COUlltyevent (Hanks 
et al., 1975; Stein and Thatcher, 1981; Wallace, 
1988; Ellsworth, 1990). Neither of these earth
quakes resulted in widespread damage or major 
loss of life, because both regions were relatively 
sparsely populated at the time of the earthquakes. 

Despite a heightened awareness of the potential 
for destructive earthquakes from faults beneath 
metropolitan Los Angeles, as well as numerous 
recent studies that have illuminated the active 
tectonics of the region (e.g., Hauksson, 1990; 
Wright, 1991; Shaw and Suppe, 1996), too little 
information exists about the earthquake histories 
and recent kinematics of these faults to construct 
reali stic probabi lis tic hazard maps for the metro
politan region. Specifically, we have only sparse 
data concerning recunence intervals, dates and 
sizes of past events, slip rates, and kinematics for 
many faults. Furthermore, we do not know the ex
act nature and surficial location of many of these 
faults. Knowledge of these fault parameters is es
sential for constructing realistic probabilistic seis
mic hazard models for southern California. 

Over the past several years we have been 
studying the active tectonics and paleoseismol
ogy of the northern Los Angeles metropolitan 
region; the area extends from Pacific Palisades 
and Santa Monica on the coast, eastward 
through Beverly Hills, Hollywood, downtown 
Los Angeles, and east Los Angeles to Whittier 
Narrows (Fig. 1).In this paper we discuss ourre
sults from the Hollywood fault, which extends 
for 14 km through this densely urbanized region 
(Fig. 2). We first describe the results of our geo
morphologic and paleoseismologic studies of 
the fault and then discuss the implications of 
these data for seismic hazard assessment in the 
metropolitan Los Angeles region. In addition to 
the implications of these results for seismic haz
ard analysis, data from tlns and sinnlar shldies of 
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Figure 1. Regional neotectonic map for metropolitan southern California showing major active faults. Fault locations are from Ziony and Jones 
(1989), Vedder et al. (1986), and Dolan and Sieh (1992). Santa Rosa Island fault is off figure to west. Closed teeth denote reverse-fault surface 
traces; open teeth show upper edges of blind thrust-fault ramps. Strike-slip fault surface traces are identified by double arrows. Small open 
squares denote Global Positioning System (GPS) stations discussed in text (locations were provided by A. Donnellan, JPL Geodesy group, 1996, 
personal commun.). CPk-Castro Peak GPS station; ELATB-East Los Angeles thrust belt; HoI Flt-Hollywood fault; RMF-Red Mountain 
fault; SCIF-Santa Cruz Island fault; SJF-San Jose fault; SSF-Santa Susana fault; VERF-Verdugo--Eagle Rock fault; LA-Los Angeles; 
LB-Long Beach; M-Malibu; NB-Newport Beach; Ox-Oxnard; P-Pasadena; PH-Port Hueneme; PM-Point Mugu; PP-Pacific 
Palisades; SJcF-San Jacinto fault; V-Ventura; WN-Whittier Narrows. Dark shading shows Santa Monica Mountains. 

numerous other active southern California faults 
will ultimately provide information about the 
long-term and long-distance interactions be
tween these faults. 

Studying a fault in such a densely urbanized 
setting presents many difficulties, perhaps the 
most challenging being logistical limitations on 
available trench sites. Because we could not 
choose the optimal trench site along the Holly
wood fault, some aspects of the data set, in par
ticular the slip rate and slip vector of the fault, 
could not be measured directly and are therefore 
not as well constrained as they might have been 
were the fault not in an urban setting. Nonethe
less, the data presented below provide constraints 
on the location, kinematics, and earthquake his
tory of the Hollywood fault, parameters that are 
critical for integrating this potentially hazardous 
fault into realistic probabilistic seismic hazard 
models. We conclude by using estimates of the 
slip rate and fault-plane area that are consistent 
with known geologic data to discuss plausible 
sizes and repeat times of future earthquakes on 
the Hollywood fault. 

REGIONAL GEOLOGY 

The Hollywood fault is part of a system of east
trending reverse, oblique-slip, and left-lateral 
strike-slip faults that extends for> 200 km along 
the southern edge of the Transverse Ranges, an 
east-west belt of ranges that developed in re
sponse to north-south compression that began ca. 
2.5 to 5 Ma (Fig. 1; e.g., Barbat, 1958; Davis et 
aI., 1989; Wright, 1991; Shaw and Suppe, 1996; 
Schneider et al., 1996; Tsutsumi, 1996). We refer 
to these faults collectively as the Transverse 
Ranges Southern Boundary fault system. Within 
the fault system, left-lateral and oblique-reverse, 
left -lateral motion on a subsystem comprising the 
Raymond (Crook et aI., 1987; Jones et aI., 1990), 
Hollywood (Dolan et aI., 1993; this study), Santa 
Monica (Dolan et aI., 1992), Anacapa-Dume 
(Stierman and Ellsworth, 1976; Ellsworth, 1990), 
Malibu Coast (Drumm, 1992; Treiman, 1994), 
Santa Cruz Island (Patterson, 1978; Pinter and 
Sorlien, 1991; Pinter et aI., 1995), and Santa Rosa 
Island faults (Colson et aI., 1995) accommodates 
relative westward motion of the Transverse 

Ranges block. Paleomagnetic studies of upper 
Pliocene strata (1 to 3 Ma) reveal 20° of clockwise 
rotation of parts of the western Transverse Ranges 
block (Liddicoat, 1992), suggesting that left
lateral motion is accompanied by active clock
wise rotation of the western Transverse Ranges. 

The Hollywood fault extends east-northeast 
along the southern edge of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, the southernmost of the Transverse 
Ranges (Fig. 2). The range exhibits an asymmet
ric, south-vergent anticlinal structure, which has 
been interpreted as a fault-propagation fold 
above a gently north-dipping blind thrust fault 
(Fig. 3; Davis et aI., 1989; Davis and Namson, 
1994). The basic structure of the Hollywood area 
was revealed during extensive oil exploration, 
which began during the early 1900s and contin
ued through the 1980s (see Wright, 1991, for a 
comprehensive review). These data show that the 
steeply north-dipping Hollywood fault juxta
poses Cretaceous quartz diorite and predomi
nantly Miocene volcanic and sedimentary rocks 
of the Santa Monica Mountains against Quater
nary and Tertiary sedimentary rocks to the south 

1596 Geological Society of America Bulletin, December 1997 
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SEISMOLOGY OF HOLLYWOOD FAULT, NORTHERN LOS ANGELES BASIN, CALIFORNIA 

San Fernando Valley Fault/Fold Scarp 
~ or Trace 

r- Fold Axis D Holocene Undiff. 

_ Holocene? 
~ Alluvial Fans 

D Older Alluvium 

D ere0~~i~,ary 
D eret Qtz Diorite 

Figure 2. Map of the Hollywood fault zone, showing surficial geology and major tectonic and sedimentary landforms. Major fault and fold 
scarps are shown in black. Faults are dotted where inferred beneath recent alluvium. Bedrock geology is from Dibblee (1991a, 1991b). Lines 
with opposing double arrows are crests of youthful folds on the ground surface. The word Hollywood is centered on the main business district of 
downtown Hollywood, which extends approximately from La Brea Avenue eastward to Western Avenue and from Santa Monica Boulevard 
northward to the mountain front. A-bedrock fault in Elysian Park Hills (Lamar, 1970); H--eastern end of the Sunset Strip at intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive; H2O-shallow ground water along Hollywood fault (F. Denison, 1991, personal commun.); K-Kings 
Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection; N-intersection of Normandie and Franklin Avenues; Oil-linear oil and water seeps at Greystone Park 
(Crook and Proctor, 1992); SM Fit-Santa Monica fault; BC-Benedict Canyon; BrC-Brushy Canyon; GP-Greystone Park; LC-Laurel 
Canyon; NC-Nichols Canyon; WBHL-West Beverly Hills lineament; WeHo-West Hollywood. 

(Figs. 2 and 3). The fault is marked by a narrow, 
steeply southward-sloping gravity gradient that is 
most pronounced in the duwntown Hollywood 
area (Chapman and Chase, 1979). 

The Hollywood fault defines the northern edge 
of the 300-m-deep Hollywood basin, which ex
tends parallel to the fault for> 1 0 km, from east of 
downtown Hollywood to northwestern Beverly 
Hills (Fig. 3; Hill et at, 1979; Wright 1991; 
Hummon et at, 1994). The basin is generally in
terpreted as being asymmetric, deepening toward 
the Hollywood fault along its northern flank The 
North Salt Lake fault, which is interpreted as a 
steeply north-dipping norn1al fault, extends west-

ward along the southern margin of the basin, ~ 1.5 
Im1 south of, and parallel to, the Hollywood fault 
(Schneider et at, 1996; Tsutsumi, 1996). The 
North Salt Lake fault can be u-aced to within 500 
m of the surface, but it has not been shown to dis
place late Quaternary strata (Fig. 3; Schneider et 
aI., 1996; Tsutsumi, 1996), and it does not exhibit 
any surface geomorphic expression. 

To the south of the Hollywood basin is an ex
panse of dissected. older (Pleistocene?) alluvium. 
DifIerential stream incision identified on serial 
topographic and stream profiles across this older 
alluvium reveals several very low-amplitude, 
northwest-trending anticlines that warp the allu-

vial surfaces (Fig. 2; Dolan and Sieh, 1992). The 
older alluvium overlies the northeast Los Angeles 
basin monocline, a south-dipping sequence of 
strata that is interpreted to have been tilted dur
ing reverse slip on the postulated Los Angeles 
fault an ~60° north-dipping downward exten
sion of the blind Las Cienegas reverse fault (F ig. 
3; Schneider et aL, 1996; Tsutsumi, 1996). 
Hummon et aL (1994) hypothesized the exis
tence of the Wilshire arch in this same region. a 
gentle, east-trending anticline that they interpret 
to have formed during the past ~O.8 to 1 Ma 
above the postulated Wilshire fault, a gently 
north-dipping blind thrust fault (Fig. 3). 
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Figure 3. Generalized north-south cross section through downtown Hollywood area showing 
major tectonic features ofthe region, including the Hollywood fault, North Salt Lake fault (NSF), 
Hollywood basin, Santa Monica Mountains anticlinorium, northeast Los Angeles basin mono
cline (NE LA monocline in figure), Las Cienegas fault and its postulated downdip extension (Los 
Angeles fault; LC-LAF), San Vicente fault (SVF), and the postulated Wilshire fault and associ
ated Wilshire arch. The latter is from Hummon et al. (1994). Geology south of Hollywood fault is 
generalized from Tsutsumi (1996) and Schneider et al. (1996). North Salt Lake fault is based on 
Schneider et al. (1996). Form lines (dashed gray lines) showing postulated late Cenozoic conver
gent structure in undifferentiated crystalline basement and Mesozoic-Tertiary sedimentary rocks 
of Santa Monica Mountains anticlinorium are from Davis and Namson (1994). Active and 
potentially active faults are shown by thick black lines. Up-Upper; LM-Iower Miocene. 

GEOMORPHOLOGIC EXPRESSION OF 
THE HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

The sharply defmed southern margin of the 
eastern Santa Monica Mountains (also known as 
the Hollywood Hills) represents one of the most 
pronounced topographic features of the Los 
Angeles region, and it has long been hypothe
sized to be the locus of a fault (e.g., Lawson, 
1908; Hoots, 1931). Other than knowledge of its 
approximate location, however, little has been 
known specifically about the fault's location, 
geometry, and earthquake history. 

Because of the limited use of geomorphology 
during mapping by earlier workers, the exact loca
tion of the Hollywood fault had been identified at 
only a few sites during the course of geotechnical 
investigations, notably early exploration for the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority subway currently 
under construction (e.g., Converse Consultants, 
Earth Sciences Associates, and Geo/Resource 
Consultants, 1981; Crook and Proctor, 1992). 
None of these studies exposed the fault directly. As 
part of a paleoseismological study conducted dur
ing the early 1980s, Crook et al. (1983; Crook and 
Proctor, 1992) excavated several sites along the 
mountain front. However, they did not expose any 
active strands of the fault. Prior to this study no 
paleoseismological evidence of fault activity had 
been documented for the Hollywood fault. 

In spite of the dense urbanization of the area, 

most alluvial, fluvial, and fault-related land
forms (e.g., fans, channels, fault scarps, and 
faceted mountain spurs) are surprisingly well 
preserved. The high degree of preservation of 
these geomorphic features is the result of urban
ization of this part of the city primarily during 
the 1910s and 1920s, before the widespread use 
of mechanized grading equipment. Rather than 
leveling building plots as would be done now, 
the builders simply draped the city across the ex
isting landscape with minimal cutting and fill
ing. Our analysis of tectonic landforms along the 
fault trace was greatly facilitated by a series of 
1:24000 topographic maps constructed for all of 
Los Angeles County by the U.S. Geological Sur
vey during the mid -1920s. We conducted our ini
tial geomorphic analysis of the Hollywood area 
using these highly detailed maps, which have a 5 
ft (1.5 m) contour interval on relatively gentle 
terrain, and a 25 ft (7.6 m) interval in mountain
ous areas. We later field checked all suspected 
tectonic landforms. The field analyses allowed 
us to distinguish many features related to grad
ing during road construction. Our geomorpho
logic observations, in conjunction with the geo
technical data presented below, provide the basis 
for construction of the first detailed map of the 
most recently active surficial trace of the Holly
wood fault zone (Fig. 2). 

Linear scarps and faceted south-facing ridges 
confrrm that recent activity on the Hollywood 

fault is concentrated along the southern edge of 
the Hollywood Hills in Hollywood and Beverly 
Hills. The continuity of the scarps is interrupted 
by numerous recently active alluvial fans along 
the mountain front. The absence of any signifi
cant fan incision or segmentation implies recent 
uplift of the Hollywood Hills at the mountain 
front. Along much of the fault, particularly west 
of downtown Hollywood, the numerous small 
fans coalesce downslope into a nearly uninter
rupted alluvial apron, which merges southward 
with two gently sloping alluvial plains in south
ern Beverly Hills-West Hollywood and south
central Hollywood (Fig. 2). 

Downtown Hollywood 

In downtown Hollywood the fault exhibits sev
eral parallel, locally overlapping south-facing 
scarps that indicate a wide, complex zone of surfi
cial faulting (Fig. 4). Data from previous geotech
nical and ground-water studies, in combination 
with our geomorphologic results, confirm that the 
fault comprises at least three major splays through 
much of downtown Hollywood (Converse Con
sultants, Earth Sciences Associates, and Geo/ 
Resource Consultants, 1981; Crook and Proctor, 
1992; F. Denison, 1991, personal commun.). The 
most prominent scarp in the downtown area, 
which we refer to as the Franklin Avenue strand, 
extends for ~2 km along and just south of 
Franklin Avenue, from ~250 m east of La Brea 
Avenue to just east of Gower Street (Figs. 2 and 
4). Two 1991 foundation boreholes excavated just 
south of Franklin Avenue on Las Palmas Street 
confirm that a fault exists beneath the prominent 
scarp (G' in Fig. 4; R. Slade, 1992, personal com
mun. in Crook and Proctor, 1992). These bore
holes reveal a pronounced ground-water barrier 
that correlates with the prominent south-facing 
scarp (G in Fig. 4). Ground water on the north side 
of the fault was encountered at 4.6 m, whereas 
south of the fault it occurred at 13.7 m. The dotted 
and dashed lines through G in Figure 4 show the 
probable trace of this fault strand. Farther east, the 
Franklin Avenue strand is defined by pronounced 
scarps just east and west of Cahuenga Boulevard 
and by a fault mapped in Miocene bedrock near 
Vine Street (Fig. 4; Dibblee, 1991a). 

At least two other fault strands occur in 
Hollywood, one to the south (Yucca Street 
strand) and one to the north (northern strand) of 
the Franklin Avenue strand (Fig. 4). West of the 
Cahuenga alluvial fan, the Yucca Street strand 
exhibits a 5-6-m-high scarp. East of the fan the 
Yucca Street scarp merges with the FranklinAv
enue scarp. The lack of topographic scarps 
across the 300 m width of the fan suggests that 
surficial displacements on the fault have been 
obscured during at least the past few thousand 
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Figure 4. Detailed map of the Hollywood fault zone and related fault scarps, ground-water 
barriers, and alluvial fans in downtown Hollywood. Darkest shaded areas are inferred fault 
scarps. Lighter shading denotes recently active alluvial fans and drainages. Fault locations dot
ted where inferred, and dashed where based on ground-water barriers. Bull's-eyes denote 
boreholes (Converse Report, 1981; Crook and Proctor, 1992). Location is shown in Figure 2. 
Bedrock fault north of Franklin Avenue from Dibblee (1991a). Ground-water barriers along 
fault are denoted by G (R. Slade, cited in Crook and Proctor, 1992) and G' (F. Denison, 1991, 
personal commun.). Topography redrafted from Burbank and Hollywood 1:24 000 6' USGS 
quadrangles (1926). Contour interval is 1.5 m (5 ft) up to the 500 ft contour, above which the in
terval is 7.6 m (25 ft). 

s Cahuenga Boulevard 
Borehole Transect 

Figure 5. Cross section inferred from boreholes along Cahuenga Boulevard in downtown 
Hollywood (data from Converse Report, 1981; see Crook and Proctor, 1992, for alternative in
terpretation). Location is shown in Figure 4. Crook and Proctor (1992) show a fault displacement 
between 28-2 and 28A. We observe no evidence for this strand, and we do not show it in the fig
ure. Fault dip is not constrained by data; we show an arbitrary 45°N dip. See text for discussion. 

years by fluvial deposition and/or erosion. 
Westward of a point ~300 m west of Cahuenga 
Boulevard the Yucca Street strand does not ex
hibit a surficial scarp. However, ~375 m west of 
Cahuenga Boulevard the fault acts as a ground
water barrier; much shallower ground-water lev
els are observed in building excavations north of 
the fault (5 m depth) than to the south (> 12 m 
depth) (G' in Fig. 4; F. Denison, 1991, personal 
commun.). 

The stratigraphy offour boreholes drilled dur
ing 1981 along Cahuenga Boulevard confirms 
that the Yucca Street scarps mark a fault (Con
verse Consultants, Earth Sciences Associates, 
and Geo/Resource Consultants, 1981). These 
data indicate a major north-side-up displacement 
of the Miocene Topanga Formation south of 
borehole 28A (Figs. 4 and 5). Direct evidence for 
the Yucca Street strand was encountered in bore
hole 28B, which penetrated 3.4 m offault brec
cia, composed of phacoids of Miocene sandstone 
and siltstone, at 37 to 40 m depth. Crook and 
Proctor (1992) used these data to suggest two 
closely spaced, north-dipping faults in this area, 
but we see no compelling evidence for the exis
tence of their more northerly strand, which would 
project to the surface just south of Yucca Street. 
Because of the wide spacing of the boreholes and 
the absence of trench data from this site, the dip 
of the fault is poorly constrained. In contrast to 
Crook and Proctor (1992), who showed the faults 
as shallowly dipping (23°) thrust faults, we show 
the fault as dipping moderately north, on the ba
sis of the well-determined, steep northward dip of 
the fault observed in three excavations 1 km to 
the west (discussed in the following). 

The northern strand is defined by discontinu
ous scarps at the topographic mountain front that 
extend eastward from Vine Street (Fig. 4). This 
scarp disappears eastward beneath the Brushy 
Canyon fan (Fig. 2). East of the fan the well
developed scarp extends eastward along the 
northern edge of Franklin Avenue for ~ 1 km (to 
north in Fig. 2; NormandieAvenue intersection). 
The possible terminations of the northern strand 
near Vine Street and the Franklin Avenue strand 
beneath the Brushy Canyon fan may indicate that 
the fault exhibits an ~350-m-wide left step be
tween the two strands in downtown Hollywood. 

Although the east-northeast-trending moun
tain front along Los Feliz Boulevard northeast of 
downtown Hollywood exhibits a linear, south
facing slope (Fig. 2), we are uncertain whether 
this represents a surficial fault trace. The gentle 
southward slope of the alluvial apron there (~5° 
to 80 S) does not resemble the more steeply slop
ing scarps that we observed elsewhere along the 
fault, and we speculate that this slope may repre
sent alluvial strata that have been tilted south
ward above a near-surface thrust fault. 
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West of Downtown Hollywood 

West of downtown Hollywood, between La 
BreaAvenue and Laurel Canyon, the fault tra
verses an area of recent alluvial sedimentation 
on small, young alluvial fans that emanate from 
numerous small-canyon sediment sources. The 
lack of pronounced scarps along this reach of the 
fault suggests that sedimentation has buried all 
evidence of recent fault activity (Figs. 2 and 6). 
Geotechnical data from this area provide evi
dence to support this interpretation. Near 
Nichols Canyon the fault changes strike west
ward from N85°E to N55°-N600E (Fig. 2). This 
more northeasterly trend extends for ~ 1.6 km be
tween Nichols Canyon and the intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive, the far 
eastern end ofthe famed Sunset Strip (H in Fig. 
2). Along the western part of the Sunset Strip, 
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west of La Cienega Boulevard, the fault may ex
hibit two main strands: a weakly defined northern 
strand that lies approximately at the mountain 
front, generally north of Sunset Boulevard, and a 
better defined southern strand in the alluvial apron 
~50 to 150 m south of Sunset Boulevard (Fig. 2). 

The scarp of the southern strand is particularly 
well-developed where it crosses Doheny Drive 
~ 150 m south of Sunset Boulevard. The topo
graphic expression of the southern strand appears 
to die out west of Doheny Drive, although differ
ential stream incision of the alluvial apron ~850 
m west of Doheny Drive suggests recent warping 
and possible faulting of the fan surface. Shallow 
ground water was encountered in a foundation 
excavation ~600 m east of Doheny Drive; the 
clayey granitic soil there is greenish gray, in 
marked contrast to the beige and brown of most 
alluvium in the area (H20 in Fig. 2; F. Denison, 

Figure 6. Geologic map of young features within our detailed study area west of downtown 
Hollywood. Runyon Canyon, Vista Street, and Outpost Drive fans are shown in shades of gray. 
Narrow, dark gray horizontal swath shows location of Hollywood fault inferred from subsur
face data. Fault scarps inferred from topography are shown by medium gray shading. No scarps 
are discernible across the recently active parts of the fans. Thick black north-south lines show 
locations of trenches and borehole transects discussed in text. Secondary strand of Hollywood 
fault encountered in Fuller Avenue trench is shown by short black line immediately south of 
borehole OW-34A. Location of Metropolitan Transit Authority subway tunnel excavated as of 
July 1995 is shown as a dashed line. Triangular facets in northeast corner of figure show possi
ble northeast-trending fault strand. CP-MT -Camino Palmero-Martel Avenue Transect; HA
Hillside Avenue; NLBT-North La Brea transect; WP-Wattles Park; Q shows location of 
near-surface «1 m depth) quartz diorite from Crook and Proctor (1992). Topography redrafted 
from Burbank and Hollywood 1:24 000 6' USGS quadrangles (~1926). Contour interval is 1.5 m 
(5 ft) up to the 500 ft contour, above which the interval is 7.6 m (25 ft). 

1991, personal commun.). The presence of shal
low ground water suggests that there may be a 
fault to the south, although the absence of exca
vations to the south precludes assessment of 
whether this represents the northern part of a true 
ground-water barrier caused by a fault. 

The hills along the north edge of Sunset 
Boulevard consist of quartz diorite, whereas the 
steep slopes along the southern edge of the road 
are underlain by alluvium. A 1974 borehole 
~ 200 m east of La Cienega Boulevard and ~50 m 
south of Sunset Boulevard penetrated >60 m of 
alluvium (G. Brown, 1993, personal commun.). 
This borehole and outcrops of quartz diorite 
~ 10m south of Sunset Boulevard confinn that 
the main strand of the Hollywood fault lies either 
directly beneath or just south of Sunset Boule
vard (Fig. 2). The very steep slopes of the alluvial 
fan apron south of Sunset Boulevard (up to 17°) 
are too steep to be purely depositional, and prob
ably reflect tectonic disruption, indicating recent 
north-side-up displacement along the fault. 
About 300 m east of La Cienega Boulevard shal
low ground water was encountered just south of 
Sunset Boulevard (K in Fig. 2; King's Road in
tersection), but was not encountered in excava
tions 160 m to the south, suggesting that the fault 
fonns a ground-water barrier in the steep slope 
along the southern edge of the boulevard 
(F. Denison, 1991, personal commun.). West of 
La Cienega Boulevard, the sharp break in slope at 
the southern edge of bedrock outcrops suggests 
the presence of a northern strand of the fault, 
which is probably located just north of, and sub
parallel to Sunset Boulvard. This strand is much 
less well defined geomorphically than the south
ern strand in this reach. 

West of Doheny Drive a third, northernmost 
splay appears to split off from the main fault. 
This strand, which is defined by a linear zone of 
oil and gas seeps at the south end of Greystone 
Park (Oil in Fig. 2; Crook and Proctor, 1992) and 
discontinuous scarps, can be traced for only ~500 
m. Excavations of this feature in Greystone Park 
encountered sheared Miocene and Mesozoic 
bedrock, but no evidence of recent faulting 
(Crook and Proctor, 1992). 

The Hollywood fault zone can be traced as a 
nearly continuous geomorphic feature westward 
to the east edge of the Benedict Canyon drainage 
in northwestern Beverly Hills, near the comer of 
Sunset Boulevard and Rodeo Drive (Fig. 2). 
There the pronounced south-facing scarps tenni
nate. However, the mountain front to the west of 
Benedict Canyon in northern Westwood and 
Brentwood is locally quite linear and may repre
sent the trace of an older (or much less active) 
westward continuation of the Hollywood fault. 

At Benedict Canyon the belt of most promi
nent surficial defonnation steps southward ~ 1.2 
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km to the Santa Monica fault (Figs. 1 and 2). 
This left step in the fault system corresponds to 
a pronounced east-facing, north-northwest
trending topographic scarp that we refer to as the 
West Beverly Hills lineament (Dolan and Sieh, 
1992). The lineament, which separates a region 
of highly dissected older alluvium to the west 
from the young Beverly Hills alluvial plain to 
the east, may represent an east-dipping normal 
fault associated with extension along the left step 
between the Hollywood and Santa Monica 
faults. Continuation of this feature to the south of 
the fault stepover, however, suggests the alterna
tive possibility that, at least south of the stepover, 
the lineament is the surficial expression of a 
complex, oblique reverse-right-Iateral, north
northwest-trending fault system, encompassing 
both the Newport-Inglewood right-lateral strike
slip fault system and a northern extension of the 
Compton blind thrust system (Dolan and Sieh, 
1992). The West Beverly Hills lineament may be 
a fold scarp along the northern extension of the 
back limb of the Compton blind thrust anticline, 
which was identified farther to the south by 
Shaw and Suppe (1996). That is, the surface 
slope of the lineament scarp may be a dip slope 
along the east-dipping back limb of a fold, the 
base of which is onlapped by young, flat-lying 
alluvium of the Beverly Hills plain (Dolan and 
Sieh, 1992). Another possibility is that the linea
ment is cut by a probable right-lateral strike-slip 
fault, which we have interpreted as the northern
most of a series of left-stepping, en echelon 
right-lateral fault segments that make up the 
northern Newport-Inglewood fault zone (Figs. 1 
and 2; Dolan and Sieh, 1992). 

East of Downtown Hollywood 

East of downtown Hollywood, geomorphic 
data indicate that the Hollywood fault extends 
generally along the mountain front about to 
Western Avenue, where it diverges from the 
mountain front and continues eastward into the 
bedrock of the northern Elysian Park Hills (Fig. 
2). Between downtown Hollywood and Western 
Avenue the fault exhibits a discontinuous, 8-25-
m-high, south-facing scarp. The easternmost 
documented expression of the Hollywood fault 
occurs in the Elysian Park Hills northwest of 
downtown Los Angeles, where Lamar (1970) re
ported a bedrock fault that juxtaposes quartz 
diorite and upper Miocene (Mohnian) sandstone 
(A in Fig. 2). Although this bedrock fault does 
not displace late Quaternary strata, it is along 
trend with the young Hollywood fault scarp at 
Nonnandie Avenue, and thus may represent the 
bedrock expression of the active fault. Weber et 
al. (1980) reported scarps in the eastern flood 
plain of the Los Angeles River in the Atwater 

area and suggested that they represent the east
ward continuation of the Hollywood fault. How
ever, because these scarps are parallel to an east
trending reach of the main river chaunel just to 
the south, we suggest that it is likely that they are 
fluvial ten'ace risers, rather than fault scarps. We 
caunot trace the geomorphic expression of the 
Hollywood fault across the flood plain and into 
the hills northeast of the Los Angeles River. 
Gravity data, however, suggest that at least the 
bedrock expression of the fault extends eastward 
across the river toward the Raymond fault 
(Chapman and Chase, 1979). 

DETAILED STUDY AREA WEST OF 
DOWNTOWN HOLLYWOOD 

Geotechnical investigations for the subway 
hmnel through the Santa Monica Mountains and 
two stornl-drain trenches excavated by Los An
geles County provide detailed data on the geom
etry, kinematics, and earthquake history of the 
Hollywood fault in a 700-m-wide area just west 
of downtown Hollywood (Figs. 2 and 6). The 
study area, bounded on the east by North La Brea 
Avenue and on the west by Wattles Park, encom
passes two small alluvial fans emanating from 
canyons draining the Hollywood Hills-the Run
yon Canyon fan, and a fan emanating from a 
canyon 215 m to the west (Fig. 6), which we refer 
to as Vista canyon; we refer to the associated fan 
as the Vista fan. Downslope, the Vista and Run
yon Canyon fans merge into a larger, composite 
fan. Sediment input from Runyon Canyon ap
pears to dominate this composite fan, as would 
be expected from the much larger catchment of 
Runyon Canyon (Fig. 6). 

The youngest significant alluvial deposition on 
the Runyon Canyon and Vista fans appears to be 
recent, and no surficial scarps of the Hollywood 
fault are discernible crossing these deposits. The 
Hollywood Hills in this area are composed of 
mid-Cretaceous, coarse-grained quartz diorite 
(Hoots, 1931; Dibblee, 1991a; Wright, 1991), 
and most of the strata exposed in boreholes and 
excavations into the fans consist of sand and 
gravel derived from erosion onhe plutonic rocks. 
Quartz diorite crops out at the northern end of 
Fuller Avenue and was encountered within 1 m of 
the surface in excavations at the northern ends of 
La BreaAvenue and Vista Street. 

Continuously Cored Boreholes 

We completed 30 continuously cored bore
holes along two north-south transects (Fig. 6). 
The western transect was 525 m long and con
sisted of 25 boreholes that extended southward 
from the mountain front along Camino Palmero 
and Martel Avenue. The eastern transect con-

sis ted of 5 closely spaced boreholes along La 
BreaAvenue 375 m east of the Camino Palmero 
transect. The boreholes along the two transects 
ranged fi'om 14 to 73 m in depth and all but one 
was continuously cored to produce 9 cm diame
ter cores. The cores were hand scraped to remove 
the drilling rind of disturbed material. 

Most of the cores were recovered using a 
hollow-stem auger; the deeper parts of several 
deep holes (B-1 0, B-13, B-14, SM-l, SM-1A, 
and SM -1 B) were drilled using a rotary core-mud 
system. Theupper,-1.5 m (5 ft) of the holes were 
not cored due to the friable nature of the material, 
but the loose sand and minor gravel from these 
intervals was recovered during drilling. Core re
covery was generally very good in all holes, and 
recovery in most intervals exceeded 90%. How
ever, isolated intervals of nome co very as thick as 
50 cm were common throughout many cores. A 
few rare intervals of nomecovery were as much 
as 1.5 m thick. Hole B-15 was a 70-cm-diameter 
bucket-auger hole, which we examined directly 
by being lowered by winch into the hole. 

Camino Palmero-Martel Avenue Transect. 
Boreholes along the Camino Palmero-Martel 
Avenue transect were drilled just west of the 
Runyon Canyon fan axis during the summer of 
1992 (Fig. 6). The northernmost boreholes pene
trated quartz diorite (Fig. 7). The upper surface of 
the quartz diorite, which dips southward 20°, 
more steeply than the 6° dip of the alluvial fan 
surface, is onlapped by young alluvial deposits. 

The oldest alluvial deposits, herein referred to 
as unit C, consist of generally massive, beige to 
brown alluvial sand and minor gravel and clayey 
sill interlayered with several dark brown buried 
soils. In order to correlate these bUlied soils from 
core to core, we laid out all of the cores simulta
neously in a parking lot. We correlated soils in 
adjacent holes on the basis of color, texture, the 
presence of buried A and argillic (Bt) horizons, 
and the thickness of these horizons relative to 
intervening intervals that did not exhibit any soil 
development. We were careful to keep track of 
the locations of mrrecovered intervals and did not 
let these intervals influence our correlations. The 
correlations reveal that all of the bUlied soils dip 
gently southward, parallel to the recent fan sur
face (Fig. 7). 

In order to deternline an approximate aCCUlnu
lation rate on the RlUlyon Canyon fan, we con
ducted detailed analyses of the six soils exposed 
in core B-31. These analyses, which included 
particle-size analysis and estimates of the mean 
horizon index (MHl) and soil development index 
(SDl) for each soil, are described in the Appen
dix. Our results show that the surface soil (soil 1) 
and the shallowest buried soil (soil 2) exhibit rel
atively weak soil development, whereas the 
lower four soils (soils 3 through 6) exhibit mod-
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Figure 7. Cross section of the northern half of Camino Palmero-Martel Avenue borehole transect. Thick vertical lines denote continuously 
cored boreholes; thinner lines show sections of B-8 that were not cored. Subhorizontal black lines denote A and Bt horizons of buried soil hori
zons of unit C. White zones between these buried soils denote C horizons of buried soils and unaltered sedimentary strata that do not exhibit any 
soil development. Small triangles and gray lines denote ground-water level in boreholes during 1992. Open circles show locations oftwo acceler
ator mass spectrometry-dated detrital charcoal samples discussed in text. Locations of boreholes B-17 and B-16 are projected due east to the line 
ofthe cross section. Because of uncertainty ofthe fault strike, only water-level data from these two boreholes are shown in the figure; stratigraphic 
data from these holes are not shown in the figure. Modified from detailed borehole logs in Earth Technology Report (1993). 

erate soil development. Collectively, the surface 
soil and the five buried soils are estimated to 
record ~ 150 000 (based on MHI) to 170 000 
(based on SDI) years of soil development, pro
viding a minimum age for the sediments at the 
base of B-3 1 at 16.6 m. These data yield an over
all minimum late Pleistocene-Holocene average 
accumulation rate of,-O.1 mm/yr at B-31. This is 
a minimum estimate because: (1) there may have 
been minor erosion of several of the buried soils 
(Appendix); and (2) we assume that the duration 
of sediment accumulation between periods of 
nonsedimentation and soil development is very 
short, relative to the duration of periods of soil 
development. We consider tlris a reasonable 
assllllption in this proximal alluvial fan setting, 
where most sediment was probably deposited 
very rapidly. 

Accelerator mass spectrometer (AMS) radio
carbon analysis of a charcoal fragment recovered 
in B-31 at 6.55 m depth from the A horizon of 
buried soil 3 yielded an age of 19765 +455/

365 
yr 

B.P. Crable 1; Fig. 7; all radiocarbon samples 
were prepared by Beta Analytic, Inc. and were 
analyzed at the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory 
reactor). Because the charcoal fragment was re
covered from theA horizon of the buried soil, we 
consider it likely that it was incorporated into the 

soil profile during development of soil 3. The 
charcoal may have had a preburial age. Thus, the 
ca. 20 000 yr date represents a maximum burial 
age for buried soil 3, and the combined age of the 
two overlying soils (1 and 2) must be ::;ca. 20 000 
yr. The combined preferred MHI estimates for 
soils 1 and 2 total ca. 18000 yT (Appendix), in 
very close agreement with the charcoal age. Be
cause the combined preferred SDI ages over
estimate the duration of soil 1 and 2 development 
at ca. 30000 yr (Appendix), we have more confi
dence in the M HI method for estimating soil ages 
in tlris area. On the basis of the similar age es ti
mates for soils 1 and 2, we estimate that the top 
of lmlt C is ca. 6000 to 10 000 yr old at B-31 (Ap
pendix). Buried soil 2 is missing north of B-22 
and may have been eroded (Fig. 7). 

Unit C is overlain by two distinct alluvial writs 
(Fig. 7). The lower, writ B, consists of moderately 
indurated, brown, massive, slightly clayey silty 
sand. Unit B is traceable from the north end of 
the transect southward for~' 145 m. The deposit 
thickens downslope from 1.5 m in B-13 to more 
than 4.5 m in borehole B-lO. The unit A-unit B 
contact could not be discemed in B-1 7. Between 
B-I0 and B-12 writ B thins abmptly to ~2 m, in a 
lateral distance of only 10m. Downslope from B-
12 unit B thins gradually and is not present south 

ofB-22 (Fig. 7). 
In the area of B-12, B-IO, B-17, B-15, and B-

16, the uppennost alluvial deposit, unit A, con
sists of yellow-brown silty sand and minor 
gravel; it is distinguished from unit B by its more 
friable consistency and absence of clay. A char
coal fragment from the nriddle of unit A in bore
hole B-15 (2.1 m depth) yielded an MIS date of 
3375 +175/_

160 
yr B.P. (Fig. 7; Table 1). The ab

sence of soil development within unit A in the 
area ofB-12, B-I0, B-17, B-15, and B-16 is in 
marked contrast to the surface soil (soil I) devel
oped in the unit downfan at B-31 (Appendix). 
This suggests that the wlit A surface soil 1 was 
eroded during relatively recently deposition of 
the friable, late Holocene alluvium encountered 
north of B-12. Furthermore, the absence of any 
soil development within unit A in the proximal 
part of the fan suggests relatively continuous dep
osition, without any long hiatuses characterized 
by soil development. Thus, the base of unit A at 
4.9 m depth is probably no more than a few thou
sand years older than the detrital charcoal sam
ple; deposition of the intervening 2.8 m of sedi
ment reqniring more than several thousand years 
would likely have produced detectable soil devel
opment. Compounding the uncertainty of the es
timated age of the base of unit A is the possibility 
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TABLE 1. RADIOCARBON SAMPLES AND AGES 

Sample Lab number Lawrence Livermore Age B.P. (A.D. 1950) 
number Calendric age (2cr) 14C age (B.P. ± 1 cr) 

Nalional Lab # (2cr) 

HF C-2 Bela-57674 CAMS-4148 1,230 ± 70 yr B.P. AD. 786 (AD. 662-979) 1,165 + 1251-195 B.P. 
HF C-3 Bela-57675 CAMS-4149 1,230 ± 70 yr B.P. AD. 786 (AD. 662-979) 1,165 + 1251-195 B.P. 
HF C-4 Bela-57676 CAMS-4150 300 ± 70 yr B.P. AD. 1641 (AD. 1446-1954) 309 + 1951-315 B.P. 
B-15 HF 7' Bela-57677 CAMS-4151 3,170 ± 70 yr B.P. 1,424 B.C. (1264-1599 B.C.) 3,375 + 1751-160 B.P. 
B-31 HF 21' Bela-57681 CAMS-4152 16,760 ± 90 yr B.P. 17,814 B.C. (17448-18267 B.C.) 19.765 + 4551-365 B.P. 

Note: Calendric ages calculaled using CALIB 3.0 (Stuiver and Reimer, 1993). 

that the charcoal sample had a significant age at 
burial. On the basis of the limited available evi
dence, however, our best estimate of the base of 
lUlit A is ca. 4000 to 8000 yr B. P. This age is sup
ported by our analysis of the weak surface soil 
developed tlu-ough the top of unit A in hole B-31, 
which suggests that soil 1 required ~6.5 +14.8/

4
.5 

k.y. to develop there (Appendix). 
Evidence for Faulting. The cores contain 

abundant evidence of faulting, within both the 
quartz diorite and the alluvium. The southern, 
subsurface limit of the quartz diorite is a steeply 
north-dipping fault contact. One fundamental ob
servation of this n-ansect is that, in contrast to the 
wide zone of active faulting in downtown Holly-

i<fR.O) 
(<fR6)'-'J) 

wood, all evidence of recently active faulting is 
located in a nan-ow zone near the mountain front; 
no evidence of recent faulting or tectonic warping 
was observed in the southern 85% of the transect. 

The buried soi Is of unit C are traceable contin
uously from the south end of the transect north
ward for >450 m, where their continuity is inter
rupted between B-12 and B-lO, ~ 105 m south of 
the topographic mOlUltain front. Between these 
boreholes the upper surface of the unit C buried 
soil (soil 3 at B-31; Appendix) appears to be dis
placed down to the north (Fig. 7). 

The concentration of boreholes near this zone 
of displacement allowed us to construct a struc
ture contour map on the top of buried soil 3 (Fig. 

1</7.1 ,--4-
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Figure 8. Stmcture-contour map or the top orthe uppermost buried soil of unit C (soil 3) in the 
area of the most recently active fault strand at Camino Palmero. Contours are in feet (1 ft = 0.3 m). 
Numbered dots indicate the locations of boreholes. Vertical separation across fault is --5 ft (1.5 m) 
and is mountain-side down. 

8). Because the boreholes were confined to a 
sllike-parallel zone only 10m wide, the contours 
of the sn-ucture contour map are not fully con
strained. In contouring the data we assumed rela
tively unifoml spacing of contours and no abrupt 
changes in slope, except at the zone of north
side-down displacement. We also assumed that 
the contours intersect the zone of displacement at 
the same angle on both sides. Total north-side
dO"",TI separation of the top of the buried soil 3 is 
~1 m between B-12 and B-10. We interpret this 
separation as the result of fault rupture, rather 
than fluvial incision of the Runyon Canyon fan, 
because buried soils 3 and 4 are vertically sepa
rated down-to-the-north the same amount be
tween B-12 and B-lO (Fig. 7). Thus, the buried, 
north-facing scarp caunot be ascribed to incision 
of only the shallowest unit C buried soil (soil 3). 
This fault strand coincides with a ground-water 
barrier, which separates a shallow (17 m deep) 
water table north of the fault from a deeper (27.2 
m) water table to the south (Fig. 7). 

Farther below the ground surface, the subsur
face data indicate the presence of at least four dis
tinct fault strands within a zone-30 m wide (Fig. 
7). However, only the single strand just described 
exhibits any evidence for post-late Pleistocene 
vertical displacement. The zone of near-surface 
displacement projects downward into a well
defined, very steeply north-dipping fault zone ob
served in B-lO. The upper part of B-lO pene
trated alluvial lUlits A, B, and C in normal 
stratigraphic succession, as well as the underly
ing quartz diorite. At 40,8 m depth, however, the 
borehole again reentered alluvium. After pene
trating 12.1 m of alluvilUll the borehole again en
countered quartz diorite at 53,9 m, Below 60 m 
alluvium was again encountered to a total depth 
of73 m. Both ohhe quartz diorite over alluvium 
contacts in B-lO are distinct faults (Fig. 7). The 
entire core, including both quartz diorite inter
vals, is intensely sheared from 28 to 59 m depth. 
Shear planes range in dip from 41 0 to 124° (op
posing very steep dips occur in continuous core 
segments at many intervals). The predominant 
dip of the shear fabric is 70° to 85°, and 75% of 
the 200 dip measurements are :2:70°; the average 
dip is ~ 77° (Fig. 9). Because the core, which was 
not oriented with respect to map directions, is 
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Figure 9. Rose diagram showing dips of 
shears in borehole B-lO. Because the core was 
not oriented with respect to map directions, all 
measurements <90° have a bimodal distribu
tion. However, we only show one of the two 
possible dips in order to emphasize opposing 
dips (>90°) observed in continuous core sec
tions. The predominant dip ofthe shear fabric 
is ~70° to 85°, 

typically broken up into 5-30-cm-long drill bis
cuits, many of the steep dips may actually be 
>90°; we plotted >90° dips only where they were 
observed in continuous core fragments with 
oppositely dipping shears. Thus, the true dip of 
the shear zone is probably steeper than the ,_77° 
average dip shown in Figure 9. 

The <1- to 14-mm-thick shear planes are de
fined both by white carbonate veins and clay 
gouge. One particularly well-exposed example in 
silty alluvium at 41 m depth contains a vertical 
shear highlighted by white carbonate veining that 
extends down the center of the 9 cm diameter 
core over ~90 cm. The steeply dipping sheared 
contacts of the quartz diorite intervals encOlUl
tered in B-1 0 suggest that they are fault-bounded 
lenses. We therefore interpret the southern edge 
of the quartz diorite at Camino Palmero as a 
several-meter-wide fault zone that probably dips 
at the predominant 70° to 85° dip of the shear 
fabric observed in B-1 O. We show an average dip 
of 77°N in Figure 7. The buried soils south of the 
fault are parallel to the present fan surface, indi
cating that there is no dip-slip fault to the south of 
the steeply dipping strand between B-12 and B-
10. We therefore interpret the steeply dipping 
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fault as the main active strand of the Hollywood 
fault at Camino Palmero. 

Fault gouge and the geometry of the quartz 
diorite reveal at least two other fault strands north 
of the main active strand between B-12 and B-1 0 
(Fig. 7). Neither of these fimlts exhibits any verti
cal separation of either the youngest buried soils 
or the overlying Holocene alluvial units. lfthe 
upper surface of the quartz diorite unit is a planar 
feature with a nearly uniform dip, as it is in the 
Fuller Avenue trench to the east (discussed in the 
following), then it has apparently been displaced 
up-to-the-north between B-lO and B-16. This 
postulated fault strand projects upward to a 
ground-water barrier between B-1 0 and B-17, in
dicating the presence of a latest Pleistocene fault 
extending to 'within 13 m of the ground surface, 
the depth to ground water on the north side of the 
fault in B-lO. This strand is -10 m north of the 
main strand observed between B-1 0 and B-12, 
suggesting a recently active fault zone of at least 
this width. Because the nOlthern strand exhibits 
no discernible vertical displacement, it either 
(1) has very minor displacement, sufIicient to 
generate a fault plane capable of acting as a 
ground-water banier but not to create discernible 
stratigraphic separation, or (2) has predominantly 
sllike-slip motion. 

The northernmost fault strand is revealed by 3 
m offault gouge in the quartz diorite penetrated 
by boreholes B-8 and B-14, as well as by an 
apparent abrupt shallowing ofthe upper surface of 
the quartz diorite between B-14 and B-16. The 
absence of a ground-water barrier above this 
strand suggests that it may not have ruptured up 
into the shallower parts of the overlying alluvium. 

Age of Most Recent Faulting. The precise 
age of the most recent faulting event cannot be 
detennined from available data. However, strati
graphic relationships observed in Camino 
Palmero boreholes allow us to bracket the age of 
most recent faulting. The ca. 20 000 yr age 0 f the 
charcoal sample recovered from the faulted, 
buried soil 3 is a maximum age for the most re
cent surface displacement. At Camino Palmero 
the unit A-unit B contact, for which we estimate a 
mid-Holocene age of ca. 4000 to 8000 yr, is not 
discernible in borehole B-17. so it remains un
known whether this interface is displaced 
vertically. However, the contact projects as a con
tinuous planar surface across the zone of dis
placement. suggesting that it has not been dis
placed vertically (Fig. 7). The most recent fault 
movement may therefore predate deposition of 
the base of unit A. Thus, the most recent Holly
wood fault earthquake probably occurred be
tween ca. 20 000 and ca. 4000 yr ago. However, 
the minimurn date is somewhat problematic, be
cause if recent motion along the Hollywood fault 
is predominantly left-lateral strike slip, then the 

lack of appreciable vertical separation of the unit 
A-unit B contact may have no relevance to dating 
the most recent fault movement. We consider this 
possibility unlikely, however, in light of the clear 
vertical displacements associated with earlier 
earthquakes on this strand. 

North La BreaAvenueTransect. The continu
ously cored boreholes along this north-south tran
sect were drilled at the north end of La Brea Av
enue, along the fosse at the east edge of the Runyon 
Canyon fan, during November-December, 1992 
(Fig. 6). No surficial fault scarps exist in the area. 
As at Camino Palmero, the La Brea boreholes pen
etrated alluvium that overlies Mesozoic quartz 
diorite, which in rum overlies more Pleistocene(?) 
alluvium (Fig. 10). These relationships indicate a 
component of reverse displacement on the north
dipping fault. Although the gross features of the 
fault zone are similar in the two transects, the North 
La Brea transect reveals a more complex near
surface fault geomelly than at Camino Palmero. 

All five La Brea boreholes encountered quartz 
diorite at various depths. In contrast to the 
Camino Palmero transect, the upper surface of 
the quartz diorite in the La Brea transect is not a 
planar feature (Fig. 10). The alluvium encoun
tered above the quartz diorite consists predomi
nantly of dark brown to reddish-brown, clayey 
sand, and rare gravel layers. The relatively high 
clay content and dark color of the alluvium con
trasts markedly with the friable. yellowish-brown 
sediments encountered in the shallow subsurface 
at Camino Palmero. The characteristics of the 
alluvium are similar to the dark brown, shallow
est lmit C buried soil encountered at 9 m depth in 
B-lO at Camino Palmero (soil 3). The alluvium 
encountered below the quartz diorite consists of 
reddish-brown to brown clayey sand, sandy clay, 
and clay, and subordinate intervals of friable silty 
sand, sand, and gravel. 

Evidence for Faulting. We interpret the con
tact between bedrock and the underlying allu
vium to be the main fault trace. The fault plane 
steepens with depth from ~,25° in the upper 10 m 
to ~60° at 43 m depth (Fig. 10). A fault-bounded 
lens of intensely sheared Puente Fomlation shale 
of middle to late Miocene age was encountered in 
boreholes SM-l and SM-IB (Fig. 10; Earth 
Technology Report, 1993). The upper surface of 
this lens dips ~50° north. An internal shear fabric 
dips between 40° and 70°; intermediate dips are 
most common. Because this fault was observed 
only in the hanging wall of the main fault, we 
suspect that it may represent an older, inactive 
strand similar to those observed in the Fuller Av
enue and Vista Street trenches (discussed below). 

NOlth of, and above, the main fault ground wa
ter was encountered at depths of 3 to 13 m, 
whereas it was not encountered within the depths 
drilled (61 m) below the lower fault plane. A 
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Figure 10. Cross section of North La BreaAvenue borehole transect shows that the Hollywood 
fault dips moderately steeply at depth but flattens near the surface. The main fault strand acts 
as a major ground-water barrier, separating a shallow water table to the north from a much 
deeper water table to the south. Thick vertical lines denote boreholes. Small triangles and gray 
lines denote ground-water levels in boreholes. Although ground water was encountered at shal
low depth in SM-l, the hole was dry below the main fault plane. Modified from detailed bore
hole logs in Earth Technology Report (1993). 

piezometer installed at the base of SM -1, 
screened entirely below the main fault in order to 
measure in situ conditions in the footwall of the 
fault, was found to be dry several days after in
stallation. These observations indicate that the 
main fault forms an effective ground-water bar
rier. A thin wet zone encountered in SM-ID in 
the alluvium directly beneath the main fimlt may 
reflect ground-water flow along the ffmlt or 
ground water cascading over the fault. 

Two additional ground-water barriers in the 
hanging-wall block of the main fimlt suggest the 
presence of at least two additional fault strands. 
Ground water in SM -1 D was encountered at an 
elevation of 1 32.5 m, 6.7 m ft deeper than in SM
lC (139.2 m elevation), indicating a bmTier be
tween the two boreholes. A second grmmd-water 
barrier is between SM -1 C and SM -1; ground wa
ter in SM-l was encOlUltered at 144.4 m eleva
tion, 5.2 m shallower than in SM-IC. Develop
ment ofthe topographic depression in the buried 
surface of the quartz diorite is probably related to 
displacement along these two fault strands. The 

ground-water data suggest that at shallow depths 
the northem fault lies between SM-IC and SM-
1, whereas the southem strmld lies between SM-
1 C and SM -1 D. The anomalously steep, 50° dip 
of the upper surface of the quartz diorite pro
jected between SM-l mld SM-IB suggests that it 
may record north-side-up fault displacement. A 
zone of abundant clay-lined shears in the quartz 
diorite at25 m depth in SM-IB may be the down
ward continuation of the northem fault splay, 
suggesting a steep, northerly dip. Furthermore, a 
southward dip of the northem splay cannot ex
plain downdropping of the quartz diorite between 
SM-IB mld SM-l. The dip of the soutllem strand 
is not well constrained, although it is probably 
relatively steep. In Figure lOwe show both faults 
as steeply north-dipping, oblique-reverse faults. 
The probable northward dip of the northern 
strand makes altemative interpretations, such as a 
transtensional flower structure, or a hanging-wall 
graben related to thrust motion on the main fault, 
unlikely, because both require a southward
dipping northem strand. 

1995 MetroRail Boreholes and Subway 
Tunnel 

As part of a tunnel alignment investigation, 
MetroRail drilled six boreholes at four additional 
sites during winter-spring 1995. The following 
description is taken from R. Radwanski (1995, 
Wlitten commun.). Two closely spaced boreholes 
located along the north edge of Hillside Avenue 
between Fuller Avenue and La BreaAvenue, OW-
34 and E-206 (located 3 m east of OW-34) pene
trated only alluvilml (predominantly si lty sand 
and clayey sand) to a total depth of 58 m (OW-34; 
E-206 td 50 m; Fig. 6). The upper surface of the 
quartz diorite was not encountered, indicating that 
the boreholes were drilled into the footwall of the 
fault, which must therefore lie north of the bore
holes. This inference is suppOlted by the absence 
of ground water in the boreholes; no ground wa
ter was encountered during drilling, altl10ugh one 
week after drilling ground water was measured at 
52 m depth in OW-34. 

Four other boreholes drilled at three sites ex
tending nOlih from the north end of Fuller Avenue 
penetrated only quartz diorite. The three bore
holes at the soutllem two sites, OW-34 A (located 
several meters south of the gate at the north end of 
Fuller Avenue), OW-34B (located 3 m south of 
OW-34A), and OW-34C (located 90 m north of 
OW-34A in Runyon Canyon Park), encountered 
common clay gouge zones intercalated with in
tensely fractured and disaggregated quartz diorite. 
In contrast, the northerumost boreholes, OW-34D 
and E, which were drilled ~85 m north of OW-
34C, encountered fractured, but more coherent 
bedrock with no clay gouge. These observations 
raise the possibility of a very broad Hollywood 
fault zone extending northward from just south of 
Hillside Avenue into the quartz diorite along the 
mountain front. Much of this faulting, however, 
could record late Neogene motion not directly 
related to the current tectonic regime (see Wright, 
1991; TsutslUlli, 1996). 

During May 1995 MetroRail excavated a sub
way tunnel northward to the Hollywood fault 
zone approximately halfway between La Brea 
and FullerAvenues (Fig. 6). The main fault zone, 
which was marked by a 70-cm-wide shear zone 
juxtaposing alluvium with quartz diorite to the 
north, was encountered at 52 m depth ~50 m 
N24 oW of the centerline of Hillside Avenue. The 
fault dips 60° to 70° N and was marked by dis
continuous clay gouge. 

Data from Storm Drain Trenches 

During fall 1992 and spring 1993 we exam
ined two storm-drain trenches excavated by the 
Los Angeles County Depm-tment of Public 
Works. Although the county was extremely ac-
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commodating of our research interests, our time 
in the trenches, particularly the Fuller Avenue 
trench, was very limited because of the rapid 
pace of construction of the storm-drain pipeline. 
The Fuller Avenue trench was excavated up the 
Runyon Canyon fim, just east of the fan axis, 
whereas the Vista Street trench was excavated up 
the axis of the Vista fan (Fig. 6). The trenches 
were 3 to 4.5 m deep and 2 m wide. 

Fuller Avenue Trench. If the main strand of 
the Hollywood fault extends as a continuous fea
ture between the subway tunnel and Camino 
Palmero, it probably crosses Fuller Avenue just 
south of the Hillside Boulevard intersection (Fig. 
6). We were not able to view any part of the Fuller 
Avenue trench south of Hillside Boulevard. We 
did, however, map the 60 m of trench north of 
Hillside Avenue (Fig. 11). The trench exposed 
three of the four lithologic units encountered at 
Camino Palmero, the basal quartz diorite and 
alluvial units A and B (Fig. 11). As at Camino 
Palmero, the upper surface of the quartz diorite 
dips shallowly southward at ~15°, somewhat 
more steeply than the 6° dip of the fan surface. 

The quartz diorite is overlain by massive, 
clayey sand of unit B. M1S dating of a charcoal 
fragment from within this deposit yielded an age 
0[309 +195/_

315 
yr B.P. (Fig. 11; Table 1). This age 

may not represent the true age of the deposit, be
cause it underlies beds from which older charcoal 
was recovered (discussed in the following). 

Unit B is overlain, along a very sharp, irregular, 
highly erosionally modified contact by friable. 
well-bedded sand and pebble gravel of unit A. Two 
charcoal fivdgments from a 3-10-cm-thick clayey 
horizon near the base of a broad, 8-m-wide chan
nel incised into unit B yielded identicalAMS ages 
of 1165 +125/_195 yr B.P. (Table 1). TheseAMS 
ages are in conflict with the younger AMS age of 
the charcoal sample recovered from underlying 
lmit B. On the basis of the limited number of sam
ples, we cannot determine whether the 1165 yr old 
samples were reworked from an older deposit, or 
whether the sample with the younger age was in
troduced into unit B after deposition. The unit A 
channel trends S500E and projects upslope toward 
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the mouth of Runyon Canyon. The AMS ages 
suggest that at Fuller Avenue, along the east shoul
derofthe fan, the base of unit A may be consider
ably younger than at Camino Palmero, if the de
posits at the two sites are truly correlative (Fig. 6). 

Evidence of Recent Faulting. The Fuller Av
enue trench crossed what we interpret as a sec
ondary zone of the Hollywood fault~35 m south 
of the mountain front (short black line il11l11edi
ately south ofOW-34A in Fig. 6). The secondary 
fault zone, which apparently is at least 40 m 
north of the main fault, juxtaposes the basal 
quartz diorite against unit B alluvium (Fig. 11). 
The main fault splay strikes N59°E, and dips 
74°NW at the base of the trench, although sev
eral splays of the fault zone roll over into near
horizontal dips just south of the main zone (Fig. 
11). North-side-up vertical separation of the con
tact is ~35 cm across the main fault strand, 
which is characterized by a 5-15 -cm-thick 
gouge zone composed of sheared white carbon
ate. Other fault strands are defined by 1-12-mm
thick beige clay seams. 

The south end of the quartz diorite exposure, 
,-1 m south of the main fault, appears to be aver
tical fault that truncates the diorite outcrop, as 
well as the shallowly north-dipping fault strands 
that splay offthe main northem strand, indicating 
at least two periods of faulting. Although tins pla
nar surface appeared to be a fault, because of our 
linnted time in the trench at the fault crossing «1 
hour), we could not unequivocally exclude the 
possibility that it was a purely erosional feature. 
If this feature is a fault, the minimum north-side
up vertical separation across both stmnds is >90 
cm. The upward termination of the inferred 
southern fault strand could not be deternlined. In 
the east wall of the trench another fault strand, 
located entirely within unit B alluvium, occurs 
several meters south of the northern strand. On 
the east wall the southern strand, which appears 
to trend ~N85°W across the trench, may connect 
with the near-vertical fault strand exposed on the 
west wall. In the east wall it steepens from a dip 
of -40oN at 2.7 m to a near-vertical dip at 3.3 m 
depth. This strand could not be traced above a 

depth of 2. 7 l11. The northern fault strand extends 
at least 1 m upward into the alluvium, but we 
were unable to determine its upward termination 
because of the massive nature of lUnt B. Any pos
sible displacement of the sharply defined lUlitA
U1nt B contact was obliterated in the west wall of 
the trench by an earlier excavation for a lateral 
feeder pipe, which was lmfommately located at 
exactly the site of any expected displacement 
(Fig. 11). Compounding the problem, in the east 
wall of the trench a similar lateral feeder pipe was 
excavated directly into the northem fault zone, 
completely obscuring its updip termination. 
Thus, the evidence necessary to unequivocally 
determine the updip telmination of the fault was 
destroyed during construction of the storm drain. 

The geometry of the channel, however, sug
gests that the unit A-unit B contact has probably 
not been displaced vertically. At issue is whether 
the south-facing scarp observed in the west wall 
of the trench is a purely erosional feature, or 
whether it is a fault-modified channel edge. 
Along the west wall of the trench the northern 
channel edge corresponds exactly to the ex
pected position of the fimlt, if it in fact continues 
upward beyond its recognized extent and dis
places the unit A-unit B contact. Because the 
channel cuts obliquely across the fault, the 
south-facing channel edge on the eastem wall of 
the u-ench is exposed more than 2.5 m south of 
the fault zone. Although it is cut out by the lateral 
side pipe at the fimlt, the unit A-unit B contact on 
the eastem wall projects across the side pipe as 
an apparently continuous, relatively planar fea
ture, suggesting that the contact has not been dis
placed vertically. We could, however, have 
missed minor ve11ical separations of the contact 
up to ~20 to 30 cm. The steeper, higher northern 
edge of the channel might at first appear to sug
gest that it had been steepened during faulting. 
However, we suggest that this is simply due to 
the fact that the channel has cut obliquely across 
the ~6° dipping fan surface. This geometry 
requires a higher northern channel margin, and 
erosion of this higher bank resulted in the steep
ness of the northem channel margin. 
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Figure 11. Map of the west wall of the Fuller Avenue trench. Irregular, thin black lines in unit 3 denote bedding. See Figure 6 for location. 
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Vista Street Trench. Although we logged the 
entire 425 m length of the Vista Street trench 
from Hollywood Boulevard to north of Hillside 
Avenue (Fig, 6), we observed no evidence of 
faulting, At Wattles Park, "~250 west of Vista 
Street, quartz diorite occurs within 25 cm of the 
surface just south of the mountain front (Q in Fig, 

6; Crook and Proctor, 1992), indicating that the 
main fault lies south of that point. On the basis of 
this constraint and the data discussed above, the 
north-south Vista Street trench must have crossed 
the east-west trace of the fault. probably between 
Franklin and Hillside Avenues. Thus, the trench 
appears to have been too shallow to expose evi
dence of the most recent surface rupture. In Fig
ure 12 we show only the 35-m-long section of the 
trench that includes the projected location of the 
Hollywood fault. Station mmlbers in the text be
low and in the figure refer to distance in feet 
north from the north edge of the sidewalk. along 
the northern edge of Hollywood Boulevard (1 ft 
= 0.3 m). For example, the north edge of Franklin 

Avenue is at station 640, which is 640 ft (195 m) 
north of Hollywood Boulevard, and the south 
edge of Hillside Avenue is at station 1045, 1045 
ft (318 m) north of Hollywood Boulevard. 

As at Camino Palmero and Fuller Avenue to 
the east, the Vista Street trench exposed three 
alluvial units above the basal quartz diorite (Fig. 
12). These alluviallmits, however, cannot be cor
related directly with any of the units in the east
ern excavations. To avoid unintended correla
tions, we therefore refer to them as units 1 
(YOlmgest), 2, and 3 (oldest). Due to the absence 
of detrital charcoal in the trench, all age estinlates 
are based upon soil analyses, which have much 
larger error estimates than features dated by 
radiocarbon methods (Appendix). 

The quartz diorite is exposed only in the 
northern 45 m of the trench, north of Hillside Av
enue. It exhibits a highly eroded, irregular upper 
sm-face that dips gently south at 2° to 12°, gener
ally slightly more steeply than the 8° to 9° south
ward dip of the Vista fan surface. The quartz 

diorite extends to within 1 m of the surface north 
of station 1230. The upper surface of the quartz 
diorite plunges gently below the base of the 
trench at station 1115. 

Unit 3 is a si Ity to pebbly sand that exhibits 
weak to moderate pedogenesis. The unit is ex
posed only discontinuously across the trench due 
to channelization and its depth below grade. 
Analysis of the uppermost part of the weakly 
developed argillic horizon 0 f the buried soil that 
developed in unit A suggests 12.6 +28·°/8.7 k.y. of 
soil development; this soil does not appear to have 
been eroded where we examined it (Appendix). 

Unit 2 consists predominantly of silty sand, 
with local pebble gravel layers. The unit is char
acterized by a weakly developed soil that locally 
exhibits a Bw horizon defmed by minor trans
located clay (very few thin clay films in pores) 
below a distinct A horizon. These observations 
suggest between ~500 to 3000 yr of soil devel
opment (Appendix). In the section of the trench 
shown in Figure 12 the lmit is exposed nearly 
continuously across the trench, interrupted only 
by local chmll1els from about stations 910 to 915 
and from about 930 to 950. Unit 2 is u-aceable to 
just south of Franklin Avenue (about station 
580), where the upper contact becomes indis
tinct. The unit is cut out by a fluvial channel 
north of station 1080. 

Unit 1 con~ists of friable, fine- to coarse-grained 
sand and minor pebble conglomerate. In the sec
tion of the trench shown in Fib'ure 12, unit 1 is gen
erally massive, and has local chmmels; north and 
south of this part of the trench the wlit is locally 
well-bedded and has numerous chmmels. Unit 1 
exhibits essentially no soil development, although 
a surficial A horizon could have been destroyed 
during grading of Vista Street (Appendix). The 
combined unit I-unit 2 soil data indicate that the 
buried soil developed in unit 3 was buried no more 
than -3000 yr ago, and could have been bm-ied as 
recently as ~500 to 1000 yr ago (Appendix). 

The only potential direct evidence of surficial 
faulting that we observed in the entire Vista Street 

trench was a vertical carbonate vein exposed in 
wnt 3 at the base of the trench at station 918. The 
vein trends ~N70oE near the west wall of the 
trench and bends to a more northerly orientation 
within the trench floor; it is not exposed in the east 
trench wall. Despite the highly irregular geometry 
of the vein, the lack of abundant carbonate in the 
soil suggests that this may be a fracture fill of tec
tonic origin, rather than a pedogenic feature. If so, 
then the shallowest evidence for faulting in the 
Vista Street trench is in unit A, although this evi
dence is neither abundant nor clear cut. 

At station 1170 in the Vista Street trench (not 
shown in Fig. 12), an inactive(?), steeply south
dipping (N75°E, 73°S) fault zone separates 
highly weathered, orange-brown decomposed 
quartz diorite to the south from firmer, orange
buff qum1z diorite in pods within a clay matrix to 
the north. The fault does not cut the overlying fri
able. gravely sand oflmit 1. 

Age of Most Recent Surficial Faulting. The 
absence of faulting in the Vista trench across the 
presumed fault crossing (with the possible ex
ception of the vein at station 918), suggests that 
the shallowest evidence of the most recent sur
face rupture has either been buried beneath the 3 
to 4 m depth of the trench or has been obliterated 
by soil-fornling processes in units 2 and 3. Unit 3 
is exposed continuously ii-om stations 860 to 942. 
Our experience observing simi lar, moderately 
well-developed, dark reddish-brown soils at 
Camino Palmero and Fuller Avenue suggests that 
faults and fractures should be readily apparent, 
because most of these features exhibit either a 
well-defined beige, 1-5-llilll-thick oxidized halo, 
clay gouge, or carbonate shem- veins. No such 
features were observed in mnt 3, with the possi
ble exception of the vein at station 918. Even if 
this vein is a faull, it projects upwm'd into un
faulted unit 2 deposits. Although unit 2 is not ex
posed over a 7-m-long stretch between stations 
930 and 950, we suggest that the unit has not 
been faulted. The only possible location where 
faulting of unit 2 might not be discernible is the 
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Figure 12. Map of the west wall of the portion of the Vista Street trench between Franklin and Hillside Avenues, which includes the presumed 
crossing ofthe main strand ofthe Hollywood fault zone. See Figure 6 for projected location ofthe Hollywood fault zone. 
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2.5-m-wide interval from stations 942 to 950, 
where neither units 2 or 3 are exposed. However, 
unit 2 projects across this unexposed interval 
with no apparent vertical displacement. Thus, the 
most recent surface rupture at Vista Street ap
pears to have occurred before deposition of unit 
2, and may even be older than deposition of unit 
3. Alternatively, it is possible that 1000 to 2000 yr 
of soil development in soil 2 could have obliter
ated subtle traces of a surface rupture within unit 
2. From this we infer that the weak unit 1 soil and 
at least most of the unit 2 buried soil have devel
oped since the most recent surface rupture on the 
Hollywood fault, which therefore probably oc
curred at least ~500 to 3000 yr ago. 

DISCUSSION: KINEMATICS OF THE 
HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

Because of its location along the southern edge 
of the Santa Monica MOlUltains anticlinorium, 
and the pervasive evidence of contractional de
formation in the Transverse Ranges, the Holly
wood fault has generally been considered to be a 
north-dipping reverse fault (e.g., Barbat, 1958; 
Davis et aL 1989). Displacement of Cretaceous 
quartz diorite over Pleistocene alluvium at 
Camino Palmero and La Brea Avenue, and con
sistently south-facing scarps, confinn a long
term component of reverse motion along the 
fault. Recent uplift of the mountain front is also 
suggested by the deposition and lack of incision 
of the numerous small alluvial fans near the 
mountain front. 

In addition to the north-side-up reverse com
ponent of motion, however, several lines of evi
dence suggest that the Hollywood fault also ex
hibits a significant, possibly predominant, 
component ofleft-Iateral strike-slip motion. 

(1) The buried, mountain-side-down separa
tion between B-12 and B-1 0 at Camino Palmero 
(Fig. 7) is incompatible with pure reverse dis
placement on the fault and indicates either hori
zontal offset of irrq,,'Ular topography, or pure nor
mal or oblique-normal displacement along the 
north-dipping fault. At Camino Palmero the fault 
displaces a shallowly south-southwest-dipping 
alluvial surface (Fig. 8). Because the apparent 
right-lateral offset of the contours is clearly at 
odds with the abundant data showing left-lateral 
strike-slip motion along the Transverse Ranges 
Southern Boundary fault system, including both 
the Raymond fault to the east (Jones et aI., 1990) 
and the Santa Monica fault to the west (Dolan et 
aL 1992), recent fault displacement at Camino 
Palmero is almost certainly not right-lateral strike 
slip. The geometry ofthe faulted surface might at 
first suggest pure nornlal faulting, possibly along 
a secondary nonnal fault fornled in the hanging 
wall of a north-dipping, near-surface thrust fault. 
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However, the lack of ti lting or warping of the 
buried soil s south of the main active strand shows 
that no recently active contractional structures 
exist south of B-12. Coupled with evidence for a 
long-term, north-side-up component of reverse 
motion along the Hollywood fault, this observa
tion indicates that the main strand at Camino 
Palmero cannot be explained by pure nonnal dis
placement, and that it is probably best explained 
as an oblique-nonnal, left-lateral strike-slip fault. 
The north-side-down sense of vertical separation 
at Camino Palmero is opposite to that observed in 
the North La Brea transect to the east. We specu
late that this is related to a slightly more north
easterly strike of the fault at Camino Palmero, re
sulting in a local transtensional environment 
along a predominantly transpressional fault. 

(2) Although the fault exhibits recent mountain
side-down separation at Camino Palmero, at all 
other sites (Figs. 5, 10, and 11), as well as deeper 
on the Camino Pahnero strand, the fault exhibits 
recent rnountain-side-up separation (Fig. 7). Such 
apparently contradictory senses of vertical separa
tion are incompatible with pure reverse displace
ment, but are a common feature of many strike
slip faults (Yeats et al., 1997). 

(3) The dip of the Hollywood fault has been di
rectly measured at three localities. At Camino 
Palmero the main fault zone dips northward at 
;:::~75°N (Figs. 7 and 9). In the North La Brea 
transect the fault dips ~600N at 50 m depth (Fig. 
10). Because the fault steepens with depth in the 
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North La Brea transect, the overall dip of the fault 
at >50 m depth may be steeper than 60°. In the 
MetroRail subway tunnel crossing the fault, dips 
are between 60° and 700N at 50 m depth; the 
fault was only exposed at the tunnel crossing, and 
thus it is not known if it steepens with depth as it 
does in the North La Brea transect ~ 100 m to the 
east. On the basis of these data, we suggest that 
the overall dip of the Hollywood fault at depth is 
probably at least ~ 70° to the north. Such steep 
dips are generally not associated with pure re
verse faults, whereas they are commonly associ
ated with strike-slip and oblique-slip faults (Yeats 
et aI., 1997). 

In order to help quantifY this assertion, we 
compared the dips and rakes from focal mecha
nisms for 26 Cordilleran earthquakes ofMw;::: 5.3 
(Fig. 13 ; Appendix). These data reveal that faults 
dipping ;:::~65° to 70° exhibit predominantly 
strike-slip motion. A similar comparison based 
on a global catalog of 170 earthquakes yielded 
the same basic result-faults that dip ;:::70° ex
hibit strike-slip:dip-slip ratios> I (Coppersmith, 
1991; Wells and Coppersmith, 1991). On the ba
sis of these observations, we suggest that the 
Hollywood fault probably accommodates more 
strike-slip than reverse motion. 

e 4) Inversion of earthquake focal mechanisms 
indicates that the maximlU11 compressive stress in 
the Hollywood area is horizontal and trends 
NI2°-NI3°E (Hauksson, 1990). These data are 
compatible with the strike-slip component on the 
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Figure 13. Plot of dip versus rake from focal mechanisms of 26 Cordilleran earthquakes M" 
;:::5.3. Squares show oblique-reverse-thrust events. Triangles denote oblique-normal earthquakes. 
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north-northeast-trending Hollywood fault being 
left lateraL Furthennore, the orientation of the 
stresses indicates that the more northeast -suiking 
parts of the fault may accommodate a larger com
ponent of left-lateral motion than the more east
erly trending sections of the fault, such as the 
reach through downtown Hollywood (Fig. 2). The 
depth of the Hollywood basin is based on data 
from only a few wells (Wright, 1991; Hummon et 
aI., 1994; Tsutsumi, 1996), and it is therefore im
possible to correlate the depth of this basin with 
changes in orientation of the Hollywood fault. 
However, on the basis of the evidence described 
above for a probable component ofleft -lateral slip 
on the Hollywood fault, we speculate that the 
Hollywood basin has fonned at least partially in 
response to oblique, nonnal to left-lateral slip 
along more northeasterly u'endiug stretches of the 
Hollywood fault, including the ~N60oE trending 
Nichols Canyon-SUllset Strip releasing bend, the 
~N25°E trending Benedict Canyon releasing 
bend at the westem end of the fault, and possibly 
the 350-m-wide left step between the Franldin 
and northem strands of the Hollywood fimlt just 
east of dOWlltown Hollywood (Fig. 2). We further 
speculate that extension across the West Beverly 
Hills lineament at least partially explains the exis
tence ofthe low-lying Beverly Hills alluvial plain 
east of the lineament; motion through the Bene
dict Canyon releasing bend has resulted in in
creased accommodation space to the east that is 
filled by alluvium derived from Benedict and 
Laurel Canyons (Fig. 2). 

Our geomorphic analysis failed to provide any 
direct evidence ofleft-lateral sllike slip along the 
Hollywood fault, either in the fonn of offset 
drainages or displaced fans. We attribute this to 
rapid aggradation of the alluvial fans, which have 
buried all potential evidence of strike-slip offsets 
(e.g., offset streams), and earthquake recurrence 
intervals that are long relative to the rate of geo
morphic activity. For example, at Camino 
Palmero the displaced top of buried soil 3 at 7 m 
depth is the shallowest well-documented faulted 
feature. The apparently Ullfaulted unit A-unit B 
contact there lies at a depth of almost 5 m, sug
gesting that at least that much deposition has oc
curred since the most recent surface rupture that 
could have generated any discernible surficial 
strike-slip ofIsets. Similarly, evidence of the most 
recent surface rupture may have been buried be
neath trench depth by more than 3 to 4 m of sed
iment at Vista Street. Furthern10re, our data re
veal late Holocene sediment accumulation on the 
fans at the fault crossing, rather than deep inci
sion of channels that might be discernible even 
through the urban overprint. 

We speculate that the lack of discernible 
large-scale offsets of the fans may be due to a 
conveyor-belt style of sediment input from the 

numerous, closely spaced canyon sediment 
sources. In this model, strike-slip motion along 
the fault would continually move the alluvial 
apron past the sediment sources, preventing the 
development of very large individual fans at any 
single canyon input and fonning an alluvial 
apron upon which small fans develop. Such a 
process may explain the relatively small sizes of 
the fans observed along the central reach of the 
Hollywood fault. This hypothesis could be tested 
by excavating an east-west transect of sites in the 
footwall of the fault. The transects would be de
signed to document the three-dimensional tran
sition from fans composed predominantly of 
sediment eroded from Tertiary sedimentary and 
volcanic strata exposed in the Hollywood Hills 
north of downtown Hollywood, to fans com
posed predominantly of eroded quartz diorite ex
posed to the west (Fig. 2). In summary, we con
tend that the lack of offset geomorphologic 
features does not necessarily preclude a signifi
cant component of left -lateral strike-slip motion 
along the Hollywood fault. 

Potential Interactions Between the Hollywood 
Fault and Nearby Faults 

Both the Hollywood and Santa Monica faults 
are interpreted to be north-dipping, oblique
reverse, left-lateral faults (Dolan and Sieh, 1992; 
Dolan et at., 1992; this study). Coupled with the 
similar orientations onhe two faults, this leads us 
to interpret them as closely related strands within 
a single fault system that might rupture together 
during large earthquakes (Fig. 2). However, the 
three northeast-trending releasing bends along 
the Hollywood fault could act as earthquake seg
ment boundaries, as has been show11 along other 
faults (e.g., Sibson, 1985). 

Recognition of a component of left-lateral 
strike slip on the Hollywood fault also raises the 
possibility that it may directly connect with the 
left-lateral Raymond fault to the east (Fig. 1). 
Such a com1ection has long been postulated on the 
basis of the simi lar strike of the two faults (e.g., 
Bm'bat, 1958; Lamar, 1961), and gravity data, 
which suggest overall continuity of basement 
trends across the Los Angeles River (Chapman 
and Chase, 1979). However, the area between the 
southwest=ost well-established location of the 
Raymond fault ~5 km east of the Los Angeles 
River (Weber et aL 1980) and the easternmost 
scarps of the Hollywood fault just west of the Los 
Angeles River is very complex topographically, 
and a thoroughgoing east -northeast-trendiug fault 
trace cannot be verified on the basis of geomor
phic expression (Fig. 1). Rather, it appears that the 
Ray1110nd fault splays westward into several east
trendiug, oblique-reverse(?) faults (Weber et aI., 
1980; Crook et ai., 1987). Although left-lateral 

slip on the Raymond fault may ultimately be 
transferred to the Hollywood fault through some 
Ullkuown mechanism, the Raymond fault may act 
at least partially as a left-lateral tear fault transfer
ring motion from the Sierra Madre fault to the 
Verdugo-Eagle Rock fault system (Fig. 1). How
ever, the presence of Pleistocene-Holocene('?) 
fault scarps of the western Ray11lOnd system west 
of Arroyo Seco, west of the preswned point of in
teraction with the Verdugo-Eagle Rock fault sys
tem, indicates that some slip on the Raymond 
fault system extends westward toward the Holly
wood fault. Trenches excavated across one straud 
of the Raymond fault at the base of a drained, 
5-m-deep reservoir west of Pasadena revealed 
numerous steeply north-dipping faults (640 to 
85°)(Department of Water and Power Report, 
1991). The steep dips and contradictory, but pre
dominantly normal, vertical separations across 
these faults suggest that they are strike-slip faults, 
indicating that some left-lateral motion is trans
fen'ed along the Raymond fault west of the Eagle 
Rock fault intersection. 

Age of Most Recent Activity of the Hollywood 
Fault 

In the absence of demonstrable evidence for 
Holocene displacements (Crook et aI., 1983; 
Crook and Proctor, 1992), the Hollywood fault 
has not been zoned as active by the State of Cali
fomia. Our data indicate that the Hollywood fault 
has generated at least one surface rupture since 
latest Pleistocene time, suggesting that it is almost 
certainly capable of producing damaging earth
quakes in the future. The ~500 to 3000 yr interval 
required to develop the Ullfaulted Vista Street soils 
(Fig. 12) represents the minimunl interval since 
the most recent earthquake on the main strand. 
This estimate is supported by data from the Fuller 
Avenue trench (Fig. 11), which suggest, but do 
not prove, that no movement has occurred on the 
secondary strand of the fault exposed there in at 
least 1200 yr. An even older minimum age is sug
gested by the lack of discernible vertical displace
ment of the ~4000 to 8000 yr old unit A-Ullit B 
contact across the main fault zone at Camino 
Palmero. Although this latter age estimate is 
poorly constrained, recovery of an ~3500 yr old 
charcoal fragment from the middle of unit A, 2.8 
m above the apparently w1faulted contact, sug
gests a long period of quiescence since the most 
recent Hollywood fault surface rupture. 

The ca. 20 000 yr B.P. charcoal date from the 
faulted buried soil 3 at Camino Palmero (Fig. 7) 
represents a maximlll1 age for the most recent 
surface displacement on the Hollywood fault. We 
do not know the exact depth ofthe upward terrru
nation of the most recent sw-face rupture at 
Camino Palmero. The shallowest displaced 
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marker discernible in the cores is the unit B-unit 
C contact. In the Fuller Avenue trench, however, 
rupture clearly extended well above the contact, 
at least 1 m up into unit B (Fig. 11). Thus, if 
stratigraphic units are correlative between Fuller 
Avenue and Camino Palmero, the most recent 
surface rupture may significantly postdate the 
<~20 000 yr old unit B-C contact. In summary, 
our best estimate is that the most recent surface 
rupture on the Hollywood fault occurred during 
deposition of unit B between ca. 20 000 aud 4000 
yr ago. Available evidence does not allow us to 
exclude the possibility that more than one event 
has occUlTed during this time interval. 

Constraints on the Slip Rate ofthe Hollywood 
Fault 

The dense urbanization of the Hollywood area 
precludes excavation of a tlu'ee-dimensional net
work of trenches designed to assess the rate and 
amount of lateral slip on the Hollywood fault; 
virtually the entire length of the fault is either 
paved or covered with buildings. Consequently, 
the overall slip rate aud the relative proportions of 
lateral to vertical slip have not been directly mea
sured. Nonetheless, we cau use a combination of 
the borehole data, soil analyses, and regional 
geologic aud geodetic information to place con
straints on the slip rate and slip vector of the fault. 

Despite the mouutain-side-down separation of 
latest Pleistocene(?)-early Holocene(?) deposits 
at Camino Palmero, the displacement of quartz 
diorite over alluvium in both borehole transects 
suggests that the Hollywood fault exhibits a long
term component of reverse displacement. The 
weakly constrained~O.1 mm/yr late Pleistocene
Holocene sediment-accumulation rate estimated 
from soil analyses at B-31, when extrapolated 
up-fau 170 m to just south of the fault crossing, 
yields an approximate age of ca. 660 000 to 
750000 yr for sediments at 73 m depth (correla
tive with the base ofB-10) (Fig. 7; Appendix). 
The parallelism of the buried soils with the fan 
surface implies that the accumulation rate at the 
fault crossing is similar to that at B-31, aud that 
this is therefore a reasonable extrapolation. 

Because the quartz diorite was not observed in 
the footwall of the fimlt, the minimum amoUllt of 
separation across the fault zone equals the verti
cal distauce between the bottom of B-1 0 and the 
projection of the planar upper surface of the 
quartz diorite southward across all four known 
strands of the fault. Dividing this distance, ~,50 
m, by the sediment age yields a minimum rela
tive uplift rate of -0.07 mm/yr across the fault. 
For a local fault dip of75°, this uplift rate yields 
a weakly constrained, minimum mid-Pleistocene 
to present dip-slip rate of ~0.075 mm/yr. We em
phasize, however, that extrapolation of data on 
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late Pleistocene-Holocene accumulation rates 
back several hundred thousand years introduces 
a potentially significant, but unquautifiable, de
gree of uncertainty in these age estimates, and in 
the accumulation rates and fault-slip rates that we 
derive from them. 

We can also estimate an approximate maxi
mUln, 10ng-tel1n dip-slip rate on the basis of the 
thickness of Quaternary alluvium fi lling the 
Hollywood basin south of the fault. Dividing the 
preslllled maximum 300 m depth to early Qua
ternary marine gravels at the base of the alluvial 
section by their estimated ca. 0.8 to 1.2 Ma age 
(Hummon et aI., 1994; D. Ponti, 1995, wTitten 
commlll.) yields a maximum long-term uplift 
rate of ~-O.3 to 0.4 mm/yr. An overall 70° dip for 
the Hollywood fault yields a similar dip-slip Me 
of ~,0.3 to 0.4 mm/yr. This long-ternl rate is a 
maximum because: (1) the Hollywood basin 
probably developed at least partially, and possi
bly mainly, in response to motion through the 
Nichols Cauyon-Slllset Strip and Benedict 
Canyon releasing bends; and (2) the bottom of 
basin may be shallower than 300 m over most of 
the length of the Hollywood fault. If any of 
Hollywood basin subsidence is due to strike-slip 
motion, and we suspect that much of it is, the true 
reverse dip-slip rate on the Hollywood fault must 
be slower than the ~0.3 to 0.4 mm/yr maximum 
rate. Given the maximum and minimum con
straints determined above, in the following dis
cussion we use 0.25 ± 0.15 nun/yr, the average of 
the minimum (~.l mm/yT) and maximum 0,0.4 
mm/yr) rate estimates, as a reasonable dip-slip 
rate for the Hollywood fault. 

The estimated -700 overall dip of the fault 
suggests that it may accommodate more strike
slip than reverse motion. In the fo [lowing discus
sion, however, we assume a conservative strike
slip:dip-slip ratio of 1, which yields an overall 
oblique-slip rate of ~~0.35± 0.2 mm/yr. This rate 
is probably a minimUln because we suspect that 
the actual strike-slip rate may be higher, possibly 
considerably higher, thau the dip-slip rate; in the 
far western part of the Transverse Ranges South
em Boundary fault system, the Sauta Cruz Island 
and Santa Rosa Island faults exhibit left-lateral 
strike-slip rates of -0.75 aud -1 mm/yr, respec
tively (Pinter et aI., 1995; Colson et aI., 1995). 

A strike-slip rate along the Hollywood fault 
significantly >0.25 mm/yr is not precluded by re
cent geodetic data. Global Positioning System 
(GPS) geodetic data from four sites northwest of 
Hollywood (open squares in Fig. 1) show that the 
western Trausverse Rauges, including the Sauta 
Monica Mountains, are moving westward as a 
block relative to sites in the Los Angeles basin at 
o to 2 mm/yr (A. Dounellan, JPL Geodesy Group, 
1996, personal C011ill1lll.). These data suggest that 
a major strike-slip fault is between the Santa 

Monica Mountains aud the Los Angeles basin. 
The Hollywood fault is the most likely fault 

on which this left-lateral strike-slip motion could 
be accommodated. The only other near-surface 
fault that has been proposed in the Hollywood 
area is the North Salt Lake fault, which parallels 
the Hollywood fault ~ 1.5 km to the south (Fig. 3; 
Schneider et aI., 1996; Tsutsumi, 1996). The 
North Salt Lake fault, however, exhibits no sur
face expression and may no longer be active. 
Available subsurface data do not clearly resolve 
whether the fault cuts late Quaternary strata 
(Tsutsumi, 1996). In contrast, the data discussed 
in this paper show that the Hollywood fault: 
(1) is well expressed at the surface; (2) has pro
duced at least one earthquake since latest Pleis
tocene time; (3) is steeply dipping, which im
plies a strike-slip component of motion; 
(4) exhibits ncar-surface defornlation at Camino 
Palmero indicative of strike-slip offset; and 
(5) has contradictory vertical separations on sin
gle strauds consistent with predominantly strike
slip motion. On the basis of these observations, 
we suggest that most, if not all, of the left-lateral 
strike-slip motion between the Santa Monica 
Mountains aud Los Angeles basin is accommo
dated along the Hollywood fault. Future GPS 
data wi II provide increasingly tighter constraints 
on the true slip rate of the Hollywood fault dur
ing the next decade. 

Size and Frequency of Future Hollywood 
Fault Earthquakes 

Although we have no direct information con
cerning the reCUlTence interval for Hollywood 
fault earthquakes, the probable long duration of 
the current quiescent period implies that the fault 
exhibits a recurrence interval measurable in 
terms of several thousauds, rather than hundreds, 
of years. In the absence of direct recurrence data 
we can use estimates of the size of the Holly
wood fault plane and minimum and maximum 
inferred slip rates to speculate about the size aud 
frequency of future Hollywood fault earthquakes. 

The Hollywood fault is 14 km in length. As
suming au average fault dip of 70° and a thick
ness of the seismogenic crust of ~ 1 7 km yields a 
total fault surface area of ~250 km2. These data 
suggest that rupture of the entire Hollywood fault 
could produce a Mw ~~6.6 earthquake with ~ 1.5 m 
of average slip across the rupture plane (Dolan et 
aI., 1995). Assuming au oblique-slip rate for the 
Hollywood fault of 0.35 mm/yr, which we infer 
to be a probable minimum, yields a recurrence 
interval for a Mw 6.6 earthquake of ~4000 yr. As 
discussed above, this slip rate estimate is poorly 
constrained, and a faster rate would result in a 
correspondingly shorter expected recurrence in
terval. The Vista Street trench data indicate that it 
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has been at least 500 yr, and possibly more than 
3000 yr, since the most recent surface rupture on 
the fault This minimum age is consistent with 
the average recurrence interval that we calculate 
for hypothetical, moderate earthquakes. How
ever, the apparent lack of vertical displacement of 
the unit A-unit B contact at Camino Palmero sug
gests that the most recent earthquake occurred 
even earlier, probably before ~4000 yr ago, and 
possibly 20 000 yr ago. Although it is possible 
that a longer quiescent period could simply re
flect an anomalously long interval between mod
erate earthquakes, it is equally possible that the 
current quiescent period indicates a recurrence 
interval that is longer than that expected for mod
erate earthquakes. Thus, the possibility of much 
less frequent, and therefore probably larger, 
earthquakes on the Hollywood fault cmmot be 
excluded on the basis of available data. Resolu
tion ohhis question awaits the results of planned 
excavations across the Hollywood fault. If such 
large earthquakes have occurred on the Holly
wood fault, we speculate that they could have in
volved the Hollywood fault together with other 
transpressional faults in the Transverse Ranges 
Southern Boundary fault system (e.g., the adja
cent Santa Monica and/or Raymond faults). 

Implications for Seismic Hazard Assessment 
in Northern Los Angeles Basin 

The Hollywood fault appears to be capable of 
generating an earthquake comparable to the 1994 
Mw 6.7 Northridge event, which directly caused 
31 deaths mld resulted in more than 20 billion dol
lars in damage (Scientists of the USGS/ SCEC, 
1994). The Northridge earthquake occurred be
neath the San Fernando Valley, a predominantly 
residential region nOlthwest of downtown Los An
geles (Fig. 1). In contrast, the Hollywood fault tra
verses a much more densely urbanized region. Of 
particular concern are the numerous older struc
tures in this section of Los Angeles, including 
many unreinforced masonry buildings and older 
high-rise buildings. Many of these buildings sus
tained dmnage dming the Northridge earthquake, 
despite the fact that they were located more than 

25 km from the nearest part of the rupture plane. 
The Northridge earthquake served as a re

minder of the importance of source directivity as 
one of the primm-y controls on the location and 
magnitude of strong ground motions and conse
quent damage (Wald et aI., 1996). For example, 
if a Hollywood fault earthquake initiated near 
the base ofthe seismogenic crust and propagated 
up the fault plane, as occurred at Northridge, 
much of the ener.f:,'Y would be focused directly to
ward the most densely urbanized part of the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area. Another concern is 
that the Hollywood fault, in contrast to the blind 
thrust fault that produced the Northridge earth
quake, ruptures through to the surface in large 
earthquakes. In addition to the obvious implica
tions for damage to infrastructure associated 
with potential surface displacements, surface
rupturing earthquakes are likely to excite much 
stronger long-period surface waves than earth
quakes that do not rupture to the surface (e.g., 
Liu and Heaton, 1984; Vidale and Heimberger, 
1988). Such long-period surface waves could 
represent a significant hazard to the many high
rise buildings in the region (Heaton et aI., 1995; 
Olsen and Archuleta, 1996). 

CONCLUSIONS 

From a seismic hazard perspective, perhaps 
our most important result is that the Hollywood 
fault is probably active and capable of producing 
damaging earthquakes beneath the densely ur
bmlized northern Los Angeles basin. Prior to this 
study no paleoseismologic infonnation was 
available for the fault, which is consequently not 
zoned as active by the State of California. The 
fault has ruptured to the surface at least once dur
ing the past 20 000 yr. Unfaulted deposits that 
cross the fault indicate that the most recent emth
quake occurred at least ~500 to 3000 yr ago. 
However, stratigraphic relations in several exca
vations lead us to suspect that the most recent 
surface ruphrre probably occurred em-lier, possi
bly during latest Pleistocene to early or mid
Holocene time, between ~4000 and 20 000 yr 
ago. Although the minimum age of the most re-

cent surface ruphrre is consistent with the occur
rence of moderate (Mw ~6.6) earthquakes along 
the Hollywood fault, the poorly constrained age 
of the most recent event is also consistent with 
the occurrence of less frequent, and therefore 
probably larger, earthquakes. We speculate that if 
such large ruptures have occurred, they may have 
involved simultaneous rupture of the Hollywood 
fault and adjacent faults of the Transverse Rmlges 
Southern Boundm-y fault system. 

Although it has generally been considered a re
verse fault, recent mountain-side-down displace
ment documented at one site, coupled with the 
probable steep overall dip (~700N) and north
northeast strike of the fault, suggest a significant, 
possibly predominant, component of left-lateral 
strike-slip motion along the Hollywood fault. In 
addition to the sttike-slip component, the sparse 
available data suggest that the Hollyvvood fault 
exhibits a component of reverse displacement of 
·-0.25 mm/yr, indicating that overall motion is 
oblique reverse, left-lateral strike-slip. 
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TABLE A1. SUMMARY OF MHI AND SOl RESULTS FROM SOILS IN THE 
VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Soil 

Vista 2 (buried) (3.4 to ? m depth) 
B-31 (su rface/#1) 
B-31 (soil #2) 
B-31 (soil #3) 
B-31 (soil #4) 
B-31 (soil #5) 
B-31 (soil #6) 
Averages (B-31) 

MHI 

0.31 
0.19 
0.29 
0.44 
0.48 
0.53 
0.46 

SOl 

N.D. 
42.2 
47.8 
88.3 

108.3 
98.9 
90.4 

Predicted age (ka) (2cr) 
MHI SOl 

12.6 +28.01-8.7 
6.5 +14.8/-4.5 

11.3 +25.1/-7.8 
26.2 +57.01-17.9 
32.8 +71.3/-22.5 
43.3 +94.8/-29.7 
29.3 +63.7/-20.0 

149.4 +326.7/-102.4 

N.D. 
14.5 +45.6/-4.6 
15.8 +49.7/-5.0 
30.1 +93.9/-9.7 
41.4 +129.5/-13.2 
35.6 +111.3/-11.4 
31.1 +97.1/-10.0 

168.5 +527.1/-53.9 

Notes: MHI-maximum horizon index, SOl-soil development index, N.D.-no data 
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TABLE A2, SOIL DESCRIPTIONS FROM THE VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Pedon Horizon Depth Color Text Structure Consistency Clay Bound, Sand Silt Clay H,i. SDI Notes 
(cm) films (%) (%) (%) 

Vista 1 Ab? (94-144) SL 76 16 8 
C (144-322) (195) LS-SL 82A 11,5 6,1 
C (144-322) (235) LS 83,1 11 5,9 
C (144-322) (290) SL 78A 14.5 7,1 
Bwb? (322-330+) SL 72 19 9 

Vista 2 C (undiff,) 0-270 10YR 314m, 5/5d LS-SL m-sg so, so, po n,o, ? 82 11,6 6A o.o? Scattered 
pebbles 

2Ab 270-312 10YR 314m, 4/5d SL m-1csbk so-sh, so, ps n,o, g, w-s 71,6 19,3 9,1 0,15 6,5 
2Ab2 312-340 10YR 314m, 4/5d SL m-1csbk sh, so-ss, ps n,o, g, W 70,1 20A 9,5 0,18 5,1 
3Ab 340-371 10YR 314m, 3,5/4d SL 1csbk h, ss, p vnpo c, W 64,8 24,7 10,5 0.29 9,1 
3Bt 371-400+ 10YR 3,5/4m, 4,5/4d SL 2csbk vh, s, p 2npo, 1 npf, vncl n,o, 61.3 25A 13,3 OA1 11,8 

B-31 Gone 0-1,52 
Btj 1,52-1,83 10YR 5/4d, 4/4m SL sp, ss 1-2ncl 64A 25 10,6 0,19 5,9 
BC 1,83-2,74 10YR 5/4d, 4/4m sgSL so, po vncl 73,6 17,9 8,5 0,12 10,9 Pebbly SL 
2BC 2,74-2,90 10YR 5/4d, 4/5m SL s, p 1copo 56,7 29,9 13A 0.25 4 Minor clay 

staining 
3Cox 2,90-3,73 10YR 5/6d, 4,5/3m SL ss, sp n,o, 72.6 18,9 8A 0,11 9,1 
4Btjb 3,73-4.27 10YR 5/4d, 4/3m SL s, p 1npf&po 64,3 26,8 8,9 0.29 15,7 
4BC1b 4.27-5,03 10YR 5/4d, 4/3m SL ss, po 1npo,1cocl 65,5 24,3 10.2 0,12 9,1 
4BC2b 5,03-6AO 10YR 5/4d, 4/4m SL ss, po 1ncl 62,1 25.2 12.7 0,12 16A 
5Ab 6AO-6,55 9YR 5/4d, 3,5/4m SL s, p n,o, 60,7 27.2 12,1 0.21 3.2 Many v.f, 

pores, 
14C date 
@ 17 ka 

5Bt1b 6,55-6,86 10YR 5/4d, 9YR 314m L s, p 3n& 1 mkpo, 3ncl 51.2 32,6 16,1 OA4 13,6 
5Bt2b 6,86-7,32 10YR 5/4d, 4/4m SL s, p 2npo&cI 60,3 23,8 15,9 0,33 15.2 
5BC1b 7,32-7.77 10YR 5/4d, 4/4m SL ss, ps 1npo 69,8 19,8 10A 0,17 7,7 
5BC2b 7.77-9.75 10YR 5/6d, 4/4m SL ss, ps 1npo 67,8 21,6 10,6 0,19 37,6 
6Ab 9,75-9,91 10YR 4/6d, 314m SL ss, p vnpo 57,8 28A 13,7 0.23 3,7 
6Btb 9,91-10,36 10YR 4/6d, 7,5YR L s, p-vp 3npf, 3n&2mkpo 50 33,5 16,5 OA8 21,6 

313m 
6BC 10,36-11,73 10YR 5/5d, 9YR 314m SL s, p 1-2npo, 2 ncl 55,6 26,7 17,6 0,34 46,6 
7Btb 11.73-12,34 10YR 4,5/6d, 7,5YR s, p-vp 3npo&pf&cI, 1 mkpo 0,53 32,3 

314m 
7BCb 12,34-13.26 10YR 5,5/5d, 4/5m SL s, ps 1npo 0.24 22,1 
8Btb 13.26-13,72 10YR 5/6d, 9YR 4/4m SCL s, p 2-3n&mkpo, 3ncl OA6 21.2 
9Bcb 13,72-14,78 10YR 4,5/6d, 4/4m vgSL ss, ps 2ncl, 1 npo&br 0.26 27,6 
10Bcb 14.78-15.24 10YR 5/5d, 4/5m SL ss, ps vnpo 0,18 8,3 
11BCb 15.24-15,70 10YR 4,5/6d, 4/4m LS-SL so, po 1 ncl, vnpo 0,17 7,8 
12BCb 15.70-16A6 7,5-10YR 5/6d, 314m SL ss, p vnpo, pf 0.26 19,8 
13Cb 16A6-16,61+ 10YR 5/6d, 4/4m LS-SL so, po n,o, O.o? 1,1 

TABLE A3, MAXIMUM HORIZONTAL INDEX (MHI) DATA FOR SOILS FROM VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Profile MHI Sy' Cont. Log Error in ~ ofY S(y-y') Cont. Error in Y [!oQ, Age 95% predicted 
in!. age Max, Min, in!. Max, Min, (yr) ageC,l, 

(0,95) (0,95) Max, Min, 

Vista 2 0,31 0,0608 0,1273 4,10 4.23 3,97 0.2420 0,5065 4,61 3,60 12,653 40,616 3942 
B31#1 0,19 0,0797 0,1667 3,81 3,98 3,64 0.2474 0,5178 4,33 3.29 6464 21,298 1962 
B31#2 0.29 0,0635 0,1329 4,05 4,19 3,92 0.2427 0,5079 4,56 3,55 11,313 36,435 3513 
B31#3 OA4 0,0512 0,1071 4A2 4,53 4,31 0.2397 0,5018 4,92 3,92 26,193 83,172 8249 
B31#4 OA8 0,0516 0,1079 4,52 4,62 4A1 0.2398 0,5020 5,02 4,01 32,764 104,081 10,314 
B31#5 0,53 0,0544 0,1138 4,64 4,75 4,52 0.2404 0,5033 5,14 4,13 43,344 138,100 13,604 
B31#6 OA6 0,0512 0,1071 4A7 4,57 4,36 0.2397 0,5018 4,97 3,97 29,295 93,020 9226 

TABLE M, SOIL DEVELOPMENT INDEX (SDI) DATA FOR SOILS FROM VISTA STREET TRENCH AND BOREHOLE B-31 

Profile SDI Sy' Cont. Log Error in ~ ofY S(y-y') Cont. Error in Y pop, Age 95% predicted 
in!. age Max, Min, in!. Max, Min, (yr) age C,I, 

(0,95) (0,95) Max, Min, 

Vista 2 
B31#1 42.20 0,0611 0,1290 4,16 4.29 4,03 0.2361 OA982 4,66 3,66 14A88 45,628 4,600 
B31#2 47,80 0,0590 0,1245 4.20 4,32 4,08 0.2356 OA971 4,70 3,70 15,835 49,741 5,041 
B31#3 88,30 0,0525 0,1107 4A8 4,59 4,37 0.2341 OA938 4,97 3,99 30,120 93,903 9,661 
B31#4 108.30 0,0557 0,1175 4,62 4,73 4,50 0.2348 OA954 5,11 4,12 41,377 129,461 13,225 
B31#5 98,90 0,0536 0,1132 4,55 4,67 4A4 0.2343 OA944 5,05 4,06 35,641 111,258 11,417 
B31#6 90AO 0,0526 0,1110 4A9 4,60 4,38 0.2341 OA939 4,99 4,00 31,141 97,101 9,987 
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Date 
(day-month-year) 

07-21-52 
12-16-54 
09-12-66a 
04-09-68 
02-09-71 
02-21-73 
08-06-79a 
10-15-79b 
01-24-80a 
05-25-80b 
09-04-81 
10-25-82 
05-02-83a 

10-28-83b 
04-24-84 

08-04-85 
07-08-86a 

07-21-86b 
10-01-87a 
11-24-87b 

11-18-89 
06-28-91 
04-23-92a 
06-28-92b 
06-28-92c 
01-17-94 
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TABLE A5. PARAMETERS FOR EARTHQUAKES USED IN CONSTRUCTING FIGURE 13 

Location Mw Strike Dip Rake References 

Kern County 7.5 50 63 49 Hanks et al. (1975); Stein and Thatcher (1981); Hill et al. (1990) 
Fairview Peak, Nevada 7.1 350 60 -150 Doser (1986) 
Truckee 5.9 44 80 0 Hill et al. (1990) 
Borrego Mtn. 6.5 132 90 180 Hill et al. (1990) 
San Fernando 6.7 290 54 76 Heaton (1982) 
Point Mugu 5.3 80 36 55 Stierman and Ellsworth (1976); Hill et al. (1990) 
Coyote Lake 5.7 150 84 180 Hill et al. (1990) 
Imperial Valley 6.5 146- 90 180 *Ekstrom and England (1989); Kanamori and Regan (1982); Hill et al. (1990) 
Livermore 5.8 157 75 -170 Hill et al. (1990) 
Mammoth Lakes 6.2* 331 21 103 Ekstrom and England (1989); *Hill et al. (1990) 
N. Santa Barbara Is. 5.9 45 80 0 Hill et al. (1990) 
New Idria 5.5 154 41 137 Ekstrom and Dziewonski (1985); Stein and Ekstrom (1992) 
Coalinga 6.5 145 30 100 Kanamori (1983); Eberhart-Phillips (1990); Stein and Ekstrom (1992); 

*Anderson et al. (1995) 
6.3 140 30 88 Ekstrom and England (1989) 

Borah Peak. Idaho 6.9 151 52 64 Average of 6 values (with nonfixed rake angle) in Richins et al. (1985) 
Morgan Hill 6.2 333 76 179 Ekstrom and England (1989); *Anderson et al. (1995); 

Wells and Coppersmith (1995) 
Kettleman Hills 6.1 142 12 109 Ekstrom et al. (1992); Stein and Ekstrom (1992) 
N. Palm Springs 6.1** 114 37 156 Ekstrom and England (1989); *Wells and Coppersmith (1995); 

**Anderson et al.(1995) 
150 45(55) 180 First motion only; Jones et al. (1986) 

Chalfant Valley 6.3* 149 60 163 Ekstrom and England (1989); Hill et al. (1990) 
Whittier Narrows 6.0 90 25 90 Hauksson (1990); Hartzell and lida (1990) 
Superstition Hills 6.7* 305/20 80 175 Bent et al. (1989); *Anderson et al. (1995) 

35? 80 0 Hill et al. (1990) 
Loma Prieta 6.9 130 68 137 Average of 11 values in Wald et al. (1991) 
Sierra Madre 5.6 243 49 82 Wald (1992) 
Joshua Tree 6.1* 160 90 160 Hauksson et al. (1993); *Hough and Dreger (1995) 
Landers 7.3 170 90 170 Hauksson et al. (1993); *average of 5 in Anderson et al. (1995) 
Big Bear 6.2 55 85 10 Hauksson et al. (1993) 
Northridge 6.7 122 40 101 Wald, Heaton, Hudnut (BSSA in press); *average of 5 in Anderson (1995) 
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Figure AI. Regression of Maximum Horizon Index (MHL) values for undated soils in Vista Street trench and 
borehole B-31 against data from dated southern California soils. 
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Figure A2. Regression of Soil Development Index (SDL) values for undated soils in Vista Street trench and 
borehole B-31 against data from southern California soils. 

APPEl'olJIX. SOIL DESCRIPTIONS FROM 
BOREHOLE B-3l, CAMINO PALMERO 
BOREHOLE TRANSECT AND FOR VISTA 
STREET TRENCH 

We desclibedone complete and one partial soil profile 
from the Vista Street trench during the storm drain 
pipeline excavations (Fig. 12), as well as a sequence of six 
soils from the core of borehole B-31 at Camino Palmero 
(Fig. 7). All of these soils were described according to 
SCS Soil Survey Staf1:'(1975; 1992) (Tables Al andA2) 
and samples were collected for particle-size analysis. 

Vista Street Profiles 

The partial profile we described, Vista 1, was located 
at stations 822-824, whereas profile Vista 2 was located 
at station 885 (Fig. 12). Vista 2 appeared to expose a 
complete profile of the soil developed in depositional 
unit 2. At least three depositional pulses are present in 
the Vista 2 profile; the upper 2.7 m (unit 1) is character
ized by unweathered, essentially raw alluvium. The 
alluvium between 2.7 and 3.4 m depth (unit 2) appears 
to have been exposed to the surface for a period of time 
and has an A horizon developed through it. Vista 2 
appeared to expose a complete profile of the soil devel
oped in depositional unit 2. The lower part of the buried 
A horizon in the Vista 2 exposure graded laterally into a 
wealdy expressed Bwb horizon in the Vista 1 exposure 
20 m to the south. Particle size distributions for both of 

these units are nearly identical, supporting their corre
lation. The top of a better developed buried soil (unit 3) 
is present at -3.4 m depth at the Vista 2 site. There a 
buried A horizon overlies a weakly developed argillic 
(Bt) horizon developed in this lowest stratigraphic unit 
exposed in the trench. 

We compared the Vista 2 and borehole B-31 soils to 
dated soils elsewhere in southern California as the basis 
for age estimates. For a buried soil, the age estimate 
represents only the time that the sediments and soil 
were exposed at the surface. Thus, because there is no 
age control on the length of the depositional phase, the 
cumulative ages represented by the combined ages of 
the surface and buried soils should be considered a min
imum age for the sediments at the base of the trench 
and borehole. 

Vista Trench 2 

The surface soil and deposit exposed in the trench 
has essentially no soil development, suggesting a very 
young age. However, an A horizon may have been 
present that was dishlrbed or graded during construc
tion of Vista Street. If not, then the surface allnvinm is 
probably <100 yr in age in that well-formed A hori
zons are usnally evident within 50 to 100 yr in south
ern California (Rockwell et aI., 1985; Harden, 1982; 
McFadden and Weldon, 1987). Similarly, the shallow
est buried soil (unit 2) is represented by only anA hori
zon (albeit a thick one) in the Vista 2 exposure and pos-

sibly by a cambic (Bw) horizon in the Vista I exposure 
(Fig. 12). The presence of a cambic horizon indicates 
more development and time than just the presence of 
an A horizon. Cambic horizons without evidence of 
translocated clay have formed in sandy alluvium in 
similar environments in southern California in 500 to 
5000 yr (Rockwell et aI., 1985; McFadden and Weldon, 
1987), although many recent data have been collected 
from the Los Angeles basin area showing incipient 
illuviation (clay film development) in fewer than 3000 
yT (T. Rockwell, unpub. data). On the basis of these ob
servations, we suggest that the unit 2 is middle to late 
Holocene in age. 

For the lowest buried soil (unit 3) with a weak 
argillic horizon, the maximum horizon index (MHI) 
values from the field descriptions were regressed 
against data from soil profiles in three different 
chronosequences developed under a xeric (Mediter
ranean) climate in California. There are minor differ
ences in parent material and climate among these 
chronosequences (see Rockwell, et aI., 1990, for a com
plete discussion), but they are similar enough for analy
sis ofthe Vista Street soil profiles. We also include data 
from dated soil profiles fi'om \vithin the Los Angeles 
basin region. 

The three chronosequences used are from the Ven
hna basin (Rockwell, 1983; Rockwell et ai, 1985), the 
central Valley of California (Harden, 1982), and the 
Cajon Pass area (McFadden and Weldon, 1987) (Figure 
AI). Only one criterion was used to estimate the age of 
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the Vista Street trench soils: the maximum horizon in
dex (MHI), as presented in I-larden (1982), Ponti 
(1985), and Rockwell et al. (1994). Two other criteria, 
the profile mass accumnlation of secondary clay, as 
determined by particle-size analysis, and the soil devel
opment index (SDI) of Earden (1982), are usually also 
used, but only the top of the argillic horizon was ex
posed, so there are too many assnmptions that would 
have to be made to apply these techniques. The MEl 
parameter converts field description data of the best
developed horizon (usually the Bt) to numerical values 
that allow nnmerical comparison to the dated profiles. 
We assume that the exposed portion of the Bt horizon 
that we described is representative ofthis nnit's soil. We 
understand that such an assumption, if incorrect, could 
lead to \\~de significant errors in the age estimate ofthe 
soil. We therefore do not use our age estimate of soil 3 
for any paleoearthquake calculations. 

The MEl data for the three chronosequences, along 
\Nith the other Los Angeles basin profiles (not presented 
here; these will fonn the focus of a fuhlre paper), define 
a log-linear trend \\~th a high r2 value (0.85; Fig. AI). 
Regression ofthe Vista 2 MHI value (0.31) indicates an 
exposure age of 12.6 

Borehole B-31 

Borehole B-31 penetrated a sequence of six soils 
over a vertical thickness of 16.6 m. For these profiles, 
both MEl and SDl values were calculated and re
gressed against the same dated soil s used for the Vista 
Street trench (Figs. Al and A2; Tables A3 and A4). 
Similar to the MHI, the SDI converts the field descrip
tion data into numerical values but uses the entire soil 
profile: they can also be compared to dated soils. The 
surface soil in B-3I was not described in the npper 5 ft 
(-1.5 m) due to lack of core recovery. Thus, caution 
should be used in interpreting the age estimates for the 
surface soil. 

The MHl and SDI values for the six B-31 soils are 
summarized in Table AI. The minimum likely age for 
the deepest sediments exposed in the core, calculated 
by adding the best estimates for each ofthe smface and 
buried soils, is ca. 150 000 (MHI) to 170 000 (SDI). As 
noted above, the one charcoal fragment recovered 
from B-31 was recovered from the A horizon of soil 3 , 
and was probably added to the soil profile during de
velopment of soil 3. Thns, the charcoal AMS age 
(19,765 yr B.P.) probably provides a maxi-
mnm age for cnmulative development of soils I 
and 2. The similarity of this maximum age with the cu
mulative MEl age estimates for soils I and 2 (-18 000 
yT) leads us to place more confidence in the MHI esti
mates of soil ages in B-31 than the SDI estimates. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34365 

Lourdes Green <lourdes.green@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 3:23 PM 
internetPebann@sbcglobal.net 

Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

Thought you might enjoy this, makes it sound as if he was really involved. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <lonSPerica@ao1.com> 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (Wed). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35702 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 12:50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: Meeting to discuss Millennium Project @ Mon Jul 15, 2013 1pm - 2pm 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

more details » 
Meeting to discuss Millennium Project 
When Mon Jul 15, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 

Where CLA's office, Room 255, City Hall, Conference Room B C!D..§Q) 

Calendar lucira lia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Marie Rumsey - organizer 

• Avak Keotahian 

• Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Roberto Mejia 

• kcasper@sheppardmu llin.com 

• Renee Stadel 

• Sergio Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello Marie, 

EM36039 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 10:00 AM 
Marie Rumsey 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium 

Millennium Project FAQs.docx; Letter to eM 7-17-13.docx 

Enclosed are the documents edited by Lucy and I. If you have any questions feel free to contact us! 

Sergio 

On Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 8:51 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you, the sooner the better! 

Marie 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 8:50 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I've reviewed them once over but am going to do another review today. I'll send you my revisions today. 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 8:43 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Have you had a chance to review the docs I sent yesterday? 

thanks, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM36040 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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Millennium Project 
FAQ's 

EM36041 

1. \\Then will the project be built and completed? 

It is a multi-phased project that is expected to be completed by year 2020. 

2. How does the Millennium Project utilize the Land Use Equivalency Program (LUEP)? 

The LEUP provides development flexibility so that the project can respond to the growth of 
Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the development. It is a tool 
meant to address future needs and demands while defining the parameters for the land use types 
and intensity on the project site, all within the scope of analysis in the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). 

The LEUP allows for modifications to the final development scenario but requires that the 
project's peak hour trip generation remain the same or decrease. To that end, the intensity and 
type ofland uses on the project site including residential, commercial, retail, office, restaurant 
and fitness will be modified to meet market demand while NOT being permitted to exceed the 
trip cap of 1,498 total peak hour trips. 

The proposed number of parking spaces included at the project will be dependent upon the 
ultimate configuration of land uses but will be accordance with the number required by the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. 

3. What is the purpose of the Development Regulations? 

The Development Regulations include guidelines and standards that establish minimum and 
maximum requirements with respect to height, massing, density, open space, landscaping 
parking, setbacks and signage that ensure development is compatible with the district and nearby 
historic buildings. Additionally the regulations include site-wide development criteria and a set 
of controls that ensure a quality development including fayade color palettes and materials. 

4. Why does this project utilize Floor Area Averaging (FAA)? 

FAA will enable the project to provide an appropriate mix of uses across the two project sites on 
opposite sides of Vine Street. As a unified development, the project will maximize open space, 
walkability and unify public improvements. In addition, the project will provide mid-block 
connections with pedestrian walkaways and plaza. FAA supports a unified development concept. 

5. Is the project height and density appropriate Hollywood? 

The project proposes to utilize 6: 1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in an effort to provide a mixed-use 
development that includes residential, hotel, retail and offices uses to be consistent with the 
Regional Center designation. The provision of residential and commercial uses contributes to the 
jobs and housing balance intended for Regional Center areas served by extensive public transit. 

The Hollywood Community and Redevelopment Plan (past and present) does not limit height and 
allows 6: I FAR through discretionary approval. Additionally, the zoning of the project site 
allows a minimum area of 200 sq. ft. per dwelling units, or a maximum of 972 units for this 
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EM36042 

194,495 sq, ft. project site. The project is contemplating 492 residential units, which is well below 
the allowable density of the project site. 

6. How does the proposed project respond to traffic issues? 

Traffic for this project was analyzed in the same manner as compatible projects throughout the 
City. The project is improving 30+ signalized intersections w-ith updated technology to allow 
real-time response to traffic demands. Additionally, the project will be required to create an 
extensive Transportation Demand Management Plan and initiate the development of a 
Transportation Management Organization. Both of these programs are intended to support the 
ultilization of public transit, vanpools, car sharing, bikes and other alternative means of 
transportation. The project will also provide critical funding to shuttle circulators, DASH buses, 
Express Parking technology and pedestrian linkages. 

7. What impact will the development have on Public Safety resources? 

The project will provide for on-site security personnel and a controlled access system for 
residents to minimize the demand on police and fire protection services. Furthermore, the ErR 
found no impact to public services. Additionally, the project will generate new revenue for the 
City's General Fund that could be applied towards the provision of new police and fire resources. 

8. What is the economic impact associated with the Millennium Development? 

The development will result in a long term increase of tax revenue for the City of Los Angeles by 
increasing the property tax base of the project site, generating additional sales tax and possible 
transit occupancy tax if a hotel is built. All tax revenue will be allocated to the City's General 
Fund and can be used to fund basic City services such as police, fire, tree trimming, and sidewalk 
repair and graffiti removal. 

The development creates new 2,900 construction jobs and 1,257 full-time permanent jobs. City of 
Los Angeles will be given preference for all employment opportunities 

9. What community benefits are associated with the development? 

The project is providing $4.8 mil. dedicated to the creation of affordable housing within the 
immediate area as well as funds to preserve the Hollywood Sign, restore the Walk of Fame and 
the development of new park space. 

10. How will the development respect the historic Capitol Records building? 

The Capitol Records building will be maintained and view sheds will be protected. Additionally, 
the Echo Recording Rooms associated with Capitol Records w-ill be protected and given special 
consideration throughout construction. Setbacks are more restrictive than code requirements and 
have been designed to respect Capitol Records as a historic monument that is the centerpiece of 
the project. 

11. There have been concerns raised regarding seismic issues, how is this being addresses? 

Building & Safety has reviewed the studies related to the seismic issues and determined that the 
site(s) is safe to build upon. However, there is a condition within the EIR that requires if 
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additional evidence of a earthquake fault is discovered it will be disclosed and the necessary 
follow up actions will take place to ensure public safety. 
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July 24, 2013 

Council member 

District 

200 N. Spring Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Item, The Millennium Development 

Dear Council member, 

EM36044 

Today, we will be voting on a series of items related to the Millennium project in Council District 13. This 

is a visionary mixed-use development in the heart of Hollywood that will transform underutilized 

parking lots into a thriving center for office, retail, hospitality and residential uses. The Millennium 

project will act as the gateway to Hollywood and bring great economic development through the 

creation of 2,900 construction jobs and 1,257 full-time permanent jobs. These are good jobs that will 

give preference to local, City of Los Angeles residents through the implementation of a Project Labor 

Agreement and a Hotel Labor Agreement. Additionally, this project will bring an estimated $4.3million 

in new tax revenue annually to the City's General Fund, which can be used to support vital public 

services such as police, fire, graffiti removal, sidewalk repair and tree trimming. 

Hollywood is one of the City's most dynamic neighborhoods and is the ideal place to develop high-rise 

construction. The Millennium project will consist of two 35 and 39-story high-rise towers and adjacent 

mid-rise towers on opposite sides of Vine Street near the Capitol Records building. The project will 

respect and celebrate the historic Capitol Records building by making it the central focus of the project, 

maintaining view sheds through open space and setback requirements and imposing strict conditions 

throughout the construction process, so as to not disrupt recording sessions. The Millennium project 

recognizes the significant history of the Hollywood community and will pay tribute to that history 

through the preservation and restoration of the Walk of Fame, while also embracing the future of 

Hollywood through the promotion of public transit and the improvement of pedestrian linkages. 

The Millennium project is consistent with the long-range vision for Hollywood and will build upon the 

fact that Hollywood is, and will continue to be, a tourist destination, a business hub for entertainment 

related uses and a booming residential community served by an extensive network of public transit 

options, including the Metro Red Line. The Millennium project supports the idea of an all-inclusive 

Hollywood through sustainable development principals and the provision of extensive community 

benefits to address issues such as traffic, affordable housing, park space and the promotion of the arts. 

To that end, the Millennium project is providing a comprehensive set of project features that support 

community goals and objectives. 

Throughout the entitlement process, the development team has engaged community stakeholders and 

the City family to determine necessary project mitigations and conditions. Specifically related to 

transportation enhancements, the project will support the improvement of more than 30 signalized 

intersections to enable them to respond to real-time traffic demands and the creation of a 
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Transportation Management Organization, which will encourage transit solutions for the entire 

Hollywood area through partnerships with other major employment and housing centers. It will also 

support a mobility hub, pedestrian improvements on Ivarand Argyle Avenues, a $250,000 contribution 

to the Bike Plan Trust Fund, and improvements to the Argyle & Franklin-US 101 Northbound Freeway 

On-ramp. The project will provide support to launch the Parking Express program in Hollywood, 

additional DASH routes with extended schedules, as well as a Neighborhood Circulation Shuttle. Traffic 

is always a primary concern when new development is proposed and I believe this project addresses the 

traffic issues through the utilization of public transit and new proposals such as Express Park and funding 

the expansion of DASH services. 

Hollywood is the entertainment destination for the region and as the area's representative I will 

continue to support good development that will advance the area's revitalization. The Millennium 

project is utilizing the Land Use Equivalency Program (LUEP) and has strong Development Regulations in 

place to ensure a well-designed project. The LUEP is a planning tool that allows uses to be exchanged 

within a pre-determined building envelope while allowing flexibility of ultimate uses. This program 

allows multi-phased developments to respond to market demands and community needs, as long as the 

project is consistent with the impacts analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. 

Under the LEUP, it can be challenging to assure community stakeholders of the final project with 

certainty, and in order to address that I have worked with the development team to add a condition of 

approval that requires, upon the issuance of building permits, that the development team will work with 

my office to notify the public regarding the ultimate uses and related construction schedule. This 

provision, along with the Development Regulations, provides the necessary regulations to feel confident 

that the Millennium project will truly be a world-class development. The Development Regulations are 

extremely prescriptive and dictate everything from how the building relates to the street to the width 

and height of each tower per established standards. The Millennium project is the first major project in 

the City to use the LUEP in conjunction with strong Development Regulations and guidelines. 

There have also been significant concerns regarding seismic issues and I have worked with Building and 

Safety to insure that this project is treated the exact same way as any other project in order to 

guarantee public safety. Building and Safety representatives will be at today's Council meeting to 

address any questions related to this matter. 

I strongly support the Millennium project and hope that you agree it is a game-changing project that will 

further establish Hollywood as the entertainment destination in the City of Los Angeles. It is a thoughtful 

project that embraces Hollywood and its future. It encourages multi-modal transit options, improves the 

area infrastructure and even supports the development of new affordable housing through a $4.8million 

contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund. The revitalization of Hollywood will continue 

to be a priority of my administration and I know the Millennium project will be an important 

contribution to that revitalization. 

Sincerely, 
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Council member Mitch O'Farrell 

District 13 

EM36046 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, 

EM34366 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 3:55 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Need your help wi Millennium 

I need your Planning expertise for the PLUM reports I'm writing for the Millennium items. Will you pIs call me 
tomorrow, Friday, 6121? Thanks! Sharon 978-1074 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Raymond Chan 
< raymond.chan@lacity.org> 

Sent: Thursday, July 04, 2013 10:18 AM 
To: Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Raymond Chan 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA (map) 
Calendar 
raymond. chan@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Raymond Chan 
- creator 

deberhart@Langan.com 
James Pugh 
Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@lacity.org) 
Catherine Nuezca Gaba (Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org) 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account jneuman@sheppardmullin.com because you are 
an attendee of this event. 
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To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

invite .ics 

2 
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EM35179 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130716T200000Z 
DTEND:20130716T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130704T171752Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000000068BCB104 78CE010000000000000 
00 
010000000AABF5D9516691A4AB6A52D57C49FA839 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Raymon 
d Chan ;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: raymond. chan@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130703T232129Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130704T171752Z 
LOCATION:Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street\, Suite 1000\ 
, Los Angeles\, CA 

SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-OWN ERAPPTI D: 1721989085 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035221 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

THANK YOU! ! ! 

EM36047 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 10:31 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Millennium 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 9:59 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Marie, 
Enclosed are the documents edited by Lucy and I. If you have any questions feel free to contact us! 

Sergio 

On Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 8:51 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you, the sooner the better! 

Marie 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 8:50 AM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I've reviewed them once over but am going to do another review today. I'll send you my revisions today. 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 8:43 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Have you had a chance to review the docs I sent yesterday? 

thanks, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@laci ty.org 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM36048 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34039 

James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 

Tuesday, June 04, 2013 4:56 PM 

Dana Prevost 

Subject: Re: Fwd: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 

Hi Dana, 

Nice to chat with you earlier. Thanks for sending the Langan fault evaluation report. I have spent a bit of time 
removing their interpretation from the borehole cross section, and honestly I cannot correlate anything from 
borehole to borehole, with the possible exception of a shallow sand layer. That section is just a mess. That could 
either be due to extreme short-distance lateral facies changes, or lots of faulting, but there just aren't many 
(any?) cross-borehole correlations that I can see upon quick perusal except for that possible sand layer (and 
even that bed is discontinuous). 

I'd be happy to talk with you about this further, but I think this definitely bears further scrutiny. Sorry to make 
things complicated! I just want to make sure that the faults are mapped accurately. I'll be in tomorrow if you 
want to discuss ... 

regards, 

James 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Stephanie Montgomery <smontgomery@langan.com> 
Date: Tue, Jun 4,2013 at 2:08 PM 
Subject: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 
To: "Mr. Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@LACity.org)" <Dana.Prevost@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dan Eberhart <deberhart@langan.com> 

Dana, 

Please refer to the link below for access to a .pdf copy of our Hollywood Fault Investigation 
Report. 

Thank you, 

New files have been posted for you at the Langan Client Services site and can be retrieved until 
611412013 by clicking on the link below. 

http ://clients.1angan.comllphidefault.aspx?postTransaction=-181553 7807 

700019502 Fault Investigation Report.pdf 

Should you have any questions regarding the use of the Langan Client Services, please contact 
Langan IT (helpdesk@langan.com). 

Stephanie Montgomery, PG 
Senior Staff Geologist 
Direct: 949.255 .8662 
Mobile: 949.294.4178 
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LANGAN 
Phone: 949.255 .8640 Fax: 949.255 .8641 
32 Executive Park, Suite 130 
Irvine, CA 92614 
www.1angan.com 

EM34040 

CALIFORNIA NEW JERSEY NEW YORK CONNECTICUT PENNSYLVANIA 
VIRGINIA FLORIDA 
ABU DHABI ATHENS DOHA DUBAI ISTANBUL 

Langan's goal is to be SAFE (Stay Accident Free Everyday) 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 

Electronic communication provided by "Langan" encompasses "Langan Engineering, 
Environmental, Surveying and Landscape Architecture, D.P. c.," "Langan Engineering and 
Environmental Services, Inc.," "Langan International LLC," "Treadwell & Rollo, a Langan 
Company," and "Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., PC." This electronic 
transmission may contain confidential, proprietary or privileged information. No confidentiality 
or privilege is intended to be waived or lost by erroneous transmission of this message. If you 
receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return email and delete 
this message from your system. Disclosure, use, distribution or copying of this message, any 
attachments thereto or their contents is strictly prohibited. 

Dana Prevost 

Engineering Geologist III 

Grading Division Chief 

Building and Safety 

City of Los Angeles 

(213)482-0488 

James Dolan 
Professor of Geology 
Department of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

tele: (213) 740-8599 
FAX: (213) 740-8801 
e-mail: dolan@usc.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Sharon, 

EM34367 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 4:19 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Re: Need your help wi Millennium 

Yes, of course. I'll call you tomorrow to discuss. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 3:55 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi, 

I need your Planning expertise for the PLUM reports I'm writing for the Millennium items. Will you pIs call me 
tomorrow, Friday, 6121? Thanks! Sharon 978-1074 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 

EM35703 

Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 12:59 PM 
Karen Hoo; Sergio Ibarra 
Hollywood Millennium Addendum 
HollywoodMillenniumAddendum.pdf 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://city planning.lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

200 N. SPRING STREn
d 

ROOM 525 
LoSANGELES,CA 9012-4801 

ANI) 
6262 VANNUYS!3LVD., SUlTE35! 

VAN Nvys, CA 91401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
WILLIAM ROSCHEN 

PRESIDIlNT 
REGINA M. FREER 

VICE-PRESIDENT 

SEAN 0, BURTON 
DIEGO CARDOSO 
CAMILLA M. ENG 

. GEORGE HOVAGUlM!AN 
ROBERT LESSIN 

DANA M. PERLMAN 
BARBARA ROMERO 

JAMES WILLIAMS 
COMMISSION r.xJlCUTIVE ASSIST ANT n 

(2lJ) 978-1300 

July 12,2013 

EM35704 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

EXECUTIVR OFI'lCgS 

MICHAHL J. LOGRANDE 
DlRECI"C>R 

(213) 978- J 271 

ALAN BELL, AICP 
DEPuTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978-1272 

LISA M, WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978,1274 

EVA YUAN-MCDANIEL 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978-1273 

FAX: (213) 978-1275 

fNFORMA TroN 
www.pianning.iacily.org 

Re: Addendum to ENV-2011-675-EIR, State Clearinghouse No, 2011041094. Millellnium 
Hollywood Project 

The Environmental Review Section of the Department of City Planning has reviewed and 
determined that the Addendum (attached) to the Millennium Hollywood Project Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is appropriate and consistent with those standards expressed in California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164 and Section 15088.5. 

The Environmental Review Section's deternlination is based on that: (1) the change in the 
project is consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all issues previously 
examined in the EIR. and will not cause any new significant environmental impacts; and (2) the 
entitlement requests are not asking to go beyond the previous requests, and are not causing any 
impacts not previously analyzed in the EIR. Theref()re, the Addendum to EIR is adequate for 
environmental clearance purposes. 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Unit 

cc: 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, CD 13 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Sergio Ibarra, Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Luciralia Ibarra, Los Angeles Department of City Plarming 
CPC-2008-3440 case file 
ENV-2011-675-EIR case file 
VrT -71837 -eN case fife 
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Project Information 

EM35705 

Errata/Addendum to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Proiect Location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata! Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fiR." 

"Significant new information" requiring recirClllation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance, 

{3} A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it 

{4} The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conc!usory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

As further augmented in Section 15164, Addendums may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary but need not be circulated for public review. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8,2013. The EIR analyz.ed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, induding a Reduced Height 
Development. 
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Subsequent to the release of the EIR, an Errata was prepared a nd released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 

This Errata/Addendum further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of 
implementation of development limitations and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and a land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as 
part of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata/Addendum is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EIR 
has not changed due to the removal of the development agreement a nd the use of an alternative 
mechanism of implementation of the development regulations. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approvals and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the 
scale or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approval of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, maSSing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulations 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes spedalland use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as pa rt of a zoning ordinance so "that the development of the site shalJ 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata/Addendum /:0 Environmental Impact Report 
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(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. II 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental {mpact Analysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would notresult in any new significant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifjcations. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmenta I categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this Addendum, all ofthe potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were 
previously addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Modified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects which would call for, as provided in Section 
15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a Subsequent EIR or a recirculated EIR, as 
provided in Section 15088.5. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata/Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
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Table 1 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

_I~m~ti~{· 
~sthetics 

Visual CharacterlViews SU SU No change 
.------.-.--1---------1---.---.----1-.--.. ------=-------1' 

Light and Glare LTS/Mitigation LT8/Mitigation No change 11-------------.---- --""----'-----=- . 1..----·-----...::::.--·-----11 
Air Quality 

f-"--- No change 

,1--~-;-:-~-7-i:-:-io-n-------·---·---·-3 ___ ._~~ _____ IL--___ ~_~J_J __ ··_--_L··-_-_--_·-_-·_-_N_~_-c_'h_ .. an __ ...::::.g:._._. __ _ 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

ultural Resources -::-::::---:-----------.- ~.-------_r_-------,---.-...... -.------------
Historic LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

~--··---il 

Archaeological L TS/Mitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
,.--------,-.---::"'.-=-:---:--------+-----.::~-- .. -- -·----~--+------...::::.-----II 

Paleontological LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 
--·--~~----~----------~----~I 

~~~~_,a_rd_s_l!_n._d_H_a_z_a_r_d_o_us_M_a_t_eI_·i_a_ls_. ______ . ____ • __ . ________ ---,-_____________ . 
Transport, Use, or Disposal LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

----~----4_--------~---~1 
Release into the Environment L TS/Mitigatlon LTS/Mitigation No change 

I~------------------ f--. !--.-.-----"------
Oil and Gas Fields 

Asbestos-Containing Materials 
f-------

L TS/Mitigation LIS/Mitigation No change 
._---+--------=-----\--------------

LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change ______ ~~ ____ L-___________ =_ ______ _ 

II-H~y-d-r-ol-o.£g~y-a_,_n-d-W-at-e-r--'Q::...l-ta-li---'ty'----____r-.-.-.. _______ . __ --,--______ --,-_______ ... _______ _ 
Water Quality LTS/Mitigation LTSlMitigation No change 

~.-,------------- ----~-------~-----+------------~-------
Groundwater iTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

. ----~----·-----+--------=-----f__-·----------+----------.:::...----------!I 
Surface Water LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change I 

I!---------.. -------- -=~---_ll 

Land UselPla::;n=n~::.:i=n!Zg ____________ --r ______ _ 

. Land Use Consistency 
f----.------

Land Use Compatibility 
I 

LTS T LTS No Change 

LT8 LTS No change _._-_ ... _-- ~---

Noise -------~-------------_r---------.------------~------------------~ i----------- -- .----
Construction Noise SU SU No Change 

11-----------·-·----··-··-+-------------+--------·-,- 1--"-------.-.""-------1 
Operation Noise L TS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No Chang,e 

I~---------------_-.--__ . ____ ._-.::: _____ L--____ -=-__ ---L __ .. ____ .... __ .,_ .•.•. ..::: ___ • __ _ 

~O::~:~-{',:_:O-S~~g-in.-g-, .. -~-~--~-~_~_I-_P_I~_:~-_~_+_n'_t_-:_-~-_~_~=~:-I_:~-,_-__ -._-_-J+-_~~-_=--=. =~=~=~=, ='-=.--_--==~.~_._--_. _-_.N_N-_~_ .. ~_~_l~_~_=:i_;===-_--j1 
Public Services _._ .. _---------------,--_._.,._----_._--,----------,--_._----._ .. - ...•. - .. -.--

Fire LTS/Mitigation D'S/Mitigation No Change ---,--,--------.. --.------+-------=-... _-.. -- --,..;.~--:--....-::~-_+--------=:---ll 

:==~=:=:l=j:=:=IS=~=-==·=-·=·-=-=--=.~= .. =======.=_ c=_co~. "-"._-_~-"~-.:-;~-_~-.... -~~j-"~:=--.;-~-~~-1-~--_-.~-I~;~:{;~i~~~.~ -.~.-.----- ~~~~:~:;~,,","=,=.=J 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
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LTS/Mitigation No Change 
If------------------'------"----~ _____ O"O _____ ----------------

0 ___ 0 __________________ -+ ____ -"'-___ +_ 

Libraries 

construction_. _____ .. ________ +-_L_T_S_IM_it....;iic-;a_ti_o_1l_+-_I_~_T_S/~~~.~'Lati::.n No change 

II--_O_p_e_f_at_io_n ____________ . __ r-____ S_U_-___ r-___ S_l_l. _________ 0_ N(~.:"~ar~¥e ..... _. __ 
Cumulative SU SD No change 

11-----------·---- --·-...... ·-------+-------_+_--------==-----11 
Parking LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

I'r-----------------'---------·---J-·-----==----'--------=------ll 
Utilities 

Water LTSfMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 
Ir--~~---------------_+_-------o---

Wa.<;tewater LTS LTS No change 

-s()i:-i£CWaste _o_o~= _________ +_-L-T-S-I-M-i-ti..:::.g-at-io-n-+_-L-T-.S-'I-~-i~-~~-a-!_-i~-~-t-_-._-_-_-__ -N-O-~-.!!-a-n~ge---_-_ --11 

Energy LTS LTS No 

Notes: 
LTS '" Less than significant 
LTSIMitigation ~'Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR_ 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table 1, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 

severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR_ This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision·-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project_ 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has reviewed this Addendum and has determined it to be 
prepared in accordance with all CEQA requirements and in so doing adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of the Revised Project. Therefore, this Addend um is adequate under CEQA and 
can be used by an agency making a decision on the Project. 

Diana Kitching 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM35180 

Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 05, 2013 10:23 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Millennium project 

Do you have any time to meet in the next few days regarding this project? I am handling planning issues for 
CM O'Farrell and would like to get tutorial from you. 

If you have any time today or next Monday or Tuesday that would be great. 

thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Marie, 

EM35181 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 05, 2013 10:25 AM 
Marie Rumsey 
Re: Millennium project 

I will be out of the office all of next week (vacation). I have time this afternoon after 1 :30pm. Does that work? 
Nest, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:23 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Do you have any time to meet in the next few days regarding this project? I am handling planning issues for 
CM O'Farrell and would like to get tutorial from you. 

If you have any time today or next Monday or Tuesday that would be great. 

thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34368 

Patricia Brown <pebann@sbcglobal.net> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 6:23 PM 
Lourdes Green 

Subject: Re: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

Typical Perica!! 
Howru? 

Pat 

On Jun 20,2013, at 3:22 PM, Lourdes Green <lourdes.green@lacity.org> wrote: 

Thought you might enjoy this, makes it sound as if he was really involved. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <JonSPerica@ao1.com> 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a 
look at the 2 articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business 
section are articles on the Huge "Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in 
Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant reduced the project of a million square by 25%. 
criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the incomplete and faulty traffic 
evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents which was 400 
pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a 
million square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the 
Planning Dept EIR section accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR 
that I worked on and a judge will overturn even the reduced project. GarceUi strongly supported this 
project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got Religion and was against the same 
project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Lisa Webber 
< lisa.webber@lacity.org > 

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 11:32 AM 
To: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Lisa Webber 
has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 
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Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36050 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

mm 
invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T183213Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Lisa W 
ebber;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: lisa. webber@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T183212Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Dana, 

EM34041 

James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 

Wednesday, June OS, 2013 3:51 PM 
Dana Prevost 
Re: Fwd: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 

Langan Millenium FIR color coded grain size incl Langan interp.jpg; Langan Millenium 

FIR color coded grain size ONLY.jpg; Langan Millenium FIR color coded grain size incl 
Langan interp.jpg; Langan Millenium FIR coarse- vs. fine-grained sections.jpg 

Please see attached. Give me a call to discuss. 

Cheers, 

James 

PS A note about that final "red-blue/green-yellow" figure. When attempting to correlate strata between boreholes, in 
addition to attempts to match specific sedimentary beds, I find it useful to look at sedimentary "packages" rather than 
individual beds. Specifically, I group non-cohesive sediments (i.e., sands and gravels) relative to sediments containing 
significant proportions of clay and silt, as this distinction tells us about the basic hydrodynamics during deposition. These 
are shown in red/yellow and blue/green, respectively, for the older and younger alluvial units identified by Langan. 

James Dolan 
Professor of Geology 
Department of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

tele: (213) 740-8599 
FAX: (213) 740-8801 
e-mail: dolan@usc.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Dakota, 

EM34369 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 

Thursday, June 20, 2013 7:17 PM 

Dakota Smith 

Millennium Traffic CAL TRANS Response 

As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared 
consistent with LADOT's Traffic Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway 
systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-mandated CMP following the passage of Prop III in 1990. The 
CMP directs all projects in the County that required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact 
analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 
Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the 
interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP requirements, the project's 
transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. The Planning Department is confident in the level 
of analysis and mitigation required of this development. 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM35711 

Jillian Reyes <Jillian@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 1:39 PM 

To: 
Cc: 

bob.steinbach@lacity.org; dana.prevost@lacity.org; raymond.chan@lacity.org 
councilmember.wesson@lacity.org; june.lagmay@lacity.org; mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; 
mitch@mitchforcitycouncil.org; Dan Wright; Robert Silverstein 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 
Attachments: 7-15-13 Objection Letter to Chan, Steinbach & Prevost re Millennium Hollywood 

Project.pdf 

All: 

Please see attached. A hard copy will follow by regular U.S. Mail. Thank you. 

Jillian Reyes 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Jillian@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALlFORNlA 91101-1504 

A Professional Corporation PHONE: (626) 4494200 FAX: (626) 4494205 

ROBEIU@ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

July 15, 2013 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Objections to Millennium Hollywood Project; 
Inadequate Review of Geology/Seismology 

Dear Mr. Chan, Mr. Steinbach, and Mr. Prevost: 

This firm and the undersigned represent Communities United for Reasonable 
Development, a broad coalition of Los Angeles community organizations (and the 
individuals they represent) in the Hollywood area including, but not limited to: 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, Argyle Civic Association, Hancock Park 
Homeowners Association, Hollywood Dell Civic Association, Hollywoodland 
Homeowners Association, Los Feliz Improvement Association, The Oaks Homeowners 
Association, and Whitley Heights Civic Association. Our position herein is supported by 
a wide array of Neighborhood Councils and many other associations from across the City 
representing more than 250,000 residents, all of which oppose the above-mentioned 
Project. 

As you should be aware, critical issues about the inadequate geologic and seismic 
studies performed by Langan Engineering of Irvine, California on behalf of the 
Millennium Hollywood project developer have been raised by this office, other members 
of the public, and independent experts. These issues include: 

(1) The May and November 2012 Langan studies falsely state that the 
Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles away from the project site, based upon no 
cited evidence; 
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(2) The Langan studies included a falsified map which misidentified the 
location of the subject property as being 850 feet north of its true location, 
in order to take it outside of the City's Fault Rupture Study boundary; and 

(3) The Langan studies fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant 
independent and authoritative data, including the 2010 California State 
Geological Survey Active Fault Trace Map, Professor Dolan's studies 
(1997) and Crook & Proctor's studies (1992), all of which indicate the 
existence of active fault traces across the subject property's East and West 
Sites. 

The Draft EIR and Final EIR upon which the City is relying for its approval of the 
Project and its various entitlements, including to allow the construction of 1.1 million 
square feet and two skyscrapers of 39 and 35 stories potentially on top of active 
earthquake faults, relies on the inadequate and demonstrably biased Langan studies. 
Langan has breached their professional duties, and, we believe, has engaged with the 
Millennium developer to commit fraud. 

The key issue for purposes of this letter is: What is Building & Safety's role in 
Langan's actions, and in allowing this fraud to proceed to the point that no corrective 
action has been taken by your Department to stop the City approval process and to 
require preparation of new and valid geologic/seismic studies, which should be presented 
as part of a recirculated Draft EIR? Recall that we are a mere 9 days away from the City 
Council's planned approval of the project and certification of the Final EIR. 

On July 10,2013, community leaders Fran Reichenbach and George Abrahams 
paid an unscheduled visit to City Geologist Dana Prevost. At that time, Mr. Prevost 
stated to Ms. Reichenbach and Mr. Abrahams that he had not yet fully read the 
underlying Langan studies. How could that be? This is despite the fact that the CEQA 
process for this Project has been ongoing for approximately a year and a half, and further 
despite the fact that on June 18, 2013, this office presented substantial evidence of 
Langan's falsification of data and suppression of relevant information, all of which 
actions by Langan and as implicitly adopted by Building & Safety to date - have 
subverted the purpose of the EIR as an information disclosure document upon which the 
public and decisionmakers can base their decisions. 
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If it is true that Mr. Prevost has not yet fully read the underlying documents given 
the human life, health and safety issue involved, then this shocks the conscience. Mr. 
Prevost has a duty as a professional engineering geologist to act as a responsible 
gatekeeper, and not simply to rubberstamp clearly inadequate and defective 
environmental studies. 

I further note that on June 27, 2013, as subsequently confirmed in Mr. Abraham's 
June 28, 2013 email toMr.Prevost.Mr. Prevost told Mr. Abrahams that Mr. Prevost 
would be issuing a "rescission letter" to the Millennium Hollywood project and 
developer in light of the infonnation and objections which this office provided on June 
18, 2013. At that time, Mr. Prevost said the rescission letter would be issued the 
following week. But since then, Mr. Prevost's story has changed, and he infonned Ms. 
Reichenbach and Mr. Abrahams on July 10, 2013 that he first needed to meet with the 
Millennium Hollywood project developer. One does not need to meet with the project 
developer to know that their geologic/seismic studies contained falsified data, tampered 
with evidence/maps, and suppressed critical infonnation from authoritative and 
independent sources. Mr. Prevost also unbelievably claimed that he did not know the 
City Council is scheduled to approve the Project and certify the Final EIR on July 24, 
2013. 

None of these actions of the Building & Safety Department generally, and Mr. 
Prevost specifically, are acceptable or consistent with Mr. Prevost and the Department's 
legal and ethical duties. 

The enormity of the human life, health and safety dangers implicated by Langan, 
the Millennium Hollywood developer, and your actions cannot be overemphasized. 
What, exactly, are you planning to do, when, and what happened to the "rescission letter" 
that Mr. Prevost earlier said would be promptly issued to stop this dangerous and illegal 
project? 

It would be a further violation of the law for the City now to attempt simply to 
impose some additional modification of the project approvals or require further testing 
after project approvals have been granted. To do so would be to paper over substantial 
deficiencies in the EIR and the CEQA process, and to thereby subvert that process. As 
our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: "Besides infonning the agency decision makers 
themselves, the EIR is intended 'to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the 
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agency has in fact analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions.'" 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Ca1.4th 116, 136, citing No Oil, Inc. v. 
City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Ca1.3d 68,86, accord, Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 
v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376,392. For many reasons, we 
are an apprehensive citizenry, and Mr. Prevost and your actions have greatly increased 
that apprehension. 

Given what appears to be a complete abdication of your duties in connection with 
the largest project in Hollywood history, and your turning of a blind eye to the 
overwhelming evidence both of the existence of active fault traces crossing the subject 
property and the materially misleading Langan studies upon which you are still relying, 
we request that the City Council continue the July 24, 2013 scheduled approval date until 
after independent geologic and seismic studies have been performed based upon the 
recommendation of a neutral board of reviewers, which should be empanelled in an open 
and transparent process to review this matter. 

Please contact us immediately regarding these issues. Please also ensure that this 
letter is included in the administrative record for this matter. 

RPS:jmr 
cc: June Lagmay, City Clerk 

Hon. Eric Garcetti, Mayor 
Hon. Herb Wesson, City Council President 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, Councilman, CD13 

(All via email and U.S. mail) 

R~ 
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Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

Start: 7/22/2013 3:00 PM 

End: 7/22/20134:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org; Lily Quan; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; 
Jay Kim; Tomas Carranza; Luciralia Ibarra 

Resources: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

more details » 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance 
to see and the Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 

RL0035252 



California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 

EM36053 

Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org because 
you are subscribed for invitations on calendar srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T190723Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Tomas Carranza;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tomas.carranza@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Srimal Hewawitharana;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lac 
ity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 20134:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De Len\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgc3JpbWFsLmhld2F3aXRoYXJhbmFAbG 
FjaXR5Lm9yZw&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmczMmY3NWYOZDNjMzIOZTQyMjJhY2 
Q1 OWMyMzcxYzg1 OTc5ZjYxNDM3&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T190722Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

James 

EM34046 

Dana Prevost < dana.prevost@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, June 05, 2013 4:17 PM 

James Dolan 
Re: Fwd: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 

I am out of time today and will be out of the office until next monday. 
I will call you next week. 
Dana 

On Wed, Jun 5,2013 at 3:50 PM, James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> wrote: 
Hi Dana, 

Please see attached. Give me a call to discuss. 

Cheers, 

James 

PS A note about that final "red-blue/green-yellow" figure. When attempting to correlate strata between 
boreholes, in addition to attempts to match specific sedimentary beds, I find it useful to look at sedimentary 
"packages" rather than individual beds. Specifically, I group non-cohesive sediments (i.e., sands and gravels) 
relative to sediments containing significant proportions of clay and silt, as this distinction tells us about the 
basic hydrodynamics during deposition. These are shown in red/yellow and blue/green, respectively, for the 
older and younger alluvial units identified by Langan. 

James Dolan 
Professor of Geology 
Department of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

tele: (213) 740-8599 
FAX: (213) 740-8801 
e-mail: dolan@usc.edu 

Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
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Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(213 )482-0488 

EM34047 

2 

RL0035256 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35182 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 05, 2013 10:31 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Gary Benjamin 
Re: Millennium project 

Great, yes let's meet at 2pm today. Do you want to come to my office? We are in room 450 or I can come to 
yours. 

Thank you! 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:24 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Marie, 
I will be out of the office all of next week (vacation). I have time this afternoon after 1 :30pm. Does that work? 
Nest, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:23 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Do you have any time to meet in the next few days regarding this project? I am handling planning issues for 
CM O'Farrell and would like to get tutorial from you. 

If you have any time today or next Monday or Tuesday that would be great. 

thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM35183 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35184 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 05, 2013 10:32 AM 
Marie Rumsey 
Re: Millennium project 

I don't mind coming down to your office. See you at 2pm. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:31 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity. org> wrote: 
Great, yes let's meet at 2pm today. Do you want to come to my office? We are in room 450 or I can come to 
yours. 

Thank you! 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:24 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Marie, 
I will be out of the office all of next week (vacation). I have time this afternoon after 1 :30pm. Does that work? 
Nest, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:23 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie. rumsey@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Do you have any time to meet in the next few days regarding this project? I am handling planning issues for 
CM O'Farrell and would like to get tutorial from you. 

If you have any time today or next Monday or Tuesday that would be great. 

thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM35185 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 
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Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

Start: 7/22/2013 3:00 PM 

End: 7/22/20134:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Lily Quan; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Jay Kim; 
Tomas Carranza; Srimal Hewawitharana 

Resources: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

more details » 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance 
to see and the Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
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California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 

EM36056 

Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T190722Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Tomas Carranza;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tomas.carranza@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Srimal Hewawitharana;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lac 
ity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 20134:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De Len\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgbHVjaXJhbGIhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdH 
kub3Jn&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmc1 OTM5MWFkZmVkNjNIZGQ1 N2ZmZDEzNTUx 
ZGEyODlkMTQxMjA 1 NWQw&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T190722Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34370 

Dakota Smith <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Thursday, June 20, 2013 7:25 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
Re: Millennium Traffic CAL TRANS Response 

So in a nutshell, you feel that the level of study the city undertook is adequate? 

Thanks. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 7: 17 PM, Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Dakota, 
As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared 
consistent with LADOT's Traffic Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway 
systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-mandated CMP following the passage of Prop III in 1990. The 
CMP directs all projects in the County that required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact 
analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 
Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the 
interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP requirements, the project's 
transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. The Planning Department is confident in the level 
of analysis and mitigation required of this development. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34048 

Randy Myer < randymyer@me.com > 
Wednesday, June 05, 2013 10:18 PM 
boardmembers@lfia.org 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium Update - New PLUM Hearing Date June 18th at 2:30 pm at City Hall. 

For anyone who can attend. Please mark your calendars. 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: June 5, 2013, 8:51:29 AM PDT 
To: chris@chrislaib.com 
Subject: Millennium Update - New PLUM Hearing Date! 
Reply-To: beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net 

Update - Millennium Hearing 
Rescheduled! IN THIS ISSUE 

Millennium Update 

Helicopter Noise Hearing! 

Terrorism Awareness Symposium 
June 2S! 

QUICK LINKS 

HollYWood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 
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EM34049 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 

The Appeal Hearing item on the massive Millennium Hollywood 
project was continued at the request of the developer! We should 
all attend on the new hearing date, June 18th at 2:30 pm. 

This hearing of the Planning and Land Use Management 
committee and the date of the City Council hearing on this 
development are scheduled only one day apart! We will be calling 
for it to be removed from the City Council agenda altogether 
because the project is of unprecedented scale, has no specificity 
as to what is going to built, and so that the next city council can 
consider the issue in a unhurried and deliberate manner. 

Please save that date June 18th at 2:30 pm at City Hall. 

Carpooling? Write to info@stopthemillenniumhollywood.org. We 
also need several people willing to drive their cars to City Hall. Call 

323-462-2262 and leave your info so we can coordinate! 

We are still collecting funds for the legal representation assigned 
to this extremely vital issue. 

Can You Donate One of These? 

Can you afford to donate $20 via our donate button? Click the 
image above to go straight to our website. 
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Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacitv.org 

Emergencies: 9-1-1 

Non-Emergency: 

1-877 -ASK -LAPD 

Return to top 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

City Website 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon 

Parking Enforcement 

Return to top 
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Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the 
website above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax 
deductible donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, 
CA 90068. Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important 
that you write "Stop the Millennium" in the memo field. 

Like us on Facebook: ca 
Follow us on Twitter:0 

StoDTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

Thank you! 

Opposition to Millennium Hollywood 

Return to top 

Helicopter Noise Hearing! 

FAA Rejects Regulatorv Approach to Helicopter Noise! 

Congressman Schiff's office tells us that the four neighborhood 
stakeholders on the panel will be: 

Bob Anderson 
Sherman Oaks 

Homeowners Association 

Gerry Hans 
Friends of Griffith Park 

Richard Root 
Riviera (Torrance) 

Homeowners Association 

Wayne Williams 
Van Nuys Airport 

Citizens Advisory Council 

For information on carpooling, please email: 
BeachwoodCanyon@sbcgloba1.net OR Call our hotline: 

323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Return to top 
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Terrorism Awareness Symposium -
June 25th - RSVP NOW! 

Send your RSVP to Sgt. Robert McDonald 26145@lapd.lacitv.org 
1 0 '''' _ ~''O _"~,"",o ~ •• ,,~,~ ", .. , ~~ ",,~" ~~.'_M~~", '~~ '"'~ 1 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email wassentto chris@chrislaib.com by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal. net I 
Update Profi lelEmail Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe'M I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thanks Luci. See you soon! 

EM35186 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 05, 2013 10:34 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Gary Benjamin 
Re: Millennium project 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
I don't mind coming down to your office. See you at 2pm. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:31 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Great, yes let's meet at 2pm today. Do you want to come to my office? We are in room 450 or I can come to 
yours. 

Thank you! 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:24 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Marie, 
I will be out of the office all of next week (vacation). I have time this afternoon after 1 :30pm. Does that work? 
Nest, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 10:23 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity. org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Do you have any time to meet in the next few days regarding this project? I am handling planning issues for 
CM O'Farrell and would like to get tutorial from you. 

If you have any time today or next Monday or Tuesday that would be great. 

thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

RL0035269 



Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM35187 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35716 

Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 15, 2013 6:52 PM 
Steven Whiddon 

Subject: Fwd: FW: CD13 Meeting Follow-up tour of the some 4,600 resident Melrose Hill 
Neighborhood 

Hi Steven-

So great to see you on these emails! Just wanted to drop a quick note of welcome and looking forward to 
catching up once things get a bit more sane. Let me know when you have a good afternoon for coffee! 

Kevin 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Steven Whiddon <steven.whiddon@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 9:07 AM 
Subject: Re: FW: CD13 Meeting Follow-up tour of the some 4,600 resident Melrose Hill Neighborhood 
To: Edward Hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> 
Cc: Martha Hunt <floramelrose@gmai1.com>, Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity. org> 

I am available at 9am that morning. Please let me know when you have decided on the exact day/time and I will 
be there. 

On Mon, JuII5, 2013 at 9:05 AM, Edward Hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> wrote: 

FYI. 

From: Marie Rumsey [mailto: marie.rumsey@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 8:48 AM 
To: Edward Hunt 
Cc: Gary Benjamin; gwenn.godek@lausd.net; Steven.whiddon@lacitv.org; Mitch O'Farrell; Dete Meserve 
Subject: Re: CD13 Meeting Follow-up tour of the some 4,600 resident Melrose Hill Neighborhood 

Hello Mr. Hunt, 

July 26th at 8:30am works for me. 

Thank you, Marie 
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On Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 4: 11 AM, Edward Hunt <edvhunt@earthlink.net> wrote: 

Dear All, 

I plan to be in City Council to support the Millennium Project (which I like 
very much except I preferred the taller, slimmer towers version) on the 
morning of the 24th, so my preference is 8:30 AM Friday morning, July 26th. 
I suggest we meet at my home at 4928 West Melrose Hill for a token quick 
mini breakfast and then get in our car (holds 5) for a quick tour of our 
some 100 acre, 400 parcel, 1500 family, 4600 resident Melrose Hill 
Neighborhood. 

The emphasis should be on explaining the 18 tasks we have sent to Mitch and 
answering your questions. Note that our little neighborhood is Melrose, 
Western, Santa Monica, the 101 Freeway, back to Melrose. We are one of 
seven neighborhoods of the Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council. 

If you have time, I recommend we visit a few streets of our surrounding 
neighborhoods so that you can see for your selves the impact of Deputy Mayor 
Marquez' policy of selective enforcement and especially her policy of NO, 
repeat NO, citations of any zoning violations on Multifamily use properties. 
I recommend you feel free to take lots of pictures of things you like and 
dislike. 

Note that the residential portion of our neighborhood is a combination of 
Rl, RI-HPOZ, and RD1.5-1XL. Attached is a copy of our neighborhood goals. 

Thank you for your quick response. Sincerely, 

Edward Villareal Hunt, AlA, AS LA 
President, Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 
323-646-6287 

From: Gary Benjamin [mailto: gary.benjamin@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 11,2013 5:12 PM 
To: edvhunt@earthlink.net; gwenn.godek@lausd.net 
Cc: Marie Rumsey 
Subject: CD13 Meeting Follow-up 

Ed and Gwen, 

It was nice to meet with you today. Thank you for sharing some of the issues 
for your East Hollywood community. Contact info for Marie and myself is 
copied at the bottom of the email. Please forward to the others in your 
party. 

Ed, how about either the morning of Wednesday, July 24 or Friday, July 26 
for a tour of your neighborhood at 8:30 AM? Please let me know if either of 
these times work for you. 
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Best Regards, 

Gary 

Gary Benjamin 
Planning Deputy 
LA City Council District 13 
Office: (213) 473-7569 
Cell: (410) 93 7-9206 
gary. benj amin@lacity.org 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM35718 

Find the Councilmember on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 

Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 

213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Steven Whiddon 
Hollywood Field Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell 
5500 Hollywood Blvd., 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90028 
Phone: 323-957-4500 
steven. whiddon@lacitv.orq 

Find the Councilmember on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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Kevin J. Keller, AICP 
Senior City Planner 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
kevin. keller@lacity.org 
213.978.1211 

EM35719 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 12:09 PM 
To: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Luciralia Ibarra 
has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 
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Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36059 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T190856Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Lucira 
lia I barra;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T190855Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Yes. 

EM34371 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 

Thursday, June 20, 2013 10:04 PM 

Dakota Smith 

Re: Millennium Traffic CAL TRANS Response 

On Jun 20,2013 7:24 PM, "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> wrote: 
So in a nutshell, you feel that the level of study the city undertook is adequate? 

Thanks. 

On Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 7: 17 PM, Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Dakota, 
As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared 
consistent with LADOT's Traffic Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway 
systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-mandated CMP following the passage of Prop III in 1990. The 
CMP directs all projects in the County that required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact 
analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 
Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the 
interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP requirements, the project's 
transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. The Planning Department is confident in the level 
of analysis and mitigation required of this development. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

EM34052 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Thursday, June 06, 2013 3:24 PM 
nyc.bill@aol.com 

NEW Millennium/ Plum Committee Hearing Date 

From: poonsy6603 <poonsy6603@aol.com> 
To: nyc.bill <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Sent: Thu, Jun 6, 2013 3:15 pm 
Subject: Fwd: NEW Millennium/ Plum Committee Hearing Date 

-----Original Message-----
From: poonsy6603 <poonsy6603@aol.com> 
To: nyc.bill <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Sent: Thu, Jun 6, 2013 3:15 pm 
Subject: Fwd: NEW Millennium/ Plum Committee Hearing Date 

URGENT! 

NEW DATE ... MILLENNIUM PLUM COMMITIEE HEARING 

Millennium Hearing Rescheduled! 

The June 4th PLUM Committee Appeal Hearing on the massive Millennium Hollywood Skyscraper Projects was 
continued at the request of the developer. 

Please attend the new Plum Committee Hearing: 
Tuesday, June 18th at 2:30 PM. 
Los Angeles City Hall, 
Board of Public Works 
Edward R. Roybal Hearing Room, 
Room 350 
200 N. Spring St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

The Date of the City Council Hearing on this development is the next day, Wed.,June 19th! 

We will be calling for it to be removed from the City Council agenda altogether because the project is of unprecedented 
scale, has no specificity as to what is going to be built, and so that the new City Council can consider the issue in an 
unhurried and deliberate manner. 

If City Council keeps Millennium Hearing on their June 19th agenda, we will also have to attend and speak at that 
hearing. 
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Please call, and/or e-mail council members to express your opposition,and to request a delay ... 
(Information below) 

Call The Plum Committee with reasons why they must OPPOSE ANO OELAY decisions on Millennium Skyscraper Projects 
and request they recommend City Council not make a decision until the new Council is seated. 

Ed Reyes, PLUM Chair, is termed out, and will be deciding on projects that will go on for years, when he is gone. 
Some of the Council members deciding, will also be gone. 

Shouldn't the NEW Council members and the NEW Plum Committee have the opportunity to participate in decisions on 
the Millennium Projects, since they will be dealing with them for years to come?? 

PLUM COMMITIEE 

Councilmember.Reyes@lacity.org .......... 213-473-7001. .... CDl 

Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org ..... 213-473-7012 ..... C012 

Councilmember.Huizar@lacity.org .......... 213-473-7014 ..... C014 

HOLL YWOOO COU NCILM EM BERS 

Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org ...... 213- 48S-3337 .... C04 

Councilmember.Garcetti@lacity.org ....... 213-473-7013 ..... C013 

Millennium is in Council member Garcetti's Oistrict..C013 

Tom LaBonge has publicly stated he is opposed to the scale of the projects. 
Eric Garcetti publicly came out opposing the scale of the projects on March 28th .. 

TELL THEM YOU ARE OPPOSED .. 
They MUST NOT renege on their Opposition to the projects. 
And decisions should be delayed. 

THE OTHER COUNCILMEMBERS: 

Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org ...... 213-473-7002 .... C02 

Councilmember.Zine@lacity.org.............. 213-473-7003 ..... C03 

Councilmember.Koretz@lacity.org ........... 213-473-7005 .... COS 

Councilmember.Alarcon@lacity.org .......... 213-473-7007 ..... C07 

Councilmember.Parks@lacity.org ............. 213- 473 -7008 ..... C08 

Councilmember.Perry@lacity.org .............. 213-473-7009 ..... C09 

Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org .......... 213 473-7010 ..... COlO 
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Councilmember.Rosendahl@lacity.org ....... 213-473-7011.. ... CDl1 

Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org ........ 213-473-7012 ..... CD12 

Councilmember.Buscaino@lacity.org ......... 213-473-7014 ..... CD15 . 

Be specific as to what is acceptable height/density, etc. 
Anything above 22 stories is unacceptable .. 
The historic height for the area is 150 feet.. 
(see Hollywood Heritage letter below) 

The W Hotel complied .. 
Blvd 6200 is complying .. 
Millennium's request for 6:1 FAR is unacceptable (Staples Center and LA Live combined in one small area of Vine) It will 
cripple the area. 

Please e-mail and or call ALL Councilmembers .. since the City Council meeting Millennium is scheduled to be heard at, 
and voted on, is Wed., June 19th, the DAY AFTER The Plum Hearing, 

ATIENDING HEARINGS: 

Call your Council member's office the night before, or morning of hearing, with the make and license number of your 
vehicle for FREE parking in the building. 

Carpooling? 
Write to info@stopthemillenniumhollywood.org. 
We also need several people willing to drive their cars to City Hall. 

To Participate in StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org Opposition .. 

Visit StopTheMilienniumHollywood.org 
For more information, to sign the petition, and to participate. 

Like us on Facebook: Like us on Facebook 

Follow us on Twitter:Follow us on Twitter 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

Thank you! 

FURTHER READING: 

What's wrong with Millennium Projects: 

Transactional City Planning in Hollywood I The Planning Report 
LINK: 

http://www.planningreport.com/2013/05/08/laurie-becklund-transactional-city-planning-hollywood 
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OPPOSITION TO MILLENNIUM PROJECTS: 

On line petition opposing Millennium Projects: 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 
Please sign 

EM34055 

On line petition opposing Millennium Projects: 
http://signon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium?source=c.em.mt&am p;r _by= 734354 7 
Please Sign/ Read and Leave Comments 

Neighborhood Councils: 

Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council Hollywood Studio District 
Neighborhood Council Hollywood United Neighborhood Council Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 

Hillside Federation Organizations: 

Argyle Civic Association 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association Bel Air Knolls Property Bel Air Ridge Association Bel Air Skycrest Property 
Benedict Canyon Association Brentwood Hills Homeowners Assn. 
Brentwood Residents Coalition 
Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 
Canyon Back Alliance 
Crests Neighborhood 
Franklin Ave./ Hwd. Blvd. West 
Franklin Hills Residents 
Greater Wilshire Neighborhood 
Council - Land Use Committee 
Hancock Park Homeowners Association 
Highlands Owners Association 
Hollywood Dell Civic Association 
Hollywood Heights Association 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association 
Holmby Hills Homeowners 
Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 
Lake Hollywood Homeowners 
Laurel Canyon Association 
Lookout Mountain Alliance 
Los Feliz Improvement Association 
Mt. Olympus Property Owners 
Mt. Washington Homeowners' Alliance 
North Beverly - Franklin Canyon Home owners Association Nichols Canyon Association Oak Forest Canyon Association 

Oaks Homeowners Assn. 
Outpost Estates Homeowners 
Pacific Palisades Residents Assn. 
Residents of Beverly Glen 
Roscomare Valley Association 
Shadow Hills Property Owners 
Sherman Oaks Homeowners 
Studio City Residents Association 
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Sunset Hills HOA 
Tarzana Property Owners 
Torreyson-Flynn Association 
Upper Mandeville Canyon 
Whitley Heights Civic Association 

MILLENNIUM AND PUBLIC SAFETY CONCERNS: 

HIGH DENSITY CONCERNS: 

EM34056 

Pat McOsker, former President of The LAFD union, testified about the dangers of Higher Density in Hollywood to The 
Plum Committee/Hollywood Community Plan Hearing, April 17, 2012 (The Hollywood Community Plan accommodates 
Millennium Projects) 

http://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=zGCB_aqornk 6:50-

I don't know if supersizing Hollywood is a good idea or a bad idea .. 
I just know it is a DEADLY idea .. 
If you don't do something about the Infrastructure ... 

And specifically, I mean, by having enough Firefighters and Paramedics to protect that Community. 
You know what's going on ... 
40% of the time we're not getting there on time right now ... 
To save lives, when people are not breathing .. 
To keep a fire from burning out of control. 
So you can't build up the City even more .... 
While the Fire Department is staffed the way it is right now .. 
Because it'll be IRRESPONSIBLE. 
It'll take us even longer to get there. 
More lives will be lost .. 
More fires will burn out of control.. 
And it's irresponsible. 
So, you know, there's supposed to be a Mitigation, people pay fees, Developers pay fees ... 
Those don't come back to The Fire Dept. 
You're not following right now, Your Infrastructure Plan. 
The Mayor just swept the Hydrant Fee clean on The Fire Dept. 
Took Millions of Dollars out of it to Balance the Budget ... 
Rather than to put back into that Infrastructure that PROTECTION FOR CITIZENS when Developers build. 
This is DANGEROUS STUFF. 
Thank you. 

At community meetings with our LAPD and LAFD, many of them have expressed their concerns and opposition to the 
Millennium projects. 
Yet, they say, they cannot come out publicly about it. 

On the heels of the recent Boston Marathon attack there are concerns about terrorism, with these being the only 
towering buildings in the area, looming so large, and surrounded by so many residential communities, in The Flats and 
The Hills of Hollywood ... 
There are concerns about fire, getting to people in time, and basic safety issues. 

EARTHQUAKE CONCERNS: 
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Millennium will be building on an active fault line: 

Active Tectonics,Paleoseismology,and Seismic Hazards of The Hollywood Fault, Northern Los Angeles Basin, California 

Professor James F. Dolan - USC 

Kerry Sieh - Seismological Laboratory,California Institute of Technology,Pasadena,California 91125 

Thomas K. Rockwell - Department of Geological Sciences,San Diego State University,San Diego/California 92182 

Paul Guptill - Geosyntec Consultants,Huntington Beach,California 92648 

Grant Miller - Advanced Earth Sciences,lrvine,California 92618 

PRESERVING THE HISTORIC INTEGRITY OF HOLLYWOOD: 

LANDMARKS: 

L.A.CONSERVANCY 
Website .. Advocacy Issues 

http://www.laconservancy.org/issues/issues_capitolrecords.php 

"The Conservancy appreciates that this project does not propose to 
demolish or significantly alter the Capitol Records Tower. 
Yet the project does include new construction directly adjacent to it,which could potentially cause adverse impacts to 
the Landmark." 
(Capitol Records Building .. Historic Cultural Monument #857 ... 
Millennium Projects will be built on an active fault line.) 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION OF HOLLYWOOD: 

HOLLYWOOD HERITAGE 
Website .. Projects/Preservation Issues: 
http://hollywoodheritage.org/ 

For three decades Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of the preservation and protection of Hollywood's historic 

resources. 
We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood,while encouraging responsible new and infill 
development. 

Our organization has nominated many of the current Historic Cultural Monuments, listed the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District in the National Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance, 
provided technical assistance to developers and owners of significant properties, and participated in public policy 
discussions through the formulation of the Community Redevelopment Plan of 1986 and subsequent urban design plans, 
specific plans and in property entitlement discussion involving historic resources. 

These efforts have resulted in the rehabilitation of significant landmarks and districts in Hollywood. 
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EM34058 

Our expertise in this area has led us to the conclusion that the Millennium Hollywood project has significant and adverse 
impacts on a number of Hollywood's historic resources. 

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental impact when the project causes a substantial 
adverse change in significance of a historical resource as defined in State CEQA Section 15064. 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006, p. D.3-3) also maintains that a project would have a significant 
impact onhistoric resources if the project results in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource 
by construction that reduces the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity via 
alteration of the resource's immediate surroundings. 

While we appreciate some of the mitigation measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Building, we believe that the proposed project would substantively alter the context in which these buildings gained 
their significance by compromising the immediate surroundings. 

Portions of the project are grossly out of proportion with the identified resources, thereby minimizing them and 
irretrievably altering their setting .... 

We also find the current version of the Millennium Hollywood Draft EIR to be deficient in its assessment that the project 
would not cause an adverse change in significance for the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment Historic 
District. 

The heart of Hollywood is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and functions as one of the City of Los 
Angeles' major tourist destinations and economic engines. 

The Hollywood Boulevard Commercial 
and Entertainment Historic District is a 12 block area of the commercial core. 

The district contains 103 of the most important buildings in Hollywood,listed at the national level of significance in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

The development pattern of the 1920s and 1930s was characterized by the construction of buildings of generally 12 
stories at major intersections, flanked by one and two-story retail structures. 

The District was formally designated by the National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the Interior in 1985. 

At the time, there were over 60 contributors and approximately 40 non-contributors which all dated from the 1905-
1935 period of significance. 

Since its listing, the District has seen significant and positive restorations, now having the largest collection of restored 
historic theaters in use in the nation. 

The District can count the beneficial reuse of the Broadway and Equitable Buildings, the Hollywood Professional 
Building, and the Nash Building, and many restorations, spurring the renaissance of Hollywood. 

But the District has suffered the loss of several contributors, and has seen the addition of overly-large developments 
such as Hollywood and Highland, the W Hotel and Madame Tussaud's. 

The current Millennium Hollywood project fails to significantly address the negative impact created by the mass and 
height of the proposed development in regards to the existing structures in the vicinity. 
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This will be the largest tower in the area. 

While creating opportunities to see landmarks such as the Hollywood Sign from areas within the development, the 
project fails to address the fact that these new view lines will alter views that have been publicly available since the 
inception of these landmarks. 

In the "Related Projects" section of the DEIR, which compares this project with other projects nearby, unapproved, 
proposed developments are used alongside existing structures, allowing the square footage increase that this project 
suggests to be seen as more reasonable. 

However, the structures included on the comparative chart are all less than one-third the size of the proposed 
Millennium tower. 

The only project that is as large is the proposed redevelopment of the Paramount Studios Lot. 

At 1,385,700 sq. ft., the Paramount Lot is a much larger property and does not have any single building of a comparative 
height as proposed by Millennium. 

The addition of the proposed tower will overwhelm contributing properties in the district and the proposed "separation" 
of new and old construction is simply not an adequate mitigation measure. 

If you would like to participate with and/or support the opposition to the Millennium projects .. 
Go to http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 
for more information. 

Please join us! 

Thank you! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36061 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 12:15 PM 
Stacy Munoz 

Subject: Re: Invitation: Millennium Hollywood Project @ Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Hi Stacy, 
Monday is Srimal's RDO. Adam Villani will be in attendance instead. Can we add him to the invite list? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 12:07 PM, Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> wrote: 

more details» 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator has been 
asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 C!rJ.@) 

Calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Lily Quan - organizer 

• Michael LoGrande 

• Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 
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• Tomas Carranza 

• Srimal Hewawitharana 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options }} 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar 
luciral ia. ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.goog le.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Everyone, 

EM35188 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 05, 2013 3:29 PM 
Sergio Ibarra; Dan Scott; Lisa Webber; Karen Hoo; Srimal Hewawitharana 
Latest on Millennium 

Before I begin, just a friendly reminder that I will be on vacation from July 8th through the 16th. Returning to 
the office on the 17th. 

In my absence, this is the latest on Millennium: 

1) Marie Rumsey from the new CD 13 staff has been briefed on Millennium leading up to the July 24th Hearing. 
She asked about the DA, bringing it back in to play, and the developer is amenable. My understanding is that 
Mitch will be able to increase the open space a bit further at Council than was approved at PLUM, and that they 
will ask the developer to have filed a new case for a DA prior to 7124 knowing that so long as Roschen is still 
on the commission that the DA will be heard before the Board of Referred Powers. In addition, she has been 
briefed on the seismic, height, Silverstein, and Caltrans issues from the Department's perspective. 

It would be posted on our website 10 days prior to the Council meeting on 7124 (7112), and noticed on 
the Agenda (which would be drafted by 7119). So Sharon Gin of the City Clerks' office would need to know by 
the 17th if the supplemental also needs to be noticed in advance of preparing that 7124 Council Agenda. This 
supplemental/addendum document has been sent to Tim McWilliams for his review and I cc'd Karen, Srimal. 
and Sergio so that they make also look at it. 

3) I have dropped off the ordinance transmittal, including the updated conditions and development regulations, 
following PLUM's action, to the City Clerk's office. (Sharon is out today, but it was placed in her box). 

4) I will notify the applicant's team about calling it supplemental findings in lieu of an addendum, and will defer 
to Lisa, Dan, and Sergio as to how to proceed in my absence. 

If you should need to reach me, I am available bye-mail at: luciraliamcp@yahoo.com or by cell: 213.324.1736 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RL0035290 



Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM35189 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Dana Prevost 
<dana.prevost@lacity.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 7:16 AM 
To: Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Dana Prevost 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA (map) 
Calendar 
dana. prevost@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Dana Prevost 
- creator 

deberhart@Langan.com 
James Pugh 
'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Catherine Nuezca Gaba (Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org) 

- optional 
'Diane Fiorelli' 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account jneuman@sheppardmullin.com because you are 
an attendee of this event. 
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To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

mm 
invite. ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130716T200000Z 
DTEND:20130716T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130716T141627Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000000068BCB104 78CE010000000000000 
00 
010000000AABF5D9516691A4AB6A52D57C49FA839 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Dana P 
revost;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dana.prevost@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130715T190553Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130716T141626Z 
LOCATION:Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street\, Suite 1000\ 
, Los Angeles\, CA 

SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-OWN ERAPPTI D: 1721989085 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34061 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 
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The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 
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Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to ken.bernstein@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34372 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI170.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 21, 2013 6:00 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Unanimously Approves Millennium Hollywood! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support our Proj ect 

PLUM Committee Unanimously Approves Millennium 
Hollywood 
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Yesterday, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management Committee 

unanimously approved a modified design of the Millennium Hollywood project. In 

response to concerns raised by the community and Mayor-Elect Eric Garcetti, Millennium 

Partners and Argent Ventures ... 

~ 

Read More 

CicLAvia this Sunday, June 23 

! !! I I 
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It's that time again-Sunday is this year's 2nd CicLAvia! This time the route heads 

down iconic Wilshire Boulevard, from Downtown to the Miracle Mile, and promises to be 

the most walkable CicLAvia ever. Wilshire will be shut down to car traffic from Fairfax to 
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Grand ... 

~----~ 

Read More 

FacetJook Twitter Photos Events 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Dine Resources Mabie 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email wassentto estineh.mailian@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood ' 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Dave, 

EM35190 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 

Friday, July OS, 2013 3:58 PM 

David Lara 

Hi 

I have a couple of issues to touch base with you on. 

First, the Millennium Project, I'd like a B&S rep at Council on 7124 to explain the seismic issue. Is that 
possible? 

Second, I received a call from a gentlemen named Jack who has notice to comply and late fee in the amount of 
$3700 for a fence in front of his apartment building located at 726 N. Alexandria (APN 5538008022). He wants 
some relief from the payment and is willing to cut down his fence. Can we help him? My understanding is that 
this dates back 2011 ! 

Thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Karen, 

EM35723 

Radel Dela Cruz < rodel.delacruz@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 8:22 AM 
Karen Hoo 
Re: Final Delinquency Notices, 06/26/2013 

Yes, Millennium Hollywood, LLC is current with their account. The most recent invoice covering work done 
from 01/01113 to 03/31113, (FCR13000129 for $106,415.90) was paid on 0612612013. At this time, Millennium 
is not on the delinquent list. It appears, however, that there will be another invoice to be generated for work 
done between 04/01113 and 06129113. That invoice would be issued, most likely, in two weeks and will have an 
estimated due date towards the end of August 2013. 

On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 7:58 AM, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> wrote: 
Rodel, 

Is Millennium current with their account? They're going to Council for final approval this Friday and were on 
the last delinquent list. 

It's Customer Code number VC0000000808, 
Invoice No. FCR13000129, 
Work Order No. Ell0675C 
Amount Past Due was $106,415.90 

Thanks! 

On Wed, Jun 26,2013 at 12:01 PM, Rodel Dela Cruz <rode1.delacruz@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello, 

Attached is a spreadsheet containing the Full Cost Recovery Accounts Receivable/Aging Report as of today, 
06/26/2013. This version includes invoices for work done from 01/01/13 to 03/31/13. The 7 customers with amounts 
listed under the "1-30 Days Past Due" column will receive a Final Notification letter within the next couple of days. The 
Final Notification letters are going out today. 

If payments are still not received within the next 10 days, their accounts will be systematically referred to a Collection 
Agency and will incur additional fees. 

Rodel del a Cruz 
Accountant 
City Planning 
(213) 978-1292 
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IMPORTANT NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains confidential and privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of 
the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by email and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving them in 
any manner. 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 9 78-1331 

Rodel del a Cruz 
Accountant 
City Planning 
(213) 978-1292 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains confidential and privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of 
the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by email and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving them in 
any manner. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34375 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI170.us4.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 21, 2013 6:00 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Unanimously Approves Millennium Hollywood! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Unanimously Approves Millennium 
Hollywood 
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Yesterday, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management Committee 

unanimously approved a modified design of the Millennium Hollywood project. In 

response to concerns raised by the community and Mayor-Elect Eric Garcetti, Millennium 

Partners and Argent Ventures ... 

CicLAvia this Sunday, June 23 

It's that time again-Sunday is this year's 2nd CicLAvia! This time the route heads 

down iconic Wilshire Boulevard, from Downtown to the Miracle Mile, and promises to be 

the most walkable CicLAvia ever. Wilshire will be shut down to car traffic from Fairfax to 
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Grand ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email was sent to ken.bernstein@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34065 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI126.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 
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The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 
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Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to estineh.mailian@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

Start: 7/22/2013 3:00 PM 

End: 7/22/20134:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: jaime.delavega@lacity.org; Lily Quan; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Jay 
Kim; Tomas Carranza; Srimal Hewawitharana; Luciralia Ibarra 

Resources: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

more details » <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamFpbWUuZGVsYX 
ZIZ2FAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdiM2FIYjVkN2Ez 
MWNkNjc2NzVIN2NhY2NjNDkzYzgwN2MxYzEwZjYy&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance 
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to see and the Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map 
<http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Planning+Department. 
+Janovici 's+Conference+Room, +200+N. +Spring+St. +Ste+525&hl=en» 
Calendar 
jaime.delavega@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 
• Tomas Carranza 

Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 

• Jaime de la Vega 

Going? 
Yes <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamFpbWUu 
ZGVs YXZIZ2FAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&rst=1 
&tok=M jAjbGIseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdi M2FIYjVkN2EzMWNkN jc2NzVI N2Nh 
Y2NjNDkzYzgwN2MxYzEwZjYy&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
Maybe <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamFpbWUu 
ZGVs YXZIZ2FAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&rst=3 
&tok=M jAjbGIseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdi M2FIYjVkN2EzMWNkN jc2NzVI N2Nh 
Y2NjNDkzYzgwN2MxYzEwZjYy&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
No <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamFpbWUu 
ZGVs YXZIZ2FAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&rst=2 
&tok=M jAjbGIseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdi M2FIYjVkN2EzMWNkN jc2NzVI N2Nh 
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Y2NjNDkzYzgwN2MxYzEwZjYy&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> more options 
» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamFpbWUuZGVsYX 
ZIZ2FAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdiM2FIYjVkN2Ez 
MWNkNjc2NzVIN2NhY2NjNDkzYzgwN2MxYzEwZjYy&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=e 
n> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email attheaccountjaime.delavega@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar jaime.delavega@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T191601 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Tomas Carranza;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tomas.carranza@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Srimal Hewawitharana;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lac 
ity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Jaime de la Vega;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jaime.delavega@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 20134:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De Len\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamFpbWUuZGVsYXZIZ2FAbGFjaXR5Lm 
9yZw&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdiM2FIYjVkN2EzMWNkNjc2NzVIN2NhY2NjND 
kzYzgwN2MxYzEwZjYy&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T191600Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, Luci: 

EM35725 

Beatrice Pacheco < beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 8:46 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 

Not sure if you are back yet, but wanted to check with you on this prior email since I do need to respond by this 
Friday. Can you let me know if you have anything that has not made it into the case file yet (CPC-2008-
3440)? Thank you. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Julll, 2013 at 3:41 PM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hello, ladies: 

Please see below and let me know if you have anything pertinent that isn't already in the case files. 

Srimal, was there a traffic study, etc. as the request is asking for? 

If there is anyone else I should contact within our Department regarding this PRA Request, please let me know. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 9:37 AM 
Subject: Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 
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All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34069 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
kevi n.keller@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 
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The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 

2 
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Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to kevin.keller@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

Start: 7/22/2013 3:00 PM 

End: 7/22/20134:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: Lily Quan; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Jay Kim; Tomas Carranza; Srimal 
Hewawitharana; Luciralia Ibarra; Jaime de la Vega 

Optional Attendees: jasmin.sanluis@lacity.org 

Resources: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

more details » 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance 
to see and the Senator has been asking me to follow up. 
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Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
jasmin.sanluis@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Jaime de la Vega 
Jasmin San Luis 

- optional 
Your attendance is optional. 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account jasmin.sanluis@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar jasmin.sanluis@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T191656Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Tomas Carranza;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tomas.carranza@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Srimal Hewawitharana;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lac 
ity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Jaime de la Vega;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jaime.delavega@lacity.org 

A TTENDEE;CUTYPE= I NDIVI DUAL; ROLE=OPT -PARTICI PANT; PARTST A T=NEEDS-ACTION; RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Jasmin San Luis;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jasmin.sanluis@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 20134:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De Len\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamFzbWluLnNhbmx1aXNAbGFjaXR5Lm 
9yZw&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdmZWJkMDIIYzZjZDlyOGJkN2UwODgyYjRhZD 
11 OGM2MDRkYzM1 N2Jm&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T191656Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34378 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI182.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 21, 2013 6:00 AM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Unanimously Approves Millennium Hollywood! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Unanimously Approves Millennium 
Hollywood 

RL0035325 



EM34379 

Yesterday, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management Committee 

unanimously approved a modified design of the Millennium Hollywood project. In 

response to concerns raised by the community and Mayor-Elect Eric Garcetti, Millennium 

Partners and Argent Ventures ... 

CicLAvia this Sunday, June 23 

It's that time again-Sunday is this year's 2nd CicLAvia! This time the route heads 

down iconic Wilshire Boulevard, from Downtown to the Miracle Mile, and promises to be 

the most walkable CicLAvia ever. Wilshire will be shut down to car traffic from Fairfax to 

Grand ... 
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~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email was sent to av.perez@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood ' 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

-I 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34381 

Lourdes Green < lourdes.green@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 21, 2013 8:55 AM 
internetbmwrdr@aol.com 

Subject: Fwd: What Planning Project Have I Been Working On - Times Articles on Wednesday 

Thought you might enjoy this update. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <lonSPerica@ao1.com> 

Hi Everyone - In case you are wondering what planning project I have been working on this year, take a look at the 2 
articles in today's LA Times (\Ned). In the second section (Metro) and in the Business section are articles on the Huge 
"Millennium Project" twin towers around the Capital Building in Hollywood. Due to danger of a lawsuit, the applicant 
reduced the project of a million square by 25%. I criticized the poor findings and the long term planning implications of the 
incomplete and faulty traffic evaluation in the EIR. All this work was based on reading the application with documents 
which was 400 pages! The reductions in size does not correct the inaccurate traffic evaluation (since when does a million 
square project generate "150 daily traffic trips on the Hollywood Freeway"? How does the Planning Dept EIR section 
accept this terrible assessment? There is a law suit against the ProjecUEIR that I worked on and a judge will overturn 
even the reduced project. Garcetti strongly supported this project before he decided to run for Mayor and then he got 
Religion and was against the same project... Kind of nice to see all your efforts mean something. 

Jon 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35727 

Bob Stei nbach < bob.steinbach@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 12:07 PM 
Ifa Kashefi 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Attachments: 7-15-13 Objection Letter to Chan, Steinbach & Prevost re Millennium Hollywood 

Project.pdf 

FYI 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Jillian Reyes <Jillian@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
To: "bob. steinbach@lacity.org" <bob. steinbach@lacity.org>, "dana.prevost@lacity. org" 
<dana. prevost@lacity.org>, "raymond. chan@lacity.org" <raymond. chan@lacity.org> 
Cc: "councilmember. wesson@lacity.org" <councilmember. wesson@lacity.org>, 
"june.lagmay@lacity.org" <june.lagmay@lacity.org>, "mayor. garcetti@lacity.org" 
<mayor. garcetti@lacity.org>, "mitch@mitchforcitycouncil . org" 
<mitch@mitchforcitycouncil.org>, Dan Wright <Dan@robertsilversteinlaw.com>, Robert 
Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

All: 

Please see attached. A hard copy will follow by regular U.S. Mail. Thank you. 

Jillian Reyes 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Jillian@RobertSilversteinLaw.com ( mailto :Jillian@RobertSilversteinLaw.com ) 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com ( http ://www.robertsilversteinlaw.coml ) 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALlFORNlA 91101-1504 

A Professional Corporation PHONE: (626) 4494200 FAX: (626) 4494205 

ROBEIU@ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

July 15, 2013 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Objections to Millennium Hollywood Project; 
Inadequate Review of Geology/Seismology 

Dear Mr. Chan, Mr. Steinbach, and Mr. Prevost: 

This firm and the undersigned represent Communities United for Reasonable 
Development, a broad coalition of Los Angeles community organizations (and the 
individuals they represent) in the Hollywood area including, but not limited to: 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, Argyle Civic Association, Hancock Park 
Homeowners Association, Hollywood Dell Civic Association, Hollywoodland 
Homeowners Association, Los Feliz Improvement Association, The Oaks Homeowners 
Association, and Whitley Heights Civic Association. Our position herein is supported by 
a wide array of Neighborhood Councils and many other associations from across the City 
representing more than 250,000 residents, all of which oppose the above-mentioned 
Project. 

As you should be aware, critical issues about the inadequate geologic and seismic 
studies performed by Langan Engineering of Irvine, California on behalf of the 
Millennium Hollywood project developer have been raised by this office, other members 
of the public, and independent experts. These issues include: 

(1) The May and November 2012 Langan studies falsely state that the 
Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles away from the project site, based upon no 
cited evidence; 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 15, 2013 
Page 2 

(2) The Langan studies included a falsified map which misidentified the 
location of the subject property as being 850 feet north of its true location, 
in order to take it outside of the City's Fault Rupture Study boundary; and 

(3) The Langan studies fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant 
independent and authoritative data, including the 2010 California State 
Geological Survey Active Fault Trace Map, Professor Dolan's studies 
(1997) and Crook & Proctor's studies (1992), all of which indicate the 
existence of active fault traces across the subject property's East and West 
Sites. 

The Draft EIR and Final EIR upon which the City is relying for its approval of the 
Project and its various entitlements, including to allow the construction of 1.1 million 
square feet and two skyscrapers of 39 and 35 stories potentially on top of active 
earthquake faults, relies on the inadequate and demonstrably biased Langan studies. 
Langan has breached their professional duties, and, we believe, has engaged with the 
Millennium developer to commit fraud. 

The key issue for purposes of this letter is: What is Building & Safety's role in 
Langan's actions, and in allowing this fraud to proceed to the point that no corrective 
action has been taken by your Department to stop the City approval process and to 
require preparation of new and valid geologic/seismic studies, which should be presented 
as part of a recirculated Draft EIR? Recall that we are a mere 9 days away from the City 
Council's planned approval of the project and certification of the Final EIR. 

On July 10,2013, community leaders Fran Reichenbach and George Abrahams 
paid an unscheduled visit to City Geologist Dana Prevost. At that time, Mr. Prevost 
stated to Ms. Reichenbach and Mr. Abrahams that he had not yet fully read the 
underlying Langan studies. How could that be? This is despite the fact that the CEQA 
process for this Project has been ongoing for approximately a year and a half, and further 
despite the fact that on June 18, 2013, this office presented substantial evidence of 
Langan's falsification of data and suppression of relevant information, all of which 
actions by Langan and as implicitly adopted by Building & Safety to date - have 
subverted the purpose of the EIR as an information disclosure document upon which the 
public and decisionmakers can base their decisions. 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 15,2013 
Page 3 

If it is true that Mr. Prevost has not yet fully read the underlying documents given 
the human life, health and safety issue involved, then this shocks the conscience. Mr. 
Prevost has a duty as a professional engineering geologist to act as a responsible 
gatekeeper, and not simply to rubberstamp clearly inadequate and defective 
environmental studies. 

I further note that on June 27, 2013, as subsequently confirmed in Mr. Abraham's 
June 28, 2013 email toMr.Prevost.Mr. Prevost told Mr. Abrahams that Mr. Prevost 
would be issuing a "rescission letter" to the Millennium Hollywood project and 
developer in light of the infonnation and objections which this office provided on June 
18, 2013. At that time, Mr. Prevost said the rescission letter would be issued the 
following week. But since then, Mr. Prevost's story has changed, and he infonned Ms. 
Reichenbach and Mr. Abrahams on July 10, 2013 that he first needed to meet with the 
Millennium Hollywood project developer. One does not need to meet with the project 
developer to know that their geologic/seismic studies contained falsified data, tampered 
with evidence/maps, and suppressed critical infonnation from authoritative and 
independent sources. Mr. Prevost also unbelievably claimed that he did not know the 
City Council is scheduled to approve the Project and certify the Final EIR on July 24, 
2013. 

None of these actions of the Building & Safety Department generally, and Mr. 
Prevost specifically, are acceptable or consistent with Mr. Prevost and the Department's 
legal and ethical duties. 

The enormity of the human life, health and safety dangers implicated by Langan, 
the Millennium Hollywood developer, and your actions cannot be overemphasized. 
What, exactly, are you planning to do, when, and what happened to the "rescission letter" 
that Mr. Prevost earlier said would be promptly issued to stop this dangerous and illegal 
project? 

It would be a further violation of the law for the City now to attempt simply to 
impose some additional modification of the project approvals or require further testing 
after project approvals have been granted. To do so would be to paper over substantial 
deficiencies in the EIR and the CEQA process, and to thereby subvert that process. As 
our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: "Besides infonning the agency decision makers 
themselves, the EIR is intended 'to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the 

RL0035332 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 15,2013 
Page 4 

agency has in fact analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions.'" 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Ca1.4th 116, 136, citing No Oil, Inc. v. 
City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Ca1.3d 68,86, accord, Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 
v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376,392. For many reasons, we 
are an apprehensive citizenry, and Mr. Prevost and your actions have greatly increased 
that apprehension. 

Given what appears to be a complete abdication of your duties in connection with 
the largest project in Hollywood history, and your turning of a blind eye to the 
overwhelming evidence both of the existence of active fault traces crossing the subject 
property and the materially misleading Langan studies upon which you are still relying, 
we request that the City Council continue the July 24, 2013 scheduled approval date until 
after independent geologic and seismic studies have been performed based upon the 
recommendation of a neutral board of reviewers, which should be empanelled in an open 
and transparent process to review this matter. 

Please contact us immediately regarding these issues. Please also ensure that this 
letter is included in the administrative record for this matter. 

RPS:jmr 
cc: June Lagmay, City Clerk 

Hon. Eric Garcetti, Mayor 
Hon. Herb Wesson, City Council President 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, Councilman, CD13 

(All via email and U.S. mail) 

R~ 
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EM36070 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

Start: 7/22/2013 3:00 PM 

End: 7/22/20134:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: adam.villani@lacity.org; Lily Quan; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Jay Kim; 
Tomas Carranza; Srimal Hewawitharana; Luciralia Ibarra; Jaime de la Vega 

Optional Attendees: Jasmin San Luis 

Resources: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

more details » 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance 
to see and the Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

RL0035334 
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Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
adam.villani@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Jaime de la Vega 
Adam Villani 
Jasmin San Luis 

- optional 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email attheaccountadam.villani@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar adam.villani@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T191813Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Tomas Carranza;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tomas.carranza@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Srimal Hewawitharana;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lac 
ity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Jaime de la Vega;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jaime.delavega@lacity.org 

A TTENDEE;CUTYPE= I NDIVI DUAL; ROLE=OPT -PARTICI PANT; PARTST A T=NEEDS-ACTION; RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Jasmin San Luis;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jasmin.sanluis@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Adam Villani;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:adam.villani@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 20134:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De Len\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgYWRhbS52aWxsYW5pQGxhY210eS5vcm 
c&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmczMWEOYTQyZGE5NTZkYzl3YzJmZjlmNGExYjExO 
TYzZGI50WQ2MzMw&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T191813Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34073 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
Michael 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

RL0035337 
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The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 

2 
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EM34075 

Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

3 
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Sent to michael.logrande@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM35732 

Esther Wilkes < EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 

Tuesday, July 16, 2013 12:22 PM 

Marie Rumsey; Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org); 

Sergio.Ibarra@lacity.org 

Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

Jerry Neuman is requesting a meeting with the three of you to review Millennium Hollywood images and discuss the 

Millennium Hollywood presentation. What is your availability tomorrow? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 
EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Dakota, 

See response below inline bold: 

EM34382 

Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 21, 2013 9:54 AM 
Dakota Smith 
Bruce Gillman; Tomas Carranza; Clinton Quan 
Re: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Does LADOT agree with Caltrans' assessment that more traffic studies should have been completed? 

The traffic impact study for the Millennium Hollywood project was prepared in accordance 
with LADOT's traffic study policies and procedures. These procedures are consistently used 
by all proposed development projects. LADOT's procedures were used to assess the 
project's potential impacts on the area's streets and intersections. 

The traffic impact study also included a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
analysis. The CMP is a state-mandated program that was developed following the passage of 
Proposition 111 in 1990. One of the requirements of the CMP, which is administered by the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), is for projects to analyze 
their potential impacts on the freeway systems. The traffic study for the Millennium 
Hollywood project included the required CMP analysis. 

Also, LADOT met with planning and Caltrans in 2011. Did you expect then that a highway traffic project 
would be completed? 

Our staff does not recollect a meeting with planning and Caltrans in 2011 and are unsure what traffic 
project you are referring to. You may have to contact the Department of City Planning to see what 
scoping meetings were held with Caltrans prior to the EIR preparation. 

Hope that helps, 

Jonathan 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Raptis, Maria C@DOT <maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 2:47 PM 

RL0035342 
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Subject: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: "dakota. smith@dailynews.com" <dakota. smith@dailynews.com> 

I

Cc: "Watson, DiAnna@DOT" <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov> 

I 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) Letter-dated 5118111 

Draft EIR (DEIR) Letter-dated 1211 0112 

Final EIR (FEIR) Letter-dated 2119113 

Letter to Councilmembers-dated 5/7113 

Maria Raptis 

Public Information Officer 

Caltrans, District 7 

100 So. Main Street, Los Angeles 90012 

213-897-9372 

maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

2 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34077 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

RL0035344 
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The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 

2 
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Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

3 
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Sent to david.1ara@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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From: 
Sent: 
Cc: 

EM35733 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 12:50 PM 
Catherine Nuezca Gaba 

Subject: Reminder: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings @ Tue Jul 16, 2013 1pm 
- 2pm (catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.org) 

more details» 
Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any 
attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax 
penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in 
any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received 
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments. 

When Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 

Where Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA C!D..§Q) 

Calendar catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.ora 

Who • Jerry Neuman - organizer 

• Catherine Nuezca Gaba - creator, optional 

• deberhart@Langan.com 

• James Pugh 

• 'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 

• Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@lacity.org) 

• 'Diane Fiorelli' - optional 

Your attendance is optional. 
Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account catherine. nuezcagaba@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Jaime de la Vega 
<jaime.delavega@lacity.org> 

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 12:19 PM 
To: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Jaime de la Vega 
has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

RL0035349 



Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Jaime de la Vega 
Adam Villani 
Jasmin San Luis 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36074 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

2 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T191917Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Jaime 
de la Vega;X-N U M-GU ESTS=O: mailto:jaime.delavega@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T191917Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035351 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM34384 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 21, 2013 10:02 AM 
Jonathan Hui 
Clinton Quan; Tomas Carranza; Bruce Gillman; Yusef Robb; Diego de la Garza; Michael 
LoGrande; Lisa Webber 
Re: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Did you coordinate with planning? I want to make sure we are all on the same page. We got inquiries from 
dakota as well. 

Marcel 

On Jun 21,2013 9:53 AM, "Jonathan Hui" <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dakota, 

See response below inline bold: 

Does LADOT agree with Caltrans' assessment that more traffic studies should have been completed? 

The traffic impact study for the Millennium Hollywood project was prepared in accordance 
with LADOT's traffic study policies and procedures. These procedures are consistently used 
by all proposed development projects. LADOT's procedures were used to assess the 
project's potential impacts on the area's streets and intersections. 

The traffic impact study also included a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
analysis. The CMP is a state-mandated program that was developed following the passage of 
Proposition 111 in 1990. One of the requirements of the CMP, which is administered by the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), is for projects to analyze 
their potential impacts on the freeway systems. The traffic study for the Millennium 
Hollywood project included the required CMP analysis. 

Also, LADOT met with planning and Caltrans in 2011. Did you expect then that a highway traffic project 
would be completed? 

Our staff does not recollect a meeting with planning and Caltrans in 2011 and are unsure what traffic 
project you are referring to. You may have to contact the Department of City Planning to see what 
scoping meetings were held with Caltrans prior to the EIR preparation. 

Hope that helps, 

Jonathan 

RL0035352 



EM34385 

Thanks so much, 

I , Dakota 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Raptis, Maria C@DOT <maria.raptis@dot. ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 2:47 PM 
Subject: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: "dakota. smith@dailynews.com" <dakota. smith@dailynews. com> 
Cc: "Watson, DiAnna@DOT" <dianna.watson@dot.ca. gov> 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) Letter-dated 5118111 

Draft EIR (DEIR) Letter-dated 1211 0112 

Final EIR (FEIR) Letter-dated 2119113 

Letter to Councilmembers-dated 5/7113 

Maria Raptis 

Public Information Officer 

Caltrans, District 7 

100 So. Main Street, Los Angeles 90012 

213-897-9372 

maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello, Dakota: 

EM36076 

Beatrice Pacheco < beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 12:22 PM 
dakota.smith@dailynews.com 

Millennium Hollywood - PRA Response 

PRA Response - Millennium Hollywood.pdf 

Please see our attached response from the Department of City Planning regarding your PRA Request. Thank 
you. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 

RL0035354 



DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 
Los ANGELES, CA 90012-4801 

AND 
6262 VAN NUYS BLVD., SUITE 351 

VAN NUYS, CA 91401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
WILUAM ROSCHEN 

PRESIDENT 
REGINA M. FREER 

VICE-PRESIDENT 

SEAN O. BURTON 
DIEGO CARDOSO 
CAMILLA M. ENG 

GEORGE HOVAGUIMIAN 
ROBERT LESSIN 
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SENT VIA EMAIL TODAKOTA.SMITH@DAILYNEWS.COM. NOT FOLLOWED BY U.S. 
MAIL 

Dakota: 

RE: Public Records Act Request For Records Regarding Millennium Hollywood Project 

This letter is in response to your request dated July 11, 2013, seeking records from the 
Department of City Planning pursuant to the California Public Records Act (CPRA), relating to 
the above. 

The Department of City Planning has identified records pertinent to your request. They are City 
Planning Commission (CPC) Case #2008-3440 and Environmental (ENV) Case #2011-675-EIR 
along with various emails our staff is pulling together. The material will be available for your 
review beginning July 26,2013, in the Automated Records & Files Unit located in Room 575, 
City Hall. Also, please be advised that the traffic study is attached as Appendix IV .K.1 to the 
Draft EIR and it is found in the Appendix Volume 4 of 5. 

Please call me at 213-978-1260 to set up an appointment to review the case files. If you would 
like copies of any of the documents, the cost will be 10 cents per page. (Los Angeles 
Administrative Code section 12.40). If upon your review of the files you find that a copy of the 
entire files is needed, you may contract an authorized copy vendor in order to expedite the 
duplication. Contact information for the vendor will be supplied upon your request. 

If! can be of further assistance, please contact me at (213) 978-1260. 

Sincerely, 

~,~~ 
l\e')\../l Mark Lopez 
'Y Custodian of Records 

ML:bp 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35734 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 12:50 PM 
Dana Prevost 

Subject: Reminder: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings @ Tue Jul 16, 2013 1pm 
- 2pm (dana.prevost@lacity.org) 

more details» 
Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any 
attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax 
penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in 
any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received 
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments. 

When Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 

Where Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA C!D..§Q) 

Calendar dana.prevost@lacity.org 

Who • Jerry Neuman - organizer 

• Dana Prevost - creator 

• deberhart@Langan.com 

• James Pugh 

• 'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 

• Catherine Nuezca Gaba (Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org) - optional 

• 'Diane Fiorelli' - optional 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account dana.prevost@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
dana.prevost@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0035356 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34081 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

RL0035357 



EM34082 

The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 

2 
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EM34083 

Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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EM34084 

Sent to blake.1amb@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34386 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 21, 2013 10:06 AM 
Marcel Porras 

Cc: Jonathan Hui; Clinton Quan; Bruce Gillman; Yusef Robb; Diego de la Garza; Michael 
LoGrande; Lisa Webber 

Subject: Re: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Yes - Luci Ibarra from Planning and I have coordinated our responses. 

On Fri, Jun 21,2013 at 10:01 AM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Did you coordinate with planning? I want to make sure we are all on the same page. We got inquiries from 
dakota as well. 

Marcel 

On Jun 21,2013 9:53 AM, "Jonathan Hui" <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dakota, 

See response below inline bold: 

Does LADOT agree with Caltrans' assessment that more traffic studies should have been completed? 

The traffic impact study for the Millennium Hollywood project was prepared in accordance 
with LADOT's traffic study policies and procedures. These procedures are consistently used 
by all proposed development projects. LADOT's procedures were used to assess the 
project's potential impacts on the area's streets and intersections. 

The traffic impact study also included a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
analysis. The CMP is a state-mandated program that was developed following the passage of 
Proposition 111 in 1990. One of the requirements of the CMP, which is administered by the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), is for projects to analyze 
their potential impacts on the freeway systems. The traffic study for the Millennium 
Hollywood project included the required CMP analysis. 

Also, LADOT met with planning and Caltrans in 2011. Did you expect then that a highway traffic project 
would be completed? 

Our staff does not recollect a meeting with planning and Caltrans in 2011 and are unsure what traffic 
project you are referring to. You may have to contact the Department of City Planning to see what 
scoping meetings were held with Caltrans prior to the EIR preparation. 

RL0035361 



EM34387 

Hope that helps, 

Jonathan 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Raptis, Maria C@DOT <maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 2:47 PM 
Subject: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: "dakota. smith@dailynews.com" <dakota. smith@dailynews.com> 

I

Cc: "Watson, DiAnna@DOT" <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov> 

I 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) Letter-dated 5118111 

Draft EIR (DEIR) Letter-dated 1211 0112 

Final EIR (FEIR) Letter-dated 2119113 

Letter to Councilmembers-dated 5/7113 

Maria Raptis 

Public Information Officer 

Caltrans, District 7 

100 So. Main Street, Los Angeles 90012 

213-897-9372 

maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov 

Jonathan Hui 

2 
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Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

EM34388 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35735 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 12:50 PM 
Raymond Chan 

Subject: Reminder: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings @ Tue Jul 16, 2013 1pm 
- 2pm (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 

more details» 
Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any 
attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax 
penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in 
any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received 
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments. 

When Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 

Where Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA C!D..§Q) 

Calendar raymond.chan@lacity.org 

Who • Jerry Neuman - organizer 

• Raymond Chan - creator 

• deberhart@Langan.com 

• James Pugh 

• Dana Prevost (Dana.Prevost@lacity.org) 

• Catherine Nuezca Gaba (Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org) - optional 

• 'Diane Fiorelli' - optional 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account raymond .chan@lacity .org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
raymond.chan@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35191 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, July OS, 2013 4:05 PM 
Marie Rumsey 
Sergio Ibarra; Dan Scott 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood 

Attachments: Millennium Hollywood Project Benefits Matrix.pdf; Development Agreement 
Millennium Hollywood [Draft 1.9.13l.docx 

Hi Marie, 

I am forwarding you the benefits Matrix relative to the DA for Millennium. In addition, please find attached the 
Draft DA (dated January). You'll notice that there are some differences to the benefits from what is listed in the 
Matrix (March). The benefits are outlined beginning in Section 3 (page 9) of the DA. And not to overwhelm 
you, but I have also attached our staff report (which we never used) that summarizes the DA. 

If you should have any questions in my absence, you may contact Sergio Ibarra (978.1333), my colleague on 
this project (no relation), or Dan Scott (978.1182). 

Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19,2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
21 3. 617.5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 
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SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35192 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 

Labor/Hiring and Wage Components 
§3.l.3.1 l. Project Labor Agreement - Developer shall enter 

into a IIProject Labor Agreement" that will 

Pg.11 identify the construction trade union(s) as the 
primary source of all craft labor employed on the 
Project. 

§3.l.3.2 2. Local Hiring - For each Phase of the Project 

Developer shall implement an apprenticeship and 
Pg.11 zip code identification program to prioritize local 

source hiring for Project construction from the 
13th Council District. 

§3.l.3.3 3. Construction Trades Prevailing Wage -
Construction workers employed in the 

Pg.12 construction of each Phase of the Project shall be 
paid no less than the prevailing wage as 
determined by the provisions of Sections 1770 et 
seq. of the California Labor Code. 

Transportation Improvements 
§3.l.3.5(a) 4. Circulation Shuttle - Developer shall operate a 

shuttle service, providing lion call" service 
Pg.12 between the Project and residential areas within 

a two mile radius. Developer shall not be 
obligated to spend more than $50,000 per year 
for the operation of service. 

SMRHA07964641.2 -1-

Timing 

Developer must enter 
into agreement prior to 
issuance of a building 
permit for each Phase of 
the Project. 

A report detailing 
demographic information 
on the Project's workers 
shall be included as a 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Proof of compliance shall 
be submitted prior to the 
issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy 
for the Project. 

The Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
implemented the 
program in the Annual 
Review. 

First Phase 

Program shall be 
prepared no later 
than six months 
before start of 
construction of First 
Phase. 

Prior to issuance of 
final certificate of 
completion for the 
First Phase, 
Developer shall 
procure the shuttle 
service. Service shall 
operate during the 
Term of the 
Development 
Agreement (the 
IIDA") 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

m 
:s: 
w 
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~ 

CD 
W 



:::0 
r 
o 
o 
c..v 
01 
c..v 
(j) 
CO 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 
§3.1.3.5{b) 5. Bicycle Amenities Plan - Developer shall 

maintain a kiosk or tenant space of at least 200 
Pg.13 square feet for bicycle repair services. This space 

is in addition to bicycle parking facilities required 
by the Development Regulations. 

§3.1.3.5{c) 6. Linkages to future public transit services-
Developer shall: 

Pg.13 a. Install directional sign age showing 
pedestrian routes to all public 
transportation access points within a four 
block radius of the Project. 

b. Provide $10,000 to the Department of 
Transportation for the installation of 
directional signage at the DASH access 
point nearest the Project, and 

c. Provide $25,000 to Metro for directional 
signage for pedestrian routes between 
public transportation access points and 
the Project. 

SMRHA07964641.2 -2-

Timing First Phase 

Developer shall Provision of bicycle 
demonstrate to the amenities shall 
Planning Director how it commence upon 
has implemented the issuance of a final 
program in the Annual certificate of 
Review. occupancy for First 

Phase and thereafter 
for the Term of the 
DA 

Proof of payment of 
the Transit Linkage 
Payments shall be 
submitted to the 
Planning Director 
prior to the issuance 
of a final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase of the 
Project. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

The East and 
West Portion 
Phase shall 
include 
dedicated 
bicycle ways 
and wayfinding 
sign age 
between public 
streets and the 
facilities. 

m 
:s: 
w 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.5{d) 7. Parking Tracking Services - Developer shall 
contribute $50,000 to the Department of 

Pg.13 Transportation's Express Park program for new 
parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system and real-time 
parking guidance for motorists in the vicinity of 
the Project. 

§3.1.3.5{e) 8. Vine Street Metro Connection - Developer shall 
engage an urban planning and architectural firm 

Pg. 14 to study of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard 
into the Hollywood Boulevard/Vine Street Metro 
Station. 

§3.1.3.5{f) 9. Metro Passes - Developer shall provide for the 
sale of Metro passes to Project residents, tenants 

Pg. 14 and their employees and shall purchase at least 
25 Metro passes for residents and tenants of the 
Project. 

§3.1.3.5{g) 10. Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters -
Developer shall provide 10 IIpark and ride" spaces 

Pg. 14 for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants 
or occupants of the Project and establish a 
monitoring program of the park and ride spaces. 

SMRHA07964641.2 -3-

Timing 

Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning director how it 
has implemented such 
program as part of the 
Annual Review. 

The results of the 
monitoring program shall 
be submitted as part of 
the Annual Review. 

First Phase 

Contribution shall be 
paid to the City 
Department of 
Transportation prior 
to issuance of the 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

Study shall be 
completed before 
the issuance of the 
first building permit 
for the first Phase. 

Provision of Metro 
passes will begin 
upon issuance of 
final certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase and 
thereafter during the 
Term of DA. 

Beginning upon 
issuance of a final 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase, and 
thereafter during the 
Term of the DA. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.5{h) 11. Shared Vehicle Parking - Developer shall 
maintain 10 parking spaces within non-residential 

Pg. 14 parking areas of the Project for shared vehicle 
services. 

Local Community Benefits 
§3.1.3.4 12. Community Organization Meeting Space -

Developer shall provide not less than 1,200 
Pg.12 square feet of meeting space at the Project for 

use by Hollywood and community non-profit 
groups. 

§3.1.3.6 13. Protection of Capitol Records Building, 
Recording Studios and Echo Chambers-

Pg. 14 Developer shall prepare a written adjacent 
structure monitoring plan to ensure that 
construction will not damage the Capitol Records 
Building, including the recording studios and 
underground echo chambers therein. 

SMRHA07964641.2 -4-

Timing 

As part of the Annual 
Review, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning Director how it 
has implemented such 
program. 

As part of the Annual 
Review, Developer shall 
demonstrate to the 
Planning Director how it 
has implemented such 
monitoring program. 

First Phase 

Commencing upon 
issuance of a final 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase and 
thereafter during the 
Term of the DA. 

Developer shall 
establish and operate 
a reservation system 
commencing upon 
issuance of a 
certificate of 
occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 

Issuance of a 
building permit 
for the Initial 
East Parcel 
Phase is 
conditioned on 
submission of 
written 
adjacent 
structure 
monitoring 
plan to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety .. 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 

and Page 
Number 

§3.1.3.7 14. Public Performances, Music, and Arts 
Programming - Developer shall conduct at least 

Pg. 15 four public events per year in the Art Plaza and 
pay costs associated with events. 

§3.1.3.8 15. Parking Access Management System - Developer 
shall provide a parking access management 

Pg. 15 system. 

§3.1.3.9 16. Pedestrian Improvements Contribution -
Developer shall provide funding in the amount of 

Pg. 15 $50,000 to the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 
Walk of Fame Committee, or as otherwise 
directed by the City, for renovation and upkeep 
of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements. 

§3.1.3.1D 17. Music Appreciation Exhibit - Developer shall 
install publicly accessible artwork and/or 

Pg. 15 changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms. 
The Music Appreciation Exhibit shall be 
maintained at Developers sole cost. 

§3.1.3.11 18. Hollywood Central Park - Developer shall make 
contribution to the Friends of Hollywood Central 

Pg. 16 Park in the amount of $50,000. Thereafter, 
Developer shall make an annual contribution in 
the amount of $50,000 for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

SMRHA07964641.2 -5-

Timing 

Developer shall provide a 
schedule and conduct 
public events for Term of 
DA. 

Developer shall 
demonstrate how it has 
programmed the Music 
Appreciation Exhibit as 
part of the Annual 
Review. 

Annual contribution shall 
be made on April 1 
following the issuance of 
a final certificate of 
occupancy and on April 1 
of each year during 
remaining Term of the 
DA. 

First Phase 

First half of payment 
is a condition of 
issuance of a building 
permit for the First 
Phase. Proof of 
payment of the 
balance shall be a 
condition to issuance 
of the final certificate 
of occupancy for the 
First Phase. 

The Music 
Appreciation exhibit 
shall be installed 
within the First Phase 
of the Project. 

Proof of payment 
shall be a condition 
to the issuance of the 
building permit for 
the First Phase. 

Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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Millennium Hollywood Project 
Table of Public Benefits 

DA Section Benefit Component 
and Page 
Number 

Affordable Housing 
§3.1.3.12 19. Affordable Housing Payment - Developer shall 

pay $4,800,000 for the development of 100 new 
Pg. 16 affordable housing units. The affordable housing 

Projects are (a) the Westlake Theater Project, and 
(b) the Coronel Project (the ilHCHC Projects"). 

a. Developer HCHC Project Contributions-
Within 90 days of its receipt of written 
notice from LAHD that the HCHC Project 
Commitment Date has occurred for each 
HCHC Project, Developer shall pay 
$2,400,000 to LAHD for the development 
HCHC Project. 

b. Developer LAHD Contribution - If the 
HCHC Project Commitment Date has not 
occurred for HCHC Project, by the date 
Developer submits an application for a 
building permit for a building that 
includes residential units, Developer shall 
pay an equal amount to LAHD as a 
condition to the issuance of the building 
permit. 

c. LAHD Use of Developer LAHD 
Contribution - LAHD is authorized to pay 
all or part of the Developers contribution 
to HCHC for costs associated with the 
remaining unfunded HCHC Project, other 
HCHC affordable housing projects, 
expenses, and costs associated with 
production of affordable housing. 

SMRHA07964641.2 -6-

Timing 

Developer HCHC Project 
Contributions shall be 
paid within 90 days of 
receipt of written notice 
from LAHD that HCHC 
Project commitment 
Date has occurred. 

First Phase Initial East 

Parcel/West 
Parcel Phase 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

EM35199 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

NO RECORDING FEE - PUBLIC AGENCY - GOVERNMENT CODE §6103 

407722898.7 
010913 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

by and among 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 

1749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 

1750 NORTH VINE LLC, 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 

and 

MILLENNIlJM HOLLYWOOD LLC 

(Space above for Recorder's Use) 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is executed this 
____ day of , 2013, by and among the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), 1720 NORTH VINE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1720 Owner"), ] 749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company ("1749 Owner"), 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Owner"), 1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Argyle Owner", and collectively with the 1720 Owner, the 1749 Owner, 
and the Capitol Records Building Owner, the "Property Owners" ), and MILLENNIUM 
HOLL YWOOD LLC, a Delaware liability company (collectively with the Property Owners, 
"Developer"), pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., and the 
implementing procedures of the City, with respect to the following: 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer recognize that the further development of the 
Property will create significant opportunities for economic growth in the City of Los Angeles, 
the Southern California region and California generally; 

WHEREAS, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that the Project, as 
defined below, may be developed in accordance with the Project Approvals, as defined below, 
and the terms of this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, Developer will implement public benefits above and beyond the 
necessary mitigation for the Project, including benefits and other consideration as noted in 
Section 2.3.1; 

WHEREAS, this Agreement is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will 
not be reduced in density, height, or use, or be subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or 
policies unless otherwise allowed by this Agreement; 

WHEREAS, by entering into this Agreement, the City is encouraging the 
development of the Project as set forth in this Agreement in accordance with the goals and 
objectives of the City, while reserving to the City the legislative powers necessary to remain 
responsible and accountable to its residents; and 

WHEREAS, Developer intends to redevelop the 4.46-acre site (the "Property"), 
as set forth in Exhibits A-I and A-2 attached hereto, located at ] 720, ] 722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 
1745, ]749, ]750, ]751, 1753, 1760, 1762, ]764, ]766, ]768, and 1770N. Vine Street; 6236, 
6270, and 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733 and 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; and 1746, 1748, 1754, 
1760, and 1764 N. Ivar Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90028; 

WHEREAS, Developer anticipates that the Project will be completely built-out 
and operational by the year 2020, but is requesting a longer term in this Agreement to allow 
sufficient time for development in the unlikely event of delays caused by unforeseen economic 
conditions and other unforeseen factors such as, but not limited to, unanticipated site conditions 
and the unavailability of materials or labor shortages; 
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WHEREAS, for the foregoing reasons, the Parties desire to enter into a 
development agreement for the Project pursuant to the Development Agreement Act, as defined 
below, and the City's charter powers upon the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the authority contained in the Development 
Agreement Act, as it applies to the City, and in consideration of the premises and mutual 
promises and covenants herein contained and other valuable consideration the receipt and 
adequacy of which the Parties hereby acknowledge, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. DEFINITIONS. 

For all purposes of this Agreement, except as otherwise expressly provided or 
unless the context requires: 

1.1 "Agreement" means this Development Agreement, including all exhibits attached 
hereto and all amendments and modifications hereto. 

1.2 "Applicable Rules" means all of the rules, regulations, ordinances and officially 
adopted policies of the City in force as of the Effective Date, including, but not limited to, the 
Municipal Code, this Agreement (including the Development Regulations and all other 
attachments hereto) and Project Approvals. Additionally, notwithstanding the language of this 
Section or any other language in this Agreement, all specifications, standards and policies 
regarding the design and construction of public works facilities, if any, shall be those that are in 
effect at the time the applicable Project plans are being processed for approval and/or under 
construction but only to the extent not inconsistent with the Development Regulations or this 
Agreement. 

1.3 "Argyle Owner" means 1733 North Argyle LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.4 "Assignment Agreement" means a written agreement between Developer (or any 
of them) and a Transferee of Developer (or any of them), consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement, in which the parties agree to specific obligations of this Agreement being transferred 
from such Developer to such Transferee. An Assignment Agreement may, but shall not be 
required to, allocate to the Transferee for its portion of the Property a defined portion of the 
Maximum Floor Area. 

1.5 "Capitol Records Building Owner" means 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company. 

1.6 "CEQA" means the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regs., Title 14, 
Sections 15000 et seq.). 

1.7 "City" means the City of Los Angeles, a charter City and municipal corporation. 
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1.8 "City Agency" means each and every agency, department, board, commission, 
authority, employee, and/or official acting under the authority of the City, including without 
limitation, the City Council and the Planning Commission. 

1.9 "City Council" means the City Council of the City and the legislative body of the 
City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code. 

1.10 "Conditions of Approval" means the conditions of approval issued in connection 
with the Project Approvals. 

1.11 "Development Parameters" means, collectively, the Development Regulations 
and the Equivalency Program. 

1.12 "Development Regulations" means the Millennium Hollywood, Development 
Regulations: Design Guidelines and Standards attached as Exhibit B. 

1.13 "Developer" means, collectively or individually, as applicable, 1720 Owner, 
1749 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware 
liability company, and all of their respective Transferees. 

1.14 "Development Agreement Act" means Article 2.5 of Chapter 4 of Division 1 of 
Title 7 (Sections 65864 et seq.) of the California Government Code. 

1.15 "Discretionary Action" means an action which requires the exercise of 
judgment, deliberation, or a decision on the part of the City and/or any City Agency, including 
any board, commission, or department or any officer or employee thereof, in the process of 
approving or disapproving a particular activity, as distinguished from an activity which merely 
requires the City and/or any City Agency, including any board, commission or department or any 
officer or employee thereof, to determine whether there has been compliance with statutes, 
ordinances, or regulations. 

1.16 "EIR" means the Environmental Impact Report for the Project, State 
Clearinghouse No. ENV-2012-__ -EIR-~ certified by the City in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQ A. 

1.17 "Effective Date" is the date on which this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk 
of the City of Los Angeles after execution by Developer and the Mayor of the City of Los 
Angeles. 

1.18 "Equivalency Program" means the land use equivalency program, as more fully 
described in Section 3.2.5 of this Agreement and the Project Approvals, which allows land uses 
to be developed on the Property to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the 
limitations of such equivalency program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper 
levels of environmental impacts that are identified in the EIR or exceed the Maximum Floor 
Area. All permitted land use increases can be exchanged for corresponding decreases of other 
permitted land uses on the Property under the Equivalency Program once the maximum FARis 
reached. 
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1.19 "Existing Improvements" means the existing buildings, structures and 
improvements located within the Property, consisting only of the Capitol Records Building, the 
Gogerty Building, and parking facilities as of the Effective Date or replaced pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

1.20 "Fees" means Impact Fees, Processing Fees and Charges and any other fees or 
charges imposed or collected by the City. 

1.21 "Floor Area" means the floor area of the improvements, as measured by the City 
pursuant to Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

1.22 "General Plan" means the General Plan of the City. 

1.23 "Impact Fees" means impact fees, linkage fees, exactions, assessments or fair 
share charges or other similar impact fees or charges imposed on and in connection with new 
development by the City pursuant to rules, regulations, ordinances and policies of the City set 
forth in the Applicable Rules. Impact Fees do not include (i) Processing Fees and Charges or 
(ii) other City-wide fees or charges of general applicability, provided that such City-wide fees or 
charges are not imposed on impacts of new development. 

1.24 "include", "including", "includes" in each instance will be deemed to be 
followed by the phrase "without limitation". 

1.25 "Litigation" means any lawsuit (including any cross-action) filed against the City 
and/or Developer to the extent such lawsuit challenges the validity, implementation or 
enforcement of or seeks any other remedy directly relating to, all or any part of this Agreement, 
the EIR and/or the Project Approvals. 

1.26 "Ministerial Permits and Approvals" means the permits, approvals, plans, 
inspections, certificates, documents, licenses, and all other actions required to be taken by the 
City in order for Developer to implement and construct the Project. Ministerial Permits and 
Approvals shall not include any Discretionary Actions. 

1.27 "Mitigation Measures" means the mitigation measures set forth in the EIR for 
each potential environmental impact of the Project and set forth in the mitigation monitoring 
program adopted as a condition of approval of the EIR and/or Project Approvals. 

1.28 "Mortgage" means any mortgage, deed of trust, pledge, encumbrance, sale 
leaseback, or other security interest granted to a person, made in good faith and for fair value, 
encumbering all or any part of the Developer Property or Developer's interest in this Agreement, 
given by Developer for the purpose of obtaining financing for the acquisition of land within the 
Property or any portion thereof, the construction of any improvements thereon, or any other 
purpose. 

1.29 "Mortgagee" means any (i) the holder of any Mortgage (including, as applicable, 
any administrative agent), (ii) beneficiary under any Mortgage, and/or (iii) with respect to any 
parcel in the Project which is the subject of a sale-leaseback transaction, the person acquiring fee 
title under a Mortgage who has delivered a Mortgagee Notice to the City as provided in Section 
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6.1.4 of this Agreement, including the successors and assigns of any such holder, beneficiary or 
lessor. 

1.30 "Mortgagee Successor" is defined in Section 6.1.4 of this Agreement. 

1.31 "Municipal Code" means, as applicable, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as the 
same may exist from time to time during the term of this Agreement, or, when used in the 
context and within the meaning of the Applicable Rules, the Los Angeles Municipal Code as of 
the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

1.32 "Parties" means collectively Developer and the City. 

1.33 "Party" means anyone of Developer or the City. 

1.34 "Phase" shall have the meaning described in Section 3.2.1 of this Agreement. 

1.35 "Planning Commission" means the City Planning Commission and the planning 
agency of the City pursuant to Section 65867 of the California Government Code (Development 
Agreement Act). 

1.36 "Planning Director" means the Director of Planning for the City or his or her 
designee. 

1.37 "Proceeding" is defined in Section 7.9.1. 

1.38 "Processing Fees and Charges" means all processing fees and charges required 
by the City or any City Agency including, but not limited to, fees for land use applications, 
project permits, building application, building permits, grading permits, encroachment permits, 
tract or parcel maps, lot line adjustments, air right lots, street vacations and certificates of 
occupancy which are necessary to accomplish the intent and purpose of this Agreement. 
Expressly exempted from Processing Fees and Charges are all Impact Fees which may be 
imposed by the City on development projects pursuant to laws enacted after the Effective Date, 
except as specifically provided for in this Agreement. Processing Fees and Charges include 
those linkage fees, impact fees, and exactions which are in effect as of the Effective Date, the 
amounts of which are subject to ongoing annual increases which shall be calculated at time of 
payment. The amount of the Processing Fees and Charges to be applied in connection with the 
development of the Project shall be the amount which is in effect on a City-wide basis at the time 
an application for the City action is made unless an alternative amount is established by the City 
in a subsequent agreement. 

1.39 "Project" means a mixed-use development described in greater detail in the 
Project Approvals and the Development Regulations. 

1.40 "Project Approvals" those Discretionary Actions authorizing the Project which 
have been requested by Developer and approved by the City and which are comprised of 
(1) Vesting Zone Change and Height District removal of the "D" Limitation from C4-2D-SN to 
C2-2-SN per Municipal Code Section 12.32 F and 12.32Q and Ordinance 165,659-SA 180; 
(2) Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow a hotel use within five hundred feet of a R Zone per 
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Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.24 and 12.24.T; (3) Conditional Use Permit for floor area ratio 
averaging in a unified development per Municipal Code Section 12.24.W.19; (4) the Conditional 
Use Permit for beverage with full alcohol, live entertainment and dancing per Municipal Code 
Sections 12.24.W.l and 12.24.W.18.a; (5) Variance from Municipal Code Section 
12.14.A.l(a)(10) for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor per Municipal 
Code § 12.27; (6) Variance from Municipal Code Section 12.21.A.4(c)(2) to reduce parking 
required for sports club facility per Municipal Code § 12.27; (7) Authority for Reduced On-Site 
Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives; (8) Site Plan Review for a 
project that creates a maximum of 1,116,000 square feet of development on a 4.4 acre site; and 
(9) the subdivision of the Property pursuant to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map dividing the 
Property into 2 grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up 
to 4 such air space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.41 "Property" shall have the meaning in the sixth Recital, is depicted on the 
Development Site Map attached hereto as Exhibit A-I, and is legally described in Exhibit A-2 
attached hereto. Notwithstanding the foregoing, prior to acquisition of the Third Party Property 
by Developer, the Property shall not include the Third Party Property. 

1.42 "Reserved Powers" means the rights and authority excepted from this 
Agreement's restrictions on the City's police powers and which are instead reserved to the City. 
The Reserved Powers include the powers to enact regulations or take future Discretionary 
Actions after the Effective Date of this Agreement that may be in conflict with the Applicable 
Rules and Project Approvals, but: (1) are necessary to protect the public health and safety, and 
are generally applicable on a City-wide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by 
the City Council such as floods, earthquakes and similar acts of God); (2) are amendments to 
Chapter IX of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.0101 et seq. (Building Code) or 
Chapter V of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 57.01.01 et(Fire Code) regarding the 
construction, engineering and design standards for private and public improvements and which 
are (a) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (b) are generally 
applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or 
The City Council such as floods, earthquakes, and similar acts of God); (3) are necessary to 
comply with state or federal laws and regulations (whether enacted previous or subsequent to the 
Effective Date of this Agreement) as provided in Section 3.2.3.3 or; (4) constitute Processing 
Fees and Charges imposed or required by the City to cover its actual costs in processing 
applications, permit requests and approvals of the Project or in monitoring compliance with 
permits issued or approvals granted for the performance of any conditions imposed on the 
Project, unless otherwise waived by the City. 

1.43 "Term" means the period of time for which this Agreement shall be effective in 
accordance with Section 7.2 hereof. 

1.44 "Third Party Property" means the portion of the Property that is not owned by 
Developer as of the Effective Date, which property is depicted on the Development Site Map 
attached hereto as Exhibit A 1 and is legally described on Exhibit A 3 attached hereto. 
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1.45 "Transferee" means individually or collectively, Developer's successors in 
interest, assignees, or transferees of all or any portion of the Property, which may include 
Mortgagees and/or Mortgagee Successors. 

1.46 "Vesting Tentative Tract Map" means Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17834 
approved by the City on , 2013, dividing the Property into 2 
grounds lots and 39 "air space" lots, and providing for further subdivision of up to 4 such air 
space lots into a maximum 897 condominium units. 

1.47 "1720 Owner" means 1720 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

1.48 "1749 Owner" means 1749 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company. 

2. RECITALS OF PREMISES, PURPOSE, AND INTENT. 

2.1 State Enabling Statute. To strengthen the public planning process, encourage 
private participation in comprehensive planning and reduce the economic risk of development, 
the Legislature of the State of California adopted the Development Agreement Act which 
authorizes any the City to enter into binding development agreements establishing certain 
development rights in real property with persons having legal or equitable interests in this 
property. Section 65864 of the Development Agreement Act expressly provides as follows: 

"The Legislature finds and declares that: 

"(a) The lack of certainty in the approval of 
development projects can result in a waste of resources, escalate 
the cost of housing and other development to the consumer, and 
discourage investment in and a commitment to comprehensive 
planning which would make maximum efficient utilization of 
resources at the least economic cost to the public. 

(a) (b) Assurance to the applicant for a development project that 
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in 
accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions 
of approval will strengthen the public planning process, encourage private 
participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic cost of 
development. 

(b) ( c) The lack of public facilities, including, but not limited to, 
streets, sewerage, transportation, drinking water, school, and utility facilities, is a 
serious impediment to the development of new housing. Whenever possible, 
applicants and local governments may include provisions in agreements whereby 
applicants are reimbursed overtime for financing of public facilities." 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, to ensure that the City remains responsive and accountable to its 
residents while pursuing the benefits of development agreements contemplated by the 
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Legislature, the City: (1) accepts restraints on its police powers contained in development 
agreements only to the extent and for the duration required to achieve the mutual objectives of 
the Parties; and (2) to offset these restraints, seeks public benefits which go beyond those 
obtained by traditional City controls and conditions imposed on development project 
applications. 

2.2 City Procedures and Actions. The City Planning Commission Action. The 
City Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended approval of 
this Agreement on , 2013. 

2.2.2 The City Council Action. The City Council on 
________________ , 2013, after conducting a duly-noticed public 
hearing, adopted Ordinance No. __ , to become effective on the thirty-first day after 
publication, or on the forty-first day after posting, approving this Agreement, found that its 
provisions are consistent with the City's General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, and the 
Municipal Code, and authorized the execution of this Agreement. 

2.3 Purpose of This Agreement. 

2.3.1 Public Benefits. This Agreement provides assurances that the public 
benefits identified below, which are additional consideration for this Agreement, will be 
achieved and developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals and with 
the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. The Project will provide 
local and regional public benefits to the City, including without limitation (i) promote 
Hollywood and its commercial corridor; (ii) increased sales tax, property tax, and future transient 
occupancy tax revenues; (ii) promote tourism and business expansion and relocation in 
Hollywood, the City and the region; (iii) provide temporary and permanent jobs to improve the 
local and regional economy; (iv) provide the density necessary to support a new mix of uses in 
close proximity to mass transit; and other benefits as contained in Section 3.1A. The Project will 
contribute positively to the City by providing a vibrant project with a variety of land uses, which 
will serve to increase the level of activity necessary to sustain Hollywood as a regional center 
and create new jobs and increase City tax revenues. 

2.3.2 Developer Objectives. In accordance with the legislative findings set 
forth in the Development Agreement Act, and with full recognition of the City's policy of 
judicious restraints on its police powers, Developer wishes to obtain reasonable assurances that 
the Project may be developed in accordance with the Applicable Rules and Project Approvals 
and with the terms of this Agreement and subject to the City's Reserved Powers. In the absence 
of this Agreement, Developer would have no assurance that it can complete the Project for the 
uses and to the density and intensity of development set forth in this Agreement and the Project 
Approvals. This Agreement, therefore, is necessary to assure Developer that the Project will not 
be (1) reduced or otherwise modified in density, intensity or use from what is set forth in the 
Project Approvals, (2) subjected to new rules, regulations, ordinances, or official policies or 
plans which are not adopted or approved pursuant to the City's Reserved Powers, or 
(3) subjected to delays for reasons other than Citywide health and safety enactments related to 
critical situations such as, but not limited to, the lack of water availability or sewer or landfill 
capacity. 
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2.3.3 Mutual Objectives. Development of the Project in accordance with this 
Development Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property in accordance 
with the objectives set forth in the General Plan. Moreover, a development agreement for the 
Project will eliminate uncertainty in planning for and securing orderly development of the 
Property, assure installation of necessary improvements, assure attainment of maximum efficient 
resource utilization within the City at the least economic cost to its citizens and otherwise 
achieve the goals and purposes for which the Development Agreement Act was enacted. The 
Parties believe that such orderly development of the Project will provide public benefits, as 
described in Section 2.3.1, to the City through the imposition of development standards and 
requirements under the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, including without 
limitation: increased tax revenues, installation of on-site and off-site improvements, 
redevelopment of an underutilized site, preservation of the historic Capitol Records building, a 
grade level pedestrian plaza, a mix ofland uses including some or all of the following uses: 
residential, commercial and office within an existing activity center offering direct proximity to 
existing public transit and transportation infrastructure, the addition of retail and restaurant uses, 
approximately 2,900 construction-related jobs, and creation and retention of 1,257 to 1,635 direct 
and indirect jobs for the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, although development of the Project 
in accordance with this Agreement will restrain the City's land use or other relevant police 
powers, this Agreement provides the City with sufficient Reserved Powers during the term 
hereof to remain responsible and accountable to its citizens. In exchange for these and other 
benefits to the City, Developer will receive assurance that the Project may be developed during 
the term of this Agreement in accordance with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals and 
Reserved Powers, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

2.4 Applicability of the Agreement. This Agreement does not: (1) grant height, 
density, or intensity in excess of that otherwise established in the Applicable Rules and Project 
Approvals; (2) eliminate future Discretionary Actions relating to the Project if applications 
requiring such Discretionary Action are initiated and submitted by the owner of the Property 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement; (3) guarantee that Developer will receive any profits 
from the Project; (4) prohibit the Project's participation (with the consent of Developer, to the 
extent required under Applicable Rules) in any benefit assessment district that is generally 
applicable to surrounding properties; or (5) amend the City's General Plan. This Agreement has 
a fixed Term. Furthermore, in any subsequent Discretionary Actions applicable to the Property 
or any portion thereof, the City may apply the new rules, regulations and official policies as are 
contained in its Reserved Powers. 

3. AGREEMENT AND ASSURANCES. 

3.1 Agreement and Assurance on the Part of Developer. In consideration for the 
City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for the City to obligate itself to carry 
out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purposes, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, Developer hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.1.1 Project Development. Developer agrees that it will use its commercially 
reasonable efforts, in accordance with its own business judgment and taking into account market 
conditions and economic considerations, to undertake development of the Project in accordance 
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with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including the Applicable Rules and the Project 
Approvals. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to require Developer to proceed with 
the construction of or any other implementation of the Project or any portion thereof. In 
addition, Developer agrees to the following: 

(1) Dedication of Land for Public Street Purposes. Provisions for the 
dedication ofland for public purposes are set forth in the conditions of approval of the 
Project Approvals. 

(2) Description of Transportation Improvements. The transportation 
improvements to be included within the scope of the Project are set forth in the Project 
Approvals. 

(3) Maximum Height of the Project. The maximum height of the Project shall 
not exceed 585 feet and the Project shall comply with and be limited as set forth in the 
Project Approvals. 

(4) Maximum Floor Area of the Project. The maximum Floor Area 
("Maximum Floor Area") of the Project shall not exceed 1,166,970 net square feet 
(inclusive of Existing Improvements that are retained) and the Project shall comply with 
and be limited as set forth in the Project Approvals. 

3.1.2 Timing of Development. Developer may construct the Project in any 
number of phases (each a "Phase") as Developer determines on the Property, consistent with the 
Applicable Rules and the Project Approvals. The parties acknowledge that Developer cannot at 
this time predict when or at what rate the Property would be developed. These decisions depend 
upon numerous factors that are not all within the control of Developer, such as market 
orientation and demand, availability of financing, and competition. Because the California 
Supreme Court held in Pardee Construction Co. v. The City of Camarillo, 37 Cal. 3d 465 (1984), 
that the failure of the parties therein to provide for the timing of development permitted a later 
adopted initiative restricting the timing of development and controlling the Parties' agreement, 
Developer and the City do hereby acknowledge and provide for the right of Developer to 
develop the Project in an order and at a rate and times as Developer deems appropriate within the 
exercise of its sole and subjective business judgment, subject to any restrictions that may exist in 
the Project Approvals. The City acknowledges that this right is consistent with the intent, 
purpose, and understanding of the Parties to this Agreement. 

3.1.3 Additional Obligations of Developer as Consideration for this 
Agreement. In addition to the obligations identified in Sections 2.3.1 and 3.].1 of this 
Agreement, in consideration for the City entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for 
the City to obligate itself to carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, 
and in order to effectuate the premises, purposes and intentions set forth in Section 2 of this 
Agreement, Developer hereby agrees as follows: 

3.1.3.1 Project Labor Agreement. Developer shall, or shall cause its 
Contractor to, enter into a "Project Labor Agreement" (herein so called) with the Building and 
Construction Trades Council for each Phase of the Project prior to the issuance of a building 
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permit for such Phase. The purpose of each Project Labor Agreement will be to promote 
efficiency of construction operation during the construction of such Phase and provide for the 
orderly settlement of labor disputes and grievances without strikes or lockouts, thereby assuring 
timely and economical completion of such Phase and the balance of the Phase. Additionally, the 
Project Labor Agreement will reflect a commitment by all parties to diversity in the workforce 
hiring that reflects levels of minority, women and other worker utilization at levels which are 
representative of the relevant workforce of these groups in the Greater Los Angeles Area. The 
Project Labor Agreement will serve to identify the construction trade union(s) as the primary 
source of all craft labor employed on the Phase of the Project. The union(s) will use their best 
efforts to recruit and identify individuals, particularly residents of the City of Los Angeles, for 
entrance into joining labor/management apprenticeship programs and to assist individuals in 
qualifying and becoming eligible for such programs. 

3.1.3.2 Local Hiring. Developer shall work with the local construction 
trades and implement an apprenticeship and zip code identification program to prioritize local 
source hiring for Project construction from the 13th Council District of the City of Los Angeles, 
with priority given to construction workers from such area. This program shall be prepared in 
consultation with the Planning Department, no later than six months prior to the commencement 
of construction of the first Phase of the Project. Thereafter, on an annual basis as part of the 
required Annual Review for any year during which construction activity occurred, a report 
detailing the demographic and geographic information of the Project's construction workers shall 
be included. 

3.1.3.3 Construction Trades Prevailing Wage. Construction workers 
employed in connection with the construction of the Project including core and shell construction 
shall be paid no less than the prevailing rate of wages as determined pursuant to the provisions of 
Sections 1770 et seq. of the California Labor Code. Developer shall submit proof of compliance 
with this obligation prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for the Project. 

3.1.3.4 Community Organization Space. Developer shall provide up to 
1,200 square feet of meeting space at the Project for use by Hollywood and community non
profit groups including, but not limited to, the local Neighborhood Council and other civic 
organizations, during reasonable business hours, as available. Subject to availability, meeting 
space shall be provided to accommodate small gatherings, such as regularly scheduled 
community meetings, for a maximum of30 occurrences per year. Subject to availability, groups 
shall be provided with access to such space if they schedule at least 30 days in advance, pay a 
refundable $500 deposit to hold the space, and provide a nominal flat clean up fee of $300. 
Developer shall establish and operate a reservation system whereby community groups can 
reserve the meeting space as available. This requirement shall include only the use of space and 
shall not include Developer's provision of security, food, beverage, equipment or other materials. 
The meeting space will be included in one of the Project buildings and, subject to availability, 
may also be used by residents, tenants, or others in the Project. The foregoing requirement is not 
intended to create a property right for any group or the City with respect to any particular space 
within the Project, and the location of any meeting space in the Project may be changed at 
Developer's discretion from time to time. 
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3.1.3.5 Transportation Improvements. Developer shall provide the 
following transportation-related benefits: 

407722898.7 
010913 

(a) Circulator Payment. Developer shall provide funding in the 
amount of One Hundred Thousand Dollars ($100,000) (the "Circulator 
Payment") to the City or its designee toward development of local small bus 
shuttle service to promote multi-modal transportation alternatives and facilitate 
pedestrian traffic among the Project and designated areas within the Hollywood 
area including publicly accessible parking lots and structures in Hollywood and 
the hillside community north of the Project Site. Proof of payment of the 
Circulator Payment shall be submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance 
of a final certificate of occupancy for the first Phase of the Project. 

(b) Bicycle Amenities Plan. Commencing upon issuance of a final 
certificate of occupancy for the second Phase of the Project, thereafter during the 
Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide or cause to be provided bicycle 
amenities within the second Phase of Project, including short term bicycle storage 
racks, long term bicycle storage, a kiosk or tenant space of not less than 100 
square feet for the provision by a tenant of bicycle repair services, dedicated 
bicycle ways between the public streets and such facilities, and wayfinding 
signage directing bicycle users to such facilities. The final location of such 
bicycle facilities shall be mutually agreeable to Developer and the Director of 
Planning, in their reasonable discretion. 

(c) Linkages to Future Public Transit Services. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) (the "Transit 
Linkage Payment") to the City or its designee toward development of connection 
mechanisms from the Project to public transit services constructed or 
implemented after the Effective Date, including wayfinding signage, within 1,000 
yards of the Property. Such payment will be a condition to the next Phase of the 
Project constructed by Developer following the earlier to occur of 
(i) commencement of construction by City, Metro or otherwise of any such 
connection mechanisms that are improvements or (ii) commencement of service 
City, Metro or otherwise of any such connection mechanisms that are services, 
such as bus routes. Proof of payment of the Transit Linkage Payment shall be 
submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for such Phase of the Project. 

(d) Parking Tracking Services. Developer shall provide a fixed-fee 
contribution to supplement the City Department of Transportation's Express Park 
program that will provide new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, a 
central management system, and real-time parking guidance for motorists in the 
vicinity of the Project. The contribution shall be in the amount of Fifty Thousand 
Dollars ($50,000) to be paid to the City Department of Transportation and made 
prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for the second Phase of the 
Project. 
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(e) Vine Street and Metro Connections. Developer shall engage an 
urban planning and architectural firm reasonably acceptable to the Director of 
Planning and the 13th Council District Councilmember to prepare a study of the 
design, efficacy, potential cost, feasibility and impact on vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation of a portal north of Hollywood Boulevard into the Hollywood 
Boulevard/Vine Street Metro Station. Such study shall be completed and 
delivered to the Department of Planning not later than, and as a condition to, the 
issuance of the first building permit for the first Phase of the Project. 

(f) Metro Passes. Commencing upon issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy for the first Phase of the Project, thereafter during the Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall provide within the Project, either by machine or 
through its management office, for the sale of Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority ("Metro") passes to Project residents, tenants and their 
employees. Developer will use its commercially reasonable efforts to obtain a 
discount from Metro for such passes. 

(g) Monthly Parking Leases for Metro Commuters. Commencing 
upon issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the first Phase of the Project, 
thereafter during the Term of this Agreement, Developer shall provide, within 
each publicly accessible parking area in the Project, not less than ten (10) "Park 
and Ride" spaces for monthly lease to persons who are not tenants or occupants of 
the Project who use the spaces and then transfer to Metro commuter train or bus 
for transportation to their place of employment. Developer shall establish and 
maintain a monitoring and reporting program to reasonably assure that such 
parking continue to meet such condition. 

3.1.3.6 Protection of Capitol Records Building, Recording Studios and 
Echo Chambers. As a condition to issuance of a building permit for the first Phase of the 
Project on the East Parcel (which area is depicted on Exhibit A-] attached hereto), Developer 
shall prepare and submit to the Department of Building and Safety for its approval a written 
adjacent structure monitoring plan to ensure that construction will not damage the Capitol 
Records Building, including the recording studios and underground echo chambers therein. 
Approval of such plan may be issued by the Director of Building and Safety, in his or her 
reasonable discretion. The Director shall not withhold its approval of the proposed plan if an 
officer of EM I Music Ltd. dba Capitol Records, or the then tenant of the portions of the Capitol 
Records Building containing such recording studios and echo chambers ("Capitol Records") 
submits written confirmation that Capitol Records has approved such plan. Following its 
approval, such plan shall be implemented during construction of all improvements on the East 
Parcel. 

3.1.3.7 Public Performances, Music and Arts Programming. After 
issuance of a final certificate of completion for the Phase of the Project which includes the open 
public space to be constructed adjacent to the existing Jazz Mural (the "Art Plaza"), for a period 
equal to the lesser often (10) years or the remaining term of this Agreement, Developer shall 
conduct within the Art Plaza at least four (4) public events per year, which may include musical, 
dramatic, comedic and/or dance performances, and art exhibitions. Developer will pay for all 
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costs associated with such public events, including planning, promotion, security, cleanup and 
insurance. Developer will obtain all permits required pursuant to applicable law, including 
assembly permits as may be required by the Municipal Code, in connection with each such 
public event. Developer will reasonably consider, but will not be bound to conduct, public 
events suggested by City and/or City Agencies. An annual schedule of such public events will 
be provided by Developer to the City Agency designated by the City to oversee such events. The 
foregoing will all be conducted at Developer's sole cost and expense. 

3.1.3.8 Parking Access Management System. Developer shall provide a 
parking access management system containing, among other things, overhead illuminated signs 
for each exit/entry driveway from public streets into non-residential parking areas of the Project. 
The final size and design of such parking access management system shall be mutually agreeable 
to Developer and the Director of Planning, in their reasonable discretion. 

3.1.3.9 Pedestrian Improvements Contribution. Developer shall 
provide funding in the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to the Hollywood Chamber 
of Commerce Walk of Fame Committee or otherwise as directed by the City (the "Pedestrian 
Payment") toward the renovation and upkeep of the Walk of Fame stars and terrazzo, sidewalks 
and other public streetscape improvements along Vine Street between the Project and Hollywood 
Boulevard. Such renovation and upkeep is intended to enhance the pedestrian experience for 
people in the vicinity of the Property. Proof of payment of the Pedestrian Payment shall be 
submitted to the Planning Director prior to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the 
first Phase of the Project. 

3.1.3.10 Music Appreciation Exhibit. Developer shall install 
publicly accessible artwork and/or changeable exhibition cabinets and/or platforms within the 
first Phase of the Project (collectively, the "Music Appreciation Exhibit"). The Music 
Appreciation Exhibit shall be designed, decorated and programmed in a manner so as to 
celebrate music and entertainment. The Music Appreciation Exhibit plans shall be reviewed by 
the Director of Planning, in consultation with the Council Office, and approved by the Director 
of Planning, in his or her reasonable discretion. Developer's shall be entitled to credit to the Art 
Developments Fee otherwise payable by Developer under the Applicable Rules in connection 
with the Project for Developer's cost of installing such Music Appreciation Exhibit. The Music 
Appreciation Exhibit shall be maintained by Developer, at its sole cost, to a standard at least as 
high as the balance of the Project. 

3.1.3.11 Hollywood Central Park Commencing upon the April 15 
following the later of ( a) issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the first Phase of the 
Proj ect or (b) the completion and commencement of operation of the proposed Hollywood 
Central Park, and thereafter on April] of each year during the remaining Term of this 
Agreement, Developer shall make an annual contribution, in the amount of$50,000 to the City 
Department of Recreation and Parks or otherwise as directed by the City for the operation and 
maintenance of the Hollywood Central Park. 

3.1.3.12 RetaillRestaurant Discount Program. During the Term 
of this Agreement, Developer will use its commercially reasonable efforts to establish, with 
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tenants of the Project, a discount program offered by retail and/or restaurant tenants for the 
benefit of employees and residents of the Project. 

3.1.3.13 Electrical Car Recharging Station. Developer shall 
construct, maintain and operate within the parking facilities of the Project, ten (10) 2081240 V 40 
amp, grounded AC outlets, in addition to the outlets required by applicable provisions of the 
Municipal Code. 

3.1.3.14 Affordable Housing. Prior to the issuance of any final 
certificate of occupancy for any residential dwelling units in any Phase of the Project, Developer 
shall provide evidence to the Director of Planning that it has either: 

(a) Affordable Housing Payment. Contributed a fixed-fee payment 
to the City Housing Authority to support affordable housing (each and 
collectively, the "Affordable Housing Payment") in an amount equal to Seventy 
Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000) multiplied by fifteen percent (15%) of the total 
number of market rate residential dwelling units in such Phase as shown on the 
final approved building plans for such Phase, or 

(b) Affordable Project Contribution. Contributed an amount equal 
to the Affordable Housing Payment for such Phase to a developer of a Transit 
Affordable Housing Project. As used herein, the term "Transit Affordable 
Housing Project" means a multifamily development project located within 1,000 
yards of a commuter rail station or bus route containing "Affordable Units" (as 
defined below) in the amount of no less than fifteen percent (15%) of the total 
number of market rate residential dwelling units in such Project Phase. As used 
herein, the term "Affordable Units" means multifamily units subject to a 
regulatory agreement with the City and/or other governmental agency limiting 
rental thereto to low and/or very low income families, as defined in Section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended from time to time. 

3.2 Agreement and Assurances on the Part of the City. In consideration for 
Developer entering into this Agreement, and as an inducement for Developer to obligate itself to 
carry out the covenants and conditions set forth in this Agreement, and in order to effectuate the 
premises, purpose, and intentions set forth in Section 2.3 of this Agreement, the City hereby 
agrees as follows: 

3.2.1 Entitlement to Develop. Developer has the vested right to develop the 
Project containing up to Maximum Floor Area in, on, under and/or above the Property as 
contemplated by the EIR subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the Applicable 
Rules, Project Approvals, the Equivalency Program and the Reserved Powers. The 114,303 
square feet of existing Floor Area in the Existing Improvements shall be included as part of such 
maximum permitted density of the Project. The density of certain portions of the Property may 
exceed the pro-rata or average per acre density for the Property as a whole provided that (a) such 
density shall be subject to maximum height limitations applicable to each portion of the Property 
as set forth in the Project Approvals and Development Regulations, and (b) the total density for 
the Property shall not exceed Maximum Floor Area. Developer's vested rights under this 
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Agreement shall include, without limitation, the right to remodel, renovate, rehabilitate, rebuild, 
or replace the Project or any portion thereof throughout the applicable Term for any reason, 
including, without limitation, in the event of damage, destruction, or obsolescence of the Project 
or any portion thereof, subject to the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, and Reserved Powers. 
Any and/or all Existing Improvements which comply with the Applicable Rules on the Property 
as of the Effective Date which are damaged or destroyed during the Term may be remodeled, 
renovated, rehabilitated, repaired, rebuilt or replaced subject to the Applicable Rules (other than 
the Project Description set forth on Exhibit B) and the Reserved Powers. To the extent that all 
or any portion of the Project is remodeled, renovated, rehabilitated, rebuilt, or replaced, 
Developer may locate that portion of the Project at any other location of the Property, subject to 
the requirements of the Project Approvals, the Applicable Rules, and the Reserved Powers. 

3.2.2 Consistency in Applicable Rules. Based upon all information made 
available to the City up to or concurrently with the execution of this Agreement, the City finds 
and certifies that no Applicable Rules prohibit or prevent or encumber the full completion and 
occupancy of the Project in accordance with the uses, densities, designs, heights, signage 
regulations, permitted demolition, and other development entitlements incorporated and agreed 
to herein and in the Project Approvals. 

3.2.3 Changes in Applicable Rules. 

3.2.3.1 Non-Application of Changes in Applicable Rules. Any change 
in, or addition to, the Applicable Rules, including, without limitation, any change in any 
applicable General Plan, zoning or building regulation, adopted, or becoming effective after the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any such change by means of 
ordinance including but not limited to adoption of a specific plan or overlay zone, The City 
Charter amendment, initiative, referendum, resolution, motion, policy, order or moratorium, 
initiated, or instituted for any reason whatsoever and adopted by the City, the Mayor, City 
Council, Planning Commission or any other Board, Commission, Department or Agency of the 
City, or any officer or employee thereof, or by the electorate, as the case may be, which would, 
absent this Agreement, otherwise be applicable to the Project and which would conflict in any 
way with the Applicable Rules, Project Approvals, or this Agreement, shall not be applied to the 
Project unless these changes represent an exercise of the City's Reserved Powers, or are 
otherwise agreed to in this Agreement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer may, in its 
sole discretion, give the City written notice of its election to have any subsequent change in the 
Applicable Rules applied to some portion or all of the Property as it may own, in which case 
such subsequent change in the Applicable Rules shall be deemed to be contained within the 
Applicable Rules insofar as that portion of the Property is concerned. In the event of any conflict 
or inconsistency between this Agreement and the Applicable Rules, the provisions of this 
Agreement shall control. 

3.2.3.2 Changes in Building and Fire Codes. Notwithstanding any 
provision of this Agreement to the contrary, development of the Project shall be subject to 
changes occurring from time to time in the California Building Code and other uniform 
construction codes. In addition, development of the Project shall be subject to changes occurring 
from time to time in Chapters V and IX of the Municipal Code regarding the construction, 
engineering, and design standards for both public and private improvements provided that these 
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changes are (1) necessary to the health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are 
generally applicable on a Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the 
Mayor or City Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.3.3 Changes Mandated by Federal or State Law. This Agreement 
shall not preclude the application to the Project of changes in, or additions to, the Applicable 
Rules, including rules, regulations, ordinances, and official policies, to the extent that these 
changes or additions are mandated to be applied to developments such as this Project by state or 
federal regulations, pursuant to the Reserved Powers. In the event state or federal laws or 
regulations prevent or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, these 
provisions shall be modified or suspended as may be necessary to comply with state or federal 
laws or regulations. 

3.2.4 Subsequent Development Review. The City shall not require Developer 
to obtain any approvals or permits for the development of the Project in accordance with this 
Agreement other than those permits or approvals that are required by the Applicable Rules, the 
Reserved Powers, and/or the Project Approvals. Except as permitted by the Equivalency 
Program and by those changes and modifications as described in Section 3.2.5, any subsequent 
Discretionary Action initiated by Developer that is not permitted by the Project Approvals or 
Applicable Rules, which changes the uses, intensity, density, building height, or timing of the 
Project, or decreases the lot area, setbacks, yards, parking, or which increases entitlements 
allowed under the Project Approvals, shall be subject to rules, regulations, ordinances, and 
official policies of the City then in effect. The Parties agree that this Agreement does not 
modify, alter or change the City's obligations pursuant to CEQA and acknowledge that future 
Discretionary Actions may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. In the 
event that additional environmental review is required by CEQA, the City agrees to utilize tiered 
environmental documents to the fullest extent permitted by law, as determined by the City, and 
as provided in Cal ifornia Public Resources Code Sections 21093 and 21094. 

3.2.5 Development Parameters. 

3.2.5.1 Development Flexibility. The City acknowledges that the 
Development Parameters provide flexibility regarding modifications to Project's final 
development layout so that the Project can be built with a mix of uses and layout that responds to 
market demand and changing needs of the Southern California economy while maintaining 
design quality and consistency. Developer shall have the right to modify the Project within the 
limits set forth in the Development Parameters. Implementation of the Development Parameters 
will not require any new or additional Discretionary Approvals from the City. 

3.2.5.2 Development Regulations. The Development Regulations permit 
design flexibility within a set of site-wide guidelines and standards that ensure the integrity of an 
overall master plan concept for the Site and protect the visual and environmental quality of the 
Project as a whole. The Development Regulations establish standards for use, bulk, parking and 
loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, signage, lighting and sustainability. 

3.2.5.3 Equivalency Program. The Equivalency Program is intended to 
provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while ensuring that a change in land uses would 

407722898.7 
010913 

-17-

RL0035395 



EM35222 

not result in new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of 
significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 

3.2.5.4 EIR Analysis. Implementation of the Development Parameters 
will not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant environmental impacts as analyzed in the EIR. The 
Project including the development flexibility set forth in the Development Parameters were fully 
analyzed in the EIR. 

3.2.6 Special Taxes and Assessments. Developer shall have the right, to the 
extent permitted by law, to protest, oppose, and vote against any and all special taxes, 
assessments, levies, charges, and/or fees imposed with respect to any assessment districts, 
infrastructure financing, Mello-Roos or community facilities districts, community taxing 
districts, maintenance districts, or other similar districts. If Developer requests the formation of 
any such districts in connection with the Project, the City agrees to cooperate fully in their 
formation. 

3.2.7 Effective Development Standards. The City agrees that it is bound to 
permit the uses, intensity of use and density on this Property which are permitted by this 
Agreement and the Project Approvals, insofar as this Agreement and the Project Approvals so 
provide or as otherwise set forth in the Applicable Rules or the Reserved Powers. The City 
hereby agrees that it will not unreasonably withhold or unreasonably condition any Discretionary 
Action which must be issued by the City in order for the Project to proceed, provided that 
Developer reasonably and satisfactorily complies with all City-wide standard procedures, 
actions, payments of Processing Fees and Charges, and criteria generally required of developers 
by the City for processing Requests for development consistent with this Agreement. 

3.2.8 Interim Use. The City agrees that Developer may use the Property during 
the Term of this Agreement for any use which is otherwise permitted by the applicable zoning 
regulations and the General Plan in effect at the time of the interim use, except as expressly 
provided in this Development Agreement, or pursuant to any approvals, permits, other 
agreements between the City and Developer, or other entitlements previously granted and in 
effect as of the Effective Date. 

3.2.9 lVloratoria or Interim Control Ordinances. In the event an ordinance, 
resolution, policy, or other measure is enacted, whether by action of the City, by initiative, or 
otherwise, which relates directly or indirectly to the Project or to the rate, amount, timing, 
sequencing, or phasing of the development or construction of the Project on all or any part of the 
Property, the City agrees that such ordinance, resolution, or other measure shall not apply to the 
Property or this Agreement, unless such changes: (1) are found by the City to be necessary to the 
public health and safety of the residents of the City, and (2) are generally applicable on a 
Citywide basis (except in the event of natural disasters as found by the Mayor or the City 
Council, such as floods, earthquakes and similar disasters). 

3.2.10 Time Period of Tentative Tract Map and Project Approvals. The City 
acknowledges that the construction of the Project may be subject to unavoidable delays due to 
factors outside Developer's control. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
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664S2.6(a), the City agrees that the duration of the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and any new 
tract or parcel map which are consistent with the Project Approvals, shall automatically be 
extended for the Term of this Agreement. The City further agrees that the duration of all of the 
Project Approvals shall automatically be extended for the Term of this Agreement. 

3.2.11 Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay all Processing Fees 
and Charges for Ministerial Permits and Approvals. 

3.2.12 Timeframes and Staffing for Processing and Review. The City agrees 
that expeditious processing of Ministerial Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions, if 
any, and any other approvals or actions required for the Project are critical to the implementation 
of the Project. In recognition of the importance of timely processing and review of Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals, the City agrees to work with Developer to establish time frames for 
processing and reviewing such Ministerial Permits and Approvals and to comply with 
timeframes established in the Project Approvals. The City agrees to expedite all Ministerial 
Permits and Approvals and Discretionary Actions requested by Developer, if any. 

3.2.13 Other Governmental Approvals. Developer may apply for such other 
permits and approvals as may be required for development of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement from other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having 
jurisdiction over the Property. The City shall cooperate with Developer in its endeavors to 
obtain such permits and approvals. Each Party shall take all actions and do all things, and 
execute, with acknowledgment or affidavit, if required, any and all documents and writings that 
may be necessary or proper to achieve the purposes and objectives of this Agreement. 

3.2.14 Administrative Changes and Modifications. The Parties may determine 
as the development of the Project proceeds that refinements and changes are appropriate with 
respect to certain details of the Project and the performance of the Parties under this Agreement. 
The Parties desire to retain a certain degree of flexibility with respect to the details of the Project 
development and with respect to those items covered in general terms under this Agreement and 
under the Project Approvals. If and when the Parties find that "Substantially Conforming 
Changes," as herein defined, are necessary or appropriate, they shall, unless otherwise required 
by law, effectuate such changes or adjustments through administrative modifications approved 
by the Parties. As used herein, "Substantially Conforming Changes" are changes, 
modifications or adjustments that are substantially consistent with the Project Approvals, and 
that do not materially alter the overall nature, scope or design of the Project including, without 
limitation, minor changes to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map, minor changes in building 
footprint configurations, locations, size or heights of buildings, architectural features or other 
Development Parameters (subject in all cases to the maximum intensity and height restriction set 
forth in the Applicable Rules), signage or configuration and size of parcels or lots (including lot 
line adjustments). Such Substantially Conforming Changes would not be considered 
Discretionary Actions, and would therefore not require a public hearing. 

3.3 Third Party Property. The Third Party Property, which may be acquired by 
Developer after the Effective Date, shall be subject to this Agreement upon acquisition thereof 
by Developer (or any of them or any entity controlled by, controlling or under common control 
with any of them), including without limitation the Development Parameters. Developer shall 
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provide to the City (a) notice pursuant to Section 6.2 and Section 7.12 of this Agreement of the 
acquisition of the Third Party Property by Developer, and (ii) evidence of Developer's ownership 
or leasehold interest in the Third Party Property. Developer is in no way obligated to acquire or 
attempt to acquire the Third Party Property, and in the event that Developer does not acquire the 
Third Party Property, neither Developer nor the owner of the Third Party Property shall have any 
rights or obligations under the terms of this Agreement with respect to the Third Party Property. 

4. ANNUAL REVIEW. 

4.1 Annual Review. During the Term of this Agreement, the City shall review 
annually Developer's compliance with this Agreement by Developer, and/or any Transferee. 
This periodic review shall be limited in scope to good faith compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement as provided in the Development Agreement Act and Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, shall have the burden of demonstrating such good faith compliance relating solely to 
such parties' portion of the Property and any development located thereon. The Annual Review 
shall be in the form of an Annual Report prepared and submitted by the Planning Director. The 
Report shall include: the number, type and square footage of and the status of Project; any 
transfers of floor area; the total number of parking spaces developed; provisions for open space; 
any equivalency transfers; status of activities relating to streetscape improvements; summary of 
performance of Developer's obligations. 

4.2 Pre-Determination Procedure. Submission by Developer, and/or Transferee, of 
evidence of compliance with this Agreement with respect to each such Party's portion of the 
Property, in a form which the Planning Director may reasonably establish, shall be made in 
writing and transmitted to the Planning Director not later than sixty (60) days prior to the yearly 
anniversary of the Effective Date. The public shall be afforded an opportunity to submit written 
comments regarding compliance to the Planning Director at least sixty (60) days prior to the 
yearly anniversary of the Effective Date. All such public comments and final staff reports shall, 
upon receipt by the City, be made available as soon as possible to Developer, and/or any 
Transferees. 

4.2.1 Special Review. The City may order a special review of compliance with 
this Agreement, at any time. 

4.3 Planning Director's Determination. On or before the yearly anniversary of the 
Effective Date of the Agreement, the Planning Director shall make a determination regarding 
whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee, has complied in good faith with the provisions 
and conditions of this Agreement. This determination shall be made in writing with reasonable 
specificity, and a copy of the determination shall be provided to Developer, and/or any 
Transferee, in the manner prescribed in Section 7.120. 

4.4 Appeal by Developer. In the event the Planning Director makes a finding and 
determination of non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, shall be 
entitled to appeal that determination to the Planning Commission. After a public hearing on the 
appeal, the Planning Commission shall make written findings and determinations, on the basis of 
substantial evidence, whether or not Developer, and/or any Transferee as the case may be, has 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement. Nothing in this 
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Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying or abrogating Los Angeles City 
Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and Board actions). 

4.5 Period to Cure Non-Compliance. If, as a result of this Annual Review 
procedure, it is found and determined by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission or 
The City Council, on appeal, that Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, has not 
complied in good faith with the provisions and conditions of this Agreement, the City, after 
denial of any appeal or, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal period 
described in Section 7.3, shall submit to Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, 
by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner 
prescribed in Section 7.11, stating with specificity those obligations of Developer and/or any 
Transferee, as the case may be, which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of 
non-compliance, Developer, and/or any Transferee, as the case may be, shall promptly 
commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the 
notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty (60) days after 
receipt of the notice of default, or any longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
items of the default(s), by mutual consent of the City and Developer provided that Developer 
shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the item of default(s) is 
cured. 

4.6 Failure to Cure Non-Compliance Procedure. If the Planning Director finds and 
determines that Developer (or anyone of them) or a Transferee (or anyone of them) has not 
cured a default pursuant to this Section, and that the City intends to terminate or modify this 
Agreement or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
Planning Director shall make a report to the Planning Commission. The Planning Director shall 
then set a date for a public hearing before the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If after the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that (i) such Developer, or such Transferee has not cured a default pursuant to this 
Section, and (ii) subject to Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.4, the City may terminate or modify this 
Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the 
finding and determination shall be appealable to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3 
hereof. In the event of a finding and determination of compliance, there shall be no appeal by 
any person or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying 
or abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council's review of Commission and 
Council actions). 

4.7 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Subject to Sections 5.1.1 and 
5.1.4, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights 
and obligations, as the case may be, after the final determination of noncompliance by the City 
Councilor, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal periods described in 
Section 7.3. There shall be no modifications of this Agreement unless the City Council acts 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65867.5 and 65868, irrespective of whether an appeal is 
taken as provided in Section 7.3. 

4.8 Reimbursement of Costs. Developer shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, 
reasonably and necessarily incurred, to accomplish the required annual review. 
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4.9 Evidence of Compliance Applicable to a Particular Portion of the Property. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Section 4 or any other provision of this 
Agreement, a Transferee of all or any portion of the Property shall only be responsible for 
submitting evidence of compliance with this Agreement as it relates solely to that portion of the 
Property transferred, assigned, or conveyed to such Transferee in an Assignment Agreement 
authorized by Section 6.2 of this Agreement. 

4.10 The City's Rights and Remedies Against a Developer. The City's rights in 
Section 4 of this Agreement relating to compliance with this Agreement by Developer shall be 
limited to only those rights and obligations assumed by Developer under this Agreement and as 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement authorized by Section 6.2 of this 
Agreement. 

4.11 Developer Written Request for Confirmation. From time to time, Developer 
of any portion of the Property may, separate from the annual review process, submit a written 
request for confirmation from the Planning Director that certain obligations of this Agreement 
have been satisfied. Subject to the time limits and process requirements of Section 4.3, the 
Planning Director shall issue a written confirmation stating either that such obligations have been 
satisfied or setting forth the reasons why subject obligation have not been satisfied. 

5. DEFAULT PROVISIONS. 

5.1 Default by Developer. 

5.1.1 Default. In the event Developer (or anyone of them) or a Transferee of 
any portion of the Property fails to perform its obligations under this Agreement applicable to its 
portion of the Property as specified in the applicable Assignment Agreement, in a timely manner 
and in compliance pursuant to Section 4 of this Agreement, the City shall have all rights and 
remedies provided for in this Agreement, including, without limitation, modifying or terminating 
this Agreement, provided that (a) such modification or termination shall relate solely and 
exclusively to the property of the defaulting Developer or Transferee, and (b) the City has first 
complied with all applicable notice and opportunity to cure provisions in Sections 5.1.2 and 6.1 .5 
and given notice as provided in Sections 4.3,4.6,6.1.4 and/or 7.11 hereof, and (c) Developer 
may appeal such declaration in the manner provided in, and subject to all terms and provisions 
of, Sections 4.4 and 4.5. In no event shall a default by a Developer or a Transferee of any 
portion of the Property constitute a default by any non-defaulting Developer or Transferee with 
respect to such non-defaulting parties' obligations hereunder nor affect such non-defaulting 
parties' rights hereunder, or respective portion of the Property. 

5.1.2 Notice of Default. The City through the Planning Director shall submit to 
Developer (or anyone of them) or a Transferee, as applicable, by registered or certified mail, 
return receipt requested, a written notice of default in the manner prescribed in Section 7.11, 
identifying with specificity those obligations of such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, 
which have not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, Developer or Transferee, 
shall promptly commence to cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after 
receipt of the notice of default and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than sixty 
(60) days after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
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remedy the default(s), provided that Developer or Transferee, as applicable, shall continuously 
and diligently pursue the remedy at all times until the default(s) is cured. 

5.1.3 Failure to Cure Default Procedures. If after the cure period has elapsed 
(Section 4.6), the Planning Director finds and determines that Developer (or any of them), or a 
Transferee, as the case may be, remains in default and that the City intends, subject to Section 
5.1.1 and 5.1.4 of this Agreement, to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations, as the case may be, the Planning Director shall make a report to 
the Planning Commission and then set a public hearing before the Commission in accordance 
with the notice and hearing requirements of Government Code Sections 65867 and 65868. If 
after public hearing, the Planning Commission finds and determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence, that such Developer or Transferee, as applicable, remain(s) in default and that the City 
intends to terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or assigned rights and 
obligations, as the case may be, such Developer and such Transferee shall be entitled to appeal 
that finding and determination to the City Council in accordance with Section 7.3. In the event 
of a finding and determination that all defaults are cured, there shall be no appeal by any person 
or entity. Nothing in this Section or this Agreement shall be construed as modifying of 
abrogating Los Angeles City Charter Section 245 (City Council review of Commission and 
Board actions). 

5.1.4 Termination or Modification of Agreement. Upon default by 
Developer (or any of them) or a Transferee and the delivery of notice and expiration of all 
applicable cure periods, the City may terminate or modify this Agreement, or those transferred or 
assigned rights and obligations hereunder, as the case may be, relating solely to the defaulting 
Developer or Transferee and such defaulting party's portion of the Property, after such final 
determination of the City Councilor, where no appeal is taken, after the expiration of the appeal 
periods described in Section 7.3 relating to the defaulting parties rights and obligations. There 
shall be no termination or modification of this Agreement unless the City Council acts pursuant 
to Section 7.3. 

5.2 Default by the City. 

5.2.1 Default. In the event the City does not accept, process, or render a 
decision on necessary development permits, entitlements, or other land use or building approvals 
for use as provided in this Agreement upon compliance with the requirements thereof, or as 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, or the City otherwise defaults under the provisions of this 
Agreement, Developer, and any Transferee, shall have all rights and remedies provided herein or 
by applicable law, which shall include compelling the specific performance of the City's 
obligations under this Agreement provided that Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, has 
first complied with the procedures in Section 5.2.2. No part of this Agreement shall be deemed 
to abrogate or limit any immunities or defenses the City may otherwise have with respect to 
claims for monetary damages. 

5.2.2 Notice of Default. Developer or Transferee, as the case may be, shall first 
submit to the City a written notice of default stating with specificity those obligations that have 
not been performed. Upon receipt of the notice of default, the City shall promptly commence to 
cure the identified default(s) at the earliest reasonable time after receipt of the notice of default 
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and shall complete the cure of the default(s) not later than one hundred and twenty (120) days 
after receipt of the notice of default, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to remedy such 
default(s), provided that the City shall continuously and diligently pursue the remedy at all times 
until the default(s) is cured. In the case of a dispute as to whether the City has cured the default, 
the Parties shall submit the matter to arbitration pursuant to Section 7.5 of this Agreement. 

5.3 No Monetary Damages. It is acknowledged by the Parties that the City would 
not have entered into this Agreement if it were liable in monetary damages under or with respect 
to this Agreement or the application thereof. The Parties agree and recognize that, as a practical 
matter, it may not be possible to determine an amount of monetary damages which would 
adequately compensate Developer for its investment of time and financial resources in planning 
to arrive at the kind, location, intensity of use, and improvements for the Project, nor to calculate 
the consideration the City would require to enter into this Agreement to justify the exposure. 
Therefore, the Parties agree that each of the Parties may pursue any remedy at law or equity 
available for any breach of any provision of this Agreement, except that the Parties shall not be 
liable in monetary damages and the Parties covenant not to sue for or claim any monetary 
damages for the breach of any provision of this Agreement. 

6. MORTGAGEE RIGHTS. 

6.1.1 Encumbrances on the Property. The Parties hereto agree that this 
Agreement shall not prevent or limit Developer (or any of them), or any Transferee, from 
encumbering the Property or any estate or interest therein, portion thereof, or any improvement 
thereon, together with the rights of Developer hereunder, in any manner whatsoever by one or 
more Mortgages with respect to the construction, development, use or operation of the Project 
and parts thereof. The City acknowledges that the Mortgagees may require certain Agreement 
interpretations and modifications and agrees, upon request, from time to time, to meet with 
Developer and representatives of such lender(s) to negotiate in good faith any such request for 
interpretation or modification. The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to any such 
requested interpretation or modification, provided such interpretation or modification is 
consistent with the intent and purposes of this Agreement. 

6.1.2 Mortgagee Protection. To the extent legally permissible, this Agreement 
shall be superior and senior to any lien placed upon the Property, or any portion thereof, 
including the lien of any Mortgage. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no breach of this Agreement 
shall defeat, render invalid, diminish, or impair the lien of any Mortgage made in good faith and 
for value. Any acquisition or acceptance of title or any right or interest in or with respect to the 
Property or any portion thereof by a Mortgagee, pursuant to foreclosure, trustee's sale, deed in 
lieu of foreclosure, lease or sublease termination or otherwise, shall be subject to all of the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement applicable to the Property or such portion, as applicable, except 
that any such Mortgagee, including its affiliate, or any other entity (a "Mortgagee Successor") 
which acquires the Property or any portion thereof a result of the foreclosure of such Mortgage, 
by power of sale granted thereunder, by acceptance of a deed in lieu of foreclosure, pursuant to a 
bankruptcy proceeding or other such similar proceedings or otherwise as a result of the exercise 
of remedies under any Mortgage, shall be entitled to the benefits arising under this Agreement 
provided Mortgagee complies with Section 6.1.3 below. 
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6.1.3 Mortgagee Not Obligated. Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
Section 6, Mortgagee will not have any obligation or duty pursuant to the terms set forth in this 
Agreement to perform the obligations of Developer or other affirmative covenants of Developer 
hereunder, or to guarantee such performance, except that the Mortgagee or its Mortgagee 
Successor shall have no vested right to develop the Project without fully complying with the 
terms of this Agreement and executing and delivering to the City, in a form and with terms 
reasonably acceptable to the City, an assumption agreement of Developer's obligations 
hereunder relating to the portion of the Property acquired by such Mortgagee or Mortgagee 
Successor. 

6.1.4 Request for Notice to Mortgage. The Mortgagee of any Mortgage or 
deed of trust encumbering the Property, or any part or interest thereof, who has submitted a 
request in writing to the City in the manner specified herein for giving notices shall be entitled to 
receive written notification from the City of any notice of non-compliance by Developer in the 
performance of Developer's obligations under this Agreement. As of the date hereof, HSBC 
Bank USA, National Association, as administrative agent for itself and certain other lenders 
("Existing lVlortgagagee") is the Mortgagee of the entire Property and there are no other 
Mortgagees. The City acknowledges that Existing Mortgagee has requested notices pursuant to 
this Section 6.].4 and that Existing Mortgagee's addresses for notices are as follows: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
545 Washington Boulevard, 10th Floor 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07310 
Attention: Commercial Mortgage Servicing 

Department 

with a copy to: 

HSBC Bank USA, National Association 
601 Montgomery Street, 10th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Attention: Ms. Mee Mee Kiong 

6.1.5 Mortgagee's Time to Cure. If the City timely receives a request from a 
Mortgagee requesting a copy of any notice of non-compliance given to Developer under the 
terms of this Agreement, the City shall provide a copy of that notice to the Mortgagee within ten 
(10) days of sending the notice of non-compliance to Developer. The Mortgagee shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to cure the non-compliance for a period of one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the Mortgagee receives written notice, or a longer period as is reasonably necessary to 
acquire possession of the Property or portion thereof (to the extent necessary to cure the default) 
and remedy the default(s), provided that Mortgagee shall continuously and diligently pursue the 
remedy at all times until the default( s) is cured .. 

6.1.6 Disaffirmation. If this Agreement is terminated as to any portion of the 
Property by reason of (i) any default or (ii) as a result of a bankruptcy proceeding, or if this 
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Agreement is disaffirmed by a receiver, liquidator, or trustee for Developer or its property, the 
City, if requested by any Mortgagee, shall negotiate in good faith with such Mortgagee (or if 
more than one Mortgage encumbers such portion of the Property, the Mortgagee holding the 
highest, or most senior priority Mortgage) for a new development agreement in substantially the 
same form as this Agreement for the Project or such portion of the Property acquired by such 
Mortgagee or its Successor Mortgagee. This Agreement does not require any Mortgagee to enter 
into a new development agreement pursuant to this Section. 

6.2 Assignment. The Property, as well as the rights and obligations of Developer 
under this Agreement, may be transferred or assigned in whole or in part by Developer to a 
Transferee without the consent of the City, subject to the conditions set forth below in 
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2. 

6.2.1 Conditions of Assignment. No such assignment shall be valid until and 
unless the following occur: 

(a) Written Notice of Assignment Required. Developer, or any 
successor transferor, gives prior written notice to the City of its intention to assign 
or transfer any of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement and a 
complete disclosure of the identity of the assignee or Transferee, including copies 
of the Articles of Incorporation in the case of corporations, the trust declaration in 
the case of non-public trusts, the names of individual members in the case of a 
limited liability company, and the names of individual partners in the case of 
partnerships. Any failure by Developer or any successor transferor to provide the 
notice shall be curable in accordance with the provisions in Section 5.1. 

(b) Automatic Assumption of Obligations. Unless otherwise stated 
elsewhere in this Agreement to the contrary, a Transferee of Property or any 
portion thereof expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the rights and 
obligations of this Agreement (including an allocation of the Transferee's share of 
the Maximum Floor Area) transferred or assigned by Developer and which are 
expressly set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement. 

6.2.2 Liability Upon Assignment. Each Developer of any portion of the 
Property shall be solely and only liable for performance of such Developer's obligations 
applicable to its portion of the Property under this Agreement as specified in the applicable 
Assignment Agreement. Upon the assignment or transfer of any portion of the Property together 
with any obligations assignable under this Agreement, the Transferee shall become solely and 
only liable for the performance of those assigned or transferred obligations so assumed and shall 
have the rights of a "Developer" under this Agreement; which such rights and obligations shall 
be set forth specifically in the Assignment Agreement, executed by the transferring Developer, 
and the Transferee, as of the date of such transfer, assignment or conveyance of the applicable 
portion of the Property. The failure of a Developer of any portion of the Property to perform 
such Developer's obligation set forth in the applicable Assignment Agreement may result, at the 
City's option, in a declaration that this Agreement has been breached and the City may, but shall 
not be obligated to, exercise its rights and remedies under this Agreement solely as it relates to 
the defaulting Developer's portion of the Property as provided for in Section 5.1 hereof, subject 
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to such defaulting Developer's right to notice and opportunity to cure the default in accordance 
with provisions of Section 5.1 hereof. 

6.2.3 Release of Developer. With respect to a transfer and assignment of all or 
a portion of a Developer's interest in the Property and the related rights and obligations 
hereunder, upon the effective date of any such transfer and assignment, as evidenced by the 
execution of an Assignment Agreement pursuant to this Section 6.2 between such Developer and 
the Transferee and delivery of such Assignment Agreement to the City, such Developer shall 
automatically be released from any further obligations to the City under this Agreement with 
respect to the portion of the Property so transferred. 

6.2.4 Release of Property Transferee. A Transferee shall not be liable for any 
obligations to the City under this Agreement relating to any portion of the Property other than 
that portion transferred to such Transferee, and no default by a Developer under this Agreement 
with respect to such other portions of the Property shall be deemed a default by such Transferee 
with respect to the portion of the Property transferred to such Transferee. 

7. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

7.1 Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date on which 
this Agreement is attested by the City Clerk of the City of Los Angeles after execution by 
Developer and Mayor of the City of Los Angeles. 

7.2 Term. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and 
shall extend to December 31, 2035, unless said Term is otherwise terminated or modified by 
circumstances set forth in this Agreement or by mutual consent of the Parties hereto. Following 
the expiration of this Term, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further force and effect; 
provided, however, that this termination shall not affect any right or duty arising from 
entitlements or approvals, including the Project Approvals on the Property, approved 
concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Effective Date of this Agreement. The Term of this 
Agreement shall automatically be extended for the period of time of any actual delay resulting 
from any enactments pursuant to the Reserved Powers or moratoria, or from legal actions or 
appeals which enjoin performance under this Agreement or act to stay performance under this 
Agreement (other than bankruptcy or similar procedures), or from any actions taken pursuant to 
Section 7.5 (Dispute Resolution), or from any litigation related to the Project Approvals, this 
Agreement or the Property. 

7.3 Appeals to City Council. Where an appeal by Developer, or its Transferees, as 
the case may be, to the City Council from a finding and/or determination of the Planning 
Commission is created by this Agreement, such appeal shall be taken, if at all, within twenty (20) 
days after the mailing of such finding and/or determination to Developer, or its successors, 
Transferees, and/or assignees, as the case may be. The City Council shall act upon the finding 
and/or determination of the Planning Commission within eighty (80) days after such mailing, or 
within such additional period as may be agreed upon by Developer, or its Transferees, as the case 
may be, and the City Council. The failure of the City Council to act shall not be deemed to be a 
denial or approval of the appeal, which shall remain pending until final the City Council action. 
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7.4 Enforced Delay; Extension of Time of Performance. In addition to specific 
provisions of this Agreement, whenever a period of time, including a reasonable period of time, 
is designated within which either Party hereto is required to do or complete any act, matter or 
thing, the time for the doing or completion thereof shall be extended by a period of time equal to 
the number of days during which such Party is actually prevented from, or is unreasonably 
interfered with, the doing or completion of such act, matter or thing because of causes beyond 
the reasonable control of the Party to be excused, including: war; insurrection; riots; floods; 
earthquakes; fires; casualties; acts of God; litigation and administrative proceedings against the 
Project (not including any administrative proceedings contemplated by this Agreement in the 
normal course of affairs (such as the Annual Review)); any approval required by the City (not 
including any period of time normally expected for the processing of such approvals in the 
ordinary course of affairs); restrictions imposed or mandated by other governmental entities; 
enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or regulations; judicial decisions; the exercise of 
the City's Reserved Powers; or similar bases for excused performance which are not within the 
reasonable control of the Party to be excused (financial inability excepted). This Section shall 
not be applicable to any proceedings with respect to bankruptcy or receivership initiated by or on 
behalf of Developer or, if not dismissed within ninety (90) days, by any third parties against 
Developer. Ifwritten notice of such delay is given to either Party within thirty (30) days of the 
commencement of such delay, an extension of time for such cause will be granted in writing for 
the period of the enforced delay, or longer as may be mutually agreed upon. 

7.5 Dispute Resolution. 

7.5.1 Dispute Resolution Proceedings. The Parties may agree to dispute 
resolution proceedings to fairly and expeditiously resolve disputes or questions of interpretation 
under this Agreement. These dispute resolution proceedings may include: (a) procedures 
developed by the City for expeditious interpretation of questions arising under development 
agreements; or (b) any other manner of dispute resolution which is mutually agreed upon by the 
Parties. 

7.5.2 Arbitration. Any dispute between the Parties that is to be resolved by 
arbitration shall be settled and decided by arbitration conducted by an arbitrator who must be a 
former judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court or Appellate Justice of the Second 
District Court of Appeals or the California Supreme Court. This arbitrator shall be selected by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

7.5.2.1 Arbitration Procedures. Upon appointment of the arbitrator, the 
matter shall be set for arbitration at a time not less than thirty (30) nor more than ninety (90) days 
from the effective date of the appointment of the arbitrator. The arbitration shall be conducted 
under the procedures set forth in Code of Civil Procedure Section 638, et seq., or under such 
other procedures as are agreeable to both Parties, except that provisions of the California Code of 
Civil Procedure pertaining to discovery and the provisions of the California Evidence Code shall 
be applicable to such proceeding. 

7.5.3 Extension of Term. The Term of this Agreement as set forth in 
Section 7.2 shall automatically be extended for the period of time in which the Parties are 
engaged in dispute resolution to the degree that such extension of the Term is reasonably 
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required because activities which would have been completed prior to the expiration of the Term 
are delayed beyond the scheduled expiration of the Term as the result of such dispute resolution. 

7.5.4 Legal Action. Either Party may, in addition to any other rights or 
remedies, institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or 
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation, or enforce by specific 
performance the obligations and rights of the Parties hereto. Notwithstanding the above, the 
City's right to seek specific performance shall be specifically limited to compelling Developer to 
complete, demolish or make safe any particular improvement(s) on public lands which is 
required as a Mitigation Measure or Condition of Approval. Developer shall have no liability 
( other than the potential termination of this Agreement) if the contemplated development fails to 
occur. 

7.5.5 Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of California, and the venue for any legal actions brought 
by any Party with respect to this Agreement shall be the County of Los Angeles, State of 
California for state actions and the Central District of California for any federal actions. 

7.6 Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual 
consent in writing of the Parties to this Agreement and each Mortgagee in accordance with 
Government Code Section 65868, and any Transferee of the Property or any portion thereof, in 
the event such amendment affects the rights and obligations of the Transferee under this 
Agreement in connection with the development, use and occupancy of its portion of the Property 
and/or any improvements located thereon. Any amendment to this Agreement which relates to 
the Term, permitted uses, substantial density or intensity of use, height, or size of buildings 
provisions (not otherwise permitted by the Development Parameters or changes and 
modifications pursuant to Section 3.2.5 or otherwise permitted by the Agreement) obligations for 
reservation and dedication of land, conditions, restrictions, and requirements relating to 
subsequent Discretionary Action or any conditions or covenants relating to the use of the 
Property, which are not provided for under the Applicable Rules or Project Approvals, shall 
require notice and public hearing before the Parties may execute an amendment thereto. 
Developer, or a Transferee as applicable, shall reimburse the City for its actual costs, reasonably 
and necessarily incurred, to review any amendments requested by Developer or a Transferee, 
including the cost of any public hearings. 

7.7 Covenants. The provisions of this Agreement shall constitute covenants which 
shall run with the land comprising the Property for the benefit thereof, subject to the provisions 
of any Assignment Agreement (if applicable), and the burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and 
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and all successors and assigns of the Parties, including 
any Transferee of Developer. 

7.8 Cooperation and Implementation.Cooperation in the Event of Legal 
Challenge. In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other governmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the Parties hereby 
agree to affirmatively cooperate in defending said action. Developer and the City agree to 
cooperate in any legal action seeking specific performance, declaratory relief or injunctive relief, 
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to set court dates at the earliest practicable date(s) and not cause delay in the prosecution/defense 
of the action, provided such cooperation shall not require any Party to waive any rights. 

7.8.2 Relationship of the Parties. It is understood and agreed by the Parties 
hereto that the contractual relationship created between the Parties hereunder is that Developer is 
an independent contractor and not an agent of the City. Further, the City and Developer hereby 
renounce the existence of any form of joint venture or partnership between them and agree that 
nothing herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as making 
the City and Developer joint-venturers or partners. 

7.9 Indemnification. 

7.9.1 Obligation to Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless: Developer 
hereby agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its agents, officers, and 
employees, from any claim, action, or proceeding ("Proceeding") against the City or its agents, 
officers, or employees (i) to set aside, void, or annul, all or any part of any Project Approval, or 
(ii) for any damages, personal injury or death which may arise, directly or indirectly, from such 
Developer or such Developer's contractors, subcontractors', agents', or employees' operations in 
connection with the construction of the Project, whether operations be by such Developer or any 
of such Developer's contractors, subcontractors, by anyone or more persons directly or indirectly 
employed by, or acting as agent for such Developer or any of such Developer's contractors or 
subcontractors. In the event that the City, upon being served with a lawsuit or other legal 
process to set aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, fails to promptly notify 
Developer of the Proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense of the Proceeding, 
Developer shall thereafter be relieved of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. However, if 
Developer has actual notice of the Proceeding, it shall not be relieved of the obligations imposed 
hereunder, notwithstanding the failure of the City to provide prompt notice of the Proceeding. 
The City shall be considered to have failed to give prompt notification of a Proceeding if the 
City, after being served with a lawsuit or other legal process challenging the Approvals, 
unreasonably delays in providing notice thereof to the Applicant. As used herein, "unreasonably 
delays" shall mean any delay that materially adversely impacts Applicant's ability to defend the 
Proceeding. The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall apply notwithstanding any 
allegation or determination in the Proceedings that the City acted contrary to applicable laws. 
Nothing in this Section shall be construed to mean that Developer shall hold the City harmless 
and/or defend it from any claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, intentional misconduct or 
gross negligence in the performance of this Agreement. 

7.9.2 Defending the Project Approvals. Developer shall have the obligation 
to timely retain legal counsel to defend against any Proceeding to set aside, void, or annul, all or 
any part of any Project Approval. The City shall have the right if it so chooses, to defend the 
Proceeding utilizing in-house legal staff, in which case Developer shall be liable for all legal 
costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City, including charges for staff time charged. In the 
event of a conflict of interest which prevents Developer's legal counsel from representing the 
City, and in the event the City does not have the in-house legal resources to defend against the 
Proceeding, the City shall also have the right to retain outside legal counsel, in which case 
Developer shall be liable for all legal costs and fees reasonably incurred by the City. Provided 
that Developer is not in breach of the terms of this Section 7.9, the City shall not enter into any 
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settlement of the Proceeding which involves modification to any Project Approval or otherwise 
results in Developer incurring liabilities or other obligations, without the consent of Developer. 

7.9.3 Breach of Obligations. Actions constituting a breach of the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9 shall include, but not be limited to: (i) the failure to timely retain 
qualified legal counsel to defend against the Proceedings; (ii) the failure to promptly pay the City 
for any attorneys' fees or other legal costs for which the City is liable pursuant to a judgment or 
settlement agreement in the Proceeding seeking to set aside, void or annul all or part of any 
Project Approval; or (iii) the breach of any other obligation imposed in this Section 7.9, in each 
case after written notice from the City and a reasonable period of time in which to cure the 
breach, not to exceed thirty-days. For purposes of this Section 7.9, Developer shall be 
considered to have failed to timely retain qualified legal counsel if such counsel is not retained 
within fourteen (14) days following the City's provision of the notice of Proceedings to 
Developer required hereunder. As used herein, qualified legal counsel shall mean competent 
counsel retained by Developer that does not have a conflict of interest with the City as a result of 
representing Developer in the Proceeding. In the event that Developer breaches the obligations 
imposed in this Section 7.9, the City shall have no obligation to defend against the Proceedings, 
and by not defending against the Proceedings, the City shall not be considered to have waived 
any rights in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.4 Cooperation: The City shall cooperate with Developer in the defense of 
the Proceeding; provided however, that such obligation of the City to cooperate in its defense 
shall not require the City to (i) assert a position in its defense of the Proceeding which it has 
determined, in its sole discretion, has no substantial merit; (ii) advocate in its defense of the 
Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole discretion, lack substantial merit; or 
(iii) advocate in its defense of the Proceeding legal theories which it has determined, in its sole 
discretion, are contrary to its best interests, or to public policy. Nothing contained in this section 
shall require Developer to refrain from asserting in its defense of the Proceeding positions or 
legal theories that do not satisfy the foregoing requirements. 

7.9.5 Contractual Obligation: Developer acknowledges and agrees that the 
obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 are contractual in nature, and that the breach of any such 
obligation may subject Developer to a breach of contract claim by the City. 

7.9.6 Waiver of Right to Challenge: Developer hereby waives the right to 
challenge the validity of the obligations imposed in this Section 7.9. 

7.9.7 Survival: The obligations imposed in this Section 7.9 shall survive any 
judicial decision invalidating the Project Approvals. 

7.9.8 Preparation of Administrative Record: Developer and the City 
acknowledge that upon the commencement of legal Proceedings, the administrative record of 
proceedings relating to the Project Approvals must be prepared. Those documents must also be 
certified as complete and accurate by the City. Developer, as part of its defense obligation 
imposed in this Section 7.9, shall prepare at its sole cost and expense the record of proceedings 
in a manner which complies with all applicable laws; in accordance with reasonable procedures 
established by the City; and subject to the City's obligation to certify the administrative record of 
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proceedings and the City's right to oversee the preparation of such administrative record. 
Developer agrees that its failure to prepare the administrative record as set forth herein, and in 
compliance with all time deadlines imposed by law, shall constitute a breach of its obligation to 
defend the City. In the event that Developer fails to prepare the administrative record, the City 
may do so, in which event the City shall be entitled to be reimbursed by Developer for all 
reasonable costs associated with preparation of the administrative record, including reasonable 
charges for staff time. 

7.9.9 Termination. Developer shall have the right, without City's prior 
approval but only with the prior written consent of all Mortgagees, in the event of and during the 
continuation of any Litigation, to terminate this Agreement or renounce the Project Approvals, 
provided, however, that the provisions of this Section 7.9 shall survive any such termination. 

7.10 Deposit. Following the filing of a lawsuit, or other legal process seeking to set 
aside, void or annul all or part of any Project Approval, Developer shall be required, following 
written demand by the City, to place funds on deposit with the City, which funds shall be used to 
reimburse the City for expenses incurred in connection with defending the Project Approvals. 
For Project Approvals which included the certification of an environmental impact report by the 
City, the amount of said deposit shall be ten thousand ($10,000) dollars. For all other Project 
Approvals, the amount of the deposit shall be five thousand ($5,000) dollars. The City, at its 
sole discretion, may require a larger deposit upon a detailed showing to Developer of the basis 
for its determination that the above stated amounts are insufficient. Any unused portions of the 
deposit shall be refunded to Developer within thirty (30) days following the resolution of the 
challenge to the Project Approvals. All Deposits must be paid to the City within thirty (30) days 
of Developer's receipt of the City's written demand for the Deposit. 

7.11 Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between the City or 
Developer must be in writing, and shall be given either personally or by registered or certified 
mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail, the same shall be deemed 
to have been given and received on the first to occur of (i) actual receipt by any of the addressees 
designated below as the Party to whom notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a 
registered or certified letter containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is 
deposited in the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have 
been given when delivered to the Party to whom it is addressed. Any Party hereto may at any 
time, by giving ten (10) days' written notice to the other Party hereto, designate any other 
address in substitution of the address, or any additional address, to which such notice or 
communication shall be given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the Parties at 
their addresses set forth below: 
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Director of City Planning 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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with copies to 

City Attorney 
City of Los Angeles 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
700 The City Hall East, 200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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If to Developer: 

1720 North Vine LLC 
1749 North Vine LLC 
1750 North Vine LLC 
1733 North Argyle LLC 
Millennium Hollywood LLC 
Suite 1000 
1680 North Vine Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Attn: Mario Palumbo 

EM35237 

with copies to 

Millennium Partners 
1195 Broadway, 3rd Floor 
New York, NY 10023 
Attn: Chief Financial Officer 

And with copies to 

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Flower Street 
43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Attn: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Esq. 

And with copies to 

Paul Hastings Janofosky & Walker LLP 
Real Property/ Environment Division 
75 East 55th Street 
New York, NY 10022 
Attn: Eric R. Landau, Esq. 

7.12 Recordation. As provided in Government Code Section 65868.5, this Agreement 
shall be recorded with the Registrar-Recorder of the County of Los Angeles within ten (10) days 
following its execution by all Parties. Developer shall provide the City Clerk with the fees for 
such recording prior to or at the time of such recording, should the City Clerk effectuate the 
recordation. 

7.13 Constructive Notice and Acceptance. Every person who now or hereafter owns 
or acquires any right, title, interest in or to any portion of the Property, is and shall be 
conclusively deemed to have consented and agreed to every provision contained herein, whether 
or not any reference to this Agreement is contained in the instrument by which such person 
acquired an interest in the Property. 

7.14 Successors and Assignees. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties any subsequent owner of all or any portion of 
the Property and their respective Transferees, successors, and assignees, subject to applicable 
Assignment Agreements. 

7.15 Severability. If any provisions, conditions, or covenants of this Agreement, or 
the application thereof to any circumstances of either Party, shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement or the application of such provision, condition, 
or covenant to persons or circumstances other than those as to whom or which it is held invalid 
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or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby and shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest 
extent permitted by law. 

7.16 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence for each provision of this 
Agreement of which time is an element. 

7.17 Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless 
in writing and signed by a duly authorized representative of the Party against whom enforcement 
of a waiver is sought and refers expressly to this Section. No waiver of any right or remedy with 
respect to any occurrence or event shall be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy with respect 
to any other occurrence or event. 

7.18 No Third Party Beneficiaries. The only Parties to this Agreement are the City 
and Developer and their successors-in-interest. There are no third party beneficiaries (other than 
Mortgagees) and this Agreement is not intended, and shall not be construed to benefit or be 
enforceable by any other person whatsoever. 

7.19 Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth and contains the entire 
understanding and agreement of the Parties and there are no oral or written representations, 
understandings or ancillary covenants, undertakings or agreements which are not contained or 
expressly referred to herein and no testimony or evidence of any such representations, 
understandings, or covenants shall be admissible in any proceedings of any kind or nature to 
interpret or determine the provisions or conditions of this Agreement. 

7.20 Legal Advice; Neutral Interpretation; Headings, Table of Contents. Each 
Party acknowledges that it has received independent legal advice from its attorneys with respect 
to the advisability of executing this Agreement and the meaning of the provisions hereof. The 
provisions of this Agreement shall be construed as to their fair meaning, and not for or against 
any Party based upon any attribution to such Party as the source of the language in question. The 
headings and table of contents used in this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only 
and shall not be used in construing this Agreement. 

7.21 Estoppel Certificate. At any time, and from time to time, Developer may deliver 
written notice to the City and the City may deliver written notice to Developer requesting that 
such Party certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying Party (i) this Agreement is in 
full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this Agreement has not been 
amended, or if amended, the identity of each amendment, and (iii) the requesting Party is not in 
breach of this Agreement, or if in breach, a description of each such breach (an "Estoppel 
Certificate"). The Planning Director shall be authorized to execute, on behalf of the City, any 
Estoppel Certificate requested by Developer which complies with this Section 7.21. The City 
acknowledges that an Estoppel Certificate may be relied upon by Transferees or successors in 
interest to Developer who requested the certificate and by Mortgagees holding an interest in the 
portion of the Property in which that Developer has a legal interest. 

7.22 Counterparts. This Agreement is executed in duplicate originals, each of which 
is deemed to be an original. This Agreement, not counting the Cover Page and Table of 
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Contents, consists of_ pages and 6 Attachments which constitute the entire understanding and 
agreement of the Parties. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as 
of the date first written above. 

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corporation of the State of California 

By: _________ _ 
Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor 

DATE: 

407722898.7 
010913 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CARMEN A. TRUT ANICH, City Attorney 

By: __________ _ 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: 

ATTEST: 
JUNELAGMAY 

By: _________ _ 
Deputy 

DATE 
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1720 Owner 

1720 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

1749 Owner 

L 749 NORTH VINE STREET LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

Capital Records Building Owner 

1750 NORTH VINE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 

DATE: 
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Name: 
Title: 

EM35241 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 
By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jf., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jf., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jf., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 
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Argyle Owner 

1733 NORTH ARGYLE LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE: 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

DATE 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jf., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Attorney 

By: 
Alfred Fraijo, Jf., Esq., 
Sheppard Mullin Richter 
& Hampton LLP 
Counsel to Developer 

DATE 
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MORTGAGEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION ("Mortgagee"), is 
the current beneficiary of record under the following deeds of trust (collectively, the 
"Mortgages"): (a) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of 
December _,2012, made by CPH 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), as trustor, in favor of Title 
Company, as trustee ("Trustee"), for the benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on 
__________ , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the Official Records 
of Los Angeles County, California ("Official Records"), (b) Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents 
and Security Agreement dated as of December _,2012, made by 1749 North Vine Street LLC, 
a Delaware limited liability company ("1749 Owner"), as trustor, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on ,2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records; and (c) Deed of Trust, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement dated as of December _,2012, , made by 1733 North Argyle 
LLC, a Delaware limited liability company ("Argyle Owner"), 1720 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company ("1720 Owner"), 1750 North Vine LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), as trustors, in favor of Trustee, for the 
benefit of Mortgagee, as beneficiary, and recorded on ,2012 as 
Instrument No. 2012 - in the Official Records. 

The Mortgages encumber the "Property" other than the "Third Party Property", as such 
terms are defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of , 2013 
(the "Development Agreement"), executed by and among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation, 1749 Owner, Argyle Owner, 1720 Owner, Capitol Records Building Owner. and 
Millennium Hollywood LLC, a Delaware liability company. 

Mortgagee has reviewed and approved the Development Agreement, and hereby consents 
to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Mortgagee further hereby subordinates the 
liens of the Mortgages to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the 
Development Agreement. 

Executed as of 
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----------
,2013: 

MORTGAGEE: 

HSBC BANK USA, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 

By: ____________________ __ 
Name: ___________ _ 
Title: ___________ _ 
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GROUND LESSEE CONSENT AND SUBORDINATION 

The undersigned, CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
("Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee"), is the tenant of record under that certain Ground 
Lease dated December _,2012 (the "Ground Lease"), between 1750 North Vine LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, as ground lessor ("Capitol Records Building Owner"), and 
Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee, as ground lessee, a memorandum of which was 
recorded on , 2012 as Instrument No. 2012- in the 
Official Records of Los Angeles County, California. 

The Ground Lease encumbers a portion (the "Leased Premises") of the "Property", as 
defined in the attached Development Agreement dated as of ,2013 (the 
"Development Agreement"), executed by among the City of Los Angeles, a municipal 
corporation (the "City"), 1720 North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 1749 
North Vine, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, Capitol Records Building Owner, 1733 
North Argyle, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, and Millennium Hollywood LLC, a 
Delaware liability company. 

Capitol Records Building Ground Lessee has reviewed and approved the Development 
Agreement, and hereby consents to the recordation of the Development Agreement. Capitol 
Records Building Ground Lessee further hereby subordinates its leasehold interest in the Leased 
Premises to all of the terms, conditions, covenants, and easements contained in the Development 
Agreement. 

Executed as of 

407722898.7 
010913 

------------------
,2013: 

CAPITOL RECORDS BUILDING GROUND 
LESSEE: 

CPH 1750 NORTH VINE LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: ____________ __ 
Name: ______________________ _ 
Title: _____________________ __ 
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EXHIBIT A-I 

DIAGRAM OF THE PROPERTY 

Hollywood Blvd 

A-I 
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EXHIBIT A-2 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 

A-2 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE THIRD PARTY PROPERTY 

A-3 
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EXHIBIT B 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
[Attached] 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Srimal 
Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 2:04 PM 
To: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
has declined this invitation with this note: 
"Mon. July 22 is my regular day off" 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
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- organizer 
Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Jaime de la Vega 
Adam Villani 
Jasmin San Luis 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36079 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

2 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T210354Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=DECLlNED;CN=Srimal 

Hewawitharana;X-NUM-GUESTS=O;X-RESPONSE-COMMENT="Mon. July 22 is my regula 
r day off":mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T210354Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34389 

Marcel Porras < marcel.porras@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 21, 2013 10:10 AM 
Tomas Carranza 

Cc: Bruce Gillman; Michael LoGrande; Diego de la Garza; Jonathan Hui; Yusef Robb; Lisa 
Webber; Clinton Quan; Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Re: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Thanks Tom. Luci, has planning issued a statement yet? 

On Jun 21,2013 10:05 AM, "Tomas Carranza" <tomas.carranza@lacity. org> wrote: 
Yes - Luci Ibarra from Planning and I have coordinated our responses. 

On Fri, Jun 21,2013 at 10:01 AM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Did you coordinate with planning? I want to make sure we are all on the same page. We got inquiries from 
dakota as well. 

Marcel 

On Jun 21,2013 9:53 AM, "Jonathan Hui" <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dakota, 

See response below inline bold: 

Does LADOT agree with Caltrans' assessment that more traffic studies should have been completed? 

The traffic impact study for the Millennium Hollywood project was prepared in accordance 
with LADOT's traffic study policies and procedures. These procedures are consistently used 
by all proposed development projects. LADOT's procedures were used to assess the 
project's potential impacts on the area's streets and intersections. 

The traffic impact study also included a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
analysis. The CMP is a state-mandated program that was developed following the passage of 
Proposition 111 in 1990. One of the requirements of the CMP, which is administered by the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), is for projects to analyze 
their potential impacts on the freeway systems. The traffic study for the Millennium 
Hollywood project included the required CMP analysis. 

I , 

Also, LADOT met with planning and Caltrans in 2011. Did you expect then that a highway traffic project 
would be completed? 
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Our staff does not recollect a meeting with planning and Caltrans in 2011 and are unsure what traffic 
project you are referring to. You may have to contact the Department of City Planning to see what 
scoping meetings were held with Caltrans prior to the EIR preparation. 

Hope that helps, 

Jonathan 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Raptis, Maria C@DOT <maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 2:47 PM 
Subject: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: "dakota. smith@dailynews.com" <dakota. smith@dailynews.com> 
Cc: "Watson, DiAnna@DOT" <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov> 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) Letter-dated 5/18/11 

Draft EIR (DEIR) Letter-dated 12/1 0/12 

Final EIR (FEIR) Letter-dated 2/19/13 

Letter to Councilmembers-dated 5/7/13 

Maria Raptis 

Public Information Officer 

Caltrans, District 7 

100 So. Main Street, Los Angeles 90012 

213-897-9372 

maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov 
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Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

EM34391 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34085 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 
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The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 

2 
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Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to Ben.Mathias@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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Subject: Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

Location: City hall - room 450 

Start: 7/9/20139:00 AM 

End: 7/9/201310:00 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Timothy McWilliams; Renee Stadel; Dan Scott; 
Sergio Ibarra 

Resources: City hall - room 450 

more details » 

Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

When 
Tue Jul 9, 2013 9am - 10am Pacific Time 
Where 
City hall - room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Marie Rumsey 
- organizer 

Timothy McWilliams 
Renee Stadel 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
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EM35251 

No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130709T160000Z 
DTEND:20130709T170000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130705T232045Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Marie Rumsey:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I D: a5292ghdoedadq41bu9ab2h 7So@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-
PARTICIPANT; PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED; RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Timothy McWiliiams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwiliiams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TR U E; CN= Renee Stadel ;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: renee. stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-
PARTICIPANT; PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED; RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Marie Rumsey;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.or9 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130705T215203Z 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 

VIEW&eid=YTUyOTJnaGRvZWRhZHEObGJ10WFiMmg30GSgbHVjaXJhbGlhLmliYXJyYUB 
sYWNpdH 

kub3Jn&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmczMjBIMmM3MWY4NWFINmUzNjk 
zODI5 
YmFmMT JmNjI5ZGlwNzQ4YzM5&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130705T232045Z 
LOCATION:City hall - room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM35736 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, July 16, 2013 1:15 PM 

Esther Wilkes 
Luci ralia Ibarra (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org) (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org); 

Sergio.Ibarra@lacity.org 

Re: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

Tomorrow is really packed for me but I can make 11am work. 

Marie 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 12:22 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Jerry Neuman is requesting a meeting with the three of you to review Millennium Hollywood images and 
discuss the Millennium Hollywood presentation. What is your availability tomorrow? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM35737 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36081 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 2:05 PM 
Stacy Munoz 

Subject: Re: Invitation: Millennium Hollywood Project @ Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm 
(srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org) 

Sorry, Monday, July 22, is my regular day off. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 12:07 PM, Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> wrote: 

more details» 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator has been 
asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Who • Lily Quan - organizer 

• Michael LoGrande 

• Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 

• Tomas Carranza 

• Srimal Hewawitharana 
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EM36082 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options }} 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar 
srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34392 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 21, 2013 10:19 AM 
Marcel Porras 

Cc: Tomas Carranza; Bruce Gillman; Michael LoGrande; Diego de la Garza; Jonathan Hui; 
Yusef Robb; Lisa Webber; Clinton Quan 

Subject: Re: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi everyone, 
Planning got inquiries from Dakota yesterday. Tom and I worked on our response as he mentioned, and which 
was transmitted by Michael LoGrande. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jun 21,2013 at 10: 10 AM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Thanks Tom. Luci, has planning issued a statement yet? 

On Jun 21,2013 10:05 AM, "Tomas Carranza" <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Yes - Luci Ibarra from Planning and I have coordinated our responses. 

On Fri, Jun 21,2013 at 10:01 AM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Did you coordinate with planning? I want to make sure we are all on the same page. We got inquiries from 
dakota as well. 

Marcel 

On Jun 21,2013 9:53 AM, "Jonathan Hui" <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dakota, 

See response below inline bold: 

Does LADOT agree with Caltrans' assessment that more traffic studies should have been completed? 

The traffic impact study for the Millennium Hollywood project was prepared in accordance 
with LADOT's traffic study policies and procedures. These procedures are consistently used 
by all proposed development projects. LADOT's procedures were used to assess the 
project's potential impacts on the area's streets and intersections. 

The traffic impact study also included a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
analysis. The CMP is a state-mandated program that was developed following the passage of 

RL0035441 



EM34393 

Proposition 111 in 1990. One of the requirements of the CMP, which is administered by the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), is for projects to analyze 
their potential impacts on the freeway systems. The traffic study for the Millennium 
Hollywood project included the required CMP analysis. 

Also, LADOT met with planning and Caltrans in 2011. Did you expect then that a highway traffic project 
would be completed? 

Our staff does not recollect a meeting with planning and Caltrans in 2011 and are unsure what traffic 
project you are referring to. You may have to contact the Department of City Planning to see what 
scoping meetings were held with Caltrans prior to the EIR preparation. 

Hope that helps, 

Jonathan 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Raptis, Maria C@DOT <maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 2:47 PM 
Subject: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: "dakota. smith@dailynews.com" <dakota. smith@dailynews.com> 

I

Cc: "Watson, DiAnna@DOT" <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov> 

I 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) Letter-dated 5118111 

Draft EIR (DEIR) Letter-dated 1211 0112 

Final EIR (FEIR) Letter-dated 2119113 

Letter to Councilmembers-dated 5/7113 

Maria Raptis 

Public Information Officer 

Caltrans, District 7 

100 So. Main Street, Los Angeles 90012 

213-897-9372 

maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov 
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Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34394 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Lisa, sorry to bother you. 

EM36083 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 2:30 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Sergio Ibarra 
Millennium 

The applicant would like additional changes. The document is now and has been online for a couple of days. 

They gave 2 options - one to take out the word "addendum" and the second to add language to make it in line 
with an addendum. I said I would pass along their request, but that the latter option is unlikely. 

What would you like me to do? 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Ray, 

EM35738 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, July 16, 2013 1:53 PM 

Raymond Chan 

Jeanne Min 

Re: LADBS COUNCIL LIASION SERVICES for CD 13 

I am sorry to have missed the meeting yesterday. I know first-hand of the great customer service your 
department provides. 

I have a couple questions: 

First, I am looking for a map and/or an idea of how many times the small lot subdivision ordinance has been 
used in CD 13. Would this be more of a City Planning item or would you have these stats? 

Second, Ifa and I have been talking about the Millennium Project and having B &S representation at Council to 
answer member questions and I just want to make sure that is in the works. The project will be considered by 
Council on July 24th. 

Thank you, Marie 

On Tue, JuII6, 2013 at 10:49 AM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Jeanne, 

I want to thank Councilman O'Farrell, Gary, and you for the time that you spent with us during yesterday 
meeting. In addition, we, LADBS senior managers, deeply appreciate the encouragement that you all have 
provided to us during the meeting. 

We very much look forward to working with your office to foster the economy and create jobs! 

Per your request, I am attaching LADBS' most updated organization chart. 

Thank you! 

Ray 

On Mon, JuII5, 2013 at 3:57 PM, Jeanne Min <jeanne.min@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks so much Ray!! 

We look forward to working with you all! 

Best, 
Jeanne 
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EM35739 

On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 3:53 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 

Dear Councilmember O'Farrell: 

First and foremost, please accept my congratulations on being elected to your well-deserved position as the 
Councilmember of District 13. 

It has always been the goal of LADBS to provide assistance and service to Councilmembers and their staffers so they can 
promptly respond to their constituents on issues that are within the jurisdiction of our department. 

To achieve this goal, I would like to make our senior management team available to you and your office for assistance 
and service. They are experts in their field and have access to resources that allow them to respond quickly and 
accurately to your requests for assistance and service. 

The following is a list of our senior management liaison team, including myself: 

General Contact 

Steve Ongele 

Office (213) 482-6703 Cell (213) 258-6331 

Steve.Ongele@lacity.org 

Plan Check & Permit Issues 

If a Kashefi - Engineering Bureau Chief 

Office (213) 482-6705 Cell (21 3) 792-8649 

ifa.kashefi@lacity.org 

Ken GiII- Assistant Engineering Bureau Chief 

Office (213) 482-6708 Cell (213) 216-8655 

ken .gill@lacity.org 

Inspection and Emergency Issues 

Robert Steinbach - Inspection Bureau Chief 

Office (213) 482-6712 Cell (213) 792-6180 

bob.steinbach@lacity.org 

Larry Galstian - Assistant Inspection Bureau Chief 

Office (213) 202-9869 Cell (213) 792-6184 

larrv.galstian@lacity.org 

Complaints Nuisance Abatement and Sign issues 

Frank Bush - Code Enforcement Bureau Chief 

2 
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EM35740 

Office (213) 252-3904 Cell (213) 792-8151 

frank.bush@lacity.org 

David Lara - Assistant Code Enforcement Bureau Chief 

Office (213) 252-3902 Cell (213) 792-6060 

david.lara@lacity.org 

Executive Office 

Raymond Chan - Interim General Manager, Superintendent of Building 

Office (213) 482-6800 Cell (213) 792-6123 

raymond .chan@lacity.org 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba - Assistant to the Interim General Manager 

Office - (213) 482-0435 Cell (213) 280-8744 

Catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.org 

In addition, I would like to have the opportunity in the near future, at your convenience, to introduce our senior managers 
to you and your key staff. We hope we can briefly explain the services that our department provides to your constituents 
and your office. If you do not mind, I will call your office to set up such meeting. 

The LADBS senior management team and I are looking forward to providing assistance and service to you and your 
office. We are always one call (or email) away. Please find attached a copy of the above information. 

Respectfully, 

Ray Chan 

LADBS Interim General Manager 

Please note the following change effective July 1,2013: 

Jeanne Min 
Chief of Staff 
Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell 
13th District 
(213) 473-7013 
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Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM35741 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34089 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 
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EM34090 

The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 

2 
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EM34091 

Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to charmie.huynh@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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EM35253 

Subject: Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

Location: City hall - room 450 

Start: 7/9/20139:00 AM 

End: 7/9/201310:00 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: dan.scott@lacity.org; Timothy McWilliams; Renee Stadel; Luciralia Ibarra; 
Sergio Ibarra 

Resources: City hall - room 450 

more details» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZHEObGJ1 OWFiMmg30G8gZGFuLnNjb3RO 
QGxhY210eS5vcmc&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdkOWIOYjkwMz 
BIMGQ2NTE5YWNmZjNiZDk5YTAyNzdlOGlwMTVkMTM2 
&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

When 
Tue Jul 9, 2013 9am - 10am Pacific Time 
Where 
City hall - room 450 (map <http://maps.google.com/maps?q=City+hall++-+room+450 
&hl=en» 
Calendar 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Who 

Marie Rumsey 
- organizer 

Timothy McWilliams 
Renee Stadel 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
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Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZH EObGJ 1 OWFi Mmg30G8gZGFuLn 
N jb3ROQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=1 
&tok=M jM jbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdkOWIOYjkwMzBI MGQ2NTE5Y 
WNmZjNiZDk5YTAyNzdIOGlwMTVkMTM2&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
Maybe <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZH EObGJ 1 OWFi Mmg30G8gZGFuLn 
N jb3ROQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=3 
&tok=M jM jbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdkOWIOYjkwMzBI MGQ2NTE5Y 
WNmZjNiZDk5YTAyNzdIOGlwMTVkMTM2&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
No <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZH EObGJ 1 OWFi Mmg30G8gZGFuLn 
N jb3ROQGxhY210eS5vcmc&rst=2 
&tok=M jM jbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdkOWIOYjkwMzBI MGQ2NTE5Y 
WNmZjNiZDk5YTAyNzdIOGlwMTVkMTM2&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
more options» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZHEObGJ1 OWFiMmg30G8gZGFuLnNjb3RO 
QGxhY210eS5vcmc&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdkOWIOYjkwMz 
BIMGQ2NTE5YWNmZjNiZDk5YTAyNzdlOGlwMTVkMTM2 
&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account dan.scott@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar dan.scott@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM35255 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130709T160000Z 
DTEND:20130709T170000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130705T232045Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Marie Rumsey:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I 0: a5292ghdoedadq41bu9ab2h 7So@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-
PARTICIPANT; PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED; RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Timothy McWiliiams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwiliiams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TR U E; CN= Renee Stadel ;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: renee. stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-
PARTICIPANT; PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED; RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Marie Rumsey;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.or9 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130705T215203Z 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 

VIEW&eid=YTUyOTJnaGRvZWRhZHEObGJ10WFiMmg30GSgZGFuLnNjb3ROQGxhY210eS 
5vcmc&to 

k=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdkOWIOYjkwMzBIMGQ2NTE5YWNmZjNiZDk 
5YTAyN 
zdIOGlwMTVkMTM2&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130705T232045Z 
LOCATION:City hall - room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34395 

Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 21, 2013 10:27 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Cc: Jonathan Hui; Lisa Webber; Tomas Carranza; Bruce Gillman; Michael LoGrande; Diego de 
la Garza; Yusef Robb; Clinton Quan 

Subject: Re: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Thanks Luci. 

On Jun 21,2013 10:18 AM, "Luciralia Ibarra" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>wrote: 
Hi everyone, 
Planning got inquiries from Dakota yesterday. Tom and I worked on our response as he mentioned, and which 
was transmitted by Michael LoGrande. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jun 21,2013 at 10: 10 AM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> wrote: 

Thanks Tom. Luci, has planning issued a statement yet? 

On Jun 21,2013 10:05 AM, "Tomas Carranza" <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Yes - Luci Ibarra from Planning and I have coordinated our responses. 

On Fri, Jun 21,2013 at 10:01 AM, Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity. org> wrote: 

Did you coordinate with planning? I want to make sure we are all on the same page. We got inquiries from 
dakota as well. 

Marcel 

On Jun 21,2013 9:53 AM, "Jonathan Hui" <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dakota, 

See response below inline bold: 

Does LADOT agree with Caltrans' assessment that more traffic studies should have been completed? 

The traffic impact study for the Millennium Hollywood project was prepared in accordance 
with LADOT's traffic study policies and procedures. These procedures are consistently used 
by all proposed development projects. LADOT's procedures were used to assess the 
project's potential impacts on the area's streets and intersections. 
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The traffic impact study also included a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
analysis. The CMP is a state-mandated program that was developed following the passage of 
Proposition 111 in 1990. One of the requirements of the CMP, which is administered by the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), is for projects to analyze 
their potential impacts on the freeway systems. The traffic study for the Millennium 
Hollywood project included the required CMP analysis. 

Also, LADOT met with planning and Caltrans in 2011. Did you expect then that a highway traffic project 
would be completed? 

Our staff does not recollect a meeting with planning and Caltrans in 2011 and are unsure what traffic 
project you are referring to. You may have to contact the Department of City Planning to see what 
scoping meetings were held with Caltrans prior to the EIR preparation. 

Hope that helps, 

Jonathan 

Thanks so much, 
Dakota 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Raptis, Maria C@DOT <maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jun 20,2013 at 2:47 PM 
Subject: Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: "dakota. smith@dailynews.com" <dakota. smith@dailynews.com> 
Cc: "Watson, DiAnna@DOT" <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov> 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) Letter-dated 5118111 

Draft EIR (DEIR) Letter-dated 1211 0112 

Final EIR (FEIR) Letter-dated 2119113 

Letter to Councilmembers-dated 5/7113 

Maria Raptis 

Public Information Officer 

Caltrans, District 7 

100 So. Main Street, Los Angeles 90012 

213-897-9372 

2 
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maria.raptis@dot.ca.gov 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM34397 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM36084 

Thomasian, Baydsar < Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:02 PM 

Lily Quan 
Lisa.Webber@lacity.org 
RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Steve Veres our District Director and I will be there, please arrange parking for us we would appreciate it. 2012 Grey 
Volvo 6XJH842. Thank you 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 
Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 

From: Lily Quan [mailto:lily.auan@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 12:41 PM 
To: Thomasian, Baydsar 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi Ms. Thomasian, 

I've scheduled the Millennium Hollywood Project meeting for Monday, July 22nd @ 3 :00 pm in our office 
(Janovici's conference room), 200 N. Spring Street (note: entrance is on Main St), Ste 525-A. Please 

advise if you will be requiring parking in City Hall East 
by Friday 3 pm 
. Thanks. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35742 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 2:07 PM 
Marie Rumsey 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Esther Wilkes; Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Re: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

That works for me as well. 

On Tue, Ju116, 2013 at 1:15 PM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org>wrote: 
Tomorrow is really packed for me but I can make llam work. 

Marie 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 12:22 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Jerry Neuman is requesting a meeting with the three of you to review Millennium Hollywood images and 
discuss the Millennium Hollywood presentation. What is your availability tomorrow? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
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you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34398 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 

Friday, June 21, 2013 10:46 AM 

Marcel Porras 

Fwd: Millennium Traffic CAL TRANS Response 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Date: Jun 20,2013 7: 17 PM 
Subject: Millennium Traffic CALTRANS Response 
To: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews. com> 
Cc: 

Hi Dakota, 
As the Lead Agency, we are tasked with choosing the appropriate methodology to analyze impacts. With 
respect to traffic on the city's streets and intersections, the project's transportation analysis was prepared 
consistent with LADOT's Traffic Study Policies and Procedures. The transportation study also utilized Metro's 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) to analyze the project's potential impacts to the transit and freeway 
systems. MTA (Metro) developed the state-mandated CMP following the passage of Prop III in 1990. The 
CMP directs all projects in the County that required to prepare an EIR to conduct transit and freeway impact 
analyses. While Caltrans argues that the CMP is insufficient, Caltrans' "Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 
Impact Studies" does not provide adequate clarity as to what constitutes an impact, which the CMP does. In the 
interest of transparency and consistency and to comply with the Metro's CMP requirements, the project's 
transportation study included the appropriate CMP analysis. The Planning Department is confident in the level 
of analysis and mitigation required of this development. 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Adam Villani 
<adam.villani@lacity.org> 

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:26 PM 
To: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Adam Villani 
has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

RL0035463 



Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Jaime de la Vega 
Adam Villani 
Jasmin San Luis 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36086 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

2 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130718T222615Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Adam V 
illani;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:adam.villani@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130718T222614Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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EM35256 

Subject: Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

Location: City hall - room 450 

Start: 7/9/20139:00 AM 

End: 7/9/201310:00 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org; Timothy McWilliams; Renee Stadel; Luciralia Ibarra; 
Dan Scott 

Resources: City hall - room 450 

more details » <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZHEObGJ1 OWFiMmg30G8gc2VyZ21vLmliY 
XJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdmODA1Z 
TQOZTEwMzAwNGI5NTBhMWNjNT JkNTE1 OWE1 ZjljN2Q4MGVk&ctz=America/Los A 
ngeles&hl=en> 

Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

When 
Tue Jul 9, 2013 9am - 10am Pacific Time 
Where 
City hall - room 450 (map <http://maps.google.com/maps?q=City+hall++-+room+450 
&hl=en» 
Calendar 
sergio. ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Marie Rumsey 
- organizer 

Timothy McWilliams 
Renee Stadel 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
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Sergio Ibarra 

Going? 
Yes <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZH EObGJ 1 OWFi Mmg30G8gc2VyZ21 
vLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=1 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdmODA1ZTQOZTEwMzAwNGI5N 
TBhMWNjNT JkNTE10WE1ZjljN2Q4MGVk&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
Maybe <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZH EObGJ 1 OWFi Mmg30G8gc2VyZ21 
vLmliYXJyYU Bs YWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=3 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdmODA1ZTQOZTEwMzAwNGI5N 
TBhMWNjNT JkNTE10WE1ZjljN2Q4MGVk&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
No <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZH EObGJ 1 OWFi Mmg30G8gc2VyZ21 
vLmliYXJyYU Bs YWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=2 
&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdmODA1ZTQOZTEwMzAwNGI5N 
TBhMWNjNT JkNTE10WE1ZjljN2Q4MGVk&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
more options» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZHEObGJ1 OWFiMmg30G8gc2VyZ21vLmliY 
XJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdmODA1Z 
TQOZTEwMzAwNGI5NTBhMWNjNT JkNTE1 OWE1 ZjljN2Q4MGVk&ctz=America/Los A 
ngeles&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM35258 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130709T160000Z 
DTEND:20130709T170000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130705T232045Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Marie Rumsey:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I 0: a5292ghdoedadq41bu9ab2h 7So@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-
PARTICIPANT; PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED; RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Timothy McWiliiams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwiliiams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TR U E; CN= Renee Stadel ;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: renee. stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-
PARTICIPANT; PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED; RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Marie Rumsey;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.or9 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dan Scott;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Sergio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130705T215203Z 
DESCRIPTION:View your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 

VI EW&eid=YTUyOT JnaGRvZWRhZH EObGJ 1 OWFiMmg30GSgc2VyZ21vLmliYXJyYU BsYW 
NpdHkub3 

In&tok=MjMjbWFyaWUucnVtc2V5QGxhY210eS5vcmdmODA 1 ZTQOZTEwMzAwNGI5NTBhM 
WNjNTJk 
NTE 1 OWE 1 ZjljN2Q4MGVk&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130705T232045Z 
LOCATION:City hall - room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34093 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> 
on behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 2013 6:01 AM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 
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EM34094 

The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 

2 
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Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to lambert.giessinger@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35744 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 2:55 PM 

Marie Rumsey 

Jeanne Min 

RE: LADBS COUNCIL LIASION SERVICES for CD 13 

Hi Marie, guess who I am meeting with now? IN. +Can we call you after this meeting? 

Ray 

-------- Original message --------
From: Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Date: 0711612013 1:52 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jeanne Min <jeanne.min@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: LADBS COUNCIL LIASION SERVICES for CD 13 

Hi Ray,+ 

I am sorry to have missed the meeting yesterday. I know first-hand of the great customer service your 
department provides. 

I have a couple questions: 

First, I am looking for a map and/or an idea of how many times the small lot subdivision ordinance has been 
used in CD 13. Would this be more of a City Planning item or would you have these stats?+ 

Second, Ifa and I have been talking about the Millennium Project and having B &S representation at Council to 
answer member questions and I just want to make sure that is in the works. The project will be considered by 
Council on July 24th. 

Thank you, Marie 

On Tue, Ju116, 2013 at 10:49 AM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Jeanne, 

I want to thank Councilman O'Farrell, Gary, and you for the time that you spent with us during yesterday 
meeting. +In addition, we, LADBS senior managers, deeply appreciate the encouragement that you all have 
provided to us during the meeting. + 

We very much look forward to working with your office to foster the economy and create jobs! 

Per your request, I am attaching LADBS' most updated organization chart. 
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Thank you! 

Ray 

On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 3:57 PM, Jeanne Min <jeanne.min@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks so much Ray!! 

We look forward to working with you all! 

Best, 
Jeanne 

On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 3:53 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity. org> wrote: 

Dear Councilmember O'Farrell: 

First and foremost, please accept my congratulations on being elected to your well-deserved position as the 
Councilmember of District+13. 

It has always been the goal of LADBS to provide assistance and service to Councilmembers and their staffers so they can 
promptly respond to their constituents on issues that are within the jurisdiction of our department.+ 

To achieve this goal, I would like to make our senior management team available to you and your office for assistance 
and service.++They are experts in their field and have access to resources that allow them to respond quickly and 
accurately to your requests for assistance and service. 

The following is a list of our senior management liaison team, including myself: 

General Contact 

Steve Ongele 

Office+(213) 482-6703~ Cell+(213) 258-6331 + 

Steve.Ongele@lacity.org 

Plan Check & Permit Issues 

If a Kashef; ~ngineering Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 482-6705~ Cell+(213) 792-8649+ 

ifa.kashefi@lacity.org 

Ken GiII~ Assistant Engineering Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 482-6708~ Cell (213) 216-8655+ 

ken.gill@lacity.org 

Inspection and Emergency Issues 

2 

RL0035474 



EM35746 

Robert Steinbac~lnspection Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 482-6712~ Cell+(213) 792-6180 

bob.steinbach@lacity.org 

Larry Galstian" Assistant Inspection Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 202-9869~ Cell+(213) 792-6184 

larrv.galstian@lacity.org 

Complaints Nuisance Abatement and Sign issues 

Frank Bush~ode Enforcement Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 252-3904~ Cell+(213) 792-8151 

frank.bush@lacity.org 

David Lara~Assistant Code Enforcement Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 252-3902~ Cell+(213) 792-6060 

david .lara@lacity.org 

Executive Office 

Raymond Chan++ Interim General Manager, Superintendent of Building 

Office+(213) 482-6800" ~ Cell+(213) 792-6123 

raymond.chan@lacity.org 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba" Assistant to the Interim General Manager 

Office ,,(213) 482-0435 ...... Cell+(213) 280-8744 

Catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.org 

In addition, I would like to have the opportunity in the near future, at your convenience, to introduce our senior managers 
to you and your key staff."We hope we can briefly explain the services that our department provides to your 
constituents and your office."lf you do not mind, I will call your office to set up such meeting. 

The LADBS senior management team and I are looking forward to providing assistance and service to you and your 
office.+ We are always one call (or email) away. Please find attached a copy of the above information. 

Respectfully, 

Ray Chan 

LADBS Interim General Manager 
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Please note the following change effective July 1,2013: 

Jeanne Min 
Chief of Staff 
Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell 
13th District 
(213) 473-7013 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on+Facebook,+Twitter+and+VouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36088 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:30 PM 
Lily Quan; Stacy Munoz 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Stacy - can you arrange parking - see below ..... . 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Thomasian, Baydsar <Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 3:01 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Cc: Lisa.Webber@lacity.org 

Steve Veres our District Director and I will be there, please arrange parking for us we would appreciate it. 2012 Grey 
Volvo 6XJH842. Thank you 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 

Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 

California State Senator, 22nd District 

Los Angeles, California 

Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 

Sacramento:916-651-4022 

From: Lily Quan [mailto: lily.guan@lacitv.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 12:41 PM 
To: Thomasian, Baydsar 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi Ms. Thomasian, 

I've scheduled the Millennium Hollywood Project meeting for Monday, July 22nd @ 3 :00 pm in our office 
(Janovici's conference room), 200 N. Spring Street (note: entrance is on Main St), Ste 525-A. Please 

RL0035477 



EM36089 

advise if you will be requiring parking in City Hall East 

by Friday 3 pm 

. Thanks. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM36355 

ens news <Iaeityl@sbeglobal.net> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:59 PM 
luke.zamperini@lacity.org 
state geologist letter 
MILLENNIUM LTRCOPV .. pdf 

Here's the state geologist's letter to Council President Herb Wesson. It says the city cannot issue 
permits for the project until their study of the fault zone is completed. In this case the zone appears to 
be the Hollywood Fault, which mayor may not be active underneath the project site. That study is to 
be completed end of the year or 2014. 

Elizabeth Chou 
City Hall Reporter 
City News Service 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring St. 
Room 345-A 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 978-0392 
Fax: (213) 978-0393 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR. GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
801 K STREET • /vIS 12-30 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

PHONE 916/445-1825 • FAX916/445-5718. TOO 916/324-2555 • WEBSITEconservation.ca.gov 

Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Los Angeles City Council 

clo June Lagmay, City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

July 20, 2013 

Re: Commencement of Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Study, Hollywood Fault Zone 
Millennium Hollywood Project; EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Council President Wesson: 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code, Division 2, 
Chapter 7.5, Sections 2621 et seq.) requires the State Geologist to place Earthquake 
Fault Zones around faults deemed to be sufficiently active and well-defined. Under 
this Act, cities and counties affected by the zones must regulate certain development 
projects within the zones. They must withhold development permits for sites within 
the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not threatened 
by surface displacement from future faulting. 

Based on a number of independent geological investigations, and recent work by the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) culminating in the 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, CGS has commenced a detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its 
associated splay faults for possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining 
and Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601 (a)) pursuant 
to the Alquist-Priolo Act. This investigation and resultant maps and reports are 
scheduled for completion by the end of this year or early in 2014. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles City Council and the Planning 
Commission are in the process of reviewing plans for the prospective Millennium 
Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone should our 
investigations conclude that an active portion of the Hollywood Fault lies within the 
project site. If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone, it will provide the City with new information for its consideration of current and 
future proposed developments all along the Hollywood Fault. 

The Department of Conservation 's mission is to balance today's needs with tomorrow's challenges and foster intelligent, 
sustainable, and efficient use of California 's energy, land, and mineral resources. 
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Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
July 20, 2013 
Page 2 

EM36357 

Results of this investigation will be provided to the City of Los Angeles immediately 
upon their release, and the City will have an opportunity to examine and comment on 
the Preliminary version of the maps and reports. Please do not hesitate to contact 
the CGS at any time if you have questions regarding this fault-zoning process. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Parrish, Ph. D., PG 
State Geologist 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

EM35259 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 05, 2013 4:22 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Sergio Ibarra; Dan Scott 
Re: Millennium Hollywood 

This is great. Thanks very much, Marie 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 4:04 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Marie, 

I am forwarding you the benefits Matrix relative to the DA for Millennium. In addition, please find attached the 
Draft DA (dated January). You'll notice that there are some differences to the benefits from what is listed in the 
Matrix (March). The benefits are outlined beginning in Section 3 (page 9) of the DA. And not to overwhelm 
you, but I have also attached our staff report (which we never used) that summarizes the DA. 

If you should have any questions in my absence, you may contact Sergio Ibarra (978.1333), my colleague on 
this project (no relation), or Dan Scott (978.1182). 

Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 19,2013 at 2:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 
To: "Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org)" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com> 

Luci, we prepared the attached summary of section three from the DA to better highlight the benefits. I 
understand we are discussing additional revisions to these tomorrow and I can revise the attach accordingly. 

Thank you. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Partner 
213.617.5567 I direct 

213.443.2855 I direct fax 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 
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SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35260 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I 

EM34097 

Millennium Hollywood <info=milienniumhollywood.net@maiI184.wdc02.mcdlv.net> on behalf 
of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 07, 20136:01 AM 
av. perez@lacity.org 
PLUM Committee Hearing Update 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

PLUM Committee Hearing Update 
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EM34098 

The Millennium Hollywood PLUM Committee hearing, originally scheduled for June 

4, is being rescheduled. Please check the website, facebook, and twitter for the new 

hearing schedule-we'll bring you the new details as soon as we know them. In the 

meantime, please continue telling PLUM Committee members Ed Reyes, Jose Huizar and 

Mitch Englander, as well as the other Council members, just how vital it is to approve this 

transformative project and continue the revitalization of Hollywood. 

#IMHOLLYWOOD PHOTO CONTEST 

2 
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Happy Friday, Hollywood! The weekend's here and we know you'll be taking to the 

streets, smartphone in hand-isn't it about time someone offered you a prize for it? So, 

show us your amazing life in Hollywood! Millennium Hollywood is sponsoring the 

#IMHollywood photo contest - post your best Hollywood pix on Instagram, FB, or twitter, 

and you could win! 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to av.perez@lacity.org - why did I get this? ~ 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences E] 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM35748 

Esther Wilkes < EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 3:04 PM 
Sergio Ibarra; Marie Rumsey 
Luci ralia Ibarra (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org) (I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org) 

RE: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

Confirmed for 11:00 am tomorrow. May we meet in Sergio's office? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 
EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 I main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

From: Sergio Ibarra [mailto:serqio.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 2:07 PM 
To: Marie Rumsey 
Cc: Esther Wilkes; Luciralia Ibarra ( luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq) (luciralia .ibarra@lacitv.orq) 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

That works for me as well. 

On Tue, Ju116, 2013 at 1:15 PM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org>wrote: 
Tomorrow is really packed for me but I can make llam work. 

Marie 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 12:22 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Jerry Neuman is requesting a meeting with the three of you to review Millennium Hollywood images and 
discuss the Millennium Hollywood presentation. What is your availability tomorrow? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
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333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

EM35749 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. lbarra@lacity.org 

2 

RL0035489 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, 

EM36090 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:40 PM 
Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov 
Lily Quan 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 
City Hall East Parking - Directions.pdf 

Parking has been arranged for Monday, July 22nd. I have attached the directions to the parking lot under City 
Hall East. Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacy.munoz@lacity.ora 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Thomasian, Baydsar <Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jull8, 2013 at 3:01 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Cc: Lisa.Webber@lacity.org 

Steve Veres our District Director and I will be there, please arrange parking for us we would appreciate it. 2012 Grey 
Volvo 6XJH842. Thank you 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 

Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 

California State Senator, 22nd District 

Los Angeles, California 

Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 

Sacramento:916-651-4022 
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From: Lily Quan [mailto: lily.guan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 12:41 PM 
To: Thomasian, Baydsar 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi Ms. Thomasian, 

EM36091 

I've scheduled the Millennium Hollywood Project meeting for Monday, July 22nd @ 3 :00 pm in our office 
(Janovici's conference room), 200 N. Spring Street (note: entrance is on Main St), Ste 525-A. Please 

advise if you will be requiring parking in City Hall East 

by Friday 3 pm 

. Thanks. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
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EM36092 

Executive Office 

City Hall • 200 N. Spring Street, Room 525 • Los Angeles, CA 90012 

VISITOR PARKING INFORMATION 

Directions to City Hall and Parking Instructions 

To reach City Hall 
From the North, take the 101 freeway, exit on Los Angeles S1. 

From the South, take the 110 freeway, exit on Temple S1. 

The Parking Structure can be entered from Los Angeles S1. heading South after Temple S1. 

Level P-2 PARKING 

Please enter through the L.A. Gate entrance [located between City Hall 
East & City Hall South building, adjacent to Parker Center (LAPD)], 201 
North Los Angeles Street (between First and Temple Street). All visitors 

1 
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EM36093 

will enter from the right lane of the parking booth, give your name to the 
parking attendant and he/she will direct you down the ramp (follow the 
posted signs to Level P2). 

Park in P-2 (Visitors parking), take the elevator to the 3rd Floor of City Hall 
East and cross over the bridge to City Hall. You will see the bridge as you 
keep walking straight through a narrow walkway as you exit the elevator. 
Please make sure you have some form of identification with you due to 
heighten security. Also, please allow yourself extra 20 minutes to clear 
through our security system prior to your scheduled appointment. 

Take the elevator to the 5th Floor of City Hall (use only the first four set of 
elevators as you approach them, the other elevators do not stop on the 5 th 

Floor) to Room 525 (Executive Office). 

If you have any questions, please contact either Stacy Munoz or Lily Quan 
at (213) 978-1271. We look forward to seeing you. 

2 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Dana Prevost 
< dana.prevost@lacity.org > 

Sent: Monday, July 08, 2013 8:07 AM 
To: Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Dana Prevost 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Tue Jul 16, 2013 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, CA (map) 
Calendar 
dana. prevost@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Dana Prevost 
- creator 

deberhart@Langan.com 
James Pugh 
'raymond.chan@lacity.org' (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Catherine Nuezca Gaba (Catherine.NuezcaGaba@lacity.org) 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account jneuman@sheppardmullin.com because you are 
an attendee of this event. 
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EM35262 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

mm 
invite. ics 

2 

RL0035495 



EM35263 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130716T200000Z 
DTEND:20130716T210000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130708T150637Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000000068BCB104 78CE010000000000000 
00 
010000000AABF5D9516691A4AB6A52D57C49FA839 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Dana P 
revost;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dana.prevost@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130703T232129Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130708T150637Z 
LOCATION:Dept. of Building & Safety 201 North Figueroa Street\, Suite 1000\ 
, Los Angeles\, CA 

SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood Seismic Borings 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-OWN ERAPPTI D: 1721989085 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34101 

Dana Prevost < dana.prevost@lacity.org > 
Monday, June 10, 2013 10:21 AM 
Jeffrey Wilson 

Subject: Fwd: Fwd: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 

Attachments: Langan Millenium FIR color coded grain size incl Langan interp.jpg; Langan Millenium 

FIR color coded grain size ONLY.jpg; Langan Millenium FIR color coded grain size incl 
Langan interp.jpg; Langan Millenium FIR coarse- vs. fine-grained sections.jpg 

Jeff 
Please review Dolan's comments and Langan report and prepare to discuss 
Dana 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 
Date: Wed, Jun 5,2013 at 3:50 PM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 
To: Dana Prevost <dana.prevost@lacity.org> 

Hi Dana, 

Please see attached. Give me a call to discuss. 

Cheers, 

James 

PS A note about that final "red-blue/green-yellow" figure. When attempting to correlate strata between 
boreholes, in addition to attempts to match specific sedimentary beds, I find it useful to look at sedimentary 
"packages" rather than individual beds. Specifically, I group non-cohesive sediments (i.e., sands and gravels) 
relative to sediments containing significant proportions of clay and silt, as this distinction tells us about the 
basic hydrodynamics during deposition. These are shown in red/yellow and blue/green, respectively, for the 
older and younger alluvial units identified by Langan. 

James Dolan 
Professor of Geology 
Department of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

tele: (213) 740-8599 
FAX: (213) 740-8801 
e-mail: dolan@usc.edu 
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Dana Prevost 
Engineering Geologist III 
Grading Division Chief 
Building and Safety 
City of Los Angeles 
(213)482-0488 

EM34102 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35750 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 3:28 PM 
Esther Wilkes 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Marie Rumsey; Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
Re: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

We can meet in room 750 if needed. 

On Tue, Ju116, 2013 at 3:04 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Confirmed for 11:00 am tomorrow. May we meet in Sergio's office? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

From: Sergio Ibarra [mailto:serqio.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 2:07 PM 
To: Marie Rumsey 
Cc: Esther Wilkes; Luciralia Ibarra ( luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq) (luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq) 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

That works for me as well. 

On Tue, Ju116, 2013 at 1:15 PM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org>wrote: 

Tomorrow is really packed for me but I can make llam work. 
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Marie 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 12:22 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Jerry Neuman is requesting a meeting with the three of you to review Millennium Hollywood images and 
discuss the Millennium Hollywood presentation. What is your availability tomorrow? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3. 620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 

Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
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213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 

Major Projects 

200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213-978-1333 

Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Have you seen the attached? 

EM36358 

Luke Zamperini <luke.zamperini@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 3:15 PM 
Dana Prevost 
Fwd: state geologist letter 
MILLENNIUM LTRCOPV .. pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: ens news <lacity1@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 2:58 PM 
Subject: state geologist letter 
To: "luke.zamperini@lacity.org" <luke.zamperini@lacity.org> 

Here's the state geologist's letter to Council President Herb Wesson. It says the city cannot issue 
permits for the project until their study of the fault zone is completed. In this case the zone appears to 
be the Hollywood Fault, which mayor may not be active underneath the project site. That study is to 
be completed end of the year or 2014. 

Elizabeth Chou 
City Hall Reporter 
City News Service 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring St. 
Room 345-A 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 978-0392 
Fax: (213) 978-0393 

Luke Zamperini 
Chief Inspector, Training and Emergency Management 
City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
Inspection Bureau 
221 N. Figueroa St. Suite 400 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
Mail Stop #115 
Office (213) 482-6788 
Fax (213) 482-6790 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR. GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
801 K STREET • /vIS 12-30 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

PHONE 916/445-1825 • FAX916/445-5718. TOO 916/324-2555 • WEBSITEconservation.ca.gov 

Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Los Angeles City Council 

clo June Lagmay, City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

July 20, 2013 

Re: Commencement of Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Study, Hollywood Fault Zone 
Millennium Hollywood Project; EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Council President Wesson: 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code, Division 2, 
Chapter 7.5, Sections 2621 et seq.) requires the State Geologist to place Earthquake 
Fault Zones around faults deemed to be sufficiently active and well-defined. Under 
this Act, cities and counties affected by the zones must regulate certain development 
projects within the zones. They must withhold development permits for sites within 
the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not threatened 
by surface displacement from future faulting. 

Based on a number of independent geological investigations, and recent work by the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) culminating in the 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, CGS has commenced a detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its 
associated splay faults for possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining 
and Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601 (a)) pursuant 
to the Alquist-Priolo Act. This investigation and resultant maps and reports are 
scheduled for completion by the end of this year or early in 2014. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles City Council and the Planning 
Commission are in the process of reviewing plans for the prospective Millennium 
Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone should our 
investigations conclude that an active portion of the Hollywood Fault lies within the 
project site. If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone, it will provide the City with new information for its consideration of current and 
future proposed developments all along the Hollywood Fault. 

The Department of Conservation 's mission is to balance today's needs with tomorrow's challenges and foster intelligent, 
sustainable, and efficient use of California 's energy, land, and mineral resources. 
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Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
July 20, 2013 
Page 2 

EM36360 

Results of this investigation will be provided to the City of Los Angeles immediately 
upon their release, and the City will have an opportunity to examine and comment on 
the Preliminary version of the maps and reports. Please do not hesitate to contact 
the CGS at any time if you have questions regarding this fault-zoning process. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Parrish, Ph. D., PG 
State Geologist 
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From: 
Sent: 

Thomasian, Baydsar < Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:42 PM 

To: Stacy Munoz 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Thank you 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 
Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 

From: Stacy Munoz [mailto:stacy.munoz@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:40 PM 
To: Thomasian, Baydsar 
Cc: Lily Quan 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Good afternoon, 

Parking has been arranged for Monday, July 22nd. I have attached the directions to the parking lot under City 
Hall East. Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv.ora 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Thomasian, Baydsar <Baydsar. Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jull8, 2013 at 3:01 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Cc: Lisa.Webber@lacity.org 

Steve Veres our District Director and I will be there, please arrange parking for us we would appreciate it. 2012 Grey 
Volvo 6XJH842. Thank you 

RL0035509 



Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 

Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 

California State Senator, 22nd District 

Los Angeles, California 

Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 

Sacramento:916-651-4022 

From: Lily Quan [mailto: lily.guan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 12:41 PM 
To: Thomasian, Baydsar 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi Ms. Thomasian, 

EM36095 

I've scheduled the Millennium Hollywood Project meeting for Monday, July 22nd @ 3 :00 pm in our office 
(Janovici's conference room), 200 N. Spring Street (note: entrance is on Main St), Ste 525-A. Please 

advise if you will be requiring parking in City Hall East 

by Friday 3 pm 

. Thanks. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35264 

David Lara <david.lara@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 08, 2013 9:36 AM 
Marie Rumsey 
Re: Hi 

Hi Marie. I hope you had a great 4th! 

What number can I call you at? Cell? 

Dave 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 3:58 PM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Dave, 

I have a couple of issues to touch base with you on. 

First, the Millennium Project, I'd like a B&S rep at Council on 7124 to explain the seismic issue. Is that 
possible? 

Second, I received a call from a gentlemen named Jack who has notice to comply and late fee in the amount of 
$3700 for a fence in front of his apartment building located at 726 N. Alexandria (APN 5538008022). He wants 
some relief from the payment and is willing to cut down his fence. Can we help him? My understanding is that 
this dates back 2011 ! 

Thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

************************************************** 

David L. Lara 
Chief of IRC/Public Information Officer 
Office of Inter-Governmental Relations and Communications 
Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) 
201 N. Figueroa S1. / Ste. 1000 
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Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Mail Stop # 115 
Phone direct: (213) 482-6717 
Fax: (213) 482-6850 
CellI Pager: (213) 792-6060 
Gen. # : (213) 482-6800 
City Hall Office phone: (213) 978-6742 
City Hall Office fax: (213) 978-6754 
E-mail :david.lara@lacity.org 

EM35265 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 
DISCLAIMER: This e-mailtransmission and any attachments that accompany it maycontain 
information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law 
and is intended solely for the useof the individual(s) to whom it was intended to be addressed. If 
youhave received this e-mail by mistake, or you are not the intendedrecipient, any disclosure, 
dissemination, distribution, copying or otheruse or retention of this communication or its substance is 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please immediatelyreply to me via e-mail 
that you received this message by mistake and also permanently delete the original and all copies of 
this e-mailand any attachments from your computer. Thank you . 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34107 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 11, 2013 11:32 AM 
Henry Chu 
Re: Joint Public/Private 

Millennium did floor averaging for a unified development, but it did not involve a PF Zone. 

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 11: 19 AM, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks, Luci. Also, do you have one where they did FAR averaging for PF C zoned properties for a unified 
development. If so, was there a CU involved? 

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 10:40 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Henry Chu 

Major Projects 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

email: henry.chu@lacity.org 
phone: (213) 978-1324 
fax: (213) 978-1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
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Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34108 
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Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood 

Location: 200 N. Spring Street Room 750 

Start: 7/17/2013 11 :00 AM 

End: 7/17/201312:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
(marie.rumsey@lacity.org); Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org; Luciralia Ibarra 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Resources: 200 N. Spring Street Room 750 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notifY you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by 
any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments) . 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notifY the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Sent: Monday, July 08, 2013 9:37 AM 
To: marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
Subject: Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

Sergio Ibarra 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

When 
Tue Jul 9, 2013 9am - 10am Pacific Time 
Where 
City hall - room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 
Who 

Marie Rumsey 
- organizer 

Timothy McWilliams 
Renee Stadel 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account marie.rumsey@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar marie.rumsey@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130709T160000Z 
DTEND:20130709T170000Z 
DTSTAMP:2013070ST163701 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Marie Rumsey:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I D: a5292ghdoedadq41bu9ab2h 7So@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Sergio 

Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130705T215203Z 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:2013070ST163700Z 
LOCATION:City hall - room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Rebecca, 

EM34109 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 11, 2013 12:38 PM 
Rebecca Valdez 
Guadalupe Duran-Medina; Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
Re: Item #10 - PLUM Today. 

Item #10, CF 13-0101 is the Fred Gaines Tract appeal that has been continued since February of this year. I'm 
not sure who Aaron is, but Fred Gaines just agreed to continuance to 6/25 PLUM because 6118 PLUM is for 
Hollywood Millennium appeals. fyi 

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 12:33 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <aaron@afriat.com> 
Date: Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 12:22 PM 
Subject: Item #10 - PLUM Today. 
To: Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> 

Rebecca -

We'd like to request a continuance of our hearing today, for one week, on Item # 1 0 on today's PLUM agenda. 

We'd like to be able to come in and sit with you in the coming days to talk about the details of this project, if 
your schedule permits. If there's a time that works for you for this meeting this week please let me know. 

Thanks so very much. 

Aaron 
Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good Afternoon, 

EM36097 

Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:56 PM 
afraijo; Sergio Ibarra; Luciralia Ibarra; ryan 
Marie Rumsey; Karen Hoo 
Re: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood EIR 

errata.pdf 

Attached is the revised document for the Hollywood Millennium project. We have 
changed the name of the document from Addendum to errata. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://city planning .lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Wed, Jul 17, 2013 at 3:40 PM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good Afternoon, 

Here is a copy of the completed Addendum for the Hollywood Millennium project. We 
removed duplicitive information that we found to be erroneous as it is already contained 
in the EIR (and errata), cited the CEQA sections dealing with recirculation in addition to 
addendums, and included what the City Attorney requested be included. 

Planning's Environmental Review Unit and the City Attorney have deemed this 
addendum to be legally adequate and have approved the document. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 

Thank you and kind regards, 

Diana 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http: //city planning .lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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Projectinformation 

Project Name: 

EM36099 

Errata to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Project location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAl Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fiR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fIR." 

"Significant new information" requiring recirculation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) Afeasib/e project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmentallrnpact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8, 2013. The EIR analyzed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a Reduced Height 
Development. 

Subsequent to the release of the EIR, an Errata was prepared and released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

This Errata further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of implementation of 
development limitations and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and a Land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as 
part of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EIR has not 
changed due to the removal of the development agreement and the use of an alternative mechanism of 
implementation of the development regulations. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approvals and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the 
scale or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approva I of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, maSSing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulations 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes special land use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as part of a zoning ordinance so "that the development of the site shall 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 

{1} Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the Genera! Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change." 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report: 
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The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final FIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental Impact Anafysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new signifieant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noisel population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this errata, all ofthe potential environmental impacts ofthe Modified Project were previously 
addressed within the scope ofthe Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Mod ified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

Millennium Hol~ywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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Table 1 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

on 

on 

LTS LTS No Change 

LTS LTS No change 

LTS 
LTS LTS No Change 

-
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to EnvIronmental Impact Report 
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LTS = Less than significant 
LTS/Mitigation ~" Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

su 
su 

Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics afProject and Modified Project as related to each 
environmental impact category anazyzed in the Draji and Final EIR. 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table I, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR. This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has reviewed this errata and has determined it to be 
prepared in accordance with all CEQA requirements and in so doing adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of the Modified Project. Therefore, this errata is adequate under CEQA and can 
be used by an agency making a decision on the Project. 

- ..... """"''' 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35754 

Esther Wilkes < EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 3:38 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Marie Rumsey; Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

RE: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

Thank you. I have sent meeting invite. 

From: Sergio Ibarra [mailto:serqio.ibarra@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 3:28 PM 
To: Esther Wilkes 
Cc: Marie Rumsey; Luciralia Ibarra ( luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq) ( luciralia.ibarra@lacitv.orq) 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

We can meet in room 750 if needed. 

On Tue, Ju116, 2013 at 3:04 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Confirmed for 11:00 am tomorrow. May we meet in Sergio's office? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3. 620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

From: Sergio Ibarra [mailto:serqio.ibarra@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 2:07 PM 
To: Marie Rumsey 
Cc: Esther Wilkes; Luciralia Ibarra ( luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq) (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.orq) 
Subject: Re: Meeting Request re Millennium Hollywood 

That works for me as well. 
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On Tue, Ju116, 2013 at 1:15 PM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org>wrote: 

Tomorrow is really packed for me but I can make llam work. 

Marie 

On Tue, Jul 16,2013 at 12:22 PM, Esther Wilkes <EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 

Jerry Neuman is requesting a meeting with the three of you to review Millennium Hollywood images and 
discuss the Millennium Hollywood presentation. What is your availability tomorrow? Thank you. 

Esther D. Wilkes 
Executive Secretary 

EWilkes@sheppardmullin.com 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

21 3.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 

Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 

213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Sergio Ibarra 

Major Projects 

200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213-978-1333 

Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36361 

Karen Penera < karen.penera@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 3:26 PM 
Raymond Chan 

Subject: Fwd: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's 
Millennium Project 

Hi Ray, 

This is the article I mentioned to you this morning. 

Karen 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Aurora Abracia <aurora.abracia@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 2:44 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium 
Project 
To: Karen Penera <karen.penera@lacity.org> 

Hi Karen, 

Here is the Millenium Hollywood Project article that I mentioned to you this morning. Let me know if Ray has 
any comments about what's covered. Thanks. 

~Aurora 

Aurora C. Abracia 
Chief Administrative Analyst 
Office of the City Administrative Officer 
phone: (213) 473 -7566 
fax: (213) 473 -75 12 
e-mail: aurora. abracia@lacity.org 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miguel Santana <migue1. santana@lacity.org> 
Date: Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 7:58 PM 
Subject: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
To: Patty.Huber@lacity.org, Aurora.Abracia@lacity.org 

FYI 

From: John Schwada [mailto: john.schwada@qmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 21,2013 06:14 PM 
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To: John Schwada <John.Schwada@qmail.com> 
Subject: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 

PRESS ADVISORY - Monday, July 22 

HOLLYWOOD'S CONTROVERSIAL MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 

SURPRISING INFORMATION RAISES NEW RED FLAGS ABOUT THE PROJECT'S SAFETY 

Opponents of the controversial Millennium Hollywood Project will hold a news conference Monday, July 22, to 
disclose new information that strengthens their complaints of shocking irregularities in LA City Hall's 
review of the project and confirms their claims about the project's life-threatening earthquake risks. 

The City Council is scheduled to vote Wednesday, July 24, on the massive project at the Capitol Records site. 

NEWS CONFERENCE: 
When: Monday, July 22, 10 am 
Where: Intersection of Argyle and Yucca Streets, Hollywood, adjacent to Millennium project 
Who: Attorney Robert P. Silverstein and community leaders 

"We believe this new evidence should be a game-changer in how the public and City Council view this 
project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental attorney advising more than 40 community groups 
opposing the project. "The latest information substantiates our concerns about the pattern of official 
dereliction of duty and developer fraud that, taken together, have given the public and the City Council an 
incredibly false picture of the earthquake risks of this project." 

"This new evidence has only very recently come to our attention," said Silverstein. "We believe the Los 
Angeles City Council would be grossly - and possibly criminally - negligent if it ignores these new warning 
signs and approves this project on Wednesday." 

Silverstein will elaborate on these new developments at Monday's news conference. 

In previous public hearings and documents, the opponents have pointed out that the Millennium's 35 and 39 
story skyscrapers would sit directly on the Hollywood Fault and that the developer's consultant, Langan 
Engineering, has repeatedly tried to hide this information from the public and from city decision-makers in 
its studies. 
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Silverstein warned that the lives of as many as 3,000 persons who would work, live and shop in the giant project 
would be at risk if it goes forward as planned. 

On its website, the California Department of Conservation explains that it is illegal, under the State's Alquist
Priolo Act, to build on top of an active fault. That website says, in part: 

"Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties must require a geologic 
investigation to demonstrate that proposed buildings will not be constructed across 
active faults [emphasis addedJ. An evaluation and written report of a specific site must be 
prepared by a licensed geologist. If an active fault is found, a structure for human 
occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the fault and must be set back from the 
fault (generally 50 feet) [emphasis addedJ." 

In a July 15 letter to the city's Building and Safety Department, Silverstein complained that the developer's 
engineers "fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant and authoritative data," that show the 
State's official earthquake maps "indicate the existence of active fault traces" running directly through 
the Millennium project. In its efforts to mislead the public, for example, the Millennium project team falsified 
a key map to depict the project site as being situated 850 feet north of its true location, Silverstein pointed out. 

In that same letter, Silverstein accused Langan of "breaching its professional duties" to provide the public, 
through the EIR process, with an honest risk-assessment of its client's project and stated "we believe [Langan) 
has engaged with the Millennium developer to commit fraud" by misleading the public about the 
earthquake dangers. 

Last month, Los Angeles Times columnist Michael Hiltzik scathingly wrote ("Caltrans Waves Red Flag on 
Millennium Hollywood Project," June 19,2013) that Caltrans has joined Millennium project opponents in 
accusing Millennium of using "bogus statistics and trampling over state law" to secure approval of its 
project, claiming it will generate only 150 additional trips on the adjacent Hollywood Freeway. 

Hiltzik reported that Caltrans believes the $665 million Millennium project, comprising 461 residential units, 
254 hotel rooms, more than a quarter million square feet of office space and 80,000 square feet of retail, will 
have a "disastrous" traffic impact on the 101 Freeway unless it is significantly modified. 

In a July 16 letter to Caltrans, Silverstein wrote: 
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The City and developer have ignored Caltrans' requests for [traffic] analysis and studies as 
part of the EIR process .... This is not only a problem related to this project, but it has 
become chronic in the City's processing of approvals for other development projects 
throughout the City which have significant impacts on the State's facilities, but which are 
never adequately analyzed or mitigated by the City. The result is dramatically worsening 
infrastructure and a shifting of the costs and burden of dealing with these projects to 
Caltrans and the taxpayers [emphasis added] . 

"We sincerely hope the city will drop its misguided rush to approve the project and honestly take into 
consideration the life-threatening earthquake safety and traffic impacts of the Millennium project," Silverstein 
said. "In particular we urge Councilman Mitch O'Farrell to support the more than 40 community groups city
wide who oppose this project. For Councilman O'Farrell to vote for it would be a terrible way for Hollywood's 
new councilman to begin his career." 

Robert P . Silverstein, Esq. 
626 449-4200 
Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

John Schwada 
john. schwada@gmail.com 
310597-9345 (office) 
310 709-0056 (mobile) 

4 

RL0035535 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM36105 

diana.kitching@lacity.org 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 3:58 PM 
planning.webposting@lacity.org 
diana.kitching@lacity.org 
Web Request Form 

Attachments: errata.pdf 

Request made by: Diana Kitching on 07/18/2013 
Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1342 
Division/Unit: Plan Implimentation/EIRS 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood Errata 
Project Description: Millennium Hollywood Errata 
Additional Instructions: Please replace previous Addendum request with this one 
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Projectinformation 

Project Name: 

EM36106 

Errata to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Project location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAl Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fiR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fIR." 

"Significant new information" requiring recirculation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) Afeasib/e project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmentallrnpact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8, 2013. The EIR analyzed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a Reduced Height 
Development. 

Subsequent to the release of the EIR, an Errata was prepared and released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 

RL0035537 



EM36107 

City of Los Angeles July 2013 

This Errata further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of implementation of 
development limitations and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and a Land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as 
part of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EIR has not 
changed due to the removal of the development agreement and the use of an alternative mechanism of 
implementation of the development regulations. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approvals and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the 
scale or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approva I of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, maSSing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulations 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes special land use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as part of a zoning ordinance so "that the development of the site shall 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 

{1} Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the Genera! Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change." 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report: 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final FIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental Impact Anafysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new signifieant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noisel population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this errata, all ofthe potential environmental impacts ofthe Modified Project were previously 
addressed within the scope ofthe Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Mod ified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

Millennium Hol~ywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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City of los Angeles July 2013 

Table 1 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

on 

on 

LTS LTS No Change 

LTS LTS No change 

LTS 
LTS LTS No Change 

-
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to EnvIronmental Impact Report 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

LTS = Less than significant 
LTS/Mitigation ~" Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

su 
su 

Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics afProject and Modified Project as related to each 
environmental impact category anazyzed in the Draji and Final EIR. 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table I, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR. This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has reviewed this errata and has determined it to be 
prepared in accordance with all CEQA requirements and in so doing adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of the Modified Project. Therefore, this errata is adequate under CEQA and can 
be used by an agency making a decision on the Project. 

- ..... """"''' 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

thanks 

EM34111 

Guadalupe Duran-Medina <guadalupe.duran.medina@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, June 11, 2013 12:41 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia; Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
Re: Item #10 - PLUM Today. 

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 12:38 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Rebecca, 

Item #10, CF 13-0101 is the Fred Gaines Tract appeal that has been continued since February of this year. I'm 
not sure who Aaron is, but Fred Gaines just agreed to continuance to 6/25 PLUM because 6118 PLUM is for 
Hollywood Millennium appeals. fyi 

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 12:33 PM, Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> wrote: 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <aaron@afriat.com> 
Date: Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 12:22 PM 
Subject: Item #10 - PLUM Today. 
To: Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org> 

Rebecca -

We'd like to request a continuance of our hearing today, for one week, on Item # 1 0 on today's PLUM agenda. 

We'd like to be able to come in and sit with you in the coming days to talk about the details of this project, if 
your schedule permits. If there's a time that works for you for this meeting this week please let me know. 

Thanks so very much. 

Aaron 
Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T 

Rebecca Valdez 
Chief Planning Deputy 
Councilmember Ed P. Reyes 
First Council District 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 410 

RL0035543 



Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: (213) 473-7001 
Fax: (213) 485-8907 
rebecca. valdez@lacity.org 

Guadalupe Duran-Medina 
Planning Deputy 
Office of Council member Ed P. Reyes 
200 N. Spring St., CH410 
Mail Stop#20 1 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
*t* 213.473.7001 
*f* 213.485.8907 
*e* guadalupe. duran. medina@lacity.org 

EM34112 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36112 

Lily Quan < lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 18, 2013 4:52 PM 
Stacy Munoz 
Fwd: RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Please handle parking for her. That's the mtg with Lisa and Michael. Thanks 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Date: Ju118, 2013 3:01 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: "Lily Quan" <lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Cc: <Lisa.Webber@lacity.org> 

Steve Veres our District Director and I will be there, please arrange parking for us we would appreciate it. 2012 Grey 
Volvo 6XJH842. Thank you 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 

Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 

California State Senator, 22nd District 

Los Angeles, California 

Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 

Sacramento:916-651-4022 

From: Lily Quan [mailto: lily.guan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 12:41 PM 
To: Thomasian, Baydsar 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi Ms. Thomasian, 

I've scheduled the Millennium Hollywood Project meeting for Monday, July 22nd @ 3 :00 pm in our office 
(Janovici's conference room), 200 N. Spring Street (note: entrance is on Main St), Ste 525-A. Please 
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advise if you will be requiring parking in City Hall East 

by Friday 3 pm 

. Thanks. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34113 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI128.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 14, 2013 6:00 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Hearing now June 18th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Hearing now June 18th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help ... 

Capitol Records Building Architect Lou N aidorf on 
Millennium Hollywood 
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Last year William Roschen, the lead architect on the Millennium Hollywood project, 

interviewed original Capitol Records Building architect Lou Naidorf. Naidorf 

designed the Hollywood landmark, which was the world's first circular office building, when 

he was a 24-year-old ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to estineh.mailian@lacity.org - why did I get this? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36365 

Karen Penera < karen.penera@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 3:27 PM 
Aurora Abracia 

Subject: Re: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's 
Millennium Project 

Hi, 

I fwdd it to Ray. He's in a mtg for the rest of today. I will follow up with him in the morning. 

Kren 

On Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 2:44 PM, Aurora Abracia <aurora.abracia@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Karen, 

Here is the Millenium Hollywood Project article that I mentioned to you this morning. Let me know if Ray has 
any comments about what's covered. Thanks. 

~Aurora 

Aurora C. Abracia 
Chief Administrative Analyst 
Office of the City Administrative Officer 
phone: (2 13) 473-7566 
fax: (213) 473 -7512 
e-mail: aurora. abracia@lacity.org 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miguel Santana <migue1. santana@lacity.org> 
Date: Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 7:58 PM 
Subject: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
To: Patty.Huber@lacity.org, Aurora.Abracia@lacity.org 

FYI 

From: John Schwada [mailto: john.schwada@qmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 21,2013 06:14 PM 
To: John Schwada <John.Schwada@qmail.com> 
Subject: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
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PRESS ADVISORY - Monday, July 22 

HOLLYWOOD'S CONTROVERSIAL MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 

SURPRISING INFORMATION RAISES NEW RED FLAGS ABOUT THE PROJECT'S SAFETY 

Opponents of the controversial Millennium Hollywood Project will hold a news conference Monday, July 22, to 
disclose new information that strengthens their complaints of shocking irregularities in LA City Hall's 
review of the project and confirms their claims about the project's life-threatening earthquake risks. 

The City Council is scheduled to vote Wednesday, July 24, on the massive project at the Capitol Records site. 

NEWS CONFERENCE: 
When: Monday, July 22, 10 am 
Where: Intersection of Argyle and Yucca Streets, Hollywood, adjacent to Millennium project 
Who: Attorney Robert P. Silverstein and community leaders 

"We believe this new evidence should be a game-changer in how the public and City Council view this 
project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental attorney advising more than 40 community groups 
opposing the project. "The latest information substantiates our concerns about the pattern of official 
dereliction of duty and developer fraud that, taken together, have given the public and the City Council an 
incredibly false picture of the earthquake risks of this project." 

"This new evidence has only very recently come to our attention," said Silverstein. "We believe the Los 
Angeles City Council would be grossly - and possibly criminally - negligent if it ignores these new warning 
signs and approves this project on Wednesday." 

Silverstein will elaborate on these new developments at Monday's news conference. 

In previous public hearings and documents, the opponents have pointed out that the Millennium's 35 and 39 
story skyscrapers would sit directly on the Hollywood Fault and that the developer's consultant, Langan 
Engineering, has repeatedly tried to hide this information from the public and from city decision-makers in 
its studies. 

Silverstein warned that the lives of as many as 3,000 persons who would work, live and shop in the giant project 
would be at risk if it goes forward as planned. 
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On its website, the California Department of Conservation explains that it is illegal, under the State's Alquist
Priolo Act, to build on top of an active fault. That website says, in part: 

"Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties must require a geologic 
investigation to demonstrate that proposed buildings will not be constructed across 
active faults [emphasis addedJ. An evaluation and written report of a specific site must be 
prepared by a licensed geologist. If an active fault is found, a structure for human 
occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the fault and must be set back from the 
fault (generally 50 feet) [emphasis addedJ." 

In a July 15 letter to the city's Building and Safety Department, Silverstein complained that the developer's 
engineers "fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant and authoritative data," that show the 
State's official earthquake maps "indicate the existence of active fault traces" running directly through 
the Millennium project. In its efforts to mislead the public, for example, the Millennium project team falsified 
a key map to depict the project site as being situated 850 feet north of its true location, Silverstein pointed out. 

In that same letter, Silverstein accused Langan of "breaching its professional duties" to provide the public, 
through the EIR process, with an honest risk-assessment of its client's project and stated "we believe [Langan] 
has engaged with the Millennium developer to commit fraud" by misleading the public about the 
earthquake dangers. 

Last month, Los Angeles Times columnist Michael Hiltzik scathingly wrote ("Caltrans Waves Red Flag on 
Millennium Hollywood Project," June 19, 2013) that Caltrans has joined Millennium project opponents in 
accusing Millennium of using "bogus statistics and trampling over state law" to secure approval of its 
project, claiming it will generate only 150 additional trips on the adjacent Hollywood Freeway. 

Hiltzik reported that Caltrans believes the $665 million Millennium project, comprising 461 residential units, 
254 hotel rooms, more than a quarter million square feet of office space and 80,000 square feet of retail, will 
have a "disastrous" traffic impact on the 101 Freeway unless it is significantly modified. 

In a July 16 letter to Caltrans, Silverstein wrote: 

The City and developer have ignored Caltrans' requests for [traffic] analysis and studies as 
part of the EIR process .... This is not only a problem related to this project, but it has 
become chronic in the City's processing of approvals for other development projects 
throughout the City which have significant impacts on the State's facilities, but which are 
never adequately analyzed or mitigated by the City. The result is dramatically worsening 
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infrastructure and a shifting of the costs and burden of dealing with these projects to 
Caltrans and the taxpayers [emphasis added] . 

"We sincerely hope the city will drop its misguided rush to approve the project and honestly take into 
consideration the life-threatening earthquake safety and traffic impacts of the Millennium project," Silverstein 
said. "In particular we urge Councilman Mitch O'Farrell to support the more than 40 community groups city
wide who oppose this project. For Councilman O'Farrell to vote for it would be a terrible way for Hollywood's 
new councilman to begin his career." 

Robert P . Silverstein, Esq. 
626 449-4200 
Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

John Schwada 
john. schwada@gmail .com 
310597-9345 (office) 
310709-0056 (mobile) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36114 

Dakota Smith <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 

Thursday, July 18, 2013 5:08 PM 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Re: Millennium Hollywood - PRA Response 

Hi Beatrice: Unless it is not clear, I don't need the draft or final EIR of the Millennium, and the traffic report 
that is in it. That info is already on your web site. 

I wrote that in my original request. 

Best, 
Dakota 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 12:33 PM, Dakota Smith <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> wrote: 
Thanks so much, 
DS 

On Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 12:22 PM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello, Dakota: 

Please see our attached response from the Department of City Planning regarding your PRA Request. Thank 
you. 

Beatrice Pacheco 
Principal Clerk 
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-------- Original message --------

EM35757 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 3:39 PM 

Ifa Kashefi 

Fwd: LADBS COUNCIL LIASION SERVICES for CD 13 

From: Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Date: 0711612013 1:52 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jeanne Min <jeanne.min@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: LADBS COUNCIL LIASION SERVICES for CD 13 

Hi Ray,+ 

I am sorry to have missed the meeting yesterday. I know first-hand of the great customer service your 
department provides. 

I have a couple questions: 

First, I am looking for a map and/or an idea of how many times the small lot subdivision ordinance has been 
used in CD 13. Would this be more of a City Planning item or would you have these stats?+ 

Second, Ifa and I have been talking about the Millennium Project and having B &S representation at Council to 
answer member questions and I just want to make sure that is in the works. The project will be considered by 
Council on July 24th. 

Thank you, Marie 

On Tue, Ju116, 2013 at 10:49 AM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Jeanne, 

I want to thank Councilman O'Farrell, Gary, and you for the time that you spent with us during yesterday 
meeting. +In addition, we, LADBS senior managers, deeply appreciate the encouragement that you all have 
provided to us during the meeting. + 

We very much look forward to working with your office to foster the economy and create jobs! 

Per your request, I am attaching LADBS' most updated organization chart. 

Thank you! 

Ray 
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On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 3:57 PM, Jeanne Min <jeanne.min@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks so much Ray!! 

We look forward to working with you all! 

Best, 
Jeanne 

On Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 3:53 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 

Dear Councilmember O'Farrell: 

First and foremost, please accept my congratulations on being elected to your well-deserved position as the 
Councilmember of District+13. 

It has always been the goal of LADBS to provide assistance and service to Councilmembers and their staffers so they can 
promptly respond to their constituents on issues that are within the jurisdiction of our department.+ 

To achieve this goal, I would like to make our senior management team available to you and your office for assistance 
and service.++They are experts in their field and have access to resources that allow them to respond quickly and 
accurately to your requests for assistance and service. 

The following is a list of our senior management liaison team, including myself: 

General Contact 

Steve Ongele 

Office+(213) 482-6703~ Cell+(213) 258-6331 + 

Steve.Ongele@lacity.org 

Plan Check & Permit Issues 

If a Kashefi ~ngineering Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 482-6705~ Cell+(213) 792-8649+ 

ifa.kashefi@lacity.org 

Ken GiII~ Assistant Engineering Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 482-6708~ Cell (213) 216-8655+ 

ken.gill@lacity.org 

Inspection and Emergency Issues 

Robert Steinbac~lnspection Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 482-6712~ Cell+(213) 792-6180 

bob.steinbach@lacity.org 
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Larry Galstian" Assistant Inspection Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 202-9869~ Cell+(213) 792-6184 

larrv.galstian@lacity.org 

Complaints Nuisance Abatement and Sign issues 

Frank Bush~ode Enforcement Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 252-3904~ Cell+(213) 792-8151 

frank.bush@lacity.org 

David Lara~Assistant Code Enforcement Bureau Chief 

Office+(213) 252-3902~ Cell+(213) 792-6060 

david.lara@lacity.org 

Executive Office 

Raymond Chan++ Interim General Manager, Superintendent of Building 

Office+(213) 482-6800" ~ Cell+(213) 792-6123 

raymond.chan@lacity.org 

Catherine Nuezca Gaba" Assistant to the Interim General Manager 

Office ,,(213) 482-0435 ...... Cell+(213) 280-8744 

Catherine.nuezcagaba@lacity.org 

In addition, I would like to have the opportunity in the near future, at your convenience, to introduce our senior managers 
to you and your key staff."We hope we can briefly explain the services that our department provides to your 
constituents and your office."lf you do not mind, I will call your office to set up such meeting. 

The LADBS senior management team and I are looking forward to providing assistance and service to you and your 
office.+ We are always one call (or email) away. Please find attached a copy of the above information. 

Respectfully, 

Ray Chan 

LADBS Interim General Manager 

Please note the following change effective July 1,2013: 

Jeanne Min 
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Chief of Staff 
Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell 
13th District 
(213) 473-7013 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

EM35760 

Find the Councilmember on+Facebook,+Twitter+and+VouTube! 
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EM35268 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Sent: Monday, July 08, 2013 9:39 AM 
To: marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
Subject: Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

Sergio Ibarra 
has replied "Maybe" to this invitation. 

Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

When 
Tue Jul 9, 2013 9am - 10am Pacific Time 
Where 
City hall - room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 
Who 

Marie Rumsey 
- organizer 

Timothy McWilliams 
Renee Stadel 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account marie.rumsey@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar marie.rumsey@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130709T160000Z 
DTEND:20130709T170000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130708T163841 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Marie Rumsey:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I D: a5292ghdoedadq41bu9ab2h 78o@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=TENTATIVE;CN=Sergi 
o Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130705T215203Z 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130708T163841 Z 
LOCATION:City hall - room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36115 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI74.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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EM36116 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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This email wassentto estineh.mailian@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I 

EM34117 

Millennium Hollywood <info=milienniumhollywood.net@maiI186.wdc02.mcdlv.net> on behalf 
of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, June 14, 20136:00 AM 
av. perez@lacity.org 
Be Heard: PLUM Hearing now June 18th! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Be Heard: PLUM Hearing now June 18th! 
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The Millennium Hollywood project is approaching another crucial step in the city 

planning process: on June 18, the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management 

(PLUM) Committee will hold a public hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we 

need your voices to be heard! With your help ... 

Capitol Records Building Architect Lou N aidorf on 
Millennium Hollywood 
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Last year William Roschen, the lead architect on the Millennium Hollywood project, 

interviewed original Capitol Records Building architect Lou Naidorf. Naidorf 

designed the Hollywood landmark, which was the world's first circular office building, when 

he was a 24-year-old ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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Sent to av.perez@lacity.org - why did I getthis? 1 0 j 
unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
Millennium Hollywood . 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 

RL0035569 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM36369 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Monday, July 22, 2013 3:43 PM 
Karen Penera; Aurora Abracia 
Raymond Chan 

Subject: RE: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's 

Millennium Project 

Thanks karen. + 

Hi Aurora, do you want me to give you a briefing? +Thanks! 

Ray 

-------- Original message --------
From: Karen Penera <karen.penera@lacity.org> 
Date: 0712212013 3:25 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Raymond Chan <Raymond.Chan@lacity.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium 
Project 

Hi Ray, 

This is the article I mentioned to you this morning. 

Karen 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Aurora Abracia <aurora.abracia@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 2:44 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium 
Project 
To: Karen Penera <karen.penera@lacity.org> 

Hi Karen, 

Here is the Millenium Hollywood Project article that I mentioned to you this morning. Let me know if Ray has 
any comments about what's covered. Thanks. 

~Aurora 

Aurora C. Abracia 
Chief Administrative Analyst 
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Office of the City Administrative Officer 
phone: (213) 473-7566 
fax: (213) 473-75 12 
e-mail: aurora. abracia@lacity.org 

---------- Forwarded message ----------

EM36370 

From: Miguel Santana <migue1.santana@lacity.org> 
Date: Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 7:58 PM 
Subject: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
To: Patty.Huber@lacity.org, Aurora.Abracia@lacity. org 

FYI 

• From: John Schwada [mailto: john.schwada@qmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 21,2013 06:14 PM 
To: John Schwada <John.Schwada@qmail.com> 
Subject: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 

• 
PRESS ADVISORY ~ Monday, July 22 

HOLLYWOOD'S CONTROVERSIAL MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 

SURPRISING INFORMATION RAISES NEW RED FLAGS ABOUT THE PROJECT~S SAFETY 

Opponents of the controversial Millennium Hollywood Project will hold a news conference Monday, July 22, to 
disclose new information that strengthens their complaints of shocking irregularities in LA City Hall's 
review of the project and confirms their claims about the project~s life-threatening earthquake risks. 

The City Council is scheduled to vote Wednesday, July 24, on the massive project at the Capitol Records site. 

NEWS CONFERENCE: 
When: ~Monday, July 22, 10 am 
Where: Intersection of Argyle and Yucca Streets, Hollywood, adjacent to Millennium project 
Who: ~Attorney Robert P. Silverstein and community leaders 

"We believe this new evidence should be a game-changer in how the public and City Council view this 
project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental attorney advising more than 40 community groups 
opposing the project. "The latest information substantiates our concerns about the pattern of official 
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dereliction of duty and developer fraud that, taken together, have given the public and the City Council an 
incredibly false picture of the earthquake risks of this project.+ 

"This new evidence has only very recently come to our attention," said Silverstein. "We believe the Los 
Angeles City Council would be grossly ~ and possibly criminally ~ negligent if it ignores these new 
warning signs and approves this project on Wednesday.+ 

Silverstein will elaborate on these new developments at Monday+s news conference. 

In previous public hearings and documents, the opponents have pointed out that the Millennium+s 35 and 39 
story skyscrapers would sit directly on the Hollywood Fault and that the developer+s consultant, Langan 
Engineering, has repeatedly tried to hide this information from the public and from city decision-makers in 
its studies. 

Silverstein warned that the lives of as many as 3,000 persons who would work, live and shop in the giant project 
would be at risk if it goes forward as planned. 

On its website, the California Department of Conservation explains that it is illegal, under the Stat~s 
Alquist-Priolo Act, to build on top of an active fault. That website says, in part: 

+Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties must require a geologic 
investigation to demonstrate that proposed buildings will not be constructed across 
active faults [emphasis addedJ. An evaluation and written report of a specific site must be 
prepared by a licensed geologist. If an active fault is found, a structure for human 
occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the fault and must be set back from the 
fault (generally 50 feet) [emphasis addedJ.~ 

In a July 15 letter to the city+s Building and Safety Department, Silverstein complained that the developer+s 
engineers +fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant and authoritative data, + that show the 
State~s official earthquake maps ~indicate the existence of active fault traces~ running directly 
through the Millennium project. ~In its efforts to mislead the public, for example, the Millennium project 
team falsified a key map to depict the project site as being +situated 850 feet north of its true location, 
Silverstein pointed out. 

In that same letter, Silverstein accused Langan of ~breaching its professional duties~ to provide the public, 
through the EIR process, with an honest risk-assessment of its client+s project and stated +we believe 
(Langan] has engaged with the Millennium developer to commit fraud~ by misleading the public about 
the earthquake dangers. 
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Last month, Los Angeles Times columnist Michael Hiltzik scathingly wrote (+Caltrans Waves Red Flag on 
Millennium Hollywood Project,+ June 19,2013) that Caltrans has joined Millennium project opponents in 
accusing Millennium of using +bogus statistics and trampling over state law~ +to secure approval of its 
project, claiming it will generate only 150 additional trips on the adjacent Hollywood Freeway. 

Hiltzik reported that Caltrans believes the $665 million Millennium project, comprising 461 residential units, 
254 hotel rooms, more than a quarter million square feet of office space and 80,000 square feet of retail, will 
have a ~disastrous~ traffic impact on the 101 Freeway unless it is significantly modified. 

In a July 16 letter to Caltrans, Silverstein wrote: 

The City and developer have ignored Caltrans+ requests for [traffic] analysis and studies 
as part of the EIR process+.This is not only a problem related to this project, but it has 
become chronic in the City+s processing of approvals for other development projects 
throughout the City which have significant impacts on the State+s facilities, but which are 
never adequately analyzed or mitigated by the City. The result is dramatically worsening 
infrastructure and a shifting of the costs and burden of dealing with these projects to 
Caltrans and the taxpayers [emphasis added]. 

+We sincerely hope the city will drop its misguided rush to approve the project and honestly take into 
consideration the life-threatening earthquake safety and traffic impacts of the Millennium project,+ Silverstein 
said. +In particular we urge Councilman Mitch O+Farrell to support the more than 40 community groups city
wide who oppose this project. For Councilman O+Farrell to vote for it would be a terrible way for 
Hollywood+s new councilman to begin his career.+ ~ 

Robert P . Silverstein, Esq. 
626 449-4200 
Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

John Schwada 
john. schwada@gmail.com 
310597-9345 (office) 
310709-0056 (mobile) 
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EM35270 

Subject: Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

Location: City hall - room 450 

Start: 7/9/20139:00 AM 

End: 7/9/201310:00 AM 

Show Time As: Busy 

Recurrence: (none) 

Required Attendees: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

Resources: City hall - room 450 

This event has been canceled and removed from your calendar. 

Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

When 
Tue Jul 9, 2013 9am - 10am Pacific Time 
Where 
City hall - room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
sergio. ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

marie. rumsey@lacity.org 
- organizer 

Timothy McWilliams 
Renee Stadel 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for cancellations on calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
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and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:CANCEL 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130709T160000Z 
DTEND:20130709T170000Z 
DTSTAMP:2013070ST202232Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=marie.rumsey@lacity.org:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I D: a5292ghdoedadq41bu9ab2h 7So@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Ti 
mothy McWilliams;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto:tim. mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Re 
nee Stadel ;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: renee. stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=marie. 
rumsey@lacity.org;X-NUM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Lu 
ciralia I barra;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Da 
n Scott;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: dan. scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Se 
rgio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130705T215203Z 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:2013070ST202232Z 
LOCATION:City hall - room 450 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CANCELLED 
SUMMARY:Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM35761 

Thomasian, Baydsar < Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Michael.Logrande@lacity.org 
Millennium Letter 
Millennium Letter.doc 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator has been 
asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
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STATlE I;A P ITO!.. 

:!;.AI;:RA MENTO. ~A i'~I;I ' 4 

4 ~ ' & I s.!Il · 4022 

([al if trn,a tate ~.tl1a:ie 
SENATOR 

KEVIN DE: LEON 
TWE NT Y-SECON 0 SENATE DIS T~ leT 

July 11,2013 

Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 N. Spring Street, Executive Office 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. LoGrande: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA-1 01, PM 7.37 
SCH#21 00041 094 

My office has been in communications with the California Department of Transportation regarding 
concerns the agency has expressed about the impact of the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project 
to the 101 Freeway. 

I understand that Caltrans has made several attempts to communicate their concerns to the City in an 
effort to ensure an appropriate focus of environmental study and to identify adequate mitigations. 
They have indicated no response has been received. 

It is paramount that consistent and clear communications occur amongst government entities. I would 
like to set up a meeting as soon as possible for all relevant parties of the Millennium Hollywood 
Project to resolve concerns. 

Please contact my Deputy, 8aydsar Thomasian, to arrange the meeting. She can be reached at (213) 
483-9300 

Sincerely, 

~~4-:(~ vin de Leon 
enator, Twenty Second District 

Cc: Eric Garcetti, Mayor, City of Los Angeles 
City Council member, Mitch O'farrell 
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City Council member, Tom La80nge 
Michael Gargano, Millennium Hollywood 

EM35763 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36119 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI66.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
kevi n.keller@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

RL0035581 



EM36120 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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This email wassentto kevin .keller@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

4 
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Subject: Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

Location: City hall - room 450 

Start: 7/9/20139:00 AM 

End: 7/9/201310:00 AM 

Show Time As: Busy 

Recurrence: (none) 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Resources: City hall - room 450 

This event has been canceled and removed from your calendar. 

Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

When 
Tue Jul 9, 2013 9am - 10am Pacific Time 
Where 
City hall - room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

marie. rumsey@lacity.org 
- organizer 

Timothy McWilliams 
Renee Stadel 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for cancellations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 

RL0035585 
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and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0035586 



EM35275 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:CANCEL 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130709T160000Z 
DTEND:20130709T170000Z 
DTSTAMP:2013070ST202232Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=marie.rumsey@lacity.org:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I D: a5292ghdoedadq41bu9ab2h 7So@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Ti 
mothy McWilliams;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto:tim. mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Re 
nee Stadel ;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: renee. stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=marie. 
rumsey@lacity.org;X-NUM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Lu 
ciralia I barra;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Da 
n Scott;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: dan. scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Se 
rgio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130705T215203Z 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:2013070ST202232Z 
LOCATION:City hall - room 450 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CANCELLED 
SUMMARY:Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035587 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Baydsar, 

EM35764 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 4:31 PM 
Thomasian, Baydsar; Lisa Webber 
Re: Millennium Letter 

I will look at it tonight. I hope you are doing well. Thanks. 

On Jul 16,2013 4:26 PM, "Thomasian, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> wrote: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator 
has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 

Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 

California State Senator, 22nd District 

Los Angeles, California 

Phone: 213-483 -9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 

Sacramento: 916-65 1-4022 

RL0035588 



From: 
Sent: 

EM34121 

Etta Armstrong < etta.armstrong@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 14, 2013 10:11 AM 

To: David Lara; Guadalupe Duran-Medina; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Joseph Gnade; Kenneth 
Fang; Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia; Sharon Gin; Susan Wong; Terry Kaufmann
Macias 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Etta Armstrong 

Final PLUM Agenda - 6/28/13 
PL061813.pdf 

Office of the City Clerk, 3rd Floor, Room 395 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Senior Clerk Typist 

Etta .Armstronq@lacitv.orq 

213-978-0731 - Phone 
213-978-1040 - Fax 
213-978-1074 - Supervisor 

RL0035589 



EM34122 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 2013 

BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS EDWARD R. ROYBAL HEARING ROOM 350 - 2:30 PM 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMEMBER ED P. REYES, CHAIR 
COUNCILMEMBER JOSE HUIZAR 
COUNCILMEMBER MITCHELL ENGLANDER 

(Sharon Gin - Legislative Assistant - (213)-978-1074 or Sharon.Gin@lacity.org) 

Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access Real-Time Transcription (CART), Assistive 
Listening Devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting/event you wish 
to attend. Due to difficulties in securing Sign Language Interpreters, five or more business days notice 
is strongly recommended. For additional information, please contact: Sharon Gin at (213) 978-1074. 

FILE NO. 

13-0614 
CHC 2013-530 
HCM 
CD14 

13-0617 
CHC 2013-510 
HCM 
CD 11 

SUBJECT 

(1 ) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
Report from the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of 
the Southaven located at 4421 North Richard Circle in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 

Owner: Aiko Hachisuka 
Applicant: Charles J. Fisher 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

(2) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
Report from the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of 
the Gibbons-Del Rio Residence located at 757 Kingman Avenue in the list of 
Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Owner: Gary S. and Jeannie Newman 
Applicant: Charles J. Fisher 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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13-0101 
VTT 69061-M1-1A 
CD3 

13-0593 
CPC-2008-3440 
VZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD 
CD13 

EM34123 

(3) 

CONTINUED FROM 6/11/13, 5/28/13, 5/14/13, AND PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/26/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and appeals filed by REW DeSoto Partners, LLC and Josh Vasbinder on 
behalf of Warner 2D/E/P, LLC (Fred Gaines, Gaines and Stacey LLP, 
Representative) from part of the decision of the Advisory Agency in approving 
the modification of Vesting Tentative Tract No. 69061-M1, composed of two lots 
located at 6205-6219 De Soto Avenue, Woodland Hills, 91367, for the proposed 
construction of a maximum of 707 residential apartment units, including 312 
senior apartment units and 395 market rate apartment units, subject to modified 
Conditions of Approval. 

Applicant: Warner 2D/E/P, LLC 

Representative: Fred Gaines, Gaines and Stacey LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(4) 

CONTINUED FROM 6/4/13 
TIME LIMIT: 7/27/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and appeals filed by (i) Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) and (ii) HEIIGC Hollywood and 
Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood and Vine Residences Association 
(Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer Mangels Butler and Mitchell, LLP) 
of part of the determination of the LACPC, in taking the actions listed below for 
property located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, 
and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 

2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 
2. 

3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 
500 feet of an R Zone. 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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EM34124 

4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and 
dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live 
entertainment. 

5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a 
unified development. 

6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports 
club/fitness facility. 

8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

9. Adopted amended Findings and modified Conditions of Approval. 

10. Reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-
675-EI R (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopted 
the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 

a. The EI R for the Project, which includes the Draft EI R and the Final 
EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the LACPC as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the LACPC reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the EIR prior to recommending the 
project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis 
of the lead agency. 

The above project involves the development of two sites consisting of eight 
parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use community consisting of office, 
hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the 
construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 
residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food 
and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the uses from 
those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will 
be provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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13-0593-S1 
VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CD13 

EM34125 

level open space for buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's 
Development Regulations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: Yes 

Against Proposal: Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

(5) 

CONTINUED FROM 6/4/13 
TIME LIMIT: 6/19/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/19/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and an appeal filed by Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC 
in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 
1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Denied the appeals filed by AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts; Annie Geoghan; Argyle Civic Association; Beachwood 
Canyon Neighborhood Association; Hollywood Dell Civic Association; and 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract No. 71837 -CN, a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

3. Adopted Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

4. Adopted Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, 
SCH#2011 041 094. 

The above project involves a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet 
of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 
acre site. 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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07-1175 

EM34126 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: Yes 

Against Proposal: Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

(6) 

Director of Planning's oral status report relative to ongoing development of City 
planning policies, work program, operations, and other items of interest. 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN THIS COMMITTEES SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

If you challenge this Committee's action(s) in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public 
hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing. Any written 
correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 

Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public 
inspection in the City Clerk's Office at 200 North Spring Street, Room 395, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA 90012 during normal business hours. 

PL061813 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Thank you, Debbie. 

Nicole, 

EM36374 

ggg@copper.net 

Monday, July 22, 2013 5:20 PM 

Debbie Lawrence 

nicole.sanchez@lacity.org 
DIR-2012-2767-CLQ-SPR-IA -- 6230 W. Yucca 

MILLENNIUM LTRCOPY .. pdf 

Please add the attached doc to the appeal record DIR-2012-2767-CLQ-SPR-1A 
-- 6230 w. Yucca. 

George 

--- debbie . lawrence@laci t y . org wrote: 

From: Debbie Lawrence <debb i e .l awr e n ce@ l ac i ty . o r g > 
To: ggg@copper . ne t , Nicole Sanchez <nicole . sanche z @laci t y . org> 
Subject: Fwd: Yucca Street 
Date: Mon, 22 Jul 2013 17:14:53 -0700 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Debbie Lawrence <debbie . lawrence@laci t y . org> 
Date: Mon, Jul 22, 2013 at 5:14 PM 
Subject: Yucca Street 
To: ggg@coppe r.net 

Hello George, 
Yes, I received your CD and it will be included in the Case File. If you 
have any questions on materials in the case file, you can contact Nicole 
Sanchez. I have copied her on this email. 
thank you, 
Debbie 

Debbie Lawrence, AICP 
City Planner 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1163 

* Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property 

RL0035595 



EM36375 

will usually begin at the Development Service Center (DSC). Click the 
following link for DSC contact 
information: h ttp : //www . planning . laci t y . org/Pub licCount er . h t ml 

In addition, two City Planning Department on-line systems can provide a 
variety of information - Zoning Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) 
and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides a property's 
zoning designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor's data, and 
economic development incentives among other information. It can be 
accessed at z imas .lac i ty . o r g . PCTS provides a summary of information 
regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and can be 
accessed at plnc t s . laci t y . org/c t s inte rne t / 

Debbie Lawrence, AICP 
City Planner 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1163 

* Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property 
will usually begin at the Development Service Center (DSC). Click the 
following link for DSC contact 
information: h ttp : //www . p l anning .lac i ty . o r g/Pub li cCounte r.ht ml 

In addition, two City Planning Department on-line systems can provide a 
variety of information - Zoning Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) 
and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides a property's 
zoning designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor's data, and 
economic development incentives among other information. It can be 
accessed at z imas . laci t y . org . PCTS provides a summary of information 
regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and can be 
accessed at p lncts .lac i ty . o r g/cts inte rnet/ 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR. GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
801 K STREET • /vIS 12-30 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

PHONE 916/445-1825 • FAX916/445-5718. TOO 916/324-2555 • WEBSITEconservation.ca.gov 

Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Los Angeles City Council 

clo June Lagmay, City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

July 20, 2013 

Re: Commencement of Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Study, Hollywood Fault Zone 
Millennium Hollywood Project; EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Council President Wesson: 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code, Division 2, 
Chapter 7.5, Sections 2621 et seq.) requires the State Geologist to place Earthquake 
Fault Zones around faults deemed to be sufficiently active and well-defined. Under 
this Act, cities and counties affected by the zones must regulate certain development 
projects within the zones. They must withhold development permits for sites within 
the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not threatened 
by surface displacement from future faulting. 

Based on a number of independent geological investigations, and recent work by the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) culminating in the 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, CGS has commenced a detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its 
associated splay faults for possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining 
and Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601 (a)) pursuant 
to the Alquist-Priolo Act. This investigation and resultant maps and reports are 
scheduled for completion by the end of this year or early in 2014. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles City Council and the Planning 
Commission are in the process of reviewing plans for the prospective Millennium 
Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone should our 
investigations conclude that an active portion of the Hollywood Fault lies within the 
project site. If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone, it will provide the City with new information for its consideration of current and 
future proposed developments all along the Hollywood Fault. 

The Department of Conservation 's mission is to balance today's needs with tomorrow's challenges and foster intelligent, 
sustainable, and efficient use of California 's energy, land, and mineral resources. 

RL0035597 



Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
July 20, 2013 
Page 2 

EM36377 

Results of this investigation will be provided to the City of Los Angeles immediately 
upon their release, and the City will have an opportunity to examine and comment on 
the Preliminary version of the maps and reports. Please do not hesitate to contact 
the CGS at any time if you have questions regarding this fault-zoning process. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Parrish, Ph. D., PG 
State Geologist 

RL0035598 
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Subject: Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

Location: City hall - room 450 

Start: 7/9/20139:00 AM 

End: 7/9/201310:00 AM 

Show Time As: Busy 

Recurrence: (none) 

Required Attendees: dan.scott@lacity.org 

Resources: City hall - room 450 

This event has been canceled and removed from your calendar. 

Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 

When 
Tue Jul 9, 2013 9am - 10am Pacific Time 
Where 
City hall - room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
dan.scott@lacity.org 
Who 

marie. rumsey@lacity.org 
- organizer 

Timothy McWilliams 
Renee Stadel 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Dan Scott 
Sergio Ibarra 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account dan.scott@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for cancellations on calendar dan.scott@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 

RL0035599 
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and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM35278 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:CANCEL 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130709T160000Z 
DTEND:20130709T170000Z 
DTSTAMP:2013070ST202232Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=marie.rumsey@lacity.org:mailto:marie.rumsey@lacity.org 
U I D: a5292ghdoedadq41bu9ab2h 7So@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Ti 
mothy McWilliams;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto:tim. mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Re 
nee Stadel ;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: renee. stadel@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=marie. 
rumsey@lacity.org;X-NUM-GU ESTS=O: mailto: marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Lu 
ciralia I barra;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Da 
n Scott;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: dan. scott@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS
ACTION;CN=Se 
rgio Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130705T215203Z 
DESCRIPTION: 
LAST-MODIFIED:2013070ST202232Z 
LOCATION:City hall - room 450 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CANCELLED 
SUMMARY:Meet w tim mc williams -DA for millennium project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035601 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36123 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI74.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

RL0035602 



EM36124 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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EM36125 

Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 
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EM36126 

This email was sent to ken.bernstein@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34127 

Dan Scott < dan.scott@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 14, 2013 12:41 PM 
RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com 

Millennium 

Richie: you were sitting right there and I forgot to ask you (of course) 

So are we a go for PLUM on Tuesday?? 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Kelli, 

EM36378 

Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:27 AM 
Kelli Bernard; Kelly Bernard 
Thank you 

I just want to thank you for your time to meet with Steve and me. I look forward to meeting with 
you again as your schedule permits. 

Per our conversation yesterday, I am requesting vacation time-off on the following days: 
Monday 8/12, 
Thursday 8/15, 
Friday 8/16, and 
Monday 8/19 

Please advise. 

On a separate note, the Millennium Hollywood project will be heard in Council tomorrow. 
Do you have 5 minutes today so I can brief you? 

Regards, 

Ray 

RL0035607 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM35765 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 4:54 AM 

Lily Quan 
Fwd: Millennium Letter 
Millennium Letter.doc 

See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Date: Jul 16,2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: <Michae1.Logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator 
has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 

Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 

California State Senator, 22nd District 

Los Angeles, California 

Phone: 213-483 -9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 

Sacramento: 916-65 1-4022 
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EM35766 

STATlE I;A P ITO!.. 

:!;.AI;:RA MENTO. ~A i'~I;I ' 4 

4 ~ ' & I s.!Il · 4022 

([al if trn,a tate ~.tl1a:ie 
SENATOR 

KEVIN DE: LEON 
TWE NT Y-SECON 0 SENATE DIS T~ leT 

July 11,2013 

Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 N. Spring Street, Executive Office 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. LoGrande: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA-1 01, PM 7.37 
SCH#21 00041 094 

My office has been in communications with the California Department of Transportation regarding 
concerns the agency has expressed about the impact of the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project 
to the 101 Freeway. 

I understand that Caltrans has made several attempts to communicate their concerns to the City in an 
effort to ensure an appropriate focus of environmental study and to identify adequate mitigations. 
They have indicated no response has been received. 

It is paramount that consistent and clear communications occur amongst government entities. I would 
like to set up a meeting as soon as possible for all relevant parties of the Millennium Hollywood 
Project to resolve concerns. 

Please contact my Deputy, 8aydsar Thomasian, to arrange the meeting. She can be reached at (213) 
483-9300 

Sincerely, 

~~4-:(~ vin de Leon 
enator, Twenty Second District 

Cc: Eric Garcetti, Mayor, City of Los Angeles 
City Council member, Mitch O'farrell 
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City Council member, Tom La80nge 
Michael Gargano, Millennium Hollywood 

EM35767 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good morning Kelli, 

EM36379 

Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:27 AM 
Kelli Bernard; Kelly Bernard 
Thank you 

I just want to thank you for your time to meet with Steve and me. I look forward to meeting with 
you again as your schedule permits. 

Per our conversation yesterday, I am requesting vacation time-off on the following days: 
Monday 8/12, 
Thursday 8/15, 
Friday 8/16, and 
Monday 8/19 

Please advise. 

On a separate note, the Millennium Hollywood project will be heard in Council tomorrow. 
Do you have 5 minutes today so I can brief you? 

Regards, 

Ray 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36127 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI66.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
Michael 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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EM36128 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

2 
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EM36129 

Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 
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You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 
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This email was sent to michael.logrande@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36131 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI66.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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EM36132 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

2 
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Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 
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you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

3 

RL0035618 



EM36134 

This email was sent to blake.lamb@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Yo Patty! 

EM35279 

Dennis Chew < dennis.chew@lacity.org > 
Monday, July 08, 2013 4:01 PM 
Ruben, Patricia 
Re: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

Both Hollywood persons have not heard anything about the Cort Fox Ford site. 
Dennis 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Ruben, Patricia <Patricia.Ruben@sothebyshomes.com> wrote: 
hi Dennis! On another note ... do yo know what is going in on the corner ofHilihurst...and 
Hollywood ... the old Ford building? 

From: Dennis Chew [mailto:dennis.chew@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wed 7/3/2013 11:03 AM 
To: boardmembers@lfia.org 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Fran Reichenbach <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 6:10 PM 
Subject: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 
To: George Abrahams <ggg@copper.net> 

Dear Leaders! 

July 24th at 10 a.m., we will have our last opportunity to present a strong case before the Los Angeles City Council. 

Critical portions of the Millennium Hollywood Project's EIR contain false and misleading data that could cost lives 
as well as the collapse of our already-delicate infrastructure. 

Caltrans points this out in their attempts to get the City's attention. In their December 10, 2012 letter they said: 

"CurrentlY, the Level of Service (LOS) for US -101 is operating at LOS F. Atry additional trips will worsen the existingfreewqy 
conditions. The [Trciffic Impact Stu4YJ did not include a cumulative trciffic analYsis for US-1 01, which would consider the trips 
generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth from the 
HollYwood Community Plan." 

According to the statewide CGS 2010 Fault Activity Map of California 
(http ://www.quake.ca.gov Igmaps IF AM lfaultactivitymap.html) and other studies, the southern strand of the 
Hollywood Fault No 392 is active and runs across both sites poised for development by Millennium Partners. State 
law clearly states that no structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy, which is 

RL0035620 



EM35280 

expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 2,000 person-hours per year can be built within 50 feet of 
an active fault. 

Consequently, it's up to the PEOPLE to show up and demand that the City Council and the City Attorney follow 
the letter and spirit of laws that are on the books to save lives in an earthquake-prone area. Independent geological 
studies must be done on this project site and a new EIR conducted. 

YOUR presence and that of your board members, neighbors, their families and friends need to make July 24th a 
very significant day for the City Council and all who are watching on Channel 35! 

Unless the City Council calls this item "Special", we may not be able to make our i-minute testimonies BUT our 
presence filling the room will send a significant message! 

In a prophetic case of reality imitating art, watch this video clip from the 1974 movie "Earthquake": 
http ://www.youtube.com/watch?v=czjs4vIAeWc#t=4m7s 

As Charlton Heston says in the movie, "We should have never put up those 40-story monstrosities" 

Let your presence send that message! 

The next email you get will have instructions on free parking under City Hall with a diagram of the parking 
areal elevator location and other important details to share with your neighborhoods. 

Please start your carpool organizing now! We have precious little time to organize this protest demonstration at City 
Hall. 

Is this an important hearing? You bet! Is our attorney working overtime? Indeed! But the funds are not making a 
dent in the long hours that he is putting into this presentation. 

Please dig deeply. There's a "donate button" on our website. Your generosity helps get this work done and brings as 
many experts to the table as possible! StopTheMillenniumH ollywood.org 

Please press "reply" if you have questions or concerns. If you're a volunteer and want to join in the campaign to get 
folks to the City Council hearing, let's talk! 

323-462-2262 -leave your message and it will be answered personally very shortly! 

Your friends at Stop The Millennium! 

Facebook Page: 

h ttps : I I www.facebook.com/Stop TheMillenniumH ollywoodProj ect?fref=ts 

Twitter Account: 

Stop Millennium Now @NoToMillennium 

Let the City Council know that they cannot vote to pass this project! 

Councilmember.Cedillo@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Blumenfield@lacity.org 
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Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Koretz@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Fuentes@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Parks@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Price@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org 
Councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org 

EM35281 

COU nci Imem ber. H u izar@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Buscaino@lacity.org 

Dennis Chew 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 

"The information in this electronic mail message is the sender's confidential business and may be legally 
privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to this internet electronic mail message by anyone 
else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action 
taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and may be unlawful. " 

"The sender believes that this E-mail and any attachments were free of any virus, worm, Trojan horse, and/or 
malicious code when sent. This message and its attachments could have been infected during transmission. By 
reading the message and opening any attachments, the recipient accepts full responsibility for taking protective 
and remedial action about viruses and other defects. The sender's company is not liable for any loss or damage 
arising in any way from this message or its attachments. " 

"Nothing in this email shall be deemed to create a binding contract to purchase/sell real estate. The sender of 
this email does not have the authority to bind a buyer or seller to a contract via written or verbal 
communications including, but not limited to, email communications. " 

Dennis Chew 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 
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Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: (818) 374-5050 
Fax:(818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacitv.orq 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36135 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI66.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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EM36136 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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EM36137 

Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 
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EM36138 

This email was sent to Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36380 

L Duong < Iduong25@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:33 AM 
Aaal 
Hollywood skyscrapers too close to earthquake fault, opponents say - latimes.com 

http ://www.1atimes.comlnews/loca1l1a-me-millennium-hollywood-20130723 ,O,7532158.story?track=rss 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM36381 

Kelli Bernard <kelli.bernard@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:44 AM 
raymond.chan@lacity.org 
lida.granados@lacity.org 
Re: Thank you 

I'm at JFB this morning but will give you a call this afternoon. 

Enjoy the time off. 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond .chan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 08:26 AM 
To: Kelli Bernard < keIlLbernard@lacity.orq>; Kelly Bernard < KeIlLBernard@ladwp.com> 
Subject: Thank you 

Good morning Kelli, 

I just want to thank you for your time to meet with Steve and me. I look forward to meeting with 
you again as your schedule permits. 

Per our conversation yesterday, I am requesting vacation time-off on the following days: 
Monday 8/12, 
Thursday 8/15, 
Friday 8/16, and 
Monday 8/19 

Please advise. 

On a separate note, the Millennium Hollywood project will be heard in Council tomorrow. 
Do you have 5 minutes today so I can brief you? 

Regards, 

Ray 

RL0035629 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luci, 

EM36382 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:50 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Is your office still going to submit a letter for Millennium? 

Just following up. PIs let me know when you have a chance. Thx! 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I 

EM36139 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI66.atI11.rsgsv.net> on behalf of 
Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 20136:00 AM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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EM36140 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

2 
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EM36141 

Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 
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you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

3 

RL0035633 
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This email was sent to charmie.huynh@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35283 

Ruben, Patricia < Patricia.Ruben@Sothebyshomes.com> 
Monday, July 08, 2013 4:02 PM 
Dennis Chew 
RE: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

Hhmmmmmmmmmm ... do you mean the one catty-corner to the Vista Theatre? 

Ever forward, Patti 

Patricia Ruben 

(323) 671.2310 
Sotheby's *Los Feliz 

www.patriciaruben.com 
www.dographer.com 

From: Dennis Chew [mailto:dennis.chew@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, July 08,2013 4:01 PM 
To: Ruben, Patricia 
Subject: Re: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

Yo Patty! 
Both Hollywood persons have not heard anything about the Cort Fox Ford site. 
Dennis 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 8:30 AM, Ruben, Patricia <Patricia.Ruben@sothebyshomes.com> wrote: 
hi Dennis! On another note ... do yo know what is going in on the corner ofHilihurst. .. and 
Hollywood ... the old Ford building? 

From: Dennis Chew [mailto:dennis.chew@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wed 7/3/2013 11:03 AM 
To: boardmembers@lfia .org 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Fran Reichenbach <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 6:10 PM 
Subject: Millennium Update and Message to Community Leaders! 
To: George Abrahams <ggg@copper.net> 

Dear Leaders! 

July 24th at 10 a.m., we will have our last opportunity to present a strong case before the Los Angeles City Council. 

RL0035635 



EM35284 

Critical portions of the Millennium Hollywood Project's EIR contain false and misleading data that could cost lives 
as well as the collapse of our already-delicate infrastructure. 

Caltrans points this out in their attempts to get the City's attention. In their December 10, 2012 letter they said: 

"CurrentlY, the Level of Service (LOS) for US -101 is operating at LOS F. Atry additional trips will worsen the existingfreewqy 
conditions. The [Trciffic Impact Stu4J;J did not include a cumulative trciffic analYsis for US-1 01, which would consider the trips 
generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth from the 
HollYwood Community Plan." 

According to the statewide CGS 2010 Fault Activity Map of California 
(http ://www.quake.ca.gov I gmaps IF AM lfaultactivitymap.html) and other studies, the southern strand of the 
Hollywood Fault No 392 is active and runs across both sites poised for development by Millennium Partners. State 
law clearly states that no structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy, which is 
expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 2,000 person-hours per year can be built within 50 feet of 
an active fault. 

Consequently, it's up to the PEOPLE to show up and demand that the City Council and the City Attorney follow 
the letter and spirit of laws that are on the books to save lives in an earthquake-prone area. Independent geological 
studies must be done on this project site and a new EIR conducted. 

YOUR presence and that of your board members, neighbors, their families and friends need to make July 24th a 
very significant day for the City Council and all who are watching on Channel 35! 

Unless the City Council calls this item "Special", we may not be able to make our l-minute testimonies BUT our 
presence filling the room will send a significant message! 

In a prophetic case of reality imitating art, watch this video clip from the 1974 movie "Earthquake": 
http ://www.youtube.com /watch?v=czjs4vIAeWc#t=4m7s 

As Charlton Heston says in the movie, "We should have never put up those 40-story monstrosities" 

Let your presence send that message! 

The next email you get will have instructions on free parking under City Hall with a diagram of the parking 
areal elevator location and other important details to share with your neighborhoods. 

Please start your carpool organizing now! We have precious little time to organize this protest demonstration at City 
Hall. 

Is this an important hearing? You bet! Is our attorney working overtime? Indeed! But the funds are not making a 
dent in the long hours that he is putting into this presentation. 

Please dig deeply. There's a "donate button" on our website. Your generosity helps get this work done and brings as 
many experts to the table as possible! StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

Please press "reply" if you have questions or concerns. If you're a volunteer and want to join in the campaign to get 
folks to the City Council hearing, let's talk! 

323-462-2262 -leave your message and it will be answered personally very shortly! 

Your friends at Stop The Millennium! 
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Facebook Page: 

h ttps: ! ! www.facebook.com !Stop TheMillenniumHollywoodProj ect?fref=ts 

Twitter Account: 

Stop Millennium Now @NoToMillennium 

Let the City Council know that they cannot vote to pass this project! 

Councilmember.Cedillo@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Blumenfield@lacity.org 
Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Koretz@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Fuentes@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Parks@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Price@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org 
Councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org 

COU nci Imem ber. H u izar@lacity.org 
Councilmember.Buscaino@lacity.org 

Dennis Chew 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 

"The information in this electronic mail message is the sender's confidential business and may be legally 
privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to this internet electronic mail message by anyone 
else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action 
taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and may be unlawful. " 

"The sender believes that this E-mail and any attachments were free of any virus, worm, Trojan horse, and/or 
malicious code when sent. This message and its attachments could have been infected during transmission. By 
reading the message and opening any attachments, the recipient accepts full responsibility for taking protective 
and remedial action about viruses and other defects. The sender's company is not liable for any loss or damage 
arising in any way from this message or its attachments. " 
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"Nothing in this email shall be deemed to create a binding contract to purchase/sell real estate. The sender of 
this email does not have the authority to bind a buyer or seller to a contract via written or verbal 
communications including, but not limited to, email communications. " 

Dennis Chew 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Development Service Center, Public Counter 

Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Service Center 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard 
Suite 251, Mail Stop 3661 
Los Angeles, CA 91401 
Telephone: (818) 374-5050 
Fax:(818) 374-5075 
E-mail: Dennis.Chew@lacity.orq 

This message contains information that may be confidential and privileged and is transmitted to the 
intended person or entity to which it is addressed. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to 
receive for the addressee) any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any 
action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you received this in error, please advise the sender and delete or destroy the message and 
any copies of this material from any computer. 
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From: 
Sent: 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:04 AM 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Sharon, 

Sharon Gin 

Fwd: VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

2013 _ 06 _ 03 _Letter _Report_1_1 (1 ).pdf 

This should be going to you I believe. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <emma.riordan@ao1.com> 
Date: Tue, Ju19, 2013 at 3:10 PM 
Subject: VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: mayor@lacity.org 

For The Administrative Record ... 
Millennium File #VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

1) Attached is Traffic Consultant Herman Basmaciyan.P.E Report to Attorney Robert Silverstein on 
Millennium Projects. 

2)Caltrans Waves Red Flag On Millennium Hollywood Project ... 
Cal trans has made it clear that without significant changes 

in the giant Millennium Hollywood project, the effect on 

the 101 Freeway could be disastrous. 

ht t p : //www . lat i mes . com/bus i ness/ r eales t a t e/la- fi - h i ltz i k - 20 1306 1 9 , 0 , 1 4258 1 7 . co l umn# 

Emma Riordan 

Hollywood, Ca. 

Communities United For Reasonable Development 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM35769 
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IllUltlllN IlllStlll(;IY1IN, I) .It 
Traffic, Transportation, Parking 
Expert Witness and Consulting Services 
701 Marguerite Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
Tel: 949-903-5738 
herman.b@roadrunner.com 

Mr. Robert Silverstein 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 

June 3, 2013 

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Dear Mr. Silverstein 

Proj. No. 130501 

Per your request, I have reviewed the Millennium Hollywood Project 
environmental documentation related to traffic, circulation and parking. This 
documentation consists of: 

• the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) including its applicable 
Appendices, and 

• the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) including its applicable 
Appendices 

In addition I have referred to the following documents: 

.:. Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (TSPP), Dated May 2012, published 
by the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), 

.:. 2010 Congestion Management Program (eMP) prepared by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACTMA) 

.:. Guide to the Preparation of Traffic Studies (Guide), Caltrans 

T am a Registered Civil and Traffic Engineer in the State of California 
(Registration Numbers 20137 and 525, respectively) and a Registered Engineer (in 
retired status) in the States of Washington, Arizona, and Florida. I have over 50 
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June 3,2013 Page 2 
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years of experience in traffic and transportation engineering, traffic modeling and 
forecasting, parking studies, and the preparation of traffic impact studies. I have 
personally prepared or had a key role in the preparation of over 400 reports in 
various jurisdictions in California, Washington, Oregon, Arizona, Nevada, and 
Ohio, as well as several multi-State projects sponsored by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation. My curriculum vitae (cv.) is presented as Exhibit 1, attached. 

Based on my review of the documents cited above and my education, professional 
knowledge and many years of experience, I have noted several deficiencies and/or 
omissions in the environmental documentation for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project. These deficiencies and/or omissions are discussed in the following pages 
of this letter. 

A. Deficiencies in Process, Mitigation Measures and Monitoring 

l. Caltrans concerns have not been addressed adequately: CMP guidelines 
(Appendix D, Page D-2, attached as Exhibit 2) state: "Caltrans must also 
be consulted through the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to identify 
other specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system." By 
letter dated May 18, 2011 (attached as Exhibit 33) Caltrans requested 
specifically that the traffic study address the freeway main line and all 
on/off ramps of State Route 101 (SR-101) within a five-mile radius of the 
proposed Millennium Hollywood Project. In the same letter, Caltrans also 
referred the project's traffic consultant to Caltrans' traffic study guide and 
indicated that Caltrans staff "would like to meet with the traffic consultant 
to identify study locations in the State facilities before preparing the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)." Page III-34 of the DEIR (attached as 
Exhibit 4) states that "representatives from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning met with Caltrans Planning staff on 
September 15, 2011." 

The Traffic Study prepared by Crain & Associates and included in the 
DEIR as Appendix IV.K.l (title pages are presented as Exhibit 5, attached) 
states in two places (please see Exhibits 5-a and 5-b) that the traffic study 
was performed in accordance with the LADOT TSPP (please see Exhibit 6 
for the title page of the TSPP). The LADOT TSPP reiterates the LA 
County CMP requirement that Caltrans should be contacted and further 
states that "To assist in the evaluation of impacts on State facilities, the 
project's traffic consultant should refer to Caltrans' Guide for the 
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies ... " and provides a link to access the 
web site (please see Exhibit 6-a). 
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The DEIR Traffic Study did not comply with the CMP guidelines and 
LADOT's TSPP, despite the written comments from Caltrans and the 
meeting held with Caltrans on September) 5, 2011. 

Mter preparation of the DEIR, Caltrans submitted a letter dated December 
12, 2012 (please see Exhibit 7) reiterating its concerns about and 
requirements for the DEIR and providing further specific guidance as to 
what analyses would be required for Caltrans to conclude that impacts on 
the State Highway System are adequately analyzed. As stated in the 
Caltrans letter dated February 19, 2013 (please see Exhibit 8), Caltrans 
considers the responses to its previous comments to be inadequate and 
remains concerned about the lack of mandated disclosure and analysis of 
freeway operations (such as mainline traffic flow, weaving movements on 
the freeway, queuing at exit ramps that might lllnder mainline flow, 
queuing at entrance ramp meters, merging/diverging maneuvers) and the 
project's impacts on those. 

I have reviewed the responses that the City of Los Angeles provided in the 
FEIR to Caltrans' comments in the December 10, 2012 letter. I concur 
with Caltrans that significant unanswered issues remain, and significant 
informational gaps mar the EIR. The City's study approach fails to provide 
complete or accurate information. The City's use of the CMP methodology 
does not provide sufficient information related to the Project's impacts on 
the freeway system, and therefore did not adequately consider the potential 
significance of the Project's impacts on the freeway system. The City's 
responses to Caltrans are presented as Exhibit 9, attached. Following are 
some further thoughts about the City's inadequate and/or improper 
responses as contained in Exhibit 9: 

Response to Comment No. 03-2: The CMP methodology is based purely on 
the traffic volume on the freeway, without recognizing such matters as 
weaving, queuing, merging and diverging movements. The Caltrans 
methodology, which is based on the Highway Capacity Manual, takes into 
consideration these freeway operational matters, which are, in turn, affected 
by such freeway design features as spacing of entry/exit points, presence or 
lack of auxiliary lanes, and others. While the Caltrans Guide does not 
provide specific threshold guidelines, it provides a methodology for 
determining freeway LOS correctly. The City and this EIR are mandated to 
comply with the Caltrans methodology and to disclose and analyze impacts 
accordingly in a recirculated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 03-3: The documentation provided in Appendix 
B of the FEIR, Modeling Procedures and Results, is inadequate. The very 
brief documentation does not provide any credible data to support the 
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--------- - ---- ---- - - - -------------

Mr_ Robert Silverstein 
June 3, 2013 Page 4 

statement that "The model demonstrated that the Project will not result in 
the addition of 150 trips or more to any freeway segment." The 4-page 
document falls far short of providing enough infOlmation for the public to 
make an informed judgment. The documentation should contain, as a 
minimum, information for the starting point which is the unaltered SCAG 
Regional Model as refmed by LA DOT for use in the City of Los Angeles 
(the Base Model) in addition to the two scenarios presented "Base Minus 
Project" and "Base Plus Project." At a minimum, the information 
presented for each of the three scenarios should include: 

• F or the area within a 5-mile radius of the Project (as requested in 
Caltrans' letter in response to the NaP), computer-generated plots of 
the roadway network showing the raw (unadjusted) traffic volumes 
that resulted from the traffic assignment process. The plots should 
be of sufficiently large-scale to make it possible to read the traffic 
volumes on freeway-mainline, the HOV lanes (if any), and each of 
the entrance and exit ramps. A similar plot should be provided 
presenting the number of lanes assumed for all freeways and ramps, 
as well as the number of lanes and facility types assumed for all 
arterial facilities. 

• Socio-economic data for the two Traffic Analysis Zones (T AZs) that 
contain the Project, along with a map of the TAZ boundaries within 
the five-mile radius area. 

• A listing, or graphic presentation, of all freeway and major transit 
improvements (BRT, Light Rail, Metrolink, other fixed-guideway) 
that are included in the 2035 SCAG Regional Model but are not in 
service or are not under construction for the area bounded by I-lOon 
the South, 1-405 on the West, SR-10l/SR-134/1-210 on the North, 
and 1-710 (alignment extended to 1-210) on the East. For all four 
limits, the information should be presented for the freeways that are 
referenced to describe the bOillldaries. 

The additional data requested should be available from the computer 
models that were run either in printed form, or can be plotted/printed 
readily from model files. The public cannot make an infOlmed judgment as 
to the impacts of the Project on the freeway system based on what has been 
provided in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 03-5: The thoughts expressed in No. 03-2 and 
03-3 are applicable here also. 

Response to Comment No. 03-6: The statement that "Rather, the signalized 
intersections and the freeway mainline sections were determined to form 
the capacity constraints in the Hollywood area" is contradictory to the 
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Traffic Study fmdings. The Traffic Study determined that of the 37 
intersections analyzed, 31 had LOS of "C" or better in both the morning 
and afternoon peak hOUTS. Five intersections had LOS "D" or better in both 
peak hours. Only one had LOS "D" in the morning and LOS "E" in the 
afternoon peak hOUT (please see Exhibit 5-f, attached.) This finding would 
signify no capacity constraints associated with signalized intersections in 
the area and is directly contradictory to the statement in the response to this 
comment. Either the statement is not supported by substantial evidence or 
the intersection analysis presented in the Traffic Study is faulty. Either 
instance represents a deficiency in the environmental documentation. 

Response to Comment No. 03-7: No further thoughts beyond those 
expressed in Item B.2 later in this letter. 

Response to Comment No. 03-9: The selected zone analysis methodology 
is a very valuable analysis tool to determine the true "demand" created by 
the Project. It is appropriate for infill projects because the "intercepted" 
trips have already been deducted due to the pass-by reduction in the trip 
generation process. Using the trip distribution percentages from the 
selected zone analysis and applying the vehicular trip generation after 
credits, would account for "intercepted" trips. 

Response to Comment No. 03-11: It is ironic that the City uses a "Planning 
Methodology" which does not take into consideration signal timing at all in 
the basic computation, but then applies a credit to reflect the effect of an 
"operational" feature such as the computerized signal system. Nonetheless, 
the real question is whether the CMA analysis produces LOS results for 
existing conditions that are consistent with actual conditions. Expressed 
differently, if there are long queues at an intersection and yet the CMA 
method produces an LOS of "COO or "D" or better, one would have to 
conclude that the CMA method does not do the job con-ectly. 

Response to Comment No. 03-12: If in fact the freeway mainline 
constitutes a capacity constraint as stated in the City's response to Caltrans 
comment No. 03-6, the ramp meters are likely set at or near the maximum 
rates Caltrans deems possible. In the future, metering rates would be more 
likely to be tighter, allowing fewer vehicles per hour onto the freeway, 
rather than more, unless major capacity improvements are made on the 
freeway. It would be in the City's best interest to perform the analyses 
requested by Caltrans to publicly disclose and understand what problems 
the City may be facing in the future, and to mitigate those problems and 
impacts. 
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Response to Comment No. 03-13: The City's response ignores the basic 
issue which is that the weaving movements are an important consideration 
in determining freeway LOS. 

Response to Comment No. 03-14: No further thoughts except that it would 
be in the best interests of the City to perform the analyses requested by 
Caltrans. 

2. Trip caps need further definition: While the trip equivalency provisions 
give the City and the developer latitude in controlling the amount of 
development, the trip caps in the FEIR do not provide sufficient safeguards 
for certain situations that may arise, for the following reasons: 

a) More development than addressed in the current environmental 
documents would be possible: FEIR P.IV-22, bottom of page (please 
see Exhibit 10) states that« No building permits shall be issued or other 
measures taken by the City, which would allow the Project-related trip 
generation to exceed the Trip Cap, unless other supplemental analysis is 
completed." This statement implies that the trip caps may be violated 
with additional analysis and that more development than addressed in 
the current environmental analysis could be approved. Also, it is not 
stated whether the approval of the supplemental analysis would be 
under administrative purview or subject to CEQA compliance and 
public review. 

b) The number of peak hourly trip credit for existing development 
should be fixed: In order to prevent future analysts from raising the 
trip credit allowed for existing development, the amount of credit should 
be fixed at the level established in the current environmental analysis, 
180 in the morning peak hour and 182 in the afternoon peak hour. This 
can be accomplished by inserting the maximum amount of credit into 
FEIR PJV-18, Bullet item (c) (please see Exhibit 10). 

c) Trip caps for the project should be directional, not total for peak 
hour: It does not take much effort to come up with a mixed use scenario 
that stays within the peak hour total cap but violates the directional 
peak. Traffic impacts are in many cases sensitive to the direction of 
travel. Trip caps for the project should be made directional. 

3. Actual compared to estimated trips: There is no provision in the traffic 
monitoring program to assess whether actual vehicular trips to/from the 
project exceed, in any phase of development or at full development, the 
estimated vehicular trips, and what action would be taken if the actual 
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trips were to exceed the estimated trips. This information should be 
provided in a recirculated DEIR. 

B. Technical Points 

1. The Traffic Study states that Vine Street is classified as a Major Highway 
Class II between Franklin A venue and Melrose A venue, and that the width 
of Vine Street within these limits is 65-75 ft. (please see Exhibit 5-c). The 
Traffic Study does not state the actual width of Vine Street along the 
frontage of the proposed Project. Exhibit 6-c, attached, indicates that the 
City of Los Angeles Public Department Standards call for a width of80 or 
90 ft. for the Major Highway Class II classification. Accordingly, the 
width of Vine Street is not compliant with current City design standards. 
The prior Hollywood Community Plan, which may become the operative 
community plan again, depending on the outcome of current litigation 
regarding the Updated Hollywood Community Plan (applicable excerpts in 
Exhibit 11, attached) also designates Vine Street as a Major Highway Class 
II, but with Modified design standards that call for a curb-to-curb width of 
70 ft, with 15-ft sidewalks on either side of the street. Since the actual 
width of Vine Street along the frontage of the proposed Project is not stated 
in the Traffic Study, it is not possible to ascertain whether the street design 
is in compliance with the design standards of the Community Plan. The 
environmental documents are silent in the matter of the width of Vine 
Street even though it has significance in conjunction with the transit 
ridership credits as discussed in the next paragraph. 

2. The reduction of vehicular trips by 25% due to expected transit ridership 
exceeds what the City Department of Transportation recommends in its 
Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (please see Exhibit 6-c attached). 
Per the guidelines, the maximum of 25% reduction may be applicable to 
developments that are "above or adjacent to a Metro Rail, Metrolink, or 
Orange Line station." Developments within Y4 mile walking distance may 
qualify for up to a 15% transit credit if certain improvements, including the 
provision of wider-than-standard sidewalks and dedication of additional 
right-of-way along the project frontage, are provided. The proposed 
mitigation measures do not contain such provisions. Accordingly, a 25% 
reduction as taken in the EIR is facially inapplicable and improper. 

3. Truck access to the site is not analyzed, and the process of accommodating 
loading/unloading is not described. This is a significant omission of 
information necessary for informed decisionmaking and disclosure and 
mitigation of potential significant impacts. It is acknowledged that for 
purposes of intersection capacity and Level of Service, truck traffic is not 
an issue. Nevertheless, truck traffic in the immediate vicinity of the Project 
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and within the Project may present traffic operational problems depending 
on the location and configuration of truck loading/unloading areas, hours of 
delivery, the location and configuration' of entry/exit points, and the size of 
trucks. This matter is not discussed at all in the environmental documents, 
except general statements to the effect that these matters will be handled 
later in discussions between the developer and City staff. Such deferred 
analysis and mitigation is improper. 

4. Intersection Level of Service (LOS) computation does not consider the 
effect of pedestrian traffic on intersection capacity. In a high pedestrian 
activity area such as Hollywood Boulevard, pedestrians may cause 
substantial delay to vehicular traffic, especially vehicles turning left or 
right. The LADOT TSPP states that the standard intersection LOS 
computation procedure may be modified to reflect the effect of certain 
conditions, including high pedestrian volumes (please see Exhibit 6-d, 
attached). No adjustments were made in the LOS computations to reflect 
the effect of high pedestrian volumes. This omission results in a distortion 
of the conclusions, making them invalid indicators of actual conditions and 
impacts that can be expected to be experienced. 

5. The existence of the midblock pedestrian signal on Vine is not even 
mentioned. The relationship of the pedestrian signal location vis-a-vis the 
project driveways on Vine is not discussed. Based on the approximate 
dimensions provided in the Traffic Study (please refer to Exhibit 5-d, 
attached), the West Site driveway on Vine Street would be about 60 to 70 ft 
north of the existing pedestrian cross-walk and midblock pedestrian signal. 
The East Site driveway would be about 150 ft south of the cross-walk. The 
proximity of the existing signalized cross-walk to the two full-service 
driveways proposed by the Project will create numerous opportunities for 
pedestrian/vehicu1ar conflicts and potential pedestrian/vehicle collisions. 
Accordingly, there is a significant omission of necessary information about 
pedestrian safety impacts. This should be remedied in a recirculated DEIR. 

6. For purposes of the traffic study, certain assumptions would need to have 
been made as to the allocation of land uses to each of the two portions of 
the proposed project (East Site v. West Site). This allocation is necessary 
to make, in tum, the allocation of the traffic to the intersections 
immediately adjacent to the Project as shown in the Traffic Study. 
However, the allocation of vehicular traffic to the project driveways is not 
presented in the Traffic Study. Also, the need for traffic control devices to 
be installed at the project driveways, if any, is not discussed, except 
mentioning that this matter will be coordinated with the City. Accordingly, 
there is a significant omission of necessary information. This should be 
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remedied in a recirculated DEIR. This lack of infonnation makes it 
impossible to assess the following potentially significant impacts: 

• Will it be necessary to install a traffic signal at either or both of the 
Project driveways on Vine Street? 

• If yes, what would be the impact on the mid-block pedestrian signal? 
• If not, how will pedestrian/vehicle conflicts be treated and to what 

extent will pedestrian activity disrupt traffic into and out of the 
driveways? 

7. The pedestrian entry/exit points to the project and the pedestrian linkages 
between the East Site and the West Site of the Project are not shown, so it 
is not possible to assess: 

• Whether the East and West Sites are truly integrated to constitute a 
single project for purposes of intemal trip-making and shared 
parking. 

• Whether the pedestrian linkages are going be sufficiently convenient 
in order to justify the internal trip making levels. 

• How internal pedestrian circulation to/from the various project 
components will be accommodated. 

• To what extent added pedestrian traffic at the mid-block pedestrian 
signal would cause additional delays to through traffic on Vine 
Street. 

8. Parking-The residential tower (East Site) would have 450 units and 675 
residential parking spaces, or 1.5 spaces per unit. In accordance with the 
Traffic Study, the total requirement would be 2.25 spaces per unit, or 1013 
parking spaces, if the residential development were to be stand-alone, rather 
than part of a mixed use development (please see Exhibit 5-e). Tfthe 
residential tower is built and occupied before any of the office/commercial, 
there would be no opportunity for shared parking or internal trip-making, so 
there would be a parking shortage of338 spaces. 

9. If movieltheater uses are allowed within the commercial designation, there 
could be traffic and parking impacts, especially on weekend afternoons and 
evenings when movie/theater and retail uses both attract high levels of 
patronage. This type of potential impact attributable to specific uses is not 
addressed in the EIR. Accordingly, there is a significant omission of 
necessary information. This should be remedied in a recirculated DEIR. 
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Please contact me if I can provide further details or clarification about any matters 
covered in this letter. 

SinC;7' (;) . ~l a--

~«M/~ j 
Herman Basmaciyan. P .E. 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 

1. Cun"iculum Vitae 
2. Excerpts from the 2010 Los Angeles County Congestion Management 

Program 
3. Caltrans letter in response to NOP, dated May 18, 2011 
4. Excerpt from DEIR for Millennium Hollywood Project - Page III-34 
5. Excerpts from Traffic Study (Appendix IVK.l ofDEIR for Millennium 

Hollywood Project) 
a. Compliance with City Procedures (Page 1) 
b. Compliance with City Procedures (Page 4) 
c. Width of Vine Street 

6. Excerpts from the LADOT TSPP 
a. Requirement to contact Caltrans and refer to Caltrans procedures 
b. City of LA Roadway Design Standards 
c. Transit Credit 
d. Project Site Plan and Location of Driveways 
e. Parking Space Requirements 
f. CMA Analysis Summary for Existing Conditions 

7. Caltrans Letter of December 12, 2012 
8. Caltrans Letter of February 19,2013 
9. City's Responses to Caltrans Comments in December 12,2012 Letter 
10. Trip caps 
11 . Excerpts from the Hollywood Community Plan-Street Classifications and 

Design Standards 
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Subject: 
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Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:59 AM 
Kelli Bernard; lida granados 
Re: Thank you 

Thank you Kelli. Talk to you later. 

Ray 

On Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 8:43 AM, Kelli Bernard <kelli.bernard@lacity.org> wrote: 
I'm at JFB this morning but will give you a call this afternoon. 

Enjoy the time off. 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacity.org ] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 08:26 AM 
To: Kelli Bernard < keIlLbernard@lacity.org>; Kelly Bernard < KeIlLBernard@ladwp.com> 
Subject: Thank you 

Good morning Kelli, 

I just want to thank you for your time to meet with Steve and me. I look forward to meeting with 
you again as your schedule permits. 

Per our conversation yesterday, I am requesting vacation time-off on the following days: 
Monday 8/12, 
Thursday 8/15, 
Friday 8/16, and 
Monday 8/19 

Please advise. 

On a separate note, the Millennium Hollywood project will be heard in Council tomorrow. 
Do you have 5 minutes today so I can brief you? 

Regards, 

Ray 

RL0035651 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34128 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Friday, June 14, 2013 3:36 PM 
Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fwd: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 06/12/2013 
FCR Delinquency Register - Aging Report.xls 

Dan & Luci - can you reach out to Millennium (Alfredo) and Wyvernwood (Kristen) on the delinquent 
payments. Please see email below with attached spreadsheet. 

Thank you! 
Lisa 

----- ----- Forwarded message ----------
From: Eva Yuan-McDaniel <eva.yuan-mcdaniel@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Jun 12, 2013 at 11:57 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 0611212013 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Lisa and Dan, 

Please review the spreadsheet. Do you want to contact the applicants and warn them - especially Millennium 
and the Fifteenth Group? 

Let me know. We are ready to send these accounts forward for collection processing. 

Thanks. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Rodel Dela Cruz <rode1.delacruz@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Jun 12, 2013 at 11:38 AM 
Subject: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 0611212013 
To: Eva Yuan-McDaniel <eva.yuan-mcdaniel@lacity.org> 
Cc: Livea Yeh <livea.yeh@lacity.org>, Zenaida Agustin <zenaida.agustin@lacity.org> 

Hello Eva, 

Here attached is the latest list of Accounts Receivable for Full Cost Recovery Invoices Billing Profile 6801. This list 
includes today's newly-obtained Delinquency Report (Dunning Message Report) for work done from January 1, 2013 to 
March 31,2013 (please see column labeled "1-30 Days Past Due"). There are a total of 12 invoices who became 
delinquent as of today. They will receive a Notice of Delinquent Invoice within the next few days (will be mailed out 
today). We have 1 payment pending to be processed that appeared under "1-30 Days Past Due". Please ignore the "1-
30 Days Past Due" information showing for Hanjin Int'l Corporation (FCR13000123). This invoice will be adjustment in 
FMS within the next day or two. 

Please review and advise if any of these 12 invoices should be excused from being referred to the collections agency 
through the Office of Finance. Customers will have another 20 calendar days to payoff these invoices before going into 
Final Delinquency status and possibly onto the City's collections process. Thank you 

RL0035652 



Rodel del a Cruz 
Accountant 
City Planning 
(213) 978-1292 

EM34129 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains confidential and privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of 
the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by email and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving them in 
any manner. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 
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1 Data from FMS AR 07A 
2 
3 Parameters and Prom[!ts 
4 Record Run Date: 
5 Doc Dept: 

6 Customer Name 

7 6230 Yucca, llC 

8 ALAN KAPllOW 

9 
10 
11 Anastasi Development Company 

12 B & F Associates, A limited Partnership 

13 CASDEN GLENDON llC 

14 CFRI-NCA HOllYWOOD VENTURE II 

15 CHRISTOPHER ALAN, DASHER 

16 FIFTEEN GROUP lAND & DEV 

17 HANJIN INTL CORPORATION 

18 Hankey Investment Company, lP 

19 
20 Hollywood Community Housing Corporation 

21 lABCOG, llC C/O BOMEl COMP 

22 
23 lA BREA GATEWAY 

24 MDR TOWER, llC 

25 
26 Millennium Hollywood, llC 

27 NEW PARADISE CHURCH OF GOD 

28 
29 
30 
31 PLAYA CAPITAL COMPANY, llC 

32 Seabreeze Homes 

33 
34 Sierra Canyon School Foundation 

35 SUNCAl COMPANIES 

36 Target Stores 

37 
38 The Hanover Company 

39 WESTFIELD CORPORATION, INC 

40 
41 Wilmington Infrastructure, LLC .. '" 

A 

EM34130 

Past Due Invoice Register - Accounts Receivable Report 
Billing Profile 6801 - Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

As of June 12, 2013 

B C D 

06/12/2013 
68 - Planning 

Customer Code Invoice # Work Order 

VCOOOOO09764 FCR13000109 E066941C 

0900470360 EIR90000040 

EIR90000069 

EIR90000092 

VCOOOOOO0797 FCR13000107 E058476C 

VCOOOOOO0803 FCR13000125 E092656C 

0400333643 FCR12000080 E083989C 

0900499072 FCR12000020 E083690C 

0900488681 EIROOOOO080 

0900470404 FCR13000117 E082141C 

1000518996 FCR13000123 E091577C 

VCOOOOO04883 FCR13000093 E112849C 

FCR13000131 E112849C 

VCOOOOO04887 FCR13000132 E120110C 

0900462510 EIR90000026 

EIR90000027 

0800447175 FCR12000011 E056164C 

0800435062 EIR90000001 

EIR90000106 

VCOOOOOO0808 FCR13000129 E110675C 

0800434731 EIR80000012 

EIR80000027 

EIR80000043 

EIR90000003 

1000516033 FCR13000101 E026129C 

VCOOOOOO0800 FCR12000082 E090339C 

FCR13000122 

VCOOOOO04916 FCR13000098 C083537C 

0900483864 EIROOOOO048 

VCOOOOOO0834 FCR13000077 E081421C 

FCR13000116 

0900483846 FCR13000058 

0800457911 FCR13000074 E073393C 

FCR13000113 

VCOOOOOO0809 FCR13000128 E110623C 

43 Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
44 Total for Doc Dept: 68 - City Planning and Development 
45 Grand Total 

- shaded area shows Current and 1-30 Days Past Due Accounts 1 of 46 

E F G H I 

Invoice Due 1 - 30 Days Past 31 - 60 Days 

Record Date Date Current Due Past Due 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 7,300,04 

10/29/2008 12/03/2008 

01/15/2009 02/19/2009 

04/15/2009 05/20/2009 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 11,944,59 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 5,973,32 

07/02/2012 03/15/2012 

01/18/2012 09/14/2011 

03/30/2010 05/04/2010 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 88,778,00 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 86,59 

05/21/2013 04/06/2013 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 6,830,59 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 6,175,39 

09/02/2008 10107/2008 

09/02/2008 10107/2008 

08/15/2011 09/14/2011 

07/17/2008 08/21/2008 

06/30/2009 08/04/2009 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 106,415,90 

10/23/2007 11/27/2007 

01/30/2008 03/05/2008 

05/12/2008 06/16/2008 

07/28/2008 09/01/2008 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 18,841,91 

07/17/2012 03/15/2012 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 1,921,53 

12/03/2009 01/07/2010 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 86,59 

03/28/2013 12/28/2012 

05/21/2013 04/06/2013 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 1,170,06 

05/06/2013 06/05/2013 86,59 

$ $ 255,611,10 $ 

$ $ 255,611,10 $ 

$ $ 255,611,10 $ 

RL0035654 



I 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 .. " 
43 
44 
45 

- shaded area shows Current and 1-30 Days Past Due Accounts 

EM34131 

Past Due Invoice Register - Accounts Receivable Report 
Billing Profile 6801 - Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

As of June 12, 2013 

J K L M N 

91 -120 
61 - 90 Days Days Past 121 - 2 Years Over 2 Years 

Past Due Due Past Due Past Due Total AIR 

7,300.04 

3,363.27 3,363.27 

505.12 505.12 

329.92 329.92 

11,944.59 

5,973.32 

66909 66909 

7.23 7.23 

16,345.17 16,345.17 

88,778.00 

86.59 

300.00 300.00 

6,830.59 

6,175.39 

4,677.04 4,677.04 

407.87 407.87 

3,492.93 3,492.93 

3,967.98 3,967.98 

1,127.22 1,127.22 

106,415.90 

0.28 0.28 

0.45 0.45 

903.35 903.35 

4,123.99 4,123.99 

18,841.91 

0.07 0.07 

1,921.53 

41.07 41.07 

200.28 200.28 

86.59 

165.27 165.27 

217.43 217.43 

1,170.06 

86.59 

$ 717.71 $ $ 4,334.59 $ 35,792.73 $ 296,456.13 

$ 717.71 $ $ 4,334.59 $ 35,792.73 $ 296,456.13 

$ 717.71 $ $ 4,334.59 $ 35,792.73 $ 296,456.13 

2 of 46 

RL0035655 



I 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

A I B C 
Data from FMS AR 07A 

Parameters and Prom[!ts 

Record Run Date: 05/01/2013 
Doc Dept: 68 - Planning 

Customer Name Customer Code Invoice # 

ALAN KAPllOW 0900470360 EIR90000040 

EIR90000069 

EIR90000092 

Anastasi Development Company VCOOOOOO0797 FCR13000068 

BOOK CITY NEWS, INC 1000510556 FCR13000070 

CASDEN GLENDON llC 0400333643 FCR12000080 

CFRI-NCA HOllYWOOD VENTURE II 0900499072 FCR12000020 

CHRISTOPHER ALAN, DASHER 0900488681 EIROOOOO080 

HANJIN INT'l CORPORATION 1000518996 FCR13000085 

Hankey Investment Company, lP VCOOOOO04883 FCR13000093 

lABCOG, llC C/O BOMEl COMP 0900462510 EIR90000026 

EIR90000027 

lA BREA GATEWAY 0800447175 FCR12000011 

MDR TOWER, llC 0800435062 EIR90000001 

EIR90000106 

NEW PARADISE CHURCH OF GOD 0800434731 EIR80000012 

EIR80000027 

EIR80000043 

EIR90000003 

Seabreeze Homes VCOOOOOO0800 FCR12000082 

SUNCAl COMPANIES 0900483864 EIROOOOO048 

Target Stores VCOOOOOO0834 FCR13000077 

The Hanover Company 0900483846 FCR13000058 

WESTFIELD CORPORATION, INC 0800457911 FCR13000074 

EM34132 

Past Due Invoice Register - Accounts Receivable Report 

Billing Profile 6801 - Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

As of May 01,2013 

D I E F I G I H 

Invoice Due 1 - 30 Days 
Work Order Record Date Date Current Past Due 

10/29/2008 12/03/2008 

01/15/2009 02/19/2009 

04/15/2009 05/20/2009 

E058476C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 7,108.93 

E069653C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 22,174.76 

E083989C 07/02/2012 03/15/2012 

E083690C 01/18/2012 09/14/2011 

03/30/2010 05/04/2010 

E091577C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 2,260.44 

E112849C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 33,355.24 

09/02/2008 10107/2008 

09/02/2008 10107/2008 

E056164C 08/15/2011 09/14/2011 

07/17/2008 08/21/2008 

06/30/2009 08/04/2009 

10/23/2007 11/27/2007 

01/30/2008 03/05/2008 

05/12/2008 06/16/2008 

07/28/2008 09/01/2008 

E090339C 07/17/2012 03/15/2012 

12/03/2009 01/07/2010 

E081421C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 200.28 

E075750C 03/28/2013 12/28/2012 

E073393C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 1,214.68 

Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases $ $ 66,314.33 

Total for Doc Dept: 68 - Planning $ $ 66,314.33 

Grand Total $ $ 66,314.33 

- shaded area shows Current and 1-30 Days Past Due Accounts 3 of 46 

I J K L M N 

91 -120 
31 - 60 Days 61 - 90 Days Days Past 121 - 2 Years Over 2 Years 

Past Due Past Due Due Past Due Past Due Total AIR 

3,363.27 3,363.27 

505.12 505.12 

329.92 329.92 

7,108.93 

22,174.76 

66909 66909 

7.23 7.23 

16,345.17 16,345.17 

2,260.44 

33,355.24 

4,677.04 4,677.04 

407.87 407.87 

3,492.93 3,492.93 

3,967.98 3,967.98 

1,127.22 1,127.22 

0.28 0.28 

0.45 0.45 

903.35 903.35 

4,123.99 4,123.99 

0.07 0.07 

41.07 41.07 

200.28 

165.27 165.27 

1,214.68 

$ $ $ $4,334.59 $35,792.73 $106,441.65 

$ $ $ $4,334.59 $35,792.73 $106,441.65 

$ $ $ $4,334.59 $35,792.73 $106,441.65 

RL0035656 



I A B I c 
1 Data from FMS AR 07A 
2 
3 Parameters and Prom[!ts 
4 Record Run Date: 4/9/2013 

5 Doc Dept: 68 - Planning 

6 Customer Name Customer Code Invoice # 
7 ALAN KAPllOW 0900470360 EIR90000040 

8 EIR90000069 

9 EIR90000092 

10 Anastasi Development Company VCOOOOOO0797 FCR13000068 

11 FCR13000068 

12 BOOK CITY NEWS, INC 1000510556 FCR13000070 

13 FCR13000070 

14 CASDEN GLENDON llC 0400333643 FCR12000080 

15 FCR12000080 

CFRI-NCA HOllYWOOD 
16 VENTURE II 0900499072 FCR12000020 

17 FCR12000020 

18 CHRISTOPHER ALAN, DASHER 0900488681 EIROOOOO080 

19 FIFTEEN GROUP lAND & DEV 0900470404 FCR13000078 

20 FCR13000078 

21 HANJIN INT'l CORPORATION 1000518996 FCR13000085 

22 FCR13000085 

23 Hankey Investment Company, lP VCOOOOO04883 FCR13000093 

24 FCR13000093 

25 HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, llC 0800447246 FCR13000059 

26 FCR13000059 

27 FCR13000067 

28 FCR13000067 

29 Hollywood and Gower VCOOOOO08353 FCR13000075 

30 FCR13000075 

lABCOG, llC C/O BOMEl 
31 COMP 0900462510 EIR90000026 

32 EIR90000027 

33 lA BREA GATEWAY 0800447175 FCR12000011 

34 MDR TOWER, llC 0800435062 EIR90000001 

35 EIR90000106 

36 Millennium Hollywood, llC VCOOOOOO0808 FCR13000091 

37 FCR13000091 

NEW PARADISE CHURCH OF 
38 GOD 0800434731 EIR80000012 

39 EIR80000027 

40 EIR80000043 

41 EIR90000003 

42 Seabreeze Homes VCOOOOOO0800 FCR12000082 

43 FCR12000082 

- shaded area shows Current and 1-30 Days Past Due Accounts 

D 

EM34133 

Past Due Invoice Register - Accounts Receivable Report 
Billing Profile 6801 - Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

As of April 09, 2013 

I E I F G I H I 

Invoice Due 1 - 30 Days 31 - 60 Days 
Work Order Record Date Date Current Past Due Past Due 

10/29/2008 12/03/2008 

01/15/2009 02/19/2009 

04/15/2009 05/20/2009 

E058476C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 6,988.44 
03/07/2013 04/06/2013 120.49 

E069653C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 21,798.92 
03/07/2013 04/06/2013 375.84 

E083989C 07/02/2012 03/15/2012 

07/02/2012 03/15/2012 

E083690C 01/18/2012 09/14/2011 

01/18/2012 09/14/2011 

03/30/2010 05/04/2010 
E082141C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 61,663.17 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 1,076.40 
E091577C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 2,222.13 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 38.31 

E112849C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 32,789.90 
03/07/2013 04/06/2013 565.34 

C056656C 03/06/2013 04/05/2013 7,268.29 
03/06/2013 04/05/2013 125.32 

E056657C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 8,434.06 
03/07/2013 04/06/2013 145.41 

E075750C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 83.70 
03/07/2013 04/06/2013 1.44 

09/02/2008 10107/2008 

09/02/2008 10107/2008 
E056164C 08/15/2011 09/14/2011 

07/17/2008 08/21/2008 

06/30/2009 08/04/2009 
E110675C 03/07/2013 04/06/2013 67,369.96 

03107/2013 04106/2013 1,161.55 

10/23/2007 11/27/2007 

01/30/2008 03/05/2008 

05/12/2008 06/16/2008 

07/28/2008 09/01/2008 
E090339C 07/17/2012 03/15/2012 

07/17/2012 03/15/2012 

4 of 46 

I J I K I L M N 

61 -90 91 -120 
Days Past Days Past 121 Days - 2 Over 2 Years 

Due Due Years Past Due Past Due Total AIR 
3,363.27 $ 3,363.27 

505.12 $ 505.12 
329.92 $ 329.92 

$ 6,988.44 
$ 120.49 
$ 21,798.92 
$ 375.84 

497.37 $ 497.37 
171.72 $ 171.72 

7.23 $ 7.23 
$ 

16,345.17 $ 16,345.17 

$ 61,663.17 
$ 1,076.40 
$ 2,222.13 
$ 38.31 

$ 32,789.90 
$ 565.34 

$ 7,268.29 
$ 125.32 
$ 8,434.06 
$ 145.41 
$ 83.70 
$ 1.44 

4,677.04 $ 4,677.04 
407.87 $ 407.87 

3,492.93 $ 3,492.93 
3,967.98 $ 3,967.98 
1,127.22 $ 1,127.22 

$ 67,369.96 

$ 1,161.55 

0.28 $ 0.28 
0.45 $ 0.45 

903.35 $ 903.35 
4,123.99 $ 4,123.99 

0.07 $ 0.07 
$ 

RL0035657 



I 
2121 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 

57 
58 

-""'-
60 
61 
62 

A B C D 
SFI Bridgeview, LLC VCOOOOOO0816 FCR13000065 E054516C 

FCR13000065 

SUNCAL COMPANIES 0900483864 EIROOOOO048 

Target Stores VCOOOOOO0834 FCR13000077 E081421C 

FCR13000077 

The Hanover Company 0900483846 FCR13000058 E075750C 

FCR13000058 

University of Southern California VCOOOOOO0799 FCR13000060 C110927C 

FCR13000060 

FCR13000063 E041950C 

FCR13000063 

FCR13000082 E090271C 

FCR13000082 

WESTFIELD CORPORATION, INC 0800457911 FCR13000074 E073393C 

FCR13000074 

EM34134 

Past Due Invoice Register - Accounts Receivable Report 
Billing Profile 6801 - Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

As of April 09, 2013 

E F G H 
03/07/2013 04/06/2013 33,095.53 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 570.61 

12/03/2009 01/07/2010 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 196.89 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 3.39 

03/28/2013 12/28/2012 

03/28/2013 12/28/2012 

03/06/2013 04/05/2013 96,880.87 

03/06/2013 04/05/2013 1,823.15 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 481.74 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 8.31 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 4,236.74 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 7305 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 1,194.09 

03/07/2013 04/06/2013 20.59 

Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases $ $ 350,813.63 $ 

Total for Doc Dept: 68 - Planning $ $ 350,813.63 $ 

Grand Total $ $ 350,813.63 $ 

- shaded area shows Current and 1-30 Days Past Due Accounts 5 of 46 

I J K L M N 
$ 33,095.53 
$ 570.61 

41.07 $ 41.07 
$ 196.89 
$ 3.39 

907.64 $ 907.64 
180.92 $ 180.92 

$ 96,880.87 
$ 1,823.15 
$ 481.74 
$ 8.31 
$ 4,236.74 
$ 73.05 

$ 1,194.09 
$ 20.59 

$ $ 1,088.56 $ 4,169.32 $ 35,792.73 $ 391,864.24 

$ $ 1,088.56 $ 4,169.32 $ 35,792.73 $ 391,864.24 

$ $ 1,088.56 $ 4,169.32 $ 35,792.73 $ 391,864.24 

RL0035658 



I 

1 Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) 

2 Parameters and Prom[!ts 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

EM34135 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

A 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 of 46 

B 

Run Date: 
Doc Dept: 
Departments: 

Billing Profile: 

Customer Name 
Anastasi Developme 
- paid as of 12/11/1 

BIXEL & LUCAS DE 
- paid as of 12/19/1 

BIXEL & LUCAS DE 
- paid as of 12/19/1 

BOOK CITY NEWS, 
- paid as of 12/19/1 
- BOUNCED check; 
- re-paid Cashier's C 

Casden West LA LL 
- paid as of 12/21/1 

RL0035659 



I c 
1 
2 

EM34136 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

D E F G 

3 12/11/2012 & 12/18/2012 for USC #15 & 01/02/2013 for Hanover Company #16 
4 68 - Planning 
5 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
6 68 - Planning 
7 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
8 

9 Customer Code Work Order 
10 t Company VCOOOOOO0797 E058476C 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 V PARTNERS 0900488690 E075887C 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 V PARTNERS 0900488690 Z090897C 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 INC 1000510556 E069653C 
26 
27 l1ailed letter 01103/13 

28 01109/13 

29 
30 0400333643 E083989C 
31 
32 
33 
34 

7 of 46 

H I I J K L M N 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
Dept 

Revenue 
Document ID Record Date Dept Fund Source 

68 FCR13000034 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000039 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000056 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000040 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000044 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

RL0035660 



EM34137 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

0 P 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Amount 
Billed I 

9 Balance Total Balance Due 
10 26.52 1,564.90 
11 1,326.19 
12 39.79 
13 92.83 
14 79.57 
15 42.82 2,526.11 
16 2,140.77 
17 64.22 
18 149.85 
19 128.45 
20 32.58 1,960.45 
21 1,631.19 
22 84.89 
23 114.04 
24 97.75 
25 109.71 6,473.12 
26 5,485.70 
27 164.57 
28 384.00 
29 329.14 
30 177.70 10,484.02 
31 8,884.76 
32 266.54 
33 621.93 
34 533.09 

8 of 46 

RL0035661 



I 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 

EM34138 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

A 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

9 of 46 

B 
FIFTEEN GROUP L 
- paid as of 12/21/1 

HANJIN INT'L COR 
- paid as of 12/24/1 

MCLV PROPERTIE 
- paid as of 12/20/1 

Paramount Pictures 
- payment rec'vd by 
- paid as of 12/10/1 

PLAYA CAPITAL C 
- paid as of 03/19/1 

SFI Bridgeview, LLC 
- paid as of 12/11/1 

S M 10000 Property, 
- paid as of 01/07/1 

RL0035662 



I c 
35 NO & OEV 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 ORATION 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 , LLC 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 orporation 
51 )ffice of Finance 12/10/12 

52 
53 
54 
55 MPANY, LLC 
56 

57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 LLC 
66 
67 
68 
69 

EM34139 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

I D E I F G 
0900470404 E082141C 

1000518996 E091577C 

0800455227 E071620C 

VCOOOOO04877 E112460C 

1000516033 E026129C 

VCOOOOOO0816 E054516C 

VCOOOOOO0850 E110540C 

10 of 46 

H I I J K L MI N 

68 FCR13000042 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000049 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000037 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000054 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000030 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000032 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000052 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

RL0035663 



EM34140 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 

Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

0 P 
35 224.28 13,232.74 
36 11,214.19 
37 336.43 
38 784.99 
39 672.85 
40 28.26 1,503.38 
41 1,249.03 
42 42.40 
43 98.91 
44 84.78 
45 5.78 341.28 
46 289.22 
47 8.68 
48 20.25 
49 17.35 
50 96.05 5,666.98 
51 4,802.52 
52 144.08 
53 336.18 
54 288.15 
55 434.52 25,636.40 
56 21,725.76 
57 651.77 
58 1,520.80 
59 1,303.55 
60 325.16 19,184.70 
61 16,258.22 
62 487.75 
63 1,138.08 
64 975.49 
65 25.22 1,487.85 
66 1,260.89 
67 37.83 
68 88.26 
69 75.65 

11 of 46 

RL0035664 



I 

70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 

92 

93 

94 

EM34141 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

A 
13 

14 

15 

16 

** Grand Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

12 of 46 

B 
Target Stores 
- paid as of 01/11/1 

University of Southe 
- paid as of 12/17/1 

University of Southe 
- payment rec'vd by 
- paid as of 12/18/1 

The Hanover Comp2 

RL0035665 



I c 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 n California 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 n California 
81 )ffice of Finance 12/18/12 

82 
83 
84 

85 ny 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

EM34142 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

D E F G 
VCOOOOOO0834 E081421C 

VCOOOOOO0799 C110927C 

VCOOOOOO0799 E041950C 

0900483846 E075750C 

13 of 46 

H I J K L M N 
68 FCR13000041 11109/2012 50 438 465900 

68 520 F00104 
52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000029 11109/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000057 11/15/2012 50 438 465900 
68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 
588 466400 
588 466500 

68 FCR13000058 11/28/2012 50 438 465900 

68 520 F00104 

52F 467000 

588 466400 

588 466500 

RL0035666 



EM34143 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from July 01,2012 to September 30,2012 (Q3 2012) 

0 P 
70 343.40 20,260.65 
71 17,170.05 
72 515.10 
73 1,201.90 
74 1,030.20 
75 1,794.69 105,886.44 
76 89,734.26 
77 2,692.03 
78 6,281.40 
79 5,384.06 
80 150.20 8,861.94 
81 7,510.12 
82 450.61 
83 525.71 
84 225.30 
85 15.65 1,088.56 
86 782.45 
87 46.95 
88 54.77 
89 23.47 
90 165.27 
91 

92 226,159.52 
93 3,832.54 
94 222,326.98 

14 of 46 

RL0035667 



I 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) 
Parameters and Prom[!ts 

** Grand Total for Billing Profile: 

A 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

EM34144 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from April 01, 2012 to June 30, 2012 (Q2 2012) 

B 

Doc Dept: 
Billing Profile: 
Run Date: 

Doc Dept: 

C 

68 - Planning 
Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 

Customer Name 
HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 

- paid as of 11106/2012 

HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 
- paid as of 11106/2012 

Barlow Respiratory Hospital 
- paid as of 10/22/2012 

Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
- paid as of 10/23/2012 

University of Southern California 
- paid as of 10/18/2012 

6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

RL0035668 



I D 
1 
2 
3 68 
4 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
5 October 18, 2012 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

37 

38 

39 

EM34145 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notices 

Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from April 01, 2012 to June 30, 2012 (Q2 2012) 

E F G H I J K L 

Customer Code Work Order Document ID Record Date Dept Fund 
0800447246 C056656C 68 FCR13000002 08/29/2012 50 438 

68 520 
52F 
588 
588 

0800447246 E056657C 68 FCR13000008 08/29/2012 50 438 
68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

VCOOOOOO0802 E092519C 68 FCR13000022 08/29/2012 50 438 
68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

VCOOOOOO0808 E110675C 68 FCR13000024 08/29/2012 50 438 
68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

VCOOOOOO0799 C110927C 68 FCR13000027 08/29/2012 50 438 
68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

M N 0 P Q R 

Dept Amount 
Revenue Billed 1 
Source Balance Total Balance Due 
465900 77.84 4,592.49 
F00100 3,891.93 
467000 116.76 
466400 272.44 
466500 233.52 
465900 2.00 118.26 
F00100 100.22 
467000 3.01 
466400 7.02 
466500 6.01 
465900 349.14 20,599.30 
F00100 17,457.04 
467000 523.71 
466400 1,221.99 
466500 1,047.42 
465900 582.32 34,356.60 
F00100 29,115.76 
467000 873.47 
466400 2,038.10 
466500 1,746.95 
465900 3,756.39 221,627.14 
F00100 187,819.61 
467000 5,634.59 
466400 13,147.37 
466500 11,269.18 

281,293.79 
4,767.69 

276,526.10 

RL0035669 



I 

A 
1 Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) 
2 Parameters and Prom[!ts 
3 
4 
5 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 1 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 2 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 3 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 4 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 5 

32 
33 
34 
35 

EM34146 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from April 01, 2012 to June 30, 2012 (Q2 2012) 

B 

Doc Dept: 
Billing Profile: 
Run Date: 

Doc Dept: 

C 

68 - Planning 
Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 

Customer Name 
HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 

HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 

BIXEL & LUCAS DEV. PARTNERS 
- paid as of 10/12/2012 

Target Stores 
- received payment 10102/2012 

- payment posted to Office of Finance 
- paid as of 10104/2012 (CRRE Adj) 

FIFTEEN GROUP LAND & DEV 
- paid as of 10/15/2012 

17 of 46 

RL0035670 



I D 
1 
2 
3 68 
4 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
5 October 2,2012 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

EM34147 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 

Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from April 01, 2012 to June 30, 2012 (Q2 2012) 

E F G H I J K L 

Customer Code Work Order Document ID Record Date Dept Fund 
0800447246 C056656C 68 FCR13000002 08/29/2012 50 438 

68 520 
52F 
588 
588 

0800447246 E056657C 68 FCR13000008 08/29/2012 50 438 
68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

0900488690 E075887C 68 FCR13000014 08/29/2012 50 438 
68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

VCOOOOOO0834 E081421C 68 FCR13000015 08/29/2012 50 438 
68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

0900470404 E082141C 68 FCR13000016 08/29/2012 50 438 
68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

18 of 46 

M N 0 P Q R 

Dept Amount 
Revenue Billed 1 
Source Balance Total Balance Due 
465900 77.84 4,592.49 
F00100 3,891.93 
467000 116.76 
466400 272.44 
466500 233.52 
465900 2.00 118.26 
F00100 100.22 
467000 3.01 
466400 7.02 
466500 6.01 
465900 91.56 5,402.19 
F00100 4,578.13 
467000 137.34 
466400 320.47 
466500 274.69 
465900 403.17 23,786.88 
F00100 20,158.37 
467000 604.75 
466400 1,411.09 
466500 1,209.50 
465900 410.28 24,206.31 
F00100 20,513.82 
467000 615.41 
466400 1,435.97 
466500 1,230.83 

RL0035671 



I 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 

62 

63 

64 

** Grand Total for Billing Profile: 

A 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

EM34148 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from April 01, 2012 to June 30, 2012 (Q2 2012) 

B 
University of Southern California 

- paid as of 10/12/2012 

Barlow Respiratory Hospital 

B & F Associates, A Lirnited Partnership 
- paid as of 10/10/2012 

Millenniurn Hollywood, LLC 

University of Southern California 
- paid as of 10/18/2012 

6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

19 of 46 

C 

RL0035672 



I D 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 

59 
60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

EM34149 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done from April 01, 2012 to June 30, 2012 (Q2 2012) 

E F G H I J K 
VCOOOOOO0799 E090271C 68 FCR13000019 08/29/2012 50 

68 

VCOOOOOO0802 E092519C 68 FCR13000022 08/29/2012 50 
68 

VCOOOOOO0803 E092656C 68 FCR13000023 08/29/2012 50 
68 

VCOOOOOO0808 E110675C 68 FCR13000024 08/29/2012 50 
68 

VCOOOOOO0799 C110927C 68 FCR13000027 08/29/2012 50 
68 

20 of 46 

L M N 0 P Q R 
438 465900 71.88 4,241.04 
520 F00100 3,594.10 
52F 467000 107.82 
588 466400 251.59 
588 466500 215.65 
438 465900 349.14 20,599.30 
520 F00100 17,457.04 
52F 467000 523.71 
588 466400 1,221.99 
588 466500 1,047.42 
438 465900 57.81 3,41100 
520 F00100 2,890.68 
52F 467000 86.72 
588 466400 202.35 
588 466500 173.44 
438 465900 582.32 34,356.60 
520 F00100 29,115.76 
52F 467000 873.47 
588 466400 2,038.10 
588 466500 1,746.95 
438 465900 3,756.39 221,627.14 
520 F00100 187,819.61 
52F 467000 5,634.59 

588 466400 13,147.37 
588 466500 11,269.18 

342,341.21 
5,802.39 

336,538.82 

RL0035673 



I 

A 
1 Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) 

2 Parameters and Prom[!ts 
3 
4 
5 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 1 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 2 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 3 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 4 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 5 

32 
33 
34 
35 

EM34150 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

B 

Doc Dept: 
Billing Profile: 
Run Date: 

Doc Dept: 

C 

68 - Planning 
Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 

Customer Name 
BIXEL & LUCAS DEV. PARTNERS 

- paid as of 07/18/2012 

FIFTEEN GROUP LAND & DEV 
- paid as of 07/23/2012 

LA Event Center, LLC 
- paid as of 07/12/2012 

(Need CRRE adj to post payment) 

Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
- paid as of 07/12/2012 

S M 10000 Property, LLC 
- paid as of 07/16/2012 

21 of 46 

RL0035674 



I D E F 
1 
2 
3 68 
4 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
5 July 12, 2012 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 Customer Code 
11 0900488690 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 0900470404 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 VCOOOOOO0804 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 VCOOOOOO0808 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 VCOOOOOO0850 
32 
33 
34 
35 

EM34151 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notices 

Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

G H I J K 

Work Order Document ID Record Date Dept 
E075887C 68 FCR12000097 05/21/2012 50 

68 

E082141C 68 FCR12000099 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E110585C 68 FCR120001 07 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E110675C 68 FCR120001 09 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E110540C 68 FCR120001 06 05/21/2012 50 
68 

22 of 46 

L M N 0 P Q R 

Dept Amount 
Revenue Billed 1 

Fund Source Balance Total Balance Due 
438 465900 360.92 21,294.15 
520 F00100 18,045.89 
52F 467000 541.38 
588 466400 1,263.21 
588 466500 1,082.75 
438 465900 167.60 9,888.67 
520 F00100 8,380.23 
52F 467000 251.41 
588 466400 586.62 
588 466500 502.81 
438 465900 3,783.69 223,237.83 
520 F00100 189,184.60 
52F 467000 5,675.54 
588 466400 13,242.92 
588 466500 11,351.08 
438 465900 784.99 46,314.44 
520 F00100 39,249.52 
52F 467000 1,177.49 
588 466400 2,747.47 
588 466500 2,354.97 
438 465900 32.72 1,930.27 
520 F00100 1,635.82 
52F 467000 49.07 
588 466400 114.51 
588 466500 98.15 

RL0035675 



I 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 

52 

53 

54 

** Grand Total for Billing Profile: 

A 
6 

7 

8 

EM34152 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

B 
Target Stores 

- paid as of 07/23/2012 

University of Southern California 
- paid as of 07/18/2012 

University of Southern California 
- paid as of 07/23/2012 

6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

23 of 46 

C 

RL0035676 



I D E F 
36 VCOOOOOO0834 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 VCOOOOOO0799 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 VCOOOOOO0799 
47 
48 

49 
50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

EM34153 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

G H I J K 
E081421C 68 FCR12000098 05/21/2012 50 

68 

C110927C 68 FCR12000116 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E090271C 68 FCR12000117 05/21/2012 50 
68 

24 of 46 

L M N 0 P Q R 
438 465900 143.92 8,49140 
520 F00100 7,196.10 
52F 467000 215.88 
588 466400 503.73 
588 466500 431.77 
438 465900 2,294.55 135,378.50 
520 F00100 114,727.54 
52F 467000 3,441.83 
588 466400 8,030.93 
588 466500 6,883.65 
438 465900 125.25 7,389.76 
520 F00100 6,262.50 
52F 467000 187.88 

588 466400 438.38 
588 466500 375.75 

453,925.02 
7,693.64 

446,231.38 

RL0035677 



I 

A 
1 Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) 

2 Parameters and Prom[!ts 
3 
4 
5 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 1 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 2 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 3 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 4 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 5 

32 
33 
34 
35 

EM34154 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

B 

Doc Dept: 
Billing Profile: 
Run Date: 

Doc Dept: 

C 

68 - Planning 
Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 

Customer Name 
BIXEL & LUCAS DEV. PARTNERS 

CASDEN GLENDON LLC 
- paid as of 07105/2012 

FIFTEEN GROUP LAND & DEV 

HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 
- paid as of 06/25/2012 

LA Event Center, LLC 

25 of 46 

RL0035678 



I D E F 
1 
2 
3 68 
4 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
5 June 22, 2012 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 Customer Code 
11 0900488690 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 0400333643 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 0900470404 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 0800447246 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 VCOOOOOO0804 
32 
33 
34 
35 

EM34155 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 

Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

G H I J K 

Work Order Document ID Record Date Dept 
E075887C 68 FCR12000097 05/21/2012 50 

68 

E083989C 68 FCR120001 00 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E082141C 68 FCR12000099 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E056657C 68 FCR12000111 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E110585C 68 FCR120001 07 05/21/2012 50 
68 

26 of 46 

L M N 0 P Q R 

Dept Amount 
Revenue Billed 1 

Fund Source Balance Total Balance Due 
438 465900 360.92 21,294.15 
520 F00100 18,045.89 
52F 467000 541.38 
588 466400 1,263.21 
588 466500 1,082.75 
438 465900 240.25 14,174.69 
520 F00100 12,012.45 
52F 467000 360.37 
588 466400 840.87 
588 466500 720.75 
438 465900 167.60 9,888.67 
520 F00100 8,380.23 
52F 467000 251.41 
588 466400 586.62 
588 466500 502.81 
438 465900 24.77 1,461.29 
520 F00100 1,238.38 
52F 467000 37.15 
588 466400 86.69 
588 466500 74.30 
438 465900 3,783.69 223,237.83 
520 F00100 189,184.60 
52F 467000 5,675.54 
588 466400 13,242.92 
588 466500 11,351.08 

RL0035679 



I 

A 
36 6 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 7 

42 
43 
44 
45 
46 8 

47 
48 
49 
50 
51 9 

52 
53 
54 
55 
56 10 

57 
58 
59 
60 
61 11 

62 
63 
64 
65 
66 12 

67 
68 
69 
70 

EM34156 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

B I 
Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

NEXT CENTURY ASSOCIATES, LLC 
- paid as of 06/22/2012 

PLAYA CAPITAL COMPANY, LLC 
- paid as of 06/22/2012 

Sierra Canyon School Foundation 
- paid as of 06/25/2012 

S M 10000 Property, LLC 

Target Stores 

University of Southern California 

27 of 46 

C 

RL0035680 



I D E I F 
36 VCOOOOOO0808 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 1000518807 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 1000516033 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 VCOOOOO04916 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 VCOOOOOO0850 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 VCOOOOOO0834 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 VCOOOOOO0799 
67 
68 
69 
70 

EM34157 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

G H I I J K 
E110675C 68 FCR120001 09 05/21/2012 50 

68 

E084950C 68 FCR120001 01 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E026129C 68 FCR12000091 05/21/2012 50 
68 

C083537C 68 FCR12000115 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E110540C 68 FCR120001 06 05/21/2012 50 
68 

E081421C 68 FCR12000098 05/21/2012 50 
68 

C110927C 68 FCR12000116 05/21/2012 50 
68 

28 of 46 

L MI N 0 P Q I R 
438 465900 784.99 46,314.44 

I 

520 F00100 39,249.52 
52F 467000 1,177.49 
588 466400 2,747.47 
588 466500 2,354.97 
438 465900 2.78 164.02 I 
520 F00100 139.00 
52F 467000 4.17 
588 466400 9.73 
588 466500 8.34 
438 465900 45.87 2,706.28 
520 F00100 2,293.46 
52F 467000 68.80 
588 466400 160.54 
588 466500 137.61 
438 465900 10.91 643.89 
520 F00100 545.67 
52F 467000 16.37 
588 466400 38.20 
588 466500 32.74 
438 465900 32.72 1,930.27 
520 F00100 1,635.82 
52F 467000 49.07 
588 466400 114.51 
588 466500 98.15 
438 465900 143.92 8,491.40 
520 F00100 7,196.10 
52F 467000 215.88 
588 466400 503.73 
588 466500 431.77 
438 465900 2,294.55 135,378.50 
520 F00100 114,727.54 
52F 467000 3,441.83 
588 466400 8,030.93 
588 466500 6,883.65 

RL0035681 



I 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 

77 

78 

79 

A 
13 

EM34158 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

B 
University of Southern California 

** Grand Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

29 of 46 

C 

RL0035682 



I D E F 
71 VCOOOOOO0799 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 

77 

78 

79 

EM34159 

Past Due Invoice Register - Initial Delinquency Notices 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For Work Done during 1st Quarter 2012 

G H I J K 
E090271C 68 FCR12000117 05/21/2012 50 

68 
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L M N 0 P Q R 
438 465900 125.25 7,389.76 
520 F00100 6,262.50 
52F 467000 187.88 
588 466400 438.38 
588 466500 375.75 

473,075.19 
8,018.22 

465,056.97 

RL0035683 



I 
1 Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) 

2 Parameters and Prom[!ts 
3 
4 
5 
u 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

EM34160 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

A 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

31 of 46 

B 

Doc Dept: 
Billing Profile: 
Run Date: 

Doc Dept: 
Department: 
Billing Profile: 

Customer Name 
Barlow Respiratory f-

- paid as of 04/1 

CAS DEN GLENDO 
- paid as of 05/0 

(owes $669.09 in co 

Fisher Associates In 
- paid as of07/1C 

(thru NCO includes 

HOMEPLACE RETI 
- paid as of 04/1 

LA Event Center, LL 
- paid as of 05/2S 

RL0035684 



C 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
u 

7 68 - Planning 
8 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
9 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 

10 
11 ospilal 
12 2012 
13 
14 
15 
16 LLC 
17 2012 
18 leclion fees) 
19 
20 
21 
22 2012 
23 olleclion fee wi pyml) 
24 
25 
26 OMMOF AMERICA 
27 2012 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 2012 
33 
34 
35 

68 

EM34161 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notice 

Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

D 

6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
April 9, 2012 

32 of 46 

E F G H I J K L 

Customer Code Work Order Document ID Record Date Dept Fund 
VCOOOOOO0802 E092519C 68 FCR12000085 02/14/2012 50 438 

02/14/2012 68 520 
52F 
588 
588 

0400333643 E083989C 68 FCR12000080 02/14/2012 50 438 
02/14/2012 68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

VCOOOOOO0800 E090339C 68 FCR12000082 02/14/2012 50 438 
02/14/2012 68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

0400333714 E011196C 68 FCR12000066 02/14/2012 50 438 
02/14/2012 68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

VCOOOOOO0804 E110585C 68 FCR12000088 02/14/2012 50 438 
02/14/2012 68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

RL0035685 



EM34162 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

1 M N 0 P 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
u 

7 
8 
9 

Dept Amount 
Revenue Billed I 

10 Source Balance Total Balance Due 
11 465900 144.54 8,527.68 
12 F00100 7,226.84 
13 467000 216.81 
14 466400 505.88 
15 466500 433.61 
16 465900 52.02 3,069.20 
17 F00100 2,601.02 
18 467000 78.03 
19 466400 182.07 
20 466500 156.06 
21 465900 51.19 3,020.01 
22 F00100 2,559.33 
23 467000 76.78 
24 466400 179.15 
25 466500 153.56 
26 465900 6.10 359.68 
27 F00100 304.81 
28 467000 9.14 
29 466400 21.34 
30 466500 18.29 
31 465900 3,232.79 190,734.54 
32 F00100 161,639.44 
33 467000 4,849.18 
34 466400 11,314.76 
35 466500 9,698.37 

33 of 46 

RL0035686 



I 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

51 
52 
53 

54 

55 

56 

EM34163 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

A 
6 

7 

8 

** Excludes USC FCR Billing Invoice (WO# E090271 C) - modified bill of $21,177.58 for 3rd Quarter 2011 mailed out 04/05/12 - due 04/20/12 

** Grand Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

34 of 46 

B 

SFI Bridgeview, LLC 
- paid as of 04/091 

S M 10000 Property, 
- paid as of 04/091 

Target Stores 
- paid as of 07/251 

RL0035687 



C 
36 
37 012 
38 
39 
40 
41 LLC 
42 012 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 012 
48 
49 
50 

51 
52 
53 

54 

55 

56 

EM34164 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

D 

35 of 46 

E F 
VCOOOOOO0816 

VCOOOOOO0850 

VCOOOOOO0834 

G H I J K L 
E054516C 68 FCR12000069 02/14/2012 50 438 

02/14/2012 68 520 
52F 
588 
588 

E110540C 68 FCR12000087 02/14/2012 50 438 
02/14/2012 68 520 

52F 
588 
588 

E081421C 68 FCR12000077 02/14/2012 50 438 
02/14/2012 68 520 

52F 

588 
588 

RL0035688 



EM34165 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

I M N 0 P 
36 465900 12.95 763.86 
37 F00100 647.34 
38 467000 19.42 
39 466400 45.31 
40 466500 38.84 
41 465900 113.98 6,724.84 
42 F00100 5,699.02 
43 467000 170.97 
44 466400 398.93 
45 466500 341.94 
46 465900 247.37 14,594.89 
47 F00100 12,368.55 
48 467000 371.06 
49 466400 865.80 
50 466500 742.11 

51 
52 
53 

54 227,794.70 
55 3,860.94 
56 223,933.76 

36 of 46 
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I A 
1 Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) 

2 Parameters and Prom[!ts 
3 Doc Dept: 

4 Billing Profile: 

5 Run Date: 
u 

7 Doc Dept: 
8 Department: 
9 Billing Profile: 

10 Customer Name 
11 Barlow Respiratory Hospital 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 B & F Associates, A Limited Partnership 
17 - paid as of 03/29/2012 

18 
19 
20 
21 BIXEL & LUCAS DEV. PARTNERS 
22 - paid as of 03/27/2012 

23 
24 
25 
26 CAS DEN GLENDON LLC 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 FIFTEEN GROUP LAND & DEV 
32 - paid as of 03/22/2012 

33 
34 
35 
36 Fisher Associates Inc 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 Forest Lawn Memorial Park 
42 - paid as of 03/19/2012 

43 
44 
45 
46 HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 
47 - paid as of 0410212012 

48 
49 

EM34166 

Past Due Invoice Register -1st Delinquency Notice 

Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

B C 

68 

D I E F 

I 

I 

6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
March 16, 2012 

68 - Planning 

G I H 

I 

50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 

Customer Code Work Order Document ID 
VCOOOOOO0802 E092519C 68 FCR12000085 

VCOOOOOO0803 E092656C 68 FCR12000086 

0900488690 E075887C 68 FCR12000076 

0400333643 E083989C 68 FCR12000080 

0900470404 E082141C 68 FCR12000079 

VCOOOOOO0800 E090339C 68 FCR12000082 

VCOOOOOO0798 E071060C 68 FCR12000074 

0800447246 C056656C 68 FCR12000064 

37 of 46 

I J 

Record Date Dept 
02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

RL0035690 



EM34167 

Past Due Invoice Register -1st Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

I K L I M N 0 
1 

I 

2 
3 
4 
5 
u 

7 I 
8 I 
9 

Dept Amount 
Revenue Billed I 

10 Fund Source Balance Total Balance Due 
11 438 465900 144.54 8,527.68 
12 520 F00100 7,226.84 
13 52F 467000 216.81 
14 588 466400 505.88 
15 588 466500 433.61 
16 438 465900 21.33 1,258.34 
17 520 F00100 1,066.39 
18 52F 467000 31.99 
19 588 466400 74.65 
20 588 466500 63.98 
21 438 465900 82.28 4,854.46 
22 520 F00100 4,113.94 
23 52F 467000 123.42 
24 588 466400 287.98 
25 588 466500 246.84 
26 438 465900 52.02 3,069.20 
27 520 F00100 2,601.02 
28 52F 467000 78.03 
29 588 466400 182.07 
30 588 466500 156.06 
31 438 465900 202.45 11 ,944.78 
32 520 F00100 10,122.70 
33 52F 467000 303.68 
34 588 466400 708.59 
35 588 466500 607.36 
36 438 465900 51.19 3,020.01 
37 520 F00100 2,559.33 
38 52F 467000 76.78 
39 588 466400 179.15 
40 588 466500 153.56 
41 438 465900 58.01 3,422.68 
42 520 F00100 2,900.58 
43 52F 467000 87.02 
44 588 466400 203.04 
45 588 466500 174.03 
46 438 465900 25.02 1,476.16 
47 520 F00100 1,250.98 
48 52F 467000 37.53 
49 588 466400 87.57 

38 of 46 

RL0035691 



I 
5b 
51 HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 
52 - paid as of 0410212012 

53 
54 
55 
56 HOMEPLACE RETICOMMOF AMERICA 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 LA Event Center, LLC 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
67 - paid as of 03/26/2012 

68 
69 
70 

A 

EM34168 

Past Due Invoice Register -1st Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

I B I c 

39 of 46 

D I E F G I H I J 

0800447246 E056657C 68 FCR12000071 02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

0400333714 E011196C 68 FCR12000066 02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

VCOOOOOO0804 E110585C 68 FCR12000088 02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

VCOOOOOO0808 E110675C 68 FCR12000090 02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

RL0035692 



EM34169 

Past Due Invoice Register -1st Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

I K L I M N 0 
50 588 466500 75.06 
51 438 465900 404.23 23,849.68 
52 520 F00100 20,211.59 
53 52F 467000 606.35 
54 588 466400 1,414.81 
55 588 466500 1,212.70 
56 438 465900 6.10 359.68 
57 520 F00100 304.81 
58 52F 467000 9.14 
59 588 466400 21.34 
60 588 466500 18.29 
61 438 465900 3,232.79 190,734.54 
62 520 F00100 161,639.44 
63 52F 467000 4,849.18 
64 588 466400 11 ,314.76 
65 588 466500 9,698.37 
66 438 465900 52.53 3,099.55 
67 520 F00100 2,626.75 
68 52F 467000 78.80 
69 588 466400 183.87 
70 588 466500 157.60 

40 of 46 

RL0035693 



I 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 

98 

99 

100 

EM34170 

Past Due Invoice Register -1st Delinquency Notice 

Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

A I B I c 
SFI Bridgeview, LLC 

- paid as of 0410512012 

S M 10000 Property, LLC 

SNOWBALL WEST INVESTMENT SLP 
- paid as of 03/19/2012 

Target Stores 

YESHIVA OF LOS ANGELES 
- paid as of 03/19/2012 

** Excludes possible USC FCR Billing Invoice - amount and breakdown yet to be determined I I 

I I 

** Grand Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 

Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

41 of 46 

D I E F G I H I J 
VCOOOOOO0816 E054516C 68 FCR12000069 02/14/2012 50 

02/14/2012 68 

VCOOOOOO0850 E110540C 68 FCR12000087 02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

1000501780 E073083C 68 FCR12000075 02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

VCOOOOOO0834 E081421C 68 FCR12000077 02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

0900483873 E081799C 68 FCR12000078 02/14/2012 50 
02/14/2012 68 

I I 

I I 

RL0035694 



EM34171 

Past Due Invoice Register -1st Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 4th Quarter 2011 

I K L I M N 0 
71 438 465900 12.95 763.86 
72 520 F00100 647.34 
73 52F 467000 19.42 
74 588 466400 45.31 
75 588 466500 38.84 
76 438 465900 113.98 6,724.84 
77 520 F00100 5,699.02 
78 52F 467000 170.97 
79 588 466400 398.93 
80 588 466500 341.94 
81 438 465900 137.89 8,135.55 
82 520 F00100 6,894.53 
83 52F 467000 206.84 
84 588 466400 482.62 
85 466500 413.67 
86 438 465900 247.37 14,594.89 
87 520 F00100 12,368.55 
88 52F 467000 371.06 
89 588 466400 865.80 
90 588 466500 742.11 
91 438 465900 7320 4,319.08 
92 520 F00100 3,660.24 
93 52F 467000 109.81 
94 588 466400 256.22 
95 588 466500 219.61 
96 

I 

97 
I 

98 290,154.98 
99 4,917.88 

100 285,237.10 

42 of 46 
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I 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

38 

39 

40 

EM34172 

Past Due Invoice Register - Final Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 3rd Quarter 2011 

A B C D I E F G I H I J 
Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) I I 

Parameters and Proml2ts I 
Doc Dept: 68 
Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Run Date: February 9, 2012 
Run time: 9:40:42 AM 

I I 

Doc Dept: 68 - Planning 
Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 

Customer Name Customer Code Work Order Document ID Record Date Dept 
FIFTEEN GROUP LAND & OEV 0900470404 E082141C 68 FCR12000048 12/19/2011 50 

- paid as of 02/17/2012 12/19/2011 68 

HANJIN INT'L CORPORATION 1000518996 E091577C 68 FCR12000053 12/19/2011 50 
- paid as of 02/16/2012 68 

LA Event Center, LLC VCOOOOOO0804 E110585C 68 FCR12000057 12/19/2011 50 
- paid as of 03/16/2012 12/19/2011 68 

University of Southern California VCOOOOOO0799 E090271C 68 FCR12000050 12/19/2011 50 
- Invoice rnodified ; re-billed 12/19/2011 68 

Wilrnington Infrastructure, LLC VCOOOOOO0809 E110623C 68 FCR12000058 12/19/2011 50 
- paid as of 02/15/2012 68 FCR12000058 12/19/2011 68 

I I 

Grand Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 

Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

43 of 46 

K L I M N 0 P 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Dept Revenue Amount Billed 1 
Fund Source Balance Total Balance Due 
438 465900 565.38 
520 F00100 28,269.16 
52F 467000 848.07 
588 466400 1,978.84 
588 466500 1,696.15 33,357.60 
438 465900 2.78 
520 F00100 139.00 
52F 467000 4.17 
588 466400 9.73 
588 466500 8.34 164.02 
438 465900 2,093.03 
520 F00100 104,651.56 
52F 467000 3,139.55 
588 466400 7,325.61 
588 466500 6,279.09 123,488.84 
438 465900 1,025.83 
520 F00100 51,291.43 
52F 467000 1,538.74 
588 466400 3,590.40 
588 466500 3,077.49 ~ 
438 465900 630.80 
520 F00100 31,539.83 
52F 467000 946.19 
588 466400 2,207.79 
588 466500 1,892.39 37,217.00 

I 

254,751.35 
4,317.82 

250,433.53 

RL0035696 



I 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

A 
Data from FMS AR 09 (CP-6801) 

Parameters and Proml2ts 
Doc Dept: 
Billing Profile: 
Run Date: 
Run time: 

Doc Dept: 
Department: 
Billing Profile: 

Customer Name 
Barlow Respiratory Hospital 

- paid as of 01/30/2012 

EM34173 

Past Due Invoice Register - 1st Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 3rd Quarter 2011 

B C D I E F G I H I 

I I 

I 
68 
6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
January 20, 2012 
11:35:42 AM 

I I 

68 - Planning 
50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 
6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 

J 

Customer Code Work Order Document ID Record Date Dept 
VCOOOOOO0802 E092519C 68 FCR12000054 12/19/2011 50 

12/19/2011 68 

B & F Associates, A Limited Partnership VCOOOOOO0803 E092656C 68 FCR12000055 12/19/2011 50 
- paid as of 01/25/2012 12/19/2011 68 

BIXEL & LUCAS OEV. PARTNERS 0900488690 E075887C 68 FCR12000046 12/19/2011 50 
- paid as of 01/20/2012 12/19/2011 68 

CENTURY CITY REALTY, LLC 0600392548 E046269C 68 FCR12000041 12/19/2011 50 
- paid as of 02101/2012 12/19/2011 68 

FIFTEEN GROUP LAND & OEV 0900470404 E082141C 68 FCR12000048 12/19/2011 50 
12/19/2011 68 

44 of 46 

K L I M N 0 P 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Dept Revenue Amount Billed 1 
Fund Source Balance Total Balance Due 
438 465900 109.23 
520 F00100 5,461.38 
52F 467000 163.84 
588 466400 382.30 
588 466500 327.68 6,444.43 
438 465900 120.29 
520 F00100 6,014.43 
52F 467000 180.43 
588 466400 421.01 
588 466500 360.87 7,09703 
438 465900 183.06 
520 F00100 9,153.19 
52F 467000 274.60 
588 466400 640.72 
588 466500 549.19 10,800.76 
438 465900 117.34 
520 F00100 5,866.99 
52F 467000 176.00 
588 466400 410.69 
588 466500 352.02 6,923.04 
438 465900 565.38 
520 F00100 28,269.16 
52F 467000 848.07 
588 466400 1,978.84 
588 466500 1,696.15 33,357.60 

RL0035697 



I A I B I c 
37 Fisher Associates Inc 
38 - paid as of 01/26/2012 

39 
40 
41 
42 HANJIN INT'L CORPORATION 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 
48 - paid as of 01/25/2012 

49 
50 
51 
52 HIDDEN CREEKS ESTATES, LLC 
53 - paid as of 01/25/2012 

54 
55 
56 
57 JONATHAN LEHRER 
58 - paid as of 02101/2012 

59 
60 
61 
62 LA Event Center, LLC 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 S M 10000 Property, LLC 
68 - paid as of 01/30/2012 

69 
70 
71 

EM34174 

Past Due Invoice Register - 1st Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 3rd Quarter 2011 

D I E F G I H I 
VCOOOOOO0800 E090339C 68 FCR12000051 12/19/2011 50 

68 

1000518996 E091577C 68 FCR12000053 12/19/2011 50 
68 

0800447246 C056656C 68 FCR12000040 12/19/2011 50 
12119/2011 68 

0800447246 E056657C 68 FCR12000042 12/19/2011 50 
12119/2011 68 

0900459926 E074551C 68 FCR12000045 12/19/2011 50 
12/19/2011 68 

VCOOOOOO0804 E110585C 68 FCR12000057 12/19/2011 50 
12/19/2011 68 

VCOOOOOO0850 E110540C 68 FCR12000056 12/19/2011 50 
12119/2011 68 

45 of 46 

J K L I M NI 0 p 

438 465900 49.48 
52D F00100 2,474.02 
52F 467000 74.22 
588 466400 173.18 
588 466500 148.44 2,919.34 
438 465900 2.78 
52D F00100 139.00 
52F 467000 4.17 
588 466400 9.73 
588 466500 8.34 164.02 
438 465900 5.56 
52D F00100 277.99 
52F 467000 8.34 
588 466400 19.46 
588 466500 16.68 328.03 
438 465900 339.00 
52D F00100 16,949.83 
52F 467000 508.49 
588 466400 1,186.49 
588 466500 1,016.99 20,000.80 
438 465900 2.56 
52D F00100 127.97 
52F 467000 3.83 
588 466400 8.96 
588 466500 7.68 151.00 
438 465900 2,093.03 
52D F00100 104,651.56 
52F 467000 3,139.55 
588 466400 7,325.61 
588 466500 6,279.09 123,488.84 
438 465900 202.57 
52D F00100 10,128.39 
52F 467000 303.85 
588 466400 708.99 
588 466500 607.70 11,951.50 
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I 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 

93 

94 

95 

A I B I c 
Target Stores 

- paid as of 02101/2012 

THE BUCKLEY SCHOOL 
- paid as of 01/25/2012 

University of Southern California 

Wilmington Infrastructure, LLC 
- paid as of 02/15/2012 

I I 

EM34175 

Past Due Invoice Register - 1st Delinquency Notice 
Full Cost Recovery Invoices 

For 3rd Quarter 2011 

D I E F G I H I 
VCOOOOOO0834 E081421C 68 FCR12000047 12/19/2011 50 

12/19/2011 68 

0700422318 C067806C 68 FCR12000060 12/19/2011 50 
12119/2011 68 

VCOOOOOO0799 E090271C 68 FCR12000050 12/19/2011 50 
12/19/2011 68 

VCOOOOOO0809 E110623C 68 FCR12000058 12/19/2011 50 
68 FCR12000058 12/19/2011 68 

I I 

Grand Total for Billing Profile: 6801 - External Billing for Full Cost Recovery Cases 
Total for Department: 50 - Non-Departmental - Appropriations to Special Purpose Fund 

Total for Department: 68 - Planning 

46 of 46 

J K L I M NI 0 p 

438 465900 287.05 
52D F00100 8,050.71 
52F 467000 430.57 
588 466400 1,004.67 
588 466500 861.14 10,634.14 
438 465900 35.83 
52D F00100 1,791.53 
52F 467000 53.75 
588 466400 125A1 

588 466500 107A9 2,114.01 
438 465900 1,025.83 
52D F00100 51,291A3 

52F 467000 1,538.74 
588 466400 3,590AO 

588 466500 3,077A9 60,523.89 
438 465900 630.80 
52D F00100 31,539.83 
52F 467000 946.19 
588 466400 2,207.79 
588 466500 1,892.39 37,217.00 

I I 

334,115.43 
5,769.79 

328,345.64 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

n4813@lapd.lacity.org 

EM35287 

Gennadiy Danilkevich <gennadiy.danilkevich@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 08, 2013 4:06 PM 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Re: Request for GSD Officers in City Planning Commission Meeting 

On Wed, Mar 27,2013 at 3:55 PM, Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good afternoon, 

The City Planning Commission (CPC) will have their regular meeting tomorrow (Thursday-3128) at the Public 
Works Boardroom Room 350-City Hall from 8:30 a.m. till 4:00 p.m. The Department of City Planning is 
requesting two (2) officers to ensure that the meeting will be orderly. We want the officers to be there at least by 
8:00 a.m. to ensure peace and order and direct the public to Room 1010 as the overflow room in case the PW 
Boardroom has reached its capacity. The CPC will consider the Hollywood Millennium project which is a 
highly controversial high rise development located adjacent the Capitol Records in Hollywood. We are 
expecting at least 250+ people to attend the CPC. 

Please contact me immediately for questions. I may be reached by telephone at 213 -200-6853 . 

~ 
Iris Fagar-Awakuni 
City Planner 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PIANNING 
*213.978.1249* iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

********Confidentiality Notice 
This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are 
not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and 
delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 

GENNADIY DANILKEVICH, Special Event Coordinator 
Security Services Division 
Los Angeles Police Department 
(213) 473-9726 - Office 
(213) 978-6725 - Fax 
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(213) 978-4670 - Dispatch 
N4813@lapd.lacity.org 

EM35288 

2 

RL0035701 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36143 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI66.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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EM36144 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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This email was sent to lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36384 

John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:15 AM 
Raymond Chan 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium Project 

Professor Dolan (seismic expert) is the trouble maker, apparently he called building 
and safety or the City and said •. 
"you should be concerned" 

LA officials seek more earthquake studies from Millennium developer - LA Daily News 
http ://www.dailynews.comlnews/ci 23711059/1-officials-seek-more-earthquake-studies-from
millennium 

L.A. officials seek more earthquake studies from 
Millennium developer 
By Dakota Smith Staff Writer 
Posted: .07/22/201308:51:23 PM PDT 
Updated: .07/22/201308:53:43 PM PDT 

Los Angeles officials are asking the developer of a twin skyscraper project in Hollywood 
for more earthquake studies, saying additional research of nearby fault lines is needed. 

The city's request for further geological studies for the Millennium project was prompted 
by concerns highlighted by a USC earthquake expert who approached officials last 
week, said Building and Safety spokesman Luke Zamperini. 

Zamperini said USC's James Dolan expressed concerns about possible fault lines in 
Hollywood after studying the area at the request of locals opposed to the project. 

"(Dolan) called and said, 'I think you have reason to be concerned,'" Zamperini said, 
recounting the conversation between the professor and city officials. 

State officials are launching their own earthquake study surrounding the project, 
according to a letter provided Monday by opponents. 

Calls for additional fault-line research marks the latest wrinkle for the Millennium, a 
proposal that would add one 35-story tower and one 39-story tower near the iconic 
Capitol Records building. Billed by the developer as a "smart-growth" high density 
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project, the matter will be heard by the City Council at its Wednesday hearing. Dozens of 
neighborhood groups object to the project, citing worries about a possible fault near the 
site, among other issues. Additionally, Caltrans is concerned about the traffic impact on 
the nearby 101 Freeway -- worries 

that are unfounded, say city transportation officials, who have declined to do the further 
studies requested by the state agency. 

In a statement Monday, Philip Aarons, head of Millennium Partners, dismissed concerns 
about the potential geological hazards. "The findings give us complete confidence that 
our project site is safe," he said, adding that a final geotechnical report, to the 
satisfaction of the city's Department of Building and Safety, would be part of the 
approval process. "There is no evidence of an active fault on the project site." 

The city initially cleared the Millennium's geology report, which was conducted by an 
outside group hired by the New York developer, Zamperini said Monday. It was 
approved by a subordinate of city geologist Dana Prevost. 

After Dolan called Prevost last week, more studies were ordered. While Building and 
Safety occasionally will ask a developer for more geological studies, the city isn't usually 
approached by USC professors about developments, Zamperini said. He called Dolan 
"our local expert" on earthquakes. 

Dolan was not available for comment Monday. 

The professor recently advised the Metropolitan Transportation Authority on its planned 
Westside subway project, concluding with Metro officials that the project, which is 
opposed by some Beverly Hills residents, is safe from earthquake-related risks. 

Attorney Robert Silverstein, who represents neighborhood groups fighting Millennium, 
held a press conference near the site Monday to highlight the risks adversaries say are 
posed by the fault line. "The Millenium project team tried to illegally hide the truth about 
the dangers of this project," he said. 

A spokesman for City Councilman Mitch O'Farrell, who oversees the Hollywood district, 
said the councilman wouldn't comment until the Wednesday hearing. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Alfred, 

EM34176 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 14, 2013 3:41 PM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Dan Scott 
Past Due 

I am following up on a request by our accounting staff to follow up on past due invoices sent to Millennium. 
Can you follow up with PhillMario or can you direct me to the best person to contact? Would hate for this to get 
sent to collections. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35780 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:05 AM 
Sharon Gin 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium ... .file no. VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <poonsy6603@ao1. com> 
Date: Mon, Ju18, 2013 at 9:15 PM 
Subject: Millennium .... fi1e no. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: james.k.williams@lacity.org 

Please submit to Millennium File for The Administrative Record. 
file no. VTT-7l837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

RA Poons 

TRAFFIC 

http://www.scpr. ora/news/201 3/07/08/38069/community-groups-voice-concerns-over-hollywood-sky/ 

"Concerns have also been expressed by the *Californ ia Department of Transportation . 
The state agency, which is in charge of highway construction, planning and maintenance, said in May that the City of 
LA's study did not analyze the traffic impact it would have on the state's highway system. 
"As a commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the City's attention that the project impacts will likely 
result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queing and difficult maneuvering," wrote Dianna 
Watson, a California Department of Transportation senior transportation planner, in a May letter. 
**The letter was addressed to then-councilmember now LA Mayor Eric Garcetti. 
Watson said she was concerned that the city's traffic study for the Millennium Project did not meet the requirements under 
the California Environmental Quality Act. 
But developer Millennium Partners said it is confident with the city's traffic study. 
The developer says it will "take its cues" from L.A.'s PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENTS" 

http ://www. scpr.org/newsl20 13/07/08/380691 community-groups-voice-concerns-over -hollywood-skyl 

Community groups voice concerns over Hollywood 
skyscrapers 
Wendy Lee I July 8th, 2013, 5:47am 
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Handel Architects 

An artist's rendering of Millennium Partners' plans to develop an area near the Capitol Records building in 
Hollywood. The developers say they will spend $664 million on the project. 

• Download 

More than 40 community groups have formed a coalition to stop a $664 million development near the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
The project, developed by New York-based Millennium Partners, will have two skyscrapers at 35- and 39-
stories tall. The development proposes to bring luxury hotel rooms, housing and businesses, along with 2,900 
construction jobs, according to spokesman Brian Lewis. 
But Robert Silverstein, an attorney representing groups opposed to the project, said the new buildings could 
bring more traffic to the area, creating an unsafe environment. He estimates there will be 25,000-to-30,000 new 
vehicle trips daily to the area. 
"The gridlock we currently experience [on the 101 highway] will become a fond memory," Silverstein said. 
"The traffic conditions will become so horrific, that it's almost unimaginable." 
Concerns have also been expressed by the California Department of Transportation. The state agency, which is 
in charge of highway construction, planning and maintenance, said in May that the City ofL.A. 's study did not 
analyze the traffic impact it would have on the state's highway system. 
"As a commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the City's attention that the project impacts 
will likely result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queing and difficult 
maneuvering," wrote Dianna Watson, a California Department of Transportation senior transportation planner, 
in a May letter. The letter was addressed to then-councilmember now L.A. Mayor Eric Garcetti. 
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Watson said she was concerned that the city's traffic study for the Millennium Project did not meet the 
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
But developer Millennium Partners said it is confident with the city's traffic study. The developer says it will 
"take its cues" from L. A. 's planning and transportation departments. 
Millennium's project aims to make the area around the Capitol Records building more walkable. The company 
says on its website that the site had been isolated in the past and it wants to energize the area with housing, 
businesses and restaurants. 
Garcetti expressed his opposition to the project just prior to the Planning Commission granting its approval in 
late March. He said he wanted to see a downsizing of the buildings, a sentiment echoed by Mitch O'Farrell who 
has succeeded Garcetti in the 13th Council District. 
Millennium recently reduced the height of the buildings from 44- and 52-stories. But Silverstein points out the 
square footage of the buildings will remain the same, and more cars will still be an issue. 
The L.A. City Council is scheduled to vote on Millennium's plans on July 24. 

Wendy Lee, Business & Economics Reporter 

*http ://artic1es.1atimes.coml20 13/junl19/business/la-fi-hiltzik-20 130619 

Caltrans waves red flag on Millennium Hollywood 
project 
June 19, 2013 1Michael Hiltzik 

• 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

It has become almost routine for community groups to rise up in 
protest whenever a big developer proposes a project likely to make 
their city neighborhoods unrecognizable. 
But what's happening with the giant Millennium Hollywood project 
is much more unusual: 
In this case, a state agency is taking up the cudgel against the city of 
Los Angeles, accusing city officials of using bogus statistics and 
trampling over state law in an effort to push the project through to 
approval by the City Council. 
The state agency is the California Department of Transportation. 
Caltrans is responsible for the health and welfare of the 101 Freeway, which winds within a block or two around 
the Millennium site. 
The agency says, quite reasonably, that a $664-million project - comprising 461 residential units, 254 hotel 
rooms, more than a quarter-million square feet for office space, and 80,000 square feet of retail in two towers 
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looming over the landmark Capitol Records building close to the already-busy corner of Hollywood and Vine 
- can't help but have a marked effect on the freeway. 
In fact, Caltrans makes it plenty clear that without significant changes in the plan, the effect on the 101 could be 
disastrous. 
Caltrans is irked that city officials seem to have wholly ignored its concerns. 
* *In a May 7 letter to Councilman Eric Garcetti, whose district encompasses the Millennium site - and who is 
a critic of the project and is the mayor-elect - the agency said that it hadn't heard from city officials since Feb. 
19, when it listed a raft of misgivings about the Millennium. 
The City Council's vote, which was originally scheduled for Wednesday, is likely to be put off until July. 
There are two bottom lines in the Caltrans analysis: one, the potential impacts from this mega-project will make 
the freeway and surrounding streets more unsafe; and two, the failure to measure and properly mitigate these 
impacts violates the California Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA. 
The latter conclusion shouldn't be overlooked. 
CEQA has long been a whipping boy for real estate developers, who gripe that it serves only as a tool for anti
growth malcontents. 
But if the City Council gives the Millennium a green light despite the unanswered questions about it, CEQA 
will be the only leverage the community will have to minimize its deleterious impacts. 
"Without CEQA compliance, this would be a big giveaway," says Robert P. Silverstein, a land-use lawyer 
representing more than 40 community and neighborhood groups opposing the project. 
The battle already is shaping up along David versus Goliath lines. Millennium Partners is the epitome of big
money real estate development, the backer of billions of dollars in luxury developments in New York, Boston, 
Washington and San Francisco. 
Its Hollywood plan, featuring two towers of which one could be as tall as 585 feet, or 55 stories, aims to take 
advantage of city zoning changes that encourage high-density development near Metro stations, such as the stop 
at Hollywood and Vine. 
Millennium's style is to gravitate toward high-profile but down-at-the-heels urban centers and spiff them up
creating "luxurious residential environments surrounded by beautiful places to work, shop, exercise and be 
entertained," it says with all due modesty. "All of our projects altered the skyline," Millennium co-founder 
Philip Aarons remarked in a recent interview with the Bloomberg news service. 
That's always nice, especially if you're the one doing the altering. But the people who live and work under the 
existing skyline don't always perceive the gain. One of the criticisms heard about the Millennium Hollywood is 
that the towers, which will be the tallest buildings in Hollywood, will dominate, rather than complement, the 
low-rise neighborhoods around them and the Capitol building, which Millennium owns and will incorporate 
into the proj ect. 
Millennium does have the current city administration's favor. City Hall insiders say Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa 
has pressed for rapid approval, perhaps because he sees the Millennium as some sort of legacy. But the 
unresolved questions about traffic suggest that the whole scheme may need a better going-over than it has 
received. 

That's not the view of the developers. "This will be the most highly regulated project ever approved by the city," 
declares Jerold B. Neuman, the project's Los Angeles land-use attorney. 
Neuman says the disagreement between Caltrans and the city involves a broader fight between them over how 
to set standards for reviewing environmental issues with local and state impacts. "We're stuck in the cross 
hairs," he told me. 
Still, it's hard to argue that Caltrans is out ofline in questioning the city's assertion that this huge project would 
feed no more than 150 cars a day onto the 101 during peak hours. That's the threshold figure the city used to 
justify its conclusion that the Millennium would have "a less than significant impact ... on freeway segments" 
- and therefore "no mitigation is required." 
From Caltrans' point of view, that stretches plausibility to the breaking point. (Even if it were true, Caltrans 
says, the 101 is so jammed now that 150 more rush-hour cars is significant enough. Would anyone who drives 
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the Hollywood Freeway disagree?) Caltrans says the city's estimate "is not based on any credible analysis that 
could be found anywhere" in the environmental impact report. And it points out that more overload on the 101 
means more backups from on-ramps onto city streets, more cars spewing exhaust into residential 
neighborhoods, more potential vehicle/pedestrian encounters (and we know who always wins those). 

Caltrans says the city didn't bother to study the freeway segments where there would be the most impact, 
including the six on- and off-ramps closest to the Millennium site. When it did study traffic impacts, Caltrans 
adds, it used faulty formulas, including giving the developer too much credit for mitigation efforts such as 
bikeshare and carpooling. 
Tomas Carranza, a senior transportation engineer at the city Department of Transportation, told me that the 
developers will put in place a "really aggressive trip reduction program" exploiting the city's transit system and 
incentives to encourage residents, workers and visitors to leave their cars at home. But he also acknowledges 
that "there will be more traffic, and there will be unmitigated impacts" from the Millennium. 

The council's vote, when it comes, will amount to a judgment that the upside of building the Millennium will 
outweigh the inevitable downsides. 

Can we trust the evidence they'll be relying on? Caltrans says no . 

• 
o 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36386 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 23,2013 10:17 AM 
John Vidovich 

Subject: RE: Millennium Project 

Thanks bro! +1 love my job! 

-------- Original message --------
From: John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Date: 0712312013 9:14 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Project 

Professor Dolan (seismic expert) is the trouble maker, apparently he called building 
and safety or the City and said •. 
"you should be concerned" 

LA officials seek more earthquake studies from Millennium developer - LA Daily News 
http ://www.dailynews.comlnews/ci 23711059/1-officials-seek-more-earthquake-studies-from
millennium 

L.A. officials seek more earthquake studies from 
Millennium developer 
By Dakota Smith Staff Wri ter 
Posted: .07/22/201308:51:23 PM PDT 
Updated: .07/22/201308:53:43 PM PDT 

Los Angeles officials are asking the developer of a twin skyscraper project in Hollywood 
for more earthquake studies, saying additional research of nearby fault lines is needed. 

The city's request for further geological studies for the Millennium project was prompted 
by concerns highlighted by a USC earthquake expert who approached officials last 
week, said Building and Safety spokesman Luke Zamperini. 

Zamperini said USC's James Dolan expressed concerns about possible fault lines in 
Hollywood after studying the area at the request of locals opposed to the project. 
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"(Dolan) called and said, 'I think you have reason to be concerned,'" Zamperini said, 
recounting the conversation between the professor and city officials. 

State officials are launching their own earthquake study surrounding the project, 
according to a letter provided Monday by opponents. 

Calls for additional fault-line research marks the latest wrinkle for the Millennium, a 
proposal that would add one 35-story tower and one 39-story tower near the iconic 
Capitol Records building. Billed by the developer as a "smart-growth" high density 
project, the matter will be heard by the City Council at its Wednesday hearing. Dozens of 
neighborhood groups object to the project, citing worries about a possible fault near the 
site, among other issues. Additionally, Caltrans is concerned about the traffic impact on 
the nearby 101 Freeway -- worries 

that are unfounded, say city transportation officials, who have declined to do the further 
studies requested by the state agency. 

In a statement Monday, Philip Aarons, head of Millennium Partners, dismissed concerns 
about the potential geological hazards. "The findings give us complete confidence that 
our project site is safe," he said, adding that a final geotechnical report, to the 
satisfaction of the city's Department of Building and Safety, would be part of the 
approval process. "There is no evidence of an active fault on the project site." 

The city initially cleared the Millennium's geology report, which was conducted by an 
outside group hired by the New York developer, Zamperini said Monday. It was 
approved by a subordinate of city geologist Dana Prevost. 

After Dolan called Prevost last week, more studies were ordered. While Building and 
Safety occasionally will ask a developer for more geological studies, the city isn't usually 
approached by USC professors about developments, Zamperini said. He called Dolan 
"our local expert" on earthquakes. 

Dolan was not available for comment Monday. 

The professor recently advised the Metropolitan Transportation Authority on its planned 
Westside subway project, concluding with Metro officials that the project, which is 
opposed by some Beverly Hills residents, is safe from earthquake-related risks. 

Attorney Robert Silverstein, who represents neighborhood groups fighting Millennium, 
held a press conference near the site Monday to highlight the risks adversaries say are 
posed by the fault line. "The Millenium project team tried to illegally hide the truth about 
the dangers of this project," he said. 

A spokesman for City Councilman Mitch O'Farrell, who oversees the Hollywood district, 
said the councilman wouldn't comment until the Wednesday hearing. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35785 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:05 AM 
Sharon Gin 

Subject: Fwd: MILLENNIUM .. File no. VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV
HD 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Bill Miller <nyc.bill@ao1.com> 
Date: Tue, Jul 9,2013 at 12:09 PM 
Subject: MILLENNIUM .. File no. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
To: Councilmember. Cedillo@lacity.org, Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.B lumenfield@lacity.org, Councilmember .LaBonge@lacity.org, 
Councilmember. Koretz@lacity.org, Councilmemb er .Fuentes@lacity.org, Councilmember .Parks@lacity.org, 
Councilmember .Price@lacity.org, Councilmember. W esson@lacity.org, Councilmember .Bonin@lacity.org, 
Councilmember .Englander@lacity.org, Councilmember. D'F arrell@lacity.org, 
Councilmember .Huizar@lacity.org, Councilmemb er .Buscaino@lacity.org, mayor@lacity.org 
Cc: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Please submit for The Administrative Record. 
File no. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Caltrans is angry . .THREE letters to THE CITY, ONE to Eric Garcetti, all went IGNORED, about the 'UNSAFE' traffic 
conditions and Millennium's inadequate, NO mitigations traffic study .. 
Cli ck to CALT RANS LETTERS in Ar ti cle : 

ht t p : //www . lat i mes . c om/bus i ness/ r eales t a t e/la- fi - h i l tzi k- 20 1306 1 9 , O, 1 4258 17 . co l umn 
Communities are angry .. Attorneys, Litigation .. 
Over 40 organizations, two on line petitions, nearly 3,000 signers from all across LA, seven Neighborhood Councils ... are 
all opposed to Millennium Projects. 
A PROVEN ACTIVE FAULT LINE is under the proposed projects, Research and MAPS were presented by an Attorney 
and dismissed by the PLUM Committee .. 

Both 'UNSAFE' TRAFFIC Conditions AND building on an Active Fault Line are LIFE/DEATH situations .. 
ALL IGNORED and DISMISSED 

City Council MUST REJECT Millennium Projects. 
Communitie's LIVES are at stake .. 

Millennium enabled L.A.'s former and LA's current Mayors to WIN. 
They funded all three PLUM COMMITTEE member's campaigns, who chose to ignore all the evidence ... 
And the new CD13 councilmember's campaign .... and many council members past and present. 
PLEASE STOP this sell out of Hollywood, Los Angeles, PEOPLE and COMMUNITIES to this developer. 
What kind of PLANNING is THIS?. 
When Earthquake research proves LIVES WILL BE AT RISK .. 
When Caltrans says lives will be at risk. 
WHO will take responsibility? 
It is up to you to DO THE RIGHT THING. 
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THE PLANNING REPORT 

http ://www.planningreport.coml20 13/07/08/la-roast-t j-plunkitt-explains-it-all-Ias-answer-gridlock-streamlined
planning-permitting 

"politicians, to survive, tend to say one thing, especially during an election campaign, and do another, often the 
opposite .... 
.... young Eric, like his predecessor Antonio Villaraigosa, and, for that matter, the City Council, the Planning Department 
and most other domains at City Hall, continues to bend, understandably, to the will of developers and their entourage of 
consultants. Case in point: the proposed Millennium project. It has gotten a lot of residents angry, and it has made the 
usually calm Caltrans concerned ..... 
.... it's interesting to note that while campaigning, Garcetti disavowed the 35 and 39-story twin towers. But in the 
Council he blessed the mixed-use residential, hotel, and commercial project.. .. " 

" ... the developers alliterating that the projects are "transformative and transit-oriented." Nice ring to it, if not particularly 
accurate. I don't know how many of the denizens of the proposed high-end development will ride the subways; more likely 
their help wilL ..... They'd never survive the already terrible Hollywood traffic to find a parking space, a situation sure to 
worsen if the projects are built. 
... GW ..... undoubtedly would have described the Millennium as a form of "honest graft," contending it would create jobs 
and generate profits for all involved, but particularly for investors ...... " 

http ://www.planningreport.coml20 13/07/08/la-roast-t j-plunkitt-explains-it-all-Ias-answer-gridlock-streamlined
planning-permitting 

LA Roast - (T J) Plunkitt explains it aiL .. LA's 
Answer for Gridlock: A Streamlined Planning & 
Permitting Process! 

This is another in a series of TPR exclusive interviews with T J Plunkitt, a direct descendent of the infamous George 
Washington Plunkitt, the sachem a century ago of Tammany Hall, who proudly and infamously generated fortunes for 
the city's deep-pocketed elite, and also, not incidentally, for himself. T J is now in Los Angeles on a travel and study grant 
from the family's Institute of Government Studies to substantiate his forefather's thesis that political conniving is essential 
to the economic health of cities, if most citizens even cared. But TPR does, and has been following T J's shoe-leather 
research. 

R Genn 
"Despite good intentions in the past, the planning department always seems to be a step behind as it stumbles forward. 
Frankly, Los Angeles appears, from walking its streets and neighborhoods, to be a city that grows not according to an 
informed, innovative planning process, but opportunistically, project-by-project, catch as catch can." -T J Plunkitt 
The Planning Report had previously encountered T J in Downtown Los Angeles in the Department of Water and 
Power and LA Metro headquarter cafeterias, as well as the LA City Hall second floor coffee shop, mingling there 
among the more secure, self-satisfied bureaucrats and their trailing sycophants. Last month, TPR found T J in 
Hollywood, checking on how then mayoral candidate Garcetti served his council district. With election results 
now in, he was there again this month, with us in tow, speculating on how Hollywood's high-rise rebirth might 
foretell Los Angeles' courtship of elegant density. 
T J: As an LA resident of now six months, it is a place I actually avoid, as do most natives, leaving it to the tourists. I 
happen to be here today just still checking out the council district Eric Garcetti represented for 12 years for some clues as 
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to what he might do now that he has been elected Mayor of Los Angeles. My great forefather told me politicians, to 
survive, tend to say one thing, especially during an election campaign, and do another, often the opposite. Therefore, to 
avoid being just another academic or a blogging pundit scouring hearsay and second-hand information, I have to push 
away from the computer screens and get out and walk the neighborhood streets. 
TPR: And what are you hearing there? 
T J: That young Eric, like his predecessor Antonio Villaraigosa, and, for that matter, the City Council, the Planning 
Department and most other domains at City Hall, continues to bend, understandably, to the will of developers and their 
entourage of consultants. Case in point: the proposed Millennium project. It has gotten a lot of residents angry, and it has 
made the usually calm Caltrans concerned. 
TPR: Yes, it's interesting to note that while campaigning, Garcetti disavowed the 35 and 39-story twin towers. But 
in the Council he blessed the mixed-use residential, hotel, and commercial project, citing, as has a chorus of 
other public officials and most of the good government types, that such developments-including the newly 
noticed Hollywood Palladium Towers-are vital to the economic growth and rising profile of Hollywood and los 
Angeles. 
T J: I have to admit, I liked the developers alliterating that the projects are "transformative and transit-oriented." Nice ring 
to it, if not particularly accurate. I don't know how many of the denizens of the proposed high-end development will ride 
the subways; more likely their help will. For sure they won't be driving. They'd never survive the already terrible Hollywood 
traffic to find a parking space, a situation sure to worsen if the projects are built. 
Whatever, GW loved those turn of phrases, as he did expediting most any sort of big bucks construction project. He 
undoubtedly would have described the Millennium as a form of "honest graft," contending it would create jobs and 
generate profits for all involved, but particularly for investors. You know, "creating jobs" is the magic platitude to open City 
Hall doors these days, like "open sesame" was for Ali Baba in the long ago adventure tale of Ali Baba and the Forty 
Thieves. 
TPR: But you don't have to attend the public-spirited academic conferences, seminars, and workshops on our 
urban future to recognize that real estate has long been City Hall's basic sustenance. As even the liberal, 
neighborhood advocate Jan Perry declared during her ill-fated mayoral campaign, the only way for the city to 
beat this lingering recession is to build. This was reiterated in a TPR interview with planning director Michael 
loGrande and in the lame duck council's approval of the merger of the city's permitting and planning 
departments, supposedly to expedite the project approval process. It is reported that almost everyone who 
breached City Hall's "Do Not Enter" barriers and security to be present at council cheered, in particular 
sponsoring Councilmember Mitch Englander, but especially the land use lawyers and their consultants. By all 
accounts, they can't wait until it is polished and takes effect January 1 of next year. 

Advertisement 
T J: This, no doubt, will give everyone affected a little breathing room to maneuver, find a new sinecure, and/or solidify 
their present one, all very much in keeping with my forefather's benign public service philosophy. If anyone leaves public 
service, it usually is the more competent, confident of a comparable, better-compensated job in the private sector. Those 
remaining tend to be protected but less energetic. 
TPR: That is pretty harsh, if not a cliche. Public service is very much a challenge, as former Ventura County 
manager Rick Cole contended in an article accompanying this exchange. Even your misanthropic forefather 
would agree-public servants are underappreciated. 
T J: Yes, GW was very much a paragon of public service, even if the press constantly was taking him to task. But he really 
didn't mind, as long as his bread was being buttered-and on both sides, too, holding down four city jobs at once and 
making him, in time, a millionaire. Certainly he would have cheered the merger, since apparently no jobs will be lost in the 
Planning or Building and Safety departments-at least that is what the proponents say. Indeed, my forefather, in his 
wisdom, would further predict that in most likelihood more jobs probably would be generated, especially the ever
invincible managers and their aides they always seem to need to track the heavy in-and-out basket activity between the 
persevering personnel. I expect permit applications rather than being expedited will soon be piling up on select desks, not 
unlike before the merger, with no one rushing to sign off lest they be criticized for some reason or other in the initial self
conscious cautious operations of the hyped fresher and cleaner Garcetti administration. GW often observed that when 
someone feels they are at the end of a rope, they tend to make a knot. And to be sure they will not be Boy Scout knots, 
and most likely will be daunting to untie, probably Gordian. 
I note that in approving the merger the LA City Council in particular directed the City Administrative Office to retain a 
management consultant to aid in the transition plans. You can expect the extras to pile up, as Cole hints at in his insightful 
op-ed for TPR. I note he also questioned whether the merger really is needed to spur the city's development and job 
creation; that it just might not be as effective as hoped; and in the bureaucratic shuffling, planning could be subsumed by 
the permitting process. 
TPR: Perhaps, but changing names on doors and moving chairs in offices might be an excellent opportunity for 
planning to assert its prerogatives, and pursue a more enlightened vision of an evolving los Angeles. What do 
you think GW would say? 
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T J: As he always said, "You see your opportunity, and you take it." Despite good intentions in the past, the planning 
department always seems to be a step behind as it stumbles forward. Frankly, Los Angeles appears, from walking its 
streets and neighborhoods, to be a city that grows not according to an informed, innovative planning process, but 
opportunistically, project-by-project, catch as catch can. That, no doubt, is an occasion for the private lawyers and project 
facilitators, as is every conflicted move the City Council attempts to improve Los Angeles, and, as GW would predict, 
themselves. But maybe also, with some initiative and imagination by a new mayor, this also might be an opportunity for 
the idealistic planners as well. Certainly it is grist for my mill. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Pls note room change. 

EM34177 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 14, 2013 4:33 PM 
David Lara; Etta Armstrong; Guadalupe Duran-Medina; Iris Fagar-Awakuni; Joseph 
Gnade; Kenneth Fong; Rebecca Valdez; Roberto Mejia; Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
6/18 PLUM mtg in Council Chambers 

PL061813rev.pdf 
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PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE, REVISED 

***NOTE: ROOM CHANGE*** 

TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 2013 

JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER, ROOM 340, CITY HALL - 2:30 PM 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMEMBER ED P. REYES, CHAIR 
COUNCILMEMBER JOSE HUIZAR 
COUNCILMEMBER MITCHELL ENGLANDER 

(Sharon Gin - Legislative Assistant - (213)-978-1074 or Sharon.Gin@lacity.org) 

Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access Real-Time Transcription (CART), Assistive 
Listening Devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure 
availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting/event you wish 
to attend. Due to difficulties in securing Sign Language Interpreters, five or more business days notice 
is strongly recommended. For additional information, please contact: Sharon Gin at (213) 978-1074. 

FILE NO. 

13-0614 
CHC 2013-530 
HCM 
CD14 

13-0617 
CHC 2013-510 
HCM 
CD 11 

SUBJECT 

(1 ) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
Report from the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of 
the Southaven located at 4421 North Richard Circle in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 

Owner: Aiko Hachisuka 
Applicant: Charles J. Fisher 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

(2) 

TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 8/7/13 
Report from the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of 
the Gibbons-Del Rio Residence located at 757 Kingman Avenue in the list of 
Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Owner: Gary S. and Jeannie Newman 
Applicant: Charles J. Fisher 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee, Revised 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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13-0101 
VTT 69061-M1-1A 
CD3 

13-0593 
CPC-2008-3440 
VZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD 
CD13 

EM34179 

(3) 

CONTINUED FROM 6/11/13, 5/28/13, 5/14/13, AND PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/26/13 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and related California Environmental Quality Act 
findings and appeals filed by REW DeSoto Partners, LLC and Josh Vasbinder on 
behalf of Warner 2D/E/P, LLC (Fred Gaines, Gaines and Stacey LLP, 
Representative) from part of the decision of the Advisory Agency in approving 
the modification of Vesting Tentative Tract No. 69061-M1, composed of two lots 
located at 6205-6219 De Soto Avenue, Woodland Hills, 91367, for the proposed 
construction of a maximum of 707 residential apartment units, including 312 
senior apartment units and 395 market rate apartment units, subject to modified 
Conditions of Approval. 

Applicant: Warner 2D/E/P, LLC 

Representative: Fred Gaines, Gaines and Stacey LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: None Submitted 

(4) 

CONTINUED FROM 6/4/13 
TIME LIMIT: 7/27/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 7/26/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and appeals filed by (i) Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) and (ii) HEIIGC Hollywood and 
Vine Condominiums, LLC and Hollywood and Vine Residences Association 
(Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer Mangels Butler and Mitchell, LLP) 
of part of the determination of the LACPC, in taking the actions listed below for 
property located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, 
and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Approved a Vesting Zone Change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN. 

2. Approved a Height District Change from Height District 20 to Height District 
2. 

3. Approved the requested Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 
500 feet of an R Zone. 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee, Revised 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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4. Approved the requested Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and 
dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on and off-site consumption and live 
entertainment. 

5. Approved the requested Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a 
unified development. 

6. Approved a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

7. Approved a Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports 
club/fitness facility. 

8. Approved Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

9. Adopted amended Findings and modified Conditions of Approval. 

10. Reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-
675-EI R (SCH No. 2011041094), including the accompanying mitigation 
measures, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Adopted 
the related environmental Findings, and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as the environmental clearance for the project and Find: 

a. The EI R for the Project, which includes the Draft EI R and the Final 
EIR, has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq., and the State and City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Guidelines. 

b. The Project's EIR was presented to the LACPC as a recommending 
body of the lead agency, and the LACPC reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the EIR prior to recommending the 
project for approval, as well as all other information in the record of 
proceedings on this matter. 

c. The Project's EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis 
of the lead agency. 

The above project involves the development of two sites consisting of eight 
parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use community consisting of office, 
hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking. The project consists of an east site and a west site, with the 
construction of two towers, ranging in height from 220 feet to 585 feet in the 
maximum height scenario. The components of the project include 492 
residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new 
office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food 
and beverage uses. The project may alter the types or amounts of the uses from 
those listed above in compliance with the Land Use Equivalency program and 
Development Regulations. A minimum of 5 percent grade level open space will 
be provided for buildings up to a height of 220 feet and up to 12 percent grade 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee, Revised 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 
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13-0593-S1 
VTT-71837-CN-1A 
CD13 

EM34181 

level open space for buildings taller than 550 feet pursuant to the project's 
Development Regulations. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: Yes 

Against Proposal: Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

(5) 

CONTINUED FROM 6/4/13 
TIME LIMIT: 6/19/13; LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 6/19/13 
IN COUNCIL: 6/19/13 
Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and related California Environmental 
Quality Act findings and an appeal filed by Communities United for Reasonable 
Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC 
in taking the actions listed below for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 
1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

1. Denied the appeals filed by AMDA College and Conservatory of the 
Performing Arts; Annie Geoghan; Argyle Civic Association; Beachwood 
Canyon Neighborhood Association; Hollywood Dell Civic Association; and 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association. 

2. Sustained the Deputy Advisory Agency's approval of Vesting Tentative 
Tract No. 71837 -CN, a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site. 

3. Adopted Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

4. Adopted Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR, 
SCH#2011 041 094. 

The above project involves a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an 
approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet 
of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 
acre site. 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee, Revised 
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 

4 

RL0035724 



07-1175 

EM34182 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Fiscal Impact Statement Submitted: Yes 

Community Impact Statement: Yes 

Against Proposal: Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

(6) 

Director of Planning's oral status report relative to ongoing development of City 
planning policies, work program, operations, and other items of interest. 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN THIS COMMITTEES SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

If you challenge this Committee's action(s) in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public 
hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing. Any written 
correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 

Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public 
inspection in the City Clerk's Office at 200 North Spring Street, Room 395, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA 90012 during normal business hours. 

PL061813rev 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36147 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI66.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support our Proj ect 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

Read More 
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Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

-----
Read More 

FacetJook Twitter Photos 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 

Read More 

E.'ents Dine Resources Mabie 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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This email was sent to av.perez@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM35289 

poonsy6603@aol.com 
Monday, July 08, 2013 9:16 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
james.k.williams@lacity.org 

Subject: Millennium ... .file no. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Please submit to Millennium File for The Administrative Record. 
file no. VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

RA Poons 

TRAFFIC 

http://www.scpr.ora/news/2013/07/08/38069/community-groups-voice-concerns-over-hollywood-sky/ 

"Concerns have also been expressed by the *California Department of Transportation . 
The state agency, which is in charge of highway construction, planning and maintenance, said in May that the City of 
LA's study did not analyze the traffic impact it would have on the state's highway system. 
"As a commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the City's attention that the project impacts will likely 
result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queing and difficult maneuvering," wrote Dianna 
Watson, a California Department of Transportation senior transportation planner, in a May letter. 
**The letter was addressed to then-councilmember now LA Mayor Eric Garcetti. 
Watson said she was concerned that the city's traffic study for the Millennium Project did not meet the requirements under 
the California Environmental Quality Act. 
But developer Millennium Partners said it is confident with the city's traffic study. 
The developer says it will "take its cues" from L.A.'s PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENTS" 

http://www. scpr.org/news/20 13/07/08/380691 community-groups-voice-concerns-over -hollywood-skyl 

Community groups voice concerns over Hollywood 
skyscrapers 
Wendy Lee I July 8th, 2013, 5:47am 
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Handel Architects 

An artist's rendering of Millennium Partners' plans to develop an area near the Capitol Records building in 
Hollywood. The developers say they will spend $664 million on the project. 

• Download 

More than 40 community groups have formed a coalition to stop a $664 million development near the 
intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 
The project, developed by New York-based Millennium Partners, will have two skyscrapers at 35- and 39-
stories tall. The development proposes to bring luxury hotel rooms, housing and businesses, along with 2,900 
construction jobs, according to spokesman Brian Lewis. 
But Robert Silverstein, an attorney representing groups opposed to the project, said the new buildings could 
bring more traffic to the area, creating an unsafe environment. He estimates there will be 25,000-to-30,000 new 
vehicle trips daily to the area. 
"The gridlock we currently experience [on the 101 highway] will become a fond memory," Silverstein said. 
"The traffic conditions will become so horrific, that it's almost unimaginable." 
Concerns have also been expressed by the California Department of Transportation. The state agency, which is 
in charge of highway construction, planning and maintenance, said in May that the City ofL.A. 's study did not 
analyze the traffic impact it would have on the state's highway system. 
"As a commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the City's attention that the project impacts 
will likely result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queing and difficult 
maneuvering," wrote Dianna Watson, a California Department of Transportation senior transportation planner, 
in a May letter. The letter was addressed to then-councilmember now L.A. Mayor Eric Garcetti. 
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Watson said she was concerned that the city's traffic study for the Millennium Project did not meet the 
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
But developer Millennium Partners said it is confident with the city's traffic study. The developer says it will 
"take its cues" from L. A. 's planning and transportation departments. 
Millennium's project aims to make the area around the Capitol Records building more walkable. The company 
says on its website that the site had been isolated in the past and it wants to energize the area with housing, 
businesses and restaurants. 
Garcetti expressed his opposition to the project just prior to the Planning Commission granting its approval in 
late March. He said he wanted to see a downsizing of the buildings, a sentiment echoed by Mitch O'Farrell who 
has succeeded Garcetti in the 13th Council District. 
Millennium recently reduced the height of the buildings from 44- and 52-stories. But Silverstein points out the 
square footage of the buildings will remain the same, and more cars will still be an issue. 
The L.A. City Council is scheduled to vote on Millennium's plans on July 24. 

Wendy Lee, Business & Economics Reporter 

*http://artic1es.1atimes.coml20 13/junl19/business/la-fi-hiltzik-20 130619 

Caltrans waves red flag on Millennium Hollywood 
project 
June 19, 201 31Michael Hiltzik 

• 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

It has become almost routine for community groups to rise up in 
protest whenever a big developer proposes a project likely to make 
their city neighborhoods unrecognizable. 
But what's happening with the giant Millennium Hollywood project 
is much more unusual: 
In this case, a state agency is taking up the cudgel against the city of 
Los Angeles, accusing city officials of using bogus statistics and 
trampling over state law in an effort to push the project through to 
approval by the City Council. 
The state agency is the California Department of Transportation. 
Caltrans is responsible for the health and welfare of the 101 Freeway, which winds within a block or two around 
the Millennium site. 
The agency says, quite reasonably, that a $664-million project - comprising 461 residential units, 254 hotel 
rooms, more than a quarter-million square feet for office space, and 80,000 square feet of retail in two towers 
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looming over the landmark Capitol Records building close to the already-busy corner of Hollywood and Vine 
- can't help but have a marked effect on the freeway. 
In fact, Caltrans makes it plenty clear that without significant changes in the plan, the effect on the 101 could be 
disastrous. 
Caltrans is irked that city officials seem to have wholly ignored its concerns. 
* *In a May 7 letter to Councilman Eric Garcetti, whose district encompasses the Millennium site - and who is 
a critic of the project and is the mayor-elect - the agency said that it hadn't heard from city officials since Feb. 
19, when it listed a raft of misgivings about the Millennium. 
The City Council's vote, which was originally scheduled for Wednesday, is likely to be put off until July. 
There are two bottom lines in the Caltrans analysis: one, the potential impacts from this mega-project will make 
the freeway and surrounding streets more unsafe; and two, the failure to measure and properly mitigate these 
impacts violates the California Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA. 
The latter conclusion shouldn't be overlooked. 
CEQA has long been a whipping boy for real estate developers, who gripe that it serves only as a tool for anti
growth malcontents. 
But if the City Council gives the Millennium a green light despite the unanswered questions about it, CEQA 
will be the only leverage the community will have to minimize its deleterious impacts. 
"Without CEQA compliance, this would be a big giveaway," says Robert P. Silverstein, a land-use lawyer 
representing more than 40 community and neighborhood groups opposing the project. 
The battle already is shaping up along David versus Goliath lines. Millennium Partners is the epitome of big
money real estate development, the backer of billions of dollars in luxury developments in New York, Boston, 
Washington and San Francisco. 
Its Hollywood plan, featuring two towers of which one could be as tall as 585 feet, or 55 stories, aims to take 
advantage of city zoning changes that encourage high-density development near Metro stations, such as the stop 
at Hollywood and Vine. 
Millennium's style is to gravitate toward high-profile but down-at-the-heels urban centers and spiff them up
creating "luxurious residential environments surrounded by beautiful places to work, shop, exercise and be 
entertained," it says with all due modesty. "All of our projects altered the skyline," Millennium co-founder 
Philip Aarons remarked in a recent interview with the Bloomberg news service. 
That's always nice, especially if you're the one doing the altering. But the people who live and work under the 
existing skyline don't always perceive the gain. One of the criticisms heard about the Millennium Hollywood is 
that the towers, which will be the tallest buildings in Hollywood, will dominate, rather than complement, the 
low-rise neighborhoods around them and the Capitol building, which Millennium owns and will incorporate 
into the proj ect. 
Millennium does have the current city administration's favor. City Hall insiders say Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa 
has pressed for rapid approval, perhaps because he sees the Millennium as some sort of legacy. But the 
unresolved questions about traffic suggest that the whole scheme may need a better going-over than it has 
received. 

That's not the view of the developers. "This will be the most highly regulated project ever approved by the city," 
declares Jerold B. Neuman, the project's Los Angeles land-use attorney. 
Neuman says the disagreement between Caltrans and the city involves a broader fight between them over how 
to set standards for reviewing environmental issues with local and state impacts. "We're stuck in the cross 
hairs," he told me. 
Still, it's hard to argue that Caltrans is out ofline in questioning the city's assertion that this huge project would 
feed no more than 150 cars a day onto the 101 during peak hours. That's the threshold figure the city used to 
justify its conclusion that the Millennium would have "a less than significant impact ... on freeway segments" 
- and therefore "no mitigation is required." 
From Caltrans' point of view, that stretches plausibility to the breaking point. (Even if it were true, Caltrans 
says, the 101 is so jammed now that 150 more rush-hour cars is significant enough. Would anyone who drives 
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the Hollywood Freeway disagree?) Caltrans says the city's estimate "is not based on any credible analysis that 
could be found anywhere" in the environmental impact report. And it points out that more overload on the 101 
means more backups from on-ramps onto city streets, more cars spewing exhaust into residential 
neighborhoods, more potential vehicle/pedestrian encounters (and we know who always wins those). 

Caltrans says the city didn't bother to study the freeway segments where there would be the most impact, 
including the six on- and off-ramps closest to the Millennium site. When it did study traffic impacts, Caltrans 
adds, it used faulty formulas, including giving the developer too much credit for mitigation efforts such as 
bikeshare and carpooling. 
Tomas Carranza, a senior transportation engineer at the city Department of Transportation, told me that the 
developers will put in place a "really aggressive trip reduction program" exploiting the city's transit system and 
incentives to encourage residents, workers and visitors to leave their cars at home. But he also acknowledges 
that "there will be more traffic, and there will be unmitigated impacts" from the Millennium. 

The council's vote, when it comes, will amount to a judgment that the upside of building the Millennium will 
outweigh the inevitable downsides. 

Can we trust the evidence they'll be relying on? Caltrans says no . 

• 
o 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36388 

Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23,201310:17 AM 
Linda Lam 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium Project 

Please print attachment. 

-------- Original message --------
From: John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Date: 0712312013 9:14 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Project 

Professor Dolan (seismic expert) is the trouble maker, apparently he called building 
and safety or the City and said •. 
"you should be concerned" 

LA officials seek more earthquake studies from Millennium developer - LA Daily News 
http ://www.dailynews.comlnews/ci 23711059/1-officials-seek-more-earthquake-studies-from
millennium 

L.A. officials seek more earthquake studies from 
Millennium developer 
By Dakota Smith Staff Writer 
Posted : . 07/22/201308 :51 :23 PM PDT 
Updated: .07/22/201308:53:43 PM PDT 

Los Angeles officials are asking the developer of a twin skyscraper project in Hollywood 
for more earthquake studies, saying additional research of nearby fault lines is needed. 

The city's request for further geological studies for the Millennium project was prompted 
by concerns highlighted by a USC earthquake expert who approached officials last 
week, said Building and Safety spokesman Luke Zamperini. 

Zamperini said USC's James Dolan expressed concerns about possible fault lines in 
Hollywood after studying the area at the request of locals opposed to the project. 
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"(Dolan) called and said, 'I think you have reason to be concerned,'" Zamperini said, 
recounting the conversation between the professor and city officials. 

State officials are launching their own earthquake study surrounding the project, 
according to a letter provided Monday by opponents. 

Calls for additional fault-line research marks the latest wrinkle for the Millennium, a 
proposal that would add one 35-story tower and one 39-story tower near the iconic 
Capitol Records building. Billed by the developer as a "smart-growth" high density 
project, the matter will be heard by the City Council at its Wednesday hearing. Dozens of 
neighborhood groups object to the project, citing worries about a possible fault near the 
site, among other issues. Additionally, Caltrans is concerned about the traffic impact on 
the nearby 101 Freeway -- worries 

that are unfounded, say city transportation officials, who have declined to do the further 
studies requested by the state agency. 

In a statement Monday, Philip Aarons, head of Millennium Partners, dismissed concerns 
about the potential geological hazards. "The findings give us complete confidence that 
our project site is safe," he said, adding that a final geotechnical report, to the 
satisfaction of the city's Department of Building and Safety, would be part of the 
approval process. "There is no evidence of an active fault on the project site." 

The city initially cleared the Millennium's geology report, which was conducted by an 
outside group hired by the New York developer, Zamperini said Monday. It was 
approved by a subordinate of city geologist Dana Prevost. 

After Dolan called Prevost last week, more studies were ordered. While Building and 
Safety occasionally will ask a developer for more geological studies, the city isn't usually 
approached by USC professors about developments, Zamperini said. He called Dolan 
"our local expert" on earthquakes. 

Dolan was not available for comment Monday. 

The professor recently advised the Metropolitan Transportation Authority on its planned 
Westside subway project, concluding with Metro officials that the project, which is 
opposed by some Beverly Hills residents, is safe from earthquake-related risks. 

Attorney Robert Silverstein, who represents neighborhood groups fighting Millennium, 
held a press conference near the site Monday to highlight the risks adversaries say are 
posed by the fault line. "The Millenium project team tried to illegally hide the truth about 
the dangers of this project," he said. 

A spokesman for City Councilman Mitch O'Farrell, who oversees the Hollywood district, 
said the councilman wouldn't comment until the Wednesday hearing. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36151 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI66.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:00 AM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City Council! 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your help! 

On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public hearing on 

the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With your help, 

Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a transit-oriented, 

pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Lou N aidorf Op-Ed in LA 
Times Supports Millennium 
Hollywood 

Louis Naidorf was a design architect for 

Welton Becket Associates and served as 

dean of the Woodbury University School 

of Architecture and Design from 1990 to 

2000. Naidorf designed the Hollywood 

landmark Capitol Records Building, which 

was the world's first circular office 

building, when he was a 24-year-old 

working at Welton Becket and 

Associates. 

The Hollywood Sign 

Happy 90th Birthday to the world-famous 

Hollywood Sign! A beacon for our 

neighborhood, as well as the symbolic 

center of the worldwide entertainment 

industry, the original Hollywood Sign 

(which read "HOLLYWOODLAND," at the 

time, to promote the real estate 

development of that name) was officially 

dedicated on July 13th, 1923. The 90 

years since have seen the explosion of 

Hollywood as a mecca for artists ... 

Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. Our mailing address is: 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 
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This email was sent to david.lara@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood· 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35789 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:05 AM 
Sharon Gin 
Fwd: Millennium .. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. 
(Corrections) 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Bill Miller <nyc.bill@ao1.com> 
Date: Tue, Jul 9,2013 at 6:42 PM 
Subject: Millennium .. VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. (Corrections) 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember. englander@lacity.org, councilmember .labonge@lacity.org, 
councilmember. cedillo@lacity.org, councilmember. krekorian@lacity.org, 
councilmember. blumenfield@lacity.org, councilmember. koretz@lacity. org, 
councilmember. fuentes@lacity.org, councilmember. parks@lacity.org, councilmember. price@lacity.org, 
councilmember. bonin@lacity.org, councilmember. 0 'farrell@lacity.org, councilmember. huizar@lacity.org, 
councilmember. buscaino@lacity.org, mayor@lacity.org 

Corrections: *Groups Opposing Millennium Projects (see below) 

For The Administrative Record 
Millennium File #VTT-71837 -CN-1 A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

MILLENNIUM ARTICLES: 

KPCC 
h t tp : //www . scpr . o rg / n ews/2013/07/08/38069/community- group s - vo i ce - con cern s - ove r - h o l l ywood 
s ky / 

The Daily News 
http://www.dailynews.com/news/ci 23521930/planned-hollywood-millennium-skyscrapers-project-causes-concern 

The Beverly Press 
http://parklabreanewsbeverlypress . co mi n ews/20 1 3/07 l if-m i II e n n i u m-pro i ect -site-is-u n bu i Id a bl e-wh 0 ' s-at -fa u IV 

LA Times 
http://www. latimes.com/business/realestate/la-fi-hiltzik-201 30619.0. 1425817.column# 

http://www. latimes.com/news/opi n ion/comm entary/la-oe-beckl u nd-hollywood-d evelopement-20 130328.0.770164 .stOry 

http://www. latimes.com/news/opi n ion/ed itori als/la-ed-0404-hollywood-20 130404.0.7167570. stor 

http://www. latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-correx-garcetti-201 30329.0.36950.story 

http://www. latimes.com/news/local/la-me-garcetti-hollywood-20 130329.0.363474. stOry 
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Garcetti sees Hollywood as 'a template for a new Los Angeles' 

City Watch ... Jack Humphreville, 
Gridlock & Crumbs 

h t tp : //www . c itywat chla . c om/ 8b r - hidde n/5302 - ho l lywood- r e side nts - ge t - t h e - mi l l e nnium- sha ft 

http://www.citywatchla.com/neighborhood-politics-city/S204-controversial-millennium-development-in-hollywood-is
evervone-s-dilemma 
(reprinted from The Larchmont Chronicle) 

Ron Kaye 
http://ronkayela.com/2013/06/zine-slip-slides-away-with-double-dipping-pensions-as-council- readies-to-nuke-holIywood
with-millennium-project.html 

Bloomberg 
Tower Plan Pits New York Developer Against Old Hollywood 

The Planning Report 
LaurieBecklund on Transactional City Planning in Hollywood 

http://www.planningreport.com/20 13/07/0811 a-roast -t j-plu n kitt-explai ns-it -all-Ias-answer-g rid lock-stream Ii ned-plan n i ng
permitting 

Los Feliz Ledger 
http://www.losfelizledger.com/2013/06/millennium-developers-agree-to-reduce-project-heightsl 
Which Way, L.A.? 89.9 FM 

For the Ho l l ywood Skyline, How Hi gh I s Too High? 

h ttp : / /www . kc r w. com/ n ews/pro gr ams / ww/ ww1 30 4 01for 

the holl ywoo 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org: 

A Millennial Catastrophe In Hollywood 

http://www. stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=420 

Englander Comments On Geology 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood. org/?p=39 

Letters Flood City Council After Plum Hearing 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=328 

h t tp : //ho l lywoodhe r i tage . org/ ... ' p r ese rvat i on page' 
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Petitions Opposing Millennium 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 
Petition to Oppose the Hollywood Millennium Project, As Currently Proposed 
801 signatures 

http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium 
1,388 signatures 

*GROUPS OPPOSING MILLENNIUM PROJECTS: 

Neighborhood Councils: 

Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council 

Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 

Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 

North Hills West Neighborhood Council 

Only one Hollywood NC voted to support the projects. 

Millennium has used that as PR on their website .. 

The VP of that NC works for Millennium and has been presenting 

their project plans to communities and NC's with Millennium's lawyer, 

for a number of years .. (Conflict of Interest) 

Over40 Hillside Federation Orgs.Opposed 

LA Conservancy Website .. Advocacy Issues 
http://www.laconservancy.org/issues/issues capitolrecords.php 

"The Conservancy appreciates that this project does not propose to 

demolish or significantly alter the Capitol Records Tower. 

Yet the project does include new construction directly adjacent to it, 

which could potentially cause adverse impacts to the Landmark." 

Capitol Records Building .. Historic Cultural Monument #857 ... 
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Millennium Projects will be built on an active fault line .. 

Newest data from Prof. James F. Dolan .. USC. 

Hollywood Heritage Website .. Projects/Preservation Issues: 

h t tp : // h o l l ywoodher i tage . org/ 

CEQA (Historical Significance) Violations 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 11:28 AM 

To: Lisa Webber 
Subject: hate to interrupt...need you to call me asap re: Hollywood Millennium 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv.ora 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

EM34183 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 14, 2013 4:54 PM 
Lisa Webber 
Dan Scott 

Subject: Re: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 06/12/2013 

I got phone calls from both Alfred and Kristen that they have forwarded my respective e-mails to the applicant 
to pay asap. 
Also, I spoke with Alfred and he mentioned that they have worked out a deal with Garcetti on the 39' and 35' 
scenario. That despite Mitch's initial support of the taller CPC-approved project and even the 45' and 39' 
scenario, following his conversation with Eric, reneged. So, they're moving forward with a 39' and 35' scenario 
and hope that it will hold leading up to PLUM. If! recall correctly, Sharon had this scheduled for Council on 
6120 if PLUM works out on Tuesday. 

I am on vacation 7/8-7115. My hope is that I can finish this through beforehand. 

On Fri, Jun 14, 2013 at 3:35 PM, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
Dan & Luci - can you reach out to Millennium (Alfredo) and Wyvernwood (Kristen) on the delinquent 
payments. Please see email below with attached spreadsheet. 

Thank you! 
Lisa 

----- ----- Forwarded message ----------
From: Eva Yuan-McDaniel <eva.yuan-mcdaniel@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Jun 12, 2013 at 11:57 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 0611212013 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Lisa and Dan, 

Please review the spreadsheet. Do you want to contact the applicants and warn them - especially Millennium 
and the Fifteenth Group? 

Let me know. We are ready to send these accounts forward for collection processing. 

Thanks. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Rodel Dela Cruz <rode1.delacruz@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Jun 12, 2013 at 11:38 AM 
Subject: Accounts Receivable Report for Full Cost Recovery Cases as of 0611212013 
To: Eva Yuan-McDaniel <eva.yuan-mcdaniel@lacity.org> 
Cc: Livea Yeh <livea.yeh@lacity.org>, Zenaida Agustin <zenaida.agustin@lacity.org> 
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Hello Eva, 

Here attached is the latest list of Accounts Receivable for Full Cost Recovery Invoices Billing Profile 6801. This list 
includes today's newly-obtained Delinquency Report (Dunning Message Report) for work done from January 1, 2013 to 
March 31,2013 (please see column labeled "1-30 Days Past Due"). There are a total of 12 invoices who became 
delinquent as of today. They will receive a Notice of Delinquent Invoice within the next few days (will be mailed out 
today). We have 1 payment pending to be processed that appeared under "1-30 Days Past Due". Please ignore the "1-
30 Days Past Due" information showing for Hanjin Int'l Corporation (FCR13000123). This invoice will be adjustment in 
FMS within the next day or two. 

Please review and advise if any of these 12 invoices should be excused from being referred to the collections agency 
through the Office of Finance. Customers will have another 20 calendar days to payoff these invoices before going into 
Final Delinquency status and possibly onto the City's collections process. Thank you 

Rodel del a Cruz 
Accountant 
City Planning 
(213) 978-1292 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This electronic message transmission contains confidential and privileged 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of 
the content of this information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by email and delete the original message and any attachments without reading or saving them in 
any manner. 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
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Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Luci, 

EM36155 

Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.lin@dot.ca.gov> 

Friday, July 19, 2013 8:09 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Watson, DiAnna@DOT 

Millennium Hollywood Project-FEIR Response to Comment 

It was nice to hear your voice again yesterday. Would you mind provide an email response about Caltrans' request for 
the Response to Comment for the Caltrans FEIR letter dated February 19, 2013? I would like to close out the project on 
my end if the City has no response at all. Thank you! 

Alan 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Linda Lam 
Exe Admin Assistant II 
Building and Safety Dept. 
Executive Office 

EM36391 

Linda Lam <linda.lam@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 11:38 AM 
Raymond Chan 
ATTACHED 
Amended Condition of Approval 07-23-2013.docx 

201 N Figueroa Street, Room 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-6800 (Work #) 
(213) 482-6850 (Fax #) 
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Position: 

As is often the case, technical questions can arise during the project review process. As with other 
development in the City, the project site will be subject to additional analysis before and during 
construction to ensure safety and soundness for development. In this case, the City is requesting 
additional investigation prior to finalizing the map to be completed to the satisfaction of the 
Department of building and Safety. 

Amended Condition of Approval: 

""Prior to the recordation of the final map, a comprehensive geotechnical report as discussed in the 
Department Review Letter dated May 23,2012 shall be submitted to the Department for review 
including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed development, as well as sufficient 
geological and seismic studies completed by the Applicant, to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety." 

Additional Questions and Answers" 

Q: How are the map approval and the Project related for CEQA purposes and what is DBS's position 
on this issue? 

A: The adequacy of the CEQA document, the information in its analysis, and the planning process 
associated with the Project are not directly within DBs' purview. That is for the Planning Department. 
DBS is involved primarily because the developer requested a tract map and we must evaluate that 
request for compliance with the Subdivision Map Act and to ensure safety of development. DBS is 
focused on ensuring that the site is suitable for development from a safety and soundness 
perspective. Accordingly, we have recommended conditions that are already integrated into the tract 
map approval and the project's conditions of approval that require additional site borings and a 
comprehensive design level geotechnical reports. Those existing conditions of approval specifically 
include the following: 

Building & Safety - Grading 

A. Prior to the issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the Tract 
Map, additional boring shall be required for the property located at 6334 West Yucca Street and 1770 
North Ivar Avenue (where the Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently located). 

B. Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the Tract 
Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department Review Letter dated May 
23, 2012 shall be submitted to the Department for review including detailed geotechnical 
recommendations for the proposed development. 

C. Additional fault exploration will be required if in the future it is determined that a 
structure of a part of it is proposed within the area located north of the "Northern Limit of Fault 
Exploration" line depicted on Drawing No.5 of the report dated November 30, 2012 (where the 
Enterprise Rent-a-Car property is currently located). In order to clarify the conditions of approval and 
address the concerns raised by the public, DBS is amending its recommended condition of approval 
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to ensure that the developer provides additional geotechnical and geologic seismic studies before 
recordation of the Final Map, to DBS's satisfaction. 

Q. How is the fault study and work on the map related to the approval of the Project? 

A DBS is bound to determine the safety of the site for development. We reviewed the fault study 
prepared by Langan. The data and analysis in the report generally indicates that there is no fault 
present on the site. However, after issuance of our approval letter on the fault study for the tract map, 
we received questions from the public regarding faulting on the site. We are bound to investigate 
those questions and are doing so now. No additional evidence based on subsurface exploration of 
the site has been presented by the public, or any other agency, that indicates there is a fault on the 
site. DBS is, however, being very diligent about the concerns raised. Therefore, we are 
recommending an amended condition of project approval that will prohibit the developer from 
recording the final map until they have submitted sufficient geological and seismic studies, to the 
satisfaction of DBS, that demonstrate the site is suitable for development. 

Q. Does DBS have any concerns with the City Council approving the tentative map concurrently with 
the Project? 

A No. DBS is confident that there are sufficient conditions of approval attached to tract map and the 
Project approvals. The Applicant cannot record the final map, which means they cannot build the 
project, until DBS is satisfied with exploration geotechnical and geologic seismic reports prepared for 
the Project. Simply, DBS and the City have safeguards in place (through the conditions of approval) 
that require proof that the site is geologically suitable for development before the Project can be 
constructed. 

We received a letter from the Silverstein Law Firm dated July 15, 2013. The letter identifies a number 
of objections relative to the Millennium Hollywood project's CEQA document and Department of 
Building and Safety's approval of the seismic study undertaken for the project's tract map. Pursuant 
to the information contained in that letter, the letter mistakenly indicates that the Department is 
engaged in conducting investigations directly related to CEQA and the planning process for the 
environmental impact report for the project. To be clear, the Department's approval of the seismic 
study is for the tract map and is not directly related to compliance with CEQA or the planning 
processes associated with the environmental impact report for the project. 

Instead, as a result of the developer's application for a tract map, the Department requested that a 
geological seismic study be undertaken by the developer. In response, the developer prepared a 
seismic study and provided it to the Department for review. The seismic study is based on recent 
subsurface investigations of the site and concluded that it is likely a fault is not located on the 
development site. Accordingly, the Department conditionally approved the seismic study related to 
the tract map. 

As is often the case with development in Los Angeles, parties questioned the validity of 
used in the approval process. Where such questions have been raised, the Department has always 
relied upon our requirement that development occur to the ultimate satisfaction of this Department, 

RL0035752 



EM36394 

and that this Department would retain the right to request additional analysis through conditions of 
approval, if we determine such is necessary. 

While we believe that our general conditions of approval to the tract map provide adequately for the 
analysis of relevant geotechnical data, we believe it would be prudent to amend Condition of Approval 
No.5 from the tract map approval to state "Prior to the recordation of the final map, a comprehensive 
geotechnical report as discussed in the Department Review Letter dated May 23, 2012 shall be 
submitted to the Department for review including detailed geotechnical recommendations for the 
proposed development, as well as sufficient geological and seismic studies completed by the 
Applicant, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety." 

We suggest this alteration to the tract map condition of approval to increase its clarity and assure the 
public that all of their concerns regarding seismic issues will be addressed before the site can be 
developed. 

We are hereby requesting that this modification be reflected at the hearing on July 24th and included 
in any report to the City Councilor request for their action and approval. 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM35294 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Tuesday, July 09, 2013 12:09 PM 

To: Councilmember.Cedillo@lacity.org; Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Blumenfield@lacity.org; Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Koretz@lacity.org; Councilmember.Fuentes@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Parks@lacity.org; Councilmember.Price@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org; Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org; Councilmember.O'Farrell@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Huizar@lacity.org; Councilmember.Buscaino@lacity.org; 
mayor@lacity.org 

Cc: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Subject: MILLENNIUM .. File no. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Please submit for The Administrative Record. 
File no. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Caltrans is angry . .THREE letters to THE CITY, ONE to Eric Garcetti, all went IGNORED, about the 'UNSAFE' traffic 
conditions and Millennium's inadequate, NO mitigations traffic study .. 
Cl i ck to CALTRANS LETT ERS in Ar t i cle : 

h t tp : //www .la times . com/bus i ness/rea l estate/ l a - f i - hi l t zik- 2013 0619 , O,1 42581 7 . column 
Communities are angry .. Attorneys, Litigation .. 
Over 40 organizations, two on line petitions, nearly 3,000 signers from all across LA, seven Neighborhood Councils ... are 
all opposed to Millennium Projects. 
A PROVEN ACTIVE FAULT LINE is under the proposed projects, Research and MAPS were presented by an Attorney 
and dismissed by the PLUM Committee .. 

Both 'UNSAFE' TRAFFIC Conditions AND building on an Active Fault Line are LIFE/DEATH situations .. 
ALL IGNORED and DISMISSED 

City Council MUST REJECT Millennium Projects. 
Communitie's LIVES are at stake .. 

Millennium enabled L.A.'s former and LA's current Mayors to WIN. 
They funded all three PLUM COMMITTEE member's campaigns, who chose to ignore all the evidence ... 
And the new CD13 councilmember's campaign .... and many council members past and present. 
PLEASE STOP this sell out of Hollywood, Los Angeles, PEOPLE and COMMUNITIES to this developer. 
What kind of PLANNING is THIS?. 
When Earthquake research proves LIVES WILL BE AT RISK .. 
When Caltrans says lives will be at risk. 
WHO will take responsibility? 
It is up to you to DO THE RIGHT THING. 

THE PLANNING REPORT 

http://www.planningreport.coml2013/07/08/la-roast-tj-plunkitt-explains-it-all-Ias-answer-gridlock-streamlined
planning-permitting 
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"politicians, to survive, tend to say one thing, especially during an election campaign, and do another, often the 
opposite .... 
.... young Eric, like his predecessor Antonio Villaraigosa, and, for that matter, the City Council, the Planning Department 
and most other domains at City Hall, continues to bend, understandably, to the will of developers and their entourage of 
consultants. Case in point: the proposed Millennium project. It has gotten a lot of residents angry, and it has made the 
usually calm Caltrans concerned ..... 
.... it's interesting to note that while campaigning, Garcetti disavowed the 35 and 39-story twin towers. But in the 
Council he blessed the mixed-use residential, hotel, and commercial project.. .. " 

" ... the developers alliterating that the projects are "transformative and transit-oriented." Nice ring to it, if not particularly 
accurate. I don't know how many of the denizens of the proposed high-end development will ride the subways; more likely 
their help wilL ..... They'd never survive the already terrible Hollywood traffic to find a parking space, a situation sure to 
worsen if the projects are built. 
... GW ..... undoubtedly would have described the Millennium as a form of "honest graft," contending it would create jobs 
and generate profits for all involved, but particularly for investors ...... " 

http ://www.planningreport.coml2013/07/08/la-roast-tj-plunkitt-explains-it-all-Ias-answer-gridlock-streamlined
planning-permitting 

LA Roast - (T J) Plunkitt explains it aiL .. LA's 
Answer for Gridlock: A Streamlined Planning & 
Permitting Process! 

This is another in a series of TPR exclusive interviews with T J Plunkitt, a direct descendent of the infamous George 
Washington Plunkitt, the sachem a century ago of Tammany Hall, who proudly and infamously generated fortunes for 
the city's deep-pocketed elite, and also, not incidentally, for himself. T J is now in Los Angeles on a travel and study grant 
from the family's Institute of Government Studies to substantiate his forefather's thesis that political conniving is essential 
to the economic health of cities, if most citizens even cared. But TPR does, and has been following T J's shoe-leather 
research. 

R Genn 
"Despite good intentions in the past, the planning department always seems to be a step behind as it stumbles forward. 
Frankly, Los Angeles appears, from walking its streets and neighborhoods, to be a city that grows not according to an 
informed, innovative planning process, but opportunistically, project-by-project, catch as catch can." -T J Plunkitt 
The Planning Report had previously encountered T J in Downtown Los Angeles in the Department of Water and 
Power and LA Metro headquarter cafeterias, as well as the LA City Hall second floor coffee shop, mingling there 
among the more secure, self-satisfied bureaucrats and their trailing sycophants. Last month, TPR found T J in 
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Hollywood, checking on how then mayoral candidate Garcetti served his council district. With election results 
now in, he was there again this month, with us in tow, speculating on how Hollywood's high-rise rebirth might 
foretell Los Angeles' courtship of elegant density. 
T J: As an LA resident of now six months, it is a place I actually avoid, as do most natives, leaving it to the tourists. I 
happen to be here today just still checking out the council district Eric Garcetti represented for 12 years for some clues as 
to what he might do now that he has been elected Mayor of Los Angeles. My great forefather told me politicians, to 
survive, tend to say one thing, especially during an election campaign, and do another, often the opposite. Therefore, to 
avoid being just another academic or a blogging pundit scouring hearsay and second-hand information, I have to push 
away from the computer screens and get out and walk the neighborhood streets. 
TPR: And what are you hearing there? 
T J: That young Eric, like his predecessor Antonio Villaraigosa, and, for that matter, the City Council, the Planning 
Department and most other domains at City Hall, continues to bend, understandably, to the will of developers and their 
entourage of consultants. Case in point: the proposed Millennium project. It has gotten a lot of residents angry, and it has 
made the usually calm Caltrans concerned. 
TPR: Yes, it's interesting to note that while campaigning, Garcetti disavowed the 35 and 39-story twin towers. But 
in the Council he blessed the mixed-use residential, hotel, and commercial project, citing, as has a chorus of 
other public officials and most of the good government types, that such developments-including the newly 
noticed Hollywood Palladium Towers-are vital to the economic growth and rising profile of Hollywood and Los 
Angeles. 
T J: I have to admit, I liked the developers alliterating that the projects are "transformative and transit-oriented." Nice ring 
to it, if not particularly accurate. I don't know how many of the denizens of the proposed high-end development will ride 
the subways; more likely their help will. For sure they won't be driving. They'd never survive the already terrible Hollywood 
traffic to find a parking space, a situation sure to worsen if the projects are built. 
Whatever, GW loved those turn of phrases, as he did expediting most any sort of big bucks construction project. He 
undoubtedly would have described the Millennium as a form of "honest graft," contending it would create jobs and 
generate profits for all involved, but particularly for investors. You know, "creating jobs" is the magic platitude to open City 
Hall doors these days, like "open sesame" was for Ali Saba in the long ago adventure tale of Ali 8aba and the Forty 
Thieves. 
TPR: But you don't have to attend the public-spirited academic conferences, seminars, and workshops on our 
urban future to recognize that real estate has long been City Hall's basic sustenance. As even the liberal, 
neighborhood advocate Jan Perry declared during her ill-fated mayoral campaign, the only way for the city to 
beat this lingering recession is to build. This was reiterated in a TPR interview with planning director Michael 
LoGrande and in the lame duck council's approval of the merger of the city's permitting and planning 
departments, supposedly to expedite the project approval process. It is reported that almost everyone who 
breached City Hall's "Do Not Enter" barriers and security to be present at council cheered, in particular 
sponsoring Councilmember Mitch Englander, but especially the land use lawyers and their consultants. By all 
accounts, they can't wait until it is polished and takes effect January 1 of next year. 

~ 
Advertisement 
T J: This, no doubt, will give everyone affected a little breathing room to maneuver, find a new sinecure, and/or solidify 
their present one, all very much in keeping with my forefather's benign public service philosophy. If anyone leaves public 
service, it usually is the more competent, confident of a comparable, better-compensated job in the private sector. Those 
remaining tend to be protected but less energetic. 
TPR: That is pretty harsh, if not a cliche. Public service is very much a challenge, as former Ventura County 
manager Rick Cole contended in an article accompanying this exchange. Even your misanthropic forefather 
would agree-public servants are underappreciated. 
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'--___________________ -----'T J: Yes, GW was very much a paragon of public service, even 
if the press constantly was taking him to task. But he really didn't mind, as long as his bread was being buttered-and on 
both sides, too, holding down four city jobs at once and making him, in time, a millionaire. Certainly he would have 
cheered the merger, since apparently no jobs will be lost in the Planning or Building and Safety departments-at least that 
is what the proponents say. Indeed, my forefather, in his wisdom, would further predict that in most likelihood more jobs 
probably would be generated, especially the ever-invincible managers and their aides they always seem to need to track 
the heavy in-and-out basket activity between the persevering personnel. I expect permit applications rather than being 
expedited will soon be piling up on select desks, not unlike before the merger, with no one rushing to sign off lest they be 
criticized for some reason or other in the initial self-conscious cautious operations of the hyped fresher and cleaner 
Garcetti administration. GW often observed that when someone feels they are at the end of a rope, they tend to make a 
knot. And to be sure they will not be Boy Scout knots, and most likely will be daunting to untie, probably Gordian. 
I note that in approving the merger the LA City Council in particular directed the City Administrative Office to retain a 
management consultant to aid in the transition plans. You can expect the extras to pile up, as Cole hints at in his insightful 
op-ed for TPR. I note he also questioned whether the merger really is needed to spur the city's development and job 
creation; that it just might not be as effective as hoped; and in the bureaucratic shuffling, planning could be subsumed by 
the permitting process. 
TPR: Perhaps, but changing names on doors and moving chairs in offices might be an excellent opportunity for 
planning to assert its prerogatives, and pursue a more enlightened vision of an evolving Los Angeles. What do 
you think GW would say? 
T J: As he always said, "You see your opportunity, and you take it." Despite good intentions in the past, the planning 
department always seems to be a step behind as it stumbles forward. Frankly, Los Angeles appears, from walking its 
streets and neighborhoods, to be a city that grows not according to an informed, innovative planning process, but 
opportunistically, project-by-project, catch as catch can. That, no doubt, is an occasion for the private lawyers and project 
facilitators, as is every conflicted move the City Council attempts to improve Los Angeles, and, as GW would predict, 
themselves. But maybe also, with some initiative and imagination by a new mayor, this also might be an opportunity for 
the idealistic planners as well. Certainly it is grist for my mill. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

relentless 

EM36156 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 8:35 AM 
Lisa Webber 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project-FEIR Response to Comment 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lin, Alan S@DOT <alan.1in@dot.ca.gov> 
Date: Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 8:09 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project-FEIR Response to Comment 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Watson, DiAnna@DOT" <dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov> 

Dear Luci, 

It was nice to hear your voice again yesterday. Would you mind provide an email response about Caltrans' request for 
the Response to Comment for the Caltrans FEIR letter dated February 19, 2013? I would like to close out the project on 
my end if the City has no response at all. Thank you! 

Alan 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 14, 2013 5:05 PM 

To: Roberto Mejia 
Subject: Re: Fwd: 06/19/2013 10:00 AM - Los Angeles City Council Agenda 

Thank you Roberto. Have good weekend. 

On Jun 14, 2013 4: 14 PM, "Roberto Mejia" <roberto.mejia@lacity.org> wrote: 
Items 17/35 (Green Up/Clean Up); and 18119 (Millennium) are in Council on Wed 6119. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: City Clerk <Clerk.LSadmin@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 14, 2013 at 3:33 PM 
Subject: 0611912013 10:00 AM - Los Angeles City Council Agenda 
To: CLK COUNCILAGENDAS@listserv.1acity.org 

TITLE: Los Angeles City Council Agenda 
DATE: 0611912013 
TIME: 10:00 AM 
To view the document online please visit: 

http :// ens.lacity. orgl clk! councilagendasl clkcouncilagendas3 82884 06192013 .pdf 

Please DO NOT reply to this automated email. 

The attached document is in .PDF format and requires Adobe Acrobat Reader for viewing and printing. The 
program can be downloaded from http ://www.adobe.comlproducts/acrobat/readstep.html website. 

** New Feature ** To view the agenda ePackets with background documents please visit: 
http :// cityclerk.lacity. org/lacityclerkconnectlindex. cfm ?fa=c. search&tab=epackets 

If you have a specific question concerning the attached Council Agenda, please contact the Council Public 
Services office at 213 -978-1059. 

If you have problems subscribing or unsubscribing to the Council Agendas, please contact the City Clerk 
Systems Division at 213-978-0353 . 

If you do not want to receive further mailings, you can unsubscribe from the list by going to 
http ://lacity.org/government/Subscriptions/counciladhoclindex.htm using a web browser and by following the 
instructions OR 

To unsubscribe from this list, please click on this link: 
http ://listserv .lacity. orgl cgi -bin/wa. exe? SUBED 1 =clk councilagendas&A = 1 
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Roberto R. Mejia 
Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
(213) 473-5748 

EM34187 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35793 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:05 AM 
Sharon Gin 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium .. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Bill Miller <nyc.bill@ao1.com> 
Date: Tue, Jul 9,2013 at 5:52 PM 
Subject: Millennium .. VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: Councilmember. Cedillo@lacity.org, Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.B lumenfield@lacity. org, Councilmember .LaBonge@lacity.org, 
Councilmember. Koretz@lacity.org, Councilmemb er .Fuentes@lacity.org, Councilmember .Parks@lacity. org, 
Councilmember .Price@lacity.org, Councilmember. W esson@lacity.org, Councilmember .Bonin@lacity.org, 
Councilmember .Englander@lacity.org, Councilmember. D'F arrell@lacity.org, 
Councilmember .Huizar@lacity. org, Councilmemb er .Buscaino@lacity.org, mayor@lacity.org 

For The Administrative Record 
Millennium File #VTT-71837 -CN-1 A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

MILLENNIUM ARTICLES: 

KP CC 
h t tp : //www . s cpr . o rg/ n ews/ 201 3/ 07 /08/38 069 / c ommuni t y - groups - voice - c once r ns - over- h o l lywood
s ky / 

The Daily News 
http://www.dailynews.com/news/ci 23521930/planned-hollywood-millennium-skyscrapers-project-causes-concern 

The Beverly Press 
http://parklabreanewsbeverlypress . co min ews/20 1 3/07 lif-m i II e n n i u m-pro i ect -site-is-u n bu i Id a bl e-wh 0 ' s-at -fa u IV 

LA Times 
http://www.latimes.com/business/realestate/ la-fi-hiltzik-20130619.0.1425817.column# 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opi n ion/comm entary/la-oe-beckl u nd-hollywood-d evelopement-20 130328.0.770164 .stOry 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opi n ion/ed itori als/la-ed-0404-hollywood-20 130404.0.7167570. stor 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-correx-garcetti-20130329.0.36950.story 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-garcetti-hollywood-20 130329.0.363474. stOry 

Garcetti sees Hollywood as 'a template for a new Los Angeles' 

City Watch ... Jack Humphreville, 
Gridlock & Crumbs 
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h t tp : //www . ci t ywa t c h la . com/8br- h idden/5302 - h o l lywood- r esid e n ts - ge t - t he - mi l lenn i um- s h aft 

http://www.citywatchla.com/neighborhood-politics-city/S204-controversial-millennium-development-in-hollywood-is
everyone-s-dilemma 
(reprinted from The Larchmont Chronicle) 

Ron Kaye 
http://ronkayela.com/2013/06/zine-slip-slides-away-with-double-dipping-pensions-as-council-readies-to-nuke-holIywood
with-millennium-project.html 

Bloomberg 
Tower Plan Pits New York Developer Against Old Hollywood 

The Planning Report 
LaurieBecklund on Transactional City Planning in Hollywood 

http://www.planningreport.com/20 13/07/0811 a-roast -tj-plu n kitt-explai ns-it -all-Ias-answer-g rid lock-stream Ii ned-plan n i ng
permitting 

Los Feliz Ledger 
http://www.losfelizledger.com/2013/06/millennium-developers-agree-to-reduce-project-heightsl 
Which Way, L.A.? 89.9 FM 

For t he Hol l ywood Skyline, How High I s Too High? 

http : //www . kc r w. com/news/progr ams/ww/ww1 30401f or 

t he hol l ywoo 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org: 

A Millennial Catastrophe In Hollywood 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood. org/?p=420 

Englander Comments On Geology 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood. org/?p=39 

Letters Flood City Council After Plum Hearing 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=328 

h t tp : //ho l l ywoodher i tage . org/ ... ' prese r vat i on page' 

Petitions Opposing Millennium 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 
Petition to Oppose the Hollywood Millennium Project, As Currently Proposed 
801 signatures 
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http://petitions. moveon .org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium 
1,388 signatures 

GROUPS OPPOSING MILLENNIUM PROJECTS: Neighborhood Councils: Greater Griffith Park 
Neighborhood Council Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council Hollywood Studio District 
Neighborhood Council Hollywood United Neighborhood Council Hollywood Hills West 
Neighborhood Council Only one NC voted to support the projects. Millennium has used 
that as PR on their website.. The VP of that NC works for Millennium and has been 
presenting their project plans to communities and NC's with Millennium's lawyer, for a 
number of years .. (Conflict of Interest) Hillside Federation Organizations All 
Opposed: Argyle Civic Association Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association Bel Air 
Knolls Property Bel Air Ridge Association Bel Air Skycrest Property Benedict Canyon 
Association Brentwood Hills Homeowners Assn. Brentwood Residents Coalition Cahuenga 
Pass Property Owners Canyon Back Alliance Crests Neighborhood Franklin Ave. / Hwd. 
Blvd. West Franklin Hills Residents Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council - Land Use 
Committee Hancock Park Homeowners Association Highlands Owners Association Hollywood 
Dell Civic Association Hollywood Heights Association Hollywoodland Homeowners 
Association Holmby Hills Homeowners Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. Lake Hollywood Homeowners 
Laurel Canyon Association Lookout Mountain Alliance Los Feliz Improvement Association 
Mt. Olympus Property Owners Mt. Washington Homeowners' Alliance North Beverly -
Franklin Canyon Home owners Association Nichols Canyon Association Oak Forest Canyon 
Association Oaks Homeowners Assn. Outpost Estates Homeowners Pacific Palisades 
Residents Assn. Residents of Beverly Glen Roscomare Valley Association Shadow Hills 
Property Owners Sherman Oaks Homeowners Studio City Residents Association Sunset Hills 
HOA Tarzana Property Owners Torreyson-Flynn Association Upper Mandeville Canyon 
Whitley Heights Civic Association L.A. Conservancy Website .. Advocacy Issues 
h t tp : //www . l aconservancy . org/ i ssues/issues capi t o l records . php "The Conservancy 
appreciates that this project does not propose to demolish or significantly alter the 
Capitol Records Tower. Yet the project does include new construction directly adjacent 
to it,which could potentially cause adverse impacts to the Landmark." 

Capitol Records Building .. Historic Cultural Monument #857 ... 

Millennium Projects will be built on an active fault line .. 

Newest data from Prof. James F. Dolan .. USC. Hollywood Heritage Website .. 
Projects/Preservation Issues: ht tp : //hol l ywoodh e r i t age . o r g/ 

CEQA (Historical Significance) Violations 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM35796 

4 

RL0035764 



EM36395 

Subject: MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 

Location: City Hall, Room 450 

Start: 7/23/2013 2:00 PM 

End: 7/23/20132:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: lisa.webber@lacity.org; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Dana Prevost; Luciralia Ibarra; 
Timothy McWilliams; Raymond Chan 

Resources: City Hall, Room 450 

more details » 

MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM 
PROJECT 

Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 213-473-7013 
When 
Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
City Hall, Room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Mike Feuer 
- organizer 

Karla Cortez 
- creator 

Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Dana Prevost 
Lisa Webber 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Timothy McWilliams 

RL0035765 



Raymond Chan 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36396 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0035766 



EM36397 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130723T210000Z 
DTEND:20130723T213000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130723T192111 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Mike Feuer:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 
U I D: mgg4b152g534kst82406otbs4o@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Mike Feuer;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@lacit 
y.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dana Prevost;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dana.prevost@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Raymond Chan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:raymond.chan@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130723T185142Z 
DESCRIPTION:Contact: David Cano\, CD13 Scheduler\, 213-4 73-7013\nView your 
event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=bWdnNGlxNT JnN 
TMOa3NOODIOMDZvdGJzNG8gbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&tok=MjEjbWlrZS5mZXVlc 

kBsYWNpdHkub3JnMGYyZWQ30DMOMjZhMWYzZTNkNDQxMDhmZTgxMjlwYTUwMjFmNzYyZg&ctz 
=A 
merica/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130723T192111 Z 
LOCATION:City Hall\, Room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035767 



EM36157 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Tomas Carranza 
<tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 

Sent: Friday, July 19, 2013 8:51 AM 
To: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Tomas Carranza 
has declined this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

RL0035768 



Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Jaime de la Vega 
Adam Villani 
Jasmin San Luis 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36158 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

2 
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EM36159 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130719T155104Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=DECLlNED;CN=Tomas 
Carranza;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto:tomas. carranza@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130719T155103Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035770 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

just got this ... 

EM34188 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, June 14, 2013 5:21 PM 
Lisa Webber; Sergio Ibarra; Dan Scott; Kenneth Fong 
Fwd: Millennium Project 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 14, 2013 at 5: 17 PM 
Subject: Millennium Project 
To: Sharon Gin <Sharon.Gin@lacity.org> 
Cc: Rebecca Valdez <rebecca.valdez@lacity.org>, Andrew Westall <Andrew.Westall@lacity.org>, Luciralia 
Ibarra <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Sharon, 

I noticed that the Millennium Project is scheduled for Wednesday in 
Council. We do not intend to schedule the item in Council until we have 
further direction from PLUM. Is there a timing reason as to why it would 
need to be heard on Wednesday? Thanks for your help clarifying. 

Best, 

Marcel 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.473 .7721 
www.cd13 .com 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RL0035771 



Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34189 

RL0035772 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Fyl. ..... r 

EM35797 

Richard Lichtenstein < RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 

Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:10 AM 
Michael.LoGrande@lacity.org 
Lisa Webber (iisa.webber@lacity.org) 
FW: Naidorf op-ed in the LA Times 

Capital Records can stand on its own 

A new project near the famed building in Hollywood can be designed to meet the needs of developers, residents and the community. 

By Louis Naidorf 

July 17, 2013 

I had this assignment to do a small building in Hollywood. It was my first job to start from scratch, totally mine. I was 24. 

You may have heard of the building. It's the Capitol Recordsbuilding, and no, it does not intentionally look like a stack of records. 

A lot of forces led to that design. Other ideas had cropped up, but a circular building made a lot of functional sense. I figured that the building 
would have neighboring structures developed over time on each side, so I thought that if it were a circular building, it would preserve views for 
everyone inside it. 

I've been stunned over the years that there is still a vacant parking lot next to Capitol Records. It would seem to me that somebody in 60 years 
might have gotten off the mark and done something with it. 

Now there is a proposal to build next door, and people have objected to the height of the buildings, and to building anything next door to Capitol 
Records at all. 

I'm not concerned about putting buildings of any scale next to Capitol Records. I don't think people walking along a street pay a lot of attention 
to anything above the third floor. It's insignificant from a pedestrian's point of view whether a building is 20 or 30 or 40 stories high. I think this 
building can nicely hold its own. 

I am married to a petite woman; she's 5 feet tall. She very nicely holds her own because the quality and the integrity are there. And as the 
parking lot goes away, I think Capitol Records will take on a more three-dimensional quality. 

The tallest building in Los Angeles is 73 stories high. Across the street from it is the Los Angeles Central Library. I think it's irrelevant whether 
the tower is 40,50,60 or 77 stories high. We would not have the Central Library as it is now if the developer across the street hadn't built that 
building, invested back in the library and created the gardens as a setting for the library. Who can say that those great gardens, that great public 
space, aren't a tremendous asset? 

What Hollywood needs more than anything else is people - people coming there, people living there, people being there, people working there. 
Now there's an opportunity for Hollywood to finally take a step forward, to burst out and do something. 

If you only had a community of architects, you would have a desert. There is a community there, but you need to understand the economic 
drivers of the project. There are a developer's needs and wishes, the residents' needs and wishes, the community's needs and wishes. I think we 
have to have faith that there is an overlap, a richer solution that responds fully to all people's needs. 

Louis Naidorfwas a design architectfor Welton Becket Associates and served as dean of the Woodbury University School of Architecture and 
Designfrom 1990 to 2000. This piece is based on an interview that appears on the website of Millennium Hollywood, developer of the 
proposed buildings next to Capitol Records. 

Copyright © 2013, Los Angeles Times 

RL0035773 



EM36160 

From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Tomas Carranza 
<tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 

Sent: Friday, July 19, 2013 9:26 AM 
To: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Tomas Carranza 
has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

RL0035774 



Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Jaime de la Vega 
Adam Villani 
Jasmin San Luis 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36161 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

2 

RL0035775 



EM36162 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130719T162546Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Tomas 
Carranza;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto:tomas. carranza@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130719T162546Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035776 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34190 

Richard Spicer < spicerrichard@yahoo.com > 
Monday, June 17, 2013 10:22 AM 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Rosemary De Monte; jacqueline Kerr; Gary Khanjian; linda.demmers@gmaii.com 
Proposed Millenium Proj. at PLUM, 6/18/13 

Good Morning, 

I am writing on behalf of the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council in 
preparation for the PLUM meeting on June 18. 

Does the proposed Millennium Project on the PLUM agenda 6118 have the 
same components as it had when it was pulled from the agenda at the previous 
PLUM meeting? 

If changes were made, what are those changes and where are they available prior 
to the 6/18 meeting? 

Since that previous PLUM meeting was there a meeting of stakeholders with representatives 
of the M. Project and the City Planning Department? 

What is Director LoGrande's email address? When I use the one on the city web site 
to send him an email, the email comes back saying the email address can not be assessed. 

Thanks for considering these questions and your work on the M. Proj. 

Richard 
Member, GGPNC's Planning, Zoning, and Historic Preservation Committee 
(323) 665-6080 

RL0035777 



EM36398 

Subject: MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 

Location: City Hall, Room 450 

Start: 7/23/2013 2:00 PM 

End: 7/23/20132:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Dana Prevost; Lisa Webber; 
Timothy McWilliams; Raymond Chan 

Resources: City Hall, Room 450 

more details » 

MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM 
PROJECT 

Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 213-473-7013 
When 
Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
City Hall, Room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Mike Feuer 
- organizer 

Karla Cortez 
- creator 

Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Dana Prevost 
Lisa Webber 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Timothy McWilliams 

RL0035778 



Raymond Chan 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36399 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

RL0035779 



EM36400 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130723T210000Z 
DTEND:20130723T213000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130723T192111 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Mike Feuer:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 
U I D: mgg4b152g534kst82406otbs4o@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Mike Feuer;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@lacit 
y.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dana Prevost;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dana.prevost@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Raymond Chan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:raymond.chan@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130723T185142Z 
DESCRIPTION:Contact: David Cano\, CD13 Scheduler\, 213-4 73-7013\nView your 
event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=bWdnNGlxNT JnN 
TMOa3NOODIOMDZvdGJzNG8gbHVjaXJhbGlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjEjbWlrZS5 
mZXVlckBsYWNpdHkub3JnZTg4NjViMzM5NDNiOTcxY210MGQ2YmNjYjA 1 ODExZjFhM211 ZjdkZA 
&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&h I=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130723T192111 Z 
LOCATION:City Hall\, Room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035780 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

EM35798 

diana.kitching@lacity.org 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:10 AM 
planning.webposting@lacity.org 
diana.kitching@lacity.org 

Attachments: 
Web Request Form 

HollywoodMillenniumAddendum.pdf 

Request made by: Diana Kitching on 07/17/2013 
Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1342 
Division/Unit: Plan Implimentation/EIRS 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood Addendum 
Project Description: Addendum 
Additional Instructions: Please place on website under: Environmental, Final EIR, Hollywood Millennium: and 

then below the links for that project under the errata please place this as "Addendum" 

RL0035781 



DEPARTMENT OF 
CITY PLANNING 

200 N. SPRING STREn
d 

ROOM 525 
LoSANGELES,CA 9012-4801 

ANI) 
6262 VANNUYS!3LVD., SUlTE35! 

VAN Nvys, CA 91401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
WILLIAM ROSCHEN 

PRESIDIlNT 
REGINA M. FREER 

VICE-PRESIDENT 

SEAN 0, BURTON 
DIEGO CARDOSO 
CAMILLA M. ENG 

. GEORGE HOVAGUlM!AN 
ROBERT LESSIN 

DANA M. PERLMAN 
BARBARA ROMERO 

JAMES WILLIAMS 
COMMISSION r.xJlCUTIVE ASSIST ANT n 

(2lJ) 978-1300 

July 12,2013 

EM35799 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

EXECUTIVR OFI'lCgS 

MICHAHL J. LOGRANDE 
DlRECI"C>R 

(213) 978- J 271 

ALAN BELL, AICP 
DEPuTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978-1272 

LISA M, WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978,1274 

EVA YUAN-MCDANIEL 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978-1273 

FAX: (213) 978-1275 

fNFORMA TroN 
www.pianning.iacily.org 

Re: Addendum to ENV-2011-675-EIR, State Clearinghouse No, 2011041094. Millellnium 
Hollywood Project 

The Environmental Review Section of the Department of City Planning has reviewed and 
determined that the Addendum (attached) to the Millennium Hollywood Project Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is appropriate and consistent with those standards expressed in California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164 and Section 15088.5. 

The Environmental Review Section's deternlination is based on that: (1) the change in the 
project is consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all issues previously 
examined in the EIR. and will not cause any new significant environmental impacts; and (2) the 
entitlement requests are not asking to go beyond the previous requests, and are not causing any 
impacts not previously analyzed in the EIR. Theref()re, the Addendum to EIR is adequate for 
environmental clearance purposes. 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Unit 

cc: 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, CD 13 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Sergio Ibarra, Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Luciralia Ibarra, Los Angeles Department of City Plarming 
CPC-2008-3440 case file 
ENV-2011-675-EIR case file 
VrT -71837 -eN case fife 

RL0035782 



Project Information 

EM35800 

Errata/Addendum to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Proiect Location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata! Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fiR." 

"Significant new information" requiring recirClllation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance, 

{3} A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it 

{4} The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conc/usory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

As further augmented in Section 15164, Addendums may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary but need not be circulated for public review. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8,2013. The EIR analyz.ed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, induding a Reduced Height 
Development. 

RL0035783 



EM35801 

City of Los Angeles July 2013 

Subsequent to the release of the EIR, an Errata was prepared a nd released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 

This Errata/Addendum further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of 
implementation of development limitations and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and a land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as 
part of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata/Addendum is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EIR 
has not changed due to the removal of the development agreement a nd the use of an alternative 
mechanism of implementation of the development regulations. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approvals and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the 
scale or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approval of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, maSSing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulations 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes spedalland use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as pa rt of a zoning ordinance so "that the development of the site shalJ 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 
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(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. II 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental {mpact Analysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would notresult in any new significant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifjcations. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmenta I categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this Addendum, all ofthe potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were 
previously addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Modified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects which would call for, as provided in Section 
15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a Subsequent EIR or a recirculated EIR, as 
provided in Section 15088.5. 
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Table 1 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

_I~m~ti~{· 
~sthetics 

Visual CharacterlViews SU SU No change 
.------.-.--1---------1---.---.----1-.--.. ------=-------1' 

Light and Glare LTS/Mitigation LT8/Mitigation No change 11-------------.---- --""----'-----=- . 1..----·-----...::::.--·-----11 
Air Quality 

f-"--- No change 

,1--~-;-:-~-7-i:-:-io-n-------·---·---·-3 ___ ._~~ _____ IL--___ ~_~J_J __ ··_--_L··-_-_--_·-_-·_-_N_~_-c_'h_ .. an __ ...::::.g:._._. __ _ 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

ultural Resources -::-::::---:-----------.- ~.-------_r_-------,---.-...... -.------------
Historic LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

~--··---il 

Archaeological L TS/Mitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
,.--------,-.---::"'.-=-:---:--------+-----.::~-- .. -- -·----~--+------...::::.-----II 

Paleontological LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 
--·--~~----~----------~----~I 

~~~~_,a_rd_s_l!_n._d_H_a_z_a_r_d_o_us_M_a_t_eI_·i_a_ls_. ______ . ____ • __ . ________ ---,-_____________ . 
Transport, Use, or Disposal LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

----~----4_--------~---~1 
Release into the Environment L TS/Mitigatlon LTS/Mitigation No change 

I~------------------ f--. !--.-.-----"------
Oil and Gas Fields 

Asbestos-Containing Materials 
f-------

L TS/Mitigation LIS/Mitigation No change 
._---+--------=-----\--------------

LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change ______ ~~ ____ L-___________ =_ ______ _ 

II-H~y-d-r-ol-o.£g~y-a_,_n-d-W-at-e-r--'Q::...l-ta-li---'ty'----____r-.-.-.. _______ . __ --,--______ --,-_______ ... _______ _ 
Water Quality LTS/Mitigation LTSlMitigation No change 

~.-,------------- ----~-------~-----+------------~-------
Groundwater iTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

. ----~----·-----+--------=-----f__-·----------+----------.:::...----------!I 
Surface Water LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change I 

I!---------.. -------- -=~---_ll 

Land UselPla::;n=n~::.:i=n!Zg ____________ --r ______ _ 

. Land Use Consistency 
f----.------

Land Use Compatibility 
I 

LTS T LTS No Change 

LT8 LTS No change _._-_ ... _-- ~---

Noise -------~-------------_r---------.------------~------------------~ i----------- -- .----
Construction Noise SU SU No Change 

11-----------·-·----··-··-+-------------+--------·-,- 1--"-------.-.""-------1 
Operation Noise L TS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No Chang,e 

I~---------------_-.--__ . ____ ._-.::: _____ L--____ -=-__ ---L __ .. ____ .... __ .,_ .•.•. ..::: ___ • __ _ 

~O::~:~-{',:_:O-S~~g-in.-g-, .. -~-~--~-~_~_I-_P_I~_:~-_~_+_n'_t_-:_-~-_~_~=~:-I_:~-,_-__ -._-_-J+-_~~-_=--=. =~=~=~=, ='-=.--_--==~.~_._--_. _-_.N_N-_~_ .. ~_~_l~_~_=:i_;===-_--j1 
Public Services _._ .. _---------------,--_._.,._----_._--,----------,--_._----._ .. - ...•. - .. -.--

Fire LTS/Mitigation D'S/Mitigation No Change ---,--,--------.. --.------+-------=-... _-.. -- --,..;.~--:--....-::~-_+--------=:---ll 

:==~=:=:l=j:=:=IS=~=-==·=-·=·-=-=--=.~= .. =======.=_ c=_co~. "-"._-_~-"~-.:-;~-_~-.... -~~j-"~:=--.;-~-~~-1-~--_-.~-I~;~:{;~i~~~.~ -.~.-.----- ~~~~:~:;~,,","=,=.=J 
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LTS/Mitigation No Change 
If------------------'------"----~ _____ O"O _____ ----------------

0 ___ 0 __________________ -+ ____ -"'-___ +_ 

Libraries 

construction_. _____ .. ________ +-_L_T_S_IM_it....;iic-;a_ti_o_1l_+-_I_~_T_S/~~~.~'Lati::.n No change 

II--_O_p_e_f_at_io_n ____________ . __ r-____ S_U_-___ r-___ S_l_l. _________ 0_ N(~.:"~ar~¥e ..... _. __ 
Cumulative SU SD No change 

11-----------·---- --·-...... ·-------+-------_+_--------==-----11 
Parking LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

I'r-----------------'---------·---J-·-----==----'--------=------ll 
Utilities 

Water LTSfMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 
Ir--~~---------------_+_-------o---

Wa.<;tewater LTS LTS No change 

-s()i:-i£CWaste _o_o~= _________ +_-L-T-S-I-M-i-ti..:::.g-at-io-n-+_-L-T-.S-'I-~-i~-~~-a-!_-i~-~-t-_-._-_-_-__ -N-O-~-.!!-a-n~ge---_-_ --11 

Energy LTS LTS No 

Notes: 
LTS '" Less than significant 
LTSIMitigation ~'Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR_ 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table 1, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 

severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR_ This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision·-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project_ 
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The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has reviewed this Addendum and has determined it to be 
prepared in accordance with all CEQA requirements and in so doing adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of the Revised Project. Therefore, this Addend um is adequate under CEQA and 
can be used by an agency making a decision on the Project. 

Diana Kitching 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata/Addendum to Environmentallmpaa Report 

6 

RL0035788 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM35298 

emma.riordan@aol.com 

Tuesday, July 09, 2013 3:10 PM 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

mayor@lacity.org 
VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

2013 _ 06 _ 03 _Letter _Report_1_1 (1 ).pdf 

For The Administrative Record ... 
Millennium File #VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

1) Attached is Traffic Consultant Herman Basmaciyan.P.E Report to Attorney Robert Silverstein on 
Millennium Projects. 

2)Caltrans Waves Red Flag On Millennium Hollywood Project ... 
Cal trans has made it clear that without significant changes 

in the giant Millennium Hollywood project, the effect on 

the 101 Freeway could be disastrous. 

h t tp : //www .la t imes . com/bu s iness/real estate/ l a - fi - hi l tzik- 2013 0 619 , 0 ,1 42 581 7 . column # 

Emma Riordan 

Hollywood, Ca. 

Communities United For Reasonable Development 
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IllUIIlliN IlilSllil(;IYllN, I) .It 
Traffic, Transportation, Parking 
Expert Witness and Consulting Services 
701 Marguerite Avenue 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
Tel: 949-903-5738 
herman.b@roadrunner.com 

Mr. Robert Silverstein 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 

June 3,2013 

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Dear Mr. Silverstein 

Proj. No. 130501 

Per your request, I have reviewed the Millennium Hollywood Project 
environmental documentation related to traffic, circulation and parking. This 
documentation consists of: 

• the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) including its applicable 
Appendices, and 

• the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) including its applicable 
Appendices 

In addition I have referred to the following documents: 

.:. Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (TSPP), Dated May 2012, published 
by the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), 

.:. 2010 Congestion Management Program (CMP) prepared by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACTMA) 

.:. Guide to the Preparation of Traffic Studies (Guide), Caltrans 

I am a Registered Civil and Traffic Engineer in the State of California 
(Registration Numbers 20137 and 525, respectively) and a Registered Engineer (in 
retired status) in the States of Washington, Arizona, and Florida. I have over 50 
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years of experience in traffic and transportation engineering, traffic modeling and 
forecasting, parking studies, and the preparation of traffic impact studies. I have 
personally prepared or had a key role in the preparation of over 400 reports in 
various jurisdictions in California, Washington, Oregon, Arizona, Nevada, and 
Ohio, as well as several multi-State projects sponsored by the u.S. Department of 
Transportation. My curriculum vitae (cv.) is presented as Exhibit 1, attached. 

Based on my review of the documents cited above and my education, professional 
knowledge and many years of experience, I have noted several deficiencies and/or 
omissions in the environmental documentation for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project. These deficiencies and/or omissions are discussed in the following pages 
of this letter. 

A. Deficiencies in Process, Mitigation Measures and Monitoring 

1. Caltrans concerns have not been addressed adequately: CMP guidelines 
(Appendix D, Page D-2, attached as Exhibit 2) state: "Caltrans must also 
be consulted through the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to identify 
other specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system." By 
letter dated May 18, 2011 (attached as Exhibit 33) Caltrans requested 
specifically that the traffic study address the freeway main line and all 
onJofframps of State Route 101 (SR-I0l) within a five-mile radius of the 
proposed Millennium Hollywood Project. In the same letter, Caltrans also 
referred the project's traffic consultant to Caltrans' traffic study guide and 
indicated that Caltrans staff "would like to meet with the traffic consultant 
to identify study locations in the State facilities before preparing the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)." Page 111-34 of the DEIR (attached as 
Exhibit 4) states that "representatives from the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning met with Caltrans Planning staff on 
September 15, 2011." 

The Traffic Study prepared by Crain & Associates and included in the 
DEIR as Appendix IV.K.l (title pages are presented as Exhibit 5, attached) 
states in two places (please see Exhibits 5-a and 5-b) that the traffic study 
was performed in accordance with the LADOT TSPP (please see Exhibit 6 
for the title page of the TSPP). The LADOT TSPP reiterates the LA 
County CMP requirement that Caltrans should be contacted and further 
states that "To assist in the evaluation of impacts on State facilities, the 
project's traffic consultant should refer to Caltrans' Guide for the 
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies .. . " and provides a link to access the 
web site (please see Exhibit 6-a). 
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The DEIR Traffic Study did not comply with the CMP guidelines and 
LADOT's TSPP, despite the written comments from Caltrans and the 
meeting held with Caltrans on SeptembhJ5, 2011 . 

Mter preparation of the DEIR, Caltrans submitted a letter dated December 
12, 2012 (please see Exhibit 7) reiterating its concerns about and 
requirements for the DEIR and providing further specific guidance as to 
what analyses would be required for Caltrans to conclude that impacts on 
the State Highway System are adequately analyzed. As stated in the 
Caltrans letter dated February 19,2013 (please see Exhibit 8), Caltrans 
considers the responses to its previous comments to be inadequate and 
remains concerned about the lack of mandated disclosure and analysis of 
freeway operations (such as mainline traffic flow, weaving movements on 
the freeway, queuing at exit ramps that might hinder mainline flow, 
queuing at entrance ramp meters, merging/diverging maneuvers) and the 
project's impacts on those. 

I have reviewed the responses that the City of Los Angeles provided in the 
FEIR to Caltrans' comments in the December 10, 2012 letter. I concur 
with Caltrans that significant unanswered issues remain, and significant 
informational gaps mar the EIR. The City's study approach fails to provide 
complete or accurate information. The City's use of the CMP methodology 
does not provide sufficient information related to the Project's impacts on 
the freeway system, and therefore did not adequately consider the potential 
significance of the Project's impacts on the freeway system. The City's 
responses to Caltrans are presented as Exhibit 9, attached. Following are 
some further thoughts about the City's inadequate and/or improper 
responses as contained in Exhibit 9: 

Response to Comment No. 03-2: The CMP methodology is based purely on 
the traffic volume on the freeway, without recognizing such matters as 
weaving, queuing, merging and diverging movements. The Caltrans 
methodology, which is based on the Highway Capacity Manual, takes into 
consideration these freeway operational matters, which are, in tum, affected 
by such freeway design features as spacing of entry/exit points, presence or 
lack of auxiliary lanes, and others. While the Caltrans Guide does not 
provide specific threshold guidelines, it provides a methodology for 
determining freeway LOS correctly. The City and this EIR are mandated to 
comply with the Caltrans methodology and to disclose and analyze impacts 
accordingly in a recirculated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 03-3: The documentation provided in Appendix 
B of the FEIR, Modeling Procedures and Results, is inadequate. The very 
brief documentation does not provide any credible data to support the 
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statement that "The model demonstrated that the Project will not result in 
the addition of 150 trips or more to any freeway segment." The 4-page 
document falls far short of providing enough information for the public to 
make an informed judgment. The documentation should contain, as a 
minimum, information for the starting point which is the unaltered SCAG 
Regional Model as refmed by LA DOT for use in the City of Los Angeles 
(the Base Model) in addition to the two scenarios presented "Base Minus 
Project" and "Base Plus Project." At a minimum, the information 
presented for each of the three scenarios should include: 

• For the area within a 5-mile radius of the Project (as requested in 
Caltrans' letter in response to the NOP), computer-generated plots of 
the roadway network showing the raw (unadjusted) traffic volumes 
that resulted from the traffic assignment process. The plots should 
be of sufficiently large-scale to make it possible to read the traffic 
volumes on freeway-mainline, the HOV lanes (if any), and each of 
the entrance and exit ramps. A similar plot should be provided 
presenting the number of lanes assumed for all freeways and ramps, 
as well as the number of lanes and facility types assumed for all 
arterial facilities. 

• Socio-economic data for the two Traffic Analysis Zones (T AZs) that 
contain the Project, along with a map of the T AZ boundaries within 
the five-mile radius area. 

• A listing, or graphic presentation, of all freeway and major transit 
improvements (BRT, Light Rail, Metrolink, other fixed-guideway) 
that are included in the 2035 SCAG Regional Model but are not in 
service or are not under construction for the area bounded by I-lOon 
the South, 1-405 on the West, SR-I0IlSR-134/1-210 on the North, 
and 1-710 (alignment extended to 1-210) on the East. For all four 
limits, the information should be presented for the freeways that are 
referenced to describe the boundaries. 

The additional data requested should be available from the computer 
models that were run either in printed form, or can be plotted/printed 
readily from model files. The public cannot make an informed judgment as 
to the impacts of the Project on the freeway system based on what has been 
provided in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 03-5: The thoughts expressed in No. 03-2 and 
03-3 are applicable here also. 

Response to Comment No. 03-6: The statement that "Rather, the signalized 
intersections and the freeway mainline sections were determined to form 
the capacity constraints in the Hollywood area" is contradictory to the 
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Traffic Study [mdings. The Traffic Study detennined that of the 37 
intersections analyzed, 31 had LOS of "C" or better in both the morning 
and afternoon peak hours. Five intersections had LOS "D" or better in both 
peak hours. Only one had LOS "D" in the morning and LOS "E" in the 
afternoon peak hour (please see Exhibit 5-f, attached.) This finding would 
signify no capacity constraints associated with signalized intersections in 
the area and is directly contradictory to the statement in the response to this 
comment. Either the statement is not supported by substantial evidence or 
the intersection analysis presented in the Traffic Study is faulty. Either 
instance represents a deficiency in the environmental documentation. 

Response to Comment No. 03-7: No further thoughts beyond those 
expressed in Item B.2later in this letter. 

Response to Comment No. 03-9: The selected zone analysis methodology 
is a very valuable analysis tool to determine the true "demand" created by 
the Project. It is appropriate for infill projects because the "intercepted" 
trips have already been deducted due to the pass-by reduction in the trip 
generation process. Using the trip distribution percentages from the 
selected zone analysis and applying the vehicular trip generation after 
credits, would account for "intercepted" trips. 

Response to Comment No. 03-11: It is ironic that the City uses a "Planning 
Methodology" which does not take into consideration signal timing at all in 
the basic computation, but then applies a credit to reflect the effect of an 
"operational" feature such as the computerized signal system. Nonetheless, 
the real question is whether the CMA analysis produces LOS results for 
existing conditions that are consistent with actual conditions. Expressed 
differently, if there are long queues at an intersection and yet the CMA 
method produces an LOS of "C" or "D" or better, one would have to 
conclude that the CMA method does not do the job correctly. 

Response to Comment No. 03-12: If in fact the freeway mainline 
constitutes a capacity constraint as stated in the City's response to Caltrans 
comment No. 03-6, the ramp meters are likely set at or near the maximum 
rates Caltrans deems possible. In the future, metering rates would be more 
likely to be tighter, allowing fewer vehicles per hour onto the freeway, 
rather than more, unless major capacity improvements are made on the 
freeway. It would be in the City's best interest to perform the analyses 
requested by Caltrans to publicly disclose and understand what problems 
the City may be facing in the future, and to mitigate those problems and 
impacts. 
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Response to Comment No. 03-13: The City's response ignores the basic 
issue which is that the weaving movements are an important consideration 
in determining freeway LOS. 

Response to Comment No. 03-14: No further thoughts except that it would 
be in the best interests of the City to perform the analyses requested by 
Caltrans. 

2. Trip caps need further definition: While the trip equivalency provisions 
give the City and the developer latitude in controlling the amount of 
development, the trip caps in the FEIR do not provide sufficient safeguards 
for certain situations that may arise, for the following reasons: 

a) More development than addressed in the current environmental 
documents would be possible: FEIRP.IV-22, bottom of page (please 
see Exhibit 10) states that" No building permits shall be issued or other 
measures taken by the City, which would allow the Project-related trip 
generation to exceed the Trip Cap, unless other supplemental analysis is 
completed." This statement implies that the trip caps may be violated 
with additional analysis and that more development than addressed in 
the current environmental analysis could be approved. Also, it is not 
stated whether the approval of the supplemental analysis would be 
under administrative purview or subject to CEQA compliance and 
public review. 

b) The number of peak hourly trip credit for existing development 
should be fixed: In order to prevent future analysts from raising the 
trip credit allowed for existing development, the amount of credit should 
be fixed at the level established in the current environmental analysis, 
180 in the morning peak hour and 182 in the afternoon peak hour. This 
can be accomplished by inserting the maximum amount of credit into 
FEIR P.IV-18, Bullet item (c) (please see Exhibit 10). 

c) Trip caps for the project should be directional, not total for peak 
hour: It does not take much effort to come up with a mixed use scenario 
that stays within the peak hour total cap but violates the directional 
peak. Traffic impacts are in many cases sensitive to the direction of 
travel. Trip caps for the project should be made directional. 

3. Actual compared to estimated trips: There is no provision in the traffic 
monitoring program to assess whether actual vehicular trips to/from the 
project exceed, in any phase of development or at full development, the 
estimated vehicular trips, and what action would be taken if the actual 
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trips were to exceed the estimated trips. This infonnation should be 
provided in a recirculated DEIR. 

B. Technical Points 

1. The Traffic Study states that Vine Street is classified as a Major Highway 
Class II between Franklin A venue and Melrose A venue, and that the width 
of Vine Street within these limits is 65-75 ft. (please see Exhibit 5-c). The 
Traffic Study does not state the actual width of Vine Street along the 
frontage of the proposed Project. Exhibit 6-c, attached, indicates that the 
City of Los Angeles Public Department Standards call for a width of 80 or 
90 ft. for the Major Highway Class II classification. Accordingly, the 
width of Vine Street is not compliant with current City design standards. 
The prior Hollywood Community Plan, which may become the operative 
community plan again, depending on the outcome of cmTent litigation 
regarding the Updated Hollywood Community Plan (applicable excerpts in 
Exhibit 11, attached) also designates Vine Street as a Major Highway Class 
II, but with Modified design standards that call for a curb-to-curb width of 
70 ft, with I5-ft sidewalks on either side of the street. Since the actual 
width of Vine Street along the frontage of the proposed Project is not stated 
in the Traffic Study, it is not possible to ascertain whether the street design 
is in compliance with the design standards of the Community Plan. The 
environmental documents are silent in the matter of the width of Vine 
Street even though it has significance in conjunction with the transit 
ridership credits as discussed in the next paragraph. 

2. The reduction of vehicular trips by 250/0 due to expected transit ridership 
exceeds what the City Department of Transportation recommends in its 
Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (please see Exhibit 6-c attached). 
Per the guidelines, the maximum of 25% reduction may be applicable to 
developments that are "above or adjacent to a Metro Rail, Metrolink, or 
Orange Line station." Developments within I;4 mile walking distance may 
qualify for up to a 15% transit credit if certain improvements, including the 
provision of wider-than-standard sidewalks and dedication of additional 
right-of-way along the project frontage, are provided. The proposed 
mitigation measures do not contain such provisions. Accordingly, a 25% 
reduction as taken in the EIR is facially inapplicable and improper. 

3. Truck access to the site is not analyzed, and the process of accommodating 
loading/unloading is not described. This is a significant omission of 
infonnation necessary for informed decisionmaking and disclosure and 
mitigation of potential significant impacts. It is acknowledged that for 
pm-poses of intersection capacity and Level of Service, truck traffic is not 
an Issue. Nevertheless, truck traffic in the immediate vicinity of the Project 

HI~lt!lllN IIllS!ll\(;IYllN, P .It 
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Mr. Robert Silverstein 
June 3,2013 Page 8 

EM35307 

and within the Project may present traffic operational problems depending 
on the location and configuration of truck loading/unloading areas, hours of 
delivery, the location and configuration of entry/exit points, and the size of 
trucks. This matter is not discussed at all in the environmental documents, 
except general statements to the effect that these matters will be handled 
later in discussions between the developer and City staff. Such deferred 
analysis and mitigation is improper. 

4. Intersection Level of Service (LOS) computation does not consider the 
effect of pedestrian traffic on intersection capacity. In a high pedestrian 
activity area such as Hollywood Boulevard, pedestrians may cause 
substantial delay to vehicular traffic, especially vehicles turning left or 
right. The LADOT TSPP states that the standard intersection LOS 
computation procedure may be modified to reflect the effect of certain 
conditions, including high pedestrian volumes (please see Exhibit 6-d, 
attached). No adjustments were made in the LOS computations to reflect 
the effect of high pedestrian volumes. This omission results in a distortion 
of the conclusions, making them invalid indicators of actual conditions and 
impacts that can be expected to be experienced. 

5. The existence of the midblock pedestrian signal on Vine is not even 
mentioned. The relationship of the pedestrian signal location vis-a-vis the 
project driveways on Vine is not discussed. Based on the approximate 
dimensions provided in the Traffic Study (please refer to Exhibit 5-d, 
attached), the West Site driveway on Vine Street would be about 60 to 70 ft 
north of the existing pedestrian cross-walk and midblock pedestrian signal. 
The East Site driveway would be about 150 ft south of the cross-walk. The 
proximity of the existing signalized cross-walk to the two full-service 
driveways proposed by the Project will create nmnerous opportunities for 
pedestrian/vehicular conflicts and potential pedestrian/vehicle collisions. 
Accordingly, there is a significant omission of necessary information about 
pedestrian safety impacts. This should be remedied in a recirculated DEIR. 

6. For purposes of the traffic study, certain assmnptions would need to have 
been made as to the allocation of land uses to each of the two portions of 
the proposed project (East Site v. West Site). This allocation is necessary 
to make, in turn, the allocation of the traffic to the intersections 
immediately adjacent to the Project as shown in the Traffic Study. 
However, the allocation of vehicular traffic to the project driveways is not 
presented in the Traffic Study. Also, the need for traffic control devices to 
be installed at the project driveways, if any, is not discussed, except 
mentioning that this matter will be coordinated with the City. Accordingly, 
there is a significant omission of necessary information. This should be 
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Mr. Robert Silverstein 
June 3,2013 Page 9 

EM35308 

remedied in a recirculated DEIR. This lack of information makes it 
impossible to assess the following potentially significant impacts: 

• Will it be necessary to install a traffic signal at either or both of the 
Project driveways on Vine Street? 

• If yes, what would be the impact on the mid-block pedestrian signal? 
• If not, how will pedestrian/vehicle conflicts be treated and to what 

extent will pedestrian activity disrupt traffic into and out of the 
driveways? 

7. The pedestrian entry/exit points to the project and the pedestrian linkages 
between the East Site and the West Site of the Project are not shown, so it 
is not possible to assess: 

• Whether the East and West Sites are truly integrated to constitute a 
single project for purposes of internal trip-making and shared 
parking. 

• Whether the pedestrian linkages are going be sufficiently convenient 
in order to justify the internal trip making levels. 

• How internal pedestrian circulation to/from the various project 
components will be accommodated. 

• To what extent added pedestrian traffic at the mid-block pedestrian 
signal would cause additional delays to through traffic on Vine 
Street. 

8. Parking-The residential tower (East Site) would have 450 units and 675 
residential parking spaces, or 1.5 spaces per unit. In accordance with the 
Traffic Study, the total requirement would be 2.25 spaces per unit, or 1013 
parking spaces, if the residential development were to be stand-alone, rather 
than part of a mixed use development (please see Exhibit 5-e). If the 
residential tower is built and occupied before any of the office/commercial, 
there would be no opportunity for shared parking or internal trip-making, so 
there would be a parking shortage of 338 spaces. 

9. If movie/theater uses are allowed within the commercial designation, there 
could be traffic and parking impacts, especially on weekend afternoons and 
evenings when movie/theater and retail uses both attract high levels of 
patronage. This type of potential impact attributable to specific uses is not 
addressed in the EIR. Accordingly, there is a significant omission of 
necessary information. This should be remedied in a recirculated DEIR. 
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Please contact me if I can provide further details or clarification about any matters 
covered in this letter. 

Sincerely, .~ 

~ 
/ ; 

I .aM/ . cja-.-
Herman Basmaciyan. P .E. 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 

1. Curriculum Vitae 
2. Excerpts from the 2010 Los Angeles County Congestion Management 

Program 
3. Caltrans letter in response to NOP, dated May 18, 2011 
4. Excerpt from DEIR for Millennium Hollywood Project - Page III-34 
5. Excerpts from Traffic Study (Appendix IV.K.l ofDEIR for Millennium 

Hollywood Project) 
a. Compliance with City Procedures (Page 1) 
b. Compliance with City Procedures (Page 4) 
c. Width of Vine Street 

6. Excerpts from the LADOT TSPP 
a. Requirement to contact Caltrans and refer to Caltrans procedures 
b. City of LA Roadway Design Standards 
c. Transit Credit 
d. Project Site Plan and Location of Driveways 
e. Parking Space Requirements 
f. CMA Analysis Summary for Existing Conditions 

7. Caltrans Letter of December 12,2012 
8. Caltrans Letter of February 19,2013 
9. City's Responses to Caltrans Comments in December 12,2012 Letter 
10. Trip caps 
11. Excerpts from the Hollywood Community Plan-Street Classifications and 

Design Standards 
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Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: DOT-CTB-LeimertParkRoom 

Start: 7/19/201310:30 AM 

End: 7/19/201311:30 AM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org; Christopher Hy; diana.watson@dot.ca.gov; 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com; Jay Kim; dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov 

Resources: DOT-CTB-LeimertParkRoom 

more details » <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=amw5b2pxbnNpdmgwNnYwYzFldWlzNm50b2sgbHVjaXJhbGlhLmli 
YXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjUjY2hyaXNOb3BoZXluaHIAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzMxYz 
E40TA4ZmI5NDQOODdjMDcxYzAzYmZmM2MyNGMxMzUxNzAyMDQ&ctz=America/L 
os Angeles&hl=en> 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Leimert Park Room is located in Caltans Building, 10th Floor near the south elevator. 

Please note the meeting will start at 10:30 a.m. 

When 
Fri Jul 19, 2013 1 0:30am - 11 :30am Pacific Time 
Where 
DOT -CTB-LeimertParkRoom (map <http://maps.google.com/maps?q=DOT -CTB
LeimertParkRoom&hl=en> ) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Christopher Hy 
- organizer 

RL0035801 



Tomas Carranza 
diana. watson@dot.ca.gov 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Jay Kim 
Luciralia Ibarra 
dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov 

Going? 

EM36164 

Yes <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=amw5b2pxbnNpdmgwNnYwYzFldWlzNm50b2sgbHVjaXJh 
bGlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=1 
&tok=M jU jY2hyaXNOb3BoZXluaHIAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzMxYzE40TA4Zml5N DQOODd 
jM DcxYzAzYmZmM2MyNGMxMzUxNzAyM DQ&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Maybe <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=amw5b2pxbnNpdmgwNnYwYzFldWlzNm50b2sgbHVjaXJh 
bGlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=3 
&tok=M jU jY2hyaXNOb3BoZXluaHIAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzMxYzE40TA4Zml5N DQOODd 
jM DcxYzAzYmZmM2MyNGMxMzUxNzAyM DQ&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

No <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPOND&eid=amw5b2pxbnNpdmgwNnYwYzFldWlzNm50b2sgbHVjaXJh 
bGlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=2 
&tok=M jU jY2hyaXNOb3BoZXluaHIAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzMxYzE40TA4Zml5N DQOODd 
jM DcxYzAzYmZmM2MyNGMxMzUxNzAyM DQ&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
more options» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=amw5b2pxbnNpdmgwNnYwYzFldWlzNm50b2sgbHVjaXJhbGlhLmli 
YXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjUjY2hyaXNOb3BoZXluaHIAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzMxYz 
E40TA4ZmI5NDOOODdjMDcxYzAzYmZmM2MyNGMxMzUxNzAyMDO&ctz=America/L 
os Angeles&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130719T173000Z 
DTEND:20130719T183000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130719T163236Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Christopher Hy:mailto:christopher.hy@lacity.org 
UID:jl90jqnsivh06vOc1 euis6ntok@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Tomas Carranza;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tomas.carranza@lacity.org 

A TTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE; ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE;C 
N=DOT-CTB-LeimertParkRoom;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lacity.org_ 444f542d4354422d 
4c65696d65 727 45061726b526f6f6d@resource.calendar.google.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Christopher Hy;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:christopher.hy@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=diana.watson@doLca.gov;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:diana.watson@doLca.g 
ov 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=afraijo@sheppardmullin.com;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:afraijo@sheppardmullin 
.com 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=dianna.watson@doLca.gov;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dianna.watson@doLca 
.gov 

CREATED:20130718T162730Z 
DESCRIPTION:Leimert Park Room is located in Caltans Building\, 10th Floor n 
ear the south elevator.\n\nPlease note the meeting will start at 10:30 a.m. 
\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=a 
mw5b2pxbnNpdmgwNnYwYzFldWlzNm50b2sgbHVjaXJhbGlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok 
=MjUjY2hyaXNOb3BoZXluaHIAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZzMxYzE40TA4ZmI5NDQOODdjMDcxYzAzYmZmM2 
MyNGMxMzUxNzAyMDQ&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130719T163235Z 
LOCATION: DOT -CTB-LeimertParkRoom 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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Subject: MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 

Location: City Hall, Room 450 

Start: 7/23/2013 2:00 PM 

End: 7/23/20132:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: dana.prevost@lacity.org; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Lisa Webber; Luciralia Ibarra; 
Timothy McWilliams; Raymond Chan 

Resources: City Hall, Room 450 

more details » 

MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM 
PROJECT 

Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 213-473-7013 
When 
Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
City Hall, Room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
dana. prevost@lacity.org 
Who 

Mike Feuer 
- organizer 

Karla Cortez 
- creator 

Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Dana Prevost 
Lisa Webber 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Timothy McWilliams 

RL0035804 



Raymond Chan 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36402 

You are receiving this email at the account dana.prevost@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar dana.prevost@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130723T210000Z 
DTEND:20130723T213000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130723T192111 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Mike Feuer:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 
U I D: mgg4b152g534kst82406otbs4o@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Mike Feuer;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@lacit 
y.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dana Prevost;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dana.prevost@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Raymond Chan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:raymond.chan@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130723T185142Z 
DESCRIPTION:Contact: David Cano\, CD13 Scheduler\, 213-4 73-7013\nView your 
event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=bWdnNGlxNT JnN 
TMOa3NOODIOMDZvdGJzNG8gZGFuYS5wcmV2b3NOQGxhY210eS5vcmc&tok=MjEjbWlrZS5mZXVI 

ckBsYWNpdHkub3JnNTE2ZDYzY2QxNmM1 NDNIMDMOZGQOZGMzYjE30DY5NGU5NjU2NWZINQ&ct 
z= 
America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130723T192111 Z 
LOCATION:City Hall\, Room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:13 AM 
To: Jerry Neuman 
Subject: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood 

Luciralia Ibarra 
has accepted this invitation. 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
delete the message and any attachments. 

When 
Wed Jul 17, 2013 11 am - 12pm Pacific Time 
Where 
200 N. Spring Street Room 750 (map) 
Calendar 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Who 

Jerry Neuman 
- organizer 

Luciralia Ibarra 
- creator 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this courtesy email at the account jneuman@sheppardmullin.com because you are 
an attendee of this event. 

To stop receiving future notifications for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up 
for a Google account at https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for 
your entire calendar. 

RL0035807 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130717T180000Z 
DTEND:20130717T190000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130717T151321 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Jerry Neuman:mailto:jneuman@sheppardmullin.com 
UID:040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E008000000007008C63C3282CE010000000000000 
00 
0100000004601 B652DFEE524D8D214FEDBF1 FC051 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Lucira 
lia I barra;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130716T223039Z 
DESCRIPTION:\n\n\nCircular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulati 
ons we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any attachments) 
is not intended or written to be used\, and cannot be used by any taxpayer\ 
, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting\, marketi 
ng or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed her 
ein (or in any attachments).\n\nAttention: This message is sent by a law fi 
rm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you r 
eceived this transmission in error\, please notify the sender by reply e-ma 
il and delete the message and any attachments.\n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130717T151320Z 
LOCATION:200 N. Spring Street Room 750 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Meeting re Millennium Hollywood 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-APPT-SEQUENCE:O 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-OWNERAPPTID:-20751 01219 
X-M ICROSOFT -CDO-BUSYST A TUS:TENT A TIVE 
X-M ICROSOFT -COO-I NTEN DEDST A TUS: BUSY 
X-MICROSOFT-CDO-ALLDAYEVENT:FALSE 
X-M ICROSOFT -COO-I M PORT ANCE: 1 
X-M ICROSOFT -COO-I NSTTYPE:O 
X-M ICROSOFT -DISALLOW-COU NTER: FALSE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 

RL0035809 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34191 

Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 10:30 AM 
Bruce Gillman 

Cc: Marcel Porras; Diego de la Garza; Zaki Mustafa; Jay Kim; Tomas Carranza; Lisa Webber; 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: LA Times Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 

Hi Bruce, 

Just an FYI that Michael Hiltzik interviewed Tomas Carranza today on the subject topic. He specifically was 
interested in Caltrans' concerns that the project was not adequately addressing freeway impacts. Tomas 
emphasized the process which the department goes through to define and mitigate traffic impacts and how those 
become recommendations to the City Planning Department. He listed the mitigations the department 
recommended and referred Michael to Caltrans and the Planning department for information about Caltrans 
concerns. The planning and land use management committee meets on this particular project tomorrow. 

Here is past editorial from the LA Times regarding this project which is generally neutral, but does mention 
Caltrans briefly: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml2013/apr/04/opinion/la-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

Michael said the column is scheduled to run on Wednesday. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, 

Jonathan 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 

RL0035810 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35310 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Tuesday, July 09, 2013 5:53 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Councilmember.Cedillo@lacity.org; Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Blumenfield@lacity.org; Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Koretz@lacity.org; Councilmember.Fuentes@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Parks@lacity.org; Councilmember.Price@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org; Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org; Councilmember.O'Farrell@lacity.org; 
Councilmember.Huizar@lacity.org; Councilmember.Buscaino@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Millennium .. VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

For The Administrative Record 
Millennium File #VTT-71837 -CN-1 A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

MILLENNIUM ARTICLES: 

KPCC 
h t tp : //www . scpr . o r g /news/2013/07/08/38069/communi t y - group s - vo i ce - con cerns - ove r - h o l lywood
s ky/ 

The Daily News 
http://www.dailynews.com/news/ci 23521930/planned-hollywood-millennium-skyscrapers-project-causes-concern 

The Beverly Press 
http://parklabreanewsbeverlypress . co mi n ews/20 1 3/07 l if-m i II e n n i u m-pro j ect -site-is-u n bu i Id a bl e-wh 0 ' s-at -fa u IV 

LA Times 
http://www.latimes.com/business/realestate/la-fi-hiltzik-20130619.0.1425817.column# 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opi n ion/comm entary/la-oe-beckl u nd-hollywood-d evelopement-20 130328.0.770164 .stOry 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opi n ion/ed itori als/la-ed-0404-hollywood-20 130404.0.7167570. stor 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-correx-garcetti-20130329.0.36950.story 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-garcetti-hollywood-20 130329.0.363474. stOry 

Garcetti sees Hollywood as 'a template for a new Los Angeles' 

City Watch ... Jack Humphreville, 
Gridlock & Crumbs 

h t tp : //www . ci t ywatchl a . c om/8br- h i dden/530 2 - hol lywood- res i dent s - get - the - mi l l enni um- sha ft 

http://www.citywatchla .com/neighborhood-politics-city/5204-controversial-millennium-development-in-hollywood-is
everyone-s-dilemma 
(reprinted from The Larchmont Chronicle) 

Ron Kaye 
http://ronkayela.com/201 3/06/zine-slip-slides-away-with-double-dipping-pensions-as-council- readies-to-nuke-holIywood
with-millennium-project.html 

Bloomberg 
Tower Plan Pits New York Developer Against Old Hollywood 

RL0035811 



EM35311 

The Planning Report 
LaurieBecklund on Transactional City Planning in Hollywood 

http://www.planningreport.com/20 13/07/0811 a-roast -ti-plu n kitt-explai ns-it -all-Ias-answer-g rid lock-stream Ii ned-plan n i ng
permitting 

Los Feliz Ledger 
http://www.losfelizledger.com/2013/06/millennium-developers-agree-to-reduce-project-heightsl 
Which Way, L.A.? 89.9 FM 

For t he Hol l ywood Skyline, How Hi gh I s Too High? 

http : //www . kc r w. com/news/progr ams/ww/ww130401f or 

the hol l ywoo 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org: 

A Millennial Catastrophe In Hollywood 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=420 

Englander Comments On Geology 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=39 

Letters Flood City Council After Plum Hearing 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=328 

ht tp : //hol lywoodhe r i t age . o r g/ ... ' preserva t ion page' 

Petitions Opposing Millennium 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 
Petition to Oppose the Hollywood Millennium Project, As Currently Proposed 
801 signatures 

http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium 
1,388 signatures 

GROUPS OPPOSING MILLENNIUM PROJECTS: Neighborhood Councils: Greater Griffith Park 
Neighborhood Council Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council Hollywood Studio District 
Neighborhood Council Hollywood United Neighborhood Council Hollywood Hills West 
Neighborhood Council Only one NC voted to support the projects. Millennium has used 
that as PR on their website.. The VP of that NC works for Millennium and has been 
presenting their project plans to communities and NC's with Millennium's lawyer, for a 
number of years .. (Conflict of Interest) Hillside Federation Organizations All 
Opposed: Argyle Civic Association Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association Bel Air 
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Knolls Property Bel Air Ridge Association Bel Air Skycrest Property Benedict Canyon 
Association Brentwood Hills Homeowners Assn. Brentwood Residents Coalition Cahuenga 
Pass Property Owners Canyon Back Alliance Crests Neighborhood Franklin Ave. / Hwd. 
Blvd. West Franklin Hills Residents Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council - Land Use 
Committee Hancock Park Homeowners Association Highlands Owners Association Hollywood 
Dell Civic Association Hollywood Heights Association Hollywoodland Homeowners 
Association Holmby Hills Homeowners Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. Lake Hollywood Homeowners 
Laurel Canyon Association Lookout Mountain Alliance Los Feliz Improvement Association 
Mt. Olympus Property Owners Mt. Washington Homeowners' Alliance North Beverly -
Franklin Canyon Home owners Association Nichols Canyon Association Oak Forest Canyon 
Association Oaks Homeowners Assn. Outpost Estates Homeowners Pacific Palisades 
Residents Assn. Residents of Beverly Glen Roscomare Valley Association Shadow Hills 
Property Owners Sherman Oaks Homeowners Studio City Residents Association Sunset Hills 
HOA Tarzana Property Owners Torreyson-Flynn Association Upper Mandeville Canyon 
Whitley Heights Civic Association L.A. Conservancy Website .. Advocacy Issues 
ht t p : //www . laconse r vancy . o r g/issues/ i ssues c ap i tol r eco r ds . php "The Conservancy 
appreciates that this project does not propose to demolish or significantly alter the 
Capitol Records Tower. Yet the project does include new construction directly adjacent 
to it,which could potentially cause adverse impacts to the Landmark." 

Capitol Records Building .. Historic Cultural Monument #857 ... 

Millennium Projects will be built on an active fault line .. 

Newest data from Prof. James F. Dolan .. USC. Hollywood Heritage Website .. 
Projects/Preservation Issues: h t tp : //ho l l ywoodher i tage . org/ 

CEQA (Historical Significance) Violations 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Luciralia Ibarra 
< luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Sent: Friday, July 19, 2013 9:45 AM 
To: christopher.hy@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Luciralia Ibarra 
has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Leimert Park Room is located in Caltans Building, 10th Floor near the south elevator. 

Please note the meeting will start at 10:30 a.m. 

When 
Fri Jul 19, 2013 1 0:30am - 11 :30am Pacific Time 
Where 
DOT-CTB-LeimertParkRoom (map) 
Calendar 
christopher. hy@lacity.org 
Who 

Christopher Hy 
- organizer 

Tomas Carranza 
diana. watson@dot.ca.gov 
afrai jo@sheppardmullin.com 
Jay Kim 
Luciralia Ibarra 
dianna.watson@dot.ca.gov 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account christopher.hy@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar christopher.hy@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130719T173000Z 
DTEND:20130719T183000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130719T164520Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Christopher Hy:mailto:christopher.hy@lacity.org 
U I D:jl90jqnsivh06vOc1 euis6ntok@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Lucira 
lia I barra;X-N U M-G U ESTS=O: mailto: luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130718T162730Z 
DESCRIPTION:Leimert Park Room is located in Caltans Building\, 10th Floor n 
ear the south elevator.\n\nPlease note the meeting will start at 10:30 a.m. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130719T164520Z 
LOCATION: DOT -CTB-LeimertParkRoom 
SEQUENCE:1 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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Subject: MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 

Location: City Hall, Room 450 

Start: 7/23/2013 2:00 PM 

End: 7/23/20132:30 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: raymond.chan@lacity.org; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; Dana Prevost; Lisa Webber; 
Luciralia Ibarra; Timothy McWilliams 

Resources: City Hall, Room 450 

more details » 

MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM 
PROJECT 

Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 213-473-7013 
When 
Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 
Where 
City Hall, Room 450 (map) 
Calendar 
raymond. chan@lacity.org 
Who 

Mike Feuer 
- organizer 

Karla Cortez 
- creator 

Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
Dana Prevost 
Lisa Webber 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Timothy McWilliams 
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Raymond Chan 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36405 

You are receiving this email at the account raymond.chan@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar raymond.chan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130723T210000Z 
DTEND:20130723T213000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130723T192111 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Mike Feuer:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 
U I D: mgg4b152g534kst82406otbs4o@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Mike Feuer;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@lacit 
y.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dana Prevost;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dana.prevost@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Raymond Chan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:raymond.chan@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130723T185142Z 
DESCRIPTION:Contact: David Cano\, CD13 Scheduler\, 213-4 73-7013\nView your 
event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=bWdnNGlxNT JnN 
TMOa3NOODIOMDZvdGJzNG8gcmF5bW9uZC5jaGFuQGxhY210eS5vcmc&tok=MjEjbWlrZS5mZXVI 

ckBsYWNpdHkub3JnZWRjMTI1 ODQ2YzFjZGU1 NTE4MmFmMDcwOGZmNDhmYTY3YzZhMmE1 NQ& 
ctz= 
America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130723T192111 Z 
LOCATION:City Hall\, Room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36168 

John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 9:45 AM 
Raymond Chan 

Subject: Fwd: The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
cwll058t.png Attachments: 

The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
http ://www.citywatchla.comllead-stories-hiddenl5421-the-millennium-manhattanization-of
hollywood 

Caltrans waves red flag on Millennium Hollywood project - Los Angeles Times 
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/jun/19/business/la-fi-hiltzik-20130619 

The Millennium Manhattanization of 
Hollywood 

Details 

+ 
Written by Jack Humphreville 
19+Jul+2013 

LA W ATCHDOG~- If Mayor Eric Garcetti is 
looking to remove the heads of the Transportation, Building and Safety, and Planning 
Departments, he needs to look no further than Millennium Hollywood, a 1.2 million 
square foot real estate development that will create massive gridlock at Hollywood 
and Vine and even screw up the traffic on thel0l Freeway ... 
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And the many Hollywood residents who are concerned about the Manhattanization of 
their community need to look no further than Mitch O.Farrell for the elected official 
who has the authority to lessen the impact of this highly profitable, $664 million high 
rise development. • 

The Department of Transportation.s analysis of the impact on traffic of this parking 
starved development is deficient.. DOT failed to properly analyze the impact of this 
mega development on the 101 Freeway despite repeated written and oral requests 
from the California Department of Transportation to the DOT and certain of our 
elected officials .• 

Furthermore, Transportation did a poor job of analyzing the cumulative impact of all 
the 60 to 70 prospective developments in Hollywood which, according to one 
knowledgeable Hollywood resident, includes 8,800 dwelling units, over 5 million 
square feet of retail and commercial space, and more than 800,000 square feet devoted 
to hospitals and schools .•• 

Nor did DOT do an adequate job of determining how the City.s Bicycle Plan would 
mesh with the increased traffic flows from Hollywood Millennium and the 60 to 70 
prospective developments .• 

Nor did DOT take into consideration the impact of the massive NBC/Universal 
development on the already clogged 101 Freeway despite requests by Caltrans and 
other impacted parties .••• 

Building and Safety, on the other hand, appears to be asleep on the job. It failed to 
review and analyze the errors in the independent geologic and seismic survey 
commissioned by the developer, even after Robert Silverstein, the lawyer for the 
Hollywood community, pointed out in a public hearing and in writing that Millennium 
Hollywood.s two skyscrapers are most likely sitting on an active earthquake fault. 

According to a letter to the General Manager of Building and Safety from Silverstein, 
the department held off on writing a previously promised .rescission letter. until it 
had the opportunity to meet with the Millennium Hollywood developer.. 

Needless to say, the Planning Department was knee deep in this mess, as it has been in 
many other developments that threaten our neighborhoods. 

In this case, the President of the City Planning Commission, Bill Roschen, was hired 
by the Millennium Hollywood developers, creating a huge conflict of interest that 
poisoned the entire process .• But this did not seem to bother the Planning 
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Commission or the Planning Department as they both blessed this oversized 
development that will tie up traffic for miles in every direction .• 

But what is the position of Mitch O.Farrell, the newly elected Council Member who 
is intimately familiar with Hollywood Millennium real estate development. 

On the one hand, his office claims that he has not made up his mind. 

Baloney! 

On July 11, in an almost unprecedented move, a 51 page .revised. ordinance was 
placed in the Council File, which, if passed by the City Council, would give the New 
York based developer a free hand in developing this property with very little oversight 
by the City and the community. 

This ordinance, which was not discussed in the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee meeting on June 18, did not even outline the public benefits such as the 
proposed $4.5 million donation to affordable housing .• Nor did it provide for 
permanent transportation arrangements, but limited shuttle and parking arrangements 
to only 15 years .• And surprisingly, the ordinance did not provide for a Project 
Labor Agreement or a Living Wage for hotel workers .• 

This ordinance would have never seen the light of day if it had not been approved by 
the local Council Member. 

But then again, O.Farrell was the beneficiary of significant campaign contributions 
by the Millennium gang in early May, a critical time in the election. 

Rather than proceeding with this highly controversial development where there are 
significant disagreements about traffic, geology, and other facts and claims, the Herb 
Wesson City Council should defer acting on this matter.. Instead, it should establish 
an INDEPENDENT commission, paid for by the developer, to review and analyze in 
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an open and transparent manner the development and report back to the City Council 
within 90 days. 

This independent commission would review the related geology, the impact of 
Millennium Hollywood and other developments on Hollywood+s traffic and the 101 
Freeway, its parking and transportation arrangements, its height and the concerns 
regarding vertical blight, any potential conflicts of interest, the number of full time 
jobs created, the impact on the local economy, and all campaign and other civic 
contributions by the developer. 

While the New York based developer and his $1,000 an hour downtown lawyers, 
lobbyists, and other suits will threaten to walk away from this deal, the projected rates 
of return of six times on the equity investment is too tempting. 

There is no doubt that Millennium Hollywood will have a significant impact on the 
area surrounding Hollywood and Vine for many generations of Angelenos. + 90 days 
is aNew York minute and we need to make sure we are not getting screwed by the 
fast talking gang from the big city who will be long gone once they have the cash, 
leaving us with Manhattan style gridlock. + .. + 

(Jack Humphreville writes LA Watchdogfor CityWatch. He is the President of the DWP 
Advocacy Committee, ~ the Ratepayer Advocate for the Greater Wilshire Neighborhood 
Council, and a Neighborhood Council Budget Advocate. Humphreville is the publisher of the 
Recycler Classifieds --~.recycler.com. He can be reached at:~ajack(jjJgmailcom. Hear 
Jack every Tuesday morning at 6: 20 on McIntyre in the Morning, KABC ~ 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36407 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI126.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
estineh.mailian@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email wassentto estineh.mai lian@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34192 

Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 10:30 AM 
Bruce Gillman 

Cc: Marcel Porras; Diego de la Garza; Zaki Mustafa; Jay Kim; Tomas Carranza; Lisa Webber; 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: LA Times Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 

Hi Bruce, 

Just an FYI that Michael Hiltzik interviewed Tomas Carranza today on the subject topic. He specifically was 
interested in Caltrans' concerns that the project was not adequately addressing freeway impacts. Tomas 
emphasized the process which the department goes through to define and mitigate traffic impacts and how those 
become recommendations to the City Planning Department. He listed the mitigations the department 
recommended and referred Michael to Caltrans and the Planning department for information about Caltrans 
concerns. The planning and land use management committee meets on this particular project tomorrow. 

Here is past editorial from the LA Times regarding this project which is generally neutral, but does mention 
Caltrans briefly: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml2013/apr/04/opinion/la-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

Michael said the column is scheduled to run on Wednesday. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, 

Jonathan 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36172 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 10:20 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: Millennium Hollywood Project @ Fri Jul 19, 2013 10:30am - 11:30am 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

more details» 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Leimert Park Room is located in Caltans Building, 10th Floor near the south elevator. 

Please note the meeting will start at 10:30 a.m. 

When Fri Jul 19, 2013 1 0:30am - 11 :30am Pacific Time 

Where DOT-CTB-LeimertParkRoom C!D..§Q) 

Calendar luciralia .ibarra@lacity.ora 

Who • Christopher Hy - organizer 

• Tomas Carranza 

• diana.watson@dot.ca.gov 

• afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 

• Jay Kim 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• dianna.watson@dot. ca.gov 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35313 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Tuesday, July 09, 2013 6:42 PM 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Cc: councilmember.englander@lacity.org; councilmember.labonge@lacity.org; 
councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; 

cou nci I mem ber.bl u menfield@lacity.org; cou nci I mem ber.koretz@lacity.org; 
councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org; councilmember.parks@lacity.org; 
councilmember.price@lacity.org; councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; 
councilmember.o'farrell@lacity.org; councilmember.huizar@lacity.org; 

councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org; mayor@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium .. VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. 

(Corrections) 

Corrections: *Groups Opposing Millennium Projects (see below) 

For The Administrative Record 
Millennium File #VTT-71837 -CN-1 A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

MILLENNIUM ARTICLES: 

KPCC 
h t t p : //www . scpr . o r g / n ews/2013/0 7 / 08/38069/communi t y - g r oup s - vo i ce - con ce rns - ov e r - h o l l ywo od
sky / 

The Daily News 
http://www.dailynews.com/news/ci 23521930/planned-hollywood-millennium-skyscrapers-project-causes-concern 

The Beverly Press 
http://parklabreanewsbeverlypress . co min ews/20 1 3/07 lif-m i II e n n i u m-pro i ect -site-is-u n bu i Id a bl e-wh 0 ' s-at -fa u IV 

LA Times 
http://www.latimes.com/business/realestate/la-fi-hiltzik-20130619,0,1425817 .column# 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opi n ion/comm entary/la-oe-beckl u nd-hollywood-d evelopement-20 130328,0,770164 .stOry 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opi n ion/ed itori als/la-ed-0404-hollywood-20 130404,0,7167570. stor 

http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-correx-garcetti-20130329,0,36950.story 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-garcetti-hollywood-20 130329,0,363474. stOry 

Garcetti sees Hollywood as 'a template for a new Los Angeles' 

City Watch ... Jack Humphreville, 
Gridlock & Crumbs 

ht tp : //www . ci t ywatchl a . c om/8br- h i dden/5302 - hol lywood- res i dent s - get - the - mi l l enni um- sha ft 
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http://www.citywatchla.com/neighborhood-politics-city/S204-controversial-millennium-development-in-hollywood-is
everyone-s-dilemma 
(reprinted from The Larchmont Chronicle) 

Ron Kaye 
http://ronkayela.com/2013/06/zine-slip-slides-away-with-double-dipping-pensions-as-council-readies-to-nuke-holIywood
with-millennium-project.html 

Bloomberg 
Tower Plan Pits New York Developer Against Old Hollywood 

The Planning Report 
LaurieBecklund on Transactional City Planning in Hollywood 

http://www.planningreport.com/20 13/07/0811 a-roast -tj-plu n kitt-explai ns-it -all-Ias-answer-g rid lock-stream Ii ned-plan n i ng
permitting 

Los Feliz Ledger 
http://www.losfelizledger.com/2013/06/millennium-developers-agree-to-reduce-project-heightsl 
Which Way, L.A.? 89.9 FM 

For the Holl ywood Skyline, How High Is Too High? 

http : //www . kcrw . com/news/programs/ww/ww130401for 

the holl ywoo 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org: 

A Millennial Catastrophe In Hollywood 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=420 

Englander Comments On Geology 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=39 

Letters Flood City Council After Plum Hearing 

http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=328 

ht t p : //hol lywoodhe r i t age . o r g/ ... ' preserva t ion page' 

Petitions Opposing Millennium 
http://www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org 
Petition to Oppose the Hollywood Millennium Project, As Currently Proposed 
801 signatures 

http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/opposition-to-the-millennium 
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1,388 signatures 

*GROUPS OPPOSING MILLENNIUM PROJECTS: 

Neighborhood Councils: 

Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council 

Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 

Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 

North Hills West Neighborhood Council 

Only one Hollywood NC voted to support the projects. 

Millennium has used that as PR on their website .. 

The VP of that NC works for Millennium and has been presenting 

their project plans to communities and NC's with Millennium's lawyer, 

for a number of years .. (Conflict of Interest) 

Over40 Hillside Federation Orgs.Opposed 

LA Conservancy Website .. Advocacy Issues 
http://www.laconservancy.org/issues/issues capitolrecords.php 

"The Conservancy appreciates that this project does not propose to 

demolish or significantly alter the Capitol Records Tower. 

Yet the project does include new construction directly adjacent to it, 

which could potentially cause adverse impacts to the Landmark." 

Capitol Records Building .. Historic Cultural Monument #857 ... 

Millennium Projects will be built on an active fault line .. 

Newest data from Prof. James F. Dolan .. USC. 

Hollywood Heritage Website .. Projects/Preservation Issues: 
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h t tp : //ho l l ywoodher i tage . org/ 

CEQA (Historical Significance) Violations 

EM35316 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM34193 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 10:56 AM 
Jonathan Hui 

Cc: Luciralia Ibarra; Lisa Webber; Tomas Carranza; Jay Kim; Marcel Porras; Diego de la 
Garza; Bruce Gillman; Zaki Mustafa 

Subject: Re: LA Times Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 

Thanks 

On Jun 17, 2013 10:30 AM, "Jonathan Hui" <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Bruce, 

Just an FYI that Michael Hiltzik interviewed Tomas Carranza today on the subject topic. He specifically was 
interested in Caltrans' concerns that the project was not adequately addressing freeway impacts. Tomas 
emphasized the process which the department goes through to define and mitigate traffic impacts and how those 
become recommendations to the City Planning Department. He listed the mitigations the department 
recommended and referred Michael to Caltrans and the Planning department for information about Caltrans 
concerns. The planning and land use management committee meets on this particular project tomorrow. 

Here is past editorial from the LA Times regarding this project which is generally neutral, but does mention 
Caltrans briefly: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml2013/apr/04/opinion/la-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

Michael said the column is scheduled to run on Wednesday. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, 

Jonathan 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36173 

Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 10:26 AM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 

Monday 

I'll be in downtown Monday because there's a meeting about the whole "Caltrans wants to sue us because of the 
Hollywood Millennium Project" issue that will involve high-level people including State Senator Kevin 
DeLeon. Or at least somebody from his office. 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. Villani@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1454 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36411 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI126.us2.mcsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
ken.bernstein@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email was sent to ken.bernstein@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35809 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:59 AM 
Sharon Gin 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fwd: Millennium ... File # VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Untitled 5.jpg; Untitled 6.jpg; Untitled 7.jpg; Untitled 4.jpg; Untitled 3.jpg 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Bill Miller <nyc.bill@ao1.com> 
Date: Sat, Jul 13,2013 at 12:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium ... File # VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: mayor@lacity.org, councilmember. huizar@lacity.org, councilmember. englander@lacity.org, 
councilmember. wesson@lacity.org, councilmemb er. parks@lacity.org, councilmember. krekorian@lacity.org, 
councilmember. koretz@lacity.org, councilmember. buscaino@lacity.org, councilmember .labonge@lacity.org, 
councilmember. 0 'farrell@lacity.org, councilmemb er. bonin@lacity.org, councilmember. fuentes@lacity.org, 
councilmember. cedillo@lacity.org, councilmember. price@lacity.org, councilmember. blumenfield@lacity.org 

Submitting for The Administrative Record 
Millennium File # VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Traffic Contributing Developments in Hollywood 

Millennium's inadequate and 'UNSAFE' (according to Caltrans) traffic study .. 
And IGNORED LETTERS OF WARNINGS TO THE CITY AND ERIC GARCETTI: 
L.A. Times Millennium/Caltrans article ... 
http ://www.1atimes.comlbusiness/realestate/la-fi-hiltzik-20 130619,0,1425817 .column# 

1. Tourists and visitors coming to special events and movie premieres were Not accounted for. 

2. Closures of major public streets and sidewalks for Hollywood's special events were not accounted for. 

3. Only ONE subway line and traffic choked buses with limited late night hours of operation ... 

Will the city pay to keep the red line open 2417 ? 

Will all these people in Hollywood, REALLY leave their cars home, and take Public Transportation, as L.A. 
City Politicos claim? 

Will Millennium's Million Dollar Condo residents REALLY leave their cars home and take Public 
Transportation, as Millennium claims? 
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4. Did the City ask Millennium for the money for Metro Improvement and for longer hours? 
It Closes at 12:30 AM-1:00AM. 

5. How will that be useful to Hollywood Nightclub Patrons of all the ever multiplying Nightclubs and The 
Hollywood Chamber and Eric Garcetti encouraged Hollywood ("Revitalization") NIGHTLIFE in Hollywood? 

Are we to believe that all of these Hollywood 'Revitalization' Visitors are actually going to ALL leave their cars 
home in favor of Public Transit that closes down before they are ready to head home?? 

6. The City says it will manage to keep traffic flowing even throughout Millennium construction, with no 
significant impact on freeways -- even if ALL these projects were to be built at once. 

The Hollywood Chamber of Commerce says 10 MILLION TOURISTS come to Hollywood a year... 
THEY were NOT taken into account in any Millennium (inadequate/"UNSAFE") Traffic Study ... 

THE MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD TOD IS A 'TRANSIT ORIENTED DISASTER' .. 

Millennium's Traffic Study has been called inadequate and will cause 'UNSAFE' traffic conditions by Caltrans, 
yet no one is doing a thing about this. 

Millennium projects continue to gets passed through at every level. 
Even after Active Fault Line PROOF and MAPS were presrented by Attorneys to The PLUM COMMITTEE. . 
ALL DANGEROUS, LIFE THREATENING RESEARCH was DISMISSED by them. 

If Millennium projects are passed by City Council July 24th, City Council will surely be putting people's lives 
at risk. 

Is all of Millennium's Campaign Financing to L.A City Politicos worth putting LIVES AT RISK? 

Regarding the UNSAFE Traffic situation .. 

Millennium says it will 'take it's cues from the CITY Depts. of Planning and Transportation' 

Isn't that thumbing their noses at the STATE CALTRANS DEPT.'s WARNINGS of UNSAFE Traffic 
Conditions their massive projects will cause.? 

KPCC 
http ://www. scpr.org/newsl20 13/07/08/380691 community-groups-voice-concerns-over -hollywood-skyl 
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HOLL YWOOD CHAMBER LIST OF HOLLYWOOD DEVELOPMENTS 
All Traffic-Contributing to Local Hollywood Streets and the 101 Freeway. 

WHERE are the Hollywood Councilmembers protecting PEOPLE AND COMMUNITIES THAT VOTED 
FOR THEM?? 
One (CD13) has been funded by Millennium, and supported by The Hollywood Chamber.. 
The other one? 
Silent. 
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Untitled 3 
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COM ME R:CIALJRET A..ILI 
ATTRACTIONS 

1. ,S'OIlJI!.EVARD 16200 
.'i:.yaQi'E'<\S: Ciare1 Wes ' Devebpmoo • 

UClDW Real Es: ala Captlal 
Partners 

.OCA11~: Hofywood Blvd. between 
Al'gyleand EI Cern 1m 

Jeveloper as beglllnco slmctfoll on 
)ha ~ ,orm 'of a $600 .. mlll iOn, miocsej""us9 
Jroject 8lCro,ss from !he Pa: J!i~S Theatre. 
:lhase®ne to rollstst of 75.000-sqil. of 
'etan and 535 apartments. Tol be' Qompt~t
~d i 1 2014. PhacOO t.vo (soul I or · oUYlWOO 
:3lvd .. jl '10 consist 0 95",OOQ..sqJl cf retail 
,md &17 ~eflls. Phasel . " e:xpeoled 
1), begilll 001l5irodiO- UpCl l com fetitln or 
~se one. (310)8 7-841l5. 

l. 'CAMDEN DEVELo.P,MSNT 
} ~~QIII£R: Cadell Pr~m1y Trust 
.OtlilllJtj; 1540 N, \ r. rl9 SL 
eve.l~ller Itta~, reacOval&a p ails or a' 
1~Cd,~use'pruject wil~ app~~tal~ ~O~ .. 

EM35815 

8. PALLADiUM 
00/, toO fR: C. Fla fadilJlJl LLC 
1iD1IRPS: 6215 SUBSet B \/d. 
CH Pilladium LIlC has secured the 
Palilaarum -roperty end] pima, 81 m ixed~use 
proJect .. ' Ih resr.denlial and ~. The hi$-
0I1k: PaNad ~, ',Mllion was lrenovated 'in 
2008" would be preserved as part of Ithe 
project ct'l!: P:a!J adiurIi I LC iis rnaJiting lis 

I plBn1s which v{11 be an~o . need later In 

4. HOLLYWOOD & WEiSTERNI 
Ri.TAIL CENTER 
~Cf!BI:! CIIM Groyp 
A(lMl'$9: ssm I aI ClOd BWd. 
elM plans a 44.000-sq.· . Ileighbomood
se " ng. QI'Ie .. :sIGty tela I 'OOfller wit 125 
parking Sf,I.ace$ on . e mOir. 
Groundbreaking antfcWated tan 2013~th 
ocoupancy 4a 2014. 

5. HU IJSON PARKING & ReTAil 
!l:MLOPER: Adol~o Suarya alld Sean 

Suoi:lssun an" HoI~tWOOd & 
IJdsol1,LC 

ADMIl~: 6523..s529 HolIW/oo4il Blvd. 
Devebpe .rtrend;o develop! a commer
cia! mixed-use proioot 'I,ifJll 10 .. t()2..sqJt of 
,ground oar oommercial :space de~ed 
to house IJP to four reslalJ ran Is and one 
fUIJ.5ervioo bar, 4,OO().isq .. fl of 100000ce spa De 
and 1 ro parJ(il"91 spaces.. 

6" MI\RSHAlLS 
L(IoCA1I(IH! Former 0 ara: Supply 
ADDRESS:: 5525 Sunset Btvd. 
{OSH} is bel :g . ivided ~ and willi house til 
2400o..sQ.· I. • arshaUs. as well as apt 
store :and ,a drugs . riB.. 

T. MILLEI~NnJ . HDLtY'NOOD 
IiwaOl'£RS: 1M lennium 'Partnelm and 

Argent V&liIwres 
LOCATION: VTne SI~8tbeiwOOn 

Hclrywo d IB1\[d. and ~Uloca Sl 
Deveropers seeking ,entillemenls ~o bund a 
Ila. dmark proJet1 of up .to 1 :2 .. mjflion sq. ft. 

7 

2013. Too IHoly..vood Pall:adium projem Is 
a Cres;Gent HelghS® nsphed community .. 

:9. PAJib\MOUNT PICTURES 
HOlJLYWOOD PROJECT 
JlO~~S' 5555 Mel ose Ave. 
The Hol1NOOd Projeclls a 25~yea-'sion 
·klf 100: ruN1'EI1 of he stvdio. Ow that pe 
od of ~ & Pararnounl 'mends In in\'EIS~ 
700irii'llion 'on 1l8,'H,' tam I oIogioally

advanced' sou ds'lages a t:I pochlCfun 
ollices. hlgh~lech post ;producfloo fad ~Iesl 
Offi.eiS and bungaJc\/oIls, a t.JE IED~rtffioo 
l1laadqual'le:rs building, production SlIpport 
facilities. and upgraded employee ama:l!1l
lies. Paramou t OlIrrenUy workina Oil [he 
draft en,vironmental iillpact report (OEIR) 
for iNs : · asler p I, 

1'0.. PAlEO PLAZA 
DEilJQOID: COfl'llinerltal, Management 
Ail _SS! 5801 Santa ManiCa Blvd .. 
Plans moving ilrWard foIr m - pIQ t'l 
'that ~ IS, file Seas bu' ~i I willi 
377,C()(J,.sq.ft. of rea spaoe and 437 r . '. 
den5a1l1flits. IEstimated 'WBlue $315-m Ion. 
Coostruclloo $tarl ,on phase-one pamer.! 
4th quarter 201: 5 .. De\!OOlper 5ays piOjeet Is 
85 pet mil prelli~ed. (310)253-9998. 
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Untitled 4 
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14. LOS ANGELES emf OOWLEGE 
JEIt€LOfIat: LAOQl11fI'I\rrlty COllege Dis,1rid 

'~mcll!iS: ass. Verrno I l 
w , A, ,c'ty CoI~ ,e is; 1:000p!eting a major 
enovatrOrl. ,.Al leady CQItlilieled are: it 
$41,e~miIHion pang Mclure wlin 978 
)ar,kll't;Q spa~s illild physical edueaUol1 
uald:S on lhe rooJ. a 19.J.,m ;~lo ~brary, a 
~11.9.{ ~ lion chl d develo,pmen tenter, a 
~34A-miJUon science and echnolbgy 
)Uj ding ,and 1hlB new, $""32'1111 ioo S~ude l 
JlIljOIi bufkl'ng • the' flfSt de~lgn,~lilullkJ 
~lruc!ure i ' 'Ihe college I I \riel CUln3iLY 
Jnd' r oonsb'lJotiOfl 115 al $13.5-roilhon 
leaRh, n ess and physical educatioo 
l U 'intf (110 be COl'l1pleted spdllQ 2013}. 
:323)S53-4000 

45 
.. 40 

CH.IN.e.se 117 GT;)7'l' . 
THEATER 3 ' I, " , 

41 • 

JOHN 
AiNBONI 
FORD 
THfATiER 
0: 

Fi ' All 

63 ~, 
48 I 

~ 
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t-IOT~LS 
'''.t&' . 
15. THE ARGYLE HOTEL ... 1800 ,Arg'J~ 
DE\lElGWEII: The Rooatl! Green Go. 
~OOR'ES$~ 1000 .l\rgyle 
Devefoper proposes a 2 CH®m :ho'i.el. ".~ tlll 
1 guestlOO!1'! Boors, ,at ~wanl, and, moot

ing rooms on top eta podium coolairing hotel 
lobby trId common IDa. IEmileman!s com
preted in 2012. (76Q}634-6543. 

'16. HOLLYWOOD & CAHU,E'NGA 
Inm ~R: SP8B, ue 
AIDD~5: 63EU Hollywood Blvd. 
En6Uements; s,ecured 10 res10re lIle Is
ta'ric 1'921' S:ecurity Ba k 9u1 (fillig to its 
O! ' iGW;d 9 rJ andl tra!'\'Sfo:rm imo a new 18-
room, kuury boutique holst Plans ' oolUde 
an upscalel reslauran • rOilf-top SlMim II ing 
pooll and CClfMlar, Ireta'l and flew ,~rtrll9 
garage. t) date 8MOIJOOed. 

61 
'" -

1 7 
~~.--.... ..... 

15 , ..... 
.... 

" 
:5 16 11 

42 39 111 ~S! 

32 $3 31 I 18 28 
2 Si2 23 52 

38 29 8 24 27 
34 31 SIlnl8l: Bti 13 

~ (l) r 
10 

11.. lOEWS HOLL'fflOOO 
M'oRI!Ss.: 1755 IN. H"gh tid Ave 
hews has B oqufredlhe ~orm&r 
Renalssam;e HdllyllliOOd Hotel & S1>3. The 
632-room property wil ibe novated over 
the, next yeali 'willl a d1ve-stme:nt 0 $26-
m 'Nion lIy Loews. 

~e. DREAM iHOOL"fflOODI HOTEL 
AOO!t~SS: 6411 Selma Ave. 
Dev~lop,ars at131 1S6r&1«ng EB-5 runding 0 I 

tralnsform ,an ems 'ng P.aJ1dngl garage Into 
a ~ 73-tiQom OOYlliQ,\Iei hole!. Plans are br a 
fllt1e-s~ory hotel. wf{h 13.0 O-sq.fi. roof~ 
top pool, resta ,ran and baJ'. Also Indl d-
ing additronal restauranllave.nt spacel 
nig ' tcluD and meaUng room racilmes. 
A~acent aney wB~ 00 redesigned w~1n out
door dim 9' and landscap hg 10 create 00 
lJban oasLS, 

8 

I 
\ 3U :I 56 

~~ 
ze \ 

r 
514't 
53 
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Untitled 5 

11 

RL0035849 



EM35820 

12 

RL0035850 



21 HOLLYWOOD PRE$BTIERLAN 
. MeorCAL IC801ER 
AOOItESS: 13IDO. Ve null: AVG. 
Hollywood Presbyferian ~'ecflcal Cooter is; 
~mingl .3 Mas~er Palil fur Its, campus 
.. ich wi indl!lde a relocated Emergency 
Depamnsill with a new entrance ,off 
Fool'ltain, a new medical ,office buikfng 00 
Ih e· comer of Vemw Bftd De ongpl'B in 
Ih~ 100,0005(1 range, and a new park· 
ing slrueture. The de el?p1'OO1II1 Wl 00 
done in phases ~h comPJetion in 2(U9. 

22, LOS AM GelES MEDIC.4;L CENTER 
Otv£UJ ER: aloor P'ermanente' 
A!)(IRI6$I: 4861 $unse lelvd. 

Los Angeles Moolesl Geier is work
ing (m Phase 2' of lheir expansion wh'~ 
w". ad'danl addioolilai 'OO rooms. piharma
r::j, gi sop, edllatioo room,a ; d land
scaped ,enlr:SRC&. E~ected to oelll In 
2014, it "I add 1 t 3,000-$q. 1ft tolhe Catn
;PlillSat a vakre d '150~mlJljon and wi~ add 
200 permsl1t lobs. Phase 1 'co!1l'l(lleted 
~n WOO, ron.·'ed of a 792,joo.sq. I 

$6{)O.miUi'on new oospita • (323)7834496:. 

OFFICE REHABILITAT'IO~SI 
NEW CONSTRUCT'ION 

23. AM!TRON BUIL.nlNG 
I)mlO~e: kne1too Iw roJ\(j(jeo 
AiIl~SS: 1546 Argyia 
Developer proposes 110iOOO-Sq.ft. of 
€Jflice space end SO/OOO·s.q.rt ICI relsj . 
Arne ron wwldanchor Ih& retall space. 
Offioe witi be entertainmen:- 0 ente<f. 
ApprOXImately 110 abov&grol,lGild paool119 
spaces. (323)46643-'21 . 

,.......,....-..., 

24, COLUMBIA SQUARE 
oe'IQ.Oft!.R: ~ _~oy'~eaJ~ __ _ __ _ 

EM35821 

2.'5. IHOU.VWOOO 959 
Dell'ruIP,OA:J.H. SBlfde.r Co . 
mR~ 9591 Seward 
A 244.000·sq,f1, oiass A offICe campus is 
plMnoo 01 . 3.6.acr.oo, tha1 fOlnnerly housed 
Qfil LEBJS eeliified. Project 1M I bel btf lt 
'11 t'M) SlMS8S. FtllI~ Ie lilled . Antlc!patJn 
slartof Phase 1 h 2013. (323):551.5646. 

26.8UNSET BRONSON, STUDIOS:. 
ENfERfAJ1N ~ em & MEntA CENTER 
1l~Qf!E;Il: ; Kudson PacffiJc Properfies, fllC-
mDll~~: 5&JO S . n· at elVidl. 
De.vefoperprQl»ses ll{eIliier C ass A o1ice 
'buildlilQ 13-s'tories, approx[ , ately 
3115.(JO~g.R, WI h noor plates appr4lxi ma~
In:g 26,OOrn·sq:ft. Also. al prodlldlOn off tOe' 
but . ~li1g of Ii, e stmles With app.Icxima~ely 
9(!1;OOO·sq.ft Gensler Archilects de~ned 
to, be LJ8EID ~Gd. In e lti eI'OOifl phase. 

2.T, SIJ ~SeT , GORDON 
DE'liEl.llE'm: elM Gro p 
IdImRESS: 5925 SlIfisat BlVd. 
Developer is ne'er co ,struoUcm with 
mixed-l\ISe .proje:cl - 40im~ qJt o' ere
al~ve Office space, 300 residential ~mi!S 
and i2, I'O~sq.ft. lof c et~ttoorhOCld retaU. 
Comptello 11112014. 

13 

(I 
rt,j 

A 
o 
11 

29. &255, SUNSET fr 
!le:Il!I.OiP.E'I!: Kilroy Reali y eo.rporaon 
Upgrades to 1his exisiing', 2,2"story, '3 
3OO,.OOO~sql.ft mooaa buirdlniJ at Sunset AI 

Md Argyle,. nclude pedes,trian-oriiente(l f 
improvements to the exterior pma.. a s 
ledesi'g/l of aI oommon area spaces: 1ha 
w Il lenha nee tile ereal!lve' and 001 aboraliv 3J 
e vifioPment wi,· 'g ~umjl,..f 00 retal!. AI 

estabbs lng a pllSm'er destinatio fa I!)f'e- "( 

alive med a rnHollywood. OJ 

PUBLIC F.ACIILlrlES 

3(1. ~IRE STATtON 82 
II!I;.\I'aQiI£R; Clly of Los Angeles 
AOO:REs.1: 5769 Hoi )WOOd Blvd. .. 
CooslnJc{l n OOII'lIP.'&te on a S3o-mi~ion, (~ 
32',OO@..sq!.Il ~oo stiOOJl. Second phaSlC AI 
ulilderwil¥ .. I't! the uebU'UdlnQJ I) thOJ near· S 
by BronsoJ'll sraHoo to senre as an a no~ 2, 
11213J4£5-4494. H 

31 
Ai: 
o 
in 
5, 

3~ 
IIX 

I I 
31 , PARKING GARAGE 1'2 2( 

,~OFlER; eft'( oj Los Angeles 
:%DINU!SS: 1627 N .. Vlns, Stmel .4!( 
New five-lev-at, 457-space !parking garage .IJl 

wiUl 2,SOO-sq:ft o · Ireta s~ Wi;.IS ooou~ ~ 
pied lin 1MB ch 2013 •. (213}485-4418. ra 

fin 

(S 
AD 
C! 
tin 
2~ 

41 
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Untitled 6 
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NEW R'ESIDENTIAll 
,MIXED USIE 

~ -

43. ARG,n APARTMEHrs 
Df'II'f: DI'.ERS: .. r-.'C,4il.. MlIlI'JHlousing. 

l'ncJGa,y & Le __ fan lelder 
Nous!flgi (SILEH ' 

AIl I)F!ESS~ 156(1 N.Weste m Ave. 
GLEIM IS .b ~dililg a new LGBT dellelop" 
Ate · t . lor se tors. This $ 7.5.miHion proJ· 
ect ·ndudes 40 units, wiItl, a community 

,om, llandscaped common ares, anid chlJ.. 
ilfr'ili1,':S Iplay slrudum. Completion a, 'Uci~ 
pated in 2(l14. 

;(8" #1) BOUlJEVARD 6200 
OE'JEL.~S: CI~rel1 West Omte mont" 

LlC/DW Real Estate Ca pi~aI 
Pa 0. rs 

LOoC#!iI(lN: H'oU~"NOOO . Blvd. between 
Argyle an\tli Gower 

Clerett West IJnderway ,on Phase Orlt. 
·1h535 ape ent i,t$ 011 tile 00$ side 

of HoitjWoOld BJI/d. Pha S!9 !two {south or 
HoU:vwood e yd.} il1clLlde.s 5€I:l apa -
ments. 3 0)461-1470. 

44. BREA HOMES 
OOin .: Bra ·. Homes 
AOOfIl!SS: La area be ee Hal wed 

ad FrarikU 
Delloeloper bulkllng an 1 s.tJn I, spaltrJle.nt 

u[l(tlngl be~'een Hdlywood B1vd_ and 
-ra Irli!i! . 

45. BON ITA APARTMENIfS 
{)avaOfER~ C M Group 
.lOORess: 6900 Bcmlb. Terrace. 
elM I't~s boegu, oonslrueUon en 16 apa' -
menls just ea oftha ~g1c Castle Ih a 
m[l( 0 one, two and three-bedroom uruls. 
Comple'flon ,an ' patGd ,in summer 2014. 

46. BROADSTONE HANCOCK PARK 
OE.Vru;;PfIC AllIance Re51den~aI CO. 
~Re$S; 738 M. WHoox Ave. 
A.103-ooit, Ihree--slwy bo 'lique mUIH·fmn:. 
ily project s urn;er . nshootiol1}us w~~ 
o.f 8I!throoru \II tage. Completloll antICl:· 
paled 4Q 20 4 .. (949 ~ 6~8460. 
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48. IGH . PION REAL ESTATE! 
CHEROKEE 
UlOOlO,": Parki ng rot iJ'elili M 1 SSO 8; 

Fran!< Grl l 
Champian Rem Estate is pmpos~g ,i11.202-
unit lijlWtou~nt oomplex I wiilh some retail, 
and a puhiit partIng cornpooent 

(see '204) COLUM51A SQUARE 
~ . - OFeR: I(~roy RealtY 
ADOflIlGS: 612~ SU e1 B 'lid!. 
Karoy Vi Co break grournd SlJmme 2Q 13 on a 
~X£llkirs projeetlhat mil indlu e 200 
. apartment in a 2 .s10ij" , ski -tis I tOYl!8l". 

49., CORONet. APARTMEltnS 
lIE\!£lOPEIC Ho~)'\!IQiJd Com munily 

HousingC<Jrp. 
AOWItiSli: 16 0 N SelfMo 
!-Ie · C hopes to br,oo . Qlr nd early in 
20 4 on 54 illllits of affordalll'e housing. 
(323)454.f;210. . 

50. C OIlJRTYARD .AT LA ISH1EA 
- CImf: Wes1 HoI~wood CommLf1il11y 

HOUSingl CQ: :. 
ILCCAno: La fhea at LtlXitlgt1:l1l 
ConstrlJCHo begam ~fI' 20~2 on INs 32e ll'\it 
afkl ~able hQlIsiog romp ex Or!; the sUe 
formerlV ocwpied by trrel Discover GnHm 
Showroom. Compie11oo in fall 2{lr13. 

S1.GE RSHWIN APART! ENTS 
IlBi'~OP,E!R: elM Oro ' p 
,II/fIflIt& s; 5533 H I,~od ellfd. 
elM has c pia led renovation of Itle 
foiTn r St. IFrs cis IHolell ilto 163 market
ra~e, studio al'ld effIciency nils. Also 
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53,. HIf.GIH tiNE WEST 
tlEVE!.OPm: As mi Oel.llEllopmenl 
ADD.RESS; 55Stl HollywOOd E\lw, 
IDev,elope r plans to b ild 280 apaTtmenls, 
25 affordablel wfts,. 12,OIDO-sG . ~~ of retaU 
and an ele:vated public park. lust west 0 
Weste- n Ave. aM IL bill/a,)' porter. 
(31 O)213~2999. 

54. LA B,REA GATEWAY 
CE'llELOPBt: Marti GrOl!Jp 
1.0CAfrOH; W,lle LlQ!hCyat La:8rea 
Former KCO P lot entitledfo, mb:~use 
project wi 1179 MI1lIaI willts and 33,,500· 
sq.ft. of reta'. space. 

'55. MELROSE AND GRA.MERCY 
()i\fft.OIl~r.t! ttloufila' I Re I E !S,te Cap~al 

( REC)lHQJrOOge OSllIGlQpm&Nl 
~oo . ss: 5120 M J 08 

A 49-1l1mt detached·heme project made 
possibl.e by the e'ty's sma!! 10 subdivision 
o'd~ ance on a 72 OQO-sq.ft. ~" . Grad! 9 
has begll n for e Ilroiect: 

56. MIETRO @HOLLYWO(lD S.ENIOR 
APARTM~NlS 

I::FF;R:: Meita HolUsin,g Carp. 
IIDO~$S: 5555 Holly,vood 'Btvd. 
000 hundred twentY lIllls. 100 perce It 
afifordab e seniGr housing prolecl at 
Hdll;Wood and GadieJd oompletoo' n 1 Q 
20 3. {311 . 515~354,3 

57. , Ie HAEl~S Vft.LAGE 
10000fiWPml Step Il1,p On Seoond 
ADD . S: 71601 Slffiset (at formosa) 
Permangnt-suportiv,J hQ s ng pro act 
wiUlI 32 nlb;;, Fron~ b ~dtng oom.plel&~ 
Oece.mber 20112. 

58'. MO ~RCHI GROUP' Fl'ROJECTS 
DE~LOFER: MOJlarch Gro . D 
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Untitled 7 

Untitled 8 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM35825 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Everyone, 

EM35317 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 10, 2013 9:58 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Sergio Ibarra; Dan Scott; Lisa Webber; Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: Latest on Millennium 

sed "addendum" to the Millennium EIR, 

_ Srimal and I haven't been involved since the FEIR was completed. However, I skimmed the draft 
document and immediately replied with some general comments regarding the proposed "addendum" (which by 
the way, should be an "errata"), because I saw numerous errors that I felt needed to be brought to someone's 
attention. 

The "addendum" also mentions that an errata was previously prepared. Srimal and I know nothing of this prior 
errata. Where is it? If an errata was previously prepared, number one, it should be included in the 
administrative record for the EIR. Second, we need to know what it says and how it relates to the original EIR 
and to this proposed errata. 

Srimal and I are ready to jump in and assist, but it would be appreciated and helpful for our participation if 
someone could fill us in on what's going on. The proposed document is terribly deficient and needs to be 
corrected in order to stand up in court. 

--Karen 

On Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 3:29 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Everyone, 

Before I begin, just a friendly reminder that I will be on vacation from July 8th through the 16th. Returning to 
the office on the 17th. 

In my absence, this is the latest on Millennium: 

1) Marie Rumsey from the new CD 13 staff has been briefed on Millennium leading up to the July 24th Hearing. 
She asked about the DA, bringing it back in to play, and the developer is amenable. My understanding is that 
Mitch will be able to increase the open space a bit further at Council than was approved at PLUM, and that they 
will ask the developer to have filed a new case for a DA prior to 7124 knowing that so long as Roschen is still 
on the commission that the DA will be heard before the Board of Referred Powers. In addition, she has been 
briefed on the seismic, height, Silverstein, and Caltrans issues from the Department's perspective. 

2) The applicant would like to prepare an addendum that would be approved by the Council the same day as 
they act on certifying the EIR. In my conversation with Tim McWilliams, the addendum is adopted following 
the certification of a previously approved EIR, so he suggested calling it: Supplemental Findings to the FEIR 
instead. It would be posted on our website 10 days prior to the Council meeting on 7124 (7112), and noticed on 
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the Agenda (which would be drafted by 7/19). So Sharon Gin of the City Clerks' office would need to know by 
the 17th if the supplemental also needs to be noticed in advance of preparing that 7124 Council Agenda. This 
supplemental/addendum document has been sent to Tim McWilliams for his review and I cc'd Karen, Srimal. 
and Sergio so that they make also look at it. 

3) I have dropped off the ordinance transmittal, including the updated conditions and development regulations, 
following PLUM's action, to the City Clerk's office. (Sharon is out today, but it was placed in her box). 

4) I will notify the applicant's team about calling it supplemental findings in lieu of an addendum, and will defer 
to Lisa, Dan, and Sergio as to how to proceed in my absence. 

If you should need to reach me, I am available bye-mail at: luciraliamcp@yahoo.com or by cell: 213 .324.1736 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36174 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 10:33 AM 
Adam Villani 
Re: Monday 

Is everyone from the EIR unit going, including Karen? Sergio worked on this EIR - correct? 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 10:25 AM, Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> wrote: 
I'll be in downtown Monday because there's a meeting about the whole "Caltrans wants to sue us because of the 
Hollywood Millennium Project" issue that will involve high-level people including State Senator Kevin 
DeLeon. Or at least somebody from his office. 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. Villani@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1454 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34194 

Dakota Smith <dakotacdsmith@gmail.com> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 10:58 AM 
Kevin Keller 
hollywood millennium 

Hey! Are you working on the Hollywood Millennium, or who is the best contact in Planning? 

Best, 
Dakota 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Ifa, 

EM35319 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 10, 2013 10:35 AM 
Ifa Kashefi 
Millennium Project 

The Millennium development project will be at City Council on July 24th and I'd like to have a B & S 
representative present to explain the seismic issue. Who can I work with to make sure this happens? 

thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Dakota, 

EM34195 

Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 11:00 AM 
Dakota Smith 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: hollywood millennium 

You would want to talk to Luci Ibarra for the status. I am copying Luci here. 

Dakota is with the Daily News. 

Kevin 

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 10:57 AM, Dakota Smith <dakotacdsmith@gmai1.com> wrote: 
Hey! Are you working on the Hollywood Millennium, or who is the best contact in Planning? 

Best, 
Dakota 

Kevin J. Keller, AICP 
Senior City Planner 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
kevin. keller@lacity.org 
213.978.1211 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Marie, 

Hope all is well with you! 

EM35320 

Ifa Kashefi < ifa.kashefi@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 10, 2013 1:21 PM 
Marie Rumsey 
Re: Millennium Project 

When are you available for a phone call regarding the Millennium development project? I need to have more 
information about this project and the possible issues. It seems is not submitted for plan check. If you 
have the project address, I can verify this and get more information in order to send the best LADBS 
representative who is familiar with the issues. 

I can be reached @ 213.792.8649 

Thanks, 

If a 

On Wed, JulIO, 2013 at 10:35 AM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Ifa, 

The Millennium development project will be at City Council on July 24th and I'd like to have a B & S 
representative present to explain the seismic issue. Who can I work with to make sure this happens? 

thank you, Marie 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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If a Kashefi, Ph.D., S.E. 
Engineering Bureau Chief 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa St. Suite 1080 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 482-0440 
Fax: (213) 482-0450 

EM35321 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Rebecca and Lisa, 

EM34196 

Iris Fagar-Awakuni <iris.fagar-awakuni@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 201311:39 AM 
Rebecca Valdez; Lisa Flores 
Roberto Mejia 
Reyes briefing 

What time is Reyes briefing tomorrow on the Millennium Project? Please advise soon. Thank you. 

Iris 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36415 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI67.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
kevi n.keller@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

2 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

3 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email wassentto kevin.keller@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36175 

Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 11:59 AM 
Elva Nuno-O'Donnell 

Re: Monday 

It's less about the specifics of this EIR, I think, than about Caltrans vs. the City in general. I was in a previous 
talk a few weeks ago with Lisa, LADOT, and Marcel Porras from Garcetti's office. Luci's the other person from 
Major Projects & EIRs to be going. At the last meeting LADOT did most of the explaining, but I was there to 
answer some CEQA-specific questions. 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 10:33 AM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is everyone from the EIR unit going, including Karen? Sergio worked on this EIR - correct? 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 10:25 AM, Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> wrote: 
I'll be in downtown Monday because there's a meeting about the whole "Caltrans wants to sue us because of the 
Hollywood Millennium Project" issue that will involve high-level people including State Senator Kevin 
DeLeon. Or at least somebody from his office. 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. Villani@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1454 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
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Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. Villani@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1454 

EM36176 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35322 

Fran Reichenbach <franreichenbach@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, July 10, 2013 1:29 PM 
Dana.Prevost@lacity.org 
Thanks for your time this morning regarding Millennium 

Thanks, Dana, for spending time in spontaneous conversation about the upcoming meeting you'll be having 
with Millennium. I'm glad that you will be having this important conversation with them. 

I was looking in my files just now and see a public records request regarding this subject and it seems like it's a 
bit overdue. Have you seen it? If not, I'd be happy to send you another copy. 

I just read the Langan report again. Sigh - it's worse than I thought. Please take a look at it. There is no "fixing" 
that report. Do you have a stock rescission letter at your disposal? The developer must have known to expect it. 
Still in shock that the planning dept didn't catch what this lay person did regarding errors in the Langan report. 

Fran 

Fran Reichenbach 
F ranReichenbach@gmail.com 
Cell: 323-610-1967 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM34197 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, June 17, 2013 11:44 AM 
afraijo@sheppardmullin.com 
Fwd: LA Times Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 

fyi .. .I also got a call from Dakota Smith today 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jonathan Hui <jonathan.hui@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 10:29 AM 
Subject: LA Times Media Query: Millennium Hollywood 
To: Bruce Gillman <bruce.gillman@lacity.org> 
Cc: Marcel Porras <marce1.porras@lacity.org>, Diego de la Garza <diego.delagarza@lacity.org>, Zaki Mustafa 
<zaki.mustafa@lacity.org>, Jay Kim <jay.kim@lacity.org>, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org>, 
Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Bruce, 

Just an FYI that Michael Hiltzik interviewed Tomas Carranza today on the subject topic. He specifically was 
interested in Caltrans' concerns that the project was not adequately addressing freeway impacts. Tomas 
emphasized the process which the department goes through to define and mitigate traffic impacts and how those 
become recommendations to the City Planning Department. He listed the mitigations the department 
recommended and referred Michael to Caltrans and the Planning department for information about Caltrans 
concerns. The planning and land use management committee meets on this particular project tomorrow. 

Here is past editorial from the LA Times regarding this project which is generally neutral, but does mention 
Caltrans briefly: 

http ://artic1es.latimes.coml2013/apr/04/opinion/la-ed-0404-h01lywood-20130404 

Michael said the column is scheduled to run on Wednesday. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, 

Jonathan 

Jonathan Hui 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(213 )972-8461 
jonathan. hui@lacity.org 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM34198 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35826 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:59 AM 
Sharon Gin 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium File #VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV
HD .. Caltrans IGNORED warnigns of UNSAFE traffic/unmitigated by 
Millennium .. CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC for Projects In Hollywood near the 101 Freeway. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <emma.riordan@ao1.com> 
Date: Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 6:30 PM 
Subject: Millennium File #VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. Caltrans 
IGNORED warnigns of UNSAFE traffic/unmitigated by Millennium .. CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC for Projects 
In Hollywood near the 101 Freeway. 
To: luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: mayor@lacity.org, councilmember. huizar@lacity.org, councilmember. englander@lacity.org, 
councilmember. wesson@lacity.org, councilmemb er. parks@lacity.org, councilmember. krekorian@lacity.org, 
councilmember. koretz@lacity.org, councilmember. buscaino@lacity.org, councilmember .labonge@alcity.org, 
councilmember. 0 'farrell@lacity.org, councilmemb er. bonin@lacity.org, councilmember. fuentes@lacity.org, 
councilmember. cedillo@lacity.org, councilmember. price@lacity.org, councilmember. blumenfield@lacity.org 

For The Administrative Record 
Millennium File #VTT-71837 -CN-1 A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD 

Letters from Caltrans are in L.A. Times article, to the City and Eric Garcetti, warning of Millennium 
contributing to UNSAFE Traffic Conditions, with inadequate traffic MITIGATIONS .. 
ALL LETTERS IGNORED .. 
LA Times Millennium/Caltrans article ... click to THE IGNORED LETTERS FROM CAL TRANS in article .. 
http://www. latimes.com/business/realestate/la-fi-hiltzik-2013061 9.0.1 425817.column# 

KPCC 
http://www.scpr. ora/news/2013/07/08/38069/community-groups-voice-concerns-over-hollywood-sky/ 
With Comments by Attorney Robert Silverstein 

"Concerns have also been expressed by the California Department of Transportation. 
The state agency, which is in charge of highway construction, planning and 
maintenance, said in May that the City of LA's study did not analyze the traffic impact it would have on the state's 
highway system. 
"As a commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the 
City's attention that the project impacts will likely result in unsafe 

conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queing and 
difficult maneuvering," wrote Dianna Watson, a California Department of 
Transportation senior transportation planner, in a May letter. 
The letter was addressed to then-councilmember now LA Mayor Eric Garcetti. 
Watson said she was concerned that the city's traffic study for the 
Millennium Project did not meet the requirements under the California 
Environmental Quality Act... .. 

The developer says it will "take its cues" from L.A.'s Planning and Transportation Departments." (Dismissing ALL of 
Caltrans Warnings) 
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BOTH THE UNSAFE TRAFFIC WARNINGS AND THE ACTIVE FAULT LINE WARNINGS, PRESENTED TO PLUM 
COMMITTEE, HAVE ALL BEEN DISMISSED BY PLUM COMMITTEE, ERIC GARCETTI, THE CITY, AND NOW 
POSSIBLY THE FULL CITY COUNCIL JULY 24th. 

Hollywood New Construction: 29,783 Vehicle Generated Trips 
(Twenty nine thousand, seven hundred eighty three vehicles from 5 projects) 

• Vehicle trips are net vehicle trips, not gross vehicle trips and do not include allowances for special events 
or major public street or sidewalk closures. 

• Traffic study information obtained from review of only §. Hollywood project DEIR and FEIR, out of a 
potential 70-130. New projects either currently under construction, final approval stage or proposed for 
Hollywood and one-one and one half mile radius. 

• Metro Rail Line does not operate 24/7. Check Train schedule for station arrival & departure times: Red & 
Purple Lines Train Schedule 

Monday through Friday - Friday to Saturday Morning - Saturday, Sunday, Holiday 
http://media.metro.net/riding metro/bus overview/images/802. pdf 

• LA Metro Home I Maps & Timetables Bus 
Limited Night Hours. Check Bus schedule for bus stop times 

http://www.metro.net/riding/maps/ 

1. BLVD 6200 Under Construction 
is expected to generate approximately 9,387 net daily trips 

2.Columbia Square Project Under Construction 
The project is estimated to generate 9,226 net daily trips 

3.Emerson College Project Under Construction 
The Proposed Project would generate a total of 110 trips in the A. M. and 73 trips in the P. M. 
peak hour 

4 .01d Spaghetti Factory, Sunset / Gordon Under Construction 
The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate a total of 1,248 net daily trips with 169 trips 
occurring during the a. m. peak hour and 127 trips during the p. m. peak hour. Project-related 
traffic volumes would be less than significant at all 9 of the studied intersections during the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

5. Millennium Hollywood Final approval process 
the Project is expected to generate approximately 9,922 net daily trips , including 574 trips 
during the AM peak hour (321 inbound, 253 outbound) and 924 trips during the PM peak hour 
(486 inbound, 438 outbound). 

**Cumulative Projects - (Per Emerson College EIR) 

A list of proposed development projects that could affect traffic conditions in the Project 
Area was prepared based on information obtained from a variety of sources including the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Community Redevelopment Agency of 
the City of Los Angeles, and the Department of City Planning. A total of 70 potential 
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development projects were identified, the locations of which are shown in Section III, 
Environmental Setting (see Figure 111-1 and Table 111-1). 
In total, the cumulative related project database includes approximately 8,824 
dwelling units , 690 ,000 square feet of hospital space, 115,380 square feet of school 
space , approximately 5.4 million square feet of retail and commercial space within an 
approximate 2 mile radius of the Project Site . 

See Emerson College link for this DEIR traffic study. 

1. BL VO 6200 - Under Construction 

IV. L Traffic/Transportation/Parking Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report City of Los 
Angeles April 2006 

http://www.planning.lacity.org/eir/Blvd6200/DEIR/Draft E I R SectionsliV. L. Traffic-Transportation
Parking. pdf 

http://www.planning.lacity.org/eir/ColumbiaSquare/FEIR/fileslil. CORRECTIONS AND 
ADDITIONS. pdf Correction & Renderings 
Table IV.L-6 Project Trip Adjustment Factors - Page IV.L-31 

The results of the project trip generation calculations, including adjustments for internal, 
transit and pass- by trips, and the removal of existing site uses, are summarized in Table 
IV.L-7. As shown in this table, the project is expected to generate approximately 9,387 
net daily trips , including 477 trips during the AM peak hour (135 inbound, 342 outbound) 
and 806 trips during the PM peak hour (443, inbound, 363 outbound). 

2. Columbia Square Project - Under Construction 

ENV-2007-819-EIR 
http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2010/10-0703 misc 04-03-2010.pdf 
APPLICANT: PPD Gower I, LLC 
PREPARED BY: Environmental Review Section Los Angeles City Planning Department 
May 21, 2009 

B. Trip Generation 
The project is estimated to generate 9,226 net daily trips, with 758 net trips in the a.m. 
peak hour and 755 net trips in the p. m. peak hour (see Attachment 3). These trip generation 
estimates are based on formulas published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 2003. 
2,004 parking spaces. 

3. Millennium Hollywood Project - Final approval 

Case Number: ENV-2011-67S-EIR State Clearinghouse Number: 2011041094 
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Project Location: 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, 1770 N. 
Vine Street; 6236, 6270, 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733, 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; 1746,1748,1754,1760,1764 N. Ivar 
Avenue, Los Angeles, California, 90028 
Council District: 13 

Millennium Hollywood Project IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic Draft Environmental Impact Report Page IV.K.1-26 City of 
Los Angeles October 2012 

http://cityplanning .lacity.org/eir/Millennium Hollywood ProjecUDEIR/DEIR Sections/Millennium Hollywood 
DEIR Volume 2 COMPILED.pdf 

As shown in Table IV. K.1-5, the Project is expected to generate approximately 9,922 net daily 
trips , including 574 trips during the AM peak hour (321 inbound, 253 outbound) and 924 trips 
during the PM peak hour (486 inbound, 438 outbound). 

According to the most current (2010) data available through the Caltrans Website, traffic volumes 
on the Hollywood Freeway between Sunset Boulevard and Argyle Avenue are approximately 
196,000 vehicles per day (VPD) , with peak-hour volumes of approximately 11 ,700 vehicles per 
hour (VPH). Traffic volumes on the Hollywood Freeway between Argyle Avenue and Cahuenga 
Boulevard are approximately 211 ,000 VPD, with peak hour volumes of approximately 12,800 
VPH. 

4. Sunset and Gordon Mixed-Use Project - Under Construction 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND TECHNICAL APPENDICES 
SCH No. 2006111135 5939 Sunset Boulevard, 1528-1540 Gordon Street Los Angeles, California 90028 

http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2008/08-1509 misc 9-1-07.pdf 

For a complete breakdown on the project's traffic generation and associated trip reductions, please refer to Appendix F to this EIR. 

Operational Impacts 

Impact IV.K.1-2: The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate a total of 1,248 net daily trips with 169 
trips occurring during the a .m . peak hour and 127 trips during the p .m . peak hour. Project-related traffic 
volumes would be less than significant at all 9 of the studied intersections during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours. 

Future Without Proposed Project Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service 

As shown in Table IV. K.1-3, below, in the Future Without Proposed Project scenario, all studied 
intersections would operate at LOS C or better during the a.m. peak hour, with the exception of the 
intersections of Sunset Boulevard & Gower Street and Hollywood Boulevard & Gower Street. which would 
operate at LOS D. In the Future Without Proposed Project scenario, all of the studied intersections would 
operate at LOS D or better during the p.m. peak hour, with the exception of the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard & Gower Street. which would operate at LOS F. 

5. Emerson College Los Angeles Center Project - Under Construction 
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IV.K. 1. Traffic/Transportation Draft Environmental Impact Report 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/EmersonCollege/DEIR/DEIR SectionsIlV.K. 
Traffic_ Transportation_Parking. pdf 

The Proposed Project would generate a total of 110 trips in the A. M. peak hour, of which 
22 trips would be inbound and 88 trips would be outbound. The Project would generate 73 
trips in the P.M. peak hour, of which 45 would be inbound and 28 would be outbound. As can 
be seen in Table IV. K-4, the majority of the trips would be generated by the students traveling 
to/from internships and on other trips. The proposed on-site uses would generate the minority 
of trips. 

**Cumulative Projects - (per Emerson College EIR) 
A list of proposed development projects that could affect traffic conditions in the Project Area 
was prepared based on information obtained from a variety of sources including the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of 
Los Angeles, and the Department of City Planning. A total of 70 potential development 
projects were identified, the locations of which are shown in Section III, Environmental Setting 
(see Figure 111-1 and Table 111-1). In total, the cumulative related project database includes 
approximately 8,824 dwelling units, 690,000 square feet of hospital space, 115,380 square 
feet of school space, approximately 5.4 million square feet of retail and 
commercial space within an approximate 2 mile radius of the Project Site . 

Not included in above 
Hollywood Gower 
1. Introduction Final Environmental Impact Report Page 1-1 ENV-2007-5750-EIR 
City of Los Angeles June 2010 

http://wWW. planning.lacity.org/eir/HollywoodGower/FEI R/FEI R Sections/FEI R Hollywood & 
Gower Project. pdf 

The single structure would be irregular in shape and would be sited with the tallest portions of the building towards 
the northeastern corner of the project site. The subterranean level would contain residential parking. The ground 
floor would include approximately 7,200 square feet of retail space located along Hollywood Boulevard and Gower 
Street, which would create a commercially-oriented street level presence, a residential lobby located on the corner of 
Hollywood Boulevard and Gower Street, and portions of the parking structure. Levels two through four would 
consist of the podium-style parking garage which, in combination with the parking on the subterranean level and 
ground floor, would provide a total of 345 parking spaces. Access to the parking structure, for both residential 
tenants and retail customers, would be located on the ground level along Gower Street. Level five would contain 
various resident-only, indoor and outdoor amenities. These amenities would include outdoor recreational features 
such as a pool and spa, and a BBQ area, and indoor residential amenities would include a fitness center, a club room 
complete with bar and kitchen, and a screening room. Levels six through 19 form the residential tower and would 
contain 176 residential units. The 176 residential units would comprise 25 studio units, 107 one-bedroom units, 42 
two-bedroom units, and two three-bedroom units. These units would vary in size from 575 square feet to 3,250 
square feet. Level 20 would include approximately 5,300 square feet of usable space for additional residential 
amenities with the remaining area serving as the roof top for Level 20 with mechanical equipment. Level 20 
residential amenities would include an approximately 2,310 foot "Sky Lounge," which would be a private lounge
type space and a 3,000 square foot covered roof terrace with bar area. Total open space provided by the proposed 
project would be approximately 19,275 square feet, which meets the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 
requirements. Located above the covered roof terrace would be a helipad. 
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The proposed project would be approximately 270 feet tall featuring a stepped design to minimize the massing of the 
structure. The building is modern in style. 

• • Boulevard 6200/Clarett Project (1614-1736 Argyle Avenue) - approved for 1,014 apartment units, 28 joint 
live/work condominiums, and 175,000 square feet of retail (VTT -67429). 

• • Camden Project/Whole Foods Market (1540 N. Vine Street) - approved for 306 units, 69,000 square feet of 
retail space, and a maximum height of 145 feet (CPC-2006-3871-ZC-CUB-SPR). 

• • Hollywood & Vine (6253 Hollywood Boulevard) - approved for 60 joint live/work condominiums and 8 
commercial condominiums (TT -60544). 

• • W Hotel (6252 Hollywood Boulevard) - approved for 300 hotel rooms, 150 residential condominiums, 375 
apartment units, and 61,500 square feet of commercial retail floor area, with a maximum height of 150 feet (CPC-
2005-4358-ZC-ZAA, VTT-63297). 

• • Sunset & Vine (6301 Sunset Boulevard) - approved for 300 condominium units and 105,000 square feet of 
retail/restaurant uses (ZA-98-0898-CUB-CUZ-ZV, VTT -53206). 

• • Pali House (1717 Vine Street) - proposed to provide 57 residential condominium units and 2 commercial 
condominium units with a 5,498 square foot restaurant (VTT -62636 and ZA-2005- 2518-CUX). 

• • Sunset & Gordon (5935 Sunset Boulevard at the site of the Old Spaghetti Factory) - Proposed to provide 311 
condominium units, 13,500 square feet of ground floor retail, a 8,500 square foot restaurant, and 40,000 square 
feet of office floor area (CPC-2007-515-GPA-ZC-HD-CU-PAB- ZV-ZAA-SPR-SPE-SPP). 

a large number of projects are either currently underway or are proposed for construction 
within the project vicinity (the "related projects"). As a result, the Hollywood community is 
currently experiencing a substantial amount of construction related activity, producing 
substantial congestion and delay at various locations due to street closures, lane closures, 
large construction vehicles, and other factors. Although the proposed timelines for some of 
the area developments are known, the City does not have any specific knowledge or control 
of the construction schedules for most of the area projects. 

Cumulative Impacts - Housing 

The dwelling units that would be developed with the related projects in combination with the 
proposed project's dwelling units would potentially yield a combined population increase 
of approximately 27,726 persons. While the number of people that would be generated by 
the proposed project in combination with the related projects would potentially exceed the 
projected 2005-2010 population increase for the HCPA, this overall growth has been 
anticipated in SCAG, City and CRA regional forecasts. Moreover, the concentration of 
population and employment growth in a highly urbanized area such as Hollywood, with 
excellent access to the regional transportation system, is promoted in numerous regional and 
local land use plans and policies. Therefore, the proposed project's incremental contribution 
to cumulative population and housing growth would not be considerable, and cumulative 
impacts associated with population and housing would be less than significant. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM35832 

RL0035880 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36177 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Friday, July 19, 2013 11:59 AM 
John Vidovich 

Subject: Re: The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
cw11058t.png Attachments: 

Thanks bro! Saw that! 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 9:45 AM, John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> wrote: 

The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
http://www.citywatchla.comllead-stories-hiddenl5421-the-millennium-manhattanization-of
hollywood 

Caltrans waves red flag on Millennium Hollywood project - Los Angeles Times 
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/jun/19/business/la-fi-hiltzik-20130619 

The Millennium Manhattanization of 
Hollywood 

Details 

Written by Jack Humphreville 
19 Jul2013 

LA WATCHDOG - If Mayor Eric Garcetti is looking 
to remove the heads of the Transportation, Building and Safety, and Planning 
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Departments, he needs to look no further than Millennium Hollywood, a 1.2 million 
square foot real estate development that will create massive gridlock at Hollywood 
and Vine and even screw up the traffic on thelOl Freeway. 

And the many Hollywood residents who are concerned about the Manhattanization of 
their community need to look no further than Mitch O'Farrell for the elected official 
who has the authority to lessen the impact of this highly profitable, $664 million high 
rise development. 

The Department of Transportation's analysis of the impact on traffic of this parking 
starved development is deficient. DOT failed to properly analyze the impact of this 
mega development on the 101 Freeway despite repeated written and oral requests 
from the California Department of Transportation to the DOT and certain of our 
elected officials. 

Furthermore, Transportation did a poor job of analyzing the cumulative impact of all 
the 60 to 70 prospective developments in Hollywood which, according to one 
knowledgeable Hollywood resident, includes 8,800 dwelling units, over 5 million 
square feet of retail and commercial space, and more than 800,000 square feet devoted 
to hospitals and schools. 

Nor did DOT do an adequate job of detennining how the City's Bicycle Plan would 
mesh with the increased traffic flows from Hollywood Millennium and the 60 to 70 
prospective developments. 

Nor did DOT take into consideration the impact of the massive NBC/Universal 
development on the already clogged 101 Freeway despite requests by Caltrans and 
other impacted parties. 

Building and Safety, on the other hand, appears to be asleep on the job. It failed to 
review and analyze the errors in the independent geologic and seismic survey 
commissioned by the developer, even after Robert Silverstein, the lawyer for the 
Hollywood community, pointed out in a public hearing and in writing that Millennium 
Hollywood's two skyscrapers are most likely sitting on an active earthquake fault. 

According to a letter to the General Manager of Building and Safety from Silverstein, 
the department held off on writing a previously promised "rescission letter" until it 
had the opportunity to meet with the Millennium Hollywood developer. 

Needless to say, the Planning Department was knee deep in this mess, as it has been in 
many other developments that threaten our neighborhoods. 
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In this case, the President of the City Planning Commission, Bill Roschen, was hired 
by the Millennium Hollywood developers, creating a huge conflict of interest that 
poisoned the entire process. But this did not seem to bother the Planning Commission 
or the Planning Department as they both blessed this oversized development that will 
tie up traffic for miles in every direction. 

But what is the position of Mitch O'Farrell, the newly elected Council Member who is 
intimately familiar with Hollywood Millennium real estate development. 

On the one hand, his office claims that he has not made up his mind. 

Baloney! 

On July 11, in an almost unprecedented move, a 51 page "revised" ordinance was 
placed in the Council File, which, if passed by the City Council, would give the New 
York based developer a free hand in developing this property with very little oversight 
by the City and the community. 

This ordinance, which was not discussed in the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee meeting on June 18, did not even outline the public benefits such as the 
proposed $4.5 million donation to affordable housing. Nor did it provide for 
permanent transportation arrangements, but limited shuttle and parking arrangements 
to only 15 years. And surprisingly, the ordinance did not provide for a Project Labor 
Agreement or a Living Wage for hotel workers. 

This ordinance would have never seen the light of day if it had not been approved by 
the local Council Member. 

But then again, O'Farrell was the beneficiary of significant campaign contributions by 
the Millennium gang in early May, a critical time in the election. 

Rather than proceeding with this highly controversial development where there are 
significant disagreements about traffic, geology, and other facts and claims, the Herb 
Wesson City Council should defer acting on this matter. Instead, it should establish 
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an INDEPENDENT commission, paid for by the developer, to review and analyze in 
an open and transparent manner the development and report back to the City Council 
within 90 days. 

This independent commission would review the related geology, the impact of 
Millennium Hollywood and other developments on Hollywood's traffic and the 101 
Freeway, its parking and transportation arrangements, its height and the concerns 
regarding vertical blight, any potential conflicts of interest, the number of full time 
jobs created, the impact on the local economy, and all campaign and other civic 
contributions by the developer. 

While the New York based developer and his $1,000 an hour downtown lawyers, 
lobbyists, and other suits will threaten to walk away from this deal, the projected rates 
of return of six times on the equity investment is too tempting. 

There is no doubt that Millennium Hollywood will have a significant impact on the 
area surrounding Hollywood and Vine for many generations of Angelenos. 90 days is 
aNew York minute and we need to make sure we are not getting screwed by the fast 
talking gang from the big city who will be long gone once they have the cash, leaving 
us with Manhattan style gridlock. 

(Jack Humphreville writes LA Watchdogfor CityWatch. He is the President of the DWP 
Advocacy Committee, the Ratepayer Advocate for the Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council, 
and a Neighborhood Council Budget Advocate. Humphreville is the publisher of the Recycler 
Classifieds -- www.recycler.com. He can be reached at: lajack@gmailcom. Hear Jack every 
Tuesday morning at 6: 20 on McIntyre in the Morning, KABC 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35833 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:59 AM 
Sharon Gin 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium File # VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <Neberl@ao1.com> 
Date: Sat, Jul 13,2013 at 3:25 PM 
Subject: Millennium File # VTT-71837-CN-IA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD .. 
To: Eric.Menj iyar@asm.ca.goy, J osh.Kurpies@asm.ca.goy, luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 
Cc: mayor@lacity.org, councilmember. huizar@lacity.org, councilmember. englander@lacity.org, 
councilmember. wesson@lacity.org, councilmemb er. parks@lacity.org, councilmember. krekorian@lacity.org, 
councilmember. koretz@lacity.org, councilmember. buscaino@lacity.org, councilmember .labonge@alcity.org, 
councilmember. 0 'farrell@lacity.org, councilmemb er. bonin@lacity.org, councilmember. fuentes@lacity.org, 
councilmember. cedillo@lacity.org, councilmember. price@lacity.org, councilmember. blumenfield@lacity.org, 
Assemblymember. Gatto@assembly.ca.goy, Assemblymember.Bloom@assembly.ca.goy 

Los Angeles City Council should respect Caltrans and Hollywood taxpayers 

Caltrans waves red flag on Millennium Hollvwood project!! 

It has become almost routine for community groups to rise up in protest whenever a big developer proposes a project 
likely to make their city neighborhoods unrecognizable. 

But what's happening with the giant Millennium Hollywood project is much more unusual: In this case, a state agency is 
taking up the cudgel against the city of Los Angeles, accusing city officials of using bogus statistics and trampling over 
state law in an effort to push the project through to approval by the City Council. 

The state agency is the California Department of Transportation . Caltrans is responsible for the health and welfare of the 
101 Freeway, which winds within a block or two around the Millennium site. 

The agency says, quite reasonably, that a $664-million project - comprising 461 residential units, 254 hotel rooms, more 
than a quarter-million square feet for office space, and 80,000 square feet of retail in two towers looming over the 
landmark Capitol Records building close to the already-busy corner of Hollywood and Vine - can't help but have a 
marked effect on the freeway. In fact, Caltrans makes it plenty clear that without significant changes in the plan, the effect 
on the 101 could be disastrous. 

Caltrans is irked that city officials seem to have wholly ignored its concerns. In a May 7 letter to Councilman Eric Garcetti. 
whose district encompasses the Millennium site - and who is a critic of the project and is the mayor-elect - the agency 
said that it hadn't heard from city officials since Feb. 19, when it listed a raft of misgivings about the Millennium. The City 
Council's vote, which was originally scheduled for Wednesday, is likely to be put off until July. 

There are two bottom lines in the Caltrans analysis: one, the potential impacts from this mega-project will make the 
freeway and surrounding streets more unsafe; and two, the failure to measure and properly mitigate these impacts 
violates the California Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA. 

The latter conclusion shouldn't be overlooked. CEQA has long been a whipping boy for real estate developers, who gripe 
that it serves only as a tool for anti-growth malcontents. 
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But if the City Council gives the Millennium a green light despite the unanswered questions about it, CEQA will be the only 
leverage the community will have to minimize its deleterious impacts. "Without CEQA compliance, this would be a big 
giveaway," says Robert P. Silverstein, a land-use lawyer representing more than 40 community and neighborhood groups 
opposing the project. 

The battle already is shaping up along David versus Goliath lines. Millennium Partners is the epitome of big-money real 
estate development, the backer of billions of dollars in lUxury developments in New York, Boston, Washington and San 
Francisco. Its Hollywood plan, featuring two towers of which one could be as tall as 585 feet, or 55 stories, aims to take 
advantage of city zoning changes that encourage high-density development near Metro stations, such as the stop at 
Hollywood and Vine. 

Millennium's style is to gravitate toward high-profile but down-at-the-heels urban centers and spiff them up - creating 
"luxurious residential environments surrounded by beautiful places to work, shop, exercise and be entertained," it says 
with all due modesty. "All of our projects altered the skyline," Millennium co-founder Philip Aarons remarked in a recent 
interview with the Bloomberg news service. 

That's always nice, especially if you're the one doing the altering. But the people who live and work under the existing 
skyline don't always perceive the gain. One of the criticisms heard about the Millennium Hollywood is that the towers, 
which will be the tallest buildings in Hollywood, will dominate, rather than complement, the low-rise neighborhoods around 
them and the Capitol building, which Millennium owns and will incorporate into the project. 

Millennium does have the current city administration's favor. City Hall insiders say Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa has pressed 
for rapid approval, perhaps because he sees the Millennium as some sort of legacy. But the unresolved questions about 
traffic suggest that the whole scheme may need a better going-over than it has received. 

That's not the view of the developers. "This will be the most highly regulated project ever approved by the city," declares 
Jerold B. Neuman, the project's Los Angeles land-use attorney. 

Neuman says the disagreement between Caltrans and the city involves a broader fight between them over how to set 
standards for reviewing environmental issues with local and state impacts. "We're stuck in the cross hairs," he told me. 

Still, it's hard to argue that Caltrans is out of line in questioning the city's assertion that this huge project would feed no 
more than 150 cars a day onto the 101 during peak hours. That's the threshold figure the city used to justify its conclusion 
that the Millennium would have "a less than significant impact ... on freeway segments" - and therefore "no mitigation is 
required." 

From Caltrans' point of view, that stretches plausibility to the breaking point. (Even if it were true, Caltrans says, the 101 is 
so jammed now that 150 more rush-hour cars is significant enough. Would anyone who drives the Hollywood Freeway 
disagree?) Caltrans says the city's estimate "is not based on any credible analysis that could be found anywhere" in the 
environmental impact report. And it points out that more overload on the 101 means more backups from on-ramps onto 
city streets, more cars spewing exhaust into residential neighborhoods, more potential vehicle/pedestrian encounters (and 
we know who always wins those). 

Caltrans says the city didn't bother to study the freeway segments where there would be the most impact, including the six 
on- and off-ramps closest to the Millennium site. When it did study traffic impacts, Caltrans adds, it used faulty formulas, 
including giving the developer too much credit for mitigation efforts such as bikeshare and carpooling. 

Tomas Carranza, a senior transportation engineer at the city Department of Transportation, told me that the developers 
will put in place a "really aggressive trip reduction program" exploiting the city's transit system and incentives to 
encourage residents, workers and visitors to leave their cars at home. But he also acknowledges that "there will be more 
traffic, and there will be unmitigated impacts" from the Millennium. 

The council's vote, when it comes, will amount to a judgment that the upside of building the Millennium will outweigh the 
inevitable downsides. Can we trust the evidence they'll be relying on? Caltrans says no. 

Michael Hiltzik's column appears Sundays and Wednesdays. Reach him at mhiltzik@latimes.com, read past columns at 
latimes.comlhiltzik. check out facebook.comlhiltzik and follow @hiltzikm on Twitter. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36181 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> 

Friday, July 19, 2013 12:35 PM 
Adam Villani 
Re: Monday 

It sounds like it would be beneficial information for all. Perhaps you can share outcome of the meeting with the 
rest of the staff at Tuesday's meeting. Have a great weekend! 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 11 :58 AM, Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> wrote: 
It's less about the specifics of this EIR, I think, than about Caltrans vs. the City in general. I was in a previous 
talk a few weeks ago with Lisa, LADOT, and Marcel Porras from Garcetti's office. Luci's the other person from 
Major Projects & EIRs to be going. At the last meeting LADOT did most of the explaining, but I was there to 
answer some CEQA-specific questions. 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 10:33 AM, Elva Nuno-O'Donnell <elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org> wrote: 
Is everyone from the EIR unit going, including Karen? Sergio worked on this EIR - correct? 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 10:25 AM, Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity. org> wrote: 
I'll be in downtown Monday because there's a meeting about the whole "Caltrans wants to sue us because of the 
Hollywood Millennium Project" issue that will involve high-level people including State Senator Kevin 
DeLeon. Or at least somebody from his office. 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. Villani@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1454 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 
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Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. Villani@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1454 

Elva Nuno-O'Donnell, City Planner 
Major Projects 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5066 

EM36182 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36419 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI67.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email was sent to Ben.Mathias@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details» 

EM35323 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Wednesday, July 10, 2013 1:50 PM 
Karen Hoo 
Reminder: Tim McWilliams - Millennium @ Wed Jul 10, 2013 2pm - 3pm 
(karen.hoo@lacity.org) 

Tim McWilliams - Millennium 
When Wed Jul 10, 2013 2pm - 3pm Pacific Time 

Calendar karen.hoo@lacity.org 

Who • Karen Hoo - organizer 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account karen.hoo@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar karen.hoo@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. J 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Sharon, 

EM36183 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 2:16 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Eratta 

errata.pdf 

Is it still possible to post this today for the Millennium Hollywood Project? Thank you, 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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Projectinformation 

Project Name: 

EM36184 

Errata to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Project location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAl Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fiR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fIR." 

"Significant new information" requiring recirculation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) Afeasib/e project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmentallrnpact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8, 2013. The EIR analyzed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a Reduced Height 
Development. 

Subsequent to the release of the EIR, an Errata was prepared and released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 

RL0035896 



EM36185 

City of Los Angeles July 2013 

This Errata further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of implementation of 
development limitations and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and a Land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as 
part of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EIR has not 
changed due to the removal of the development agreement and the use of an alternative mechanism of 
implementation of the development regulations. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approvals and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the 
scale or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approva I of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, maSSing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulations 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes special land use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as part of a zoning ordinance so "that the development of the site shall 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 

{1} Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the Genera! Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change." 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report: 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final FIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental Impact Anafysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new signifieant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noisel population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this errata, all ofthe potential environmental impacts ofthe Modified Project were previously 
addressed within the scope ofthe Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Mod ified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

Millennium Hol~ywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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City of los Angeles July 2013 

Table 1 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

on 

on 

LTS LTS No Change 

LTS LTS No change 

LTS 
LTS LTS No Change 

-
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to EnvIronmental Impact Report 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

LTS = Less than significant 
LTS/Mitigation ~" Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

su 
su 

Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics afProject and Modified Project as related to each 
environmental impact category anazyzed in the Draji and Final EIR. 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table I, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR. This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has reviewed this errata and has determined it to be 
prepared in accordance with all CEQA requirements and in so doing adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of the Modified Project. Therefore, this errata is adequate under CEQA and can 
be used by an agency making a decision on the Project. 

- ..... """"''' 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 

6 

RL0035901 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Love it! 

EM35836 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 9:48 AM 
Richard Lichtenstein 
Re: FW: Naidorf op-ed in the LA Times 

On Jul 17,2013 8: 10 AM, "Richard Lichtenstein" <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Fyl. ..... r 

Capital Records can stand on its own 

A new project near the famed building in Hollywood can be designed to meet the needs of developers, residents and the community. 

By Louis Naidorf 

July 17, 2013 

I had this assignment to do a small building in Hollywood. It was my first job to start from scratch, totally mine. I was 24. 

You may have heard of the building. It's the Capitol Recordsbuilding, and no, it does not intentionally look like a stack of records. 

A lot of forces led to that design. Other ideas had cropped up, but a circular building made a lot of functional sense. I figured that the building 
would have neighboring structures developed over time on each side, so I thought that if it were a circular building, it would preserve views for 
everyone inside it. 

I've been stunned over the years that there is still a vacant parking lot next to Capitol Records. It would seem to me that somebody in 60 years 
might have gotten off the mark and done something with it. 

Now there is a proposal to build next door, and people have objected to the height of the buildings, and to building anything next door to Capitol 
Records at all. 

I'm not concerned about putting buildings of any scale next to Capitol Records. I don't think people walking along a street pay a lot of attention 
to anything above the third floor. It's insignificant from a pedestrian's point of view whether a building is 20 or 30 or 40 stories high. I think this 
building can nicely hold its own. 

I am married to a petite woman; she's 5 feet tall. She very nicely holds her own because the quality and the integrity are there. And as the 
parking lot goes away, I think Capitol Records will take on a more three-dimensional quality. 

The tallest building in Los Angeles is 73 stories high. Across the street from it is the Los Angeles Central Library. I think it's irrelevant whether 
the tower is 40,50,60 or 77 stories high. We would not have the Central Library as it is now if the developer across the street hadn't built that 
building, invested back in the library and created the gardens as a setting for the library. Who can say that those great gardens, that great public 
space, aren't a tremendous asset? 

What Hollywood needs more than anything else is people - people coming there, people living there, people being there, people working there. 
Now there's an opportunity for Hollywood to finally take a step forward, to burst out and do something. 

If you only had a community of architects, you would have a desert. There is a community there, but you need to understand the economic 
drivers of the project . There are a developer's needs and wishes, the residents' needs and wishes, the community's needs and wishes. I think we 
have to have faith that there is an overlap, a richer solution that responds fully to all people's needs. 

Louis Naidorfwas a design architectfor Welton Becket Associates and served as dean of the Woodbury University School of Architecture and 
Designfrom 1990 to 2000. This piece is based on an interview that appears on the website of Millennium Hollywood, developer of the 
proposed buildings next to Capitol Records. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36423 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI67.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
blake.lamb@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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EM36424 

The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email was sent to blake.lamb@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello Dan & Sergio, 

EM35324 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 10, 2013 3:28 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Sergio Ibarra; Dan Scott 
Millennium Documents (CF 13-0593) 

I understand Luci is out of the office now. Will you please help me with the following? 

1. Zone Change Ordinance -

a) Need signature from Director of Planning or from whoever is authorized to sign 
b) Need to note in the attachment somewhere that Conditions were approved by PLUM Committee on 6118113 

2. Development Regulations (Exhibit C) - Need to note on front cover that Development Regulations as 
updated by PLUM Cmtee on 6118113. Can you add that comment under the title or type it in? 

3. Land Use Equivalency (Exhibit D) - Luci noted that this was not changed by PLUM and remains the same as 
adopted by CPC. I'm not sure why it was submitted again. Do you want our office to enter it into the CF as 
Exhibit D as submitted by DCP on 711 0113? 

I'm on jury duty now but I'm in/out of the office this week. Will you please send staff to pick up these 
docs? I'll leave the docs in the Will Call drawer in City Hall Rm 395 and address it to Dan Scott or Sergio 
Ibarra. Thanks in advance for your help! Sharon 978-1074 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 2:08 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
That's fine, I'll drop it off to your office by Friday. I'm out of the office from 7/8-7116. You can contact Sergio 
Ibarra at 978.1333 or Dan Scott at 978.1182 in my absence if you should need anything. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 1 :59 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Thank for the help! I'm out of the office on Friday and on-call next week for jury duty. I'll be in & out of the 
office next week, but whenever you submit the Ord, our office will process asap. 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 1:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks, Sharon. 
I caught a few things looking at it a third time. Once I make those changes, I will bring it down to you either 
later today or Friday. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 
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On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

The signature page is exactly what is needed. I looked over the conditions. They look like they're in order, but 
I'm not a Planner, so take my opinion with a grain of salt. As long as the changes approved by PLUM are 
incorporated in this Ord, then we're good. Hope I was helpful. Thx again for your help! 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity. org> 

Here it is. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
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Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM35326 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36190 

Jack Humphreville <JackH@TargetMediaPartners.com> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 2:38 PM 
Paul Koretz 
The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
Written by Jack Humphreville 
19 Jul2013 

LA WATCHDOG - If Mayor Eric Garcetti is looking to remove the heads of the 
Transportation, Building and Safety, and Planning Departments, he needs to look no further 
than Millennium Hollywood, a 1.2 million square foot real estate development that will create 
massive gridlock at Hollywood and Vine and even screw up the traffic on the101 Freeway. 

And the many Hollywood residents who are concerned about the Manhattanization of their 
community need to look no further than Mitch O'Farrell for the elected official who has the 
authority to lessen the impact of this highly profitable, $664 million high rise development. 

The Department of Transportation's analysis of the impact on traffic of this parking starved 
development is deficient. DOT failed to properly analyze the impact of this mega development 
on the 101 Freeway despite repeated written and oral requests from the California Department 
of Transportation to the DOT and certain of our elected officials. 

Furthermore, Transportation did a poor job of analyzing the cumulative impact of all the 60 to 
70 prospective developments in Hollywood which, according ................... . 

http ://www.citywatchla.com/lead-stories-hidden/5421-the-millennium-manhattanization-of
hollywood 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36191 

Jack Humphreville <JackH@TargetMediaPartners.com> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 2:39 PM 
Herb Wesson 
The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
Written by Jack Humphreville 
19 Jul2013 

LA WATCHDOG - If Mayor Eric Garcetti is looking to remove the heads of the 
Transportation, Building and Safety, and Planning Departments, he needs to look no further 
than Millennium Hollywood, a 1.2 million square foot real estate development that will create 
massive gridlock at Hollywood and Vine and even screw up the traffic on the101 Freeway. 

And the many Hollywood residents who are concerned about the Manhattanization of their 
community need to look no further than Mitch O'Farrell for the elected official who has the 
authority to lessen the impact of this highly profitable, $664 million high rise development. 

The Department of Transportation's analysis of the impact on traffic of this parking starved 
development is deficient. DOT failed to properly analyze the impact of this mega development 
on the 101 Freeway despite repeated written and oral requests from the California Department 
of Transportation to the DOT and certain of our elected officials. 

Furthermore, Transportation did a poor job of analyzing the cumulative impact of all the 60 to 
70 prospective developments in Hollywood which, according ................... . 

http ://www.citywatchla.com/lead-stories-hidden/5421-the-millennium-manhattanization-of
hollywood 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details» 

EM35838 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 10:45 AM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Reminder: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood @ Wed Jul 17, 2013 11 am - 12pm 
(sergio.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Meeting re Millennium Hollywood 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any 
attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax 
penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in 
any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received 
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments. 

When Wed Jul 17, 2013 11 am - 12pm Pacific Time 

Where 200 N. Spring Street Room 750 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Jerry Neuman - organizer 

• Sergio Ibarra - creator 

• Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

• Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 

• Luciralia Ibarra (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account sergio.ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
sergio.ibarra@lacity. org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36427 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI67.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
david.lara@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

2 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Dan, 

EM35327 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 10, 2013 4:02 PM 
Dan Scott 
Re: Millennium Documents (CF 13-0593) 

If you need anything from me let me know. 

On Wed, JulIO, 2013 at 3:27 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Dan & Sergio, 

I understand Luci is out of the office now. Will you please help me with the following? 

1. Zone Change Ordinance -

a) Need signature from Director of Planning or from whoever is authorized to sign 
b) Need to note in the attachment somewhere that Conditions were approved by PLUM Committee on 6118113 

2. Development Regulations (Exhibit C) - Need to note on front cover that Development Regulations as 
updated by PLUM Cmtee on 6118113. Can you add that comment under the title or type it in? 

3. Land Use Equivalency (Exhibit D) - Luci noted that this was not changed by PLUM and remains the same as 
adopted by CPC. I'm not sure why it was submitted again. Do you want our office to enter it into the CF as 
Exhibit D as submitted by DCP on 711 0113? 

I'm on jury duty now but I'm in/out of the office this week. Will you please send staff to pick up these 
docs? I'll leave the docs in the Will Call drawer in City Hall Rm 395 and address it to Dan Scott or Sergio 
Ibarra. Thanks in advance for your help! Sharon 978-1074 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 2:08 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
That's fine, I'll drop it off to your office by Friday. I'm out of the office from 7/8-7116. You can contact Sergio 
Ibarra at 978.1333 or Dan Scott at 978.1182 in my absence if you should need anything. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Wed, Ju13, 2013 at 1 :59 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

Thank for the help! I'm out of the office on Friday and on-call next week for jury duty. I'll be in & out of the 
office next week, but whenever you submit the Ord, our office will process asap. 

On Wed, Jul 3, 2013 at 1:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks, Sharon. 
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I caught a few things looking at it a third time. Once I make those changes, I will bring it down to you either 
later today or Friday. 
Thanks again, 
Luci 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 3: 17 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Luci, 

The signature page is exactly what is needed. I looked over the conditions. They look like they're in order, but 
I'm not a Planner, so take my opinion with a grain of salt. As long as the changes approved by PLUM are 
incorporated in this Ord, then we're good. Hope I was helpful. Thx again for your help! 

On Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 2:48 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
I have attached the updated ordinance transmittal with the changes for Millennium. Do you mind looking it over 
and letting me know iflooks okay. Also, if the signature page is what you need? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju12, 2013 at 10:23 AM 
Subject: Document 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Luciralia.Ibarra@lacity.org> 

Here it is. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
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200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

EM35329 

RL0035920 



From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Diana, 

EM36192 

maria.diaz@lacity.org on behalf of Planning WebPosting 
< planning.webposting@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 2:52 PM 
Diana Kitching 
Re: Web Request Form 

your request has been completed. 

Have a good weekend, 
Maria 

On Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 3:57 PM, <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 

Request made by: Diana Kitching on 0711812013 
Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1342 
DivisionlUnit: Plan ImplimentationlEIRS 
Title of Link: Millennium Hollywood Errata 
Project Description: Millennium Hollywood Errata 
Additional Instructions: Please replace previous Addendum request with this one 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35839 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 10:50 AM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: Meeting re Millennium Hollywood @ Wed Ju117, 2013 l1am - 12pm 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

more details» 
Meeting re Millennium Hollywood 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in any 
attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax 
penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in 
any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you received 
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments. 

When Wed Jul 17, 2013 11 am - 12pm Pacific Time 

Where 200 N. Spring Street Room 750 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Jerry Neuman - organizer 

• Luciralia Ibarra - creator 

• Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

• Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

• Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36431 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI67.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
charmie.huynh@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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EM36432 

The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

2 
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EM36433 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

3 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

This email was sent to charmie.huynh@lacity.org 

why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences 

Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Michael: 

EM35330 

Dakota Smith <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 9:20 AM 
Michael LoGrande 
add on public records request on Millennium 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Sergio & Luci, 

EM36193 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 3:45 PM 
Sergio Ibarra 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Eratta 

The Errata doc is uploaded to both files. 

http:// cityc1erk.lacity. org/lacityc1erkconnectlindex. cfm?fa=ccfi. viewrecord&cfnumber= 13 -0593 
http:// cityc1erk. lacity. org/lacityc1erkconnectlindex. cfm?fa=ccfi. viewrecord&cfnumber= 13 -0593 -S 1 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 2: 16 PM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
Is it still possible to post this today for the Millennium Hollywood Project? Thank you, 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Baydsar, 

EM35840 

Lily Quan < lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 10:56 AM 
Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov 
Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael asked if you available to meet on Monday, July 22nd @ 3 pm regarding the 
above project. Please advise. Thanks. 

Lily Quan 
Executive 
Assistant 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Ste 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Stop #395 
Bus: 213-978-1271 
Fax: 213-978-1275 

web page: www.planning.lacity.org 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments hereto are intended solely for the review of the designated recipient(s) and originate from the 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. This message and any attachments may not be used, reviewed, copied, published, disseminated, redistributed, or forwarded 
without the express written permission of the sender. The information in this electronic mail message and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not a 
designated recipient of this communication or if you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail, then destroy any and all copies of this 
message and attachments and delete them from your system without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36435 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI67.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
Michael 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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EM36436 

The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

2 
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EM36437 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

3 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. If 

you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe at 

any time. 

Our mailing address is: 
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1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 
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forward to a friend 
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This email was sent to michael.logrande@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Thank you! 

EM36194 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 4:05 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: Eratta 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 3:44 PM, Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sergio & Luci, 

The Errata doc is uploaded to both files. 

http:// cityc1erk.lacity. org/lacityc1erkconnectlindex. cfm?fa=ccfi . viewrecord&cfnumber= 13 -0593 
http:// cityc1erk.lacity. org/lacityc1erkconnectlindex. cfm?fa=ccfi. viewrecord&cfnumber= 13 -0593 -S 1 

On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 2: 16 PM, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Sharon, 
Is it still possible to post this today for the Millennium Hollywood Project? Thank you, 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Dan & Sergio, 

EM35331 

Patrice Lattimore < patrice.lattimore@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 9:34 AM 
Dan Scott; Sergio Ibarra 
Etta Armstrong; Sharon Gin 
Millennium Project 

Just a follow-up to my conversation with Sergio this morning - please submit the addendum to the EIR and the 
NEW Zone Change Ordinance to our office by 4:30pm today (or 9am tomorrow morning at the absolute 
latest). Thanks 

Patrice Y. Lattimore 
Legislative Assistant 
Office of the City Clerk 
(213) 978-1056 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello Commissioner Roschen, 

EM35841 

Mike Altschule < michael.altschule@lacity.org> 

Wednesday, July 17, 2013 10:58 AM 

cpcroschen@rvca.org 

James Williams 

Re: City Ethics Commission Recusal Review 

I am writing as a follow up to our conversation a few weeks ago regarding the Ethics Commission's review of 
your recusals on items before the City Planning Commission. I want to let you know that the meeting of our 
Commission, scheduled for August 15, where the review or your recusals was scheduled, has been 
cancelled. The next meeting of the Ethics Commission is currently scheduled for October 17, however it is 
possible a special meeting will be called before then. 

Under City Charter Section 502, the Mayor has 45 days to fill Commission vacancies. Until a successor is 
sworn in, a Commissioner whose term has expired may continue to serve. If you are no longer a member of the 
Planning Commission at the end of the 45 day period, you cannot have a continuing conflict of interest, and our 
review will be moot. If, however, you are still serving on the Planning Commission after the 45 day period, we 
will continue our review and plan on presenting it to the Ethics Commission at its next meeting. 

On Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:52 PM, Mike Altschule <michae1.altschule@lacity.org> wrote: 
Commissioner Roschen, 

I am writing to inform you that your recusal on three items on the March 28, 2013 Planning Commission 
agenda due income received by your firm Roschen Van Cleve from your client North Vine Street Holding Co., 
LLC, has triggered a conflict of interests review by the staff of the City Ethics Commission. 

Los Angeles City Charter (Charter) Section 707 requires a review whenever a member of a City Board or 
Commission is disqualified from acting on three or more agenda items in any 365 day period due to the same 
source of income. The Ethics Commission is charged with determining whether you have a significant and 
continuing conflict of interest and, if so, the Ethics Commission is required to order a divestment of the 
conflicting investment, interest, or source of income. Charter § 707. 

To make this determination staff of the Ethics Commission will present a written recommendation to the 
member of the Ethics Commission, who will decide at a public meeting whether divestment is required. To 
help us make a recommendation, there is some information we would like you to provide. Specifically, we are 
interested in the following: 

1. The likelihood of the Millennium Hollywood project coming before your Commission in the future. 

2. The likelihood of other North Vine Street Holding Co., LLClMillennium Partners projects coming before 
your Commission in the future. 

3. How long your existing contract with Millennium PartnerslNorth Vine Street Holding Co. lasts, and how 
long you anticipate receiving payments from the project. 
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EM35842 

4. The likelihood that other projects you or your firm are involved with will come before the Planning 
Commission. 

5. The likelihood that clients of your firm will appear before the Planning Commission for projects not 
involving you or your firm. 

6. Whether any project above would include a vote on the making of a contract (for a development agreement, 
etc.). 

Once a draft of the Ethics Commission's recommendation is complete, you will be provided with a copy and an 
opportunity to comment, either in writing, or in person at the public meeting where the recommendation is 
considered. If you have any questions about the information we are seeking, feel free to contact me via email or 
at the number below. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Altschule 
Director of Policy 
Los Angeles City Ethics Commission 
ethics.lacity.orq 
(213) 978-1969 direct 

This email is not formal advice and does not provide the associated protections. This email may contain confidential 
information that is protected from disclosure under City law. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender 
and delete the message, and please do not forward or duplicate the message. 

Mike Altschule 
Director of Policy 
Los Angeles City Ethics Commission 
ethics.lacity.orq 
(213) 978-1969 direct 

This email is not formal advice and does not provide the associated protections. This email may contain confidential 
information that is protected from disclosure under City law. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender 
and delete the message, and please do not forward or duplicate the message. 

2 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36439 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI67.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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EM36440 

The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

2 

RL0035939 



EM36441 

Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

3 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM35332 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 9:37 AM 
Beatrice Pacheco 
Fwd: add on public records request on Millennium 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Dakota Smith" <dakota.smith@dailynews.com> 
Date: Jul 11,2013 9:20 AM 
Subject: add on public records request on Millennium 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Hi Michael: 

Please add this lobbying firm in the public records request on the Millennium project. 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the Planning Department and 
anyone at MARATHON COMMUNICATIONS regarding the Millennium Hollywood project. 

In addition to below information, sent last week. 

Best, 
Dakota 

Per my rights under the California Public Record Act (Government Code Section 6250), I am seeking to obtain the 
following: 

All records, correspondence, emails, memos, and other documents relating to the Millennium Hollywood AND "traffic 
studies" or traffic estimations" "traffic projections" and "traffic study" and "traffic increase" and 'traffic" held by your office 
from the time period of 01/01/2012-07/03/2013. 

(I don't need the published Draft EIR or published Final EIR for the Hollywood Millennium.) 

Additionally, I am seeking all correspondence (emails, memos, and other communications) between anyone in the 
Planning Department and anyone at Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton and Psomas regarding the Millennium 
Hollywood project. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Lisa and Dan, 

EM35333 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 9:56 AM 
Dan Scott; Lisa Webber 
Millennium Ordinance 

I'm trying to locate the word file of the ordinance that was transmitted to the City Clerk's office but don't see 
that it was saved in the N Drive. Was the word document sent to you by any chance? I need to make changes 
per Sharon Gin's instructions (adding the PLUM conditions as Q's to the ordinance). Thank you, 

Sergio 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36443 

Millennium Hollywood <info=millenniumhollywood.net@maiI67.atI11.rsgsv.net> on 
behalf of Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:14 PM 
av.perez@lacity.org 
The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 
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EM36444 

The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

2 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

3 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 
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any time. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Commissioner Roschen, 

EM35843 

Mike Altschule < michael.altschule@lacity.org> 

Wednesday, July 17, 2013 11:00 AM 

cpcroschen@rvca.org 

James Williams 

Re: City Ethics Commission Recusal Review 

My apologies. I unintentionally "sent" the previous email before I had finished drafting. I meant to add that 
you should keep me appraised of your status on the Commission, and let me know when an appointment to 
replace you has been made. 

Thanks again for your cooperation! 

On Wed, Jul 17,2013 at 10:57 AM, Mike Altschule <michae1.altschule@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hello Commissioner Roschen, 

I am writing as a follow up to our conversation a few weeks ago regarding the Ethics Commission's review of 
your recusals on items before the City Planning Commission. I want to let you know that the meeting of our 
Commission, scheduled for August 15, where the review or your recusals was scheduled, has been 
cancelled. The next meeting of the Ethics Commission is currently scheduled for October 17, however it is 
possible a special meeting will be called before then. 

Under City Charter Section 502, the Mayor has 45 days to fill Commission vacancies. Until a successor is 
sworn in, a Commissioner whose term has expired may continue to serve. If you are no longer a member of the 
Planning Commission at the end of the 45 day period, you cannot have a continuing conflict of interest, and our 
review will be moot. If, however, you are still serving on the Planning Commission after the 45 day period, we 
will continue our review and plan on presenting it to the Ethics Commission at its next meeting. 

On Wed, Jun 19, 2013 at 4:52 PM, Mike Altschule <michae1.altschule@lacity.org> wrote: 
Commissioner Roschen, 

I am writing to inform you that your recusal on three items on the March 28, 2013 Planning Commission 
agenda due income received by your firm Roschen Van Cleve from your client North Vine Street Holding Co., 
LLC, has triggered a conflict of interests review by the staff of the City Ethics Commission. 

Los Angeles City Charter (Charter) Section 707 requires a review whenever a member of a City Board or 
Commission is disqualified from acting on three or more agenda items in any 365 day period due to the same 
source of income. The Ethics Commission is charged with determining whether you have a significant and 
continuing conflict of interest and, if so, the Ethics Commission is required to order a divestment of the 
conflicting investment, interest, or source of income. Charter § 707. 

To make this determination staff of the Ethics Commission will present a written recommendation to the 
member of the Ethics Commission, who will decide at a public meeting whether divestment is required. To 
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EM35844 

help us make a recommendation, there is some information we would like you to provide. Specifically, we are 
interested in the following: 

1. The likelihood of the Millennium Hollywood project coming before your Commission in the future. 

2. The likelihood of other North Vine Street Holding Co., LLClMillennium Partners projects coming before 
your Commission in the future. 

3. How long your existing contract with Millennium PartnerslNorth Vine Street Holding Co. lasts, and how 
long you anticipate receiving payments from the project. 

4. The likelihood that other projects you or your firm are involved with will come before the Planning 
Commission. 

5. The likelihood that clients of your firm will appear before the Planning Commission for projects not 
involving you or your firm. 

6. Whether any project above would include a vote on the making of a contract (for a development agreement, 
etc.). 

Once a draft of the Ethics Commission's recommendation is complete, you will be provided with a copy and an 
opportunity to comment, either in writing, or in person at the public meeting where the recommendation is 
considered. If you have any questions about the information we are seeking, feel free to contact me via email or 
at the number below. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Altschule 
Director of Policy 
Los Angeles City Ethics Commission 
ethics.lacity.orq 
(213) 978-1969 direct 

This email is not formal advice and does not provide the associated protections. This email may contain confidential 
information that is protected from disclosure under City law. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender 
and delete the message, and please do not forward or duplicate the message. 

Mike Altschule 
Director of Policy 
Los Angeles City Ethics Commission 
ethics.lacity.orq 
(213) 978-1969 direct 

This email is not formal advice and does not provide the associated protections. This email may contain confidential 
information that is protected from disclosure under City law. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender 
and delete the message, and please do not forward or duplicate the message. 
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Mike Altschule 
Director of Policy 
Los Angeles City Ethics Commission 
ethics.lacity.orq 
(213) 978-1969 direct 

EM35845 

This email is not formal advice and does not provide the associated protections. This email may contain confidential 
information that is protected from disclosure under City law. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender 
and delete the message, and please do not forward or duplicate the message. 

3 

RL0035950 
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From: 
Sent: 

Thomasian, Baydsar < Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 11:08 AM 

To: Lily Quan 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Need to speak to him prior to that please when can I call him today? The Senator is in the office today. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 
Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 

From: Lily Quan [mailto:lily.guan@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 10:56 AM 
To: Thomasian, Baydsar 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi Baydsar, 

Michael asked if you available to meet on Monday, July 22nd @ 3 pm regarding the 
above project. Please advise. Thanks. 

Lily Quan 
Executive 
Assistant 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Ste 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Stop #395 
Bus: 213-978-1271 
Fax: 213-978-1275 

web page: www.planning.lacity.org 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments hereto are intended solely for the review of the designated recipient(s) and originate from the 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. This message and any attachments may not be used, reviewed, copied, published, disseminated, redistributed, or forwarded 
without the express written permission of the sender. The information in this electronic mail message and any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not a 
designated recipient of this communication or if you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail, then destroy any and all copies of this 
message and attachments and delete them from your system without reading or saving in any manner. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36447 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:48 PM 

Lisa Webber 

Subject: Fwd: Invitation: MEETING WjCOUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM 

PRO ... @ Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Attachments: invite.ics 

Not sure if you got this 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mike Feuer <mike.feuer@lacity .org> 
Date: Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 12:21 PM 
Subject: Invitation: MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'F ARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PRO ... @ 
Tue Ju123, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
To: "luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Terry Kaufmann-Macias <terry. kaufmann
macias@lacity.org>, Dana Prevost <dana.prevost@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, 
Timothy McWilliams <tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org>, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 

more details» 
MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 213-473-7013 
When Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 

Where City Hall, Room 450 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.ora 

Who • Mike Feuer - organizer 

• Karla Cortez - creator 

• Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

• Dana Prevost 

• Lisa Webber 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Raymond Chan 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia . ibarra@lacity .org because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar 
luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

EM36448 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-//Google Inc//Google Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130723T210000Z 
DTEND:20130723T213000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130723T192111 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Mike Feuer:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 
U I D: mgg4b152g534kst82406otbs4o@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Mike Feuer;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:mike.feuer@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Terry Kaufmann-Macias;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:terry.kaufmann-macias@lacit 
y.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Dana Prevost;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:dana.prevost@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Luciralia Ibarra;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Timothy McWilliams;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Raymond Chan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:raymond.chan@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130723T185142Z 
DESCRIPTION:Contact: David Cano\, CD13 Scheduler\, 213-4 73-7013\nView your 
event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action=VIEW&eid=bWdnNGlxNT JnN 
TMOa3NOODIOMDZvdGJzNG8gbHVjaXJhbGlhLmliYXJyYUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=MjEjbWlrZS5 
mZXVlckBsYWNpdHkub3JnZTg4NjViMzM5NDNiOTcxY210MGQ2YmNjYjA 1 ODExZjFhM211 ZjdkZA 
&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&h I=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130723T192111 Z 
LOCATION:City Hall\, Room 450 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36450 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:50 PM 

Raymond Chan 

Subject: Reminder: MEETING WjCOUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PRO ... 

@ Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 

more details» 
MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 213-473-7013 
When Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 

Where City Hall, Room 450 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar raymond.chan@lacity.org 

Who • Mike Feuer - organizer 

• Karla Cortez - creator 

• Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

• Dana Prevost 

• Lisa Webber 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Raymond Chan 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account raymond .chan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
raymond .chan@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 

Roberto Mejia < roberto.mejia@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 4:15 PM 

To: Iris Fagar-Awakuni 

Subject: Fwd: 07/24/2013 10:00 AM - Los Angeles City Council Agenda 
clkcouncilagendas383384_07242013.pdf Attachments: 

Items 19 (zone change) and 21-22 (millennium) in Council on Wed 7124. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: City Clerk <Clerk.LSadmin@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 4:03 PM 
Subject: 0712412013 10:00 AM - Los Angeles City Council Agenda 
To: CLK COUNCILAGENDAS@listserv.1acity.org 

TITLE: Los Angeles City Council Agenda 
DATE: 0712412013 
TIME: 10:00 AM 
To view the document online please visit: 

http :// ens.lacity. orgl clk! councilagendasl clkcouncilagendas3 83 3 84 07242013 .pdf 

Please DO NOT reply to this automated email. 

The attached document is in .PDF format and requires Adobe Acrobat Reader for viewing and printing. The 
program can be downloaded from http ://www.adobe.comlproducts/acrobat/readstep.html website. 

** New Feature ** To view the agenda ePackets with background documents please visit: 
http :// cityclerk.lacity. org/lacityclerkconnectlindex. cfm ?fa=c. search&tab=epackets 

If you have a specific question concerning the attached Council Agenda, please contact the Council Public 
Services office at 213 -978-1059. 

If you have problems subscribing or unsubscribing to the Council Agendas, please contact the City Clerk 
Systems Division at 213-978-0353 . 

If you do not want to receive further mailings, you can unsubscribe from the list by going to 
http ://lacity.org/government/Subscriptions/counciladhoclindex.htm using a web browser and by following the 
instructions OR 

To unsubscribe from this list, please click on this link: 
http ://listserv .lacity. orgl cgi -bin/wa. exe? SUBED 1 =clk councilagendas&A = 1 
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Roberto R. Mejia 
Legislative Analyst 
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Los Angeles City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
(213) 473-5748 

EM36196 
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WEDNESDAY 

AGENDA 
LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

July 24, 2013 
10:00 AM 
JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER 
ROOM 340, CITY HALL 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

Click on the Council file number to access background documents for individual agenda items 

Click ~for the entire agenda packet I documents 

President GILBERT A. CEDILLO, First District 

HERB J. WESSON, JR., Tenth District PAUL KREKORIAN, Second District 

BOB BLUMENFIELD, Third District 

President Pro Tempore PAUL KORETZ, Fifth District 

MITCHELL ENGLANDER, Twelfth District VACANT, Sixth District 

FELIPE FUENTES, Seventh District 

Assistant President Pro Tempore BERNARD C. PARKS, Eighth District 

TOM LABONGE, Fourth District CURREN D. PRICE, JR., Ninth District 

MIKE BONIN, Eleventh District 

MITCH O'FARRELL, Thirteenth District 

JOSE HUIZAR, Fourteenth District 

JOE BUSCAI NO, Fifteenth District 

CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS ARE BROADCAST LIVE ON CABLE TELEVISION CHANNEL 35 AND ON THE INTERNET AT: 
HTTP://LACITY.ORG/GOVERNMENT/ELECTEDOFFICIALOFFICES/CITYCOUNCILICOUNCILANDCOMMITTEEMEETINGS/COUNCILMEETINGVIDEO/INDEX.HTM 
. LIVE COUNCIL MEETINGS CAN ALSO BE HEARD AT: (213) 621-CITY (METRO), (818) 904-9450 (VALLEY), (310) 471-CITY (WESTSIDE) AND (310) 547-CITY 
(SAN PEDRO AREA) 

SIGN LANGUAGE INTERPRETERS, COMMUNICATION ACCESS REAL-TIME TRANSCRIPTION (CART), ASSISTIVE LISTENING DEVICES, OR OTHER 
AUXILIARY AIDS AND/OR SERVICES MAY BE PROVIDED UPON REQUEST. TO ENSURE AVAILABILITY, YOU ARE ADVISED TO MAKE YOUR REQUEST AT 
LEAST 72 HOURS PRIOR TO THE MEETING/EVENT YOU WISH TO ATTEND. DUE TO DIFFICULTIES IN SECURING SIGN LANGUAGE INTERPRETERS, FIVE 
OR MORE BUSINESS DAYS NOTICE IS STRONGLY RECOMMENDED. FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT THE CITY CLERK'S OFFICE AT 
(213)978-1059. 

RL0035958 



EM36198 

SE OFRECE UN SERVICIO DE TRADUCCION AL ESPANOL EN TODAS LAS REUNIONES DEL CONSEJO MUNICIPAL 

BASIC CITY COUNCIL MEETING RULES 

AGENDAS - The City Council meets Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday at 10:00 A.M. The agendas for City Council meetings contain a brief general description of 
those items to be considered at the meetings. Council Agendas are available in the Office of the City Clerk, Council and Public Services Division, Room 395, City 

Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and on the City's website at lacilv Org ; or lacouncilca lendar com 

Ten (10) members of the Council constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. The Council may consider an item not listed on the agenda only if it is 
determined by a two-thirds (10) vote that the need for action arose after the posting of an Agenda. Some items on the agenda may be approved without any 
discussion, however, any item may be called "special" by a Councilmember. If an item is called "special" it will be "held" until the remainder of the items on the Council 
agenda have been acted on by the Council. An item may also be called "special" if a member of the public has requested to speak on the item and a public hearing 
was not previously held. 

The City Clerk will announce the items to be considered by the Council, however items will be grouped. For example, all items for which required public hearings have 
not previously been held are listed in one section on the printed agenda. The Council President will ask if any Councilmember or member or the public wishes to 
speak on one or more of these items. If anyone wishes to speak on an item, it will be called "special". The remaining items in this section will be voted on by Council 
with one roll call vote. 

PUBLIC INPUT AT CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS - An opportunity for the public to address the Council on agenda items for which public hearings have not been held 
will be provided at the time the item is considered. Members of the public who wish to speak on any item (a cumulative time of five (5) minutes) are requested to 
complete a speaker card for each item they wish to address, and present the completed card(s) to the Sergeant-At-Arms. Speaker cards are available at the back of 
the Council Chamber. 

The Council will also provide an opportunity for the public to speak on public interest items for a cumulative total of up to fifteen (15) minutes. Testimony shall be 
limited in content to matters which are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Council. The City Council may not take any action on matters discussed during the 
public testimony period. 

If you with to provide documents to the full Council for consideration on an item, please present the Sergeant-At-Arms with 35 copies. Otherwise, your materials will 
simply be added to the official record. 

COUNCIL DISCUSSION AND TIME LIMITS - Councilmembers requesting to address the Council will be recognized by the Council President in the order requested. 
For any item, the Chairperson of the Committee, or the maker of the original motion, or the member calling a matter "special" shall have up to six (6) minutes to 
discuss the item. All other Council members may speak up to three (3) minutes each on the matter. After all members desiring to speak on a question have had an 
opportunity to be heard once, the time for each Member desiring to speak again shall be limited to a maximum of three (3) minutes. 

A motion calling the "previous question" may be introduced by any member during a Council debate. If adopted, this motion will terminate debate on a matter and the 
Chair will instruct the Clerk to call the roll on the matter. 

VOTING AND DISPOSITION OF ITEMS - Most items require a majority vote of the entire membership of the Council (8 members). Items which have not been 
discussed in a Council Committee and have been placed directly on the agenda will require 10 votes to consider. Once considered, these items will normally require 
eight (8) affirmative votes to be adopted. Ordinances require a unanimous vote (at least 12 members must be present) in order to be adopted on first consideration. If 
an ordinance does not receive the necessary unanimous vote, it is laid over one calendar week. The votes required for approval on second consideration vary and 
depend upon the type of ordinance, but a typical ordinance requires eight (8) affirmative votes upon second consideration. 

When debate on an item is completed, the Chair will instruct the Clerk to "call the roll". Every member present must vote for or against each item; abstentions are not 
permitted. The Clerk will announce the votes on each item. Any member of Council may move to "reconsider" any vote on any item on the agenda, except to adjourn, 
suspend the Rules, or where an intervening event has deprived the Council of jurisdiction, providing that said member originally voted on the prevailing side of the 
item. The motion to "reconsider" shall only be in order once during the meeting, and once during the next regular meeting. The member requesting reconsideration 
shall identify for all members present the agenda number, Council file number and subject matter previously voted upon. A motion to reconsider is not debatable and 
shall require an affirmative vote of eight (8) members of the Council. 

When the Council has failed by sufficient votes to approve or reject an item, and has not lost jurisdiction over the matter, or has not caused it to be continued beyond 
the next regular meeting, the item is continued to the next regular meeting for the purpose of allowing the Council to again vote on the matter. 

The City Council rules provide that all items adopted by the Council will not be presented to the Mayor, or other designated officer by the City Clerk until the 
adjournment of the regular Council meeting following the date of the Council action. A motion to send an item "forthwith" if adopted by ten (10) votes, suspends these 
rules and requires the City Clerk to forward the matter to the Mayor, or other officer, without delay. 

RULE 16 MOTIONS - Council Rule No. 16, in part, allows a member to send an item directly to the Council without it having to go to a Council Committee first, by 
giving the City Clerk a motion (seconded by an additional member) during a Council session to be placed on the next regular available Council agenda. 

Los Angeles City Council Agenda 
July 24, 2013 
Wednesday - JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER ROOM 340 CITY HALL 200 NORTH SPRING STREET LOS 
ANGELES CA 90012 - 10:00 AM 
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Roll Call 

Approval of the Minutes 

Commendatory Resolutions, Introductions and Presentations 

Public Testimony of Non-agenda Items Within Jurisdiction of Council 

Items Noticed for Public Hearing 

ITEM NO. (1) 

13-0170-S26 

HEARING PROTESTS relative to Office of Finance reports requesting approval to record liens against 
taxpayers for unpaid taxes. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Office of Finance to record a lien for unpaid taxes in the amounts stated 
below, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 21.15(0) for the following: 

(a) 

CD 1 Hazards Disclosure Company. (Lien: $10,884.25) 

13-0170-S27 

CD14 

ITEM NO. 

13-0641 

CD14 

(b) 

Naigai Food Inc. (Lien: $6,518.62) 

(2) 

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT OF BALLOT TABULATION and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to establishment of the Fashion District Property and Business Improvement District (BID), 
pursuant to Section 53753 of the California Government Code, Section 36600 et seq. of the California 
Streets and Highways Code and Article XIII D of the California Constitution. 

Recommendations for Council action, if the tabulation of ballots indicates majority support, SUBJECT TO 
THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE establishing the BID and confirming the 
assessments to be levied upon properties within the BID, as described in the Management District 
Plan. 

2. AUTHORIZE the City Clerk, subject to approval of the City Attorney, to prepare, execute and 
administer an operating agreement between the City and the Fashion District, Incorporated, for 
administration of the District. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The City Clerk reports that direct costs associated with Department 
administrative expenses will be charged to the District and will be recovered from assessments collected. 

There are currently seven City-owned, real properties included in the list of properties to be assessed 
within the boundaries of the District, as disclosed in the Management District Plan and as required under 
existing state Property Business I mprovement District legislation. Assessments levied on the one City
owned property within the District to be paid from the General Fund totals $1,736.20 for the first year of the 
District. 

(Pursuant to Council action on Tuesday, July 23, 2013 and adoption of Ordinance No. 182555 on June 4, 
2013.) 
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ITEM NO. (3) 

13-0330 

CD 5 CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF HEARING PROTESTS and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to the improvement and maintenance of the Exposition and Palms Boulevards Lighting District. 

ITEM NO. 

13-0391 

CD 3 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. DENY and protests and confirm the assessments. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE levying the assessments and ordering the 
maintenance of the above lighting district, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los 
Angeles Administrative Code and Government Code Section 53753 (Proposition 218). 

(Public Hearing held June 26, 2013) 

(4) 

CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF HEARING PROTESTS and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to the improvement and maintenance of the Eton Avenue and Vanowen Street Lighting District. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. DENY the protests and confirm the assessments. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE levying the assessments and ordering the 
maintenance of the above lighting district, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los 
Angeles Administrative Code and Government Code Section 53753 (Proposition 218). 

(Public Hearing held June 26, 2013) 

ITEM NO. (5) 

13-0388 

CD 2 CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF HEARING PROTEST and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to the improvement and maintenance of the Bellaire Avenue and Hart Street No.1 Lighting District. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. DENY the protests and confirm the assessments. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE levying the assessments and ordering the 
maintenance of the above lighting district, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los 
Angeles Administrative Code and Government Code Section 53753 (Proposition 218). 

(Public Hearing held June 26, 2013) 

ITEM NO. (6) 

13-0569 

HEARING PROTESTS and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION relative to the proposed maintenance 
and operation of the annual assessment of the 2013-14 - Los Angeles City Lighting District. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. HEAR PROTESTS against the proposed maintenance and operation of the annual assessment of 
the 1996-97 Z-Series Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment District for 2013-14. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE, if protests denied and assessment 
confirmed, in accordance with Section 6.95-6.127 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code. 
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(Public Hearing held July 3, 2013) 

ITEM NO. (7) 

13-0447 

CD 5 CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF HEARING PROTEST and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to the improvement and maintenance of the Exposition and Venice Boulevards Lighting District. 

ITEM NO. 

13-0655 

CD14 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. DENY the protest and confirm the assessments. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE levying the assessments and ordering the 
maintenance of the above lighting district, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los 
Angeles Administrative Code and Government Code Section 53753 (Proposition 218). 

(Public Hearing held July 3, 2013) 

(8) 

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT OF BALLOT TABULATION and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to establishment of the Historic Downtown Los Angeles Property and Business Improvement 
District (District), pursuant to Section 53753 of the California Government Code, Section 36600 et seq. of 
the California Streets and Highways Code and Article XIII D of the California Constitution. 

Recommendations for Council action, if the tabulation of ballots indicates majority support, SUBJECT TO 
THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE establishing the Historic Downtown Los 
Angeles Property and Business Improvement District, and confirming the assessments to be levied 
upon properties within the District, as described in the Management District Plan. 

2. AUTHORIZE the City Clerk, subject to approval of the City Attorney, to prepare, execute and 
administer an operating agreement between the City and the Historic Downtown Los Angeles, 
Incorporated, for administration of the District. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The City Clerk reports that direct costs associated with Department 
admnistrative expenses will be charged to the District and will be recovered from assessments collected. 

There are currently nine City-owned, real properties included in the list of properties t be assessed within 
the boundaries of the District, as disclosed in the Management District Plan and as required under existing 
state Property and Business Improvement District legislation. Assessments levied on the seven City
owned properties with the District to be paid from the General Fund total $14,769.56 for the first year of 
the District. 

(Pursuant to Council action on Tuesday, July 23, 2013 and adoption of Ordinance No. 182554 on June 4, 
2013.) 

ITEM NO. (9) 

13-0576 

HEARING PROTEST and ORDINANCES FIRST CONSIDERATION relative to the proposed maintenance 
and operation of the Annual Assessment of the 2013-14 - Proposition 218 Confirmed Street Lighting 
Assessment District. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 
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1. HEAR PROTESTS against the proposed maintenance and operation of the Annual Assessment of 
the 2013-14 - Porposition 218 Confirmed Street Lighting Assessment District. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE, if protests denied and assessment 
confirmed, in accordance with Section 6.95 - 6.127 of the Los Angeles Adminstrative Code, for the 
proposed maintenance and operation of the Annual Assessment of the 2013-14 - Proposition 218 
Confirmed Street Lighting Assessment District - Benefiting Footage Method. 

3. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE, if protests denied and assessment 
confirmed, in accordance with Section 6.95-6.127 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code, for the 
proposed maintenance and operation of the Annual Assessment of the 2011-12 - Proposition 218 
Confirmed Street Lighting Assessment District - Land Use Method. 

(Public Hearing held July 3, 2013) 

ITEM NO. (10) 

11-0238 

CD 5 PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT OF BALLOT TABULATION and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to establishment of the Westwood Business Improvement District (District), pursuant to Section 
53753 of the California Government Code, Section 36600 et seq. of the California Streets and Highways 
Code and Article XIII D of the California Constitution. 

Recommendations for Council action, if the tabulation of ballots indicates majority support, SUBJECT TO 
THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE establishing the Westwood Business 
Improvement District and confirming the assessments to be levied upon properties within the District, 
as described in the Management District Plan. 

2. AUTHORIZE the City Clerk, subject to approval of the City Attorney, to prepare, execute and 
administer an operating agreement between the City and the Westwood Village Improvement 
Association, for administration of the District. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The City Clerk reports that direct costs associated with Department 
administrative expenses will be charged to the District and will be recovered from assessments collected. 

There is currently one City-owned, real property included in the list of properties to be assessed within the 
boundaries of the District, as disclosed in the Management District Plan and as required under existing 
state District legislation. This property is controlled by a General Fund Department. Funding is available in 
the Business Improvement District Trust Fund 659 to pay the General Fund share of assessments for the 
first operating year. 

(Pursuant to Council action on Tuesday, July 30, 2013 and adoption of Ordinance No. 182556 on June 4, 
2013.) 

ITEM NO. (11) 

13-0575 

HEARING PROTESTS and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION relative to the proposed maintenance 
and operation of the Annual Assessment of the 1996-97 Z-Series Street Lighting Maintenance 
Assessment District for 2013-14. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. HEAR PROTESTS against the proposed maintenance and operation of the Annual Assessment of 
the 1996-97 Z-Series Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment District for 2013-14. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE, if protests denied and assessment 
confirmed, in accordance with Section 6.95-6.127 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code. 
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13-0389 

CD 11 

EM36203 

(Public Hearing held July 3, 2013) 

(12) 

CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF HEARING PROTESTS and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to the improvement and maintenance of the Carmelina and Ohio Avenues Lighting District. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. DENY the protests and confirm the assessments. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE levying the assessments and ordering the 
maintenance of the above lighting district, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los 
Angeles Administrative Code and Government Code Section 53753 (Proposition 218). 

(Public Hearing held June 26, 2013) 

ITEM NO. (13) 

13-0448 

CD 11 

ITEM NO. 

13-0390 

CD14 

ITEM NO. 

11-0890 

CD 11 

CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF HEARING PROTESTS and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to the improvement and maintenance of the Brockton Avenue and Idaho Avenue No.1 Lighting 
District. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. FIND that a majority protest exists in the Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment District and 
therefore the assessment cannot be enacted. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE abandoning all proceedings relating to the 
above lighting district, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los Angeles Administrative 
Code and Government Code Section 53753 (Proposition 218). 

3. INSTRUCT the Director, Bureau of Street Lighting, to assure that the streetlights are not installed or 
are removed from service if previously installed. 

(Public Hearing held July 3, 2013) 

(14) 

CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF HEARING PROTESTS and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION 
relative to the improvement and maintenance of the Santa Fe Avenue and First Street Lighting District. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. DENY the protests and confirm the assessments. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE levying the assessments and ordering the 
maintenance of the above lighting district, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los 
Angeles Adminstrative Code and Government Code Section 53753 (Proposition 218). 

(Public Hearing held June 26, 2013) 

(15) 

HEARING PROTESTS against the enactment of the proposed assessments for the project entitled, "Mar 

RL0035964 



ITEM NO. 

13-0537 

CD13 
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Vista (Near Venice Boulevard) Improvement No. A'11-E1997442. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

HEAR PROTESTS against the enactment of the propsed assessments for the project entitled, "Mar Vista 
(Near Venice Boulevard) I mprovement No. A'11-E1907 442. 

(Ordinance of Intention adopted on May 22, 2013 - Continue hearing and present Ordinance on 
August 14, 2013 to consider report of protests to be submitted as a result of balloting, pursuant to 
Proposition 218) 

(16) 

HEARING PROTESTS against the proposed improvement and maintenance of the Glendale Boulevard 
and Clifford Street Lighting District. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

HEAR PROTESTS against the proposed improvement and maintenance of the Glendale Boulevard and 
Clifford Street Lighting District, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los Angeles Administrative 
Code and Proposition 218. 

(Ordinance of Intention adopted on May 22, 2013 - Continue hearing and present Ordinance on 
August 14, 2013 to consider report of protests to be submitted as a result of balloting, pursuant to 
Proposition 218) 

ITEM NO. (17) 

13-0536 

CD13 HEARING PROTESTS against the proposed improvement and maintenance of the Glendale Boulevard 
and Branden Street Lighting District . 

Recommendation for Council action: 

HEAR PROTEST against the proposed improvement and maintenance of the Glendale Boulevard and 
Branden Street Lighting District, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los Angeles Administrative 
Code and Propostion 218. 

(Ordinance of Intention adopted on May 22, 2013 - Continue hearing and present Ordinance on 
August 14, 2013 to consider report of protests to be submitted as a result of balloting, pursuant to 
Proposition 218) 

ITEM NO. (18) 

13-0535 

CD 7 HEARING PROTESTS against the proposed improvement and maintenance of the Dronfield Avenue and 
Pierce Street Lighting District. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

HEAR PROTESTS against the proposed improvement and maintenance of the Dronfield Avenue and 
Pierce Street Lighting District, in accordance with Sections 6.95-6.127 of the Los Angeles Administrative 
Code and Proposition 218. 

(Ordinance of Intention adopted May 22, 2013 - Continue hearing and present Ordinance on August 
14, 2013 to consider report of protests to be submitted as a result of balloting, pursuant to 
Proposition 218) 
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Items for which Public Hearings Have Been Held 

ITEM NO. (19) 

13-0713 

CD 2 MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
REPORT, and ORDINANCES FIRST CONSIDERATION relative to a zone change and building line 
removal for properties at 14111-14135 West Sherman Way and 7235-7301 North Hazeltine Avenue. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. FIND that this project will not have a significant effect on the environment, pursuant to the City's 
Environmental Guidelines and is in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; that the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency in the City of 
Los Angeles; that the documents constituting the record of proceedings in this matter are located in 
Council file No. 13-0713 in the custody of the City Clerk and in the files of the Department of City 
Planning in the custody of the Environmental Review Section; and ADOPT the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration [ENV-2012-3244-MND], filed on February 15, 2013. 

2. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) as the Findings of the 
Council. 

3. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCES, approved by the LACPC, effecting a zone 
change from R1-1 and [Q]RD1.5-1 to (T)(Q)RD1.5-1 and a building line removal along the north side 
of Sherman Way, for the demolition of existing school structures and the construction of four 
traditional single-family homes and 131 single-family homes, for properties located at 14111-14135 
West Sherman Way and 7235-7301 North Hazeltine Avenue, subject to modified Conditions of 
Approval. 

Applicant: Marc Annotti, PC Sherman Way Association, LLC 
Representative: Joel Miller, Representative, PSOMAS 
Case No. CPC-2012-3243-ZC-BL-ZV-ZAA-SPR 

4. REMOVE (T) Tentative classification as described in detail on the sheet(s) attached to the Council 
file. 

5. ADVISE the applicant of "Q" Qualified classification time limit as described in the Committee report. 

6. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the 
City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained 
throughout the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of 
such monitoring. 

7. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination filing. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The LACPC reports that there is no General Fund impact, as administrative costs 
are recovered through fees. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

TIME LIMIT FILE - SEPTEMBER 4, 2013 

(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - SEPTEMBER 4,2013) 

ITEM NO. (20) 

12-1148-S1 

CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF PERSONNEL AND ANIMAL WELFARE COMMITTEE REPORT and 
ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION relative to amending Ordinance No. 182202 (2012-13 and 2013-
14 Fiscal Year Salaries and Benefits) to reflect updated biweekly salaries of nine General Manager 
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positions effective January 1, 2013 and July 1, 2013. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE to amend Ordinance No. 182202 (2012-13 
and 2013-14 Fiscal Year Salaries and Benefits) to reflect updated biweekly salaries of nine General 
Manager positions effective January 1, 2013 and July 1, 2013. 

2. AUTHORIZE the Controller and the City Administrative Officer (CAO) to correct any clerical errors or, 
if approved by the City Attorney, any technical errors in the ordinance described above in 
Recommendation No.1 and in the May 2, 2013 City Attorney report, attached to the Council file. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The CAO reports that no appropriation of funds is required as an increase in 
costs will be absorbed within existing budgeted funds for the affected departments or bureaus. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Continued from Council meeting of June 18, 2013) 

ITEM NO. (21) 

13-0593 

CD13 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM, 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 
COMMITTEE REPORT and ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION and appeals filed for a proposed 
project at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 
and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270 and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. CERTIFY that the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR; State Clearing 
House No. 2011041094) has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act, the State Guidelines and the City Guidelines and that the City Council has reviewed the 
information contained therein and considered it along with other factors related to this project; that 
this determination reflects the independent judgment of the City of Los Angeles; and that the 
documents constituting the record of proceedings in this matter are located in Council file No. 13-
0593 in the custody of the City Clerk and in the files of the Department of City Planning (DCP) in the 
custody of the Environmental Review Section; and ADOPT the EIR. 

2. ADOPT the FINDINGS made pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081 of the Public 
Resources Code and the Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared by the DCP. 

3. ADOPT the FINDINGS made pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081.6 of the California 
State Public Resources Code, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as the Findings of 
Council and ADOPT the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

4. ADOPT the March 28, 2013 FINDINGS of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC), 
including the Environmental Findings, as the Findings of the Council. 

5. RESOLVE TO DENY APPEALS filed by Communities United for Reasonable Development 
(Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, 
APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC and HEI/GC Hollywod and Vine Condominiums, LLC 
and Hollywood and Vine Residences Association (Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer 
Mangels Butler and Mitchell, LLP) of part of the determination of the LACPC, THEREBY 
APPROVING, for the proposed development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of 
land with a mixed-use community consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development 
with subterranean and above-grade parking, at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine 
Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 
West Yucca Street, subject to modified Conditions of Approval: 

a. A Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 
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b. A Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on and 
off-site consumption and live entertainment. 

c. A Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development. 

d. A Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor. 

e. A Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

f. Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

6. APPROVE the: 

a. Applicant's proposal to do the following: 

i. Limit the East Site tower to no more than 39 stories and the West Site to no more than 35 
stories. 

ii. Increase the number of Park and Rode spaces from 10 to 50. 

iii. Develop a program where the applicant will acquire transit passes and commit to a fund 
where the applicant will contribute $500,000 over 10 years at $50,000 a year toward 
acquisition of the transit passes for workers and residents within the project. 

b. Technical corrections dated June 18, 2013 submitted by the DCP and the technical corrections 
dated May 31, 2013 submitted by the applicant's representative (attached to the Council file). 

c. Development Regulation changes as noted in the DCP report dated June 18, 2013 and instruct 
the DCP to submit revised Development Regulations for this project. 

7. PRESENT AND ADOPT the accompanying NEW ORDINANCE, approved by the Director of 
Planning on behalf of the LACPC, effecting a vesting zone change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN and a 
height district change from Height District 2D to Height District 2, to develop a mixed-use community 
consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above
grade parking, for property located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 
1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236,6270, and 6334 West 
Yucca Street, subject to modified Conditions of Approval as approved by the Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee on June 18, 2013 and attached to the Council file. 

8. NOT PRESENT and ORDER FILED the Ordinance approved by the LACPC on March 28, 2013. 

9. REMOVE the (T) Tentative classification as described in detail on the sheet(s) attached to the 
Council file. 

10. ADVISE the applicant of "Q" Qualified classification time limit as described in the Committee report. 

11. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the 
City shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained 
throughout the life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of 
such monitoring. 

12. ADIVSE the applicant that, pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game 
Fee and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to 
or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination filing. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 
Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The LACPC reports that there is no General Fund impact as administrative costs 
are recovered through fees. 
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Community Impact Statement: Yes 

Oppose Proposal: Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

TIME LIMIT FILE - JULY 31,2013 

(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - JULY 31,2013) 

(Continued from Council meeting of June 19, 2013) 

(22) 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM, 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 
COMMITTEE REPORT relative to an appeal filed regarding the Vesting Tentative Tract Map for property at 
1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 
Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

Recommendations for Council action: 

1. CERTIFY that the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR; State Clearing 
House No. 2011041094) has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act, the State Guidelines and the City Guidelines and that the City Council has reviewed the 
information contained therein and considered it along with other factors related to this project; that 
this determination reflects the independent judgment of the City of Los Angeles; and that the 
documents constituting the record of proceedings in this matter are located in Council file No. 13-
0593-S1 in the custody of the City Clerk and in the files of the Department of City Planning (DCP) in 
the custody of the Environmental Review Section; and ADOPT the EIR. 

2. ADOPT the FINDINGS made pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081 of the Public 
Resources Code and the Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared by the DCP. 

3. ADOPT the FINDINGS made pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081.6 of the California 
State Public Resources Code, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as the Findings of 
Council and ADOPT the Mitigating and Reporting Program. 

4. ADOPT the March 28, 2013 FINDINGS of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC), 
including the Environmental Findings, as the Findings of the Council. 

5. RESOLVE TO DENY APPEAL filed by Communities United for Reasonable Development 
(Representatives Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) 
of the entire determination of the LACPC, THEREBY APPROVING the Vesting Tentative Tract No. 
71837 -CN, for the proposed construction of a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200-
room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square 
foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail uses and approximately 34,000 square 
feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site, at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine 
Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 
West Yucca Street, subject to Conditions of Approval. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

Case No. VTT-71837-CN-1A 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The Advisory Agency reports that there is no General Fund impact as 
administrative costs are recovered through fees. 

Community Impact Statement: Yes 

RL0035969 



EM36209 

Oppose Proposal: Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

TIME LIMIT FILE - JULY 31,2013 

(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - JULY 31,2013) 

(Continued from Council meeting of June 19, 2013) 

ITEM NO. (23) 

12-0600-S 173 

BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT relative to the Controller's March 1 Report on revenue 
estimates. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

NOTE and FILE the Controller's March 1 Report relative to estimates of annual debt service requirements 
and revenues for the current and upcoming fiscal years, pursuant to Charter Section 311 (c). 

Fiscal Impact Statement: Not applicable. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

ITEM NO. (24) 

13-0670-S3 

BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT relative to the Investment Report for the month ending 
April 30, 2013. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

NOTE and FILE the Investment Report submitted by the Office of Finance for the month ending April 30, 
2013. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: Not applicable. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

ITEM NO. (25) 

13-0819 

CD 11 

ITEM NO. 

13-0820 

CD 11 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE BOARD OF AIRPORT COMMISSIONERS relative to the proposed fourth 
amendment to concession agreement with Rideshare Port Management LLC, dba Prime Time Shuttle, for 
operation of shared-ride van service to and from Los Angeles International Airport. 

(Trade, Commerce, and Tourism Committee report to be submitted in Council. If public hearing is 
not held in Committee, an opportunity for public comment will be provided.) 

(Click on the above hyperlink orgo to http://www.lacouncilfile.com for background documents.) 

(26) 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE BOARD OF AIRPORT COMMISSIONERS relative to the proposed fourth 
amendment to concession agreement with Blue Van Joint Venture, dba Supershuttle, for operation of 
shared-ride van service to and from Los Angeles International Airport. 

(Trade, Commerce, and Tourism Committee report to be submitted in Council. If public hearing is 
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not held in Committee, an opportunity for public comment will be provided.} 

(Click on the above hyperlink orgo to http://www.lacouncilfile.com for background documents.) 

ITEM NO. (27) 

13-0821 

CD 11 COMMUNICATION FROM THE BOARD OF AIRPORT COMMISSIONERS relative to the proposed fifth 
amendment to concession agreement with Airport Connection, Inc., dba Roadrunner Shuttle, for operation 
of shared-ride van service to and from Los Angeles International Airport. 

(Trade, Commerce, and Tourism Committee report to be submitted in Council. If public hearing is 
not held in Committee, an opportunity for public comment will be provided.) 

(Click on the above hyperlink orgo to http://www.lacouncilfile.com for background documents.) 

Items for which Public Hearings Have Not Been Held 

(10 Votes Required for Consideration) 

ITEM NO. 

12-1633 

CD 11 

(28) 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY and ORDINANCE relative to installing all-way "Stop" 
signs at five locations in West Los Angeles. 

Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF MAYOR: 

PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 
80.07(b), directing the Los Angeles Department of Transportation to install all-way "Stop" signs at the 
following five locations in West Los Angeles: 

a. Idaho Avenue and Saltair Avenue 

b. Iowa Avenue and Armacost Avenue 

c. Iowa Avenue and Stoner Avenue 

d. Nebraska Avenue and Brockton Avenue 

e. Mississippi Avenue and Armacost Avenue 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the City Attorney. Neither the City Administrative Officer nor 
the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Transportation Committee waived consideration of the above matter.) 

ITEM NO. (29) 

13-0709 

CD14 CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF COMMUNICATION FROM THE BUREAU OF STREET LIGHTING 
and ORDINANCE OF INTENTION FIRST CONSIDERATION relative to establishing a hearing date for the 
maintenance of Soto and Norfolk Streets Lighting District. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 
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1. ADOPT the report of the Director, Bureau of Street Lighting, dated June 6, 2013. 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE OF INTENTION setting the date of 
SEPTEMBER 25, 2013 as the hearing date for the maintenance of the Soto and Norfolk Streets 
Lighting District, in accordance with Proposition 218, Articles XIlIC and XIlID of the California 
Constitution and Government Code Section 53753. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The Bureau of Street Lighting reports that if adopted, $2,452.93 will be collected 
annually starting with tax year 2013-14 that will go into a dedicated street lighting maintenance 
assessment account for the use in the operation and maintenance of this street lighting system. 

(Board of Public Works Hearing Date: September 18, 2013) 

(Continued from Council meeting of June 19, 2013) 

ITEM NO. (30) 

13-0005-S422 

RESOLUTIONS relative to removing various properties from the Rent Escrow Account Program. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTIONS removing the following properties from the Rent Escrow Account 
Program (REAP), inasmuch as the owner(s) have corrected the cited REAP violations and provided proof of 
compliance with the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD), Code Enforcement Unit, habitability citations, 
pursuant to Ordinance 173810, and ADOPT the Findings contained in the LAHD's report attached to the 
Council File: 

(a) 

CD 8 Property at 1431 West 79th Street (Case No. 387378). 

13-0005-S423 

CD 8 

13-0005-S427 

Assessor 1.0. No. 6018-026-028 

(b) 

Property at 1611 West 84th Street (Case No. 401867). 
Assessor 1.0. No. 6034-018-015 

(c) 

CD 9 Property at 4630 South Vermont Avenue (Case No. 403597). 
Assessor 1.0. No. 5018-009-017 

(d) 

13-0005-S424 

CD 8 Property at 1628 West 24th Street (Case No. 363283). 

13-0005-S428 

CD 9 

Assessor 1.0. No. 5054-003-018 

(e) 

Property at 625 East 49th Street (Case No. 366699). 
Assessor 1.0. No. 5108-009-033 
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(f) 

13-0005-S425 

CD 8 Property at 839 West 84th Street (Case No. 395500). 

13-0005-S429 

13-0005-S430 

CD10 

13-0005-S426 

Assessor 1.0. No. 6032-010-026 

(g) 

Property at 207 North Oxford Avenue (Case No. 204139). 
Assessor 1.0. No. 5517-005-016 

(h) 

2927 West 11 th Street (Case No. 406192). 
Assessor 1.0. No. 5080-033-012 

(i) 

CD 9 Property at 4630 South Vermont Avenue (Case No. 403432). 

13-0005-S431 

CD13 

13-0005-S432 

Assessor 1.0. No. 5018-009-017 

Property at 1715 West Scott Avenue (Case No. 361311). 
Assessor 1.0. No. 5419-016-002 

(k) 

CD 13 Property at 5509 West Romaine Street (Case No. 397903). 
Assessor 1.0. No. 5536-020-010 

(I) 

13-0005-S433 

CD 15 Property at 745 South Oro Terrace (Case No. 413412). 
Assessor 1.0. No. 7458-004-016 

ITEM NO. (31) 

13-0800 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR AND MEMBER, PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE relative to a contract 
with Willdan Homeland Solutions to identify potential sites for the distribution of life sustaining commodities 
to disaster victims. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

AUTHORIZE the General Manager, Emergency Management Department (EM D), to negotiate and execute 
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a contract with Willdan Homeland Solutions to create the Commodity Points of Distribution Plan, for a 
contract cost not to exceed $75,000 for a term of six months, subject to the approval of the City Attorney as 
to form and legality. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The City Administrative Officer reports that this action will not impact the General 
Fund. Funding in the amount of $75,000 is provided by the Disaster Recovery Initiative (DRI) grant and has 
been appropriated in the Emergency Operations Fund. The recommendation above is in compliance with 
City financial policies in that sufficient DRI funds are available for this purpose and the continuation of this 
contract is subject to the availability of the grant funding. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

ITEM NO. (32) 

13-0798 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR AND MEMBER, PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE relative to the Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2010 Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program and a Los Angeles Housing 
Department contract with 3Di, Inc., for the Regional Disaster Housing Project. 

Recommendation for Council action: 

AUTHORIZE the Mayor, or designee, to negotiate and execute a contract with 3Di, Inc., to enhance the 
Safety Assessment Module (SAM) and its mobile component, Mobile SAM, for a contract term of May 6, 
2013 to September 19, 2013, and for a contract cost amount not to exceed $71,000, to be funded from the 
FY 2010 Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program, subject to the approval of the City Attorney 
as to form and legality. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The City Administrative Officer reports that this action will not impact the General 
Fund. The above recommendation does not change the City's match requirement relative to the FY 2010 
Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program. Funding in the amount of $71,000 is available from 
the grant. The recommended action is consistent with City financial policies in that sufficient one-time grant 
funds will be used to support this one-time expenditure. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

ITEM NO. (33) 

13-0006-S3 

CD12 COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR AND MEMBER, PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE relative to the payment 
of a Graffiti Apprehension Reward for the incident that occurred at Haskell Avenue and Rayen Street. 

Recommendations for Council action: 

1. APPROVE the payment of a Graffiti Apprehension Reward in the amount of $1,000 for the incident 
that occurred at Haskell Avenue and Rayen Street on August 24,2012. 

2. AUTHORIZE the City Clerk to pay this claim from the Vandalism and Graffiti Trust Fund No. 870. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the Police Department. Neither the City Administrative Officer 
nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

ITEM NO. (34) 

13-0006-S4 

CD12 COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR AND MEMBER, PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE relative to the payment 
of a Graffiti Apprehension Reward for the incident that occurred at Nordhoff Street and Haskell Avenue. 

Recommendations for Council action: 
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13-0006-S5 

CD13 

ITEM NO. 

13-0006-S6 

CD 7 

EM36214 

1. APPROVE the payment of a Graffiti Apprehension Reward in the amount of $1,000 for the incident 
that occurred at Nordhoff Street and Haskell Avenue on November 2, 2012. 

2. AUTHORIZE the City Clerk to pay this claim from the Vandalism and Graffiti Trust Fund No. 870. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the Police Department. Neither the City Administrative Officer 
nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(35) 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR AND MEMBER, PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE relative to the payment 
of a Graffiti Apprehension Reward for the incident that occurred at 1601 North Gower Street. 

Recommendations for Council action: 

1. APPROVE the payment of a Graffiti Apprehension Reward in the amount of $1,000 for the incident 
that occurred at 1601 North Gower Street on October 12, 2012. 

2. AUTHORIZE the City Clerk to pay this claim from the Vandalism and Graffiti Trust Fund No. 870. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the Police Department. Neither the City Administrative Officer 
nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(36) 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR AND MEMBER, PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE relative to the payment 
of a Graffiti Apprehension Reward for the incident that occurred at San Fernando Road and Van Nuys 
Boulevard. 

Recommendations for Council action: 

1. APPROVE the payment of a Graffiti Apprehension Reward in the amount of $1,000 for the incident 
that occurred at San Fernando Road and Van Nuys Boulevard on October 30, 2012. 

2. AUTHORIZE the City Clerk to pay this claim from the Vandalism and Graffiti Trust Fund No. 870. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the Police Department. Neither the City Administrative Officer 
nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

ITEM NO. (37) 

13-0002-S72 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CLA) and RESOLUTION relative to the 
City's position to support SB 396 (Hancock), which would prohibit the possession of high capacity 
ammunition magazines. 

Recommendation for Council action, pursuant to Resolution (Koretz - Rosendahl - Garcetti), SUBJECT TO 
THE CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 

ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION to include in the City's 2013-14 State Legislative Program, 
SUPPORT for SB 396 (Hancock) which would prohibit the possession of any ammunition magazine that is 
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capable of holding more than ten rounds of ammunition, and amends the definition of large-capacity 
magazine. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CLA. The City Administrative Officer has not completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Rules, Elections and Intergovernmental Relations Committee waived consideration of the above 
matter) 

ITEM NO. (38) 

13-0002-S73 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CLA) and RESOLUTION relative to the 
City's position to support SB 374 (Steinberg), which would prohibit the sale, purchase, manufacture, 
importation, or transfer of semiautomatic rifles that can accept detachable magazines. 

Recommendation for Council action, pursuant to Resolution (Koretz - Rosendahl - Garcetti), SUBJECT TO 
THE CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 

ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION to include in the City's 2013-14 State Legislative Program, 
SUPPORT for SB 374 (Steinberg) which would amend the California Assault Weapons Ban to prohibit the 
sale, purchase, manufacture, importation, or transfer in the state of California of semi-automatic rifles that 
can accept a detachable magazine. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CLA. The City Administrative Officer has not completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Rules, Elections and Intergovernmental Relations Committee waived consideration of the above 
matter) 

ITEM NO. (39) 

13-0002-S78 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CLA) and RESOLUTION relative to the 
City's position to support AB 1371 (Bradford), which would require motorists passing bicyclists to give the 
bicyclist no less than three feet of space. 

Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 

ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION to include in the City's 2013-14 State Legislative Program, 
SUPPORT for AB 1371 (Bradford) which would create standards for vehicles attempting to pass bicycles, 
specifically requiring a motorist to pass at no less than three feet from a bicyclist, and establishes penalties 
for violations. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CLA. The City Administrative Officer has not completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Rules, Elections and Intergovernmental Relations Committee waived consideration of the above 
matter) 

ITEM NO. (40) 

13-0002-S81 
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CLA) and RESOLUTION relative to the 
City's position to support SB 53 (De Leon), which would require an ammunition purchaser to have a permit 
to purchase ammunition and ammunition vendors to be licensed through the California Department of 
Justice. 

Recommendation for Council action, pursuant to Resolution (Parks - Perry), SUBJECT TO THE 
CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 

ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION to include in the City's 2013-14 State Legislative Program, 
SUPPORT for SB 53 (De Leon) which would make it a requirement for ammunition purchasers to have a 
permit to purchase ammunition, and require ammunition vendors to be licensed through the California 
Department of Justice. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CLA. The City Administrative Officer has not completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Rules, Elections and Intergovernmental Relations Committee waived consideration of the above 
matter) 

ITEM NO. (41) 

13-0064-S13 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR AND MEMBER, PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE relative to the donation 
of an emergency response trailer from AT&T for use by the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD). 

Recommendation for Council action: 

AUTHORIZE the LAPD to accept the donation of an emergency response trailer valued at $50,136.61 from 
AT&T, and THANK the donor for this generous gift. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the LAPD. Neither the City Administrative Officer nor the Chief 
Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

ITEM NO. (42) 

13-0727 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR AND MEMBER, PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE relative to the donation 
of three Mac book Pro laptop computers from the LAFD Foundation for use by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department (LAFD). 

Recommendation for Council action: 

AUTHORIZE the LAFD to accept the donation of three Mac book Pro laptop computers valued at $6,045 
from the LAFD Foundation for use by the Department's Homeland Security Division-Alliance Training 
Section, and THANK the donor for this generous gift. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The LAFD reports that this action will not impact the Department's budget. The 
donated computers are compatible with all city standards for use and operation. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

ITEM NO. (43) 

13-0647 
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CONSIDERATION OF MOTION (HUIZAR - KREKORIAN) relative to grant funding for the preparation of 
transit-oriented district (TOO) plans for select transit stations in Downtown Los Angeles and along the 
Westside Subway/Purple Line Extension and the Orange Line. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. AUTHORIZE the: 

a. Department of City Planning to negotiate and execute an agreement between the City of Los 
Angeles and the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority to accept $4,480,000 in 
grant funds for a three-year period to create TOO plans for 14 stations in Downtown Los Angeles 
(Regional Connector, Red and Purple Line Stations), along the Westside Subway/Purple Line 
Extension and the Orange Line, subject to the approval of the City Attorney as to form and 
legality. 

b. Controller to establish a grant receivable account of $4,480,000 and an Appropriation Unit 
68J207, entitled "WestsidelDowntown/Orange Line TODs," within the Planning Grant Trust Fund 
No. 46Y/68 for reimbursement and disbursement of the grant funds. 

c. City Administrative Officer (CAO) to make any technical corrections or clarifications to the 
instructions in order to effectuate the intent of the Motion. 

2. RESOLVE that authorities for two City Planners, two City Planning Associates, and one Management 
Analyst positions through June 30, 2014 be APPROVED. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: Neither the CAO nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial 
analysis of this report. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Planning Committee waived consideration of the above matter) 

Items Called Special 

Motions for Posting and Referral 

Council Members' Requests for Excuse from Attendance at Council Meetings 

Closed Session 

ITEM NO. (44) 

13-0717 

The City Council shall recess to Closed Session, pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1), to 
confer with its legal counsel relative to the case entitled Ken Lew and Tim Nambu v. City of Los Angeles, 
Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BC474211. (This case arises from plaintiffs' claims of 
discrimination, harassment and hostile work environment.) 

(Budget and Finance Committee considered the above matter in Closed Session on June 17, 2013) 

(Continued from Council meeting of June 26,2013) 

Adjourning Motions 

Council Adjournment 

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES - If you challenge a City action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised 
at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing. Any written correspondence 
delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 

CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 1094.5 -If a Council action is subject to judicial challenge pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, be advised 
that the time to file a lawsuit challenging a final action by the City Council is limited by Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that the lawsuit must be 
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filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the Council's action becomes final. 

Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Council after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the City Clerk's Office 
at 200 North Spring Street, City Hall, Room 395, during normal business hours. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Thomasian, Baydsar < Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 11:19 AM 
Lisa.Webber@lacity.org 

Subject: Millennium Letter 
Attachments: Millennium Letter.doc 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 
Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 

From: Thomasian, Baydsar 
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 4:27 PM 
To: 'M ichael. Log ra nde@lacity.org' 
Subject: Millennium Letter 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see it the Senator has been 
asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
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STATlE I;A P ITO!.. 

:!;.AI;:RA MENTO. ~A i'~I;I ' 4 

4 ~ ' & I s.!Il · 4022 

([al if trn,a tate ~.tl1a:ie 
SENATOR 

KEVIN DE: LEON 
TWE NT Y-SECON 0 SENATE DIS T~ leT 

July 11,2013 

Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 N. Spring Street, Executive Office 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. LoGrande: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA-1 01, PM 7.37 
SCH#21 00041 094 

My office has been in communications with the California Department of Transportation regarding 
concerns the agency has expressed about the impact of the proposed Millennium Hollywood Project 
to the 101 Freeway. 

I understand that Caltrans has made several attempts to communicate their concerns to the City in an 
effort to ensure an appropriate focus of environmental study and to identify adequate mitigations. 
They have indicated no response has been received. 

It is paramount that consistent and clear communications occur amongst government entities. I would 
like to set up a meeting as soon as possible for all relevant parties of the Millennium Hollywood 
Project to resolve concerns. 

Please contact my Deputy, 8aydsar Thomasian, to arrange the meeting. She can be reached at (213) 
483-9300 

Sincerely, 

~~4-:(~ vin de Leon 
enator, Twenty Second District 

Cc: Eric Garcetti, Mayor, City of Los Angeles 
City Council member, Mitch O'farrell 
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City Council member, Tom La80nge 
Michael Gargano, Millennium Hollywood 

EM35849 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36451 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1 :50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Reminder: MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PRO ... 
@ Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

more details» 
MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 213-473-7013 
When Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 

Where City Hall, Room 450 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar lucira lia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Mike Feuer - organizer 

• Karla Cortez - creator 

• Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

• Dana Prevost 

• Lisa Webber 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Raymond Chan 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

SrimallSergio, 

EM36219 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 4:29 PM 
Sergio Ibarra; Srimal Hewawitharana 
Re: questions rei millennium and beyond 

Do you mind looking at this and let me know if I misrepresented anything? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding, but I was out of town on vacation and returned on Tuesday and am 
still catching up on e-mails. I answered those questions specific to the project. However, for those which you 
ask for the "City's position on issues and policies, I am afraid that I am not in a position to speak for the "City". 
To that end, I did try to provide information where appropriate. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 12:20 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci--

A lot of us are trying to understand how things stand without the developer agreement on millennium. i know 
you must have worked hard on the current agreement (is it called an "agreement" or something else?) some of 
these questions pertained to old agreement as well. 

1. Will the developer have to provide parking for his own employees? (if not, where will they park?) And, is it 
now city policy to allow developments to build without providing parking for them? 

The code does not differentiate between employee parking and customer parking when determining parking 
requirements. The parking requirements are based on the type of use and the square feet of each use type. 

2. The General Framework, the Hollywood Community Plan, and TCC values/goals all call for neighborhood 
preservation. Hollywood residents are already plagued by cut through traffic and parking that threatens 
neighborhoods. What will the City and Millennium do to preserve local neighborhoods? 

3. What, exactly, is City policy about what measures should be taken to protect existing neighborhoods? Can 
you send that to me? 

Regarding questions 2 and 3 above: the development of Millennium involves the preservation of Capitol 
Records and the redevelopment of predominantly surface parking lots and the EIR prepared for the project 
includes mitigation measures relative to the traffic impacts caused by the project. For broader questions about 
how the framework, community plan, etc address local neighborhoods, please contact the Planner covering 
Hollywood, Monique Acosta at 213.978-1891 

4. What about the 1-2 schools Millennium estimated would be needed? Will it still pay for these? 
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5. Ditto, library. 
For questions 4 and 5 above: The project is required to pay the appropriate Quimby, school, and library fees as 
required by code (and included in the Mitigation Measures). 

6. Why was no study done by the LA Fire Department about the impact -- including the cumulative impact -
of Millennium and the other (cumulative) related projects? Response times are already behind. 

The Fire Department, along with other city agencies, were given drafts of the EIR. The Fire Department 
responded twice to the EIR (these responses are provided in Appendix 4 or 5). The first, an e-mail dated 
October 24,2011 refers to Fire Flow requirements, and a letter dated December 14, 2011 identified the fire 
stations in proximity to the project and stated the response times for the proposed site meet the desired response 
distance standards of the LAFD. 

7. Why has no study been 

8. Has a terrorist threat analysis been done of what many are now calling the "Twin Towers of the West?" 
(many of us have been concerned about that for months, but out of discretion didn't raise it. Since Boston, 
however, there have been local terrorism awareness sessions, and we're worried. If there has been an 
assessment, where is that? what were its inclusions? 

To my knowledge, a terrorist threat analysis has not been conducted. My understanding is that these are often 
done at the request ofLAPD and that was not the case with this project. 

9. When will the actual use and design plans be made public for the Millennium? If not until after the council 
vote, why not now? And, why is this policy allowed for Millennium alone? 

Renderings and design standards for the project to date are available in the development regulations and have 
been presented throughout the process, including at PLUM. The project will be required to comply with the 
Development Regulations which were most recently reviewed and revised at PLUM. 

10. You emailed me before that the city no longer has any enforcement powers over community benefits and 
that any negotiations would have to be on a "third-party basis." Does that include neighborhoods, or only 
businesses like AMDA? 

Absent of a development agreement, we cannot speak to or enforce any arrangements or agreements made with 
respect to community benefits between the developer and any non-City entity, including neighborhood groups 
and AMDA. 

11. Are ALL of the submissions and city communications involving Millennium now online? If not, can you 
put them up soonest? 

Allietters/emaiis that I received while I processed the case (up to the issuance of the CPC determination) were 
printed and included in the case file for the record. Following that, all communications I received were 
forwarded to the City Clerk's office. The EIR can be found under the Environmental tab of our departmental 
website, a copy of the CPC determination is available on PCTS. Other documents may be found on the City 
Clerk's Council File System. 

12. Can you give me the studies that back up the City'S policies of awarding 15-50% credits for developers on 
assumption that people will stop driving and take cars, public transit, or walk, instead? 

2 
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Maybe I am not understanding the question, but I am not aware of a city policy that awards "credits" to 
developers. However, if you are referring to Code Section 12.21-A(4)(y) "City Planning Commission Authority 
for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-Site Parking or Transportation Alternatives", then it was 
permitted pursuant to Ordinance No. 173,492 (Effective Date 10110/000). Ordinances can be found using the 
City Clerk's council file management system and entering the ordinance number in the ordinance search tab. 

13. Is the City truly convinced that Millennium will create "no significant impact" on the 101? Even 
cumulatively, when taken together with at least 58 other projects? 

The EIR identified a significant impact to the North-bound on-ramp of 101 freeway at Argyle/Franklin. 

14. I have been told that there are now 60 projects in Hollywood. What are the other two? (And, does that 
include the Palladium project I saw online)? 

I am not sure how many cases have been filed in the Hollywood area, but Monique Acosta may be more 
helpful. I can say that environmental and tract map applications have been recently filed with the department for 
the Palladium project. 

15. In the DEIR, the CitylMillennium claimed that going back to by-right levels would not provide "enough 
density" to engage public transit incentives. Hollywood is already one of the densist in the City. How much 
more density will be required? And, how long will it take for this threshhold to work? 

I am not sure what threshold you are referring to. 

16. Is the City certain that no earthquake fault goes through the sites where Millennium is building? 

17. The Hollywood Community Plan lists "thousands" of sensitive responders. Millennium claims zero. The 
City has approved both. Which is accurate? 

I am not sure what you mean by sensitive responders. 

18. How many residential units are there in the 60 projects? 

Again, I am not familiar with the 60 projects you are referring to or whether they all include residential uses. 

19. What, exactly, is the City's position on CEQA "streamlining?" 

Sorry to ask so many questions, but there are many, many, more about this project and the others. I'm happy to 
take questions to other people you may refer me to as well. 

I also want to request an interview with Michael LoGrande as soon as possible. I assume I can ask you about 
that? Let me know if someone else ... 

I do not set up interviews or manage Mr. LoGrande's calendar. I believe the best person to speak to about that 
would be Lily Quan in the Executive Office at 213.978.1271 

Thanks, Luci 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

EM36222 
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Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

Start: 7/22/2013 3:00 PM 

End: 7/22/20134:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: jay.kim@lacity.org; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber 

Resources: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

more details» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VI EW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamF 5LmtpbU Bs YWN 
pdHkub3Jn&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdkYzBhMjhmNmJjYTNiNDEzZ 
WQOYzcwN DMONWY2YT J I N DQwMWUyYT A 1 &ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance 
to see and the Senator has been asking me to follow up. 
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Mrs. Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map 
<http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Planning+Department. 
+Janovici's+Conference+Room, +200+N. +Spring+St. +Ste+525&hl=en» 
Calendar 
jay.kim@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 

Going? 
Yes <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamF5Lmtpb 
UBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=1 
&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdkYzBhMjhmNmJjYTNiNDEzZWQOYzc 
wNDMONWY2YT JINDQwMWUyYTA1&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
Maybe <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamF5Lmtpb 
U Bs YWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=3 
&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdkYzBhMjhmNmJjYTNiNDEzZWQOYzc 
wNDMONWY2YT JINDQwMWUyYTA1&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
No <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=RESPON D&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamF5Lmtpb 
UBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&rst=2 
&tok=M jAjbGIseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdkYzBhM jhmNmJ jYTNi N DEzZWQOYzc 
wNDMONWY2YT JINDQwMWUyYTA1&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> more 
options » <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VI EW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamF 5LmtpbU Bs YWN 
pdHkub3Jn&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdkYzBhMjhmNmJjYTNiNDEzZ 
WQOYzcwN DMONWY2YT J I N DQwMWUyYT A 1 &ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
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Invitation from Google Calendar <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account jay.kim@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar jay.kim@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130717T182201 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 20134:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De Len\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgamF5LmtpbUBsYWNpdHkub3Jn&tok=M 
jAjbGIseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdkYzBhMjhmNmJjYTNiNDEzZWQOYzcwNDMONWY2YT JINDQw 
MWUyYT A 1 &ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130717T182201 Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36452 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:50 PM 

Dana Prevost 

Subject: Reminder: MEETING WjCOUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PRO ... 

@ Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm (dana.prevost@lacity.org) 

more details» 
MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 213-473-7013 
When Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 

Where City Hall, Room 450 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar dana.prevost@lacity.org 

Who • Mike Feuer - organizer 

• Karla Cortez - creator 

• Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

• Dana Prevost 

• Lisa Webber 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Raymond Chan 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account dana. prevost@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
dana.prevost@lacity. org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https: /Iwww. google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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EM35854 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

Start: 7/22/2013 3:00 PM 

End: 7/22/20134:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: lisa.webber@lacity.org; Michael LoGrande; Jay Kim 

Resources: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

more details» 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance 
to see and the Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
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EM35855 

Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 

Going? 
Yes -
Maybe -
No more options» 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lisa.webber@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar lisa.webber@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130717T182201 Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 20134:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De Len\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgbGlzYS53ZWJiZXJAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw 

&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmdhMzcOY2QyMWEwNjg5ZWFmNzg5NmM3YWYxOWQxY 
m 
UyMGM10GVmYzc4&ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130717T182201 Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mr. Ibarra -

EM35334 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 10: 14 AM 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Draft Addendum 
Millennium Addendum DRAFT.pdf 

Attached, please find a Draft of the Millennium Hollywood Addendum for your review. 

Should you need anything further, please let me know. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

Ryan Luckert 
Project Manager 
CAJA Environmental Services 
11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
310-469-6700 
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DRAFT 

ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIR 

for the 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 

Prepared for: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

SCH No. 2011041094 

JULY 2013 

Prepared By: 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
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EM35336 

DRAFT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared for the Millelmium Hollywood Project (Project) in November of 2012. This 

aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final ErR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011(41094). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that may be associated 

with proposed changes to the Development Agreement, Development Regulations, and design limitations 

imposed during the hearing process (the Revised Project) that are described below. The infonnation 

contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the Draft 

EIR and the Final EIR. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transfonn a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated with proposed 

modifications to the Project. The modifications are focused in the following three areas. First, as part of 

the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, which 

would govern new development on the Project Site. In particular, the Applicant proposes minor 

revisions and clarifications to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as 

Exhibit A. Second, the City detennined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement 

the Project as described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, 

the Applicant withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change 

has been considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and 

Final EIR. Third, at the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee meeting on June 18, 

2013, the City imposed additional conditions of approval on the Project, which (a) limit the pennitted 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 
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height to no more than 39 stories on the East Site; and (b) limit the pennitted height to no more than 35 

stories on the West Site. 

Pursuant to Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency shall prepare an Addendum to 

a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described 

in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. In this case, the 

Addendum is being prepared before the full City Council takes a final action to certify the Final EIR or 

approve the Project. Thus, use of the Addendum presents the most conservative CEQA disclosure 

approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, variations of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i .e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes proposed by the Applicant and the design modifications imposed by 

the City as additional conditions of approval. Therefore, the scope of this Addendum focuses on the 

environmental effects that could be associated with the specific changes that could take place due to the 

modifications, which are described in further detail in Section II, Project Description. A complete 

discussion of the rationale used to detennine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be 

found in Section III, Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory infonnation such as the project title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review- requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analvsis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list oflead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-de co building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest comer of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KF\VB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northwest comer of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

C. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft EIR from October 25, 2012 to December 10, 

2012, for the statutorily required 45-day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final EIR. The Final EIR \vas 

subsequently published m February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to penn it Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Pennit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Pennit for a hotel w-ithin 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation pennits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the construction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of ne\v developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. These 

historic structures would be preserved and maintained and are operating as office and music recording 

facilities under long term lease. Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol 

Records Complex, the Project would include a maximum of approximately 1, 1 66,970 net square feet of 

floor area resulting in a 6: 1 Floor Area Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also 

demolish and/or remove the existing approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project 

would develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel 

rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As 

originally conceived, these project components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested 

through a Development Agreement betw-een the City and the Applicant. 

In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the Development Agreement. 

Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (the 

Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project development and have been identified 

as Project Design Features (PDFs), which help to reduce potential land use impacts, if any, prior to 

mitigation. For example, land use PDFs include specific setback requirements along Vine Street and 

Yucca Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for open space on the ground floor, as 

well as maximum building heights. The Development Regulations will guide the ultimate favade 

treatment by providing a limited range of choices in the use of materials and color for the favades. A 

more detailed project description can be referenced in Exhibit C of this Addendum. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the proposed minor technical changes and modifications to 

the Final EIR for the Project. As stated earlier in this Addendum, all information presented below is 

merely a minor addition to the Project or helps clarify, amplify, or make insignificant minor technical 

modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the new information is not 

considered "significant" pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required (see 

Guidelines Section 15088.5). 

Aside from the proposed modifications and clarifications described below-, all other impact analyses and 

associated mitigation measures proposed within the Final EIR w-ould remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon learning of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Planning Commission, the City Attorney advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City detennined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 

for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final ErR. This change has been found to be not 

significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, 

and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, the Project may 
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still not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. In 

addition, each of the community benefits to which the Project is committed has been incorporated into the 

conditions of approval and will thereby be a legally enforceable obligation. However, this does not 

foreclose use or approval of a Development Agreement in the future. 

Development Regulations 

As part of the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, 

which are proposed to govem new- development on the Project Site. Minor teclmical modifications and 

clarifications have been made to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as 

Exhibit A. For example, proposed changes to the Development Regulations include clarified setbacks, 

modified floor plates, and graphical line item edits. These minor modifications were also identified in the 

Errata to the Final EIR, which was considered before the City's PLUM Committee heard the Project. 

Design Limitation Imposed at PLUM Hearing 

In conjunction with the Project's revised Development Regulations, this Addendum assessed an altemate 

design option that limits the height of the Project. This design option resulted from the limitations 

imposed at the PLUM hearing for the Project. This option, which is attached as Exhibit B to this 

Addendum, proposes to lower the overall number of floors on both the East Site and West Site. As a 

result of this modification, the floor plate sizes in the tower elements of the Project increase slightly. 

However, the overall square footage of building area proposed for the Project would not change. 

Similarly, the increase in floor plate size does not change the maximum potential building footprints. In 

other words, the slight increase in floor plate size remains entirely within the envelope of impacts 

previously analyzed. Therefore, as discussed below in Section IV of this Addendum, this design option 

does not materially change any of the impact analysis or significance conclusions in the Draft or Final 

EIR. 

The design option illustrates how the limitations imposed at the PLUM hearing correspond to changes in 

the Development Regulations. This design option does not preclude the Project from being developed 

according to the other development scenarios analyzed in the EIR, so long as such development complies 

with the height requirements agreed to at the PLUM hearing. Under no circumstance is this design option 

the only available altemative to implementing the Project consistent with the revised Development 

Regulations and the overall scope of development analyzed in the EIR. 

This design options was based on considerable input from stakeholders and the City. Specifically, it 

provides that height will be limited to no more than 39 stories on the East Site and no more than 35 stories 

on the West Site. The Floor Area Ratio will remain at 6:1 as originally presented in the Draft and Final 

EIR. As discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, implementation of this design condition is within the 

original scope of impact analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set of Q conditions that become 

part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). The Draft 

EIR or Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of 

the LAMC. Thus, this Addendum clarifies the use of the Q conditions as related to the Project. In short, 

the Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQA Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review-. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent EIRs, 

Supplemental EIRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

h1 addition, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the authority for preparing an Addendum to 

a previously certified EIR or adopted Negative Declaration. Even though the Project and its Final EIR 

have not been certified yet, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by preparing it before final 

certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to the Project as modified. 

This approach is consistent with Section 15160 that permits the use of variations in CEQA mechanisms. 

Therefore, as a general framework for constmcting this Addendum, the City is using this Addendum to 

implement the technical modifications described in Section H: Project Description although the Final EIR 

is not yet certified by a final action of the City. As described below, this Addendum complies with the 

substantive requirements of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 

EIR ~f some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 callingfor preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final EIR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EfR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the criteria for preparing a Subsequent EIR or Negative 

Declaration after an EIR has been certified. Specifically, a Subsequent EIR is required when there are 
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substantial changes to a proposed project that involve new significant environmental effects or a 

substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; substantial changes occur 

with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require major 

revisions of the EIR; or new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 

have been known with reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified, show more or 

more severe significant effects, new feasible mitigation measures or altematives are available but not 

adopted. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 

As summarized in Section II, Project Description, and further analyzed in greater detail in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, the changes proposed to the Project are relatively minor and would not 

result in any new significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the 

Revised Project is consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues 

previously examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged w-ith the proposed modifications. The 

Revised Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions 

analyzed for the Project (see Table HI-I below). 

Specifically, the Final EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Proj ect, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated with the Revised Project involve technical language, modifications to floor plate sizes, design 

changes regarding height, and adjustments to the Development Regulations affecting setbacks, and 

additional means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in this 

Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Proj ect were previously addressed 

within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. 

In addition, the environmental analysis of this Addendum also focuses on land use and planning. In 

particular, the Final EIR concluded that land use impacts would be less than significant because the 
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Project would not create a conflict of land uses in the surrounding area nor divide an established 

community. The environmental analysis evaluating how the proposed changes to the Project will affect 

the findings of the EIR are presented in further detail in section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section [V, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

detennination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final EIR as the appropriate fonn of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 

Table 111-1 
Comparison of Environmental Findings between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Haza.·dous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TS/Mitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSfNIitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TS/Mitigation 

Surface Water L TSfNIitigation 

Land Use/Planning 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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Revised Project 

SU 

L TSfNHtigation 

SU 

SU 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSfNHtigation 

L TS/Mitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSfNHtigation 

L TS/Mitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

Conclusion 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 
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Table 111-1 

Comparison of Environmental Findings between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project Revise4 Pr()ject Conclusion 

Land Use Consistency LTS LTS No Change 

Land Use Compatibility LTS LTS No change 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU SU No Change 

Operation Noise L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS LTS No change 

Employment LTS LTS No Change 

Public Services 

Fire L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Police L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Schools LTS/Mitigation L TS/Mitigation No Change 

Parks L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Libraries L TSlMitigation L TSINIitigation No Change 

Transportation/Circulation 

Construction L TSlMitigation L TSfl'v1itigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 

Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTSlMitigation= Less thall sigllificant with mitigation 
SU ... Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics o/Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines whether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed w·ould develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft ErR) is attached as Exhibit C to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement between the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Project contained a detailed set 

of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 

Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations, the Land Use 

Equivalency Program, and community benefits. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has three main categories of change. One, there are minor technical modifications 

and clarifications to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as Exhibit A. 
Two, the Development Agreement was withdrawn by the Applicant from the list of requested 

entitlements. Three, the design modifications regarding height limits were implemented as conditions of 

approval from the PLUM hearing. The City has considered these changes and assessed whether scope of 

analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR covered these minor modifications and technical changes. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal of the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final ElR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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It follows that the development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Project have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. 

Thus, the development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for 

the life of the Project. With these controls in place the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the 

maximum impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Moreover, each of 

the community benefits to which the Project is committed to has been incorporated into the conditions of 

approval and will thereby be an enforceable obligation. 

Therefore, withdrawal of the Development Agreement has been found to be not significant because it 

does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential to 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts. 

Minor Modifications to the Development Regulations 

The proposed changes to the Development Regulations (attached as Appendix A to this Addendum) are 

minor and do not result in changes to the overall scope of development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. 

As a result, the minor changes to the Development Regulations do not deprive the public of either a 

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Revised 

Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the Revised Project proponent has 

declined to implement. A comprehensive review of the impact analysis in the Draft and Final EIR 

confirmed that the technical corrections and clarifications to the Development Regulations are within the 

scope of the analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR and no new- impacts are presented. 

Specifically, the Development Regulations establish controls that limit development footprints and 

establish setbacks for adjacent and nearby historic resources and districts. Also, the Development 

Regulations establish building standards, open space requirements, sustainability components, and a 

transportation demand management plan that mitigate potential envi ronmental impacts associated with 

the project. The Revised Project did not modify the Development Regulations in any way that would 

increase the severity of impacts to the environmental categories mentioned above and studied in the Draft 

and Final EIR. Similarly, the analysis and overall significance conclusions identified within the land use 

section of the Draft and Final EIR will not be materially altered nor will the severity of a potential impact 

increase with implementation of the modified Development Regulations. As a result, potential impacts 

are considered less than significant as it relates to physically dividing an established community and 

potential conflicts with applicable land use plans. 

Therefore, minor modifications of the Development Regulations have been found to be not significant 

because it does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential 

to increase the severity of previously identified impacts. 

Integration of the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified Classification as follows: 
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(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility w-ith surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible w-ith surrounding properties for the following reasons. 

The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 

development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 

surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and ret1ection of its environment and does not fundamentally 

alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 

provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 

compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 

improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 

development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project intensifies use of the Project Site, which is currently 

underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 

objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers the development 

of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and entertainment. It also 

promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and distributing 

commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted 

planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture and density 

of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 

can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic structures along 

Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent with the goals and 

objectives of the community plan. 
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Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Agreement, Land Use 

Equivalency Program, and community benefits has been found to be not significant because it does not 

alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR and there is no potential to increase the 

severity of previously identified impacts. 

Consideration of Height Limitation Design Conditions 

The Revised Project contains an alternate design option (attached as Appendix B to this Addendum) that 

implements a height limit. The design option includes a reduced number of stories for tower elements 

and correspondingly larger floor plate square footages. The design option imposed as a condition of 

approval at the PLUM hearing is compatible with other developments, would complement the 

surrounding area, would not alter the environmental character of the neighborhood, would be 

implemented consistent with the intent of the City's General Plan, and would be developed based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. It should be noted that the design option does not represent 

the only feasible development option available to the Applicant. Instead, it represents a development 

option (with particular requirements for tow-er height) that could be constructed at the Project Site so long 

as the development is othenvise consistent with the modified Development Regulations, maintains 

compliance with the Land Use Equivalency Program, and does not exceed the scope of impact analysis in 

the Draft and Final ErR. 

Particularly, the design option limits height to 39 stories on the East Site and 35 stories on the West Site. 

As described below, this design modification fits w-ithin the worst-case impact analysis that was presented 

in the Draft ErR and Final ErR for each impact category. 

Specifically, it does not affect the aesthetics analysis because the design option fans within the building 

and height footprints established in the Draft EIR. In addition, it does not affect the cultural resources 

analysis because the design option does not reduce setbacks from sensitive historic resources or othenvise 

modify the potential impacts on adjacent or nearby historic resources. Also, it does not affect the 

geology, hazards, or hydrology analysis because the height limitation does not relate to those impact 

categories and it does not materially change the imperviousness assumptions in the hydrology analysis. 

Similarly, it does not affect the land use analysis because the Draft EIR and Final ErR assessed land use 

compatibility of the Project at all potential levels (U:., height and massing) of development within the 

project footprint and the implementation of the design option does not exceed or otherwise materially 

change that footprint. In addition, it does not affect the noise analysis because limiting height does not 

increase either the construction or operational noise associated with the Project. In addition, it does not 

affect the population, housing, or employment analysis because the design option does not change the 

overall square footage or proposed uses analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Likewise, it does not affect 
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the public services analysis for the same reasons. Also, it does not affect the traffic and parking analysis 

because the design option does not increase, reduce, or otherwise materially change the number of trips 

generated by the Project or the required parking. Lastly, it does not affect utilities or services systems 

because implementing height limits does not relate to water needs, wastewater or solid waste system 

capacities, or energy demand calculations used in the Draft or Final EIR. In summary, the design option 

imposed as a condition of approval at the PLUM hearing fits within the envelope of impact analysis 

established in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Therefore, implementation of this design option has been found to be not significant because it does not 

alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR and there is no potential to increase the 

severity of previously identified impacts. 
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1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1 Purpose 

1.1.1 The Development Regulations ("Regulations") govern new development on the Project Site. 
Specifically, the Regulations: 

a. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 
treatment, signage, lighting, sound attenuation and sustainability. 

b. Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 
ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the 
Project. 

c. Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 
integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

d. Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the 
development for the Project Site. 

e. Ensure compliance with the Development Objectives. 

f. Ensure preservation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according 
to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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1.2 Development Objectives 

1.2.1 The development objectives are intended to transform the Project Site consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision for the site shared by various Hollywood stakeholders. The 
Development Regulations will in turn ensure that new development on the Project Site is 
consistent with these objectives. 

1.2.2 The objectives for new development on the Project Site are to: 

a. Preserve the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according to established 
preservation guidelines (the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
guidance provided by Office of Historic Resources). 

b. Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Tower by 
creating grade level open space / civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. 

c. Preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood Hills. 

fig. 1.2.2.b-c: Capitol Records View Corridors 

d. Create civic plazas that are activated by retail, landscaped, and enhance the Hollywood 
Walk of Fame by providing it as an urban node. Reinforce the urban and historical 
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importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street 
life focused on Vine Street. 

e. Encourage street life by the creation of a new pedestrian connection between Ivar 
Avenue, Vine Street, and Argyle Avenue. 

f. Create vibrant urban spaces that permit open and green spaces for both the on-site and 
off-site population. 

fig 1.2.2.d: View North Along Vine Street 

g. Create a 24 hr. community by the creation of a Thriving Mixed-Use Development. 

h. Eliminate the visual impact of current on-site parking. 

i. Establish where feasible pedestrian linkages to existing public transportation routes in 
proximity to the Project Site, including the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, and existing bus routes. 

j. Establish standards to address architectural excellence. 
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k. Provide designs that address, respect and complement the existing context, including 
standards for ground-level open space, podium heights and massing setbacks that 
minimize impacts to the historic setting. 

I. Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in minimizing the negative environmental 
impact of buildings by enhancing efficiency and moderation in the use of materials, 
energy and development space. 

m. Create buildings that emphasize the vertical architecture and become visible icons. 

n. Develop a visual gateway to Hollywood from the Hollywood Freeway. 

fig. 1.2.2.n: Hollywood: A major urban center and gateway to the Los Angeles basin. 
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1.3 Development Standards and Guidelines 

The Development Regulations consist of standards and guidelines. The standards impose strict 
requirements for new development. For example, the standards include specific setback requirements 
along Vine Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for minimum open space on the 
ground floor as well as maximum building heights. By comparison, the guidelines are measures that may 
include a range of choices and require a degree of interpretation by the architect and design team to 
achieve compliance with the Regulations. The purpose of these guidelines is to create a principal design 
theme or objective without comprising high quality design. The purpose is to provide a range of flexibility 
to permit the selection of the most appropriate design feature based on the final development scenario. 
For instance, fa~ade treatments for new development may take different form depending on the final 
design plans. The Regulations will guide the ultimate fa~ade treatment by providing a limited range of 
choices in the use of material and color for the fa~ades. 

1.4 Relationship to the los Angeles Municipal Code 

1.4.1 The Development Regulations are approved by the City of los Angeles City Council pursuant to 
Ordinance No. ______ _ 

1.4.2 Wherever the Regulations contain provisions which establish regulations that are different from 
or more or less restrictive than the zoning or land use regulations in the los Angeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") that apply to the Project Site, the Regulations shall prevail pursuant to the 
Ordinance approved by the City Council. 
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Project Site 

2.1.1 The Project Site consists of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land. The subject property 
occupies two distinct sites, both bounded by Yucca Street to the north and separated by 
Vine Street. 

The area bounded by Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Yucca Street is the West Site. 

The area bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is the East Site. 

The East Site and the West Site make up the Project Site. 

The Project Site currently contains a mix of commercial and on grade open parking. The topography 
has a natural incline of approximately 21 feet (NE to SW) from Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and 21 
feet (NW to SE) from Ivar Avenue to Vine Street. The existing sidewalk elevations will not be altered 
as part the Project. 

fig. 2.1. Site Plan 
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2.2 Site Zoning and Permitted Floor Area 

2.2.1 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2). The City General Plan land use designation is 
Regional Center commercial. 

2.2.2 The Project Site is within the Special Sign District and within the Hollywood Community 
Redevelopment Project Area of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of 
Los Angeles. 

2.2.3 Notwithstanding any provision in these Regulations, residential floor area is not permitted 
within 500 feet of any freeway. 

2.2.4 Floor Area Ratio: 6:1 

2.2.5 Height District: No.2 
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3. HISTORIC RESOURCES AND SETTING 

3.1 Overview 

The Project Site is located in a historically rich area of Hollywood that contains a number of recognized historic 
resources. This Project is a preservation project in that its ambition is to respect, respond to, and preserve the 
Capitol Records Building and to continue the urban character of Vine Street on the Project Site. The Project is 
designed to be observant of historic settings and buildings. Two buildings located on the Project Site, the Capitol 
Records Tower and the Gogerty Building, are historically significant. Other historic buildings, located on adjacent 
parcels, are the Pantages Theater, the Equitable Building, the Hollywood Palace, and the Art Deco commercial 
building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street. Several of these historic resources are located within the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, a National Register listed historic district located just south of the Project 
Site. 

Composed of commercial properties from the first half of the 20th Century, contributing properties to the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District include a wide variety of property types including 
single-story storefronts, two-story commercial blocks, department stores, theaters, high-rise office buildings and 
hotels. 

The Capitol Records Building is a unique building whose cylindrical form has always been visible from portions of 
Hollywood and Vine from the south and the freeway from the north. The Capitol Records Tower and the iconic 
buildings in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District (the Hollywood Palace, Pantages 
Theater, Equitable Building) will maintain their prominence after implementation of the Project. 
Portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (L.A. Historic Cultural Monument #194) are located along Vine Street 
between Yucca Street and Sunset Boulevard and will be protected. 

The protection of Hollywood's historic resources and unique character is an important objective of the Project. The 
guidelines and standards contained in this document were created in part to ensure the protection of historic 
resources within the Project Site and minimize potential adverse effects to historic resources from new 
development. Key Project objectives regarding historic resources include: 

1) Preservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See sections 1.2.2a and 1.2.2b of this 

document. 

2) Protection and preservation of the portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (LA Historic Cultural 

Monument #194) will need to be temporarily removed during construction and replaced after 

construction is completed. A preservation plan, outlined in the Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo 

Pavement and Repair Guidelines (March, 2011) will be prepared for this aspect of the Project. 

3) Incorporation of ground-floor open space, building setback, and minimum separation between building 

requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves important 

views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 

District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. See sections 1.2.2 c, 6.1, 6.9, 7.1, 7.S, 8.1 

and 8.2 of this document. 

4) Incorporation of ground-floor open space, building setback, and minimum separation between building 

requirements to reduce massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent historic 
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resources. See sections 1.2.2c, 6.1, 7.1, 7.5, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

5) Requirement that design of new buildings be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 

adjacent historic resources. See sections 6.6, 6.8, 7.1.5, and 7.4 of this document. 

One means of creating compatible new buildings in an urbanized setting is to incorporate qualities of vertical and 

horizontal visual complexity in world class design. The general characteristics, proportions, and details of older 

buildings may serve as a reference for the Project. The Project's intent is to allow old and new to mix, recognizing 

that Hollywood sustains its image through both the rehabilitation of existing historic structures and the design of 

creative and contemporary architecture 
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4. DENSITY 

4.1 Floor Area Ratio Averaging and Density Transfer 

The Owner may transfer density and buildable floor area from one parcel within the Project Site to 
another parcel within the Project Site, as long as the minimum and maximum building heights in the 
Regulations are maintained and the entire Project does not exceed the cumulative, allowable density and 
floor area of the zoning for the sum of the individual parcels. 

To allow for the spatial distribution of the development on the Project Site and ensure relationship and 
sensitivity with the uses surrounding the Project Site, parking, open space and related development 
requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location within the Project Site. 

4.2 land Use Equivalency Program 

The land Use Equivalency Program is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while 
ensuring that a change in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR, ENV-2011-
067S-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094). With respect to any proposed Phase of the Project (an ItExchange 
Phase") that would result in a build out of the Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project 
scenarios studied under the EIR, under the land Use Equivalency Program, the developer may request a 
transfer or exchange of land uses, as well as modifications to the siting, massing or other development 
standard in so far as they are consistent with the provisions herein, for such Exchange Phase by a 
delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the City, which request shall be 
accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 
proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting how the proposed land uses and 
densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the existing improvements and the other phases 
previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-
3, Project Trip Cap from the EI R; and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project 
including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified 
in the EIR (collectively, an ItEquivalency Program Exchange Submission"). The Planning Director shall 

approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip 
cap identified in such Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap, does not conflict with the impacts analysis for the 
maximum Commercial and Residential Scenarios, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 
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5. HEIGHT 

5.1 Building Height Standards 

The Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C and D) to limit maximum building heights and control bulk 
in response to the Development Objectives including context with the built environment and to reinforce 
view corridors to the Capital Records Tower. 

---) 

= 

I 

LJ 
D 

Fig. 5.1 Height Zones 

~ Yucca Stree t 

TOWER ZONE 
S8S'MAXHT 

L ~£)lLJ 

D 
5.1.1 The number of stories of a building shall be counted to the last occupiable programmatic floor, 

excluding all mechanical spaces (interior and exterior), observation deck(s}, and any occupiable 
space required to access and/or service above the uses, including, but not limited to elevator 
lobbies, vestibules, and restrooms. 

5.1.2 The height of the building and number of stories shall be measured from the curb/grade level of 
the primary street frontage for that portion of the Project Site (i.e., West Site Zone B tower 
measured from Vine Street). 
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6. BUILDING AND STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.1 Tower Massing Standards 

6.1.1 The Tower Massing Standards apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above curb level 
- see Table 6.1.1. 

11.5 SO 
13,325 East Site 10 

12 
6.1.2.d.l 

9,042 West Site 151 6.1.2.d.2 

20 SO 
23,173 East Site 10 

10 
6.1.2.c.l 

15,726 West Site 151 6.1.2.c.2 

28 SO 
32,443 East Site 10 

8 
6.1.2.b.l 

22,016 West Site 151 6.1.2.b.2 

48 n/a 
55,616 East Site 10 

5 
6.1.2.a.l 

37,742 West Site 151 6.1.2.a.2 

Table 6.1.1 

Note 1: 15' tower setback required for any tower fronting Vine Street on West parcel. See Figure 6.3.2. 

6.1.2 For the purpose of calculating the maximum lot coverage the total lot area is equal to the total 
lot area for each of the sites, the West Site and the East Site. If there is more than one tower on 
a site, the maximum lot coverage requirement in Table 6.1.1 is calculated based on the combined 
area of all towers on each site. The total lot coverage applies to the aggregate floor plate(s) of 
the tower or towers on each site. 

6.1.3 Minimum grade level open space will be 5% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Figs. 6.1.2.a.l- 2.) 

6.1.4 At least 50% of total floor area must be located below 220 feet. 

6.1.5 Tower wall articulation: 

a. Minimum 10% of tower aggregate area shall be articulated. 

6.1.6 Types of permitted articulations for tower walls: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from face of building over a grade 
level open space, building setback, and/or any required separation between buildings. 
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c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 
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The following developments are for illustrative purposes only. 
Maximum Lot Coverage and Tower Floor Plate - Figs. 6.l.2.a - d. 

III 

EAST SITE · SITE PLAN 

CD MwlMUM 10' ~f!TII"CK AlONG v!NE IITfUl fT 

Q') MIN IMUM ~ SeTaACK,tIaOVE 1~' 
CD MINIMUM to' SETB,A,()i( ,6,!OVE 100' 

CD '10' MIr.'It.lVM irPAIIAiiON ""~t (;,I,11110( IIrG 1I~ .r,; 3I,JIUIING 

L '" -ZZJ lL 

11 
~ 
.it 
~ 
2' 
<( 

[ 

I 
CEN'TEA ~INEOF''JI N ES'TAEET ~ I...".l :r: 'f 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITH IN THIS 

ENVELOP 

l 
r---- MAX TOWER 

HEIGHT 220' 
ON 4S'* OF SITIO 

~+-__ MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 

5% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE ------.; 
5,793 SF 

fig. 6.1.2.a.l: East Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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D 

WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
<D NOTUSEO 

o MINIMUM 1 5' SETBACKAl~GVINe: STR=ET 

<D M1NIMUM 15' SETBACI( ABOI/E4rl' 

® MINiMUM iO' SETflACI(AlCf,lG'lUCC"'STflEET 

® MINIMUM 10' SeTBACK AElC'JE lW 

® MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ABCNE )()' 

CD MIN IMUt4 20' SE'TBACK AlONG "THIS PROPERTY L~~ 

TOWER MAX 
HEIGHT 220' 

ON 48% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STRE ET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK -------""..;:,.---"'I;S.(1 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.a.2: West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. 
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n 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE W IT HIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

EXAMPLE OF TOWE R 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

A~-- 5% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
3,931 Sf 
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EAST SITE · SITE PlAN 
<D /wIltfllllUI.4 M SEPA.R,t.TION BETWEEN "TOWER:S' QI ;S~"'E SITE 

@ MINIMU M:ztl'SETSACKABOVE",500' 

Q) MAKlMl)M 40% Of STREET WALL CAA EXceEO MA,lC IWI\II STREET WALl HEIGHT 

® MINIMUM I II ' SETBACK ABOJE I !II) 

® 10' MIN IMUM SEPARATION FROM CAPITOL RECOflOS W ILDING 

BETWEEN 220' AND 400' 
TOVVER CAN OCCUPY 

28% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. G.l.2.b.l: East Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

r------------ TOVVER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

,----------- EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

r----- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

/1j,)I~--+--- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALO NG STREET 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

L-____ TOTAL 8% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
6,290 SF 

16 

RL0036035 



EM35374 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

D 

WEST SITE· SITE PLAN 

CD PoI INIMUM 1m SEPARATION BE1WEEi'4 "TOWERS" ON SAlliE SITE 

Q) MfII lMLlhl 15' SETBACK ALONG VINE mEET 

(i) MINIMIIIoI 15' SET8AC!( AllOVE 40 

o NrN IMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG '\'UCCA STREEl 

® WJ!jIolll M""'" OF STREET WA.Ll CAN EXCEED MAitJIAJ M STREET WALLHElQil 

® MIN IMUM 10' SET8A.CICABCl\f!: 150' 

CD MIN I"4UM 10' GETSACK ABOVE 30 

® MIN IMUM20 SETSACKALONG T'HIS PROPERTY LINE 

BETWEEN 220' AND 400' _____ ..., 

TOWER CAN occuPY 
28% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF --f----, 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ----' 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.b.2: West Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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D 

EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
(1) ~1N 1...u r,t eo' SEPARATION 6El'NEErl 1'OWER; S" ()II SA~E SITE 

CD !J,~lt.lUM20' .sETBACK ~eOVE 150' 

G> MAXlijUM 40"4 OF STREET WAll CAN EXCEeo MA.XIr..ruM STREET WALL HEJ<:oHT 

CD MIN IMUM 1(1 SETBAC~A.BOVE 15(J' 

@ 10' I14 INIMU M SEPARATiON FROM CAPITOL RECORDS IWllOtNG 

BETWEEN 220' AND 550' 
TOWER CAN OCCUpy 

20% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. 6.1.2.c.1: East Site - SSO Feet Maximum Tower Height 

u 
I 

CENTER LINE Cf"VHE ST"EEf 

r-------------------- EXAMPLEOFTO~R 

THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

,-------------- TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

r------ MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

'---- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

,--____ --"'M INIMUM 1 0' SETBACK ALONG 
/ VINE STREET 

'------- TOTAL 10% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
11 ,587 SF 
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D 

WEST SITE· SITE PIlIN 
CD MIN I ~uM 90' SEPARATIQ\I BETWEEN "TOWERS"ON SAME SIT!:" 

ID MINIMUM IS' SETIlACK AlOI'4G'fflESTREET 

® MlNIWM 15' SETBACK ABOVE4D' 

® MINlMUM 10' SETBACKAlQIIGVUCCAm EET 

® MAXIMUM 40% OF ~EET WAiLeAN E,XCE(D MA),:llJllJ'" ST'A EET WALL HEIGHT 

® IIIINlMUM tD' SETBACK ABOtIE 150' 

BETWEEN 220' AND 550' ---+-"",
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

20% OF S!TE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF --+---, 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG ST REET 

CD MINIWM 10' SETllACKABOVE ll)' 

CD MtNl loIJloI N SETBA.CK AlQ.!O IHIS PFCOPEFfTV LINE 

D 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN TH IS 
ENVELOPE 

ElIAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCC UPIES SITE 

MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

.-j..L---- l 0% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
M!N!MUM 15' TOWER SETBACK --------""';:--"~jJ- ::X 7,663 SF 

ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.c.2: West Site - 550 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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EAST SITE · SITE PLAN 
CD UIN ' ... UM 80' SEP,!t,RATI<lH BETWEEN "TOWERS" ON SAME SiTE 

o UlN lt.lJM20' SETBACKABOJE l 5()' 

CD UAAIMtJM A.O%OFSTR EET WAl L CAN EXCEED t.VJ(,IMU M STREET WALL HEIGHT 

o Mtll MUp,I 'I O' SETe~K -.ecNE i !)Q 

CD 10' t.l tlIMU'" SEPAAATKIII FROU CAPITOl RECORDS W ILDiNG 

BETWEEN 220' AND 585' ____ ---, 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

11 .5% OF SITE 

MAXI MUM BASE HEIGHT ---./ 

fig. 6.1.2.d.l: East Site - 585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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CENT£ R LlNEOFV~E STREET 

r------------------------ To~RMAyBELOCATED 

ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

,----------- EXAMPLE OF TO~R 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

,--------- ROOFTOP OPEN SPACE AND 
VIEW DECK REQUIRED FOR 
BUILDINGS ABOVE 550' 

r---- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

'--_____ MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

.,._------ MINIMUM 10 ' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

'----- TOTAL 12% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
13,904 SF 
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D 

WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
CD ~ I ~IIMU M 80' SEPA RAT100 BETIIVEEN "TCN'JERS ' QIoJ S A.ME SiT E 

CD MINIW".15' SETBACK ALOOGVlNE STREET 

CD ~ I NIII!UM 1S' SETBACK .'.8OVE~ 

CD 1tol 1 ~ I~UM 10' SETBACK AlONGVlJCCA STREET 

@ ~AXIWP<l4&'Jt Of STA!:EiWALl cAN EXCE':EO MAXIMUM SiR~ET WA LL I1 EIGHT 

BETWEEN 220' AND 585' - ----\- "" 
TOWE R CAN OCCUpy 

11 .5% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF ---l--
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig_ 6_1_2_d_2: West Site - S8S Feet Maximum Tower Height 

n 
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6.2 Street Walls 

6.2.1 A street wall is a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open space. 
Street walls determine the scale and character of the pedestrian environment. Articulation of the 
required street wall within the permitted ranges is required in order to create a sense of different 
uses, visual interest and orientation. The street wall shall have proportions and architectural 
building details which emphasize and reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian 
environment. Massing offsets, fenestration, varied textures, openings, recesses, and design 
accents are strongly encouraged to ensure there are no un-articulated walls and monolithic roof 
forms, and architectural elements such as balconies, verandas, and porches that add architectural 
character are encouraged. 

6.3 Street Wall Standards 

6.3.1 Location of a required street wall: 

a. Parcels with a grade level open space: the required street wall shall be located a 
minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site. 

b. A grade level open space is required for any building fronting Yucca Street with a 
minimum 10 feet setback from the property line. 

c. Parcels or portions of parcels without a grade level open space: the required street wall 
shall be located on the property line. 

6.3.2 Height of required street wall: 

a. Street walls shall be built to a minimum height of 30 feet and a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level except as noted in item (b), (c) and (d) below. 

b. Street walls fronting Vine Street on the West Site shall be built to a maximum height of 
40 feet above curb level except as noted in item (d) below. 

c. Street walls fronting Yucca Street shall be built to a maximum height of 30 feet. Building 
can extend to a maximum height of 150 feet with a 10 foot setback above 30 feet except 
as noted in item (d) below. 

d. 40% of the aggregate width of the required street wall frontage on each street can 
exceed the maximum street wall height up to the maximum tower height. 
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fig 6.3.2: Street Wall 
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6.3.3 Types of permitted articulation of a required street wall: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a required street wall over a 
grade level open space, building setback, and/or any required separation between 
buildings. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 

6.3.4 Other permitted projections: elements which project beyond the property line from a required 
street wall shall comply with the Building Code. 

a. Architectural facade elements such as expression bands, cornices, eaves, gutters, and 
downspouts may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

b. Steps and ramps may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

c. Commercial marquees, canopies and awnings. 

d. Retail storefronts: may project from a required street wall over a grade level open 
space by a maximum depth of 5'-0'. The maximum height of these projections for each 
parcel shall not exceed two stories or 28'-0" above curb level, whichever is less. 

6.4 Street Wall Guidelines 

6.4.1 Pedestrian pass-through areas, public plazas, marquees, canopies, awnings and retail storefronts 
are permitted within the street wall area. 

6.4.2 Pedestrian steps and ramps, entry forecourts, hotel drop-offs and loading entries and exits and 
vehicular access driveways are also permitted within the street wall area on the Project Site. 

6.5 Yard Standards 

6.5.1 Yard is an open space other than a court that is unoccupied and unobstructed from the ground 
upward. 

6.5.2 Commercial Use: no front, side or rear yard setbacks are required. 
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6.5.3 Residential Use: 

a. Front Yard: none. 

b. Side Yard: Minimum 5 feet; for a building more than two stories in height, one foot shall 
be added to the width of such side yard for each additional story above the second 
story, but in no event shall a side yard of more than 16 feet in width be required. 

c. Rear Yard: Minimum 15 feet; for a building more than three stories in height, one foot 
shall be added to the depth of such rear yard for each additional story above the third 
story, but such rear yard need not exceed 20 feet. 

6.6 Building Materials and Color Guidelines 

6.6.1 The goal of the building materials and colors is to reinforce the character of the Hollywood area 
and provide a design that is compatible yet avoids any appearance that the building is being 
historicized. These guidelines will address the fa~ade treatment for both residential and 
commercial portions of buildings. 

a. Buildings shall feature long-lived and sustainable materials. The material palette shall 
provide variety, reinforce massing and changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

b. Ground floors shall have a different architectural expression than upper floors and 
feature high quality durable materials that add scale, texture and variety. 

c. Podium levels up to 150 feet will be predominantly light in color. Colors will be achieved 
through the inherent color of the material, rather than the application of color to the 
surface. Darker accent colors may be used to delineate building entrances and accents. 

d. The architecture of the building shall clearly delineate an architectural style, and shall 
not appear as a simplified version thereof, with appropriate fenestration patterns, 
architectural features, proportions and materials. 

e. The building's skin, especially for towers, shall be primarily transparent; the use of 
darkly colored or highly reflective glass will be avoided. Glazing will have the minimum 
amount of reflectivity or tinting required to achieve energy efficiency standards. 

f. In buildings other than curtain wall buildings, windows will be recessed, except where 
inappropriate to a building's architectural style. There will be clear contrast between the 
building's surface material and the building's glazed areas. 

g. In general, the overall massing, roof forms, materials, and architectural style of new 
structures shall provide a variety of forms, depth and texture, and encourage a cohesive 
character. Building massing shall include a variation in wall planes and height as well as 
roof forms to promote architectural excellence, a pedestrian friendly environment and 
take into account the context. 

h. To provide visual variety and depth, the building skin shall be layered and designed with 
a variety of textures that bear a direct relationship to the building's massing and 
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structural elements. The skin shall reinforce the integrity of the design concept and the 
building's structural elements, and not appear as surface pastiche. 

i. Rooftop mechanical equipment screening shall be designed to be integral with the 
building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized by using materials that 
are complimentary or consistent with the building. 

j. Design the color palette for a building to reinforce building identity and complement 
changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

k. Examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in Figures 6.6.1- 2 
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Vision Glass: 
• Cle ar glass with High 

Performance Low-E Coa ting 

Figure 6.1.1: examples of acceptable materials 

Balcony: 
Glass Railing 

• Built·in Plante r 

White Aluminum 
Screen 

Figure 6.1.2: examples of acceptable materials 
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Cladding: 
Trespa 
Copper 

• Bronzed Color Me tal Panel 
TerraCotta 

Sustainable Hardwood 
Trespa 
Copper 
Bronzed Color Metal 
TerraCotta 

Cladding: 
White Metal Panel 
White Precast Concrete wI 
Titanium Dioxide Additive 
Architectural Poured in 
Place Concrete 

Vision Glass: 
Clear glass with High 
Pe rformance Low·E Coating 
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6.7 Grade level Standards 

6.7.1 The purpose of the grade level standards is to promote pedestrian-scaled architecture by 
regulating street wall massing, articulation and detail, street level entrances and storefront 
windows and doors, as well as the use of quality materials and decorative details. Architectural 
features that reinforce the retail character of the ground floor street wall and/or help define the 
pedestrian environment along the sidewalk, such as canopies, awnings, and overhangs, are 
encouraged and shall be integral to the architecture of the building. 

6.7.2 Ground floor height: 

a. Minimum 12'-0" height measured from floor to ceiling. 

6.7.3 Building entrances: 

a. The primary entrance to a street level tenant space that has frontage along a public 
street shall be provided from that street. The primary entrance to a tenant space that 
does not have its frontage along a public street shall be provided from a courtyard, 
grade level open space, or publicly accessible passageway. Entries less than 18 inches 
from the property line shall not be higher than 12 inches above the elevation of the 
sidewalk; entries greater than 18 inches from the property line shall be within 30 inches 
of the adjacent grade level along street frontages. Where possible entries shall be 
marked using architectural elements such as porches, gateways, entry alcoves, awnings, 
canopies, or portals. 

b. All retail spaces shall be accessed primarily from a ground floor, single-tenant entry 
along a street, plaza or passageway. Where reasonably practical given architecture and 
tenant requirements, access to different tenant spaces shall occur at a maximum 
interval of 60 feet. 

c. Main building entrances shall read differently from retail storefronts, restaurants and 
commercial entrances which could include but are not limited to material change, 
architectural elements or elevation change. 

d. In addition to the building's required primary entrance(s), there may be ancillary 
entrances to the building from parking garages. 

6.7.4 Ground Floor Glazing 

a. Use of clear, colorless and transparent glazing is required within the first 30 feet above 
curb level. 

b. Use of reflective glass is prohibited. 

c. Along street frontages with a required build-to line less than or equal to 18 inches from 
the property line, glazing shall constitute a minimum of 30% of the area of a building 
face and shall not exceed 80% of the area of a building face. 
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6.7.5 Arcades 

a. Arcades at grade will maintain a minimum of 10 feet clear height and will be lit with a 
minimum of 1.0-foot candles. 

6.7.6 Service and Refuse Requirements 

Hotel and Commercial/Office / Retail that abuts an alley 

a. Every required loading space shall be located and arranged such that delivery vehicles 
may be driven upon or into said space from an alley. Such loading space shall have a 
minimum height of 14 feet and be accessible through a usable door not less than three 
feet in width and not less than six feet six inches in height opening from the building it is 
to serve. 

b. Every required loading space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet, a minimum 
width of 20 feet measured along the alley line, and a minimum depth of ten feet 
measured perpendicularly to the alley line. 

c. Loading space shall have a minimum area of 600 square feet where the gross floor area 
of all buildings on the lot exceeds 50,000 square feet, but not more than 100,000 square 
feet; a minimum area of 800 square feet where the gross floor area of all buildings is 
between 100,000 and 200,000 square feet; and shall be increased by an additional 200 
square feet for each additional 200,000 square feet or fraction thereof of gross floor 
area in the building. 

Condominiums (Residential) 

d. None 

Rental (Residential) 

e. None 

6.7.7 Service and Refuse Guidelines 

a. Storage areas shall be provided within the building of a size sufficient for the 
development to ensure that refuse is stored and loaded off-street. Refuse storage areas 
shall be directly and conveniently accessible from a curb cut. 

b. Service, utility, and mechanical functions, including retail loading, shall be located in 
alleys whenever present. When alleys are not present, service functions shall be placed 
within buildings. 

c. Service, utility, and mechanical equipment that is visible from the street shall be 
screened from view with landscaping or enclosures. Back flow and fire standpipes, along 
with utility box transformers, shall be screened . 

d. All screening devices shall be compatible with the architecture, materials and colors of 
adjacent buildings. 
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e. Trash and storage enclosures shall be architecturally compatible with the project design 
and landscaping shall be provided adjacent to the enclosure(s) to screen them and deter 
graffiti. 

f. Trash enclosures and retail loading areas shall be sited to minimize nuisance to adjacent 
properties. 

g. The location of trash enclosures shall be easily accessible for trash collection and should 
not impede general site circulation patterns during loading operations. 

h. Mechanical equipment shall vent to an alley wherever possible. 

i. Roof-vent penetrations and mechanical equipment shall be located at least 10 feet from 
any exterior Building Face. 

j. Gutters and downspouts shall be made of galvanized steel, copper (not copper coated), 
or aluminum. 

6.7.8 Storefronts 

a. Storefront (residential, retail, restaurant and commercial) requirements shall include 
frontage along streets and grade level open spaces. 

b. Storefronts shall comprise a minimum of 70% of the building's street level fa~ade along 
Vine Street and 40% along all other streets and be recessed where necessary. 

c. Storefront glazing shall comprise a minimum of 60% of the storefront area along Vine 
Street and 40% glazing along all other streets. 

d. All retail space shall have a minimum 12 feet finished ceiling clearance. 

e. Storefront openings shall be no wider than 100 feet and no smaller than 15 feet. 
Storefront sills shall be a minimum of 18 inches and a maximum of 30 inches above the 
adjoining grade. 

f. Storefront openings shall be no shorter than 12 feet above the adjoining grade for 90% 
of the required storefront frontage. 

g. Security grilles will be located behind glass and be at minimum 70% open. 

h. At-grade storefront glazing at, or adjacent to, and/or facing any public right-of-way shall 
incorporate transparent, clear, colorless glazing with no reflectivity. 

i. Awnings shall not obscure storefront sign age. Vinyl awnings are not permitted. 

6.8 Podium Standards 

6.8.1 The purpose of the Podium Standards is to provide a modern interpretation of the historical 
context of Hollywood by establishing different treatment of the building's base, middle and top 
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through the vertical articulation of the street wall fa~ade by the use of balconies, projections, 
recesses, fenestration and changes in massing, color, material or other elements. 

6.8.2 Podiums shall comply as applicable with the minimum setback requirements set forth in Figures 
6.1.2a - d. 

6.8.3 No podium shall be greater than 120 feet, except that portion of the podium that is built to the 
property line on Ivar Avenue. 

6.9 Podium Guidelines 

6.9.1 Podiums shall have fenestration that establishes a clear pattern on the fa~ade (with special 
attention paid to facades that are visible from a public street) and that provides depth and 
additional articulation. 

6.9.2 An identifiable break between the building's ground floors and upper floors shall be provided. 
This break may include a change in material, change in fenestration pattern or similar means. 

6.9.3 Podium level windows shall be vertically oriented. 

6.9.4 Podium levels shall be predominantly light in color. 

6.9.5 An expression band shall be provided at the highest story within the podium. 

6.9.6 While blank street wall fa~ades shall be avoided, an exception may be made for integration of 
public art or an articulated fa~ade if it adds scale and interest to an otherwise bland frontage. In 
these cases, the fa~ade shall be a maximum of four floors high, and shall have variation in its 
surface plane (using cutouts, insets or pop-outs). It shall employ different scales of elements as 
viewed when seeing the entire building massing. 

6.9.7 Louvers and wall openings shall be designed to integrate with building architecture. 

6.9.8 Podiums are encouraged as feasible to be set back from Pantages to preserve sightlines and 
promote groundfloor open space. 

6.10 Street and Sidewalk Standards 

6.10.1 The Site is comprised of a variety of public elements that include open spaces, streets and 
sidewalks. The Hollywood Walk of Fame is an integral element that fronts open spaces on both 
East and West Sites. Its adjacency to the public plazas requires compatibility and cohesiveness. 

6.10.2 The combination of landscaped plazas, publicly accessible passageways and landscaped streets 
and sidewalks creates diversity, and at the same time forms a single unified system. 
Cohesiveness shall be achieved by providing certain uniform elements such as lighting, paving, 
rhythmic tree plantings and continuous open spaces in a consistent palette of materials and 
fu rn ish i ngs. 
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6.11 Screening Standards 

6.11.1 Except for the minimum ground level frontage required for access, loading shall be screened 
from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and streets. 

6.11.2 Trash enclosures shall be provided and screened from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and 
streets. Rehabilitated trash enclosures shall be screened from the view of adjacent public 
sidewalks and streets. 
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7. TOWERS 

7.1 Purpose 

7.1.1 Towers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear slender. 

7.1.2 Towers shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry and exhibit big, simple moves. 
They shall not appear overwrought or to have over-manipulated elements. 

7.1.3 Towers that emulate a more streamlined modern style shall provide variety through subtle 
details in the curtain wall, and the articulation of a human-scaled base at the street level. 

7.1.4 If a project has more than one tower, the towers shall be complementary to each other and 
employ a similar yet varied architectural design approach. 

7.1.5 Generally, buildings over 150 feet tall (the historic datum for Hollywood) shall not be historicized. 
They are contemporary forms in the skyline and shall appear as such. 

7.2 Projections 

7.2.1 The following building elements and operations equipment can project beyond the maximum 
permitted building height: 

a. Roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating fans or similar 
equipment required to operate and maintain the building; 

b. Skylights, towers, steeples, flagpoles, water tanks, silos; 

c. Wireless masts; and 

d. Solar energy devices and similar structures. 

7.2.2 Permitted building elements or equipment in Section 7.2.1 shall be screened as practical and 
based on building design except if such projections - e.g., flagpoles or steeples - are part of the 
architecture or design. The use of creative materials and forms for screening is encouraged. 

7.2.3 Enclosures for bulkheads shall not count against building height. 

7.3 General Standards 

7.3.1 A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or longer 
dimension parallel to the north-south streets. 

7.3.2 Distinctive tower crown and lighting permitted but not required at the highest one (1) story and 
rooftop mechanical equipment enclosure. 

7.3.3 Towers shall be set back from maximum street wall height a minimum of 10 feet except for 
towers fronting Vine Street on the West site, these towers shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet 
from the maximum street wall height. 
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7.3.4 Towers shall be setback on West Site from shared property line with Hollywood Playhouse a 
minimum of 20 feet. 

7.3.5 Adherence to minimum setbacks and other separation standards for towers is required as may 
be applicable to a specific tower and its location with the Project area. Please refer to standards 
for towers set forth in Figures 6.1.2.a - d. 

7.3.6 Tower orientation and placement that enhances important sightlines is encouraged. 

7.3.7 The tallest tower on anyone site (East site or West site) shall be within 35 percent of the tallest 
height on the other site (East site or West site). The height differential shall be calculated 
relative to the tallest tower in the Project. 

7.4 Wall Standards 

7.4.1 All walls are required to be articulated. 

7.4.2 The following types of articulation of a tower wall are permitted: 

a. Recess; 

b. Standard balconies may be projecting or recessed or a combination of both; and 

c. Bay windows. 

fig. 7.4.2.a: Balcony/Recess fig. 7.4.2.b: Bay Window 
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7.4.3 Balcony: a balcony shall be integral to the fa~ade (see figs. 7.4.3.a and b) and shall not create a 
relentless horizontal and vertical stacking pattern . Balconies are encouraged to create a complex 
and varied pattern along the fa~ade using various balcony sizes and architectural configurations 
and shall be a minimum 75% transparent. Balconies are encouraged on buildings facing major 
public spaces such as plazas, passageways and open spaces. Long balconies resembling corridors 
are prohibited. 

fig. 7.4.3.a: Recess/Balcony: Integral Balcony fig. 7.4.3.b: Bay Window: Integral Balcony 
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7.5 Spacing Standards 

7.5.1 If two towers are located on a single site the towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural 
light and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline. 

7.5.2 Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the 
same parcel, except for the following which will meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset 
(staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the 
towers are curved or angled. See fig. 7.5.2. 

1) OFFSET TOWERS 

IC=::J~ 2) ADJACENT TOWERS 

I PERC~I 

.,. J...AIItGIESTwlNClOW$ w ~"1iOOU 
Mi. NOT J' 1"Qii.04G Oh'EJINOTHEJII: 

3) CURVED OR ANGLED TCM'ERS 
no=< 

fig. 7.5.2: Tower Spacing 

7.5.3 Since a tower is defined as any building above 150 feet, all buildings above 150 feet shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from any portion of any adjacent or separate building on the site, 
exceeding 150 feet, excluding a project within the height range of 150 to 220 feet, as shown in 
figures 6.1.2.a.1 and 6.1.2.a.2. 

7.5.4 Spires, signage, parapets, and mechanical enclosures are excluded from the tower spacing 
regulations. 

7.6 Rooftops Guidelines 

7.6.1 Rooftops and setbacks are highly visible and provide a significant amenity. They shall be 
landscaped with consideration for use and be visually attractive when viewed from locations 
adjacent and above. 

7.6.2 For rooftops to be developed as usable outdoor area, refer to requirements specified under 
common open space, Section 8.5. 
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7.6.3 All other roof surfaces and setbacks shall provide surface materials which are not reflective or 
high contrast colors. 

7.6.4 All obtrusive features such as vents, bulkheads and cooling units shall be screened from lateral 
and pedestrian views. 

7.7 Parapets, Handrails, Roof Mechanical Equipment Screening Standards 

7.7.1 Parapets and handrails shall be finished in a distinctive manner if part of an expression band or 
expression line. 

7.7.2 Materials and design for roof mechanical equipment shall be consistent with the building 
architecture and shall utilize similar colors and materials as in other portions of the building. 

7.7.3 Roof mechanical equipment shall be screened. 
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8. OPEN SPACE 

8.1 Overview 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 
be used to enhance the experience of the visitor and resident. Open space also will enable important 
pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space also will be 
designed to showcase the Capital Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 
outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities. 

This section sets forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project: areas to be 
accessible to the public (Grade Level Open Space, Publicly Accessible Passageways and Rooftop Open 
Space) and areas to be designed for the residential uses (Common Open Space and Private Open Space). 

8.2 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

8.2.1 Grade level open space is a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. The 
purpose of a grade level open space is to provide a landscaped open space to preserve views of 
the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and accentuate the low scale character. 

8.2.2 Minimum grade level open space will be S% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.a.l- 2 and 8.1.1) 

8.2.3 An additional 3% of open space (total 8%) shall be required for buildings between 221 feet and 
400 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.b.l- 2 and 8.1.2) 

8.2.4 An additional S% (total 10%) of open space shall be required for buildings between 401 feet and 
SSO feet (See Fig. 6.1.2.c.l- 2 and 8.1.3) 

8.2.5 An additional 7% (total 12%) of open space shall be required for buildings taller than SSO feet. 
(See Fig. 6.1.2.d.l- 2 and 8.1.4) 

8.2.6 Location 

a. East Site: adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building; West Site: across 
from the Capitol Records Building along Vine Street and along Yucca Street. 

b. Minimum depth: no horizontal dimension less than 10 feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. Open 
space on West Site fronting Vine Street shall have a horizontal dimension no less than 
lS feet when measured perpendicular from any point. 

c. On West Site, open space must occupy the area to the west of a line struck at 40 
degrees from center line of Vine Street ROW at alignment with the southern most 
property line and a minimum 10' setback from the southeast corner of the Capitol 
Records Building. (See Figs. 8.1.1- 4) 

8.2.7 Sections 8.3.4 through 8.3.10 (excepting 8.3.4.a) below shall apply to Grade Level Open Space. 
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Figs 8.1.1- 8.1.4: Grade Level Open Space 

Fig 8.1.1: open space requirements for maximum building height at 220' 

CENTG R' UNE OF ViNe $l~T 

Fig. 8.1.2: open space requirements for maximum building height at 400' 
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ZCNED 

Fig. 8.1.3: open space requirements for maximum building height at 550' 

zalEA 

Fig. 8.1.4: open space requirements for maximum building height at 585' 
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8.3 Passageway Standards 

8.3.1 A publicly accessible passageway is a continuous through-block public connection between two 
parallel streets, located on privately owned land. The passageway may be either enclosed or 
open to the sky or a combination of both. 

8.3.2 Design Intent: to encourage public pedestrian circulation and other appropriate public uses on 
both sides along Vine Street. 

8.3.3 Location and Size standards: 

f------ J 

QJ 
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a. The major portion of a publicly accessible passageway is the largest area of the 
passageway and the area of primary use. Major portions shall be generally regular in 
shape, contiguous to each other, easily and directly accessible from adjoining buildings 
and public spaces. Major portions shall occupy no less than 75 percent of the total 
passageway area and shall not be less than 20'-0" wide. 

b. Minor portions of publicly accessible passageway are secondary areas that allow for 
additional flexibility in the shape and configuration of a passageway. Minor portions 
shall not occupy more than 25 percent of the total area of the passageway. The minor 
portion shall have a minimum width of 10 feet. 

c. The minor portion must be directly adjacent to the major portion. 

~-T r 

O[ 

•••• PAP 

fig. 8.3.3: Publicly Accessible Passageway 
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8.3.4 Permitted Obstructions: 

a. The minimum percentage of publicly accessible passageway area to be open to the sky 
(East and West Sites combined) shall be as follows: 

(i) Development with maximum building height of 150 feet: 0% 

(ii) Development with maximum building height of 220 feet: 20% 

(iii) Development with maximum building height of 400 feet: 30% 

(iv) Development with maximum building height of 550 feet: 40% 

(v) Development with maximum building height of 585 feet: 50% 

b. Permitted obstructions within the major portion of an open air publicly accessible 
passageway are any features, equipment, and appurtenances normally found in public 
parks and playgrounds, such as fountains and reflecting pools, waterfalls, sculptures and 
other works of art, arbors, trellises, benches, seats, trees, planting beds, litter 
receptacles, drinking fountains, and bicycle racks; open-air cafes; kiosks, outdoor 
furniture; lights and lighting stanchions; flag poles; public telephones; temporary 
exhibitions; balconies and bay windows; awnings, canopies and marquees; stairs, ramps 

fig. 8.3.4: View from Argyle Avenue Along PAP Towards Capitol Records 
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and bollards. 

8.3.5 Kiosk: 

a. Where a kiosk is provided, it shall be a one-story structure, predominantly of light 
materials, such as metal, glass, plastic, or fabric as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety in conformance with the Building Code. Kiosks, including roofed 
areas, shall not count as floor area, exceed 3% of the total area of the publicly accessible 
passageway, or occupy an area of more than 250 square feet. 

b. A kiosk may be freestanding or may be attached on only one side to a wall of the 
building. 

c. Any area occupied by a kiosk shall be excluded from the definition of floor area, and 
may be occupied by news or magazine stands, candy stands, and food preparation for 
open-air cafes, flower stands or public service/information booths. 

d. All kiosks greater than 250 square feet are permitted but will count as floor area. 

8.3.6 Open-Air Cafe: 

a. Where an open-air cafe is provided it shall be an unenclosed restaurant or open-air 
seating for an enclosed restaurant, eating, or drinking place, which may have waiter or 
table service and is open to the sky except for permitted obstructions such as trees, 
arbors, awnings or canopies. 

b. An open-air cafe shall be accessible from a minimum of two sides where there is a 
boundary with the remainder of the publicly accessible passageway. The boundary shall 
be defined by planters or temporary decorative barricades. Seating may be reserved for 
customers. 

c. An open-air cafe may occupy an aggregate area not more than 20% of the total area of 
the publicly accessible passageway. No cooking equipment shall be installed within an 
open-air cafe. Cooking equipment may be contained in a kiosk adjoining the open-air 
cafe. An open-air cafe qualifying as a permitted obstruction shall be excluded from the 
definition of floor area. 

8.3.7 Service through windows: 

a. Outdoor eating services or uses occupying kiosks may serve customers on the publicly 
accessible passageway through open windows. 

8.3.8 Prohibition of parking spaces, loading berths, exhaust vents and building refuse storage areas: 

a. No building refuse storage areas or refuse storage from a kiosk or open-air cafe are 
permitted on any publicly accessible passageway. 

b. No exhaust vents are permitted on any publicly accessible passageway or on any 
building wall of the development fronting upon the passageway except where such 
vents are more than 10'-6" above the level of the passageway. 
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8.3.9 Frontages: 

a. Mandatory allocation of frontages for permitted use: at least 40% of the total frontage 
of building walls of the development fronting on a publicly accessible passageway shall 
be allocated for occupancy by permitted retail, restaurants and cultural uses. 

b. Such building frontage use requirement shall apply to both the mezzanine, if provided, 
and the street level. All such uses shall be directly accessible from the publicly 
accessible passageway with an entrance required every SO' at a minimum. The 
remaining frontage may be occupied by other uses, vertical circulation elements and 
building lobbies. 

8.3.10 Maintenance: 

a. The building owner shall be responsible for the maintenance of the publicly accessible 
passageway including, but not limited to, the confinement of permitted obstructions, 
litter control, and the care and replacement of vegetation within the passageway and in 
the street sidewalk area adjacent to the passageway. 

b. Litter receptacles: shall be provided with a minimum capacity of one cubic foot for each 
2,000 square feet of publicly accessible passageway area. An additional capacity of one 
cubic foot of litter receptacle shall be provided for each 2,000 square feet of 
passageway in connection with outdoor eating services or other uses permitted on 
passageway which generate litter. 

8.4 Roof-top Open Space 

8.4.1 The Project shall include roof-top open space. 

8.4.2 Roof-top open space shall include an observation area (i.e., viewing deck) accessible to the 
public. 

8.4.3 The hotel, if developed, may include an observation area (i.e., open space viewing area) 
accessible to the public. 

8.4.4 The hotel observation area (i.e., viewing area), if developed, shall satisfy the requirement in 
section 8.4.1 above. 

8.4.5 Roof-top open space may include a cafe. 

8.5 Residential Common Open Space 

8.5.1 Common open space is intended to be a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the 

interior of a parcel; secure, primarily passive recreational open space for resident adults and play 
space for children; and to be visually attractive when viewed from apartments adjacent and 
above. The publicly accessible passageway cannot be used to meet the residential common 
open space requirements. 

8.5.2 Common Open Space Standards 
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a. Provide at a minimum the following usable open space per dwelling unit: 100 square 
feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each unit 
having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three 
habitable rooms. 

b. Usable open space shall mean an area which is designed and intended to be used for 
active or passive recreation. Usable open space may consist of private and/or common 
area as further defined and regulated herein. 

c. Open space shall be open to the sky and have no structures that project into the 
common open space area, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 

d. Common open space shall be readily accessible to all the residents of the Site. 

e. Common open space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet with no horizontal 
dimension less than 15 feet when measured perpendicular from any point on each of 
the boundaries of the open space area. 

f. Common open space shall constitute at least 50% of the total required usable open 
space in the built development. 

g. Common open space areas shall incorporate recreational amenities including but not 
limited to swimming pools, spas, picnic tables, benches, children's play areas, ball 
courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, gym and fitness center. 

h. Common open space shall be located at any story above curb level. The roof of any 
portion of a building used for accessory parking or for any permitted non-residential use 
may be considered as common open space. 

i. Refer to LAMC 12.21.G for additional open space requirements. 

8.6 Residential Private Open Space 

8.6.1 A private open space area is an area contiguous to and immediately accessible from a single 
dwelling unit. 

8.6.2 Residential Open Space Standards: 

a. Private open space shall contain a minimum area of 50 square feet, of which no more 
than 50 square feet per dwelling unit shall be attributable to the total required usable 
open space. 

b. Private open space shall have no horizontal dimension less than six feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. 

c. Private open space shall provide a minimum eight-foot vertical clearance under any 
projection, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 
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d. That portion of a balcony which extends or projects into a required front yard in 
compliance with Zoning Code may qualify as usable open space provided it meets each 
of the above specified requirements noted in items a-c. 
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9. LANDSCAPE 

9.1 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

9.1.1 Planting requirements: a minimum of 10% of grade level open space shall be landscaped with 
softscape or water features. 

9.1.2 Landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant material and 30% of all 
landscaping shall be California Natives or drought tolerant. 

9.1.3 The landscaped portion of open space may be designed as a single area or multiple planted 
areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.1.4 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42" 

b. Shrubs: 30" 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18" 

9.1.5 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.1.6 Permitted obstructions: the following are permitted obstructions which may occur in the grade 
level open space: 

a. Building entries, steps, ramps, balconies, bay windows, architectural facade details, 
marquees, canopies, awnings, outdoor dining, and retail storefronts. 

9.1.7 Open-air publicly accessible passageways are not to be included in the grade level open space 
requirements. 

9.2 Common Open Space Standards 

9.2.1 A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, 
shrubs or trees. 

9.2.2 At least one 36-inch box tree for every four dwelling units shall be provided on-site and may 
include street trees in the parkway, sidewalks adjoining the property, open space, publicly 
accessible passageway and common roof decks. 

9.2.3 For a surface area not located directly on finished grade that is used for common open space, 
and located at ground level or the first habitable room level, shrubs and/or trees shall be 
contained within permanent planters at least 3~-inches in depth, and lawn or ground cover shall 
be at least 12-inches in depth . 

9.2.4 All required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic irrigation system and be 
properly drained. 
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fig. 9.3.a: Movable Seating fig. 9.3.b: Open Air Cafe 

9.3 Standards For Open Air Portions of Publicly Accessible Passageway 

9.3.1 The landscaped portion of open air passageways may be designed as a single area or multiple 
planted areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.3.2 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42". 

b. Shrubs: 30". 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18". 

9.3.3 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.3.4 Planting requirements: 

a. A minimum of 10% of open air publicly accessible passageway shall be landscaped. 
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b. For each 400 square feet of landscaped area there shall be at least one (I) major shade 
tree or two (2) minor ornamental trees. 

c. The remaining landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant 
material. 

j BACK IiI ---t-I I 

: : 12"MIN. 

12"MIN' -I 9 
36" MAX. ACCESS \J 

30" MI N. 

ACCE~ ~CESS 
PLAN SECTION - SINGLE SEAT SECTION - DOUBLE SEAT 

fig. 9.3.5: Seating Standards 

9.3.5 Seating 

a. There shall be a minimum of one linear foot of seating for each 500 square feet of 
publicly accessible passageway excluding the area of an open-air cafe. 

b. One seat shall equal two linear feet. 

c. Not more than 50% of the linear seating capacity may be in moveable seats. Seating 
shall meet the following standards: 

(i) Seating without backs shall have a minimum depth of 16". For the 
benefit of handicapped persons, a minimum of 20% of the required 
seating shall have backs at least 12" high and a minimum depth of 14" . 
Seating 30" or more in depth shall count as double seating provided 
there is access to both sides. 

(ii) Seating higher than 36" and lower than 12" above the level of the 
adjacent walking surface shall not count toward meeting the seating 
requirements. 

(iii) The tops of walls including but not limited to those which bound 
planting beds, fountains and pools may be counted as seating when 
they conform to the dimensional standards in subparagraphs (i) and 
(ii) above. 

d. Moveable seating or chairs, excluding seating of open-air cafes, may be credited as 30 
inches of linear seating per chair. Steps and seating in open-air cafes do not count 
toward meeting the seating requirements. 
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9.4 Tree Planting Guidelines 

9.4.1 It is the intent to comply with the Urban Forestry Division standard guidelines regarding street 
tree locations and planting procedures. Regular spacing of the street trees is critical to the 
overall image of the Project, establishing the module for locating all of the other elements of the 
streetscape and certain building elements such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections. 

9.4.2 Street trees playa very important role in the Project. To create a strong visual order, trees shall 
be planted in continuous, uniformly spaced rows along the streets. To acknowledge 
microclimatic variations and to avoid monoculture demise, different tree species shall be 
required on the designated hierarchy of street types. In all cases, the trees shall be planted in a 
single row on sidewalks leading to or abutting the development. 

9.4.3 Spacing of the street trees is critical to the overall image of the development, so their regular 
spacing becomes the module for locating all of the other elements on the sidewalks such as light 
standards, pavement scoring patterns and curb cut zones. It is important that building elements 
affecting tree spacing, such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections, be coordinated at the 
outset to avoid conflict with the established tree-planting pattern. 

9.5 lighting Standards 

9.5.1 Lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the street lighting. Its 
purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians' faces, articulate the 
building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the 
development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime 
streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain. 

9.5.2 Supplemental lighting shall meet the following minimum requirements: 

a. Supplemental sidewalk lighting for pedestrians shall be provided on all sides of the 
parcel and designed in conjunction with the grade level open space and open publicly 
accessible passageway. 

b. Lighting will be operated from dusk to dawn. 

c. Lighting will utilize a "white" light source with a color rendering index (CRI) of 65 or 
greater, i.e. metal halide, fluorescent, compact fluorescent, white cold cathode, white 
neon, or white HPS. 

d. Steps and ramps will be lighted with a minimum of 1.0-foot candles on a horizontal 
plane. 

e. Lighting approach will be consistent on each parcel with not more than 30 feet between 
elements. 

f. All exterior lighting shall be shielded or directed toward the areas to be lit to limit spill
over onto off-site uses. 

g. Light quality shall not be harsh, glaring, blinking or shed beyond property boundaries. 
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9.5.3 Responsibility for maintenance: 

a. The Building Owner shall be responsible for maintenance of all lighting associated with 
the property and for the maintenance of tenant lighting used to meet these 
requirements. No luminaire or lighted element which is to meet these requirements 
shall be out of commission for more than 10 consecutive days. 

b. Additional lighting such as plant lighting, colored lighting, signage lighting, etc. will be 
used. The operation of additional lighting will be at the discretion of the building 
Owner. 

9.5.4 Lighting for areas located inside the lot line and visible from the street, such as service yards, 
loading docks, service or garage entrances, shall be lighted with "white" light sources in 
attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

9.5.5 Lighting for above-grade parking garage facilities shall utilize "white" light sources and the 
luminaires' brightness shall be shielded from view of the street or any residential living space. 
This may be accomplished through architectural screening, luminaire placement, or integral 
lumina ire shielding. Parking garages which are entirely concealed from exterior view are exempt 
from this requirement. 

9.6 Publicly Accessible Passageway lighting Standards 

9.6.1 A publicly accessible passageway shall be illuminated throughout with an overall minimum 
average level of illumination of not less than 1.0 maintained foot candle (lumens per square foot) 
on the horizontal plane at grade. 

9.6.2 Such level of illumination shall be maintained throughout the hours of darkness. Light sources 
shall be white light. 

9.7 Continuity of Design 

9.7.1 Design elements and architectural clues that reinforce where appropriate continuity between 
open and enclosed spaces at grade level is encouraged. Continuity of design may reinforce 
pedestrian circulation and support the Project's way-finding features. 

9.7.2 Where possible, materials, lighting, site elements and landscape shall be similar between 
different open and enclosed public spaces at the grade level. 
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10. PARKING 

10.1 Automobile Standards 

10.1.1 Base Standards 

The following standards shall apply for the base level of parking to be provided as the minimum 
for each use in the project area. The Regulations set forth below incorporate the parking 
requirements in the LAMC, where applicable, and supersede the LAMC requirements for 
development of the Project. 

a. Commercial/Office / Retail: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area of 
commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade schools, or 
research and development buildings on any lot. The Regulations incorporate applicable 
parking requirements in the LAMC as set forth below. 

b. Sports Club: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area. 

c. Hotel 

One parking space for each individual guest room or suite of rooms for the first 30; 

One additional parking space for each two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
30 but not exceeding 60; and 

One additional parking space for each three guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
60. 

d. Condominiums (Residential): 

Two parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

One-quarter parking space per dwelling unit for guest parking. 

e. Rental (Residential): 

One parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms; one-and
one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms; and two 
parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms. 

f. Combination of Uses: 

Where there is a combination of uses on a lot, the base number of parking spaces 
required shall be the sum of the requirements of the various uses. 

10.1.2 Shared Parking: 
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a. Shared parking may be applied to the Section 10.1.1 base rates for the Site when the 
uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour 
cycle or between weekends and weekdays. The intent is to maximize efficient use of 
the site by matching parking demand with complimentary uses. The calculation of the 
parking requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to its construction. 

b. Calculating Shared Parking: 

10.2 Additional Regulations 

(i) The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a 
phase of development shall be calculated from Section 10.1.1. above 
to establish the "Base Demand." 

(ii) For parking spaces that are to be shared between uses, the calculated 
minimum parking requirement for the Site, including that new phase 
of construction, is to be adjusted from the Base Demand based on the 
procedures in Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) 
or another source as determined by the Director of Planning. 

10.2.1 The automobile parking spaces required shall be provided either on the same lot as the use for 
which they are intended to serve or on another lot located within 750 feet of the lot; said 
distance to be measured horizontally along the streets between the two lots, except that where 
the parking area is located adjacent to an alley, public walk or private easement which is easily 
usable for pedestrian travel between the parking area and the use it is to serve, the 7s0-foot 
distance may be measured along said alley, walk or easement. 

10.2.2 Curb cuts for driveways shall be located no closer than SO feet to the intersection of two streets 
unless approved by The Department of Transportation. 
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10.2.3 Access driveways to parking facilities not at signalized intersections shall not exceed 28 feet in 
width. The minimum separation between drives located along the same frontage shall be SO 
feet. 

10.2.4 Parking and loading access shall be shared where feasible. 

10.2.5 Priority placement within parking structures shall be given to bike parking, car-share parking, and 
other alternative ride vehicles. 

10.2.6 Pedestrian entrances to all parking shall be directly from the street, except that underground 
parking garages may be entered directly from a building. 

10.3 Screening 

10.3.1 Above grade parking for the first 20 feet shall be lined with habitable floor area having a 
minimum depth of 20 feet along street frontages where feasible and shall be designed to blend 
in with the form and massing and to look like an integral part of the building, with the use of 
windows and/or cladding, or by landscaping, or green screens, or a combination thereof. The 
interior of a parking structure shall be designed to be screened from the view of streets and 
sidewalks. 

10.4 Bicycle Standards 

10.4.1 Bicycle parking shall be provided per Ordinance No.182386. 
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10.5 Transportation Demand Management Plan 

10.5.1 The Project shall incorporate a comprehensive transportation demand management plan. 

10.5.2 The transportation demand management plan shall set forth best practices that relate to the 
Project Site and the Project's building design features in order to: 

a. Promote bicycle and pedestrian circulation within the Project Site. 

b. Promote alternative modes of transportation. 

c. Create pedestrian linkages to public and private amenities outside the Project Site. 

d. Provide convenient and attractive onsite pedestrian linkages for routes to the Metro 
Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

e. Provide adequate parking, but provide incentives to tenants and residents to utilize 
alternative modes of travel. The incentives shall include bicycle facilities, car sharing, 
discounted subway passes, and parking spaces as an only optional part of all lease and 
sale agreements. 
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11. SIGNAGE 

11.1 Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance No. 181340: Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 
(Amended) pursuant to Section 13.11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

11.2 Modification to Guidelines 

Notwithstanding Section 11.1, high-rise signs located within 24 feet from the top of the building and 
meeting the requirements of the Building Code shall be permitted. See fig. 11.2. 
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fig. 11.2: High Rise Sign 
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12. SUSTAINABILITY 

12.1 Non-Residential Projects 

The Standard of Sustainability establishes a requirement for non-residential projects at or above 50,000 
square feet of floor area, high-rise residential (above six stories) projects at or above 50,000 square feet 
of floor area, or low-rise residential (six stories or less) of SO or more dwelling units within buildings of at 
least 50,000 square feet of floor area to meet the intent of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design® (LEED®) Certified level. The Standard also applies to existing buildings that meet the minimum 
thresholds described above when redevelopment construction costs exceed a valuation of 50% of the 
existing building's replacement cost. 

12.2 Other Projects 

The project must include a LEED® Accredited Professional (LEED® AP) on the project team, and 
demonstrate that the project has met the intent of the US Green Building Council's (USG Be) LEED® 
Certified level. Formal certification by the USGBC is not required. 
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Awning: glazing or fabric on metal frame structure supported entirely by the building to provide 
weather protection at doors, windows and/or storefronts; may be retractable. 

Base: the lower portion of a building located at or within 150' above curb level. 

Canopy: glazing, fabric and/or metal structure with vertical supports located on the sidewalk to provide 
weather protection at a building's primary entrance. 

Expression band: a distinctive linear architectural element occurring on the building base facade at the 
highest floor. The band shall be contrasting in color, texture, material and/or fenestration from the adjacent 
building base facade. Projections may occur within an expression band. 

Grade level open space: a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. 

Maximum building height: the maximum height permitted, measured from the adjacent street curb level. 

Maintenance: the ongoing repair, care and upkeep of a property. 

Open space use: active and passive recreational areas accessible to the general public, except as noted 
herein. Open spaces can occur in publicly accessible passageways, grade level open space, residential 
common open space and residential private open space which are defined herein. 

Preservation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the act or 
process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic 
property. 

Publicly accessible passageway: a continuous through-block public connection between two parallel streets, 
located on privately owned land and designated for and designed to encourage public pedestrian circulation 
and other appropriate public uses. 

Rehabilitation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the process of 
returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient 
contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property which are significant to its 
historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

Required street wall: a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or grade level open space which 
must be built to a maximum height above curb level. 

Required street wall articulation, aggregate width of: the sum of the maximum widths of all segments of 
required street wall articulation on a street at the level of any story. The width of a required street wall 
articulation is measured in plan as the width of the street line from which perpendicular lines may be drawn 
to such required street wall articulation. 

Residential common open space: a lirear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the interior of a 
parcel located at any story above curb level. 

Residential private open space: open space that is contiguous to and immediately accessible only from a 
single dwelling unit. 

Setting: the area or environment in which a historic property is found. It may be an urban or suburban 
neighborhood or a natural landscape in which a building has been constructed. Elements of setting can 
include the relationship of buildings to each other, setbacks, views, sidewalks, and street trees. 
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Storefront: the architectural facade, including doorways, of any tenant-leased premise perimeter adjacent to 
public circulation areas. Storefronts refers to all permitted residential, retail uses including retail, service, 
restaurants and cultural establishments and commercial uses, including but not limited to hotels and sports 
clubs. 

Tower: the portion of a building located above 150' above curb level. 

Transparency: architectural elements that can be seen through or allows light to emit through, including but 
not mited to glass, trellis and wire mesh. 

All images and figures used in the Regulations were prepared for exclusive use by Millennium Hollywood LLC 
unless otherwise noted. 
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EXHIBITB 

Design Options 
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EXHIBIT C 

Detailed Project Description 
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City of Los Angeles October 2012 

The Project Applicant is proposing to develop a mixed-use development w-hich spans the north half of 

two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard 

and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface 

parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capital Records 

Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the 

rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project would implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City that 

would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development parameters for the 

Project Site and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the development parameters set forth 

in the agreement. Implementation of a proposed Development Agreement also would grant flexibility 

regarding the final arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics 

subject to detailed development controls. As a condition of approval for the Development Agreement, the 

City has guaranteed a range of community and economic benefits that the Project Applicant would not 

otherwise be obligated to provide through the standard permitting process. The Development Agreement 

will secure for the City the delivery of these public and economic benefits while protecting the Project 

Applicant's right to build the Proj ect over the term of the agreement. 

Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development 

Agreement betw-een the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development 

on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 

requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in 

the LAMC the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, 

the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards (the Concept Plan). Thus, the Concept Plan presented in this Draft ErR represents one scenario 

that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan includes 

approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), 

up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 

square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 

approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 

fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use.! The Concept Plan 

Note: All square jootage numbers jar the Project represent net square jootage. The term "net square jeet" is 

defined in LAAIC Section 14.5.3. Floor area is defined as the area in square feet confined within the exterior 

walls of a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction/Summary 

Page 1-5 
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would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor 

area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

Equivalency Program 

The proposed Equivalency Program is a planning tool that provides flexibility for modifications to land 

uses and square footages in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the Hollywood economy. 

The Equivalency Program is designed to limit the flexibility of how development may occur on-site and 

would apply to new development within the Project Site. The Equivalency Program defines a framework 

within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 

limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would 

occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in this Draft 

EIR. 

As a result and in addition to the proposed Concept Plan, this Draft EIR has identified two additional 

development scenarios, the Residential Scenario and the Commercial Scenario, which could be developed 

on the Project Site through implementation of the above described Development Agreement. The 

Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied in this Draft EIR as 

representative development scenarios, in order to help establish the maximum environmental impacts per 

each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. The Development Regulations, 

including the use, bulk and massing controls, also were used to study the maximum levels of impacts. 

The scenario that creates the maximum impacts is analyzed for each issue area. The maximum impacts 

from that most intense scenario per issue area creates the greatest environmental impact permitted for the 

Project for that issue area. 

The intent of the Equivalency Program is to allow flexibility with respect to the buildout of the Project. 

However, there are a number of controlling factors that ensure this Draft EIR has properly analyzed and 

disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. 

This Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each environmental 

issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. For instance, with 

respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The trip cap represents the 

total number of peak hour trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) that may be generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the total AM (7 AM to 10 

PM) plus PM (3 PM to 6 PM) peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial Scenario was 

determined to have the maximum (AM plus PM peak hour) trips equal to 1,498 trips. The Commercial 

Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted 

under any development scenario would be limited to 1,498 total peak hour trips. The total development 

building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, space for the 

landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction/Summary 
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ofland uses for the Project resulting from the Equivalency Program will not exceed this trip cap. 

In addition to traffic, the EIR will establish, as discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact 

Analysis, maximum levels for every other environmental impact produced by the Project. In no instance 

will any development scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Equivalency Program 

exceed the maximum environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which the vehicular trip cap is 

only one of several environmental thresholds. 

For this section, and in particular the Summary of Impacts Table presented below, the summary identifies 

the worst case scenario to illustrate the most conservative impact, as it relates to each specific 

environmental category. In the situation where a maximum quantifiable threshold point cannot be 

established (e.g., soils and geology), the Concept Plan has been analyzed 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Luci, 

EM36223 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 5:32 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Re: questions rei millennium and beyond 

You did well with answering the questions. 

On the response reo the fire dept.: 

The Fire Department, along with other city agencies, were given drafts of the EIR. The Fire Department responded twice to the 
EIR (these responses are provided in Appendix 4 or 5). 

It should be Appendix 4 of 5, not 4 or 5: 

Srimal 
On Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 4:28 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
SrimallSergio, 
Do you mind looking at this and let me know if I misrepresented anything? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding, but I was out of town on vacation and returned on Tuesday and am 
still catching up on e-mails. I answered those questions specific to the project. However, for those which you 
ask for the "City's position on issues and policies, I am afraid that I am not in a position to speak for the "City". 
To that end, I did try to provide information where appropriate. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 12:20 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci--

A lot of us are trying to understand how things stand without the developer agreement on millennium. i know 
you must have worked hard on the current agreement (is it called an "agreement" or something else?) some of 
these questions pertained to old agreement as well. 

1. Will the developer have to provide parking for his own employees? (if not, where will they park?) And, is it 
now city policy to allow developments to build without providing parking for them? 

The code does not differentiate between employee parking and customer parking when determining parking 
requirements. The parking requirements are based on the type of use and the square feet of each use type. 
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2. The General Framework, the Hollywood Community Plan, and TCC values/goals all call for neighborhood 
preservation. Hollywood residents are already plagued by cut through traffic and parking that threatens 
neighborhoods. What will the City and Millennium do to preserve local neighborhoods? 

3. What, exactly, is City policy about what measures should be taken to protect existing neighborhoods? Can 
you send that to me? 

Regarding questions 2 and 3 above: the development of Millennium involves the preservation of Capitol 
Records and the redevelopment of predominantly surface parking lots and the EIR prepared for the project 
includes mitigation measures relative to the traffic impacts caused by the project. For broader questions about 
how the framework, community plan, etc address local neighborhoods, please contact the Planner covering 
Hollywood, Monique Acosta at 213 .978-1 891 

4. What about the 1-2 schools Millennium estimated would be needed? Will it still pay for these? 

5. Ditto, library. 
For questions 4 and 5 above: The project is required to pay the appropriate Quimby, school, and library fees as 
required by code (and included in the Mitigation Measures). 

6. Why was no study done by the LA Fire Department about the impact -- including the cumulative impact -
of Millennium and the other (cumulative) related projects? Response times are already behind. 

The Fire Department, along with other city agencies, were given drafts of the EIR. The Fire Department 
responded twice to the EIR (these responses are provided in Appendix 4 or 5). The first, an e-mail dated 
October 24,2011 refers to Fire Flow requirements, and a letter dated December 14, 2011 identified the fire 
stations in proximity to the project and stated the response times for the proposed site meet the desired response 
distance standards of the LAFD. 

7. Why has no study been 

8. Has a terrorist threat analysis been done of what many are now calling the "Twin Towers of the West?" 
(many of us have been concerned about that for months, but out of discretion didn't raise it. Since Boston, 
however, there have been local terrorism awareness sessions, and we're worried. If there has been an 
assessment, where is that? what were its inclusions? 

To my knowledge, a terrorist threat analysis has not been conducted. My understanding is that these are often 
done at the request ofLAPD and that was not the case with this project. 

9. When will the actual use and design plans be made public for the Millennium? If not until after the council 
vote, why not now? And, why is this policy allowed for Millennium alone? 

Renderings and design standards for the project to date are available in the development regulations and have 
been presented throughout the process, including at PLUM. The project will be required to comply with the 
Development Regulations which were most recently reviewed and revised at PLUM. 

10. You emailed me before that the city no longer has any enforcement powers over community benefits and 
that any negotiations would have to be on a "third-party basis." Does that include neighborhoods, or only 
businesses like AMDA? 

Absent of a development agreement, we cannot speak to or enforce any arrangements or agreements made with 
respect to community benefits between the developer and any non-City entity, including neighborhood groups 
and AMDA. 
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11. Are ALL of the submissions and city communications involving Millennium now online? If not, can you 
put them up soonest? 

Allietters/emaiis that I received while I processed the case (up to the issuance of the CPC determination) were 
printed and included in the case file for the record. Following that, all communications I received were 
forwarded to the City Clerk's office. The EIR can be found under the Environmental tab of our departmental 
website, a copy of the CPC determination is available on PCTS. Other documents may be found on the City 
Clerk's Council File System. 

12. Can you give me the studies that back up the City's policies of awarding 15-50% credits for developers on 
assumption that people will stop driving and take cars, public transit, or walk, instead? 

Maybe I am not understanding the question, but I am not aware of a city policy that awards "credits" to 
developers. However, if you are referring to Code Section 12.21-A(4)(y) "City Planning Commission Authority 
for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-Site Parking or Transportation Alternatives", then it was 
permitted pursuant to Ordinance No. 173,492 (Effective Date 10110/000). Ordinances can be found using the 
City Clerk's council file management system and entering the ordinance number in the ordinance search tab. 

13. Is the City truly convinced that Millennium will create "no significant impact" on the 101? Even 
cumulatively, when taken together with at least 58 other projects? 

The EIR identified a significant impact to the North-bound on-ramp of 101 freeway at Argyle/Franklin. 

14. I have been told that there are now 60 projects in Hollywood. What are the other two? (And, does that 
include the Palladium project I saw online)? 

I am not sure how many cases have been filed in the Hollywood area, but Monique Acosta may be more 
helpful. I can say that environmental and tract map applications have been recently filed with the department for 
the Palladium project. 

15. In the DEIR, the CitylMillennium claimed that going back to by-right levels would not provide "enough 
density" to engage public transit incentives. Hollywood is already one of the densist in the City. How much 
more density will be required? And, how long will it take for this threshhold to work? 

I am not sure what threshold you are referring to. 

16. Is the City certain that no earthquake fault goes through the sites where Millennium is building? 

17. The Hollywood Community Plan lists "thousands" of sensitive responders. Millennium claims zero. The 
City has approved both. Which is accurate? 

I am not sure what you mean by sensitive responders. 

18. How many residential units are there in the 60 projects? 

Again, I am not familiar with the 60 projects you are referring to or whether they all include residential uses. 

19. What, exactly, is the City's position on CEQA "streamlining?" 
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Sorry to ask so many questions, but there are many, many, more about this project and the others. I'm happy to 
take questions to other people you may refer me to as well. 

I also want to request an interview with Michael LoGrande as soon as possible. I assume I can ask you about 
that? Let me know if someone else ... 

I do not set up interviews or manage Mr. LoGrande's calendar. I believe the best person to speak to about that 
would be Lily Quan in the Executive Office at 213 .978 .1271 

Thanks, Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36453 

Lisa Webber < lisa.webber@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:53 PM 

Luciralia Ibarra 

Subject: Re: Invitation: MEETING WjCOUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM 

PRO ... @ Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

got it I'm going now 

On Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 1:47 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Not sure if you got this 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mike Feuer <mike.feuer@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 12:21 PM 
Subject: Invitation: MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'F ARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PRO ... @ 
Tue Ju123, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 
To: "luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Terry Kaufmann-Macias <terry. kaufmann
macias@lacity.org>, Dana Prevost <dana.prevost@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, 
Timothy McWilliams <tim.mcwilliams@lacity.org>, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 

more details » 
MEETING W/COUNCILMEMBER MITCH O'FARRELL RE MILLENNIUM PROJECT 
Contact: David Cano, CD13 Scheduler, 21 3-473-7013 
When Tue Jul 23, 2013 2pm - 2:30pm Pacific Time 

Where City Hall, Room 450 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Mike Feuer - organizer 

• Karla Cortez - creator 

• Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

• Dana Prevost 

• Lisa Webber 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Timothy McWilliams 

• Raymond Chan 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia. ibarra@lacity .org because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar 
luciralia. ibarra@lacity. org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org 

EM36454 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36227 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Friday, July 19, 2013 6:42 PM 
nyc.bill@aol.com 

Subject: City Council/Millennium Hearing Information From Whitley Heights 

A new Bulletin has been posted to Whitley Heights Bulletin Board. 

Title: Millennium Hearing Information 

Details: 

The Millennium / Hollywood / Capital Records project goes before the entire City 

Council for a vote this coming Wednesday. I know it is a work day but if you can 

be there --Be There!!! Over 40 community groups including homeowners 

associations and Neighborhood Councils have voiced their opposition to this 

development. Caltrans, a state agency has come out against it citing concerns 

about safety and the severe impact Millennium traffic will have on the 101 

Freeway. 

The question continues to be: to whom are our elected officials listening??? It 

doesn't appear to be us taxpayers who pay their salaries ... This project is 

entirely too large for Hollywood. It does not matter that the developers have 

reduced the number of floors. They still intend to shove a size 10 foot into a 

size 8 shoe. It remains that a 1.2 million sq. ft. development is vastly out of 

proportion to the community. 

Please come out Wed, 24 July at lOam -- LA City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, room 

340. 
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Carpool, take the Metro but just please come out and voice your opposition 

to the vastness and impact this project will have on the Hollywood community. 

It is, after all, a COMMUNITY first!!! 

Regards, 

Whitley Heights 

Jack Humphreville Citywatch ... 

Millennium/O'Farrell 

The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

viTri tten by Jack Humphreville 

19 Jul 2013 

LA WATCHDOG -

If Mayor Eric Garcetti is 
Transportation, Building and Safety, 
further than Millennium Hollywood, a 
that will create massive gridlock at 
on the 101 Freeway. 

looking to remove the heads of the 
and Planning Departments, he needs to look no 
1.2 million square foot real estate development 

Hollywood and Vine and even screw up the traffic 

And the many Hollywood residents who are concerned about the 
Manhattanization of their community need to look no further than Mitch O'Farrell for 
the elected official who has the authority to lessen the impact of this highly 
profitable, $664 million high rise development. 

The Department of Transportation's analysis of the impact on traffic of this 

parking starved development is deficient. 

DOT failed to properly analyze the impact of this mega development on the 
101 Freeway despite repeated written and oral requests from the California Department 
of Transportation to the DOT and certain of our elected officials. 

impact of 
Furthermore, Transportation did a poor job of 

all the 60 to 70 prospective developments in 

2 

analyzing the cumulative 
Hollywood which, according 

RL0036092 



EM36229 

ht t p : //www . c i tywatchl a . com/lead- stori es - hidden/5421 - t he - mi l lennium- manha t tanizat i on- o f 
hol l ywood 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM36230 

Steve Ongele < steve.ongele@lacity.org > 
Saturday, July 20, 2013 5:35 PM 

To: 
Subject: 

Raymond Chan; Karen Penera; Lincoln Lee; Frank Bush; Ifa Kashefi; Bob Steinbach 
Fwd: The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

Fyi ..... . 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jack Humphreville <JackH@targetmediapartners.com> 
Date: Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 2:39 PM 
Subject: The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
To: Herb Wesson <councilmember.wesson@lacity .org> 

The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

Written by Jack Humphreville 

19 Jul2013 

LA WATCHDOG - If Mayor Eric Garcetti is looking to remove the heads of the 
Transportation, Building and Safety, and Planning Departments, he needs to look no further 
than Millennium Hollywood, a 1.2 million square foot real estate development that will create 
massive gridlock at Hollywood and Vine and even screw up the traffic on the101 Freeway. 

And the many Hollywood residents who are concerned about the Manhattanization of their 
community need to look no further than Mitch O'Farrell for the elected official who has the 
authority to lessen the impact of this highly profitable, $664 million high rise development. 

The Department of Transportation's analysis of the impact on traffic of this parking starved 
development is deficient. DOT failed to properly analyze the impact of this mega development 
on the 101 Freeway despite repeated written and oral requests from the California Department 
of Transportation to the DOT and certain of our elected officials. 

Furthermore, Transportation did a poor job of analyzing the cumulative impact of all the 60 to 
70 prospective developments in Hollywood which, according ................... . 

http ://www.citywatchla.com/lead-stories-hidden/5421-the-millennium-manhattanization-of
hollywood 
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Steve Ongele 
Resource Management Bureau 
LA Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 960 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-482-6703 

EM36231 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36455 

Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:53 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Millennium Hollywood <info@millenniumhollywood.net> 
Date: Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 1: 13 PM 
Subject: The Truth About Seismic Concerns For Millennium Hollywood 
To: kevin.keller@lacity.org 

Is this email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 

SuppoIi Our Projec1: 
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The Truth About Seismic Concerns for Millennium 

Hollywood 

Mi lIennium 
Ho§ywood 

The allegations regarding the environmental review of the Millennium Hollywood 

project that were raised by attorney Robert Silverstein are misleading and false. Mr. 

Silverstein is well known for his theatrics and alarmist tactics as well as for litigating 

against numerous developments in the Hollywood area. The charge that our project site is 

located on the Hollywood Fault is refuted by the only subsurface investigation done to 

date. 

~---~ 

Read More 

Support Millennium Hollywood on July 24 at City 
Council! 

2 
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Decision day is here for the Millennium Hollywood project and we need your 

help! On Wednesday, July 24, the Los Angeles City Council will hold the final public 

hearing on the Millennium Hollywood project, and we need your voices to be heard! With 

your help, Millennium Hollywood will transform a series of surface parking lots into a 

transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly development that will further ... 

~---~ 

Read More 
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Copyright © 2013 Millennium Hollywood, All rights reserved. 

You are receiving this email because you opted in at our website. 

If you would no longer like to be on the list, feel free to unsubscribe 

at any time. 

Our mailing address is: 

Millennium Hollywood 

1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Add us to your address book 

forward to a friend 

unsubscribe from this list I update subscription preferences 

Kevin J. Keller, AICP 
Senior City Planner 

This email wassentto kevin.keller@lacity.org 
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Millennium Hollywood · 1680 N. Vine St, Suite 1000 . Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
kevin. keller@lacity.org 
213.978.1211 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Ray, 

EM36459 

lida granados < lida.granados@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 2:10 PM 
Raymond Chan 
Re: Thank you 

Are you available for a phone call at 3 :00/3 :05? We will call you on your cell. 

Please advise. 

Thank you, 

Lida 

On Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 8:59 AM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thank you Kelli. Talk to you later. 

Ray 

On Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 8:43 AM, Kelli Bernard <kelli.bernard@lacity.org> wrote: 
I'm at JFB this morning but will give you a call this afternoon. 

Enjoy the time off. 

From: Raymond Chan [mailto: raymond.chan@lacity.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 08:26 AM 
To: Kelli Bernard <keIlLbernard@lacity.orq>; Kelly Bernard <KeIlLBernard@ladwp.com> 
Subject: Thank you 

Good morning Kelli, 

I just want to thank you for your time to meet with Steve and me. I look forward to meeting with 
you again as your schedule permits. 

Per our conversation yesterday, I am requesting vacation time-off on the following days: 
Monday 8/12, 
Thursday 8/15, 
Friday 8/16, and 
Monday 8/19 

Please advise. 

On a separate note, the Millennium Hollywood project will be heard in Council tomorrow. 
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Do you have 5 minutes today so I can brief you? 

Regards, 

Ray 

Lida Granados 
Assistant to Kelli Bernard, Interim Chief of Economic Development 
Mayor's Office of Economic Development 
200 N. Spring St., Suite 1300 (13th floor) 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
lida. granados@lacity.org 
(213) 978-1626 
www.losangelesworks.org/ 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM36232 

Steve Ongele < steve.ongele@lacity.org > 
Saturday, July 20, 2013 5:35 PM 

To: 
Subject: 

Raymond Chan; Karen Penera; Lincoln Lee; Frank Bush; Ifa Kashefi; Bob Steinbach 
Fwd: The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

Fyi ..... . 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jack Humphreville <JackH@targetmediapartners.com> 
Date: Fri, Jul 19,2013 at 2:39 PM 
Subject: The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
To: Herb Wesson <councilmember.wesson@lacity .org> 

The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

Written by Jack Humphreville 

19 Jul2013 

LA WATCHDOG - If Mayor Eric Garcetti is looking to remove the heads of the 
Transportation, Building and Safety, and Planning Departments, he needs to look no further 
than Millennium Hollywood, a 1.2 million square foot real estate development that will create 
massive gridlock at Hollywood and Vine and even screw up the traffic on the101 Freeway. 

And the many Hollywood residents who are concerned about the Manhattanization of their 
community need to look no further than Mitch O'Farrell for the elected official who has the 
authority to lessen the impact of this highly profitable, $664 million high rise development. 

The Department of Transportation's analysis of the impact on traffic of this parking starved 
development is deficient. DOT failed to properly analyze the impact of this mega development 
on the 101 Freeway despite repeated written and oral requests from the California Department 
of Transportation to the DOT and certain of our elected officials. 

Furthermore, Transportation did a poor job of analyzing the cumulative impact of all the 60 to 
70 prospective developments in Hollywood which, according ................... . 

http ://www.citywatchla.com/lead-stories-hidden/5421-the-millennium-manhattanization-of
hollywood 
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Steve Ongele 
Resource Management Bureau 
LA Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 960 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-482-6703 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

EM36234 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
<fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com> on behalf of Beachwood Canyon 

Neighborhood Association < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, July 21, 2013 10:16 AM 
maritza@marvista.org 

Subject: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 

-

LADBS Has Failed to Provide 
Necessary Oversight of Millennium 
Project Seismic Issues 
Our attorney, Robert Silverstein has sent a scathing letter to the Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety re Millennium's Fraudulent 
Seismic Studies. The LADBS is on notice of their responsibility to act 
in the light of their gross failure to provide proper oversight: 

"As you should be aware, critical issues about the inadequate 
geologic and seismic studies performed by Langan Engineering of 
Irvine, California on behalf of the Millennium Hollywood project 
developer have been raised by this office, other members of the 
public, and independent experts. These issues include: 

(1) The May and November 2012 Langan studies falsely state that 
the Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles away from the project site, based 
upon no cited evidence; 

(2) The Langan studies included a falsified map which misidentified 
the location of the subject property as being 850 feet north of its true 
location, in order to take it outside of the City's Fault Rupture 
Study boundary; and 

IN THIS ISSUE 
Building 8r. Safety on Notice 

Your Donations Needed 

Open Rehearsals at the Hollywood 

QUICK LINKS 

Hollvwood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
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(3) The Langan studies fail to acknowledge, and accordingly Phone: 213-972-2900 
suppress, relevant independent and authoritative data, including the 24916@laRd.lacity.org 
2010 California State Geological Survey Active Fault Trace Map, 
Professor Dolan's studies (1997) and Crook & Proctor's studies Emergencies: 9-1-1 
(1992), all of which indicate the existence of active fault traces across 
the subject property's East and West Sites. Non-Emergency: 

The Draft EIR and Final EIR upon which the City is relying for its 1-877 -ASK -LAPD 
approval of the Project and its various entitlements, including to allow 
the construction of 1.1 million square feet and two skyscrapers of 39 Return to tOR 
and 35 stories potentially on top of active earthquake faults, relies on 
the inadequate and demonstrably biased Langan studies. Langan has 
breached their professional duties, and, we believe, has engaged with FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
the Millennium developer to commit fraud. 

Beachwood Canyon 

The key issue for purposes of this letter is: What is Building & Neighborhood Association 

Safety's role in Langan's actions, and in allowing this fraud to proceed 
StoRTheMillenniumHollywood.org to the point that no corrective action has been taken by your 

Department to stop the City approval process and to require 
SaveHollywood .org preparation of new and valid geologic/seismic studies, which should 

be presented as part of a recirculated Draft EIR? Recall that we are a 
Hollyyyood United Neighborhood mere 9 days away from the City Council's planned approval of the 

project and certification of the Final EIR. Council 

The enormity of the human life, health and safety dangers implicated City Website 
Councilmember Tom Labonge by Langan, the Millennium Hollywood developer, and your actions 

cannot be overemphasized. What, exactly, are you planning to 
LANeighbors.org do, when, and what happened to the "rescission letter" that Mr. 

Prevost earlier said would be promptly issued to stop this dangerous 
Navigate Hollywood TriR Planner and illegal project? 

It would be a further violation of the law for the City now to attempt Webtraker - See flights over the 

simply to impose some additional modification of the project canyon 

approvals or require further testing after project approvals have been 
Parking Enforcement granted. To do so would be to paper over substantial deficiencies in 

the EIR and the CEQA process, and to thereby subvert that process. 
Return to tOR As our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: "Besides informing the 

agency decision makers themselves, the EIR is intended 'to 
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in fact 
analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions.'" 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 136, 
citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86, 
accord, Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392. For many reasons, we are an 
apprehensive citizenry, and Mr. Prevost and your actions have greatly 
increased that apprehension. 

Given what appears to be a complete abdication of your duties in 
connection with the largest project in Hollywood history, and your 
turning of a blind eye to the overwhelming evidence both of the 
existence of active fault traces crossing the subject property and the 
materially misleading Langan studies upon which you are still relying, 
we request that the City Council continue the July 24, 2013 scheduled 
approval date until after independent geologic and seismic studies 
have been performed based upon the recommendation of a neutral 
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board of reviewers, which should be empanelled in an open and 
transparent process to review this matter." 

50 far, the City is still burying it head in the sand. We demand an 
answer - and ACTION from the LADB5 to rescind their approval for 
the Millennium Project. Call and email your city councilmembers and 
the mayor now to demand that the LADB5 rescind their approval for 
the Millennium Project before it goes to the City Council for a vote on 
July 24, 2013. 

Councilmember.Cedillo@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. BI u menfield@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Koretz@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Fuentes@lacity.org, Cou neil member. Parks@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Price@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org, Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Eng la nder@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Ofarrell@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Huizar@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Buscaino@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org 

Return to top 

Generous Donations Needed Now! 

Please Donate NOW for a final push before the City Council hearing 
on July 24! Our attorneys and experts are working over time for the 
protection of all of our safety and quality of life. YOUR donation is 
needed now more than ever. Do it for yourself. Do it for our 
community. Do it to keep City government honest. 

Go to www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.orq and donate to our 
ongoing effort to appeal to the City Council and in court, if necessary, 
to defeat this grotesque monstrosity. 

Donate now for Hollywood's future! Click the image above to go 
straight to our website. 
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Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the website 
above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax deductible 
donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. 
Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important that you write 
"Stop the Millennium" in the memo field. 

Like us on Facebook: ca 
Follow us on Twitter:w:;r 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

From the movie, Earthquake 

Quote: "We should 
have never put up 
those 40-story 
monstrosities. Not 
here!" - Charlton 
Heston in the movie 
Earthquake. 

Return to top 

Open Rehearsals of the LA 
Philharmonic at the Bowl 

Check out the Patch article: Things to do this Weekend in Hollywood 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 
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Forward this email 

This email wassenttomaritza@marvista.orgby beachwoodcanyon@sbcg lobal.net I 
Update Profi le/Email Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribeTM I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35857 

Thomasian, Baydsar <Baydsar.Thomasian@sen.ca.gov> 
Wednesday, July 17, 201311:32 AM 
Lisa.Webber@lacity.org 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Caltrans Comment Letters - Millennium Hollywood Project (Attn: Sen. Kevin de Leon) 
EIR Letter. pdf; NOP Letter. pdf; FEIR Letter. pdf; Letter to Councilmembers.pdf 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Senior Deputy 
Office of Senator Kevin De Leon 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
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STATE OF CALlFORNIA-BUSINESS TRANSPORT A TION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRlCT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRJCEQA BRANCH 
100 MAIN STREET, MS # 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (2 13) 897-9140 
FAX: (213) 897-1337 

December 10, 2012 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

EDMUND G_ BROWN !R Goyernor 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

IGRlCEQA No. 121036AL-DEIR 
Referenced to IGRlCEQA No. II050IAL-NOP 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA-lOI, PM 7.37 
SCH #: 2011041094 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would 
include the construction of approximately 1 million square feet of developed floor area. The 
historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building would remain within the project site. 
The Project would demolish and/or remove the existing rental car faci lity. The project would 
develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential dwelling units, 254 luxury hotel rooms, 
264,303 square feet of office space, 25,000 square feet of restaurant space, 80,000 square feet of 
health and fitness club space, and 100,000 square feet of retail space. 

Below are Caltrans' major concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
Millennium Hollywood Project: 

1. Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18, 2011, on the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) and met with the developer's consultant on September 15, 2011, to discuss 
Caltrans' concerns about the project' s impact on the US-101 freeway and on/off ramps 
within the 5 miles radius of the project site. The traffic consultant acknowledged 
Caltrans' concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic procedures for 
analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow standard statewide 
procedures outlined in Caltrans Traffic Study Guide. However, the June 2012 Traffic 
Impact Study (TIS), which is the basis for the traffic impact discussion in the DEIR, did 
not follow those procedures and does not analyze the impacts to the state highway 
system. 

"Callrans improves mobility across California" 
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Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
December 10,2012 
Page 2 of4 

2. There was no analysis performed for any of the freeway elements. The TIS only used the 
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) criteria. However, the 
CMP fails to provide adequate information as to direct and cumulative impacts to the 
freeway mainline and ramps, per CEQA. 

3. Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US-lOl is operating at LOS F. Any additional 
trips will worsen the existing freeway condition. The TIS did not include a cumulative 
traffic analysis for US-lO 1, which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related 
projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed NBC Universal Project, and 
growth from the Hollywood Community Plan (Plan). Because the TIS prepared for the 
Plan in 2005 determined that build-out of the Plan would result in significant 
transportation impacts to the US-101, the Plan created a Transportation Improvement and 
Mitigation Plan (TIMP) to identify future improvements to the US-lOi. Since the 
proposed project site is located within the Plan area, the identified improvements should 
have been taken into consideration, as well as improvements listed in Metro's Long 
Range Transportation Plan. 

4. Page IV.K.I-60 of the DEIR states: "The Project would result in a less than significant 
impact with respect to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway segments. No 
mitigation is required." This conclusion is not based on any credible analysis that could 
be found anywhere in the DEIR. It is Caltrans' opinion, based onthe work that we have 
done in this area, that this project will result in significant impacts to the state highway 
system. 

5. The submitted traffic analysis did not include the following ramp intersections that are 
closest to the project site, which may be significantly impacted by this development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 
• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower A venue 
• NB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower A venue 
• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd. 
• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Cahuenga Blvd. 
• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine Street 

The traffic analysis at these off-ramps needs to show projected queue build-up upstream 
of the off-ramp. Although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs 
to show how the added/over-flow volume to the on-ramp may affect other nearby 
intersections, including off-ramps. Caltrans is concerned that the freeway ramps will 
back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do not back up, the 
intersections adjacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the off-ramp volumes at the 
same time as they serve local circulation and land uses. 

6. As shown in the DEIR, Table 5 Project Trip Generation, the project will generate a 
19,486 average daily vehicle trips with 1,06411 ,888 vehicle trips during the AM/PM peak 
hours. These volumes appear to be low and Caltrans requests that the lead agency verify 

"Ca/lrans improves mobility across California" 
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Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
December 10,2012 
Page 3 of 4 

them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are not in compliance with the Cal trans 
Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation should be properly justified and 
substantiated. For example, the 30% reduction of the retail pass-by trips is significantly 
high without justification. Utilizing such high reduction rates will result in inadequate 
identification of traffic impacts and mitigation, thus violating CEQA. 

To address these concerns, an analysis for the project's impacts to the freeway system should be 
performed based on the proposed scope of the project as described in the DEIR and would need 
to include all of the following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facilities 
in the project vicinity: 

a. If the project will be developed in phases, the project added demand and trip 
assignment to US-lO 1 should be based on each phase of the project, otherwise 
it should be based on 100% occupancy. 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on 
a Select Zone Analysis. Based on the magnitude of the project and its close 
proximity to US-l 01 , the trip assignment appears to be unreasonably low. 
Please elaborate on the trip assignment methodology utilized. 

c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should be cross-referenced by the 
source, page number, year, and table numbers. 

d. The off ramps on NB and SB US-101, between Vermont Avenue and Highland 
A venue, which would represent the most impacted area by the proposed 
Development, should be analyzed utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) 85 th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology with the actual signal 
timings at the ramps ' termini. 

e. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB US-l 0 1, within the same area, should 
be analyzed utilizing the same methodology and with the actual metering rates. 
These rates can be obtained by contacting Ms. Afsaneh Razavi, Senior 
Transportation Engineer, Caltrans Ramp Metering Department at (323) 259-
1841. 

f. An HCM weaving analysis needs to be performed for both the NB and the SB 
mainline segments, between the on and off ramps within the same area, 
utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and exiting the weaving segments. 

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concerns need to be 
adequately addressed in the EIR. In summary, without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans 
cannot recognize the TIS and DEIR as adequately identifying and mitigating the project's 
impacts to the State highway facilities. 

·'Callrans improves mobility across California " 
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December 10, 2012 
Page 4 of4 

EM35861 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 
897-8391 and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 121036AL. 

SinC~relY, ct . 
.&A-(!~~'-~? L 

DIANNA WATSON 
IGRJCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 

<CCallrans improves mobility across California " 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRlCEQA BRANCH 
\00 MAIN STREET, MS # 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (213) 897-9140 
FAX: (213) 897-1337 

May 18,2011 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Hewwitharana: 

IGRlCEQA No. 110501AL-NOP 
MillelUlium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA-101 , PM 7.37 
SCH # 2011041094 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. Governor 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would 
include the construction of approximately 1,052,667 square feet of new developed floor area. 
The project would develop a mix of land uses including residential dwelling units, luxury hotel 
rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail 
establislunents. 

Because of the size and land uses of the project, this project may have a regional traffic impact 
on the State facilities. To assist in our efforts to evaluate the impacts of this project on State 
transportation facilities, a traffic study should be ' prepared prior to preparing the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Please refer the project's traffic consultant to the 
Department's traffic study guide Website: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide.pdf 

Listed below are some elements of what is generally expected in the traffic study: 

1. Presentations of assumptions and methods used to develop trip generation, trip distribution, 
choice of travel mode, and assigrunents of trips to 1-110, and all on/off ramps within 5 miles 
radius of the project site. The Department has concerns about queuing of vehicles using off
ramps that will back into the mainline through lanes. It is recommended that the City 
determine whether project-related plus cumulative traffic is expected to cause long queues on 
the on and off-ramps. We would like to meet with the traffic consultant to identify study 
locations on the State facilities before preparing the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

2. Consistency of project travel modeling with other regional and local modeling forecasts and 
with travel data. The Department may use indices to verify the results and any differences or 
inconsistencies must be thoroughly explained. 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
May 18, 2011 
Page 2 of3 

3. Analysis of ADT, AM and PM peak-hour volumes for both the existing and future conditions 
in the affected area. Utilization of transit lines and vehicles, and of all facilities, should be 
realistically estimated. Future conditions should include build-out of all projects and any 
plan-horizon years. (see next item) 

4. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Analysis should include existing traffic, traffic 
generated by the project, cumulative traffic generated from all specific approved 
developments in the area, and traffic growth other than from the project and developments. 

5. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts. These 
mitigation discussions should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Description of Transportation Infrastructure Improvements 
• Financial Costs, Funding Sources and Financing 
• Sequence and Scheduling Considerations 
• Implementation Responsibilities, Controls, and Monitoring 

Any mitigation involving transit or Transportation Demand Management (TDM) should be 
justified and the results conservatively estimated. Improvements involving dedication of 
land or physical construction may be favorably considered. 

6. The Department may accept fair share contributions toward .pre-established or future 
improvements on the State Highway System. Please use the following ratio when estimating 
project equitable share responsibility: additional traffic volume due to project implementation 
is divided by the total increase in the traffic volume (see Appendix "B" ofthe Guide). 

Please note that for purposes of determining project share of costs, the number of trips from 
the project on each traveling segment or element is estimated in the context of forecasted 
traffic volumes, which include build-out of all approved and not yet approved projects and 
other sources of growth. Analytical methods such as select-zone travel forecast modeling 
might be used. 

Please be reminded that as the responsible agency under CEQA, the Department has 
authority to determine the required freeway analysis for this project and is responsible for 
obtaining measures that will off-set project vehicle trip generation that worsens State 
Highway facilities. CEQA allows the Department to develop criteria for evaluating impacts 
on the facilities that it manages. In addition, the County CMP standards states that the 
Department should be consulted for the analysis of State facilities. State Routes mentioned 
in item #1 should be analyzed, preferably using methods suggested in the Department's 
Traffic Impact Study Guide. To help determine the appropriate scope, we request that a 
select zone model run is performed. We welcome the opportunity to provide consultation 
regarding the Department's preferred scope and methods of analysis. 

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study and expect to receive a copy from the State 
Clearinghouse when the DEIR is completed. Should you wish to expedite the review process or 
receive early feedback from the Department please feel free to send a copy of the DEIR directly 
to our office. 

"Cal/rans improves mobility across California" 
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EM35864 

As discussed in your telephone conversation on May 17, 2011 with Mr. Alan Lin, Project 
Coordinator, we would like to extend an invitation to meet with the City, developer, and the 
traffic consultant early in the process to discuss potential traffic impacts to the State facilities and 
possible mitigation measures prior to the preparation of the EIR. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Alan Lin the 
project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 110501AL. 

JJ~«u~ 
Lr:AWATSON 

IGRlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 

"Cal/rans improves mobility across California" 
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5T ATE OF CALIFORNIA---I3USrNESS TRANSPORTA nON AND HOI ISINQ AQENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR. Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRlCEQA BRANCH 
\00 MAIN STREET, MS # 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (213) 897-9140 
FAX: (2\3) 897-1337 

February 19,2013 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

IORlCEQA No. 130204AL-FEIR 
Referenced to 
IORlCEQA No. 110501AL-NOP 
IGRlCEQA No. 121036AL-DEIR 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA- WI, PM 7.37 
SCH #: 2011041094 

Flex your power! 
Be energy effiCient! 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the 
Millennium Hollywood Project (project). This letter serves to reiterate our concerns that the 
FEIR does not fulfill the requirements of the Cal~fomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

We have the following comments after reviewing the FEIR: 

1. CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR to identify a project's significant effects on the 
environment, identify alternatives to the project, and devise measures to mitigate or avoid 
those effects. (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21002.1, subd. (a) & 21061.) This Project is a project 
of statewide, regional, or areawide signific<wce. (CEQA Guidelines § 15206, subd. (b).) 
When a project is of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, CEQA requires that the 
lead agency consult with responsible agencies, state agencies with jurisdiction over resources 
affected by the project, and public agencies with jurisdiction over a transportation facility. 
(Pub. Resources Code §21092.4, § 21153; C~QA Guidelines § 15086.) Caltrans notified the 
City of Los Angeles (City) that to properly aSsess the potential impacts to the State Highway 
System (SHS) from the Project, a proper traffic impact study (TIS) must be completed. 

2. A valid TIS represents the linchpin in Caltrans' efforts to assess a project's potential impacts 
to the State transportation infrastructure. To assist the City in its preparation of a valid TIS, 
Caltrans informed the City that the TIS needs to comply with the "Caltrans Guide for the 
Preparation of the Traffic Impact Studies". Unfortunately, the City did not work with 
Caltrans and instead relied on its own Congestion Management Program (CMP), which 
DOES NOT adequately study the impacts to the SHS. Because the TIS did not adequately 
analyze the traffic impacts, the City therefore {lid not identify adequate mitigation. Caltrans is 
concerned that the Project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 
congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. The City's analysis incorrectly 
focuses its attention on impacts to the CMP itrom the project. CEQA does not call for an 

"Callrans improves mobility across California " 
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Ms. Srima! Hewawitharana 
February 19,2013 
Page 2 of5 

evaluation of the impacts of a proposed project on an existing plan; it is concerned with the 
impacts from the project upon the environment, which is defined as the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area. The City did not study impacts to or identify adequate 
mitigation for the SHS. 

3. Caltrans operates a multi-modal transportation system across the State, and is responsible for 
the planning, building and maintenance of that system. (Sts. & Hwy. Code § 90 et seq.) 
While the lead agency for a project has the authority to determine the initial significance of 
the project's impacts under CEQA, Caltrans has the ultimate authority under the Streets and 
Highways Code, as the owner and operator of the facilities, to make that determination on the 
SHS. 

4. The intent of the CMP is to assist federal, state and local agencies in developing and 
implementing ,comprehensive planning strategies to handle traffic congestion. (Gov. Code, § 
60588) Unfortunately, the CMP process doeslnot adequately evaluate the impacts to the SHS, 
nor does it make the City the final authority over highway safety issues. As the owner and 
operator of the SHS facilities, Caltrans provides comments on environmental documents and 
the analysis of impacts to the SHS. 

5. The purpose of allowing the public and other governmental agencies the opportunity to review 
EIRs includes: sharing expertise, disclosing agency analyses, checking for accuracy, detecting 
omissions, discovering public concerns, and soliciting counter proposals. (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15200.) The TIS did not provide Caltrans, or any other reader, with sufficient traffic 
analysis to properly review and assess the traffic assumptions, lead agency analysis, and 
conclusions regarding the Project and its impacts. 

6. The CMP does not capture the same data f@r analysis that the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) uses. For example, the CMP (1) fails to analyze off-ramps, (2) fails to analyze 
freeway impacts, including where existing LOS is F, if the Project trip assignments is less 
than 150 cars, (3) uses a flawed percentage raho to determine the significance of impacts, and 
(4) incorrectly analyzes cumulative traffic impacts. 

7. The CMP, Section D4 Study Area, indicates that "The geographic area examined in the TIA 
must include the following, at a minimum" and "Cal trans must also be consulted through the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to identify other specific locations to be analyzed on the 
state highway system." Caltrans identified #tential study locations for the Project, but the 
City does not include an analysis of these locations in the FEIR. 

8. CEQA requires mitigation for site-specific issues. However, the CMP does not include site
specific safety considerations, nor is it based on an appropriate measure of effectiveness for 
site-specific considerations. Therefore, analysis unde.r the CMP alone does not comply with 
CEQA. 

9. The FEIR fails to provide queuing analysis 9n the off-ramp where the freeway ramps will 
back up, creating a potential unsafe condition. As Caltrans has already informed the City, the 
off-ramps which would represent the most impacted area from the Project should be analyzed 
utilizing the HCM 85 th percentile queuing analysis methodology with the actual signal timings 
at the ramps termini. The City did not do this hnalysis in the FElR, nor does the CMP address 
this issue. 
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10. The CMP improperly uses a percentage criterion for detennining the significance of traffic 
impacts. The use of a "ratio theory" or "comparative approach," such as the CMP's "2% 
increase in trips" criterion, improperly measures a proposed project's incremental impact 
relative to the existing cumulative effect rather than measuring the combined effects of both 
the project and other relevant past, present, and future projects. 

11. A lead agency that intends to approve developments with unmitigated significant traffic 
impacts must make Findings that no measures are feasible to mitigate those impacts, and must 
issue a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which indicates that allowing this project to 
proceed would be in the best interest of the general public. 

12. Caltrans' Concerns with the City's Response to Comments in the FEIR: 

a) Concerns regarding Response to Comment Nos. 03-2 and 03-5 
The Traffic Impact Study Guide (TISG) states that "Caltrans endeavors to maintain a 
target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on the State highway facilities. 
However, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and recommends 
that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS." The 
City failed to consult with Cal trans to detennine the appropriate target LOS for this 
project. 

What's more, the State Highway facility can absorb additional traffic without 
degradation, if it is operating at a higher level of service where there are uncongested 
operations, higher travel speeds and freedom of movement. However, the greater the 
congestion, the lower the threshold of traffic needed to create an impact. The TISG 
describes the trip generation changes tha~ would trigger the need to consult with Caltrans 
or that are likely to indicate a probable sjgnificant effect. At certain locations, even less 
than 50 peak hour trips may have a significant impact on operations and the LOS. 
Impacts are most often considered significant by Cal trans if they might create an unsafe 
condition by increasing or relocating traffic demand, thereby increasing the risk of turn 
movement conflicts on the SHS. The other major concern is when the integrity of the 
SHS would be at risk from physically undermining or destroying the structures. Traffic 
that exceeds an operational or capacity threshold will have a different level of 
significance depending on whether the analysis looks at mainline or access locations. 

b) Concerns regarding Response to coml ent Nos. 03-3, 03-4 and 03-5 
The Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results (Appendix B of FEIR) 
demonstrates that the Project adds traf~f to the freeway. Cumulatively, the 58 related 
projects that are referred to in the DErn, the proposed NBC Universal Project and the 
Hollywood Community Plan, also add traffic to the freeway and should have been 
included in the model. Route 101 already operates at LOS F in the vicinity of the Project. 
Regardless of programs that include upgrades to the transit system or TDM to improve 
traffic conditions, the net effect of any additional trips likely will worsen the existing 
freeway condition. Adopting an arbitrary value of 150 or more trips to constitute a 
significant impact is not a realistic approdch and does not capture the impacts to the SHS. 
Any additional traffic to the mainline, particularly where the LOS is operating at "F" or 
worst, needs to be mitigated in compliance with CEQA. 
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Page 1 of the Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results states, "the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update was also detennined not to have a significant impact on the 
freeway system." This statement is false; according to the DEIR (SCH No. 
20020410009) for the Hollywood ComrtlUnity Plan Update (Page 4.5-30), the proposed 
plan compared to the 2005 conditions would result in an unavoidable significant adverse 
transportation impact and the Plan offers transportation improvements to mitigate the 
traffic impacts. The Hollywood Community Plan TIMP includes LRTP 
HighwaylFreeway Improvements (page 48), LRTP Arterial Street Improvements (page 
49), and Capital Improvements (page 66). All of those improvements include freeway 
mainline and on/off ramp improvements in the project vicinity. 

Caltrans will consider any and all improvements that would benefit the SHS, including 
the A TSAC/ Adaptive Traffic Control System Highway and Street Traffic Signal 
Management System. Instead, Caltrans was and still is unable to assess the benefits of 
such a program because there is no traffic study in the EIR that includes the necessary 
analysis. 

c) Concerns regarding Response to Comment Nos. 03-6,03-11, and 03-14 
The listed ramp intersections are "those at which the Project traffic impacts have the 
potential to be significant and substantial." The study locations should include all 
freeway elements, including freeway mainline, weaving sections, meters, ramps, and 
ramp junctions, in the study area. The traffic impact analysis methodologies are spelled 
out in the Caltrans guidelines and are used throughout the State when State Highway 
facilities are involved. For off-ramps and ramp junctions, Caltrans uses the HCM for 
analysis. The FEIR is flawed because the City relies upon the Critical Movement 
Analysis (CMA), which does not address off-ramp queuing that can lead to operational 
and safety issues. 

Without a queuing analysis at the intersections of US-l 0 1 off-ramp (see Caltrans letter 
dated December 10,2012, Item #5 and #6d), neither Caltrans nor the City can determine 
whether the traffic from the off-ramps will back up to the mainline, thus creating an 
unsafe condition to the public. Therefore, the FEIR fails to provide and analyze the 
impacts upon the SHS from queuing. Again, please provide the traffic analysis at the 
specified locations, per our Comment Nos. 03-6 and 03-11, as there may be significant 
impacts from the Project. 

d) Concerns regarding Response to Comment No. 03-7 
Caltrans concurs with Comment No. 59-27 (Jordon, David). The internal capture rates in 
Table IV.K.l-4 lack support. LADOT relies on ITE studies from Florida from the early 
1990s and these studies are outdated. Instead, the Texas A & M University, Texas 
Transportation Institute for the Federal Highway Administration collected updated data at 
Legacy Town Center in February 2010. Please submit this data and the corresponding 
analysis for this Project to Caltrans for our review. 

e) Concerns regarding Response to Comment No.03-9 
Limitations exist regardless of the type of analysis used, but Caltrans prefers the Select 
Zone Analysis. If the City instead utilizes a manual approach, the analysis should include 
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an appropriate study area that addresses impacts to State Highway facilities. Consultation 
with Cal trans is a critical step in the scoping process and all stakeholders should be 
included in the environmental review; unilateral review and approval by LADOT is not 
sufficient. 

The traffic model analysis (FEIR Appendix B) provides alternative values for the traffic 
on US-l 0 1 which select locations that are too closed to the project resulting in an 
incomplete model analysis for the project trips distribution on the US-lOl where only 
small amount of trip is assigned to US-l 0 1. 

1) Concerns regarding Response to Comment No. 03-13 
The City must conduct an HCM weaving analysis for both the northbound and 
southbound mainline segments, between the on- and off-ramps within the project vicinity 
utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and exiting the weaving segments. This 
would show whether the traffic flow will operate safely. 

As stated above, Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions 
due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concerns 
need to be, and have not been, adequately addressed in the EIR. In summary, without the 
necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot agree that the FEIR substantively identities and 
mitigates the Project's impacts to the State highway facilities as required under CEQA. 

We have been and will continue to be available to work in partnership with the City to identify 
adequate mitigation as a result of the traffic impacts from the Millennium Hollywood proposed 
project. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Alan Lin, 
the project coordinator, at (213) 897-8391, and please refer to IGRJCEQA No. 130204AL. 

Sincerely, 

DIANNA WATSON 
IGRlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
Jon Foreman, City of Los Angeles 
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STATE OF CALIFORN IA---8!!SINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G BROWN JR Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRJCEQA BRANCH 
100 MAIN STREET, MS # 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (213) 897-9140 
FAX: (213) 897-1337 

May 7, 2013 

Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
Council District 13 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 475 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Council member Garcetti: 

RE: Millennium Hollywood Project 
IGRfCEQA No. 130204AL-FEIR 
Vicinity: LA-101 , PM 7.37 
SCH #2011041094 

Flex your power.! 
Be energy efficient ' 

We are writing this letter to reiterate Caltrans ' concerns that the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR), Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), and Traffic Study for this project did not 
fulfill the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The Millennium Hollywood Project is a regionally significant project that will construct over 1 
million square feet of mixed use development and is approximately one block from the US-l 01 
freeway. With the existing condition of the freeway operating at Level of Service "F", this 
project will contribute significant traffic impacts to the US-l 0 1 freeway and its on/off ramps. 
The traffic study does not analyze nor does it disclose the traffic impacts that this project will 
contribute to the State Highway System. 

After reviewing the Response to Comments from the City, Caltrans sent a letter, dated February 
19, 2013, commenting on the FEIR (see attachment 3). We have not received a response from 
the City regarding our comments. 

The Los Angeles Planning Commission approved the project on April 27, 2013. As a 
commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the City's attention that the project 
impacts will likely result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe 
queuing, and difficult maneuvering. As mentioned in our previous letters, these concerns have 
not been adequately addressed in the EIR. 

In summary, without the necessary traffic analysis, Cal trans cannot agree that the FEIR 
substantively identifies and mitigates the Project's impacts to the State highway facilities as 
required under CEQA. 
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Caltrans staff will continue to be available to work in partnership with the City to identify 
adequate mitigation as a result of the traffic impacts from the Millennium Hollywood proposed 
project. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Alan Lin, 
the project coordinator, at (213) 897-8391, and please refer to IGRlCEQA No. 130204AL. 

Sincerely, 

~'~~ 
DIANNA WATSON 
IGRlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
City Council Members, City of Los Angeles 
Michael LoGrande, Director City of Los Angeles Planning Department 

Attachments (3) 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRI T 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRlCEQA BRANCH 
100 MAIN STREl:l , MS If. 16 
LOS ANGELES. CA 90012-3606 
PHO E: (21 3) 897-9140 
FAX: (2 13) 897-1337 

May 18,2011 

Ms. Sri mal P. Hcwawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dcar Ms. Hewwitharana: 

EM35872 

IGRlCEQA No. l 10501AL-NOP 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA- IOl , PM 7.37 
SCH 1# 2011041094 

EUMllNO(j HROWN.....,=llo.=== 

Fil'xyoll, poWf!rl 
Be en rgy I!fficietll! 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would 
include the construction of approximately 1,052,667 square feet of new developed floor area. 
The project would develop a mix of land uses including residential dwelling units, luxury hotel 
rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retaiI 
establishments. 

Because of the size and land uses of the project, this project may have a regional traffic impact 
on the State facilities. To assist in our efforts to evaluate the impacts of this project on State 
transportation facilities, a traffic study should be prepared prior to preparing the Draft 
Envirorunental Impact Report (DEIR). Please refer the project's traffic consultant to the 
Department's traffic study guide Website: 

Listed below are some elemen.ts of what is genera]]y expected in the traffic study: 

t. Presentations of assumptions and methods used to develop trip generation, trip distribution, 
choice of travel mode, and assignments of trips to 1-11 0, and all on/off ramps within 5 miles 
radius of the project site. The Department has concerns about queuing of vehicles using ofI
ramps that will back into the mainline through lanes. It is recommended that the City 
determine whether project-related plus cumulative traffic is expected to cause long queues on 
the on and off-ramps. We would like to meet with the traffic consultant to identitY study 
locations on the State facilities before preparing the Environmental Impact Report (ErR). 

2. Consistency of project travel modeling with other regional and local modeling forecasts and 
with travel data. The Department may usc indices to veri fy the results and any differences or 
inconsistencies must be thoroughly explained. 
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3. Analysis of ADT, AM and PM peak-hour volumes for both the existing and future conditions 
in the affected area. Utilization of transit Hnes and vehicles, and of all facilities, should be 
realistically estimated. Future conditions should include build-out of all projects and any 
plan-horizon years. (see next item) 

4. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Analysis should include existing traffic, traffic 
generated by the project, cumulative traffic generated from all specific approved 
developments in the area, and traffic growth other than from the project and developments. 

5. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts. These 
mitigation discussions should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Description of Transportation Infrastructure lmprovements 
• Financial Costs, Funding Sources and Financing 
• Sequence and Scheduling Considcrations 
• Implementation Responsibilities, Controls, and Monitoring 

Any mitigation involving transit or Transportation Demand Management (TDM) should be 
justified and the results conservatively estimated. Improvements involving dedication of 
land or physical construction may be favorably considered. 

6. The Department may accept fair share contributions toward pre-established or future 
improvements on the State Highway System. Please use the following ratio when estimating 
project equitable share responsibility: additional traffic volume due to project implementation 
is divided by the total increase in the traffic volume (sec Appendix "B" of the Guide). 

Please note that for purposes of determining project share of costs, the number of trips from 
the project on each traveling segment or element is estimated in the context of forecasted 
traffic volumes, which include build-out of all approved and not yet approved projects and 
other sources of growth. Analytical methods such as select-zone t~avel forecast modeling 
might be used. 

Please he reminded that as the responsible agency under CEQA, the Department has 
authority to detennine the required freeway analysis for this project and is responsible for 
obtaining measures that will off-set project vehicle trip generation that worsens State 
Highway facilities. CEQA allows the Department to develop criteria for evaluating impacts 
on the faci lities that it manages. In addition, the County CMP standards states that the 
Department should be consulted for the analysis of State facilities. State Routes mentioned 
in item #1 should be analyzed, preferably using methods suggested in the Department's 
Traffic Impact Study Guide. To help determine the appropriate scope, we request that a 
select zone model run is performed. We welcome the opportunity to provide consultation 
regarding the Department's preferred scope and methods of analysis. 

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study and expect to receive a copy from the State 
Clearinghouse when the DEIR is completed. Should you wish to expedite the review process or 
receive earJy feedback from the Department please feel free to send a copy of the DEIR directly 
to our office. 
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As discussed in your telephone conversation on May 17, 20 11 with Mr. Alan Lin, Project 
Coordinator, we would like to extend an invitation to meet with the City, developer, and the 
traffic consultant early in the process to discuss potential traffic impacts to the State facilities and 
possible mitigation measures prior to the preparation of the ElR. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9 140 or Alan Lin the 
project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGRJCEQA No. 11 0501AL. 

NNA WATSO 
IGRlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
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STATE OF CAl IFORNIA-iltlSINESS I'Rt\NSPORTAIION AND IIOUSlllilAGEN .'L 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT A TION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRJCEQA BRANCH 
100 MAIN STREET, MS /I 16 
LOS ANGELES. CA 900\2-3606 
PHON E: (213) 897-9140 
FAX: (213) 897·1337 

December 10, 2012 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

EDMUNDO RRO 

f1<!x )lO"r power I 
Be e1lergy effil:lenl

' 

IGRlCEQA No. 121036AL-DEIR 
Referenced to IGRlCEQA No. 110501AL-NOP 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA-IOI , PM 7.37 
SCH #: 2011041094 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would 
include the construction of approximately I million square feet of developed floor area. The 
historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building would remain within the project site. 
The Project would demolish andlor remove the existing rental car facility. The project would 
develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential dwelling units, 254 luxury hotel rooms, 
264,303 square feet of office space, 25,000 square feet of restaurant space, 80,000 square feet of 
health and fitness club space, and 100,000 square feet of retail space. 

Below are Caltrans' major concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
Millennium Hollywood Project: 

1. Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18, 2011, on the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) and met with the developer's consultant on September 15, 2011, to discuss 
Cal trans , concerns about the project' s impact on the US-IOI freeway and on/otT ramps 
within the 5 miles radius of the project site. The traffic consultant acknowledged 
Caltrans' concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic procedures for 
analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow standard statewide 
procedures outlined in Caltrans Traffic Study Guide. However, the June 2012 Traffic 
Impact Study (TIS), which is the basis for the traffic impact discussion in the DEIR, did 
not follow those procedures and does not analyze the impacts to the state highway 
system. 
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2. There was no analysis performed for any of the freeway elements. The TIS only used the 
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) criteria. However. the 
CMP fails to provide adequate information as to direct and cumulative impacts to the 
freeway mainline and ramps, per CEQA. 

3. Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US-l 01 is operating at LOS F. Any additional 
trips will worsen the existing freeway condition. The TIS did not include a cumulative 
traffic analysis for US-JO I, which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related 
projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed NBC Universal Project, and 
growth from the Hollywood Community Plan (Plan). Because the TIS prepared for the 
Plan in 2005 determined that build-out of the Plan would result in significant 
transportation impacts to the US-101, the Plan created a Transportation Improvement and 
Mitigation Plan (TIMP) to identify future improvements to the US-loi. Since the 
proposed project site is located within the Plan area, the identified improvements should 
have been taken into consideration, as well as improvements listed in Metro's Long 
Range Transportation Plan. 

4. Page IV.K.1-60 of the DEIR states: "The Project would result in a less than significant 
impact with respect to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway segments. No 
mitigation is required." This conclusion is not based on any credible analysis that could 
be found anywhere in the DEIR. It is Caltrans' opinion, based on the work that we have 
done in this area, that this project will result in significant impacts to the state highway 
system. 

5. The submitted traffic analysis did not include the following ramp intersections that arc 
closest to the project site, which may be significantly impacted by this development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 
• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower A venue 
• NB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower A venue 
• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd. 
• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Cahuenga Blvd. 
• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine Street 

The traffic analysis at these off-ramps needs to show projected queue build-up upstream 
of the off-ramp. Although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs 
to show how the added/over-flow volume to the on-ramp may atIect other nearby 
intersections, including off-ramps. Caltrans is concerned that the freeway ramps will 
back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do not back up, the 
intersections adjacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the off-ramp volumes at the 
same time as they serve local circulation and land uses. 

6. As shown in the DEIR, Table 5 Project Trip Generation, the project will generate a 
19,486 average daily vehicle trips with 1,064/1 ,888 vehicle trips during the AM/PM peak 
hours. These volumes appear to be low and Cal trans requests that the lead agency verify 
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them. Also, the trip reduction credit taken arc not in compliance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation should be properly justified and 
substantiated. For example, the 30% reduction of the retail pass-by trips is significantly 
high without justification. Utilizing such high reduction rates will result in inadequate 
identification oftraftic impacts and mitigation thus violating C·QA. 

To address these concerns, an analysis for the project' s impacts to the freeway system should be 
perfonned based on the proposed scope of the project as described in the DEIR and would need 
to include all oFthc following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facili ties 
in the project vicinity: 

a. If the project will be developed in phases, the project added demand and trip 
assignment to US-I 01 should be based on each phase of the project otherwise 
it should be based on 100% occupancy. 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on 
a Select Zone Analysis. Based on the magnitude of the project and its close 
proximity to US-IOI, the trip assignment appears to be unreasonably low. 
Please elaborate on the trip assignment methodology utilized. 

c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should be cross-referenced by the 
source, page number, year, and table numbers. 

d. The off ramps on NB and SB US-101, between Vermont Avenue and Highland 
A venue, which would represent the most impacted area by the proposed 
Development, should be analyzed utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) 85th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology with the actual signal 
timings at the ramps' tennini. 

e. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB US-lOl, within the same area, should 
be analyzed utilizing the same methodology and with the actual metering rates. 
These rates can be obtained by contacting Ms. Afsaneh Razavi Senior 
Transportation Engineer, Caltrans Ramp Metering Department at (323) 259-
1841. 

f. An HCM weaving analysis needs to be performed for both the NB and the SB 
mainline segments, between the on and off ramps within the same area, 
utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and exiting the weaving segments. 

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concerns need to be 
adequately addressed in the EIR. In summary, without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans 
cannot recognize the TIS and DEIR as adequately identifying and mitigating the project's 
impacts to the State highway facilities. 
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If you have any questions, please fee l free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 
897-8391 and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 121036AL. 

Sincerely 

.& (!~ 
DIANNA WATSON 
IGRlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGION AL PLANNING 
KiRJ 'EQA BRAN 'H 
100 MAIN ST REET, MS # 16 
1.0 A GELES. CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (2 \3 897-9140 
FAX: (2 13) 897-1337 

February 19, 2013 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Ange\e 
200 N. spring Street, Room 750 
1,0 Angeles CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

IORlCEQA No. 130204A L-FEIR 
Referenced to 
IGRJCEQA No. 110501AL-NOP 
IGRlCEQA No. 12 1036AL-DEIR 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic. LA-lOl, PM 7.37 
SCH #: 2011041094 

F/ex 'Olir pUlVer ' 
Be eneY1lJl efficient,' 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the 
Millennium Hollywood Project (Project). This lettcr scrves to reiterate our concerns that the 
FEIR does not fulfill the requirements of the Cal ifornia EnviJOnrnentai Quality Act (CEQA). 

We have the following comments after reviewing the FEIR: 

I. CEQA requires the preparation of an EI R to identify a project's significant effects on the 
environment, identify alternatives to the project, and devise measures to mitigate or avoid 
those effects. (Pub. Resources Code §§ 2 1002.1, subd. (a) & 2 1061.) This Project is a project 
of statewide. regional. or areawide significance. (CEQA Guidelines § 15206, subd. (b).) 
When a project is of statewide regional, or areawide significance, CEQA requires that the 
lead agency consult with responsible agencies, state agencies with jurisdiction over resources 
affected by the project, and public agencies with jurisdiction over a transportation facility. 
(Pub. Resources Code §21092.4, § 21 153; CEQA Guidelines § 15086.) Caltrans notified the 
City of Los Angeles (City) that to properly assess the potential impacts to the State Highway 
System (SHS) from the Project a proper traffic impact study (TIS) must be completed. 

2. A valid TIS represents the linchpin in Caltrans' efforts to assess a project s potential impacts 
to the State transportation infrastructure. To assist the City in its preparation of a valid TIS, 
Caltrans infonned the City that the TIS needs to comply with the 'Caltrans Guide for the 
Preparation of the Traffic Impact Studies . Unfortunately, the City did not work with 
Caltrans and instead relied on its own Congestion Management Program (CMP), which 
DOES NOT adequately study the impacts to the SHS. Because the TIS did not adequately 
analyze the traffic impacts the City therefore did not identify adequate mitigation. Caltrans is 
concerned that the Project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 
congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. The City'S analysis incorrectly 
focuses its attention on impacts to the e MP from the project. CEQA does not call for an 
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evaluation of the impacts of a proposed projec on an existing plan; it is concerned with the 
impacts from the project upon the environment, which is defined as the existing physical 
conditions in the atTected area. The City did not study impacts to or 'dentify adequate 
mitigation for the liS . 

3. Caltrans operates a multi-modal transportation system across the State, and is responsible for 
the planning building and maintenance of that system. (Sts. & Hwy. C de § 90 el seq. 
While the lead agency for a project has the authority to determine the initial significance o f 
the project's 'mpacts under CEQA, Caltrans has the ultimate authority under the Streets and 
Highways Code as the owner and operator of the faci lities, to make that determination on the 
SHS. 

4. The intent of the CMP is to assist federal, state and local agencies in developing and 
implementing comprehensive planning strategies to handle traffic congestion. (Gov. Code, § 
60588) Unfortunately, the CMP process does not adequately evaluate the impacts to the SHS, 
nor does it make the City the final authority over highway safety issues. As the owner and 
operator of the SHS facilities Caltrans provides comments on environmental documents and 
the analysis of impacts to the SHS. 

5. The purpose of allowing the public and other governmental agencies the opportunity to review 
ErRs includes: sharing expertise, di. closing agency analyses, checking for accuracy, detecting 
omissions, discovering public concerns, and soliciting counter proposals. (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15200.) The TIS did not provide Caltrans or any other reader, with sufficient traffic 
analysis to properly review and assess the traffic assumptions, lead agency analysis, and 
conclusions regarding the Project and its impacts. 

6. The CMP does not capture the same data for analysis that the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) uses. For example, the CMP (1) fails to analyze off-ramps, (2) fails to analyze 
freeway impacts including where existing LOS is F, if the Project trip assignments is less 
than 150 cars, (3) uses a flawed percentage ratio to detenninc the significance of impacts, and 
(4) incorrectly analyzes cumulative traffic impacts. 

7. The CMP, Section 04 Study Area, indicates that "The geographic area examined in the TIA 
must include the following, at a minimum" and "Caltrans must also be consulted through the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to identify other specific locations to be analyzed on the 
state highway system." Caltrans identified potential study locations for the Project, but the 
City does not include an analysis of these locations in the FEIR. 

8. CEQA requires mitigation for site~specific issues. However, the CMP does not include site~ 
specific safety considerations, nor is it based on an appropriate measure of effectiveness for 
site-specific considerations. Therefore, analysis under the CMP alone does not comply with 
CEQA. 

9. The FEIR fails to provide queuing analysis on the otI~ramp where the freeway ramps will 
back up, creating a potential unsafe condition. As Caltrans has already informed the City, the 
off-ramps which would represent the most impacted area from the Project should be analyzed 
utilizing the HCM 85th percentile queuing analysis methodology with the actual signal timings 
at the ramps tennini. The City did not do this analysis in the FEIR, nor does the CMP address 
this issue. 
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10. The CMP improperly uses a percentage criterion for determining the significance of traffic 
impacts. The use of a "ratio theory' or "comparative approach, such as the CMP's "2% 
increase in trips" criterion, improperly measures a proposed project's incremental impact 
relative to the existing cumulative effect rather than measuring the combined effects of both 
the project and other relevant past, present, and future projects. 

11 . A lead ag ncy that intends to approve developments with unmitigated signi licant traffic 
impacts must make Findings that no measures are feas ible to mitigate those impacts, and must 
issue a Statement of Overriding Considerati ns, which indicates that allowing this project to 
proceed would be in the best interest of the general public. 

12. Caltrans' Concerns with the City's Response to Comments in the FEIR: 

a) Concerns regarding Response to Comment Nos. 03-2 and 03-5 
The Traffic Impact Study Guide (T1SG) states that "Caltrans endeavors to maintain a 
target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on t eState highway facilities. 
However, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and recommends 
th.at the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS." The 
City failed to consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS for this 
project. 

What' more, the State Highway facility can absorb additional traft'ic without 
degradation if it is operating at a higher level of service where here are uncongcsted 
opcrations, higher travel speeds and frcedom of movement. llowever, the greatcr the 
congestion, the lower the threshold of traffic needed to create an impact. The TISG 
describes the trip generation changes that would trigger the need to consult with Caltrans 
or that are likely to indicate a probable signi.ficant effect. At ccrtain locations, even less 
than 50 peak hour trips may have a significant impact on operations and the LOS. 
Impacts arc most often considered signiticant by Caltrans if they might create an unsafe 
condition by increasing or relocating traffic demand, thereby increasing the risk of turn 
movement conflicts on the SHS. The other major concern is when the integrity of the 
SHS would be at risk from physically Wldermining or destroying the structures. Traffic 
that exceeds an operational or capacity threshold will have a different level of 
significance depending on whether the analysis looks at mainline or access locations. 

b) Concerns regarding Response to Comment Nos. 03-3, 03-4 and 03-5 
The Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results (Appendix B of FEIR) 
demonstrates that the Project adds traffic to the freeway. Cumulatively, the 58 related 
projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the proposed NBC Universal Project and the 
Iiollywood Community Plan, also add traffic to the freeway and should have been 
included in the model. Route 10 1 already operates at LOS F in the vicinity of the Project. 
Regardless of programs that include upgrades to the transit system or TDM to improve 
traffic conditions, the net effect of any additional trips likely will worsen the existing 
freeway condition. Adopting an arbitrary value of 150 or more trips to constitute a 
significant impact is not a realistic approach and docs not capture the impacts to the SHS. 
Any additional traffic to the mainline, particularly where the LOS is operating at "F" or 
worst. needs to be mitigated in compliance with CEQA. 
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Page 1 of the Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results states, 'the llollywood 
Community Plan Update was also determined not to have a significant impact on the 
freeway system." This statement is false; according to the DEIR (SCH No. 
20020410009) for the Hollywood Community Plan Update (page 4.5-30), the proposed 
plan compared to the 2005 conditions would result in an unavoidable significant adverse 
transportation impact and the Plan offers transportation improvements to mitigate the 
traffic impacts. The Hollywood Community Plan TIM I' includes LRTP 
Highway/Freeway Improvements (page 48), LRTP Arterial Street Improvements (page 
49), and Capital [mprovements (page 66). All of those improvements include freeway 
mainline and on/off ramp improvements in the project vicinity. 

Caltrans will consider any and all improvements that would benefit the SI IS. including 
the ATSACIAdaptivc Traffic Control System Highway and Street Traffic Signal 
Management System. Instead, CaItrans was and still is unable to assess the benefits of 
such a program because there is no traffic study in the EIR that includes thc necessary 
analysis. 

c) Concerns regarding Response to Comment Nos. 03~, 03-11, and 03-14 
The listed ramp interscctions are "those at which the Project traffic impacts have thc 
potential to be significant and substantial. ' The study locations should include all 
freeway clements, including freeway mainline, weaving sections, meters, ramps, and 
ramp junctions, in the study area. The traffic impact analysis methodologies are spelled 
out in the Caltrans guidelines and arc used throughout the State when State Highway 
faci litics are involvcd. For otT-ramps and ramp junctions, Caltrans uses the HeM for 
analysis. The F EIR is flawed because the City relies upon the Critical Movement 
Analysis (CMA) which does not address off-ramp queuing that can lead to operational 
and safety issues. 

Without a queuing analysis at the intersections of US-lO l off-ramp (see Caltrans letter 
dated December 10, 2012 Item #5 and #6d), neither Caltrans nor the City can dctennine 
whether the traffic from the off-ramps will back up to the mainline, thus creating an 
unsafe condition to the public. Therefore, the PEIR fails to provide and analyze the 
impacts upon the SHS n'om qucuing. Again, please provide the traffic analysis at the 
specified locations, per our Comment Nos. 03-6 and 03- 11, as thcre may be significant 
impacts from the Project. 

d) Concerns regarding Response to Comment No. 03-7 
Caltrans concurs with Comment No. 59-21 (Jordon, David). The internal capture rates in 
Table IV.K. 1-4 lack support. LADOT relies on ITE studies from Florida from the early 
19905 and these studies arc outdated. Instead, the Texa." A & M University, Texas 
Transportation Institute for the Federal Highway Administration collected updated data at 
Legacy Town Center in ,"'ebruary 2010. Please submit this data and the corresponding 
analysis for this Project to Caltrans for our review. 

e) Concerns regarding Response to Comment No.03-9 
Limitations exist regardless of the type of analysis used, but Caltrans prefers the Select 
Zone Analysis. (fthe City instead utilizes a manual approach, the analysis should include 
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an appropriate study area that addresses impacts to State Highway facilities. Consultation 
with Cal trans is a critical step in the seoping process and all stak.eholders should be 
included in the environmental review; unilateral review and approval by LADOT is not 
sufficient. 

The trame model analysis (FEIR Appendix 8) provides alternative values for the traffic 
on US- 101 which select locations that are too closed to the project resulting in an 
incomplete model analysis for the project trips distribution on the US-101 where only 
small amount of trip is assigned to US-l 0 I . 

t) Concerns regarding Response to Comment No. 03-13 
The City must conduct an HeM weaving analysis for both the northbound and 
southbound mainline segments, between the on- and off-ramps within the project vicinity 
utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and exitjng the weaving segments. This 
would show whether the traffic now will operate safely. 

As stated above, Cal trans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsaie conditions 
due to additional traffie congestion unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concerns 
need to be, and have not been, adequately addressed in the EIR. In summary, without the 
necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot agree that the FEIR substantively identifies and 
mitigates the Project's impacts to the State highway facilities as required under CEQA. 

We have been and will continue to be available to work in partnership with the City to identify 
adequate mitigation as a result of the traffic impacts from the M illelU1ium Hollywood proposed 
project. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Alan Lin, 
the project coordinator, at (213) 897-8391, and please refer to IGRlCEQA No. 130204AL. 

Sincerely, 

DIANNA WATSON 
IGRlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan. State Clearinghouse 
Jon Foreman, City of Los Angeles 
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Bonstelle, Sheri L. <syb@jmbm.com> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 2:55 PM 
councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; 
councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org; councilmember.labonge@lacity.org; 
paul.koretz@lacity.org; councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org; 
councilmember.parks@lacity.org; councilmember.price@lacity.org; 
cou nci I mem ber.wesson@lacity.org; cou nci I mem ber.boni n@lacity.org; 
councilmember.englander@lacity.org; councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org; 
councilmember.huizar@lacity.org; councildistrict15@lacity.org; 
patrice.lattimore@lacity.org 
McDonnell, Kevin K.; Reznik, Benjamin M.; dan.scott@lacity.org; 
michael.logrande@lacity.org; raymond.chan@lacity.org; terry.kaufmann
macias@lacity.org; mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; marie.rumsey@lacity.org; 
I uci ralia.i barra@lacity.org; 9 uadal u pe.d u ran.medi na@lacity.org; 
tanner.blackman@lacity.org; gary.lee.moore@lacity.org 
Letters to City Council - Hollywood Millennium Project 
Letter to City Council re Millennium Project - Seismic.PDF; Letter to City Council re 
Millennium Project - Traffic.PDF 

President Wesson and Members of the Los Angeles City Council, 

Attached are two (2) letters sent on behalf of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences regarding the Hollywood 

Millennium Project, scheduled as Item 21 on the City Council agenda for tomorrow, Wednesday, July 24,2013 
(Council File No. 13-0593-51). Hard copies of the letters and attachments were delivered this morning to the 

City Clerk's office for the Council File. 

«Letter to City Council re Millennium Project - Seismic. PDF» «Letter to City Council re Millennium Project -
Traffic. PDF» 

Sheri Bonstelle of 

JMBM I Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90067 

(310) 712-6847 Direct 

(310) 712-3377 Fax 

sbonstelle@jmbm.com 
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This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. Dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone or bye-mail, and permanently delete the original, and 
destroy all copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 

Circular 230 Disclosure: To assure compliance with Treasury Department rules governing tax practice, we hereby inform 
you that any advice contained herein (including in any attachment) (1) was not written or intended to be used, and cannot 
be used, by you or any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding any penalties that may be imposed on you or any taxpayer 
and (2) may not be used or referred to by you or any other person in connection with promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another person any transaction or matter addressed herein. 
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Jeffer Mangels JMBM Butler & MitchelllLP __________________ _ 

Kevin K. McDonnell 
KKM@jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

July 23, 2013 

VIA E-MAIL AND COURIER 

The Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
c/o: Office of the City Clerk 
200 N. Spring Street 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-A V -HD; CPC-2013-1 03-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Council File No. 13-0593-S1 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 24,2013, Item No. 21 

Subject: Seismic Fault Study Review 

Dear President Wesson and Members of the City Council: 

www.jmbm.com 

Ref: 00000-5004 

This office represents HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028, and we submit this letter on their behalf. At the Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee hearing of June 18,2013, substantial testimony was submitted by 
others questioning the accuracy of the seismic fault study, and in particular challenging the 
location of an active fault line as depicted in the project Environmental Impact Report. 

Hence, our client retained the services of a licensed engineering geologist to 
review this issue. Attached is his report. The report concludes that there is Ita high probability" 
that a seismic fault runs through the Millennium Project Site. 

A Umitf!d I iCibility Law Partnf"rship IndlJding Professional Corporations I Los Angeles· San Frandsco • Orange County 
LA 9724884v2 
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As such, on behalf of our client, and in accordance with our expert's 
recommendations, we request that prior to project approval, further study be done in order to 
preclude the presence of active faults below the Millennium Project site. 

Very truly yours, 

KEVIN K. MCDONNELL of 
leffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

KK.rV1:kkm 
Enclosures 
Cc: Via e-mail: 

Ray Chan (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Gary Lee Moore (gary.lee.more@lacity.org) 
Mayor Eric Garcetti (mayor.garcetti@lacity.org) 
Marie Rumsey, CD 13 Planning Director (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 
Michael LoGrande, Planning Director (michael.logrande@lacity.org) 
Dan Scott, Principal Planner (dan.scott@lacity.org) 
Lucirialia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (luciralia-ibarra@lacity.org) 
Guadalupe Duran-Medina (guadalupe.duran.medina@lacity.org) 
Tanner Blackman (tanner.blackman@lacity.org) 

LA 9724884v2 
JMBM: Jeffer Mangels 

: Butler 8< MitchelilLP 
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Southwestern Engineering Geology 

Jeffer, Mangels, Butler and Mitchell LLP 
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7!h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Attention: Mr. Kevin McDonnell 

July 22, 2013 

SUBJECT: Review of Fault Investigation Report for the "Hollywood Millennium" Project; North Vine 
Street, South of Yucca Street; prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental 
Services, dated November 30,2012 

Introduction 

At the request ofMr. Kevin McDonnell of Jeffer, Mangels, Butler and Mitchell LLP, Southwestern Engineering 
Geology has completed a review of a fault investigation report prepared in support of a development project 
proposed on either side of Vine Street, just south of Yucca Street in the Hollywood area of the City of Los 
Angeles, California. The development is known as the "Hollywood Millennium Project". The November 30 fault 
study (Langan, 2012 b) was prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services (Langan) as a follow
up to a geotechnical report prepared for the project in May of 2012 by the same firm (Langan 2012a). We 
understand that you have requested this review as an interested party for an independent assessment of the 
adequacy of the fault study to address the potential for future fault rupture below the proposed development. 

The undersigned geologist has been practicing as an engineering geologist in southern California for over thirty 
years, and has been a licensed Professional Geologist and a Certified Engineering Geologist since 1987. A 
resume is attached. 

This letter is organized in four parts. The Introduction outlines our intent and scope of work, and provides brief 
site and project descriptions. The introduction is followed by a brief history of the evolution of our understanding 
of the Hollywood fault, a technical review of the investigations completed at the Millennium Project site, and 
ultimately by a brief summary statement of principal conclusions. 

This review was completed solely to provide you with objective, professional input regarding the adequacy of 
Langan studies to address the potential for future ground rupture beneath the proposed project. The review 
utilized those materials provided to us by you or otherwise readily available either in our reference library or via 
the internet These materials included the Langan reports, other geotechnical studies performed in nearby areas, a 
variety of aerial photographs, and studies published in professional geologic literature. Our intent is to briefly 
summarize our current understanding of the Hollywood fault in the vicinity of the project, and to offer 
professional opinions regarding specifics of the fault study in light of that understanding. Our review did not 
consider and does not address geotechnical issues that may affect the proposed development other than the issue 
of fault rupture hazard. 

Site Description 
The Hollywood Millennium Project is proposed on a 4.47 acre parcel located on either side of North Vine Street, 
just south of Yucca Street in the Hollywood area of Los Angeles, California. The "West Site" is bounded by Ivar 
Avenue on the west, Vine Street on the east, and Yucca Street on the north. The northerly boundary includes a 
car rental facility located near the intersection of Yucca Street and Ivar Avenue, but excludes a commercial 
building located at the intersection of Yucca Street and Vine Street. Overall the site slopes generally to the south; 
with more dramatic changes in grade accommodated by a low, south-facing slope just south of the rental car 
facility, and by retaining walls up to ten feet high along the south side of the existing, off site commercial building. 

1717 Meander Drive, Simi Valley, CA 93065 
(805) 625-0485 
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The site is currently in use primarily as a parking lot. The southerly boundary is coincident with the southerly 
limits of the lot. 

The "East Site" is located between Vine Street and Argyle Street south of Yucca Street. The East Site is also 
currently in use as a parking lot, but also includes the Capitol Records building in the northwestern part. As with 
the West Site, the southern boundary of the East Site is roughly coincident with the existing parking lot. The 
commercial building at the comer of Yucca and Argyle is excluded. The boundaries of the project are noted on 
the Boring Location Plans from Langan 2012b reproduced here as Figure 1. 

Proposed Development 
We understand that the proposed construction includes tower complexes for mixed retail, hotel, commercial and 
residential use. Multiple towers of various heights ranging up to 585 feet are proposed on both sites, with up to 
six levels of subterranean. The structures will provide over 1,1 00,000 square feet of developed floor area. 

Hollywood Fault 
The Hollywood fault is part of a zone of east-trending faults that extends from Pasadena to offshore of Malibu. 
This zone marks the southern boundary of the western Transverse Ranges Geomorphic Province of California. 
The Hollywood fault extends in this system from east of downtown Hollywood to Beverly Hills, and 
accommodates reverse oblique movement that uplifts granitic and sedimentary rocks of the Santa Monica 
Mountains over the alluvial material that underlies the north edge of the Los Angeles basin and downtown 
Hollywood. 

The location of the Hollywood fault has been poorly defined in the past. Exploration at suspected fault locations 
in support of engineered projects is challenging. Extensive urbanization commonly precludes the use of trenching 
that would allow for direct observation of the subsurface. As a result, clear exposures of the Hollywood fault are 
limited; our understanding ofthe fault structure and location typically lacks detail at the site-specific scale. 

Hoots (1931) mapped the fault along the base of the steep mountain front west of La Brea A venue, and into the 
foothills east of La Brea Avenue. Dibblee (1991) mapped the Hollywood fault in much the same location as 
Hoots, but included a southern strand he designated the Santa Monica fault. This strand is depicted to splay south 
from the Hollywood fault at about Fairfax Avenue, extend roughly along Franklin Avenue to Vermont Avenue, 
and then northeastward beyond Interstate 5. 

Crook and Proctor (1992) compiled a summary of infonnation derived from six points of exploration along the 
Santa Monica and Hollywood faults. These sites included a location on Caheunga Boulevard where a series of 
deep borings were excavated during exploration for the L. A. Metrorail subway in 1981. These borings clearly 
constrained that a fault had to exist well south of Franklin A venue. Additional borings were excavated on 
Cahuenga Boulevard south of Yucca Street and north of Hollywood Boulevard to help refine the fault location. 
One of these intercepted about ten feet of sheared sandstone at a depth of 122 feet. This sheared material was 
interpreted as fault gouge and used to constrain the location of the fault. 

Dolan et. al. (1997) prepared a study that utilized old topographic maps that pre-date urbanization to conduct a 
geomorphic analysis of the Hollywood fault. Their analysis identified a series of scarps in the alluvial fan 
extending acrOss Hollywood south of the Santa Monica Mountains. They suggest that these scarps are the result 
of uplift along faults located substantially south of the immediate mountain front. They combine their 
geomorphic analysis with direct observations of fault exposures, and reported groundwater anomalies to present a 
convincing argument that the alluvial scarps are the result of faulting and that the most recent episode of fault 
movement likely occurred sometime between 4,000 and 20,000 years ago. As a part of this study, the Cahuenga 
Boulevard Metro Rail borings were demonstrated to lie along the projection of well-defined geomorphic scarps 
and groundwater anomalies. The fault interpreted from these data reasonably projects eastward from Cahuenga 
Boulevard, through the Hollywood Mi11enium Project to a prominent scarp previously located between Argyle 
Street and Gower Street (Figure 2). A map recently published by the California Geological Survey (Bedrossian 
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and Roffers, 2012) presents the most through-going. splay of the Hollywood fault as a buried feature along a 
similar alignment, though somewhat north of the Caheunga Boulevard fault mapped by Dolan (l997) and Crook 
and Proctor (1992). Figure 3 shows the pertinent part of this recent publication. 

Millenium Project Investigations 
Geotechnical investigations were conducted as part of the planning process for the Millenium Project 
development. Studies were conducted by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services. A geoteclmical study 

. was conducted in May of2012, and was foHowed by a fault investigation in November of2012. 

Summarv of Geotechnical Study 
The geotechnical study was conducted primarily to provide a characterization of subsurface geotechnical 
conditions below each parcel for the pUI]Joses of providing preliminary assessment of feasible foundation systems 
and geotechnical aspects of construction (Langan 20l2a). The study included four borings designated LB-l 
through LBA, spaced across the two parcels and excavated to depths ranging from 60 to 100 feet (Figure 1). 
Borings LB-l, LB-2 and LB-4 encountered similar materials consisting primarily of interbedded sand, silty sand, 
clayey sand and clay. Groundwater was encountered in each of these borings at depths ranging from 51 to 58 
feet. Below 20 feet, Boring LB-3 encountered a nearly continuous section of clay 40 feet thick, and did not 
encounter groundwater to a depth of 61.5 feet. On Page 4-5 of the report, the area around Boring LB-3 is 
identified as possibly requiring different engineering parameters for certain types of foundations due to the 
different geotechnical conditions encountered in that area. 

The geoteclmical study provides a discussion of the fault rupture hazard on Page 6 of] 1 under "Mapped Faults". 
The discussion states that the site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Area, but that it is located 
near a boundary of a Fault Rupture Study Zone included in the Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles. The 
discussion also states that two sources identify the Holl:ywood fault as being about 0.4 miles from the site. These 
include the California Division of Mines and Geology (currently the California Geological Survey) "Active Near-. 
Source Fault Zones Map" and the City of Los Angeles "ZIMAS" system (http://zimas.lacity.org). 

Commentary on Ground Rupture Aspects of the Geotechnical Study 
Site-fault distance 
The geotechnical study was not intended to be a fault rupture hazard study. The discussion presented of the fault 
rupture hazard is on a level commonly employed and generally considered acceptable for sites that lie well 
beyond (1000's of feet or more) the influences of known, well~documented faults. The Langan discussion 
references two sources that identify the site as nearly one-half mile from the Hollywood fault. The ZIMAS 
system does return a site-fault distance of about Y2 mile; however, does not indicate the map location of the 
reference fault. In my opinion, this limits the utility of the information leaving-it inappropriate for use in 
evaluating the potential for ground rupture at a site. The other reference is a bit outdated in any case, but also 
tends to be more a tool for determining engineering factors for seismic design rather than a detailed map of fault 
surface traces. 

Conventional published geologic maps would have made more appropriate references. Dibblee's map of the 
Hollywood Quadrangle is well-known and readily available. Reference to this map would have immediately 
identified the Santa Monica fault within about 700 feet of the property. The interactive, 2010 Fault Activity Map 
of California prepared by the California Geological Survey is also readily available online. Although the ability 
to "zoom" this map is limited, at the highest zoom available, a branch of the Hollywood fault appears to be 
located near, if not directly beneath the Hollywood Millennium project. A web search of the "Hollywood fauit" 
would have returned numerous links to the more detailed studies outlined above. Anyone of these references, 
and certainly their combined influence would have alerted the consultant to the inaccuracy of the other references, 
and the need for a detailed ground-rupture hazard assessment at the site. 

Southwestern Engineering Geology Page 3 
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Reliance on Fault StudY Zones 
The consultant states that the site is outside an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (known now as "California 
Earthquake Fault Zones") and also just outside a Fault Rupture Study Area (FRSA) included in the Safety 
Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. The Alquist-Priolo Act of 1972 mandates that the State 
Geologist establish "appropriately wide zones" along faults judged to be "sufficiently active and well defined". 
Within these zones, fault rupture hazard studies would be required prior to permitting new construction. There 
currently is no Earthquake Fault Zone established along the Hollywood fault. 

The referenced map from the City of Los Angeles safety element is presented at a very small scale, includes only 
selected streets, and does not indicate the Hollywood Freeway. Accurately locating a site on this map is 
challenging, and in fact the position of the site indicated by the consultant on Langan Figure 4 appears to be 
hundreds of feet north of the actual location. If located accurately, it appears that the site would lie on the 
boundary of the City of Los Angeles FRSA. Regardless of the actual site location relative to either zone, all such 
zones are simply regulatory entities based on planning-level assessments intended to mandate studies where sites 
lie within certain distances of known faults. A site location inside a zone mandates a study. A site location 
outside a zone is no guarantee that the hazard does not exist or does not need to be addressed, and does not relieve 
the consultant of the responsibility to exercise professional judgement. The need for a ground rupture hazard 
assessment must be independently evaluated for each site, even when located outside any regulatory zone. 

Suggestive Geotechnical Data (Abrupt Soil Character Changes; Possible Groundwater Barriers) 
The geotechnical data developed for the site in the Lagan report includes two elements that together suggest a 
need for a fault rupture study. Borings LB-l. LB-2 and LB-4 all encountered similar subsurface conditions and 
all encountered groundwater within 50 to 58 feet of the surface. Boring LB-3 is located south of the other 
borings. LB-3 encountered distinctly different soil conditions and did not encounter groundwater to a depth of 
61.5 feet below ground surface. These conditions suggest the possibility of a subsurface discontinuity consistent 
with a fault between the two locations. Inasmuch as the fault identified in Cahuenga Boulevard projects through 
the site, the differences noted between these borings require a more detailed evaluation to better define the nature 
of the discontinui ty. 

Summary of the Fault Rupture Hazard Study 
A fault rupture hazard study was completed by Langan in November of 2012 (Langan, 20 12b). The introduction 
indicates the study was required by the City of Los Angeles after it was determined that the site was "located 
within 500 feet of the Hollywood fault trace "as mapped by the California Geologic Survey (CGS) and the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS)", The study presents a fairly generic description of the site geology, and a 
discussion of groundwater that is based almost entirely on the Historic High Groundwater Level map presented as 
Plate 1.2 of the California Geological Survey, Seismic Hazard Report for the Hollywood Quadrangle (CDMG, 
1998). Groundwater data from the May Langan geotechnical study is not addressed. 

The report continues with a discussion of local faults with a focus on the Hollywood fault. This discussion begins 
by repeating the site~fault distance of 0.4 miles based on the two references discussed previously, and provides 
additional comments that "the fault acts as a groundwater barrier with higher groundwater levels north of the fault 
than south of the fault, and the fault juxtaposes Tertiary-aged bedrock or Pleistocene-aged older alluvial deposits 
against Holocene aged alluvial deposits of the Los Angeles basin." No specific references are provided for either 
of these statements. These statements are followed by a paragraph that states the Hollywood fault is typically 
reported to be located south of Franklin Avenue and north of Yucca Street in the vicinity of the site, with one 
study indicating the fault could be located south of Yucca Street. Once again, specific references for these 
statements are not provided. The report concludes the discussion of the Hollywood fault with brief descriptions 
of published studies by Crook and Proctor (1992) and Dolan et. a1. (1997), and several consultant studies 
completed along North Highland Avenue just north of Franklin Avenue. 
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The discussion of local faults concludes with a brief statement that they reviewed aerial photographs taken 
between 1952 and 1998, that they were unable to discern evidence of faulting within the site, and that they 
concluded that the Hollywood fault trends east-west beyond the northern limit of the site. 

The field exploration in support of the fault investigation study was conducted only on the West Site. Exploration 
consisted of a linear array of six sonic borings oriented in a north-south direction, beginning about 60 feet north of 
the southern property line, and extending about 162 feet to the north. Two of the borings were drilled vertically 
and four were battered (inclined) toward the south. The inclined borings were carried to lengths of 100 to 115 
feet equating to depths of about 90 to 100 feet below the surface and were spaced at intervals of roughly 50 feet. 
The two vertical borings were carried to depths of fifty feet and were located within 10 to 20 feet on either side of 
Boring 2. 

Core from the borings was Jogged in detail with each described soil unit assigned a Munsell Color value. Data 
from the borings was plotted on a subsurface profile (Figure 4) where three main geologic units were interpreted. 
These included a blanket of man-made artificial fill across the surtace, underlain by natural Younger Alluvium 
resting above natural Older Alluvium. Attempts appear to have been made to correlate individual soil horizons 
within each unit, and to characterize their lateral continuity; however, these correlations are poorly constrained. 

The upper sections of each boring encountered sections of loose to medium-dense sands that typically were 
described with 10YR hues indicating brown and yellowish brown colorations. These materials overlie deeper, 
generally more consolidated Older Alluvium. Although not specifically discussed in the report, it appears that a 
shift toward greater clay content combined with a shift toward more red, 7.5YR and 5YR Munsell hues were used 
to identify the top of the Older Alluvium. Based on the identification ofthis contact in the individual borings, an 
upper surface is depicted on the subsurface profile. This contact is depicted as a very gently southerly inclined 
surface dropping in elevation from about 370ft at B4 to 367ft at B-6 (a horizontal distance of about 80 feet), with 
an abrupt rise to an elevation of 370ft through B2 and B5, and a fairly steep ramp descending to an elevation of 
about 357ft at Boring Bl. The surface is depicted as continuous with no distinct offsets. 

Groundwater is depicted as a fairly unifonn surface along the line of borings, with a gentle inclination toward the 
north. Soils encountered in Borings B2 through B5 are generally similar interbedded sequences of sand, silty and 
clayey sand, and clay with significant gravel encountered at the north end of the line at the bottom of Boring B-4. 
These conditions contrast with soils in B 1 where an interval primarily of clay was encountered between 42 and 82 
feet in the boring. 

Radiocarbon dates were obtained for numerous horizons within each boring. Individual charcoal fragments were 
not recovered from the core; therefore, all dates reported are sediment dates. Although some anomalous dates 
were reported and discussed, in general the soil age dating confinned that materials assigned to Younger 
Alluvium (above the interpreted contact) are consistently Holocene in age, and that with one exception attributed 
to contamination, the materials assigned to Older Alluvium (below the interpreted contact) are consistently older 
than Holocene. 

The results of the fault investigation are summarized in four principal findings. These included 1) that visual 
shears were not observed in the core samples, and that as such, the irregularities in the contact between the 
Younger and Older Alluvium were interpreted as erosional features rather than as faults; 2) Langan considers the 
location of fault traces postulated by Dolan et. a1. to be poorly defined; 3) Evidence of groundwater barriers 
between borings was not observed within the site and 4) that detailed examination of the cores revealed no 
evidence of shearing and that Younger Alluvium consistently overlies Older Alluvium. Based on these findings it 
is concluded that active faulting is not present within the limits of their investigation on the site. 
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The discussions presented of both the Crook and Proctor study and the Dolan et. al shldy are dismissive and 
generally incomplete. Langan characterizes the 10 feet of sheared material encountered in Metro Rail Boring 28B 
as a possible "rock fragment", and seems to suggest that additional borings should have been conducted to 
evaluate this possibility. 

As described by Crook and Proctor (1992), Metro Rail Boring 28B penetrated l22 feet of fluvial sediments before 
encountering the ] 0 foot zone containing breccia of sheared sandstone, gravelly alluvium and siltstone bedrock 
Below approximately 132 feet, the boring continued in fluvial alluvium to a depth of 205 feet. A ten foot boulder 
consisting of sheared and brecciated fragments of multiple rock types contained in an otherwise normal sequence 
of fluvial sediments consisting of clay, silt and sand is simply not consistent with normal depositional processes. 
The suggestion that the conclusions at this location were based on "limited subsurface data" or that additional 
sampling should have been completed to confirm the origin of the "rock fragment" misses the point of Boring 
B28. Other borings excavated along Cahuenga Boulevard to depths in excess of 200 feet had already 
demonstrated that a fault had to be present. Boring B28 was the "additional exploration" excavated specifically to 
evaluate that possibility. 

The 1997 shldy by Dolan et. a1. consists of over twenty, 3-column pages of fine print published in a highly 
respected professional journal. The paper is generally considered something of a seminal study with respect to 
the Hollywood fault. Langan summarizes this landmark paper as follows: 

"Dolan et. al. (1997) performed an aerial photograph review and concluded that two possiblefaull scarps were 
present east and west of the Site. Due to the potential fault scarps, they inferred that buried traces fIr the 
Hollywoodfault could traverse the Site. Their conclusions are based on geomorphic data available at the time 
and did not include a subsurface investigation to confirm if buried traces were present. " 

Langan asserts that the Dolan work was based on, and to a certain degree implies that it was limited to review of 
aerial photographs, seemingly with the implication that the interpreted fault is not sufficiently constrained to 
warrant a study at the Millennium Site. As a point of fact, the Dolan paper does not discuss the use of aerial 
photographs. The geomorphic analysis for that shldy was completed using topographic maps prepared prior to 
much of the local urbanization. More importantly, the fault identified below Cahuenga Boulevard is constrained 
by the Metro Rail Borings, groundwater anomal ies, and well defined, south-facing scarps. The point of a research 
paper of this type is to develop and disseminate geologic information so that it can be incorporated into practical 
applications. Langan seems to suggest both here and in their conclusions that unless the research included 
exploration directly on the Millennium property, that the results are poorly constrained and not relevant to the 
Millennium project. This position seems to have resulted in Langan failing to incorporate very valuable data 
readily available in the public record. This data has a very direct and important role in any evaluation of the fault 
ruprure hazard for this project. 

Program of Field Exploration 
The text of the Langan report does little to communicate the analysis underlying the program of field exploration 
implemented at the Millennium site. The combined Millennium sites extend nearly 500 feet in a north-south 
direction. The linear array of borings that comprise the fault investigation extend only over about 150 feet of that 
distance and are located only on the West Site. The reason for this limited investigation is not discussed. 

There is a blue line on the map at the north end of the boring array with a label that indicates it is the «Northern 
Limit of the Fault Investigation." There is no discussion in the text of the report to explain the lack of 
investigation north of this line. The project description indicates that a 220 foot high tower will be located in the 
"northwest portion of the west site". Based on this understanding of the project, and given the need to establish a 
setback from active faults, it is difficult to understand how the defined limits of the fault study wiH provide 
sufficient data to accommodate development at the northwest corner of the west parceL 
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Similarly there is a yellow line at the south end of the boring array that is labelled "Southern Limit of 500 Foot 
Offset from Hollywood Fault Trace". As noted above, the location of a site outside regulatory limits that mandate 
exploration does not relieve the professional geologist of the obligation to properly evaluate a hazard. In any 
event, the consultant should clearly identifY which Hollywood fault trace forms the basis for the yellow line. In 
the introduction to the report, the consultant indicates that he must explore the area within 500 feet of the 
Hollywood fault trace as mapped by CGS and the USGS. The USGS reference is a digital fault and fold database 
that can be displayed on Google Earth. This database plots the Hollywood fault about 100 feet north of Yucca 
Street at Ivar Avenue. This fault is plotted north of Franklin Avenue on Langan Plate 1. Nonetheless, the yellow 
line is consistent with the correct fault location. The CGS reference (Geologic Compilation of Quaternary 
Surficial Deposits in Southern California) was revised in July of 2012. The location of the Hollywood fault on 
earlier versions of this reference is not known (the older reference is not available); however, the current version 
of the publication maps the Hollywood fault passing just south of Yucca within the northern boundary of the site 
and north of the current limits of the fault investigation (Figure 3). This fault location would seem to mandate 
exploration across the entirety of the property. 

Regardless of which mapped trace is considered appropriate to define a 500-foot limit for mandatory exploration, 
the overarching consideration is that a preponderance of evidence supports a significant fault one block west of 
the Millennium development beneath Cahuenga Boulevard, and that the fault extends to the surface somewhere 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Variations in dip angle and fault trend complicate efforts to 
establish a precise surface trace or eastward projection; a robust program of field exploration designed to evaluate 
the possibility of a fault anywhere beneath the Millennium Project seems warranted. 

Interpreted Subsurface Profile A -.vA..' 
The text of the report provides little commentary regarding the interpretation and analysis supporting the 
subsurface profile presented on Plate 2 of the report. Nonetheless, the boundary between the Holocene Younger 
Alluvium and the Pleistocene Older Alluvium appears to have been readily identifiable in the core samples and 
tends to be supported by the radiocarbon soil dates. The boundary identified in the borings resolves into a well 
defined, continuous surface at the north end of the subsurface profile. However, at the south end of the profile, 
the core data suggests irregularities in this surface that amount to an abrupt overall step in the surface about 10 
feet down to the south. The consultant interprets this step in the surface as simple manifestations of an erosional 
contact. The lack of visible shears in the core is cited as justification for this interpretation. There is very little 
discussion in the report regarding the condition of the core or the core handling procedures, and there are no 
photographs provided of the core. Much of the cored material is quite sandy. Shears related to faulting may very 
well not be preserved in this type of materiaL Furthermore, the step is accompanied by a dramatic change in the 
composition of the subsurface materials. Where Borings 2 through 6 encountered primarily sand, silty sand and 
clayey sand with relative few, thin intervals of clay, Boring B 1 extended through 40 feet of clay virtually 
uninterrupted. This data is reminiscent of the geotechnical study where materials encountered in LB-3 were 
markedly different than the other three borings located more to the north. Additional exploration in the form of 
trenching or additional, closely spaced borings appears warranted in this area to better resolve the nature of the 
irregularity defined in this contact. 

Groundwater 
Measurement of groundwater levels in inclined borings can be challenging relative to the comparatively simple 
task of dropping a tape down a vertical hole. This might lead to difficulty in making accurate readings. The level 
of groundwater observed in the borings is a critical element to the interpretation of the fault study. It is noted that 
in all borings, the core - particularly in the coarser-grained intervals, is commonly described as "wet" below the 
reported groundwater leveL This is not the case in Boring B 1. Groundwater is reported at a depth of 50.5 feet, 
yet no samples are described as "wet" until reaching a depth of 92 feet. "Very fine- to coarse-grained sand" at 82 
feet is described as "slightly moist to moist". Samples are not consistently described as "wet" until reaching a 
depth of about 100 feet. These data raise concerns that the measurement of groundwater levels in Bl may have 
been in error. The possibility exists that a seep at the 50-foot level in the boring may have been mistaken for an 
established groundwater level, and that instead, there exists a steep drop in the groundwater level between B5 and 
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Bl, and that the actual groundwater level in the inclined Boring Bl is at a depth of90 feet (approximately 80 feet 
below the ground surface) and consistent with regional historic high groundwater levels. 

The text of the report indicates that groundwater levels were measured in each boring at the completion of drilling 
and that each boring was backfilled with grout. There is no discussion of leaving the holes open or of returning to 
measure groundwater after a 24 hour period. The logs for Bl, B2 and B3 each indicate that groundwater was 
measured in the boring after a 24hour period. This note on the logs seems to be in conflict with the reported field 
procedure. Additional commentary regarding the measurement of groundwater and in particular the method by 
which groundwater was measured in the inclined borings may help to resolve some of these issues. 

The consultant's discussion of groundwater on Page 3 is based entirely on published groundwater levels reported 
by the California Geological Survey. These reported "Historic High" groundwater levels are substantially deeper 
than those encountered on the site. The consultant does report the onsite findings on Page 7, but other than to 
note the fact that onsite water levels are substantially higher than previously recorded historic high levels, the 
consultant offers no discussion of this fairly remarkable finding. The possibility that the anomalously high levels 
occur because water 1S impounded behind a fault located southerly of the fault study is not discussed. Instead the 
consultant offers a conclusion that evidence of groundwater barriers between borings was not observed within the 
site. Not only does this statement fail to consider one of the most likely implications of the high groundwater 
beneath the site, it would seem to be in conflict with the evidence for a possible groundwater barrier between 
Boring LB-3 and the other borings excavated during the original geotechnical study. Nothing in the fault study 
effectively addresses this issue. 

Summarv and Conclusions 
Based upon a review of the Langan geotechnical and fault investigation studies, various published indicating 
locations for the Hollywood fault and published studies of the Hollywood fault, we respectfully submit the 
foHowing concluding statements: 

1. The discussion provided in the Langan fault investigation is not sufficient to adequately detennine if the 
. extent of the fault study is suitable for the proposed development. Based on our current understanding of 
the proposed project, it appears that additional exploration is warranted both to the north and the south of 
the November 2012 study. 

2. The data developed by the Langan fault investigation suggests a possible offset in the contact between the 
Younger and Older Alluvial units between Sonic Borings Bland B6. This Offset appears to be associated 
with an abrupt juxtaposition of different materials in the deeper subsurface. The erosional contact 
interpreted at this location by Langan is not constrained by the available data~ 

3. The evaluation of groundwater levels below the property is incomplete. Additional exploration utilizing 
vertical borings to completely characterize groundwater conditions beneath the entire site would appear to 
be a critical element of an evaluation of the fault rupture hazard. 

4. There remains some lack of consensus regarding the location of the Hollywood fault in the vicinity of the 
Millelmium Project. The USGS plots the fault just north of Yucca Street; the most recent CGS map 
indicates the fault is just south of Yucca street. Both of these surface traces would seem to be too far 
north to accommodate the fault identified under Cahuenga Boulevard and the projection of this fault with 
the scarps identified in the 1997 study by Dolan et. aI. 

5. A preponderance of evidence supports a high probability that the fault identified in Metro Rail Boring 
B28 extends east from Cahuenga Boulevard and through the Millennium Project Site. This probability in 
combination with anomalies noted in the onsite data developed during the Langan Studies argues for a 
rigorous effort to provide sufficient exploration to uniquely preclude the presence of active faults below 
the Millennium Project site. 
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This opportunity to be of service is appreciated. Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please give 
me a call. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~~ ) 
Christopher J. Sexton 
Professional Geologist No. 4612 
Certified Engineering Geologist No.144] 

Attachments: 

References 

Figure 1 - Boring Location Map 
Figure 2 - Dolan et. al. Fault Study Map 

. Figure 3 - Portion of CGS Special Report 217 
Figure 4 - Subsurface Profile 

Resume 
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Christopher J. Sexton, C.E.G. 
Certifieil Engineeril1g GeolOBist 

M. S., Geological Sciences, Cali fornia State University, Los Angeles, 1990 
(Geologic Structure of the Liebre Fault Zone South of Bald Mountain) 

B. S., Geological Sciences, California State University, Northridge, 1983 
(Geochemistry and Tectonic Implications of Mid-Miocene Shallow Intrusions on the Palos 

Verdes Peninsula and along the Laguna Beach Coastline) 

Registration 8. Professional Affiliations 

Professional Histon 

Professional Geologist, California, #4612 
Registered Geologist, Idaho, #681 
Certified Engineering Geologist, California, #1441 
Certified Engineering Geologist, Oregon, #1148 
Member, Association of Engineering Geologists 

Southwestern Engineering Geology, Simi Valley, Principal Geologist, 1993-present 
Diaz-Y ourman & Associates, Engineering Geologist, 2008-present 
GeoDynamics, Principal Geologist, 2005-present 
Bing Yen & Associates, Inc., Camarillo, Senior Geologist, 1999-2005 
Advanced Geotechnical Services, Inc., Camarillo, Senior Geologist, 1993-2003 
California State University, Los Angeles, Assistant Professor, 1994 
West Coast Geotechnical, Westlake Village, Chief Geologist, 1991-1993 
Leighton & Associates, Inc., Westlake Village, Project Geologi st, 1990-1991 
Allan E. Seward Engineering Geology, Inc., Newhall, Senior Project Geologist, 1983-1990 
MESA2

, Inc., Marine and Environmental Sciences, Northridge, Staff Geologist, 1981 -
1982 

Representative Experience 

Mr. Sexton has over 30 years of experience providing engineering geology services in diverse geologic and 
environmental settings from Santa Monica and San Gabriel Mountains to the California Desert, and the California 
Coastline from San Luis Obispo to San Clemente. His expertise includes geological site characterization, land 
review, technical/peer review for municipalities, earthquake damage assessments, forensics, geotechnical 
construction monitoring, instrumentation, fault studies, and evaluation and remediation of landslides and other 
geologic hazards. These studies included drilling and trenching operations using many different types of full·sized 
and limited access drilling rigs and sampling equipment. Mr. Sexton has extensive experience producing detailed 
logs of fault trenches, rock-core and drill cuttings, and downhole observations in hundreds of bucket auger borings 
to depths as great as 160 feet. Project environments range from beach fronts and level sites to difficult-access 
hillside areas. 

Over the last 20 years, Mr. Sexton has provided consulting engineering geology services to over 40 respected 
engineers, geologists and developers throughout southern California. His studies have ranged from "due diligence" 
reviews in support 0 f purchase decisions to detailed geologic site characterization, slope instrumentation and 
geologic review for municipalities. Mr. Sexton has provided technical peer-review of hundreds of projects ranging 
from simple residential additions to large tracts with over 1000 homes situated in complex terrain including active 
faults, deep landslides, and combinations of coilapsible, expansive and liquefiable soils. 

Project experiem:e 

• Served as principle geologic reviewer on hundreds of projects as technical reviewer for the Cities of Simi 
Valley, Moorpark, Agoura Hills, Hidden Hills, Malibu, Calabasas, Camarillo, Palmdale, Santa Clarita and 
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others. Tasks included detailed peer review of fault investigation studies for large residential and commercial 
developments in the Simi-Santa Rosa, Camarillo, San Gabriel and San Andreas fault zones. Primary editor in 
the development of "Guidelines for the Preparation of Geotechnical Reports for the City of Palmdale, 
California", Provided testimony in 2006 to the California State Mining and Geology Board during challenges 
to the current interpretation of the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Act. These challenges resulted in clarification 
from the State regarding the intention of the Act, and establishment of a working group to re-visit requirements 
ofllie Act. (1999-2013). 

• Served as principle geologic reviewer on over 60 projects as technical reviewer for Monterey County (2011). 

Project Geologist for a fault trenching study for a large residential development proposed along the San 
Andreas Fault in Palmdale, California. 

Completed fault rupture hazard study as part of a package of feasibility assessments for a major freeway 
interchange and surrounding developments proposed in the City of Camarillo, California. High groundwater 
and unconsolidated materials precluded conventional trenching. Instead, 131 CPT soundings totaling a lineal 
footage of nearly 7500 feet were interpreted to identify potential fault offsets in shallow stratigraphy. Project 
was completed by Bing Yen and Associates, Inc. for the City of Camarillo (2004). 

Supervised field exploration, radiocarbon dating, analysis, and report preparation for a fault study in support of 
a 120-acre, major mall development in the City of Simi Valley, California. Coordinated excavation and 
detailed logging of approximately 7500 lineal feet of shallow fault trenches, two alluvial trenches that extended 
to depths up to 50 feet and involved earth quantities of about 300,000 yd3

, as well as hollow-stemmed and 
bucket-auger borings. Project was completed by Bing Yen and Associates, Inc. for the City of Simi Valley 
(2002). 

Provided third-party technical review of two controversial fault-rupture hazard studies in the City of Camarillo 
where applicants had retained counsel to challenge the technical conclusions of the City reviewer, and the legal 
basis for City policies regarding construction in fault zones. The first of these resulted in a presentation and 
petition to the California State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) requesting clarification of the intent of the 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Act. Ultimately these efforts resulted in the SMGB establishing a Technical 
AdvisOlY Committee to review the act and recommend policy changes (2006 & 2007). 

Provided second-party review for the Triunfo Sanitation District of preliminary feasibility level assessments of 
five alternative sites proposed for relocating a municipal water tank off of a large landslide (2005). 

• Supervised drilling and installation of inclinometers as part of a detailed investigation of a landslide covering 
about 10 acres in Bel Air Estates, CalifOl:nia. The landslide affects approximately 15 estate properties and a 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power water line. Provided detailed geologic logging of hollow-stem 
auger and rock-core holes that extended to depths of about 90 feet. Supervised installation of inclinometer 
casings and groundwater monitoring wells. The project was completed by Geomatrix Consultants and AMEC 
for the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (2006--2013). 

• 

Provided initial engineering and geologic assessment of damages to well over 100 residential structures in 
support of claims adjustment for major insurance companies. Many of these were completed as part of "rapid
response" efforts provided by insurance companies following the 1994 Northridge Earthquake. Others were 
completed as part of a judicially mandated "Independent Readjustment Program" to assist in reassessing 
earthquake damage claims nearly ten years old. Insurance assessment projects have been completed with 
RogersiPacific, GeoSyntec Consultants, and Snyder and Wilson Engineering between 1994 and 2013. 

Provided field supervision and downhole geologic logging to depths exceeding 120 feet to assess the 
mechanism and cause of failure where a landslide collapsed 600 feet of a major roadway at the southwest 
corner ofthe Palos Verdes Peninsula, California (Vv'hite Point). Project was completed by Shannon and Wilson 
for the City of Los Angeles (2011-2012). 
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• 

Provided detailed logs of cleanout excavations to characterize shallow stratigraphy exposed during construction 
of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Headworks Eastern Reservoir. Logged sonic borings for 
the Headworks Western Reservoir. The combined capacity of the two Headworks reservoirs will be 
approximately one-hundred, million gallons. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (201] and 2013). 

Provided field exploration in support of evaluating the feasibility of various cover designs for the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power Stone Canyon Reservoir, located above Bel Air in the Santa Monica 
Mountains north of Los Angeles. Provided detailed surface logging of approximately 800 feet of coreholes that 
extended to depths up to about 100 feet, detailed logging of shallow trenches and surface support during 
downhole examination of large diameter borings to depths of about 115 feet. Participated in downhole 
geophysics with Optical Televiewer, and installed and developed water-level monitoring wells in coreholes; 
including installation of vibrating wire piezometers. Project evaluated overall bedrock structure and 
groundwater conditions, helped define a complex unconformable contact between the Topanga Formation and 
Modelo Formation that extends beneath the existing dam, and developed subsurface definition of landslides 
that cover up to approximately] 5 acres. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (2010-2013). 

Provided field supervision and logging of trenches and rotary wash borings in support of a geotechnical study 
to provide recommendations for rehabilitation of gas pipeline foundations in an environmentaUy sensitive area 
of Santa Barbara County. Project was completed by Globus Engineering, Inc. for the Southern California Gas 
Company (2012). 

Participated in core logging, geophysical logging and geologic interpretation for the Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power, Silver Lake Bypass Tunnel Project. Logged two core holes and assisted in developing 
cross sections in support of geotechnical evaluation of large diameter access shafts proposed to extend to depths 
of approximately 90 feet. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (2011). 

Provided reconnaissance of engineering geology constraints for the Mountains Recreation & Conservation 
Authority (MRCA), involved in the development of facilities proposed at four coastal community parks in the 
geologically complex Malibu area of southern California (2006-2010). 

Provided geologic investigation and observation and mapping during grading to excavate cell expansions at the 
Calabasas and Sunshine Canyon Landfills. Investigations included detailed downhole logging of bucket-auger 
borings to depths of 80 feet. Identified critical geologic features in cell floors and in cut-slopes that extended to 
heights over 400 feet (2003-2007). 

• Project Geologist through Globus Engineering, Inc. for several projects completed at the Southern California 
Gas Company at the Aliso Canyon Facility at the north edge of the San Fernando Valley. Projects included 
aggressive gradin.g repair of access road failure that damaged and continued to threaten well-head facilities, and 
geologic/fault investigatlon ofa proposed pad for new compressor facilities (2005-2006). . 

On location for over four months east of Glamis, California to provide field assistance during groundwater 
characterization study in support of the proposed Los Angeles County Sanitation District's Mesquite Landfill. 
Completed detailed field mapping, well installation, and surface logging of nearly 4000 feet of rock core in 12 
exploratory holes/monitoring wells that extended to depths of over 500 feet in sedimentary and complexly 
deformed metamorphic terrain. Supervised construction of monitoring wells. Provided input during 
interpretation of geophysical logging and critical review of cross sections during the final stages of report 
preparation. The project was completed by GeoSyntec Consultants for the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District (2005). 
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Provided services to GeoSyntec Consultants to log and supervise installation of inclinometers to monitor 
potential movements in large landslides being undercut by grading for residential developments on property 
adjacent to an access road for La Pata landfill in San Juan Capistrano (2005). 

• Provided field assistance during investigation in support of an expansion to the Calabasas Landfill in 
Calabasas, California. Provided detailed field mapping, surface logging of coreholes that extended to depths up 
to about 300 feet, and downhole examination and logging of large diameter borings to depths of about 115 feet. 
Issues included groundwater levels and potential impacts of proposed grading on offsite landslides "that cover 

approximately ] 00 acres. Participated in downhole geophysics for 10 coreholes. Geophysics included Optical 
Televiewer, Fluid Temperature and conductivity logs, resistivity and gamma logs, caliper logs, and Acoustic 
Televiewer logs. Supervised construction of monitoring wells. Monitored water levels in all wells and 
maintained water level logs. Project was completed by GeoSyntec Consultants for the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District (2003). 

• 

Project Geologist responsible for the design, installation, monitoring and interpretation of dozens of slope 
inclinometer installations. 

Project Geologist responsible for investigation and construction monitoring of a large landslide repair 
completed in complex geologic terrain along Valdez Road in Calabasas, California. The landslide covered an 
area of about 2 acres and impacted three homes and a public road that provided access to 13 residential 
properties. Repair was completed under a grant from FEMA and included nearly complete removal and export 
of the landslide debris to install a shear key above the affected residences, installation of an extensive subdrain 
and new stormdrain system, and reconstruction of the public road (1993-1994). 

Project Geologist for detailed assessment of sea-cliff retreat beneath a proposed residential tract in Santa 
Barbara, California. Investigation included an extensive review of historic aerial photographs of the sea-cliff 
dating back to 1928, surface mapping of bedrock outcrops exposed in the face of the sea cliff, down-hole 
geologic logging of six exploratory bucket-auger borings, review of logs for 38 borings excavated previously 
on the property, coordination with local professional and academic geologists and detailed geologic analysis to 
estimate rates of sea cliff retreat and establish acceptable setback distances for the proposed development 
(1990). 

Staff and project level work for commercial, industrial and residential development in the Ventura and Soledad 
Basins between 1983 and 1990. Completed geologic investigations for over 50 land parcels ranging up to 700 
acres in size. Provided geologic observation" and mapping during design and grading for large projects 
involving millions of cubic yards of earthwork to construct residential and commercial building pads using high 
cut-slopes, fill slopes and retaining walls. Conducted fault-activity studies along the Holser, San Andreas and 
San Gabriel faults. Supervised geologic investigation for large commercial development focused around a 
proposed United States Postal Service Facility in Santa Clarita, California. Infrastructure for this development 
included roadways, a bridge, a flood control channel and several water tank sites (] 983 -1990). 

Publicatiolls 
Sexton, C. 1.; 1990; "An Overview of the Geology of the Soledad Basin, Northern Los "Angeles County, 
California"; in Buckley, C. 1. and Larson, R. A. ed. Geology and Engineering Geology of the Western Soledad 
Basin, Los Angeles County, California; AEG Field Trip Guidebook; November, 1990. 

Larson, R. A. and Sexton, C. J.; 1992; "Investigation of a Low-Angle, Dip-Component, Translational Landslide, 
Haskell Canyon, Los Angeles County, California"; Proceedings of the 35th Annual Meeting of the Association of 
Engineering Geologists, pre"sented Oct. 2-9, 1992. 

Sexton, C. J.; 1998; "A Perspective on Standard of Care"; AEG News; Volume 41, Number 2; Spring 1998. 
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Sexton, C. J.; 1999; "Common Pitfalls in Reaching Geologic Conclusions for Small Residential Developments"; 
Program with Abstracts; 42nd Annual Meeting of the Association of Engineering Geologists; Presented September 
27, ]999. 

Sexton, C. J.; 2000; "Things Your Mother Never Told You: Post-Academic Skills and Knowledge Necessary to 
Survive as an Engineering Geologist"; Program with Abstracts; 43Td Annual Meeting of the Association of 
Engineering Geologists; Presented September 24, 2000. 

Sexton, C. J.; 2007; "The Califomia Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act - Challenges in Implementing 
State Policy at the Local Level"; Program with Abstracts; 50th Annual Meeting of the Association of Engineering 
Geologists; presented September 28,2007 

Sexton, C. J.; 2008; "Implementing the Califomia Earthquake Fault Zoning Act- A Proposal for Change"; 
Environmental and Engineering Geoscience; February, 2008; Vol. 14, No.1; pp. 43-51. 

Schell, B. A. and Sexton, C. J.; 2009; "Newly Discovered Faults Associated with Ground Cracks of the 1971 San 
. Fernando Earthquake"; Program with Abstracts, Seismological Society of America Annual Meeting, April 8-10, 

2009. 

Sexton, C. J. and Blake, T. F.; 2010; "Challenges in Peer Review of Fault Rupture Hazard Studies for Engineering 
Mitigation"; Environmental and Engineering Geoscience; February, 2010; Vol. 16, No.1; pp. 41-46. 

RL0036158 



EM36484 

JMBM Jeffer Mangels 
Butler & Mitchell LLP _________________ _ 

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct: (310) 201-3572 
Fax: (310) 712-8572 
bmr@jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbm.com 

July 23, 2013 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND E-MAIL 

The Honorable Herb Wesson Jr., President 
Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-AV-HD; CPC-2013-1 03-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Council File No. 13-0593-S 1 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 24,2013, Item No. 21 

Dear President Wesson and Members of the Los Angeles City Council: 

We represent HEIIGC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028, and we submit this letter on their behalf. We previously submitted 
public comment letters regarding the Draft EIR for the Hollywood Millennium Project (the 
"Project"), and letters to the City Planning Commission and the City Council Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee regarding the insufficiency of the environmental review for the 
Project. 

In these letters we identified key issues in the traffic analysis in the Draft ErR for 
the Project and noted the inadequate response to these comments in the Final EIR. The Draft 
EIR fails to fully evaluate the traffic and parking impacts, because the Draft EIR makes certain 
assumptions due to a lack of finite Project Description. The Draft EIR uses modified trip 
generation rates for high-rise apartments, and calculates the required parking based on reductions 
for shared parking between retail, office and commercial uses. However, the Project does not 
provide a sufficient Project Description that would warrant an accurate calculation of the traffic 
impact or support reductions for any specific parking sharing. 

Attached is a copy of the letter from the California Department of Transportation 
("Caltrans") to Councilmember Garcetti, dated May 7, 2013, that reiterates some of our concerns 
with the traffic analysis. TIle Caltrans letter notes that the Project win contribute significant 
impacts to the US-lOi freeway on and off ramps, which are currently operating at Level of 

A Limited Liability Law Partnership Including Professional Corporations I Los Angeles· San Francisco· Orange County 
LA 9725742vl 
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Service F, and the Project's traffic study does not analyze or disclose these impacts. The 
Applicant has not submitted any additional information responding to Caltrans request that 
evaluates the impact to the State Highways System, and the neighbors that utilize it. Therefore, 
there is no substantial evidence in the record that would support approval of the Project based on 
the inaccurate traffic analysis. 

, B'NJAMIN M. REZNIK of 
Je er Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

BMR:slb 
cc: Via E-mail: 

Mayor Eric Garcetti (mayor.garcetti@lacity.org) 
Marie Rumsey, CD 13 Planning Director (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 
Michael LoGrande, Planning Director (michaelJogrande@lacity.org) 
Dan Scott, Principal Planner (dan.scott@lacity.org) 
Lucirialia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (luciralia,ibarra@lacity.org) 
Guadalupe Duran-Medina (guadalupe.duran.medina@lacity.org) 
Tanner Blackman (tanner.blackman@lacity.org) 

LA 9725742vl 
JMBM i Jeffer Mangels 

. j Butle.r & Mlt;c.hellup 
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SJ ATE OF CAl.!FORNIA--8USINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G BROWN JR GoYemQt 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRlCf;QABRANCH 
100 MAIN STREET, MS# 16 
LOSANGEI.ES; CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (213)897·:9140 
FAX; (213) 897-1337 

May 7, 2013 

Coundlmember Eric Garcetti 
Council District 13 
City oiLos Angeles 
200 N '. Spring Street, . Room 475 
Los Angeles) CA 90012 

Dear Councilmember Garcetti: 

RE: Millennium.HoUywoodProject 
IGRfCEQA :No. 130204AL-FEIR 
Vicinity: LA-lOl,PM 7.37 
BCH #2011 041094 

Flex yourpower! 
Be energy effiCient! 

We are writing this letter to reiterate CrutraJJS' concerns that the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR)) Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), and Traffic Study for this project did not 
fulfill the requirements of the CaliforniaEpvironmental Quality Act (CEQA); 

The MiUennium Hollywood Project is a regionaIlysignificantprojecttbatwiIl construct over 1 
million square feet of mlxeci use development ~d is approximately one block from the. US-l 0 1 
freeway. With the existing condition of the freeway operating at Level of Service "F'\ this 
project will ~ntributesignificant trafficimpac~' to the US-lOI freew:ayand its on/off ramps, 
The traffic stUdy does not analyze nor does it disclose the traffic impacts that this project will 
contribute to the State Highway System~ . 

After reviewifigthe Response to Comments from the City, Caltrans seuta letter,: dated February 
19,2013, cPlllmenting on the FEIR (seea.ttachment 3). We have not receiv¢daresponse from 
the City regarding our comments. 

The Los Angeles Planning Commission approved the project on April 27. 2013. As a 
commenting agency, we would like to~ once agai~ bring to the City'sattentionthat the project 
impacts will likely result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe 
queuing, and difficult maneuvering.. As mentioned in our previous letters, these concerns have 
not been adequately addressed in the ElK 

In swmnary; without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot agree that the FEIR 
substantively identifies and mitigates the Project's impacts to the State highway facilities .as 
required under CEQA. 

"., I c .~ Ie • __ • 
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Caltrans staff wiUcontinue to be available to work in partnership with the City to identifY 
adequate mitigation as a.result of the traffic itnpacts from the Millennium Hollywood proposed 
project. If you have any questions, ple8$e feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9 t 40 or Alan Lin, 
the project coordinator) at(2I3) 897~8391,andplease refer toJGRlCEQA No. 130204AL. 

Sincerely, 

~,~,~ 
DIANNA WATSON 
IGRlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: .Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
City Council Members •. City of Los Angeles 
Michael LoGrande, Director .City ofLes Angeles Planning Department 

Attachments (3) 

"Co/trans improves mobility across California " 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
(GRlCEQABRANCH 
lOOMAfN' S'fREr::.T> MS R 16 
tOSANOELES; CA 9OO12-~606 
PHONE:· (213) 897~914[) 
FAX: (213) 891~! 337 

May 18, 20ll 

Ms .. Srimai P. Hcwawitharan~ 
City of Los Aqgeles 
200 N, Spring Street. Room 1':;0 
Los Angeles, tA90012 

Dear Ms. Hewwit1iatana~ 

EM36488 

IGRlCEQA No. UQ50lAL-NOP 
MUl¢nnlum Hollywood Project 
Vic.LA~lOl,PM 7.37 
SCH #201 1041094 

lillMUNP<i 8RQWN~ 

Flex ,VOW' JIIfIwrf 
Jk energy efJici(>fAl! 

Thank you for indU(iipg the California Departm~t of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental review process furtne above refenmced project Thepropo~ . project would 
include the ·cOcnstruction ofapptoximatcly i~052,667square feet Qf.ncW developed floor area. 
The projectw()uhJ develop a mix. of land· u~ in¢hIding resld~mial dwelling· uruts~ luxury· hotel 
rooms, office· and· associated uses. restaurant space, ·health and fitness ··clu'b uses~ and tetiil 
establishments. . 

Because ofthesizeaildland usesofthe·projoot. tbisprojoot may have.a~gionalttafficimpaCt 
on the State facilities~ To assis.tin O\ll' efforts to evaluate the impa,cts of this pwject on state 
transportation facilities, a traffic studyshou1d be-prepared prior to prepanngtheDraft 
Environmental Impact Report (DbIR). Pteasetefer the project's traffic consUltant to the 
Department'strafftc$tudy;guide Website: 

Listed below are.Smne elemems of what is genet:al1:yexpected in the trnfficstudy: 

I. Presentations of assumptions and methods used to developfrip generation; trip distribution, 
choice of travel modC~ and assigmnentsoftrips ·to I~ll O~ and an onIoff ramps Witilin 5 miles 
radius of the project site. The Department hasooncems about queuing of vehicles using off'
ramps thatwiUback into the mainline tbroughbmes. It is recommended that the City 
determine whether project .. related plus cumulative traffic is ex~edto.C3USe long queues: On 
the on and off.:ramps. We would like to meet with the traffic consultant to identify study 
Jocationson the State facilities beforeprepmingthe Environmental Impact RepQrt (Bm) 

2. Consistency ofptojcct travel modeling with other regional and loCal mode1ins forecasts and 
with tra.vel data. The Department may use indices to verify the results and any differences or 
inoonsist<mci~ must be thoroughly explained. 
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3. Analysis of ADT, AM and PMpeak-hmrr volumes for both the existing and future conditions 
in the affected area. Utilization of transit lines and vehicles, and of aU facilities, should be 
realistically estimated. Future conditions shouldinciudebuild-out of aU projectS and my 
plan-horizon yeats .. (see next item) 

4. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Analysis should include· cxistingtraffic, traffic 
gcnllll'8.tcd by the projeQt; cumulative traffic generated from aU specific approved 
developments in the area, and traffic growth other than fu:>m the.project and developments. 

5. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts. These 
mitigatioudiscussions should include, but not be limited to; the tbllowing: 

!It Description of Transportation Infrastructure Improvements 
• FhlW1cialCosts, Fundmg SOllfCCS and Fin311cing. 
.. Sequence and Sc.hedu1ing Considerations 
• hnplementationResponsibilities, Controlst and Monitoring 

Any mitigation involving tran.mt ()1" Transportation Demand ManagemeJlt (TOM) should be 
justified and the results oonseryative1yestimate<i. improvements mvolving dedication of 
land or Pilysical constrUQti()n may befaivonilily considered. 

6. The Dq>a-ttIncnt may accept .fail'··sh.are contributions towartt pt~stabHshed or future 
improvements on the State Hignway Sys.tdn. Please usellie ro1l0wingtatio when esWnating' .. 
project equitabteshare responsibility: additional· traffic volume due toprojed implementation 
is divided, by tbctotal increase inth,etra{fic volume (see Appendix "B" ofilieGwde). 

• • •• ".... • c , • c ' • ~'". ." _ -; • _ '. " • • 

PleaSetiot~that for purposcSofdct¢nmuingproject share ofoosts, the number of trips from 
thcproject on each travelfugsegment. or '~lement is estimateil in the·cont~t of forecaSted : 
traffic volumes. which include bUild~out mali approved and not yet approved projects and 
()th~ sources of growth. Analyticalmcthods such as select-zonetJ:ave1furecast modeling 
mlghtbe used. 

rl~ be reminded that as the respou,siblc ag¢i1cy underCEQA,the Department· has 
authority to detemrinethe reqwred freeway analysis for this proj~t·;wi is responsible fur 
obtaining measures that will off';sct project vehicle trip generation that worsens State 
Highway facilities. CEQA allC,lW:s the Department to develop· criteria forevalooting impacts 
on the facilities that it manages. m addition; the County eMf· standards states that the 
Department should be consulted f()filieanalysis of State facilities. State Routes mentioned 
:inilem #1 should be analyzed, preferably using methods suggested in the Dcpartmenes 
Traffic Impact Study Guide. To help determine the appropriate scope. we request that a 
select zone model run is performed. We welcome the opportunity to provide consultation 
regarding the Department's preferred scope and methods of analysis. 

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study and expect: to receive a copy from the State 
Clearinghouse when the DEIR is completed. Should you wish to expcditethe review process or 
receive eady feedback fwm the DepartmCflt please feel free to send a OOPY of the DEm directly 
to our office. 
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As discussed in your telephone conversation on May 17, 2011 with Mr; Alan Lin, Project 
Coordinator, . we would like to extend an invitation to meet with the City, developer,· and the 
traffic consultant eady in the proccssto discusspotcntial traffic impacts to the State facilities and 
possible mitigation measures prior to the preparation of the EIR. 

If you have any questions., please feel free to contact me at (213) 891~9140 or Ahm Lin the 
project coordinator at (213) 897-839J and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 110501AL. 

~
'!' .} 

.. ~. ~Ii VClW-
NNAWATSON . 

IGRlCEQABmncbChief 

cc: . Scptt Morwm. State dearinghousc 
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DEPAR.TMENT OF TRANSPQRTATION 
DJSTRlct7,REGIONAL PLANNING 
rGWCEQABRANCH 
100 MAINSTRmrr. MS"# 16 
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i.oS ANGEU~S, CA 1}0012:*3606 H.:x ydHrp(l)W! 
PHON~: (2B)891-9140 fll!el'~rgytrffi(;iellll 
fAX: (21J) 897-1337 

December 10,2012 

Ms. Srimalliewawi tharana 
Department,()fCity Planning 
CityofLoj Angeles 
200 N. spring Streett Room 750 
LosAngeles~ CA90012 

Deal' Ms. a~wawitharana; 

IORlCEQANo. 121Oj6AL~DEIR 
Refetencedto IGRlCEQA No. Il 0501 AL-NOP 
Millennium H()UywOQdProj~ct 
Vic. LA-tOI; PM 7.37 
SCH#: 2011041094 

Thank you fafincluding the California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
erlVit(ltlJllentaltevi~. process, fortbe ab~ve referenced project. The proposed project would 
include the construction of approximately 1 miUionsquare feet .of developed floor area. The 
histQI'ic Capitol Records Building$ndthe GogertY Building would remmnWithintne project si~e. 
The Project would demolish andlorremove the existin~ rental car faciUty. The project would 
develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential dweUing units~ 254 luxury hotel rooms, 
264,303 square feet of office spacef 2~;OOO square feet of restaurant space, 80,OCOsquare feet or 
health and fitnessc1ub space, and 100,000 square feet of retail space. 

BelowareCaltrans; major concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Rqmn (DElR) for tbe 
MiUenniumHollywood Project~ < 

I', Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18, 20 11~ on the' Notice. of Preparation 
(NOP) and met with the developer's consultant on September 15; 201 i. to discuss 
Caltrans' concerns about the project'sirnpacton the us-wi freeway and on/off ramps 
\vithin, the Smiles radius (if the project site. The traffic consultant acknowledged 
Caltran$~ concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic procedures for 
analyzing impacts to the state blgbway system would follow standard statewide 
procedures outlined in Caitrans Traffic Study Guide. However7 the June 2012 Traffic 
Impact Study (TIS), which is the basis for the traffic impact discussion in the DEIR, did 
not follow those procedures and does not analyze the impae!s to the state highway 
systf,lm. 

"Ca/tram improws mohi/if)! acrossCalf/oml(l '. 
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2. There was no analysis perfotmed for any of the freewny ~Icments. The TIS only used the 
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (eMP) criteria. Howcver~the 
CMP FaUsto provide adequate information as to direct and cumulative impacts to the 
freeway mainline .ond :ramps. per CEQA. 

3. Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US~ 101 is operating at LQS F. Any additional 
trips will worsen tbeexisting freeway condition. Th~ TIS did· not include a cwnul~tive 
tmfficanalysis fQf US,.lOl. which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related 
projects that are referred to in the DElR.the l'tOPllSed NBC Universal Project. and 
growth from the Hollywood Community Phm (Plm) •.. Because the T1Sprepared· for the 
Plan in 20Q5 determined that build-out of the Plan would result in s~gnii1cant 
transportation impacts to theUS"lOl; tbePlan create:da TmnSPQrtation Improvement an4 
MitigationPla:n(nM~) tp identify future improvemtnfsto the US-10 i . Since th¢ 
proposed project site is io(!tlted within the Plan @feil,ihe jdentifledimprovements shOUld 
have been taken into consideration. as wen as improvements listed in. Metro's Long 
Range Transport~uon Flatl .. 

4. Page IV~K.1-60oftheDEIRstates: "The Project would resuJUn a less than significant 
impaclwith respecltotrip generation upon CMPlo~atjons $d OJ} freeway segments. N (l 

mitigation is required:' This conclusion· is not based on any credible . analysis that could 
be f()und anywhere in the DEIR. It. is Caitrans'opiniol1, bas¢d on.the work that we have 
done in this area, that. this project will result in significant impacts to the state highway 
system. 

5. ThesubmiUed trafficanalysjs did not include· the following ramp intersections iliat ate 
cto~st t() the project~te~ wbiehmay be significantly impacted bylhis development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 
.. SB Route 101 off .. ramp to Gower Avenue 
It NS Route 101. off-ramp tp Gower Avenue 
• Sa Route 101 off .. r~mptoCal1uengaBlvd. 
• sa Route to I oil-ramp from Cahuenga Blvd. 
• sa Route· 10 I ofi'-mmpw Vine Strcct 

The traffic ana1ysisat these off-'rnmps needs to show projected queue build-up .upstreClm 
of the off-ramp. Although most of the on~ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs 
to show how the addedlover.,flow volume 10 the on-ramp may affect other nearhy 
inters~tions> including off-ramps~ Cattrans is concerned that the freeway ramps Wm 
back. Up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do not back up) the 
intersections ad.jacent to the ramps mtist be able to absorb the otT~ramp volumes at the 
same time as they serve local circulation and land uses. 

6. As shown in the DEIR. Table 5 Project Trip Generation, the project wi]] generate a 
19.486 average daily vehicle trips with 1.064Il,888 vehicle trips during the AMIPM peak 
hours. These volumes appear to be low and Caltrans requests that the lead agency verifY 
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them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are not· in compliance with the Cal trans 
Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation should be propedy justified . and 
substantiated; For example,ilie· 30% reduction of the :retail pass-by trips is significantly 
high without justific;J,ti()n. Utilizing such high reduction rates will result in inadequate 
identification of traffic impacts and mitigatioI4 thus violating CEQA. 

Tn address these concems,ru1 analysis for the project's. impacts to th¢ freeway syst~m should be 
performed based on the proposed scope of the project· as ·~scrlbed in the· DEiR and wouldnetd 
toincludeaU ofthefuUowing to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facilities 
~nthe project vicinity: 

a. If the project wiUbe developed in phases, the project added demand and trip 
assignment to. US-IO 1 should be based Oil eachpbasc oflheprojcct, otherwiSe 
it should be based on 100010 occupancy. 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution. need to be fofi:castedbasedon 
. a Select Zone Analysis. BaSed on the magnitude (lithe project and itsc10se 
proximity to US~[Ol,the trip assignmeillappears. tobeu~onably low. 
Please ehtborate on thMrip assignment methodologyutili~. 

c. '['rip Generation fig~sfrornother sources should. be cross-:-r~ferencedby the 
SOUrot'l;, page number~ year;. and. table numbers. 

d. theoUramps onNBand SB US"I01, between Vennont Avenue and Highland 
Avenue, which woijld represent the most impacted area. by the proposed 
Development, should ~ana1yzed utilizing the Highway C~pacity Manual 
(HCM)8Sth PerCentile QUeuing Analysisrnethodology with the actual signal 
timings. at thernmps~ termini. 

e~ Similarly, the on ramps on NB and sa US-lOt~ withinthe :mme area, should 
be analyzed utilizingfue. stUne roetbooology and with the actual metering rates. 
These rates can be obtained by contacting Ms. Afsaneh Razavi, Senior 
Trallsponation EnginecrtCaltrans Ramp Metering ~r1mertt at (323) 259-
1841. . 

t: An HeM weaving analysts needs to be perfonned for both theNB and the SB 
mainline segments, between the on and off ramps within the same area, 
utilizing balanced trafticdemands entering and exiting the weaving segments. 

Caltrans is concerned that the PrcJject impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, mid difficult maneuvering. These concerns need to. be 
adequately addressed in the EiR.·In summary, without the necessary·trafftc analysis, Cal trans 
cannot recognize the TIS and DEIR as adequately identifying and mitigating the project~s 
impacts to the State highway facilities. 
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If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 
897.;8391 and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 121036AL. 

Sincerely, . 

.&';(J.~,<. ~Z '-
DIANNA WATSON 
IORlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan. State Clearinghouse 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 1. REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGruCEQA BRANCH 
100 MAIN STRf:.l.IT. MSt;! 16 
EOSANGELf..s, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (213) 897M9140 
FAX: (213)897·[337 

February 19,2013 

Ms. SrimaJ Hcwawitharana 
Department ·of City Planning 
City ofl~s Angeles 
200 N. spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

Dear'Ms~ Hewawithamna: 

EM36495 

IGRlCEQAN'o. 130204AL-FEIR 
Referenced tet 
IGlVGEQA No.II 0501AL-NOP 
IGRJCEQA No. 121016AL-DEIR 
MiU~um HollywQOd Project 
Vic .. LAdQl. P~ 7.37 
SCM #::Wi 1041094 

Fk;r:yrmr- pQ1&"4fr' 
Ik fllIflyt{y <;!JfJ~nt! 

l1iank you for the oppo~unitY t9review theFiI(al Environmental Impact Report (FElR). tetthe 
Millennium HoliYWQooProject (Project). . This, l~tter S(}1'Vcsto reiterate our concerns that the 
FEIR does ootfuJfiU the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

We have the folloWing comments after reviewing thef'EIR: 

1. CRQA requires the preparation of an EIR to identilY,aproJect's significant effects oIl·tne 
environment, identitY alternatives to the project, and. devise measures to mitigate or avoid 
those ¢ffccts. (Pub. ResoUrces Code §§ 2 100t.l ~subd.{a) &2 t()6 L) This Project is a project 
of statewide. regional. orateawide significance. (CEQA'(Juidelines § 15206. subd. (b).) 
When a project is orstateWid¢, regional, or areawide significance, CEQA requires that·the 
le~ agency con~t with responsible. agenci~. stateag~n(*$ with jurisdiction over tesource~ 
affected by thepr{)ject, and· public agencies with Jurisdietiol1 over a transportation facm~. 
(Pub. Resources·Cooe §2109~A~ § 21153; CEQA GwdeliJ;le5 §15686.) Caltransnotifted the 
City of Los Angeies(City) that toproperiy assess the potential impacts to the st:ate Rh~h~y 
System (SHS) from theProject~a proper traffic impact study (TIS) must becomplefed. 

2. A valid TIS represents fue linchpin in Caltfans' efforts to assess a project's potential impacts 
to the State transportation inffastro.etute. To assiSt the City in its preparation of a valid TIS, 
Caltrans iuformed the City that. the TIS needs to comply· with the "Co/trans Guide for the 
Prej)(1i'otion 'Of the TrajJic impact Studie.~'). UnfortUnately., the City did not work. with 
Caltmns and instead. relied on its own Congestion Mtmagement Program (CMP). which 
DOES NOT adequately study the impacts to the sas. B~ause the TIS did oot adequately 
analyze the traffic impacts, the City therefore did not identify adequate mitigation. Cal trans is 
conceri:l.oo that the Project impacts may result· in unsaf(,: conditions due to additional traffic 
congestion~ unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. The City's analysis incorrectly 
focuses its attention oniinpacts to Ihe CMPfromthe project. CEQA does not call for an 
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evaluation. of theimpa.cts of a proposed project on an existing "plan; it is :concerned with the 
impacts "from the project upon the environment. which is defined as the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area. The City did not study impacts to or identify adequate 
mitigation for the SHS. 

3. Caltrans operates amuJti-modal transportation system across the State, and is responsible for 
the planning, building and mainten~e of that system. (St5. & Hwy. Code §90 et seq.) 
WhHe the lead agency for a project has the a.utlwrity to dcterrrline the initial· signifh::a.ncc of 
the pr.pject's impacts underCRQA, Caltranshas the ultimate authority under the Streets and 
Highways· Code. as the owner and operator of the facilities, to make that determination on the 
SHS. 

4. The intent of the CMP is to assist federal, state . and local agencies in developing and 
implementing comprehensive planning stra:~gies to· handle traffic cougesdoo. (Gov. Code. § 
60588) Unfortunately. the CMP process does Il()t adequately evaluate the imlJac~s to the SHS, 
nor does it make the City the finalautbority;()ver highway safety issues. As the owner and 
operator of the SHS facilities, Caltrans provides c9mmenlS on enviromnentaldcx.'tinlertts and 
the analysis ofimpacts to the SBS. 

5. The purpose ofaHowing the put)Hc and other gov~nlalagenciestbeoppOrtunityto review 
EIRsincludes; Sharing expertise. disclosinaagencyanaly$Cs~ checking for a~c~y. det~iM 
omissiolls.discoveting public concerns, an~t soliciting counter proposais. (CEQAGuidclines. 
Section 1520(};) The TIS did not provideC~,orany other reader, withslJffici¢~ttmffic 
analysis to properly r~view and asseSs thetmffic assumptions, lead .agen~yanalysis~and 
conclusions regarding the ProjeCt and its i~cts, 

6. The eMP does not capture the same data fur analysis that the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HeM) uses. For example, the eMP (l)@ils···tQatialyZ¢ off-ramps. (2) fails to analyze 
freeway impacts., including where existing LOS isF, if the Project trip assignments is less 
than 150 .cat'S, (3) uses a flawed percentage ratio to determine the significance of impacts,and 
(4) incorrectly anaiy?,.es cumulative traffic impacts. 

1. The CMP~ Sectiun D4 Study Area, indicat~s'tb~t ·"The geographic area examined in the HA 
must include. thefoUowin~;ata minimwn~ and. '~Caltrans mustaisobe eonsult~dthrougbthe 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) proceSS to ident~ OIiu!rspeciOc iocmwns to be >anatyzedonthe 
state· highway system." Calmms identified potential study Ideations for the Pmject~ but the 
City does notincludeall analysis oftneselocations intheFEIR. 

8. CEQA requites mitigation for site-specific issues. However. the CMP does not include site-
specific safety considerations, nor is it based on an appropriate measure of effectiveness for 
site-specific considerations. Therefore,analysis under the CMP alone does oot comply with 
CEQA. 

9. The FEIR fails to provide queuing analysis on the off-ramp where the freeway ramps win 
back up, creating a potential unsafe condition~ As·Caltrans has already informed the City, the 
off-ramps which would represent the most impacted areaoom the Project should be analyzed 
utilbdng the HeM 85th percentile queuing anabsls methodology willi the actual signal timings 
at the ramps termini. The City did not do this ~a1ysis in the FEIR, nor docs the eMP addross 
this issue. 
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10. The CMP improperJy uses a percentagecnterion for determining the significance· of traffic 
impacts. The use of a "ratio theory" or "C:i.?mpaiative approach'" suCh as the CMP's "2% 
inctcru;c in trips" criterion. improperly measures a proposed project's incremental impact 
relative to the existing cumulative effect rather than measuring the combined effects of both 
the project and other relevant past, present; and future projects. 

J I. A lead agency that intends to approve developments with unmitigatedsignHi<:allt traffic 
impacts must make Findings that· no meru;UI'eS .qre .. feasible to mitigate those impacts, and must 
issue a Statement of Overriding Consideratioos~ which indicates that allowing this project to 
proceed woUld be in thebestinrerest ofthe generalpuhlic. 

12. Caltrails; Concerns with the CitytsRespo~toComments in theFEIR: 

a) Concerns regarding Respome to Comment .Nos. 93 .. 2ud 03;.$ 
The Traffic;lmpac~StudyOuid.e (TISG) states that "CalttMS endeavQfS to maintain a 
target LOS at the transition between LOS C and. LOS D on the Stare· highway facilities . 

. However, Pdtmns acknowledges that this may not always be feasible andrcc(jmmends 
that the lead agency conSult WithCaltransto determine the appropriate target LOS." The 
City tailed to consult with CaltnmstO determine the appropriate target· I~OS for this 
project 

What's tll~. the· State Highway facility ~an ab$Otb additiopai miffic: without 
dcgradatio~ if it is opertttmgat a· high~ leVel of senii~e where there m-e. un.congested 
operations. higher travel speeds and ~m of movement. However.iliegrea:ter the 
congestion,. the lower the threshold ofb'afficneetied to create .~ ilnpt¢t, The '11SG 
describes the trip generation changes that would. trigger the need to consult wi~hCaJtrwts 
or that are likely to indicate apr()babl¢~tgtiificant effect. At certain locations, e\icll less 
than 50 peakbour trips may have 8signiftcant impact on opemtionsand the LOS. 
Impacts ·arcmoSt often considered signincantbyCaltrans if th¢y migbt create an unsafe 
condition by increasing or reiQCatingtraffic demand. thereby incteasitlg the lisle of t~ 
movement conflicts Oil the· SAS. the·. Q~er· majocconccm is when the jntegrity.of the. 
SHS woUld bea~risk from physically Uli<lerminlng or destroying the structures,· Traffic 
that exceedsanopetational or capapity thre$old win have a different .Iev-cl of 
significance depending on whether tbeanalysis looks at mainline or access . locations. 

b) Concerns regarding Response to Com.en! Nos. 03-3, 03-4 and O~S 
The Transportation Modeling Pr~cdures and Results (Appendix S ofFRIR) 
demonstratcsthat the Project adds traffic to the freeway. Cumulatively, the 58 related 
projects that ·are referred to in the DEIR, the profJof)ed NBC UniverSal Project and the 
Hollywood . Community Plan, also add. tmfficto the freeway and Should have been 
included in the modeL Route] 01 already operates at LOS F in the vicinity of the Project. 
Regardle~ of programs that include Upgrades to the transit system or TOM to improve 
traffic conditionSt the net effect or my additional trips likely will worsen the existing 
freeway. condition. Adopting an arbitrao' value of 1 SO or more trips to constitute a 
significant impact is not a realistic approach and docs not capture the impacts to the SHS. 
Any additional traffic to the mainline. p$ticular1y where the LOS is operating at '''F'' or 
worst. needs to be mitigated in compliance with·CEQA. 

RL0036172 



Ms. SrimallIewawitharana 
February 19,2013 
Page 4 of5 

EM36498 

Page 1 of the Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results states, "the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update was also determined not to have a significant impact on the 
freeway sy~1em." This statement i$ false; according to the DEIR (SCM No. 
2002(410009) for the Hollywood Community Plan Update (page 4.5-30), the proposed 
plan compared to the 2005 conditions WOuld. result in an unavoidable significant adverse 
transportation impact and the Phm off~ transportation improvcment$ to mitigate the 
traffic impactS. The Hollywood Community Pian TIMP includes LRTP 
HighwaylFreeway Improvements (page 48), LRTP Arterial Street Improvements (page 
49), and Capital Improvements (page 66). All of those improvements include freeway 
mainline and onlofframp improvementshlthe project vicinity. 

Caltrans·willconsider any and all improvements that would benefit the SUS. including 
the ATSACI Adaptive Traffic Control . System Highway and Street Traffic Signal 
Manageme,ntSystem. Insread. Caltr~was and still is unabl~tQ assess the benefits of' 
sut:h a program because there is nottilffic:study in the EIR that includes the necesSary 
analysis; . 

c) COllc~msreg.1'4iilg RC!sponse to Commeat No,. 03-6. O~l1taDd 03-14 
Trte listed tamp intersections are "those at which the Project traffic impacts· have the 
potefltial to be significlUit and substantial:' The ~tudy locations should irt¢lude all 
freeway dements, including freeway mainline, weaving sections,meters,ramps. and 
ramp j\lIlCtions~. in the study area. Tbe trilffii: impact analysis methodolQgiesarc·speUed 
outin the CaImms guidelincsatld are .. use<i throUghout the State when Statel{ighway 
facilities are involved. For off-ramps and. ramp junctions, Caltmns: uses ·the HeM for 
analySi~. The FEIR is flawed beearisethe City relies upon the CritiCtli Mo:vei'rient 
Analysis (CMA)# which does not addt'e$$ off-ramp queuing that can lead to operati9nal 
and 'safety issues. 

Without aquoomg analysis at theinter$ections of us .. ! 01 off .. ramp {see Caltrans letter 
dated December 10, 2012~ Item #5 and fl6d)~neithetCalttans nor the City ·can (f¢tcrmine 
whctherthemdfic . frOlIl ~ oif ... rampswill.baci< up t(l the mainline, thus. creating an 
unsafecondftiol1 to the pUblic. Th«ef(,l'e. the rElit fails to provide and analyze the 
impacts upon the SHS from queuing. Agaln,pl~ase provide the traffic analysis at 1tle 
specified locations, pet'our Cotnmentf{os. 03..:6 and 03-11. as there may be significant 
impacts from the Project. 

d)Coacerns regarding Response to Comment No. 03 .. 7 
Caltransconcurs withCommem No. 59~21 (Jordon. David). The internal capture rates in 
Table IV.K.lA hick support. LAOOT relies onITEstudies from Florida froID the early 
1990s and these studies are outdated. Jnst~ the Texas A &:, M University, Texas 
Transportation Institute for the Federal atghway Administration collected updated data at 
Legacy Town Center in February 2010. Please submit this data and the corresponding 
analysil!) fortbis Project to Caltrans for oUrwiew. 

e) Concen:1S regardmg Response to ComlDent No.9] .. 9 
Lim.itations exist regardless of the type M anaiY$is t,lsed, but Caltrans prefers the Select 
Zone Analysis. If the City instead utiliZes a manual approach, the analysis should include 
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an appropriate study area that addresses impacts to State Highway facilities. Consultation 
with Caltmns is· a critical step in the seoping process and aU stakeholders should be 
included in the environmental review; Unilateral review and approval by LADOT is not 
sufficient 

The traffic model analysis (FEIR Appendix B) providesaltcmative v.alues.fot thetmffic 
on US'-l Q 1. which select locations that are too dosed to the project resulting in an 
incomplete model analysis for the project trips distribution on theUS-WI where only 
small atn()Untoftrip is assigned to US-JOt 

f) Concerns regardmg Respollse tc) ComiDeQtNo.03-13 
The City must conduct an HeM weaving analysis for both the northboUnd . and 
southbpWld maJnHnc segments,betweeniheo~u and off-ramps within tb.e Pf9j~tvicinity 
utiliZing balanced traffic demands entering and exiting the wcavingsegments~ This 
wouldsbow whether the traffic flow will'operate safely. 

As stated above, CaltnmS is concerned that the project impactS may· result in unsafeeonditions 
due to additional traffic congestion. unsafc.que~& ~d diffic~lt maneuvering. Theseconcetns 
need to be, and have not been. adequatelY addressed in the ElR. lnsummary.wifuoul the 
necessary· traffic analysis,Caltrans cannotagr¢e thatthefElR substantively identifies and 
mitigates the Project' shnpactsto the State highway facititiesas req~ired under CEQA-. 

We have been and will continue to be avaiJa~le, toW()rk in ~erShip witlitheCity·to idet:ttify 
adequate mitigation as a result oCtile traffic. impacts from the Mm~ium Hoilywood proposed 
project. If you have any questions. please feelftee to contattme at (213) 897..:9t40 or Alan Un, 
the project coordinatQr~ at (213) 897-8391. and .please refer to IORiCEQA No. 130204AL. 

Sincerely, 

DIANNA WATSON 
lGRlCEQA Bmnch·Cbief 

ce: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
Jon Foreman, City of Los Angeles 
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From: Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Jay Kim 
<jay.kim@lacity.org> 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jay Kim 

Wednesday, July 17, 2013 11:33 AM 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Project 

has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 
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Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 

Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM35885 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

fim 
invite .ics 

2 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130717T183250Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Jay Ki 
m;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130717T183250Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36239 

John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Sunday, July 21, 2013 10:28 AM 
Raymond Chan 

Subject: Fwd: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: July 21,2013, 10: 15:38 AM PDT 
To: john.vidovich@lacity.org 
Subject: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 
Reply-To: beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net 

LADBS Has Failed to Provide Necessary 
Oversight of Millennium Project 
Seismic+Issues 
+ 
Our attorney, Robert Silverstein has sent a scathing letter to the Los 
Angeles Department of Building &+Safety re Millennium's Fraudulent 
Seismic Studies. The LADBS is on notice of their responsibility to act in 
the+light of their gross failure to provide proper oversight: 

+ 
"As you should be aware, critical issues about the inadequate geologic 
and seismic studies performed by+Langan Engineering of Irvine, 
California on behalf of the Millennium Hollywood project developer 
have been+raised by this office, other members of the public, and 
independent experts. These issues include: 

IN THIS ISSUE 
Building & Safety on Notice 

Your Donations Needed 

Open Rehearsals at the Hollywood 
Bowl 

QUICK LINKS 

HollYWood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 
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EM36240 

• (1) The May and November 2012 Langan studies falsely state that the 
Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles away.from the project site, based upon 
no cited evidence; 

• (2) The Langan studies included a falsified map which misidentified the 
location of the subject property as.being 850 feet north of its true 
location, in order to take it outside of the City's Fault Rupture 
Study.boundary; and 

• (3) The Langan studies fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, 
relevant independent and.authoritative data, including the 2010 
California State Geological Survey Active Fault Trace Map, 
Professor.Dolan's studies (1997) and Crook & Proctor's studies 
(1992), all of which indicate the existence of active+fault traces across 
the subject property's East and West Sites. 

• The Draft EIR and Final EIR upon which the City is relying for its 
approval of the Project and its various.entitlements, including to allow 
the construction of 1.1 million square feet and two skyscrapers of 39 
and 35.stories potentially on top of active earthquake faults, relies on 
the inadequate and demonstrably biased.Langan studies. Langan has 
breached their professional duties, and, we believe, has engaged with 
the.Miliennium developer to commit fraud. 

• The key issue for purposes of this letter is: What is Building & Safety's 
role in Langan's actions, and in.allowing this fraud to proceed to the 
point that no corrective action has been taken by your Department 
to.stop the City approval process and to require preparation of new 
and valid geologic/seismic studies, which.should be presented as part 
of a recirculated Draft EIR? Recall that we are a mere 9 days away 
from the.City Council's planned approval of the project and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

• The enormity of the human life, health and safety dangers implicated 
by Langan, the Miliennium.Hollywood developer, and your actions 
cannot be overemphasized. What, exactly, are you planning to 
do,.when, and what happened to the "rescission letter" that Mr. 
Prevost earlier said would be promptly issued to.stop this dangerous 
and illegal project? 

• It would be a further violation of the law for the City now to attempt 
simply to impose some additional.modification of the project 
approvals or require further testing after project approvals have been 
granted .• To do so would be to paper over substantial deficiencies in 
the EIR and the CEQA process, and to thereby.subvert that process. 
As our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: "Besides informing the 
agency decision.makers themselves, the EIR is intended 'to 
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in.fact 
analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions.'" 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood.(2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 136, 
citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86, 
accord, Laurel.Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392. For many.reasons, we are an 
apprehensive citizenry, and Mr. Prevost and your actions have greatly 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery. 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org++ 

• Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacitv.ora. 

• Emergencies: 9-1-1 

• Non-Emergency: 

• 1-877-ASK-LAPD. 

• Return to toP. 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org. 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

• City Websit~ 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

• LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon. 

Parking Enforcement. 

• Return to top 
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increased that+apprehension. 

+ 

EM36241 

Given what appears to be a complete abdication of your duties in 
connection with the largest project in+Hollywood history, and your 
turning of a blind eye to the overwhelming evidence both of the 
existence of+active fault traces crossing the subject property and the 
materially misleading Langan studies upon which+you are still relying, 
we request that the City Council continue the July 24, 2013 scheduled 
approval date+until after independent geologic and seismic studies 
have been performed based upon the recommendation+of a neutral 
board of reviewers, which should be empanelled in an open and 
transparent process to review+this matter." 

+ 
50 far, the City is still burying it head in the sand. We demand an 
answer - and ACTION from the LADB5 to+rescind their approval for 
the Millennium Project. Call and email your city councilmembers and 
the mayor+now to demand that the LADB5 rescind their approval for 
the Millennium Project before it goes to the City+Council for a vote on 
July 24, 2013. 

+ 
Councilmember.Cedillo@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Krekoria n@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. BI u menfield@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. La Bonge@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Koretz@lacity.org, Cou neil member. Fuentes@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Pa rks@lacity.org , Cou nci I member. Price@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Wesson@lacity.org,+Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Eng la nder@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Ofarrell@lacity.org, Councilmember.Huizar@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Buscaino@lacitv.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org 

+ 
Return to top 

Generous Donations Needed Now!+ 
++ 
+ 

Please Donate NOW for a final push before the City Council hearing on 
July 24! Our attorneys and experts are working over time for the 
protection of all of our safety and quality of life.+ YOUR donation is 
needed now more than ever. Do it for yourself. Do it for our 
community. Do it to keep City government honest. 

+ 
Go to +www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.ora+and donate to our 
ongoing effort to appeal to the City Council and in court, if necessary, 
to defeat this grotesque monstrosity.+ 

+ 
+ 
.. + 
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EM36242 

Donate now for Hollywood's future! Click the image above to go 
straight to our website .• 

Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the website 
above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax deductible 
donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. 
Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important that you write 
"Stop the Millennium" in the memo field .•• 

• Like us on Facebook:~ 

Follow us on Twitter:w:;r 

• StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

• 

From the movie, Earthquake 

Quote:."We should 
have never put up those 
40-story monstrosities. 
Not here!".- Charlton 
Heston in the movie 
Earthquake .• 

Return to toP. 

Open Rehearsals of the LA 
Philharmonic at the Bowl 

Check out the Patch article:+Things to do this Weekend in Hollywood .. 
Return to top 
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Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

• Sincerely, 

• Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

• 

Forward this email 

This email wassentto john.vidovich@lacitv.orq by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal.net l + 
Update Profil elEmail Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe+ I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36500 

David Somers < david.somers@lacity.org > 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 2:57 PM 

Mary Richardson 

Millennium Project Earthquake Investigation 

http ://www. stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=467 

David J. Somers 

Policy Planning and Historic Resources Division 
Citywide Planning, Bicycle Plan 
Department of City Planning 

200 North Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tel: (213) 978-3307 
Fax: (213) 978-1477 
david.somers@lacity.org 
Mail Stop 395 

~ ..A. Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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EM35887 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Location: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

Start: 7/22/2013 3:00 PM 

End: 7/22/20134:00 PM 

Show Time As: Tentative 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Not yet responded 

Required Attendees: tomas.carranza@lacity.org; Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Jay Kim 

Resources: Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 

more details» <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgdG9tYXMuY2FycmF 
uemFAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmcxMTQ3NTg3ND 
cONDM5M2Q5NDEOYTY2ZjBiYWQwYmMONTYxMWYwOGE1 
&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance 
to see and the Senator has been asking me to follow up. 
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EM35888 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map 
<http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Planning+Department. 
+Janovici's+Conference+Room, +200+N. +Spring+St. +Ste+525&hl=en» 
Calendar 
tomas. carranza@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 
• Tomas Carranza 

Going? 
Yes <https:/Iwww.google.eom/ealendar/event? 
aetion=RESPON D&eid=eWprdjgSZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXASY2hONGMgdG9tYXMuY 
2FyemFuemFAbGFjaXRSLm9yZw&rst=1 
&tok=M jAjbGIseSSxdWFuQGxhY210eSSvemexMTQ3NTg3N DeON DMSM2QSN DEOY 
TY2Zj BiYWQwYmMONTYxMWYwOG E1 &etz=Ameriea/Los Angeles&hl=en> 
Maybe <https:/Iwww.google.eom/ealendar/event? 
aetion=RESPON D&eid=eWprdjgSZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXASY2hONGMgdG9tYXMuY 
2FyemFuemFAbGFjaXRSLm9yZw&rst=3 
&tok=M jAjbGIseSSxdWFuQGxhY210eSSvemexMTQ3NTg3N DeON DMSM2QSN DEOY 
TY2Zj BiYWQwYmMONTYxMWYwOG E1 &etz=Ameriea/Los Angeles&hl=en> -
No <https:/Iwww.google.eom/ealendar/event? 
aetion=RESPON D&eid=eWprdjgSZjlvamN 1 Y2Z1 NzJwOXASY2hONGMgdG9tYXMuY 
2FyemFuemFAbGFjaXRSLm9yZw&rst=2 
&tok=M jAjbGIseSSxdWFuQGxhY210eSSvemexMTQ3NTg3N DeON DMSM2QSN DEOY 
TY2Zj BiYWQwYmMONTYxMWYwOG E1 &etz=Ameriea/Los Angeles&hl=en> more 
options » <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/event? 
action=VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgdG9tYXMuY2FycmF 
uemFAbGFjaXR5Lm9yZw&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmcxMTQ3NTg3ND 
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EM35889 

cONDM5M2Q5NDEOYTY2ZjBiYWQwYmMONTYxMWYwOGE1 
&ctz=America/Los Angeles&hl=en> 

Invitation from Google Calendar <https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/> 

You are receiving this email at the account tomas.carranza@lacity.org because you are 
subscribed for invitations on calendar tomas.carranza@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ 
and change your notification settings for this calendar. 
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REQUEST 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130717T183654Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Lily Quan;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Michael LoGrande;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:michael.logrande@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Lisa Webber;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:lisa.webber@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;RSVP=TRUE 
;CN=Jay Kim;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:jay.kim@lacity.org 

ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=NEEDS-ACTION;RSVP= 
TRUE;CN=Tomas Carranza;X-NUM-GUESTS=O:mailto:tomas.carranza@lacity.org 
CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 20134:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De Len\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n\nView your event at http://www.google.com/calendar/event?action= 
VIEW&eid=cWprdjg5ZjlvamN1Y2ZINzJwOXA5Y2hONGMgdG9tYXMuY2FycmFuemFAbGFjaXR5Lm 
9yZw&tok=MjAjbGlseS5xdWFuQGxhY210eS5vcmcxMTQ3NTg3NDcONDM5M2Q5NDEOYTY2ZjBiYW 
QwYmMONTYxMWYwOGE1 &ctz=America/Los_Angeles&hl=en. 

LAST-MODIFIED:20130717T183654Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Millennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36244 

Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Sunday, July 21, 2013 11 :50 AM 
John Vidovich 
RE: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 

Thanks John! +This has been a challenging project. +We are working through it. +Will hit council floor 
Wednesday. +Wish me luck! 

Ray 

-------- Original message --------
From: John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Date: 0712112013 10:28 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: July 21,2013, 10: 15:38 AM PDT 
To: john.vidovich@lacity.org 
Subject: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 
Reply-To: beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net 
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LADBS Has Failed to Provide Necessary 
Oversight of Millennium Project 
Seismic+Issues 
• Our attorney, Robert Silverstein has sent a scathing letter to the Los 
Angeles Department of Building &.Safety re Millennium's Fraudulent 
Seismic Studies. The LADBS is on notice of their responsibility to act in 
the.light of their gross failure to provide proper oversight: 

• "As you should be aware, critical issues about the inadequate geologic 
and seismic studies performed by.Langan Engineering of Irvine, 
California on behalf of the Millennium Hollywood project developer 
have been.raised by this office, other members of the public, and 
independent experts. These issues include: 

• (1) The May and November 2012 Langan studies falsely state that the 
Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles away.from the project site, based upon 
no cited evidence; 

• (2) The Langan studies included a falsified map which misidentified the 
location of the subject property as.being 850 feet north of its true 
location, in order to take it outside of the City's Fault Rupture 
Study.boundary; and 

• (3) The Langan studies fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, 
relevant independent and.authoritative data, including the 2010 
California State Geological Survey Active Fault Trace Map, 
Professor.Dolan's studies (1997) and Crook & Proctor's studies 
(1992), all of which indicate the existence of active+fault traces across 
the subject property's East and West Sites. 

• The Draft EIR and Final EIR upon which the City is relying for its 
approval of the Project and its various.entitlements, including to allow 
the construction of 1.1 million square feet and two skyscrapers of 39 
and 3S.stories potentially on top of active earthquake faults, relies on 
the inadequate and demonstrably biased.Langan studies. Langan has 
breached their professional duties, and, we believe, has engaged with 
the.Miliennium developer to commit fraud. 

• The key issue for purposes of this letter is: What is Building & Safety's 
role in Langan's actions, and in.allowing this fraud to proceed to the 
point that no corrective action has been taken by your Department 
to.stop the City approval process and to require preparation of new 
and valid geologic/seismic studies, which.should be presented as part 
of a recirculated Draft EIR? Recall that we are a mere 9 days away 
from the.City Council's planned approval of the project and 
certification of the Final EIR. 

• The enormity of the human life, health and safety dangers implicated 
by Langan, the Miliennium.Hollywood developer, and your actions 
cannot be overemphasized. What, exactly, are you planning to 
do,.when, and what happened to the "rescission letter" that Mr. 
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Prevost earlier said would be promptly issued to+stop this dangerous 
and illegal project? 

+ 
It would be a further violation of the law for the City now to attempt 
simply to impose some additional+modification of the project 
approvals or require further testing after project approvals have been 
granted.+To do so would be to paper over substantial deficiencies in 
the EIR and the CEQA process, and to thereby+subvert that process. 
As our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: "Besides informing the 
agency decision+makers themselves, the EIR is intended 'to 
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in+fact 
analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions.'" 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood+(2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 136, 
citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86, 
accord, Laurel+Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392. For many+reasons, we are an 
apprehensive citizenry, and Mr. Prevost and your actions have greatly 
increased that+apprehension. 

+ 
Given what appears to be a complete abdication of your duties in 
connection with the largest project in+Hollywood history, and your 
turning of a blind eye to the overwhelming evidence both of the 
existence of+active fault traces crossing the subject property and the 
materially misleading Langan studies upon which+you are still relying, 
we request that the City Council continue the July 24, 2013 scheduled 
approval date+until after independent geologic and seismic studies 
have been performed based upon the recommendation+of a neutral 
board of reviewers, which should be empanelled in an open and 
transparent process to review+this matter." 

+ 
So far, the City is still burying it head in the sand. We demand an 
answer - and ACTION from the LADBS to+rescind their approval for 
the Millennium Project. Call and email your city councilmembers and 
the mayor+now to demand that the LADBS rescind their approval for 
the Millennium Project before it goes to the City+CounciI for a vote on 
July 24, 2013. 

+ 
Councilmember.Cedillo@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Krekoria n@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. BI u menfield@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. La Bonge@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Koretz@lacitv.org, Cou ncil member. Fuentes@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Pa rks@lacitv.org , Cou nci I member. Price@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Wesson@lacitv.ora,+Councilmember.Bonin@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Eng la nder@lacitv.org, 
Councilmember.Ofarrell@lacitv.org, Councilmember.Huizar@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Busca i no@lacitv.org, mayor.ga rcetti@lacitv.org 

+ 
Return to top 

Generous Donations Needed Now!+ 
++ 

3 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon+ 

Parking Enforcement+ 

+ 
Return to top 
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• Please Donate NOW for a final push before the City Council hearing on 
July 24! Our attorneys and experts are working over time for the 
protection of all of our safety and quality of life .• YOUR donation is 
needed now more than ever. Do it for yourself. Do it for our 
community. Do it to keep City government honest. 

• Go to .www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.ora.and donate to our 
ongoing effort to appeal to the City Council and in court, if necessary, 
to defeat this grotesque monstrosity .• 

• • ... 

Donate now for Hollywood's future! Click the image above to go 
straight to our website .• 

Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the website 
above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax deductible 
donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. 
Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important that you write 
"Stop the Millennium" in the memo field .•• 

• Like us on Facebook:~ 

Follow us on Twitter:w:1 

• StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

• 

From the movie, Earthquake 

Quote:."We should 
have never put up those 
40-story monstrosities. 
Not here!".- Charlton 
Heston in the movie 
Earthquake .• 

Return to toP. 

4 
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Open Rehearsals of the LA 
Philharmonic at the Bowl 

Check out the Patch article:+Things to do this Weekend in Hollywood .. 
Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

• Sincerely, 

• Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

• 

Forward this email 

This email wassentto john.vidovich@lacitv.orq by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal.net l + 
Update Profil elEmai l Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe+ I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM35891 

James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> 

Wednesday, July 17, 2013 11:56 AM 
Dana Prevost 

Subject: Re: Fwd: Langan File Transfer - Millennium Hollywood Fault Investigation 

Hi Dana, 

I left you a voice mail earlier. I wanted to get an update from you as to what's going on with the Hollywood 
development. 

While I reiterate my desire to stay out of this issue, things seem to be moving at a very rapid pace and I am 
concerned that the project may get the final city go-ahead without sufficient study of the possibility of faulting 
through the site (or not). Obviously that wouldn't be in anybody's best interest. 

As you noted in our previous conversations, the currently available data concerning fault activity are not 
sufficient to clear the site of the possibility of faulting. So please let me know where things stand and, more 
specifically, what you're doing about this situation. 

Thanks in advance for an update. 

Cheers, 

James 

James 

I am out of time today and will be out of the office until next monday. 

I will call you next week. 

Dana 

On Wed, Jun 5,2013 at 3:50 PM, James Dolan <dolan@usc.edu> wrote: 
Hi Dana, 

Please see attached. Give me a call to discuss. 

Cheers, 

James 

PS A note about that final "red-blue/green-yellow" figure. When attempting to correlate strata 
between boreholes, in addition to attempts to match specific sedimentary beds, I find it useful to 
look at sedimentary "packages" rather than individual beds. Specifically, I group non-cohesive 
sediments (i.e., sands and gravels) relative to sediments containing significant proportions of 
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clay and silt, as this distinction tells us about the basic hydrodynamics during deposition. These 
are shown in red/yellow and blue/green, respectively, for the older and younger alluvial units 
identified by Langan. 

James Dolan 
Professor of Geology 
Department of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

tele: (213) 740-8599 
FAX: (213) 740-8801 
e-mail: dolan@usc.edu 

Dana Prevost 

Engineering Geologist III 

Grading Division Chief 

Building and Safety 

City of Los Angeles 

(213)482-0488 

James Dolan 
Professor of Geology 
Department of Earth Sciences 
University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, CA 
90089-0740 

tele: (213) 740-8599 
FAX: (213) 740-8801 
e-mail: dolan@usc.edu 
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From: 
Sent: 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Thursday, July 11, 2013 10:33 AM 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Karen, 

Karen Hoo 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Draft Addendum 
Millennium Addendum DRAFT.pdf 

It looks to be the same document with the exhibits attached. 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Thu, Jul 11,2013 at 10: 14 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Draft Addendum 
To: "sergio.ibarra@lacity.org" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Mr. Ibarra-

Attached, please find a Draft of the Millennium Hollywood Addendum for your review. 

Should you need anything further, please let me know. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

Ryan Luckert 
Proj ect Manager 
CAJA Environmental Services 
11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
310-469-6700 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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DRAFT 

ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIR 

for the 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 

Prepared for: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

SCH No. 2011041094 

JULY 2013 

Prepared By: 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared for the Millelmium Hollywood Project (Project) in November of 2012. This 

aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final ErR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011(41094). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that may be associated 

with proposed changes to the Development Agreement, Development Regulations, and design limitations 

imposed during the hearing process (the Revised Project) that are described below. The infonnation 

contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the Draft 

EIR and the Final EIR. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transfonn a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated with proposed 

modifications to the Project. The modifications are focused in the following three areas. First, as part of 

the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, which 

would govern new development on the Project Site. In particular, the Applicant proposes minor 

revisions and clarifications to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as 

Exhibit A. Second, the City detennined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement 

the Project as described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, 

the Applicant withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change 

has been considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and 

Final EIR. Third, at the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee meeting on June 18, 

2013, the City imposed additional conditions of approval on the Project, which (a) limit the pennitted 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 

Page 1-1 

RL0036197 



EM35426 

DRAFT 

City of Los Angeles July 2013 

height to no more than 39 stories on the East Site; and (b) limit the pennitted height to no more than 35 

stories on the West Site. 

Pursuant to Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency shall prepare an Addendum to 

a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described 

in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. In this case, the 

Addendum is being prepared before the full City Council takes a final action to certify the Final EIR or 

approve the Project. Thus, use of the Addendum presents the most conservative CEQA disclosure 

approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, variations of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i .e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes proposed by the Applicant and the design modifications imposed by 

the City as additional conditions of approval. Therefore, the scope of this Addendum focuses on the 

environmental effects that could be associated with the specific changes that could take place due to the 

modifications, which are described in further detail in Section II, Project Description. A complete 

discussion of the rationale used to detennine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be 

found in Section III, Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory infonnation such as the project title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review- requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analvsis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list oflead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-de co building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest comer of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KF\VB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northwest comer of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

C. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft EIR from October 25, 2012 to December 10, 

2012, for the statutorily required 45-day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final EIR. The Final EIR \vas 

subsequently published m February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to penn it Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Pennit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Pennit for a hotel w-ithin 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation pennits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the construction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of ne\v developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. These 

historic structures would be preserved and maintained and are operating as office and music recording 

facilities under long term lease. Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol 

Records Complex, the Project would include a maximum of approximately 1, 1 66,970 net square feet of 

floor area resulting in a 6: 1 Floor Area Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also 

demolish and/or remove the existing approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project 

would develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel 

rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As 

originally conceived, these project components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested 

through a Development Agreement betw-een the City and the Applicant. 

In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the Development Agreement. 

Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (the 

Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project development and have been identified 

as Project Design Features (PDFs), which help to reduce potential land use impacts, if any, prior to 

mitigation. For example, land use PDFs include specific setback requirements along Vine Street and 

Yucca Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for open space on the ground floor, as 

well as maximum building heights. The Development Regulations will guide the ultimate favade 

treatment by providing a limited range of choices in the use of materials and color for the favades. A 

more detailed project description can be referenced in Exhibit C of this Addendum. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the proposed minor technical changes and modifications to 

the Final EIR for the Project. As stated earlier in this Addendum, all information presented below is 

merely a minor addition to the Project or helps clarify, amplify, or make insignificant minor technical 

modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the new information is not 

considered "significant" pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required (see 

Guidelines Section 15088.5). 

Aside from the proposed modifications and clarifications described below-, all other impact analyses and 

associated mitigation measures proposed within the Final EIR w-ould remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon learning of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Planning Commission, the City Attorney advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City detennined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 

for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final ErR. This change has been found to be not 

significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, 

and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, the Project may 
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still not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. In 

addition, each of the community benefits to which the Project is committed has been incorporated into the 

conditions of approval and will thereby be a legally enforceable obligation. However, this does not 

foreclose use or approval of a Development Agreement in the future. 

Development Regulations 

As part of the Project, Appendix II to the Draft EIR incorporates the Project's Development Regulations, 

which are proposed to govem new- development on the Project Site. Minor teclmical modifications and 

clarifications have been made to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as 

Exhibit A. For example, proposed changes to the Development Regulations include clarified setbacks, 

modified floor plates, and graphical line item edits. These minor modifications were also identified in the 

Errata to the Final EIR, which was considered before the City's PLUM Committee heard the Project. 

Design Limitation Imposed at PLUM Hearing 

In conjunction with the Project's revised Development Regulations, this Addendum assessed an altemate 

design option that limits the height of the Project. This design option resulted from the limitations 

imposed at the PLUM hearing for the Project. This option, which is attached as Exhibit B to this 

Addendum, proposes to lower the overall number of floors on both the East Site and West Site. As a 

result of this modification, the floor plate sizes in the tower elements of the Project increase slightly. 

However, the overall square footage of building area proposed for the Project would not change. 

Similarly, the increase in floor plate size does not change the maximum potential building footprints. In 

other words, the slight increase in floor plate size remains entirely within the envelope of impacts 

previously analyzed. Therefore, as discussed below in Section IV of this Addendum, this design option 

does not materially change any of the impact analysis or significance conclusions in the Draft or Final 

EIR. 

The design option illustrates how the limitations imposed at the PLUM hearing correspond to changes in 

the Development Regulations. This design option does not preclude the Project from being developed 

according to the other development scenarios analyzed in the EIR, so long as such development complies 

with the height requirements agreed to at the PLUM hearing. Under no circumstance is this design option 

the only available altemative to implementing the Project consistent with the revised Development 

Regulations and the overall scope of development analyzed in the EIR. 

This design options was based on considerable input from stakeholders and the City. Specifically, it 

provides that height will be limited to no more than 39 stories on the East Site and no more than 35 stories 

on the West Site. The Floor Area Ratio will remain at 6:1 as originally presented in the Draft and Final 

EIR. As discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, implementation of this design condition is within the 

original scope of impact analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 
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As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set of Q conditions that become 

part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). The Draft 

EIR or Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of 

the LAMC. Thus, this Addendum clarifies the use of the Q conditions as related to the Project. In short, 

the Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQA Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review-. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent EIRs, 

Supplemental EIRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

h1 addition, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the authority for preparing an Addendum to 

a previously certified EIR or adopted Negative Declaration. Even though the Project and its Final EIR 

have not been certified yet, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by preparing it before final 

certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to the Project as modified. 

This approach is consistent with Section 15160 that permits the use of variations in CEQA mechanisms. 

Therefore, as a general framework for constmcting this Addendum, the City is using this Addendum to 

implement the technical modifications described in Section H: Project Description although the Final EIR 

is not yet certified by a final action of the City. As described below, this Addendum complies with the 

substantive requirements of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 

EIR ~f some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 callingfor preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final EIR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EfR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the criteria for preparing a Subsequent EIR or Negative 

Declaration after an EIR has been certified. Specifically, a Subsequent EIR is required when there are 
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substantial changes to a proposed project that involve new significant environmental effects or a 

substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; substantial changes occur 

with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require major 

revisions of the EIR; or new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 

have been known with reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified, show more or 

more severe significant effects, new feasible mitigation measures or altematives are available but not 

adopted. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 

As summarized in Section II, Project Description, and further analyzed in greater detail in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, the changes proposed to the Project are relatively minor and would not 

result in any new significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the 

Revised Project is consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues 

previously examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged w-ith the proposed modifications. The 

Revised Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions 

analyzed for the Project (see Table HI-I below). 

Specifically, the Final EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Proj ect, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated with the Revised Project involve technical language, modifications to floor plate sizes, design 

changes regarding height, and adjustments to the Development Regulations affecting setbacks, and 

additional means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in this 

Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Proj ect were previously addressed 

within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. 

In addition, the environmental analysis of this Addendum also focuses on land use and planning. In 

particular, the Final EIR concluded that land use impacts would be less than significant because the 
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Project would not create a conflict of land uses in the surrounding area nor divide an established 

community. The environmental analysis evaluating how the proposed changes to the Project will affect 

the findings of the EIR are presented in further detail in section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

determination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final EIR as the appropriate form of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 

Table 111-1 
Comparison of Environmental Findings between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TSlMitigation 

Surface Water L TSlMitigation 

Land U selPlanning 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

Revised Project 

SU 

L TSlMitigation 

SU 

SU 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

L TSlMitigation 

Conclusion 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 

No change 
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Table 111-1 

Comparison of Environmental Findings between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project Revised Project Conclusion 

Land Use Consistency LTS LTS No Change 

Land Use Compatibility LTS LTS No change 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU SU No Change 

Operation Noise L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS LTS No change 

Employment LTS LTS No Change 

Public Services 

Fire L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Police L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Schools L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Parks L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Libraries L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No Change 

Transportation/Circulation 

Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 

Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines whether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed w·ould develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft ErR) is attached as Exhibit C to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement between the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Project contained a detailed set 

of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 

Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations, the Land Use 

Equivalency Program, and community benefits. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has three main categories of change. One, there are minor technical modifications 

and clarifications to the Development Regulations, which are attached to this Addendum as Exhibit A. 
Two, the Development Agreement was withdrawn by the Applicant from the list of requested 

entitlements. Three, the design modifications regarding height limits were implemented as conditions of 

approval from the PLUM hearing. The City has considered these changes and assessed whether scope of 

analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR covered these minor modifications and technical changes. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal of the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final ElR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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It follows that the development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Project have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. 

Thus, the development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for 

the life of the Project. With these controls in place the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the 

maximum impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Moreover, each of 

the community benefits to which the Project is committed to has been incorporated into the conditions of 

approval and will thereby be an enforceable obligation. 

Therefore, withdrawal of the Development Agreement has been found to be not significant because it 

does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential to 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts. 

Minor Modifications to the Development Regulations 

The proposed changes to the Development Regulations (attached as Appendix A to this Addendum) are 

minor and do not result in changes to the overall scope of development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. 

As a result, the minor changes to the Development Regulations do not deprive the public of either a 

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Revised 

Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the Revised Project proponent has 

declined to implement. A comprehensive review of the impact analysis in the Draft and Final EIR 

confirmed that the technical corrections and clarifications to the Development Regulations are within the 

scope of the analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR and no new- impacts are presented. 

Specifically, the Development Regulations establish controls that limit development footprints and 

establish setbacks for adjacent and nearby historic resources and districts. Also, the Development 

Regulations establish building standards, open space requirements, sustainability components, and a 

transportation demand management plan that mitigate potential envi ronmental impacts associated with 

the project. The Revised Project did not modify the Development Regulations in any way that would 

increase the severity of impacts to the environmental categories mentioned above and studied in the Draft 

and Final EIR. Similarly, the analysis and overall significance conclusions identified within the land use 

section of the Draft and Final EIR will not be materially altered nor will the severity of a potential impact 

increase with implementation of the modified Development Regulations. As a result, potential impacts 

are considered less than significant as it relates to physically dividing an established community and 

potential conflicts with applicable land use plans. 

Therefore, minor modifications of the Development Regulations have been found to be not significant 

because it does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, and there is no potential 

to increase the severity of previously identified impacts. 

Integration of the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified Classification as follows: 
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(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility w-ith surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible w-ith surrounding properties for the following reasons. 

The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 

development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 

surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and ret1ection of its environment and does not fundamentally 

alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 

provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 

compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 

improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 

development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project intensifies use of the Project Site, which is currently 

underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs-housing balance 

objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers the development 

of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and entertainment. It also 

promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and distributing 

commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on accepted 

planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture and density 

of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty Buildings, 

can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic structures along 

Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent with the goals and 

objectives of the community plan. 
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Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Agreement, Land Use 

Equivalency Program, and community benefits has been found to be not significant because it does not 

alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR and there is no potential to increase the 

severity of previously identified impacts. 

Consideration of Height Limitation Design Conditions 

The Revised Project contains an alternate design option (attached as Appendix B to this Addendum) that 

implements a height limit. The design option includes a reduced number of stories for tower elements 

and correspondingly larger floor plate square footages. The design option imposed as a condition of 

approval at the PLUM hearing is compatible with other developments, would complement the 

surrounding area, would not alter the environmental character of the neighborhood, would be 

implemented consistent with the intent of the City's General Plan, and would be developed based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. It should be noted that the design option does not represent 

the only feasible development option available to the Applicant. Instead, it represents a development 

option (with particular requirements for tow-er height) that could be constructed at the Project Site so long 

as the development is othenvise consistent with the modified Development Regulations, maintains 

compliance with the Land Use Equivalency Program, and does not exceed the scope of impact analysis in 

the Draft and Final ErR. 

Particularly, the design option limits height to 39 stories on the East Site and 35 stories on the West Site. 

As described below, this design modification fits w-ithin the worst-case impact analysis that was presented 

in the Draft ErR and Final ErR for each impact category. 

Specifically, it does not affect the aesthetics analysis because the design option fans within the building 

and height footprints established in the Draft EIR. In addition, it does not affect the cultural resources 

analysis because the design option does not reduce setbacks from sensitive historic resources or othenvise 

modify the potential impacts on adjacent or nearby historic resources. Also, it does not affect the 

geology, hazards, or hydrology analysis because the height limitation does not relate to those impact 

categories and it does not materially change the imperviousness assumptions in the hydrology analysis. 

Similarly, it does not affect the land use analysis because the Draft EIR and Final ErR assessed land use 

compatibility of the Project at all potential levels (U:., height and massing) of development within the 

project footprint and the implementation of the design option does not exceed or otherwise materially 

change that footprint. In addition, it does not affect the noise analysis because limiting height does not 

increase either the construction or operational noise associated with the Project. In addition, it does not 

affect the population, housing, or employment analysis because the design option does not change the 

overall square footage or proposed uses analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Likewise, it does not affect 
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the public services analysis for the same reasons. Also, it does not affect the traffic and parking analysis 

because the design option does not increase, reduce, or otherwise materially change the number of trips 

generated by the Project or the required parking. Lastly, it does not affect utilities or services systems 

because implementing height limits does not relate to water needs, wastewater or solid waste system 

capacities, or energy demand calculations used in the Draft or Final EIR. In summary, the design option 

imposed as a condition of approval at the PLUM hearing fits within the envelope of impact analysis 

established in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Therefore, implementation of this design option has been found to be not significant because it does not 

alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR and there is no potential to increase the 

severity of previously identified impacts. 
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1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1 Purpose 

1.1.1 The Development Regulations ("Regulations") govern new development on the Project Site. 
Specifically, the Regulations: 

a. Establish standards for use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape 
treatment, signage, lighting, sound attenuation and sustainability. 

b. Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and 
ensure design continuity will be carried through to the full implementation of the 
Project. 

c. Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the 
integrity of an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental 
quality of the Project as a whole. 

d. Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls that will guide the 
development for the Project Site. 

e. Ensure compliance with the Development Objectives. 

f. Ensure preservation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according 
to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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1.2 Development Objectives 

1.2.1 The development objectives are intended to transform the Project Site consistent with the 
priorities and unique vision for the site shared by various Hollywood stakeholders. The 
Development Regulations will in turn ensure that new development on the Project Site is 
consistent with these objectives. 

1.2.2 The objectives for new development on the Project Site are to: 

a. Preserve the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building according to established 
preservation guidelines (the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
guidance provided by Office of Historic Resources). 

b. Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Tower by 
creating grade level open space / civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural 
and Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records. 

c. Preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood Hills. 

fig. 1.2.2.b-c: Capitol Records View Corridors 

d. Create civic plazas that are activated by retail, landscaped, and enhance the Hollywood 
Walk of Fame by providing it as an urban node. Reinforce the urban and historical 

2 

RL0036220 



EM35449 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the creation of an active street 
life focused on Vine Street. 

e. Encourage street life by the creation of a new pedestrian connection between Ivar 
Avenue, Vine Street, and Argyle Avenue. 

f. Create vibrant urban spaces that permit open and green spaces for both the on-site and 
off-site population. 

fig 1.2.2.d: View North Along Vine Street 

g. Create a 24 hr. community by the creation of a Thriving Mixed-Use Development. 

h. Eliminate the visual impact of current on-site parking. 

i. Establish where feasible pedestrian linkages to existing public transportation routes in 
proximity to the Project Site, including the Metro Red Line Station at Hollywood 
Boulevard and Vine Street, and existing bus routes. 

j. Establish standards to address architectural excellence. 
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k. Provide designs that address, respect and complement the existing context, including 
standards for ground-level open space, podium heights and massing setbacks that 
minimize impacts to the historic setting. 

I. Create architecture that seeks to be a leader in minimizing the negative environmental 
impact of buildings by enhancing efficiency and moderation in the use of materials, 
energy and development space. 

m. Create buildings that emphasize the vertical architecture and become visible icons. 

n. Develop a visual gateway to Hollywood from the Hollywood Freeway. 

fig. 1.2.2.n: Hollywood: A major urban center and gateway to the Los Angeles basin. 
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1.3 Development Standards and Guidelines 

The Development Regulations consist of standards and guidelines. The standards impose strict 
requirements for new development. For example, the standards include specific setback requirements 
along Vine Street. There are also mandatory requirements or standards for minimum open space on the 
ground floor as well as maximum building heights. By comparison, the guidelines are measures that may 
include a range of choices and require a degree of interpretation by the architect and design team to 
achieve compliance with the Regulations. The purpose of these guidelines is to create a principal design 
theme or objective without comprising high quality design. The purpose is to provide a range of flexibility 
to permit the selection of the most appropriate design feature based on the final development scenario. 
For instance, fa~ade treatments for new development may take different form depending on the final 
design plans. The Regulations will guide the ultimate fa~ade treatment by providing a limited range of 
choices in the use of material and color for the fa~ades. 

1.4 Relationship to the los Angeles Municipal Code 

1.4.1 The Development Regulations are approved by the City of los Angeles City Council pursuant to 
Ordinance No. ______ _ 

1.4.2 Wherever the Regulations contain provisions which establish regulations that are different from 
or more or less restrictive than the zoning or land use regulations in the los Angeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") that apply to the Project Site, the Regulations shall prevail pursuant to the 
Ordinance approved by the City Council. 
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2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Project Site 

2.1.1 The Project Site consists of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land. The subject property 
occupies two distinct sites, both bounded by Yucca Street to the north and separated by 
Vine Street. 

The area bounded by Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Yucca Street is the West Site. 

The area bounded by Yucca Street, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue is the East Site. 

The East Site and the West Site make up the Project Site. 

The Project Site currently contains a mix of commercial and on grade open parking. The topography 
has a natural incline of approximately 21 feet (NE to SW) from Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and 21 
feet (NW to SE) from Ivar Avenue to Vine Street. The existing sidewalk elevations will not be altered 
as part the Project. 

fig. 2.1. Site Plan 
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2.2 Site Zoning and Permitted Floor Area 

2.2.1 The Project Site is zoned Commercial (C2). The City General Plan land use designation is 
Regional Center commercial. 

2.2.2 The Project Site is within the Special Sign District and within the Hollywood Community 
Redevelopment Project Area of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of 
Los Angeles. 

2.2.3 Notwithstanding any provision in these Regulations, residential floor area is not permitted 
within 500 feet of any freeway. 

2.2.4 Floor Area Ratio: 6:1 

2.2.5 Height District: No.2 
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3. HISTORIC RESOURCES AND SETTING 

3.1 Overview 

The Project Site is located in a historically rich area of Hollywood that contains a number of recognized historic 
resources. This Project is a preservation project in that its ambition is to respect, respond to, and preserve the 
Capitol Records Building and to continue the urban character of Vine Street on the Project Site. The Project is 
designed to be observant of historic settings and buildings. Two buildings located on the Project Site, the Capitol 
Records Tower and the Gogerty Building, are historically significant. Other historic buildings, located on adjacent 
parcels, are the Pantages Theater, the Equitable Building, the Hollywood Palace, and the Art Deco commercial 
building at 6316-6324 Yucca Street. Several of these historic resources are located within the Hollywood Boulevard 
Commercial and Entertainment District, a National Register listed historic district located just south of the Project 
Site. 

Composed of commercial properties from the first half of the 20th Century, contributing properties to the 
Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District include a wide variety of property types including 
single-story storefronts, two-story commercial blocks, department stores, theaters, high-rise office buildings and 
hotels. 

The Capitol Records Building is a unique building whose cylindrical form has always been visible from portions of 
Hollywood and Vine from the south and the freeway from the north. The Capitol Records Tower and the iconic 
buildings in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District (the Hollywood Palace, Pantages 
Theater, Equitable Building) will maintain their prominence after implementation of the Project. 
Portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (L.A. Historic Cultural Monument #194) are located along Vine Street 
between Yucca Street and Sunset Boulevard and will be protected. 

The protection of Hollywood's historic resources and unique character is an important objective of the Project. The 
guidelines and standards contained in this document were created in part to ensure the protection of historic 
resources within the Project Site and minimize potential adverse effects to historic resources from new 
development. Key Project objectives regarding historic resources include: 

1) Preservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building in 

accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. See sections 1.2.2a and 1.2.2b of this 

document. 

2) Protection and preservation of the portions of the Hollywood Walk of Fame (LA Historic Cultural 

Monument #194) will need to be temporarily removed during construction and replaced after 

construction is completed. A preservation plan, outlined in the Hollywood Walk of Fame Terrazzo 

Pavement and Repair Guidelines (March, 2011) will be prepared for this aspect of the Project. 

3) Incorporation of ground-floor open space, building setback, and minimum separation between building 

requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves important 

views to and from the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment 

District, and important view corridors to the Hollywood Hills. See sections 1.2.2 c, 6.1, 6.9, 7.1, 7.S, 8.1 

and 8.2 of this document. 

4) Incorporation of ground-floor open space, building setback, and minimum separation between building 

requirements to reduce massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent historic 

8 

RL0036226 



MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

EM35455 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT HISTORIC 
RESOURCES AND SETTING 

resources. See sections 1.2.2c, 6.1, 7.1, 7.5, 8.1 and 8.2 of this document. 

5) Requirement that design of new buildings be in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with 

adjacent historic resources. See sections 6.6, 6.8, 7.1.5, and 7.4 of this document. 

One means of creating compatible new buildings in an urbanized setting is to incorporate qualities of vertical and 

horizontal visual complexity in world class design. The general characteristics, proportions, and details of older 

buildings may serve as a reference for the Project. The Project's intent is to allow old and new to mix, recognizing 

that Hollywood sustains its image through both the rehabilitation of existing historic structures and the design of 

creative and contemporary architecture 
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4. DENSITY 

4.1 Floor Area Ratio Averaging and Density Transfer 

The Owner may transfer density and buildable floor area from one parcel within the Project Site to 
another parcel within the Project Site, as long as the minimum and maximum building heights in the 
Regulations are maintained and the entire Project does not exceed the cumulative, allowable density and 
floor area of the zoning for the sum of the individual parcels. 

To allow for the spatial distribution of the development on the Project Site and ensure relationship and 
sensitivity with the uses surrounding the Project Site, parking, open space and related development 
requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location within the Project Site. 

4.2 land Use Equivalency Program 

The land Use Equivalency Program is intended to provide flexibility in land uses for the Project while 
ensuring that a change in land uses would not result in new significant environmental impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR, ENV-2011-
067S-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094). With respect to any proposed Phase of the Project (an ItExchange 
Phase") that would result in a build out of the Project that is not consistent with at least one of the Project 
scenarios studied under the EIR, under the land Use Equivalency Program, the developer may request a 
transfer or exchange of land uses, as well as modifications to the siting, massing or other development 
standard in so far as they are consistent with the provisions herein, for such Exchange Phase by a 
delivering written request therefore to the Planning Department of the City, which request shall be 
accompanied by (a) detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being 
proposed for such Exchange Phase; (b) information documenting how the proposed land uses and 
densities in the Exchange Phase, together with the existing improvements and the other phases 
previously developed, are consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip cap identified in Table 11-
3, Project Trip Cap from the EI R; and (c) supporting documentation to demonstrate that the Project 
including the proposed Exchange Phase would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified 
in the EIR (collectively, an ItEquivalency Program Exchange Submission"). The Planning Director shall 

approve such request if the Equivalency Program Exchange Submission reasonably demonstrates that the 
Project including the proposed Exchange Phase is consistent with the overall AM and PM peak hour trip 
cap identified in such Table 11-3, Project Trip Cap, does not conflict with the impacts analysis for the 
maximum Commercial and Residential Scenarios, and would not otherwise exceed the maximum 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 
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5. HEIGHT 

5.1 Building Height Standards 

The Regulations establish heights zones (A, B, C and D) to limit maximum building heights and control bulk 
in response to the Development Objectives including context with the built environment and to reinforce 
view corridors to the Capital Records Tower. 

---) 

= 

I 

LJ 
D 

Fig. 5.1 Height Zones 

~ Yucca Stree t 

TOWER ZONE 
S8S'MAXHT 

L ~£)lLJ 

D 
5.1.1 The number of stories of a building shall be counted to the last occupiable programmatic floor, 

excluding all mechanical spaces (interior and exterior), observation deck(s}, and any occupiable 
space required to access and/or service above the uses, including, but not limited to elevator 
lobbies, vestibules, and restrooms. 

5.1.2 The height of the building and number of stories shall be measured from the curb/grade level of 
the primary street frontage for that portion of the Project Site (i.e., West Site Zone B tower 
measured from Vine Street). 
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6. BUILDING AND STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.1 Tower Massing Standards 

6.1.1 The Tower Massing Standards apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above curb level 
- see Table 6.1.1. 

11.5 SO 
13,325 East Site 10 

12 
6.1.2.d.l 

9,042 West Site 151 6.1.2.d.2 

20 SO 
23,173 East Site 10 

10 
6.1.2.c.l 

15,726 West Site 151 6.1.2.c.2 

28 SO 
32,443 East Site 10 

8 
6.1.2.b.l 

22,016 West Site 151 6.1.2.b.2 

48 n/a 
55,616 East Site 10 

5 
6.1.2.a.l 

37,742 West Site 151 6.1.2.a.2 

Table 6.1.1 

Note 1: 15' tower setback required for any tower fronting Vine Street on West parcel. See Figure 6.3.2. 

6.1.2 For the purpose of calculating the maximum lot coverage the total lot area is equal to the total 
lot area for each of the sites, the West Site and the East Site. If there is more than one tower on 
a site, the maximum lot coverage requirement in Table 6.1.1 is calculated based on the combined 
area of all towers on each site. The total lot coverage applies to the aggregate floor plate(s) of 
the tower or towers on each site. 

6.1.3 Minimum grade level open space will be 5% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Figs. 6.1.2.a.l- 2.) 

6.1.4 At least 50% of total floor area must be located below 220 feet. 

6.1.5 Tower wall articulation: 

a. Minimum 10% of tower aggregate area shall be articulated. 

6.1.6 Types of permitted articulations for tower walls: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from face of building over a grade 
level open space, building setback, and/or any required separation between buildings. 

12 

RL0036230 



EM35459 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT HEIGHT 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 
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The following developments are for illustrative purposes only. 
Maximum Lot Coverage and Tower Floor Plate - Figs. 6.l.2.a - d. 

III 

EAST SITE · SITE PLAN 

CD MwlMUM 10' ~f!TII"CK AlONG v!NE IITfUl fT 

Q') MIN IMUM ~ SeTaACK,tIaOVE 1~' 
CD MINIMUM to' SETB,A,()i( ,6,!OVE 100' 

CD '10' MIr.'It.lVM irPAIIAiiON ""~t (;,I,11110( IIrG 1I~ .r,; 3I,JIUIING 

L '" -ZZJ lL 

11 
~ 
.it 
~ 
2' 
<( 

[ 

I 
CEN'TEA ~INEOF''JI N ES'TAEET ~ I...".l :r: 'f 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITH IN THIS 

ENVELOP 

l 
r---- MAX TOWER 

HEIGHT 220' 
ON 4S'* OF SITIO 

~+-__ MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 

5% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE ------.; 
5,793 SF 

fig. 6.1.2.a.l: East Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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MAXIMUM 
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D 

WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
<D NOTUSEO 

o MINIMUM 1 5' SETBACKAl~GVINe: STR=ET 

<D M1NIMUM 15' SETBACI( ABOI/E4rl' 

® MINiMUM iO' SETflACI(AlCf,lG'lUCC"'STflEET 

® MINIMUM 10' SeTBACK AElC'JE lW 

® MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ABCNE )()' 

CD MIN IMUt4 20' SE'TBACK AlONG "THIS PROPERTY L~~ 

TOWER MAX 
HEIGHT 220' 

ON 48% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STRE ET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK -------""..;:,.---"'I;S.(1 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.a.2: West Site - 220 Feet Maximum Tower Height. 
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n 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE W IT HIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

EXAMPLE OF TOWE R 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

A~-- 5% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
3,931 Sf 

140' ..... --- ~:;~~~~GB~~~ ~~~GE~~ 
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EAST SITE · SITE PlAN 
<D /wIltfllllUI.4 M SEPA.R,t.TION BETWEEN "TOWER:S' QI ;S~"'E SITE 

@ MINIMU M:ztl'SETSACKABOVE",500' 

Q) MAKlMl)M 40% Of STREET WALL CAA EXceEO MA,lC IWI\II STREET WALl HEIGHT 

® MINIMUM I II ' SETBACK ABOJE I !II) 

® 10' MIN IMUM SEPARATION FROM CAPITOL RECOflOS W ILDING 

BETWEEN 220' AND 400' 
TOVVER CAN OCCUPY 

28% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. G.l.2.b.l: East Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

r------------ TOVVER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

,----------- EXAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

r----- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

/1j,)I~--+--- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALO NG STREET 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

L-____ TOTAL 8% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
6,290 SF 
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D 

WEST SITE· SITE PLAN 

CD PoI INIMUM 1m SEPARATION BE1WEEi'4 "TOWERS" ON SAlliE SITE 

Q) MfII lMLlhl 15' SETBACK ALONG VINE mEET 

(i) MINIMIIIoI 15' SET8AC!( AllOVE 40 

o NrN IMUM 10' SETBACK ALONG '\'UCCA STREEl 

® WJ!jIolll M""'" OF STREET WA.Ll CAN EXCEED MAitJIAJ M STREET WALLHElQil 

® MIN IMUM 10' SET8A.CICABCl\f!: 150' 

CD MIN I"4UM 10' GETSACK ABOVE 30 

® MIN IMUM20 SETSACKALONG T'HIS PROPERTY LINE 

BETWEEN 220' AND 400' _____ ..., 

TOWER CAN occuPY 
28% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF --f----, 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK ----' 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.b.2: West Site - 400 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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D 

EAST SITE· SITE PLAN 
(1) ~1N 1...u r,t eo' SEPARATION 6El'NEErl 1'OWER; S" ()II SA~E SITE 

CD !J,~lt.lUM20' .sETBACK ~eOVE 150' 

G> MAXlijUM 40"4 OF STREET WAll CAN EXCEeo MA.XIr..ruM STREET WALL HEJ<:oHT 

CD MIN IMUM 1(1 SETBAC~A.BOVE 15(J' 

@ 10' I14 INIMU M SEPARATiON FROM CAPITOL RECORDS IWllOtNG 

BETWEEN 220' AND 550' 
TOWER CAN OCCUpy 

20% OF SITE 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

fig. 6.1.2.c.1: East Site - SSO Feet Maximum Tower Height 

u 
I 

CENTER LINE Cf"VHE ST"EEf 

r-------------------- EXAMPLEOFTO~R 

THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

,-------------- TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

r------ MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

'---- MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

,--____ --"'M INIMUM 1 0' SETBACK ALONG 
/ VINE STREET 

'------- TOTAL 10% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
11 ,587 SF 
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D 

WEST SITE· SITE PIlIN 
CD MIN I ~uM 90' SEPARATIQ\I BETWEEN "TOWERS"ON SAME SIT!:" 

ID MINIMUM IS' SETIlACK AlOI'4G'fflESTREET 

® MlNIWM 15' SETBACK ABOVE4D' 

® MINlMUM 10' SETBACKAlQIIGVUCCAm EET 

® MAXIMUM 40% OF ~EET WAiLeAN E,XCE(D MA),:llJllJ'" ST'A EET WALL HEIGHT 

® IIIINlMUM tD' SETBACK ABOtIE 150' 

BETWEEN 220' AND 550' ---+-"",
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

20% OF S!TE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF --+---, 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MAXIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG ST REET 

CD MINIWM 10' SETllACKABOVE ll)' 

CD MtNl loIJloI N SETBA.CK AlQ.!O IHIS PFCOPEFfTV LINE 

D 

TOWER MAY BE LOCATED 
ANYWHERE WITHIN TH IS 
ENVELOPE 

ElIAMPLE OF TOWER 
THAT OCC UPIES SITE 

MINIMUM 15' SETBACK 
ALONG VINE STREET 

.-j..L---- l 0% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
M!N!MUM 15' TOWER SETBACK --------""';:--"~jJ- ::X 7,663 SF 

ABOVE 40' 

fig. 6.1.2.c.2: West Site - 550 Feet Maximum Tower Height 
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EAST SITE · SITE PLAN 
CD UIN ' ... UM 80' SEP,!t,RATI<lH BETWEEN "TOWERS" ON SAME SiTE 

o UlN lt.lJM20' SETBACKABOJE l 5()' 

CD UAAIMtJM A.O%OFSTR EET WAl L CAN EXCEED t.VJ(,IMU M STREET WALL HEIGHT 

o Mtll MUp,I 'I O' SETe~K -.ecNE i !)Q 

CD 10' t.l tlIMU'" SEPAAATKIII FROU CAPITOl RECORDS W ILDiNG 

BE~EN 220' AND 585' ____ ---, 
TOWER CAN OCCUPY 

11 .5% OF SITE 

MAXI MUM BASE HEIGHT ---./ 

fig. 6.1.2.d.l: East Site - 585 Feet Maximum Tower Height 

u 
, 

CENT£ R LlNEOFV~E STREET 

r------------------------ To~RMAyBELOCATED 

ANYWHERE WITHIN THIS 
ENVELOPE 

,----------- EXAMPLE OF TO~R 
THAT OCCUPIES SITE 

,--------- ROOFTOP OPEN SPACE AND 
VIEW DECK REQUIRED FOR 
BUILDINGS ABOVE 550' 

r---- MINIMUM OF 50% OF 
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

'--_____ MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

.,._------ MINIMUM 10 ' SETBACK ALONG 
VINE STREET 

'----- TOTAL 12% PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 
13,904 SF 
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D 

WEST SITE - SITE PLAN 
CD ~ I ~IIMU M 80' SEPA RAT100 BETIIVEEN "TCN'JERS ' QIoJ S A.ME SiTE 

CD MINIW".15' SETBACK ALOOGVlNE STREET 

CD ~ IN III!UM 1S' SETBACK .'.8OVE~ 

CD 1tol 1 ~ I~UM 10' SETBACK AlONGVlJCCA STREET 

@ ~AXIWP<l4&'Jt Of STA!:EiWALl cAN EXCE':EO MAXIMUM SiR ~ET WA LL I1 EIGHT 

BETWEEN 220' AND 585' -----\- "" 
TOWE R CAN OCCUpy 

11.5% OF SITE 

MINIMUM OF 50% OF ---l--
FLOOR AREA MUST BE 
LOCATED BELOW 220' 

MA XIMUM BASE HEIGHT 

MINIMUM 10' SETBACK 
ALONG STREET 

MINIMUM 15' TOWER SETBACK 
ABOVE 40' 

fig_ 6_1_2_d_2: West Site - S8S Feet Maximum Tower Height 

n 
o MtN1WM 1 ('jSETBAC~ AeovE30 

® !o1 lf'.1lt,(J/oI2()' SETBACI( AlO'lG Tl'15 P~OPERT'1' llt-lE 
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6.2 Street Walls 

6.2.1 A street wall is a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or a grade level open space. 
Street walls determine the scale and character of the pedestrian environment. Articulation of the 
required street wall within the permitted ranges is required in order to create a sense of different 
uses, visual interest and orientation. The street wall shall have proportions and architectural 
building details which emphasize and reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian 
environment. Massing offsets, fenestration, varied textures, openings, recesses, and design 
accents are strongly encouraged to ensure there are no un-articulated walls and monolithic roof 
forms, and architectural elements such as balconies, verandas, and porches that add architectural 
character are encouraged. 

6.3 Street Wall Standards 

6.3.1 Location of a required street wall: 

a. Parcels with a grade level open space: the required street wall shall be located a 
minimum 10 feet from the property line along Vine Street on the East Site and 15 feet 
along Vine Street on the West Site. 

b. A grade level open space is required for any building fronting Yucca Street with a 
minimum 10 feet setback from the property line. 

c. Parcels or portions of parcels without a grade level open space: the required street wall 
shall be located on the property line. 

6.3.2 Height of required street wall: 

a. Street walls shall be built to a minimum height of 30 feet and a maximum height of 150 
feet above curb level except as noted in item (b), (c) and (d) below. 

b. Street walls fronting Vine Street on the West Site shall be built to a maximum height of 
40 feet above curb level except as noted in item (d) below. 

c. Street walls fronting Yucca Street shall be built to a maximum height of 30 feet. Building 
can extend to a maximum height of 150 feet with a 10 foot setback above 30 feet except 
as noted in item (d) below. 

d. 40% of the aggregate width of the required street wall frontage on each street can 
exceed the maximum street wall height up to the maximum tower height. 
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fig 6.3.2: Street Wall 

I - -.J50=. __ 
I n I 
I 

I 
I 

LOTUNE --l f--- l.OT UNE 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I I-- MJt4.1~ARl1CUl..I.TED 

I 
T<WoDI...u. 

i 

i 

! 

u 

I 
--~~-

I 

I 
I 

I - r- "RU. OF PERMITED STR EET 
"""LL ... RTICULATlOH 

I 

I ----- r- - - - m'iir. -
I 

'L---cc:-'~-I MAlL ... 

fig. 6.3.3: Street Wall Articulation 

TOWI'lI 

ST~EET 
W'.l L 

23 

!r---~ 

I 

O[ 
L 

" 40% OF AGGREGATE 
WIDTH OF STREET WALL 
CAN EXCEED 150' 
UP TO TOWER HEIGHT 

~ , 40% OF AGGREGATE 
WIDTH OF STREET WALL 
CAN EXCEED 40' 
UP TO TOWER HEIGHT 

10' MIN. TOWER 
SETBACK ABOVE 150' 

15' MIN. TOWER 
SETBACK ABOVE 150 

-- STREET WALL 

_l.D'TUN£ 

I ..... SllIEET ....... 
I _ _<OHL. _ 
! --~ ---~-= - --- =~r 

® 

STREET 
1M" 

RL0036241 



EM35470 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.3.3 Types of permitted articulation of a required street wall: 

a. Recess: recesses shall be permitted to a maximum depth of 15'-0". 

b. Balcony: a balcony may project a minimum of 3'-0" from a required street wall over a 
grade level open space, building setback, and/or any required separation between 
buildings. 

c. Bay window: a bay window may project from a required street wall over a grade level 
open space. 

d. Expression band: an identifiable break shall be provided between a building's retail 
floors and upper floors. This break may consist of a change in material, change in 
fenestration, or similar means. 

6.3.4 Other permitted projections: elements which project beyond the property line from a required 
street wall shall comply with the Building Code. 

a. Architectural facade elements such as expression bands, cornices, eaves, gutters, and 
downspouts may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

b. Steps and ramps may project from a required street wall over a grade level open space. 

c. Commercial marquees, canopies and awnings. 

d. Retail storefronts: may project from a required street wall over a grade level open 
space by a maximum depth of 5'-0'. The maximum height of these projections for each 
parcel shall not exceed two stories or 28'-0" above curb level, whichever is less. 

6.4 Street Wall Guidelines 

6.4.1 Pedestrian pass-through areas, public plazas, marquees, canopies, awnings and retail storefronts 
are permitted within the street wall area. 

6.4.2 Pedestrian steps and ramps, entry forecourts, hotel drop-offs and loading entries and exits and 
vehicular access driveways are also permitted within the street wall area on the Project Site. 

6.5 Yard Standards 

6.5.1 Yard is an open space other than a court that is unoccupied and unobstructed from the ground 
upward. 

6.5.2 Commercial Use: no front, side or rear yard setbacks are required. 
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6.5.3 Residential Use: 

a. Front Yard: none. 

b. Side Yard: Minimum 5 feet; for a building more than two stories in height, one foot shall 
be added to the width of such side yard for each additional story above the second 
story, but in no event shall a side yard of more than 16 feet in width be required. 

c. Rear Yard: Minimum 15 feet; for a building more than three stories in height, one foot 
shall be added to the depth of such rear yard for each additional story above the third 
story, but such rear yard need not exceed 20 feet. 

6.6 Building Materials and Color Guidelines 

6.6.1 The goal of the building materials and colors is to reinforce the character of the Hollywood area 
and provide a design that is compatible yet avoids any appearance that the building is being 
historicized. These guidelines will address the fa~ade treatment for both residential and 
commercial portions of buildings. 

a. Buildings shall feature long-lived and sustainable materials. The material palette shall 
provide variety, reinforce massing and changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

b. Ground floors shall have a different architectural expression than upper floors and 
feature high quality durable materials that add scale, texture and variety. 

c. Podium levels up to 150 feet will be predominantly light in color. Colors will be achieved 
through the inherent color of the material, rather than the application of color to the 
surface. Darker accent colors may be used to delineate building entrances and accents. 

d. The architecture of the building shall clearly delineate an architectural style, and shall 
not appear as a simplified version thereof, with appropriate fenestration patterns, 
architectural features, proportions and materials. 

e. The building's skin, especially for towers, shall be primarily transparent; the use of 
darkly colored or highly reflective glass will be avoided. Glazing will have the minimum 
amount of reflectivity or tinting required to achieve energy efficiency standards. 

f. In buildings other than curtain wall buildings, windows will be recessed, except where 
inappropriate to a building's architectural style. There will be clear contrast between the 
building's surface material and the building's glazed areas. 

g. In general, the overall massing, roof forms, materials, and architectural style of new 
structures shall provide a variety of forms, depth and texture, and encourage a cohesive 
character. Building massing shall include a variation in wall planes and height as well as 
roof forms to promote architectural excellence, a pedestrian friendly environment and 
take into account the context. 

h. To provide visual variety and depth, the building skin shall be layered and designed with 
a variety of textures that bear a direct relationship to the building's massing and 
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structural elements. The skin shall reinforce the integrity of the design concept and the 
building's structural elements, and not appear as surface pastiche. 

i. Rooftop mechanical equipment screening shall be designed to be integral with the 
building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized by using materials that 
are complimentary or consistent with the building. 

j. Design the color palette for a building to reinforce building identity and complement 
changes in the horizontal or vertical plane. 

k. Examples of acceptable materials are illustrated in Figures 6.6.1- 2 

26 

RL0036244 



EM35473 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

Vision Glass: 
• Cle ar glass with High 

Performance Low-E Coa ting 

Figure 6.1.1: examples of acceptable materials 

Balcony: 
Glass Railing 

• Built·in Plante r 

White Aluminum 
Screen 

Figure 6.1.2: examples of acceptable materials 
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Cladding: 
Trespa 
Copper 

• Bronzed Color Me tal Panel 
TerraCotta 

Sustainable Hardwood 
Trespa 
Copper 
Bronzed Color Metal 
TerraCotta 

Cladding: 
White Metal Panel 
White Precast Concrete wI 
Titanium Dioxide Additive 
Architectural Poured in 
Place Concrete 

Vision Glass: 
Clear glass with High 
Pe rformance Low·E Coating 

RL0036245 



EM35474 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT BUILDING AND 
STREET EXPERIENCE 

6.7 Grade level Standards 

6.7.1 The purpose of the grade level standards is to promote pedestrian-scaled architecture by 
regulating street wall massing, articulation and detail, street level entrances and storefront 
windows and doors, as well as the use of quality materials and decorative details. Architectural 
features that reinforce the retail character of the ground floor street wall and/or help define the 
pedestrian environment along the sidewalk, such as canopies, awnings, and overhangs, are 
encouraged and shall be integral to the architecture of the building. 

6.7.2 Ground floor height: 

a. Minimum 12'-0" height measured from floor to ceiling. 

6.7.3 Building entrances: 

a. The primary entrance to a street level tenant space that has frontage along a public 
street shall be provided from that street. The primary entrance to a tenant space that 
does not have its frontage along a public street shall be provided from a courtyard, 
grade level open space, or publicly accessible passageway. Entries less than 18 inches 
from the property line shall not be higher than 12 inches above the elevation of the 
sidewalk; entries greater than 18 inches from the property line shall be within 30 inches 
of the adjacent grade level along street frontages. Where possible entries shall be 
marked using architectural elements such as porches, gateways, entry alcoves, awnings, 
canopies, or portals. 

b. All retail spaces shall be accessed primarily from a ground floor, single-tenant entry 
along a street, plaza or passageway. Where reasonably practical given architecture and 
tenant requirements, access to different tenant spaces shall occur at a maximum 
interval of 60 feet. 

c. Main building entrances shall read differently from retail storefronts, restaurants and 
commercial entrances which could include but are not limited to material change, 
architectural elements or elevation change. 

d. In addition to the building's required primary entrance(s), there may be ancillary 
entrances to the building from parking garages. 

6.7.4 Ground Floor Glazing 

a. Use of clear, colorless and transparent glazing is required within the first 30 feet above 
curb level. 

b. Use of reflective glass is prohibited. 

c. Along street frontages with a required build-to line less than or equal to 18 inches from 
the property line, glazing shall constitute a minimum of 30% of the area of a building 
face and shall not exceed 80% of the area of a building face. 
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6.7.5 Arcades 

a. Arcades at grade will maintain a minimum of 10 feet clear height and will be lit with a 
minimum of 1.0-foot candles. 

6.7.6 Service and Refuse Requirements 

Hotel and Commercial/Office / Retail that abuts an alley 

a. Every required loading space shall be located and arranged such that delivery vehicles 
may be driven upon or into said space from an alley. Such loading space shall have a 
minimum height of 14 feet and be accessible through a usable door not less than three 
feet in width and not less than six feet six inches in height opening from the building it is 
to serve. 

b. Every required loading space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet, a minimum 
width of 20 feet measured along the alley line, and a minimum depth of ten feet 
measured perpendicularly to the alley line. 

c. Loading space shall have a minimum area of 600 square feet where the gross floor area 
of all buildings on the lot exceeds 50,000 square feet, but not more than 100,000 square 
feet; a minimum area of 800 square feet where the gross floor area of all buildings is 
between 100,000 and 200,000 square feet; and shall be increased by an additional 200 
square feet for each additional 200,000 square feet or fraction thereof of gross floor 
area in the building. 

Condominiums (Residential) 

d. None 

Rental (Residential) 

e. None 

6.7.7 Service and Refuse Guidelines 

a. Storage areas shall be provided within the building of a size sufficient for the 
development to ensure that refuse is stored and loaded off-street. Refuse storage areas 
shall be directly and conveniently accessible from a curb cut. 

b. Service, utility, and mechanical functions, including retail loading, shall be located in 
alleys whenever present. When alleys are not present, service functions shall be placed 
within buildings. 

c. Service, utility, and mechanical equipment that is visible from the street shall be 
screened from view with landscaping or enclosures. Back flow and fire standpipes, along 
with utility box transformers, shall be screened . 

d. All screening devices shall be compatible with the architecture, materials and colors of 
adjacent buildings. 
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e. Trash and storage enclosures shall be architecturally compatible with the project design 
and landscaping shall be provided adjacent to the enclosure(s) to screen them and deter 
graffiti. 

f. Trash enclosures and retail loading areas shall be sited to minimize nuisance to adjacent 
properties. 

g. The location of trash enclosures shall be easily accessible for trash collection and should 
not impede general site circulation patterns during loading operations. 

h. Mechanical equipment shall vent to an alley wherever possible. 

i. Roof-vent penetrations and mechanical equipment shall be located at least 10 feet from 
any exterior Building Face. 

j. Gutters and downspouts shall be made of galvanized steel, copper (not copper coated), 
or aluminum. 

6.7.8 Storefronts 

a. Storefront (residential, retail, restaurant and commercial) requirements shall include 
frontage along streets and grade level open spaces. 

b. Storefronts shall comprise a minimum of 70% of the building's street level fa~ade along 
Vine Street and 40% along all other streets and be recessed where necessary. 

c. Storefront glazing shall comprise a minimum of 60% of the storefront area along Vine 
Street and 40% glazing along all other streets. 

d. All retail space shall have a minimum 12 feet finished ceiling clearance. 

e. Storefront openings shall be no wider than 100 feet and no smaller than 15 feet. 
Storefront sills shall be a minimum of 18 inches and a maximum of 30 inches above the 
adjoining grade. 

f. Storefront openings shall be no shorter than 12 feet above the adjoining grade for 90% 
of the required storefront frontage. 

g. Security grilles will be located behind glass and be at minimum 70% open. 

h. At-grade storefront glazing at, or adjacent to, and/or facing any public right-of-way shall 
incorporate transparent, clear, colorless glazing with no reflectivity. 

i. Awnings shall not obscure storefront sign age. Vinyl awnings are not permitted. 

6.8 Podium Standards 

6.8.1 The purpose of the Podium Standards is to provide a modern interpretation of the historical 
context of Hollywood by establishing different treatment of the building's base, middle and top 
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through the vertical articulation of the street wall fa~ade by the use of balconies, projections, 
recesses, fenestration and changes in massing, color, material or other elements. 

6.8.2 Podiums shall comply as applicable with the minimum setback requirements set forth in Figures 
6.1.2a - d. 

6.8.3 No podium shall be greater than 120 feet, except that portion of the podium that is built to the 
property line on Ivar Avenue. 

6.9 Podium Guidelines 

6.9.1 Podiums shall have fenestration that establishes a clear pattern on the fa~ade (with special 
attention paid to facades that are visible from a public street) and that provides depth and 
additional articulation. 

6.9.2 An identifiable break between the building's ground floors and upper floors shall be provided. 
This break may include a change in material, change in fenestration pattern or similar means. 

6.9.3 Podium level windows shall be vertically oriented. 

6.9.4 Podium levels shall be predominantly light in color. 

6.9.5 An expression band shall be provided at the highest story within the podium. 

6.9.6 While blank street wall fa~ades shall be avoided, an exception may be made for integration of 
public art or an articulated fa~ade if it adds scale and interest to an otherwise bland frontage. In 
these cases, the fa~ade shall be a maximum of four floors high, and shall have variation in its 
surface plane (using cutouts, insets or pop-outs). It shall employ different scales of elements as 
viewed when seeing the entire building massing. 

6.9.7 Louvers and wall openings shall be designed to integrate with building architecture. 

6.9.8 Podiums are encouraged as feasible to be set back from Pantages to preserve sightlines and 
promote groundfloor open space. 

6.10 Street and Sidewalk Standards 

6.10.1 The Site is comprised of a variety of public elements that include open spaces, streets and 
sidewalks. The Hollywood Walk of Fame is an integral element that fronts open spaces on both 
East and West Sites. Its adjacency to the public plazas requires compatibility and cohesiveness. 

6.10.2 The combination of landscaped plazas, publicly accessible passageways and landscaped streets 
and sidewalks creates diversity, and at the same time forms a single unified system. 
Cohesiveness shall be achieved by providing certain uniform elements such as lighting, paving, 
rhythmic tree plantings and continuous open spaces in a consistent palette of materials and 
fu rn ish i ngs. 
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6.11 Screening Standards 

6.11.1 Except for the minimum ground level frontage required for access, loading shall be screened 
from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and streets. 

6.11.2 Trash enclosures shall be provided and screened from the view of adjacent public sidewalks and 
streets. Rehabilitated trash enclosures shall be screened from the view of adjacent public 
sidewalks and streets. 
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7. TOWERS 

7.1 Purpose 

7.1.1 Towers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear slender. 

7.1.2 Towers shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry and exhibit big, simple moves. 
They shall not appear overwrought or to have over-manipulated elements. 

7.1.3 Towers that emulate a more streamlined modern style shall provide variety through subtle 
details in the curtain wall, and the articulation of a human-scaled base at the street level. 

7.1.4 If a project has more than one tower, the towers shall be complementary to each other and 
employ a similar yet varied architectural design approach. 

7.1.5 Generally, buildings over 150 feet tall (the historic datum for Hollywood) shall not be historicized. 
They are contemporary forms in the skyline and shall appear as such. 

7.2 Projections 

7.2.1 The following building elements and operations equipment can project beyond the maximum 
permitted building height: 

a. Roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating fans or similar 
equipment required to operate and maintain the building; 

b. Skylights, towers, steeples, flagpoles, water tanks, silos; 

c. Wireless masts; and 

d. Solar energy devices and similar structures. 

7.2.2 Permitted building elements or equipment in Section 7.2.1 shall be screened as practical and 
based on building design except if such projections - e.g., flagpoles or steeples - are part of the 
architecture or design. The use of creative materials and forms for screening is encouraged. 

7.2.3 Enclosures for bulkheads shall not count against building height. 

7.3 General Standards 

7.3.1 A tower 220 feet or greater in height above curb level shall be located with its equal or longer 
dimension parallel to the north-south streets. 

7.3.2 Distinctive tower crown and lighting permitted but not required at the highest one (1) story and 
rooftop mechanical equipment enclosure. 

7.3.3 Towers shall be set back from maximum street wall height a minimum of 10 feet except for 
towers fronting Vine Street on the West site, these towers shall be setback a minimum of 15 feet 
from the maximum street wall height. 
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7.3.4 Towers shall be setback on West Site from shared property line with Hollywood Playhouse a 
minimum of 20 feet. 

7.3.5 Adherence to minimum setbacks and other separation standards for towers is required as may 
be applicable to a specific tower and its location with the Project area. Please refer to standards 
for towers set forth in Figures 6.1.2.a - d. 

7.3.6 Tower orientation and placement that enhances important sightlines is encouraged. 

7.3.7 The tallest tower on anyone site (East site or West site) shall be within 35 percent of the tallest 
height on the other site (East site or West site). The height differential shall be calculated 
relative to the tallest tower in the Project. 

7.4 Wall Standards 

7.4.1 All walls are required to be articulated. 

7.4.2 The following types of articulation of a tower wall are permitted: 

a. Recess; 

b. Standard balconies may be projecting or recessed or a combination of both; and 

c. Bay windows. 

fig. 7.4.2.a: Balcony/Recess fig. 7.4.2.b: Bay Window 
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7.4.3 Balcony: a balcony shall be integral to the fa~ade (see figs. 7.4.3.a and b) and shall not create a 
relentless horizontal and vertical stacking pattern. Balconies are encouraged to create a complex 
and varied pattern along the fa~ade using various balcony sizes and architectural configurations 
and shall be a minimum 75% transparent. Balconies are encouraged on buildings facing major 
public spaces such as plazas, passageways and open spaces. Long balconies resembling corridors 
are prohibited. 

fig. 7.4.3.a: Recess/Balcony: Integral Balcony fig. 7.4.3.b: Bay Window: Integral Balcony 
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7.5 Spacing Standards 

7.5.1 If two towers are located on a single site the towers shall be spaced to provide privacy, natural 
light and air, as well as to contribute to an attractive skyline. 

7.5.2 Generally, any portion of a tower shall be spaced at least 80 feet from all other towers on the 
same parcel, except for the following which will meet Planning Code: 1) the towers are offset 
(staggered), 2) the largest windows in primary rooms are not facing one another, or 3) the 
towers are curved or angled. See fig. 7.5.2. 

1) OFFSET TO'IYERS 

!c=:=iCJ 2) ADJACENT TOWERS 

I p£A C~1 

'# t..AltGlEftwlHDOW$"~" .FiOCIIII! 
Mi.I>oOH·~Otd.~'Il£R: 

3) CURVED OR ANGLED TOwYERS 

""~ 

fig. 7.5.2: Tower Spacing 

7.5.3 Since a tower is defined as any building above 150 feet, all buildings above 150 feet shall be 
spaced at least 80 feet from any portion of any adjacent or separate building on the site, 
exceeding 150 feet, excluding a project within the height range of 150 to 220 feet, as shown in 
figures 6.1.2.a.1 and 6.1.2.a.2. 

7.5.4 Spires, signage, parapets, and mechanical enclosures are excluded from the tower spacing 
regulations. 

7.6 Rooftops Guidelines 

7.6.1 Rooftops and setbacks are highly visible and provide a significant amenity. They shall be 
landscaped with consideration for use and be visually attractive when viewed from locations 
adjacent and above. 

7.6.2 For rooftops to be developed as usable outdoor area, refer to requirements specified under 
common open space, Section 8.5. 
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7.6.3 All other roof surfaces and setbacks shall provide surface materials which are not reflective or 
high contrast colors. 

7.6.4 All obtrusive features such as vents, bulkheads and cooling units shall be screened from lateral 
and pedestrian views. 

7.7 Parapets, Handrails, Roof Mechanical Equipment Screening Standards 

7.7.1 Parapets and handrails shall be finished in a distinctive manner if part of an expression band or 
expression line. 

7.7.2 Materials and design for roof mechanical equipment shall be consistent with the building 
architecture and shall utilize similar colors and materials as in other portions of the building. 

7.7.3 Roof mechanical equipment shall be screened. 
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8. OPEN SPACE 

8.1 Overview 

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 
be used to enhance the experience of the visitor and resident. Open space also will enable important 
pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space also will be 
designed to showcase the Capital Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 
outdoor furniture to activate the ground floor amenities. 

This section sets forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project: areas to be 
accessible to the public (Grade Level Open Space, Publicly Accessible Passageways and Rooftop Open 
Space) and areas to be designed for the residential uses (Common Open Space and Private Open Space). 

8.2 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

8.2.1 Grade level open space is a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. The 
purpose of a grade level open space is to provide a landscaped open space to preserve views of 
the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building and accentuate the low scale character. 

8.2.2 Minimum grade level open space will be S% of total lot area of the development site for buildings 
up to a height of 220 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.a.l- 2 and 8.1.1) 

8.2.3 An additional 3% of open space (total 8%) shall be required for buildings between 221 feet and 
400 feet. (See Fig. 6.1.2.b.l- 2 and 8.1.2) 

8.2.4 An additional S% (total 10%) of open space shall be required for buildings between 401 feet and 
SSO feet (See Fig. 6.1.2.c.l- 2 and 8.1.3) 

8.2.5 An additional 7% (total 12%) of open space shall be required for buildings taller than SSO feet. 
(See Fig. 6.1.2.d.l- 2 and 8.1.4) 

8.2.6 Location 

a. East Site: adjacent to the Jazz Mural and Capitol Records Building; West Site: across 
from the Capitol Records Building along Vine Street and along Yucca Street. 

b. Minimum depth: no horizontal dimension less than 10 feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. Open 
space on West Site fronting Vine Street shall have a horizontal dimension no less than 
lS feet when measured perpendicular from any point. 

c. On West Site, open space must occupy the area to the west of a line struck at 40 
degrees from center line of Vine Street ROW at alignment with the southern most 
property line and a minimum 10' setback from the southeast corner of the Capitol 
Records Building. (See Figs. 8.1.1- 4) 

8.2.7 Sections 8.3.4 through 8.3.10 (excepting 8.3.4.a) below shall apply to Grade Level Open Space. 
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Figs 8.1.1- 8.1.4: Grade Level Open Space 

Fig 8.1.1: open space requirements for maximum building height at 220' 

CENTG R' UNE OF ViNe $l~T 

Fig. 8.1.2: open space requirements for maximum building height at 400' 

39 

61JILPlr,IG HEIGHT 
0'·720' 

BUILDING ~Elr;HT 
221 '-400' 

(5) OPEN SPACE REClJIREO 
ACROSS FROM CAPITOL 
RECOROS BUILOING 
ALONG VINE STREET 

® OPEN SPACE REClJIREO 
ADJACENT TO 
JAZ1. MURAL AND CAPITOL 
RECOROS BUILDING 

@ OPEN SPACE REClJIRED 
FRONTING 
YUCCA STREET 

-- JAZ1. MURAL 

-- STREET WALL 

OPEN SPACE 

o MINIMUM 5'10 OPEN 

<D MINIMUM 8% OPEN 

o MINIMUM 10% OPEI>I 

(9 MINIMUM 12% OPEN 

RL0036257 



EM35486 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT OPEN SPACE 

ZCNED 

Fig. 8.1.3: open space requirements for maximum building height at 550' 

zalEA 

Fig. 8.1.4: open space requirements for maximum building height at 585' 
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8.3 Passageway Standards 

8.3.1 A publicly accessible passageway is a continuous through-block public connection between two 
parallel streets, located on privately owned land. The passageway may be either enclosed or 
open to the sky or a combination of both. 

8.3.2 Design Intent: to encourage public pedestrian circulation and other appropriate public uses on 
both sides along Vine Street. 

8.3.3 Location and Size standards: 

f------ J 

QJ 
:::I 
C 

~ « 
D ~ 

a. The major portion of a publicly accessible passageway is the largest area of the 
passageway and the area of primary use. Major portions shall be generally regular in 
shape, contiguous to each other, easily and directly accessible from adjoining buildings 
and public spaces. Major portions shall occupy no less than 75 percent of the total 
passageway area and shall not be less than 20'-0" wide. 

b. Minor portions of publicly accessible passageway are secondary areas that allow for 
additional flexibility in the shape and configuration of a passageway. Minor portions 
shall not occupy more than 25 percent of the total area of the passageway. The minor 
portion shall have a minimum width of 10 feet. 

c. The minor portion must be directly adjacent to the major portion. 

~-T r 

O[ 

•••• PAP 

fig. 8.3.3: Publicly Accessible Passageway 

41 

RL0036259 



EM35488 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT OPEN SPACE 

8.3.4 Permitted Obstructions: 

a. The minimum percentage of publicly accessible passageway area to be open to the sky 
(East and West Sites combined) shall be as follows: 

(i) Development with maximum building height of 150 feet: 0% 

(ii) Development with maximum building height of 220 feet: 20% 

(iii) Development with maximum building height of 400 feet: 30% 

(iv) Development with maximum building height of 550 feet: 40% 

(v) Development with maximum building height of 585 feet: 50% 

b. Permitted obstructions within the major portion of an open air publicly accessible 
passageway are any features, equipment, and appurtenances normally found in public 
parks and playgrounds, such as fountains and reflecting pools, waterfalls, sculptures and 
other works of art, arbors, trellises, benches, seats, trees, planting beds, litter 
receptacles, drinking fountains, and bicycle racks; open-air cafes; kiosks, outdoor 
furniture; lights and lighting stanchions; flag poles; public telephones; temporary 
exhibitions; balconies and bay windows; awnings, canopies and marquees; stairs, ramps 

fig. 8.3.4: View from Argyle Avenue Along PAP Towards Capitol Records 
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and bollards. 

8.3.5 Kiosk: 

a. Where a kiosk is provided, it shall be a one-story structure, predominantly of light 
materials, such as metal, glass, plastic, or fabric as approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety in conformance with the Building Code. Kiosks, including roofed 
areas, shall not count as floor area, exceed 3% of the total area of the publicly accessible 
passageway, or occupy an area of more than 250 square feet. 

b. A kiosk may be freestanding or may be attached on only one side to a wall of the 
building. 

c. Any area occupied by a kiosk shall be excluded from the definition of floor area, and 
may be occupied by news or magazine stands, candy stands, and food preparation for 
open-air cafes, flower stands or public service/information booths. 

d. All kiosks greater than 250 square feet are permitted but will count as floor area. 

8.3.6 Open-Air Cafe: 

a. Where an open-air cafe is provided it shall be an unenclosed restaurant or open-air 
seating for an enclosed restaurant, eating, or drinking place, which may have waiter or 
table service and is open to the sky except for permitted obstructions such as trees, 
arbors, awnings or canopies. 

b. An open-air cafe shall be accessible from a minimum of two sides where there is a 
boundary with the remainder of the publicly accessible passageway. The boundary shall 
be defined by planters or temporary decorative barricades. Seating may be reserved for 
customers. 

c. An open-air cafe may occupy an aggregate area not more than 20% of the total area of 
the publicly accessible passageway. No cooking equipment shall be installed within an 
open-air cafe. Cooking equipment may be contained in a kiosk adjoining the open-air 
cafe. An open-air cafe qualifying as a permitted obstruction shall be excluded from the 
definition of floor area. 

8.3.7 Service through windows: 

a. Outdoor eating services or uses occupying kiosks may serve customers on the publicly 
accessible passageway through open windows. 

8.3.8 Prohibition of parking spaces, loading berths, exhaust vents and building refuse storage areas: 

a. No building refuse storage areas or refuse storage from a kiosk or open-air cafe are 
permitted on any publicly accessible passageway. 

b. No exhaust vents are permitted on any publicly accessible passageway or on any 
building wall of the development fronting upon the passageway except where such 
vents are more than 10'-6" above the level of the passageway. 
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8.3.9 Frontages: 

a. Mandatory allocation of frontages for permitted use: at least 40% of the total frontage 
of building walls of the development fronting on a publicly accessible passageway shall 
be allocated for occupancy by permitted retail, restaurants and cultural uses. 

b. Such building frontage use requirement shall apply to both the mezzanine, if provided, 
and the street level. All such uses shall be directly accessible from the publicly 
accessible passageway with an entrance required every SO' at a minimum. The 
remaining frontage may be occupied by other uses, vertical circulation elements and 
building lobbies. 

8.3.10 Maintenance: 

a. The building owner shall be responsible for the maintenance of the publicly accessible 
passageway including, but not limited to, the confinement of permitted obstructions, 
litter control, and the care and replacement of vegetation within the passageway and in 
the street sidewalk area adjacent to the passageway. 

b. Litter receptacles: shall be provided with a minimum capacity of one cubic foot for each 
2,000 square feet of publicly accessible passageway area. An additional capacity of one 
cubic foot of litter receptacle shall be provided for each 2,000 square feet of 
passageway in connection with outdoor eating services or other uses permitted on 
passageway which generate litter. 

8.4 Roof-top Open Space 

8.4.1 The Project shall include roof-top open space. 

8.4.2 Roof-top open space shall include an observation area (i.e., viewing deck) accessible to the 
public. 

8.4.3 The hotel, if developed, may include an observation area (i.e., open space viewing area) 
accessible to the public. 

8.4.4 The hotel observation area (i.e., viewing area), if developed, shall satisfy the requirement in 
section 8.4.1 above. 

8.4.5 Roof-top open space may include a cafe. 

8.5 Residential Common Open Space 

8.5.1 Common open space is intended to be a "rear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the 

interior of a parcel; secure, primarily passive recreational open space for resident adults and play 
space for children; and to be visually attractive when viewed from apartments adjacent and 
above. The publicly accessible passageway cannot be used to meet the residential common 
open space requirements. 

8.5.2 Common Open Space Standards 
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a. Provide at a minimum the following usable open space per dwelling unit: 100 square 
feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each unit 
having three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three 
habitable rooms. 

b. Usable open space shall mean an area which is designed and intended to be used for 
active or passive recreation. Usable open space may consist of private and/or common 
area as further defined and regulated herein. 

c. Open space shall be open to the sky and have no structures that project into the 
common open space area, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 

d. Common open space shall be readily accessible to all the residents of the Site. 

e. Common open space shall have a minimum area of 400 square feet with no horizontal 
dimension less than 15 feet when measured perpendicular from any point on each of 
the boundaries of the open space area. 

f. Common open space shall constitute at least 50% of the total required usable open 
space in the built development. 

g. Common open space areas shall incorporate recreational amenities including but not 
limited to swimming pools, spas, picnic tables, benches, children's play areas, ball 
courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, gym and fitness center. 

h. Common open space shall be located at any story above curb level. The roof of any 
portion of a building used for accessory parking or for any permitted non-residential use 
may be considered as common open space. 

i. Refer to LAMC 12.21.G for additional open space requirements. 

8.6 Residential Private Open Space 

8.6.1 A private open space area is an area contiguous to and immediately accessible from a single 
dwelling unit. 

8.6.2 Residential Open Space Standards: 

a. Private open space shall contain a minimum area of 50 square feet, of which no more 
than 50 square feet per dwelling unit shall be attributable to the total required usable 
open space. 

b. Private open space shall have no horizontal dimension less than six feet when measured 
perpendicular from any point on each of the boundaries of the open space area. 

c. Private open space shall provide a minimum eight-foot vertical clearance under any 
projection, except as permitted in the Zoning Code. 
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d. That portion of a balcony which extends or projects into a required front yard in 
compliance with Zoning Code may qualify as usable open space provided it meets each 
of the above specified requirements noted in items a-c. 
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9. LANDSCAPE 

9.1 Grade Level Open Space Standards 

9.1.1 Planting requirements: a minimum of 10% of grade level open space shall be landscaped with 
softscape or water features. 

9.1.2 Landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant material and 30% of all 
landscaping shall be California Natives or drought tolerant. 

9.1.3 The landscaped portion of open space may be designed as a single area or multiple planted 
areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.1.4 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42" 

b. Shrubs: 30" 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18" 

9.1.5 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.1.6 Permitted obstructions: the following are permitted obstructions which may occur in the grade 
level open space: 

a. Building entries, steps, ramps, balconies, bay windows, architectural facade details, 
marquees, canopies, awnings, outdoor dining, and retail storefronts. 

9.1.7 Open-air publicly accessible passageways are not to be included in the grade level open space 
requirements. 

9.2 Common Open Space Standards 

9.2.1 A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with ground cover, 
shrubs or trees. 

9.2.2 At least one 36-inch box tree for every four dwelling units shall be provided on-site and may 
include street trees in the parkway, sidewalks adjoining the property, open space, publicly 
accessible passageway and common roof decks. 

9.2.3 For a surface area not located directly on finished grade that is used for common open space, 
and located at ground level or the first habitable room level, shrubs and/or trees shall be 
contained within permanent planters at least 3~-inches in depth, and lawn or ground cover shall 
be at least 12-inches in depth. 

9.2.4 All required landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic irrigation system and be 
properly drained. 

47 

RL0036265 



EM35494 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT LANDSCAPE 

fig. 9.3.a: Movable Seating fig. 9.3.b: Open Air Cafe 

9.3 Standards For Open Air Portions of Publicly Accessible Passageway 

9.3.1 The landscaped portion of open air passageways may be designed as a single area or multiple 
planted areas. The minimum size of a single planted area shall be 100 square feet. 

9.3.2 The minimum soil depths for planting are: 

a. Trees: 42". 

b. Shrubs: 30". 

c. Lawns, ground cover: 18". 

9.3.3 Each planted area shall have provision for proper drainage, and shall be equipped with an 
automatic irrigation system and waterproof electrical outlets. 

9.3.4 Planting requirements: 

a. A minimum of 10% of open air publicly accessible passageway shall be landscaped. 
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b. For each 400 square feet of landscaped area there shall be at least one (I) major shade 
tree or two (2) minor ornamental trees. 

c. The remaining landscaped area(s) shall be planted with seasonally diverse plant 
material. 

j BACK IiI ---t-I I 

: : 12"MIN. 

12"MIN' -I 9 
36" MAX. ACCESS \J 

30" MI N. 

ACCE~ ~CESS 
PLAN SECTION - SINGLE SEAT SECTION - DOUBLE SEAT 

fig. 9.3.5: Seating Standards 

9.3.5 Seating 

a. There shall be a minimum of one linear foot of seating for each 500 square feet of 
publicly accessible passageway excluding the area of an open-air cafe. 

b. One seat shall equal two linear feet. 

c. Not more than 50% of the linear seating capacity may be in moveable seats. Seating 
shall meet the following standards: 

(i) Seating without backs shall have a minimum depth of 16". For the 
benefit of handicapped persons, a minimum of 20% of the required 
seating shall have backs at least 12" high and a minimum depth of 14" . 
Seating 30" or more in depth shall count as double seating provided 
there is access to both sides. 

(ii) Seating higher than 36" and lower than 12" above the level of the 
adjacent walking surface shall not count toward meeting the seating 
requirements. 

(iii) The tops of walls including but not limited to those which bound 
planting beds, fountains and pools may be counted as seating when 
they conform to the dimensional standards in subparagraphs (i) and 
(ii) above. 

d. Moveable seating or chairs, excluding seating of open-air cafes, may be credited as 30 
inches of linear seating per chair. Steps and seating in open-air cafes do not count 
toward meeting the seating requirements. 
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9.4 Tree Planting Guidelines 

9.4.1 It is the intent to comply with the Urban Forestry Division standard guidelines regarding street 
tree locations and planting procedures. Regular spacing of the street trees is critical to the 
overall image of the Project, establishing the module for locating all of the other elements of the 
streetscape and certain building elements such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections. 

9.4.2 Street trees playa very important role in the Project. To create a strong visual order, trees shall 
be planted in continuous, uniformly spaced rows along the streets. To acknowledge 
microclimatic variations and to avoid monoculture demise, different tree species shall be 
required on the designated hierarchy of street types. In all cases, the trees shall be planted in a 
single row on sidewalks leading to or abutting the development. 

9.4.3 Spacing of the street trees is critical to the overall image of the development, so their regular 
spacing becomes the module for locating all of the other elements on the sidewalks such as light 
standards, pavement scoring patterns and curb cut zones. It is important that building elements 
affecting tree spacing, such as entrances, canopies, and utility connections, be coordinated at the 
outset to avoid conflict with the established tree-planting pattern. 

9.5 lighting Standards 

9.5.1 Lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the street lighting. Its 
purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians' faces, articulate the 
building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the 
development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime 
streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain. 

9.5.2 Supplemental lighting shall meet the following minimum requirements: 

a. Supplemental sidewalk lighting for pedestrians shall be provided on all sides of the 
parcel and designed in conjunction with the grade level open space and open publicly 
accessible passageway. 

b. Lighting will be operated from dusk to dawn. 

c. Lighting will utilize a "white" light source with a color rendering index (CRI) of 65 or 
greater, i.e. metal halide, fluorescent, compact fluorescent, white cold cathode, white 
neon, or white HPS. 

d. Steps and ramps will be lighted with a minimum of 1.0-foot candles on a horizontal 
plane. 

e. Lighting approach will be consistent on each parcel with not more than 30 feet between 
elements. 

f. All exterior lighting shall be shielded or directed toward the areas to be lit to limit spill
over onto off-site uses. 

g. Light quality shall not be harsh, glaring, blinking or shed beyond property boundaries. 
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9.5.3 Responsibility for maintenance: 

a. The Building Owner shall be responsible for maintenance of all lighting associated with 
the property and for the maintenance of tenant lighting used to meet these 
requirements. No luminaire or lighted element which is to meet these requirements 
shall be out of commission for more than 10 consecutive days. 

b. Additional lighting such as plant lighting, colored lighting, signage lighting, etc. will be 
used. The operation of additional lighting will be at the discretion of the building 
Owner. 

9.5.4 Lighting for areas located inside the lot line and visible from the street, such as service yards, 
loading docks, service or garage entrances, shall be lighted with "white" light sources in 
attractive and/or concealed luminaires. 

9.5.5 Lighting for above-grade parking garage facilities shall utilize "white" light sources and the 
luminaires' brightness shall be shielded from view of the street or any residential living space. 
This may be accomplished through architectural screening, luminaire placement, or integral 
lumina ire shielding. Parking garages which are entirely concealed from exterior view are exempt 
from this requirement. 

9.6 Publicly Accessible Passageway lighting Standards 

9.6.1 A publicly accessible passageway shall be illuminated throughout with an overall minimum 
average level of illumination of not less than 1.0 maintained foot candle (lumens per square foot) 
on the horizontal plane at grade. 

9.6.2 Such level of illumination shall be maintained throughout the hours of darkness. Light sources 
shall be white light. 

9.7 Continuity of Design 

9.7.1 Design elements and architectural clues that reinforce where appropriate continuity between 
open and enclosed spaces at grade level is encouraged. Continuity of design may reinforce 
pedestrian circulation and support the Project's way-finding features. 

9.7.2 Where possible, materials, lighting, site elements and landscape shall be similar between 
different open and enclosed public spaces at the grade level. 
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10. PARKING 

10.1 Automobile Standards 

10.1.1 Base Standards 

The following standards shall apply for the base level of parking to be provided as the minimum 
for each use in the project area. The Regulations set forth below incorporate the parking 
requirements in the LAMC, where applicable, and supersede the LAMC requirements for 
development of the Project. 

a. Commercial/Office / Retail: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area of 
commercial office, business, retail, restaurant, bar and related uses, trade schools, or 
research and development buildings on any lot. The Regulations incorporate applicable 
parking requirements in the LAMC as set forth below. 

b. Sports Club: 

Two parking spaces for everyone thousand square feet of combined gross floor area. 

c. Hotel 

One parking space for each individual guest room or suite of rooms for the first 30; 

One additional parking space for each two guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
30 but not exceeding 60; and 

One additional parking space for each three guest rooms or suites of rooms in excess of 
60. 

d. Condominiums (Residential): 

Two parking spaces per dwelling unit. 

One-quarter parking space per dwelling unit for guest parking. 

e. Rental (Residential): 

One parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms; one-and
one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms; and two 
parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms. 

f. Combination of Uses: 

Where there is a combination of uses on a lot, the base number of parking spaces 
required shall be the sum of the requirements of the various uses. 

10.1.2 Shared Parking: 

52 

RL0036270 



EM35499 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT PARKING 

a. Shared parking may be applied to the Section 10.1.1 base rates for the Site when the 
uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour 
cycle or between weekends and weekdays. The intent is to maximize efficient use of 
the site by matching parking demand with complimentary uses. The calculation of the 
parking requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to its construction. 

b. Calculating Shared Parking: 

10.2 Additional Regulations 

(i) The individual land use parking requirements for each component of a 
phase of development shall be calculated from Section 10.1.1. above 
to establish the "Base Demand." 

(ii) For parking spaces that are to be shared between uses, the calculated 
minimum parking requirement for the Site, including that new phase 
of construction, is to be adjusted from the Base Demand based on the 
procedures in Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, 2nd Edition (2005) 
or another source as determined by the Director of Planning. 

10.2.1 The automobile parking spaces required shall be provided either on the same lot as the use for 
which they are intended to serve or on another lot located within 750 feet of the lot; said 
distance to be measured horizontally along the streets between the two lots, except that where 
the parking area is located adjacent to an alley, public walk or private easement which is easily 
usable for pedestrian travel between the parking area and the use it is to serve, the 7s0-foot 
distance may be measured along said alley, walk or easement. 

10.2.2 Curb cuts for driveways shall be located no closer than SO feet to the intersection of two streets 
unless approved by The Department of Transportation. 
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10.2.3 Access driveways to parking facilities not at signalized intersections shall not exceed 28 feet in 
width. The minimum separation between drives located along the same frontage shall be SO 
feet. 

10.2.4 Parking and loading access shall be shared where feasible. 

10.2.5 Priority placement within parking structures shall be given to bike parking, car-share parking, and 
other alternative ride vehicles. 

10.2.6 Pedestrian entrances to all parking shall be directly from the street, except that underground 
parking garages may be entered directly from a building. 

10.3 Screening 

10.3.1 Above grade parking for the first 20 feet shall be lined with habitable floor area having a 
minimum depth of 20 feet along street frontages where feasible and shall be designed to blend 
in with the form and massing and to look like an integral part of the building, with the use of 
windows and/or cladding, or by landscaping, or green screens, or a combination thereof. The 
interior of a parking structure shall be designed to be screened from the view of streets and 
sidewalks. 

10.4 Bicycle Standards 

10.4.1 Bicycle parking shall be provided per Ordinance No.182386. 
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10.5 Transportation Demand Management Plan 

10.5.1 The Project shall incorporate a comprehensive transportation demand management plan. 

10.5.2 The transportation demand management plan shall set forth best practices that relate to the 
Project Site and the Project's building design features in order to: 

a. Promote bicycle and pedestrian circulation within the Project Site. 

b. Promote alternative modes of transportation. 

c. Create pedestrian linkages to public and private amenities outside the Project Site. 

d. Provide convenient and attractive onsite pedestrian linkages for routes to the Metro 
Red Line Station at Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

e. Provide adequate parking, but provide incentives to tenants and residents to utilize 
alternative modes of travel. The incentives shall include bicycle facilities, car sharing, 
discounted subway passes, and parking spaces as an only optional part of all lease and 
sale agreements. 
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11. SIGNAGE 

11.1 Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 

Signage shall be subject to Ordinance No. 181340: Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District 
(Amended) pursuant to Section 13.11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

11.2 Modification to Guidelines 

Notwithstanding Section 11.1, high-rise signs located within 24 feet from the top of the building and 
meeting the requirements of the Building Code shall be permitted. See fig. 11.2. 
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fig. 11.2: High Rise Sign 

56 

RL0036274 



EM35503 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT SUSTAINABILITY 

12. SUSTAINABILITY 

12.1 Non-Residential Projects 

The Standard of Sustainability establishes a requirement for non-residential projects at or above 50,000 
square feet of floor area, high-rise residential (above six stories) projects at or above 50,000 square feet 
of floor area, or low-rise residential (six stories or less) of SO or more dwelling units within buildings of at 
least 50,000 square feet of floor area to meet the intent of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design® (LEED®) Certified level. The Standard also applies to existing buildings that meet the minimum 
thresholds described above when redevelopment construction costs exceed a valuation of 50% of the 
existing building's replacement cost. 

12.2 Other Projects 

The project must include a LEED® Accredited Professional (LEED® AP) on the project team, and 
demonstrate that the project has met the intent of the US Green Building Council's (USG Be) LEED® 
Certified level. Formal certification by the USGBC is not required. 
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Awning: glazing or fabric on metal frame structure supported entirely by the building to provide 
weather protection at doors, windows and/or storefronts; may be retractable. 

Base: the lower portion of a building located at or within 150' above curb level. 

Canopy: glazing, fabric and/or metal structure with vertical supports located on the sidewalk to provide 
weather protection at a building's primary entrance. 

Expression band: a distinctive linear architectural element occurring on the building base facade at the 
highest floor. The band shall be contrasting in color, texture, material and/or fenestration from the adjacent 
building base facade. Projections may occur within an expression band. 

Grade level open space: a continuous open space fronting the street and open to the sky. 

Maximum building height: the maximum height permitted, measured from the adjacent street curb level. 

Maintenance: the ongoing repair, care and upkeep of a property. 

Open space use: active and passive recreational areas accessible to the general public, except as noted 
herein. Open spaces can occur in publicly accessible passageways, grade level open space, residential 
common open space and residential private open space which are defined herein. 

Preservation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the act or 
process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic 
property. 

Publicly accessible passageway: a continuous through-block public connection between two parallel streets, 
located on privately owned land and designated for and designed to encourage public pedestrian circulation 
and other appropriate public uses. 

Rehabilitation: in conformance with standards and guidelines of the Secretary of the Interior, the process of 
returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient 
contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property which are significant to its 
historic, architectural, and cultural values. 

Required street wall: a wall or portion of a wall of a building facing a street or grade level open space which 
must be built to a maximum height above curb level. 

Required street wall articulation, aggregate width of: the sum of the maximum widths of all segments of 
required street wall articulation on a street at the level of any story. The width of a required street wall 
articulation is measured in plan as the width of the street line from which perpendicular lines may be drawn 
to such required street wall articulation. 

Residential common open space: a lirear yard" providing light and air to apartments on the interior of a 
parcel located at any story above curb level. 

Residential private open space: open space that is contiguous to and immediately accessible only from a 
single dwelling unit. 

Setting: the area or environment in which a historic property is found. It may be an urban or suburban 
neighborhood or a natural landscape in which a building has been constructed. Elements of setting can 
include the relationship of buildings to each other, setbacks, views, sidewalks, and street trees. 
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Storefront: the architectural facade, including doorways, of any tenant-leased premise perimeter adjacent to 
public circulation areas. Storefronts refers to all permitted residential, retail uses including retail, service, 
restaurants and cultural establishments and commercial uses, including but not limited to hotels and sports 
clubs. 

Tower: the portion of a building located above 150' above curb level. 

Transparency: architectural elements that can be seen through or allows light to emit through, including but 
not mited to glass, trellis and wire mesh. 

All images and figures used in the Regulations were prepared for exclusive use by Millennium Hollywood LLC 
unless otherwise noted. 
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The Project Applicant is proposing to develop a mixed-use development w-hich spans the north half of 

two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard 

and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface 

parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capital Records 

Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the 

rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project would implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City that 

would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development parameters for the 

Project Site and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the development parameters set forth 

in the agreement. Implementation of a proposed Development Agreement also would grant flexibility 

regarding the final arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics 

subject to detailed development controls. As a condition of approval for the Development Agreement, the 

City has guaranteed a range of community and economic benefits that the Project Applicant would not 

otherwise be obligated to provide through the standard permitting process. The Development Agreement 

will secure for the City the delivery of these public and economic benefits while protecting the Project 

Applicant's right to build the Proj ect over the term of the agreement. 

Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development 

Agreement betw-een the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development 

on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 

requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in 

the LAMC the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, 

the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards (the Concept Plan). Thus, the Concept Plan presented in this Draft ErR represents one scenario 

that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan includes 

approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), 

up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 

square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 

approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 

fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use.! The Concept Plan 

Note: All square jootage numbers jar the Project represent net square jootage. The term "net square jeet" is 

defined in LAAIC Section 14.5.3. Floor area is defined as the area in square feet confined within the exterior 

walls of a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor 

area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

Equivalency Program 

The proposed Equivalency Program is a planning tool that provides flexibility for modifications to land 

uses and square footages in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the Hollywood economy. 

The Equivalency Program is designed to limit the flexibility of how development may occur on-site and 

would apply to new development within the Project Site. The Equivalency Program defines a framework 

within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 

limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would 

occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in this Draft 

EIR. 

As a result and in addition to the proposed Concept Plan, this Draft EIR has identified two additional 

development scenarios, the Residential Scenario and the Commercial Scenario, which could be developed 

on the Project Site through implementation of the above described Development Agreement. The 

Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied in this Draft EIR as 

representative development scenarios, in order to help establish the maximum environmental impacts per 

each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. The Development Regulations, 

including the use, bulk and massing controls, also were used to study the maximum levels of impacts. 

The scenario that creates the maximum impacts is analyzed for each issue area. The maximum impacts 

from that most intense scenario per issue area creates the greatest environmental impact permitted for the 

Project for that issue area. 

The intent of the Equivalency Program is to allow flexibility with respect to the buildout of the Project. 

However, there are a number of controlling factors that ensure this Draft EIR has properly analyzed and 

disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. 

This Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each environmental 

issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. For instance, with 

respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The trip cap represents the 

total number of peak hour trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) that may be generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the total AM (7 AM to 10 

PM) plus PM (3 PM to 6 PM) peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial Scenario was 

determined to have the maximum (AM plus PM peak hour) trips equal to 1,498 trips. The Commercial 

Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted 

under any development scenario would be limited to 1,498 total peak hour trips. The total development 

building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, space for the 

landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 
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ofland uses for the Project resulting from the Equivalency Program will not exceed this trip cap. 

In addition to traffic, the EIR will establish, as discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact 

Analysis, maximum levels for every other environmental impact produced by the Project. In no instance 

will any development scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Equivalency Program 

exceed the maximum environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which the vehicular trip cap is 

only one of several environmental thresholds. 

For this section, and in particular the Summary of Impacts Table presented below, the summary identifies 

the worst case scenario to illustrate the most conservative impact, as it relates to each specific 

environmental category. In the situation where a maximum quantifiable threshold point cannot be 

established (e.g., soils and geology), the Concept Plan has been analyzed 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36249 

John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Sunday, July 21, 2013 8:36 PM 
Raymond Chan 

Subject: Fwd: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: July 21,2013, 8:30:37 PM PDT 
To: john.vidovich@lacity.org 
Subject: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
Reply-To: beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net 

IN THIS ISSUE 

Damaging New Revelations 
About Safety of Hollywood's 
Millennium Project Press Conference Monday 10 a.m. 

• PRESS ADVISORY - Monday, July 22 
~ 

QUICK LINKS 

HOllYWOOD'S CONTROVERSIAL MIllENNIUM 
PROJECT: Hollywood Hills Crime Mapping 

• SURPRISING INFORMATION RAISES NEW RED Report Crime and Crime 

FLAGS ABOUT THE PROJECT'S SAFETY 

• Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -

Opponents of the controversial Millennium Hollywood 

RL0036284 
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Project will hold a news conference Monday, July 22, to 
disclose new information that strengthens their 
complaints of shocking irregularities in LA City Hall's 
review of the project and confirms their claims about 
the project's life-threatening earthquake risks. 

• The City Council is scheduled to vote Wednesday, July 
24, on the massive project at the Capitol Records site. 

• NEWS CONFERENCE: 

• When: ~Monday, July 22,10 am 

** Where: Intersection of Argyle and Yucca Streets, 
Hollywood, adjacent to Millennium project~ 
~ 
Who: ~Attorney Robert P. Silverstein and 
community leaders 

** "We believe this new evidence should be a game-
changer in how the public and City Council view this 
project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental 
attorney advising more than 40 community groups 
opposing the project. "The latest information substantiates 
our concerns about the pattern of official dereliction 
of duty and developer fraud that, taken together, have 
given the public and the City Council an incredibly false 
picture of the earthquake risks of this project." 

• "This new evidence has only very recently come to our 
attention," said Silverstein. "We believe the Los Angeles 
City Council would be grossly - and possibly criminally 
- negligent if it ignores these new warning signs 
and approves this project on Wednesday." 

• Silverstein will elaborate on these new developments at 
Monday's news conference. 

• In previous public hearings and documents, the opponents 
have pOinted out that the Millennium's 35 and 39 story 
skyscrapers would sit directly on the Hollywood Fault 
and that the developer's consultant, Langan Engineering, 
has repeatedly tried to hide this information from 
the public and from city decision-makers in its studies. 

• Silverstein warned that the lives of as many as 3,000 
persons who would work, live and shop in the giant 
project would be at risk if it goes forward as planned. 

• On its website, the California Department of Conservation 
explains that it is illegal, under the State's Alquist
Priolo Act, to build on top of an active fault. That 
website says, in part: 

• "Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties 

2 

get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery. 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org++ 

• Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd .lacitv.ora. 

• Emergencies: 9-1-1 

• Non-Emergency: 

• 1-877-ASK-LAPD. 

• Return to toP. 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org. 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

• Citv Websit~ 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

• LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon. 

Parking Enforcement. 

• Return to top 
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must require a geologic investigation to demonstrate that 
proposed buildings will not be constructed across 
active faults [emphasis added]. An evaluation and 
written report of a specific site must be prepared by a 
licensed geologist. If an active fault is found, a 
structure for human occupancy cannot be placed 
over the trace of the fault and must be set back 
from the fault (generally 50 feet) [emphasis added]." 

~ 
In a July 15 letter to the city's Building and Safety 
Department, Silverstein complained that the developer's 
engineers "fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, 
relevant and authoritative data," that show the State's 
official earthquake maps "indicate the existence of 
active fault traces" running directly through the 
Millennium project. +In its efforts to mislead the 
public, for example, the Millennium project team falsified a 
key map to depict the project site as being +situated 850 
feet north of its true location, Silverstein pOinted out. 

+ 
In that same letter, Silverstein accused Langan of 
"breaching its professional duties" to provide the 
public, through the EIR process, with an honest risk
assessment of its client's project and stated "we believe 
[Langan] has engaged with the Millennium 
developer to commit fraud" by misleading the 
public about the earthquake dangers. 

+ 
Last month, Los Angeles Times columnist Michael Hiltzik 
scathingly wrote ("Caltrans Waves Red Flag on Millennium 
Hollywood Project," June 19, 2013) that Caltrans has 
joined Millennium project opponents in accusing 
Millennium of using "bogus statistics and trampling 
over state law" +to secure approval of its project, 
claiming it will generate only 150 additional trips on the 
adjacent Hollywood Freeway. 

+ 
Hiltzik reported that Caltrans believes the $665 million 
Millennium project, comprising 461 residential units, 254 
hotel rooms, more than a quarter million square feet of 
office space and 80,000 square feet of retail, will have a 
"disastrous" traffic impact on the 101 Freeway unless 
it is significantly modified. 

+ 
In a July 16 letter to Caltrans, Silverstein wrote: 

+ 
The City and developer have ignored Caltrans' requests 
for [traffic] analysis and studies as part of the EIR 
process .... This is not only a problem related to this 
project, but it has become chronic in the City's processing 
of approvals for other development projects throughout 
the City which have significant impacts on the State's 
facilities, but which are never adequately analyzed or 
mitigated by the City. The result is dramatically 
worsening infrastructure and a shifting of the costs 
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and burden of dealing with these projects to 
Caltrans and the taxpayers [emphasis added]. 

• "We sincerely hope the city will drop its misguided rush to 
approve the project and honestly take into consideration 
the life-threatening earthquake safety and traffic impacts 
of the Millennium project," Silverstein said. "In particular 
we urge Councilman Mitch O'Farrell to support the more 
than 40 community groups city-wide who oppose this 
project. For Councilman O'Farrell to vote for it would be a 
terrible way for Hollywood's new councilman to begin his 
career." • 

• Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 
626 449-4200 
Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

• John Schwada 
john.schwada@gmail.com 
310 597-9345 (office) 
310 709-0056 (mobile) 

• 

Join your neighbors 
Yucca and Argyle at 9:45 a.m. to get organized for this 

press conference. 

• Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

• Sincerely, 

• Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon .org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

• 

Forward this email 

This email wassentto john.vidovich@lacitv.orq by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal.net l . 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36254 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
Sunday, July 21, 2013 8:38 PM 
nyc.bill@aol.com 

Subject: Millennium Youtube Video .. Active Fault Line ... Communities United For Reasonable 
Development 

CommunitiesUnitedForReasonableDevelopment 
StopTheMillenniumHollywood 

Millennium YouTube Video .. Active Fault Line 

h t tp : // youtu . be/Ob ZdG OyX j - U 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36255 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Monday, July 22, 2013 6:49 AM 
John Vidovich 

Subject: Re: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 

Thanks bro! 

On Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 8:35 PM, John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> wrote: 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: July 21,2013, 8:30:37 PM PDT 
To: john.vidovich@lacity.org 
Subject: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
Reply-To: beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net 

IN THIS ISSUE 

Damaging New Revelations 
About Safety of Hollywood's 
Millennium Project Press Conference Monday 10 a.m. 

PRESS ADVISORY - Monday, July 22 

HOllYWOOD'S CONTROVERSIAL MIllENNIUM 
PROJECT: 

QUICK LINKS 

HollYWood Hills Crime Mapping 
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SURPRISING INFORMATION RAISES NEW RED 
FLAGS ABOUT THE PROJECT'S SAFETY 

Opponents of the controversial Millennium Hollywood 
Project will hold a news conference Monday, July 22, to 
disclose new information that strengthens their 
complaints of shocking irregularities in LA City Hall's 
review of the project and confirms their claims about 
the project's life-threatening earthquake risks. 

The City Council is scheduled to vote Wednesday, July 
24, on the massive project at the Capitol Records site. 

NEWS CONFERENCE: 

When: Monday, July 22, 10 am 

Where: Intersection of Argyle and Yucca Streets, 
Hollywood, adjacent to Millennium project 

Who: Attorney Robert P. Silverstein and 
community leaders 

"We believe this new evidence should be a game
changer in how the public and City Council view this 
project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental 
attorney advising more than 40 community groups 
opposing the project. "The latest information substantiates 
our concerns about the pattern of official dereliction 
of duty and developer fraud that, taken together, have 
given the public and the City Council an incredibly false 
picture of the earthquake risks of this project." 

"This new evidence has only very recently come to our 
attention," said Silverstein. "We believe the Los Angeles 
City Council would be grossly - and possibly criminally 
- negligent if it ignores these new warning signs 
and approves this project on Wednesday." 

Silverstein will elaborate on these new developments at 
Monday's news conference. 

In previous public hearings and documents, the opponents 
have pOinted out that the Millennium's 35 and 39 story 
skyscrapers would sit directly on the Hollywood Fault 
and that the developer's consultant, Langan Engineering, 
has repeatedly tried to hide this information from 
the public and from city decision-makers in its studies. 

Silverstein warned that the lives of as many as 3,000 
persons who would work, live and shop in the giant 
project would be at risk if it goes forward as planned. 

On its website, the California Department of Conservation 
explains that it is illegal, under the State's Alquist-

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacitv.org 

Emergencies: 9-1-1 

Non-Emergency: 

1-877 -ASK -LAPD 

Return to top 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

Citv Website 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon 

Parking Enforcement 

Return to top 
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Priolo Act, to build on top of an active fault. That 
website says, in part: 

"Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties 
must require a geologic investigation to demonstrate that 
proposed buildings will not be constructed across 
active faults [emphasis added]. An evaluation and 
written report of a specific site must be prepared by a 
licensed geologist. If an active fault is found, a 
structure for human occupancy cannot be placed 
over the trace of the fault and must be set back 
from the fault (generally 50 feet) [emphasis added]." 

In a July 15 letter to the city's Building and Safety 
Department, Silverstein complained that the developer's 
engineers "fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, 
relevant and authoritative data," that show the State's 
official earthquake maps "indicate the existence of 
active fault traces" running directly through the 
Millennium project. In its efforts to mislead the public, 
for example, the Millennium project team falsified a key 
map to depict the project site as being situated 850 feet 
north of its true location, Silverstein pOinted out. 

In that same letter, Silverstein accused Langan of 
"breaching its professional duties" to provide the 
public, through the EIR process, with an honest risk
assessment of its client's project and stated "we believe 
[Langan] has engaged with the Millennium 
developer to commit fraud" by misleading the 
public about the earthquake dangers. 

Last month, Los Angeles Times columnist Michael Hiltzik 
scathingly wrote ("Caltrans Waves Red Flag on Millennium 
Hollywood Project," June 19, 2013) that Caltrans has 
joined Millennium project opponents in accusing 
Millennium of using "bogus statistics and trampling 
over state law" to secure approval of its project, 
claiming it will generate only 150 additional trips on the 
adjacent Hollywood Freeway. 

Hiltzik reported that Caltrans believes the $665 million 
Millennium project, comprising 461 residential units, 254 
hotel rooms, more than a quarter million square feet of 
office space and 80,000 square feet of retail, will have a 
"disastrous" traffic impact on the 101 Freeway unless 
it is significantly modified. 

In a July 16 letter to Caltrans, Silverstein wrote: 

The City and developer have ignored Caltrans' requests 
for [traffic] analysis and studies as part of the EIR 
process .... This is not only a problem related to this 
project, but it has become chronic in the City's processing 
of approvals for other development projects throughout 
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the City which have significant impacts on the State's 
facilities, but which are never adequately analyzed or 
mitigated by the City. The result is dramatically 
worsening infrastructure and a shifting of the costs 
and burden of dealing with these projects to 
Caltrans and the taxpayers [emphasis added]. 

"We sincerely hope the city will drop its misguided rush to 
approve the project and honestly take into consideration 
the life-threatening earthquake safety and traffic impacts 
of the Millennium project," Silverstein said. "In particular 
we urge Councilman Mitch O'Farrell to support the more 
than 40 community groups city-wide who oppose this 
project. For Councilman O'Farrell to vote for it would be a 
terrible way for Hollywood's new councilman to begin his 
career." 

Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 
626 449-4200 
Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

John Schwada 
john.schwada@gmail.com 
310 597-9345 (office) 
310 709-0056 (mobile) 

Join your neighbors 
Yucca and Argyle at 9:45 a.m. to get organized for this 

press conference. 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM35893 

Ryan Luckert < ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 11:52 AM 
sergio.ibarra@lacity.org 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 
Millennium Hollywood Project - Addendum 

Millennium Addendum.pdf; Addendum_Cover.doc; I. Introduction.doc; II. Project 
Description.doc; III. Rationale for Addendum.doc; IV. Env Impact Analysis.doc; v. 
Preparers.doc 

Please see attached. The attached Addendum is revised per your input 
and provided for your consideration. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 
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ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIR 

for the 

MILLENNIUM HOLLYWOOD PROJECT 

Prepared for: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

SCH No. 2011041094 

JULY 2013 

Prepared By: 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLe. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared and circulated for the Millennium Hollyw-ood Project (Project) in October of 2012. 

This aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft ErR. Later in 2013, a Final ErR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011(41094). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that could be 

associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q conditions (the Revised Project) 

as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) as entitlement mechanisms associated with the 

Project. The infonnation contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications to the Draft EIR and the Final EIR. No new significant information has been added to the 

Draft EIR or Final EIR. Accordingly, recirculation ofthe EIR is not required. 

Together, tlle Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transfonn a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated with proposed 

modifications of the Project as discussed in this Addendum. The modifications are focused in two areas. 

First, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement the Project as 

described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, the Applicant 

withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change has been 

considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Second, as a related matter, the development conditions and mechanisms originally embodied in the 

Development Agreement are now being carried forward as Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 
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The City has elected to prepare this Addendum before the full City Council takes a final action to certify 

the Final EIR or approve the Project. Use of the Addendum in this manner presents the most conservative 

CEQA disclosure approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications 

listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, variations of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has detennined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes related to removal of the Development Agreement and use of Q 

conditions as one mechanism to control aspects of development. A complete discussion of the rationale 

used to detennine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be found in Section III, 

Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

1. Introduction: This section provides introductory infonnation such as the project title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analysis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

v. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list oflead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-de co building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest comer of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KF\VB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northwest comer of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

C. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft EIR from October 25, 2012 to December 10, 

2012, for the statutorily required 45-day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final EIR. The Final EIR \vas 

subsequently published m February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

11. Project Description 
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• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to penn it Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Pennit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Pennit for a hotel w-ithin 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation pennits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the construction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of ne\v developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. 

Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would 

include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6: 1 Floor Area 

Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing 

approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including a combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As originally conceived, these project 

components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested through a Development Agreement 

between the City and the Applicant. In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the 

Development Agreement. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: 

Guidelines and Standards (the Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project 

development and have been identified as Project Design Features (PDFs). A more detailed project 

description can be referenced in Exhibit A of this Addendum. 

D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the minor changes to the Final ErR. As stated earlier, the 

infonnation presented below presents only minor modifications to the Project, helps clarify, or makes 

insignificant minor technical modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the 

minor changes are not considered "significant" new infonnation pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of 
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the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). Aside from the proposed modifications 

and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and associated mitigation measures proposed 

within the Final EIR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Proj ect and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon leaming of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Planning Commission, the City Attomey advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Govemment Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remam as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 

for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not 

significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR 

and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With tllese controls in place, and the other 

entitlements considered in the EIR the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum impacts 

identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. However, this does not foreclose use or approval of a 

Development Agreement in the future. 

Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations associated with the Project and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set of Q 
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conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as pennitted by the LAMe. The Draft EIR or 

Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of the 

LAMe. Thus, this Addendum clarifies use of the Q conditions in relation to the Project. In short, the Q 
classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQA Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review-. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent EIRs, 

Supplemental EIRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

Even though the Final EIR has not been certified, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by 

preparing it before final certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to 

the Proj ect as modified. This approach is consistent with Section ] 5 ] 60, which permits the use of 

variations in CEQA mechanisms. Therefore, the City is using this Addendum to implement the technical 

modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR is not yet certified by a 

final action of the City. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 

EIR ~f some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent E1R have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated/or public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final EIR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The deCiSion-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 
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As summarized in Section II, Project Description, and further analyzed in Section IV, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, the modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new 

significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Revised Project is 

consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 

examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Revised 

Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed 

for the Project (see Table IV-l below). 

Specifically, the Final EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and w-astewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Proj ect, none of the environmental issue areas previously detennined in the Initial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated with the Revised Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in 

this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously 

addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. [n addition, there is no significant new 

infonnation associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

detennination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final EIR as the appropriate fonn of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines whether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed w-ould develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit A to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement between the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Project contained a detailed set 

of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 

Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Program. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has two categories of change. One, the Development Agreement was withdrawn by 

the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. Two, the City has elected to use Q conditions to 

implement zoning limitations associated with the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use 

Equivalency Program. The City has assessed whether these minor modifications result in a material 

change to the scope of analysis or impact conclusions presented in the Draft and Fi nal ElR. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal a/the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement \vas only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, how-ever, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Proj ect have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. Thus, the 
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development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for the life 

of the Project. With these controls in place, the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final E1R. Therefore, withdrawal of the 

Development Agreement does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final E1R does not 

have the potential to increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not result in 

significant new information. 

Now, the vehicle to carry forward the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program is 

the Q conditions pennitted by the LAMe. The analysis below demonstrates that using Q conditions 

(instead of the Development Agreement) as a mechanism to integrate the Development Regulations and 

Land Use Equivalency Program cannot result in physical changes to the environment. Nonetheless, the 

City assessed whether there was any possibility the change in mechanisms could affect the physical 

environment. Table IV -I below summarizes the results of that analysis and concluded that there are no 

physical environmental changes associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as implementation mechanisms. The discussion below also demonstrates how the change of 

implementing mechanisms does not alter the Project's compatibility with applicable land use programs or 

policies. 

Integration o/the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified Classification as follows: 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in hannony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility w-ith surrounding properties, consistency w-ith the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final ErR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible w-ith surrounding properties for the following reasons. 

The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 

development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 
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surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not fundamentally 

alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 

provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 

compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 

improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 

development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project (similar to the Project) intensifies use of the Project Site, 

which is currently underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs

housing balance objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers 

the development of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and 

entertainment. It also promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and 

distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture 

and density of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 

structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent 

with the goals and objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Regulations and Land 

Use Equivalency Program does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not introduce significant new information. 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 

Construction SU 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

Revised Project Conclusion 

SU No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

SU No change 

IV Environmental Impact Analysis 
Page IV-3 

RL0036307 



EM35906 

City of Los Angeles July 2013 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TSlMitigation 

Surface Water L TSlMitigation 

Land U selPlanning 

Land Use Consistency LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LTS 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU 

Operation Noise L TSlMitigation 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS 

Employment LTS 

Public Services 

Fire L TSlMitigation 

Police L TSlMitigation 

Schools L TSlMitigation 

Parks L TSlMitigation 

Libraries L TSlMitigation 

Transportation/Circulation 
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L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

LTS No Change 

LTS No change 

SU No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

LTS No change 

LTS No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

I Environmental Issue I Project I Revised Project I Conclusion I 
Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 

Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison o/the characteristics o/Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

In conclusion, neither the removal of the Development Agreement or use of the Q conditions to 

implement the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program have the potential to trigger 

new, or more severe, environmental impacts on the physical environment. 
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The Project Applicant is proposing to develop a mixed-use development w-hich spans the north half of 

two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard 

and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface 

parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capital Records 

Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the 

rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project would implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City that 

would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development parameters for the 

Project Site and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the development parameters set forth 

in the agreement. Implementation of a proposed Development Agreement also would grant flexibility 

regarding the final arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics 

subject to detailed development controls. As a condition of approval for the Development Agreement, the 

City has guaranteed a range of community and economic benefits that the Project Applicant would not 

otherwise be obligated to provide through the standard permitting process. The Development Agreement 

will secure for the City the delivery of these public and economic benefits while protecting the Project 

Applicant's right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. 

Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development 

Agreement betw-een the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development 

on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 

requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in 

the LAMC the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, 

the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards (the Concept Plan). Thus, the Concept Plan presented in this Draft ErR represents one scenario 

that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan includes 

approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), 

up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 

square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 

approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 

fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use.! The Concept Plan 

Note: All square footage numbers for the Project represent net square footage. The term "net square feet" is 

defined in LAAIC Section 14.5.3. Floor area is defined as the area in square feet confined within the exterior 

walls of a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 
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would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor 

area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

Equivalency Program 

The proposed Equivalency Program is a planning tool that provides flexibility for modifications to land 

uses and square footages in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the Hollywood economy. 

The Equivalency Program is designed to limit the flexibility of how development may occur on-site and 

would apply to new development within the Project Site. The Equivalency Program defines a framework 

within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 

limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would 

occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in this Draft 

EIR. 

As a result and in addition to the proposed Concept Plan, this Draft EIR has identified two additional 

development scenarios, the Residential Scenario and the Commercial Scenario, which could be developed 

on the Project Site through implementation of the above described Development Agreement. The 

Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied in this Draft EIR as 

representative development scenarios, in order to help establish the maximum environmental impacts per 

each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. The Development Regulations, 

including the use, bulk and massing controls, also were used to study the maximum levels of impacts. 

The scenario that creates the maximum impacts is analyzed for each issue area. The maximum impacts 

from that most intense scenario per issue area creates the greatest environmental impact permitted for the 

Project for that issue area. 

The intent of the Equivalency Program is to allow flexibility with respect to the buildout of the Project. 

However, there are a number of controlling factors that ensure this Draft EIR has properly analyzed and 

disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. 

This Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each environmental 

issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. For instance, with 

respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The trip cap represents the 

total number of peak hour trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) that may be generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the total AM (7 AM to 10 

PM) plus PM (3 PM to 6 PM) peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial Scenario was 

determined to have the maximum (AM plus PM peak hour) trips equal to 1,498 trips. The Commercial 

Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted 

under any development scenario would be limited to 1,498 total peak hour trips. The total development 

building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, space for the 

landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 
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ofland uses for the Project resulting from the Equivalency Program will not exceed this trip cap. 

In addition to traffic, the EIR will establish, as discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact 

Analysis, maximum levels for every other environmental impact produced by the Project. In no instance 

will any development scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Equivalency Program 

exceed the maximum environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which the vehicular trip cap is 

only one of several environmental thresholds. 

For this section, and in particular the Summary of Impacts Table presented below, the summary identifies 

the worst case scenario to illustrate the most conservative impact, as it relates to each specific 

environmental category. In the situation where a maximum quantifiable threshold point cannot be 

established (e.g., soils and geology), the Concept Plan has been analyzed 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLe. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared and circulated for the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) in October of 2012. 

This aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final EIR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011041(94). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that could be 

associated w-ith removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q conditions (the Revised Project) 

as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) as entitlement mechanisms associated with the 

Project. The information contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications to the Draft EIR and the Final EIR. No new significant information has been added to the 

Draft EIR or Final EIR. Accordingly, recirculation of the EIR is not required. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated w-ith proposed 

modifications of the Project as discussed in this Addendum. The modifications are focused in t\vo areas. 

First, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement the Project as 

described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, the Applicant 

withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change has been 

considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Second, as a related matter, the development conditions and mechanisms originally embodied in the 

Development Agreement are now being carried forward as Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. 
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The City has elected to prepare this Addendum before the full City Council takes a final action to certify 

the Final EIR or approve the Project. Use of the Addendum in this manner presents the most conservative 

CEQA disclosure approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications 

listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, vanatlOns of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes related to removal of the Development Agreement and use of Q 

conditions as one mechanism to control aspects of development. A complete discussion of the rationale 

used to determine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be found in Section HI, 

Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory infonnation such as the proj ect title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analvsis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list of lead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.8] acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-deco building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest corner of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northw-est corner of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

c. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft ErR from October 25, 2012 to December lO, 

20] 2, for the statutorily required 45 -day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final ErR. The Final ErR was 

subsequently published in February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 
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• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 

ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parkinglreduced on-site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 

Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the constrnction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of new developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. 

Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would 

include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:1 Floor Area 

Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing 

approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including a combination of residential dw-elling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As originally conceived, these project 

components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested through a Development Agreement 

between the City and the Applicant. In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the 

Development Agreement. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: 

Guidelines and Standards (the Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project 

development and have been identified as Project Design Features (PDFs). A more detailed project 

description can be referenced in Exhibit A of this Addendum. 

D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the minor changes to the Final EIR. As stated earlier, the 

information presented below presents only minor modifications to the Project, helps clarify, or makes 
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insignificant minor technical modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the 

minor changes are not considered "significant" new information pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of 

the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). Aside from the proposed modifications 

and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and associated mitigation measures proposed 

within the Final ErR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Proj ect and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon leaming of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Plmming Commission, the City Attomey advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 

for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not 

significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, 

and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, and the other 

entitlements considered in the EIR, the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum impacts 

identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. However, this does not foreclose use or approval of a 

Development Agreement in the future. 
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Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations associated with the Project and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set ofQ 

conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the LAMe. The Draft EIR or 

Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of the 

LAMC. Thus, this Addendum clarifies use of the Q conditions in relation to the Project. In short, the Q 

classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQ A Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent ErRs, 

Supplemental ErRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

Even though the Final ErR has not been certified, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by 

preparing it before final certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to 

the Project as modified. This approach is consistent with Section 15160, which permits the use of 

variations in CEQA mechanisms. Therefore, the City is using this Addendum to implement the technical 

modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR is not yet certified by a 

final action of the City. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously cert~fied 

ElR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 callingfor preparation of a subsequent ElR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent ElR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final ElR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final ElR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A briefexplanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent ElR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an ElR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 

lvfillennium Hollywood Projecl 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

llJ. Ralionalefor Addendum 

Page IIJ-J 

RL0036323 



EM35922 

City of Los Angeles July 2013 

As summarized in Section H, Project Description, and further analyzed in Section IV, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, the modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new 

significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Revised Project is 

consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 

examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Revised 

Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed 

for the Project (see Table IV-l below). 

Specifically, the Final ErR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated w-ith the Revised Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in 

this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously 

addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 

information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

determination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final ErR as the appropriate form of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines w-hether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed would develop a mIX of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit A to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement betw-een the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Project contained a detailed set 

of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 

Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Program. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has two categories of change. One, the Development Agreement was withdraw-n by 

the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. Two, the City has elected to use Q conditions to 

implement zoning limitations associated with the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use 

Equivalency Program. The City has assessed whether these minor modifications result in a material 

change to the scope of analysis or impact conclusions presented in the Draft and Final ErR. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal of the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Project have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. Thus, the 

development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for the life 

of the Project. With these controls in place, the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Therefore, withdrawal of the 

Development Agreement does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

have the potential to increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not result in 

significant new information. 

Now, the vehicle to carry forward the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program is 

the Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. The analysis below demonstrates that using Q conditions 

(instead of the Development Agreement) as a mechanism to integrate the Development Regulations and 

Land Use Equivalency Program cannot result in physical changes to the environment. Nonetheless, the 

City assessed w-hether there was any possibility the change in mechanisms could affect the physical 

environment. Table IV-I below summarizes the results of that analysis and concluded that there are no 

physical environmental changes associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as implementation mechanisms. The discussion below also demonstrates how the change of 

implementing mechanisms does not alter the Project's compatibility with applicable land use programs or 

policies. 

Integration of the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified Classification as follows: 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility w-ith surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible with surrounding properties for the following reasons. 
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The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 

development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 

surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not fundamentally 

alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 

provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 

compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 

improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 

development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project (similar to the Project) intensifies use of the Project Site, 

which is currently underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs

housing balance objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers 

the development of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and 

entertainment. It also promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and 

distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture 

and density of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 

structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent 

with the goals and objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Regulations and Land 

Use Equivalency Program does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not introduce significant new information. 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 
Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TSlMitigation 

Surface Water L TSlMitigation 

Land U selPlanning 

Land Use Consistency LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LTS 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU 

Operation Noise L TSlMitigation 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS 

Employment LTS 

Public Services 

Fire L TSlMitigation 

Police L TSlMitigation 

Schools L TSlMitigation 

Parks L TSlMitigation 

Libraries L TSlMitigation 
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SU No change 

SU No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

LTS No Change 

LTS No change 

SU No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

LTS No change 

LTS No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

I Environmental Issue I Project I Revised Project I Conclusion I 
Transportation/Circulation 

Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 

Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

In conclusion, neither the removal of the Development Agreement or use of the Q conditions to 

implement the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program have the potential to trigger 

new, or more severe, environmental impacts on the physical environment. 
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v. PREPARERSOFTHEADDENDUM 
AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

Preparers of the Addendum 

Lead Agency 

EIR Consultant 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 250 
Los Angeles, California 90049 

Persons Consulted in Addendum Preparation 

Applicant Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
1995 Broadway 
New York, New York 10023 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Ms. Thomasian, 

EM35929 

Lily Quan < lily.quan@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 12:41 PM 
baydsar.thomasian 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 

I've scheduled the Millennium Hollywood Project meeting for Monday, July 22nd @ 3 :00 pm in our office 
(Janovici's conference room), 200 N. Spring Street (note: entrance is on Main St), Ste 525-A. Please 

advise if you will be requiring parking in City Hall East 
by Friday 3 pm 
. Thanks. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36260 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Monday, July 22, 2013 6:50 AM 
Bob Steinbach; Dana Prevost 

Subject: Fwd: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 

Hi Dana and Bob, 

FYI. 

Ray 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Date: Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 8:35 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
To: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: July 21,2013, 8:30:37 PM PDT 
To: john.vidovich@lacity.org 
Subject: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
Reply-To: beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net 
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Damaging New Revelations 
About Safety of Hollywood's 
Millennium Project 

PRESS ADVISORY - Monday, July 22 

HOllYWOOD'S CONTROVERSIAL MIllENNIUM 
PROJECT: 

SURPRISING INFORMATION RAISES NEW RED 
FLAGS ABOUT THE PROJECT'S SAFETY 

Opponents of the controversial Millennium Hollywood 
Project will hold a news conference Monday, July 22, to 
disclose new information that strengthens their 
complaints of shocking irregularities in LA City Hall's 
review of the project and confirms their claims about 
the project's life-threatening earthquake risks. 

The City Council is scheduled to vote Wednesday, July 
24, on the massive project at the Capitol Records site. 

NEWS CONFERENCE: 

When: Monday, July 22, 10 am 

Where: Intersection of Argyle and Yucca Streets, 
Hollywood, adjacent to Millennium project 

Who: Attorney Robert P. Silverstein and 
community leaders 

"We believe this new evidence should be a game
changer in how the public and City Council view this 
project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental 
attorney advising more than 40 community groups 
opposing the project. "The latest information substantiates 
our concerns about the pattern of official dereliction 
of duty and developer fraud that, taken together, have 
given the public and the City Council an incredibly false 
picture of the earthquake risks of this project." 

"This new evidence has only very recently come to our 
attention," said Silverstein. "We believe the Los Angeles 
City Council would be grossly - and possibly criminally 
- negligent if it ignores these new warning signs 
and approves this project on Wednesday." 

Silverstein will elaborate on these new developments at 
Monday's news conference. 

In previous public hearings and documents, the opponents 

2 

IN THIS ISSUE 
Press Conference Monday 10 a.m. 

QUICK LINKS 

Hollvwood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacitv.org 
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have pOinted out that the Millennium's 35 and 39 story 
skyscrapers would sit directly on the Hollywood Fault 
and that the developer's consultant, Langan Engineering, 
has repeatedly tried to hide this information from 
the public and from city decision-makers in its studies. 

Silverstein warned that the lives of as many as 3,000 
persons who would work, live and shop in the giant 
project would be at risk if it goes forward as planned. 

On its website, the California Department of Conservation 
explains that it is illegal, under the State's Alquist
Priolo Act, to build on top of an active fault. That 
website says, in part: 

"Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties 
must require a geologic investigation to demonstrate that 
proposed buildings will not be constructed across 
active faults [emphasis added]. An evaluation and 
written report of a specific site must be prepared by a 
licensed geologist. If an active fault is found, a 
structure for human occupancy cannot be placed 
over the trace of the fault and must be set back 
from the fault (generally 50 feet) [emphasis added]." 

In a July 15 letter to the city's Building and Safety 
Department, Silverstein complained that the developer's 
engineers "fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, 
relevant and authoritative data," that show the State's 
official earthquake maps "indicate the existence of 
active fault traces" running directly through the 
Millennium project. In its efforts to mislead the public, 
for example, the Millennium project team falsified a key 
map to depict the project site as being situated 850 feet 
north of its true location, Silverstein pointed out. 

In that same letter, Silverstein accused Langan of 
"breaching its professional duties" to provide the 
public, through the EIR process, with an honest risk
assessment of its client's project and stated "we believe 
[Langan] has engaged with the Millennium 
developer to commit fraud" by misleading the 
public about the earthquake dangers. 

Last month, Los Angeles Times columnist Michael Hiltzik 
scathingly wrote ("Caltrans Waves Red Flag on Millennium 
Hollywood Project," June 19, 2013) that Caltrans has 
joined Millennium project opponents in accusing 
Millennium of using "bogus statistics and trampling 
over state law" to secure approval of its project, 
claiming it will generate only 150 additional trips on the 
adjacent Hollywood Freeway. 

Hiltzik reported that Caltrans believes the $665 million 
Millennium project, comprising 461 residential units, 254 
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hotel rooms, more than a quarter million square feet of 
office space and 80,000 square feet of retail, will have a 
"disastrous" traffic impact on the 101 Freeway unless 
it is significantly modified. 

In a July 16 letter to Caltrans, Silverstein wrote: 

The City and developer have ignored Caltrans' requests 
for [traffic] analysis and studies as part of the EIR 
process .... This is not only a problem related to this 
project, but it has become chronic in the City's processing 
of approvals for other development projects throughout 
the City which have significant impacts on the State's 
facilities, but which are never adequately analyzed or 
mitigated by the City. The result is dramatically 
worsening infrastructure and a shifting of the costs 
and burden of dealing with these projects to 
Caltrans and the taxpayers [emphasis added]. 

"We sincerely hope the city will drop its misguided rush to 
approve the project and honestly take into consideration 
the life-threatening earthquake safety and traffic impacts 
of the Millennium project," Silverstein said. "In particular 
we urge Councilman Mitch O'Farrell to support the more 
than 40 community groups city-wide who oppose this 
project. For Councilman O'Farrell to vote for it would be a 
terrible way for Hollywood's new councilman to begin his 
career." 

Robert P. Silverstein, Esq. 
626 449-4200 
Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

John Schwada 
john.schwada@qmail.com 
310 597-9345 (office) 
310 709-0056 (mobile) 

Join your neighbors 
Yucca and Argyle at 9:45 a.m. to get organized for this 

press conference. 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 
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Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@ beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email wassentto john.vidovich@lacitv.orq by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal.net I 
Update Profil elEmai l Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe'M I Privacy Poli cy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 
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David Somers <david.somers@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 3:02 PM 
Mary Richardson 
Re: Millennium Project Earthquake Investigation 
Hollywood_EvaluationReport.pdf; la_faults. pdf 

Here are some files we have in our environmental reference folder. 

They could be referring to fault 22 or 39 on the map. 

On Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 2:56 PM, David Somers <david.somers@lacity.org> wrote: 

http://www. stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=467 

David J. Somers 

Policy Planning and Historic Resources Division 
Citywide Planning, Bicycle Plan 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tel: (213) 978-3307 
Fax: (213) 978-1477 
david.somers@lacity.org 
Mail Stop 395 

~ .i. Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

David J. Somers 

Policy Planning and Historic Resources Division 
Citywide Planning, Bicycle Plan 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tel: (213) 978-3307 
Fax: (213) 978-1477 
david.somers@lacity.org 
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Mail Stop 395 

~ ..A. Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report summarizes the methods and sources of information used to prepare the Seismic 
Hazard Zone Map for the Hollywood 7.5-minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California. 
The map displays the boundaries of Zones of Required Investigation for liquefaction and 
earthquake-induced landslides over an area of approximately 62 square miles at a scale of 1 inch 
= 2,000 feet. 

The Hollywood Quadrangle includes portions of the cities of Beverly Hills, West Hollywood, 
Culver City, Glendale, Los Angeles (including the communities of Hollywood, Los Feliz, 
Silverlake, Echo Park, Atwater Village, Park La Brea, Hancock Park, Country Club Park, 
Crenshaw, and Westlake), and the unincorporated Los Angeles County communities of View 
Park and Baldwin Hills lie within the quadrangle. The southern slope of the Santa Monica 
Mountains is in the northern part of the quadrangle. South of the mountains is the La Brea plain 
and younger alluvial fans that form part of the Hollywood piedmont slope. The Los Angeles 
Narrows separates the Elysian Park Hills, in the northeastern quarter of the quadrangle, from the 
Repetto Hills. The Baldwin Hills lie in the southwest comer of the map south of Ballona Gap. 
Access is via the Santa Monica Freeway (1-10), the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. Highway 101), the 
Golden State Freeway (1-5), and the Harbor Freeway (State Highway 110). Residential and 
commercial development is densely concentrated in the area south of the Santa Monica 
Mountains. Hillside residential development began in the 1920' s and continues today. The City 
of Los Angeles' Griffith Park covers the eastern end of the Santa Monica Mountains. Other land 
uses include state and national parklands and recreation areas, oil fields, golf courses, and 
reservOIrs. 

The map is prepared by employing geographic information system (GIS) technology, which 
allows the manipulation of three-dimensional data. Information considered includes topography, 
surface and subsurface geology, borehole data, historical ground-water levels, existing landslide 
features, slope gradient, rock-strength measurements, geologic structure, and probabilistic 
earthquake shaking estimates. The shaking inputs are based upon probabilistic seismic hazard 
maps that depict peak ground acceleration, mode magnitude, and mode distance with a 10% 
probability of exceedance in 50 years. 

In the Hollywood Quadrangle the liquefaction zone is located in the bottoms of canyons and 
along the southern base of the Santa Monica Mountains, in the Los Angeles River floodplain, 
and in a broad area where ground water is shallow along the western and southern parts of the 
quadrangle. The combination of dissected hills and weak rocks has locally produced abundant 
landslides. However, the lack of hillside terrain in much of the quadrangle means that only 5 
percent of the quadrangle lies in an earthquake-induced landslide hazard zone. 

vii 
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How to view or obtain the map 

Seismic Hazard Zone Maps, Seismic Hazard Zone Reports and additional information on seismic 
hazard zone mapping in California are available on the Division of Mines and Geology's Internet 
page: http ://www.conservation.ca.gov/CGS/index.htm 

Paper copies of Official Seismic Hazard Zone Maps, released by DMG, which depict zones of 
required investigation for liquefaction and/or earthquake-induced landslides, are available for 
purchase from: 

BPS Reprographic Services 
945 Bryant Street 
San Francisco, California 94105 
(415) 512-6550 

Seismic Hazard Zone Reports (SHZR) summarize the development of the hazard zone map for 
each area and contain background documentation for use by site investigators and local 
government reviewers. These reports are available for reference at DMG offices in Sacramento, 
San Francisco, and Los Angeles. NOTE: The reports are not available through BPS 
Reprographic Services. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (the Act) of 1990 (Public Resources Code, 
Chapter 7.8, Division 2) directs the California Department of Conservation (DOC), 
Division of Mines and Geology (DMG) to delineate seismic hazard zones. The purpose 
of the Act is to reduce the threat to public health and safety and to minimize the loss of 
life and property by identifying and mitigating seismic hazards. Cities, counties, and 
state agencies are directed to use the seismic hazard zone maps in their land-use planning 
and permitting processes. They must withhold development permits for a site within a 
zone until the geologic and soil conditions of the project site are investigated and 
appropriate mitigation measures, if any, are incorporated into development plans. The 
Act al so requires sell ers (and their agents) of real property wi thin a mapped hazard zone 
to disclose at the time of sale that the property lies within such a zone. Evaluation and 
mitigation of seismic hazards are to be conducted under guidelines established by the 
California State Mining and Geology Board (DOC, 1997; also available on the Internet at 
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/dmg/pubs/spIl17/). 

The Act also directs SMGB to appoint and consult with the Seismic Hazards Mapping 
Act Advisory Committee (SI-IMAAC) in developing criteria for the preparation of the 
seismic hazard zone maps. SI-IMAAC consists of geologists, seismologists, civil and 
structural engineers, representatives of city and county governments, the state insurance 
commissioner and the insurance industry. In 1991 SMGB adopted initial criteria for 
delineating seismic hazard zones to promote uniform and effective statewide 
implementation of the Act. These initial criteria provide detailed standards for mapping 
regional liquefaction hazards. They also directed DMG to develop a set of probabilistic 
seismic maps for California and to research methods that might be appropriate for 
mapping earthquake-induced landslide hazards. 

In 1996, working groups established by SI-IMAAC reviewed the prototype maps and the 
techniques used to create them. The reviews resulted in recommendations that 1) the 
process for zoning liquefaction hazards remain unchanged and 2) earthquake-induced 
landslide zones be delineated using a modified Newmark analysis. 

This Seismic Hazard Zone Report summarizes the development of the hazard zone map. 
The process of zoning for liquefaction uses a combination of Quaternary geologic 
mapping, historical ground-water information, and subsurface geotechnical data. The 
process for zoning earthquake-induced landslides incorporates earthquake loading, 
existing landslide features, slope gradient, rock strength, and geologic structure. 
Probabilistic seismic hazard maps, which are the underpinning for delineating seismic 
hazard zones, have been prepared for peak ground acceleration, mode magnitude, and 
mode distance with a 10% probability of exceedance in 50 years (Petersen and others, 
1996) in accordance with the mapping criteria. 
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This report summarizes seismic hazard zone mapping for potentially liquefiable soils and 
earthquake-induced landslides in the Hollywood 7.S-minute Quadrangle. 
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SECTION 1 
LIQUEFACTION EVALUATION REPORT 

Liquefaction Zones in the Hollywood 
7.5-Minute Quadrangle, 

Los Angeles County, California 

By 
Elise Mattison and Ralph C. Loyd 

California Department of Conservation 
Division of Mines and Geology 

PURPOSE 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (the Act) of 1990 (Public Resources Code, Chapter 
7.8, Division 2) directs the California Department of Conservation (DOC), Division of 
Mines and Geology (DMG) to delineate Seismic Hazard Zones. The purpose of the Act 
is to reduce the threat to public health and safety and to minimize the loss of life and 
property by identifying and mitigating seismic hazards. Cities, counties, and state 
agencies are directed to use seismic hazard zone maps developed by DMG in their land
use planning and permitting processes. The Act requires that site-specific geotechnical 
investigations be performed prior to permitting most urban development projects within 
seismic hazard zones. Evaluation and mitigation of seismic hazards are to be conducted 
under guidelines adopted by the California State Mining and Geology Board (DOC, 
1997; also available on the Internet at 
http ://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/webdocs/spl17.pdt) . 

This section of the evaluation report summarizes seismic hazard zone mapping for 
potentially liquefiable soils in the Holywood 7.S-minute Quadrangle. This section, along 
with Section 2 (addressing earthquake-induced landslides), and Section 3 (addressing 
potential ground shaking), form a report that is one of a series that summarizes 
production of similar seismic hazard zone maps within the state (Smith, 1996). 
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Additional information on seismic hazards zone mapping in California is on DMG's 
Internet web page: http ://www.conservation.ca.gov/CGS/index.htm 

BACKGROUND 

Liquefaction-induced ground failure historically has been a major cause of earthquake 
damage in southern California. During the 1971 San Fernando and 1994 Northridge 
earthquakes, significant damage to roads, utility pipelines, buildings, and other structures 
in the Los Angeles area was caused by liquefaction-induced ground displacement. 

Localities most susceptible to liquefaction-induced damage are underlain by loose, water
saturated, granular sediment within 40 feet of the ground surface. These geological and 
ground-water conditions exist in parts of southern California, most notably in some 
densely populated valley regions and alluviated floodplains. In addition, the potential for 
strong earthquake ground shaking is high because of the many nearby active faults. The 
combination of these factors constitutes a significant seismic hazard in the southern 
California region in general, as well as in the Hollywood Quadrangle. 

METHODS SUMMARY 

Characterization of liquefaction hazard presented in this report requires preparation of 
maps that delineate areas underlain by potentially liquefiable sediment. The following 
were collected or generated for this evaluation: 

• Existing geologic maps were used to provide an accurate representation of the spatial 
distribution of Quaternary deposits in the study area. Geologic units that generally 
are susceptible to liquefaction include late Quaternary alluvial and fluvial 
sedimentary deposits and artificial fill 

• Construction of shallow ground-water maps showing the historically highest known 
ground-water levels 

• Quantitative analysis of geotechnical data to evaluate liquefaction potential of 
deposits 

• Information on potential ground shaking intensity based on DMG probabilistic 
shaking maps 

The data collected for this evaluation were processed into a series of geographic 
information system (GIS) layers using commercially available software. The liquefaction 
zone map was derived from a synthesis of these data and according to criteria adopted by 
the State Mining and Geology Board (DOC, 2000). 
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2001 SEISMIC HAZARD ZONE REPORT FOR THE HOLLYWOOD QUADRANGLE 

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS 

Evaluation for potentially liquefiable soils generally is confined to areas covered by 
Quaternary (less than about 1.6 million years) sedimentary deposits. Such areas within 
the Hollywood Quadrangle consist mainly of alluviated valleys, floodplains, and 

5 

canyons. DMG's liquefaction hazard evaluations are based on information on earthquake 
ground shaking, surface and subsurface lithology, geotechnical soil properties, and 
ground-water depth, which is gathered from various sources. Although selection of data 
used in this evaluation was rigorous, the quality of the data used varies. The State of 
California and the Department of Conservation make no representations or warranties 
regarding the accuracy of the data obtained from outside sources. 

Liquefaction zone maps are intended to prompt more detailed, site-specific geotechnical 
investigations, as required by the Act. As such, liquefaction zone maps identify areas 
where the potential for liquefaction is relatively high. They do not predict the amount or 
direction of liquefaction-related ground displacements, or the amount of damage to 
facilities that may result from liquefaction. Factors that control liquefaction-induced 
ground failure are the extent, depth, density, and thickness ofliquefiable materials, depth 
to ground water, rate of drainage, slope gradient, proximity to free faces, and intensity 
and duration of ground shaking. These factors must be evaluated on a site-specific basis 
to assess the potential for ground failure at any given project site. 

Information developed in the study is presented in two parts: physiographic, geologic, 
and hydrologic conditions in PART I, and liquefaction and zoning evaluations in PART 
II. 

PART I 

PHYSIOGRAPHY 

Study Area Location and Physiography 

The heavily urbanized Hollywood Quadrangle encompasses about 60 square miles in 
central Los Angeles County and includes all or parts of the cities of Beverly Hills, Culver 
City, Glendale, Los Angeles (including the communities of Hollywood, Los Feliz, 
Silverlake, Echo Park, Atwater Village, Park La Brea, Hancock Park, Country Club Park, 
Crenshaw, and Westlake), and West Hollywood, as well as some unincorporated areas of 
Los Angeles County. The center of the quadrangle is about 4 miles west of the Los 
Angeles Civic Center. 

The southern slopes of the eastern Santa Monica Mountains, which include peaks more 
than 1,600 feet in elevation, fill the northern margin of the quadrangle. The Los Angeles 
River flows from northwest to southeast across the northeast comer, hugging the 
northeastern edge of the Elysian Hills, which rise about 400 feet above the surrounding 
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plain. The La Brea Plain dominates the center of the quadrangle, and the deeply 
dissected Baldwin Hills rise in the southwest comer. Between the latter two, the Ballona 
Gap, along Ballona Creek, marks the course of an ancestral west-flowing Los Angeles 
River. The largest reservoirs are the Hollywood Reservoir in the Santa Monica 
Mountains and the Silver Lake Reservoir in the Elysian Hills. 

GEOLOGY 

Surficial Geology 

Geologic units that generally are susceptible to liquefaction include late Quaternary 
alluvial and fluvial sedimentary deposits and artificial fill. A Quaternary geologic map of 
the Hollywood Quadrangle (Yerkes, 1997) was obtained in digital form from the U. S. 
Geological Survey (USGS). Additional sources of geologic information used in this 
evaluation include Tinsley and Fumal (1985) and Dibblee (1991). DMG staff modified 
mapped contacts between alluvium and bedrock and remapped the Quaternary units in 
more detail. Stratigraphic nomenclature was revised to follow the format developed by 
the Southern California Areal Mapping Project (SCAMP) (Morton and Kennedy, 1989). 

Plate 1.1, the revised geologic map used in this study, shows that most of the Hollywood 
Quadrangle is covered by Quaternary alluvial basin and fan deposits consisting mainly of 
sand, silt, and clay. Older Quaternary deposits (Qoa) are exposed over most of the 
elevated region of the La Brea Plain, and there are two generations of younger alluvial 
deposits (Qya1, Qya2) in the lower areas beyond the plain. Other Quaternary deposits in 
the quadrangle include modern streambed sediments (Qw) along the Los Angeles River, 
Holocene alluvial fan deposits exposed in the northeast comer of the quadrangle, and 
older alluvial fan sediments (Qof) deposited along the northern base of the Baldwin Hills. 
Section 2 of this report describes lower Quaternary, Tertiary, and pre-Tertiary rocks 
exposed in the Santa Monica Mountains, Elysian Hills, and the Baldwin Hills in the 
Hollywood Quadrangle. 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGY 

Information on subsurface geology and engineering characteristics of flatland deposits 
was obtained from borehole logs collected from reports on geotechnical and 
environmental projects. For this investigation, about 470 borehole logs were collected 
from the files of the California Department of Transportation (CalTrans); the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region; DMG Environmental 
Review and Hospital Review Projects, and private consultants. The USGS supplied 
copies of storm drain investigations logs collected from the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works. 

Borehole log selection focused on, but was not limited to, drill sites in Quaternary 
sedimentary deposits. Data from the borehole logs were entered into a DMG geotechnical 
GIS database (Plate 1.2). Computer-constructed cross sections enabled staff to relate soil-
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engineering properties to various depositonal units, correlate soil types from one borehole 
to another, and extrapolate geotechnical data into outlying areas containing similar soils. 

Standard Penetration Test (SPT) data provide a standardized measure of the penetration 
resistance of a geologic deposit and commonly are used as an index of density. Many 
geotechnical investigations record SPT data, including the number of blows by a 140-
pound drop weight required to drive a sampler of specific dimensions one foot into the 
soil. Recorded blow counts for non-SPT geotechnical sampling, where the sampler 
diameter, hammer weight or drop distance differ from those specified for an SPT (ASTM 
D] 586), were converted to SPT -equivalent blow count values and entered into the DMG 
GIS. The actual and converted SPT blow counts were normalized to a common reference 
effective overburden pressure of one atmosphere (approximately one ton per square foot) 
and a hammer efficiency of 60% using a method described by Seed and Idriss (1982) and 
Seed and others (1985). This normalized blow count is referred to as (N1)60. 

On the surface, younger alluvium in the Hollywood Quadrangle is differentiated by 
geomorphic relationships and mapped as Qya1 or Qya2, but these units could not be 
distinguished in the subsurface. The young Quaternary alluvial deposits (Qyal, Qya2) 
exposed between the La Brea Plain and the Santa Monica Mountains (Hollywood area) 
consist mainly of clayey sand and silt that overlie older Quaternary deposits at depths of 
10 to 15 feet. Most of these sediments likely accumulated as slope wash and debris flow 
deposits along the base the Santa Monica Mountains. In contrast, the young alluvial 
sediments in the southern part of the quadrangle contain an abundance of loose to 
moderately dense sand with lesser amounts of silt, clay, and peat. These sediments were 
deposited along and adjacent to the ancestral Los Angeles River, which once flowed 
through the area. 

No borehole data were collected for the younger fan deposits (Qyfl) in the northeast 
comer of the quadrangle. However, boreholes in young fan deposits in the adjoining Los 
Angeles Quadrangle encountered alternating beds of silt and loose to moderately dense 
fine- to coarse-grained sand with some clay and abundant gravel. 

Borehole samples from the Los Angeles River channel (Qw) range from very fine to 
coarse sand and very loose to very dense sand, silty sand, and gravel. The sequence of 
alternating layers of sediment, in places less than 20 feet thick, rests on dense shale. 

GROUND-W ATER CONDITIONS 

Liquefaction hazard may exist in areas where depth to ground water is 40 feet or less. 
DMG uses the highest known ground-water levels because water levels during an 
earthquake cannot be anticipated because of the unpredictable fluctuations caused by 
natural processes and human activities. A historical-high ground-water map differs from 
most ground-water maps, which show the actual water table at a particular time. Plate 
1.2 depicts a hypothetical ground-water table within alluviated areas. 

DMG identified historically shallow water in the western and southwestern parts of the 
Hollywood Quadrangle. Shallow ground water was also found in the Los Angeles River 
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floodplain in the extreme northeastern comer and in canyons that drain the highlands. In 
drainages, sediments on shallow and impermeable bedrock collect water and can remain 
saturated for long periods, especially during wet seasons. 

Ground-water conditions were investigated in the Hollywood Quadrangle to evaluate the 
depth to saturated materials. Saturated conditions reduce the effective normal stress, 
thereby increasing the likelihood of earthquake-induced liquefaction (Youd, 1973). The 
evaluation was based on first-encountered water noted in geotechnical borehole logs 
acquired from technical publications, geotechnical boreholes, and water-well logs dating 
back to the early 1900s (Mendenhall, ] 905). The depths to first-encountered unconfined 
ground water were plotted onto a map of the project area to constrain the estimate of 
historically shallowest ground water. Water depths from boreholes known to penetrate 
confined aquifers were not utilized. As a check against any major discrepancies Plate 1.2 
was compared to the published maps of Tinsley and others (1985), Leighton and 
Associates (1990), and Los Angeles City (1996). 

PARTH 

LIQUEFACTION POTENTIAL 

Liquefaction may occur in water-saturated sediment during moderate to great 
earthquakes. Liquefied sediment loses strength and may fail, causing damage to 
buildings, bridges, and other structures. Many methods for mapping liquefaction hazard 
have been proposed. Youd (1991) highlights the principal developments and notes some 
of the widely used criteria. Y oud and Perkins (1978) demonstrate the use of geologic 
criteria as a qualitative characterization ofliquefaction susceptibility and introduce the 
mapping technique of combining a liquefaction susceptibility map and a liquefaction 
opportunity map to produce a liquefaction potential map. Liquefaction susceptibility is a 
function of the capacity of sediment to resist liquefaction. Liquefaction opportunity is a 
function of the potential seismic ground shaking intensity. 

The method applied in this study for evaluating liquefaction potential is similar to that of 
Tinsley and others (1985). Tinsley and others (1985) applied a combination of the 
techniques used by Seed and others (1983) and Y oud and Perkins (1978) for their 
mapping ofliquefaction hazards in the Los Angeles region. This method combines 
geotechnical analyses, geologic and hydrologic mapping, and probabilistic earthquake 
shaking estimates, but follows criteria adopted by the State Mining and Geology Board 
(DOC, 2000). 

LIQUEFACTION SUSCEPTIBILITY 

Liquefaction susceptibility reflects the relative resistance of a soil to loss of strength 
when subjected to ground shaking. Physical properties of soil such as sediment grain
size distribution, compaction, cementation, saturation, and depth govern the degree of 
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resistance to liquefaction. Some of these properties can be correlated to a sediment's 
geologic age and environment of deposition. With increasing age, relative density may 
increase through cementation of the particles or compaction caused by the weight of the 
overlying sediment. Grain-size characteristics of a soil also influence susceptibility to 
liquefaction. Sand is more susceptible than silt or gravel, although silt oflow plasticity is 
treated as liquefiable in this investigation. Cohesive soils generally are not considered 
susceptible to liquefaction. Such soils may be vulnerable to strength loss with remolding 
and represent a hazard that is not addressed in this investigation. Soil characteristics and 
processes that result in higher measured penetration resistances generally indicate lower 
liquefaction susceptibility. Thus, blow count and cone penetrometer values are useful 
indi cators of Ii quefacti on suscepti bili ty. 

Saturation is required for liquefaction, and the liquefaction susceptibility of a soil varies 
with the depth to ground water. Very shallow ground water increases the susceptibility to 
liquefaction (soil is more likely to liquefy). Soils that lack resistance (susceptible soils) 
typically are saturated, loose and sandy. Soils resistant to liquefaction include all soil 
types that are dry, cohesive, or sufficiently dense. 

DMG's map inventory of areas containing soils susceptible to liquefaction begins with 
evaluation of geologic maps and historical occurrences, cross-sections, geotechnical test 
data, geomorphology, and ground-water hydrology. Soil properties and soil conditions 
such as type, age, texture, color, and consistency, along with historical depths to ground 
water are used to identify, characterize, and correlate susceptible soils. Because 
Quaternary geologic mapping is based on similar soil observations, liquefaction 
susceptibility maps typically are similar to Quaternary geologic maps. DMG's 
qualitative susceptible soil inventory is outlined below and summarized in Table 1.1. 

Pleistocene bedrock (Qi, Qsp) 

Deformed early Pleistocene marine siltstone and sandstone of the Inglewood Formation 
and Pleistocene marine sand and gravel of the San Pedro Formation are exposed in the 
Baldwin Hills. These very old Quaternary units are not typically susceptible to 
liquefaction. 

Pleistocene alluvial deposits (Qoa, Qof) 

Old Quaternary sedimentary deposits are exposed over much of the center of the 
Hollywood Quadrangle and within, and adjacent to, the Baldwin Hills in the southeast 
corner. In general, older alluvium in the Hollywood Quadrangle consists of layers of fine 
to coarse clayey sand and sandy clay, with lesser amounts of silt. The only exposure of 
older fan material is on the lower slopes of the Baldwin Hills. The few borehole logs 
examined depict alternating layers of silty clay and clayey silt, with some sand and 
gravel. Liquefaction of Pleistocene sedimentary units is not likely in the Hollywood 
Quadrangle. 
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Holocene deposits (Qyal-2, Qyfl, Qw) 

Where saturated within 40 feet of the ground surface (Plate 1.2), most young Quaternary 
units in the Hollywood Quadrangle are judged to be susceptible to liquefaction. 
However, younger Quaternary sediments exposed in the Hollywood area probably won't 
liquefy because they are dominated by clayey silts and sands and lie above historic high 
ground-water levels. 

Artificial fill (at) 

Artificial fill sites in the Hollywood Quadrangle include freeways, dams and slope 
grading. Since these fills are assumed to be properly engineered, the liquefaction 
susceptibility of the underlying material is the significant factor in seismic hazard zoning. 

Environment of Primary General Susceptible to 
Map Unit Age Deposition Textures Consistency Liquefaction ?* 

Qw Historical active stream sand, gravel, loose to dense yes 
channels silty sand 

Qyfl latest alluvial fans sand, gravel, loose to yes 
Holocene sandy silt moderately 

dense 

Qya2, Qyal Holocene floodplains, sand, silt, clay loose to yes 
streams, alluvial moderately 

fans dense 

Qof late alluvial fans clay, silt moderately not likely 
Pleistocene? dense to dense 

Qoa late basins sand, clay dense to very not likely 
Pleistocene? dense 

Qsp, Qi, Pleistocene shallow marine sand, gravel, very dense not likely 
siltstone, 
sandstone 

*when saturated 

Table 1.1. General Geotechnical Characteristics and Liquefaction Susceptibility of 
Quaternary Deposits in the Hollywood Quadrangle. 

LIQUEFACTION OPPORTUNITY 

Liquefaction opportunity is a measure, expressed in probabilistic terms, of the potential 
for strong ground shaking. Analyses of in-situ liquefaction resistance require assessment 
of liquefaction opportunity. The minimum level of seismic excitation to be used for such 
purposes is the level of peak ground acceleration (PGA) with a 10% probability of 
exceedance over a 50-year period (DOC, 2000). The earthquake magnitude used in 
DMG's analysis is the magnitude that contributes most to the calculated PGA for an area. 
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For the Hollywood Quadrangle, PGAs of 0.45 g to 0.59 g, resulting from earthquakes 
ranging in magnitude from 6.4 to 6.9, were used for liquefaction analyses. The PGA and 
magnitude values were based on de-aggregation of the probabilistic hazard at the 10% in 
50-year hazard level (Petersen and others, 1996; Cramer and Petersen, 1996). See the 
ground motion section (3) of this report for further details. 

Quantitative Liquefaction Analysis 

DMG performs quantitative analysis of geotechnical data to evaluate liquefaction 
potential using the Seed-Idriss Simplified Procedure (Seed and Idriss, 1971; Seed and 
others, 1983; National Research Council, 1985; Seed and others, 1985; Seed and Harder, 
1990; Youd and Idriss, 1997). Using the Seed-Idriss Simplified Procedure one can 
calculate soil resistance to liquefaction, expressed in terms of cyclic resistance ratio 
(CRR), based on SPT results, ground-water level, soil density, moisture content, soil 
type, and sample depth. CRR values are then compared to calculated earthquake
generated shear stresses expressed in terms of cyclic stress ratio (CSR). The Seed-Idriss 
Simplified Procedure requires normalizing earthquake loading relative to a M7.5 event 
for the liquefaction analysis. To accomplish this, DMG's analysis uses the Idriss 
magnitude scaling factor (MSF) (Y oud and Idriss, 1997). It is convenient to think in 
terms of a factor of safety (FS) relative to liquefaction, where: FS = (CRR / CSR) * MSF. 
FS, therefore, is a quantitative measure of liquefaction potential. DMG uses a factor of 
safety of 1.0 or less, where CSR equals or exceeds CRR, to indicate the presence of 
potentially liquefiable soil. While an FS of 1.0 is considered the "trigger" for 
liquefaction, for a site specific analysis an FS of as much as 1.5 may be appropriate 
depending on the vulnerability of the site and related structures. The DMG liquefaction 
analysis program calculates an FS for each geotechnical sample for which blow counts 
were collected. Typically, multiple samples are collected for each borehole. The lowest 
FS in each borehole is used for that location. FS values vary in reliability according to 
the quality of the geotechnical data used in their calculation. FS, as well as other 
considerations such as slope, presence of free faces, and thickness and depth of 
potentially liquefiable soil, are evaluated in order to construct liquefaction potential 
maps, which are then used to make a map showing zones of required investigation. 

Of the 470 geotechnical borehole logs reviewed in this study (Plate 1.2),273 include 
blow-count data from SPTs or from penetration tests that allow reasonable blow count 
translations to SPT-equivalent values. Non-SPT values, such as those resulting from the 
use of 2-inch or 2Yz-inch inside-diameter ring samplers, were translated to SPT
equivalent values if reasonable factors could be used in conversion calculations. The 
reliability of the SPT -equivalent values varies. Therefore, they are weighted and used in 
a more qualitative manner. Few borehole logs, however, include all of the information 
(e.g. soil density, moisture content, sieve analysis, etc.) required for an ideal Seed-Idriss 
Simplified Procedure. For boreholes having acceptable penetration tests, liquefaction 
analysis is performed using recorded density, moisture, and sieve test values or using 
averaged test values of similar materials. 
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LIQUEFACTION ZONES 

Criteria for Zoning 

Areas underlain by materials susceptible to liquefaction during an earthquake were 
included in liquefaction zones using criteria developed by the Seismic Hazards Mapping 
Act Advisory Committee and adopted by the California State Mining and Geology Board 
(DOC,2000). Under those guideline criteria, liquefaction zones are areas meeting one or 
more of the following: 

1. Areas known to have experienced liquefaction during historical earthquakes 

2. All areas of uncompacted artificial fill containing liquefaction-susceptible material 
that are saturated, nearly saturated, or may be expected to become saturated 

3. Areas where sufficient existing geotechnical data and analyses indicate that the soils 
are potentially liquefiable 

4. Areas where existing geotechnical data are insufficient 

In areas of limited or no geotechnical data, susceptibility zones may be identified by 
geologic criteria as follows: 

a) Areas containing soil deposits oflate Holocene age (current river channels and their 
historic floodplains, marshes and estuaries), where the M7.5-weighted peak 
acceleration that has a 10% probability of being exceeded in 50 years is greater than 
or equal to 0.10 g and the water table is less than 40 feet below the ground surface; or 

b) Areas containing soil deposits of Holocene age (less than 11,000 years), where the 
M7.5-weighted peak acceleration that has a 10% probability of being exceeded in 50 
years is greater than or equal to 0.20 g and the historical high water table is less than 
or equal to 30 feet below the ground surface; or 

c) Areas containing soil deposits oflatest Pleistocene age (11,000 to 15,000 years), 
where the M7.5-weighted peak acceleration that has a 10% probability of being 
exceeded in 50 years is greater than or equal to 0.30 g and the historical high water 
table is less than or equal to 20 feet below the ground surface. 

Application of SMGB criteria to liquefaction zoning in the Hollywood Quadrangle is 
summarized below. 

Areas of Past Liquefaction 

Historical liquefaction has not been reported in the Hollywood Quadrangle, nor is there 
any known evidence of paleo seismic liquefaction. Therefore, no areas in the Hollywood 
Quadrangle are zoned for potential liquefaction based on historic liquefaction. 
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Artificial Fills 

Non-engineered artificial fills have not been delineated or mapped in the Hollywood 
Quadrangle. Consequently, no such areas within the Hollywood Quadrangle are zoned 
for potential liquefaction based on their presence. 

Areas with Sufficient Existing Geotechnical Data 

Borehole logs that include penetration test data and sufficiently detailed lithologic 
descriptions were used to evaluate liquefaction potential. These areas with sufficient 
geotechnical data were evaluated for zoning based on the liquefaction potential 
determined by the Seed-Idriss Simplified Procedure. Liquefaction analyses of 
geotechnical data recorded in logs of boreholes drilled in the Hollywood Quadrangle 
show that young, saturated sandy soils are potentially liquefiable. Accordingly, areas 
characterized as such are included in zones of required investigation. 

Areas with Insufficient Existing Geotechnical Data 

13 

Younger alluvium deposited in canyon bottoms and incised channels generally lack 
adequate geotechnical borehole information. The soil characteristics and ground-water 
conditions in these cases are assumed to be similar to those in deposits where subsurface 
information is available. The canyon and incised stream channel deposits, therefore, are 
delineated as zones of required investigation for reasons presented in criterion 4a above. 
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SECTION 2 
EARTHQUAKE-INDUCED LANDSLIDE 

EVALUATION REPORT 

Earthquake-Induced Landslide Zones in 
the Hollywood 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, 

Los Angeles County, California 

By 
Michael A. Silva and Pamela J. Irvine 

California Department of Conservation 
Division of Mines and Geology 

PURPOSE 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (the Act) of 1990 (Public Resources Code, Chapter 
7.8, Division 2) directs the California Department of Conservation (DOC), Division of 
Mines and Geology (DMG) to delineate Seismic Hazard Zones. The purpose of the Act 
is to reduce the threat to public health and safety and to minimize the loss of life and 
property by identifying and mitigating seismic hazards. Cities, counties, and state 
agencies are directed to use seismic hazard zone maps prepared by DMG in their land-use 
planning and permitting processes. The Act requires that site-specific geotechnical 
investigations be performed prior to permitting most urban development projects within 
the hazard zones. Evaluation and mitigation of seismic hazards are to be conducted 
under guidelines established by the California State Mining and Geology Board (DOC, 
1997; also available on the Internet at 
http ://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/webdocs/spl17.pdt) . 

This section of the evaluation report summarizes seismic hazard zone mapping for 
earthquake-induced landslides in the Hollywood 7.S-minute Quadrangle. This section, 
along with Section 1 (addressing liquefaction), and Section 3 (addressing earthquake 
shaking), form a report that is one of a series that summarizes the preparation of seismic 
hazard zone maps within the state (Smith, 1996). Additional information on seismic 
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hazard zone mapping in California can be accessed on DMG's Internet web page: 
http ://www.conservation.ca.gov/CGS/index.htm. 

BACKGROUND 

Landslides triggered by earthquakes historically have been a significant cause of 
earthquake damage. In California, large earthquakes such as the 1971 San Fernando, 
1989 Loma Prieta, and 1994 Northridge earthquakes triggered landslides that were 
responsible for destroying or damaging numerous structures, blocking major 
transportation corridors, and damaging life-line infrastructure. Areas that are most 
susceptible to earthquake-induced landslides are steep slopes in poorly cemented or 
highly fractured rocks, areas underlain by loose, weak soils, and areas on or adjacent to 
existing landslide deposits. These geologic and terrain conditions exist in many parts of 
California, including numerous hillside areas that have already been developed or are 
likely to be developed in the future. The opportunity for strong earthquake ground 
shaking is high in many parts of California because of the presence of numerous active 
faults. The combination of these factors constitutes a significant seismic hazard 
throughout much of California, including the hillside areas of the Hollywood Quadrangle. 

METHODS SUMMARY 

The mapping of earthquake-induced landslide hazard zones presented in this report is 
based on the best available terrain, geologic, geotechnical, and seismological data. If 
unavailable or significantly outdated, new forms of these data were compiled or 
generated specifically for this project. The following were collected or generated for this 
evaluation: 

• Digital terrain data were used to provide an up-to-date representation of slope 
gradient and slope aspect in the study area 

• Geologic mapping was used to provide an accurate representation of the spatial 
distribution of geologic materials in the study area. In addition, a map of existing 
landslides, whether triggered by earthquakes or not, was prepared 

• Geotechnical laboratory test data were collected and statistically analyzed to 
quantitatively characterize the strength properties and dynamic slope stability of 
geologic materials in the study area 

• Seismological data in the form ofDMG probabilistic shaking maps and catalogs of 
strong-motion records were used to characterize future earthquake shaking within the 
mapped area 

The data collected for this evaluation were processed into a series of GIS layers using 
commercially available software. A slope stability analysis was performed using the 
Newmark method of analysis (Newmark, 1965), resulting in a map of landslide hazard 
potential. The earthquake-induced landslide hazard zone was derived from the landslide 
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hazard potential map according to criteria developed in a DMG pilot study (McCrink and 
Real, ] 996) and adopted by the State Mining and Geology Board (DOC, 2000). 

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS 

The methodology used to make this map is based on earthquake ground-shaking 
estimates, geologic material-strength characteristics and slope gradient. These data are 
gathered from a variety of outside sources. Although the selection of data used in this 
evaluation was rigorous, the quality of the data is variable. The State of California and 
the Department of Conservation make no representations or warranties regarding the 
accuracy of the data gathered from outside sources. 

Earthquake-induced landslide zone maps are intended to prompt more detailed, site
specific geotechnical investigations as required by the Act. As such, these zone maps 
identify areas where the potential for earthquake-induced landslides is relatively high. 
Due to limitations in methodology, it should be noted that these zone maps do not 
necessarily capture all potential earthquake-induced landslide hazards. Earthquake
induced ground failures that are not addressed by this map include those associated with 
ridge-top spreading and shattered ridges. It should also be noted that no attempt has been 
made to map potential run-out areas of triggered landslides. It is possible that such run
out areas may extend beyond the zone boundaries. The potential for ground failure 
resulting from liquefaction-induced lateral spreading of alluvial materials, considered by 
some to be a form of landsliding, is not specifically addressed by the earthquake-induced 
landslide zone or this report. See Section 1, Liquefaction Evaluation Report for the 
Hollywood Quadrangle, for more information on the delineation of liquefaction zones. 

The remainder of this report describes in more detail the mapping data and processes 
used to prepare the earthquake-induced landslide zone map for the Hollywood 
Quadrangle. The information is presented in two parts. Part I covers physiographic, 
geologic and engineering geologic conditions in the study area. Part II covers the 
preparation of landslide hazard potential and landslide zone maps. 

PART I 

PHYSIOGRAPHY 

Study Area Location and Physiography 

The Hollywood Quadrangle covers approximately 62 square miles in southwestern Los 
Angeles County. Portions of the cities of Beverly Hills, West Hollywood, Culver City, 
Glendale, Los Angeles (including the communities of Hollywood, Los Feliz, Silverlake, 
Echo Park, Atwater Village, Park La Brea, Hancock Park, Country Club Park, Crenshaw, 
and Westlake), and the unincorporated Los Angeles County communities of View Park 
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and Baldwin Hills lie within the quadrangle. The center of the quadrangle is about 4 
miles west of the Los Angeles Civic Center. 

The northernmost part of the quadrangle is dominated by hilly and mountainous terrain 
along the southern slope of the eastern Santa Monica Mountains. Numerous steep-sided, 
north-trending ridges extend from the crest to the coastal plain of the Los Angeles Basin. 
The La Brea plain, which lies along the southern flank of the Santa Monica Mountains, is 
an older, dissected alluvial surface that has been warped into several anticlinal structures. 
Younger alluvial fans, which form part of the Hollywood piedmont slope, have been 
deposited on the older alluvial plain by streams draining the Santa Monica Mountains. 
The northeast quarter of the quadrangle is occupied by the Elysian Park Hills, a group of 
deeply dissected hills with moderate relief. The Los Angeles Narrows, an erosional 
feature cut by the Los Angeles River, separates these hills from the Repetto Hills to the 
east beyond the quadrangle. 

The Baldwin Hills, a prominent domal uplift along the Newport-Inglewood structural 
zone, lie in the southwest corner of the map area south of Ballona Gap. The northern 
slope of the Baldwin Hills has been warped, faulted, and deeply incised by erosion. The 
southern third of the quadrangle, east of Baldwin Hills, consists of a gently sloping 
alluvial surface formed by deposition from local drainages and the ancestral Los Angeles 
River. 

Major freeways in the quadrangle include: the Santa Monica Freeway (I-] 0), which 
traverses the area from west to east, the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. Highway 101), which 
cuts diagonally through the Elysian Park Hills and Santa Monica Mountains in a 
northwest direction, the Golden State Freeway (1-5), which follows the Los Angeles 
River at the east edge of the Santa Monica Mountains and Elysian Park Hills, and the 
Harbor Freeway (State Highway 110), which passes through the southeast quarter of the 
map in a north-northeast direction. 

Residential and commercial development is densely concentrated in the area south of the 
Santa Monica Mountains. Hillside residential development began in the 1920's and 
1930's, grew rapidly after World War II, and continues today. The City of Los Angeles' 
Griffith Park, which contains the Griffith Park Observatory, the Greek Theater, and 
numerous hiking trails, occupies the eastern end of the Santa Monica Mountains. Other 
current land uses include: state and national parklands and recreation areas, oil fields, 
golf courses, and reservoirs, including the Hollywood Reservoir and Silver Lake 
Reservoir. 

Digital Terrain Data 

The calculation of slope gradient is an essential part of the evaluation of slope stability 
under earthquake conditions. An accurate slope gradient calculation begins with an up
to-date map representation of the earth's surface. Within the Hollywood Quadrangle, a 
Level 2 digital elevation model (DEM) was obtained from the USGS (U.S. Geological 
Survey, 1993). This DEM, which was prepared from the 7.S-minute quadrangle 

RL0036369 



EM36534 

2001 SEISMIC HAZARD ZONE REPORT FOR THE HOLLYWOOD QUADRANGLE 21 

topographic contours that are based on 1964 aerial photography, has a 10-meter 
horizontal resolution and a 7.S-meter vertical accuracy. 

To update the terrain data, areas that have recently undergone large-scale grading in the 
hilly portions of the Hollywood Quadrangle were identified. Only one area that has 
undergone large-scale grading since 1963 as part of residential development was 
identified on 1 :40,OOO-scale aerial photography flown in 1994 and 1995 (NAPP, 1994). 
Terrain data for this area were produced by scanning and rectifying diapositives made 
from the photography. Using this stereo-rectified image, DMG manually digitized the 
terrain to produce accurate and up-to-date topography for the mass graded area. The 
corrected terrain data were digitally merged with the USGS DEM. Plate 2.1 shows the 
area where topography is updated to 1994 grading conditions. 

A slope map was made from the DEM using a third-order, finite difference, center
weighted algorithm (Horn, 1981). The DEM was also used to make a slope aspect map. 
The manner in which the slope and aspect maps were used to prepare the zone map will 
be described in subsequent sections of this report. 

GEOLOGY 

Bedrock and Surficial Geology 

A recently compiled U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) geologic map was obtained in 
digital form (Yerkes, 1997) for the Hollywood Quadrangle. The contacts between 
bedrock and alluvium from the digital file were extensively modified to conform to the 
topographic contours of the USGS 7.S-minute quadrangle. Bedrock geology was also 
modified to reflect more recent mapping. In the field, observations were made of 
exposures, aspects of weathering, and general surface expression of the geologic units. In 
addition, the relation of the various geologic units to development and abundance of 
landslides was noted. Landslide deposits were deleted from the map so that the 
distribution of bedrock formations and the landslide inventory would exist on separate 
layers for the hazard analysis. 

The oldest geologic unit mapped in the Hollywood Quadrangle is the Cretaceous 
granodiorite and quartz diorite (Kgr), which is exposed in the northern part of the map 
area in the Santa Monica Mountains. Locally, at the surface, the granitic rocks are soft 
and crumbly due to weathering. Because of their fractured and deeply weathered nature, 
they are prone to landslides and debris flows on moderate to steep slopes. A small 
outcrop of the Wilson Quartz Diorite (gneissic, wqg) is exposed in the northeast corner of 
the quadrangle. 

In the northwest corner of the quadrangle, Cretaceous granite is overlain unconformably 
by deep-marine clastic sedimentary rocks of the Cretaceous Tuna Canyon Formation 
(Kt), which consists of interbedded sandstone, siltstone, and pebble-cobble conglomerate. 
Overlying the Tuna Canyon Formation are the Paleocene and Eocene nonmarine clastic 
sedimentary rocks of the Simi Conglomerate and Las Virgenes Sandstone and marine 
fine-grained sandstones of the Santa Susana Formation (Colburn and Novak, 1989). 
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Because of the map scale, all of the Paleocene and Eocene rocks are included in the Santa 
Susana Formation (Tss; Coal Canyon Formation of Yerkes and Campbell, 1979). 

Other Tertiary bedrock formations in the Santa Monica Mountains include the shallow
marine clastic sedimentary rocks and volcanics of the middle Miocene Topanga Group 
and deep-marine biogenic and clastic rocks of the upper Miocene Modelo Formation. 
The Topanga Group consists of massive sandstone with interbedded shale and siltstone 
(Tts), pebbly sandstone and conglomerate (Ttc), and basalt flows (Tb). The Modelo 
Formation is composed of interbedded shale, siltstone, and sandstone (Tm). These 
formations are prone to slope failure where bedding planes are inclined in the same 
direction as the slope. 

The Elysian Park Hills are primarily composed of deep-marine clastic and biogenic rocks 
of the upper Miocene Puente F ormation. These rocks consist of interbedded and 
interfingering siltstone and fine sandstone (Tpn 1), siliceous shale and siltstone (Tpn2), 
diatomaceous shale and siltstone (Tpn3), and fine- to coarse-grained, thinly laminated to 
thick-bedded sandstone (Tpn4). The southern end of the Elysian Park Hills is composed 
of massive, soft, micaceous marine siltstone of the Pliocene Fernando Formation (Tf3). 

The Baldwin Hills are primarily composed of marine sediments of Pleistocene age. 
Stratigraphic correlation of Plio-Pleistocene and Quaternary strata within the Los Angeles 
Basin is difficult because of rapid lateral facies changes resulting from fluctuations in the 
paleo-shoreline and the time-transgressive nature of the faunal assemblages (Quinn and 
others, 1997). Because of the current lack of well-defined Quaternary correlations and 
nomenclature, the formation designations used in this study for the Baldwin Hills area 
should be regarded as generalized and informal. 

The oldest Quaternary unit mapped in the Hollywood Quadrangle is the lower 
Pleistocene Inglewood Formation (Qi; "A" formation of Castle, 1960), which is exposed 
on the northern slope of the Baldwin Hills. It is composed of thinly interbedded siltstone 
and fine sandstone deposited in a shallow marine environment. Unconformably 
overlying the Inglewood Formation, is the Pleistocene San Pedro Formation (Qsp; "B" 
formation of Castle, 1960), which consists of poorly consolidated, fine- to coarse-grained 
sand interbedded with thin beds and lenses of gravel deposited in a near-shore marine 
environment ("Qc" in Weber and others, 1982). Also included in this unit are fluvial 
sand and gravel with local beds of clayey silt ("Qb" in Weber and others, 1982). A 
reddish brown, well-cemented and resistant, locally pebbly or gravelly, silty sand caps 
some of the ridges in the southern edge of the map and is designated older alluvium (Qoa; 
"Qf' in Weber and others, 1982; "cap deposits" in Castle, 1960). 

Quaternary sediments covering the remainder of the Hollywood Quadrangle include older 
and younger alluvial-fan deposits (Qof, Qoa, and Qya1) and floodplain and stream 
deposits in the basin and the canyons (Qyal and Qya2). Landslides (Qls and Qls?) occur 
on steep slopes in the Santa Monica Mountains and on the northern slope of the Baldwin 
Hills. Modern man-made (artificial) fills (at) are also mapped in some areas. A more 
detailed discussion of the Quaternary deposits in the Hollywood Quadrangle can be found 
in Section 1. 
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Landslide Inventory 

As a part of the geologic data compilation, an inventory of existing landslides in the 
Hollywood Quadrangle was prepared (Irvine, unpublished) by combining field 
observations, analysis of aerial photos, and interpretation oflandforms on current and 
older topographic maps. The following aerial photos were used for landslide 
interpretation: Curtis (1980), Fairchild (1927), NASA (1994), USDA (1952/54), and 
USGS (1994). Also consulted during the mapping process were previous maps and 
reports that contain geologic and landslide data (Byer, 1987; CDWR, 1961; Dibblee, 
] 991; Harp and Jibson, 1995; Hoots, 1930; Lamar, 1970; L.A. Dept. of Public Works, 
1963; Neuerburg, 1953; Poland and others, 1959; Weber and others, 1982; and Weber 
and others, 1979). Landslides were mapped and digitized at a scale of 1:24,000. For 
each landslide included on the map a number of characteristics (attributes) were 
compiled. These characteristics include the confidence of interpretation (definite, 
probable and questionable) and other properties, such as activity, thickness, and 
associated geologic unites). Landslides rated as definite and probable were carried into 
the slope stability analysis. Landslides rated as questionable were not carried into the 
slope stability analysis due to the uncertainty of their existence. The completed hand
drawn landslide map was scanned, digitized, and the attributes were compiled in a 
database. A version of this landslide inventory is included with Plate 2.1. 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGY 

Geologic Material Strength 

23 

To evaluate the stability of geologic materials under earthquake conditions, the geologic 
map units described above were ranked and grouped on the basis of their shear strength. 
Generally, the primary source for rock shear-strength measurements is geotechnical 
reports prepared by consultants on file with local government permitting departments. 
Shear-strength data for the rock units identified on the Hollywood Quadrangle geologic 
map were obtained from the City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works and 
CDMG publications (see Appendix A). The locations of rock and soil samples taken for 
shear testing by consultants are shown on Plate 2.1. When available, shear tests from 
adjacent quadrangles were used to augment data for geologic formations that had little or 
no shear test information. For the Hollywood Quadrangle, shear test values used to 
calculate rock strength were borrowed from adjacent quadrangles. All shear tests for Tm 
were taken from the Burbank Quadrangle. Additional values for Qsp were obtained from 
the Venice Quadrangle. No shear tests were available for af, Kt, TK, Ttc, Tts, Tss, and 
all Quaternary units except for Qa, and these geologic units were added to existing 
groups on the basis of lithologic and stratigraphic similarities. 

Shear strength data gathered from the above sources were compiled for each geologic 
map unit. Geologic units were grouped on the basis of average angle of internal friction 
(average phi) and lithologic character. Average (mean and median) phi values for each 
geologic map unit and corresponding strength group are summarized in Table 2.1. For 
most of the geologic strength groups in the map area, a single shear strength value was 
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assigned and used in our slope stability analysis. A geologic material strength map was 
made based on the groupings presented in Tables 2.1 and 2.2, and this map provides a 
spatial representation of material strength for use in the slope stability analysis. 

Adverse Bedding Conditions 

Adverse bedding conditions are an important consideration in slope stability analyses. 
Adverse bedding conditions occur where the dip direction of bedded sedimentary rocks is 
roughly the same as the slope aspect, and where the dip magnitude is less than the slope 
gradient. Under these conditions, landslides can slip along bedding surfaces due to a lack 
of lateral support. 

To account for adverse bedding in our slope stability evaluation, we used geologic 
structural data in combination with digital terrain data to identify areas with potentially 
adverse bedding, using methods similar to those of Brabb (1983). The structural data, 
derived from the geologic map database, was used to categorize areas of common 
bedding dip direction and magnitude. The dip direction was then compared to the slope 
aspect and, if the same, the dip magnitude and slope gradient categories were compared. 
If the dip magnitude was less than or equal to the slope gradient category but greater than 
25% (4: 1 slope), the area was marked as a potential adverse bedding area. 

The formations, which contain interbedded sandstone and shale, were subdivided based 
on shear strength differences between coarse-grained (higher strength) and fine-grained 
(lower strength) lithologies. Shear strength values for the fine- and coarse-grained 
lithologies were then applied to areas of favorable and adverse bedding orientation, 
which were determined from structural and terrain data as discussed above. It was 
assumed that coarse-grained material (higher strength) dominates where bedding dips 
into a slope (favorable bedding) while fine-grained (lower strength) material dominates 
where bedding dips out of a slope (adverse bedding). The geologic material strength map 
was modified by assigning the lower, fine-grained shear strength values to areas where 
potential adverse bedding conditions were identified. The favorable and adverse bedding 
shear strength parameters for the formations are included in Table 2.1. 

Existing Landslides 

The strength characteristics of existing landslides (Qls) must be based on tests of the 
materials along the landslide slip surface. Ideally, shear tests of slip surfaces formed in 
each mapped geologic unit would be used. However, this amount of information is rarely 
available, and for the preparation of the earthquake-induced landslide zone map it has 
been assumed that all landslides within the quadrangle have the same slip surface 
strength parameters. We collect and use primarily "residual" strength parameters from 
laboratory tests of slip surface materials tested in direct shear or ring shear test 
equipment. Back-calculated strength parameters, if the calculations appear to have been 
performed appropriately, have also been used. 
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The results of the grouping of geologic materials in the Hollywood Quadrangle are in 
Tables 2.1 and 2.2. 

HOLLYWOOD QUADRANGLE 
SHEAR STRENGTH GROUPS 

Mean/ Mean/ Group No Data: 
Formation Number Median Median Mean/ Similar 

Name Tests Phi Group Median C Lithology 
phi (deg) (psO 

GROUPl Kgr 28 40.5/40 40.5/40 483/440 

GROUP 2 Tpn4(fbc) 27 34.2/34 Kt 
Tb 22 33.8/33.5 Ttc(fbc) 

Tm(fbc) 22 33.5/34.5 33.2/34 597/500 Tts(fbc) 
Tt(fbc) 36 33.0/34.7 TK 

Tpnl(fbc) 16 31.4/31 

GROUP 3 Qi 35 29.9/29 af, Qao 
Tt(abc) 17 29.8/31 Qayl, Qay2 

Tf3 3 29/28 Qc?,Qoa 
Qa 6 28.8/29 28.5/29 366/300 Qof?,Qp, Qt 

Qsp 30 28.2/30 Qw, Qyal 
Tpn 5 27.8/29 Qya2, Qyfl 

Tpn4(abc) 5 27.4/26 Tss 
Tpnl(abc) 30 26.8/26 

GROUP 4 Tpn3 16 23/19 22.4/20.1 392/364 
Tm(abc) 20 22/22 

GROUPS Qls - - - -

abc = adverse bedding condition, fine-grained material strength 
fbc = favorable bedding condition, coarse-grained material strength 

Table 2.1. Summary of the Shear Strength Statistics for the Hollywood 
Quadrangle. 
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SHEAR STRENGTH GROUPS 
FOR THE HOLLYWOOD QUADRANGLE 

GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 GROUP 4 GROUPS 

Kgr Kt af Tm(abe) Qls 
Tb Qa Tpn3 

Tm(fbe) Qayl,2 
Tpnl(fbe) Qe? 
Tpn4(fbe) Qi 

Tt(fbe) Qoa 
Tte(fbe) Qof? 
Tts(fbe) Qp 

TK Qsp 
Qt 
Qw 

Qyal,2 
Qyfl 
Tf3 
Tpn 

Tpnl(abe) 
Tpn4(abe) 

Tt(abe) 
Tss 

Table 2.2. Summary of the Shear Strength Groups for the Hollywood Quadrangle. 

PART II 

EARTHQUAKE-INDUCED LANDSLIDE HAZARD POTENTIAL 

Design Strong-Motion Record 

To evaluate earthquake-induced landslide hazard potential in the study area, a method of 
dynamic slope stability analysis developed by Newmark (1965) was used. The Newmark 
method analyzes dynamic slope stability by calculating the cumulative down-slope 
displacement for a given earthquake strong-motion time history. As implemented for the 
preparation of earthquake-induced landslide zones, the Newmark method necessitates the 
selection of a design earthquake strong-motion record to provide the "ground shaking 
opportunity." For the Hollywood Quadrangle, selection of a strong motion record was 
based on an estimation of probabilistic ground motion parameters for modal magnitude, 
modal distance, and peak ground acceleration (PGA). The parameters were estimated 
from maps prepared by DMG for a 10% probability of being exceeded in 50 years 
(Petersen and others, 1996). The parameters used in the record selection are: 
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Modal Magnitude: 6.4 to 6.9 

Modal Distance: 2.5 to 6.4 km 

PGA: 0.43 to 0.59 g 

The strong-motion record selected for the slope stability analysis in the Hollywood 
Quadrangle was the Channel 3 (N35°E horizontal component) University of Southern 
California Station #14 recording from the magnitude 6.7 Northridge Earthquake 
(Trifunac and others, 1994). This record had a source to recording site distance of8.5 km 
and a peak ground acceleration (PGA) of 0.59 g. The selected strong-motion record was 
not scaled or otherwise modified prior to its use in the analysis. 

Displacement Calculation 

The design strong-motion record was used to develop a relationship between landslide 
displacement and yield acceleration (ay), defined as the earthquake horizontal ground 
acceleration above which landslide displacements take place. This relationship was 
prepared by integrating the design strong-motion record twice for a given acceleration 
value to find the corresponding displacement, and the process was repeated for a range of 
acceleration values (Jibson, 1993). The resulting curve in Figure 2.1 represents the full 
spectrum of displacements that can be expected for the design strong-motion record. 
This curve provides the required link between anticipated earthquake shaking and 
estimates of displacement for different combinations of geologic materials and slope 
gradient, as described in the Slope Stability Analysis section below. 

The amount of displacement predicted by the Newmark analysis provides an indication of 
the relative amount of damage that could be caused by earthquake-induced landsliding. 
Displacements of 30, 15 and 5 cm were used as criteria for rating levels of earthquake
induced landslide hazard potential based on the work of Y oud (1980), Wilson and Keefer 
(1983), and a DMG pilot study for earthquake-induced landslides (McCrink and Real, 
1996). Applied to the curve in Figure 2.1, these displacements correspond to yield 
accelerations of 0.076, 0.129 and 0.232g. Because these yield acceleration values are 
derived from the design strong-motion record, they represent the ground shaking 
opportunity thresholds that are significant in the Hollywood Quadrangle. 

RL0036376 



EM36541 

28 DIVISION OF MINES AND GEOLOGY SHZR026 

1000.0 

.---

NEWMARK DISPLACEMENT 
vs. YIELD ACCELERATION 
usc STATION #14 - Channe13 

100.0 

E 
~ 30 ern ~ 
I-
Z 
UJ 
~ 
UJ 
() 
« 
...J 
a... 
en 
0 

10.0 

1.0 

0.1 

0.01 

15 ern 

Scm 

l~ 
---~ 

0.076 

0.129 

0.232 

0.1 
YIELD ACCELERATION (g) 

Figure 2.1. Yield acceleration vs. Newmark displacement for the USC Station #14 
strong-motion record from the 17 January 1994 Northridge, 
California Earthquake. 

Slope Stability Analysis 

A slope stability analysis was performed for each geologic material strength group at 
slope increments of 1 degree. An infinite-slope failure model under unsaturated slope 
conditions was assumed. A factor of safety was calculated first, followed by the 
calculation of yield acceleration from Newmark's equation: 

ay = ( FS - 1 )g sin a 

where FS is the Factor of Safety, g is the acceleration due to gravity, and a is the 
direction of movement of the slide mass, in degrees measured from the horizontal, when 
displacement is initiated (Newmark, 1965). For an infinite slope failure a is the same as 
the slope angle. 
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The yield accelerations resulting from Newmark's equations represent the susceptibility 
to earthquake-induced failure of each geologic material strength group for a range of 
slope gradients. Based on the relationship between yield acceleration and Newmark 
displacement shown in Figure 2.1, hazard potentials were assigned as follows: 

1. If the calculated yield acceleration was less than 0.076g, Newmark displacement 
greater than 30 cm is indicated, and a HIGH hazard potential was assigned (H on 
Table 2.3) 

2. If the calculated yield acceleration fell between 0.076g and 0.129g, Newmark 
displacement between 15 cm and 30 cm is indicated, and a MODERATE hazard 
potential was assigned (M on Table 2.3) 

3. If the calculated yield acceleration fell between 0.129g and 0.232g, Newmark 
displacement between 5 cm and 15 cm is indicated, and a LOW hazard potential was 
assigned (L on Table 2.3) 

4. If the calculated yield acceleration was greater than 0.232g, Newmark displacement 
of less than 5 cm is indicated, and a VERY LOW potential was assigned (VL on 
Table 2.3) 

Table 2.3 summarizes the results of the stability analyses. The earthquake-induced 
landslide hazard potential map was prepared by combining the geologic material-strength 
map and the slope map according to this table. 

HOLLYWOOD QUADRANGLE HAZARD POTENTIAL MATRIX 

SLOPE CATEGORY (% SLOPE) 

Geologic 
Material MEAN I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X XI 
Group PHI 0-14 14-19 19-29 29-34 34-40 40-47 47-53 53-58 58-60 60-70 70-78 

1 40.5 VL VL VL VL VL VL VL VL VL L 

2 33.2 VL VL VL VL VL L L M H H 

3 28.5 VL VL VL L L M H H H H 

4 22.4 VL VL L M H H H H H H 

5 14 L M H H H H H H H H 

Table 2.3. Hazard potential matrix for earthquake-induced landslides in the 
Hollywood Quadrangle. Shaded area indicates hazard potential levels 
included within the hazard zone. H = High, M = Moderate, L = Low, VL = 

Very Low. 
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EARTHQUAKE-INDUCED LANDSLIDE HAZARD ZONE 

Criteria for Zoning 

Earthquake-induced landslide zones were delineated using criteria adopted by the 
California State Mining and Geology Board (DOC, 2000). Under these criteria, 
earthquake-induced landslide hazard zones are defined as areas that meet one or both of 
the following conditions: 

1. Areas that have been identified as having experienced landslide movement in the 
past, including all mappable landslide deposits and source areas as well as any 
landslide that is known to have been triggered by historic earthquake activity. 

2. Areas where the geologic and geotechnical data and analyses indicate that the earth 
materials may be susceptible to earthquake-induced slope failure. 

These conditions are discussed in further detail in the following sections. 

Existing Landslides 

Existing landslides typically consist of disrupted soils and rock materials that are 
generally weaker than adjacent undisturbed rock and soil materials. Previous studies 
indicate that existing landslides can be reactivated by earthquake movements (Keefer, 
1984). Earthquake-triggered movement of existing landslides is most pronounced in 
steep head scarp areas and at the toe of existing landslide deposits. Although reactivation 
of deep-seated landslide deposits is less common (Keefer, ] 984), a significant number of 
deep-seated landslide movements have occurred during, or soon after, several recent 
earthquakes. Based on these observations, all existing landslides with a definite or 
probable confidence rating are included within the earthquake-induced landslide hazard 
zone. 

No earthquake-triggered landslides had been identified in the Hollywood Quadrangle 
prior to the Northridge earthquake. The Northridge earthquake caused a number of 
relatively small, shallow slope failures in the Hollywood Quadrangle (Harp and Jibson, 
] 995). Very small landslides attributed to the Northridge earthquake covered a total of 
approximately one-half of an acre of land in the quadrangle. Of the area covered by these 
small Northridge earthquake landslides, 86% falls within the area of the hazard zone 
based on a computer comparison of the zone map and the Harp and Jibson (1995) 
inventory. 

Geologic and Geotechnical Analysis 

Based on the conclusions of a pilot study performed by DMG (McCrink and Real, 1996), 
it has been concluded that earthquake-induced landslide hazard zones should encompass 
all areas that have a High, Moderate or Low level of hazard potential (see Table 2.3). 
This would include all areas where the analyses indicate earthquake displacements of 5 
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centimeters or greater. Areas with a Very Low hazard potential, indicating less than 5 
centimeters displacement, are excluded from the zone. 

As summarized in Table 2.3, all areas characterized by the following geologic strength 
group and slope gradient conditions are included in the earthquake-induced landslide 
hazard zone: 

1. Geologic Strength Group 5 is included for all slope gradient categories. (Note: 
Geologic Strength Group 5 includes all mappable landslides with a definite or 
probable confidence rating). 

2. Geologic Strength Group 4 is included for all slopes steeper than 19 percent. 

3. Geologic Strength Group 3 is included for all slopes steeper than 29 percent. 

4. Geologic Strength Group 2 is included for all slopes steeper than 40 percent. 

5. Geologic Strength Group 1 is included for all slopes greater than 60 percent. 

This results in approximately 5 percent of the quadrangle lying within the earthquake
induced landslide hazard zone for the Hollywood Quadrangle. 
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APPENDIX A 
SOURCE OF ROCK STRENGTH DATA 

SOURCE 

City of Los Angeles, Department of 
Building and Safety. 

CDMG Special Report 152 (Weber and 
others, 1982) 

Total Number of Shear Tests 

NUMBER OF TESTS SELECTED 

299 

19 

318 
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SECTION 3 
GROUND SHAKING EVALUATION REPORT 

Potential Ground Shaking in the 
Hollywood 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, 

Los Angeles County, California 

By 

Mark D. Petersen *, Chris H. Cramer*, Geoffrey A. Faneros, 
Charles R. Real, and Michael S. Reichle 

California Department of Conservation 
Division of Mines and Geology 

*Formerly with DMG, now with U.S. Geological Survey 

PURPOSE 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (the Act) of 1990 (Public Resources Code, 
Chapter 7.8, Division 2) directs the California Department of Conservation (DOC), 
Division of Mines and Geology (DMG) to delineate Seismic Hazard Zones. The purpose 
of the Act is to reduce the threat to public health and safety and to minimize the loss of 
life and property by identifying and mitigating seismic hazards. Cities, counties, and 
state agencies are directed to use the Seismic Hazard Zone Maps in their land-use 
planning and permitting processes. The Act requires that site-specific geotechnical 
investigations be performed prior to permitting most urban development projects within 
the hazard zones. Evaluation and mitigation of seismic hazards are to be conducted 
under guidelines established by the California State Mining and Geology Board (DOC, 
1997; also available on the Internet at 
http ://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/webdocs/spl17.pdt) . 

This section of the evaluation report summarizes the ground motions used to evaluate 
liquefaction and earthquake-induced landslide potential for zoning purposes. Included 
are ground motion and related maps, a brief overview on how these maps were prepared, 
precautionary notes concerning their use, and related references. The maps provided 
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herein are presented at a scale of approximately 1: 150,000 (scale bar provided on maps), 
and show the full 7.5-minute quadrangle and portions of the adjacent eight quadrangles. 
They can be used to assist in the specification of earthquake loading conditions for the 
analysis of ground failure according to the "Simple Prescribed Parameter Value" 
method (SPPV) described in the site investigation guidelines (California Department of 
Conservation, 1997). Alternatively, they can be used as a basis for comparing levels of 
ground motion determined by other methods with the statewide standard. 

This section and Sections 1 and 2 (addressing liquefaction and earthquake-induced 
landslide hazards) constitute a report series that summarizes development of seismic 
hazard zone maps in the state. Additional information on seismic hazard zone mapping 
in California can be accessed on DMG's Internet homepage: 
http ://www.conservation.ca.gov/CGS/index.htm 

EARTHQUAKE HAZARD MODEL 

The estimated ground shaking is derived from the statewide probabilistic seismic hazard 
evaluation released cooperatively by the California Department of Conservation, Division 
of Mines and Geology, and the U.S. Geological Survey (Petersen and others, 1996). That 
report documents an extensive 3-year effort to obtain consensus within the scientific 
community regarding fault parameters that characterize the seismic hazard in California. 
Fault sources included in the model were evaluated for long-term slip rate, maximum 
earthquake magnitude, and rupture geometry. These fault parameters, along with 
historical seismicity, were used to estimate return times of moderate to large earthquakes 
that contribute to the hazard. 

The ground shaking levels are estimated for each of the sources included in the seismic 
source model using attenuation relations that relate earthquake shaking with magnitude, 
distance from the earthquake, and type of fault rupture (strike-slip, reverse, normal, or 
subduction). The published hazard evaluation of Petersen and others (1996) only 
considers uniform firm-rock site conditions. In this report, however, we extend the 
hazard analysis to include the hazard of exceeding peak horizontal ground acceleration 
(PGA) at 10% probability of exceedance in 50 years on spatially uniform conditions of 
rock, soft rock, and alluvium. These soil and rock conditions approximately correspond 
to site categories defined in Chapter 16 of the Uniform Building Code (lCBO, 1997), 
which are commonly found in California. We use the attenuation relations ofBoore and 
others (1997), Campbell (1997), Sadigh and others (1997), and Youngs and others (1997) 
to calculate the ground motions. 

The seismic hazard maps for ground shaking are produced by calculating the hazard at 
sites separated by about 5 km. Figures 3.1 through 3.3 show the hazard for PGA at 10% 
probability of exceedance in 50 years assuming the entire map area is firm rock, soft 
rock, or alluvial site conditions respectively. The sites where the hazard is calculated are 
represented as dots and ground motion contours as shaded regions. The quadrangle of 
interest is outlined by bold lines and centered on the map. Portions of the eight adjacent 
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quadrangles are also shown so that the trends in the ground motion may be more 
apparent. We recommend estimating ground motion values by selecting the map that 
matches the actual site conditions, and interpolating from the calculated values ofPGA 
rather than the contours, since the points are more accurate. 

APPLICATIONS FOR LIQUEFACTION AND LANDSLIDE HAZARD 
ASSESSMENTS 

Deaggregation of the seismic hazard identifies the contribution of each of the earthquakes 
(various magnitudes and distances) in the model to the ground motion hazard for a 
particular exposure period (see Cramer and Petersen, 1996). The map in Figure 3.4 
identifies the magnitude and the distance (value in parentheses) of the earthquake that 
contributes most to the hazard at 10% probability of exceedance in 50 years on alluvial 
site conditions (predominant earthquake). This information gives a rationale for 
selecting a seismic record or ground motion level in evaluating ground failure. However, 
it is important to keep in mind that more than one earthquake may contribute significantly 
to the hazard at a site, and those events can have markedly different magnitudes and 
distances. For liquefaction hazard the predominant earthquake magnitude from Figure 
3.4 and PGA from Figure 3.3 (alluvium conditions) can be used with the Youd and Idriss 
(1997) approach to estimate cyclic stress ratio demand. For landslide hazard the 
predominant earthquake magnitude and distance can be used to select a seismic record 
that is consistent with the hazard for calculating the Newmark displacement (Wilson and 
Keefer, 1983). When selecting the predominant earthquake magnitude and distance, it is 
advisable to consider the range of values in the vicinity of the site and perform the ground 
failure analysis accordingly. This would yield a range in ground failure hazard from 
which recommendations appropriate to the specific project can be made. Grid values for 
predominant earthquake magnitude and distance should not be interpolated at the site 
location, because these parameters are not continuous functions. 

A preferred method of using the probabilistic seismic hazard model and the "simplified 
Seed-Idriss method" of assessing liquefaction hazard is to apply magnitude scaling 
probabilistically while calculating peak ground acceleration for alluvium. The result is a 
"magnitude-weighted" ground motion (liquefaction opportunity) map that can be used 
directly in the calculation of the cyclic stress ratio threshold for liquefaction and for 
estimating the factor of safety against liquefaction (Youd and Idriss, 1997). This can 
provide a better estimate of liquefaction hazard than use of predominate magnitude 
described above, because all magnitudes contributing to the estimate are used to weight 
the probabilistic calculation of peak ground acceleration (Real and others, 2000). Thus, 
large distant earthquakes that occur less frequently but contribute more to the liquefaction 
hazard are appropriately accounted for. 

Figure 3.5 shows the magnitude-weighted alluvial PGA based on ldriss' weighting 
function (Youd and Idriss, 1997). It is important to note that the values obtained from 
this map are pseudo-accelerations and should be used in the formula for factor of safety 
without any magnitude-scaling (a factor of 1) applied. 
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USE AND LIMITATIONS 

The statewide map of seismic hazard has been developed using regional information and 
is not appropriatefor site spec~fic structural design applications. Use of the ground 
motion maps prepared at larger scale is limited to estimating earthquake loading 
conditions for preliminary assessment of ground failure at a specific location. We 
recommend consideration of site-specific analyses before deciding on the sole use of 
these maps for several reasons. 

1. The seismogenic sources used to generate the peak ground accelerations were 
digitized from the 1 :750,000-scale fault activity map of Jennings (1994). 
Uncertainties in fault location are estimated to be about 1 to 2 kilometers (Petersen 
and others, 1996). Therefore, differences in the location of calculated hazard values 
may also differ by a similar amount. At a specific location, however, the log-linear 
attenuation of ground motion with distance renders hazard estimates less sensitive to 
uncertainties in source location. 

2. The hazard was calculated on a grid at sites separated by about 5 km (0.05 degrees). 
Therefore, the calculated hazard may be located a couple kilometers away from the 
site. We have provided shaded contours on the maps to indicate regional trends of the 
hazard model. However, the contours only show regional trends that may not be 
apparent from points on a single map. Differences of up to 2 km have been observed 
between contours and individual ground acceleration values. We recommend that the 
user interpolate PGA between the grid point values rather than simply using the 
shaded contours. 

3. Uncertainties in the hazard values have been estimated to be about +/- 50% of the 
ground motion value at two standard deviations (Cramer and others, 1996). 

4. Not all active faults in California are included in this model. For example, faults that 
do not have documented slip rates are not included in the source model. Scientific 
research may identify active faults that have not been previously recognized. 
Therefore, future versions of the hazard model may include other faults and omit 
faults that are currently considered. 

5. A map of the predominant earthquake magnitude and distance is provided from the 
deaggregation of the probabilistic seismic hazard model. However, it is important to 
recognize that a site may have more than one earthquake that contributes significantly 
to the hazard. Therefore, in some cases earthquakes other than the predominant 
earthquake should also be considered. 

Because of its simplicity, it is likely that the SPPV method (DOC, 1997) will be widely 
used to estimate earthquake shaking loading conditions for the evaluation of ground 
failure hazards. It should be kept in mind that ground motions at a given distance from 
an earthquake will vary depending on site-specific characteristics such as geology, soil 
properties, and topography, which may not have been adequately accounted for in the 
regional hazard analysis. Although this variance is represented to some degree by the 
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recorded ground motions that form the basis of the hazard model used to produce Figures 
3.1, 3.2, and 3.3, extreme deviations can occur. More sophisticated methods that take 
into account other factors that may be present at the site (site amplification, basin effects, 
near source effects, etc.) should be employed as warranted. The decision to use the SPPV 
method with ground motions derived from Figures 3.1, 3.2, or 3.3 should be based on 
careful consideration of the above limitations, the geotechnical and seismological aspects 
of the project setting, and the "importance" or sensitivity of the proposed building with 
regard to occupant safety. 
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See Geologic Conditions section in report for descriptions of the units. 
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Plate 1.2 Historically Highest Ground Water Contours and Borehole Log Data Locations, Hollywood Quadrangle. 
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Plate 2.1 Landslide inventory, Shear Test Sample Locations, Hollywood Quadrangle . 
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Faults of the Los Angeles Area 

20 km 

I Survey (modified from SCEC) 

1 Alamo thrust 
2 Arrowhead fault 
3 Bailey fault 
4 Big Mountain fault 
5 Big Pine fault 
6 Blake Ranch fault 
7 Cabrillo fault 
8 Chatsworth fault 
9 Chino fault 

10 Clamshell-Saw pit fault 
11 Clearwater fault 
12 Cleghorn fault 
13 Crafton Hills fault zone 
14 Cucamonga fault zone 
15 Dry Creek 
16 Eagle Rock fault 
17 EI Modeno 
18 Frazier Mountain thrust 
19 Garlock fault zone 
20 Grass Valley fault 

21 Helendale fault 
22 Hollywood fault 
23 Holser fault 
24 Lion Canyon fault 
25 Llano fault 
26 Los Alamitos fault 
27 Malibu Coast fault 
28 Mint Canyon fault 
29 Mirage Valley fault zone 
30 Mission Hills fault 
31 Newport Inglewood fault zone 
32 North Frontal fault zone 
33 Northridge Hills fault 
34 Oak Ridge fault 
35 Palos Verdes fault zone 
36 Pelona fault 
37 Peralta Hills fault 
38 Pine Mountain fault 
39 Raymond fault 
40 Red Hill (Etiwanda Ave) fault 

41 Redondo Canyon fault 
42 San Andreas Fault 
43 San Antonio fault 
44 San Cayetano fault 
45 San Fernando fault zone 
46 San Gabriel fault zone 
47 San Jacinto fault 
48 San Jose fault 
49 Santa Cruz-Santa Catalina Ridge f.z. 
50 Santa Monica fault 
51 Santa Y nez fault 
52 Santa Susana fault zone 
53 Sierra Madre fault zone 
54 Simi fault 
55 Soledad Canyon fault 
56 Stoddard Canyon fault 
57 Tunnel Ridge fault 
58 Verdugo fault 
59 Waterman Canyon fault 
60 Whittier fault 
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Luci or Sergio - I have an urgent question. Please call me. 

James Pugh 
213.617.4284 I direct 

213.443.2916 I direct fax 
JPugh@sheppardmullin.com I Bio 

SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422 

213.620.1780 I main 

www.sheppardmullin .com 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
( or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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Luciral ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Your 

reports as follows: 

EM35932 

FILE NO. 13-0593 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT Committee 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM, STATEMENT 
OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS, PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT and 
ORDINANCE FIRST CONSIDERATION relative to appeals filed for a proposed project at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 
6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. 

Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE MAYOR: 

1. CERTIFY that the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR; State Clearing House 
No. 2011041094) has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, the 
State Guidelines and the City Guidelines and that the City Council has reviewed the information contained 
therein and considered it along with other factors related to this project; that this determinatio n reflects the 
independent judgment of the City of Los Angeles; and that the documents constituting the record of 
proceedings in this matter are located in Council file No. 13-0593 in the custody of the City Clerk and in the 
files of the Department of City Planning (DCP) in the custody of the Environmental Review Section; and 
ADOPT the EIR. 

2. ADOPT the FINDINGS made pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081 of the Public Resources 
Code and the Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared by the DCP. 

3. ADOPT the FINDINGS made pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081.6 of the California State 
Public Resources Code, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as the Findings of Council and 
ADOPT the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

4. ADOPT the March 28, 2013 FINDINGS of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC), including 
the Environmental Findings, as the Findings of the Council. 

5. RESOLVE TO DENY APPEALS filed by Communities United for Reasonable Development 
(Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of 
the entire determination of the LACPC and HEI/GC Hollywood and Vine Condominiums, LLC and Holly 
wood and Vine Residences Association (Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, Jeffer Mangels Butler and 
Mitchell, LLP) of part of the determination of the LAPC, THEREBY APPROVING, for the proposed 
development of two sites consisting of eight parcels on 4.47 acres of land with a mixed-use community 
consisting of office, hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above-grade 
parking, at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North IvarAvenue; 1733 
and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street, subject to modified Conditions of 
Approval: 

a. A Vesting Conditional Use to permit a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

b. A Master Conditional Use to permit the sale and dispensing of a full-line of alcohol for on 
and off-site consumption and live entertainment. 

-1-
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c. A Conditional Use to permit floor area averaging in a unified development. 

d. A Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating areas above the ground floor 

e. A Zone Variance to permit reduced parking for the sports club/fitness facility. 

f. Reduced On-Site Parking for Transportation Alternatives. 

6. APPROVE the: 

a. Applicant's proposal to do the following: 

1. Limit the East Site tower to no more than 39 stories and the West Site tower to no more than 
35 stories. 

2. Increase the number of Park and Ride spaces from 10 to 50. 

3. Develop a program where the applicant will acquire transit passes and commit to a fund 
where the applicant will contribute $500,000 over 10 years at $50,000 a year toward 
acquisition of the transit passes for workers and residents within the project. 

b. Technical corrections dated June 18, 2013 submitted by the DCP and the technical corrections 
dated May 31, 2013 submitted by the applicant's representative (attached to the Council file). 

c. Development Regulation changes as noted in the DCP report dated June 18,2013 and instruct the 
DCP to submit revised Development Regulations for this project. 

7. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying NEW ORDINANCE, approved by the Director of Planning on 
behalf of the LACPC, effecting a vesting zone change from C4 to (T)(Q)C2-2-SN and a height district 
change from Height District 2D to Height District 2, to develop a mixed-use community consisting of office, 
hotel, commercial and residential development with subterranean and above-grade parking, for property 
located at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 
and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street, subject to modified Conditions of 
Approval as approved by the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee on June 18, 2013 
and attached to the Council file. 

8. NOT PRESENT and ORDER FILED the Ordinance approved by the LACPC on March 28, 2013. 

9. REMOVE the (T) Tentative classification as described in detail on the sheet(s) attached to the Council file. 

10. ADVISE the applicant of "Q" Qualified classification time limit as described in the Committee report. 

11. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City 
shall monitor or require evidence that mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughout the 
life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring. 

12. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to State Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee 
and/or Certificate of Fee Exemption is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior to or 
concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination filing. 

Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton, LLP 

-2-
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Case No. CPC-2008-3440-VZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The LACPC reports that there is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are 
recovered through fees. 

Community Impact Statement: Yes 

Oppose Proposal: Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council 

TIME LIMIT FILE - JULY 31,2013 

(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - JULY 31,2013) 

Summary: 

At the public hearing held on June 18, 2013 (continued from June 4, 2013), the Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee considered appeals filed regarding a proposed project located at 1720-1770 North Vine 
Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 
6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street. Staff from the Department of City Planning gave the Committee background 
information on the matter. The Applicant's representatives, appellants, and Council Office staff also provided 
testimony. 

After an opportunity for public comment, the Committee recommended that Council deny the appeals filed by 
Communities United for Reasonable Development (Representatives: Robert Silverstein, Esq. and Daniel E. Wright, 
Esq., The Silverstein Law Firm, APC) of the entire determination of the LACPC and HEI/GC Hollywood and Vine 
Condominiums, LLC and Holly wood and Vine Residences Association (Representative: Benjamin M. Reznik, 
Jeffer Mangels Butler and Mitchell, LLP), thereby approving the above recommendations, for the proposed 
construction of a 41-lot subdivision with 492 residential units, a 200 room hotel, approximately 100,000 square feet 
of new office space, an approximately 35,000 square foot sports club, approximately 15,000 square feet of retail 
uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant uses on a 4.46 acre site, at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 
1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North IvarAvenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270, and 
6334 West Yucca Street, subject to modified Conditions of Approval as approved by the PLUM Committee and 
attached to the Council file. This matter is now forwarded to the Council for its consideration. 

As indicated in Recommendation No.1 0 and pursuant to Section 12.32-J of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 
applicant is hereby advised that: 

" ... whenever property remains in a "Q" Qualified classification for six years ... after the effective date of the 
ordinance creating same without substantial physical development thereof for one or more of the uses first 
permitted herein having taken place within such time or if the Director of Planning determines that such 
development is not thereafter continuously and expeditiously carried on to completion, or if no physical development 
is necessary, without having been need for one or more of the purpose first permitted thereby, such Qualified 
classification and the authority contained therein shall become null and void, the rezoning proceedings shall be 
terminated and the property thereafter may only be utilized for those purposes permitted prior to the 
commencement of such rezoning proceedings." 

-3-
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MEMBER VOTE 
REYES YES 
HUIZAR YES 
ENGLANDER YES 

SG 
CD13 
6/27113 
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Respectfully submitted, 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

- Not Official Until Council Acts -

-4-

RL0036406 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36265 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Monday, July 22, 2013 6:51 AM 
Dana Prevost; Bob Steinbach 

Subject: Fwd: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 

Hi Dana and Bob, 

FYI. 

Ray 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Date: Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 10:27 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 
To: Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: July 21,2013, 10: 15:38 AM PDT 
To: john.vidovich@lacity.org 
Subject: Dept of Building & Safety Put On Notice! Millennium Update! 
Reply-To: beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net 
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LADBS Has Failed to Provide 
Necessary Oversight of Millennium 
Project Seismic Issues 
Our attorney, Robert Silverstein has sent a scathing letter to the Los 
Angeles Department of Building & Safety re Millennium's Fraudulent 
Seismic Studies. The LADBS is on notice of their responsibility to act 
in the light of their gross failure to provide proper oversight: 

"As you should be aware, critical issues about the inadequate 
geologic and seismic studies performed by Langan Engineering of 
Irvine, California on behalf of the Millennium Hollywood project 
developer have been raised by this office, other members of the 
public, and independent experts. These issues include: 

(1) The May and November 2012 Langan studies falsely state that 
the Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles away from the project site, based 
upon no cited evidence; 

(2) The Langan studies included a falsified map which misidentified 
the location of the subject property as being 850 feet north of its true 
location, in order to take it outside of the City's Fault Rupture 
Study boundary; and 

(3) The Langan studies fail to acknowledge, and accordingly 
suppress, relevant independent and authoritative data, including the 
2010 California State Geological Survey Active Fault Trace Map, 
Professor Dolan's studies (1997) and Crook & Proctor's studies 
(1992), all of which indicate the existence of active fault traces across 
the subject property's East and West Sites. 

The Draft EIR and Final EIR upon which the City is relying for its 
approval of the Project and its various entitlements, including to allow 
the construction of 1.1 million square feet and two skyscrapers of 39 
and 35 stories potentially on top of active earthquake faults, relies on 
the inadequate and demonstrably biased Langan studies. Langan has 
breached their professional duties, and, we believe, has engaged with 
the Millennium developer to commit fraud. 

The key issue for purposes of this letter is: What is Building & 
Safety's role in Langan's actions, and in allowing this fraud to proceed 
to the point that no corrective action has been taken by your 
Department to stop the City approval process and to require 
preparation of new and valid geologic/seismic studies, which should 
be presented as part of a recirculated Draft EIR? Recall that we are a 
mere 9 days away from the City Council's planned approval of the 
project and certification of the Final EIR. 

The enormity of the human life, health and safety dangers implicated 
by Langan, the Millennium Hollywood developer, and your actions 
cannot be overemphasized. What, exactly, are you planning to 
do, when, and what happened to the "rescission letter" that Mr. 
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Building & Safety on Notice 

Your Donations Needed 

Open Rehearsals at the Hollywood 
Bowl 

QUICK LINKS 

Hollvwood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
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Prevost earlier said would be promptly issued to stop this dangerous 
and illegal project? 

It would be a further violation of the law for the City now to attempt 
simply to impose some additional modification of the project 
approvals or require further testing after project approvals have been 
granted. To do so would be to paper over substantial deficiencies in 
the EIR and the CEQA process, and to thereby subvert that process. 
As our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: "Besides informing the 
agency decision makers themselves, the EIR is intended 'to 
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in fact 
analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions.'" 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 136, 
citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86, 
accord, Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392. For many reasons, we are an 
apprehensive citizenry, and Mr. Prevost and your actions have greatly 
increased that apprehension. 

Given what appears to be a complete abdication of your duties in 
connection with the largest project in Hollywood history, and your 
turning of a blind eye to the overwhelming evidence both of the 
existence of active fault traces crossing the subject property and the 
materially misleading Langan studies upon which you are still relying, 
we request that the City Council continue the July 24, 2013 scheduled 
approval date until after independent geologic and seismic studies 
have been performed based upon the recommendation of a neutral 
board of reviewers, which should be empanelled in an open and 
transparent process to review this matter." 

So far, the City is still burying it head in the sand. We demand an 
answer - and ACTION from the LADBS to rescind their approval for 
the Millennium Project. Call and email your city councilmembers and 
the mayor now to demand that the LADBS rescind their approval for 
the Millennium Project before it goes to the City Council for a vote on 
July 24, 2013. 

Councilmember.Cedillo@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Krekoria n@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. BI u menfield@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. La Bonge@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Koretz@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Fuentes@lacity.org, Cou ncil member. Parks@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Price@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org, Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Eng la nder@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Ofarrell@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Huizar@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Busca i no@lacity.org, mayor.ga rcetti@lacity.org 

Return to top 
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Generous Donations Needed Now! 

Please Donate NOW for a final push before the City Council hearing 
on July 24! Our attorneys and experts are working over time for the 
protection of all of our safety and quality of life. YOUR donation is 
needed now more than ever. Do it for yourself. Do it for our 
community. Do it to keep City government honest. 

Go to www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.orq and donate to our 
ongoing effort to appeal to the City Council and in court, if necessary, 
to defeat this grotesque monstrosity. 

Donate now for Hollywood's future! Click the image above to go 
straight to our website. 

Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the website 
above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax deductible 
donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. 
Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important that you write 
"Stop the Millennium" in the memo field. 

Like us on Facebook: ca 
Follow us on Twitter:w:;l 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 
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From the movie, Earthquake 

EM36269 

Quote: "We should 
have never put up 
those 40-story 
monstrosities. Not 
here!" - Charlton 
Heston in the movie 
Earthquake. 

Return to top 

Open Rehearsals of the LA 
Philharmonic at the Bowl 

Check out the Patch article: Things to do this Weekend in Hollywood 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email wassentto john.vidovich@lacity.orq by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal.net I 
Update ProfilelEmail Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe'M I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good morning Maria, 

EM36270 

Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Monday, July 22, 2013 7:21 AM 
Maria Diaz 
Fwd: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood ErR 
errata.pdf 

I'm sorry for the confusion on this project. Could we get it online today? The project is going to hearing this 
week and is super controversial and we want this document available for as much time as possible before the 
hearing. 

Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity. org> 
Date: Thu, JuII8, 2013 at 3:56 PM 
Subject: Re: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood EIR 
To: afraijo <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org>, ryan <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Marie Rumsey <Marie.Rumsey@lacity. org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity. org> 

Good Afternoon, 

Attached is the revised document for the Hollywood Millennium project. We have 
changed the name of the document from Addendum to errata. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http : //cityplanning .lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

On Wed, Jul 17, 2013 at 3:40 PM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good Afternoon, 

Here is a copy of the completed Addendum for the Hollywood Millennium project. We 
removed duplicitive information that we found to be erroneous as it is already contained 
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in the EIR (and errata), cited the CEQA sections dealing with recirculation in addition to 
addendums, and included what the City Attorney requested be included. 

Planning's Environmental Review Unit and the City Attorney have deemed this 
addendum to be legally adequate and have approved the document. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 

Thank you and kind regards, 

Diana 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://city planning.lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 9 78-1331 
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Projectinformation 

Project Name: 

EM36272 

Errata to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Project location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fiR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fIR." 

"Significant new information" requiring recirculation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) Afeasib/e project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmentallrnpact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8, 2013. The EIR analyzed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a Reduced Height 
Development. 

Subsequent to the release of the EIR, an Errata was prepared and released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

This Errata further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of implementation of 
development limitations and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and a Land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as 
part of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EIR has not 
changed due to the removal of the development agreement and the use of an alternative mechanism of 
implementation of the development regulations. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approvals and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the 
scale or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approva I of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, maSSing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulations 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes special land use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as part of a zoning ordinance so "that the development of the site shall 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 

{1} Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the Genera! Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change." 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report: 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final FIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental Impact Anafysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new signifieant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noisel population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysiS. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this errata, all ofthe potential environmental impacts ofthe Modified Project were previously 
addressed within the scope ofthe Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Mod ified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

Millennium Hol~ywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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City of los Angeles July 2013 

Table 1 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

on 

on 

LTS LTS No Change 

LTS LTS No change 

LTS 
LTS LTS No Change 

-
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to EnvIronmental Impact Report 
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LTS = Less than significant 
LTS/Mitigation ~" Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

su 
su 

Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics afProject and Modified Project as related to each 
environmental impact category anazyzed in the Draji and Final EIR. 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table I, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR. This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has reviewed this errata and has determined it to be 
prepared in accordance with all CEQA requirements and in so doing adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of the Modified Project. Therefore, this errata is adequate under CEQA and can 
be used by an agency making a decision on the Project. 

- ..... """"''' 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata to Environmental Impact Report 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36565 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 3:09 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Fwd: Letters to City Council - Hollywood Millennium Project 

Attachments: Letter to City Council re Millennium Project - Seismic.PDF; Letter to City Council re 
Millennium Project - Traffic.PDF 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bonstelle, Sheri L. <syb@jmbm.com> 
Date: Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 2:55 PM 
Subject: Letters to City Council - Hollywood Millennium Project 
To: councilmember. cedillo@lacity.org, councilmember. krekorian@lacity.org, 
councilmember. blumenfield@lacity.org, councilmember .labonge@lacity.org, paul. koretz@lacity.org, 
councilmember. fuentes@lacity.org, councilmember. parks@lacity.org, councilmember. price@lacity.org, 
councilmember. wesson@lacity.org, councilmemb er. bonin@lacity.org, councilmember. englander@lacity.org, 
councilmember. ofarrell@lacity.org, councilmember.huizar@lacity.org, councildistrict 15@lacity.org, 
patrice.lattimore@lacity.org 
Cc: "McDonnell, Kevin K." <KKM@jmbm.com>, "Reznik, Benjamin M." <BMR@jmbm.com>, 
dan. scott@lacity.org, michael.logrande@lacity.org, raymond. chan@lacity.org, terry. kaufmann
macias@lacity.org, mayor. garcetti@lacity.org, marie.rumsey@lacity.org, luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org, 
guadalupe. duran. medina@lacity.org, tanner. blackman@lacity.org, gary. lee. moore@lacity.org 

President Wesson and Members of the Los Angeles City Council, 

Attached are two (2) letters sent on behalf of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences regarding the Hollywood 

Millennium Project, scheduled as Item 21 on the City Council agenda for tomorrow, Wednesday, July 24,2013 
(Council File No. 13-0593-51). Hard copies of the letters and attachments were delivered this morning to the 

City Clerk's office for the Council File. 

«Letter to City Council re Millennium Project - Seismic. PDF» «Letter to City Council re Millennium 
Project - Traffic. PDF» 

Sheri Bonstelle of 

JMBM I Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90067 
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(310) 712-6847 Direct 

(310) 712-3377 Fax 

sbonstelle@jmbm.com 

This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. 
Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper authorization is 
strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone 
or bye-mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all copies, of this message and all 
attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 

Circular 230 Disclosure: To assure compliance with Treasury Department rules governing tax 
practice, we hereby inform you that any advice contained herein (including in any attachment) (1) was 
not written or intended to be used, and cannot be used, by you or any taxpayer for the purpose of 
avoiding any penalties that may be imposed on you or any taxpayer and (2) may not be used or 
referred to by you or any other person in connection with promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another person any transaction or matter addressed herein. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Jeffer Mangels JMBM Butler & MitchelllLP __________________ _ 

Kevin K. McDonnell 
KKM@jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

July 23, 2013 

VIA E-MAIL AND COURIER 

The Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
c/o: Office of the City Clerk 
200 N. Spring Street 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-A V -HD; CPC-2013-1 03-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Council File No. 13-0593-S1 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 24,2013, Item No. 21 

Subject: Seismic Fault Study Review 

Dear President Wesson and Members of the City Council: 

www.jmbm.com 

Ref: 00000-5004 

This office represents HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028, and we submit this letter on their behalf. At the Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee hearing of June 18,2013, substantial testimony was submitted by 
others questioning the accuracy of the seismic fault study, and in particular challenging the 
location of an active fault line as depicted in the project Environmental Impact Report. 

Hence, our client retained the services of a licensed engineering geologist to 
review this issue. Attached is his report. The report concludes that there is Ita high probability" 
that a seismic fault runs through the Millennium Project Site. 

A Umitf!d I iCibility Law Partnf"rship IndlJding Professional Corporations I Los Angeles· San Frandsco • Orange County 
LA 9724884v2 
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As such, on behalf of our client, and in accordance with our expert's 
recommendations, we request that prior to project approval, further study be done in order to 
preclude the presence of active faults below the Millennium Project site. 

Very truly yours, 

KEVIN K. MCDONNELL of 
leffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

KK.rV1:kkm 
Enclosures 
Cc: Via e-mail: 

Ray Chan (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Gary Lee Moore (gary.lee.more@lacity.org) 
Mayor Eric Garcetti (mayor.garcetti@lacity.org) 
Marie Rumsey, CD 13 Planning Director (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 
Michael LoGrande, Planning Director (michael.logrande@lacity.org) 
Dan Scott, Principal Planner (dan.scott@lacity.org) 
Lucirialia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (luciralia-ibarra@lacity.org) 
Guadalupe Duran-Medina (guadalupe.duran.medina@lacity.org) 
Tanner Blackman (tanner.blackman@lacity.org) 

LA 9724884v2 
JMBM: Jeffer Mangels 

: Butler 8< MitchelilLP 
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Southwestern Engineering Geology 

Jeffer, Mangels, Butler and Mitchell LLP 
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7!h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Attention: Mr. Kevin McDonnell 

July 22, 2013 

SUBJECT: Review of Fault Investigation Report for the "Hollywood Millennium" Project; North Vine 
Street, South of Yucca Street; prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental 
Services, dated November 30,2012 

Introduction 

At the request ofMr. Kevin McDonnell of Jeffer, Mangels, Butler and Mitchell LLP, Southwestern Engineering 
Geology has completed a review of a fault investigation report prepared in support of a development project 
proposed on either side of Vine Street, just south of Yucca Street in the Hollywood area of the City of Los 
Angeles, California. The development is known as the "Hollywood Millennium Project". The November 30 fault 
study (Langan, 2012 b) was prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services (Langan) as a follow
up to a geotechnical report prepared for the project in May of 2012 by the same firm (Langan 2012a). We 
understand that you have requested this review as an interested party for an independent assessment of the 
adequacy of the fault study to address the potential for future fault rupture below the proposed development. 

The undersigned geologist has been practicing as an engineering geologist in southern California for over thirty 
years, and has been a licensed Professional Geologist and a Certified Engineering Geologist since 1987. A 
resume is attached. 

This letter is organized in four parts. The Introduction outlines our intent and scope of work, and provides brief 
site and project descriptions. The introduction is followed by a brief history of the evolution of our understanding 
of the Hollywood fault, a technical review of the investigations completed at the Millennium Project site, and 
ultimately by a brief summary statement of principal conclusions. 

This review was completed solely to provide you with objective, professional input regarding the adequacy of 
Langan studies to address the potential for future ground rupture beneath the proposed project. The review 
utilized those materials provided to us by you or otherwise readily available either in our reference library or via 
the internet These materials included the Langan reports, other geotechnical studies performed in nearby areas, a 
variety of aerial photographs, and studies published in professional geologic literature. Our intent is to briefly 
summarize our current understanding of the Hollywood fault in the vicinity of the project, and to offer 
professional opinions regarding specifics of the fault study in light of that understanding. Our review did not 
consider and does not address geotechnical issues that may affect the proposed development other than the issue 
of fault rupture hazard. 

Site Description 
The Hollywood Millennium Project is proposed on a 4.47 acre parcel located on either side of North Vine Street, 
just south of Yucca Street in the Hollywood area of Los Angeles, California. The "West Site" is bounded by Ivar 
Avenue on the west, Vine Street on the east, and Yucca Street on the north. The northerly boundary includes a 
car rental facility located near the intersection of Yucca Street and Ivar Avenue, but excludes a commercial 
building located at the intersection of Yucca Street and Vine Street. Overall the site slopes generally to the south; 
with more dramatic changes in grade accommodated by a low, south-facing slope just south of the rental car 
facility, and by retaining walls up to ten feet high along the south side of the existing, off site commercial building. 

1717 Meander Drive, Simi Valley, CA 93065 
(805) 625-0485 
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The site is currently in use primarily as a parking lot. The southerly boundary is coincident with the southerly 
limits of the lot. 

The "East Site" is located between Vine Street and Argyle Street south of Yucca Street. The East Site is also 
currently in use as a parking lot, but also includes the Capitol Records building in the northwestern part. As with 
the West Site, the southern boundary of the East Site is roughly coincident with the existing parking lot. The 
commercial building at the comer of Yucca and Argyle is excluded. The boundaries of the project are noted on 
the Boring Location Plans from Langan 2012b reproduced here as Figure 1. 

Proposed Development 
We understand that the proposed construction includes tower complexes for mixed retail, hotel, commercial and 
residential use. Multiple towers of various heights ranging up to 585 feet are proposed on both sites, with up to 
six levels of subterranean. The structures will provide over 1,1 00,000 square feet of developed floor area. 

Hollywood Fault 
The Hollywood fault is part of a zone of east-trending faults that extends from Pasadena to offshore of Malibu. 
This zone marks the southern boundary of the western Transverse Ranges Geomorphic Province of California. 
The Hollywood fault extends in this system from east of downtown Hollywood to Beverly Hills, and 
accommodates reverse oblique movement that uplifts granitic and sedimentary rocks of the Santa Monica 
Mountains over the alluvial material that underlies the north edge of the Los Angeles basin and downtown 
Hollywood. 

The location of the Hollywood fault has been poorly defined in the past. Exploration at suspected fault locations 
in support of engineered projects is challenging. Extensive urbanization commonly precludes the use of trenching 
that would allow for direct observation of the subsurface. As a result, clear exposures of the Hollywood fault are 
limited; our understanding ofthe fault structure and location typically lacks detail at the site-specific scale. 

Hoots (1931) mapped the fault along the base of the steep mountain front west of La Brea A venue, and into the 
foothills east of La Brea Avenue. Dibblee (1991) mapped the Hollywood fault in much the same location as 
Hoots, but included a southern strand he designated the Santa Monica fault. This strand is depicted to splay south 
from the Hollywood fault at about Fairfax Avenue, extend roughly along Franklin Avenue to Vermont Avenue, 
and then northeastward beyond Interstate 5. 

Crook and Proctor (1992) compiled a summary of infonnation derived from six points of exploration along the 
Santa Monica and Hollywood faults. These sites included a location on Caheunga Boulevard where a series of 
deep borings were excavated during exploration for the L. A. Metrorail subway in 1981. These borings clearly 
constrained that a fault had to exist well south of Franklin A venue. Additional borings were excavated on 
Cahuenga Boulevard south of Yucca Street and north of Hollywood Boulevard to help refine the fault location. 
One of these intercepted about ten feet of sheared sandstone at a depth of 122 feet. This sheared material was 
interpreted as fault gouge and used to constrain the location of the fault. 

Dolan et. al. (1997) prepared a study that utilized old topographic maps that pre-date urbanization to conduct a 
geomorphic analysis of the Hollywood fault. Their analysis identified a series of scarps in the alluvial fan 
extending acrOss Hollywood south of the Santa Monica Mountains. They suggest that these scarps are the result 
of uplift along faults located substantially south of the immediate mountain front. They combine their 
geomorphic analysis with direct observations of fault exposures, and reported groundwater anomalies to present a 
convincing argument that the alluvial scarps are the result of faulting and that the most recent episode of fault 
movement likely occurred sometime between 4,000 and 20,000 years ago. As a part of this study, the Cahuenga 
Boulevard Metro Rail borings were demonstrated to lie along the projection of well-defined geomorphic scarps 
and groundwater anomalies. The fault interpreted from these data reasonably projects eastward from Cahuenga 
Boulevard, through the Hollywood Mi11enium Project to a prominent scarp previously located between Argyle 
Street and Gower Street (Figure 2). A map recently published by the California Geological Survey (Bedrossian 

Southwestern Engineering Geology Page 2 
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and Roffers, 2012) presents the most through-going. splay of the Hollywood fault as a buried feature along a 
similar alignment, though somewhat north of the Caheunga Boulevard fault mapped by Dolan (l997) and Crook 
and Proctor (1992). Figure 3 shows the pertinent part of this recent publication. 

Millenium Project Investigations 
Geotechnical investigations were conducted as part of the planning process for the Millenium Project 
development. Studies were conducted by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services. A geoteclmical study 

. was conducted in May of2012, and was foHowed by a fault investigation in November of2012. 

Summarv of Geotechnical Study 
The geotechnical study was conducted primarily to provide a characterization of subsurface geotechnical 
conditions below each parcel for the pUI]Joses of providing preliminary assessment of feasible foundation systems 
and geotechnical aspects of construction (Langan 20l2a). The study included four borings designated LB-l 
through LBA, spaced across the two parcels and excavated to depths ranging from 60 to 100 feet (Figure 1). 
Borings LB-l, LB-2 and LB-4 encountered similar materials consisting primarily of interbedded sand, silty sand, 
clayey sand and clay. Groundwater was encountered in each of these borings at depths ranging from 51 to 58 
feet. Below 20 feet, Boring LB-3 encountered a nearly continuous section of clay 40 feet thick, and did not 
encounter groundwater to a depth of 61.5 feet. On Page 4-5 of the report, the area around Boring LB-3 is 
identified as possibly requiring different engineering parameters for certain types of foundations due to the 
different geotechnical conditions encountered in that area. 

The geoteclmical study provides a discussion of the fault rupture hazard on Page 6 of] 1 under "Mapped Faults". 
The discussion states that the site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Area, but that it is located 
near a boundary of a Fault Rupture Study Zone included in the Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles. The 
discussion also states that two sources identify the Holl:ywood fault as being about 0.4 miles from the site. These 
include the California Division of Mines and Geology (currently the California Geological Survey) "Active Near-. 
Source Fault Zones Map" and the City of Los Angeles "ZIMAS" system (http://zimas.lacity.org). 

Commentary on Ground Rupture Aspects of the Geotechnical Study 
Site-fault distance 
The geotechnical study was not intended to be a fault rupture hazard study. The discussion presented of the fault 
rupture hazard is on a level commonly employed and generally considered acceptable for sites that lie well 
beyond (1000's of feet or more) the influences of known, well~documented faults. The Langan discussion 
references two sources that identify the site as nearly one-half mile from the Hollywood fault. The ZIMAS 
system does return a site-fault distance of about Y2 mile; however, does not indicate the map location of the 
reference fault. In my opinion, this limits the utility of the information leaving-it inappropriate for use in 
evaluating the potential for ground rupture at a site. The other reference is a bit outdated in any case, but also 
tends to be more a tool for determining engineering factors for seismic design rather than a detailed map of fault 
surface traces. 

Conventional published geologic maps would have made more appropriate references. Dibblee's map of the 
Hollywood Quadrangle is well-known and readily available. Reference to this map would have immediately 
identified the Santa Monica fault within about 700 feet of the property. The interactive, 2010 Fault Activity Map 
of California prepared by the California Geological Survey is also readily available online. Although the ability 
to "zoom" this map is limited, at the highest zoom available, a branch of the Hollywood fault appears to be 
located near, if not directly beneath the Hollywood Millennium project. A web search of the "Hollywood fauit" 
would have returned numerous links to the more detailed studies outlined above. Anyone of these references, 
and certainly their combined influence would have alerted the consultant to the inaccuracy of the other references, 
and the need for a detailed ground-rupture hazard assessment at the site. 

Southwestern Engineering Geology Page 3 
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Reliance on Fault StudY Zones 
The consultant states that the site is outside an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (known now as "California 
Earthquake Fault Zones") and also just outside a Fault Rupture Study Area (FRSA) included in the Safety 
Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. The Alquist-Priolo Act of 1972 mandates that the State 
Geologist establish "appropriately wide zones" along faults judged to be "sufficiently active and well defined". 
Within these zones, fault rupture hazard studies would be required prior to permitting new construction. There 
currently is no Earthquake Fault Zone established along the Hollywood fault. 

The referenced map from the City of Los Angeles safety element is presented at a very small scale, includes only 
selected streets, and does not indicate the Hollywood Freeway. Accurately locating a site on this map is 
challenging, and in fact the position of the site indicated by the consultant on Langan Figure 4 appears to be 
hundreds of feet north of the actual location. If located accurately, it appears that the site would lie on the 
boundary of the City of Los Angeles FRSA. Regardless of the actual site location relative to either zone, all such 
zones are simply regulatory entities based on planning-level assessments intended to mandate studies where sites 
lie within certain distances of known faults. A site location inside a zone mandates a study. A site location 
outside a zone is no guarantee that the hazard does not exist or does not need to be addressed, and does not relieve 
the consultant of the responsibility to exercise professional judgement. The need for a ground rupture hazard 
assessment must be independently evaluated for each site, even when located outside any regulatory zone. 

Suggestive Geotechnical Data (Abrupt Soil Character Changes; Possible Groundwater Barriers) 
The geotechnical data developed for the site in the Lagan report includes two elements that together suggest a 
need for a fault rupture study. Borings LB-l. LB-2 and LB-4 all encountered similar subsurface conditions and 
all encountered groundwater within 50 to 58 feet of the surface. Boring LB-3 is located south of the other 
borings. LB-3 encountered distinctly different soil conditions and did not encounter groundwater to a depth of 
61.5 feet below ground surface. These conditions suggest the possibility of a subsurface discontinuity consistent 
with a fault between the two locations. Inasmuch as the fault identified in Cahuenga Boulevard projects through 
the site, the differences noted between these borings require a more detailed evaluation to better define the nature 
of the discontinui ty. 

Summary of the Fault Rupture Hazard Study 
A fault rupture hazard study was completed by Langan in November of 2012 (Langan, 20 12b). The introduction 
indicates the study was required by the City of Los Angeles after it was detennined that the site was "located 
within 500 feet of the Hollywood fault trace "as mapped by the California Geologic Survey (CGS) and the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS)", The study presents a fairly generic description of the site geology, and a 
discussion of groundwater that is based almost entirely on the Historic High Groundwater Level map presented as 
Plate 1.2 of the California Geological Survey, Seismic Hazard Report for the Hollywood Quadrangle (CDMG, 
1998). Groundwater data from the May Langan geotechnical study is not addressed. 

The report continues with a discussion of local faults with a focus on the Hollywood fault. This discussion begins 
by repeating the site~fault distance of 0.4 miles based on the two references discussed previously, and provides 
additional comments that "the fault acts as a groundwater barrier with higher groundwater levels north of the fault 
than south of the fault, and the fault juxtaposes Tertiary-aged bedrock or Pleistocene-aged older alluvial deposits 
against Holocene aged alluvial deposits of the Los Angeles basin." No specific references are provided for either 
of these statements. These statements are followed by a paragraph that states the Hollywood fault is typically 
reported to be located south of Franklin Avenue and north of Yucca Street in the vicinity of the site, with one 
study indicating the fault could be located south of Yucca Street. Once again, specific references for these 
statements are not provided. The report concludes the discussion of the Hollywood fault with brief descriptions 
of published studies by Crook and Proctor (1992) and Dolan et. a1. (1997), and several consultant studies 
completed along North Highland Avenue just north of Franklin Avenue. 
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The discussion of local faults concludes with a brief statement that they reviewed aerial photographs taken 
between 1952 and 1998, that they were unable to discern evidence of faulting within the site, and that they 
concluded that the Hollywood fault trends east-west beyond the northern limit of the site. 

The field exploration in support of the fault investigation study was conducted only on the West Site. Exploration 
consisted of a linear array of six sonic borings oriented in a north-south direction, beginning about 60 feet north of 
the southern property line, and extending about 162 feet to the north. Two of the borings were drilled vertically 
and four were battered (inclined) toward the south. The inclined borings were carried to lengths of 100 to 115 
feet equating to depths of about 90 to 100 feet below the surface and were spaced at intervals of roughly 50 feet. 
The two vertical borings were carried to depths of fifty feet and were located within 10 to 20 feet on either side of 
Boring 2. 

Core from the borings was Jogged in detail with each described soil unit assigned a Munsell Color value. Data 
from the borings was plotted on a subsurface profile (Figure 4) where three main geologic units were interpreted. 
These included a blanket of man-made artificial fill across the surface, underlain by natural Younger Alluvium 
resting above natural Older Alluvium. Attempts appear to have been made to correlate individual soil horizons 
within each unit, and to characterize their lateral continuity; however, these correlations are poorly constrained. 

The upper sections of each boring encountered sections of loose to medium-dense sands that typically were 
described with 10YR hues indicating brown and yellowish brown colorations. These materials overlie deeper, 
generally more consolidated Older Alluvium. Although not specifically discussed in the report, it appears that a 
shift toward greater clay content combined with a shift toward more red, 7.5YR and 5YR Munsell hues were used 
to identify the top of the Older Alluvium. Based on the identification ofthis contact in the individual borings, an 
upper surface is depicted on the subsurface profile. This contact is depicted as a very gently southerly inclined 
surface dropping in elevation from about 370ft at B4 to 367ft at B-6 (a horizontal distance of about 80 feet), with 
an abrupt rise to an elevation of 370ft through B2 and B5, and a fairly steep ramp descending to an elevation of 
about 357ft at Boring Bl. The surface is depicted as continuous with no distinct offsets. 

Groundwater is depicted as a fairly unifonn surface along the line of borings, with a gentle inclination toward the 
north. Soils encountered in Borings B2 through B5 are generally similar interbedded sequences of sand, silty and 
clayey sand, and clay with significant gravel encountered at the north end of the line at the bottom of Boring B-4. 
These conditions contrast with soils in B 1 where an interval primarily of clay was encountered between 42 and 82 
feet in the boring. 

Radiocarbon dates were obtained for numerous horizons within each boring. Individual charcoal fragments were 
not recovered from the core; therefore, all dates reported are sediment dates. Although some anomalous dates 
were reported and discussed, in general the soil age dating confinned that materials assigned to Younger 
Alluvium (above the interpreted contact) are consistently Holocene in age, and that with one exception attributed 
to contamination, the materials assigned to Older Alluvium (below the interpreted contact) are consistently older 
than Holocene. 

The results of the fault investigation are summarized in four principal findings. These included 1) that visual 
shears were not observed in the core samples, and that as such, the irregularities in the contact between the 
Younger and Older Alluvium were interpreted as erosional features rather than as faults; 2) Langan considers the 
location of fault traces postulated by Dolan et. a1. to be poorly defined; 3) Evidence of groundwater barriers 
between borings was not observed within the site and 4) that detailed examination of the cores revealed no 
evidence of shearing and that Younger Alluvium consistently overlies Older Alluvium. Based on these findings it 
is concluded that active faulting is not present within the limits of their investigation on the site. 
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The discussions presented of both the Crook and Proctor study and the Dolan et. al shldy are dismissive and 
generally incomplete. Langan characterizes the 10 feet of sheared material encountered in Metro Rail Boring 28B 
as a possible "rock fragment", and seems to suggest that additional borings should have been conducted to 
evaluate this possibility. 

As described by Crook and Proctor (1992), Metro Rail Boring 28B penetrated l22 feet of fluvial sediments before 
encountering the ] 0 foot zone containing breccia of sheared sandstone, gravelly alluvium and siltstone bedrock 
Below approximately 132 feet, the boring continued in fluvial alluvium to a depth of 205 feet. A ten foot boulder 
consisting of sheared and brecciated fragments of multiple rock types contained in an otherwise normal sequence 
of fluvial sediments consisting of clay, silt and sand is simply not consistent with normal depositional processes. 
The suggestion that the conclusions at this location were based on "limited subsurface data" or that additional 
sampling should have been completed to confirm the origin of the "rock fragment" misses the point of Boring 
B28. Other borings excavated along Cahuenga Boulevard to depths in excess of 200 feet had already 
demonstrated that a fault had to be present. Boring B28 was the "additional exploration" excavated specifically to 
evaluate that possibility. 

The 1997 shldy by Dolan et. a1. consists of over twenty, 3-column pages of fine print published in a highly 
respected professional journal. The paper is generally considered something of a seminal study with respect to 
the Hollywood fault. Langan summarizes this landmark paper as follows: 

"Dolan et. al. (1997) performed an aerial photograph review and concluded that two possiblefaull scarps were 
present east and west of the Site. Due to the potential fault scarps, they inferred that buried traces fIr the 
Hollywoodfault could traverse the Site. Their conclusions are based on geomorphic data available at the time 
and did not include a subsurface investigation to confirm if buried traces were present. " 

Langan asserts that the Dolan work was based on, and to a certain degree implies that it was limited to review of 
aerial photographs, seemingly with the implication that the interpreted fault is not sufficiently constrained to 
warrant a study at the Millennium Site. As a point of fact, the Dolan paper does not discuss the use of aerial 
photographs. The geomorphic analysis for that shldy was completed using topographic maps prepared prior to 
much of the local urbanization. More importantly, the fault identified below Cahuenga Boulevard is constrained 
by the Metro Rail Borings, groundwater anomal ies, and well defined, south-facing scarps. The point of a research 
paper of this type is to develop and disseminate geologic information so that it can be incorporated into practical 
applications. Langan seems to suggest both here and in their conclusions that unless the research included 
exploration directly on the Millennium property, that the results are poorly constrained and not relevant to the 
Millennium project. This position seems to have resulted in Langan failing to incorporate very valuable data 
readily available in the public record. This data has a very direct and important role in any evaluation of the fault 
rupture hazard for this project. 

Program of Field Exploration 
The text of the Langan report does little to communicate the analysis underlying the program of field exploration 
implemented at the Millennium site. The combined Millennium sites extend nearly 500 feet in a north-south 
direction. The linear array of borings that comprise the fault investigation extend only over about 150 feet of that 
distance and are located only on the West Site. The reason for this limited investigation is not discussed. 

There is a blue line on the map at the north end of the boring array with a label that indicates it is the «Northern 
Limit of the Fault Investigation." There is no discussion in the text of the report to explain the lack of 
investigation north of this line. The project description indicates that a 220 foot high tower will be located in the 
"northwest portion of the west site". Based on this understanding of the project, and given the need to establish a 
setback from active faults, it is difficult to understand how the defined limits of the fault study wiH provide 
sufficient data to accommodate development at the northwest corner of the west parceL 
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Similarly there is a yellow line at the south end of the boring array that is labelled "Southern Limit of 500 Foot 
Offset from Hollywood Fault Trace". As noted above, the location of a site outside regulatory limits that mandate 
exploration does not relieve the professional geologist of the obligation to properly evaluate a hazard. In any 
event, the consultant should clearly identifY which Hollywood fault trace forms the basis for the yellow line. In 
the introduction to the report, the consultant indicates that he must explore the area within 500 feet of the 
Hollywood fault trace as mapped by CGS and the USGS. The USGS reference is a digital fault and fold database 
that can be displayed on Google Earth. This database plots the Hollywood fault about 100 feet north of Yucca 
Street at Ivar Avenue. This fault is plotted north of Franklin Avenue on Langan Plate 1. Nonetheless, the yellow 
line is consistent with the correct fault location. The CGS reference (Geologic Compilation of Quaternary 
Surficial Deposits in Southern California) was revised in July of 2012. The location of the Hollywood fault on 
earlier versions of this reference is not known (the older reference is not available); however, the current version 
of the publication maps the Hollywood fault passing just south of Yucca within the northern boundary of the site 
and north of the current limits of the fault investigation (Figure 3). This fault location would seem to mandate 
exploration across the entirety of the property. 

Regardless of which mapped trace is considered appropriate to define a 500-foot limit for mandatory exploration, 
the overarching consideration is that a preponderance of evidence supports a significant fault one block west of 
the Millennium development beneath Cahuenga Boulevard, and that the fault extends to the surface somewhere 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Variations in dip angle and fault trend complicate efforts to 
establish a precise surface trace or eastward projection; a robust program of field exploration designed to evaluate 
the possibility of a fault anywhere beneath the Millennium Project seems warranted. 

Interpreted Subsurface Profile A -.vA..' 
The text of the report provides little commentary regarding the interpretation and analysis supporting the 
subsurface profile presented on Plate 2 of the report. Nonetheless, the boundary between the Holocene Younger 
Alluvium and the Pleistocene Older Alluvium appears to have been readily identifiable in the core samples and 
tends to be supported by the radiocarbon soil dates. The boundary identified in the borings resolves into a well 
defined, continuous surface at the north end of the subsurface profile. However, at the south end of the profile, 
the core data suggests irregularities in this surface that amount to an abrupt overall step in the surface about 10 
feet down to the south. The consultant interprets this step in the surface as simple manifestations of an erosional 
contact. The lack of visible shears in the core is cited as justification for this interpretation. There is very little 
discussion in the report regarding the condition of the core or the core handling procedures, and there are no 
photographs provided of the core. Much of the cored material is quite sandy. Shears related to faulting may very 
well not be preserved in this type of materiaL Furthermore, the step is accompanied by a dramatic change in the 
composition of the subsurface materials. Where Borings 2 through 6 encountered primarily sand, silty sand and 
clayey sand with relative few, thin intervals of clay, Boring B 1 extended through 40 feet of clay virtually 
uninterrupted. This data is reminiscent of the geotechnical study where materials encountered in LB-3 were 
markedly different than the other three borings located more to the north. Additional exploration in the form of 
trenching or additional, closely spaced borings appears warranted in this area to better resolve the nature of the 
irregularity defined in this contact. 

Groundwater 
Measurement of groundwater levels in inclined borings can be challenging relative to the comparatively simple 
task of dropping a tape down a vertical hole. This might lead to difficulty in making accurate readings. The level 
of groundwater observed in the borings is a critical element to the interpretation of the fault study. It is noted that 
in all borings, the core - particularly in the coarser-grained intervals, is commonly described as "wet" below the 
reported groundwater leveL This is not the case in Boring B 1. Groundwater is reported at a depth of 50.5 feet, 
yet no samples are described as "wet" until reaching a depth of 92 feet. "Very fine- to coarse-grained sand" at 82 
feet is described as "slightly moist to moist". Samples are not consistently described as "wet" until reaching a 
depth of about 100 feet. These data raise concerns that the measurement of groundwater levels in Bl may have 
been in error. The possibility exists that a seep at the 50-foot level in the boring may have been mistaken for an 
established groundwater level, and that instead, there exists a steep drop in the groundwater level between B5 and 
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Bl, and that the actual groundwater level in the inclined Boring Bl is at a depth of90 feet (approximately 80 feet 
below the ground surface) and consistent with regional historic high groundwater levels. 

The text of the report indicates that groundwater levels were measured in each boring at the completion of drilling 
and that each boring was backfilled with grout. There is no discussion of leaving the holes open or of returning to 
measure groundwater after a 24 hour period. The logs for Bl, B2 and B3 each indicate that groundwater was 
measured in the boring after a 24hour period. This note on the logs seems to be in conflict with the reported field 
procedure. Additional commentary regarding the measurement of groundwater and in particular the method by 
which groundwater was measured in the inclined borings may help to resolve some of these issues. 

The consultant's discussion of groundwater on Page 3 is based entirely on published groundwater levels reported 
by the California Geological Survey. These reported "Historic High" groundwater levels are substantially deeper 
than those encountered on the site. The consultant does report the onsite findings on Page 7, but other than to 
note the fact that onsite water levels are substantially higher than previously recorded historic high levels, the 
consultant offers no discussion of this fairly remarkable finding. The possibility that the anomalously high levels 
occur because water 1S impounded behind a fault located southerly of the fault study is not discussed. Instead the 
consultant offers a conclusion that evidence of groundwater barriers between borings was not observed within the 
site. Not only does this statement fail to consider one of the most likely implications of the high groundwater 
beneath the site, it would seem to be in conflict with the evidence for a possible groundwater barrier between 
Boring LB-3 and the other borings excavated during the original geotechnical study. Nothing in the fault study 
effectively addresses this issue. 

Summarv and Conclusions 
Based upon a review of the Langan geotechnical and fault investigation studies, various published indicating 
locations for the Hollywood fault and published studies of the Hollywood fault, we respectfully submit the 
foHowing concluding statements: 

1. The discussion provided in the Langan fault investigation is not sufficient to adequately detennine if the 
. extent of the fault study is suitable for the proposed development. Based on our current understanding of 
the proposed project, it appears that additional exploration is warranted both to the north and the south of 
the November 2012 study. 

2. The data developed by the Langan fault investigation suggests a possible offset in the contact between the 
Younger and Older Alluvial units between Sonic Borings Bland B6. This Offset appears to be associated 
with an abrupt juxtaposition of different materials in the deeper subsurface. The erosional contact 
interpreted at this location by Langan is not constrained by the available data~ 

3. The evaluation of groundwater levels below the property is incomplete. Additional exploration utilizing 
vertical borings to completely characterize groundwater conditions beneath the entire site would appear to 
be a critical element of an evaluation of the fault rupture hazard. 

4. There remains some lack of consensus regarding the location of the Hollywood fault in the vicinity of the 
Millelmium Project. The USGS plots the fault just north of Yucca Street; the most recent CGS map 
indicates the fault is just south of Yucca street. Both of these surface traces would seem to be too far 
north to accommodate the fault identified under Cahuenga Boulevard and the projection of this fault with 
the scarps identified in the 1997 study by Dolan et. aI. 

5. A preponderance of evidence supports a high probability that the fault identified in Metro Rail Boring 
B28 extends east from Cahuenga Boulevard and through the Millennium Project Site. This probability in 
combination with anomalies noted in the onsite data developed during the Langan Studies argues for a 
rigorous effort to provide sufficient exploration to uniquely preclude the presence of active faults below 
the Millennium Project site. 
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This opportunity to be of service is appreciated. Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please give 
me a call. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~~ ) 
Christopher J. Sexton 
Professional Geologist No. 4612 
Certified Engineering Geologist No.144] 

Attachments: 

References 

Figure 1 - Boring Location Map 
Figure 2 - Dolan et. al. Fault Study Map 

. Figure 3 - Portion of CGS Special Report 217 
Figure 4 - Subsurface Profile 

Resume 
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Figure 3 
Portion of CGS Special Report 217 
Adapted from Bedrossian and Roffers (2012) 
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Christopher J. Sexton, C.E.G. 
Certifieil Engineeril1g GeolOBist 

M. S., Geological Sciences, Cali fornia State University, Los Angeles, 1990 
(Geologic Structure of the Liebre Fault Zone South of Bald Mountain) 

B. S., Geological Sciences, California State University, Northridge, 1983 
(Geochemistry and Tectonic Implications of Mid-Miocene Shallow Intrusions on the Palos 

Verdes Peninsula and along the Laguna Beach Coastline) 

Registration 8. Professional Affiliations 

Professional Histon 

Professional Geologist, California, #4612 
Registered Geologist, Idaho, #681 
Certified Engineering Geologist, California, #1441 
Certified Engineering Geologist, Oregon, #1148 
Member, Association of Engineering Geologists 

Southwestern Engineering Geology, Simi Valley, Principal Geologist, 1993-present 
Diaz-Y ourman & Associates, Engineering Geologist, 2008-present 
GeoDynamics, Principal Geologist, 2005-present 
Bing Yen & Associates, Inc., Camarillo, Senior Geologist, 1999-2005 
Advanced Geotechnical Services, Inc., Camarillo, Senior Geologist, 1993-2003 
California State University, Los Angeles, Assistant Professor, 1994 
West Coast Geotechnical, Westlake Village, Chief Geologist, 1991-1993 
Leighton & Associates, Inc., Westlake Village, Project Geologi st, 1990-1991 
Allan E. Seward Engineering Geology, Inc., Newhall, Senior Project Geologist, 1983-1990 
MESA2

, Inc., Marine and Environmental Sciences, Northridge, Staff Geologist, 1981 -
1982 

Representative Experience 

Mr. Sexton has over 30 years of experience providing engineering geology services in diverse geologic and 
environmental settings from Santa Monica and San Gabriel Mountains to the California Desert, and the California 
Coastline from San Luis Obispo to San Clemente. His expertise includes geological site characterization, land 
review, technical/peer review for municipalities, earthquake damage assessments, forensics, geotechnical 
construction monitoring, instrumentation, fault studies, and evaluation and remediation of landslides and other 
geologic hazards. These studies included drilling and trenching operations using many different types of full·sized 
and limited access drilling rigs and sampling equipment. Mr. Sexton has extensive experience producing detailed 
logs of fault trenches, rock-core and drill cuttings, and downhole observations in hundreds of bucket auger borings 
to depths as great as 160 feet. Project environments range from beach fronts and level sites to difficult-access 
hillside areas. 

Over the last 20 years, Mr. Sexton has provided consulting engineering geology services to over 40 respected 
engineers, geologists and developers throughout southern California. His studies have ranged from "due diligence" 
reviews in support 0 f purchase decisions to detailed geologic site characterization, slope instrumentation and 
geologic review for municipalities. Mr. Sexton has provided technical peer-review of hundreds of projects ranging 
from simple residential additions to large tracts with over 1000 homes situated in complex terrain including active 
faults, deep landslides, and combinations of coilapsible, expansive and liquefiable soils. 

Project experiem:e 

• Served as principle geologic reviewer on hundreds of projects as technical reviewer for the Cities of Simi 
Valley, Moorpark, Agoura Hills, Hidden Hills, Malibu, Calabasas, Camarillo, Palmdale, Santa Clarita and 
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others. Tasks included detailed peer review of fault investigation studies for large residential and commercial 
developments in the Simi-Santa Rosa, Camarillo, San Gabriel and San Andreas fault zones. Primary editor in 
the development of "Guidelines for the Preparation of Geotechnical Reports for the City of Palmdale, 
California", Provided testimony in 2006 to the California State Mining and Geology Board during challenges 
to the current interpretation of the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Act. These challenges resulted in clarification 
from the State regarding the intention of the Act, and establishment of a working group to re-visit requirements 
ofllie Act. (1999-2013). 

• Served as principle geologic reviewer on over 60 projects as technical reviewer for Monterey County (2011). 

Project Geologist for a fault trenching study for a large residential development proposed along the San 
Andreas Fault in Palmdale, California. 

Completed fault rupture hazard study as part of a package of feasibility assessments for a major freeway 
interchange and surrounding developments proposed in the City of Camarillo, California. High groundwater 
and unconsolidated materials precluded conventional trenching. Instead, 131 CPT soundings totaling a lineal 
footage of nearly 7500 feet were interpreted to identify potential fault offsets in shallow stratigraphy. Project 
was completed by Bing Yen and Associates, Inc. for the City of Camarillo (2004). 

Supervised field exploration, radiocarbon dating, analysis, and report preparation for a fault study in support of 
a 120-acre, major mall development in the City of Simi Valley, California. Coordinated excavation and 
detailed logging of approximately 7500 lineal feet of shallow fault trenches, two alluvial trenches that extended 
to depths up to 50 feet and involved earth quantities of about 300,000 yd3

, as well as hollow-stemmed and 
bucket-auger borings. Project was completed by Bing Yen and Associates, Inc. for the City of Simi Valley 
(2002). 

Provided third-party technical review of two controversial fault-rupture hazard studies in the City of Camarillo 
where applicants had retained counsel to challenge the technical conclusions of the City reviewer, and the legal 
basis for City policies regarding construction in fault zones. The first of these resulted in a presentation and 
petition to the California State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) requesting clarification of the intent of the 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Act. Ultimately these efforts resulted in the SMGB establishing a Technical 
AdvisOlY Committee to review the act and recommend policy changes (2006 & 2007). 

Provided second-party review for the Triunfo Sanitation District of preliminary feasibility level assessments of 
five alternative sites proposed for relocating a municipal water tank off of a large landslide (2005). 

• Supervised drilling and installation of inclinometers as part of a detailed investigation of a landslide covering 
about 10 acres in Bel Air Estates, CalifOl:nia. The landslide affects approximately 15 estate properties and a 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power water line. Provided detailed geologic logging of hollow-stem 
auger and rock-core holes that extended to depths of about 90 feet. Supervised installation of inclinometer 
casings and groundwater monitoring wells. The project was completed by Geomatrix Consultants and AMEC 
for the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (2006--2013). 

• 

Provided initial engineering and geologic assessment of damages to well over 100 residential structures in 
support of claims adjustment for major insurance companies. Many of these were completed as part of "rapid
response" efforts provided by insurance companies following the 1994 Northridge Earthquake. Others were 
completed as part of a judicially mandated "Independent Readjustment Program" to assist in reassessing 
earthquake damage claims nearly ten years old. Insurance assessment projects have been completed with 
RogersiPacific, GeoSyntec Consultants, and Snyder and Wilson Engineering between 1994 and 2013. 

Provided field supervision and downhole geologic logging to depths exceeding 120 feet to assess the 
mechanism and cause of failure where a landslide collapsed 600 feet of a major roadway at the southwest 
corner ofthe Palos Verdes Peninsula, California (Vv'hite Point). Project was completed by Shannon and Wilson 
for the City of Los Angeles (2011-2012). 
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• 

Provided detailed logs of cleanout excavations to characterize shallow stratigraphy exposed during construction 
of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Headworks Eastern Reservoir. Logged sonic borings for 
the Headworks Western Reservoir. The combined capacity of the two Headworks reservoirs will be 
approximately one-hundred, million gallons. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (201] and 2013). 

Provided field exploration in support of evaluating the feasibility of various cover designs for the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power Stone Canyon Reservoir, located above Bel Air in the Santa Monica 
Mountains north of Los Angeles. Provided detailed surface logging of approximately 800 feet of coreholes that 
extended to depths up to about 100 feet, detailed logging of shallow trenches and surface support during 
downhole examination of large diameter borings to depths of about 115 feet. Participated in downhole 
geophysics with Optical Televiewer, and installed and developed water-level monitoring wells in coreholes; 
including installation of vibrating wire piezometers. Project evaluated overall bedrock structure and 
groundwater conditions, helped define a complex unconformable contact between the Topanga Formation and 
Modelo Formation that extends beneath the existing dam, and developed subsurface definition of landslides 
that cover up to approximately] 5 acres. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (2010-2013). 

Provided field supervision and logging of trenches and rotary wash borings in support of a geotechnical study 
to provide recommendations for rehabilitation of gas pipeline foundations in an environmentaUy sensitive area 
of Santa Barbara County. Project was completed by Globus Engineering, Inc. for the Southern California Gas 
Company (2012). 

Participated in core logging, geophysical logging and geologic interpretation for the Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power, Silver Lake Bypass Tunnel Project. Logged two core holes and assisted in developing 
cross sections in support of geotechnical evaluation of large diameter access shafts proposed to extend to depths 
of approximately 90 feet. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (2011). 

Provided reconnaissance of engineering geology constraints for the Mountains Recreation & Conservation 
Authority (MRCA), involved in the development of facilities proposed at four coastal community parks in the 
geologically complex Malibu area of southern California (2006-2010). 

Provided geologic investigation and observation and mapping during grading to excavate cell expansions at the 
Calabasas and Sunshine Canyon Landfills. Investigations included detailed downhole logging of bucket-auger 
borings to depths of 80 feet. Identified critical geologic features in cell floors and in cut-slopes that extended to 
heights over 400 feet (2003-2007). 

• Project Geologist through Globus Engineering, Inc. for several projects completed at the Southern California 
Gas Company at the Aliso Canyon Facility at the north edge of the San Fernando Valley. Projects included 
aggressive gradin.g repair of access road failure that damaged and continued to threaten well-head facilities, and 
geologic/fault investigatlon ofa proposed pad for new compressor facilities (2005-2006). . 

On location for over four months east of Glamis, California to provide field assistance during groundwater 
characterization study in support of the proposed Los Angeles County Sanitation District's Mesquite Landfill. 
Completed detailed field mapping, well installation, and surface logging of nearly 4000 feet of rock core in 12 
exploratory holes/monitoring wells that extended to depths of over 500 feet in sedimentary and complexly 
deformed metamorphic terrain. Supervised construction of monitoring wells. Provided input during 
interpretation of geophysical logging and critical review of cross sections during the final stages of report 
preparation. The project was completed by GeoSyntec Consultants for the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District (2005). 
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Provided services to GeoSyntec Consultants to log and supervise installation of inclinometers to monitor 
potential movements in large landslides being undercut by grading for residential developments on property 
adjacent to an access road for La Pata landfill in San Juan Capistrano (2005). 

• Provided field assistance during investigation in support of an expansion to the Calabasas Landfill in 
Calabasas, California. Provided detailed field mapping, surface logging of coreholes that extended to depths up 
to about 300 feet, and downhole examination and logging of large diameter borings to depths of about 115 feet. 
Issues included groundwater levels and potential impacts of proposed grading on offsite landslides "that cover 

approximately ] 00 acres. Participated in downhole geophysics for 10 coreholes. Geophysics included Optical 
Televiewer, Fluid Temperature and conductivity logs, resistivity and gamma logs, caliper logs, and Acoustic 
Televiewer logs. Supervised construction of monitoring wells. Monitored water levels in all wells and 
maintained water level logs. Project was completed by GeoSyntec Consultants for the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District (2003). 

• 

Project Geologist responsible for the design, installation, monitoring and interpretation of dozens of slope 
inclinometer installations. 

Project Geologist responsible for investigation and construction monitoring of a large landslide repair 
completed in complex geologic terrain along Valdez Road in Calabasas, California. The landslide covered an 
area of about 2 acres and impacted three homes and a public road that provided access to 13 residential 
properties. Repair was completed under a grant from FEMA and included nearly complete removal and export 
of the landslide debris to install a shear key above the affected residences, installation of an extensive subdrain 
and new stormdrain system, and reconstruction of the public road (1993-1994). 

Project Geologist for detailed assessment of sea-cliff retreat beneath a proposed residential tract in Santa 
Barbara, California. Investigation included an extensive review of historic aerial photographs of the sea-cliff 
dating back to 1928, surface mapping of bedrock outcrops exposed in the face of the sea cliff, down-hole 
geologic logging of six exploratory bucket-auger borings, review of logs for 38 borings excavated previously 
on the property, coordination with local professional and academic geologists and detailed geologic analysis to 
estimate rates of sea cliff retreat and establish acceptable setback distances for the proposed development 
(1990). 

Staff and project level work for commercial, industrial and residential development in the Ventura and Soledad 
Basins between 1983 and 1990. Completed geologic investigations for over 50 land parcels ranging up to 700 
acres in size. Provided geologic observation" and mapping during design and grading for large projects 
involving millions of cubic yards of earthwork to construct residential and commercial building pads using high 
cut-slopes, fill slopes and retaining walls. Conducted fault-activity studies along the Holser, San Andreas and 
San Gabriel faults. Supervised geologic investigation for large commercial development focused around a 
proposed United States Postal Service Facility in Santa Clarita, California. Infrastructure for this development 
included roadways, a bridge, a flood control channel and several water tank sites (] 983 -1990). 

Publicatiolls 
Sexton, C. 1.; 1990; "An Overview of the Geology of the Soledad Basin, Northern Los "Angeles County, 
California"; in Buckley, C. L and Larson, R. A. ed. Geology and Engineering Geology of the Western Soledad 
Basin, Los Angeles County, California; AEG Field Trip Guidebook; November, 1990. 

Larson, R. A. and Sexton, C. J.; 1992; "Investigation of a Low-Angle, Dip-Component, Translational Landslide, 
Haskell Canyon, Los Angeles County, California"; Proceedings of the 35th Annual Meeting of the Association of 
Engineering Geologists, pre"sented Oct. 2-9, 1992. 

Sexton, C. J.; 1998; "A Perspective on Standard of Care"; AEG News; Volume 41, Number 2; Spring 1998. 

RL0036441 



EM36587 

Christopher J. Sexton PageS 

Sexton, C. J.; 1999; "Common Pitfalls in Reaching Geologic Conclusions for Small Residential Developments"; 
Program with Abstracts; 42nd Annual Meeting of the Association of Engineering Geologists; Presented September 
27, ]999. 

Sexton, C. J.; 2000; "Things Your Mother Never Told You: Post-Academic Skills and Knowledge Necessary to 
Survive as an Engineering Geologist"; Program with Abstracts; 43Td Annual Meeting of the Association of 
Engineering Geologists; Presented September 24, 2000. 

Sexton, C. J.; 2007; "The Califomia Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act - Challenges in Implementing 
State Policy at the Local Level"; Program with Abstracts; 50th Annual Meeting of the Association of Engineering 
Geologists; presented September 28,2007 

Sexton, C. J.; 2008; "Implementing the Califomia Earthquake Fault Zoning Act- A Proposal for Change"; 
Environmental and Engineering Geoscience; February, 2008; Vol. 14, No.1; pp. 43-51. 

Schell, B. A. and Sexton, C. J.; 2009; "Newly Discovered Faults Associated with Ground Cracks of the 1971 San 
. Fernando Earthquake"; Program with Abstracts, Seismological Society of America Annual Meeting, April 8-10, 

2009. 

Sexton, C. J. and Blake, T. F.; 2010; "Challenges in Peer Review of Fault Rupture Hazard Studies for Engineering 
Mitigation"; Environmental and Engineering Geoscience; February, 2010; Vol. 16, No.1; pp. 41-46. 

RL0036442 



EM36588 

JMBM Jeffer Mangels 
Butler & MitchellllP _________________ _ 

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct: (310) 201-3572 
Fax: (310) 712-8572 
bmr@jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbm.com 

July 23, 2013 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND E-MAIL 

The Honorable Herb Wesson Jr., President 
Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-AV-HD; CPC-2013-1 03-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Council File No. 13-0593-S 1 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 24,2013, Item No. 21 

Dear President Wesson and Members of the Los Angeles City Council: 

We represent HEIIGC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028, and we submit this letter on their behalf. We previously submitted 
public comment letters regarding the Draft EIR for the Hollywood Millennium Project (the 
"Project"), and letters to the City Planning Commission and the City Council Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee regarding the insufficiency of the environmental review for the 
Project 

In these letters we identified key issues in the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR for 
the Project and noted the inadequate response to these comments in the Final EIR. The Draft 
EIR fails to fully evaluate the traffic and parking impacts, because the Draft EIR makes certain 
assumptions due to a lack of finite Project Description. The Draft EIR uses modified trip 
generation rates for high-rise apartments, and calculates the required parking based on reductions 
for shared parking between retail, office and commercial uses. However, the Project does not 
provide a sufficient Project Description that would warrant an accurate calculation of the traffic 
impact or support reductions for any specific parking sharing. 

Attached is a copy of the letter from the California Department of Transportation 
("Caltrans") to Councilrnember Garcetti, dated May 7, 2013, that reiterates some of our concerns 
with the traffic analysis. The Caltrans letter notes that the Project will contribute significant 
impacts to the US-1 0 1 freeway on and off ramps, which are currently operating at Level of 

A Limited LiabHity Law Partnership Including Professional Corporations I Los Angeles· San Francisco· Orange County 
LA 9715742vl 
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Service F, and the Project's traffic study does not analyze or disclose these impacts. The 
Applicant has not submitted any additional information responding to Caltrans request that 
evaluates the impact to the State Highways System, and the neighbors that utilize it. Therefore, 
there is no substantial evidence in the record that would support approval of the Project based on 
the inaccurate traffic analysis. 

,B NJAMIN M. REZNIK of 
Je er Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

BMR:slb 
cc: Via E-mail: 

Mayor Eric Garcetti (mayor.garcetti@lacity.org) 
Marie Rumsey, CD 13 Planning Director (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 
Michael LoGrande, Planning Director (michael.10grande@lacity.org) 
Dan Scott, Principal Planner (dan.scott@lacity.org) 
Lucirialia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (luciralia,ibarra@lacity.org) 
Guadalupe Duran-Medina (guadalupe.duran.medina@lacity.org) 
Tanner Blackman (tanner.blackrnan@lacity.org) 

LA 9725742vl 
JMBM i Jeffer M""gels 

l Butler & Mltchell UP 
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SIATE OF CA},[FQRNlA--8!JSINFSS TRANSPORTATlON AND HOIlSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRlCF;QA BRANCH 
J 00 MAlNSTREET, MS # 16 
LOS ANGELES; CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (Z13)897-:9140 
FAX; (213) 897-1337 

May7,20B 

Coundlmember Eric Garcetti 
Council District 13 
City oiLos Atlgeles 
200 N '. Spring Stleet, . Room 475 
Los Angeles) CA 90012 

Dear Councihnember Gatcetti: 

RE: MiUennium.HoUywoodProject 
IGRfCEQA :No. 130204AL-FEIR 
Vicinity: LA-lOl,PM 7.37 
BCH #2011 041094 

Flex yourpower! 
Be energy effiCient! 

We are· writing this letter to reiterate CrutraIlS' concerns that the Environmental Impact Report 
{EIR).Final Envitonmental Impact Report (FEIR), and Traffic Study for this project did not 
fulfill the requirements of the CaliforniaEpvironmental Quality Act (CEQA); 

The MiUennium Hollywood Project is a regionaIlysignificantprojecttbatwiIl (:onstruct over 1 
million square feet of mixeci use development ~d is approximately one block from the .US-I 01 
freeway. With the existing condition of the freeway operating at Level of Service "F'\ this 
project will contributesigmficant trafficimpac~' to the US-lOI freew:ayand its on/off ramps, 
The traffic stUdy does not analyze nor does it disclose the traffic impacts that this project win 
contribute to the State Highway System; . 

After reviewmgthe Response to Comments from the City, Caltrans sent a letter,: dated February 
19,2013, cQmmenting on the FEIR (seea.ttachment 3). We have not recejv¢daresponse from 
the City regarding our comments. 

The Los Angeles Planning Commission approved the project on April 27, 2013. As a 
commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the City's attention that the project 
impacts will likely result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe 
queuing, and difficult maneuvering.. As mentioned in our previous letters, these concerns have 
not been adequately addressed in me BIR. 

In sum.m.aty; without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot agree that the FEIR 
substantively identifies and mitigates the Project's impacts to the State highway facilities as 
required under CEQA. 

.', " .~" "-. 
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Caltrans staff wiHcontinue to be available to work in partnership with tbe City to identify 
adequate mitigation as a.result of the traffic iInpacts from the Millennium Hollywood proposed 
project. If you have any questions,plea$e feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Alan Lin, 
the proJect coordinator) at(213) 897~8391,andplease refer toIORJCEQA No. 130204AL. 

Sincerely, 
) 

~~~ 
DIANNA WATSON 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
City Council Members •. City of Los Angeles 
Michael LoGrande, Director .City oiLes Angeles Planning Department 

Attachments (3) 

, . 

"Coltrans improves mobility across Cali/ornla " 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7; REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRlCEQABRANCH 
100 MAiN S'rREf:.T, MS It Ui 
I.OSANOELE$, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE:· (213) 897~9140 
FAX; (213) 891';1337 

May J8, 20ll 

Ms .. Srimai P. Hcwawitharana, 
City afLos AQgeles 
200 N. Spring Street. Room 1$0 
Los Angeles, CA90012 

Dear Ms. Hewwitha(ana~ 

EM36592 

IGRlCEQA No. UQ501AL-NOP 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic.LAM lOl,PM 1.37 
SCH #2011041094 

Flex youi FWfrf 
Jk energyeffi.~/f 

Thank you for inciudipg th(,! California Departm~t of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental revieWproee8s fotthe above refenmced project Thepropo~ . project would 
include the ·construction ofapproxhnatcly i~052,667square feet Qf.new developed floor area. 
The projectwQtdu develop a mix. of land ·u~ in¢hIding resld~mial dwenmg·wUts~ luxury· hotel 
rooms, office· and· associated uses. restaurant space~ ·health and fitness ··oluo uses~ and retail 
establishments. . 

Because of thesizeaild land uses of the· project. tbisprojoot may have. a~gionalttaffic impaCt 
on the State facilities~ To assist in otlf efforts to evaluate the impa,cts of this project on $tate 
transportation faCilities, it traffic study should be-prepared prior to preparihgtheDraft 
Environmental Impact . Report (DltIR). Pteasetefer the project's traffic consUltant to the 
Department's traftlC$t\ldy :guide Wehsite: 

Listed below are.smnee1em.entsofwhatis gmlm:a!ly expected in the trnfficstudy: 

1. Presentations of1lSsumptions and methods used to develop trip generationj trip distribution, 
choice of travel xn.o4c. and assignments of trips ·to 1-11 O~ and all onIoff ramps Within 5 miles 
radius of the project site. The Department hasooncerns about queuing of vehicles using off
ramps that will back into the mainline throughbmes. It is recommended that the City 
determine wb.ether project .. related plus cumulative traffic is ex~edto.C8USe long queues on 
the 00 and off':ramps. We would like to meet with the traffic consultant to identify study 
1ocationson the State facilities beforepreparingtbe Environmental Impact RepQrt (EIR). 

2. Consistency ofpioject travel modeling with other regional and loCal modelirt~ forecasts and 
with travel data. The Department may use indices to verify the results and any differences or 
inconsisUmf;:ies must be thoroughly explainoo. 

RL0036447 



EM36593 

Ms. Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
May 18,2011 
Page2of3 

3. Analysis of ADT, AM and PM peak-hOUr volumes for both the existing and future conditions 
in the affected area. Utilization of transit Hnes and vehicles, and of all facilities, should be 
realistically estimated. Future conditions snouldinciudebuild-out of aU projectS and any 
plan-horizon years .. (see next item) 

4. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Amilysis should include· existing traffic, traffic 
g<lnQratoo by the projeQt; cumulative traffic generated from aU specific approved 
developments in the area, and traffic growth other than fi'Qrn ~heproject and developments. 

5. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate aJitiCipated traffic impacts. These 
mitigaU.ondiscussions should include, butnot be limited to; the following: 

~ Description of Transportation Infrastructure Improvements 
• FhlaJ1cialCosts, Fundmg S01lfCCS and Fitwlcing. 
,. Sequence and Se,heduling Considerations 
• hnplementationResponsibHities, Controlst and Monitoring 

Any mitigation involving u&lmt 91" Transportation Demand ManagemeJlt (TOM) should be 
justified and the results oonseryativciyestimate<i. improvements mvolving dedicatio!lof 
latid or Pllysical CQQstru(#iQ11. may be favorably considered . 

. 6. The Dq>arlmCilt may accept fail' share contributions towartt pt~stabHshed or future 
improVefi1ents on the State Highway Syst~. Please usellie to1l0wingtatio when esllinadng' . 
project equitab1eshare responsibmty: additional· traffic volume due toprojed implementation 
is divide4,by the total increase in th,etraffic volume (see Appendix "B" ofilieGuide). . ." '.. '. . . . . :.' . ~.". " - -; . -'. " . . 

Pl~enot~that for purposesofdct¢rminingproject share ofoosts, the number of trips from 
nwproject on each travelmgsegtrtent. or '~Jement is estimateil in the·cont~tof forecaSted • 
traffic volumes, which inchlde bUild-out mali approved and not yet approved projects and 
otbf;}r sources of growth. Analyticalmcth'Ods such as select-zone tt:ave1fu~ast modeling 
might be usoo. 

fl~ be reminded that as the tespon~hlc agt,fficy underCEQA,the Department· has 
authority to detenninethe reqwred fu:ewayanalysis for this proj~t·;wi is responsible fur 
obtaining measures that will off':sct project vehlcletripgeneratiotlthat worsens State 
Highway facilities. CEQA a11Q~ the Department to develop· cpteria for evaluating impucts 
on the facilities that it manages. In addition; the County eMf'· standards states that the 
Department should be consulted fQttneana.lysis of State facilitieS. State Routes mentioned 
inilem #1 should be analyzed, preferably using methods suggested in the Dcpartmcnt's 
Traffic Impact Study Guide. To help determine the appropriate scope, we request that a 
select zone modd run is performed. We welcome the opportunity to provide consultation 
regarding the Department's preferred scope andmethods06malysis. 

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study and expect to receive aoopy from the State 
Clearinghouse when the DEIR is completed. .Should you wish to expcditefue review process or 
receive cady fecdbackfWm the Dep$1mcnt please feel free to send a OOPY of the OEIR directly 
to oUfoffice. 
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As discussed in your telephone conversation on May 17, 2011 with Mr; Alan Lin, Project 
Coordinator~. we would like to extend an invitation to meet with the City, developer,· and the 
traffic consultant early intbe proccssto di.scussJX)tentiai traffic impacts to the State facilities and 
possible mitigation measures prior to the preparation of the EIR. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 891~9140 or Ahm Un the 
project coordinator at(2!3) 897-8391 and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 1l0501AL. 

~~v~-t~:A WATSON .. 

IGRlCEQABmnchQUef 

cc: . SC9tt Mor~; State deannghousc 
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DlSTRlct7,REGIONAL PLANNING 
rGRiCEQABRANCH 
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i.oS ANOEU::S, CA 90012<,606 H~x ydhrp(l)W! 
PHQN~: (213) 891-9140 Heel'¢wr:JJicielfll 

fAX: (2l:i) 891-1337 

December 10,2012 

Ms. Srimalilewawi tharana 
Department,()fCity Planning 
City ofLo$ Angeles 
200 N. springSttect; Room 750 
LosAngeles~ CA90012 

Deal' Ms, llewawitharana; 

IORlCEQANo. 121Oj6AL~DEIR 
Refetencedto IGRlCEQA No. Il 0501 AL-NOP 
Millennium H()UywOQdProj~ct 
Vic. LA-WI; PM 7.37 
SCH#: 2011041094 

thank you fofincluding the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
erlVir()~ntaltevi~. process, for tile abpve referenced project. The proposed project would 
include the construction of approximately 1 miUitmsquare feet .of developed floor area. The 
histQtit Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building would remmnWithihthe project si~e. 
The Project would demolish and/orrerrroYe the existing rental car faci1i.ty. The project would 
develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential dwelling units~ 254 luxury hotel rooms, 
264,303 square feet of office space, 2S;OOO square feet of restaurant space, 80,000 square fector 
health and fiblessclub space, and lOO~OOOsquare feet of retail space. 

BelowareCaltrans; major concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact' RepQrt (DEJR) for tbe 
MiUermiumHollywood Project~-

t,. Caltrans submitted a comment letterrlated May 18, 2011 y on the' Notice. of Preparation 
(NOP) and met with the developer's consultant on September 15., 2011. to discuss 
Calmms' concerns about the project's impact on the uS-loi freeway and on/off ramps 
within the Smiles radius of the project site. The traffic consultant ackriowledged 
Crutran$~ concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic procedures for 
analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow standard statewide 
procedures outlined in Caitrans Traffic Study Guide. However? the June 2012 Traffic 
Impact Study (TIS), which is the basis for the traffic impact discussion in ilie DEIR, did 
not follow those procedures and docs not analyze the impaCts to the state highway 
syst~m. 

"CaftTam improves mobf/tf)' aCToss('a!(fcmt/(I '. 
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2. There was no analysis perfoimed for any ofthe freewUY elements. The TIS only used the 
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) criteria. Howcver~the 
eMF fails to provide adequate infonnation as to direct and cumulative impacts to the 
freeway mainline .and ramps. per CEQA. 

3. Currently,the Level of Service (LOS) for US~lOl is operating at LQS F. Any additional 
trips wiU worsen the existing freeway condition. The TIS did· not include a cumuh~tive 
traffic analysis for US,.lOI. which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related 
projects thatarerefen:ed to in the DElR.the PtoPQsed NBC Universal Project. and 
growth from the HoUywoodCommunity Plan (Plan) •.. Because the TlSpreparetl· for the 
Plan in 20Q5 determined that build-out of the PIMwou)dresult in significant 
transportation impacts to theUS-lOt. the Plan created a Tmnsportation Improveme1,lt an(l 
Mitigation Plan (T[M~) Ip identifY future improvements to the US-W I. Since the 
proposed project site is to~ated within the Plan @feil,ihe jdentifledimprovements sh()1.dd 
have been taken into consideration. as weU as improvements listed in. Metro's long 
R~ge Transport~tion flaIl .. 

4. Page IV~K.1-60oftheDEIRstates: "The Project would resuJUn a less thansignificMt 
impaclwith respect to trip generation upon CMPlo~atjons $d OJ} freeway segments. N (l 

mitigation is required:' This conclusion· is not based an any credible . analysis that could 
be found anywhere in the DBIR. It is Caitrans'opiniol1, bas¢d on.the work that we have 
done in tnisarea,. that tnisproject· will result in significant impacts to the state highway 
system. 

5. Thesuhmilted traf'ficanalysis did not include· the following ramp intersections that ate 
closest tQ the project~te~ wbichmay be significantly impacted bylhis development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 
,. SB Route 101 off .. :ramp to Gower Avcnue 
• NB Route 101. off-m;rnp to Gower Avenue 
• Sa: Route WI off .. r~mp toCahuengaBlvd. 
• SB Route to lon-ramp from. Cahuenga Blvd. 
.SB Route· 10 1 off-mmpw Vine street 

The traffic analysis at these off..:ramps needs to show project~d queue build-up. upstream 
of the off-ramp. Although most of the on~ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs 
to show how the addedlover .... flow volume lothe on-ramp may affect other nearby 
intersections, including off-mmps~ Caltrans is concerned that the freeway ramps will 
back. Up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do not back up~ the 
intersections ad.jacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the otT~ramp volumes at the 
same time as they serve local circulation and land uses. 

6. As shown in the DEIR. Table 5 Project Trip Generation, the project win generate a 
19.486 average daily vehicle trips with 1,064/1,888 vehic1etrips during the AMIPM peak 
hours. These volumes appear to be low and CaUran~ requests that the lead agency verity 
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them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are not· in compliance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation should be propedy justified . and 
substantiated; For example, the· 30% reduction of the :retail pass-by trips is significantly 
high without justification. Utilizing sllch high reduction rates will result in in~dequate 
identification of traffic impacts and mitigatioI4 thus violating CEQA. 

T() address these concerns, an analysis for the project's. impacts to th¢ freeway syst~m shollld be 
petfonned based on the proposed scope of the project· as ·~scrlbed in the· DEiR and would need 
tOlncludeaU of the following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facUities 
~nthe project vicinity: 

a. If the project wHtbe developed in phases,the project added demand and trip 
assignment to. US-IOlshotild be based em cachpbas¢ of the project, otherwise 
it should be based em lOOOAloccupancy. 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution. need to be forecasted based on 
. a Select Zone Analysis. BaSed on the magnitude (lithe project and its close 
proximity to US~Hn. lhe trip assignmertlappears. tobeu~onably low. 
Please elaborate onthe:-tripassignment methodologyutili~. 

c. trip Generation fig~sfromother sources should. be cross-:-r~fe:renced by the 
Sl)urce;,page nurnber~ year~ and· table numbers. 

d. theoUramps onNBand SB US"IOl, between Vermont Avenue and Highland 
Avenue. which woijld represent the most impacted area. by the proposed 
Development, should be analyzed utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM)8SUi PerCentile QUeuing Analysisrnethodology with the actual signal 
timings. at theramps~ termini. 

e~ Similarly, the on ramps on NB and sa us-mt~ within the $arile area, should 
be analyzed utilizing the. $am~ methodology and with the actual metering rates. 
These rates can be obtained by contacting Ms. Afsaileh Razavi, Senior 
Transportation EngineC!f.Caitrans Ramp Metering ~r1mertt at (323) 259-
1841. . 

t: An HeM weaving analysts needs to be pertonned for both theNB and the SB 
mainline segments, between the on and off ramps within the same area, 
utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and exiting the weaving segments. 

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, mid difficult maneuvering. These ooncems need to. be 
adequately addressed in the ElR.·In surrmlary, without the necessary·trafilc analysis, Cal trans 
cannot recognize the TIS and DEiR as adequately identifying and mitigating the project's 
impacts to the State highway facilities. 
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If you have any questions~ piease feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 
897.;8391 and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 121036AL. 

~7~'~~2<-. 
OIANNAWATSON 
IORlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc; Scott Morgan. SmteClearinghouse 

"Co/lrgns improves mobility ucrrus California" 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 1. REGIONAL PLANNING 
mrucEQA BRANCH 
100 MAIN STRfillT, MSt,/ 16 
tOs ANGf.LI-I.s, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (213) 897-9140 
FAX: (213)897-1337 

February 19,2013 

Ms. Srimal Hcwo,witharana 
Department ·of City Planning 
City ofl.os Angeles 
200 N. spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

Dear'Ms~ I:{ewawitharana: 

EM36599 

lGRlCEQANo. 130204AL-FEIR 
Refet¢nccd t(j 
IGlVCEQA No.lt 0501AL-NOP 
IGRJCEQA No. 121036AL-DEIR 
MiU~um HollywQOd Project 
Vic .. LAdQl. P~ 7.37 
SCM #::Wi 1041094 

FkJ!ynur PQll"4!r' 
lk el!flYgy :f!1JJClent! 

Tbank you for the oppo~unitY tgreview theFimU Environmental Impact Report (FElR). tetthe 
Millennium HoUywoooProject (Project). . This, l~tter S(}1'Vcsto reiterate our concerns that the 
FEIR does not fulfill the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

We have the folloWing commerttsafter reviewing thef'EIR: 

1. CRQA requires the Pf¢parationof an EIR to identilY,aproJect's significant effects oll·tne 
environment, identifY alternatives to the project, and. devise measures to mitigate or avoid 
those ¢ffects. (Puh.RcsoUrccsCQde §§ 21O()2.1~subd.{a) &2t061.) This Project is sproject 
of statewide. regional. orateawide significance. (CEQA . Guidelines § 15206. subd. (b}.) 
When a project is ofstateWid¢, regional, or areawide significance, CEQA requires that·the 
lcoo agency conSWt withrcsponsible. agencie$, stateag*ic!; witbjurisdiction over teSQurce:$ 
affected by thepr~ject, and . public agencieswifh Jurisdicuonover a transportation. (acilie:y. 
(Pub~ Resources·Cooe §2109~A:.c § 21153; CEQA GUidelines § 15086.) Caltrans notified the 
City of Los Angetes(City) that to properly assess the potential impacts to the St.ate H~ghway 
System (8H3) from theProje<;t.a proper traffic impact study enS} must be completed. 

2. A valid TIS represents the linchpin in Caltrarts' efforts to assess a projecfs potential impacts 
to the State transportation infi:astrtwtute. To (1SSist the City in its preparation of a valid TIS, 
Calmms iuformed the City that. the TIS needs to comply· with the "Ca/trans Guide for the 
Pre/Xli'ation of the Traffic Impact Studie.i')~ UnfortUnately., the City did not work. with 
Caltrans and instead. relied on its own Congestion Managemtnt Program (CMP). which 
DOES NOT adequately study the impacts to the SHS. Beqause the TIS did not adequately 
analyze the traffic impacts, the City therefore did not identify adequate mitigation. Caltmns is 
concerned that the Project impacts may result· in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 
congestio!l~ unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. The City'samdysis incorrectly 
focuses its attcntion on .impacts to Ihe CMP/rom ·the project. CEQA does not call for an 
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evaluation. of the impacts of a proposed project on an existing ·plan; it is :concerned with the 
impacts from the project upon the environment. which is defined as the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area. The City did not study impacts to or identify adequate 
mitigation for the SIIS. 

3. Caltrans operates amWti-m()dal transportation system across the State, and is responsible for 
the planning, building and mainten~e of that system. (Sts. & Hwy. Code §90 et seq.) 
While the lead agency for a project has the ilcuthority to detem:1ine the initial· signifh::ance of 
the Pf.pject'S impacts underCEQA, Caltranshas the ultimate authority undertheStreets and 
Highways· Code, as the owner and operator of the facilities, to maketbat determination on the 
SHS. 

4. The intent of the CMP is to assist fedetld, state . and local agencies .in developing and 
implementing comprehensive planning stra:~gies to. handle traffic congesdon. (Gov. Code'. § 
60588) Unfortunately. the eMF process doesn~tadequately evaluate the im1'8c~s to the SHS, 
nor does it make the City the finalautbority;over highway safety issues. r\sthe owncr and 
operator of the SHS facHities, Caltrans provides c9mmenlS on enviromnentaldcx.1inlents and 
the attalysisoHmpacts. to theSns. 

5. The purpose ofaHowing the pUl)Jic and other gov~ntalagenciestbeopportunityto revicw 
EIRsincludes; Sharing expertise. disclosingagencyanaly$Cs~ checking for a~c~y. det~iM 
omissions.discoveIing public concerns, an4 soliciting counter proposais. (CEQAGuidclines. 
Section 152()(1) The TIS did not provide Chltimls,or any other reader, withsuffici¢nttraffic 
analysis to properly r~view and asseSs tnetmffic assumptions, lead .agencyanalysis~and 
conclusions regardingtne ProjeCt and its i~cts, 

6. The eMP does not capture the same data fur analysis that the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HeM) uses. For example, the CMF (l)@ils···tQatialyZc off-ramps. (2) fails to analyze 
freeway impacts. including where existing LOS isF, if the Project trip assignments is less 
than 150 cars, (3) uses a flawed percentage ratio to determine the significanceofimpacts,and 
(4) incorrectly anaiy?,.es cumulativetmffi.c impacts. 

1. The CMP~ Sectit)n D4 Study Area, indicat~sth~t "The geographic area examined in the ~nA 
must include thefo110wing;ata minimum1-l and.·~Caltrans must also he eonsuiti:dthroughthe 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) proCess to identlfy IJlkerspeclOc lticmwns to be analyzed on the 
state· highway system." Caltrans identified potential study Ideations for the Pmject~ but the 
City does Ilotinch!dean analysis of these locations intheFEIR. 

8. CEQA requites mitigation for site-specific issues. However. the CMP does not include site-
specific safety considerations. nor is it based on an appropriate measure of effectiveness for 
site-specific considerations. Therefore, analysis under the CMP alone does not comply with 
CEQA. 

9. The FEIR faUs to provide queuing analysis on the off-ramp where the freeway ramps win 
back up, creating a potential unsafe condition; As·Caltrans bas already infonned the City. the 
off-ramps which would represent the most impacted afeaftom the Project should be analyzed 
utilizing the HeM 85th percentile queuing an~ysis methodology with the actual signal timings 
at the ramps termini. The City did not do this analysis in the FEIR. nor does the CMP addross 
this issuc. 
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10. The eMP improperJy uses a percentage criterion for determining the significancc·of traffic 
impacts. The use of a "ratio theory" or "cpmparative approach," suCh as the CMP's ~'2% 
increase inmps" criterion. improperly measures a proposed project's incremental impact 
relative to the existing cumulative effect rather than measuring the wmbined effects of both 
the project and other relevant past, present. and future projects. 

11. A lead agency that intends to approve developments wiiliunmitigatedsignifi<:atlt traffic 
impacts must make Findings that· no meru)ureS .~ .. feasible to mitigate those impacts, and must 
issue a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which indicates that allowing this project to 
proceed wowd be in thebestinrerest of the general pUblic. 

12. Caltmns; Concerns with the CitytsRespoll$CtoComments in theFEIR: 

a) Cottcems regarding Respoue to Comment Nos. 8]"2ud t)3;.S 
The Traffic;Impac~StudyOuide (TISG) states that "CalttMS endeavQrsto mamtain a 
target LOS at the transition between LOS C and. LOS D on the Stare· highway faciiities . 

. However, Caltmns acknowledges that this may not always be feasible andrct~mmends 
that the lead agency conSult WithCaltransto determine the appropriate target LOS," The 
City failed to constdt with Caltmnsto determine the appropriate target· I~OS for this 
project 

What's m~, the· State Highway facility can ab$Otb additiopai miffic wilhout 
dcgradatio~ if it is opetatmgat a· higher leVel of senii~e where there m-e. uncongestcd 
operations. higher travel speeds and ~m of movement. However, ilie greatet the 
congestio~. the lower the threshold ofb'afficneetied to create .~ i1np~t. The rIsa 
describes the trip generation changes that would. trigger the need to consu1twi~hCalmms 
or that are likely to indicate apr()bable~tgtiificant effect. At certain locations, evcJllcss 
than 50 peak hour trips may have asigniftcant impact on opemtionsand the LOS. 
impacts ·arcmQst often considered signincantbyCaltrans if th¢y migbt create anoosafe 
condition by increasing or relQCatingtraffic demand. thereby increasing the ri'sk of t~ 
movement conflicts ott the· SHS. The·. otner· majocconccm is when dieintegpty.of the. 
SHS woUld bea~risk from physicailytUi(iermining or destroying thestrucrures;' Traffic 
that exceeds an operational or capacity tbre$old win bave a different . level of 
significance depending on whether tbeanalysis looks at mainline or access ·IQCations. 

b) Concerns regarding Response to Com.en! Nos. 03-3, 034 and O~S 
The Transportation Modeling Pr~edures and Results (Appendix S ofFEIR) 
demonstraresthat the Project adds traffic to the freeway. Cumulatively, the 58 related 
projects that are refetred to in the DEIR, the propo~ NBC UniverSal Project and the 
Hollywood . Community Plan; also add tmfficto the fr"way and Should have been 
included in the model. Route] 01 already operates alLOS F in the vicinity of the Project. 
Regardte~ of progmmsthat include upgrades to the transit system or TOM to improve 
traffic ronditionS t the net effect of any additional trips likely will worsen the existing 
freeway. condition. Adopting an aroitmIT valUe of 150 or more trips to constitute a 
significant impact is not a realistic approach and docs not capture the impacts to the SHS. 
Any additional traffic to the mainline. ~ularly where the LOS is operating at '''F'' or 
worst. needs to be mitigated in compliance with·CEQA. 
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Page 1 of the l'ransportation ModeHngProcedures and Resultsstate.s, "the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update was also determined not to have a significant impact on the 
freeway sy~iem." This statement is false; according to the DEIR (SCM No. 
2002(410009) for the Hollywood Community Plan Update (page 4.5-30), the proposed 
plan compared to the 2005 conditions would. result in an unavoidable significant adverse 
transportation impact and the Plan offers transportation improvcment$ to mitigate the 
traffic impactS. The HoUywoOd Community Plan TIMP includes LRTP 
HignwaylFreeway Improvements (page 48), LRTP Arterial Street Improvements (page 
49), and Capital Improvements (page 66). All of those improvements include freeway 
mainline and onlofframp improvements tn the project vicinity. 

Caltrans·willconsider any and all improvements that would benefit the SUS. including 
the ATSACI Adaptive Traffic Control . System Highway and Street Traffic Signal 
Management System. Instead, Caltr~was and still is unabl~tQ assess the benefits of 
such aprogmm because there is notratncstudy in the EIR that includes tbe necesSary 
analysis. . 

c) (Jodc!i:i1isreg.r(iing Rf!spObSe to €ommeall No,. 03-6. O~l1taDd 03-14 
T~e Hstedtarnp intersections are "those at which the Project traffic impacts· have the 
poteJJ,tial to be significant and substantial:' The ~tudy locations should intlude aU 
freeway dcments~ including freeway mainline,weaving sections,metets,mmps. and 
ramp j\lIlCtious •. in the study area. The trilffii: impact analysis methodolQgi~sar¢·sp¢Ued 
outiil the Caltnms guidelincsat1d are .. uged throUghout the State when Staieaighway 
facilities are involved. For off-ramps and. ramp junctions, CaltmnS uses ·the HeM for 
analySi~. The FEIR is flawed beearisethe City relies upon the Critical Ma:vement 
Analysis (CMA)~ which does not addre$$ off-ramp queuing that can lead to operational 
and'safety issues. 

Without a.queuing analysis at the inter$ecuons of us .. ! 01 off .. ramp {see Caltrans letter 
dated December 10, 2012~ Item #5 and il6d)~neitherCaltrans nor the City·can (i¢t¢rmine 
whcthertne ~c. from the off .. rampswiU.back up tc) the mainline, thus creating an 
unsatecondition to the pUblic. Thetef{,re. the FElit fails to provide andatmly:t.e the 
impacts upon the· SHS from queuing. Aga:tn,pl~ase provide the traffic analysis illiPe 
specified locati~ns. per our Comment~s. 03..:6 and 03-11 , as there may be significant 
impacts from the Project. 

d)Coll~ems regarding Response to Comment No. 03 .. 1 
Caltransconcurs with Comment No. 59~27 (Jordon. David). The internal capture fates in 
Table IV.K,14 hick support. LAOOT relies onITEstudies from Florida from the early 
1990s and these studiesareou~te4.rnst~ the Texas A &, M Univers,ity, Texas 
Transportation Institute for the Federalllighway Administration collected updated data at 
Legacy Town Center in February 2010. Please submit this data and the corresponding 
analY$is for this Project to Caltrans for oUrwiiew. 

e) Coneems regarding Response to Com.ent No.O] .. ' 
Limitations exist regardless of the type of analysis qsed,. but Caltrans prefeISthe Select 
Zone Analysis. If the City instead utiliZes a manual approach, the analysis shQuld include 
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an appropriate study area that addresses impacts to State Highway facilities. Consultation 
with Calttans is· a critical step in the seaping process and all stakeholders should be 
included i~ the environmental review; Unilateral review and approval by LAnOI is not 
sufficient 

The traffic model analysis (FRIR Appendix 8) providesaltemative v!dues.for thetnlffic 
on US'-l Q 1 which select locations that are too dosed to the project resulting. in an 
incomplete model analysis for the proje¢t trips distribution on theUS-WI where only 
smaU am()Untof trip is assigned to US-H'H . 

f) Con«ms regarding RespoDse t() Com.~QtNo.03-13 
The City must conduct an HeM weaving analysis for both the northboUnd . and 
southb9UJld mainline segments}betweeniheon,- and off-ramps within the prpj~tvicini~y 
utiliZing balanced traffic demands entering and exiting the weavingsegments~ This 
wouldsbow whether the traffic flow wiUi'Operate safely. 

As stated aoove, CaltmnS is concerned that the project impactS may· result in unsafeoonditions 
due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe .queqln&~d diffic~ltmaneuvering. Thesc,.concel'ns 
need to be, and have not been .. adequately addressed in the ElR. lnsummary.witnout the 
necessary· traffic analy:;is~CaImms cannotagr¢e thatthefElR substantively identifies and 
mitigates the Project's hnpacts to the State highway facititiesas req~ired under CEQA. 

We have been and will continue to:OO availa~le, toW()rk in ~erShip with the City to idep:tify 
adequate mitigation as a result of the traffic. impacts from the Mm~ium HoilYW09d proposed 
project. If you have any questicins. please feelftee to contattme at (213) 897..:9t40 or Alan Un, 
the project coordinatpr~ at(2i3) 897-8391. and please refer to IORiCEQANo. I30204AL. 

Sincerely, 

DIANNA WATSON 
[GRlCEQA Branch·Chief 

ce: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
Jon Foreman, City of Los Angeles 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
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Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 2:03 PM 
Diana Kitching 
Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project - Addendum 

Attachments: Millennium Addendum.pdf; Addendum_Cover.doc; I. Introduction.doc; II. Project 
Description.doc; III. Rationale for Addendum.doc; IV. Env Impact Analysis.doc; V. 
Preparers.doc 

afraijo@sheppardmullin.com, marie.rumsey@lacity.org 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Wed, Jull7, 2013 at 11:52 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project - Addendum 
To: "sergio.ibarra@lacity.org" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: "luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Please see attached. The attached Addendum is revised per your input 
and provided for your consideration. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring S1. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLe. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared and circulated for the Millennium Hollyw-ood Project (Project) in October of 2012. 

This aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft ErR. Later in 2013, a Final ErR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011(41094). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that could be 

associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q conditions (the Revised Project) 

as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) as entitlement mechanisms associated with the 

Project. The infonnation contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications to the Draft EIR and the Final EIR. No new significant information has been added to the 

Draft EIR or Final EIR. Accordingly, recirculation ofthe EIR is not required. 

Together, tlle Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transfonn a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated with proposed 

modifications of the Project as discussed in this Addendum. The modifications are focused in two areas. 

First, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement the Project as 

described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, the Applicant 

withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change has been 

considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Second, as a related matter, the development conditions and mechanisms originally embodied in the 

Development Agreement are now being carried forward as Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

1. Introduction 
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The City has elected to prepare this Addendum before the full City Council takes a final action to certify 

the Final EIR or approve the Project. Use of the Addendum in this manner presents the most conservative 

CEQA disclosure approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications 

listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, variations of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has detennined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes related to removal of the Development Agreement and use of Q 

conditions as one mechanism to control aspects of development. A complete discussion of the rationale 

used to detennine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be found in Section III, 

Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

1. Introduction: This section provides introductory infonnation such as the project title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analysis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

v. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list oflead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.81 acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-de co building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest comer of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KF\VB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northwest comer of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

C. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft EIR from October 25, 2012 to December 10, 

2012, for the statutorily required 45-day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final EIR. The Final EIR \vas 

subsequently published m February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 

• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to penn it Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Pennit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Pennit for a hotel w-ithin 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 
ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parking/reduced on-site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation pennits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 
Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the construction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of ne\v developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. 

Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would 

include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6: 1 Floor Area 

Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing 

approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including a combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As originally conceived, these project 

components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested through a Development Agreement 

between the City and the Applicant. In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the 

Development Agreement. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: 

Guidelines and Standards (the Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project 

development and have been identified as Project Design Features (PDFs). A more detailed project 

description can be referenced in Exhibit A of this Addendum. 

D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the minor changes to the Final ErR. As stated earlier, the 

infonnation presented below presents only minor modifications to the Project, helps clarify, or makes 

insignificant minor technical modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the 

minor changes are not considered "significant" new infonnation pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of 

A1illennium Hollywood Project 
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the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). Aside from the proposed modifications 

and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and associated mitigation measures proposed 

within the Final EIR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Proj ect and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon leaming of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Planning Commission, the City Attomey advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Govemment Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remam as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 

for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not 

significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR 

and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With tllese controls in place, and the other 

entitlements considered in the EIR the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum impacts 

identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. However, this does not foreclose use or approval of a 

Development Agreement in the future. 

Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations associated with the Project and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set of Q 
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conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as pennitted by the LAMe. The Draft EIR or 

Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of the 

LAMe. Thus, this Addendum clarifies use of the Q conditions in relation to the Project. In short, the Q 
classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQA Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review-. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent EIRs, 

Supplemental EIRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

Even though the Final EIR has not been certified, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by 

preparing it before final certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to 

the Proj ect as modified. This approach is consistent with Section ] 5 ] 60, which permits the use of 

variations in CEQA mechanisms. Therefore, the City is using this Addendum to implement the technical 

modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR is not yet certified by a 

final action of the City. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 

EIR ~f some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent E1R have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated/or public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final EIR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The deCiSion-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 
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As summarized in Section II, Project Description, and further analyzed in Section IV, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, the modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new 

significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Revised Project is 

consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 

examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Revised 

Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed 

for the Project (see Table IV-l below). 

Specifically, the Final EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and w-astewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Proj ect, none of the environmental issue areas previously detennined in the Initial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated with the Revised Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in 

this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously 

addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. [n addition, there is no significant new 

infonnation associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

detennination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final EIR as the appropriate fonn of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines whether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed w-ould develop a mix of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit A to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement between the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Project contained a detailed set 

of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 

Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Program. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has two categories of change. One, the Development Agreement was withdrawn by 

the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. Two, the City has elected to use Q conditions to 

implement zoning limitations associated with the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use 

Equivalency Program. The City has assessed whether these minor modifications result in a material 

change to the scope of analysis or impact conclusions presented in the Draft and Fi nal ElR. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal a/the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement \vas only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, how-ever, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Proj ect have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. Thus, the 
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development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for the life 

of the Project. With these controls in place, the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final E1R. Therefore, withdrawal of the 

Development Agreement does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final E1R does not 

have the potential to increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not result in 

significant new information. 

Now, the vehicle to carry forward the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program is 

the Q conditions pennitted by the LAMe. The analysis below demonstrates that using Q conditions 

(instead of the Development Agreement) as a mechanism to integrate the Development Regulations and 

Land Use Equivalency Program cannot result in physical changes to the environment. Nonetheless, the 

City assessed whether there was any possibility the change in mechanisms could affect the physical 

environment. Table IV -I below summarizes the results of that analysis and concluded that there are no 

physical environmental changes associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as implementation mechanisms. The discussion below also demonstrates how the change of 

implementing mechanisms does not alter the Project's compatibility with applicable land use programs or 

policies. 

Integration o/the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified Classification as follows: 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in hannony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility w-ith surrounding properties, consistency w-ith the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final ErR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible w-ith surrounding properties for the following reasons. 

The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 

development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 
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surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not fundamentally 

alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 

provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 

compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 

improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 

development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project (similar to the Project) intensifies use of the Project Site, 

which is currently underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs

housing balance objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers 

the development of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and 

entertainment. It also promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and 

distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture 

and density of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 

structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent 

with the goals and objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Regulations and Land 

Use Equivalency Program does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not introduce significant new information. 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 

Construction SU 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TSlMitigation 

Surface Water L TSlMitigation 

Land U selPlanning 

Land Use Consistency LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LTS 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU 

Operation Noise L TSlMitigation 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS 

Employment LTS 

Public Services 

Fire L TSlMitigation 

Police L TSlMitigation 

Schools L TSlMitigation 

Parks L TSlMitigation 

Libraries L TSlMitigation 

Transportation/Circulation 
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L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

LTS No Change 

LTS No change 

SU No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

LTS No change 

LTS No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

I Environmental Issue I Project I Revised Project I Conclusion I 
Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 

Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison o/the characteristics o/Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

In conclusion, neither the removal of the Development Agreement or use of the Q conditions to 

implement the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program have the potential to trigger 

new, or more severe, environmental impacts on the physical environment. 
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The Project Applicant is proposing to develop a mixed-use development w-hich spans the north half of 

two blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) on either side of Vine Street between Hollywood Boulevard 

and Yucca Street. The Project Site is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface 

parking lots including the Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the Capital Records 

Complex). The Capitol Records Complex on the East Side will be preserved and maintained and the 

rental car facility on the West Site will be demolished. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including some combination of residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness center uses, and retail establishments. 

The Project would implement a Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the City that 

would vest the Project's entitlements, establish detailed and flexible development parameters for the 

Project Site and ensure that the Project is completed consistent with the development parameters set forth 

in the agreement. Implementation of a proposed Development Agreement also would grant flexibility 

regarding the final arrangement and density of specific land uses, siting, and massing characteristics 

subject to detailed development controls. As a condition of approval for the Development Agreement, the 

City has guaranteed a range of community and economic benefits that the Project Applicant would not 

otherwise be obligated to provide through the standard permitting process. The Development Agreement 

will secure for the City the delivery of these public and economic benefits while protecting the Project 

Applicant's right to build the Project over the term of the agreement. 

Development Regulations, which will be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Development 

Agreement betw-een the Project Applicant and the City, will establish the requirements for development 

on the Project Site. Wherever the Development Regulations contain provisions which establish 

requirements that are different from, or more or less restrictive than, the zoning or land use regulations in 

the LAMC the Development Regulations shall prevail. Where the Development Regulations are silent, 

the LAMC and governing land use policies of the General Plan shall prevail. 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards (the Concept Plan). Thus, the Concept Plan presented in this Draft ErR represents one scenario 

that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement. The Concept Plan includes 

approximately 492 residential dwelling units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential floor area), 

up to 200 luxury hotel rooms (approximately 167,870 square feet of floor area), approximately 215,000 

square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, 

approximately 34,000 square feet of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,100 square feet of 

fitness center/sports club use, and approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use.! The Concept Plan 

Note: All square footage numbers for the Project represent net square footage. The term "net square feet" is 

defined in LAAIC Section 14.5.3. Floor area is defined as the area in square feet confined within the exterior 

walls of a building, but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 
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would result in a total developed floor area of approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor 

area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. 

Equivalency Program 

The proposed Equivalency Program is a planning tool that provides flexibility for modifications to land 

uses and square footages in order to respond to the future needs and demands of the Hollywood economy. 

The Equivalency Program is designed to limit the flexibility of how development may occur on-site and 

would apply to new development within the Project Site. The Equivalency Program defines a framework 

within which proposed land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses so long as the 

limitations of the Development Regulations are satisfied and no additional environmental impacts would 

occur above those addressed as part of the environmental review for the Project as set forth in this Draft 

EIR. 

As a result and in addition to the proposed Concept Plan, this Draft EIR has identified two additional 

development scenarios, the Residential Scenario and the Commercial Scenario, which could be developed 

on the Project Site through implementation of the above described Development Agreement. The 

Concept Plan, Residential Scenario, and Commercial Scenario are studied in this Draft EIR as 

representative development scenarios, in order to help establish the maximum environmental impacts per 

each environmental category required to be studied under CEQA. The Development Regulations, 

including the use, bulk and massing controls, also were used to study the maximum levels of impacts. 

The scenario that creates the maximum impacts is analyzed for each issue area. The maximum impacts 

from that most intense scenario per issue area creates the greatest environmental impact permitted for the 

Project for that issue area. 

The intent of the Equivalency Program is to allow flexibility with respect to the buildout of the Project. 

However, there are a number of controlling factors that ensure this Draft EIR has properly analyzed and 

disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. 

This Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each environmental 

issue area. The Project may not exceed these maximum impacts for each issue area. For instance, with 

respect to the Project's traffic impacts, a vehicular trip cap was established. The trip cap represents the 

total number of peak hour trips (AM plus PM peak hour trips) that may be generated by the Project. 

To develop the trip cap, trip rates for each land use were calculated based on the total AM (7 AM to 10 

PM) plus PM (3 PM to 6 PM) peak hour trips generated per land use. The Commercial Scenario was 

determined to have the maximum (AM plus PM peak hour) trips equal to 1,498 trips. The Commercial 

Scenario is therefore the most impactful scenario. The maximum allowable peak hour trips permitted 

under any development scenario would be limited to 1,498 total peak hour trips. The total development 

building operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, space for the 

landing of helicopters, basement storage areas. 
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ofland uses for the Project resulting from the Equivalency Program will not exceed this trip cap. 

In addition to traffic, the EIR will establish, as discussed under Section IV, Environmental Impact 

Analysis, maximum levels for every other environmental impact produced by the Project. In no instance 

will any development scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Equivalency Program 

exceed the maximum environmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which the vehicular trip cap is 

only one of several environmental thresholds. 

For this section, and in particular the Summary of Impacts Table presented below, the summary identifies 

the worst case scenario to illustrate the most conservative impact, as it relates to each specific 

environmental category. In the situation where a maximum quantifiable threshold point cannot be 

established (e.g., soils and geology), the Concept Plan has been analyzed 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Information 

Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood 

Project. 

Project Location: The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the 

City. The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 

Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. 

Project Applicant: Millennium Hollywood, LLe. 

Purpose of the Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) was prepared and circulated for the Millennium Hollywood Project (Project) in October of 2012. 

This aforementioned document is hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIR. Later in 2013, a Final EIR was 

drafted and noticed by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Review Unit (State Clearinghouse No. 

2011041(94). This document is hereinafter referred to as the Final EIR. This document is an Addendum 

to the Final EIR and has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental effects that could be 

associated w-ith removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q conditions (the Revised Project) 

as permitted by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) as entitlement mechanisms associated with the 

Project. The information contained in this Addendum merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 

modifications to the Draft EIR and the Final EIR. No new significant information has been added to the 

Draft EIR or Final EIR. Accordingly, recirculation of the EIR is not required. 

Together, the Draft and Final EIR for the Project analyzed the construction and operation of a new mixed

use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capitol Records Building that is proposed 

to transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendly development located on an 

approximately 4.47 acre site (the Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (the 

City). 

The purpose of this Addendum is to assess potential environmental impacts associated w-ith proposed 

modifications of the Project as discussed in this Addendum. The modifications are focused in t\vo areas. 

First, the City determined that the Development Agreement, as a mechanism to implement the Project as 

described in the Draft EIR, could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission. Thus, the Applicant 

withdrew the Development Agreement from the list of requested entitlements. This change has been 

considered and analyzed for potential impacts to the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

Second, as a related matter, the development conditions and mechanisms originally embodied in the 

Development Agreement are now being carried forward as Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. 
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The City has elected to prepare this Addendum before the full City Council takes a final action to certify 

the Final EIR or approve the Project. Use of the Addendum in this manner presents the most conservative 

CEQA disclosure approach available to consider potential impacts associated with the modifications 

listed above. 

Moreover, consistent with Section 15160 of the State CEQA Guidelines, vanatlOns of environmental 

documents are not exclusive and lead agencies may use variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet 

the needs of other circumstances. Here, the City has determined that use of an Addendum is an 

appropriate variation (i.e., before certification instead of after) to assess and disclose the potential impacts 

associated with the minor changes related to removal of the Development Agreement and use of Q 

conditions as one mechanism to control aspects of development. A complete discussion of the rationale 

used to determine the appropriate environmental document to be used can be found in Section HI, 

Rationale for Addendum. 

Organization of Addendum 

This Addendum is organized into five sections as follows: 

I. Introduction: This section provides introductory infonnation such as the proj ect title, purpose of the 

Addendum, and the project applicant and the lead agency for the Project. 

II. Project Description: This section provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, 

including project characteristics and environmental review requirements, if any. 

III. Rationale for Addendum: This section contains the rationale for preparing an Addendum pursuant to 

Sections 15160, 15162, and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

IV. Environmental Impact Analvsis: This Section contains a summary of the environmental impacts 

disclosed in the Draft and Final EIRs. The evaluation includes an analysis of how any of the 

environmental factors may be altered as a result of proposed changes. 

V. Preparers of Addendum and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list of lead agency personnel, 

consultants and other governmental agencies that participated in the preparation of the Addendum. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The Applicant for the Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood Final EIR is Millennium Hollywood, 

LLC. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located within the Hollywood Community Planning Area of the City. The Project Site 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. The 

Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the 

West Site and the East Site, respectively. The West Site is approximately 78,629 square feet (1.8] acres) 

and the East Site is approximately 115,866 square feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of 

approximately 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres). 

The West Site is generally bounded by Ivar Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and two commercial 

buildings to the north, Vine Street to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The two 

commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the north consist of a two-story art-deco building with 

retail, office, and residential uses, and the five-story Marsha Toy building at the southwest corner of 

Yucca Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical 

and Dramatic Academy (AMDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West Site to the south consist 

of the two-story Hollywood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and a one-story 

commercial office building fronting Ivar Avenue. 

The East Site is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle Avenue to the east, and two commercial buildings to the south. The 

two commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northw-est corner of 

Hollywood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue, and a one-story restaurant building known as the Lexington 

Social House fronting Vine Street. 

c. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Entitlement History 

The City provided public notice and circulated the Draft ErR from October 25, 2012 to December lO, 

20] 2, for the statutorily required 45 -day public review period. Comments on the Draft EIR were received 

during the comment period, and those comments were responded to in the Final ErR. The Final ErR was 

subsequently published in February of 2013. The originally-requested entitlements for the Project 

included the following: 

• Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site. 
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• Vesting Tentative Tract Map for mixed-use development components. 

• Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit Fitness Center/Sports 
Club use). 

• Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation. 

• Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, 
live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development. 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone. 

• Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants with outdoor eating areas above the 

ground floor. 

• City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site 
Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared parkinglreduced on-site 

parking. 

• Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits. 

• Haul Route Approval. 

• Any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be requested to implement the 

Project. 

Description of the Project Presented in the Draft and Final EIR 

The Project includes the constrnction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of new developed floor 

area. The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. 

Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the Project would 

include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a 6:1 Floor Area 

Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and/or remove the existing 

approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility. The Project would develop a mix of land uses, 

including a combination of residential dw-elling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, 

restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail uses. As originally conceived, these project 

components and the requested list of entitlements would be vested through a Development Agreement 

between the City and the Applicant. In addition, a set of regulations and guidelines were attached to the 

Development Agreement. Specifically, the Millennium Hollywood Development Regulations: 

Guidelines and Standards (the Development Regulations) impose strict requirements for Project 

development and have been identified as Project Design Features (PDFs). A more detailed project 

description can be referenced in Exhibit A of this Addendum. 

D. ADDENDUM CHARACTERISTICS 

The City prepared this Addendum to assess the minor changes to the Final EIR. As stated earlier, the 

information presented below presents only minor modifications to the Project, helps clarify, or makes 

lvfillennium Hollywood Project 

Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

11. Project Description 

Page 11-2 

RL0036484 



EM35962 

City of Los Angeles Ju~v 2013 

insignificant minor technical modifications to the Final EIR. As discussed in the following sections, the 

minor changes are not considered "significant" new information pursuant to CEQA, and recirculation of 

the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). Aside from the proposed modifications 

and clarifications described below, all other impact analyses and associated mitigation measures proposed 

within the Final ErR would remain unchanged. 

Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement, as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Proj ect and as set forth 

in the Draft EIR could not be acted on by the City Planning Commission and was withdrawn from the list 

of requested entitlements by the Applicant. Upon leaming of a conflict of interest associated with the 

Development Agreement and a member of the City Plmming Commission, the City Attomey advised the 

City that the City Planning Commission could be disqualified from hearing the entire matter based on 

Government Code Section 1090. That code section prohibits boards from considering a contract in which 

one of its members has a financial interest, unless an exception applies. The Development Agreement can 

be considered a contract between the City and the Applicant, and upon review, no exception appeared 

applicable. 

Hence, the City determined that if the Applicant wanted the Development Agreement to remain as a 

component of the Project, then the Development Agreement must be heard by the City's Board of 

Referred Powers instead of the City Planning Commission. Given that the Development Agreement was 

only a vesting mechanism for the requested entitlements and was not necessary for approval of the 

Project, the Applicant decided to withdraw the Development Agreement from consideration. As the 

Development Agreement was withdrawn, the potential conflict of interest involving the City Planning 

Commission was removed. 

As part of this Addendum, the removal of the Development Agreement has been considered and analyzed 

for impacts to the entire analysis presented in the Final EIR. This change has been found to be not 

significant because it does not alter any significance conclusions identified within the Draft or Final EIR, 

and there is no potential to increase the severity of an impact identified in the EIR. 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, or the Land Use Equivalency Program that controls the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of Project that may impact the physical 

environment. Each of these development controls has been incorporated into the "Q" conditions to be 

adopted and approved by the City and, as conditions of the Project approvals, each of them will be fully 

enforceable by the City throughout the life of the Project. With these controls in place, and the other 

entitlements considered in the EIR, the Project may still not exceed any of the maximum impacts 

identified for each issue area studied in the EIR. However, this does not foreclose use or approval of a 

Development Agreement in the future. 
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Q Conditions and Land Use Equivalency Program 

As further discussed in Section IV of this Addendum, the City will implement the Development 

Regulations associated with the Project and the Land Use Equivalency Program by establishing a set ofQ 

conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the LAMe. The Draft EIR or 

Final EIR did not establish this zoning mechanism. Instead, it is a commonplace application of the 

LAMC. Thus, this Addendum clarifies use of the Q conditions in relation to the Project. In short, the Q 

classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, which include 

compatibility with surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, and mitigation of 

environmental impacts. 
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III. RATIONALE FOR ADDENDUM 

Section 15160 of the CEQ A Guidelines explains that there are several mechanisms, and variations in EIR 

documents, that can be tailored to different situations and intended uses of environmental review. 

Specifically, Section 15160 states that the " . . . variations listed [including Subsequent ErRs, 

Supplemental ErRs, and Addendums] are not exclusive. Lead agencies may use other variations 

consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of other circumstances." This provision allows Lead 

agencies to tailor the use of CEQA mechanisms (such as this Addendum) to fit the circumstances 

presented to the Lead agency by a project. Here, the City has opted to prepare an Addendum to assess the 

minor modifications of the Project that have transpired since circulation of the Draft and Final EIR. 

Even though the Final ErR has not been certified, the City is using a variation of an Addendum (by 

preparing it before final certification instead of after) to fully assess and disclose and impacts related to 

the Project as modified. This approach is consistent with Section 15160, which permits the use of 

variations in CEQA mechanisms. Therefore, the City is using this Addendum to implement the technical 

modifications described in Section II: Project Description although the Final EIR is not yet certified by a 

final action of the City. 

Specifically, Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously cert~fied 

ElR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 

15162 callingfor preparation of a subsequent ElR have occurred. 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical 

changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 

for the preparation of a subsequent ElR or negative declaration have occurred. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to 

the final ElR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final ElR or adopted 

negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A briefexplanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent ElR pursuant to Section 15162 

should be included in an addendum to an ElR, the lead agency's findings on the project, or 

elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence. 

As required in subsection (e), above, substantial evidence supporting the Lead agency's decision not to 

prepare a Subsequent EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is provided in Section IV, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Addendum. The environmental analysis presented in Section IV 

evaluates the potential impacts of the Revised Project's changes in relation to the current environmental 

conditions and in consideration of the environmental findings for the Project. 
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As summarized in Section H, Project Description, and further analyzed in Section IV, Environmental 

Impact Analysis, the modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would not result in any new 

significant environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Revised Project is 

consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 

examined in the Final EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifications. The Revised 

Project would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed 

for the Project (see Table IV-l below). 

Specifically, the Final ErR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 

cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 

materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 

schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 

water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 

following environmental categories were not evaluated within the scope of the Final EIR as they were 

concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 

development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of the 

Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less than 

significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed changes 

associated w-ith the Revised Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the analysis in 

this Addendum, all of the potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were previously 

addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 

information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, as described in further detail in Section IV, the analysis of the Revised Project supports the 

determination that the proposed changes to the Project would not involve new significant environmental 

effects, or result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects which 

would call for, as provided in Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a 

Subsequent EIR (or recirculated EIR). Therefore, the City has elected to prepare this variation of an 

Addendum to the Final ErR as the appropriate form of documentation to meet the statutory requirements 

of CEQ A. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The following analysis addresses only the environmental issues that are potentially affected by the 

changes to the Project. This analysis also determines w-hether the findings presented in the Draft and 

Final EIR would be altered with the implementation of the Revised Project. Also, this section provides a 

brief description of the Project and the Revised Project. 

Project 

The Project as originally proposed would develop a mIX of land uses, including a combination of 

residential dwelling units, luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and 

fitness center uses, and retail establishments. A more detailed description of the Project (as provided in 

the Draft EIR) is attached as Exhibit A to this Addendum. To summarize, the Project included a 

Development Agreement betw-een the Applicant and the City that would vest the Project's entitlements 

and incorporate flexible development parameters for the Project Site. The Project contained a detailed set 

of Development Regulations that established the requirements for development on the Project Site. The 

Development Agreement was proposed to implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use 

Equivalency Program. 

Revised Project 

The Revised Project has two categories of change. One, the Development Agreement was withdraw-n by 

the Applicant from the list of requested entitlements. Two, the City has elected to use Q conditions to 

implement zoning limitations associated with the Project's Development Regulations and Land Use 

Equivalency Program. The City has assessed whether these minor modifications result in a material 

change to the scope of analysis or impact conclusions presented in the Draft and Final ErR. 

Assessment of Potential Impacts Associated with the Revised Project 

Removal of the Development Agreement 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement does not affect the impact analysis in the Draft or Final EIR. 

The Development Agreement was only one mechanism included in the list of requested entitlements. It 

served to vest project approvals and entitlements. It did not, however, control the scale or scope of 

development analyzed in the Draft or Final EIR. Therefore, the approval of the Project, the substantive 

provisions of the Development Regulations, and the Land Use Equivalency Program that control the 

height, bulk, massing, use, and other essential aspects of the Project that may impact the physical 

environment are not materially affected by removal of the Development Agreement. Stated differently, 

the controlling provisions of the Development Regulation and Land Use Equivalency Program were 

designed to remain independent of the Development Agreement. 
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The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Project have been incorporated into the Q conditions adopted and approved by the City. Thus, the 

development controls are conditions of the Project approval and will be enforced by the City for the life 

of the Project. With these controls in place, the Revised Project cannot exceed any of the maximum 

impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR. Therefore, withdrawal of the 

Development Agreement does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

have the potential to increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not result in 

significant new information. 

Now, the vehicle to carry forward the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program is 

the Q conditions permitted by the LAMe. The analysis below demonstrates that using Q conditions 

(instead of the Development Agreement) as a mechanism to integrate the Development Regulations and 

Land Use Equivalency Program cannot result in physical changes to the environment. Nonetheless, the 

City assessed w-hether there was any possibility the change in mechanisms could affect the physical 

environment. Table IV-I below summarizes the results of that analysis and concluded that there are no 

physical environmental changes associated with removal of the Development Agreement and use of the Q 

conditions as implementation mechanisms. The discussion below also demonstrates how the change of 

implementing mechanisms does not alter the Project's compatibility with applicable land use programs or 

policies. 

Integration of the LAMC Q Conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2(a) of the LAMC sets forth the purposes of a Q Qualified Classification as follows: 

(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding property 

or neighborhood; 

(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 

(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 

conditions on the Project satisfies all three of the purposes as discussed in detail below. 

The City will implement the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program by 

establishing a set of Q conditions that become part of the zoning on the property as permitted by the 

LAMe. The Q classification is appropriate and deemed necessary for the Project for several reasons, 

which include compatibility w-ith surrounding properties, consistency with the General Plan objectives, 

and mitigation of environmental impacts. Use of the Q conditions is a procedural mechanism and 

therefore does not trigger environmental impacts not already studied in the Draft and Final EIR. 

Regarding land use compatibility, through its Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the Revised Project would be compatible with surrounding properties for the following reasons. 
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The Revised Project will be an infill development, which is contiguous and compatible with other 

development in the immediate vicinity. The Revised Project is compatible with and complements the 

surrounding area because the surrounding area is composed of the same mix of uses that the Applicant 

will develop at the project site: multi-unit residential, commercial, food and beverage, hotel and office. 

As such, the Revised Project is an extension and reflection of its environment and does not fundamentally 

alter its character. The mixed uses of the Revised Project reflect City urban planning goals because they 

provide compatible uses to an underutilized, commercially-zoned property located along a major transit 

corridor and adjacent to high-capacity transit. The Revised Project's mix of uses is compatible with, and 

compliments, the character of development and the land uses prevalent within the community and will 

improve the visual and economic integrity of the community by replacing surface parking with a 

development providing increased housing, employment, and economic activity. 

Regarding the General Plan, the Revised Project (similar to the Project) intensifies use of the Project Site, 

which is currently underutilized, and provides housing and employment to the area, fostering the jobs

housing balance objectives of the Hollywood Community Plan and Update. The Revised Project furthers 

the development of Hollywood as a major center population, employment, retail service and 

entertainment. It also promotes the economic well-being and public convenience through allocating and 

distributing commercial lands for retail service and office facilities in quantities and patterns based on 

accepted planning principles and standards. Furthermore, the Revised Project will provide the mixture 

and density of uses necessary to ensure the Revised Project, including the Capitol Records and Gogerty 

Buildings, can be sustained economically while supporting the long term preservation of historic 

structures along Hollywood Boulevard by encouraging visitor and tourist activity in the area consistent 

with the goals and objectives of the community plan. 

Regarding additional land use environmental effects, the Revised Project is subject to numerous 

mitigation measures. The Revised Project includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

adopted in conjunction with the Final EIR. Those measures mitigate, to the extent feasible, reduce the 

effects of the zone change and Revised Project in general. Thus, no new land use impacts would occur 

with implementation of the Revised Project and Q qualified conditions. 

Therefore, use of the Q conditions as a mechanism to implement the Development Regulations and Land 

Use Equivalency Program does not alter any significance conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR, does not 

increase the severity of previously identified impacts, and does not introduce significant new information. 

Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 
Aesthetics 

Visual Character/Views SU 

Light and Glare L TSlMitigation 

Air Quality 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

Environmental Issue Project 

Construction SU 

Operation SU 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

L TSlMitigation 

Cultural Resources 

Historic L TSlMitigation 

Archaeological L TSlMitigation 

Paleontological L TSlMitigation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Transport, Use, or Disposal L TSlMitigation 

Release into the Environment L TSlMitigation 

Oil and Gas Fields L TSlMitigation 

Asbestos-Containing Materials L TSlMitigation 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water Quality L TSlMitigation 

Groundwater L TSlMitigation 

Surface Water L TSlMitigation 

Land U selPlanning 

Land Use Consistency LTS 

Land Use Compatibility LTS 

Noise 

Construction Noise SU 

Operation Noise L TSlMitigation 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Pop and Housing LTS 

Employment LTS 

Public Services 

Fire L TSlMitigation 

Police L TSlMitigation 

Schools L TSlMitigation 

Parks L TSlMitigation 

Libraries L TSlMitigation 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

Revised Project Conclusion 

SU No change 

SU No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

L TSlMitigation No change 

LTS No Change 

LTS No change 

SU No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

LTS No change 

LTS No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 

L TSlMitigation No Change 
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Table IV-l 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Revised Project 

I Environmental Issue I Project I Revised Project I Conclusion I 
Transportation/Circulation 

Construction L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Operation SU SU No change 

Cumulative SU SU No change 

Parking L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Utilities 

Water L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Wastewater LTS LTS No change 

Solid Waste L TSlMitigation L TSlMitigation No change 

Energy LTS LTS No change 

Notes: 
LTS = Less than significant 
LTS!lv1itigation = Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR. 

In conclusion, neither the removal of the Development Agreement or use of the Q conditions to 

implement the Development Regulations and Land Use Equivalency Program have the potential to trigger 

new, or more severe, environmental impacts on the physical environment. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Addendum to Final Environmental Impact Report 

IV Environmental Impact Analysis 
Page IV-5 

RL0036493 



EM35971 

v. PREPARERSOFTHEADDENDUM 
AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

Preparers of the Addendum 

Lead Agency 

EIR Consultant 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 250 
Los Angeles, California 90049 

Persons Consulted in Addendum Preparation 

Applicant Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
1995 Broadway 
New York, New York 10023 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36278 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 8:14 AM 
Rocky Wiles 
Fwd: The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Jack Humphreville" <JackH@targetmediapartners.com> 
Date: Jul 19,2013 2:40 PM 
Subject: The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 
To: "Herb Wesson" <councilmember.wesson@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

The Millennium Manhattanization of Hollywood 

Written by Jack Humphreville 

19 Jul2013 

LA WATCHDOG - If Mayor Eric Garcetti is looking to remove the heads of the 
Transportation, Building and Safety, and Planning Departments, he needs to look no further 
than Millennium Hollywood, a 1.2 million square foot real estate development that will create 
massive gridlock at Hollywood and Vine and even screw up the traffic on the101 Freeway. 

And the many Hollywood residents who are concerned about the Manhattanization of their 
community need to look no further than Mitch O'Farrell for the elected official who has the 
authority to lessen the impact of this highly profitable, $664 million high rise development. 

The Department of Transportation's analysis of the impact on traffic of this parking starved 
development is deficient. DOT failed to properly analyze the impact of this mega development 
on the 101 Freeway despite repeated written and oral requests from the California Department 
of Transportation to the DOT and certain of our elected officials. 

Furthermore, Transportation did a poor job of analyzing the cumulative impact of all the 60 to 
70 prospective developments in Hollywood which, according ................... . 

http://www.citywatchla.com/lead-stories-hidden/5421-the-millennium-manhattanization-of
hollywood 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Joy, 

EM35972 

Hazel Harris < hazel.harris@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 3:38 PM 
Mateo, Joy 
Fwd: PR#:13-9823 (1-6) Millennium Project ITA E-Mail Query 
Silverstein 6-25.pdf 

I haven't heard from you. Do we have a tracking number for this one? 

Hazel 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hazel Harris <hazel.harris@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Ju115, 2013 at 9:24 AM 
Subject: PR#: 13-9823 (1-6) Millennium Project ITA E-Mail Query 
To: "Mateo, Joy" <joy.mateo@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Dacumos, Giovani" <giovani .dacumos@lacity.org>, Steve Ongele <steve.ongele@lacity.org>, "Trinh, 
Dinh" <dinh.trinh@lacity.org>, Teresa Abraham <teresa.abraham@lacity.org>, Hazel Harris 
<hazel. harris@lacity.org> 

Hi Joy, 
I would like to request an ITA E-Mail Query in response to the attached LADBS File No: PR#:13-9823 (1-6): Due 
by July 19, 2013. 

Please provide all communications sent and received by all LADBS employees regarding the following for the 
period May 1! 2012 to the present date. 

1720-1770 N. Vine Street 
1745-1753 N. Vine Street 
6236-6334 W. Yucca Street 
1733-1741 N. Argyle Street 
1746-1764 N. Ivar Street 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Phil Ahrens 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
CAJA Environmental Services 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

Thanks, 
Hazel 

Hazel Harris 
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Management Analyst II 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
201 N . Fi guer oa S t . r Room 784 
Los Angeles r CA 90012 
(213) 482 - 6765 Office 
(213) 482 - 6889 Fax 

Ha z e l Ha rri s 
Management Analyst II 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
Offi c e o f th e Cus t odi an o f Re cor ds 
201 N . Figueroa St . r Room 784 
Los Angeles r CA 90012 
(213) 482 - 6765 Offi ce 
(2 1 3 ) 482 - 6889 Fax 
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Received Jul 3 2013 05:33pm 
Jul"03"2013 05:06 PM The Silverstein Law Firm 626·449·4205 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAw FIRM 
A Professiona.L C01'pr.m:Hlon 

June 25,2013 

VIA FACSIMILE fUl) 482M6889 
AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Hazel Harris 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
Department of Building and Sa.fety -
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 782 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

IIS NaIri'll 'MAIIIJNGO AVlil'Wti. Jilt> hOOR 
PIISAPIINA, CII\.II'OIlNIA 111101·1504 

PHONlI (6261449-4200 FAX. (I'IU,) 4494ZOl 

ROllTlR1'1IRoBRilTSiL VIlllmud..ll.w,cOM 
www.RoBIlIl.ISn.vERmlN~w.cOM 

Re: California Public Records Act Requests - Millennium P[oiec~ 

Dear Ms. Harris: 

This request is made under the California Public Records Act pursuant to 
Government Code Section 6250, ~ Please provide copies ofthe foHowing from the 
City (as ICCityH is defined below). 

For ease of reference in this document, pleas6 refer to the following defined 
term!: 

The HCity" shall refer to aU officials, employees, comlUltants~ and agents of the 
Department of BuUding and Safety. City afLos Angeles. including the City 
Attorney's office a.nd any and aU outside counsel retolned by the City. 

"Millennium HoUywood" shall refer to Millennium Hollywood, LLC, aU related 
or affiliated companles, and all principals, including Phil Ahrens, officers, 
employees, attorneys, agents andlor consultants t including but not limited to 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences, Inc., and the law firm of 
Sheppard, Mu1lin. 

"Project" shall refer to the proposod Millennium Hollywood Project at located at 
1120-1110 N. Vine Street, 1745-1753 N, Vine Street, 6236~6334 W. Yucca Street. 
1733-1741 N, Argyle Street, 1746-1764 N. Iver Street, Hollywood, Califomia. 

"Document,'· as defined In Govt. Code Section 62S2(g), shall mea.n any 
h!indwrlting~ typewritIng, printing, photostating, photographing, photocopying. 
transmitting by electronic mall or facsimile, and every other means of recording 
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upon a.ny tangible thing Imy fonn of communication or reprc::sentation, including 
letters .. words, pictures, sounds, or symbols, or combinations thereo~ Rnd any 
record thereby created, regardless of the manner In which the record has been 
stored. 

The public records requests include: 

(1) All communications to or from any and all email accounts (including alias 
accounts set up on the City'S email system) ofDanp Prevost, John Weight, 
Pascal ChnUita, Bud Ovrum. Ray ChEln or David Lara from May 1,2012 
through the date or your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the May 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Scltmce's 
Preliminary Geotec.hnlcal Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(2) AU communications to or from any and aU email ftCCQunts (including eUBs 
accounts set up on the Citfs email system) of Dena Prevost;. John Weightj 

Pascal ChaHit8., Bud Ovrum. Ray Chan or David LarR from May 1, 2012 
through the date ofyonr compliance with this request that relate in any wily 
to the November 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Sclence's 
Fault Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(3) All communica.tions to or from any and aU email accounts (including aHas 
accounts set up on the Cityls email system) of Dana Prevost, John Weigh~ 
Pascal ChaUita. Bud Ovrum, Ray Chan or David Lara from May 1,2012 
through the date of your compliance with this request that relate in any way 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

(4) AU communications from May 1,2012 through the date of your compliance 
with this request between, on the one hfmd. any and all email accounts 
(including alias accounts set up on the City's email system) of Dana 
Prevost, John Weight, Pascal ChalUta, Bud Ovrum. Ray ChilO or David 
Lara, and on the other hand, any Emd all email accounts ofMHli:mnium 
Hollywood. and of its EIR Comm Itants, or its Gootechnical Consultant 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences) or any of its attorneys 
from the law firm of Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton, LLP, including 
bllt not limited to Phil Ahrens, CAJA Environmental Services, Dan 
Eberhart, Rudolph Frizzi, Alfred Frllijo) andlor Jerry Neuman. 
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I draw the Citis attention to Government Code Section 6253.1~ which requires a 
public agency to assist the public in making a focused and effective request by: 
(1) identifYing records a.nd infoml.fltion responsive to the request, (2) describing the 
Information technology and physicalloce.tion of the records, and (3) providing 
suggestions for overcoming any practical basis for denying access to the records or 
information sought. . 

If the City determines that any information is exempt from disclosure, I ask that 
the City reconsider that determination in view of Proposition 59 which amended the State 
Constitution to require that aU exemptions be '~n3rrowJy construed," Proposition S9 may 
modify or overturn authorities on which the City has relied in the past, 

If the City determines that any requested records are SUbject to a stil1~valid 
exemption. I request that the City exercise its discretion to disclose some or all ofthe 
records notwithstanding the el(emption and with respect to records containing both 
exempt and nonwexempt content. the City redact the exempt content and disclose the rest. 
Should the City deny any part of this requ6st~ the City is required to provide a written 
response describing the legal authority on which the City relies. 

Please be advised that Government Code Section 62S3(c) states in pertinent part 
that the agency "shall promptly notify the person making the request ofthe determination 
Iud the reasons therefore." (Emphasis added.) Section 6253(d) further states that 
nothing In this chapter "shaH be construed to permit an agency to dehsy or obstruct the 
inspection or copying of public records, The notlncatlon of denial of any request for 
records required by Section 6255 shall set forth the names and titles or positions of each 
person responsible for the denial." 

Additionally, Government Code Section 6255(a) states that the "agency shell 
justify Withholding ilny record by demonstrating that the record in QuestioI} is exempt 
under expressed provisions of this chapter or that on the facts of the particular case the 
public interest served by not disclosing the record clea.rly outweighs the public interest 
served by disclosure ofthe record.n (Emphasis added.) This provision makes clear that 
the agency is required to justify withholding any record with particularity 90S to "the 
record In glle!ltlop.'~ (Emphasis added.) 

Please clearly state in writing pursuant to Section 6255(b): (l) ifthe City is 
withholding IUl.Y documents; (2) if the City is redBcting any documents; (3) what 
documents the City is so withholding Bnd/or redacting; Rnd (4) the alleged legal bases for 
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withholding and/or redacting as to the particular documents. It should also be noted that 
to the extent documents are being withheld, should those documents also contain material 
that is not subject to ony applicable exemption to disclosure, then the disclosable portions 
ofthe documents must be segregated and produced. 

We request that you preserve intact all documents and computer communications 
and attachments thereto, including but not limited to 811 emails Bnd comput6r files, 
wherever originated, received or copied, reglU'ding the subject matter of the above
referenced requests) including archIves thereof preserved on tape, hard drive, diSCI or any 
other archival medium, and including alBo any printouts. blowbacks, or other 
reproduction of any such computer communications. 

If the copy costs for these requests do not exceed $200. please make the copies 
and bill this office. If the copy costs exceed S200, please contact me in advance to 
arrange a time and place where I clin inspect the records. As required by Government 
Code Section 6253, please respond to this request within ten days. Because I am faxing 
this request on June 25, 2013, please ensure: that your response is provided to me by no 
later thon July 5, 2013. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 

~~ourZlv~ 
;ro:~.~VERSTEIN 

FOR 
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Morning Karen, 

EM36280 

Maria Diaz < maria.diaz@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 8:21 AM 
Karen Hoo 
Diana Kitching 
Re: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood ErR 

Diana's request was completed on Friday. It's available on the Department's website. Please let me know if it's 
not showing. 

Maria 

On Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 7:20 AM, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Maria, 

I'm sorry for the confusion on this project. Could we get it online today? The project is going to hearing this 
week and is super controversial and we want this document available for as much time as possible before the 
hearing. 

Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 3:56 PM 
Subject: Re: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood EIR 
To: afraijo <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity. org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org>, ryan <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Marie Rumsey <Marie.Rumsey@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Good Afternoon, 

Attached is the revised document for the Hollywood Millennium project. We have 
changed the name of the document from Addendum to errata. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http: //cityplanning .lacity.org f 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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On Wed, Jul 17, 2013 at 3:40 PM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good Afternoon, 

Here is a copy of the completed Addendum for the Hollywood Millennium project. We 
removed duplicitive information that we found to be erroneous as it is already contained 
in the EIR (and errata), cited the CEQA sections dealing with recirculation in addition to 
addendums, and included what the City Attorney requested be included. 

Planning's Environmental Review Unit and the City Attorney have deemed this 
addendum to be legally adequate and have approved the document. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 

Thank you and kind regards, 

Diana 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://cityplanning.lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 9 78-1331 

Maria J. Diaz 
Systems Analyst II - Web Master 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1413 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM35978 

Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 3:40 PM 

To: 
Cc: 

afraijo@sheppardmullin.com; Sergio Ibarra; Luciralia Ibarra; ryan@ceqa-nepa.com 
Marie Rumsey 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good Afternoon, 

Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood EIR 
HollywoodMillenniumAddendum.pdf 

Here is a copy of the completed Addendum for the Hollywood Millennium project. We 
removed duplicitive information that we found to be erroneous as it is already contained 
in the EIR (and errata), cited the CEQA sections dealing with recirculation in addition to 
addendums, and included what the City Attorney requested be included. 

Planning's Environmental Review Unit and the City Attorney have deemed this 
addendum to be legally adequate and have approved the document. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 

Thank you and kind regards, 

Diana 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http : //ci typ lanning.lacity .orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
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CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 
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Re: Addendum to ENV-2011-675-EIR, State Clearinghouse No, 2011041094. Millellnium 
Hollywood Project 

The Environmental Review Section of the Department of City Planning has reviewed and 
determined that the Addendum (attached) to the Millennium Hollywood Project Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is appropriate and consistent with those standards expressed in California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164 and Section 15088.5. 

The Environmental Review Section's deternlination is based on that: (1) the change in the 
project is consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all issues previously 
examined in the EIR. and will not cause any new significant environmental impacts; and (2) the 
entitlement requests are not asking to go beyond the previous requests, and are not causing any 
impacts not previously analyzed in the EIR. Theref()re, the Addendum to EIR is adequate for 
environmental clearance purposes. 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Unit 

cc: 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, CD 13 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Sergio Ibarra, Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Luciralia Ibarra, Los Angeles Department of City Plarming 
CPC-2008-3440 case file 
ENV-2011-675-EIR case file 
VrT -71837 -eN case fife 
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Project Information 

EM35980 

Errata/Addendum to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Proiect Location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata! Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fiR." 

"Significant new information" requiring recirClllation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance, 

{3} A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it 

{4} The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conc/usory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

As further augmented in Section 15164, Addendums may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary but need not be circulated for public review. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8,2013. The EIR analyz.ed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, induding a Reduced Height 
Development. 
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Subsequent to the release of the EIR, an Errata was prepared a nd released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 

This Errata/Addendum further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of 
implementation of development limitations and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and a land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as 
part of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata/Addendum is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EIR 
has not changed due to the removal of the development agreement a nd the use of an alternative 
mechanism of implementation of the development regulations. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approvals and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the 
scale or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approval of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, maSSing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulations 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes spedalland use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as pa rt of a zoning ordinance so "that the development of the site shalJ 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata/Addendum /:0 Environmental Impact Report 
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(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. II 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental {mpact Analysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would notresult in any new significant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifjcations. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmenta I categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this Addendum, all ofthe potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were 
previously addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Modified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects which would call for, as provided in Section 
15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a Subsequent EIR or a recirculated EIR, as 
provided in Section 15088.5. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Errata/Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
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Table 1 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

_I~m~ti~{· 
~sthetics 

Visual CharacterlViews SU SU No change 
.------.-.--1---------1---.---.----1-.--.. ------=-------1' 

Light and Glare LTS/Mitigation LT8/Mitigation No change 11-------------.---- --""----'-----=- . 1..----·-----...::::.--·-----11 
Air Quality 

f-"--- No change 

,1--~-;-:-~-7-i:-:-io-n-------·---·---·-3 ___ ._~~ _____ IL--___ ~_~J_J __ ··_--_L··-_-_--_·-_-·_-_N_~_-c_'h_ .. an __ ...::::.g:._._. __ _ 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

ultural Resources -::-::::---:-----------.- ~.-------_r_-------,---.-...... -.------------
Historic LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

~--··---il 

Archaeological L TS/Mitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
,.--------,-.---::"'.-=-:---:--------+-----.::~-- .. -- -·----~--+------...::::.-----II 

Paleontological LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 
--·--~~----~----------~----~I 

~~~~_,a_rd_s_l!_n._d_H_a_z_a_r_d_o_us_M_a_t_eI_·i_a_ls_. ______ . ____ • __ . ________ ---,-_____________ . 
Transport, Use, or Disposal LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

----~----4_--------~---~1 
Release into the Environment L TS/Mitigatlon LTS/Mitigation No change 

I~------------------ f--. !--.-.-----"------
Oil and Gas Fields 

Asbestos-Containing Materials 
f-------

L TS/Mitigation LIS/Mitigation No change 
._---+--------=-----\--------------

LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change ______ ~~ ____ L-___________ =_ ______ _ 

II-H~y-d-r-ol-o.£g~y-a_,_n-d-W-at-e-r--'Q::...l-ta-li---'ty'----____r-.-.-.. _______ . __ --,--______ --,-_______ ... _______ _ 
Water Quality LTS/Mitigation LTSlMitigation No change 

~.-,------------- ----~-------~-----+------------~-------
Groundwater iTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

. ----~----·-----+--------=-----f__-·----------+----------.:::...----------!I 
Surface Water LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change I 

I!---------.. -------- -=~---_ll 

Land UselPla::;n=n~::.:i=n!Zg ____________ --r ______ _ 

. Land Use Consistency 
f----.------

Land Use Compatibility 
I 

LTS T LTS No Change 

LT8 LTS No change _._-_ ... _-- ~---

Noise -------~-------------_r---------.------------~------------------~ i----------- -- .----
Construction Noise SU SU No Change 

11-----------·-·----··-··-+-------------+--------·-,- 1--"-------.-.""-------1 
Operation Noise L TS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No Chang,e 

I~---------------_-.--__ . ____ ._-.::: _____ L--____ -=-__ ---L __ .. ____ .... __ .,_ .•.•. ..::: ___ • __ _ 

~O::~:~-{',:_:O-S~~g-in.-g-, .. -~-~--~-~_~_I-_P_I~_:~-_~_+_n'_t_-:_-~-_~_~=~:-I_:~-,_-__ -._-_-J+-_~~-_=--=. =~=~=~=, ='-=.--_--==~.~_._--_. _-_.N_N-_~_ .. ~_~_l~_~_=:i_;===-_--j1 
Public Services _._ .. _---------------,--_._.,._----_._--,----------,--_._----._ .. - ...•. - .. -.--

Fire LTS/Mitigation D'S/Mitigation No Change ---,--,--------.. --.------+-------=-... _-.. -- --,..;.~--:--....-::~-_+--------=:---ll 

:==~=:=:l=j:=:=IS=~=-==·=-·=·-=-=--=.~= .. =======.=_ c=_co~. "-"._-_~-"~-.:-;~-_~-.... -~~j-"~:=--.;-~-~~-1-~--_-.~-I~;~:{;~i~~~.~ -.~.-.----- ~~~~:~:;~,,","=,=.=J 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
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LTS/Mitigation No Change 
If------------------'------"----~ _____ O"O _____ ----------------

0 ___ 0 __________________ -+ ____ -"'-___ +_ 

Libraries 

construction_. _____ .. ________ +-_L_T_S_IM_it....;iic-;a_ti_o_1l_+-_I_~_T_S/~~~.~'Lati::.n No change 

II--_O_p_e_f_at_io_n ____________ . __ r-____ S_U_-___ r-___ S_l_l. _________ 0_ N(~.:"~ar~¥e ..... _. __ 
Cumulative SU SD No change 

11-----------·---- --·-...... ·-------+-------_+_--------==-----11 
Parking LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

I'r-----------------'---------·---J-·-----==----'--------=------ll 
Utilities 

Water LTSfMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 
Ir--~~---------------_+_-------o---

Wa.<;tewater LTS LTS No change 

-s()i:-i£CWaste _o_o~= _________ +_-L-T-S-I-M-i-ti..:::.g-at-io-n-+_-L-T-.S-'I-~-i~-~~-a-!_-i~-~-t-_-._-_-_-__ -N-O-~-.!!-a-n~ge---_-_ --11 

Energy LTS LTS No 

Notes: 
LTS '" Less than significant 
LTSIMitigation ~'Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR_ 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table 1, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 

severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR_ This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision·-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project_ 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has reviewed this Addendum and has determined it to be 
prepared in accordance with all CEQA requirements and in so doing adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of the Revised Project. Therefore, this Addend um is adequate under CEQA and 
can be used by an agency making a decision on the Project. 

Diana Kitching 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36604 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 3:19 PM 
Sharon Gin 
Fwd: Letters to City Council - Hollywood Millennium Project 

Attachments: Letter to City Council re Millennium Project - Seismic.PDF; Letter to City Council re 
Millennium Project - Traffic.PDF 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bonstelle, Sheri L. <syb@jmbm.com> 
Date: Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 2:55 PM 
Subject: Letters to City Council - Hollywood Millennium Project 
To: councilmember. cedillo@lacity.org, councilmember. krekorian@lacity.org, 
councilmember. blumenfield@lacity.org, councilmember .labonge@lacity.org, paul. koretz@lacity.org, 
councilmember. fuentes@lacity.org, councilmember. parks@lacity.org, councilmember. price@lacity.org, 
councilmember. wesson@lacity.org, councilmemb er. bonin@lacity.org, councilmember. englander@lacity.org, 
councilmember. ofarrell@lacity.org, councilmember.huizar@lacity.org, councildistrict 15@lacity.org, 
patrice.lattimore@lacity.org 
Cc: "McDonnell, Kevin K." <KKM@jmbm.com>, "Reznik, Benjamin M." <BMR@jmbm.com>, 
dan. scott@lacity.org, michael.logrande@lacity.org, raymond. chan@lacity.org, terry. kaufmann
macias@lacity.org, mayor. garcetti@lacity.org, marie.rumsey@lacity.org, luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org, 
guadalupe. duran. medina@lacity.org, tanner. blackman@lacity.org, gary. lee. moore@lacity.org 

President Wesson and Members of the Los Angeles City Council, 

Attached are two (2) letters sent on behalf of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences regarding the Hollywood 

Millennium Project, scheduled as Item 21 on the City Council agenda for tomorrow, Wednesday, July 24,2013 
(Council File No. 13-0593-51). Hard copies of the letters and attachments were delivered this morning to the 

City Clerk's office for the Council File. 

«Letter to City Council re Millennium Project - Seismic. PDF» «Letter to City Council re Millennium 
Project - Traffic. PDF» 

Sheri Bonstelle of 

JMBM I Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90067 
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(310) 712-6847 Direct 

(310) 712-3377 Fax 

sbonstelle@jmbm.com 

This e-mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. 
Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper authorization is 
strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone 
or bye-mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all copies, of this message and all 
attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 

Circular 230 Disclosure: To assure compliance with Treasury Department rules governing tax 
practice, we hereby inform you that any advice contained herein (including in any attachment) (1) was 
not written or intended to be used, and cannot be used, by you or any taxpayer for the purpose of 
avoiding any penalties that may be imposed on you or any taxpayer and (2) may not be used or 
referred to by you or any other person in connection with promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another person any transaction or matter addressed herein. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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Jeffer Mangels JMBM Butler & MitchelllLP __________________ _ 

Kevin K. McDonnell 
KKM@jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

July 23, 2013 

VIA E-MAIL AND COURIER 

The Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
c/o: Office of the City Clerk 
200 N. Spring Street 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-A V -HD; CPC-2013-1 03-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Council File No. 13-0593-S1 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 24,2013, Item No. 21 

Subject: Seismic Fault Study Review 

Dear President Wesson and Members of the City Council: 

www.jmbm.com 

Ref: 00000-5004 

This office represents HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028, and we submit this letter on their behalf. At the Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee hearing of June 18,2013, substantial testimony was submitted by 
others questioning the accuracy of the seismic fault study, and in particular challenging the 
location of an active fault line as depicted in the project Environmental Impact Report. 

Hence, our client retained the services of a licensed engineering geologist to 
review this issue. Attached is his report. The report concludes that there is Ita high probability" 
that a seismic fault runs through the Millennium Project Site. 

A Umitf!d I iCibility Law Partnf"rship IndlJding Professional Corporations I Los Angeles· San Frandsco • Orange County 
LA 9724884v2 
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The Honorable Herb Wesson 
July 23, 2013 
Page 2 
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As such, on behalf of our client, and in accordance with our expert's 
recommendations, we request that prior to project approval, further study be done in order to 
preclude the presence of active faults below the Millennium Project site. 

Very truly yours, 

KEVIN K. MCDONNELL of 
leffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

KK.rV1:kkm 
Enclosures 
Cc: Via e-mail: 

Ray Chan (raymond.chan@lacity.org) 
Gary Lee Moore (gary.lee.more@lacity.org) 
Mayor Eric Garcetti (mayor.garcetti@lacity.org) 
Marie Rumsey, CD 13 Planning Director (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 
Michael LoGrande, Planning Director (michael.logrande@lacity.org) 
Dan Scott, Principal Planner (dan.scott@lacity.org) 
Lucirialia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (luciralia-ibarra@lacity.org) 
Guadalupe Duran-Medina (guadalupe.duran.medina@lacity.org) 
Tanner Blackman (tanner.blackman@lacity.org) 

LA 9724884v2 
JMBM: Jeffer Mangels 

: Butler 8< MitchelilLP 
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Southwestern Engineering Geology 

Jeffer, Mangels, Butler and Mitchell LLP 
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7!h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Attention: Mr. Kevin McDonnell 

July 22, 2013 

SUBJECT: Review of Fault Investigation Report for the "Hollywood Millennium" Project; North Vine 
Street, South of Yucca Street; prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental 
Services, dated November 30,2012 

Introduction 

At the request ofMr. Kevin McDonnell of Jeffer, Mangels, Butler and Mitchell LLP, Southwestern Engineering 
Geology has completed a review of a fault investigation report prepared in support of a development project 
proposed on either side of Vine Street, just south of Yucca Street in the Hollywood area of the City of Los 
Angeles, California. The development is known as the "Hollywood Millennium Project". The November 30 fault 
study (Langan, 2012 b) was prepared by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services (Langan) as a follow
up to a geotechnical report prepared for the project in May of 2012 by the same firm (Langan 2012a). We 
understand that you have requested this review as an interested party for an independent assessment of the 
adequacy of the fault study to address the potential for future fault rupture below the proposed development. 

The undersigned geologist has been practicing as an engineering geologist in southern California for over thirty 
years, and has been a licensed Professional Geologist and a Certified Engineering Geologist since 1987. A 
resume is attached. 

This letter is organized in four parts. The Introduction outlines our intent and scope of work, and provides brief 
site and project descriptions. The introduction is followed by a brief history of the evolution of our understanding 
of the Hollywood fault, a technical review of the investigations completed at the Millennium Project site, and 
ultimately by a brief summary statement of principal conclusions. 

This review was completed solely to provide you with objective, professional input regarding the adequacy of 
Langan studies to address the potential for future ground rupture beneath the proposed project. The review 
utilized those materials provided to us by you or otherwise readily available either in our reference library or via 
the internet These materials included the Langan reports, other geotechnical studies performed in nearby areas, a 
variety of aerial photographs, and studies published in professional geologic literature. Our intent is to briefly 
summarize our current understanding of the Hollywood fault in the vicinity of the project, and to offer 
professional opinions regarding specifics of the fault study in light of that understanding. Our review did not 
consider and does not address geotechnical issues that may affect the proposed development other than the issue 
of fault rupture hazard. 

Site Description 
The Hollywood Millennium Project is proposed on a 4.47 acre parcellocated on either side of North Vine Street, 
just south of Yucca Street in the Hollywood area of Los Angeles, California. The "West Site" is bounded by Ivar 
Avenue on the west, Vine Street on the east, and Yucca Street on the north. The northerly boundary includes a 
car rental facility located near the intersection of Yucca Street and Ivar Avenue, but excludes a commercial 
building located at the intersection of Yucca Street and Vine Street. Overall the site slopes generally to the south; 
with more dramatic changes in grade accommodated by a low, south-facing slope just south of the rental car 
facility, and by retaining walls up to ten feet high along the south side of the existing, off site commercial building. 

1717 Meander Drive, Simi Valley, CA 93065 
(805) 625-0485 
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The site is currently in use primarily as a parking lot. The southerly boundary is coincident with the southerly 
limits of the lot. 

The "East Site" is located between Vine Street and Argyle Street south of Yucca Street. The East Site is also 
currently in use as a parking lot, but also includes the Capitol Records building in the northwestern part. As with 
the West Site, the southern boundary of the East Site is roughly coincident with the existing parking lot. The 
commercial building at the comer of Yucca and Argyle is excluded. The boundaries of the project are noted on 
the Boring Location Plans from Langan 2012b reproduced here as Figure 1. 

Proposed Development 
We understand that the proposed construction includes tower complexes for mixed retail, hotel, commercial and 
residential use. Multiple towers of various heights ranging up to 585 feet are proposed on both sites, with up to 
six levels of subterranean. The structures will provide over 1,1 00,000 square feet of developed floor area. 

Hollywood Fault 
The Hollywood fault is part of a zone of east-trending faults that extends from Pasadena to offshore of Malibu. 
This zone marks the southern boundary of the western Transverse Ranges Geomorphic Province of California. 
The Hollywood fault extends in this system from east of downtown Hollywood to Beverly Hills, and 
accommodates reverse oblique movement that uplifts granitic and sedimentary rocks of the Santa Monica 
Mountains over the alluvial material that underlies the north edge of the Los Angeles basin and downtown 
Hollywood. 

The location of the Hollywood fault has been poorly defined in the past. Exploration at suspected fault locations 
in support of engineered projects is challenging. Extensive urbanization commonly precludes the use of trenching 
that would allow for direct observation of the subsurface. As a result, clear exposures of the Hollywood fault are 
limited; our understanding ofthe fault structure and location typically lacks detail at the site-specific scale. 

Hoots (1931) mapped the fault along the base of the steep mountain front west of La Brea A venue, and into the 
foothills east of La Brea Avenue. Dibblee (1991) mapped the Hollywood fault in much the same location as 
Hoots, but included a southern strand he designated the Santa Monica fault. This strand is depicted to splay south 
from the Hollywood fault at about Fairfax Avenue, extend roughly along Franklin Avenue to Vermont Avenue, 
and then northeastward beyond Interstate 5. 

Crook and Proctor (1992) compiled a summary of infonnation derived from six points of exploration along the 
Santa Monica and Hollywood faults. These sites included a location on Caheunga Boulevard where a series of 
deep borings were excavated during exploration for the L. A. Metrorail subway in 1981. These borings clearly 
constrained that a fault had to exist well south of Franklin A venue. Additional borings were excavated on 
Cahuenga Boulevard south of Yucca Street and north of Hollywood Boulevard to help refine the fault location. 
One of these intercepted about ten feet of sheared sandstone at a depth of 122 feet. This sheared material was 
interpreted as fault gouge and used to constrain the location of the fault. 

Dolan et. al. (1997) prepared a study that utilized old topographic maps that pre-date urbanization to conduct a 
geomorphic analysis of the Hollywood fault. Their analysis identified a series of scarps in the alluvial fan 
extending acrOss Hollywood south of the Santa Monica Mountains. They suggest that these scarps are the result 
of uplift along faults located substantially south of the immediate mountain front. They combine their 
geomorphic analysis with direct observations of fault exposures, and reported groundwater anomalies to present a 
convincing argument that the alluvial scarps are the result of faulting and that the most recent episode of fault 
movement likely occurred sometime between 4,000 and 20,000 years ago. As a part of this study, the Cahuenga 
Boulevard Metro Rail borings were demonstrated to lie along the projection of well-defined geomorphic scarps 
and groundwater anomalies. The fault interpreted from these data reasonably projects eastward from Cahuenga 
Boulevard, through the Hollywood Mi11enium Project to a prominent scarp previously located between Argyle 
Street and Gower Street (Figure 2). A map recently published by the California Geological Survey (Bedrossian 
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and Roffers, 2012) presents the most through-going. splay of the Hollywood fault as a buried feature along a 
similar alignment, though somewhat north of the Caheunga Boulevard fault mapped by Dolan (l997) and Crook 
and Proctor (1992). Figure 3 shows the pertinent part of this recent publication. 

Millenium Project Investigations 
Geotechnical investigations were conducted as part of the planning process for the Millenium Project 
development. Studies were conducted by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services. A geoteclmical study 

. was conducted in May of2012, and was foHowed by a fault investigation in November of2012. 

Summarv of Geotechnical Study 
The geotechnical study was conducted primarily to provide a characterization of subsurface geotechnical 
conditions below each parcel for the pUI]Joses of providing preliminary assessment of feasible foundation systems 
and geotechnical aspects of construction (Langan 20l2a). The study included four borings designated LB-l 
through LBA, spaced across the two parcels and excavated to depths ranging from 60 to 100 feet (Figure 1). 
Borings LB-l, LB-2 and LB-4 encountered similar materials consisting primarily of interbedded sand, silty sand, 
clayey sand and clay. Groundwater was encountered in each of these borings at depths ranging from 51 to 58 
feet. Below 20 feet, Boring LB-3 encountered a nearly continuous section of clay 40 feet thick, and did not 
encounter groundwater to a depth of 61.5 feet. On Page 4-5 of the report, the area around Boring LB-3 is 
identified as possibly requiring different engineering parameters for certain types of foundations due to the 
different geotechnical conditions encountered in that area. 

The geoteclmical study provides a discussion of the fault rupture hazard on Page 6 of] 1 under "Mapped Faults". 
The discussion states that the site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Area, but that it is located 
near a boundary of a Fault Rupture Study Zone included in the Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles. The 
discussion also states that two sources identify the Holl:ywood fault as being about 0.4 miles from the site. These 
include the California Division of Mines and Geology (currently the California Geological Survey) "Active Near-. 
Source Fault Zones Map" and the City of Los Angeles "ZIMAS" system (http://zimas.lacity.org). 

Commentary on Ground Rupture Aspects of the Geotechnical Study 
Site-fault distance 
The geotechnical study was not intended to be a fault rupture hazard study. The discussion presented of the fault 
rupture hazard is on a level commonly employed and generally considered acceptable for sites that lie well 
beyond (1000's of feet or more) the influences of known, well~documented faults. The Langan discussion 
references two sources that identify the site as nearly one-half mile from the Hollywood fault. The ZIMAS 
system does return a site-fault distance of about Y2 mile; however, does not indicate the map location of the 
reference fault. In my opinion, this limits the utility of the information leaving-it inappropriate for use in 
evaluating the potential for ground rupture at a site. The other reference is a bit outdated in any case, but also 
tends to be more a tool for determining engineering factors for seismic design rather than a detailed map of fault 
surface traces. 

Conventional published geologic maps would have made more appropriate references. Dibblee's map of the 
Hollywood Quadrangle is well-known and readily available. Reference to this map would have immediately 
identified the Santa Monica fault within about 700 feet of the property. The interactive, 2010 Fault Activity Map 
of California prepared by the California Geological Survey is also readily available online. Although the ability 
to "zoom" this map is limited, at the highest zoom available, a branch of the Hollywood fault appears to be 
located near, if not directly beneath the Hollywood Millennium project. A web search of the "Hollywood fauit" 
would have returned numerous links to the more detailed studies outlined above. Anyone of these references, 
and certainly their combined influence would have alerted the consultant to the inaccuracy of the other references, 
and the need for a detailed ground-rupture hazard assessment at the site. 

Southwestern Engineering Geology Page 3 
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Reliance on Fault StudY Zones 
The consultant states that the site is outside an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (known now as "California 
Earthquake Fault Zones") and also just outside a Fault Rupture Study Area (FRSA) included in the Safety 
Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. The Alquist-Priolo Act of 1972 mandates that the State 
Geologist establish "appropriately wide zones" along faults judged to be "sufficiently active and well defined". 
Within these zones, fault rupture hazard studies would be required prior to permitting new construction. There 
currently is no Earthquake Fault Zone established along the Hollywood fault. 

The referenced map from the City of Los Angeles safety element is presented at a very small scale, includes only 
selected streets, and does not indicate the Hollywood Freeway. Accurately locating a site on this map is 
challenging, and in fact the position of the site indicated by the consultant on Langan Figure 4 appears to be 
hundreds of feet north of the actual location. If located accurately, it appears that the site would lie on the 
boundary of the City of Los Angeles FRSA. Regardless of the actual site location relative to either zone, all such 
zones are simply regulatory entities based on planning-level assessments intended to mandate studies where sites 
lie within certain distances of known faults. A site location inside a zone mandates a study. A site location 
outside a zone is no guarantee that the hazard does not exist or does not need to be addressed, and does not relieve 
the consultant of the responsibility to exercise professional judgement. The need for a ground rupture hazard 
assessment must be independently evaluated for each site, even when located outside any regulatory zone. 

Suggestive Geotechnical Data (Abrupt Soil Character Changes; Possible Groundwater Barriers) 
The geotechnical data developed for the site in the Lagan report includes two elements that together suggest a 
need for a fault rupture study. Borings LB-l. LB-2 and LB-4 all encountered similar subsurface conditions and 
all encountered groundwater within 50 to 58 feet of the surface. Boring LB-3 is located south of the other 
borings. LB-3 encountered distinctly different soil conditions and did not encounter groundwater to a depth of 
61.5 feet below ground surface. These conditions suggest the possibility of a subsurface discontinuity consistent 
with a fault between the two locations. Inasmuch as the fault identified in Cahuenga Boulevard projects through 
the site, the differences noted between these borings require a more detailed evaluation to better define the nature 
of the discontinui ty. 

Summary of the Fault Rupture Hazard Study 
A fault rupture hazard study was completed by Langan in November of 2012 (Langan, 20 12b). The introduction 
indicates the study was required by the City of Los Angeles after it was determined that the site was "located 
within 500 feet of the Hollywood fault trace "as mapped by the California Geologic Survey (CGS) and the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS)", The study presents a fairly generic description of the site geology, and a 
discussion of groundwater that is based almost entirely on the Historic High Groundwater Level map presented as 
Plate 1.2 of the California Geological Survey, Seismic Hazard Report for the Hollywood Quadrangle (CDMG, 
1998). Groundwater data from the May Langan geotechnical study is not addressed. 

The report continues with a discussion of local faults with a focus on the Hollywood fault. This discussion begins 
by repeating the site~fault distance of 0.4 miles based on the two references discussed previously, and provides 
additional comments that "the fault acts as a groundwater barrier with higher groundwater levels north of the fault 
than south of the fault, and the fault juxtaposes Tertiary-aged bedrock or Pleistocene-aged older alluvial deposits 
against Holocene aged alluvial deposits of the Los Angeles basin." No specific references are provided for either 
of these statements. These statements are followed by a paragraph that states the Hollywood fault is typically 
reported to be located south of Franklin Avenue and north of Yucca Street in the vicinity of the site, with one 
study indicating the fault could be located south of Yucca Street. Once again, specific references for these 
statements are not provided. The report concludes the discussion of the Hollywood fault with brief descriptions 
of published studies by Crook and Proctor (1992) and Dolan et. a1. (1997), and several consultant studies 
completed along North Highland Avenue just north of Franklin Avenue. 
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The discussion of local faults concludes with a brief statement that they reviewed aerial photographs taken 
between 1952 and 1998, that they were unable to discern evidence of faulting within the site, and that they 
concluded that the Hollywood fault trends east-west beyond the northern limit of the site. 

The field exploration in support of the fault investigation study was conducted only on the West Site. Exploration 
consisted of a linear array of six sonic borings oriented in a north-south direction, beginning about 60 feet north of 
the southern property line, and extending about 162 feet to the north. Two of the borings were drilled vertically 
and four were battered (inclined) toward the south. The inclined borings were carried to lengths of 100 to 115 
feet equating to depths of about 90 to 100 feet below the surface and were spaced at intervals of roughly 50 feet. 
The two vertical borings were carried to depths of fifty feet and were located within 10 to 20 feet on either side of 
Boring 2. 

Core from the borings was Jogged in detail with each described soil unit assigned a Munsell Color value. Data 
from the borings was plotted on a subsurface profile (Figure 4) where three main geologic units were interpreted. 
These included a blanket of man-made artificial fill across the surface, underlain by natural Younger Alluvium 
resting above natural Older Alluvium. Attempts appear to have been made to correlate individual soil horizons 
within each unit, and to characterize their lateral continuity; however, these correlations are poorly constrained. 

The upper sections of each boring encountered sections of loose to medium-dense sands that typically were 
described with 10YR hues indicating brown and yellowish brown colorations. These materials overlie deeper, 
generally more consolidated Older Alluvium. Although not specifically discussed in the report, it appears that a 
shift toward greater clay content combined with a shift toward more red, 7.5YR and 5YR Munsell hues were used 
to identify the top of the Older Alluvium. Based on the identification ofthis contact in the individual borings, an 
upper surface is depicted on the subsurface profile. This contact is depicted as a very gently southerly inclined 
surface dropping in elevation from about 370ft at B4 to 367ft at B-6 (a horizontal distance of about 80 feet), with 
an abrupt rise to an elevation of 370ft through B2 and B5, and a fairly steep ramp descending to an elevation of 
about 357ft at Boring Bl. The surface is depicted as continuous with no distinct offsets. 

Groundwater is depicted as a fairly unifonn surface along the line of borings, with a gentle inclination toward the 
north. Soils encountered in Borings B2 through B5 are generally similar interbedded sequences of sand, silty and 
clayey sand, and clay with significant gravel encountered at the north end of the line at the bottom of Boring B-4. 
These conditions contrast with soils in B 1 where an interval primarily of clay was encountered between 42 and 82 
feet in the boring. 

Radiocarbon dates were obtained for numerous horizons within each boring. Individual charcoal fragments were 
not recovered from the core; therefore, all dates reported are sediment dates. Although some anomalous dates 
were reported and discussed, in general the soil age dating confinned that materials assigned to Younger 
Alluvium (above the interpreted contact) are consistently Holocene in age, and that with one exception attributed 
to contamination, the materials assigned to Older Alluvium (below the interpreted contact) are consistently older 
than Holocene. 

The results of the fault investigation are summarized in four principal findings. These included 1) that visual 
shears were not observed in the core samples, and that as such, the irregularities in the contact between the 
Younger and Older Alluvium were interpreted as erosional features rather than as faults; 2) Langan considers the 
location of fault traces postulated by Dolan et. a1. to be poorly defined; 3) Evidence of groundwater barriers 
between borings was not observed within the site and 4) that detailed examination of the cores revealed no 
evidence of shearing and that Younger Alluvium consistently overlies Older Alluvium. Based on these findings it 
is concluded that active faulting is not present within the limits of their investigation on the site. 
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The discussions presented of both the Crook and Proctor study and the Dolan et. al shldy are dismissive and 
generally incomplete. Langan characterizes the 10 feet of sheared material encountered in Metro Rail Boring 28B 
as a possible "rock fragment", and seems to suggest that additional borings should have been conducted to 
evaluate this possibility. 

As described by Crook and Proctor (1992), Metro Rail Boring 28B penetrated l22 feet of fluvial sediments before 
encountering the ] 0 foot zone containing breccia of sheared sandstone, gravelly alluvium and siltstone bedrock 
Below approximately 132 feet, the boring continued in fluvial alluvium to a depth of 205 feet. A ten foot boulder 
consisting of sheared and brecciated fragments of multiple rock types contained in an otherwise normal sequence 
of fluvial sediments consisting of clay, silt and sand is simply not consistent with normal depositional processes. 
The suggestion that the conclusions at this location were based on "limited subsurface data" or that additional 
sampling should have been completed to confirm the origin of the "rock fragment" misses the point of Boring 
B28. Other borings excavated along Cahuenga Boulevard to depths in excess of 200 feet had already 
demonstrated that a fault had to be present. Boring B28 was the "additional exploration" excavated specifically to 
evaluate that possibility. 

The 1997 shldy by Dolan et. a1. consists of over twenty, 3-column pages of fine print published in a highly 
respected professional journal. The paper is generally considered something of a seminal study with respect to 
the Hollywood fault. Langan summarizes this landmark paper as follows: 

"Dolan et. al. (1997) performed an aerial photograph review and concluded that two possiblefaull scarps were 
present east and west of the Site. Due to the potential fault scarps, they inferred that buried traces fIr the 
Hollywoodfault could traverse the Site. Their conclusions are based on geomorphic data available at the time 
and did not include a subsurface investigation to confirm if buried traces were present. " 

Langan asserts that the Dolan work was based on, and to a certain degree implies that it was limited to review of 
aerial photographs, seemingly with the implication that the interpreted fault is not sufficiently constrained to 
warrant a study at the Millennium Site. As a point of fact, the Dolan paper does not discuss the use of aerial 
photographs. The geomorphic analysis for that shldy was completed using topographic maps prepared prior to 
much of the local urbanization. More importantly, the fault identified below Cahuenga Boulevard is constrained 
by the Metro Rail Borings, groundwater anomal ies, and well defined, south-facing scarps. The point of a research 
paper of this type is to develop and disseminate geologic information so that it can be incorporated into practical 
applications. Langan seems to suggest both here and in their conclusions that unless the research included 
exploration directly on the Millennium property, that the results are poorly constrained and not relevant to the 
Millennium project. This position seems to have resulted in Langan failing to incorporate very valuable data 
readily available in the public record. This data has a very direct and important role in any evaluation of the fault 
rupture hazard for this project. 

Program of Field Exploration 
The text of the Langan report does little to communicate the analysis underlying the program of field exploration 
implemented at the Millennium site. The combined Millennium sites extend nearly 500 feet in a north-south 
direction. The linear array of borings that comprise the fault investigation extend only over about 150 feet of that 
distance and are located only on the West Site. The reason for this limited investigation is not discussed. 

There is a blue line on the map at the north end of the boring array with a label that indicates it is the «Northern 
Limit of the Fault Investigation." There is no discussion in the text of the report to explain the lack of 
investigation north of this line. The project description indicates that a 220 foot high tower will be located in the 
"northwest portion of the west site". Based on this understanding of the project, and given the need to establish a 
setback from active faults, it is difficult to understand how the defined limits of the fault study wiH provide 
sufficient data to accommodate development at the northwest corner of the west parceL 

Southwestern Engineering Geology Page 6 
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Similarly there is a yellow line at the south end of the boring array that is labelled "Southern Limit of 500 Foot 
Offset from Hollywood Fault Trace". As noted above, the location of a site outside regulatory limits that mandate 
exploration does not relieve the professional geologist of the obligation to properly evaluate a hazard. In any 
event, the consultant should clearly identifY which Hollywood fault trace forms the basis for the yellow line. In 
the introduction to the report, the consultant indicates that he must explore the area within 500 feet of the 
Hollywood fault trace as mapped by CGS and the USGS. The USGS reference is a digital fault and fold database 
that can be displayed on Google Earth. This database plots the Hollywood fault about 100 feet north of Yucca 
Street at Ivar Avenue. This fault is plotted north of Franklin Avenue on Langan Plate 1. Nonetheless, the yellow 
line is consistent with the correct fault location. The CGS reference (Geologic Compilation of Quaternary 
Surficial Deposits in Southern California) was revised in July of 2012. The location of the Hollywood fault on 
earlier versions of this reference is not known (the older reference is not available); however, the current version 
of the publication maps the Hollywood fault passing just south of Yucca within the northern boundary of the site 
and north of the current limits of the fault investigation (Figure 3). This fault location would seem to mandate 
exploration across the entirety of the property. 

Regardless of which mapped trace is considered appropriate to define a 500-foot limit for mandatory exploration, 
the overarching consideration is that a preponderance of evidence supports a significant fault one block west of 
the Millennium development beneath Cahuenga Boulevard, and that the fault extends to the surface somewhere 
between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Variations in dip angle and fault trend complicate efforts to 
establish a precise surface trace or eastward projection; a robust program of field exploration designed to evaluate 
the possibility of a fault anywhere beneath the Millennium Project seems warranted. 

Interpreted Subsurface Profile A -.vA..' 
The text of the report provides little commentary regarding the interpretation and analysis supporting the 
subsurface profile presented on Plate 2 of the report. Nonetheless, the boundary between the Holocene Younger 
Alluvium and the Pleistocene Older Alluvium appears to have been readily identifiable in the core samples and 
tends to be supported by the radiocarbon soil dates. The boundary identified in the borings resolves into a well 
defined, continuous surface at the north end of the subsurface profile. However, at the south end of the profile, 
the core data suggests irregularities in this surface that amount to an abrupt overall step in the surface about 10 
feet down to the south. The consultant interprets this step in the surface as simple manifestations of an erosional 
contact. The lack of visible shears in the core is cited as justification for this interpretation. There is very little 
discussion in the report regarding the condition of the core or the core handling procedures, and there are no 
photographs provided of the core. Much of the cored material is quite sandy. Shears related to faulting may very 
well not be preserved in this type of materiaL Furthermore, the step is accompanied by a dramatic change in the 
composition of the subsurface materials. Where Borings 2 through 6 encountered primarily sand, silty sand and 
clayey sand with relative few, thin intervals of clay, Boring B 1 extended through 40 feet of clay virtually 
uninterrupted. This data is reminiscent of the geotechnical study where materials encountered in LB-3 were 
markedly different than the other three borings located more to the north. Additional exploration in the form of 
trenching or additional, closely spaced borings appears warranted in this area to better resolve the nature of the 
irregularity defined in this contact. 

Groundwater 
Measurement of groundwater levels in inclined borings can be challenging relative to the comparatively simple 
task of dropping a tape down a vertical hole. This might lead to difficulty in making accurate readings. The level 
of groundwater observed in the borings is a critical element to the interpretation of the fault study. It is noted that 
in all borings, the core - particularly in the coarser-grained intervals, is commonly described as "wet" below the 
reported groundwater leveL This is not the case in Boring B 1. Groundwater is reported at a depth of 50.5 feet, 
yet no samples are described as "wet" until reaching a depth of 92 feet. "Very fine- to coarse-grained sand" at 82 
feet is described as "slightly moist to moist". Samples are not consistently described as "wet" until reaching a 
depth of about 100 feet. These data raise concerns that the measurement of groundwater levels in Bl may have 
been in error. The possibility exists that a seep at the 50-foot level in the boring may have been mistaken for an 
established groundwater level, and that instead, there exists a steep drop in the groundwater level between B5 and 
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Bl, and that the actual groundwater level in the inclined Boring Bl is at a depth of90 feet (approximately 80 feet 
below the ground surface) and consistent with regional historic high groundwater levels. 

The text of the report indicates that groundwater levels were measured in each boring at the completion of drilling 
and that each boring was backfilled with grout. There is no discussion of leaving the holes open or of returning to 
measure groundwater after a 24 hour period. The logs for Bl, B2 and B3 each indicate that groundwater was 
measured in the boring after a 24hour period. This note on the logs seems to be in conflict with the reported field 
procedure. Additional commentary regarding the measurement of groundwater and in particular the method by 
which groundwater was measured in the inclined borings may help to resolve some of these issues. 

The consultant's discussion of groundwater on Page 3 is based entirely on published groundwater levels reported 
by the California Geological Survey. These reported "Historic High" groundwater levels are substantially deeper 
than those encountered on the site. The consultant does report the onsite findings on Page 7, but other than to 
note the fact that onsite water levels are substantially higher than previously recorded historic high levels, the 
consultant offers no discussion of this fairly remarkable finding. The possibility that the anomalously high levels 
occur because water 1S impounded behind a fault located southerly of the fault study is not discussed. Instead the 
consultant offers a conclusion that evidence of groundwater barriers between borings was not observed within the 
site. Not only does this statement fail to consider one of the most likely implications of the high groundwater 
beneath the site, it would seem to be in conflict with the evidence for a possible groundwater barrier between 
Boring LB-3 and the other borings excavated during the original geotechnical study. Nothing in the fault study 
effectively addresses this issue. 

Summarv and Conclusions 
Based upon a review of the Langan geotechnical and fault investigation studies, various published indicating 
locations for the Hollywood fault and published studies of the Hollywood fault, we respectfully submit the 
foHowing concluding statements: 

1. The discussion provided in the Langan fault investigation is not sufficient to adequately detennine if the 
. extent of the fault study is suitable for the proposed development. Based on our current understanding of 
the proposed project, it appears that additional exploration is warranted both to the north and the south of 
the November 2012 study. 

2. The data developed by the Langan fault investigation suggests a possible offset in the contact between the 
Younger and Older Alluvial units between Sonic Borings Bland B6. This Offset appears to be associated 
with an abrupt juxtaposition of different materials in the deeper subsurface. The erosional contact 
interpreted at this location by Langan is not constrained by the available data~ 

3. The evaluation of groundwater levels below the property is incomplete. Additional exploration utilizing 
vertical borings to completely characterize groundwater conditions beneath the entire site would appear to 
be a critical element of an evaluation of the fault rupture hazard. 

4. There remains some lack of consensus regarding the location of the Hollywood fault in the vicinity of the 
Millelmium Project. The USGS plots the fault just north of Yucca Street; the most recent CGS map 
indicates the fault is just south of Yucca street. Both of these surface traces would seem to be too far 
north to accommodate the fault identified under Cahuenga Boulevard and the projection of this fault with 
the scarps identified in the 1997 study by Dolan et. aI. 

5. A preponderance of evidence supports a high probability that the fault identified in Metro Rail Boring 
B28 extends east from Cahuenga Boulevard and through the Millennium Project Site. This probability in 
combination with anomalies noted in the onsite data developed during the Langan Studies argues for a 
rigorous effort to provide sufficient exploration to uniquely preclude the presence of active faults below 
the Millennium Project site. 
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This opportunity to be of service is appreciated. Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please give 
me a call. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~~ ) 
Christopher J. Sexton 
Professional Geologist No. 4612 
Certified Engineering Geologist No.144] 

Attachments: 

References 

Figure 1 - Boring Location Map 
Figure 2 - Dolan et. al. Fault Study Map 

. Figure 3 - Portion of CGS Special Report 217 
Figure 4 - Subsurface Profile 

Resume 
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Christopher J. Sexton, C.E.G. 
Certifieil Engineeril1g GeolOBist 

M. S., Geological Sciences, Cali fornia State University, Los Angeles, 1990 
(Geologic Structure of the Liebre Fault Zone South of Bald Mountain) 

B. S., Geological Sciences, California State University, Northridge, 1983 
(Geochemistry and Tectonic Implications of Mid-Miocene Shallow Intrusions on the Palos 

Verdes Peninsula and along the Laguna Beach Coastline) 

Registration 8. Professional Affiliations 

Professional Histon 

Professional Geologist, California, #4612 
Registered Geologist, Idaho, #681 
Certified Engineering Geologist, California, #1441 
Certified Engineering Geologist, Oregon, #1148 
Member, Association of Engineering Geologists 

Southwestern Engineering Geology, Simi Valley, Principal Geologist, 1993-present 
Diaz-Y ourman & Associates, Engineering Geologist, 2008-present 
GeoDynamics, Principal Geologist, 2005-present 
Bing Yen & Associates, Inc., Camarillo, Senior Geologist, 1999-2005 
Advanced Geotechnical Services, Inc., Camarillo, Senior Geologist, 1993-2003 
California State University, Los Angeles, Assistant Professor, 1994 
West Coast Geotechnical, Westlake Village, Chief Geologist, 1991-1993 
Leighton & Associates, Inc., Westlake Village, Project Geologi st, 1990-1991 
Allan E. Seward Engineering Geology, Inc., Newhall, Senior Project Geologist, 1983-1990 
MESA2

, Inc., Marine and Environmental Sciences, Northridge, Staff Geologist, 1981 -
1982 

Representative Experience 

Mr. Sexton has over 30 years of experience providing engineering geology services in diverse geologic and 
environmental settings from Santa Monica and San Gabriel Mountains to the California Desert, and the California 
Coastline from San Luis Obispo to San Clemente. His expertise includes geological site characterization, land 
review, technical/peer review for municipalities, earthquake damage assessments, forensics, geotechnical 
construction monitoring, instrumentation, fault studies, and evaluation and remediation of landslides and other 
geologic hazards. These studies included drilling and trenching operations using many different types of full·sized 
and limited access drilling rigs and sampling equipment. Mr. Sexton has extensive experience producing detailed 
logs of fault trenches, rock-core and drill cuttings, and downhole observations in hundreds of bucket auger borings 
to depths as great as 160 feet. Project environments range from beach fronts and level sites to difficult-access 
hillside areas. 

Over the last 20 years, Mr. Sexton has provided consulting engineering geology services to over 40 respected 
engineers, geologists and developers throughout southern California. His studies have ranged from "due diligence" 
reviews in support 0 f purchase decisions to detailed geologic site characterization, slope instrumentation and 
geologic review for municipalities. Mr. Sexton has provided technical peer-review of hundreds of projects ranging 
from simple residential additions to large tracts with over 1000 homes situated in complex terrain including active 
faults, deep landslides, and combinations of coilapsible, expansive and liquefiable soils. 

Project experiem:e 

• Served as principle geologic reviewer on hundreds of projects as technical reviewer for the Cities of Simi 
Valley, Moorpark, Agoura Hills, Hidden Hills, Malibu, Calabasas, Camarillo, Palmdale, Santa Clarita and 
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others. Tasks included detailed peer review of fault investigation studies for large residential and commercial 
developments in the Simi-Santa Rosa, Camarillo, San Gabriel and San Andreas fault zones. Primary editor in 
the development of "Guidelines for the Preparation of Geotechnical Reports for the City of Palmdale, 
California", Provided testimony in 2006 to the California State Mining and Geology Board during challenges 
to the current interpretation of the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Act. These challenges resulted in clarification 
from the State regarding the intention of the Act, and establishment of a working group to re-visit requirements 
ofllie Act. (1999-2013). 

• Served as principle geologic reviewer on over 60 projects as technical reviewer for Monterey County (2011). 

Project Geologist for a fault trenching study for a large residential development proposed along the San 
Andreas Fault in Palmdale, California. 

Completed fault rupture hazard study as part of a package of feasibility assessments for a major freeway 
interchange and surrounding developments proposed in the City of Camarillo, California. High groundwater 
and unconsolidated materials precluded conventional trenching. Instead, 131 CPT soundings totaling a lineal 
footage of nearly 7500 feet were interpreted to identify potential fault offsets in shallow stratigraphy. Project 
was completed by Bing Yen and Associates, Inc. for the City of Camarillo (2004). 

Supervised field exploration, radiocarbon dating, analysis, and report preparation for a fault study in support of 
a 120-acre, major mall development in the City of Simi Valley, California. Coordinated excavation and 
detailed logging of approximately 7500 lineal feet of shallow fault trenches, two alluvial trenches that extended 
to depths up to 50 feet and involved earth quantities of about 300,000 yd3

, as well as hollow-stemmed and 
bucket-auger borings. Project was completed by Bing Yen and Associates, Inc. for the City of Simi Valley 
(2002). 

Provided third-party technical review of two controversial fault-rupture hazard studies in the City of Camarillo 
where applicants had retained counsel to challenge the technical conclusions of the City reviewer, and the legal 
basis for City policies regarding construction in fault zones. The first of these resulted in a presentation and 
petition to the California State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) requesting clarification of the intent of the 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Act. Ultimately these efforts resulted in the SMGB establishing a Technical 
AdvisOlY Committee to review the act and recommend policy changes (2006 & 2007). 

Provided second-party review for the Triunfo Sanitation District of preliminary feasibility level assessments of 
five alternative sites proposed for relocating a municipal water tank off of a large landslide (2005). 

• Supervised drilling and installation of inclinometers as part of a detailed investigation of a landslide covering 
about 10 acres in Bel Air Estates, CalifOl:nia. The landslide affects approximately 15 estate properties and a 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power water line. Provided detailed geologic logging of hollow-stem 
auger and rock-core holes that extended to depths of about 90 feet. Supervised installation of inclinometer 
casings and groundwater monitoring wells. The project was completed by Geomatrix Consultants and AMEC 
for the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (2006--2013). 

• 

Provided initial engineering and geologic assessment of damages to well over 100 residential structures in 
support of claims adjustment for major insurance companies. Many of these were completed as part of "rapid
response" efforts provided by insurance companies following the 1994 Northridge Earthquake. Others were 
completed as part of a judicially mandated "Independent Readjustment Program" to assist in reassessing 
earthquake damage claims nearly ten years old. Insurance assessment projects have been completed with 
RogersiPacific, GeoSyntec Consultants, and Snyder and Wilson Engineering between 1994 and 2013. 

Provided field supervision and downhole geologic logging to depths exceeding 120 feet to assess the 
mechanism and cause of failure where a landslide collapsed 600 feet of a major roadway at the southwest 
corner ofthe Palos Verdes Peninsula, California (Vv'hite Point). Project was completed by Shannon and Wilson 
for the City of Los Angeles (2011-2012). 

RL0036533 



EM36624 

Christopher J. Sexton P3ge3 

• 

Provided detailed logs of cleanout excavations to characterize shallow stratigraphy exposed during construction 
of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Headworks Eastern Reservoir. Logged sonic borings for 
the Headworks Western Reservoir. The combined capacity of the two Headworks reservoirs will be 
approximately one-hundred, million gallons. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (201] and 2013). 

Provided field exploration in support of evaluating the feasibility of various cover designs for the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power Stone Canyon Reservoir, located above Bel Air in the Santa Monica 
Mountains north of Los Angeles. Provided detailed surface logging of approximately 800 feet of coreholes that 
extended to depths up to about 100 feet, detailed logging of shallow trenches and surface support during 
downhole examination of large diameter borings to depths of about 115 feet. Participated in downhole 
geophysics with Optical Televiewer, and installed and developed water-level monitoring wells in coreholes; 
including installation of vibrating wire piezometers. Project evaluated overall bedrock structure and 
groundwater conditions, helped define a complex unconfonnable contact between the Topanga Fonnation and 
Modelo Formation that extends beneath the existing dam, and developed subsurface definition of landslides 
that cover up to approximately] 5 acres. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (2010-2013). 

Provided field supervision and logging of trenches and rotary wash borings in support of a geotechnical study 
to provide recommendations for rehabilitation of gas pipeline foundations in an environmentaUy sensitive area 
of Santa Barbara County. Project was completed by Globus Engineering, Inc. for the Southern California Gas 
Company (2012). 

Participated in core logging, geophysical logging and geologic interpretation for the Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power, Silver Lake Bypass Tunnel Project. Logged two core holes and assisted in developing 
cross sections in support of geotechnical evaluation of large diameter access shafts proposed to extend to depths 
of approximately 90 feet. Project was completed by AMEC for the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (2011). 

Provided reconnaissance of engineering geology constraints for the Mountains Recreation & Conservation 
Authority (MRCA), involved in the development of facilities proposed at four coastal community parks in the 
geologically complex Malibu area of southern California (2006-2010). 

Provided geologic investigation and observation and mapping during grading to excavate cell expansions at the 
Calabasas and Sunshine Canyon Landfills. Investigations included detailed downhole logging of bucket-auger 
borings to depths of 80 feet. Identified critical geologic features in cell floors and in cut-slopes that extended to 
heights over 400 feet (2003-2007). 

• Project Geologist through Globus Engineering, Inc. for several projects completed at the Southern California 
Gas Company at the Aliso Canyon Facility at the north edge of the San Fernando Valley. Projects included 
aggressive gradin.g repair of access road failure that damaged and continued to threaten well-head facilities, and 
geologic/fault investigatlon ofa proposed pad for new compressor facilities (2005-2006). . 

On location for over four months east of Glamis, California to provide field assistance during groundwater 
characterization study in support of the proposed Los Angeles County Sanitation District's Mesquite Landfill. 
Completed detailed field mapping, well installation, and surface logging of nearly 4000 feet of rock core in 12 
exploratory holes/monitoring wells that extended to depths of over 500 feet in sedimentary and complexly 
defonned metamorphic terrain. Supervised construction of monitoring wells. Provided input during 
interpretation of geophysical logging and critical review of cross sections during the final stages of report 
preparation. The project was completed by GeoSyntec Consultants for the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District (2005). 

RL0036534 



EM36625 

Christopher I. Sellon Page II 

Provided services to GeoSyntec Consultants to log and supervise installation of inclinometers to monitor 
potential movements in large landslides being undercut by grading for residential developments on property 
adjacent to an access road for La Pata landfill in San Juan Capistrano (2005). 

• Provided field assistance during investigation in support of an expansion to the Calabasas Landfill in 
Calabasas, California. Provided detailed field mapping, surface logging of coreholes that extended to depths up 
to about 300 feet, and downhole examination and logging of large diameter borings to depths of about 115 feet. 
Issues included groundwater levels and potential impacts of proposed grading on offsite landslides "that cover 

approximately ] 00 acres. Participated in downhole geophysics for 10 coreholes. Geophysics included Optical 
Televiewer, Fluid Temperature and conductivity logs, resistivity and gamma logs, caliper logs, and Acoustic 
Televiewer logs. Supervised construction of monitoring wells. Monitored water levels in all wells and 
maintained water level logs. Project was completed by GeoSyntec Consultants for the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District (2003). 

• 

Project Geologist responsible for the design, installation, monitoring and interpretation of dozens of slope 
inclinometer installations. 

Project Geologist responsible for investigation and construction monitoring of a large landslide repair 
completed in complex geologic terrain along Valdez Road in Calabasas, California. The landslide covered an 
area of about 2 acres and impacted three homes and a public road that provided access to 13 residential 
properties. Repair was completed under a grant from FEMA and included nearly complete removal and export 
of the landslide debris to install a shear key above the affected residences, installation of an extensive subdrain 
and new stormdrain system, and reconstruction of the public road (1993-1994). 

Project Geologist for detailed assessment of sea-cliff retreat beneath a proposed residential tract in Santa 
Barbara, California. Investigation included an extensive review of historic aerial photographs of the sea-cliff 
dating back to 1928, surface mapping of bedrock outcrops exposed in the face of the sea cliff, down-hole 
geologic logging of six exploratory bucket-auger borings, review of logs for 38 borings excavated previously 
on the property, coordination with local professional and academic geologists and detailed geologic analysis to 
estimate rates of sea cliff retreat and establish acceptable setback distances for the proposed development 
(1990). 

Staff and project level work for commercial, industrial and residential development in the Ventura and Soledad 
Basins between 1983 and 1990. Completed geologic investigations for over 50 land parcels ranging up to 700 
acres in size. Provided geologic observation" and mapping during design and grading for large projects 
involving millions of cubic yards of earthwork to construct residential and commercial building pads using high 
cut-slopes, fill slopes and retaining walls. Conducted fault-activity studies along the Holser, San Andreas and 
San Gabriel faults. Supervised geologic investigation for large commercial development focused around a 
proposed United States Postal Service Facility in Santa Clarita, California. Infrastructure for this development 
included roadways, a bridge, a flood control channel and several water tank sites (] 983 -1990). 

Publicatiolls 
Sexton, C. 1.; 1990; "An Overview of the Geology of the Soledad Basin, Northern Los "Angeles County, 
California"; in Buckley, C. L and Larson, R. A. ed. Geology and Engineering Geology of the Western Soledad 
Basin, Los Angeles County, California; AEG Field Trip Guidebook; November, 1990. 

Larson, R. A. and Sexton, C. J.; 1992; "Investigation of a Low-Angle, Dip-Component, Translational Landslide, 
Haskell Canyon, Los Angeles County, California"; Proceedings of the 35th Annual Meeting of the Association of 
Engineering Geologists, pre"sented Oct. 2-9, 1992. 

Sexton, C. J.; 1998; "A Perspective on Standard of Care"; AEG News; Volume 41, Number 2; Spring 1998. 
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Sexton, C. J.; 1999; "Common Pitfalls in Reaching Geologic Conclusions for Small Residential Developments"; 
Program with Abstracts; 42nd Annual Meeting of the Association of Engineering Geologists; Presented September 
27, ]999. 

Sexton, C. J.; 2000; "Things Your Mother Never Told You: Post-Academic Skills and Knowledge Necessary to 
Survive as an Engineering Geologist"; Program with Abstracts; 43Td Annual Meeting of the Association of 
Engineering Geologists; Presented September 24, 2000. 

Sexton, C. J.; 2007; "The Califomia Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act - Challenges in Implementing 
State Policy at the Local Level"; Program with Abstracts; 50th Annual Meeting of the Association of Engineering 
Geologists; presented September 28,2007 

Sexton, C. J.; 2008; "Implementing the Califomia Earthquake Fault Zoning Act- A Proposal for Change"; 
Environmental and Engineering Geoscience; February, 2008; Vol. 14, No.1; pp. 43-51. 

Schell, B. A. and Sexton, C. J.; 2009; "Newly Discovered Faults Associated with Ground Cracks of the 1971 San 
. Fernando Earthquake"; Program with Abstracts, Seismological Society of America Annual Meeting, April 8-10, 

2009. 

Sexton, C. J. and Blake, T. F.; 2010; "Challenges in Peer Review of Fault Rupture Hazard Studies for Engineering 
Mitigation"; Environmental and Engineering Geoscience; February, 2010; Vol. 16, No.1; pp. 41-46. 
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JMBM Jeffer Mangels 
Butler & MitchellllP _________________ _ 

Benjamin M. Reznik 
Direct: (310) 201-3572 
Fax: (310) 712-8572 
bmr@jmbm.com 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90067-4308 
(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 

www.jmbm.com 

July 23, 2013 

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND E-MAIL 

The Honorable Herb Wesson Jr., President 
Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Hollywood Millennium Project 
CPC-2008-3440-AC-CUB-CU-AV-HD; CPC-2013-1 03-DA 
VTT-71837; ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
Council File No. 13-0593-S 1 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 24,2013, Item No. 21 

Dear President Wesson and Members of the Los Angeles City Council: 

We represent HEIIGC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, 
respectively, of the W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, California 90028, and we submit this letter on their behalf. We previously submitted 
public comment letters regarding the Draft EIR for the Hollywood Millennium Project (the 
"Project"), and letters to the City Planning Commission and the City Council Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee regarding the insufficiency of the environmental review for the 
Project 

In these letters we identified key issues in the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR for 
the Project and noted the inadequate response to these comments in the Final EIR. The Draft 
EIR fails to fully evaluate the traffic and parking impacts, because the Draft EIR makes certain 
assumptions due to a lack of finite Project Description. The Draft EIR uses modified trip 
generation rates for high-rise apartments, and calculates the required parking based on reductions 
for shared parking between retail, office and commercial uses. However, the Project does not 
provide a sufficient Project Description that would warrant an accurate calculation of the traffic 
impact or support reductions for any specific parking sharing. 

Attached is a copy of the letter from the California Department of Transportation 
("Caltrans") to Councilrnember Garcetti, dated May 7, 2013, that reiterates some of our concerns 
with the traffic analysis. The Caltrans letter notes that the Project will contribute significant 
impacts to the US-1 0 1 freeway on and off ramps, which are currently operating at Level of 

A Limited LiabHity Law Partnership Including Professional Corporations I Los Angeles· San Francisco· Orange County 
LA 9715742vl 
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Service F, and the Project's traffic study does not analyze or disclose these impacts. The 
Applicant has not submitted any additional information responding to Caltrans request that 
evaluates the impact to the State Highways System, and the neighbors that utilize it. Therefore, 
there is no substantial evidence in the record that would support approval of the Project based on 
the inaccurate traffic analysis. 

,B NJAMIN M. REZNIK of 
Je er Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

BMR:slb 
cc: Via E-mail: 

Mayor Eric Garcetti (mayor.garcetti@lacity.org) 
Marie Rumsey, CD 13 Planning Director (marie.rumsey@lacity.org) 
Michael LoGrande, Planning Director (michael.10grande@lacity.org) 
Dan Scott, Principal Planner (dan.scott@lacity.org) 
Lucirialia Ibarra, Hearing Officer (luciralia,ibarra@lacity.org) 
Guadalupe Duran-Medina (guadalupe.duran.medina@lacity.org) 
Tanner Blackman (tanner.blackrnan@lacity.org) 

LA 9725742vl 
JMBM i Jeffer M""gels 

l Butler & Mltchell UP 
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SIATE OF CA},[FQRNlA--8!JSINFSS TRANSPORTATlON AND HOIlSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRlCF;QA BRANCH 
J 00 MAlNSTREET, MS # 16 
LOS ANGELES; CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (Z13)897-:9140 
FAX; (213) 897-1337 

May7,20B 

Coundlmember Eric Garcetti 
Council District 13 
City oiLos Atlgeles 
200 N '. Spring Stleet, . Room 475 
Los Angeles) CA 90012 

Dear Councihnember Gatcetti: 

RE: MiUennium.HoUywoodProject 
IGRfCEQA :No. 130204AL-FEIR 
Vicinity: LA-lOl,PM 7.37 
BCH #2011 041094 

Flex yourpower! 
Be energy effiCient! 

We are· writing this letter to reiterate CrutraIlS' concerns that the Environmental Impact Report 
{EIR).Final Envitonmental Impact Report (FEIR), and Traffic Study for this project did not 
fulfill the requirements of the CaliforniaEpvironmental Quality Act (CEQA); 

The MiUennium Hollywood Project is a regionaIlysignificantprojecttbatwiIl (:onstruct over 1 
million square feet of mixeci use development ~d is approximately one block from the .US-I 01 
freeway. With the existing condition of the freeway operating at Level of Service "F'\ this 
project will contributesigmficant trafficimpac~' to the US-lOI freew:ayand its onloff ramps, 
The traffic stUdy does not analyze nor does it disclose the traffic impacts that this project win 
contribute to the State Highway System; . 

After reviewmgthe Response to Comments from the City, Caltrans sent a letter,: dated February 
19,2013, cpmmenting on the FEIR (seea.ttachment 3). We have not recejv¢daresponse from 
the City regarding our comments. 

The Los Angeles Planning Commission approved the project on April 27, 2013. As a 
commenting agency, we would like to, once again, bring to the City's attention that the project 
impacts will likely result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe 
queuing, and difficult maneuvering.. As mentioned in our previous letters, these concerns have 
not been adequately addressed lome BIR. 

In sum.m.aty; without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot agree that the FEIR 
substantively identifies and mitigates the Project's impacts to the State highway facilities as 
required under CEQA. 

.', " .~" "-. 
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Caltrans staff wiHcontinue to be available to work in partnership with tbe City to identify 
adequate mitigation as a.result of the traffic iInpacts from the Millennium Hollywood proposed 
project. If you have any questions,plea$e feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Alan Lin, 
the proJect coordinator) at(213) 897~8391,andplease refer toIORJCEQA No. 130204AL. 

Sincerely, 
) 

~~~ 
DIANNA WATSON 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
City Council Members •. City of Los Angeles 
Michael LoGrande, Director .City oiLes Angeles Planning Department 

Attachments (3) 

, . 

"Coltrans improves mobility across Cali/ornla " 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7; REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGRlCEQABRANCH 
100 MAiN S'rREf:.T, MS It Ui 
I.OSANOELE$, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE:· (213) 897~9140 
FAX; (213) 891';1337 

May J8, 20ll 

Ms .. Srimai P. Hcwawitharana, 
City afLos AQgeles 
200 N. Spring Street. Room 1$0 
Los Angeles, CA90012 

Dear Ms. Hewwitha(ana~ 

EM36631 

IGRlCEQA No. UQ501AL-NOP 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Vic.LAM lOl,PM 1.31 
SCH #2011041094 

Flex youi FWfrf 
Jk energyeffi.~/f 

Thank you for inciudipg th(,! California Departm~t of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental revieWproee8s fotthe above refenmced project Thepropo~ . project would 
include the ·construction ofapproxhnatcly i~052,667square feet Qf.new developed floor area. 
The projectwQtdu develop a mix. of land ·u~ in¢hIding resld~mial dwenmg·wUts~ luxury· hotel 
rooms, office· and· associated uses. restaurant space~ ·health and fitness ··oluo uses~ and retail 
establishments. . 

Because of thesizeaild land uses of the· project. tbisprojoot may have. a~gionalttaffic impaCt 
on the State facilities~ To assist in otlf efforts to evaluate the impa,cts of this project on $tate 
transportation faCilities, it traffic study should be-prepared prior to preparihgtheDraft 
Environmental Impact . Report (DltIR). Pteasetefer the project's traffic consUltant to the 
Department's traftlC$t\ldy :guide Wehsite: 

Listed below are.smnee1em.entsofwhatis gmlm:a!ly expected in the trnfficstudy: 

1. Presentations of1lSsumptions and methods used to develop trip generationj trip distribution, 
choice of travel xn.o4c. and assignments of trips ·to 1-11 O~ and all onIoff ramps Within 5 miles 
radius of the project site. The Department hasooncerns about queuing of vehicles using off
ramps that will back into the mainline throughbmes. It is recommended that the City 
determine wb.ether project .. related plus cumulative traffic is ex~edto.C8USe long queues on 
the on and off':ramps. We would like to meet with the traffic consultant to identify study 
1ocationson the State facilities beforepreparingtbe Environmental Impact RepQrt (EIR). 

2. Consistency ofpioject travel modeling with other regional and loCal modelirt~ forecasts and 
with travel data. The Department may use indices to verify the results and any differences or 
inconsisUmf;:ies must be thoroughly explainoo. 
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3. Analysis of ADT, AM and PM peak-hOUr volumes for both the existing and future conditions 
in the affected area. Utilization of transit Hnes and vehicles, and of all facilities, should be 
realistically estimated. Future conditions snouldinciudebuild-out of aU projectS and any 
plan-horizon years .. (see next item) 

4. Inclusion of all appropriate traffic volumes. Amilysis should include· existing traffic, traffic 
g<lnQratoo by the projeQt; cumulative traffic generated from aU specific approved 
developments in the area, and traffic growth other than fi'Qrn ~heproject and developments. 

5. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate aJitiCipated traffic impacts. These 
mitigaU.ondiscussions should include, butnot be limited to; the following: 

~ Description of Transportation Infrastructure Improvements 
• FhlaJ1cialCosts, Fundmg S01lfCCS and Fitwlcing. 
,. Sequence and Se,heduling Considerations 
• hnplementationResponsibHities, Controlst and Monitoring 

Any mitigation involving u&lmt 91" Transportation Demand ManagemeJlt (TOM) should be 
justified and the results oonseryativciyestimate<i. improvements mvolving dedicatio!lof 
latid or Pllysical CQQstru(#iQ11. may be favorably considered . 

. 6. The Dq>arlmCilt may accept fail' share contributions towartt pt~stabHshed or future 
improVefi1ents on the State Highway Syst~. Please usellie to1l0wingtatio when estUnadng' . 
project equitab1eshare responsibmty: additional· traffic volume due toprojed implementation 
is divide4,by the total increase in th,etraffic volume (see Appendix "B" ofilieGuide). . ." '.. '. . . . . :.' . ~.". " - -; . -'. " . . 

Pl~enot~that for purposesofdct¢rminingproject share ofoosts, the number of trips from 
nwproject on each travelmgsegtrtent. or '~Jement is estimateil in the·cont~tof forecaSted • 
traffic volumes, which inchlde bUild-out mali approved and not yet approved projects and 
otbf;}r sources of growth. Analyticalmcth'Ods such as select-zone tt:ave1fu~ast modeling 
might be usoo. 

fl~ be reminded that as the tespon~hlc agt,fficy underCEQA,the Department· bas 
authority to detenninethe reqwred fu:ewayanalysis for this proj~t·;wi is responsible fur 
obtaining measures that will off':sct project vehlcletripgeneratiotlthat worsens State 
Highway facilities. CEQA a11Q~ the Department to develop· cpteria for evaluating impucts 
on the facilities that it manages. In addition; the County eMf'· standards states that the 
Department should be consulted fQttneana.lysis of State facilitieS. State Routes mentioned 
inilem #1 should be analyzed, preferably using methods suggested in the Dcpartmcnt's 
Traffic Impact Study Guide. To help determine the appropriate scope, we request that a 
select zone modd run is performed. We welcome the opportunity to provide consultation 
regarding the Department's preferred scope andmethods06malysis. 

We look forward to reviewing the traffic study and expect to receive aoopy from the State 
Clearinghouse when the DEIR is completed. .Should you wish to expcditefue review process or 
receive cady fecdbackfWm the Dep$1mcnt please feel free to send a OOPY of the OEIR directly 
to oUfoffice. 
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As discussed in your telephone conversation on May 17, 2011 with Mr; Alan Lin, Project 
Coordinator~. we would like to extend an invitation to meet with the City, developer,· and the 
traffic consultant early intbe proccssto di.scussJX)tentiai traffic impacts to the State facilities and 
possible mitigation measures prior to the preparation of the EIR. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 891~9140 or Ahm Un the 
project coordinator at(2!3) 897-8391 and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 1l0501AL. 

~~v~-t~:A WATSON .. 

IGRlCEQABmnchQUef 

cc: . SC9tt Mor~; State deannghousc 
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i.oS ANOEU::S, CA 90012<,606 H~x ydhrp(l)W! 
PHQN~: (213) 891-9140 Heel'¢wr:JJicielfll 

fAX: (2l:i) 891-1337 

December 10,2012 

Ms. Srimalilewawi tharana 
Department,()fCity Planning 
City ofLo$ Angeles 
200 N. springSttect; Room 750 
LosAngeles~ CA90012 

Deal' Ms, llewawitharana; 

IORlCEQANo. 121Oj6AL~DEIR 
Refetencedto IGRlCEQA No. Il 0501 AL-NOP 
Millennium H()UywOQdProj~ct 
Vic. LA-WI; PM 7.37 
SCH#: 2011041094 

thank you fofincluding the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
erlVir()~ntaltevi~. process, for tile abpve referenced project. The proposed project would 
include the construction of approximately 1 miUitmsquare feet .of developed floor area. The 
histQtit Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building would remmnWithihthe project si~e. 
The Project would demolish and/orrerrroYe the existing rental car faci1i.ty. The project would 
develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential dwelling units~ 254 luxury hotel rooms, 
264,303 square feet of office space, 2S;OOO square feet of restaurant space, 80,000 square fector 
health and fiblessclub space, and lOO~OOOsquare feet of retail space. 

BelowareCaltrans; major concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact' RepQrt (DEJR) for tbe 
MiUermiumHollywood Project~-

t,. Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18, 2011 y on the' Notice. of Preparation 
(NOP) and met with the developer's consultant on September 15., 2011. to discuss 
Calmms' concerns about the project's impact on the uS-loi freeway and on/off ramps 
within the Smiles radius of the project site. The traffic consultant ackriowledged 
Crutran$~ concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic procedures for 
analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow standard statewide 
procedures outlined in Caitrans Traffic Study Guide. However? the June 2012 Traffic 
Impact Study (TIS), which is the basis for the traffic impact discussion in ilie DEIR, did 
not follow those procedures and docs not analyze the impaCts to the state highway 
syst~m. 

"CaftTam improves mobf/tf)' aCToss('a!(fcmt/(I '. 

RL0036544 



Ms. Sdmal Hewawitharana 
December 10,2012 
PageZof4 

EM36635 

2. There was no analysis perfoimed for any ofthe freewUY elements. The TIS only used the 
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) criteria. Howcver~the 
eMF fails to provide adequate infonnation as to direct and cumulative impacts to the 
freeway mainline .and ramps. per CEQA. 

3. Currently,the Level of Service (LOS) for US~lOl is operating at LQS F. Any additional 
trips wiU worsen the existing freeway condition. The TIS did· not include a cumuh~tive 
traffic analysis for US,.lOI. which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related 
projects thatarerefen:ed to in the DElR.the PtoPQsed NBC Universal Project. and 
growth from the HoUywoodCommunity Plan (Plan) •.. Because the TlSpreparetl· for the 
Plan in 20Q5 determined that build-out of the PIMwou)dresult in significant 
transportation impacts to theUS-lOt. the Plan created a Tmnsportation Improveme1,lt an(l 
Mitigation Plan (T[M~) Ip identifY future improvements to the US-W I. Since the 
proposed project site is to~ated within the Plan @feil,ihe jdentifledimprovements sh()1.dd 
have been taken into consideration. as weU as improvements listed in. Metro's long 
R~ge Transport~tion flaIl .. 

4. Page IV~K.1-60oftheDEIRstates: "The Project would resuJUn a less thansignificMt 
impaclwith respect to trip generation upon CMPlo~atjons $d OJ} freeway segments. N (l 

mitigation is required:' This conclusion· is not based an any credible . analysis that could 
be found anywhere in the DBIR. It is Caitrans'opiniol1, bas¢d on.the work that we have 
done in tnisarea,. that tnisproject· will result in significant impacts to the state highway 
system. 

5. Thesuhmilted traf'ficanalysis did not include· the following ramp intersections that ate 
closest tQ the project~te~ wbichmay be significantly impacted bylhis development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 
,. SB Route 101 off .. :ramp to Gower Avcnue 
• NB Route 101. off-m;rnp to Gower Avenue 
• Sa: Route WI off .. r~mp toCahuengaBlvd. 
• SB Route to lon-ramp from. Cahuenga Blvd. 
.SB Route· 10 1 off-mmpw Vine street 

The traffic analysis at these off..:ramps needs to show project~d queue build-up. upstream 
of the off-ramp. Although most of the on~ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs 
to show how the addedlover .... flow volume lothe on-ramp may affect other nearby 
intersections, including off-mmps~ Caltrans is concerned that the freeway ramps will 
back. Up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do not back up~ the 
intersections ad.jacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the otT~ramp volumes at the 
same time as they serve local circulation and land uses. 

6. As shown in the DEIR. Table 5 Project Trip Generation, the project win generate a 
19.486 average daily vehicle trips with 1,064/1,888 vehic1etrips during the AMIPM peak 
hours. These volumes appear to be low and CaUran~ requests that the lead agency verity 
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them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are not· in compliance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation should be propedy justified . and 
substantiated; For example, the· 30% reduction of the :retail pass-by trips is significantly 
high without justification. Utilizing sllch high reduction rates will result in in~dequate 
identification of traffic impacts and mitigatioI4 thus violating CEQA. 

T() address these concerns, an analysis for the project's. impacts to th¢ freeway syst~m shollld be 
petfonned based on the proposed scope of the project· as ·~scrlbed in the· DEiR and would need 
tOlncludeaU of the following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facUities 
~nthe project vicinity: 

a. If the project wHtbe developed in phases,the project added demand and trip 
assignment to. US-IOlshotild be based em cachpbas¢ of the project, otherwise 
it should be based em lOOOAloccupancy. 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution. need to be forecasted based on 
. a Select Zone Analysis. BaSed on the magnitude (lithe project and its close 
proximity to US~Hn. lhe trip assignmertlappears. tobeu~onably low. 
Please elaborate onthe:-tripassignment methodologyutili~. 

c. trip Generation fig~sfromother sources should. be cross-:-r~fe:renced by the 
Sl)urce;,page nurnber~ year~ and· table numbers. 

d. theoUramps onNBand SB US"IOl, between Vennont Avenue and Highland 
Avenue. which woijld represent the most impacted area. by the proposed 
Development, should be analyzed utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM)8SUi PerCentile QUeuing Analysis methodology with the actual signal 
timings. at theramps~ termini. 

e~ Similarly, the on ramps on NB and sa us-mt~ within the $arile area, should 
be analyzed utilizing the. same methodology and with the actual metering rates. 
These rates can be obtained by contacting Ms. Afsaileh Razavi, Senior 
Transportation EngineC!f.Caitrans Ramp Metering ~r1mertt at (323) 259-
1841. . 

t: An HeM weaving analysts needs to be pertonned for both theNB and the SB 
mainline segments, between the on and off ramps within the same area, 
utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and exiting the weaving segments. 

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional 
traffic congestion, unsafe queuing, mid difficult maneuvering. These ooncems need to. be 
adequately addressed in the ElR.·In surrmlary, without the necessary·trafilc analysis, Cal trans 
cannot recognize the TIS and DEiR as adequately identifying and mitigating the project's 
impacts to the State highway facilities. 
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If you have any questions~ piease feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 
897.;8391 and refer to IGRlCEQA No. 121036AL. 

~7~'~~2<-. 
OIANNAWATSON 
IORlCEQA Branch Chief 

cc; Scott Morgan. SmteClearinghouse 

"Co/lrgns improves mobility ucrrus California" 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 1. REGIONAL PLANNING 
mrucEQA BRANCH 
100 MAIN STRfillT, MSt,/ 16 
tOs ANGf.LI-I.s, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (213) 897-9140 
FAX: (213)897-1337 

February 19,2013 

Ms. Srimal Hcwo,witharana 
Department ·of City Planning 
City ofl.os Angeles 
200 N. spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

Dear'Ms~ I:{ewawitharana: 

EM36638 

lGRlCEQANo. 130204AL-FEIR 
Refet¢nccd t(j 
IGlVCEQA No.lt 0501AL-NOP 
IGRJCEQA No. 121036AL-DEIR 
MiU~um HollywQOd Project 
Vic .. LAdQl. P~ 7.37 
SCM #::Wi 1041094 

FkJ!ynur PQll"4!r' 
lk el!flYgy :f!1JJClent! 

Tbank you for the oppo~unitY tgreview theFimU Environmental Impact Report (FElR). tetthe 
Millennium HoUywoodProject (Project). . This, l~tter S(}fVcsto reiterate our concerns that the 
FEIR does not fulfill the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

We have the folloWing commerttsafter reviewing thef'EIR: 

1. CRQA requires the Pf¢parationof an EIR to identilY,aproJect's significant effects oll·tne 
environment, identifY alternatives to the project, and. devise measures to mitigate or avoid 
those ¢ffects. (Puh.RcsoUrccsCQde §§ 21O()2.1~subd.{a) &2t061.) This Project is sproject 
of statewide. regional. orateawide significance. (CEQA . Guidelines § 15206. subd. (b}.) 
When a project is ofstateWid¢, regional, or areawide significance, CEQA requires that·the 
leoo agency conSWt withrcsponsible. agencie$, stateag*ic!; witbjurisdiction over teSQurce:$ 
affected by thepr~ject, and . public agencies with Jurisdicuonover a transportation. (acilie:y. 
(Pub~ Resources·Cooe §2109~A:.c § 21153; CEQA GUidelines § 15086.) Caltrans notified the 
City of Los Angetes(City) that to properly assess the potential impacts to the St.a;te H~ghway 
System (8H3) from theProje<;t.a proper traffic impact study enS} must be completed. 

2. A valid TIS represents the linchpin in Caltrarts' efforts to assess a projecfs potential impacts 
to the State transportation infi:astrtwtute. To (1SSist the City in its preparation of a valid TIS, 
Calmms iuformed the City that. the TIS needs to comply· with the "Ca/trans Guide for the 
Pre/Xli'ation of the Traffic Impact Studie.i')~ UnfortUnately., the City did not work. with 
Caltrans and instead. relied on its own Congestion Management Program (CMP). which 
DOES NOT adequately study the impacts to the SHS. Beqause the TIS did not adequately 
analyze the traffic impacts, the City therefore did not identify adequate mitigation. Caltmns is 
concerned that the Project impacts may result· in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 
congestio!l~ unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. The City'samdysis incorrectly 
focuses its attention on .impacts to Ihe CMP/rom ·the project. CEQA does not caU for an 
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evaluation. of the impacts of a proposed project on an existing ·plan; it is :concerned with the 
impacts from the project upon the environment. which is defined as the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area. The City did not study impacts to or identify adequate 
mitigation for the SIIS. 

3. Caltrans operates amWti-m()dal transportation system across the State, and is responsible for 
the planning, building and mainten~e of that system. (Sts. & Hwy. Code §90 et seq.) 
While the lead agency for a project has the ilcuthority to detem:1ine the initial· signifh::ance of 
the Pf.pject'S impacts underCEQA, Caltranshas the ultimate authority undertheStreets and 
Highways· Code, as the owner and operator of the facilities, to maketbat determination on the 
SHS. 

4. The intent of the CMP is to assist fedetld, state . and local agencies .in developing and 
implementing comprehensive planning stra:~gies to. handle traffic congesdon. (Gov. Code'. § 
60588) Unfortunately. the eMF process doesn~tadequately evaluate the im1'8c~s to the SHS, 
nor does it make the City the finalautbority;over highway safety issues. r\sthe owncr and 
operator of the SHS facHities, Caltrans provides c9mmenlS on enviromnentaldcx.1inlents and 
the attalysisoHmpacts. to theSns. 

5. The purpose ofaHowing the pUl)Jic and other gov~ntalagenciestbeopportunityto revicw 
EIRsincludes; Sharing expertise. disclosingagencyanaly$Cs~ checking for a~c~y. det~iM 
omissions.discoveIing public concerns, an4 soliciting counter proposais. (CEQAGuidclines. 
Section 152()(1) The TIS did not provide Chltimls,or any other reader, withsuffici¢nttraffic 
analysis to properly r~view and asseSs tnetmffic assumptions, lead .agencyanalysis~and 
conclusions regardingtne ProjeCt and its i~cts, 

6. The eMP does not capture the same data fur analysis that the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HeM) uses. For example, the CMF (l)@ils···tQatialyZc off-ramps. (2) fails to analyze 
freeway impacts. including where existing LOS isF, if the Project trip assignments is less 
than 150 cars, (3) uses a flawed percentage ratio to determine the significanceofimpacts,and 
(4) incorrectly anaiy?,.es cumulativetmffi.c impacts. 

1. The CMP~ Sectit)n D4 Study Area, indicat~sth~t "The geographic area examined in the ~nA 
must include thefo110wing;ata minimum1-l and.·~Caltrans must also he eonsuiti:dthroughthe 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) proCess to identlfy IJlkerspeclOc lticmwns to be analyzed on the 
state· highway system." Caltrans identified potential study Ideations for the Pmject~ but the 
City does Ilotinch!dean analysis of these locations intheFEIR. 

8. CEQA requites mitigation for site-specific issues. However. the CMP does not include site-
specific safety considerations. nor is it based on an appropriate measure of effectiveness for 
site-specific considerations. Therefore, analysis under the CMP alone does not comply with 
CEQA. 

9. The FEIR faUs to provide queuing analysis on the off-ramp where the freeway ramps win 
back up, creating a potential unsafe condition; As·Caltrans bas already infonned the City. the 
off-ramps which would represent the most impacted afeaftom the Project should be analyzed 
utilizing the HeM 85th percentile queuing an~ysis methodology with the actual signal timings 
at the ramps termini. The City did not do this analysis in the FEIR. nor does the CMP addross 
this issuc. 
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10. The eMP improperJy uses a percentage criterion for determining the significancc·of traffic 
impacts. The use of a "ratio theory" or "cpmparative approach," suCh as the CMP's ~'2% 
increase inmps" criterion. improperly measures a proposed project's incremental impact 
relative to the existing cumulative effect rather than measuring the wmbined effects of both 
the project and other relevant past, present. and future projects. 

11. A lead agency that intends to approve developments wiiliunmitigatedsignifi<:atlt traffic 
impacts must make Findings that· no meru)ureS .~ .. feasible to mitigate those impacts, and must 
issue a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which indicates that allowing this project to 
proceed wowd be in thebestinrerest of the general pUblic. 

12. Caltmns; Concerns with the CitytsRespoll$CtoComments in theFEIR: 

a) Cottcems regarding Respoue to Comment Nos. 8]"2ud t)3;.S 
The Traffic;Impac~StudyOuide (TISG) states that "CalttMS endeavQrsto mamtain a 
target LOS at the transition between LOS C and. LOS D on the Stare· highway faciiities . 

. However, Caltmns acknowledges that this may not always be feasible andrct~mmends 
that the lead agency conSult WithCaltransto determine the appropriate target LOS," The 
City failed to constdt with Caltmnsto determine the appropriate target· I~OS for this 
project 

What's m~, the· State Highway facility can ab$Otb additiopai miffie wilhout 
dcgradatio~ if it is opetatmgat a· higher leVel of senii~e where there m-e. uncongestcd 
operations. higher travel speeds and ~m of movement. However, ilie greatet the 
congestio~. the lower the threshold ofb'afficneetied to create .~ i1np~t. The rIsa 
describes the trip generation changes that would. trigger the need to consu1twi~hCalmms 
or that are likely to indicate apr()bable~tgtiificant effect. At certain locations, evcJllcss 
than 50 peak hour trips may have 8signiftcant impact on opemtionsand the LOS. 
impacts ·arcmQst often considered signincantbyCaltrans if th¢y migbt create anoosafe 
condition by increasing or relQCatingtraffic demand. thereby increasing the ri'sk of t~ 
movement conflicts ott the· SHS. The·. otner· majocconccm is when dieintegpty.of the. 
SHS woUld bea~risk from physicailytUi(iermining or destroying thestrucrures;' Traffic 
that exceeds an operational or capaCity tbre$old win bave a different . level of 
significance depending on whether the analysis looks at mainline or access ·IQCations. 

b) Concerns regarding Response to Com.en! Nos. 03-3, 034 and O~S 
The Transportation Modeling Pr~edures and Results (Appendix S ofFEIR) 
demonstraresthat the Project adds traffic to the freeway. Cumulatively, the 58 related 
projects that are refetred to in the DEIR, the propo~ NBC UniverSal Project and the 
Hollywood . Community Plan; also add tmfficto the fr"way and Should have been 
included in the model. Route] 01 already operates alLOS F in the vicinity of the Project. 
Regardte~ of progmmsthat include upgrades to the transit system or TOM to improve 
traffic ronditionS t the net effect of any additional trips likely will worsen the existing 
freeway. condition. Adopting an aroitmIT valUe of 150 or more trips to constitute a 
significant impact is not a realistic approach and docs not capture the impacts to the SHS. 
Any additional traffic to the mainline. ~ularly where the LOS is operating at '''F'' or 
worst. needs to be mitigated in compliance with·CEQA. 
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Page 1 of the l'ransportation ModeHngProcedures and Resultsstate.s, "the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update was also determined not to have a significant impact on the 
freeway sy~iem." This statement is false; according to the DEIR (SCM No. 
2002(410009) for the Hollywood Community Plan Update (page 4.5-30), the proposed 
plan compared to the 2005 conditions would. result in an unavoidable significant adverse 
transportation impact and the Plan offers transportation improvcment$ to mitigate the 
traffic impactS. The HoUywoOd Community Plan TIMP includes LRTP 
HignwaylFreeway Improvements (page 48), LRTP Arterial Street Improvements (page 
49), and Capital Improvements (page 66). All of those improvements include freeway 
mainline and onlofframp improvements tn the project vicinity. 

Caltrans·willconsider any and all improvements that would benefit the SUS. including 
the ATSACI Adaptive Traffic Control . System Highway and Street Traffic Signal 
Management System. Instead, Caltr~was and still is unabl~tQ assess the benefits of 
such aprogmm because there is notratncstudy in the EIR that includes tbe necesSary 
analysis. . 

c) (Jodc!i:i1isreg.r(iing Rf!spObSe to €ommeall No,. 03-6. O~l1taDd 03-14 
T~e Hstedtarnp intersections are "those at which the Project traffic impacts· have the 
poteJJ,tial to be significant and substantial:' The ~tudy locations should intlude aU 
freeway dcments~ including freeway mainline,weaving sections,metets,mmps. and 
ramp j\lIlCtious •. in the study area. The trilffii: impact analysis methodolQgi~sar¢·sp¢Ued 
outiil the Caltnms guidelincsat1d are .. uged throUghout the State when Staieaighway 
facilities are involved. For off-ramps and. ramp junctions, CaltmnS uses ·the HeM for 
analySi~. The FEIR is flawed beearisethe City relies upon the Critical Ma:vement 
Analysis (CMA)~ which does not addre$$ off-ramp queuing that can lead to operational 
and'safety issues. 

Without a.queuing analysis at the inter$ecuons of us .. ! 01 off .. ramp {see Caltrans letter 
dated December 10, 2012~ Item #5 and il6d)~neitherCaltrans nor the City·can (I¢tcrmine 
whcthertne ~c. from the off .. rampswiU.back up tc) the mainline, thus creating an 
unsatecondition to the pUblic. Thetef{,re. the FElit fails to provide andatmly:t.e the 
impacts upon the· SHS from queuing. Aga:tn,pl~ase provide the traffic analysis illiPe 
specified locati~ns. per our Comment~s. 03..:6 and 03-11 , as there may be significant 
impacts from the Project. 

d)Coll~ems regarding Response to Comment No. 03 .. 1 
Caltransconcurs with Comment No. 59~27 (Jordon. David). The internal capture fates in 
Table IV.K,14 hick support. LAOOT relies onITEstudies from Florida from the early 
1990s and these studiesareou~te4.rnst~ the Texas A &, M Univers,ity, Texas 
Transportation Institute for the Federalllighway Administration collected updated data at 
Legacy Town Center in February 2010. Please submit this data and the corresponding 
analY$is for this Project to Caltrans for oUrwiiew. 

e) Coneems regarding Response to Com.ent No.O] .. ' 
Limitations exist regardless of the type of analysis qsed,. but Caltrans prefeISthe Select 
Zone Analysis. If the City instead utiliZes a manual approach, the analysis shQuld include 
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an appropriate study area that addresses impacts to State Highway facilities. Consultation 
with Calttans is· a critical step in the seaping process and all stakeholders should be 
included i~ the environmental review; Unilateral review and approval by LAnOI is not 
sufficient 

The traffic model analysis (FRIR Appendix 8) providesaltemative v!dues.for thetnlffic 
on US'-l Q 1 which select locations that are too dosed to the project resulting. in an 
incomplete model analysis for the proje¢t trips distribution on theUS-WI where only 
smaU am()Untof trip is assigned to US-H'H . 

f) Con«ms regarding RespoDse t() Com.~QtNo.03-13 
The City must conduct an HeM weaving analysis for both the northboUnd . and 
southb9UJld mainline segments}betweeniheon,- and off-ramps within the prpj~tvicini~y 
utiliZing balanced traffic demands entering and exiting the weavingsegments~ This 
wouldsbow whether the traffic flow wiUi'Operate safely. 

As stated aoove, CaltmnS is concerned that the project impactS may· result in unsafeoonditions 
due to additional traffic congestion, unsafe .queqln&~d diffic~ltmaneuvering. Thesc,.concel'ns 
need to be, and have not been .. adequately addressed in the ElR. lnsummary.witnout the 
necessary· traffic analy:;is~CaImms cannotagr¢e thatthefElR substantively identifies and 
mitigates the Project's hnpacts to the State highway facititiesas req~ired under CEQA. 

We have been and will continue to:OO availa~le, toW()rk in ~erShip with the City to idep:tify 
adequate mitigation as a result of the traffic. impacts from the Mm~ium HoilYW09d proposed 
project. If you have any questicins. please feelftee to contattme at (213) 897..:9t40 or Alan Un, 
the project coordinatpr~ at(2i3) 897-8391. and please refer to IORiCEQANo. I30204AL. 

Sincerely, 

DIANNA WATSON 
[GRlCEQA Branch·Chief 

ce: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 
Jon Foreman, City of Los Angeles 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks so much Maria! 
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Karen Hoo < karen.hoo@lacity.org > 
Monday, July 22, 2013 8:28 AM 
Maria Diaz 
Re: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood ErR 

My apologies. My computer is a bit temperamental and I was able to see it when I rebooted. 

On Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 8:20 AM, Maria Diaz <maria.diaz@lacity.org> wrote: 
Morning Karen, 

Diana's request was completed on Friday. It's available on the Department's website. Please let me know if it's 
not showing. 

Maria 

On Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 7:20 AM, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good morning Maria, 

I'm sorry for the confusion on this project. Could we get it online today? The project is going to hearing this 
week and is super controversial and we want this document available for as much time as possible before the 
hearing. 

Thanks! 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Ju118, 2013 at 3:56 PM 
Subject: Re: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood EIR 
To: afraijo <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org>, ryan <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Marie Rumsey <Marie.Rumsey@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Good Afternoon, 

Attached is the revised document for the Hollywood Millennium project. We have 
changed the name of the document from Addendum to errata. 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://cityplanning .lacity.org/ 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

EM36284 

On Wed, Jul 17, 2013 at 3:40 PM, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> wrote: 
Good Afternoon, 

Here is a copy of the completed Addendum for the Hollywood Millennium project. We 
removed duplicitive information that we found to be erroneous as it is already contained 
in the EIR (and errata), cited the CEQA sections dealing with recirculation in addition to 
addendums, and included what the City Attorney requested be included. 

Planning's Environmental Review Unit and the City Attorney have deemed this 
addendum to be legally adequate and have approved the document. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 

Thank you and kind regards, 

Diana 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://cityplanning .lacity.org/ 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 9 78-1331 
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Maria J. Diaz 
Systems Analyst II - Web Master 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1413 
maria. d iaz@lacity.org 

KarenHoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FYI 
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Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 4:11 PM 
Lisa Webber; Dan Scott 
Fwd: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood EIR 
HollywoodMillenniumAddendum.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Jull7, 2013 at 3:40 PM 
Subject: Addendum to the Millennium Hollywood EIR 
To: afraijo@sheppardmullin.com, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org>, ryan@ceqa-nepa.com 
Cc: Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 

Good Afternoon, 

Here is a copy of the completed Addendum for the Hollywood Millennium project. We 
removed duplicitive information that we found to be erroneous as it is already contained 
in the EIR (and errata), cited the CEQA sections dealing with recirculation in addition to 
addendums, and included what the City Attorney requested be included. 

Planning's Environmental Review Unit and the City Attorney have deemed this 
addendum to be legally adequate and have approved the document. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 

Thank you and kind regards, 

Diana 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street. City Hall Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
P: (213) 978-1342 • F: (213) 978-1343 
http://cityplanning.lacity.orgf 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

Sergio Ibarra 
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Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@lacity.org 
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Re: Addendum to ENV-2011-675-EIR, State Clearinghouse No, 2011041094. Millellnium 
Hollywood Project 

The Environmental Review Section of the Department of City Planning has reviewed and 
determined that the Addendum (attached) to the Millennium Hollywood Project Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is appropriate and consistent with those standards expressed in California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164 and Section 15088.5. 

The Environmental Review Section's deternlination is based on that: (1) the change in the 
project is consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all issues previously 
examined in the EIR. and will not cause any new significant environmental impacts; and (2) the 
entitlement requests are not asking to go beyond the previous requests, and are not causing any 
impacts not previously analyzed in the EIR. Theref()re, the Addendum to EIR is adequate for 
environmental clearance purposes. 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 

Diana Kitching 
Environmental Analysis Unit 

cc: 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, CD 13 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Sergio Ibarra, Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Luciralia Ibarra, Los Angeles Department of City Plarming 
CPC-2008-3440 case file 
ENV-2011-675-EIR case file 
VrT -71837 -eN case fife 
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Project Information 
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Errata/Addendum to the 
Millennium Hollywood Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Proiect Location: The Project Site is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle 
Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard, within the Hollywood Community Planning 
Area of the City of Los Angeles 

Millennium Hollywood, LLC 

Authority under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines to prepare an Errata! Addendum 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088.5 an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) need not be recirculated if new information, including changes in the 
project or new data, is not significant. "Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the fIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate fiR." 

"Significant new information" requiring recirClllation would include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance, 

{3} A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it 

{4} The draft fIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conc/usory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

As further augmented in Section 15164, Addendums may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary but need not be circulated for public review. 

EIR Background Information for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and was 
released on February 8,2013. The EIR analyz.ed the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts and, in addition, analyzed six Alternatives to the Proposed Project, induding a Reduced Height 
Development. 
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City of Los Angeles July 2013 

Subsequent to the release of the EIR, an Errata was prepared a nd released in May 2013 to clarify and 
correct information in the EIR as they pertain to the Development Agreement and the Development 
Regulations, in addition to other minor changes. 

This Errata/Addendum further clarifies and corrects information in the EIR on the method of 
implementation of development limitations and controls on the proposed project. 

Proposed Project Modifications 

The EIR prepared for the Proposed Project identified the use of a Development Agreement as a 
mechanism to implement the Project and impose development restrictions on the property. At this 
time, a development agreement is not being requested, however, the development restrictions that 
would have been included in the development agreement would instead be governed by the adoption 
of Development Regulations and a land Use Equivalency Program through "Q" conditions adopted as 
part of a zone change ordinance. 

The purpose of this Errata/Addendum is to provide clarification that the analysis contained in the EIR 
has not changed due to the removal of the development agreement a nd the use of an alternative 
mechanism of implementation of the development regulations. 

Assessment of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project Modifications 

Withdrawal of the Development Agreement 

As established and provided by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, Development 
Agreements serve to vest project approvals and entitlements. Its main purpose is not to control the 
scale or scope of development analyzed in the EIR. Thus, the environmental analysis and the potential 
environmental impacts identified in the EIR remain the same since the project would not change with or 
without a development agreement. 

Therefore, approval of the Project, the substantive provisions of the Development Regulations, and the 
Land Use Equivalency Program that control the height, bulk, maSSing, use, and other essential aspects of 
the Project that may impact the physical environment are not materially affected by removal of the 
Development Agreement. Stated differently, the controlling provisions of the Development Regulations 
and Land Use Equivalency Program were designed to remain independent of the Development 
Agreement. 

Implementation of the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency Program through the Q 
conditions 

Section 12.32.G.2{a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMe) establishes spedalland use legislative 
actions to place Q conditions as pa rt of a zoning ordinance so "that the development of the site shalJ 
conform to certain specified standards, if the limitations are deemed necessary to: 
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(1) Protect the best interests of and assure a development more compatible with the surrounding 
property or neighborhood; 
(2) Secure an appropriate development in harmony with the objectives of the General Plan; or 
(3) Prevent or mitigate potential adverse environmental effects of the zone change. II 

The development controls associated with the Development Regulations and the Land Use Equivalency 
Program would be incorporated into the Q conditions of the zone change ordinance that would be 
adopted and approved by the City as part of the approval of the Project and would be enforced by the 
City for the life of the Project. These controls, and thus the project, do not exceed any of the maximum 
impacts identified for each issue area studied in the Draft and Final EIR and the environmental impacts 
would remain the same. 

Environmental {mpact Analysis 

The modifications of the Project are relatively minor and would notresult in any new significant 
environmental impacts. The analysis contained herein demonstrates that the Modified Project is 
consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the Project and all of the impact issues previously 
examined in the EIR would remain unchanged with the proposed modifjcations. The Modified Project 
would result in little to no changes with respect to the environmental impact conclusions analyzed for 
the Project (see Table 1 below). 

Specifically, the EIR included detailed analysis of potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, hazardous 
materials, land use/zoning, noise, population and housing, public services (police and fire protection, 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation), public utilities (energy conservation, sewer and wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste and disposal) and transportation/circulation and parking. In addition, the 
following environmenta I categories were not evaluated within the scope of the EIR as they were 
concluded in the Initial Study evaluation as not likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed 
development: agricultural resources, biological resources, and mineral resources. 

As the proposed changes to the Project would not alter the overall square footage or proposed uses of 
the Project, none of the environmental issue areas previously determined in the Initial Study to be less 
than significant would be affected to a degree that would warrant further analysis. The proposed 
changes associated with the Modified Project involve removal of the Development Agreement and use 
of the Q conditions as a means of implementing certain aspects of the Project. As demonstrated by the 
analysis in this Addendum, all ofthe potential environmental impacts of the Revised Project were 
previously addressed within the scope of the Draft and Final EIR. In addition, there is no significant new 
information associated with the changes that could trigger recirculation. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Modified Project supports the determination that the proposed changes 
to the Project would not involve new significant environmental effects, or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects which would call for, as provided in Section 
15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the preparation of a Subsequent EIR or a recirculated EIR, as 
provided in Section 15088.5. 
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Table 1 
Comparison of Environmental Conclusions between the Project and the Modified Project 

_I~m~ti~{· 
~sthetics 

Visual CharacterlViews SU SU No change 
.------.-.--1---------1---.---.----1-.--.. ------=-------1' 

Light and Glare LTS/Mitigation LT8/Mitigation No change 11-------------.---- --""----'-----=- . 1..----·-----...::::.--·-----11 
Air Quality 

f-"--- No change 

,1--~-;-:-~-7-i:-:-io-n-------·---·---·-3 ___ ._~~ _____ IL--___ ~_~J_J __ ··_--_L··-_-_--_·-_-·_-_N_~_-c_'h_ .. an __ ...::::.g:._._. __ _ 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

ultural Resources -::-::::---:-----------.- ~.-------_r_-------,---.-...... -.------------
Historic LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

~--··---il 

Archaeological L TS/Mitigation L TSlMitigation No change 
,.--------,-.---::"'.-=-:---:--------+-----.::~-- .. -- -·----~--+------...::::.-----II 

Paleontological LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 
--·--~~----~----------~----~I 

~~~~_,a_rd_s_l!_n._d_H_a_z_a_r_d_o_us_M_a_t_eI_·i_a_ls_. ______ . ____ • __ . ________ ---,-_____________ . 
Transport, Use, or Disposal LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

----~----4_--------~---~1 
Release into the Environment L TS/Mitigatlon LTS/Mitigation No change 

I~------------------ f--. !--.-.-----"------
Oil and Gas Fields 

Asbestos-Containing Materials 
f-------

L TS/Mitigation LIS/Mitigation No change 
._---+--------=-----\--------------

LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change ______ ~~ ____ L-___________ =_ ______ _ 

II-H~y-d-r-ol-o.£g~y-a_,_n-d-W-at-e-r--'Q::...l-ta-li---'ty'----____r-.-.-.. _______ . __ --,--______ --,-_______ ... _______ _ 
Water Quality LTS/Mitigation LTSlMitigation No change 

~.-,------------- ----~-------~-----+------------~-------
Groundwater iTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

. ----~----·-----+--------=-----f__-·----------+----------.:::...----------!I 
Surface Water LTSlMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change I 

I!---------.. -------- -=~---_ll 

Land UselPla::;n=n~::.:i=n!Zg ____________ --r ______ _ 

. Land Use Consistency 
f----.------

Land Use Compatibility 
I 

LTS T LTS No Change 

LT8 LTS No change _._-_ ... _-- ~---

Noise -------~-------------_r---------.------------~------------------~ i----------- -- .----
Construction Noise SU SU No Change 

11-----------·-·----··-··-+-------------+--------·-,- 1--"-------.-.""-------1 
Operation Noise L TS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No Chang,e 

I~---------------_-.--__ . ____ ._-.::: _____ L--____ -=-__ ---L __ .. ____ .... __ .,_ .•.•. ..::: ___ • __ _ 

~O::~:~-{',:_:O-S~~g-in.-g-, .. -~-~--~-~_~_I-_P_I~_:~-_~_+_n'_t_-:_-~-_~_~=~:-I_:~-,_-__ -._-_-J+-_~~-_=--=. =~=~=~=, ='-=.--_--==~.~_._--_. _-_.N_N-_~_ .. ~_~_l~_~_=:i_;===-_--j1 
Public Services _._ .. _---------------,--_._.,._----_._--,----------,--_._----._ .. - ...•. - .. -.--

Fire LTS/Mitigation D'S/Mitigation No Change ---,--,--------.. --.------+-------=-... _-.. -- --,..;.~--:--....-::~-_+--------=:---ll 

:==~=:=:l=j:=:=IS=~=-==·=-·=·-=-=--=.~= .. =======.=_ c=_co~. "-"._-_~-"~-.:-;~-_~-.... -~~j-"~:=--.;-~-~~-1-~--_-.~-I~;~:{;~i~~~.~ -.~.-.----- ~~~~:~:;~,,","=,=.=J 
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LTS/Mitigation No Change 
If------------------'------"----~ _____ O"O _____ ----------------

0 ___ 0 __________________ -+ ____ -"'-___ +_ 

Libraries 

construction_. _____ .. ________ +-_L_T_S_IM_it....;iic-;a_ti_o_1l_+-_I_~_T_S/~~~.~'Lati::.n No change 

II--_O_p_e_f_at_io_n ____________ . __ r-____ S_U_-___ r-___ S_l_l. _________ 0_ N(~.:"~ar~¥e ..... _. __ 
Cumulative SU SD No change 

11-----------·---- --·-...... ·-------+-------_+_--------==-----11 
Parking LTS/Mitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 

I'r-----------------'---------·---J-·-----==----'--------=------ll 
Utilities 

Water LTSfMitigation LTS/Mitigation No change 
Ir--~~---------------_+_-------o---

Wa.<;tewater LTS LTS No change 

-s()i:-i£CWaste _o_o~= _________ +_-L-T-S-I-M-i-ti..:::.g-at-io-n-+_-L-T-.S-'I-~-i~-~~-a-!_-i~-~-t-_-._-_-_-__ -N-O-~-.!!-a-n~ge---_-_ --11 

Energy LTS LTS No 

Notes: 
LTS '" Less than significant 
LTSIMitigation ~'Less than significant with mitigation 
SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
Table prepared based on a comparison of the characteristics of Project and Revised Project as related to each environmental 
impact category analyzed in the Draft and Final EIR_ 

Conclusion 

As discussed above and as identified in Table 1, the use of an alternative mechanism to implement the 
Project would not result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 

severity of previously identified significant effects. 

The information presented in this document serves to clarify or amplify the conclusions in the EIR_ This 
new information is not significant and recirculation is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). In 
conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR, technical appendices and 
reports thereof, together with the Errata and the information contained in this document are intended 
to serve as documents that will generally inform the decision·-makers and the public of environmental 
effects of the Project_ 
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The City of Los Angeles Planning Department has reviewed this Addendum and has determined it to be 
prepared in accordance with all CEQA requirements and in so doing adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts of the Revised Project. Therefore, this Addend um is adequate under CEQA and 
can be used by an agency making a decision on the Project. 

Diana Kitching 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
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From: 
Sent: 

Marie Rumsey < marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 3:32 PM 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Did this work? 

Luciralia Ibarra 
Fwd: Any news on the amending motion? Thank you! 
13amenditem02.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Avak Keotahian <avak.keotahian@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 2:25 PM 
Subject: Re: Any news on the amending motion? Thank you! 
To: Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> 

attached - but hokey 

On Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 1:43 PM, Marie Rumsey <marie.rumsey@lacity.org> wrote: 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473 .2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 

Marie Rumsey, Planning Director 
Councilmember O'Farrell, District 13 
213.473.2334 
marie. rumsey@lacity.org 

Find the Council member on Facebook, Twitter and YouTube! 
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ITEM21-A 
MOTION 

I MOVE that the matter of the Environmental Impact Report, Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program, Statement of Overriding Considerations, Planning and Land Use 
Management Committee Report and Ordinance First Consideration and appeals filed for a 
proposed project at 1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 
North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 1741 Argyle Avenue; and 6236, 6270 and 6334 West Yucca 
Street, Item 21 on today's Council Agenda (CF 13-0593) BE AMENDED to adopt the 
following new and modified conditions which will provide additional community benefits as 
part of this project: 

Open Space - If the Project is built to the maximum stories (35 and 39-stories) the Project shall include no less than 
22 percent open space. The open space percentage shall be calculated to include Arcades, Publicly accessible 
passageways and Grade Level Open Space as such terns are used in the Development Regulations [is this a specific 
document?]. 

Project Information - Upon issuance of building permits but no less than sixty (60) days prior to the 
commencement of construction of new improvements [what are these?], Developer will notifY the 13th Council 
District ofthe development activity for which permits have been issued including proposed uses for such 
improvements and anticipated duration of construction. Upon the request ofthe 13th Council District, Developer 
shall hold a public meeting regarding the construction schedule for and ultimate uses of such improvements for 
which permits have been issued. 

Parks - The Developer shall contribute $50,000 to the City for deposit into the Council District 13 Public Benefits 
Trust Fund to be used for the improvement of a community park. These funds may be used to improve an existing 
park and/or for a new park. The funds shall be paid at issuance ofthe first building permit. This payment is made in 
recognition of the fact that the improvement of parks in the Hollywood area would promote the general welfare of 
the project residents as well as Hollywood area residents and visitors by providing recreational open space for the 
community and is in furtherance of promoting the implementation ofthe General Plan standard to provide a full 
complement of park and recreation facility types to accommodate a wide variety of users. 

Central Hollywood Design Overlay - The developer will contribute $250,000 to the City for use by the Planning 
Department for the completion of the Central Hollywood Design Overlay. These funds shall be paid at the issuance 
of grading permits. This contribution furthers the Hollywood Community Plan Policy LU 2.5.1 and benefits Project 
residents, employees, visitors and residents of the Hollywood area. Further, it promotes the goals and policies of the 
General Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan to ensure consistent and orderly development as well preservation 
of the Hollywood Boulevard Historic District ensuring further consistency of the Project with the Hollywood 
Community Plan. 

Music and Art Programming - For a fifteen (15) year term starting upon the issuance of the certificate of 
occupancy for the final phase of construction for the Project, Developer shall work with the 13th Council District to 
develop a plan for publicly accessible music and arts programming within Project which may include such elements 
as art installations, changeable exhibition cabinets, artistic and musical performances at the Project site. 
Programming will be developed in consultation with the City Cultural Affairs Department, the Hollywood Arts 
Council and Hollywood Business Improvement District. Developer will pay for all costs associated with such 
programming. This contribution is made in recognition that music and arts programming to be provided by the 
Project further enriches the cultural fabric of Hollywood and the City, provides greater access to cultural and artistic 
activities for Project residents, the community and visitors of Hollywood, and promotes appreciation of the 
importance of the role of the Project Site in the development of the music industry. 

Affordable Housing - Developer will pay $4.8million for the development of affordable housing. The funds will be 
given to the City at the issuance of grading permits and will deposited into the Affordable Housing Trust Fund to be 
used for development in Council District 13. Such development may inc! ude but not be limited to the Coronel 
Project by Hollywood Community Housing Corporation. This contlibution furthers the Hollywood Community Plan 
Policy LU 2.22 by encouraging the development of new affordable housing oPPOliunities in the vicinity of the 
Project site, ensuring consistency ofthe Project with the Hollywood Community Plan. 

Transportation Mobility - For 15 years beginning with the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy the 
Developer shall pay $200,000 a year to the City for deposit into a Council District 13 Mobility Trust Fund to 
provide a Neighborhood Circulation Shuttle, expanded DASH services or other necessary transportation mitigation 
including pedestl'ian improvements such as new sidewalks. The funds shall be paid the issuance of grading permits. 
[HUH? The first sentences says upon the issuance of the certificate of occupancy] 

PRESENTED BY: 

July 23, 2013ak SECONDED BY: 

--------------------------
MITCH O'FARRELL 
Councilman, 13th District 

--------------------------
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

comment on millennium 

EM36286 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 9:05 AM 
Sharon Gin 
Fwd: Please, No Skyscrapers in Hollywood! (Council File # 1300593 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Barry Johnson <bjohnson4166@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 11: 18 AM 
Subject: Please, No Skyscrapers in Hollywood! (Council File # 1300593 
To: "Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org" <Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, 
"Councilmember. Cedillo@lacity.org" <Councilmember. Cedillo@lacity.org>, 
"Councilmember.B lumenfield@lacity.org" <Councilmember.B lumenfield@lacity.org>, 
"Councilmember .LaBonge@lacity. org" <Councilmember .LaBonge@lacity.org>, 
"Councilmember .Koretz@lacity.org" <Councilmember .Koretz@lacity.org>, 
"Councilmember .Fuentes@lacity.org" <Councilmember .Fuentes@lacity.org>, 
"Councilmember .Parks@lacity.org" <Councilmember .Parks@lacity.org>, "Councilmember .Price@lacity.org" 
<Councilmember .Price@lacity.org>, "Councilmember. W esson@lacity.org" 
<Councilmember. Wesson@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org" 
<Councilmember .Bonin@lacity.org>, "Councilmember .Englander@lacity.org" 
<Councilmember .Englander@lacity.org>, "Councilmember. Ofarrell@lacity.org" 
<Councilmember. Ofarrell@lacity.org>, "Councilmember .Huizar@lacity.org" 
<Councilmember .Huizar@lacity.org>, "Councilmember .Buscaino@lacity.org" 
<Councilmember .Buscaino@lacity.org> 
Cc: "mayor. garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor. garcetti@lacity.org>, "caltrans. director@dot.ca. gov" 
<caltrans. director@dot.ca.gov>, "eric. garcetti@lacity.org" <eric. garcetti@lacity.org>, 
"luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org>, "cm. public@lacity.org" <cm. public@lacity.org>, 
"J ames.K. Williams@lacity.org" <J ames.K. Williams@lacity.org>, "pkrekorian@gmai1.com" 
<pkrekorian@gmai1.com>, "pkkrekorian@gmail .com" <pkkrekorian@gmail .com>, 
"Pau1.Krekorian@lacity.org" <Pau1.Krekorian@lacity.org>, "pkrekorian@ao1.com" <pkrekorian@ao1.com>, 
"pkkrekorian@ao1. com" <pkkrekorian@ao1.com>, "areen. ibranossian@lacity.org" 
<areen. ibranossian@lacity.org>, "karo . torossian@lacity.org" <karo . torossian@lacity.org> 

Dear Councilmember, 

Please ... No skyscrapers in Hollywood. Nothing should be built higher than the 20-story buildings already in Holltywood. 

Please do not desecrate our skyline. 54 stories, 44 stories, 34 stories, 24 stories ... they are all too tall. 

Also, Mellennium has submitted fraudulent seismic studies. 

Sincerely, 

Barry Johnson 
4166 Farmdale Ave. 
Studio City, CA 91604 
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Hazel, 

EM35995 

Joy Mateo <joy.mateo@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 17, 2013 6:30 PM 
Hazel Harris 
Dacumos, Giovani; Steve Ongele; Trinh, Dinh; Teresa Abraham 
Re: PR#:13-9823 (1-6) Millennium Project ITA E-Mail Query 

Sorry for the delay. ITA's incident# for this ticket is ITA-00654143. 

Thank you. 

****************************** 

Joy Mateo 
Department of Building and Safety 
Ci ty of Los Angeles 
213.482.0009 (Office) 

On Mon, Jul 15,2013 at 9:24 AM, Hazel Harris <haze1.harris@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Joy, 
I would like to request an ITA E-Mail Query in response to the attached LADBS File No: PR#:13-9823 (1-6): Due 
by July 19, 2013. 

Please provide all communications sent and received by all LADBS employees regarding the following for the 
period May 1! 2012 to the present date. 

1720-1770 N. Vine Street 
1745-1753 N. Vine Street 
6236-6334 W. Yucca Street 
1733-1741 N. Argyle Street 
1746-1764 N. Ivar Street 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Phil Ahrens 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
CAJA Environmental Services 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, LLP 

Thanks, 
Hazel 
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Ha z el Harris 
Management Analyst II 

EM35996 

Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
Office of the Custodian of Records 
201 N . Fi gueroa St . r Room 784 
Los Angeles r CA 90012 
(213) 482 - 6765 Office 
(213) 482 - 6889 Fax 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks Dave. 

Mary Richardson 
Associate Planner 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 621 
LA, CA 90012 
213 978-1478 
FAX 213 978-1226 
Mary.Ri chardson@lacity.org 

EM36645 

Mary Richardson < mary.richardson@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 3:59 PM 

David Somers 

Re: Millennium Project Earthquake Investigation 

On Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 2:56 PM, David Somers <david.somers@lacity.org> wrote: 

http://www. stopthemillenniumhollywood.org/?p=467 

David J. Somers 

Policy Planning and Historic Resources Division 
Citywide Planning, Bicycle Plan 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tel: (213) 978-3307 
Fax: (213) 978-1477 
david.somers@lacity.org 
Mail Stop 395 

~ .A. Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

EM36288 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
<fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com> on behalf of Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 11:27 AM 
maritza@marvista.org 
Breaking News - Monday July 22, 2013 

Devastating Blows to 
Millennium Project 

Press Release - Monday, July 22,2013 

STATE AGENCIES OPEN PROBE OF PROJECT'S 
GEOLOGISTS AND WARN OF QUAKE SAFETY RISK 

A state licensing board has begun an investigation of 
alleged professional misconduct by two engineers for 
the Millennium Hollywood Project. The investigations 
are in response to a complaint filed by project foes that 
the engineers distorted their technical reports in order 
to hide the project's close proximity to the Hollywood 
Earthquake Fault. 

Additionally, the California Geological Survey, a state 
agency, alerted LA City Council President Herb Wesson 
on Saturday, July 20, that it has begun a detailed study 
that could result in a finding that the Millennium 
project falls within an Earthquake Fault Zone. Such a 
finding would trigger the restrictions of state law which 
make it illegal for new habitable projects to be built 
within 50 feet of an active fault. 

IN THIS ISSUE 
Breaking News!! 

QUICK LINKS 

Hollvwood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacitv.org 
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"These are devastating developments for the project," 
said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental attorney 
representing more than 40 community groups opposed 
to the Millennium. "These are red flags that should 
warn Los Angeles City Councilmembers that it would be 
incredibly irresponsible and possibly criminally 
negligent for them to approve the Millennium project 
as it is now planned." 

The City Council is set to vote on the project's fate this 
coming Wednesday, July 24. 

In recent days, the State Board for Professional 
Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists informed 
Silverstein that its enforcement unit has opened 
investigations into his allegations that the Millennium 
developer's engineers, Langan Engineering, falsified 
reports about the proximity of the Millennium project 
site to the Hollywood Fault. Those alleged 
misrepresentations were made by the Langan firm in 
its capacity as a consultant for the Millennium 
developer and were relied on as part of the project's 
Environmental Impact Report. 

"If the EIR is flawed, the project cannot proceed," 
Silverstein said. "The EIR is supposed to provide the 
public and city decision-makers with an honest 
assessment of the environmental and safety risks 
posed by a project. This EIR fails to do that." 

"That the State Board has opened this investigation 
adds huge credibility to our claims that the Millennium 
project team tried to illegally hide the truth about the 
dangers ofthis project," said Silverstein. 

In a second major blow to the Millennium project, 
California's State Geologist, Dr. John G. Parrish, two 
days ago warned Los Angeles City Council President 
Wesson in writing - with specific reference to the 
Millennium project and its EIR - that the California 
Geological Survey (CGS) has begun a "detailed study" 
of the "Hollywood Fault and its associated splay faults." 

It is illegal under the state's Alquist-Priolo Act to build a 
habitable structure, much less the Millennium project's 
two skyscrapers - within 50 feet of an "active" fault. 

Parrish noted that the CGS's investigation could affect 
the City's "reviewing of plans for the prospective 
Millennium Hollywood Project, which may fall within an 
Earthquake Fault Zone." 

Parrish's letter warned that cities "must withhold 

2 

Emergencies: 9-1-1 

Non-Emergency: 

1-877 -ASK -LAPD 

Return to top 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

City Website 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon 

Parking Enforcement 

Return to top 
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development permits for sites within the [Alquist
Priolo] zones." If the CGS study finds that the 
Millennium project falls within an official Earthquake 
Fault Zone, it would be covered by the Alquist-Priolo 
Act's construction ban. 

"If sufficient information results in the placement of an 
Earthquake Fault Zone, it will provide the City with new 
information for its consideration of current and future 
proposed developments all along the Hollywood Fault," 
Parrish wrote Wesson. Parrish also noted that he 
expected the CGS study of the Hollywood Fault would 
be completed by the end of this year or by early 2014. 

"Make no mistake. The State Geologist's letter fires a 
warning shot across the City's bow," Silverstein said. 
"It makes clear that the City is on very shaky legal 
ground if it goes ahead with this project before the 
State's studies are completed.'" 

Silverstein also said that even before the State's new 
study is completed, the evidence is clear: the 
Millennium project would be built on top of a fault. A 
number of peer-reviewed scientific analyses have 
already reached that conclusion. 

"These analyses have already shown with a high 
degree of certitude that the actual footprint of the 
Millennium project lies on top of the Hollywood Fault," 
Silverstein said. "These analyses and reports were 
ignored by the Millennium-Langan team in their EIR 
documents." 

Attached are copies ofthe following: 

• The Silverstein's Law Firm complaint to the 
California board that licenses geologists. 

• Two letters from the California geologist 
licensing board notifying the opponents that it 
had opened misconduct investigations of 
Millennium's geologists: 1) Re Larrv Kereszt 2) 
Re Dan Eberhart 

• The Silverstein Law Firm's letter to LA Citv's 
Building and Safety Dept. warning about the 
alleged cover-up by the Citv and developer of 
the Millennium project's dangerous proximity to 
the Hollywood Fault. 

• State Geologist Dr. Parrish's warning letter to 
LA Citv Council President Wesson. 

Contact: 

3 

RL0036574 



John Schwada 
john.schwada@qmail.com 
310 597-9345 (office) 
310 709-0056 (mobile) 

Return to top 

EM36291 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email wassenttomaritza@marvista.orgby beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net I 
Update ProfilelEmai l Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe'M I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Luke--

EM36292 

Linthicum, Kate < Kate.Linthicum@latimes.com> 

Monday, July 22, 2013 11:44 AM 
Luke.Zamperini@lacity.org 
Millennium project 

I'm writing today about the Millennium project proposed in Hollywood. 

The project's opponents said at a news conference today that the state licensing board for geologists has launched an 
investigation into two engineers working at the Department of Building and Safety for not properly evaluating the 
earthquake risk of the project, given that the project site is being studied to see if it falls within an earthquake fault lone. 

Are those engineers still working for the department? Do you have confidence on their work in this matter? Any other 
statement? 

I'm working on a deadline, so it would be great if you could get back to me as soon as possible. 

Thanks, 
Kate 
213-258-7482 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM36646 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 4:36 PM 

Michael LoGrande; Lisa Webber; Adam Villani 

CalTrans Letter 
Ltr Caltrans 7-24.docx; EIR Response-Caltrans.pdf 

Attached is my draft of the letter to caltrans as well as our EIR response to comment letter to caltrans. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978 .1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY PLANNING 
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 

Los ANGELES, CA 90012-4801 
AND 

6262 VAN NUYS BLVD., SUITE 351 

VAN NUYS,CA91401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
WILLIAM RO SCH EN 

PRESIDENT 
REGINA M. FREER 

VICE-PRESIDENT 

SEAN O. BURTON 
DIEGO CARDOSO 
CAMILLA M. ENG 

GEORGE HOVAGUIMIAN 
ROBERT LESSIN 

DANA M. PERLMAN 
BARBARA ROMERO 

JAMES WILLIAMS 
COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT II 

(213) 978-1300 

July 23, 2013 

EM36647 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

State of California - Department of Transportation 
District 7, Regional Planning 
IGRlCEQA Branch 
100 Main Street, MS # 16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606 

Dear Ms. Watson, 

EXECUTIVE OFFICES 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1271 

ALAN BELL, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1272 

LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1274 

EVA YUAN-MCDANIEL 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1273 

FAX: (213) 978-1275 

INFORMATION 
www.planning.lacity.org 

On behalf of the Department of City Planning for the City of Los Angeles, I would like to first 
take this opportunity to express my appreciation for the professional involvement and expertise 
that your team at Caltrans District 7 provides to our Department in the environmental and 
planning processes. As you well know, we share a mutual interest in identifying project impacts 
and identifying effective and tangible mitigations that will improve the quality of life for our 
constituents. 

To that end, I want to provide assurance to you and your team that your correspondence relative 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project (CPC-2008-3440/VTT -71837) has been received and 
included in the case file for the administrative record. These letters include the May 18, 2011 
letter following the issuance of the Notice of Preparation, the letter dated December 10, 2012 
following the issuance of the Draft EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), and your letter dated February 
19,2013 provided to us at the Joint Advisory Agency/Hearing Officer public hearing. 

With respect to your letter dated December 10, 2012, in particular, it was timely received and a 
response of which was provided upon the publication of the Final EIR. A copy of which has 
been attached herein. 

Again, we appreciate your input throughout this process and look forward to our work together 
on future projects. 

Sincerely, 

Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
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Cc: Steve Veres, District Director, Senator Kevin De Leon 
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CitYf1 Los :1ngeles February 20 1 ~. 

LETTER NO. 03 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OJ!' TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

Dianna Watson 

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

District 7, Regional Planning 

100 Main Street, MS#16, Los Angeles, CA 90012·,3606 

December 10,2012 

Comment No. 03-1 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltl.'ans) in the environmental 

review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would, include the construction of 

approximately 1 million square feet of developed t100r area. The historic Capitol Records Building and 

the Gogerty Building would remain within the project site. The Project would demolish andlor remove 

the existing rental car facility. The project would develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential 

dwelling lmits, 254 luxury hotel rooms, 264,303 square feet of office space, 25,000 square feet of 

restaurant space, 80,000 square feet of health and fitness club space, and 100,000 square feet of retail 

space. 

Below are Cal trans' major concerns with the Draft Enviromnental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 

Millennium Hollywood Project: 

Response to Comment No. 03-1 

The comment is an introduction and as such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. See Response to Comment 

Nos. 03-2 to 03-15 (Caltrans) for further detail. 

Comment No. 03-2 

1. Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18,2011, on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and met 

with the developer's consultant on September 15, 2011, to discuss Caltrans' conCems about the project's 

impact on the US-101 freeway and onlofframps within the 5 miles radius of the project site. The traffic 

consultant acknowledged Caltrans' concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic 

procedures for analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow standard statewide procedures 

outlined in Caitrans Traffic Study Guide. However, the June 2012 Trafflc Impact Study (TIS), which is 

the basis for the traffic impact discussion in the DElR, did not follow those procedures and does not 

analyze the impacts to the state highway system, 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

IlIB Responses to Comments ~ Individual Responses 
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Response to Comment No. 03-2 

As cited in the comment, CaItrans was consulted during the NOP process. The concerns and 

recommendation of CaItrans were considered during the transportation analysis scoping process, 

including the use of the Caltrans draft procedures. Also taken into account were the concerns and 

recommendations of other NOP commenters, as well as the City of Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation (LADOT) policies and the past analyses conducted for similar projects by the City of Los 

Angeles (the lead agency). The comment states that the Traffic Study does not analyze the impacts to the 

state highway system; however, the Traffic Study analyzed key freeway ramps utilizing LADOT's 

signalized intersection LOS methodology and of freeway mainline segments utilizing the Congestion 

Management Program (CMP) recommended methodology. The Cal trans Traffic Study Guide was 

consulted in the preparation of the Traffic Study but it does not provide a definition of thresholds of 

significance; therefore, the CMP methodology was used because it detlnes thresholds of significance and 

is the standard methodology used by the lead agency for all traffic studies within the City of Los Angeles. 

The CMP, a state·mandated program, includes procedures and thresholds that provide a consistent 

evaluation of projects to address the potential impacts on the regional transportation system. 

Comment No. 03-3 

2. There was no analysis perfonned for any ofthe freeway elements. The TIS only used the Los Angeles 

County Congestion Management Program (CMP) criteria. However, the CMP fails to provide adequate 

information as to direct and cumulative impacts to the freeway mainline and ramps, per CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 03-3 

The CMP criteria provide an initial review to detennine if significant Project impacts may occur and in 

tum require further study. The initial review in the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be 

less than significant, so subsequent analyses were determined to not be needed. Support for this 

conclusion is provided by the recently certit1ed Hollywood Community Plan Update Environmental 

Impact Report which was also determined not to have a significant impact on the freeway system. 

To address Caltrans' concerns, an additional model analysis was conducted. The anaiysis used the 

current Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) model for year 2035, with LADOT 

refinements, for the initial future projections (the Base Model). See Appendix B, Transportation 

Modeling Procedures and Results, attached hereto for the model procedures and results. The model 

demonstrated that the Project will not result in the addition of 150 trips or more to any freeway segment. 

This analysis veritles that Project traffic impacts on the regional system will be less than significant. 

Comment No. 03·4 

3. Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US-101 is operating at LOS F. Any additional trips will 

worsen the existing freeway condition. The TIS did not include a cUlTlulative tramc analysis tor OS-10 1, 

which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

. Final Environmental Impact Report 

ffl.B Responses to Comments -Individual Responses 

Page Ill. B-6 

RL0036581 



EM36651 

Cjty of[oos Angeles February 20t!. 

proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth hom the Hollywood Cornmunity Plan (Plan). Because the 
TTS prepared for the Plan in 2005 determined that build-out of the Plan would result in significant 

transportation impacts to the U8-1 0 1, the Plan created a Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plan 

(TIMP) to identify future improvements to the US-lO 1. Since the proposed project site is located within 

the Plan area, the identified improvements should have been taken into consideration, as well as 

improvements listed in Metro's Long Range TranspOltation Plan. 

Response to Comment No. 03-4 

The Project is not expected to generate more than 150 additional trips on the freeway system. Therefore, 

based on the CMP criteria used by the City of Los Angeles on this and other projects, the Project would 

not result in significant traffic impacts on the freeway mainline (see Response to Comment No. 03-3 

(Caltrans) above). In addition, the Project will provide infill uses that reduce regional trip demand as 
called for by the Smart Growth Initiatives in the Demand Section of the Metro's Long Range 

Development Plan (LRDP) and in the Sustainable Community Strategies within the Regional 

Transportation Plan adopted by SeAGo As mitigation, the Project will participate in upgrades to the 
regional transportation system by funding or implementing other programs called for in the LRDP and 

TlMP. These programs include signal system upgrades, upgrades to the transit system (through the 

Project installing shelters at area bus stops, improving the pedestrian linkages to those stops, and funding 

of alternative mode lanes), and a TDM Program to help reduce project automobile trip demand. These 

mitigation measures will improve conditions on the Congestion Management Plan system, including the 
regional freeway system. Also, given the robust transit system in the Project's vicinity, a main focus of 

the transportation mitigation program is to reduce automobile trips by enhancing pedestrian and bicycle 
linkages to the transit system and investing in multi-modal transportation improvements. This focus is 

consistent with LADOT's Traffic Study Guidelines and the objectives identified in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update. 

Further, no applicable Hollywood Community Plan Update Transportation Improvement and Mitigation 

Plan (TIMP) requirements arc listed in the comment and, after additional review of the TIMP, no 

applicable TIMP requirements or additional measures were identit1ed. For example, the Capitol 

Improvement measures in the TIMP are not at locations identified as having umnitigatable significant 
Project impacts. Project participation in the program called for in the TIMP to "coordinate Caltrans' 

freeway traffic management system with the A TSAC/ Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) highway 

and street traffic signal management system" was discussed in the meeting which took place on 

December 4, 2012 between City, Project and Caltrans representatives but rejected by Caltrans 

representatives. 

Comment No. 03-5 

4. Page .IV.K.l-60 of the DEIR states; "'The Project would result in a Jess than significant impact with 

respect to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway segments. No mitigation is required." 

This conclusion is not based on any credible analysis that could be found anywhere in the DEIR. It is Cal 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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trans' opinion, based on the work that we have done in this area, that this project will result in significant 

impacts to the state highway system. 

Response to Comment No. 03-5 

The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR analyzed impacts to CM.P locations and freeway segments based on 

the CMF criteria (see Response to Comment No. 03-2 (Cal trans). Based on the data from this analysis, 

the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be less than significant, so subsequent analyses 

were detennined to not be needed. However, an additional model analysis was conducted using the 

current SCAG model for year 2035 for the initial future projections (the Base ModeJ).This analysis also 

shows that Project traffic impacts on the freeway system will be less than significant See the Response 

to Comment No.03-3 for additional details. 

Comment No. 03-6 

5. The submitted traffic analysis did not include the following ramp intersections that are closest to the 

project site, which may be significantly impacted by this development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 

• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue 

• NB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue 

.. SB Route 101 off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd. 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from CahuengaBlvd. 

• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine Street 

The traffic analysis at these off-ramps needs to show projected queue build-up upstream of the off-ramp. 

Although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs to show how the added/over-flow 

volume to the on-ramp may affect other nearby intersections, including off-ramps. Caltrans is concerned 

that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do nol 

back up, the intersections adjacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the off-ramp volumes at the same 

time as they serve local circulation and land uses. 

Response to Comment No. 03-(! 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 

2012,were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. The study locations selected 

were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts have the potential to be significant and 

substantial. The locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical capacity constraints 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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of the area roadway system. The freeway ramps, including the meters and weave sections on the ramps, 

are not the roadway system constraints in the Hollywood area. Rather, the signalized intersections and 
the fi'eeway mainline sections were determined to form the capacity constraints in the Hollywood area. 

Queues from those constraints determine the conditions on the ramps and at other non-critical locations. 

The more minor (STOP controlled) intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacily. 

Further, according to LADOT guidelines, the analysis of unsi?,nalized intersections in traffic impact 

studies is solely to assess the need for future signalizing by conducting warrant analyses. Only 

unsignalized intersections that serve as integral elements to the project site's access and c.irculation plan 
are included in such an analysis. Here, there are no unsignalized intersections that serve as integral 

elements to Project access and circulation and as such, no unsignalized intersections were studied. 

Comment No. 03-7 

6. As shown in the DEIR, TabJe 5 Project Trip Generation, the project will generate a 19,486 average 

daily vehicle trips with 1,064/1,888 vehicle trips during the AM/PM peak hours. These volumes appear 

to be low and Caltrans requests that the lead agency verify them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are 
not in compliance with the Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation shOUld be properly 

justified and substantiated. For example, the 30% reduction of the retail pass-by trips is significantly high 

without justification. Utilizing such high reduction rates will result in inadequate identification of traffic 

impacts and mitigation, thus violating CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 03-7 

LADOT, the responsible department within the City of Los Angeles (the lead agency), verified that the 

rates, equations, and calculations used in the Traffic Study were appropriate for the Project All but one 

of the base generation estimates cited in the comment were prepared using the information and 

procedures in Jdp Generation, 8th Edition, 2008 Manual, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). 
(Information for the rental car facility use wa<; not available from that source, so rates incorporated into 

the West Los Angeles Transportation and Mitigation Specific Plan, rates previously lISed by the City, 

were utilized.) Likewise, the pass-by trip adjustment cited in the comment is specified in the LADOT 

Policies and Procedures, May 2012 and wa<; in tum based on a conservative implementation of the 

procedures in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The data and procedures in the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual are nationally-accepted guidelines utilized by most agencies in Los Angeles County and are the 

most appropriate source for the trip generation estimates for the Project. Also, it should be noted that the 

trip generation rates identified in the ITE Trip Generation Manual are based on surveys of sites in 

suburban areas with little to no transit use, so it is common practice to allow for trip reduction credits to 

allow for potential transit trips, pass-by trips, and internal trips associated with mixed-use projects. Also 

see Response to Comment No. 59-27 (Jordon, David) for a discussion of other adjustments. 
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Comment No. 03-8 

To address these concerns, an analysis for the project's impacts to the freeway system should be 
performed ba.<;ed on the proposed scope ofthe project a<; described in the DEIR and would need to include 

all of the following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facilities in the prqject 
vicinity: 

a. lfthe project will be developed in phases, the project added demand and trip assignment to US-

101 should be based on each phase of the project otherwise it should be based on 100% 

occupancy. 

Response to Comment No. 03-8 

Please see Response to Comment No.03-3 (Caltrans) concerning the project freeway impacts including 

impacts on the US 101. The Project does not have defined phases, so no pha<;ing analysis is appropriate. 

The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the analysis in Response to Comment No. 03-3 above analyzed the 

"worst-case scenario" of 100% occupancy. 

Comment No. 03-9 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on a Select Zone 
Analysis. Based on the magnitude of the project and its close proximity to US .. J 01, the trip 

assignment appears to be unreasonably low. Please elaborate on the trip assigmnent methodology 

utilized. 

Response to Comment No. 03-9 

The select zone analysis recommended in the comment is not considered appropriate for the Project. A 
select zone analysis fails to accurately analyze urban infill projects, including the Project. In particular, a 

select zone analysis does not take intercepted trips into account, and intercepted trips are a major factor 

for urban in-fill projects. Fmther, urban areas (such as the Traffic Study area in Hollywood)contain 

numerous more minor streets with signalized intersections that are not in the regional model network. 
Those intersections may be significantly impacted, but the streets and the intersections would not have 

trips assigned to them by a select zone analysis. 

A manual approach was selected as the most appropriate method to be used for the Traffic Study. The 

manual procedures utilized separated the Project into components by land uses and separately assigned 

the trips to and from those components. The assignments considered the types of land uses in the 

surrounding area to which the component's trips would be linked. The assignments were individually 

reviewed and approved by LADOT and are detailed in the Traffic Study. See Appendix K.l of the Draft 

EIR. 
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Comment No. 03-10 

c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should be cross-referenced by the source, page 

number, year, and table numbers. 

Response to Comment No. 03-10 

Appendix D of the Traffic Study (Appendix K 1 of the Draft EIR) lists the souree, land use codes (which 

may be within mUlti-page sections), source edition, and year. The land-use code and independent variable 

dietate the formula used. Tables were not used. 

Comment No. 03-11 

d. The off ramps on NB and SB US-1 01, between Vermont Avenue and Highland Avenue, which 

would represent the most impacted area by the proposed Development, should be analyzed 

utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 85th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology 

with the actual signal timings at the ramps' termini. 

Response to Comment No. 03-11 

The CMA methodology was selected for use in the Traffic Study for all intersections. The CMA analysis 

is specified for use in traffic studies by the lead agency, the City of Los Angeles. Traffic Study Policies 

and Procedures, May 2012published by the City of Los Angeles, Department of TranspOltation specifies 

CMA calculations as the methodology to be used in City of Los Angeles traffic studies. The CMA 

methodology ws...<; selected for inclusion in the City of Los Angeles manual s...<; it is a "Planning 

Methodology" rather than an "Operations Methodology". It should be noted that the methodology 

recommended in the comment would be dependent upon the signal timing remaining fixed through 2035 

for the horizon year to be accurate, whereas the computerized signal systems now being employed in the 

City of Los Angeles vary the signal timing on an instantaneous basis. However, additional methodologies 

may be required to be used during detailed mitigation design by the agency approving implementation of 

a mitigation measure, with appropriate adjustments being made. 

Comment No. 03-12 

e. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB US-lOI, within the same area, should be analyzed 

utilizing the same methodology and with the actual metering rates. These rates can be obtained 

by contacting Ms. Af<;aneh Razavi, Senior Transportation Engineer, Caltrans Ramp Metering 

Department at (323) 259- 1841. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

JIJ.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lIlB-/ J 

RL0036586 



EM36656 

City o.lLos An;;eles February 20U_ 

Response to Comment No. 03-12 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, 

were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6 

and 03-11 (Cal trans) for additional infonnation. 

Comment No. 03-13 

f. An IfCM weaving analysis needs to be perfonned for both the NB and SB mainline segments, 

between the on and off ramps within the same area, utilizing balanced traffic demands entering 

and exiting the weaving segments. 

Response to Comment No. 03-13 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, 

were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6 

and 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional infonnation. 

Comment No. 03-14 

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 

congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concems need to be adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 03-14 

These concems are adequately addressed in the Traffic Study and Section IV.K.l Transportation-Traffic 

of the Draft ElR. The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to 

Comment No. 03-03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See 

Response to Comment Nos.03-3 and 03-6 (Caltrans) for additional information. 

Comment No. 03-15 

In summary, without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize the TIS and DElR as 

adequately identifying and mitigating the project's impacts to the State highway facilities. 

If you have any questions, plea<;e feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 

and refer to IORJCEQA No. 121036AL. 

Response to Comment No. 03-15 

The Traffic Study, the Draft ElR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to Comment No. 03-

03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See Response to Comment 

Nos. 03-2 through 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional infonnation. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EM36293 

yusef robb <yusef.robb@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 12:09 PM 
Luke Zamperini 
Please Call 

Please email me when you can chat re Millennium. 
Many press questions. 
Thanks. 

Yusef K. Robb 
Director of Communications 
Office of Mayor Eric Garcetti 
213-978-0741 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
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Aurora Abracia <aurora.abracia@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 4:39 PM 
raymond.chan 
Karen Penera 

Subject: Re: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's 

Millennium Project 

Hi Ray, 

Thanks for your response. I just need a very brief update - can do it by phone tomorrow morning at your 
convenience. Let me know what time works best for you. 

~Aurora 

Aurora C. Abracia 
Chief Administrative Analyst 
Office of the City Administrative Officer 
phone: (213) 473 -7566 
fax: (213) 473 -75 12 
e-mail: aurora. abracia@lacity.org 

On Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 3:42 PM, Raymond Chan <raymond.chan@lacity.org> wrote: 
Thanks karen. 

Hi Aurora, do you want me to give you a briefing? Thanks! 

Ray 

-------- Original message --------
From: Karen Penera <karen.penera@lacity.org> 
Date: 0712212013 3:25 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Raymond Chan <Raymond.Chan@lacity.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium 
Project 

Hi Ray, 

This is the article I mentioned to you this morning. 

Karen 
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Aurora Abracia <aurora.abracia@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 2:44 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium 
Project 
To: Karen Penera <karen.penera@lacity.org> 

Hi Karen, 

Here is the Millenium Hollywood Project article that I mentioned to you this morning. Let me know if Ray has 
any comments about what's covered. Thanks. 

~Aurora 

Aurora C. Abracia 
Chief Administrative Analyst 
Office of the City Administrative Officer 
phone: (213) 473-7566 
fax: (213) 473-7512 
e-mail: aurora. abracia@lacity.org 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miguel Santana <migue1. santana@lacity.org> 
Date: Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 7:58 PM 
Subject: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
To: Patty.Huber@lacity.org, Aurora.Abracia@lacity.org 

FYI 

From: John Schwada [mailto: john.schwada@qmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 21,2013 06:14 PM 
To: John Schwada <John.Schwada@qmail.com> 
Subject: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 

PRESS ADVISORY - Monday, July 22 

HOLLYWOOD'S CONTROVERSIAL MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 

SURPRISING INFORMATION RAISES NEW RED FLAGS ABOUT THE PROJECT'S SAFETY 

2 
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Opponents of the controversial Millennium Hollywood Project will hold a news conference Monday, July 22, to 
disclose new information that strengthens their complaints of shocking irregularities in LA City Hall's 
review of the project and confirms their claims about the project's life-threatening earthquake risks. 

The City Council is scheduled to vote Wednesday, July 24, on the massive project at the Capitol Records site. 

NEWS CONFERENCE: 
When: Monday, July 22,10 am 
Where: Intersection of Argyle and Yucca Streets, Hollywood, adjacent to Millennium project 
Who: Attorney Robert P. Silverstein and community leaders 

"We believe this new evidence should be a game-changer in how the public and City Council view this 
project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental attorney advising more than 40 community groups 
opposing the project. "The latest information substantiates our concerns about the pattern of official 
dereliction of duty and developer fraud that, taken together, have given the public and the City Council an 
incredibly false picture of the earthquake risks of this project." 

"This new evidence has only very recently come to our attention," said Silverstein. "We believe the Los 
Angeles City Council would be grossly - and possibly criminally - negligent if it ignores these new warning 
signs and approves this project on Wednesday." 

Silverstein will elaborate on these new developments at Monday's news conference. 

In previous public hearings and documents, the opponents have pointed out that the Millennium's 35 and 39 
story skyscrapers would sit directly on the Hollywood Fault and that the developer's consultant, Langan 
Engineering, has repeatedly tried to hide this information from the public and from city decision-makers in 
its studies. 

Silverstein warned that the lives of as many as 3,000 persons who would work, live and shop in the giant project 
would be at risk if it goes forward as planned. 

On its website, the California Department of Conservation explains that it is illegal, under the State's Alquist
Priolo Act, to build on top of an active fault. That website says, in part: 

"Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties must require a geologic 
investigation to demonstrate that proposed buildings will not be constructed across 
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active faults [emphasis addedJ. An evaluation and written report of a specific site must be 
prepared by a licensed geologist. If an active fault is found, a structure for human 
occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the fault and must be set back from the 
fault (generally 50 feet) [emphasis addedJ." 

In a July 15 letter to the city's Building and Safety Department, Silverstein complained that the developer's 
engineers "fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant and authoritative data," that show the 
State's official earthquake maps "indicate the existence of active fault traces" running directly through 
the Millennium project. In its efforts to mislead the public, for example, the Millennium project team falsified 
a key map to depict the project site as being situated 850 feet north of its true location, Silverstein pointed out. 

In that same letter, Silverstein accused Langan of "breaching its professional duties" to provide the public, 
through the EIR process, with an honest risk-assessment of its client's project and stated "we believe [Langan) 
has engaged with the Millennium developer to commit fraud" by misleading the public about the 
earthquake dangers. 

Last month, Los Angeles Times columnist Michael Hiltzik scathingly wrote ("Caltrans Waves Red Flag on 
Millennium Hollywood Project," June 19,2013) that Caltrans has joined Millennium project opponents in 
accusing Millennium of using "bogus statistics and trampling over state law" to secure approval of its 
project, claiming it will generate only 150 additional trips on the adjacent Hollywood Freeway. 

Hiltzik reported that Caltrans believes the $665 million Millennium project, comprising 461 residential units, 
254 hotel rooms, more than a quarter million square feet of office space and 80,000 square feet of retail, will 
have a "disastrous" traffic impact on the 101 Freeway unless it is significantly modified. 

In a July 16 letter to Caltrans, Silverstein wrote: 

The City and developer have ignored Caltrans' requests for [traffic] analysis and studies as 
part of the EIR process .... This is not only a problem related to this project, but it has 
become chronic in the City's processing of approvals for other development projects 
throughout the City which have significant impacts on the State's facilities, but which are 
never adequately analyzed or mitigated by the City. The result is dramatically worsening 
infrastructure and a shifting of the costs and burden of dealing with these projects to 
Caltrans and the taxpayers [emphasis added]. 

"We sincerely hope the city will drop its misguided rush to approve the project and honestly take into 
consideration the life-threatening earthquake safety and traffic impacts of the Millennium project," Silverstein 
said. "In particular we urge Councilman Mitch O'Farrell to support the more than 40 community groups city
wide who oppose this project. For Councilman O'Farrell to vote for it would be a terrible way for Hollywood's 
new councilman to begin his career." 
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Robert P . Silverstein, Esq. 
626 449-4200 
Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

John Schwada 
john. schwada@gmail.com 
310597-9345 (office) 
310709-0056 (mobile) 

EM36661 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 

EM36662 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
<fran@beachwoodcanyon.ccsend.com> on behalf of Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 5:41 PM 
maritza@marvista.org 

Subject: Millennium Update - California State Agencies Intervene - Hearing tomorrow a.m. 

-

I0l 
E]Hearing at City Hall Tomorrow, July 24 at 10 a.m. 

Millen n i u m Project - Ca I iforn ia State 
Agencies Intervene in Hollywood Fault 
Investigation 

The press conference held at Yucca 
and Argyle yesterday had a 
phenomenal impact. 

In response to the dereliction of 
duty, misfeasance and malfeasance 
by officials elected and appointed to 
City positions with affirmative duties 
to protect public health, safety and 
welfare, our attorney, Robert 
Silverstein, announced that the 
Board for Professional Engineers, 
Land Surveyors, and Geologists is 
investigating Millennium's geologists 
and that California State Geologist 
Dr. John Parrish, has commenced a 

IN THIS ISSUE 
Building & Safety on Notice 

Your Donations Needed 

QUICK LINKS 

Hollvwood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
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detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its associated splay faults 
for possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining and 
Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601(a)) 
pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Act. 

People all over are now learning about this project and the serious 
questions that State agencies have about it. The momentum gained 
by this broad attention to this matter could be lost if we stop 
participating now. 

Tomorrow, the City Council will decide whether or not to withhold 
approval of this project. If the room is empty, it can be anticipated 
that they will move ahead without missing a beat. The media will be 
watching but they, too, need the presence of the community as a 
show of our continued opposition to this project. 

Will you attend? Have you contacted the City for free parking or are 
you taking the RedLine? 

If you want to speak on the issue, you will have one minute. This 
hearing is too important to miss! The City Council should never work 
in an empty room! Click on the hearing info to link to the agenda. 

City Council Hearing - July 24. 2013 at 10 a.m. 

In an effort to get this much media attention, we've hired a 
profession media consultant, John Schwada. Also, attorney Robert 
Silverstein and his staff continue to work day in and day out giving 
interviews, compiling documents for presentation for tomorrow and a 
host of other time-consuming activities. We could use your help and 
continued funding support. Please click on the DONATE button below 
and ask your friends to do the same. We are all in this together! For 
those who have already given, we thank you deeply for your support! 

In The Press 

Citv Hall Access 

Tell the City Council and Mayor that you're on your way to fill their 
chambers tomorrow! Ask them to withhold their approval for this 
project! 

Councilmember.Cedillo@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. BI u menfield@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.LaBonge@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Koretz@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Fuentes@lacity.org, Cou ncil member. Parks@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Price@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacity.org, Councilmember.Bonin@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Eng la nder@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Ofarrell@lacity.org, 
Councilmember.Huizar@lacity.org, 
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Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacitv.org 

Emergencies: 9-1-1 

Non-Emergency: 

1-877 -ASK -LAPD 

Return to top 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org 

Hollywood United Neighborhood 
Council 

City Website 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon 

Parking Enforcement 

Return to top 
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Councilmember.Buscaino@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org 

Return to top 

Generous Donations Needed Now! 

Please Donate NOW for a final push before the City Council hearing 
on July 24! Our attorneys and experts are working over time for the 
protection of all of our safety and quality of life. YOUR donation is 
needed now more than ever. Do it for yourself. Do it for our 
community. Do it to keep City government honest. 

Go to www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.orq and donate to our 
ongoing effort to appeal to the City Council and in court, if necessary, 
to defeat this grotesque monstrosity. 

Donate now for Hollywood's future! Click the image above to go 
straight to our website. 

Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the website 
above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax deductible 
donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. 
Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important that you write 
"Stop the Millennium" in the memo field. 

Like us on Facebook: ca 
Follow us on Twitter:0 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 
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From the movie, Earthquake 

EM36665 

Quote: "We should 
have never put up 
those 40-story 
monstrosities. Not 
here!" - Charlton 
Heston in the movie 
Earthquake. 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email wassenttomaritza@marvista.orgby beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net I 
Update ProfilelEmai l Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe'M I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Please forward ..... 

EM36294 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 

Monday, July 22, 2013 1:16 PM 

nyc.bill@aol.com 

Millennium Project...Press Release 7-22-2013 . .satte Agencie Open Probe/Geologist's 

Warnings 

6-24-13 JSca nLFINAL_LetteUo _Boa rd_ oCPro._Eng i neers, 

_Land_Surveyors_&_Geologists(l).PDF; MillenniumJScanL6-27-13 

_Letter _from_Larry _Kereszt_ -_Board_oCProfessional_ELG.pdf; Mi Ilenni u mJScanL 

7 -17 -13_Corres._from_Larry_KerestzJe_Dan_Eberhart_Complaint.pdf; 

MILLEN NIU M_L TRCOPV .. pdf; ObjectionsLetter.pdf 

Press Release - Monday, July 22, 2013 

DEVASTATING BLOWS TO MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 
STATE AGENCIES OPEN PROBE OF PROJECT'S GEOLOGISTS AND WARN OF QUAKE 
SAFETY RISK 

A state licensing board has begun an investigation of alleged professional misconduct by two 
engineers for the Millennium Hollywood Project. The investigations are in response to a 
complaint filed by project foes that the engineers distorted their technical reports in order to 
hide the project's close proximity to the Hollywood Earthquake Fault. 

Additionally, the California Geological Survey, a state agency, alerted LA City Council 
President Herb Wesson on Saturday, July 20, that it has begun a detailed study that could 
result in a finding that the Millennium project falls within an Earthquake Fault Zone. Such a 
finding would trigger the restrictions of state law which make it illegal for new habitable 
projects to be built within 50 feet of an active fault. 

"These are devastating developments for the project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the 
environmental attorney representing more than 40 community groups opposed to the 
Millennium. "These are red flags that should warn Los Angeles City Councilmembers that it 
would be incredibly irresponsible and possibly criminally negligent for them to approve the 
Millennium project as it is now planned." 

The City Council is set to vote on the project's fate this coming Wednesday, July 24. 

In recent days, the State Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
informed Silverstein that its enforcement unit has opened investigations into his allegations 
that the Millennium developer's engineers, Langan Engineering, falsified reports about the 
proximity of the Millennium project site to the Hollywood Fault. Those alleged 

RL0036598 



EM36295 

misrepresentations were made by the Langan firm in its capacity as a consultant for the 
Millennium dveloper and were relied on as part of the project's Environmental Impact Report. 

"If the EIR is flawed, the project cannot proceed," Silverstein said. "The EIR is supposed to 
provide the public and city decision-makers with an honest assessment of the environmental 
and safety risks posed by a project. This EIR fails to do that." 

"That the State Board has opened this investigation adds huge credibility to our claims that 
the Millennium project team tried to illegally hide the truth about the dangers of this project," 
said Silverstein. 

In a second major blow to the Millennium project, California's State Geologist, Dr. John G. 
Parrish, two days ago warned Los Angeles City Council President Wesson in writing - with 
specific reference to the Millennium project and its EIR - that the California Geological Survey 
(CGS) has begun a "detailed study" of the "Hollywood Fault and its associated splay faults." 

It is illegal under the state's Alquist-Priolo Act to build a habitable structure, much less the 
Millennium project's two skyscrapers - within 50 feet of an "active" fault. 

Parrish noted that the CGS's investigation could affect the City's "reviewing of plans for the 
prospective Millennium Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone." 

Parrish's letter warned that cities "must withhold development permits for sites within the 
[Alquist-Priolo] zones." If the CGS study finds that the Millennium project falls within an 
official Earthquake Fault Zone, it would be covered by the Alquist-Priolo Act's 
construction ban. 

"If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault Zone, it will provide 
the City with new information for its consideration of current and future proposed 
developments all along the Hollywood Fault," Parrish wrote Wesson. Parrish also noted that 
he expected the CGS study of the Hollywood Fault would be completed by the end of this year 
or by early 2014. 

"Make no mistake. The State Geologist's letter fires a warning shot across the City's bow," 
Silverstein said. "It makes clear that the City is on very shaky legal ground if it goes ahead 
with this project before the State's studies are completed.'" 

Silverstein also said that even before the State's new study is completed, the evidence is 
clear: the Millennium project would be built on top of a fault. A number of peer-reviewed 
scientific analyses have already reached that conclusion. 

"These analyses have already shown with a high degree of certitude that the actual footprint 
of the Millennium project lies on top of the Hollywood Fault," Silverstein said. "These analyses 
and reports were ignored by the Millennium-Langan team in their EIR documents." 

Attached are copies of the following: 

• The Silverstein Law Firm's complaint to the California board that licenses geologists . 

• Two letters from the California geologist licensing board notifying the opponents that it had opened 
misconduct investigations of Millennium's geologists 
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• The Silverstein Law Firm's letter to LA City's Building and Safety Dept. warning about the alleged cover
up by the City and developer of the Millennium project's dangerous proximity to the Hollywood Fault. 

• State Geologist Dr. Parrish's warning letter to LA City Council President Wesson. 

Contact: 

~ 
John Schwada 
john .schwada@gmail .com 
310597-9345 (office) 
310 709-0056 (mobile) 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

A Professional Corporation 

June 24, 2013 

VIA OVERNITE EXPRESS 

215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101·1504 

PHONE: (626) 4494200 FAX: (626) 4494205 

ROBERT@RoBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTElt..!LAW.COM 

Mr. Richard B. Moore, P.L.S., Executive Officer of the Board 
Ms. Corrine Gray, Enforcement Staff Analyst 
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
Department of Consumer Affairs, State of California 
2535 Capitol Oaks Drive, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95833-2944 

Re: Business & Professions Code Section 7860, et seq. Complaint 
Request for Investigation of Langan Engineering and Environmental, 
Rudolph P. Frizzi. PE, GE, and Dan Royden Eberhart, PG, CEG 

Dear Mr. Moore and Ms. Gray: 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

Under California Business and Professions Code Sections 7870 and 7871, we file 
this complaint (Exhibit 1) asking that your Board investigate, discipline, and refer to the 
Los Angeles District Attorney for criminal inve~tigation Langan Engineering and 
Environmental ("Langan"), and its engineers Rudolph Pio Frizzi ("Frizzi") and Dan 
Royden Eberhart ("Eberhart"), who were in "responsible charge of work" related to two 
geotechnical/seismic reports prepared for a project known as the Millennium Hollywood 
Project ("Project") at 1750 N. Vine Street, Los Angeles, California. 

The Project calls for the construction of more than a million square feet of space, 
including two skyscrapers for human dwelling and occupancy, near Hollywood and Vine. 
We believe that Langan, Frizzi and Eberhart have endangered human life, safety and 
property through their work, and have violated core standards required of their licensure. 

As part of your Board's investigation, Langan should be required to preserve 
intact and to produce to you aU communications, electronic and otherwise, between or 
among Langan and the Project developer and the developer's representatives and 
attorneys. The individuals who assisted in preparing the deceptive reports and figures at 
issue herein should also be deposed under oath. 
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Mr. Richard B. Moore, P.L.S., Executive Officer of the Board 
Ms. Corrine Gray, Enforcement Staff Analyst 
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
June 24, 2013 
Page 2 

II. THE SUBJECT REPORTS. 

The two Langan reports at issue herein are: 

1. May 10, 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Geotechnical 
Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. ("May 2012 
Report") (Exhibit 2.) 

2. November 30, 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Fault 
Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 
("November 2012 Report") (Exhibit 3 [see Exhibit 19A to the June 
18, 2013 letter at Exhibit 3 hereto].) 

The May 2012 Report signed by Langan's Frizzi and Eberhart is the source of the 
seismic analysis in the City's Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports ("EIRs") for 
the Project (www.cityplanning.cityofla.org - go to Final EIR for Millennium Project). 

The City of Los Angeles subsequently requested preparation of a fault 
investigation report for the Project Site, although neither the existence nor the contents of 
that report were publicly disclosed. We learned of it, and upon a request made to the City 
of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, obtained a copy of the November 
2012 Report. 

On June 18, 2013, at a public hearing before the Los Angeles City Council's 
Planning and Land Use Management ("PLUM") Committee, this office presented an 
analysis of what we believe are gross professional improprieties and violations of the law 
by Langan concerning its distortion and suppression of evidence of seismic hazards from 
the Hollywood Fault and the Hollywood Fault's relation to the Project Site. We refer you 
to the attached Exhibit 3, which is that portion of our June 18, 2013 letter concerning 
seismic issues, plus our Exhibits 15-24 related thereto. 

III. THE MISCONDUCT. 

We respectfully request your careful review of the materials attached hereto at 
Exhibit 3. Without attempting to repeat those materials, in summary, we believe the 
facts show that: 
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Mr. Richard B. Moore, P.L.S., Executive Officer of the Board 
Ms. Corrine Gray, Enforcement Staff Analyst 
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
June 24,2013 
Page 3 

1. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure when they failed to report the location of strands of the 
Hollywood Fault as shown on the official, 2010 California 
Geological Survey Active Fault Map in both the May and November 
2012 Reports. The omission or suppression of the fact that the 
Millennium Project site has the southern strand of the Hollywood 
Fault officially mapped as traversing the Project Site was an act of 
material misrepresentation, fraud or deceit, in violation of Business 
& Professions Code Section 7860(b )(2) and (c). 

2. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure when they failed to report the existence of well-known, 
peer-reviewed studies of Crook and Proctor (1992) and Dolan and 
others (1997), both of which showed at least one strand of the 
Hollywood Fault traversing the Millennium Project site. The 
suppression of these well-respected reports from the May 2012 
Report which was made public, and the gratuitous disparaging of the 
conclusions of those reports in the November 2012 Report which 
was not made public, but which was relied upon by the City of Los 
Angeles Planning Dept., was an act of material misrepresentation, 
fraud or deceit, in violation of Business & Professions Code Section 
7860(b )(2) and (c). 

3. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure when they created, or supervised a subordinate to create, a 
regional map depicting the Millennium Project Site as physically 
separated from the Hollywood Fault (Figure 5 in the May 2012 
Report and Figure 4 in the November 2012 Report), when this 
depiction is demonstrably false. As such, it was an act of material 
misrepresentation, fraud or deceit, in violation of Business & 
Professions Code Section 7860(b)(2) and (c). 

4. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure when they created, or supervised a subordinate to create, a 
local map depicting the Millennium Project Site location as being 
approximately 850 feet north of where it actually is, to Franklin 
Avenue and omitting Yucca Street (Figure 4 in the May 2012 Report 
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Mr. Richard B. Moore, P.L.S., Executive Officer of the Board 
Ms. Corrine Gray, Enforcement Staff Analyst 
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
June 24, 2013 
Page 4 

and Figure 3 in the November 2012 Report), in order to falsely 
represent that the Millennium Project site is not within the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element's Fault Rupture Study 
Zone. As such, it was an act of material misrepresentation, fraud or 
deceit, in violation of Business & Professions Code Section 
7860(b )(2) and (c). 

5. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure because they have no credible evidence to support the 
repeated contention they make in the May and November 2012 
Reports that the Hollywood Fault is allegedly 0.4 miles (2,112 feet) 
from the Millennium Project site. This assertion - which could only 
be made by denying or ignoring the existence of the 2010 California 
Geological Survey Active Fault Map, and the Dolan and Crook and 
Proctor studies, was an act of material misrepresentation, fraud or 
deceit in violation of Business & Professions Code Section 
7860(b )(2) and (c). 

As described more fully in Exhibit 3 hereto, compelling evidence exists to show 
that Langan elevated the financial interests of its real estate developer client over the 
paramount interests of truth and protecting the public health and safety. Thousands of 
lives may have been put at risk because of these actions. Accordingly, we also ask that 
you refer this matter to the Los Angeles County District Attorney for potential criminal 
prosecution, including under Business and Professions Code Section 7872(h). 

IV. RELEVANT STATUTES. 

Business and Professions Code Section 7860 provides in relevant part: 

"(a) The board may, upon its own initiative or upon the 
receipt of a complaint, investigate the actions of any professional 
geologist, geophysicist ... and make findings thereon. 

(b) By a majority vote, the board may publicly reprove, 
suspend for a period not to exceed two years, or revoke the 
certificate of any geologist or geophysicist registered hereunder ... 
on any of the following grounds: 
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Mr. Richard B. Moore, P.L.S., Executive Officer of the Board 
Ms. Corrine Gray, Enforcement Staff Analyst 
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
June 24, 2013 
Page 5 

* * * 

(2) Misrepresentation, fraud or deceit by a 
geologist or geophysicist in his or her practice. 

* * * 

(c) By a majority vote, the board may publicly reprove, 
suspend for a period not to exceed two years, or revoke the 
certificate of any geologist or geophysicist registered under this 
chapter ... for professional misconduct. Unprofessional conduct 
includes, but is not limited to, any of the following: 

(1) Aiding or abetting any person in a violation of 
this chapter or any regulation adopted by the board pursuant to this 
chapter. 

(2) Violating this chapter or any regulation adopted 
by the board pursuant to this chapter. 

(3) Conduct in the course of practice as a geologist 
or geophysicist that violates professional standards adopted by the 
board." 

Business and Professions Code Section 7872 provides in relevant part: 

"Every person is guilty of a misdemeanor and for each offense of 
which he or she is convicted is punishable by a fine of not more 
than one thousand dollars ($1,000) or by imprisonment not to 
exceed three months, or by both fine and imprisonment: 

* * * 

(h) Who violates any provision of this chapter." 
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Mr. Richard B. Moore, P.L.S., Executive Officer of the Board 
Ms. Corrine Gray, Enforcement Staff Analyst 
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
June 24, 2013 
Page 6 

Business and Professions Code Section 7810.1 provides: 

"Protection of the public shall be the highest priority for the board 
in exercising its licensing, regulatory, and disciplinary functions. 
Whenever the protection of the public is inconsistent with other 
interests sought to be promoted, the protection of the public shall be 
paramount." 

v. CONCLUSION. 

This is an urgent issue of public health and safety. The currently-scheduled final 
Project approval date by the Los Angeles City Council is July 24, 2013. The City of Los 
Angeles and its Planning Dept. are relying on the Langan Reports, as did the PLUM 
Committee, which approved and advanced the Project. 

The Board of Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors and Geologists should 
immediately take appropriate action regarding what we believe are Langan, Frizzi and 
Eberhart's serious violations of the law and professional standards regarding their May 
and November 2012 Reports for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this complaint and advise as to timing and 
substance of steps to be taken by you and the Board. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 
Attachments 

ROBER 
FOR 

THE SIL VERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - STATE AND CONSUMER SERVICES AGENCY GOVERNOR EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 

,,+",:,~~,:,~~~~4t-¢p BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS, LAND SURVEYORS, AND GEOLOGISTS 
l,;-- . n

6
;;.'\.\ 2535 Capitol Oaks Drive, Suite 300, Sacramento, California, 95833-2944 

~ ~ Telephone: (916) 263-2222 - Toll Free: 1-866-780-5370 

June 27, 2013 

The Silverstein Law Firm 
Attn: Robert Silverstein 

Facsimile: (916) 263-2246 
www.bpelsg.ca.gov 

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 

RE: Complaint Investigation Case No. 2013-06-147 
against Rudolph Frizzi, Civil Engineer, Geotechnical Engineer License No. C62433, 
GE2780 

Dear Robert Silverstein: 

The Enforcement Unit of the California Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and 
Geologists has received your complaint against Rudolph Frizzi, Civil Engineer, Geotechnical 
Engineer License No. C62433, GE2780, regarding alleged violations of the Professional 
Engineers Act (Business and Professions Code section 6700, et seq.), the Professional Land 
Surveyors' Act (Business and Professions Code section 8700, et seq.), and/or the Board Rules 
(Title 16, California Code of Regulations section 400, et seq.). The Enforcement Unit would like 
to thank you for bringing this matter to our attention. 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the Enforcement Unit has opened a complaint 
investigation case regarding the allegations made in your complaint. If you have any additional 
information or documentation regarding this matter, please send it to my attention at the Board's 
address referencing the above-mentioned case number. 

As the Enforcement Unit's investigation progresses, we will keep you apprised of the status of 
the investigation and advise you in writing of the outcome upon completion of the investigation. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone 
at (916) 263-2240 or by email atLarry.Kereszt@dca.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

For Larry Kereszt 
Enforcement Analyst 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - STATE AND CONSUMER SERVICES AGENCY GOVERNOR EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 

,,+",:,~~,:,~~~~4t-¢p BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS, LAND SURVEYORS, AND GEOLOGISTS 
l,;-- . n

6
;;.'\.\ 2535 Capitol Oaks Drive, Suite 300, Sacramento, California, 95833-2944 

~ ~ Telephone: (916) 263-2222 - Toll Free: 1-866-780-5370 

June 27, 2013 

The Silverstein Law Firm 
Attn: Robert Silverstein 

Facsimile: (916) 263-2246 
www.bpelsg.ca.gov 

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 

RE: Complaint Investigation Case No. 2013-06-147 
against Rudolph Frizzi, Civil Engineer, Geotechnical Engineer License No. C62433, 
GE2780 

Dear Robert Silverstein: 

The Enforcement Unit of the California Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and 
Geologists has received your complaint against Rudolph Frizzi, Civil Engineer, Geotechnical 
Engineer License No. C62433, GE2780, regarding alleged violations of the Professional 
Engineers Act (Business and Professions Code section 6700, et seq.), the Professional Land 
Surveyors' Act (Business and Professions Code section 8700, et seq.), and/or the Board Rules 
(Title 16, California Code of Regulations section 400, et seq.). The Enforcement Unit would like 
to thank you for bringing this matter to our attention. 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the Enforcement Unit has opened a complaint 
investigation case regarding the allegations made in your complaint. If you have any additional 
information or documentation regarding this matter, please send it to my attention at the Board's 
address referencing the above-mentioned case number. 

As the Enforcement Unit's investigation progresses, we will keep you apprised of the status of 
the investigation and advise you in writing of the outcome upon completion of the investigation. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone 
at (916) 263-2240 or by email atLarry.Kereszt@dca.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

For Larry Kereszt 
Enforcement Analyst 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR. GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
801 K STREET • /vIS 12-30 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

PHONE 916/445-1825 • FAX916/445-5718. TOO 916/324-2555 • WEBSITEconservation.ca.gov 

Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Los Angeles City Council 

clo June Lagmay, City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

July 20, 2013 

Re: Commencement of Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Study, Hollywood Fault Zone 
Millennium Hollywood Project; EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Council President Wesson: 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code, Division 2, 
Chapter 7.5, Sections 2621 et seq.) requires the State Geologist to place Earthquake 
Fault Zones around faults deemed to be sufficiently active and well-defined. Under 
this Act, cities and counties affected by the zones must regulate certain development 
projects within the zones. They must withhold development permits for sites within 
the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not threatened 
by surface displacement from future faulting. 

Based on a number of independent geological investigations, and recent work by the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) culminating in the 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, CGS has commenced a detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its 
associated splay faults for possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining 
and Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601 (a)) pursuant 
to the Alquist-Priolo Act. This investigation and resultant maps and reports are 
scheduled for completion by the end of this year or early in 2014. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles City Council and the Planning 
Commission are in the process of reviewing plans for the prospective Millennium 
Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone should our 
investigations conclude that an active portion of the Hollywood Fault lies within the 
project site. If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone, it will provide the City with new information for its consideration of current and 
future proposed developments all along the Hollywood Fault. 

The Department of Conservation 's mission is to balance today's needs with tomorrow's challenges and foster intelligent, 
sustainable, and efficient use of California 's energy, land, and mineral resources. 
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Results of this investigation will be provided to the City of Los Angeles immediately 
upon their release, and the City will have an opportunity to examine and comment on 
the Preliminary version of the maps and reports. Please do not hesitate to contact 
the CGS at any time if you have questions regarding this fault-zoning process. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Parrish, Ph. D., PG 
State Geologist 
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July 15,2013 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Objections to Millennium Hollywood Project; 
Inadequate Review of Geology/Seismology 

Dear Mr. Chan, Mr. Steinbach, and Mr. Prevost: 

This firm and the undersigned represent Communities United for Reasonable 
Development, a broad coalition of Los Angeles community organizations (and the 
individuals they represent) in the Hollywood area including, but not limited to: 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, Argyle Civic Association, Hancock Park 
Homeowners Association, Hollywood Dell Civic Association, Hollywoodland 
Homeowners Association, Los Feliz Improvement Association, The Oaks Homeowners 
Association, and Whitley Heights Civic Association. Our position herein is supported by 
a wide array of Neighborhood Councils and many other associations from across the City 
representing more than 250,000 residents, all of which oppose the above-mentioned 
Project. 

As you should be aware, critical issues about the inadequate geologic and seismic 
studies performed by Langan Engineering of Irvine, California on behalf of the 
Millennium Hollywood project developer have been raised by this office, other members 
of the public, and independent experts. These issues include: 

(1) The May and November 2012 Langan studies falsely state that the 
Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles away from the project site, based upon no 
cited evidence; 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 15,2013 
Page 2 

(2) The Langan studies included a falsified map which misidentified the 
location of the subject property as being 850 feet north of its true location, 
in order to take it outside of the City's Fault Rupture Study boundary; and 

(3) The Langan studies fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant 
independent and authoritative data, including the 20] 0 California State 
Geological Survey Active Fault Trace Map, Professor Dolan's studies 
(1997) and Crook & Proctor's studies (1992), all of which indicate the 
existence of active fault traces across the subject property's East and West 
Sites. 

The Draft EIR and Final EIR upon which the City is relying for its approval of the 
Project and its various entitlements, including to allow the construction of 1.1 million 
square feet and two skyscrapers of 39 and 35 stories potentially on top of active 
earthquake faults, relies on the inadequate and demonstrably biased Langan studies. 
Langan has breached their professional duties, and, we believe, has engaged with the 
Millennium developer to commit fraud. 

The key issue for purposes of this letter is: What is Building & Safety's role in 
Langan's actions, and in allowing this fraud to proceed to the point that no corrective 
action has been taken by your Department to stop the City approval process and to 
require preparation of new and valid geologic/seismic studies, which should be presented 
as part of a recirculated Draft EIR? Recall that we are a mere 9 days away from the City 
Council's planned approval of the project and certifIcation ofthe Final EIR. 

On July 10,2013, community leaders Fran Reichenbach and George Abrahams 
paid an unscheduled visit to City Geologist Dana Prevost. At that time, Mr. Prevost 
stated to Ms. Reichenbach and Mr. Abrahams that he had not yet fully read the 
underlying Langan studies. How could that be? This is despite the fact that the CEQA 
process for this Project has been ongoing for approximately a year and a half, and further 
despite the fact that on June 18, 2013, this office presented substantial evidence of 
Langan's falsification of data and suppression of relevant information, all of which 
actions by Langan - and as implicitly adopted by Building & Safety to date - have 
subverted the purpose of the EIR as an information disclosure document upon which the 
public and decisionmakers can base their decisions. 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 15,2013 
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If it is true that Mr. Prevost has not yet fully read the underlying documents given 
the human life, health and safety issue involved, then this shocks the conscience. Mr. 
Prevost has a duty as a professional engineering geologist to act as a responsible 
gatekeeper, and not simply to rubberstamp clearly inadequate and defective 
environmental studies. 

I further note that on June 27, 2013, as subsequently confirmed in Mr. Abraham's 
June 28, 2013 email toMr.Prevost.Mr. Prevost told Mr. Abrahams that Mr. Prevost 
would be issuing a "rescission letter" to the Millennium Hollywood project and 
developer in light of the information and objections which this office provided on June 
18,2013. At that time, Mr. Prevost said the rescission letter would be issued the 
following week. But since then, Mr. Prevost's story has changed, and he informed Ms. 
Reichenbach and Mr. Abrahams on July 10, 2013 that he first needed to meet with the 
Millennium Hollywood project developer. One does not need to meet with the project 
developer to know that their geologic/seismic studies contained falsified data, tampered 
with evidence/maps, and suppressed critical information from authoritative and 
independent sources. Mr. Prevost also unbelievably claimed that he did not know the 
City Council is scheduled to approve the Project and certify the Final EIR on July 24, 
2013. 

None of these actions of the Building & Safety Department generally, and Mr. 
Prevost specifically, are acceptable or consistent with Mr. Prevost and the Department's 
legal and ethical duties. 

The enormity of the human life, health and safety dangers implicated by Langan, 
the Millennium Hollywood developer, and your actions cannot be overemphasized. 
What, exactly, are you planning to do, when, and what happened to the "rescission letter" 
that Mr. Prevost earlier said would be promptly issued to stop this dangerous and illegal 
project? 

It would be a further violation of the law for the City now to attempt simply to 
impose some additional modiflcation ofthe project approvals or require further testing 
after project approvals have been granted. To do so would be to paper over substantial 
deflciencies in the EIR and the CEQA process, and to thereby subvert that process. As 
our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: "Besides informing the agency decision makers 
themselves, the EIR is intended 'to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 15,2013 
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agency has in fact analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions. '" 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Ca1.4th 116,136, citing No Oil, Inc. v. 
City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Ca1.3d 68, 86, accord, Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 
v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376,392. For many reasons, we 
are an apprehensive citizenry, and Mr. Prevost and your actions have greatly increased 
that apprehension. 

Given what appears to be a complete abdication of your duties in connection with 
the largest project in Hollywood history, and your turning of a blind eye to the 
overwhelming evidence both of the existence of active fault traces crossing the subject 
property and the materially misleading Langan studies upon which you are still relying, 
we request that the City Council continue the July 24, 2013 scheduled approval date until 
after independent geologic and seismic studies have been performed based upon the 
recommendation of a neutral board of reviewers, which should be empanelled in an open 
and transparent process to review this matter. 

Please contact us immediately regarding these issues. Please also ensure that this 
letter is included in the administrative record for this matter. 

RPS:jmr 
cc: June Lagmay, City Clerk 

Hon. Eric Garcetti, Mayor 

Very truly yours, 

ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN 
FOR 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

Hon. Herb Wesson, City Council President 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, Councilman, CD13 

(All via email and U.S. mail) 
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John Vidovich <john.vidovich@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 5:44 PM 
Raymond Chan 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium Update - California State Agencies Intervene - Hearing tomorrow 

a.m. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: July 23,2013, 5:40:42 PM PDT 
To: john.vidovich@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Update - California State Agencies Intervene - Hearing tomorrow 
a.m. 
Reply-To: beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 
~ 

Hearing at City Hall Tomorrow, July 24 at 10 a.m. 

~ 
~ 
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Millen n i u m Project - Ca I iforn ia State 
Agencies Intervene in Hollywood Fault 
Investigation 

+ 
The press conference held at Yucca 
and Argyle yesterday had a 
phenomenal impact. 

• In response to the dereliction of duty, 
misfeasance and malfeasance by 
officials elected and appointed to City 
positions with affirmative duties to 
protect public health, safety and 
welfare, our attorney, Robert 
Silverstein, announced that the Board 
for Professional Engineers, Land 
Surveyors, and Geologists is 
investigating Millennium's geologists 
and that California State Geologist Dr. 
John Parrish, has commenced a 
detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its associated splay faults for 
possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining and 
Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601(a)) 
pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Act. 

• People all over are now learning about this project and the serious 
questions that State agencies have about it. The momentum gained by 
this broad attention to this matter could be lost if we stop participating 
now. 

• Tomorrow, the City Council will decide whether or not to withhold 
approval of this project. If the room is empty, it can be anticipated that 
they will move ahead without missing a beat. The media will be 
watching but they, too, need the presence of the community as a show 
of our continued opposition to this project. 

• Will you attend? Have you contacted the City for free parking or are 
you taking the RedLine? 

• If you want to speak on the issue, you will have one minute. This 
hearing is too important to miss! The City Council should never work in 
an empty room! Click on the hearing info to link to the agenda .• 

• City Council Hearing - July 24. 2013 at 10 a.m .• 

• In an effort to get this much media attention, we've hired a profession 
media consultant, John Schwada. Also, attorney Robert Silverstein and 
his staff continue to work day in and day out giving interviews, 
compiling documents for presentation for tomorrow and a host of other 
time-consuming activities. We could use your help and continued 
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IN THIS ISSUE 
Building & Safety on Notice 

Your Donations Needed 

QUICK LINKS 

Hollvwood Hills Crime Mapping 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
Montgomery. 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacity.org++ 

• Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacity.ora. 

• Emergencies: 9-1-1 

• Non-Emergency: 

• 1-877-ASK-LAPD. 

• Return to toP. 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org. 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

• City Websit~ 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

• LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 
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funding support. Please click on the DONATE button below and ask 
your friends to do the same. We are all in this together! For those who 
have already given, we thank you deeply for your support! 

• In The Press 

• Citv Hall Access 

• .. 
Tell the City Council and Mayor that you're on your way to fill their 
chambers tomorrow! Ask them to withhold their approval for this 
project!. 

• • Councilmember.Cedillo@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Krekoria n@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. BI u menfield@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. La Bonge@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Koretz@lacitv.org, Cou ncil member. Fuentes@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. Pa rks@lacitv.org , Cou nci I member. Price@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Wesson@lacitv.ora,.Councilmember.Bonin@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Eng la nder@lacitv.org, 
Councilmember.Ofarrell@lacitv.org, Councilmember.Huizar@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Busca i no@lacity.org, mayor.ga rcetti@lacity.org 

• Return to top 

Generous Donations Needed Now!+ 
•• • Please Donate NOW for a final push before the City Council hearing on 

July 24! Our attorneys and experts are working over time for the 
protection of all of our safety and quality of life .• YOUR donation is 
needed now more than ever. Do it for yourself. Do it for our 
community. Do it to keep City government honest. 

• Go to .www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.ora.and donate to our 
ongoing effort to appeal to the City Council and in court, if necessary, 
to defeat this grotesque monstrosity .• 

• • ... 

Donate now for Hollywood's future! Click the image above to go 
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Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon. 

Parking Enforcement. 

• Return to top 
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straight to our website .• 

Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the website 
above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax deductible 
donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. 
Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important that you write 
"Stop the Millennium" in the memo field .•• 

• Like us on Facebook:~ 

Follow us on Twitter:rJ 

• StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

• 

From the movie, Earthquake 

Quote:."We should 
have never put up those 
40-story monstrosities. 
Not here!".- Charlton 
Heston in the movie 
Earthquake .• 

Return to toP. 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

• Sincerely, 

• Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

• 

Forward this email 

This email wassentto john.vidovich@lacitv.orq by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal.net l + 
Update Profi lelEmail Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe+ I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

For The Administrative Record 

EM36311 

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 

Monday, July 22, 2013 1:33 PM 

luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

The Administrative Record Millennium File #VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-

ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

6-24-13 JSca nLFINAL_LetteUo _Boa rd_ oCPro._Eng i neers, 

_Land_Surveyors_&_Geologists(l).PDF; MillenniumJScanL6-27-13 

_Letter _from_Larry _Kereszt_ -_Board_oCProfessional_ELG.pdf; Mi Ilenni u mJScanL 

7 -17 -13_Corres._from_Larry_KerestzJe_Dan_Eberhart_Complaint.pdf; 

MILLEN NIU M_L TRCOPV .. pdf; ObjectionsLetter.pdf 

Millennium File #VTT-71837 -CN-1 A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU8-CU-ZV-HD 

Press Release - Monday, July 22, 2013 

DEVASTATING BLOWS TO MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 
STATE AGENCIES OPEN PROBE OF PROJECT'S GEOLOGISTS AND WARN OF QUAKE 
SAFETY RISK 

A state licensing board has begun an investigation of alleged professional misconduct by two 
engineers for the Millennium Hollywood Project. The investigations are in response to a 
complaint filed by project foes that the engineers distorted their technical reports in order to 
hide the project's close proximity to the Hollywood Earthquake Fault. 

Additionally, the California Geological Survey, a state agency, alerted LA City Council 
President Herb Wesson on Saturday, July 20, that it has begun a detailed study that could 
result in a finding that the Millennium project falls within an Earthquake Fault Zone. Such a 
finding would trigger the restrictions of state law which make it illegal for new habitable 
projects to be built within 50 feet of an active fault. 

"These are devastating developments for the project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the 
environmental attorney representing more than 40 community groups opposed to the 
Millennium. "These are red flags that should warn Los Angeles City Councilmembers that it 
would be incredibly irresponsible and possibly criminally negligent for them to approve the 
Millennium project as it is now planned." 

The City Council is set to vote on the project's fate this coming Wednesday, July 24. 

In recent days, the State Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
informed Silverstein that its enforcement unit has opened investigations into his allegations 
that the Millennium developer's engineers, Langan Engineering, falsified reports about the 
proximity of the Millennium project site to the Hollywood Fault. Those alleged 
misrepresentations were made by the Langan firm in its capacity as a consultant for the 
Millennium dveloper and were relied on as part of the project's Environmental Impact Report. 
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"If the EIR is flawed, the project cannot proceed," Silverstein said. "The EIR is supposed to 
provide the public and city decision-makers with an honest assessment of the environmental 
and safety risks posed by a project. This EIR fails to do that." 

"That the State Board has opened this investigation adds huge credibility to our claims that 
the Millennium project team tried to illegally hide the truth about the dangers of this project," 
said Silverstein. 

In a second major blow to the Millennium project, California's State Geologist, Dr. John G. 
Parrish, two days ago warned Los Angeles City Council President Wesson in writing - with 
specific reference to the Millennium project and its EIR - that the California Geological Survey 
(CGS) has begun a "detailed study" of the "Hollywood Fault and its associated splay faults." 

It is illegal under the state's Alquist-Priolo Act to build a habitable structure, much less the 
Millennium project's two skyscrapers - within 50 feet of an "active" fault. 

Parrish noted that the CGS's investigation could affect the City's "reviewing of plans for the 
prospective Millennium Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone." 

Parrish's letter warned that cities "must withhold development permits for sites within the 
[Alquist-Priolo] zones." If the CGS study finds that the Millennium project falls within an 
official Earthquake Fault Zone, it would be covered by the Alquist-Priolo Act's 
construction ban. 

"If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault Zone, it will provide 
the City with new information for its consideration of current and future proposed 
developments all along the Hollywood Fault," Parrish wrote Wesson. Parrish also noted that 
he expected the CGS study of the Hollywood Fault would be completed by the end of this year 
or by early 2014. 

"Make no mistake. The State Geologist's letter fires a warning shot across the City's bow," 
Silverstein said. "It makes clear that the City is on very shaky legal ground if it goes ahead 
with this project before the State's studies are completed.'" 

Silverstein also said that even before the State's new study is completed, the evidence is 
clear: the Millennium project would be built on top of a fault. A number of peer-reviewed 
scientific analyses have already reached that conclusion. 

"These analyses have already shown with a high degree of certitude that the actual footprint 
of the Millennium project lies on top of the Hollywood Fault," Silverstein said. "These analyses 
and reports were ignored by the Millennium-Langan team in their EIR documents." 

Attached are copies of the following: 

• The Silverstein Law Firm's complaint to the California board that licenses geologists. 

• Two letters from the California geologist licensing board notifying the opponents that it had opened 
misconduct investigations of Millennium's geologists 

• The Silverstein Law Firm's letter to LA City's Building and Safety Dept. warning about the alleged cover
up by the City and developer of the Millennium project's dangerous proximity to the Hollywood Fault. 
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• State Geologist Dr. Parrish's warning letter to LA City Council President Wesson. 

Contact: 

~ 
John Schwada 
john .schwada@qmail .com 
310597-9345 (office) 
310 709-0056 (mobile) 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

A Professional Corporation 

June 24, 2013 

VIA OVERNITE EXPRESS 

215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101·1504 

PHONE: (626) 4494200 FAX: (626) 4494205 

ROBERT@RoBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTElt..!LAW.COM 

Mr. Richard B. Moore, P.L.S., Executive Officer of the Board 
Ms. Corrine Gray, Enforcement Staff Analyst 
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
Department of Consumer Affairs, State of California 
2535 Capitol Oaks Drive, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95833-2944 

Re: Business & Professions Code Section 7860, et seq. Complaint 
Request for Investigation of Langan Engineering and Environmental, 
Rudolph P. Frizzi. PE, GE, and Dan Royden Eberhart, PG, CEG 

Dear Mr. Moore and Ms. Gray: 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

Under California Business and Professions Code Sections 7870 and 7871, we file 
this complaint (Exhibit 1) asking that your Board investigate, discipline, and refer to the 
Los Angeles District Attorney for criminal inve~tigation Langan Engineering and 
Environmental ("Langan"), and its engineers Rudolph Pio Frizzi ("Frizzi") and Dan 
Royden Eberhart ("Eberhart"), who were in "responsible charge of work" related to two 
geotechnical/seismic reports prepared for a project known as the Millennium Hollywood 
Project ("Project") at 1750 N. Vine Street, Los Angeles, California. 

The Project calls for the construction of more than a million square feet of space, 
including two skyscrapers for human dwelling and occupancy, near Hollywood and Vine. 
We believe that Langan, Frizzi and Eberhart have endangered human life, safety and 
property through their work, and have violated core standards required of their licensure. 

As part of your Board's investigation, Langan should be required to preserve 
intact and to produce to you aU communications, electronic and otherwise, between or 
among Langan and the Project developer and the developer's representatives and 
attorneys. The individuals who assisted in preparing the deceptive reports and figures at 
issue herein should also be deposed under oath. 
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II. THE SUBJECT REPORTS. 

The two Langan reports at issue herein are: 

1. May 10, 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Geotechnical 
Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. ("May 2012 
Report") (Exhibit 2.) 

2. November 30, 2012 Langan Engineering and Environmental Fault 
Investigation Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 
("November 2012 Report") (Exhibit 3 [see Exhibit 19A to the June 
18, 2013 letter at Exhibit 3 hereto].) 

The May 2012 Report signed by Langan's Frizzi and Eberhart is the source of the 
seismic analysis in the City's Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports ("EIRs") for 
the Project (www.cityplanning.cityofla.org - go to Final EIR for Millennium Project). 

The City of Los Angeles subsequently requested preparation of a fault 
investigation report for the Project Site, although neither the existence nor the contents of 
that report were publicly disclosed. We learned of it, and upon a request made to the City 
of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, obtained a copy of the November 
2012 Report. 

On June 18, 2013, at a public hearing before the Los Angeles City Council's 
Planning and Land Use Management ("PLUM") Committee, this office presented an 
analysis of what we believe are gross professional improprieties and violations of the law 
by Langan concerning its distortion and suppression of evidence of seismic hazards from 
the Hollywood Fault and the Hollywood Fault's relation to the Project Site. We refer you 
to the attached Exhibit 3, which is that portion of our June 18, 2013 letter concerning 
seismic issues, plus our Exhibits 15-24 related thereto. 

III. THE MISCONDUCT. 

We respectfully request your careful review of the materials attached hereto at 
Exhibit 3. Without attempting to repeat those materials, in summary, we believe the 
facts show that: 
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1. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure when they failed to report the location of strands of the 
Hollywood Fault as shown on the official, 2010 California 
Geological Survey Active Fault Map in both the May and November 
2012 Reports. The omission or suppression of the fact that the 
Millennium Project site has the southern strand of the Hollywood 
Fault officially mapped as traversing the Project Site was an act of 
material misrepresentation, fraud or deceit, in violation of Business 
& Professions Code Section 7860(b )(2) and (c). 

2. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure when they failed to report the existence of well-known, 
peer-reviewed studies of Crook and Proctor (1992) and Dolan and 
others (1997), both of which showed at least one strand of the 
Hollywood Fault traversing the Millennium Project site. The 
suppression of these well-respected reports from the May 2012 
Report which was made public, and the gratuitous disparaging of the 
conclusions of those reports in the November 2012 Report which 
was not made public, but which was relied upon by the City of Los 
Angeles Planning Dept., was an act of material misrepresentation, 
fraud or deceit, in violation of Business & Professions Code Section 
7860(b )(2) and (c). 

3. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure when they created, or supervised a subordinate to create, a 
regional map depicting the Millennium Project Site as physically 
separated from the Hollywood Fault (Figure 5 in the May 2012 
Report and Figure 4 in the November 2012 Report), when this 
depiction is demonstrably false. As such, it was an act of material 
misrepresentation, fraud or deceit, in violation of Business & 
Professions Code Section 7860(b)(2) and (c). 

4. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure when they created, or supervised a subordinate to create, a 
local map depicting the Millennium Project Site location as being 
approximately 850 feet north of where it actually is, to Franklin 
Avenue and omitting Yucca Street (Figure 4 in the May 2012 Report 
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and Figure 3 in the November 2012 Report), in order to falsely 
represent that the Millennium Project site is not within the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element's Fault Rupture Study 
Zone. As such, it was an act of material misrepresentation, fraud or 
deceit, in violation of Business & Professions Code Section 
7860(b )(2) and (c). 

5. Frizzi and Eberhart of Langan violated the standards of their 
licensure because they have no credible evidence to support the 
repeated contention they make in the May and November 2012 
Reports that the Hollywood Fault is allegedly 0.4 miles (2,112 feet) 
from the Millennium Project site. This assertion - which could only 
be made by denying or ignoring the existence of the 2010 California 
Geological Survey Active Fault Map, and the Dolan and Crook and 
Proctor studies, was an act of material misrepresentation, fraud or 
deceit in violation of Business & Professions Code Section 
7860(b )(2) and (c). 

As described more fully in Exhibit 3 hereto, compelling evidence exists to show 
that Langan elevated the financial interests of its real estate developer client over the 
paramount interests of truth and protecting the public health and safety. Thousands of 
lives may have been put at risk because of these actions. Accordingly, we also ask that 
you refer this matter to the Los Angeles County District Attorney for potential criminal 
prosecution, including under Business and Professions Code Section 7872(h). 

IV. RELEVANT STATUTES. 

Business and Professions Code Section 7860 provides in relevant part: 

"(a) The board may, upon its own initiative or upon the 
receipt of a complaint, investigate the actions of any professional 
geologist, geophysicist ... and make findings thereon. 

(b) By a majority vote, the board may publicly reprove, 
suspend for a period not to exceed two years, or revoke the 
certificate of any geologist or geophysicist registered hereunder ... 
on any of the following grounds: 
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* * * 

(2) Misrepresentation, fraud or deceit by a 
geologist or geophysicist in his or her practice. 

* * * 

(c) By a majority vote, the board may publicly reprove, 
suspend for a period not to exceed two years, or revoke the 
certificate of any geologist or geophysicist registered under this 
chapter ... for professional misconduct. Unprofessional conduct 
includes, but is not limited to, any of the following: 

(1) Aiding or abetting any person in a violation of 
this chapter or any regulation adopted by the board pursuant to this 
chapter. 

(2) Violating this chapter or any regulation adopted 
by the board pursuant to this chapter. 

(3) Conduct in the course of practice as a geologist 
or geophysicist that violates professional standards adopted by the 
board." 

Business and Professions Code Section 7872 provides in relevant part: 

"Every person is guilty of a misdemeanor and for each offense of 
which he or she is convicted is punishable by a fine of not more 
than one thousand dollars ($1,000) or by imprisonment not to 
exceed three months, or by both fine and imprisonment: 

* * * 

(h) Who violates any provision of this chapter." 
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Business and Professions Code Section 7810.1 provides: 

"Protection of the public shall be the highest priority for the board 
in exercising its licensing, regulatory, and disciplinary functions. 
Whenever the protection of the public is inconsistent with other 
interests sought to be promoted, the protection of the public shall be 
paramount." 

v. CONCLUSION. 

This is an urgent issue of public health and safety. The currently-scheduled final 
Project approval date by the Los Angeles City Council is July 24, 2013. The City of Los 
Angeles and its Planning Dept. are relying on the Langan Reports, as did the PLUM 
Committee, which approved and advanced the Project. 

The Board of Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors and Geologists should 
immediately take appropriate action regarding what we believe are Langan, Frizzi and 
Eberhart's serious violations of the law and professional standards regarding their May 
and November 2012 Reports for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this complaint and advise as to timing and 
substance of steps to be taken by you and the Board. Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 
Attachments 

ROBER 
FOR 

THE SIL VERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
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,,+",:,~~,:,~~~~4t-¢p BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS, LAND SURVEYORS, AND GEOLOGISTS 
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6
;;.'\.\ 2535 Capitol Oaks Drive, Suite 300, Sacramento, California, 95833-2944 

~ ~ Telephone: (916) 263-2222 - Toll Free: 1-866-780-5370 

June 27, 2013 

The Silverstein Law Firm 
Attn: Robert Silverstein 

Facsimile: (916) 263-2246 
www.bpelsg.ca.gov 

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 

RE: Complaint Investigation Case No. 2013-06-147 
against Rudolph Frizzi, Civil Engineer, Geotechnical Engineer License No. C62433, 
GE2780 

Dear Robert Silverstein: 

The Enforcement Unit of the California Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and 
Geologists has received your complaint against Rudolph Frizzi, Civil Engineer, Geotechnical 
Engineer License No. C62433, GE2780, regarding alleged violations of the Professional 
Engineers Act (Business and Professions Code section 6700, et seq.), the Professional Land 
Surveyors' Act (Business and Professions Code section 8700, et seq.), and/or the Board Rules 
(Title 16, California Code of Regulations section 400, et seq.). The Enforcement Unit would like 
to thank you for bringing this matter to our attention. 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the Enforcement Unit has opened a complaint 
investigation case regarding the allegations made in your complaint. If you have any additional 
information or documentation regarding this matter, please send it to my attention at the Board's 
address referencing the above-mentioned case number. 

As the Enforcement Unit's investigation progresses, we will keep you apprised of the status of 
the investigation and advise you in writing of the outcome upon completion of the investigation. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone 
at (916) 263-2240 or by email atLarry.Kereszt@dca.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

For Larry Kereszt 
Enforcement Analyst 
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June 27, 2013 

The Silverstein Law Firm 
Attn: Robert Silverstein 

Facsimile: (916) 263-2246 
www.bpelsg.ca.gov 

215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 

RE: Complaint Investigation Case No. 2013-06-147 
against Rudolph Frizzi, Civil Engineer, Geotechnical Engineer License No. C62433, 
GE2780 

Dear Robert Silverstein: 

The Enforcement Unit of the California Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and 
Geologists has received your complaint against Rudolph Frizzi, Civil Engineer, Geotechnical 
Engineer License No. C62433, GE2780, regarding alleged violations of the Professional 
Engineers Act (Business and Professions Code section 6700, et seq.), the Professional Land 
Surveyors' Act (Business and Professions Code section 8700, et seq.), and/or the Board Rules 
(Title 16, California Code of Regulations section 400, et seq.). The Enforcement Unit would like 
to thank you for bringing this matter to our attention. 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the Enforcement Unit has opened a complaint 
investigation case regarding the allegations made in your complaint. If you have any additional 
information or documentation regarding this matter, please send it to my attention at the Board's 
address referencing the above-mentioned case number. 

As the Enforcement Unit's investigation progresses, we will keep you apprised of the status of 
the investigation and advise you in writing of the outcome upon completion of the investigation. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone 
at (916) 263-2240 or by email atLarry.Kereszt@dca.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

For Larry Kereszt 
Enforcement Analyst 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR. GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
801 K STREET • /vIS 12-30 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

PHONE 916/445-1825 • FAX916/445-5718. TOO 916/324-2555 • WEBSITEconservation.ca.gov 

Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Los Angeles City Council 

clo June Lagmay, City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

July 20, 2013 

Re: Commencement of Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Study, Hollywood Fault Zone 
Millennium Hollywood Project; EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Council President Wesson: 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code, Division 2, 
Chapter 7.5, Sections 2621 et seq.) requires the State Geologist to place Earthquake 
Fault Zones around faults deemed to be sufficiently active and well-defined. Under 
this Act, cities and counties affected by the zones must regulate certain development 
projects within the zones. They must withhold development permits for sites within 
the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not threatened 
by surface displacement from future faulting. 

Based on a number of independent geological investigations, and recent work by the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) culminating in the 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, CGS has commenced a detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its 
associated splay faults for possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining 
and Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601 (a)) pursuant 
to the Alquist-Priolo Act. This investigation and resultant maps and reports are 
scheduled for completion by the end of this year or early in 2014. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles City Council and the Planning 
Commission are in the process of reviewing plans for the prospective Millennium 
Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone should our 
investigations conclude that an active portion of the Hollywood Fault lies within the 
project site. If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone, it will provide the City with new information for its consideration of current and 
future proposed developments all along the Hollywood Fault. 

The Department of Conservation 's mission is to balance today's needs with tomorrow's challenges and foster intelligent, 
sustainable, and efficient use of California 's energy, land, and mineral resources. 
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Results of this investigation will be provided to the City of Los Angeles immediately 
upon their release, and the City will have an opportunity to examine and comment on 
the Preliminary version of the maps and reports. Please do not hesitate to contact 
the CGS at any time if you have questions regarding this fault-zoning process. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Parrish, Ph. D., PG 
State Geologist 
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July 15,2013 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Objections to Millennium Hollywood Project; 
Inadequate Review of Geology/Seismology 

Dear Mr. Chan, Mr. Steinbach, and Mr. Prevost: 

This firm and the undersigned represent Communities United for Reasonable 
Development, a broad coalition of Los Angeles community organizations (and the 
individuals they represent) in the Hollywood area including, but not limited to: 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, Argyle Civic Association, Hancock Park 
Homeowners Association, Hollywood Dell Civic Association, Hollywoodland 
Homeowners Association, Los Feliz Improvement Association, The Oaks Homeowners 
Association, and Whitley Heights Civic Association. Our position herein is supported by 
a wide array of Neighborhood Councils and many other associations from across the City 
representing more than 250,000 residents, all of which oppose the above-mentioned 
Project. 

As you should be aware, critical issues about the inadequate geologic and seismic 
studies performed by Langan Engineering of Irvine, California on behalf of the 
Millennium Hollywood project developer have been raised by this office, other members 
of the public, and independent experts. These issues include: 

(1) The May and November 2012 Langan studies falsely state that the 
Hollywood Fault is 0.4 miles away from the project site, based upon no 
cited evidence; 
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(2) The Langan studies included a falsified map which misidentified the 
location of the subject property as being 850 feet north of its true location, 
in order to take it outside of the City's Fault Rupture Study boundary; and 

(3) The Langan studies fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant 
independent and authoritative data, including the 20] 0 California State 
Geological Survey Active Fault Trace Map, Professor Dolan's studies 
(1997) and Crook & Proctor's studies (1992), all of which indicate the 
existence of active fault traces across the subject property's East and West 
Sites. 

The Draft EIR and Final EIR upon which the City is relying for its approval of the 
Project and its various entitlements, including to allow the construction of 1.1 million 
square feet and two skyscrapers of 39 and 35 stories potentially on top of active 
earthquake faults, relies on the inadequate and demonstrably biased Langan studies. 
Langan has breached their professional duties, and, we believe, has engaged with the 
Millennium developer to commit fraud. 

The key issue for purposes of this letter is: What is Building & Safety's role in 
Langan's actions, and in allowing this fraud to proceed to the point that no corrective 
action has been taken by your Department to stop the City approval process and to 
require preparation of new and valid geologic/seismic studies, which should be presented 
as part of a recirculated Draft EIR? Recall that we are a mere 9 days away from the City 
Council's planned approval of the project and certifIcation ofthe Final EIR. 

On July 10,2013, community leaders Fran Reichenbach and George Abrahams 
paid an unscheduled visit to City Geologist Dana Prevost. At that time, Mr. Prevost 
stated to Ms. Reichenbach and Mr. Abrahams that he had not yet fully read the 
underlying Langan studies. How could that be? This is despite the fact that the CEQA 
process for this Project has been ongoing for approximately a year and a half, and further 
despite the fact that on June 18, 2013, this office presented substantial evidence of 
Langan's falsification of data and suppression of relevant information, all of which 
actions by Langan - and as implicitly adopted by Building & Safety to date - have 
subverted the purpose of the EIR as an information disclosure document upon which the 
public and decisionmakers can base their decisions. 
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If it is true that Mr. Prevost has not yet fully read the underlying documents given 
the human life, health and safety issue involved, then this shocks the conscience. Mr. 
Prevost has a duty as a professional engineering geologist to act as a responsible 
gatekeeper, and not simply to rubberstamp clearly inadequate and defective 
environmental studies. 

I further note that on June 27, 2013, as subsequently confirmed in Mr. Abraham's 
June 28, 2013 email toMr.Prevost.Mr. Prevost told Mr. Abrahams that Mr. Prevost 
would be issuing a "rescission letter" to the Millennium Hollywood project and 
developer in light of the information and objections which this office provided on June 
18,2013. At that time, Mr. Prevost said the rescission letter would be issued the 
following week. But since then, Mr. Prevost's story has changed, and he informed Ms. 
Reichenbach and Mr. Abrahams on July 10, 2013 that he first needed to meet with the 
Millennium Hollywood project developer. One does not need to meet with the project 
developer to know that their geologic/seismic studies contained falsified data, tampered 
with evidence/maps, and suppressed critical information from authoritative and 
independent sources. Mr. Prevost also unbelievably claimed that he did not know the 
City Council is scheduled to approve the Project and certify the Final EIR on July 24, 
2013. 

None of these actions of the Building & Safety Department generally, and Mr. 
Prevost specifically, are acceptable or consistent with Mr. Prevost and the Department's 
legal and ethical duties. 

The enormity of the human life, health and safety dangers implicated by Langan, 
the Millennium Hollywood developer, and your actions cannot be overemphasized. 
What, exactly, are you planning to do, when, and what happened to the "rescission letter" 
that Mr. Prevost earlier said would be promptly issued to stop this dangerous and illegal 
project? 

It would be a further violation of the law for the City now to attempt simply to 
impose some additional modiflcation ofthe project approvals or require further testing 
after project approvals have been granted. To do so would be to paper over substantial 
deflciencies in the EIR and the CEQA process, and to thereby subvert that process. As 
our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: "Besides informing the agency decision makers 
themselves, the EIR is intended 'to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the 
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agency has in fact analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions. '" 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Ca1.4th 116,136, citing No Oil, Inc. v. 
City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Ca1.3d 68, 86, accord, Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 
v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376,392. For many reasons, we 
are an apprehensive citizenry, and Mr. Prevost and your actions have greatly increased 
that apprehension. 

Given what appears to be a complete abdication of your duties in connection with 
the largest project in Hollywood history, and your turning of a blind eye to the 
overwhelming evidence both of the existence of active fault traces crossing the subject 
property and the materially misleading Langan studies upon which you are still relying, 
we request that the City Council continue the July 24, 2013 scheduled approval date until 
after independent geologic and seismic studies have been performed based upon the 
recommendation of a neutral board of reviewers, which should be empanelled in an open 
and transparent process to review this matter. 

Please contact us immediately regarding these issues. Please also ensure that this 
letter is included in the administrative record for this matter. 

RPS:jmr 
cc: June Lagmay, City Clerk 

Hon. Eric Garcetti, Mayor 

Very truly yours, 

ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN 
FOR 

THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

Hon. Herb Wesson, City Council President 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, Councilman, CD13 

(All via email and U.S. mail) 
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Maritza Przekop < maritza.przekop@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 5:44 PM 
Kevin Keller 

Subject: Fwd: Millennium Update - California State Agencies Intervene - Hearing tomorrow 

a.m. 

FYI 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: Tue, Ju123, 2013 at 5:41 PM 
Subject: Millennium Update - California State Agencies Intervene - Hearing tomorrow a.m. 
To: maritza@marvista.org 

~ 
CllHearing at City Hall Tomorrow, July 24 at 10 a.m. 

Millennium Project -
Ca I iforn ia State 0 ~~~;-~'~_-=~~'" ..• o .. "~~.~" • .,~~" • • ~" ~~.'_" 

Agencies Intervene 
in Hollywood Fault 
Investigation 

IN THIS ISSUE 
Building 8r. Safety on Notice 

Your Donations Needed 

QUICK LINKS 

Hollywood Hills Crime Mapping 

The press conference held at Yucca 
and Argyle yesterday had a 
phenomenal impact. 

In response to the dereliction of 

Report Crime and Crime 

Sign up for the 311 twitter feed -
get real time crime info 

Senior Lead Officer Nicole 
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duty, misfeasance and malfeasance by officials elected and appointed 
to City positions with affirmative duties to protect public health, 
safety and welfare, our attorney, Robert Silverstein, announced that 
the Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists 
is investigating Millennium's geologists and that California State 
Geologist Dr. John Parrish, has commenced a detailed study of the 
Hollywood Fault and its associated splay faults for possible zoning as 
"Active" (as defined by the State Mining and Geology Board in the 
California Code of Regulations, Section 3601(a)) pursuant to the 
Alquist-Priolo Act. 

People all over are now learning about this project and the serious 
questions that State agencies have about it. The momentum gained 
by this broad attention to this matter could be lost if we stop 
participating now. 

Tomorrow, the City Council will decide whether or not to withhold 
approval of this project. If the room is empty, it can be anticipated 
that they will move ahead without missing a beat. The media will be 
watching but they, too, need the presence of the community as a 
show of our continued opposition to this project. 

Will you attend? Have you contacted the City for free parking or are 
you taking the RedLine? 

If you want to speak on the issue, you will have one minute. This 
hearing is too important to miss! The City Council should never work 
in an empty room! Click on the hearing info to link to the agenda. 

City Council Hearing - July 24. 2013 at 10 a.m. 

In an effort to get this much media attention, we've hired a 
profession media consultant, John Schwada. Also, attorney Robert 
Silverstein and his staff continue to work day in and day out giving 
interviews, compiling documents for presentation for tomorrow and a 
host of other time-consuming activities. We could use your help and 
continued funding support. Please click on the DONATE button below 
and ask your friends to do the same. We are all in this together! For 
those who have already given, we thank you deeply for your support! 

In The Press 

Citv Hall Access 

Tell the City Council and Mayor that you're on your way to fill their 
chambers tomorrow! Ask them to withhold their approval for this 
project! 

Councilmember.Cedillo@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Krekoria n@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. BI u menfield@lacity.org, 
Cou nci I member. La Bonge@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Koretz@lacitv.org, 

2 

Montgomery 
Cell: 213-793-0710 
36019@lapd.lacitv.org 

Hollywood Police Captain 
Beatrice Girmala 
Phone: 213-972-2900 
24916@lapd.lacity.org 

Emergencies: 9-1-1 

Non-Emergency: 

1-877 -ASK -LAPD 

Return to top 

FOLLOW-UP LINKS 
Beachwood Canyon 
Neighborhood Association 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

SaveHollywood .org 

Hollvwood United Neighborhood 
Council 

Citv Website 
Councilmember Tom Labonge 

LANeighbors.org 

Navigate Hollywood Trip Planner 

Webtraker - See flights over the 
canyon 

Parking Enforcement 

Return to top 
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Cou nci I member. Fuentes@lacity.org, Cou ncil member. Parks@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Price@lacitv.org, 
Councilmember.Wesson@lacitv.org, Councilmember.Bonin@lacitv.org , 
Cou nci I member. Eng la nder@lacitv.org, 
Councilmember.Ofarrell@lacitv.org , 
Councilmember.Huizar@lacitv.org, 
Cou nci I member. Busca i no@lacitv.org, mayor.ga rcetti@lacitv.org 

Return to top 

Generous Donations Needed Now! 

Please Donate NOW for a final push before the City Council hearing 
on July 24! Our attorneys and experts are working over time for the 
protection of all of our safety and quality of life. YOUR donation is 
needed now more than ever. Do it for yourself. Do it for our 
community. Do it to keep City government honest. 

Go to www.stopthemillenniumhollywood.org and donate to our 
ongoing effort to appeal to the City Council and in court, if necessary, 
to defeat this grotesque monstrosity. 

Donate now for Hollywood's future! Click the image above to go 
straight to our website. 

Please forward this email to any friends or family. Go to the website 
above and click on the donate button. Or send your tax deductible 
donations to BCNA, 2751 Westshire Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068. 
Make your check payable to the BCNA. It's important that you write 
"Stop the Millennium" in the memo field. 

Like us on Facebook: ca 
Follow us on Twitter:0 

StopTheMillenniumHollywood.org 

3 
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From the movie, Earthquake 

EM36674 

Quote: "We should 
have never put up 
those 40-story 
monstrosities. Not 
here!" - Charlton 
Heston in the movie 
Earthquake. 

Return to top 

Please send articles, news broadcasts, and events to us for consideration in our monthly newsletters. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association 
i nfo@beachwoodcanyon.org 
323-462-BCNA (2262) 

Forward this email 

This email wassentto maritza@marvista.orq by beachwoodcanyon@sbcqlobal. net I 
Update ProfilelEmai l Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe'M I Privacy Policy. 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association I Westshire Dr. I Los Angeles I CA I 90068 

Maritza Przekop, City Planning Associate 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
DSC- Case Management Unit 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Room 1030 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Tel.: (213) 482-0482 

Fax: (213) 978-1477 

Maritza. przekop@lacity.org 

4 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Is this it? 

EM36328 

Nate Holmes < nsholmes21@gmail.com> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:18 PM 
Conni Pallini 
millennium 

http ://c1krep.1aeity.org/onlinedoesI2013113-0593 mise 7-11-13 .pdf 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Ibarra, 

EM36329 

Fran Reichenbach < beachwoodcanyon@sbcglobal.net> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:39 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Nicole Carcel 
Add to Admin Record:VTT-71837-CN-lA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 

MILLENNIUM LTRCOPV .. pdf; SydnorLetter.pdf 

Please add the attached to the administrative record for the Millennium Hollywood project. This matter will be heard this 
Wed in City Council. 

Please reply that you have received and submitted the attached to the record. 

Much appreciation. 

Fran Reichenbach 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR. GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
801 K STREET • /vIS 12-30 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

PHONE 916/445-1825 • FAX916/445-5718. TOO 916/324-2555 • WEBSITEconservation.ca.gov 

Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Los Angeles City Council 

clo June Lagmay, City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

July 20, 2013 

Re: Commencement of Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Study, Hollywood Fault Zone 
Millennium Hollywood Project; EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Council President Wesson: 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code, Division 2, 
Chapter 7.5, Sections 2621 et seq.) requires the State Geologist to place Earthquake 
Fault Zones around faults deemed to be sufficiently active and well-defined. Under 
this Act, cities and counties affected by the zones must regulate certain development 
projects within the zones. They must withhold development permits for sites within 
the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not threatened 
by surface displacement from future faulting. 

Based on a number of independent geological investigations, and recent work by the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) culminating in the 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, CGS has commenced a detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its 
associated splay faults for possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining 
and Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601 (a)) pursuant 
to the Alquist-Priolo Act. This investigation and resultant maps and reports are 
scheduled for completion by the end of this year or early in 2014. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles City Council and the Planning 
Commission are in the process of reviewing plans for the prospective Millennium 
Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone should our 
investigations conclude that an active portion of the Hollywood Fault lies within the 
project site. If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone, it will provide the City with new information for its consideration of current and 
future proposed developments all along the Hollywood Fault. 

The Department of Conservation 's mission is to balance today's needs with tomorrow's challenges and foster intelligent, 
sustainable, and efficient use of California 's energy, land, and mineral resources. 
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Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
July 20, 2013 
Page 2 

EM36331 

Results of this investigation will be provided to the City of Los Angeles immediately 
upon their release, and the City will have an opportunity to examine and comment on 
the Preliminary version of the maps and reports. Please do not hesitate to contact 
the CGS at any time if you have questions regarding this fault-zoning process. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Parrish, Ph. D., PG 
State Geologist 
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Robert H. Sydnor 
Engineering Geologist and Seismologist 

4930 Huntridge Lane, Fair Oaks, California 95628-4823 
e-mail: RHSydnor@aoLcom cell phone: 916-335-1441 

Dr. John G. Parrish, State Geologist 
California Geological Survey 
801 K Street, MS 12-30 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3531 
916-445-1825 john .pamsh@conservatlon.ca.gov 

July ]2,2013 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project, State Clearinghouse # SCH 2011041094 
39-story and 35-story high-rise buildings, City of Los Angeles, EIR Review Phase 

Dear Dr. Parrish: 

I have been asked to review engineering geology and seismology documents related to a huge project 
in Hollywood known as the Millennium Hollywood Project that would involve the construction of 
approximately].l million square feet of space for human occupancy, including two towers of 39 and 35 
stories. There is considerable opposition to this project based on seismic safety and active faulting on the 
Hollywood Fault. Caltrans has firmly opposed the project based on serious mistakes in transportation and 
infrastructure planning. The Silverstein Law Firm in Pasadena has compiled a 521-page legal document 
that summarizes the community objections, including pertinent extracts of the geology reports. The 
project and its Environmental Impact Report are scheduled to be approved by the Los Angeles City 
Council on July 24,2013. Therefore, time is of the essence. 

It is my belief that the California Geological Survey can perform a valuable public service by 
scientifically reviewing this EIR, and the May and November 2012 engineering geology reports by 
Langan Engineering of Irvine, California. The Langan reports appear inadequate and substandard, with 
significant mistakes in evaluation of active faulting and strong-motion seismology. This conclusion was 
independently arrived at by Kenneth L. Wilson, Certified Engineering Geologist #928 of Wilson 
Geosciences. I have read Wilson's written comments and concur with him. Likewise, Dr. James Dolan, 
professor of geology at the University of Southern California, has significant reservations about the 
adequacy of the Langan geology reports. Professor Dolan is a published author on the Hollywood Fault 
(1995, 1997,2000). Reference is also made to the 2007 Community Fault Model, the 2010 Active Fault 
Map of the California Geological Survey, and CGS Special Publication 42. In my opinion, and the other 
experts who have reviewed the reports, it is critical that before any approval by the Los Angeles City 
Council, more time is needed for a rigorous and comprehensive review by neutral licensed experts in 
engineering geology and seismology. 

Please note that I have not been paid for my opinion and involvement in this matter, and I have not 
been offered any type of compensation. I provide my views solely in furtherance of the interests of public 
safety and the integrity of the scientific process, both of which, unfortunately, appear to have been 
severely compromised to date in the City's review of the Millennium Hollywood project. For several 
years, I formerly served on the City of Los Angeles Grading Appeals Board (while I was then Orange 
County Geologist), and am considered a neutral expert in evaluation of geologic hazards in and for the 
City of Los Angeles on large complicated proj ects. In that context, I recommend that the California 
Geological Survey perform a careful review of the seismic safety issues for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project. It would be prudent for the City of Los Angeles to convene a neutral-expert panel of engineering 
geologists and seismologists to review this particular project. 
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The California Geological Survey is empowered under Government Code Section 8871(c) and 
Title 14 to perform these kinds ofEIR reviews and reviews of the supporting technical documents in 
engineering geology and seismology. During my 25 years with C.G.S., I performed hundreds of these 
reviews on a state-wide basis for 58 counties and 482 cities. 

The principal seismic safety issues appear to be proximity of active surface faulting and strong
motion seismology, with scaled earthquake time-histories for high-rise buildings, including near-field 
effects (seismic focusing) from an oblique thrust fault, plus robust long-period ground-motion that 
adversely affects high-rise buildings from a Mw~8 earthquake at intermediate distances. Active faults 
are mapped through the site, and that proximity is the immediate concern. The fault zones delineated in 
1996 by the City of Los Angeles need to be accurately plotted in competent consulting geology reports for 
the Millennium Hollywood project. It is my professional opinion that the Langan Engineering data and 
analyses submitted for the project are incomplete, misleading and substantially below professional 
standards. If I can be of assistance to your office in any manner, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Published Scientific References: 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rb-~t-I-,~ 
Robert H. Sydnor 
California Certified Engineering Geologist 968 
California Certified Hydrogeologist 6 
California Professional Geologist 3267 
Fellow, Geological Society of America 
Former Chairman, Southern California Section, Assoc. Engineering Geologists 
Life Member, California Academy of Sciences 
Life Member, Association of Engineering Geologists 
Life Member, Seismological Society of America 
LifeMember, American Geophysical Union 
Member, Earthquake Engineering Research Institute 
Member, American Society of Civil Engineers 

California Geological Survey, 1997, Seismic Hazard Zone Report for the Hollywood 7Yz-minute quadrangle: CGS Seismic Hazard Zone Report 26, 61 p. 
California Geological Survey, 2002, Guidelines for Evaluating the Hazard of Surface Fault Rupture: CGS Note 49, 4 p. 
Crook, Richard Jr., and Proctor, Richard J., 1992, The Santa Monica and Hollywood Faults and the Southern Boundary of the Transverse Ranges Province, in: 

Pipkin, B., and Proctor, R.J., editors, Engineering geology practice in southern California: Association of Engineering Geologists, Special Volume, p. 233-246. 
Dolan, James F., Sieh, Kerry E., Rockwell, Thomas K., Yeats, Robert S., Shaw, John, Suppe, John, Huftile, Gary J., and Gath, Eldon M., 1995, Prospects for larger or 

more frequent earthquakes in the Los Angeles metropolitan region: Science, vol. 267, p. 199-205. 
Dolan, James F., Sieh, Kerry E., Rockwell, Thomas K., Guptill, Paul, and Miller, Paul, 1997, Active tectonics, paleoseismology, and seismic hazards of the 

Hollywood Fault, northern Los Angeles Basin, California: Bulletin of the Geological Society of America, vol. 109, no. 12, p. 1595-1616. 
Dolan, James F., Stevens, Donovan, and Rockwell, Thomas K., 2000, Paleoseismologic evidence for an early to mid-Holocene age of the most recent surface 

rupture on the Hollywood Fault, Los Angeles, California: Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, vol. 90, no. 2, April 2000 issue, p. 334-344. 
Hummon, Cheryl, Schnieder, c.L., Yeats, Robert S., Dolan, James F., Sieh, Kerry E., and Huftile, Gary J., 1994, Wilshire fault: earthquakes in Hollywood?: Geology, 

v. 22, p. 291-294; comment and reply, p. 959-960. 
Jennings, C.W., and Bryant, W.A., 2010, Fault Activity Map of California: California Geological Survey, Geologic Data Map #6. 
Meigs, Andrew J., and Oskin, Michael E., 2002, Convergence, block rotation, and structural interference across the Peninsular-Transverse Ranges boundary, 

eastern Santa Monica Mountains, California, in Barth, Andrew, editor, Contributions to Crustal Evolution of the Southwestern United States - the Perry 
Lawrence Ehlig volume: Geological Society of America, Special Paper 365, p. 279-293. Tectonics of the Santa Monica fault- Hollywood fault - Elysian Park 
anticline. 

Plesch, Andreas; John H. Shaw, Christine Benson, William A. Bryant, Sara Carena, Michele Cooke, James Dolan, Gary Fuis, Eldon Gath, Lisa Grant, Egill 
Hauksson, Thomas Jordan, Marc Kamerling, Mark Legg, Scott Lindvall, Harold Magistrale, Craig Nicholson, Nathan Niemi, Michael Oskin, Sue Perry, 
George Planansky, Thomas Rockwell, Peter Shearer, Christopher Sorlien, M. Peter Suss, John Suppe, Jerry Treiman, and Robert Yeats, 2007, Community 
Fault Model (CFM) for Southern California: Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, v. 97, no 6, p1793-1802. (This SCEC report with 
28 authors represents the 2007 expert consensus of seismologists and geologists for the 140 active faults in Southern California.) 

copies to: 
Kenneth L. Wilson, CEG 928; Wilson Geosciences, Altadena wilsongeosciencesinc@gmail.com 626-791-1589 
Robert Silverstein, Attorney at Law, Pasadena Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 626-449-4200 
Professor James Dolan, Dept. Earth Sciences, University of Southern California dolan@usc.edu 213-740-8599 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM36676 

Jillian Reyes <Jillian@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 6:53 PM 

To: 
Cc: 

bob.steinbach@lacity.org; dana.prevost@lacity.org; raymond.chan@lacity.org 
councildistrict15@lacity.org; councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org; 
councilmember.bonin@lacity.org; councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org; 
councilmember.englander@lacity.org; councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org; 
councilmember.huizar@lacity.org; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; 
councilmember.labonge@lacity.org; Mitch O'Farrell; councilmember.parks@lacity.org; 
councilmember.price@lacity.org; councilmember.wesson@lacity.org; 
june.lagmay@lacity.org; mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; mike.feuer@lacity.org; 
paul.koretz@lacity.org; Dan Wright; Robert Silverstein; Jerold Neuman 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 
Attachments: 7-23-13 Letter to Chan, Steinbach and Prevost.pdf 

All: 

Please see attached. A hard copy will follow by regular U.S. Mail as indicated. Thank you. 

Jillian Reyes 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Jillian@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

A Professional Corporation 

July 23, 2013 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101-1504 

PHONE. (626) 4494200 FAX. (626) 4494205 

ROBERT@RoBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERsTEINLAW.COM 

Re: Objections to Millennium Hollywood Project; 
Inadequate Review of Geology/Seismology 

Dear Mr. Chan, Mr. Steinbach, and Mr. Prevost: 

By now you must have seen the July 20, 2013 letter from California State 
Geologist Dr. John Parrish regarding the State's commencement of an Alquist-Priolo 
investigation which will include the Millennium Hollywood Project site. I am attaching a 
copy of that letter. 

It is obvious from independent and authoritative data, including the California 
Geological Survey's 2010 Active Fault Map, Professor Dolan's studies (1997) and Crook 
& Proctor's studies (1992), that the Hollywood Fault bisects the Millennium Hollywood 
Project site. Unfortunately, it is equally obvious that your Department, and Mr. Prevost 
in particular, have utterly failed in their duties to the public and to the City Council by 
enabling the Millennium Hollywood Project developer and its consultants to proceed 
almost to the point of no return, with the City Council on the verge of voting to approve 
this Project tomorrow, July 24, 2013, despite the fact that the developer's studies are 
completely below professional standards. 

Each of you should have dismissed and condemned those studies as grossly 
inadequate. Each of you should be informing the City Council that the City Council 
should cancel the hearing tomorrow, and should certainly not vote to approve any Project 
entitlements based on this faulty EIR. This is especially true in light of the State 
Geologist, Dr. Parrish's clear statements to the City Council in the Millennium matter 
regarding the State's significant new actions and investigation. 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 23, 2013 
Page 2 

The purpose of CEQA is to provide critical information so that the decisionmakers 
and public have adequate data upon which to make informed decisions. CEQA requires 
full disclosure, analysis and mitigation of environmental impacts as part of the EIR 
process before a project is approved by the City Council. 

"Abuse of discretion [by the City of Los Angeles] is established if 
the agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law or if the 
determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence." 
(Pub. Resources Code § 21168.5; Laurel Heights Improvement 
Assn. v. Regents of University of Cali fomi a (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376, 
392, fn. 5.) "Noncompliance with substantive requirements of 
CEQA or noncompliance with information disclosure provisions 
'which precludes relevant information from being presented to the 
public agency ... may constitute prejudicial abuse of discretion 
within the meaning of Sections 21168 and 21168.5, regardless of 
whether a different outcome would have resulted if the public 
agency had complied with those provisions.' (Pub. Resources Code 
§ 21005, subd. (a).) In other words, when an agency fails to 
proceed as required by CEQA, harmless error analysis is 
inapplicable. The failure to comply with the law subverts the 
purposes of CEQA if it omits material necessary to informed 
decisionmaking and informed public participation." County of 
Amador v. EI Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.AppAth 
931, 946 (emphasis added). 

That is exactly what is occurring here. The City is omitting critical material from 
the State Geological Survey's ongoing Alquist-Priolo mapping investigation process, 
which will be complete in approximately 6 months. That subverts the purposes of CEQA 
because material necessary to informed decisionmaking and informed public 
participation has been omitted from the EIR. 

As our Supreme Court has repeatedly held: 

"Besides informing the agency decision makers themselves, the 
EIR is intended 'to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that 
the agency has in fact analyzed and considered the ecological 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 23, 2013 
Page 3 

implications of its actions. ", Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood 
(2008) 45 Cal. 4th 116, 136, citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los 
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86, accord, Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 
47 Cal.3d 376, 392. 

For many reasons, we are an apprehensive citizenry. The Millennium Hollywood Project 
EIR's total disregard of truthful analysis, the State of California's concerns, and ongoing 
State investigations directly pertaining to the Millennium Hollywood Project site have 
greatly increased that apprehension. 

Each of you and your Department should have long ago recommended to the City 
Council that they reject the developer's geologic and seismic studies as false, misleading 
and inadequate, and derivatively, must reject the final EIR. 

I also note that you have failed to respond to my July 15, 2013 letter to you. 
Inexplicably, you appear to be ignoring State Geologist Dr. Parrish's July 20, 2013 letter 
as well. 

It would be a relatively simple matter to require trenching across the site of at least 
30-60 feet deep to definitively define this issue. That is exactly what you should be 
ordering a neutral and impartial geologist or geologists, appointed by responsible 
officials, including from the State, before any further review and processing of the 
Millennium Hollywood Project's applications and entitlements occurs. Why would you 
allow this to proceed in the face of all of the independent evidence, and now the 
California State Geologist's involvement? Why would you not immediately insist on 
proper trenching of the property? 

If the City Council and developer proceed tomorrow, then they do so at their own 
peril. When things fall apart in this matter, as they will, I believe there will be a seismic 
shift within your Department because of your inexcusable failures to date. 

I am also copying the Millennium Hollywood Project developer's attorney, Jerold 
Neuman, on this correspondence. I assume that he has informed his client about all of 
these developments, and in turn that his client has fully disclosed all of these 
developments to its investors, insurers and all appropriate governmental regulatory 
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Mr. Raymond S. Chan, Superintendent of Building 
Mr. Bob Steinbach, Chief of Inspection Bureau 
Mr. Dana Prevost, Engineering Geologist 
Department of Building and Safety 
July 23,2013 
Page 4 

agencies both in California and its home state of New York. If not, I urge them to do so 
immediately. 

To new City Attorney Feuer: You should be advising your client, the Los Angeles 
City Council, of their liability in this matter if they approve this Project and proceed 
based on its grossly inadequate EIR. 

Please ensure that this letter and the attached letter from State Geologist Dr. 
Parrish are included in the administrative record for the Millennium Hollywood project. 
Thank you. 

RPS:jmr 
Attachment 
cc: June Lagmay, City Clerk 

Hon. Eric Garcetti, Mayor 

ROBERTP. SI 
FOR 

THE SIL VERSTEIN LAW FIRM 

Hon. Herb Wesson, City Council President 
Hon. Mitch O'Farrell, Councilman 
Hon. Gilbert Cedillo, Councilman 
Hon. Paul Krekorian, Councilman 
Hon. Bob Blumenfield, Councilman 
Hon. Tom LaBonge, Councilman 
Hon. Paul Koretz, Councilman 
Hon. Felipe Fuentes, Councilman 
Hon. Bernard Parks, Councilman 
Hon. Curren D. Price, Councilman 
Hon. Mike Bonin, Councilman 
Hon. Mitchell Englander, Councilman 
Hon. Jose Huizar, Councilman 
Hon. Jose Buscaino, Councilman 
Hon. Mike Feuer, City Attorney 
Jerold Neuman, Esq. 

(All via email) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
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Aurora Abracia <aurora.abracia@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:44 PM 
Karen Penera 

Subject: Fwd: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's 
Millennium Project 

Hi Karen, 

Here is the Millenium Hollywood Project article that I mentioned to you this morning. Let me know if Ray has 
any comments about what's covered. Thanks. 

~Aurora 

Aurora C. Abracia 
Chief Administrative Analyst 
Office of the City Administrative Officer 
phone: (213) 473-7566 
fax: (213) 473-7512 
e-mail: aurora. abracia@lacity.org 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miguel Santana <migue1.santana@lacity.org> 
Date: Sun, Ju121, 2013 at 7:58 PM 
Subject: Fw: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 
To: Patty.Huber@lacity.org, Aurora.Abracia@lacity.org 

FYI 

From: John Schwada [mailto: john.schwada@qmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 21,2013 06:14 PM 
To: John Schwada <John.Schwada@qmail.com> 
Subject: Press Advisory: Damaging New Revelations About Safety of Hollywood's Millennium Project 

PRESS ADVISORY - Monday, July 22 

HOLLYWOOD'S CONTROVERSIAL MILLENNIUM PROJECT: 

SURPRISING INFORMATION RAISES NEW RED FLAGS ABOUT THE PROJECT'S SAFETY 
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Opponents of the controversial Millennium Hollywood Project will hold a news conference Monday, July 22, to 
disclose new information that strengthens their complaints of shocking irregularities in LA City Hall's 
review of the project and confirms their claims about the project's life-threatening earthquake risks. 

The City Council is scheduled to vote Wednesday, July 24, on the massive project at the Capitol Records site. 

NEWS CONFERENCE: 
When: Monday, July 22,10 am 
Where: Intersection of Argyle and Yucca Streets, Hollywood, adjacent to Millennium project 
Who: Attorney Robert P. Silverstein and community leaders 

"We believe this new evidence should be a game-changer in how the public and City Council view this 
project," said Robert P. Silverstein, the environmental attorney advising more than 40 community groups 
opposing the project. "The latest information substantiates our concerns about the pattern of official 
dereliction of duty and developer fraud that, taken together, have given the public and the City Council an 
incredibly false picture of the earthquake risks of this project." 

"This new evidence has only very recently come to our attention," said Silverstein. "We believe the Los 
Angeles City Council would be grossly - and possibly criminally - negligent if it ignores these new warning 
signs and approves this project on Wednesday." 

Silverstein will elaborate on these new developments at Monday's news conference. 

In previous public hearings and documents, the opponents have pointed out that the Millennium's 35 and 39 
story skyscrapers would sit directly on the Hollywood Fault and that the developer's consultant, Langan 
Engineering, has repeatedly tried to hide this information from the public and from city decision-makers in 
its studies. 

Silverstein warned that the lives of as many as 3,000 persons who would work, live and shop in the giant project 
would be at risk if it goes forward as planned. 

On its website, the California Department of Conservation explains that it is illegal, under the State's Alquist
Priolo Act, to build on top of an active fault. That website says, in part: 

"Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties must require a geologic 
investigation to demonstrate that proposed buildings will not be constructed across 
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active faults [emphasis addedJ. An evaluation and written report of a specific site must be 
prepared by a licensed geologist. If an active fault is found, a structure for human 
occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the fault and must be set back from the 
fault (generally 50 feet) [emphasis addedJ." 

In a July 15 letter to the city's Building and Safety Department, Silverstein complained that the developer's 
engineers "fail to acknowledge, and accordingly suppress, relevant and authoritative data," that show the 
State's official earthquake maps "indicate the existence of active fault traces" running directly through 
the Millennium project. In its efforts to mislead the public, for example, the Millennium project team falsified 
a key map to depict the project site as being situated 850 feet north of its true location, Silverstein pointed out. 

In that same letter, Silverstein accused Langan of "breaching its professional duties" to provide the public, 
through the EIR process, with an honest risk-assessment of its client's project and stated "we believe [Langan) 
has engaged with the Millennium developer to commit fraud" by misleading the public about the 
earthquake dangers. 

Last month, Los Angeles Times columnist Michael Hiltzik scathingly wrote ("Caltrans Waves Red Flag on 
Millennium Hollywood Project," June 19,2013) that Caltrans has joined Millennium project opponents in 
accusing Millennium of using "bogus statistics and trampling over state law" to secure approval of its 
project, claiming it will generate only 150 additional trips on the adjacent Hollywood Freeway. 

Hiltzik reported that Caltrans believes the $665 million Millennium project, comprising 461 residential units, 
254 hotel rooms, more than a quarter million square feet of office space and 80,000 square feet of retail, will 
have a "disastrous" traffic impact on the 101 Freeway unless it is significantly modified. 

In a July 16 letter to Caltrans, Silverstein wrote: 

The City and developer have ignored Caltrans' requests for [traffic] analysis and studies as 
part of the EIR process .... This is not only a problem related to this project, but it has 
become chronic in the City's processing of approvals for other development projects 
throughout the City which have significant impacts on the State's facilities, but which are 
never adequately analyzed or mitigated by the City. The result is dramatically worsening 
infrastructure and a shifting of the costs and burden of dealing with these projects to 
Caltrans and the taxpayers [emphasis added]. 

"We sincerely hope the city will drop its misguided rush to approve the project and honestly take into 
consideration the life-threatening earthquake safety and traffic impacts of the Millennium project," Silverstein 
said. "In particular we urge Councilman Mitch O'Farrell to support the more than 40 community groups city
wide who oppose this project. For Councilman O'Farrell to vote for it would be a terrible way for Hollywood's 
new councilman to begin his career." 
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Robert P . Silverstein, Esq. 
626 449-4200 
Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

John Schwada 
john. schwada@gmail.com 
310597-9345 (office) 
310709-0056 (mobile) 

EM36337 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Kelli, 

EM36681 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Tuesday, July 23, 2013 7:49 PM 
Kelli.Bernard@lacity.org 
HW Millennium 

Let me kniw if you want myself and staff to brief you prior to Council tomorrow. Thanks 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details» 

EM36338 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:50 PM 
Lily Quan 
Reminder: Millennium Hollywood Project @ Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm 
(lily.quan@lacity.org) 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator has been 
asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 

Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar lily.quan@lacity.org 

Who • Lily Quan - organizer 

• Michael LoGrande 

• Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 

• Tomas Carranza 

• Srimal Hewawitharana 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Jaime de la Vega 

• Adam Villani 

• Jasmin San Luis - optional 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 
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Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.guan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar lily.guan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Linda Lam 
Exe Admin Assistant II 
Building and Safety Dept. 
Executive Office 

EM36682 

Linda Lam <linda.lam@lacity.org> 

Wednesday, July 24,2013 7:44 AM 

Raymond Chan 

ATTACHED 

Draft DBS letter Council President Wesson.docx 

201 N Figueroa Street, Room 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-6800 (Work #) 
(213) 482-6850 (Fax #) 
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BOARD OF 

BUILDING AND SAFETY 
COMMISSIONERS 

HELENA JUBANY 
PRESIDENT 

VAN AMBATIELOS 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

E. FELICIA BRANNON 
VICTOR H. CUEVAS 
SEPAND SAMZADEH 

July 24, 2013 

Honorable Herb J. Wesson, Jr. 
PresidentlCouncilmember 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 430 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Council President Wesson: 

EM36683 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF 

BUILDING AND SAFETY 
201 NORTH FIGUEROA STREET 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

RAYMOND S. CHAN, C.E., S.E. 
SUPERINTENDENT OF BUILDING 

INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER 

I am in receipt of the July 20, 2013, letter addressed to you from the California Department of 
Conservation's California Geological Survey Department relating to the Hollywood Millennium 
project. I am also aware of recent media attention regarding this project relating to perceived 
seismic risks. Lastly, I have received recent communications from members of the public 
which question the validity of the geology reports for the project. In light of the above, I thought 
it helpful to set forth some of the history regarding the project and the Department's position 
with regard to seismic issues. 

In April 2012, the applicant's consultant submitted a soils report to the Department relating to a 
pending tentative tract application. The Department reviewed the report and issued a 
correction letter in May 2012 requesting a detailed geotechnical study and geologic 
investigation of potential surface displacement on the Hollywood Fault. In October 2012 the 
Department approved the applicant's proposed exploration methodology. 

In December 2012, the applicant submitted two reports which concluded that there are no 
active earthquake faults affecting the site (Fault Investigation). In January 2013 the 
Department issued approval letters for each of these reports and imposed a standard condition 
requiring a more detailed geologic investigation prior to obtaining building permits or recording 
a final map. 

In June 2013, Dr. James Dolan requested, and was provided, a copy of the Fault Investigation. 
Subsequently, Mr. Dolan expressed his disagreement with the conclusions reached in the 
Fault Investigation. Simply put Mr. Dolan's 
interpretation of the data accompanying the repot differed from the authors of the report. Mr. 

Dolan did not, however, provide any new evidence demonstrating that the project site is 
affected by an active fault. 

LADBS G-5 (Rev.06/30/2013) AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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Honorable Herb J. Wesson, Jr. 
Page 2 
{ DATE \@ "MMMM d, yyyy" } 

EM36684 

It is not at all uncommon for third parties to raise concerns regarding technical reports 
submitted by others. It has always been the Department's practice to investigate such 
concerns, refer the concerns to the project consultant and meet with the consultant to evaluate 
the validity of the concerns. 

With regard to the Millennium project, the Department contacted the applicant's consultant in 
order to relay Mr. Dolan's concerns and seek the applicant's response. As sometimes 
happens, the Department did not receive a timely response from the applicant, and as a result, 
threatened to rescind the prior approval of the Fault Investigation. However, rescission was 
not necessary as the applicant and its consultant thereafter met with Department staff to 
discuss Mr. Dolan's concerns. 

The Department is satisfied that its January 2013 approval of the Fault Investigation remains 
valid. There is no credible evidence of active earthquake faults on the project site. In any 
event, conditions imposed on the project require further geologic investigation prior to the 
issuance of building permits or recordation of a final tract map. Such further investigation is 
standard procedure and will require the applicant to confirm prior conclusions contained in the 
Fault Investigation that there are no active earthquake faults adversely affecting the project 
site. 

Turning briefly to the July 20, 2013, letter from the California Geological Survey (CGS). The 
letter indicates that an ongoing investigation by CGS may in the future conclude that the 
Hollywood Millennium project site is within an active earthquake zone. What the letter fails to 
recognize is that the Department already treats the site as if it is located with such a zone-it is 
for this reason that the Department required the applicant to prepare the Fault Investigation, 
and why the applicant is required to conduct further investigation as described above prior to 
issuance of building permits or recordation of the final tract map. Furthermore, the CGS letter 
is susceptible to the misinterpretation that the CGS itself will in the future conduct an 
investigation of the project site to determine the presence of active faults. CGS does not 
conduct site specific investigation. Rather, as here, it is a project applicant that is required to 
demonstrate the absence of active faults. Each of these points regarding the CGS letter were 
discussed and clarified by the Department in a discussion with its author, Dr. John G. Parrish, 
on July 23, 2013. 

RAYMOND S. CHAN, C.E., S.E. 
Interim General Manager 

DANA PREVOST 
Engineering Geologist III 

080310 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details» 

EM36340 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:50 PM 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Reminder: Millennium Hollywood Project @ Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm 
(luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator has been 
asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 

Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org 

Who • Lily Quan - organizer 

• Michael LoGrande 

• Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 

• Tomas Carranza 

• Srimal Hewawitharana 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Jaime de la Vega 

• Adam Villani 

• Jasmin San Luis - optional 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 
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Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account luciralia . ibarra@lacity .org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
luciralia . ibarra@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I will be in Cel today. 

EM36685 

Kelli Bernard <kelli.bernard@lacity.org> 

Wednesday, July 24, 2013 8:57 AM 
michael.logrande@lacity.org 

Re: HW Millennium 

From: Michael LoGrande [mailto: michael.loqrande@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 07:48 PM 
To: KeIiLBernard@lacitv.orq < KeIlLBernard@lacitv.orq> 
Subject: HW Millennium 

Hi Kelli, 
Let me kniw if you want myself and staff to brief you prior to Council tomorrow. Thanks 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details» 

EM36342 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Monday, July 22, 20132:50 PM 
Adam Villani 
Reminder: Millennium Hollywood Project @ Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm 
(adam.villani@lacity.org) 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator has been 
asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 

Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar adam.villani@lacity.org 

Who • Lily Quan - organizer 

• Michael LoGrande 

• Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 

• Tomas Carranza 

• Srimal Hewawitharana 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Jaime de la Vega 

• Adam Villani 

• Jasmin San Luis - optional 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 
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Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email attheaccount adam .villani@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
adam.villani@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

EM36686 

Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 24,20139:17 AM 
Stacy Munoz 
Fwd: CalTrans Letter 
Ltr Caltrans 7-24.docx; EIR Response-Caltrans.pdf 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Luciralia Ibarra" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Date: Ju123, 2013 4:36 PM 
Subject: CalTrans Letter 
To: "Michael LoGrande" <michael.logrande@lacity.org>, "Lisa Webber" <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, "Adam 
Villani" <adam. villani@lacity.org> 
Cc: 

Attached is my draft of the letter to caltrans as well as our EIR response to comment letter to caltrans. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213 .978.1378 
Fx: 213 .978 .1343 
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DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY PLANNING 
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 

Los ANGELES, CA 90012-4801 
AND 

6262 VAN NUYS BLVD., SUITE 351 

VAN NUYS,CA91401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
WILLIAM RO SCH EN 

PRESIDENT 
REGINA M. FREER 

VICE-PRESIDENT 

SEAN O. BURTON 
DIEGO CARDOSO 
CAMILLA M. ENG 

GEORGE HOVAGUIMIAN 
ROBERT LESSIN 

DANA M. PERLMAN 
BARBARA ROMERO 

JAMES WILLIAMS 
COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT II 

(213) 978-1300 

July 23, 2013 

EM36687 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

State of California - Department of Transportation 
District 7, Regional Planning 
IGRlCEQA Branch 
100 Main Street, MS # 16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606 

Dear Ms. Watson, 

EXECUTIVE OFFICES 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1271 

ALAN BELL, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1272 

LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1274 

EVA YUAN-MCDANIEL 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1273 

FAX: (213) 978-1275 

INFORMATION 
www.planning.lacity.org 

On behalf of the Department of City Planning for the City of Los Angeles, I would like to first 
take this opportunity to express my appreciation for the professional involvement and expertise 
that your team at Caltrans District 7 provides to our Department in the environmental and 
planning processes. As you well know, we share a mutual interest in identifying project impacts 
and identifying effective and tangible mitigations that will improve the quality of life for our 
constituents. 

To that end, I want to provide assurance to you and your team that your correspondence relative 
to the Millennium Hollywood Project (CPC-2008-3440/VTT -71837) has been received and 
included in the case file for the administrative record. These letters include the May 18, 2011 
letter following the issuance of the Notice of Preparation, the letter dated December 10, 2012 
following the issuance of the Draft EIR (SCH No. 2011041094), and your letter dated February 
19,2013 provided to us at the Joint Advisory Agency/Hearing Officer public hearing. 

With respect to your letter dated December 10, 2012, in particular, it was timely received and a 
response of which was provided upon the publication of the Final EIR. A copy of which has 
been attached herein. 

Again, we appreciate your input throughout this process and look forward to our work together 
on future projects. 

Sincerely, 

Michael LoGrande 
Director of Planning 
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Cc: Steve Veres, District Director, Senator Kevin De Leon 
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CitYf1 Los :1ngeles February 20 1 ~. 

LETTER NO. 03 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OJ!' TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

Dianna Watson 

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

District 7, Regional Planning 

100 Main Street, MS#16, Los Angeles, CA 90012·,3606 

December 10,2012 

Comment No. 03-1 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltl.'ans) in the environmental 

review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would, include the construction of 

approximately 1 million square feet of developed t100r area. The historic Capitol Records Building and 

the Gogerty Building would remain within the project site. The Project would demolish andlor remove 

the existing rental car facility. The project would develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential 

dwelling lmits, 254 luxury hotel rooms, 264,303 square feet of office space, 25,000 square feet of 

restaurant space, 80,000 square feet of health and fitness club space, and 100,000 square feet of retail 

space. 

Below are Cal trans' major concerns with the Draft Enviromnental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 

Millennium Hollywood Project: 

Response to Comment No. 03-1 

The comment is an introduction and as such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. See Response to Comment 

Nos. 03-2 to 03-15 (Caltrans) for further detail. 

Comment No. 03-2 

1. Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18, 2011, on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and met 

with the developer's consultant on September 15, 2011, to discuss Caltrans' conCems about the project's 

impact on the US-101 freeway and onlofframps within the 5 miles radius of the project site. The traffic 

consultant acknowledged Caltrans' concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic 

procedures for analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow standard statewide procedures 

outlined in Caitrans Traffic Study Guide. However, the June 2012 Trafflc Impact Study (TIS), which is 

the basis for the traffic impact discussion in the DElR, did not follow those procedures and does not 

analyze the impacts to the state highway system, 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

IlIB Responses to Comments ~ Individual Responses 

Page IJrB-5 
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qt:r o:t!-0s Angeles February 2013 

Response to Comment No. 03-2 

As cited in the comment, CaItrans was consulted during the NOP process. The concerns and 

recommendation of CaItrans were considered during the transportation analysis scoping process, 

including the use of the Caltrans draft procedures. Also taken into account were the concerns and 

recommendations of other NOP commenters, as well as the City of Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation (LADOT) policies and the past analyses conducted for similar projects by the City of Los 

Angeles (the lead agency). The comment states that the Traffic Study does not analyze the impacts to the 

state highway system; however, the Traffic Study analyzed key freeway ramps utilizing LADOT's 

signalized intersection LOS methodology and of freeway mainline segments utilizing the Congestion 

Management Program (CMP) recommended methodology. The Cal trans Traffic Study Guide was 

consulted in the preparation of the Traffic Study but it does not provide a definition of thresholds of 

significance; therefore, the CMP methodology was used because it detlnes thresholds of significance and 

is the standard methodology used by the lead agency for all traffic studies within the City of Los Angeles. 

The CMP, a state·mandated program, includes procedures and thresholds that provide a consistent 

evaluation of projects to address the potential impacts on the regional transportation system. 

Comment No. 03-3 

2. There was no analysis perfonned for any ofthe freeway elements. The TIS only used the Los Angeles 

County Congestion Management Program (CMP) criteria. However, the CMP fails to provide adequate 

information as to direct and cumulative impacts to the freeway mainline and ramps, per CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 03-3 

The CMP criteria provide an initial review to deten-nine if significant Project impacts may occur and in 

tum require further study. The initial review in the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be 

less than significant, so subsequent analyses were determined to not be needed. Support for this 

conclusion is provided by the recently certit1ed Hollywood Community Plan Update Environmental 

Impact Report which was also determined not to have a significant impact on the freeway system. 

To address Caltrans' concerns, an additional model analysis was conducted. The anaiysis used the 

current Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) model for year 2035, with LADOT 

refinements, for the initial future projections (the Base ModeJ). See Appendix B, Transportation 

Modeling Procedures and Results, attached hereto for the model procedures and results. The model 

demonstrated that the Project will not result in the addition of 150 trips or more to any freeway segment. 

This analysis veritles that Project traffic impacts on the regional system will be less than significant. 

Comment No. 03·4 

3. Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US-101 is operating at LOS F. Any additional trips will 

worsen the existing freeway condition. The TIS did not include a cUlTlulative tramc analysis tor OS-10 1, 

which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

. Final Environmental Impact Report 

ffl.B Responses to Comments -Individual Responses 
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proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth hom the Hollywood Cornmunity Plan (Plan). Because the 
TTS prepared for the Plan in 2005 determined that build-out of the Plan would result in significant 

transportation impacts to the U8-1 0 1, the Plan created a Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plan 

(TIMP) to identify future improvements to the US-lO 1. Since the proposed project site is located within 

the Plan area, the identified improvements should have been taken into consideration, as well as 

improvements listed in Metro's Long Range TranspOltation Plan. 

Response to Comment No. 03-4 

The Project is not expected to generate more than 150 additional trips on the freeway system. Therefore, 

based on the CMP criteria used by the City of Los Angeles on this and other projects, the Project would 

not result in significant traffic impacts on the freeway mainline (see Response to Comment No. 03-3 

(Caltrans) above). In addition, the Project will provide infill uses that reduce regional trip demand as 
called for by the Smart Growth Initiatives in the Demand Section of the Metro's Long Range 

Development Plan (LRDP) and in the Sustainable Community Strategies within the Regional 

Transportation Plan adopted by SCAG. As mitigation, the Project will participate in upgrades to the 
regional transportation system by funding or implementing other programs called for in the LRDP and 

TlMP. These programs include signal system upgrades, upgrades to the transit system (through the 

Project installing shelters at area bus stops, improving the pedestrian linkages to those stops, and funding 

of alternative mode lanes), and a TDM Program to help reduce project automobile trip demand. These 

mitigation measures will improve conditions on the Congestion Management Plan system, including the 
regional freeway system. Also, given the robust transit system in the Project's vicinity, a main focus of 

the transportation mitigation program is to reduce automobile trips by enhancing pedestrian and bicycle 
linkages to the transit system and investing in multi-modal transportation improvements. This focus is 

consistent with LADOT's Traffic Study Guidelines and the objectives identified in the Hollywood 

Community Plan Update. 

Further, no applicable Hollywood Community Plan Update Transportation Improvement and Mitigation 

Plan (TIMP) requirements arc listed in the comment and, after additional review of the TIMP, no 

applicable TIMP requirements or additional measures were identit1ed. For example, the Capitol 

Improvement measures in the TIMP are not at locations identified as having umnitigatable significant 
Project impacts. Project participation in the program called for in the TIMP to "coordinate Caltrans' 

freeway traffic management system with the A TSAC/ Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) highway 

and street traffic signal management system" was discussed in the meeting which took place on 

December 4, 2012 between City, Project and Caltrans representatives but rejected by Caltrans 

representatives. 

Comment No. 03-5 

4. Page .IV.K.l-60 of the DEIR states; "'The Project would result in a Jess than significant impact with 

respect to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway segments. No mitigation is required." 

This conclusion is not based on any credible analysis that could be found anywhere in the DEIR. It is Cal 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
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trans' opinion, based on the work that we have done in this area, that this project will result in significant 

impacts to the state highway system. 

Response to Comment No. 03-5 

The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR analyzed impacts to CM.P locations and freeway segments based on 

the CMF criteria (see Response to Comment No. 03-2 (Cal trans). Based on the data from this analysis, 

the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be less than significant, so subsequent analyses 

were detennined to not be needed. However, an additional model analysis was conducted using the 

current SCAG model for year 2035 for the initial future projections (the Base ModeJ).This analysis also 

shows that Project traffic impacts on the freeway system will be less than significant See the Response 

to Comment No.03-3 for additional details. 

Comment No. 03-6 

5. The submitted traffic analysis did not include the following ramp intersections that are closest to the 

project site, which may be significantly impacted by this development: 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 

• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue 

• NB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue 

.. SB Route 101 off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd. 

• SB Route 101 on-ramp from CahuengaBlvd. 

• SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine Street 

The traffic analysis at these off-ramps needs to show projected queue build-up upstream of the off-ramp. 

Although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs to show how the added/over-flow 

volume to the on-ramp may affect other nearby intersections, including off-ramps. Caltrans is concerned 

that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do nol 

back up, the intersections adjacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the off-ramp volumes at the same 

time as they serve local circulation and land uses. 

Response to Comment No. 03-(! 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 

2012,were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. The study locations selected 

were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts have the potential to be significant and 

substantial. The locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical capacity constraints 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final b'nvironmental Impact Report 
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of the area roadway system. The freeway ramps, including the meters and weave sections on the ramps, 

are not the roadway system constraints in the Hollywood area. Rather, the signalized intersections and 
the fi'eeway mainline sections were determined to form the capacity constraints in the Hollywood area. 

Queues from those constraints determine the conditions on the ramps and at other non-critical locations. 

The more minor (STOP controlled) intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacily. 

Further, according to LADOT guidelines, the analysis of unsi?,nalized intersections in traffic impact 

studies is solely to assess the need for future signalizing by conducting warrant analyses. Only 

unsignalized intersections that serve as integral elements to the project site's access and c.irculation plan 
are included in such an analysis. Here, there are no unsignalized intersections that serve as integral 

elements to Project access and circulation and as such, no unsignalized intersections were studied. 

Comment No. 03-7 

6. As shown in the DEIR, TabJe 5 Project Trip Generation, the project will generate a 19,486 average 

daily vehicle trips with 1,064/1,888 vehicle trips during the AM/PM peak hours. These volumes appear 

to be low and Caltrans requests that the lead agency verify them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are 
not in compliance with the Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation shOUld be properly 

justified and substantiated. For example, the 30% reduction of the retail pass-by trips is significantly high 

without justification. Utilizing such high reduction rates will result in inadequate identification of traffic 

impacts and mitigation, thus violating CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 03-7 

LADOT, the responsible department within the City of Los Angeles (the lead agency), verified that the 

rates, equations, and calculations used in the Traffic Study were appropriate for the Project All but one 

of the base generation estimates cited in the comment were prepared using the information and 

procedures in Jrip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008 Manual, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). 
(Information for the rental car facility use wa<; not available from that source, so rates incorporated into 

the West Los Angeles Transportation and Mitigation Specific Plan, rates previously used by the City, 

were utilized.) Likewise, the pass-by trip adjustment cited in the comment is specified in the LADOT 

Policies and Procedures, May 2012 and wa<; in tum based on a conservative implementation of the 

procedures in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The data and procedures in the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual are nationally-accepted guidelines utilized by most agencies in Los Angeles County and are the 

most appropriate source for the trip generation estimates for the Project. Also, it should be noted that the 

trip generation rates identified in the ITE Trip Generation Manual are based on surveys of sites in 

suburban areas with little to no transit use, so it is common practice to allow for trip reduction credits to 

allow for potential transit trips, pass-by trips, and internal trips associated with mixed-use projects. Also 

see Response to Comment No. 59-27 (Jordon, David) for a discussion of other adjustments. 
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City of Los A'!,geles =. Febru~!!y 2013 

Comment No. 03-8 

To address these concerns, an analysis for the project's impacts to the freeway system should be 

performed ba.<;ed on the proposed scope ofthe project a<; described in the DEIR and would need to include 

all of the following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facilities in the prqject 

vicinity: 

a. lfthe project will be developed in phases, the project added demand and trip assignment to US-

101 should be based on each phase of the project otherwise it should be based on 100% 

occupancy. 

Response to Comment No. 03-8 

Please see Response to Comment No.03-3 (Caltrans) concerning the project freeway impacts including 

impacts on the US 101. The Project does not have defined phases, so no pha<;ing analysis is appropriate. 

The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the analysis in Response to Comment No. 03-3 above analyzed the 

"worst-case scenario" of 100% occupancy. 

Comment No. 03-9 

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on a Select Zone 

Analysis. Based on the magnitude of the project and its close proximity to US .. J 01, the trip 
assignment appears to be unreasonably low. Please elaborate on the trip assigmnent methodology 

utilized. 

Response to Comment No. 03-9 

The select zone analysis recommended in the comment is not considered appropriate for the Project. A 

select zone analysis fails to accurately analyze urban infill projects, including the Project. In particular, a 

select zone analysis does not take intercepted trips into account, and intercepted trips are a major factor 

for urban in-fill projects. Fmther, urban areas (such as the Traffic Study area in Hollywood)contain 

numerous more minor streets with signalized intersections that are not in the regional model network. 

Those intersections may be significantly impacted, but the streets and the intersections would not have 

trips assigned to them by a select zone analysis. 

A manual approach was selected as the most appropriate method to be used for the Traffic Study. The 

manual procedures utilized separated the Project into components by land uses and separately assigned 

the trips to and from those components. The assignments considered the types of land uses in the 

surrounding area to which the component's trips would be linked. The assignments were individually 

reviewed and approved by LADOT and are detailed in the Traffic Study. See Appendix K.l of the Draft 

EIR. 
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City 011,.08 Angeles J:ebruary 2013 

Comment No. 03-10 

c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should be cross-referenced by the source, page 

number, year, and table numbers. 

Response to Comment No. 03-10 

Appendix D of the Traffic Study (Appendix K 1 of the Draft EIR) lists the souree, land use codes (which 

may be within mUlti-page sections), source edition, and year. The land-use code and independent variable 

dietate the formula used. Tables were not used. 

Comment No. 03-11 

d. The off ramps on NB and SB US-1 01, between Vermont Avenue and Highland Avenue, which 

would represent the most impacted area by the proposed Development, should be analyzed 

utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 85th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology 

with the actual signal timings at the ramps' termini. 

Response to Comment No. 03-11 

The CMA methodology was selected for use in the Traffic Study for all intersections. The CMA analysis 

is specified for use in traffic studies by the lead agency, the City of Los Angeles. Traffic Study Policies 

and Procedures, May 2012published by the City of Los Angeles, Department of TranspOltation specifies 

CMA calculations as the methodology to be used in City of Los Angeles traffic studies. The CMA 

methodology ws...<; selected for inclusion in the City of Los Angeles manual s...<; it is a "Planning 

Methodology" rather than an "Operations Methodology". It should be noted that the methodology 

recommended in the comment would be dependent upon the signal timing remaining fixed through 2035 

for the horizon year to be accurate, whereas the computerized signal systems now being employed in the 

City of Los Angeles vary the signal timing on an instantaneous basis. However, additional methodologies 

may be required to be used during detailed mitigation design by the agency approving implementation of 

a mitigation measure, with appropriate adjustments being made. 

Comment No. 03-12 

e. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB US-lOI, within the same area, should be analyzed 

utilizing the same methodology and with the actual metering rates. These rates can be obtained 

by contacting Ms. Af<;aneh Razavi, Senior Transportation Engineer, Caltrans Ramp Metering 

Department at (323) 259- 1841. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

JIJ.B Responses to Comments - Individual Responses 

Page lIlB-/ J 

RL0036677 



EM36696 

City o.lLos An;;eles February 20U_ 

Response to Comment No. 03-12 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, 

were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6 

and 03-11 (Cal trans) for additional infonnation. 

Comment No. 03-13 

f. An IfCM weaving analysis needs to be perfonned for both the NB and SB mainline segments, 

between the on and off ramps within the same area, utilizing balanced traffic demands entering 

and exiting the weaving segments. 

Response to Comment No. 03-13 

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, 

were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6 

and 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional infonnation. 

Comment No. 03-14 

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic 

congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concems need to be adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 03-14 

These concems are adequately addressed in the Traffic Study and Section IV.K.l Transportation-Traffic 

of the Draft ElR. The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to 

Comment No. 03-03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See 

Response to Comment Nos.03-3 and 03-6 (Caltrans) for additional information. 

Comment No. 03-15 

In summary, without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize the TIS and DElR as 

adequately identifying and mitigating the project's impacts to the State highway facilities. 

If you have any questions, plea<;e feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 

and refer to IORJCEQA No. 121036AL. 

Response to Comment No. 03-15 

The Traffic Study, the Draft ElR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to Comment No. 03-

03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See Response to Comment 

Nos. 03-2 through 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional infonnation. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ok. 

EM36697 

Michael LoGrande < michael.logrande@lacity.org> 
Wednesday, July 24,2013 9:56 AM 
Kelli Bernard 
Re: HW Millennium 

On Ju124, 2013 8:56 AM, "Kelli Bernard" <kelli.bernard@lacity.org> wrote: 
I will be in Cel today. 

From: Michael LoGrande [mailto: michael.loqrande@lacitv.orq] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 07:48 PM 
To: KeIiLBernard@lacitv.orq < KeIlLBernard@lacitv.orq> 
Subject: HW Millennium 

Hi Kelli, 
Let me kniw if you want myself and staff to brief you prior to Council tomorrow. Thanks 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

more details» 

EM36344 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:50 PM 
Michael LoGrande 
Reminder: Millennium Hollywood Project @ Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm 
(michael.logrande@lacity.org) 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the Senator has been 
asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 

Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 C!D..§Q) 

Calendar michael.iogrande@lacity.org 

Who • Lily Quan - organizer 

• Michael LoGrande 

• Lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 

• Tomas Carranza 

• Luciralia Ibarra 

• Srimal Hewawitharana 

• Jaime de la Vega 

• Adam Villani 

• Jasmin San Luis - optional 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options » 
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Invitation from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account michael.logrande@lacity.org because you are subscribed for reminders on calendar 
michael.logrande@lacity.org . 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar. 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Per your request 

DC Carter 
City of Los Angeles 

EM36698 

DC < dave.carter@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:34 AM 
Steve Ongele; Raymond Chan 
Clarification Letter - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Clarification Letter-Millennium Hollywood Project.pdf 

Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
office: (213) 482-6800 
fax: (213) 482-6850 
email : dave. carter@lacity.org 

"No road is too long for him who advances slowly and does not hurry, 
and no attainment is beyond his reach, who equips himself with patience 
to achieve it" 
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BOARD OF 

BUILDING AND SAFETY 
COMMISSIONERS 

HELENA JUBANY 
PRESIDENT 

VAN AMBATIELOS 
VICE·PRESIDENT 

E. FELICIA BRANNON 

VICTOR H. CUEVAS 
SEPAND SAMZADEH 

July 24, 2013 

The Honorable Councilmembers 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 330 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EM36699 

CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

RE: Clarification Letter - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Dear Council President Wesson; Councilmembers, 

DEPARTMENT OF 

BUILDING AND SAFETY 
201 NORTH FIGUEROp. STREET 

LOS ANGELES. CA 90012 

RAYMOND S. CHAN, C.E., S.E. 
SUPERINTENDENT OF BUILDING 

INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER 

I am in receipt of the July 20, 2013, letter addressed to you from the California Department of 
Conservation's California Geological Survey Department relating to the Millennium Hollywood project. 
In addition, I have received recent communications from members of the public which question the 
validity of the geology reports for the project. In light of the above, I thought it is helpful to set forth 
some of the history regarding the project and the Department's position with regard to seismic issues. 

In April 2012, the applicant's consultant submitted a soils report to the Department relating to a pending 
tentative tract map application. The Department reviewed the report and issued a correction letter in 
May 2012 requesting a detailed geotechnical study and geologic investigation of potential surface 
displacement on the Hollywood Fault. In October 2012 the Department approved the applicant's 
proposed exploration methodology. 

In December 2012, the applicant submitted two reports which concluded that there are no active 
earthquake faults crossing the sife (Fault Investigation). In January 2013 the Department issued an 
approval letter for these reports and imposed a standard condition requiring a more detailed 
geotechnical investigation prior to obtaining building permits or recording a final map. The condition 
reads as follows: 

"Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the Tract 
Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department Review 
Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for review including 
detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed development." 

In June 2013, Dr. James Dolan, a professor at University of Southern California requested, and was 
provided, a copy of the Fault Investigation. Subsequently, based on his own interpretation of the data 
in the report, Dr. Dolan expressed his disagreement with the conclusions reached in the Fault 
Investigation. Dr. Dolan did not, however, provide any new data or evidence demonstrating that the 
Hollywood Fault crosses the project site. 

I.ADBS G·5 (Rev.D6/30/2013) AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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Clarification Letter Millennium Hollywood Project 
Page 2 
July 24, 2013 

EM36700 

It is not uncommon for third parties or opponents of project to raise concerns regarding technical 
reports submitted by project applicants. It has always been the Department's practice to investigate 
such concerns, refer the concerns to the project consultant and meet with the consultant to evaluate the 
validity of the concerns. With regard to the Millennium Hollywood project, the Department contacted 
the project geologist in order to relay Dr. Dolan's concerns and elicit his response. The project 
geologist did not respond in a timely manner relative to the concerns; as a result, the Department 
indicated that the prior approval of the Fault Investigation may be rescinded. However, rescission was 
not necessary as the project representative and the project geologist thereafter met with Department 
staff to discuss Dr. Dolan's concerns. 

The Department is satisfied with their response and willingness to provide supplemental site 
investigation. To ensure that all concerns are addressed, I suggest that the aforementioned condition 
be revised as follows: 

"Prior to issuance of any Building or Grading Permits, or the Recordation of the Tract 
Map, a comprehensive Geotechnical report as discussed in the Department Review 
Letter dated May 23, 2012, shall be submitted to the Department for review including 
detailed geotechnical recommendations for the proposed development, as well as 
additional information related to fault investigation to the satisfaction of the Department 
of Building and Safety. JJ 

The July 20, 2013 letter from the California Geological Survey (CGS) indicates that an ongoing 
investigation by CGS may in the future conclude that the Millennium Hollywood project site is within an 
active earthquake zone. The Department, however, already treats the site as if it is located within such 
a zone. It is for this reason that the Department required the applicant to prepare the Fault 
Investigation report, and why further investigations are required as described above prior to issuance of 
building permits or recordation of the final tract map. Furthermore, the CGS letter is susceptible to the 
misinterpretation that the CGS itself will in the future conduct an investigation of the project site to 
determine the presence of active faults. CGS does not conduct site specific investigations. Rather, it is 
a project applicant that is required to demonstrate the absence of active faults. I discussed each of 
these points regarding the CGS letter with its author, Dr. John G. Parrish, on July 23, 2013 and Dr. 
Parrish agreed. 

In summary, the Department of Building and Safety stands by its efforts to provide for the public's 
safety, noting particularly that, prior to the issuance of a building permit or recordation of a final tract 
map, conditions imposed on the project require further geologic investigation to verify that the 
Hollywood Fault does not cross the project site. 

RAYMOND S. CHAN, C.E., S.E. 
Superintendent of Building 
Interim General Manager 

DANA PREVOST 
Chief of Grading Division 

080310 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thanks! 

EM36701 

Raymond Chan < raymond.chan@lacity.org > 
Wednesday, July 24, 2013 1:04 PM 
DC 
Re: Clarification Letter - Millennium Hollywood Project 

On Wed, Ju124, 2013 at 10:34 AM, DC <dave.carter@lacity. org> wrote: 
Per your request 

DC Carter 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
office: (213) 482-6800 
fax: (213) 482-6850 
email : dave. carter@lacity.org 

"No road is too long for him who advances slowly and does not hurry, 
and no attainment is beyond his reach, who equips himself with patience 
to achieve it" 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

EM36346 

Luciralia Ibarra < luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Monday, July 22, 2013 2:53 PM 

Sharon Gin 

Subject: Fwd: Add to Admin Record:VTT-71837-CN-lA and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV

HD 

Attachments: MILLENNIUM LTRCOPV .. pdf; SydnorLetter.pdf 

one more for the record 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Fran Reichenbach <beachwoodcanyon@sbcgloba1.net> 
Date: Mon, Ju122, 2013 at 2:39 PM 
Subject: Add to Admin Record:VTT-71837-CN-1A and CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Nicole Carce1 <Nicole.Carcel@asm.ca.gov> 

Dear Ms. Ibarra, 

Please add the attached to the administrative record for the Millennium Hollywood project. This matter will be heard this 
Wed in City Council. 

Please reply that you have received and submitted the attached to the record. 

Much appreciation. 

Fran Reichenbach 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR. GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
801 K STREET • /vIS 12-30 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

PHONE 916/445-1825 • FAX916/445-5718. TOO 916/324-2555 • WEBSITEconservation.ca.gov 

Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
Los Angeles City Council 

clo June Lagmay, City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

July 20, 2013 

Re: Commencement of Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Study, Hollywood Fault Zone 
Millennium Hollywood Project; EIR No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR 

Dear Council President Wesson: 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Public Resources Code, Division 2, 
Chapter 7.5, Sections 2621 et seq.) requires the State Geologist to place Earthquake 
Fault Zones around faults deemed to be sufficiently active and well-defined. Under 
this Act, cities and counties affected by the zones must regulate certain development 
projects within the zones. They must withhold development permits for sites within 
the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the sites are not threatened 
by surface displacement from future faulting. 

Based on a number of independent geological investigations, and recent work by the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) culminating in the 2010 Fault Activity Map of 
California, CGS has commenced a detailed study of the Hollywood Fault and its 
associated splay faults for possible zoning as "Active" (as defined by the State Mining 
and Geology Board in the California Code of Regulations, Section 3601 (a)) pursuant 
to the Alquist-Priolo Act. This investigation and resultant maps and reports are 
scheduled for completion by the end of this year or early in 2014. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles City Council and the Planning 
Commission are in the process of reviewing plans for the prospective Millennium 
Hollywood Project, which may fall within an Earthquake Fault Zone should our 
investigations conclude that an active portion of the Hollywood Fault lies within the 
project site. If sufficient information results in the placement of an Earthquake Fault 
Zone, it will provide the City with new information for its consideration of current and 
future proposed developments all along the Hollywood Fault. 

The Department of Conservation 's mission is to balance today's needs with tomorrow's challenges and foster intelligent, 
sustainable, and efficient use of California 's energy, land, and mineral resources. 
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Honorable Herb Wesson, President 
July 20, 2013 
Page 2 

EM36348 

Results of this investigation will be provided to the City of Los Angeles immediately 
upon their release, and the City will have an opportunity to examine and comment on 
the Preliminary version of the maps and reports. Please do not hesitate to contact 
the CGS at any time if you have questions regarding this fault-zoning process. 

Sincerely, 

John G. Parrish, Ph. D., PG 
State Geologist 
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Robert H. Sydnor 
Engineering Geologist and Seismologist 

4930 Huntridge Lane, Fair Oaks, California 95628-4823 
e-nwil: RHSydnor@aoLcom cell phone: 916-335-1441 

Dr. John G. Parrish, State Geologist 
California Geological Survey 
801 K Street, MS 12-30 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3531 
916-445-1825 john.pamsh@conservatlon.ca.gov 

July ]2, 2013 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project, State Clearinghouse # SCH 2011041094 
39-story and 35-story high-rise buildings, City of Los Angeles, EIR Review Phase 

Dear Dr. Parrish: 

I have been asked to review engineering geology and seismology documents related to a huge project 
in Hollywood known as the Millennium Hollywood Project that would involve the construction of 
approximately 1.1 million square feet of space for human occupancy, including two towers of 39 and 35 
stories. There is considerable opposition to this project based on seismic safety and active faulting on the 
Hollywood Fault. Caltrans has firmly opposed the project based on serious mistakes in transportation and 
infrastructure planning. The Silverstein Law Firm in Pasadena has compiled a 521-page legal document 
that summarizes the community objections, including pertinent extracts of the geology reports. The 
project and its Environmental Impact Report are scheduled to be approved by the Los Angeles City 
Council on July 24,2013. Therefore, time is of the essence. 

It is my belief that the California Geological Survey can perform a valuable public service by 
scientifically reviewing this EIR, and the May and November 2012 engineering geology reports by 
Langan Engineering of Irvine, California. The Langan reports appear inadequate and substandard, with 
significant mistakes in evaluation of active faulting and strong-motion seismology. This conclusion was 
independently arrived at by Kenneth L. Wilson, Certified Engineering Geologist #928 of Wilson 
Geosciences. I have read Wilson's written comments and concur with him. Likewise, Dr. James Dolan, 
professor of geology at the University of Southern California, has significant reservations about the 
adequacy of the Langan geology reports. Professor Dolan is a published author on the Hollywood Fault 
(1995, 1997,2000). Reference is also made to the 2007 Community Fault Model, the 2010 Active Fault 
Map of the California Geological Survey, and CGS Special Publication 42. In my opinion, and the other 
experts who have reviewed the reports, it is critical that before any approval by the Los Angeles City 
Council, more time is needed for a rigorous and comprehensive review by neutral licensed experts in 
engineering geology and seismology. 

Please note that I have not been paid for my opinion and involvement in this matter, and I have not 
been offered any type of compensation. I provide my views solely in furtherance of the interests of public 
safety and the integrity of the scientific process, both of which, unfortunately, appear to have been 
severely compromised to date in the City's review of the Millennium Hollywood project. For several 
years, I formerly served on the City of Los Angeles Grading Appeals Board (while I was then Orange 
County Geologist), and am considered a neutral expert in evaluation of geologic hazards in and for the 
City of Los Angeles on large complicated proj ects. In that context, I recommend that the California 
Geological Survey perform a careful review of the seismic safety issues for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project. It would be prudent for the City of Los Angeles to convene a neutral-expert panel of engineering 
geologists and seismologists to review this particular project. 
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The California Geological Survey is empowered under Government Code Section 8871(c) and 
Title 14 to perform these kinds ofEIR reviews and reviews of the supporting technical documents in 
engineering geology and seismology. During my 25 years with C.G.S., I performed hundreds of these 
reviews on a state-wide basis for 58 counties and 482 cities. 

The principal seismic safety issues appear to be proximity of active surface faulting and strong
motion seismology, with scaled earthquake time-histories for high-rise buildings, including near-field 
effects (seismic focusing) from an oblique thrust fault, plus robust long-period ground-motion that 
adversely affects high-rise buildings from a Mw~8 earthquake at intermediate distances. Active faults 
are mapped through the site, and that proximity is the immediate concern. The fault zones delineated in 
1996 by the City of Los Angeles need to be accurately plotted in competent consulting geology reports for 
the Millennium Hollywood project. It is my professional opinion that the Langan Engineering data and 
analyses submitted for the project are incomplete, misleading and substantially below professional 
standards. If I can be of assistance to your office in any manner, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Published Scientific References: 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rb-~t-I-,~ 
Robert H. Sydnor 
California Certified Engineering Geologist 968 
California Certified Hydrogeologist 6 
California Professional Geologist 3267 
Fellow, Geological Society of America 
Former Chairman, Southern California Section, Assoc. Engineering Geologists 
Life Member, California Academy of Sciences 
Life Member, Association of Engineering Geologists 
Life Member, Seismological Society of America 
Life Member, American Geophysical Union 
Member, Earthquake Engineering Research Institute 
Member, American Society of Civil Engineers 
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v. 22, p. 291-294; comment and reply, p. 959-960. 
Jennings, c.w., and Bryant, W.A., 2010, Fault Activity Map of California: California Geological Survey, Geologic Data Map #6. 
Meigs, Andrew J., and Oskin, Michael E., 2002, Convergence, block rotation, and structural interference across the Peninsular-Transverse Ranges boundary, 

eastern Santa Monica Mountains, California, in Barth, Andrew, editor, Contributions to Crustal Evolution of the Southwestern United States - the Perry 
Lawrence Ehligvolume: Geological Society of America, Special Paper 365, p. 279-293. Tectonics of the Santa Monica fault- Hollywood fault - Elysian Park 
anticline. 

Plesch, Andreas; John H. Shaw, Christine Benson, William A. Bryant, Sara Carena, Michele Cooke, James Dolan, Gary Fuis, Eldon Gath, Lisa Grant, Egill 
Hauksson, Thomas Jordan, Marc Kamerling, Mark Legg, Scott Lindvall, Harold Magistrale, Craig Nicholson, Nathan Niemi, Michael Oskin, Sue Perry, 
George Planansky, Thomas Rockwell, Peter Shearer, Christopher Sorlien, M. Peter Suss, John Suppe, Jerry Treiman, and Robert Yeats, 2007, Community 
Fault Model (CFM) for Southern California: Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, v. 97, no 6, p1793-1802. (This SCEC report with 
28 authors represents the 2007 expert consensus of seismologists and geologists for the 140 active faults in Southern California.) 

copies to: 
Kenneth L. Wilson, CEG 928; Wilson Geosciences, Altadena wilsongeosciencesinc@gmail.com 626-791-1589 
Robert Silverstein, Attorney at Law, Pasadena Robert@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 626-449-4200 
Professor James Dolan, Dept. Earth Sciences, University of Southern California dolan@usc.edu 213-740-8599 
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EM36351 

From: 

Sent: 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> on behalf of Planning-CH501 
< lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672d4348353031@resource.calendar.google.com > 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:56 PM 

To: lily.quan@lacity.org 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project 

Planni ng-CH501 
has accepted this invitation. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: "Thomasian, 8aydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 2013 4:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Letter 
To: 
Cc: 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs. 8aydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeles, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213-483-9305 
Sacramento:916-651-4022 
Millennium Letter.doc 
83K View Download 

When 
Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 
Where 
Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 
Calendar 
lily.quan@lacity.org 
Who 

Lily Quan 
- organizer 

RL0036691 



Michael LoGrande 
Lisa Webber 
Jay Kim 
Tomas Carranza 
Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Jaime de la Vega 
Adam Villani 
Jasmin San Luis 

- optional 
Invitation from Google Calendar 

EM36352 

You are receiving this email at the account lily.quan@lacity.org because you are subscribed for 
invitation replies on calendar lily.quan@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/Iwww.google.com/calendar/ and change 
your notification settings for this calendar. 

invite .ics 

2 
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EM36353 

BEGIN:VCALENDAR 
PRODID:-IIGoogle IncllGoogle Calendar 70.905411EN 
VERSION:2.0 
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN 
METHOD:REPLY 
BEGIN:VEVENT 
DTSTART:20130722T220000Z 
DTEND:20130722T230000Z 
DTSTAMP:20130722T215556Z 
ORGANIZER;CN=Lily Quan:mailto:lily.quan@lacity.org 
UID:qjkv89f90jcucfe72p9p9cht4c@google.com 
ATTENDEE;CUTYPE=RESOURCE;ROLE=REQ
PARTICIPANT;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;CN=Planning 
-CH501 ;X-NUM-GUESTS=0:mailto:lacity.org_506c616e6e696e672d4348353031@resour 
ce.calendar.google.com 

CREATED:20130717T181838Z 
DESCRIPTION:Michael LoGrande\n4:53 AM (5 hours ago)\n\nto me \nSee if we ca 
n meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT.\n\n-----
----- Forwarded message ----------\nFrom: "Thomasian\, Baydsar" <Baydsar.Th 
omasian@sen.ca.gov>\nDate: Jul 16\, 2013 4:26 PM\nSubject: Millennium Lette 
r\nTo: <MichaeI.Logrande@lacity.org>\nCc: \n\nMichael\, this letter was fax 
ed over to your office last week\, I hope youa€TMve had a chance to see and th 
e Senator has been asking me to follow up.\n \nMrs.Baydsar Thomasian\, Depu 
ty District Director\nOffice of Senator Kevin De LeA3 n\nCalifornia State Sen 
ator\, 22nd District\nLos Angeles\, California\nPhone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 21 
3-483-9305\nSacramento:916-651-4022\nMillennium Letter.doc\n83K View Do 
wnload \n 
LAST-MODIFIED:20130722T215556Z 
LOCATION:Planning Department\, Janovici's Conference Room\, 200 N. Spring S 
t\, Ste 525 
SEQUENCE:O 
STATUS:CONFIRMED 
SUMMARY:Miliennium Hollywood Project 
TRANSP:OPAQUE 
END:VEVENT 
END:VCALENDAR 
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From: 
Sent: 

EM36354 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 
Monday, July 22, 2013 2:58 PM 

To: Adam Villani; Jaime de la Vega; Jay Kim; Lisa Webber; Luciralia Ibarra; Michael 
LoGrande; Tomas Carranza 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project Meeting 

Please note ... this meeting has been moved from room 525 to room 501. Thank you ... Stacy 

Stacy Munoz 
Executive Office 
Department of City Planning 
stacv.munoz@lacitv.ora 
213.978.1244 
213.978.1275 (fax) 
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7/25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium 

ENV-llE-147 

Millennium 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: SrimaJ Hewawrtharana <srimal.hewawitharaoa@Jacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 10:39 AM 

Just wanted to make sure you get ewrything eiectronically and hard copies this morning. Can Alfred and I meet 
with you on Tuesday to discuss status and schedule? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimaf. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 11:00 AM 

I receiwd the electronic and hard copies. thank you. I haven't downloaded ewrything yet, though. As for 
meeting next week, it would have to be on Thurs. Jan. 24; around 2:30 p.m.? 

Srimat 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!imail.google.comirnaill?ui=2&ik"'285d5bdce4&";elJ,'''pt&search~inbox&th=13c44a82a4efcc66 111 
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7i25i13 C ity' of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium FEIR Status 

ENV-llE-148 

Millennium FEIR Status 

Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
To: lucLibarra@lacity.org, srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 

So, did we receive all remaining response to comments yesterday before 
close of business?? Just curious. 

Srimal Hewawitha ra na <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacrty.org> 

Hi Lisa, 

Wed, Jan 16,2013 at 10:12 AM 

Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 10:19 AM 

The document was submitted electronically, in 2 parts at 9:13 p.m. and 11:45 p.m., last night. The hardcopy 
was received this morning. 

Srima! 

On Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 10:12 AM, Lisa Webber <iisa.webber@lacity.org> wrote: 
So, did we receive an remaining response to comments yesterday before 

: close of business?? Just curious. 

lisa Webber <Iisa.webber@racity.org> 
To: srimaLhew3witharana@lacity.org 

Thanks SrimaL .. !ooks like you have your work cut out for' you I 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2013 10: 19 AM 
To: Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity,org> 
Subject: Re: Millennium FEIR Status 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/imail.google.com'mail!?ui=2&ik=28Sd5bdce4&-...iew=pt&search=inbox&lh=13c44901dff2c40a 

Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 10:21 AM 

1f1 
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7f25{13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium - FEIR submittal par! 1 

ENV-llE-149 

......................................... _ ................................... _--

Millennium - FEIR submittal part 1 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Jan 15, 2013 at 9:13 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi SrimaL 

Attached is the following: 

.. Caltrans letter 

.. Jordon, David letter 
lit Rezr.llk, Benjamin (JMBM) letter 
... Appendix. B Sahrrday Project Trip Generation, Cram & Associates, January 11,2013 
lit Appendix. C Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual Intersection Impact Analyses, Crain 

& Associates, January 15,2013 
.. Appendix D Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15,2013 
.. Appendix E Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis, Crain & Associates, 

January 15,2013 
.. Appendix F Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analysis, Crain & Associates, 

January 15,2013 
.. Appendix G Bureau of Sanitation inter-departmental correspondence to Department of City 

Planning, January 8, 2013 

A hardcopy of these items will be sent to you tomorrow. 

Thank you. 

St~th Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CA.TA Environmental Services, l,LC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

https:ffmail.gocgle.cotn'rnail/?ui=2&ik-"285d5bdce4&1.1 ew=pt&search=i nl::oY&th'" 13c41df31 923303d 1{3 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mall ~ Millennium - FEIR submittal part 1 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

9 attachments 

~ 84-Reznik, Benjamin 1_15_13.doc 
218K 

~ 03-Caltrans 1_15_13.DOC 
107K 

~ 61..Jordon, David 1_15_13.doc 
..... 182K 

ENV-llE-150 

~ D - FEIR Added Intersections 2013-1-15 (final) w MP.pdf 
\:::l 148K 

't'!j E - Mill Hllywd Cncpt and Res Sc_s Imps 2013-1-15 (final) w MP.pdf 
" 4461K 

~ F - Site Access Impact Safety Analysis 2013-1-11 SM Comments Crain Revisions (Final).pdf 
1318K 

'f"?' G - Bureau of Sanitation inter-departmental correspondence, Jan 8, 2013.pdf 
i:G.l 379K 

'tE B - Saturday Project Trip Generation.pdf 
13K 

~ C ~ Construct Traffic Analysis 2013-1-15 (Final) w MP.pdf 
1584K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 9:59 AM 

Thank you. Hardcopy received. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srirnaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 10:16 AM 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@laclty.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

A porUon was submitted, electronIcally at 9:13 p.m; the hardcopy was received this morning. 

Srimal 

https:llmail.goog!e.comimai!!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&";e~lFpt&search"'jnbo;.;'l.th"'13c41df31923303d 213 
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7/25113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium - FEIR submittal part 1 

[Quoted text hidden] 
ENV-llE-151 

htips:/lmail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieW"'pt&search"'inbox&th~13tA1df3192~~:3D3d 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl'f'MJOd Project - Bureau of Sanitation Comments 

LA 
3 GE'ECS.·· 

ENV-llE-152 

Millennium Hollywood Project w Bureau of Sanitation Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Jan 15, 2013 at 9:03 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

I am forwarding the comments dated January 8, 2013, from Ali Poosti of the Bureau of Sanitation. These 
comments should be included in the FEIR. 

Srimal 

----- Forwarded message ------
From: <planning@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Jan 15, 2013 at 8:30 AM 
Subject: 
To: Srimal <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

This E-mail was sent from "Lily" (Ancio MP 5500). 

Scan Date: 01.15.2013 08:30:21 (-0800) 
Queries to: ptanning@!adty.org 

~ 20130115083021236.pdf 
379K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Jan 15, 2013 at 9:11 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. This will be included in the Responses to Comments that will be sent to you by today. 

From: Srimal Hewawilharana [sdmaLhewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 15,20139:03 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Karen Hoo 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project - Bureau of Sanitation Comments 

I am forllvarding the comments dated January 8, 2013, from Ali Poosti of the Bureau of Sanitation. These 
comments should be included in the FEIR 

Srimal 

-------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <planning@!aclty.org<mailto:planning@lacity.org» 
Date: Tue, Jan 15, 2013 at 8:30 AM 

https:ifn1ail.googfe.comlrnaHf?ui= 2&i k= 285d5bc!ce4&>1 e\'Fpt&search==i nboY&th"'- 13c3f2aaOOdc0422 1f2 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Mi!lennium Hollywxxl Project - Bureau of Sanitation Comments 

Subject: ENV-llE-153 
To: Srimal <srima!. hewawitharana@!acity .org<mailto:s rimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org» 

This E-mail was sent from "Li!y" (Aficio MP 5500). 

Scan Date: 01.15.2013 08: 30: 21 (-0800) 
Queries to: pianning@lacity. org<mailto: p~anning@lacity .org> 

https:!lmail.google.Gom/mail!?ui =2&i k=285d5bdce4&\.iew=pt&s£;'.arch=inbox&th= 1 ~~c3f2aaOOdc0422 212 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Re\.iewof Partial Responses to Comments 

ENV-llE-154 

Review of Partial Responses to Com ments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Mon, Jan 14, 2013 at 12:57 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmulHn.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

I have reviewed the partial responses to comments that have been submitted for review to date. I have deleted 
some letters since they were essentially thank yours for acknowledging the receipt of their comment letters. I 
have retained those that accompanied their letters of comments for now; I will double check keeping those and 
let you know the decision as soon as I can. 

If you have any questions on any of the edits, please let me know. 

r have now reviewed everything that was submitted to me for review to date. 

Srimal 

~ III. Responses to CommentsSH 1_7_13.docx 
125K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Jan 14, 2013 at 1 :10 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawiiharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>r Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
< lisa. webber@laclty.org> 

Thanks Srimal. 

I will remove the letters you deleted, and await your decision on the few that you need to check with your 
supervisoL Once finalized, all numbering wifl be fixed. 

In response to some of your questions, the MMRP and Corrections/Additions are still being revised to include all 
the new/revised mitigations identified in the Responses. 

R'om: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharanaCgl!acity.org] 
Sent: Monday, January 141 2013 12: 57 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Lisa Webber 
Subject: Review of Partial Responses to Comments 

[Quoted tex! hidden) 

https:lfmaH.google.comimailf?ui:c2&ik= 285d5bdce4&\1 eVFpt&search~inboX&th= 13c3ada33bf6f280 1/2 
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7/25/13 CityofLos Angeles Mail- Review of Partial Responses to Comments 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity,org> ENV-llE-155 Tue, Jan 15,2013 at 8:10 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity,org> 

Hi Srimal, 

First of ali, your work is excellentl I'm amazed at how sloppy some of their work is. 

For the acknowledgement of receipt of comments and the pleasantries, we can exclude them as comments, For 
the other ones, like the newsletter and cover letter for the newsletter and subsequent email in the email chain, it's 
safer to keep those in, 

I have had legal counsel teU me that if you receive anything in the manner they were instructed to do (correct 
address, email address, etc), then you have to treat it as a comment. We used to have a generic email account 
to accept comment letters and every now and then we would receive spam messages. They went as far as 
saying that those were supposed to be included, But I kind of drew the line there and didn't listen to them on 
those, 

Hope that helps. If you want to discuss this further, I'll be here today but not the rest of the week. 

Thanks, 
Karen 

[Quoted lext hidden] 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Karen, 

Thank you. 

Srirnal 
[Quoted texl hidden] 

https:i/mail.google.com/maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vie\lv'''pt&search:::inboX&th=13c3ada33bf6f280 

Tue, Jan 15,2013 at 8:51 AM 

212 
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7125113 City of Los Angeles Mall - Millennium Holl','M)Od; Comment Letters-Numbering 

ENV-llE-156 

Millennium Hollywood: Comment Letters~Numbering 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laci1y.org> Thu, Jan 10, 2013 at 11 :09 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

I think we need to review the numbering of the comment letters for the following reason: some of the comments 
being treated as separate comment letters are simply a thank you to my acknowledging the receipt of their 
original comment letter. 

Whenever f received an e-mailed comment letter, I would respond with a "Thank you for your comment, we will 
respond to comments in the FEIR"-type reply. Sometimes, the commenter would respond with additional 
comments. If these additional comments pertain to the EIR, then, I think it is fine to treat them as a second 
comment letter and respond to the new comments. 

But, sometimes, they would respond with only a thank you of their own. Some of these thank you type 
responses have been listed as separate letters, and I think that is not warranted. If necessary, we can include 
them at the end of the main letter of comment, but I don't think even that is needed. They are just a common 
courtesy, not a new comment on the DEIR. 

For example: 
Leiter No. 32 - Clark, George #2 

Comment No. 32-1: 

Thank you much 
Happy Holidays 

Response to Comment No. 32-1 

The Comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying 
and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the deciSion-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Treating this type of thank you comment as a whole new comment letter, simply inflates the comment letter 
count. 

I will be deleting these letters from the Responses to Comments, as I review that section. 

Srimal 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Jan 10, 2013 at 11 :54 AM 
To: Srimal Hew8witharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacily.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

https:!lmail.google.com/rnall/?ui=2&iko285d5bdCe4&-ievF pt&search"-' inbox&th= 13c25de24gee3560 1/3 
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7/25/13 CityQf Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holl)MOOd: Comment Letters-Numbering 

ENV-llE-157 
Understood. ! initially included everything you forwarded to me for thoroughness and completeness. 

Once you finish, I will modify the List of Commenters document and re'v1se the total count. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: ThursdaYI January 101 2013 11: 10 AM 
To: Seth Wu!kan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Lisa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Comment Letters-Numbering 

[Quoied text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Jan 10, 2013 at 12:09 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraljo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert 
<ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Ah! Good thinking - much easier to delete the extras than to add missing info. Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Jan 14, 2013 at 11:06 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal. 

Have you decided on any other letters that don't need to be included? I know you said you will be removing those 
as you review the section. 

Are you expecting the submittal for tomorrow to include the pdfs of all the letters with brackets and numbering 
(Appendix A)? If so, we want to have some time to renumber all the bracketing to reflect the removal of these 
letters you deem to be removed. 

From~ Srimal Hewawitharana [mallto:sr!maLhewawitharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 11: 10 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan luckert 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Lisa Webber 
Subject~ Millennium Holfywood: Comment Letters-Numbering 

https:!lmail.google.comlmail/?ui=2&ik-'285d5bdce4&\.iew.::pt&search=inbox&th=13c25de24gee3560 213 
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7f25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HolI~: Comment Letters-Numbering 

I thIDk we need to review the mnnbering ofthe -t;:~};;ikh¥rM~rs for the following reason: some of the 

comments being trcated as separatc corrnnent letters are SllllP1y a thank you to my acImowledging the receipt 
of their original comment letter. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Man, Jan 14, 2013 at 12:03 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Seth, 

I am still making my edits; sha~1 try and get them to you this afternoon. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:J!mail.google.comimail/?ui~2&ik=28.'5d5bdce4&lAevv-pt&search"'inboY&th,,;13c25de249ee3560 3/3 
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ENV-llE-159 

Millennium Hollywood FEIR 1st Screencheck Review 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 11, 2013 at 1:01 PM 
To: LuciraHa Ibarra <~uctralia.ibarra@!ac[ty.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi, 

1'\A3 attached a table showing the FEIR sections, dates & time when! recei\A3d the portions I ha\A3 recei\A3d and 
the date/time when I sent the reviewed sections back to the consultants with my comments & edits. 

Srimal 

~ Millennium Hollywood FEIR.docx 
13K 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciraHa.lbarra@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 11, 2013 at 1:27 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

THANK YOU Srimall 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

https:ifrnail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik-,,285d5bdce4&vieYFpl&search=inbox&th=13c2b6b34b6b7216 1{i 
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ENV-llE-160 

Millennium HoHywood FEIR _lS
\ Screencheck Review: 

! FElR Section I Date R-eceived by i Date Review Sent 

! I City I to Consultant 

I Cover 11/7 (Mon*); 4:53 ii 1/8 (Tue); 5:22 
--~ 

! I p.m. I p.m. 

! Table of Contents jl/7 (Mon*); 4:53 11/8 (Tue); 5:22 

! I p.m. I p.m. 
1 Introduction I 1/7 (Mon*); 4:53 11/8 (Tue); 5:22 
I 

p.m. ! p.m. 
list of 1/7 (Mon*); 4:53 11/9 (Wed); 5:11 
Commenters I p.m. 

Draft Topical 12/7 (Fri); 4:23 1/8 (Tue); 11:48 
Responses (part I) p.m. a.m. 
Draft Topical 12/19 (Wed); 1/8 (Tue); 11:48 
Responses (part 2) 12:16 p.m. a.m. 
Responses to 1/7 (Man); 4:53 1/14 (Man); 12:57 
Comments p.m. p.m. 
(partial) 
Corrections and 
Additions to DElR 
Mitigation 12/7 (Fri); 4:08 1/8 (Tue); 12:40 
Monitoring and p.m. p.m. 
Reporting Program 

"ene,,, 
______________ L ___ L_ 

L".'_.L".~L ~.".~"L~_~~L~._.~ __ ""~ -----------~-----

Appendix A 
Comment letters 

C~T",, __ ,_~_~ 
_~~~C"C'C~~'"_~~ 

Appendix B (Crain 
Traffic 
?upplementa!) 

~C~~~~"~r _""~ __ T~TT"~~"' 

*=RDO; 12/21-1/3: Out of the office (combination RDO!HT/HO/VC) 
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ENV-llE-161 

Millennium Hollywood FEfR: List of Commenters 

Srlma! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Wed, Jan 9,2013 at 5:11 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraljo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<!isa.webber@lacity.org> 

I've attached the reviewed List of Commenters. Please see my comment on Letter #107 which seems to be the 
thank you sent by Dianna Watson of CalTrans in response to my e-mail acknowledging the receipt of CalTrans 
comments. I don't think it warrants being considered a separate comment letter. Therefore, the list should not 
include that letter and we would have received 108 comment letters, instead of 109. 

Srimal 

~ II. List of CommentersSH 1_7_13.docx 
27K 

Usa Webber <lis8.webber@ladty.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thu, Jan 10, 2013 at 3:05 PM 

this [s really helpful - thanks for sending this over Srimal - gives me a sense of scale on the number of comments 
to be addressed. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Usa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978~1274 
(213) 978~1275 fax 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 

https:lfmail.gcogfe.coilimai If?ui'" 2&ii028~'.o:j5bclce4&vi 8V'F pt&search=intxlx&th= 13c2203085552752 1/1 
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7i25i13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood FEIR: Responses to Comments Topical Responses 

ENV-llE-162 

Millennium Hollywood FEIR: Responses to Comments:Topical Responses 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org> Tue, Jan 8,2013 at 11 :48 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
< I iS8. webber@lacity .org> 

Hi Seth, 

I have reviewed the two topical responses prepared in response to comments. My comments & changes are 
indicated in the attached documents. 

Srimal 

2 attachments 

~ III.A. Draft Topical ResponsesSH.docx 
50K 

~ 1I1.A. Draft Topical Response (Time Extension)SH.docx 
36K 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <!uciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci, 

Tue, Jan 8, 2013 at 7:51 PM 

Take a glance if you would !ike and can provide feedback quickly. i just want to make sure that you agree 
generally with the direction this is going. ! just found some things I would ha\e worded differently in another EIR. 
It is just the difference of looking at something with the entitlement request hat on. 

Jon 
{Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of CIty Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 900'12 
Tel: 213-978-138"1 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon, forem an@lacity.org 

2 attachments 

~''1 III.A. Drnft Topical ResponsesSH.docx 
eJ 50K 

~ II I. A. Draft Topical Response (Time Extension)SH.docx 
36K 

https:lJmai!.goog~e.comimaH/?ui=2&iI0285d5bdce4&\;ewc:pt&search"'i[1boX&th~'l3c1bb49cdf66344 1/2 
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ENV-llE-163 

http5:f/mai!.google.comfmail/?ui~2&ik=285d5bdGe4&view=pt&searGh=inbox&th= 13c1 bb49cdtH6344 2/2 
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ENV-llE-164 

Millennium Hollywood FEIR- MMRP 

Srimal Hewawitharana <sdmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Jan 8, 2013 at 12:40 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<arraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa. webber@lacity.org> 

Attached please find the reviewed MMRP; only a very few minor edits, as indicated. 

Srimal 

~ V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program SH12_7_12.docx 
75K 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hello Karen, 
Has Kevin discussed issues B&S was having with ElR Conditions? 
Jon 

Tue, Jan 8, 2013 at 7:47 PM 

On Tue, Jan 8, 2013 at 12:40 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> wrote: 
, Attached please 'lind the re\hewed MMRP; only a very few minor edits, as indicated. 

, Srimal 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Cay Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon.foreman@lacity.org 

https:/lrnall,google.com/maill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&\oie-w=pt&searchocinbox&th= 13c1 tx.J49d9d85217 111 
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ENV-llE-165 

Mille nnium FEIR R Sections 1, 2, 3 {portion} 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Jan 7, 2013 at 4:53 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Attached is the Cover, Table of Contents, I Introduction, II List of Commenters, and til Responses to 
Comments Gust a portton, other letters are forthcoming) 

A hardcopy of these items will be sent to you by Wednesday. 

Thank you. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, llC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 . 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-98Q1 (fax) 

5 attachments 

~ _Cover 1_7 _13.docx 
51K 

https:Jlmail.google.comimaill?ui"'2&ik-"285d5bdce4&v.eVFpl&search"'ihbox"&thoc13c17a6740e665f7 1/2 
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7/25/13 City of Los Ange!es Mail - Millennium FEIR - Sections 1,2,3 (portion) 

~ 47K 

i@) I. Introduction 1_7_13.docx 
22K 

t[J II. List of Commenters 1_7 _13.docx 
24K 

~ IU. Responses to Comments 1_7 _13.doc 
326K 

ENV-llE-166 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckeli <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimai 
(Quoted lext hidden] 

https:J/mail.gocg I e.comlmai I/?ui:: 2&i k-" 285d5bdce4&vie\>\F pt&search= i nbox&th", 13c 17a67 40e66517 

Tue, Jan 8, 2013 at 8: 13 AM 
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ENV-llE-167 

status of millenium Final EIR 

Marcel Porras <marceLporras@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 2, 2013 at 12:50 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Hi guys, 

What is the timeline for get:ti...'1g the Final EIR for the millenium project? 

Thanks, 

I'vfarcel 

Marcel Porras II Senior Planning + Economic Development Deputy 
Office of Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
213.4 73.7721 
V\!vI/'iIJ.cd13.com 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 2, 2013 at 4:12 PM 
To: Marcel Porras <marcel.porras@lacity.org> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org>, Ludralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hello Marcel, 
I am cc'ing Luci Ibarra on this email, the case entitlements have been transferred from Kevin Jones to her. Kevin 
is in the midst of the Public Hearing and staff report preparation for the Wyvernwood project, and both of these 
projects are on a similar timeline. 

Srimal has been out for the mandatory furlough, and is off today to use-or-Ioose her vacation. She will return 
tomorrow. Luci may have information on schedule. I know she met with the development team last week to go 
over other case related issues. 

Jon 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St, City Hall, Room "150 
l.os Ange!es, CA 90012 
Tel: ') i 3··9713, 138'7 
Fax: 213-973-1343 
jorL foreman@ladty.org 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhew3witharana@iaclty.org> 

https:lfmail.goog Ie. comlmai I/?ui~2&i k= 285d5bdce4&\oiE."fF pt&search'" i nboX&th::: 13bfd072e83f5e 7a 

Thu, Jan 3, 2013 at 8:30 AM 

1/2 
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To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> ENV-llE-168 
Cc: Marcel Porras <marcel. porras@lacity.org>, LuciraUa lbarra <Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Good morning and happy new year. 

I am waiting for!he 1st screencheck of the responses to comments. In the meantime, I shall be reviewing the 
1st screencheck of the topical responses and MMRP the consultant has submitted. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:ilmail.google.com'mail1?ui"'2&fk=285d5bdce4&\1f:N-Fpt&search",inbox&th:cnbfd072e83f5e7a 212 
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ENV-llE-169 

.................. _------

Fwd: State Clearinghouse Additional Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!aclty.org> Thu, Dec 20, 2012 at 6:26 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Seth, 

1 tried to forward this yesterday, but 1t was returned as rejected. Am trying again. 

These are 2 comment fetters forwarded by State Clearinghouse and received in our office on Dec. 18. 

I believe they are both duplicates of what we received earlier from Native American Heritage and CalTrans (last 
page of CalTrans letter was not in the envelope we received from State Clearinghouse). 

Srimal 

------ Forwarded message ------
From: <pfanning@iacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 3:45 PM 
Subject: 
To: Srimai <srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org> 

This E-mail was sent from "Llly" (Aficio MP 5500). 

Scan Date: 12.19.2012 15:45:02 (-0800) 
Queries to: planning@tacity.org 

~ 20121219154502340.pdf 
k:J 591K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Dec 20,2012 at 10:54 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@[acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmul1in.com> 

Thank you Srima!. 

Yes, we already had the NAHC and CaHrans letters from before. 

The only letter new to add to our list would be the December 11, 2012 State Clearinghouse letter confirming that 
we have complied with the review requirements, and the "Document Details Report" as a second page. This would 
become the new Comment Letter 1 

https:l/mail.goog le.comfmai li?ui=2&i k:: 285d5bdce4&view= pt&search= inbox&th= 13bb8b5b6138a6d2 1/3 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: State Clearinghouse Additional Comments 

Do you also want us to include the Dec 12 StateEN3\>ifi1t~Eeli§,~ Letter that the enclosed comment was received 
after the review period? It's not rea!ly a comment letter to the DEIR? If so, it would be Comment Letter 2? 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: ThursdaYt December 20r 2012 6: 27 AM 
To: Seth Wuikan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Fwd: State Clearinghouse Additional Comments 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Dec 20, 2012 at 3:40 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

I agree the Dec. 121eHer is not really a comment leHer to the DEIR. Also, the comment letter they were referring 
to was the CalTrans letter, which we received electronically on time. However, we might as well just include it, 
since the original will be in the file anyway to minimize any discrepancy between what is in the file and what was 
included in the FEIR. Maybe we can just make a note in the response that the enclosed/forwarded comment 
letter was received electronical!y, on time. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Dec 20, 2012 at 3:46 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Ok. I will include both letters from the SCH as Comment Letters 1 (Dec 11) and 2 (Dec 12). 

This will bump the numbering of all subsequent letters by 2. See attached list. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hevvawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2012 3: 40 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: State Clearinghouse Additional Comments 

[Quoted texl hidden] 

~ II. Ust of Commenters..docx 
24K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Dec 20, 2012 at 4:14 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Aln-ed Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Karen HOG 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@tacity.org> 

hUps:!/maif.g oog le.com'mai!f?ul::: 2&ik= 285d5bdce4&view= p\&search= i nboX&th= 13bb8b5b6138a6d2 213 
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7/25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Fwd: State Clearinghouse Additional Comments 

Seth, ENV-llE-171 

Thank you. 

For your information, I wiJl be out of the office from tomorrow, Friday, Dec. 21, 2012 through Wednesday, Jan. 2, 
2013. Part of it is City mandated Ume off. I will return to the office on Thursday, Jan. 3, 2013. 

Have a wonderful holiday season and a happy New Year. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

hitps :Iimail.goog le.com.imaH/?ui = 2&i k=285d5bdcs4&\.iew-:: pt&sear ch= inbo>&th'" 13bb8b5b6138a6d2 313 
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7i25f13 City of Los Angeles Mail - RE: Millennium FEIR - Topical Responses 

ENV-IIE-172 

ECS c 

"" .......... -..•• _ ... __ .. _-_ .... _ ......•....•...... _ .....................• _ .. _." ................................. ·····.·.~--"".oo 

RE: Millennium FEIR ~ Topical Responses 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa~nepa.com> Wed, Dec 19,2012 at 12:16 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity_org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srtmal, 

Attached is another draft Topical Response on Review Period Extension request for Millennium 
HoHywood FEIR for your review. 

Thank you. 

From: Seth Wulkan 
Sent: Friday, December 07, 20124:24 PM 
To: Sri mal Hewawitharana 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Ryan luckert 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - Topical Responses 

Hi Srima!, 

Attached is the draft Topical Responses for Millennium Hollywood FEIR for your review. 

Thank you. 

Seth Wulkan 

Ass:.istant Project M:mager 

GAlA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicoote Blvd, Suite 200 

https:iJmaiJ.googte.coIT'Jrnaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&I-i8W"pt&search=inbox&thoc 13bb4cf45fOO5737 1/4 
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7f25f13 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepcLcorn 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

City of Los Angeles Mail- RE: Millennium FEIR - Topical Responses 

ENV-IIE-173 

~ III.A. Draft Topical Response {Time Extenslon).doc 
70K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 4:16 PM 

Thank you. 

Sdmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 11:23 PM 

Delivery to the following recipient faifed permanently: 

seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

Technical details of permanent failure: 
Google tried to defiver your message, but it was rejected by the recipient domain. We recommend contacting the 
other email provider for further information about the cause of this error. The error that the other server returned 
was: 550550 MTA inaccessible for too long for domain:ceqa-nepa.com - psmtp (state 13). 

--- Original message ----

X-Google-DKIM-Sfgnature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed; 
d=google.com; s=20120113; 
h=mime-version:in-rep!y-to:references:date:message-id:subject:from:to 
:content-type:x-gm-message-state; 

bh=VdI5CiLlNE19kOzB4IhvW78sp 7eD9LSYS 1 C86W8nL6g=; 
b=iA02pOfy4esFeRi8zyyw/NyblR3UBBR/Rc4benAFcNmCVrOYkDFcAJup+SxgOwmp88 
JmP5dCeYKQxoQc3mgiZ3eINQyDKfoWZAaXyxT8XRXXhctadjzZg+crlw94WIzDiLmCpL 
TO/2NlmP6pZsy ZwrAN 1 Owge 7Dwdefo6ApRR7xpgqUkY sA8uv3+02wjGlhe4cKCKb9klk 
HUJRmB NonsnDHHaPL 73b6tM BQvN04bOAi5FU3znnw1 kydAM K5T5vB sq Fg9rgCjC4Xu/s 
ffFjpfM 14Sw9o YNIDh8rnLZ3Jq 1 !6KniPXz 1 mW9x6zw5w)(I\JeKkXPGbZ8nOQJjoHr6rgse 
KjyA== 

MIME-Version: 1.0 
Received: by 10.229.198.155 with SMTP id eo27mr91 0117qcb. 92.1355962579119; 
Wed, 19 Dec 2012 16:16:19 -0800 (PST) 

Received: by 10.224.170'.20t-.HTIP; Wed, 19 Dec 201216:16:19 -0800 (PST) 
In-Reply-To: <6F78E9529998EA47B 11 017E3B5FOBCD403858C1 CAAB F@CESSERVER.ces.local> 

https:/fmail.goog ie. comfmai I!?ui =:2&i k=285d5bdce4&1A ew-=pt&search= lnboX&ih= 13bb4cf45fOO5737 2/4 
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lf25f13 City of Los Angeles Mail - RE: Millennium FEIR - Topical Responses 

References: <6F78E9529998EA47B 11 017E3B5~EDh~85~t1 CAABF@CESSERVER.ces.local> 
Date: Wed, 19 Dec 2012 16:16:19 -0800 
Message-tO: <CADaETJqWmPqRRb ... QoCn2X1 mN2a6opAJjdPKmfAJkyk-e2Dea9w@rnail.gmai!.com> 
Subject: Re: Millennium FEIR - Topical Responses 
From: Srima! Hewawitharana <srfmaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Content-Type: multipart/alternative; boundary=001636eOb417db6e6d04d13da370 
X-Gm-Message-State: ALoCoQmTnUmRbBMXOauf33PC1T+nnzTazTFi63iA8QKhgJrE4cqkVna! 
CbhOr1 eFExFDCH016Qho 

Thank you. 

Sdmal 

On Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 12:16 PM, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa~nepa.com> wrote: 

> ** ** ** ** ** ** ** 

> 
> Hi Sdmal, ~'H* 

> 
> ** ** 

> 
> Attached is another draft Topical Response on Review Period Extension 
> request for Millennium Hollywood FEIR for your review. **** 
> 
> ** ** 

> 

> Thank you. **** 
> 
> ** ** 

> 
> ** ** 
> -------------------
> 
> *From:* Seth Wulkan 
> *Sent:* Friday, December 07, 20124:24 PM 
> *To:* Srimal Hewawitharana 
> *Cc: * Chris Joseph; **Ryan Luckert** 
> *Subject:* Millennium FEIR - Topical Responses**** 
> 

> 
> Hi Srimal,*"** 
> 
> ** ** 
> 
> Attached Is the draft Topical Responses for Millennium Hollywood FEIR for 
> your review. UH 

> 
> ** ** 

> 
> Thank you. **** 
> 
> ** ** 

> 

> *Seth Wulkan***** 
> 

https:ifmail.goog I e.comlrnaijf?ui~ 2&i k~ 285d5bdce4&\i evv- pt&search'" i noox..·'J.clh= 13bb4r;f45fO05737 314 
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7/25/13 City of Los Ange(es Mail - RE: Millennium FEIR - Topical Responses 

> Assistant Project Manager"**'" ENV-llE-175 
> 
> **** 

> 
> *CAJA Environmenta! Services, LLC***** 
> 
> ****11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200******** 
> 

> ***"Los Angeles"'*, **CA ** **90049*"**"**** 
> 
> **** 
> 
> Seth@ceqa-nepa.com**** 
> 
> 310-469-6704 (di rect )**** 
> 
> 310-469-67 00 (office )**** 
> 
> 310-806-9801 (fax)""*" 
> 
> ** ** 

> 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Dec 20, 2012 at 6:28 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com> 

FYI 
[Quoted texi hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Dec 20, 2012 at 7:04 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

We were having email problems yesterday. 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:iimail.google.comirnaill?ui=2&iIr285d5bdce4&"";ew=pt&search~inboY&th=13bb4cf45fO05737 4/4 
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7/25113 City of los Angeles Mail- Fwd: Additional Comments Recei\eCI From State Clearinghouse 

ENV-llE-176 

Fwd: Additional Comments Received From State Clearinghouse 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawttharana@lacity.org> Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 4:15 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Two additional comment letters, both from the State Clearinghouse, were received yesterday, enclosing 
comments from the Native American Heritage Commission and CalTrans (4th page of forwarded CalTrans letter is 
missing). They are duplicates of what we received earlier, I believe. 

Srimal 

------ Forwarded message ------
From: <planning@lac1ty.org> 
Dale: Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 3:45 PM 
Subject: 
To: Srimal <srimaLhewawitharana@[aclty.org> 

T.'lis E-mail was sent from "Lily" (Aficio MP 5500). 

Scan Date: 12.19.2012 15:45:02 (-0800) 
Queries to: p!anning@lacity.org 

~ 20121219154502340.pdf 
~ . 591 K 

Mati Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemaiLcom> 
To: srima!. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 11:18 PM 

Delivery to the following recipient failed pem1anently: 

seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

Technical details of permanent failure: 
Google tried to deliver your message, but it was rejected by the recipient domain. We recommend contacting the 
other email provider for further information about the cause of this error. The error that the other server returned 
was: 550550 MTA inaccessible for too long for domain:ceqa-nepa.com - psmtp (state 13). 

---- Original message ---

X-GoO!)le-DKtM-Signature: v= 1; a::::rsa-sha256; c=re!axed/relaxed; 
d=google.com; 8=20120113; 
h=mime-version:date:message-id:subject:from:to:content··type 
:x-gm-message-state; 

bh:::::jSc80LK1 BfhmNQ+76Qfa7wnjDdNlhohaojyfvXPaYg=: 
b=agxS~~S.~w8t3bjMuJCaYffnRZchrZ4HC408QLhJ8hJPHxXgzHKQVmRiFkypWA 

4xONjI8qeINIXprIVapsviYFctB/L5NnCE+ydfvAPMbVpCK9DlhxQWRz/ie60LJvk91p 

https:!/mail.google.com/mail!?ui:;;:2&ik=285d5bdce4&v,ew-"pt&search=inboX&th:;;:13bb5aa45bed623e 1/3 
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7125/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Additional Comments Received From State Clearinghouse 

yl8+ PNpa8dTF4FW98bftjYvWZYT7w60fnENl\Vi?:m~'lf$mEZ+ 1 hAEjEY mfKPuSj80hM + X 
o!u1ZCtCWZk+fZ3TfgcnnQxmX5H5TurCPGUxvpcRGh1dpseAuOQykMJLHtXFkqOOoZ5 
tNBJkY+k8mm+oYskT3s00ayeqR4gu4veiOFtfyIJ7IDfW/dycSqX9ax+muHxUbKUy5MH 
Nbrg== 

MIME-Version: 1.0 
Received: by 10.49.37.226 with SMTP id b2mr4433339qek.31.1355962533604; Wed, 
19 Dec 2012 16:15:33 -0800 (PST) 

Received: by 10.224.170.201 with HTIP; Wed, 19 Dec 201216:15:33 -0800 (PST) 
Date: Wed, 19 Dec 2012 16:15:33 -0800 
Message-ID: <CADaETJrfaO=30B=30hC5Pjcd5iGdcy-sisEx21 DnqhzWPE_mQA@mall.gmail.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Additional Comments Received From State Clearinghouse 
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <sdmaLhewawHharana@!acity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, 

"Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmulltn.com> 
Content-Type: mulUpart/mixed; boundary=047d7bb050ge24ef9f04d13daI8a 
X-Gm-Message-State: ALoCoQk2HWQPBJKUTxNlbLBhaYqZ8+ TyclerLKFtY90Uoi/ 
OyrfKV40kEnyj94kBNCPqAwy2cjqr 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@goog[email.com> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 

Wed, Dec 19, 2012 at 11:22 PM 

Deli'v8ry to the following recipient failed permanently: 

chri s@ceqa-nepa.com 

Technical details of permanent fa Hure: 
Google tried to deliver your message, but it was rejected by the recipient domain. We recommend contacting the 
other ema!! provider for further information about the cause of this error. The error that the other server returned 
was: 550550 MTA inaccessible for too long for domain:ceqa-nepa.com - psrntp (state 13). 

--- Original message ---

X-Google-DKIM-Signature: 'F1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxedJrelaxed; 
d=google.com; 5=20120113; 
h=mime-version:date:message-id:subject:from:to:content-type 
:x-gm-message-state; 

bh=jSc80lK1 B/hmNQ+ 76Qfa7wnjDdNlhohaojyfvXPaYg=; 
b=eAydlxJ510Kslc1zzkVz+aAWsMFRhP/GGpj13RtKD9G2FUurEK3gGYjcOhYZrB2qly 
Hk/emotcUybA YBKLjrSc4qeelyoRZkwgEvt30j6ZE 1 atrxigUy9m531 OW d4GOla3ekS2 
66BIl8wHeQJOOnE41 DjJ2GGgFCi4PGL2z5+xbf5xPsQCjpgQEIT020U2n3Gnl8SIVzFA 
waB2pPwozRbDiEfiNCOQ/ICOwHtvmLz4FUXvVlm/xkR 1 m4aQiAuSUj8UTk7l04A8JAIC 
ffuHlcJOjR+orqkm/paLXit9mlepM9zSfjSEJRdzK+Q2DMqEZ+Av87+D1 ENf1z-t·G20Vo 
hr+w== 

MIME-Version: 1.0 
Received: by 10.49.37.226 with SMTP id b2mr4433339qek.31.1355962533604; Wed, 
19 Dec 201216:15:33 -0800 (PST) 

Received: by 10.224.170.201 with HTTP; Wed, 19 Dec 201216:15:33 "0800 (PST) 
Date: Wed, 19 Dec 2012 16:15:33 -0800 
Message-tD: <CADaETJrfaO=308=30hC5Pjed5iGdcy-sisEx21DnqhzWPE_mQA@mail.grnail.com> 
Subject Fwd: Additional Comments Received From Slate Clearinghouse 
From: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Josep~l <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, 

"Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuliin.com> 
Content-Type: multipart/mixed; baundary=047d7bb050ge24ef9f04d13da18a 
X-Gm-Message-State: ALoCoQm60zmnzCncdmhm3kBq71kOFwYWefJAJ07g2MtMmREwdrYVycOuduJj 

hUps:i/mail.goog!e.comlrnaili?ui=2&ik=285dS[XJce4&lJiffi'Fpt&search=inboX&th=13bb5aa45bed6ne 213 
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MjELUvohYLKx2XO[ ENV-IIE-178 

lQuoted text hidden 1 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lactty.org> Thu, Dec 20, 2012 at 6:27 AM 
To: Seth VVulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

FYI 
[Quoted text hidden] 

htlps:!/mail,gorJQle_comltnail!?ui~2&ikF285d5bdce4&"';ew-"pt&search"-inlx'Y.&lh~13bb5aa45bed623e 3/3 
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7/25/13 City of los Angeles Ivlail - AM DAiManatt Letter 

ENV-IIE-179 

..•..•.••.•..••.•...•..•.......••....••..•.•......•..........•...•..••...................••••• ~ ........ . 

AMDAlManaU Letter 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Dec 18,2012 at 5:16 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuilln.com> 

Bracket #18 seems to be a bit too long. ! think it can be broken up a bit more. I suggest ending the bracket 
after the statement: "A complete list of mitigation measures for the Yucca Condominium Project is attached as 
Exhibit H for reference." 

Then, start Bracket #19 at the beginning of next para which starts with: "The precision that EMIICapitol Records 
previously received ... " 

Tnen, the current bracket #19 would become #20, and so forth. 

Srima! 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Dec 18, 2012 at 5:29 PM 
To: Sdmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Thank you. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana (mallto:sr[maLhewawitharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 18[ 2012 5: 16 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: AMDAjManatt Letter 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mai! - Re-Forwarding Comment 

ENV-llE-180 

Re~Forwarding Comment 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Dec 18, 2012 at 4:34 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Seth, 

I didn't see this name - Deborah Brosseau - on the list of commenters you sent me; please add to list. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

------- Forwarded message -------
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Nov 13, 2012 at 8:01 AM 
Subject: Fwd: DEIR NO. ENV-2011-675-EIR 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraljo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

------- Forwarded message -------
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <sdmaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> 
Date: Tue, Nov 13, 2012 at 8:01 AM 
Subject: Re: DEIR NO. ENV-2011-675-EIR 
To: Fairchild66@aoLcom 

Dear Ms. Brosseau, 

Thank you for your comments on the Millennium Hollywood Project Draft EIR If you wish to submit additional 
comments, please submit them in writing by Monday, December 10, 2012, no later than 4:00 p.m. We will be 
responding to all comments received during the review period, in the Final EIR. 

Sincerely, 

Srirnal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 

On Mon, Nov 12,2012 at 11:04 AM, <Fairchijd66(g)aoLcom> wrote: 
: Thank you for sending the report and detailed information about this project. I am vehemently opposed to the 

Miflennium Project and disgusted by the impacts delineated in the report. 

Please keep me posted on any opportunities to publicly and privdtely express this opposition. 

https:/fmail.goog!e.conYmaill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&viev>Fpt&search=inbo.x&th~13bb09594b63e7fd 112 
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7/25/13 

Sincerely, 
Deborah Brosseau 

. 323A67J633 

C[tyof Los Angeles Mail - Re-Forwarding Comment 

ENV-llE-181 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Dec 18, 2012 at 5:08 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Thank you. Brosseau and Tager have been added. Updated List attached. 

I am having trouble with our scanner so I cant scan the hand bracket. But as you can tell, both letters will be 
easy to bracket. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: TuesdaYI December 181 20124:35 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re-Forwarding Comment 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ II. List of Commeoters.docx 
24K 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Dec 18, 2012 at 5:17 PM 

Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.gocy,:j Ie. corn/rnai I/?ui'" 2&i k=285d5bdce4&\.ie'fF pt&search= i nboYB.th~ 13bb09594b63e 7fd 2/2 
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7125/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Comments 

ENV-llE-182 

Millennium Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Wed, Dec 12, 2012 at 5:31 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

I've a few more comments to forward; will do so tomorrow a.m. 

Srimal 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Dec 17,2012 at 9:58 AM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimaf, 

ts your preference to label each topic as #-it (e.g. 1-1) or Name-# (e.g. AMDA-1, Clark-15, SCAG-5)? 

Attached is the list I've made of comment letters and the dates they were written. 

As you know, some of the letter writers sent additional comments and/or a thank you to you after you 
acknowledged receipt of their original comment letter. These are also included, and that is why some names are 
included multiple times. 

When you have some time, let's make sure our lists match. I want to make sure I didn't miss anything with the 
flurry of emails in a short timespan. I am open to chat about it. 

The email you forwarded from Hollywood Untted NC on 12-11 4:37 pm said that it was their second letter on the 
topic. I don't recall or don't have their first? 

Seth Wulkan 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

https:ifrnail.goog!e.corrjmaili?ui~2&ik"'285d5bdce4&\iew=pt&sP4rch=inbox&lh= 13b91e31 c7c56bf8 1/6 
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7i25i13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Comments 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewaNM-tiltij)~llldty.orgJ 
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 5:31 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth WuJkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: MiHenn[um Comments 

I've a few more comments to forward; "vill do so tomOlTOW a.m 

Slimal 

lID II. List of Commenters.docx 
. 22K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 17, 2012 at 11:38 AM 
To: Seth Wuikan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Seth, 

Thank you for the list. I took a quick look, but I will review it a bit more and get back to you. We'd like to have 
public agencies followed by Neighborhood Councils/Homeowners ASSOCiations, followed by individuals. It might 
mean a bit of rearranging of the numbers. 

As for Hollywood United NC's statement that it was their 2nd leIter, their first letter was a request for extension, 
which I didn't forward. But I think we want to include those as well, since some have requested that their 
requests be entered into the file. Perhaps under the heading: Requests for Extension and perhaps a sentence 
stating the following organizations and/or individuals have submitted letters requesting an extension of the 
comment period (these letters wi1l not need responses to comments). So, I will be going through the list and 
forwarding those requests, as well (I will identify them as Requests for Extension when I forward them). 

As for the numbering, we will use tffl (1-1); that is the system we've used in previous FEIRs. 

Please provide me wlth the proposed break down of each comment letter into the numbered topics first, for 
review, before proceeding with responses. Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <cllris@ceqa-nepa.Gom> Mon, Dec 17, 2012 at 11 :39 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srimal, have any more letters and/or emails come in? 
[Quoted text tltdden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Dec 17, 2012 at 11:45 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:f!rr,aH.gcogle.comlrnailf?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&\1ewo.pt&search'" i nboX&th= 13b91e31c 7 c56bfS 216 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Comments 

ENV-llE-184 
Thank you for the information. 

We will rearrange so that NC/HA are listed after Publ!c Agencies, and before private individuals. 

We wi!! number as #-# 

We wi!! be coming up with a response regarding extension requests, which was included in some letters already, 
so v\le wlll need all those. 

1 am bracketing everything now and hope to finish later today, early tomorrow. I will send to you. 

From: Srimal Hewawltharana [mailto:srimaLhewaw!tharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2012 11:38 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: MiI!ennium Comments 

[Ouojed text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacrty.org> Man, Dec 17,2012 at 11:46 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Not yet 

Srimal 
[Ouoled text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Dec 18, 2012 at 12:08 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrts@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srima!, 

Here is the updated list! ha\oB, after the letters from yesterday. This is the current order, naming convention, and 
letter number that we will use. 

Right now, we are concentrating on response for the large, technical letters. ! have bracketed and attached. I also 
bracketed some of the other letters, we had received before Dec 10. These are attached. 

As for the remaining letters received from Dec 8 to yesterday, I am bracketing through today. 

https:llmail.googie.com/maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\1el.'Fpt&search= inbox&th'"13b91e31c7c56bf8 316 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Comments 

ENV-llE-185 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maflto:srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: fVlonday, December 17, 2012 11:38 Af\1 
To: Seth Wu!kan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: rv1il!ennium Comments 

Hi Seth, 

[Quoted text hidden] 

10 attachments 

@"I II. list of Commenters.docx 
CJ 24K 

12J AMDA.pdf 
685K 

tB AQMD.pdf 
738K 

tJ Caltrans Letter.pdf 
505K 

tEl Hollywood Heritage Bracketed.pdf 
, 458K 

'ffl LA Conservancy.pdf 
!:C.:l 62K 

~ Reznik (JMBM).pdf 
" 481K 

~;'1 2nd Street Ventures (Jordon letter).pdf 
\<.:.::1 136K 

""'." MP Comments (#1-8, bracketed 11_28_12).pdf 
t::l 359K 

~ MP Comments (#9-13, bracketed 12_7_12}.pdf 
kd 119K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity,org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks. I will take a look and get back to you. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hil1den] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srkna! Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:l!mail.google.comlmail/?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&\i€MFpt&search"'inbox&th:::13b91e31c7c56bf8 

Tue, Dec 18, 2012 at 1 :08 PM 

Tue, Dec 18, 2012 at 3:55 PM 
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7i25iB City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Comments 

ENV-llE-186 

Here are ALL the letters, with hand brackets for you. 

They are in the order of the Ust. 

From: Seth Wulkan 
Sent: Tuesday, ~cember 18, 2012 12:08 PM 
To: 'Srimal Hewawitharana' 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Ryan luckert 
Subject: RE: Millennium Comments 

[Quoted lext hidden] 

tEl MP Comments (hand bracket, 12_17_12).pdf 
" 5224K 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Dec 18,2012 at 3:59 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks Seth! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

> On Mon, Dec 17,2012 at 9:58 AM, Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa,com<mailto:seth@ceqa-nepa.com» 
wrote: 
> Hi Srirnal, 
> 
> Is your preference to label each topic as #-# (e.g. 1-1) or Name-# (e.g. AMDA-1, Clark-15, SCAG-5)? 
> 
> 
> Attached is the list I've made of comment letters and the dates they were written. 
> 
> As you know, some of the letter writers sent additional comments and/or a thank you to you after you 
acknowledged receipt of their original comment letter. These are also included, and that is why some names are 
included multiple times. 
> 
> When you have some time, let's make sure our lists match. I want to make sure I didn't miss anything with the 
flurry of emails in a short timespan. ! am open to chat about it. 
> 
> The email you forwarded from Hollywood United NC on 12-11 4:37 pm said that it was their second fetter on the 
topic. I don't recall or don't have their first? . 
> 
> Seth Wulkan 
> 31 0-469-6704<tel:31 0.-469-6704> (direct) 
> 
> 
> 
> From: Srlmal Hewawitharana [maillo:srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org<mailto:srirnal. 
hewawitharana@laclty.org>] 
> Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 20125:31 PM 
> To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
> Subject Mt!!ennium Comments 
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> ENV-llE-187 
> I've a few more comments to forward; wm do so tomorrow a.m. 
> 
> Srimal 
> 

> <MP Comments (hand bracket, 12_17_12}.pdf> 
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ENV-llE-188 

Millennium E-Mailed Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Thu, Dec 13, 2012 at 10:07 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraij o@sheppardmullin.com> 

Good morning, 

I have now forwarded all e-mailed comments that were received by me, except for one from a Wendy Green that 
had gone to the spam folder, which I am trying to retrieve. It was a duplicate of the e-mail sent by Mary Holmes 
on Dec. 6, which t have attached. Somehow, when I clicked on the "Not Spam" button, it disappeared instead of 
appearing in my in-box. 

I have recei'vBd 6 comments in the mail, 2 of which are hardcopies of e-mailed comments (CalTrans and Benjamin 
Reznik/Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell on behalf of HElfGC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, lLC and the 
Hollywood & Vine Residences Assoc.) 

Plus 1 hand delivered hard copy of the e-mailed comments by Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP on behalf of AMDA 
College. 

I will be scanning the letters and sending them, next. 

Srima! 

~ City of Los Angeles Mail - The Millennium Project.pdf 
k:::1 85K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacily.org> 

Do you know if Robert Sil'vBrstein sent in a letter? 

Sent from my iPad 
[Ouoled text hidden] 

> <City of Los Angeles Mail - The Millennium Project-pdf> 

Srlmal Hewawitharana <srtmal.hewawitharana@facity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Not that I know of. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!imail.google. corrv'rnai 1!?ui~2&i k~ 285d5bdce4&\48IJ'F pt&search=' inbo:4:3..th'" 13b95734294c6253 
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1/1 

RL0036736 



"1/25/13 City of los Angeles Mail- MilienniumiHollyv,ood Community Plan 

ENV-llE-189 

LA 
,.", GEECS 
s..:.,"J 

Millennium/Hollywood Community Plan 

Bryan Clark <sevenc7c@gmail.com> 
To: srimal. hewawilharana@lacity.org 

This so-called "Plan" is totally inadequate." .... a monstrosity of a building .... . 
and creates traffic problems that wm choke this area of Hollywood to death .... . 

Josephine & Bryan Clark 
Holly Hill Terrace 
Hollywood, CA 90068 

Please use seven7c@gmaiLcom, roadrunner discontinu~d. 
Bryan 

Sat, Dec 8, 2012 at 5:02 PM 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Dec 11,2012 at 3:08 PM 
To: Bryan Clark <sevenc7c@gmaiLcom> 

Dear Mr. Clark, 

Thank you for your comments on the Millennium Hollywood Project Draft EIR. We will be responding to all 
comments received during the review period, in the Final EIR. 

Sincerely, 

Srima! P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@laclty.org> Tue, Dec 11, 2012 at 3:09 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Bryan Clark <sevenc7c@gmaiLcorn> Tue, Dec 11, 2012 at 3:25 PM 
To: 86ma! Hewawiiharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

thank you ........................ . 
[Quoted t(~xt hidden] 

Srim3~ Hewawitharana <srirnal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Dec 13, 2012 at 9:32 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chrrs@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo .Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmul!in.com> 
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-------- ForNarded message ----
From: Bryan Clark <sevenc7c@gmaiLcom> 
[Quoted text hiddefl] 

ENV-llE-190 

Chris Jose ph <ehds@eeqa-nepa.com> Thu, Dec 13, 2012 at 9:49 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Srimal, how many more email comments to go? Have you started to see any regular mailed (not emailed) 
comments yet? 

Thanks, 

Chris 
[Quoted lext hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawrtharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <ehris@eeqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, Dec 13, 2012 at 10:12 AM 

Hi Chris, 

Just sent you an e-mail about this! No more e-mailed comments: 6 revel. in the mail, of which 2 are hardcopies of 
e-mailed comments. Will scan and send the mailed comments in a minute. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV-llE-191 

Fwd: FW: Millennium Hollywood: Schedule 

Usa Webber <!isa.webber@iacity.org> Tue, Dec 11, 2012 at 9:32 AM 
To: Richard Lichtenstein <RUchtenstein@marathon-com.com>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Jon 
Foreman <jon. foreman@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Good morning Rich - thanks very much for the emaH and the schedule. I have included Jon, Luci and Srimal in 
this reply. 

The good news ..... the attached schedule format is GREAT - love the detail and organization. I am forwarding the 
schedule to Jon and Luci who will likely have some additional milestones to add or adjust. I'm sure they would 
appreciate an electronic copy that they could modify. And, yes, I agree - the sequence of events leading up to 
the CPC appears reasonable. Now that the comment period has completed, we need to regroup with Srimal and 
Chris Joseph to see what it will take to get the Final EIR prepared and to see if any schedule adjustments are 
necessary at this point. 

The bad news ..... and you acknowleged this ..... but in the interest of clear communication ...... .the dates you have 
provided for PLUM and Council with no consideration for (1) staff time to prepare the CPC LOD transmission to 
PLUM, and (2) the City Attorney review of the DA for form and legality post-PLUM before transmittal to full 
Council, make that schedule a non-starter. Jon and Luci can walk you through all the logistics involved with the 
post-CPC process, and, as we discussed, ! would Ilke to include as a milestone a Post-CPC all-hands meeting 
(development team, City Clerk Sharon Gin, CD1 Rebecca, CD13 Marcel, City Attorney's Office Laura Cadogan 
and Michael Bostrom, and Planning) to work through the schedule, expectations, work flow, etc. 

Thanks, 
Lisa 

----- Forwarded message ------
From: Richard lichtenstein <RUchtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
Date: Tue, Dec 11, 2012 at 9:09AM 
Subject: FW: Millennium Hollywood: Schedule 
To: "lisa Webber (lisa.webber@facity,org)" <Hsa.webber@lacity.org> 

Lisa .... good morning. Thanks for forward LAC letter. We also received a letter from our neighbor AMDA that has 
some challenges to it and then of course there's CalTrans. Still waiting to see if there are others that have some 
substantive issues that need to be tackled. I know we only have an hour tomorrow so if you're agreeable we 
should keep our focus on the DA process as we discussed. To that end I'm hoping to forward to you a Public 
Benefits outline that we've developed foHowing a series of meetings with the Council Office before the end of the 
day. I think it will form a good basis for a beginning of a conversation with you and Michael. You will also see 
attached an updated Schedule -- it gets us to the PC date we discussed. While the Council dates are plugged in I 
appreciate there are still alot of variables (e.g. CD 13, CA, etc)! Working from home untillat.€ morning and then 
in the Office. Cheers. r 

Lisa M. Webber, AtCP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
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200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 ENV-llE-192 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
{213} 978-1275 fax 
lisa.webber@iadty.org 

'ttj Millennium Entitlements Schedule 121012 (Planning Meeting).pdf 
124K 
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ENV-llE-193 

Re: Millennium FEIR - Comment Letters 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Sat, Dec 8, 2012 at 7:04 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srimal. as comments come in next week, can you make sure Seth is also copied? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

On Dec 7, 2012, at 5:18 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srirnaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Frl. Dec 7, 2012 at 4:23 PM, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 

Hi Srimal, 

• Attached is the draft Topical Responses for Millennium Hollywood FEIR for your 
review. 

Thank you. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

: Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

https:!/mail.google.comimail/?ui=2&ik"'2fl5d5bdce4&vie-""Fpl&searctl=inbr;x&.ttF13b7bObff2f88fff 112 
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310-469-6700 (office) ENV-llE-194 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wil!do. 

Srimat 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV-llE-195 

Millennium FEIR - Topical Responses 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 4:23 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Lucken <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Attached is the draft Topical Responses for Millennium Hollywood FEIR for your review. 

Thank you. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

l~ III.A. Draft Topical Responses.doc 
i01K 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimaL hewawitharana@iacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <s~~-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris JOGeph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:f!rnail.google.comlmailf?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&\oieVIFpt&search=inbox&th=i3b77e5a785548bb 
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Thank you. ENV-llE-196 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV-llE-197 

Millennium FEIR - MMRP 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawilharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Attached is the MMRP for MHennium Hotlywood FEIR for your review. 

Thank you. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJAEnvironmentai Services, lLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

!lID V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 12_7 _12.DOC 
208K 

$.rima! 'Hewawitha rana <srlmal. hewawitharana@laclty.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa·nepa.com> 

https:!lmail.goog le.corrvrnatl/?ui"'2&i k~ 285d5bdce4&"viev,;:: pt&search;;: inbox&th= 13b 77d7563dee64{~ 
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Thank you, ENV-llE-198 

Srima! 
[Quoted text tlidden] 
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ENV-llE-199 

Hollywood Millennium Project Schedule 

lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 10:38 AM 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciraHa-ibarra@Jacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Helto Luci, Kevin and Srimar. ... not sure if you are in the office today, but if at all possible, I would like to get an 
updated project schedule from you for the Hollywood Millennium project. Could the three of you work together to 
provide dates that work for a likely publication of the Final EIR, the start date of the 24-day notice, the joint 
Deputy Advisory Agency/staff hearing, and CPC hearing? The Mayor's Office just received a schedule from a 
member of the applicant team that is borderline ridiculous and we have been given the opportunity to weigh in on 
this schedule and provide realistic dates. I know that much is still unknown about the number and complexity of 
comment letters due to arrive on December 10th, but I need get something together today, if possible. The good 
news is that Rich L [s very sensitive to the length of time needed for the various tasks and I have been educating 
him on all the hldden processes that take place following CPC (like the City Attorney blessing of the DA). Rich 
seems to understand and appreciate what it will take to get this project o-....er the finish line. 

Let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 

Thanks! 
Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978 w 1274 
(213) 978"1275 fax 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 12:09 PM 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevhjones@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<s ri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Luci, 
r have not had a minute to review the schedule you prepared and showed me yesterday. It is still based on the 
applicants timeline. Can you prepare a more realistic timeline using the same format, even though there are so 
many unknowns. 

Jon 
[Quoted texl hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
Ctty of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
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200 N. Spring St, City Hal!, Room 750 
Los Ange~es, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@!acity.org 

ENV-IIE-200 

Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 3:37 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal advised the following process needs to be completed to release the Final EIR 
The closing date to receive Comments to the Draft 12/10. (Note: She always receives comment letters after that 
date). She reviews these letters a forward them to C. Joseph Associates (CJA) To date she has received at 
least 15 actual comment letters, not extension requests, and has forwarded them to CJA. It is expected that we 
should receive a total of 20 to 30 letters that require responses. 
She needs to complete her screen checks for outstanding sections and sections that were modified. 
The Mitigation Monitorlng Program requires review and screen checks. No draft of this document has been 
submitted at this time. 
Srimal will be complying with the City imposed "Holiday Time Requirement" for her MOU from 12/24 to 12/28 
The Response to Comments are prepared by CJA 
Srimal receives the Responses, reviews and screen checks this document Now that I start thinking about this 
we should speak directly to Srimal re her process to get the Final EIR out By 02/28 

On Fri, Dec 7,2012 at 12:35 PM, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Kevin, if you have time this afternoon, can you let Luci know you are available to help her out with 
any of the process guideiines. Jon 

from: Usa Webber [mailto:lfsa.webber@ladty.org] 
Sent: Friday, December 0"7, 2012 10:38 AM 

: To: Luciralia Ibarra <iuciralia.ibarra@!actty,org>; Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@!actty,org>; Srirnal 
Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

[ Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@ladty.org> 
~ Subject: Hollywood MiJlennium Project Schedule 

Hello Luci, Kevin and Srimal. ... not sure if you are in the office today, but if at all possible, I would like to get an 
updated project schedule from you for the Hollywood Millennium project. Could the three of you work together 

, to provide dales that work for a likely publication of the Final EIR, the start date of the 24-day notice, the joint 
Deputy Advisory Agency/staff hearing, and epc hearing? The Mayor's Office just received a schedule from a 
member of the applicant team that is borderline ridiculous and we have been given the opportunity to weigh in 
on this schedule and provide reaifstic dates. I know that much is still unknown about the number and 
complexity of comment letters due to arrive on December 10th, but I need get something together today, if 
possible. The good news is that Rich Lis 'vBry sensitive to the length of time needed for the various tasks and 
1 have been educating him on aU the hidden processes that take place following cpe (like the City Attorney 
bleSSing of the DA). Rich seems to understand and appreCiate what it will take to get this project over the 
finish line. 

Let me know jf you have any questions or concerns. 

Thanks1 
Usa 

Usa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of los Angeles 
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200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa.webber@iacity.org 

Kevin D. Jones 
City of los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Rm 750 
los Ange!es, CA. 90012 
(213) 978-1361 
Fax (213) 978-1343 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Hollyvvood Millennium Project Schedule 

ENV-llE-201 
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ENV-IIE-202 

FW: The Millennium Hollywood Project~Traffic Analysis Comment and List 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 12:20 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Chris Joseph (chris@ceqa-nepa.com)" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Jon and Srimal, foryour information, please see below. 

Thank you. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassoc!ates.com> 
Date: December 7, 2012, 12:03:17 PM PST 
To: 'Alan Un' <alanJin@dotc3.90V> 
Cc: 'Dianna Watson' <dianna_watson@dot.ca.gov>, 'Elmer Alvarez' <elmer_alvarez@dot.ca.gov>, 
Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardITiul!in.com>, 'Alfred Fraijo Jr: <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, 
Helen Shi <hshi@cralnandassociates.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: RE: The Millennium Hollywood ProjectMTraffic Analysis Comment and List 

Alan, 

The Millennium team was re'0ewed the Caltrans analysis desires list. It again outlines Caltrans 
District 7 preferred traffic analysis methods. As you pointed out in our NOP meeting on this 
project, the Caltrans Statewide analysis methodology you requested be used was developed for a 
single use project in a rural portion of the Central Valley near Stockton. The Millennium Hollywood 
Project is a mixed-use, transit oriented, urban in-fill development, within a quarter-mile walk of a 
transit rail station, and within an extensive grid of surface roadways beyond the State highways. 
The procedures recommended by District 7 were considered, but found to be inappropriate for this 
project for a variety of factors. Among those factors is that the requested analysis procedures 
would assume that impacts wili be concentrated on the Caltrans District 7 facilities and 
consequently would understate impacts to the remainder of the transportation system. 

Millennium Hollywood is very aware that the entire Hollywood Community, including Millennium 
Hollywood Project, is hea'.Aly impacted by the conditions on the Hollywood Freeway. The 
Congestion Management Plan has identffied that mixed-use, tranSit-oriented, urban-in-tIII 
development, such as tile Millennium Hollywood Project, is a key part of the solution for improving 
Hollywood Freeway conditions. SUIf, Millennium is interested in exploring ways in which they can 
further hefp the Hollywood Freeway conditions. One such way is the improvements proposed by 
Millennium for the Franklin Avenue and US 101 N-B On-Ramp/Argyle Avenue intersection that were 
discussed at meeting. The Millennium team was hoping that the list woutd set forward Caltrans 
desired improvements to the Hollywood Freeway that would benefit the Hollywood Community .. 
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ENV-IIE-203 

Thanks, 

George Rhyner 

Senior Transportation Engineer 

Crain & Associates 

300 Corporate Pointe Suite 470 

Culver City, CA 90230 

Phone: (310) 473-6508 ext 4366 

Fax: (310) 444-9771 

Mobile: (310) 779-8051 

From: Alan Un [maHto:alanJtn@dot.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 20124:07 PM 
To: George Rhyner 
Cc: Dianna Watson; Elmer Alvarez 
Subject: The MiHennium Holfywood Project-Traffic Analysis Comment and List 

George, 

Here is Callrans' comment and wish list. 

1. There was no analysis performed for any of the freeway elements. 

2. The conclusion paragraph mentioned on page IV.K.1-60 which slated "111e Project would result in 
a less than significant impact with respect to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway 
segments. No mitigation is required" is not founded on any credible analysis that could be found 
anywhere in the DEIR. 

3. This unfounded conclusion is clearly going against the very ob\Aous that a project of this 
magnitude and within that proximity to SR 101 with its deteriorated LOS in the Hollywood district 
and beyond, would have a considerable and significant impact on this route with all its elements. 

4. Based on Caltrans standard procedures and requirements applied for similar projects, the 
analysis for the freeway system based on the proposed scope of the Development as described in 
the DE IR would need to include all of the foltowing to determine the actual impact ofthis 
Development on the State facilities in its vicinity: 
8. The Development added demand and Trip Generation should be based on 100% occupancy after 
total build-out. 
b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on a Select Zone 
Analysis. 
c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should cross-reference the Source/Page #/Table #. 
d. Trip distribution for the generated traffic should be done based on the applicable distribution for 
different elements of the Development as explained below: 
i. For the commercial office space, the generated trips are to be distributed 90% freeway, 10% 
focal streets, with 80% of the resulting demand taking place during peak periods. 

https:!/matl.google.com/maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&-";ev>l=p\&searGtFinbox&th"'13b7707ge3bb8ff1 2J4 
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7125i13 Cityof los Angeles Mail - FW: The Millennium Hollywood Project-Traffic Analysis Comment and List 

ii. For the residential part, the generated t~¥fJIJ=o~Qjtstributed 70% freeway, 30% local streets, 
with 80% of the resulting demand taking place during peak periods. 
iiI. For the hotel part, the generated trips are to be distributed 80% freeway, 20% local streets, with 
50% of the resulting demand occurring during peak periods. 
e. IDM (Traffic Demand Management) credit, as was applied to similar projects within the same 
corridor, should not exceed 12%. 
f. The off ramps on NB and SB 101 between Vermont Ave. and Highland Ave, which would 
represent the most impacted area by the proposed Development, should be analyzed utilizing the 
HCM 85th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology with the actual signal timings at ramps' 
termini. 
g. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB 101 within the same area should be analyzed utilizing the 
same methodology and with the actual metering rates, these rates can be obtained by contacting 
Caitrans Ramp Metering Dept. 
h. An HCM weaving analysis needs to be performed for both the NB and the SB mainline segments 
between on and off ramps within the same area utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and 
exiting the weaving segments. 

5. The submitted traffic analysis is inadequate since it did not include the following ramp 
intersections which may be significantly impacted by this development: 

<!> SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 
'" SB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue 
.. NB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue 
.. SB Route 101 off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd . 
.. SB Route 101 on-ramp from Cahuenga Blvd. 
SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine. 

Traffic analysis at an off-ramp location needs to show queue bulld-up upstream of the off
ramp, and although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, however, the study needs 
to show how the added/over-flow volume to the on-ramp may affect other nearby 
intersections including off-ramps. 

6. 30% reduction taken from the trip generation because of the 'pass-by trips' needs to be 
substantiated. All credlt more than 12% need to be justified. 

7. CMA methodology is normally used during a planning phase, however, this is a build
out area and HCM methodology is better suited. Therefore, HCM methodology should be 
used, specially for the ramp intersections. 

There may be more comment coming, but I know this will keep you busy. 

I am not sure if you are able to get all the data and analysis back to me before the deadline. We 
will comment based on what we received. Thanks! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer"Clvil 
Regional Planning 
IGRlCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 

httpsJ/rnail.google.corrvrnai I/?u!= 2&ik~285d5bdce4&\.ie\o\F pt&search"'i nt:oX&th'" 13b7707ge3bb8ff1 314 
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7i25!13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail ~ FW: The Millennium Holly.MXXl Project-Traffic Analysis Comment and List 

(213) 897-1337 Fax ENV-IIE-205 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred FraUo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com> 

Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 12:51 PM 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 6:20 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraljo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org>, "Chris Joseph (chris@ceqa-nepa.com)" 
<chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

thanks. 

On Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 12:20 PM, A~fred FraUo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmul!in.com> wrote: 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
.ion. foreman@lacity.org 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 6:29 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "Chris Joseph (chris@ceqa-nepa.com)" 
<chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

And of course, !et us know if you ever get that list. 

On Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 12:20 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jr, <afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com> wrote: 
[Quoted teXl hiddenj 

[Quoted text hidden] 

tlttps :ifmai I.g cog Ie. cornlrnai II?ui~2&i kcc 285d5bdce4&\1 fN-F pt&search= inboX&th,;, 13b 7707ge3bb8ff1 414 
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ENV-IIE-206 

FW: The Millennium Hollywood Project~Traffic Analysis Comment and list 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmultin.com> Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 12:20 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacrty.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Chris Joseph (chris@ceqa-nepa.com)" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Jon and Srimai, for your information, please see below. 

Thank you. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 
Date: December 7,2012, 12:03:17 PM PST 
To: 'Alan lin' <alan_lin@dot.ca.gov> 
Cc: 'Dianna Watson' <dianna_watson@dotca.gov>, 'Elmer Alvarez' <elmer_a!varez@dot.ca.gov>, 
Jerry Neuman <jneuman@sheppardmul!in.com>, 'Alfred Fraijo Jr.' <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, 
Helen Shi <hshi@crainandassociates.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: RE: The Millennium Hollywood Project-Traffic Analysis Comment and List 

Alan, 

The Millennium team was re\hewed the Caltrans analysis desires list It again outlines Caltrans 
District 7 preferred traffic analysis methods. As you pointed out in our NOP meeting on this 
project, the Caltrans Statewide analysis methodology you requested be used was developed for a 
single use project in a rural portion of the Central Valley near Stockton. The Millennium Hollywood 
Project is a mixed-use, transit oriented, urban in-fill development, within a quarter-mile walk of a 
transit rail station, and within an extensive grid of surface roadways beyond the State highways. 
The procedures recommended by District 7 were considered, but found to be inappropriate for this 
project for a variety offactors. Among those factors is that the requested analysis procedures 
would assume that impacts will be concentrated on the Caltrans District 7 facilities and 
consequently would understate impacts to the remainder of the transportation system. 

Millennium Hollywood is very aware that the entire Hollywood Community, including Millennium 
Hollywood Project, is Ilea\hly impacted by the conditions on the Hollywood Freeway. The 
Congestion Management Plan has identified that mixed-use, transit-oriented, urban-in-fill 
development. such as the Millennium Hollywood Project, is a key part of the solution for improving 
Hollywood Freeway conditions. Still, Millennium is interested in exploring ways in which they can 
further help the Hollywood Freeway conditions. One such way is the improvements proposed by 
Millennium for the Franklin Avenue and US 101 N-B On-Ramp/Argyle A\.enue intersection that were 
discussed at meeting. The Mmennium team was hoping that the list would set forward Caltrans 
desired improvements to the Hollywood Freeway that would benefit the Hollywood Community. . 
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ENV-IIE-207 

Thanks, 

George Rhyner 

Senior Transportation Engineer 

Crain & Associates 

300 Corporate Pointe Suite 470 

Culver City, CA. 90230 

Phone: (310) 473-6508 ext. 4366 

Fax: (310) 444-9771 

Mobile: (310) 779-8051 

From: Alan Un [mailto:alanJln@dotca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 20124:07 PM 
To: George Rhyner 
Cc: Dianna Watson; Elmer Alvarez 
Subject: The Milfennium Hollywood Project-Traffic Analysis Comment and List 

George, 

Here is Caltrans' comment and wish list. 

1. There was no analysis performed for any of the freeway elements. 

2. The conclusion paragraph mentioned on page IV.K.1-60 which stated "The Project would result in 
a less than significant impact with respect to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway 
segments. No mitigation is required" is not founded on any credible analysis that could be found 
anywhere in the DEIR. 

3. This unfounded conclusion is clearly going against the very obvious that a project of this 
magnitude and within that proximity to SR 101 with its deteriorated LOS in the Hollywood district 
and beyond, would have a considerable and significant impact on this route with all its elements. 

4. Based on Cal trans standard procedures and requirements applied for similar projects, the 
analysis for the freeway system based on the proposed scope of the Development as described in 
the DEIR would need to include all ofthe following to determine the actual impact of this 
Development on the State facilities in its vicinity: 
a. The Development added demand and Trip Generation should be based on 100% occupancy after 
total build-out. 
b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on a Select Zone 
Analysis. 
c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should cross-reference the Source/Page #lTable #. 
d. Trip distribution for the generated traffic should be done based on the applicable distribution for 
different elements of the Development as explained below: 
L For the commercial office space, the generated trips are to be distributed 90% freeway, 10% 
local streets, with 80% of the resulting demand taking place during peak periods. 

RL0036755 



ii. For the residential part, the generated t14N'9rllEWSistributed 70% freeway, 30% local streets, 
with 80% of the resulting demand taking place during peak periods. 
m. For the hotel part, the generated trips are to be distributed 80% freeway, 20% local streets, with 
50% of the resulting demand occurring during peak periods. 
e. TOM (Traffic Demand Management) credit, as was applied to similar projects within the same 
corridor, should not exceed 12%. 
f. The off ramps on NB and SB 101 between Vermont Ave. and Highland Ave, which would 
represent the most impacted area by the proposed Development, should be analyzed utilizing the 
HCM 85th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology with the actual signal timings at ramps' 
termini. 
g. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB 101 within the same area should be analyzed utilizing the 
same methodology and with the actual metering rates, these rates can be obtained by contacting 
Caftrans Ramp Metering Dept. 
h. An HCM weaving analysis needs to be performed for both the NB and the SB mainline segments 
between on and off ramps within the same area utilizing balanced traffic demands entering and 
exiting the weaving segments. 

5. The submitted traffic analysis is inadequate since it did not include the following ramp 
intersections which may be significantly impacted by this development: 

'" SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue 
.. SB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue 
.. NB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue 
.. SB Route 101 off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd. 
'" SB Route 101 on-ramp from Cahuenga Blvd. 
SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine. 

Traffic analysis at an off-ramp location needs to show queue build-up upstream of the off
ramp, and although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, however, the study needs 
to show how the added/over-flow volume to the on-ramp may affect other nearby 
intersections including off-ramps. 

6. 30% reduction taken from the trip generation because of the 'pass-by trips' needs to be 
SUbstantiated. All credit more than 12% need to be justified. 

7. CMA methodology is normalfy used during a planning phase, however, this is a build
out area and HCM methodology is better suited. Therefore, HCM methodology should be 
used, specially for the ramp intersections. 

There may be more comment coming, but I know this will keep you busy. 

I am not sure if you are able to get all the data and analysis back to me before the deadline. We 
wi[! comment based on what we received. Thanks! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Ci'v1l 
Regional Planning 
IGRfCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
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(213) 897-1337 Fax ENV-IIE-209 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(1) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Fri, Dec 7, 2012 at 12:51 PM 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HollJ"llKlOd - Em.ironmental Setting Comments 

ENV-llE-374 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Environmental Setting Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 2:52 PM 

I've attached the comments on the Environmental Setting in 2 parts since the scanner stated that the file was too 
big to be scanned as one document. 

The issues I am most concerned about are: 

- The Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin Avenue Design District Urban Design Plan (or Design 
District Plan). In the Alternatives Section, this was changed to the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and 
Franklin Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards and Guidelines. But the name change isn't reflected 
here. It should be changed for consistency, throughout the document. 

- Footnotes - Former footnote #3 (reference to Little Country Church) was deleted, which changes the numbering 
of all subsequent footnotes. Also, there are one or two other paragraph changes which might affect footnote 
numberings, as well, I've made little notes to that effect, but the footnote numbering should be double checked 
after all changes to the text has been made, 

- The Wastewater System discussion needs to be changed around. I made the same comments on the 2nd 
screencheck, but the corrections didn't get incorporated properly. I want the discussion of the HTS to be the 1st 
paragraph, under the subheading Wastewater System Facilities. The HlP becomes 2nd paragraph. 

It should be: 
Wastewater System Facilities 
HTS 
HiP 

Please call me, if it is confusing. 

There were also a few serial commas missing, but, if they were the only changes on a particular page, I 
overlooked them for the most part. 

light and Glare to follow. 

Srirnal 

2 attachments 

~ EnvSetComPart1"pdf 
1386K 

~ EnvSetComPart2.pdf 
,. 901K 

httpsJlmail.gcog Ie. corrvrnai If?ui '" 2&ik=285d5bdce4&>i ewo-pt&search:;ci nboX&th= 13a4783d53232ab8 1/2 
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7/24113 City of los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollyv..ood - Emlironmental Setting Comments 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-llE-375 Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 3:42 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <sfimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Regardrog footnotes: I deleted the duplicate paragraph and footnote (dept of finance housing reference on pg 111-
28). During redtine, the footnotes do not renumber themselves. Once this deletion is accepted, the footnotes 
automatically renumber. You can see for yourself, but I wanted you to be able to see that I deleted the duplicate 
paragraph for you. 

Wastewater has been fe-ordered. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:sr[maLhewawitharana@lacily.org] 
Sent: TuesdaYr October 091 20122:53 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen Hoo 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Environmental Setting Comments 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ III. Environmental Setting 10_9_12.doc 
529K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 3:48 PM 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:flmail.gcogfe.comimaiU?ui=2&i k=285d5bdce4&\Ji e\'Fpt&search=inboX&th~ 13a4I83d5:~232ab8 2/2 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ FVld: Letter 

ENV-llE-210 

LA 
[j GHCS, 

Fwd: Letter 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 

------- Forwarded message ------
From: Dan Scott <dan.scott@1acity.org> 
Date: Thu, Dec 6, 2012 at 7:38 AM 
Subject: Letter 
To: karen.hoo@lacity.org 

Karen: can darlene hand deli\ier that to cd 13 for us? And make copies for 
ail of us please? 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

Thu, Dec 6,2012 at 4:00 PM 

Srimal Hewawltharana <srirnal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Dec 6, 2012 at 4:18 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi all, 

I hand deH\iered the letter to the Councilman's office; copy of the letter attached. 

Srimal 
[Qunled text hidden] 

1Z?l Lette rtoEricGa rcatti. pdf 
54K 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 'lhu, Dec 6, 2012 at 5:34 PM 
To: Srimal Hew3witharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you Sri mal! 
[Quoted text hidd.,n] 

https:Jirnail.gcogle.comimaill?ui=2&ik':285d5bdce4&"view= pt&search'" inbox&th'" 13bnaaOa5698981 111 
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7/25l13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood - Need to Resend Following Returned Mail 

ENV-llE-211 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Need to Resend Following Returned Mail 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 6,2012 at 1:43 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Seth, 

We're recei'..1ng some CDs back as returned mail due to incomplete addresses appearing on the labels. There 
are, apparently, too many lines in the addresses for the size of mailing labels used and the last line with City, 
State, Zip Code is getting cut off. 

So far, we have received 1 such piece of mail sent to a public agency: 

1. Ian MacMillan, Program Superusor; CEQA Inter-Govemmental Re'..1ew, South Coast Air Quality Management 
District, 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178 

Could you please mail another CD to him, but abbre'..1ate the address to say SCAQMD - that should enable the 
entire address to appear on the label. I will see about making a change in our mailing list format, at this end. 

If there are others, I will notify you as I receive them. 

Thank you. 

Sr1ma! 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Nov 6, 2012 at 1:57 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmulfin.com> 

Thank you. A new CD is being sent to arrive tomorrow. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewav\dtharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2012 1:43 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Need to Resend Following Returned Mail 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmaii.google.comlrnai!f?ui~2&ik"'285d5bclce4&·';e\l\""pt&search"'inboX&th::;13ad7ad7b43ccbab 1f7 
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7/25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - MiHennium Holl)MOOd - Need to Resend Followng Returned Mail 

Srimal Hewawltharana <srimal.hewawitharana~~j-.bl~212 Tue, Nov 6, 2012 at 2:05 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Seth, 

We recommend that it be sent FedEx, especiaUy sfnce they are a public agency and would be quite within their 
right to demand a full 45 days review period. 

Also, we need to have a proof of mailing/verification for the entire mailing, to have on file for the record, stating 
what was mailed, when, etc. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Nov6, 2012 at 2:11 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@[acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

The CD with an NOA is being sent by FedEx overnight. ! will forward the FedEx delivery confirmation when I 
receive it. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto:sdmal.hewavvltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: TuesdaYt November 061 2012 2:06 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc~ Karen Hoo; Chris Joseph; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Milfennium Hollywood - Need to Resend Following Returned Mail 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Nov 8, 2012 at 9:53 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Our records indicate that the following shipment has been delivered: 

Reference: 
Millennium Hollywood 
Ship (PiU) date: 
Nov 7, 2012 
Delivery date: 
Nov 8, 20128:59 AM 
Sign for by: 
J.CALDERO 
Delivery !ocation: 
DIAMOND BAR, CA 
Delivered to: 
Maifroom 

https:!!mail.google.comlmai!f?ui~2&jk=285d5bdce4&'v1e\fFpl&s08rch"'int:ox&th=13ad7ad7b43ccbab 2f7 
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7/25(13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollyw:x:>d- Need to Resend Follov.-ing Returned Mail 

Service type: 
Fed Ex Priority Overnight 
Packaging type: 
FedEx Enve[ope 
Number of pieces: 
1 
Weight: 
0.50 lb. 
Special handling/Services: 
Deliver Weekday 

Tracking number: 
794027948650 

Shipper Information 
Andrea Thornton 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles 
CA 
US 
90049 
Recipient Information 
Ian MacMifian 
SCAOMD, CEOA Review 
21865 COPLEY DR 
DIAMOND BAR 
CA 
US 
91765 

ENV-llE-213 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.orol 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06,20122:05 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Chris Joseph; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Need to Resend Following Returned Mail 

Seth, 

We recommend that it be sent FedEx, especially since they are a public agency and would be quite within their 
right to demand a ful! 45 days review period. 

Also, we need to have a proof of mailing/'I.€rificatioll for the entire mailing, to have on file for the record, stating 
what was mailed, when, etc. 

Thank you. 

Srima! 

On TUG, Nov 6,2012 at 1 Sl PM, Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:seth@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Thank YOll. A new CD is being sent to arrive tomorrow. 

Seth 

From: Srirnal Hewawitharana [mailto: srlrnaL hewawitharana@lacity. orq<mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@!acity.org>] 
IDuoted text hidden] 

hHps:f!mall.goog le.com/rnai li?ui=2&i k=285d5bdce4&loiev.'" pt&search'" inbox&thoc 13ad7ad"lb43r;cbab 3f1 
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7/2&13 City of Los Angeles Maif - Millennium HolI~ - Need to Resend Follov.ing Returned Mail 
•• " •••••••• •• __ ···."_~''' •• ~ ••• ~h'' .... ,_r." ••• ·····"·-·- •• ·-·.···-··'·-·-·ENV:'11.E.~2'I4 ... ~ 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> Tue, Nov 13, 2012 at 7:50 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted te.~t hiddenj 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Nov 13,2012 at 5:24 PM 
To: S rima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

If you'd like to send me the form for the proof of maiiing, we can have it signed and returned. 

We also have the certified mail receipts and FedEx confirmations (I've sent you a few that you asked about, most 
of the rest were to the various team members). 

Seth 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 06,20122:06 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Chris Joseph; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Mfllennium Hollywood - Need to Resend Following Returned Mail 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Sr1mal, 

Just a friendly reminder if you'd be able to get us the form for the proof of mailing. 

Seth 

Frllm: Seth Wulkan 
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 5:24 PM 
To: 'Sri mal Hewawitharana' 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Ryan Luckert 

https:iirnail.googI0.conymaill?ui"'2&i k=285d5bdce4&\oiellFpt&se-.arch= inbo~th= 13ad7ad7b43r;cbab 

Fri, Nov 16, 2012 at 11:25AM 

4rT 
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7/25113 City of Los /\ngeles MaH - MHiennium Holly.M)Od - Need to Resend Follovving Returned Mail 

Subject: RE: Millennium HoHywood - Need to R~~RM~Returned Mail 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 16, 2012 at 2:03 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@!acity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Seth, 

As far as I know, we don't have a form that we use for proof of mailing. What we do receive as proof of mailing 
are the return receipts from the certified maiiings. If you can send me the certified mailing receipts and a printed 
out copy of the FedEx confirmations, then, I will keep those in the file as proof of mailing. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Nov 16, 2012 at 4:04 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@iacity.org>, "Alfred Fraljo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <tyan@ceqa-nepa.com>, 
Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 

I will be sending you ail the original certified mail receipts and the FedEx confirmations for your records. Via 
FedEx by Tuesday. 

Seth 

Prom: Sr[mai Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 16, 20122:03 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Chris Joseph; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srlmal Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@tacity.org> 
To: Seth Wutkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 
[Quoted teA hidden] 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew3witharana@iacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Fri, Nov 16, 2012 at 4:58 PM 

Mon, Nov 19, 2012 at 9:20 AM 

It would be good to gel something in our files that they carried out the task of mailing out the notifications/EIRs. 

https:lfmail.google.comirnai!f?ui=2&ik"-285d5bdce4&\iievl"'pt&search'"inbox&.th=13adYadYb43ccbab 5f7 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holly.MJOd - Need to Resend Follovving Returned Mail 

Currently, aU we have is a mailing list. If someo~NNFdlcEBll(for proof that the mailing actually occurred, we 
have no proof, except for those mailings with receipts and they can say that the city (staff) did not follow CEQA. 

To Cover ourselves, in addition to having the receipts in the file, we could have the person doing the mailing 
rncfude a signed statement on the mailtng list that he/she performed the mailing and include details like the date 
and approximate time it was mailed, where [t was mailed and what was included in the mailing (notice or notice 
and EIR). 

While it may not be hard proof Ifke having the receipts, at least it shows that we did our part in requiring that the 
CEQA statutes conceming notification have been followed. 

Hope that clarifies things. 
--Karen 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Karen HOD 

Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EfR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaL hewawitharana@[acity.org> 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lac!ty.org> 

Tue, Nov 27, 2012 at 7:37 AM 

Hi Karen, 

I have since received photo copies of Fed Ex tracking receipts and proofs of certified mailing. But I will also 
request a signed statement on the mailing list. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

TItank you for your email. I will be able to respond when I return to 
the office on Wednesday, November 28. If the matter is urgent, may I 
suggest contacting Darlene Navarrete at (213) 978-1332 and she can 
route your request to the appropriate staff. 

*Karen Hoo* 
'Los Angeles City Planning Department* 
*EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395' 
*200 North Spring Street, Suite 750* 
*Los Angeles, CA 90012* 
*(213) 978-133"1* 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org 

https:lfmail.goo.]le.comimail/?ui;;c2&ik= 285d5bdce4&'view= pt&search~ inbox&th= 13ad7ad7b43ccbab 

Tue, Nov 27, 2012 at 7:37 AM 

Wed, Dec 5, 2012 at 9:24 PM 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood - Need to Resend FolloVloing Returned Mail 

ENV-llE-217 
Hi Srima!, we do have an affidavit of mailing form, though! suspect the ENV unit is not using and we 

should be. Check with Carmencita or ask Darlene to. Darlene should be back on Friday. We should use that 
form for a1l required notice malHngs. Jon 

from: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 16, 201202:03 Pfvl 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>; Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@iacfty.org>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraljo@sheppardmullin.com>; Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa
nepa.com> 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Jon, 

Thank you. I will. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:l/rmil.googl e.comimaHJ?ui ~ 2&ik=285d5lJdce4&\iew=pt&search= inbox&th= 13ad7ad7b43ccbab 

Thu, Dec 6,2012 at 9:02 AM 
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7/24/13 Ciiyof Los Angeles Mai! - FIN: Millennium Ho!ly.M.XXl ~ Draft Clearing house Notice & Attachment'RelAsed NOA 

ENV-llE-376 

FW: Millennium Hollywood - Draft Clearinghouse Notice & 
Attachment/Revised NOA 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa,com> 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity,org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srima!, 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 1 :27 PM 

For your review, attached are the NOA and NOC, and an attachment to the NOe (since we ran out 
of room on the form). 

Thank you, 

Seth 

3 attachments 

@l' Draft NOA_Revised.docx 
c.J 23K 

!~ ATTACHMENT A to NOC.docx 
20K 

to NOe Millennium Draft.pdf 
k.::.l 329K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. I will review once 1 get my comments on the screencheck to you. 

Srtmal 
[Quoted tf)xt hiddfin] 

https:llrmH.google.com!mailJ?ui~2&ik~285d5bdGe4&v.e\,l=pt&searGh:::inboJi1".th"'13a4735f3b7743fa 

Tue, Oct 9,2012 at 2:53 PM 
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7125J13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Miliennium Hoilyv.,ood - Draft Response to Councilman Garcetti's Req uest for Extension 

ENV-llE-218 

LA 
D GEEC5. 

Millennium Hollywood - Draft Response to Councilman Garcetti's Request for 
Extension 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Man, Dec 3, 2012 at 11:11 AM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org>, Adam Villani 
<adam.vil!ani@iacity.org>, Erin SlreHch <edn.strelich@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi, 

I've attached a draft response to Councilman Garcetti's request for a 60-day comment period. I based it on a 
sample tetter Adam provided me, except, that sample letter was granting a 60-day extension. 

I feel my draft response needs some justin cation as to why we are not granting the request to extend. But I don't 
quite know what. I checked the CEQA Guidelines: 

Section 15105 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines state that, "The public review period for a draft EIR should not be less 
than 30 days nor longer than 60 days except in unusual circumstances." 

I don't think we can cite that section, in this letter, because the request is for 60 days, not longer. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 

~ Letter toEricGarcetti reo MilienniumExtension .docx 
42K 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 11:29 AM 
To: srimaLhewawftharana@lacity.org, karen.hoo@lacity.org, diana.kftching@lacity.org, adam.viliani@lacity.org, 
erin.strelich@lacity.org 

Hi Srirnal, i think we can quote that section. ! can help with the letter later today. lhx Jon 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 11: 11 AM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!adty.org>; Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org>; Adam Villani 
<adam.villani@laclt:y.org>; Erin Stre!ich <€dr1.stre!ich@lacity.org>; Jon Foreman <jon.forernan@lacity.or~p 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Draft Response to Councilman Garcetti's Request for fxtension 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!/mail.gex)Qle.comirnaill?ui"'2&ik"'285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13b622e91d7765bc 1/2 
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7125[13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly\lvood - Draft Response to Councilman Garcetti's Requestfor Extension 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lN:Vy1dr~219 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> 

Wed, Dec 5, 2012 at 12:28 PM 

Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org 

Hi Jon and Karen, 

r have revised the response to Councilman Garcetti, based on the comments received during our unit discussion 
on Monday afternoon (an updated the letterhead). 

t am getting more and more requests for extensions, however, from the public and neighborhood councils. 

Srima~ 

[Quoted text hidden] 

@'i Letter toErlcGarcetti reo MilienniumExtension .docx 
CJ 42K 

https:fimai!.google.comill"lai!/?ui"2&ik"-"285d5bdce4&lf,e'fFpt&search~inl::ox&th=13b622e91d7765bc 212 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HollYMJOd - Project Description - Additional Changes 

ENV-llE-377 

LA 
D GEECS.· 

Millennium Hollywood - Project Description - Additional Changes 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Tue, Oct 9,2012 at 1 :10 PM 

Just a few additional changes on the Project Description. Please submit redline showing these changes to OK 
for final. 

Thank you. 

Environmental Setting review comments to follow, later this afternoon. 

Srimal 

't!j ProjDescComments.pdf 
473K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawiiharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo «:karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes ha-..e been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

",om: Srimai Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaf,hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 1: 11 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen Hoo 
Subject: Millennium Hoilyvvood - Project Description - Additional Changes 

[Quoted text hidden] 

tID II. Project Description 10_9_12.doc 
3161< 

htlps;(!maif.9 oog le.comirnaill?ui"'2&ikc:285d5bdce4&l.iel'F pt&search= inboX&th'" 13a4726851192849 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 1 :22 PM 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles MaH - MiHennium HolI)MlJOd - Project Description - Additional Changes 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana~W1a~378 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Tnank you. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:i/rfk1il.googJe.Cornfmailf?uio:2&ik.::285d5bdce4&'vieW"'pt&search:::inbol<&tIF13a4726851192849 

Tue, Oct 9,2012 at 2:14 PM 
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7/25/13 City of los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Millennium HollJ'M}Od Projec!~Sign In Sheet 

ENV-IIE-220 

Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project-Sign In Sheet 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Dec 4, 2012 at 2:35 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<Jon.Foreman@lacitY.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

FYI 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "George Rhyner" <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 
To: "Chris Joseph" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "'Tomas Carranza'" <Tomas.Carranza@lacity.org>, "'Jerry Neuman'" 
<jneuman@sheppardmu!lin.com>, "'Alfred Fraijo Jr.'" <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, "Helen ShiH 
< hs hi@crainandassociates.com> 
Subject: FW: Millennium Hollywood Project-Sign In Sheet 

Chris, 

Please forward the Irst to the City Planning attendees. 

Thanks, 

George Rhyner 

Senior Transportation Engineer 

Crain & Associates 

300 Corporate Pointe Suite 470 

Culver City, CA. 90230 

Phone: ('310) 473-6508 ext 4366 

Fax: (310) 444-9771 

Mobile: (310) 779,,8051 

From: Alan lin (mailto:alarUin@dot.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2012 2:01 PM 
To: David McCray; Brandon Walker; Azfz Elattar; Elhami Nasr; Dianna Watson; Marco Ruano; Kirk 

htlps:ifrnaH .gOO9 le.com/mai li?ui=2&i k= 2B5d5bdce4&vi ew"' pt&search"'inboll&lh= 13b681 003cc4477a 1/2 
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7/25113 City of los Angeles Mail ~ Fw:l: Millennium Hollywxxl Project~Sig n In Sheet 

Pate!; Ashraf Hanna; Sheik M Moinuddin; ENV3il:irE~Athyner@crainanda5sociates.com 
Subject: Mmennium Hollywood Project-Sign In Sheet 

Deal AH, 

(See attached file: 121204 Millennium HolI}'\MJod Project.pdf) 

Thank you for attending the above meeting. Here is the sign in sheet. 

George, please fOlWard this to your team and to the City officials. 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
!GRfCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

2 attachments 

iL:.J 121204 Millennium Hollywood Project.pdf 
325K 

iJ ATT00001.htrn 
1K 

Srlrnal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Dec 5, 2012 at 9:27 AM 

Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!/mail.google.com'mailJ?ui=2&if0285d5bdce4&vi evv=pt&search= inbox&th= 13b681003cc44 77a 212 
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1I25J13 Cityof Los Angeles Maii - Fw: Millennium HolllMQOd Meeting with Cal trans 

ENV-IIE-222 

LA 
,-. GfECS 
~_ .. l 

Fw: Millennium Hollywood Meeting with Caltrans 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 

I thought you should see this, I'H keep you informed. J 

from: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman©iacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 10:54 AM 
To: 'chrls@ceqa-nepa,com' <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Re: MiUennium HoUyvvood Meeting with Caltrans 

Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 11 :30 AM 

i am meeting with our Deputy Director later this afternoon. She has spoken with Diana Watson to let her 

know she is noty available at that time. She is not aware of the issues and Ilet her know the importance 

of LADOT management to attend. Understand the dock is ticking. Thanks for checking. 

From: Chris Joseph [mailto:chris@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: Sunday, December 02,201207:09 AM 
To: Jon Foreman <Jon.Foreman@laclty.org> 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Meeting with Ca!trans 

Hi Jon, I'm just checking in to see if you are aware of and attending the Caltrans meeting on this project, on 
Tuesday at 10 AM. Please let me know. 

Thanks, 

Chris 

On Oct 30,2012, at 11:23 AM, Jon Foreman <,jon.Forernan@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Seth, at least for the 3 hard copies of DEIR, we also need 3 CD's of appendices. Thanks Jon 

From: Seth Wutkan [mailto:~~thcmceaa-ne"Qa.<;;QmJ 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 10: 19 AM 

To: Srfmal Hewawitharana <;;simllI.hewawitharanaCa)ladtv.org>; Chris Joseph <~..hJt~@S;:~g£=. 

neoa.com> 

Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@ladty.org>; Karen Hoo <bgr~rJ.hoo(d)lacitv,org>; Kevin Jones 

<ke'dn.jones@lacitwm>; Andrea Schultz <2JJ.Qr~9_@~f\&E~-n~a,com> 

Subject: RE: Millennium HoUyvvood DEIR 

Just ler confirm. We will send you 3 hardcopies of just DEIR (not appendices?) and 3 CD (DEIR + 

Appendices). We will order these from our printing service and expect it early next week. 

Once you know the epe numbers, let us know and we will order those from our printing senAce, 

too. 

https:/frnail.google.comimail/?lli=2&ik=28t)(j5bdce4&.iew-"pt&search=inboY&th=13h623fBc6683c30 1/2 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - F\';. Millennium Hollyv..uod Meeting with Caltrans 

ENV-llE-223 

Seth 

From: Srimai Hewawitharana [mailto: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.orq] 

Sent: Thursday! October 25, 2012 8:42 AM 

To: Seth Wu!kan; Chris Joseph 

Cc: Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo; Kevin Jones 

Subject: Millennium Hol!ywood DEIR 

Hi Seth, 

Please provide the Planning Department with 3 additional hard copjes, each with the CD 

containing the appendices. They are needed to keep with the Case File, for the Hearing 

Officer, etc. 

Please also keep in mind that additional copies might be required for the City Planning 

Commission. I will inform you as soon as I know. 

TImnk you 

SrOOl 

https:l/mail.goog le.comlrnai!f?ui ~ 2&ik=285d5bdce4&"view:o pt&sea, ch'" i nbox&th= 13b623f8c66e::k.:30 2/2 
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7i24!13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium cover 

ENV-llE-379 

Millennium cover 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 11 :24 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srima!, 

I know you are busy, but I wanted to see if you were satisfied with our covers for the DEIR and Appendices 
(attached). As you probab~y know, the Appendices will be massive (3,400 pages) so we want to send these to 
our printing service ASAP so we are not scrambling at the end. 

Thank yout 

Seth 

2 attachments 

1!J _Cover 10_3_12.pdf 
13K 

~ _Cover Appendices.pdf 
13K 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 12:14 PM 

I am going to ask you to hold off on the covers for now. We are in the process of revising our preferred document 
covers, which feature both the department logo and City logo. Once it has been finalized, I will forward the 
template to you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa,com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iacity.org> 

Thank you! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 

https:ffrnaii.google.comimatlJ?ui=2&ik=285d5txJce4&view=pt&search= i nbox. ... th= t 3a46c537cbOcc1 a 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 12:15 PM 
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7f24!13 Cityof Los Ange!es Mail - Millennium cOloer 

Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 12: 14 PM ENV-llE-380 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo 
Subject: Re: Millennium cover 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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7125/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - F .... r. Fv.'.t Meeting to discuss Cal trans Concerns Re: The Millennium Holl)l'MXXl Project 

ENV-IIE-224 

Fw: Fwd: Meeting to discuss Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium 
HoUywood Project 

Da n Scott <dan. scott@lacity.org> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org 

Srimal: can u come w me at lOtuesday to this meeting w caltrans please?? 

From: Lisa Webber [mailto:ilsa.webber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 30, 2012 01:49 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scolt@lacity.org> 

Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 7:41 AM 

Subject: Fwd: Meeting to discuss Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood Project 

Jon and Dan - okay, so I just phoned Dianna Watson to let her know that I have a conflict at the date and time 
they se!ected for the meeting next week. I used the opportunity to ask what the purpose of the meeting was 
about. What I heard from her is that Caltrans feels the City of LA, as the lead agency to these major projects 
across our jurisdiction, is largely unresponsive to their requests for information, invitations to attend meetings, 
and in addressing the issues they identify through the EIR process. They expressed frustration that when staff 
do attend meetings, they make a point of saying they have no decisionmaking authority and are only there to 
observe. i believe this is why they asked that either Dan or I attend. I guess this has gotten the attention of 
their senior management who wants to reach out and improve the level of communication between Caltrans and 
the City. 

It seems to me that if the applicant's traffic consultant and attomey are meeting with Caltrans regarding the 
content of the E1R, it makes sense that Planning should be at the table as welL ..... to me, Srimai would have the 
most value as she is the most knowledgeable about the technical details of the document and what input 
Caitrans provided at the NOP stage. Dianna is looking for us to confirm our attendance ..... Jon, would you be 
comfortable attending with Srimal and/or Dan, or should we request another date to meet (recognizing that time 
is tight given that the EIR review period is coming to a close very soon). Also, has DOT been engaged in the 
discussion and can/should we bring them into the meeting as well? 

Your thoughts? 

Thanks to both of you! 
Lisa 

------- Forwarded message ------
From: Dianna Watson <dianna._watson@doLca.gov> 
Date: Fri, Nov30, 2012 at 11:17 AM 
Subject: Meeting to discuss Caltrans Concerns Re: TIle Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: Uss.Webber@!acity.org, Dan.Scott@lacity.org 
Cc: Elhami Nasr <elhamLnasr@dot.ca.gov>, David McCray <david __ mccray@dot.c3,90\!>, Alan Lin 
<alan_iin@doLca.gov>, jon.foreman@!acity.org 

Good morning Ms. Webber & Mr. Scott, 

My supervisor, Elhami Nasr , Office Chief for Caltrans District 7 Office of Transportation Planning, left a Ift.)icemail 
message for you regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

https:lrmail.googfe.com1mail/?ui '" 2&ik~ 285d5bdce4&\.i eVI""pt&'search:;,:inbox&th= 13b616ebOad715Of 1/3 
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ENV-IIE-225 
The consultant & attorney for the Mil!ennrum Hoflywood Project have requested a meeting with Caltrans to 
drscuss concerns with the traffic study. We ha\€ set a tentative date for the meeting on December 4, 2012 at 
10;00 a.m. at Caltrans District 7 office building. The meeting will only take place if you or a representative from 
the City, who has the authority to make des cis ions on behalf of the City, will be in attendance. 

This meeting is very important because the comment period for the Draft E!R ends on December 10, 2012. In the 
spirit of mutual cooperation we would like to resolve the issues as soon as possible. If we cannot meet to resolve 
the issues, Caltrans wiil be required to comment based on the information that we have received. 

Please let me know if the date and time is good for you or if you prefer another date and time. 

If you ha\€ any questions or concerns, please call Mr. Elhami Nasr at (213) 897-0227 (office) or (213) 792-2505 
(ceB). 

Thank you, 

DiAnna Watson 

IGRiCEQA Branch Chief 

100 S. Mai n Street, M.S. 16 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: (213) 897-9140 Fax: (213) 897-1337 

~ Forwarded by Alan Lin/D07fCaitransiCAGov on 11/19/201209:56 AM -

Atan, 

George Rhyner 

<grhyner@crainandassociates. 

com> 

11/16/201202:17 PM 

To 

cc 

Subject 

<alan_lin@dot.ca.gov> 

'Alfred Fraijo Jr.' <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, 'Kyndra Casper' 

<1<Casper@sheppardrnullil).com>, 

<DSkidmore@CrainandAs.'1'Jciates.com> 

Meeti ng on Cal trans Concems Re: The Millennium Hollywood 

Project 

TIlis is to follow-up on the .vOicemail I left this morning. I have discussed the Caltrans concerns with the 
Millennium Hollywood Project team. The Project attorneys would appreciate a chance to meet with you arid 
other Caltrans personnel regarding your concerns. The team would like to set a meeting during the week of 

November 26th ,. If I arn not available when you cail, please speak with our oftlce manager, Diana Skidmore, to 
set the meeting arrangements. 

Thanks, 

Creorgc Rhyner 

Senior Transportation Fngillcer 

Crain & Associates 

300 Corporate Pointe Suite 470 

Culver City, CA. 90230 
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i'hone: (310) 473-6508 ext 4366 

Fax: (310) 444··Vi7! 
Mobile: (31 OJ flY-S05l 

Usa M. Webber, Alep 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978~1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
lisa.webber@ladty.org 

ENV-IIE-226 

Sri mal Hewawitha rana <srimaL hewawttharana@iacity.org> 
To: Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.mg> 

Dan, yes, I can go with you. 

Sdmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

S rima I Hewawitha rana <srimaL hewawitharana@iacity.org> 
To: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@!acrty.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

[Cllloled text hidden] 

i1ttps:!/rnail.google.com'"rnail!?uicc2&ik=285d5bdce4&\ievv=pt&search"'inboX&th=13b616ebOad715Of 

Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 9: 11 AM 

Mon, Dec 3,2012 at 9:11 AM 
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ENV-llE-381 

Millennium Hollywood - 3rd Screencheck Project Description Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 2:59 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmumn.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Usa Webber <Iisa.webber@racity.org> 

Hi Chris, Seth, 

Attached pfease find the scanned comments on the 3rd screencheck project description chapter. 

Per our discussion this morning, t did not make my changes directly on the electronic version of the document 
that was submitted to my review on Oct. 4, as you were concerned that any changes I made on the electronic 
version would mess up the formatting, etc. 

Instead, as requested, I printed out the pages on which I had edits, indicated my changes by writing them out, 
and scanned them. 

I shall need to see a corrected version of the project description chapter before I OK to "!inal. 

By the way, the clean copy was delivered to me, just now, while r was typing this e-mail. Thank you. 

Srlrna! 

~ ProjDescComments.pdf 
1298K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri. Oct 5, 2012 at 3:42 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

I ha~ made these changes in the attached. As we discussed, your changes are going in this clean, formatted, 
proof version. But! am making your requested changes in redline for you to see easily. 

Thanks! 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2012 2: 59 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 

htt.ps:!!mail.g()ogle.com'tnail/?ui~2&ik~285d5bdc04&\1el'Fpt&search~inboYRth=138:~2fOaaOffba5a 1/2 
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Cc: Alfred Fraijo Jr.~ Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; liEoNWebhEr382 
Subject: MiJlennium HoUywood - 3rd Screencheck Project Description Comments 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ II. Project Description 10_5_12.doc 
315K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.90ogle.corrimail/?ui" 2&ii<F 285d5bdce4&'view~ pi&search'" i nbox&th~ 13a32fOaaOflbaSa 

Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 3:56 PM 
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ENV-llE-227 

Fw: The Millennium Hollywood Project Meeting Confirmation 

Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 7:42 AM 

From: Alan Un [mai!to:aianJin@dotca.gov] 
Sent: Frlday, November 30,201203:30 PM 
To: David McCray <david~mccray@dot.ca.gov>; Brandon Walker <brandon~walker@dotca.gov>; Aziz Elattar 
<aziz_elattar@dot.ca.gov>; Elhami Nasr <elhamLnasr@doLca.gov>; Dianna Watson 
<dianna~watson@dot.ca.gov>; Marco Ruano <marco_ruano@dot.ca.gov>; Kirk Patel <kirk~patel@dot.ca.gov>; 
Ashraf Hanna <ashraLhanna@dotca.gov>; Sheik M Moinuddin <sheik_m~motnuddin@dotca.gov>; Edna Trujillo 
<edna_ truj[!lo@dot.ca.gov>; Dan.Scott@lacity.org <Oan5colt@lacity.org>; tomas.carranza@lacity.org 
<tomas.carranza@lacity.org>; George Rhyner grhyner <George_Rhyner _grhyner@crainandassociates.com>; 
'A[fred fraijo Jr.' <afraijo@sheppardmumn.com>; DSkidmore@CrainandAssociates.com 
<DSkidmore@CrainandAssociates.com>; 'Kyndra Casper' <KCasper@sheppardmuilin.com> 
Cc: Usa,VlJebber@!acIty.org <Usa,Webber@lacity,org>; Jon foreman jonJoreman <JonJoreman.JonJoreman@ 
lacity.org> 
Subject: The Millennium HoByvvood Project Meeting Confirmation 

Dear All, 

This is to confirmed that the above project meeting is scheduled on Tuesday, 12/4/12 at 10 AM in Caltrans' 
District 07 building in room 12-46. Please email me back if you need parking arrangement. Caftrans has 
confirmed that the City wilt send Mr. Dan Scott who has the authorit.y to make decision on behalf of the City. If 
you ham any question, please contact me immediately. 

Thank you! 

Alan Un, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civit 
Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
(213) 891-8391 Office 
(21~i) 891··1337 Fax 
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7/24/13 

(no subject) 

pia nning@lacity.org <p!anning@lacity,org> 
To: Srimal <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

City of Los Angeles Mail - (no subject) 

ENV -11E-383 

This E-mail was sent from "Lily" (Aficio MP 5500). 

Scan Date: 10.09.2012 12:44:03 (-0700) 
Queries to: planning@!acity.org 

~ 20121009124403787.pdf 
470K 

httpsJlmail.google.colnimail/?ui:::2&ik:;;285d5bdce4&\.ieVlF"pt&search:::inbox8:th"'13a471c815139df1 
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Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 12:44 PM 
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U. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The purpose of this section is to describe the characteristics and objectives of the Millennium Hollywood 

Project (Project). As discussed below, the Project would involve the construction and operation of a new 

mixed-use and transit-oriented development anchored by the historic Capito! Records Building Lryat would 

transform a series of under-utilized parcels into a pedestrian-friendlY development located on lllJ 

approximately 4.47 acre site (Project Site) in the Hollywood area of the City of Los Angeles (City). TIle 
project description below includes, but is not limited to; (a) the location and boundaries of the Project 

Site; (b) a general description of the Project's technical, economic, and environmental characterislics; (c) 

the Project Objectives sought by thc Prqject Applicant; and (d) a brief statement regarding the intended 

uses of this Draft Environmental fmpact Report (Draft ElR). 

A. Project Location 

I. Location antI Boundaries 

The Project Site is located withill the Hollywood Community Planning Area Dfthe City. The Project Sil'e 

is generally bounded by Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Argyle Avenue, and Hollywood Boulevard. Please 

see Figure n- 1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map. The Project Site is bisected by Vine Street, which 

thereby creates two development subareas referred to as the West Site and the East Site, respectively. 

Please see Figure II-2, Aerial Ph olograph of the Project Site, which delineates the entire Project Site. The 

West. Site is approximately 7&,629 square feet (1.81 acres) and the East Site is approximately 115.866 
squ·are feet (2.66 acres), for a combined lot area of approximately 194,495 square feel (4.47 acres), 

The West Site is generally bounded by IV1\r Avenue on the west, Yucca Street and !wo commercial 

buildings to the nOlth, Vine Street to the cast, and two commeroial buildings to the south. The two 

~ commercial buHdings bordering the W eS!clite ~ the north consist of ~1?ry art-deco building with 
. j.. retail, office, and residential uses, and thel-~ry Marsha Toy building at the southwe.':il comer of Yucca 

Street and Vine Street. The Marsha Toy building is currently occupied by the American Musical and 

Dr~mAcademy (A.MDA). The commercial buildings bordering the West 

~ the ~story HollY'Nood Playhouse (Avalon) building fronting Vine Street, and al'"oue··stolry J~omlm,e,,;f[~=ii~1_f~;:;r~~~j~;1~i\D.;j~~"~;~J~\~~::~,:.~, ,:' 
office building fronting Ivar Avenue. ... 

The East She is generally bounded by Vine Street to the west, Yucca Street and the former KFWB radio 

station property to the north, Argyle A Venue to the east, and two conunercial buildings to the south. The 

m'o commercial buildings to the south are the Pantages Theater building at the northwest comer of 

Hol!ywood Boulevard and Argyle A venue, and a one-story restaurant building Imown as the Lexington 

Social House fi'onting Vine Street. 

Millennium Jioflywood Project 
D!"I:ljr EnvironmcnlLli !mpacr Report 

II. Project Descriplioll 
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Church of Hollywood property,2 South of the church is a large parking lot anchored at the northeast 

comer of Hoily.'Iood Boulevard and Argyle Avenue by a vacant building, all of which is slated to become 

a mixed-use residential and commercial complex known as Boulevard 6200, A segment ofilie Boulevard 
6200 project is also located on the southern portion of Holly.'I'ood Boulevard to Vista De! Mar Avenue. 

Bordering the East Site immediately to the SOUtll is a one-story restaurant known as the Lexington Social 

House, and the Pantages 11leater buHding. Further to the south at the northeast comer of Hollywood 

Boulevard and Vine Street is the 12-story Equitable Building (The Lofts @ Hollywood and Vine), which, 

has a ground floor restaurantJpub, On the south side of Hoilywood Boulevard between Vine Street and 

Argyle Avenue are the Ho]Jywood and Vine Metro Red Line Station, The W Holel and Residences 

complex, and the Taft office building. Please l'efer to Figure H·2, .Aerial Photograph, and Figures II-5 and 
1l~6, 

On the west side of Vine Stre~fj~uth of the West Site is the Avalon Theater building. South of the 

theater on Vine Street is the i"stoiy-Redbury Hotel and a vacant lot used for surface parking at the 

northwest come: of Hol~ywood Boulevard Md. Vine Street., O~~e ~~lwest comer of Vine S~reet and 

Selma Avenue IS the Vme Street Towers ProJect, a proposed)iC.s~r)',)07~2g j,9uare foot, mIxed-use 

commercial building, willi ground floor retail and 194 parking spaces in a ~te~ersubtemnean parking 

structure. At the northeast comer of Ivar Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard sits the 14-story L. Ron 

Hubbard scientology building, Just north of the Hubbard building on [vat Avenue is an II-story U

shaped senior apartment building with a ground floor restaurant use (widely known as the former 

Knickerbocker Hotel building). Just north of the Knickerbocker and adjacent to the southwest side of the 

West Site is a one·story commercial office building with a parking lot. On the west side ofIvar Avenue, 

between Hollywood Boulevard and Yucca Street, are one- and two--story office buildings with adjacent 

parking lOt'i, Please see Figure II-2, Aerial Photograph, which delineates the Project Site. 

B. Existing Uses 

The Project Site spans the north half oftwo blocks (i.e" the East Site and West Site) beh'leen Hollywood 

Boulevard and Yucca Street It is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking 

lots. Please see Figu,es n~ 5 and If -6, which illustrate the existing uses on-site. The existing uses on-site 
are described in the foHowing paragraphs. 

1. East Site 

The East Site currently contains the 13-story Capitol Records Building, along with its ancillllrY studio 

recording use,~, and the existing tW{l"Story Gogeny Building (Capitol Records Complex), The Capitol 

Records Building was built in 1956. The Gogerty Building was renovated in 2003, leaving portions of 

The Liule CauntlY Church of HOll}~i'Ood hr/iIrIing was extensively damaged by a stJ7Iclural fire tn December 
:WO'l. In 20M the property (}W/ler wi/l,drew a dewdopmmt applic(J(ion for a conditional use prrrmil <II J 750 N, 
Argyle A,'enue (0 permit the sale and dispensil1g of a fi,lliine of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with II>'e 
eniertainment and dWlcing [II conjunction with rhe YeConst'1;ctr0I1, use and maintenance of Ihe 5.155 square 
fOOl structure at this address. 

=======~~ '======~~~'-==~~~= """===~~~"'~===~"""; 
,Wlf{emlium Hol/;mood Project 
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CompJex that would remain. Vehicular ingress and egress to the Capitol Records Complex office space 

would continue to be provided through the existing Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue entrances. Under the 

proposed Equivalency Program, the amount of office spac:e could be increased or decreased with 

cmresponding cha.TJges Lo other land uses that, when evaluated against the trip cap, and would not 

generate in the aggregate, 1,498 peak hour trips, which is the trip eap, or more than the maximum impact 

in any other issue area studied in the Concept Plan, the Commercial Scenario or the Residential Scenario. 

Under the Commercial Scenario, the amount of office development is approximately 264,303 square feet 

of floor area, including the approximately 114,303 square feet of existing office and recording studio uses 

at the Capitol Records Complex that would ~emain. Under the Residential Scenario, the existing 114,303 

square feet of office space would be retained but no additional office space would be provided. The total 

amount of office development built 'could fU!iher increase or decrease in the ultimate development 

program built pllrsuant to the Development Agreement as long as the maximum impacts in each issue 

area are not exceeded and the total FAR cap is not exceeded. 

d. Retail/Food and Beverage 

Approximately 15,000 sq'llare feet of retan uses and approximately 34,000 square feet of food and 

beverage uses would be provided under tlle Concept Plan. Pedestrian access within the West Site would 

connect Vine Street to Ivar Avenue. Commercial uses on the East Site would be along a pedestrian plaza 

connecting Vine Street to Argyle Avenue and fronting Argyle A.venue, activating the Project's eastern 

street frontage. 

Under the proposed Equivalency Program, the amount of retail and food/beverage uses could be increased 

or decreased with corresponding changes to other land uses that, when evaluated against the trip cap and 

would not generate in the aggregate, more than 1,498 peak hour trips, which is the trip eap, or more than 

the maximum impact in any other issue area studied in U)e Concept Plan, the Commercial Scenario or the 

Residential Scenario. Under the Commercial Scenario, the amount of retail and foodfbeverage uses is 

approximately 125,000 square feet of floor area. Under the Residential Scenario, the amount of retail 

uses could be approximately 25,000 square feet and foodlbeverage uses could be reduced to 

approximately 1.0,000 square feet of floor arca. The total amount of retail food/beverage development 

built could further increase or decrease in the ultimate development program built pursuant to the 

Development Agreement as long as the maximum impacts in each issue area are not e.xceeded and the 

total FAR cap is not exceeded. 

Food and beverage uses wOllld be provided both on the ground floor and within the hotel, flliles$. 
.Q~!]llliisports club ?.nd office and on a possible rooftop observation deck. The food and beverage Uses 

would include full-servke restauranis and a cafe. The full service restaurant would alSO indude outdoor 

dining areas. 

~ Fitness Center$ports Club 

An approximately 3.5,100 square-toot .o.lJ2~~ lXllllerfsports club is included as part of the Concept Plan. 

A.menilics at the sports dub might include a spa that is open tn the public and a child activity center tor 

....... m ..... -:~ ~~ -\ .. ~ ~~S ~ .. _ C:.e.V'. ~<!:" L .. "~. ~.~_==_ ====~~ 
Milfennium Hoilywood Project II. Pi'OjCCI Description 
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the benefit of members visiting the facility, The spa would include a full menu of services including 

massage, malllcure and pedicure services, among other services. Th~olts club would be accessible to 

residents of the Project and hotel guest~, and a membership progralt will be available to lhe general 

public. \.... ~~.\: V\~ e",,,,:"~e.f;~Xc/;';', 'X;}:;,~ i.' 

Under the proposed Equivalency Program, the amount of fitness center/sporL~ club uscs could be 

increased or decreased with corresponding changes to other land uses that, when evaluated against the trip 

cap would not generate, in the aggregate, more than 1,498 peak hour trips, which is the trip cap, or mOre 

than the maximum impact in any other issue area studied in either the Concept Plan, the Commercial 

Scenario or the Residential Scenario, Under the Commercial Scenario, the amount of fitness center/sports 

club uses would be approximately &0,000 square feet of floor area. Under lhe Residential Scenario, the 

amount of fitness centerisports club uses would be approximately 30,000 square feet of floor area. The 

total amount of fitness center/sports club development built could further increase or decrease ill the 

ultimate development program built pursuant to tile Development Agreement as long as the maximum 

impacts in each issue area are Dot exceeded and the total FAR cap is not exceeded. 

f. Parking 

The Project would provide ou-site pal'king in accordance with the parking requirements of the LAMe, 
and as otherwise permitted through the discretionary actions for the Project The actual number of 

parking spaces required for the Project will be dependent upon the land uses constructed in accordance 

with the Equivalency Program, For the commercial office, retail, and restaurant uses the would 

provide at least tWll (2) parking spaces for every 1,000 square feel: For lh(~fJ~~~~~~~~~:;;~~~~~~~~~~g~~~~~§§:~) 
requested varia1)ce,4:'Y~ l22 p~r~Eg§12~~~s,?![Ju}~ !?~ f'r.9yi1~d ~)! ~':.e!tl ,,'." ",.'., ".'.== . .= ,::..~, 
the building, For the residential uses the Project would provide one (1) parking space for dwelling units 

of less than thr.?d31 habitable rooms, one-andw a·half(1.5) parking spaces for dwelling units of~llmf-(3) 

habitable rooms and two (2) parking spaces for dwelling unit oflh.r.~eD) or more habitable rooms. 

Consistent with tile policies ofthe Redevelopment Plan, a shared parking program may be applied on the 
Project Site when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns iu a 24~hour 

cycle. The intent for a shared parking program is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by 
matching parking dem!\J)d with complementary uses. In addition, the terms of the shared parking 

progranl would ensure that parking for each larld use is provided either on the same lot as the use for 

which they are intended to serve or on another lot not more than a 750 foot distallillr)~e:~fi:C?!l). ... yp~e.r .. ::'}li~~=========:::=:=====,::::::::\ 
this program, the Project's conservative peak hour parking demands would be accommodated oll·site. 

The parking program would also provide priority placement fOf alternative modes of transportation 

including bike parking alld car-share parking. 

Based on tho Code required parking standards and the implementalion of a shared parking program, it is 

enVisioned that the PrQiect would include up to three levels of above-grade parking within tJle podium 

structures, up to six levels of below grade parking on the East Site, and up to four levels of below grade 

parking on the Wesl Site. 

Milfenni.1t11 Ho!I}~l'ood Project 
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The Project will create jobs within the conslruction industry, C 

supported by the Project would include, bnt would not be limited 0; 
engineers, geotechnical engineers, plumbers, electricians, painte , 

carpentersifinishers. 

Upon completion the Project will result in up to approximate' 

a result (lfthe residential and commercial uses being b .,. Pennanentjobs will include a broad range of 

industlies and skill levels. The new commerci nd uSes would include new jobs for a wide variety of 

industries, including but not limi1 to: xecutivcs and skilled professionals, office/clerical workers, 

janitor!al and building maintenance rs, waiters/waitresses, restaurant managers, cooks, and fitness 

trainers, In addition to the direct employment opportunities created by the proposed land uses, hundreds 

of indirect jobs associated with vendors and supporting iuduslries (slich as office supply companies, local 

restaurants and retail establishments, and re~l estate agents/brokers) that serve the various businesses 

would be created. The Project would also serve to continue the trend of redevelopment activity 

through(mt the Hollywood area and specifically within the Hollywood Redevelopment Area, by 
increasing commercial retail, office, entertainment and residential activity along a major corridor. 

8. Environmental Characteristics of the Project 

The environmental characterist.ics of the Project, include, but are not limited to, the following: 

Creating a new mi.xed-use development that includes some comhination of housing, 

enteliainment, office, aDd retail amenities in a transit oriented district with access 10 local 

and regional public transportation systems will reduce vehicle miles traveled resulting 

from discretionary automobile trips; 

Promoting alternative methods of transportation and creating provisions for non-vehicular 

[rave] by providing pe-.destrian pnthwaysllil)kages within the Site, inc()rporating building 

setbacks that will facilitate wide sidewalks, and providing bicycle storage areas within the 

Project Site; 

Providing a land use plan and land use strategies that encourage higher density 

development along established transit corridors; 

Providing quality housing opportunities in a job rich 3rea of Los Angeles County; 

Creating incentives to increa.<;e recycling and reduce generation of solid waste by 
residential users on the Project Sile; 

Implementing.a recycling program for waste generated by demolition and construction 

activities, including recycling ()f existlng asphalt and other building materials; and 

Using Eneigy Star appliances. 

Millennium Holl)~fOod Projecl 
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Millennium Hollywood - Another Request for Extension 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 28,2012 at 2:37 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<fisa. webber@lacity.org> 

I've attached a copy of a letter from the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council, requesting an extension of 
the comment period, for your consideration. 

Srimal 

------- Forwarded message ------
From: <planning@lac!ty,org> 
Date: Wed, Nov 28, 2012 at 2:15 PM 
Subject: 
To: Srimal <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

This E-mafl was sent from "Lily" (Aficio MP 5500). 

Scan Date: 11.28.201214:15:27 (-D800) 
Queries to: planning@lacity.org 

~ 20121128141527882.pdf 
68K 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hello Srimai, 

Thu, Nov 29, 2012 at 6:48 PM 

If you have heard nothing to the contrary from anyone, please let them know that the time will not be extended. 

Also, was the letter of decline prepared for CD13? 
Thanks, 
Jon 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Ange!es, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City HaU, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jonJoreman@lacity.org 
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Lisa Webber <iisa.webber@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 29, 2012 at 8:11 PM 
To: jonJoreman@lacity.mg, srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org 

Yes, that is the case at this point. ! have consulted with Michael on this a number of times, as well as with 
Rich, and the position continues to be to keep the circulation period to 45 days. j have a call into Marcel to 
let him knowthatthe position has notchanged. That will be a fun phone conversation! 

From: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@!acity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, November 29{ 201206:48 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>; Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Another Request for Extension 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Mon, Dec 17,2012 at 1:37 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Seth, 

Forwarding a request for extension, from Greater Griffith Park NC. To be included in the FEIR, please. 

Srimai 
[Quoted text hidden] 

1!j 20121128141527882.pdf 
68K 
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LA 
,-.. GHCS . ~ , , 

(no subject) 

planning@lacity.org <planning@lacity.org> 
To: Srima[ <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

City of Los Angeles Mail - (no subject) 

ENV-IIE-389 

This E-maH was sent from "Lily" (Ancio MP 5500). 

Scan Date: 10.05.201214:15:54 (-0700) 
Queries to: pianning@lacity.org 

~~ 20121005141554374.pdf 
w 1294K 

https:/{mail.goog\e.comtmailf?ui" 2&lk=285d5bdce4&\.i e~'Fpt&search~i nbox&thc:: 13a32d75b2b28b84 

Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 2:15 PM 

1/1 
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Under the Redevelopment Plan, the Project wouJd require eRA/LA approval to exceed an FAR of 4.5:1 

and to pennit the Project to be developed with a 6:1 FAR. However, on December 29, 2011, the 

Califomia Supreme Court issued its decision in California Redevelopment Association v. Matosantos. 
The decision upheld recently enacted state Jaw (/\J3Xl 26) dissolving all Califomia redevelopment 

agencies including the CRAfLA and made the dissolution of the agencies effective February 1, 2012. 

Given Ll1at t'1e CRAlLA planning review and approval authority, including implementation ofllie land use 
policies in the Redevelopment Plan, may continue through the Designated Loca! Authority (DLA), or 

through the transfer of that authority to the City Plarming Department, this Draft EIR will set forth __ "'-.;,~~:::, 
Project's consistenc}' with CRA/LA plans and design district guidelines and assume their apl)li<;ab:ility,/ 
For purposes of this Draft ErR any references to the former CRAfLA are intended to mean the De:sif;natecr".,'>.·'·iJ~;t': 

L(}cal Authority pursuantto changes in state law as discussed above, 

4.' Surrormdillg Land USES 

The Project Site is located appro)(imately 500 feet north of the Hollywood Boulevard llnd Vine Street 
intersection whleh is in the midst of a revitalization that includes higher density commercial and 

residential uses including 1h~E.illJ.H!).hl~J}¥.i1QiJl!;l"jThe Lofts @ Hollywood and Vine) and The W Hotel 

and Residences complex adjacent to a major transit station for the Metro Red Line. The majority of the 
properties immediately surrounding the Project Site are also within the C4·2D-SN zone, with the 

ex{;eption of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) property across the street from 

the Project Site on the comer \)f Argyle Avenuc arid Yucca Street, which is zoned PF-1XL (Public 

FacHity). The surrounding area is developed with .iI similar mix of commercial lIses that would be 

included in the Project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and bars, commercial retail uses, 

hotels and office space. 

More specifically, statting from the northwest comer of the West Site, there is II restaurant with 

entertainment on the southwest corner of Ivar Avenue and Yucca Street with one- to two-story 

commercial structures and associated surface parking lots extending south along Ivar AventLe. 
Immediately north of the West Site on Yucca StTeet is the Marsha Toy building (currently occupied by 
AMDA), and on the northwest COffil,':r of Yucca Street and Vine Street is a Los Angeles Departmmb of 

Water and Power (LADWP) distribution station. Please refer to Figure H-2, Aerial PhQVlNm?!L.and 

Figures II-.2_ ~n_dJ~-.,fi,. YieJi..s _oLth~. Pt:.oiep!. ~u.~ ~L\.d~ ~~r{o_u!:l~if!g !5.:9~I<li!.lgs_ :-~~s~ ~i!~ ~(t ~l!s! ;.jt?JEE§=:::~:§~~~~~~§~§~ 
respectively. 

Bordering the East Site to the east and north, at the southwest comer of Yucca Street and Argyle Avenue, 
is the fOlmer KFWB radio station property, wllich consists of a vacant lot to be developed with a 16-story 

(Le" 189 feet ahove grade) mixed-tIs€: building approved by the City. Across the street from the former ... ' .. ,., , 

~~~:ad~:l~:~ti:; ~;:~:%ea~~a;Ob:~d~~:~ ~: ~:~J~t,~;::u~/::g~;:":~:u~~~ti~:~i~tl:e~~:::~ <;;;id~~~~ > .• '.~ 
";1;!~ = .... :: ... ~- . 

.. . ~ _~.'~.=.~-____ .. [L.T:roj!cJ p!~FciRttOl.l..l; 2:1
;" 'i:.\: 

. "._._~age-'F! JH "':' 

'-, ,<; . " : . f: :'~: .\'. 

.... :-:~ ==-=·:-:·~=i· 
:: . 
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approvals_ The l'mied Applicant and the City wouJd negotiate and execute the final telms of the 

Development Agreement before approval of the Project. 

The Development Agreement would mandate !ll~.ddivery of important economic and community benefits 

and public amenities as a condition to allowing the development to occur over a multi-year period that 

responds to market demands based on. pre-defined limits with respect to developed floor area, allowable 

land uses, design guidelines, and site-specific development standards controlling the scale and massing of 

structures. As discussed below, the pr(1jec:t P,PJl>1icant 

Development Agreement and Project approvals 

uses throughout the Project Site and transfers of Qe'ife1i5!Jrnellt 

lots on the Project Site. 

2. Development Regulations: Project Guidelines and Standards 

The Development Regulations are proposed to govern new development on the Project Site. Specifically, 

the Deveiopment Regulations: 

Est~blish standards lor use, bulk, parking and loading, architectural features, landscape treatment, 

signage, lighting, and sustainability_ 

Establish a level of design quality and consistency for the entire development and ensure design 

continuity will be carried through to the full implementation ofthe Project. 

Establish basic site-wide development standards and criteria that serve to maintain the integrity of 

an overall master plan concept and protect the visual and environmental quality oftbe Project as a 

whole. 

Permit design flexibility while establishing a set of controls for the development of the Project 

Site. 

Ensure compliance ",~th the development objectives. 

The Development Regulations, which wifi be adopted in conjunction with the proposed Dr:ve!opment 

Agreement between the Projec1...A.ppiiGant al1d the City, wHl establish the requirements for development 

on the Project Site. In addition to !he Developm.ent: Regulations other stanoord zoning or land use 

regulations in the LAMe may apply to the Project To the extent there are differenoes between the 

Development Regulations and other land usc standards in the LAMe, the Development Regulations 

ch.rify andlor set forth c.ompJiance procedures for development of the Project. 

RL0036795 
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." .. : .. ,-": . 

• _____ .?: ___ _ gqufr([Jel~CJ! !!.'!fJ!f!.I!I _____ .... _____ .. _____________________________ j}1~~t.~· '~~~:;::=====:=~~==::3 
The .E.tt.uivitLe!1~y'1~r9gr_al}l.?~l?uJd. j:l!:?,:,id~ 9~'~e2op!.n.!'~t_ fle_xfbJ!ity 2(). ~h_a~ t)l~ 'p~oj~c~ p().uJ4 !:e~EC!.nsl y~ lh~ _ }~~~~' ). 
growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-oul duration of the development. Land uses ;":.: ::::~}.: : 

to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the pennitted land uses so long as the ~,.::,?;:.'." 

limitations of the EqUlvalfmcy Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analy.'-ed upper levels of ... .'., : .... 

:=~:~:,~: ;::~:~1~:::~:~:g:~:~::~~~tt7.~~~d::~, ~to~:tE ;~~;~;I!';>·· 
Equivalency Program to allow flexibility with respect to the buildout of the Project, there are a number of·.·:.···.: .•• ·.· •.. ·•· ..... ·· :.: ..... :'":... . .. , :...... .... 

controlling !fMt6r2 tl~a~ .~~s..ure_1hjs_ p'!"af~ ~I~ P?S_ pr.op~rly. .?l:!aJtz~4 _l\!l~ _dis.!'~o~~d_ gl~ }!:lll J1UJKC _ o( ;~:;,~9F:-:."::-,"~:-:-:-~:.~-:.~.~-"-.".'-c,~-:-=-6 . 
environmental im. cts that could occur as a resuJt;f~e;ct~ "~~1a- \le"',,'c\ e.. --\.r-\l'~('~· ·~&:~u. ,. 
Through the analysis ofille Concept Plan and;t additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the .'~~~\ ........ ·,)t~~:~~;~ •.•....•.. 
Residenti~l Srenario,. ",fy~e! _.4e~cI~_b~ P~I()'?,L t.his_~r_aft J~.Ig.._ <l!l~lYfe_s _!~~ .~e~t~t 'p_o!elltJ~1 )!!lpi!cLop_ ;~r;~.~17JU <:r'r<i.~ .; .:. .. : 

':'~~~~./~:.; "'-"'i"~'" ;':'-:'j' 

the established trip rales identified hi Table n ,Trip Cap Computation . y Land Use Type, the trip cap TN;E::'" : .. __ ... . : :~m·_· .. ·_"·----~3 
was established. The trip cap represents the num -.. "~ 1,ls.'p»l.p"e_a!: lJ.~~r_l!ip~ta~~os-:~a~e9....;:iJ~~:- __ : . :. _. ____ .....:..:...:._:~._ -~ 
with the most trip-intensive development scenario oUhe Project, whioh is the Commercial Scenario. As ;\,.,~.:.~~;::.::;-==--... -----.. -::=--...... -.... 3,. 
~~:;;rt;s ~~::ew~~:t~~j:~~~~~ ~~~rt~~:ride::io;~:::C::i:n;O~I~s ~:~tn:, . 1,49tt:~~ ~::;::::' .:;L:' :'} " ~L ~tfi(J.tf\ 
hour trips. The development ofland uses resulting from the Equivalency Progl m i ,":':':'; ;},. , C:.JP~ ~e.-( 
rates in Table II-2 to determine peak hour trips and will not exceed this trip establishes the :,:> .. ,'.:;".'.'y,-.::-.':.,,', .:'" .... ~<; ... , ... ' , ..... 
maximum 4M~ ~l.1.,eMJl~e~ ~qu"L~:aJfll? !n;py~~ _¢.~ _"!<:. ~a!y_z~ ~:t !~i~ PI'!£!. FPk ).:~::: n!t _v.:i~l. ;~;;,t:~._.:. __ :.:::_~'=';';;:;::-';:;;~:::::;-:==:S 
establish, as discussed lIuder Section IV?_Epl' jrqn.!l!cp0! In]l?,a.9!. 6I}aJy"si~t g1~~i!D.uP11~yel~Xo[ ~v.e!y'" qt1.!~r __ :,: ;:·+~.",c, .~~~~ .':"~'-"- __ .·w· .- .'~"'- ) 

environmental impact produced by the Project. As discussed above, ill no instance will any development .... . ...... ;, '.' .. 

scenario permitted by the Development Agreement and Equivalency Program exceed the maximum 
en.vironmental impacts studied in this Draft EIR of which maximum vehicular [rips is only one of several 

environmental thresholds. 
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This request shall include detailed information identifYing the land use transfer/exchange that is being 

proposed and supplemental information documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with the 

overall .:1M~ '!:!lA"fJ;t <,e_at:. .. h2:tlr:. !fiE fay_ ~d!!!!qfi.ed. .5l.l ):a~~e _I}} .... !~oj~c~ _Trip .. 9'!P~ _ I~~ ;~~;(;~;;;_ ~~·~.;~~~*~~~~~~~~::='~3 
dv'Cumentation shall also provide sufficient infonnation to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency 

Program would not exceed the maximum envirolHnentallmpacts identified in the Draft ElK 

With respect to CEQA compliance, this Draft ElR studies the maximum level of en~vJi·r:ol~lm:e:nita~l:im:p~al;ct~Sj~~.iji~~~~1~2~r; 
and mitigation measures that could occur under the Equivalency Program. These maximum levels of 

jmpacts were derived through t':le study of the Concept an, 

Scenario. The Development Regulations. includingJhe us . buH') In" cDntl'Ols. also were used to 

?f:\J.dYJllQJIlJl.:sjrm~.mJevels of impacts. Ultimately,. the finm ment scenario or phase ofthe Project 

must comply with the mitigation measures in this Draft Em. and the deVelopment limitations established 

in the proposed Equivalency Program. 

A. C()ncept Plan 

As flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, 

and massing characteristics, a conceptual plan has been prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate 

a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement land use and development 

standards {Concept Plan}. Thus, the defined Concept Pian presented in this Draft EIR represents one 

scenario that may result fi-om the approval of the proposed Development Agreement The Concept Plan 

provides an illustrative assemblage ofla.."ld uses and developed floor urea that conforms to tl)e terms of the 

Development Agreement. The Concept Plan is based on the 2008 Entitlement Application that was 

initially filed with the City in 200S-~ The Concept Plan includes approximately 492 residential dwelling 

units (approximately 700,000 square feet of residential fl,)or area), up to 200 luxury h;;te~l~r;o~o~m~SJ~li~~I~~~~~~~~~~~ (approximately 167,870 square feet of fk'or area), approximately 215,000 square feet of office space 

including the existing j 14,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, approximately 3 , 

of quality food and beverage uses, approximately 35,1 DO square feet of fitne cente~ ff~.--' _ "_.:_.:-

approximately 15,000 square feet of retail use.~ Table ll-4, Millennium Hollyw(J veiopment 1ilil~llllililliill Proposed Concept Plan Land Use and Square Footage Summary, shows tiie proposed development 

summary for the Concept Plan_ The Concept Plan would result in 11 total developed floor area of 

3 ... _ fi.lJ.: oj!-gsA,!g~t£s_ C:,.'a!f£1f0-' r;!!r;:!Qq8~.y1Q·2(;-.qJJ}:c..U.:?Y_-!JlA s3'~I1.!i!{€~.-1~g~~sl.l}! ?o..0!! .... ___ _ 
'-- _ l!C![fF_1lJ ~'1..u~I:e jop!af{~ t!l'-I>~b!r.! fo.! JlJ..e .. P}"(j/<:Cj tep!:e..Slf..n~ ~e..! ~q..uq.r:..e /q,ofaJJI!.· _ !h...e JCJ"Il1" '~If:t :fq'!..a!·efie} ~ i§ .. 

defined in LAMe SeCtion 14.5.3. Froor area is defined as the area in square feet confined wilhin the exterior 

walls of a building, but not including rhe w'p.a oj Ihe j'oifowing: exterior wfills. s/(Zirways. shafts, rooms hOl/sing 

f;uiTding operating equipment 01' machinery. p(rrking areas with as.toCfOled driveways and ramps, space for Ihe 

landing of helicopters, basemerU .storage areas. 

RL0036797 



ENV -11E-394 

approximately 1,166,970 square feet, which yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1. A Site Plan for the 

Concept Plan is provided in Figure II-2,'!!'fjll~m}iYmlr.Ql)y,~Y9:9!,!";;:jJ\:,tl.?1J-...... _ .. _____ .. ________ . 

Table H-4 

1,166,97f1 

Jof"f nlro,ws,,,,dul·d"pmenf will include "P fo U66. 970 sq,mre foci o/poor area based on (I 6: I FAR a""rage a«oss t", 
ann'", ,PrdfocJ Site, The exact s.g ..... :rrr: footage for each land I~se is siJbjec( to change in accordance wifh the prcpos~d 
j:!J'~;!:"Le!!l~ ?r'!.!I!'!!"~ _________________________________________________ _ 

GSF=Gr"-,\"Sq,mre F~(N. For purposes of D1/alyzing Ihe 'N)lume [jfncw cOH$lr:lJcrion, Ihe t01al GSFlt1trS assumed to he 1.5% 
'¥"'1 unclafJo'" F?oor AY~()" a.~ defined by rhe LAA1C. 

n.etof," ~1Jk'$'l,,""a ,'oo,rogc i,.,eluded wdc' the "Net Del'e/oped FloGr Area" column includes (he eli,sfing I J 4,30J ,[oj 
ojJiC(! Crlpifo/ Re(.'oras CompJe,i! which will be r(~toined as parr <.{ Ille Projecf. 

rhl~ Fl.i.et of office space excludes rhe CAililing CapHo{ RecordS' Complex, as it is hot neW (:QuslrrJction, 
rh. appmx(moled b,7.,d on a tOla) of 1,918 parking spaces antI 
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B. C{lmmercial Scenario 

As summarized in Table U-5, Proposed Commercia! Scenario Under the F.9,:!i'y~I~l!.cy' _ I:!~!":I,_ !h2 _ ·~!·:j~j~~~~g~~====S~=====~;; 
Commercial Scena.l"io would consist of approximately 461 residential dwelling units (approximately 

507,100 squi'xe feet of floor area), 254 luxury hotel rooms (approximately i90,567 square feet of floor 

area), approximately 264,303 square feet of office space including the existing 114,303 squ~e-foDt 
Capito! Records Complex (Oil net increase of 150,000 square feet above the existing office uses Lo be 

retained), approximately 100,000 square feet of relail space, apioro.xiIllately 15,Jl,U!J..sfttH'I'I'e--re;.w~~~~~@~2+'.~i~~> i} 
food and bevera.ge uses, and an approximately 80,OOU square-foot fitIlerCQQUj,<:,[isp(nts :. :::'c .... ,...'\/",,'", 

Commercia! Scenario would result in a total developed floor area ofapl)roxn::rraI~~:T6~rnJG 

wh leh yields a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: L 

< . 

Tile up to 11 
FAR average across the en/ir'! ProjeC1 Sile. 
O,sy,·.,(jro.r,. SquGwe Feel. For purposes of analYzing the volume a/new construe,'ion. [he [qlol GSF'wus 
assllmrui /0 {,.15% above the ''Net DCi'ek>perf FlOor Arw" as da}lned by {hI< LAMe. 
The lolal ojJice square foatage incl"ded ,,,,del'lha "Nel Developed Hoar Area" column lnc!ild .. r the 
existing 114,303 sial office -'pac" occupi.'d by Ih~ Capi/ol Records Complex which will be I'clained as par' 
ojthe Projecr. 
The amoun! QjGross Square Feel 0/ office space excl"des the existing Capitol Records Complex, as i( is 
nm n~ conSiruction.. 

71Ji~ am.arml. {f(P(~!:f;j!!A.$w.~J/Jl[Jj~~_ ((~ltU!1.~.f!il~.t,1.!.1J.1.V .. ;.:~:!.P~.ftJ!Wi!Lm,!d base!' Oil. (1 j(~laJ pC', 79~~. _ ., 
rJfrrkin (T ."1?tl(;c.fJ.J!l?fLqIJm';.}ximnfeiv .3 J;5 ,!"({UDrc fi~e' VeT snaC(~ 

S'JUrce: l'r,)fr!CI Applicant, 201 I. 

The Commercial Scenario also establishes the maximum potential impact levels for the Project for air 

quality and greenhouse gases, noise, water demand, wastewater flow, energy demands, police and fire 

services, rmd traffic impacts. Accordingly, for these issue areas the COll.lmerdal Scenario will be 

================~~""""""'cc- ___ c ___ c_~ccc __ c _c ____ ~cc-----~""-~~=======~ 
)l!iJ./~nniucIJlJ£olly:"'.o5'tJ f(oj~<;f;c _ ~ _______ . ____ c ••• 

Screencheck j)rajr Enl'iromnentallmpllct Reporl 
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analyzed In addition to the Concept Plan to conservatively identify the Project's maximum anticipated 

impacts> 

C. Residcntia I Scenario 

The Residential Scenario, as summarized in Table 1I-6, Proposed Residential Scenado Under the_.~.:~~~~~~~¥~~~~~~~~~._. 
~qulv_ale.!lI;::u;r;9g@1f), ~~12':" <-e..s~a1?li~lE~ ~l~ p!'a~~~u_t1!. ~e§i9~Ilt~l Qey~l.?pl~l'?Ilt J:I~a~ is" e!lY~L0!l~d_ ~o~ 
Project. The Residential Scenario will be analyzed in addition to the Concept Plan and the Commercial 

Plan [0 accurately identify the Project's upper limits of certaill potential impacts under the Equivalency 

Program_ As discussed above, the flexibility in the Development Agreement permits a range of 

development plans on the l'rc,ject Site, including changes to land uses, siting, and massing characteristics. 

The Residential Scenario, like the Commercial Scenario and Concept Plan, is an illustrative scenario to 

demonstrate a potential development program that implements the Development Agreement. 

As summarized in Table 11-6, the Residential Scenario would consist of approximately 897 residential 

dwelling units (approximately 987,667 square feet of residential floor area), no hotel uses, no increase in 

office space beyond the 114,303 square feet of office space that currently exist~ in the Capitol Records 

Complex, approximately 25,000 square feet of retait space, approximate1l1-l-fHlOO:;o:na;re 

food and beverage uses, and approximately 30,000 square feet offi 

Table U-6 
Proposed Residential Seenart!) Under the.J!:.!luiv_a!e_n~:tfu.K!:.imL . 

I jlFilr.".n;:~El~J"!.;:i't;;~o.~; .f1~oje.0(. ______ ~"~~:~'~.:~~-___ • _____________ , __ H >_. 

! Screellcheck Draft Enl'ironmenla! !mpaCi Report 
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The (0/(11 proposed j"\'elopll1et!t collid im;lude up (0 1.166,970 square/eel afflaor area based on (/ 6: f FAR 
average across the entire PrC!J'ecl SUe, 
OSF~Gmss Square Feel. For purposes of analyzing Ihe .olume a/new conslrucfion, the [alai GSP Was 

assumed 10 be i 5% above [he ''Nct Developed Floor Araa" as d~fined by ,he LAMe. 
Ti-le totot office ::;(PlQre foorage ir-3cluded ulIdl!.r (he "Net Developed FI<1or Ar-ea" co/um-n i.ncludes flU! t..r:iJting; 
114,303 sfof ojlice space occupied by Ihe Capi!o! Records Complex which w,fl be retained as pari of/he 
Pro/get. 
Th~ amount a/Gross Square Feel of office space excludes the exi.rting Capilol Records Complex, as il is 110t 

i'"lelf' const.rllcri(lU. 
the. ONOJmi (.(pm-kim! W'o!i1 fiJI" fhe R13_\"tdunfiul ,<;j(.ccrmr{o lIVX a(W'OXilt!ffWr! i]J1ElLrJ11 a lolal of2c 119 ImrkiJlF .y/'}ar:(!..~· 

amI uonl'f?£mafdl' 3 J.J...EJ1!!Jltieel Qj:r .mace. 

Source: Pmj"ClllppiiC(1)j(, 201l. 

'Ine Residcntial Scenario also establishes t1C maximum potential impact lev cIs for population and 

housing, schools, parks, libraries, parking, and solid waste generation. Accordingly, for these issue areas, 

the Residential Scenario will be aJlalyzed in addition to the Concept Plan to c.onservatively identify the 

Project's maximum anticipated impacts. 

Under 111e proposed Equivalency Program? the total amOullt of residential development could be increased 

or decreased wit.'1 corresponding changes to other Jand llses that would not gene.rate, in the aggregate, 

more than 1,498 impactJrI. :;~ q~'~~-<~;~"~:E~~~~~~~~~~~§~~3') 
issue area studied Residential Scen~·io. For 

example, under 

dwelling unils (approximately 987,667 square teet of residential lloor area). Under the Commercial 

Scenario, the amolml of residential developm.ent studied is 461 dwelling units (approximately 507,100 

square feet). The total amount of residentinl development built could further increase Or decrease in the 

ull.imate development program buiit pursuant to the Development Agreement as long as the maximum 

impacts in each issue area are not exceeded and lhe total FAR cap is not exceeded . 

• ___ . _ ~ ___ _ l? ... __ .. !!I?~ef .. _ .... _ ~ " _ ........ " .... _" " ............... _ .......... _ ............ _ ,,' ._ .. _ .. _ .. ~ _ 

The proposed Concept Plan consists of up to 200 luxury hotel roorr>.s (approximately 167,870 square feet 

offIoor area), Inchlding allcilIary uses such as [he lobby, registration area, conference rooms, hotel office, 

jt1i!l~l1nLu~n Fo!l>.n,,-,"!'q !!~:oject" . _ ... _ '. ___ .. _ .. 
Scremcfreck Drof/ Environmental impact Report 
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Under the proposed Equivalency Program, the amount of retail ili"ld food.lbcverage llses could be increased 

or decreased with corresponding changes to other land uses that, when evaluated against the tr~;·p~ic~a~Pfa~n~d_.'~;~'t~~~g~~;~~~~~;;~~. 
would not generate. in, thi! .?ggnog,3!Cz !.ll,o£e.. t~~ !,~2~ 1:)e,M.: p()llItr:i[ls-, Y'Picll j~ t!l~ 
the maximum impact ill any other issue area studied lll,t!!~ <;:~I!.c!'(lt,Pl'!!l.! £h~ _C_0!l!?:.eI~illl_S_c~lla;:ip Yr ~~_ 
Residential Scena.-io. Under the Commercial Scenario, the amount of retal! and foodlbeverage uses is 

approximately 125,000 square feet of floor area. Under the Residential Scenario, the amount of retail 

uses couid be approximately 25,000 square feet and food/beverage uses could be reduced to 

approximately 10,000 square feet of floor arc<'1. The total aI110unt of retail food/beverage development 

built could further increase or decTease in the ultimate development program built pursuant to the 
Development Agreement as Jor\g as the maximum impacts in each issue area are not exceeded and the 
total FAR cap is not exceeded. 

£o,og .?rrc! 2~.v~lC.ag~ ~~e§ ."':oy\d)e .P~(~Yl~e9 ,b9t!1_0_n,t~e,grSll~~dJloo[ ~12d~ ~~ll.irr ~m,.",",vll> "'l-'V"~.~"'Vj"'''', . . _L,;i):~~::::==~====::::::~==~::::=:::j· 
office and on II possible rooftop observation deck. The food and beverage USes would inc,~kJloLt~i:vicc 

restaurants and a cafe. The full serv"i.::::cc:;.:.;re""s",t ""'-"""~ 

An approximately 35,100 square-foot sports club is included as pa..-t of the Concept Plan. Amenities at 

the sports club might include a spa that is open to the public and a child activity center for the benefit of 

members visiting the facility. The spa would include a full menu of services including massage, manicure 

and pedicure servioes, fu-nong other services. The sports cluj) wOlJ!d be accessible to residents of the 

Project and hotel guests, and it membership program will be available iO~&~ 

DIlder the proposed Equivalency Program, the amount of ~~.e.!!!!'!J/sport5 club)ses could be 

increased or decreased with corresponding chmges to other lan~;When-ffi'liruated against the trip 

cap would not generate, in the aggregate, more than 1,498 peak hour hips, which is the trip cap, or more 

than the maximum impact in any other issue area studied in either the Concept 

Scenario or the Residential Scenario. Under the Commercial Scenario, the ~~:~;~~~~~~~~~~1:'I'!;:" ';':. 
clnb usc:~ 80,000 square feet of floor area. Under the 

amount o.fJ!.~~~S,{';1l . ~es would be approximately 30,000 square feet of floor area. 'The 
total a.'tlOlln! 0 ltnes8 .... ~'.m1gI/sports 6 development built could further increase or decrea.,e in the 

ultimate develop 'uilt pursuant to the Development Agreement as long as the maximum 
impacts in each issue area are not exceeded and the total FAR cap is not exceeded. 

-'': "0 •• '.' '-".:- .:.- ." .,::. ~ 

The Projr..ct \'.'ouid provide on",slte parking in accordance Vt'ith the parking requirements of the LAMC~ :;:i .. ;';::·:.:~~<-::.:>·:";-/~:, ::;,' . :,' ',. . -, 

and as otherwise penni1ted through the discretionary actions for the Project ... );:~~ _l!.C!t'!.a! p.~f!1~e.r.5~..f, "J';~fF'__:='~=.::::::::~-'~~~_9 
; I fI :- "". 

1fi;it;;:~;,:;r:]fE;'i~;';;R,;;,; " "": ~ " ==" .. " -" :~~}!.!!':!}~;!'J';t~!C\:,\ •..•. 
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parkin.g spaces required for Project will be dependent upon the land uses constructed in accordance 

with tl)e Equivalency Progr TI. For the commercial office, retail. and restaunmt uses the Project would 

·A.io<r.;"I1>,.;.j.,·ngspaces for every 1,000 square feet. For the sports club use, subject to the 

~=~i~e_I 
rooms and two 

~m4~::~::~;;'~~~~~be~lpPI[iedOn 
Project Site "",hen the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a 24-hour 
cycle. The intent for a shared parking program is to maximize efiicien! use of the Project Site by 
matching parking demand with complementary uses. In addition, the terms of the shared parking 
program would ensure that parking for each land use is provided either on the same lot as the use for 

which l'1ey are intended to serve or on Moiller lot not more tha.n iL 750 fillJ,i di~ta~ _ J .. efrS'~ _U!lp~r_ t!lb .. ; .. (F~~S~~=;===7==~0=:7=-====~ 
program, the Project's conservative peak hour parking demands would be ace modated on-site. 

parking program would also provjdepri~:n:!ty pla2~!PfOnJ.: f~r_'*~f!l!lt!,!:e)g~c!.~ p _ trl!IlSl?~rta1:i2l} includ~ng 
bike parking p.nd car-share parking. 

Based on the Code required parking standards and the implementation of a shared parking program, it is 

envisioned that L'l.e Project would include up to three levels of above-grade parking within the podium 

structures, up to six levels of below grade parking Q'1 the East Site, and up to four levels of below grade 
parking on tIle West Site, 

g. Sign age and Lighting 

The Project's use of signage and lighting would be in eonfOmlartCe with all applicable laws and 

regulations. No otFsit.e advertising signage is proposed as part of the Proje(,t. The Project Site is located 

Within the Hollywood Signage SUD (Ord. No. 176172, LAMe Section 13.11), and is tJU.J$ subject to the 

rules and regulations establislled in the Hollywood Signage SUD. The Project's signage will include 

directional way·Unding signs, OIl-site tenant identification signs, and informational sigllage as pennitted 

by the Municipal Code. The Project will be in conformance with all applicable requirements of the 

Hollywood Sigoage SUD, the Building Code and the Development Agreement. 

The Project's use of lighting will be regulated by the design standards and regulations set forth ill the 

Development Regulations. Lightillg located at the street·facing perimeter of each parcel will be required 

to sU'pp!ement the street lighting, the purpose of which is to improve color rcndeIing, fj II in shadows, light 

pedestrian walkways, articulate the building base-level facades and increase security. Project lighting 

will employ modem teChnology that facilitates maintenance and promotes energy-efficiency. The :,'!i;::~: .. 
:'\;iE¥::, --=-=-~~==-±3 •. 

~.I(- . . 

I :t:p!I;fI!;~~0JloJll .. !:~_o~i~~:~t.... ~ ~. - .... --~: ~ -.... ~' .. ~ ..... ~ .. . .... - - ..... ~ _. = .. ~ -.... -.. ~ .. --.... -£1,. f..rgl!!CJ Pt-!£C!fer(o,! -' ,i1:;:,,,: . '.' . · . ' .. 
Screeilcheck Draft Enviromnerrlai impact Report _.___ ._ ..... ,_ ... ____ ........... .l.a.ff.~ [1:.2§ ..../ ................... :.; ........ ' ......... ! ..•...•..•. ii!: ....• .. 

fr;.iFS:q:'02~:;;i··,· :i,'::;:·:·f'lf}jif:YM!!idR}5Wo~i;l!jgjI2B.~..b.2:i].V)jriiTili@i.~£t,f,:::·.·Et1~;GIJ}:;.~~:i;iiLi·:,:::;~E~] 
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lighting standards also will ensure that aU p-Lthe Project's exterior lighting will be designed to limit 

spillover onto off-site uses and areas. 

h. Open Space 

TfIe development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design. Open space will 
be used to enhance the experience of visitors and residents. Open space will also enable important 
pedestrian linkages and through-block connections for the Project. Grade level open space will be 

designed to showcase the Capital Records Building and Jazz Mural and will include design features and 
oiLtdoor furniture to" enliven the ground floor amenities. The Development Regulations will ultimately 
determine the amount and placement of open space on the: Project Site. In addition, the Development 

Regulations will set forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the Project, including 

areas to be accessible to the public (grade level open space, pubiicly accessible passageways, 

observation deck-level rooftop open space which may be builtt~~ ~~~S}g l'~ ~~sigp5:cl. 
uses (common open space and private open space). 

To enhance the pedestrian environment and promote waJkability and access to the public trllnspOIiation 
system surrounding Lhe Project Site, the Development Regulations incorporate a publicly accessible 
passageway to provide a continuous cormection belween two parallel streets, The intent of the 

passageways is to encourage public pedestrian circulation and ot,~"r appropriate pubL1c uses on both sides 
along Vine Street. These publiciy accessible passageways wOllld include sidewalk fl.lmiture such as 

benches and liiler re.ceptacles, and may incT ude other pedestrian friendly features normally found in parks 

and outdoor spaces induding water features, sculptures and other works of art, bicycle racks, open air 

cafes, kiosks, lights and lighting stanchions, temporary exhibitlolls, (lag poles, awnings, canopies and 

marquees, nunps and DoHards. 

5. F'loor Area Averaging 

The Project: includes a request for FAR averaging for a unified developmf:1lt pursmmt to Section 
1224,W.l9 of the LAMe. As shown in Table IT-I, tbe Project Site is comprised ofmu]tiple contiguous 
lots and pareels with a total lot area of 194,495 sq\mre feel. The request would allow the averaging of 

floor area ratios for buildings within the Project Site to achieve an optimal organization of uses and 

placement of building density and massing. FA R averaging would be pennHted even [fbuildings on each 
individual lot or buildings on the \Vest Site Or East Site exceed the permitted floor area ratio. However, 

the total floor arca for the Project Site will not exceed the maximum allowable FAR of 6:0. Pursuilnt to 
LAMe reqUirement';, the FAR averaging will require the long-term operation oUhe Project as a unified 

development as weH as implementation of design elements and f1.loctionallinkages sl1ch as pedestrian and 

vehicular connectiOlls unifying the Project. Additionl111y, the l)roject will include common architectural 
. and landscape features that unify the Project Site. 

,,',' : 

.~ . 
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6. Scale aud Massing 

A. Height Zemes 

.T~c:._ I2~Y~].9l?~~n:t . .R.:egu.lati~nse~t;:,~l~s~ ..h~ig~t.§ ;'il!..c!' {/~,)3., _ c:. 9J!..d_l? 1. ~nj _1l!~lrQ.~ po()[" ~a.t~5_ 
towers {o limit maximum building heights and control bulk These regulations respond to 

Development Objectives requiring context with the built environment and to preserve public view 
corridors to the Capitol Records Building. The Project would involve the development of four various 

height zones, as identified in Figure II"B..}0m~mlum FfollvwQg.Q .. '§Lt~ flafll!ei&h! !.fI!l~J'~r1!l);oc _~': _~~;I~~~~~~~~~~~~~. 
Height Zones include the following: . 

Height lone A would permil development to a maximum of 22G feet above ground zone and 

vvou!d be located on the northwest portion ofihe West Site. 

Height Zone B would pemlit development to a maximum of 585 feet ahove ground zone and 

. would be located on the eastern half of the West Site. 

Height Zone C would be located on the west side of the East Site fronting Vine Street (SOUdl of 

the Capitol Records Buifding) and would permit buildings to be a maximum of 585 feet above 

grade. 

Height Zone D would be located on (he east side of the East Site fronting Argyle Avenue and 

would penult buildings to ~ maximum height. of 22.0 feet above grade. 

B. Tower Massing Standards 

In addition to the Height Zones, the scale and massing of t.he Projec,t wHl be regulated pursuant to the 

Development Regulations in a manner that the buildout of the Project will oCCur within a pre-<letennined 

massing envelope. Table II-7, Tower Massing Standards, provides the design parameters that wi!! control 
the tower ma.~sing standards. The tower elements wm be required to conform to these tower massing 

standards that apply to the portion of a building located 150 feet above the curb level. The standards 

Iegulate total floor plate for the towers and bulk below 220 feet depending on the height of the proposed 
towe,s and their looation on the Project Site, whell)e; on the East"Sfte or West Site. For example, a tower 

located on the East Site with a maximum height between 221 and 550 feet could have a maximum floor 

plate of 17 ,380 square feet. 

RL0036805 
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Records Buildh"1g, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, 

and important view corridors to the Ho[ly"vood Hills, 

Promote and presen'e the status of the Roll;),wDod Boulevard Commercial Enteli~inment 

Dislrict as the main commercial corridor for the Holl)'VIlood community. Reinforce the 

. urban and historical importance of the intersection of Hollywood and Vine by the 

creation of an active street life focused on Vine Street 

Integrate new uses and new 'Jrban spaces lnto the Project Site in order to revitalize this 

historic intersection and continue to retain and attract residents, visitors. and businesses 

that promote economic vitality and preservation of the District, 

Create desi go startdards that address, respect <L'ld complement the extstmg context, 

including standards fo, ground-level open space, podium heights, and massing setbacks 

that minimize impacts to historic setting. Design of new buildings to be in a manner that 

is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic. resources. 

E. Intended Uses Of The EIR 

The intended uses of the Draft ElK Illclude proViding environmental clearance through CEQA for all 

discretionary actions that may be required for the development of the Project. Pursuant to CEQA, as a 

project-level EIR, the analysis conwined in this report is detailed and specific enough tD provide the 

decision makers and the conununity the information necessary to understand the environmental impacts 

of the Project. It also identifies effe·ctive and necessary mitigai10n measures to mitigate the potentially 

adverse impacts of the Project. Tlus ElR contemplates implementation of the Development Agreement, 

which affords the EtQJ.~fl..bppli0l?t~ t!t~ P~?fj~ili~y.~t() ~dc.,:el~r~ *(: 'p~oj~c.t ~i.le. 2'.:e~~ 
response to market demands. The specific discretionary acHons that the lead and responsible agencies 

will be considering aTe as follows: 

A. Lead Agency 

The Project would require several discretionary actions by the City as the designated Lead Agency. Thus, 

imp1ementation ofthe Project would require approval ofthe following: 

Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Site. 

Vesting Tentative Tract. Map for development mixed-use dcv'elopment corn~~!!ts. 

Vesting Zoning Change from C4 Zone to the C2 Zone (to permit 

Club use). 

N~(I'f.n:'1i.u!'lJtoIIy'l~o'p« froje!t_ .. _, .. _ ... ~ .. _. ____ ... __ 
Screencheck Drajl E"nvirorrme/1lp1 fmpm:r Report 
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ENV-llE-230 

Fwd: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood Project 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmu!lln.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> 

WvwJ.sheppardmufJin.com/afraijo 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Alan lin <alan_Hn@dotca.gov> 
Date: November 27, 2012, 2:26:53 PM PST 
To: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

Tue, Nov 27,2012 at 3:05 PM 

Cc: 'Alfred Fraijo Jr.' <afraijo@sheppardmu!!in.com>, 'Dianna Watson' 
<dianna~watson@dot ca.gov>, <DSkidmore@CrainandAssociates.com>, '''Kyndra Casper'" 
<KCasper@sheppardmullin.com> 
Subject: RE: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood Project 

George, 

This is to confirm the meeting with you on December 4, 2012 at 10 AM with CONDITION that a 
decision maker from the Lead Agency is participating in the meeting as well. If you need an 
extension to accommodate this conditional acceptance, that would be granted. 

If you have any question, please contact Dianna Watson at 213-897-9140. 

Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
rGRlCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1331 Fax 

Circular 2.JQJ:-JoUge: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding lax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

p.ttentlgn~ TIlis message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please noUfy the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:!lmail.gcog le.comlmai I/?ui=2&i k= 285d5bdce4&vi ev'Fpt&search= inboX&th= 13b441eefOccaaaO 116 
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7(25113 C ity' of Los Angeles Mail - Fw:J: Meeting on Cal trans Concerns Re: The Millennium HolI',MOOd Project 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com> ENV-llE-232 Wed, Nov 28, 2012 at 10:17 AM 
To: Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacrty.org> 

Guys, 

We discussed this issue with Srimal yesterday. Is it possible for a Planning representative to attend the 
meeting? We are attempt!ng to calendar this meeting prior to the December 10th comment period deadline. 

Thank you_ 

www.sheppardmullin.comiafraiJo 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 
Date: November 27, 2012,3:43:23 PM MST 
To: 'Alfred Fraijo Jr.' <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: 'Kyndra Casper' <KCasper@sheppardmuiifn.com> 
Subject: FW: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood Project 

Alfred, 

Please see the below. Caltrans is requiring that LA City be represented in order to hold a 

meeting. 

George Rhyner 

Senior Transportation Engineer 

Crain & Associates 

300 Corporate Pointe Suite 470 

Culver City, CA. 90230 

Phone: (310) 473-6508 ext. 4366 

Fax: (310) 444,·9771 

Mobile: (310) 779-8051 

From: Alan Un [maiito:aranJin@dotca,gov] 
Sent. Tuesday, November 27, 2G12 2:27 PM 
To: George Rhyner 
Cc: 'Alfred Fraijo Jr.'; 'Dianna Watson'; DSkidmore@Crainanc.1Associates.com; 'Kyndra Casper' 
Subject: RE: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood Project 

George, 

https:lfmail.goo;:Jje.comirnail/?ui~2&ik~285d5bdce4&liiev\""pt&search::oinboX&th"'13b441HefOeeaaaO 3/6 
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ENV-llE-233 
This is to confirm the meeting with you on Decem ber 4, 2012 at 10 AM with CONDITION thai a 
decision maker from the Lead Agency is participating in the meeting as well. If you need an 
extension to accommodate this conditional acceptance, that would be granted. 

if you have any question, please contact Dianna Watson at 213-897,,9140. 

Thank 'lout 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Trans portation Engineer-Cl\,;! 
Regional Planning 
!GRiCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(1) avoiding tax penalties or Oi) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a Jaw firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmisslon in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

20 attachments 

graycologif 
1K 

image001.png 
1K 

image002.png 
1K 

image001.png 
1K 

image002.png 
1K 

image001.png 
1K 

image002.png 
1K 

image002.png 
1K 

image002.png 
1K 

i.j ATT00001.htm 
2K 

hrtps:!!mail.g{x)9le.comlmai I/?ui ~ 2&i k"~285d5bdce4&"";eVIF pt&search:c: i nboX&tll::: 13b441 eefOccaaaO 4/6 

RL0036810 



7/251 13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fw.:J Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium HolIYJlOOd Project 

a:l ATT00002.htm ENV-llE-234 

lK 

~ ATT00003.htm 
1K 

~ ATT00004.htm 
1K 

~ ATT00005.htm 
2K 

~ ATT00006.htm 
1K 

, ATT00001.htm 
itI 2K 

~ ATTOOOOB.htm 
1K 

\t1 ATT00009.htm 
3K 

't7j Caltrans-Millennium 124-12 Mtg Agenda.pdf 
16K 

iJ ATT00010.htm 
1K 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 28,2012 at 7:35 PM 
To: afraljo@sheppardmullin.com, kevin.jones@lacity.org 
Cc: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Hello Alfred, I think it is best for Planning to attend. In fact I think we should have more than one person 
represented there. Let me follow-up with staff tomorrow, Literally half the people have been out sick this 

week (including me). Jon 

From: A!fred Fraijo Jr. [mailto:afraijo@sheppardmullin,com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012. 10: 17 AM 
To: Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@laclty.org> 
Cc: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood Project 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmulHn.com> Thu, Nov29, 2012 at 12:01 PM 
To: .Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: "kevin.jones@lacity.org" <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, "sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" 
<srimal.hewawitharana@tacity.org> 

Thanks Jon. Hope you're feeling better. 

WVvW,S heppardmult in. comiafraijo 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmu1lin.com> Sat, Dec 1, 2012 at 8:03 AM 

https:!!rnail.gDOgle.corfvrnaif{?ui'" 2&i k~285d5bdce4&,,;eW" pt&search= i nboX:'S.th= i3b44'1 HefOecaaaO 5/6 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fv..ti: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Holl)MQOd Project 

To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@facity.org> ENV-llE-235 
Cc: "kevin.jones@!acity.org" <kevin.jones@!acity.org>, "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" 
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Good morning Jon, 

CaHrans confirmed the meeting for Tuesday. I'm assuming by the confirmation that they received assurances 
Planning would be attending. if so, perhaps we can meet and confer before attending the meeting. 

Thank you. 

VN0N. S heppardmu!lln. com/arraijo 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuliin.com> Sun, Dec 2,2012 at 2:41 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: "kevin.jones@lacity.org" <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" 
<srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Jon, 

Please let me know who wi!! be attending the Caltrans meeting on Tuesday on behalf of Planning. I have 
tentati'vely scheduled an all hands call (City, Sheppard Mullin, Crain and Chris Joseph) at 5 p.m. tomorrow, 
Monday, to briefly check in and confer regarding the meeting. 

Thank you. 

wVNv.sheppardmul!ifl.comiafra!jo 

On Nov 28, 2012, at 7:35 PM, "Jon Foreman" <jon.foreman@lacity.org> wrote: 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:flmail.google.comin1aiif?ui" 2&ik=285d5bdce4&-.iew= pt&search=lnbo>,&th= 13b441eefOccaaaO 6/6 
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7;24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - LlI. Times Ad for Millennium and Notice to City Clerk 

ENV -11E-403 

LA Times Ad for Millennium and Notice to City Clerk 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 5,2012 at 11:52 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, in anticipation of publishing the Draft EIR, I'm guessing that the ad will need to go in the paper next week? Is 
there a way we can review a draft of the LA Times before it gets submitted to the Times? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 5,2012 at 12:12 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<!isa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Generally, the ad to the LA Times is submitted to the City Clerk's office on a Friday and it gets published in the 
paper the following week Thursday. 

If all goes we!1 with the review, we wil! submit the ad to the City Clerk's office next Friday (Oct. 12) for 
publication the following week (Oct. 18). 

I can try to send you a draft for your review - generally, it is the project description taken directly from the NOA. 

Srimal 
[Ouoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 5,2012 at 12:15 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa. webber@!acity.org> 

Thank youl 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrtmaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Fri, 5 Oct 201212:12:17 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <Jon.Foreman@lacity.org>, Usa Webber 

<I i sa. webbe r@laelty.org> 

Subject: Re: LA Times Ad for Millennium and Notice to City Clerk 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/25l13 Cit,/of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood - Another Requestfor Extension 

ENV-llE-236 

Millennium Hollywood - Another Request for Extension 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@[adty.org> Wed, Nov 28, 2012 at 2:37 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@faGity.org> 

I've attached a copy of a letter from the Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council, requesting an extension of 
the comment period, for your consideration. 

Srimal 

------- Forwarded message ------
From: <planning@!adty.org> 
Date: Wed, Nov 28, 2012 at 2:15 PM 
Subject: 
To: Srimal <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 

This E-mail was sent from "Lily" (AnGio MP 5500). 

Scan Date: 11.28.2012 14: 15:27 (-0800) 
QUeries to: p!anning@lacity.org 

,,~ 20121128141527882.pdf 
U 68K 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
To: Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <l1sa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hello Srirnal, 

Thu, Nov 29, 2012 at 6:48 PM 

If you have heard nothing to the contrary from anyone, please let them know that the time will not be extended. 

Also, was the letter of decline prepared for CD13? 
Thanks, 
Jon 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angdes, CA 90012 
Tel: 213 .. 978 .. 1387 
Fax: 213~,978~,'1343 
jon.foreman@lacity.org 

https:f/rnai!.google.comlmaill?ui" 2&"~285d5bdce4&\;€'JF pt&search" i nboX&th= 13b492b2db3b 7443 1/2 
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7/25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl}'MXXl- Another Request for Extension 

ENV-llE-237 

Lisa Webber <!isa.webber@lacity.org> Thu, Nov29, 2012 at 8:11 PM 
To: jon.foreman@laclty.org, srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org . 

Yes, that is the case at this point, 1 have consulted with Michael on this a number ohimes, as well as with 
Rich, and the position continues to be to keep the circulation period to 45 days. I have a cal! into Marcel to 

let him know that the position has not changed. That will be a fun phone conversation! 

From: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@lacity.orgl 
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 201206:48 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@ladty.org>; Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Millennium HolIYVllood - Another Request for Extension 

(Quoted lext hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Mon, Dec 17, 2012 at 1:37 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraljo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Seth, 

Forwarding a request for extension, from Greater Griffith Park NC. To be included in the FEIR, please. 

Srimal 
[Quoted lext hidden] 

~) 20121128141527882.pdf 
k:J 68K 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - F,'\d: Fw. Meeting 011 Caltrans Concerns Re; The Millennium Hol!y.M:XXI Project 

ENV-llE-238 

Fwd: Fw: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood 
Project 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@[acity.org> 

stay tuned 

~------ Forwarded message -------
From: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Nov 29, 2012 at 12:15 PM 
Subject: Fw: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood Project 
To: karen.hoo@lacity.org 

Fyi 

From Dianna Watson [mai!to:dianna_watson@dotca.gov] 
Sent: ThursdaYr November 29, 2012 11:37 AM 
To: jon.foreman@iadty.org <jon,foreman@lacity.org> 

Thu, Nov 29, 2012 at 1 :29 PM 

Cc: Alan Un <alanJin@dot.ca,gov>; Elhami Nasr <elhami_nasr@dot,ca.gov>; Aziz Elattar 
<aziz_eiattar@dot.ca.gov>; lisa,webber@lacity.or9 <lisa.webber@lacity.org>; danlel.scott@!acity.org 
<danieLscott@lacity.org>; David McCray <david_mccray@dot.ca.gov> 
Subject: Fw: Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium Hollywood Project 

Good morning Jon, 

As r mentioned in my \ft:)icemail message to you on November 27,2012. the consultant & attorney for the 
Millennium Holtywood Project has requested a meeting with Caltrans to discuss concerns with the traffic study. 
We have set a tentative date for the meeting on December 4, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. at Caltrans District 7 office 

building. The meeting will only take place if a representative from the lead agency will be in attendance. Since, 
Azlz Elattar, Caltrans Deputy District Director of Planning will be in attendance, we would like to extend the 

, invitation to Ms. Usa Webber, City of Los Angeles Deputy Director of Planning Case Processing and Mr. Daniel 
Scott, City of Los Angeles Principal Planner for Plan Implementation. 

Please let me know if the date and time is good for you or if you prefer another date and time. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call at (213) 897-9140. 

DiAnna Watson 

l(;i:;;rCEQA Branch Chief 

100 S. Main Street, M.S. if) 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ph: (213) 897-9140 Fax: (213) 897·1337 

-""~. Forvvarded by Alan LinfD07!Caltram/CAGov on 11 i19f2012 09:56 AM ~ ... ~. 
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7/25/13 Cilyof Los Angeles Mail ~ Fv...::J: Fw. Meeting on Caltrans Concerns Re: The Millennium HoIlyv.ood Project 

Alan, 

George Rhyner 

<grhyner@crainandassOCiates. 

com> 

11i16!2012 02:17 PM 

ENVnllEt~~i1@dot.ca.gov> 

cc 

Subject 

'Alfred Fraijo Jr.' <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, 'Kyndra Casper' 

<KCasper@sheppardrnullin.com>, 

<DSkidmore@CrainandAssociates.com> 

Meeting on Caltrans Concems Re: The Millennillm Hollywood 

Project 

This is to follow-up on the voicemail I left this morning. I have discussed the Caltrans concerns with the 
Millennium Hollywood Project team. The Project attorneys would appreciate a chance to meet with you and 
other Caltrans personnel regarding your concerns. The team would like to set a meeting during the week of 

November 26th ,. If I am not avatlab!e when you ca!i, please speak with our office manager, Diana Skidmore, to 
set the meeting arrangements. 

Thanks, 

George Rhyner 
Senior Transportatioll Engineer 
Crain & Associates 
300 COIporate Pointe Suite 470 
Culver CiZV, CA. 90230 
Phone: (310j 473-6508 ext. 4366 
Fax: (310) 444-977 j 
Mobile: (310) 779-8051 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

hltps:!lmail.google,comimail/?ui~2&ik=285d5bdce4&\AB',.IFpt&searcI1"'inbo~th~13b4e132d53fOcfd 212 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Quick Question 

ENV -11E-404 

Quick Question 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Would it be helpful if I accept changes as I review? 

Srrmal 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Sdmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@[adty.org> 
Cc: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

! wHi have Seth call you asap on thrs. 
[Quoted Ie xl hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks. Spoke with him. I will write my edits and scan them and send. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Excellent, thanks. 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <Sri mal. Hewawith arana@lacity.org> 
Date: FriJ 5 Oct 2012 12:12:01-0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Re: Quick Question 
[Quoted text hidden] 

tlttps:!irnail.google.com/mai!f?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.iev.Fpt&search=inbox&th"'13a3249317clc5c33 

Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 11 :56 AM 

Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 12:02 PM 

Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 12:12 PM 

Fri, Oct 5,2012 at 12:15 PM 

1{1 
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7/25i13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv.uod 

ENV-IIE-240 

Millennium Hollywood 

Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> Wed, Nov28, 2012 at 11:11 AM 
To: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@[adty.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Jon 
Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Usa Webber <!isa.webber@lacity.org>, Kit Awakuni <kit.awakuni@lacity.org> 

Good Morning Everyone: 
I talked briefly to Srimal this morning about MiUennium Hollywood (MH). We talked about her meeting with 
Alfred. Once again their "schedule" does not follow or recognize our processing procedures. Alfred's schedule 
indicates: 
1. End affinal public Comment period is 12/10/2012 
2. They submit the Screecheck Final Elr on MMRP on 01/30/2013. 
3. City Completes review and Screenchek final EfR and MMRP 02/15 
4. Joint Public Hearing 02/2013 
5. cpe 03/2013. 

The Project Milestone sheet dated 10/29 that! prepared shows: 
1. The final EIR is published 12/31/2012 
2. Prepare Hearing notice 01/02/2013 
3. mail hearing notice 01/24 
4. Joint hearing between 02/02 and 02/08 
5. cpe meeting 03/14. 

Please note: All work related to the final EIR must be completed by December 21,2012 to allow the 10 day 
Public Agency comment period to end on December 31 and allow our processing to meet the March 14 CPC 
date that we have been discussing. 

This is a significant difference between what we have been discussing with the applicant and the realities of case 
processing. It appears that the applicant continues to interpret our instructions that we have been communicating 
to them for several months now. 

Kevin D. Jones 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
(213) 978-1361 
Fax (213) 978-1343 
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7/24113 CityofLos Angeles Mail - Millennium Hol[y.MJOd - State Clearing houseNOC and Template for Envelope Return Labels 

ENV -11E-405 

LA . 
r.,.GHCS·· 
';....j . 

Millennium Hollywood - State Clearinghouse NOC and Template for Envelope 
Return Labels 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 10:53 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity,org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Received your phone message of this morning and, as I stated in the message I left for you in reply, I need the 
State Clearinghouse NOC - if you can do the draft and send me, that would be much appreciated. 

Also, I am attaching the return labels template for the mailing envelopes. Please use this for the mailout. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

If[J sideenvelope.docx 
30K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 5, 2012 at 10:58 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@Jaclty.org>, Ryan 
Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, 5 Oct 201210:53:37 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@llacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>,Jon Foreman 
<Jon.Foreman@lacity.org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - State Clearinghouse NOC and Template for Envelope Return Labels 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7119/13 City of Los Ang eles Mail - Cultural Resources 

ENV -11E-603 

Cultural Resources 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Mar 6,2012 at 12:07 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi SrimaL Any chance of seeing the comments on this section before tomorrow's meeting? 

Thanks! 

Chris 

Senttrom myiPhone 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Wed, Mar 7, 2012 at 9:31 AM 

I wi!! try to submit my comments this morning; they are, for the most part, relatively minor. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

excellent, thanks. 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 
310-469-6700 ( offie e) 

310-806-980 1 (fax) 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Wed, Mar 7, 2012 at 10:02 AM 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> Wed, Mar 7, 2012 at 11 :51 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardrnullin.com>, Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@lacity,org>, Henry Chu 
< henry. chu@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Attached, please find the Cultural Resources Section, with my comments and corrections. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7f19f13 

i@J IV.C. Cultural Resources.docx 
92K 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Cultural Resources 

ENV -11E-604 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium HolJywood Project Information 

ENV-llE-241 

[e5 

Millennium Hollywood Project Information 

Srima! Hewaw ithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: splweb@yahoo.com 
Cc: Blake lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> 

Good morning Michael, 

Per our phone call this morning, here is the information you requested: 

Link to the Millennium Hollywood Project on the City's website: 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org! 

Tue, Nov 13, 2012 at 7:42 AM 

Click on "Environmental" (left side of the screen) and then, on the drop down menu, click on Draft EIR; Scroll 
down until you see Millennium Hollywood Project. Click on the title and it will take you to the document. 

The information about the Ifbraries where the document is available for review is also on the website. But since 
you asked that the information about the John C. Fremont Branch library be included in this email: 

John C. Fremont Branch Library, 6121 Melrose Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90038 

The Planner for the Hollywood Community Plan area is Blake Lamb; phone number: 213-978-1167; I have copied 
her on this e-mail 

As I also mentioned during our conversation, the DEIR can be purchased on cd-rom for $7.50 per copy. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental SpeCialist II 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Blake Lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> 

Hi Blake, 

Tue, Nov 13, 2012 at 7:46 AM 

Forwarding an e-mail I sent in response to a phone calf from a gentleman named Michael Serapis about the 
Mifienniurn Hollywood Pi:'9ject. His phone # is 323·~S25-'18·18. 

He was also asking about digital bill boards in Hollywood, but I don't know about bill boards - he might contact 
you about that 

Srirna~ 

(Quoted text hidde-n] 

SriU1.a1 Hewawitharana <srirnal.hewawitharanacg?lacity.org> Tue, Nov 13, 2012 at 7:47 AM 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood Project Information 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-llE-242 

Hi Chris, 

Forwarding you an e-mail! sent in response to a phone call from Michael Serapis, inquiring about the Millennium 
Hollywood Project. 

Srima! 

------- Forwarded message -------
From: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Date: Tue, Nov 13, 2012 at 7:42 AM 
Subject: !\,1H1ennium Hollywood Project Information 
To: spiweb@yahoo.com 
Cc: Blake Lamb <blake.iamb@lacity.org> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Nov 13,2012 at 7:57 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Blake Lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 13,2012 at 8:46 AM 
To: Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitllarana@laciiy.org> 

HI Kevln, 
Are you the Millenium Hollywood case staff person? Here is an email Srimal forwarded to me. 
Blake 

--------- Forwarded message --------
From: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimal.hew3witharana@lacity,org> 
Date: Tue, Nov 13, 2012 at 7:42 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project Information 
To: spiweb@yahoo.com 
Cc: Blake Lamb <blake.larnb@lacity.org> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Blake E. Lamb, AICP 
City Planner 
Plan Implementation Division 
Neighborhood ~:Jrojects, Central Section 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1167 
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7/25/13 CityofLos Angeles Maii - Millennium Hollyvvood Project Information 

ENV-llE-243 
* Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at 
the Oe\€!opment Service Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact information: 
http://wvV\fl.p1anning.!acity.org/PublicCounter.htrn! 

In addition, two City Planning Department on-nne systems can provide a variety of information ~ Zoning 
Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides a 
property's zoning designatlon, potential hazard zones, County Assessor's data, and 
economic de\telopment incentives among other informatlon. It can be accessed at zimas.l3city.org. 
PCTS provides a summary of information regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and 
can be accessed at plncts.lacity.org/cts_internet! 

Blake Lamb <blake.tamb@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 13,2012 at 8:46 AM 
To: Sdmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!aclty.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Hi Kevin, 
Another MiI!enlum email 
Blake 

~-~-~- Forvvarded message ----------
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
[Quoted text Ilidljenj 

Blake E. Lamb, AICP 
City Planner 
Plan impiementation Division 
Neighborhood Projects, Central Section 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1161 

* Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at 
the Development Service Center (OSC). Click the following link for DSC contact information: 
http://vvv.,w. p~anning.lacity .org/PubHcCounter. htrnl 

In addition, two C[ty Planning Department on-line systems can provide a variety of information - Zoning 
Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) and Planning Case Tracking System (peTS). ZIMAS provides a 
property's zoning designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor's data, and 
econornic development incentives among other information. It can be accessed at zimas.lacity,org. 
peTS provides a summary of information regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and 
can be accessed at pfncts.lacity.org/cts~".intemetl 
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7/24113 Cit'lof Los Angeles Mail - Holl)'Aood Millennium 3rd Screencheck Hard Copy 

ENV -11E-406 

Hollywood Millennium 3rd Screencheck Hard Copy 

Sri ma I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Usa, 

Thu, Oct 4,2012 at 3:14 PM 

Just to let you know, [ received the hard copy of the 3rd screencheck (red line version) at 2:25 p.m. today. At 
first glance, there seems to be quite a bit of revised material to review. 

Srima! 

Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.erg> 
To: srimaL hewawitharana@[acity.erg 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 4:03 PM 

Ok .... did u receive draft of NOA NOC yet?? We r definitely NOT meeting next Thursday!!! 

From: Srima! Hewawltharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@iacity,org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 04,201203:14 pr\1 
To: Usa Webber <lisa.webber@iadty.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>; Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium 3rd Screencheck Hard Copy 

lQuoted t.ext hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srlmal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Lisa Webber <!isa.webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@facity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> 

Lisa, 

Yes, I received the draft NOA at 4:00 p.m. today. 

Sr~ma! 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 

Ha! ! love it. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [maiito:srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 201204:28 PM 
To: Usa Webber <lisa.webber@ladty.org> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@!adty.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium 3rd Screencheck Hard Copy 

https:llmail.google.com'maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view= p!&search= inbox&th", 13a2dd7b84de8986 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 4:28 PM 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 4:31 PM 
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[Quoted text hidden] ENV -11E-407 

https:l!mail_google_com/mail/?ui"'2&ik=285rJ5bdce4&\.iew=pt&searchcc:inbox&th=13a2dd7b84de8986 'lJ2 
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7125/13 Cityof Los Angeles fv'iail - Address Correction - Millennium HoUyvvood 

ENV-IIE-244 

ECS 

Address Correction - Mille nnium HoUywood 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hevvawitharana@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 5, 2012 at 11:04 AM 
To: Chrjs Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa
nepa.com> 

Received a phone message requesting an address correction, saying EIR was sent to the wrong address. 

Correct address is: 

Luzzatto Company 
3110 Main Street, Suite 200 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

! am sony, but I forgot to ask what the incorrect address was, or to get a phone number. Very remiss of me. 

Srimal 

Seth WuHmn <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Nov6, 2012 at 12:13 PM 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa
nepa.com> 

Hi Sr:imal, 

We mailed out a CD to tills new address. 

We will also note this new address on our contact Ii<.;t, so we can make sure it is included during the Final EIR. 

Seth 

From: Srimat Hewawitharana [mailto:srirnal.hewawltharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Monday, November OS, 2.012 11:04 AM 
To: crrrts Joseph; Seth Wulkan; Ryan Luckert 
SubJect: Address Correction - Millennium Hol[ywood 

[Ouoted text hidden] 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
T0: Seth Wujkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:iimail.gcog Ie. cornfrnai I/?ui"'2&i k-" 285d5bdce4&\1 ew= pt&search=inbox&th~ 13ad1 f5104f803a4 

Tue, Nov 6,2012 at 12:55 PM 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Address Correction - Millennium Holl)MOOd 

ENV-llE-245 
Thanks, Seth. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text tlidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Nov?, 2012 at 12:12 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Here is the FedEx delivery confirmation for this item: 

Our records lndicate that the following shipment has been delivered: 

Reference: Hillennium Cap Records 

Ship (P/D) date: Nov 6, 2012 

Deliver~'l date: Nov 7, 2012 11:46 AM 

Sign for by: 

Deli\"ery location: SAN'TA MONICAl CA 

Delivered to: Receptionist/Front Desk 

Ser\li.ce type: FedEx Standard Overnight 

Packagi.ng type: FedEx Envelope 

Number of pieces: 1 

'weight: 0.50 lb. 

Special handling/Services: Deli.vel' \'J"eekday 

Tracki.nq number: 

https:!!mail.google.con-v'mail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieW"pl&search"inbo>i.th=13ad1f5704f803a4 213 
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7/25i13 Cityof Los Angeies Majl -. Address Correction - Millennium HolI\M'OOCi 

ENV-IIE-246 

Shippey_- Tnrormution Recipient Information 

AndrpCl Thornton Luzzat_t_o Company 

11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 3110 IvLliIN s'l' 

LO~3 Angeles STE 200 

CA SANTA tv]ONICA 

us CA 

90049 us 

90405 

From: Srimal Hewawith<-Jrana [mailto:sr1maLhewawrtharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2012 11:04 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan; Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Address Correction - fvlillenn[um Ho!lyvvood 

Received a phone message requesting an address correction, saying ErR was sent to the 'wrong address. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewaw itha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srirna! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

hl1ps :l/rnail.goog Ie. comfrnai l/?ui=2&ik= 285d5bdce4&vi fiW~ pt&s earch= i nbox&th= Bad 1 f5"104f803a4 

Wed, Nov 7, 2012 at 1:24 PM 
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7119113 Cityof Los Ange!es Mail ~ Letter to Planning Department 

ENV -IIE-605 

LA 
,~ GEECS 
o~ ) 

letter to Planning Department 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Mar 6, 2012 at 12:09 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Here's the letter we mailed. 

Thanks! 

Circular 230 Notice: in accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax ad\oice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\Otding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is pri\oiteged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

~"1 Letter to Srimal 2~9-12.PDF 
tel 26K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@[adty.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraljo Jr." <afraljo@sheppardmul!ln.com> 

Alfred, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted lext I'lidden] 

hUps:!/rnail.g DOg Ie, comfmai I/?ui= 2&ik-"285d5bdce4&lAe\'r~ pt&search= i nbox&th= 135e9a 1 ea 767737a 

Wed, Mar 7,2012 at 9:49 AM 
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7/24113 City of Los AngelE'-S Mail - Millennium Holl'flM')Od - draft NOA 

ENV -11E-408 

Millennium Hollywood ~ draft NOA 
/ 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhew8witharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srlmal, 

Attached is the draft NOA for you to review. 

Thank you. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 ( office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

;~ Draft NOA_Revised.DOCX 
19K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew3witharana@!acity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

https:ifmail.g(X)(Jfe.comirnail!?ui=2&i k=285d5bdce4&\.i <Jw=pt&search",inbox&th= i 3a2eO~~93ccf89c6 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 4:00 PM 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 4:26 PM 
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ENV -11E-409 
Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https;{lmail.google,Gom/rmil{?ui,,2&ik-"285d5bdce4&\1ew=pt&search=inboX&th=13a2e0393ccf89c6 212 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mai! - Re: comrnunityq uestions I comments re: millenium project 

ENV-llE-247 

til 
::": GHCS, 

Re: community questions I comments re: millenium project 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lactty.org> Mon, Nov 5, 2012 at 6:35 PM 
To: Kevin Keller <kevin.kel!er@!acity.org> 
Cc: Srlmal Hewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Kevin, 
The Draft EIR is now in circulation. so anything and everything about the project should go to Srimal during this 
period for response in the FEIR. You can cc Karen Hoo as well in case Srimal is out for some reason. 

I have ce'd them hear. 

You wjjl now always be Mr. Hollywood! 
Jon 

On Mon. Nov 5, 2012 at 5:43 PM, Kevin Keller <ke'v1n.keHer@Jacity.org> wrote: 
I'm getting a few amaHs inquiring about this - whom do I send them to? Are you the lucky one, Kevin? 

: Thanksf 

Kevin 

Kevin J. KeHer, AICP 
Senior City Planner 
Los A.ngeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Sprinq Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
kevin. keller@lacity .org 

, 213.978.1211 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeies, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Anqeies, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. forernan@!acity.org 

Kevin Keller <kevin.keller@lacity.org> 
To: jon.forernan@lacity.org 
Cc: srimaLheW3witi1arana@iactty.org, karen.hoo@lacity.org 

Haha- thankslohn! 

https:i/rmil.googfe.comlrnai lI?uioc 2&ik~ 285d5bdce4&vrew-opt&searchooinbox&thoo 13ad392a5ba494c2 

TUB, Nov 6, 2012 at 10:03 AM 
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7J25J13 Crtyof Los Angeles Mail- Re: community q uestions r comments re: millenium project 

ENV-IIE-248 

From: ]on Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2012 06: 35 Ptvl 
To: Kevin Keller <kevln.kener@!acity.org> 
Cc: Srimaf Hewawitharana <srimaLhewavvitlarana@!acity.org>; Karen HOD <karen,hoo@ladty.org> 
Subject: Re: community questions / comments re: mi!lenium project 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:iirnail.google,cornfrnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\,;ewo:pt&search~inboX&th"'13ad392a5ba494c2 2/2 
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7i19i13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- SWA 

ENV -11E-606 

SWA 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraUo@sheppardmumn.com> Tue, Mar 6, 2012 at 11 :43 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@laclty.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

!'m hoping we can have an update on the SWA for our meeting tomorrow, if possible. Please let me know if I 
should follow-up separately. 

Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (Ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@tacrty.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Alfred, 

I've just now forwarded to you and Chris, a request for additional info. from DWP. 

Srimal 
[QuoteD text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawftharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you! Chris is working on the data submittal to DWP. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 20129:29 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subjec.t Re: SWA 

[Quoted text hidd(~nl 

https:ifmail.google.comlrnail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search",inbox...9,Jil=135e989cf30eb91f 

Wed, Mar 7,2012 at 9:29 AM 

Wed, Mar 7, 2012 at 9:45 AM 
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7/24i13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FIN: Millennium HoIl}'v\'JOCl3rd SC v.ith figures 

ENV-llE-410 

FW: Millennium Hollywood 3rd SC with figures 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srlmal, 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 5:28 AM 

Please use the links below to access the pdfs with figures for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

From: Chris Joseph [mailto:dellvery@yousendit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 20125:22 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 3rd SC with figures 

htlps:!/mail.goog le.comtmai Il?ui::: 2&ik=285d5bdce4&>i eVFpt&search:::inbox&th= i 3a2bcOdb8419917 116 
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7J24113 Cityof Los Angeles MaH - FW: Millennium Ho!Iy.MXXl3rd SC INith fig ures 

ENV-llE-411 

yOUSENDit' 

Files have been sent to you 

from chris@ceqa-nepa,corn via YouSendlt 

30 files were sent to you 

12 

IV 

(redtine finai),pdf 

,1, i'inar).pdf 

2 

1 nc 

https:fJmai!.google.comimaitJ?ui~2&ik==285d5bdce4&viel'Fpt&search=inbox&th=13a2bcOdb8419917 2/6 
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ENV-llE-412 

2 

10 12 

2 

{redHne fi 

IV.').1, Services - Fire FJnDtE:~ction 10 :3 12 

(redHne final).pdf 

1 

https:!lmail.goo;)le.corrVmaili?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.ielloF'pt&searchc: i nbox&thoo 13a2bcOdb8419917 316 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Holl)MOOO 3rd SC with figures 

ENV-llE-413 

.J 1 

1. 1 2 

1 ne 

IV 

Utilities Systems -

10 3 '12 

ne 

bttps:/lrTlai I ,g oog le.comlrnai If?ui '" 2&ii<=285d5bdce4&'vieV'F pt&search'" inboX&th:c: 13a2bcOdb8419917 416 
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ENV-llE-414 

1 1 

fi 

·1 12 na fi 

12 ne 

ilL E Iwi ronmenta! 

Size: 37.23 MB Files w ill be available for dow n!oad until October 18,2012 05:22 PDT. 

ilttps:i/mai I.g oog I e.comlmai Inui '" 2&i k=285d5bdce4&'-'iev,,= pt&search~ i nboX&th'" 13a2bcOdb84·1 9917 516 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Holly-MJOd 3rd SC with figures 

(l 2003-2012 YouScndlt Tnc. 1919 S. Bascom Avc,ij~V!tlJt*tftt~bclL CA 95008 
Privacy I Terms 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srimaj 
IQuoted text hidden] 

https:i/tnail.google.comlmaill?ui==2&ilv::285d5bdce4&\ieV'Fpt&search= i nboX&th'" i3a2bcOdb8419917 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 8:39 AM 
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7/25/13 Cityof los Angeies Mail - Miilennium Hollywood: Follow-up Meeting DEIR 

ENV-llE-249 

(es: 

Millennium Hollywood: Fotlow~up Meeting DEiR 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Man, Nov 5,2012 at 4:07 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaf.hewBwitharana@lacity.org>, "Chris Joseph (chris@ceqa-nepa.com)" 
<chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasmy Regulations we notifY you that any tax advice given herein 
(or:in any attachments) is not intended or VvTitten to be m.;ed, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 

plUpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (n) prorlloting, Imrketing or reconunending to another party any 
lTansaction or Imtter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain infamlation that is privileged or confidentiaL If 
you received tlris transmission in error, please notifY the sender by reply e-lmil and delete the message and 
any attachments. 

r-j invite.ks 
'- 3K 

httpsJirnail.goog!e.comlmailf?ui"'2&ii0 285d5bdce4&vi eV>Ff't&search~i nboY&th= 13ad30b57a5c57d8 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hoi I \MOQd: Check-in 

ENV -11E-607 

Millennium Hollywood: Check~in 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Mar 6, 2012 at 5:43 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawttharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "hadar.plafkin@lacity.org" 
<hadar.p!afkin@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Richard 
Lichtens tein < RUc htens tein@marathon-com.com> 

When: Wednesday, March 07, 20122:00 PM-3:00 PM (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada). 
Where: City Halt - Room 750 

Note: The GMT offset above does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments. 

Hello ail, 

Per our meeting on the 22nd, we agreed to meet briefly on March 7, tomorrow, at 2pm. The purpose is to have a 
quick check-in and confer on status of review. 

Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notiye: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used 
by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments ). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail 
and delete the message and any attachments. 

D invite.ics 
3K 

https://mail.google,cornimaill?ul co 2&jk~285d5bdce4&vi ew= pl&search= i nbox&th= 135ead36171 cbca4 1/1 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Maii - Millennium Hollywood: Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

ENV -lIE-60S 

Millennium Hollywood: Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Mar 1,2012 at 1 :37 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmultin.com>, Hadar Platkin <hadar.platkin@lacity.org>, Henry Chu 
<henry. chu@lacity.org> 

Attached is the reviewed Aesthetics-Shade/Shadow Section. Several of the comments about formatting are 
global (use serial commas, 2 spaces after a period at the end of a sentence, etc.) and some other comments are 
the same as what I made in the Aesthetics - Views section (such as referencing the related projects table in 
Section III, Environmental Setting, etc.) 

Will review Cultural Resources, next 

Srima! 

~ IV.A.2. Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow.docx 
58K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimat.hewawltharana@[actty.org> 

Thank you! 

From: Srlmal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 011 2012 1:38 PM 
To: Chris Joseph 
Cc: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Hadar Plafkin; Henry Chu 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 

Thu, Mar 1, 2012 at 1 :38 PM 

Attached is the reviewed Aesthetics-ShadefShadow Section. Several of the comments about formatting are 
global (use serial commas, 2 spaces after a period at the end of a sentence, etc.) and some other comments are 
the same as what I made in the Aesthetics - Views section (such as referencing the related projects table in 
Section IU, Environmental Setting, etc.) 

Will review Cultural Resources, next 

Srimal 

gircul~;iQJ~9tice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(0 a\.Oiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

AJJgnVsm: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

tlttps :l/mail.goog le.l;:omfrmi Il?ui" 2&ik~285d5bdce4&vi eVF pl&search= inbox&th= 135d0324ba4dcf22 1/1 
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7/24/13 Cityof los ,L\ngeies Mail- Millennium Holl}'lMXld DEIR 

ENV-IIE-250 

Millennium Hollywood DEIR 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Thu, Oct 25, 2012 at 8:41 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones 
<kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Please provide the Planning Department with 3 additional hard copies, each with the CD containing the 
appendices. They are needed to keep with the Case File, for the Hearing Officer, etc. 

Please also keep in mind that additional copies might be required for the City Planning Commission. I will inform 
you as soon as I know. 

Thank you. 

Srima! 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 25, 2012 at 10:19 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacrty.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones 
<kevin.jones@!acity.org>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Just to confirm. We will send you 3 hardcopies of just DEIR (not appendices?) and 3 CD (DEIR + Appendices). 
We wit! order these from our printing service and expect it early next week. 

Once you know the CPC numbers, let us know and we will order those from our printing service, too. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto:srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: ThursdaYI October 25, 20128:42 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo; Kevin Jones 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood DEIR 

[Quoted lext hidden] 

................................................... -.. _._ ... -... __ ._._._._._._._._._ .. _ ... __ ._ ... _ .. --".-

Srimal Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, Oct 25, 2012 at 11 :36 AM 

Seth, 

https:/lrnail.googlftcom'mafl/?ui"'2&ik'-=285d5bdce4&lie\fFpt8,seardFinbo>S.th=13a9895f6cf55f97 1/6 
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7/24J13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoIlyv,ood DEIR 

ENV-llE-251 
The CD that is enclosed with the hardcopy of the DE!R - does it have only the appendices on it or both DEIR and 
appendices? 

We want 3 hardcopies of the DE IR, with the CD; we don't need hardcopies of the appendices. 

And I received the complete set of hardcopies (DEIR + Appendices) and 10 CDs, this morning. Thank you. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srfma! Hewawltharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tne CDs contain e\o€rything (the DEIR plus Appendices). 

Thu, Oct 25, 2012 at 11 :39 AM 

Thank you for confirming. We wif! order 3 hardcopies of just DEIR and 3 CDs (DEIR + Appendices). Anytime we 
don't have to do appendices hard copies is fine by me! 

I am including Andrea from our office who does the printing/ordering so we can be sure we get it right. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@llacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 11:37 AM 
To: Seth Wu!kan 
Subject: Re: MlUennium Holiyvvood DEIR 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Sri rna I Hewawithara na <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity<org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepRcom> 

lhu, Oct 25, 2012 at 11 :45 AM 

Thank you. 

Sorry about the piecemeal nature of this requesting of additional hardcopies. I would much rather be able to say 
provide me with X number of hardcopies and be done with it. But I am passing on instructions as I receive them, 
myself. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> TI1U, Oct 25, 2012 at 11:46 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaUlewawltharana@laclty.org> 

No worries! Believe me, I know how that is, especially with this project. 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollywood DEtR 

From; Srrmat Hewawitharana [ma!lto:srimaLheV\c~~Yfi~r~J1~dty,org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 11:45 AM 

[Quoted text hidden} 

[Quoted (ext hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhew3witharana@lacity,org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Fri, Oct 26, 2012 at 11 :21 AM 

Cc: Andrea@ceqa-nepa.Gom 

Seth, 

SOfry to bother you again, but please may I request yet another hardcopy of the DEIR only, (not the 
appendices )? 

I was away from my desk, earlier this morning, and someone from the management office had come and taken 
the set of hardcopies ! received from you, yesterday! 

SOfry for the inconvenience. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 26, 2012 at 11 :27 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 

No problem. This additional hardcopy (DE1R only) and the 3 additional you requested yesterday (plus CDs 
containing everything) should get to you early next week. 

Seth 

From~ Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2012 11:22 AM 
To: Seth Wu!kan 
Cc: Andrea Schultz 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoied text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Lovely! 

Srimal 

https:/Jrnail,goog I e.comJrnail/?ui = 2&ik=285d5bclcs4&viev ..... "'pt&search::: i nbox&th", 1:3a9895f6cf55f97 
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7i24i13 City of Los Ange!es Mail - Millennium Ho!lyM>Od DEIR 

[Quoted text hidden] ENV-llE-253 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> Tue, Oct 30, 2012 at 11 :23 AM 
To: seth@ceqa-nepa.com, srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org, chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org, kevin.jones@facity.org, andrea@ceqa-nepa.com 

Hi Seth, at least for the 3 hard copies of DE~R} we also need 3 CD's of appendices. Thanks Jon 

From: Seth Wulkan [maHto:seth@ceqa-nepaxorn] 
Sent: Thursday, October 25[ 2.012 10:19 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <5rimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org>; Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc.: Jon Foreman <jonJorernan@!acity.org>; Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>; Kevin Jones 
<kev!n.jones@laclty.org>; Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood DEIR 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 30, 2012 at 11 :35 AM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity,org>, 
Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "karen.hoo@lacity.org" <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, "kevin.jones@lacity.org" <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Andrea 
Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Jon, 

We sent 3 hard copies of the DEIR each with CD (which include appendices) located in a sleeve in the back of 
Volume 2 of each hardcopy. These were sent via FedEx and are expected to arrive to Srimal today. 

We will wait until you/Srimal tells us the amount/quantities the epc needs, and we can order those from our 
printing service. 

Seth 

From: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2012. 11:24 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan; srimal.hewavvitharana@!acity.org; Chris Joseph 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org; kevin.jones@lacity.org; Andrea Schultz 
Subject: Re: MBiennium Hollywood DEIR 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 31, 2012 at 10:09 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hardcopies (4 sets) received. 'Thank you, 

Srimal 

https:i/mail.google.r:Qm/maili?ui=2&ik=285d5bdr:e4&vie'fFpt&searr:h=inbox&th=13a9895f6r:f55f97 4/6 
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lf24f13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollyv.ood DEIR 

[Quoted text hidden] ENV-IIE-254 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 31,2012 at 10:11 AM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Great. the first 3 are the additional ones you requested (hearing officer, case file, etc). And the last 1 is to 
replace the one that got taken from your desk last week. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 201210:09AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Re: Mi!lennium Hollywood DE!R 

Hardcopies (4 sets) received. Thank you. 

Srima! 

On Tue, Oct 30, 2012 at 11 :35 AM, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:seth@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Hi Jon, 

V'le sent 3 hardcopies of the DEIR each with CD (which include appendices) located in a sleeve in the back of 
Volume 2 of each hardcopy. These were sent \1a FedEx and are expected to arrive to Srimal today. 

We wi!1 wait until you/Srtmal tells us the amountlquantrties the CPC needs, and we can order those from our 
printing sef\1ce, 

Seth 

------------ . ~ ..... ~-~.-. 

From: Jon Foreman l m allto: jon. foreman@!acity . org< mailto: jon. forern an@[aeity.org> ] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 201211:24 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan; srimal.hew3wftharana@lacity.org<mailto:srjmal.hew3witharana@lacity.org>; Chris Joseph 
Cc: karen,hoo@tacity,org<mailto:karen.hoo@[acity ,org>; kevin,jones@lacity,org<mailto:kevin.jones@lacity.org>; 
Andrea Schultz 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood DEIR 

Hi Seth, at least for the 3 hard copies of DEIR, we also need 3 CD's of appendices. Thanks Jon 

From: Seth Wulkan [maflto:seth@ceqa-nepa.com<maiito:seth@ceqa-nepa,com>J 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 10:19 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty .org<mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org»; Chris 
Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:chris@ceqa-nepa.com» 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org<maitto:jon.foreman@!acity.org»; Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org<mailto:karen.hoo@lacity,org»; Kevin Jones <kevln.jones@lacity.org< 
mailto: kevin.jones@lacity,org»; Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:andrea@ceqa-nepa.com» 
Subject: RE: Millennium HoUywood DEIR 

Just to confirm. We wil! send you 3 hardcopies of just DEIR (not appendices?) and 3 CD (DEIR + Appendices). 
We wiH order these from our printing sef\1ce and expect it early next week. 

Once you know the CPC numbers, let us know and we will order those from our printing service, too. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@Jacity .org<mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.Drg>J 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HollyNOOd DEIR 

[Quoted text hidden] ENV-IIE-255 
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7i24i13 City-of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Hollywxxj 3rd SC 

ENV-llE-416 

FW: Millennium Hollywood 3rd SC 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srimal, 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 5:25 AM 

Please use the links below to access the Word \lefsions of the redline sections for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project. 

Another email is coming which has the same redline versions as pdfs with ngures included. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services. LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

from: Chris Joseph [mailto:delivery@yousendit.com} 
Sent~ Thursday, October 04, 2012 5:04 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 

https:llmail.google.comilmill?ui"'2&ik= 285d5bdce4&';e\N'" pt&search~ i nbox&th= 13a2bbe6d3c8a843 1/6 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- FW: Millennium HollyMlOd 3rd SC 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood 3rd SC ENV-llE-417 

yOUSENDit~ 

Files have been sent to you 

from chris@ceqa-nepa,com via YouSendlt 

30 files were sent to YOlL 

wnr'nc::t!ru 10 3 12 ne 

1 12 

1, 1 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Holly.MXid 3rd SC 

ENV-llE-418 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HollYMXJd 3rd SC 

ENV-llE-419 
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Cityof Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Hollywood 3rd SC 

ENV -11E-420 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HoIlyvvood 3rd SC 

ENV-llE-421 

t~ 2003-2012 YouScndtt lllc. 1919 S. BascomAvc, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 9500g 

Sri mal Hewawithara na <srrma1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

SrimaJ 
[Quoted texl hidden] 

https:limaif .g oog le,comimaill?ui = 2&ik= 285d5bdce4&1.i e\N=pt&search=inOO;:.:&th= 13a2bbe6d3c8a843 

Thu, Oct 4, 2012 at 8:38 AM 
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ll24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Cultural Resource Section: Millennium Project 

ENV-IIE-256 

Cultural Resource Section: Millennium Project 

Edgar Garcia <edgar.garcia@lacity.org> Mon, Oct 29, 2012 at 2:22 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

SrimaL 

Hope you are well. We were discussing current major projects and I wanted to know if we will have a chance at 
OHR to review and comment on the Cu!tural Resource section of the Millennium Project EIR. I would do our best 
to accommodate your schedule in reviewing the materia! and providing any comments. 

Fee! free to contact me directly. 

Thank you, 

Edgar 

Edgar Garcia, Preservation Planner 
Office of Hi storle Resources 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spri ng Street, #620 
Los Angeies, CA 90012 
www.pres(Jrvation.lacily.org 
Tel: 213-978-1189 
Fax: 21 ;'\-9/'8-001? 

E-mail: ecigaLgarcia@lacity.org 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 31,2012 at 9:48 AM 
To: Edgar Garcia <edgar.garcia@lacity.org> 
Cc: lambert Giessinger <lamberLgiessinger@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hf Edgar, 

If you are referring to the Millennium Hollywood Project (also known as Capitol Records), OHR (Lambert) had 
already reviewed the Cultural Resources section, back in February. I will forward you his e-mail to me. 

I am currently working on the Draft EIR for Coronel Apartment Project, and Ken has been forwarded the sections 
for that - I will forward you that e-mail, as well. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angetes Mail - FIMi: FW Letter for Casden project 

ENV -11E-422 

Fwd: FW: Letter for Casden project 

Lisa Webber <Iisa.webber@!acity.org> Wed, Oct 3,2012 at 3:41 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@~acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones 
<kevin.jones@lactty.org> 

FYI for you ..... . 

------- Forwarded message -------
From: Usa Webber <l1sa.webber@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Oct 3, 2012 at 3:41 PM 
Subject: Re: FW: Letter for Casden project 
To: Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 

Rich - just had a chat with Srimal and I have a better sense of what needs to still be prepared. As we discussed, 
starting the 45-day public review period for the DEIR on Thursday, October 11 will be extremely difficult for the 
following reasons: 

1. Alfred wi!! not be sending over the Proof Draft (aka Third Screencheck) until after 5 PM today. 

2. The Notice of Avaiiabitity/Notice of Completion (NOA/NOC) still needs to be prepared - Srimal has not yet 
seen a draft. This is an important document that requires great care in its review to ensure that it is accurate and 
complete, otherwise it will open the project up to challenge. This needs to be in the hands of the City Clerk by 
this Friday. 

3. The webmaster requires four days to post all materials in their final electronic form to the website. 

As I mentioned on our cat!, moving the publication date back to Thursday, October 18 will not impact the overall 
timeline for the staff/Deputy Advisory Agency hearing and the CPC hearing in February. 

Thanks, 
Lisa 

On Wed, Oct 3, 2012 at 2:50 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Usa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978~1274 
(213) 978-1275 fax 
iisa.webber@ladty.org 

https:lfrnail.googfe.co.rnirr.ait!?ui '" 2&ik~285d5bdce4&\.i ew~pt&search=inbox&th= 13a28cad4a9f2edf 1/3 
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7/24/13 

Usa M. Webber, A!CP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, GA 90012 
(213) 978~1274 
(213) 978~1275 fax 
lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Cityof Los Angeies Mail - Fwd: FW: Letter for Casden project 

ENV-IIE-423 

Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 3,2012 at 4:33 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@laclty.org>, Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones 
<kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Good news ...... see below. 

------- Forvvarded message ------
From: Richard lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
Date: Wed, Oct 3,2012 at 4:31 PM 
Subject: Re: FW: Letter for Casden project 
To: "lisa.webber@!acity.org" <Iisa.webber@!acity.org> 

Understood. The team is fine. Thank you for your assistance. R 

---- Original Message ----
From: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
To: Richard Lichtenstein 
Sent Wed Oct 03 15:41:182012 
Subject Re: FW: Letter for Cas den project 

Rich - just had a chat with Srimal and I have a better sense of what needs to still be prepared. As we discussed, 
starting the 45-day public review period for the DEIR on TIlursday, October 11 will be extremely difficult for the 
foHowing reasons: 

1. Alfred will not be sending over the Proof Draft (aka Third Screencheck) until after 5 PM today. 

2. The Notice of Availabi!ity/Notice of Completion (NOAfNOC) still needs to be prepared - Srimal has not yet 
seen a draft. nlis is an important document that requires great care in its review to ensure that it is accurate and 
complete, otherwise it will open the project up to challenge. This needs to be in the hands of the City Clerk by 
this Friday. 

3. The webmaster requires four days to post all materials in their final electronic form to the website. 

As I mentioned on our cal!, moving the publfcation date back to 'mursday, October 18 will not impact the overall 
timeline for the stafflDeputy Advisory Agency hearing and the cpe hearing in February. 

Thanks, 
Lisa 

https:lfmail.google.com!rnail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdc!A&lAffi'lF'pt&search"'inbox&th=13828cad4a9f2edf 213 

RL0036860 



1124/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Fv..d: FW: Leiter for Casden project 

ENV -11E-424 

On Wed, Oct 3, 2012 at 2:50 PM, Richard Lichtenstein <RLichtenstein@marathon-com.com> wrote: 

Lisa M. Webber, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Ange!es, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1274 <te!:%28213%29%20978-1274> 
(213) 978-1275 <tel:%28213%29%20978-1275> fax 
lisa. webber@lacity.org <mailto: lisa. webber@lacity .org> 

[Quoted texi hidden] 
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7/19113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HoIIYMXJd: Water Supply Assessment 

ENV-llE-609 

Millennium Hollywood: Water Supply Assessment 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraljo@sheppardmuilin.com> Mon, Feb 13, 2012 at 9:34 AM 
To: "SrimaL Hewawitharana@lacity.org" <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Good morning Srimal, 

The fee payment to Los Angeles Department of Water and Power was made in 2008 as part of our initial filing. 
Can we use the attached as proof of payment to enable filing of the WSA request with DWP early this week? 
Alternatively, we can issue another check. 

Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\Oiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

tj WSA Dec 2008.pdf 
81K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Mon, Feb 13, 2012 at 12:30 PM 

Hi Alfred, 

I will check with Hadar and get back to you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitha rana <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmumn.com> 

Mon, Feb 13, 2012 at 1:01 PM 

Hi Alfred, 

It seems I need to check with DWP to see if the 2008 check is still valid. But, before I do that, one of the 
memos, dated Tues. November 25, 2008 (from Michael Brown to Tom Trynin) mentions that a WSA request is 
ready to be submitted. Do you know if ttlat W SA was ever submitted? And, if so, would you happen to have a 
copy of it which you could forward to me? 1 could then, refer to that WSA when I call DWP to inquire about the 
check. Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Qu(}ted texi hidden} 
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7f19113 City of los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollywood: Water Supply Assessment 

ENV-llE-610 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Mon, Feb 13, 2012 at 4:03 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

We check with Chris Joseph's team and all we have is the draft letter (attached). Per the attached, the letter was 
addressed to Jim McDaniel and Fatema Akhter. We can't confirm whether the letter was ever submitted. 
However, we did confirm that the check issued in 2008 was cashed. Millennium confirmed with its accounting 
department that it was cashed on 12-23-2008. I hope this is what we need to confirm processing with the 
Department. 

Thank you! 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto:srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent~ MondaYr February 13, 2012 1:01 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Miflennium Hollywood: Water Supply Assessment 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ WSA Letter.pdf 
162K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew3witharana@iacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Man, Feb 13, 2012 at 4:16 PM 

Hi Alfred, 

Thank you. I will find out what we need to do next and get back to you. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Feb 14, 2012 at 4:43 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Should we plan to flIe another payment with DWP? I hope we can take advantage of the previous deposit. 

lllanks! 

From: Srimai Hewawitharana [malllo:srimaLhewawitharana@lacily,org] 
Sent: Monday, February 13r 2012 4: 17 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Milleon ium Hollywood: Water Supply Assessment 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:ifmai!.go09Ie.comlmaill?ui'" 2&[k-"285d5bdce4&\Ji8\I\F pt&search=i nboY&th= 135?7r; 76892c86b5 715 
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Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Alfred, 

Tue, Feb 14, 2012 at 4:56 PM 

I have called DWP and left messages for 2 people there to find out what needs to be done. I am waiting for them 
to return my calls, hopefully tomorrow. If not, I guess we will need to file another payment. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Any update from DWP? 

Thank you! 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 4: 57 PM 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com> 

Hi Alfred, 

Wed, Feb 15, 2012 at 2:12 PM 

Wed, Feb 15, 2012 at 3:51 PM 

I did not hear back from them, so I called them again, today, and spoke with Natali Kassis, who works with Delon 
Kwan. She said Delon Kwan was out of the office and she is waiting to check with him. She has promised to 
call me back tomorrow morning. tn the meantime, I have drafted a new WSA request. (attached). Ms. Kassis 
will verify that we need to submit a new WSA request and whether the previous payment will suffice or if a new 
payment will be required. 

Srimal 
[QuotHd text hidden] 

1i0:'l Draft WSA Request Letter_Feb16,2012.docx 
C.J 66K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmultin.com> 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Terrific. I'm hoping we don't need a new check. Fingers crossed! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maiito: srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 20123:51 PM 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:Iln',aH.google.comfmaill?ui=2&ik=28..'5d5bdce4&'.4e·V'Fpl&search=inbox&th=135Tfc76892c86b5 

Thu, Feb 16, 2012 at 7:36 AM 

3f5 
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[Quoted lext hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Thu, Feb 16, 2012 at 9:06 AM 

Good morning, Alfred. I received a call from DWP. They do not need a new fee payment, the 2008 payment will 
suffice. However, they do need a new WSA letter, which is being prepared. 

Srimal. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 

Good news. Can the letter be delivered today? 

V\f\Nw.sheppardmu!l!n.com/afraijo 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Thu, Feb 16, 2012 at 9:42 AM 

Tue, Feb 21,2012 at 2:08 PM 

We look forward to meeting with you tomorrow. Wil! comments to aesthetics be out soon? 

Thank you. 

From: Srimal Hewawrtharana (mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 16,20129:07 AM 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Any update regarding aesthetics and shade & shadow? 

Also, Ken Bernstein completed review of cultural. Have you conferred with him? 

Thank you. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharanaCcDladty.org] 
Sent~ Monday, february 13, 2012 1:01 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: MlBennium Hollywood: Water Supply Assessment 

https:fJrnai!.googI8.comfmaill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&1.1 8\'Fpt&search= inbox&th'" 13577c 76892c86b5 

Mon, Feb 27,2012 at 2:15 PM 

415 
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[Quoted text hidden] ENV-llE-613 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "A!fred Fraijo Jr." <afraljo@sheppardmumn.com> 

Mon, Feb 27,2012 at 3:30 PM 

Hi Alfred, 

i am almost done with writing up my comments on aesthetics and will start on shade & shadow after that. I am 
not aware that the review of cultural was completed. I have not received any comments from them. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.google.corrv'ma\lJ?ui=2&ik=285d5bdGe4&1A eVIFpt&search= lnbol'll,lh= 135'17c76892c86b5 5/5 
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-.. -~. _ .. ' _._- ----- .. 

N OR TH VINE STREET HOLDING CO LLC ENV-llE-614 LOS ANGELES 
DATE lHVOICENO O~SC~IP1lO'" INVOICE AMOUNT 

l1'-~~1l2608 wsa fee 5500.00 417-161500 
1:-2 -DB 11260B -wsa fee 4500.00 422-161500 

I 
i 
I 

CHE:K 12-01-08 I CHECK 1336
1 

TOTAL" 10000.00 DATE NUMBER 

-PLEASE DeTACH AND RETAIN fOR YOUR RECORDS 

OBI'II JT\:E STREET HOLDING CO He LOS ANGELES 
I DATE INVOICE ND Of SCRIPTION INVOICE AMOUNT 

J 

11-26 -08 112609 wsa fee 5500.00 417-161500 
::'1-26-08 112608 wsa fee 4500.00 422-161500 

I 

I 

CHECK , 1 CHECK 12 - 0 _ - a a NUMBER 1336
1 

TOTAL> 10000.00 
~.~~"" -_. 

PLEASE DETACH AND RETAIN FOR YOUR RECORDS 

NORTH VINE STREET HOUJING COLLe 
1995 BROADWA r 
3RDFJ..OOJl. 
NEW YORK, NY J()02J 

JPI.IoI>,]oIoo-e",,"NA 
1011 8ROo\DWAY 
NEWYORII,I<IY l001~ 

DATE 

December 1. 2008 
CHECKNQ. 

1336 

Pay: ~~ •••• ** ......... u··· .. ··· .. ··· .... ····Ten thousand dollars and no cents 

DE PAl< l'MENT OF 

0916 200 091'1'00 

I 
LOSOO6 

DEPAA'tMENT OF 

I 
09160200 
0916.200 

1· 
210 

: 

l 

, 

LOS006 

NT 
$ ....... ·1 ,000.00 

t 
f 

I 

: PAY 
: ro THE 
,OROEROF 

l 

LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF 

WATER AND POW.R._, .... " •. '_"''' ...... ''H •• "'.IIz:.~ J 
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Patrick Lyden 

From: Tom Trynin 

Sent: Wednesday, November 26,20084:28 PM 

To: Patrick Lyden 

Cc: Murray. Emily; Claudia Parker; FraiJo. Alfred 

Subject: FW: MiHennium Hollywood Water Supply Assessment Request 

Pat - C3n you please expedite th,s check for Weds latest delivery to me at my office below" I will make sure that the cheCK gets 
to the offiCial cited in the attached Il'tter. Thanks. Tom 

Tom Trynin 

Mitlennium Partners LA 
1680 North Vine S!. Suite 1000 

Hollywood, CA 90028 
ttrynin@miliennfumptrs.com 
www.millenniumptrs.com 

323 313·3777 

From: Murray, Emily [mailto:emurray@allenmatkins.coml 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26,20081:15 PM 
To: Tom Trynini Michae[ Brown 
Cc: Freijo, Alfred 
Subject: RE: Millennium HoUywood Water Supply Assessment Request 

Tom and Michael. 

Request letter attached. Thanks. 

Emily 

From: Tom Trynin [mailto:TTrynin@MillenniumPtrs,comJ 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2008 10:31 AM 
To: Michael Brown 
Cc: Murray, Emily; Fraijo, Alfred 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Wilter Supply Assessment Request 

Michael and Emily"~ 

In order to get a check solicited, f need a letter 011 letterhead explaining what the check is for, Alfred hilS done ttli, for me. 

If you get me the letter today I can likely have the check by next Weds. 

Thank •. 

Tom 

Tom Trynin 
Millennium Partners LA 
1680 North Vine St. Suite 1000 
HollywoDd. (1\ 90028 

12/1/2008 
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ENV-llE-616 Page 2 of2 

ttrynin@miltenniumptrs.com 
www.millenniurnptrs.com . 
323313·3777 

From: MichaeJ Brown [mailto:michael.brown@cajaeir.comJ 
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2008 12:11 PM 
To: Tom Trynin 
Cc: Emily Murray 
Subject:: Millennium Hollywood Water SLJPply Assessment Request 

Tom, 

Ono is ready 10 submit the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) request to LADWP. The request leiter needs to be 
accompanied by a check made oul to LADWJ> 10 cover the WSA fee. Effective October 21, 2008. the WSA has 
increased from S2,500 to S 1 0,000. Please provide a check to either myself or directly 10 Ono. He will ~ubmit the 
completc package to LADWP. Thank you. 

Michael 

Michael Brown 
Principal 
michflei. brown@cajaeir com 

Christopher A Joseph & Associates 
Environmental Planning and Research 
VII'WI.II.C8laeir.com 

Agoura Hills Office 
30651 AQoura Road. Suite 210 
Agoura Hills. CA 91301 
Phone: 805-762·9706 or 818-735-8838 
Fax: 81&>735·8858 

We~f Los Angeles' Downluwn Los Angeles' Silnla CI~ri13 • Agoura Hill~ • Pelalu!l'l;'J • CaklaoQ • Mammoth Lakes 

Confidentiality Statement 
This transmittal is in/ended to 00 transmitted 10 the person named. Should it be received by finD/her person. Its contents are to be trealed as 
strictly confidential. It is priviJeg!.'d communications between the firm and Iha person(s) named. Any use, distribufion or reproduction of Ihe 
if~'Otmation by anyone other Ihan thai person is prohibtted. 

IRS Circulal:, 230 Dj~closure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, please be advised that 
lmy U.S. federalwx advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or wriuen to 
be used or rdied upon, and cannot be used or relied upon, for the purpose of(i) avoiding penalties undcrtbe Inlemal 
Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaclion or matter addressed 
herein. 
Conlidel1ti~lity NoH~~ The infonnalion contained in this electronic e-mail and any accompanying anaehment{s) is 
intended only for the usc of the intended recipient and may be confidential and/or privileged. If any rea~r of this 
communication is not the intended recipient, unauthorized use, disclosure or copying is stric!ly prohibittli. and may be 
unlawful, If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by retdm c-mail. and 
delete the original message and all copies from your system. Thank you. 

12/112008 

RL0036869 
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CHRISTOPHER A JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES 

October 17, 2008 

ML James B. McDaniel 

Chief Operating Officer - Water System 

Ms. Fatema Akhtcr 

Water Resources Development Group 

Los Angeles Department of Watcr and Power 

111 North Hope Street, Room 1455 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re; Request for 'Vater Supply Assessment for the Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

Dear Mr. McDaniel and Ms. Akhter, 

Pursuant to SB 610, the Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), acting as the CEQA Lead 

Agency for the project, requests that your Department prepare a water supply assessment for the proposed 

project described below. The CRA is currently preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 

subject site and we need to include the water supply assessment in the Draft EIR. We havc.induded for your 

use a copy of the site plan/vicinity mall (Figure 1). 

The Draft Envir01111ental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Development Proposed Project will 

analyze the mixed-use development on two project sites, generally bounded by Yucca Street, IvaI' Street, Argyle Street 

and Hollywood Boulevard, and is bisected by Vine Street (CEQA Study Project). The proposed deVelopment is a 

"project" as defined in Section 10912 (a) oftbe State Water Code, and is thus subject to the provisions for determining 

water availability as outlined in Sections 10910-10915 of the State Water Code. The CEQA Study Project would 

fcature up to 1,260,648 net square feet of a mix of new residential, office, retail, and hotel uses, together with existing 

office uses, on a land area of approximately 210,108 square feet (West Site: 94,242 square feet; East Site 115,866 
square feet). Therefore, we are requesting a water supply assessment from the Department of Water and Power 

(DWP) to determine the DWP's ability to meet the water demands ofthis proposed development. Provided below is a 

description ofthe Proposed Project and a preliminary estimate of its water demands based on standard water 

consumption rates provided by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering. 

Project Location and Description 

The CEQA Study Project would be located on two sites (designated herein as the "West Site" and the "East Site"), as 

indicated on the attached Site Plan. The West Site is bordered by Vine Street to the east, Yucca Street to the north, 

Ivar Street to the west and existing uses to the south. The East Site is bordered by Yucca Street to the north, Argyle 

11849 West Olympic Boulevard' Suite 101 • los Angeles' CA 90064 
Phone 310473·1600' Fax 310 473-9336 • E-mail info@cajaeir.com • Web www.cajaeir.com 

Los Angeles. Santa Clarita. Agoura Hills. San Francisco. Mammoth Lakes 
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[I,:Ir. James B. McDaniel 

Ms. Fatem<l AkhtCT 

Los Angeles Department of Water Hnd Pmver 

October 17, 2008 

Page 2 

ENV-llE-618 

Avenue to the east, Vine Street to the west and existing uses to the south which border Hollywood Boulevard. 

Development of the CEQA Study Project would invo1ve the demolltion of some existing uses oIl-site. The historic 

Capitol Records building, along with its ancillary studio recording uses, and the existing Gogerty Building, each 

located OIl the East Site (collectively, the "Capitol Records Complex"), will be preserved in place and incorporated 

into the CEQA Study Project. The CEQA Study Project would feature up to 1,260,648 net square feet of a mix of 

residential. office, retail, and hotel uses on a land area of approximately 210,108 square feet (West Site: 94,242 square 

feet; East Site 115,866 square feet), for a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: 1. This FAR calculation includes the existing 

Capitol Records Complex square footage. 

The CEQA Study Project would include up to 800,000 square fcct of residential use including up to 587 units, up to 

200,000 square feet of hotel use induding 200 rooms, up to 220,000 square feet of office space, including the 114,303 

square foot existing Capitol Records Complex, up to 35,000 square feet offood and beverage uses, up to 40,000 

square feet of sports club use, and up to 15,000 square teet of retail use. All use square footage numbers are net. TIle 

upper limits of proposed uses is presented to maintajn flexibility with respect to the ultimate mix of use categOlies. In 

all events and combinations of usage, however, the total project net square footage will not exceed 1,260,648 square 

feeL The CEQA Study Project would also include up to eight levels of above-grade parking and up to five levels of 

below grade parking. Parking will be according to code with the exception of the sports club parking, for which a 

variance will be requested to park at a ratio of 2 spaces per 1,000. Shared parking may also be applied for and 

appropIia!c. In addition, the project would provide outdoor public space and private open space. 

The above uses would be featured in multiple stmctures situated on both the East and West Sites. The tallest of those 

stmctures would fit within a maximum height envelope of 585 feet. To allow for flexibility as to the ultimate location 

and Olientation of the proposed structures, the CEQA document: would study impacts associated with locating the 585-

foot height envelope 011 both the East and West Sites. The ultimate height, design, location and orientation of each 

building would be studied and determined based on considerations such as sensitivity to existing land uses, aesthetics, 

and issues related to project design and functionality. 

Constmdion would occur in one phase over approximately 36 months from the stalt of demolition and excavation 

activities to the receipt of ce!1ificates of occupancy. Development of the CEQA Study Project would involve the 

demolition of all existing uses on-site except for the historic Capitol Records building and the existing Gogerty 

Building (Capitol Records Complex). 

Site size (acres): 210,108 square feet, 4.8234 acres 

Total project net floor area (sq. ft.): 1,260,648 square feet 

11849 West Olympic Boulevard' Suile 101 • Los Angeles' CA 90064 

Phone 310 473-1600· Fax 310 473-9336' E-ma!1 info@cajaeir.com· Web www.cajaeir,com 
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Water Consumption 

West Site 

Existing Use Water Consumption 

ENV -11E-620 

ClUTcntly, the existing uses on the West Site consume approximately 4607.73 gallons of water per day (see Table 1). 

Water consumption for the existing uses waS estimated utilizing the 118 and 128 percent method for calculating water 

consumption, which uses standard wastewater rates and then adds 18 percent of the total for outdoor water usage 

associated with residential uses and 28 percent of the total for outdoor water usage associated with non-residential 

uses. 

Table 1 
Existing On-Site Uses Water Consumption, West Site 

Land Use Size Generation Ratea Total (gallons/day) 
Office 29,051 sf O. I 5 gallons/s£lday 4357.65 
Commercial 3,126 sf 0.08 gallons/s£lday 250.08 

Total 4607.73 
Nate: s/ '" square foe! 
a: City q/ Los Angeles Bureau o/Sallitati(1), Sewer Generation Rates Table. March 2(), 2002, 
b: Coumy o/Los Angeles Smdlalion District's Average lVastewaler Generation Factors, Table 1, Loadings/or Each Class of 
Land Use, "Restaurant" Use 

East Site 

Existing Use Water Consumption 

Currently, the existing uses on the East Site consume approximately 17,145.45 gallons of water per day (see Table 2). 

Water consumption for the existing uses was estimated utilizing the 118 and 128 percent method for calculating water 

consumption, which uses standard wastewater rates and then adds 18 percent of the total for outdoor water usage 

associated with residential uses and 28 percent of the total for outdoor water usage associated with non-residential 

uses. 

11849 West Olymp'lc Boulevard' Suite 101 • Los Angeles' CA 90064 
Phone 310 473-1600' Fax 310 473-9336' E-mail info@cajaeiLcom' Web www,cajaeir.com 
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Table 2 

Existing On-Site Uses Water Consumption, East Site 

Land Use ! Size I Generation Ratea 

Office I 114,303 sf I 0.15 gallons/sf/day 
Total 

Note: .~l- square/eet 
a: Cit}, of Los Angeles Bureau o[Sanitation, Sewer Generation Rates Table, Nlarch 20, 2002. 

Estimated Futw'e Water Demands 

Total (e.aHons/day) 
17,145.45 
17,145.45 

As shown in Table 3, Proposed Project Water Consumption, the proposed development would consume 

approximately 217,410 gaHons per day of water representing a net increase in consumption over existing uses by 

approximately 195,656.82 gallons per day. 

Table 3 

Proposed Project Water Consumption 

Land Use Size Generation Rate" Total (gallons/day) 
--

Health club/spa 40,000 sf - 0.8 gallons/sf/day - 32,000 

Office 220,000 sf 0.15 gallons/sf/day 37,500 
Residential, condo, 1 bedroom 256 du ._~=~=-L~~9_~~/du/day .-1---

30,720 -_. 
Residential, condo, 2 bedrooms 201 du 160 gallons/dulday 32,160 
Residential, condo, 3 bedrooms 130 d~--- 200 gallons/dulday---" 26,000 
Restaurants, full service, indoor 35,000 sf; 1050 

30 gallons/seat/day 
seating seats * 3J.25OO 
Retail Space 15,000 sf 0.102 gallons/sf/day 1,530 -
Hotel, guest rooms only 200 rooms 130 gallons/room/day 26,000 

Proposed Proiect Total 217,410 
Less West and East Sites Existing Uses Total (21,753.18) 
Proiect Net Increase in Water Consumption 195,656.82 

Note: sf ~ square.!eel; du - dwelling units 
*Assumes 3 seats per 100 sf 
0: City orLos Anf{des Bllreau ol Sanitatioll, Selver Generation Rates Table, March 20, 2002. 

11849 West Olym pic Boulevard· Suite 101 • Los Angeles' CA 90064 
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Thank you for your assistance with this request. If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at [#], 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

[Lead agency signs] 

11849 West Olympic Boulevard' Suite 101 • Los Angeles· CA 90064 
Phone 310 473-1600 • Fax 310 473-9336 • E-mail info@cajaeir.com • Web www.cajaeir.com 

Los Angeles $ Santa Clarita. Agoura Hills .. San Francisco 0 Mammoth Lakes 

RL0036875 



7124/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv..ood - Additional DEIR hard copy and CDs 

ENV-llE-257 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Additional DEIR hard copy and CDs 

Srimal Hewawithara na <srima!. hewawitharana@lacity.org> Mon, Oct 22, 2012 at 11: 34 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

While we have the official City Clerk stamped copy of the DEIR on file, it would be good to have an additional hard 
copy of the DEIR on hand should anyone come to the office to review the document. 

Also, please provide our office with about 10 CDs to have on hand, should someone come to the office to 
purchase one. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Oct 22, 2012 at 12:33 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa
nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

A complete set (DEIR and Appendices) and 10 CDs are coming to the CAJA office on Wednesday. We wi!! 
ave might them to your office for Thursday morning deHvery. 

Seth 

From: Chris Joseph 
Sent: Monday, October 22[ 2012 11:38 AM 
To: Andrea Schultz; Seth Wulkan; Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Fwd: Milfennium Hollyvvood - Additional DEIR hard copy and CDs 

See below. 

Sent from my iPhone 

htlps:J/mail ,g oog le.com/maill?ui" 2&ik==285d5bdce4&1.i ewo pt&search=i nbox&th= 13a89c 165d094fdb 1/2 
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Begin forwarded message: 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhe\:vawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: October 22, 2012, 11: 34:43 AM PDT 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@!8city.org>, Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
<afraijo@sheppardmumn.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa. webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Mmennium Hollywood ti Additional DEIR hard copy and CDs 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 8:59 AM 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@!acity.org> Wed, Oct 24,2012 at 5:53 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hello Srimal, 
Can we receive an additional 3 hard copies of the Draft and CD's of the Appendix, one will be used for the epe 
Case Fife and Kevin Jones. Also, Karen and I have been discussing re\i1sing Commission Office distribution, we 
will have to touch base later on this. 
Thanks, 
Jon 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City HaU, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacity.org 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@facity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.forernan@lacity.org> 

Thu, Oct 25, 2012 at 8:42 AM 

Jon, 

I have requested the 3 additional hard copies. 

Srlrnal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!!mail.google,eornlmai!{?ui=2&ik=285d5bdcet.&liieW"pt&search=inboX&th=1~~a8~Je165d094fdb 212 
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ENV-IIE-623 

'''''''''-- ,----- "'"'''''''''''' """""" '"'' """''''''''---------------

Hollywood Millennium mtg 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@Jacity.Ofg> Wed, Feb 22, 2012 at 9:41 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afra[jo@sheppardmullin.com>, Richard Lichtenstein <rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
Cc: Srima! Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharaoa@lacity.org> 

Hi Alfred and Rich, 

I have a meeting that conflicts with our scheduled meeting this afternoon, and will not be able to attend. Hadar 
and Srimal will continue with conversations about the timeline this afternoon. 

Henry 

Henry Chu 

]\,'lajor Projects 

City of Los Angel es, Department of City Pl anning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 Iv1.S 395 

Los Angeles, CA 90m2 

email: henry,chu@iacity.org 

phone: (2131 978-1(\~~4 

fax: (21:3) 978-';14:) 

Pl.~ase note: Due to lVlanda.-ory Fud()ugh~, staff is requirl~d to w(}rk H reduced work day sch cdule. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Feb 22, 2012 at 10:46 AM 
To: Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.Ofg>, Richard Lichtenstein <rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
Cc: Srima! Hewawitharana <Stimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks Henry. See you tomorrow. 

From: Henry Chu [maHto: henry.chu@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 20129:41 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Richard Lichtenstein 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium mtg 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice~ In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

AttentiQJ};' This message is sent by a law firm and !l1ay contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:iirmil.goog!e.com/maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\Ael/V"'pt&search"'inbox&th"-'135a627244f7ffd4 1/2 
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ENV -11E-624 
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7/24/13 City of los Angeles Mail- Out of Office Re: Millennium Hollyvvood - Alternatives 

ENV -11E-425 

Out of Office Re: Millennium Hollywood w Alternatives 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

I will be out of the office until Tuesday October 9, 2012. I will 
return your email when I return. jf you have an urgent matter with 
regard to Metro Major Projects, contact either Kevin Jones at 
213-978-1361 or at ke\1n.jones@iadty.org or Henry Chu at 213-978-1324 
or at henry .chu@!acity.org. If you have an urgent matter with regard 
to Valley Major Projects, contact Elva Nuno-O'Donnell at 818-374-5066 
or at elva.nuno-odormell@lacity.org. If you have an urgent matter 
with regard to an environmental impact report, contact Karen. Hoo at 
213-978-1331 or at karerL hoo@!acity.org. 

"Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner* 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City P~anning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hal!, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacity.or9 

https:llmaii.gocgle.com'mailf?ui"'2&iI0285d5bdce4&·v!6\'\I'" pt&search'" inb::lx&th'" 13a2353f642mdf 

Tue, Oct 2, 2012 at 2: 13 PM 
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7/24i13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium on the planning v.ebsite 

ENV-llE-259 

Millennium on the planning website 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 23,2012 at 1:18 PM 
To: Srimal Hew8witharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

The current sentence on the website is: "Hardcopies of the Draft Environmental Impact Report are 
available for review at the following locations:" 

This was made before we had confirmation that the libraries only needed/preferred CDs. 

To avoid any confusion, we have remade the web-ready CD to read: "The Draft Environmental 
Impact Report is available for review at the following locations:" 

We are going to have someone bring this new web-ready CD to your office today. We know that re
uploaded stuff has happened in the past, if something doesn't work or look right. Especially since the 
site went live before the actual review period of October 25. 

OK? 

CDs have been sent to the Libraries to arrive tomorrow. The complete set (OEIR and Appendices) 
and 10 CDs are being sent to your office for Thursday morning delivery. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project rvlanager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LlC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

https:!lmail.gOO9le.comirnail/?ui:,;2&ii<;::: 285d5bdce4&vlew= pt&search",jnbox&th", 13a8f4 Tld42c32da 114 
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7/24/13 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

Cityof Los Angeles Mai! - Millennium on the planning I'Iebsite 

ENV-IIE-260 

Srima! HewawltL~l rana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 1 :34 PM 
To Heber ~k1:>' '. <heber.martinez@lacity.org> 

... ~~",": h@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foremdfi@laLiiy", " Usa Webber <lisa. webber@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com>, 
Chris Joseph <chris@cL" ',nepa.com> 

Hi Heber, 

Per our phone cali, the app!icam'~ "onsultant is requesting the following change to be made: 

To change the wording to read: The Oi~c<l. Environmental Impact Report is available for review at the following 
locations: 

If you have difficulty making the ch8n~p 
as I receive it 

Thank you so much for your assistance. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 23,2012 at 1:37 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Frafjo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

HI Seth, 

I've spoken with Heber Martinez and forwarded your email to him (and copied you). He will try to make the 
change now; if not, he'll let me know and I will take the new web-ready CD to him, when I receive it. 

Srimaf 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 1:47 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharaoa@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

lllank you Srimal! 

The new web-ready CD is already on its way by someone in our office, Sherrie Cruz. 

https:lfmail,google,com'rnail!?lJi"2&ii<"-"285d5bdce4&\oie'!,""pt&search"inbox&th"'13a8f4T1c142c32da 2J4 
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7/24f13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium on the planning IM3bsite 

ENV-llE-261 
Than~s again for working on this. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srirnal,hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2012 1:37 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Chris Joseph; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Re: Millennium on the planning website 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Heber Martinez <heber.martinez@~acity.org> 
To: Srimal HeW8witharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

DONE. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Heber Martinez 
Systems Ana!yst II - Z!MAS Technical Unit 
City' of Los Angeles 
Oeparlrnent of City Planning 
(213) 978-1398 
heber .martinez@1aCily,org 

ins Angelell: 
[leF1ElrhmH1L 
of Glt)( il iarltllll1j 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srjmal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Heber Martinez <heber.martinez@iadty.org> 

Heber, 

Thank you, But I can't get the !ink to open, now! 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@tacfty.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

The requested change has been made. 

Srirna! 
[~uoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@tacity.org> 

hUps:l!maH.go{19le.cmvmail!?ui=2&ik"'285d5bdce4&v,evFpt&search=inbox&th,,;13a8f477d42c32da 

Tue, Oct 23,2012 at 1:52 PM 

Tue, Oct 23,2012 at 1:59 PM 

Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at2:13 PM 

Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 2:26 PM 

3/4 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium on the planning W3bsite 

Thank you so much Srimal! ENV-llE-262 

[ see the change on the site. 

As it happens, Sherrie just arrived, so she's bringing the CD anyways. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawltharana [mailto:srfmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org} 
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2012 2:13 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lactly.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Yes, I have received it. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

hltps:!/rnail,google.comimail/?ui=2&ik-"285d5bdce4&viElW"pt&search'"inbox&th=13a8f4T!rj42c~i2da 

Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 2:48 PM 

4/4 
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7i24i13 City of Los Angeles Mall - Millennium HollyYl'JOCl- Transportation: Parking 

ENV -11E-426 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Transportation: Parking 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Mon, Sep 24,2012 at 4:42 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Emily Dwyer 
<emily .dwyer@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, Alfred, 

Attached, please find the Transportation-Parking sections which both Emily and! have re\.iewed and commented 
on. 

I noticed that a number of the edits I had made/requested to be made in the 1 st screencheck hadn't been 
incorporated into the 2nd screencheck. I have reinserted those edits/changes, since there was no explanation 
pro\.ided as to why those edits/changes hadn't been incorporated. 

If you have any questions about the changes I've made, please call me so we can discuss. 

There remains 2 chapters still to be reviewed (2nd screencheck): 

- General Impact Categories 
- Altematives 

Thanks. 

Srirnal 

2 attachments 

~ IV.K.2 Transportation - ParkingED (8_24_12) redline.docx 
103K 

rim? lV.K.2 Transportation - ParkingSH (8_24_12) redline.docx 
'1::J 108K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Sep 25, 2012 at 1 :51 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawftharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa-com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Emily Dwyer 
<emily. dwyer@!acity.org> 

Hi Sri mal, 

Thank you for the comments on Parking. We received comments to General Impacts and the last section (Alternatives) 

is under review. 

Assuming comments to Alternatives come in this week, can we schedule a meeting next week, between Wednesday and 

https:!/maH.9OO9Ie.comfmaili?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&-vie\fF pt&SE'.arch= inbox&lh= 139faa928a617c33 1/2 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv.ood - Transportation: Parl<ing 

Friday, to go through the finar draft? As discussed ~oc.VaJslJi~Vs will submit the final draft for your review prior to 

the meeti ng. 

Thank you. 

Prom: Srimal Hewawltharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@iacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2012 4:43 Pt'-1 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo; Emily Dwyer 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Transportation: Parking 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or Oi) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org> Tue, Sep 25,2012 at 3:58 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraljo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo 
<karen. hoo@lacity .org> 

Hi Alfred, 

I suggest waiting until I have completed my review of the Alternatives to schedule a meeting. Actually, I would 
prefer to wait until I've had the opportunity to see the revised draft. 

Please know that I am weI! aware of the time constraints on this project and am doing my best to complete my 
review in a ttmely manner. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:f!mair.google.comtmailf?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&vie\I'Fpt&s"..arch=inb!,)x&th=139faa928a617c33 212 
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7/24113 City of los Angeles Mail - Re\~sed Req uest for Publication - Millennium HoIl)MIJOd Project 

ENV-llE-263 

Revised Request for Publication - Millennium Hollywood Project 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Mon, Oct 22,2012 at 10:37 AM 
To: Maria Vizcarra <maria. vizcarra@lacity.org>, Julia Amanti <julia.amanti@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@!acity.org>, Darlene Navarrete <darlene. navarrete@lacity.org> 

Hi Maria and Julia, 

Please use this revised attachment. There was a typo on the first one I submitted earlier this morning. I'm sorry 
for any inconvenience. Thank you. 

Srimal 

~ Pub!ication.docx 
18K 

Maria Vizca rra <maria. vizcarra@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Received. Will go ahead and publish this version instead of the one previously sent 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Maria Vizcarra 
City Clerk - Council & Public Services 
City of Los Angeles 
Phone: (213)978-1139 
Maria. Vizcarra@lacity.org 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org> 
To: Maria Vizcarra <maria. vizcarra@lacity.erg> 

Thank you, so much. 

Srimaf 
[Ouoteu text hidden] 

Mon, Oct 22, 2012 at 10:43 AM 

Mon, Oct 22,2012 at 10:55 AM 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 9:41 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa,com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lscity.erg>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardrnullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lIsa.webber@lacity.org> 

Good morning Ryan, 

In response to your e-mail, yesterday afternoon, statfng that the team wanted to check in on the status of the 
newspaper ad. and are requesting a proof of some sort, I am forwarding to you the e-mail and attached 
publication document I submitted to the City Clerk's office, yesterday. 

https:i/mai!.goog I 8.comimai!{?ui =:2&fk=285d5bdce4&vie\IIF pt&search'" i nbox&th"" 13a898d42446dfec 1/2 
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Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Publication.docx 
18K 

Cityof Los Angeles Malt - Re\;sed Request for Publication - Millennium HoIlYMJOd Project 

ENV-IIE-264 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 23,2012 at 9:43 AM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacitY.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo JL" <afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Great, thanks Srimal. We received it okay and will tile it with our records. 

Ryan 
[Quoted te;..,'t hidden] 

< P ubi ication. docx> 

https:i!mail.googfe.com'mail/?ui:02&ik"'285d5bdce4&l>iew-::pt&search= i nooX&th"- 13a898d42446dfec 212 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holl)MlXld WSA Letter 

ENV -11E-625 

Millennium HoUywood WSA Letter 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> Thu, Feb 16, 2012 at 12:20 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Alfred and Ryan, 

I've attached a copy of the finalized, signed W SA letter that will be going out to DWP today. The letter includes 
the corrections to Table 1, that were submitted to me by Ryan this morning. 

Srimal 

b[J MilHwdWSA.pdf 
459K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, Feb 16, 2012 at 1:07 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

GreaH Thanks again. 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana [mailto: srlmaL hewawltharana@lacity.org} 
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2012 12:21 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood WSA Letter 

Hi Alfred and Ryan, 

I've attached a copy ofthe finalized, signed WSA letter that will be going out to DWP today. The letter includes 
the corrections to Table 1, that were submitted to me by Ryan this morning. 

Srirnal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

You are welcome. 

Srirnal 

https:llmail.google.comlmailJ?ui=2&iI0285d5bdce4&'.ieIN'''pt&search:=inbox&th~13587d3094445aa8 

11lU, Feb 16, 2012 at 1:3"1 PM 
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{Quoted text hidden] ENV -11E-626 
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DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY PLANNING 
200 N. SPRING STREIT, ROOM 525 
Los ANGRfS, LA 90012-4801 

AND 
6262 VAN NUYS BLVD., Sum 351 

VAN NUV5, LA 91401 

CITY PLANNiNG COMMISSION 

WllLlN'" ROSG1EN 
PR;tSIOHJr 

REGINA M. FREER 
Vla~f~RfSl(J:tN'f 

SEAN O. BURTON 
DltGO CARDOSO 

GEORGE 110V,~CuIMIAN 
JUSTIN KIM 

ROBERT LESSIN 
BARBARA ROMERO 
MICHAEL K. WOO 

JAMES WILUAMS 
COMM1S510N ,XKUlW( f.SS,SfANf I! 

(21}~ 978-1300 

February 16,2012 

ENV-llE-627 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA 
MAYOR 

Mr. James B. McDanie!, Chief Operating Officer- Water 
Mr. Delon Kwan. Water Resources Planning and Policy 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
111 North Hope Street, Room 1455 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

EXECUTIVE. OffiCES 

MICHAEL J. l.OGRANDE 
OI'~crOR 

(213) 978-1271 

ALAN BELL, AICP 
OE?V1YOlltEcrO~ 

(213) 97B~ 1272 

filA YUAN-MCDANiEl 
DEI'UlV DIR<crO~ 
(213) 97&-1273 

VACANT 
OEI'UTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 97S·1274 

fM: (213) 978-1275 

INfORMATION 
www.plannillg.l.dty.org 

Re: Request for a Water Supply Assessment for the Millennium Hollywood Development 

Project located at 1720, 1722~ 1724, 1730,1740,1.745, 1749, 1750~ 1751,17.53, 1760, 1762~ 1764, 

1766, 1768, 1770 N. Vine Street, 6236, 6270, 6334 W. Yucca Stroot, 1733, 1741 N. Argyle 

Avenlle~ and 1746. 1748,1754,1760,1764 N. {val' Stroot (City EAF# ENV-20U-675~EIR, sea 
# 2011041(94) 

Dear Mr. McDaniel and Mr, K wan, 

The City of Los Allgeles Department of City Planning is preparing a draft Environmental Impact 

Report (FIR) for the proposed Millennium Hollywood Development (CEQA Study Project or 

Project) located a.t 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 

1764, 1766, 176&, 1770 N. Vine Streej~ 6236, 6270, 6334 W. Yucca Street, 1733, 1741 N. Argyle 

Avenue, and 1746~ 1748, 1754, 1760. 1764 N. Ivar Street in accordance with the Caliiomia 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} The proposed development constitutes a "Project" as 

defined in SectiOll 10912 (a) of the State Water Code, and is thus subject to the provisions for 

detennining water availability as outlined in Sections 10910-10915 of the State Water Code. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section lS206(b)(2)(A), this Project meets the criteria fOf being of 

RL0036891 



ENV -11E-628 

"regional significance" because it includes the development of a commercial office building 

encompassing more thall 250,000 square feet of floor space or employing more than 1,000 

persons, as described below under the subheading Proposed Commercial Scenario. Accordingly, 

we are requesting your assistance in preparing a water supply assessment (WSA) to determine the 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power's (LADWP) ability to meet the water demands of 

the CEQA Study Project. Provided below is some general information about the location of the 

Project and a brief description of the proposed ]311d uses. 

Project Location and Description 

The Project site is located in the HoUywood Community Plan area of the City of Los Allgeles. 

The Project site encompasses the following addresses and property: 1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 

1740,1745,1749,1750,1751,1753,1760,1762,1764,1766,1768, 1770 N. VineStreet, 6236, 
6270,6334 W. Yucca Street, 1733, 1741 N.Argyle Avenue, and 1746, 1748, 1754,1760, 1764 

N.lvar Street. The Project site consists of 194,495 square feet (4.47 acres) ofland area, located 

on two sites (designated herein as the "\Vest Site" and the "East Site"), as indicated on the 

attached plot plan (see attached Project Location Map). The West Site is bordered by N. Vine 

Street to the east, Yucca Street to the north, Ivar Street to the west and existing uses to the south 

which border Hollywood Boulevard. The East Site is bordered by Yucca Street to the north, 
.Argyle Avenue to the east, N. Vine Street to the west and existing uses to the south which border 

Hollywood Boulevard. 

Existing Uses 

The existing Project site spans the north haif of1.wo blocks (i.e., the East Site and West Site) and 

is currently occupied by commercial and office uses and surface parking lots. The East Site and 

the West Site both gently slope toward Vine Street. while also sloping gently from north to south. 

The surrounding area is generally developed with various commercial, residential, retail, and 

public facility uses. 

The East Site currently contains the I3-story Capitol Records building, along with its ancillary 
studio recording uses, and the existing two-stOry Gogerty Building (the "Capitol Records 

Complex"). The Capitol Records tower was built in 1955. The Gogerty Building was renovated 

in 2.003, leaving portions of the interior and the fayade from the original circa 1930 construction, 

while completely demolishing and remodeling the remainder of the structure. The remainder of 

the East Site contains surface parking lots. 

The West Site currently contains a one-story approximately l~~.:oO square-foot Enterprise Rent-A

Car structure and adjoining surface parking lot. The Enterprise Rent-A-Car structure fronts 

Yucca Street near the northwest corner of tile West Site. There is no vegetation on the West Site, 

as the remainder ofihe Project Site consists of surface parking lots. 

RL0036892 
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PROJECT CHARACTERlSTICS 

TIle Project includes a proposed Development Agreement that would permit the Project site to be 

developed vi'ith an average floor area ratio (FAR) of 6: I, averaged across the entire Project site. 

To note, the historic Capitol Records Tower and the Gogerty Building are within the Project site 

and ,'lin be preserved. Including the retention of the existing Capitol Records Complex, which is 

comprised of 114,303 square feet of office space, the Project would include a development with 
up to 1,166,970 net square feet of total floor area, resulting in approximately 1,052,667 square 

feet of new construction~ The Project would also include the demolition and/or removal of the 

Enterprise Rent-a-Car structures on the West Site (approximately 1,800 square feet). To facilitate 

the long-term buildout of the Project, the Project's applicant is seeking approval of a 

Development Agreement that would allow for the development of the Project site to occur over a 

25-year period in a manner that responds to market demands based on pre-defined limits with 

respect to developed· floor area, allowable land uses, design guidelines and site-specific 

development stfu,dards controlling the scale and massing of structures, a Land Use Equivalency 

Program, the transfer of floor area among parcels within the Project site, and a detlned circulation 

and parking plan. 

Proposed Commercial Scenario 

For purposes of estimating the highest possible water demand that could result fTom 
implementation of the Project's proposed Land Use Equivalency Program, the EIR will identify 

and analyze a Proposed Commercial Scenario, as summarized in Table 1 below. This equivaJency 

scenario consist<; of-approximately 461 dwelling units, 254 hotel uses, 264,303 square feet of 

office space (a net increase of 150,000 square feet above the existing office uses to be retained), 

approximately 100,000 square feet of retail space, approximately 25,000 square feet of quality 

restaurant space, and an approximately 80,000 square-foot fitness/sports club use. The Proposed 

Commercial Scenario illustrates a potential development program that would result in t:~e 

Project's highest possible water demand under the Land Use Equivalency Project. 

LanG Use Total 
Units/Rooms 

RL0036893 
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The t.otal prop"ased development could include up to 1,J 66,970 squm-ejeet of jlo~r ~area based Oft a 6: T~~ 
FAR average across the entire Site. 
GSF =Gl'OS5 Square Feet. For purposes of analyzing {he volume of /'leW construction, the total GSF was 
assumes fo be 15% above the '"Net DeVeloped Floor Area" as defined by the LAMe. 
The total oJ~lJce square footage included under the "Net Developed Floor Area" column includes the 
existing j 14.303 sf of office space occupied by the Capitol Records Complex which will be retained as pm-t 
of the Project. 
The amount afGross Square Fee! of office space excludes the existing Capitol Records Comp{ex, as it is 
not new construction. 

Source: Millennium Hollywood, 20ll. 

Estimated Existing Water Use 

Based on the existing uses at the project site, as described above, the cun-cnt water usage is 

estimated to be 25,078 gallons per day (gpd). 

Land Use 

West Site Office 
(Enterprise Rent-A Car) 

East Site Office Uses 
(Capitol Records and Gogerty 
Complex) 

,Votes; 
sf = square feet 

Source: The water demand is based on]20 % of the sewer load as published in the City 01Los Angeles Bureau 
; of Sanitation, Sewer Generation Rates Table, March 20,2002. The sewer loadJor office uses is ISO 
, d 

_~~===.Jt.,","e_· ~ .. ~.="~=_===~~".=. "=~~=~,~~~=_=._ ~,= .. ~=_._=. ~~~~==_=.~.=._,_=._= .• __ ~_=_='I_ 

Estimated FutUre Water Demands 

Using the water demand rates and methodology described in the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA 

Threshold~' Guide (2006), the water usage for the proposed uses under the Proposed Commercial 

Use Scenario is 323,747 gprl. As compare-..d to the site's existing water usage, the projected net 

increase in water demand is estimated to be 298,669 gpd. 
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Land Use Size 

J Residential 461 dwelling units 

Hotel 254 rooms 
, Health/Fitness 80,000 sf 

GeneI:al Office 264,303 sf 
Retail 100,000 sf 
Quality Restaurant 25,000 sf 
Structured Parking 749,700 sf 
TOTAL 

L NET IN<:REASE 

Rate 

24() gpdlunit 

156 gpdJroom 

960 gpd/1,OOO sf 
216 gpdJl,OOO sf 
96 gpd/l,OOO sf 

600 gpd/l,OOO sf 
20 gpdll,OOO sf 

.:c': "/ 

Total 
Water 

Demand 
(gpd) 

110,640 

39,624 
76,800 
57,089 
9,600 
15,000 
14,994 

323,747 
298,669 

Based on the above proj ections, the Department of Ci1y Planning is requesting your assistance in 

preparing a WSA pursuant to the requirements of SB 610. Thank you for your assistance with this 

request. Your expert evaluation will help ensure that our analysis of the proposed Project's 

impacts n water demand is accurate and complete. If you have any questions or cOmments, 

please contact Srima} Hewawitharana at (213) 978~1359. 

Sincerely, 

Michael]. LoGrande 

Director of Planning 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Environmental Analysis Section 

Attachments: Pr~iect Location Map 

RL0036895 
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Figure 1 
Regional and Project Vicinity Map 

RL0036896 



7124/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl)MGOd - Draft EIR Noticing/Mailing Tasks 

ENV-IIE-265 

......... " .... " ........ " ...... " .................................................. ~ .. --....... . 

Millennium Hollywood - Draft EIR Noticing/Mailing Tasks 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacitY.org> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 3:19 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa
nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@ladty.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Hi all, 

Since there have been numerous questions about what needs to be done, I thought it might be helpful to go over 
a couple of things: 

- The Planning Department's return label template that was e-mailed to you on Oct. 5, must be used on all the 
envelopes used for themaii out so that any returned mail will be sent to the City/Planning Dept. 

- We need a hardcopy of all distribution lists for our records: this includes the current (as of 90 days) 500' radius 
map generated mailing list, the updated public agencies mailing list e-mailed to you earlier today, interested 
parties list/those who commented on the NOP and at the scoping meeting, anyone else who requested 
notification, etc. 

- The Planning department needs 2 complete hard copies of the Draft EIR (main document plus appendices); 
must be received by 9:00 a.m., Monday morning 

- 2 hard copies of the main document with the appendices on a CD (not printed) and inserted in a pocket in the 
back of the document are also required to be distributed to the City Council offices (one each for the City Hall 
office and field office) 

- Hard copies of the main document with the appendices on a CD (not printed) and inserted in the back of the 
document need to be prepared and sent to the Neighborhood Councils as well. 

- The SCH needs 15 hard copies of the Executi\ie Summary, only. Each copy should be accompanied by the 
NOA and NOC forms, along with a CD GOpy of the complete DEIR. 

- The consu!tant needs to file/post the NOA/NOC with the County at their Norwalk office, with a $75 fee. 

- A web ready CD of the complete DEIR will need to be prepared for posting on the City's website and must be 
delivered to the Planning Department 

- The library notices that were prepared and e-mailed to you earlier today accompany the copies being submitted 
to the libraries 

- Consultant completes the Fish and Game fee exemption form IF EXEMPT to send to the Dept. of Fish and 
Game. 

Hope ttlat helps. 

Srlmal 

https:llmail.goog!e.comlmaill?ui=2&ik:;c285d5bdce4&view=pt&search= i nbox&th= i 3alb1 bcb3b691 aa 1/2 
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Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@facity.org> ENV-llE-266 Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 7:03 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Good morning Srimal, 

Thanks for the hard workl 

[ checked the website and there is no !ink to DEIR. Could you check on that? 

Thanks!! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angefes City Pfanning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lactty.org> 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 9:21 AM 

Hi Karen, 

Thank you. 

I, too, checked and noticed that there is no link. I've already spoken with Heber Martinez (he did the posting, 
yesterday, since Maria Diaz was out of the office). He said he will attend to it and let me know when it is done. 
will check again, when he does. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:flmail.googfe.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=28t">d5bdce4&\.iE.'NFpt&search=inbox&th"'13a7b1bcb3b697aa 212 
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RE: Millennium Hollywood - Transportation: Parking 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Sep 24, 2012 at 5:37 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

My records show that you provided the General Impacts comments to us on 8-28-12 around 4:30 pm. I've 
attached it. 

Please coniirm whether you wii[ have additional comments to it. As we noted before, and you confirmed, the final 
sig/unavoidableimpacts wiH be compiled and ready during the proof draft. 

From: A!fred Fraijo Jr. [mailto:afraijo@sheppardmullin.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 241 2012 4:47 PM 
To: Steven Hood; kgonsar@Milienniumptrs.com 
Cc: Chris Joseph; James Pugh; Ryan Luckert; Seth Wurkan; 'Shane Parker' 
Subject: FW: rvtillennium Hollywood - Transportation: Parking 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 20124:43 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo; Emily ONyer 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Transportation: Parking 

Hi CI-uis, Alfred, 

Attached, please find the Transportation-Parking sections which botPtEmily and I have reviewed and 
commented on. 

I noticed that a munber of the edits I had made/requested to be made in the 1 st scrceneheck hadn't been 
incorporated into the 2nd screencheck. I have reinserted those edits!changes, s:ince there was no 
explanation provided as to why those editsichanges hadnft been incorporated. 

htlps:/lmail.goog Ie. GQrnlmai I/?LJi=2&ik=285d5!xJce4&1Ii evv=pt&search=i nboX&th'" 139fadc50447a97c 1/2 
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ENV-IIE-429 

If you have any questions about the changes I've made, plcase call me so we can discuss. 

111cre remains 2 chapters still to be reviewed (2nd screcncheck): 

- General Inlpact Categories 

- Alternatives 

Thanks. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notifY you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or vvritten to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: ]bis message i~ sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in enol', please notifY the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and 
any attachmento;;. 

~ Redline General ImpactsSH 5222012 (1}.docx 
41K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew3witharana@ladty.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Sep 25,2012 at 9:31 AM 

Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Thank you! I had forgotten that I had already reviewed and sent it to you! I do not have any additional comments. 

So, al! I twve left to review is the Alternatives chapter. 

Srimal 
[QuoIed text hidden] 

https:lfmail.goog!e.comfmail/?ui"2&ik:=285d5bdce4&vielJll"'pt&searchoo inbox&th"'139fadc50447a97c 212 
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Question 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Feb 13, 2012 at 3:28 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHew8witharana@facity,org> 

Hi Srimal, just checking In.,,,what will be the next section you are reviewing for the Millennium project? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Aesthetics. 

Srima! 
(Quoted text hidden] 

https:!lmail,gOO9le,comfmail/?ui=2&i 10 285d5bdce4&'view~ pt&search'" i nbox&th", 135790bde6b 72ddO 

Mon, Feb 13, 2012 at 3:39 PM 

111 
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Millennium Hollywood Project ~ Status Update 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Mon, Oct 22, 2012 at 10:55 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fratjo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.Ofg>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Ail, 

I received 2 sets ofthe printed copies of the Draft EIR (in 2 volumes) and 5 appendices by 9:00 a.m. this moming, 
delivered by Ryan Luckert. 

The radius map, the certified 500' radius mailing labeis, the NOP commenters list and public agency mailing lists 
were also received, this morning. 

i filed the document with the City Clerk's Office and provided them with one complete set (2 volume DEIR plus 5 
appendices) and had one set of the DE!R stamped for our office. 

The request for publication notice has been submitted to the City Clerk's office. 

The web-ready CD has been submitted, along with the web request, to the IT office for posting on the City's 
website. We will be notified when the posting is completed. 

Srimal 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Oct 22, 2012 at 1 :44 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Thank you again for all of your efforts and seeing everything through this moming. 

The team wanted to check in on the status of the newspaper ad. I know it's an internal City process, but they 
are requesting a proof of some sort. 

Please let me know if you need anything. 

Thanks so much Srimal, 
Ryan 
[Ouoted text hidden] 

https:iimail.google.com/mailf?ui=2&il0:285d5bdce4&vie\IIFpt&search"'inboJ<&th=13a899d5e5b7dac2 111 

RL0036902 



1;24;13 City of los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holl]'MX)d Air QualitySection 

ENV -11E-430 

Millennium Hollywood Air Quality Section 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Sep 21,2012 at 2:49 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

Just a reminder that the Air Qualtty sections would need to be revised based on the Revised Traffic Study, dated 
June 2012. The Air Quality sections I reviewed (2nd screencheck) had traffic data based on the Traffic Study 
dated November 2011. Probably you've already made those changes, but I just thought I'd check and remind 
you. 

Srima! 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri, Sep 21,2012 at 2:54 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, yes, thank you. The changes to air quality have been made by Chris Joseph and are ready for final 
submittal. 'Thank you. 

wWIN.sheppardmul!in.com/afraijo 
[Quoterj texi hidden) 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or wriUen to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a'vGtding tax penalties or (if) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:fJrr.ai!.google.corrvrnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vie'lFpt&search=inboX&th'=13geacea79bcc64a 1/1 
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EC5··' 

Millennium back with Srimal 

Adam Villani <adam.\1I1ani@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 18,2012 at 5:30 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph 
<chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

OK, the distribution and publication of the HoJlywood Millennium DEIR 
is back in Sr[maj's hands now. I suppose you could still copy me just 
as a backup, but with the text of the EIR complete, she's taking back 
control of the distribution. 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. ViI!ani@lacity.or9 
(213) 978-1454 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Adam Viflani <adam.vHlani@lacity.org> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Adam, 

Thank you for all your help with this project I really appreciate it. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:48 PM 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 18,2012 at 5:49 PM 
To: Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> 
Cc: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks for fetting us know and thanks for helping us out today. I'll work with Sri mal to finalize everything else and 
copy you on the larger items. 

Ryan 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srirnal Hewawitharana <srirnaLhewawltharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org>, Ryan Luckert <Iyan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Ditto! 

Sent from my iPad 
[Quoted tex\ hidden] 

http5:i1mail.googfe.comimail/?ui~2&ik.c.285d5bclce4&lIie',,\r-'pt&search"'inboYB.{h=13a766e05db35c83 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 6:16 PM 
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Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa_com> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 9:47 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal-

Thank you for the NOA this morning, appreciate it. I know you are busy, but any information you can give us on the 
radius map approval would be great. We are hoping to begin the label and envelope process today, but need your 
approval on the digital files Adam and myself sent you. Thank you and let me know if you need anything else Srimal. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimai.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Thursday, October 18,20125:48 PM 
To: Adam VHlani <adam.viliani@iacity.org> 

Cc;: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Subject: Re: Millennium back with Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 10:12 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Adam Vilfani <adam.villani@lacitY.org>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacfty.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Ryan, 

I took a quick look and they look OK to me. 

One question, though - is there a separate list of names and addresses for those who commented on the NOP or 
at the scoping meeting? Or are they included in one of the other 2 lists? 

Srimal 
[Quoted tfJxt hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 10:17 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@iacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Great, thanks Srimal. Yes, we have a list. I have attached it to this email for your records. Please note, not every 
commenter left a mailing and/or email address (since some comments were left during the meeting itself). Please 
take a look and let me know if you need anything else. Thank you. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaf.hew3witharana@iacity.org> 

Date: friday, October 19,201210:12 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Adam Villani <adarn.villani@ladty.org>, Karen Hoo 

hUps :flrnai I.g oog le.cmnlmai If?ui= 2&ik=285d5bdce4&"vievF pt&search== i nboxB.:th== 13a766eOSdb35c83 214 
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<karen.hoo@ladty,org>, Jon Foreman <jon.fo~Ya-rJ-~2119.org> 
[Quoted text hidden] 

't7J NOP List 9_5_12.pdf 
294K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity,org> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 10:28 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Adam VlHani <adam.villani@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Ryan, 

I just checked your list and it seems nne. Thank you. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 10:43 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepRcom>, Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org>, Karen HOD 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>. Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Great, thanks SrimaL 

-Ryan 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
Date: Friday, October 19,201210:28 AM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Oct 22,2012 at 10:23 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!adty.org> 

Srimal-

Thanks for meeting with me this morning. Please let me know when you file it with the City Clerk - and I will let 
the team know. Thanks again Srimal. 

Ryan 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawilharana <srimai.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Man, Oct 22, 2012 at 10:42 AM 

Ryan, 

1l1anK you for dropping off the E!R, this morning. I have filed it with the City Clerk's Office. 

Srimal 
[Quoted texi hidden] 

https:llrnail.gcogle.comlrmi!f?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.ievoF'pt&search= i nbox&th'" 13a766e05db35c83 314 

RL0036906 



7/24113 Cityof Los Angeies Mail ~ Millennium back with Srimal 

ENV-llE-271 

hUps :flmaii ,g DOg le,corrv'rnailJ?ui '" 2&i k= 285d5Ix!ce4&\.i el,loF pt&search=i nboX&th= 13a766eOSdb35c83 4/4 
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7/19/13 CityofLosAngeles Mail- HoU}'MXXiMillennium- Environmental Setting 

ENV -11E-634 

Hollywood Millennium M Environmental Setting 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Hadar Plafi<rn <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Attached please find the reviewed Section Itl Environmental Setting. 

Srimal 

r@J III. Environmental Setling.docx 
145K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Thanks! 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

> <III. Environmental Setting.docx> 

https:Jlmail.googJe.com'mailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view""pt&search=inboY&th=13569f8526b644Bc 

Fri, Feb 10, 2012 at 5:12 PM 

Fri, Feb 10,2012 at 5:18 PM 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly;.t0Od Transportation (Traffic & Parking) Sections 

ENV-llE-431 

Millennium Hollywood Transportation (Traffic & Parking) Sections 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Emify Dwyer <emily.d\ovyer@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Emily, 

Tue, Sep 18,2012 at 11:42 AM 

I've attached the 2nd screencheck "redline" version, showing the corrections and changes made to the text since 
the 1 st screencheck, of the 2 transportation sections for the Millennium Hollywood Project for your review. 

Text in red is what has been deleted; text in blue is newly added; text in green has been moved from elsewhere 
in the section. 

I also have the "clean" versions, which don't show any of the changes, if you prefer to review those. Just let me 
know and I can send them to you. Also, hard copies of each version. 

If you've any questions, please let me know. 

Srima! 

2 attachments 

~ IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic (8_24_12) redline.docx 
746K 

~ IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking (8_24_12) redline.docx 
97K 

Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Fri, Sep 21,2012 at 1:02 PM 

Here are my edits. Mostly it is simple grammatical/spacing corrections. For the Traffic section, pages 64 and 131 
need these minor updates. For the Parking section, pages 6, 8, 10, 18, and 23 need these minor edits. For the 
traffic section, I added a lot more about the existing bicycle network. This may be unorthodox to ask for another 
basic map, but I feel that this project cannot truly claim its bike friendliness/TOO emphasis without this 
component. What do you think? 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Emily Dwyer 
Planning Asssitant 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division - Major Projects 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: (213) 978-1326 

2 attachments 

http.';;flrnaH.google,comlmail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&·";ew=pt&search= i nbox&th'" 139dabObc166691 0 1/2 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles rvlail - Mnlennium Hollyw:xxi Transportation (Traffic & Parking} Sections 

ENV-IIE-432 
~ IV-K.1 Transportation - Traffic (8_24_12) redline.docx 

756K 

lID IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking (8_24_12) redline.docx 
104K 

https:{lmail.google.commail!?ui=2&ik",285d5bdce4<'!.,iev'Fpt&search=inbox&th= B9dabObc166691 0 2J2 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Out of Office Re: Publication of Draft EIR AvaHability- Millennium Holly.r.ood Project 

ENV-llE-272 

Out of Office Re: Publication of Draft EIR Availability ~ Millennium Hollywood 
Project 

Julia Amanti <julla.amanti@lacity.org> 
To: s rima!. hewawitharana@!acity.org 

I will be out of the office on Monday, October 22, 2012. I will 
return to the office on Tuesday, October 23, 2012. if you have any 
question, or need assistance with a publication request, please 
contact Maria.Vizcarra@lacity.org. Maria handles all publication 
requests in my absence. If you do not receive a response by email, 
please contact the City Clerk's Office directiy @ 978-1139. Thank 
you, and have a great day. 

Julia Amanti 
City Clerk, Council & Public Services 
(213) 978-1139 

https:!/rnail.900gle.comimai II?ui=2&i k~ 285d5bdce4&vieVF pt&search'" i nboX&th'" 13a89815eaece228 

Mon, Oct 22, 2012 at 10:24 AM 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HollJ'MXld - Transportation: Traffic 

ENV -11E-433 

Millennium Hollywood - Transportation: Traffic 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Sep 20,2012 at 3:07 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached please find the Transportation-Traffic chapter, with my comments. 

I will be reviewing the Transportation-Parking, next 

Srimal 

lID IV.K.1 Transportation - TrafficSH (8_24_12) redHne.docx 
778K 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: s rima!. hewawltharana@lacity . org, 

Thu, Sep 20, 2012 at 5: 19 PM 

Hi Srimal, what are the outstanding sections for second screen check. I know you told me the other day, 
but I don't remember. jon 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mallto:srimaLhewawitharana@iacrty.org] 
Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2012 03:07 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@ladty.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@!acity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Transportation: Traffic 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitha rana <srimaf. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Fri, Sep 21, 2012 at 9:42 AM 

Jon, 

As of this morning, the outstanding sections are: 

Transportation-Parking 
Alternati\.€s 

Sdmat 
[Ouoted text hidden] 

https:/lrnail.google.comimail/?ui:c:2&ik'.::285d5bdce4&\i8W"pt&search"'inbox&th"'13ge5b861dT7aB02 111 
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7/19113 City of Los Angeles Mail - ScreencheckDraft EIR Land Use Section for the Millennium HoIlyv.ood Project 

ENV -11E-635 

Screencheck Draft EIR Land Use Section for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Blake Lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> 
Cc: Srima! Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharaoa@lacity.org> 

Thu, Feb 9, 2012 at 4:53 PM 

Hi Blake, I hope all is well. At the request of Srimal in the EIR Unit, I am sending you the internal/Screencheck Draft 
EIR Land Use section for the Millennium Hollywood Project. We are targeting a release date ofthe end of March for 
the Draft EIR, so it would be great if you could get any comments on this section to Srimal as soon as possible. I am 
attaching (In four files) both a PDF and Word versions, along with the graphics that go with the section. 

Thank you, and please email or cal! with any questions, 

Chris Joseph 
310-469-6701 

4 attachments 

~ IV.G. land Use Planning.doc 
306K 

~ IV.G. land Use Planning. pdf 
507K 

~ Figure IV.G-1_Hollywood Community Plan Existing land Use Designation.pdf 
" 149K 

't9 Figure IV.G-2_Existing City Zoning Designation.pdf 
82K 

https:!fmail,google,convmailJ?ui"-2&ik~285d5bdce4&\ie\"Fpt&search"'inboJ<&th"'13564c1b94abf19d 1/1 
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7/24113 C~tyof Los Angeles Mail - MiHennium HoIlywxxl- Web ReadyCD Recei\€Cl 

ENV-llE-273 

Millennium Hollywood - Web Ready CD Received 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srfmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 4:05 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com>, Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa
nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Usa Webber <Hsa.webber@lacity,org> 

The web-ready CD was received a few minutes ago. Thank you. 

Srima! 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 4:45 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you Srimal- its much appreciated. And thank you for your help this week. I think it is safer and cleaner to 
deliver the entire document by hand Monday morning. ! hope you enjoy your weekend. Thanks again. 

-Ryan 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Friday, October 19, 20124:05 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan luckert 
<ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity,org>, Alfred Fraijo 
<afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com>, Usa Webber <lisa,webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Mitlennium Hollywood - Web Ready CD Received 

The web-ready CD was received a few minutes ago. Thank you. 

Srimal 

lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Sat, Oct 20, 2012 at 9:57 PM 

Cc: jon.foreman@lacity.org, dan.scott@lacity.org 

SrimaL,1 hope you are enjoying a nice, relaxing weekend and not thinking at all about work! Ilust want to 
thank you for all your hard work over the last several months and recent weeks .. Jrom everything 1 saw, 
you took an environmental report that was really lacking in content and quality and transformed it into a 
defensible document for a project that is at the top of the Mayor's priorities. You handled a demanding 
development team with confidence and grace and, in the end, Rich, Alfredo and Chris Joseph were all 
singing your praises to mel even as it appeared they would not make their desired timeframe. I know the 
last few days have been very difficuft, especially when even your own management team started pushing 
for you to speed up the review, and! hope you know that we really value your expertise and meticulous 
attent~onwdetaiL Its likely this EIR will be litigated and I think we can all sleep easier knowing that you 
managed its production. 

https:lirnall.g00gle.corrvmail/?ui"-2&ik':285d5bdce4&"';ev.Fpt&sE'.arch=inbox&th=13a7b466cff3fbfd 1/2 
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7/24113 CityofLos Angeles Mail- Millennium Holly.MXJd - Web ReadyCD Received 

ENV-llE-274 
Thank you againl 

Lisa 

From: Sr[mal Hewawltharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 19, 201204:05 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>; Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa
nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@!acity.org>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
<afraijo@sheppardmul!in.com>; Usa Webber <!isa. webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Web Ready CD Received 

[Quoted texl hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaf.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Mon, Oct 22, 2012 at 8:47 AM 

Lisa, 

Thank you. 

Srimaf 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:f/rnail.googla.com/mai I/?ul= 2&jk~285d5bdce4&\oie"F pt&search= i nboX&th'" 13a 7b466c!f3fbfd 212 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los .A,ngeles Mail ~ Millennium Holl)MOOCl ~ Signed NOA and NOC 

ENV-llE-275 

Millennium Hollywood - Signed NOA and NOe 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Thu, Oct 18,2012 at 5:47 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com>, lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

Attached, please find the signed copies of the NOA and NOC. 

The NOA needs to ha\ft3 a copy of the 500' radius map attached when it is mailed out. 

The NOe needs to ha\ft3 a copy of Attachment A included when it is submitted, along with the 15 hard copies of 
the summary and the 15 CDs. 

Tnank you. 

Srimal 

2 attachments 

'tB NOCsigned.pdf 
144K 

't!j NOCsigned.pdf 
. 144K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srirnal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks. NOe attached twice, no NOA. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mallto:srimaLhewawitharana@llacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2012 5:48 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr,; Lisa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Signed NOA and NOC 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:l/mafl.goog Ie. cornlrnai l/?ui=2&i i<:= 285d5bdce4&\i8lJ'F pt&search= inboX&th~ 13a767d8b0254dec 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:51 PM 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 6:15 PM 

1/3 
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7124/13 Cltyof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holly.MXXl- Signed NOA and NOe 

To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@l1lBtyln~3~~1lhris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuilin..com>, Lisa Webber <Iisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 

The NOC is attached twice, with no NOA. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawltharana [mai1to:srimaLhewawitharana@!acity,org] 
Sent! Thursday, October 18, 2012 5:48 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Signed NOA and NOC 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

[Ouolen lex! hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 9:10 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@facity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Oops! Sorry about that] Mistakes are often made when one is rushed. I've attached the NOA to this e-mail. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

1'El NOAsigned(1).pdf 
194K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 3:10 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@facrty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoc <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@facity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Confirmed. Thank you. And we witl make sure the NOA includes the 500' radius map. 

https:/fmail.goog!e.comimailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vievFpt&search=inbol<&th=13a76"1d8b0254dec 213 
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7i24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mall ~ Millennium Hollywood ~ Signed NOA and NOC 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srima!.heV\~~i~a\-~~~'1~city.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 19, 20129: 10 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Re: f"iillennium Hollywood - Signed NOA and NOC 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 3:20 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted tex! hidden] 

httpS://rnail.google.comirnail!?ui=2&iK-" 285d5bdce4&\1 evv=pt&search=inbox&th'" 13a767d8b0254dec 3/3 
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7124/13 Gityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoIl~ Traffic Study 

ENV -11E-434 

Millennium Hollywood Traffic Study 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Sep 12, 2012 at 4:19 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacily.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <ehris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srimal, 

Please use the link to download Appendix K.1 Traffic, June 2012. 

let me know if you have any questions. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, llC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, SUite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (di reet) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

From: Chris Joseph [mailto:delivery@yousendit.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 4: 15 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: You have received a fife from Chris Joseph via YouSendlt. 

https:/lrnail.google.comimail!?Ui=2&i k= 285d5bdce4&~8\"F pl&search= inbox&th"' 139bcc 7 ef25f1514 113 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mall - Millennium HolI',llMXXl Traffic Study 

ENV-IIE-435 

yOUSENDit 

A file has been sent to you 

from chris@ceqa~nepa.com via YouSendlt 

Size: 12.74 M B Content w ill be avaibble for dow nload until Septem ber 26, 201216:14 PDT. 

If':; 2003-2012 YouSendIt Inc 1919 S. BascomAve, 3rJ Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 

Privacy I Terms 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Wed, Sep 12, 2012 at 4:37 PM 

Thank you. If possib!e, ptease also provide me with a hardcopy; the document is some 574 pages long and our 
printer will probably have a hard time printing all that. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Sep 12, 2012 at 4:40 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

https:i/mail.google.comimaill?ui""2&iJvc285d5bdce4&vievv=pt&search"'"inboX&th=139bcc'7eI25f1514 213 
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7/24/13 C it'j of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly.MXld Traffic Study 

Yes. To avoid delay, please start to !ook over th~Yfrt~}I;-~~ion while I print and send an unbound hardcopy 
to you. To arrive tomorrow or Friday. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mal!to:srimaLhevvawitharana@tacity.org] 
Sent: WednesdaYr September 12, 20124:38 Pfvl 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Re: f'v1[!iennium Hollywood Traffic Study 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srrmaLhewawitharana@tacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Sep 12, 2012 at 5:40 PM 

in addition to this electronic copy, a hardcopy has been sent 'via FedEx to you, to arrive tomorrow (Thurs). 

Seth 

From: Seth Wulkan 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 4: 20 PM 
To: 'Srimal Hewawitharana' 
Cc: Chris Joseph 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Traffic Study 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

! have received the hard copy. Thank you. 

Srimat 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Emily Dwyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 

------- Forwarded message --------
From: Seth Wuikan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Wed, Sep 12,2012 at 4:19 PM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Traffic Study 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.goog Ie. comlmai Il?ui=2&i~285d5bdce4&lheW""pt&search"'i nbox&th" 139bcc 7ef25f1514 

Fri, Sep 14, 2012 at 9:08 AM 

Wed, Sep 19, 2012 at 9:22 AM 
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7/19/13 City of los Angeles Mail - Another Question 

ENV -11E-636 

Anothe r Question 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Feb 8,2012 at 11:34 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi SrimaL ... my client wants to send a letter about authorizing overtime, per our discussion of yesterday_ Do you 
have a rough estimate, maybe a range, of what those extra costs could be .... llke maybe another 20K or 5K or 
whatever it might be? A range would be better, to give you some flexibility. 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

I'm sorry, but f really don't have an estimate for the overtime. 

Sr[mal 
[Ouoled text hidden] 

hltps:llmail.google.com'mail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.iew=pt&search=inbox&th=1355e75c364728c3 

Thu, Feb 9, 2012 at 10:31 AM 
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?i24fD City of Los Angeles Mail- Web Request Form 

ENV-llE-278 

1](5 

Web Request Form 

sri rna I.hewawitha ra na@lacity.org <8 ri mal .hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: ptanning.webposting@!aC[ty.org 
Cc: srimaLhew3wltharana@!acity.org 

Request made by: Srimal Hewawitharana on 10/19/2012 
Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1359 
Division/Unit: Major Projects/Environmental 
TItle of link: Millennium Hollywood Project 
Project Description: See Notice of Availability, attached 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:21 PM 

Additional InstrucUons: Waiting for the web-ready CD to be provided by consultant on Monday. But 
wanted to get the web request in to gi\€ notice of forthcoming project. Thanks. 

~ NOAsigned(1).pdf 
194K 

Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@!acity.org> 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .org 

Srimal, 

Mon, Oct 22,2012 at 11:13 AM 

Maria 1s out today, and I wil! take care of your request However, I wonder if you can tell me the webpage name 
where this document goes. Is the the Draft EIR section? 

Thank you, 
Heber Martinez 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimaL hewawitharana@laciiy.org> 
To: Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@facity.org> 

Hi Heber, 

Yes, the Environmental, Draft ErR section. 

Thank you, so much. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Planning WebPo5ting <planning.webpostlng@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawrtharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Shirmal, 

Mon, Oct 22,2012 at 11:30 AM 

Man, Oct 22, 2012 at 11 :57 AM 

One more favor. Can you please send the editable document of this posting, so I can just copy and paste 
otherwise it's going to take a long time to retype everything; or do you just want a clickable title link to this 

https:l!mail.google.comimail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieW"pt&search=inbox&lh=13a7a7b0815746ec 1/3 
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7/24/13 

document? 

Thank you, 
Heber Martinez 
(Quoted text hidden] 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Web Request Form 

ENV-llE-279 

Srima I Hewawithara na <sri mal. hewawitharana@tacity.org> 
To: Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@!aclty.org> 

Heber, 

Mon, Oct 22, 2012 at 12: 18 PM 

I am SO sorry I omitted sending the information to you! I've attached the web page information, above. 

I will be out of the office for the rest of the afternoon. If you need anything else, I'll be in tomorrow. 

Thank you, again. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Web page.docx 
35K 

Planning WebPosting <pianning.webpost!ng@lacity.org> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Srimal, 
Your request has been posted. Please revise and advise on any changes. 
Thanks, 
Heber 

On Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:21 PM, <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@fadty.org> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@laclty.org 

Srimal, 
The DIER document (CD) has been linked to your posting request. 
Thanks. 
{Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@!acity.org> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Man, Oct 22, 2012 at 1 :44 PM 

Tue, Oct 23,2012 at 10:01 AM 

Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 10:20 AM 

On Tue, Oct 23, 2012 at 10:01 AM, Planning WebPosting <planning.webposting@lacity.org> wrote: 
· Srimal, 
• The DIER document (CD) has been linked to your posting request. 

• Thanks. 

https:ffrnail.google.comitnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'<iev:Fpt&search:::inboX&th~13a7a7b0815746ec 213 
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7/24/13 City otLos Angeles Mail - Web Req uest Form 

ENV-IIE-280 

On Man, Oct 22,2012 at 1:44 PM, Planning WebPosting <planning,webposting@lacity.org> wrote: 
Srima[, 

. Your request has been posted. Please revise and advise on any changes . 

. Thanks, 
Heber 

On Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:21 PM, <srimal.he\,vawitharana@lacily.org> wrote: 

Request made by: Srima! Hewawitharana on 10/19/2012 
Phone Number: (213) 978 - 1359 
Division/Unit: Major Projects/Environmental 
TrUe of Link: Millennium Holtyvv'ood Project 
Project Description: See Notice of Availability, attached 
Additional Instructions: Waiting for the web-ready CD to be provided by consultant on 

Monday. But wanted to get the web request in to give notice of forthcoming project. Thanks. 

https:f/mail.google.cOtTv'maill?ui"'2&ik~285d5bdce4&\';ew"'pt&search=inboJr&!h=i3a7a7b0815746ec 
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7/24f13 Crtyof Los A'lgeles Mai! - Mmennium Hollyv.ood 2nd Screencheck~ Traffic, Parking Figures 

ENV-llE-437 

Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck - Traffic, Parking Figures 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Jul 23, 2012 at 7:27 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawltharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Attached please find a set of 27 figures that go with the Traffic and Parking sections sent on July 3. The compiled 
set contains: 

.. Traffic Figures IV.K.1-1 to IV.K.1-24 

.. Parking Figures IV.K.2-1 to IV.K.2-3 

N ate: all products (ElR sections and teclmical reports) arc draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Envlromnental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806··9801 (fax) 

https:lfmail.google.corrvrnaill?ui=2&iI<F285d5bdce4&\.ie-.v=pt&sE;'.arch=inboX&th'" 138b6d5c923a41c7 1/3 
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7/24/13 Crtyof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly.MXJd 2nd Screencheck- Traffic, Parking Figures 

From: Seth Wuikan ENV-llE-438 
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 20125:53 PM 
To: 'Srimal Hewawitharana' 
Cc: Chris Joseph 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck - Traffic, Parking 

Hi Srima~ 

Attached please fmd the following 2 Word (redline) sections for the 2nd Screencheck Draft EIR for the 
Millemlium Hollywood Project. 

'" IV.K -1 Transportation ~ Traffic 
<I> IV.K-2 Transportation ~ Parking 

Note: all products (ErR sections and technical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please call or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth'Vulkan 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San V icente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth({{keqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

1':') Traffic EIR Figures_compiled 07232012_rev.pdf 
,~.:J 4697K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Jul 24, 2012 at 2:12 PM 

Seth, 

https:!lmail.google.comimaH!?ui=2&i k=285d!5tJdce4&\ievv=pt&search= inbox&th= 1:38b6d5c923a41 c 7 2/3 
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7/24/13 Cityof los /\nge!es Mail- Miilennium Holil,MOOd 2nd Screencheck- Traffic, Parking Figures 

Thank you. ENV -11E-439 

Srjmai 
[Quoled tex.t hidden] 

Sri ma I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawftharana@lacity.org> 
To: Emily D'JIiyer <emily.dwyer@lacity.org> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Traffic EIR Figures_compiled 07232012_rev,pdf 
4697K 

https:!/rnail.goog le.com/mai I/?ui"'2&i k=: 285d5bdce4&\1 8VoF pt&searcho: inbo;.&th~ 138b6d5c923a41 c 7 

Wed, Sep 19, 2012 at 9:13 AM 
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7/1Sf13 City of Los Angeles Mail - ScreencheckDraft EIR for Millennium Holl)NlGOd Project/Historic Study and EIR Section 

ENV-llE-637 

......... -.... -~.-.~--

Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project/Historic Study and 
EIR Section 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Feb 8, 2012 at 6:50 PM 
To: Lambert G1essinger <Iambert.giessinger@iacity.org>, Ken Bernstein <ken. bernstein@lacity.org> 
Cc: Srima! Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawrtharana@lactty.org> 

Ken and Lambert: attached per our discussions are the Historic Resources Technical Report and the Screencheck 
Draft EIR section for the Millennium HoHywood Project. 

Thanks, 

Chris Joseph 

2 attachments 

~ C Historic Resources Technical Report.pdf 
2994K 

~ IV.C. Cultural Resources.doc 
208K 

tlttps:f/mail.google.comlrnaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search;cinooX&th"'135600a473dOO712 1/1 
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7/24fi3 City of Los Angeles Mail - Miflennium Hollyw:xxJ - Updated Public Agency Mailing List 

ENV-llE-281 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Updated Public Agency Mailing list 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:06 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Ryan, 

Attached is the updated public agency malHng list to be used for the DEIR. 

Srimal 

~ Public Agency Mailing list (Revised}.docx 
29K 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:08 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Received okay, thanks SrimaL 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <sl"imai.hewawltharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Friday, October 19,201212:06 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chrfs@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@iacity.org> 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Updated PublicAgency Mailing List 

Hi Ryan, 

Attached isthe updated public agency mailing list to be used for the DEIR. 

Srima! 

htlpS:!irnail.google.comirnaill?ui oc 2&ik"-"285d5bdce4&\oiev·r-pt8,search=inbox&th=13a7a6tx::Brlac212a 111 
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7/24/13 City' of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HollJ'MXld Traffic Study 

ENV -11E-440 

Millennium Hollywood Traffic Study 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@!adty.org> Wed, Sep 12, 2012 at 3:41 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred FraiJo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris & A!fred, 

T don't believe I have received a copy of the Traffic Impact Study for the Millennium Hollywood Development, 
Hollywood, CA, prepared by Crain & Associates, dated June 2012, which is to be included in Appendix K.l. It 
wasdt included in the technical reports thai were sent to me, earlier, in June. Would it be possible for you to 

send me a copy, please? Thank you. 

Srimal 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Sep 12, 2012 at 4:01 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@iacity.org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth please send ASAP 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:l/mail.google.comimail!?ui"'2&ik"285d5bdce4&"';ew~pt&searciFinb()x&th=139bca55b3062dcO 1/1 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium HoIIYMXJd: CEQA Update 

ENV-llE-638 

Millennium Hollywood: CEQA Update 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Feb 8,2012 at 5:21 PM 
To: "Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org" <Srjmal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry .chu@lacity.org>, 
Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa~nepa.com> 

When: Wednesday, February 22,20122:00 PM-3:00 PM (GMT-OS:OO) Pacific Time (US & Canada). 
Where: City Hall - Room 750 (Srimal to Confirm) 

Note: The GMT offset above does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used 
by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments ). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail 
and delete the message and any attachments. 

D invite.ics 
....... 3K 

https:!!mail,google.com'maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&>A8VlFpt&search=inboJl&th=1355fb3ccOd86ba8 1(1 
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7f24!13 City of Los .Angeles Maii - Millennium Hollywood Land Use 

ENV-IIE-441 

Millennium Hollywood Land Use 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

H[ Sergio, 

Here you go: the 2nd screencheck draft of the Land Use Chapter. 

Srimal 

lID Redline Land Use PlanningSH (2).docx 
186K 

Sergio Ibarra <sergfo.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> 

Thank your 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Sergio fbarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring SL Su[te 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@!8city.org 

https:llmail.google.com1mail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&Iiiew=pt&search=inboX&th=139bb5d80191d452 

Wed, Sep 12, 2012 at 9:43 AM 

Wed, Sep 12, 2012 at 9:52 AM 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeies Maif - Fw::l: FW: Millennium HolI)MOOd - Radius MapfLabels 

ENV-IIE-282 

Fwd: FW: Millennium Hollywood - Radius Map/Labels 

Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@taclty.org> 

------- Forwarded message ------~ 
From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 9:05 AM 
Subject: FW: Millennium Hollywood - Radius Map/labels 
To: Adam Villani <adam.viBani@!acity.org> 

Adam -

As requested, please find the Quality Mapping Radius Map and Labels 
for your records and review. I am sending this again, since my email 
has been acting up a bit. I want to ensure you recei'v€ it. Please 
confirm. Thank you. 

-Ryan 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of los Angetes 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. ViUani@ladty.org 
(213) 978-1454 

3 attachments 

'fj YUCCA, VINE, ARGYLE & IVAR QMS #12-209 RADIUS MAP.PDF 
4674K 

~ QMS #12-209 Ownership List.xls 
70K 

~;, QMS #12-209 Occupant List.xls 
2J 148K 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Adam Villani <adam.viUani@lacity.org> 

Adam, 

hltps:fJmail.g00gle.comimail/?ui=2&ikco285d5bclce4&lJiew=pt&.search:;:;inbox&th=13a7a1c41d2e174c 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 10:39 AM 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 10:52 AM 

1/2 
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7/24i13 Cltyof Los Angeles Mail ~ Fw:J: FW: Millennium HollJMOOd ~ Radius Map/Labels 

Thanks. ENV-llE-283 

Srima~ 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:ifmail.goog Ie. commai lI?ui=2&i k= 285d5bdce4&viev.."'pt&search=i nbox&th", 138 7a1 c41 d2e 17 4c 2/2 
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7/19/13 City of Las Angeles Mail - Thank~u 

ENV-llE-639 

Thank you 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Feb 8, 2012 at 5:19 PM 
To: "S rim al. Hewawitharana@lacity.org" < S ri mal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi SrimaL 

Thanks very much for meeting with us yesterday. We'll plan to reconvene on Wednesday, February 22nd. 
Please let me know when the SWA request to DWP goes out. 

I'll send an Outlook appointment for our next meeting. 

Thanks again. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:/lmail.google.com!maitl?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieW"pt&search=inbox&th=1355fb1c7f1740e2 1/1 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium HolIYMJOd ~ Solid Waste 

ENV -11E-442 

Millennium Hollywood - Solid Waste 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Aug 24,2012 at 4:30 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon. foreman@!acity.org> I Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org> 

Attached, please find the reviewed Solid Waste chapter. 

Srimal 

Ii[J Redllne Solid WasteSH 5232012 (1).docx 
89K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> Fri, Aug 24, 2012 at 4:30 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Thankyou! 

From: Srimai Hewawitharana [mailto:sdmaLllewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent~ Friday, August 24, 2012 4:30 Pf\1 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Solid Waste 

Attached, please find the reviewed Solid Waste chapter. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(l) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

8.HgDJlgn: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:!lmafl.google.comfmail/?ui~2&ik~285d5bdce4&\1ew~pt&search=inbox&th=1395af8900ef5709 111 
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7/24i13 City of Los Angeles Maii - Millennium Hollyv,ood - UbraryNotices 

ENV-IIE-284 

Millennium Hollywood - library Notices 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 10:39 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa
nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <iisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Attached are the signed Library notices, one to each ofthe three libraries listed on the NOA: Frances Howard 
Goldwyn-Hollywood Regional library, John C. Fremont Branch Library, and the L.A. Central Library. 

Please note for the record that a 4th library that was discussed in the Public SePAces-Libraries chapter, the Will 
and Ariel Durant Branch Library, which is located closer to the project site (1.4 miles), as opposed to the John C. 
Fremont Branch Library (located 1.65 miles from the project site) was not listed in the NOA and therefore, a letter 
to that branch library was not prepared. 

Srimal 

tg UbraryNoticesSigned.pdf 
177K 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 11:49 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal- do you have a draft of the LA Times notice? Or did you file that already ... or will you do it on Monday? 
Thanks again. 

-Ryan 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@laeity.org> 

Date: Friday, October 19,201210:39 AM 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.eom>, Ryan Luckert 
<rya n@ceqa- n (~p a. co m> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@laeity.org>, Alfred Fraijo 

<afraijo@sheppardrnuHin.com>, Usa Webber <iisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - library Notices 
[Quoted text hidden] 

$rima I Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@fadty.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <iyan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:00 PM 

No, I don't ha've the LA Times notice done, yet. 

Srimai 

https:l/maiLgex)9le.comirnaH/?ui=2&ik=28.'5d5bdce4&\.iew"'pt&search=inbox&th= 13a7a1 b77100eOdb 1/4 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly,vood - library Notices 

[Quoted text hidden] ENV-IIE-285 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Great, thanks. j have so many emaifs, I thought I missed it. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimai.hewawitharana@iacity.org> 

Date: Friday, October 19,201212:00 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Library Notices 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iacity_Ofg> 

No, you didn't miss it. 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:01 PM 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:11 PM 

In order to prepare the LA Times notice, we need to first obtain a vault number from the City Clerk's Office - that 
will be done on Monday, when we submit the copies of the DEIR and NOA to the City Clerk's office. 

Srimai 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa_com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawHharana@facity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Got it. 1 understand. Thanks again. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org> 

Date: Friday, October 19,201212:11 PM 
To: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org> 

Srimal -

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12: 14 PM 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:35 PM 

When do you need the CD for the website? We are done with it and will send it when you need it. Monday? Thanks 
a bunch. 

rt'om~ Sri ma I Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Friday, October 19, 201212:11 PM 

https:i/maif.gcogle.comtmai!f?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'vieVF p!&search= inboX&th'" 13a7a1 b771 OOeOdb 214 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood - UbraryNotices 

To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

(c: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@ladty.org> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

ENV-IIE-286 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Lucker!: <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Yes, Monday morning would be good. Or, even this afternoon, if possible. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Okay, I williel you know. Thanks SrimaL 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi there: 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:43 PM 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 12:44 PM 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 2:11 PM 

last question, ! promise. Do you file the LA Times notice on Monday with the City Clerk'? Or do you need our help 
with anything? Its a City process, correct? Thanks in advance. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewJwitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Friday, October 19, 2012 12:43 PM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srrmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 2:20 PM 

Thanks Srimal. Nevermind my previous email. I forgot about this email. I have way too many emails today (and too 

may things to do). Just let me know if you need any help. Thanks. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Friday, October 19, 201212:11 PM 

To: Rym't tuckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@iacity.org> 
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[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Holl)MQOd - UbraryNotices 

ENV-llE-287 

Srimal Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawnharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <l)'an@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Ryan, 

Yes, it is a City process and will be done with the City Clerk's office on Monday. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:iirnail,gciogle.comimai I/?ui"'2&i ~ 285d5bdce4&vieTfF pt&search= i nboJO'ltth= 13a7a1 b 77100eOdb 

Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 2:22 PM 
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I:>' CHyof Los Angeles Mail - Re: questions ret millennium and beyond 

ENV-IIE-OOI 

Re: questions rei millennium and beyond 

luciralia Ibarra <lucira!ia.ibarra@lacity.org> Fri, Jul 19, 2013 at 4:28 PM 
To: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal/Sergio, 
Do you mind looking at this and let me know if I misrepresented anything? 
Thanks, 
Luci 

Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding, but I was out of town on vacation and returned on Tuesday and am still 
catching up on e-maiis. I answered those questions specific to the project. However, for those which you ask for 
the "City's position on issues and policies, I am afraid that I am not in a position to speak for the "City". To that 
end, I did try to provide information where appropriate. 

Thank you, 
LUG! 

On Fri, Jul 12,2013 at 12:20 PM, laurie becklund <!aurie.becklund@gmaiLcom> wrote: 

• Hi luci -

• A lot of us are trying to understand how things stand without the developer agreement on millennium. i know 
you must have worked hard on the current agreement (is it called an "agreement" or something else?) some of 
these questions pertained to old agreement as well. 

1. Will the developer have to provide parking for his own employees? (if not, where will they park?) And, is it 
now city policy to allow developments to build without providing parking for them? 

.. The code does not differentiate between employee parking and customer parking when determining parking 
• requirements. TI1e parking requirements are based on the type of use and the square feet of each use type. 

2. The General Framework, the Hollywood Community Plan, and TCC values/goals all call for neighborhood 
preservation. Hollywood residents are already plagued by cut through traffic and parking that threatens 
neighborhoods. What will the City and Millennium do to preserve local neighborhoods? 

• 3. What, exactly, is City policy about what measures should be taken to protect existing neighborhoods? Can 
you send that to me? 

Regarding questions 2 and 3 above: the development of Millennium inlJOlves the preservation of Capitol Records 
and the redevelopment of predominantly surface parking lots and the EIR prepared for the project includes 
mitigation measures relatiw to the traffic impacts caused by the project. For broader questions about how the 
framework, community plan, etc address local neighborhoods, please contact the Planner covering Hollywood, 
Monique Acosta at 213.978-1891 

4. What about the 1-2 schools Millennium estimated would be needed? Will it still pay for these? 

. 5. Ditto, library. 
For questions 4 and 5 above: The project is required to pay the appropriate Quimby, school, and library fees as 

https:flmai!.goog le.comlmaM?ui;;:: 2&ik=:285d5bdce4&~1 ew=pt&search=i nbox&th= 13ffi:J43a41 c 72ca3 1/4 

RL0036942 



7/23/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Re: questions ref millennium and oo'lOnd 

required by code (and included in the Mitigation ~~ur~~p002 

6. Why was no study done by the LA Fire Department about the impact -- including the cumulative impact -- of 
Millennium and the other (cumulative) related projects? Response times are already behind. 

The Fire Department, along with other city agencies, were given drafts of the EIR. The Fire Department responded 
twice to the EIR (these responses are provided in Appendix 4 or 5). The first, an e-mail dated October 24, 2011 
refers to Fire F[ow requirements, and a letter dated December 14, 2011 identified the fire stations in proximity to 
the project and stated the response times for the proposed site meet the desired response distance standards of 
the LAFD. 

7. Why has no study been 

8. Has a terrorist threat analysis been done of what many are now calling the "Twin Towers of the West?" 
(many of us have been concerned about that for months, but out of discretion didn't raise it. Since Boston, 
however, there have been local terrorism awareness sessions, and we're worned. If there has been an 

· assessment, where is that? what were its inclusions? 

To my knowledge, a terrorist threat analysis has not been conducted. My understanding is that these are often 
done at the request of LAPD and that was not the case with this project 

· 9. When will the actual use and design plans be made public for the Millennium? If not until after the council 
\Ote, why not now? And, why is this policy allowed for Millennium alone? 

Renderings and design standards for the project to date are available in the development regulations and have 
been presented throughout the process, including at PLUM. The project will be required to comply with the 
Development Regulations which were most recently reviewed and revised at PLUM. 

10. You emailed me before that the city no longer has any enforcement powers over community benefits and 
· that any negotiations would have to be on a "third-party basis." Does that include neighborhoods, or only 
• businesses Uke AMDA? 

Absent of a development agreement, we cannot speak to or enforce any arrangements or agreements made with 
respect to community benefits between the developer and any non-City entity, including neighborhood groups and 
AMDA. 

11. Are ALL of the submissions and cfty communications imolving Millennium now online? If not, can you put 

• them up soonest? 

AU letters/emails that I recei\£)d while! processed the case (up to the issuance of the CPC determination) were 
printed and included in the case file for the record. Following that, all communications I received were forwarded 
to the City Clerk's office. The EIR can be found under the Environmental tab of our departmental website, a copy 
of the CPC determination is available on peTS. Other documents may be found on the City Clerk's Council File 
System. 

12. Can you give me the studies that back up the City's policies of awarding 15-50% credits for developers on 
assumption that people will stop driving and take cars, public transit, or walk, instead? 

Maybe! am not understanding the question, but I am not aware of a city policy that awards "credits" to 
developers. However, if you are referring to Code Section 12.21-A(4)(y) "City Planning Commission Authority for 
Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-Site Parking or Transportation Alternatives", then it was permitted 
pursuant to Ordinance No. 173,492 (Effective Date 10/101000). Ordinances can be found using the City Clerk's 
council file management system and entering the ordinance number in the ordinance search tab. 

13. Is the City truly convinced that Millennium will create "no significant impact" on the 101? Even 
cumulatively, when taken together with at least 58 other projects? 

The E IR identified a significant impact to the North-bound on-ramp of 101 freeway at Argyle/Franklin. 
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" City of Los Angeles Mail- Re: questions rei millennium and bei'Ond 

ENV -11E-003 
14. I have been told that there are now 60 projects in Hollywood. What are the other two? (And, does that 

· include the Palladium project i saw online)? 

I am not sure how many cases have been filed in the Hollywood area, but Monique Acosta may be more helpful. I 
can say that environmental and tract map applications have been recently filed with the department for the 
Palladium project. 

15. In the DE!R, the City/Millennium claimed that going back to by-right levels would not provide "enough 
density" to engage public transit incentives. Hollywood is already one of the densist in the City. How much 
more density will be required? And, how long will it take for this threshhold to work? 

I am not sure what threshold you are referring to. 

16. is the City certain that no earthquake fault goes through the sites where Millennium is building? 

17. The HoUywood Community Plan lists "thousands" of sensitive responders. Millennium claims zero. The 
· City has approved both. Which is accurate? 

I am not sure what you mean by sensitive responders. 

18. How many residential units are there in the 60 projects? 

Again, I am not familiar with the 60 projects you are referring to or whether they all include residential uses. 

19. What, exactly, is the City's position on CEQA "streamlining?" 

· Sorry to ask so many questions, but there are many, many, more about this project and the others. I'm happy 
to take questions to other people you may refer me to as well. 

I also want to request an inter.Jiew with Michael LoGrande as soon as possible. I assume I can ask you about 
that? Let me know if someone else ... 

I do not set up inter.Jiews or manage Mr. LoGrande's calendar. I believe the best person to speak to about that 
would be Lily Quan in the Executive Office at 213.978.1271 

· lllanks, Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978. '1343 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fri, Jul 19, 2013 al 5:31 PM 
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Luci, 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Re: questions rei millennium and be~nd 

ENV -11E-004 

You did weir with answering the questions. 

On the response reo the fire dept.: 

The Fire Department, along with other city agencies, were given drafts of the EIR. The Fire Department responded 
twice to the EiR (these responses are provided in Appendix 4 or 5). 

It should be Appendix 4 of 5, not 4 or 5: 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/1~113 

Check-in Meeting 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Check-in Meeting 

ENV-IIE-640 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Mon, Jan 30, 2012 at 1 :51 PM 

Srimal, could we have a short meeting next Monday afternoon or Tuesday morning on the Capitol Records project? 

Thanks, 

o 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles J CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Mon, Jan 30, 2012 at 3:57 PM 

Next Monday is my day off and we generally have staff meetings and such on Tues. mornings. Tues. afternoon 
might be better. 2:00 p.m. or 2:30 p.m. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

How bout 2 pm next Tuesday? 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

2:00 p.m. next Tues., Feb. 7. Should I book the conI room? 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden} 

https}[mail.google.com'maill?ui"2&ik;:::285d5bdce4&~eW'pt&search=inboX&th=135309940cd6dc75 
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Mon, Jan 30, 2012 at 4:17 PM 
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Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-llE-641 Mon, Jan 30, 2012 at 4:23 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srima!.hewawitharana@lacity_org> 

Please thanks_ 

Sent~om myiPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srima!.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Jan 31, 2012 at 9:17 AM 
To: Hadar Plafkin <hadar. plafkin@lacity_org>, Jon Foreman <jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Hadar and Jon, 

For your information_ 

Millennium Hollywood meeting, scheduled for Tues., Feb. 7, 2:00 p.m. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> Tue, Jan 31, 2012 at 9:38 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srima!.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
That is around the time of the Barlow meeting phone call, so I probably cannot attend, or at the least not for very 
long. 
Jon 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Please be aware that due to mandatory furlough staff is now required to work a REDUCED 
WORKDA Y schedule. 
Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon.foreman@lacity.org 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity_org> 

Thu, Feb 2, 2012 at 1:59 PM 

Hi Henry, 

Hollywood Millennium meeting, scheduled for Tuesday, Feb. 7, at 2:00 p.m. (Conference room in 763). 

For your information. 

Srimal 

------ Forwarded message -------
From: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Jan 31, 2012 at 9:38 AM 
Subject Re: Check-in Meeting 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Check-in Meeting 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharan~YCiW.~~2 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/23f13 Cityoflos Angeles Mail- Invitation: Millennium Holly,MX>d Project@ Mon Jul 22,2013 3pm- 4pm (srimal.hevvaVvitharana@lacity.org) 

ENV -11E-005 

Invitation: Millennium Hollywood Project @ Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm m 4pm 
(srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org) 

Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> Thu, Jul 18,2013 at 12:07 PM 
Reply-To: Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 
To: "srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Lily Quan <lily.quan@lacity.org>, 
Michael LoGrande <michaeLlogrande@fadty.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Jay Kim 
<jay.kim@lacity.org>, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@Jacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Michael LoGrande 
4:53 AM (5 hours ago) 

to me 
See if we can meet with her Monday. Invite Lisa webber. Also Jay Kim from DOT. 

------- Forwarded message ------
From: "Thomasian, Baydsar" 
Date: Jul 16, 20134:26 PM 
Subject: Millennium Leiter 
To: 
Cc: 

more details» 

Michael, this letter was faxed over to your office last week, I hope you've had a chance to see and the 
Senator has been asking me to follow up. 

Mrs.Baydsar Thomasian, Deputy District Director 
Office of Senator Kevin De Le6n 
California State Senator, 22nd District 
Los Angeies, California 
Phone: 213-483-9300 Fax: 213483-9305 
Sacramento:916-6514022 

Millennium Letter. doc 
83K View Download 

When Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning Department, Janovici's Conference Room, 200 N. Spring St, Ste 525 (map) 

Calendar sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Who • Lily Quan - organizer 

• Michael LoGrande 

lisa Webber 

• Jay Kim 

• Tomas Carranza 

• Srimal Hewawitharana 
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7123113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Invitation: Millennium HoIlY'f.uod Project@ Mon Jul 22, 2013 3pm - 4pm (srirnaLhewalNitharana@lacity.org) 

Ludralia ·!barra ENV-llE-006 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options )} 

lnvitaHon from Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account srimaLhew aw itharana@laci!y.org because you are subscribed for invitations on 
calendar srirnaLhew aw itharana@iacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/iw\'vw .google.com/calendar! and change your notification se!tings for 
this calendar. 

o invite.ics 
3K 

Sri mal Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Stacy Munoz <stacy.munoz@lacity.org> 

Thu, Jul 18, 2013 at 2:05 PM 

Sorry, Monday, July 22, is my regular day off. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Re: Millennium Project 

ENV-IIE-288 

Re: Millennium Project 

Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:19 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

That cover looks good. 

On Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:07 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
> Adam - is there a way to get tinal sign off on the covers for the 
> Appendices? We really need to print these tonight. Thanks. 
> 
> -Ryan 
> 
> On 10/18/122:36 PM, "Adam VlUani" <adam.vWani@facity.org> wrote: 
> 
»I've attached the new cover template. 
» 

»1 should also note that it looks like OPR's official submittal 
»requirements stH! involve the NOC + 15 hardcopies of the summary + 15 
»CD copies ofthe whole thing. I know I haven't required that on every 
»project, as I had sort of gathered that they'd become a bit more 
»flexible, but as long as they're still posting that as their 
»requirement I'd !ike to go by the book. 
» 
»On Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 2:09 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
»> Hi Adam-
»> 
»> Ryan here from CAJA. Hope ail is still well. I wanted to ask about the 
»>Millennium labels and radius map. Would your department like to see the 
»>Iabels and map before we proceed with the mailing? We are having 
»>Quality Mapping deli'l.€f the labels to our office tomorrow morning. 
»>Should we ha'l.€ them deliver to you? I know typicaHy you don't review 
»>these things, just curious, as I not want to miss anything. Thanks. 
»> 
»> Ryan 
» 
» 
» 
»-
»Adam Viflani 
»Planning Assistant 
»Clty of Los Angeles 
»Department of City Planning 
»Environmental Review Section 
::»Adarn. Viliani@lacity.org 
»(213) 978··1454 
> 
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Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
Clty of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam.ViUani@!acity.org 
(213) 978-1454 

Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org> 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: Millennium Project 

ENV-llE-289 

To: Srlma! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

[Quoted tex.t hidden] 

o DEIR Cover.dotx 
55K 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:24 PM 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 19, 2012 at 8:55 AM 
To: Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimalohewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Appreciate it, thanks so much. 

-Ryan 
[Quoted text hidden) 
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7f24f13 City of Los Angeles Mail - RE: MiHennium Hollyw:xx:l2nd Screencheck· Traffic, Parking 

ENV -11E-443 

......................... ---~--

RE: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck - Traffic 1 Parking 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Aug 24, 2012 at 2:40 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Here are updated sections from the versions you received on July 3. 

Attached please find the following Word docs (both a clean and redline-comparison) sections for the 

2nd Screencheck Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project: 

oS IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic 
• IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking 

The 27 fjgures for both sections were sent to you in an email on July 23 around 7:30 pm. They have 
not changed. 

You should be getting a hardcopy of these sections today as well. 

Seth 

from: Seth Wulkan 
Sent: Tuesday, July 03,20125:53 PM 
To: 'Srirnal Hewawitharana' 
Cc: Chris Joseph 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck - Traffic, Parking 

Hi Srima~ 

Attached please find the following 2 Word (redline) sections for the 2nd Screencheck Draft ErR for the 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail - RE: Millennium Hollyv.ood 2nd Screencheck- Traffic, Parking 

Millennium Hollywood Project. 

II IV.K-l Transportation·- Traffic 
II IV.K-2 Transportation- Parking 

ENV -11E-444 

Note: all products (EIR sections and tcclmical reports) arc draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please can or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seil1@tceqa-nepa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

J 1 OA69-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

4 attachments 

~ IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic (8_24_12).DOC 
2628K 

~ IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic (8_24_12) redline.DOC 
2856K 

~ IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking (8_24_12).DOC 
256K 

L~ IV.K.2 Transportation - Parking (8_24_12) redline.DOC 
. 297K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <sdmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Fri, Aug 24, 2012 at 3:13 PM 

Seth, 

Thank you. I recei'vE;:d the hard copies, too, this afternoon. 
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Srimal ENV -11E-445 

[Quoted text hidden! 
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7124/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FIMl: Millennium HollyM>Od - Radius Map Package 

ENV-llE-290 

Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - Radius Map Package 

Adam Villani <adam.villani@facity.org> 
To: Srlma! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 

------ Forwarded message -------
From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:21 PM 
Subject: Mi!iennium Hollywood - Radius Map Package 
To: Adam ViUani <adam.vii!ani@!acity.org> 

Adam -

Attached is the radius map and rabels for your records and review. Thank you. 

Thanks, 
Ryan 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. Villanl@lacity .org 
(213) 978-1454 

3 attachments 

~ YUCCA, VINE, ARGYLE & IVAR QMS #12-209 RADIUS MAP.PDF 
4674K 

iJ QMS #12-209 Ownership list.xls 
70K 

~ QMS #12-209 Occupant list.xls 
148K 

https:f!rT'~Jil.google.comimaill?ui"'2&iJ<:;;:285d5bdce4&oieVFpi&searctFiflboX&th=13a7f)f)e883c5001b 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:31 PM 
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7!25i13 Crtyof Los Angeles Mail- millennium FEIR 

millennium FEiR 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.beck!und@gmail.com> 
Reply-To: laurle.becklund@gmail.com 

ENV -11E-007 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi --

Sat, Mar 9, 2013 at 6:27 PM 

I was wondering if you could point me to the final statements on the Millennium FEIR by the Fire Department and 
the Police Department. I had trouble finding those on the Hep as well. 

Also, I have had difficulty findrng the last three volumes of the Millennium Plan. So hard to download and search 
was hard. I know it's on paper at the library, but can you send me the uri that includes those three last volumes 
and give me any tips on how to search and copy? 

Also, can you tell me if anyone has filed an FO[A request for dOL:uments related to this project? 

Thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lncity.org> 
To: laurie.becklund@gmaiLcom 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms. Becklund, 

Man, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:18 AM 

I am forwarding your request to Ms. Luciralia Ibarra, who is the case manager for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Sri mal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci, 

l am forwarding you Ms. Laurie Becklund's e-mail. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

luciralia Ibarra <Iucira!ia-ibarra@iacity.org> 
To: laurie.becklund@gmail.com 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Laurie, 

https;flmail.google.corrv'rnall!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&-';EMFpt&search;;;inboY&th:;,13d521fa13f29c59 

Mon, Mar 11,2013 at 9:19 AM 

Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM 
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ENV-llE-008 
f am happy to answer your questions. 

With respect to "final statements" on the Final EIR by LAPD & Fire for the project, do you mean letters following 
the preparation of the FEIR? 

If by the last three volumes of the Millennnium Plan. are are referring to the DEIR? If so, please follow the link 
below. 

http://planning.!acity.orgieiriMi!!enniurn%20Hol!ywood%20ProjectiDEIRJDE!R%20Millennium%,20HollywoodOj,} 
20 Project. htm! 

If for some reason, the link does not work, the Draft and Final EIR can be accessed by going to our website 
(planningJadty.org). Click on EnlJironmental (7th tab down on the left hand side), followed by Final EIR The 
Millennium project is the first project Ilsted. By clicking on the project name, you will have access to both the 
Draft (and appendices) and the Final EIR 

Also, can you clarify what you mean by FQIA? 

Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planriing 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978,1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia-ibarra@lacity.org> Mon, Mar 11,2013 at 3:36 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
If you can, do you have a second to look at this? I'm assuming she wants to see where LAPD and Fire's 
comments are in the EIR, and I'm not sure what she means by calculus on the cumulative impact. I'd appreciate 
your help on this. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

----- Forwarded message -------
From: laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmaiLcom> 
Date: Man, Mar 11, 2013 at 3: 11 PM 
Subject: Re: millennium FEIR 
To: Ludmlia Ibarra <ludralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi luc! -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, i'm halJing a hard time finding the formal responses 
for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium Project's impact. 
Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

, also can't iind in the FEtR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with the 57 

htlps;/lrnail.goog le.Gornlrnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&lAeW" pt&search=inbo x&th=13d521fa13f29c59 219 
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others mentioned in the EIR. tt says that this is E:llt¥h1*~-Omhhat these calculations are listed with the 
individual projects? Can you tell me where in the MHiennium package this is addressed? Is it in an appendix? 

thanks -

laurie 

[Quoted text tlidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia.ibarra@\acity.org> 

Luci, 

Yes, I will check into it and let you know. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hiddenj 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: LuciraJia Ibarra <lucirafia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci, 

In order to answer Ms. Becklund's questions: 

Mon, Mar 11,2013 at 4:07 PM 

Mon, Mar 11,2013 at 4:59 PM 

Re. her question about the responses from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix 
J.2 which are included in Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from 
Inspector O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from Commander 
Smith, dated August 16, 2012. 

There were no additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD in response to the Draft EIR; all 
comment letters received during the comment period are listed in the Final EIR and included in Appendix A of the 
FEIR. 

Re. the question about cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the Draft EIR. 
Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a cumulative impacts 

section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. The cumulative impacts discussions 
are contained in the body of the DE!R, not in an appendix. 

Hope this tlelps. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia.ibarra@!acity.org> 
To: Srfmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacily.org> 

This helps tremendously, Srimal! Thank you sooo much! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:i/mail.google.com/rnaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\oiew=pt&sE'Erch=inbox&th=13d521fa13129c59 

Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 5:01 PM 
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ENV-llE-OlO 

Luciralia Ibarra <iuciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrirnaI.Hewawitharana@!acity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
When you have a chance, can you help me respond to this one? 
Thank you, 
luci 

On Fri, Mar 15,2013 at 1:41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmaiLcom> wrote: 
hi luc!-

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 projects 
in Hollywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium. 

Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The number 
• of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

~ laurie 

• On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
. Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

: As for the letters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are 
included in Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EiR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from 
Inspector O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from 
Commander Smith, dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those 
mentioned above. AI! the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the 
Final EIR and included in Appendix A of the FEIR. 

As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in the 
body ofthe Draft EIR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance included a 

j cumulative impacts section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that categolY. It is not in a 
! separate appendix. 

: Hope that helps. 

Thank you, 
LUG! 

On Mon, Mar 11,2013 at 3:11 PM, laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@grnail.com> wrote: 
Hi Luci -- thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, I'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emailing me their responses? 

htfps;!lmail.google.comimaHJ?ui",2&iI0:285d5bdce4&\ifNFpt&search=inbox&th=13d521fa13f29c59 4/9 
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i also can't find in the FEIR the actual calE.NN-tlj1:&4ltlty of the cumulative impact of this project with the 
57 others mentioned in the EiR It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed with 

• the individual projects? Can you tel! me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in an 
appendix? 

. thanks --

laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 9:32 AM, luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
[Quoted text hidden] 

, [Quoted text hidden] 

fQuoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

laurie becklund <Iaurie.becklund@gmail.com> Tue, Mar 19,2013 at 8:55 AM 
Reply-To: laurie.becklund@gmail.com 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, 
James. K. WBiiams@lacity.org 

Good morning, Mr. Wiliams -

Attached is a copy of my appeal regarding tile Millennium Project. I was ill yesterday and found the appeal in my 
"draft" inbox this moming. ! hope this will suffice. I am ccing this to two of the other people in the Department 
most familiar with the project in case you happen to be away. I will submit paper copies today. 

thank you, 

laurie becklund 

On Mon, Mar 18, 2013 at 3:09 PM, Ludralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 
My apologies for the delay. I have asked my colleague who worked on the EIR, Srima!, to help me provide you 
with the information you requested. I've been out of the office with the ffu and am still catching up on e-mails. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

On Fri, Mar 15, 2013 at 1:41 PM, laurie becklund <laurie. becklund@gmail.com> wrote: 
· hi luci --

I'm sorry, but i still don't understand the cumulative impact methodology. For example, the eir lists 57 
· projects. in Holfywood that are approximately concurrent with millennium . 

.. Where is the total of total trips generated? What is the combined air quality impact of those trips? The 
· number of new schools? The combined impact on emergency response resources? 

; laurie 

https:lfrnail.goog!e.comimailf?ui"2&il<F285d5bdce4&viel'Fpt&search=inbox&th"'13d521fa13f29c59 519 
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ENV-llE-012 

On Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 5:16 PM, Ludmila Ibarra <Iuciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Laurie, 

My apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

As for the tetters from LAFD and LAPD: they are contained in Appendix J.1 and Appendix J.2 which are 
included in Appendix Volume 4 of 5 of the Draft EIR. 
- Appendix J.1 contains the correspondence from LAFD and consists of two correspondences, one from 
Inspector O'Connell, dated October 24, 2011 and one from Captain Woolf, dated December 14, 2011. 
- Appendix J.2 contains the correspondence from LAPD and consist of written correspondence from 
Commander Smith, dated August 16, 2012. 

No additional letters of comment from either the LAFD or the LAPD were provided other than those 
mentioned above. AU the comment letters that were received during the comment period are listed in the 
Fina! E!R and induded in Appendix A of the FEIR. 

. As for your question regarding cumulative impacts - the analyses of cumulative impacts are contained in 
the body ofthe Draft EiR. Each impact category that was considered to have a potential significance 
included a cumulative impacts section that discussed the potential cumulative impacts for that category. 
it is not in a separate appendix. 

Hope that helps . 

• Thank you, 
Luci 

On Man, Mar 11,2013 at 3:11 PM, laurie becklund <laurie.becklund@gmaiLcom> wrote: 
Hi Luci - thanks for your email. 

i went in to try and look at the appendices, but to be honest, j'm having a hard time finding the formal 
responses for the millennium project from LAPD and LAFD: their formal evaluations of the Millennium 
Project's impact. Would you mind just emaiHng me their responses? 

I also can't find in the FEIR the actual calculus by the City of the cumulative impact of this project with 
the 57 others mentioned in the EtR. It says that this is calculated, but that these calculations are listed 
with the individual projects? Can you ten me where in the Millennium package this is addressed? Is it in 

· an appendix? 

· thanks --

· laurie 

On Mon, Mar 11,2013 at 9:32 AM, Luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia.ibarra@!acity.org> wrote: 
[Quoled lext hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

. [Quoted text hidden] 
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t[] millennium appeals march 18 2012.docj:NV-llE-013 
250K 

laurie becklund <[aurie.becklund@gmail.com> Tue, Mar 19, 2013 at 9:47 AM 
Reply-To: laurie.becklund@gmaiLcom 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity .org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org> , 
"james.k.williams" <James.K.Williams@lacity.org> 

Heilo, James --

i just learned that appeals technically needed to be in much earlier. But, I'm told, I can submit comments in 
response to other appeals. I 
understand that I can submit my appeal by email as supporting evidence for other existing appeals. Is this 
accurate? And, if so, please accept the attached declaration. which has been edited to reflect that it is a 
declaration of support rather than a new appeal. 

thanks, 

Laurie Becklund 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralla Ibarra <luckalia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Lucr, 

Sorry, been out sick. Will certainly look into this as soon as possible. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden) 

luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you, Srimal. Hope you're feeling better. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Wed, Mar 20.2013 at 9:38 AM 

Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 9:39 AM 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 10:45 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Seth Wulkan 
< seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

I am forwarding an e-mailed inquiry regarding the cumulative impacts. I happened to mention it to Alfred this 
morning, and he suggested I asked you to help with a response. If you can help explain how the cumulati\€ 
impacts were calculated and analyzed, that would be appreciated. If you have any questions, please call. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chr.s Joseph <chri.s@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 10:56 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLpewawitharana@lacity.org> 

https:f/mail.goog le.comimail!?ui ~ 2&i ~ 285d5bclce4&1AflI,\>=pt&search=i nbox&th= 13d521 fa13f29c59 7/9 
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Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmulfin.corJIBNVell1)ljLglUn <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Srima!. Not sure how to respond .... but I will tell you that all of those issues are addressed and analyzed in the 
respecti'l.e sections of the Draft EIR. Let me know if you need additional details/responses. If so, we can have 
Seth draft something. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 11:21 AM 
To: ChriS Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmulHn.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciraHa.ibarra@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, we've already explained to her, in a previous e-mail, that each section of the DEIR discussed the cumulative 
impacts pertaining to that environmental issue. I guess what she's looking for is an analysis of each of the 58 
related projects, stating Related Project 1 = Xtrips, Y emissions, Z public services/utilities and so forth for each 
project. In other words, the environmental impacts for each of those 58 related projects or mini EIRs for each. 
We don't do that anywhere, do we? We ha'l.e a table (Table 111-1), listing the project, size, type of use, and, in 

certain sections, such as Aesthetics-Views/light and Glare, we state that certain Related Projects might ha'l.e 
impacts, but in Air Quality, for example, we don't say Related Project 1 will result in Xair emissions. That is the 
type of info that she is looking for, I think. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 11 :25 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmutlin.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<!uciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

We will have Seth draft a response. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 11 :26 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

I don't know that we will be able to go into that precise level of detail, but we can certainly draft a response. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 11:33 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Seth W ulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org> 

Thanks. That would be great. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Apr 2, 2013 at 4:10 PM 
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To: Cnris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-llE-015 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuIHn.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<[uciralia-ibarra@!acity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Wondering how the response you are preparing is coming along, since I've had yet another request about the 
cumulative impacts analysis from Ms. Becklund. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Apr 2, 2013 at 5:50 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@Jacity.org> 

I think Alfred is coordinating with Luc! 

Sent from myiPhone 
(Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <sri mal . hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

OK, thank you. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llrnail.googie.comlmail/?ui=2&ikc:285d5bdce4&view-"pi&searcll=inboll&th=13d521fa13f29c59 
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ENV-llE-643 

Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srima!, 

Fri, Jan 27, 2012 at 7:01 PM 

Attached please find the following section for the Screencheck Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project: 

• Section IV.K-l Traffic and Figures K.l-1 to K.1-24 

Hard copies of sections will also be delivered next week 

Note: all products (EIR sections and technical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please call or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

https:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vie'.N"'pt&search=inbox&th=135224a1686bad74 1/2 
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ENV-IIE-644 

2 attachments 

~ IV.K-1 Transportation - Traffic 01 272012.doc 
1335K 

~ Figure IV.K.1-1 -IV.K.1-24.pdf 
8681K 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimai 
[Quoted text hidden] 

httpsJ/mail.google.comimaill?ui"'2&iiv"285d5bdce4&view=pt&search"'inbox&th'"135224a1686bad74 

Mon, Jan 30, 2012 at 9:03 AM 
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ENV -11E-446 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Transportation 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Aug 22, 2012 at 4:41 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Alfred, 

Just to confirm what you said in your 2nd phone call this afternoon: 

You and Chris will make changes to the Transportation section per LADOT's letter and submit a revised redlined 
version of the Transportation section to me, for review, on Monday (Aug. 27). I will hold off review of the current 
redlined version that I received on July 6 and wait for the revised version, instead. 

Srimal 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, Aug 23,2012 at 5:09 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaf.hewawitharana@[acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Thank you SrimaL 

Chris' office wll! deliver electronic copies by tomorrow, Friday. Hard copies (redline and dean versions) 
wiil also be deHvered tomorrow. 

Thank you! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maifto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 22, 2012 4:42 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo 
Subject:: Millennium Hollywood - Transportation 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: in accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
([) avoiding tax penalties or (if) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attent,lQ[t This message is sent by a law nrm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
atta'chments. 
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ENV-llE-016 

Millennium Hollywood - Caltrans response 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Mar 12, 2013 at 3:27 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srjma~ 

Please see the attached letter which should be added to administrative record. 

Se th 'Vulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ccqa-nepa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6 700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

~ Caltrans - Response.docx 
31K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srima[ 
[Quoted text hidden] 

l1ttps:llmail.googie.comfrnail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&Iii""'1=pt&search::cinboJo&th=13d60b6da6173167 

TU8, Mar 12, 2013 at 4:01 PM 
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7125/13 Cityof los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood - Caltrans response 

ENV-llE-017 

https:flmail.google.comimailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'vieVFpt&search:::inbox&th"'13d60b6da6f73167 212 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Documents 

ENV-llE-291 

........................ _ ..• _-----

Documents 

Adam Villani <adam.villan1@tacity_org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iaclty.org> 

I've gone through and edited the NOA, the State Clearinghouse NOC, and 
the attachment to the NOC. 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam. Vi II ani@!adty < org 
(2-13) 978-1454 

3 attachments 

llID NOA.docx 
46K 

~ SCH NOe.pdf 
u 332K 

~!'t ATTACHMENT A to NOC.docx 
CJ 21K 

https:!!rnaii.90ClfJI6.com'maill?ui'" 2&i ~285d5bdce4&\1 eVl""'pt&search" i nboX&th'" 13a76650c49263be 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:21 PM 
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7i24!13 City of los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl)NlQOd - Police response letter 

ENV-IIE-447 

Millennium Hollywood - Police response letter 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Aug 22, 2012 at 5:38 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawltharana <srimaLhewawitharana@faclty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

We finally received a Police response letter this week. The letter is attached and will be included in 
the Draft EIR appendices (J.2). 

We have revised the section to reflect the information contained in the letter as well as your 

comments of August 9th , especially regardIng crime statistics. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

CAlA Environmental Services1 LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-980 1 (fax) 

~ J.2 Po~response (August 16, 2012).pdf 
67K 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .or9> Thu, Aug 23,2012 at 8:51 AM 

hltps :(Jrnail.g DOg le.comlrnai I!?ui~ 2&i k~ 285d5bdce4&'vieW'" pt&search'" inoox&th'" 1395Oea8c6c9b249 1/2 
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7/24/13 Cilyof los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollywxx:l- Police response letter 

To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV -11E-448 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Sdmal 
[Quoted text hiddenl 
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7/19/13 

A 
·GHCS' 

City of Los Angeles Mail- ScreencheckDraft EIR for Millennium Hollyv..ood Project 

ENV-IIE-645 

Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Jan 27, 2012 at 3:46 PM 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srirna~ 

Attached please fmd the following section for the Screencheck Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project: 

l1li Section IV.K-2 Parking and Figures K.2-1 to K.2-3 

Section IV.K-l Traffic will be sent later. 

Hard copies of sections will also be delivered next week 

Note: all products (ElR sections and technical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please call or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Setl1@}ceqa-nepa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

https:lJmail.google.comfmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vi~pt&search~inbox&th'"13521914509f504c 1/2 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - ScreencheckDraft EIR for Millennium HolI}'MXld Project 

31 0-469-6700 (office) ENV-IIE-646 

31O-806-9KOl (fax) 

2 attachments 

~ IV.Km2 Transportation~Parking 01 272012.doc 
263K 

1E Figure IV.K.2~1 - IV.K.2-3.pdf 
591K 

Sri rna I Hewawithara na <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:flmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&i~285d5bdce4&\1ew=pt&search=inboX&th=13521914509f504c 

Fri, Jan 27,2012 at 3:54 PM 
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7125113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoIl]'MJOd Project 

ENV-llE-018 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbefLnet> Tue, Feb 26, 2013 at 10:58 AM 
To: Srimai Hew8witharana <srimaLhewawitharana@facity.org> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity.org>, Greg Johnson <greg.johnson@daumcommerciaLcom> 

If we are appealing the decision dated February 22,2013 on Form CP-7769 

Is this the correct information for the top of the form? 

Appeal to the - City Planning Commission? 

Regarding Case # - Tract map No. 71837-CN, CEQA No. ENV-2011-0675-EIR (SCH No. 2011041094) ? 

Project Address - 1720-1770 N. Vine Street, 1745-1753 N. Vine Street, 1733-1741 Argyle Ave, 
6236,6270 & 6334 W. Yucca? 

Final Date to Appeal - March 4} 2013 

Can you please confirm that the above information is the correct information for the Top Half of the 
Master Appeal Form? 

We want to make sure we have it right. 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger, GRit SFR 
Realtor, ORE # 01237417 

https:ifmail.google.comlrnaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\iew=pt&search= i nboJl&th= 13d17e2c4eOa858d 1/2 
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7125113 

Keller Wllfiams Realty 
323.466.3875 
www.talktoterri.com 

Treasurer 
Friends of HoHywood Centra I Pa rk 
www.hollywoodcentralpark.org 

Chair 
hi ends of Fra nkli n Iva r Pa rk 
www.FriendsofFra nk! i niva rPa rk.org 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HollYMJOd Project 

ENV-llE-019 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [maiito:srimal.hewaw!tharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 151 2013 4:46 PM 
To: Terri Gerger 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Luciralia Ibarra; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: HOCA Comment Letter on Millennium Hollywood Project 

Dear Ms. Gerger, 

We have received your letter but it was received after the close of the comment period and after the F mal 
EIR had been prepared, as the Oliginalletter had an incorrect mailing address and the e-lmiled copy was 
sent to an mcon-ect e-mail address. Yow-letter will be included in both the Environmental case file and the 
Entitlement case file. The hearing officer will consider all cornrrIW1i.cations pertaining to the project in making 
the recommendations to the Planning Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Srirnal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Specialist II 

https:f/rnan.google.com/mai!f?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&l.1ew=pt&search"'inbox&tIF13d17e2c4eOa858d 212 
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7124113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly,-.,oOO - Sections VII and VIII Edits 

ENV-llE-292 

Millennium Hollywood - Sections VII and VIII Edits 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 4:41 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <!isa.webber@lacity.org> 

A few final edits - Sections vn and Vill 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

.~ SectionVII&VIIICom.pdf 
136K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 4:52 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com>, Lisa Webber <iisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes ha\,€ been made in the attached as redlins. 

Seth 

from: Srfmal Hewawrtharana (mailto:srimaLhewawrtharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 181 2012 4:42 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Lisa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Sections vn and vrn Edits 

A few final edits - Sections VII and VIII 

Thank you_ 

Srimal 

https:l/rnail.google.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vie'.'F'pt&search=inbox&th"'13al64Of611bc'786 1/2 
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7i24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly.<.QOd - Sections VII and VIII Edits 

2 attachments 

i{[} VIII. Acronyms and Terms 10_18_12.doc 
227K 

ENV-llE-293 

~ VII. Preparers and Persons Consulted 10_18_12.doc 
47K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity<org> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:04 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa_com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacitY.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@iacity.org>, "A!fred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Seth, 

Thank you. OK to final. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:lfmail.goog le.comimaill?ui=2&ii0'285d5bdce4&l.oiew= pt&search""inboll&th= 13a7640f611 bc786 212 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Ho!!yw.:xxl- Summary Table Comments 

ENV-llE-294 

Millennium Hollywood - Summary Table Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewaw!tharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 3:21 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

Attached, please find my edits on the Summary Table. 

Srimal 

iLJ SummaryCom.pdf 
496K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 3:47 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraljo@sheppardmuliin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto: srirnal.hewawitharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 18/ 20123:22 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood ~ Summary Table Comments 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

Attached, please find my edits on the Sunmlary Table. 

SrimaJ 

h\tps~!lmail.google.comirnail!?ui=2&ik=2B&j5bdGe4&"";ew=pt&searGh:;:inbox&th:;:13a75f7e56bc1fa5 1/2 
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7/24/13 Cilyof los Angeles Mail - Millennium Ho!lyw:xxl ~ Summary Table Comments 

If[j I. Intro_Summary 10_18_12,doc 
406K 

ENV-llE-295 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 4:04 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "A!fred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmul!in.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

l am accepting all the changes that have been made and the document is OK to final. 

S[imal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Holly,MXXl Project - DOT Letter 

ENV-IIE-449 

Millennium Hollywood Project M DOT Letter 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Aug 17, 2012 at 2:06 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@laclty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Attached is the LADOT Traffic Impact Assessment Letter, dated August 16, 2012. 

The Letter wHi also be included as an appendix to the Transportation section in the DEIR. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

1Z:j LADOT Letter (8-16-12} CEN084776_1740 vine hollywood millennium ts Itr.pdf 
" 300K 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawftharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Fri, Aug 17, 2012 at 4:50 PM 

Thank you. 

https:!!mail_google.com'mailf?ui"'2&ik,=285d5bdce4&'v1eVF pt&search'" inboJ<&ll-J'" t39366938d51Oe4b 1/2 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywxx:l Project - DOT Letter 

ENV -11E-450 
Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Holly.'lOOd Dell Ci'vic Association 

ENV -11E-020 

HoUywood Deli Civic Association 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Feb 13, 2013 at 4:23 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Dear Srimal 

I lll1derstand the Dell Civic Association letter was not timely received by the City and will not be included in 

the Final EIR Please find attached the revised letter for your file. 

Thank you, 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, llC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

~ Hollywood Dell Civic Association.doc:x 
51K 

httrs :f1mail.g oog le.comilTlail!?ui '" 2&ik-"285d5bdcB4&'..iew=pt&search=ci liboX&th= 13cd616Od17cc 1ac 1/2 
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7/25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - HoII',MOOCI Dell Civic Association 

Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@J!SN!W.1Jl@-021 Wed, Feb 13, 2013 at 4:44 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, 
Luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> Tue, Feb 19, 2013 at 7:28 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Jon 
Foreman <jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

When we recei'IIB tate comments, it's always a good practice to still address them. While a full bracketed 
response is not necessary (unless it does contain significant information), we should document whether or not 
the letter contained any significant comments that would change the analysis and conclusions in the EIR. 

There are two ways we can address this: 

1) If time permits, we can include the letter in the FEIR with a response that it was received after the comment 
period ended, but that none of the comments would change the EIR. 

2) In the staff report recommending certification of the EIR and in the brief discussion of the EIR and process, 
mention receipt of the late comment and state that it wouldn't change the EIR. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EfR Unit, Mafl Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

https:!lrnail.google.Gomirnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\-iew=p!&searr:h'" i nbox&th= 13cd616Od 1'7cc1 ac 212 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail· Millennium Hollyv.ood - Project Description 

ENV-llE-647 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Project Description 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Attached is the reviewed Project Description with comments and changes. 

Srimal 

~ II. Project Description.docx 
'i:3JJ 93K 

Fri, Jan 27, 2012 at 12:53 PM 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Jan 27, 2012 at 2:29 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks! ! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Fri, 27 Jan 201212:53:25 -0800 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Project Description 

Hi Chris, 

Attached is the reviewed Project Description with comments and changes. 

Srimal 

https:flmail.google.comimaill?ui<=2&i~285d5bdce4&"';fNFpt&search<=inbox&th<=1352Of1b2b44c34c 1/1 
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7/24/13 

EIR Project 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail - EIR Project 

ENV-llE-296 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawftharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hello Srimal, 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 2:16 PM 

Please conclude your review of the current screencheck of the DE IR for Hollywood Millenium, so that we can get 
it into producifon. 

Your thorough review of the analysis to date and diligence is appreciated. 
Jon 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacHy.org 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!adty.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hi Jon, 

I shall certainly comply with your request and conclude my review. 

Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 3:05 PM 

Please note, howe\ler, that the Summary Table contains three entirely new sections: Transportation-Traffic, 
Transportation-Parking and Utilities and Service Systems-Water, which were not included in the prior 
screencheck. TIlis is the first time these three sections ha\oe been submitted to the City for review. Since 1'\Ie 
been instructed to conclude my review, ! ha\le been able to gi\le only the most cursory look through them, for 
accuracy and content 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!/rnail.google.comirnaiU?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&IIievv=pt&cai=Holly.MXld MiHennium&search=cat&tIF13a75bc193056b17 iIi 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Fv.d: Millennium Hollyvvood Project~ DOT Letter 

ENV-IIE-451 

LA 
C'i GHC5 

Fwd: Millennium Hollywood Project m DOT Letter 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

------- Forwarded message -------
From: Wes Pringle <wes.pringie@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Aug 16, 2012 at 10:32 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project - DOT Letter 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Thu, Aug 16, 2012 at 11 :03 AM 

Cc: Marcel Porras <marceLporras@lacity.org>, TaimourTanawli <Taimour.Tanawli@!acity.org>, Carl Mills 
<carl. rni!!s@laclty.org>, Jeannie Shen <Jeannie.Shen@lacity.org>, grhyner@crainandassociates.com 

Karen, 

DOT has completed the review of the traffic study for the subject project A copy of our letter is attached. 

Wes Pringle 
Transportation Engineering Associate II! 
100 S. Main St. 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-972-8482 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
E I R Unit, Mail stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

;':"l CEN08-4776_1740 vine hollywood millennium ts Itr.pdf 
<.-:1 300K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimalohewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Karen, 

https:i/mail.google.corrvrnailf?ui"'2&ik~2B5d5bdce4&\oiew=pt&sp.arch=inbox8<th"'139309a7484767f5 

Thu, Aug 16, 2012 at 12:29 PM 

1/2 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fw:i: Millennium Hollywood Project - DOT Letter 

Tnank YOU. ENV -11E-452 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl)MOOd - Alternatives Comments 

ENV-llE-297 

Millennium Hollywood - Alternatives Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 12:40 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wuikan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <iisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Alternatives Comments, in 3 parts (last one is just 1 page). 

Srimal 

3 attachments 

~:-J AlternativesCom1.pdf 
b:.:j 941 K 

'fa AlternativesCom2.pdf 
1008K 

~ AltemativesCom3.pdf 
100K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 1:32 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJorernan@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana [mailto: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2012 12:40 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman~ Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Alternatives Comments 

Altematives Corrnnents, in 3 paris (last one is just 1 page). 

Srimal 

https:!lmail.googre.com'mail/?ui=2&i!<F285d5bdce4&vi8w~pt&search~inboY&th:c:13a7563df2912b22 112 
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~ VI. Alternatives 10_18_12.doc 
,. 1981K 

ENV-llE-298 

Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srirnai 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!lrnail.g(Y;)Qle.comirnai!f?ui"'2&i!0:285d5bdce4&\ie\'Fpl&search= i nbox&th= 13s7563df29i2t;22 

Thu, Oct 18,2012 at 1:39 PM 
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Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Slimal, 

Wed, Jan 25,2012 at 10:09 AM 

Attached please fmd the following sections for the Screencheck Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project: 

• An- Quality and Figures B.l-I and B.1.-2 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Hard copies of these sections will also be delivered later this week 

Note: all products (EIR sections and technical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Additional sections will be submitted to you within the next few days. 

Please call or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth WuIkan 

Assistant Envn-onmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (dn-ect) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

https:lfmail.google.comlmail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&>ieV>Fpt&search=inbox&th=135160f97e1eb176 112 
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310-806-9801 (faX) 

4 attachments 

rom:'l IV.B.i. Air Quality 1-25-12.docx 
'CJ 162K 

~ IV.B.2. GHG_12-25-11.docx 
91K 

ENV-llE-649 

~ Figure IV.B.1-1, SCAQMD Source Receptor Areas.pdf 
403K 

~ Figure IV.B.1-2, MATES Study Map.pdf 
187K 

Srimal Hewawithara na <srima!.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

htlps:llmail.google.comlmail/?ui=2&ik.=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th=135160f97e1eb176 

Wed, Jan 25,2012 at 11:30 AM 
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Millennium Hollywood ~ Police Services 

Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Aug 9,2012 at 11 :59 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chds@ceqa-nepa.com>, "A!fred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached please flnd the Police Services section. 

Srimal 

~ Redline PoliceSH 5232012 (1).docx 
CJ 79K 

.... ".... -.--.--- - ------------.---.- .-. . ........................ " ...... . 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmulHn.com> Thu, Aug 9,2012 at 12:33 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Thanks very muchl 

wwvv.sheppardmulfin.com/afraijo 

On Aug 9,2012, at 11:59 AM, "Srjmal Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

> Attached please find the Police Services section. 
> 

> Srimal 
> <Redline PoHceSH 5232012 (1 ).docx> 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\.Oiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: 111is message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:!!rnail.google.comfrnaill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&1.18w=pt&search=inboY&.th= 1390CG1 c9a6eb540 1/1 

RL0036994 



7/24/13 Cityof Los Ange(es Mail - Millennium Holly.MXld - Project Description" Missed Correction 

ENV-llE-299 

......................................... _-----

Millennium Hollywood - Project Description ~ Missed Correction 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 17, 2012 at 11:50AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wuikart <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <Hsa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

Please make the attached correction to the Project Description, as indicated (delete a). 

I had requested this change to be made when I made the equivalent change where it occurred in the Alternati'lles 
chapter during the 2nd screencheck review of the Alternatives chapter (see my comment A4 in the Alternatives 
2nd screencheck), but it had been o'llerlooked. 

That is the problem with submitting each chapter as it is reviewed .. sometimes, errors are detected and corrected 
in later chapters, which require changes to be made in earlier chapters which have already been reviewed and 
submitted. Makes it harder to go back and indicate those changes in the earlier chapters. 

Srimal 

~ ProjDescCom2.pdf 
93K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 17, 2012 at 12:02 PM 
To: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com>, Lisa Webber <Usa.webber@lacity.org> 

This correctfon has been made. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 17, 2012 11:50 AM 
To: Chrjs Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Lisa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood .. Project Description - fV1issed Correction 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[~ II. Project Description 10_17_12.doc 
316K 

Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 17, 2012 at 12:50 PM 

[,ttps:llmai I.g oog Ie. corrimai If?ui'" 2&j~285d5bdce4&\i ew:- pt&search~i nbox&th= 13a700fc173b4affl 1/2 
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To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@jN:\fr1dr§,..300 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<lonJareman@!acity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <atraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity .org> 

Understood and agree. 

Sent from myiPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

> <ProjDescCom2.pdf> 

https://mail.g()ogle.com!maill?ui=2&ik~285d5bdce4&-";elt\Fpt&search:::inboX&th~13a700fc173b4af6 '212 
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Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Jan 20, 2012 at 6:57 PM 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi SrimaL 

Attached please fmd a link to the electronic flles for the Screencheck Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project. The following sections can be downloaded with this link: 

• Environmental Setting 
• Aesthetics - Views 
.. Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow 
.. Cultural Resources 
.. Land Use Planning 
.. Noise 

Hard copies of these sections will also be delivered to you by Tuesday next week 

Note: all products (EIR sections and technical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to change. 

Additional sections will be submitted to you within the next few days. 

Please call or email with any questions or comments. 

The link to download the flies is below. 

-------------------------------------------------" 

from: Chris Joseph 
Sent: Friday, January 20,20126:39 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Fwd: File Delivered: Millennium Hollywood 

Sent from my iPhone 

Re9iJ, f()rw~rileil mf':~~~lYf';~ 
https:Jlmail.google.corw'rnaill?ui=2&iI0285d5bdce4&";ew=pt&search=inbox&th=134fe32eb9aba095 1/4 
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From: YouSendlt <delivery@yousenditcorn> 

Date: January 20,20126:35:08 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: File Delivered: Mmennium Hollywood 
Reply-To: noreply <noreply@youseoditcom> 

To: chris@ceqa-nepa.CQm 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood 

Message: Note: all products (EIR sections and teclmical reports) are draft and a work in 

progress that is subject to change. 

Files: III. Environmental Setting.DOC - 500 KB 
IV.AI. Aesthetics - Views, Light, Glare.DOC - 164 KB 
IV.A2. Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow.doc - 142.5 KB 

IV.C. Cultural Resources.doc - 193.5 KB 

IV.G. Land Use Pla11Illng.doc - 303 KB 
.N.H. N oise.doc - 417 KB 
Fjgure Ill-I, Related Projects Location Map.pdf- 892.54 KB 

F igw.·c IV .A.1-1_ Axollometric Build:ing Envelope_East Site 220 Feet. pdf -
292.81 KB 

Figure IV.A 1-2_Axonometric Building Envelope_West Site 220 Fect.pdf-
323.48 KB 

Figme IV.A 1-3 _ Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 400 F eet.pdf-

330.75 KB 
Figure IY.Al-4_A'\.onometric Build:ingEnvelope_ West Site 400 Feetpdf-

331.32 KB 
Figure IV.Al-5 _Axonometric. Building Enve lop c_East Site 550 Feetpdf-

329.12 KB 
Figure IV,Al-6_Axonometric Building Envelope_ West Site 550 Feet.pdf-

329.96 KB 
Figme IV.A 1-7 _Axonomeu'ic Building Envelope_East Site 585 Feet.pdf-

345.41 KB 

Figure IV.Al-8_Axonomeuic BlriIdingEnvelope_ West Site 585 Feet.pdf-
342.66 KB 

Figure IV.A.1-9_Photo Location Map.pdf- 3.2 ME 
Figure rV.Al-l 0, Capitol Records Building View Corridor.pdf - 1.54 MB 
Figure IY.AI-II, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View l.pdf-
909.44 KB 
Figure IV.A.I-I2, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 2.pdf-

1.09 ME 
Figure IY.AI-l3, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 3.pdf-

1.06 MB 

https:llmail.google.comtmaill?ui",2&ik=285d5bdce4&\oiew-cpt&search= inbox&th= 134fe32eb9aba095 214 
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1:'lgure 1 V .A.1-14, LoncepU&~¥,t.hllj;;~tl0n Ken(lenngs, VIew 4.pdt-

1014.97 KB 
Figure IVAI-IS, Conceptual Vi-;ualSimulationRcncienngs, View 5.pdf-
1.2 MB 
Figure IVAl-16, Conceptual Visual Simulation RCllcienllgs, View 6.pdf-
1.18MB 
Figure IV.AI-17, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 7.pdf
].23 MB 

Figure Pv'.A.l-] 8, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View S.pdf-
1.04MB 
Figure IV. A 1-19, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 9.pdf-
1.06 MB 
Figure IVAl-lO, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 1O.pdf-
1.09MB 
Figure IV.A2-1 - A.2-16.pdf - 1.59 MB 
Figure IV.C-l- IVC-4.pdf- 668.96 KB 
Figrn'e JV.G-l_ Hollywood ComrmmIty Plan Existing Land Use 
DesignatioILpdf - 148.8 KB 
Figlrre Iy'G-2_ExistingCity Zoning Designation.pdf- 81.55 KB 
Figlu'e N.H-I, Noise Monitormg and Sensitive Receptor Location Map.pdf-
429.16 KB 
Figure IVH-2 GroUfldborne Viliration and Adjacent Sensitive Receptors,pdf 
- 2.38 MB 

Expires: Files will be available for download mtil February 03, 2012 18:35 PST 

Here1s the link to this file: 
http://www.yousenditconv'download!f2djc2ZETStEbUpsQXNUQw 

You Send It, Inc, I Privacy Policy 

1919 S. Bascom Ave., Campbell, CA 95008 

https:/lmail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&lAew= pt&search=i nbox&th= 134fe32eb9aba095 314 
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Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:ffmail.g oog le.comlmailf?ui~ 2&i~285d5bdce4&view= pt&search~ inbox&th'" 134fe32eb9aba095 

Tue, Jan 24, 2012 at 9:15 AM 
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Millennium Hollywood: Public Services - Fire 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Wed, Aug 8, 2012 at 5:01 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@Jacity.org> 

Attached, please find the Public Services-Fire Protection section. 

Srimal 

lID Redllne Public Services - Fire ProtectionSH 5232012 (1}.docx 
75K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Aug 8, 2012 at 6:06 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Thanks! 

o 

From: Sri rna I Hewawitharana <Srirn a I. Hewawith arana@ladty.org> 

Date: Wed, 8 Aug 201217:01:06 -0700 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> 

Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <Jon.Forernan@!acity.org> 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Public Services - Fire 

Attached, please find the pubric Services-Fire Protection section. 

Srlmal 

https:flmail.google.con-vmailJ?ui=2&ik=285dSbdce4&\.iew-"pt&searcho:inboY&th=1390Baf405e257d2 1/1 
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Millennium Hollywood M Draft NOA 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@iacity.org> 

Hi Sergio, 

Wed, Oct 17, 2012 at 11:13 AM 

Attached is a copy of the draft NOA containing a project description, submitted by the consultants. I have not 
reviewed it yet. 

Srimal 

~ Draft NOA_Revised.DOCX 
19K 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. !barra@lacity.org 

https:/lmail.google.comimail!?ui=-2&iI«-285d5bdce4&"";elolF-pt&search= i nbo:X&th:::: 13a6fee30da65436 

Wed, Oct 17, 2012 at 11:14 AM 
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Millennium Hollywood Project - Hollywood Dell Civic Assoc. Comment Letter 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 11:47 AM 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciraHa.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Tom, 

The attached Hol!ywood Dell Civic Association's comment letter was received by the Planning Department after 
the comment period dosed, because they had mailed their letter to the wrong mailing address and wrong e-mail 
address as welL However, it was forwarded to the consultants and they prepared a response. The comment 
letter and response wlll be included in the file for the record. 

I am forwarding them both to you for your review, to see jf any new issues have been raised. !f you have any 
questions, please cal! me at 213-978-1359. 

Thank you. 

Srimai 

2 attachments 

~ HDCAletier (2).docx 
101K 

~ Hollywood Dell Civic Association.docx 
52K 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> Fri, Feb 15,2013 at 1:54 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciraHa.ibarra@lacity.erg> 

Hi Srimal, 
My comments through track changes are attached. When the commenter recommends the installation of traffic 
signals or adding left-turn arrows to existing traffic signals, I suggest adding a response such as: "the commenter 
can independently request that LADOTs Hollywood-Wilshire District Office evaluate this intersection to assess 
the need for a traffic signaL" This or similar language could follow the consultant's response stating that the 
project did not result in impacts at these locations. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Hollywood Den Civic Association {DOT).docx 
62K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@ladty.org> 

https:f!maiLgoogle.comimailf?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&\1evv=pt&search=inboY&th=13cdf65f82272326 

Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 2:29 PM 
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Tom, 

Thank you, so much. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@tacity.org> Thu, Feb 21,2013 at 9:43 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Seth Wulkan 
<seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

1 am forwarding to you the changes that DOT made to the responses. Could you please incorporate them and 
send me a finalized version? The commenter has sent an e-mail asking when they might get a response. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Hollywood Dell Civic Association (DOT}.docx 
62K 

https:f/mail.goog le.com'mai If?ui=2&i k= 285d5bdce4&"';ew=pt&se>.arch=i nboJ<1?th= 13cdf65f82272326 212 
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HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION 

Holly'Wood Dell Civic Association 

Patti Negri, President 

4928 West Melrose Hill, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

P.O. Box 93094, Hollywood CA 90093 

December 10,2012 (letter as dated by Hollywood Dell Civic Association) 

It should be noted that this letter was not received by the City of Los Angles during the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report public review period for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

Comment No.1 

The Hollywood Dell Civic Association ("HDCA") wishes to provide the following comments on the 

Millennium Hollywood Project DEIR. Given the substantial impact this Project will have on adjacent 

commercial and residential communities, we have previously requested the Planning Department 

extend the public comment period for an additional 45~days to allow the HDCA and other surrounding 

residential communities to comment in greater detail on the DEIR. To date the Planning Department 

has not notified us of an extension to the public comment period so lacking more time the following 

comments are made with reservations. 

Response No.1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request, in the Final EIR 

The comment asserts that the Project will have a substantial impact on acljacent commercial and 

residential communities. It should be noted that Section IV.G, Land Use Planning of the Draft ErR 

analyzed potential land use compatibility impacts on surrounding commercial and residential land uses 

and concluded that the Project does not have significant unavoidable land use impacts. The remainder of 

this comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concem or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft ElR. in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No.2 

We believe development of the Millennium site represents a proactive step in the renovation and 

reutilization of Hollywood's Historic core, however, we do not consider a 1.1 million net square foot 

project with the proposed size, bulk, massing and height indicated by Millemlium in the DElR as 

appropriate for the location. A Project of this size signiflcantly increases traffic on all major streets 

adjacent Hollywood Hills communities and in the Hollywood area during AM/PM Peak Hours. This 

increased congestion severely limits ingress/egress from our neighborhoods. The proposed 2·towers of 

Millennium HofJywood Project 

Page 1 
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558' in height dwarf and minimize the historic Capitol Records building, will top out at approximately 

20-25 stories taller than any current structure in Hollywood, and would obstruct existing views to and 

from the Hollywood Hills and the Hollywood sign from many vantage points in the City. Additionally, 

the excessive height will block existing views of Hollywood Hills residents impacting property values, 

security and privacy. Occupants of thc towers and observation decks will have unrestricted eye level 

views of homeowner's possessions and activities. We believe a scaled down project would offer far 

fewer impacts to our community, but retain the many benefits the larger project intends to promote 

such as increased housing, retail facilities and pedestrian space. A smaller Project may also more 

effectively enhance, protect and highlight the Capitol Records building and significantly reduce traffic 

and infrastructure impacts to the surrounding area. 

The following identifies deficiencies or inadequacies we believe exist in the DEIR and outlines why 

proposed mitigations do not appear to be sufficient or appropriate. Our recommendations are also 

included. 

Response No.2 

It is acknowledged that the comment believes the Project is a proactive step in the revitalization of the 

HoH)'\vood's historic core. 

Regarding the location of the Project Site, as discussed in Section IV. G, Land Use Planning, the Project 

Site is located in a highly urbanized area surrounded by high density residential and commercial uses as 

wen as a major public transit station. The smrounding area is populated with a mix of residential and 

commercial uses similar to those proposed in the Project, including multi-family housing, restamants and 

bars, commercial retail, hotel and office uses. The Project Site does not have any height limits under the 

existing zoning, and with approval of a conditional use permit for FAR averaging, FAR would be average 

across the Project Site, with a total FAR of 6: 1. Please see Section IV.G, Land Use Pimming of the 

Draft EIR for a detailed analysis of the Project's consistency with the Redevelopment Plan, Hollywood 

Community Plan and Update, and the compatibility of the Project with surrounding land uses. 

Regarding potential traffic impacts, the Draft EIR analyzed traffic patterns during AM and PM peak 

hours, as discussed in Section IV.K.l, Transportation Traffic, of the Draft ElR. That section is 

supported with detailed traffic modeling and reports contained in the traffic appendices circulated with the 

Draft EIR. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. Please refer to 

Appendix IV.K.l of the Draft EIR for a detailed Traffic Study. The comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Please see Responses to Comments Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), Responses to 

Comments No. 14-2 and 14-3 (Hollywood Heritage), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources tor a 

discussion of the Project's compatibility with adjacent historic resources, including the Capitol Records 

Building, in the Final EJR. As analyzed in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and as 

demonstrated in the responses listed above, the Project does not have a significant impact on the Capitol 
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Records Building or any other adjacent historic resource. 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, in the Final EIR for additional information regarding 

views corridors and potential view obstruction associated with the Project, including views of Hollywood 

from the Hollywood HiBs. With respect to heights, in should be noted that the Project Site does not 

have a height limitation pursuant to the existing zoning. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project 

would implement a mixed-use development consisting of modern, yet architecturally varied, urban 

structures that are consistent in use and character to the surrounding urban aesthetics environment. 

Regarding a smaller size project, it should be noted that Section VI, Alternatives to the Proposed 

Project, of the Draft EIR analyzes a range of alternatives that includes two reduced size alternatives (i.e., 

Alternative 2 Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative 4.5:1 FAR and Alternative 3 Reduced Density 

Mixed Use Alternative 3:1 FAR) and a reduced height alternative (i.e., Alternative 4 Reduced Height 

Altemative).The alternatives analysis assesses the level of impacts associated with smaller projects. The 

decision makers will consider these smaller project alternatives in light of the entire record. 

The comment concludes by stating that the foHowing parts of the letter will provide more detail as to the 

deficiencies or inadequacies of the Draft EIR and why the proposed mitigation measures do not appear 

sufficient or appropriate. Responses to each comment are provided below. 

Comment No.3 

Transportation and Traffic Studies 

Section IV .K.l, 1-1 through 1-31: 

The DEIR docs not present any Environmental Impact Analysis reflecting the Project's impacts 

on residential ingress/egress from their communities north of Frank lin A venue. In fact there are no traffic 

studies of intersections north of Franklin A venue yet there are hundreds of residents that transit those 

intersections daily. For example, the analysis anticipates that traffic congestion at the CahuengaiFranklin 

intersection is unmitigateable, however the study does not consider the traffic impacts at the intersections 

of DixiCahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, OdinJCahucnga, IvarlFrankIin all of which are within 

500' of the CahuengalFranklin intersection and will experience similar traffic congestion impacting 

in6'Tess/egress during peak AMIPM hours. 

Mitigation Suggestion: Order additional traffic studies of the intersections at DixiCahuenga, 

Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, Odin/Cahucnga, Ivar/Franklin and Argyle and Franklin to determine if the 

additional Aj\1;'PM traffic wiH impact ingress and egress to the Hollywood Dell. Have signals installed at 

each of the designated intersections to allow for controlled access and left hand turns. 

Response No.3 

The comment asserts that the traffic study should be revised to a larger geographic area. As per standard 

City of Los Angeles procedures, the study area for the Traffic Study was selected in consultation with 

LADOT. The Traffic Study locations selected were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts 
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may be significant and substantiaL The locations at which traffic impacts may bc significant are the 

critical capacity constraints of the area roadway system. For the Hollywood area roadway system the 

capacity constraints are the freeway links and the signalized intersections. The more minor (STOP 

controlled) intersections were detennined not to constrain the system capacity. In general, the northbound 

US-lOI Freeway ramps (or an associated intersection) form the northem boundary of the agreed-to study 

area. The Hollywood Freeway was selected as the northem boundary because most of the Project trips 

directed northward would utilize this facility, especially with limited surface routes to the north. The 

Project trips remaining on surface streets win be intercepted trips to and from the neighborhood areas 

rather than added trips. 

The intersection of Franklin Avenue and Argyle AvenucfUS-lOl Frecway Northbound On-Ramp and 

the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (north) are the two significantly impacted 

intersections located on the northem edge of thc study area. An analysis of Project impacts at two 

additiona1 intersections, Highland Avenue/Camrose Drive/Milner Road, and Argyle Avenue/Vine Street! 

Dix Street, was conducted for the Final ErR. (See Appendix E, Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis, 

of the Final EIR). These intersections were selected because they are the intersections (outside the study 

area) to the north of intersections found to be significantly impacted by Project traffic in the Traffic Study 

and the Draft ElR. This analysis conduded that the Project impacts would be less than significant at 

these locations. As such, there would not be significant impacts beyond the study area. 

The comment recommends studying intersections at DixJCahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace!Cahuenga, Odin! 

Cahuenga, Ivar/Franklin and Argyle and Franklin. All of these intersections, except Dix/Cahuenga, are to 

the north of the study area and as such there would not be significant impacts at these intersections. The 

intersection of Dix/Cahuenga is a STOP controlled intersection and thus is not a proper intersection for 

study because locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical capacity constraints 

of the area roadway system. According to LADOT guidelines, the analysis of unsignalized intersections 

in traffic impact studies is solely to assess the need for Ihe installation of a traffic signal by conducting 

warrant analyses. Additionally, only unsignalized intersections that serve as integral elements to the 

Project's site access and circulation plan are included in such an analysis. 

Please also note that conditions at the intersections to the north of the study area are addressed by the 

Project mitigation. The Signal System Upgrades and TDM measures will improve conditions throughout 

the area, including for the intersections to the north. Those measures will reduce the impacts at the 

intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (north) to less than si£,'llificant and would have 

similar benefits at the intersections further llOJth. 

The comment also includes a recommendation to have signals installed at each of the designated 

intersections to allow for controlled access and left hand turns. However, the Traffic Study and Appendix 

E analyses concluded that the Project impacts would be less than significant at the study intersections 

to thc north, such as those cited by the commenter. There would not be significant impacts beyond the 

study area or at any intersections cited in the comment and thus, no additional mitigation is required. See 

the Final EIR Response to Comment No. 16-10 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2»), for 
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infom)ation regarding signals and sec Response to Comment No. 59-34 (Jordon, David) for additional 

information regarding the study at additional intersections. The commenter is refen-ed to LADOT's 

HoJ1yvvood-Wilshire District Office to independently request an evaluation of each intersection to 

detennine if the installation of a traffic signal is warranted. 

Comment No.4 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)_ 

Section n Project Description, Page 1] -8. 

The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan limits the maximum FAR allowable on the site to 

4.5:JFAR, this is fmiller limited by the D-Development Limitation (Ordinance No. 165659) which 

restricts the development to 3:lFAR. Millennium is requesting a Variance to increase the FAR to a 

6: 1 FAR which would aHow an increase in the total development square footage from 3:1FAR (approx. 

291,735SF development) to 6:1FAR (approx. 1,lOO,OOOSF). A l.lMillion square foot project would be 

larger than any existing structure in Hollywood and larger than many other significant projects previously 

developed in the City of Los Angeles (i.e.: HoHywood & Highland Shopping etr.: 375,OOOSF; Staples 

Center: 950,OOOSF; and the Los Angeles Convention Center: 756,OOOSF). 

Mitigation Suggestion: To reduce traffic congestion, view impacts and infrastructure demands we 

request the City limit the size of the Project to a 4.5: 1 FAR which would allow full utilization of the site 

as a mixed use development proposed by the Developer while controlling the size, bulk and scale of the 

Project in a manner consistent and complimentary to other developments in the Hollywood area. 

Response No.4 

With respect to FAR, the C4-2D-SN zone conesponds with Height District No.2. Pursuant to LAMC 

Section 12.21.1(A)(2), Height District No.2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height 

restriction. However, the Height District No.2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by 

a "D" Development Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" 

Development Limitation restTicted the floor area on the Project Site to three times the buildable area 

of the lot, or a FAR. of 3:1. The Hollyv,rood Community Plan Update (the Update) modified the "D" 

Development Limitation for the Project Site to increase the FAR from 3:1 to 4.5:1. The modified 'f)" 

limitation in the Update also allows for a 6: 1 FAR on the Project Site, provided that a project complies 

with a few conditions. While the Project Applicant is requesting that the City remove the "0" limitation 

from the Project Site, thereby resulting in a FAR of 6: 1, this is not inconsistent with the Update because 

the Update allows for a 6: 1 FAR on the Project Site. 

See Response to Comment Nos. 09-79 (AMDA) and 59-14 (Jordon, David) in the Final ElR for a 

discussion on reduced FAR alternatives and additional infornlation regarding FAR. In addition, and 

as discussed above, the Draft EIR does is in fact analyze a reduced density mixed use alternative at 

4.5: I FAR, which is what the commenter is suggesting. The decision makers will consider this project 

alternative in light of the entire record. 
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Comment No.5 

Quimby Fees: The Deveioper will pay Quimby Fees to the City for the development and maintenance of 

green space throughout the City. 

Mitigation Suggestion: We request that those funds be specifically eamlarked for parks and green 

spaces in the HoHywood area with a priority on parks and green spaces within walking distance ofthc 

Project 

Response No.5 

According to Section IV-lA, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures J.4-2 and 1.4-3 regarding payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. The Draft EIR concludes the Project does not result in a significant unavoidable impact 

to parks. Moreover, it should be noted that the fees that arc paid would be allocated according to the 

budget and planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) because 

use of the fees is pursuant to the LAMC and is detemlined by the LADRP. The Project Applicant does 

not deteffi11ne how the City uses these fees. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No.6 

Infrastructure Improvements: 

Section IV.G, Section IY.I and Section IY. L: 

The DEIR does not mention any studies tmdertaken to consider repairs or expansion of existing 

sidewalks, street lighting, crosswalks, or pedestrian bridges to facilitate pedestrian access to areas 

immediately adjacent to the Project. Nor does it mention infrastructure studies or mitigations related 

to water, wastewater or electricity demand. Given the lmcertainties in the water supply horizon and in 

capacities of local delivery systems, impacts to water are considered potentially significant There is 

no mitigation measure offered beyond the promise to work with LADWP and to contribute a calculated 

amount in fees to the City as part ofthe pem1it process. 

Mitigation Suggestions: Undertake a study to review and upgrade existing lighting, sidewalk access 

and crosswalks and the potential of installing signals at/near the intersections of FranklinlVine, Franklin/ 

Yucca and Franklin and Argyle. A portion of the estimated $5 Million the Project will pay i.nto the City'S 

General Fund should be designated/returned to the Hollywood Community to pay for additional Fife and 

Police services that the Project will demand. Though the DETR suggest on one addi1ional police officer 
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will be required to meet the present standard of 1 officer per every 833 residents for the Project (Section 

IV.J.2, page 2-4), however, the Project proposes a total population for the Project of 3,970 (Residents + 
Daily Workforcei Business Users, Section IV.!, pages 17, 24 & 27) which would suggest the increase 

population on created by the Project requires an additional 3-full time officers be added to the Hollywood 

precinct. In general Developer Fees from the Project should be specifically designated to update the 

surrounding Hollywood utility delivery systems and infrastructure rather than going to the City'S General 

Fund. 

Response No.6 

Regarding pedestrian amenities such as sidewalks, lighting, crosswalks, and pedestrian bridges, the 

Project would be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan Update's Goal LU.3: Make Streets 

Walkable, as wen as multiple policies to implement that goal including Policies LU. 3.3, 3.4, 3.8, 3.9-

12, 3.15, 3.17, 3.21-24, and 3.27.See Response to Comment No. 09·69 (AMDA) in the Final ElR for 

more Infonnation. See also Final EIR Response to Comment No. 14-3 (Hollywood Heritage), which 

discusses how the Project will transfornl existing parking lots into a mixed-usc development that 

incorporates grade-level public plazas, pedestrian passage ways, amenities, and commercial uses (where 

none currently exist) that enliven the street scene and pedestrian environment at the Project Site. The 

Project is designed to provide uses and activity that will attract pedestrians into the area, especially along 

Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

Regarding water supply, Section IYL.l, Utilities and Services Systems, Water, of the Draft EIR, the 

LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be supplied with water from the municipal system. LADWP 

prepared and approved a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) according to the legal requirements of State of 

California Senate Bill 610 and 22], which is included in the Draft EIR as Appendix IV .L.l , Water Supply 

Assessment. The WSA confirmed sufficient water supply for the Project. 

Regarding wastewater, Section lV.L.2, Utilities and Services Systems, Wastewater, of the Draft ElR 

analyzes infrastructure capacity to handle wastewater generated by the Project. Specifically, the Draft 

EIR quantifies (see Table IV.L.2-2 through Table IV.L.2-4) potential wastewater volumes associated 

with the Project and confmns the applicable treatment systems have adequate capacity for the Project 

and all cumulative projects. In addition, the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation reviewed the 

Project. and concluded that the sewer system will accommodate total flows from the Project. See page 

lYL.2-14 of the Draft ElK These conclusions arc based on quantified evaluations of the existing sewer 

system and anticipated Project wastewater flow rates. The Draft EIR also confin11s that all infraslncture 

improvements would be lmilt to the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. See 

Response to Comment Nos. 18-5 (Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2)), and 27-1 (Brackett, 

Alan) in the Final EIR for information on utility infrastruchlre. 

Regarding electricity, the Draft EIR dedicates section IV.L.4, Utilities and Services Systems, Energy 

Conservation, to anaiyzing electricity issues. To summarize, the Draft EIR provides a quantitative 

assessment of whether the Project's electricity demand falls within overall demand anticipated by 

LADWP. The Draft EIR concludes that there is adequate energy supply, which is supported by written 
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correspondence from LADWP. 

The comment also includes suggested mitigation for lighting, sidewalks and crosswalks, intersections, 

and police and fire systems. It should be noted that the Project does not have significant unavoidable 

impacts related to lighting, sidewalks and crosswalks, or public services systems. Also, it should be noted 

that the officer-to-resident ratio is explicitly calculated with permanent residents, not daily workforce 

or business users. The suggestion to designate the developer fees to surrounding utility systems and 

infrastmctures rather than the City's General Fund is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. The Project 

Applicant does not detennine how the City uses these fees. 

Please see Responses to Comments NO.3 and 9 regarding traffic and mitigation issues. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No.7 

Parking Variance 

Section II Project Description, Page II-31 

The Developer has asked for a Variance to reduce the City's standard parking allocation for health club 

use at the facility from 10:1,000 to 2:1,000 on the assumption that a significant portion of health club 

users would come from internal use, travel by public transport or be considered a "pass-by" user that 

would not significantly add to parking demands of the Project. This assumption is flawed as health 

club generated traffic increases substantially during peak PM traffic and most health club users do not 

typically take public transport or go to a health club on their way to dinner or other activities *("pass-by 

trips". The key reason the City has a high requirement for health club parking is historicaliy health clubs 

generate parking requirements in excess of most other retail uses. 

Mitigation Suggestion: The parking requirement should not be reduced from 10; 1,000 as those 

individuals that drive to the Project to use the health club who cannot park in the facility will look for 

on street parking and reduce available public parking and generate additional traffic congestion on 

surroundiJlg streets. 

Response No.7 

This comment expresses opposItIon to a variance for reduced parking for the proposed health club. 

Section IV.K.2, Transportation""" Parking, ofthe Draft BIR, discusses and analyzes the variance for fitness 

center/sports club use. For example, see pages IV X.2-23 through IY.K.2-24 of the Draft EIR. Further, 

pass-by trips are not assumed to be a reason for reductions in the parking demand. 

Under the Los Angeles Municipal Code (the LAMC), jf the fitness center/sports club use is located 

within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the 

requested two spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project is a mixed-use development that may 

include additional office space, but programming considerations may require the fitness center/sports club 
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to be physically located in the development, although in a different building than the office. The Project 

also already includes approximately 114,000 square feet of office use that will remain, and although the 

fitness center/sports club will not be in the existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by 

having a sports club and ofJiee use as part of the same project. 

The comment also suggests a mitigation measure, however, Section IYK.2, Transportation - Parking, of 

the Draft ErR found parking impacts to be less than significant and as such no mitigation is required. 

Comment No.8 

Building Height: 

Section IV .A.l, Aesthetics, Page IV.A.l-13 through 1-56 

Height Zones for the project arc identified to be within 220' to 585 feet in height. Existing views from 

and to the Hollywood Hills are not significantly impacted by the Project at 220' of height, however 

at 500' and 585' feet the Project significantly impacts views to and from the Hollywood Hills, the 

Hollywood Sign and surrounding commercial area of Hollywood. The 2-proposed 585' tall towers 

combined with the site locations elevation would make the towers approximately the 6th and Th tallest 

buildings in Los Angeles. Totally out of scale with the Hollywood commercial district. The extreme 

height would also be between 20-25 stodes taller than any existing development in the Hollywood 

commercial area. The lack of scale to surrounding commercial development adjacent to the Project 

is significant and the negative impact to view site lines from the Hollywood Hills is detrimental to 

residential property values, quality of life and privacy. From many points of view around Los Angeles 

the towers will appear talIer than Mt. Hollywood located behind the project, obscure the view of the 

iconic Hollywood sign and dwarf the adjacent Capitol Records building and other stmctures in the 

Hollywood area. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

Cap the Project's height at a maximum of 3D-stories (between 220'- 400'); this maintains most 

of the existing views to and from the Hollywood Hills, to the Hollywood sign and of Mt. Hollywood. 

Reduced height of the Project maintains reasonable continuity between existing Hollywood building 

heights and with the size and scale of the Capitol Records building. The resulting reduction in height 

may increase massing at lower elevations, but this will not significantly impact the view site lines to and 

from the Capitol Records building (Figure IV.A.I-lO). Additional photographic studies should be made 

showing the impact of the Project on views from other locations in the City and hom other vantage points 

in the Hollywood Hills as the Project will be located less than 500' from many single family and multi

tenant residences. 

Response No.8 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2») in the 

Final ErR for a discussion on the Project's overall height. 
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Please refer to Topical Rcsponse 2, Aesthetics, in the Final EIR for additional information regarding 

views and overall visual character of the Project in Hollywood. 

Pleasc sec Rcsponse to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical 

Response 4, Cultural Resources, in the Final ETR for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with 

the adjacent historic Capitol Records Building. 

The comment includes a suggested mitigation measure to reduce the height and increase the massing 

at lower elevations. It should be noted that thc Project Site does not contain a height limitation tmder 

current zoning. Also, the Draft EIR analyzed height and massing issues related to surrounding properties 

in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics, IV.C, Cultural Resources, and IV.G, Land Use Planning. The Draft EIR 

discloses that the Project allows for a scale and massing of new development that is significantly larger 

than other structures in the immediately surrounding area. To maintain certain view corridors, certain 

height and massing criteria are listed in the Development Regulations of the Draft EIR. It should also 

be noted that the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4, Reduced Height Alternative and assesses the level of 

impacts associated with project capped at nO-feet high, which is similar to the 220-400-foot height cap 

proposed by the comment. The decision makers will consider this project alternative in light of the entire 

record. 

Regarding additional photographic studies, the Draft ErR includes several view simulations that relate to 

thc identified view corridors and are considered prominent view locations. See Draft EIR Figures IV.A I

II through rV.AI-14. 

Comment No.9 

Transportation & Traffic: 

Section: IV.Kls, pages 1-1 to 1-131 

The Projects proposes certain transportation and traffic mitigations to offset the anticipated significant 

increase in traffic on adjacent 

undClTepresented in the DEIK 

Developer. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

streets. We believe this increase in traffic has been significantly 

We suggest the following additional mitigations be funded by the 

• CahuengafFranklin: Add a right turn lane for northbound traffic. 

ArgylelFranklin: In addition to proposed mitigations add a 4th north bound lane on Argyle to 

allow for 2-1eft tum lanes, one thru lane and one right turn lane. Through traffic from a light lane would 

be significantly hampered by cars turning right being stopped by pedestrian traffic crossing Franklin. 

Further, representatives of the Holl)lwood Hills communities should be included in all conversations 

regarding traffic mitigations to intersections immediately adjacent to their communities. 

Additional mitigations suggestions: 
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1) Synchronization of traffic signal light at Franklin and Argyle with the traffic calming light on the 

101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle 

2) Extending the 101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle to stack morc northbound cars 

trying to enter the freeway at peak traffic hours 

3) Eliminate the U-Turn onto the 101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle as you drive cast 

on Franklin to the intersection of Franklin and Argyle 

4) Widen Franklin eastbound under the Vine Street off ramp as you tTavel eastbound to the Franklin 

and Argyle intersection so there room for more cars to stack in the left tum lane. The two straight 

eastbound lanes essentially become one eastbound lane at peak traffic hours as too many cars 

queue for the left tum lane in the through lane and stop traffic. 

5) Signaled traffic light with crosswalk at Franklin and Ivar so that the residential traffic n01th of 

Franklin have an altemative intersection to exit onto Franklin (a secondary highway) 

" Hollywood,lVine: Left turn signals should be added for all intersection directions. 

.. Signals should be added to the intersections of Odin/Cahuenga, Cahucnga Terracc/Cahuenga, 

Dix/Cahuenga, and Ivar/Franklin. 

Response No.9 

The comment states that this increase in traffic has been significantly underrepresented in the Draft EIR. 

A manual approach was selected as the most appropliate method to be used for the Traffic Study, and that 

approach used standard, nationally accepted procedures ami was in COnfOTIllanCe with the LADOT Traffic 

Study Policies and Procedures manuaL The manual procedures utilized trip generation estimates based 

on Trip Generation, HE, 8TH Edition, separated the Project into components by land uses, and separately 

assit-,'1led the trips to and from those components. The assignments considered the types of land uses in 

the surrounding area to which the component's trips would be linked. The Traffic Study was reviewed 

and approved by LADOT and is detailed in Appendix Kl of the Draft EIR. Additional analyses were 

prepared for the Final ElR to support and clarify the conclusions in the Traffic Study and the Draft ElR. 

Please see Appendices B (Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results), C (Saturday Project Trip 

Generation, Crain & Associates, January 11, 2013),D (Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including 

Individual Intersection Impact Analyses, Crain & Associates" January 15, 2013), E (Final ErR Added 

Intersection Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

Traffic Impact Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian! 

Bicycle Safely Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15,2013), and H (Millennium Hollywood Project 

Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers) of the Final EIR for additional trafl1c information. 

The comment also suggests additional mitigation measures. The recommended mitigation measures are 
not required, do not reduce impacts, or are infeasible as follows: 
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CahuengalFranklin: Add a right tum lane for nQrthbound The intersection of Cahuenga Boulevard and Franklin 
traffic. Avenue already has a northbound right-tum lane 

marked. Additionally, an increase in the number of 
lanes at this intersection was evaluated, but rcjectcd 
due to unacceptable associated parking restriction and 
removal. 

Argyle/Franklin: In addition to proposed mitigations add There is insutTieient right-of-way and the 
a 41h north bound lane on Argyle to allow for 2-1eft turn recommendation docs not increase the capacity of the 
lanes, one thru lane and one right tum lane. intersection. 
Synchronization of traffic signal light at Franklin This measure was discussed in a meeting with Caltrans, 
and Argyle with the traffic calming light on the 101 but no interest was expressed by Caltrans regarding such 
Northbound om-amp at Franklin and Argyle a measure. 
Extending the ]01 Northbound onramp at Franklin and The capacity constraint for the ramp is the meeting 
Argyle to stack more northbound cars trying to enter the reflecting the main line congestion, rather than the queue 
freeway at peak tra11ic hours area. Further, due to the need for sufficient acceleration 

prior to the weave section at the end of the ramp, 
extension o[the queue area is not feasible. 

Eliminate the U-Tum onto the 10 1 Northbound onramp The U-turn is designated by Caltrans as a pre[ened route 
at Franklin and Argyle as you drive east on Franklin to by the signing they installed directing vehicles to access 
the intcrsection of Franklin and Argyle the Northbound 101 Freeway through making that tum. 
Widen Franklin castbOlL'ld under the Vine Street off Bridge columns obstruct the turn pocket lengthening 
ramp as you travel eastbound to the Franklin and Argyle making this measure infeasible. 
intersection 
Signaled traffic light with crosswalk at Franklin and Ivar Sufficient pedestrian volumes to warrant a signal have 

not been demonstrated. 
HollywoodJVine: Left tum signals should be added for This would not address Project traffic impacts. The 
all intersection directions. left-tum phases would require signal time and thereby 

decrease the phase length and capacity for other 
movements. Signal System Upgrades, the funding or 
implementation of which is recommended as Mitigation 
Measure KI-9 on page IV.Kl-58 of the Draft EIR (and 
revised to Mitigation Measure K.I-l 0 to accommodate a 
new Mitigation Measure K.l-4, as described in Section 
IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR of the 
Final EIR) will increase the capacity for all intersection 
users. 

Signals should be added to the intersections of Odini 
_ .. _ ....... __ . --'-:-

See Response to Comment No. 3 above. There would 
Cabuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, DixJCahuenga, not be any significant impacts at these intersections and 
and IvarlFranklin as such no mitigation measures required. Further, these 

signals have not been demonstrated to be wananted, and 
their proximity to signalized intersections would reduce 
the overall systems ability to efficiently allow for traffic 
flows. 

However, it should be noted that the Project Applicant is working with the Hollywood Dell Civic 

Association outside of the EIR on requests that wilt not be included as mitigation measures, but may 

involve additional h'affic-related and other community benetlts. 

Comment No. 10 
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Public Assemblies, Phnned Gatherings and Concerts 

n.H., pages 32. 

Februwy 2013 

The Project proposes holding concerts and public gatherings in the common plazas with no mention of 

controls or scheduling. 

Suggested Mitigations: The number of concerts and scheduled public gatherings at the Project should be 

limited and coordinated through CD13 Holly\vood Boulevard Street Closure Committee. 

Response No. 10 

This comment is similar to Comment No. 16-9 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2» in the 

Final EIR, which asks to limit the number concerts and coordinate all proposed events through CD13 

Hollywood Boulevard Street Closure Committee. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the 

adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather suggests the overall size of concerts to be 

held at the Project Site. These comments will be fonvarded to the decision makers for their consideration 

and no further response is required. 

Comment No. 11 

Assessment: 

Open Space ~ page 794 

The DEIR provides an economic trigger for open space funds but does not specifically designate the 

allocation of those funds. The Franklin Ivar Park is a % acre park under development within .18 miles or 2 

blocks north and 1 block east of the Project 

Additionally, the Community Plan Update adopted as a designated open space the Franklin Ivar Park. 

The creation of the Franklin Ivar Park would provide the establishment of open space linkages, including 

the "healing" of neighborhoods divided by freeways. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

The recently adopted Hollywood Commlmity Plan included a designation of the Franklin IvaI' Park 

for Open Space. A p01iion of the funds for Park Acquisition and Development through the "Park and 

Recreational Site and Facilities Fund" and/or the Quimby Fees should be specifically allocated to the 

Franklin Ivar Park as it is the closest park (.18 miles - two blocks up and one block over) to the Project. 

The specifi.c funds to be allocated to the Franklin Ivar Park include: 

1) Funds for a fly .. over pedestrian bridge from Ivar on the south side of Franklin to the park on the 

north side ofFranJdin 

Miilennium Hollywood Project 
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Februmy 2013 

2) A signaled traffic light at Franklin and Ivar with a pedestrian crosswalk 

3) Landscaping on the south side of Franklin between Cahuenga and ivar in a manner compatible 

with the landscaping in the Park 

$75,000 annual contribution to the Friends of Franklin Ivar Park (501C(3)) for the ongoing maintenance 

of the Park 

Response No. 11 

According to Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft HR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures J.4-2 and 1.4-3 rcgarding payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. It should be noted that the fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget 

and planning purposes of the Los j-\ngeIes Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) because use 

of the fees is pursuant to the LAMC and is determined by the LADRP. The Project Applicant does not 

determine how the City uses these fees. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No. 12 

DEIR Compatibility with eRA Redevelopment Plan: 

The DEIR does not adequately discuss the need for the CRA or DLA to review, comment and oversee 

projects within the Redevelopment Area. As stated on the eRA/LA's website: 

Notice: ABxl~26 does not abolish the City's 31 existing Redevelopment Plans which will continue 

to be administered bv a Desif{nated Local Authority ("DLA") that oversees protects of the fOrmer 

Community Redevelopment Agencv or the City of Los An'{eles. The land~use authorities granted in 

the Redevelopment Plans remain effective and will continue to be administered by the [)LA startinf{ on 

February 1.2012. 

Following are the relevant Redevelopment Plan Sections which must be considered: 

From the CRA Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Amended May 20, 2003 and Effective July 12, 2003, 

Ordinance No. 175236: 

Mi!!ennium Holly'>w}od Project 
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Februmy 2013 

Section 407.1.4 Development Plans - All devdopment plans (whether public or private) shall be subject 

to the review and approval by the Agency. All development in the Project area must conform to this 

Redevelopment Plan. 

The Jvfil1cnniUll1 Protect has Jlot been reviewed and approved by the Agency 

Section V. 501 ____ No real property in the Project Area shall be subdivided, developed, rehabilitated or 

othelwise changed after the date of adoption of this Redevelopment Plan, except in conformance with the 

provisions of this Plan or applicable Designs for Development adopted pursuant to this Plan. 

The DEIR does not address the Project's contormity with applicable Designs tor DeveloDment 

Section V. 505.2 ____ The Agency shall review all new development with this District to ensure that views 

to and from the Hollywood Hills are, to the extent practical, preserved. This review shall include an 

examination of the following: 

..... The topography in the area and the existing building scale in the immediate vicinity; 

The views to and from the Holiywood Hills which will be affected 

The development plans including the building massing, orientation, height and bulk 

The Project, as described in the DEIR, does not comply with this Section of the Redevelopment 

Plan as the height of the proposed buildings, by definition, will impact the views to and from the 

Hollywood Hills and not "preserve" current views. 

Section V 506.2. J Hollywood Boulevard District. ... The objectives of the District are to: ..... 2) Assure 

that new development is sympathetic to and complements the existing scale of development. 

As previously stated, the proposed Project is of a magnitude that far exceeds any other buildings 

developed in the HoHyv/ood Redevelopment area. This Project is uncomplimentary to the existing scale 

of proposed development in the Hollywood area and is also not sympathetic to existing developments in 

size, bulk or scale. The Project, as proposed, shows 2 towers roughly 4x's the height of the iconic Capitol 

Records building, which is immediately adjacent to both Project towers. 

Additionally, given the recent revisions to the Hollywood Community Plan, there isn't the ability 

to develop future buildings to the height, size or scale of this Project as there is neither the agb'Tegate 

land available to acquire a large enough contiguous parcel develop a similar sized project nor do the 

height limits in the HCP allow for any commercial or residential structures close to this height. Thus, this 

Project wiU be the lone white elephant in the Regional Couidor with nothing complimentary to it. 

Please note that Section V 506.2.2 Hollywood Core Transition District.. . shall be given special 

consideration due to the low density of the adjacent residential areas. The objective of this District is to 

provide for a transition in the scale and intensity of development bet.ween Regional Center Commercial 

AliflcJ!l1iwll Holfywood Project 
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uses and residential neighborhoods. The Agency shall review all building pennits in this District to 

ensure that circulation patterns, landscaping, parking and scale of new construction is not detrimental 

to the adjacent residential neighborhoods. Development guidelines shall be prepared for this District to 

ensure that new development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. 

Response No. 12 

First, Sections II, Project Description, and IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft ErR discuss the need 

for DLA review and approval of the Project. For example, see page II-50 ofthe Draft ElR. Further, page 

IV.G-lS of the Land Use Planning section of the Draft EIR states "[gJiven that the City may elect to adopt 

or continue CRA!LJ\ approval authority through the DLA or through transfer of that authority 10 the City 

Planning Department, including adoption and implementation of the Design District Plan, this Draft EIR 

will set forth the Project's consistency with CRA/LA plans and design district guidelines, and assume 

their applicability until such time any action from the City renders the Redevelopment Plan or Design 

District Plan no longer applicable to the Project Site." 

Second, the Draft ErR sets forth the Project's consistency with applicable goals and objectives of the 

Redevelopment Plan on pages IV.G-48 through IV.G-52. For example, the objective to "[a]ssure that 

new development is sympathetic to and complements the existing scale of development" cited in the 

comment, is analyzed on page IV.G-50. Further, pages IV.G-52 through IV.G-S4 of the Draft ErR 

analyze the Project's compatibility with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 

Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards. It is important to note the Draft Design District Urban 

Design Standards have not been adopted and thus are not enforceable. However, they were analyzed in 

the Draft EIR to be conservative and to demonstrate the Project's consistency with the standards. 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, in the Final ElR for additional information regarding 

views and overall visual character of the Project in Hollywood. Additionally, it should be noted that 

the Project Site does not contain a height limitation under current zoning. Also, the Draft EIR analyzed 

height and massing issues related to surrounding properties in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics, IV.C, Cultural 

Resources, and IVG, Land Use Planning. The Draft ElR discloses that the Project allows for a scale 

and massing of new development that is significantly larger than other structures in the immediately 

surrounding area. To maintain certain view con-idors, certain height and massing criteria are listed in the 

Development: Regulations of the Draft ElR. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would impLement a modem mixed-use development consisting 

of modem, yet architecturally varied, urban structures that are consistent in use and character to the 

sun-ounding urban aesthetics environment As illustrated in the urban silhouette figures in the Aesthetics 

Technical Report, the Project would become a prominent visual feature in the vicinity due to its 

proposed maximum heights. Also, the zoning on the Project Site allows for tall urban structures and 

the surrounding urban vicinity is populated with existing mid-rise towers and a variety of structures at 

different heights that present an cnatic urban skyline . 

• MilIennium Hol6'Wood Project 

Page 16 

RL0037020 



ENV -11E-040 
Februmy 2013 

With regards to Capitol Records Building mentioned by the commentcr, Section IV.C, Cultural Resources 

of the Draft BIR, shows that the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR will mitigate potential 

impacts to historic resources to a less-than-significant level under all development scenarios. These 

conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the fonn of the Historic Resources Report circulated 

as an appendix to the Draft ErR. 

Comment No. 13 

Finally, no consideration has been given to the Franklin Transition Corridor and ensuring 

that the development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. These residential areas include the 

Hollywood Dell, Argyle, Outpost, Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywoodland, The Oaks, 

Lake Hollywood, Los Feliz, and the residential community directly east on Yucca and Carlos between 

Argyle and Gower. 

Response No. 13 

Pages IV.G-52 through JV.G-54 of the Land Use and Planning section of the Draft EIR analyze the 

Project's compatibility with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin Avenue 

Design District Urban Design Standards. It is important to note the Draft Design District Urban Design 

Standards have not been adopted and thus are not enforceable. However, they were analyzed in the Draft 

EIR to be conservative and to demonstrate the Project's consistency with the standards. 

Further, the Project's compatibility with surrounding land uses is analyzed on pages IV.G-61 through 

IV.G-62 of the Land Use section of the Draft ErR. 

Comment No. 14 

The HDCA Board of Directors voted unanimously to accept and approve this letters comments and 

recommendations. 

Response No. 14 

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft ElR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As 

such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
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ENV-IIE-654 

Millennium Hollywood Review 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaL hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Fri, Jan 20, 2012 at 5:00 PM 

Just wanted to give you a quick update - I have started reviewing and am working my way through the project 
desc. I am off on Mon., 1/23, so, will continue with the review on Tues. 

Srimal 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you! 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.google.comimail/?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&";eW"'pt&search"'inbox&th=134fdc6fa65534b6 

Fri, Jan 20, 2012 at 5:03 PM 

111 

RL0037022 



7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyw:xxl 

ENV -11E-455 

Millennium HoUywood 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Jul 23, 2012 at 11 :00 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal -

Hope all is well. I ca!led fast week and couldn't get a hold of you. We are looking to finalize our distribution list 
and need all addresses and contact information for those that commented during the NOP process. Is this 
something that you have compiled somewhere? Thanks in adv.:lnce Srimal. 

Thanks, 
Ryan 

Srrmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Ryan, 

Tue, Jul 24, 2012 at 2:24 PM 

On what day did you call last week? Did you leave a message? I didn't receive any messages from you on my 
voice maiL 

I i have a list that was prepared as of 7/6/11 containing the names & address of 85 commenters; I believe it was 
prepared by you. I will need to check in the file to see if we received any other comments. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Jul 24, 2012 at 4: 18 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

No message Srimal. Just a phone call. Sorry, thanks. Okay, if you wouldnt mind looking, that would be great. 
Thanks so much and please let me know. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 20122:24 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Hi Ryan, 

On what day did you call last week? Did you leave a message? I didn't receive any messages from you on my 
\Oice mail. 

II have a list that was prepared as of 7/6/11 containing the names & address of 85 cornrnenters; I believe it was 
prepared by you. I will need to check in the file to see if we received any other comments. 
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Srimal ENV -11E-456 

[Ouoted text hidden] 

Sri ma I Hewawitha rana <srimaLhewawitharana@Jaci1y.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-oepa.com> 

Tue, Jul 24, 2012 at 5:18 PM 

Will do. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Aug 6,2012 at 2:02 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawrtharana@!acity.org> 

Hi Srimal-

Hope your weekend was good. Any information on the below? Thanks. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimai Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 20125:18 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Mi!lennlum HoHywood 

Will do. 

Srimal 

On Tue, ,jul 24, 2012 at 4:18 PM, Ryan Luckeri: <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
No message Srimal. Just a phone carl. Sorry, thanks. Okay, if you wourdnt mind looking, that would be great. 
Thanks so much and please let me know. 

-Ryan 

From: Slimal Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 20122:24 PM 
To: Ryan luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood 

Hi Ryan, 

On what day did you call last week? Did you leave a message? I didn't receive any messages from you on my 
voice mail. 

II have a list that was prepared as ofl/6/11 containing the names & address of 85 commenters; I believe it was 
prepared by you. I wI!! need to check in the file to see if we received any other comments. 

Srimal 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Aug 7,2012 at 8:32 AM 
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To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV -11E-457 

Hi Ryan, 

Sorry; I've been busy trying to get the sections reviewed. Will work on this list as soon as I can. 

Srima1 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Aug 7, 2012 at 12: 16 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

No problem at alt Srimal. l just need to let the applicant know we are trying. Thanks again and please let me 
know if you need any help. 

-Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

htl.ps:l/mai I.g oog le.comlrraHi?ui 0= 2&i k= 285d5bdce4&';'8\1'F ph'!<search= i nbo:4&th= 138b5007feb02349 3/3 
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ENV-IIE-041 

Fwd: Staff Report and CEQA Findings 

Luciralia Ibarra <!uciralia.1barra@!acity.org> Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 2:53 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <SrlmaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal. please see the ceqa findings (Millennnium Findings) attached. I am gone for the day, but if you have a 
chance to review, I would appreciate it I am back Tuesday morning for the hearing. 
Thank you, 
Luci 

------ Forwarded message ------
From: James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmu!l!n.com> 
Date: Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 1 :59 PM 
Subject: Staff Report and CEQA Findings 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <!uciraHa,ibarra@!acity.org> 
Cc: "A!fred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmul!in.com> 

Luci - please see attached for your consideration. 

Thank you, 

James Pugh 

213.617.4284 i i> 

213.443.2916 : (trcC' 

213.620.1780 i 

www.sheppardmul!in.com 

i .... l.F~ 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 

https:llmail.google.comlmai!f?ui:;: 2&ik='285d5bdce4&\18'-'Fpt&search=i nboY&th'" 13ceOOfce4b79366 1/2 
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any attachments) is not intended or written to b~~lchlM-g~~not be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein {or in any attachments}. 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeies, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 attachments 

~ REDUNE VTTM Staff Report.pdf 
1038K 

~ MiUennium Findings (2).docx 
227K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <!uciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fri, Feb 15, 2013 at 4:37 PM 

Hi Luci, 

Thank you for letting me review the findings; they look fine to me. 

I am off on Tuesday; good luck at the hearing. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV -11E-302 

Millennium Hollywood Status Update ~ Revised 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 3:28 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acrty.org>, Jon Foreman <Jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<Hsa.webber@lacity.org> 

Good afternoon, 

Revised status update on the Millennium Hollywood 3rd Screencheck review: 

Since my last status update on Friday, I have reviewed an additional 9 chapters (270 pages) 

3rd Screencheck electronic version received: Thurs., Oct. 4; @5:04 a.m. 
Redline hard copy received: Thurs., Oct. 4; @2:25 p.m. 

Number of chapters in document: 27 
Number of chapters reviewed to date: 25 
Number of pages reviewed to date: 901 
Number of chapters remaining to be reviewed: 2 (introduction/Summary Table: 107 pages and Alternatives: 161 
pages) + cover page, list of preparers, list of acronyms, etc. 

NOA, State Clearinghouse NOe, etc. have been received, but have not been reviewed and finalized yet, pending 
completing the review of the 3rd screencheck. 

Srima! 

Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 3:59 PM 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org, karen.hoo@ladty.org, jon.foreman@lacity.org 

SrirnaL .. this is really impressive. Thank you for the update ... this is extremely helpful to me in my 
communications with Rich (we are scheduled to meet tomorrow afternoon). Given that you are in the 
horne stretch, is meeting the Thursday deadline this week feasible? 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 201203:28 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iadty.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>; Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lac1ty.org> 
Subject: Millennium Holtywood Status Update - Revised 

{Ouoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaL hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Ce: karen. hoo@laeity . org, jon .foreman@laeity.org 

HiUs3, 

Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 4:16 PM 

No, t don't think it will be possible to meet this Thursday's deadline. I still have to review two fairly long chapters 
consisting of 268 pages plus review atl the corrections on the revised sections that have been submitted to me 

https:/lmail.google.comlmail!?ui=2&if00285d5bdce4&view=pt&search= i nboX&th'" 13a6bb 126b74gec9 1/2 
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and finaltze the notices of availability. etc. plus, ~VtdiE:.o;~mvide us with 2 printed copies to take to the City 
Clerk's office and the web-ready CD to submit for posting on our website. I think it will not be possible to do all 
that in 2 days. My best estimate is next Thursday, Oct. 25 to submit to the City Clerk's for publication on 
November 1. 

SrimaJ 
[Quoled text hidden] 

Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 9:01 PM 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org, jonJoreman@lacity.org 

Got it ... I'm meeting with Rich tomorrow afternoon and intend to share your statistics on the volume of 
review and the quality of materials submitted by the consultant. Keep me posted if there are more 
developments tomorrow morning. 

Thank you again Srima!! 

Usa 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2012 04: 16 PM 
To: Usa Webber <lisa,webber@lacity,org> 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org <karen.hoo@ladty.org>; jonJoreman@laciry.org <jonJoreman@laciry.org> 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Status Update - Revised 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srirnaLhewawitharana@[acity.org> 
To: Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Wed, Oct 17, 2012 at 9:03 AM 

Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org, jonJoreman@iacity.org 

Hi lisa, 

Yes, I'll keep you posted on my progress with the review. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV -11E-304 

Millennium HoUywood ~ Utilities: Water 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 1 :01 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Attached are my comments/edits on the Utilittes - Water section. The letter from LADWP, Michael Downs, 
Western District Engineer, which has been newly cited in the 3rd screencheck, should be referenced and 
included as an appendix L-3. 

Srimal 

~: Water.pdf 
~ 186K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 1 :13 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, 
Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Thank you! 

Chris 

On Oct 16, 2012, at 1 :01 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana wrote: 

> Attached are my comments/edits on the Utilities - Water section. The letter from LADWP, Michael Downs, 
Western District Engineer, which has been newly cited in the 3rd screencheck, should be referenced and 
included as an appendix L-3. 
> 
> Srima! 
> <Water. pdf.> 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 3:41 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew3witharana@!acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.h()<5~facity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afratjo@sheppardmullin.cOtn>, Usa Webber <lisa. webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as red line. The written correspondence from Michael Downs will 
be included as Appendix L3. 

Seth 

htlps:!lmail.google.comlmail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'vievFpt&search"'inbox&th"t3a6b2b21e47ca59 1/2 
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from: Sri mal Hewawitharana [mailto: srimal. hevlilNMWm~city,org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2012 1:02 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraljo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Utilities: Water 

Attached are my comments/edits on the Utilities - Water section. The letter from LADWP, Michael DOWDS, 

\Vestem District Engineer, which has been newly cited in the 3 rd screenchcck, should be referenced and 

included as an appendix L- 3. 

Srimal 

2 attachments 

~ (V.L.i. Utilities and Service Systems - Water 10_16_12.doc 
269K 

~"l Appendix L.3 lADWP, Written correspondence, August 7 2012.pdf 
k'.:.J 46K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 3:48 PM 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

hltps:lfmai I.g cog Ie. corn/mai li?ui=2&i k"-'285d5bdce4&\.i0I/>Fpt&search"'inbox&th'" 13a6b2b21 e47ca59 212 
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7/25113 Crtyof Los Angeles Mail- HDCA Letler 

ENV -11E-043 

HDCA Letter 

luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimai, 
When you have the chance, can you fOlWard me a copy of the HDCA letter? 
Thank you, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City P!anning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci, 

I've attached it to this e-mail. 

Srimal 
[Quoted tex! hidden] 

i!1 HDCAletier (2).docx 
101K 

hltps:!lmail.google.comimail!?ui"-2&i"~2B5d5bdce4&'view-"pt&search=inboll&th"-'13cd5&fl0aaf4be1 

Wed, Feb 13, 2013 at 1:54 PM 

Wed, Feb 13, 2013 at 2:40 PM 
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December! 0, 2012 

Srima! Hewawitharana 

Environmental Specialist, LA Dept. of City 

Planning 

20! North Figeuroa Street, #4 

Los Angeles CA 90012 

ENV -11E-044 

RE: Response to Draft EIR for Hollywood Millennium Project 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana. 

The Hollywood Dell Civic Association ("HDCK) wishes to provide the following comments on the Millennium 
Hollywood Project DEIR. Given the substantial impact this Project will have on adjacent commercial and 
residential communities, we have previously requested the Planning Department extend the public comment 
period for an additional 4S-days to allow the HDCA and other surrounding residential communities to 
comment in greater detail on the DEIR. To date the Planning Department has not notified us of an extension 
to the public comment period so lacking more time the following comments are made with reservations. 

We believe development of the Millennium site represents a proactive step in the renovation and reutilization 
of Hollywood's Historic core, however, we do not consider a 1.1 million net square foot project with the 
proposed size, bulk, massing and height indicated by Millennium in the DEm as appropriate for the location. 
A Project of this size significantly increases traffic on all major streets adjacent Hollywood Hills communities 
and in the Hollywood area during AMjPM Peak Hours. This increased congestion severely limits ingressj 
egress from our neighborhoods. The proposed 2-towers of 558' in height dwarf and minimize the historic 
Capitol Records building, will top out at approximately 20-25 stories taller than any current structure in 
Hollywood, and would obstruct existing views to and from the Hollywood Hills and the Hollywood sign from 
many vantage points in the City. Additionally, the excessive height will block existing views of Hollywood 
Hills residents impacting property values, security and privacy. Occupants of the towers and observation 
decks will have unrestricted eye level views of homeowner's possessions and activities. We believe a scaled 
down project would offer far fewer impacts to our community, but retain the many benefits the larger project 
intends to promote such as increased housing, retail facilities and pedestrian space. A smaller Project may 
also more effectively enhance, protect and highlight the Capitol Records building and significantly reduce 
traffic and infrastructure impacts to the surrounding area. 

The following identifies deficiencies or inadequacies we believe exist in the DEIR and outlines why proposed 
mitigations do not appear to be sufficient or appropriate. OUI' recommendations are also included. 

Transportation and Traffic Studies 
Section IV .R.l, 1-1 through 1-31: 

The DEIR does not present any Environmental Impact Analysis reflecting the Project's impacts on 
residential ingress/egress from their communities north of Franklin Avenue. In fact there are no traffic 
studies of intersections north of Franklin Avenue yet there are hundreds of residents that transit those 
intersections daily. For example, the analysis anticipates that traffic congestion at the CahuengajFr-anklin 
intersection is unmitigateable, however the study does not consider the traffic impacts at the intersections of 
DixjCahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, Odin/Cahuenga, TvarjFranklin all of which are within 500' of 
the Cahuenga/Franklin intersection and will experience similar traffic congestion impacting ingress/egress 
during peak AM/PM hours. 

MitigatiQIJ. Suggestion: Order additional traffic studies of the intersections at Dix/Cahuenga, 
Cahuenga TerracejCahuenga, OdinjCahuenga, IvarjFranklin and Argyle and Franklin to determine if the 
additional AM/PM traffic will impact ingress and egress to the Hollywood Dell. Have Signals installed at each 
of the deSignated intersections to allow for controlled access and left hand turns. 

RL0037033 



ENV -11E-045 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Section II Project Description, Page 11"8. 

The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan limits the maximum FAR allowable on the site to 4.5:1FAR, this 
is further limited by the D-Development Limitation (Ordinance No. 165659) which restricts the development 
to 3:1FAR. Millennium is requesting a Variance to increase the FAR to a 6:1FAR which would allow an 
increase in the total development square footage from 3:1FAR (approx. 291,735SF development) to 6:1FAR 
(approx. 1.100,OOOSF). A 1.1Million square foot project would be larger than any existing structure in 
Hollyvvood and larger than many other significant projects previously developed in the City of Los Angeles 
(Le.: Hollywood & Highland Shopping Ctr.: 375,OOOSF; Staples Center: 950,OOOSF; and the Los Angeles 
Convention Center: 756,OOOSF). 

Mitigation Suggestion: To reduce traffic congestion, view impacts and infrastructure demands we request 
the City limit the size of the Projectto a 4.5:1 FAR which would allow full utilization of the site as a mixed use 
development proposed by the Developer while controlling the size, bulk and scale of the Project in a manner 
consistent and complimentary to other developments in the Hollywood area. 

Quimby Fees: The Developer will pay Quimby Fees to the City for the development and maintenance of 
green space throughout the City. 

Mitigation Suggestion: We request that those funds be specifically earmarked for parks and green spaces in 
the Hollywood area with a priority on parks and green spaces within walking distance of the Project. 

Infrastructure Improvements: 
Section IV.G, Section IV.} and Section IV. L: 
The DEIR does not mention any studies undertaken to consider repairs or expansion of existing sidewalks, 
street lighting, crosswalks, or pedestrian bridges to facilitate pedestrian access to areas immediately adjacent 
to the Project. Nor does it mention infrastructure studies or mitigations related to water, wastewater or 
electricity demand. Given the uncertainties in the water supply horizon and in capacities of local delivery 
systems, impacts to water are considered potentially significant. There is no mitigation measure offered 
beyond the promise to work with LADWP and to contribute a calculated amount in fees to the City as part of 
the permit process. 

Mitigation Suggestions: Undertake a stlldy to review and upgrade existing lighting, sidewalk access and 
crosswalks and the potential of installing signals at/near the intersections of Franklin/Vine, Franklin/Yucca 
and Franklin and Argyle. A portion of the estimated $5 Million the Project will pay into the City's General 
Fund should be designated/returned to the Hollywood Community to pay for additional Fire and Police 
services that the Project will demand. Though the DEiR suggest on one additional police officer will be 
reqUired to meet the present standard of 1 officer per every 833 resident.<; for the Project (Section IV.J.2, page 
2-4}, however, the Project proposes a total population for the Project of 3,970 (ReSidents + Daily Workforce+ 
Business Users, Section IV.!, pages 17, 24 & 27) which would suggest the increase population on created 
by the Project requires an additional 3·fuH time officers be added to the Hollywood precinct. In general 
Developer Fees from the Project should be specifically designated to update the surrounding Hollywood 
utility delivery systems and infrastructure rather than going to the City's General Fund. 

Parking Variance 
Section II Project Description, Page II-31 

The Developer has asked for a Variance to reduce the City's standard parking allocation for health 
club use at the facility from 10:1,000 to 2:1,000 on the assumption that a significant portion of health club 
users would come from internal use, travel by public transport or be considered a "pass· by" user that would 
not significantly add to parking demands of the Project. This assumption is flawed as health club generated 
traffic increases substantially during peak PM traffic and most health club users do not typically take public 
transport or go to a health club on their way to dinner or other activities *("pass-by trips". The key reason the 

www boUywooddell com 
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ENV -11E-046 

City has a high requirement for health dub parking is historically health clubs generate parking requirements 
in excess of most other retail uses. 

Mitigation Suggestion: The parking requirement should not be reduced from 10:1,000 as those individuals 
that drive to the Project to use the health club who cannot park in the facility will look for on street parking 
and reduce available public parking and generate additional traffic congestion on surrounding streets. 

Bunding Height: 
Section IV AI, Aesthetics, Page IV.A.I-13 through 1-56 

Height Zones for the project are identified to be within 220' to 585 feet in height. Existing views from 
and to the Ho[Jywood Hills are not significantly impacted by the Project at 220' of height, however at 500' and 
585' feet the Project significantly impacts views to and from the Hollywood Hills, the Hollywood Sign and 
surrounding commercial area of Hollyvvood. The 2-proposed 585' tall towers combined with the site 
locations elevation would make the towers approximately the 6th and 7th tallest buildings in Los Angeles. 
Totally out of scale with the Hollywood commercial district. The extreme height would also be between 20-
25 stories taller than any existing development in the Hollywood commercial area. The lack of scale to 
surrounding commercial development adjacent to the Project is significant and the negative impact to view 
site lines from the Hollywood Hills is detrimental to residential property values, quality of life and privacy. 
From many points of view around Los Angeles the towers will appear taller than Mt. Hollywood located 
behind the project, obscure the view of the iconic HoUywood sign and dwarf the adjacent Capitol Records 
building and other structures in the Hollywood area. 
Suggested Mitigations: 

Cap the Project's height at a maximum of 30-stories (between 220'- 400'); this maintains most of the 
existing views to and from the Hollywood Hills, to the Hollywood sign and of Mt. Hollywood. Reduced height 
of the Project maintains reasonable continuity between existing Hollywood building heights and with the size 
and scale of the Capitol Records building. The resulting reduction in height may increase massing at lower 
elevations, but this will not significantly impact the view site lines to and from the Capitol Records building 
(Figure IV.A 1-1 0). Additional photographic studies should be made showing the impact of the Project on 
views from other locations in the City and from other vantage points in the Hollywood Hills as the Project will 
be located less than 500' from many single family and multi-tenant residences. 

Transportation & Traffic: 
Section: IV.K.ls, pages 1-1 to 1·131 

The Projects proposes certain transportation and traffic mitigations to offset the anticipated 
significant increase in traffic on adjacent streets. We believe this increase in traffic has been significantly 
underrepresented in the DEtR. We suggest the following additional mitigations be funded by the Developer. 
Suggested Mitigations: 

.. Cahuenga/Frankiin: Add a right turn lane for northbound traffic. 
Argyle/Franklin: fn addition to proposed mitigations add a 4th north bound lane on Argyle to 

allow for 2-left turn lanes, one thru lane and one right turn lane. Through traffic from a right lane would be 
significantly hampered by cars turning right being stopped by pedestrian traftlc crossing Franklin. Further, 
representatives of the Hollywood Hills communities should be included in all conversations regarding traffic 
mitigations to intersections immediately adjacent to their communities. 

Additional mitigations suggestions: 
1) Synchronization of traffic signal light at Franklin and Argyle with the traffic calming light on 

the 101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle 
2) Extending the JOl Northbound om-amp at Franklin and Argyle to stack more northbound 

cars trying to enter the freeway at peak traffic hours 
3) Eliminate the U-Turn onto the 101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle as you drive 

east on Franklin to the intersection of Franklin and Argyle 
4) Widen Franklin eastbound under the Vine Street off ramp as you travel eastbound to the 

Franklin and Argyle intersection so there room for more cars to stack in the left turn lane. 
The two straight eastbound lanes essentially become one eastbound lane at peak traffic 
hours as too many cars queue for the left turn lane in the through lane and stop traffic. 

www hoUywooddeil com 
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5) Signaled traffic light with crosswalk at Franklin and Ivar so that the residential traffiC' north 
of Franklin have an alternative intersection to exit onto Franldin (a secondary highway) 

.. Hollywood/Vine: Left turn signals should be added for all intersection directions. 
... Signals should be added to the intersections of Odin/Cahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, Dix/ 

Cahuenga, and Ivar jFranklin. 

Open Space: 
Public Assemblies, Planned Gatherings and Concerts 
lI.H., pages 32. 

The Project proposes holding concerts and public gatherings in the common plazas with no 
mention of controls or scheduling. 

Suggested Mitigations: The number of concerts and scheduled public gatherings at the Project should be 
limited and coordinated through CD13 Hollywood Boulevard Street Closure Committee. 

Assessment: 
Open Space - page 794 

The DEIR provides an economic trigger for open space funds but does not specifically designate the 
allocation of those funds. The Franklin Ivar Park is a % acre park under development within .18 miles or 2 blocks 
north and 1 block east of the Project. 

Additionally, the Community Plan Update adopted as a designated open space the Franklin Ivar Park. The 
creation of the Franklin Ivar Park would provide the establishment of open space linkages, including the "healing" 
of neighborhoods divided by freeways. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

The recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan included a designation of the Franklin Ivar Park for Open Space. 
A portion of the funds for Park AcqUisition and Development through the "Park and Recreational Site and Facilities 
Fund" and/or the Quimby Fees should be specifically allocated to the Franklin Ivar Park as it is the closest park (.18 
miles - two blocks up and one block over) to the Project. 

The spedflc funds to be allocated to the Franklin Ivar Park include: 

1) funds for a fly-over pedestrian bridge from Ivar on the south side of Franklin to the park on the north side 
of Franklin 

2) A signaled traffic light at Franklin and Ivar with a pedestrian crosswalk 
3) Landscaping on the south side of Franklin between Cahuenga and Ivar in a manner compatible with the 

landscaping in the Park 
$75,000 annual contribution to the Friends of Franklin Ivar Park (501C(3)) for the ongoing maintenance of the Park 

DEIR Compatibility with CRA Redevelopment Plan: 

The DEIR does not adequately discuss the need for the CRA or DLA to review, comment and oversee projects 
within the Redevelopment Area. As stated on the eRA/LA's website: 

Notice' ABd-26 does not aboljsh the City's 31 existing B.ede~Jllf;!nt Plans wbictl wiU continue 
to be administered by a OQsigoated L oca/AuthoritV ("Ol AU) that oversees QrQiects otthe formor 
Community Redevelopment Agencv of the City of l os Angeles The land-use authorities granted in 
the Redevewment Plans remain effective and w.i1Lcontinue (0 be administered hv tile Ol A starting on 
fehruary 1 2Q12 

www hoUywooddeU mro 
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ENV -11E-048 

Following are the relevant Redevelopment plan Sections which milst be considered' 

From the CR}\ Hollyvvood Redevelopment Plan Amended May 20,2003 and Effective July 12, 2003, Ordinance 
No. 175236: 

Section 407.1.4 Development Plans - An development plans (whether public or private) shall be subject 
to the review and approval by the Agency. All development in the Project area must conform to this 
Redevelopment Plan. 

The Millennium Project has not heen reviewed and apvroved hv the AgenO' 

Section V. 501 .... No rcal property in the Project Area shall be subdivided, developed, rehabilitated or 
otherwise changed after the date of adoption of this Redevelopment Plan, except in conformance with the 
provisions of this Plan or applicable Designs for Development adopted pursuant to this Plan. 

The DElR does not address the Profect's cQu/ormit;y with qvpUcable Desh;w'i for Development 

Section V. 505.2 .... The Agency shall review all new development with this District to ensure that views to and 
from the Hollywood Hills are, to the extent practical, preserved. This review shall indude an examination of 
the following: 

..... The topography in the area and the existing building scale in the immediate vidnity; 
The views to and from the Hollywood Hills which will be affected 
The development plans including the building massing, orientation, height and bulk 

The Project, as described in the DEJR, does not comply with this Section of the Redevelopment Plan 
as the height of the proposed buildings, by definition, will impact the views to and from the Hollywood Hills 
and not "preserve" current views. 

Section V 506.2.1 Hollywood Boulevard DistricL . .The objectives of the District are to: ..... 2) Assure that new 
development is sympathetic to and complements the existing scale of development. 

As previously stated, the proposed Project is of a magnitude that far exceeds any other buildings 
developed in the Hollywood Redevelopment area. This Project is uncomplimentary to the existing scale of 
proposed development in the Hollywood area and is also not sympathetic to existing developments in size, 
bulk or scale. The Project, as proposed, shows 2 towers roughly 4x's the height of the iconic Capitol Records 
building, which is immediately adjacent to both Project towers. 

Additionally, given the recent revisions to the Hollywood Community Plan, there isn't the ability to 
develop future buildings to the height, size or scale of this Project as there is neither the aggregate land 
available to acquire a large enough contiguous parcel develop a similar sized project nor do the height limits 
in the Her allow for any commercial or residential structures dose to this height. Thus, this Project will be 
the lone white elephant in the Regional Corridor with nothing complimentary to it. 

Please note that Section V 506.2.2 HollY\'V'ood Core Transition DistricLshall be given special 
consideration due to the low density of the adjacent residential areas. The objective of this District is to 
provide for a transition in the scale and intensity of development between Regional Center Commercial uses 
and residential neighborhoods. The Agency shall review all building permits in this District to ensure that 
circulation patterns, landscaping, parking and scale of new construction is not detrimental to the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. Development guidelines shall be prepared for this District to ensure that new 
development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. 

Finally, no consideration has been given to the Franklin Transition Corridor and ensuring that 
the development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. These residential areas include the Hollywood 

www bollywQoddell com 
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Dell, Argyle, Outpost, Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywoodland, The Oaks, Lake Hollywood, Los 
Feliz, and the residential community directly east on Yucca and Carlos between Argyle and Gower. 

The HDCA Board of Directors voted unanimously to accept and approve this letters comments and 
recommendations. 

Sincerely. 

Patti Negri 

President, Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

Cc: 
Council President Eric Garcetti, CD 13 
Council Member Tom LaBonge, CD 4 
HUNC, Erik Sanjurao, Vice President 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association, Sarajane Schwartz, President 
Oaks Homeowners Association, Caroline Schweich, President 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, Fran Reichenbach, President 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council, Anastasia Mann, President 

www hollywonddeU com 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - RE: Millennium Holl)N\OOd Land Use Chapter 

ENV -11E-458 

RE: Millennium HoUywood Land Use Chapter 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Jul 27, 2012 at 2:56 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Our team is unable to open the Land Use section fife. 

Can you tl)' again? Maybe recopying into new document? 

Seth 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawftharana@lacity.org> 

To: "Chris Joseph" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: "Jon Foreman" <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Karen HOD" <karen.hoo(g1Iacity.org> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Land Use Chapter 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

Attached, p1ease find the reviewed Land Use Chapter. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance Vvith Treasmy Regulations we notifY you that any tax advice r:,riven herein 
(or in any attachments) ir.; not intended or \\Titten to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
pmpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or CiD promoting, marketing or reconnnendhlg to another patty any 
transaction or rnatter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential If 
you received this transmission in error, please notil-y the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and 
any attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jul 27, 2012 at 3:35 PM 
To~ s.eth Wufkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:l/mail.googre.com/mailf?ui=2&ikio285d5tx1ce4&\.iew=pt&search"'inboY&th=138ca'114r;bfc55c1 112 
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Sure, will try. 
(Quoted text hidden] 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail - RE: Millennium HollyvlOOd Land Use Chapter 

ENV -11E-459 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jul 27, 2012 at 3:42 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Seth, 

Hope you can open it now. Let me know. 

Srimai 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Redline Land Use PlanningSH (2).docx 
186K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Jul 27, 2012 at 3:46 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraljo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Thanks, it works now for me. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [maHto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2012 3:42 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Jon Foreman; Karen HOD 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood land Use Chapter 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepRcom> 

Great! 

Srirnal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

hUps:J!rnail.google_corrv'matl/?ui"'2&fk~285d5bdce4&\iiev'Fpt&search=inbox&th=138cal14cbfc55c1 

Fri, Jul 27, 2012 at 3:59 PM 
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7/19113 City of Los Angeles Mail- ScreencheckDraft EIR for Millennium Holl',N\oQOd Project 

ENV-IIE-655 

Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Tue, Jan 17, 2012 at 5:04 PM 

Hi srimal. Per our phone conversation of last week, attached please find a linkto the electronic files for the 
Screencheck Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project. The following sections can be downloaded with this 

link: 

It Project Description (slightly modified from the version previously sent to you) 

• Geology 
• Hazards 
• Hydrology 
It Population/Housing 

It Public Services (Fire, Police, Schools, Parks) 

• Utilities (Water, Wastewater, Solid Waste, Energy) 
It General I mpact Categories 

Hard copies of these sections will also be delivered to you tomorrow (Wednesday) morning. 

Additional sections will be submitted to you within the next few days. 

Please call or email with any questions or comments. 

The link to download the files is below. 

Chris Joseph 

To: chris@ceqa-nepa.com 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood 

Files: _Cover.docx - 31 KB 
n. Project Description.doc - 269 KB 
IV.D. Geo!ogy and Solls.doc - 93 KB 
!V.E. Hazards.doc - 160.5 KB 
IV.F. Hydrology and Water Quality.doc - 165 KB 
!V.! Population Housing and EmploymenLDOC - 279.5 KB 
IV.J-1 Fire, DOC -132 KB 
IV.J-2 Police. DOC - 155 KB 
IV.J<"> Schools. DOC - 174.5 KB 
IV.J4 Recreation and Parks,DOCX- 51.02 KB 
IV.L-1 Water.doc - 133.5 KB 
IVJ_-2 WastewateLdoG - 389 KB 
IV,L-3 Soiid Waste.doc - 185 KB 
IV.L4 Energy Conservation.DOC - 322.5 KB 
V. Generallmpacts,doc - 57 KB 
Figure 11-1 Regional and Project Vicinity Map_pdf - 272.12 KB 

https:lfmail.google.com'maill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&\1ew=pt&search"'inbo~th"'134ee57b7a923e9d 1/4 
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Expires: 

C ity of Los Angeles Mail - Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Figure 11-2 Aerial 
Pr,~iQf't Site .. West '_""0+"''''' .. 1.7MB 
Pu""",t Site .. East - 1.88 MB 

.. 2.77 MB 

,,",""""" Locat!(frls" pdt - 851.15 KB 
aClii:HeS,pdT- 853,38 KB 

Files will be available for download until January 31, 2012 17:01 PST 

Here's the link to this file: 

YouSendK, Inc, I 
YOU$ENOit 1919 S. BasGomAve., Campbell, CA 95008 

Sri mal Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Jan 18, 2012 at 8:34 AM 

Chris, 

Thanks. Off to download the files now. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Wed, Jan 18,2012 at 9:14 AM 

I was able to download all the files EXCEPT the very first one, the cover. I got an error message on that one, So, 
I will walt for the hard copy for the cover. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Jan 17, 2012 at 5:04 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
[Quoted text hidden] 

--"-.,-.---------.-,-.. ~~~ 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawltharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, here's the file for the cover. 

u 

Chris Joseph 
https:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&~fN'Fpt&search=inbox&th=134ee57b7a923e9d 

Wed, Jan 18, 2012 at 10:38 AM 
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7/19/13 Cilyof Los Angeles Mail" Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Holly.'l'Xld Project 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Date: Wed, 18 Ja n 201210:25:50 -0800 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com> 

ENV-llE-657 

Subject: RE: Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Of she needs it, it is attached. 

from: Chris Joseph 
Sent: Wednesday! January 18t 2012 9: 17 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Fwd: Screencheck DraftEIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin fOrwarded message: 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: January 18,20129:14:10 AM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com> 
Subject: Re: Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Hi Chris, 

I was able to download an the files EXCEPT the very first one, thee over. I got an enor 
rnessage on that one. So, I will wait for the hard copy for the cover. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ _Cover.doc 
50K 

https:llmail.google.com'maill?ui~2&iI<F285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inboJ<&th= 134ee57b7a923e9d 3/4 
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Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana~~.b1:~658 Wed, Jan 18,2012 at 11:29:AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Chris, 

Thanks. 

I also just received the hard copies that were sent to the office. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&~ew=pt&search=inbo~th=134ee57b7a923e9d 4!4 
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ENV -11E-306 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Energy Conservation & General Impact Categories 
Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawftharana@lacitY.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 3:13 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@facity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuWn.com>, Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Attached please find the edits for Energy Conservation chapter. 

Also, CAJA Comment A 1, explainIng the deletion of the gas demand paragraph and table has been noted. 

There are no editsJcomments on the General Impact Categories chapter. 

Srimal 

~ Energy Conservation.pdf 
169K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 3:21 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes ha\e been made in the attached as redline. 

lllank you for the info about General 1m pacts section. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srlmaLhewaw[tharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2012 3: 14 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; lisa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Energy Conservation & General Impact Categories Comments 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ IV.L4. Utilities and Service Systems - Energy Conservation 10._16_12.DOC 
339K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew8witharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 3:30 PM 

https:f!ma!l.google.r;ornimail/?ui~2&ik.::285dSbdce4&";e''Fpt&search=jnboX&th'" 13a6ba3f9d025cf2 112 
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Thank you. 
ENV-IIE-307 

2 big chapters (Introduction and Alternatives) remaining to be reviewed. Shall send you my comments as soon 
as I have reviewed them. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text tliddenj 

https:i/mail.google.conv'matl!?ui'" 2&i k=2B5d5bdce4&\oie'o\'=pt&search"'inbox&lh~ 13a6ba3f9d025cf2 2i2 
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ENV -11E-460 

Millennium Hollywood - Hydrology 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jul 13, 2012 at 2:22 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Chris and A!fred, 

Attached is the Hydrology chapter. 

Srimal 

l!"0) Redline Hydrology and Water QualitySH 5222012 (1).docx 
c:J 88K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri, Jul 13,2012 at 2:22 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Terrific! Thank you. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewaw!tharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, July 13,20122:22 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Mlliennium Hollywood - Hydrology 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

Attached is the Hydrology chapter. 

Srima! 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\iOlding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addre3sed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: TI1is message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please nottfy the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:ilmail.go:Jg le.comimai lI?ui"'2&i 10 285d5bdce4&vieVF pt&5eafch~ inbox&th;;: 13882389d7bc 15f1 iIi 
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ENV -IIE-30B 

ECS 

Millennium Hollywood - Solid Waste Comments 

Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 1:25 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Usa Webber <Hsa.webber@lacity.org> 

Edits on the Soiid Waste chapter. 

Srimal 

tg SolidWaste.pdf 
97K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 2:26 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@tacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmu!lln.com>, Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

This change has been made in the attached as redJine. 

Water section to come shortly. 

Seth 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2012 1:26 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Solid Waste Comments 

Edits on the Solid Waste chapter. 

Srin:l11 

i![j IV.L3. Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste 10_Hi_12.doc 
188K 

https:/frnail.google,com1mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&liiew-"pt&search=inbo.><&th=13a6b40c5eedd48a 1/1 

RL0037048 



7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Capitol Records/Mililennium Project 

ENV-llE-659 

Capitol Records/Milliennium Project 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Nov 29, 2011 at 9:49 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal. Hope you had a great holiday. I'm wondering if we can meet with you on December 12th to go over the 
project description with you, and to also talk about the upcoming schedule for the project? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srimal Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Tue, Nov 29, 2011 at 9:57 AM 

Monday, Dec. 12 is a scheduled day off for me. Tues. Dec. 13 would be better. Would that work for you? 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Sri mal Hewawitharana < s rimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

That will be great. Perhaps 2 PM on the 13th? 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 
31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/fmait.google.com/maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\ie'o'l'='pt&search=inbox&th"'133f07290942e35b 

Tue, Nov 29, 2011 at 9:58 AM 
t 
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~rima;o~ewaw itha rana <srim~. h::~:~~~~o~:~~@~~Y;~M~;660---·_o __ o_.-_ooo_---~:~~·NO~-;~o~-;~~-;~~~;~~ AM 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

That sounds good. I'll mark it down on my calendar. Anyone else you want present at the meeting? Hadar will 
still be on vacation, I believe. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Nov 29, 2011 at 10:40 AM 
To: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Up to you. If Jon is available, he'd be good. It could be just you, that will work. Thanks. 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

[Quoted lext hidden] 

htlps:/Imailogoogleocomfmaill?ui"'2&iF285d5bdce4&vieVOFpt&search=inbox&th= 133f0729D942e35b 212 
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ENV -11E-050 

Millennium m Hollywood Dell Civic Association letter and response 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Feb 13, 2013 at 11 :33 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srirna~ 

Attached are two items: 

1. a Word document of the letter with responses 
2. a pdf of the original Jetter with bracketing. 

Thank: you. 

Se th \Vulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

:2 attachments 

https:l!mail.google.comimaiU?ui,,2&ik=285d5bdce4&\1e''Fpt&search=inbox&th=13cd51025177c10d 1/2 
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~ Letter 106 - Hollywood Dell Civic AssocictiNW-{fIllJ:2Q.U_13.DOCX 
51K 

'tj Comment letter No. i06_Hollywood Dell Civic Association. pdf 
" 1962K 

https:lfmail.googie.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vie\N"'pt&search=inbox&th= 13r;d510251 Trc10d 212 

RL0037052 



ENV -11E-052 

City of Los Angeles Februmy 2013 

LETTER NO. 106 - HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION (#3) 

Hollywood Dell Civic Association 

Patti Negri, President 

4928 West Melrose Hill, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

P.O. Box 93094, Hollywood CA 90093 

December 10,2012 

Comment No. 106-1 

The Hollywood Dell Civic Association ("HDCA") wishes to provide the following comments on the 

Millennium Hollywood Project DElR. Given the substantial impact this Project will have on adjacent 

commercial and residential communities, we have previously requested the Planning Department 

extend the public comment period for an additional 45-days to allow the HDCA and other sUlTounding 

residential communities to comment in greater detail on the DEIR. To date the Planning Department 

has not notified us of an extension to the public comment period so lacking more time the following 

comments are made with reservations. 

Response to Comment No. 106-1 

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review 

Period Extension Request. 

The comment asserts that the Project will have a substantial impact on adjacent commercial and 

residential communities. It should be noted that Section IV.G, Land Use Pimming of the Draft EIR 

analyzed potential land use compatibility impacts on sml'Ounding commercial and residential land uses 

and concluded that the Project does not have signlficant unavoidable land use impacts. The remainder of 

this comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft ErR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the 

comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 106-2 

We believe development of the Millennium site represents a proactive step in the renovation and 

reutilization of Hollywood's Historic core, however, we do not consider a 1.1 million net square foot 

project with the proposed size, bulk, massing and height indicated by Millelmium in the DEIR as 

appropriate for the location. A Project of this size significantly increases traffic on all major streets 

adjacent Hollywood Hins communities and in the Hollywood area during AM/PM Peak Hours. This 

increased congestion severely limits ingressiegress from our neighborhoods. The proposed 2-towers of 

558' in height dwarf and minimize the historic Capitol Records building, will top out at approximately 

20-25 stories taller than any current stmciure in Hollywood, and wouid obstruct existing views to and 

from the Hollywood Hins and the Hollywood sign from many vantage points in the City. Additionally, 

Millenuiwn Ho!/ywood Project 

Letter f 06···· Hollywood Dell Civic Association (#3) 

Responses to Comments 

Page .I 

RL0037053 



ENV -11E-053 
City of Los Anj;eles Februmy 2013 

the excessive height will block existing views of Hollywood Hills residents impacting propcrty values, 

security and privacy. Occupants of the towers and observation decks wiH have unrestricted eye level 

vicws of homeowner's possessions and activities. We believe a scaled down project would offer far 

fewer impacts to our community, but retain the many benefits the larger project intends to promote 

such as increased housing, retail facilities and pedestrian space. A smaller Project may also more 

effectively enhance, protect and highlight the Capitol Records building and significantly reduce traffic 

and infrastruct.ure impacts to the surrounding area. 

The following identifies deficiencies or inadequacies we believe exist in the DEIR and outlines why 

proposed mitigations do not appear to be sufficient or appropriate. Our recommendations are also 

included. 

Response to Comment No. 106-2 

It is acknowledged that the comment believes the Project is a proactive step in the revitalization of the 

Hollywood's historic core. 

Regarding the location of the Project Site, as discussed in Section IV. G, Land Use Planning, the Project 

Site is located in a highly urbanized area surrounded by high density residential and commercial uses as 

well as a major public transit station. The sunounding area is populated with a mix of residential and 

commercial uses similar to those proposed in the Project, including multi-family housing, restaurants and 

bars, commercial retail, hotel and office uses. The Project Site does not have any height limits under the 

existing zoning, and with approval ofa conditional use pemlit for FAR averaging, FAR would be average 

across the Project Site, with a total FAR of 6: 1. Please see Section IV.G, Land Use Planning of the 

Draft EIR for a detailed analysis of the Project's consistency with the Redevelopment Plan, Hollywood 

Community Plan and Update, and the compatibility of the Project with sunounding land uses. 

Regarding potential traffic impacts, the Draft EIR analyzed traffic pattems during AM and PM peak 

hours, as discussed in Section IV.K.l, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft ElR. That section is 

supported with detailed traffic modeling and reports contained in the traffic appendices circulated with the 

Draft ElR. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. Please refer to 

Appendix IV.K.l of the Draft EIR for a detailed Traffic Study. The comment is acknowledged for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Please see Responses to Comments Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), Responses to 

Comments No. 14-2 and 14-3 (Hollywood Heritage), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources for a 

discussion of the Project's compatibility with adjacent historic resources, including the Capitol Records 

Building. As analyzed in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and as demonstrated in the 

responses listed above, the Project does not have a sif,,'11ificant impact on the Capitol Records Building or 

any other adjacent historic resource. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Letter 106" Hollywood Dell Civic Associaliol! (#3) 
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Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics for additional information regarding views corridors and 

potential view obstruction associated with the Project, including views of Hollywood from the Hollywood 

Hins. With respect to heights, in should be noted that the Project Site does not have a height limitation 

pursuant to the existing zoning. As discussed in the Draft HR, the Project would implement a mixed

use development consisting of modem, yet architecturally varied, urban structures that arc consistent in 

use and character to the sunounding urban aesthetics environment. Regarding a smaller size project, it 
should be noted that Section VI, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the Draft ErR analyzes a range 

of alternatives that includes two reduced size alternatives (i.e., Alternative 2 Reduced Density Mixed Use 

Alternative 4.5:1 FAR and Alternative 3 Reduced Density Mixed Use Alternative 3:1 FAR) and a reduced 

height alternative (i.e., Alternative 4 Reduced Height Alternative).The alternatives analysis assesses the 

level of impacts associated with smaller projects. The decision makers will consider these smaller project 

altem«tives in light of the entire record. 

The comment concludes by stating that the following parts of the letter will provide more detail as to the 

deficiencies or inadequacies of the Draft EIR and why the proposed mitigation measures do not appear 

sufficient or appropriate. Responses to each comment are provided below. 

Comment No. 106-3 

Transportation and Traffic Studies 

Section IV .K.l, 1-1 through 1-31: 

The DEIR does not present any Environmental Impact Analysis reflecting the Project's impacts 

on residential ingress/egress from their communities north of Franklin Avenue. In fact there are no traffic 

studies of intersections north of Franklin Avenue yet there are hundreds of residents that transit those 

intersections daily. For example, the analysis anticipates that traffic congestion at the Cahuenga/Franklin 

intersection is unmitigateable, however the study does not consider the traffic impacts at the intersections 

of DixiCahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace!Cahuenga, Odin/Cahuenga, Ivar/Franklin all of which are within 

500' of the Cahuenga/Pranklin intersection and will experience similar traffic congestion impacting 

ingress/egress during peak AM/PM hours. 

Mitigation Suggestion: Order additional traffic studies of the intersections at Dix/Cahuenga, 

Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, OdinJCahuenga, Ivar/Franklin and Argyle and Franklin to detelmine if the 

additional AM/PM traffic will impact ingress and egress to the Hollywood DelL Have signals installed at 

each of the designated intersections to anow for controlled access and left hand turns. 

Response to Comment No. 106-3 

The comment asserts that the traffic study should be revised to a larger geographic area. As per standard 

City of Los Angeles procedures~ the study area for the Traffic Study was selected in consultation with 

LADOT. The Traffic Study locations selected were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts 

may be significant and substantiaL The locations at which traffic impacts may be signitlcant are the 

critical capacity constraints of the area roadway system. For the Hollywood area roadway system the 

Millennium Hollywood Project 
Letter 106 ... Hollywood Dell Civic Association (#3) 
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capacity constraints are thc frccway links and the signalized intersections. The more minor (STOP 

controlled) intersections were detennined not to constrain the system capacity. In general, the northbound 

US-lOi Freeway ramps (or an associated intersection) form the northern boundary of the agreed-to study 

area. The Hollywood Freeway was selected as the northern boundary because most of the Project trips 

directed northward would utilize this tacility, especially with limited surface routes to the north. The 

Project trips remaining on surface streets will be intercepted trips to and from the neighborhood areas 

rather than added trips. 

The intersection of Franklin Avenue and Argyle Avenue/US-101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp and 

the intersection of Franklin A venue and Highland A venue (north) are the two significantly impacted 

intersections located on the northern cdgc of the study area. An analysis of Project impacts at two 

additional intersections, Highland Avenue/Camrose DriveMilner Road, and Argyle AvenueNine Street/ 

Dix Street, was conducted for the Final EIR. (See Appendix E, Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis, 

of the Final EIR). These intersections were selected because they are the intersections (outside the study 

area) to the north of intersections found to be significantly impacted by Project traffic in the Traffic Study 

and the Draft EIR. This analysis concluded that the Project impacts would be less than significant at 

these locations. As such, there would not be significant impacts beyond the study area. 

The comment recommends studying intersections at DixfCahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, Odin! 

Cahuenga, Ivar/Franklin and Argyle and Franklin. All of these intersections, except DixfCahuenga, are to 

the north of the study area and as such there would not be significant impacts at these intersections. The 

intersection of Dix/Cahuenga is a STOP controlled intersection and thus is not a proper intersection for 

study because locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical capacity constraints of 

the area roadway system. 

Please also note that conditions at the intersections to the north of the study area are addressed by the 

Project mitigation. The Signal System Upgrades and TDM measures will improve conditions throughout 

the area, including for the intersections to the north. Those measures will reduce the impacts at the 

intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (nOlih) to less than significant and would have 

similar benefits at the intersections further north. 

The comment also includes a recommendation to have signals installed at each of the designated 

intersections to allow for controlled access and left hand turns. However, the Traffic Study and Appendix 

E analyses concluded that the Project impacts would be less than significant at the study intersections 

to the north, such as those cited by the commenter. There would not be significant impacts beyond the 

study area or at any intersections cited in the comment and thus, no additional mitigation is required. 

See Response to Comment No. 16-10 (H.ollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2», for infonnation . 

regarding signals and see Response to Comment No. 59-34 (Jordon, David) for additional information 

regarding the study at additional intersections. 

Millennium HolZFwood Project 
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Comment No. 106-4 

.Floor Area Ratio (FAR)_ 

Section II Project Description, Page 11-8. 

The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan limits the maximum FAR allowable on the site to 

4.5: IFA.R, this is further limited by the D-Dcvelopment Limitation (Ordinance No. 165659) which 

restricts the development to 3: 1 FAR. Millennium is requesting a Variance to increase the FAR to a 

6:1FAR which would allow an increase in the total development square footage from 3:1FAR (approx. 

291,735SF development) to 6:1FAR (approx. 1,1 OO,OOOSF). A l.lMillion square foot project would be 

larger than any eXlsting structure in Hollywood and larger than many other significant projects previously 

developed in the City of Los Angeles (i.e.: Hollywood & Highland Shopping Ctr.: 375,OOOSF; Staples 

Center: 950,OOOSF; and the Los Angeles Convention Center: 756,OOOSF). 

Mitigation Suggestion: To reduce traffic congestion, view impacts and infrastructure demands we 

request the City limit the size of the Project to a 4.5:1 FAR which would allow full utilization ufthe s!te 

as a mixed use development proposed by the Developer while controlling the siz;e, bulk and scale of the 

Project in a manner consistent and- complimentary to other developments in the Hollywood area. 

Response to Comment No. 106-4 

With respect to FAR, the C4-2D-SN zone corresponds with Height District No.2. Pursuant to LAMe 

Section 12.21.1 (A) (2) , Height District No.2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height 

restriction. However, the Height District No.2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by 

a "D" Development Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The "D" 

Development Limitation rest.ricted the Hoor area on the Project Site to three times the buildable area 

of the lot, or a FAR of 3:1. The Hollywood Community Plan Update (the Update) modified the "D" 

Dcvelopment Limitation for the Project Site to increase the FAR from 3:1 to 4.5:1. The modified 'D" 

limitation in the Update also allows for a 6: 1 FAR on the Project Slte, provided that a project complies 

with a few conditions. While the Project Applicant is requesting that the City remove the "D" limitation 

from the Project Site, thereby resulting in a FAR of 6: 1, this is not inconsistent with the Update because 

the Update allows for a 6: 1 FAR on the Project Site. 

See Response to Comment Nos. 09-79 (AMDA) and 59-14 (Jordon, David) for a discussion on reduced 

FAR altematives and additional infoflnation regarding FAR. In addition, and as discussed above, the 

Draft ElR does is in fact analyze a reduced density mixed use alternative at 4.5:1 FAR, which is what the 

commenter is suggesting. The dccision makers will consider this project a!ternati vc in light of the entire 

record. 

Comment No. 106-5 

Quimby Fees: The Developer will pay Quimby Fees to the City for the development and maintenance of 

green space throughout the City. 

Miftennium Hollywood Projeci 
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.Mitigation Suggestion: We request that those funds be specifically earmarked for parks and green 

spaces in the Hollywood area with a priority on parks and green spaces within walking distance of the 

Project. 

Response to Comment No. 106-5 

According to Section IV.JA, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, 

respectivciy, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures J.4-2 and l4-3 regarding payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. The Draft EIR concludes the Project does not result in a significant unavoidable impact 

to parks. Moreover, it should be lll)kd that the- fec~ tlwt ,m; paid vvould be allocated according to the 

bud~'i ",~J r1:inning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) because 

use of the iees is purSUc\llt to the LAivfC and is determined by the LADRP. The Project Applicant does 

not determine how the City uses these fees. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No. 106-6 

Infrastructure Improvements: 

Section IV.G, Section IVJ and Section IV. L: 

The DEIR does not mention any studies undetiaken to consider repairs or expansion of existing 

sidewalks, street lighting, crosswalks, or pedestrian bridges to facilitate pedestrian access to areas 

immediately adjacent to the Project. Nor does it mention infrastructure studies or mitigations related 

to water, wastewater or electricity demand. Given the uncertainties in the water supply horizon and in 

capacities of local delivery systems, impacts to water are considered potentially significant. There is 

no mitigation measure offered beyond the promise to work with LADWP and to contribute a calculated 

amount in fees to the Cily as part of the penuit process. 

Mitigation Suggestions: Undertake a study to review and upgrade existing lighting, sidewalk access 

and crosswalks and the potential of installing signals atlnear the intersections of Franklin!Vine, Franklin! 

Yucca and Franklin and Argyle. A portion of the estimated $5 Million the Project will pay into the City's 

General Fund should be designated/returned to the Hollywood Community to pay for additional Fire and 

Police services that the Project will demand. Though the DEIR suggest on one additional police officer 

will be required to meet the present standard of 1 officer per every 833 residents for the Project (Section 

IV.J.2, page 2-4), however, the Project proposes a total population for the Project of 3,970 (Residents + 
Daily Workforce+ Business Users, Section IV.I, pages 17,24 & 27) which would suggest the increase 

population on created by the Project requires an additional 3-full time officers be added to the Hollywood 
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precinct. In general Developer Fees from the Project should be specifically designated to update the 

surrounding Hollywood utility delivery systems and infrastructure rather than going to the City's General 

Fund. 

Response to Comment No. 106-6 

Regarding pedestrian amenities such as sidewalks, lighting, crosswalks, and pedestrian bddges, the 

Project would be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan Update's Goal LU.3: Make Streets 

Walkable, as well as multiple policies to implement that goal including Policies LU. 3.3, 3.4, 3.8, 3.9-

12,3.15, 3.17, 3.21-24, and 3.27.Sce Response to Comment No. 09-69 (AMDA) for more information. 

See also Response to Comment No. 14-3 (Hollywood Heritage), which discusses how the Project will 

transfonn existing parking lots into a mixed-use development that incorporates grade-level public plazas, 

pedestrian passage ways, amenities, and commercial uses (where none currently exist) that enliven the 

street scene and pedestrian environment at the Project Site. The Projcct is designed to provide uses and 

activity that will am-act pedestdans into the area, especially along Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. 

Regarding water supply, Section IV.L.l, Utilities and Services Systems, Water, of the Draft EIR, the 

LADWP confinned that the Project Site can be supplied with water from the municipal system. LADWP 

prepared and approved a Watcr Supply Assessment (WSA) according to the legal requirements of State of 

California Senate Bill 6] 0 and 221, which is included in the Draft EIR as Appendix rv.L.I, Water Supply 

Assessment. The WSA confirmed sufficient water supply faT the Project. 

Regarding wastewater, Section IV.L2, Utilities and Services Systems, Wastewater, of the Draft ElR 

analyzes infrastructure capacity to handle wastewater generated by the Project. Specifically, the Draft 

EIR quantifies (see Table IV.L.2-2 through Table IV.L.2-4) potential wastewater volumes associated 

with the Project and confimls the applicable treatment systems have adequate capacity for the Project 

and aU cumulative projects. In addition, the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Samtation reviewed the 

Project and concluded that the sewer system will accommodate total flows hom the Project. See page 

IV.L2-14 of the Draft EIR These conclusions are based on quantified evaluations of the existing sewer 

system and anticipated Project wastewater flow rates. The Draft EIR also confinns that all infrastructure 

improvements would be built to the LADWP and Los Angeles City Plumbing Code standards. See 

Response to Comment Nos. 18-5 (Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2)), and 27-1 (Brackett, 

Alan) for infonnation on utility infrastructure. 

Regarding electricity, the Draft EIR dedicates section IV.L.4, Utilities and Services Systems, Energy 

Conservation, to analyzing electricity issues. To summarize, the Draft EIR provides a quantitative 

assessment of whether the Project's electricity demand falls within overall demand anticipated by 

LADWP. The Draft EIR concludes that there is adequate energy supply, which is supported by written 

correspondence from LADWP. 

The comment also includes suggested mitigation for lighting, sidewalks and crosswalks, intersections, 

and police and fire systems_ It should be noted that the Project does not have significant unavoidable 

impacts related to lighting, sidewalks and cross,l.,\/-alks. or public services systems. Also, it should be noted 
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that the officer-io-resident ratio is explicitly calculated with permanent residents, not daily workforce 

or business users. The suggestion to designate the developer fees to surrounding utility systems and 

infrastructures rather than the City's General Fund is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. The Project 

Applicant does not determine how the City uses these fees. 

Please see Responses to Comments No.1 06-3 and 106-9 regarding traffic and mitigation issues. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No. 106-7 

Parking Variance 

Section n Project Description, Page II-31 

The Developer has asked for a Variance to reduce the City's standard parking allocation for health club 

use at the facility from 10: I ,000 to 2: 1 ,000 on the assumption that a significant portion of health club 

users would come from internal use, travel by public transport or be considered a "pass-by" user that 

would not significantly add to parking demands of the Project. This assumption is flawed as health 

club generated traffic increases substantially during peak PM traffic and most health club users do not 

typically take public transport or go to a health dub on their way to dinner or other activities *("pass-by 

trips". The key reason the City has a high requirement for health club parking is historically health clubs 

generate parking requirements in excess of most other retail uses. 

:Mitigation Suggestion: The parking requirement should not be reduced b·om 10: J ,000 as those 

individuals that drive to the Project to usc the health club who cannot park in the facility will look for 

on street parking and reduce available public parJdng and generate additional traffic congestion on 

surrounding streets. 

Response to Comment No. 106-7 

This comment expresses opposition to a variance for reduced parking for the proposed health club. 

Section IV.K.2, Transportation - Parking, of the Draft EIR, discusses and analyzes the variance for fitness 

centerisports club use. For example, see pages IV.K.2-23 through IV.K.2-24 of the Draft ElK Further, 

pass-by trips are not assumed to be a reason for reductions in the parking demand. 

Under the Los Angeles Municipal Code (the LAMC), if the fitness center/sports club use is located 

within a building that contains at least 50,000 square feet of office space, the parking requirement is the 

requested two spaces per 1,000 square feet of area. The Project is a mixed-use development that may 

include additional office space, but programming considerations may require the fitness center/sports club 

to be physically located in the development, although in a different building than the office. The Project 

also already includes approximately 114,000 square feet of office use that will remain, and although the 

fitness center/sports club will not be in the existing office building, the intent of the LAMC is met by 
having a sports club and office usc as part ofthe same project. 
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The comment also suggests a mitigation measure, however, Section IY.K.2, Transportation - Parking, of 

the Draft EIR found parking impacts to be less than significant and as such no mitigation is required. 

Comment No.1 06-8 

Building Height: 

Section IV .A.1, Aesthetics, Page IY.A.l-13 through 1-56 

Height Zones for the project are identified to be within 220' to 585 feet in height Existing views from 

and to the Hollywood Hills are not significantly impacted by the Project at 220' of height, however 

at 500' and 585' feet the Project significantly impacts views to and from the Hollywood Hills, the 

Hollywood Sign and sUlTounding commercial area of Hollywood. The 2-proposed 585' tall towers 

combined with the site iocations elevation would make the towers approximately the 6th and 7th tallest 

buildings in Los Angeles. Totally out of scale with the Hollywood commercial district The extreme 

height would also be between 20-25 stories taller than any existing development in the Hollywood 

commercial area. The lack of scale to surrounding commercial development adjacent to the Project 

is significant and the negative impact to view site lines from the Hollywood Hills is detrimental to 

residential property values, quality of life and privacy. From many points of view around Los Angeles 

the towers wiH appear taller than Mt Hollywood located behind the project, obscure the view of the 

iconic Hollywood sign and dwarf the adjacent Capitol Records building and other structures in the 

Hollywood area. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

Cap the Project's height at a maximum of 30-stories (between 220'- 400'); this maintains most 

of the existing views to and from the Hollywood Hills, to the Hollywood sign and of Mt. Hollywood. 

Reduced height of the Project maintains reasonable continuity between existing Hollywood building 

heights and with the siz.e and scale of the Capitol Records building. The resulting reduction in height 

may increase massing at lower elevations, but this will not significantly impact the view site lines to and 

from the Capitol Records building (Figure IV.A.1-10). Additional photographic studies should be made 

showing the impact of the Project on views from other Locations in the City and from other vantage points 

in the Hollywood Hills as the Project will be located less than 500' from many single family and multi

tenant residences. 

Response to Comment No. 106-8 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a 
discllssion on the Project's overall height 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views and overall 

visual character of the Project in Hollywood. 
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Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical 

Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent 

historic Capitol Records Building. 

The comment includes a suggested mitigation measure to reduce the height and increase the massing 

at lower elevations. It should be noted that the Project Site does not contain a height limitation under 

cunent zoning. Also, the Draft EIR analyzed height and massing issues related to surrounding properties 

in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics, IV.C, Cultural Resources, and IV.G, Land Use Planning. The Draft EIR 

discloses that the Project aJIows for a scale and massing of new development that is significantly larger 

than other structures in the immediately surrounding area. To maintain celtain view corridors, certain 

height and massing criteria are listed in the Development Regulations of the Draft EIR. It should also 

be notcd that the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4, Reduced Height Alternative and assesses the level of 

impacts associated with project capped at 220-feet high, which is similar to the 220-400-foot height cap 

proposed by the comment. The decision makers 'hill consider this project altemative in light ofthe entire 

record. 

Regarding additional photographic studies, the Draft ElR includes several view simulations that relate to 

the identified view corridors and are considered prominent view locations. See Draft EIR Figures IV.A 1-

] 1 through IV.AI-14. 

Comment No. 106-9 

Transportation & Traffic: 

Scction: IV .K.1 s, pages 1-1 to 1- 131 

The Projects proposes certain transportation and traffic mitigations to offset the anticipated significant 

increase in traffic on adjacent street.s. We believe this increase in traffic has been significantly 

underrepresented in the DEIR. We suggest the following additional mitigations be funded by the 

Developer. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

• Cahuenga/Franklin: Add a right turn lane for northbound traffic. 

lugyle/Franklin: In addition to proposed mitigations add a 4tn n01th bound lane on Argyle to 

allow for 2-1eft tum lanes, one tlnu lane and one right turn lane. Through traffic from a right lane wouJd 

be significantly hampered by cars turning right being stopped by pedestrian tTaffic crossing Franklin. 

Further, representatives of the Hollywood Hills communities should be included in an conversations 

regarding traffic mitigations to intersections immediately adjacent to their communities. 

Additional mitigations suggestions: 

1) Synchronization oftmffic signal light at Franklin and Argyle with the traffic calming light on the 

101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle 
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2) Extending the 101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle to stack more northbound cars 

trying to enter the freeway at peak traffic hours 

3) Eliminate the U-Turn onto the 101 NorthbOlllld onramp at Franklin and Argyle as you drive east 

on Franklin to the intersection of Frankiin and Argyle 

4) Widen Franklin eastbound under the Vine Street off ramp as you travel eastbound to the Franklin 

and Argyle intersection so there room tor more cars to stack in the left tum lane. The two straight 

eastbound lanes essentially become one eastbound lane at peak traffic hours as too many cars 

queue for the left tum lane in the through lane and stop traffic. 

5) Signaled traffic light with crosswalk at Franklin and Ivar so that the residential traffic north of 

Franklin have an alternative intersection to exit onto Franklin (a secondary highway) 

• Hollywood/Vine: Left tum signals should be added for all intersection directions. 

'" Signals should be added to the intersections of Odin/Cahucnga, Cahuenga Terracc/Cahuenga, 

DixlCahuenga, and IvarlFranklin. 

Response to Comment No. 106-9 

The comment states that this increase in traffic has been significantly underrepresented in the Draft EIR. 

A manual approach was selected as the most appropriate method to be used for the Traffic Study, and that 

approach used standard, nationally accepted procedures and was in conformance with the LADOT Traffic 

Study Policies and Procedures manual. The manual procedures utilized trip generation estimates based 

on Trip Generation, ITE, gTIr Edition, separated the Project into components by land uses, and separately 

assigned the trips to and from those components. The assif,'l1ments considered the types of land uses in 

the surrounding area to which the component's trips would be linked. The Traffic Study was reviewed 

and approved by LADOT and is detailed in Appendix K.1 of the Draft ErR. Additional analyses were 

prepared for the Final BIR to support and clarify the conclusions in the Traffic Study and the Draft BIK 

Please see Appendices B (Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results), C (Saturday Project Trip 

Generation, Crain & Associates, January 11, 2(13),D (Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including 

Individual Intersection Impact Analyses, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), E (Final EIR Added 

Intersection Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario 

Traffic Impact Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15, 2013), G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/ 

Bicycle Safety Analysis, Crain & Associates, January 15,2013), and H (MWennium Hollywood Project 

Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers) of tile Final EIR for additional traffic information. 

The comment also suggests additional mitigation measures. The recommended mitigation measures are 
not required, do not reduce impacts, or are infeasible as follows: 

CahuengalFranklin: Add a rigbt turn lane for nOlihbound 
traffic. 

The intersection of Cahuenga Boulevard and FrankliC~-" 
Avenue already has a northbound right-turn lane 
marked. Additionally, an increase in the number of 

_________________ .L::Cla=n:.:e.=.s--'~~~.~~oo~!r.:~~~~~t~~~~o~!:l:~e .. o~'::ll:lll:~t~~2_ but rejected 
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Argyle/Franklin: In addition to proposed mitigations add 
a 4th north bmmd lane on Argyle to allow for 2-lcft tum 
lanes, one thm lane and one right turn lane. 
Synchronization of traffic signal light at Franklin 
and Argyie with the traffic calming light on the 101 
Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle 
Extending the lOt Northbound onramp at Franklin and 
Argyle to stack more northbound cars trying to entcr the 
freeway at peak traffic hours 

Eliminate the U-Turn onto the 10J Northbound omamp 
at Franklin and Argyle as you drive east on Franklin to 
the intersection of Franklin and Argyle 
Widen Franklin eastbound under the Vine Street off 
ramp as you travel eastbound to the Franklin and Argyle 
intersection 

i Signaled traffic light with crosswalk at Franklin and Ivar 

HollywoodJVine: Left tum signals should be added for 
all intersection directions. 

PebruaJJ' 2013 

due to unacceptable associated parking restriction and 
removal. 
There is insufficient right-of-way and the 
recommendation docs not increase the capacity of the 
intersection. 
This measure was discussed in a meeting with Caltrans, 
but no interest was expressed by Caltrans regarding such 
a measure. 
The capacity constraint for the ramp is the meeting 
ret1ecting the main line congestion, rather than the queue 
area. Further, due to the need for sufficient acceleration 
prior to the weave section at the end of the ramp, 
extension of the queue area is not feasible. 
The U-turn is designated by Caltrans as a preferred route 
by the signing they installed directing vehicles to access 
the Northbound 101 Freeway through making that tum. 
Bridge columns obstruct the turn pocket lengthening 
making this measure infeasible. 

Sufficient pedestrian volumes to warrant a signal have 
not been demonstrated. 
This would not address Project traffic impacts. The 
left-tum phases would require signal time and thereby 
decrease the phase length and capacity for other 
movements. Signal System Upgrades, the funding or 
implementation of which is recommended as Mitigation 
Measure K.1-9 on page IV.KJ-58 of the Draft EIR (and 
revised to Mitigation Measure K.l-10 to accommodate a 
new Mitigation Measure K.1-4, as described in Section 
IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft ElR of the 
Final ElR) will increase the capacity for all intersection 
users. 

Signals should be added to the intersections ·~f-C)dinl· -See~iZesp·(;;~~~-t~-Commcnt No. 106-3 above. There 
Cahuenga, Cahuenga Ten·ace!Cahuenga, DixiCahuenga, would not be any significant impacts at these 
and Tvar!Franklin intersections and as such no mitigation measures 

'----------_ .. """ 

required. Further, these signals have not been 
demonstrated to be warranted, and their proXUnIty 
to signalizcd intersections would reduce the overall 
systems ability to efficiently allo'Y for traffic flows. 

However, it should be noted that the Project Applicant is working with the Hollywood Dell Civic 

Association outside of the EIR on requests that will not be included as mitigation measures, but may 

involve additional traffic-related and other community benefits. 

Comment No. 106-10 

Open Space: 

Public Assemblies, Planned Gatherings and Concerts 

n.H., pages 32. 
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The Project proposes holding concerts and public gatherings in the conunon plazas with no mention of 

controls or scheduling. 

Suggested Mitigations: The number of concerts and scheduled public gatherings at the Project should be 

limited and coordinated through CD 13 Hollywood Boulevard Street Closure Committee. 

Response to Comment No. 106-10 

This comment is similar to Comment No. 16-9 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)), 

which asks to limit the number concerts and coordinate all proposed events through CD13 Hollywood 

Boulevard Street Closure Committee. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the 

impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather suggests the overall size of concerts to be held at the Project 

Site. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further 

response is required. 

Comment No. 106-11 

Assessment: 

Open Space - page 794 

The DElR provides an economic trigger for open space funds but does not specifically designate the 

allocation ofthose funds. The Franklin Ivar Park is a % acre park under development within .18 miles or 2 

blocks nOlth and 1 block east of the Project 

Additionally, the Community Plan Update adopted as a designated open space the Franklin Ivar Park. 

The creation of the Franklin Ivar Park would provide the establishment of open space linkages, including 

the "healing" of neighborhoods divided by freeways. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

The recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan included a designation of the Franklin Ivar Park 

for Open Space. A portion of the funds for Park Acquisilion and Development through the "Park and 

Recreational Site and Facilities Fund" andlor the Quimby Fees should be specifically allocated to the 

Franklin Ivar Park as it is the closest park (.18 miles - two blocks up and one block over) to the Project. 

The specific funds to be allocated to the Franklin Ivar Park include: 

1) Funds for a fly-over pedestrian bridge from Ivar on the south side of Franklin to the park on the 

north side ofFranldin 

2) A signaled traffic light at Franklin and Ivar with a pedestrian crosswalk 

3) Landscaping on the south side of Franklin between Cahucnga and IvaI" in a manner compatible 

with the landscaping in the Park 
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$75,000 annual contribution to the Friends of Franklin Ivar Park (501 C(3)) for the ongoing maintenance 

oftlle Park 

Response to Comment No.1 06-11 

According to Section IV.JA, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft ErR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fces pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures JA-2 and JA-3 regardjng payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. It should be noted that the fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget 

and planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) because use 

of the fees is pursuant to the LAMC and is detem1ined by the LADRP. The Project Applicant does not 

detennine how the City uses these fees. 

This comment is: noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Comment No. 106-12 

DEIR Compatibility with CRA Redevelopment Plan: 

The DEIR does not adequately discuss the need for the CRA or DLA to review, comment and oversee 

projects within the Redevelopment Area. As stated on the CRA/LA's website: 

Notice: ABxl-26 does not abolish the City's 31 existim: Redevelopment Plans, which will continue 

to be administered by a Designated Local Authority ("DLA tt) that oversees projects of the former 

Communitv Redevelopment Agencv or the Cit}' or Los Angeles. The land-use authorities granted in 

the Redevelopment Plans remain e(fective and will continue to be administered bv the DLA starting on 

Februarv 1 2012. 

Following are the relevant Redevelopment Plan Sections which must be considered: 

From the CRA Hollywood Redevelopment Pian Amended May 20, 2003 and Effective July 12, 2003, 

Ordinance No. 175236: 

Section 407.1.4 Development Plans .- All development plans (whether public or private) shall be subject 

to the review and approval by the Agency. All development in the Project area must confonn to this 

Redevelopment Plan, 

The Millennium Project has not been reviewed and a(lproved by the Agenc}!, 
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Section V. 501 .... No real property in the Project Area shall be subdivided, developed, rehabilitated or 

othervlise changed after the date of adoption of this Redevelopment Plan, except in conformance with the 

provisions of this Plan or applicable Designs for Development adopted pursuant to this Plan. 

The DEIR does not address the Project's conformitv with apvlicable Designs for Development 

Section V. 505.2 .... The Agency shall review ali new development with this District to ensure that views 

to and from the Hollywood Hills are, to the extent practical, preserved. This review shall include an 

examination of the following: 

..... The topography in the area and the existing building scale in the immediate vicinity; 

The views to and from the Hollywood Hills which will be affected 

The development plans induding the building massing, orientation, height and bulk 

The Project, as described in the DEIR, does not comply with this Section of the Redevelopment 

Plan as the height of the proposed buildings, by definition, will impact the views to and from the 

HollY\vood Hills and not "preserve" current views. 

Section V 506.2.1 Hollywood Boulevard District...The objectives of the District are to: .... .2) Assure 

that new development is sympathetic to and complements the existing scale of development. 

As previously stated, the proposed Project is of a magnitude that far exceeds any other buildings 

developed in the Hollywood Redevelopment area. This Project is tmcompIimentary to the existing scale 

of proposed development in the Hollywood area and is also not sympathetic to existing developments in 

size, bulk or scale. The Project, as proposed, shows 2 towers roughly 4x's the height of the iconic Capitol 

Records building, which is immediately adjacent to both Project towers. 

Additionally, given the recent revisions to the Hollywood Community Plan, there isn't the ability 

to develop future buildings to the height, size or scale of this Project as there is neither the aggregate 

land available to acquire a large enough contiguous parcel develop a similar sized project nor do the 

height limits in the Hep allow for any commercial or residential structures close to this height. Thus, this 

Project will be the lone white elephant in the Regional Con·idor with nothing complimentary to it. 

Please note that Section V 506.2.2 Hollywood Core Transition District ... shall be given special 

consideration due to the low density of the adjacent residential areas. The objective of this District is to 

provide for a transition in the scale and intensity of development between Regional Center Commercial 

uses and residential neighborhoods. The Agency shall review all building permits in this District to 

ensure that circulation patterns, landscaping, parking and scale of new construction is not detrimental 

to the adjacent residential neighborhoods. Development guidelines shall be prepared for this Dish·jet to 

ensure that new development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. 

Res[lon_se to Comment No. 106-12 
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First, Sections II, Project Description, and IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR discuss the need 

for DLA review and approval of the Project. For example, see page 11-50 of the Draft EIR. Further, page 

IV.G-IS ofthe Land Usc Planning section oftlle Draft EIR statcs "[g]iven that the City may elect to adopt 

or continue CRAlLA approval authority through the DLA or through transfer of that authority to the City 

Planning Dcpartment, including adoption and implementation of the Design District Plan, this Draft EIR 

will set forth the Project's consistency with eRA/LA plans and design district guidelines, and assume 

their applicability until such time any action from the City renders the Redevelopment Plan or Design 

District Plan no longer applicable to the Project Site." 

Second, the Draft EIR sets forth the Project's consistency with applicable goals and objectives of the 

Redevelopment Plan on pages IV.G-48 through IV.G-52. For example, the objective to "[a ]ssure that 

new development is sympathetic to and complements the existing scale of development" cited in the 

comment, is analyzed on page IYG-50. Further, pages IV.G-52 through IV.G-54 of the Draft EIR 

analyze the Project's compatibility with the goals ofthe Draft: Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin 

Avenue Design District Urban Design Standards. It is important to note the Draft: Design District Urban 

Design Standards have not been adopted and thus are not enforceable. However, they were analyzed in 

the Draft EIR to be conservative and 10 demonstrate the Project's consistency with the standards. 

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views and overall 

visual character of the Project in Hollj'\vood. Additionally, it should be noted that the Project Site does 

not contain a height limitation under current zoning. Also, the Draft EIR analyzed height and massing 

issues related to surrounding properties in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics, IV.C, Cultural Resources, and 

IV.G, Land Use: Planning. The Draft EIR discloses that the Pn~iect allows for a scale and massing of 

ncw development that is significantly larger than other structures in the immediately sun·ounding area. 

To maintain certain view corridors, certain height and massing criteria are listed in the Development 

Regulations of the Draft ErR. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would implement a modem mixed-use development consisting 

of modem, yet architecturally varied, urban stmctures that are consistent in use and character to the 

surrounding urban aesthetics environment As illustrated in the urban silhouette figures in the Aesthetics 

Technical Report, the Project would become a prominent visual feature in the vicinity due to its 

proposed maximum heights. Also, the zoning on the Project Site allows for tall urban structures and 

the surrounding urban vicinity is populated with existing midnnse towers and a variety of structures at 

ditferent heights that present an erratic urban skyline. 

With regards to Capitol Records Building mentioned by the commenter, Section IV.C, Cultural Resources 

of the Draft EIR, shows that the mitigation measures included in the Draft FIR will mitigate potential 

impacts to historic resources to a less-than-significant level under all development scenarios. These 

conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the foml of the Historic Resources Rcport circulated 

as an appendix to the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 106-13 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Letter 106 - Ho[ZY'rVood Dell Civic Association (#3) 

Responses to Comments 

Page /6 

RL0037068 



ENV -11E-068 
City of Los AI1r;e!es FebruaJY 2013 

Finally, no consideration has been given to the Franklin Transition Corridor and ensuring 

that the development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. These residcntial areas include thc 

Hollywood Dell, ~Argylc, Outpost, Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywoodland, The Oaks, 

Lake Hollywood, Los Feliz, and the residential community directly east on Yucca and Carlos between 

Argyle and Gower. 

Response to Comment No. 106-13 

Pages IV.G-52 through IV.G-54 of the Land Use and Planning section of the Draft EIR analyze the 

Project's compatibility with the goals of the Draft Hollywood Boulevard District and Franklin Avenue 

Design District Urban Design Standards. It is important to note the Draft Design District Urban Design 

Standards have not been adopted and thus are not enforceable. However, they were analyzed in the Draft 

EIR to be conservative and to demonstrate the Project's consistency with the standards. 

Further, the Project's compatibility with surrounding land uses is analyzed 011 pages IY.G-61 through 

IV.G-62 of the Land Use section of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 106-14 

The HDCA Board of Directors voted unanimously to accept and approve this letters comments and 

recommendations. 

Response to Comment No. 106-14 

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project As 

such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be fOlwarded to the decision-making bodies 

for their review and consideration. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Letter 106 - Hollywood Dell Civic Association (#3) 
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Comment Letter No. 106 

December 10,2012 

Srimal Hewawttharana 
Environmental Specialist, LA Dept of 
City Planning 
201 North Figeuroa Street, #4 
Los Angeles CA 90012 

RE: Response to Draft EIR for Hollywood Millennium Project 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

The Hollywood Dell Civic Association C'HDCA") wishes to provide the following comments on the Millennium 
Hollyvifood Project DEIR. Given the substantial impact this Project will have on adjacent commercial and 
residential communities, we have previously requested the Planning Department extend the public comment 
period for an additional 45-days to allow the HDCA and other surrounding residential communities to 
comment in greater detail on the DEIR. To date the Planning Department has not notified us of an extension 
to the public comment period so lacking more time the following comments are made with reservations. 

We believe development of the Millennium site represents a proactive step in the renovation and reutilization 
of Hollywood's Historic core, however, we do not consider a 1.1 million net square foot project with the 
proposed size, bulk, massing and height indicated by Millennium in the DEIR as appropriate for the location. 
A Project of this size significantly increases traffic on all major streets adjacent Hollywood Hills communities 
and in the Hollywood area during AM/PM Peak Hours. This increased congestion severely limits 
ingress/egress from our neighborhoods. The proposed 2-towers of 558' in height dwarf and minimize the 
historic Capitol Records building, will top out at approximately 20-25 stories taller than any current structure 
in Hollywood, and would obstruct existing views to and from the Hollywood Hills and the Hollywood sign 
from many vantage points in the City.. Additionally, the excessive height will block existing views of 
Hollywood Hills residents impacting property values, security and privacy. Occupants of the towers and 
observation decks will have unrestricted eye level views of homeowner's possessions and activities. We 
believe a scaled down project would offer far fewer impacts to our community, but retain the many benefits 
the larger project intends to promote such as increased housing, retail facilities and pedestrian space. A 
smaller Project may also more effectively enhance, protect and highlight the Capitol Records building and 
significantly reduce traffic and infrastructure impacts to the surrounding area. 

The following identifies deficiencies or inadequacies we believe exist in the DEIR and outlines why proposed 
mitigations do not appear to be sufficient or appropriate. Our recommendations are also included. 

Transportation and Traffic Studies 
Section IV Xl, 1-1 through 1-31: 

The DEiR does not present any Environmental Impact Analysis reflecting the Project's impacts on 
residential ingress/egress from their communities north of Franklin Avenue. In fact there are no traffic 
studies of intersections north of Franklin Avenue yet there are hundreds of residents that transit those 
intersections daily. For example, the analysis anticipates that traffic congestion at the Cahuenga/Franklin 
intersection is unmitigateable, however the study does not consider the traffic impacts at the intersections of 
Dlx/Cahuenga, Cahuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, Odin/Cahuenga, Ivar/Franldin all of which are within 500' of 
the Cahuenga/Franklin intersection and will experience similar traffic congestion impacting ingress/egress 
during peakAMjPM hours. 

Mitigation Suggestion: Order additional traffic studies of the intersections at Dix/Cahuenga, 
Cabuenga Terrace/Cahuenga, Odin/Cahuenga, lvar/Franklin and Argyle and Franklin to determine if the 
additional AM/PM traffic will impact ingress and f:gress to the Hollywood Dell. Have signals installed at each 
of the designated intersections to allow for controlled access and left hand turns. 

106-1 

106-2 
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Comment Letter No.1 06 (Cent) 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Section II Project Description, Page 11-8. 

The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan limits the maximum FAR allowable on the site to 4.5:1FAR, this 
is further limited by the D-Development Limitation (Ordinance No. 165659) which restricts the development 
to 3:1FAR. Millennium is requesting a Variance to increase the FAR to a 6:1FAR which would allow an 
increase in the total development square footage from 3:1FAR (approx. 291,735SF development) to 6:1FAR 
(approx. 1,100,OOOSF). A 1.1MiJlion square foot project would be larger than any existing structure in 
Hollywood and larger than many other significant projects previously developed in the City of Los Angeles 
(i.e.: Hollywood & Highland Shopping Ctr.: 375,OOOSF; Staples Center: 950,OOOSF; and the Los Angeles 
Convention Center: 756,OOOSF). 

Mitigation Suggestion: To reduce traffic congestion, view impacts and infrastructure demands we request 
the City limit the size of the Project to a 4.5:1 FAR which would allow full utilization of the site as a mixed use 
development proposed by the Developer while controlling the size, bulk and scale of the Project in a manner 
consistent and complimentary to other developments in the Hollywood area. 

Quimby Fees: The Developer will pay Quimby Fees to the City for the development and maintenance of 
green space throughout the City. 

Mitigation Suggestion: We request that those funds be specifically earmarked for parks and green spaces in 
the Holl}'\"\lood area with a priority on parks and green spaces within walking distance of the Project. 

Infrastructure Improvements: 
Section IV.G, Section IV.J and Section IV. L: 
The DElR does not mention any studies undertaken to consider repairs or expansion of existing sidewalks, 
street lighting, crosswalks, or pedestrian bridges to facilitate pedestrian access to areas immediately adjacent 
to the Project. Nor does it mention infrastructure studies or mitigations related to water, wastewater or 
electricity demand. Given the uncertainties in the water supply horizon and in capacities oflocal delivery 
systems, impacts to water are considered potentially significant. There is no mitigation measure offered 
beyond the promise to work with LADWP and to contribute a calculated amount in fees to the City as part of 
the permit process. 

Mitigation Suggestions: Undertake a study to review and upgrade existing lighting, sidewalk access and 
crosswalks and the potential of installing signals at/near the intersections of Franklin/Vine, Franklin/Yucca 
and Franklin and Argyle. A portion of the estimated $5 Million the Project will pay into the City's General 
Fund should be desjgnated/returned to the Hollywood Community to pay for additional Fire and Police 
services that the Project will demand. Though the DEIR suggest on one additional police officer will be 
required to meet the present standard of 1 officer per every 833 residents for the Project (Section IV.I.2, page 
2-4), however, the Project proposes a total population for the Project of 3,970 (Residents + Daily Workforce+ 
Business Users, Section IV.!, pages 17, 24 & 27) which would suggest the increase population on created by 
the Project requires an additional 3-full time officers be added to the Hollywood precinct In general 
Developer Fees from the Project should be specifically deSignated to update the surrounding Hollywood 
utility delivery systems and infrastructure rather than going to the City's General Fund. 

Parking Variance 
Section Ii Project Description, Page Il-31 

The Developer has asked for a Variance to reduce the City's standard parking allocation for health 
club use at the facility from 10:1,000 to 2:1,000 on the assumption that a significant portion of health club 
users would come from internal use, travel by public transport or be considered a "pass-by" user that would 
not significantly add to parking demands of the Project. This assumption is flawed as health club generated 
traffic increases substantially during peak PM traffic and most health club users do not typically take public 
transport or go to a health dub on their way to dinner or other activities * ("pass-by trips". The key H!aSOn the 
City has a high requirement for health club parking is historically health clubs generate parking requirements 
in excess of most other retail uses. 

www.hollvwooddelLcom 
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Comment Letter No. 106 (Cant) 

Mitigation Suggestion: The parking requirement should not be reduced from 10 :1,000 as those individuals j 
that drive to the Project to use the health dub who cannot park in the facility will look for on street parking 106-7 
and reduce available public parking and generate additional traffic congestion on surrounding streets. (Cant) 

Building Height: 
Section IV .A 1, Aesthetics, Page IV.Al-13 through 1-56 

Height Zones for the project are identified to be within 220' to 585 feet in height. Existing views from 
and to the Hollywood Hills are not significantly impacted by the Project at 220' of height, however at 500' and 
585' feet the Project significantly impacts views to and from the Hollywood Hills, the Hollywood Sign and 
surrounding commercial area of Hollywood. The 2-proposed 585' tall towers combined with the site 
locations elevation would make the towers approximately the 6tll and 7tll tallest buildings in Los Angeles. 
Totally out of scale with the Hollywood commercial district. The extreme height would also be between 20-
25 stories taller than any existing development in the Hollywood commercial area. The lack of scale to 
surrounding commercial development adjacent to the Project is significant and the negative impact to view 
site lines from the HollyvvDod Hills is detrimental to residential property values, quality of life and privacy. 
From many points of view around Los Angeles the towers will appear taller than Mt. Hollywood located 106-8 
behind the project, obscure the view of the iconic Hollywood sign and dwarf the adjacent Capitol Records 
building and other structures in the Hollywood area. 
Suggested Mitigations; 

Cap the Project's height at a maximum of 30-stories (between 220'- 400'); this maintains most of the 
existing views to and from the Hollywood Hills, to the Hollywood sign and ofMt. Hollywood. Reduced height 
of the Project maintains reasonable continuity betvveen existing Hollywood building heights and with the size 
and scale of the Capitol Records building. The resulting reduction in height may increase massing at lower 
elevations, but this will not significantly impact the view site lines to and from the Capitol Records building 
(Figure iV.A.I-IO). Additional photographic studies should be made showing the impact of the Project on 
views from other locations in the City and from other vantage points in the Hollywood Hills as the Project will 
be located less than 500' from many single family and multi-tenant residences. 

Transportation & Traffic: 
Section: W.K.ls, pages 1- 1 to 1-131 

The Projects proposes certain transportation and traffic mitigations to offset the anticipated 
significant increase in traffic on adjacent streets. We believe this increase in traffic has been significantly 
underrepresented in th.: DElR. We suggest the fofluwing additional mitigations be funded by the Developer. 
Suggested Mitigations: 

• CahuengajFranklin: Add a right turn lane for northbound traffic. 
Argyle/Franklin: In addition to proposed mitigations add a 4 th north bound lane on Argyle to 

allow for 2-left turn lanes, one thru lane and one right turn lane. Through traffic from a right lane would be 
significantly hampered by cars turning right being stoppf"d by pedestrian traffic crossing Franklin. Further, 
representatives of the Hollywood Hills communities should be included in all conversations regarding traffic 
mitigations to intersections immediately adjacent to their communities. 

.. 

Additional mitigations suggestions: 
1) Synchronization of traffic signal light at Franklin and Argyle with the traffic calming light on 

the 101 Northbound onramp at Franklin and Argyle 
2) Extending the 101 Northbound onramp at Franldin and Argyle to stack more northbound 

cars trying to enter the freeway at peak trafi'ic hours 
3) Eliminate the U-Turn onto the 101 Northbound onrarnp at Franklin and Argyle as you drive 

east on Franklin to the intersection of Franklin and Argyle 
4) Widen Franklin eastbound under the Vine Stref!t off ramp as you travel eastbound to the 

Franklin and Argyle intersection so there room for more cars to stack in the left turn lane. 
The two straight eastbound lanes essentially become one eastbound lane at peak traffic 
hours as too many cars queue for the left turn lane in the through lane and stop traffic. 

S) Signaled traffic light with crosswalk at Franklin and Ivar so that the residential traffic north 
of Franklin have an alternative intersection to exit onto Franklin (a secondary highway) 

Hollywood/Vine: Left turn signals should be added for all intersection directions . 

www.hollywooddell.com 
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Comment Letter No.1 06 (Cant) 

Signals should be added to the intersections of OdinjCahuenga, Cahuenga TerracejCahuenga, A\ 106-9 
Dix/Cahuenga, and lvar/Franklin. ~ . (Cant) 

Open Space: 
Public Assemblies, Planned Gatherings and Concerts 
II.H., pages 32. 

The Project proposes holding concerts and public gatherings in the common plazas with no 
mention of controls or scheduling. 

Suggested Mitigations: The number of concerts and scheduled public gatherings at the Project should be 
limited and coordinated through CDB Hollywood Boulevard Street Closure Committee. 

Assessment: 
Open Space - page 794 

The DEIR provides an economic trigger for open space funds but does not specifically designate the 
allocation of those funds. The Franklrn lvar Park is a % acre park under development within .18 miles or 2 blocks 
north and 1 block east of the Project. 

Additionally, the Community Plan Update adopted as a designated open space the Franklin Ivar Park. The 
creation of the Franklin lvar Park would provide the establishment of open space linkages, including the "healing" 
of neighborhoods divided by freeways. 

Suggested Mitigations: 

The recently adopted Hollywood Community Plan included a designation of the Franklin Ivar Park for Open Space. 
A portion of the funds for Park Acquisition and Development through the "Park and Recreational Site and Facilities 
fund" and/or the Quimby Fees should be specifically allocated to the Franklin Ivar Park as it is the closest park (.18 
miles - two blocks up and one block over) to the Project. 

The specific funds to be allocated to the Franklin Ivar Park include: 

1) funds for a fly-over pedestrian bridge from Ivar on the south side of Franklin to the park on the north side 
of Franklin 

2) A signaled traffic light at FrankHn and Ivar with a pedestrian crosswalk 
3) landscaping on the south side of franklin between Cahuenga and Ivar in a manner compatible with the 

landscaping in the Park 
$75,000 annual contribution to the Friends of Franklin tvar Park (501Q3)) for the ongoing main tenance of the Park 

DEIR CompatibiHty with eRA Redevelopment Plan: 

The DEIR does not adequately discuss the need for the eRA or DLA to review, comment and oversee projects 
within the Redevelopment Area. As stated on the eRA/LA's website: 

Notice: ABx1-26 does not abolish the City's 31 existing Rftf!.f..Yf..[QQfJ1ent Plans which will continue to be 
administered by a Designated Local Authority COLA") thatQvfl[see~ projects of the forl1]f!LQ.QmmYJJity. 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles. The land-use authorities granted in tfm 
Redeyelopment Plans remain effective and wilt continue to be administered by the DLA starting on 
February 1 2012. 

FoUgwing are the relevant Redevelopment Plan Sections which must be considered: 

www.hoHywooddell.com 
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From the eRA Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Amended May 20,2003 and Effective July 12,2003, Ordinance 
No. 175236: 

Section 407.1.4 Development Plans - All development plans (whether public or private) shall be subject to 
the review and approval by the Agency. All development in the Project area must conform to this 
Redevelopment Plan. 

The Millennium Protect has not been reviewed and anproved by the Agency 

Section V. 501 .... No real property in the Project Area shaH be subdivided, developed, rehabilitated or 
otherwise changed after the date of adoption of this Redevelopment Plan, except in conformance with the 
provisions of this Plan or applicable Designs for Development adopted pursuant to this Plan. 

The DEIR does not address the Protect's conformity with applicable Designs for Development 

Section V. 505.2 .... The Agency shaH review all new development with this District to ensure that views to and 
from the Hollywood Hills are, to the extent practical, preserved. This review shall include an examination of 
the following: 

.« .. The topography in the area and the existing building scale in the immediate vicinity; 
The views to and from the Hollywood Hills which will be affected 
The development plans including the building massing, orientation, height and bulk 

The Project, as described in the DEIR, does not comply with this Section of the Redevelopment Plan 
as the height of the proposed buildings, by definition, will impact the views to and from the Hollywood Hills 
and not "preserve" current views. 

Section V 506.2.1 Hollywood Boulevard District.. .. The objectives of the District are to: ..... 2) Assure that new 
development is sympathetic to and complements the existing scale of development. 

As previously stated, the proposed Project is of a magnitude that far exceeds any other buildings 
developed in the Hollywood Redevelopment area. This Project is uncomplimentary to the existing scale of 
proposed development in the Hollywood area and is also not sympathetic to existing developments in size, 
bulk or scale. The Project, as proposed, shows 2 towers roughly 4x's the height ofthe iconic Capitol Records 
building, which is immediately adjacent to both Project towers. 

Additionally, given the recent revisions to the Hollywood Community Plan, there isn't the ability to 
develop future buildings to the height, size or scale of this Project as there is neither the aggregate land 
available to acquire a large enough contiguous parcel develop a similar sized project nor do the height limits 
in the Hep allow for any commercial or residential structures close to this height. Thus, this Project will be 
the lone white elephant in the Regional Corridor with nothing complimentary to it. 

Please note that Section V 506.2.2 Hollywood Core Transition District ... shall be given special 
consideration due to the low density of the adjacent residential areas. The objective of this District is to 
provide for a transition in the scale and intensity of development between Regional Center Commercial uses 
and residential neighborhoods. The Agency shall review all building permits in this District to (~nsure that 
circulation patterns, landscaping. parking and scale of new construction is not detrimental to the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. Development guidelines shall be prepared for this District to ensure that new 
development is compatible with adjacent residential areas. 

Finally, no consideration has been given to the Franklin Transition Corridor and ensuring that 
the development is compatible with adjan!nt residential areas. These residential areas include the Hollywood 
Dell, Argyle, Outpost, Whitley Heights, Beachwood Canyon, Hollywoodland, The Oaks, Lake Hollywood, Los 
Feliz, and the residential community directly east on Yucca and Carlos between Argyle and Gower. 

www.hollywooddell.com 
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The HDCA Board of Directors voted unanimously to accept and approve this letters comments and I 
recommendations. ~ 1 06-14 

Sincerely, 

Patti Negri 
President, HoUywood Dell Civic Association 

Cc: 
Council President Eric Garcetti, CD 13 
Council Member Tom LaBonge, CD 4 
HUN C, Erik Sanjurao, Vice President 
Hollywoodland Homeowners Association, Sarajane Schwartz, President 
Oaks Homeowners Association, Caroline Schweich, President 
Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association, Fran Reichenbach, President 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council, Anastasia Mann, President 

wWy:!".hollywooddell.com 
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ENV-IIE-461 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Hazards & Hazardous Materials Chapter 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Jul 12, 2012 at 2:39 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@iacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones 
<kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

Attached, please find the re\4ewed Hazards & Hazardous Materials chapter, with comments, etc. The Langan 
2012 Phase I ESA should be included in the list of ESAs on the 1 st page and referenced/cited appropriately in 
the text, as indicated. not mentioned as "another study", etc. 

Srimal 

i.\[J Redline Hazards (1)SH.docx 
96K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, Ju112, 2012 at 2:39 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laciiy.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Ke\4n Jones 
<kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 

R'om: Srimal Hewawitharana [mallto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org} 
Sent: Thursday, July 12, 20122:40 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo; Kevin Jones 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Hazards & Hazardous Materials Chapter 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

Attached, please find t!le reviewed Hazards & Hazardous Materials chapter, with comments, etc. The Langan 
2012 Phase I ESA shou!d be included in the list of ESAs on the 1 st page and referenced/cited appropriately in 
the text, as indicated, not mentioned as "another study", etc. 

Srima! 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax ad\4ce given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 

https:!!mail.google.comfmail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&.th"'1387d22388eb882f 1/2 
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(i) a\iOiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, market~~~hl~n4~nding to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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ENV -11E-309 

LA 
C GHCS· 

Millennium Hollywood b Wastewater Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 1:14 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.Ofg>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Attached are my comments on Wastewater. Mainly, if the LADWP letter from Michael Downs newly cited in the 
Water section becomes Appendix L.3, then, the written correspondence from Ali Poosti, Wastewater Engineering 
Services Di\hsion, BOS, referenced in the Wastewater section as Appendix L.3 becomes Appendix LA. 

And further on in the document, in the Energy Conservation section, Appendices LA and lo5 become L.5 and 
L.6, respectively. 

Srima! 

't!j Watewaier.pdf 
151K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 2:21 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@Jacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmurlin.com>, Li saW ebber < lisa. webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawftharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: TuesdaYI October 16, 2012l:15 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Wastewater Comments 

Attachec:tare my comments on Wastewater. Mainly, ifthe LADWP letter fi'omMichae1 Downs newly cited 

in the Water section becomes Appendix L.3, then, the written correspondence fi'om Ali Poost~ Wastewater 
Engineering Services Division, BOS, referenced In the Wastewater section as Appendix L.3 becomes 
Appendix LA. 

And .liUiher on in the document, in the Energy Con.servation section, Appendices L.4 and L.5 become L.S 
and L. 6, respectively. 

https:f1mail.googre.comimailf?ui"'2&ik-"285d5bdce4&";f?,lFpt&search"'inboX&th= 13a6b37045ac0f91 1/2 
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Srimal 

~ IV.L.2. Utilities and Service Systems ~ Wastewater 10_16_12.doc 
389K 
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ENV-llE-661 

FW: Capitol Records 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 20, 2011 at 1 :05 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi there Sri mal: 

Not sure if I forwarded this to you or not, but here is an explanation of the 6270 Yucca address. Also, we have a 
map made for your review, but we are making some final changes to it. Thanks Srimal. 

-Ryan 

From: Shane Parker [shane@parkerenvironmental.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 4:04 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Chris Joseph 
Subject: Re: Capitol Question 

Yes, 6270 Yucca is a part of the Project - always has been. It is part of 
the Gogerty complex which is identified as 1770 Vine (corner of Yucca and 
Vine). Technically it is one building on 2 lots. ZIMAS shows one address 
(1770 Vine) for the building but no address for what we later learned is 
6270 Yucca. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 20, 2011 at 3:08 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 

Hi Ryan, 

Thanks for the explanation. The address in question, however, was 6235 Yucca (address per your draft Water 
Supply Assessment letter \oS. 6236 Yucca (address per Env. Assessment form on file and NOP, neither of which 
mentioned 6235). Perhaps the map, once completed, will help clear up which is the correct address - 6235 or 
6236. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden} 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 20, 2011 at 3:29 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmentaLcom> 

hltps:/tmail.google.com'rnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\oiev-Fpt&search=inbox&th=13322f128c284aOb 1/5 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- FW: Capitol Records 

ENV-llE-662 
Hi Srimal -

Thanks for your reply. 6235 is actually on the north side of Yucca - which is not part of the project. The correct 
address (and we've verified this with ZIMAS) is 6236 Yucca. You are correct, the map will help clarify this issue. 
Thanks again Sri mal. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawltharana [srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2011 3:08 PM 
To: Ryan Lucker! 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Shane Parker 
Subject: Re: FW: Capitol Records 

Hi Ryan, 

Thanks for the explanation. The address in question, however, was 6235 Yucca (address per your draft Water 
Supply Assessment letter \IS. 6236 Yucca (address per Env. Assessment form on file and NOP, neither of which 
mentioned 6235). Perhaps the map, once completed, will help clear up which is the correct address - 6235 or 
6236. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Oct 20,2011 at 1:05 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Hi there Srimal: 

Not sure if I forwarded this to you or not, but here is an explanation of the 6270 Yucca address. Also, we have a 
map made for your review, but we are making some final changes to it. Thanks Srimal. 

-Ryan 

From: Shane Parker [shane@parkerenvironmentai.com<mailto:shane@parkerenvironmental.com>] 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 20, 2011 at 4:33 PM 
To: Ryan Lucker! <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmentaLcom> 

Ryan, 

No problem. ShaH I finalize the WSA letter to reflect the 6236 Yucca address? 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan lucker1 <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 21, 2011 at 12:00 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Yes, please finalize with the 6236 Yucca address. Thanks again for your help Srimal. 

-Ryan 

https:llmail.google.comimaill?ui"'2&ik=:285d5bdce4&'vleVFpt&search==inboY&th==13322f128c284aOb 2/5 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ FW: Capitol Records 
ENV-llE-663 

From: Srimai Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org1 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2011 4:33 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Shane Parker 
Subject: Re: FW: Capitol Records 

Ryan, 

No problem. Shall I finalize the WSA letter to reflect the 6236 Yucca address? 

Srimal 

On Thu, Oct 20,2011 at 3:29 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa~nepa.com» wrote: 
Hi Srimal -

Thanks for your reply. 6235 is actually on the north side of Yucca - which is not part of the project. The correct 
address (and we've verified this with ZIMAS) is 6236 Yucca. You are correct, the map will help clarify this issue. 
Thanks again Sri maL 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@lacity .org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> J 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2011 3:08 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Shane Parker 
Subject: Re: FW: Capitol Records 

Hi Ryan, 

Thanks for the explanation. The address in question, however, was 6235 Yucca (address per your draft Water 
Supply Assessment letter 'lB. 6236 Yucca (address per Env. Assessment form on file and NOP I neither of which 
mentioned 6235). Perhaps the map, once completed, will help clear up which is the correct address - 6235 or 
6236. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Oct 20, 2011 at 1 :05 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»> wrote: 
Hi there Srimal: 

Not sure if I forwarded this to you or not, but here is an explanation of the 6270 Yucca address. Also, we have a 
map made for your review, but we are making some final changes to it. Thanks Srimal. 

-Ryan 

From: Shane Parker [shane@parkerenvironmental.com<mailto:shane@parkerenvironmental.com>< 
manto: s hane@parkerenvironmental.com<mailto: s hane@parkerenvironmental.com»] 
[Quoted text hiddtln] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 25, 2011 at 11 :03 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

https:t/mail.googleocomtmailf?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&~evFpt&search"'inbo~th=13322f128c284aOb 3/5 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - FW Capitol Records 

Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shand]:~Vk:~~E.snlirfe@parkerenvironmentaLcom> 

Srimal -

Attached is the address map for your records and WSA. Hope this helps and please let us know if we can help 
further. 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.orgI 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2011 4:33 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Shane Parker 
Subject: Re: FW: Capito! Records 

Ryan, 

No problem. Shall I finalize the WSA letter to reflect the 6236 Yucca address? 

Srimal 

On Thu, Oct 20, 2011 at 3:29 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Hi Srimal-

Thanks for your reply. 6235 is actually on the north side of Yucca - which is not part of the project The correct 
address (and we've verified this with ZIMAS) is 6236 Yucca. You are correct, the map will help clarify this issue. 
Thanks again Srimal. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity .org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>] 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2011 3:08 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Shane Parker 
Subject: Re: FW: Capitol Records 

Hi Ryan, 

Thanks for the explanation. The address in question, however, was 6235 Yucca (address per your draft Water 
Supply Assessment letter \IS. 6236 Yucca (address per Env. Assessment form on file and NOP, neither of which 
mentioned 6235). Perhaps the map, once completed, will help clear up which is the correct address - 6235 or 
6236. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

[Quoted text hidden) 

'k'j Millennium Hollywood Address Map.pdf 
511K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

https://mail.google.comlmailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&thc=13322f128c284aOb 

Tue, Oct 25, 2011 at 2:48 PM 

4/5 

RL0037083 



7/19113 City of Los Angeles Mail- FW: Capitol Records 

To: Ryan Lucker!: <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-IIE-665 

Ryan, 

Thank you for the map. 

I wasn't able to to the WSA letter today. But will try and get that done tomorrow. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/fmail.google.comimailf?ui= 2&ik=285d5bdce4&1.i ewcpt&search=inbox&.th= 13322f128c284aOb 5f5 
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7124/13 CityofLos Angeles Mail - Invitation: Holiyv-.ood Millenium@ Fri Jul 20 1 0:30am - 12pm (srimaLhewav.itharana@lacity.org) 

LA 
QGHCS 

ENV -11E-463 

Invitation: Hollywood MiUenium @ Fri Jul 20 10:30am m 12pm 
(srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org) 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.lbarra@lacity.org> Thu, Jul 12, 2012 at 8:26 AM 
Reply-To: Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: "srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, 
"afraijo@sheppardmullin.com" <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon .foreman@lacity.org> 

Hollywood Millenium 

Hotiywood MiUenium Design Guidelines & E!R Follow-up 

When 

Where 

Fri Ju! 20 10:30am - 12pm Pacific Time 

Planning-CH721 (map) 

Calendar srimaL hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Who • Sergio Ibarra - organizer 

• Kevin Jones 

• afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com 

• Henry Chu 

• Srimai Hewawitharana 

• Jon Foreman 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation from Google Ca!endar 

more details)} 

You are receiving this email at the account srimal.hew aw itharana@lacity.org because you are subscribed for invitations on 
calendar srirmLhew aw itharana@lacity.org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to httpsJlwww.google.com.calendar/ and change your notification settings for 
this calendar. 

o invite.ics 
2K 

https:!/mail.googie.comlmai!/?ui = 2&ik=285dStxJce4&\iew=pt&search=inboX&th'" 1387bccb902d9ceO 111 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hrg Notice 

ENV-IIE-075 

Millennium Hrg Notice 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia<ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Here you go ... 

Thank you, Srimall 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

~ DAA-CPC hrgnotice.pdf 
97K 

SrimaJ Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciraUa.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 
[CluoterJ text hidden] 

https:/lmail.google.r;orn/mail!?ui=2&iI0285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th,;;13cd05ed98622fb6 

Tue, Feb 12, 2013 at 1:45 PM 

TUB, Feb 12, 2013 at 1 :46 PM 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angefes Mail - Millennium Hollywood ~ Parking 

ENV-llE-311 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Parking 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 12:48 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@Jacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuliin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Attached are my edits on the Transportation: Parking chapter. 

Srimal 

t9 Park~ng.pdf 
170K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 1:39 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lactty.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com>, lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal. 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto: sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 16; 2012 12:49 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
CC: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Parking 

Atta .. ched are my edits on the Transportation: Parking chapter. 

Srimal 

~ IV.K.2. Transportation - Parking 10_16_12.doc 
279K 

hlips :I!rnaif >fJ(xJg le.corrv'rnai Il?ui =2&i k"'285d5bdce4&viE."fF pt&search"-' i nbox&th= 13a6b1 ecc041d519 111 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv..ood - Transportation: Traffic 

ENV-llE-312 

Millennium HoUywood m Transportation: Traffic 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 12:42 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@!acity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, lisa Webber <Hsa.webber@lacity.org> 

Attached, please find my edits and comments on the Transportation-Traffic chapter. 

Two or three of the edits are carried over from the 2nd screencheck. For example, Table IV.K.1-12, there is a 
superscript 2 appearing after Excavation & Shoring (1st column, row 2) with no corresponding 2 in the notes area 
of the table, and a "b" in the notes area with no corresponding b in the table. In my 2nd screencheck comments 
A16 and A17, I had asked if the superscript 2 should be a band if the note b applied to superscript 2. Ifso, 
please make the change. 

Same with the use of LADOT and DOT; in my comment A23 in the 2nd screencheck, I had stated that, if the 
document starts out using LADOT as the abbreviation, then, to use LADOT throughout, not a combination of 
LADOT and DOT, seemingly at random. 

Also, towards the end of the document, in response to my comment A40 in the 2nd screencheck, half the 
requested edit had been done (deletion of one LADOTwnere it was written out twice), but the rest of the edit 
(removal ofthe italics) hadn't been done (and no explanation as to why the edit was not made). 

Edits on Transportation-Parking to follow. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

~ Traffic.pdf 
627K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 1:18 PM 
To: Srima[ Hewawltharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacitY.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, lisa Webber <!isa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redrine. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 

https:!/mail.google.comirnail!?ui~2&ik"'285d5bdce4&vi8'""",pt&search"'inbox&th;o:13a6b1943c1a1ffe 1/2 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl)MlJOd - Transportation: Traffic 

Sent: TuesdaYt October 16, 2012 12:42 PM ENV-llE-313 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Usa Webber 
Subject: Milfennium Holfyvvood - Transportation: Traffic 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ IV.K.1. Transportation - Traffic 10_16_12.DOC 
2892K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tnank you. 

Sdmai 
[Quoted text hidden] 

htlps :lfmai I.g oog le.collYmai li?uio:2&i F 285d5bdce4&vleVF pt&search= i nboX&th= 13a6b1943c1a 1ffe 

Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 1 :26 PM 
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7/24/13 

A . 
GEECS ..• 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HolljMOOd: CEQA Update 

ENV-IIE-666 

Millennium Hollywood: CEQA Update 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Feb 8,2012 at 5:21 PM 
To: "Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org" <Sri mal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, 
Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

When: Wednesday, February 22,20122:00 PM-3:00 PM (GMT-OS:OO) Pacific Time (US & Canada). 
Where: City Hall - Room 750 (Srimal to Confirm) 

Note: The GMT offset above does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used 
by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments ). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail 
and delete the message and any attachments. 

O invite.ics 
..... 3K 

https:!/mail.google.comlmail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&viev-Fpt&search=inbox&th=1355fb3ccOd86ba8 1/1 
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7125113 CityofLos Angeles Mail- Fwd: CPC-2008-344O-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 

ENV-IIE-076 

......••. -.... '.' ............•..................................• ,. __ .......... _ ............ , .•....•. _ .. - " .. " .. . 

Fwd: CPC-2008~3440~ZC-CU B-CU~ZV mHD ~- ENV -2011-675-EIR 

LuciraHa Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> Man, Feb 11, 2013 at 1 :03 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@laciiy.org> 

fyi 

------- Forwarded message -------
From: ggg@coppeLnet <ggg@copper.net> 
Date: Mon, Feb 11, 2013 at 1:00 PM 
Subject: CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR 
To: luciraiia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Please add the attached docs to to case CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU
ZV-HD -- ENV-2011-675-EIR. 

George Abrahams 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

2 attachments 

~ Why Federal Transit Hasnt Lived Up to Its Promises.docx 
66K 

~ Transit Policy in an Era of the Shrinking Federal Dollar.docx 
763K 

htlps:1/mail.google.cotTV'maH/?ui=2&ik=285d5txice4&"new=pt&SP.3rch=inboX&th=13ccb122ge995fa9 1[1 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HolIYMXJd - Geology & Soils 

ENV -11E-464 

LA 
01 OHCS 

Millennium Hollywood - Geology & Soils 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Fri, Jul 6, 2012 at 3:25 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Attached, please find the reviewed Geology & Soils section, with my comments. 

Srimal 

~ Redline Geology and SoilsSH 5222012 (1).docx 
68K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri, Jul 6, 2012 at 3:27 PM 
To: Srimat Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks very much! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, July 06,20123:25 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Geology & Soils 

Attached, please find the reviewed Geology & Soils section, with my comments. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Sri-~I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> 

https:/lmail.google.comfrnail/?ui:02&ik-"285d5bdce4&view-"pt&search"'inbox&lh=1385e65b6aa26494 

Fri, Ju16, 2012 at 3:40 PM 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles MaH ~ Millennium HollJVl0Od - Geology& Soils 

You are welcome. ENV -11E-465 

I just received the hard copy of the red lined version of the Transportation Traffic & Parking sections. Thank you. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com> Sat, Jut 7, 2012 at 5:44 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Please let us know if you need any further items. I can follow-up with Chris Joseph to provide. 

Can we plan to confer on status for a few minutes on Wednesday, July 11th? 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Friday, July 06, 20123:41 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Geology & Soils 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaUlewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Jul 10,2012 at 10:07 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@iacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacitY.erg>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Alfred, 

Given our timeline, I think it would be better if I used my time to review the material I have received to date, than 
meet to go over the status. Instead of meeting this Wednesday, July 11, perhaps I can give a status update at 
next week's Design Guidelines meeting? 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullfn.com> Tue, Jul 10, 2012 at 10:10 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew8witharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacitY.org>, Kevin Jones 
<kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.lbarra@lacity.org> 

Perfect. Thanks very much Srimaf. See you next week! 

www.sheppardmuHin.Gomfafraijo 

htlps:/lrnail.goog Ie. corrvmai If?ui~2&i k'" 285d5bdce4&\.ieW" pt&search~inbox&th~ 13B5e65b6aa26494 ?J3 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood ~ Geology & Soils 

[Quoted text hidden] 
ENV -11E-466 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLheW3witharana@iaC[ty.org> Tue, Ju110, 2012 at 11:48 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones 
<kevin.jones@!acity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Thanks, Alfred. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/fmail.google.commailJ?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieYFpt&search'" i nbox&th'" 1385e65b6aa26494 3/3 
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7/24113 CHyof Los Angeles Mail - Ke\.in Jones is out of the office Re: Millennium Holl)'M)Od - Geology & Sofls 

ENV -11E-467 

--~.~.- .. --............................. _ •.. _--

Kevin Jones is out of the office Re: Millennium Hollywood - Geology & Soils 

Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 
To: sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Tue, JuliO, 2012 at 10:08 AM 

! will be out of the office and will return on July 16, 2012 

Kevin D. Jones 
City of Los Ange!es 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Sprlng Street Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
(213) 978-1361 
Fax (213} 978-1343 

htt.ps:llmail.g oog Ie. cornfmai I/?ui= 2&i 10285d5bdce4&\i ew= pt&search::: i nbo>&th'" 13871 dcaf680ef7e 1/1 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoUy.M)OCI- Parks and Libraries Comments 

ENV-IIE-314 

Millennium Hollywood m Parks and Libraries Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Fri, Oct 12, 2012 at 5:12 PM 

Attached are 2 pages of comments, one page for Parks/Recreation and one page for Libraries. They are the 
same correction in both chapters, so I just scanned as one document. 

No more comments to be sent today. I should ha\.€ the Transportation comments next week. 

Sr~mal 

'tZj Parks and UbrariesCom.pdf 
, 192K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 12, 2012 at 5:20 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes ha\.€ been made in the attached as redtine. 

Seth 

ff'om: Sri mal Hewawitharana [maflto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2012 5: 12 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood .. Parks and Libraries Comments 

Attached are 2 pages ofcon~l1ents, one page fbf Parks/Recreation and one page for Libnllies. They are the 

same correction 111 both chapters, so I jm;t scanned as one document. 

No more connnents to be sent today. I should have the Transportation conm1ents next week. 

htlps:llrnail.google.comfmail/?ui:::;2&ik=285d5bdce4<'I<viev>Fpt&search=inbox&th=13a5T16ed488e318 1/2 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly.MlOd- Parks and Libraries Comments 

ENV-llE-315 

Srimal 

2 attachme nts 

~ IV.J.4. Public Services - Parks and Recreation 10_12_12.doc 
121K 

i@J IV.J.5. Public Services - Libraries 10_12_12.DOC 
147K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted lexl hidden] 

hltps:f/rrail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&il<.=285d5bdce4&vifNFpt&search:.oinbox&th=i3a5T76ed488e318 

Tue, Oct 16, 2012 at 12:11 PM 
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7/25113 

Re: HDCA LeiterlllURGENT 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: HDCA LetterlfJURGENT 

ENV -11E-077 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Feb 11, 2013 at 10:28 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srrmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

How can I reach you today? Are you on your cell? 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Feb 11,2013, at 9:18 AM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Good morning. 

Thank you for the new copy of the HDCA letter. 

Yes, we will be responding to your letter, 

Please note that the address you have for me on your letter is the wrong mailing address. My 
correct mailing address is: 

los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
los Angeles, CA 90012 

Thank you. 

Sri mal Hewawitharana 

On Mon, Feb 11, 2013 at 8:35 AM, Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbeILnet> wrote: 

In case you need another copy of the HDCA letter. 

Can we expect a response to our letter? 

Thank you, 

, Terri 

1 Terri Gerger, GRI, SFR 
, Realtor, DRE # 01237417 
, KeUer Wilfiams Realty 

323.466.3875 
; www.ta!ktoterri.com 

Treasurer 
Friends of Hollywood Central Park 

• www.hollywoodcentralpark.org <http://www.hoHywoodfreewaycentralpark,org> 

https:llmail.google.corrvrnail/?ui= 2&ik=285d5bclce4&view=pt&search=i nbox&th= 13cca8469bd33727 1/2 
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7/25/13 

Chair 
Friends of Franklin lvar Park 

City of Los Ange[es Mail- Re: HDCA Letterf/lURGENT 

ENV-llE-078 

• www.FriendsofFrankhnl\t8rPark.org 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

I am at the office. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/fmail.goog Ie. corn/rnai If?ui=2&i k= 285d5bdce4&'.>ie'fF pt&search= i nbox&th= 13cca8469bd33727 

Mon, Feb 11,2013 at 10:31 AM 
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7/~9!13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Meeting on Millennium HoliJ'MXld 

ENV-llE-667 

Meeting on Millennium Hollywood 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Oct 17, 2011 at 4:56 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Hadar Plafkin <Hadar.Plafkin@lacity.org> 

Srimal and Hadar: can we schedule a meeting with you sometime in the next two weeks? We would like to give 
you and update on the Screencheck Draft EIR for the project. 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Sri mal Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Chris, 

Let me check with Hadar and I'll get back to you, with possible dates and times. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

thanks. 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimal.Hew3witharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Wed, 19 Oct 201110:51:22 -0700 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Re: Meeting on Millennium Hollywood 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <sr[maLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <hadaLplalkin@lacity.org> 

https:!lmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.16VFpt&search=inbox&th=13314513c0bd4289 

Wed, Oct 19, 2011 at 10:51 AM 

Wed, Oct 19, 2011 at 10:52 AM 

Wed, Oct 19, 2011 at 11:11 AM 

1/3 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Meeting on Millennium HolIYMJOd 

ENV-IIE-668 
Chris, 

Would next Wed., Oct 26, around 2:00 p.m. work for you? 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

---.-..........• -~~-~--..... - ........ -.-...... -.... - .. - •.. ~. ~~-~ ....... _ .........................................•.. - ......... ~ .. -.--.-.---.. ----... -.-.. -.... ~.-._ .... _. __ . __ .................... ~~-
Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafl<in@lacity.org> 

Let me check. Tha nks. 

u 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
Date: Wed, 19 Oct 201111:11:58 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <Hadar.Plafkin@lacfty.org> 

Subject: Re: Meeting on Millennium Hollywood 

Chris, 

Would next Wed., Oct. 26, around 2:00 p.m. work for you? 

Srimal 

On Wed, Oct 19, 2011 at 10:52 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
thanks. 

Chris Joseph 

. CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

: Los Angeles, CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, 19 Oct 201110:51:22 -0700 

htlps:f1mail.google,corn!mail/?uf=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'vlevFpt&search=inbox&th=13314513c0bd4289 

Wed, Oct 19,2011 at 11:14 AM 
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7f~9f13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Meeting on Millennium HollyMJOd 

. To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-llE-669 

. Subject: Re: Meeting on Millennium Hollywood 

Chris, 

Let me check with Hadar and I'll get back to you, with possible dates and times, 

Srimal 

, On Mon, Oct 17, 2011 at 4:56 PM, Chris Joseph <chr[s@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
• Srimal and Hadar: can we schedule a meeting with you sometime in the next two weeks? We would like to give 
• you and update on the Screencheck Draft ElR for the project. 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Hadar Plaikin <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org> 

Srimal, 2 PM next Wednesday is great. Thanks! 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Great. See you then. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.googJe,comimail/?ui=2&ik=285dSbdce4&'.iew=pt&search=inbox&th= 13314513c0bd4289 

Wed, Oct 19, 2011 at 11 :38 AM 

Wed, Oct 19, 2011 at 12:37 PM 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail - re: Nexl Meeting HolI)MOOd Millenium 

ENV -11E-468 

re: Next Meeting Hollywood Millenium 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> Tue, Jul 10,2012 at 9:26 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Alfred, 
Did you want to meet next Friday to go over the Design Guidelines and EIR follow-up? If so let me know what 
times \Nork for you. Thank you, 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring SL Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio.lbarra@iacity.org 

https:i/maH.google.com'maill?ui::::2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.iel/'Fpt&search::::inbox&th::::13871b6c00114245 111 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - MHienniurn Hollywood - Population Chapter Additional Comments/Edits 

ENV-IIE-316 

Millennium Hollywood - Population Chapter Additional Comments/Edits 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 12, 2012 at 1:38 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<!isa.webber@lacity.org>, "Alfred FraiJo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

Attached please find additional comments/edtts on the Population, Housing, and Employment Chapter. 

2 pdfs attached, since all was too much for one file. Again, comments are being handwritten and scanned and 
sent, at your request, since you didn't want me to make edits on an electronic copy of the chapter since you 
feared dOing so might mess up the formatting. 

These comments pertain mainly to the references to the City of Los Angeles Subregion - I noticed that, in this 
3rd screencheck, some references to Subregion were deleted, but others retained. Some of the references 
pertain to tables, in which the word Subregion had been deleted from the title. 

Thank you. 

Srrmal 

2 attachments 

't!j Pop2Com.pdf 
1383K 

r3 Pop2Com2.pdf 
90K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Oct 12, 2012 at 2:55 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawHharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa. webber@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Srima~ 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

ifI Previous SCAG reports used. the teml City of Los Angeles Subregion, which includes the City of Los 
Angeles, the City of San Femando, certain unincorporated Los Angeles County "islands," and certain 
propeliy owned by the state and federal govermnents. The 2012-2035 RTP (which was used to update 
the text and tables rec~ntlY)lL';es the City of Los Angeles only as a single unit. 

https:/lrnail.goog Ie. commai If?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&1Ii e.,v-=pt&s£:'.arch=inbo~th'" 13a56b31e2Ob 18ec 1/2 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoH'fi\KXld - Population Chapter Additional Comments/Edits 

I have gone through and made it a clearer ~NMe1ful~tlY 1erm Subregion (and replacing it with City or City 
of Los Angeles) as well as Footnote No.1 explaining the difference. 

<If I kept the section on the SCAG RCPG as it 1.S referenced throughout the section as well. I think it is fine 
to keep and include as we examine its policies and Project consistency. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawltharana [mallto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2012 1: 39 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman~ Usa Webber; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Population Chapter Additional Comments/Edits 

[Quoted text hidden] 

1t[j IV.1. Population Housing Employment 10_12_12.DOC 
307K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Fri, Oct 12, 2012 at 3:33 PM 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

httpsJlmai!.google.comlmailf?ui=2&1k=285d5bdce4&view-" pt&search'" inbox&th"' 13a56b31 e20b18ec 212 
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7/25113 Cityof Los Angeles Mai! ~ MiJlennium HoIlyv.ood Project Final EIR - Notice of Completion and Availability 

ENV -11E-079 

A . 
GEErs. 

Millennium Hollywood Project Final EIR - Notice of Com pietion and 
Availability 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbeILnet> 
Bee: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Fri, Feb 8, 2013 at 2:56 PM 

Attached, please find a copy of the Millennium Hollywood Project Final EIR Notice of Completion and Availability. 

Srimai P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 

iZj NOC.pdf 
. 163K 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbeH.net> Fri, Feb 8, 2013 at 3:56 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Patti Negri <pinkkaire@aoLcom>, Alexa lies <alexa@mediaart.com>, Greg Johnson 
<greg.johnson@daumcommercial.com>, jwalker536@sbcgiobaLnet 

Could you please tell me where to find the Hollywood Dell Civic Association's letter which was 
timely flied along with the response to the letter? 

I been through Appendix A and don't find our !etter. 

I've attached a copy to this email. 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger 

Terri Gerger, GRI, SFR 
Realtor, DRE #01237417 

Keller Williams Realty 

323.466.3875 
www.ta!ktoterrf.com 

htlps:!lmail.google.comlmail/?ui"'2&ik.o285d5bdce4&\.iEMFpt&search:::inbox&lh:::i3cbc06Od22e8e3f 115 
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7!25J13 CityofLos Angeles Mail- Millennium HolI~'MXX.I Project Final EIR - Notice of Completion and Availability 

Treasurer 
Friends of Hollywood Centra! Park 
www.hoilywoodcentralpark.org 

Chair 
Friends of Franklin Ivar Park 
www.FrtendsofFranklinivarPark.org 

ENV -11E-080 

From: Srlmal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2013 2:56 PM 
To: Terri Gerger 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Project Final ErR - Notice of Completion and Availability 

Attached, please find a copy of the Millennium Hollywood Project Final EIR Notice of 
Completion and Availability. 

Srimal P. Hewawitharana 

Environmental Specialist II 

~ Srimal Hewawiiharana3 Final.doc 
134K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Feb 8,2013 at 5:40 PM 
To: Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

1 was unable to locate the comment letter referenced and attached as a copy to your email. Was is em ailed to 
me? If so, could you please forward the original email to me? 

Thank you. 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbell.net> Fri, Feb 8, 2013 at 6:02 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 

https:!/mail.google.commail/?ui::: 2&ik=285d5bdce4&vi ~ p\&search= inboxSJh= 13cbc06Od22e8e::\f 215 
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7125113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HolI'l\'..ood Project Final EIR - Notice of Completion and Availability 

Cc: Karen Hoo <karen,hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Fore~'~JJJ,f6-rQf~,I;m@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciraHa.fbarra@tacity.org>, Phil Aarons <paarons@mHlenniumptrs,com>, Laurie Goldman 
<Iaurie!goldman@earthlink.net>, "Jerold B. Neuman" <jneuman@sheppardmullin.com>, Alfred Fraijo 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, John Luciano <JLuciano@milienniumptrs.com>, Greg Johnson 
<greg.johnson@daumcommerciaLcom>, Pinkkaire@aoLcom, Alexa lies <alexa@mediaart.com>, 
jwalker536@sbcglobal.net, kelly.ziegler@us.nestfe.com 

1\1s. Hewa\vitharana, 

See below. Yes, it was tindy sent, both by email and by hard copy via snail mail 

Millennirnn representatives a1so confirmed that our letter was filed. 

Why is it not in the FEIR along with the City's response? 

Thank you, 

Terri Gerger, GRI, SFR 
Realtor, DRE #01237417 
Kell er Wi 1I i a ms Rea Ity 
323.466.3875 
www.talktoterri.com 

Treasurer 
Friends of Hollywood Central Park 
www.hollywoodcentralpark.org 

Chair 
Friends of Franklin Ivar Park 
www.FriendsofFranklinlvarPark.org 

From: Greg Johnson (mailto:greg,johnson@daumcommercial.com] 
Sent~ Monday; December 10, 20124:29 PM 
To: SrimiaLhewawltharana@lacity.org 
Subject: Response to the Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project 

Ms. Hewawitharana- Enclosed please fmd a response to the DEfR fbrthe MillenniumProject from the Hollywood Dell 
Civic Association. 

https:i/mail.google.comimail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&v,ew"pt&search"'inbox&th=13cbc06Od22e8e3f 3/5 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holly,MXXJ Project Final EIR - Notice of Completion and Availability 

Please call1email with questions or comments. 

Thank you. 

Gregory M. Johnson, SIOR 

Executive Vice President 

CA License No. 00620927 

D/AQ Corp No. 01129558 

P: 213-270-2243 

F: 213-680-2652 

c: 213-304-5324 

801 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 600 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

www.daumcommerciaLcom 

ONCORINTERNATIONAL 

www.oncorintl.com 

ENV -11E-082 

https:f!mail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&~e\'Fpt&search=]nbox&lh=1:~cbc06Od22e8e3f 4/5 
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7i25i13 City of los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holiy.t\'JOd Project Final EIR - Notice of Completion and Availability 

ENV -11E-083 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana (mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@!adty.org] 
Sent: friday, february 08, 2013 5:40 PM 
To: Terri Gerger 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Luciralia Ibarra 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Project Final EIR - Notice of Completion and Availability 

[Quoted tex, hidden) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Mon, Feb 11,2013 at 9:28 AM 
To: Terri Gerger <TGerger@pacbeU.net> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@ladty.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Thank you for your response. 

Unfortunately, a search of my computer records did not show that the e-mailed comment letter was received. 

The only correspondence! had received to date from Mr. Greg Johnson was in response to the NOP, dated May 
31, 2011, which I acknowledged receiving on June 1, 2011. 

It is also possible that the hard copy, sent in the mail, went astray since it was addressed to the wrong office 
(201 North Figueroa Street, #4, Los Angeles, CA 90012). My correct mailing address is: 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted lex! hidden] 

https:!irnail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&-";ew=pt&search:;:inbo~th=13c!X:06Od22e8e3f 5/5 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - RE: Millennium HolI)MOOd - Fire 

ENV-llE-318 

RE: Millennium Hollywood - Fire 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 6:09 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewaw!tharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as red!ine. 

Seth 

~ IV.J.1. Public Services- Fire Protection 10_11_12.DOC 
148K 

. ". ". '.--...... - ............................................... "........ ... ................................................... _ ....... _ .................. .. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srirnal 
[Quoted text Ilidden] 

https:lfrnail.google.comlmailf?ui;;; 2&i~285d5bdce4&,,;eW" pt&search:::o i nbox&th" 13a52850a94fe36c 

Fri, Oct 12, 2012 at 10:07 AM 
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7i24/;3 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HolI}'M)Od 2nd Screencheck- Traffic, Parking 

ENV -11E-469 

Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck N Traffic, Parking 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi SlimaL 

Tue, Jul 3, 2012 at 5:53 PM 

Attached please find the following 2 Word (reclline) sections for the 2nd Scrcenchcck Draft EIR for the 
Millenmwn Hollywood Project. 

iii IV.K-l Transportation-Traffic 
II IV.K-2 Transportation - Parking 

Note: all products (EIR sections and teclmical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please call or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth \Vulkan 

Assistant Envrronmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 'Vest San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (ofIice) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

2 attachments 

~ IV K-2 Transportation-Parking 420122.DOC 
272K 

https:llmail.gcogie.com/rnai!l?ui'" 2&fk-"285d5bdce4&vi e\'IF-pt&search=inbox&th= 1 :~84f7cb4bbdfae6 1/2 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium HolI:,.v.ood 2nd Screencheck- Traffic, Parking 

RNV-llE-470 
~ IV K-1 Transportation - Traffic 4052012.Dnc 

380aK 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wuikan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:l/mail.google.comirnailJ?ui"'2&i k"-"285d5bclcE.>4&'.1 8\IIFpt&search'" i nbox&thc:: 1384f7cb4bbdfae6 

Thu, Jul 5, 2012 at 10:05 AM 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Hol!yoood Millennium FEIR - Posted on Planning Website 

ENV -11E-084 

Hollywood Millennium FEIR m Posted on Planning Website 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Fri, Feb 8,2013 at 9:27 AM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, "Alfred 
Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa
nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Just to let you know that the information was posted on the Planning Dept. website as of 5:30 p.m., yesterday. 

Also, I have been provided with a list of 40 commenters for whom we have only e-mail addresses; I will be 
emailing them a copy of the NOA, today. 

Sr!ma! 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Feb 8,2013 at 9:50 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaJ.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa. webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, "Alfred 
Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa
nepa.com> 

A HUGE thank youH!! 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Feb 8,2013 at 10:59 AM 
To: Srimal Hewaw[tharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan 
Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa,com> 

Thank you! 

Can you please send out a coniirmation when you have the City Clerk stamp your hard copy? 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 08, 20139:27 AM 
To: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Lisa Webber; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Chris Joseph; Seth 
Wulkan; Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium FEIR - Posted on Planning Website 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> Fri, Feb 8,2013 at 3:50 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@~eqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@stleppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, 
Lisa Webber <Jisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

t1ttps;/lmail.google.comimail/?ui"'2&ik=:285d5bdce4&~e\'Fpt&s".arch=intXl)f&th=13cbad97703fbf30 1/2 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Hollyw---Od Millennium FEIR - Posted on Planning Website 

ENV -11E-085 
It has been stamped by the City Clerk. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Feb 8, 2013 at 4:00 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimalohewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks for confirming this and the other items (County Clerk stamped NOA, and the FedEx confirmations). 

ts there a way to scan and send me the item you had stamped by the City Clerk? (not sure if it is a notice or the 
front of the FEIR?). The attorneys and 1 want it for our records. 

If not, I understand. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [maHto: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 08,2013 3:51 PM 
To: Seth Wutkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Ryan Luckert; Karen Hoo; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Jon Foreman; Lisa Webber; Dan Scott 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium FEIR - Posted on Planning Website 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Feb 8,2013 at 5:16 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

See attached. 

Srimaf 
[Quoted text hidden] 

1a CityClerkStamp.pdf 
85K 

htlps:flmail.google.comlmailf?ui=2&iI0285d5bdce4&view=pt&searchco inbox&th::: 13cbad9n03fbf30 2/2. 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv..ood - Schools 

ENV-llE-319 

Mitfennium HoUywood - Schools 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Attached is the edit on Schools 

Srima! 

~ Schools.pdf 
109K 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 5:48 PM 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 5:58 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@facity,org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity,org> 

Hi Srimal, 

This change has been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

F'f'om: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 5:49 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
0:: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Schools 

Attached 1.<.; the edit on School", 

Srimal 

~. IV.J..3. Public Services - SGhoors 10_11_12.DOC 
232K 

https:l/mail.google.com/rnai!f?ui"'2&ik"'285d5bdce4&'..iew"'pt&search"'inbox&th= 13a5271 e4ae5f228 1/2 
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7;24113 City of Los Angeles Mail, Millennium Holly.M)Od - Schools 

ENV-IIE-320 
..•.•.....•..•. -... ... ... ..... ... . ......... .... ~.. .. .. ....... .... . ... . ........... ... ... . 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

1hank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:i/rnail.google.com!mail!?ui"'2&ik~285d5bdce4&vievl/"'pt&search"'inboX&th"'t3a5271e4ae5f228 

Fri, Oct 12, 2012 at 10:06 AM 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holl)MOOd- DraftWSALetter 

ENV-llE-670 

Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA letter 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Sep 28, 2011 at 2:11 PM 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal -

Hi there, Ryan Luckert here from CAJA with regards to the Hollywood Millennium project. I am writing you about 
our draft WSA request letter for your re\hew. I emailed it to you last week, but it seems it has bounced back. I 
am attaching it again and would like your rev;ew of the letter before you send it off internally. If you need anything 
at all, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

-Ryan Luckert 
310-733-6593 

~ WSA Request letter_Sep 21 2011.pdf 
Il:l 149K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Ryan, 

Thank you. I didn't recei'.€ this earner. I will rev;ew and get back to you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Ryan, 

The letter mentions an attached plot plan/Project Location Map. 

Could you please forward the attachment to me. 

Thank you, 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Wed, Sep 28, 2011 at 2:33 PM 

Thu, Sep 29,2011 at 11:18 AM 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Sep 29, 2011 at 11 :58 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https://mail.google.comimaill?ui=2&iI00285d5bdce4&lAew= pt&search= inbox&th= 132b1 e2248bcb404 1/14 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HolIYMJOd - Draft WSA Letter 

Hi Ryan, ENV-llE-671 

I tried to make some changes to the letter to fit the form letter we have on file, but my computer wouldn't aHow 
make to make changes directly on the pdf. So, I inserted comments ... please make the changes as indicated 
and send back to me for review. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ DraftWSA Request Letter_Sep 21 2011.pdf 
151K 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Sep 29, 2011 at 12:02 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks Srimal and sorry about that. Give me a minute and I will send you the plot plan. I will also make the 
changes and send to you in word format. Hope that helps. Thanks again. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, S eptem ber 29, 2011 11: 58 AM 
To: Ryan luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Hi Ryan, 

I tried to make some changes to the letter to fit the form letter we have on file, but my computer wouldn't allow 
make to make changes directly on the pdf. So, I inserted comments ... please make the changes as indicated 
and send back to me for review. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Sep 29, 2011 at 11 :18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org» wrote: 
Ryan, 

The letter mentions an attached plot plan/Project Location Map. 

Could you please forward the attachment to me. 

Thank you, 

Srimal 

On Wed, Sep 28, 2011 at 2:33 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimaL 
hewawitharana@lacity.org» wrote: 
Hi Ryan, 

Thank you. I didn't receive this earlier. I will review and get back to you. 

https:flmail.google.comimaill?ui:2&ik=285d5bdce4&l.1eVFpt&search=inboJ<&th=132b1e2248bcb404 2114 
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7/19/13 

Srimal 

[Quoted text hidden] 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSALetter 

ENV-llE-672 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 11:40 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi there-

I have attached a re\hsed letter and the associated Project Location Map. Please take a look and let me know. 
Thanks again Srimal. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org1 
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 201111:58AM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Hi Ryan, 

I tried to make some changes to the letter to fit the form letter we have on tile, but my computer wouldn't allow 
make to make changes directly on the pdf. So, I inserted comments ... please make the changes as indicated 
and send back to me for review. 

Thank you. 

Srima! 

On Thu, Sep 29, 2011 at 11 :18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimaL 
hewawitharana@lacity.org» wrote: 
Ryan, 

The letter mentions an attached plot plan/Project Location Map. 

Could you please forward the attachment to me. 

Thank you, 

Srimal 

On Wed, Sep 28,2011 at 2:33 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@!acity.org» wrote: 
Hi Ryan, 

Thank you. I didn't receive this earlier. I will review and get back to you. 

Srimal 

[Quotedfext hidden] 

2 attachments 

https:/Imail.google.comlmaill?ui= 2&ik=285d5bdce4&1ii ew=pt&search=inbo~th= 132b1e2248bcb404 3/14 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Hollyv..ood- Draft WSA Letter 

~ WSA Request letter_Sep 30 2011.docx ENV-llE-673 
2.J 28K 

~ Capital Records Project location Map.pdf 
783K 

Srimal Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Ryan, 

Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:06 PM 

Thanks for making the revisions. I've one more question, on the addresses - is it 6235 Yucca Street, or 6236? 
Your letter states 6235; the NOP and the original Env. assessment form on file state 6236. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Sorry, forgot to attached the letter. .. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Draft WSA Request letter_Sep 30 2011.docx 
29K 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@!acity.org> 

No problem. Let me check and get back to you. 

Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal-

Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:07 PM 

Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:24 PM 

Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:56 PM 

You're right - it should be 6236 Yucca. Also, we missed one address. It is 6270 Yucca Street. Should I revise 
and resend to you? Thanks. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent Friday, September 30,2011 2:07 PM 

https:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&\1ew=pt&search=inbo~th= 132b1e2248bcb404 4114 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HollYMJOd - DraftWSA Letter 

To: Ryan Luckert ENV-llE-674 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Sorry, forgot to attached the letteL .. 

Srimal 

On Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:06 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org» wrote: 
Hi Ryan, 

Thanks for making the revisions. I've one more question, on the addresses - is it 6235 Yucca Street, or 6236? 
Your letter states 6235; the NOP and the original Env. assessment form on file state 6236. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 

On Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 11 :40 AM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Hi there-

! have attached a revised letter and the associated Project Location Map. Please take a look and let me know. 
Thanks again SrimaL 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srima!.hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>] 
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2011 11 :58 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Hi Ryan, 

I tried to make some changes to the letter to fit the form letter we have on file, but my computer wouldn't allow 
make to make changes directly on the pdf. So, I inserted comments ... please make the changes as indicated 
and send back to me for review. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Sep 29,2011 at 11:18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srlmaL 
hewawitharana@lacity.org><mailto: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity . org< mai Ito: srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org»> wrote: 
Ryan, 

The letter mentions an attached plot plan/Project Location Map. 

Could you please forward the attachment to me. 

Thank you, 

Srimal 

On Wed, Sep 28,2011 at 2:33 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org<mailto:srimal. 

https:/{mail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&>iew=pt&search=inbox&th;c;132b1e2248bcb404 5/14 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HollywxxJ - Draft WSA Letter 

hewawitharana@ladty .org><mailto: srima!. hewaIEtlNNallJi~lfty. org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org»> wrote: 
Hi Ryan, 

Thank you. I didn't receive this earlier. I will review and get back to you. 

Srimal 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 3:33 PM 

Ryan, 

Please double check the 6270 Yucca Street address, as it was not included in either the NOP or the original 
environmental assessment form. 

Yes, please revise and resend to me. Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~----------------.---. 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 4: 11 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks Srimal. Will do. After double checking our legal records (let me triple check) 7260 is part of the project. 
will explain better in my next email. Thanks Srimal. 

Ryan 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 5:01 PM 

Great. Would it be possible to ha\€ a project location map which shows the street addresses? It would be good 
to have on file. 

Just for your info. I will not be in the office on Monday, Oct. 3; but I will be in on Tues. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 4,2011 at 12:15 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal-

Wanted to let you know that we are working on the requested map. You should have something either later 
today or tomorrow. Thanks SrimaL 

https:llmail.goog Ie. cornlmai 1!?ui=2&i ~ 285d5bdce4&'.16W"pt&search=: inbox&th= 132b1 e2248bcb404 6f14 
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7/19/13 

-Ryan 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HolIYMJOd - Draft WSA Letter 

ENV-llE-676 

From: Srimal Hewawilharana [srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 5:01 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Great. Would it be possible to have a project location map which shows the street addresses? It would be good 
to have on file. 

Just for your info. I will not be in the office on Monday, Oct. 3; but I will be in on Tues. 

Thank you. 

Srima! 

On Fri, Sep 30,2011 at 4:11 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Thanks SrimaL Will do. After double checking our legal records (let me triple check) 7260 is part of the project. I 
will explain better in my next email. Thanks Sri maL 

Ryan 

On Sep 30, 2011, at 3:33 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org» wrote: 

Ryan, 

Please double check the 6270 Yucca Street address, as it was not included in either the NOP or the original 
environmental assessment form. 

Yes, please revise and resend to me. Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:56 PM, Ryan Luckert «mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>ryan@ceqa
nepa.com<maUto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Srimal -

You're right - it should be 6236 Yucca. Also, we missed one address. It is 6270 Yucca Street. Should I revise 
and resend to you? Thanks. 

-Ryan 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana [<mailto: s rimaLhewawitharana@lacity .org>srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>] 
Sent Friday, September 30, 2011 2:07 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Sorry, forgot to attached the letter. .. 

https:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.iew=pl&search=inbox&th=132b1e2248bcb404 7114 
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7/19/13 

Srimal 

City of Los Angeles Mail· Millennium Hol,lYMJOd - Draft WSA Letter 

ENV-llE-677 

On Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:06 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana «mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>srimaL 
hewawit hara na@!acity.org<mailto:srima!, hewawitharana@lacity . org> < m ailto: < m ailto: s ri 
mal,hewawitharana@iacity.org>srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org»> 
wrote: 
Hi Ryan, 

Thanks for making the revisions. I've one more question, on the addresses - is it 6235 Yucca Street or 6236? 
Your letter states 6235; the Nap and the original Env. assessment form on file state 6236. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 

On Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 11 :40 AM, Ryan Luckert «mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>ryan@ceqa
nepa. com< mailto: ryan@ceqa-nepa.com><mailto: < maHto: ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>ryan@ceqa
nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»> wrote: 
Hi there -

I have attached a revised letter and the associated Project Location Map_ Please take a look and let me know. 
Thanks again Sri mal. 

-Ryan 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana [< mai Ito: s ri mal. hewawitharana@iacity.org>srimal. hewawitharana@!acity .org< 
mailto: sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org><mailto: <mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org>s 
rimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto: s rlmai.hewawilharana@lacity .erg»] 
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2011 11: 58 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Hi Ryan, 

I tried to make some changes to the letter to fit the form letter we have on file, but my computer wouldn't allow 
make to make changes directly on the pdf. So, I inserted comments ... please make the changes as indicated 
and send back to me for re~ew. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Sep 29, 2011 at 11 :18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana «mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org><mailto:<mailto:sri 
mal. hewawitharana@lacity,org>srimal.hewawitharana@lacity, org< mal Ito: s rima!, hewawitharana@lacity.org» 
<mallio: <mallto:srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .org>srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .org<mailto: srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity . org> < mai Ito: <mal Ito: s ri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org>srima!.hewawitharana@lacity. org< 
mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org»» wrote: 
Ryan, 

The letter mentions an attached plot plan/Project Location Map. 

Could you please forward the attachment to me. 

Thank you, 

htlpsJlmail.google.com'maiJl?ui=2&i~285d5bdce4&\oieVFpt&search=inbox&th=132b1e2248bcb404 8114 
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7/19/13 

Srimal 

CityofLos Angeles Mail- Millennium Hol!~ - DraftWSA Letter 

ENV-llE-678 

On Wed, Sep 28,2011 at 2:33 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana «rnailto:srimai.hewawitharana@lacity.org>srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org<rnailto:srimal.hewawitharana@!acity .org><mailto:<mailto:sri 
mal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srirnal.hewawitharana@facity.org» 
<mailto: <maHto: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .org>srimal. hewawltharana@!acity.org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity_org><mailto: <mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .org>srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mai Ito: sri rna!. hewawitharana@lacity.org»» wrote: 
Hi Ryan, 

Thank you. I didn't receive this earlier. I will review and get back to you. 

Srimal 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Oct 4,2011 at 12:37 PM 

Ryan, 

Great. Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity,org> Wed, Feb 15, 2012 at 4:08 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Ryan, 

Just to bring you up to date on this ... 

I have revised the draft WSA request letter (attached) and changed the project location addresses per previous e
mails, changing 6235 Yucca Street to 6236 and adding 6270 Yucca Street (although in your email of Sept. 30, 
you had the numbers transposed to 7260). 

Please double check to make sure everything is correct. Also, please verify that the attached project location 
map will be the attachment to the WSA request. Thank you. 

I am waiting to hear from DWP about the status of the fee payment, hopefully, by tomorrow. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

~ Draft WSA Request LettecFeb16,2012.docx 
66K 

m Capital Records Project Location Map.pdf 
783K 
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~.o __ O"~o.o_._·_.~~~~~~· .• _ .. _.~ .. _. ___ ~ .. ___ . ____ "._~--E~1E...-tr79-~----~_~"~_h_'. __ ~o_~~_o.o_"-.-... -... -.-.--~ __ oo __ .o_ .. _._.~ __ • 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Feb 15, 2012 at 4:24 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Great, thanks so much Srimal. I will review and get back to you as soon as possible. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 20124:08 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Hi Ryan, 

Just to bring you up to date on this ... 

I have revised the draft WSA request letter (attached) and changed the project location addresses per previous e
mails, changing 6235 Yucca Street to 6236 and adding 6270 Yucca Street (although in your email of Sept. 30, 
you had the numbers transposed to 7260). 

Please double check to make sure everything is correct. Also, please verify that the attached project location 
map will be the attachment to the WSA request Thank you. 

I am waiting to hear from DWP about the status of the fee payment, hopefully, by tomorrow. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Oct 4, 2011 at 12:37 PM, Srimal Hewawrtharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acrty.org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org» wrote: 
Ryan, 

Great. Thanks. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Oct 4,2011 at 12:15 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
Srimal -

Wanted to let you know that we are working on the requested map. You should have something either later 
today or tomorrow. Thanks Srimal. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .org<mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@!adty.org>] 
Sent: Friday, September 30,2011 5:01 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Great Would it be possible to have a project location map which shows the street addresses? It would be good 

https:l!mail.google.com'maill?ui~2&iI0285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&lh=132b1e2248bcb404 10/14 
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to have on file. ENV-IIE-680 

Just for your info. I wilt not be in the office on Monday, Oct. 3; but I will be in on Tues. 

Thank you. 

Sfimat 

On Fri, Sep 30,2011 at 4:11 PM, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<maitto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com> 
<mailto: ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»> wrote: 
Thanks Srimal. Wilt do. After double checking our legal records (let me triple check) 7260 is part of the project. 
will explain better in my next email. Thanks Sri mal. 

Ryan 

On Sep 30, 2011, at 3:33 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimaLhewawitharana@laclty.org<mailto:srimaL 
hewawitharana@lacity.org><mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@1acity.org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org»> wrote: 

Ryan, 

Please double check the 6270 Yucca Street address, as it was not included in either the NOP or the original 
environmental assessment form. 

Yes, please revise and resend to me. Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:56 PM, Ryan Luckert «mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa
nepa.com»ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com><mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ 
ceqa-nepa.com»> wrote: 
Srimal-

You're right - it should be 6236 Yucca. Also, we missed one address. It is 6270 Yucca Street. Should I revise 
and resend to you? Thanks. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity .org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@Jacity .org»srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto: sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity .org> 
<mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .org<mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org»] 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 2:07 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Letter 

Sorry, forgot to attached the letter ... 

Srimal 

On Fri, Sep 30, 2011 at 2:06 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana «mailfo:srimaLhewawitharana@ 
laeity. org< maHto: s rimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org»sr1mal.hewawitharana@lac ity. org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org><mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity. org»<mailto:<maHto: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity .org< 

https:Jlmail.google.comimai I/?ui'" 2&i~285d5bdce4&1A eVF pt&search:: inbox&th= 132b1 e2248bcb404 11/14 
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mailto:srimar,hewawitharana@lacity.org»srimal~itlliatfiBlll@lacity.org<mailto:sdmal.hewawitharana@ 

iacity .org><mailto:srimal, hewawitharana@lacity,org<mailto:s rimaL hewawitharana@lacity,org»» wrote: 
Hi Ryan, 

Thanks for making the revisions. I've one more question, on the addresses - is it 6235 Yucca Street, or 6236? 
Your letter states 6235; the NOP and the original Env. assessment form on file state 6236. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 

On Fri, Sep 30,2011 at 11:40 AM, Ryan Luckert «mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa
nepa,com»ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com><mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ 
ceqa-nepa.com»<mailto:<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»ryan@ceqa
nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com><mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»» 
wrote: 
Hi there -

I have attached a revised letter and the associated Project Location Map. Please take a look and let me know. 
Thanks again Srimal. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawilharana [<mailto:srimaLhew8witharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org»srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@lacity,org> 
<mai Ito: s rimal. hewawitharana@lacity . org< mailto: s rima!. hewawitharana@lacity,erg»<mailto: < maHto: s r 
imaL hewawitharana@lacity ,org<mailto: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity .org»srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacify.org><mailto:srimai.hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto: srimal. hewawitharana@!acity .org»>] 
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2011 11 :58 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Draft WSA Leiter 

Hi Ryan, 

I tried to make some changes to the letter to fit the form letter we have on file, but my computer wouldn't allow 
make to make changes directly on the pdf. So, I inserted comments ... please make the changes as indicated 
and send back to me for review. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Sep 29,2011 at 11:18 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana «mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@ 
lacity.org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org»srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity. org><mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org»<mailto:<mailto:srimal,hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto: srimal. hewawitharaoa@lacity.org»srimal. hewawitharana@lacity ;org<mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@ 
lacity. org> < mai Ito: s ri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srima!. hewawitharana@lacity,org»><maHto: 
<mailto:srimaf, hewawitharana@lacity .org<mailto: sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org»srima1. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org><mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org»<mailto:<mailto:srimal.hewawltharana@lacity,org< 
mailto: sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity. org> > s rimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:srimal. hewawitharana@ 
facity . org> <mai Ito: s ri mal. hewawitharana@lacity . org<mailto: s rim al. hewawitharana@laclty,org»»> wrote: 
Ryan, 

https:/Imail,goog le,comimailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&Yiew=pt&search=inboY&th=132b1e2248bcb404 12114 
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The letter mentions an attached plot plan/Project~N-:~il~~ 

Could you please fOlward the attachment to me. 

Thank you, 

Srimal 

On Wed, Sep 28, 2011 at 2:33 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana «mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@ 
lacHy. org<mailto:srimaL hewawitharana@lacity.org»srimaL hewawitharana@i3city,org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org><mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org»<mailto:<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org»srimal.hewawitharana@tacity.org<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@ 
lacity.org><mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org<ma!lto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org»><mailto: 
< mailto: s ri mal. hewawitharana@tacity. org< mai ito: s ri mal. hewawithara na@lacity.org»srima!. 
hewawitharana@lacity.org<maHto:sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity,org><maHto:sri mal. hewawltharana@lacity.org< 
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org»<mailto:<mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org< 
mai Ito: s ri mal, hewawitharana@!acity,org»srimal. hewawitharana@lacity . org< mailto: s rimal. hewawitharana@ 
lacity. org><mailto:srimaL hewawitharana@!acity ,org<mailto:srimai. hewawitharana@!acity.org»»> wrote: 
Hi Ryan, 

Thank you. I didn't receive this earlier. I will review and get back to you. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Sep 28, 2011 at 2:11 PM, Ryan Luckert «mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa
nepa.com»ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com><mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ 
ceqa-nepa,com»<mailto:<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»ryan@ceqa
nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com><mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»> 
<mailto:<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ 
ceqa-nepa.com><mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa,com»<mailto:<mailto:ryan@ceqa
nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com><mailto:ryan@ 
ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com»»> wrote: 
Srimal-

Hi there, Ryan Luckert here from CAJA with regards to the Hollywood Millennium project. I am writtng you about 
our draft WSA request letter for your re\Jiew. I emailed it to you last week, but it seems it has bounced back. I 
am attaching it again and would like your review of the letter before you send it off internally. If you need anything 
at all, please let me know. 

Thank you. 

-Ryan Luckert 
31 0-733-6593<tel:31 0-733-6593> 

https:!lmail.goog!e.comlmail!?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&\1e:>IFpt&search=inboX&th= 132b1e2248bcb404 13114 
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Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
ENV-llE-683 

Thu, Feb 16, 2012 at 8:42 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Srimal-

Thanks for getting back to me, and as discussed when we spoke via phone, please let me know either way 
regarding the fee payment. 

With regards to the WSA letter, I've altered Table 1 Gross Square Footages for Hotel uses to match the most 
recent Project Description - please see attached revised WSA. This change doesn't alter proposed future water 
usage. Everything else looks good, as does the map. 

As always, if you need anything, please call or email me. Thank you. 

-Ryan 

2 attachments 

~ Millennium WSA Revised.doc 
102K 

it! ATT00001 .. htm 
13K 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, Feb 16, 2012 at 9:13 AM 

Hi Ryan, 

Thank you. I received a call from DWP this morning saying that a new fee will not be required, the 2008 fee 
payment will suffice. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

City of Los Angeles Mail- HolljMOOd Millennium FEIR 

ENV -11E-086 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Feb 7,2013 at 12:08 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Seth Wulkan 
<seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert < Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Ludmlia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Received, this morning, from Seth: 

1 Web ready CD 
5 CDs 
1 hard copy of Appendices 
5 hard copies of the FEIR 

Please also provide this office with 5 additional hard copies of the FEIR (plus 5 CDs) for distribution to upper 
management, on Monday, Feb. 11, if possible. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> Thu, Feb 7,2013 at 12:11 PM 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org, chris@ceqa-nepa.com, afraijo@sheppardmullin.com, seth@ceqa-nepa.com, 
Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org, jon. foreman@lacity.org, Iisa.webber@lacity.org, luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Sri ma!: outstand i ng l! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 071 2013 12:08 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>; Seth Wulkan 
<seth@ceqa-nepa,com>; Ryan luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>; Usa Webber 
<lisa,webber@lacity.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>; Luciralia Ibarra <ludralia,ibarra@lacity.org> 
Subject: HoUywood Millennium FEIR 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> TIm, Feb 7,2013 at 7:26 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

I will be getting the City's NOA to be filed and stamped by the LA County Clerk tomorrow (Friday Feb 8) and pay 
the $75 filing fee. A scan of the stamped notice will be sent to you. 

https;l!mail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik-'"285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbax&th= 13cb645fS'Te795fc 1/3 
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ENV -11E-087 

As we discussed previously, you wi!! be emaHing the City's NOA to each of the Draft EIR commenters who only 
provided an email address, not a mailing address. Attached is that list. 

Thank you, 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srlmaLhewawitharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 12:08 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Seth Wulkan; Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Usa Webber; Dan Scott; Luciralia Ibarra 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

[Quoted text hidden) 

~ Commenters with only email addresses.doc 
101K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Feb 8,2013 at 9:23 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Feb 8, 2013 at 1 :33 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Attached is the NOA stamped by the LA County Clerk and the receipt confirming payment of filing fee, 

Thank you. 

Seth 

https:/lmai!,googre,comimailf?ui = 2&i~285d5bdce4&\Jie\o\F pt&soorch'" inboX&th= 13cb645f57e 795fc 213 
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From: Seth Wulkan 

City of Los Angeles Mail ~ HolIYMXJd Millennium FEIR 

ENV -11E-088 

Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 7:26 PM 
To: 'Srimal Hewawitharana' 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Ryan luckert 
Subject: RE: Hollywood Millennium FEIR 

[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

b?j County Clerk Receipt-pdf 
19K 

~ NOA (County Clerk stamp).pdf 
fL:j 51 K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryao@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

SrimaJ 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!/mail.googie.com'mail/?ul=2&i k= 285d5bdce4&'vieI'Fpt&search=inbox&th= 13cb645f57e79Sfc 
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ENV-llE-471 

LA 
t1 ('E[(5 

Millennium HoUywood - Exec. Summary 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 4:12 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi, 

I checked the electronic copies I received and there tS a Introduction/Summary chapter. I assume that is the 
Exec. Summary. 

Srimal 

Alfred Fra ijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, Jun 28, 2012 at 11 :09 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimalr 

That is the executive summary. Please let me know if you need any hard copies. 

Thanks very much. 

from: Srimat HeW8witharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@!adty.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 20124: 13 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Frafjo Jr. 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Exec. Summary 

Hi, 

I checked the electronic copies I received and there is a Introduction/Summary chapter. I assume that is the 
Exec. Summary. 

Srirnai 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
0) a\iOiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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ENV-llE-321 

Millennium Hollywood d Police 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached, please find the edit on the Police Section. 

Thank you. 

Srimaf 

~ Police.pdf 
90K 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 5:44 PM 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 5:53 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc; Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

This change has been made in the attached as redHne. 

Seth 

From: Srimai Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 5:45 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Police 

AUL!.ched, please :find the edit on the Police Section. 

Thank you. 

Ilttps:!/mail.google.conv"mail/?uio:2&ik-=285d5bdce4&\18V'Fpt&search"-inboY&thoc 13a526e40d5fc16f 1/2 

RL0037136 



7/24fi3 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millenniurn HolI)'MXld - Pollce 

Srimai ENV-IIE-322 

~ IV.J.2. Public SelVices - Police 10_11_12.DOC 
194K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:l/mail .g oog Je.comirnai I/?ui oo 2&i ~ 285d5bdce4&'view=: pt&search"'i nboX&th== 13a526e40d5fc16f 

Fri, Oct 12, 2012 at 10:05 AM 
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ENV-llE-472 

RE: Millennium Hollywood - Exec. Summary 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 4:37 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

On behalf of Chris, I am trying to figure out which version of this Intro/Summary you have. 
When/where did you get the electronic copy? 

I am the one who has been sending you the electronic sections and I don't recall sending the 
Intro/Summary. My emaHs show the following: 

.. YouSendlt !ink to download sections (with the exceptions of Intro/Summary, Traffic, 
Parking, and Water) on May 24 around 11 am. You responded that you could only download 
the first 2 sections and just need the redline sections, sent via attachments instead 

.. In response, I sent you 2 batches (12 files and 11 files) around noon on May 24. Again, 
these were aU the sections except Intro/Summary, Traffic, Parking, and Water. 

II Water section sent via emaH on June 4 around 10 am 

Please help me figure this out and discuss. Thanks! 

SethWulkan 

.A.ssistant Environmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

https:fJmai!.gDogle.corrVmaill?ui~2&ik""285d5bdce4&\.iew"'pt&search"'inbox&th"'-138304dddd16163b 1/2 
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7/24/13 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

CiiyofLos Angeles Mail- RE: Millennium HoIlYMXJd - Exec. Summary 

ENV-llE-473 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hew3wltharana@lacity,org> 
Date: Wed, 27 Jun 201216:12:39 -0700 

To: Chris Jose p h <chri s@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Exec. Summary 

Hi, 

! checked the electronic copi es I received a nd there is a Introduction/Summa ry cha pter. I assume that is the Exec. 

Summary. 

Srimal 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lactty.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 5:13 PM 

Hi Seth, 

I've attached the file. 

You sent it to me on May 25, 2012. 

I'll forward the e-mail in which you sent it. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ I. Intro-Summary,docx 
, 117K 

https:!lmail.gcx19le.comimail/?ui'-'2&i 1\-" 285d5bdce4&\-i8w-"pt&search,-,inbox&.thoc 138304dddd16163b 212 

RL0037139 



7/25113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Re: Millennium Ho!I)'IMXXl Project Final EIR - Notice of Completion and AV<lilab ... 

ENV -11E-089 

Re: Millennium Hollywood Project Final EIR - Notice of Completion and 
Availab ... 

Fairchild66@aol.com <Fairchild66@aol.com> 
To: srimaL hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Fri, Feb 8,2013 at 11:12 AM 

Thank you for keeping me on this info list! 

Deborah 

In a message dated 2/8/2013 10:10:18 A.M. Pacific Standard Time, srimal.hewawitharana@laciiy.org writes: 

Attached, please find a copy of the Miflennium Hollywood Project Final EIR Notice of Completion and 
Availability. 

Srlmal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 

https:l/mail.goog!e.com/maill?ul=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\>ie\'Fpt&search=inbox&th"-13cbb38ed6cf081d 1/1 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - F'M:I: Alternatives UsHor Millennium HollyMlOd Project (Adjacent to Capitol Records) 

ENV-IIE-684 

Fwd: Alternatives list for Millennium Hollywood Project (Adjacent to Capitol 
Records) 

Hadar Plafkin <hadar.platkin@lacity.org> Tue, Sep 27, 2011 at 11 :39 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

------ Forwarded message -----
From: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Sat, Sep 24, 2011 at 11: 19 AM 
Subject: Alternatives List for Millennium Hollywood Project (Adjacent to Capitol Records) 
To: Hadar Platkin <Hadar.Platkin@tacity.org> 

Hadar, just to follow up on our meeting from 2-3 weeks ago and to confirm our discussion, this is the list of 
Alternatives we will be discussing in the EIR: 

1. No Project/Existing Conditions 
2. Existing General Plan/Zoning (which will serve as a Reduced Density Alt; 50 percent) 
3. Alternative Sites (which will be discussed and dismissed with narrative) 
4. Proposed Hollywood Community Plan designation for the site {4.5 FAR}; will serve as 25 percent reduction 
alternative 
5. Depending on conclusions in Draft EIR, we may need an additional alternative to find an Alt that reduces 
identified significa nt impacts. 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Hcrdar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org> 

Hadar, 

https:!lmail.google.comimail/?ul=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search= i nboJ<&th= 132ac2f054c93a60 

Tue, Sep 27, 2011 at 12:05 PM 

1/2 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Fw:l: A1ternati\es List for Millennium HoHYMJOd Project (Adjacent to Capitol Records) 

Thank you. ENV-IIE-685 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/lmail.google.com/maiff?u[ = 2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th= 132ac2f054c93a60 '212 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: You ha\e receiwd files from Chris Joseph via YouSendlt. 

ENV-IIE-323 

FW: You have received files from Chris Joseph via YouSendlt. 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 11 :32 AM 
To: Srima! Hewawttharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lactty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Part 1 of the Appendices. 

From: Chris Joseph [mailto:delivery@yousendiLcom] 
Sent: Thursday! October 11, 2012 11:26 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: You have received fHes from Chris Joseph via YouSendlt. 

yOUSENoit~ 

Files have been sent to you 

from chris@ceqa-nepa.com via YouSendlt. 

6 files were sent to you. 

1 

https:/{mail.googie.comirnaili?ui"2&ik=285d5bdce4&lIie\IIFpt&search"-lnbox&th=13a511971c316f42 113 
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7/24/13 

'1 1 

City of Los Ange1es Mail - FW: You hal.€ received files from Chris Joseph,,;a YouSendlt. 

ENV-IIE-324 
l:Jrs i1Ft natiC)ft r)Clf 

1 

Size: 13.93 MEl Files w ill be available for dow nload until October 25,201211:26 PDT. 

© 2003-2012 YouSendlt Inc, 1919 S, Bascom Ave, 3rd Flnor, Campbell, CA 95008 

Privacy I Terms 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

111U, Oct 11, 2012 at 12:44 PM 

Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tllank you. 

Srima~ 

[Quott"d tfJxt hidden] 

Chris Jose ph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 af 4:56 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLheW<3witharana@lacity,org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:Jlmail.google,comimaitJ?ui<,,2&ik=285d5bdce4&'vieVFpt&sf>.3rctFinbox&th=13a511971c316f42 213 

RL0037144 



7/24113 City of Los Ange!es Mai! - FW: You ha-.e received files from Chris Joseph via YouSendlt. 

ENV-IIE-325 
Hi Srimal. Just wondering if any more sections are coming today. I know you are working extremely hard, 50 I don't 
a sk this to pressure you, but only for informationa I purposes. 

Th;;lnks, 

Chris 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srlmal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Thu, 11 Oct 201212:44:24-0700 
To; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Cc: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Subject: Re: FW: You have received files from Chris Joseph via YouSendlt. 

[Quoted text hiddenl 

Sri mal Hewawitha rana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, t'm sending you some, right now! I will have more, tomorrow. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ FireCom.pdf 
271K 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Thank you for your email.rwill be able to respond when I return to 
the office on Monday. If the matter is urgent, may I suggest 
contacting Darlene Navarrete at (213) 978-1332 and she can route your 
request to the appropriate staff. 

*Karen Hoo" 
"Los Angeles City Planning Department'" 
*EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395* 
*200 North Spring Street. Suite 750* 
"Los Angeles, CA 90012* 
*(213) 978-1331" 

https:flmail.gocgle.com'rnail!?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&\oieW"pt&search=inoox&thoo 13a511971c316f42 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 5:29 PM 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 5:29 PM 
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7/25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyt.OOd FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 
ENV-llE-090 

MHlennium Hollywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 5:35 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, James Pugh 
<JPugh@sheppardmullin.com>, Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<Iucirafia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

The 3rd Screencheck of the Mil. Hollywood FEIR was reviewed by me and gone over with James Pugh and Seth 
Wulkan, this afternoon, between 3:00 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. 

There were some corrections and edits which were done on the spot as the document was reviewed and the 
changes have been accepted. 

The FEIR is OK to be finalized and printed. 

A web-ready CD of the document [s due to this office by 2:30 p.m., tomorrow, (Thursday, Feb. 7), in order to post 
it on the City's web on Friday. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 5:47 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawttharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert 
<ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com>, 
Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra 
<!uciralia.ibarra@!acity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Thank youH!] 

Sent from my iPad 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 6:38 PM 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, chris@ceqa-nepa.com, seth@ceqa-nepa.com, afraijo@sheppardrnullin.com, 
Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com, JPugh@sheppardmullin.com, Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org, luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org, dan.scott@lacity.org, lisa.webber@lacity.org 

Thank-you Srirnal. 

From: Srirnal Hewawitharana [mailto;srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Semt!. ~nesdaYI February 06, 2013 05:35 PM 
lb:Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin,com>; Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>; James Pugh 

htlps:!!mail.goog le.com/mai I/?ui=2&i k'" 285d5bdce4&vievF pl&search= inbox&th= 13cb24b585c2e5ed 1/2 
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7/25113 CityofLos Angeles Mail- Millennium Holly.\QOd FEIR~ 3rd Screencheck 

<JPugh@sheppardmullin.com>; Andrea @ceqa-nE~~E~ea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karerLhoo@ladty.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@!acity,org>; Luciralia Ibarra 
<ludraHa.ibarra@!adty.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott@!acity.org>; Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: M1Hennlum HoUywood FEIR- 3rd Screencheck 

[Quoled text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 6:59 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> 
Cc: "srimaLhewawitharana@lacity .org" <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, "chris@ceqa-nepa.com" <chris@ceqa
nepa.com>, ·'seth@ceqa-nepa.com" <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com" <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, 
James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com>, "Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com" <Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com>, 
"karen.hoo@lacity.org" <karen.hoo@laclty.org>, "luctralia.ibarra@lacity .org" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, 
"dan.scott@lacity.org" <dan.scott@lacity.org>, "tisa.webber@lacity.org" <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Thank you so much Srimai. 

8 es t regards, 
Alfred 

www.sheppardmu!lin.comfafraijo 
[Quoted (ext hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(I) avoiding tax penalties or (H) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or [n any attachments). 

Attention: lhis message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete Ule message and any 
attachments. 

hltps:!/rnail.goog le.com/rnai I!?ui "'2&i~285d5bdce4&vi ew=pt&sE'Erchco inbox&th= 13r;b24b585c2e5ed 212 
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7124113 Cityof Los Angeles hllai! - New DEIR Cover Template 

ENV-IIE-326 

New DEIR Cover Template 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 2:50 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Chris, 

As I mentioned earlier, when you inquired about the cover page, we now ha\A3 a new CO\A3r page format. I ha\A3 
attached the template - please go ahead and insert the information as required and send back to me to review. 
Thanks. 

Srimal 

@i"l Cover Template DEIRNew.docx 
CJ 52K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 11,2012 at 3:47 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred FraiJo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuflin.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Here is the Cover for the DEIR. 

As of now, we anticipate the DEIR being in 1 Volume while the Appendices will be in 5 Volumes. How would you 
!ike the Appendices CO\A3r to look? I made a version for you to edit as well. 

Thank you for the template and review, 

Seth 

from: Srima! Hewawilharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 2: 50 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: New DEIR Cover Template 

Hi Clnis, 

https:J!maif.google,comrnail!?ui"'2&ik.c:285d5bdce4&"';ew-cpt&searcI1'''inbox&th='13a51 r;e5841 bddr;7 1/3 
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7/24/13 Ctyof Los Angeles Mai! - NewDEIR Cover Template 

ENV-llE-327 

As I mentioned earlier, when you inquired about the cover page, we no\v have a new cover page Jbrrnat. I 

have attached the template - please go ahead and msert the information as required and send back to me to 
review. Thanks. 

Slimal 

2 attachments 

~ _Cover 10_11_12.docx 
51K 

~ _Cover Appendices 10_11_12.docx 
51K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:19 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, 
Adam ViUani <adam.villani@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

I took a quick look at the CO'Rrs you sent. They look fine. The only change I would suggest is to identify each 
appendix as Appendix 1 of 5, Appendix 2 of 5, etc. Just so that people will know there are 5 'vOlumes of 
appendices. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 18, 2012 at 5:34 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewaw1tharana@tacjty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@iacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Lisa Webber <Iisa.webber@!acity.org>, 
Adam Villani <adam.viHani@lacity.org>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you SrimaL 

Great suggestion. I ha\€ done that to the attached for each of the appendices. And included tile DEIR Co\€r with 
the notation Volume 1 of 1. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawjtharana [mailto;srimaLhewawltharana@lacit.y.org] 

https:lfmail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&";e\fFpt&search~inboJo&th"'13a51ce5841bddc7 213 
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7124113 City of los Angeles Mail- NewDEIR COlRr Template 

Sent: Thursday, October 18,20125:20 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 

ENV-IIE-328 

Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen HOD; Jon Foreman; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Lisa Webber; Adam Villani 
Subject: Re: New DEIR Cover Template 

lQuoted text hidden] 

6 attachments 

"!':f} ~Cover Appendices Volume i.pdf 
L::I 71 K 

1E _Cover Appendices Volume 2.pdf 
71K 

1!j _Cover Appendices Volume 3.pdf 
71K 

<jiiI! ... ~"I _Cover Appendices Volume 4.pdf 
b(:l 71K 

~ _Cover Appendices Volume 5.pdf 
71K 

,,~ _Cove r DEI R. pdf 
o 71K 

https:!lmail.goo:::l Ie. comlmai lI?ui" 2&i 1v=285d5bdce4'&\18\'Fpt&search=i nbox&th= 13a51 ce5841 bddc 7 3/3 
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7/24i13 Ciiyof Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Holly.AOOd- Noise 

ENV-llE-474 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Noise 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 11:41 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Alfred, 

At your request, I reviewed the Noise section out of order; my comments are attached. 

Srimal 

~ Redline NoiseSH Section 5232012 (1).docx 
150K 

A!fred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com> Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 11:49 AM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Thanks very much! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2012 11:42 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: MiJlennium Hollywood - Noise 

Hi Alfred, 

At your request, I reviewed the Noise section out of order; my comments are attached. 

Srimal 

Cfrcular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:/fmail.google.comimail/?ui"'2&iI0285d5bdce4&view"'pt&search"'inboY&th=1382f3fc.26e6c.c07 1(1 
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7/25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium 

ENV -11E-092 

LA 
{..-c.. GEECS . 
. ~. i 

Millennium 

James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 2;41 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimai. ! am on my way to meet you with CAJA. Bringing the documents. See you in a few minutes. Jim Pugh. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\Oidlng tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmuliin.com> 

Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 2:44 PM 

Great. See you when you get here. 

Srimai 
[Quoted text hidden] 

hltps:J!mail.google.com'maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&lIifNFpt&search=inbax&th= 13cb1ac9ge947a3b 111 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl}MOXl Meeting - Sept. 15; 10:30 a.m. 

ENV-IIE-686 

Millennium Hollywood Meeting ~ Sept. 15; 10:30 a.m. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Sep 13, 2011 at 12:20 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Alan_Lin@dot.ca.gov, Chris Joseph 
<chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com>, Wes Pringle 
<wes.pringle@lacity.org> 

Hi, 

Just to confirm, we have a meeting scheduled for Thursday, September 15, 2011, at 10:30 a.m., at the CalTrans 
building, room 12-046, to discuss Millennium Hollywood project's traffic impacts. 

Thank you. 

Sri mal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Sep 13, 2011 at 12:22 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry .chu@lacity.org>, "Alan_Lin@dot.ca.gov" 
<Alan_Un@dot.ca.gov>, George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com>, Wes Pringle 
<wes. pri ngle@lacity.org> 

Confirmed. Shane will be attending for me. 

Sent from my iPad. Or my iPhone. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alan lin <alanJin@dot.ca.gov> Tue, Sep 13, 2011 at 12:32 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com>, Henry Chu 
<henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, wes.pringle@lacity.org, Dianna Watson 
<dianna _ watson@dot.ca.gov> 

Yes, 

It is confirmed! Let me know if you guys need any parking. 

Thank you! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civ;! 
Regional Planning 
IGRlCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) B97-1337 Fax 

https:llmail.google.com!mailJ?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&~ew=pt&search=inoo~th=132643b5e7e5e741 1/3 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyw::xxi Meeting - Sept. 15; 10;30 a.m. 

ENV-llE-687 

Srimal 
Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hewawitha 
rana@lacity . erg> Jon F orem an 

To 

<jon.foreman@!acity.org>, Henry Chu 
09/13/2011 12:20 <henry.chu@lacity.org>, 
PM <Alan_Lin@dot.ca.gov>, Chris Joseph 

<chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, George 
Rhyner 
<grhyner@crainandassociates.com>, 
Wes Pringle 
<wes.pringle@!acity.org> 

cc 

Subject 
Millennium Hollywood Meeting -
Sept. 15; 10:30 a.m. 

[Quoted texl hidden] 

George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociaies.com> Tue, Sep 13, 2011 at 12:48 PM 
To: Alan Lin <alanJin@doLca.9ov>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity. org>. wes. pri ngle@lacity . org, Dianna Watson <dian na _ watson@dot. ca. gov> 

Thanks Alan. I will need a space in the visitor parking. 

Thanks, 

George Rhyner 
Senior Transportation Engineer 
Crain & Associates 
300 Corporate Pointe Suite 470 
Culver City, CA. 90230 
Phone: (310) 473-6508 ext. 4366 
Fax: (310) 444-9771 
Mobile: (310) 779-8051 
[Quoted text hidden] 

No virus found in this message. 
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com 
Version: 10.0.1392/ Virus Database: 1520/3894 - Release Date: 09{13/11 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> Wed, Sep 14, 2011 at 5:49 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, 
Just a question, did you invite Hadar? 
Jon 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
htlps;!lmail.google.comimail/?ui=2&iIF285d5bdce4&-..iew=pt&search=inbox&th=132643b5e7e5e741 213 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoIlyv..ood Meeting - Sept 15; 10:30 a.m. 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City PlanningENV-llE-688 
200 N. Spring St, City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon.foreman@lacity.org 

htlps:flmail.google.comfmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&l.iew=pt&search=inbox&th=132643b5e7e5e741 313 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl)MOOd - Historic Resources Technical Report 

ENV-IIE-329 

Millennium Hollywood - Historic Resources Technical Report 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 11 :05 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "A!fred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Usa Webber 
<lisa. webber@lacity.org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

The 2nd sCfeencheck Cultural Resources section referenced the Millennium Hollywood Project Historic 
Resources Technical Report prepared by Historic Resources Group, dated January 2012. The copy of the report 
you provided to me, in response to an earlier e-mailed request for the document (on June 15, 2012), is dated May 
2012. 

However, the 3rd screencheck refers to a Millennium Hollywood Project Historic Resources Technical Report 
prepared by Historic Resources Group dated July 2012. 

Please confirm that this is a new report. 

If it is a new report, then, please submit a copy of the July 2012 historic resources report to this office as soon as 
possib!e. 

If, however, the date of July 2012 shown on the 3rd screencheck was an error, and you meant the May 2012 
report, then, please correct the 3rd screencheck Cultural Resources section to show the correct date of the 
report (and provide me with a redline copy of the correded section, showing the change). 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 11 :08 AM 
To: Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraljo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuflin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa. webber@ladty.org> 

From: Sr1mal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org] 
Sent. Thursday, October 11/ 2012 11;06 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; ~d Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Usa Webber; Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Historic Resources Technical Report 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llrnail.google.com/mail!?ui;o2&ik=285d5bdce4&I.-ie-..·Fpt&search"'inboY.&th:c.13a5100c2e5c2af8 1/3 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Holly.M.Xld - Historic Resource.s Technical Report 

m _IV.C Millennium Tech ReporC073012·rENV-llE-330 
2970K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacfty.org> Thu, Oct 11,2012 at 12:43 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>. Karen Hoo 
<karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa. webber@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted (exl hidden] 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wu~kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 1 :56 PM 

Do you know what the changes are between this report and the May 2012 report? Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 2:11 PM 

Sure, it was reissued with the newer date. 1118 Summary, Conclusion, and Recommended Mitigation are exactly 
the same. 

I looked page by page just now and here are the changes (the red text was deleted): 

Page 1: The historic Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building (the "Capitol Records Complex") are 
within the Project Site and would be preserved and maintained. as office facilities. 

Pg 37: numbered item 1 was changed from: 

1) Providmg an appropriate frame around the Tower Records Building to create physical and visual separation 

To: 

1) Creating physical and visual separations around the Capitol Records Building. 

This was becau.<;e we didn't want to refer to Tower Records Building but rather its real name as Capitol 
Records Building. The section dated W._1O __ 12 that you got yesterday has this conected already. 

https:l/rr.aif,gour) le.corrvrnail/?ui = 2&ik=285d5bdce4&\1e,<Fpt&search'" inbox&th= f3a51 OOc2e5c2af8 213 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HolI)MODd - Historic Resources Technical Report 

ENV-llE-331 

Seth 

Prom: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 1: 56 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Karen HOD 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hol!ywood - Historic Resources Technical Report 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitha ra na <srimaLhewawitharana@lactty.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hiliden] 

https:lfmail.google.comimail/?ui=2&ik=:285d5bdce4&lJievv=pt&search=inbox&th=1~-laf)100c2e5c2af8 
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7/24113 City of los Angeles Mail - Millennium HollY'f>'OOCl Check-In Meeting 

ENV-llE-475 

Millennium Hollywood Check~ln Meeting 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Jun 26,2012 at 9:41 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Scheduled for Wednesday, June 27, at 2:30 p.m.; Room 763 CH/Conference Room 

Srima! 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Jun 26, 2012 at 9:41 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lactty.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Thank you! See you then. 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srlmal.hewawltharana@lacity.orgJ 
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2012 9:41 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Chris Joseph; Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo; Kevin Jones 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Check-In Meeting 

Scheduled for Wednesday, June 27, at 2:30 p.m.; Room 763 CH/Conference Room 

Srima! 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) lS not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) mdding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> Tue, Jun 26, 2012 at 11 :08 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraljo@sheppardmullin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman· 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen HOD <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

See you then. KJ 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Kevin D. Jones 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
(213) 978-1361 
Fax (213) 978-1343 
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ENV-llE-476 
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7i25113 City of los Angeles Mail - Fw:J: Millennium FEIR - production 

ENV -11E-093 

Fwd: Millennium FEfR ~ production 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 5:46 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrtmaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 

See below 

Sentrrom my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: February 5, 2013, 5:43:36 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chfis@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - production 

Chris, 

We have the following questions for Srimal, when you speak with her: 

1. Are aU Draft EIR agencies (whether or not they provided a comment) getting a CD? 

The agencies that commented on the DEIR will get a CD. 

2. Are a[l non-agency, (ie the public commenters) getting a CD or just the NOA? 

3. For the City's 3 hardcopies? does Sri mal want 3 appendices, or 1 and the rest on CD? 

Seth 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11:29 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Luciralia 
Ibarra <!uciraJia. ibarra@lacity.org>, Andrea@ceqa-nepa.com 

Hi Chris, 

https:!/rnail.google.comfrnail/?ui=2&ik= 285d5bdce4&view= p!&searchoo inbox&th= 13cad2e8405926df 
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7J25113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Fw:l: Millennium FEIR - production 

ENV -11E-094 
To answer Seth's questions: 

ALL public agencies receive a CD, whether they commented on the DEIR or not. 

ALL public commenters receive a CD, provided we have a mailing address; if not, e-mail them an NOA. 

For the City's 3 hardcopies; 1 hardcopy set of appendices and 2 on CDs will be fine. 

In addition, libraries receive CDs. 

Also, please make sure that the CDs of the FE IR also contain the DEIR. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks Srima!. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org1 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06,201311:29 AM 
To: Chris Joseph 

Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11:31 AM 

Cc: Seth Wulkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Ryan Luckert; Luciralia Ibarra; Andrea Schultz 
Subject: Re: Millennium FEIR - production 

Hi Chris, 

To answer Settl's questions: 

ALL public agencies receive a CD, whether they commented on the DEtR or not. 

ALL public commenters receive a CD. provided we have a mailing address; if not, e-mail them an NOA. 

For the City's 3 hardcopies; 1 hardcopy set of appendices and 2 on CDs will be fine. 

in addition, libraries recei'loe CDs. 

Also, please make sure that the CDs of the FEIR also contain the DEIR. 

Srimsl 

On Tue, Feb 5,2013 at 5:46 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:chris@ceqa-nepa.com» wrote: 
See below 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:seth@ceqa-nepa.com» 
Date: February 5, 2013, 5:43:36 PM PST 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.cof1)<mailto:chris@ceqa-nepa.Gom» 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com<maHto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com», Andrea Schultz <andrea@ceqa
nepa. com < mai I to: andrea@ceqa-nepa.com» 
Subject: Millennium FEIR - proooction 

https:J/TT",ai!.900gle.comimai!f?ui '" 2&i!0285d5bdce4&vlew~ pt&search:c i nbox&th= 13cad2e8405926df 213 
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ENV -11E-095 

Chris, 

We have the following questions for Srfma!, when you speak with her: 

1. Are all Draft EIR agencies (whether or not they provided a comment) getting a CD? 
The agencies that commented on the DEIR will get a CD. 

1, Are all non-agency, (ie the public commenters) getting a CD or just the NOA? 

1, For the City's 3 hardcopies? does Srimal want 3 appendices, or 1 and the rest on CD? 

Seth 

luci ralia Ibarra <lucira!ia-ibarra@lacity,org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity,org> 

Hi Srimal, 
if possible, I'd !ike a hard copy of the both the draft and the final. 
Thank you, 
Luci 
[Quoted iex! hidden] 

Luciraiia 1barra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213,978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Srimal Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 11:43 AM 

Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 11 :53 AM 

Yes. We will be requiring several hard copies, actually, for distribution to management, etc. I think it would be 
OK jf we get them sometime early next week; we just need the 3 initial copies to give 2 sets to the City Clerk's 
office, and a set to have on hand in this office if anyone comes in to review them. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@ladty.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acfty.org> 

Great, thank you. I can wait 
[Quoted text hidden] 

htlps://Jnail.google.comirnaill?ui~2&ik~285d5bdce4&v.e\llFpt&search=intx)Ji&th=1~~cad2e8405926dr 

Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 12:03 PM 
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ENV-IIE-332 

Millennium Hollywood - Population/Housing/Employment 

Sri rna I Hewawitharana <srimaL hewawitharana@[acrty.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Attached, my edits on Population, Housing, Employment 

~ PopHousingCom.pdf 
103K 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 5:18 PM 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 5:53 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

This change has been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

Prom: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:sdmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 5: 18 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Population/Housing/Employment 

Attached, my edits on Population, Housing, Erl1pioyment 

~ IV.I. Population Housing Employment 10_10_12.DOC 
CJ 303K 

$-rima I Hewaw itha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity .org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srima! 
(Quoted text hidden] 

https:J!mail.googlc.comimail/?ui=2&iI0285d&txJce4&vieV'Fpt&search=inbox&th=13a4d2f988cfeb08 
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ENV -11E-333 
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7/25/13 

LA 
SGHC5· 

Millennium ~ FEIR 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium - FEIR 

ENV -11E-096 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

SrimaL 

Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 7:52 PM 

Thank you VCIY much for your comments. Per your request to review the [mal edits, we will deliver the 
revi<;ions no later than 3 p.m. tomoHow, 'Wednesday. In order to meet Friday's publication target, we need to 
ovemight a [mal copy ofihe EIR to the state agencies on Thursday. We will need a few hours to fmalizc and 
transfer all flles to disk To this end, we kindly request your [mal approval by Thursday morning to stalt 
production and meet the FedEx deadline. 

Regarding your comments in the margins, we areqsing the sawa protocol for the Draft EIR: the documents we 
deliver will be clean except for the tracked changes showing our revisions in the text. In areas where we did 
not revise the text according to your comment bubble, we inserted a comment bubble that explains why no text 
changes were made. Also, you did not conunent on the Table of Contents, Cover and Appendices. Can we 
consider those final at this time? 

Finally, CAJA needs approval on the Notices by tomorrow afternoon so CAJA can start stutling envelopes. 

Thank you again. 

Seth'Vulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

https:/irnail.google.comfmail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&v'ffii'Fpt&search:c.inboJo&th:o:13cada26b062ae33 1/2 
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7J25113 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

3 I 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-%Oi (fax) 

CityofLos Angeles Mail e Millennium- FEIR 

ENV -11E-097 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 11:02 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Yes, the Cover, Table of Contents, and Appendices are OK to final. 

r ,_:rjC!rstand that the 3rd screencheck will be delivered to me by 3:00 p.m. today and that someone will wait in 
tilt: urr.C'-o .",t!~ the re\.1ew is completed to receive the reviewed document. 

! shaH do my best to ;l'::'~~ the review completed by 6:00 p.m. 

The notices were all sent under L1 "~C i'em ~-,,,.,j TO Chris, this !iIUr:'lg. 

Srimal 
[Ouoted text riiddenj 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 11:04 AM 

Luci, 

Sorry I I forgot to include you in the ee's 

Srimal 
[Ouoted text hidden] 
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ENV-llE-477 

Millennium Hollywood m Cultural Resources Section 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Thu, Jun 21, 2012 at 4:19 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chds@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Attached, please find the reviewed Cultural Resources Section, with comments, etc. 

Srimal 

~ Redline Cultural ResourcesSH 5232012 (1}.docx 
124K .. , 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> Thu, Jun 21, 2012 at 4:53 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srima!.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

My only suggestion is to say "adopted and becomes effecti....e" with regard to the New Hollywood Plan. 

On Thu, Jun 21,2012 at 4:19 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
• Attached, please find the reviewed Cultural Resources Section, with comments, etc . 

• Srima! 

Please be aware that due to mandatory furlough staff is now required to work a REDUCED 
WORKDA Y schedule. 
Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St, City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
T et 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon.foreman@!acity.org 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmu[!in.com> Man, Jun 25,2012 at 2:16 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nep3.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Thank you SrimaL 

I'm confirming our meeting on Wednesday, June 27 at 2; 30 p.m. 

Best regards, 
Alfred 
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mallto:srimaLhewawitharana@!ac1ty.org] 
Sent: Thursday, June 21,20124:20 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Cultural Resources Section 

Attached, p!ease find the reviewed Cultural Resources Section, with comments, etc. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\Qiding tax penalties or (if) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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ENV-llE-689 

Millennium Hollywood Pre~Meeting with DOT on Sept. 13 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Sep 13, 2011 at 12:24 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Hi Jon and Henry, 

! believe Tomas Carranza of DOT had suggested a pre-meeting on Sept. 13, to go over Millennium Hollywood 
before the Sept. 15 meeting with CalTrans. Jon had preferred it to be held sometime before 10:00 a.m. But I 
wasn't sure if an exact time had been set. Should I contact Tom Carranza to find out? 

Srimal 

Sri mal Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Ooops 1 Just realized that today IS Sept. 131 

Shall I try to set up something for tomorrow? 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: srimaf. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Tue, Sep 13, 2011 at 12:31 PM 

Tue, Sep 13, 2011 at 12:40 PM 

No need for pre meeting think it was misundrestanding. Wes Pringle is LADOT contact. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity,org>; Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 
Sent: Tue Sep 13 12:31:232011 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Pre-Meeting with DOT on Sept. 13 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Never mind see you got Wes. Jon 

From: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacfty.org> 
To: 'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org' <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Sent: Tue Sep 13 12:40:012011 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Pre-Meeting with DOT on Sept. 13 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Tue, Sep 13, 2011 at 12:46 PM 

.~-. -.~ .. -~-~-~-------~----------------

hltps:llmail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieV-Fpt&search=inbox&th= 1326431Da14c556e 1/2 
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Srimal Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana~lfyldr!V-690 
To: Jon Foreman <Jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Yes, 1 included Wes. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.google.comlmailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vielN=pt&search=inbox&th=132643fOa14c556e 
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3rd screencheck for holly mil. 

Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 7:30 AM 
To: Jon.Foreman@!acity.org, srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org, Ilsa.webber@lacity.org 

Hi air: what would this do to the time!ine?? 

Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> Wed, Feb 6, 2013 at 10:10 AM 
To: fuciralia.ibarra@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org, Jon.Foreman@lacity.org 

--- Originai Message ---
From: lisa Webber [malito:f!sa.vvebber@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06,201309:56 AM 
To: dan.scott@lacity.org <dan.scott@!acity.org> 
Subject: Re: 3rd screencheck for holly mil. 

We need to meet the deadline. Please coordinate with Luci, Jon and 
Sdmal. At this point, we need to pick the most critical issues and leave 
the rest. 

--- Original Message ---
From: Dan Scott [mailto:dan.scott@lacity.org] 
Sent Wednesday, February 06, 201309:25 AM 
To: Iisa.webber@lacity.org <lis8.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: 3rd screencheck for holly mil. 

Lisa: srimal has indicated that a 3rd screencheck will be necessary. 

--- Original Message ---
From: Usa Webber {mailto:lis8.webber@!acity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 201308:37 AM 
To: dan.scott@!acity.org <dan.scott@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: 3rd screencheck for hotly mil. 

???? Not sure the context of your email??? 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV-llE-479 

Millennium Hollywood Technical Reports 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jun 15, 2012 at 5:03 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity . org> 

Hi Chris, 

While reviewing the Cultural Resources section, I realized that I don't have the Historic Resources Technical 
Report referenced in the section, which is to be contained in Appendix C. Or, any of the other technical reports, 
that are mentioned in the document, except the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment. 

Please provide me with a set of copies of all the technical reports, as soon as possible, as they are needed by 
this office. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuflin.com> Fri, Jun 15,2012 at 5:06 PM 
To: Srirnal Hewawitharana <srimaLhew8wltharana@iacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Regarding the technical report from Historic Resources Group, I believe you reviewedl as did Ken Bernstein. Ken 
approved the findings. We submitted to Planning some time ago. Please let us know if you need another copy for 
your records. 

Thanks very much. 

From: Srimaf Hewawitharana [maHto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2012 5:03 PM 
To: Chris Joseph 
Cc: Alfred Fratjo Jr.; Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Technical Reports 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(I) avoiding tax penalties or (Ii) promoting, marketing or recommendiAg to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

8ttentign: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 
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"""""""",,,,,,,"""""""""~"~~~~~-~-'-~~"ENV~11'E--4'80-'"''''-~'''~''''' 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jun 15, 2012 at 5:14 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Hf Alfred, 

Yes, please. I need another copy. Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri. Jun 15, 2012 at 5:14 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Absolutely. I'll try to send it off today before end of day. Thank you! 

Prom: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewaw!tharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, June 15,20125: 14 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Technical Reports 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jun 15, 2012 at 5:41 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Alfred, 

t wiU be leaving the office in the next few minutes. So, jf you can have the reports delivered on Monday, that 
would be fine. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraljo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri, Jun 15, 2012 at5:42 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacfty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@iacity.org> 

Will do. Have a wonderful weekend. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mallto:srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, June 15, 20125:41 PM 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV-IIE-481 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> Tue, Jun 19, 2012 at 2:12 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@iacity.org> 

Hi Alfred, 

Thank you for your phone call, today, notifying me that the documents will be delivered this morning. At approx. 
11:15 a.m., ! received a package containing 2 binders, one of which was the Water Supply Assessment. The 
other binder contained the foJlowing Appendices and Agency/Department Responses: 

B.1 Air Quality 
B.2 Greenhouse Gas 
B.3 Health Risk Assessment 
Historic Resources Tech Report (Appendix C) 
D Geotechnical Engineering Study 
F Hydrology Water Quality Report 
G Noise 
I Population and Employment Projectlons 
J.l Fire Response 
J.2 LAUSD response 
J.3 Parks Response 
JA Library Response 
L.2 Wastewater Response 
L.3 Electdcity Response 
VI Alternatives Appendix AQ Sheets 
VI Alternatives Appendix GHG Sheets 

Thank you. 

A quick search through the document re\€aled that I am still missing the following documents: 
- from Section IV.A.1 Aesthetics-Views/Ught and Glare: the Aesthetics Impacts Considered Memorandum by 
Roschen Van Cleve Architects, May 2012 

- from Section IV.E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials: 

.. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA (a)), 1749 North Vine Street, Hollywood, 
California, prepared by SA Environmental, February 16, 2007 

It Phase I ESA (b), 1720 North Vine Street, Hollywood, California, prepared by SA Environmental, January 2, 
2007 

.. Phase I ESA (c), 6334 Yucca Street, Enterprise Rent-a-Car Site, Hollywood, California, prepared by 
Langan Engineering & Environmental Services, November 11, 2008 

.. Phase II Subsurface In\€stigation, 1749 North Vine Street. Hollywood, California, prepared by SA 
Environmental, March 28, 2007, and 

II Phase II Environmental Site Assessment and Subsurface Investigation, 1720 North Vine Street, 
Hollywood, California, prepared by BA Environmental, January 2007 

In fact, of the 6 reports Hsted in Ule Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section, I only have 1 report (Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment, 1750 and 1770 North Vine Street, Hollywood, California, prepared by BA 
Environmental, September 2006). Please provide me with the other 5 reports, as well. Thank you. 

Also, I noticed a slight discrepancy - while the binder listed the Noise Section as "G. Noise", in the 
Screencheck of the DEIR, Section IV.G is Land Use Planning, while noise is Section IV.H and the Noise Section 
mentions two appendices, Appendix E and Appendix I. I am sure we will resol\€ that discrepancy when I review 
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the Noise sectfon. ENV -11E-482 

Thank you, again, for your hetp with getting me all the background reports and information. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraljo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> Tue, Jun 19, 2012 at 2:27 PM 
To: Srimat Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

rm working with Chris and should have these additional technical reports out to you shortly. Thank you, 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto: srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2012 2: 13 PM 
[Quoted text hidden] 

{Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Jun 21,2012 at 2:45 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuliin.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lac[ty.org> 

Hi Alfred, 

Thank you for your voicemai! message from yesterday (Wed.) e'vening, stating that the rest of the technical 
reports, with the excepHon of the Aesthetics Impacts Memo from Roschen Van CI e've , is being delivered. 

I have recei'ved 2 binders of reports, one of which contained E.7 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for 1750 
& 1770 No. Vine, by SA Environmental, dated 9/6/06 

The 2nd binder contained the following 6 Environmental Site Assessments: 
- E.1 Phase I ESA, Millennium Hollywood, by Langan Engineering, 4/17/12 
- E.2 Phase I ESA, 1749 N. Vine, by BA Environmental, 2/16107 
- E.3 Phase II Subsurface In'vestigation, 1749 N. Vine, by BA Environmental, 3/29/07 
- EA Phase I ESA, 1720 N. Vine, by BA Environmental, 1/2007 
- E.5 Phase II Subsurface Investigation, 1720 N. Vine, by BA Environmental, 1/2007 
- E.6 Phase I ESA, 6334 Yucca, by Langan11/11!2008 

Thank you. 

Srima! 
{Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV-llE-691 

Millennium Hollywood Project: IGRlCEQA No. 110501AL 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Aug 3,2011 at 1:02 PM 
To: Alan_Lin@dotca.gov 
Ce: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa
nepa.com>, George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 
Bec: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Dear Mr. lin, 

As discussed in our phone conversation of July 25, 2011, the project applicant and Planning Department staff 
would like to accept the invitation to meet, that was extended in your letter dated May 18, 2011. 

Below are possible meeting dates and times: 

September 7, afternoon (after 1 :30 p.m.) 
September 8, afternoon (after 1:30 p.m.) 
September 9, morning or afternoon 
September 12, afternoon (after 1:30 p.m.) 
September 13, afternoon (after 1:30 p.m.) 
September 14, afternoon (after 1:30 p.m.) 
September 15, morning or afternoon 

If any ofthese dates and times aren't convenient for you, please let me know and I can check which days might 
be available later in September. 

Also, in our phone conversation, you mentioned you'd like our engineer to be at the meeting. Did you mean the 
traffic consultant hired to prepare the traffic study? Or did you mean a transportation engineer from the City's 
Department of Transportation? 

If you need to call me, my phone number is 213-978-1359. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 

Alan Lin <alanJin@dot.ca.gov> Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 3:34 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Dianna Watson 
<dianna _ watson@dot.ca.gov>, E I mer Alvarez <el mer _ alvarez@dot.ca.gov> 

Srimal, 

Per our phone conversaffen today, theaf)o~projed wITfh'tgger regional 
traffic impact and therefore we would like to request an initial meeting 

https:llmail.google.comimailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.lElW"'pl&cat=Holly..o.ood Millennium&search:::cat&th=131913d7703b553e 1fT 
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with Mr. Jon Foreman so that the Lead Agency aENiYallllils68an be on the 
same page in preparing the traffic study before we ha\ie meeting with the 
consultants and Caltrans engineers. We can come to your office and the 
meeting should not take more than an hour. May be we can ha\ie it during 
the week of 8/15 to 8/19? 

Thank you! 

Alan Un, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Ci~1 
Regional Planning 
IGRlCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

Srimal 
Hewawitharana 
<sri mal. hewawitha 
rana@lacity.org> 

To 
<Alan_Un@DOT.ca.gov> 

cc 
08/03/2011 01 :02 
PM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman 
<jon. forem an@lacity.org>, Henry Chu 

<henry.chu@!acity.org>, Chris 
Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, 
George Rhyner 
<grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

Subject 
Millennium Hollywood Project: 
IGRlCEQA No. 110501AL 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 3:45 PM 

Hi Srimal, LADOT has to be there as they really lead the traffic study. I 
see you asked him about this in your email, but it was not mentioned in his 
response. Jon 
[Quoted text hidden] 

------ -----
Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
To: sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at3:47 PM 

PS he must not ha\ie seen the dates you pro~ded. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

--_._--------------
Alan lin <alan_lin@dot.ca.gov> Tue, Aug 9, 2011 at 11 :59 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com>, Henry Chu 
<henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Srimal, 
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We can meet on Thursday, September 15, 2011 :m15:!H(IJf~~ Caltrans' 
building in room 12-046. 

Thank you! 

Alan Un, P,E. 
Transportation Engineer-Ci"';l 
Regional Planning 
IGRlCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

Srimal 
Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hewawitha 
rana@!acity.org> 

To 
<Alan_ Un@DOT.ca.gov> 

cc 
08/03/2011 01 :02 
PM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Henry Chu 

<henry,chu@lacity.org>, Chris 
Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, 
George Rhyner 
<grhy ner@crainandassociates.com> 

Subject 
Millennium Hollywood Project: 
IGRlCEQA No. 110501AL 

Alan lin <alanJin@dot.ca.gov> Tue, Aug 9, 2011 at 12:01 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Dianna Watson <dianna_watson@dot.ca.gov>, Elmer Alvarez <elmer_alvarez@doLca.gov> 

Srimal, 

I just emailed the confirmation date, time, and location for the meeting 
with de\eloper and consultant. I would still like to meet with the City 
before the meeting. Or we can just do a phone conference before the 
meeting. 

https:flmail.google,comfmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'view=pt&caFHollywood Millennium&search"'cat&th;::;131913d7703b553e 3f7 
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Let me know! 

Thank you! 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HoHYMXJCI Project: IGRfCEQA No. 110501AL 

ENV-llE-694 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
IGRlCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

-- Forwarded by Alan LinID07/Caitrans/CAGovon 08/09/2011 12:00 PM ----

Srimal, 

Alan 
LinfD07/Caltransf 
CAGov 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
To 

0810312011 03: 34 < s rimaL hewawitharana@lacity . org> 
PM cc 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, 
Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Dianna 
Watson/DO? lCaltransJCAGoV@DOT, 
Elmer 
Alvarez/DO? fCaltrans/CAGoV@DOT 

Subject 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project: 
IGRlCEQA No. 110501AL(Document 
link: Alan Lin) 

Per our phone conversation today, the above project will trigger regional 
traffic impact and therefore we would like to request an initial meeting 
with Mr. Jon Foreman so that the Lead Agency and Caltrans can be on the 
same page in preparing the traffic study before we have meeting with the 
consultants and Caltrans engineers. We can come to your office and the 
meeting should not take more than an hour. May be we can have it during 
the week of 8/15 to 8/19? 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Aug 10, 2011 at 8:49 AM 
To: Alan Lin <alan_lln@dot.ca.gov> 
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CC: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana~~Mf}.6f~r~9&eorge Rhyner 
<grhyner@crainandassociates.com>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Is this confirmed? 

Thanks, 

Chris Joseph 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alan lin <alanJin@dot.ca.gov> Wed, Aug 10, 2011 at 9:24 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Yes, 

It is confirmed! 

Alan Lin, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer-Civil 
Regional Planning 
lGRlCEQA Branch 
(213) 897-8391 Office 
(213) 897-1337 Fax 

Chris Joseph 
<chris@ceqa-nepa. 
com> To 

Alan lin <alanJin@dot.ca.gov> 
08/10/2011 08:49 cc 
AM Srima[ Hewawitharana 

[Quoted text hidden] 

<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org>, 
George Rhyner 
<grhyner@crainandassociates.com> , 
Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, 
Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Subject 
Re: Millennium Hollywood Project: 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> Tue, Aug 30, 2011 at 2:08 PM 
To: "Carranza, Tomas" <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 

htlps:llmail.google.com'maill?ui",2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&cat=HolI]'NOOd Millennium&search"'cat&th=131913d7703b553e 5/7 
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7f26f13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HollYMXJd Project IGR/CEOA No. 110501AL 

CC: Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana~NMt~.lFg'96 

Tomas, 
This IS what I was referring to (please see below). I was not sure if you were aware. Caltrans is that someone 
from "engineering" attend, and Sri mal found out that they meant DOT. 

I do not know who in LADOT has been assigned this. Would someone be free on September 15th? Also, I 
belie\e the EIR consultant wanted to meet ahead ofthis meeting with just City staff (Planning and DOT). 

Jon 

----- Forwarded message ------
From: Alan Lin <alanJin@dotca.gov> 
Date: Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 3:34 PM 
Subject Re: Millennium Hollywood Project: IGRfCEQA No. 110501AL 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacity.org 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Tue, Aug 30, 2011 at 3:21 PM 

Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Jon, 
Yes, we should definitely meet with the project consultants before meeting with Caltrans. My calendar on the 
15th is pretty full but I can ask Wes Pringle to cover. He will be the DOT lead for the Millennium Hollywood 
project. How about the pre-meeting on the morning of Sept 13? 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Tue, Aug 30,2011 at 3:31 PM 

Jon, 

Actually, it is Alan Lin of Caltrans who wants to meet with City staff, prior to meeting with the consultants. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Aug 30,2011 at 2:08 PM, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@laclty.org> wrote: 
[Quoted text hidden] 

JOn~FOf.;r.4$jon.fQfeman@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Tue, Aug 30, 2011 at 4: 11 PM 

https:llmail.google.com'maill?ui""2&i~285d5bdce4&\1ew=pt&cat=HollyMXXl Millennium&search=cat&th=131913d7703b553e 6fT 
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7/26/13 

Thanks for clarifying, I forgot. 
Jon 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollyv,ood Project: IGR/CEQA No. 110501AL 

ENV-llE-697 

On Tue, Aug 30, 2011 at 3:31 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Jon, 

~ Actually, it is Alan Lin of Caltrans who wants to meet with City staff, prior to meeting with the consultants . 

•. Srimal 

----.-.---.-~-.---.---.--.---.--.-- ... ---.------~-~------~-----. 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> Tue, Aug 30, 2011 at 4:15 PM 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Tomas, 
Srimal corrected me, actually, it is Alan Un of Caltrans who wants to meet with City staff, prior to meeting 
with the consultants. Let me know your thoughts. I don't know if Millennium has begun meeting with 
Wes. We could still do a pre on the 13th before 10 AM would work best 
Jon 

On Tue, Aug 30,2011 at 3:21 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@!acity.org> wrote: 
Hi Jon, 
Yes, we should definitely meet with the project consultants before meeting with Caltrans. My calendar on the 
15th is pretty full but I can ask Wes Pringle to cover. He will be the DOT lead for the Millennium Hollywood 
project. How about the pre-meeting on the morning of Sept 13. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https;!/mail.google.comlrnail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&lAfNoFpl&cat=Hollyv,ood Millennium&search=cat&th=131913d7703b553e 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- FW: Millennium Appendices Part 3 

ENV -11E-334 

FW: Millennium Appendices Part 3 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srima[ Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Part 3 of 3. 

Seth 

From: Chris Joseph [mailto:delivery@yousendit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 12: 10 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Millennium Appendices Part 3 

YOUSENDit 

Files have been sent to you 

from chris@ceqa-nepa.com via YouSendlt. 

18 files were sent to you. 

https:!lmail.gC>Ogle.comimail/?ui"'2&ik~285d5bdce4&liieW"pt&search=inbox&.th=t3a513dfa6137669 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 12: 12 PM 

1/4 
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1 

City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Appendices Part 3 

ENV -11E-335 

1 

-1 r 

_Jv',,J5 Ubrar~/ response (Nov 1 '11 ).pdf 

1 
1 

Lotter (8~ 1 C 

https:ffmail.google.comirnail/?ui"'2&ik-"285d5bdce4&Yie\'Fpt&search"'inb()x&th~13a513dfa61~17669 2/4 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail· FW Millennium Appendices Part 3 

4 1 n v nOi1VV,iono mi Henli~Ki" H~fr~8f 

F 

Vll\lt(~~rnat!ves F\[:mertOlX 

... .\1' t;,.!ternatives Appendix~ GHG 

12.pdf 

__ VI Milieniurn Hollyvvood Alternatives Imp21cts 

1 

Size: 34.02 MB Fi!es w ill be avaibble tor downfoad until Odober 25,201212:10 PDT. 

https:l/rnail.google,corn/lT'aHJ?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.iev..""pi&search'"inbox&th=13a513dfa61376S9 3/4 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- FW: Millennium Appendices Part 3 

ENV-llE-337 

1') 2003-2012 YouScndIt Inc. 19[9 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 9500g 

Privacy I Term,> 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llrr.ail.goog le.comimaill?ui = 2&ik=285d5bdcf¥1&\.iew~pt&search"'inbol<&th= 13a513dfa6137669 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 12:45 PM 
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25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Mil. Hol~ FE!R - 2nd Screencheck- Remainder of RevieVl€d Sections 
ENV -11E-099 

Mil. HoUywood FEIR ~ 2nd Screencheck m Remainder of Reviewed Sections 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Feb 5,2013 at 4:40 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan. scott@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

Attached please find the remainder of the reviewed files: 

- Table of Contents - No edits 
- Corrections and Additions - Please change all the "wiH"s and "woulds" in the mitigation measures with "shall" 
as noted and double check that the changes have been made in the MMRP, as well. 
- MMRP- Check the mit. measures and change all "will" and "would" to "shall"; make sure to note any such 
changes and edits in the Corrections and Additions section, as well. I tried to indicate as I edited. 
-Letter 3-Caltrans - minor edit which I made 
- Letter 9-AMDA - minor edits and corrections to references to comment letters using the old numbers, which 
have since been renumbered. 
- Letter 59-David Jordon - minor edits and notation reo using name of commenter in addition to number in 
references to comment letters - ideally, aU such references to comment letters should include the name of 
commenter as well, for added darity. 
- Letter 81- Benjamin Reznik - similar comments as above - minor edits and it would be 10\l81y if references to 
comment letters included commenter name for added clarity. 
- Letter 105 - Melrose Hill NC - no edits or comments. 

All the sections of the 2nd screencheck have been reviewed and returned for corrections. 

Srimal 

8 attachments 

~ 3. Table of Contents 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE)SH.docx 
28K 

~ IV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE)SH.DOCX 
823K 

~ Letter 03 - Caltrans 2_1_13 (FINAL REDLlNE)SH.docx 
43K 

m"l Letter 09 -AMDA Final EIR 2_1_13 RedlineSH.docx 
.:!;j 175K 

~ Letter 59 - Jordon Final EIR 2_1_13 RedlineSH.docx 
137K 

~ Letter 81 ~ Re;r..nik Fi na I EIR 2_1_13 Redl ineSH.docx 
102K 

v. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE)SH.docx 

https:llrnail.google.comtmail/?ui=2&ik=28..'id5bdce4&\.ieW"opt&search=inbox&th~ 13cacf2362fae95b 1/3 
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7/25/13 City of los Angeles Mail- Mil. HolI),'MJOd FEIR - 2nd Screencheck- Remainder of Re'.ielM3d Sections 

~ 76K ENV-llE-lOO 

~ Letter 105 - Melrose HHl Neighborhood AssociationSH.docx 
25K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 4:49 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, thanks for your quick turnaround .... can we get the signed notices by 2 PM tomorrow? 
[Quoted text hidden] 

> <a. Table of Contents 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE)SH.docx><IV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE)SH.DOCX><Letter 03 - Cal trans 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE)SH.docx><Letter 09 - AMDA 
Final EIR 2_1_13 RedlineSH.docx><Letter 59 - Jordon Final EIR 2_1_13 RedlineSH.docx><LeHer 81 - Reznik 
Final EIR 2_1_13 Red!ineSH.docx><V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 2_1_13 (FINAL 
REDUNE)SH. docx><Letter 105 - Melrose Hill Neighborhood AssociationS H.docx> 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 9:17 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Luciralia 
Ibarra <Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Chris, 

Yes. I've attached the Notice of Completion and Availability and the Central Library notice. 

I have the other notices done and scanned. For some reason, our scanner is very slow and it is taking several 
minutes to process. I will fOlWard the State Clearinghouse notice and other library notices as soon as the 
scanned documents show up. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

~ NOe.pdf 
163K 

k!:j UbNotice.pdf 
224K 

Srimal Hewawilharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Feb 6,2013 at 9:39 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity_org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuWn.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, LlKiralia 
Ibarra <!uciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Here are the State Clearinghouse NOC and Attachment A (which was edited to correct a typo). 

Also, I realized that the scanned library notice file I sent earlier this morning contained all the library notices 
(Central library, Hollywood Regional Library, John C_ Fremont Branch Library and Will & Ariel Durant Branch 
Library). So, that is a complete file of notices. 

https:/lmail.gcog le_cornlmai lI?ui '" 2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.i eVOFpt&search= inbox&th'" 13cacf2362fae95b 213 
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13 City of los Angeles Mail- Mil. Holl.Y::vooci FEIR - 2nd Screencheck- Rernainder of Revie'M!d Sections 
ENV-llE-lOl 

You now have all the signed notices, I believe. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

t.J StateClearinghouseNOC.pdf 
144K 

l@J ATTACHMENT A to NOe for SCH.SH.docx 
18K 

ht~ps:J/rnail.google.comimail!?ui"'2&ik"'285d5bdce4&view.::opt&search=inbo:>&th=13cacf2362fae95b 313 
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7;24113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HollJlMXXi - Shade/Shadow 

ENV -11E-483 

Mille nnium Hollywood - Shade/Shadow 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawttharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jun 8, 2012 at 4:33 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuJlin.com> 

Attached is the Shade/Shadow section. 

Srimal 

t!!'l"l Redline AestheticsSH n Shade and Shadow 5232012 (1}.docx 
CJ 77K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawilharana <srimaLhewawitharaoa@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

wvvw.sheppardmu!lfn.com/afraljo 

Fri, Jun 8, 2012 at 5:14 PM 

On Jun 8,2012, at 5:33 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> wrote: 

> Attached is the Shade/Shadow section. 
> 
> Srimal 
> < Redline AestheticsSH - Shade and Shadow 5232012 (1 ).docx> 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hew8wltharana <srimalohewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

You are welcome. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

tlttps:J/mail.goog le.com/mai I/?ul '" 2&ik~285d5bdce4&1Ii ew~pt&search~ inbox&lh= 137 ce 724214bbc6e 

Fri, Jun 8, 2012 at 5:24 PM 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Mil. Hollywxxl FEIR-2nd Screencheck Review 

ENV-llE-102 

LA 
C': GEEC5 

Mil. Hollywood FEIR-2nd Screencheck Review 

Srimal Hewaw!tharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 2:18 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hj Seth, 

Attached please find the following reviewed documents: 

- COlver 
- Introduction - with edits and the addition of the Will and Ariel Durant Branch Library to the list of libraries 
- List of Commenters - with the addition of the Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association comment letter, listed as 
#105, receilved February 1, 2013 at the end of the list, as discussed over the phone, earlier today 
- Topical Responses - with edit to number of comment letters received 
- Responses to Comments (Batch 1) - with selveral edits as indicated 
- Responses to Comments (Batch 2) - with selveral edits as indicated. 

The Responses to Comments sections need to be merged, the Topical Responses section needs to be inserted, 
as well as the other individual responses to comments. Unfortunately, this will make a huge document, it is true, 
but it will make it easier to check on consistency of headings, etc. Having 2 responses sections made it a little 
difficult to check the renumbering without going back and forth. 

Be careful about letter heading formatting, etc. when merging 

Also, se'veral comments I made in the 1 st screencheck were not responded to or incorporated in the responses, 
without any reason gf'ven as to why they were not incorporated; or responded to only very minimally. I've 
indicated where they are and requested a response. If there are any concerns about my comments, please 
contact me to discuss. 

In some responses, text that has been deleted from the DEIR according to the Corrections and Additions section 
has been included in the revisions to responses. I beHelve that if the text was deleted from the DEIR, then, it 
should not be introduced in the responses to comments. 

Finally, se'verel responses which contained references to other comment responses continued to use the old 
comment letter #s, which should ha've been revised, but weren't. I ha've tried to correct all those instances. 

I will forward the rest of the document as soon as I have finished my review - hopefully, by the end of the work 
day, today. 

But, as I mentioned in our phone conversation earlier today, given the number of edits I had to make, I believe 
that this document needs a 3rd screencheck before it can be OK'd to be finalized and printed. 

Srimal 

6 attachments 

https:l/majl.google.conv'mail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&";ew=pt&search"'inbo~th"'13cac70261ge1f9f 1/2 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Mit. HoIlYMXld FEIR-2nd Screencheck ReV;ew 

@ 51K ENV-llE-103 

~ I. Introduction 2~1_13 (FINAL REDUNE)SH.docx 
26K 

t@) 1n.A. Topical Responses 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE)SH.docx 
51K 

@ II. List of Cornmeniers 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE}SH.docx 
27K 

~ m. Responses to Comments (Batch 1) 2_1_13 {FINAL REDLlNE)SH.docx 
122K 

~ m. Response to Comments 2nd Batch 2_1_13 RedlineSH.docx 
976K 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@iacity.org> 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 2:25 PM 

Very helpfull Make sure to indude Lud on ee's. I just went ahead and forwarded this to her. Jon 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:sdmaLhewawltharana@lacity.org} 
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2013 02: 18 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>; Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
<afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com>; Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@ladty.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@[acity.org>; Usa Webber 
<!isa.webber@iacity.org>; Dan Scott <dan.seott@lacity.org> 
Subject: Mil. Hollywood FEIR-2nd Screencheck Review 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:i/rnail.900g le.convrnai!/?ui '" 2&i k-" 285d5bdce4&-...ieVF pt&search'" i nbox&.th'" 13cac70261ge1 f9f 212 
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7i24113 Cityof Los .lI.ngeles Mail - Millennium Appendices Part 2 

ENV -11E-338 

Millennium Appendices Part 2 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Part 2 

From: Chris Joseph [mailto:delivery@yousendit.com] 
Sent: ThursdaYr October 11, 2012 11:53 AM 
To~ Seth Wulkan 
Subject: You have received files from Chris Joseph via YouSendlt 

yOUSENDit" 

Files have been sent to you 

from chris@ceqa-nepa.conl via YouSendlt 

12 files were sent to you. 

1 

Vine 

h\tps:!imail.goog Ie. comlmai li?ui '" 2&ik=28fxJ500ce4<'hi ew=pt&search~inbox&th= 13a512ef44fcbb07 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 11 :55 AM 
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7/24/13 Cityof los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Appendices Part 2 

ENV -11E-339 

1 

1 > , 

s 

.3 Health 

IV.C Milkmnium Tech ~""""'f·,.i 

12 

https:Jlrp.ail.90ogle.com'mailJ?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&'';ew=pt&search=inbox&th=13a512ef44fcbbOl 213 
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7124/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Appendices Part 2 

ENV -11E-340 

"1 
• 

Size: 83.93 MB Ries wi!! be available for down!Qad unUi October 25, 201211:53 PDT. 

© 2003-2012 YouScndlt Inc. 1919 S. Bascom Ave, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 

Privacy I Terms 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:l/rnail.google.com/mailf?ui = 2&fk=2fl5d5bdce4&\';ew~ pt&sear eh'" i nbox&th", f3a512ef44fcbblrr 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 12:44 PM 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ MillenniumHolI~A1ternati\es Meeting - Reschedule 

ENV-llE-698 

Millennium Hollywood Alternatives Meeting ~ Reschedule 

Srimal Hewawithara na <srrmal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Hadar, 

Thu, Aug 4,2011 at 8:32 AM 

Chris Joseph would like to know if it is possible to reschedule the meeting to either Mon., Aug. 29 (2:00 p.m.) or 
Tues., Aug. 30 (2:00 p.m.). 

I am out of the office on Mondays, so Monday won't be a good day for me. 

Are you available to meet on Tues., Aug. 30, at 2:00 p.m.? If so, I will schedule the meeting for then. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

Hadar Plafkin <hadar.platkin@Jacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

To the best of my knowledge, I am available that day and time. 

Hadar 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Hadar Platkin <hadar.platkin@lacity.org> 

Srimal, any update on this? 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Hadar, 

Mon, Aug 8, 2011 at 12:25 PM 

Wed, Aug 10, 2011 at 8:45 AM 

Wed, Aug 10, 2011 at 10:51 AM 

Confirming that our meeting to go over the alternati\A3s is scheduled for Tuesday, August 30, at 2:00 p.m. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted lext hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Aug 10, 2011 at 11:12AM 

htlps:/lmail.googte,comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&1,ieVFpl&search=inbo.x&th=131956c74096706c 1/2 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HollyMlOd Aiternati>es Meeting - Reschedule 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lmtj'lclr§!>699 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.pfafkin@lacity.org> 

Confirmed for me. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.platkin@lacity.org> 

Just re-confirming our meeting next Tuesday at 2. 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles r CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, 10 Aug201110:51:33 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <Hadar.P!afkin@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Alternatives Meeting - Reschedule 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Hadar Plalkin <hadar.platkin@!acity.org> 

Yes, I ha~ it scheduled for next Tuesday, August 30, at 2:00 p.m. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

htlps:lfrnail.google.com!rnail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&"';ew=pt&search=inbox&th=131956c74096706c 

Mon, Aug 22, 2011 at 11 :55 AM 

Tue, Aug 23, 2011 at 9:53 AM 
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7125113 Cityof los Angeles MaU ~ Millennium~ FEIR Letter 105 Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 

ENV-llE-104 

Millennium - FEIR Letter 105 Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 2:13 PM 
To: S dma! Hewawitharana <s rimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Here is letter 105 - Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association. 

A pdf of a bracketed letier will be placed at the very end of Appendix A - Comment Letters 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Bh.d, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

310-469-6700 (office) 

31 0-806-980 1 (fax) 

@1! Letter 105 - Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association.doc 
'CJ 45K 

https:l!maiLgDOg I 8.convma!l1?ui '" 2&tk=285d5b::ke4&"";ev..c: pt&search:c i noo>&th= 13cac6c14c68af9f 1/1 
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f 

ENV-llE-105 
City arLas Angeles February 2013 

LETTER NO. 105 - MELROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association 

Edward Villareal Hunt, President 

4928 West Melrose Hill, Los Angeles, CA 90029 

February 1,2013 

Comment No. 105-1 

We are concerned about adding this substantial Millenniunl Project population 10 Park starved Hollywood 

without adding a commensurate amount of additional parkland. We understand this project has a 

requirement to pay Quimby fees. 

Our recommendation is that the Quimby Fees be directed toward the Construction of the first phase of the 

Proposed Hollywood Central Park to be constructed over the nearby 101 Freeway. 

Response to Comment No. 105-1 

According to Section IV.JA, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes 

Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMe Section 21.10.3, 

respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and 

cumulative environmental impacts on parkland. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation 

Measures J.4-2 and J.4-3 regarding payment of fees for the acquisition and development of park and 

recreational sites. It should be noted that the fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget 

and planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) because use 

of the fees is pursuant to the LAMC and is determined by the LADRI'. The Project Applicant does not 

determine how these fees are used by the City. 

This comment is noted and will be provided to the decision makers for consideration. 

Millennium Hollywood Project 

Final Environmental Impact REport 

Re:,ponses to Comments 

Page I 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT . ".Workin Progress 
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7i24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Question 

ENV -11E-484 

Question 

Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Jun 4, 2012 at 10:40 AM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, l'm just wondering how the review of the 2nd Screencheck is coming along. No pressure, just asking 
out of curiotlsity. Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew8witharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

It's coming along. I drd some work on it over the weekend. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawttharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks! 

from: Sri mal Hewawitharana <5rimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, 5 Jun 201209:25:13 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Subject: Re: Question 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Tue, Jun 5, 2012 at 9:25 AM 

Tue, Jun 5, 2012 at 9:25 AM 

Wed, Jun 6,2012 at 1:36 PM 

f probably shouldn't off~r to do this since no good deed goes unpunished, but, would you like me to send each 
https:/irnail.google.corrvrnaill?ui'" 2&i 1<-o-285d5bdce4&\.ie\N'-" pt&search= inbox8,th= 137b89544409a4b9 1/3 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Question 

chapter as I finish reviewing it? ENV -11E-485 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

That would be great! Thanks! 

Sent from my IPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmumn.com> 

Chris, 

Attached is the Project Description, with my comments. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Redline Project DescriptionSH 5232012.doc}( 
131K 

Wed, Jun 6, 2012 at 1 :54 PM 

Wed, Jun 6,2012 at 3:44 PM 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Jun 6,2012 at 4:32 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you Srimal. Can we plan on a quick meeting next week, Wednesday, at our usual check-In time? 

cheers, 
af 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 20123:44 PM 
To: Chris Joseph 
Cc: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject~ Re: Question 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention~ This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information ttlat is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachm en ts. 

https:ffmail.google.comimaiU?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&viev..c=pt&search=inbox&th= 137b89544409a4b9 213 
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7124113 City' of Los Angeles Mail - Question 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana~~.t~-486 Thu, Jun 7, 2012 at 9:55 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmul!in.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Hi Alfred, 

Sure, no problem. Meeting scheduled for next Wed., June 13, at 2:30 p.m. in conference room in Room 763, 
City Hall. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text h.iddenj 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, Jun 7, 2012 at 10:09 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@!acity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Thanks aiL See you next Wednesday. 

from: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, June 07,20129:56 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Kevin Jones 
Subject: Re: Question 

[Quoted texl hidden] 

https:ffmail.google.comimaill?ui=2&iI<:=285d5bdce4&view= pl&searctl= inoox&th= 137bfJ9544409a4b9 3/3 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium ~ FEIR follo'MJp 

ENV-llE-106 

Millennium ~ FEIR foUowup 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Feb 4, 2013 at 2:22 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawltharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Can you confmn the following for us so we can get the team ready: 

1. COnfllTI1 the exact day and time wc can cxpcct your comments. 
2. Confllm the timing that City Hall needs the web-ready CD (FEIR + Appendices + NOA/C). Thursday 

morning would be much preferred over Wednesday. 
3. Confum when the Notices (NOA/C for the City, NOC for State CH, and the Librmy Notices that you 

are preparing) will be ready? 
4. Confmn how many hardcopies you need by Friday Feb 87 We can get a few, depending on timing, but if 

more than a few, they may come early the next week. Also, if a lot of hard copies are needed, it would 
be much preferred if we could put the massive Appendices on an accompanying CD. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Sdh@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6 704 (direct) 

31 0·-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

hltps:!lmail.google.comirnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.ie'lF'pt&search=:inbox&th=:13ca74d51e309165 1/2 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mall - Millennium - FEIR follolMJp 

ENV-llE-107 
••• ".". _ •• ",. __ ,. __ ,~ __ ~"". _._ •• "_o.~ 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Tue. Feb 5, 2013 at 8:19 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, 
lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth, 

I wi!! try to get my comments to you as soon as possible. 

Srimal 
[Quoted lex! hidden) 

https:/hnail.google.comlmai!f?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&l.ieV'Fpt&search=inbo~!h"'13ca74d51e309165 212 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HollywJOd Ag ency Mailing Us! 

ENV -11E-487 

Millennium Hollywood Agency Mailing List 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Jun 5,2012 at 6:36 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal-

Hope all is well. I wanted to write about the mailing agency list for the Millennium Hollywood Project. I have old 
lists that we have used in the past, but wanted to see if you have an updated list. Any information you have 
would be great, so we can have a full list. Thanks Srimal. 

Ryan 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Ryan, 

Wed, Jun 6, 2012 at 10:24 AM 

I've attached 2 lists - the first. with the blank spaces, is the most current master public agency mailing list we 
have: ! am not sure if there has been much updating. This being the master list, there are blanks for the council 
offices, libraries, etc., which will have to be l'ilfed in. The 2nd list is the public agency mailing list that was used 
for the NOP for Millennium Hollywood, with the council offices, libraries, etc. filled in. I think it is about as current 
as the master document 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

~ Public Agency Mailing list {Master).doc 
83K 

~ Public Agency Mailing list {Master).docx 
28K 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srrmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks so much Srimal, appreciate the help. I'll take a look. 

Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

<Public Agency Mailing List (Master).doc> 

hltps :/Irnail.goog le.com/mai l!?ui=2&i k= 285d5txJce4&view= pt&search= i nboX&th"' 137bf6f925fe957e 

Wed, Jun 6, 2012 at 10:30 AM 

1/2 
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7f24f13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Holly.MXXl Agency Mailing List 

<Public Agency Malling List (Master).docIJNV -llE-488 

https:!lmail.google.comfmail/?ui=2&ik=2B5d5bdce4&\.iew" pt&search"- inbox&th= 137bf6f925fe957 e 212 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyt>OOd - Air Quality& GHG Data Sheets 

ENV-llE-341 

Millennium Hollywood a Air Quality & GHG Data Sheets 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@Jaclty.org> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 10:48 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-oepa.com> 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

The 3rd Screencheck Air Quality section refers to Air Quality Data Sheets dated July 2012, and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Data Sheets dated July 2012 and Health Risk Assessment by Parker Environmental dated May 2012. 

Of these, I have a copy of the Health Risk Assessment by Parker Environmental dated May 2012. Thank you. 

However, the Air Quality Data Sheets you provided me, earlier, date from December 2011 and January 2012 (the 
latter for Simplified Caline4 Carbon monoxide Analysis). 

The Greenhouse Gas Data Sheets you provided me, earlier, date from January 2012. 

I recarl that, with the 2nd Screencheck, too, the majority of the technical reports and studies referenced in the 
draft document were provided to me only after I e-mailed my requests for them, whereas, these reports and 
studies should be submitted to this office when the screencheck chapters are submitted for review. 

Please submit the updated/revised air quality and greenhouse gas data sheets, referenced in the 3rd 
screencheck, as soon as you can. Thank you. 

Srimal 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 10:58 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen HOD <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Usa Webber 
< lisa. webber@iacity.org> 

Sorry for not including these earlier. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@Jlacity,org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 10:48 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Usa Webber; Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Millennium Hoilywood - Air Quality & GHG Data Sheets 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!lrnail.google.comimail/?ui:::2&ik=285d5bdce4&vie\'Fpt&search=inbox&th=13a50f0b632ef8dd 1/2 
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7/24113 

2 attachments 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holl)'MJOd - Air Quality & GHG Data Sheets 

ENV-llE-342 

t9 _fV.B.2 GHG Data Sheets (July 2012}.pdf 
, 337K 

~ _IV.B.1 Air Quality Data Sheets (July 2012).pdf 
1148K 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 11 :14 AM 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@ladty.org>, Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!irnaH.google.comimail/?ui=2&ik= 285d5bdce4&vieVlF pt&search~fnboll&th'" 13a5OfOb632ef8dd 212 
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7/19113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollw-ood Alternatives Meeting - Aug, 25.2:00 p.m. 

ENV-llE-700 

Millennium Hollywood Alternatives Meeting M Aug. 25, 2:00 p.m. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org> Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 2:38 PM 
To: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Millennium Hollywood meeting to go o'IIBr the alternati'IIBs, scheduled for Thursday, August 25, at 2:00 p.m. 

Srimal 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Aug 4, 2011 at 8:04 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org> 

Hate to do this ... any way to move the meeting to the 29th or 30th, same time? 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Wed, 3 Aug 201114:38:03 -0700 
To: Hadar Plafkin <Hadar.Plafkln@!acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Alternatives Meeting - Aug. 25, 2:00 p.m. 

Millennium Hollywood meeting to go over the alternatives, scheduled for Thursday, August 25, at 2:00 p.m. 

Srima! 

~-----------------------------

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Chris, 

Thu, Aug 4, 2011 at 8:27 AM 

Aug. 29 would not be possible for me (I am off on Mondays now, new work schedule effecti'IIB Aug. 1), but Aug. 
30, should be fine. Let me check with Hadar, though, and get back to you. He's out of the office both today and 
tomorrow. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org> 

Ok, thanks. 

Fron1: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Date: Thu, 4 Aug 2011 08:27:07 -0700 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

SUbject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Alternatives Meeting - Aug. 25, 2:00 p.m. 
[Quoted text hiddenJ 

https:llmail.google.comimail/?ui:=2&ik=285d5bdce4&"'ev.r-pt&search=inboJf&th=1319194f44cbge28 

Thu, Aug 4, 2011 at 8:35 AM 

1/2 
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7/19/13 Gityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv.ood Alternati\.es Meeting - Aug. 25, 2:00 p.m 

ENV-llE-701 

https:/Imail.goog le.comlmaifl?ui ~ 2&il0c 285d5bdce4&.view=pt&search=inbox&th= 1319194f44cbge28 '212 
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Millennium - FEIR 2 1 13 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium - FEIR 2_1_13 

ENV-llE-108 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laC!ty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srima], 

Here are the documents that you received by hardcopy this evening: 

1. Cover 
2. Table of Contents 
3. I Intro 
4. II List of Commenters 
5. ULA Response Topicals 
6. IIr Responses (Batch 1) 
7. III Responses (Batch 2) 
8. IV Corrections 
9. V M1vlRP 

10. Letter 3 Caltrans 
11. Letter 9 AMDA 
12. Letter 59 Jordon 
13. Letter 81 Reznik 

Pills the following Appendices that you did not receive dllling the last submi.ttal: 

1. Appendix B···· Transpoli.ation Modeling Procedures and Results 
2. Appendix H - Millennium Hollywood Prqject Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers 
3. Appendix J - Feasibility Assessment 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Emrirorrfl1ental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente B[vd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

https:ifmail.googie.comimaili?ul"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&1.ie'N"" pt&search=i noox&th=: 13c9907902b7a230 

Fri, Feb 1, 2013 at 7:46 PM 

1/3 
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7/25113 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

16 attachments 

City of Los Angeies Mail - Millennium - FEIR 2_1_13 

ENV-llE-109 

~ Ill. Responses to Comments (Batch 1) 2_1_13 {FINAL REDUNE).docx 
111K 

~ IIl.A. Topical Responses 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE).docx 
SOK 

l.®) IV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 2_1_13 {FINAL REDUNE).DOCX 
816K 

i§-"t Letter 03 - Caltrans 2_1_13 {FINAL REDlINE).docx 
'1:::J 43K 

~ Letter 09 -AMDA Final EIR 2_1_13 Redline.docx 
169K 

~ Letter 59 - Jordon Final EIR 2_1_13 Redline.docx 
134K 

~ Letter 81 - Reznik Final EIR 2_1_13 Redline.docx 
99K 

~ V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reportlng Program 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE).docx 
12K 

!:{[l _Cover 2_1_13 (FINAL).docx 
51K 

~ a. Table of Contents 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE).docx 
28K 

~ I. Introduction 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE).docx 
25K 

~ II. List of Commenters 2_1_13 (FINAL REDUNE}.docx 
26K 

~J III. Response to Comments 2nd Batch 2_1_13 Redline.docx 
. 960K 

m B ~ Transportation Modeling Procedures and Results.pdf 
19K 

t9. H ~ Millennium Hollywood Project Trip Cap and Mitigation Triggers.pdf 
77K 

'f!j J - Feasibility Assessment.pdf 
483K 

h\~ps:!lmail.g oog le.com/rraHl?ui '" 2&i 10:285d5bdce4&vi ew= pt&search= inbox&th= 13c9907902b 7a230 213 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium - FEIR 2_1_13 

ENV-llE-110 ...... ~.-.. ~~- ~-~.~~.- ... --..... ~ ... ,.,". - .... "".",.,," .... , , .. 

Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@tacity.org> Tue, Feb 5, 2013 at 7:55 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chr[s@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckeli <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
< karen.hoo@!actty.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, 
Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@ladty.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 

Appreciate you sending the hard copies at 5:00 p.m. on Friday. 

Just for the record, these electronic files were received at 7:46 p.m., according to my computer. 

Srimal 
[Quoted texi hidden] 

https:/lmail.google.cQmlmail/?ui"'2&ik"'285d5bdce4&we\'Fpt&search"'inboX&th"'13c9907902b7a230 3/3 
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Tf24113 City of Los Angeles Mai! - RE: FW: Millennium HollyMlOd 2nd Screencheck 

ENV -11E-489 

RE: FW: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srirnal, 

Here is the redline Water section. 

Mon, Jun 4, 2012 at 10:09 AM 

Note: all products (EIR sections and teclmical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please caU or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth 

~ Redline IV L-1 Water (2). DOC 
283K 

Sri mal Hewawitha rana <srimat. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrrs@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Seth, 

Tue, Jun 5, 2012 at 9:20 AM 

When I went to download the document, I received an error message stating that a table in the document has 
been corrupted ... 1 am not all that computer saWj to know if downloading and saving it will affect the rest of my 
files or not Could you take a look at your document to see what might be the matter? Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawltharana@iacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srims!, 

rue, Jun 5, 2012 at 9:59 AM 

I see the error too. Just click OK in the error box. I think it has to do with the redline and deletions that have 
affected how the tables are formatted (rows, columns). It wont be easy to fix in redllne until all changes are 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - RE: FW: Millennium HollYMJOd 2nd Screencheck 

accepted. I am resending the red line and inc[udil1gNl~U.1EII49:00n for you. Let me know if there are any 
questions. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:sr!mal.hewdwltharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, June OS[ 20129:21 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
0::: Chris Joseph 
Subject: Re: FW: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

From: Seth Wulkan 
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 20129:59 AM 
To: 'Srimal Hewawjtharana' 
Cc: Chris Joseph 
Subject: RE: FW: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck 

[Guoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

~ Redline IV L-1 Water. DOC 
283K 

~ IV.L.1 Water Revised 6_1_12,DOC 
223K 

https:!!mafl.google.comfmaili?ui=2&ik:::: 285d5bdce4&,,;evv- pt&search=inboY&th'" 137b879792etbf51 
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ENV -11E-343 

Fwd: Fw: .fyi (Hollywood Miilenium) 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iacity.org> 
To: Usa Webber <!isa.webber@lacity.org> 
Bcc: srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org 

Hi Usa, 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 9:47 AM 

Jon forwarded me your message to him. Srimai took some work home last night and just came to me to say 
that they've added new information to the Noise section that was not directed by her. She doesn't know why they 
added it and has checked the office to see if they ever submitted this new study (that should be included in the 
appendix) and we don't have it, only the previous one. The study is something that would also need to be 
reviewed since it is part of the EIR. 

That a1arms me since [ can't understand what changed to warrant another noise study. 

-Karen 

------- Forwarded message -------
From: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@facity.org> 
Date: Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 8:53 AM 
Subject: Fw: .fyi 
To: karen.hoo@lacity.org 

See below. 

From: Usa Webber [maHto:!isa.webber@!acity,org] 
Sent: WednesdaYI October 1.0/ 2012 10:26 PM 
To: jon.foreman@iacity,org <jon.foreman@lac!ty.org> 
Subject: Re: . 

Jon ... 1 hear you. This pop hsg issue is a big deal. I know very little about the hollywood comm plan, but I 
do know that pop hsg 1s the center of the discussions regarding the litigation. I think it is worth taking the 

time to figure this out! otherwise its a big credibility issue for our departmenLJor Policy EIR to make one 

set of assumptions, and Major Projects to make another within just a few months of eachother. I will 
communicate with Rich tomorrow morning and let him know we just don't have a comfort level yet to 

engage the City (INks office ... and also, this may not ultimately affect the overall project schedule given 
that we win hopefully have some downtime over the holidays ... that's a conversation to have with Kevin. 

~ Thanks Jon, 

from: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 201205:17 PM 
To: Lisa Webber <!isa.webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: Michael La Grande ~michaeLiogrande@lacity.org> 

https:!imail.google.com'rnatl!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&oiev..= pt&search;c inbo:$.th~ 13a50b90ac9279c:2 1/3 
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Subject: . 

lisa. 

City of Los Angeles Mail - FIM:I: Fw .1\1 (Hollywood Millenium) 

ENV-IIE-344 

Srimal just indicated that Pop Housing has new numbers quoting SCAG that she has not reviewed. The numbers 
appear to be higher than what is even in the new Hollywood Plan, which is using numbers from a base higher 
than the 2010 census. We are going to just cross our fingers and hope they are correct and don't conflict with 
what is in the Hollywood P~an EIR which is under Iltigation for this. 

This is just setting us up with Rich and with Chris Joseph because these are the kind of issues that we are 
having disputes with them on with Ponte Vista. Is Rich going to tell us next week that, Srimal did X for 
MiI!ennium and make Erin do it for Ponte Vista. I am \./ery afraid too that Rich will tell us next week to publish the 
DEIR for Ponte Vista on Oct 25th. 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Ange~es. Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St, City Ha!!, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacity.erg 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EJR Unit, Maii Stop 395 
200 Nolfh Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!aclty.org> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 10:26 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org> 

fyj 

------- Forwarded message -----
From: Lisa Webber <lisa,webber@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 10:10AM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Fw: .fyi (Hollywood MiHenium) 
To: karen.hoo@!acity.org 

Okay ... this just gives me more justification when I discuss with Rich this morning. Stay tuned ... thanks. 

From: Karen Hoo [mailto:karen.hoo@!acity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 201209:47 AM 
To: lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Fw: . Fyi (Hollywood Millenium) 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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[Quoted lext hidden] 

City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Fw::l: Fw. Jyi (HolI)'MXld Millenium) 

ENV -11E-345 

https:lJrr,aH.gtx>gle.comimaill?ui=2&ik=28f>i5bdce4&viel'F"pt&search"'inboX&th=13a50b90ac9279c2 313 

RL0037219 



7f25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Out of Office Re: Foo: Response to Draft EIR for Holiy,NOOd Millennium Project 

ENV-IIE-lll 

Out of Office Re: Fwd: Response to Draft EIR for Hollywood Millennium 
Project 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@!acity.org> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org 

Tue, Feb 5,2013 at 7:33 AM 

I will be out of the office through Tuesday, February 5,2013. I will not be checking email while out I will return 
your email when I return. If you have an urgent matter with regard to Metro Major Projects, contact either Kevin 
Jones at 213-978-1361 or at kevin.Jones@lacity.org or contact Henry Chu at 213-978-1324 or at 
henry.chu@laclty.org. If you have an urgent matter with regard to Valley Major Projects, contact Elva Nuno
O'Donnell at 818-374-5066 or at elva.nuno-odonnell@lacity.org. If you have an urgent matter with regard to an 
environmental impact report, contact Karen.Hoo at 213-978-1331 or at karen.hoo@iacity.org. 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hail, Room 750 
Los Ange!es, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon, foreman@lacity.org 
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ENV-llE-702 

Meeting with Caltrans/Miliennium Hollywood Project 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Ju119, 2011 at 5:12 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawltharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

Hi Srimal. Can you set up that meeting with Caltrans that they requested? Probably good to have you and George 
Rhyner (copied here) attend. 

Thanks, 

Chris Joseph 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, Jul 21, 2011 at 8:36 AM 

Cc: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

Hi Chris and George, 

Are there any days/times when either one of you will not be available to meet? 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

--------.---------------.~--

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Jul 21, 2011 at 8: 37 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

I'm out after next Wednesday, bu tGeorge can do this meeting without me. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> Thu, Jul 21, 2011 at 8:43 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srima!, 

Although Monday I have conflicts I can not mo'vl9, I can meet at the earliest time possible any other time next 
week. 

George Rhyner 

Senior Transportation Engineer (CE 47763, TE 2143) 

https:llmail.google.comimaill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&'v1eVFpt&search=inboX&th= 13144e2fa9a3b33b 1/6 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - M€€ting with CaltranslMillf;)nnium HolIYMXJd Project 

Crain & Associates ENV-llE-703 

300 Corporate Pointe, Suite 470 ~ NEW ADDRESS 

Culver City, CA 90230 

Phone: (310) 473-6508 ext. 4366 

This trnnsmission may contain confidential infillmation and is intended only fur the addressee(s). Any distribution or oopying of this material by anyone other 

than the addressee(s) is prohibited. If you received this transmission in error, please notiJY the sender immediately and destroy the message and any attachments. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2011 8:36 AM 
To: Chris Joseph 
Cc: George Rhyner 
Subject: Re: Meeting with Caltrans/Millennium Hollywood Project 

[Quoted text hidden] 

----_. ..--.------~----------.-------. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

Fri, Jul 22, 2011 at 9:37 AM 

Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

I called Alan Lin, project coordinator, at Cal trans and left a message. Will let you know when I hear back from 
him. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

Tue, Jul 26, 2011 at 8:45 AM 

Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Good moming, 

I spoke with Alan Lin at Caltrans and he wanted to know if a traffic study has been done. Do you know if we have 
a traffic study yet? 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Jul 26, 2011 at 8:51 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

Srimal: The traffic study parameters are being revised with LA DOT, and new counts need to be taken after Labor 
Day. A traffic study will not be submitted to LADOT until October. Our understanding was that Caltrans wanted 
tomeet as part of the seoping process .... now it sounds like they might not. Please let us know. 

Thanks, 

Chris 
{Quoted text hidden] 
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Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Ju127, 2011 at 10:55 AM 
To: Sfimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, any update on getting a seoping meeting with Caltrans? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-980 1 (fax) 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <Sri m a I. Hewawith a rana@iacity.org> 

Date: Tue, 26 Jul 201108:45:34 -0700 

To: George Rhyner <grhyner@crainandassociates.com> 

Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

[Quoted text hidden 1 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Hi Chris and George, 

Are there any days/tiInes when either one of you wilInot be availableto meet? 

Srimal 

On Tue, Jul19, 2011 at 5:12 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.coni> wrote: 

Hi Srimal. Can you set up that meeting with Caltrans that they requested? Probably good to have you and 
George Rhyner (copied here) attend. 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Meeting with Caltrans/MilJennium HolI)MKlOd Project 

. Thanks, ENV-llE-705 

Chris Joseph 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Ju127, 2011 at 11:28AM 

Chris, 

Spoke with Alan Lin at Caltrans. He now wants to have an agency level meeting with the City's Engineer (not 
sure if he means someone from DOT) and wanted me to send him an e-mail providing him with 3 possible dates 
on which we could meet. I informed Jon Foreman to ask if he wishes to attend such a meeting and am waiting to 
for him to give me 3 possible dates on which he is free to attend such a meeting. 

I'll keep you informed. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

-------------------
Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Ju127, 2011 at 11:31 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Is that something we should attend? 

Sent from an iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Ju127, 2011 at 11:36 AM 

Alan Un was saying he wants to meet with City personnel first, before meeting with the developer. But I will 
confirm that with him once I get some possible meeting dates from Jon. Will let you know as soon as I find out. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 9:40 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawiiharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, any update on this? 

Thanks, 

Chris 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV -lIE-706 Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 11 :02 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawiiharana <srima!.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

The applicant is insisting that they be a part of the Caltrans meeting ... it is, after all, their project. Also, can we 
schedule a separate meeting with you beforehand to go o'ver proposed Alternati'ves? Looking at the week of 
August 22nd for a meeting with you. Preferably, the Caltrans meeting can take place at a date after that. 

Thanks. 

Chris 

On Jul 27, 2011, at 11 :36 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana wrote: 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 12:11 PM 

Hi Chris, 

I will inform Caltrans that the applicant wishes to be part of the meeting. 

I just received some dates when Jon Foreman wiIJ be available to attend a meeting with Caltrans. The earliest he 
has available is Sept. 7, (after 1:30 p.m.). 

Other dates he has available are Sept. 8 (p.m.), Sept. 9 (all day), Sept. 12 (p.m.), Sept. 13 (p.m.), Sept. 14 
(p.m.) and Sept. 15 (all day). 

I won't be in the office on Monday, Aug. 22, but I will be available to meet any other day that week, to go over the 
alternati'ues. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 12:21 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Can we meet the afternoon ofthe 24th for the Alternatives meetings, say 2 PM? Thank you re: the other stuff 
below. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
Date: Wed, 3 Aug 201112:11:11-0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Aug 3,2011 at 12:28 PM 

Yes, I am rree on the 24th, at 2:00 p.m. I'll see you then. Did you want anyone else there? 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV-llE-707 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepRcom> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Up to you. Maybe Hadar? 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@!acity,org> 
Date: Wed, 3 Aug 201112:28:37 -0700 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden 1 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal,hewawitharana@lacity,org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Aug 3,2011 at 12:49 PM 

Wed, Aug 3, 2011 at 1 :08 PM 

I spoke with Hadar and yes, he thinks he should attend the meeting, but he's not available on the 24th. He's free 
either the 23rd or the 25th. Will either of those 2 days work for you? I am free on both days. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawiiharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

25th at 2 is great, Thanks, 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, 3 Aug 201113:08: 11-0700 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https://mail.google,comimail/?ui"'2&iF285d5bdce4&view=pt&search= i nbox&th= 13144e2fa9a3b33b 
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ENV-llE-1l2 

Millennium 

Luciralia Ibarra <!uciralia.ibarra@ladty.org> Fri, Jan 18, 2013 at 5:36 PM 
To: afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com 
Cc: Usa Webber <!isa.webber@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, SergiO Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Dan Scott 
<dan.scoU@lacity.org> 

Hi A!fred, 

To recap the week, we are pending updates on the following items: 

Entitlements: 
A. An updated Master Land Use application verifying: (1) the ownership of the properties involved (LLC's), (2) the 
addition of the request for shared parking request (12.21-A,4(y), (3) the request for the D.A., and (4) your contact 
inform at ion. 
B. Updated nndings consistent with the recently approved COfe Findings Ordinance (see attached). 
C. The elevations and sections we have in the epe TIle are outdated, we will need to update these for the file. As 
you know, once we release the hearing notice, people may be asking to view the file and if anything looks 
outdated or inconsistent, it will draw scrutiny. 
C. Until we can go into further detail regarding the Design Guidelines, as we've touched on already, and pending 
the comments from the Urban Design Studio, we need to make sure that the renderings are consistent with the 
guidelines. There seems to be come inconsistency. I know that we've talked about bringing the architect in for a 
meeting to go into further detail about that. Let's soHdify that meeting in the coming week. 
D. On the Development Agreement, we discussed changes and recommendations to the language, timing, 
benchmarks, etc. I mentioned phasing in the contributions to the affordable housing component Please consider 
including supporting documentation regarding the projects you have already identi1led (the commissioners would 
appreciate it); Also, with respect to local hire, consider adding operations as a component for local hiring goals, 
not just construction. Additionally, is there an agreement or something in place with metro regarding the portal 
option in the DA? if so, please pro\iide a letter, MOU, or something to that affect which speaks to their 
understanding and/or participation 

E1R: 
Srimal received the remainder ofihe 1st screencheck after 9pm 1/15 and has forwarded the Caltrans Letter and 
Metro letter to DOT for their review. 

This is it in in the interim. I know I've mentioned it on the phone, but I'm out of the office both Monday and 
Tuesday, as is Srimal. 

Thank you and have a good weekend. 

Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angetes, CA 90012 
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Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

tj CoreFindings.pdf 
. 833K 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium 

ENV-IIE-l13 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri, Jan 18, 2013 at 5:39 PM 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Iucira!ia.ibarra@iacity.org> 
Cc: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.ibarra@fadty.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Dan Scott 
<dan.scott@Jacity.org> 

Thank you Lucl. I will have the DA revisions and findings out to you as early as possible next week. 

Have a great weekend, 

Alfred 

From: luc!raHa Ibarra [mailto:!uc!ralia.ibarra@!acity.org] 
Sent: Friday, January 18, 2013 5:36 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: lisa Webber; Jon Foreman; Sergio Ibarra; Srimal Hewawitharana; Dan Scott 
Subject: Millennium 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\.Oidlng tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notrfy the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> Thu, Jan 24,2013 at 9:16 PM 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciraJia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

How is progress on the list? 
[Quoled text hidden] 

Jon FtSreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St, City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 900 12 
Tel: 21:'3-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon.foreman@lacity.org 
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7!25113 CityQf Los Angeles Mail - Millennium 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> ENV-llE-1l4 Tue, Jan 29, 2013 at 2:59 PM 
To: LuciraHa Ibarra <Iuciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio. ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawrtharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Dan Scott 
<dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci, 

Attached please find draft findings for our appiication, including findings consistent with the 
new ordinance and the original filing. 

lim expecting the notarized MLUA tomorrow and will hand delivery the original as soon as it 

is available. ! wi!! also file the related findings for the shared parking by Thursday. 

Thank you for your continued attention to this matter. 

Alfred 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

2'13.617.5567 ! 

213.443.2855 ; 

Sheppard\\21:'d 

213.620.1780,' . 

WlNw.sheppardmullin,com 

https:i/mail.google.com/mail/?ui:::2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th= 13c5072fdd06dc88 3/5 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium 

ENV-llE-1l5 

From: Luciralia Ibarra [mailto: tuciralta, ibarra@lacfty,org] 
Sent: Friday, January lS, 2013 5:36 PM 
To: Atfred Fraijo Jr. 
0:: Lisa Webber; Jon Foreman; Sergio Ibarra; Srima! Hewawitharana; Dan Scott 
Subject: Mi!lennium 

Hi Alfred, 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regujations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

2 attachments 

lID Millennium Hollywood Development Findings (Final 012913).DOC 
156K 

~ Millennium Hollywood Additional Findings {Final 12913}.DOCX 
58K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Jan 30, 2013 at 2:19 PM 
To: luciralia Ibarra <!uciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Sergio Ibarra 
<sergio.fbarra@lacity.org>, Sri mal Hewawrtharana <Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Dan Scott 
<dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci, 

Attached for your consideration are draft findings for the shared parking request. 

I wiil hand deliver the signed MLUA at our meeting on Monday. 

Best regards, 

Alfred 

hUps:llrnail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c5072fdd06dc88 4/5 
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7[25113 

from: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 2:59 PM 
To: 'Luciralia Ibarra' 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium 

ENV-llE-1l6 

Cc: Lisa Webber; Jon Foreman; Sergio Ibarra; Srima! Hewawitharana; Dan Scott 
Subject: RE: MiUennium 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

lID Parking Findings for Update MlUA.DOCX 
6DK 

https:!fmail.google.collvmaiif?ui '" 2&ik~285d5b;jce4&,,;eW" pt&search=i nboX&th" 13c5072fdd06dc88 5/5 

RL0037231 



7/24/13 

Fwd: Fw: .fyi 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

City of Los Angeles Mail h Fv..d: Fw: .fyi 

ENV -11E-346 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

------ Forwarded message -------
From: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 8:53 AM 
Subject: Fw: . fyi 
To: karen.hoo@lacity.org 

from: Usa Webber [mailto:lisa.webber@ladty.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 10:26 PM 
To: jon. foreman@!acity.org <jon. foreman@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: . 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 9:31 AM 

Jon .. .! hear you. This pop hsg issue is a big deal. I know very little about the hollywood comm plan, but I 
do know that pop hsg is the center of the discussions regarding the litigation. ! think it is worth taking the 

time to figure this out, otherwise its a big credibility issue for our department...for Policy E!R to make one 

set of assumptions, and Major Projects to make another within just a few months of eachother. ! will 
communicate with Rich tomorrow morning and let him know we just don't have a comfort level yet to 

engage the City Clerks office."and also, this may not ultimately affect the overall project schedule given 

that we will hopefully have some downtime over the holidays ... that's a conversation to have with Kevin. 

Thanks Jon. 

From: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@ladty.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10,201205:17 PM 
To: Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: Michael LoGrande <michaeLiogrande@lacity.org> 
Subject: . 

Usa, 
Srimal just indicated that Pop Housing has new numbers quoting SCAG that she has not reviewed. The numbers 
appear to be higher than what is e\.€n in the new Hollywood Plan, which is using numbers from a base higher 
than the 2010 census. We are going to just cross our fingers and hope they are correct and don't conflict with 
what is in the Hollywood Plan EIR which is under litigation for this. 

This is just setting us up with Rich and with Chris Joseph because these are the kind of issues that we are 
having disputes with them on with Ponte Vista. Is Rich going to tell us next week that, Srimal did X for 
Millennium and make Erin do it for Ponte Vista. I am very afraid too that Rich will tell us next week to publish the 
DEIR for Ponte Vista on Oct. 25th. 

https:l/matl.google.comfmail/?ui:;,2&iI<?285d5bdce4&'v\ew=pt&search= i nboJ<&th;;:: 13a50aa 79c 76a462 1/2 
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7/24/13 Cityaf Los Angeles Mail - Fw: Fw: Jyi 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner ENV-llE-347 
City of los Angeles, Department of City P!anning 
200 N. Spring St, Cay HaH, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-9"r8-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
Jon. foreman@lacity.erg 

Karen HOD 

Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EJR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-13:31 

https:!/mail.google.commail/?ui=2&ik-"285d5bdce4&1.1 e'o/iFpt&'search= inbox&!h= 13a50aa 79c 766462 ?J2 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeres Mail - Re: Millennium Holly.MXld EIR 

ENV-llE-491 

Re: Millennium Hollywood EIR 

Luciralia Ibarra <!uciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> Wed, Apr 25, 2012 at 3:30 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

I called and left a message for Glenn Striegler (213.241. 3926) @ LAUS D. I also spoke with Bill Piazza 
(213.24 i .3926). Bill assured me that Glenn is the person we should be hearing from and that and if I don't hear 
back by tomorrow to call him back so he can harass him for us. 

On Wed, Apr 25,2012 at 3:22 PM, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> wrote: 
· Hi Luci, 

With regard to that LAUSD service letter the EIR consultant needs to turn this over to Srimal, can you see if 
you can track down a number for this person and get a status? You mentioned a contact from subdivisions. 

· Thanks, 
: Jon 

--- Forwarded message --------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmumn.com> 
Date: Wed, Apr 25,2012 at 2:31 PM 

• Subject: RE: MiI!ennium Hollywood EIR 
To: Jon Foreman <jon. foreman@lacity.erg> 

· Cc: "kevin.jones@lacity.org" <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Jon, an administrati"lre staffer who connected with Chris Joseph's team some tirne ago indicated that a letter 
was being reviewed by Ms. Rena Perez with the District. 

Thanks. 

from: Jon Foreman [mailto:jon.foreman@facity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2012 12: 15 PM 

, To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: kevin,jones@laclty.org; Chris Joseph 
Subject: Re: MHlennium Holfyvvood EIR 

Hi Alfred, 
Do you know who the school letter is setting with? Who told you that it had been drafted? We can contact 
them as well and let them know we are waiting for it. 

~ Thanks, 
; Jon 

On Wed, Apr 25,2012 at 11 :05 AM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
Jon, thank you for the update. I was able to attend part of the conference. In fact, the nonprofit I started, 

, LURN, Inc., was the conference host of a day-long community planning session in Boyle Heights. It was a 
, lot of fun. 

I understand that at least with school, a draft letter has been written and is waiting approval from 
: manag,~ne(lJ.. But, again, we ha"lre not recei"lred a formal response from either. 

https:llmail,goog le.comlmai I/?ui '" 2&ik--'285d5bdce4&vi eViFpt&search=inboY&th= 136eba02f97e34ea 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Re: Millennium HollyvIOOCI EIR 

ENV-IIE-492 
• Thanks again. 

From: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@iacity.org] 
Sent~ Tuesday, April 24, 2012 6: 09 PM 

· To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: kevln.jones@lacity.org; Chris Joseph 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood EIR 

Hello Alfredo, 
I have not forgotten about you and apologize for the delay. 

One staff member in our Environmental Unit has a contact with LAPD Central Division who is getting her (not 
Srimal, she is focused on reading what she has) the name of the responsible officer for Hollywood, so she is 

: following up with them. 

• Another staff member has been following up with LAUSD, and hit a bit of a road block in getting the correct 
person to contact them, so a colleague in Subdivisions wlunteered to help us and reach out to someone 
she deals with regularly at LAUSD on tract cases. 

Two of the staff members above were at the American Planning Association Convention for a portion of last 
week and are trying to get caught up on emails, phone calls, etc. It was the first time in over 20 years that 
the con\i9ntion was held in Los Angeles. It is important for the professional de\i9lopment of staff. 

· This was a great opportunity for staff, who many years cannot attend the national con\i9ntion due to 
additional tra\i91 and lodging, time and expense. 

, Again I apologize that it has taken so long and will let you know as soon as we ha\i9 information on either 

• front. 
• Jon 

On Tue, Apr 24,2012 at 10:18 AM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
· Good morning Jon, 

I'm following up to see if there is any word from Police or Schools. We ha\i9 not received any news from 
our end despite our best efforts to connect with the right folks. 

· Thank you again. 

From: Jon Foreman [mailto:jon.fmeman@laclty.org] 
• Sent: Wednesday, April 041 2012 10: 10 AM 

To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: kevin.jones@lacity.org; Chris Joseph 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood EIR 

Not a problem Alfred, we will follow up with those agencies and let you know what we come up with. 

· Jon 

On Wed, Apr 4, 2012 at 10:01 AM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
Hi Jon and Kevin, 

https:/lmail.google.comimaUJ?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&lIiew=pt&search= inbox&th= 136eba02f97e34ea 217 
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7!24i13 City of Los Angeles Mail, Re: Millennium HoIlyv>AXXl EIR 

We need assistance with responses to1bN'fiiH.~~~tters. We have responses from all agencies 
except for Police and Schools. We are following up constantly without any resolution. I'm hoping you 
can help us confirm the data we need for police and schools. Below are the contacts we have at each: 

LAUSD: 

Glenn Strieg[er 
glenn.striegler@lausd.net; (213) 241-3'199 
LAUSD - OFFICE OF ENV1RONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY 
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 20th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Rena Perez 
rena .perez@lausd.net 
LAUSD - Master Planning and Demographics 

LAPD: 

• Officer Marco Jimenez 
Community Crime Liaison Unit;24990@lapd.lacity.org 
Central Bureau/Hispanic Community Liaison 
(213) 486-6038 

Sergeant Morales 
; Community Crime Liaison Unit;24209@lapd.lacity.org 

• Thank you. 

wNw.sheppardmu!!in.com/afraijo 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given 
herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any 
taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) a\.Qiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to 
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
• confrdential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and 
· delete the message and any attachments. 

Please be aware that due to mandatory furlough staff is now required to work a REDUCED 
WORKDA Y schedule, 

• Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 

. 200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

: Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 

https:i/rnail,google.GOrnlrnailf?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&\,;ev..c:pt&search= inboX&th'"136eba02f97e34ea 3f7 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail ~ Re: Millennium Holl)'M)Od EIR 

jon. foreman@!adty.org ENV-llE-494 

Please be aware that due to mandatory furlough staff is now required to work a REDUCED 
WORKDAY schedule. 
Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of los Angeles, Department of City Planning 

. 200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 

• jon.foreman@iacity.org 

· Please be aware that due to mandatory furlough staff is now required to work a REDUCED 
WORKDA Y schedule. 
Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 

· City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
: 200 N. Spring St., City Hall, Room 750 
· Los Angeles, CA 90012 
· Tel: 213-978-1387 
· Fax: 213-978~1343 
; JOIl. foreman@!acity.org 

: Please be aware that due to mandatory furlough staff is now required to work a REDUCED 
WORKDA Y schedule. 

· Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
• City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
: 200 N. Spring St., City Hail, Room 750 

L.os Angeles, CA 90012 
• Tel: 213-978-1387 

Fax: 213-978-1343 
• jonJoreman@lacity.org 

Luciraiia Ibarra 
City Planning Associate 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm ISO 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.9l8.1378 
Fx: 213.9'78.1343 

https:l/maiLgoogle.comimail/?ui" 2&i~285d5bdce4&vi 8v-F pt&search'" intx);:&th= 136ebaD2f97e34ea 4fT 
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7i24i13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: Millennium Holl)f\'\0Od EIR 

ENV-IIE-495 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> Tue, May 1, 2012 at 3:43 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: "kevin.jones@tacity.org" <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal 
Hewawitharana <sri maL hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hello Alfred, 
Srimal may have forwarded you a contact for LAPD. ! am not sure if she was going to ha\R time to contact them 
directly today. 

Also we ha\R made contact with LAUSD and they are going to send us their comments directly for simplicity. 
Srfma! will forward on to Chris once we recei\R them. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuliin.com> Tue, May 1,2012 at 5:22 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@iacity.org> 
Cc: "kevin.jones@lacity.org" <ke'vin.jones@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal 
Hewawitharana <srimal. hewaw[tharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks very much Jon. I appreciate the follow-up. I'll to hear about the LAPD contact. 

Thanks again. 

From: Jon Foreman [maflto:jonJoreman@!acity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 20123:43 PM 
To: Alfred Fraljo Jr. 
Cc: kevin.jones@iadty.org; Chris Joseph; Srima! Hewawitharana 
Subject: Re: Milfenniurn Hollywood EIR 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@laclty.org> Tue, May 1, 2012 at 5:32 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: "\"Chris Joseph" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

An update on LAUSD: they said we should get their service letter no later than the end of next week (if not 
sooner). 
[Ouoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraljo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, May 1, 2012 at 5:37 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: "\"Chris Joseph" <chris@ceqa-nspa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Terrific! 

Excuse my previous typo: I meant to write, I'll wait to hear from Srimal regarding LAPD. 

From: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 20125:33 P[l.1 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: "Chris Joseph; Srimal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: Millennium HolIJ'MJOd EIR 

[Quoted text hidden] ENV-IIE-496 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com> Mon, May 28, 2012 at 4:29 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: "\"Chris Joseph" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you again for assisting with the LAUSD letter. The only outstanding Will Serve letter is from LAPD. Any 
indication we can expect the letter within the week? We targeting an end of June release date for the Draft EIR. 

Thank you. 

From: Jon Foreman [mailto:jonJoreman@!adty.org] 
Sent: Tuesday! May 01, 20125:33 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: "Chris Joseph; Srimal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> Wed, May 30,2012 at 10:46 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
Any update on how this is going? 
Thanks, 
Jon 

--------- Forwarded message -------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmul!in.com> 
Date: Mon, May 28, 2012 at 4:29 PM 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood EIR 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
[Quoted lext hidden] 

[Quo\ed lext hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Jon, 

I will try to cail LAPD today to check with them. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text h~dden] 

Sri mal Hewawitharana <srlmal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foremao@lacity.org> 

Jon, 

Wed, May 30, 2012 at 11 :00 AM 

Wed, May 30, 2012 at 12:06 PM 

Just to update you, I called Cormnander Andy Smith of the LAPD and left a message at 11.56 a. m., today. Will 
call again, tomorrow, if ! don't hear from him later today. 
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7/24113 Citfoflos Angeles Mail - Re: Millennium Holly.MJOd EIR 

ENV-IIE-497 
Sdma! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <s6maLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks, keep me posted. 
Jon 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:i/rnail.google.comlmaill?ui::c2&iI0285d5bdce4&";ew::::pt&search'" i nbox&th~ 136eba02f97e34ea 

Wed, May 30, 2012 at 2:11 PM 
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Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Holl)MOOd Millennium Final EIR 

ENV-llE-1l7 

Hollywood Millennium Final EIR 

De la Cruz, Victor <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> Tue, Jan 29,2013 at 3:44 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal. Hope all is well with you. My client received a public hearing notice for the Hollywood Millennium 
project today. Would it be possible for me to send someone to pick up a copy of the Final EIR tomorrow? 
Thanks very much. -Victor 

Victor De la Cruz 
manatt I phelps I phillips 
11355 Weo1 Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, Cal1fornia 90064-1614 

Phone: (310) 312-4305; Fax: (310) 914-5824: vdelacruz@manatt.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain 

confidential infomlation that is legaUy privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the 

intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure. copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or 

attached to this message is STRICTL Y PROHIBITED. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply 

e-mail at vdeiacruz@manatt.com or by telephone at (310) 312-4305, and deo1roy the origi nal transmission and its attachments without 

reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you. 

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: To comply with requirements imposed by the Department of the Treasury, we 
inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended 
or written by the practitioner to be used, and that it cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) 
avoiding penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer, and (ii) supporting the promotion or marketing of any 
transactions or matters addressed herein. For information about this legend, go to http://wvvw.manatt.com/ 
ExperUse.aspx?id=4870 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Tue, Jan 29, 2013 at 5:45 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@facity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Usa Webber 
<lisa. webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Considering I am only mid-way through reviewing the response to AMDA's comments, I am not sure how to 
respond to this e-mail. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

lisa Webber <Iisa.webber@!acity.org> Tue, Jan 29, 2013 at 9:03 PM 
To: sri me!. hewawHhafaftiitP@tacity,org, karen.hoo@!acity.org, jon. foreman@lacity.arg, dan .scott@lacity.org 

The Final fIR is still being prepared and will be avallable for public review a minimum of 10 days prior' to 

the February 19 staff / DAA hearing. We wi!! notify them when the FEIR is available. 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [maiito:srimal.hew3wltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 05:45 PM 
To: Kc'1ren Hoo <karen,hoo@!acity.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>; Usa Webber 

htlps:llrnail.google.comimaill?ui-"2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.4e"·Fpt&search'"in bo>&th"-13c88b248404c6fd 1/2 
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7/25/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - HollYMJOd Millennium Final EIR 

<Hsa,webber@!adty.org>; Dan Scott <dan.scott®N~i<1l1EPl18 
Subject: Fwd: Hollywood Millennium Final EIR 

[Quoted text hidden) 

Sri mal Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org, jonJoreman@[aclty.org, dan.scott@lacity.org 

Thank you. I will let him know. 

Srimal 
[Quoted iext hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: "De !a Cruz, Victor" <VDelaCruz@manatt.com> 

Hi Victor, 

Wed, Jan 30,2013 at 9:02 AM 

Wed, Jan 30, 2013 at 9:06 AM 

The Final ErR is stm being prepared and wili be available for public review a minimum of 10 days prior to the 
February 19, 2013 public hearing. You will be notified when the FEIR is available. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted text hidden] 

De la Cruz, Victor <VDelaCruz@manatLcom> 
To: Srrmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you, Sri mal. 

Prom: Srimal Hewawitharana [mai!to: srimal.hew3wltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 9: 07 AM 
To~ De la Cruz, Victor 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium Final EIR 

[Ouoted text hidden] 

https:ffmail.google.comfmail!?ui"'2&ik~285d5bdGe4&Y;ew=pt&searGI1=inboY&th::::13c88b248404c6fd 

Wed, Jan 30, 2013 at 11 :34 AM 

'212 

RL0037242 



7/24113 City of Los Ange~es Mail - Richie, Richie, Richie 

ENV -11E-348 

""'"'"""'"'"""'-~'--'"'---"'---'",----

Richie, Richie, Richie 

Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 4:50 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Okay, so! had my chat with Rich and explained the magnitude of modifications still being made to the 3rd 
screencheck. He understands and proposes the foHowing ...... that we submit the notice to the Clerk by tomorrow 
or Friday (whichever is the deadline - Rich seems to think it needs to be in by tomorrow) and, if they are 
unsuccessful in producing a final OEIR to OUf satisfaction by next Monday or Tuesday, then we pull the notice 
from the Clerk. Is that something that we can consider doing without creating too much aggravation for us?? I 
am trying to be flexible where I can, but don't want to create issues with the Clerk's office ..... 

Please advise .... 

Thanks, 
Lisa 

Lisa M. Webber, A!CP 
Deputy Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Suite 525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978 M 1274 
(213) 978~1275 fax 
!isa.webber@lacity.org 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity,org> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 5:05 PM 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity,org> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Ke\1n Jones <ke\1n.jones@lacity.org> 

Hello Lisa, 
You are correct, we submit the notice on Friday, However, the City Clerk requires we submit the EIR with the 
Notice, in order for them to assign a "PL" number for tracking and records. They do not like to take in forms that 
says something is available, and then it is not (as is the case here) they have been burned too many times 
before. We can cal! in some fa'vO[s, however we used a lot of those up with NBCU, because Uley kept rewriting 
the LA Timers Notice for the public hearing. If we do delay, we will have to make sure that the Clerk is on board, 
because of short staff, furlough, vacation, they cannot always guarantee to meet our request fir fa\lOr. 

Jar! 

We can maybe pull a fa'vOf, but we used a k.lt,Qj~ood will up with gthe city Clerk when we were publishing fgy 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:flmai!.google.comirp.ail!?ui"2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.ievv"'pt&search"'inbom.th~13a4d15dr(6acdba 1/2 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Richie, Richie, Richie 

ENV-llE-349 
Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
Cay of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hal!, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 2i3-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. rorernan@lacHy.org 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawrtharana@lacity.org> 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Karen, 

Forwarding Usa's e-mail from yesterday, for your info. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llrnail.gexJgle.corrv'matl!?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&vievF pt&search= inboX&th'" 13a4d15df16acdba 

Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 9:27 AM 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Fw:t Millennium Holi}'MlOCJ: Kick-off Meeting 

ENV-llE-708 

Fwd: Millennium Hollywood: Kick-off Meeting 

Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> Thu, Jul 7, 2011 at 9:22 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

We have a meeting today with Alfred Fraijo of the Hollywood Millenium project. One of the items we'll be 
discussing is the comments from the Scoping Meeting. Could you attend this afternoon at 2:00 pm? We'll be 
meeting at 11 :00 AM to 12 noon. 

Thanks! 

Henry 

------ Forwarded message -------
From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Thu, Jul 7, 2011 at 7:20 AM 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Kick-off Meeting 
To: "Chu, Henry" <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@iac!ty.org> 
Cc: Rich Lichtenstein <rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 

Hi Henry and Jon, 

Thanks again for scheduling the meeting with us. We would like to 
review the following items with you today at 11 a.m.: 

1. Development Agreement - processing discussion; 
2. Design Guidelines and Standards - review comments to latest draft; 
3. CEQA - Comments to NOP; settle any outstanding items (please see 
attached matrix prepared by Chris Joseph); and 
2. General permitting milestones, including CEQA review through 
December 2011. 

Best regards, 
Alfred 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:J!mail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik='285d5bdce4&viev.Fpt&search=inbox&th= 1310568193cfDe19 1/2 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Millennium Holl}'MJOd: Kick-off Meeting 

Henry Chu 

J\l[a j or Projects 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Plannillg 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 ;VIS :'195 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

email: henry .chu @laclty.org 

phone: (213) 978-1324 

fax: (213) 978-)343 

m NOP Comments 7_06_11.pdf 
t::l 337K 

ENV-llE-709 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org> 

Hi Henry, 

Yes, I will be there. 

Srimal 
{Quoted text hidden] 

https:J/mail.goog Ie. comlmai 1/?ui",2&i k= 285d5bdce4&\.ie'.\"'pt&search"'inboX&th'" 131 0568193cfOe19 

Thu, Jul 7, 2011 at 9:31 AM 
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7i24J13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Re: Capitol Records 

ENV-llE-498 

Re: Capitol Records 

Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> Wed, May 30, 2012 at 10:58 AM 
To: Mary Richardson <mary.richardson@!acity.org> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> 

Good Morning Mary: The Millennium Hollywood EIR is in the draft stages with Srimal here in room 750. I have 
not seen any portions of the document. KJ 

On TUB, May 29, 2012 at 12:03 PM, Mary Richardson <mary.richardson@iacity.org> wrote: 

• Kevin: 

• Do you have an EIR for the Capitol Records project up there? 

: Mary Richardson 
· Associate Planner 

200 N. Spring St., Rm. 667 
LA, CA 90012 
213978-1478 
FAX2"13978-1477 
Mary Richardson@lacity.org 

Kevin D. Jones 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
(213) 978-1361 
Fax (213) 978-1343 

https:!lmail.goog Ie. comlmai\f?ui = 2&ik=28,.')d5bclce4&vievv= pt&search=i nboX&th= 1 :W9ee5e969490Ixi 1/1 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium FEIR - Appendix A 

ENV-llE-1l9 

Millennium FEIR ~ Appendix A 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Jan 29, 2013 at 2:33 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srimal, 

Use the link below to download Appendix A - Comment Letters 

As you can see, this is both a large file size and 490 pages. During distribution, if we can minimize printing of 
appendices and put as much on CD, it will save a lot of time and printing_ 

YOUSENDit~ 

A file has been sent to you 

from chris@ceqa-nepa.com via YouSendlt 

https:f/rreil.google.com/maiif?ui=2&ik=28Sd5bdce4&\.ie\lFpt&search:::inboxB.th"'13c887212b65d799 1/2 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium FEIR - AppendixA 

Size: 25.72 M B O::mtent w iIf be availab!e for ~N~llll1WnDruary 11, 201313:25 PST. 

~) 2003-20\2 YouScndIt Inc. 1919 S. BascomAvc, 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 

Privacy i Terms 

https:J/mail.google.corrv'maill?ui"'2&ik-"285d5bdce4&vifNFpt&search=inbox&th=13c887212b65d799 2i2 
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7!24i13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl)'MlOd - Noise 

ENV -11E-350 

Millennium Hollywood - Noise 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached is the one edit t have for Noise. 

Your comments with explanations have been noted. Thank you. 

Srima! 

'[j NoiseCom.pdf 
107K 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 4:18 PM 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 5:04 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawltharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lac1ty.org>, Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@tacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

111is change has been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana [mailto: srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 4: 18 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: MlHennium Horlywood - Noise 

Attached is the one edit r have ux Noise. 

Your connnents with explanations have been noted. Thank YOlL 

https:ilmail.google.comimaifJ?ui"'2&ifxc"285d5bdce4&\.ieVFpt&search'" i ntx»(B..th~ 13a4cf8a986b2856 112 
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7/24i13 

Srimal 

ti@J IV.H. Noise 10_10_12.doc 
629K 

City of Los Angeies Mail - Millennium HolIYMJOd - Noise 

ENV-llE-351 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity .org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 
[Quoled lext hidden] 

https:!!mail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik= 285d5bdce4&'.oiew= pt&search=inboX&th= 1 ~'Ia4cI8a986b2856 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 5:08 PM 
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7/24/13 

A 
GHCS < 

Re: Millenium Hollywood 

Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 
To: Carol Burie <cburle@psomas.com> 
Bee: srimal. hewawitharana@iadty.org 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Re: Millenium Holly.MX>d 

ENV-IIE-499 

Wed, May 30, 2012 at 9:48 AM 

Hi Carol: Yes Sergio and I wlH be assigned to this project once the Final EIR is published and the comment 
period ends. Srima! is working with Alfredo on the Draft EIR. 

On Tue, May 29, 2012 at 11:40 PM, Carol Burle <cburte@psomas.com> wrote: 

Hi, 

Long time no see! Are you our contact for this project. If so are you also working on the tentative tract map. I 
~ am trying to figure out who I should contact about coming in and copying the responses from the agencies. It 
, would be fun to work with you on this. 

, Thanks 

, Carol Burle 

P S 0 MAS I Balancing the Natura! and Buflt Environment 

Associate I Senior Project rvlanager 

555 South Flower Street, Suite 4400 

Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Office: 213.223.1442 

Fax: 213.223.1444 

iV1obile: 310.413.4296 

• cburle@psomas.col] 

: www.psomas.com 

https:!/mail.google.comlmai!f?ui= 2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.iew=pt&search=i nbo~th'" 1379ea5c4ab9ed4b 1/2 
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7/24/13 

Kevin D. Jones 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
(213) 978-136 '1 
Fax (213) 978-1343 

City of los Angeles Mail- Re: Millenium Hol!YMXJd 

ENV -11E-500 

hUps:f!rnail,google,cornimailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&.viev.=pl&search=inbox&th=137gea5c4abged4b 212 

RL0037253 



7/19113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium NOP Comments 

ENV-llE-710 

Millennium NOP Comments 

Ryan Lucker! <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Jun 16, 2011 at 12:02 PM 
To: Srimal <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 

> Hi Srimal
> 
> Hope all is well. We were hoping you could help us cross reference our list of NOP comments with the City's 
list for the Millennium project. If possible, we have attached to this email our compiled list of NOP comments. 
Let us know if you need anything further and if you can help. Thanks so much. 

> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
> Ryan 

2 attachments 

tB NOP Comments list for City. pdf 
226K 

[B ATT00001 .. txt 
1K 

Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, Jun 16, 2011 at 12:18 PM 

Ryan, 

I'll take a look and get back to you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Jun 16, 2011 at 12:20 PM 
To: SrimalHewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 

Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

hltps:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&iiY"285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13099d6a852516c5 111 
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7/25/13 Cit'lof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium FEIR " Notices 

ENV-llE-12l 

Millennium FEIR - Notices 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Man, Jan 28, 2013 at 7:31 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa~nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srlma~ 

Attached are the 2 notices for your review and signoff. 

• Notice of Completion and Availability for the City 
• Notice of Completion to State Clearinghouse 

o Plus an Attachment A to the NOC for the State Clearinghouse, to list additional info 

As you did for the Draft EIR, we assumed you win prepare the 3 Library notices. Each of the Libraries would 
get a CD, same as the Draft EIR process. 

Also, per your request, here is the list of commenters addresses (mailing or email) for use in distributing notices. 
We assume that mailing addresses would receive a hardcopy of the NOC, while email addresses would receive 
a pdf or link (email should be sent from City Planmng Department). The list contains Gerald Wells Consulting 
which you said to add to the mailing list (email on 1-11-13). 

Se til \Vulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, 'LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 250 

Los Angeles t CA 90049 

Scth@ccqa-ncpa.com 

310469~6704 (direct} 

https:flmail.google.wmlrnaHf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&';evv=pt&search"inbox&th=13c845cf97d28fd7 1/2 
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7125/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium FEIR - Notices 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310--806-9801 (fax) 

4 attachments 

~ NOC for City (1~8_13}.doc 
79K 

m NOC State Clearinghouse (1_28_13).pdf 
333K 

@i"l ATTACHMENT A to NOC for SCH.docx 
2J 18K 

~ Commenters addresses.doc 
254K . 

ENV-IIE-122 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@Jacity.org> Tue, Jan 29, 2013 at 8:59 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
< karen. hoo@lacity.org> 

Thank you. I will review the attachments as soon as I finish reviewing the responses to AMDA comments. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

http5:lfmail.google.comimaill?ui~2&iki=285d5bdce4&vievFpt&searctl=inlxlx&th=13c845d9?d281d7 2i2 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoIIYMXXl- LandUse 

ENV-IIE-352 

Millennium Hollywood ~ LandUse 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 3:47 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached is the one edit in LandUse. 

Your comments A2, A4 & AS were noted. Thank you for the explanations you provided. 

Srirnal 

k!J LandUseCom.pdf 
95K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 4:19 PM 
To: Srimal HewawHharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi SrimaL 

This change has been made in the attached as redl1ne. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mallto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 20123:48 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - LandUse 

Attached is the one edit in LandUse. 

YOW" comments A2, A4 & AS were noted. ll1ank you for the explanations you provided. 

https:lflTk'il.googie.comirnaitf?ui'" 2&i k'" 285d5bdce4&ti evv'::pt&search"'inbox&lh= 13a4cdcb"lfd"1988a 1/2 
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Srimal 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyt>DOd - LandUse 

!01 IV.G. Land Use Planning 10_10_12.doc 
;::J 389K 

ENV -11E-353 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@laclty.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!frnail.gClOQ Ie. cornirnai l/?lJi~2&i"~ 285d5bdce4&vievF pt&sear ch=i nboX&th= 13a4cdcb 7fd7988a 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 4:51 PM 
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7i25/13 C!(yof Los Angeles Mail - Miliennium HoIly.MXld FEIR- Response to Comments: Letter #84 Benjamin Reznik(#2) 

ENV-IIE-123 

Millennium HoUywood FEIR- Response to Comments: leiter #84 Benjamin 
Reznik (#2) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@Jacity.org> Mon, Jan 28, 2013 at 3:39 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuflin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Usa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@Jacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

Attached, please find the reviewed response to comments for Letter No. 84 Benjamin Reznik (#2) 

I've tried to keep my comments and edits to a minimum, considering the time constraints under which I am 
reviewing this document 

However, I do believe that a City response to comments should not start out with "Commenter is incorrect". Even 
if the comment [s incorrect. It is better, in my opinion, to simply state the comment and then, provide evidence 
to disprove the comment. Keep the responses neutral and matter of fact, without stating that the commenter is 
incorrect, mistaken, inaccurate, etc. 

Response 84-2 could be consolidated a bit, I think. And Response 84-30 should be revised to be more 
responsi\t9 to the concern expressed in the comment. 

If you ha\t9 any questions, please call me. 

Srimal 

~ 84-Reznik, Benjamin 1_15_13SH.docx 
102K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, Jan 28,2013 at 3:41 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert 
<ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<Hsa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

I agree 

Sent from my iPhone 
[QuotfJd text hidden1 

> <84-Reznik, Benjamin 1_15_13SH.docx> 

https:llmail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th", 13c83874e3a44d67 1/1 
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ENV-IIE-501 

Millennium Hollywood: 2nd Screencheck - Questions 

Srimal Hewawiiharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, May 24,2012 at 4:31 PM 

Cc: "Alfred FraUo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com> 

Hi Chris, 

I've been downloadIng the electronic copy of the document and "figures, and glancing over it. A couple of 
questions before I really start reviewing: 

Does the Project Description reflect what was discussed at the meeting with Planning and DOT on Tues.? Or 
will there be further revisions to the section? 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 24, 2012 at 4:53 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

DOTlPlanning meeting was to discuss mitigation measures, not the Project Description. 

Sent from my [Phone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, May 24, 2012 at 4:57 PM 

OK, thanks. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri, May 25,2012 at 11:19 AM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Per Chris' email the Project Description does not yet incorporate the discussion with DOT and Planning. 
There should be only limited revisions to the section after finalizing the DOT work in the next week or so. We 
have a meeting with the traffic consultant today to try to finalize this outstanding piece as soon as possible. 
Thanks SrimaL 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [rnaitto:srimal.hew3vvitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 20124:32 PM 
To: Chris Joseph 
Cc: Alfred fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: 2nd Screencheck - Questions 

https:!!rnail,google.comfrnail/?u( oc 2&ik=285d5bdce4&\18vv"-pt&search"-inbox&th=13?8130de040d9fO 1{2 
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ENV -IIE-502 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:/lmail.google.com/maflJ?ui=2&if0;285d5bdce4&vieV'Fpt&search"'inbo>i<UF1378130de040d9fO 212 
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City of Los Ang!!!es Mail - Millennium Hollywood - Hydrology 
ENV-IIE-354 

Millennium Hollywood - Hydrology 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaL hewawrtharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached is the one edit I have on the Hydrology chapter 

'f;1) HydroCom.pdf 
k:::.1 92K 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 3:08 PM 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 3:17 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Tnis change has been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srfmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 20123:09 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hotlywood - Hydrology 

Attached is the one edit I have on the Hydrology chapter 

~"r IV.F. Hydrology and Water Quality 10_10_12.doc 
CJ 183K 

Srimal He~itharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:lfrmil.google.comill'laif{?ui"2&ik-=285d5bdce4&,iewc-pt&search:cinbo:<&thoc 13a4cb8e74b6d61d 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 3:44 PM 

112 
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Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

City of Los Ange!es MaH - Millennium HollYMXXi - Hy:Jro!ogy 

ENV -11E-355 

https:ifrnail.googie.commsili?ui=2&iI<:=285d5bdce4&vislJ'Fpl&search= i nboX&th'" 13a4r;b8e74b6d61d 212 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Hollywood: Additional Comment; Fw:t Project Alternati...e 

ENV-llE-711 

Millennium Hollywood: Additional Comment; Fwd: Project Alternative 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Mon, May 16, 2011 at 9:16 AM 

Hi Chris, 

I'm forwarding to you an additional comment on the Millennium Hollywood Project, which was sent to me. 

Srimal 

------ Forwarded message -----
From: Oliver Netburn <onetburn@hotmaiLcom> 
Date: Sun, May 15, 2011 at 11 :27 AM 
Subject: Project Alternative 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: hadar.plafktn@lacity.org 

Hi Srimal, 
I wanted to supplement my recommendation from the Scoping Meeting that one of the Project Alternatives 
include popping out the northern portal for the HollywoodlVine Station. Metro planned for it come up at the 
northeast corner of Hollywood and Argyle, but I'm not sure how set in stone that is. (Note that page 83 of the 
PDF, the link included below which is the Final EIR for the Metro Redline Project, states that, "These station 
footprints are subject to change during final deSign, during which that exact dimensions, structural design and 
locations of entrances and ancillary facilities will be finalized.") I think this could be a great feature Millennium if 
they had the portal extend a little further north and on the west side of Argyle, and directly underneath the 
project. DOT might even give trip credits if they included that as part of the project, reducing the number of 
impacted intersections and cost to improve them. 

The related discussion on the HollywoodlVine Station is on page 93 of the PDF (page 2-1-34 of the actual 
document) and includes Figures 2-30 and 2-31. 

Also note that the HoUywoodlVine Station was designated as a kiss-and-ride, which I don't think there is and 
could also be a component of Millennium. This should also be included as part of the Project Alternative. This 
could also give trip credits. 

http://libraryarchives.metro.netlDPGTUeirs/1989_Rail_Rapid_Transit_FlnalSupplemental , pdf 

Let rne know if there is anything else I need to do. 

Oliver Netbum 

------.~---,-----~------

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, May 25, 2011 at 11 :05 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, have any NOP comments come in (other than from the scoping meeting)? 

Thanks, 

https:lfmail.google.com/mail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&liew=pt&search=inbox&th=12ff9988a1b2f810 1/4 

RL0037264 



7/24/13 CityofLos Angeles Mail - Millennium HollyMlOd: Additional Comment; Fv.d: ProjectAiternati-.e 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

ENV-llE-712 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srima!.Hewawitharana@laclty.org> 
Date: Mon, 16 May 2011 09:16:54 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Additional Comment; Fwd: Project Alternative 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, May 25, 2011 at 2:06 PM 

Hi Chris, 

Yes 2 additional comments, received yesterday and today, from Caltrans and MTA. Attached. 

As stated in their letter, Mr. Alan Lin from Caltrans called me and said they would like to have a meeting to 
discuss traffic impacts. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ milhwd1.pdf 
799K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, May 25, 2011 at 2:15 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks for sending this. Have other written comments come in, apart from the scoping meeting? 

Sent from my iPad. Or my iPhone. 

On May 25,2011, at 2:07 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> wrote: 

> Hi Chris, 
> 
> Yes 2 additional comments, received yesterday and today, from Caltrans and MTA. Attached. 
> 

> As stated in their letter, Mr. Alan Lin from Caltrans called me and said they would like to have a meeting to 
discuss traffic impacts. 
> 
> Srimal 
> 
> On Wed, May 25, 2011 at 11 :05 AM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:chris@ceqa-nepa.com» 

https:llmail.google.comlmailf?ui",2&ikcc285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th:o::12ff9988a1 b2f81 0 2/4 
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7/24/13 CityofLos Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollyv.ood: Additional Comment; FVId: Project Alternatil.e 

wrote: ENV-llE-713 

> Srimal, have any NOP comments come in (other than from the seoping meeting)? 
> 
> Thanks, 
> 
> Chris 
> 

> Chris Joseph 
> CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
> 11990 San Vicente 81\d, Suite 200 
> Los Angeles, CA 90049 
> 
> 310-469-6700 (office) 
> 310-806-9801 (fax) 
> 

> From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:Srima!.Hewawitharana@lacity.org» 
> Date: Mon, 16 May 2011 09:16:54 -0700 
> To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com<mailto:chris@ceqa-nepa.com» 
> Subject: Millennium Hollywood: Additional Comment; Fwd: Project Alternative 
> 
> Hi Chris, 
> 

> I'm forwarding to you an additional comment on the Millennium Hollywood Project, which was sent to me. 
> 

> Srimal 
> 
> ------- Forwarded message -------
> From: Oliver Netbum <onetburn@hotmaiLcom<mailto:onetburn@hotmaii.com» 
> Date: Sun, May 15, 2011 at 11 :27 AM 
> Subject: Project Alternative 
> To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org<maiito:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
> Cc: hadar.plafkin@lacity.org<rnailto:hadar.plafkin@lacity.org> 
> 
> 
> Hi Srimal, 
> I wanted to supplement my recommendation from the Scoping Meeting that one of the Project Alternatives 
include popping out the northern portal for the HollywoodfVine Station. Metro planned for it come up at the 
northeast corner of Hollywood and Argyle, but I'm not sure how set in stone that is. (Note that page 83 of the 
PDF, the link included below which is the Final EIR for the Metro Redline Project, states that, "These station 
footprints are subject to change during final design, during which that exact dimensions, structural design and 
locations of entrances and ancillary facilities will be finalized. ") I think this could be a great feature Millennium if 
they had the portal extend a little further north and on the west side of Argyle, and directly underneath the 
project. DOT might even giw trip credits if they included that as part of the project, reducing the number of 
impacted intersections and cost to improve them. 
> 
> The related discussion on the HollywoodfVine Station is on page 93 ofthe PDF (page 2-1-34 of the actual 
document) and includes Figures 2-30 and 2-31. 
> 
> Also note that the HollywoodfVine Station was designated as a kiss-and-ride, which I don't think there is and 
could also be a component of Millennium. This should also be included as part of the Project Alternative. This 
could also give trip credits. 
> 

> http://libraryarchives.metro.netjDPGTLJeirsJ1g89~Rail~Rapid~Transit_FinaISupplemental.pdf 
> 
> Let me know if there is anything else I need to do. 
> 

> Oliver Netburn 

https:{lmajl.google.comimail/?uj=2&i~285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inboX&th"'12ff9988a1 b2f81 0 314 
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> 
> 
> <milhwd1.pdf> 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly<NOOd: Additional Comment; Fw:.l: ProjectAlternali-.e 

ENV-llE-714 

https:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui"'2&iI<F:285d5bdce4&~e\'Fpt&search"'inbo~th=12fID988a1b2f810 414 
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7/25/13 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyvvood FEIR Revlew- Status Update 

ENV-IIE-124 

Millennium Hollywood FEIR Review - Status Update 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity_org> Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 5:07 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen_hoo@lacity_org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity_org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity_org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@!acity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Attached please find the table showing the FEIR review status. 

Srimal 

~ Millennium Hollywood FEIR.docx 
15K 

- __________ 0 ______________________ 0 _ 00 o •••••• '_'_'0' .. __ 0. ________ 0 ___________ _ 

luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacityoorg> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you, Srimal 
[Quoted iex! hidden] 

LuciraHa Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213,978,1343 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity,org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciraJia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

You are welcome. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/lmaH0900gle.comimail/?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.ie,v-"pt&search'" i nboJ<&th= 13c 7464bbd14a2dO 

Fri, Jan 25,2013 at 5:08 PM 

Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 5:30 PM 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW; Millennium Hollyw:.xxJ - WSA 

ENV -11E-503 

FW: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Hwang, Jin <Jin.Hwang@!adwp.com> Wed, May 16,2012 at 8:58 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, "Kwan, 
De!on" <Oelon.Kwan@ladwp.com> 

Good morning Chris, 

As of this morning, the Board's website still shows that the next meeting is a Special meeting, tentatively 
scheduled for Thursday, May 24,2012 at 1:00 p.m. 

We believe the WSA will be on agenda for the May 24, 2012 meeting, however, please note that until the agenda 
is posted, things are subject to change. 

Thank you, and please let me know if you have any questions. 

Jin Hwang 

Civil Engineering Associate 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Water Resources Group 

111 N. Hope St. Room 1463 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213-367-4845 

From: Hwang, Jin 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2012. 7: 23 AM 
To: 'Ryan Luckert'; 'Srimal Hewawitharana' 
Cc: Kwan, Delan 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Srimal and Ryan, 

htlps:!/mai l.gOO9 le.comlrnailf?ui '" 2&i F 285d5bdce4&1.i eV'Fpt&sp.ardl= inbox&lh= 137565ece8br;9413 119 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - FW Millennium HollyMlOd - WSA 

The Regular Board Meeting scheduled for Tuesd;JyNMal'115;5IDi12 at 1 :30 p.m. has been cancelled. The next 
meeting is a Special meeting, tentatively scheduled for Thursday, May 24,2012 at 1:00 p.m. 

We beHe've the WSA will be on agenda for the May 24, 2012 meeting, however, please note that until the agenda 
is posted, things are subject to change. 

Thank you, and please let me know if you have any questions. 

Jin Hwang 

Civil Engineering Associate 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Water Resources Group 

111 N. Hope S1. Room 1463 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213-367-4845 

-----ConfidenUaiity Notice-·-~·"--···-··· 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the Los Angeles Department of Waler and Power, which may be 

confidential. If you are not the intended reci pien!, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 

information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately bye-mail and delete the original 

message and any attachment without reading or saving in any manner. 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, May 16,2012 at 8:59 AM 
To: "Hwang, Jin" <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Delon Kwan 
<Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com> 

Excellent, thanks! 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

From: Jin Hwang <l1n.Hwang@!adwp.com> 

Date: Wed, 16 May 2012 08:58:00-0700 

htlpsJ/rnail.g oog Ie. cornimai lI?ui=2&i k= 285d5bdce4&\.iell>F-pt&search"'-inbox& th=137565ece8bc9413 2/9 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HollywxxJ - WSA 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV -IIE-505 

Cc; Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Sri mal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity,org>, 

Delon Kwan <Delon.~~wan@!adwp.com> 

Subject: FW: Mitlennium Hollywood - WSA 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 9:01 AM 
To: "Hwang, Jin" <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "Kwan, 
Delon" <Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com> 

Whoops, one more question: when will the agenda be posted? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Hwang, Jin <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 9:07 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "Kwan, 
Delon" < Delon. Kwan@ladwp.com> 

For regular Board Meetings scheduled on the first and third Tuesdays of each month, the Board Agenda is 
usually posted on the Board's website by the Friday prior to the Board Meeting. 

However, this Special Meeting is tentatively scheduled for Thursday, 5f24f12, so I'm not sure when exactly the 
Board Agenda will be posted. I have been checking the Board's website everyday, and will continue to do so. I'll 
let you know when I see the agenda posted. 

Thank you. 

Jin Hwang 

Civil Engineering Associate 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Water Resources Group 

111 N. Hope St. Room 1463 

hUpd/mail.goog le.r;ornimai I/?ui" 2&ik~ 285d5Ixlce<'.&.i 8V'Fpt&search=inboY&th= 13'7565ece8bc9413 3/9 
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7/24/13 Citj10f Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Hoi I yv,ood - WSA 

Los Angeres, CA 90012 ENV -11E-506 

213-367-4845 

From: Chris Joseph [maiito:chri5@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 16[ 2012 9:01 AM 
To: Hwang, Jin 
Cc: Ryan luckert; Srimal Hewawitharana; Kwant Delon 
Subject: Re: Miltennium Hol[ywood - WSA 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted lext hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 9:08 AM 
To: "Hwang, Jin" <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> 
Cc: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "Kwan, 
Deion" <Oelon.Kwan@ladwp.com> 

Excellent, thanks! 

CJ 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environm ental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 
3 '10-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 9:21 AM 
To: "Hwang, Jin" <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Kwan, Oelon" 
<Delon. Kwan@ladwp.com> 

Jin, 

Thank you for keeping us updated. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Hwang, Jin <Jin.Hwang@!adwp.com> Mon, May 21,2012 at 12:25 PM 
To: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa,com> 
Cc: "Kwan, Oelon" <Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Ryan, 

https:!/mall.gwgle.comimai lI?ui"'2&i 10285d5bdce4&v;ew~ pt&search=i nbox&th= 137565ece8bc9413 419 
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7[24/13 City of Los Angefes Mail - FW: Millennium Holl)'MXld - WSA 

! am stilf checking the Board's website everydaY~¥r'i~l¥a§~Js. As of right now, the Board's website still 
shows that the next meeting is a Special meeting, tentatively scheduled for Thursday, May 24,2012 at 1 :00 p.m. 

https:f!viltvw.ladwp.comiladwpffacesfladwp/ aboutus/ a-whowearel a-wwa-boardofcom m is s loners? __ adt. ctrl
state=ir2rhdah5_ 4&_afrLoop=46416663360000 

I'U continue to check. Thank you. 

Jin Hwang 

Civil Engineering Associate 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Water Resources Group 

111 N. Hope st. Room 1463 

los Angeles, CA 90012 

213-367-4845 

From: Ryan Luckert [mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: MondaYI May 21, 2012 12: 11 PM 
To: Hvvang, Jin 
Subject: Re: Millennium HoUyvvood - WSA 

HiJin -

Any update on status ofllie meeting this week. 111anks in advance, Ryan. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

lQuoted lext hidden] 

Hwang, Jin <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> Wed, May 23, 2012 at 6:23 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srirnal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "Kwan, 
Delon" <Delon.Kwan@[adwp.com> 

Hi Ryan, 

'fhe Board Special Meeting Agenda for May 24, 2012 has been posted on the Board of Water and Power 
Commissioners' website. 

https:iimail.gocgle.com/mailJ?ui:c2&ik"'285d5bdce4&vievFpt&search;cinboY&tIF137565c.'Ce8bc9413 5J9 
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The WSA for the Miflennium Hollywood is Hem t'l3NYl:tildtE-'5wms for Approval - Discussion Not Required". 

https:!/wNVlf.ladwp.comfladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a-whowearela-wwa-boardofcommissioners? __ 3df.ctrl
state=lhv3ec '141_17&_afrLoop=56597136098507 

Thank you. 

Jin Hwang 
Civil Engineering Associate 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Water Resources Group 
111 N. Hope St. Room 1463 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-367-4845 

----Orig1nal Message----
From: Ryan Luckert [mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22,20124:09 PM 
To: Hwang, Jin 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Hey Jin-

Still no update on the website. Any news? Thanks! 

-Ryan 

From: Hwang, Jin IJin.Hwang@ladwp.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2012 12:25 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Kwan, Delon; Srimal Hewawitharana 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Hi Ryan, 

t am still checking the Board's website everyday for any updates. As of right now, the Board's website still 
shows that the next meeting is a Special meeting, tentatively scheduled for Thursday, May 24, 2012 at 1 :00 p,m. 

https:!lwww,iadwp,comJladwp/facesJladwp/aboutus/a-whoweare/a-wwa-boardofcommissioners?_adf.ctrl
state;;:;; i r2rhdah5 _ 4&_ afrloop=46416663360000 

!'II continue to check, 111ank you. 

Jin Hwang 
Civil Engineering Associate 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Water Resources Group 
111 N. Hope SL Room 1463 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
2'13-367·4845 

From: Ryan Luckert [mailto:ryan@ceqa-nepa.com] 

https:flrnaiLgoc;g le.comilmilJ?ui = 2&ik:::285d5bdce4&1.i evv=pt&search= inbo:t&th= 137565ece8bc9413 Bf9 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles fvlail ~ FW: Millennium HollylM:XlCl ~ WSA 

Sent: Monday, May 21,201212:11 PM 
To: Hwang, Jin 
Subject: Re: Miliennium Hollywood - WSA 

Hi Jin-

ENV -11E-509 

Any update on status of the meeting this week. Thanks in advance, Ryan. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Hwang, Jin <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> Fri, May 25, 2012 at 6:52 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Sflmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Kwan, Delon" <Delon. Kwan@ladwp.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srima! and Ryan, 

The Millennium Hollywood WSA was approved at the Special Board Meeting yesterday. 

We expect to get the Resolution signed by the Board's Secretary in approximately 2 weeks. Then we'll formally 
transmit the Resolution along with the WSA to the Planning Department, which will complete the WSA process. 

Thank you, and please let me know if you have any questions. 

Jin Hwang 

Civil Engineering Associate 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Water Resources Group 

111 N. Hope S1. Room 1463 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213-367-4845 

-----iConfidentiality Notice-----··-··-~·--··~ 

This electronic message transmission contains information from the Los Angeles Of1partment of Water and POWHf", which may be 

confidential. If you are not the intended red pient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the contrlrlt of this 

information is prohibited. If you have received this cornrnunication in error, please notify us immediately by e"mail and delete the original 

message and any attachment without reading or saving in any manner, 

https:!lmail,goog le.con)/mai!f?ui '" 2&ik-=285d5bdce4&',;ew=pt&searctl= i noox&th= 137565ece8bc9413 7/9 
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7[24113 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ FW: Millennium Holly.MJOd ~ WSA 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-llE-510 Fri, May 25, 2012 at 6:53 AM 
To: "Hwang, Jin" <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srima!.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Delon Kwan <Deion.Kwan@tadwp.com> 

Thank you!!! 

From: Jin Hwang <Jln.Hwang@ladwp.com> 
Date: Fri, 25 May 201206:52:30 -0700 
To: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Sri mal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@ladty.org> 

Cc: Delon Kwan <De!on.Kwan@ladwp.com>j Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 
[Quoted text hidder;) 

Hwang, Jin <Jin.Hwang@Jadwp.com> Fri, May 25,2012 at 6:58 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Kwan, Delon" <Deion.Kwan@ladwp.com> 

You're welcome. It has been my pleasure working with all of you. Thank you very much for prompt replies on all 
of our questions and requests. 

Jin Hwang 

Civil Engineering Associate 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Water Resources Group 

111 N. Hope St. Room 1463 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

213~367 -4845 

from: Chris Joseph [maifto:chrls@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 25, 2012 6:54 AM 
To: Hwang, Jin; Ryan Luckert; Srimal Hewawitharana 
Cc: Kwan, Delon 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Thank you!!! 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Hwang, Jin" <Jin. Hwang@ladwp.com> 

Fri, May 25,2012 at 8:48 AM 

Jin, 

https:i/rnail.google.Gomirnaill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&\oi8W" pt&search", inbox&Ul~ 137565ece8bc9413 819 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HoIl~ - WSA 

ENV-llE-511 
Thank you for all your help. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text Ilidden) 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, May 25, 2012 at 10:57 AM 
To: "Hwang, Jin" <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Sdmal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, "Kwan, 
Delon" < Delon. Kwan@ladwp.com> 

No problem. It's been our pleasure as welL Thanks again for the help_ 

Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:i/mail.google.comirnaill?uj~2&il\~285d5bdce4&\olew=pt&s£"-arch=inboX&th" 137565ece8bc9413 9/9 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoJlyw:xx:l- Hazardous Materials 

ENV-IIE-356 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Hazardous Materials 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 2:55 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached, piease find the Haz.Mat. comments & edits. 

Srimal 

~ HazMatCom.pdf 
277K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10,2012 at 3:09 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacily.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lactty.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

From: Srrmal Hewawitharana [mailto:sr1maLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 1O{ 2012 2: 56 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hoflywood - Hazardous Materials 

Attached, please find the Haz.Mat. cormnents & edits. 

Srinml 

i~ IV.E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 10_10_12.doc 
156K 

https:ifmail.google.com/mailJ?ui=o2&ik"-285d5bdce4&\.i8\l\"'pt&search=inboX&th~13a4cace4b33882a 1f2 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv..ood - Hazardous Materials 

ENV-IIE-357 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepacom> 

Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

tlttps :fJmail.g oog te.comimaHJ?ui '" 2&tk-=285d5bdce4&\1 e"o/IFpt&search:::: inoox.&th= 13a4cace4b33882a 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 3:43 PM 
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CityofLos Angeles Mail- Millennium HolI\N>lXld - Revised Responses to Comments Part I 

ENV-IIE-125 

Millennium Hollywood - Revised Responses to Comments Part I 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 3:07 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Usa Webber 
<tisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Seth, 

After reviewing some of the 2nd batch of responses to comments, ! went back and re-reviewed the Responses to 
Comments Part I and made some addltional edits. 

Especially to the following responses to comments: 

14-3 
19~3; 19-5; 19-6; 19-7; 19-8 
25-2; 25-3; 25-4; 25-5 
53-1 
58-1; 58-2 

Please incorporate these changes. 

Also, please double check all references to the Topical Responses; I noticed that their numbers were referred to 
incorrectly; often, Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, was given as Topical Response 1, Aesthetics (Topical 
Response 1 is the review period extension). I changed all those that I found, but it would be good to double 
check. 

In addition, I checked with Tom Carranza at DOT to follow-up on his review of the responses to the Caltrans and 
Metro comments; he says he will try and give me his comments on the Caltrans comments by the end of the day 
today and the Metro comments on Monday. 

Sr!mal 

~ m. Responses to CommentsSH 1_7 _13.docx 
127K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 3:58 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<ltsa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@facity.org> 

11la'nk you. I will use this version in place of the previous version you sent. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 

https:l/mail.google.comirnai!f?ui"'2&ik==285d!5bdce4&\iev.Fpt&seareh= i nboX&th= Be 73f73age38Ofa 1/2 
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7/25113 Cityof Los A'lgeles Mail - Millennium Holl)MlJOd - Revised Responses to Comments Part I 

Sent: FridaYr January 25 r 2013 3:07 PM ENV-llE-126 
To: Chris Joseph; Seth Wuikan; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman; Usa Webber; Dan Scott 
Subject: MllIennium HoUyv'Iood - Revised Responses to Comments Part I 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 4:05 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardrnullin.com>, Ryan Luckert 
<ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<iisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

OK. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!frnait.google.comimaHJ?ui"'2&ik~285d5bdce4&vie""v-pt&search"'inbox&th=13c73f73age38Ofa 212 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv.axl Scoping Meeting DisplayBoards 

ENV-llE-715 

"-_."".'"------

Millennium Hollywood Seoping Meeting Display Boards 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkeremironmentaLcom> 

Wed, May 25, 2011 at 1 :23 PM 

Hi Shane, 

I have a request from one of the citizens who attended the scoping meeting for copies of 2 of the displays that 
were at the scoping meeting: 1) the rendering of the project showing the towers and 2) the traffic study 
intersections display. 

Could it be possible for you to send me a pdf of just those two displays? They appear as page 11 (rendering of 
the towers) and page 30 (traffic study intersections) in the TIle you sent me. 

Thank you so much. 

Srimal 

Shane Parker <shane@pari<erenvironmental.com> Wed, May 25, 2011 at 1 :37 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal J 

No problem. See attached. 

Shane 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Wed, 25 May 201113:23:51-0700 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Scoping Meeting Display Boards 
[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

m Page 11 from Scoping Session_FINALpdf 
" 2592K 

~ Page 30 from Scoping Session_FINAl~2.pdf 
444K 

Srima I Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 

Thank you. 

I just forwarded to you the e-mail she sent. 

Srimal 

https:llmail.google.comfmaill?ui",2&ik=o285d5bdce4&\.i'2MFpt&searcho:oinbox&th=13028d3dc29d74e9 

Wed, May 25,2011 at 1:42 PM 
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[Quoted text hidden) ENV-llE-716 
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ENV -11E-358 

.............••...... _--

Millennium Hollywood ~ Geology 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 12:05 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached, please find the Geology edIts/comments. 

Srimal 

~ Geology.pdf 
. 359K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 12:12 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redlfne. 

Seth 

From~ Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 12:05 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject~ Millennium Hollywood - Geology 

Attached, please find the Geology edits/connnents. 

Srimal 

~ IV.D. Geology and Soils 10_10_12.DOC 
119K 

https:f/mai!.google.comlmafl!?uio:2&iI0285d5bdce4&view=p\&search=inboX&th"'13a4c1100f927db6 1/2 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Hollywood - Geology 

ENV-llE-359 

Sri rna I Hewawithara na <srimaL hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!/mail.google.comimail!?LJi=2&ik=285d5bdce4&";ew~pt&search"'inboy&th=13a4c1100f927db6 

Wed, Oct 10,2012 at 1 :03 PM 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyw:xx:l Project - Response to Caltrans Comments 

ENV-llE-127 

......... --- - .. ~~ .. , .... -, ... , .. , ..... "...... ...... .. .......................... -.. .. .... ". .............................. ..... ...... ,... ....... ,.. ..., .. . ........ , ." ....... " ......... . 

Millennium Hollywood Project - Response to Caltrans Comments 

Sri mal Hewawitha ra na <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity"org> 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas"carranza@iacity"org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Tom, 

Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 12:00 PM 

As I mentioned in my voicemail this morning, I have attached the response the consultants have prepared to the 
comments Caltrans had submitted on the Millennium Hollywood Project for your review, please. I have attached 
the version which includes my edits and comments so you can see what they are as well. I am especially 
concemed about the response to Comment 03 and the table contained therein. I would greatly appreciate any 
feedback from you. 

Please note that I am under pressure to complete my review and publish the document by the end of this month. 
Therefore, your early review and response would be much appreCiated. 

If you ha\A9 any questions, my phone number is 213-978-1359. 

Thank you, Tom. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal 

~ 03-Caltrans 1_15_13SH.docx 
55K 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 2:43 PM 

Thanks for sending this olJer - t'll take a look and will try to get comments to you next week. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srima!. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

htlps:!/mail "goog le"comimaflJ?ui =2&i 1¢285d5bdce4&Yiew= pt&search=i nbox&th= 13c4a19Oe09ba292 

Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 3:08 PM 

Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 11 :09 AM 

1/4 

RL0037286 



7125/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holly.M)Od Project- Response to Caltrans Comments 

Hi Tom, ENV-IIE-128 

Just wanted to check in with you to see if you were able to review the responses to Caltrans and Metro 
comments. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 11 :50 AM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@!acrty.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimaf, 
t'm almost done with my comments on the Caltrans' memo so I should have that ready for you later today. I'lt try 
to finish the Metro letter next Monday. 

On Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 11 :09 AM, Srima! Hewawitharana <srirnaLhewawitharana@lacity .org> wrote: 
Hi Tom, 

Just wanted to check in with you to see jf you were able to review the responses to Caltrans and Metro 
. comments. 

• Thank you. 

Srima! 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 3:08 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
• Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 2:43 PM, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, 
Thanks for sending this over ~ I'll take a look and will try to get comments to you next week. 

On Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 12:00 PM, Srimat Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> wrote: 
Hi Tom, 

• As I mentioned in my -....oicernai! this morning, I have attached the response the consultants have 
prepared to the comments Caltrans had submitted on the Millennium Hollywood Project for your review, 
please. ! have attached the version which includes my edits and comments so you can see what they 
are as welL I am especially concerned about the response to Comment 03 and the table contained 

. therein. i would greatly appreciate any feedback from you. 

Please note that I am under pressure to complete my review and publish the document by the end of 
this month. Therefore, your early review and response would be much appreciated. 

rfyou have any questions, my phone number is 213-978-1359. 

Thank you, Tom. 

httpsJ/rnail,google.comirnailJ?LJi=2&tk"-=285d5bclce4&lIie~lf"pt&search=inbo~th=13c4a19Oe09ba292 214 
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7i25J13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HollyYlOOd Project - Response to Cal trans Comments 

Sincere!y, ENV-IIE-129 

Srimal 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srfmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@!acity.org> 

Fri, Jan 25,2013 at 12:02 PM 

Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 3:08 PM 
To: S rimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Attached is the marked up fife with the responses to Caltrans. The response to comment 03-2 is not true. DOT 
does not usually review the NOP comments unless there is an issue that we are specifically asked to review and 
give our recommendation. This response seems to want to use LADOT as an excuse for ignoring Caltrans but 
the truth is that there are major issues and inconsistencies with the Caltrans guide. That's why City guidelines 
direct studies to use the CMP methodology. I suggest that other recent responses to Draft EIR comments be 
reviewed to make sure that the City responses are consistent. For example, there was a similar letter from 
Caltrans written on the Boyle Heights Mixed Use project (Wyvemwood) - there may be some better language to 
use in responding. Also,! agree with your comments on this new analysis - the results seem counter-intuitive. 
There should be a more simple way of responding - such as: "the most recent SCAG model was used to verify 

the results of the manual traffic analysis. The model results validated the results of the traffic analysis .... " 
Please call me if you wish to discuss. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ 03-Caltrans 1_15_13SH (DOT comments).docx 
66K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 3:17 PM 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Tom', 

Thank you. I will forward your comments and e-mail to the consultant and others. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 25,2013 at 3:31 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

hltps;!lmail.google.cominnaill?ui::::2&ik=::285d5bdce4&life\lv=pt&seareh=inbox&lh=13c4a19Oe09ba292 314 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium HollYMXXl Project ~ Response to Caltrans Comnlents 

I am attaching the Response to Caftrans Comm~'fhUE.,~6een reviewed by Tom Carranza of DOT. The 
attached document contains both his and my edits and comments. I am also forwarding his accompanying e~ 
mail which contains comments on Response 03~2. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ 03-Caltrans i_15_13SH (DOT comments).docx 
66K 

Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 3:44 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

By the way, I have no comments on the response to MTA's comments. This looks fine to me. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Tomas Carranza <tomas.carranza@lacity.org> 

Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 3:55 PM 

Great. Thanks. 

Srimai 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/26/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Hollyv.ood 2nd Screencheck 

ENV-llE-512 

FW: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 24, 2012 at 11 :02 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal 

Below please fmd links to download the 2nd Screencheck Draft ElR for the Millennium Hollywood Project. 

.. There are 46 Word fIles (23 clean sections and 23 redline sections). 
• The figures will be sent soon. 

Note: all products (EIR sections and technical reports) are draft and a work :in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please call or email with any questions Of comments. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (ffrrect) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (tax) 

htlps:ifmail.google.comimaill?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.iewcpt&cat",-Hollyv..oOO Mtllenniurn&search=cat&th=13780036b6fbc11a 1/15 
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7/26/13 Cityoflos Angeles Mall - FW: Millennium HoIl)'MXXl2nd Screencheck 

ENV-I1E-513 

yOUSENDit" 

Files have been sent to you 

from chris@ceqa-nepa.com via YouSendlt. 

46 files were sent to you. 

Ii. 

III. Environmental SettlngJJOC 

IV .A.'l !~esth~?tics - Views Ught G!8.!RDOC 

IV.A.2 Aesthetics - Shade ShadowDOC 

https:lImail.google.comirnaill?ui"'2&ik-"285d5bdce4&view=pt&cat=HoIl)I\MXld M HI enniurn&search"'cat&th= 13780036b61bc 11 a 2115 
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7/26/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HolI)M'OOd 2nd Screencheck 

ENV-llE-514 

IV.G 

. ri.H NoiseDOC 

IV.! Population Housing and Emp!oymenLDOC 

!\f.J.1 Public Services - Fire ProtectionDOC 

. IV.J Public Services -. POHCE).DOC 

htlps:i/rnai I.g oog fe.comlmaill?ui = 2&ik=285d5bdce4&YielflF' pt&cat= H oU)M'.Xld M i Ilenniurn&search= cat&lh= 1378003fib6fbc11 a 3115 
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i 
,,J 

CityofLos Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck 

ENV-llE-515 
'-: ""'"'c!"~-n!' c,~ FY;:Jrks ~J nd 

. VL ,J,\lternativesDOC 

Rediif1e Aesthetics ,~ Shade and Shadow 

Red!ine Aesthetics " Views Ugrlt Glare 

https:!fmail.google.com'maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'view=pt&cat"'Holly,\ood Millennium&sp,arr;h=r;at&th=13'780036b6fbc1'la 4115 
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7/26/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ FW: Millennium Hollyvvood 2nd Screencheck 

ENV-llE-516 

h'c;:'!i': no General InllDa!cts 522201 

Soi!s 1 

Redline GHG.DOC 

RedHne HazardsDOC 

Red!ine Hydro!Q[jY and \lVater Quality 

5222012~DOC 

RE~dline Land ng 

htlps:/lmai I ~g oog le~comimailf?lJi = 2&ik=285d5bdce4&\>iew= pt&C8F H oll~ M i Ilennium&search"'cat&th= 13780036b6fbc11 a 5/15 
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7/26/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HollYMJOd 2nd Screencheck 

ENV-llE-517 
u 

1 

Hedline Public Services - F~m Protection 

5232012DOC 

.. Rediine Hecreation and Parks 5222012DOCX 

Redline Schools 52320'12DOC 

Redline Solid \I\faste 523201 

https:!/msil.google.comfrnaill?ui=2&ik= 285d5bdce4&",ew=pt&cat=HoIlYMJOd M i Ilenni um&se.arch= cat&th= 13780036b6fbc11a 6/15 
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7/26/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Holly.'IOOd 2nd Screencheck 

ENV-llE-518 

Size: 13.01 ME! Files wi!! be available for download until June 07,201210:56 PDT, 

(q ::::003-2012 YouScndH Inc, 1919 S, Bascom A vc. 3rd Floor, Campbell, CA 95008 

Privacy I T~lm, 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimaJ.hewawitharana@iacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, May 24, 2012 at 11:23 AM 

Hi Seth, 

I was able to download only the first 2 files; then I received an error message saying the file couldn't be 
downloaded (YouSendlt took too long to load; something wrong with the server, etc.) I will try again, later. But, I 
think myoid City-fssue computer might be unable to handle all the data. I might ask you to send me just the 
redline version, in word format, one or two attachments per e-mail. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 24, 2012 at 11 :36 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Sure thing. Batch 1 (11 flies) 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24,2012 11:23 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Re: FW: Mf.Hennium Holtywood 2nd Screencheck 

[Quoted text hidden] 

11 attachments 

~ Redline Air Quality 5232012.DOCX 
179K 

lim Redline Alternatives 5242012. DOC 
1547K 

https:!/mail.goog!e,coff'Jmailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\>ie'fFpt&cat'" H olly.MX>d M i I!ennium&search= cat&th~ 13780036b6fbc11a 7/15 
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7/26113 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Holly.MXXl2nd Screencheck 

~ Redline Cultural Resources 5232012.DO~NV-llE-519 
284K 

~ Redline Energy Conservation 5232012.DOC 
388K 

~ Redline Environmental Setting.DOC 
558K 

l@ Redline General Impacts 5222012.DOC 
104K 

~'l Redline Geology and Soils 5222012.DOC 
~ 161K 

~ Redline GHG.DOC 
283K 

~ Redline Hazards.DOC 
204K 

li.![J Redline Aesthetics - Shade and Shadow 5232012.DOC 
221K 

~ Redline Aesthetics - Views light Glare 5232012.DOC 
230K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 24,2012 at 11:40 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srima!.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Batch 2 (12 files). This is aU the sections 

I will also send the pdf figures this way (multiple batches, probably around 10) 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana (mailto;srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: ThursdaYt May 24,2012 11:23 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Re: FW: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck 

Hi Seth, 

[Quoted text hidden] 

12 attachments 

tfID Redline Noise Section 5232012.DOC 
420K 

rID Redline Police 5232012.DOC 
... 192K 

Redline Popl.ltalion Housing and Employment 5232012.DOC 

https:l/rnail.google.com'rnaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&lAevv=pt&cat=Hollyv..ood Millennium&search=cat&th~13780036b6lbc11a 8115 
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7/26/13 City of los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HoIlyw:xx:! 2nd Screencheck 

~ 315K 
ENV -11E-520 

~ Redline Project Description 5232012.DOC 
346K 

~ Redline Public Services ~ Fire Protection 5232012.DOC 
188K 

l[j Redllne Recreation and Parks 5222012.DOCX 
74K 

lID Redline Schools 5232012.DOC 
217K 

~ Redline Solid Waste 5232012.DOC 
., 234K 

~ Redline Wastewater. DOC 
391K 

~ Redline Hydrology and Water Quality 5222012.DOC 
, 214K 

~ Redline Land Use Planning.DOC 
515K 

~ Redline Libraries.DOC 
178K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thanks! Much easier to download! 

Srrmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@laciiy,org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Figures Batch 1 (6 figures) 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacily.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24( 2012 11:46 AM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

6 attachments 

't!j Figure 11-4 Sim Photos of the Project Site - East Site. pdf 

Thu, May 24, 2012 at 11 :46 AM 

Thu, May 24,2012 at 12:07 PM 

https:!/mail.goog!e.com/maiU?ui"'2&rk"-285d5bdce4&view=pi&cat=Hol!ywxxJ MiHennium&search=cal&th'-"13780036b6fbc11a 9/15 
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7f26f13 City of Los Angeles Mail- FW: Millennium Holl)MQOd 2nd Screencheck 

1930K 

~ Figure 1I~5 Proposed Site Plan.pdf 
2167K 

ENV-llE-521 

m Figure 11-6 Site Plan with Height Zone Overlay.pdf 
" .. 288K 

~ Figure 1I~1 Regional and Project Vicinity Map.pdf 
~ 273K 

't!j Figure 11-2 Aerial Photo.pdf 
1907K 

~ Figure 1I~3 Site Photos of the Project Site - West Site.pdf 
1742K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 24,2012 at 12:17 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Figures Batch 3 (11 figures) 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: ThursdaYt May 24, 2012 11:46 AM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

11 attachments 

tE Figure IV.A.1-5_Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 550 Feet.pdf 
v. 330K 

"'ttj Figure IV.A.1-6_Axonometric Building Envelope_West Site 550 Feet.pdf 
. 330K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-? _Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 585 Feet-pdf 
346K 

#1""1 Figure IV.A.1-8_Axonometric Building Envelope_West Site 585 Feet.pdf 
kCJ 343K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-9_Photo location Map_pdf 
3278K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records Building View Corridor.pdf 
1578K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-11, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 1.pdf 
" 910K 

'12j Figum IV.A.1-12. Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 2.pdf 
1i21K 

https:lfmai!.google.comimaill?ui:;: 2&i~285d5bdce4&\ie\llF'pt&cat""Holi y..vorxl MHI enniurn&seareh= cat&th= 1 ~W80036b6Ibc11 a 10/15 
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7i26i13 City of los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Hollyv,ood 2nd Screencheck 

t.'!j Figure IV.A.1-2_Axonometric Building E~~Yo~~~t~ Site 220 Feet.pdf 
324K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-3_Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 400 Feet-pdf 
331K 

'tU Figure IV.A.1-4_Axonometric Building Envelope_West Site 400 Feet.pdf 
332K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 24,2012 at 12:21 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@facity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Figures Batch 4 (8 figures) 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawltharana@!adty.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24,2012 11:46 AM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

8 attachments 

~ Figure IV.A.1~14, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 4.pdf 
1015K 

t!j Figure IV.A.i-iS, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 5.pdf 
1227K 

i!j Figure IV.A.1-t6, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 6.pdf 
1210K 

"i"I'l Figure IV.A.1~17, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 7.pdf 
b 1261K 

t;j Figure IV.A.i-18, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 8.pdf 
1069K 

1!j Figure IV.A.1-19, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 9.pdf 
1088K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-20, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View i0.pdf 
1118K 

~j Figure IV.A.i-13, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 3.pdf 
k 1081 K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-oepa.com> Thu, May 24, 2012 at 12:11 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawltharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Josep!l <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Figures Batch 2 (5 figures) 

https:flrnai!.goog le.comlmaill?ui =- 2&i k= 285d5bdce4&-..i= pt&cat"' H oliy.MXJd M ilIennlum&search=cat&th= 13780036b6fbc11a 11f15 
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From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacily.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 11:46 AM 

(Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

5 attachments 

tEl Figure 11-9 Conceptual Rendering From Hollywood and Vine.pdf 
2836K 

t9 Figure 111-1, Related Projects Location Map.pdf 
893K 

1Lj Figure IV.A.1-1_Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 220 Feet.pdf 
293K 

't!j Figure 11-7 Conceptual Rendering From the Hollywood Hills.pdf 
" 2324K 

't!j Figure 11-8 Conceptual Rendering From Argyle Avenue.pdf 
3002K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 24,2012 at 12:31 PM 
To: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Figures Batch 5 (12 files, A.2 and C have multip!e figures) 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday! May 24r 2012 11:46 AM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden) 

12 attachments 

~ Figure IV.A.2-1 - A.2-16.pdf 
1633K 

"[l Figure IV.B.1-1_SCAQMD Source Receptor Areas. pdf 
•. 403K 

'ta Figure IV.B.1-2_MATES Study Map.pdf 
187K 

~ Figure IV.C-1-IV.C4.pdf 
, 669K 

h!j Figure IV.G-1_Hollywood Community Plan Existing Land Use Designation.pdf 
l< 149K 

'tE Figure IV.G-2_Existing City Zoning Designation.pdf 

https:llmail.google.com'maill?ui=2&i!0285d5bdce4&~ew=-pt&cat=Hol!y.\'txxl Millennium&search=cat&th",13780036b6fbc11a 12115 
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82K ENV -11E-524 

~ Figure IV.J.4-1_Recreation and Park Facilities.pdf 
857K 

t.j Figure IV.H-1_Noise Monitoring and Sensitive Receptor Location Map.pdf 
2639K 

tB Figure IV.H-2_Groundborne Vibration and and Adjacent Sensitive Receptors.pdf 
~. 2436K 

~ Figure IV.J.1-1_Fire Stations Locations.pdf 
852K 

k9 Figure IV.J.2-1_Police Station Location.pdf 
II 852K 

'tB Figure IV.J.3-1_School Locations.pdf 
852K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 24,2012 at 12:35 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Figures Batch 6 (1 figure). Last of the figures. 

Note that Traffic and Parking figures will be sent when the sections are submitted in June. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal,hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: ThursdaYI May 24, 2012 11:46 AM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden) 

19 Figure IV.J.5-1_Ubrary Locations.pdf 
~ .... 794K 

Srimal Hew2Iwithara na <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you for at! the figures. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!adty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srimal, 

Thu, May 24, 2012 at 3:50 PM 

Fri, May 25, 2012 at 4:58 PM 

httpt>:I/rr,ail.google.com/maill?ui=2&ik.=285d5bdce4&view=pt&cat=HoIl)W)OCI Millenniurn&search=cat&th=1378003f}b6fbc11a 13115 
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7/26/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HoIlyw:xxl2nd Screencheck 

Here is section l. Intro-Summary. 

Seth 

From: Seth Wulkan 
Sent: Thursday, May 24/ 2012 12:36 PM 
To: 'Srimai Hewawitharana' 
Cc: Chris Joseph 

ENV -11E-525 

Subject: RE: FW: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck 

[Quoted text hidden] 

~ I. Intro-Summary.DOC 
i:'iJ 324K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srimat 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Fri, May 25, 2012 at 5:08 PM 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 5:14 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

This is the e-mail in which you sent me the Intro-Summary 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimat Hewawiiharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks! 

! totally forgot. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto: srimal. hewawitharana@lacily.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2012 5: 15 PM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Wed, Jun 27, 2012 at 5:36 PM 

htlps:ffmail.google.comimail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vi8\'Fpt&cat=Holly.MXld MiHennium&search=cat&th,,13780036b6Ibc11a 14/15 
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7/26/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- FW: Millennium Hollywood 2nd Screencheck 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

No problem. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:ifrnail.goog le.comlrnailJ?ui ~ 2&i k-"285d5bdce4&\oiew= pt&cal=Holl)Nl'OOd M i Ilennium&search" cat&th'" 13780036b6fbc11a 

Thu, Jun 28, 2012 at 8:26 AM 
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7/25113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holly.MXld - Corrections & Additions - Additional Edits 

ENV-llE-131 

Millennium Hollywood = Corrections & Additions ~ Additional Edits 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Jan 24, 2013 at 3:55 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Seth & Chris. 

There has been additional edits made to the revised Mitigation Measure 8.1-4 (Section IV.B.1 Air Quality; # 9 on 
Page IV-2 and Page IV-3) to replace "will" with "shall"; the revised mitigation measure reads as follows: 

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air 
filtration systems with filters meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 minimum 
efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the 
Project Site shall incorporate this measure. High efficiency filters shall be 
installed and maintained for the life of the Project. 

Thank you. 

Srimal 

,I£]' IV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR SH 1_15_13.DOCX 
"C.:J 632K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Jan 24, 2013 at 5:48 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo 
Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuliin.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks Srimal, 

1 will use this version, which has 'shall' in the mitigation measure. 

R-om: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 24,2013 3:55 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 

https:!frnail.gooJle.comfmail/?ui~2&i"~285d5bdce4&lAevv;:;;pt&search=inboY.&th,,;:13c6efc709b984a4 1/2 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Hollyv,ood - Corrections & Additions - Additional Edits 

Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman ENV-llE-132 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Corrections & Additions - Additional Edits 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Jan 24, 2013 at 5:55 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert 
<ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

hltps:flrnai!.google.comlmailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&.th=i3c6efc709b984a4 '212 
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ENV -11E-360 

............................................. " .............. "" ................................................................................................................................................................. . 

Millennium Hollywood = Cultural Resources 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 11:34 AM 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@facity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Just one edit.. 

Srima! 

k9 CulturalResCom.pdf 
93K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 11 :44 AM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lactty.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

This one change has been made in the attached as redJine. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 11: 34 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Cultural Resources 

Just 0He edit 

l~ IV.C. Cultural Resources 10_10_12.DOC 
265K 

https:lfmai!.900gre.comirnaill?ui:::;2&ik.::c285d5Ix:lce4&'Ioiev""pt&search'" i nboY&th" 13a4bf4c 157595d7 1/2 
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ENV-llE-361 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.goog le.corrv!TIafil?ui"' 2&i k"-285d5bdce4fhiellV'=pt&search=intxJX&th'" 13a4bf4c 157595d7 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 12:03 PM 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fw:l: FW: Millennium Hollyw:xxJ Display Boards 

ENV-llE-717 

Fwd: FW: Millennium Hollywood Display Boards 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Thu, May 19, 2011 at 1 :42 PM 

------ Forwarded message ------
From: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 
Date: Thu, May 12, 2011 at 12:17 PM 
Subject: FW: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
The scoping board file can be downloaded via the link below. Its a 62 MB file and takes a while to download. I can 
send you a copy on a CD if you prefer. Please let me know. 

Shane 

From: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: Thu, 12 May 201111:50:00 -0700 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmentaLcom>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Rich 
Lichte nstei n <rl ichte nste i n@marathon-com.com> 

Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Shane, let me know if you can access the file for the final list of boards. 

A file has been sent to you via the YouSendlt <http://www.yousendit.com> Fi J e Delivery Servi ceo 

Please copy the following link to your browser to download the file -110S10_Scoping SessionJINAL.pdf: 

https :l/www.vousendit.com/down I oa d 1M EtTYn UwdGp6 NEOwTVE9 PO 

Your file will expire after 14 days or 500 downloads. 

====:::==:::==================== Email Content =========="'============"'======== 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. 

213.617.5567 i 
213.443.2855 ! 

KlMullin 
https:l/mail.google..com'maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\ifNFpt&search=inbol<&th=13009fee625b94b7 1/3 
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i .. f'ENV-IIE-718 

www.sheppardmullin.com 

From: Shane Parker [mailto:shane@parkerenvironrnentaLcom] 
Sent: Thursday, May 12r 2011 10:42 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; Rich Lichtenstein; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Alfred, as a reminder, ca n you send me the final version of the scoping boa rds. Srima I requested a copy of those for 
her file. Thanks 

Shane 

From: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Thu, 12 May 201110:34:03 -0700 

To: Rich Lichtenstein <rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraij o@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parke r <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 

Subject: FW: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Alfred and Rich, see below and attached. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, 12 May 201110:31:46 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com>, Ryan 

luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Hi, 

Attached is the pdf of the Sign-I n sheets from last night's seoping meeting. 6 sign-in sheets in a II. 

Comments pdf to follow. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accorda nce with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and ca nnot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) 
avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments}. 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

htlps:!lmail.gaogle.Gornimail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&l.iew=pt&search=inbox&th=13009fee625b94b7 213 
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7I19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Fv..d: FW: Millennium Holl)'lMJOd Display Boards 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@facity.org> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org 

Thnx 

ENV-llE-719 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmaf .hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity,org> 
Sent: Thu May 19 13:42:382011 
Subject: Fwd: FW: Millennium Hollywood Display Boards 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/Imail.google.commaill?ui = 2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.iew=pt&search=inbox&th= 13009fee625b94b7 

Thu, May 19, 2011 at 7:15 PM 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mall - Millennium HoIl}"MXld - Reviev.ed Corrections and Additions Section 

ENV-IIE-133 

Millennium Hollywood - Reviewed Corrections and Additions Section 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lactty.org> Thu, Jan 24,2013 at 1:10 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com>, Ryan Luckert <Ryao@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@!acity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Attached, please find the re'>Aewed Corrections and Additions section. Very minor edits for the most part. 

However, I do have a question: shouldn't the Impacts/Mitigations Summary Table 1-1 be re'>Ased to reflect the 
mitigation measure changes and new mitigation measures? 

Srima! 

~ IV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR SH 1_15_13.DOCX 
631K 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi SrimaL 

Thu, Jan 24,2013 at 1:58 PM 

I just took a glance at MM B.1.4 sort of Years off mitigation and becomes a Finding. We should avoid letting 
them do that, however I know time is an issue. 

Also, I wi!! be gone until Feb 5 after today, so iet me know if you need anything from me. 
Jon 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Halt, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@ladty.erg 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Jon, 

Thu, Jan 24, 2013 at 3: 11 PM 

MM B. 1.4 was added-to in response to SCAQMD's comment which said the FE IR should consider an add1tional 
measures to "Pro'>Ade a means to ensure that high efficiency filters will continue to be maintained and replaced for 
the fife of the project (e.g., through a pro'>Asion in covenants, conditions, and restrictions CC & Rs). 

Also, I just met with Alfred and Seth from CAJA (Chris joined on speaker phone) and Luci to go over timeline, etc. 

https:!lrnail.google.comimail!?ui;c2&ik=2B5d5bdce4&>AeVIFpt&searcil"'inbox&th"'13c6e6604eebcebf 1/2 
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7/25113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly.vood - Re\.ie'<\ed Corrections and Additions Section 

I am to get my comments to them by Wed., JarENrY,-tllb~4-a40 give me 2nd screencheck (redline) 
electronically and hardcopies by 5:00 p.m. on Friday, Feb. 1 for review; I am to give them the sign-off on OK to 
final by Tues., Feb. 5, with NOA maHout and web posting on Feb. 8 to give the minimum 10 day notice for public 
hearing. 

Provided I get the 2nd screencheck on Friday, Feb. 1, I will need your authorization for overtime that weekend 
(Mon. Feb. 4 is my ROO). 

Also, have we made a decision reo City Atty. review of responses to comments? 

Srimaf 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:f/maii.google.conYmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.ifNFpt&search=inboX&th=13c6e6604eebcebf 212 
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7/24113 Crtyof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HoIl)N\OOd - 2nd ScreencheckRedline Copy 

ENV-llE-527 

Millennium Hollywood m 2nd Screencheck Redline Copy 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmumn.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen,hoo@!acity.org> 

Hi Alfred, 

Wed, May 23, 2012 at 5:37 PM 

You said you'd bring me the redline copy this evening, before [leave for the day at 5:30 p.m. It is now 5:35 p.m. 
and I have not received it from you yet. So, I am leaving the office now - perhaps you will bring me the document 
tomorrow? 

Srimal 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srima[ Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

I'm downstairs. Security is trylng to call you. What is your extension? 

WVI/w.sheppardmu!lin.com/afraijo 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Wed, May 23, 2012 at 5:38 PM 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\iOiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law i1rm and may contain information that is privileged or coni1dential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, May 23,2012 at 6:15 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Slimal, I left a package addressed to you at the counter in Room 750. Thanks again. 

www.sheppardmullin.com/afraijo 

On May 23,2012, at 5:3'1 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> wrote: 

[Quoted texi hidden] 

[Quoted text hiddHn] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

htlps:/lmail.google.com!maill7ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\iev-Fpl&search=inbox&th=1377c469c205b244 

Thu, May 24, 2012 at 8:59 AM 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollywood - 2nd ScreencheckRedline Copy 

Hi Alfred, ENV -11E-528 

I received itl Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> Thu, May 24, 2012 at 9:03 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Perfect. I made another copy of the "dean" binder. I think there was a hard copy of a section missing in the 
earlier binder - sorry for that. Better to use the binders in the box. Thank you. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@!adty.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24,20129:00 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - 2nd Screencheck Redl1ne Copy 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuliin.com> 

Thu, May 24, 2012 at 10:08 AM 

Yes, I will. Do you know when r will be receiving the electronic version of the redline copy? 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, May 24, 2012 at 10:44 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@facity.org> 

Hi Srimal1 

Chris should be sending the electronic versions ofthe sections (clean and redline) this morning. 

Thank you. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto: srimal, hewawitharana@facity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 10:09 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - 2nd Screencheck Redllne Copy 

Yes, I will. Do you know when I will be receiving the electronic version of the redline copy? 

Srfma! 

On Thu, May 24, 2012 at 9:03 AM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardrnullin.com> wrote: 
Perfect. I made another copy of the "dean" binder. I think there was a hard copy of a section missing in the 
earlier binder - sorry for that. Better to use the binders in the box. Thank you . 

. from: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org] 
; Sent: Thursday, May 24, 20129:00 AM 

https:l/rr.ail.googie.comimaill?ui=2&lk=285d5bdce4&viewe;pt&search= i nboX&th= 1377c469c205b244 'lJ3 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - MiHennium HolIJ'MlOd - 2nd Screencheck RedlJne Copy 

To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. ENV-IIE-529 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hol!yvvood - 2nd Screencheck Redline Copy 

Hi Affred, 

I received it! Thank you. 

Srimal 

On Wed, May 23, 2012 at 6:15 PM, Alfred Fraljo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
Hi Srimal, I left a package addressed to you at the counter in Room 750. Thanks again. 

www.sheppardmullin.comJafraijo 

On May 23, 2012, at 5:37 PM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

> Hi Alfred, 
> 
> You said you'd bring me the redline copy this eVening, before I leave for the day at 5:30 p.m. It is now 
5:35 p.m. and I have not received !t from you yet. So, I am leaving the office now - perhaps you will bring me 
the document tomorrow? 
> 

> Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) a\K)iding tax penalties or (if) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 

. transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

; Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
1 you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and 
.• any attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Thu, May 24, 2012 at 11 :09 AM 

Hi Alfred, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:iJmai!.google.com'mail/?uio;2&iI<;;c285d5bdce4&\oievFp!&search'" i nbox&th= 13"17c469c205b244 3/3 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyw:xx:J - GreenHouseGas 

ENV-IIE-362 

MHlennium Hollywood - GreenHouseGas 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 10:49 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. forem an@lacity.org> 

Attached are my edits on the GHG chapter. 

Srimal 

~ GHGCom.pdf 
197K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 10:52 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawttharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acrty.org> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@iacity.org> 

Thank you! 

Sentrrom my iPhone 

On Oct 10, 2012, at 10:49 AM, "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

> Attached are my edits on the GHG chapter. 
> 

> Srimal 
> <GHGCom.pdf> 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 11 :39 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

hitps:l/mail.goog le.comirnai I!?ui= 2&i k= 285d5bdce4&1ii e\"Fpt&search= inbox&th= 13c"l4bcbe5ca4fa64 1/2 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl}'MXXJ - GreenHouseGas 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.he~NihlllEa~~clty.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 10:50 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen HOD; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium HoUyvvood - GreenHouseGas 

Attached are my edits on the GHG chapter. 

Srimal 

lID IV.B.2. Greenhouse Gas Emissions iO_10_12.doc 
220K 

Sri mal Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:ffmail.googie.comfrnail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\oiew=pt&search=inboX&th=1~~a4bcbe5ca4fa64 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 12:02 PM 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Comments 

ENV-llE-720 

Fwd: Comments 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Fri, May 13, 2011 at 9:38 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Sri mal , can u check if we got any comment cards from the names below? Thanks. 

Sent from my iPad. Or my iPhone. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: May 13, 2011 9:34:28 AM PDT 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: FW: Comments 

FYI below 

From: laurie Goldman [mailto:iaurielgoldman@earth!lnk.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 9:34 AM 
To: James Pugh 
Subject: Re: Comments 

Nyla Arslanian 
Terri Gerger 

--- Original Message --
From: James Pugh 
To: Laurie Goldman 
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 9:32 AM 
Subject: Comments 

Laurie - what are the full names of the community members who you belie\A::l where not included 
in the list. I'm helping resol\A::l this. Thanks. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice 
gi\A::ln herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by 
any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments ). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If jlQu recei\A::ld this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail 

https:llmail.google.comlmajl!?ui"'2&i~285d5bdce4&\1ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 12fea39d8834c5a4 1/3 

RL0037319 



7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Comments 

I and delete the message and any attactiiNMsl1E-721 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 

One more 

Sent from my iPad. Or my iPhone. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> 
Date: May 13, 20119:40:47 AM PDT 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: FW: Comments 

FYI below 

From: Laurie Goldman [mailto:laurielgoldman@earthHnk.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 13,2011 9:40 AM 
To: James Pugh 
Subject: Fw: Comments 

Fri, May 13, 2011 at 9:44 AM 

ps: And possibly Cheryl Gaskill. Cheryl was typing her comments at the computer around 7:50 
PM 
--- Original Message -
From: Laurie Goldman 
To: James Pugh 
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 9:34 AM 
Subject: Re: Comments 

Nyla Arslanian 
Terri Gerger 

--- Original Message -
From: James Pugh 
To: Laurie Goldman 
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 9:32 AM 
Subject: Comments 

Laurie - what are the full names of the community members who you believe where not included 
m the list. I'm helping resolve this. Thanks. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by 
any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) a\.{)iding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 

https:J/mail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&l.1~pt&search"'inboJ<&th'" 12fea39d8834c5a4 213 
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7/24/13 Cilyof Los Angeles Mall - F'Wd: Comments 

attachments }. ENV-llE-722 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail 
and delete the message and any attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com> 

Mon, May 16, 2011 at 9:10 AM 

Chris, 

No, I don't see any comment cards from them. 

I did locate one additional comment which didn't get scanned and sent to you last week, from a Mr. Bob 
Blackburn, which I have attached to this e-mail. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ milhwd.pdf 
162K 

https:llmail.google.comimaill?ui=2&ik:=285d5bdce4&\1ffW=pt&search=inbox&th= 12fea39d8834c5a4 3/3 
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7125/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollywaod FEIR - Status Update 

ENV -11E-135 

Millennium Hollywood FEIR m Status Update 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Fri, Jan 18, 2013 at 1:44 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, 
Lisa Webber <Hsa.webber@!acity.org> 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@ladty.org> 

Attached is the FEIR Status tabre, updated to reftect the receipt of additional sections. These sections were 
submitted to me electronically on Tuesday, 1/15 in 2 batches, sent at 9:13 P.M. and at 11:45 P.M. The hard 
copies were received on Wed., 1/16 around 9:00 a.m. (I was at ESAC when the hard copies were delivered). 

I have reviewed the response to Caltrans and forwarded it to Tom Carranza at LADOT for his review on Thurs. 
1/17, at 12:00 noon. I have also reviewed the response to MTA contained in the 2nd portion of Responses to 
Comments and forwarded that to Tom Carranza at 10:27 a.m., today (Fri., 1118). 

Srimal 

~ Millennium Hollywood FEIR.docx 
15K 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org> 

This is great. Thank you, Srimal. 
[Quoted tex1 hidden] 

Lucira!ia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

lllX! 

Fri, Jan 18, 2013 at 1 :47 PM 

Tue, Jan 22, 2013 at 3:14 PM 

On Fri, Jan 18, 2013 at 1:44 PM, Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of los Ange!es, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Sf., City Halt, Room 750 

https:llmall.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\'if:NFpt&search=inOOx&th=13c4fge584dc0f79 1/2 
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7f25/13 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@iadty.org 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HolI]'MJOd FEIR - Status Update 

ENV -11E-136 

hUps :f/mai I.g oog !e.com/mai If?ui= 2&i k= 285d5bdce4&view= pt&search= inboX&th" 13c4fge584dc0f79 212 
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ENV-llE-137 

Millennium Hollywood FEIR ~ Ft Screencheck Review: 

FEIR Section Date Received by Date Review Sent Date Review Sent 
City to Other City Dept. to Consultant 

for Input 

Cover 1/7 (Mon*); 4:53 n/a 1/8 (Tue); 5:22 
p.m. p.m. 

Table of Contents 1/7 (Mon*); 4:53 n/a 1/8 (Tue); 5:22 
p.m. p.m. 

Introduction 1/7 (Mon*); 4:53 n/a 1/8 (Tue); 5:22 
p.m. p.m. 

List of 1/7 (Mon*); 4:53 n/a 1/9 (Wed); 5:11 

Cammenters p.m. 

Draft Topical 12/7 (Fri); 4:23 n/a 1/8 (Tue); 11:48 
Responses (part 1) p.m. a.m. 

Draft Topical 12/19 (Wed); n/a 1/8 (Tue); 11:48 

Responses (part 2) 12:16 p.m. a.m. 

Responses to 1/7 (Mon); 4:53 n/a 1/14 (Man); 12:57 

Comments p.m. p.m. 
(partial) 

Responses to 1/15 (Tues); 11:45 MTA letter to 

Comments {Part 2} p.m. LADOT: 1/18 (Fri); 
10:27 a.m. 

.~.""_~_C~""~C_C ~_"_'"TC 

Corrections and 1/15 (Tues); 11:45 n/a 

Additions to DEIR .p':m. 
I-"--~"-'"~"-""--"'"'"'"" 

L ______ 

OLL_ 

Mitigation 12/7 (Fri); 4:08 n/a 1/8 (Tue); 12:40 

Monitoring and p.m. p.m. 

Reporting Program 

Caltrans letter 1/15 {lues}; 9:13 l/ll (Thur); 12:00 

p.m. 
"_""'~>-,,-~ __ ""_"L_ .. p. n:.:J!~_lf\ DOT) 

T .......... ~"..,.._ 

lordon, David 1/15 (Tues); 9:13 
letter p.m. 

Reznik, Benjamin 1/15 {Tues}; 9:13 
(JMBM) letter p.m. 

!--"" 
AMDA letter 1/15 {lues}; 11:45 

r---.... -------.. ---.. -.. 
p.m. 

~-.......... -~" ".au 

Appendix A 

Comment letters 

Appendix B 1/15 (Tues); 9:13 

Saturday Project p.m. 

Trip Generation, 

Appendix C 1/15 (Tues); 9:13 

Constmction p.m. 

-·1+afJ:~G 1m a.;;ts "C~~"TCC",,_L_T·_~···"~··~·~"·L"'""~ __ ~~._ ~~~~~~~_~c_,~~, r .. -"-"~ .. -.-.-.. -.. - .. -.. -
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ENV -11E-138 

Including 
Individual 
Intersection 
Impact Analyses 

Appendix D 1/15 {Tues}; 9:13 

Final EIR Added p.m. 

Intersection 
.Analysis 

AppcndixE 1/15 (Tues); 9:13 

Concept Plan p.m. 

and Residential 
Scenario Traffic 
Impact Analvsis ! J 

I AppendixF 1/15 (Tues); 9:13 

I Site Access Impact p.m. 

and Pedesh-iani 
Bicycle Safety 
Analysis 

Appendix G 1/15 (Tues); 9:13 

Bureau of p_m. 

Sanitation inter-
departmental 
correspondence 
to Deparhnent of 
City Planning, 
January 8, 2013 

-- _, L'"L'.""~ "-"-" "~L_"""~ 

*=RDO; 12/21-1/3: Out of the office (combination RDO/HT/HO/VC) 
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l124/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium HoIly.'KlOd - Air Quality 

ENV -11E-364 

...................... _------

Millennium Hollywood - Air Quality 
............................. _ .... _--

Srimal Hewawiiharana <srimal.hewawitharana@Jacity.org> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 10:38 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon. foreman@lacity.org> 

Attached, please find the comments on the Air Quality Chapter. 

Srimal 

~ AirQualCom.pdf 
o 277K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 11:32 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Regarding the footnote numbering: when the redline deletion is accepted, the footnotes automatically renumber. 
This attached has corrected footnote numbering. 

Seth 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaf.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 201210:39 AM 
To~ Seth Wulkan 
Cc Chris Joseph; Karen Hoo; Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium HoUywood - Air Quality 

Attached, p1ease find the comments on the Air Quality Chapter. 

Srimal 

https:/lmail.90ogle.comlrnail!?ui"2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inboX&lh=13a4bc1ab80843BO 1/2 
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7/24113 Crtyof Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium HoIlyw:xxi - Air Quality 

4[J IV.B.1. Air Quality 10_10_12.doc 
804K 

ENV -11E-365 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

1 wi!! not comment on the footnote numbering on the remaining chapters, then. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:ifmail.googre.comlmaill?ul= 2&ik-" 285d5bdce4&-...iew~ pt&search= i nbox&til= 13a4bc 1 ab8084380 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 11:36AM 
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7/24i13 City of Los Angeles Mail- FW: Millennium HoIlYMJOd .. WSA 

ENV -11E-530 

FW: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Alfred Fra ijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 11:53 AM 
To: Srima\ Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity,org> 

Good morning Srimall Please see update on DWP below. We'll keep you posted. 

We agreed to meet this week. However, fm traveling on Thursday and Friday. If possible, I would like to 
confirm a time next week, Wednesday is best, to deHver the second screencheck. What time on Wednesday 
works best for you? Per our discussion, we wit! designate the outstanding items re DOT and DWP in our 
submittal. 

Thank you and see you soon. 

--- - ........ - .................. _ ......... _ .............. -

f1"om: Chris Joseph [mailto:chrls@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 16, 2012 9:08 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Fwd: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

See below. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Hwang, Jin" <Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com> 
Date: May 16,20129:07:01 AM PDT 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<sri mal.hewawitha rana@lacity.org>, "Kwan, Delon" <0 elon. K wan@ladwp.com> 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

For regular Board Meetings scheduled on the first and third Tuesdays of each month, the Board 
Agenda is usually posted on the Board's website by the Friday prior to the Board Meeting. 

However, this Special Meeting [s tentatively scheduled for Thursday, 5/24/12, so I'm not sure when 
exactly the Board Agenda wi!! be posted. I have been checking the Board's website everyday, and 
wi!! continue to do so. I'll let you know when I see the agenda posted. 

Thank you. 

Jin Hwang 

ChAr Engrne~Associate 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Water Resources Group 

111 N. Hope St. Room 1463 

https:i/rr.ai!.gocgle.comlmaill?ui;;c2&ik=285d5Ixice4&view-"pt&search'" i nbox&th= 13757009a38921e2 1/5 
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7/24/13 

Los Angeres, CA 90012 

213-367 -4845 

City of Los Angeles Mail - FW; Millennium HolI}'MXJd" WSA 

ENV-llE-531 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regu!ations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Alfred, 

Next week Wed. (May 23) should be fine with me. 2:30 p.m.? 

Srimal 
[Quoted lext hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Wed at 2:30 is perfect. Thanks very much. 

www.sheppardmuBin.com/afraijo 
[Quoted lexl hidden] 

Alfred Fra Ijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, FYI. 

www.sheppardmul!in.comiafraijo 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: May 21 T 2012 12:48:37 PM PDT 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: FW: Millennium Hollywood ~ WSA 

Wed, May 16, 2012 at 12:28 PM 

Wed, May 16, 2012 at 12:49 PM 

Man, May 21, 2012 at 5:24 PM 

From Jin. Looks like no agenda yet. We will play it day to day at the moment 

https:llrnail.goog le.comlmai 1!?ui~2&i IP 285d5bdce4&"';elN"'pt&search= inbox&th= 13757009a3S921e2 2/5 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium Holly..'\GOd - WSA 

H J' [J' H ENV -11E-532 From: wang, In !no wang@iad",,,,p.tbm] 
Sent: Monday, May 21,201212:25 PM 
To: Ryan LuckeTt 
Cc: Kwan, Delon; Srimal Hewawitharana 
Subject: RE: MiHennium HoHywood - WSA 

Hi Ryan, 

I am still checking the Board's website everyday for any updates. As of right now, 
the Board's website still shows that the next meeting is a Special meeting, 
tentatively scheduled for Thursday, May 24, 2012 at 1:00 p.m. 

https:/!wvV'w.ladwp.comliadwpffacesi!ad'vvpJaboutusia-whoweare/a-vvwa
boardofcommissioners? _adtctrl-state=ir2rhdah5_ 4&_ afrLoop=464 i 6663360000 

I'll continue to check. Thank you. 

Jin Hwang 
Civil Engineering Associate 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Water Resources Group 
111 N. Hope St. Room 1463 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-367-4845 

From: Ryan Luckert [mailto:ry'an@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 21,201212:11 PM 
To: Hwang, Jin 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Hi Jin-

Any update on status of the meeting this week. Thanks in advance, Ryan. 

On May 16, 2012, at 8:58 AM, "Hwang, Jin" <Jin.Hwang@!adwp.com<mailto: 
Jin.Hwang@ladwp.com» wrote: 
Good morning Chris, 

As of this morning, the Board's website still shows that the next meeting is a Special 
meeting, tentatively scheduled for Thursday, May 24, 2012 at 1 :00 p.m. 

We believe the WSA will be on agenda for the May 24, 2012 meeting, however, 
please note that until the agenda is posted, things are subject to change. 

Thank you, and please let me know jf you have any questions. 

Jin Hwang 
Civil Engineering Associate 
los Ange!es Department of Water and Power 

htlps:lfrnafl.goog !e.comirnaHf?ui =: 2&ff0:285d5bdcE!4&';eV>F pt&search=i nboX&th= 13757009a~~8921e2 3/5 
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7/241i3 City of los Angeles Mall- FW: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Water Resources Group ENV-llE-533 
111 N. Hope St. Room 1463 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-367 -4845 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidentiaL If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimalohewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, see you at 2:30 today! 

Thanks. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 16, 2012 12:28 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: FW: Millennium Hollyvvood - WSA 

[Quoted te)(\ hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Yes, I'll see you then. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text tlidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullfn.com> 
To: Srima! Hewawftharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Srimal, I'm running a few late. I should be there by 2:45 . 

. V\!\lvw.sheppardrnuHin.com/afraijo 
lQuoted text hiddHn] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https:/Jrnail.google.com'maill?ui=2&iI0-285d5bdce4&";e\lFpt&search;;;;inboX&th=13757009a38921e2 

Wed, May 23, 2012 at 11:44 AM 

Wed, May 23, 2012 at 12:11 PM 

Wed, May 23, 2012 at2:25 PM 

Wed, May 23,2012 at 2:56 PM 

415 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Millennium HoUywxx:I- WSA 

To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@s heppardmullin. com~NV -11E-534 
Cc: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Alfred I need to reave by 3: 1 0 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

No problem. On my way. Sorry for the delay. 

Vv!\Nw.sheppardmu!iin.com/afraijo 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!!mail.google.com/mailf?ui=2&ik=28!5d5bdce4&\'ie\'Fpt&searchcoinbo><:1th=13757009a38921e2 

Wed, May 23, 2012 at 2:59 PM 
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7/25113 CityofLos Angeles Mail- Hearing Notice 

ENV -11E-139 

Hearing Notice 

Luciralia Ibarra <ludralia.ibarra@lacity.org> Fri, Jan 18, 2013 at 4:46 PM 
To: bettertc@aoLcom 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org>, Lisa Webber 
<lisa.webber@lacity.org>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Jim Tokunaga <jim. tokunaga@lacity.org> 

Good Afternoon, 

Please find attached a hearing notice for a project scheduled for 2/19. A 24-day advance notice is required. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 
Luci 

LuclraHa Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City P!anning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

1tJ DAA-CPC hrgnotice.pdf 
36K 

https:f!maij.900gle.comimailf?ui'" 2&if00285d5bdce4&'.ie-.v""pt&search"'i nboY&th'" 13c50451 b7308197 1/1 
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ENV-llE-140 
CITY OF los ANGELES 

CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

NOTICEOF<PUBLIC HEARING 

To Owners: El Within a 100-Foot Radius 

El Within a 500-Foot Radius 

And Occupants: D Within a 1 OO-Foot Radius 

El Within a 500-Foot Radius 

And: 0 Others o Abutting a Proposed Development Site 

This notice is sent to you because you own property or are an occupant residing near a site for which an application, as 
described below, has been filed with the Department of City Planning. All interested persons are invited to attend the 
public hearing at which you may listen, ask questions, or present testimony regarding the project, prior to a decision is 
rendered. 

Hearing By: 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

Staff Contact: 
Phone No.: 
E~Mail: 

PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

Advisory Agency/Hearing Officer 

Tuesday, February 19,2013 
9:00 a.m. 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Sprtng Street, Room 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ludralia Ibarra 
(213) 978-1378 
Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Case Nos.: 

CEQANo.: 

Previous Cases: 
Council No.: 
Plan Area: 
Specific Plan: 
Certified NC: 
GPLU: 
Zone: 

Applicant: 
Representative: 

VTT-71837; 
CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CU B-CU
ZV-HD; CPC-2013-01 03-DA 
ENV-2011-0675-EIR 
(SCH No. 2011041094) 
N/A 
13 - GarceUi 
Hollywood 
None 
Hollywood United 
Regional Center Commercial 
C4-2D-SN 

Proposed: C2-2-SN 
Millennium Hollywood, LLC 
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter, & 
Hampton, LLP 

1720-1770 North Vine Street; 1745-1753 North Vine Street; 1746-1770 North Ivar Avenue; 1733 and 
1741 Argyle Avenue; and, 6236, 6270, and 6334 West Yucca Street 

The construction of two buffdings consisting of up to 492 residential units, 200 hotel rooms, 215,000 
square feet of office space, including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records building, and 
approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, 35,100 square feet of fitness/club sport use, and 
15,000 square feet of retail use on a 6.01 acre site in the C4-20-SN Zone. The project includes a Land 
Use Equivalency Program and Development Regulations, which allows the project to alter the types 
and amount of uses from those listed above. The Capital Record building will be maintained. 

The applicant is requesting haul route approval for up to 244,000 cubic yards of export material. 

A Vesting Zone Change and Height District change from the C4-2D-SN Zone to C2-2-SN Zone to 
permit proposed project, including: (1) a sports/fitness club, (2) removal of the 'D' Limitation to allow a 
greater floor area ratio than is currently permitted under Ordinance No. 165,659-SA 180. A Vesting 
Conditio'nal Use is requested to allow a hotel use within 500 feet of an R Zone. Additional Conditional 
Use requests include: (1) allowing floor area averaging within a unified development, and (2) allowing 
the safe and consumption of a full !ine of alcoholic beverages along with patron dancing and live 
~ertainment on the site. Zone Variances are sought to: (1) allow restaurant use with an above
ground outdoor eating area which the code does not currently permit, and (2) to provide parking for the 
sports/fitness facility with a reduced ratio of two parking spaces per 1,000 square feet, and to locate 
pa~ing across Vine Street, within the same development, but on a different parcel. 

RL0037334 



ENV-llE-141 

February 19, 2013 Page 2 

REQUESTED 
ACTION: 

The applicant seeks to enter a Devefopment Agreement with the City of Los Angeles for a term of 22 
years, with the provision of community benefits. 

The Deputv Advisory Agency will consider: 

VTT-71837: 

1. Pursuant to Section 21082.1 (c) of the California Public Resources Code, the certification and 
adoption of Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2011-0675-EIR, including the findings, mitigation 
monitoring program, and Statement of Overriding Considerations setting forth the reasons and 
benefits of adopting the EIR with full knowledge that significant impacts may remain; 

2. Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15, Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the merger and fe-subdivision 
of the subject property into 41 lots for the construction of 492 residential units with up to 200 hotel 
rooms, and 215,000 square feet of office space, including the existing 114,303 square-foot Capital 
Records building, and approximately 34,000 square feet of restaurant use, 35,100 square feet of 
fitness/club sport use, and 15,000 square feet of retail use on a 6.01 acre site. 

The Hearing Officer will take testfmony on: 

CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD: 

1. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.32-F, a Vesting Zone Change from C4-2D-SN 
to C2-2-SN; 

2. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.3-0, removal of the '0' Limitation in Height 
District '20', to correspond with the proposed Zone Change; 

3. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W,24 and 12.24-T, a Vesting Conditional 
Use to permit a hotel use within 500 feet of a R Zone; 

4. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.24-W, 19 a Conditional Use to allow floor area 
averaging in a unified development; 

5. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code 12.24-W,1 and 12.24-W, 18(a), a Conditional Use to 
permit the sale and dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages and live entertainment and 
dancing; 

6. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.27, a Zone Variance to permit outdoor eating 
areas above the ground floor; 

7. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.27, a Zone Variance to allow less than the 
required parking for the sports dub/fitness facility; 

8. Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.21-A,4(y), City Planning Commission 
Authority for Reduced On-Site Parking with Remote Off-Site Parking for Transportation 
Alternatives to allow for sharedfreduced on-site parking. 

CPC-20 13-0 103-DA: 

Pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5, to enter into a Development 
Agreement 

The purpose of the hearing is to obtain testimony from affected and/or interested persons regarding this project The 
environmental document will be among the matters considered at the hearing. The Deputy Advisory Agency and the 
Hearing Officer will consider all the testimony presented at the hearing, written communication received prior to or at the 
hearing, and the merits of the project as it relates to existing environmental and land use regulations. The Advisory 
Agency may act on the VesHng Tract Map during the meeting, or may take the tract map under advisement and render a 
decision at a time thereafter. Following the hearing, the Hearing Officer will prepare a report, including the 
recommendation of the Department of City Planning, which will be considered by the City Planning Commission at a later 
date. 

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES: If you challenge a City action in court, you may be limited to raising 
only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing d(,scribed in this notice, or in written correspondence 
on these matters delivered to the Department before the action on this matter will become a part of the administrative 
record. Note: This may not be the last hearing on this matter. 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: The exact time this report win be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be 
several other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Los Angeles City Planning 
Department, Major Projects, 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012 (attention: Ludra!ia Ibarra); or 
luciralla.itlarra@lacity.org. 
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ENV-llE-142 

February 19, 2013 Page 3 

REVIEW OF FILE: VTT-71837, CPC-2008-3440-ZC-CUB-CU-ZV-HD, and CPC-2013-0103-DA, including the application 
and the environmental assessment, are available for public inspection at this location between the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 
4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Please call Ludrafia Ibarra at (213) 978-1378 (luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org) several days 
in advance to assure that the files wtH be available. The files are not available for review the day of the hearing. 

ACCOMMODATIONS: As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles 
does not discriminate on the basis of disability. The hearing facility and its parking are wheelchair accessible. Sign 
language interpreters, assistive !istening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. 
Como entidad cubierla baja el Titulo II del Acto de los Americanos con Oesabi/idades, la Ciudad de Los Angeles no 
discrimina. La faciJidad donde la junta se ffevara a cabo y su estacionamiento son accesibJes para sillas de ruedas. 
Traductores de Lengua de Muestra, dispositivos de oido, U otras ayudas auxiliaries se pueden hacer disponibles si ustad 
las pide en avance. 

Other servrces, such as translatlon between English and other languages, may also be provided upon request. Dtms 
servicios, como traducci6n de Ingles a otms idiomas, tambir!m pueden hacerse disponibles sf usted los pide en avance. 

To ensure availability or services, please make your request no later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the 
hearing by calling the staff person referenced in this notice. Para asegurar la disponibfHdad de estos servicios, por favor 
haga su petiGion al minima de tres dias (72 hares) antes de la reunion, Hamando a /a persona del personal mencionada 
en este aviso. 

*Puede obtener informacion en Espanol acerca de esta junta lIamando al (213) 978·1378* 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HolI)MUOCl Sign-ln Sheets 

ENV-llE-723 

Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, May 12,2011 at 10:31 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com>, Ryan Luckert 
<Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi, 

Attached is the pdf of the Sign-In sheets from last night's scoping meeting. 6 sign-in sheets in all. 

Comments pdf to follow. 

Srimal 

~ hwdmiln1.pdf sign in list.pdf 
401K 

Ryan Lucken <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Got it okay. Thanks Srimal. 

Ryan 
[Quoted text hidden] 

> <hwdmil-1.pdf sign in list.pdf> 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks! Can you send the comments PDF just to me? 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, 12 May 201110:31:46 -0700 

Thu, May 12, 2011 at 10:33 AM 

Thu, May 12, 2011 at 10:45 AM 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com>, Ryan 

Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> Thu, May 12, 2011 at 10:48 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan 
luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks Srimal, 
Attached for yourfiles is a copy ofthe Initial Study with your signature page. I'm still waiting for a copy oft he 
scoping boards but will forward them to you as soon as I get them. 

Shane 

https:llmail.google.com"maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&viEM""pt&search=inbox&th;;:12fe543a7727668e 1/4 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollyv.ood Sign-In Sheets 

ENV-llE-724 

From: City of los Angeles <srimal.hew3witharana@lacity,org> 

Date: Thu, 12 May 201110:31:46 -0700 

To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com>, Shane Parker<shane@parkerenvironmental.com>; Ryan 
Luckert <Ryan@ceqa-nepa,com> 

Subject: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Initial Study Checklist 04 28 2011.pdf 
475K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity,org> 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmentaLcom> 

Thu, May 12, 2011 at 11 :06 AM 

Shane, 

Recei'.ed the IS pdf. Thank you, 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewaw itharana <srimaL hewawitharana@!acity,org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepRcom> 

Thu, May 12, 2011 at 11 :23 AM 

Chris, 

Yes, certainly. I'm sending them right now, in a separate e-mail. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> Thu, May 12, 2011 at 12:17 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawltharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
The scoping board file can be downloaded via the link below. Its a 62 MB file and takes a while to download. I can 
send you a copy on a CD if you prefer. Please let me know. 

Shane 

From: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin,com> 

Date: Thu, 12 May 201111:50:00 -0700 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Rich 

Lichtenstein <riichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 

Cc: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Shane, let me know if you can access the file for the final list of boards. 

A file has been sent to you via the YouSendlt <http~l!www.yousendit.com> Fi I e Del ivery Service. 

PI ease copy the followi ng I ink to your browser to download the til e - 110510~Scopi ng SessionJI NALpdf: 

hltps:llmail.google.comlmail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.iew=pt&search=inbox&th= 12fe543a7727668e 214 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

ENV-llE-725 
https :!lwww.yousendit.com(downl oa d(MEtlYn UwdGp6NEOwTVE9 PO 

Your file will expire after 14 days or 500 downloads. 

Alfred Fraijo JL 

213.617.5567 

213.443.2855 i 

SheppardMullin 

www.sheppardmu!lin.com 

From: Shane Parker [mailto:shane@parkerenvironmental.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2011 10:42 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; Rich Lichtenstein; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Cc: Ryan luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Alfred, as a reminder, ca n you send me the fina I version of the scoping boa rds. Srima I requested a copy of those for 
her file. Thanks 

Shane 

From: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Date: Thu, 12 May 201110:34:03 -0700 
To: Rich Lichtenstein <rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com>} "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 
Subject: FW: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Alfred and Rich, see below and attached. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@ladty,org> 
Date: Thu, 12 May 201110:31:46 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvlronmenta!.com>, Ryan 
Luekert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 

Hi, 

Attached is the pdf of the Sign-In sheets from last night's scoping meeting. 6 sign-in sheets in all. 

https:/fmail.gDOg le.comlmaill?ui =2&ik=285d5bdce4&";ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 12fe543a7727668e 314 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly.MXX! Sign-In Sheets 

ENV-llE-726 
Comments pdf to follow. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: I n accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) 
avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein {or in any attachments}. 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmentaLcom> 

Thu, May 12, 2011 at 12:21 PM 

Shane, 

I think, perhaps a copy on a CD would be best. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> Thu, May 12,2011 at 12:26 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Great, I will send you a CD in the mail. 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, 12 May 201112:21:57 -0700 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 
Subject: Re: FW: Millennium Hollywood Sign-In Sheets 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:flmail.google.comimaill?ui"'2&ikc:285d5bdce4&~e\'Fpt&search"'inbox&th= 12fe543a7727668e 

Thu, May 12, 2011 at 12:40 PM 
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ENV-llE-727 
Case No. CPC-2008-4604-GPA-ZC-HD-CUB-DB-SPR Q-3 

15. Solid Waste. The developer shall institute a recycling program to the satisfaction of the 
Planning Department to reduce the volume of solid waste going to landfills. Recycling 
bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling of paper, metal, 
glass, and other recyclable material. These bins shaH be picked up no less than once a 
week as a part of the project's regular trash pick-up program. 

16. Noise (Residential). All exterior windows shall be constructed with double-pane glass 
and use exterior wall construction which provides a Sound Transmission Class of 50 or 
greater as defined in UBC No. 35-1, 1979 edition or any amendment thereto. As an 
alternative, the developer may retain an acoustical engineer to submit evidence, along 
with the application for a building permit, any alternative means of sound insulation 
sufficient to mitigate interior noise levels below a CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room. 

17. Graffiti Removal. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the 
color of the surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 

18. Aesthetics. The structure, or portions thereof shall be maintained in a safe and sanitary 
condition and good repair and free of graffiti, trash, overgrown vegetation, or similar 
material, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91,8104. All open areas not used for 
buildings, driveways, parking areas, recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively 
landscaped and maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic 
irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the 
decision maker. 

19. Housing Requirements. Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any dwelling unit 
on the subject property, the applicant shall execute and record a rental covenant 
agreement with respect to the affordable units that shall run with the land and be 
satisfactory to the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD). The covenant shall bind 
the applicant and/or any subsequent property owner to reserve 11 percent of the 
dwelling units for occupancy by Very Low Income Senior households. These units will 
be restricted as affordable rental dwelling units, pursuant to California Government Code 
Section 65915 and Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.22-A,25. All density bonus 
calculations in fractional units shall be rounded up to the nearest whole number 
(Government Code Section 6591 5(9)(5)). 

20. Unbundling of Parking Stalls. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy or 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy, the Applicant shall submit a plan to implement a 
program to unbundle residential parking and guest parking from the residential uses. 
This plan shall include a description of the rental program that shall ultimately set forth 
respective rent leve!s to tenants for a dwelling unit with and without parking spaces. The 
Applicant shall make parking available to each tenant as a separate item in the lease 
agreement, and offer lower rents to tenants who choose to lease a dwelling without 
parking spaces. 

21. MTA Passes and Unbundled Parking. The Applicant shall offer an MTA B-TAP 
(Transit Access Pass) transit pass to residents who choose not to rent any parking 
space(s) with their residential unit. This transit pass shall be offered at no additional cost 
to the resident as long as the tenant resides within the development and continues to not 
rent any parking spaces with their residential unit and have documented their non
ownership of a car. The Applicant shall have the option to offer any such unused 
parking spaces to other residential and business tenants. Unbundled parking shall be 
offered to residential tenants for the life of the Project. Further, on a monthly basis and 
for a minimum term of 48 months, the Applicant shall provide a pool of up to 75 
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ENV -11E-535 

Fwd: hollywood redev plan 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> Tue, May 22, 2012 at 6:41 PM 
To: Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Ibarra, Sergio" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Just cleaning up my email. Keep a copy of this. Alison thought it may be important to the Millennium project. 
jon 

------- Forwarded message ------
From: Steve Andrews <steve.andrews@!acity.org> 
Date: Wed, Feb 8, 2012 at 4:00 PM 
Subject: Fwd: hollywood redev plan 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacitY.Ofg>, Alan Bell <a!an.bell@lacity.org> 

------ Forwarded message -------
From: Becker, Alison <abecker@cra.iacity.org> 
Date: Wed, Feb 8,2012 at 2:51 PM 
Subject: hollywood redev plan 
To: "sieve.andrews@lacity.org" <steve.andrews@lacity.org> 

Pages 28 and 29 

Click here for Hwd Redev Plan 

please note my new contact information as of 1/23/12 ..... . 

eRA/LA, CI Designated Local Authority 

Alison Becker, AICP 

3055 Wilshire Boulevard, suite 1120/ Los Angeles /90010 

T 213.368.3500 I D 213.368.0617 I F 213,384.7371 

htlps:/lmaH,google,comirnaill?lli=2&ik=285d5bdce4&~e\I'F'pt&search=inbox&th~13777615b6Od03eD 1/2 
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7/24/13 

Steve Andrews 

Senior Policy Advisor 

Mayor's Office of Economic and BUSiness Policy 

City of Los Angeies 

21397S-2027(office) 323371-1410(ceil) 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Foo: hollyw:xxJ redevplan 

ENV -11E-536 

Please be aware that due to mandatory furlough staff is now required to work a REDUCED 
WORKDAY schedule. 
jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hai!, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacity.org 

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> Wed, May 23,2012 at 8:55 AM 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.erg> I Srimal Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.erg> 

Thank you Jon. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Sergio Ibarra 
Major Projects 
200 N. Spring St. Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213-978-1333 
Sergio. Ibarra@lacity.org 

https:/ln..ait.google.comll1'Jaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\liew=pt&sp.arch=inbox&th~13777615b6Od03eO 2J2 
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7/24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Fw. 

ENV -11E-366 

Fw: 

Usa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org, jon. foreman@!acity.org 

See email below? What's the scoop? 

--- Original Message ---
From: Richard lichtenstein [mailto:RUchtenstein@marathon-com.comJ 
Sent Tuesday, October 09, 201205:36 PM 
To: '!iso. webber@lacity.org' <lisa. webber@!aclty.org> 
Subject: 

Out in Riverside in a Hearing but understand a lot of Sections came back 
to us with very minor edits/corrections required. That's the good news. 
The bad news is there's st1ll 20 or so more sections for Srimal to review 
- tts a tedious process. Just wanted to make sure that you think we're 
still good to go thufs with the notification regardless of whether full 
3rd review is complete. We don't actually need to go to print until late 
mon/tues next week in order to be on streets on thursday. Thoughts? 
Thanks. R 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Lisa Webber <lisa.webber@lacity.org> 
Cc: jonJoreman@lacity.org, Karen HOD <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi lisa, 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 7:06 AM 

Wed, Oct 10, 2012 at 10:45 AM 

I am reviewing and sending my comments to the consultants as I finish reviewing each chapter. But there are 
numerous changes to be reviewed. I'm trying my best to meet the publication deadline. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https;ifmaii.google,comlrna!l!?ui=2&ik=285d:Sbdce4&vievFpt&search=inbox&th"'13a4aff80acbOedf 1/1 
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7125113 City of Los Angeles Mail - 2:30 Thursday (Next Week) Meeting 

ENV-llE-143 

LA 
C'; GHCS 

2: 30 Thursday (Next Week) Meeting 

Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 11:32 AM 
To: Seth Wu~kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Confirming the meeting next week, Thursday the 24th at 2:30. Seth can you attend, and please figure out how I 
can call in. Thanks. 

Chris 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 1:08 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Yes, I win attend. 
Srimat, is there a conference room with a speakerphone so Chris can call in? 

Seth 

From: Chris Joseph 
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 201311:32AM 
To: Seth Wutkan; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Srimal Hewawitharana 
Cc: Chris Joseph 
Subject: 2:30 Thursday (Next Week) Meeting 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 1:26 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

]'11 check and let you know. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hew8witharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <!uciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 9:31 AM 

I ha\.B booked the conference room in Room 760 City Hall; there is a speaker phone there. So, the meeting will 
be on Thurs. Jan. 24, at 2:30 p.m. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Jan 17, 2013 at 10:14 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacify.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

https:!!mail.google.com/mail!?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&'view= pt&search= inbox&lh= 13c44d90cbfc2ccd 112 
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7/25i13 City of Los Angeles Mail - 2:30 Thursday (Next Week) Meeting 

ENV-llE-144 
Thank you SrimaL I assume we will use that speaker phone to call Chris' cell so he can participate. 

From: Srima[ Hewawitharana [srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 20139:31 AM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra 
Subject: Re: 2:30 Thursday (Next Week) Meeting 

i have booked the conference room in Room 760 City Hall; there is a speaker phone there. So, the meeting will 
be on Thurs. Jan. 24, at 2:30 p.m. 

Srimal 

On Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 1:26 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org<mailto:sdmaL 
hewawitharana@!acity.org» wrote: 
l'U check and let you know. 

[Quoted tex! hidden] 

htlps:/fmai I.g oog le.corrVmai l/?ui=-2&i k= 285d5bdce4&\.iew::: pt&search=i nooY&th= 13c44d90cbfc2ccd 212 
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7/24i13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Reminder; Mi!lenium Discussion @ TUB May22 1pm - 2pm (claire.bov.in@iaci!y,org) 

ENV-llE-537 

Reminder: Millenium Discussion @ Tue May 22 1pm ~ 2pm 
(claire .bowin@lacity.org) 

Google Calendar <calendar-notification@google.com> 
Reply-To: Claire Bowin <claire.bowin@lacity.org> 

Tue, May 22, 2012 at 12:50 PM 

To: S rima! Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Millenium Discussion more details }) 

Meet with Millenium to discuss potentia! miUgation alternatives to street widening 

When Tue May 22 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning-CH721 (map) 

Ca!endar c!aire,bowin@lacity.org 

Who • Claire Bowin - organizer 

• grhyner@crainandassoc!ates,com 

• Tomas Carranza 

• Srima! Hewawitharana 

• Kevin Jones 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options» 

Invitation trom Google Calendar 

You are receiving this email at the account s rimal. hew aw itharana@lacity,org because you set a reminder for this event on the 
calendar daire.bow in@lacity.org. 

You can change your reminders for specific events in the event details page in https:llwww.google.comlcalendar/. 

https:llrnail,google.com'rnailf?ui"'2&ik::c285d5bdce4&l.iew-=pt&search=inbox&lh= 1377619687a57d89 1/1 
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7119/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Holly.MXJd DEIR Seoping Meeting 

ENV-llE-728 

Millennium Hollywood DEIR Scoping Meeting 

Srima I Hewawithara na <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Blake Lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> 

Hi Blake, 

Tue, May 10, 2011 at 2:47 PM 

The Millennium Hollywood project's DEIR Scoping Meeting is scheduled for tomorrow evening, 6-8:00 p.m. 

Will you be attending? 

Do you suppose we will need a Spanish language interpreter to be present? Could you let me know so I can 
check who might be available and willing? 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

~--~~-~-----------<------.----------------- ----
Blake lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> Tue, May 10, 2011 at 2:51 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Chu, Henry" <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
Thanks for the email. No, I won't be attending as the project has been passed on to Henry and Jon in major 
projects. They give you more info about spanish interpretation. From my perspective, as the project is in 
downtown Hollywood, it may not be critical to have a person there to interpret, but it's always a good idea to have 
someone there for back up just in case if possible. They can always go home if no one needs them. 

Blake 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Blake E. Lamb, AICP 
City Planner 
Plan Implementation Division 
Neighborhood Projects, Central Section 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1167 

Srimal liewawitharana <srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Blake Lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> 

Blake, 

https:l/mail.google.comlmaill?ui"'2&i*"285d5bdce4&~eVFpt&search=inboX&thco 12fdbeOfa1a5ccc4 

Tue, May 10, 2011 at 3:04 PM 

1/2 
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Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

CityofLos Angeles Mail" Millennium Holl)'lMJOd DEIR Seoping Meeting 

ENV-llE-729 

https:l!mail.google.comimail/?ui::::2&ik=285d5bdce4&'>iew=pt&search~inbox&th"'12fdbeOfa1a5ccc4 2/2 
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7/25113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium - FE!R submittal part 2 

ENV-llE-145 

Millennium - FEIR subm itta.1 part 2 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Jan 15, 2013 at 11:45 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawrtharana@lacily.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi SrimaL 

Attached is the following: 

1 AHDA letter 

2 III Responses (the remainder of the letters and responses) 

3 IV Corrections and Additions 

A hardcopy of these items will be sent to you tomon-ow. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Project Manager 

CAJA Environmental Services, llC 

11990 West San Vicente Bl\d, Suite 250 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469-6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806 .. 9801 (fax) 

3 attachments 

Ilttps:!lmail.google.corrimaill?ui~2&i!<"'285d5bdce4&l.1€N"-Fpt&sea.rch=inbox&th=13c42560ae73dOda 1/2 
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7/25/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium- FEIR submittal part 2 

~ 382K 

!ID III. Response to Comments 1_15_13.doc 
1174K 

ENV-llE-146 

~ IV Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 1_15_13.DOCX 
626K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 10:00 AM 

Thank you. Hardcopy received. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 10:17 AM 
To: Usa Webber <tisa.webber@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman 
<jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

The 2nd portion was submitted at 11 :45 p.m. last night, and the hardcopy was received this morning. 

Srimaf 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@!acity.org> Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 1 :19 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Lisa Webber <l1sa.webber@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Dan Scott <dan.scott@lacity.org> 

Hello Srima!, 
Please finish your current f0\/18W, and let me know when you start on the Millennium. Please review thoroughly, 
to make sure responses are correct and also review to ensure any corrections and additions are accounted for in 
the tinal. let me know if you need help or have questions. 
Jon 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., City Hal!, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. foreman@lacity.org 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@facity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 16, 2013 at 3:47 PM 

Jon, 

f ha~ just finished downloading the Millennium files and will start my review now. 

Srima~ 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:l!mail.google.comimail!?ui=2&ik=2B5d5bdce4&vieVIFpt&search"'inbol<&th= 13c42560ae73dDda 212 
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7/24/13 City-of Los Angeles Mai! - Re: Millennium cover 

ENV-IIE-367 

Re: Millennium cover 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 4:49 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@iadty.org> 

Srimal, first, thank you for sending over a bunch of sections today .... is is much appreciated! I don't want to interrupt 
the flow of work, but f just want to reiterate that the sooner we get approval on the covers (I'm only talking about 
the Appendices cover right now), the sooner we can get that huge printing job off to the printer to get a head start. 
The Appendices is massive, a nd we wa nt to see if we ca n get our printer going on that asa p. 

Thanks for considering. 

Chris 

From: Srlmal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent; Tuesday, October 09, 2012 12: 14 PM 
To: Seth Wu!kan 
Cc: Karen Hoo 
Subject: Re: Milfennium cover 

Hi Seth, 

I am going to ask you to hold off on the covers for now. We are in the process ofrevising our preferred 
document covers, which feature both the department logo and City logo. Once it has been finajv.ed, I 
willfirrward the template to you. 

Srnnal 

On Tue, Oct 9,2012 at 11:24 AM, Seth Wulkan <seth(l:iJceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 

Hi Srimai, 

I know you are busy, but I wanted to see if you were satisfied with our CO\iers for theDEIR and Appendices 
(attached). As you probab!y know, the Appendices will be massi\ie (3,400 pages) so we want to send these to 
our printing service ASAP so we are not scrambling at the end. 

Thank you! 

https:/Jrnail.google.colTl"rnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&lJiew=pt&search=inbo>&th'" 13a47ef49365a780 1/3 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: Millennium cover 

Seth ENV -11E-368 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawttharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Tue, Oct 9,2012 at 5:17 PM 

Someone else is working on the cover template, but I will bring up the subject with the unit, tomorrow. 

Srima! 
[Quoted texl hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Sdmal Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you! 

From: Sri rna! Hewawitharana <Srima I, Hewawith arana@lacity,org> 

Date: Tue, 9 Oct 201217:17:54 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Re: Millennium cover 

Hi Chris, 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 5:49 PM 

Someone else is working on the cover template, but t will bring up the subject with the unit, tomorrow. 

Srimal 

On Tue, Oct 9,2012 at 4:49 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>wrote: 
: Srimal, first, thank you for sending over a bunch of sections today .... is is much appreciated! I don't want to 

interrupt the flow of work, but I just want to reiterate that the sooner we get approval on the covers (I'm only 
• talking about the Appendices cover right now), the sooner we can get that huge printing job off to the printer to 
. get a head start. The Appendices is massive, and we want to see if we can get our printer going on that asap. 

Tha nks for considering. 

Chris 

From: S rimal Hewawitharana [rnaiito: srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 

Sent: Tuesday, October 09( 2012 12: 14 PM 

. To: Seth Wulkan 

Cc: Karen HOD 

Subject: Re: Millennium cover 

Hi Seth, 

https:I!Il1ai!.google.comimaiU?ui:::2&i~285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13a4"lef49365l'frSO . 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail- Re: Millenniumco\.er 

ENV-IIE-369 

· I am going to ask you to hold off on the covers for now. W c are in thc process of revising our prefencd 

• document covers, whlch feature both the department logo and City logo. Once it has been finalized, I 
willfOlward the ternplate to you. 

Srirnal 

· On Tue, Oct 9,2012 at 11 :24 AM, Seth Wttlkan <seth@ceqa-l1cpa.com>wrote: 

Hi Srima[, 

I know you are busy, but I wanted to see if you were satisfied with our covers for theDEIR and Appendices 
· (attached). As you probably know, the Appendices will be massive (3,400 pages) so we want to send these to 

• our printing service ASAP so we are not scrambling at the end. 

Thank you! 

• Seth 

https:ifmai!.google.com1mailf?ui'" 2&i k.::285d5tJ.::tce4&";ew~ pt&searchco i nboX&th= 13a4 7 ef49365a 780 3/3 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- FwJ: Holl)MDOd Millennium Project 

ENV -11E-538 

Fwd: Hollywood Millennium Project 

Alfred Fra ijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com> Mon, May 21, 2012 at 5:01 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!aclty.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa_com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa_com> 

Jon and Srimaf, thank you your assistance. We finally have a response from LAUSD. We are now only missing 
Police. 

Thank you. 

W\Nw.sheppardrnu!lin.comJafraijo 

From: Striegler, Glenn [mallto:glenn,striegler@!ausd,netJ 
Sent: Wednesday, May 16, 2012 5:17 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Morelan, Alexander; Schanen, Patrick 
Subject: Hollywood Mfllennium Project 

Seth - The response to your Request for Schoo/Information is attached. As I explained to you 
earlier, before Demographics responded to your Request for Information they needed to update their 
school boundary database because many existing school boundaries changed as new schools 
opened_ Please be sure to include a comJl./~te c.9.R.Y. of this response letter in your report. If you 
need additional information, my contact information is shown below_ 

Gle nn Stne gle r 

Envirornnental Assessment Coordinator 

LAUSD Office of Environmental Health & Safety 

333 South Beaudry Ave - 28th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

(213) 241-2199 Phone 

(213) 241-6816 FAX 

https:ifrnail.google.comirnailf?ui"'2&ik" 285d5bdce4&\oie>l1F' pt&search~ i nbox&Jh= 13771 daOcfOOBe20 113 
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glenn.striegler@lausd.net ENV -11E-539 

http://lausd-oehs. org 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

:2 attachments 

m Update#2 Millennium Proj #716 Package (3-30-12).pdf 
94K 

iJ ATT00001.htm 
1K 

Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 
To: sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity . org 

Mon, May 21, 2012 at 7:31 PM 

Cc: karen.hoo@lacity.org 

Srimal, can you give that Hollywood LAPD contact a cal! and let them know we are expecting this. Also, let 
them know to expect requests for your other projects (Coronel apts., what else 7). And also to expect for 

Sunset Bronson Studios and Paramount Studios. Jon 

From: Atfred Fraijo Jr. [mailto:afraljo@sheppardmumn.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2012 05:01 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org>; Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity,org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>; Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Hollywood Millennium Project 

[(~llo!ed text hidden] 

2 attachments 

iJ ATT00001. htm 
1K 

~ Update#2 Millennium Proj #716 Package (3~30-12).pdf 
94K 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Tue, May 22, 2012 at 8: 17 AM 

Cc: Srimal Hewawttharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Sorry it took so long. 

On Mon, May 21,2012 at 7:27 PM, Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> wrote: 

https:l/rnail.google.comirnail/?ui:::2&ik-"285d5bdce4&vie',I,""pt&search"'inbox&th'" 13771daOcfOO8e20 213 
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Fyi - thank you Lucl for saying on them. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

luciraHa Ibarra 
City Planning Associate 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
los Ange!es, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

ENV -11E-540 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, 

Let me update you on what Jon wants you to do on this before you call. 

Thanks! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Oepartment 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

2 attachments 

~ ATT00001.htm 
1K 

~'J Update#2 Millennium Proj #716 Package (3..JO-12).pdf 
r .. :::1 94K 

https:l/mail.google.com/maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&v,8\I'Fpl&searchc; i nboX&th= 13771 daOcfOO8e20 

Tue, May 22,2012 at 11:36 AM 
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7/24i13 City of los Angeles Mail- MHlennium Hollyvvood .. Shade/Shadow 

ENV-llE-370 

" ...................... - ........ -.... " ................. - ..... ~-~ ................ ~ ..... - .... ~--

Millennium Hollywood * Shade/Shadow 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharaoa@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Attached is the one correction! have 011 Shade/Shadow. 

Srimat 

f[j ShadeSha dow Com me nt.pdf 
" 111 K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal. 

This change has been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 20124: 19 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen Hoo 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood .. Shade/Shadow 

Attached is the one conection 1 have on Shade/Shadow. 

Srnmt-· 

t[jIV.A.2. Aesthetics .. Shade and Shadow 10_9_12.doc 
148K 

https:f!Il"Jai!.google.coJTvIl"JaHJ?ui"'2&ik=285cl5bdce4&\oie\IFpt&search:::: i nboX&th:::: 13a47d2c4 f946aOe 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 4:18 PM 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 4:24 PM 
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ENV-llE-371 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!adty.org> 
To: Seth Wu!kan <seth@ceqa-nepa_com> 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:lfmail.google.comfmaill?ui~2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieVFpi&search"'inoox&th=13a47d2c4f946aOe 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 5: 15 PM 
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7/19/13 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - Millennium 

ENV-llE-730 

Millennium 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Mon, May 2, 2011 at 9: 13 AM 
To: Srimal <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal -

Hi there. Just got your .vOicemail and unfortunately I am in a meeting. I can call you later this morning or 
afternoon, but I wanted to let you know. Thanks Srimal. 

Ryan 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

No problem. At your convenience. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks so much. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https://mail.google.c:omlmail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdc:e4&l.1elfoFpt&searc:h=inbox&th:::121b17c:468587296 

Mon, May 2, 2011 at 9:20 AM 

Mon, May 2,2011 at 10:38 AM 
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ENV-IIE-541 

Invitation: Millenium Discussion @ Tue May 22 1pm - 2pm 
(srimaLhewawitharana@lacity .org) 

Claire Bawin <cI2tre.bowin@lacity.org> Fri, May 18, 2012 at 11:06 AM 
Reply-To: Claire Bowin <claire.bowin@!adty.org> 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Tomas Carranza 
<tomas.carranza@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Miilenium Discussion 

Meet with MiHenium to discuss potential mitigation alternatives to street widening 

When Tue May 22 1 pm - 2pm Pacific Time 

Where Planning-CH721 (map) 

Calendar srimal.hewawitharana@lacity,org 

Who • Claire Sowin - organizer 

• Tomas Carranza 

• Srimal Hewawitharana 

• Kevin Jones 

Going? Yes - Maybe - No more options ) 

InvftaHon from Google Calendar 

more details» 

You are receiv ing this ernail at the accounf s rirraLhew aw ltharana@lacity .org because you are subscribed for invitations on 
c a!endar s rimaU18w aw itllarana@lacily . org. 

To stop receiving these notifications, please log in to https:/jwww.google.corrVcalendar/and change your notification settings for 
this calendar. 

D invite.ics 
2K 

https:iimail.googie.comimail!?ui=2&i k=28[xJ5bdce4&vi eVl""'pt&search=-inbox&th= 1376121 "f6aB5b9bf 111 
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ENV-llE-372 

LA 
'''''i (IEEe::; 

Millennium Hollywood - Views/Light/Glare 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@iacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 3:53 PM 

Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Seth, 

Attached are my comments on Aesthetics - Views/Light/Glare. Mostly pertaining to the Uban Design 
Plan/Standards and Guidelines and iltness center/sports club. 

Srima! 

t!j ViewLightGlareComments.pdf 
504K 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 4:07 PM 
To: S rimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

These changes have been made in the attached as redline. 

Seth 

Prom: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 3: 53 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph; Karen Hoo 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - ViewsjUghtjGlare 

Seth, 

Attached are my comments on Aesthetics - Views/Light/Glare. Mostly pertaining to the Uban Design 

Plan/Standards and Guidelines and fitness center/spOlis club. 

https:iimail.goog\e.comlmai!/7ui""2&\~285d5bdce4&vieVFpt&se.arch"'"inboX&th= 13a47bba173d1 d86 1/2 
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ENV-llE-373 

Srirnal 

t@] IV.A.1~ Aesthetics ~ Views Light Glare 10_9_12.doc 
224K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhew8witharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srima! 
fQuoted text hidden] 

hltps://rnail.google.cCJtrvmaHf?ui"'2&ik-"285d5bdce4&1.18w""pt&searchco inbox&th"'13a47bba173d1d86 

Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 4:08 PM 

2J2 
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7/19/13 City of los Angeles Mail- Millennium NOP 

ENV-llE-731 

Millennium NOP 

Ryan Lucker! <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr 28, 2011 at 11 :00 AM 
To: Srimal <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal - for your records, attached is a final copy of the NOP and graphics. Jus an FYI. Thanks for all of your 
help. Also, I am assuming you are filing with the City Clerk, correct? We are doing the County. Thanks again. 

Ryan 

> 

2 attachments 

Vj Capital Records NOP 4.2S.11.pdf 
799K 

11m ATT00001 .. txt 
1K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, Apr 28, 2011 at 11 :35 AM 

Thank you. I will be submitting it for posting on the website. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Apr 28, 2011 at 11 :00 AM, Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 
Srimal - for your records, attached is a final copy of the NOP and graphics. Jus an FYI. Thanks for all of your 
help. Also, I am assuming you are filing with the City Clerk, correct? We are doing the County. Thanks 
again. 

Ryan 

> 

--------------- ,--------, 
Ryan Lucker! <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr 28, 2011 at 11 :37 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

So you know, we have sent you a CD which should arrive shortly for posting on the web. It has all the necessary 
web ready versions. Thanks again. 

Ryan 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Apr 28, 2011 at 1 :55 PM 

https:/Imail.google.comlmailnui,,;2&ik=285d5bdce4&\i ew=pt&search"'inboJ<&th'" 12f9d4621 e589390 1/2 
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To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-llE-732 

Ryan, 

Thank you. I received it. The web request has been submitted, although I don't know exactly when it will be 
posted on the web. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:flmail.google.comlmaill?ui"'2&ik?o285d5bdce4&"';ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 12f9d4621e58939D 212 
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7/24/13 City' of Los Angeles Mail - Re: Millenium 

ENV -11E-542 

Re: Millenium 

Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 1:53 PM 
To: Claire Sowin <claire.bowin@!acity.org> 
Cc: Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, "Ibarra, Sergro" <sergio-ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
< s ri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Ht Claire, 
~ have been out of the office for family reasons, and between that, Blackberry problems, and tonights' hearing on 
Farmers Field (where, the OC Register erroneously reported, the City would be acting on the project), I have 
gotten really behind. I apologize. 

Kevin Jones is the Planner assigned to the project. Formerly it was Henry Chu. Sergio Ibarra has been working 
with the applicant over the last year on the projects' design standards, that they are proposing to role into their 
Development Agreement (the first time the City of LA would include something like that in aDA). Srimal 
Hewawitharana has been preparing the Draft EIR I do not know if this is something the developer has made any 
of them aware of, I have cc'd them here so someone can respond. I think that it would be good for us to halve 
someone at that/those meeting(s). 

I really appreciate your letting me know. 

Thanks Claire, 
Jon 

On Wed, May 16, 2012 at 11:00 AM, Claire Sowin <c!aire.bowin@lacity.org> wrote: 

• Jon 

· The Millenium team has contacted me and DOT (Tom Carranza) at CD 13's behest to discuss potential street 
mitigations but before meeting with them I'd like to talk with the planner who has been assigned to this project 

• and perhaps arrange to also halve that planner at the meeting. 

" Don't hesitate to let me know any concerns you might hava about this. 

Could you let me know who the planner is? 

: Thanks, 

Claire 

Claire- Bo\vin, City P!anner 

Policy Planning and Historic Resources Division 

Citywide Section 

• 213.97K1213 

• City Hall 
• Room667 

http5:i/mail.google.com!rnatl!?ui"2&iI0285d5bdce4&\.iew~pt&search=inbox&th=137576d84baa9f76 1/2 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Re: Millenium 

ENV -11E-543 

Please be aware that due to mandatory furlough staff is now required to work a REDUCED 
WORKDAY schedule. 
Jon Foreman, Senior City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Sprlng St, City Hal!, Room 750 
los Angejes, CA 90012 
Tel: 213-978-1387 
Fax: 213-978-1343 
jon. forernan@lacity.org 

Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 2:11 PM 
To: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org> 
Cc: Claire Bowin <claire.bowin@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, "Ibarra, Sergio" 
<sergio.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Hi Jon, 

During one of our regular check-in meetings, the applicant's rep. had mentioned they have a meeting scheduled 
with DOT to discuss transportation issues. 

SrimaJ 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Claire Sawin <claire.bowin@lacity.org> Thu, May 17, 2012 at 9:03 AM 
To: Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, "Ibarra, Sergio" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Millenium@lacity.org 

AU 

I'm setting up a meeting for myself and Tomas Carranza to meet with the Millenium project (at CD 13's request) 
to discuss mitigation options to their traffic impacts. There is concern about the current proposal to eliminate 
peak hour curb parking and we're interested in exp!oring alternative mitigations. 

I'd like to suggest that one of you (at least) join us for the meeting and that we chat beforehand so that I can get 
a better handle of the broader transportation issues. 

The Millenium team is anxious to have the meeting as soon as possible as they are waiting for the results of this 
meeting to finalize their DEIR. Please let me know which of you (or all) will participate and what your availability 
is either this Friday or early next week. 

Thanks! 

Claire 

On Wed, May 16,2012 at 1:53 PM, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@laGity.org> wrote: 
[Quoted text hiddenj 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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7i24f13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Hollywood Millenium 

ENV -11E-544 

Hollywood Millenium 

Luciralia Ibarra <Juciralia.ibarra@laC[ty.org> Tue, May 1, 2012 at 3:18 PM 
To: glenn.striegler@iausd.net 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Glenn, 

Thanks for getting back to me today. You can e-mail me directly as soon as those comments are ready. We'd 
greatly appreciate it. 

Thanks, 
Luci 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planning Associate 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeies, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

Luciralia Ibarra <!uciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 11:21 AM 
To: glenn.striegler@lausd.net, biILpiazza@lausd.net 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoreman@iacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana <SrirnaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Glenn, 

I am following up on comments on behalf of LAUSD for the Hollywood Mitlenium project I spoke with you about a 
few weeks back. Is it possible for you to let me know when we can anticipate to receive those? 

Thank you, 
Luci 
[Quoted tex! hidden] 

htlps:l!mail.google.comimailf?ui=2&iI0285d5bdcE!4&>ie\l\cpt&search"'inboX&th=13"70a7c149d60c79 1/1 

RL0037368 



7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - F'hd: Millennium HollYMJOd NOP 

ENV-llE-733 

Fwd: Millennium HoUywood NOP 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr21, 2011 at 10:17 AM 
To: Srimal <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal - Hi there. It's Ryan Luckert from CAJA Environmental with regards to the Millennium NOP and mailing. I 
wanted to ask for a copy of your Agency mailing list, so that we can send the NOP to the appropriate people. 
Thanks for your help. 

Ryan 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Srimal Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity,org> 
To: "Chris Joseph" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood NOP 

Hi Chris, 

Good morning. I forgot to do a signature block for the NOP yesterday. Sorry about 
that. Attached, please find the pdf containing the signed NOP. 

I hope to finish reviewing the IS today. Will let you know when I am done with it. 

Srimal 

<hwdmil.pdf> 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srirnal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, Apr 21, 2011 at 10:45 AM 

Hi Ryan, 

I\e attached the Public Agency mailing list, but didn't fill out any of the blanks (council members, libraries, etc.) 
Will you be able to do that or do you want me to do so? Let me know, please. 

Sfimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmail.google.comimail/?ui,,;2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.iWFpt&search"'inbox&th"'12t7910e3f21c5e4 1/8 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Fv.d: Millennium HoIlJ'MJOd NOP 

ENV-llE-734 

~ Public Agency Mailing list (Master).doc 
69K 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr 21, 2011 at 11 :21 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks for the help Srimal, appreciate it. If you don't mind, filling in the blanks would be great. It doesn't have to 
be done today, but we want to ensure we have the correct council and libraries. If not, please let me know. 
Thanks. 

Also, does the City Clerk file the NOP with the County Clerk - or does the applicant do it? My understanding is 
that you file the NOP with the City Clerk and then they file it with the County as well. Sorry to bother you with 
this, but we are curious. Thanks again. 

Ryan 
[Quoted text hidden] 

<Public Agency Mailing List (Master).doc> 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thu, Apr 21,2011 at 2:59 PM 

Ryan, 

I have attached a copy of the revised Initial Study, with the changes I made highlighted for your convenience. 

Also, in answer to your question, the applicant files the NOP with the County Clerk and there is a $75 fee that 
needs to be paid at the time of the filing. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Revisedlnitial Study Checklist 0413 2011.docx 
101K 

--------~~~--.---------.~--' ---------.~~------

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr 21, 2011 at 3:06 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Got it okay. Thanks again. last question for the day, I promise. Should we publish in the LA limes or Daily 
News? 

Thank you. 

Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

<Re\iisedlnitia! Study Checklist 04 13 2011.docx> 

Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Apr21, 2011 at 4:12 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

htlps:llmail.google.comlmail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\.iew=pt&search",inbox&th= 12f7910e3f21c5e4 2/8 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail e Fv.d: Millennium Holl)/'MXXI NOP 

ENV-llE-735 
The City publishes in the LA Times, but we don't generally publish for an NOP, only for Draft EIRs, etc. 

Also, we need to prepare a notice to the State Clearinghouse, to be sent to them at the same time as the NOP 
goes out. I've attached a sample noticing document that was prepared for the Hollywood Community Plan 
Update DEIR. If you can fill in the info for the Millennium Hollywood project and send to me, I will sign and send 
back. 

For your information, I will be out of the office tomorrow (Friday, Apr. 22) and Monday (April 25). I will be back on 
Tues., April 26. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

't!j NOC_200S.pdf 
177K 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks again, and I too will be out Friday and Monday. Talk with you soon. 

Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thu, Apr 21, 2011 at 4:28 PM 

Thu, Apr 21, 2011 at 6:06 PM 

Thanks Srimal. Just as an FYI, we will be preparing and mailing the NOP on Tuesday (April 26). Thanks. 

Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden] 

<NOC_200B.pdf> 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 11 :48 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal-

Attached is the fflled out NOC form for your signature. Thank you. 

-Ryan 

https:!lmail.google.com/majlf?ui"'2&ik=285d5bdce4&~eVFpt&search""inbo~th00: 12f7910e3f21c5e4 3/8 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Millennium HollyM)Od NOP 

ENV-llE-736 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21/ 2011 4: 13 PM 
To: Ryan Luckert 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

t!j NOG_Transmittal Form_Millennium Hollywood.pdf 
i77K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 12:47 PM 

Ryan, 

We have a new Dept. letterhead as of today, with the names of the new CPC members. I've revised the NOP to 
reflect the new letterhead (since it is dated April 28). The revised NOP is attached. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

t!j nop.pdf 
v 226K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 12:54 PM 

Ryan, 

Attached is the signed State Clearinghouse document. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

o!iPI sch. pdf 
iL:j 152K 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal-

,----------------.'--~, -

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 12:54 PM 

Is this something that is required as of today? I ask because we have already prepared the 1500+ NOPs 
(and envelopes) based on your signed copy last week ... ? Please let me know ASAP, as this will change 
things dramatically. Thanks. 

https:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieVFpt&search= i nbox&th= 12f791 0e3f21 c5e4 4/8 
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7/24113 

-Ryan 

Cilyof Los Angeles Mail - FwJ: Millennium HollYMJOd NOP 

ENV-llE-737 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawltharana@!acity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2011 12:48 PM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted lex! hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

I was afraid of that! Let me check with my supervisor and get back to you asap. 
[Quoted tex! hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Great, than ks - appreci ate it. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mallto:sr!maLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2011 12: 56 PM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 12:56 PM 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 12:56 PM 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 1 :02 PM 

The NOP mailing can go out on the old letterhead. But the version we post on the City Planning Dept. website 
needs to be on the revised letterhead (the one I sent to you earlier this morning) 

[ am just about to scan and send the Init. Study signature page. 

Once that is done, you need to send me the web-ready version of the entire NOP package for me to send to our 
IT people to post on our website. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Ryan, 

Attached is the signed page from the !nit. Study. 

https:llrnail.google.comlrnaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieVFpt&search=inbox&th= 12f791 0e3f21c5e4 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 1 :20 PM 
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7/24/13 

Srimal 
[Quoted tex! hidden] 

k!j is.pdf 
103K 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Cilyof Los Angeles Mail - Fw:l: Millennium HollyMlod Nap 

ENV-llE-738 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 1 :20 PM 

Srima! -We are going to go ahead and use the new letterhead. Not yourfaultJ but we wantto be accurate 
and precise. Not a problem. Thanks again for checking though. 

-Ryan 

from: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 201112:48 PM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawithara na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

OK. Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 1 :23 PM 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 1 :57 PM 

Srima! -the web ready version will be sent to you tomorrow afternoon orThursday morning. Thanks and 
FYI. 

-Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawftharana@lacity,org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 20111:03 PM 

[Quoted text hidden] 

hltps:/lmail.google.comlmail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=:pl&search=inbox&th= 12f791 0e3f21c5e4 6/8 
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7/24/13 

[Quoted text hidden] 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Millennium HollYMJOd NOP 

ENV-llE-739 

Srima I Hewawitharana <sri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 2:26 PM 

The sooner the better, so I can do the web request form and submit it. Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Lucker! <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Apr 27, 2011 at 10:05 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Good moming. 

I was writing to see if you had an opportunity to gather the library and council addresses? Thanks. 

Ryan 

On Apr 21, 2011, at 10:46 AM, "8rima! Hewawitharana" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

[Quoted text hidden] 

<Public Agency Mailing List (Master).doc> 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Apr 27, 2011 at 11 :26 AM 

Ryan, 

J'm sorry, I thought I had already sent it to you. 

I''ve attached the mailing list with the addresses filled in for Council Dist. 13, the libraries (central, regional, 2 
branches), county supervisor (3rd Dist.), and the neighboring cities of Bev. Hills and West Hollywood. Are there 
other neighboring cities you ·believe should be notified? 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Public Agency Mailing list (Master).docx 
~ 28K 

Rya~ Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Apr 27, 2011 at 1:11 PM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

It's no problem at all Sri maL Thanks for doing it. We should ha've a CD for the website to you later this e'vening. 
Just an FYI. Thanks again. 

Ryan 

[Quoted text hidden} 

https:/lmail.goog le.comlmai!f?ui ~ 2&i~285d5bdce4&\1 ew= pt&search~inboX&th'" 12[791 0e3121 c5e4 7/8 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fw.J: Millennium HollyMXld NOP 

<Public Agency Mailing List (Master).doc~V-llE-740 

httpsJlmail.goog le.comlmai Il?ui~2&i 1r285d5bdce4& .... ew= pt&search= i nbo>i.th= 12f791 0e3f21 c5e4 8/8 
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7f24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Out of Office: Millennium HollyMlOd - WSA 

ENV -11E-545 

Out of Office: Millennium Hollywood - WSA 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, May 16, 2012 at 9:22 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org> 

I am out of the office from Monday May 14 to Friday May 18. I will return Monday May 21. I will be checking 
emails periodically, 

For assistance, please contact our office manager Andrea Schultz at andrea@ceqa-oepa,com or 310·469-6700, 

Thank you, 
Ryan 

https:l!rnaii.google.comirnatl!?ui=2&ik= 285d5bdce4&"';e\ov= pt&search=i nboX&th= 137[>67 4c85c 79c3a 1/1 
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Millennium Hollywood NOP 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollyw;xxl NOP 

ENV-llE-741 

To: Srimal <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal: 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 8:22 AM 

Hello there. Attached is the revised Initial Study for your signature. Or if you just provide a signature page that we 
can insert? Thank you for the help. 

Ryan 

<hwdmil.pdf> 

<Public Agency Mailing List (Master).doc> 

< Initial Study Checklist 04 28 2011.docx> 

<Initial Study Checklist 04 28 2011.pdf> 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Ryan, 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 9:37 AM 

I wasn't able to open the files as sent. Can you resend them as an attachment to your e-mail? 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Apr 26,2011 at 9:38 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Of course SrimaL Please see attached. 

https:lfmai!.google.comlmaill?ui~2&ik=285d5bdce4&\ievv=pt&search~inboX&th~121926767b4f88df 1/2 
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7/24/13 

Thanks, Ryan. 

CityofLos Angeles Mail - Millennium Hollyv.,ood NOP 

ENV-llE-742 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@laci1y.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2011 9:38 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood NOP 

[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

~ Initial Study Checklist 04 28 2011.docx 
99K 

k9 Initial Study Checklist 04 28 2011.pdf 
387K 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks. 

,'II review and get back to you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted lext hidden] 

htlps:llmail.google.com!mail/?ui=2&ik::285d5bdce4&\olfNFpl&search=inbox&th=12f926767b4f88df 

Tue, Apr 26, 2011 at 9: 53 AM 
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7/24113 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - Millennium Hoilyvl0Od Checkln Meeting: Thursday, Mayi0, 2:00 p.rn 

ENV -11E-546 

Millennium Hollywood Check In Meeting: Thursday, May 10,2:00 p.m. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org> Wed, May 9, 2012 at 8:59 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

The check-in meeting that had been scheduled for today, Wed., May 9 at 3:00 p.m. has been rescheduled, per 
Alfred's request We wil! meet on tomorrow, Thursday, May 10, at 2:00 p.m. in Room 763 Conference Room, 
instead. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, May 9, 2012 at 10:16 AM 
To: Srima[ Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawiiharana@laciiy.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Karen Hoo 
<karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Thank you all for the accommodation. ! look forward to our meeting tomorrow, Thursday, at 2pm. 

Srimal. do you know of any update from the school district or police regarding our will seM letters? We have 
reached out to police but we have not received a reply. 

Best regards, 
Alfred 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhevvawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 20128:59 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Karen Hoo; Kevin Jones 
Subject: MiUennium Hollywood Check In Meeting: Thursday, May 10, 2:00 p.m. 

The check-in meeting that had been scheduled for today, Wed., May 9 at 3:00 p.m. has been rescheduled, per 
Alfred's request. We will meet on tomorrow, Thursday, May 10, at 2:00 p.m. in Room 763 Conference Room, 
instead. 

Thanks. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(I) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, p!ease noUfy the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

hltps:flmail.google.comlrnail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vif':o!Fpt&search=inbo>'l&th"'13732534817f507c 1/2 

RL0037380 



7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Hoii)MlOOd Checkln Meeting: Thursday, May 10,2:00 p,m, 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana~Wya~547 Wed, May 9, 2012 at 1:32 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmu!hn,com> 

Atfred, 

No, sorry, haven't heard anything from either, yet. 

SrimaJ 

[Quoied text hidden] 

https:iimait.google,comimailJ?ui:;;:2&ik:c285d5bdce4&liielftFpt&searchco inboY&tho::13732534817f507c ?J2 
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7124/13 CityofLos Angeles Mail - Fm: Millennium HolIYMXJd NOP 
ENV-llE-743 

Fwd: Millennium Hollywood NOP 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Hadar Plafkin <Hadar. Plafkin@lacity.org> 

Thu, Apr 14, 2011 at 11 :00 AM 

Hi SrimaL Hadar has requested that I forward this email and its attachments to you. We would love to get the 
NOP out next Thursday. Scoping meeting is set for 5/11. Thanks. 

Chris Joseph 

Sent from my iPad. Or my iPhone. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Shane Parker' <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 
To: "Hadar Plafkin" <hadar.plafkin@ladty.org>, "Chris Joseph" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred 
Fraijo" <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, "James Pugh" <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com>, "Rich 
lichtenstein" <rlichtenstein@marathon-com.com> 
Cc: "Chris Joseph" <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood NOP 

Good Morning Hadar, 

Attached for your review and approVclI are the draft NOP and Initial Study materials for the 
Millennium Hollywood Project. As we discussed a few weeks ago the Project Team has 
preliminarily scheduled the date/time and the location of the Scoping meeting to occur on May 11, 
2011. Obviously we need to make sure that this data/time still works for you and that the NOP can 
be reviewed and finalized by April 21 (next Thursday), if at all possible. The dates are filled in to 
accommodate this schedule but are highlighted for your attention and approVclI. 

Also, please note that I attached a revised project narrative for the EAF (Exhibit F Project 
Description). We would like to ensure this updated exhibit is entered into the Case File and that 
the old Exhibit F is remmed to m.oid any confusion. There have been some minor refinements to 
the text that was previously submitted with the EAF. Thanks for your help and I look forward to 
hearing from you. 

Shane E. Parker 
Parker Environmental Consultants 
25000 Avenue Stanford, Suite 209 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 
Tel: (661) 257-2282 
Fax: (661) 257-2272 
www.parkerenvironmental.com 

12 attachments 

https:l!rnail.google.com'rnailnui;=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'vieVFpt&search~inbox&th~12f552dOad34aec5 1/4 
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~ Draft NOP _0413 2011.docx 
27K 

iJ ATT00001 .. htm 
1K 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Fw:l: Millennium HolI)'MlOd NOP 

ENV-llE-744 

~ Initial Study Checklist 0413 2011.docx 
117K 

iJ ATT00002 .. htm 
1K 

~ NOP Figure i_Regional and Project Vicinity Map.pdf 
155K 

5:! ATT00003 .. htm 
~ 1K 

1!1 NOP Figure 2_Site Plan.pdf 
154K 

iJ ATT00004 .. htm 
1K 

't9 NOP Figure 3_Scoping Meeting location Map.pdf 
352K 

in ATT00005 .• htm 
1K 

t!j Exhibit F _Project Description 04132011 .pdf 
99K 

L'i?l.: A TT00006 .. htm 
~ 1K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srima!.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Thu, Apr 14, 2011 at 11 :50 AM 

Thank you for the e-mail and attachments. I will be reviewing them and will get back to you as soon as I am 
able. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Hadar Plaikin <Hadar.Plafkin@lacity.org> 

Tue, Apr 19, 2011 at 7:51 AM 

Srimal, any update? Are we still able to get the NOP out no Jater than the 28th, with a seoping meeting on the 
11th of May? 

Thanks, 

Chris 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:llmaiLgoogle.comimail!?ui;=2&ik=285d5bdce4&lAew-opt&search=inboJ<&th= 12f5S2dOad34aec5 214 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fw:l: Millennium Hol!y.\OOd NOP 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <sri mal . hewawitharana~~~~~-7 45 Tue, Apr 19, 2011 at 8:44 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

I have started reviewing the NOP package and I believe we should be able to get the NOP out by the 28th. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text tlidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Please let me know asap if you have any questions, comments, etc. Thanks! 

Chris 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@!acity.org> 

Date: Tue, 19 Apr 201108:44:19 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood NOP 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Wed, Apr 20, 2011 at 10: 11 AM 

Wed, Apr 20, 2011 at 1:10 PM 

I've attached the revised draft NOP letter - I changed the date of the letter to April 28 and the comments due date 
to May 31 and listed myself as the contact person, instead of Hadar, at his request. 

I am still reviewing the IS - will forward that to you as soon as I am done. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Draft NOP _0413 2011.docxRevised.docx 
64K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks! 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity,org> 

Date: Wed, 20 Apr 201113:10:26 -0700 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

htlps:llmail.google.com!mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vievFpt&search"'inbox&.th=1 2f552dOad34aec5 

Wed, Apr 20,2011 at 1:15 PM 

Thu, Apr 21,2011 at 9:15 AM 
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Hi Chris, 

City of Los Angeles Mail- Fv.d: Millennium HollyMxld NOP 

ENV-llE-746 

Good morning. I forgot to do a signature block for the NOP yesterday. Sorry about that. Attached, please find 
the pdf containing the signed NOP. 

I hope to finish reviewing the IS today. Will let you know when I am done with it. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

1E hwdmil.pdf 
241K 

htlps:{fmail.google,com'maill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&>ieli'Fpt&search=inbo>&th= 12f552dOad34aec5 414 

RL0037385 



7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- Re: Millenium HollytlOOd - EAF 

ENV-llE-747 

Re: Millenium Hollywood - EAF 

Hada r Plafki n <hadar.plafkin@lacity.org> Wed, Mar 16, 2011 at 12:20 PM 
To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 
Bee: srimal. hewawitharana@laeity.org 

Noon is good. 

On Wed, Mar 16,2011 at 10:59 AM, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmenial.com> wrote: 
Thanks Hadar, 
Is it possible to make it later in the day after noon. If not, let's keep 11 am. 

Shane 

i From: Hadar Plafkin <hadar.plafkin@!acity.org> 
Date: Wed, 16 Mar 201110:49:29 -0700 

To: Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmental.com> 
, Subject: Re: Millenium Hollywood - EAF 

Hi Shane, 

Thursday works for me. Is 11:00AM in Room 750 okay? 

On Tue, Mar 15,2011 at 4:43 PM, Shane Parker <shane@parkerenvironmentaLcom>wrote: 
Hi Hadar, 
Following up on our meeting a few weeks back, the Millennium Hollywood team is now ready to submit and file 
the EAF with City Planning. Thursday this week works best for me. Please let me know if you are available to set 
a meeting for Thurs. or an alternate date that fits within your schedule. Thanks 

Shane E. Parker 
Parker Environmental Consultants 
25000 Avenue Stanford, Suite 209 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 
Tel: (661) 257-2282 
Fax: (661) 257-2272 
www.parkerenvironmental.com 

htlps:llmail.google.comlmaill?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&'.1ffolFpt&search",inbox&th= 12ec01ca71284581 1/1 
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7/24J13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Meeting Tomorrow 

ENV -11E-548 

Meeting Tomorrow 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmu!lin.com> Tue, May 8, 2012 at 5:01 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

We have a quick check-in meeting confirmed for tomorrow, Wednesday. Can we plan on meeting on Thursday at 
2 or 3 pm instead? 

Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regu!ations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (il) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notffy the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachm ents. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewaw[tharana@iacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullln.com> 

Alfred, 

Sure, Thursday at 2:00 p.m. is fine with me. 

Srimal 
[Quoted tex! hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks Sri maL See you then! 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2012 5; 50 PM 
To: Alfred FraijQ Jr. 
Subject: Re: Meeting Tomorrow 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!/mail.google.convmai!!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\1fNv-p!&search~inbo>:&th=1372oo770906718c 

Tue, May 8, 2012 at 5:49 PM 

Tue, May 8, 2012 at 5:51 PM 
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Name 

Scott Morgan, 

1 Director, State 

CI ea rin ghou se 

Ian MacMillan, 

2 Program 

Supervisor 

3 Tom Meredith 

4 Laurie Becklund 

5 Cynthia Martinez 

6 Kerry Crutchfield 

1 Arturo Castillo 

8 Patti Negri 

9 Suzanne England 

10 john Goodwin 

11 Oliver Netburn 

12 Judy Dowden 

13 Massoum Shayegi 

14 Donald Searlas 

~ 7/02 011 /717' 
ENV-llE-748 

Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 7/6/11 

I 

Organizationl 
Address Affiliation Subject Pas/Neg 

1400 10th Street, Governor's Office of 
Provided responsible agencies list. Neutral 

Sacramento, CA 95812 Planning and Research 

21865 Copley Drive, Provided methodology and mitigation 
SCAQMD Neutral 

Diamond Bar, CA 91765 assistance. 

Size is disproportionate to rest of 

2280 Alcvog Drive, 
Hollywood. Wants the Hollywood Hills 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 
Hollywood Dell views protected. Wants Capitol Records Neg 

building protected. Trafficflow and green 

space needs to be improved. 

640 E. Ivarene Ave., Traffic issues. Does not want more 
Neg 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 apartments. Thinks buildings are too high. 

6314 Deep Del! Place, 
Rush hour traffic is a concern. Capitol 

Hollywood Dell Records building protection, Green space, Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Air, and low income housing. 

6324 Iva rene, 
Concerned about height and blockage of 

Hollywood Dell Capitol Records. Parking is a concern. Neg 
Los Angeles, 90068 

Traffic is a huge issue as well. 

Concerned about height and blockage of 

6345 Primrose AVe., 
Hollywood Dell 

Capitol Records. Traffic and Parking is a 
Neg 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 concern. Air and noise is a huge issue as 

well. 

Concerned about height and blockage of 

6324 Iva rene, Hollywood Dell Civic Capitol Records. Traffic and Parking is a 
Neg 

Los Angeles, 90068 Association (Pres.) concern. Mr and noise is a huge issue as 

well. 

6330 Franklin Ave., 
Construction noise, traffic congestion, 

height of buildings are too big, parking and Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 

aesthetics, and safety are all concerns. 

7051 Hollywood Blvd., 
Author Services 

Wants to conserve Capitol Building 
Neg 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 integrity. Traffic. 

6516 Lexington Ave., 
Views of Hollywood Sign. Scale and 

Los Angeles, CA 90038 
massing need to be analyzed. Project Alts. Neg 

And Traffic. 

6375 La Punta Drive, 
Hollywood Dell 

Concerned about Traffic and protection of 
Neg 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 Capitol Records Building. 

2320 Lorenzo Drive, 
Hollywood Dell 

Concerned about current lack of parking 
Neg 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 and traffic. 

2320 Lorenzo Drive, 
Height if disproportionate. Mix of 

commercia! and residential is not needed. Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Parking is a concern. 

£ ~~'./~S~;L 

/~-~~ ~~7' 
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ENV-llE-749 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 7/6/11 

I 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation Subject Pos/Neg 

7018 Hollywood Blvd., Hollywood Chamber of 
Likes the project and wants to see it thru. 

15 Marty Shelton Also, wants developer to engage Pos 
I los Angeles, CA 90028 Commerce 
I community the entire way. 

16 George Skarpelas 
16421 La Punta, 

Hollywood Dell 
Traffic issues along 101 Northbound 

Neutral 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 entrance and Argyle. 

17 Tom Meredith 
2280 Alcyona Drive, 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 
Hollywood Dell 

Wants the IS and list of all discretionary 
Neutral 

actions requested made public. 

18 Brian Folb 
6464 Sunset Blvd, 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Paramount Contractors Overall support. Pos 

19 Lisa Meredith 
12280 Alcyona Drive, 

i Los Angeles, CA 90068 
Hollywood Dell 

Concerned about rapid development of the 
Neg 

area. Trafflc and green issues. 

I Construction noise, traffic congestion, 
12180 Alcyona Drive, 

20 Linda Deutsch 
! Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Hollywood Dell height of buildings are too big, parking and Neg 

aesthetics, and safety are all concerns. 

21 Elizabeth Walker- 16869la Punta Drive, Traffic jams. Makes Hollywood look like a 

Ziegler Los Angeles, CA 90068 crumb and the developer a cat. Neg 

6314 Deep Dell Place, 
Rush hour traffic is a concern. Capitol 

22 Cynthia Martinez Hollywood Dell Records bu ilding protection, Green space, Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Air, and low income housing. 

I 

Jefferey N. 6375 La Punta Drive, 
Doesn't want skyline of Hollywood to 

23 Hollywood Dell change or be affected. Traffic and parking Neg 
Dowden Los Angeles, CA 90068 

and maintenance of Hollywood Blvd. 

24 Leron Gubler 
7018 Hollywood Blvd., Hollywood Chamber of Great project to develop an urban center 

Pos 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 Commerce for Hollywood. 

25 Oliver Netburn 
6516 Lexington Ave., 

Concerned about Metro access and traffic. Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90038 

26 Bob Blackburn 
6406 Franklin Ave., #7, 

The Neighborhood Parking, Traffic, Air, and Visual Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Dianna Watson, 
Outline of what is expected in traffic study. 

21 IGR/CEQA Branch 
100 Main Street, MS#16 

CADOT 
Also, letter extends an arm to meet to 

Neutral 

Chief 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 discuss any related impacts and data 

needs. 

Scott Hartwell, One Gateway Plaza 
Outline of requirements and issues that 

28 CEQA Review MS 99-23·2 MTA 
are germane to the LA County MTA. Also 

Neutral 

Coord. Los Angeles, CA 90012 
included a geographical outline of the area 

that must be analyzed. 

1817 IvarAve, Apt. 207 
Concerned about character of 

29 Luke Rooney neighborhood with large buildings. Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

Aesthetics, Air, Noise, and Traffic concerns, 
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ENV-llE-750 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 7/6/11 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation Subject Pos/Neg 

Ass ociate Professor of 
Requests 90-day extension to comment 

Drama - Head of Acting 
period. Wants a good traffic study that 

30 Richard Brestoff UC Irvine 
Claire Trevor School of 

deals with parking as well. Wants a 
I
Neg 

Ithe Arts. 
reduced scale with green space. Conflicts ! 
with existing plans. 

I 

I Wants a good traffiC study that deals with 

31 Mary Ann Skweres 
2146 Holly Drive 

Hollywood Dell 
parking as well. Wants a reduced scale 

,Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 with green space. Conflicts with existing 

plans. 

32 Dean Katz Hollywood 
Thinks project is too large and does not 

Neg 
have infrastructure. Project is a blight. 

Thinks project is massive and out of 

33 Robert Adjemian Hollywood 
character. Too many people in such a 

Neg I 
small place. Not enough fire and police I 
power to deal with a large project. 

1958 Vista Del Mar 
Wants a 90-day extension for review. 

34 Emily Ferry 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Thinks it's a huge project and is too big. Neg 

Wants to know the benefits. 

35 Sheran James Resident Traffic congestion and parking. Neg 

36 Robert Peirce Resident Glad it will generate money. Pos 

37 Sal Viscuso 
Resident 

Does not want it built. INeg 

Deborah Brosseau 
2135 Ivar Avenue #5 Los Wants more time and better detailed 

38 
Angeles, CA 90068 technical studies. 

Neg 

39 Jefferey Bruce 
2176 Argyle Ave Thinks the city does not have the 

Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 infrastructure to support such a project. 

40 Barbara Page Resident Does not want it built. Neg 

Wants a longer time to review project. 

41 Marian Dodge Resident How does the developer want to mitigate Neg 

traffic impacts. Too big. 

Gary 1645 Vine Street 
Does notthink it is a good idea and fits the 

42 general plan for this area. Does not want Neg 
Buchschacher, Jr. Los Angeles, CA 

FAR changes and height changes. 

43 Jean Clyde Mason Resident Ill-considered Neg 

Pamela Clay Wants a detailed traffic study. Parking 

44 
Magathan 2401 Holly Drive stu dy, Discou nts to local resid ents, 

Neg 
Bermudez and Los Angeles, CA 90068 reduced scale, and green space. Conflicts 

Bruce Bermudez with eXisting plans. 

4S Ellen Vinitsky 
6359 Primrose Ave. 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 
Hollywood Dell Traffic, parking, aesthetics" etc. Neg 
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ENV-llE-751 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 7/6/11 

I 
I 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation Subject Pos/Neg 

46 George Clark Resident 
Is outraged at concept pan. Wants a 

Neg 
sustainable area to live. 

Wants a livable retail experience in 

47 Rich Sontag Hollywood. Upscale shops and experience. Pos 

Resident 
Higher density will help Hollywood. 

48 Nina Gibson 
Wants to ensure that traffic, light, bike ami 

Neutral 

Resident 
pedestrians are discussed. 

49 Carol Bishop 
Traffic and no infrastructure to support the 

Neg 
Resident project. 

50 Alex Lyras Concerned about traffiC. Neg 
Resident 

I Concerned about traffic and wants an 
51 Christina Xenos Neg 

Resident extension. 

Existing traffic is already very bad. Gridlock 

Shelley Feinman 
2167 Beachwood TerL is unacceptable. Doesn't want more 

52 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 towers in Hollywood. Does not like 

Neg 

increase in density to the area. 

Would like to request an extension to the 
53 Mark Bishop Resident NOP review period to review the project Neg 

accordingly. 

BCNA (Beachwood 
Project is too tall and out of character. 

54 Fran Reichenbach Resident 
Canyon) 

Wants parking addressed, as well as green Neg 

space. 

55 Olivia Duke Resident 
Strictly concerned about traffic issues in 

Neg 
Hollywood. 

56 Laurie Bechlund Resident 
Would like to request an extension to the 

Neutral 
review period of the NOP. 

Concerned with increase in traffic and 
Imraan Ali/Keller 118 N. Larchmont Blvd. proposed back up it may cause. Thinks the 

57 
Williams Los Angeles, CA 90004 towers are too big and does not want an 

Neg 

increase in population. 

58 Nina Gibson Resident Wants more parks and green space. Neutral 

Shocked and appalled at the size and scope 

of project. Requests 90-day extension to 

59 Michael Ackerman 
public comment period. No traffic access 

Neg 
will be available. Concerned about views, 

dense popUlation, protection of Hollywood 

Sign, parking. Just plain too big. 

Building will ruin area. Wants to protect 

60 Mary Holmes Resident 
Sunset Gower Studios and Paramount 

Neg 
studios. Wants to protect views of 

Hollywood Sign. 
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ENV-llE-752 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 1/6/11 

I 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation Subject Pos/Neg 

61 Michael W. Fuller I Resident 
BCNA (Beachwood Thinks project is too big and ridiculous. 

Neg 
Canyon) Wants an extension to review the Nap. 

I 

I 
Traffic, noise, and safety are concerns of 

62 Harley Lond 
12274 Alcyona Drive his. Too big and ugly. Wants it smaller. 

Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 Also, an extension to the public review 

period. 

Concerned about increase in traffic 

JP O'Connor 
6134 Glen Oak congestion and parking. Also, does not 

Neg 63 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 want buildings to disturb historic skyline in 

Hollywood. 

Thinks project will destroy Hollywood and 

character. Concerned with many CEQA 

64 Luke Rooney 
1817 IvarAve, Apt. 207 Categories. Severely concerned with 

Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 height of Towers and views/shadows. 

Does not think projects belongs in historic 

Hollywood. Wants character to remain. 

SVP Procurement and 
: States that Millennium has consulted with 

Real Estate 
65 Maureen Schultz them (Capitol) every step of the way. Pos 

EMI Music, North 
General support of Project 

America 

Determination that the project is regionally 

significant per SCAG. Attached policies and 

Christine SCAG 818 plans to provide guidance for conSidering 

66 Fernandex, Senior, W. 7th Street, 12th Floor SCAG the project within the context oftheir Neutral 

Regional Planner Los Angeles, CA 90017 regional plans and goals. Also, attached a 

SCAG list of Mitigation Measures from the 

RTP to aid our discussioll. 

Concnered abouttraffic andyiew5 in 

67 Poonsy6603 Resident 
Hollywood Hill Hollywood. Views of Hollywood Hills and 

Neg 
Homeowner Downtown would be destroyed - along 

with the Hollywood Sign. 

Concnered about height, density, and 

traffic. Project is out of scale with 

neighborhood. Height precedent in area. 

6250 Hollywood Blvd. HEI/GC Hollywood and 
Historic views is a concern as well - wants 

68 Scott Rynders full historic analysis. Is opposed to the Neg 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 Vine, LLC 

density increase to 6:1. Wants to also fully 

study traffic and air. Requests a 

construction management plan be put in 

place as well. 
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ENV-llE-753 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 7/6/11 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation Subject Pos/Neg 

Wants an extension to the comment I 
period. Thinks buildings are too large and 

I 

George Abrahams, 

Roy Kennish, Argyle Civic 
out of place. Traffic is a huge concern, as 

69 Resident is, cumulative traffic with other projects. Neg. 
David Gadd, Neighborhood Assoc. 

Wants an upgrade to the Argyle/Franklin 
Beverly Freeman. 

Intersection. lastly, wants funds available 

for green space in Hollywood. 

Similar to her letter above, she wants: 

Traffic study, Franklin/Argyle intersection 

improvements, Traffic light at Franklin/lvar, 

Increase of commute times, parking 

70 Patti Negri President, HDCA 
(preferential to residents), businesses that 

Neg 
address peoples needs, discounts, new 

infrastructure, reduce the scale and height, 

green space ilnd landscaping, and to 

discuss conflicts with existing land use 
plans. 

Wants more time and information to 

244 S. Arden los 
review NOP. Thinks it is same as two years 

I 71 Amanda Parsons ago. Feels it is out of context with 
Angeles, CA 

neighborhood and historic fabric of 

Hollywood. 

72 Scott Rynders 
Same as above under Scott Rynders -

Neg 
digital copy. 

Requests 90-day extension. Thinks project 

is too big and not enough room in City to 

Kelly Ziegler 
6369 la Punta Drive support it. Infrastructure needs to be 

73 HDCA Neg 
los Angeles, CA 90068 improved. Parking and traffic need to be 

studied. AQ. Noise, Cultural Resources, 

Views, etc. 

Concerned about increase in traffic 

congestion and parking. Also, does not 

want buildings to disturb historic skyline in 

74 laura Smith 
6545 Cahuenga Terrace 

los Angeles, CA 90068 
HDCA 

Hollywood. Wants underground parking 
Neg 

and a bigger parking lot. Thinks project is 

too big and wants more green space. 

Concerned with height and number of 

stories. 

Ishmael 
Concerned about existing Hollywood Fault 

75 Resident near project. Traffic, sewer, drainage, Neg 
Arredondo 

water supply, and parking are of concerns. 
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ENV-llE-754 
Millennium Hollywood Nap Comments - as of 7/6/11 

I 
I 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation Subject Pas/Neg 

Concerned with size, scale, and height of 

76 Gregory Johnson Resident Homeowner in Dell 
project. Thinks it is too big for Hollywood. 

Neg 
Also, does not like the traffic increase in 

the area. 

Flora Chou, 523 W. Sixth Street, Suite 
Provided discussion on importance of 

77 Preservation 826 los Los Angeles Conservancy 
Hollywood and its history in Los Angeles. 

Neutral 

Advocate Angeles, CA 90014 
Wants to ensure that Capitol Records 

buildings is protected. 

Does not like traffic increase in Hollywood-

Elizabeth 
Resident 

along with proposed increase in density. 
78 Neg 

Weinstein Wants cultural interests to remain, as well 

as views. 

Concerned with overall size and scale of 
I 

I 
project. Also with traffic and parking I 

during operations and parking during 

79 
Jenny Skoble and 

Lou Levinson 
Resident 

construction. Wants the project to 

incorporate the metro somehow. Also 
Neg 

concerned with nature of businesses - do 

not want more. Want more green space 

and landscaping areas. 

Says he/she will be impacted by scale of 

80 Anji Williams IResident project and traffic congestion. Wants Neg 

buildings to be size of Capitol Records. 
I 

Department of Toxic Identifies issues that the DEIR should 

Alberto 
9211 Oakdale Avenue 

Substances Control - discuss and identify. Also, letter provides 

81 Valmidiano, 
Chatsworth, CA 91311 

Southern California guidelines for endangerment assessment Neutral 

Project Manager Cleanup Operations preparation and cleanup oversight for 

Branch. hazardous materials. 

Discussion of existing infrastructure and 

Ali Poosti, Wastewater Engineering 
discharge route around project site. Letter 

82 Acting Division 
City of Los Angeles - via 

Services Division - Bureau 
identifies Green Street initiative guidelines 

Neutral 
email memo to Srimal to follow along with the requirement for a 

Manager of Sanitation 
erosion control plan and SWPPP. Provides 

example of control plan. 

83 Judy Fontana 
6331 Hollywood Blvd. 

Church of Scientology 
No comment - just states "I hope im not 

Neutral 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 too late". 

84 Richa rd Basta rd 
Commentor is concerned that the buildings 

Neutral 
would fall down in an earthquake. 
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ENV-llE-755 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 7/6/11 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation Subject Pas/Neg 

i 6384 La Pu nta Drive 
15 mainly concerned with increase in 

85 Mary Ledding 
I Los Angeles, CA 90068 

trafffic and air pollution. Also, no place to Neg 

I 
park once project is built. 
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ENV-llE-756 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 6/14/11 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation 

1 
Scott Morgan, Director, 1400 10th Street, Governor's Office of Planning 

Stat~ Clearinghouse Sacram~nto, CA 95812 and Research 

2 
Ian MacMillan, Program 21865 Copley Drive, 

SCAQMD 
Supervisor Diamond Bar, CA 91765 'te/ . 

VVI " <;,,,c,,! 

3 Tom Meredith 
2280 Alcvog Drive, 

Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

.{~c -{ ,.J lA","",', ~"_ '\t, . 

/4 Laurie Becklund 
640 E. Ivarene Ave., 

Los Angeles, CA 9006& 

5 Cynthia Martinez 
6314 Deep Dell Place, 

Hollywood Dell 
los Angeles, CA 90068 

6 Kerry Crutchfield 
6324 Iva rene, 

Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, 90068 

,/ 7 Arturo Castillo 
6345 Primrose Ave., 

Hollywood Dell 
los Angeles, CA 90068 

g Patti Negri 
6324 Iva rene, Hollywood Dell Civic 

los Angeles, 90068 Association (Pres.) / 

9 Suzanne England 
6330 Franklin Ave., 

Los Angeles, CA 

10 John Goodwin 
7051 Hollywood Blvd., 

Author Services 
los Angeles, CA 90068 

/ 11 Oliver Netburn 
6516 lexington Ave., 

los Angeles, CA 90038 

12 Judy Dowden 
6375 La Punta Drive, 

Hollywood Dell 
los Angeles, CA 90068 

,/ 
13 Massoum Shayegi 

2320 Lorenzo Drive, 
Hollywood Dell 

los Angeles, CA 90068 

S$c.-'{ \e.c:;> 
,..-

2320 lorenzo Drive, ,; 14 Donald Searlas 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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ENV-llE-757 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 6/14/11 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation 

15 Marty Shelton 
7018 Hollywood Blvd., Hollywood Chamber of 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 Commerce .; 

I 
S '(..0 .. '-((':\·;)'· 6421 La Punta, 

16 George Skarpelas Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

17 Tom Meredith 
2280 Alcyona Drive, 

Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

18 Brian Folb 
6464 Sunset Blvd, 

Paramount Contractors 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

19 Lisa Meredith 
2280 Alcyona Drive, 

Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

20 Linda Deutsch 
2180 Alcyona Drive, 

Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

21 6869 La Punta Drive, 

Elizabeth Walker-Ziegler Los Angeles, CA 90068 / 

22 Cynthia Martinez 
6314 Deep Dell Place, 

Hollyv,/Ood Dell I Los Angeles, CA 90068 

23 Jefferey N. Dowden 
6375 La Punta Drive, 

Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

24 Leron Gubler 
7018 Hollywood Blvd., Hollywood Chamber of 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 Commerce / 

25 Oliver Netburn 
6516 Lexington Ave., 

Los Angeles, CA 90038 

26 Bob Blackburn 
6406 Franklin Ave., #7, 

The Neighborhood 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

27 
Dianna Watson, 100 Main Street, MS#16 

CADOT 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief Los Angeles, CA 90012 I 

Scott Hartwell, CEQA 
One Gateway Plaza 

28 
Review Coord. 

MS 99-23-2 MTA 

los Angeles, CA 90012 
/ 

29 Luke Rooney 
1817 Ivar Ave, Apt. 207 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 
j 
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ENV-llE-758 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 6/14/11 

I 
Organizationl 

Name Address Affiliation 

Associate Professor of Drama ~ 

30 Richa rd B restaff UC Irvine Head of Acting Claire Trevor 

School of the Arts. 

31 Mary Ann Skweres 
2146 Holly Drive 

Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

/ 32 Dean Katz Hollywood 

33 Robert Adjemian Hollywood 

" 34 Emily Ferry 
1958 Vista Del Mar 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 / 

/ 35 Sheran James Resident 

I 36 Robert Peirce Resident 

37 Sal Viscuso 
Resident 

/ 38 Deborah Brosseau 
2135 Ivar Avenue #5 Los 

Angeles, CA 90068 

/ .39 Jefferey Bruce 
2176 Argyle Ave 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

40 Barbara Page Resident 

41 Marian Dodge Resident 

42 Gary Buchschacher, Jr. 
1645 Vine Street 

Los Angeles, CA 

j 43 Jean Clyde Mason Resident 

If Pamela Clay Magathan 
2401 Holly Drive 

f 44 Bermudez and Bruce 

Bermudez 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

I 45 Ellen Vinitsky 
6359 Primrose Ave. 

Hollywood Dell 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 
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ENV-llE-759 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 6/14/11 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation 

46 George CI a rk Resident 

C; 0 " 1:" ~('''b 

I 47 Rich Sontag 

Resident 

~8 Nina Gibson 
L;C 

Resident 
;~"~" 
/49 Carol Bishop 

Resident 

/ 50 Alex lyras 
~ Resident 

51 Christina Xenos 
Resident 

/52 Shelley Feinman 
2167 Beachwood TerL 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 I 

I 

./53 Mark Bishop Resident 

) 

/54 Fran Reichenbach Resident BCNA (Beachwood Canyon) 

/55 Olivia Duke Resident 

\ 
~e(",~ \ 1I~'W' 

/.56 Laurie Bechlund Resident 

57 
Imraan Ali/Keller 118 N. Larchmont Blvd. 

Williams Los Angeles, (A 90004 

11 
F 58 Nina Gibson Resident .( 

" 
# 

59 Michael Ackerman 

,.r 60 Mary Holmes Resident 
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ENV-llE-760 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 6/14/11 

Organizationl I 

Name Address Affiliation 

-I 61 Michael W. Fuller Resident BCNA (Beachwood Canyon) 

/62 Harley land 
2274 Akyona Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

I 63 JP O'Connor 
6134 Glen Oak 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 

64 Luke Rooney 
1817 Ivar Ave, Apt. 207 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

SVP Procurement and 

/65 Maureen Schultz 
Real Estate 

EMI Music, North 

America 

j 66 Christine Fernandex, 
SCAG 818 

W. 7th Street, 12th Floor SCAG 
Senior Regional Planner 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

I 67 Poonsy6603 Resident Hollywood Hill Homeowner 

68 Scott Rynders 
6250 Hollywood Blvd. HEI/GC Hollywood and Vine, 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 LLC 
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ENV-llE-761 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 6/14/11 

Organizationl 
Name Address Affiliation 

George Abrahams, 

/ 69 
Roy Kennish, 

Resident 
Argyle Civic Neighborhood 

David Gadd, Assoc. 

Beverly Freeman. 

j Fa 
tr 

Patti Negri President, HDCA 

(6 

71 Amanda Parsons 
244S.Arden Los 

Angeles, CA 

/ 72 Scott Rynd ers 

-I 73 Kelly Ziegler 
6369 La Punta Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 
HDCA 

/74 laura Smith 
6545 Cahuenga Terrace 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 
HDCA 

75 Ishmael Arredondo Resident 
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ENV-llE-762 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 6/14/11 

I 

Organizationi 
Name Address Affiliation 

76 Gregory Johnson Resident Homeowner in Dell 

Flora Chou, 
523 W. Sixth Street, Suite 

77 826 Los Los Angeles Conservancy 
Preservation Advocate 

Angeles, CA 90014 I 

/ 78 Elizabeth Weinstein Resident 

79 
Jenny Skoble and Lou 

Levinson 
Resident 

I 

J 80 AnjiWiliiams Resident 

Department of Toxic 

Alberto Valmidiano, 9211 Oakdale Avenue Substances Control - Southern 
81 

Project Manager Chatsworth, CA 91311 California Cleanup Operations 

Branch. 

Ali Poosti, Acting City of Los Angeles - via 
Wastewater Engineering 

82 Services Division - Bureau of 
Division Manager email memo to Srimal 

Sanitation 
/ 

I 83 Judy Fontana 
6331 Hollywood Blvd. 

Church of Scientology 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
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ENV-llE-763 
Millennium Hollywood NOP Comments - as of 6/14/11 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Hollyw:xx:J LAPD Service Letier 

ENV-IIE-549 

Millennium Hollywood LAPD Service Letter 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawltharana@lacity.org> Thu, May 3, 2012 at 4:58 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jonJoremao@lacity.org> 

Good afternoon Alfred and Chris, 

I have not heard anything back from LAPD yet, about the service letter. 

t wlli not be in the office. tomorrow. But, if either of you want to call Commander Andy Smith, at 212486-5901 per 
the e-mail from Commander Sherman, which I had forwarded to you, please feel free to do so. Otherwise, I will 
follow-up with a call to him on Monday. 

Srima! 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmulHn.com> Thu, May 3, 2012 at 5:18 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@[aclty.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

We will happily follow-up with Commander Smith tomorrow. Thanks very much. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 03,20124:59 PM 
To: Alfred fraijo Jr.; Chris Joseph 
Cc: Jon Foreman 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood lAPD Service Letter 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) amiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:!!mail.google.comirnailf?lli=2&ik=285d5bdce4&oJ.eVFpt&search"'inboX&th=1371524457dbb290 1/t 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Holl)MlXXi Millennium- Libraries 

ENV -11E-550 

Hollywood Millennium - Libraries 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> Thu, May 3, 2012 at 3:57 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

Attached is the reviewed Libraries section, with my comments and edits. 

Also, I received 2 hardcopies (bound) of the Alternatives Section, today - is this the same as the unbound 
hardcopy and electronic versions I received earlier and reviewed? The only difference being that what I received 
today is the bound version? Or are there any changes that I should review? Please let me know ... otherwise, I 
have reviewed everything you have submitted to date. 

Thanks. 

Srima! 

ii01>j IV J-5 UbrariesSH (1).docx 
eJ 63K 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 3, 2012 at 4:20 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Yes - they are the same. I sent additional bound copies in case you needed them, since the Alts were so large. 
Sorry for the confusion. 

Ryan 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, 3 May 2012 15:57:43 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "A!fred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuliin.com> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@ladty.org>, Jon Foreman <Jon,Forernan@lacity.org> 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium -libraries 
[Quoted text hidden] 

< IV J-5 LibrariesS H (1 ).docx> 

https:l/mail.googte.comlrnaiif?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\1ew:::pt&search;::inbox&th=13714ec5cae9e415 1/2 
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7i24f13 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - HoIlyv.ood Millennium - Libraries 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@Ltt1y':bt~551 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks, Ryan. 

Thu, May 3, 2012 at 4:24 PM 

No problem - I just wanted to make sure it was not something I needed to review right now. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, May 3, 2012 at 4:48 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Great, thanks Srimal. No need to review it. It's a "just in case" set for you. 

rQuoted text hidden] 

https:flrr.ail.Qoogle.comlmaill?ui '" 2&ik~285d5bdce4&\JiEl\l'F pl&search=i nbox&th= 13?14ec5caege415 ?j2 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail - RE: Millennium HolIYMJOd 

ENV -11E-552 

RE: Millennium Hollywood 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, May 1, 2012 at 5:22 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawiiharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srima!, 

Thanks for the prompt response re Alternatives. 

Have a good evening. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice gi'ven herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\.{)iding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
recei'ved this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:!!mail.google.comlmaill?u!"2&ik;:::285d5bdce4&Yiffi>IF-pi&search= inbo£.th= 1370aed9bf64173d 1/1 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl)'MlOd Service Leiter Requests 

ENV -11E-553 

Millennium Hollywood Service Letter Requests 

Srima! Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Apr 26, 2012 at 9:53 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi, 

Would it be possible to send me a copy of the letter you sent to LAPD requesting the "Will Serve" letter? We 
are trying to see who it went to, in order to follow up. 

Thanks. 

Sfimal 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr 26, 2012 at 10:14 AM 
To: Sfimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Ryan? 

Sent from myiPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr 26, 2012 at 10:19 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chrts@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimai Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Srirnal -

Please see attached letter we sent off to LAPD. If you need something else, please let me know. Thanks. 

-Ryan 

From: Chris Joseph 
Sent: Thursday, April 26,201210:14 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana 
Cc: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Ryan Luckert 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood Service Letter Requests 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ Polrce (lAPD Planning}.pdf 
251K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

https;ifmail.gClOgle.comimaili?ui=2&ik=2R'id5bdce4&view=pt&search;;; i nboX&tll= 136ef92a8aoc302c 

lllU, Apr 26, 2012 at 10:29 AM 

1/3 
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7124/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holly;.ood Service Letter Requests 

Ryan, ENV -11E-554 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Diana Kitching <diana.kitching@lacity.org> 

Thu, Apr 26, 2012 at 10:30 AM 

Diana, 

Attached is a copy of the Police service letter for Millennium Hollywood. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

tf'i Police (LAPD Planning).pdf 
iLJ 251 K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, Apr 26,2012 at 10:43 AM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Ryan 
Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Ryan, see below and please respond. 

From: Srima! Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2012 9: 54 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Millennium HoUywood Service Letter Requests 

[Quoted t;.)xt hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attenti9.,D";' This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential, If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmultin.com> Thu, Apr 26, 2012 at 10:44 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<5 rimal. hewawitharana@lacity.mg> 

Thanks Ryan. 

What about schools? Can you also send that over just in case, 

Thanks. 

--Odginal Message----
From: Ryan Luckert [mailto:rian@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: lllursday, April 26, 2012 10:19 AM 

https:Jlrnall.g00gle.comfrmill?ui"'2&ik:"=:285d5bdce4&\.iew-"pt&search::oinbol'&th:;;,136ef92a8aec302c 213 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Miilennium Holly.NOOd Sen';ce Letter Requests 

To: Chris Joseph; Srima! Hewawitharana 
Cc: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

ENV -11E-555 

Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr 26,2012 at 10:46 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hewawltharana@lacity.org> 

Sure - piease see attached schools letter Srimal. Thank you for helping. 

-Ryan 

From: Alfred Fraijo Jr. [afraijo@sheppardmulHn.comJ 
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2012 10:44 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert; Chris Joseph; Srimal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Vj School (lAUSD).pdf 
251K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmulHn.com> Thu, Apr 26, 2012 at 10:47 AM 
To: Ryan Luckert <ryan@ceqa-nepa.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

muchas gracias. 

---Original Message----
From: Ryan Luckert [mailto:ryall@ceqa-nepa.Gorn] 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/imail.goog Ie. com'maiU?ui = 2&i~285d5bdcB4&\;ew-" pt&search= i nbox&th= 136ef92a8aec302c 3/3 
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7i24113 CityQf Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HolI)MOOd Alternati\e5 3 & 4 

ENV -11E-556 

Millennium Hollywood Alternatives 3 & 4 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lactty.org> Wed, Apr 25, 2012 at 11 :04 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepRcom>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Attached are my comments on Alternatives 3 & 4 (along with the pre'viously submitted comments on AIL 1 & 2, 
since it is all in one document). 

Alt. 4 numbers are a bit off between what's given in the 1 st para and what's stated in the subsequent tables and 
analyses. 

Srimai 

~ VI. Alternatives SH {4-6-12).docx 
315K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> Wed, Apr 25, 2012 at 2:54 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

I'm running a few mins late. 

www.sheppardmul!in.com/afraijo 
[Quoted text hidden] 

> <VI. Alternatives SH {4-6-12).docx> 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax ad'vice given herein (or in 
any attachments) [s not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law flrm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:llmail.google.comlmaili?ui=2&ik=2B5d5bdce4&";ew=pt&searcn", i nboX&th'" 136eaad5032d1501 1/1 
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7124/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium HolI)MOOCl Meeting Reminder 

ENV -11E-557 

Millennium Hollywood Meeting Reminder 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Apr 25, 2012 at 9:36 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@iacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Henry Chu 
<henry. chu@facity.org> 

Scheduled for today, Apri! 25, 2012 at 3:00 p.m.; Room 750, as the 763 Conference Room is not available. 

Sdmai 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@facity.org> 
To: srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org 

Thank you for your email. i wili be able to respond when 1 return to 
the office on Monday, April 30. If the matter is urgent, may I 
suggest contacting Darlene Navarrete at (213) 978-1332 and she can 
route your request to the appropriate staff. 

*Karen Hoo* 
*Los Angeles City Pianning Department* 
*EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395* 
*200 North Spring Street, Suite 750* 
*Los Angeles, CA 90012* 
*(213) 978-1331* 

Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank You KJ 

Wed, Apr 25, 2012 at 9:36 AM 

Wed, Apr 25,2012 at 10:45 AM 

On Wed, Apr 25,2012 at 9:36 AM, 8rimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
Scheduled for today, April 25, 2012 at 3:00 p.m.; Room 750, as the 763 Conference Room is not available. 

Srimal 

Kevin D. Jones 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Rm 750 
Los Ange!es, CA. 90012 
(213) 978-1361 

https:lfmail.google.comimail!?ui"'2&ik.:::285d5t:dce4&\>ie\IFpt&search~inbox&th= 136P.a5c0901ab8a9 1/2 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles MaH ~ Millennium Hollywood Meeting Reminder 

Fax (213) 978-1343 ENV-llE-558 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com> Wed, Apr 25,2012 at 11:06 AM 
To: Srima! Hew8\,vitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Jon Foreman 
<jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Henry Chu 
<henry.c hu@lacity.org> 

Thank you Srtmal. On!y I will be attending from our team. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srima1.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday! April 25, 20129:36 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Jon Foreman; Karen Hoo; Kevin Jones; Henry Chu 
Subject: Millennium Holtywood Meeting Reminder 

Scheduled for today, April 25, 2012 at 3:00 p.m.; Room 750, as the 763 Conference Room is not available. 

Srimal 

Circular 230 Notice: tn accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:l!mail.Qoogle.com!maill?ui=2&ik~285c15bdce4&\.;e\oV"'pt&searGh"'inbo>&th=136ea5c0901ab8a9 212 
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7/24i13 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmumn.com> 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Check-in 

ENV -11E-559 

To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Good morning Srimal, 

Tue, Apr 24,2012 at 11:01 AM 

I'm hoping you are now jury-duty free! Do you have a few minutes tomorrow afternoon at 3pm or 4pm for a quick 
check-in regarding Millennium. 

Thank you, 
Alfred 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (Of in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmulHn.com> 

Hi Alfred, 

Tue, Apr 24, 2012 at 11 :43 AM 

Yes, I am done with jury duty_ We have a meeting scheduled for 3:00 p.m., tomorrow. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afratjo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

See you then! 

Thank you. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2012 11:44 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Check-in 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!!mail.google.comimailf?ui=2&ii<:=285d5bdce4&\iiew:op!&search=inbolSthco 136e584bea8fda6d 

Tue, Apr 24, 2012 at 11 :43 AM 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Question 

ENV -11E-560 

Question 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewaw[tharana@lacity.org> 

in advance ofthe meeting tomorrow, just checking on status of Libraries and Alts. 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

StrII working on Alts. Hal..en't got to libraries. 

Srimai 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimalohewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Excellent, thanks! 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310··806-9801 (fax) 
(Quoted text hidden] 

https:J!mail.google.com/mail/?ui:;;2&iI<;:::285d5bdce4&vieVFpt&search"'inbo>2l..th"'136e56a8fdcf36b5 

Tue, Apr 24,2012 at 10:33 AM 

Tue, Apr 24, 2012 at 10:49 AM 

Tue, Apr 24,2012 at 10:50 AM 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles rvlail- Hollywood Millennium- Alternati1.es - Question 

ENV-IIE-561 

Hollywood Millennium - Alternatives - Question 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimaf. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Fri, Apr 20,2012 at 2:26 PM 

For the altemati;.es section, would you !ike to receive my comments for each alternative as I review it, or would 
you prefer to wait until I have reviewed aU the alternati;.es? I have reviewed Alt. 1 & 2 and can send you those 
comments now, if you'd like. 

Srima! 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Now would be great. Thanks! 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr."<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Chris, 

Fri, Apr 20,2012 at 2:27 PM 

Fri, Apr 20,2012 at 2:38 PM 

Comments on Alternati;.es 1 & 2; attached. I might have missed one or two commas, but I'll get them on the 2nd 
screencheck. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

!~ VI. Alternatives SH (4-6-12).docx 
303K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Fri, Apr 20,2012 at 2:40 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Happy Friday Srimal! 

From: Srimai Hewawitharana (mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacHy.org] 
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2012 2: 39 PM 
To: Chris Joseph 
Cc: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennrum - Alternatives - Question 

https:i/rnail.google.comlrnalll?ui=2&i k=285d5bdce4&\iew= pt&search=inbox8<th= 136d1a6:~70b5adlb 1f2 
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7124/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ HoU)MOOCI Millennium - Alternatil.eS - Question 

[Quoted text hidden] ENV -11E-562 
Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

hUps :!Imail .goog le.comfmai II?ui"-2&i 1\-" 285d5bc1ce4&\.iewoopt&search=inbox&th'" 136d1 a6370b5adfb 212 
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7;24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Question 

ENV -11E-563 

Question 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Thu, Apr 19,2012 at 11:48 AM 
To: Srima! Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srima I: just checking in on the status of the review of the Millennium Screencheck Draft E I R sections. 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Thu, Apr 19, 2012 at 12:05 PM 

Just got done with jury duty, so been busy catching up with e-mails and returning phone calls, etc. 1 received the 
library section. Will review it as soon as 1 can. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Excellent, thanks. You still have Arts to review, also, correct? 

Chris 

From: Sri mal Hewawitharana <SrirnaLHewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, 19 Apr 201212:05:48 ,·0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Re: Question 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Yes; I've started on it. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:limai!.900gle.comimaill?ui '" 2&fk~285d5bdce4&view=pt&search"'inboX&th= 136cbef903d1bb9f 

Thu, Apr 19,2012 at 12:08 PM 

Thu, Apr 19,2012 at 12:30 PM 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail· ScreencheckDrafi EIR for Millennium Holly<MJOd Project 

ENV -11E-564 

Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srima! Hewawilharana <srimal.hewawitharana@tacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, 

Thu, Apr 12,2012 at 5:51 PM 

Attached please find the following section for the Screencheck Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project: 

I) Section IV.J-5 Libraries and Figure IV.l.S-1 

Hard copy of this section will also be delivered next week 

Note: all products (EIR sections and technical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please call or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Enviromnental Plarmer 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 \-Vest San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-nepa.com 

310-469··6704 (direct) 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

https:i/mail.gcogI8.comimail!?ui=2&i k= 285cl5bdce<\&vievFpt&searcho:i nboX&th= 136a9303e603f27c 1/2 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Holly.wod Project 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

2 attachments 

~ IV J-5 Libraries.DOC 
138K 

d Figure IV.J.5-1_Library Locations.pdf 
794K 

ENV -11E-565 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Seth, 

Thank you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!lmail.gDOgle.comimail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search::: i nbox&th;;o 136a9:~03e603f27c 

Wed, Apr 18,2012 at 9:18 AM 

'l12 
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7/24/13 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - Question 

ENV -11E-566 

Question 

Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Just so I'm clear; you have not reviewed Parking yet, correct? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srimal Hewawithara na <srlmal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Chris, 

Wed, Apr 11,2012 at 11:28AM 

Wed, Apr 11,2012 at 12:43 PM 

I have reviewed parking, and I sent it to you last week - on the 5th. I can res end it. .. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

htlps:l!mail.goog!e.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bclce4&l.iew=pl&search=inbox&th,,;136a2a9dcc67b71b 111 
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7/24113 City of Los ,Angeles Mail - Confirming Meeting Today 

ENV -11E-567 

Confirming Meeting Today 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Apr 11,2012 at 8:56 AM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Good morning, 

I don't have to report for jury duty today, so I am in the office. We will meet at 3:00 p.m. in Room 763 
(conference room). 

Srimal 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmu!Hn.com> Wed, Apr 11, 2012 at 8:58 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawltharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks SrimaL See you later today. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maiito:srimaLhewawltharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, Apr!! 11,20128:57 AM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Frarjo Jr. 
Subject: Confirming Meeting Today 

Good morning, 

I don't have to report for jury duty today, so I am in the office. We will meet at 3:00 p.m. in Room 763 
(conference room). 

Srima! 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention;. This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

https:lfrnail.google.com'tnailJ?ui"'2&ik~285d5bdce4&view=pt&sE".arch=inoox&Jh=136a21ee7fce791f 1f1 
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7/24/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Millennium HoHywood - Energy Conservation and General Impact Categories 

ENV -11E-568 

Millennium Hollywood - Energy Conservation and General Impact Categories 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Apr 10,2012 at 4:12 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi, 

Attached please find the 2 reviewed sections, Energy Conservation and General Impact Categories. 

I won't know, until later tonight, if I win be called to serve jury duty tomorrow. So our meeting for tomorrow, at 
3:00 p.m. is sUIl tentati\e. 

Srimal 

2 attachments 

iWi' IV.L-4 Energy ConservationSH.docx 
~ 8SK 

lJID V. General ImpactsSH.docx 
31K 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> 

Tue, Apr 10, 2012 at 4:14 PM 

Thanks. I ha\e a scheduling conflict (child care) such that I could do a conference call at 3 tomorrow, but not a 
meeting. Is that possible? I realize it would still be tentati\e, and cancelled if you are on jury duty. 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Servrces, lLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 
310-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Ouoted text hidden] 

<IV.L-4 Energy ConservationSH.docx><V. General ImpactsSH.docx> 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afrafjo@sheppardmullin.com> TU8, Apr 10, 2012 at 4:16 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srlmaLhewawitharana@lacity,org> 

htlps:!!mail.google.com/mail/?LJi=2&ik=2B5d5bdce4&\>ieVFpt&search"'inbol<&.th=1369e87dddd31ac5 1/3 
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7124/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Holiy.M)Od ~ Energy Conservation and General Impact Categories 

Hi Srimaf, I wl!l plan to see you tomorrow shou!dJ¥NWrrdtl~~ed in to duty. fingers crossed! 

From: Chris Joseph [maHto:chris@ceqa·-nepa,com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 101 2012 4: 15 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawftharana 
Cc: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Millennium Hollywood - Energy Conservation and General Impact Categories 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax ad\Ace given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (if) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is pri\Aleged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Apr 10, 2012 at 4:17 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

If you want me to call in to your cell and have your !Phone on speaker, I can do that. 

Chris Joseph 

CAlA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 

From: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraljo@sheppardmuIHn.com> 

Date: Tue, 10 Apr 201216:16:24 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srima! Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Subject: RE: Millennium Hollywood - Energy Conservation and General Impact Categories 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr, <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Apr 10,2012 at4:19 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

ok. Thanks. 

From: Chris Joseph [mailto:chris@ceqa-nepa.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2012 4: 17 PM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr.; Srimal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

https:f/rnai!.900gle.comlmailf?ui",2&ik=285d5bdce4&view"'pt&searr:h", i nbox&.tll''' 1369e87dddd31 ac5 2/3 
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7124113 City of Los Angeles Mail - MiHennium Hollywood - Energ y Conservation and Genera! !mpact Categories 

ENV-llE-570 

https:l/mail,google.com'maill?uj"'2&ik'-"285d5bdce4&'ifWFpt&SE".arch~inbo><&th= 136ge87dddd31 ac5 3/3 
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7/24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Meeting and Follow-up 

ENV-llE-571 

Meeting and Follow-up 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Wed, Apr 4,2012 at 8:04 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@Jacity.org> 

When: Wednesday, April 11, 20122:00 PM-3:00 PM (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada). 
Where: City Hal! 

Note: 111e GMT offset abo\119 does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments. 

Good morning Srimal, 

I would like to confirm our next meeting and check-in. 

Thank you. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used 
by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments ). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. tf you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail 
and delete the message and any attachments. 

D!"-· invite.ics 
...... 3K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Alfred, 

Thu, Apr 5,2012 at 8:38 AM 

Sorry, f can't confirm anything yet, until I report for Jury Duty on Monday, April 9 and know if I am called to serve 
or not. I will let you know as soon as I can. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, Apr 5, 2012 at 9: 17 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

No pro~~'"~!1kYOu for responding. l'fI keep it tentative until! hear from you. 

https:l!mai!.google.com!mafl!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&vieW"pt&search= i nboX&th'" 1367de23ceac518d 1/2 
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7/24113 

Warm regards, 
Alfred 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Meeting and Follow-up 

ENV-IIE-572 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maHto: srimal. hevvawitharana@ladty.org] 
Sent: Thursday, AprH 05, 2012 8: 39 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: Meeting and Follow-up 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity_org> Thu, Apr 5, 2012 at 10:11 AM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuilin.com>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa_com> 

Yes, we'll keep the April 11 meeting, tentative, pending jury duty. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!!mail.google_commail!?ui=2&ik=o285dEitJdce4&\i ew=pt&search= inbox&th= 1367 de23ceac518d 212 
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7;24113 Cityof Los Angeles Mail- ScreencheckDraft EIR for Millennium HoUyv..ood Project 

ENV-IIE-573 

Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium Hollywood Project 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi SrirnaL 

Fri, Apr 6,2012 at 2;40 PM 

Attached please fmd the follow:ing section for the Screencheck Draft EJR for the Millennium Hollywood 
Project: 

e Section VI. Alternatives 

Hard copy of this section will also be delivered next week 

Note: all products (EIR sections and technical reports) are draft and a work in progress that is subject to 
change. 

Please can or email with any questions or comments. 

Seth Wulkan 

Assistant Environmental Planner 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 West San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Seth@ceqa-ncpa.com 

31 0-469-6704 (direct) 

310-806-9801 (flU) 

htlps:llmafl.g oog le.com'rnaiU?ui::: 2&i k-= 285d5bdce4&IA e\l.I"'pt&search"'inbo Y&th"'136899bceb6fe8bO 1/2 
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7/24113 City of Los Angeles Mail - Screencheck Draft EIR for Millennium HolIYM>CXi Project 

l@j VI. Alternatives (4-6-12}.doc 
1769K 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimaL hewawitharana@!acity .org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you. 

Srima! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:/lrnail.google.comfrnail!?ui=2&ik= 285d5brJce4&\.i81.\= pt&search=inbo.l'&th= 1 ~~5899bceb6f88bO 

Man, Apr 9, 2012 at 8:50 AM 
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7;24/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Meeting on Thursday? 

Subject: Re: Meeting on Thursday? ENV-llE-575 

Chris, 

Next week is when ~ report for jury duty. So, it might be better to just se nd me the Alt. section a nd meet once I 
know my jury duty schedule. 

Srimal 

On Thu, Apr 5,2012 at 8:38 AM, Chris Joseph <chrb@ceqa-nepa.com> wrote: 

~ Shoot, today isn't good for me. What's your schedule like next week? Is it better just to send you the Alts section, 
, and then we can meet after you review? Are you on jury duty next week? 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srima!.Hew3witharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Thu, 5 Apr 201208:33:10 -0700 

· To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

• Subject: Re: Meeting on Thursday? 

Hi Chris, 

l Sorry, ! was out of the office these past couple of days. But yes, we can meet today, anytime before 5:30 p.m. 

(well, at least, I'll be here in the office until 5:30 p.m., others, however, leave earlier). let me know. 

• Srimal 

· On Mon, Apr 2,2012 at 12:39 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com> wrote: 
Can we meet on Thursday to discuss the Alts? 

Sent from my iPhone 

https:i/matl.gCD;) le.colTJlllai lI?u!" 2&i~285d5bclce4&vi eVF pt&search~i nboJ!&th'" 1367 491d352123bb 313 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium 

ENV-llE-576 

Millennium 

James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: "srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimaL Hewawitharana@laclty.org> 

Srimal, 

For my files, what is your phone number? 

Thanks, 

James Pugh 
213.617.4284 

Sheppard;')~·· 

213.620.1780 : 
\'v\'Vw.sheppardmul!in.com 

Mon, Apr 2,2012 at 3:01 PM 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\Oiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmullin.com> 

My phone number is 213-978-1359. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

hUps :(!rraiLg oog le.comlmai li?ui=2&i k= 285d5bdce4&vieVF pt&search~ i nbox&th= 13675138aOea27a9 

Thu, Apr 5, 2012 at 8:34 AM 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - EIR 

ENV-IIE-577 

EIR 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Sat, Mar 31, 2012 at 1:48 PM 
To: Srimai Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@!acity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

Thank you again for the foJlow-up sections to Chris Joseph and his team this week! 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) amiding tax penalties or (Ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal. hewawitharana@!acity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

You are welcome. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

htlps:flmail.google.comfmail!?ui=2&ik=285d5bdGe4&l.iew=pt&search=inbox&lh"'1366a83edcff4dcb 

Thu, Apr 5,2012 at 8:33 AM 
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7119/13 City of los Angeles Mail - Hollyv.ood Millennium: Missing Fig ures 

ENV-IIE-578 

Hollywood Millennium: Missing Figures 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Wed, Mar 28,2012 at 4:56 PM 

I just realized thai I had omitted downloading several figures from various sections that were sent to me as an 
attachment to an earlier e-mail, way back in Jan. 24, 2012; they are no longer available to be downloaded. Could 
you please send them to me again? Here is the list of missing figures: 

Figure IV.A.1-3 
Fig. IV.A.1-13 
Fig. IV.A.1-14 
Fig. IV.A.1-15 
Fig. IV.A.1-16 
Fig. IV.A.1-17 
Fig. IV.A.1-18 
Fig. IV.A.1-19 
Fig. IV.A.1-20 

Figure IV.A.2-1 - A.2-16 
Figure IV.C-1 - IV.C-4 
Figure IV.H-1 
Fig.IV.H-2 

Sorry about that. Hope it won't be too incon'venient to resend them to me. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Yes. Copying Seth. 

Chris Joseph 

CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 

11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

hUps:l/mail ,g DOg le.comimai Il?ui:::: 2&i k=285d5bdce4&\ie\'F pt&search= inbox&th= 1365bbd8Da 15574c 

Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 4:57 PM 
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7/19/13 City of Los Ange!es Mail - HolIYMJOd Millennium: Missing Figures 

F;~~: Srimal Hewawitharana <Sri~~.He~~~~~YaM~l§'lRy.~rg> 
Date: Wed, 28 Mar 201216:56:47 -0700 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Subject: Hollywood Millennium: Missing Figures 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Mar 28,2012 at 5:09 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Part 1 

From: Chris Joseph 
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2012 4:58 PM 
To: Srjmal Hewawitharana 
Cc: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium: Missing Figures 

[Quoted text hidden] 

11 attachme nts 

't!j Figure IV.A.1-3_Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 400 Feet-pdf 
331K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-4_Axonometric Building Envelope_West Site 400 Feet.pdf 
332K 

't!:j Figure IV.A.1-5_Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 550 Feet.pdf 
330K 

1!:J Figure IV.A.1-6_Axonometric Building Envelope_West Site 550 Feet.pdf 
... 330K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-7_Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 585 Feet.pdf 
346K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-8_Axonometric Building Envelope_West Site 585 Feet.pdf 
. 343K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-9_Photo Location Map.pdf 
3278K 

1Z'J Figure IV.A.1-10, Capitol Records Building View Corridor.pdf 
'. 1578K 

m Figure IV.A.1-11, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View i.pdf 
.... 910K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-1_Axonometric Building Envelope_East Site 220 Feet.pdf 
k 293K 

1{9 Figure IV.A-1-2_Axonometric Building Envelope_West Site 220 Feet.pdf 
324K 

https:fJrnail,google,cotn'maill?ui"'2&ik-"285d5bclce4&IJie\'Fpt&search=inboxIUh=1365bbd80a15574c 215 
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7J19/13 Cftyof los Angeles Mail - Hollywood Millennium: Missing Figures 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana~Yy-.Mf-580 Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 5:21 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Mar 28,2012 at 5:12 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Part 2 

From: Chris Joseph 
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2.012 4:58 PM 
To: Srlma! Hewawitharana 
Cc: Seth Wulkan 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium: Missing Figures 

Yes. Copying Seth. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

9 attachments 

'~1 Figure IV.A.i-i5, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 5.pdf 
- 1227K 

~ Figure IV.A.i-iS, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 6.pdf 
v 1210K 

1:1 Figure IV.A.1-i1, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 7.pdf 
1261K 

.t!j Figure IV.A.i-iS, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 8.pdf 
1069K 

~ Figure IV.A.i-19, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 9.pdf 
1088K 

iZ:1 Figure IV.A.i-20, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 10.pdf 
1118K 

t:J Figure IV.A.i-i2, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 2.pdf 
. 1121K 

tg Figure IV.A.1-13, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 3.pdf 
1081K 

~ Figure IV.A.1-14, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, View 4.pdf 
1015K 

https:/Jmail.gtx.19le,cornlrnaili?ui=2&ik"'285d5bdce4&vieVFpt&searcn=inbox&.th=1365bbd80a15574c 3/5 
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7/19/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - HolI)'MXXl Millennium: Missing Figures 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-llE-581 Wed, Mar 28,2012 at 5:15 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Part 3. Happy to herp out with anything else. 

Seth 

From: Chris Joseph 
Sent: Wednesday! March 28, 20124:58 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana 
Cc: Seth Wuikan 
Subject: Re: Hollywood Millennium: Missing Figures 

Yes. (opying Seth. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

4 attachments 

k'j Figure IV.H-1, Noise Monitoring and Sensitive Receptor Location Map.pdf 
430K 

~ Figure IV.H-2 Groundborne Vibration and Adjacent Sensitive Receptors.pdf 
6:.l 2437K 

k9 Figure IV.A.2-1 - A.2-16.pdf 
1633K 

m Figure IV.C-1-IV.C-4.pdf 
L 669K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 5:25 PM 

Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks. Due to my computer's capabilities, I ha~ to download each, individually, which is probably why I 
stopped, halfway, last timet 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Sri rna I Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawiUlarana@lacity.org> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thanks. I'll let you know if I am missing any others. 

Srlmal 
[Quoted text hiddfJrl] 

https:ffrnail.g00gle.com'maill?ui",2&iI0;285d5bdce4&l.iew..:.pt&search"'inbox&th"'1365bbd80a15574c 

Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 5:26 PM 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail - HolI)MOOd Millennium: Missing Figures 

Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV -11E-582 

To: Srima! Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@facity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

No worries! There are a lot of figures that have large me sizes. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2012 5:26 PM 
To: Seth Wulkan 
Cc: Chris Joseph 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Srimal HewawHharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

can we also send hard copies? 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 
310-469-6700 (office) 
310-806-9801 (fax) 
lQuQled text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew8witharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Seth Wulkan <seth@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 5:27 PM 

Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 5:29 PM 

Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 5:35 PM 

I believe I have the hard copies that came with the hard copies of the screen checks ('\Ie received. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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ENV -11E-583 

Millennium Hollywood a Check In Meeting 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 27, 2012 at 4:07 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, 
Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa
nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuUin.com> 

Scheduled for tomorrow, Wednesday, March 28, 2012, at 3:00 p.m. Room 763 Conference Room; 7th floor, City 
Hail. 

Srimai 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Thank you for your email. I wi!! be able to respond when I return to 
the office on Monday, April 2. Ifthe matter is urgent, may I suggest 
contacting Darlene Navarrete at (213) 978-1332 and she can route your 
request to the appropriate staff. 

""Karen Hoo" 
*Los Angeles City Planning Department* 
*EIR Unit, Mai! Stop 395* 
*200 North Spring Street, Suite 750" 
"Los Angeles, CA 90012* 
*(213) 978-1331* 

Tue, Mar 27,2012 at 4:07 PM 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> TU8, Mar 27,2012 at 4:43 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, 
Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@iacity.org>, Luciralia Jbarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." 
<afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Have heard two different times: is it at 3 or 2? 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Mar 27, 2012 at 4:49 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawltharana <srimaL hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen. hoo@lacity.org>, Henry Chu 
<henry .chu@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Luciralia 
tbarra <Iuciralia. ibarra@fadty.org> 

We talked about 3pm last week but 2 pm is the only time that works for me. 

\NWI,v.sheppardmuliin.comfafroijo 

h1tps:llmail.google.comfrnail/?uj",2&ik=28Sd5bdce4&"';ew=pt&search=-inbox&th=136566aObff804d6 1/3 
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[Quoted text hidden] ENV-llE-584 
Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> Tue, Mar 27, 2012 at 4:51 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Henry Chu 
<henry.chu@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, Jon Foreman <jon.foreman@lacity.org>, Ludralia 
Ibarra <Iuciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

2 is better for me 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Mar 27, 2012 at 4:51 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

2pm is best for me. 

www.sheppardmu!lin.comfafraijo 

On Mar 27, 2012, at 4:43 PM, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa,com> wrote: 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 27, 2012 at 5:33 PM 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

When Alfred asked to reschedule the meeting, 3:00 p.m. was the agreed upon time for the rescheduled meeting, 
per the e-mail. 

Srirnal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@laciiy.org> Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 12:34 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 
I have this 1 pm meeting with the City Attorney on Farmer's Field. I'U try to make it, but I think you and Kevin 
should have it covered. I'll follow up with you if I am not able to make it. 
Thanks, 
Luci 

On Tue, Mar 27, 2012 at 4:07 PM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 
" Scheduled for tomorrow, Wednesday, March 28,2012, at 3:00 p.m. Room 763 Conference Room; 7th floor, 

https:llmail.google.comlmailJ?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&Yiew=pt&search=inboJ<£th=136566aObff804d6 213 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millennium Hollyw:xxl- Check In Meeting 

. City Ha!1. 

Srima! 

luciralia Ibarra 
City Plann!ng Associate 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978,1378 
Fx: 213,978,1343 

ENV -11E-585 

Srimal Hewawithamna <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciraHajbarra@iacrty.org> 

Luci, 

No problem. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:l/rnail,google.corrv'rnail/?ui~2&ik~285d5bdce4&view=pt&5earcn=inboX&th"'136566aObff804d6 

Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 12:59 PM 
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ENV -11E-586 

Fwd: Millennium Hollywood ~ Rescheduled Meeting Time (Original e~mail) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 27,2012 at 5:35 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Aln-ed Fraijo Jr." <an-aijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

------- Forwarded message -------
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@iacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 4:58 PM 
Subject: Re: MiHennium Hollywood - Noise 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmuliin.Gom> 

You are welcome. 

On Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 4:54 PM, Aln-ed Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> wrote: 
Perfecto! Thanks so very much. 

• WNVV.sheppardmullin.com/afraijo 

On Mar 20,2012, at 4:52 PM, "Srirnal Hewawitharana" <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

Hi Alfred, 

Next Wed., March 28? Instead of tomorrow? Yes, that would be fine. I might be able to get a 
couple of sections reviewed by then. Same time (3:00 p.m.)? 

Srima! 

On Tue, Mar 20,2012 at 4:43 PM, Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuilln.com> wrote: 
Hi Srlmal, we planned to confer tomorrow. Is it possible to meet next Wednesday instead? 

Thanks very much. 

: vvww.sheppardmullin.com/afraijo 

On Mar 20, 2012, at 4:40 PM, "Srlmal Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
wrote: 

, > Attached is the reviewed Noise section . 
. > 
. > Srimal 

> <IV.H. Noise.SH.docx> 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice 
• given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used 

https:llmail.googfe.com1rmi!l?ui=2&ik-,,285cl5bdce4&'.-ievv-pt&search=inbox&th=13656ba416d47321 1/3 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- F\I\d; Millennium Holl}'MXXJ - Rescheduled Meeting Time (Original e-mail) 

by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (~~dri~~penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 

, attachments). 

, Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
. confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail 

and delete the message and any attachments. 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> Tue, Mar 27,2012 at 6:22 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> 

So sorry Srimal. The confusion is my fault. Please let us know if 2 pm works for you otherwise we'll work on 
another time that works best. Unfortunately, I'm no longer available at 3 pm as I ha'v9 a meeting with the new 
CRA on this project. 

Best regards, 
Alfred 

WV'NJ.sheppardmullin.com/afraijo 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srima I Hewawitha rana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Alfred, 

Let me check and get back to you. 

Srimal 
[Quoted !ex! hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@[acity.org> 

Thank you and sorry for the mix up. 

from; Srimal Hewawltharana [maHto: srirnaL hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 28,20129: 14 AM 
To: Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Re: MiUennium Hollywood - Rescheduled Meeting Time (Original e-mail) 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimalohewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afratjo@sheppardmuHin.com> 

Not a problem. ! checked and 2:00 p.m. will be tine. I'll send a new reminder to all. 

https:i1mail.google.C01"n/maHl?ui = 2&tk~285d5bdce4&1Ii eVF pt&search::: inbox&th= 13656ba416d47321 

Wed, Mar 28,2012 at 9:14 AM 

Wed, Mar 28,2012 at 9:14 AM 

Wed, Mar 28,2012 at 9:25 AM 
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ENV -IIE-588 

Srima! 
[Quoled text hidden] 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

perfect thank you. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [maUto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: WednesdaYI March 28, 2012 9: 26 AM 
[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted lext hidden] 

hups:f!maH,google.cotnimaili?ui=2&ik=285d500ce4&liiew~pt&search"'inbox&th~13656ba416d47321 

Wed, Mar 28, 2012 at 9:26 AM 
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ENV -11E-589 

Millennium Hollywood ~ Hazards/Haz. Mats 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 27,2012 at 2:20 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

Attached, please find the reviewed Hazards/Hazardous Materials Section, with corrections and revisions. 

Srimai 

~ IV.E. Hazards (1).docx 
80K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Mar 27,2012 at 2:20 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Thank you] See you tomorrow. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2012 2:20 PM 
To: Chris Joseph; Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
Subject: Millennium Hollywood - Hazards/Haz. Mats 

Hi Chris and Alfred, 

Attached, please find the reviewed Hazards/Hazardous Materials Section, with corrections and revisions. 

Srimai 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) a\K)iding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Thanks. We are meeting tomorrow at 3? 

Sent from my iPhone 
(Quoted text hidden] 

> <IV.E. Hazards (1).docx> 

htlps :/lmail.goog le.com/mai Il?uj=2&i ~ 285d5bdce4&vieVF pt&search= i nhox&th= 1365607ea809~1754 

Tue, Mar 27,2012 at 2:28 PM 
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ENV -11E-590 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> Tue, Mar 27,2012 at 2:30 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, Srima! Hewawitharana <sffmal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

2pm. Thanks. 
[Quoted text Ilidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 
Cc: Sri mal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawitharana@!acity.org> 

Even better 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:l!mail.goog!e.comfmail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&liieVFpt&search=inbox&th=1365607ea809:W54 

Tue, Mar 27,2012 at 2:32 PM 
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ENV-llE-591 

LA 
,,,, GHCS . 
"¥-,} 

Millennium 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaI.Hewawitharana@iacity.org> 
Cc: James Pugh <JPugh@sheppardmuIHn.com> 

Wed, Mar 21, 2012 at 10:45 AM 

Srimal, can Jim and I have a quick conference call with you either on Thursday or Friday? Probably 15 minutes at 
most, just to discuss a question on Alternatives. 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Chris, 

Wed, Mar21, 2012 at 11:20AM 

Yes, certainly. Either day should be fine. Any time between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Just let me know. 

Srlma! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

htlps:J!mail.google.comirnail/?ui",2&ik=285d5bdce4&"vievFpt&search"'inbo!<&th"'136365d9bOb15105 111 
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ENV -11E-592 

Millennium Hollywood Check In Meeting Postponed 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hew8witharana@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 20,2012 at 5:31 PM 
To: Henry Chu <henry.chu@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org>, 
luciralia Ibarra <Iuciraiia.ibarra@iaclty.org>, Gabriela Juarez <gabriela.juarez@lacity.org> 

The check-in meeting that had been scheduled for tomorrow, Wed., March 21, has been postponed at the 
request of the applicant. 

Srima! 

Gabriela Juarez <gabriela.juarez@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 20,2012 at 5:32 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal. hewawltharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks Srimal. :) Could you let me know when ft gets rescheduled? 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Gabriela Juarez 

Depmtmcnt ofCity Planning 

Metro Neighborhood Projects Division - Central Section 

200 N Spling St, Room #621 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mailstop: 395 
Ph: (213) 978w 1199 
Fax: (213) 978-1226 

(:0 Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

https:!fmail.gGogle.comirnaiU?ui '" 2&ik~285d5bclce4&1Ii e\f'F pt&search= inbox&th= 13632aa56b462d40 1(1 
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ENV-llE-593 

Millennium HoUywood ~ Noise 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 20,2012 at 4:40 PM 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Atfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Attached is the reviewed Noise section. 

Srimal 

~ IV.H. Noise.SH.docx 
109K 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmut!in.com> Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 4:43 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Srimal, we planned to confer tomorrow. Is it possible to meet next Wednesday instead? 

Thanks very much. 

wliVw.sheppardmu!lin. co m/afr'a Ijo 

On Mar 20, 2012, at 4:40 PM, "Srima! Hewawitharana" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote: 

> Attached is the reviewed Noise section. 
> 

> Srimal 
> <IV,H. Noise,SH.docx> 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein (or in 
any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
(i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein (or in any attachments). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@[acity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 4:52 PM 

Hi Alfred, 

Next Wed., March 28? Instead of tomorrow? Yes, that would be fine. I might be able to get a couple of sections 
reviewed by then. Same time (3:00 p.m.)? 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:lfmail.goog le,eorn/mai l!?ui"'2&i k= 285d5bdce4&'vie\'I/= pt&search'" i nbox8.th'" 136327OO95307f45 1/2 
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7/19f13 City of Los Angeles Mail - Millennium Holl)/'MJOd - Noise 

ENV -11E-594 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraijo@sheppardmuHin.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Perfecto! Thanks so very much. 

V.JVvvv.sheppardmut!in.comJafraijo 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: "Alfred Fraijo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmullin.com> 

You are welcome. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:f!mail.google.com'mailJ?ui"2&ik='285d5bdce4&liiew"'pt&search=inbox&th", 136327be9530"Tf45 

Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 4:54 PM 

Tue, Mar 20,2012 at 4:58 PM 
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ENV-llE-595 

Millennium Question 

Chris Joseph <chrls@ceqa-nepa.com> Wed, Mar 14,2012 at 10:57 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal. Just trying to get an idea of when you wifl be getting back to Millennium .... is Farmer's Field going to be 
done this week? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Chris Joseph 
chris@ceqa-nepa.com 
CAJA Environmenta! Services, LLC 
11990 San Vicente Blvd, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90049 

31 0-469-6700 (office) 

310-806-9801 (fax) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Hi Chris, 

Yes, hopefully, I'll be able to work on Miliennium, next week. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thanks. Any further update? 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitha rana <sri mal. hewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Sorry, no further updates. 

Srlmal 
fQuo~ text hidden] 

https:/frnail.gcog!e.comlmai!f?ui"'2&ik:=285d5bdce4&vi ev\'=pt&search= inbox&th= 136125bc6837b3f5 

Wed, Mar 14, 2012 at 11 :26 AM 

Fri, Mar 16.2012 at 8:27 AM 

Fri, Mar 16, 2012 at 9:04 AM 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail ~ Millennium Question 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> ENV-IIE-596 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Just curious: are u stili working on Farmers? 

Sent from my iPhone 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@Jacity.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 

Chris, 

Yes, i am. But I am also trying to work on MHiennium, as well. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:fJmai!.google.comimailf?ui= 2&ik=285d5l:xice4&view= pt&search=inbol<&th"'- 136mbC6837lJ3f5 ... 

Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 3:23 PM 

Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 3:38 PM 
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ENV -11E-597 

Millennium Hollywood land Use Section 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 20,2012 at 2:56 PM 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@laclty.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Hi Luci and Kevin, 

Attached are the Land Use Section and 2 figures for Hollywood Millennium, for your review. 

We are meeting tomorrow, Wed., March 21, at 3:00 p.m. in Room 763 Conference room for a check-in meeting. 

Sr!mal 

3 attachments 

~ IV.G. Land Use Planning (1).docx 
120K 

't!j Figure IV.G-1_Hollywood Community Plan Existing Land Use Designation (1).pdf 
145K 

1f~ Figure IV.G-2_Existing City Zoning Designation.pdf 
!L.:J 82K 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@iacity.org> Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 3:12 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank your 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Luciraifa Ibarra 
City Planning Associate 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 

hUps :l!lTail.g DOg le,COfTVrnai 1/?ui=2&i k= 285d5hdce4&~ew= p!&search= i nbox&th= 136321 c171 OSf442 111 
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7/19/13 Cltyof los Angeles Mail - Millenium 

ENV-IIE-598 

MiUenium 

Ga brie la Jua rez <gabrleJa.juarez@lacity .org> Mon, Mar 19,2012 at 12:21 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Blake Lamb <blakeJamb@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, 

I had some questions/comments about the Milienuim's land use section of the EIR I wanted to chat with you 
about. When would you available to chat? 

Thanks, 
Gabriela :) 

Gabriela Juarez 

Department of City Planning 
Metro Neighborhood Projects Division - Central Section 

200 N Spring St, Room #621 

Los Angeles, CA 900]2 

Mailstop: 395 

Ph: (213) 978-1199 

Fax: (2B) 978-1226 

(~ Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@Jacity.org> 
To: Gabriela Juarez <gabrieta.juarez@lacity.org> 

Hi Gabriela, 

j'm available from now till 10:00 a.m., and, again, this afternoon. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Ga brie la Jua rez <gabrie!a.juarez@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Maybe I could give you a call about it? I have like 3 questions. :) Would that be ok? 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@ladty.org> 
To: Gabrie!a Juarez <gabriela.juarez@lacity.org> 

Sounds good to me. My # is 8-1359 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:flmail.google.comirnaHPui=2&ik=285cjfSbdce4&l>iew:opt&search= i nboY&th'" 1362c68b4f4877dc 

Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 8:55 AM 

Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 9:04 AM 

Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 9:06 AM 
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7/19/13 City of Los Angeles Mail- Millenium 

Gabriela Juarez <gabriefa.juarez@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 9:25 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@iacity.org> 
Cc: Blake Lamb <blake.tamb@lacity.org> I Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimaf, 

Thanks for making time to chat. To fol!ow up these were the concerns/questions I had on the Land Use section: 

- Pedestrian Linkages 
=> need to be accessible 24 hours a day with the appropriate public safety measures 
=> mid-block crossing on Vine St ! believe is there already, so pedestrian linkages needs to connect to the 
project logically and in a way to activate the ground floor and retail 
=> retail placement needs to be accessible to the pedestrian linkages and through block 

-Cumulative Impacts 
=> In land use section, should be revised to say incorporation of all the mitigation measures applied to the 
project ensure that the cumulative impacts are reduced to a level that is less than significant 

We appreciate incorporating these Srimal. 

Could you please confirm which room the meeting with them is tomorrow at 3? 

Thanks again! 
gabriela :) 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Gabriela Juarez <gabriela.juarez@lacity.org> 

Tue, Mar 20, 2012 at 9:58 AM 

Gabriela, 

Thank you for the comments. The meeting will be in Room "163 - the conference room there. 

Srims! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Gabriela Juarez <gabriela.juarez@lacity.org> Tue, Mar 20,2012 at 10:30 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Great, thank you! 
{Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@!acity.org> Tue, Mar 20,2012 at 2:58 PM 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <Iuciralia.ibarra@!acity.org>, Kevin Jones <kevin.jones@!acity.org> 

Comments from the Community Planning staff on the Millennium Hollywood Land Use. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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7/i9/13 Cityof Los Angeles Mail" Updated: Millennium Hollyv,ood: DWP Water Conservation Meeting 

ENV -11E-600 

Updated: Millennium Hollywood: DWP Water Conservation Meeting 

Alfred Fraijo Jr. <afraljo@sheppardmullin.com> Thu, Mar 8, 2012 at 10:41 AM 
To: Chris joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com>, "Kearns, Rick" <rkearns@handelarchitects.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

When: Thursday, March 15, 20122:00 PM-3:00 PM (GMT-08:00) Pacific lime (US & Canada). 
Where: Conference CaJi 

Note: The GMT offset above does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments. 

Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice 
given herein (or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used 
by any taxpayer, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or 
recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any 
attachments ). 

Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or 
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail 
and delete the message and any attachments. 

o invite.ics 
3K 

https:;/rnaii,gmgle,cornirnaiU?ui"'2&1k=285d5bdcB4&"; eVFpt&search= inbo::dth= 135f39da7c8956eO 1/1 
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7/19/13 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - Land Use Section 

ENV-IIE-601 

:LA 
C1 GEECS 

Land Use Section 

Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <SrimaLHewawitharana@lacily.org> 
Cc : "Alfred F railo Jr." <afraijo@sheppardmulfin.com> 

Thu, Feb 9, 2012 at 6:57 AM 

Srimai, should we transmit the Land Use section to someone in the Community Plan Division? If so, who? 

Thanks, 

Chris 

Srima I Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org> 
To: Chris Joseph <chris@ceqa-nepa.com> 
Cc: Blake lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> 

Hi Chris, 

Thu, Feb 9,2012 at 10:42 AM 

I left a voice mail message for Blake Lamb regarding the land use section, since she has Hollywood assigned to 
her. I'm waiting for her to call me back, but, in the meantime, do go ahead and send the land use section to her 
(I've included her on this e-mail). 

Thank you. 

Srimai 
[Quoted tex1 hidden) 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Blake Lamb <blake.lamb@lacity.org> 

Hi Blake, 

Wed, Mar 7,2012 at 12:11 PM 

I have started to review the Land Use section for the Millennium Hollywood Project DEIR, and I was wondering if 
you or someone in your unit has had the opportunity to review it, too, and if so, if there are any comments to 
forward to the consultants. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Blake Lamb <blakeJamb@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hi Srimal, we are currently reviewing it. are we too late? 
blake 
[Quoted text hidden] 

tlttps:llmai I.g oog I e.comlmai Inui =2&i k= 285d5bdce4&,,;ew=pt&search=i nbox&th'" 13562ge3bcgea5de 

Wed, Mar 7,2012 at 5:29 PM 
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7/19/13 

B!ake E. Lamb, AICP 
City Planner 
Pian !mplementation Division 
Neighborhood Projects, Central Section 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1167 

Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Land Use Section 

ENV -11E-602 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimaLhewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Blake lamb <biakeJamb@lacity.org> 

Thu, Mar 8,2012 at 10:41 AM 

Blake, 

No, not at all late. But, do you have an estimate for when you'd be done with your review? Also, please send 
your comments to me to be forwarded to the consultants. It is better to send all our comments together. Plus, 
they'll be on file for when the 2nd screencheck is received for review. 

Thanks, 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

https:!lmail.google.comfmail/?lJi=2&ik~285d5bdce4&";eW"pt&.search= inbox&th=13562ge3bcgea5de '2J2 
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